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In the Tiberian Masoretic text a hatep qames sign (representing the
quality [2]) sometimes occurs on a non-guttural letter in a syllable
that originally had short [0, e.g. ™7, "3, ©ap, 0Tp, TYIP~NX)
(2 Kings 12:19), 0%, nin3 (Ex. 28: 40) ninaa (_]oel 2: 24) The
syllable with orlgmally short [o] sometimes takes secondary stress,
which is often marked by a ga’ya sign, and the hatep sign is replaced
by an ordinary games. This occurs when the syllable in question is
separated from the main stress by another syllable: 0W7p, “an7p,
™.

The occurrence of secondary stress is sometimes marked on
vocalic fewa or a hatep vowel on a guttural letter by a gaya sign, e.g.
n:*m:: (Ezra 9:12), "57373'! (Jer. 32:27). The ga'ya sign also marks
secondary stress in at least two other contexts. It may occur on a long
vowel in an open syllable or on a long vowel before sewa, e.g. MR
(Gen. 22:14), 71273 (Gen. 22:5). This is known as major gaya Tt
may also occur on "a short vowel in a closed syllable, e.g. "pym (Is.
57:8), TISD (Ezek. 4:8). This is known as minor ga’a. The ma)or
and minor ga‘yas were treated as different entities by the Masoretes.

“The marking of major ga%a was not standardized in the Masoretic tra-
dition. This is reflected by the fact that the major ga’ya does not form
the subject of disagreements berween Masoretes that are recorded in
the Masoretic literature. The early Tiberian manuscripts, moreover,
exhibit differing patterns of marking. The marking of minor ga’a, on
the other hand, was standardized and is frequently recorded as a subject
of disagreement between Masoretes. The pattern of marking of minor
ga'ya is more or less the same in all the early Tiberian manuscripts.

The treatment of ga‘ya on jewa in the Tiberian Masoretic tradition
was similar to that of minor gaa. In the Tiberian manuscripts there
are many parallels in the patterns of distribution of these two types
of ga’ya. The marking of gaya on fewa was standardized, as was that
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of minor ga’a, and so it is included as a subject of recorded differ-
ences berween the Masoretes.!

The similarity between the pronunciation of gayaz on Sewa and
that of minor ga ya is now confirmed by the Karaite transcriptions of
the Hebrew Bible into Arabic script. These transcriptions regularly
represent by an Arabic mater lectionis a vowel in the syllable with the
main stress (e.g. Cll“ ']‘?73) long vowels before Sewa (e. g b =
ﬁmv) and all vowels in open syllables (e.g sala = VD, )l_,b =
ﬂ:‘l) A syllable which could take maJor gaya, therefore, is always
represented by a mater lectionis, irrespective of whether the gaya is
marked in the manuscript. Syllables with minor gayz and with ga‘ya
on jewa, on the other hand, are not consistently marked with mazres
lectionis in the manuscripts. The situation in most manuscripts is that
only a proportion of the syllables with minor gaya or ga’ya on Sewa are
represented by matres lectionis whereas the syllables that have major
gaya are transcribed with matres lectionis in all cases. Examples:

Minor gaya. MS British Library Or. 2539 ff. 56-114: r+~>)l-4l}
(12737 - Gen. 14:19, fol. 56v:8), oll—-.é—o—:l (-mxm - Gen. 16:7,
fol. 61r:2), |J_;Lsu (-mm - Deut. 22:19, fol 110r:7); but c}e"l'f’
(3797 - Gen. 22:9, fol. 67v:1), lelon Quin - Deut. 22:16, fol.
110r:1), l,_>L._..s, (mnnw - Gen. 22:5, fol. 67r:1).

Ga'ya on $ewa. BL Or. 2549 fols. 1-140: q,l_,l, (AR - Jer. 7:9, fol.
50r:13), 6)._._1_.._»5 (’D"?W‘n - Jer. 7:29, fol. 56v: 11); buc 1,36 -+
(1'7n =& - Jer. 5:3, fol. 25r:9), ,_a_su, (1:'711 - Jer. 11:12, fol.
81r:3), L>l_.__:—, (‘[‘J"m - Jer. 34:3, fol. 112r:6).

In separate studies of this phenomenon I have argued that this dis-
crepancy in the use of matres lectionis in the transcriptions reflects the
perception of differences in the duration of the vowels in the various
types of syllable. The minor gaya and the ga’ya on Sewa lengthened
the vowel but the relative duration of this vowel was less than that of
a long vowel in an open syllable marked by a full vowel sign.

In the Masoretic literature it is said that a fewa with ga ya was pro-
nounced as a long vowel and that it was equal in status to a full
vowel represented by a vowel sign. For instance:

Pop3 MM PRp> M PHnbR &7 O v Ao nh RIR M 79pa
X 7190 9D L i Ppn IR0 PO PAn vp1 ANBAI 79931 OXn
3303 YAAR [ XA MANDR 4IAPK NID3 ORN NI 150 RAYIRY

RAPPAN "NOR 1 WK ’Y 7wibh nbR “Hybx

V' Cf. 1. Yeivin, The Aleppo Codex of the Bible: A Study of its Vocalization and
Accentuation (Jerusalem 1968), 128-37.
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As in the word 1), when you add gaya to the jewa, ie. MM, itis
pronounced M with full games. The same is so in the case of segol,
e.g. }P"IM is pronounced as "M ... All such instances of jewa are
pronounced full with the pronunciation of the (vowel of the) adjacent
guttural letter, on account of the principle of the gaya, for it is the
ga ya that lengthens them.?

This description reflects the perception that the fewa was pro-
nounced as a long vowel. It misses, however, the distinction in rela-
tive duration between Sewa with gaya and a long vowel marked with
a vowel sign, which is reflected by the Karaite transcriptions.?

In a few isolated cases in the early Tiberian model manuscripts an
ordinary vowel is written when ga’ya occurs on what is expected to
be fewa or a patep! e. -8 "'7:?:‘! (Ex. 14:11, MS I Firkovitch B19a,
instead of “73?:‘!) n‘7rn (Ex 29. 23, MS B19a, instead of n‘7rn)
This type of change in vocalization no doubt arose since the pro-
nunciation of the vowel was perceived to be close to that of a full
vowel marked by an ordinary vowel sign. In the vast majority of
cases, however, the Sewa or batep sign is retained when ga’ya is added.

This should be contrasted with the phenomenon whereby a hatep
games on a non-guttural letter is frequently treated like a syllable that
is suitable for major ga’ya and is replaced in the vocalization by an
ordinary games when it takes a secondary stress. When this occurs the
gaya is not always marked, although it is likely that the secondary stress
was present,® e.g. MS I Firk. B19a: 097 (Ex. 29:37), "»7p (Dan.
2:9), bur "n7p (Ezra 4:18). The vocalrzanon with full games is stan-
dard in the early manuscripts. In the Karaite transcriptions the games
in the first syllable is regularly transcribed by a mater lectionis, e.g.

r_._..,l;Ls (0°@7p — Lev. 7:6, British Library, Or. 5563D fol. 41r:7).6

2 K. Levy, Zur masoretischen Grammatik (Stuttgare 1936), v°=2. Cf. also Hiddyat
al-qdri, short version, 1. Eldar (ed.), LéSonénu 51 (1986-87), 16-17; S. Baer and
H.L. Strack (eds.), Die Dikduke ha-T'amim des Ahron ben Moscheh ben Ascher
und andere alte grammatisch-massoretische Lebrstiicke (Leipzig 1879), 12-13; David
Qimbhi, Seper Miklo! (Fiirth 1793), 154b-155a.

3 See the sources cited in G. Khan, ‘The Pronunciation of jewa with ga'ya in the
Tiberian Tradition of Biblical Hebrew’, to appear in Verus Testamensum.

4 CFf. Yeivin, Aleppo Codex, 18; idem, ‘Marking of shewa-ga’ya in Biblical Manu-
scripts’ in H. Ben-Shammi (ed.), Hebrew and Arabic Studies in Honour of Joshua
Blau (Tel-Aviv 1993), 342.

5 In the early manuscripts major ga‘y2 was not always marked where it was pro-
nounced; see 1. Yeivin, Introduction to the Tiberian Masorah, ed. and tr. E.J. Revell
(Missoula 1980), 251.

6 Published in G. Khan, Karaite Bible Manuscripts from the Cairo Genizah (Cam-
bridge 1990), 90.
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The writing of ordinary qames in place of hatep games is found in
;some early manuscripts also in a pre-tonic syllable, e.g. I Firk. B10:
'wx (Gen. 43:11, most MSS have ™3), 7777 (Deut. 28:35, most
MSS have 17277), 8977 (Num. 35:20, ‘most MSS have BOT);
MS I Firkovitch B19a: 1JD'I'I' (Num. 35:20), 9y (1 Sam. 26: 10,
most MSS have u93).

In some manuscripts a full sego/ is occasionally written in place of
hatep segol on non-guttural consonants, e.g. I Firk. B19a: 0°73%%2
(2 Sam. 6:5, most MSS have o"93%3%37). A difference between
Masoretes is recorded for the word ¥1nm3 (Dan. 4:27). Ben Asher
read this without lengthcning of the vowel on the first letter. Ben
Naphtali, however, read it as a full sego/ lengthened by secondary
stress: AN’

These are variations that are found in the accurately vocalized
model manuscripts. Many manuscripts written for private use,
which were not so accurately vocalized, exhibit a frequent inter-
change of hatep signs with fewa signs and bare vowel signs in all
contexts.

In the Tiberian Masoretico-grammatical literature a consonant with
a vocalic Sewa or a hatep vowel was not considered to stand indepen-
dently but was said to be bound to the following consonant. Thus
the word 17900 was considered to have been composed of two sylla-
bles: ris-parii.t The treatise Hidayat al—qarz notes that the syllables
thus formed have the status of ‘words’, i.e. they can stand indepen-
dently: 25%8%m1 ... 055 7arAN AMHOOR Q0P MK RIX AMRLY N
05 A5h AARAB RoW 1 nSs 5o IRy -un‘vwn 329 ‘one of its [=
the fewa’s] features is that it divides the word into [umts with] the sta-
tus of words ... MINYYN M327n LBXDINT — each of these words s
‘equivalent to three words')? i.e. [ham saf-sa'fizm], [tir-"kazv—noz],
[0if~'lazh—noz].

This concept of the syllable that is found in the medieval Maso-
retic literature is reflected also by some features of Tiberian Hebrew
phonology. The occurrence pattern of the allophones of Tiberian 7ef
is a clear examples of this. Tiberian ref had an uvular allophone and

7 Yeivin, Aleppo Codex, 38.

8 Cf. K. Levy, Zur masoretischen Grammatik, p. Rff (the Arabic term used for
syllable is maqta®), and also other Masoretico-grammatical sources cited by 1. Eldar,
The Hebrew Language Tradition of Medieval Ashkenaz, vol. 1 (Jerusalem 1978), 185-7
and [. Yeivin, 307 M7200 P12 01T (00 Mynon, in M. Bar-Asher et al.
(eds.), Hebrew Language Studies Presented to Professor Zeev Ben-Hayyim (Jerusalem
1983), 298-99.

? Hiddyat al-gari, shore version, 1. Eldar (ed.), Lé&Sonénu 51 (1986-87), 14. .
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an emphatic, apico-alveolar allophone.!® The apico-alveolar allo-
phone occurred when it was adjacent to one of the dental/alveolar
consonants ]51'\30!91'! and when either the 7ef or one of these letters
had $ewa, as in 10377, 91T, oA, AR, ADNE, WRY, D,
D707, NP, When the dental/alveolar was followed by a full
vowel the ref was realized with the uvular allophone [R], e.g. in Y370
(:r'Ruzs]. How did words such as =“vn% (lim'tazr] and N
[taruz'moz] differ from YN [oz'Ruzs]? The most obvious answer is
that in 0% and NP the ref was in the same syllable as the den-
tal/alveolar, whereas in Y0 it was in a different syllable.

Accordmg to Saadya Gaon, the rules for the occurrence of the
apico-alveolar allophone of the Tiberian ref treat a non-guttural con-
sonant with a /Jatep qames as an independent syllable.!! The ref had .
an uvular pronunciation not only in words such as 377, and Y1,
where a vowel comes between a dental/alveolar consonant and a fol-
lowing ref, but also in a word such as *3% where the dental/alveolar
has a /Jatep qames. It is clear that in ERES and YN the dental/alveo-
lar letter is in a different syllable from ref. The inclusion of the word
"33 in this list by Saadya demonstrates that in the rules for the dis-
tribution of the allophones of res the language treated also the sade
with hatep qames as an independent syllable The syllabic status of 3
in 3 was, therefore, different from the n in AP, '

In a passage in the treatise on the Sewa concernmg the patep vowels
on non-guttural consonants it is stated that the sewa is added to the
vowel to shorten it:

MPOR PODSY 1TRIN RIRD ... 7'DINDR DY 71 KM RWHR 713 D3R R
POD3Y RITRINX RIN KL 1‘71:1 "R "D R AADASR yn xOW
POR AT M1 ANTA DO 0 XN XM T7pD K Ayn KO yopby
kAl nmv T2 A%N TP "D3 IR MPLR NN XWHK nbYI 1 Spn

oI, BV
Since the [occurrence] of the jewa is determined by shortness [of the
vowel] ... if they wished to shorten [the vowel of] the gip they added
Sewa to segol and the result is p... Likewise if they wanted to shorten
games they marked a fewa next to it as in 7 00 52 10 Xwwn XM
FI"T;)‘!R (Dan. 7:7), where the games is long. But if you place games
under the gip it would become short as in AT~ 790N (Dan.
7:20), likewise D70Tp vs. 00 1p.12

10 See G. Khan, “The pronunciation of 7e in the Tiberian tradition of Biblical
Hebrew’, to appear in the Hebrew Union College Annual.

1 Mayer Lambert (ed. and tr.), Commentaire sur le Séfer Yesira ou Livre de créa-
tion par le Gaon Saadya de Fayyoum (Paris 1891), 79.

12 The treatise on the Sewa, ed. K. Levy, Zur masoretischen Grammatik, p. 3.
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It is to be noted that there is no reference to the joining of the lerter
with the added fewa to the next syllable. The syllables with Sewa are
* being treated as short variants of syllables that can be pronounced long.

We have evidence that unstressed long vowels were perceived to be of
shorter duration than stressed long vowels. Joseph and David Qimbi,
when discussing the length of vowels, refer to the lengthening of
stressed patah and the shortening of unstressed games in a word such
as wnw 13 According to Hayyiij a quiescent soft letter can be pro-
nounced after the stressed segol and patah in words such as oni, 7R,
L.e. they were pronounced long.' Ibn Janih states that a quiescent soft
lerter is clearly pronounced also after a stresed pazap in a closed syllable
in such words as M3 (Ps. 139:2), *maw (Jer. 5:22), R (Is. 37:25).15
Neither Hayyu) nor Ibn Janh refer to the pronunciation of quiescent
soft letters in unstressed syllables such as the first syllable of R,
which had a long vowel in the Tiberian pronunciation tradition.

The author of the Hiddyat al-qari, who had first-hand knowledge
of the Tiberian reading tradition, describes the phenomenon of
depig'® as the compression of an unstressed long final vowel: 75n%x
XT3 pU8n 1 3 oo %D ©°% 02 AT°YRY D BYLHR W3 19K The
vowel that follows the accent in n: 77wy (Deut. 31:28) is not
extended but is considerably compressed 17 Accordmg to the Hidaya
this compression takes place also in short words that are connected
by magqep to a following word when the initial consonant of the sec-
ond word has dages: ovv 71°p 112>° XS kD D DIRN PU¥5R 1> T
DR YYD 0 032 71 732 7Y BRD AN PO A nbo 72D KRR 9
727 7 ‘“The compression may take place in a word without an
accent if it is a short word as in 9RP=M (1 Sam. 20:4), 13-71 (1
Kings 3:23), *33 =7 (Prov. 31:2), nwsm 112 (Josh. 7:9) and ‘the like.
This 1mplles that the patab in the ‘word 7n before dages was long,
which is confirmed by the Karaite transcriptions, e.g. uj o= L
(5= 1P~ — Gen. 15:2, BL Or. 2539, fol. 57v:8).18

13 Joseph Qimbhi, Seper Zikkaron, W. Bacher (ed.) (Berlin 1888), 17, David
Qimhi, Seper Miklol, J. Rittenberg (ed.) (Lyck 1862), 136bff.

Y Kitab al-tangit, ].W. Nutt (ed.) (London 1870), 181-2.

15 Kitab al-luma’, ]. Derenbourg (ed.) (Le livre des parterres fleuris. Grammaire
Hébraique en arabe d’Abou'l-Walid Merwan ibn Djanah de Cordoue) (Paris 1886),
331.

16 j.e. the occurrence of dages on the initial letter of a word when the preceding
word ends in a long vowel and has a conjuncrive accent on the penultimate syllable.

