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This dissertation addresses the phonology and orthography of the second column
(Secunda) of Origen's (185-254 ck) Hexapla, which constitutes a Greek transcription of
Biblical Hebrew. The transcription text is analyzed in light of its Hellenistic/Roman Near
Eastern background, the phonology and orthography of Roman Palestinian Koine Greek, and
roughly contemporary Greek transcription conventions for other languages.

Aside from the brief introduction (chapter 1) and conclusion (chapter 7), this
dissertation is comprised of five substantial chapters. Chapters 2 and 3 address the historical
and social background of the text of the Secunda. In chapter 2, I argue that Origen did not
have enough Hebrew knowledge to compose the text himself. In chapter 3, on the basis of
comparative evidence from the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine Near East, I argue that the
Secunda originated among the Jewish scholarly community of Caesarea as a didactic aid in
the second or third century ct. Chapters 4 and 5 address the linguistic background of the text
of the Secunda. Chapter 4, based on a thorough analysis of the epigraphic evidence from
ancient Palestine, provides a reconstruction of contemporary Greek pronunciation. Chapter 5,
based on a linguistic analysis of comparative transcription material, surveys typical Greek
transcription conventions from roughly the same period. Chapter 6 applies the data from the
previous sections to the Hebrew vocalization tradition reflected in the text of the Secunda,
addressing the phonemic and phonetic value of the consonants, vowels, and shewa as well as
the syllable structure. Methodologically, the phonology and orthography of Secunda Hebrew
are approached from the perspective of historical (Hebrew) linguistics, Greek pronunciation

and orthography, linguistic studies on cross-language perception, and moraic phonology.
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CiTATION OF PRIMARY TEXTS AND CITATION CONVENTIONS

CITATIONS OF THE SECUNDA

Citations of the Secunda are based on my personal examination of the Ambrosiana palimpsest
(O 39 sup.) in consultation with the readings of Mercarti (1958; 1965) and Yubitsky (2017).
Accent and breathing marks have generally been omitted, but trema (7) on iota (i.e., 1) has
been retained in the representation of the Secunda transcriptions. A transcribed word is
followed by one asterisk (*) when it indicates a reasonably hypothesized emendation, in
many instances following Yupitsky (2017). For example, we may reasonably suppose that
paleographically similar 6 (A) was mistaken for A (A) in transmission in the transcription
oo 10779 'you redeemed' (Ps. 31:6). Accordingly, it is emended to @ad® and represented
with an asterisk: @ad10*. Forms with two asterisks ** indicate unattested or impossible
forms. Forms with three asterisks *** indicate reasonably hypothesized but unattested forms
(see 6.4).

I occasionally cite quotations of the Secunda not found in the Ambrosiana palimpsest.
These quotations are often found in the early church fathers' writings or in marginal notes on
manuscripts of the Septuagint (LXX). Like Yubitsky, I refer to these as being found in
"external sources" ("o»nxn MMpPn" in Hebrew) (2017, 1-2, 108). Most of these Secunda
quotations from external sources are found in FieLp (1875), Harch and ReppaTH (1897, vol. 3,
199-216), BRoNNO (1943), MURTONEN (1988, vol. I/Ba), or Yupitsky (2017), but I have added
a number of Secunda quotations found in the early church fathers as a result of my own
searches in the 7L G database (see note below on 7LG). I also once cite an attestation of the

Secunda from the highly fragmentary Cairo Genizah palimpsest (TAYLoRr 1900; see 6.4.5.6).
CITATIONS OF ANCIENT GREEK AND LATIN AUTHORS

Most citations of ancient Greek authors, such as the early church fathers, are from the
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae® Digital Library (http://www.tlg.uci.edu) (7LG). Usually, TLG
follows the text of MIGNE's Patrologia Graeca (MPG). When an ancient Greek work is cited
with two or three numbers separated with a period (e.g., Selecta in Genesim [12.100.23]), the
first indicates the volume, the second the page, and the third the line in MPG. Occasionally,

other sources have been used such as SaviLe (1611) for Chrysostom, Die griechischen
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christlichen Schrifisteller (GCS) for Eusebius's church history (MoMMSEN 1908),
MoutsouLas (1973) for Epiphanius, and Horrman (2007) for Nikolaos of Otranto. Ancient
Latin authors, such as Jerome, are typically cited from MIGNE's Patrologia Latina (MPL),
whose system of citation follows that of MPG. Finally, other sources are occasionally used,

such as or Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum (CSEL) for Jerome's letters

(HiLBERG 1910).
CITATIONS OF ANCIENT PAPYRI

The full bibliographical information for each of the papyri, typically expressed in abbreviated
form (e.g., P.Berol.21246, P.Oxy. XLV1.3315, P.Lund 1.5), may be found at Papyri.info (http:/
/www.papyri.info), Trismegistos (http://www.trismegistos.org), or POxy: Oxyrhynchus
Online (http://www.papyrology.ox.ac.uk/POxy). Note that names of papyri in italics signify

that they belong to a multi-volume collection.
OTHER ONLINE/ELECTRONIC TooLS UTILIZED

A number of other online and electronic tools (not mentioned above) have been utilized for
this dissertation. For ancient rabbinic texts, I have made use of the Sefaria online database
(https://www.sefaria.org), which includes the William Davidson Talmud. For Hebrew and
Aramaic lexica, I have made use of the electronic edition of Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew
and English Lexicon (BDB), Jastrow's Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and
Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature (1926) (http://www.tyndalearchive.com/tabs/
jastrow), and the Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon (CAL) (http://call.cn.huc.edu). Finally, a
number of Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek texts have been accessed through Accordance Bible

Software, including the Gottingen LXX critical edition of Psalmi cum Odis (RaHLFs 2008).

EmprHASIS (BoLD OR ITALICS) IN QUOTATIONS

Note that any bold or italic font in a quotation is my own emphasis and not present in the
original, except perhaps in those cases (in modern scholarship) in which it is used in a

conventional manner (italic for Latin words, italic for transliteration of foreign words, etc.).
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. INTRODUCTION

The second column (Secunda) of Origen's (185-254 ck) Hexapla, which contains Biblical
Hebrew transcribed into Greek letters, constitutes the best direct evidence we have for an-
cient Hebrew pronunciation, inasmuch as it is the earliest vocalized Hebrew of any signifi-
cant length. Since the discovery of the Ambrosiana palimpsest (O 39 sup.) at the end of the
nineteenth century, the Secunda has been incorporated into much research on historical He-
brew phonology and has been the focus of several larger works (SPERBER 1925—-1934; BroNNO

1943; Janssens 1982; and Yubitsky 2017).

However, despite the attention the Secunda has received, there are a few areas in need
of further research. First, a firm consensus is lacking regarding the original date and social
setting of the Secunda. Second, while cursory references to ancient Greek pronunciation are
found in various treatments of the Secunda, none of the previous works have engaged in an
in-depth study of contemporary Greek phonology and orthography. Third, a phonetic

transcription of the pronunciation of the Secunda has yet to be produced.

The present dissertation seeks to address these issues by giving greater attention to the
social context of comparable texts in the Hellenistic/Roman Near East, the phonology and or-
thography of Palestinian Koine Greek, the conventions of Greek transcription of other lan-
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guages in the Hellenistic/Roman Near East, and the relevance of modern linguistic studies on
cross-language perception. Primarily, this dissertation addresses the phonology and orthogra-

phy of the Secunda in light of the pronunciation and orthography of Palestinian Koine Greek.
1.2. PREVIOUS RESEARCH

For a long time, the Hexapla only survived as references in other sources. These citations
were collected and published by FIELD in a two volume work, Origenis Hexaplorum quae
supersunt, in 1875. However, within this massive two-volume work, citations of the Secunda
are few and far between. It was not until 1894 that MEercati discovered a palimpsest
containing eleven mostly-fragmentary Psalms (18, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 35, 36, 46, 49, 89). Not
long after, a number of scholars worked on the material.

MargoLis used the Greek transcriptions of Origen to treat the pronunciation of shewa
(1905). Speiser wrote a series of articles in The Jewish Quarterly Review describing and
analyzing various phonological issues in the Secunda (1925-1934). A few more contributions
to research on the Secunda followed. PreTzL and StapLEs published short articles on the
Secunda in 1932 and 1939, respectively. Sperber's 1938 work, "Hebrew Based upon Greek
and Latin Transliterations," which is a collection of the Greek and Latin transcription
material, contains the Greek transcriptions found in Origen's Hexapla. A summary of this
early period of research is presented nicely in Yupirsky (2013, 803—804; 2017, 6-7).

All this led up to the publication of what is still regarded as the most comprehensive
work published on the Secunda to date. In 1943, BronNo published Studien iiber hebrdische
Morphologie und Vokalismus: auf Grundlage der Mercatischen Fragmente der zweiten
Kolumne der Hexapla des Origenes. To describe the work as "utterly comprehensive" is by
no means an exaggeration, in that he covers every form present in MErcATI's manuscript. His
treatment is well-organized and very systematic. He classifies all the forms into appropriate
grammatical, morphological, and phonological categories, while discussing and explaining

unusual forms. He essentially analyzes the data with respect to two reference points, the



historical etymological form of a word and the Tiberian form of a word, the former playing
only a minor part in the work and the latter being far more prominent. The historical
linguistics in the book is relatively sound, though it cannot help but be a product of its time.
Moreover, treating the Hexaplaric material from the perspective of how it parallels Tiberian
Hebrew can be a problematic methodology. Although it may make the Hexaplaric material
more approachable, it encourages a tendency to see Secunda Hebrew through the lens of
Tiberian Hebrew and thus creates confusion even in historical-linguistic matters—a
shortcoming pointed out by both JaNssens and YUDITSKY.

The next monograph to be published on the Secunda was JANSSENS's Studies in
Hebrew Historical Linguistics Based on Origen's Secunda (1982). JaNsseEns specifically
contrasts his methodology with that of BRenno. Though both attempt to provide sound rules
to explain the Secunda vocalization, JANSSENS criticizes the fact that BRenNo approaches the
material statistically, constantly comparing the Secunda to Tiberian Hebrew. JANSSENS, on the
other hand, treats the material from a historical-linguistic perspective, attempting to delineate
consistent sound rules to trace the development from the etymological (proto-Semitic) form
to the Secunda form. While Janssens's work marked an attempt at analyzing the Hexaplaric
material with a more historically-grounded linguistic approach, the historical linguistics in
the book is not sound (for a more comprehensive history of research, see BRonno 1943, 1-14;
JANSSENS 1982, 25-36; Yupitsky 2013, 803—-804; 2017, 5—14).

The most recent scholar to work on the material is Yupitsky, who published a series
of articles from 2005-2016 and has recently followed them up by publishing the culmination
of his work in a monograph in 2017. In this work, he covers the phonology and morphology
of the Secunda comprehensively, dealing with all the forms in the palimpsest and numerous
quotations form external sources. Methodologically, Yupitsky emphasizes the importance of
treating the Secunda as a Hebrew tradition in its own right and not relying on conformity to

other traditions such as Tiberian. Accordingly, he first analyzes the Secunda by itself and only



subsequently compares it to the base of Hebrew shared across the various other traditions
such as Tiberian, Babylonian, Palestinian, and Samaritan (2017, 13—14). His work should be
commended and is currently the best treatment of the Secunda material available.

There are, however, three points to be made. First, while his methodology is sound,
the emphasis on treating the Secunda as a tradition in its own right sometimes leads to too
sharp a distinction between the Hebrew of the Secunda and the other traditions. We must
remember that the main Hebrew reading traditions have ancient roots and certain features,
like shewa, are probably quite old (see 6.5). Second, while YupiTsky does address the
phonology and orthography of Greek in his book (2017, 46), there are two weaknesses in his
approach. The first weakness is that, on the basis of the conservatism of writing, he assumes
that the orthography of the Secunda reflects a pronunciation hundreds of years older than its
composition. However, orthography is only conservative when there is an established
spelling tradition. Transcription, by nature, is far more indicative of current pronunciation.
The second weakness is that the comments Yupitsky makes about Greek are based on a
general overview of Greek pronunciation and not specific to the Greek spoken in Palestine.
Both of these weaknesses lead to inaccuracies. Third, his assumption that one letter can only
represent one sound in the Secunda, while convenient, is not necessarily the most nuanced
approach for analyzing the transcriptions. Moreover, a comparison with transcription
conventions of other languages into Greek indicates that such an assumption is unfounded.

The work of all of these scholars, especially that of Yupitsky, will be addressed in
greater detail in the body of the dissertation.

1.3. METHODOLOGY

My analysis of the phonology and orthography of the Secunda transcriptions essentially in-
volves four strands of methodology. While the first methodological approach, namely, histori-
cal (Hebrew) linguistics, is not novel, my dissertation implements three methodological ap-

proaches that have gone either unimplemented or lightly implemented in studies of the



Secunda: an emphasis on the pronunciation of Roman Palestinian Koine Greek, theoretical

models of cross-language perception, and moraic phonological theory.

1.3.1. Historical (Hebrew) Linguistics
First, an analysis of the phonology of the Secunda is undergirded by principles of historical
linguistics generally and historical Hebrew linguistics specifically. Each form in the Secunda
is analyzed with respect to its etymological form both in Proto-Northwest Semitic (PNWS)
and Proto-Hebrew. It is generally assumed that the realization of a particular word in the Se-
cunda falls somewhere on the spectrum between the Proto-Hebrew form and its realization in
the various reading traditions and dialects of Hebrew attested throughout history if no other

innovative development is apparent (for a more detailed discussion, see 6.2).

1.3.2. Greek Pronunciation and Orthography
Second, an analysis of the phonology of the Secunda is based on an in-depth analysis of the
pronunciation of Roman Palestinian Koine Greek. This is necessary because the Greek text of
the second column is regarded as a transcription and not a transliteration. It is necessary,
therefore, to understand the correspondences between the Greek graphemes and phonemes in
the contemporary local Greek pronunciation. Because there is no evidence that the Secunda
transcriptions emerged out of a centuries-old tradition of transcribing continuous Hebrew
texts into Greek, there is no reason to suggest a conservative spelling system. For a transcrip-
tion to be functional, if it does not reflect an established convention, it must reflect contempo-
rary pronunciation. Accordingly, we will assume that the transcriber chose each particular
Greek grapheme because the Greek phoneme (or phone) that it represented best "approximat-
ed" a given Hebrew sound (see below). An analysis of the conventions for transcribing other
languages into Greek will serve to provide comparative evidence for how such approxima-
tions tend to come to fruition. The methodology for analyzing Greek pronunciation in Roman
Palestinian Koine and Greek transcription conventions in the Hellenistic/Roman Near East is

described in more detail in chapters 4 and 5 (4.2; 5.2).



1.3.3. Cross-Language Perception in Modern Linguistics
Third, an analysis of the specific correspondences between the Greek graphemes and the He-
brew phones will be aided by modern linguistic studies on cross-language perception. Al-
though it seems obvious that mapping the sounds of one language onto the graphemic-phone-
mic system of another would be inextricably linked to perception, previous scholars writing
on the Secunda have not availed themselves of the advancements of modern linguistics on the
topic. To address this lack in scholarship, I turn to modern linguistic studies on cross-lan-

guage perception to support and complement my interpretations of Secunda phonology.

In order to understand cross-, or non-native-, language perception, we must first begin
by understanding native-language perception. When speakers conceive of their own native
language, unless they are phonologists or phoneticians, they typically process it phonemical-
ly. Thus, two non-contrastive allophonic realizations of a particular phoneme are unlikely to
be intuitively perceived any differently by a native speaker. For example, English speakers do
not typically distinguish the /p/ in happy, realized as an unaspirated [p], from the /p/ in pie,

realized as [p"] (DIRvEN and VERSPOOR 2004, 115; MARTIN and Peperkamp 2011, 2334-36).

Because individual speakers' perceptual systems are built to process the phonemes of
their own native languages (MARTIN and PeEpErkamP 2011, 2337), a number of different phe-
nomena occur when processing non-native speech sounds. The modern linguistic discipline
of cross-language perception has yielded primarily two theoretical models for predicting and
describing how non-native sounds are perceived, namely, the Perceptual Assimilation Model

(PAM) and the Speech Learning Model (SLM).

The core principle of the Perceptual Assimilation Model is that non-native speech
sounds are perceived with reference to the phonemes and the phonological space of one's na-
tive language. In the PAM, a non-native speech sound is described as being perceived in one
of three different ways. First, non-native sounds that are similar but not identical to native

phonemes tend to perceptually assimilate to the native phonemic category. In this case, the

-6-



non-native sound's approximation of the native category can be either good, acceptable but
not ideal, or markedly different. For example, speakers of English, in which no ejective con-
sonants exist, were found to assimilate the Ethiopic ejectives /p?/ and /t”/ to the English non-
ejective plosives /p/ and /t/. Second, a non-native sound may perceptually assimilate as be-
longing to the native phonological space but not to any particular native phoneme. In other
words, it is perceived as a speech sound in between the existing phonemes of the native lan-
guage. Third, a non-native phone may not assimilate at all to the native phonetic space and
thus be regarded as a nonspeech sound. For example, some foreign sounds, such as clicks,
may not even be regarded as part of speech for an English speaker due to their stark dissimi-

larity to any native sounds (BesT 1995, 193-96).

The perception of contrasts between non-native phonemes follows from these various
patterns of assimilation and may be realized in various ways. According to BEst and TYLER's
extension of PAM to learners of a second language (L2), henceforward referred to as PAM-L2,
there are four different ways that L2 contrasts might assimilate to L1 phonological categories.
First, according to the Two-Category Assimilation (TC Type), the non-native sounds assimi-
late to two different native phonemic categories and thus are perceived as contrasting. Sec-
ond, according to the Category-Goodness Difference (CG Type), both non-native sounds as-
similate to one native phonemic category, but one is a significantly better exemplar of the
native category and thus the sounds are perceived as distinct. Third, according to the Single-
Category Assimilation (SC Type), both non-native sounds assimilate to one native phonemic
category, yet both are poor exemplars of the native category and thus are not distinguished
well. Fourth, and finally, according to the Both Uncategorizable (UU Type), both non-native
sounds do not assimilate to any category, yet fall within the native phonetic space, and are
distinguished in perception according to their proximity to one another (Best and TYLER

2007; FaBra and RomERO 2012, 493).



The other theoretical model, namely, the Speech Learning Model, addresses how both
L1 and L2 sounds affect one another. The model is grounded in two primary assumptions.
First, the learning of L2 speech is not relegated to an early developmental stage of life. Sec-
ond, the faculties monolinguals utilize to learn their L1 are accessible for L2 learning
throughout their lifetime. The main claim of the SLM is that the phonemic categories of the
L1 and L2 systems of a bilingual coexist in a "common phonological space" and thus affect
one another. The phonetic categories of each subsystem (i.e., L1 and L2) may either assimi-
late or dissimilate. The SLM argues that learners of an L2 can, but do not necessarily, form
new categories for the sounds of L2. To put it simply, the more similar an L2 sound is to an
L1 sound, the more likely it is to assimilate and the more dissimilar an L2 sound is to an L1
sound, the more likely it is to dissimilate and have a new category formed. Moreover, FLEGE
has shown that the phonetic categories of an L2 can actually influence the production of an
L1 phonetic category so that it comes to differ slightly from that of native monolinguals. This
sort of assimilation and dissimilation depends, to a large degree, on the linguistic experience
of the speaker and the age at which they learned their L2 (FLEGe 2007, 366—376; FABRA and

RomMmERrO 2012, 493).

The applicability of these theoretical models to the Secunda transcriptions should be
apparent. By necessity, transcribing Hebrew phones into Greek script requires the assimila-
tion of a Hebrew speech sound to a Greek phonetic category. Moreover, it is probably the
case that the transcriber was (at least) bilingual, since there are instances in which he seems
to transcribe Hebrew phonemically rather than phonetically (see chapter 6). Accordingly, we
may assume that the same sorts of principles outlined in the PAM, PAM-L2, and SLM were at
work in the process of transcription. In light of this assumption, modern linguistic studies on
cross-language perception are cited throughout chapter 6 in support of various interpretations
of the phonology of the Secunda. In these cases, studies are sought that best replicate the spe-

cific situation in question. For example, I argue that the Hebrew phoneme /e/ (< */i/), which



is represented by Greek €, was phonetically realized as [1]. Because the vocalic system of
Roman Palestinian Koine had [¢] (or [¢]), [e], and [i], but not [1], I cite cross-language per-
ception studies of how a non-native [1] is assimilated to the phonetic categories of languages

with [€], [e], and [i] on the front axis but not [1] (e.g., [talian, Catalan, Korean) (see 6.4.2.4).

