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HEBREW VOCALISATION SIGNS IN
KARAITE TRANSCRIPTIONS OF
THE HEBREW BIBLE INTO
ARABIC SCRIPT

Geoffrey Khan

1.0. The Karaite Transcriptions

In the 10th and 11th centuries CE many Karaite scribes in the
Middle East used Arabic script to write not only the Arabic lan-
guage, but also the Hebrew language. Such Hebrew texts in Ara-
bic transcription were predominantly Hebrew Bible texts. These
were sometimes written as separate manuscripts containing con-
tinuous Bible texts. Some manuscripts in Arabic script contain
collections of biblical verses for liturgical purposes. Arabic tran-
scriptions of verses from the Hebrew Biblical or individual Bibli-
cal Hebrew words were in many cases embedded within Karaite
Arabic works, mainly of an exegetical nature, but also in works
of other intellectual genres. Several Karaite Arabic works also
contain Arabic transcriptions of extracts from Rabbinic Hebrew
texts (Tirosh-Becker 2011). The Karaites transcribed into Arabic
script only texts with an oral reading tradition, as was the case
with the Hebrew Bible and rabbinic texts in the Middle Ages. The
transcriptions reflect, in principle, these oral traditions. It is for
this reason that their transcription of the Hebrew Bible represents
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the gere (the orally transmitted reading tradition of the text) ra-
ther than the ketiv (the written tradition). Other types of Hebrew
text that were written by Karaites during the Middle Ages with-
out an oral tradition, e.g., documents, commentaries, law books,
were always written in Hebrew script (Khan 1992).

Most of the known manuscripts containing Karaite tran-
scriptions of Hebrew into Arabic script are found in the British
Library (Khan 1993), the Firkovitch collections of the National
Library of Russia in St. Petersburg (Harviainen 1993), and in the
Cairo Geniza collections (Khan 1990). These manuscripts ema-
nate from Palestinian circles of Karaites or Karaites in Egypt who
had migrated to Egypt from Palestine after the capture of Jerusa-
lem by the Crusaders in 1099. The majority of them were written
in the 10th and 11th centuries.

Most of the transcriptions of Biblical Hebrew reflect the Ti-
berian reading tradition or an attempt to reflect this tradition.

The Tiberian pronunciation tradition of Biblical Hebrew
was regarded as prestigious and authoritative in the medieval
Middle East. It is likely that the authoritativeness of the Tiberian
tradition had its roots primarily in its association with the Pales-
tinian Yeshiva ‘Academy’, the central body of Jewish communal
authority in Palestine, which was based in Tiberias from late an-
tiquity until the Middle Ages. The Masoretes were closely associ-
ated with the Palestinian Yeshiva (Khan 2020b, 1:86). Due to its
authority and prestige, the Tiberian pronunciation was the ideal
target in the oral reading of the Bible in communities. In such
situations, outside the inner circles of the masoretic masters of
Tiberias, there was always a risk that the ideal target would have
been missed, resulting in an imperfect performance of the Tibe-



Hebrew Vocalisation in Karaite Arabic-Script Transcriptions 205

rian tradition. In a previous paper (Khan 2020a), I discussed var-
ious aspects of the imperfect performance of the Tiberian tradi-
tion that are reflected by some of the manuscripts of Karaite tran-
scriptions form the British Library. This imperfect performance
was attributed to the impact of the phonological system of the
vernacular language of the scribes. In the current paper I shall
expand on the previous study by examining reflections of imper-
fect performance in a wider range of manuscripts from the British
Library. I shall discuss aspects of imperfect performance discern-
ible in the distribution of the vocalisation signs that are used in
the manuscripts. Many of the Karaite transcriptions have Tibe-
rian vocalisation signs. In several manuscripts these correspond
to the distribution of signs in the standard tradition of Tiberian
vocalisation, as it appears in the model Tiberian masoretic codi-
ces. In many manuscripts, however, some of the signs deviate
from this standard distribution. The paper will focus in particular
on (i) deviations in the distribution of vowel signs that reflect
imperfect performance of Tiberian vowel qualities and (ii) devi-
ations in the distribution of shewa and hatef signs that reflect im-
perfect performance of Tiberian syllable structure. In such man-
uscripts these types of deviation in the use of signs do not take
place in every case and a certain proportion of the marking of
signs corresponds to the standard Tiberian usage.

The corpus that has been used for this study includes the
following manuscripts (BL = British Library):

BL Or 2539 MS A, fols 56-114
BL Or 2549 MS A, fols 1-140
BL Or 2549 MS B, fols 141-308
BL Or 2551 MS A, fols 1-30

BL Or 2551 MS B fols 31-101
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BL Or 2552 MS A, fols 1-89
BL Or 2556
BL Or 2559

2.0. Vowel Quality

The Tiberian vowel signs reflect in principle distinctions in qual-
ity (Khan 2020b, 1:244-45). Deviations from the standard distri-
bution of the signs could, in principle, reflect either the applica-
tion of the Tiberian signs to represent a different pronunciation
tradition or an inability to distinguish correctly the qualities of
the Tiberian vowels. It is the latter explanation that is the most
satisfactory for the majority of the cases of deviation in distribu-
tion of the vocalisation signs in the corpus of manuscripts studied
in this paper.

The deviations that are found in the manuscripts have been
classified into the following categories:

(1) patah for segol (but not vice versa)

(2) patah-segol interchange

(3) patah-segol interchange, marginal patah-games inter-
change

(4) patah-segol interchange, patah-games interchange

2.1. Patah for segol (but not vice versa)
BL Or 2559 fols 1-53

u.;.é\} (BL Or 2559, fol. 5v, 4) || L' waj ‘corpse’ lit. ‘soul’ (Lev. 22.4)

'L = Codex Leningradensis, which is the basis of BHS (Biblia Hebraica
Stuttgartensia). Biblical citations are from BHS unless otherwise indicated.
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(G\ 9 (BL Or 2559, fol. 6v, 8) || L on ‘and you (MPL)’ (Gen. 9.7)

BL Or 2549 MS A fols 140-41
Eolealdy (BL Or 2549, fol. 581, 6) || L nppab ‘and for the
beast .of’ (Jer. 7.33)

In this manuscript hatef patah occurs in place of hatef segol:
35! (BL Or 2549, fol. 2v, 2) || L viapy (ketiv: Tapx) ‘T will
tran;gress’ (Jer. 2.20)