17 Cf. 1. Eldar, ‘n"p3m3% 1" P\, Hebrew Union College Annual 45 (1984),
Hebrew section, 1.

18 See G. Khan, “The Pronunciation of =1 before dagef in the Medieva! Tiber-
ian Hebrew Reading Tradition’, Journal of Semitic Studies 34 (1989), 433-41.
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As has been remarked, in most of the Karaite transcriptions
unstressed long vowels marked by an ordinary vowel sign in the
Tiberian text are transcribed with a mater lectionis, e.g. . YLz (n‘m)
sola (xﬁn) In a few manuscripts the mater lectionis is occasmna]ly
omitted in an unstressed syllable, e.g. Cambridge University Library,
Or. 1081.1.23: ,b\; (1“7&7 Ps. 109:6), .S (ﬂ‘?W Ps. 111:14)." In
the same manuscript the ‘compressed’ long vowel of the word 71 before
dagei is also not represented by a mater lectionis: |l (Op>~nn — Ps.
36:8), Lat. (‘]‘7 n — Ps. 114:5).20 All these sources can be recon-
ciled if it is assumed that they are reflecting the perception of a
reduction in the duration of an unstressed long vowel. This has led
to a vacillation between treating it as a short vowel or a long vowel.
The Spanish grammarians and the Kimbhis treat them as short. The
majority of the Karaite transcriptions, on the other hand, treat them
as long. A few transcriptions treat them as short and do not represent
them with a mater lectionis. The author of the Hidayat al-qiri, with
great acuity, refers to compression, but not complete shortening.

We have seen that in some early Tiberian manuscripts hatep games
and patep segol on non-guttural consonants were replaced by ordi-
nary games and segol. It is likely that this reflected a similar vacilla-
tion with regard to the perception of the length of the vowel.

In his discussion of the difference between cohortative forms with
hatep games as in n‘7,7wm (Ezra 8:25) and those with fewa such as
7YX, Ibn Janah refers to the latter being ‘lighter’ than the former:

DT RIR 127 IR 2w "y ot Sapnon Byp 55 b orphR W RTM
DROYR DRIAR *D MZNPYR XMV 210 IR MR DPON IR RADR 779
182 @%n 7291 MW 73501 ARI HOR D Tp IRAVR RIA IR X
09K 721X 0onn DY AINwR Ynn RDRDINOR MINPYR Min RWpPD*

RT3 TAD RATHN "R ADTIR 70K
The rule with all verbs with a future %W is that, when /e is added to
it, the waw is elided and games takes its place, when in context, but most
verbs of this category change to forms such as 2AZ23 722 (Jer. 3:25),
090 N127P1 (1 Sami. 14:36), in thac the games is elided from them for the
sake of lightness, for example Dip[‘l?_) ‘p‘? TR (Ps. 39:2), Qe
RN D"J-j’?,t}: (Ps. 77:4), "TR .‘Ip‘l‘)R (2 Sam, 22;38) and many others.

19 Published in G. Khan, Karaite Bible Manuscripts from the Cazro Genizah
(Cambridge 1990), 152-6.

2 In compound Babylonian vocalization the compressed long vowel in debiq is
usually marked as short by superscnbmg the fewa sign above the vowel sign, which is
qunvalent to a hatep sign in Tiberian, e.g. %% 79327 (Gen. 21:23 — " ‘IV:IW‘I)
73 n3i (Gen. 21:23 — A3 ARM); see L. Yeivin, The Hebrew Language Tradition as

Reflected by the Babylonian Vocalization (Jerusalem 1985), 338-9.
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This description of lightening is found also David Qimhi’s Seper
Miklol, which was no doubt indebted to Ibn Janah: X3 3197 WX
%P ‘most of them have Sewa for the sake of lightening’.2!

Judging by its lengthening by gaya and the statements in the
medieval sources, the vowels marked by hatep sngns on non—gutturals
were intermediate in length between vocalic Sewa and a vowel in a
closed unstressed syllable, on the one hand, and a long vowel marked
by a full vowel sign, on the other. ,

There is evidence that such half-long vowels in unstressed syllables
were vulnerable to shortening. This is reflected by differences in
vocalization between various Tiberian Masoretes. With regard to
some words with patep games on a non-guttural consonant it is
recorded that a number of Masoretes read them with hatep patap. In
at least two cases, there was a Masoretic difference as to whether an
imperfect verb should be vocalized with hatep patah or hatep qames.
Some Masoretes vocalized the word 977, which occurs twice in
Ezek. 35:6, with hatep patah under the daler (79777 while others
vocalized in with patep games (7977). The readmg with hatep patah
is attributed to Ben Naphtali and Pinhas and the reading with patep
games to Ben Asher and Moshe Mohe.?? The Aleppo Codex (A), MS
I Firkovitch B19a (L) and the Cairo Codex of the Prophets (C) have
hatep patah. In A, however, the original vocalization in both instances
of the word in this verse had hatep games, which was subsequently
corrected to batep patah.?? A Masoretic list published by C. Ginsburg
(The Massorah 111 [New York 1975], 32) records a difference berween

2 Jonah ibn Janih, Kitdb.al-luma’, ed. ]. Derenbourg (Paris 1886), 323. David
Qimbhi, Seper Miklol (Fiirth 1793), 20a.

22 The sources referring to the differences between Ben Asher and Ben Naphtali
are: MS Harley 1528 of the British Library; cf. L. Lipschiicz (ed.), Kitdb al-khilaf:
Mishael Ben Uzziels Treatise on the Differences between Ben Asher and Ben Naphtali
(Jerusalem 1965), 27, A%; Jonah ibn Janih, Kit@b al-luma’, ed. Derenbourg, 149;
David Qimhi, Miklol, ed. Lyck 1862, 17b; Sorasim, s.v. 1. The difference
between Pinhas and Moshe Mohe appears in MS Tschufut Kale Paper 1; cf. Dig-
duge ha-Teamim, ed. Baer and Strack, 84: 3M i"p 7% PN am o H5mn
7 np on “There is a difference, R. Pinhas vocalizes 7977 in both occurrences of
this word (Ezek. 35:6) whereas R. Moshe (Mohe) vocalizes with (hatep) patah.’
Moshe Mohe and.Pinhas belong to an eatlier generation of Masoretes than Ben
Asher and Ben Naphtali; cf. I. Yeivin, ‘From the Teachings of the Masoretes’, Textus
9 (1981), 32, 5=, A. Dotan dates Pinhas to the middle of the ninth century AD.
(The Digdugé HaTTéamim of Ahdron ben Mose ben Asér [Jerusalem 1967], 303,
305). Aharon ben Moshe ben Asher and Ben Naphtali were active in the firsc half
of the tenth century.

B Yeivin, Aleppo Codex, 36.
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two authoritative manuscripts in the vocalization of this word: ...
'NDY KW MM APA WP 9PN AN DT 79T ... ‘both
words have hatep qames in the Hilleli codex, but in the Muggah
codex they have fewa and patah’.

Masoretic differences are recorded also for the vocalization of the
word MandR (Jer. 31:33). Ben Asher read it with hatep games
(M32n2X) and Ben NaphtaJ1 with patep patah (n32N2X, vocallzed $O
in A and L, C has n but n in the margin).?

There seems to have been a similar Masoretic difference concern-
ing ~117p UX) in Jer. 32:9. According to a Masoretic text published
by Ginsburg "(Massorah 111, 31) there is a variant reading with hatep
games: ~NoPUR.

The readmgs with hatep patah are said 1o be those of the school of
Ben Naphtali, which was, in many respects, less conservative than
the school of Ben Asher.?> Hatep patah was equivalent to a vocalic
fewa, which-had the same quality. The readings with hatep patab
instead of hatep qames reflects the shortening of the vowel and the
levelling of its quality. This phonetic process no doubt took place by
analogy with the normal verb morphology, which has vocalic fewa in
the contexts in question.

To summarize: vocalic fewa and vowels marked by hatep signs
were sometimes lengthened by gaya. The marking patterns of ga’ya
with Sewa are similar to those of minor ga%a on short vowels in
closed syllables. In the standard Tiberian text the fewa or batep sign
that has gaa is not replaced by a full vowel sign. The Karaite tran-
scriptions show that the pronunciation of a Sewa with ga‘ya was sim-
ilar to that of a short vowel in a closed syllable with minor ga%a. In
both cases the representation of the vowel by a mater lectionis is not
regular. This appears to reflect the fact that the vowel was lengthened
but its duration was less than a long vowel with major ga¥a. So, as
far as gaya is concerned, vocalic Sewa was equivalent to a short vowel
in a closed syllable. We have further evidence for this equivalence
from other sources.2

# David Qimhi, Sorasim, s.v. N3, British Library MS Harley 1528; cf. L. Lip-
schiiz (ed.), Kitab al-kbilaf, 5.

2 See A. Ben-David, “>np1-]231 ToR-13 99M fn by, Tarbiz 26 (1957), 384-
409.

% See G. Khan, “Vowel Length and Syllable Structure in the Tiberian Tradition
of Biblical Hebrew’, Journal of Semitic Studies 32 (1987), 37-9; idem, ‘The Function
of the shewa sign in Vocalized Judaeo-Arabic Texts from the Genizah', in J. Blau and
S.C. Reif (eds.), Genizah Research Afier Ninety Years: The Case of Judaeo-Arabic
(Cambridge 1992), 105-11.
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The vowel marked with a patep sign on a non-guttural consonant
in a word such as 07p had a different status from that of vocalic fewa
or hatep vowels elsewhere It could be lengthened by major ga ya, in
which case the lengthened vowel was represented by a full vowel sign

'PD‘I?) The Karaite transcrlptlons regularly represent this length-
ened vowel by a mater lectionis just as they do other vowels with
major ga ya. It was perceived by the Masoretes to be less closely con-
nected to the following letter than a syllable with vocalic fewa. The
linguistic reality of this difference in syllabic status is reflected by the
distribution of the allophones of res. Vocalic sewa was sensed to be
‘lighter’ than hatep games on a non-gurtural. In some early manu-
scripts that exhibit variant vocalizations with a full vowel sign in
place of a hatep, the hatep games and hatep segol on non-guttural
consonants have a marked tendency to be so replaced. Vowels marked
by hatep signs on non-guttural consonants were intermediate in
length. Finally, one can identify a tendency in the reading of the
school of Ben-Naphtali to shorten such vowels when they occurred
in verbs to bring the forms in line with normal verb morphology.
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Septuagint, Underlying
Knowledge of Hebrew

Although the Septuagint is a Greek text, it is
possible to reason back to the mental diction-
ary and grammar of the translators, This pro-
vides an interesting window on the knowledge
of Hebrew during the Hellenistic period (the
bulk of the Septuagint having been produced-
between ca. 280 and 120 B.C.E.}. A number of
caveats need to be taken into account, however
{Barr 1968:245-251). Any given passage of the
Septuagint may be based on a text diverging
from the received Masoretic text. In addition,
the Greek text available to us today may here
and there have been altered from the original
translation. Finally, the process of translation
itself remains a ‘black box’: we can never know
for sure what went on in the minds of the trans-
lators. In light of these sources of uncertainty,
conclusions should preferably be based on an
accumulation of evidence, not on single read-
ings and certainly not on approximations.

The first things that Hebrew scholars have
tried to extract from the Septuagint are for-
gotten meanings of rare words. It is certainly
possible chat the translators were familiar with
words that later dropped from use, and with
lexical traditions that were later forgotten. In
practice, however, it is often difficult to prove
that felicitous renderings do indeed reflect lin-
guistic knowledge. Where a formulation is con-
textually apt, the translator may have had
access to authentic linguistic information, but
he may just as well have made an inspired
guess. Thus, in Gen. 23.16, the expression
'I'II'_I'D'? =Y "|D:), kesep ‘Obér las-sobér ‘money
current (?) with the merchant’, is rendered
apydpov ddkpov épmdporg silver approved by
merchants’. This may reflect a special usage of
the verb 7w *Gbar known to the translator of
Genesis. The Arabic cognate "abara does have
the meaning ‘tc examine (said of dirbams)y
(Gesenius 1815:78), but the Greek translation
may also have been derived from the context.
The expression &pyopov doxpov, ‘approved or
genuine silver’, is common in documentary
papyri {for other examples, see Barr 1968).

A different aspect of the translators’ knowl-
edge of Hebrew can be established with greater
certainty. In many cases the Septuagint ver-
sion appears not to reflect the Hebrew form
contained in the source text, but an Aramaic
or Late Hebrew form written in the same way.
For example, in Ezek. 13.18, 20, biblical no3,
kst ‘band’ (?), is translated by npooxepdioov,
‘pillow’, Renderings like this often fit some-
what uneasily into the context (Ezek. 13.20
LXX reads: T will tear your pillows...from your
arms’), showing thar it is really the translator’s
knowledge of Hebrew that has led him astray.
Furthermore, unlike ‘forgotten meanings’, Ara-
maic and Lare Hebrew words and forms are
usually well attested elsewhere, When an element
of the source text corresponds precisely, at least
in regard to its consonantal form, to an Aramaic
or Late Hebrew word whose meaning exactly
matches that of the Greek equivalent in the
Septuagint, it is fairly certain that the rendering
reflects the translator’s knowledge of Hebrew,

In some instances the word, rendered into
Greek is etymologically related to the one
used in the Hebrew source text. Thus, 01 mas
‘corvée’ is translated gdpog ‘taxes’, in several

e T T T K
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passages (e.g., Judg. 1.28; 2 Sam. 20.24; T Kgs
5.2.7; 2 Chron. 8.8; cf. Deut. zo.11), in accor-
dance with the word’s meaning in Late Bib-
lical Hebrew (Esth. 1o.1) and Post-Biblical
Hebrew (1QpHab. 6.7). The verb 11p gdrab
‘to approach’ is at times rendered by &mropat,
‘to touch’ (e.g., Gen. 20.4; Num. 3.10; 17.28),
according to the meaning of its Aramaic cog-
nate. In other cases the form intended in the
biblical text and the form translated into Greek
may be unrelated homonyms (or homographs).
In Gen. 18.72, the noun MY ‘ednd ‘pleasure’,
is read as MY ‘ddend “until now’ (Eccl. 4.2)
and translated #wg 100 viv. The verb K37 dikka
‘to crush’ is at times translated after Ara-
maic 83T dk’ to purify’ (e.g., in Isa. §3.10).
The underlying procedure is the same in all
these cases: the Septuagint translators read
the biblical text in light of the Hebrew they
knew. The process is essentially akin to linguis-
tic interference, in which a bilingual speaker
of languages A and B inadvertently uses a
phonetic, morphological, lexical, or syntactic
element belonging to language B in language
A (e.g., a Modern Hebrew speaker might say
in English “The water are cold’, reflecting the
plural form ©n mayim, the Hebrew word for
‘water’). Even the difference between Hebrew
and Aramaic is not to be taken too seriously in
this connection; although some words reflecred
in the Septuagint are exclusively Aramaic, the
translators probably took them to be Hebrew.

Research on the Hebrew of the translators
is of great importance for Septuagint stud-
ies. Many Greek renderings become compre-
hensible only when the linguistic background
of the translators is taken into account. But
Hebrew studies can benefit as well (Kutscher
1974:73—78). In some instances, Septuagint ren-
derings can help to interpret the use of Hebrew
words in sources of the Hellenistic period.
For example, the fact that Hebrew nnv Sabat
{originally ‘pit’}) came to possess the meaning
‘perdition’ (e.g., QS 9.16) is confirmed by the
fact that the word is sometimes rendered as
&rdrew, ‘perdition’ (Ezek. 18.28), or Swgbopd,
‘corruption’ (Ps. 16.10). In some cases, the
Septuagint can prove the existence of a form or
a usage. The translation of It zam ‘sort’ in Ps.
144.13 as 10010 ‘this’ confirms the reading i1 in
4Q371 1.8. And the occasional rendering of NR
’t + pronominal suffix as 2 nominative pronoun
(Num. 6:13; Ezek. 10.22; 1 Kgs 9.25 [Codex

Alexandrinus]; ¢f. Num. 33.8) attests to the use
of a syntagm that will first turn up in Hebrew
texts at a much later date (e.g., Genesis Rabba,
p. 181, line §5: MWRY YW IR “wew Im 15w
‘He listened to his wife’).

More generally, the Septuagint gives witness
to Hebrew knowledge such as one might expect
in learned Jewish circles during the Hellenistic
period, knowledge based on diligent study of
the classical texts, yet essentially tainted by
Aramaic influence and perhaps also by spoken
Hebrew dialects. Many typological features
link the Hebrew of the translators to that of
the latest books of the Bible and of the Qumran
Scroils {Joosten 2c00).
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Shewa: Pre-Modern Hebrew

The shewa sign () in the — Tiberian reading
tradition of Biblical Hebrew had two types
of phonetic realization, viz. (i) a short vowel
(referred to below as ‘vocalic shewa’} or (ii)
zero (referred below to as ‘silent shewa’). In
the Tiberian Masoretic literature (— Masoretic
Treatises) it is stated that vocalic shewa binds
the letter to the syllabic unit of the letrer that
follows it, whereas a silent shewa separates
it from the following letter. The word 129nR
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‘you {m) shall count’ (Lev. 23.18}, for example,
was considered to have been composed of two
prosodic units, viz. 19-0N tis-pari. These pro-
sodic units are referred to in the sources by the
Arabic term magta’, which is used in Arabic
grammatical literature to refer to a syllable.
The vocalic shewa, therefore, was not consid-
ered to form a syllable by itself. Rather it had
the status of an epenthetic vowel that broke
up consonantal clusters ar the onset of syl-
lables on the phonetic level. Although vocalic
shewa was a vowel on the phonetic level, it
was zero at a deeper phonological level, and so
phonologically equivalent to quiescent shewa.
The word 3P0 tispard, for example, is at a
deeper phonologxca[ level ftis-prit/. It was this
underlying phonological level that the marking
of the skewa sign in the Tiberian vocaliza-
tion was originally intended to represent, i.e.,
phonological zero, and it was for this reason
that the Masoretes used the same sign for both
types of shewa (Khan 1987; 1991; — Syllable
Structure: Biblical Hebrew). The non-syllabic
status of shewa is reflected by some features
of Tiberian Hebrew phonology, in patticular
by the occurrence pattern of the allophones of
Tiberian resh (— Resh: Pre-Modern Hebrew;
Syllabie Structure: Biblical Hebrew).

