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A JEWISH TRANSLATION OF
GENESIS IN 10TH-CENTURY
EGYPTIAN ARABIC

Nick Posegay

1.0. Introduction: The Manuscript

MS Firkovitch Yevr. I B 1526 comes from a Judaeo—Arabic trans-
lation of the biblical book of Genesis produced no later than the
tenth century. It consists of two parchment folios containing most
of Gen. 13.10 through 17.1. In total, 146 lines of text survive at
least partially intact. They contain a significant number of Tibe-
rian Hebrew vowel signs—uncommon for a Judaeo—Arabic man-
uscript this old—which record precise Arabic vocalisation. This
article presents an edition of Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526 and anal-
yses the linguistic features preserved by its non-Classical orthog-
raphy and vocalisation. It shows that, despite the relative prestige
of a biblical manuscript of this scale, the scribe who copied it did
not transcribe a linguistic register that matches what might be
expected of a ‘Classical Arabic’ reading tradition. Instead, they
recorded phonetic variations, apparently from their own Arabic
dialect, which can be extracted from the extant text to recon-

struct a medieval variety of spoken Arabic.

©2025 Nick Posegay, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0498.07



276 Posegay

The extant fragments of MS Yevr. II B 1526 are in the sec-
ond Firkovitch Collection at the Russian National Library,! gath-
ered during Abraham Firkovitch’s efforts to collect Karaite man-
uscripts from the Middle East in the 1860s. Some—probably
most—of the manuscripts in this collection ultimately come from
the Karaite genizah of Cairo’s Dar Simha Synagogue, which Fir-
kovitch visited in 1864 (Harviainen 1996, 31-32; Ben-Shammai
2010, 45). This provenance is also likely for Yevr. II B 1526, alt-
hough this article makes no arguments either for or against a
Karaite being the one who translated the biblical text in Yevr. II
B 1526.

Each folio of Yevr. II B 1526 originally measured about
25.5 x 25.5 cm.? They belonged to a codex that likely contained
a full Arabic translation of Genesis, if not more. Each page has
two columns with 19 lines of well-executed Judaeo—-Arabic text,
for a total of eight columns in the extant leaves. Most verses begin
with a one-word Hebrew incipit in the same hand as the Judaeo-

Arabic scribe and end with a vertical pair of diacritic dots.

! 1 first encountered this manuscript while digitally sorting Firkovitch
material for Ludwig Maximilian University of Munich’s MAJLIS project.
Subsequent work was funded by a Leverhulme Early Career Fellowship
at the University of Cambridge under the project title, “Interfaith Ex-
change in the Intellectual History of Middle Eastern languages.” Thank
you to Magdalen M. Connolly for her comments on an earlier draft of
this paper.

% This estimation is imprecise. The extant fragments are square-ish but
missing substantial portions of their edges, and the measurement label
digitised by the Russian National Library is unclear. I would measure
the fragments myself, but they are in Russia.
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Throughout this article, citations of individual lines from the
manuscript take the form: 1r.1.1 (folio 1 recto, column 1, line 1).
Refer to the edition below for the full context of each example.
The text of Yevr. II B 1526 contains numerous features of
early phonetic Judaeo—Arabic orthography (see Blau and Hop-
kins 1984; Khan 2018, 150-51). They include plene spellings for
most short i- and u-vowels (2r.2.2, T9n5& al-malik, ‘the king’;
2r.1.11, ovm wa-hum, ‘and they’), the use of the Hebrew dalet to
represent Arabic dad and za’ (see below), and an absence of the
lam of the definite article before coronal consonants (‘sun letters’)
(1v.2.13, onwk as-$ams, ‘the sun’; 2r.2.12, RNOR as-samad’,
‘heaven’).® These features suggest a date for Yevr. II B 1526 no
later than the tenth century (Blau and Hopkins 1984; Ackerman-
Lieberman 2014, 162-66; Khan 2018, 150; van Putten 2020, 51).
It is also likely that the manuscript predates Sa‘adiya Gaon’s
translation of the Pentateuch, which used the later Classical Ju-
daeo—Arabic orthography prior to 942 (see Ackerman-Lieberman
2014). If this is the case, then Yevr. II B 1526 is among the oldest
extant Jewish translations of the Bible into Arabic (compare Blau
1992) and one of the longest samples of a pre-Sa‘adianic transla-
tion of the Pentateuch (see Vollandt 2014, 64-69, esp. fn. 25).

