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4. PHYLA: ‘SHARED INNOVATIONS’
AMONG THE READING TRADITIONS

As we explained earlier, the main methodological criterion for
determining genetic subgroupings of languages (or dialects) con-
cerns shared innovations that are common to all members of the
group. We will thus proceed by enumerating shared innovations
among the various traditions of Biblical Hebrew, beginning with
the largest subgrouping (Jewish vs Samaritan) and slowly work-
ing our way to the smaller subgroupings (e.g., Babylonian vs Ti-
berian; Secunda vs Jerome).

Because we must detail such a large number of linguistic
features, none of them will be treated as extensively as they de-
serve. In many cases, we have to work from generalisations and
cannot detail the nuance or internal diversity present in one par-
ticular tradition. Only the briefest explanations are included,
with references to fuller discussions in the relevant literature.
Moreover, the list below should not be regarded as comprehen-
sive. In some cases, many more shared innovations could be
cited. Due to the scope of the present work, however, only a se-
lect number of shared innovations sufficient for determining ge-
netic subgroupings are included. Future research can undoubt-
edly add more.

It should also be noted that proper analysis of the Palestin-
ian tradition in particular requires a bit of finesse. Because it is
common for Palestinian-pointed manuscripts to exhibit a high de-

gree of convergence with Tiberian (see chapter 5, §2.1), which

© 2023 Benjamin Paul Kantor, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0210.04



4. Phyla: ‘Shared Innovations’ 61

was regarded as the most prestigious of the Biblical Hebrew read-
ing traditions, it can be difficult to access the ‘authentic’ Pales-
tinian pronunciation tradition. What may seem like a wealth of
shared features between Palestinian and Tiberian is probably the
result of scribes using the Palestinian notation system to imitate
Tiberian. Those instances where Palestinian-pointed manuscripts
exhibit divergence from Tiberian are probably actually the only
windows we have into the true and authentic Palestinian pronun-
ciation tradition.? As such, in the following sections, we will not
always cite Palestinian if it agrees with Tiberian due to the prob-
lem of convergence. Those cases where there is significant varia-
tion, however, will be cited and regarded as reflecting the au-
thentic Palestinian pronunciation tradition. Non-biblical manu-
scripts with Palestinian pointing will also be considered for fur-
ther insight into the tradition, since instances of divergence from
Tiberian in biblical manuscripts often find more frequent paral-

lels in non-biblical manuscripts.

1.0. Innovations of the Jewish || Samaritan

Branches

Perhaps the most obvious (and uncontroversial) subgrouping is
that of the Jewish and Samaritan branches. There are certain in-
novations shared only among the Jewish traditions, on the one

hand, and certain innovations attested only in Samaritan, on the

% For more on the relationship between the Palestinian pronunciation
and notation system and Tiberian, see Phillips (2022, 64, 94-95).
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other. Because the Samaritan tradition is only attested in its mod-
ern form, however, we have to be careful to differentiate between
innovations that likely already obtained in late antiquity and

those that developed at a much later period.

1.2. Jewish Innovations

1.2.1. Gemination in Wayyiqtol

In the First Temple Period, there was no distinction between
yiqtol forms (in the strong verb) used for jussive/modal semantics
and yiqtol forms used for a past narrative after the CONJ waw.
There was just a single polysemous form realised as something
like (w-)yiqtol. Differences in meaning would have been deter-
mined according to context. At some point in the late Second
Temple Period, however, as w-yiqgtol for the past was fading out
of the vernacular language—it would thus have been more natu-
rally read as a non-past form by contemporary users of the lan-
guage—various oral reading traditions began to introduce gemi-
nation into the prefix vowel to specifically mark past-narrative
instances of w-yigtol (Kantor 2020). This is what produced the
wayyiqtol form we know so well from Tiberian. This innovation
to mark past-narrative instances of w-yiqtol with gemination,
which is attested in all of the Jewish traditions, is absent in Sa-

maritan:?®

2 Examples from the Secunda and Jerome in this table and the rest of
the book are from the cited verse in the relevant critical edition (Kantor
forthcoming d; Kantor forthcoming a). Similarly, examples from Samar-
itan are from the relevant verse in Ben-Hayyim’s (1977b) edition of
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Table 7: Past-narrative w + yiqtol forms in Jewish || Samaritan tradi-
tions
wayyiqtol w-yiqtol
Secunda ovafbepag Samaritan RIAll

[wattlem'?as] [w'jifkan]
‘and you rejected’ ‘and dwelt’
(Ps. 89.39) (Exod. 24.16)
Jerome uaiomer

[waj'joimer]
‘and said’
(Gen. 14.19)
Palestinian nvan

[vajjiv't‘ah]
‘and trusted’
(Ps. 52.9)

Babylonian inn

[wajjit't"e:n]
‘and gave’
(Josh. 15.17)
Tiberian apm

[vajiy 'tho:0v]
‘and wrote’
(Exod. 24.4)

Some might suggest that the gemination in wayyigtol is a much

older feature that was lost in Samaritan, but this is unlikely for a

their oral reading tradition. Examples from Tiberian are from BHS.
Given the consistent sourcing for the Secunda, Jerome, Samaritan, and
Tiberian, specific references will only be mentioned for Palestinian,
Babylonian, Dead Sea Scrolls, etc. In this case, the Palestinian example
is from P310 (MS Cambridge Taylor-Schechter 12.195; Garr and Fass-
berg 2016, 113); the Babylonian example is from Yeivin (1985, 449).
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number of reasons. While we cannot enumerate all the counter-
arguments here,? the fact that Samaritan develops its own dis-
tinct method for marking past instances of w-yiqtol makes it un-
likely that it had lost such a distinction only to (essentially im-
mediately) re-develop a new one. In certain classes of verbs, the
Samaritan tradition simply revocalises what would have been a
past w-yiqtol form as a w-qatal form, even if this disrupts root
integrity: e.g., [wja:fab] ( awm) || 2wn ‘and dwelt’ (Gen. 4.16);
awm [w'ta:fab] (~ awm) || awm ‘and dwelt’ (Gen. 21.16).%% As
such, the gemination in wayyiqtol may be regarded as a shared

innovation of the Jewish traditions.

1.2.2. Spirantisation of J and 2

It is well known that in ‘Biblical Hebrew’ (i.e., Tiberian and the
Jewish traditions),* the letters n”a2 7733 each have two pronun-
ciations, one plosive and one fricative: i.e., 2 as [b] or [v]; 3 as
[g] or [¥]; 7 as [d] or [8]; o as [k"] or [¥]; » as [p"] or [f]; n as
[t"] or [6]. In Tiberian, the plosive pronunciation is indicated
with a dagesh and the fricative pronunciation with a rafeh or

merely the absence of dagesh: e.g., 123 ['k"rxa:] ‘thus’ (Exod.

% For a complete analysis, see Kantor (2020).

%8 For more on this phenomenon in Samaritan, see Ben-Hayyim (2000,
173).

? Note that the status of spirantisation in the transcriptions of the
Secunda and Jerome is not without ambiguity. However, in light of the
transcription conventions for representing n”s83 7731 consonants with
word-final devoicing, it is likely. For more on this claim, see the rele-

vant consonant sections in Kantor (forthcoming b).
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29.35); 33 ['go:oK] ‘housetop’ (Prov. 21.9); 747 ['do:08] ‘uncle’ (Lev.
10.4). This is not the original situation in Hebrew. Rather, it ap-
pears that at some point in the Second Temple Period, likely due
to contact with Aramaic, the consonants *b *g *d *k *p *t devel-
oped fricative allophones (Steiner 2005; Steiner 2007). This pro-
cess is often referred to as spirantisation.

In the Samaritan tradition, however, these consonants are
generally realised as plosives, even after vowels: e.g., ['dod] ‘un-
cle’ (Lev. 10.4). While this phenomenon is in large part due to
much later developments in the Samaritan tradition, there ap-
pears to have been a different distribution of fricativisation in the
Middle Ages and ancient times as well. Rather than enumerating
fricative pronunciations for all of the n”a3 7733 consonants, the
medieval Samaritan grammarians speak of dual pronunciations
of the consonants n”1792. Transcriptions in and out of Arabic ap-
pear to confirm this as well (Ben-Hayyim 2000, 32-35). Unlike
in the Jewish traditions, spirantisation in Samaritan Hebrew did
not affect the velar consonants *g and *k. As such, spirantisation
of 3 and > may be regarded as a shared innovation of the Jewish

traditions.

1.3. Samaritan Innovations

1.3.1. The reflex of *¢ (i.e., sin ®)

In the First Temple Period, a voiced lateral fricative /1/ (like the
Il in Welsh Lloyd), represented by the letter w, was part of the
consonantal inventory of Hebrew (Rendsburg 2013). Eventually,
this sound merged with that of o = /s/. The Tiberian Masoretes
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marked this sound with a dot on the left (i.e.,, ¥ = /s/), as op-
posed to the /{/ sound, which is marked with a dot on the right
(i.e., v = /f/): e.g., o ['so:om] ‘had put’ (Gen. 28.18) vs o
['fo:om] ‘there’ (Gen. 2.8). Though not always marked the same
way—Palestinian and Babylonian use a supralinear samech—the
/Y/, /s/ — /s/ merger is common to the Jewish traditions. In the
Samaritan tradition, however, the voiced lateral fricative */1/
merged with W = /[/ rather than o = /s/ (Ben-Hayyim 2000,
35-37):3°

Table 8: Reflex of *¢ in Jewish || Samaritan traditions

/s/ /5/
Secunda? oepa’! Samaritan oy
[sem'ha:] ['Ta:fa]
oy’ ‘had made’
(Ps. 30.12) (Gen. 1.31)

30 palestinian is from P300 (MS Cambridge Taylor-Schechter 20.54;
Garr and Fassberg 2016, 110). Babylonian is from Yeivin (1985, 939).

31 Greek ¢ represented a retracted [s] sound, somewhere in between [s]
and [{] (Kantor 2023, 87.7.1). There was no [{] sound in Greek. As such,
the transcription convention itself is not clear evidence for */4/ — /s/.
At least theoretically, it could also represent */1/ — /[/. Nevertheless,
the most likely interpretation of the evidence is that */1/ — /s/ in the
Secunda. Note, for example, that there may be vowel rounding brought
about by w but not by ¥ in the Secunda (Kantor forthcoming b,
§83.2.2.1, 3.2.9.4).
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Jerome israhel
[(jisra:'?e:l]
‘Israel’

Commentaries®?

Palestinian oo
[va-Ta'se:]
‘and do!’
(Ps. 37.27)

32 Although Jerome’s Latin transcriptions of Hebrew are ambiguous—
Latin only has s—his grammatical explanations in his commentaries in-
dicate that */1/ had merged with /s/ rather than /{/. Commentary on
Titus, 3.9: Nam nos et Graeci unam tantum litteram ‘s’ habemus, illi uero
tres: SAMECH, SADE et SIN, quae diuersos sonos possident. ‘Isaac’ et ‘Sion’
per SADE scribuntur; ‘Israhel’ per SIN et tamen non sonat hoc quod scribitur,
sed quod non scribitur. ‘Seon’, rex Amorrhaeorum, per SAMECH litteram et
pronuntiatur et scribitur ‘For we and the Greeks have only one letter s,
but they (i.e., the Hebrews) have three: SAMECH, SADE, and SIN, which
have different sounds. Isaac and Sion are written with SADE; Israhel with
SIN even though it does not sound like it is written, but like it is not
written. Seon, king of the Amorites, is written with the letter SAMECH
and pronounced as it is written’ (Text from Notitia Clavis Patrum Latino-
rum 591). Book on the Interpretation of Hebrew Names, 10: siquidem apud
hebraeos tres s sunt litterae: una, quae dicitur samech, et simpliciter legitur
quasi per s nostram litteram describatur: alia sin, in qua stridor quidam non
nostri sermonis interstrepit: tertia sade, quam aures nostrae penitus reformi-
dant ‘There are indeed three s letters among the Hebrews: one, which is
called samech, and is simply pronounced as our letter s would be de-
scribed: another called sin, in which a kind of hissing, not found in our
speech, resounds: the third is called sade, which our ears thoroughly
dread’ (Text from Notitia Clavis Patrum Latinorum 581).
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< <D

Babylonian yaw
[sa:'vaf]
‘abundance’
(Prov. 3.10)
Tiberian i

[s2:'Roz]
‘Sarah’
(Gen. 17.15)

Because no tradition preserves the historical realisation of */1/,

the various reflexes are thus innovations that apply to each of the
subgroups. In the Jewish traditions, the shared innovation in-
volves the merger of */1/ with /s/, whereas in the Samaritan tra-

dition the innovation involves the merger of */4/ with /{/.

1.3.2. Other Samaritan Innovations

While many more features of Samaritan could be outlined in de-
tail, the shared innovations above are sufficient to distinguish the
Jewish subgroup from the Samaritan subgroup. Nevertheless, we
may mention here just a few more innovations particular to the
Samaritan tradition. In the system of binyanim, Samaritan has
pairs of binyanim corresponding to pi‘el/pi“al, hitpa‘“el/hitpa“al,
and nif‘al, each consisting of a heavy form with a geminated sec-
ond radical and a simple form with a single second radical: e.g.,
29p1 [wniq'qarrab] ‘and shall come near’ || 27p11 (Exod. 22.7). It
is also a common feature of Samaritan to make secondary mor-
phophonological distinctions not present in the historical form
nor in the Jewish traditions. For example, the Samaritan tradition
implements various forms of the gal participle, one for habitual
meaning and one for the actual present: e.g., D5y 0198 a5 MM

12 07 ['wemnna ma:'lakki e:'luwwom 'Sa:lom wja:'re:dem 'bu:]
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‘and look, the angels of God were going up and going down on
it’ [|:12 o771 ohY oabR *arYn M3 (Gen. 28.12); 97 1 70 Hran
[an'ne:]l aj'juirad 'man 'air] ‘the brook that runs down from the
mountain’ || :9777 70 5nin (Deut. 9.21). Note that while the
pattern ['juirad] is used for habitual ‘runs/flows down’, the pat-

tern ['ja:rad] is used for the actual present ‘are going down’.*

1.4. Absolute Chronology and the Jewish || Samaritan
Split

All of the above evidence would suggest that there was a split
between the Jewish traditions of Biblical Hebrew and the Samar-
itan traditions of Biblical Hebrew at some point in antiquity. Alt-
hough it is not always possible to determine the absolute chro-
nology of such a split, there are a number of clues that may help

narrow down the precise dating.

1.4.1. Dating of Spirantisation of n”a3 7”32

It is difficult to determine when precisely spirantisation of 7732
n7a3 took place in the history of Aramaic and Hebrew. While spi-
rantisation is attested relatively early in the Aramaic of Mesopo-
tamia (c. 7th century CE), it did not make its way to the west
until later. It is likely that spirantisation first occurred in Aramaic
and then was extended into Hebrew as a result of language con-
tact (Steiner 2005; Steiner 2007).

% For more on these and other features, see Ben-Hayyim (2000, 105-
20, 187-192). See also chapter 3, §6.0.