1.3.4. Moraic Phonology
Fourth, and finally, our analysis of Secunda phonology, specifically with respect to syllable
structure, is based on the moraic model outlined by Hyman (1985), Haves (1989), and van
OosTENDORP (2005). Moraic theory essentially regards syllables as consisting of an onset and
one or two morae. Heavy syllables contain two morae and light syllables contain one (vaN

OosTeENDORP 2005). In the following trees, ¢ signifies a syllable node and p signifies a mora:

o) o o
C Vv C VvV C CcC Vv
Light Heavy Heavy

Figure 1: Examples of Heavy and Light Syllables in Moraic Phonology

If an entire word is represented, the word node is signified by :

w
o (e
U U
| | | |
cC v C C V V C
(CVC).(CVV).C

Figure 2: Example of Word in Moraic Phonology

The specific application of moraic phonology in the analysis of Secunda Hebrew syllable
structure follows the work of Kiparsky on Arabic (2003) and Kuan on Biblical Hebrew
(1987; 2013b). A primary distinction of their approach involves interpreting certain conso-

nantal morae in complex onsets and complex codas as extra-syllabic or "semisyllables" (6.5).



2. ORIGEN AND THE SECUNDA

2.1. INTRODUCTION

If the Greek transcriptions of the second column of the Hexapla were originally composed by
Origen, then the date and provenance of the text are straightforward. It was composed in Cae-
sarea Maritima in Palestine sometime after the year 233 ck (see 2.3.1). If, on the other hand,
Origen acquired the text of the second column as he did the other five columns, then the issue
of its original date and provenance remains an open question. The first of these two alterna-
tives may be dismissed if it can be determined that Origen lacked sufficient skill in Hebrew to

compose the second column himself.

Accordingly, the first part of this chapter will be a comprehensive treatment of Ori-
gen's knowledge of Hebrew based on his own writings. It will be demonstrated that Origen
did not have the requisite Hebrew knowledge to compose the second column of the Hexapla
himself. Also flowing out of the analysis of Origen's Hebrew knowledge is a better under-
standing of how Origen used the second column and why he included it in the Hexapla. Fi-
nally, having pulled the original composition of the Secunda out from under Origen's pen,
this chapter will conclude with a discussion regarding the nature of the second column as it

relates to the compositional history of the Hexapla.
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2.2. ORIGEN'S KNOWLEDGE OF HEBREW

The history of scholarship regarding Origen's knowledge of Hebrew begins within a couple
centuries after his death in the writings of Eusebius (260/65-339/40 cE) and Jerome (347420
ce). Concerning Origen's impetus for compiling the Hexapla, Eusebius writes (Historia Ec-

clesiastica 6.16.1):

So great an exacting study of the divine words was introduced to Origen, that
he thoroughly learned the Hebrew language, and acquired as his own posses-
sion the original scriptures held by the Jews in the very letters of the
Hebrews.'

In the beginning of his account of Origen's work on the Hexapla, Jerome states (De viris il-

lustribus 54):

Who is ignorant also how greatly he was invested in the study of the divine
scriptures, such that even the Hebrew language, contrary to the nature of his
time and his people, he learned thoroughly?

The verbs used to describe Origen's study of Hebrew both in Eusebius's Greek account
(ékpavOave) and in Jerome's Latin account (edisco) signify a thorough knowledge gained
through study. It should be noted, however, that Jerome is likely working from Eusebius's
text in this passage (GrarToN and WiLLiams 2006, 317). The parallel language (e.g., Tocadt
|| quod tantum, 1®v Oelwv AOyov || Scripturis divinis, ®G...ekpaOeiv || ut...edisceret) strongly
supports this claim. Nevertheless, the fact that Jerome follows Eusebius in this regard shows

that he found no reason to contradict Eusebius's claim that Origen knew Hebrew well.

Despite the statements of Eusebius and Jerome, most modern scholars who have in-
vestigated Origen's Hebrew knowledge have come to the conclusion that his skill in Hebrew
was by no means expert. The most extensive treatments regarding Origen's Hebrew knowl-

edge have been carried out by ELLiorT (187787, 855-59), Hanson (1959, 167-75), and DE

1. Tooavt 8¢ gionyeto 1® Qpryével TV Beimwv Adywv annkpipopévn é&étactg ag kol v Efpdida yAdttav
€xpabelv tac te mapa toig Tovdaiolg Epeepopévog Tpmtotimovg avtoig ERpainv ctoyeiog I'papdg ktijpa idiov
momoacHat.

2.  Quis ignorat et quod tantum in Scripturis divinis habuerit studii, ut etiam Hebraeam linguam, contra
aetatis gentisque suae naturam edisceret?
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LaNGE (1976, 21-23, 152-54), all of whom conclude that Origen had a limited knowledge of
Hebrew.’ At the same time, some scholars (e.g., HANsON 1959, 167) acknowledge evidence in

favor of Origen having some knowledge of Hebrew, even if it was not expert.

The purpose of this section is to summarize and build upon the work of previous
scholars to provide the most comprehensive treatment of Origen's Hebrew knowledge to date.
The first part of this section will discuss the limits of Origen's Hebrew knowledge and its
ramifications for the authorship of the Secunda. The second part of this section will address
the nature and extent of Origen's Hebrew knowledge in terms of what he did know. Follow-
ing this, the third and final part of this section will describe how Origen used the second col-

umn and how the way he utilized it relates to the reason that he included it in the Hexapla.

2.2.1. The Limits of Origen's Hebrew Knowledge
Arguments for Origen's limited Hebrew knowledge are based primarily on his deferral to He-
brew experts, his mistaken etymologies, and his reliance on Greek (translation or transcrip-

tion) instead of Hebrew.

2.2.1.1. Origen's Deferral to Experts
One of the most common evidences cited to prove the deficiency of Origen's Hebrew knowl-
edge is the fact that when discussing a matter of Hebrew philology, he often defers to those
who are experts in Hebrew (for the examples below, see ELLioTT 18771887, 856—57; BARDY

1925, 217-19; HansoN 1959, 171-72; DE LANGE 1976, 152; Marcos 2000, 205).

In Contra Celsum (1.34), when discussing the meaning of the Hebrew word nn%v in
Isaiah 7:14, he states that "it is found, as they say, also in Deuteronomy referring to a vir-

."* The verse in Deuteronomy (22:23) has the same Greek word in the LXX as in Isaiah

gin
7:14 (rapBévoc), but a different Hebrew word in the MT (791n2) (HAaNsoN 1959, 167; see also

2.2.1.3.3). In Homilies on Genesis (XII), when discussing the etymology of Esau, he prefaces

3. For various opinions on the nature of Origen's Hebrew knowledge, see also Wutz 1914, 37-38; BarDY
1925, 217-19; KaHLE 1947, 87; LiETZMANN 1950, 302; SpARKS 1959, 276-77.

4. «eltal, GG pact, kai &v T@ Agvtepovopie Enl mapBévou.
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his information with the the phrases, "as those who interpret Hebrew names say" and "as it
seems to others." In Epistula ad Africanum (11.61), when attempting to discern if the play on
words in the Greek History of Susanna would be present in a Hebrew original, he writes, "I
referred the matter to not a few Hebrews in my attempt to learn the answer."® In Homiliae in
Canticum Canticorum (1.6), he writes that "the Hebrews say that Cedar is interpreted as dark-
ness."” In his comments on Psalm 24:10 (Selecta in Psalmos, 12.1269), when discussing the
Hebrew word nik2x, he cites "those who have come to an exact understanding of the matters
of the Hebrews."® Finally, in Homiliae in Librum Numerorum (16.1), when discussing
whether or not the word referring to God in the story of Balaam refers necessarily to the God
of Israel, he cites "those who read Hebrew literature" as an authority and concludes the dis-

cussion with, "let it be asked of one who is able."® This homiletical passage'® has been taken

5. ut aiunt qui Hebraea nomina interpretantur ... ut aliis visum est.
6. ovk OAiyoig ‘EBpaioig aveféuny movbavopevoc.
7. Aiunt Hebraei Cedar interpretari tenebras (13.44).

8. ot ta ‘Efpaiwv nrpipordtes. The phrase, referring to those expert in Hebrew, may be a technical term. The
word nkpordtec 'having investigated exactly' bears a striking similarity to those words in the Hebrew
grammatical tradition formed from the root P7p7. For example, when discussing the reading of the shema, the
Mishnah discusses one who "recited but was not exact (P72°7 X?) in its letters" (mBer. 2.3). In the Jerusalem
Talmud, it is said regarding R. Hosha‘yah that he "read and translated all the exact details of the parashah" (7°1
TWIR PITRT 22 03N RP) (jYoma 3.8).

9. qui Hebraicas litteras legunt ... de quo qui potest requirat.
10. The full passage is:

In Hebrew literature the name of God, that is, God (Deus), or Lord (Dominus), is said to be written in various
ways. For in one way god is written, whatever is a god. In another way God himself, of whom it is written,
"Hear, O Israel, the Lord (Dominus) your God (Deus), is one God (Deus)." Therefore, that God of Israel, one
God and creator of all, is written with a certain definite sign of letters, which is called the tetragrammaton by
them. Therefore, when God is written under this sign in the scriptures, there is no doubt at all that it is said about
the true God and creator of the world. However, when it is written with other letters, that is, common letters, it is
considered uncertain whether it is said regarding the true God, or regarding another ... Now those who read
Hebrew literature/letters say that in this place, God is not referenced under the sign of the tetragrammaton. Let
it be asked of one who is able.

In Hebraeorum litteris nomen Dei, hoc est Deus, vel Dominus, diverse scribi dicitur. Aliter enim scribitur Deus,
quicunque Deus: aliter Deus ipse, de quo dicitur: Audi, Israel, Dominus Deus tuus, Deus unus est." Iste ergo
Deus Israel, Deus unus et creator omnium, certo quodam litterarum signo scribitur, quod apud illos
tetragrammaton dicitur. Si quando ergo sub hoc signo in Scripturis scribitur Deus, nulla est dubitatio quin de
Deo vero et mundi creatore dicatur. Si quando vero aliis, id est communibus litteris scribitur, incertum habetur
utrum de Deo vero, an de aliquo...Aiunt ergo qui Hebraicas litteras legunt in hoc loco Deus non sub signo
tetragrammati esse positum de quo qui potest requirat.
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to imply that Origen was not able to consult the Hebrew manuscripts himself to see whether
M or 09X was written there. However, based on the full context of the passage, it is con-
ceivable that Origen is not simply referring to the difference between the words i and
017X, but rather to some sort of accompanying symbol'' or the practice of writing the divine
name in the Paleo-Hebrew script.'” Origen was not only aware of this practice, but regarded
the writing of the divine name in ancient Hebrew letters as indicative of a most accurate man-
uscript.” Therefore, Origen's need to defer to experts may involve a more complex distinc-
tion than merely the presence of M or 0°777X in the Hebrew text. His comments in this pas-

sage may be—not without confusion—referring to multiple elements at the same time.

In sum, two main facts about Origen's Hebrew knowledge are made clear from the
quoted passages. First, he was in contact with and depended upon Jewish scholars for much
of his knowledge of Hebrew. Second, Origen did not regard himself among those who were
expert in Hebrew and certain questions regarding the Hebrew language were beyond Origen's

linguistic skill.

11. The phrase sub hoc signo 'under this sign' used in the passage (see previous note) may indicate that there
was a particular sign written above the word 0°72X to signify that it was referring to the one true God. In the
Babylonian pointing tradition, albeit much later, the dagesh and rafeh signs, written above the word o°9R,
served this purpose (YEIvVIN 1985, 918).

12. The fact that Origen states that the word for God can be written in communibus litteris 'in common letters'
may indicate that the word for the one true God was sometimes written in a different script in some manuscripts.
It is well-known that the fetragrammaton was written in Paleo-Hebrew script in the scrolls from Qumran.

13. Selecta in Psalmos, 12.1104:

There is a four-letter word unpronounced by them, which is even written on a leaf of gold of the high priest, and
it is said with the appellation Adonai ... Among the Greeks it is pronounced with Kurios. And in the most
accurate manuscripts, the name is found in Hebrew characters, not contemporary Hebrew characters, but rather
the most ancient. For they say that in the captivity Ezra passed down to them characters different from the first
characters.

£0TL 0€ TL TETPAYPAULOTOV AVEKPOVNTOV TTop’ a0Tolg, Omep Kol €l TOD TETAAOL TOD YPLGOD TOD APYLEPEDS
avaryéypamrar, kol Aéystar P&v T Adwval mpoonyopia ... mopd 8¢ “EAnot i Koprog ékeoveitar. Koi év Toic
axpiBectépolg 8¢ TV avtrypaemv EPpaiotg yopoktipot keitor 1o dvopa, ‘EPpaikoig 6& ob toig vdv, dALA TOTG
apyatotdrolg. @aci yoap tov "Ecdpav €v Tf] aiynodlmoiq £T€pOVE oOTOIG YOPOKTHPAG TTOPE TOVG TPOTEPOVG
TaPAdEdOKEVOL.
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2.2.1.2. Etymologies
The etymologies of Hebrew names in Origen's writings are derived primarily from Jewish
sources (Hanson 1956, 120-22). These Jewish sources may be further subdivided into a list
of biblical names arranged "consecutively" and a more traditional onomastic list of biblical
names accompanied by interpretations (1956, 119)."* It is supposed that only on a few occa-
sions does Origen attempt his own etymology (1956, 103—105). Scholars cite the faulty ety-
mologies belonging to this group as evidence of Origen's ignorance of Hebrew (for the exam-
ples below, see ELLioTT 18771887, 856-58; Wutz 1914, 37-38; HansoN 1956, 104; HansON

1959, 170-71).'

By way of example, in Selecta in Genesim (12.100.23), Origen interprets the word ©/33
as 'darkness' (cx6t®o1c), but at the same time expounds the text as if it refers to dust, presum-
ably on the basis of the meaning of the Greek word yo¥¢ 'dust’ (Hanson 1959, 170). Else-
where in the same book, he interprets 7719 as 'smaller' (cf. m10p) (12.120.39), Xvpia as 'lofty’

(cf. o8 ~111) (12.117.34), and ¥7°2RX as 'the height of my father' (cf. a728) (12.121.8).

There are also a few other examples of supposedly faulty etymologies cited in the lit-
erature which, in my view, are not inconsistent with a knowledge of Hebrew. In Selecta in
Genesim (12.136.8), Origen interprets Symmachus's rendering of 715 n19¥ (Za@Opavn)) as 'he
has revealed hidden things' (kexepoppéva dnexdivye). Hanson makes the implausible argu-
ment that Origen might have read the word as a combination of X¥* 'to go out' and €pdvn 'ap-
peared' (1956, 104). He seems not to realize that Origen's interpretation is perfectly consistent
with the Hebrew root letters. The root My is attested in later Hebrew with the meaning of 're-

vealing hidden things' and the root 19¥ is attested elsewhere in the Bible with the meaning of

14. Origen follows the etymology of Philo in a few instances (Hanson 1956, 103—104). For example, he
interprets 71 Enoch as 'your favor' (cf. 311) (ELLiorT 1877-1887, 857).

15. The two most significant works on the etymologies of names in Origen are Wutz (1914) and Hanson

(1956), both of which contain many more etymologies than are cited here. For their discussions of Origen's
faulty etymologies, see Wutz (1914, 37-38) and Hanson (1956, 104).
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'hiding'. Moreover, the explanation of the name in the various Targumim typically includes

the idea of 'revealing' and 'hidden things'."®

In his Commentarium in evangelium Matthaei (12.16.21) and In Ezechielem Homiliae
(13.4), Origen interprets the meaning of the place name 737°X as 'hunters' (Onpdvteg). HANSON
suggests that this is due to a mistaken reading of Psalms 124:7 based on a divergent text
(1956, 104), but there is no reason that a root-based interpretation (7°¥ associated with the
meaning of hunting) could not explain Origen's etymology. Finally, ELLiOTT cites Origen's in-
terpretation of PX1mY as 'there is God himself' (7% 37 ov) as evidence of his "defective" He-
brew (ELLiotT 18771887, 857). However, such an interpretation based on breaking up the
word in a non-etymological manner would not be out of place even among the rabbis. For
example, in Selecta in Genesim (12.133.47), Origen interprets the word which the Egyptian
herald declares before Joseph in Genesis (41:43), 7728 (ABpny), as 'gentle father' (matnp
amaldc) (70 2X). Origen goes on to explain that "it reasonably calls Joseph gentle father, since
although he was gentle according to his age, as a father he demonstrated himself to be a ruler
bringing salvation to the Egyptians" (Selecta in Genesim, 12.133.48-50)."” A similar interpre-
tation is found in Rashi's commentary on the Torah, who quotes R. Yehudah saying that
"Joseph is 772X because he is a father in wisdom and gentle in years" (2R X17w 70 77 772X

oowa M aneoma). 't

In my view, criticizing Origen's Hebrew knowledge on the basis of etymologies is an
unfruitful endeavor. The fact that he is even criticized for a method of etymological interpre-

tation found among the rabbis should serve as a humbling reminder that modern scholars are

16. Targum Onkelos interprets the name as 'a man to whom hidden things are revealed' (7°7 1223 179027 X720),
Targum Neofiti as 'a man to whom hidden things have been revealed' (72 123 X007 X123), Targum Pseudo-
Jonathan as 'a man who reveals hidden things' (20757 7707 X123), and the Cairo Genizah Targum as 'the hidden
things are revealed to him' (7°% 72301 nn°nv).

17. Eixdétwg motépa amaAlov Ekdriece tOv Toon, Enednmep Amorog dv Kotd v NAKiov, O¢ TaTnp cOTHPLov
apynv Atyvrtiolg Evedei&oto.

18. As far as I am aware, the connection between Origen's interpretation of 7728 and the rabbinic explanation
has not been acknowledged in the literature (cf. Wutz 1914, 347, 522).
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too quick to dismiss or misinterpret ancient ways of thinking as ignorance. As ELLioTT him-
self admits, "it is unsafe ... to attach too much importance to etymological errors" (1877—
1887, 856-57). This is especially true when we take into account the fact that most of his ety-
mological interpretations are derived from other sources and that it is not always clear which,
if any, etymological interpretations are original to Origen. However, it should be noted that in
those instances where Origen reproduces a clear mistake of one of his sources, it would be

evidence of a less-than-expert knowledge of Hebrew.

2.2.1.3. Reliance on Greek Translation/Transcription over Hebrew
Perhaps that which betrays Origen's lack of Hebrew expertise more than anything else is his
utter reliance on Greek translation and transcription. Such a reliance is evident in his writing
not only when he makes mistakes because of it, but also when it leads him to ignore the He-
brew entirely (for the examples below, see ELLiort 1877—1887, 856—58; Hanson 1959, 167—

68, 170-71; DE LANGE 1976, 152-53).

2.2.1.3.1. No Acknowledgement of Hebrew Variants
Numerous scholars have pointed out that Origen frequently relies on the Greek translations to

such an extent that he seems oblivious to significant divergences in the Hebrew (ELLIOTT

1877-1887, 856-58; DE LANGE 1976, 152).

For a number of passages, in which there is a significant difference between the LXX
and the Hebrew, Origen expounds the LXX reading without referring to the reading in He-
brew. For Genesis 2:2, he follows the Greek reading of 'on the sixth day' (év tf] fuépa T
gxtn) with no comment on Hebrew 'on the seventh day' (°y2wa 0¥°2) (Selecta in Genesim,
12.97.24). For Numbers 24:17, he follows the Greek reading of 'a man will arise'
(avaothoetan GvOpmmog) with no discussion of Hebrew 'a scepter will arise' (v2¥ 0R)) (Adno-
tationes in Numeros, 17.21.38). For Isaiah 53:8, he accepts the Greek reading of 'to death' (gic
Bdvartov) without a comment on Hebrew 'to him' (in7) (Contra Celsum, 1.54.36). For Jeremi-
ah 11:19, he quotes the Greek reading of 'let us throw wood into his bread' (§updrmpev EvAov

€lg TOV dptov avtod) with no mention of Hebrew 'let us destroy the tree with its fruit [lit.
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"bread"]" (\nn72 vY nnenwl) (In Jeremiam, 10.1.21). However, some of these examples, such

as Deuteronomy 32:8 and Psalms 81:7, may represent text-critical issues."