Lse! (BL Or 2549, fol. 22r, 8) || L :nivpy ‘I will (not) make’
(J.er'. 4.27)

QAY\ (BL Or 2549, fol. 72r, 14) || L &1 ‘the gods’ (Jer. 10.11)

T T

BL Or 2551 MS A, fols 1-30
C\’ C}m\ (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 21r, 12) || L :72-mvay ‘T will

trust in you’ (Ps. 55.24)

2.2. Patah-segol Interchange

BL Or 2552 MS A, fols 1-89

2.2.1. Patah for segol
;)\.é.a.fj (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 12r, 11) || L :37ann ‘and they
were .ashamed’ (Job 6.20)

ylxxy (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 52r, 8) || L= ‘he prays’ (Job 33.26)
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- adla (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 84v, 11) || L ia-privnn
‘will you play with him?’ (Job 40.29)

In this manuscript hatef patah occurs in place of hatef segol:

Lus | (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 36v, 6) || L nivpx ‘[What] shall
I ;10;’ (Job 31.14)
P, (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 41r, 5) || L pipy ‘T tremble’
(Job 3.1..34)
2>\; (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 85r, 3) || L smgry ‘will they
divid.e .him?’ (Job 40.30)

2.2.2. Segol for patah

rL@isL.M (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 56r, 9) || L op*7avn ‘their

works’ (Job 34.25)

2.3. Patah-segol, patah-games (Marginal) Interchange
2.3.1. Patah for segol
BL Or 2549 MS B fols 141-308

‘v.s.i!\.;\:—\.g 3 (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 306r, 8) || L owna ‘and

. o= -

in the new moons’ (Ezek. 45.17)
BL Or 2551 MS B fols 31-101
L~ & (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 41r, 4) || L 782mn

‘make wide your mouth!’ (Ps. 81.11)
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sl (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 62r, 14) || L 3ing; ‘they are trust-
worthy’ (Ps. 93.5)
BL Or 2556

z\)i\.g (BL Or 2556, fol. 4r, 9) || L y7183 ‘by force’ (Ezra 4.23)

O jxﬂ\.u; (sic with two lams) (BL Or 2556, fol. 16r, 13) || L
1i2178W" ‘requires of you’ (Ezra 7.21)

In this manuscript hatef patah occurs in place of hatef segol:

Cu\!\ (BL Or 2556, fol. 15v, 12) || L7m9% ‘your God’ (Ezra 7.19)

$3leslag (BL Or 2556, fol. 69v, 12) || L uTnpm ‘and we
plr;lced; (.l\ieh. 10.33)

sla>a (BL Or 2556, fol. 84r, 12) || L wonn ‘made sin (PLY
(Neh. .1 3..26)

Jusl>-Le! (BL Or 2556, fol. 112r, 1) || L Ton-nivpy ‘1 will

.....

wooa

deal loyally’ (1 Chron. 19.2)
2.3.2. Segol for patah

BL Or 2549 MS B fols 141-308

T - -

‘gleaming metal’ (Ezek. 8.2)

In this manuscript hatef segol occurs in place of hatef patah:



210 Khan

Y 44! (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 234v, 3) || L Homy ‘sick’ (Ezek. 16.30)

BL Or 2551 MS B fols 31-101
|)sewsl g (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 57v, 4) || L nynwx) ‘and a
Watc}.l’”(Ps. 90.4)
&, 54 (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 68v, 1) || L nwb “for the help
of’ '(;:;).mmentary on Ps. 102.14)
§3kces (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 76r, 11) || L inywnn ‘his do-
mi-n'io-n" (Ps. 103.22)
U’p‘f"»’ (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 32r, 1) || L -pam ‘he will (not)
shar.pe'n;’ (Exod. 11.7)

BL Or 2556
& j:»fs.'u\ (BL Or 2556, fol. 83r, 7) || L nitmwn (ketiv:
m"n'rw'x)' ;women of Ashdod’ (Neh. 13.23)

2.3.3. Qames for patah (Marginal)

BL Or 2549 MS B fols 141-308
& & (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 224v, 16) || L mma- ‘it was [not]
cut off’ (Ezek. 16.4)
<L3Y (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 159v, 12) || L nnTay ‘to the

)= T

land of’ (Ezek. 7.2)
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In this manuscript hatef patah occurs very marginally in place of
hatef games:

("3'&\:"}\? (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 306r, 8) || L bwna ‘and
in the new moons’ (Ezek. 45.17)

BL Or 2551 MS B fols 31-101
ks (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 58v, 10) || L :vnnon ‘it will be
hidde;n’ (Isa. 29.14)

BL Or 2556
uﬁ:b\; (BL Or 2556, fol. 6v, 2) || L 1712 ‘they are building’ (Ezra

T T

5.4)

2.4. Patah-segol, patah-qames Interchange

BL Or 2539 MS A, fols 56-114

2.4.1. Patah for segol
&y (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63r, 6) || L -n1 ‘and + object
marker’ (Gen. 21.10)
CL”JJ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 8) || L 79m ‘and she went’
(Gen. 21.14)

WB (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 3) || L nwp ‘abow’ (Gen. 21.16)
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2.4.2. Segol for patah

L (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 2) || L 7w3a ‘the boy’ (Gen.

- -

21.12)
LS5 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 77r, 9) || L n3a%m ‘and they
(FPL) walked’ (Gen. 24.61)
C\T! u’\’ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 95r, 4) || L :791n3 ‘he gave
tJo you (MS)’ (Deut. 8.10)

2.4.3. Patah for games
SE13 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 67v, 9) || L mu ‘Tknow’ (Gen. 22.12)
ru} ﬁ} (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68r, 5) || L op1ax ‘Abraham’
(Gen. 22.14)
Lsils (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 70r, 8) || L m¥xn ‘the woman’
(Gen. 24.5)
L»S\J\.gs (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 84r, 1) || L 127" ‘my words’
(Deut.' 4.10)
2 um (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 85v, 6) || L. :opwi- ‘the heav-

ens’ (Deut. 4.19)

2.4.4. Qames for patah

B>~ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 85v, 4) || L pbn ‘he divided’

T T

(Deut. 4.19)
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ﬁpb, ,) (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 94r, 8) || L opa i ‘forty’ (Deut.