70 Classification of Biblical Hebrew Reading Traditions

When spirantisation did occur, however, it is unlikely that
all the stop consonants were spirantised at once; the shift more
likely took place in stages. According to Steiner, the merger of
*x *h — h, which occurred in the late Second Temple Period, is
essential for understanding the relative timing of spirantisation.
It seems to be the case that as long as *y was still part of the
consonantal inventory, the spirantisation of the velar stop /k/
was blocked, since its fricative counterpart could have been con-
fused with *y.>* The spirantisation of the labials (i.e., /b/, /p/)
and dentals (i.e., /d/, /t/) thus occurred before the *y, *h — h
merger, whereas the spirantisation of the velars (i.e., /g/, /k/)
was delayed until after the merger. According to Steiner, the mer-
ger of *y, *h — h can be dated to around the first century BCE or
the first century CE. That the velar stops were the last to undergo
spirantisation is also supported by the absence of a spirantised
/k/ in the Egyptian Aramaic attested in P. Amherst 63 (c. 4th/3rd
century BCE; Steiner 2005; Steiner 2007; Steiner 2011).

The fact that, at least historically, the Samaritan tradition
attests to the spirantisation of the labials and dentals but not the

velars suggests that as a linguistic tradition it split off from the

3* It should be noted, however, that such ‘blocking’ is by no means au-
tomatic or necessary. The shift of n to // (and subsequent merger with
3) in Ashkenazi Hebrew, for example, would seem to directly contradict
such reasoning. Nevertheless, the fact that n and 3 are clearly kept dis-
tinct in late antique and medieval Hebrew suggests that, for whatever
reason, N no longer represented // when 3 originally underwent spi-
rantisation. Otherwise, we might expect some later dialects of Hebrew
(in late antiquity and the Middle Ages) to exhibit a merger of n and 3.
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Jewish traditions prior to the first century BCE/CE. Otherwise, it
too would likely exhibit the spirantisation of /g/ and /k/.

1.4.2. Dating of w-yiqtol — wayyiqtol

There are a few clues regarding the absolute chronology of the
gemination of the prefix consonant in the wayyiqtol form. If we
look at the oldest attested Jewish traditions of Biblical Hebrew,
we see progression from the Roman period to the Byzantine pe-
riod. In the Secunda, gemination in the prefix consonant—and/or
a full vowel before the prefix consonant in cases where gemina-
tion would not be represented in the Greek—is attested less than
half the time. By the time of Jerome’s transcriptions, however,
the distinct morphology of wayyigtol is attested consistently with-
out any exceptions. If we date the composition of the Secunda (or
Pre-Secunda) to the second or third century CE (Kantor forthcom-
ing c), then this suggests that the gemination in the wayyiqtol
form had probably already begun to develop by the first century
CE. This is consistent with the fact that the so-called ‘sequential
tenses’ were fading out of use in the vernacular by the end of the
Second Temple Period. This is exactly the time when we would
expect certain traditions to secondarily distinguish (in the mor-
phophonology) what would by that time have been a more ar-

chaic usage of the yigtol form.*

3 For a fuller discussion, see Kantor (2020).
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1.4.3. Dating of the Merger of sin ¥ and samekh o

There are a number of interchanges of w (¥) <> v attested already
in the Hebrew Bible. While some occur in pre-exilic books of the
Bible, most are found in exilic and post-exilic books. It has thus
been suggested that the merger of */1/, */s/ — /s/ occurred at
some point in Late Biblical Hebrew and continued in even later
stages of the language (Rendsburg 2013, 104). If this change was
already underway by the mid-to-late Second Temple Period, then
the Samaritan linguistic tradition must have broken off from the
Jewish linguistic tradition by this point as well. Otherwise, we

would expect to find */1/ — */s/ in Samaritan also.

1.4.4. Historical Origins of the Samaritan Community

If we ignore linguistic evidence for the moment, there is archae-
ological and historical evidence regarding the date at which the
Samaritan community came to be distinct from the wider Jewish
community. The Samaritan temple was built already in the fifth
or fourth century BCE. While some scholars, such as Kartveit
(Kartveit 2009; Pummer 2012), argue that this moment marked
the ‘birth of the Samaritans’, others argue that it was a more grad-
ual process. Before the destruction of the Samaritan temple in the
second century BCE, there may still have been a stronger connec-
tion between the ‘Proto-Samaritans’ and the Jews, even if their
communities were largely or somewhat distinct. By the second
century BCE, however, the Samaritans separated to form their
own distinct community. A gradual process of separation from
the fourth century BCE to the second century BCE seems plausi-
ble. This is also consistent with the hypothesis that the distinct
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textual tradition of the Samaritan Pentateuch goes back to the
third century BCE.®

The archaeological and historical evidence for the origin of
the Samaritans correlates well with the linguistic evidence we
have outlined above. The fact that the Samaritan Hebrew tradi-
tion did not develop a spirantised x or 2, has no distinct wayyiqtol
form, and does not exhibit the */1/, */s/ — /s/ merger suggests
that it split off from the Jewish reading traditions in the early-to-
mid Second Temple Period. The absolute chronology of this split
will serve as a foundation for discussing the development of the
Biblical Hebrew reading traditions in the remaining sections.

Finally, it should be noted that after their split from the
wider Jewish community, the Samaritans continued to pass down
and develop their distinct tradition of Hebrew. Perhaps because
their community remained relatively isolated and distinct from
the wider Jewish community, however, there is no clear evidence
that further subgroups developed within the Samaritan branch,
even if it does admit some internal diversity.*” The remainder of

our analysis will thus focus on the Jewish traditions.

% For more on the establishment of the Samaritan community and the
origin of the Samaritan Pentateuch, see Kartveit (2009); Pummer
(2012).

7 At the same time, however, this may be a mere accident of historical
attestation. In earlier periods, when the Samaritan community num-
bered in the hundreds of thousands, it is quite possible (and even likely)
that various reading traditions developed within the branch.
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1.5. Addendum: Sister Reading Traditions or Merely

Sister Dialects?

While the discussion above has demonstrated that Jewish and
Samaritan may have split off from one another as Hebrew dia-
lects, it remains to be seen whether there was indeed a shared
ancestor from which both of these distinct reading traditions de-
veloped. After all, it is entirely possible that the Samaritan oral
reading tradition of the Torah is simply the product of applying
the Samaritan dialect of Hebrew onto the biblical text. If this is
the case, the Samaritan oral reading tradition would not neces-
sarily reflect further developments from a shared tradition but
rather dialectal differences in the spoken language. In reality, it
is probably the case that some combination of the two possibilties
obtained. Indeed, there is at least one piece of evidence which
may point to a shared ancestor reading tradition.

In the account of Joseph naming his firstborn son in Gene-
sis 41, we read the following: W32 nWin 71030 DW-NR q07 RIPA
Hnp-53-nK BoR ‘and Joseph called the name of the firstborn Ma-
nasseh (= [manaf'fe:]), (saying), “For God has made me forget
(= [naf'fa:ni:]) all my hardship™ (Gen. 41.51). What is peculiar
about this verse, however, is that the pi‘“el/pi“al verb 2w ‘has
made me forget’ is vocalised with an initial /a/ vowel "33 instead
of the expected /i/ vowel **1w;3 (cf. "¢ ‘commanded me’). This
is the only instance in all of the Tiberian vocalisation where the
qatal form of the piel/pi“al has an initial /a/ vowel. While this
is the original vowel in Proto-Northwest Semitic (see Suchard
2020, 247-48) and persists in Aramaic, these facts are unlikely

to account for its presence here. A much simpler explanation
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based in assonance likely applies. In order to bring out the sound-
play in the name nwin, which is formed from the participle, the
gatal form of the verb was vocalised with a similar vowel pattern,
with /a/ on the nun.

What is perhaps more interesting here, however, is that the
Samaritan tradition essentially does the opposite. Normally,
likely due to the influence of Aramaic, the Samaritan tradition of
Hebrew has an initial /a/ vowel in the gatal form of the
pi‘el/pi“al, rather than an initial /i/ vowel as in Tiberian: e.g.,
127 ['dabbar] ‘spoke’ (Gen. 12.4); 55n ['mallsl] ‘would have said’
(Gen. 21.7; see chapter 5, §1.1.13). As such, Samaritan has a
pa‘al rather than a pi‘‘el/pi“‘al. Nevertheless, in this one instance,
the form is vocalised with an initial /i/ vowel rather than an in-
itial /a/ vowel: i.e., "5 NR AR TIRWI 2 AWIN N237 OW 07 RPN
= [wligra 'juisof 'fam ab'barkor ma:'na:fi 'ki: nif'fami
e!'luwwam 'it Sar'ma:li]. While the form [nif{ami] is less likely
to bring out soundplay, it is significant to note that it too reflects
a lone exception to typical D-stem morphology in the Samaritan
tradition, albeit in the opposite direction.

The exceptional treatment of "1xwi/3w1 in Gen. 41.51 in
both Tiberian and Samaritan may thus be indicative of a shared
ancestor reading tradition—in which the form w1 was read with
exceptional morphology—from which they both descended.®® As
the reading tradition was passed down, memorised, and taught,

part of this teaching may have included a note that the form "aw

% 1t is also possible, however, that the similarity here is due to later
contact between the traditions.
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in Gen. 41.51 was unique. While this was realised as a pi“el —
pa“el shift in Tiberian, the opposite occurred in Samaritan.

At the same time, we should not rule out the possibility that
the Jewish || Samaritan split, which occurred much earlier than
the other splits covered in the remainder of the book, was merely
a dialectal one. It is not necessary to posit a shared ancestor read-
ing tradition for these two traditions of Hebrew. The respective
reading traditions of these distinct communities could have de-
veloped (at least in part) as a result of applying their dialect of
Hebrew to the biblical text. In fact, different parts of the tradition
can likely be explained in different ways. It is indeed probably
the case that, while some of the reading tradition was inherited,
much of the Samaritan tradition is the result of applying their
dialect of Hebrew to the text of the Pentateuch.

2.0. Innovations of Proto-Masoretic || Popular

Branches

Within the Jewish branch of the Biblical Hebrew reading tradi-
tions, the main split is between the ‘Proto-Masoretic’ branch, on
one hand, and the ‘popular’ branch, on the other. To the former
belong the Babylonian and Tiberian traditions. To the latter be-
long the Secunda, Jerome, and Palestinian. Indeed, there are cer-
tain innovations attested only in Tiberian and Babylonian (the
‘Masoretic’ branch) and certain innovations attested only in the

Secunda, Jerome, and Palestinian (the ‘popular’ branch).
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2.1. (Proto-)Masoretic Innovations

2.1.1. Rounded Qames /3:/

At some point in the history of Hebrew, etymologically long */a:/
raised slightly and acquired rounding to become */3:/. In the
Masoretic tradition, this vowel has come to be known as games.
It appears to be the case that this phenomenon occurred in Tibe-
rian and Babylonian but not in the other Jewish traditions. Note

the following examples below:*

Table 9: Rounded games in Proto-Masoretic || popular traditions

Unrounded /a(:)/ Rounded ‘games’ /2:/
Secunda papwd Babylonian apa
[Ra:'mo:0] [vor'goir]
‘lofty’ ‘cattle’
(Ps. 18.28) (1 Sam. 14.32)
Jerome hissa Tiberian 2370
[2if'fa:] [hadda:'var]
‘woman’ ‘the thing’
(Gen. 2.23) (Exod. 18.17)
Palestinian vEWA
[mi('phat®]
‘justice’
(Ps. 37.28)

There is some debate regarding the allegedly ambiguous repre-
sentation of historical */a:/ with Greek « and Latin a (Harviainen

1977). At least theoretically, such a transcription convention

3 Palestinian is from P300 (MS Cambridge Taylor-Schechter 20.54;
Garr and Fassberg 2016, 110). Babylonian is from Yeivin (1985, 933).
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could represent an [2:] vowel. However, evidence from Greek in-
scriptions authored by L1 Aramaic-L2 Greek speakers in Byzan-
tine Zoora suggests that this is not the case. When there is some-
thing like an [5:] vowel or a shift from [a:] — [o:] — [o:], fre-
quent confusion in transcription is common (Kantor 2023). There
is also some debate regarding the original vowel system of the
Palestinian tradition (Heijmans 2013b; Yahalom 2016). Never-
theless, we accept that the vocalic phonology of the Palestinian
tradition resembled that of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, namely
a five-vowel system of /i, e, a, o, u/ (Fassberg 1990).* In each of
these traditions, the vowel quality remains unrounded as [a(:)]
or [a(:)]. The presence of a games vowel [5:] in both Babylonian
and Tiberian, then, constitutes a shared innovation.*

The absolute chronology of the *a — [o:] shift, however,
requires further attention. If this change happened at a late date,
then perhaps the ancestor reading traditions of Tiberian and Bab-
ylonian that existed contemporaneously with the Secunda and
Jerome also simply had a long /a/ [a:] vowel. These differences
would thus reflect diachronic change rather than dialectal or tra-
ditional variation. There is, however, some evidence that this
change happened relatively early in late antiquity. Both Tiberian
and Babylonian reflect rounding of *a — ‘gqames’ in the environ-
ment of the consonant waw: e.g., 1p ‘line’ and mn ‘death’. Such a

change would have had to occur when 1 was still a labio-velar

0 Note, however, that Fassberg (1990) also includes /3/.

4l For the [2:] quality in Tiberian, see Khan (2020b, §§1.2.1.1, 1.2.1.4).
For the [5:] quality in Babylonian, see Yeivin (1985, 364-68).
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approximant [w] rather than a labio-dental fricative [v]. Accord-
ing to Khan and Kantor (2022), the [w] — [v] change occurred
by the Byzantine period at the latest. This suggests that the games
quality must also have already developed by the Byzantine pe-
riod. This chronology is also supported by the use of waw matres
corresponding to vowels represented by games in biblical quota-
tions in the Babylonian incantantion bowls: e.g., mw (for \NY)
‘they kept’ (Num. 9.23; Molin 2020, 163-64). Accordingly, we
may reasonably conclude that the games quality existed in the
Masoretic traditions contemporaneously with Palestinian, proba-
bly Jerome, and possibly even the Secunda, all of which simply
had a long /a/ [a:] vowel. As such, it may indeed constitute an

innovation of the Masoretic branch.

2.1.2. Philippi’s Law: éCC — dCC

According to the earliest iteration of Philippi’s Law, etymological
short */i/ shifts to */a/ in (i) stressed word-final syllables that
were closed by two consonants and (ii) stressed closed penulti-
mate syllables: i.e., *I — *& / _CC. In large part, Philippi’s Law
was invoked to explain forms like *dibbirta — n7a7 ‘you spoke’
and *hiflikta — na5wn ‘you threw’. It is also related to the varia-
tion in forms like na ‘daughter’ vs ima ‘his daughter’. Over time,
however, this law has undergone constant revisions and modifi-

cations to account for various exceptions.*?

2 Most recently, the rule has been pulled apart and replaced by a set of
more nuanced rules that explain the same data: (i) *i — *e in all posi-
tions, (ii) *e — *e / _C,C,, (iii) *é — *¢ / eC_C, (iv) *e — *e / C_C(C)#,
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This phenomenon is not distributed evenly across the vari-
ous Biblical Hebrew reading traditions. While both Tiberian and
Babylonian attest to it frequently—though even between them
the distribution is not identical—the ancient transcriptions do
not. Occasional variation in non-biblical Palestinian manuscripts
may also indicate that it was not present in the earlier authentic

layers of Palestinian (Harviainen 1977):*

Table 10: Philippi’s Law in Proto-Masoretic || popular traditions

*qittilt(a) — *qittilt(a) *qittilt(a) — *qittalt(a)
*hiqtilt(a) — *hiqtilt(a) *hiqtilt(a) — *hiqtalt(a)
“qitt — *qit *qitt — *qat

Secunda exaeph Babylonian PR
[hek™ts?ert"] [hig'ha:1t":]
‘you shortened’ ‘you assembled’
(Ps. 89.46) (Ezek. 38.13)
Jerome geth Tiberian ni
['ge0] ['ga:a0]
‘winepress’ ‘winepress’
(Isa. 63.2) (Joel 4.13)
Palestinian IN3MTA AN
[hidriy 't ani] [hirgaz't"a:ni:]
‘you guided me’ ‘you disturbed me’
(T-S NS 249.2,1.19) (1 Sam 28.15)

(v) *¢ — *4a, (vi) *é — *¢ before geminate coronal consonants in poly-
syllabic words, such as 5173. For the most comprehensive and up-to-date
treatment of Philippi’s Law, see Suchard (2020, 141-67).