There are also a number of passages in which Origen refrains from commenting on
the Hebrew when it would be expected. When discussing the various readings of the begin-
ning words of 1 Samuel, Origen compares the readings of various Greek translations without
reference to the Hebrew (Homiliae in Librum Regnum, 12.998-999.4).*° When discussing the
mark placed on the foreheads of those grieved by the sins of Jerusalem in Ezekiel 9:2—7, Ori-
gen cites the translations of Aquila and Theodotion ('the mark of the taw' [Enueimoic Tod
®ad]), who merely transcribe the Hebrew (1) into Greek (®ad), rather than referring to the
Hebrew itself (Selecta in Ezechielem, 13.800.50). Origen's comments that "God wiped out the
name ... of Sarah (Zdpag), calling her Sarrah (Xappoav)" may convey that he believed her re-
naming consisted of Sarah acquiring an additional 7, rather than Sarai ("7%) becoming Sarah
(7M) as in the Hebrew (Selecta in Psalmos, 12.1188.40-42).*' Origen's contention that a
grammatical mistake is present in the phrase oneipov onépua katd yévog 'bearing seed ac-
cording to kind' and that it ought to be amended to katd yévoc oneipov onépua 'according to
kind bearing seed' seems unreasonable if he was familiar with the Hebrew (Selecta in Genes-
im, 12.92.22—-12.93.3). Finally, when discussing the text of Daniel, he bases his claim about
the order of the verses "in the Hebrew versions" (év toic ‘Efpaikoic) on the fact that "so

Aquila, serving the Hebrew idiom, has rendered it in his version" (Obtw yap AxOAog

dovievav t1 ‘EPpaiki) AéEel xdédwkev ginav) (Epistula ad Africanum, 11.52.15-21).

19. For Deuteronomy 32:8, Origen follows the Greek 'according to the number of the angels of God' (katd
ap1Opov ayyélov Beod) with no discussion of Hebrew 'according to the number of the sons of Israel' (°32 12977
%) (Commentarii in evangelium Joannis, 13.50.332.6). However, 4Q37 12:14 has o>m>X °11 in this verse.
For Psalms 81:7, Origen accepts the Greek 'they served' (¢6o0Aevoav) with no comment on Hebrew 'they pass
over' (7172yn) (Commentarium in evangelium Matthaei, 11.2.49). It is easy to conceive of how ;1172¥n 'they pass
over' could be mistaken as 71172¥n 'they serve', but Symmachus and Jerome both support a Hebrew text of 7112yn
(FieLp 1875, 11 233; ELLiotT 1877-1887, 858).

20. See also ELLIOTT's comments on Origen's treatment of Genesis 45:27 and Exodus 4:10/6:30 (18771887,
858).

21. 'E&fAenye 6 0 Bg0G...TO dVopLa... TG XApag KAADY a0tV Zappav.
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Although these examples seem to paint the picture of a scholar totally unaware of the
Hebrew text, the passages require a more nuanced approach. HansoN has shown that even
though Origen was well aware of the differences between the Hebrew and Greek text, he re-
garded the LXX as divinely inspired. In fact, according to Hanson, while the Hebrew text
was regarded as the original authoritative text for Origen, nevertheless, because of his view
of inspiration, even in instances where he acknowledges that the LXX has changed the origi-
nal Hebrew, he views such alterations as inspired changes (1959, 162—67). Such a view may
seem unusual, but it is essential for understanding how someone like Origen, who knew very
well the differences between the Hebrew and Greek versions, would feel perfectly comfort-
able expounding the text of the LXX in its own right without any reference to the differences
in the original Hebrew text. Nevertheless, even in light of Origen's view of the inspiration of

the LXX, the examples above do not support the idea that Origen knew Hebrew well.
2.2.1.3.2. Mistakes with Hebrew Letters

There are a couple instances in which Origen's errors regarding Hebrew letters are best ex-
plained as the result of approaching the Hebrew through the Greek. In Selecta in Psalmos
(12.1068), when discussing the mention of Abimelech in the superscription of Psalm 34, he

writes:

It seems that the one named Ahimelech, of the first of the kingdoms, is called
Abimelech. The letters among the Hebrews, I refer to kaph and beth, have
such great similarity, so that one may not differentiate between them by any-
thing, except a small tittle only.”

Before proceeding to Origen's error, we ought to note that this passage clearly demonstrates
Origen's familiarity with the Hebrew alphabet. In the Hebrew-Aramaic script of Origen's day,
beth (2) and kaph (2) were indeed distinguished by very little. However, the name Ahimelech
(7°n°nR) is spelled with a heth—not a kaph—in Hebrew and thus would not have been con-

fused scribally with the 2 in Abimelech (79%°2R). That Origen suggests scribal confusion be-

22. goike 1OV T} TPOIN TOV Bacieidv Ayuéiey @vopacuévov APBuyéley GmoKoAelv. @V oTolXEiOv map’
‘EBpaiotg, Aéym 8¢ tod o Kol tod 1o, moAAnv Opod o cmldvimv, Mg Katd undev AAMA®Y StaALdTTEWY, §
Bpayeiq kepaiq povn.
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tween beth and kaph seems to suggest that he was first thinking of the name in Greek

(Aywérey) and then envisioning how that name might be spelled in Hebrew (7712708%%*).

In Origen's Epistula ad Africanum (11.77), it seems likely that he has conflated He-
brew shin (¥) and sin () based on their identical Greek transcription of 6. When attempting
to demonstrate how a Greek translator might preserve a play on words present in Hebrew also

in the Greek translation, he writes:

The Hebrews say that the woman was called essa and that 'I took' is made
clear from the word, as is evident from the [verse], 'Chos isouot essa', which is
translated as, 'l will take up the cup of salvation'. And the man is is, as is ap-
parent from the [verse], 'Esre ais', which is, 'Blessed is the man'. According to
the Hebrews, then, is [is a man] and essa [is] of a man, for from is, her hus-
band, she was taken.”

In Hebrew, the play on words lies in the phonological similarity between the name for 'man'
(v°X) and 'woman' (7%/X). An equivalent play on words in Greek would have been to attach a
feminine ending to the Greek word for 'man' (&vp). In fact, Symmachus does just this in his
translation, substituting an invented word avdpig (dvip 'man' + fem. ending -1c) for 'woman'
instead of the more common yvvi.** This translation would have served Origen's argument
far better and would have helped him to realize what precisely the play on words was. In-
stead, the fact that Origen connects Genesis 2:23 (NXT=77R2 ©°Kn °3 'for from man she was tak-
en') with Psalms 116:13 (x& niviw»-0i3 'I will take up the cup of salvation') seems to indicate
that he thought that the play on words lay in the phonological similarity between the words
'woman' and 'take'. This only makes sense if he was working from Greek translation and
transcription and not the original Hebrew. Even though different Hebrew verbs are used in
each of these verses—Genesis 2:23 has np? and Psalms 116:3 has Xi—they are both trans-

lated into Greek with forms of the verb Aappave 'to take'. Moreover, even though the words

23. ®aoi 8¢ ol Efpaiotl éood pév kaAeichot v yovaika: dnAodcBot 8¢ anod tiig AéEemg TO EAafov, dg dfilov €k
10D X@®g icovmb €cod, Omep Epunvedetar ig 8¢ TOv avdpa, dg pavepov €k tod- 'Eopn dic, dnep €oti- Maxdpilog
évnp. Kata pgv odv ‘EBpaiovg ic kol éood dvEpdg, &t dmd i avdpog abtiig EMeon adt.

24. Symmachus (Gen. 2:23): She will be called woman (&vdpig), for from man (avdpog, gen. of avip) she was
taken. avtn KAnOnoetol avopig, 6t dmd avdpog EMeOn abtn (FiELD 1875, 15).
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7wR 'woman' and X 'l will take up' were pronounced with different sibilants in Hebrew dur-
ing Origen's time (/*es$3/ [?1f:0:] 'woman' and /?e$$3/ [?1s:0:] 'I will take up'), they were both
transcribed into Greek as eoc0.” The fact that Origen skips over the obvious play on words
in Hebrew brought out in Symmachus's translation for a far less intuitive pun seems to show
that Origen was working primarily from Greek translation and transcription when accessing

the Hebrew (cf. ELLioTT 18771888, 858).

Two other instances of apparent conflation of Hebrew /s/ and /$/ (or /s/) due to Greek
transcription are found in Origen. First, as cited earlier, Origen connects the etymology of the
Hebrew word v /kas/ to Greek yodg 'dust' (Hanson 1959, 170). Second, in Selecta in Ju-
dices (12.949.12-20), when commenting on the shibboleth incident in Judges 12:6, Origen
claims that the distinction was between those who could say cefnia and those who pro-
nounced it as ogfnAw. He seems to ignore the fact that the distinction in the Hebrew text was
between those who could pronounce /§/ and those who pronounced it as [s].”* According to

DE LANGE, Origen heard this illustration or found it in a Greek translation (1976, 152).

2.2.1.3.3. Indiscriminate Copying
In a couple of instances Origen seems to copy a line from the second column indiscriminately
without separating its parts. In Commentarium in evangelium Matthaei (14.16), when discus-

sing the Hebrew words for 'male’ and 'female’ in the creation story (Gen. 1:27), he writes:

At the same time, notice that regarding those made in the image it is not said
'man and woman', but 'male and female'. This we also have observed in the
Hebrew. For man is signified by the word IS, and male by the word ZACHAR.
And again, woman by the word ESS4, and female by the word OUNKEBA.”

25. For etymological */i/ being realized as /e/ [1] in the Secunda, see 6.4.2.

26. Some scholars suggest that the Gileadites pronounced the w in the word n?aw 'stream' as an interdental
fricative /t/ [0], while the Ephraimites, in whose dialect there was no such phoneme, articulated [s] when trying
to pronounce [0] (see RENDSBURG 2013b). FABER suggests that /$/ was present in Gileadite but not Ephraimite
Hebrew and thus the Ephraimites pronounced it as [s] or [1] (1992). However the original context is to be
explained, we must remember that in Origen's day, the only apparent distinction for those familiar with the
biblical text would have been that between w [$] and 0 [s].

27. apo 8 Tpdoyeg Ot €ml pEv TV Kat' gikdva 00K Avip Kai yovn gipntat, GAAL ppev kal OfjAv. ToiTo 08 Kol

é&v 1® EPpaik@d tetnprkapey. avip pev yop onaodtar tf) IX eovi], dppev 0& tf) ZAXAP. kol wdAy yovr pev i
EZZA govi], 07jAv 8¢ tff OYNKHBA.
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In the Hebrew of this passage from Genesis, the words 'male' and 'female' come in a pair (737
72717) with the conjunctive waw attached to the word 'female' (see also Gen. 5:2; 6:19; 7:3, 9,
16). It seems that Origen has copied the entire line, treating the whole phrase 'and female'
(72p1) as one word (OYNKHBA) (Hanson 1959, 168). Such a mistake is unlikely if Origen
knew the Hebrew word, but is far more likely if he was working from the Greek translations
of the Hexapla and simply copied whole-cloth the word in the second column that fell on the
same line, not being careful, or able, to analyze its Hebrew components (see reconstruction

below; based on FieLp [1875, 10]):**

Hebrew Secunda Aquila Symmachus LXX Theodotion
737 Coyop <d&poev> apoev dpoev apoev
72p) ovvkn o <xoi OfAv> Kai 0fjAv Kol 6fjAv Kai 0fjAv

Figure 3: 'male and female' in the Hexapla

A similar example, cited earlier for a different purpose, occurs in Contra Celsum

(1.34) when Origen is discussing the proper translation of the Hebrew word 1n%y (Isa. 7:14):

And if a Jew, coming up with ingenious arguments, should say that 'Behold,
the virgin' has not been written but instead of it, 'Behold, the young woman',
we will say to him that the word aalma, which the seventy have translated as
'the virgin' but others as 'the young woman', is found, as they say, also in
Deuteronomy referring to a virgin.”

The word n%7y occurs in the Isaiah passage with the definite article (7%7y7). Like the previ-
ous example, the fact that Origen cites the word with the article (doApd) may demonstrate
once again that Origen copied the corresponding line of the second column in its totality™
and was not working from his own Hebrew knowledge (see reconstruction below; based on

FieLp [1875, 443]) (figure 4):

28. Aquila's translation is not attested in Field, but it is not likely that it would have differed.

29. 'Eav 8¢ Tovdaiog evpeciioy®dv 10 1d00 1 mapBévog pun yeypdeBot Aéyn AL vt adtod 1dov 1 vedvig,
pnoopev Tpog adTOV 6Tt 1 HEv AEEIG N AloApd, Tiv ol pev ERdopnkovta petetApacty i v topHévov dalot &
€lg TNV vedviy, kettol, A eaot, kai &v 1@ Agvtepovopie ém Topbivou.

30. It is unlikely that the double ao at the beginning of the word signifies the guttural ‘ayin. Such a
representation would be unusual for the Secunda; further, the Ambrosiana palimpsest has aAp®6 (46:1) in the
plural construct without a double aa at the beginning of the word.

22 -



Hebrew Secunda Aquila Symmachus LXX Theodotion

noyn GoApG M veavig 1 veavig 1N mopOEvog 1 vedvig

Figure 4: 'the virgin' in the Hexapla

On the other hand, because Origen is discussing how the word is translated in this context,

one could argue that citing the word with the definite article is acceptable.’’

2.2.1.4. Conclusions
Based on Origen's own testimony regarding his lack of expertise in Hebrew, his dependence
on secondary sources for etymological meanings, and his heavy reliance on Greek translation
and transcription instead of Hebrew, it is necessary to conclude that Origen lacked the requi-
site skill in Hebrew to compose the second column of the Hexapla himself. It is inconceiv-
able that the same man who was able to vocalize the entire Hebrew Bible and devise a system
of transcription for it could have made the sort of mistakes cited above. Even the idea that
Origen merely transcribed what was dictated to him from an expert in Hebrew may be dis-
missed; the results of such a collaboration would be a much superior Hebrew knowledge than
what is exemplified in Origen's writings and a much inferior system of transcription than
what is exhibited in the Secunda.”” Therefore, barring new evidence that might come to light,

it should be considered a fact that Origen did not compose the second column himself.*

2.2.2. Nature and Extent of Origen's Hebrew Knowledge
The preceding section is sufficient to demonstrate that Origen was by no means an expert in
Hebrew and could not have composed the second column himself. Nevertheless, it would not

be correct to claim that he had no Hebrew knowledge at all. The present section will attempt

31. However, when Origen uses the same formula (1] Aé€ig 1} + word ) to discuss the Greek word émodaiov (in
the phrase Tov &ptov Nudv Tov émlovctov) in the Lord's prayer, he quotes the word without the article: 1| Aé&ig 1
émovoiov (De oratione 27.7.2).

32. Note that Jerome, who had a personal Hebrew teacher, exhibits a deep knowledge of Hebrew in numerous
cases (GRAVES 2007). Also, the idea that someone unfamiliar with the language would transcribe it relatively
consistently and sometimes even phonemically is unlikely on the basis of the principles of cross-language
perception (see chapter 6).

33. This is the view of ELrLioTT (1877-1887, 855-59), KaAHLE (1947), LieTzZMANN (1950, 302), Hanson (1959,
167-75), and DE LaNGE (1976, 21-23, 152-54).
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to paint a picture of the nature and extent of Origen's Hebrew knowledge in terms of what he
did know. A survey of the evidence demonstrates that Origen knew the Hebrew alphabet,
knew many Hebrew words, had some grammatical knowledge of Hebrew, and used Hebrew

text-critically.

2.2.2.1. Knowledge of the Alphabet
There are a number of pieces of evidence which suggest that Origen had learned the Hebrew
alphabet (for the examples below, see ELLiorT 1877-1887, 858; Hanson 1959, 170-71; DE
LanGe 1976, 152-53). Although cited earlier to demonstrate that Origen relied on Greek
translation and transcription, his comment that "kaph and beth maintain a great deal of simi-

larity, such that they differ from each other in nothing but merely a small tittle"**

(Selecta in
Psalmos, 12.1068) points to familiarity with the alphabet. Also, in Selecta in Psalmos
(12.1276.44-47), when discussing the phrase 'my savior' (cot)p pov) in the LXX (cf. 'my
salvation' *y¥> in the Hebrew), he states that "in this passage, in the Hebrew 'my savior', the
name of our Savior Jesus Christ is written the way in which someone would write Jesus in
Hebrew characters."”” Origen seems to be connecting the root letters of *yw> with the same
letters in the name of Jesus, spelled either » W or yw° during the Roman period.*® Last, in

Fragmenta in Lucam (221.1-4) and Scholia in Lucam (17.365.15-20), when discussing Je-

sus's famous saying about "one jot or tittle" (Matt. 5:18), he writes:

Not only among the Greeks is iofa one tittle, but also among the Hebrews that
which is called among them ioth [is one tittle]. And 'one iota or one tittle' may
symbolically represent Jesus, since the beginning of his name, not only among
the Greeks, but also among the Hebrews is written starting with ioth.”’

34. See footnote 22 for Greek text.

35. &v yap 100t ¢ EPpaikd 10 cotp pov, dvopo yéypantol tod Totiipoc Hudv Tnood Xpiotod. St dv &v
T1g 101G ‘EBpaikoig yopoktipot ypdymn tov Incodv.

36. Hanson (1959, 171) wrongly argues that this passage reflects a mistake of Origen, assuming that the name
of Jesus should be spelled ywi in Hebrew. However, HANSON seem to confuse the longer name ywin? with its
shorter variant ¥3° common in the Second Temple Period. Moreover, in the Judaean Desert Texts, the short
spelling of yw~ for ¥y is common (Mor 2015, 79).

37. Mia kepaio o0 wap’ "EAANGL povov €oti 10 idta, Al kol mwap’ EPpaiolg 1o map’ adtolg kahobuevov imo.

Sdvvatar 6¢ 10 idTa Ev 1| pio kepaio cupPoiikdg AéyesBat O Incodg, éncinep 1 dpyn 0D OVOUATOC OOTOD OV
map’ "EAAnct pdvov, aala kot map’ ‘EPpaiolg amod tod imb ypdeetat.
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In Selecta in Ezechielem (13.800—01), when discussing why the Hebrew letter faw is
to be put on the foreheads of those who are grieved by the sins of Jerusalem, he explains
three Jewish interpretations, all of which are contingent on knowledge of the alphabet. First,
because the faw is the last letter of the twenty-two letter Hebrew alphabet, it signifies the per-
fection of those who are grieved over the sins in the city. Second, it signifies those who have
kept the law, because 'the law' (0 vouog) is called '"Torah' (Bwpa)) in Hebrew, the first letter of
which is taw. The third interpretation, which comes specifically from a Jewish Christian,
states that in Paleo-Hebrew script (1 dpyoio ototyeia) the taw resembles the form of the
cross and is thus prophetic. It may seem far-fetched that a third-century ce Christian interpre-
tation could depend on Paleo-Hebrew script, but Origen's comments on the tetragrammaton
in his commentary on Psalms demonstrate that he was familiar with—or had at least heard

about—Paleo-Hebrew script (Selecta in Psalmos, 12.1104, see above).

Finally, in addition to the aforementioned examples, there are also a few places where
Origen discusses the alphabet in relation to acrostic passages. In his opening remarks regard-
ing Psalm 118/119, he points out that "it is written according to the letters of the Hebrews, so
that the first verses of it are eight starting with aleph, which is the beginning of their alphabet,
and the next eight start with beth, and thus in order" (Selecta in Psalmos, 12.1585.38-42;
Fragmenta in Psalmos 1-150, 118p.1-8).** While it is true that even the Greek of the LXX
indicates that Psalm 118/119 is a Hebrew acrostic, Origen comments on several other pas-
sages whose acrostic nature is not reflected in the Greek. In the same passage (Selecta in
Psalmos, 12.1585.49-53), when discussing the acrostic patterning in Psalms 111 and 112,

Origen states that in those Psalms "the acrostic (otoyeimoic) is not drawn out, but delivered

38. xatd EBpaiov otoysio yeypappévoc, Gote TodC PV TpOTOVS odTod GTiYovE sival OKT® Amd Tod Alsg: &
€oTv apyn TV Tap’ adTolg oToLyElV: TOVG 6€ deVTEPOVS OKTM o B16, kai oVt kabe&iic.
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briefly."*’ Finally, in Fragmenta in Lamentationes (1.1-8), Origen provides a detailed de-

scription of the acrostic patterning of Lamentations.*’

In sum, while there is no doubt that Origen obtained some of his information about
the alphabet (e.g., Paleo-Hebrew faw) from Jewish sources, the evidence suggests that Origen
did indeed know the Hebrew letters. This does not necessarily mean that he could have read a
Hebrew text, which would have required vocalization—in fact, there is evidence that such a
task would have been difficult for him—but his recognition of Hebrew letters not conveyed
in transcription (e.g., ‘ayin in “¥¥"), his description of the shape of letters (e.g., beth, kaf, yod,
taw), and his familiarity with the order of the alphabet (e.g., acrostics) seem to indicate that

he had at least learned the alphabet.