8.4)

2.5. Discussion

The deviations from the standard distribution of the Tiberian vo-
calisation signs indicate that the scribes were not copying the
signs directly from model Tiberian Bible codices. They must ei-
ther have been copied from manuscripts with a non-standard dis-
tribution of signs or marked independently by the Karaite scribes
in an attempt to represent an oral reading tradition of the text.
In effect, the cause in both scenarios amounts to the same pro-
cess. If they were copied from other manuscripts with non-stand-
ard Tiberian vocalisation, the non-standard distribution in such
manuscripts would itself have been the result of an attempt to
represent an oral reading tradition. It can be assumed, therefore,
that the phenomenon is the result of the assigning of signs to
represent an oral tradition. This oral tradition can be assumed to
be the Tiberian pronunciation tradition. The deviation in distri-
bution is most easily explained as the result of imperfect learning
and performance of the standard Tiberian tradition rather than
the reflection of a different pronunciation tradition, such as the
Palestinian or Babylonian pronunciation, or an extended type of
Tiberian pronunciation tradition. This is because the vocalisation
and transcription of the manuscripts do not reflect distinctive fea-
tures of these other traditions of pronunciation. These would in-
clude features such as the lack of distinction between segol and
sere, which is a feature of the Palestinian pronunciation (Revell
1970), distinctive Babylonian syllabic structure (Yeivin 1985,
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283-398), or the extended use of dagesh to all non-guttural con-
sonants as a marker of syllable onset after a preceding closed syl-
lable, which is characteristic of the extended Tiberian tradition
(Morag 1959; Yeivin 1983; Khan 2017).

The various different typologies of deviation in the distri-
bution of the signs from the standard Tiberian vocalisation that
are presented above in §32.1-4 reflect different degrees of imper-
fect learning and performance of the Tiberian pronunciation tra-
dition. The manuscripts in categories §§2.1-2 exhibit deviations
only with regard to the patah and segol signs. The manuscripts in
categories 882.3-4, however, exhibit deviations with regard to
the distribution of patah, segol, and games. It is important to ob-
serve that there is an implicational hierarchy in the typology of
the categories. If there are deviations with regard to games, this
implies that there are also deviations with regard to patah and
segol. If there are deviations with regard to patah and segol, how-
ever, this does not imply that there is necessarily deviation with
regard to games.

This hierarchy corresponds to different degrees of imper-
fection in the learning and performance of the Tiberian tradition.
Manuscripts with deviation only in the distribution of patah and
segol reflect a lesser degree than those with deviations also with
regard to games.

It can be safely assumed that the vernacular language of
the scribes was Arabic. The fact that some manuscripts reflect
deviations only with regards to patah and segol, which had the
qualities [a] and [€] in the Tiberian pronunciation, indicates that
the Arabic-speaking scribes had greatest difficulty distinguishing
these qualities. This can be explained by the hypothesis that He-
brew [a] and [¢] and their respective long counterparts [a:] and
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[e:] were matched by the scribes with the similar sounding Arabic
phonemes /a/ and /a:/. This is a recognised process when two
languages are in contact. It involves the convergence of phono-
logical systems of the languages, whereby phonetic tokens in one
language are matched with a phoneme in a contact language.>
The Arabic phonemes /a/ and /a:/ would have had a range of
allophones, as in the modern Arabic dialects, that included not
only the quality of [a] and [a:], but also the higher quality of [¢]
and [e:], by the process of raising (’imala), and the back quality
[a] by the process of suprasegmental pharyngealisation (tafkhim)
(Barkat-Defradas 2011b; 2011a; Levin 2011). This would have
facilitated the interchange of the qualities of Tiberian patah [a]
and [a:] and Tiberian segol [€] and [¢&:]. Due to both of these qual-
ities being matched by the Arabic-speaking scribes with the Ara-
bic prototypes [a] and [a:], the speakers had difficulty distin-
guishing their quality in the reading tradition and so imperfectly
applied the standard Tiberian distribution of the signs.

The fact that the scribes were able to maintain the standard
Tiberian distribution of the games and make the correct morpho-
lexical contrasts with patah could be explained by the assumption
that the games phonetic token [2:] that was heard in the Tiberian
reading was not matched with the /a:/ phoneme of Arabic. This
is likely to have been due to its being sufficiently distinct in qual-
ity from the phonetic tokens of Arabic /a:/ for it to be kept apart.
It is a recognised phenomenon in the research of second language
acquisition that learners can more easily acquire a phoneme that
is not similar to one in the native language than a phoneme that
has phonetic tokens that are similar to those of a phoneme in the

2 For more details of the process see Blevins (2017).
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native language. When there is a high degree of resemblance be-
tween distinct sounds in the target and native languages, they are
more liable to be wrongly matched.? The scribes of manuscripts
in categories 8§82.1-2, therefore, correctly learnt the distribution
of Tiberian games and kept it separate from the vowel system of
their Arabic vernacular.

The scribes of manuscripts in categories §82.3-4, however,
not only failed correctly to learn the Tiberian distribution of
patah and segol, but also imperfectly learnt the distribution of
games. The vast majority of cases of Tiberian games that are in-
correctly vocalised in the manuscripts are long games, but there
are a few sporadic examples of short games. This imperfect learn-
ing and performance would have come about since the scribes
matched also the games with prototypes in the vowel system of
their vernacular speech. These, again, would have been Arabic
/a/ and /a:/. As remarked, Arabic /a/ and /a:/ were realised with
a range of qualities, including [€] and [e:], by the raising process
of ’imala, and [a] and [a:], by the backing process of tafkhim. The
backed allophones [a] and [a:] occurred in the environment of
the Arabic emphatic, i.e., pharyngealised, consonants, such as /s/
and /t/. The matching of the Hebrew games vowel, which had
the quality [o], [o:], with Arabic /a/, /a:/, would have been fa-
cilitated by the existence of the similar sounding, though not
identical, backed allophones [a] and [a:] of Arabic /a/ and /a:/.

In order to explain fully the distribution of vowel signs ex-
hibited in the data presented in §82.1-4, it must be assumed that

3 See, for example, Eckman and Iverson (2003) and the literature cited
there.
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the scribes had learnt the correct phonetic realisation of the Ti-
berian vowel signs (i.e., patah [a], [a:], segol [€], [e:], games [7],
[0:]). In fact, it is likely that Tiberian patah had a back realisation
[a] in the environment of emphatic consonants such as tet and
tsade (Khan 2020b, 1:248), so the scribes would have learnt that
the patah sign had the range of qualities [a, a:, a, a:]. The scribes
did not, however, identify perfectly the sounds of the signs with
what they heard in the reading tradition.