Despite this function of skewa as a marker of
phonclogical zero, according to Dotan (1953)
the term is not related to the Hebrew word
KW 4w ‘emptiness’, but rather is an imita-
tion of the Syriac Masoretic term $awayyd,
which denoted a punctuation sign consist-
ing of two vertical dots resembling the shewa
sign. Sa‘adya, however, uses the Arabic term
jazm ‘cutting off, quiescence’ to refer to shewa
(Dotan 1997:465—479). In the Tiberian Maso-
rah the terms P50 millers’ and 1197 rafe are
sometimes used to refer to a vocalic shewa in a
word (Yeivin 1980:102—-103, T16-117),

In the standard Tiberian vocalization system,
shewa is generally not marked on 2 word-final
letter when there js no following vowel. This
appears to be an economy in notation, since in
principle word-final letters without a follow-
ing mater lectionis are always vowelless, An
exception is made with word-final fricative kaf
and plosive taw, which are marked with shewa
when vowelless, e.g., 7127 dabdrek ¢ ‘your (£s)
word', B13T dibbart ‘you (fs) spoke, AU
samaat ‘you (fs) heard’. This is presumably
because word-final fricative kaf and plosive

taw can have a following vowel that is not
marked by a sater lectionss in the 2nd person
suffixes, e.g., §127 dabdrkd ‘your (ms) word’,
1137 dibbartd ‘you (ms) spoke’, QYNY $dma'td
‘you (ms) heard’ {for the background of this
orthography — Ketiv and Qere). In these con-
texts, therefore, the lack of word-final mater
lectionis does not necessarily indicate the lack
of a vowel and explicit notation was felt to
be required. This vocalization practice was
extended to word-final fricative kaf in other
morphological contexts, e.g., 770 melek *king’.
Another context in which shetva is marked on
a word-final consonant is where this consonant
forms a cluster with a preceding consonant,
e.g., QYN way-yést ‘and he drank’ (Gen. 9.21),
W way-yish ‘and he captured’ (Num. 21.1),
T} nérd ‘nard’ (Cant. 4.14), VU godt ‘truth’
{Prov. 2z.21). This context includes all cases
of word-final plosive taw that is not a 2fs pro-
nominal suffix. The motivation in such words
to mark the final letter with shewa appears to
be to contrast with orthographies such as 8pD
beét ‘sin’, \W $dw ‘emptiness’, and N1 way-
yar ‘and he saw’, in which the final letter is left
unpronounced. This is to say that a shewa on a
word-final letter after a preceding silent shewa
indicated that the letter should be pronounced
in the reading.

The quality of vocalic shewa in the Tiberian
reading tradition was generally the same as that
of the patab vowel sign, i.e., the maximally low
vowel [a] (— Tiberian Reading Tradition). The
phonetic realization of 1120mR, therefore, would
have been [tisparu:]. In some contexts, how-
ever, it was realized with a different quality due
to the influence of the phonetic environment.
This was so when shewa preceded a guttural
consonant or yod. Before a guttural it was real-
ized as a short vowel with the quality of the
vowel on the guttural, e.g., 183 [be?eir] ‘well’,
Ti8’n [mo?0:3] ‘very’, WA [mihir] ‘price’, ipn
[moYornor] ‘his dwelling place’. Before yod it
was realized as a short vowel with the qual-
ity of short bireq [i], e.g., 02 [bijoim] ‘on
the day’. The vocalic shewa was historically
a short vowel that had been reduced in that
its original quality had been neutralized. Also
where Tiberian had silent shewa there had
sometimes been a short vowel at an earlier
historical period that had been reduced to zero,
e.g., "1 [malye:] ‘kings of < *malaké, which
explains why the kaf is fricative. In several
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modern pronunciation traditions of Hebrew that
are not directly related to the Tiberian tradition
vocalic shetwa is pronounced [a), e.g., Kurdistan
nasama (Tiberian W nasdmd) ‘soul’ (— Kurd-
istan: Pronunciation Traditions), also Bukhara,
Afghanistan, and Iran (—+ Biblical Hebrew,
Pronunciation Traditions), in the Hebrew com-
ponent of Judeo-Italian, e.g., magilla (Tiberian
"D magilld) ‘scroll’ (— Traly, Pronunciation
Traditions), and the Hebrew of Provence, e.g.,
casswva (Tiberian NN katubbd) ‘marriage
document’ {(— Provence).

+ The default prorunciation of vocalic shewa
with the quality of [a] was the equivalent to that
of the hateph patab sign ( _). Both the vocalic
shewa and the vowels expressed by hateph
signs were short vowels that, in principle, had
the same quantity as short vowels in closed
syllables, which were represented in standard
Tiberian vocalization by a simple vowel sign.
So, the vocalic shewa in a word such as 131R
‘you (ms) speak/she speaks’ would have been
read with the same quantity and quality as
the patab in the closed syllable that follows it:
[tadabbe:r]. Likewise the bateph patab in o7
[ha'me:ley] ‘interrogative + king’ would have
been read with the same quantity and quality
as the patab in 7700 [ham'mezley] ‘the king’
(Khan 1987:37-39; 1992; — Vowel Length).

The main principles for the distribution of
vocalic and silent shewa are as follows.

The shewa was read as vocalic at the begin-
ning of a word. The only exception was the
shewa in forms of the feminine numeral DAY
[ftazjim] / *p@ [ftez] “two’, which was silent.
According to some sources thls word was pro-
nounced by the Tiberian Masoretes with a
prosthetic vowel: D'DWR [2eftatjim] (see Levy
1936:31-33 for the sources). At the end of a
word shewa was silent.

When two shewas occur together at the end
of a word, most medieval sources state that
both were silent, e.g., 721 [vajjeivk] ‘and he
wept’ (Gen. 45.15). According to some sources,
however, the second shewa was vocalic, unless
the word occurred in major pause, in which
case all sources agree that both were silent, e.g.,
T [vajjeivk] ‘and he wept’ (Gen. 29.11) (see
Khan 1996a:16 for the sources).

When two shewas occur on successive let-
ters within a word, the first was silent and the
second vocalic, e.g., 1WW? [jifmaru:] ‘they (m)
will keep’ (2 Chron. 23.6). A shewa under a

geminated letter with dagesh within a word
was likewise vocalic, e.g., 0™%37 [hammal-
aryiim] ‘the kings® {Gen. 14.17).

When shewa occurred within a word after
a long vowel, it was generally silent, eg.,
DY [Jormriim] ‘guarding (mpl)’ (Mal. 2.9),
N7 [PorxIo] ‘it (fs) devoured’ (2 Sam. 18.8)
(Khan 1987:54-55). The Masoretic sources
list a number of deviations from this rule in
which the shewa was read as vocalic after a
long vowel. Most of these are recorded in the
ORYON PIPT digduge hat-tefamim “The Fine
Points of the Accents’ of Aharon ben Asher
{ed. Dotan 1967) (- Masoretic Treatises). The
early Tiberian Masoretic manuscripts vocalize
many of these cases with patef patab to indicate
that the shewa should be read as vocalic (ie.,
as a short patab). Some manuscripts vocalize
in this way more frequently than others. It is
particularly common in the Aleppo Codex (A},
which was vocalized by Ben Asher. In this entry
the examples represent the reading of Codex
Leningradensis (L) unless otherwise indicated.

One notable case is a shewa under the first
of a pair of identical consonants, which was
vocalic if the preceding vowel was long, e.g.,
PP? [bigaqui] ‘they licked’ (A %, 1 Kgs
21.19). If the preceding vowel was short, the
shewa was silent, e.g.,x;.)n fhin'ni:] ‘behold me’
{Gen. 6.17). In six words, however, shewa on
the second of two identical letters after a long
vowel is silent, in all of which the long vowel
has the main stress, e.g., *3Ren [jimsoifuinniz]
‘they (m) will find me’ (Prov. 8.17) (Digduge
ha-Te‘amim, ed. Dotan 1967:§5).

According to Ben Asher’s Digduge ha-
Té'amim and other Masoretic sources, if resh
with shetwa is the first letter of a noun and is
preceded by an affix that has games or sere,
the shewa is pronounced vocalic, e.g., FH
[horavorhot] ‘the relief’ (Exod. 8.11), ™o
[me:rafirdizm] ‘from Rephidim’ (Exod. 19.2).
Elsewhere when resh with shewa is preceded
by a long vowel, however, the shewa is gener-
ally silent, as is the usual rule in the Tiberian
tradition, e.g., in the verbal forms 377 [jorrdu:]
‘they went down’ (Exod. 15.5), i'r'l’ [jerrdu:]
‘they (m) will come down’ (1 Sam. 13.12), U"r'l'l"
[jomdimm] ‘coming down (mpl)’ (Judg. 9.37).

A shewa on the medial radical of the verbal
roots W' g-r-§ “drive out’, Y"IR *-k-I ‘to eat’,
"3 ber-k ‘bless’, 7™ y-r-d ‘to go down’,
and 7"90 b-I-k ‘to go’ is vocalic after a long
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vowel in certain circumstances, according to
Ben Asher. In forms from the root W' g-r-§
it is vocalic when the third radical has seghol,
e.g., WY PR [fakairalennui) I will drive them
out’ (Exod. 23.30), but is otherwise silent,
e.g., W [wajearfui] ‘and they drove out’
(Judg. 11.2). The same applies to the root 5"2ax
*k-l. So the shewa is vocalic in, for example,
n37aNn [torxalemnu:] ‘you (ms) shall eat ir
(Ezek. 4.12), but silent in P3728R [toixluin]
‘you (mpl) shall [not] eat’ (Num. 11.19), the
only exception being 921K [forylethor] “those
{m) who eat it’ (Eccl. 5.10), in which it is silent.
In forms with shewa on the resh from the root
T"2 b-r-k ‘bless’, if the accent is on the bet, the
shewa is silent, e.g., i3 197350 [wihifbomryu:
vo:] ‘they will bless themselves in him’ {Jer.
4.2), but if the accent is on the kaf, the shewa
is vocalic, e.g., 1273 [botraemi:] ‘bless (ms)
me!’ {Gen. 27.34). When forms from the roots
" y-r-d ‘to come down’ and 790 h-l-k ‘to
go’ are followed by X3 with dagesh due to the
rule of debig, then a shewa on the medial radi-
cal is vocalic, e.g., RINTI} [Petradoi-n'noz] I
will go down’ (Gen. 18.21), 83 NI9R [Perlayo:
nno:] ‘let me go’ (Exod. 4.18), but otherwise is
silent. Sa‘adya gives the general rule that shewa
after a long vowel is always vocalic when the
vowel two syllables after it is stressed and is
preceded by dagesh (Dotan 1997:464-466),
so it is vocalic also in forms such as =701
A2 [noBaroi-bbor] ‘there is left in i’ (Ezek.
14.22).

A shewa in the middle of a word after a short
vowel is silent, e.g., 107 [jibro:] Jethro’. If the
short vowel is lengthened by what Yeivin calls

a ‘phonetic ga'ya® (Yeivin 1980:2.57-264), then

the shewa is vocalic. This applies to a shewa on
mem after the definite article with patab, e.g.,
7300 [harmanaddizm] ‘the ones who drive
away’ (Amos 6.3), and also elsewhere, e.g.,
DBWNIR [bamahuftatjim] ‘with bronze fet-
ters’ (Judg. 16.21), N7W1 [Ruzfala:h] ‘and send
(ms)’ (2 Kgs 9.17), 7onn7 [habumalo:y] ‘are
you a king?’ (Jer. 22.15). When a short vowel
has a musical ga*ya, known as ‘minor ga'ya’,
the following shewa is silent. Minor gayot
occur predominantly on words with disjunctive
accents on a closed syllable that is separated
from the stress syllable by another syllable
followed by vocal shewa or a batéph, eg.,
npanny [niiBhakkamo:] ‘let us deal wisely’
(Exod. 1.10), DWNAWYA [mi:ftatha'viim] ‘pros-

trating (mpl) themselves’ {Gen. 37.9) (Yeivin
1980:244—245). A word such as NipnwRT ‘the
ones {fpl) playing’ (xr Sam. £8.7), therefore, has
a structure suitable for minor gaya and so it
is read with minor ga'ya and the shewa after
the patal is silent [haim$atha'qo:f] (Yeivin
1980:278-279).

There was some variation in the reading of
shewa among the Tiberian Masoretes, nota-
bly between Ben Asher and Ben Naftali. The
readings with vocalic shewa after long vowels
given above are those of Ben Asher. Ben Naf-
tali read the shewa as silent in some cases {cf.
Kitab al-Khilaf, ed. Lipschtitz 1965:17). Some
manuscripts, moreover, mark a bateph patab
to represent vocalic shewa after long vowels
in words that are not mentioned in Masoretic
treatises, e.g., A NAIR [?o:zalaB] (L n71) ‘[their
power] has gone’ (Deut. 32.36).

The reading of a shetwa as vocalic rather than
silent in the Tiberian tradition was to some extent
independent of rules relating to the phonetic
environment. It was sometimes read as vocalic
in morphological patterns where it would nor-
mally be silent, e.g., NN [?iimaro:0] ‘the
words of (Ps. 12.7), 79nDD [babiimalo:y]
‘are you a king?' (Jer. 22.15). In these cases
the vowel is lengthened before vocalic shewa.
Sometimes the preceding consonant is gemi-
nated, e.g., Wipn [miqqada]] ‘sanctuary’
{Exod. 15.17), NinpY [fiqga'void] ‘footprints
of (Ps. 89.52), 01931 [mammarorriim] ‘bit-
terness’ (Job ¢.18). In 577 [jirraddo:f] ‘let
him pursue’ (Ps. 7.6) the consonant after the
vocalic shetwa is geminated and so the letter is
vocalized with a patak sign. The elongation of
such words by reading a silent skewa as vocalic
sometimes seems to have a pragmatic purpose,
to give the word more discourse prominence.

The shewa sign is combined with the vow-
els patab, seghol, and games to form the so-
called bateph vowels (,_, ). The bateph signs
were marked mainly under the guttural letters,
where the pronunciation of the shewa was
less predictabie than under other letters. For
instance, there were variations between silent
and vocalic shewa in verbal forms such as
wann [vajjahbafu:] ‘and they (m) saddled’
(1 Kgs 13.13) versus Wam [vasjjathavo:f]
‘and he saddled’ (Gen. 22.3). In these cases the
bateph sign represents an epenthetic vowel and
can be regarded as equivalent to vocalic shewa.
The shewa was explicitly marked as vocalic
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by the addition of a vowel sign due to the fact
that the Masoretes expected that readers would
have greater difficulty predicting its realization
than in other contexts, We have already seen
this practice on non-guttural consonants where
shetwa was read as vocalic in environments
where it would normally be silent. Recent
research has identified various linguistic factors
that condition the distribution of the epenthetic
marked by bateph vowels in the environment of
gurturals (DeCaen 2003; Alvestad and Edzard
2009), but the fact remains that the occurrence
of the epenthetic in the environment of guttur-
als was perceived to cause difficulties to readers
by the Masoretes. The quality of an epenthetic
also deviates from the normal rules, which like-
wise motivated the addition of a vowel sign to
the shewa. A shewa on a guttural, for example,
retained the quality of [a] even if it preceded a
guttural that was followed by a vowel of a dif-
ferent quality, e.g., 380D [jimha?u:] ‘they (m)
clap’ (Ps. 98.8). An epenthetic vowel on a gut-
tural became assimilated to the quality of a pre-
ceding seghol or games, e.g., TR [hefemid]
‘he set up’, AP [ho:fyma:3) ‘it was set up’.

The tendency for variation in the distribu-
tion of hateph vowels in the environment of
gutturals was exploited to express a semantic
distinction between the verb 2D [jaSqorv] ‘he
supplants’ (Jer. 9.3) and the proper name 2
[iarfaqorv] Jacob’.

In a few cases in the Tiberian manuscripts a
bateph games sign is written before a guttural
consonant where a vocalic shetwa is expected in
order to indicate that the quality of the shewa
has been assimilated to that of a games fol-
lowing the guttural, as is the general rule (see
above), e.g., WNAY [simmohahu:] ‘he made
him glad’ (Jer. 20.15). This type of vocaliza-
tion was practiced more frequently by some
Masoretes than others (Digduge bat-Te'amim,
ed. Dotan 1967:§19).