2.2.2.2. Memorized Meanings and Etymologies
Beyond the alphabet, there is evidence that Origen knew the meaning of many Hebrew words
and names (for the examples below, see ELLiorT 1877-1887, 858; HansonN 1956; HANSON
1959, 166, 168, 170; DE LANGE 1976, 153). There are many instances in his writings where
he will reference the Hebrew behind a Greek translation, such as AgviaBav for dpaxwv (Con-
tra Celsum, 6.25), AlolqA for dmomounaiog (Contra Celsum, 6.43), 1¢/Coyap for dvip/dpoev
(Commentarium in evangelium Matthaei, 14.16), and avin apg for mpoeig tg yii¢ (Selecta in
Psalmos, 12.1060). It would be reasonable to assume that he used the text of the second col-

umn in such cases.*' There are also many instances in his writings where he will reference the

39. 'Exe&l uév ovv 1) otoryeimoig odk éktétatar, AL S1dt Bpayémy mapadédotar.

40. Jeremiah ... laments, delineating several sections and distinct parts, which begin in the order of the Hebrew
alphabet. And after completing the lamentation for every letter and on top of all of them the one beginning with
Taw, which is the last letter of the Hebrews, he goes back to aleph and laments once again. This he does four
times, proceeding through the twenty-two letters of the alphabet.

O Tepepiog ... Opnvel mepkomds Tvog Kol SGTOANS TTEPLypapmVv apyopévag &g ano tdv map’ Efpaiolg
oToyEimv. Kol PeTd TO TEAESAL TOV €0’ £KAGTOV oTolyEiov Bpijvov Kol £ml mdct TOV arnd T0D Oad apyduevov,
Omep éoti televtaiov v Efpaiov ypappa, Eravépyetot émi 10 ALY kol wdAwy Opnvel, kol TodTo ToLEl TETPAKIG
0 €ikoct Kol 600 arotyein Eneslmv.

41. Hanson argues that the sporadic instances of transcribed Hebrew in Origen's writings are his own creation
(1959, 168). However, such transcriptions are generally consistent with the transcription system found in the
Ambrosiana palimpsest. One possible exception could be the transcription Poo o2 'in the name of in a
quotation of Psalms 118:26 in Origen's commentary on Matthew (see below). The ave interchange common in
contemporary Greek does not occur in the Ambrosiana palimpsest, where the word oy 'name' is written with an
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meaning of a Hebrew name, such as transeuntes 'those passing through' for Hebraei (Homili-
ae in Librum Numerorum, 19.4), Onpdvteg 'hunters' for X1dwv, opdv 'seeing one' for Alad
(Selecta in Genesim, 12.117), and cvvoyn 'distress' for Zop (Commentarium in evangelium
Matthaei, 11.16) (for more, see Hanson 1956). HansoN has demonstrated that such etymolog-
ical explanations derive from Jewish sources (1956). Finally, there are at least a couple in-
stances where Origen provides a Greek explanation of a Hebrew word that is transcribed into
Greek, even in the translation, such as yévotrto for Aunyv (Fragmenta in evangelium Joannis,
120) and avtikeipevog for catavag (Commentarium in evangelium Matthaei, 12.21). It is
possible that such instances reflect a slightly more internalized knowledge of Hebrew, gained

neither through the text of the second column nor the etymological lists.

In sum, even though most of this material is likely derived from secondary textual
sources, there is no doubt that someone with as brilliant a mind and as superb a memory as
Origen (Hanson 1959, 182) would have been able to recall much of this information and ap-
ply it in different contexts. The process of consulting different textual and human sources for
the amount of Hebrew material contained in Origen's writings would have been a process

through which Origen learned a great deal.

2.2.2.3. Grammatical Understanding
While there is plenty of evidence that Origen knew the alphabet and meanings of words, only
two passages point to a more sophisticated grammatical knowledge (for the examples below,
see HansoN 1959, 167, 172). In Homiliae in Librum Numerorum (12.724.15-25), when dis-
cussing the presumably awkward use of the conjunction 'and' (kai) in the LXX translation of
Numbers 24:21 (‘and having seen the Kenite and having taken up his parable, he said' [koi

iSav 1ov Kavaiov kai dverofov ty mapaporiv odtod einev]), he writes:

It seems reasonable, according to the explanation which we delivered about
the Kenite, that the conjunction 'and' disrupts the sense. But it should be
known that it is natural for the Hebrew language to use the conjunction 'and'

epsilon (cep). On the other hand, Origen's transcription og) (for 779) strongly supports the idea that he was
quoting the second column (see footnote 56).
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frequently, so that when it sometimes is excessive, and in those places in
which it is not necessary, as it would seem in our language, it would seem
thrust in: which should in any case be admitted with pardon. For each and
every language has a particular characteristic, which would seem faulty in oth-
er languages. And in this place, then, the conjunction 'and' ought to be regard-
ed as excessive and superfluous.”

This passage does not necessarily demonstrate that Origen had a sophisticated understanding
of the syntax of the conjunction waw in Hebrew, but merely that he was sensitive to the fact

that the Hebrew use of the conjunction differed from that of Greek.

In Philocalia (14.1.6-32), Origen's comments regarding how different Greek transla-
tions render "nouns" (mpoomyopiat) and "predicates" (katnyoprjuata) in Genesis 1:16—17
may reflect a more sophisticated understanding of the language. His comments focus on the

127923 'to rule the day and the night'. He writes the following:

And it should be investigated if 'for rule of the day' is the same as 'and to rule
the day' and 'for rule of the night' as ... 'and to rule the night'. For Aquila also
preserved the parallel, having made it 'for authority' instead of 'for rule' and 'to
exercise authority' instead of 'and to rule' ... Aquila, who was ambitious to
translate most literally, has done no less than [distinguishing] the noun and the
predicate [forms].*

It is unclear from the passage if Origen actually understood the underlying Hebrew or if he
was merely relying on translations. The fact that Origen regards Aquila to have "preserved
the parallel" supports the idea that Origen was aware of this difference in the Hebrew text;
this would reflect a somewhat sophisticated grammatical understanding of Hebrew. On the
other hand, the belief that Aquila translated the Hebrew literally here does not necessarily

mean that Origen was able to discern this grammatical feature in the Hebrew text himself. It

42. Videtur sane secundum hanc expositionem quam de Cineo edidimus, et conjunctio interturbare sensum. Sed
sciendum est, quod vernaculum est Hebraeae linguae et conjunctione frequenter uti, ita ut interdum abundet, et
in non necessariis, ut in nostra apparet lingua, videatur inserta: quod utique cum venia accipiendum est. Habet
enim unaquaeque lingua aliquid proprietatis, quod apud alias linguas vitiosum videatur. Et hic ergo, et
conjunctio quasi abundans habenda est, et superflua.

43. nmtéov 6¢ &l TavTdV €T TO: €ig Apyag THC MUEPOS TG Kol Apyew THG NUEPUS: Kol TO* €ig Apyag THS
VOKTOG T ... KOl pyeW TG VOKTOC. Kol O AKOAAG Yap TO AvAAOYoV ETHPNCE, TOMGOG VTl HEV TOD &ig apyds, €ig
g&ovoiav: avti 8¢ 10D kal dpyetv, £0Vclalew ... O KLPLOTATE EPUNVEDELY PILOTILOVUEVOS AKVANG OVK GAAO
TEMOINKE TOPA TV TPOoTYoplay Kol TO KATNYOpTLLOL.
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is quite possible that, due to his high esteem for Aquila and his reputation as the most literal
translator, Origen simply assumed that such a conspicuous translation choice would not have

been arbitrary.

In sum, Origen's discussion regarding the conjunction waw and the distinction be-
tween "nouns" and "predicates" in the Genesis passage would support the idea that Origen's
knowledge of the language extended beyond the alphabet and etymologies into the realm of
grammar. It is striking, though, that there are so few examples of Hebrew grammatical com-
ments in Origen's writings. The relative paucity of such examples, in light of Origen's facility
in discussing Greek grammar, points to a very limited knowledge of Hebrew grammar for

Origen.
2.2.2.4. Comparing Greek Translations with Hebrew

There are a number of passages in which Origen appears to be able to intelligently compare
the Greek translations to the Hebrew, sometimes correcting the Greek and sometimes merely

citing the differences (for the examples below, see HANsoN 1959, 164—66, 172-75).

In Selecta in Psalmos (12.1168.4—14), when discussing the phrase 'from the fruit of
grain' (4o kapmod citov) in the Greek translation of Psalms 4:8, Origen argues correctly that
the Hebrew has 'from the time [of the grain]' (ém0 karpod) (cf. 2337 ny»).** In the same book
(12.1116.44-48), when discussing the phrase 'from the right way' in the LXX translation of
Psalms 2:12, he rightly claims that "[the word right] is not added to the noun, neither in the
Hebrew nor in the other translations" and that perhaps "the manuscripts [of the LXX] have
erred."” In Commentarii in evangelium Joannis (6.6.7-10), Origen argues that the phrase 'the
Lord is just and has loved righteousness' (dikatog kvplog, kai dikarocvvag Nydnnoev) in the

Greek translation of Psalms 11:7 is a justified reading because "[he] found it thus in the accu-

44. Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion all have dro koupod (FiELD 1875, 91).
45. obte év 1@ EPpaikd mpockertal, odte &v taig howraig Epunveiaig 10, dkaioag ... WATOTE ... Td Avtiypaga

nuapmrot. He also admits the possibility of the LXX translators making the change according to a "divine
device" (kat’ oikovopiov) (Hanson 1959, 164).
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rate manuscripts, in the rest of the versions besides the Seventy, and in the Hebrew."*® Else-
where in the same book (10.40.282-83), when using the structure of the temple to make a
spiritual application, he claims that the translators did not know the meaning of the word

dabir (dafeip) and that others wrongly conflated it with the temple:

The two cherubim were in the dabir (dapeip), which those who translated the
Hebrew into the Greek have not been able to interpret correctly. But through a
misuse of language some have said that the thing which happens to be more
precious than the temple (i.e., the dabir) is the temple itself.”

In Contra Celsum (5.48.15—18), when discussing the phrase 'the blood of the circumcision of
my child stayed' (85tn 10 aipa tfig meprropfic Tod moudiov pov) in the LXX translation of Ex-
odus 4:25, Origen writes that "according to the Hebrew itself" (katda 6& 10 £Bpaikov avto),

the reading is 'you are a bridegroom of blood to me' (Nvpgiog aipdtmv 60 pot).*

Even though Origen often cites "the Hebrew" as supporting evidence for a given read-
ing (often against the reading of the LXX), it is possible that he is merely trusting that certain
translators, known for their faithfulness to the Hebrew like Aquila, have accurately represent-
ed the Hebrew. This may be hinted at in a passage in Commentarii in evangelium Joannis
(6.41.212), in which Origen discusses the mistakes in proper names in Greek manuscripts

used by Christians:

And it is possible to see the same type of mistake in many places in the Law
and the Prophets, as we have verified by learning from Hebrews and compar-
ing our manuscripts to theirs, which are witnessed by the never-yet-distort-
ed versions of Aquila and Theodotion and Symmachus.*

46. oVte yap &v Toig dxpiPécty Avtrypapolg ebpopey Kol Toig AOmoic mapd ToUG ERSoUNKOVTO EKOOGETL KOl T®
‘EBpaixd.

47. Té pévror Vo yepovPeip év @ daPeip fv, dmep ov deddvnviar Epunvedoat Kuping oi petaAapPavovteg ig
‘EAvicpov ta ‘Efpaiov. Kataypnotikdtepov 0€ Tiveg vaoy avtov eipikacty ToD vaod TYMOTEPOV Ty dvovTa.

48. Tt is difficult to determine if Origen's comment was based on an understanding of the Hebrew or on a
particular translation. This verse is variously attested among the versions (FIELD 1875, 85-86): Symmachus:
vopgiog aipdtov ov pot. Theodotion: vopeiog aipdtomv ob pot. 7o Efpaixov: vopeiog aipatog oV pot. Aquila
and Theodotion (Syro-Hexapla): vopgiov aipatog . 6 Efpaiog: do@pdyioe 1o aipa tfig mepiropfic.

49. To o’ Opotov mepl T0 OVOUATA GEAAUO TOAAOXOD TOD VOHOL Kol T@V Tpoentdv &otv idelv, ¢

nkppocapey ard ‘EPpaiov paddvieg, kol toig dviypdeolg avt®dv ta Nuétepa cvykpivavteg, poptupndeiow
VIO TAV PUNSET® SL0oTPAPEICHY EKOOGEMY AKVAOV Kol Og0d0TimVOog Kol Zvppdyov.
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This passage may be interpreted to mean that Origen regarded the versions of Aquila,
Theodotion, and Symmachus as accurately reflecting the Hebrew text of the Jews. Accord-
ingly, it ought to be considered that, if the other versions represented a consensus, Origen
might have regarded them as accurately reflecting the Hebrew without needing to check it
himself.” After all, in Epistula ad Africanum (11.52.21-24), Origen says that Aquila "is be-
lieved by the Jews to have translated the Scripture most zealously, whom those who do not
know the Hebrew language are especially accustomed to use, as he is more successful than
all"™! (cf. HansoN 1959, 172).”* It is possible that this high esteem for Aquila may have even
misled Origen at times.” In Homiliae in Canticum Canticorum (13.50.43—46), when compar-
ing the translation of the LXX and Aquila for the word 77°X 'your calamity' in Proverbs 27:10,
Origen argues that "instead of that which the Septuagint interprets as 'unfortunate' (infelix),

n54

Aquila, expressing the actual Hebrew, has placed 'rustic' (qypowkdc)."”" Unless Aquila and

Origen were dealing with another Hebrew text, the LXX has the better translation here.”

However, there is also evidence that Origen was indeed able to compare the Hebrew

and Greek columns successfully. In Commentarium in evangelium Matthaei (16.19.72-86),

50. See Origen's statement in In Jeremiam (14.3.4-5): "for in most manuscripts ... but in the most accurate
manuscripts and [those which] agree with the Hebrew ..." (Hanson 1959, 175).

51. guotuoTEpOV MEMGTELEVOC TTapd Tovdaiolg Hipunvevkévor v Fpogiv: @ pdiicta eiddact oi dyvoodvieg
v ‘EBpaiov didiektov xpiicBat, &g mviov HAAAOV ETLTETEVYUEV®.

52. Hanson entirely misses the point of this statement by Origen, mistranslating the phrase 'those who do not
know the Hebrew language' (o1 dyvoodvteg v ‘Efpaiov didhektov) as 'those who know the Hebrew language'
(1959, 172).

53. Hanson notes that Origen uses Aquila's translation to correct the Hebrew text and the translation of the
LXX for Genesis 2:4 (1959, 172).

54. Pro eo quod Septuaginta, infelix, interpretati sunt, Aquila Hebraeam exprimens veritatem dypowog posuit.

55. Another example of this is found in Origen's comments (Selecta in Psalmos, 12.1064.32-39) on the various
renderings of the Hebrew superscription of Psalm 45 (23w%-5y 'on the lilies'). Aquila has 'on the lilies' (éxi oig
kpivolg) and Symmachus has 'about the flowers' (nepi t@v GvBewv). While Origen claims that the original
Hebrew means either 'concerning the lilies' or 'concerning the flowers', he argues that the LXX translation fits
with the others because the appearance of flowers changes quickly (Hanson 1959, 173). However, it is worth
noting that the LXX rendering may be the result of the translator associating it with the root >"1% 'to change'.
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when discussing the reason why the quotation of Psalms 118:25-26 in Matthew 21:9 seems

to skip over a line, Origen writes:

And it seems to me that the [phrase] that has been placed instead of, 'O Lord,
please save', namely, 'Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord',
is referenced in Hebrew in the phrase, 'Hosanna to the son of David'. And so
the Hebrew text also has, 'ANNA ADONAI, OSIANNA, ANNA ADONALI,
ASLIANNA, BAROUCH ABBA BSAIM ADONALI' It seems to me, then,
that the gospels, being copied continually by the Greeks, who did not know
the language, became commingled with respect to the placement of these
[words quoted] from the aforementioned psalm.*®

Origen further supports his argument by appealing to Aquila's translation (16.19.86-91).
Even though he was helped by Greek translations, this passage demonstrates that Origen was
able to coordinate and compare the Greek translations with the Greek transcription of the sec-

ond column in order to elucidate text-critical issues.

In sum, a survey of these texts demonstrates that Origen was capable of utilizing He-
brew in his text-critical discussions, even to the point of evaluating the accuracy of the Greek
translations. However, these passages also show that his access to the Hebrew may have
largely depended on his utilization of those translations that he regarded as particularly faith-

ful to the original Hebrew.

2.2.3. Origen's Use of the Secunda and the Purpose of Including It in the Hexapla
Up to this point, it has been demonstrated that even though Origen lacked the Hebrew skill
necessary to compose the Secunda himself, he did know Hebrew to some degree. Neverthe-
less, even though Origen did not compose the second column himself, it is clear that he inter-
acted with it in his writings and study. It is fitting, then, to conclude this section on Origen's
Hebrew knowledge with a couple examples that illustrate how Origen used the text of the

second column.

56. dokel 8¢ pot o avti 10D @ KOpLE, GOGOV O TPOTETAYUEVA TOD EDAOYNUEVOS O EpYOLEVOS €V dvOpaTL Kupiov
EPpaikde éxxeloar &v T® doavve @ vI® Aovid obteo 88 kol siysv 1 EBpoikn AéElc ANNA AAQNAI
QXIANNA, ANNA AAQNAI AXAIANNA, BAPOYX ABBA BZAIM AAQNAL sito Sokel pot vmd ‘EAMjvev
GUVEXDG YPOPOLEVE TO VayYEM LT €100TOV TNV d1dAEKTOV, GLYKEYXLGOL &V TOTG KATA TOV TOTMOV £XOVGL TODTA
amo tod wpoepnuévov Yorpod.
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For the first example, we may return to a passage examined above from Epistula ad
Africanum (11.77), in which Origen's comments on the terms for 'man’ and 'woman' seem to

betray his modus operandi with the text of the second column:

The Hebrews say that the woman was called essa and that 'I took' is made
clear from the word, as is evident from the [verse], 'Chos isouot essa', which is

translated as, 'l will take up the cup of salvation'. And the man is is, as is ap-

parent from the [verse], 'Esre ais', which is, 'Blessed is the man'.”’

In each example, Origen proves the meaning of a transcribed Hebrew word by citing an in-
stance of that same transcription elsewhere in the Bible along with its translation into Greek.
In the case of eoca nWR, this actually leads Origen to erroneously associate it with the verb
AapPave, which would have been on the same line as esoa X¥¥ in the Hexapla for Psalms
116:13. In the case of 1¢ WX, Origen correctly associates it with the transcription &ig v X7,
which would have been on the same line as 6 avnp in the Hexapla for Psalms 1:1. If these
passages are representative of Origen's modus operandi, it seems that he learned the meaning
of transcribed Hebrew words by comparing multiple instances of the same transcription with
their various Greek translations in parallel lines of the Hexapla. It is worth noting that Epistu-

la ad Africanum is likely dated after the completion of the Hexapla (Hanson 1954, 26).