This assumption is necessary to explain why the segol and
patah signs interchange and the patah and games signs inter-
change, but segol and games do not interchange, although all
three vowels have been matched with the Arabic prototypes /a/,
/ay/.

The realisation of the qualities of the vowel signs in ques-
tion have the following relative position in the buccal vowel
space:

Figure 1: Segol [e]—patah [a, a]—qames [5] in the buccal vowel space

ae

The quality of segol [e] was articulated adjacent to the
range of patah [a, a]. The quality range of patah [a, a] was adja-
cent to both [¢] on one side and [5] on the other. The quality of
[e], however, was not adjacent to [3]. The qualities of the Tibe-
rian vowel signs that the scribe had learnt were confused with
qualities adjacent to them in the reading tradition heard by the
scribe. This can be represented as follows:
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Table 1: Vowel adjacency and association

associated sounds in the

vowel sign oral reading tradition
1 patah [a, a] [e], [a, al
2 segol [£] [e], [a, al
3 patah [a, a] [e], [a, al, [5]
4 games [] [a, al, [2]

In manuscripts in category §2.1 only process 1 is attested.
In category 82.2 processes 1 and 2 are attested. In categories
882.3—4 all four processes are attested.

The fact that manuscripts in category §2.1 exhibit only the
marking of patah for segol and not vice versa, i.e., process 1, may
possibly be linked to the relative frequency of patah and segol in
the Tiberian Masoretic Text. Patah occurs considerably more fre-
quently than segol. A count of the tokens of patah and segol in the
whole Tiberian Masoretic Text using BibleWorks reveals the fol-
lowing statistics:

patah sign 65,067
segol sign 21,874

This statistical dominance of patah may have made it easier
to confuse segol for patah than patah for segol. Process 1, there-
fore, would be the most liable to occur. The other processes
would be increasingly liable to occur as the degree of imperfect
learning of the reading tradition increased.

It should be remarked that deviation in vocalisation relat-

ing to games is only marginal in manuscripts of category §2.3.
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This would reflect, therefore, a lower degree of imperfect learn-
ing than is reflected by manuscripts of category 82.4, in which
patah and games are frequently confused.

3.0. Shewa and hatef Signs

The deviations in the corpus from the standard Tiberian marking
of shewa and hatef signs are presented in various categories be-

low.

3.1. Shewa for hatef
3.1.1. Shewa for hatef patah on Guttural Consonants
BL Or 2539 MS A

|,ius (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 71r, 2) || L vy ‘ten’ (Gen. 24.10)

T T

Vﬁ‘ ,ab (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 71r, 4) || L o ‘Naharaim’
(Gen. 24.10)

ﬁ)})&}\; (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74r, 8) || L :omim ‘and don-
keys’ (Gen. 24.35)

BL Or 2540

ol s (BL Or 2540, fol. 7r, 7) || L jnaw ‘you (FPL) have left
(E);(')d.. 2.20)

- > (BL Or 2540, fol. 13r, 2) || L -y ‘bridegroom of’ (Exod.

4.25)
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BL Or 2547
r\.? ff‘ 5 (BL Or 2547 fol. 4v, 13) || L op7ng ‘and you (MPL) will
sa;’ (.Josh. 4.7)
(..};\.Ts\.? (BL Or 2547 fol. 5r, 1) || L jarn ‘the stones’ (Josh. 4.7)
(vr‘” jg.‘_b g (BL Or 2547 fol. 2r, 2) || L oindm ‘and the priests’
(Josh. 3.14)
A Lew 9 (BL Or 2547 fol. 6r, 6) || L 1)1 ‘and they (MpL) has-
ten.ed’-(Josh. 4.10)

BL Or 2549

L”gbji?—w\..s (BL Or 2549, fol. 2r, 1) || L y78"DK1 ‘utterance of
the Lord’ (Jer. 2.19)

C)L»J:U) (BL Or 2549, fol. 58r, 6) || L nppay ‘and for the
beast .of’ (Jer. 7.33)

L»SL,aL.«.S (BL Or 2549, fol. 87r, 6) || L "¢xnY ‘to those who
despis.e .rne’ (Jer. 23.17)

o>\ (BL Or 2549, fol. 95v, 3) || L ann%n ‘you will fight’

T

(Jer. 32.5)

BL Or 2551 MS B

Jbl> (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 31r, 2) || L bmn “frost’ (com-

- T

mentary on Ps. 78.47)
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BL Or 2552 MS A

13! ¢ (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 10r, 12) || L 77081 ‘and I shall
rej.oi(;e’ (Job 6.10)
)ny (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 18r, 12) || L qw&? ‘into whose’
(Jo.b. 12.6)

(ws (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 85v, 4) || L o1 ‘also?’ (Job 41.1)

L>w.a (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 23v, 6) || L g ‘will he live?’
(Job 14.14)
BL Or 2556

U ,Lel (BL Or 2556, fol. 6v, 1) || L 81108 ‘we said’ (Ezra 5.4)

T: a-:

)3 (BL Or 2556, fol. 19, 5) || L »1 ‘and I’ (Ezra 7.28)

e

&) gl g (BL Or 2556, fol. 4v, 2) || L tim ‘and it was’ (Ezra 4.24)

\.:ia\f (BL Or 2556, fol. 12r, 9) || L %172 ‘the priests’ (Ezra 6.16)

T=: T

3.1.2. Shewa for hatef patah on Non-guttural Consonants in L
BL Or 2549 MS B
$)s 35 (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 148r, 14) || L :1528n ‘you (MS)

will eat it’ (Ezek. 4.9)
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,Léd 9 (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 177v, 8) || L ~xwxy ‘(I) was
lef‘;’ (ﬁzek. 9.8)

BL Or 2551 MS A
& 4 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 19r, 12) || L *y"17pn ‘and
from wa;" against me’ (Ps. 55.20)
3+ks 39 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 20r, 10) || L i2%-11p) ‘and war
was i.n his heart’ (Ps. 55.22)

BL Or 2551 MS B
3, (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 63v, 11) || L 3773 ‘bless! (MPL)
(Ps.. 100.4)

BL Or 2552 MS A
S5 (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 37v, 13) || L '11972 ‘they (did
not) biess us’ (Job 31.20)

$5L,18) (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 42r, 12) || L :37p% ‘T will go

near to him’ (Job 31.37)

lib s, (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 52r, 4) || L wapy ‘it will be
fresh’.(Job 33.25)