2.0. Writing System

The orthography of Yevr. II B 1526 follows an early phonetic Ju-
daeo—Arabic writing system that transcribes Arabic sounds but

does not conform to the orthography of Classical Arabic. Such

% There is one instance where a sun letter appears when we would ex-
pect it to be elided (2r.2.9, o158 al-nufiis, ‘souls’).
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writing systems are often generalised as Early Phonetic Judaeo-
Arabic Spelling (EPJAS), although there can be significant ortho-
graphic variation between the writing systems of different EPJAS

texts.

2.1. Vocalisation

The manuscript’s vocalisation is sporadic, but the scribe used
every Tiberian vowel sign at least once.* Patah typically repre-
sents a short /a/ where we would expect to find Arabic fatha.
Hireq and qibbus represent /i/ and /u/, equivalent to kasra and

damma.

2v.2.12, 129 al-bar, ‘the wilderness’
2v.2.11, Hr33 gibél, ‘mountains’
1v.2.10, 7apn tugbar, ‘you will be buried’

Sureq represents /u/ or /i/, but it appears only at the ends

of two plural verbs and in two other places:

2v.2.7, w53 kala, ‘they broke away’

2v.2.13, 1377 wa-darabi, ‘they struck’

1r.2.12, @0K ’a-tumm, ‘then’ [interrogative]

2v.2.13, 02mR ™ ‘Ayn al-Hukm, ‘the Spring of Judgement’®
Segol usually indicates an Arabic a-vowel that has been con-

textually raised towards /i/ (i.e., a form of ’imala), approximating

/¢/ or /&/. For this discussion, I assume that the scribe intended

* There are no Arabic vowel signs in this manuscript, but on Arabic
vocalisation in Judaeo—-Arabic texts, see Vidro (2018).

® ‘Ayn al-Hukm is a literal translation of the biblical place name ‘Eyn
Mispot in Gen. 14.7.
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for the segol sign in Judaeo—Arabic to record a vowel similar to
that which the standard Tiberian Hebrew segol represented (i.e.,
/¢/; see Khan 2020, 1:259-60), and I transliterate it as such be-
low. Sere appears once, presumably indicating a stronger form of

imala approximating /e/:

1v.1.1, 2n7mn mutadehib, ‘going on’
2r.1.10, oo sékin, ‘dwelling’

Qames appears once, indicating /3/, though it is in a He-
brew loan rather than a native Arabic word. Holem, /o/, may also
occur twice, but both instances are dubious, and their phonetic

value is unclear:

1r.1.9, 737 Hogar, ‘Hagar’
2r.2.2, R1MORYN al-’ostawd(?)°
1v.2.12, ™nKrOR 217 danbo(?) I->amuri, ‘the sin of the Amorites’

Sewa seems to follow its default Tiberian quality /a/ (Khan
2020, 1:305), appearing frequently in places where we would ex-
pect Classical Arabic fatha, although its use instead of patah may

imply some reduction in length or change in quality of that

® The word al-’ostawd(?) corresponds to the Hebrew place name my
Saveh from Gen. 14.17, as in “the Valley of Saveh, which is the Valley
of the King.”

7 It is slightly tempting to read the two dots on the bet of 217 as the
Babylonian dot sign for /3/ (see Khan 2013, 954), but more likely I
suspect it is acting as a sort of conjunctive accent connecting the two
elements of the construct phrase “sin of the Amorites” (Gen. 15.16). It
could also just be a random ink splatter.
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vowel.® Elsewhere it behaves as ‘silent’ Sewa, marking the lack of

a vowel, equivalent to Arabic sukiin:

2v.1.13, "n targ, ‘you see’
2v.2.15, 7590 malik, ‘king’
2v.1.19, 8 vwR ‘utiha, ‘I give it’

Finally, several hatef patah signs also mark short /a/. They
are functionally equivalent to vocalic Sewa when it represents /a/
elsewhere in the manuscript, but follow the Masoretic Hebrew
scribal tendency to not write a vocalic Sewa on glottal or pharyn-

geal consonants:

1r.2.13, %2R akir, ‘back’

2v.2.11, 'nn hatté, ‘up to’

2v.2.11, pinR al-haweriyyin, ‘the Horites’
2v.2.14, "% al-’amuri, ‘the Amorites’

2.2. Consonantal Diacritics

In addition to vowel signs, the scribe used several diacritic marks
to signal other features of the Arabic text. Most notable is the
system of dots and strokes to differentiate between fricative and
plosive forms of a single Hebrew consonant. Within this system,
the intralinear Hebrew dages dot indicates the Arabic plosives

gim, dal, kaf, and ta’:

8 In other vocalised Judaeo—Arabic manuscripts, Sewa in unstressed,
open syllables sometimes represents a short epenthetic vowel that cor-
responds to /i/ or /u/ in Classical Arabic, but I have not observed this
phenomenon in Yevr. II B 1526. See Khan (1992, 110-11), Posegay
(2020, 46), and Posegay and Arrant (2021, 266-67).
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2v.2.14, ooROx al-gélis, ‘dwelling’
2v.1.3, n7IR5R al-’urdun, ‘Jordan’
2v.1.10, 7y ‘aynayk, ‘your two eyes’
2v.1.11, miR °ant, ‘you’

By contrast, a supralinear dot or oblique stroke with no dages

denotes the corresponding Arabic fricatives gayn, dal, ka’, and ta’:

2r.2.16, 1819358 al-gulman, ‘the young men’
2v.1.13, " alladi, ‘that’
2r.1.6, 77281 wa-akadii, ‘and they took’
2r.1.14, n5m wa-taldt, ‘and three’
Additionally, a Hebrew dalet with a supralinear dot can indicate

either the Arabic dad or za’, with no graphical distinction between

these letters and dal:

2v.1.18, 785 al-’ard, ‘the land’

2v.1.10, 718 wa-"unzur, ‘and look’

Dages can also indicate Arabic gemination, just as it does in

Hebrew:®

° There are also four places where dage$ unexpectedly marks an ungem-
inated consonant that does not typically take dages lene (2v.1.7 twice,
o17o sadom; ‘Sodom’; 2v.1.18, Tax5R al-’ard, ‘the land’; 2v.1.1, “&n misr,
‘Egypt’). This feature resembles Tiberian Masoretic practices that em-
ploy dages to orthoepically reinforce a Hebrew consonant at the end of
a syllable or onset of a word (Khan 2020, 1:542-44). Such a dages en-
sures that the reciter clearly enunciates the consonant and does not
elide it with the preceding syllable. This practice is not common in Ju-
daeo—-Arabic, nor is it clear that it is what is happening with the unex-
plained dages dots in Yevr. II B 1526.
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2v.1.9, 378 war-rabb, ‘and the Lord’
1r.2.6, 78 ’innik, ‘indeed you’

A supralinear stroke resembling the Hebrew rafe sign appears in
several places. It sometimes seems to mark a mater lectionis letter
that stands for a vowel sound, but other times it indicates a fric-
ative consonant or its meaning is unclear. Whether the original

scribe, or other users, added all these signs is not certain:

2v.2.5, nxnbx al-mélih, ‘salty’

2v.2.7, w53 kalaq, ‘they broke away’

2v.2.3, pnp ‘amag, ‘valley’
The Hebrew mappiq dot also occurs often in the letter he’, usually
at the end of words, both when it represents an Arabic ta’ marbiita
and when it represents a pronominal suffix:

1v.1.17, anbn talata, ‘three’

2v.1.6, mma3K2 bi-’akbiyatuh, ‘in his tents’

3.0. Edition of MS Yevr. II B 1526

Note that the manuscript has been photographed and digitised
the wrong way round.'® The extant text begins on the verso of

folio 2 and ends on the recto of folio 1.

1% Images and further description available here: https://www.nli.
org.il/en/discover/manuscripts/hebrew-manuscripts/.
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Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526, f2 verso:

Column 1
{...}mn axn TR{...} (01310
(IR ..} 0O mh arpary (D
PIWR 10 {015} SRR PTIRDR
:07aR 2 (2R 11 NR 1PIRaNR
0 TYR VI {0 TR B TP
OR AR {. iR TP
P77 O1Te 0N ((Cwary) (3 :o1Te
279K T3 apf..akanh pavy
PARAR TP N 0IARY HRP 28T (M) (@
MR TP R OIOR M0 0H
i NIW 0N IR TTOR PTINDNR 0
189 :(2) 19 :RIN21 RPW D3
79 ™0 PIR 7TOR TIRDR D12 "R
:(nnwn) U9 TaRHR HR TTND RATOYR
TIRDR ANAD T TR TRING
PR ORMD POIR PORDY IR TTHR
ARYMY TT91 0 TIROR AR
R90H TIROR '8 THOR (D) 17

:(5nxn) 08 R opR 75 18 8.}

Line

O 00 N O U H»h W N

T T S S
©O 0 N o g N W N = O
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Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526, f2 verso:

Column 2 Line

@ 1.} »x1oy70 (4D 1

{..}onIR T 2

{..}yoaom 3

{..}8 pnD HR 1ANLER @ 4

{..})hwping :(onw) @ mioRnOR - 5

{..Jo5M Yo "R 6

{...}83 10 WYRYIRD G pyy 7
{..R2HR *R AT PR THR THOR 8
{...}mo% 0 TOR AIMPR R PARR D 9

© {..xa}p {arD}R @ THR parnmoR - 10

{...}25% "o AR SRz ImOR "v1 11
{...} (@) @ a5 KOp HTHR wRPTOR V1P 12
{.}amopr enoanor roR M 13
{rya} ohrgbor MpROR oM ARhrAYOR Ypn 14
{..Jm oo Ton M (ke ® 1y 15
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Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526, {2 recto:

Column 1
:monabw {...} (149
n aweaf...}
on wpn n{7...}
(mp) AV 5R{.)
My oo {...}
AN (12) anboixt oinb{ax...}
093K "R 1R M0
:(8an) (%) :ov70 ' DHRA R{..PY..}
MapHR 0IaRY a3 haanoR {...}
1R MIAROR MR V1933 1270 K.}
TP IRTIR DM Y R .}
20 IR ONaAR Yot (Yawn) 9 nfn..}
M 1A%'R MATIRD YR TN MIN
oM wyRnInn MTRRoA ()
oopt (PHnm) 05 :or7ara HR 2521 N}
i oA mmaw R0 YHR onh{}

791 09 pwnT SRNW IR THR - CHR o)

11 A later hand inserted the first vay in T57x.

Line

O 00 N & U Hh wWw N =

e e
N o g A~ W N = O
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Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526, f2 recto:

Column 2
{58 TONOR PR NYHITa {...) 41D
THNOR PRy K17 RIAOKROR { ... DIk myn
{3}73x oor0 751 PTR{*a%}m (¥ahm) (8
DTR{.}R PROY DRAR R{..}RMI DRYY
HRYOR PRVY{...} T3 SR Manar (9
PPOR 77211 (T1131) GO {T}IRDRY RNOR 1P
OR YaT PLLURTYR 11 THR ORYOR
D170 THm SRP1 (K1) GV 510 10 wwdHR
DIPHR "1 01915R H PHTR 0IARD
:(nRM) 2 115 M3 MR IR TTOR
HR )7 AvaT o170 THnh 0ar SR
STIRDRI RNDR 710 HRYOR PrOKR 3R
IR DY1 IR HRI YW PaR (oR)
RIR D10 891 75 M1HR D13 10 TR
MHR K9 :(*TPHa) 34 :pnar YR IR
*HR "D NRHR NNOPT IRADIOR 19K
D17 8AT HawR T3 pn 1250
{... 2} 1 :(anR) 05D :oypavIR pIdr

{--}29% {20}2 80 DRIOR THT

Line

©O 0 N o g B~ W N

T T S
©O 0O N o g N~ W N = O
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Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526, f1 verso:

Column 1
A Tp{.. ) opY TN aR{y} H 152
073K HRPY (8RM) @ pdR pwnT RIN
1R RTIM T PN 0% *H RN
ARV R (F3m) @ omR A HAR
RPR RT 7O 8D 8D (58} HR 2R
maby T IRL{NIR 0 31 TR
3 AR 3R (ReM) O 7 RN
WHART RNDKR R OROR HRPT RIIRD
DIPR "RARY PYORDA IR 27aR1DHR
PRy (8M) © 779 12 K72 1H HRM
AR @ brTY mH Raom 272
N TAIAR MTHR 29K RIR D ORI
TIROR TR TR TR POTRY RATIR
5RP1 R G 10 IR 1Y RAIRY
PR PR RTRND ARDR R? 1IN
SWpHR 1005 113 5 SRy 81 O xR}
WRIMHR 131 AADH RIYNAOKR 121 ARON
mh AR P 10 S om|..) {.)

pIvy voHR A {...}

Line

O 00 N & U H» W BN

Y Sy
A o A W N = O

17

287
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Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526, f1 verso:

Column 2
{...} ;7 (510
{...} ®5p ppy (12)
{...} {n}ypy nan
{...} oYyn oop 13
{...} {o1}n% o 78
{...} 7vn paaR oImarTYn
{...}nD* ¥T5R apwK »r om 14
{... ]9 THRT T2 191 TN IR
PIRY :nR1 09 :o1AaaR 3 an
72pn DRY02 TRAR R PHVIR
pard v 00 ey narwa
MARHR 217 DN oh 8D RIN W
..} N3 onwr gt 2 (7 RO NN
{..15{.1597 18317 R TR AIRD ARATM
012 18 :oROPOR THIR 173 1RS TTOR NI
{71}y ©7aR yn 298 yop orhHR THT 8
N TIROR TN OR AYAT TTNO Rp
TARTIADR 71 9722HR IR OR qen B

{PIwndR »RYTIPHR PRI IPHR PR AR 19

Line

©O 00 N o g B~ W N

Y
= O

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
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Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526, f1 recto:!2