In some cases a consonant with a bateph
games or hateph seghol appears to have the
status of a syllable and so the sign is marking
a phonological short vowel nucleus rather than
an epenthetic. This applies notably to bateph
games on non-guttural consonants in words
such as 'm [do'mi:] ‘silence’, *3¥ [soRiz] ‘balsam’,
ooy [sipporizm] ‘birds’, DWTR [godorfitm]
‘holy things’ (— Syllable Structure: Biblical
Hebrew; Tiberian Reading Tradition), Unlike
vocalic shewas, these preserve the quality of

the original short vowel (or at least a historical
development of this original quality). In the
aforementioned contexts, however, the pateph
games exhibits a certain amount of instability
in the Tiberian tradition, e.g., they are replaced
by full vowels in some manuscripts (e.g., " vs.
™¥) or they are replaced by epenthetic vocalic
shewa or bateph patab (e.g., OWTRN [Exod.
26.33] vs. DWIPD (Ezek. 44.13], D'92W ‘ears
of grain’ [Gen. 41.5] vs. "22W ‘branches’ [Zech.
4.12]). There are differences between the Mas-
oretes in this regard, e.g., Ben Asher’s nzanay
[2ektovémnu:] ‘1 will write it’ vs. Ben Naftali’s
3308 {?ektavémnnui] (Lipschiitz 1965:33;
Khan 1996b).

Occasionally ga'ya is marked on a shewa or
an epenthetic bateph vowel (known as shewa
ga'ya), as a result of which these were length-
ened, e.g., MPYR [tazfallahuz] ‘you {mpl) shall
let go’ (Jer. 34.14), "D [Sadlijjor8oiv] this
chambers’ (Ps. 104.3) (Yeivin 1980:253-254;
Khan 2009). In some cases a shewa that is nor-
mally silent is given shewa ga'ya and read as a
lengthened vowel, e.g., "W [?a:farre:] ‘blessed
18’ (Ps. 32.2).

‘What has been described so far is the dis-
tribution of shewa in the standard Tiberian
vocalization, which is found in the Masoretic
manuscript codices. Numerous medieval manu-
scripts are extant that use Tiberian vocalization
signs in a way that deviates from this standard
system. Some of these non-standard systems fall
into the category of Palestino-Tiberian vocal-
ization (— Vocalization, Palestino-Tiberian);
others, most of which are found in Genizah
fragments, are of no clear category. The shewaq
and bateph signs are used in various ways that
differ from those of the standard system in such
manuscripts, In some manuscripts the shewa
sign is regularly used where standard Tibe-
rian has pateph signs, e.g., T2V [Savorderyo:]
(standard Tiberian 7731 ‘your (mpl) slaves’.
Some manuscripts use the shewa sign to mark
the short vowel segment [a) in any syllabic
context, In such cases the shewa sign was re-
interpreted as a marker of a phonetic vowel
segment rather than a marker of phonologi-
cal zero. This is shown by the fact that it was
used to represent a short [a] segment even in
a closed syllable, e.g., 98" [vajjormer] (stan-
dard Tiberian "#) ‘and he said’ {Gen. 1.3.).
Hateph signs are sometimes used to represent
short vowels in closed syllables, e.g., DnARY
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[la?avrorhoim] (standard Tiberian D3RG} ‘to
Abraham’ (Gen. 35.x2) (Khan 1991:862-863).
The use of shewa on gutturals can be regarded
as a primitive stage of development in which
vocalic shewa on guttural consonants has not
been explicitly marked as vocalic by combining
them with a vowel sign. A vestige of this in the
standard system can be identified in the vocal-
ization of the gere of the tetragrammaton with
shewa on the ’alef (NI = 7R [2adornazj], Ny
= D198 [2elothiim]) (Khan zo12:44). Sporadic
cases of bateph signs in closed syllables are found
in L, eg., DAY [bathartummiim] ‘upon
the magicians’ (Exod. g.11), 7721 [yatkoryo!]
‘[the Lord] brings trouble on you® (Josh. 7.25).
The shewa sign is even found in a closed syl-
lable in L, e.g., 1337 [vaharag'nuihui] ‘and
we shall kill him’ {Judg. 16.2) (Yeivin 1968:18;
Dotan 1985).

The typology of marking a shewa on a let-
ter without vocalization to indicate that it
should be pronounced in the reading in such
forms as RN way-yést ‘and he drank’ (Gen.
9.21) in standard Tiberian is extended in some
non-standard systems to other contexts. In
Palestino-Tiberian vocalization this is found
in particular on word-final ket and ‘ayin and
word-final consonantal waw (— Vocalization,
Palestino-Tiberian). Some manuscripts mark
it more widely on consonant letters and vowel
letters that do not have vocalization signs,
e.g., 337 [vajjirbuz] (standard Tiberian 327)
‘and they became great’ (Gen. 7.18), P28
[malayto:] (standard Tiberian iPaR%D) ‘his
work’ (Gen. 2.2). The vowel sign is sometimes
placed on the vowel letter and the preceding
consonant is marked with shewa, eg., I|RI
[kam] ‘here’ (Bar-Asher 1980:48). In some
manuscripts of European provenance the vowel
letter has a pateph patah sign instead of shewa,
e.g., TR “first’, 'R T came’. It is not clear
whether these were intended to have a phonetic
realization {Eldar 1978:69),

In the Babylonian vocalization system the
sign corresponding to Tiberian shewa was a
horizontal line above a letter (R) known as
ROVN pitfa ‘shortness’ (— Vocalization, Baby-
lonian). It is marked only sporadically in the
manuscripts, mainly in contexts where shewa
is vocalic in Tiberian. In manuscripts reflecting
the variety of pronunciation tradition known as
Middle Babylonian the sign exclusively marks

vocalic shewa according to Yeivin (r98js:
398-412). It appears, therefore, that it tended
to be used to mark a short vowel segment, as in
some non-standard systems of Tiberian vocal-
ization, rather than phonological zero. Indeed,
as in non-standard Tiberian systems, the shewva
in some Babylonian manuscripts is occasionally
used to mark a short [a] vowel segment in a
closed syllable (Yeivin 1985:413-416), e.g., 1%
[yafan] (Tiberian 1%} ‘because’ (Ezek. 34.21),
nin%% [dalbo:0] (Tiberian Nin7T) ‘doors’ (Ezek.
41.25). The bitfa sign was used in the ‘com-
pound system’ of Babylonian vocalization to
distinguish between long and short vowels,
in that it was marked together with a vowel
sign on short vowels in open and closed syl-
lables. Unlike the Tiberian bafepk signs, the
Babylonian compound signs were used to mark
short vowels also in closed syllables, although,
as we have seen, a few examples of Tiberian
bateph signs in closed syllables are found in the
Tiberian Masoretic codices, and this practice
is more extensively attested in non-standard
Tiberian vocalization.

There is evidence that in the variety of pro-
nunciation known as Old Babylonian there
was no vocalic segment in some contexts where
Tiberian has vocalic shewa. This is seen in devi-
ations from Tiberian vocalic patterns that resule
from the formation of consonantal clusters.
Hireq, for example, sometimes occurs instead
of shewa on initial yod, e.g., 710" #s6d (Tiberian
TID® [yaso:d]) “foundation’, which appears to
be the development of an initial cluster ys to s
(yséd > iséd). Furthermore, where Tiberian has
vocalic shewa in word-internal position, Old
Babylonian sometimes has an additional vowel
on the preceding letter. This is an epenthetic
vowel that has developed before a consonantal
cluster, e.g., 127P0 tigirbi < tigrba (Tiberian
12PN tigrabi) ‘you (mpl) approach” (- Epen-
thesis; Syllable Structure: Biblical Hebrew).

If Yeivin is correct that the shewa sign in
Middle Babylonian manuscripts was always
vocalic, it appears that the shewa was pro-
nounced in some contexts where it was silent
in Tiberian. This is notably the case after long
vowels in the middle of a word, e.g., nfi%s
wa-hdyatd (Tiberian NN [wohotjfat]) ‘and it
(f) shall be’ {Jer. 21.9) (since the exact phonetic
realization of Babylonian vocalic shewa is not
certain, standard EHLL transcription is used
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to transcribe the Babylomian forms), D3rR
*énskam (Tiberian DR [Pein’geim]) ‘you are
not’ (Ezek. 20.39) (Yeivin 1985:405-406).

Manuscripts with Babylonian vocalization in
some contexts preserve an original short vowel
where this has in most cases been reduced
to shewa in Tiberian. This is the case, for
example, with prefix conjugation verbs with
pronominal object suffixes, which retain the
bolem in Babylonian, whereas in Tiberian
the vowel is reduced to shewa, e.g., 37nWS
yismoréni (Tiberian W [jijmare:nit]} ‘he
guards me’ (Yeivin 1985:469-472). Holem
regularly occurs before the cohortative suffix
in 15t person verbal forms where Tiberian has
shewa, e.g., WINWR *#mord (Tiberian MWK
[Pefmarot]) ‘I guard’, nHinws nismord (Tibe-
rian 7OWI [nifmarol]} ‘we guard’ (Yeivin
1985:472—478). In such cases the bolewn: reflects
a short vowel {— Vocalizaton, Babylonian). In
a few isolated places in the Tiberian tradition
bateph games rather than shewa occurs on verbs
in the aforementioned contexts, e.g., uYRYR
[Peftoleinnuz] T will plant it (m)’ (Ezek. 17.23),
NARWRY [vortefqols:] ‘and 1 weighed® (Ezra
8.25), RITOPIN [Palagotoi-nnaz] ‘let me glean’
{Ruth 2.7). Babylonian has bolem where Tibe-
rian has shewa also in some nominal forms,
e.g., a bolem preserving a short o vowel (< *u) in
an open unstressed syllable occurs in a number
of noun forms, e.g., 0335 lab-bogdrim (Tibe-
rian 0™ [labbagariim]) ‘in the mornings’
(Lam. 3.23),

The system of Palestinian vocalization does
not have a shewa sign. Where Tiberian has
vocalic shewa, manuscripts with Palestinian
vocalization either leave the letter without a
vowel or add a simple vowel sign. The vowel
signs that elsewhere mark the vowel qualities a
and e are generally used for this purpose {Rev-
ell 1970:83—93) (— Vocalization, Palestinian).
The use of the ¢ vowel signs can be regarded
as reflecting some degree of centralization of
a by a process of reduction. The quality of e
is the predominant pronunciation of shewa in
the modern Sephardic traditions of Hebrew,
which are closely related to the medieval Pal-
estinian pronunciation tradition. This is men-
tioned already by grammarians from the late
Middle Ages, who equate it with the vowel
sere (Levy 1936:73; Morag 1982). Some early
manuscripts of the Mishna represent vocalic
sbewa in the orthography by a mater lectionis

yod, which is likely to reflect its pronuncia-
tion like sere, e.g., VD2 hak-kepor ‘the frost’
(Kaufmann manuscript, Mishna Ohalot 8.3,
— Orthography: Rabbinic Hebrew). Medieval
Muslim transcriptions sometimes represent vocal
shewa with mater lectionis *alif, e.g., § 4 Ju 1w
(Tiberian 3 sarig ‘Serug’), 1,0 d'fuwr’ (Tibe-
rian 7727 dsbord Deborah’) (—+ Transcrip-
tions into Arabic Script: Medieval Muslim
Sources). These may reflect a pronunciation
such as [serrury] and [detvorrat], respectively,
with shewa pronounced like a full sere as in
Sephardic traditions.

The distribution of vocalic and silent shetwa
was different in the Biblical and Mishnaic read-
ing traditions of the Sephardic communities,
e.g., Biblical Somerim vs. Mishnaic $6mrim
(@MniY) (Morag 1982; — Stress: Biblical and
Rabbinic Pronunciation Traditions). In the
Hebrew component in Jewish languages of
communities following the Sephardic tradition
of pronunciation vocal shewa was sometimes
elided in an initial consonantal cluster when
the second consonant is a sonorant already in
the medieval period, e.g., trefa ‘unfit for Jewish
use’ (Tiberian 11970 tarépd) (— Judeo-Spanish
(Judezmo), Hebrew Component in).

The Samaritan tradition of Hebrew developed
independently of the reading traditions reflected
by the medieval vocalization systems. At some
point in the history of Samaritan Hebrew short
vowels were reduced and lost their original
quality, which was the origin of the shewa
in other traditions, In the Samaritan reading
tradition that has been documented in modern
times, however, the vowels of reduced quality
are now treated like full vowels. These are long
when in open syllables, like the Sephardi shewa,
normally with the quality é or 4, e.g., mddabbar
(Tiberian 1377 [madabberr]) ‘speaking (ms)’,
or followed by a geminated consonant when
short, e.g., lillasmmed (Tiberian 'n;'?‘? [lalam-
me:d)) ‘to teach’. One of the features of the
Samaritan tradition is that many of the vow-
els that developed historically from epenthetic
shewa vowels were vowels in syllables that
normally had silent skewa in the medieval non-
Samaritan traditions, e.g., yézdkdr (Tiberian
3 yizkor) ‘he remembers’, wydfdnu (Tiberian
139 way-yipnd) ‘and they (m) turned’, mdléki
(Tiberian 291 malké) ‘kings of (Ben-Hayyim
and Tal zo00:53-60). One may compare these
to isolated cases, such 79005 [haBizmalory)
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‘are you a king?’ {Jer, 22.15) in the Tiberian
tradition (— Samaritan Hebrew).

In the Hebrew of the — Dead Sea Scrolls
prefix conjugation verbs are frequently writ-
ten with waw after the second radical where
Tiberian has vocalic shewa, e.g., VWP ygtwho,
TP *gtwlh, 1MOR yatwlhw. Yeivin argues
that the wat after the second radical in all these
forms reflects the preservation of an unstressed
short o vowel as in Babylonian vocalization
(Yeivin 1972; — Vocalization, Babylonian).
Qimron (1986:51), on the other hand, holds
that only in the forms with pronominal suffixes
is the waw in an unstressed syllable, since in
the other forms it was stressed as in Tiberian
pausal forms. A waw sometimes occurs where
Tiberian has a vocalic shewa in other contexts.
Several examples are found in the Isaiah Scroll
(1Qlsa?) {Kutscher 1979:56, 496-501}. Some
of these are in the environment of labial conso-
nants or resh, e.g., WM rwmlybw (Tiberian
3917 [Ramalyathui]) ‘Remaliah’ (Isa. 7.1),
W Swhby (with superscribed waw, Tiberian
AV [favit]) ‘captives’ (Isa. 49.25). Note also
VN bwrrt, where Tiberian has bateph patab
(O2R [Paroiratt]) ‘Ararat’ (Isa. 37.38). Other
examples include nMB prrt (Tiberian N5
[par2:0]) ‘Euphrates’, D&M pwt'ym (Tibe-
rian OR0S [pabortizm]) ‘simple people’. The
waw remains when preceded by the particle -9,
which in Tiberian has shewa and would cause
the following shewa to be silent, e.g., Mo
Ipwrt (Tiberian 8% [lifra:f]) ‘to the Euphra-
tes’ (Qimron 1986:35-40). Labials and resh
condition a shift of 2 or # to o/u also in the west-
ern tradition of Rabbinic Hebrew and Palestin-

ian Aramaic (—+ Phonology: Rabbinic Hebrew;’

Resh: Pre-Modern Hebrew). The realization of
shewa as a rounded vowel in the environment
of labials is also found in Iranian pronunciation
traditions of Hebrew from the Middle Ages to
the present day, e.g., VRRND pusdt (= DY) lit-
eral meaning’ (— Judeo-Persian, Hebrew Com-
ponent in}.

The twaw also occurs in the Dead Sea Scrolls
where there is an o or # sound in the follow-
ing syllable, e.g., OVTIO swdwm (Tiberian D7D
[sadorm]) ‘Sodom’. The waw is sometimes not
written in the second syllable due to a form
of defective spelling, e.g., DT swdm, note
also MO ‘ewmrk (Tiberian NNY [famomrat])
‘Gomorrah’, MY “wzz (Tiberian #1Y [Tezuiz])
‘strength’ (Isa. 42.25). The assimilation of the

vowel corresponding to shewa to the qual-
ity of the following vowel across consenants
other than gutturals can also be identified in
Rabbinic Hebrew, e.g., T'0*3 by-syd (Tiberian
o1 [basiid]) ‘with lime’ (Kutscher 1979:501).
The medieval sources only refer to it occurring
across gutturals, but there is evidence from
Judeo-Arabic texts with Tiberian vocalization
that it operated more widely in some medi-
eval pronunciation traditions, in that shewa is
used to represent short # before i, e.g., AR
[Pumuir] ‘matters’, Bi223%p [quiuibkom] ‘your
hearts’ {Khan 1992:111). In the Dead Sea
Scrolls waw also occurs where Tiberian has
vocalic shewa before gutturals, e.g., TR m’d
(Tiberian T&D [mo?0:d]) ‘very’ (Isa. 16.6),
N pwlty (Tiberian *Dopo [fuSu:labiz]) ‘my
recompense’ (Isa. 49.4), W@ $w'w (Tiberian
WY [usu:]) look’ (Isa. 22.4), which may reflect
assimilation or total elision of the guttural in
pronunciation. A similar phenomenon is some-
times found in the Tiberian Masoretic manu-
scripts, €., L 131877, but A 313187 (with rafe
over the “alef in the latter) ‘to the Reubenite’
(Josh. 12.6), both vocalizations it seems were
intended to represent [l>:ruiverniz]. Occasion-
ally a prosthetic ’alef is written, reflecting the
silent pronunciation of word-initial shewa, e.g.,
S1wR Pl (Tiberian %iky [jorl]) ‘Sheol’ (Ps,
141.7) (Qimron 1986:41).