43 Palestinian is from Revell (1970, 158). Babylonian is from Yeivin
(1985, 556). For Jerome, see Yuditsky (2016, 106).
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The fact that this *i — *a shift is attested in Babylonian and Ti-
berian but not in the other traditions suggests that it may be re-
garded as a shared innovation of the (Proto-)Masoretic branch.*
We should also note that the Palestinian tradition actually has
many forms that look like Tiberian and Babylonian in this re-
spect: e.g., N1 in an abbreviated serugin manuscript (T-S A43.1)
for nfioA [his'thartta] (Isa. 54.8).* However, keeping with our
methodology of preferencing divergence and variation in Pales-
tinian, the form *an277 [hidriy't"ani] in a non-biblical manu-
script may actually indicate that the underlying authentic Pales-

tinian tradition looked more like the Secunda and Jerome.*

** One might suggest, however, that apparent cases of Philippi’s Law in
Babylonian may also be attributed to the general *e — a shift therein.

5 For the text, see Garr and Fassberg (2016, 118).

6 Note, however, that the relevant syllable in this form is unstressed
due to the suffix. Tiberian or Babylonian would have patah in such an
a following /i/ vowel, however, this does not apply: e.g., :7axw ‘I asked
for him’ (1 Sam. 1.20); :7'n7% ‘I have begotten you’ (Ps. 2.7). This may
indicate a different distribution of Philippi’s Law and/or paradigmatic
levelling in Tiberian and Babylonian. In either case, the Palestinian
form *an>7A [hidriy 't"ani] reflects the typologically more archaic form
and the Babylonian and Tiberian form the innovation. Nevertheless, we
do find variation in Tiberian, as in the gere form of in7> in Jer. 2.27,
which is vocalised as 11777 This may indicate that the differences be-
tween Tiberian, Babylonian, and Palestinian may be attributed to dif-
ferential levelling of the /a/.
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2.1.3. Lengthening of the Vowel in *?illy — *?ellf — n9y

Historically, the demonstrative pronoun n& ‘these’ likely goes
back to a form like *?ill- or *?illay with an initial etymologically
short vowel (Hasselbach 2007; Suchard 2020, 231-32). The fact
that Tiberian and Babylonian both have a sere in this form, how-
ever, indicates that there was some kind of lengthening in the
(Proto-)Masoretic branch. Where we can compare other tradi-

tions, such as the Secunda, the vowel is short:*

Table 11: Demonstrative pronoun n& ‘these’ in Proto-Masoretic || pop-
ular traditions

*2elle *2elle
Secunda eMe Babylonian AR
['2¢elle:] ['?e:lla:]
‘these’ ‘these’
(Deut. 1.1) (Jer. 9.8)
Jerome helle Tiberian noR
['?elle:](?) ['2e:elle:]
‘these’ ‘these’
(Exod. 1.1) (Deut. 1.1)
Palestinian & for nHR
['2elle]
‘these’
(Isa. 57.6; T-S A
43.1)

In Babylonian, note that the pattern *CiCCa (with initial stress)
elsewhere results in an initial patah vowel, as in the 3MP inde-

pendent pronoun: Ann ['hammo:] (Yeivin 1985, 1104 || BHS nnil

7 Palestinian is from Garr and Fassberg (2016, 120). Babylonian is from
Yeivin (1985, 1118).
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Job. 6.7 ‘they’); o ['ham] (Yeivin 1985, 1104 || BHS op Job.
8.10 ‘they’). The fact that we find a sere in the demonstrative 758
['?e:lla:], then, likely implies that the lengthening exhibited in
Tiberian also occurred in Babylonian and is thus a shared inno-
vation of the (Proto-)Masoretic branch.*®

While the other traditions are mostly ambiguous, it is sig-
nificant that the Secunda has a short vowel in eAAe. Note also the
short vowel in the independent pronoun: eu (Secunda || BHS nnp
Ps. 9.7 ‘they’). Though the Palestinian example is ambiguous, it
may be significant that it uses the sign for seghol rather than sere,

even if the pronunciation tradition realised them identically.

2.1.4. Vowel Lowering in Segholate Nouns with Guttural

Roots

Historically, segholate nouns were of the pattern *qatl, *qitl, or
*qutl with a final consonant cluster. Eventually, most of the var-
ious Biblical Hebrew reading traditions would introduce an ep-
enthetic vowel, usually an e-class vowel, to resolve the final con-
sonant cluster. When the second or third radical is a guttural,
however, this epenthetic often lowers to an a-vowel. While this
lowering is characteristic of the Tiberian and Babylonian tradi-

tions, it is often (but not always) absent in the Secunda, Jerome,

8 On the other hand, lengthening of stressed *e vowels to /&/ in closed
syllables is the normal development in Tiberian. That it does not nor-
mally occur in Babylonian is perhaps more relevant here. In any case,
this example may simply reflect a microcosm of the various distribu-
tions of vowel lengthening across different traditions (and/or times?).
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and Palestinian. This is especially the case when the third radical
is het:*

Table 12: Segholate nouns with guttural roots in Proto-Masoretic || pop-
ular traditions

*qeteG *qetaG
Secunda Beoe Babylonian ng
['bets?eS] ['na:sfah]
‘gain’ ‘Glory’
(Ps. 30.10) (1 Sam. 15.29)
Jerome bete Tiberian ng1?
['bet?’ch]®>® [lo:'neisfah]
‘security’ ‘forever’
(Gen. 34.25) (Ps. 52.7)
Palestinian ne3
['nes‘eh]
‘forever’
(T-SH 16.5)

Tiberian and Babylonian often differ from the Secunda, Jerome,
and Palestinian with respect to vowel lowering in the environ-
ment of gutturals. As a part of this wider phenomenon, this ex-
ample constitutes one more case of innovation on the part of the
‘Proto-Masoretic’ branch. It is also possible, however, that such
differences may reflect diachronic change and the relative weak-

ening of the guttural consonants over time.

49 Palestinian is from Yahalom (1997, 25). Babylonian is from Yeivin
(1985, 828).

% Note also the following examples: reeb ‘Rahab’ (Isa. 30.7); been
‘watchtower’ (Isa. 32.14); nehel ‘river’ (Ezek. 47.7).
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2.2. Popular Innovations

2.2.1. *i — e, *u — o in Closed Unstressed Syllables

In the earliest stages of Hebrew, the short vowels */i/, */a/, and
*/u/ could occur in closed unstressed syllables. It is also possible
that the vowels */i/ and */u/ shifted to the more open vowels
*/e/ and */o/ at a relatively early stage of the language (Kutscher
1969; Lambdin and Huehnergard 2000, 12; Suchard 2020).>! In
any case, however, it is noteworthy that the Secunda, Jerome,
and Palestinian tend to have /e/ and /o/ vowels in this position,
whereas Tiberian and Babylonian have /i/ and /u/ (or /3/), re-
spectively:>?

Table 13: *e and *i in closed unstressed syllables in Proto-Masoretic ||
popular traditions

‘ke ‘ki
Secunda BB Babylonian by
[leb'bi:] [rin'no:]
‘my heart’ oy’
(Ps. 28.7) (Prov. 11.10)

>l Reconstructed/historical forms throughout this volume may reflect
either */i/, */u/ or */e/, */o/. The specific vowel height chosen for a
given reconstruction is often based on what is most illustrative for a
particular feature or context, but these pairs can be seen as somewhat
interchangeable for etymological forms.

>2 Palestinian is from Harviainen (1977, 142, 171). Babylonian is from
Yeivin (1985, 781, 862).
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Jerome metta Tiberian b

[met™t’a:] [lib'bi:]
‘bed’ ‘my heart’

(Gen. 48.2) (Ps. 40.11)

Palestinian et
[leb'bo]
‘his heart’
(Bod.Heb. MS d 41,
13v, 1. 23)

Table 14: *o and *u or * in closed unstressed syllables in Proto-Maso-
retic || popular traditions

*0 *u or *2
Secunda Beaoxxa Babylonian nnan
[besok'k a:] [huy'mo:]
‘in a shelter’ ‘wisdom’
(Ps. 31.21) (Jer. 49.7)
Jerome sgolla Tiberian on
[syol'la:] [hug'ga:aj]
‘prized possession’ ‘my statutes’
(Mal. 3.17) (1 Kgs 3.14)
Palestinian n362 iakly
[besok'kMa] [hoy'mo:]
‘in a shelter’ ‘wisdom’
(Ps. 31.21; T-S (Ps. 37.30)
20.53)

If one considers the vowels */i/ and */u/ to be original, then the
forms in the Secunda, Jerome, and Palestinian may be regarded
as a shared innovation of the ‘popular’ branch. If, on the other
hand, one accepts the early shift of */i/ — */e/ and */u/ — */0/,
then the Tiberian and Babylonian forms may be regarded as
shared innovations, in which case we should have one more ex-

ample in §2.1 and one fewer example in the present section
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(82.2). Either way, given the fact that we have several examples
of shared innovations in each section, this particular one supports
our subgroupings in one way or another. It is also significant that
/e/ and /o/ vowels for historical */i/ and */u/ are also charac-

teristic of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (see chapter 5, §1.1.3).

2.2.2. The Quality of a ‘Shewa-Slot’ Reduced Vowel: [e] or
[e]

Analysing the nature of a vocalic shewa in the various Biblical
Hebrew reading traditions requires a diachronic perspective. In
the earliest stages of Hebrew, there was no such thing as ‘shewa’.
Over time, however, etymologically short vowels in open un-
stressed syllables underwent reduction: i.e., *dabarim —
*d(a)barim. This resulted in the creation of consonant clusters:
i.e., *dbarim. The insertion of an epenthetic vowel on the pho-
netic level to resolve such clusters is what we now call vocalic
shewa. So even if from a phonetic perspective vocalic shewa has
a value, from a phonological perspective it is equivalent to zero.

It is significant, however, that the phonetic realisation of
vocalic shewa is not the same in all Biblical Hebrew reading tra-
ditions. While Tiberian generally has [a] (i.e., ©M17 =
[davairi:im]; Khan 2020b, 81.2.5), the evidence suggests that the
earliest layers of Babylonian might have allowed the cluster to

remain on the phonetic level (i.e., o957 = [dvoriim]). On the

> For more on this phenomenon, see Kutscher (1969); Harviainen
(1977).
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other hand, interchanges of patah <> hitfa may indicate that vo-
calic shewa was realised as [a] (Yeivin 1985, 398-418). In the
ancient Greek and Latin transcriptions of Hebrew, the histori-
cal/etymological vowel is often preserved in such an environ-
ment. Nevertheless, there are some cases where reduction is ap-
parent. In these cases, like Palestinian, the Secunda and Jerome
can exhibit an e-class vowel in the ‘shewa slot’. This vowel could

be interpreted as [e], [€], or [2]:>*

Table 15: Quality of ‘shewa-slot’ vowels in Proto-Masoretic || popular

traditions
Shewa as [¢] or [e] Shewa as [a] or o
Secunda addePape Babylonian a7
[haddePa:'ri:m] [dva:'raj]
‘the words’ ‘my words’
(Deut. 1.1) (Jer. 23.29)
Jerome bethula Tiberian ™27
[bebu:'la:] [davo:'rizim]
‘virgin’ ‘things’
(Commentary on (2 Kgs 17.9)
Isa. 7.14)
Palestinian T8¥Ha
[beqas‘pe'yal
‘in your anger’
(Ps. 38.2; T-S
20.54)

The tendency toward an e-class vowel in the ‘shewa slot’ in the
Secunda, Jerome, and Palestinian constitutes a shared innovation

of the ‘popular’ branch. The [€] or [e] realisation of shewa also

>4 Palestinian is from Garr and Fassberg (2016, 111). Babylonian is from
Yeivin (1985, 934).
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has parallels in vernacular Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (see chap-
ter 5, §1.1.2). It may even be the case that [¢], [e], or [2] was the
general realistion of ‘shewa’ in more spoken layers of the lan-
guage, whereas the biblical readings of some traditions had
standardised other realisations, like [a] as in Tiberian.>®

It should be noted, however, that the behavior of ‘shewa-
slot’ vowels in each of these traditions is far more complex and
varied than outlined here, but it lies far beyond the scope of the
present book to treat it.>® The Secunda, for example, has a greater
tendency to preserve historical vowels in open unstressed sylla-
bles (Yuditsky 2005). Nevertheless, where reduction does occur,
the grapheme ¢ can be used to signify it (Kantor forthcoming b,
83.3.6). Also, in Jerome’s transcriptions, we find preservation of
historical vowels, reduction represented with e, and the occa-
sional non-historical a, perhaps due to influence from a more

prestigious tradition (see §5.1.3 and also n. 63).

° The realisation of shewa in Babylonian is not entirely clear. As men-
tioned above, while there was likely a higher tolerance for clusters, as
in Modern Hebrew, patah <> hitfa interchanges in Babylonian may point
to a realisation of [a]. On the other hand, there are occasional instances
of yod being used as a mater lectionis for vocalic shewa in Jewish Baby-
lonian Aramaic (see Juusola 1999, 44-45; Molin 2017, 35). Once again,
this may reflect a more ‘spoken’ realisation of shewa as [e]/[€]/[2] and
a more ‘biblical’ realisation of shewa as [a]. Note that even MS Kauf-
mann of the Mishnah attests to yod for vocalic shewa: e.g., 1102 ‘by
its marks’ (BabaB. 7.3).

%6 For more on ‘shewa-slot’ vowels in these traditions, see the section on
‘shewa’ in Khan et al. (2025).
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2.2.3. The -CV 2wms Suffix

Historically, the 2Ms suffix was realised as *-ka. After word-final
short vowels were elided, this suffix came to be realised simply
as *-k, but not without vowel harmony first leading to the pre-
ceding vowel being generalised as *a. As a result, the sequence
underwent meta-analysis so that the form of the suffix was regu-
larly realised as *-ak: i.e., *bayt-V-ka — *bayt-a-ka — *bayt-ak
(Lambdin and Huehnergard 2000, 50-53). At the same time, due
to analogical extension of the ending of the longer byform of the
2Ms independent pronoun */?atta/ (from */?antah/), there also
developed a 2Ms pronominal suffix with a final long vowel *-ka
(Al-Jallad 2014; Suchard 2020, 205-06). This development must
have occurred at a relatively early stage of the language, since it
appears already in (albeit a minority of) Iron Age inscriptions
(Hornkohl 2023, 124): e.g., na1apy */wa-qibr-aka/ ‘and your
tomb’ (Horvat ‘Uzza Literary Text 1. 13). While there is some in-
ternal variation in each of the traditions, Tiberian and Babylo-
nian attest to the 2ms patterns/byforms of the -CV variety,
whereas the Secunda, Jerome, and Palestinian attest to the 2MS

patterns/byforms of the -VC variety:*”

Table 16: 2Ms suffixes in Proto-Masoretic || popular traditions

*_éx *_X:-)
Secunda olvay Babylonian ahwn
[20z'nary] [mafko:v'yo:]
‘your ear’ ‘your bed’
(Ps. 31.3) (2 Sam. 13.5)

57 Palestinian is from Yahalom (1997, 24). Babylonian is from Yeivin
(1985, 427, 749).
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Jerome dabarach Tiberian nw
[dapa:'raxy] [fim"yo:]
‘your words’ ‘your name’
(Hos. 13.14) (Gen. 17.5)
Palestinian A
[Tam'mary]
‘your people’
(Deut. 26.15)

There is no doubt that both *-CV and *-VC forms existed as
byforms at a very early stage of the Hebrew language. The epi-
graphic record and the consonantal text of the MT themselves
often attest to a *-VC pattern.>® Nevertheless, historically the
more archaic and original form is of the pattern *-CV. Therefore,
the forms without a final vowel, characteristic of the Secunda,
Jerome, and Palestinian, may be regarded as an innovation. At
the same time, the Babylonian and Tiberian forms reflect an in-
novation based on analogical extension. This further supports the
subgrouping argued for in this section. It is also significant that
the ‘popular’ forms are also characteristic of Aramaic and Mish-
naic Hebrew. Language contact may thus have encouraged the

preference of one byform over another (see chapter 5, §1.1.6).