Column 1
3 KA.} oD
RIX RTVN DO{aR...} @
595 "nnR HR RO{...}
v Smph onar {...}
231 R ohar m{n...} @
WY RTPIN N RAOAR {...}
nyaT wid 7R e ohar vl
821 @ b mb kAT 07ard &{..}
TR ATTN N7AM 30 OR R
IRIMY 8 RARYIN PAANDY AP AN
75 5T onarh mw nhrpy kM
AT TR D ARR NPT IR
S RIPIY 'D NHINORI NP'AN TR
581 &1 © 70310373 398 oM
T2 TOAR KT MW 01aR
iy A pom THR Kb HnpK
IRAMTITA A N2 W RnnaTy{.}
Y 5Y 3R TRON KT 2 7

P00 {... 15K ROY 725K 0 8nHR

Line

©O 00 N o g B~ W N

T T e e e S
o N o g s~ W N = O

19

289

12 A later hand inserted the first vav in 87177 (1. 2, 15) and &nat (1. 8).
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Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526, f1 recto:
Column 2 Line

IRO{n} @ {.} rar 068 1
"2TPNRT {LLYEOR 2R

TR5n 8D S8 81 (O kT Ann

HWN

RO T OR PRIR 702 2R

TR 81D ORPY RN 0D AnabR n Reny
WIRY TR TTOM RHAIN TR 2R

PMOR YD {..9}o0an SYnox MNoN

N2* R31 02 IRPW OR 398 P00 TR

O 0 N o O

"2 912 71 510 08 AT RTROR W
Rpm 0¥ oo mmar S A RO 10

NIR RITOR OMOR 2R Dok YT 11
'R RN DINR MORP TR MTI P 12

2255 917 7HT RO Sy MY it 13
PN IOR rAaRTA MMPnY . 14

RYTI 1R 07aARY Bn T tHm 9 a2 15
T30 0T TOR AR oor 01aR - 16

im0 rarnn 'R o1ary 49 Hypor - 17
{(lynoxr "R un nTMa o o1 18

{...8} o1ar Ra1 7 (7D 19
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4.0. Linguistic Analysis

The writing system employed in this manuscript records several
features of the scribe’s Arabic dialect, including variations in the
realisation of consonants and vowels like /g/ and /¢/. The trans-
lator’s vocabulary and syntax provide further data for recon-
structing their Arabic dialect while also revealing influences from
their Hebrew source text. The following discussion is only a par-
tial analysis and notes that further examination is needed to do
justice to all the non-Classical patterns of pronunciation, vocab-

ulary, and morphosyntax in this manuscript.

4.1. Gimel and Gim

The scribe systematically deployed the Hebrew letter gimel with
dages and supralinear dots to signify the Classical Arabic conso-
nants jim and gayn. Gimel with a supralinear dot and no dages
indicates gayn, graphically mimicking the diacritic dot on the Ar-
abic character (¢

2r.2.15, pniR agnit, ‘I have made rich’
2r.2.16, 18n%35x al-gulman, ‘the young men’

By contrast, a gimel with dage$ invariably represents jim—
or rather, the scribe’s dialectal reflex of Classical Arabic jim. Most
medieval Judaeo—Arabic scribes distinguished jim by placing a
diacritic dot above or below a gimel (Connolly 2019, 157), so this
scribe’s choice to use dages instead is somewhat irregular. It sug-
gests that they pronounced jim the same way as Tiberian Hebrew

gimel with dages; that is, as a voiced velar stop /g/:
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)

1v.1.6, a2 yakrug, ‘he goes out
1v.1.8, 8aIR3 karig®, ‘outwards’
1r.2.10, N wagh, ‘face’

2v.2.12, wypnor al-higéz, ‘the Hijaz’
2v.2.13, 1 wa-gawii(?), ‘and they came’

This dialectal gim reflex is best known from modern varie-
ties of Egyptian Arabic, but some Judaeo—Arabic papyri suggest
it may have existed in Egypt as early as the ninth century (Con-
nolly 2019, 167-68), and it is present in Classical Judaeo—Arabic
manuscripts dating to approximately the eleventh century (Pose-
gay 2020, 49; Posegay and Arrant 2021, 270-71). Since Yevr. II
B 1526 was produced no later than the tenth century and most
likely belonged to Karaites in Cairo,'? it seems to be an early wit-
ness to this Egyptian feature. Gimel with no dot at all is rare in

the manuscript, but it also indicates gim:

1r.1.12, 77»n higrak, ‘your embrace’
2v.2.15, *13 gadi, ‘[‘Ayn] Gedi’"*

3 A further hint of an Egyptian provenance comes from the manu-
script’s translation of Gen. 15.18. The original Hebrew states that God
will give Abram’s descendants land “from the river of Egypt to the great
river, the River Euphrates.” The Arabic translator amends this verse
with the name of the Egyptian river, writing “from the Nile of Egypt to
the great river, the River Euphrates” (1v.2.17-18, =7 "8 axn 511
ARIEHR 901 225R).