3o (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 83v, 4) || L i55¢ ‘his shadow’

(Job 40.22)
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BL Or 2556
(\J@.{J; (BL Or 2556, fol. 1r, 6) || L o715 ‘and to teach them’
(Darll. .1.4)
m\ |9 (BL Or 2556, fol. 22r, 7) || L n7pwa) ‘and I weighed
ou.t’ (Ez.ra 8.26)
5,9 (BL Or 2556, fol. 75v, 10) || L 137371 ‘And they (M)
bles.sed’ (Neh. 11.2)
;.\.Lp (BL Or 2556, fol. 81r, 8) || L% ‘began to be dark (MPLY’

(Neh. 13.9)

3.1.3. Shewa for hatef segol on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2539
= jj\.a: (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 66v, 6) || L :0787 ‘God’ (Gen.
22.3)

BL Or 2547
L"S‘)jﬁu (BL Or 2547 fol. 15r, 2) || L :mhgn ‘the Amorites’
(:Josh..13.4)
s3=,a (BL Or 2547 fol. 18v, 15) || L 1m0 ‘they outlived’
(Judg.. ‘2.7)

253 (BL Or 2547 fol. 29v, 16) || L |nt1y ‘Edom’ (Judg. 11.17)
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BL Or 2552 MS A

54! (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 43v, 5) || L vy ‘Elihu’ (Job 32.2)

*#1Y (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 52r, 9) || L wiisy ‘to man’ (Job
33.26)
Sussla (BL Or 2552 MS A, fol. 52v, 7) || L *miyn ‘I have

perverted’ (Job 33.27)

BL Or 2556

ng,zf}[ (BL Or 2556, fol. 3r, 3) || L 8177 ‘will be’ (Dan. 2.28)

s (BL Or 2556, fol. 4v, 2) || L 8758 ‘the God’ (Ezra 4.24)

T T:

21319 (BL Or 2556, fol. 6v, 13) || L 17181 ‘and then’ (Ezra 5.5)

3.1.4. Shewa for hatef segol on Non-guttural Consonants in L

S # (BL Or 2556, fol. 4r, 7) || L 7p ‘was read’ (Ezra 4.23)

3.1.5. Shewa for hatef games on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2552 MS A

s (BLOr 2552 MS A, fol. 40r, 4) || L% ‘my tent’ (Job 31.31)

AT
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3.1.6. Shewa for hatef games on Non-guttural Consonants in L

BL Or 2556

M\fﬁ.ff (BL Or 2556, fol. 122v, 1) || L owTpn ‘the dedicated
gifts’ (1 Chron. 28.12)

E )—rJé (BL Or 2556, fol. 4r, 7) || L o7 o1p ‘before Re-
hum’ (Ezra 4.23)

J.,.E‘}[ (BL Or 2556, fol. 11r, 12) || L 537 ‘according to’ (Ezra
6.15)

J.,}-Jf (BL Or 2556, fol. 151, 11) || L 5ap2 ‘in accordance
Witl'l’ (Ezra 7.17)

f\.b (BL Or 2556, fol. 14r, 13) || L o¥p ‘before’ (Ezra 7.14)

BL Or 2559

M\m (BL Or 2559, fol. 3v, 5) || L bwTpn ‘the sacred do-
nations’ (Lev. 22.3)
V.:..Ia\.)..é.a (BL Or 2559, fol. 5r, 12) || L bwTpa ‘of the sacred

donations’ (Lev. 22.4)

3.2. Shewa for Vowel in Unstressed Closed Syllables

Shewa occurs for patah in closed unstressed syllables in L:
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BL Or 2539 MS A
Cu 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 73v, 8) || L npan ‘and he
opened’ (Gen. 24.32)
lises™Y 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74v, 4) || L nnp% ‘and you will
take.’ (éen. 24.38)
A= (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74v, 6) || L 7p32 ‘in the morning’
(éel.l. 24.54)

BL Or 2540

\\f:.a (BL Or 2540, fol. 8r, 4) || L nxmn ‘the sight’ (Exod. 3.3)
C’)/Le (BL Or 2540, fol. 8r, 2) || L &5 ‘the angel of’ (Exod. 3.2)

BL Or 2551 MS B
CL:’ 9 (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 32r, 6) || L g1 ‘and he smote’ (Ps.
7:8.51)
15=Slee 9 (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 39r, 13) || L nabnnm ‘and
the ki.n.gdc.)m’ (Isa. 60.12)
~ Le )mb (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 80v, 4) || L :on-17my: ‘the
waters stood’ (Ps. 104.6)

BL Or 2556
ﬁw (BL Or 2556, fol. 116v, 8) || L o*inon? ‘for nails’ (1

Chron. 22.3)
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3.3. Hatef for shewa in L

Hatef patah occurs for shewa on non-guttural consonants in L:

BL Or 2539 MS A

\J,‘c\.u::j (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 71v, 9) || L “wsm ‘and the girl’

T ===

(Gen. 24.16)

N id& (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 93r, 2) || L 7573 ‘great’ (Deut. 7.23)
J 71381

BL Or 2549 MS B
Yl S (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 174v, 10) || L 189~ ‘be-
cal'lse they filled’ (Ezek. 8.17)
¢\>Lf- 4% (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 1571, 1) || L op7ina ‘in the

midst of you’ (Ezek. 6.7)

3.4. Hatef for Vowel in Unstressed Closed Syllables
3.4.1. Hatef patah for patah in Unstressed Closed Syllable
BL Or 2539 MS A

JS 42 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74v, 6) || L 932 ‘in the morning’

(éer.l. 24.54)

>3 o (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 74v, 8) || L nnph ‘you (ms)
will .tal.<e’ (Gen. 24.40)

V’“‘“"J“‘M (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 78v, 5) || L bws»an ‘the

concubines’ (Gen. 25.6)
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rby.f«\.fj (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 81r, 5) || L o2wn“ ‘because
of you (MPL)’ (Deut. 3.26)

BL Or 2551 MS B
& #4~e s (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 83v, 1) || L 3pwp ‘let them
[not] opbress me’ (Ps. 119.122)
35,@5y (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 34r, 12) || L ipxam ‘and his

glory’ (Ps. 78.61)

&o‘y (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 38v, 10) || L s ‘mocking’ (Ps. 79.4)

5eselS” (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 46r, 1) || L Jova ‘your anger’
(PS.'8$.5)