2.2.4. Hiffl Prefix Vowel in the Yigtol and Imperative

Historically, the yiqtol form in the hif‘il binyan was of the pattern

*yaqtil, with an *a as the prefix vowel (Lambdin and

8 Note the following epigraphic example, in which the 2ms gatal verb
is written with a final heh mater but the 2Ms suffix is not: 2nnKR-7°3-7NNN
*/wa-natatta ba-jad 2amat-ak/ ‘and you shall give into the hand of your
maidservant’ (Mouss 2:4).
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Huehnergard 2000, 74; Suchard 2020, 416). This pattern is pre-

served in both Tiberian and Babylonian. In the Secunda, Jerome,

and occasional variants in Palestinian, on the other hand, the pre-

fix vowel is *e:>

Table 17: Hifil yigtol forms in Proto-Masoretic || popular traditions

*yeqtil *yagqtil
Secunda Bepif Babylonian P
[ther'hi:P] [jaq'hi:1]
‘you make wide’ ‘assembled’
(Ps. 18.37) (2 Chron. 5.2)
Jerome iesphicu Tiberian o0
[jes'phiryu:] [jaf'liziy ]
‘they strike’ ‘will cast’
(Isa. 2.6) (Isa. 2.20)
Palestinian yelalyl
[t"eh't"i:]
‘makes sin’
(Ezek. 14.13; T-S
20.59)
Table 18: Hif‘il imperative forms in Proto-Masoretic || popular tradi-
tions
*heqtel/*hiqtel *hagqtel/*haqtal
Secunda ETIANVL Babylonian Twpn
[hets’(tsD)i:'le:ni:] [haq'fav]
‘save me!’ ‘listen!’
(Ps. 31.3) (Job 33.31)

%9 Palestinian is from Harviainen (1977, 130, 185-186). Babylonian is

from Yeivin (1985, 562, 567).
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Jerome eezinu Tiberian NHown
[he?e'zimu:] [hafli:ye:hu:]
‘incline!” ‘throw it!’
(Joel 1.2) (Exod. 4.3)
Palestinian e

[his®sfi:'le:ni:]
‘save me!’
(Ps. 39.9; T-S
20.54)

This innovation, which is also found in the Mishnah—note the

form qwn ‘should draw back’ (Zav. 3.3) in MS Kaufmann—is
likely the result of analogy. It could reflect either analogy to the
prefix vowel in the gatal form (i.e., *hegtil; Yuditsky 2017, 162)
or analogy to the typical prefix vowel in other yigtol forms like
the gal and the nif‘al. This occurs in some modern Arabic dialects,
such as that spoken in Israel and Palestine: e.g., [ji-ftah] (cf. Clas-
sical Arabic [ja-ftah]) in Form I (parallel to gal) and [ji-krem] (cf.
Classical Arabic [ju-krim]) in Form IV (parallel to hiffil; Elihay
2012, 755-756, 760).®° In either case, it may be regarded as a
shared innovation of the Secunda, Jerome, and Palestinian,

namely the ‘popular’ branch.®

% For more on this analogy, see Kantor (forthcoming b, §4.2.7).

¢l Note, however, that there is at least one possible parallel in the Bab-
ylonian tradition: 3571 ‘guide me!” (Ps. 119.35; MS E22). See Diez
Macho and Navarro Peiro (1987).
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2.2.5. Yiqtol Prefix in I- Roots: i.e., *ya‘tol — *ye‘tol

At an early stage of Hebrew and/or Northwest Semitic, there
were three distinct forms of the prefix conjugation in the qal bin-
yan: *yaqtul, *yagqtil, and *yiqtal (Rainey 1996, 65; Kossman and
Suchard 2018; Shachmon and Bar-Asher Siegal 2023). While the
prefix vowel is generally levelled to /i/ (or /e/) in most reading
traditions of Biblical Hebrew, Tiberian and Babylonian still ex-
hibit a distinction between *yaqtul and *yigtal in I- roots (Lamb-
din and Huehnergard 2000, 59): e.g., Tn ‘will stand’ (<
*ya‘mud), but cf. 27 ‘will be pleasing’ (< *yi‘rab). In other tra-
ditions, however, note that the prefix vowel seems to have gen-
eralised as /e/ across the board; Samaritan is included here to

demonstrate the relative antiquity of this generalisation:®

Table 19: Yigtol prefix in I-* roots in Proto-Masoretic || popular tradi-
tions

*yec_ *yac_
Secunda feaou Babylonian Tayn
[thes'su:] [thafa'vo:d]
‘you do’ ‘you shall serve’
(Mal. 2.3) (Deut. 10.20)
Palestinian Tym Tiberian W
[vatt"ef'di] [ja:fa'su:]
‘and you got ‘shall do’
adorned’ (Exod. 12.47)
(Ezek. 16.13)

62 Palestinian is from Yahalom (2016, 167). Babylonian is from Yeivin
(1985, 461).
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Samaritan wyr
[jexfful
‘shall do’
(Exod. 12.47)

While an e-class prefix vowel is preserved in the 1cs form of I-
verbs in Tiberian—e.g., 770X ‘and I adorned you’ (Ezek. 16.11)—
I-¢ verbs from the *yaqtul pattern have a patah as the prefix vowel
elsewhere in the paradigm. The fact that this phenomenon is also
attested in the Samaritan branch suggests that it might be the
result of influence from spoken Hebrew or Aramaic. It is also con-
sistent with the trend to generalise the /e/ prefix vowel even in
the hif‘il binyan, as examined above. Therefore, this may be con-
sidered a shared innovation of the popular branch, though it may
also be due to language contact (see chapter 5, 81.1.9) and/or

parallel development.

3.0. Innovations of Tiberian || Babylonian

Within the ‘Masoretic’ branch of the Biblical Hebrew reading tra-
ditions, we have just Tiberian and Babylonian. Because the vari-
ations between Tiberian and Babylonian are well documented
and many (see Khan 2020b; Yeivin 1985), we will cite only a few
here. Note also that even though this section is only intended to
separate Tiberian and Babylonian, other traditions may also be

cited to underscore the innovative nature of a feature.
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3.1. Tiberian Innovations

3.1.1. *CuCC- — *CoCC-

In closed unstressed syllables, the historical vowel */u/ has vari-
ous realisations in the different traditions of Biblical Hebrew (see
also §2.2.1). While the ‘popular’ branch tends to realise it lower
as /o/, Babylonian realises it as /u/. In the Tiberian tradition,
however, it comes to be realised with the quality of games [o] (if
not followed by a geminated consonant, in which case it is real-

ised as /u/):%®

Table 20: Realisations of historical */u/ in closed unstressed syllables
in Tiberian || other Jewish traditions

*CuCC — *CoCC- *CuCC- — *CoCC-

Secunda

x00x08
[k"0d'k08]

‘agate’
(Isa. 54.12)

Jerome

bosra
[bots?ra:]
‘Bozrah’
(Isa. 34.6)

Palestinian

nnan
[hoy'ma]
‘wisdom’
(Ps. 37.30; T-S
20.54)

Tiberian

1R
[hoy'mo:]
‘wisdom’
(Ps. 37.30)

83 Palestinian is from Garr and Fassberg (2016, 110). Babylonian is from
Yeivin (1985, 781, 862).
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*CuCC — *CuCC-
Babylonian nnan
[huy'mo:]
‘wisdom’
(Jer. 49.7)

While it is not entirely clear whether the ‘popular’ branch or Bab-
ylonian reflects the more original (to Biblical Hebrew of the early
Second Temple Period) form (see §2.2.1), it is clear that Tiberian

has an innovation here given the shift in quality to [5].

3.1.2. Furtive Patah

In the Tiberian tradition, the pronunciation of final /h/, /h/, or
/%/ can be aided orthoepically by the insertion of an epenthetic
[a] vowel before the final guttural. The Babylonian tradition—
and the popular traditions—do not normally exhibit this fea-

ture:%*

Table 21: Furtive patah in Tiberian || other Jewish traditions

No Furtive Patah Furtive Patah
Secunda ovaBBwty Tiberian nn
[(w)uhabbo:'t’e:h] ['rRu:ah]
‘and he who trusts’ ‘breath’
(Ps. 32.10) (Gen. 6.17)
Jerome esne
[hets™ne:S]
‘doing humbly’
(Mic. 6.8)

6 Palestinian is from Garr and Fassberg (2016, 114). Babylonian is from
Yeivin (1985, 326-30); Khan (2013c).



98 Classification of Biblical Hebrew Reading Traditions

Palestinian ainls
[me'ruh]
‘from wind’
(Ps. 55.9; T-S
12.195)
Babylonian rinY
[lo:'qe:h]
‘taking’
(Deut. 27.25)
This phonetic phenomenon is particular to Tiberian, which con-

stitutes another innovation to distinguish it from the Babylonian
tradition. It is also probably related to a different typology of syl-
lable structure in the Babylonian tradition (Khan 2020a, 16, 26).

Note, however, that there are similar phenomena attested
occasionally in other traditions. In Jerome, for example, whose
transcriptions do not normally exhibit furtive patah,® there are a
few examples that do seem to reflect something like it, albeit with
varying vowel qualities: e.g., ruah vs mn ‘wind’ (Jer. 10.13); colea
vs i ‘slinging (MS)’ (Jer. 10.18); sue vs bit ‘and Shoa’ (Ezek.
23.23); sia vs ¥ (comments on Amos 4.13). Given the overall
‘popular’ profile of the Hebrew tradition reflected in Jerome’s
transcriptions, we may tentatively posit that this constitutes an
example of influence of the more prestigious tradition on that of
Jerome already in the ancient period. This phenomenon appears
to be exhibited in some other features in the tradition (see chap-

ter 5, §2.4). This may indicate that a ‘Proto-Masoretic’ ancestor

6 Cf. maphate vs npon [mafat't"e:ah] ‘engraving (Ms)’ (Zech. 3.9), bari
vs m72 [bo:'ri:ah] ‘fleeing (Ms)’ (Isa. 27.1), esne vs vi¥m [vahas''ne:af]
‘and [doing] humbly’ (Mic. 6.8).
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of Tiberian was already fairly established during the Byzantine
period. Note that Tiberian Hebrew is the only tradition that ex-

hibits a furtive patah regularly.

3.1.3. *magqtal — *miqtal

One of the most characteristic features of Tiberian Hebrew con-
cerns the realisation of the historical *magqtal pattern. While there
is some evidence that a *magqtal — *miqtal shift occurred in cer-
tain phonological environments (e.g., I-sibilant roots) in other
traditions, Tiberian has progressed this change so that the
*magqtal pattern is essentially only preserved in a limited number
of roots (e.g., I-w, I-y, I-n, I-guttural, and sometimes I-sonorant):®¢

Table 22: Realisation of historical *magqtal pattern in Tiberian || other
traditions

o

*magqtal *miqtal

Secunda papoapav Tiberian naTn
[mapts’a:'ra:w] [mid'ba:dR]
‘his fortresses’ ‘wilderness’
(Ps. 89.41) (Deut. 32.10)
Jerome magras

[may'ra:(]
‘pastureland’
(Ezek. 48.17)
Palestinian Pasls)

[may'dal]
‘tower (cstr.)’
(Ps. 61.4; T-S

20.52)

¢ Palestinian is from Harviainen (1977, 140). Babylonian is from Yeivin
(1985, 1008).
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Babylonian [37n
[mad'ba:r]
‘wilderness’
(Ps. 102.7)
Samaritan iy fa)
['madbar]
‘wilderness’
(Exod. 13.18)

It is not that this phenomenon was not attested at all in other

traditions, but it seems to have been largely restricted to I-sibilant
roots: e.g., woyaP (Secunda || BHS -23wn, Ps. 46.12 ‘a fortress’);
mesphat (Jerome || BHS bawn?, Isa. 5.7 justice’; see §4.2.3). Nev-
ertheless, its significant extension and generalisation in Tiberian
is to be considered an innovation particular to that tradition.
There may, however, be some examples of non-Tiberian tradi-
tions in the ancient period with *magqtal — *migtal in non-I-sibi-

lant roots, but the evidence is meagre and sporadic.®”

3.1.4. *yiqtoléni — *yiqtleni

Historically, a gal yiqgtol form with a suffix would have been real-
ised as something like *yiqtoléeni or *yeqtoléni. While numerous
other Biblical Hebrew reading traditions, including Babylonian,
preserve the theme vowel in such contexts, Tiberian regularly re-

duces the theme vowel to shewa:%®

7 For more on this phenomenon, see Hornkohl (2023, 34-38).

® Babylonian is from Yeivin (1985, 469-72). For Qumran, see 4Q83
f9ii:4. For the phenomenon at Qumran, see Qimron (2018, 193-99).
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Table 23: Qal yigtol forms with suffixes in Tiberian || other traditions

*yiqtoleni *yiqtleni
Secunda Becodnut Tiberian oAy
/tesSodéni/ /jizbléni/
[thesSo'Be:ni:] [jizba'le:ni:]
‘you support me’ ‘will honor me’
(Ps. 18.36) (Gen. 30.20)
Qumran aYn 5
/?al teSzoPéni/

[2al theSzo'Be:mni:]
‘do not forsake me!’
(Ps. 38.22)
Jerome iezbuleni

/jezboléni/
[jezbu'le:mni:]
‘will honor me’
(Gen. 30.20)
Babylonian Ha0n
/titboléni/
[thit'bo'le:ni:]
‘you plunge me’
(Job 9.31)
Samaritan 15ap

/jizbalinni/
[jizba:'linni]
‘will honor me’
(Gen. 30.20)

Although the preservation of such vowels is often cited as an im-

portant feature shared by the ancient transcriptions, Qumran,
and Babylonian, it does little to group these traditions. After all,

it is merely a shared retention. What is more significant is that
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Tiberian is innovative in reducing the theme vowel rather than

preserving it.