4 Compare discussion of unpointed gimel in Connolly (2019, 157), par-
ticularly fn. 3-5.
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4.2. Interdental Consonants

The regular uses of dages and supralinear diacritic dots suggests
that the scribe made some distinction between the Arabic inter-
dental plosives and fricatives, but they do not mark both types in
every case. They clearly recorded the voiceless interdental ta’ /t/
with dages, in contrast to marking the fricative ta’ /t/ with a su-
pralinear dot, more than a dozen times each (e.g., 2r.1.14,
WymInn tamant‘asr, ‘eighteen’). Furthermore, tav with neither su-
pralinear dot nor dages usually represents /t/, but there are three

exceptions where we expect to find /t/ in Classical Arabic:

1r.2.4, nna katra, ‘multitude’
1r.2.5, nna%R al-katra, ‘the multitude’
1r.2.17, raRnn tamanin, ‘eighty’

The scribe also distinguished the voiced Arabic interdentals
dal /d/ and dal /d/ using these diacritics, although they are less

consistent than with their voiceless counterparts:

1v.2.11, n7»3 gayyida, ‘good’

2v.1.17, 779 waladak, ‘your son’
2r.1.17, pwnT dimasq, ‘Damascus’
2v.1.11, R “alladi, ‘that’

2r.1.6, 17381 wa-"akadii, ‘and they seized’
1v.1.10, 872 kada, ‘like, as’

Notably, it is not clear that the scribe consistently differen-
tiated an emphatic interdental fricative za’ /z/ from the non-em-
phatic dal /d/, as both letters can appear as a Hebrew dalet with

a single supralinear dot or stroke:
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1v.1.16, M3 kud, ‘take, bring’

1r.1.9, P11 wa-nagarat, ‘and she saw’

The typical early phonetic Judaeo—Arabic practice of transcribing
both Arabic dad and za’ with dalet and a supralinear dot further
complicates this conflation. Both are graphically identical to dal

when they appear with a supralinear dot:

2r.1.14, mnasbn talamiduh, ‘his students, his disciples’
2v.1.11, *1H8 ynbx al-mawdi °alladi, ‘the place which’
2v.2.13, 1397 wa-darabil, ‘and they struck’*®

They can also appear as a dalet with no dot, in which case they
are identical to dal. This fact means that the Hebrew dalet with
no diacritic dots can stand for four different consonants, distin-
guished only by context, and we cannot be sure that the scribe or
the manuscript’s readers ‘correctly’ differentiated them in every

place:

1r.1.12, npa7 dafa‘t, ‘I handed over’
1r.1.13, & ’id, ‘when, then’
1r.1.11, *n%7 gulmi, ‘my iniquity’
1r.1.7, 798 ard, ‘land’
This lack of distinction suggests that the consonantal pho-

nemes typically represented by za’ and dad in Classical Arabic

may have lost their emphatic character and merged with dal and

!> The word 1377 might be pointed 1277, but the vocalisation marks are
partially illegible. It is also a clear example where the mark on the dalet
representing Arabic dad looks more like a horizontal stroke than a point
(i.e., 7). The variation between dots and strokes on n''a3 712 letters often
appears to be random, perhaps reflecting the work of multiple pointers.
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dal, respectively, in the scribe’s Arabic dialect. That dialect was
then in the process of losing the voiced interdental fricative /d/,
such that dal, za@’, and dad could all be conflated with the voiced
alveolar stop /d/ represented by Hebrew dalet with dages. Other
explanations are possible (perhaps two pointers with different di-
alects, or two pointers at different times in the chronology of a
single dialect), but it appears that the scribe heard the same

sound when pronouncing the Arabic letters dad, za’, and dal.'¢

4.3. Non-Standard Vocalisation

Most of the vocalised words in Yevr. II B 1526 are either non-
Arabic loans or Arabic words that match the expected vowels of
Classical Arabic. However, of note are places where the scribe
recorded an e-vowel in place of an expected Classical Arabic /a/
or /a/. This phenomenon is usually known in Arabic as ’imala
‘bending down’ (Hopkins 2005; Levin 2007; Khan 2018, 150-51;
van Putten 2020, 62-64; Posegay 2020, 44-45). In such cases,
the scribe of Yevr. II B 1526 preferred the Hebrew segol sign, ap-
proximating /¢/. This sign often appears where Classical Arabic
would have ’alif indicating long medial /a/ or ’alif magsiira indi-

cating long final /a/:

2v.1.13, "0 taré, ‘you see’