The second example is even more telling than the first. In Selecta in Psalmos
(12.1057.42-48), when discussing the phrase owdyoiuo in the Greek translation of the

Psalms, Origen writes:

Having frequently searched for the reason that diapsalma was inscribed/sub-
scribed between the psalms, at last having made a close examination of the
Hebrew (1® 'Efpaik®) and examining the Greek alongside it, I found that
where the Hebrew (10 ‘EPpaioti) has sel (6€L) and the Greek has aei or some-
thing equivalent to it, there the Seventy, Thedotion, and Symmachos assigned
diapsalma.®

57. ®aoi 8¢ ol ‘Efpaiot é6ca pév kKaheloBat v yovaike: dniodcBot 8¢ dmo ti|g Aé&ewc 10 EAafov, dg dijAov €k
00 X@®¢ icovdh €604, dmep Eppunvevetat: ig 08 TOV avopa, dg eavepov €k tod- Eopn dig, dnep €oti- Maxdprog
avnp.

58. TToAAdkig (nmoag v aitiov tod Entypdeecat petald tdvV YoAU®Y dtdyoliio, DOTEPOV TOPUTPNOAG EV
16 EPpaik®, kai covefetalomv adtd 1o EAnvikdv, sbpov, 81t dmov 10 Efpaioti o&d, EAAGvict 88 dei, 1] Tt
TOUT® icodvvopodv, Ekel ol ‘Efdopnkovrta, kai O@codotiov, Kol Zoppoyog Etasay to Steyoipia.
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Origen then goes on to illustrate this point by citing the various correspondences of dibyoipo

and ogA in Psalms 75 and 76 (Selecta in Psalmos, 12.1057.48-12.1060.35).

This passage should remove any doubt as to whether or not Origen himself composed
the Hexapla for a couple of reasons. First, the fact that Origen transcribes Hebrew 1190 as ce)
makes it clear that his reference to "the Hebrew" (10 ‘Efpaikév) in this passage refers to the
text of the second column.” Second, this passage demonstrates that Origen was ignorant of
the solution to his philological problem until he was able to examine "the Hebrew" (10
‘EBpaikov). It is highly unlikely that someone who had transcribed the Hebrew of Psalms into
Greek would have been unfamiliar with the word 179, which appears 72 times in the book.
Origen's need to examine the text demonstrates both that he did not compose it himself and

that he was in possession of a text that could help him.

What emerges from this passage is a clear picture of how Origen used the various
texts that were before him, whether they had yet been compiled into the form of the Hexapla
at this time or not. Origen, who was most familiar with the LXX, noticed that the unusual
word odyaipa, presumably innovated by the LXX translators, occasionally intervened in the
text of the Psalms. As he was accustomed to do, he attempted to find some correlation be-
tween owdyaipa and the parallel renderings in the other Greek translations. However, such a
comparison was unsuccessful for a couple of reasons. First, while the alternative renderings
of the other versions such as dei 'evermore' and €i¢ ©(0ov) ai®dva 'forever' might be used to
translate other words and phrases, didyoAua is only used to translate Hebrew 179. Second,
while the LXX always renders 179 as didyoaAuoa (Harcn and Repeata 1897, 316), the other

versions are not as consistent. For example, while Aquila usually translates 7179 as dei (Harch

59. Hebrew 179 is normally transcribed as ce) in the Ambrosiana palimpsest (Ps. 46:4, 8, 12; 49:14; 89:38, 46,
49) and only once as ogka (Ps. 32:7). The fact that a short form of 770 (i.e., c€l) is attested in no Hebrew text
other than the second column makes it highly likely that Origen is referring to the text of the second column
here. However, in Theodotion's translation of Psalm 89 as attested in the Ambrosiana palimpsest, 770 is
regularly rendered as |dei oeA| (Ps. 89:38, 47, 49). In the Quinta, 179 is transcribed as ceho in Habakkuk 3:3
(Harch and Reppath 1897, 1262).
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and Reppata 1897, 28), in Psalms 39:12 he translates it as gopa 'song' (FIELD 1875, 149).
Therefore, had Origen relied solely on the Greek translations to elucidate the word dwbyoipo
in the LXX, he would not have been able to find a consistent correspondence. Finding the
Greek translations insufficient, Origen finally took recourse to the text of the second column,

where he found that didyoApo in the LXX consistently corresponded with Hebrew ce.

We may assume that Origen's use of the Secunda was consistent with his motivations
and purposes for including it in the Hexapla. From a survey of how Origen uses the Hexapla

in his writings, and especially in the examples cited here, emerge two primary purposes.

First, the second column served Origen as a concordance in his text-critical work in a
way that neither the Greek versions nor the Hebrew consonantal text could. Origen was ac-
customed to compare the various Greek versions word-by-word when dealing with a passage
textually, sometimes comparing other passages in which the same Greek word appears. That
Origen did this without direct reference to the Hebrew is demonstrated by his text-critical use
of the Greek versions in the early part of his commentary on Psalms, dated to his time in
Alexandria (CLEMENTS 1997, 97-99). However, as the discussion regarding selah demon-
strates, such a method had its limits. If Origen wanted to trace the occurrence of a particular
word throughout the scriptures, he would only be successful if the translations were consis-
tent. When they were not, seeking out a particular pattern would be a fruitless endeavor. For
these sorts of issues, he needed to reference the original. His lack of facility in vocalizing He-
brew would have made the Hebrew consonantal text too difficult and ambiguous for such a
purpose. The solution was found in the text of the second column. Rather than get lost in the
potentially inconsistent renderings of the Greek versions, the second column functioned as a
"key" for tracing certain words through the scriptures. By using the second column in this
way, Origen was able to keep his primary focus on the Greek translations, where he was com-
fortable, but established a method by which his efforts would not lead to false assertions in-

consistent with the Hebrew. For the sake of illustration, Origen's work with the Tetrapla in
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Alexandria might be compared to one using four English translations of the Bible each with
its own corresponding English concordance. Origen's work with the second column alongside
the Greek versions in Caesarea might be compared to one using four English translations of
the Bible, but with a keyed-to-Hebrew concordance for each of them. Clearly, the second

circumstance would be far more helpful when comparing textual variants.

Second, the text of the Secunda provided Origen with one more source for increasing
his Hebrew knowledge. By constantly comparing the transcribed words in the second column
with their various translations in the Greek versions, Origen was able to add to his Hebrew
vocabulary. Moreover, it seems that Origen was aware that some words could be translated in
different ways and thus it was important to compare multiple passages before concluding that
a particular (transcribed) Hebrew word could be matched with a corresponding Greek word

(e.g., see the discussion regarding i¢ 'man' and 'Ecpn| dic 'blessed is the man').

2.2.4. Conclusions: A Portrait of Origen the Hebrew Scholar
Having thoroughly investigated the evidence for Origen's Hebrew knowledge, we may now
paint a portrait of the early church father qua Hebrew scholar. To begin, it is necessary to see
Origen as a lifelong student of Hebrew. He constantly built upon his limited knowledge of
Hebrew in two ways. First, he made use of Jewish sources, interacting with both written texts
and human interlocutors. Through such interaction, he encountered etymological name lists,
heard exegetical nuggets on a variety of passages, and learned other tidbits regarding the He-
brew language. This resulted in a knowledge of Hebrew that was rather piecemeal, largely
dependent on the information he received from those whom he readily accepted as more ex-
pert in the Hebrew language than himself. Second, Origen seems to have used the text of the
second column and the other translations of the Hexapla as a study tool for growing in his
knowledge of Hebrew. Origen interacted with the texts of the Hexapla, and especially the

second column, as if he were building a keyed-to-Hebrew concordance in his head. There is
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no doubt that his long hours working with the Hexapla would have, at the very least, helped

him to build his Hebrew vocabulary and gain a sense of the usage of the language.

The actual objects of Origen's Hebrew knowledge may be described in a few parts.
First, it seems that Origen had taken the time to learn the Hebrew alphabet, but did not go far
enough with the language to be comfortable reading the unvocalized script without errors.
Rather, he preferred to access the Hebrew through a comparison of the Greek translations (es-
pecially Aquila) and the transcribed Hebrew in the second column.® Second, through the in-
formation he gleaned from Jewish interlocutors, the etymological name lists, and the text of
the second column, Origen knew many Hebrew words. While there is some evidence that
Origen had some basic knowledge of Hebrew grammar, his knowledge of Hebrew was essen-
tially a lexical one; that is, his knowledge of the language consisted primarily of knowing
Greek-Hebrew correspondences in both directions. With the help of the Greek translations
and the second column, Origen had enough of a working knowledge of the language and its
grammar to engage Hebrew in his text-critical and commentary work, yet not without

mistakes.

The passages examined above paint Origen as a very resourceful scholar with a phe-
nomenal memory and a brilliant mind, but one who did not have the sort of familiarity with
Hebrew to compose the second column himself. Rather, he utilized it as a tool for his textual
and exegetical work. If one does not begin with the assumption that Origen knew Hebrew
well (contra Eusebius and Jerome) and instead regards him as a theologian using various
tools at his disposal to learn Hebrew, his achievements are impressive. He was a scholar who
made excellent use of the resources he had, even using, it seems, the Greek transcription text
of the second column to help him discover new aspects of the Hebrew language. Neverthe-

less, his significant relationship with the second column, though an important part of his writ-

60. In fact, as DE LANGE writes, "t0 ‘Efpaikov frequently, if not always, refers to the second, not the first,
column of the Hexapla" (1976, 153).
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ings, cannot be conceived of as one of authorship. Origen did indeed labor long hours over

the second column of the Hexapla—not as its author, but as its student.

2.3. THE SECUNDA AND THE COMPOSITIONAL HISTORY OF THE HEXAPLA

2.3.1. Origen and the Secunda in Caesarea
If Origen did not compose the text of the second column himself, he either commissioned
others more expert in Hebrew than himself for the task (see section 4) or made use of an al-
ready existing text. In order to determine which of these two alternatives is more likely, it is
first necessary to understand how the first two columns fit into the overall process of the

composition of the Hexapla.

While there is scholarly consensus that Origen completed the Hexapla after he relo-
cated from Alexandria to Caesarea in 233 ce (CrouzeL 1985; CLEMENTS 2000, 341; GRAFTON
and WiLLiams 2006, 17), there is debate about how and when the process of composition be-
gan. In order to spare a full review of scholarship on this issue, which is beyond the scope of
the present work, it will suffice to say that the most convincing argument yet put forth is that
of CLEMENTS (1997, 2000). According to her, Origen first compiled the Tetrapla (i.e., Aquila,
Symmachus, LXX, and Theodotion in four parallel columns) in Alexandria. Later, after Ori-
gen relocated to Caesarea and came into contact with new Jewish sources, he added the two
Hebrew columns to make the Hexapla. Some of Origen's assistants must have been skilled
enough in Hebrew to correlate the Hebrew columns with the Greek translations when they

were added (CLEMENTS 1997, 96—100).

Such an explanation facilitates a more persuasive argument regarding the columnar
order of the Hexapla, which has proved difficult for many scholars who have attempted to ex-
plain it (e.g., OrLINSKY 1936). For CLEMENTS, when Origen refers to "our copies" and the "He-
brew copies" or "those of the Jews" in Epistula ad Africanum, he is actually distinguishing
between the different Greek translations of the Tetrapla. The LXX and Theodotion, which

exhibit textual similarity, were considered more "Christian" translations. Aquila and Sym-
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machus, which were based on the Masoretic Text, were considered more "Jewish" versions.
Having Aquila and Symmachus next to each other to the left of the LXX allowed Origen to
treat them as a pair to determine the more "Jewish" reading to which the LXX might be com-
pared. Having Theodotion to the right of the LXX allowed Origen to compare the LXX with

the translation most closely related to it textually (CLEMENTS 1997, 93-94, 96-97).

CLEMENTS is correct to dismiss the claim of Nautin (1977, 333-43), who argues that
Origen acquired the text of the second column as a liturgical text from the Greek-speaking
Jews in Alexandria. This is unlikely for a couple reasons. First, unless the sages of Palestine
exerted significant influence over the Alexandrian Jews and compelled them to read the scrip-
tures in Hebrew, we may assume that the scriptures would have continued to be read in Greek
in Alexandria. Second, in the wake of the rebellion in 117 ck, it is unlikely that a significant
Jewish community had once again developed in Egypt by the beginning of the third century

CE (CLEMENTS 1997, 95-96; GraFTON and WiLLiams 2006, 111).

On the other hand, there are good reasons for postulating that the addition of the He-
brew columns to the Hexapla took place during Origen's time in Caesarea. First, unlike
Alexandria, Caesarea came to house a significant Jewish community by the end of the second
century ct. Out of this Jewish community would emerge one of the most significant rabbinic
schools of Palestine in the third century ce. Second, it is in Origen's writings dated to his time
in Caesarea that references to discussions with Jewish interlocutors increase. The constant de-
bates between Christians and Jews would have motivated both groups to examine and com-
pare their scriptures more thoroughly (e.g., see b*Avoda Zara 4a). Third, and finally, given the
Jewish scholarly presence there, it is more likely that a text like the Secunda would have de-
veloped in Caesarea than in Alexandria (Murray 2000; GrarToN and WiLLiams 2006, 111; see

also section 3.4.4 on the "Rabbis of Caesarea").
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2.3.2. Did Origen Commission the Second Column?
It is entirely possible that Origen commissioned Hebrew experts to compose the text of the
second column during his time in Caesarea. The best argument in favor of this is the sheer ex-
tent of the Secunda. Although only a very small fraction of it has survived until modern
times, it is assumed that at one point it constituted a Greek transcription of the entire Hebrew
Bible.”" A text-critical endeavor focused on comparing every variant would naturally compel
a comprehensive treatment of the material.”> Moreover, the fact that Origen tends to use the

second column as a sort of working concordance, as shown above, further supports this idea.

On the other hand, it is more likely that Origen obtained a pre-existing text for the fol-
lowing reasons: First, the general consistency of the transcription conventions of the Secunda
should not be taken for granted. It is by no means guaranteed that such a consistent transcrip-
tion system should emerge out of a first attempt at transcribing the biblical text (cf. BRonno
1943, 7). Second, every other text found in the Hexapla was a pre-existing text that Origen
had collected. Third, neither in Origen's writings nor in any of the ancient accounts about the
composition of the Hexapla is there ever a mention of Origen composing the second column
or commissioning others to do so. In fact, if anything, their descriptions of the work support
the idea that he obtained the text from another source. These accounts will be examined in

more detail in the following section.

2.3.3. Early Church Fathers on the Hexapla
References to Origen's text-critical work and composition of the Hexapla are found in a num-

ber of church fathers' writings. In addition to his own comments in Epistula ad Africanum,

61. Quotations of the Secunda in the church fathers include the following biblical books: Genesis, Exodus,
Leviticus, Numbers, 1 Samuel, 1 Kings, 2 Kings, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Hosea, Malachi, Psalms, Proverbs,
Lamentations. Moreover, in the descriptions of the Hexapla in the early church fathers, who made a point to
describe features peculiar to certain books (e.g., extra translations in Psalms), it is nowhere mentioned that the
second column was incomplete.

62. CLEMENTS (1997, 95) argues that only the transliteration of "key terms" would be necessary if the second
column was primarily to be a text-critical tool. However, such a position presumes the text-critical work has
already been done. If Origen had difficulty accessing the Hebrew consonantal text, a transcription of the entire
Hebrew Bible really would have been necessary for him to compare every textual variant.
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descriptions of his work are found in Eusebius, Jerome, Epiphanius, and Rufinus. Because of
the relevance of these ancient accounts for the present and upcoming discussion, the passages

are quoted below (phrases related to compositional history in bold):®

Origen: And I say these things not because I shrink from also investigating the Jew-
ish scriptures, and comparing all our scriptures with theirs, and seeing the differ-
ences in them ... this we have already done to a high degree as far as possible, inves-
tigating the sense in all the versions and their variants ...**

Eusebius: So great an exacting study of the divine words was introduced to Origen,
that he thoroughly learned the Hebrew language, and acquired as his own posses-
sion the original scriptures held by the Jews in the very letters of the Hebrews. And
he tracked down the versions of the others who had translated the Holy Scriptures
besides the Seventy ... and having gathered them all together into the same
[book], and having divided them by phrase and having set them opposite each
other along with the Hebrew writing itself, left us with manuscripts of that which is
called the Hexapla.”®

Jerome: It was our concern to correct all the books of the old law, which the
learned man Adamantius (i.e., Origen) had arranged (digesseraf), copied from
the library of Caesarea, from the original [copies] themselves, in which even the
Hebrew words themselves are copied in their very own characters: and with Greek
letters expressed in the nearby column. Aquila also, and Symmachus, the Septuagint
as well as Theodotion, [each] hold their own order.®

Epiphanius (Panarion): Ambrose provided [Origen], the shorthand writers, and his
assistants with food, along with papyrus and the other costs. Origen, through sleep-
less nights and greatest deprivation completed the task of writing. First, he was ea-
ger to carefully gather and set forth the books of the six, Aquila, Symmachus, that

63. Except for the final text of Epiphanius, these texts are found in GrartoN and WiLLiams 2006, 89-95, 316—
20. All translations are my own, but they are made in consultation with those of GRAFTON and WILLIAMS.

64. Epistula ad Africanum (11.60.9—15): Kai tavto 8¢ enui odyl 6xve 100 €pguviv Kol tag Katd Tovdaiovg
Cpapag, kol Tacas Tog NUETEPUS TATG EKEIVOV oUYKpIvELy, Kol OpQv TAG €V 00TAIG S0QOPAS ... €l TOAD
todt0, 6omn dHvapc, TeEmoMKapey, youvalovieg adtdv TOV vodv v mdoaig ol €kd00est Kol Toilg dtapopais
avT®v. It is not clear if Origen is referring directly to the Hexapla here, but presumably he had completed the
work of the Hexapla before writing this letter (HANson 1954, 26).

65. Historia ecclesiastica (6.16.1, 6.16.4): Tooavtn 6¢ gionyero 1@ Qpryével TdV Oeimv Aoymv amnkpifopévn
€Eétaoic ag kol v ‘EPpaida yAdtrav xpabeiv 1d¢ 1€ mapa toig Tovdaiolg Eueepopévag TpmToTHNOVS ODTOIC
‘EBpaiov otoyegiog ['papdg krijpa idov momoachat. dviyvedoai 1€ Tag TOV £T€p®V Tapd TOLG ERdopmnKovta
TAG 1EPAG YPAPAG EPUNVEVKOTOV EKOOCELS ... TOVTAS 0 ANAGAS £l TOVTOV GUVAYAYQDV IELADV TE TPOS KAAOV
Koi avrimapafsis aliniorg petd kol adtic tig EPpaiov onueidosmg. ta 1@V Agyopévov E&umidv Muiv
avtiypopo KATaAEAOTEY.

66. Commentarii in Epistolam ad Titum, 3.9 (26.734-735): Nobis curae fuit omnes veteris legis libros quos vir
doctus Adamantius in Hexapla digesserat de Caesariensi bibliotheca descriptos ex ipsis authenticis emendare,
in quibus et ipsa Hebraea propriis sunt characteribus verba descripta: et Graecis litteris tramite expressa
vicino. Aquila etiam et Symmachus, Septuaginta quoque et Theodotio suum ordinem tenent.
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of the Seventy-Two and Theodotion, and the fifth and sixth versions.” He set
alongside them every Hebrew word and the Hebrew letters themselves together
with it. And opposite, in parallel, making use of the second column for a compo-
sition of Hebrew words through Greek letters, has made yet another column of
[this] compeosition. So that these books are also called Hexapla, since in addition to
the Greek translations there were two juxtapositions together, Hebrew naturally
through Hebrew letters and Hebrew through Greek letters, so that [the result was]
the entire Old Testament through that which is called Hexapla and through the two
[columns] of the Hebrew words.®

Epiphanius (Weights and Measures): At that time, he placed together both the
Hexapla® and the two columns of Hebrew opposite in parallel, one translation fac-
ing the other, having named the books Hexapla, so he could examine upwards and
across the width ... and these four columns, having been joined to the two Hebrew
columns are called Hexapla. And if also the fifth and the sixth translation should be
joined to these in order, they are called Octapla.”” Now I am referring to the six
translations and the other two, the one written with the very Hebrew letters and
words, and the one written with Greek letters but Hebrew words.”