3.1.5. *hem(m) — *hem

Historically, the 3MP independent pronoun was realised as some-
thing like *himma(h) or *hemma(h) (Suchard 2020, 216-18).
While this form is largely preserved in Samaritan, other traditions
elide the final vowel and simplify the resulting final gemination.
In most traditions, this vowel is then realised as a short e-class
vowel (patah in Babylonian due to the seghol, patah — patah mer-

ger), but Tiberian lengthens this vowel to sere:*°

Table 24: 3mp independent pronoun in Tiberian || other traditions

*hem(ma)

*hem

Secunda EQ
/hém/
['hem]
‘they’

(Ps. 9.7)

Tiberian on
/hém/
['herem]
‘they’

(Gen. 14.24)

v

on
/ham/
['ha:m]
‘they’
(Job 8.10)

Babylonian

Samaritan on
/imma/
['imma]

‘they’

(Gen. 14.24)

% Babylonian is from Yeivin (1985,

1104).
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On this point, the lengthening found in Tiberian is to be consid-
ered an innovative feature. It is probably part of the wider phe-
nomenon of lengthening exhibited in forms like 25 /1év/ ['letev]
and wx /?€f/ ['?e:ef], which are derived from nominal patterns
with final gemination (i.e., *libb and *?iff) and parallel Babylo-
nian forms like 35 /1av/ ['la:v] and wx /24f/ ['?a:f] (Yeivin 1985,
781-83). Note that Secunda Hebrew also exhibits short vowels in
such forms: e.g., Aef3 and 5. For more on this phenomenon, see
§3.2.4. It may also point once again to the various distributions
of vowel lengthening in different reading traditions of Biblical
Hebrew (see n. 54).

3.2. Babylonian Innovations

3.2.1. Merger of /¢/, /a/ — /a/

While the Tiberian tradition is characterised by a vocalic system
with seven distinct vowel qualities, Babylonian only has six dis-
tinct vowel qualities. The vowel corresponding to Tiberian seghol
(and often that lengthened to sere due to stress) has merged with
that corresponding to patah (Yeivin 1985, 364-68):7°

Table 25: Merger of /¢/, /a/ — /a/ in Babylonian || Tiberian

patah, seghol = /a/ patah = /a/, seghol = /¢/
Babylonian 79 Tiberian Tm
/mal(a)y/ /mél(e)y/
['ma:lay] ['me:ley]
‘king’ ‘king’
(Deut. 17.14) (Deut. 17.14)

70 Babylonian is from Yeivin (1985, 840, 849).
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navm -nabm
[wmal'k"a6] [wumalk"a6]
‘and queen of’ ‘and queen of’
(1 Kgs 10.1) (1 Kgs 10.1)

This is one of the most salient differences between Tiberian and
Babylonian and constitutes an innovation on the part of the lat-
ter. It is not entirely clear whether the vowel represented by the
patah sign in Babylonian was realised as [a] or [&].”* The precise
dating of this change is unknown, but it may have occurred at a
relatively late stage of development.

It should also be noted that reading Tiberian seghol as [a]
or [a&] is one of the clear distinctives of modern Yemenite tradi-
tions of Hebrew, which constitute the present-day continuation
of the medieval Babylonian tradition, at least in many respects.”?
Note the following examples: e.g., ['k"esaf] (Morag 1963, 24 ||
BHS mg'ﬁtyh, Isa. 16.1 ‘ruler of the land’); [baegl'(oiarax] (Morag
1963, 40 || BHS 7773, Isa. 37.34 ‘by the way”).

3.2.2. Sere <= Holem

Some tradents of the Babylonian tradition seem to have fronted
the holem vowel to something like an open-mid central rounded
vowel [g], so that it was regularly confused with sere (Yeivin
1985, 369-71; Khan 2013c, 956):

71 Note that both [2] and [a] are attested in modern Yemenite tradi-
tions, with the latter being more common (though not exclusively pre-
sent) in the environment of pharyngeals (Morag 1963, e.g., 24, 40).

72 Note that the constraints of Tiberian pointing have limited the con-
tinuation of some features.
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Table 26: Confusion of sere and holem in Babylonian || Tiberian

holem as [ea:] holem as [o:]
Babylonian app Tiberian Y
[je:f've:] [jo:of've:]
‘inhabitants (cstr.)’ ‘inhabitants (cstr.)’
(Ezek. 15.6) (Ezek. 15.6)

Although a relatively minor phonetic change, this feature of some
strands of the Babylonian pronunciation tradition constitutes an
innovation particular to Babylonian.

Once again, this is a distinctive feature of modern Yemenite
reading traditions of Biblical Hebrew. Generally, Tiberian holem
is read as either an open-mid central rounded vowel [g] or as a
close-mid front unrounded vowel [e]: e.g., ['a:0] (Morag 1963,
92 || BHS Tiy, Isa. 1.5 ‘still’); ['le* 'zairu:] (Morag 1963, 92 || BHS
-89, Isa. 1.6 ‘they have not been pressed’); [lije'sef] (Ya’akov
2015, 33 || BHS 7019, Gen. 47.29 ‘to Joseph’). While there is sig-
nificant variation, southern Yemen tends to have [e] for holem,
whereas central and northern Yemen tends to have [a] for holem.
The latter is also better preserved by men, in Bible reading, in
pause, among scholars from the south, and in San‘a (Ya’akov
2013; Ya’akov 2015, 32-39).

3.2.3. Epenthetic Vowel after Word-Final ‘ayin

In some cases, the Babylonian tradition has an epenthetic patah
vowel after word-final ‘ayin. This differs from Tiberian, which
preserves the original structure of the word and/or adds an ep-
enthetic only before the ‘ayin (Yeivin 1985, 326-30, 856; Khan
2013c, 960):
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Table 27: Word-final ‘ayin in Babylonian || Tiberian

-VSa# -VS#
Babylonian oh Tiberian WYy
[lo:'sovata] [lo:'sorvaf]

‘in abundance’

‘in abundance’

(Ps. 78.25) (Ps. 78.25)
Vaonb 3onY
[lmaf'go:Sa] [lamif'go:af]
‘as a target’ ‘as a target’
(Prov. 1.19) (Job 7.20)

This pattern of epenthesis appears to be unique to the Babylonian
tradition and thus constitutes another innovation that differenti-

ates it from Tiberian Hebrew.

3.2.4. Further Progression of Philippi’s Law

Even though Philippi’s Law and related phenomena are attested
significantly in both Tiberian and Babylonian, they exhibit a dif-
ferent distribution. In some of the short forms associated with
Philippi’s Law (e.g., na ‘daughter’ from *bint — *bitt),” for exam-
ple, Babylonian has an /a/ vowel where Tiberian has /i/ (Yeivin
1985, 778-85; Khan 2013c, 960-61):

Table 28: Philippi’s Law in Babylonian || Tiberian

*CiCC — *CaC(C) *CiCC — *CiC(C)
Babylonian wR Tiberian R
['?a:f] ['2e:ef]
“fire’ ‘fire’
(Exod. 12.8) (Exod. 12.8)

73 But for a full and more nuanced description of Philippi’s Law and the

necessary modifications, see Suchard (2020, 141-67).
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S0 )
[la:v] [le:ev]
‘heart’ ‘heart’

(Deut. 28.65) (Deut. 28.65)

Babylonian is unique among the Jewish traditions in this respect.
Note that the Secunda has both &5 and Aef3 (Kantor forthcoming
b, §4.3.3.3). It is curious, however, that Samaritan also exhibits
forms like ['af] and ['lab] (Ben-Hayyim 2000, 76). This seems to
be a parallel development in Samaritan and Babylonian, rather
than a shared retention from an earlier stage. As such, this feature
may be regarded as a Babylonian innovation distinguishing it

from Tiberian.”*

3.2.5. *mimminnii ‘from him’, *mimmvni ‘from us’

In the Tiberian tradition, the form 111910 is polysemous, indicating
either the PREP 1n ‘from’ with the addition of a 3Mms suffix (i.e.,
‘from him’) or the PREP jn ‘from’ with the addition of a 1cp suffix
(i.e., ‘from us’). This duplication of form is likely due to the as-
similation of the /h/ after the reduplicated base: i.e., *min +
*min + *hil — *mimminni (3MS) vs *min + *min +ni — *mim-
minnii (1cp). While this is the shape of the form in Tiberian, Bab-
ylonian and Samaritan appear to have a morphological distinc-
tion. The 3Ms form has gemination on the nun, whereas the 1cp
form has a long vowel and no gemination on the nun (Yeivin
1985, 1139-41):

74 One might also connect such forms to the general seghol, patah —
patah merger in Babylonian Hebrew. On the other hand, note that the
*qill pattern also frequently results in sere in Babylonian Hebrew: cf. ox
(from *’emm) ‘mother’; 5n (from *tell) ‘heap’ (Yeivin 1985, 778-79).
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Table 29: PREP 0 ‘from’ with 3Ms suffix in Babylonian and Samaritan ||

Tiberian

*mimmynnii (3MS)

*mimmennit (3MS)

Babylonian N Tiberian EEfola)
[mim'ma:nnu:] [mim'me:ennu:]
‘from it’ ‘from it’
(Exod. 12.9) (Exod. 12.9)
Samaritan hialal

[mim'minnu]
‘from it’
(Exod. 12.9)

Table 30: PREP i1 ‘from’ with 1cp suffix in Babylonian and Samaritan ||
Tiberian

*mimmvnii (1CP) *mimmennii (1CP)

Babylonian 1inn Tiberian tEiola)
[mim'me:nu:] [mimme:ennu:]
‘from us’ ‘from us’
(Deut. 1.28) (Deut. 1.28)
Samaritan hialal

[mim'ma:nu]
‘from us’
(Deut. 1.28)

It is curious that a similar type of distinction is also found in Sa-

maritan Hebrew. While this could indicate a shared retention on
the part of Babylonian and Samaritan, this is unlikely given the
etymology of the preposition jn with suffixes. It seems more likely
that the morphological distinction is the result of secondary anal-
ogy with other prepositions like 1apnn and 12°2. This could occur
as a parallel development in each tradition. Moreover, it is also

possible that each tradition reflects the influence of the spoken
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language, namely Aramaic, in which a distinction is maintained:
e.g., man ‘from him’ vs 8un ‘from us’.

The principle of archaic heterogeneity might also support
reconstructing the Tiberian form as more archaic, since 1CP prep-
ositions elsewhere have either a sere connecting vowel or a games
connecting vowel. The lack of a connecting vowel in Tiberian is

thus exceptional and reflects less generalisation.

3.2.6. *yiqtli — *yqitli (II-Sonorants and II-Sibilants)

Historically, the 3mP yigtol form in the qal binyan was of the pat-
tern *yiqtolil or *yiqtalii. Over time, the theme vowel reduced so
as to create a word-medial cluster: i.e., *yigtoli — *yiqtli. In nu-
merous traditions, this word-medial cluster is resolved by the typ-
ical realisation of vocalic shewa after the second consonant of the
cluster. In the case of II-sonorant and II-sibilant roots, however,
the Babylonian tradition resolves this cluster by inserting an ep-
enthetic after the first consonant of the cluster (Yeivin 1985,
386-96; Khan 2013c, 958-59):

Table 31: *yiqtlid — *yqitli in Babylonian || Tiberian

*yiqtlii — *yqitlii *yigtli — [jiqt®alu:]
Babylonian L=Rat Tiberian o
[jidir'yu:] [jiorfa'yu:]
‘tread’ ‘tread’
(1 Sam. 5.5) (1 Sam. 5.5)
Hwin B
[jimif'Tu:] [jimfa'lu:]
‘let have dominion!’ ‘let have dominion!’
(Ps. 19.14) (Ps. 19.14)
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This phenomenon is quite possibly the result of influence of the
spoken language, in which such variant syllable structures in the
environment of sonorants and sibilants would not be unusual.

Note that it also occurs in the Secunda (see §4.2.5).

4.0. Innovations of the Secunda and Jerome ||

Palestinian

Within the ‘popular’ branch of the Jewish reading traditions,
there is a further subgrouping with the Secunda and Jerome on
one side and Palestinian on the other. Due to the degree of con-
vergence with Tiberian in Palestinian-pointed manuscripts, how-
ever, enumerating distinct innovations can be a difficult task.
This list may (and probably ought to) change as we grow in our

knowledge and description of Palestinian.

4.1. Palestinian Innovations

4.1.1. The Five-Vowel System

Although the Palestinian vocalisation system actually contains
seven distinct vowel signs, the Palestinian pronunciation system
appears to have operated with a five-vowel system: /i/, /e/, /a/,
/0/, /u/ (Yahalom 1997, 15-16). In this way, it is distinct from
both the Secunda and Jerome, on one hand, and from Tiberian
and Babylonian, on the other. Note a comparison of the vowel

systems of the various Jewish reading traditions:
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Table 32: Comparison of vowel systems of Jewish reading traditions

Sec. Jer.”> Pal. Bab.”® Tib.
/el /1/ [iz] i /1/ [iz] &[] | ® il 8 [i]
7 /&/ [el] . /e/ el | & [e] ® [e] N [e]
€ /e/ (€] /e/le]l | & S [a] 8 [e]
/a/ [a] /a/ [a] R R [a]
a - a — — l[al
/a/ [a:] /a/ [ax] | R .
8 [o] N [0]
0 /o/ [o] /o/ [0l | . ’
- 0 - & [o] = .
%) /6/ [o:] /6/ [o:] R [o] | R,ix [0]
ov /i/Tw]l |u  /G/Tw] |[& [ul |% [ul |88 [u]

Presumably, the Palestinian system is based on the merger of
vowels that were previously distinguished by length, /&/ and /e/,
on the one hand, and /a/ and /a/, on the other. It could thus
have descended from a vocalic system like the one represented
in the Secunda and Jerome, so this may not necessarily be the
best example of an innovation distinguishing it from the Secunda
and Jerome. In any case, however, the five-vowel system paral-
lels that attested in Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (see chapter 5,
81.1.1).

75 That there was phonemic length in the Biblical Hebrew reading tra-
ditions at the time of Jerome is implied by his statements about Jews
ridiculing Christians who mispronounce length (see Harviainen 1977,
49-50; Brgnno 1970, 205; Kantor 2017, 253).

76 Note, however, that Tiberian has both /3/ and /5/, the former of
which corresponds to Babylonian /5/ and the latter of which (typically
occurring in closed unstressed syllables) corresponds to Babylonian /u/,
even though these are not parallel in the chart.
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4.1.2. *CuCC- — *CaCC-

Although most cases of etymological short */u/ in an unstressed
closed syllable come to be realised as /o/ in the Palestinian tra-
dition (see §2.2.1), there are some examples with /a/ (Harviainen
1977, 166):

Table 33: Realisation of etymological short */u/ in unstressed closed
syllables in Palestinian || Secunda and Jerome

*CuCC — *CoCC-

*CuCC- — *CaCC-

Secunda Beaoxxa
[besok'k a:]
‘in a shelter’
(Ps. 31.21)

Jerome sgolla
[syol'la:]
‘prized possession’

(Mal. 3.17)

DAINAY
[vemaOne'hem]

Palestinian

‘and their loins’
(Ps. 69.24; T-S
12.196)
skl
[hay'ma]
‘wisdom’
(Ant. 912)

This constitutes a clear departure from the other traditions of
Biblical Hebrew and thus reflects an innovation of the Palestinian
tradition. Note, however, that occasional similar forms are also
attested in the Secunda and Jerome, even if much more rarely:

e.g., phalach [p"aSla:y] ‘your work’ (Hab. 3.2).