2v.1.6, "mp quré, ‘villages’

!¢ On a related note, see discussion of the (lack of) merger between *z
and *d in the variety of Arabic recorded by the early phonetic Judaeo-
Arabic text of MS Cambridge University Library, T-S 13J8.7 (van Putten
2020, 68).
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2v.1.10, R y£, ‘O, now’"”

2v.2.11, 'nn hatté, ‘up to’

2v.2.11, AR SR33 gibél Saré, ‘the Mountains of Sarat’18
1v.2.13, i3 géla, ‘revolved, set’ [of the sun after setting]

It is notable that several of these words, specifically those with
II- and III-weak roots (i.e., ™ taré; *1p quré; and >3 géla), seem
to preserve a phonemic long e-vowel known from early medieval
reports by Arabic grammarians (see discussion in van Putten
2022, 24-28 and Rabin 1951, 113).

As mentioned above, the Hebrew sere sign appears in only
one Arabic word, approximating long /&/ where Classical Arabic
would have /a/. It is not clear what makes sékin in this context
phonologically distinct from other fa<l patterns like sélim or gélis

that are marked with segol.

2r.1.10, 2o ‘dwelling’
2r.2.3, o9R0 791 malik sélim, ‘a perfect king’*®
2v.2.14, o8N al-gélis, ‘dwelling’

There are also a few examples of segol with short medial vowels:

'7 The particle y&, which looks like the Classical Arabic vocative particle
yd, is a translation of the Hebrew word K1 no (‘please, now’) from Gen.
13.14.

18 ‘Mountains of Sarat’ refers to the southern mountainous region of
Jordan with the same name. It is a translation of the Biblical ‘Mount
Seir’ from Gen. 14.6.

1% Equivalent to 07w 191 melek $olem (‘the King of Salem’) from Gen.
14.18, but the translator appears to interpret $alem as an adjective (cog-
nate with Classical Arabic salim) rather than a place name.
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2r.1.11, ;8738 ’ckdan or ’ckdin, ‘they two held’
2r.1.13, marrn te’dibuh, ‘his educated/disciplined [ones]’*

The plene orthography of Yevr. II B 1526 also preserves
vowels that diverge from expected Classical Arabic vocalisation,
including further evidence of a-vowels vowels raised towards /e/
or /i/. One example is the contrast between the Arabic preposi-
tions ‘ala ‘upon’ and ’ila ‘to’. The scribe consistently spells ‘ala
with final aleph, but ’ila with final yod:

1r.2.13, 8% “ala, ‘on’
2v.1.14, " *ild, ‘to’

In Classical Arabic, both particles are typically spelled with alif
magqsiira representing final /a/, but the Judaeo—Arabic orthogra-

phy implies that the scribe heard their vowels differently, more

20 Te’dibuh is an odd form that artificially conforms to the Hebrew mor-
phology of this verse. Gen. 14.14, which relates Abraham’s call for 318
men to aid him in battle, includes the phrase ima ™% v2un ‘his trained
[ones] who were born in his house’. The Judaeo—-Arabic translator ren-
ders it with the longer mT xR 3p{*} mam 798 mamrn ‘his educated
[ones], the boys of his house, that is, his students’. This interpretation
seems to stem from a Talmudic explanation which holds that the 318
men were Torah scholars and Abraham’s disciples (Nedarim 32a:14). In
what I cannot quite believe is a coincidence, this depiction of Abraham
as the leader of a group of scholars corresponds with a passage in a
letter by Dawid bar Pawlos, a late eighth—century West Syriac abbot.
Dawid writes that his great, great grandfather Sabroy founded a mi-
aphysite school near Mosul and links his students to Abraham’s follow-
ers, stating “He gathered 318 men for a school, and he set his son over
them as a leader, and he resembled the head of the patriarchs, Abra-
ham” (Dolabani 1953, 48, lines 11-13; Posegay 2021, 146, 148).
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like ‘ala and °ilé or ’ili. Other orthographic differences from the
expected vocalisation of Classical Arabic can be found through-
out the edition (e.g., 1v.2.17, 7858 7 hidihi al-’ard, ‘this
land”).

4.4. Pronouns and Pronominal Suffixes

Both the independent and suffixed forms of the Arabic pronouns
in Yevr. II B 1526 differ from the expected orthography and mor-
phology of Classical Arabic. Most obvious are the plene spellings
of the independent third-person pronouns huwa and hiya, which
happen to share the same orthography as the equivalent pro-

nouns in Hebrew:

2r.1.16, 810 huwa, ‘he, it’
2v.2.13, ®'n hiya, ‘she, it’

Meanwhile, the definite relative pronoun ’alladi appears
without inflection for gender or number. Blau and Hopkins have
argued that this invariable relative pronoun is a ‘classicised’ ar-
chaic feature of early phonetic Judaeo-Arabic (1987, 125), but it
persists even in modern Arabic dialects (van Putten 2020, 63,
66). The invariable relative pronoun is thus more likely to be a
dialectal evolution of an older inflected pronoun, rather than a
‘classicism’.