Epiphanius (Weights and Measures): For having placed together the six transla-
tions and the Hebrew writing in Hebrew letters and its own words in the first col-
umn, another column he placed at its side, [which was expressed] through Greek
letters but Hebrew words, so that those who do not know Hebrew letters could ap-
prehend to know, through the Greek letters, the power/meaning of the Hebrew ora-
cles. And thus, by means of that which is called by him Hexapla or Octapla, having
placed the two Hebrew columns and the columns of the six translators opposite

67. The fifth and sixth versions were additional Greek translations of the Psalms found by Origen.

68. Panarion (2.406-408): tod pév ApPpociov td mpOC TPOPAS OUTH TE Koi TOlg OELYPAPOIS Koi TOlg
VINPETODGY AT EMOPKOVVTOC, YApTNV TE Kai Td GAAA TV dvoiopdtov, Kol Tod ‘Qpryévoug &v te dypumvioig
Kol €v oYOAf] peyiomn TOV Kdpotov TOV mepl Thg Ypaptic Swavdoviog. 60ev 10 mpdTov avTod EmPEIDS
QLAOTIUNGAPEVOD GLVAYOYETY TV £E Epunveldv, AkOAa Zvuudyov 1@v te Efdounkovio dVo Koi Ocodotinvog,
TEUTTNG T€ Kol EKTNG £K6OGEMC TaG PiProvg EEEdmKev, peTa mapadiocmg sxdotng AéEemg EPpaikig Kol avtdv
opod t@v ‘Efpaik®dv ctoyeiov: €k ToparAAov & AvTikpuc, OSVTEPU GEMIDL YPAOUEVOS KATH cVVOEOoLY
‘EBpoikiic pév tiic AEeme, St EAMVIK®Y 8& TV ypopudtov ETépav TaMy memoinke 6OvOgoLy: MC sivan pgv
tadto Kol kodeloOo ‘E&amhd, €mi 8¢ tag EAAnvikag épunveiog yevécBar dvo opod mapabdicels, EPpaikig
evoel & ERpaixdv otoryeiov kol ERpaiific 1’ EAMvikdv ototyeinv, dote eivon Thv niicoy modoidy Stadnkny
U ‘E&amA@v korovpévev kai dud Tdv dvo 1dv ‘Efpaik®dv prpdtov. Compare the translation of WiLLiams (2013,
136).

69. "Tetrapla" would make more sense here. As it stands, the passage demonstrates confusion.
70. Octapla presumably refers to the six columns of the Hexapla plus the fifth and sixth versions of the Psalms.

71. De mensuris et ponderibus (516-518, 528-533): 6te ol ta e&omAd kai tag dVO TOV EPPAikdV GeEXidG
dvtikpo €k ToporAniov wdc Epunveiag Tpog TV Etépav ovvednkev E€amhd t0g BifAovg dvoudoag, ko’ dmep
Gvo S0 TAdTovg gipnTal ... TAV TE00dpV 6€ TOVTOV ceAdV TOIg dval Tuig EPpaikais cuvapdsio®dY Eamld
KoAeTtor €0v O¢ Kol 1) méum kol 1 £kt Epunveio cuvaEOdOY AKoAoVO®S TOVTOIS OKTATAG KOAETTOL G OT
Toig €€ Epunveiong kol toilg dAloig dvoi tf] pev ERpaikoig ototyeiolg Kol pAHacty adTolc YEYPOUUEVY, TH 08
EMMVIKOTG PEV oTotEl0g PHact 08 ERpaikois.
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in parallel [with one another], he gave a great aid in knowledge for those who
would desire such a noble purpose.”

Rufinus: Then also those most famous codices [Origen] himself first composed, in
which through narrow individual columns he wrote down (descripsif) the work of
each and every translator separately, such that, first of all, he placed the Hebrew
words themselves in Hebrew letters, in the second place, in order, he wrote down
(describeret) the Hebrew words in Greek letters right next to it, third, he joined the
edition of Aquila, fourth, that of Symmachus, fifth, that of the Seventy translators,
which is ours, sixth, he set in order that of Theodotion. And because of the compo-
sition of this sort he named the exemplar Hexapla, that is, that which is written in a
six-fold order.”

Throughout these seven passages from five separate authors, the language used to describe
Origen's work is that of collecting, compiling, joining, copying, placing, and arranging, but
never composing or commissioning an original work. The statements referring specifically to
the second column give no reason to assume that the general procedure of taking a pre-exist-
ing text and copying it into one of the columns of the Hexapla did not apply in the case of the
text of the second column. This claim may be supported by Jerome's statement that Origen
"arranged" (digesserat) the books of the old law, including the Hebrew words expressed by
both Hebrew characters and Greek characters. Despite the difficult syntax, Epiphanius's state-
ment in Panarion might be the most informative in this regard. He states that Origen,
"making use of the second column for a composition of Hebrew words through Greek letters,

has made yet another column of [this] composition."” Also, Rufinus uses the same word (de-

72. De mensuris et ponderibus (176-183): Tog yop €€ epunveioag kol v £Bpaikny ypapnyv £Ppaikoic ototyeiolg
Kol Ppocty o0Toic &v oeAldt g ovvtedetkag, AV oelida avrimapéfeto S EAANVIKOV PEV YPOUpIATOV
ERpaikdv o0& AéEewv mPOg KAtV TOV N €id0TmV ERpaikd oToryela ig T0 61 TV EAMNVIKOVY €1dEvar TdV
ERpaikdv Aoyiwv v dvvapy. Kai obto toig Aeyopévorg 01’ antod £E0mAoig 1 okTamhoig Tag uev 800 ERpaikag
ceMdOg Kol TOg £E TV EPUNVELTOV £K TTapaiinlov avTimapadeis LeydAny OEELE0V YVOCEDG EdWKE TOIG
PLAOKAAOLG.

73. Historia ecclesiastica (6.16.4): Unde et illos famosissimos codices primus ipse composuit, in quibus per
singulas columellas separatim opus interpretis uniuscuiusque descripsit, ita ut primo omnium ipsa Hebraea
verba Hebraeicis litteris poneret, secundo in loco per ordinem Graecis litteris e regione Hebraea verba
describeret, tertiam Aquilae editionem subiungeret, quartam Symmachi, quintam septuaginta interpretum, quae
nostra est, sextam Theodotionis conlocaret, et propter huiuscemodi compositionem exemplaria ipsa nominavit
Exapla, id est sextiplici ordine scripta.

74. The latter part of the line may also be interpreted as, "has made yet another composition." However, by
using the word 'another' (¢tépav), it would imply that the second column was of the same nature as the first.

-43 -



scribo) to refer to the writing down of the Greek translations as he does for the writing down

of the second column.

While the statements of the early church fathers should not be accorded more weight
than is due them, their testimony is not insignificant. Even though the early church fathers
(e.g., Eusebius and Jerome) believed that Origen had superior Hebrew knowledge, none of
them explicitly attributed the transcriptions of the second column to his pen. Moreover, if
Origen had commissioned Jewish Hebrew scholars to transcribe the entire text of the Hebrew
Bible, neither Origen nor the early church fathers mention it as part of the process of compil-

ing the Hexapla.

Therefore, in light of the developed transcription system of the second column, the
fact that the rest of the Hexapla was made up of pre-existing texts, and the testimony of the
early church fathers, we may now make a ruling between the two alternatives put forth earli-
er. It seems more likely that Origen acquired the second column as a pre-existing text than

that he commissioned Hebrew experts to transcribe the entire Hebrew Bible into Greek.

Nevertheless, it remains possible, though less likely, that he did commission the
transcriptions of the second column. In this case, however, it would be better to argue that the
second column is the result of a combination of factors. Origen might have come across por-
tions of the Hebrew Bible transcribed into Greek and desired that such material be expanded
to cover all of the scriptures. He then commissioned those familiar with Hebrew and the
transcription technique to complete the task.” Such a theory would still be consistent with the
developed transcription system of the Secunda and the fact that it is treated as a pre-existing
text in the early church fathers' comments. Nevertheless, even if such is the case, it demands
that the Secunda, or at least parts of it, had an original purpose and function separate and dis-

tinct from its inclusion in the Hexapla.

75. A similar suggestion is made by Gorpon (1968, 289) and D LaNGE (1976, 58).
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2.3.4. The Second Column as a Parallel Text
The most probable explanation of the evidence is that the Secunda existed in some form prior
to the composition of the Hexapla. If the text of the second column was not originally com-
posed for the Hexapla, it must be asked what it looked like in its original form. Did it stand
alone, or was it originally composed to be read in parallel with the Hebrew text? While the
evidence is inconclusive, the most likely explanation is that the Secunda was originally paral-

lel to the Hebrew text, if not physically, at least functionally.

This claim is supported by a number of factors. First, following CLEMENTS's recon-
struction outlined above, when Origen added the Hebrew to the Tetrapla, he added both
columns together. Second, when the church fathers discuss the texts that make up the Hexa-
pla, the Greek translations are often treated as a group and the two Hebrew columns are often
treated as a group. Eusebius in particular only speaks of adjoining the Greek translations with
"the Hebrew writing" (tfig ‘EPpaiov onupewwoemg), with no specific mention of the second
column. Epiphanius refers to the added Hebrew columns as "two juxtapositions together"
(000 O6pod mapabioelg). Although grouping the translations together and the Hebrew columns
together would be intuitive, such a grouping may reflect something about the compositional
history of the Hexapla. Third, much like a translation, the initial composition of the Secunda
was necessarily based on the Hebrew text of the Bible. Fourth, if accurate pronunciation of
the Hebrew text was important, the Greek transcriptions of the Secunda could only be a suc-
cessful tool if used in conjunction with the Hebrew text or by one who already knew Hebrew
(EMERTON 1956; see section 3.2). Fifth, and finally, the fact that two or three transcribed
words are occasionally written on the same line (in the Ambrosiana palimpsest) is indicative

of an originally columnar text (see section 3.4.1).”°

76. While it is typical for only one word to be written per line in the Secunda, a number of two- or three-word
phrases, most of which would be connected by a maggaf or a conjunctive accent in the Tiberian tradition, are
written on the same line in the Ambrosiana palimpsest (e.g., [aAnki *p*a-9y [Ps. 35:13], |x1- ovoyie Aosi| 2382
ogoR [Ps. 46:11], |oA:parcov| X5y [Ps. 89:48]). A similar feature is present in bilingual columnar
translations used to teach Latin literature to Greek speakers. While it is possible for only one word to be written
per line in such texts, it is also common for the text to be broken up into phrases with multiple words per line
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Therefore, in all probability, the Greek transcriptions of the Secunda were originally
parallel with the Hebrew text of the Bible even before they were incorporated into the Hexa-
pla.”” This does not have to mean that they were formatted together on the same scroll, but
that the Greek transcriptions at least would have been read alongside the Hebrew text of the

Bible, not apart from it.

2.3.5. Conclusions
Any theory about the compositional history of the second column, due to the paucity of evi-
dence, will necessarily be speculative. Nevertheless, we are now at a point where we may
summarize a probable interpretation of the process. Sometime after his relocation to Caesarea
in 233 cE, Origen encountered a Greek transcription text in use among the Jews alongside the
traditional Hebrew text of the Bible. It is possible that this text was written on the same scroll
as the Hebrew text of the Bible or that it was merely associated with it in its function. More-
over, while it is likely that the transcription text Origen encountered was comprehensive of
the Hebrew Bible, it is also possible that only portions of the biblical text had a correspond-
ing Greek transcription. In the case of the former, he would have required Jewish assistants to
match the Hebrew columns with the Tetrapla. In the case of the latter, in addition to the task
of correlating the columns, he would have required Jewish assistants to expand the Greek

transcription text to cover the entire Bible.

Origen saw in the Greek transcriptions a potential tool which would help him more
accurately compare the various translations and the LXX. The Greek transcriptions served

him as a concordance in a way that neither the Hebrew consonantal text nor the other Greek

(see section 3.4.1). It should be noted that this principle is applied inconsistently in the Ambrosiana palimpsest.
If such a feature had been the result of text-critical considerations in the composition of the Hexapla, one would
expect more consistency in its implementation. It seems likely that such two- and three-word units could reflect
an element of the original format of the Secunda before it was integrated into the Hexapla (see sections 3.4.1-4).

77. Some scholars (e.g., NauTIN 1977, 333-39) even claim that the Jews had already made a synopsis of their
own, attaching the Hebrew columns to the translations of Aquila and Symmachus. In light of CLEMENTS's
reconstruction (1997, 97-100), GrartroN and WILLIAMS point out that it is not necessary to posit such a pre-
existing synopsis (2006, 113). Origen could have employed assistants knowledgeable in Hebrew to coordinate
the Hebrew columns with the Greek columns.
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translations could have. His interest in learning Hebrew and the potential of the transcriptions
to aid in his Hebrew learning were also significant motivating factors for adding the second

column to the Hexapla.

In conclusion, this section has analyzed and summarized Origen's relationship with
the second column as far as the evidence allows. In this process, we have concluded that the
Secunda most likely had a life of its own before Origen ever encountered it. With respect to
its life before the Hexapla, the present discussion has only been able to affirm two likely
facts. First, it was in use among the Jews of Caesarea. Second, it was originally parallel—at
least functionally, if not physically—with the Hebrew text of the Bible. Questions regarding
the original date and setting of the Secunda remain open. The following chapter will attempt
to determine, in light of the evidence from the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine Near East,

both the original date and Sitz im Leben of the Secunda.
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3. THE SECUNDA IN THE HELLENISTIC/ROMAN NEAR EAST

3.1. INTRODUCTION

In the previous section, it was argued that Origen could not have written the second column
himself, but rather acquired the text from another source and incorporated it in the Hexapla.
Accordingly, the issue of the original date and setting of the Secunda remains an open ques-
tion. After a brief review of previous scholarship, this section will examine the relevant evi-
dence in order to best determine the original date, context, and function of the Secunda. With
regard to the date, it will be argued on the basis of linguistic evidence that the terminus post
quem lies at the beginning of the second century ce. With regard to the original setting, paral-
lel texts in the Hellenistic Near East, the linguistic situation in Roman Palestine, and the de-
velopment of the Jewish education system all indicate that the second column was originally

composed with a didactic or scholastic function in the wake of the decline of spoken Hebrew.

3.2. SURVEY OF SCHOLARSHIP
3.2.1. Previous Suggestions

The best summary of previous scholarship regarding the original background of the text of

the Secunda is found in Janssens (1982, 13-20).” Rather than rehearsing the entire review

78. Janssens also discusses the views of those scholars who argue that Origen wrote the Secunda based on his
knowledge of Hebrew (e.g., SPEISER 1925-26; ORLINSKY 1937-38; MERcATI 1947) or that a contemporary wrote
or helped him write the Secunda (e.g., KAHLE 1921; MErcaTi 1947).

-48 -



here, a number of observations may be made. With respect to function, a number of scholars
hold what might be termed the "liturgical” theory. That is, the Greek transcriptions were com-
posed so Jews who did not know Hebrew could read the scriptures in the synagogue (e.g.,
Harevy 1901, 338, 341; BErRTRAM, 1938, 73, 76, 77; JELLICOE 1968, 106—-111; DE LANGE 1976,
22, 57-58; MaArTIN 2004; 2007). Other scholars, without explicitly mentioning liturgical use,
argue that the transcriptions were intended for Jews who could not read Hebrew (e.g., BLau
1894, 80—83; StaprLEs 1939; Janssens 1982, 22-23). With respect to status, several scholars
argue that the text had a canonical status among the Jews (e.g., HAaLEvy 1901, 338, 341;
KaHLE 1927, 7, 44; 1950, 184-85). With respect to origin, a number of scholars claim that
Greek-Hebrew transcribed texts were around long before Origen (e.g., Wutz 1925-1933;
BErTRAM 1938, 73, 76, 77; BrRoNNO 1943, 7; 1956, 242; KaHLE 1956, 150-51; 1959, 159, 161,
187; 1960, 385). With respect to provenance, it has been suggested that transcription texts
like the Secunda developed in Egypt (e.g., HALEVY 1901, 338, 341), Palestine (e.g., STAPLES
1939; JELLICOE 1968, 106—111), or both (e.g., Wutz 1925-1933). Dates are proposed from as
early as the time of the LXX (e.g., Wutz 1925-1933; BErTRAM 1938, 73, 76, 77) to the sec-

ond or third century ck (e.g., KaHLE 1927, 7, 44; 1950, 184-85; BronNo 1943, 7; 1956, 242).

EMERTON disagrees with the "liturgical" view, arguing that any listeners who knew He-
brew would have found the reading of a transcribed text by someone who did not know He-
brew incomprehensible.” Anyone who had gone through sufficient training to be able to read
Hebrew from a transliteration would have been able to read the Hebrew script itself. Alterna-
tively, EMERTON claims that the transcribed text essentially functioned in the same role that
nigqud would later fulfill. The two texts were used side-by-side, the transcribed text serving

to elucidate the vocalization of the consonantal text when it was ambiguous or unknown. The

79. EMERTON states that "it is unlikely that devotion to the sacred tongue was of such a character that it led to the
paradoxical result that a debased pronunciation was used which was nonsense to those proficient in Hebrew no
less than to those who knew only Greek." Moreover, the inability of Greek script to distinguish the sibilants, the
gutturals, the glides, and accentuation would have resulted in an incomprehensible pronunciation (1956, 80—81).
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Greek representation of the consonants was not especially important, but its representation of
the vowels was indispensible. The consonants merely served as a vehicle to convey the vocal-
ization. He supports his conclusions with comparative evidence from the Hellenistic Near

East, drawing on examples of transcription in Egyptian and Babylonian texts (1956, 79-82).

MaRTIN agrees with the "liturgical" view, yet innovatively approaches the problem by
emphasizing non-referential language theory. He claims that the public reading of Hebrew
was regarded as having intrinsic value, whether or not the reader or the congregation under-
stood it. He compares this to Egyptian and Mesopotamian texts from the same period that
were transcribed into Greek because the mere utterance of them was regarded as powerful.
Greek script was chosen to transcribe these voces magicae because, unlike the hieroglyphic,
cuneiform, and Hebrew scripts, which demanded a prerequisite knowledge of the language
for correct reading, the Greek script provided the phonetic information apart from contextual
semantics. For MARTIN, the text of the second column does not have its origin among rabbinic
circles, but was prepared by a "non-rabbinic" group of Jewish scholars so that those ignorant

of Hebrew could carry out public reading of the Hebrew Bible in synagogue (2004; 2007).
3.2.2. Evaluation

The idea that there were other Greek-Hebrew transcription texts is based on three primary
pieces of evidence. First, the theory that the LXX was originally translated from a Greek-He-
brew transcription text (e.g., Wutz 1925-1933) demands the early existence of such texts.
This theory is no longer taken seriously (Marcos 2001, 61-62). Second, a number of rabbinic
statements (mMegilla 1:8, bShabbat115a, bMegilla 18a) have been cited as evidence for the
existence of Greek transcriptions of biblical texts before Origen. PricE and NAEH have
demonstrated quite convincingly that the texts cited do not refer to the adaptation of the bibli-
cal text into other scripts, but into other languages; the rabbinic statements deal with transia-
tion—not transcription—into other languages (2009, 275-84). Third, the opening line of

Melito of Sardis's (2™ cE) homily is also cited:
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The scripture of the Hebrew Exodus has been read and the words of the mys-
tery have been elucidated. How the lamb is slaughtered and how the people
are rescued.”

Zuntz has persuasively argued that the phrases, 1 ypaon tiic ‘EBpaikiig é£650v 'the scripture
of the Hebrew Exodus' and ta pripata 1od pootnpiov dwucecdontot 'the words of the mys-
tery have been elucidated' refer to a scripture lesson in Hebrew being followed by an explana-
tion in Greek (1943). It has been assumed, perhaps too readily, that a Hebrew scriptural read-
ing in a Christian community in Asia Minor must have been conducted from a Greek
transcription text (KanLe 1956, 151). However, as MaARrcos points out, the most that can be
ascertained from Meltio's homily is that the early Christians preserved the practice of reciting
certain pericopes in Hebrew for special occasions (2001, 216). A Greek transcription of He-
brew is not mentioned in Melito's homily. Therefore, there is no direct evidence of or any ref-

erence to Greek-Hebrew transcription texts of significant length other than the Secunda.

With respect to status, the idea that the text of the Secunda was an official text among
the Jews seems to be entirely speculative. The lack of any explicit reference to transcription
texts makes it impossible to conclude that such a text was held in high esteem among the
Jewish communities of Egypt and Palestine. If anything, the lack of explicit reference argues
against it being a highly regarded or official text. It is difficult to imagine how such an offi-

cially recognized text could be lost without leaving behind any allusions in other material.

With respect to the original function of the Secunda, EMERTON's objections to the
"liturgical" view may be sustained (1956, 81-82). In addition to his objections, it might be
added that in both Jewish and Greco-Roman education, the alphabet is always the initial step

in learning the language (see section 3.4.3).