4.1.3. 3ms Independent Pronoun as /ho/

Historically, the 3Ms independent personal pronoun was realised
as *hu’a. Over time this form developed into *hil in most of the
Hebrew traditions. There is some evidence, however, that some
ancient traditions, such as the Dead Sea Scrolls, came to realise

this form with a semivowel as *huwa or *huwad, as evidenced by
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spellings like n&11 and mn (Qimron 2018, 259). In some non-bib-
lical manuscripts of the Palestinian tradition, the 3Ms independ-
ent pronoun is vocalised as /ho/, which may reflect some sort of

contraction of a form like *huwa or *huwa (Yahalom 2016, 18):

Table 34: 3Ms independent pronoun in Palestinian || Secunda and Je-
rome

*hu’a — *hil *hu’a — *ho
Secunda ov Palestinian Rim
['hu:] [ve-'ho]
‘he’ ‘and he’
(Ps. 18.31) (T-SNS 249.1 + H
Jerome hu 16.1)
['hu:]
‘he’
(Isa. 2.22)

Note that the realisation in Palestinian actually reflects a possible
outcome of original */hu?a/ (Suchard 2020, 211). Though not
attested in biblical manuscripts, this may constitute one more
particular innovation of the Palestinian tradition that distin-

guishes it from the Secunda and Jerome.

4.2. Secunda and Jerome Innovations

4.2.1. Rule of shewa: *dabre, *laqtol, *walfoni

According to the so-called ‘rule of shewa’, when two consecutive
syllables have vowels that should reduce (i.e., *CaCaC-), the se-
quence is resolved with a single hireq vowel (i.e., *CiCC-) in the
Tiberian tradition, barring certain phonetic conditions and ana-
logical processes (Yuditsky 2010; Suchard 2020, 176-78). The

rule can be depicted as follows: *CaCaC- — *CiCC-. It often occurs
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when one of the prepositions % 2 2 precedes a noun beginning
with shewa (e.g., 125 ‘to the sons of’) or in the construct plural
form of a noun like 727 ‘word’ (i.e., *dabaré — *dobaré — *divré
— 27 ‘words of’). In Tiberian and Babylonian, such sequences
tend to be resolved with an /i/ vowel. In Palestinian, such se-
quences can be resolved with an /i/ vowel or, in the case of prep-
ositions, not resolved at all. In the Secunda and Jerome, these
sequences can have a variety of outcomes, but when they are re-
solved in a similar way to Tiberian and Babylonian, an /a/ vowel

is used instead of an /i/ vowel:””

Table 35: ‘words (cstr.)’ in Secunda and Jerome || other Jewish tradi-
tions

*dabare — *dafre *dabare — *divre
Secunda daPpy Babylonian MaT
[daB're:] [div're:]
‘words (cstr.)’ ‘affairs (cstr.)’
(Ps. 35.20) (1 Sam. 10.2)
Jerome dabre Tiberian a7
[dap're:] [div'gre:]
‘words (cstr.)’ ‘words (cstr.)’
(Chronicles) (Gen. 24.30)

77 Palestinian is from Harviainen (1977, 139). Babylonian is from Yeivin

(1985, 934).
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Palestinian 7827
[div're]
‘words (cstr.)’
(Bod.Heb. MS d
55, 5r, 1.15)

It is significant to note that all of the traditions here exhibit some

kind of innovation. The examples in the Secunda and Jerome
could reflect either a different ‘rule of shewa’ (i.e., *CaCaC- —
*CaCC-) or vowel syncope (i.e., *dafare: — *daf(a)re: —
*dafire:). In either case, the innovation of the Secunda and Jerome
sets them off against the other traditions. The hireq vowel in both
Tiberian and Babylonian is clearly an innovation.

It is difficult to know what to do with Palestinian in this
case. It seems to align with Babylonian and Tiberian, even though
we have already assigned it to the ‘popular’ subgroup of the Jew-
ish traditions. One might suggest that such a vocalisation is due
to later convergence, and yet even in non-biblical manuscripts
this is relatively consistently attested. The data from the Pales-
tinian tradition can actually be further clarified by looking at
other environments for this phenomenon.

When the prefixed prepositions 5 3 a3 precede a word begin-

ning with shewa, once again the Secunda and Jerome attest to the

78 Harviainen cites this non-biblical Palestinian form as *32'7, which ex-
hibits both a patah and a superscript yod over the dalet. However, the
patah is likely a mistaken reading. See Harviainen (1977, 139). For an-
other non-biblical form with this vocalisation instead of just a super-
script yod, see a7 [div're] (TS NS 249.7 + TS NS 301.28, f. 4, 1. 20;
Revell 1970, 165).
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pattern *baCC-, *kaCC-, *laCC-, whereas Babylonian and Tibe-
rian attest to the pattern *biCC-, *kiCC-, *liCC-. While Palestinian
also attests to this latter pattern frequently, there is further vari-

ation, which we will explore below:”

Table 36: Inseparable prepositions before initial consonant clusters in
Secunda and Jerome || other Jewish traditions

*baCC-, *kaCC-, *laCC- *biCC-, *kiCC-, *lCC-
Secunda Bapowvay Babylonian DR
[barts’o:'nazy] [biyvu:ra:'0amm]
‘by your favor’ ‘with their might’
(Ps. 30.8) (Ezek. 32.29)
Aafrwp Tiberian apah
[lap'lo:m] [liy't"0:0v]
‘to curb’ ‘to write’
(Ps. 32.9) (Deut. 31.24)
Jerome labala Palestinian npTea
[lapha:'la:]1(?) [bis*da'qa]
‘to calamity’ ‘in righteousness’
(Isa. 65.23) (Isa. 54.14; T-S
A43.1)
npan
[k"ifqu'da6]
‘as the charge
(cstr.)
(T-SH7.7)

While each of these traditions exhibits further internal varia-

tion,* it is significant that when the sequence *baCaC- is resolved

79 Palestinian is from Revell (1970, 198). Babylonian is from Yeivin
(1985, 1150-52).

8 For internal variation in the Secunda, see Kantor (forthcoming b,
§3.4.2.1).
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to *bVCC-, the Secunda and Jerome tend towards an /a/ vowel
and Babylonian and Tiberian tend towards an /i/ vowel. This dis-
tribution would presumably constitute innovations both on the
part of the Secunda and Jerome, on one hand, and Babylonian
and Tiberian, on the other.

Here is also where Palestinian starts to differ from all the
other traditions with respect to the ‘rule of shewa’. While it usu-
ally exhibits forms like Babylonian and Tiberian as above—pos-
sibly due to later convergence?—it also has forms that maintain
the shewa and do not resolve the cluster in any way. Note, for
example, how the construct form *12 ‘sons of’, when preceded by
5 ‘to’, has an e-vowel on both the bet and the nun but no vowel
sign on the lamed: %325 ‘to the sons of’ (Ps. 72.4; T-S 12.196). Pre-
sumably, because the bet is vocalised with an e-vowel, this point-
ing reflects a pronunciation like [levene]. Much like colloquial
Modern Hebrew, this would seem to reflect the general realisa-
tion of lamed with shewa (= [e]) in all environments and no spe-
cial rule of shewa. Given the tendency for Palestinian to exhibit
more colloquial forms, this may reflect the more authentic un-
derlying layer of Palestinian.

The final common environment in which we can assess the
‘rule of shewa’ in the various Biblical Hebrew reading traditions
concerns its occurrence when the CONJ waw precedes a word be-
ginning with a ‘shewa-slot’ vowel. Historically, the CONJ waw was
realised as *wa-, irrespective of what followed. Before a word
with an initial open unstressed short syllable, it would have been
realised the same way: i.e., *wa-nageba ‘and female’. After the

reduction of short vowels in open unstressed syllables (i.e., the
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phenomenon that produces ‘vocalic shewa’), the CONJ waw tended
to take a different shape in different traditions. In Tiberian He-
brew, for example, the CONJ waw came to be realised as -1 [va-]:
e.g., 727 [vado:'vor] ‘and a matter’ (Judg. 18.7). In the Secunda
and Jerome, on the other hand, it was simply /w-/, realised pho-
netically as [(w)u-] (Kantor forthcoming b, 84.7): e.g., ovAw /wld/
[(w)u'lo:] ‘and not’ (Ps. 18.38); ulo /wld/ [(w)u'lo:] ‘and not’ (Isa.
7.12).

However, when preceding a word with an initial consonant
cluster, the CONJ waw sequence is usually realised variously in
the Biblical Hebrew traditions. In Tiberian, it is realised as -1
[wu-CC]. In Babylonian, the same sequence is realised as -1
[wi-CC]. In the Secunda and Jerome, this sequence can be real-
ised as [wa-CC]. In Palestinian, however, there does not appear
to be a distinction, as is perhaps indicated by the presence of an
e-vowel on the first consonant of the word and no vowel sign on

the preceding waw—or an actual e-vowel sign on the waw:®!

81 palestinian is from Garr and Fassberg (2016, 112, 114, 116). For Pal-
estinian, note also how in manuscripts that use the & sign for shewa, the
CONJ waw is vocalised with the same sign in such environments: e.g.,
v ‘and arm’ (Yahalom 1997). Babylonian is from Yeivin (1985,
1152).
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Table 36: CONJ waw before initial consonant clusters in Secunda and
Jerome || Palestinian || Babylonian and Tiberian

[wa-CC] [wa-CaC] [wi-CC] or [wu-CC]
ovaAawyt - InDwm - 395m
.‘.é [walfo:'ni:] -g [veBefuTab'yal -g [wiblab'be:v]
§ ‘and my Z:J, ‘and your salvation’ % ‘and make cakes’
w tongue’ S (Ps. 40.11; T-S K (2 Sam. 13.6)
(Ps. 35.28) 20.54)
uarab 9833 napn
g [war'haf] [veve'?af] ,§ [wunge:'va:]
g ‘and wide of’ ‘and in anger’ g ‘and female’
= (Ps. 104.25) (Ps. 55.4; T-S = (2 Kgs 17.9)
12.195)
plabel
[vexelim'ma]
‘and shame’
(Ps. 71.13; T-S
12.196)

Although the vowel of the CONJ waw in the Secunda and Jerome

more or less matches its historical realisation, this is nevertheless

a shared innovation (of the entire sequence) given the syncope of

the following vowel. Moreover, it is also possible that the CONJ

waw had reduced to *w- at a relatively early stage, so that the

realisation of the sequence *w-CC is actually just another instan-

tiation of the ‘rule of shewa’ discussed above. It is after all signif-

icant that, save for the CONJ waw in Tiberian and Palestinian, the

various Biblical Hebrew reading traditions tend to resolve *w-CC

in the same way that they resolve *dabaré — *divre, *davre, etc.
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Note the general consistency in the chart below—inconsistencies

are highlighted in red:®

82 Babylonian is from Yeivin (1985, 934, 1150-1156). Note that Pales-
tinian is excepted due to possible convergence with Tiberian. Sources
for data in preceding footnotes.
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Table 37: ‘Rule of shewa’ in Jewish traditions

* CaCaC — *CaCC-
Secunda Jerome
- + CC- oUaAT WYL uarab
[walfo:'ni:] [war'haf]
‘and my tongue!” | ‘and wide (cstr.)
(Ps. 35.28) (Ps. 104.25)
*b-, *k-, *I- Bapowveay labala
+ CC- [barts’o:'nary] [laBha:'la:]?
‘by your favour’ ‘to terror/
(Ps. 30. 8) calamity’
(Isa. 65.23)
«dabaré- dafpn dabre
[dapB're:] [daB're:]
‘words (cstr.)’ ‘words (cstr.)’
(Ps. 35.20) (Chronicles)

*CiCC-, *CaCaC-

Palestinian

nR5
[veyxelim'ma]
‘and shame’
(Ps. 71.13; T-S
12.196)

apTea
[bis‘®a'qa]
‘in righteousness’
(Isa. 54.14; T-S
A43.1)

=2
[div're]
‘words (cstr.)’
(MS 55d 5r, 1.
15)

*CiCC-
Babylonian Tiberian
135m napy
[wiblab'be:v] [wunge:'va:]
‘and make cakes’ ‘and female’
(2 Sam. 13.6) (2Kgs 17.9)
onmasn T2
[biyvuira:'0a:m] [birs‘o:on'y2:]
‘with their might’ | ‘by your favour’
(Ezek. 32.29) (Ps. 30.8)
a7 MaT
[div're:] [div're:]
‘affairs (cstr.)’ ‘words (cstr.)’
(1 Sam. 10.2) (Gen. 27.42)
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Once again, however, it should be noted that there is considera-
bly more variation than represented here. In the Secunda, for ex-
ample, it is also common to get what appears to be the normal
realisation, namely [(w)u-], before a cluster: e.g., ovAuav
[(w)ul'ma$n] ‘and for the sake of (Ps. 31.4). The form [we-],
similar to Babylonian, also occurs once: ovefpof3 [wef'rof] ‘and
in the abundance (cstr.)’ (Ps. 49.7).8 Nevertheless, the presence
of the sequence *wa-CC in the Secunda and Jerome is significant,
even if not consistent. Note that this feature too has parallels in
Mishnaic Hebrew and Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (see chapter 5,
§1.1.5).

Although the data from Palestinian are inconsistent, it is
distinct from both the Secunda and Jerome, on one hand, and
from Babylonian and Tiberian, on the other. It may be that Pal-
estinian tended toward the *CaCaC- (or properly *CeCeC- in the
five-vowel system) pattern and later, perhaps due to conver-
gence, resolved some of these sequences as in Babylonian and
Tiberian. In either case, the various realisations of the ‘rule of
shewa’ reflect innovations for each of these groups: Secunda and

Jerome—Palestinian—Babylonian and Tiberian.

4.2.2. Sonority Sequencing for Epenthetic Shewa

As noted above, vocalic shewa is an epenthetic inserted on the
phonetic level to resolve a consonant cluster. While the Palestin-
ian tradition tends to realise vocalic shewa consistently, in the

Secunda and Jerome, the presence or absence of an epenthetic to

8 For a full treatment, see Kantor (forthcoming b, §§3.4.2.1, 4.7).
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resolve a cluster depends, to some degree, on sonority sequencing

(Kantor forthcoming b, §3.4.1):3

Table 38: Rising sonority sequences in Secunda and Jerome || Palestin-

ian
Cluster with Rising Sonority Shewa with Rising Sonority
Secunda Bpid Palestinian M3
['bri:0] [beri'6ay]
‘covenant (cstr.)’ ‘your covenant’
(Ps. 89.40) (Bod.Heb. MS 55
Jerome brith d)
['bri:0]%°
‘covenant’
(Commentary on
Mal. 2.4)

In the Secunda and Jerome, a consonant cluster is generally more
likely to be maintained when there is rising sonority from the
first consonant to the second consonant of the cluster, as in the
sequence b-r (Kantor forthcoming b, §3.4.1). Apparently, the reg-
ularisation of an [e] or [a] vowel in Palestinian does not depend

on sonority.