In contrast to °alladi, the translator does inflect demonstra-
tive pronouns, including the Classical masculine singular dalik, a
vaguely Classical masculine plural ’ul@’ik or °ulayk, and a non-

Classical feminine singular tik.

1v.2.8, 7987 7va ba‘d dalik, ‘after that’
1v.2.16, ovHx 797 dalik al-yawm, ‘that day’
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2v.2.15, oROPOR TN “uld@’ik al-q[i]sam, ‘those portions’
1v.1.13, T85% 7'n tik al-’ard, ‘that land’

Several pronominal suffixes also take non-Classical forms
throughout the text. For the third-person masculine singular suf-
fix (equivalent to Classical -hu), the scribe instead gives -uh, fol-
lowing a practice known from other vocalised, early phonetic and
classical Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts (Blau and Hopkins 1987,
151; Posegay 2020, 39, fn. 30; van Putten 2020, 57; Posegay and
Arrant 2021, 166). For the second-person feminine singular, they
give -ik, the same as numerous modern Arabic dialects. The sec-
ond-person masculine singular suffix may also match the -ak end-
ing of such dialects and other vocalised Judaeo—-Arabic manu-
scripts (compare Khan 2010, 210; Posegay 2020, 47), but the

scribe spells it defectively with no vowel signs:

2r.1.16, mT'av wa-‘ibiduh, ‘and his servants’
1r.1.15, 7nnK ’amatik, ‘your maidservant’
1v.1.12, 7R313R ’akragtak(?), ‘I sent you out’
2r.1.15, 779 waladak, ‘your son’

4.5. Particles Influenced by Hebrew Forms

Other features are best explained as the translator’s artificial at-
tempts to match the Hebrew of their source text, rather than nat-
ural features of spoken Arabic. For example, they apply the Ara-
bic particle ’iyya (perhaps ’iyyé) as a one-to-one equivalent of the
Hebrew direct object marker °et, including with pronominal suf-

fixes:

1v.1.13, & ’iyya [direct object marker]
1v.1.4, mR ’iyyay, ‘me’
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1v.1.7 "R ’iyyah, ‘him’
1v.1.9, ;'R ’iyyahum, ‘them’

It is unlikely that this particle was equally productive in the trans-
lator’s dialect. Similarly, the Arabic huwada translates the He-
brew particle hinne ‘indeed, behold’ (1v.1.3, 8Tn; 1r.1.15, 87177).
The translator also invariably renders the Hebrew tetragramma-
ton with 198 (ar-rabb), rather than the more common Judaeo-
Arabic n%or (allah), as well as prox (2r.2.12, at-tayyiq?) for He-
brew EL

5.0. Conclusion: Arabic Reading Traditions and

Vernacular Phonology

MS Firkovitch Yevr. II B 1526 comes from an early medieval Ar-
abic translation of Genesis produced no later than the tenth cen-
tury CE. It employs an early phonetic Judaeo—Arabic writing sys-
tem that preserves distinct phonological features of the variety of
Arabic spoken by the scribe who wrote it. This scribe was well-
trained in Hebrew calligraphy and they (or someone shortly after
them) also vocalised the text using Tiberian signs that would
make difficult portions easier to read aloud. These signs recorded
vocalic variations not typically represented in Classical Arabic
writing, but which the vocaliser nevertheless perceived as dis-
crete vowel qualities that corresponded to sounds in their pro-
nunciation tradition of Biblical Hebrew. There is still much more
to be learned about the linguistic features of this text. In particu-
lar, the Arabic vocabulary that the translator used to render He-

brew place names and people groups, many of which appear in
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the extant chapters, may enable more precise identification of
their geographic context.

The careful execution and professional character of the
scribal work raises questions about the cultural status of this bib-
lical translation for an Arabic-speaking Jew in the medieval
world. Where would this book have been read? Was it strictly for
private use, or was the Arabic also recited in more public settings,
akin to the Aramaic Targumim? It belongs to a growing corpus
of Judaeo—-Arabic biblical and ritual texts with precise Tiberian

vocalisation,?!

a phenomenon which suggests that some Jews
were reciting such texts in Arabic. More research is needed to
better understand both the function of Arabic in the recitation
traditions of early medieval Jews and the position of Judaeo-Ar-
abic manuscripts like this one in the broader study of Arabic his-

torical linguistics.
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