3.4.2. Hatef segol for segol in Unstressed Closed Syllable

BL Or 2551 MS B

B )Ql& (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 33r, 13) || L i ‘high’ (Ps. 78.56)

o JV (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 47r, 2) || L inu-Sx ‘to his peo-

ple’ (Ps. 85.9)
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3.5. Hatef for Vowel in Stressed Closed Syllables

3.5.1. Hatef patah for patah in Stressed Closed Syllables

BL Or 2551 MS B
52l (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 82v, 4) || L *nanx ‘I love’ (Ps.
110.119)

3.5.2. Hatef qames for games in Stressed Closed Syllable

BL Or 2551 MS B
_s2\al (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 90r, 2) || L »napx ‘1 love’ (Ps.

o TT

119.163)

3.6. Vowel for shewa

Patah is marked in place of shewa in a number of manuscripts:

BL Or 2539 MS A
5 P9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 65v, 3) || L 173 ‘and they
(MPL) cut off’ (Gen. 21.27)
j\L,,p s~ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 66r, 3) || L i®ag1 ‘chief of
his army’ (Gen. 21.32)
V.W.lﬁ (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 66r, 4) || L. :o'nwbs ‘Philistines’

(Gen. 21.32)
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BL Or 2540
& jiiw (BL Or 2540, fol. 4r, 7) || L hixaon ‘supplies’ (Exod.
1.11) |
2yl 9 (BL Or 2540, fol. 3v, 7) || L iy ‘and they (MPL)
swarnlled’ (Exod. 1.7)

BL Or 2551 MS B
45 ,45-Y (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 35v, 10) || L 129778 ‘they
will 1.10t tread’ (1 Sam. 5.5)
) j.mj\ (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 55v, 1) || L ownn ‘the
singers’ (commentary on Ps. 87.7)

BL Or 2559
(e 9 (BL Or 2559, fol. 3v, 12) || L n1723 ‘and she shall be

cut off’ (Lev. 22.3)

3.7. Vowel for hatef

3.7.1. Patah for hatef patah on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2539 MS A

\= ULl (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 2) || L 78n8- ‘your hand-

. T

maid’ (Gen. 21.12)

(S 5 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 63v, 5) || L qu1 ‘your seed’

T - -

(Gen. 21.13)
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S s> 2eS" (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 64r, 3) || L mon3 ‘like the
shots of’ .(Gen. 21.16)

BL Or 2549
< j>-\.:,:«.@.5 (BL Or 2549, fol. 47v, 8) || L ninawn? ‘to wor-
ship’ (Jer. 7..2)

BL Or 2551 MS A

&9 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 9v, 10) || L 1331 ‘but I’ (Ps. 52.10)

- -

oliel ) (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 9v, 10) || Ljun ‘green’ (Ps. 52.10)

J——

43| 9 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 10r, 7) || L mp1 ‘and I will wait’ (Ps.

52.11)

.....

BL Or 2551 MS B
L& (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 37r, 12) || L wpay ‘T will seek’
(Ezek. 34.16)
glelse> (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 58v, 10) || L rhan ‘its wise

T T -

men’ (Isa. 29.14)

(e

S (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 84r, 2) || L nwy ‘act! (MS)’ (Ps.

119.124)



232 Khan

g (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 39v, 3) || L 12'w1 ‘restore us!
(ms)” (Ps. 80.20)
BL Or 2559

Ll (BL Or 2559, fol. 6v, 2) || L 7wy ‘which’ (Lev. 22.5)

3.7.2. Patah for hatef patah on Non-guttural Consonants in L

BL Or 2539 MS A
5 ,Lia 9 (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68v, 4) || L 137307 ‘and they
will bless themselves (MPL)’ (Gen. 22.18)

BL Or 2551 MS B
3,9 (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 99r, 1) || L 1331 ‘and bless!
(mpL)’ (Ps. 134.2)

3.7.3. Segol for hatef segol on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2539 MS A
51U (BL Or 2539 MS A, fol. 68r, 3) || L my; ‘it was caught’
(GEI.l.. 22.13)

BL Or 2540

2
e 4| (BL Or 2540, fol. 8v, 6) || L v ‘God’ (Exod. 3.14)

.........
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BL Or 2549 MS B
$y3*) (BL Or 2549 MS B, fol. 238v, 3) || L iy ‘Amorite’
(Ezek.. 16.45)

BL Or 2551 MS A

- 3| (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 9v, 3) || L oAby ‘God’ (Ps. 52.9)

U 3&m (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 12v, 3) || L nnia ‘you put to
shame’ (Ps. 53.6)

% (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 17v,1) || L wijg ‘man’ (Ps. 55.14)

)ja-\.a (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 21v, 5) || L 1fx3 ‘when holding’
(Ps. 56.1)

BL Or 2551 MS B
U s (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 45v, 2) || L niawi ‘you caused
to retul.'n’ (Ps. 85.4)

3.7.4. Qames for hatef gqames on Guttural Consonants

BL Or 2540

=& (BL Or 2540, fol. 8v, 6) || L 3y ‘affliction’ (Exod. 3.7)

J T

BL Or 2551 MS A
- | ﬁu 3 (BL Or 2551 MS A, fol. 19r, 8) || L oi1¥1 ‘and noon’

(Ps. 55.18)
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BL Or 2551 MS B
ﬁ\bf.f (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 81v, 7) || L ooy ‘foliage’ (Ps.
104.12)
3.7.5. Qames for hatef games on Non-guttural Consonants in L
BL Or 2556
S jf..o.c (BL Or 2556, fol. 83r, 7) || L niupy (ketiv: mmnny)

‘women of Ammon’ (Neh. 13.23)

3.8. Discussion

In the Tiberian pronunciation tradition, a vocalic shewa in prin-
ciple represents a short vowel in an open syllable (CV).* Its qual-
ity was by default the same as that of the patah vowel sign, i.e.,
the maximally low vowel [a], e.g.,

nean [thayas'se:] ‘you (MS) cover’ (Job 21.26)

o™2a7n [madabba'ri:im] ‘speaking’ (MpL) (Est. 2.14)

When vocalic shewa occurs before a guttural consonant or
the letter yod, it was realised with different qualities through as-
similatory processes. Before a guttural (i.e., &8, 1, n, ) it was re-
alised as a short vowel with the quality of the vowel on the gut-

tural, e.g.,
72703 [beSerkMa'ya:] ‘by your evaluation’ (Lev. 5.15)
mm [voho:'jo:] ‘and it became’ (Gen. 2.10)
a831 [be'?ezer] ‘well’

* For further details concerning shewa and hatef vowels in the Tiberian
pronunciation tradition, see Khan (2020b, 1:305-47).
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Tikn [mo'?0:00] ‘very’

Before yod, it was realised as a short vowel with the quality

of short hireq [i], e.g.,

oia [bijo:om] ‘on the day’ (Gen. 2.17)

ORI, [lijisro:'?ezel] ‘to Israel (Gen. 46.2)

The shewa sign is combined with some of the basic vowel
signs to form the so-called hatef signs. In such signs the vocalic
reading of the shewa as well as its quality are made explicit. The
vocalic shewa and the hatef vowels were quantitatively equiva-
lent. In all cases they form short open syllables (CV).