80. De Pascha (3-6): H pev ypaon tig EPpaikiic €€660v avéyvmotar, kai td pipate tod puotnpiov
dwcecaenTol. Mg 0 TpoPatov BveTa Kot TG 6 AoOg odLETOL.

81. There are, of course, numerous examples of short Greek-Hebrew transcriptions on amulets, funerary
inscriptions, etc. For these, see section 3.4.1.3.4.
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MaRTIN's appeal to non-referential language theory is worthy of more consideration.
Non-referential language theory claims that language is regarded as intrinsically valuable for
its own sake apart from any meaning (or understanding of meaning). Such a perspective re-
garding Hebrew in Origen's time would render irrelevant EMERTON's criticisms of the liturgi-
cal theory, namely, that recitation of Hebrew from Greek script would be unintelligible.
Though important for the discussion, an emphasis on non-referential language theory over-

looks the details of the specific cultural and historical context of ancient Palestinian Judaism.

First, since it was not obligatory to read the scriptures in Hebrew in ancient Pales-
tine,* it seems unlikely that the scriptures were necessarily read in Hebrew among the Greek-
speaking Jewish communities. On the contrary, rabbinic literature seems to indicate that
translation into Greek was acceptable and that sometimes the scriptures were read in Greek or
other languages (EMerTON 1971, 17-19).* If the scriptures were read in Hebrew among
Greek-speaking Jews, they would have been read by one who already knew the language
without need of a transcribed text (PricE and Naen 2009, 277). Second, the references to
transcription in rabbinic literature refer to other languages (biblical translations) being
transcribed into the Hebrew-Aramaic script (PrRicE and Naen 2009, 279-84). Third, while
mMegilla 2:1 proves that hearing Hebrew read without understanding could fulfill one's reli-
gious duty (MartIN 2007, 267), the text nowhere implies that the reader was anything other
than a skilled Hebrew reader reading the Hebrew consonantal text. In fact, script and lan-
guage were intrinsically tied in the ideology of the rabbis (PricE and Naen 2009, 283).
Fourth, a statement in Jerome implies that an inferior pronunciation of Hebrew based on

transcriptions was regarded by the Jews to be literally ridiculous.** Therefore, while MARTIN's

82. See mMegilla 1:8, bShabbat115a, bMegilla 18a and the explanation of Price and Nagn (2009, 275-84).
83. mMegilla 2:1 allows Esther to be read in Greek if the hearers do not know Hebrew (EmerTON 1971, 19).
84. When discussing Jews' reactions to Christians who pronounce Hebrew proper names incorrectly based on

the transcriptions from the LXX, Jerome writes that "they are accustomed to mock us for our ignorance"
(Commentarium in Epistolam S. Pauli ad Titum, 3:9) (Bronno 1970, 205; HARVIAINEN 1977, 49-50).
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claim that the Secunda was the product of "non-rabbinic" scholars may be impervious to ob-
jections based on the Halakhah and language ideology of the rabbis, it should be pointed out
that his theory is merely speculative. The idea that the transcriptions were used for public

reading in the synagogue by those who did not know Hebrew is unlikely.

In the following sections, I will argue that EMERTON'S view that the Greek transcrip-
tions functioned as a sort of nigqud or vocalization aid (1956; 1971) is to be preferred. It does
not claim any official status and avoids the pitfalls of proposing a liturgical use for the
transcriptions. Reasonably, it assumes that there were those who knew Hebrew but not well
enough to read the entire Bible correctly. Nevertheless, EMERTON's theory remains somewhat
vague. What was the specific context that gave rise to the transcriptions and how were they
used? After a discussion regarding the date for the composition of the Secunda, the rest of the
chapter will refine and expand on EMERTON's theory, drawing on evidence from the Hellenis-

tic, Roman, and Byzantine Near East.

3.3. DATE OF THE SECUNDA: TERMINUS POST QUEM
3.3.1. Introduction

While a number of factors are relevant for determining the date of the original composition of
the Secunda, a loose terminus post quem may be established on the basis of the representation
of 1 and ¥ in transcription material. A survey of such material leads to the conclusion that the

Secunda was composed at the beginning of the second century ck at the earliest.

3.3.2. Merger of /h/,/h/ > /h/ and /g/,/*/ > [/
The Hebrew graphemes 11 and v, which in Tiberian Hebrew represent the pharyngeal voiced
and voiceless fricatives /h/ [h] and /%/ [§], respectively, originally represented two phonemes
each. In addition to signifying /h/, i also served to signify the voiceless uvular fricative /h/
([xD- In addition to signifying /*/, ¥ also served to signify the voiced uvular fricative /g/ ([y]).
Although these phonemes eventually merged (/h/,/h/ > /b/; /°/,/g/ > //), they remained distinct
until a relatively late period in the history of Hebrew. Evidence of their distinct realization in
the biblical reading tradition is exhibited in the Greek transcription of proper names found in

-53 -



the LXX. For example, Hebrew am7 (Vrhb) is transcribed in Greek as Paop, but Hebrew 1
(\N?hz) is transcribed as Ayol. Also, while Hebrew 11213/771y (\%zz) is transcribed in Greek as

OGic/OGov, Hebrew 73y (Vgzz) is rendered as T'alo (BLau 2010, 75-76).
3.3.2.1. Diachrony of the Merger in the LXX, Josephus, Aquila, and 2 Esdras

The evidence for the polyphony of Hebrew 11 and ¥ was laid out in BLau (1982). On the basis
of the distribution of the renderings @/y for n and @/y for ¥ in the LXX, BLAau demonstrated
that there is general consistency between @ and etymological 4/, on one hand, and between
¥/y and etymological 4/¢ on the other (1982, 9—15, 43—48). However, in the transcriptions of
proper names in 2 Esdras this consistency has diminished, with etymological /h/ and /g/ often
being represented by @ and not x/y. BLau understands this phenomenon to reflect the chrono-

logically late nature of the LXX translation of 2 Esdras (1982, 37, 65-66).

More recently, STEINER (2005) has expanded on Brau's work, examining the evidence
for the merger in the Hebrew and Aramaic of Egypt and Palestine diachronically. He traces
the representation of names with etymological /h/ and /g/ through the LXX, Josephus, Aquila,
and 2 Esdras in order to understand the mergers in the biblical reading traditions (246—49).
What he finds is that etymological /g/ is hardly represented at all in Josephus, Aquila, and 2
Esdras (246—47). The representation of etymological /h/ with y decreases over time. In Jose-
phus (37-93 cE), etymological /h/ is transcribed by @ about one third of the time. In Aquila
(ca. 125 cE), etymological /h/ is transcribed by ¢ almost twice as much as in Josephus. More-
over, many of the names with x in Aquila are likely imitations of the LXX form. It seems that
the merger of /h/ and /b/ in the biblical reading tradition had already begun by the first centu-
ry ck and was complete by the time of Aquila's translation (ca. 125 cg) (250-51). The fact that
transcriptions with y for etymological /h/ are more common than transcriptions with y for ety-
mological /g/ in Josephus and Aquila supports BLAU's claim that /g/ > // occurred before /h/ >

/b/ in the history of Hebrew (246—50). Finally, the fact that etymological /b/ is realized as @
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in 2 Esdras eight out of nine times leads STEINER to conclude that it was composed after

Aquila, sometime in the middle or end of the second century ce (261-64).

STEINER goes on to argue that the biblical reading traditions, due to their more formal
nature, likely maintained the distinction between the uvular and pharyngeal fricatives later
than did the spoken languages (2005, 250). In order to determine the terminus ante quem for
the merger of /h/ and /h/ in the vernacular, he examines epigraphic evidence from Jaffa,
Masada, Jerusalem, and Gaza. On the basis of his analysis, he concludes that the merger of

/h/ and /h/ must have occurred sometime between 100 Bck and 26 ck (253-57).

The distinction between the common vernacular, in which /h/ had merged with /h/ by
Josephus's time (37-93 cE), and more formal reading traditions, in which /h/ had remained
distinct, is further supported by the curious practice of Josephus in transcribing etymological
/h/ in the names of postbiblical figures. When the postbiblical figure is a contemporary of
Josephus, etymological /h/ is transcribed with @, but when the figure preceded his time, ety-

mological /b/ is transcribed with x (2005, 240, 243, 251).

STEINER suggests that the merger of /h/ and /h/ may have been the result of contact
with Phoenician. Aramaic and Hebrew speakers of Upper Galilee, where Phoenician influ-
ence was quite strong, had probably merged /h/ and /h/ in their speech at an earlier period.
The Hasmonean conquest at the end of the second century BCE, by connecting Judah with
Galilee politically, provided ample opportunity for the merger to slowly begin to travel south

over the coming century (2005, 259-61, 266).
3.3.2.2. Evidence of the Merger in the Secunda

StTemNER's diachronic outline provides a method for dating the second column of Origen's
Hexapla based on its conventions for transcribing etymological /h/ and /g/. The Secunda rep-
resents both etymological /h/ and /g/ only by means of @ (or a hiatus between vowels) and
never by x or y (STEINER 2005, 245). Examples of etymological /b/ include oud 1 'strength’

(18:40), cepo Imnw joy' (30:12), oo 11X 'like a brother' (35:14), cewbt *ninY 'l bowed down'
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(35:14), hompu 282 'to others' (49:11), and peebOa ipmn 'terror' (89:41). Examples of ety-
mological /g/ include awv 1Y 'iniquity' (49:6), ocpop DWWy 'their wealth' (49:7), and

adpovpon 1737y 'his youth' (89:46).%

The lack of any transcriptions with y or y would seem to push the terminus post quem
for the date of the composition of the Secunda after Josephus and probably after Aquila. The
fact that transcriptions of proper names are the center of STEINER's analysis may call into
question the validity of applying his conclusions to the text of the Secunda, which is a
transcription of the language in general. Typically, proper names tend to be more resistant to
linguistic change than the rest of the language. However, liturgical reading traditions are also
more resistant to linguistic change than lower registers of the language. Therefore, on the ba-
sis of the complete merger of /h/ and /h/ in the Hebrew of the Secunda, we may reasonably
operate under the assumption that the original composition of the second column of the
Hexapla took place between the beginning of the second century ce and Origen's work on the
Hexapla in Caesarea in the first part of the third century ck. In light of the earlier discussion
regarding Origen's acquisition of the transcription text, a second- or third-century cE date fur-

ther supports Palestine, rather than Egypt, as its original provenance (see 2.3.1).

3.3.2.3. Dialectal Variation
Before concluding, we should also consider the possibility that the lack of /h/ and /g/ in the
Secunda may not necessarily reflect a later date but merely a different dialect. The relevance
of dialectal variation for this issue is illustrated by KHaN, who describes a number of phe-
nomena with respect to the historical development of £, %, g, and ¢ in various dialects of
Northeastern Neo-Aramaic. While some dialects merge *k, *h > x (e.g., Qaraqosh), others
merge *k, *h > h (e.g., Hertevin). However, sometimes the more archaic pronunciation may

be maintained due to either phonetic or semantic factors. In many dialects that generally

85. But note the Secunda transcription Beyoafpw6 ninaya (Ps. 7:7). The variant in Chrysostom, however, has
BePapwd (FiELD 1875, 94).
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merge *k, *h > x, the pharyngeal */ is maintained in the environment of emphatic conso-
nants. In the Qaraqosh dialect, */ is maintained in some words of religious significance. Fi-
nally, sometimes the velars and pharyngeals exist side-by-side in free variation (Kuan 2005,
87-93). Moreover, inscriptional evidence indicates that the gutturals were lost in certain di-

alects of Hebrew (e.g., Beth She’an, Tiv'on, Haifa) earlier than in others (Mor 2013, 163).

Accordingly, we should not be too comfortable using the lack of /h/ and /g/ in the Se-
cunda as a measure for dating the text. Nevertheless, the data do seem to be consistent with
assuming a general uniformity with respect to /h/ and /g/ in the Hebrew reading traditions in
Palestine (see STEINER 2008, 245-46).* Therefore, until we find clear evidence to the con-
trary, such as a transcription reflecting either the lack of /h/ and /g/ at an early date or the re-
tention of /h/ and /g/ at a late date, we may cautiously proceed under the assumption that the

lack of /h/ and /g/ in the Secunda is probably indicative of a late date.

3.4. Sitz ™M LEBEN OF THE SECUNDA

3.4.1. Comparative Material
3.4.1.1. Introduction

The text of the second column should be compared with other texts with a parallel format (or
function) and other instances of transcription in the Hellenistic Near East. In the following
survey, a distinction is made between parallel texts, which may include transcription, and in-

stances of transcription that stand alone without any accompanying primary text.

3.4.1.2. Columnar, Parallel, and Interlinear Texts in the Hellenistic’Roman/Byzantine
Near East

Whatever the original format of the text of the second column was, there can be little doubt
that it was at least functionally, if not formally, parallel with the Hebrew consonantal text.
This is suggested both by the discussion in chapter 2 and the evaluation of previous scholar-

ship in the current chapter. Presumably, then, a survey of columnar, parallel, and interlinear

86. Note that the preservation or lack of /h/ and /g/ cannot be attributed to a general difference between Egypt
and Palestine. The book of Maccabees (ca. 100 Bc) preserves the distinction between /b/ and /h/ in its
transcribed names, even in names not found in the LXX: e.g., XoAnt, Xodaiotl, and Oviog (STEINER 2005, 256).
Moreover, there are no clear examples of /h/ preserved in a late text indicative of a more conservative dialect.
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texts in the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine Near East should shed some light on the origi-
nal function of the text. Formally parallel texts that also happen to contain transcription will
be treated in this section rather than in the subsequent section. As will be demonstrated, the

nature of parallel transcription texts is quite different from stand-alone transcription texts.

3.4.1.2.1. Latin and Greek Tradition
3.4.1.2.1.1. Glossaries

In the Latin and Greek tradition, such formats are most commonly implemented for bilingual
glossaries and translations. P Oxy. LXXVIIL5162 (1%/2" ck), for example, contains Greek

words in the left column and Latin glosses transcribed into Greek in the right column:

Translation Left Column Right Column (Latin Characters)
'ram' KPELOC aplelmc (= aries)
"bull' TOLPOC TOVPOLC (= taurus)
"lion' Aewv Aeo (= leo)

Figure 5: Greco-Latin Columnar Glossary (P. Oxy. LXXVIIL.5162)

There are many other bilingual glossarial texts from the Roman period and early Byzantine
period.*” Such glossaries are usually organized around a particular theme or context,®
presumably intended to grant its users with a practical vocabulary for a particular social situa-
tion. Additionally, this format is utilized for presenting grammatical information and

paradigms.”

There are also a number of Greco-Latin bilingual glossaries that express the Latin in

Latin characters, rather than in Greek transcription.”’ If a glossary is made specifically for a

87. POxy. LXXVIIL5163 (1¥/2™ ce) and P.Oxy. XLIX.3452 (2" cE) are similar to the text above.

88. PMich.Inv. 2458 is a list of Greek and Roman deities in two columns from the second or third century c
(KraMmER 1983, 79-80). P. Strasb. Inv. g 1173 is a third- or fourth-century ce glossary with merchandise and
military terms (KramEer 2001, 65-76). P.Lund 1.5 (2™ cE) contains animal names (CAVENAILE 1958, 379). P.Oxy.
XXXIIL.2660a contains the names of vegetables and fishes. PLaur. IV.147 (3™ cE) contains the names of various
animals. PFay. 135v descr. (4™ cE) is a list of month names (KRaMER 1983, 77-78). P. Lond 11.481 (4™ cE)
contains a list of words organized according to professions (KRaMER 1977, 231-32; Apams 2003, 41-42).

89. P.Strasb. inv. G 1175 (3"/4™ cE) contains Greek verbal conjugations in the left column with the
corresponding Latin conjugations in the right column transcribed into Greek (Kramer 1983, 45-52). P.Oxy.
LXXVIIL5161 (3"/4™ cE) contains a list of conjugated verbs in alphabetical order.

90. See POxy. LXXVIIL5161 (3*/4™ cE), a grammatical text, and P. Vindob. Inv. L 27 (3*/4™ cE) and C.Gloss.
Biling. 1 10 (4™ cE), Greco-Latin columnar glossaries (KRAMER 1983, 73-76; KraMER 2001, 53-56).
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Latin literary text, the Latin is always represented in Latin characters. For example, PS/ VII

756 (4%/5" cE) contains a bilingual glossary for Vergil's Aeneid (CAvENAILE 1958, 15-18):

'they press/climb'  |nituntur gpLOOVTOL 'they set themselves'
'by/on steps' gradibus 1015 Badeopolig 'by/on the steps'
'with left (hands)' |sinis/tr]is TEC APIOTE[p]Eg 'with left (hands)'
'protected' protecti npoPePfAnpuevol 'having been thrown'
'they oppose' obiciunt avtitifsooty 'they oppose'
'they press' praessant dpaccGovTat 'they press' (?)

Figure 6: Greco-Latin Columnar Glossary of Vergil's Aeneid (PSI VII 756)

The fact that this is a glossary and not a bilingual translation is evident from the full quotation
of the lines (words from glossary in bold): Nituntur gradibus clipeosque ad tela sinistris |
Protecti obiciunt, praessant fastigia dextris (Aeneid 11.443—44). It seems that only certain
key words needed a Greek gloss.”" Such texts, however, are not necessarily bilingual. P.Oxy.
XXIV.2405 (2"/3™ cE) is an example of a Greek-Greek glossary for Homer's Iliad, with the

more archaic Homeric Greek on the left and a more familiar Greek gloss on the right:”

'until' oppoa. OTMG 'until'
'he completes' TEAECON TEAELOON 'he completes'
'you will save' COMOl;  CMOELG 'you will save'

Figure 7: Greek-Greek Glossary for Homer's {liad (P.Oxy. XXIV.2405)

The full quotation shows that only those words that would be difficult for a Koine speaker are
glossed: d@pa TeAéoon 8¢ oV gpdocal, £l camoseig pe (lliad 1.82-83).”> While Greco-Latin

glossaries are typically in columnar form, other formats are also attested.”

91. POxy. VIIL.1099 (5" cE) represents the same sort of text.

92. Dickey finds that glossaries of this format (word pair in same column) are the most common for Greek-
Greek glossaries. Of the thirty-nine examples she found, thirty-four have this format (2015b, 819).

93. There are approximately eighteen word-lists for Homer's //iad in the Egyptian papyri (GAEBEL 1970, 298).

94. BKT IX 150 (1* BcE) 15 single-column Greco-Latin glossary with the transcribed Latin gloss indented one
line below the Greek lemma (Scappaticcio 2015, 464—66). P.Sorb. inv. 2069 (3™ ck) alternates Greek and Latin
on the same line. However, Dickey argues that it was originally columnar (2010, 189, 206). Chester Beatty
codex AC 14999 (4™ cE), a glossary to the epistles of the Apostle Paul, separates the Greek lemma from its Latin
gloss with double points (:), with a quotation-like symbol (") separating each entry. DicKEY suggests that such a
text might have been rearranged from an originally columnar format (2015b, 818).
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Although each text's specific purpose may have varied, from aids for practical com-
munication to glossaries for a literary text, scholars generally agree that such glossaries were
used by Greek speakers to learn Latin. In the earliest period, they were the most common ma-
terial utilized for such a purpose. The topical, rather than alphabetical, arrangement facilitated
practical use (Dickey 2012, 11-12). Grammatical information (e.g., P.Oxy. LXXVIIL.5161)
was not presented in a distinct format in bilingual material at an early period (Dickey 2012,
14). The outlier above, a word-list for Vergil's Aeneid, has been compared to the Greek word-
lists for Homer's Iliad, the oldest attestation of which predates the Aeneid glossary by a few
centuries. The purpose of both word-lists was to aid the Greek-speaking student in under-
standing the literary text before them (GaeBeL 1970, 298). Such a word-list, which only con-
tains select words of the classical text, would have been read alongside another copy of the
text. They may have been produced by teachers as aids for their students or by the students

themselves, who looked up the words in lexica and copied them in order (Dickey 2012, 15).