4.2.3. Vowel Fronting and Raising near Sibilants

In the pronunciation traditions underlying the transcriptions in
the Secunda and Jerome, there is a strong tendency for /a/ vow-
els to undergo fronting and raising in the environment of sibilants
(Kantor forthcoming b, §83.2.9.1.1-3). This does not appear to

be attested as strongly in Palestinian. Such raising occurs in a

84 Palestinian is from Yahalom (1997, 13).

8 But cf. the spelling berith in comments on Gen. 17.2/Jer. 11.3.
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variety of environments, but is perhaps most easily demonstrable
in the historical *magtal noun pattern. While the Secunda and
Jerome normally have *magqtal (see 83.1.3), they exhibit *miqtal

or *meqtal in the environment of sibilants:3¢

Table 39: Vowel fronting and raising near sibilants in Secunda and Je-
rome || Palestinian

*a — i before Sibilants *a before Sibilants
Secunda pioxvwbou Palestinian m17a)
[mifkPno:'6am] [mafkra'nav]
‘their dwellings’ ‘his dwellings’
(Ps. 49.12) (Bod.Heb. MS d
55, 5r, 1.15)
woyaf "hen
[mis'ga:p] [mas®a'de]
‘fortress’ ‘steps of’
(Ps. 46.12) (Ps. 37.23; T-S
20.54)
Jerome mimizra nard
[mim(m)iz'ra:h] [maz'beh]
‘from east’ ‘altar’
(Commentary on (Bod.Heb. MS d
Gen. 2.8) 55, 9v, 1.21)

Although there may be a perceptual element here—high vowels
are more easily identifiable in the environment of sibilants (Yeni-
Komshian and Soli 1981)—there is compelling evidence for
vowel fronting/raising. This phonetic phenomenon is likely due

to influence of the vernacular (see chapter 5, §1.1.4).

8 palestinian is from Harviainen (1977, 139-40).
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4.2.4. Short 2mMs Endings

Historically, the 2Ms ending on the gatal verb was realised as *-ta
as in *qatal-ta. The normal development of this form would have
brought about *qatal-t (m‘?pg) without a final vowel on the 2MS
person ending. It is likely, however, that due to analogical exten-
sion of the long byform of the 2Ms independent pronoun (see
more on this in §2.2.3), the final vowel of this form was length-
ened: i.e., *qatal-ta — (analogy with */?attda/) — *qatal-ta —
nHvp.?” This development likely occurred relatively early in the
language, so that both *qatalt and *qatalta existed side-by-side
for 2MS gatal forms in biblical times. While there is some internal
variation in each tradition, Tiberian, Babylonian, and Palestinian

attest to *-td, while the Secunda and Jerome attest to *-t:%8

Table 40: 2Ms gatal forms in Secunda and Jerome || other Jewish tradi-
tions

2ms *-t 2ms *-tj
Secunda Papadd Babylonian fhians
[p"a:'rats*t"] [kPo:'0arvt™:]
‘you broke down’ ‘you wrote’
(Ps. 89.41) (Jer. 36.17)

8 For more on the analogical extension of the byform */?attd/ (from
*/?antah/), see Al-Jallad (2014).

8 Ppalestinian is from Yahalom (1997, 168). Babylonian is from Yeivin
(1985, 427, 749). Note, however, that Palestinian actually demonstrates
shorter -VC forms when it comes to suffixes (see §2.2.3).
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Jerome sarith Tiberian nyT3
[sa:'ri:0] [go:'Bazalths:]
‘you have wrestled’ ‘you are great’
(Gen. 32.29) (Ps. 104.1)
Palestinian nnnAWw

[fim'mart"a]
‘you preserved’
(T-S 249.7 +
301.28)

One should also note that a similar principle applies to the 2ms

pronoun (7)n& ‘you (MS)’ which, though attested as a0« and attha

in the transcriptions, also appears in the short form:

Table 41: 2ms pronoun in Secunda and Jerome || other Jewish tradi-

tions
*at(t) ®attd
Secunda ouab Babylonian ANR
[(w)u'?at"] [2at'tho:]
‘and you’ ‘you’
(Ps. 89.39) (Deut. 14.21)
Jerome ath Tiberian nnR
['?ath] [2at'tho:]
‘you’ ‘you’
(Ps. 90.2) (Ps. 31.5)

The forms in the Secunda and Jerome reflect the expected devel-
opment of the historical form */?anta/ — */?atta/. The forms in
Babylonian and Tiberian, on the other hand, reflect a develop-
ment from a distinct byform, namely */?antah/ — */?atta/ (Al-
Jallad 2014). Nevertheless, it is plausible that the influence of
Aramaic or Mishnaic/colloquial Hebrew served to encourage the
prevalence of the short byform in the Hebrew traditions of the

Secunda and Jerome (see chapter 5, §1.1.6).
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4.2.5. *yeqtli — yqetli (II-sonorants and II-sibilants)

Similarly to the Babylonian tradition (see above in §3.2.6), the
Secunda also exhibits the variant syllable structure *yeqtli —
yqetlil in II-sonorant and II-sibilant roots. This same type of vari-
ant syllable structure is present in Jerome, albeit in a nominal
form. This phenomenon does not appear to be attested in the Pal-

estinian tradition:

Table 42: *yeqtlii — yqetli in Secunda and Jerome || Palestinian

“yeqtli — yqetli “yeqtli
Secunda ixepaou Palestinian latatad
[jik%er'ts*u:] [vijism(e)'hu]
‘will wink’ ‘and let rejoice!’
(Ps. 35.19) (Ps. 70.5; T-S
Jerome masarfoth 12.196)
[masar'$o:0]
‘Misrephoth’
(Josh. 11.8/13.6)

It is a bit problematic that this feature is cited as an innovation
in both the Secunda-Jerome subgroup and Babylonian, given the
fact that they are in different subgroups of the Jewish traditions.
It seems, however, that with respect to this feature, vernacular
influence (see 83.2.6) touched the Secunda-Jerome subgroup
and Babylonian but not Palestinian and Tiberian. In this sense,
this feature may still be regarded as distinguishing between the
Secunda—Jerome and Palestinian, on one hand, and between Bab-
ylonian and Tiberian, on the other, without necessitating a closer
relationship between the Secunda-Jerome and Babylonian. It

simply points to influence of the vernacular on each. On the other
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hand, the fact that this phenomenon occurs in a number of mod-
ern Arabic dialects, even in non-sonorant roots (e.g., *yaktubii —
*yiktubil — [bjikitbu] ‘they write’), underscores the fact that this
could be the result of parallel development.

It is also worth noting that Aquila’s transcriptions do not
exhibit this same alternate syllable structure where Jerome does,
as he has the transcription pastpedwd [masre'¢po:0] ‘Misrephoth’
(Josh. 11.8; Field 1875, 1:362).

5.0. Innovations of the Secunda || Jerome

Although the reading traditions reflected in the Greek and Latin
transcriptions are quite similar—perhaps owing in part to chron-
ological proximity—they are distinct. Each of them exhibits a

number of characteristic features not shared with the other.
5.1. Jerome Innovations

5.1.1. Epenthetic in Segholate Nouns

As noted above, segholate nouns were of the pattern *qatl, *qitl,
or *qutl with a final consonant cluster. Over time, most of the
various Biblical Hebrew reading traditions introduced an epen-
thetic to resolve the final cluster. While epenthesis (with [e]) is
present in Jerome, the final cluster is normally maintained in the
Secunda, aside from roots with gutturals (Kantor forthcoming b,
83.4.1.3.1):
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Table 43: Ephenthesis in segholate nouns in Secunda || Jerome

*qVtl *qVtel
Secunda yaBp Jerome geber
['gapr] ['geBer]
‘man’ ‘man’
(Ps. 18.26) (Isa. 22.17)
ouauUEAY ammelech
[(w)uham'melk"] [ham'meley]
‘and the king’ ‘the king’
(1 Kgs1.1) (Zech. 14.10)
%00¢ codes
['k?0d(] ['k?odef]
‘holiness’ ‘holiness’
(Ps. 46.5) (Isa. 52.1)
wweAD (ac)coheleth
[K?o:'helt"] [(hak)k’o:'heled]
‘Qoheleth’ ‘Qoheleth’
(Eccl. 1.1) (Eccl. 1.1)

Epenthesis in Jerome constitutes an innovation to distinguish it
from the Secunda. In this way, the tradition underlying Jerome
also resembles other Jewish traditions rather than the Secunda,
though parallel development is likely for such a phenomenon. It
is also worth mentioning that this is not merely a case of dia-
chronic progressions, since epenthesis in the Secunda is condi-
tioned based on the Sonority Sequencing Principle (cf. 1efep for
/jetr/ in Ps. 31.24). The Septuagint, which predates both of these
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traditions, also exhibits epenthesis (Knobloch 1995, 191-94):
e.g., iaped (Gott. || BHS 77° Gen. 5.18 ‘Jared’).*

5.1.2. Distribution of Wayyiqtol Forms

Although a dagesh to distinguish past semantics of waw + Yyiqtol
is present in all the Jewish traditions, it appears to be just devel-
oping in the tradition of the Secunda.®® A minority of cases (per-
haps 15%-30%) exhibit distinct morphology. In Jerome, on the
other hand, it has fully progressed, being present in all cases
where you would expect past semantics. Note how there are
places where Jerome has distinct wayyiqtol morphology but the
Secunda does not (Kantor 2020):

Table 44: Past narrative w + yiqtol forms in Secunda || Jerome

*w-yiqtol (most of the time) *wayyiqtol
Secunda ovieBbev Jerome uaiethen
[(W)ujet't"en] [wajjet'ten]
‘and made’ ‘and gave’
(Ps. 18.33) (Gen. 14.20)
ovixpa uaiecra
[(W)ujik?'raz] [wajjek?'ra:]
‘and called’ ‘and called’
(Lev. 1.1) (Lev. 1.1)

8 For more on this phenomenon and how various ancient transcription
traditions exhibit different typologies of epenthesis conditioned on the
basis of sonority, see Kantor (forthcoming b, §3.4.1.3).

% 1t is also possible that due to influence of the spoken language and/or

Aramaic, more traditionally wayyiqtol forms were replaced by w-yiqtol
forms in at least some cases in the reading tradition of the Secunda.
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Therefore, even though distinct wayyiqtol morphology (of the
CONJ waw and the prefix) is attested in both traditions, its ad-
vanced progression in Jerome may be regarded a distinctive of

that tradition.”"

5.1.3. ‘Shewa-Slot’ Vowels as [a]

Although it does not occur regularly, it is also worth noting that
there is slightly more standardisation of ‘shewa-slot’ vowels in Je-
rome, often with a non-etymological [a]. This occurs in one case
of the prefix vowel of the yigtol form of the pi‘‘el/pi“al, which is
normally /e/ (or @), being realised as [a].? It also occurs at least
once in the nominal pattern *qutiilim/ *qitilim. A comparable pat-
tern does not appear to be attested in Secunda Hebrew:

Table 45: yigtol pi“el/pi“al forms in Secunda || Jerome

*y(€)qattel — [(j)iqattel]

*yqattel — [jaqattel]

Secunda 1W0afPnpov
[idab'be:ru:]
‘do [not] speak’

(Ps. 35.20)

Jerome iasaphpheru
[jasap'pPerru:]
‘that might tell’

(Ps. 78.6)

1 For a full treatment of the issue, see Kantor (2020; forthcoming b,

§5.2).

%2 For an argument that this was the prefix vowel in Proto-Hebrew, see

Suchard (2016).
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Table 46: *qutilim/*qitulim nominal pattern in Secunda || Jerome

*qitialim — ? *qitilim — [qatu:liim]

Secunda ? Jerome zanunim

[zanu:'ni:m]

‘whoredom’
(Hos. 1.2)

This is not the normal behaviour of ‘shewa-slot’ vowels in the He-

brew tradition underlying Jerome’s transcriptions. As such, tran-
scriptions like iasaphpheru and zanunim may reflect more stand-
ardisation of vowels prone to reduction, perhaps due to influence

of a more prestigious (‘Proto-Tiberian?’) tradition.

5.2. Secunda Innovations

5.2.1. Plural Participle as *qotlim

Historically, the plural participle of the gal binyan was realised as
*qotilim (or *qotelim). While various traditions treat these se-
quences differently—internal variation is attested in both the
Secunda and Jerome—Jerome tends to preserve the vowel of the
second radical more whereas the Secunda tends to have *qotlim
(Kantor forthcoming b, §3.4.2.2):
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Table 47: Plural gal participles in Secunda || Jerome

*qotlim *qotelim®

Secunda QoTWUPLL Jerome chorethim

[haffo:m'rizm] [k"0:re'0i:m]
‘those who keep’ ‘Cherethites; cut-
(Ps. 18.33) ters’

(Zeph. 2.5)

nocedim
[no:k’e'di:m]
‘shepherds’
(Amos 1.1)

This same distinction is often evidenced between rabbinic and
biblical variants in other pronunciation traditions. Note, for ex-
ample, that in the Sephardi tradition, the rabbinic tradition will
pronounce such sequences as [qot*'lim], but the biblical tradition
as [qot®e'lim] (Khan 2013a). Given that all of the traditions under
discussion fall under the ‘popular’ branch, including Sephardi,
this might suggest that Jerome’s tradition was more closely tied
to the biblical reading tradition of the ‘popular’ branch and the
Secunda more influenced by the colloquial or rabbinic tradition
of the ‘popular’ branch, even though it does reflect a biblical
reading tradition in itself. On the other hand, this may be reading
too much into this one feature, which is easily explicable in light
of internal development. Note, after all, that Tiberian Hebrew

also has a silent shewa in such forms: e.g., oW = [fo:om'Ri:im].

% 1t is also possible that such forms reflect nominalised adjectives, as in
Tiberian n7%" ‘woman giving birth’, in which case the second vowel
would actually be lengthened.
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5.2.2. The 2ms Object Suffix on Verbs: *-ey/*-ekka

While most traditions of Biblical Hebrew have either *-ya or *-ay
as their 2Ms object suffix on verbs—the same shape as the suffix

o+
3

on nouns—the Secunda has *-ey or *-ekka:

Table 48: 2Ms object suffix in Secunda || Jerome

*-ex, *-ekkd *ay
Secunda EPLLEMEY Jerome amaggenach
[2ero:me'mey] [2amagge'nary]
‘T will exalt you’ ‘T will deliver you’
(Ps. 30.2) (Hos. 11.8)
alwdexye

[hajo:'dekkha:]
‘will [dust] praise
you?’

(Ps. 30.10)

Both the Secunda and Jerome have suffixes of the -VC pattern,

but they differ in terms of the vowel. While the suffix in Jerome
resembles that of Biblical Aramaic, that of the Secunda is distinct.
The form -ex in Secunda Hebrew probably reflects a development
based around an assimilated ‘energic nun’: i.e., *-inka — *-ikka
— *.jkk — *-ek(k) — *-ek — -ex. Note that the short vocalic
grapheme epsilon is indicative of a syllable closed by etymologi-
cal final gemination.®* The long suffix -exya may be due to ana-
logical extension of the independent pronoun (see above in chap-
ter 4, §82.2.3, 4.2.4): i.e., *-inka — *-ikka — (analogy with

% Note for comparison that the 3MP suffix on verbs does have a long
vowel: ovegoxnu ‘and I beat them’ (Ps. 18.43). This likely reflects a sim-
ple suffix /-m/ after the long connecting vowel /&/, which is likely the
result of analogy to IlI-w/y verbs (see Suchard 2020, 202-03, 212).



4. Phyla: ‘Shared Innovations’ 135

*/atta/) — *-ikkd — *-ekkda — -exxa. It is also possible that the
suffix in the spoken language was normally /-ékka/ with a long
vowel, but the reading tradition was constrained by the conso-
nantal text. Where a heh mater was present, the regular spoken
form /-ékka/ was maintained. Where a heh mater was absent, as
was probably the norm, the regular suffix had to be shortened to
/-€x/.%® Such dialectal forms mapping onto the consonantal text
in this way is a common feature of various Biblical Hebrew read-
ing traditions (see also chapter 5, §1.1.12).%

Although the Secunda form /-éx/ is unique for the 2Ms ob-
ject suffix among the various dialects of Hebrew, it should be
noted that the integration of ‘energic nun’ into the object suffixes
is quite common in other traditions as well. In Tiberian, object
suffixes with an integrated ‘energic nun’ are the default for third
person singular suffixes on yigtol verbs: e.g., 3317 ‘shall require
it (MS)’ (Deut. 23.22); :n37eR ‘I keep it (FS)’ (Isa. 27.3). In Samar-
itan Hebrew, suffixes with an integrated ‘energic nun’ are even
more common, also being attested in the 1cs: e.g., [tigba:'rinni]
(Ben-Hayyim 1977, verse; 2000, 227-36 || BHS *1apn Gen.
47.29 ‘(do not) bury me’); [jexmu:'finni] (Ben-Hayyim 1977,
verse || BHS %1 Gen. 27.12 ‘will feel me’); [jizba:'linni] (Ben-

% For an in-depth analysis of the development of this suffix in Secunda
Hebrew, see Kantor (forthcoming b, §4.1.4.2.2).