In the Tiberian pronunciation the CV of a vocalic shewa or
a hatef vowel cannot stand alone, but is prosodically dependent
on the following syllable, which must be bimoraic (CVV or CVC).
The CV syllable is bound with the following syllable in a single
metrical foot. It is a metrically weak syllable and the following
bimoraic syllable is the strong syllable of the foot. This can be
represented thus: (. *), where the brackets enclose the syllables
of the foot, the star * represents the strong prominent syllable,
and the dot the weak syllable. On a prosodic level, therefore, the
phonetic realisation of a word such as 1aon [t"isp"a'ru:] would
consist of three syllables parsed into two feet:

[(this.) (p"a.'rui)]

) (")

This dependent prosodic status of vocalic shewa and hatef
vowels is associated with the fact that they have the status of
epenthetic vowels that break up consonant clusters at syllable
onset. On an underlying phonological level, a word such as 11200

[t"isp"a'ru:] would have the form /tispru:/, with the shewa [a] as
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an epenthetic that breaks the onset cluster /pr/ on the phonetic
level. The fact that vocalic shewa is zero on the phonological level
appears to be the reason why the Masoretes marked it with the
same sign as they used to mark silent shewa. The hatef signs ap-
pear to be later developments of the notation system that made
the reading of shewa as vocalic explicit in certain contexts.

Some of the deviations from the standard Tiberian vocali-
sation with regard to shewa and hatef vowels that are presented
above from the Karaite manuscripts may be regarded as reflect-
ing a more primitive stage of the development of the Tiberian
vocalisation system. This may apply to the marking of shewa in-
stead of a hatef sign on guttural consonants (83.1), in which the
reading of a shewa on a guttural was not marked explicitly as
vocalic by the addition of a vowel sign next to the shewa sign.
This phenomenon is found in many Hebrew manuscripts in He-
brew script with Non-Standard Tiberian vocalisation (Khan
2020b, 1:340). This may also apply to the marking of shewa where
L has a hatef sign on a non-guttural consonant (88§3.1.2, 3.1.4,
§3.1.6). The model masoretic codices are not consistent in the
marking of hatef in this context and some have shewa where L has
a hatef (Khan 2020b, 1:343-46).

The majority of the deviations, however, can be explained
as being the result of a reanalysis of the syllable structure in the
Tiberian pronunciation. This reanalysis resulted in shewa and
hatef being interpreted as short vowels on the phonological level
rather than phonetic epenthetic vowels. They were, therefore,
equivalent to short vowels in closed CVC syllables. This arose

since the monomoraic syllable CV with shewa or hatef vowels
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came to be analysed as a legitimate syllable on the phonological
level. As is the case with the phonological reanalysis of the qual-
ity of vowels, the reanalysis of CV as a legitimate phonological
syllable is likely to have been induced by convergence with the
phonological system of Arabic, which was the vernacular of the
scribes. In Classical Arabic and also in the modern eastern Arabic
dialects, such as those of Egypt and the Levant, CV is a legitimate
syllable at the phonological level, whether stressed or unstressed,
e.g. Modern Cairene Arabic: kd.tab ‘he wrote’, ka.tdbt ‘I/you (ms)
wrote’ (Mitchell 1962, 26; Watson 2007, 56-58). A word such as
maon [t"asapp"a'ru:] in the Tiberian pronunciation would have
the phonological syllable structure /tsappru:/. If, however,
[t"asapp"a'ru:] were parsed according to Arabic syllabic princi-
ples, the CV syllables would be analysed as phonological syllables
rather than the result of phonetic epenthesis, thus /tasapparu:/.
As a result, the /a/ in the open CV syllables /ta/ and /pa/ would
be interpreted as having the same phonological status as the /a/
in the closed syllable /sap/. It would follow from this reanalysis
that a shewa sign and a patah sign in a closed syllable represented
vowels that were equivalent and this facilitated the interchange
of the signs. The same would apply to hatef signs, which, after
this syllabic reanalysis according to Arabic principles, would
come to be interpreted as representing vowels that were equiva-
lent to the vowel represented by a vowel sign of the same quality
that is used to represent a short vowel in unstressed closed sylla-
bles, e.g., in a word such as opanR ‘you (MPL) spoke’ (Gen. 43.27).
According to this Arabic type of parsing of syllable structure, the

notational distinction between shewa, hatef, and full vowel signs
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lost its original function of distinguishing between phonological
vowels and phonetic epenthetics, and so the signs were freely in-
terchanged in open CV and closed CVC syllables.

All cases of shewa marked in closed syllables in the corpus
are in unstressed closed syllables, in which the vowel would have
been short. The vast majority of cases of hatef signs in closed syl-
lables are likewise in unstressed syllables. There are only two

cases in stressed syllables, viz.,

BL Or 2551 MS B
s2\al (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 82v, 4) || L *nans I loved’
(Ps-. i19.119)

BL Or 2551 MS B

2! (BL Or 2551 MS B, fol. 90r, 2) || L »nans ‘I loved’

(Ps. 119.163)

The practice of marking shewa and hatef signs in closed un-
stressed syllables is sporadically found even in some of the Stand-
ard Tiberian Masoretic codices,’ e.g.

onRvINa ‘on the magicians’ (L Exod. 9.11)

o'a7wn ‘the evening’ (L Exod. 30.8)

1P ‘they are strong’ (L 2 Sam. 10.11)

7721 ‘he brings trouble on you’ (L Josh. 7.25)

1ma37m ‘and we will kill him’ (L Judg. 16.2)

7915 (BL Or. 4445) || L 753 ‘to Molech’ (Lev. 20.3)

5 Yeivin (1968, 18), Dotan (1985).
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This practice in the vocalisation of the model codices may
also have been facilitated by contact with Arabic syllable struc-

ture, as described above.