Greek and Latin transcriptions of Hebrew
from the pre-Masoretic pericd exhibit some
parallels to the pronunciation of sherwa reflected
in the medieval vocalization systems (Margolis
1909; Yuditsky 2005; — Transcription into
Greek and Latin Script: Pre-Masoretic Period).

The Greek transcription in the Hexapla of
Origen (ca. 185-254 C.E.) in some cases has a
vowel where the shewa is vocalic in the Tiberian
reading. This is often ¢, e.g., cepo VY [famo:]
*his name’ (Ps. 29.2), vedovd T} [ga'dm:d] ‘a
troop’ (Ps. 18.30), Aefovat "WiAY [lavuzfit] ‘my
clothing’ (Ps. 35.73); sometimes 1, e.g., Y1000¢
0103 [ka-suis] ‘like a horse’ (Ps. 32.9). Both
seem to reflect a realization close to that of the
Palestinian and Sephardic shetwa. The vowel o
occurs where there was historically an original
a vowel, 50 it may reflect phonetic archaism,
e.g., vakapwd NiNRI [nagormoid] ‘vengeance’
{Ps. 18.48), caPand NIy [savor?o:d] ‘hosts’
{Ps. 46.8). Note, however, also OooBafnvt
*12210R [tasoiva'veini:] ‘you (ms) surround me’
(Ps. 32.7), where it is unlikely to be historical.
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There is sometimes no vowel where the shewa
is silent in the Tiberian reading tradition, e.g.,
in the middle of a word after a short vowel, as
in Bepowve (Tiberian 12872 [birsoino:]) ‘in his
favor' {Ps. 30.6), and after a long vowel, as in
tapvov (Tiberian 30V [toimnu:]) ‘they have
hidden® (Ps. 31.5), aooaupyt (Tiberian D™nn
[haJ[o:mrizm]) ‘those (m) who keep’ (Ps. 31.7),
but note ofefal *2"R [forj'valj] ‘my enemies’
(Ps. 18.38). A vowel is omitted, however, also
in some cases where Tiberian has a vocalic
shewa, such as at the beginning of a word:
potoy, {Tiberian 7MW [mafirheryo:]) ‘your (ms)
anointed’ (Ps. 89.39), ounn "NAY [samerher]
‘those (m) who rejoice in’ (Ps. 35.26). This is
more characteristic of Old Babylonian pro-
nunciation and, indeed, some transcriptions
reflect the insertion of an epenthetic vowel, as
is found in Qld Babylonian, e.g., ikepsov (Tibe-
rian 187" [yiqra'su:]) ‘let {my haters not) wink’
{Ps. 35.19), 1un (imé < iymé < ymé) (Tiberian
" [ya'mer]) ‘days’ (Ps. 89.46).

A short o sometimes occurs in verbs where
Tiberian has shewa, e.g., 1epgorov (Tiberian 1587
fvippaluz]) ‘they (m) fall’ (Ps. 18.39), tecoopnvt
(Tiberian ";jl_lglfl [tissaremir]) ‘you (ms) preserve
me’ {Ps. 32.7). This may reflect the retention of
the original stem vowel, as in Babylonian. The
Hexapla has o where Tiberian has shewa else-
where when in contact labials, e.g., ovBopmcafp
(Tiberian aWinNa1 [Puvmorfaiv]) ‘and in the seat’
(Ps. 107.32), poooroe (Tiberian WA [mafaviver))
‘making resemble’ (Ps. 18.34), which has proba-
bly arisen due to assimilation (Brenno 1943:321;
Kutscher 1979:501).

Qccasionally a vowel is written where Tibe-
rian has silent shewa, e.g., epopod (Tiberian
AR [Pimraf]) ‘the word of (Ps. 18.31),
epi1d (Tiberian TPHR {2afqi:d]) T will entrust’
(Ps. 31.6).

The Latin transcriptions of Jerome ({ca.
347-420 C.E.) likewise exhibit some features
that are more characteristic of Babylonian than
Tiberian pronunciation. It is often the case,
for example, that no vowel is marked at the
beginning of words where Tiberian has vocalic
shewa, e.g., drusa (Tiberian "7 [darurfa:))
‘Sought out (fs)’ (Isa. 62.12), sgolla {Tiberian
n}ggg [sayull>:]) ‘treasured possession’ (Mal.
3.17). Epenthetic vowels are inserted as in Bab-
ylonian due to the lack of a vowel in the middle
of a word where Tiberian has vocalic shewa,
e.g., masarfoth (cf. Babylonian nis v masirfoe,
but Tiberian ni9wn [misrafo:d]} ‘burnings’

{Jer. 34.5). The transcription fezbuleni (Tibe-
rian "33 [yizbalemniz]} ‘(my husband) will
exalt me’ (Gen. 30.20) reflects the preservation
of the original rounded stem vowel of the prefix
conjugation, as is found in Babylonian. Jerome’s
transcriptions also have ¢ or ¢ where Tiberian
has a vocalic shewa, e.g., cherethim (Tiberian
o2 [karerBizm]) ‘Cherethites’ (Ezek. 25.16),
gebul (Tiberian %333 [gavuzl]) ‘border’ (Obad.
7), carioth (Tiberian niMp [qarijjo:B]) ‘Keri-
oth’® {Jer. 48.24), saba (Tiberitan RQY [fa'va:])
‘Sheba’ {Gen. 10.28). In most cases the a vowel
occurs where there is a historical 4, so this may
reflect the conservation of the original vowel.
Occasionally a form has a vowel where there
is a silent shewa in Tiberian. In some cases this
preserves an original vowel that has been elided
in the medieval reading traditions, e.g., rmalache
(Tiberian *2%1 [malye:]) *kings of’. This should
be contrasted with forms such as mdleks ‘kings
of’ in the modern Samaritan tradition, in which
the medial vowel is a lengthened epenthetic
rather than the original vowel (Ben-Hayyim
and Tal 2000:55).

In Greek transcriptions in the Septuagint a
variety of vowels occur where Tiberian has
vocalic shewa and there are some variations
in the manuscripts (Kdnnecke 1885; Sperber
1937; Lisowsky 1940). An omicron is found in
names such as Zodopa (Tiberian DI [sadoim])
*Sodom’, Topoppe. (Tiberian NMAY [famorrot])
‘Gomorrah’, Powf (Tiberian 2in7 [rohorv])
‘Rehob’, and FodoAiog (Tiberian 3773 [gadalyo:-
hu]) ‘Gedaliah’. In these forms the omicron is
followed by another vowel of the quality of o
and it is likely that it has acquired the quality
by assimilation to the following vowel. As we
have seen already in the Dead Sea Scrolls, this
assimilation takes place across the boundary
of various consonants, not just gutturals, as
is described in the medieval sources. There
are some differences in the manuscripts in this
respect, in that some manuscripts exhibit the
assimilation while others do not, e.g., ZoAopwev/
Zahopav (Tiberian %Y [falormor]) ‘Solomon’
(Lisowsky 1940:126).

Elsewhere the vowel corresponding to Tibe-
rian vocalic shewa is generally either o or .
Examples with o: NoBoviag (Tiberian 17303
[naBany2:]) “Nethaniah’, Zoxopiog (Tibe-
rian AN [zayarjor]) “Zechariah’, Zopouog
(Tiberian mwnNW  [famaSj])  ‘Shemaiah’,
and T'epopog (Tiberian N3 [gamaryo:])
‘Gemariah’. ZafovAwv (Tiberian 1521 [zabuz-
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luin]) “Zebulun’, Payouni (Tiberian '7839'!
[rufw?erl]) Reuel’, Movomp (Tiberian DOIR
[manatheim]) ‘Menahem’, Movacon (Tiberian
WIn [manaffe:]) ‘Manasseh’, Xovoav (Tibe-
rian W13 [kana:ifan]) ‘Canaan’, Mayeddw/
Maoyedew (Tiberian 1731 [mayiddo:]) ‘Megiddo’,
BovaiPoxor (Tiberian pia™a [bane:-varaiq])
‘Beneberak’, Ackohwv (Tiberian  jipwn
[?zfqaloin]) ‘Ashkelon’. Examples with e:
®epelotog (Tiberian 179 [parizzit]) Perizzite’,
Lefovaciog (Tiberian 932" [javuisit]} ‘Jebusite’,
Kevel, (Tiberian 137 [gana:z]} ‘Kenaz’, Bewp
(Tiberian 71P3 [bofor]) ‘Beor’, Meyeddw (Tibe-
rian {737 [mayiddo:]) ‘Megiddo’, IeBet (Tibe-
rian NN? [yaBe:0]) ‘Jetheth’, peyovod (Tiberian
misan [mayoino:B)]) ‘stands, bases’ (x Kgs 7.20:
na~nn [hammayo:nor]). This evidently reflects
a reduction of the original vowel towards a
quality similar to that of the Palestinian and
Sephardic shewa, which probably involved a
degree of centralization. In some cases there are
variants, e.g., Moyeddn / Meyeddw ‘Megiddo’,
one, presumably, preserving the original vowel
and the other exhibiting reduction. A similar
phencmenon is found in the Greek transcrip-
tions of Aramaic, e.g., ZaPiveg / Zefivag <
*zabind (Kaufman 1984:90).

Where the Tiberian Masoretic Text has
shewa before a laryngeal, both are generally
elided, e.g., ITmoxag (Tibertan MR [johor?or-
hoiz]) ‘Jehoahaz’, leveBav (Tiberian jnaim
[johoinoiBoin]} ‘Jonathan’, Ilwpoy (Tiberian
D [yohotroim]) ‘Jehoram’, PouPnv (Tibe-
rian 13387 [ru?uivern]) ‘Reuben’, Tovdag (Tibe-
rian ATN? [yuhu:do:]) ‘Judab’.

In several cases transcriptions in the Septua-
gint have a vowel where Tiberian have silent
shewa (Bergstrdsser 1918:1 120, 135). This is
predominantly in an open syllable before the
stress, e.g., Mondofo (Tiberian R2T1 [merdvar])
‘Medeba’, Zapento (Tiberian nony [sorrfa:B])
‘Zarephath’, Axxapav (Tiberian 1Y [‘eqroin])
‘Ekron’, Eexwog (Tiberian mpn [hizgiyyo:])
‘Hezekiah’, Tepepiog (Tiberian 737 [yirmiya:])
‘Jeremiah’.

Many of the proper names that are tran-
scribed into syllabic cuneiform in Akkadian
sources datable to the rst millennium B.C.E.
have shewa in their corresponding Tiberian
forms (for details of sources = Trangcriptions
into Cuneiform). When these transcriptions
have a vowel where Tiberian has shewa, it
appears that this is generally an original histori-
cal short vowel.

Many cuneiform transcriptions have an g
vowel where Tiberian has a vocalic shewa. It is
regularly found, for example, in the first syllable
of suffix conjugation verbal forms in theophoric
names, which had the original pattern gatal,
e.g., na-tan-ya-w (Tiberian %70} [naBanyor-
hu:i]} “‘Nethaniah’, za-kar-ya-a-ma (Tiberian
Mot [zayarjo:]) ‘Zechariah’, sq-me-e-yd-a-u
(Tiberian 3wRYW [famafjothu:]) ‘Shemaiah’,
ga-mar-ya-g-ma (Tiberian A™MP3 [gamaryoi])
‘Gemariah’. The names in cuneiform preserve
the original vowel 4 in the initial divine element
i [johot], e.g., ya-#-ha-zi (Tiberian T
lichor?athaiz])  ‘Jehoahaz’, ya-hu-ti-na-ta-nu
(Tiberian D)W [johomo:Bomn]) ‘Jonathan’,
ya-pu-ti-ra-am (Tiberian D [yohotroim])
‘Jehoram’. Note also ba-na-a-a-bar-qa {Tibe-
rian P72 "33 [bane: vara:q]) ‘Beneberak’, where
the 2 vowel is historical {cf. 0*)3 [boiniim]
‘sons’). The vowel a is found also in other
forms, e.g., ma-ga-du-uima-gi-du-» (Tiberian
130 maviddo:]) ‘Megiddo’, ya-u-difya-u-du
(Tiberian N7 {juhu:dot]) ‘Judal’, is-ga-lu-na
{Tiberian ]15?1{71‘5 [?ajgalo:n]) “‘Ashkelon’, al-ta-
gu-u (Tiberian np@‘;z} [Peltager]) ‘Elteke’.

Occasionally the cuneiform transcriptions
have a high vowel where Tiberian has vocalic
shewa. A rounded # occurs occasionally adja-
cent to labials and another #, probably hav-
ing arisen due to assimilation to the phonetic
environment, e.g., gab-bu-ti-nuy (Tiberian
1in23 [gibbaBoin}) ‘Gibbethon’, $u-bu-nu-ya-
a-ma (Tiberian 772V [Javanjs:]) ‘Shebaniah’.
The high vowels £, e, and « are found in the
prefix of pfel participles, e.g., mi-na-bi-mil
me-ni-pi-im-mefmi-ni-pi-im-me (Tiberian 03D
[manatheim]) ‘Menahemy’, mi-na-si-ime-na-
se-e/mu-na-se-e, but also ma-na-si-¢ (Tiberian
NYIR [manaffe:]) ‘Manasseh’. It is possible
that the Hebrew piel participle originally had
a high front vowel i in its prefix. This appears
to have been the original quality of the vowel
of the prefixes of the prefix conjugation of the
piel (Steiner 1980). The u and the 2 in the vari-
ant transcriptions would, therefore, be due to
assimilation, in the case of # to a preceding labial
and in the case of 2 to the following vowel.

Some transcriptions have a vowel in the mid-
dle of a word where Tiberian has a silent shewa,
e.g., pa-za-qi-a-#i (Tiberian W {hizgiyyo:-
hur]) ‘Hezekial’, am-gar-ru-na (Tiberian 11py
[eqroin]) ‘Ekron’, $d-ma-ab-si-nu (Tiberian
WY [[imSo:n]) ‘Simeon’, sg-me-ri-nalsa-mir-i-
na (Tiberian {192 [Joimro:n]) ‘Samaria’.
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There is a close correspondence between the
vowels and syllable structure represented by the
cuneiform transcriptions and those reflected by
the Greek transcriptions in the Septuagint. The
cuneiform transcriptions, however, are more
conservative in their preservation of the origi-
nal a2 vowel before laryngeals. As indicated,
the high vowels in the prefix of the participle
forms mi-na-bi-mi (DDA [manatheim]), mi-
na-si-ifmu-na-se-e (MY [manaffe:]) may be
more conservative than the g vowels in related
transcriptions in the Septuagint, e.g., Movom/
Mavaaan).
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Shewa: Modern Hebrew

1. ORTHOGRAPHIC SHEWA

R fva ‘shewa’ is the name given to the
Hebrew vowel that is denoted orthographi-
cally by two points arranged in a vertical line
under a consonant as exemplified here under
the Hebrew letter sammekh: Q. The vowel shewa
stands for either no vocalic sound (known as
N3 BNWW Sva nax ‘quiescent [lit. ‘resting’] shewa’)
or a short epenthetic vowel. In words like A0
sagart ‘you (fs) closed’ there are two shewas
at the end of the word: under the penultimate
letter res (1) and under the final letter tav (R).
In both cases the shewas indicate that no vowel
is present after the relevant segment—there is
no vawel following ref and no vowel following
tav. 'The final sequence 7t is a true cluster and is
realized as such, i.e., with no intervening vowel
between the two final consonants.

However, when the shewa appears under
word initial clusters, as in words like D’;lt??
klavim *dogs,’ it is treated differently, In Bibli-
cal and Tiberian Hebrew the shewa indicated
the presence of a transitional vowel, a short,
unstressed epenthetic vowel. This type of shewa
is known as P3 8WW $va #a° ‘mobile shewa’.
Word-initial consonantal clusters were prohib-

ited and therefore all word-initial onset clusters
were separated by a transitional shewa, with
the exception of the shewa in the word omw
$tayim ‘two’ (— Shewa: Pre-Modern Hebrew).

In Modern Hebrew these transitional vowels
receive ambiguous treatment. Some of them
became the Modern Hebrew vowel e, as in
verbal forms like 127N medaber ‘speaksftalks
(ms)’ and O7WnN mesalem ‘pays (m), whereas
others indicate no vowel, as in the word 0v2%2
klavim ‘dogs’, which is realized as [klavim].
Whether the shewa remains a zero vowel or
becomes the vowel ¢ is determined by the
nature of the cluster. If the cluster is a permitted
cluster in Modern Hebrew, the shewa will indi-
cate no vowel. If the cluster is an illicit cluster,
then the vowel e is epenthesized to break up the
offending cluster {see Kreitman zo08 for a list
of permissible and impermissible clusters; also
~ Epenthesis: Modern Hebrew). Since Modern
Hebrew tolerates word-initial onset clusters,
many forms which were not tolerated in Bibli-
cal Hebrew and required a transitional shewa,
are perfectly acceptable in Modern Hebrew and
are realized as consonantal clusters.