% A prime example of this phenomenon occurs with the gal~nifal sup-
pletive verb wy-w3i1 ‘to approach’. While the consonantal text points to
an original gal verb, the nif‘al of later stages of Hebrew was superim-
posed on the consonantal text where possible, namely only in the gatal
form and participle (Hornkohl 2023, 199, 474-75).
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Hayyim 1977, verse || BHS "1%31 Gen. 30.20 ‘will honour me”).”’
Given the penchant of Samaritan Hebrew to absorb elements of
the vernacular, this could indicate that ‘energic’ suffixes were
common in the spoken language. Note also that ‘energic’ suffixes
on yiqtol verbs are fairly regular in Aramaic.”®

All of this suggests that the 2Ms object suffix /-éy/, which
is clearly a distinctive innovative feature of Secunda Hebrew,

may be at least partially due to influence of the vernacular.

5.2.3. Theme Vowel in Yiqtol II-/III-Guttural Forms

Historically, there is a tendency for II-guttural and III-guttural
verbs to have an /a/ theme vowel in the yigtol (Huehnergard
2002, 112): e.g., *yap‘al — *yip‘al — Sv2; *yaslah — *yislah —

nv. While the Secunda often preserves this, there are also some

% There are also cases where the Samaritan Pentateuch and/or oral
reading has an ‘energic’ suffix on the third person suffixes where Tibe-
rian does not: e.g., [titte:'ninnu 'li:] (Ben-Hayyim 1977, verse, cf. BHS
»5-iinn Exod. 22.29 ‘you shall give it to me’); [wnak'kinnu] (Ben-Hay-
yim 1977, verse || BHS 31331 (SP 1101m) Deut. 3.3 ‘and we struck him’);
[w'mi: ja:qi:'minnu] (Ben-Hayyim 1977, verse || BHS :jinip-in (SP 'n
1n'p?) Deut. 33.11 ‘that they not rise again’).

% In Biblical Aramaic, object suffixes on yigtol verbs are preceded by
‘may deliver you!” (Dan. 6.17); jioiary ‘will deliver you’ (Dan. 3.15);
:m3p7inR ‘T will make known to him’ (Dan. 5.17); :nup ‘gives it’ (Dan.
4.22). The same applies to Targumic Aramaic: e.g., :"3050p ‘will kill me’
(Gen. 4.14); 712728 ‘T will bless you’ (Gen. 22.17); n'pm ‘and shall
throw it’ (Exod. 9.8).
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forms that have an /o/ theme vowel (Kantor forthcoming b,
§84.2.1.2.4, 4.2.1.2.5). This is not the case in Jerome:

Table 49: Yigtol 1I-guttural forms in Secunda || Jerome

*yiqGol *yiqGal
Secunda fecodnu Jerome iesag
[thesTo'Beini:] [jef'2ay]
‘you support’ ‘roars’
(Ps. 18.36) (Amos 1.2)
ERWTNY

[2emho:'ts’exm]
‘I strike them’
(Ps. 18.39)
OUETOXN .
[(w)u?efho'k’erm]
‘and I beat them’
(Ps. 18.39)
Aoop
[lo'hom]
‘make war!’
(Ps. 35.1)

Table 50: Yigtol IlI-guttural forms in Secunda || Jerome

*yiqtoG *yiqtaG
Secunda dboov Jerome haiecba
[p"6o'hu:] [hajek™baf]
‘open!’ ‘will ... rob?’
(Isa. 26.2) (Mal. 3.8)
Ber<oou>
[bet’o'hu:]
‘trust!’
(Isa. 26.4)

This feature also has parallels in Mishnaic Hebrew and is likely

the result of influence of the spoken language (see chapter 5,
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§1.1.10). Among the Biblical Hebrew traditions, however, it ap-

pears to be a distinctive feature of Secunda Hebrew.

6.0. Innovations of Sephardi || Ashkenazi

Branches

Because the Sephardi and Ashkenazi traditions are ultimately de-
scended from a form of Palestinian from the Middle Ages (Morag
2007), it is not necessary to take them into account for linguistic
subgrouping. Nevertheless, because of the important role they
have played in the history of Hebrew, particularly with respect
to providing the basis for Modern Hebrew pronunciation, they
deserve a brief treatment here. It should be noted that, because
Sephardi and Ashkenazi Hebrew both base their reading on the
Tiberian vowel points, some phenomena within these reading
traditions are explained in light of the specific notational system
of Tiberian niqqud interfacing with their pronunciation systems.
Finally, as above, the innovations noted below are not meant to
be comprehensive but merely to establish the distinction between

the traditions.

6.1. Ashkenazi Innovations

6.1.1. Vocalic Inventory

While earlier forms of Ashkenazi Hebrew maintained the five-
vowel system of Palestinian (Khan 2020b, 112), this began to
change in the fourteenth century CE due to the influence of Ger-
man (Henshke 2013). As a result of language contact (and per-

haps also influence from the vowel signs themselves), modern
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Ashkenazi traditions have developed larger vocalic inventories.
Northeastern Ashkenazi (NEA), for example, has a six-vowel sys-
tem of /1, €j, €, a, 3, u/.” Note that this reflects a merger of holem
and sere. Mideastern Ashkenazi (MEA), on the other hand, exhib-
its the following vowels in their system: /i, 1, €], €, aj, a, 2, 9j,
/. Southeastern Ashkenazi (SEA) exhibits the following vowel
system: /i, 1, €j, €, 9, a, 9, 0j, u/. Central Ashkenazi (CA) and
Western Ashkenazi (WA) also have distinct vowel systems, but
the descriptions of these traditions are less comprehensive (Katz
1993; Glinert 2013).

6.1.2. Diphthongisation of Sere and Holem

One of the most distinctive features of Ashkenazi Hebrew is the
diphthongisation of certain vowels. At least to some degree, this
occurs in all Ashkenazi traditions with respect to the vowels sere
and holem. The vowel sere usually exhibits the pronunciations
[ej] or [aj], whereas holem exhibits [ej], [eul, [2j], or [oul/[au].

In Northeastern, Southeastern, and Central Ashkenazi, sere
is realised as [ejl: e.g., ['ejgel]l (Katz 1993, 70 || S ‘calf);
['xejlek] (Glinert 2013, 194 || pYn ‘piece’). In Mideastern and
Western Ashkenazi, it can be realised as [aj]: e.g., ['ajgel]l (Katz
1993, 70 || 9 ‘calf’); ['xazjlek]/['xajlek]/['xejlek] (Glinert 2013,
195 || pon ‘piece).

In Northeastern Ashkenazi, holem is normally realised as
[ej] like sere: e.g., [ej'lom]/['ejlom] (Katz 1993, 69 || oYy

% But note that Glinert (2013) cites this as /1, €], eu, ¢, a, 2, u, 9/.
1% Note, however, that Glinert (2013) cites this as /i, 1, aj, €], &, a, 9, u,
0j, 3/.
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‘world”).1°! In Mideastern, Southeastern, and Central Ashkenazi,
it is realised as [0j] or [0j]: e.g., [0jd] (Katz 1993, 70 || Tip ‘yet;
more’); [kojl] (Glinert 2013, 194 || %ip ‘voice, sound’). In Western
Ashkenazi, it is realised as [o:], [oul, or [au]: e.g., [ko:1]/[koul]/
[kaul] (Glinert 2013, 196 || %ip ‘voice, sound’).

This feature is likely the result of language contact and as-
similation to the vowel systems of the vernacular. This is espe-
cially the case with Yiddish, which exhibits the same sort of dia-
lectal developments as Middle High German ei (e.g., eins) and ou

(e.g., boum).

6.1.3. Merger of Tav Rafah hand o, v = /s/

Another characteristic feature of Ashkenazi Hebrew concerns the
merger of tav rafah n with sin v = /s/ and samekh o = /s/. Note
the following examples: [es] (Katz 1993, 70 || n§ ‘Dom");
[hamadi:'nojs] (Katz 1993, 80 || BHS niyTnn Est. 1.3 ‘countries’).
This feature is likely the result of language contact and assimila-

tion to the vernacular, in which [0] did not exist.

6.1.4. Merger of n and Kaf Rafah 3 = /x/

Unlike the Palestinian and Sephardi traditions, in which n main-
tains its historical pronunciation as /h/, the Askhenazi traditions
realise it as /x/, thus reflecting a merger with kaf rafah 3. Note

the following examples: [x2'xom]/['xoxom] (Katz 1993, 70 || oon

191 But some regions realise it as [eu]: e.g., [eu'rejv] (Glinert 2013, 194
|| 271y ‘raven’).
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‘wise man’); [xajl] (Katz 1993, 80 || BHS %n Est. 1.3 ‘army
[cstr.]’). There are, however, some exceptional dialects in which
n merged with 1 instead of 3 (Glinert 2013, 195). This phenom-
enon is likely the result of language contact and the absence of

the [h] sound in the local vernaculars.

6.1.5. Merger of p and &

In the Ashkenazi traditions, both & and v are realised as ‘zero’:
e.g., [0'mejn] (Katz 1993, 69 || n& ‘amen”); [i:'{o] (Katz 1993, 71
|| mw'& ‘her husband’); [ej'lom]/['ejlom] (Katz 1993, 69 || oYy
‘world”); [u'su] (Katz 1993, 80 || BHS niy Est. 1.3 ‘he made/
did”). This is likely due to language contact and the absence of

guttural consonants in the vernaculars of the tradents.'*?

6.1.6. De-Pharyngealisation of Emphatics v and p

It should be noted that the Ashkenazi traditions merge the his-
torical emphatic consonants v and j» with their non-emphatic
counterparts n and 3: e.g., [ka'tojv] (Katz 1993, 80 || BHS 1aiv3
Est. 1.10 ‘when [the heart of the king] was well’); [ko'dejf] (Katz
1993, 70 || witp ‘sacred’). This is likely due to the influence of
the vernacular languages of the tradents, in which there were no

pharyngealised consonants.

102 Eyrther variation, however, is attested. Note that Dutch Ashkenazi
shifts ‘ayin to a velar nasal as a result of contact with Dutch Sephardi.
This occurs, for example, in the name Yankef (from app?). I would like
to thank Benjamin Suchard for pointing this out to me.
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6.1.7. Simplification of Phonemic Gemination

Finally, as might be expected when the relevant contact lan-
guages do not have double consonants, historically geminated
consonants are simplified to single consonants in Ashkenazi He-
brew: e.g., [hamoj'lajx] (Katz 1993, 80 || BHS 7517 Est. 1.1 ‘who
[was] reigning’); ['ginas] (Katz 1993, 80 || BHS ni Est. 1.5 ‘gar-
den [cstr.]’). This is unlike certain varieties of Sephardi Hebrew,
in which gemination is maintained, since the relevant contact

languages (e.g., Arabic) also had phonemic gemination.

6.2. Sephardi Innovations

6.2.1. Maintenance of Five-Vowel System

The modern Sephardi traditions continue the most characteristic
feature of the medieval Palestinian tradition, namely the five-
vowel system of /i, e, a, o, u/ (Morag 2007, 557; Henshke 2013).
While this does not constitute a secondary innovation in compar-
ison with the higher node of subgrouping, it does distinguish it
from Ashkenazi, which exhibits significantly more innovations in

the vowel system.

6.2.2. The s = /pafolo/ Pattern

While the medieval Palestinian tradition realised the historical
pattern *puflé with a variety of vocalisations, such as [pofo'lo],
[pafa'lo], [pofa'lo], and [paSo'lo] (Harviainen 1977, 154-60),
the modern traditions all tend to exhibit the pattern [pafo'lo].
Note that a form like *np3 is pronounced consistently as [nafo'mi]

(Henshke 2013). Although such a pronunciation is attested at an
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earlier stage, the generalisation of this phonological phenomenon
constitutes an innovation of modern Sephardi traditions in com-

parison with medieval Palestinian.

6.2.3. Accented 53 as [kal]

There are two instances in the Hebrew Bible in which the form
53 bears its own accent: | *ningy 53 ‘all my bones’ (Ps. 35.10); 3
| w9 ny ‘all a poor man’s brothers’ (Prov. 19.7). In each case, the
Sephardi traditions pronounce the word as [kal] (Henshke 2013).
This likely constitutes an innovation of this branch, albeit influ-

enced by the vowel signs.

7.0. The Formation of Modern Israeli Hebrew

At this point, we should say a word about the formation of the
Modern Israeli Hebrew system of pronunciation in the late nine-
teenth and early twentieth century. Over the course of roughly
sixty years from the 1880s to the 1930s, a series of ‘aliyot (‘waves
of immigration’) brought many new Hebrew-speaking Jews to
Palestine. It was at this time and place that Hebrew was under-
going ‘revival’ as a spoken language (Fellman 1973; Blau 1981;
Bunis 2013; Reshef 2013b).

In the earliest stages of its formation, the early modern He-
brew speech community was comprised predominantly of Se-
phardi Jews, most of whom were from North Africa, the Middle
East, or Asia. It was their Sephardi Hebrew traditions and dialects
that established the foundation for the pronunciation system of

Modern Hebrew. Due to later waves of Jewish migration from
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Europe to Palestine, however, the Ashkenazi pronunciation sys-
tem also came to exert significant influence on the language. Af-
ter their arrival in Palestine, European Ashkenazi Jews attempted
to adopt the Sephardi pronunciation that had been established
through earlier waves of migration. This was in part because Se-
phardi Hebrew was viewed by some as more authentically He-
brew and in part because Ashkenazi migrants wanted to distance
themselves from their tradition, which (from a socio-linguistic
perspective) was associated with the Diaspora. Nevertheless, due
to the difficulty of some consonants (e.g., gutturals, emphatics)
for European speakers, much of their own pronunciation re-
mained. Because of their large population, Ashkenazi-back-
ground speakers exerted a significant influence over the realisa-
tion of consonants in Modern Hebrew. The five-vowel system of
Sephardi, however, presented no trouble for European Jews. The
combination of these factors brought about a sort of ‘hybrid’ lin-
guistic system, which came to follow Sephardi vocalic patterns
and syllable structure, but yielded to Ashkenazi norms for some
of the more ‘difficult’ consonants. This ‘hybrid’ system of Ashke-
nazi consonants and Sephardi vowels is what has come to be the
majority pronunciation of Modern Israeli Hebrew today (Morag
1980; Reshef 2013a, 399-400; Reshef 2013b; Zhakevich and
Kantor 2019, 572, 574).'%

103 We should note, however, that even some non-Arabic- and non-Ara-
maic-speaking Sephardi traditions exhibit variation with non-emphatic
consonants due to the influence of vernaculars (Morag 2007, 556-57).
Such speakers might have also influenced the pronunciation system of
early Modern Hebrew.