4.0. Concluding Remarks

In this paper I have presented various examples of the use of Ti-
berian vocalisation signs in the Karaite transcriptions of the He-
brew Bible into Arabic script. The focus in the paper has been on
cases of vocalisation signs in the manuscripts that deviate from
the distribution of the signs that are found in the Standard Tibe-
rian Masoretic tradition. These deviations relate to the distribu-
tion of signs representing different vowel qualities and to the dis-
tribution of shewa and hatef signs. In both sets of cases, it was
argued that the deviations can be explained by the hypothesis
that the Hebrew of the scribes had undergone a convergence with
the phonological structure of their Arabic vernacular. In the case
of vowel qualities, this convergence would have resulted in diffi-
culties in distinguishing between some of the Tiberian vowel
qualities. In the case of shewa and hatef vowels, the convergence
resulted in a reanalysis of epenthetic CV syllables of shewa and
hatef as phonological syllables. It followed that the distinction
between shewa and hatef signs in open CV syllables and vowel
signs in CVC syllables became redundant and the signs, therefore,

were interchanged.

References

Barkat-Defradas, Melissa. 2011a. ‘Vowel Backing’. In Encyclo-
pedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics, edited by Lutz



240 Khan

Edzard and Rudolf de Jong. online: Brill.
http://dx.doi.org.ezp.lib.cam.ac.uk/10.1163/1570-

6699 _eall EALL_COM_0371.

. 2011b. ‘Vowel Raising’. In Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and

Linguistics, edited by Lutz Edzard and Rudolf de Jong. online:
Brill. http://dx.doi.org.ezp.lib.cam.ac.uk/10.1163/1570-
6699 _eall EALL SIM _0140.

Blevins, Juliette. 2017. ‘Areal Sound Patterns: From Perceptual
Magnets to Stone Soup’. In The Cambridge Handbook of Ar-
eal Linguistics, edited by Raymond Hickey, 88-121. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dotan, Aron. 1985. ‘Pathé Hatfin: A Study in the Evolution of the
Tiberian Vocalization’. In Avraham Even-Shoshan Volume,
edited by Ben-Zion Luria, 157-65. Jerusalem: Kiryath Se-
pher. [Hebrew]

Eckman, Fred R., Abdullah Elreyes, and Gregory K. Iverson.
2003. ‘Some Principles of Second Language Phonology’.
Second Language Research 19/3: 169-208.

Harviainen, Tapani. 1993. ‘Karaite Arabic Transcriptions of He-
brew in the Saltykov-Shchedrin Public Library in St. Peters-
burg.’ In Estudios Masorericos: En Memoria de Harry M. Or-
linsky, edited by Emilia Fernandez Tejero and Maria Teresa
Ortega Monasterio, 63-72. Textos y Estudios «Cardenal Cis-
neros» de La Biblia Poliglota Matritense 55. Madrid: Con-
sejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificos.

Khan, Geoffrey. 1990. Karaite Bible Manuscripts from the Cairo Ge-
nizah. Cambridge University Library Genizah Series 9.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



Hebrew Vocalisation in Karaite Arabic-Script Transcriptions 241

. 1992. ‘The Medieval Karaite Transcriptions of Hebrew in
Arabic Script’. Israel Oriental Studies 12: 157-76.
. 1993. ‘On the Question of Script in Medieval Karaite

Manuscripts: New Evidence from the Genizah’. Bulletin of
the John Rylands University Library of Manchester 75: 133-
41.

. 2017. ‘The Background of the So-Called Extended Tiber-
ian Vocalization of Hebrew’. Journal of Near Eastern Studies
76/2: 265-73.

. 2020a. ‘Some Features of the Imperfect Oral Performance

of the Tiberian Reading Tradition of Biblical Hebrew in the
Middle Ages’. In Studies in Semitic Vocalisation and Reading
Traditions, edited by Aaron Hornkohl and Geoffrey Khan,
549-92. Cambridge Semitic Languages and Cultures 3.
Cambridge: University of Cambridge and Open Book Pub-
lishers.

. 2020b. The Tiberian Pronunciation Tradition of Biblical He-
brew: Including a Critical Edition and English Translation of

the Sections on Consonants and Vowels in the Masoretic Trea-
tise Hidayat al-Qari’ ‘Guide for the Reader’. 2 vols. Cambridge
Semitic Languages and Cultures 1. Cambridge: University
of  Cambridge and Open  Book  Publishers.
doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0163.

Levin, Aryeh. 2011. “Imala’. In Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and
Linguistics, edited by Lutz Edzard and Rudolf de Jong. online:
Brill.  http://dx.doi.org.ezp.lib.cam.ac.uk/10.1163/1570-
6699 _eall_EALL _SIM_vol2_0022.



242 Khan

Mitchell, Terry F. 1962. Colloquial Arabic: The Living Language of
Egypt. London: Teach Yourself Books.

Morag, Shelomo. 1959. ‘The Vocalization of Codex Reuchlinia-
nus: Is the Pre-Masoretic Bible Pre-Masoretic?’ Journal of
Semitic Studies 4: 216-37.

Revell, E. John. 1970. ‘Studies in the Palestinian Vocalization of
Hebrew’. In Essays on the Ancient Semitic World, edited by
John. W. Wevers and Donald. B. Redford, 59-100. Toronto:
Toronto University Press.

Tirosh-Becker, Ofra. 2011. Rabbinic Excerpts in Medieval Karaite
Literature. 2 vols. Jerusalem: Bialik Institute and the He-
brew University. [Hebrew]

Watson, Janet C. E. 2007. The Phonology and Morphology of Ara-
bic. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Yeivin, Israel. 1968. Aleppo Codex. Jerusalem: Magnes Press and
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. [Hebrew]

. 1983. ‘Mashma‘ut siman ha-dagesh ba-niqud ha-tavrani ha-

murhav’. In Hebrew Language Studies Presented to Professor
Zeev Ben-Hayyim, edited by Moshe Bar-Asher, Aron Dotan,
David Tene, and Gad Ben-Sarfatti, 293-307. Jerusalem:
Magnes.

. 1985. The Hebrew Language Tradition as Reflected in the

Babylonian Vocalization. Jerusalem: The Academy of the

Hebrew Language. [Hebrew]