2. PHONETIC SHEWAS

Phonetically, shewa is the most neutral vowel
in articulatory terms. During the production
of a shewa the active articulators, namely the
tongue and the lips, are in their most neu-
tral position. There is no tenseness in the
tongue and the lips are slightly and effortlessly
spread. Acoustically, the formant structure of
a shewa is: First formant (F1) at scoHz, Fz
is 1500Hz and F3 is 2500Hz (= Phonetics of
Modern Hebrew: Acoustic for the definitions
of a ‘formant’). The shewa is located in the
middle of the vowe! space, as can be seen in
Figure 1, where the vowel shewa is circled.

VOWELS
Front
Gosei y‘-—
1Y
Closemid € % @
shewa
* Open-mid E W —
&
Open

Figure 1. The vowel space

SHEWA: THE TERM SCHWA IN MODERN LINGUISTICS 555§

In Modern Hebrew phonetic shewas exist
in speech but are not always related to ortho-
graphic shewas. They often occur as neutralized
versions of unstressed vowels. These phonetic
shewas are not marked orthographically and
they are not phonemic in Modern Hebrew.
That is, they do occur as an allophone of
unstressed, neutralized vowels in casual speech.
For‘example, in words like "2 kelim ‘tools,
vessels, instruments’ or D713 gdalim ‘sizes,
measurements’, the first unstressed syllables
ke and gda respectively, can be realized with
a phonetic shewa rather than a full vowel e or
a. This shewa is an allophonic shewa which is
a variation of a nentralized vowel and not a
phonemic one. There is no difference between
pronouncing the words kelim or gdalim with
a neutralized vowel realized as shewa as in
[kalim], [gdelim] or with a fully pronounced
vowel ¢ or 4 as in [kelim] or [gdalim]. Often the
choice between pronunciation of a full vowel
or a more neutralized realization depends on
rate of speech or other factors, such as dialect,
accent, etc. For more on shewa in Modern
Hebrew see Bolozky (2007).
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Shewa: The Term schwa in Modern
Linguistics

In modern general linguistics the term schwa is
used in a number of distinct senses {(Van Qost-
endorp 1998; Silverman zo11). In the scholarly
literature it is usually spelled according to the
German orthography, although shva, sheva,
and shewa are also found.

Broadly speaking, the term has two different
meanings in modern general linguistics. Most
commonly schwa refers to a vowel of a certain
‘neutral’ acoustic quality, e.g., the vowel in the
second syllable of the English word model. The
other meaning is a vowel which alternates

with zero; an example is the second vowel in
the Hindi word dewar ‘brother in law’, which
does not show up in the related word dewrani
‘brother in law’s wife’, (Ohala 1999). This
second use of the term has given rise to a {folk)
etymology of the word, which derives it from
the Sanskrit suarabbakti ‘epenthesis’ (from San-
skrit svara ‘vowel’ and bhakti ‘divide’).

In neither of its two main meanings does
schiwa denote an unambiguously specific vowel.
Thus, while the International Phonetic Associa-
tion IPA has assigned the symbol /o/ to schwa
in its International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA
1999; the term schwa is “‘anofficial’, since sym-
bols do not have official names in IPA, only
phonetic descriptions), Pullum and Ladusaw
{1996:48) note that this symbol is used “for a
range of distinguishable non-peripheral vowels
for which other symbols could also be used”
and that “there is a wide range of variation in
the articulatory descriptions given to Schwa by
American phoneticians”, This is so probably
because schwa is realized without an indepen-
dent constriction in the mouth {(Browman and
Goldstein 1992).

The second meaning, too, can be refined in
several ways. The fact that a vowe! alternates
with zero in a given language may be due to
at least two different historical processes, dele-
tion and epenthests. The Hindi example given
above is probably an example of the latter; an
example of the former may be found in {variet-
ies of) French, where petit can be pronounced
with a neutral vowel in the first syllable, or with
no vowel there at all {[pti]; Eychenne 2006).

The reason why the two interpretations of
the term are easily confused is that in many lan-
guages they converge. The neutral vowel can be
easily epenthesized or deleted, and conversely,
if a language deletes or epenthesizes a vowel,
it is very often the neutral vowel. However,
it is not always the case that neutral vowels
and deletion go together; thus Bolozky (zoo5)
identifies 2 ‘new’ schwa in Modern Hebrew,
which alternates with zero but has a low front
articulation [g], while the literature on French
has a tradition of recognizing a ‘stable’ schwa,
which has a quality similar to [], but does not
alternate (e.g., Morin 1978).
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THE SYLLABIC NATURE OF TIBERIAN HEBREW VOCALIZATION

GEOFFREY KHAN

£

Univérsity of Cambridge

In a number of previ.ff(x)us publications I have presented evidence in support of the
view that voealic §3wa and the hdtap vowel sfgns of the Standard "iberfan
vocalization le'Biblica.l Pfébrew:‘re'presénted vowels that had the same quantity as
short vowels in closed syllablés, which were represented by one of the principle
vowels signs.". The quality of vocalic Jowa was generally the same as that of patah.
Before a guttural, however, vocalic Sowa was realized with the same quality as the
vowel following the guttural and before consonantal yod vocalic owa was
pronounced with the quality of hireq.? The vocalic owa in a word such as 378
would, therefore, have been read with the same quantity and quality as the patah
in the closed syllable that follows it. Likewise the hatap patah in '['??QT! would have
been read with the same quantity and quality as the patah in ‘[’_DTJN

In this paper I shall examine the implications of this phenomenon for the
typological classification of Tiberian Hebrew vocalization as a means of graphical
representation.

The fact that vowel segments of the same quality and quantity are represented
by different signs in different syllabic contexts implies that the Tiberian vocalization
did not represent vowels as independent segments. A segmental system of graphical
representation would have used one sign for one vowel segment irrespective of the
syllabic context. Tiberian vocalization was a system based on syllables not one based
on vowel segments.

According to E. Pulgram® the syllables of a language are defined by phonotactic
rules. The basic principle is that a sequence of consonant and vowel segments has
the status of a syllable only if the onset of the sequence can stand in word-initial

1 G.Khan, "Vowel length and syllable structure in the Tiberian tradition of Biblical Hebrew’,
Journal of Semitic Studies XX XTI (1987), 37-39; “The function of the fowa sign in vocalized
Judaco- Arabic texts from the Genizah’ (to appear in the Proceedings of the 3rd Conference
of the International Society for Judaeo-Arabic Studies)., 4

2 For the quality of vocalic Jawa in the medieval Tiberian reading tradition see S. Morag, The
Hebrew language tradition of the Yemenite Jews, Jerusalem, 1963, 160-166.

3 Syllable, word, nexus, cursus, The Hague-Paris, 1970, 40ff.
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positionTand the coda (i.e. closure) can'stand'in'word final pésitiort. iThete sis-no
structural reason why it cannot stand by itself as a word. In the medieval Tiberian
reading tradition of Biblical.Hebrew a short vowel could not stand _jn word-final
position. It follows that-the-sequence consonant + short (CV) ¥owel did not have
the,status-of a syllable. Oniy'consonants and long-vowels could"Sccur irrwordtfinal
position and-so only thigse could constitute perriissible codas of-syllgbles~ The,
sequence €V-peeprred in word-initial positiorn: It, could, - therefore, form the onset
of a syllable4 This allowed it to,be attached fo,the, beginning of.a-sequégce which
had a permjssible ,coda.and so had the status of a_ syllablg, vizaCV.+CVC or
CV+CV. The sequences, CVCVC.and EVCV, therefore; were single syllables. In
the Tiberian vocalization system, the. principle. vowe] signs wére used to represent
onlyth¢ nuclear, vowels, of what!may be.-called, principle. syllabic sequencés, d.e»
sequences that could stand:alone as syllables, not vowels;.of sequences ‘that weré
dependent on the princjple sequences: .. ¢ T -

It shqu]d'be npted- that jn, the Tiberian masoretico-grammatical itEramife a
consonant with a vocalic Sowa .or a hatap vowel was:notzconsidered: to form, a
syllable. Such sequences were sgid to be-bound-to the following consonant- Thus the
word DD was considered to have heen-composed of two syllables: tis-pariis* The
treatise Hidaygt al-qdari notes that, the, -syllablesr thys- formed <have dlie- status of
‘Words', i.e. tbey, can stand independeptly: DD 2ON DORIN RIS WiINIRDY 1)
DORLTTRON MR P2 135D SD.ORS MR TIIDN DIDSDND o D9 TR
D% ‘one ofts [ = the Jowa’s] features is thdt ip divides_ the words into-{units with]
thessfatus of,words-. T UNLTIIDIN DDIBDBNT. seackiof these woids'is
equivalent to three words’.? These maSpretico-graminatical tekts; or at.least their
sources, were-composediaround the close of the:period in which the Tiberian
masoretgs wete agtive. P T e : < )

.1 The, dichotomy of ¢ principle sequence, and dependentrsequence.<Should be
distinguished, from' that of phonological -and mon;phbnoiogical— syllables that'I
presented irf an earlier article.’ The former relates to,thé phonotactics of physi¢ally
perceptible phonetic segments. The latier.relates to more abstract-units that can.be

[ER R t ™ - " v T

P
DL i - SO R v

4 CILK. ,I_;evyf,‘.lZur pasoretischen Grammatik, Stuttgart, 1§§§, p. RIf (the; Arabjc term used for,
syllablé 'is magia®), and also other masoretico-grammatical sources cited by I. Eldar, The
Hebrew language tradition-of medieval Ashkenaz, vol. 1, Jerusalem, 1978, 185-7 and 1. Yeivin,
migibials b mialily | "HP':)D WITTPI0 DIVRDE, in M. Bar-Asher et al. (eds.), Hebrew language
studies presenigd to Professor Zeev Ben-Hayyim, Jerusalem, 1983, 298-299.

5  Hidayat al-qari; short version, ed. 1. Eldar, Lé&Sorénu LI (1986-87), 14, - -
6 Journal of Semitic Smdies XX X1, 23-82. </ « - Lo "
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extrapolated from the distribution of vowel lengthrand stress. The word 1'13'_1"13, for
instance, consists of two phonological syllables (marked in roman) and two
non-phonological syllables (marked in italics): fz-dab-ba-rii. The word IP? consist
of twa. phonblogical, syllables and one non-phonological- syllable: ya- “am-du.
Segolates such as D7) consist of one phonological syllable.and one non-phonological
syllable: ke-rem. The word 731 has two phonological syllables' "and one
non-phonological syllable: way-yé-ebk. The, phonological syllable had’a canonical
quantity.of two morae (CVE or CVV), whereas noh-phonological syllables were not
of a fiked qtiantity. They'could have onemora (ta-dab-ba-ri, ya: ‘a-1g), two morae
(ya-fam-dn) and even three morae (way‘yg-ebk). Stress rules treated phonological
syllables differently from non-phonological syllables even if they were of the same
quantity on the phonetic level. The second syllable of a form such as 'ﬂpl} M for
instance, 4s'not taken into account by the Yules governing nosiga {retraction of the
accent) whereas these rules do take into account thessecond syllablé-of a word stich
as IR7]. In most Hebrew word forms in Tiberian Hebtew stress fell:'on the final
syllablé but in segolates the stress remained on the penultima.’

In Practice phonological syllables always coincide with what we have'referred
to abiove as principle:sequences and the ton-phohological’ syllables nearly always
coincide with dependent sequénces Since, however, theres ate 'a few cases of
non-phondlogical Eyllables thatHdve. thé: ‘phonotactic status of principle sequences
(e:8. in the form ya-a-dii and thefinal syllable ofsegolates: keve) a distinciion
in terminology reflecting the.two different levels of fanalysis is necessary. ;The fact
that CVC canvbe either a phéiidldgical or & fion-phondlogical syllable’ demonstrates
thatthe dichotomy between .the two types does not crucially relate’to the physical
structure of the.syllable but rather it concerns the sensitivity of a sequence to the
rule of the canonical syllable quantity and to stress placement. Thedichotomy
betwéen dependent and principle sequence, on the btherirand, relares’solely to the
physical strictyre of syllablesias determined by phonotactic:rules.-For the sake of
clarity, therefore, we shall henceforthe refer iovsyllables that-are défined by the
criterion, of phonotactic rules as ‘physical. syllables’. A physical ‘syllable: +dlways
contains a principle sequence. To the onset of this principle sequence a dependent
sequence may be attached. A dependent sequence has a toda that is not permissible
in word final position and so édnnot constitute a ﬁﬁysichl syllable by ftself! " '

o 3 1Y

7 CI. Khan, Journal of Semitic Studies XX XII, 42-43.
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The principle vowel.signs of the Tiberian vocalization.system, therefofe, mark
the vowel of*the principle sequence of, physical “syllables.* ;For-purposesiof the.
graphical-representation of the vowels words were divided into syllables 4nd-not
segments. This would be in conformity with a common tendency in the dévelopment
of graphical systems for the-representation of language, viz. a-stage .in.which
segments are not treated independently of the syllable-precedes a stage, if any such
develops, in:which.segments are represented.ifidependently of the syllable.’+In
contrast to' the-‘Iiberiam. Hebrew system ‘of vocalization .the Arabic systéth of
vocalizatibn:from its-earliest period:of.developiment, marked: all-vowels, both Jong
and-short in both openrarid.closed syllables. This.does not fiecessarily mean-that
Arabic vocalization -marked vowel :segments- without taking. dccount of syllable
structure: In Arabic a shorfuyowel can occur at the end.of, atword and;sos.can
constitute the codg of a syllable, €pnsequently the sequence CV in Arabic, unlike
in Tiberian Heprew, formed an independent syllable and all short vowels formed
the nucleus of a fulkphysical syllable.” bow s b

In the Standard Tiberian vocalization system the short vowels.of the dependent
sequence CV are marked eitherrby, a $owa sign of. by ahatapsign. .

The Hebrew term $owa is likely torbe related-to the-Syriac term fowayyd, which
denoted an-accent, sign, consisting «of .two*dotsrarranged on-a.vertical iplane, one
being ,placed above.the other™ The Syriac accent Jowayya.had the function of
marking the end of a syntactic unit: ’ Wi g® mome e

a = * - N " ¥ - ., 1 . by

i Poxoart
8 "It is worth® noting that certain transcnpt:ons of chrcw made in the first mlllcnnmm A D
represent-graphically th8 véwel dcleds of only phoholdgital syliables. Origen, fot instance]
in his Gregk, transcription™of Hebrew represented neithier vocalic fawa nor the vowél gf, the
sccond’*syllablc of segolates, The vowel of.the, final syllable of segolates is often left
unrepresentcd also in the Laiin transcnptmns of Jerom;t, ¢f. M. L. Margolls, “The
+  pronhicistion of the Fawa dbcdrdity to few Hexaplaric matérial’, American Journal of Sehitié
n Languagds and Literatures XXVF° (1909-10);* 62-70; “Ei : Brannoj Studlien tiber hebriisché
Morphologie und Vokalismus, Leipzig, 1943,,125ff,; J. Blay,,"Hegbrew stress shifts, prgtopic
lengthening, and segolization: possible cases of Aramalc “interference in Hebrew syllable
structure’, Israel Oriental Studies VIIL (1978), 102-103. Likewise in the Latin transcriptions of
Hebrew in the tenth-century Ripoll manuscript no. 74 the‘vowel of the final syllable of
segolates is not represented, e.g. Charm = D72, Zambr = WY; cf. J. M. Millas Vallicrosa, *Un
antiguo glossario Hispanohebraica con transcrlpCloncs prcT:PcrlcﬂSé“S: Sefarad XXI (1961)
224, ¥ .t [

9 Cf. I Gelb, A Study of writing, Chicago, 1965. -1
10 1Considerations of syllable structure father than.the nature of the vowel:ségment may have

conditioned the development of also thé Syriac vocalization system. Furthér investigation of
~ the nature of.'reduced’ vowels in opcn.syllables is required beforg this can be clarified.

R

11 Cf. W. Bacher, Die Anféinge der hebrdischen Grammatik, Leipizig,.1895, 18.3.
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‘A. Dotan has argued-that-the Hebrew Sowa ‘was related to the Syriac Sowayy
not only.in name. and grapHical 'form but also in function, in that the Jowa also
marked boundaries,:in this case the boundaries of syllables.? ‘This would
correspond to the .interpretation ‘of the~fowa sign that.is found din the
masoretico-grammatical sources. According to these ‘texts the vocatic fowa bound
a-letter.to the.following-letter and the® quiescent:fowa bound. the letter to. the
preceding letter. Thus it occurred at.either the onset or the closure of a syllable.”

The masoretico-grammatical texts that.present this analysis were written around
the.end-of the Masoretic period: Their statéments:concerning the function of-the
fowa sign may have been no more'than an’interpretation-of a existing system of
vocalization signs. They:do not fecessarily cast light ofithe original function of'the
fowa sign- when it was first used.insthe formative stage of the Tiberian system.
There is,mortover,:a difficulty with the hypothesis that the Sowd sign was added to
mark-syllable boundaries. If this was its original function why was it not marked at
all syllable boundaries, i.e. on every consonaht'.irréspectivetof whether it was
marked with a xowelsign of not?. L w - ' .

It is easier to take:the view that the Sowa sign was related to the Syriac fowayyo
only in form and that.one should not seek a connection between‘the function of the
two signsyIn the Standard-Tiberian tradition fowa is marked at'the end of amword
only onithe letters kap and tiw-and on letters that form a: cluster with a-pieceding
consonant. In Palestinian-Tiberian vocalization/ however, $owa is also marked on
final “ayn, het and waw. The function of the sign on these letters was to signal to
the reader that the letters were to. be pronounced with their correct consonamal
value These consonanfs were evi ently considered, to be partici Iary ,s“pscep‘;lble of
being incorrectly pronounced. In this.case, therefore, the primary p'urpose of the
Sowa seemts‘to’ have been to efisure fhat a consonéqt was not left’ uﬁbronounced
rat] herithan to marfc & syllabfe, bqundary One, may mterpret this as one of those
features of Palesumamleenan wotalization that “constitute a developmesit of

- . ¢ , o . .
features present in the Standard-Tiberian system.” :
I »
te it ¥ . L Y
< & ok “ t . !

T ¥ 7 &

fJ "

12 A.Dotan, "'139"[ ZaR =t ';w WMRNND RN S o, Le.i‘onérm XIX (1953-54), 13-30.
13 For references see n.4 above. " v

-
Iy

¢
+This system has been given variouns-other names: These include ‘Ben-Naptali’,“Pseudo-Ben
wNaptaIi’ “Fuller Palestinian’, Palestinian’ ahd ‘Expanded Tiberian’. ~o .+

For this géndtal tendency see I: ¥divin, Hebrew laitgllige studies pre.vemed‘to‘?’rofessor Zeev
Ben-Hayyim, Jerusalem, 1983; 293-307. -

-
W
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The original. function of the:Jowa sigh. of-the.Standard Tiberian tradition,
therefore, could have been to indicate.tHatra:xconsonant without a.vowelsign should
not.be left* unpronounced*- This is clear in the: contrast-béfweeh forms.such,
W, PUYY W, T7)2id which'the finiT consonant is pronounced, and forms such
as RO, R, K171, ingwhich the lep 3 6ftunprondimeed. A developmedt ofithis
function of ¥awa is-fbund. in some, medieval manuscripts,.whereby. the owa-sign.is
placed nnder-all letters without vocalizations In such mafinsZript§ a fowalis.placed
under a mater, lectionis, that hasno vowel sign. This feature 15f6unid Tost freqGefitly
with mater lectionis “aleg. It is attested.ih some Bible manuscripts from.the ‘Caifo
Genizah with an otherwise ,predominantly.;Tiberian- dfype of vochlization, ‘e.g:
ﬁH-D_B'??Q (T-8 A22.54 jm;x’;f;, Gent2:2), It has.alsb been recorded in Genizah Bible
main:tscr-ipts *swith, a,Palestinian-Tiberian® types* of: vdcalization” and in. several
manuscripts of European provenance containing post-Biblical Hebréew texts, the
vocalization.of thany.of which is reldted to the Palestiniap:Tibériantype,e.g. TR 5,
DOWRT, RSH, DIROH, TS, 1¥ID.P:In some manuscripts’.of -European
p);ovenance. the, mater lectionis,has hatap patgh instead of Sawga, e WRDE R
"NR3,” The vowel sign is sometimes, placedon.the mater, Iéctionis, in which.case
the preceding ‘consonant is.marked withSowa, exg-JR3.3 This is found-inthe case
of Sureq, which is always written within mater lectionis waw, e.g. in Bible manudcripts
from the Cairo Genizah: 1377 (T-§ A22.58 - 131", Gen. 7:18); in Mishnaic
Hebrew fexts: 2w, T'TDN n Altematlvely, when the mater ter lectionis has a vowel

Tty Fi3

51511,“ gl;le prqcpdmg cbnsonani is some;unes also ma.rlggd wlth a vowel sign, e.g.

N3, ]NS;"! 2. = o v ey
- AR VL. B QP w3y d o
T TR H afe i S
16 Cf. S. Morag, The vocalization systems of Arapic, Hebrew; gitd Aramaic;’S Gravenhage; 1972,
29. et Fa¥ o & 4
17 Cf Revell, ‘A gew subsystem of :Tibero;Pg}ggtinian" pointing’, 92 n.5. ¥

18 * 1. Eldar,-LéSonénu XX XIX, 195, The Hebrew language tradition’ of mediéval’Ashkenaz, 68-69;
uw  MvrBar-Asher, The Vaditioff of Mishnaic Helirew in‘the communities of Italy [accor‘ding-.re MS
i Paris 328+329],"Jerusalerd, 1980, 984 ~ A 1 “r
1Y Eldar, The Hebrew langiage {radrapn in medze\’al Ashkenaz"’ 69; also M ﬁexL-Ane, L#¥cnénu
X XIX, (1964-655, 3. *+ ™°
20 _ Bar-Asher, The, rmdmon of quhnalc Hebrely, . .ﬂ
ySharvit, Bar ,H‘an Ammai JLa - c1F 3 . - W on
22 »Eldar, LéYonénu XXXIX 195; Bar=Asher,iThe tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew, 48:sThese. three
-gtypes of double yocalization of vowels marked by matrés-lectiofiis are klso found in medieval
1 Judaeo; Arabig texgs thitare vgcahzcd with Tiberian yowel signs, se¢ G. Khan, “The.function

©f the, A‘ewa sign in vpcalized Judaeos;Arabic texts from*thé Genizah’ {to appedr in the
Proceedings of, the 3rd-Conferencepf-the, Intermational Society for Judaco: Arabic Studies).

] > 1 + [
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It was noted above that one of the characteristic features of Palestinian-Tiberian
manuscripts is the marking of Sowa on'final het, ‘ayn and waw. Some Biblical
manuscripts with this type of vocalization sporadically mark $owa at the end-of a
word also on other consonants, e.g. JTS ENA2640f, 11: 5313 (PsT1:4 = 53"'[3)
YR (Ps. 10:18)*® JTS. 522 ff. 14-15: W (Is. “20: 6) 2 Soie non-Biblical
mamuscripts exhibit:-the tendency to place*a $owa under all consonants at the end
of a word, e.g. 37, TIR® By way of typological comparison note the vocalization
QIR (= ‘0*2I0273), which occurs in a poetic-text from:the Genizah (T-S NS
150.13). In addition to the placement-of Jswa:on-the final consonant this dlso
exhibits the ‘double’ vocalization of the matres lectionis. t

The hatap signs were introduced in certain citcumStances, mostly on guttural
lettersy as a refinement to the system of vocalization to ensure that the:fowa was
read as vocalic. ’ 1 u

In some Genizah fragments that contain® vocalization of the so-called
Palestinian-Tiberian type, the $owa Sign i$ régulary-used where Standird Tiberian
has hatap signs. The manuscripts-that exhibit this feature belong to the oldest layer
of Palestinjan-Tiberian manuscripts.3* Some of the early manuscripts with this type
of vocalization use §ewa and bare vowel signs interchangeablyswhere Standard
Tiberian uses hatap signs.”

L™

+ L3
Vocalization of the letter preceding a mater lectionis with Sawa is found in, vocahzcd Genizah
manuscnpts of Aramaic poetry; cf. Y. Yahalom and M, ‘Sokoloff; Western Jewuh )lramaic

poetry, Jerusalem, 1991, introduction. *

13 Cf. A. Diez-Macho, Manuscritos hebreos y arameos de la Bibiia, Rome, 1971, 263-94,

24 For a description of this manuscript se¢ A. Murtonen, ‘Spoken Hebrew from the tenth
century A.D.\ Abr Nafrain 11, {1961-62), 45-59.

25 Eldar, Lefonénu XX XIX, 194,

26 CI. A, Diez-Macho, *Un 'mafusérito Bebreo' pritomasbrefico ¥ nueva tedria acerca de los
llamados MSS. Ben-Naftali’, Estudios biblicos XV (1956), 194; ideni,."A new list of so-called
"Ben Naftali” manuscripts’, in . Winton Thomas and ‘W, D. McHardy {eds.), Hebrew and
Semitic studies presented to Godfrey Driver, Oxford, 1963, nos. 7 13; A, ‘Murtonen, ‘Spoken
Hebrew from, the tenth century A.D., Abr Nahrain 11T (1961-62), 55- 59; E. J. Rgvell, *A-new

subsystem of “Tibero-Palestinian” pointing’, Proceedings of the ﬁfth world congress of Jewish
studies, vol. 1V, Jernsalem, 1969, 91,

27 E.g. A. Diez-Macho, ‘A new list of so- callcd "Ben Naftali" manuscnpts nos 3apd 4, JThc
practice of marking Saws or a bare vowel sign instead of hamg sighs is “also found inf
manuscripts of European p‘rbvenance cf. IXEldar, The  Hebrewrdrlguage tradition in medievel.
Asfikenaz, 54-64, idem, !The vocalization of the Haggada in Mahzor-V'try (Ms. Sdssoon 535Y,
Legonénu XXXIX (1974-5), 196, The vocalization of many of thesg midnuscripts is reldted to

+ the Palestinian-Tibcrian traditionof. vocaliZation and-this feature ntaybe a*¢ositindation of
+the same feature thatds'found in the otd Eastern Palestinian-Tiberian mianuscripts. One must
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t Many of the features ‘of Palestinian-Tiberian vocalization that deviate from
Standard ‘Tiberiani«correspond to features found in. the various' Palestinian
vocalization systems.; Some ,of the features deviating from Standard Tibériar,
however, are indepehdent of the known Palestinian systems:A numbér of:the latter
features are,con$picuous in the later layers of Palestinian-Tiberian vocalization and
represent a more developed stage of vocalization than the Standard: Tiberian
system® . U B PR <

Since the: early .Palestinian-Tiberian: manuscripts’ in questign. exhibit lear
affinities tb, Palestinian: traditions: of vocalizatidn, the-ifse-of fowa .0r bare vowél
signs <in place of hatap:signs ifi' these manuscripts is likely to be a reflection of
Palestinian practice. Similar vocalization patterns are found in manuscripts with a
mixture of Palestiniarr and Tiberian*vowel signs. In manyzof these mamscripfs thé
Tiberian vocalizatiomrhds beensadded by a second hand: The Tiberian vocalization
of the second hiand often vocalizes'gutturals with Sowa: or with a baré vowel $igns
where Standard Tiberian has-a hatap” K

Where Standard «Fiberian has' vocalic §ewa or' hatagx signs -Palestiniar
vocalization eitherdeaves the letter without a sign or else adds a simple vowel sign.
Mamuscripts with Palestinian vocalization exhibit differences as to the frequency
with which a'vowelsigfi‘is marked o a leftef that in Standard Tiberian’ h'&'é" a fowa
or.hatap. Sofiie hdnuscripts with amotherwme AB0Agamt.ude’ of Vocalizition leave
suich létters without 4 §ign i neai'lyn all ‘ases whereas bilier mManuScripts mark them
with vowels sigits with grehter regilanify.™ The“i early PaleStinidn” "I;xbenan
mhanuscripts and the sécord Tiberiad hand of ‘thahiisdipts “Wwifil <2 fiixtiire -of
Paléstinidn #rid Tiberian sighs féflect Palestinidd pfactices tfnsferfed ifitd Tibetian
signs. The,use bf thHe $owa Sign wherg Starfdard “Ti 1beruff1 has & hatdp <oftesponds
ta’the omissjon of a sign in'thé Pdlestidifh systedi. The use of B bitdple ‘vowel Sigh

where Standard Tiberidn has.dhiataprcortesponds to'the use of a Simiplé vowel'sign
" e N : ar | - S

- - i e -ty
. - - - ‘ t

take into account, however, that the local pronunciation tradition of chrcw may have been
behind some of the vocalization patterns of the European manuscripts; cf. the remarks of
Eldar, The Hebrew langugge tradifion in medieval Ashkenaz 59- 64 H. Yalon, ‘Inyane La¥on
(1941-42), 32 and M. B‘plt Arie, Le&‘onéim X}(IX (1 l‘ 8. -

2

28 Thxs anhcs partlcularly to the expandcd use of the dagef sign ig-some Palcstmlan-’lhbcnan

b manuscnpts, cf, I Ymvm 1(:Ietnv'ew Ianguage studies presented 1g Professor Zeev Ben-Hayyim,
253-307. ' o

29 .Cf. M. Dietrich, Nepe I:al&snn!sc{: Ply:lfnerje Bibelfragmente, Leideq, 1968, Cb 3, Cb 7, Cb 10.
30 Cf. E.J. Revell, ‘Studics in the Palestinian' vocaliZation of Hebrew’;in J. W.iWevers and D.
B. Redford {eds), Essdys. on the ancient. Semitic worldy Toronto] 1970, 83-93.
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in the Palestinian system. The: marking..of the §owa sign, therefore, would
correspond directly to the absence of a vowel sign on gutturals.in the: P4lestinian
vocatization system.™ Its function was not regarded as.a marker .of syllable
boundariés since it was not used in-combination with a.simple: vowel sign in
manuscripts that used simple vowel signs om.gutturals. corresponding to a paralle]
Palestinian usage. )

The stream of tradition that crystalized in the Standard Tiberian vocalization
developed hatap signs. These were also regularly used in the later layers of
Palestinian-Tiberian vocatization. The hatap signs are most easily explained as'a
development of an earlier system that marked all CV sequences withowa. Several
pieces of evidence may be adduced to support.this hypothesis.

The marking of hatap signs on non-guttural consonants was regarded as
optional by the medieval masoreticorgrammatical sources that were.concerned with
the Standard-Tiberian tradition. According to these texts many scribers wrote fowa
rather than Aatap on these letters. The orthoepiciwork Hidayar al-qari (written in

Palestine of in'the first half of the the eleventh céntury) contains‘a passage relating
to this:® s

% w
D13 PPN TN DT Y SRR DN 1 3P ORI KT D T D7 5D KD
PRRIORAMN TR IDUR P FHPIR VD 05K AN ITRIRETR 1 RRPOR
T ANIST TR TR PRI o7 01b 15 D MON0OR I AN KR T
DDIRIRSTTT SINRER om0 NP RO AR TSN REOR YTH SR R
FROYONUIRTIOR P ROOR PET R IR TODIOOK YDA R SR RV
BT Y370 TIRIP 20 WOR.ORIOK K7 WOTINOR a5 RS m 750 v
P2 05 RITTMZSENPHR ROJRIATIDN KIIP P10 RIIRWOR 1 1R
TOTIVERIURON 13 REBR T DDA RPN I ORTD FTSBRPER FD0"
IUD.ONMW PYIOR WM ROV FOR) OIS TN TTORRD R
PINPEOR 713 PINDR R KT TR TIRENON 00K 1A W3RN
FITYT FID2IROR T 00N 7o ROR 1) 5y o3 879D TINSROR)

2 ¥ ' ’

i

+

31 Thishould be contratted with the marking of ﬁ:ibarian .i‘?::va on gutturals in many Yemenite
manuseripts that are dircei thanscriptions of manuscripts with Babylofian vocalization; cf. S.
Mdrag, 19*1"12 YU BN KRN0, Lifonény X XT(1956:57), 106, In thedé manuscripts the
Tiberidn $awa Sign i¥ ustd where thé Babyloniah vocalizatiod™has a fwd sign. Tt is'not usqd
to correspond to the lack of a sign in the Babylonian vocalization. )

32+ Hidafat al-qdri, \ng version, JTS EMC 825832 [Mit. 8110], fole. 4647, Cf afd the patallel
passages in the shorter versions of this work: Horayat'ha-Qore, £d, G. Busi, Fiankfurt am
Main, 1984, 146-148; 1. Derenbourg; Manuek du lecteur, Paris, 1871, 65 [373]. « LI
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‘If someone says,"Is:it not the case that-$owd is-coinbinéd -with games under the
dalet of D7, with games underthe giig'of DT} 1Y TR, with games underthe
mem of TR DWN-(Bzek. 32:20)xand with segof under the bet in 111733 RIRAT
{Dan. 4:27)", I'would reply that this does-not contradict whatd have stated:*<This
is because thtide concerned withthis matter.agré€d on the practice of not combinihg
a-fowd with a vowel-sign ‘'exdept nder these four {guttlirhl] letterss It has beed
reposted, however; thit some’ §cribes wished to.remove uncertainty from certain
places that were liabl¢ to lead [the reddet] into.error-and they combined a vowel
sign with the $swa in.this-way; since they saw.peoplezert in thereading of 27T
in that when some of them saw the fowa without games, they read it as a patah. If
they were to see.games: by itself they would-not be safeifrom.[falling into’the &rror
of]. pronouncing the games.withits full-length=4fonsequently. they [ = some scribes]
resolved. to cofibige thie two “sjgns to réfnoverrefder§ Suckf.as thest “froth ‘the
possibility of error,.and [they did] likewise with similat [words]- This-deviated from
their géneralspractice- What strengthens fthe claim] that this-is.theview of [only]
some of .them- [+the scribes]-regarding the:non:gttural letters i§-that:in most
codices. gné does riot-find what wag presented as-an objection: [i.e. Aatap’ signs
under non-gutturals] whereas all the codices are agreed oii the combipation of fawa
with 'a yowel sign under the four-gutturals.’% S L}

The Digduqe’Ka-toamim indicates that, there.wasino consistency:’among .the
scribes- in the marking~of hatap;games in. words suchi‘as: 1IN0V (Gen. 43:21);
YN0 (Ps.39:13), TRPIA (Zech, 8:3); P27 and NN Some scribesvoealized
thes¢ words with' Sowa instead of Hatap.® The words can:be. dividéd-info two
groups *those dn which thehatap games occurs béfoie a-guftural.that is Vocalized
with gaiiésTand those in which the hatap gdines teflécts.an original shortu vowel.
With tégard to the firstgroup compare the remarks 6f David'Qimbhi, Seper Miklof,;
ed. J. Rittenberg, Lyck, 1862,-138b: 21311 HRANP 73R WO ERTTIEP 2233 =
DN YHPI TTRIEN NI DRI DR BN EPLAEN NRYRPO TN
‘Likewise -with-hatap games, as in J3792D7 (Is. 54:9), the.reading of the [vowel
on] the gimebkis similar to hatap games on account of the cc:ry{g. There are

“ oy Fo . o 5 ks
33 Le. that vowel signs are combined with .i‘awa‘only under guttural letters. : .

e th " S )

3¢+ The word DU is includéd in this passage as an example of a ;}t’zg‘ap s:gn,(;g:currmg under a
non-guttural letter. The discussion of the origin of the hatap games in *2771, however, does

" ndf hpply also o its octfirréncetin 10w, ThE laftet'id éfdiffcrcﬁt‘phenomcnon, namle?y the
writing of hatap gqames for “qam‘e.g’ Hamp in' a closed dyllable, for Which sce below.

35 The digdugé hatta*amim of Ahdron ben Mo¥e ben A3ér, ed. A%Dotan, Jernsalem, 1967, section
19, b v _— & H ~ f
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accurately vocalized.codices in* which the.gimel is vocatized with hatap games.’
Dotan, in his comments to Sectioi 19 of Digduge ha-to“amim (pp.-371-2), argues
that the wotds in which the hatap games reflects an origihal shott'u vowel were
added in later recensions due to-a misunderstanding of the original text by scribes
who were: not familiar with the Tiberian pronunciation tradition. We have seen,
however, that words’of this type.are mentioned in the long version of the Hidayat
al-gari. The- anthor of this' work was. familiar with the Tiberian pronunciation
tradition and so there is no reason to doubt that the vocalization of these words
with Sawa rather than with hatap games was a genuine practice.of some of the
Tiberian scribes.

The Masorete Rab Pinhas is reported to have added a-patah sign to many
instances of vocalic fowa under non-guttural consonants, e.g. Q°2D0(Ex. 25:3);
ﬁﬂf?‘JjQH (Ps. 55:22); 1170 ﬁD{'hl'_l (Is. 24:19); 7T (Jud.-5:12); 0P (Deut. 9:27),%

The Tiberian model codices that are extant agree with one -another in their
marking of hatap signs under guttural letters but vary in the frequency with which
a.non-guttural letter, is marked with a hatap sign in place of a vocalic fowa.
Copsiderable differences are.found among the manuscripts in the marking of hatap
patal on non-gutturals. The'vocalizer of the«Aleppo codex was particular liberal in
his use of this sign under these letters.” In some ‘manuscripts,.on the.other hand,
hatap patah never occurs on non-gutturdls, e.g. MS Sassodn 507.2 The vocalizers
of tlie-mandsctiptsialso differ as'to whether they choge to. mark-hatap sgdmes or

- Jowa before: a guttifal with game§™ The variation. smdng the“manuseripts
regarding the inarking of hatap gd@mes or.hatap segol that reflects the: origihal
quality:of the vowel of the syllable arefew. They do occdsionally occur. MS Sassoon
507, for instance, sqmetimesthas )2 where other-mahuscripts have YIND dt.is
interesting to noté that thisiis.one of the words thatiis mentioned in the Digdudge
Havto amimids being vocalized. by some scribes with fowa. ‘

Thes¢” Variation$ in ‘thie ‘marfiisétipts, which 4fe alluded to..dlso-in the
masoretico-grammatical sources, reflect thé"fict that the adding of a vowel sign.to

]

3% Digduge ha-ts°amim, ed. Dotan, §cc1t'ior'1 20.

3 Cf. L Yeivin, The Aleppo Codex of the Bible, a study of fts vocalization apd accentuation,
Jerusalem, 1968, 22-49, e b o
- e .

bs] 14 A b
38 Cf.Y. Shashar,.The Jerusalem manuscrips 5702 24 (Sassoon 307) and its place in the fonnat:'on
of the Tiberign Textus Receptus, Ph.D. thesis, Hebrew University, 1983, 20, )
3¢ Cf. Yeivin, AIegpo codex, 35-36.* .

40 Yeivin, Algppo codex, 35; Shashar, The Jerusalem manuscript 5702 24, 21,

LN
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vocalic §owa on the non-guttural consonants was not"standardised, in.the Tiberian
tradition to the same extefif as the adding of a vowel sign to vocalic §5¥a on
gilttitaler THE Tarking of hatap Signs.ord thé glthitals-was sfaidardiSed in the
Tiberian tradition in thé Mdsoretic period. Complete sfandardisation of the maFking
of hdtap signs on ‘non-guttliral Jetters was. not achieved in' {hie- Masotetic period.
The variation betweerr$owa.and hatap Sighs on non-gutturals-in thé Standard
Tiberian tradition indicates that the hafap was a development of the fowa ¥

»t The original purpose.of the:$owa sign was: not to'mark a short vowel segment
ot-the lack.of dne. The fact that-a-consonanf without a.vowel sign wds sometimes
followed by-a short vowéh and somefimes not:-was a result of the Syllabic natute of
the-vowel'notation. The $awasign supplemehted the markirig of the votwel sigis by
filling the grdphical gap.left by thé'systenr of vowel:notaticn, bt

« iThe Tiberian‘vocalization. it its standafd form was’a syllabi¢ systeth: It-did not
miark all ‘'vowet‘segitents.but “only thosé in the principle Sequéhcas~of syllables.
Véwelsegmténts thathoceurred in sequences that did not have the status of syllables,
i.e./CV, were -not marked:with vowel signs. Tliese were-market-‘eitheriwith the
graphical filler sigm 3owi, .which'.indicated that¥the consonant.%as empty of-a
vocalization’ sigh, thouglr not ‘necessarily erhpty of 2 VYowel, or with- hatap*sigx,
which' was 4 deyelopmient of the Fawa sign-designed td ‘disambiguate its phoneti¢
realigation. S| U .t vt .
r  As has been remarked above, thé masoretico-grammatical literature, Which was
composed at the =nd of the.Masoretic period,‘refers to the function of the Jowa to
bind a lettersto fhe one~that followed or preceded:-These texts contaitt’a numbser
of Statements that indicate that the $owa'sign was’ interpreted astalso having the
function of marking the vowel as shértze.g. )TOR 373 1 AMIEN D211 133 MM
[MRN2] 58 TR SPERIIVPIDRI SPBORD “WRPIPERI RN HUHBRI )k
'_[b:\’jﬁ.ﬁbn RWORATt [the Fowa] is corhbified Witlr eachof these sevén Vowéls eithet
in reglify or, {h Profihciation. "By ™in reality’ -I mean: in the- pbinting, by ‘in
pronunciation’ [I-neaii] the shortenirig of the [vowels] the&owa brings'this about. ™
1DDDY TR RTIRD -5 HPDINOR 2D TF IR RWOR 7713 SR D
"M D ®W MNONOR YB ROV 75X ‘Since the [occurrence] of the fowa

v T BN t

A

- PINEY! - S Y o ™
a1 It is possible that the vocalizatior of ‘the gard bf the "tetrdgrammator with ¥swa is A vestige
from the period in Which Hlso guftufal lette€ at thé Gnset ¢F '3 CV sequence were marked

3

with $3wa rathés than with hatapsigns. oa Yo e
42 Kitab al-Musawwitat, ed. N. Allony, LESonénu XXIX, (196465),°140, &+  © )
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is determined by shortness {of the vowel] ... if they wished to shorten [the vowekof]
the gup they-added Sowa }to.segol and the result is 7{0.° :
RO £~ R0 W 12 7007 TR 350 Fama] Tom i DR TR jwhR
Ton5R 5L DIND RITIWN) ‘When fowa is combined With a vowel 6n.a letter the
vowel-is,deprived of.its ability to be pronounced wittr full lengthr... they combined
them {# the Sowa. and the vowel sign] so that the nature of the vowel [ie. its
length] might be obliterated:™ w o
- -'This could nothave' been the original function_of the $owa signiin the original
Tiberian system, since it was not marked on all short vowéls but.only where'a.short
vowel occurred in the dependent sequence CVAIts original function was a graphical
filler pf letters without vocalization, The, shortness of-the vowel imra syllable with
a Jowa sign was only an'implicature- Of the sign’s occurrence: It appears,:liowever,
thatrwhat was-originally only andmplicature of the-sign’s use’was later taken to be
que-of its primasy-denotatjons. It would follow from such an“interpretation of:the
sign’ that it could be used to *mark;all- short.vowels, irrespective of ithe. syllabi¢
contextyi:e.~in both dependent.sequences (CV) and primary sequences (CVC). »
Traces of the application,bf this interpretationi of the .Jowa-sign. are.already
found in the early.mpdel, Tiberian, cadices..In-some manuscripts,.for instanceé; -the
hatap ;signs are occasionally useq invclosed syllables,. e:g. Leringrad Bs19a: Bk
QWRIM3 (Ex. 9:11), D231 (Ex. 30:8), 137 (I Sam. 10:11), TR (Josh.
7:25).%0 This:'use of~hatap:-vowels in closed syllables is also. “found in
Palestinjan-kiberian ;manuscripts. The ocgurrence, of hatap games in'.place of
games hatup- is especially” common in. these "manuscripts.. ;This may : be .a
development of the 'sporadic.use of hatap -gamestin closéd syllablesw.that is
traceable. inf thes Stantlard Tiberiah anaruscripts.“There are afew instances of a fowa
sign,qreurting insteadof patak i te Standard-Tibgtan'¢odices; &.¢. Leningrad B
19a¢ 170 Y(Jud. 16:2); BL Or. 4445: 791 (Lev. 20:3), Cofversly abire palakh
sign occasionally aceurs ingplace of $aia, e.g. BL Or. 4445: Y TMDR77 (Ex. 8i2);0ra
barg«vowel sign’occurszin, place of ' hatap sign, e.g: BL Or..4445; W21 (Num:

33:42); ‘Lenirtgrad, Firkovitel I 10: DO (Dény. 12:30).% o
PP ‘- AR 4o

43 The treatise on the $3wa ed. K. Levy, Zur masoretischen Grammatik, p.D.

44 Hidayat al'qari, long version, MS ITS EMC 829/832 [Mic. 8110], fols. 48-49, reproduceq by
I.AE,ldar_,. :Bjblica) orthogpy’, Tarbiz L1V (1984-85), 242-3:, N deta o

45 Cf. A-Dotan, T)2°17 by DMTP 0°TI272 13, 1EBR BNRih By Z, Luria (ed.'),.Fest.s"chr{ﬂ
in Honoiir of Even-Shoshan, Jerusalem, 1983, 157-165; Yeivin, Aleppo codex;. 18,203

46 Cf. Yeivin, Aleppo codex, 18. . Yy t
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.+ A similar tendency {is.dis¢érnible;in the Hebrew.Bible ‘manuscripts from.thé
Cairp Genizahtwitl Tiberian votalization that were vritten for.private-ude gnd-did
not ‘serve  as niodel codices#” {Thesé are.in’many cases datable to-the beginting of
the.period in'whi¢h manugciipts were dcéumulatéd in the Génizah, .o thédenth and
eleventh centuries A.D. They are contemporary with many model Tiberian cédiges
that weré aécurdtely:Vocalized zhccording ito “the-Standard systefn. In the Bible
manuscripts that weret written: for privatetusenthe .fixed. tradition. of the writfen
representation ofithe reading tradition was generally.aghered,to less'accuratély than
in the model codices. This is displayed by the tendeticy in soine ofithe’maniscripts
to use scriptio plena where the Standard Tiberian tradition has scriptio defectiva. The
deviations from the Standard Tiberian system discussed above, namely the
interchange of the §owa and hatap signs with the bare vowel signs, which are found
in a few isolated words in the model.qodices 4re attested in abundance in some of
the Tiberian manuscripts written for private use. This reflects the fact that a trend
insthenisagdrofithe' Tiberian signs that.was restricted byithe todservative-tfadition
of the model codices developed freely in the private manusthipts; whiclr were not
so constrained by tradition. Examples: T-S A21.14: NI (Gen. 1:2 - NDIITIN),
MR (Gen. 1.3 - MR, RIPM (Gen. 15 - RIPM); T-3A22.58: 771303 (Gen.
723 PIINEIY I (Gen' 7:16 «ATY ), R D IN (Gen, 717 « Y IIN)y -5 A421.35:
j’? WR (Gen. 19:12 - :['?‘“1@'7&_{), DR (Gen. 19:12 - DWIRE) IR (Gen.
19:13 -7 T-9 A22.124':;‘]ﬁ’22_~§r(Ge'ﬂ. 35:8 »PER)IDINIRD(Gen-35412 -
Dtl'pt_(b), T-S A22.167: IV (Get 317 «TINR), MR TRT(Gen-3617'- NIRRT,
T2V (Gen. 3:17 - 773283), 27 (Gen. 3:17 D).

These interchanges of signs do not necessarily reflect a pronunciatios tradition
that differed ifrofm the® one- thats*was -represéntédvby the: Standard.-Tiberian
vocalization system. Rather they reflect a tendency:to? miafks vowel ségnients
according torthein quaity, andalso sometintes their. ghiantity; without consideration
of the syllabic context in which they occur. The use ‘of ‘a‘hatap ‘sigh ordSowa
instead of a bare vowel sign in a closed syllable reflects a tendency to use the same
notation to mark short vowel segments in both open and closed syllablest™This
implies that the hatap and Jawa signs of the Standard Tiberian system were
interpreted as representing segmental vowel quality. and-qgantity indepehdentl§sof
thésyllabictontext. Thezuse of & bare’vowel'sign-instedd-of a‘hatap sign of vocalic

T ot e B LA T TR LT A T L S PRI T TN

LA 1 S oL [y oo n irhy £

RS ehis typc of Biblidal G-e[.r:i'za‘l‘{ n-m.nus"‘crii")ti s M Gz)shen-“adtt’s?ci“n, ‘Biblical manuscrif;ts’
Jonin, the United, States’sTettus 11(1962), 39f; A. Diez-Macho, Manuscritos hebtebs.y arareas de.
la Biblia, 92.
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Sowa.reflects a tendency to-use the'same notation.for all- vowel segments with the
same quality irrespective of their quantity or syllabic context. This feature implies
that, a bare vowel sign of.the Standard. Tiberian system. wad .interpreted as
representing a vowel segment of. a given quality independently ‘of the syllabic
context. r, 1S .

In terms of the typology ofvocalization these deviations fromrStandard Tiberian
reflect.a trend towards segmental vocalization, in that one sign.is used to represent
a vowel segment of a given*quantity and qguality in both dependent sequences and
principle sequences of a syllable. t r

.~ Summary:

Three levels should be distinguished in the analysis of syllables in the Tiberian
tradition of Biblical Hebrew. - 1

-+ P }

1:;Phonological syllable. Loye
Phgnological, syllable: of canonical quantity”and taken into account”by. rules
relating to, stress. P . r *

Non-phonofogical syllable: rot bound by the principle of canonical’ qudnuty, not
.taken into-account by some rules relating to stress.” -

- i * - T 3 2 €
2. Physical syllable,. e " o
Principle sequence - CV.or CVC. Can stand independently. The nucleus: is
.. marked by a vowel sign, » vy &
~Dependent sequence;s CV.;Cannot stand independently. The. nucleus is not
marked by.a vowel-sign. Ty 8]
o om L ? 4 !
3. Yowel segment. » PR s

¥
ot ¥ Y L *

Letters.left without vocalization that were pronounced, with:the exception of most
word-final letters; were marked with the Sowa-sign.The original function ofithis sign
was to fill the graphical gap.left by the notation of the vowel signs both under
consonants without a vowel and also under consonants the vowel of which was fiot
the nucleus of a.principle, syllabig sequence. Subsequently, in;many,cases where the
Jowa marked a letter that was followed by 4 short vowel in"a dependent sequence

L

2w

THE SYLLABIC NATURE OF TIBERIAN HEBREW VOCALIZATION 865

2y FRYITTY W5y
(CV) vowefSIgns were ad}]ea to t'he Sowa to safeguard the correct readmg of the

word.

The interchange of fawa, hatap_ and bare vowel signs reflects £ drift from the
strictly syllabic system of the Standard T1bcr1an vocahzanon and a tendency to use’
the signs to mark vowel segmenfs without cons1derat10n of the syllablic ¢ontext in
which they occur.
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