3.4.1.2.1.2. Translations
PRyl TI1.478, a fourth-century cE papyrus, contains a Greco-Latin columnar translation of

Vergil's Aeneid (1.252—53) (CaveNAILE 1958, 8-9):

'and Italy' adque lItalis kot tov [[]toMovov
'far am I kept' longe disiungimur  paxpov dta&gvyvoueda

'is this, of piety, the reward?' | hic pietatis ho[nos]  ovtn g gvoefiag Tifun]

Figure 8: Greco-Latin Columnar Translation of Vergil's Aeneid (PRyl. 111.478)

This columnar translation differs from the bilingual glossaries of Vergil cired above in that it
translates almost every word, rather than just providing glosses for important words.”
Columnar translation may also have more of a tendency to include two or three words per
line instead of just one. Also, a comparison with the traditional word order of the Latin origi-
nal shows that word-order changes, presumably for facilitating the learning of the text, were

not uncommon in these columnar translations: ... atque disiungimur longe oris Italis. Hic

95. Other examples of Greco-Latin columnar translations of Vergil include BKT IX.39 (4™ ck), PFouad 5 (4"/
5" cE), POxy. L.3553 (5" cE), and P.Vindob. inv. L 24 (5" cE).
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honos pietatis? Sic reponis nos in sceptra? (Aeneid, 1.252-53). While the Aeneid is the most
common columnar translation found, understandably, other texts also take this form,” such as
the Hermeneumata Pseudodositheana, a group of bilingual pedagogical materials, which de-
scribe everyday life in the ancient world (2012, 3—4).” Finally, columnar translation is attest-
ed in exemplary epistles (e.g., PBon. 5 [3"/4"™ cE]) (CAVENAILE 1958, 386-92; Dickey 2015b,

816).

Greek translation of Latin literary texts is not always in columnar form. Palimps. Am-
bros. (4"/5"™ cE) contains a portion of the Aeneid (1:588—748) first written out in Latin and

then translated into Greek, preserving the original form of the Latin (CAVENAILE 1958, 23-27):

Restitit Aeneas claraque in luce refulsit
Os umerosque deo similis;, namque ipsa decoram

Amnéotn 0 Aiveiog Kol £V Kabopd T® EOTL AVTEAQLYEY
To npdowmOV Kol TOVG APHOVS Be® Opoio[g] Kol yap adT evTPETT

Figure 9: Greco-Latin Same Column Translation of Vergil's Aeneid (Palimps. Ambros.)

Presenting the primary text and its translation in the same column is the case for a number of
texts.” In some later biblical codices, Latin translations of the original Greek are set forth in a

"facing-page" translation format (Dickey 2015b, 817).”

Bilingual translations are the most commonly attested form of ancient material for
learning language. The teachers likely produced these texts to aid students in their reading.
The degree of similarity between separately attested translations points to the use of lexica,

written or memorized, in their production. Such texts could be read on their own or alongside

96. A palimpsest fragment (5" cE) contains a Greco-Latin columnar translation of Vergil's Georgics (HUSSELMAN
1957, 454-55). Cicero is found in Greco-Latin columnar translation in PRain.Cent. 163 (4"/5™ cE) (CAVENAILE
1958, 71-74), PSI CongrXXI 2 (4"/5"™ cE), PRyl. 1.61 (5" cE), and P.Vindob. inv. L 127 (5" cE). Isocrates is
translated in BKT 1X.149 (4™ cE). One of Aesop's fables is translated in PSI VII.848 (4™ cE) (Dickey 2015b,
816).

97. Ancient attestations of this genre are found in P.Prag. II. (4®/5"™ cg), which contains a scene from a school,
and P.Berol. inv. 21860 (4™ ck) (Dickey and Ferri 2012, 129-31).

98. PMich. VII 457 (3™ ck) is one of Aesop's fables (CavenaILE 1958, 23, 163; Dickey 2015b, 818). PAmh.
11.26 (3"/4™ cE) is a Latin translation with the Greek text of Babrius (XI.1-5) (CAVENAILE 1958, 118-20).

99. Examples of this include PSI XII1.1306 (4"/5™ cE), a fragment of Paul's letter to the Ephesians, and Codex
Bezae (Dickey 2015b, 817).
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a different copy of the text. The colloquia served as conversation manuals by which a student

could learn short dialogues and common phrases for certain situations (Dickey 2012, 14).

Finally, a couple observations can be made about the relationship between columnar
glossaries and columnar translations. First, bilingual columnar translation, whose earliest at-
testations go back only to the fourth century ck, is attested later than bilingual glossaries.
Columnar translation seems to have developed out of the tradition of columnar glossaries.
Dickey explains the phenomenon as essentially "[treating] a continuous text like a glossary"
(2015b, 814). Glossaries and word-lists that only contain key words of a classical literary
work may reflect a transition period. Second, while Greek transcription of Latin is quite com-
mon in bilingual glossaries, it rarely appears in translation texts. DICKEY argues that this is be-
cause in the earlier period the focus was more on oral proficiency, whereas in the later period

the focus was more on literacy (2012, 10).

3.4.1.2.1.3. Transcription
Pure transcription is attested in abecedaries. O.Max. inv. 356 (1%/2™ cE), a bilingual

abecedary, contains the names of the Latin letters transcribed in Greek (FourneT 2003, 445):

Jyn+t ko kep & ® @ KOL p & T Ov &N

JGeHIKLMeN*O*P+eQ*RST--U-+*XYZ

Figure 10: Latin Abecedary in Greek Transcription (O.Max. inv. 356)

There are a number of similar abecedaries attested in the papyri, one of which is accompa-

nied by a line from Vergil.'”

Examples of Greek transcription were cited earlier in the context of columnar glos-
saries. In each case, the text of both columns is represented in Greek script. In other words,
the transcription is not serving to help one read Latin characters elsewhere on the papyrus,
but is merely the most appropriate vehicle for carrying the Latin text (for a Greek speaker).

Presumably, if one could read Latin script at all, there would be no need for transcription to

100. PAntinoé 1 fr. 1 (4"/5" ce) and P.Oxy. X.1315 (5"/6"™ cE) are additional examples of bilingual abecedaries
(CavenalLe 1958, 136-37; Kramer 2001, 33—44; Apawms 2003, 41-42).
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help with pronunciation. This is because, unlike Semitic scripts, Latin script indicated both
the consonants and the vowels. In the case of learning the alphabet, neither the phonetic val-
ues of the letters nor the names of the letters would be apparent to a language learner. Ac-

cordingly, the phonetic representation of their names in Greek would be appropriate.

Ancient students learned the Latin alphabet by copying the letters from a model text
in their proper order and repeating their names (Crisiore 2005, 132; Dickey 2012, 10—11). In
order to practice the letters, a student might also copy out a line of verse (Dickey 2012, 10—
11). The names of the Latin letters being phonetically represented in Greek is consistent with
the fact that an instructor would teach the names of the letters when teaching schoolboys the

alphabet (Apams 2003, 41-42).
3.4.1.2.2. Egyptian Tradition

Similar to the Greco-Latin tradition, it is common to find Egyptian glossaries, translations,
and transcription. The main difference between the former traditions and the latter is that

most bilingual Demotic texts do not use the columnar format (Dickey 2015b, 819-20).

3.4.1.2.2.1. Glossaries
There is only one attested example of a Greek-Demotic columnar glossary. P. Heid. Inv.-Nr.
G 414 (3" cE) presents a Greek-Demotic word pair on each line with no separation between

the words. The Demotic is represented in Greek transcription (QUECKE 1997, 72-73):

taAlavtov = 'talent’ T<X2>AAXNTONRWPL Kopt = 'talent’
a&n = 'axe’ 23INHROAEBEIN KohePewv = 'axe’

o1dnpog = 'iron’ C[IJAHPO<C>BENIT Bevim = 'iron'
payorpo = 'sword' MAXXIPACHPI onoet = "sword'
vromotiov = 'footstool’ [YIMOMOTIONTAZ ta& = '"footstool'

Figure 11: Greek-Demotic Columnar Glossary (P. Heid. Inv.-Nr. G 414)

-63 -



This format is also found in Greek-Coptic glossaries, with the exception that the Greek-Cop-
tic glossaries divide the words with a double point (:) (Dickey 2015b, 819)."" Word-lists for

literary works, like the word lists for Vergil's literature, also exist in the Egyptian tradition.'”

P. Heid. Inv.-Nr. G 414 bears a resemblance to those Greco-Latin glossaries in which
the Latin column was written in Greek characters. Its function was also parallel. The
transcription of the Egyptian words into Greek and the columnar format seems to point to
Greek-speakers learning how to pronounce certain Egyptian words (Ricuter 2009, 411). Cop-

tic-Greek word lists presumably helped Coptic speakers to access the Greek text more fully.

3.4.1.2.2.2. Translations
PBerol. inv. 10582 (5"/6™ cE), a Latin-Greek-Coptic trilingual colloquium, presents Latin
transcribed into Greek characters, Greek, and then Coptic on each line. Each word is separat-

ed by a double point (:) (Dickey 2015a, 66):

(= si omnes) GLOUVNG:EMAVTEC:ECXENTO 'If all'

(= biberint) Biepvtiemiav:aYCW 'have drunk’
(= terge) TepyeKOTOUAEOV:BUTI 'wipe'

(= mensam) pevoap:tvpamelov: 'the table'

Figure 12: Latin-Greek-Coptic Trilingual Colloquium (P.Berol. inv. 10582)

This text likely has roots similar to the colloquia of the Hermeneumata Pseudodositheana
(Dickey 2015a, 71). It is more common, however, for bilingual translation of Egyptian to oc-
cur all in the same column, with the translation following the original.'” Other formats are

also attested, such as each translation being on each side of one page, the facing-page format,

and parallel columns without line-for-line correspondence (Dickey 2015b, 820). The trilin-
gual colloquium, according to DickEy, was a mix between a dialogue and a phrasebook, de-

signed for Coptic speakers to learn Latin, Greek, or both (2015a, 65, 73).

101. For example, see P.Rain. UnterrichtKopt. 257a (3"/4™ cE).

102. Chester Beatty Papyrus VII is a third century ct example of Coptic glosses written in Greek characters in
parallel with a Greek translation of the book of Isaiah (Kenyon and Crum 1937; RicHTER 2009, 413).

103. This is common in biblical and Christian texts such as P. Osloensis 1661 (4™ ce) and PKéln IV.169 (5" cE).
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3.4.1.2.2.3. Transcription

The Demotic magical papyrus of London, a third-century ce Demotic text containing incanta-
tions, invocations, instructions for divination, and other such voces magicae (GriFFiTH and
Tuompson 1904, 1.1, 1.10, 1.14-18) sometimes utilizes Greek transcription above a Demotic

word (EMERTON 1956, 86; GrirriTH and THomPsoN 1904, 11.16.8, see also 11.23.28):

Ny I rovIX . ~MeceXPI$ o.onzA,SA BPIN, rxvx i
/‘”'bf,?.:/’,'Pf.m”/'”"”'b (u <) L) f/z) f <12/ :wz.n D/// X%

Figure 13: Supralinear Greek Transcription in the Demotic Magical Papyrus of London

TuompsoN and GrIFrITH'S sketch shows the first word, Egyptian nyptwmykh, is glossed with
the Greek transcription NITTOYMIX above it (EMERTON 1956, 86). Old-Coptic was also used

to gloss rare words written in hieroglyphics in late Hieratic manuscripts (RicHTErR 2009, 413).

EMERTON points out that the rare words given Greek transcription in this text are not
actually Egyptian, but are almost all special terms invented by the magicians. Because the
Demotic script was almost entirely consonantal, the Greek transcriptions provided a guide for

pronunciation which was essential for the various invocations and spells to work (1956, 86).

3.4.1.2.3. Babylonian Tradition

The corpus of Graeco-Babyloniaca is comprised of around seventeen tablets from
Mesopotamia written in cuneiform and Greek from the Hellenistic and Roman periods. WEST-
ENHOLZ argues that the corpus should be dated between 50 Bck and 50 ck (2007, 274). Akkadi-
an or Sumerian is written in cuneiform on the obverse and Greek transcription of that same
cuneiform on the reverse. Rather than turn end-over-end like a typical cuneiform tablet, these
tablets turn side-to-side (GELLER 1997, 47). This same practice was implemented when the
text on the reverse contained a translation, rather than a continuation of the text on the ob-
verse (GELLER 1983, 114). This is good evidence that the Greek transcription was conceived
of as parallel to the cuneiform (GELLER 1997, 47). SOLLBERGER classifies much of the material

as either lexical texts or literary texts (SOLLBERGER 1962, 63).
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3.4.1.2.3.1. Transcription
BM 34797 is a Sumerian-Akkadian lexical text containing four columns. The obverse con-
tains parallel columns of Sumerian and Akkadian written in cuneiform and the reverse con-

tains parallel columns of the same text in Greek transcription (GELLER 1997, 68):

OBVERSE: REVERSE:

e i"-ki [€] gy

pas [p]al-gu [oa] Qoo
pas-"lal’ [a]-tap-pi Qo Ao A [0] 0 ap
"pas’-sig [a-tap-pi] oo og'k’ af o’ e

Figure 14: Sumerian-Akkadian Lexical Text with Greek Transcription (BM 34797)

Other lexical texts include BM 34781, BM 35727, and BM 34799 (SOLLBERGER 1962, 64—67).

There are also a number of examples of literary texts. Rm IV 327 (1* Bcg), which con-
tains a portion of the Sama$ Hymn, is expressed in cuneiform on the obverse and Greek
transcription on the reverse (GELLER 1997, 78). The tablets also contain an Akkadian incanta-
tion (HSM 1137 [1* cE]) in cuneiform with Greek transcription and other literary texts (e.g.,

BM 34798, BM 34816, and VAT 412) (SOLLBERGER 1962, 67—71; GELLER 1983, 114—16).

Most scholars seem to agree that the Graeco-Babyloniaca tablets were the texts of an-
cient students of cuneiform (e.g., GELLER 1997, 47-48; WEesTeENHOLZ 2007, 262, 274). Even
though only a small number of these texts have survived, the transcriptions bear the marks of
a developed system and thus indicate that there were probably many such texts originally
(274). Those trained in cuneiform during this time would most likely have been native Baby-

lonians aspiring to work in astronomy or the liturgy of the cult (275).

Both GEeLLErR (1997, 44) and WEsTeENHOLZ (2007, 276) set the Graeco-Babyloniaca
texts against the backdrop of the demise of Akkadian as a spoken language. By the first cen-
tury BCE, the last native speaker of Akkadian had passed away (WestenHOLZ 2007, 276). Ara-
maic or Syriac would have taken the place of Akkadian in most contexts. The sort of

cuneiform tablets that were still written contained temple-related texts, such as astronomical
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diaries, incantations, and prayers (GELLER 1997, 64). Formal education would have been nec-

essary for anyone wanting to learn Akkadian and the cuneiform script (276).

After students had learned some Akkadian, they would proceed to the traditional cur-
riculum for the beginner scribe, which included such material as word lists and syllabaries.
Eventually, they advanced to the classical Akkadian literary works. At this point, they were
able to dismiss with the Greek transcriptions and function as true scribes (2007, 276-77).
That the Greek transcriptions were meant to be an essential part of the learning process is
demonstrated by the fact that they were written when the clay was not yet dry (WESTENHOLZ
2007, 277). Because contemporary pronunciation differed in significant ways from its repre-
sentation in cuneiform (see WEsTENHOLZ 2007, 283-91), the transcriptions were a helpful tool
for the beginning scribe. The reason that the Greek alphabet was utilized over Aramaic script
for such a pedagogical aid lay in its facility to express the precise vowel qualities and quanti-
ties (277). The Greek alphabet is also easier to learn than cuneiform. GELLER argues that the

Greek transcription on the reverse was an aid for correct reading (likely aloud) (1997, 47).

In sum, the Graeco-Babyloniaca tablets represent an attempt of teachers to transmit
the Babylonian culture, its language and literature included, to the next generation of stu-
dents. Being able to read and write the cuneiform script was an essential part of this endeav-
or. The Greek transcriptions could never have substituted for the cuneiform script and were
never intended to take the place of reading the Akkadian in its original representation. Rather,
they were intended by the teachers who composed them to serve as a tool for training begin-
ning scribes in cuneiform. Once a beginner had advanced far enough, the transcriptions had

served their purpose and were no longer needed (WEesTeENHOLZ 2007, 280).

3.4.1.3. Stand-Alone Transcription in the Hellenistic’Roman/Byzantine Near East
3.4.1.3.1. Introduction

The first part of this section surveyed the comparative material that exhibited a columnar,
parallel, or interlinear layout. A significant number of these texts also contained transcription.

Most of these texts constituted material for learning another language. Because of the convic-
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tion that transcription in columnar, parallel, or interlinear form generally has a different func-
tion than stand-alone transcriptional texts, the two types of transcription have been separated
in our analysis. In the second part of this section, some of the more common instances of

stand-alone transcriptional material will be surveyed by language or language group.

3.4.1.3.2. Latin and Greek Tradition

Transcription is attested in a number of legal or economic texts, perhaps due to common for-
mulae being Latin-specific. SB II1.1.6304 (2™ cE), a receipt of a slave trader from Miletus,
originally penned in Italy but carried to Fayum, constitutes Latin in Greek transcription

(Apawms 2003, 53-54, 63):

okpwyt pn oaxkknmoce o Tuw Meppio Moviove pilite mevinpo Avylott
dMVOPIovg 6EGKEVTONG Pryevl KIvkve Tpetiovp moveihat Mappopion Betpave.'™

I wrote that I have received from Titus Memmius Montanus, soldier of the quin-
quireme "Augustus," 625 denarii as the price of a Marmarian girl, a "veteran."

Figure 15: Latin Receipt of Slave Trader in Greek Transcription (SB I11.1.6304)

The reason transcription was used in this text is probably a combination of factors: the legal/
economic formulae may have been Latin-specific, it may have been important for the author
to write in his own hand, and the recipient may have only been able to read Greek script
(Abams 2003, 55, 60, 62). Other examples of similar texts are attested in the papyri.'”
Transcription is also attested in Greco-Latin funerary inscriptions in the western empire.
There, a Latin funerary inscription might have been expressed by means of Greek transcrip-
tion due to the identity of the deceased (Apams 2003, 89-92).'% Transcription is often used in
magic and defixiones (curse tablets). The idea behind this is that the magical "spell" or

"curse" should be obscured in some way; Abawms calls this "obfuscation" (2003, 4344, 47).'”

104. = scripsi me accepisse a T. Memmio Montano milite pentero Augisti denarious sescentous vigenti cinque
pretium puellae Marmariae vetrane.

105. P.Oxy. XXXVI1.2772, a letter to a banker, contains Greek in Latin transcription (Apams 2003, 65-66).
106. For example, see /G XIV.698 (Apawms 2003, 89-92).

107. An example of a Greek transcription of a Latin defixio is found at Hadrumetum (Apams 2003, 44).
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3.4.1.3.3. Egyptian Tradition
Greek transcription of Egyptian is unique because Greek would later become the basis of the
Coptic alphabet. An Egyptian dating formulary of Pharaoh Hor-Wenefer is transcribed into

Greek script in a 202/201 Bck graffito from Abydos (Lacau 1934; RicuTeR 2009, 411-412):

Le IIOPQ YPTTONA®OP (= h:.t-sp 5 Pr-5: Hr-Wn-nfr)
MHI EZI NOM OYZXIPE MHIE (= mrj- “Is.t nm Wsir mrj - °I-)
MOYNAA LONTHP IINOTQ (=mn - R nswt - ntrw p: ntr *?)

Reg.-year 5 of Pharaoh Horwenefer, beloved by Isis and Osiris, beloved
by Amun-Ra, king of gods, the great god

Figure 16: Egyptian Dating Formulary of Pharaoh Hor-Wenefer in Greek Transcription

Also, in a second-century BCE inscription on a stela, the various names of the Egyptian god

Thot are transcribed into Greek (GiraGis 1965; RicHTER 2009, 411-12).

"Old-Coptic" texts differ from the earlier attempts at transcription in that, while they
are made up mostly of Greek letters, they add a number of Egyptian signs to supplement a
number of Egyptian phonemes lacking in Greek (RicuTer 2009, 412-23).'” For the sake of il-

lustration, a portion of the Schmidt papyrus is quoted below (SaTzINGER 1975, 39—40):

LE MALOIC OYCIPE N3ACPW TICMME N&K MPl ISANT NM 3P

My lord Osiris, (Lord) of Hasro! I complain to you, do justice to me and Hor

Figure 17: Old-Coptic in Greek Transcription (Schmidt Papyrus)

Most of the letters are Greek, but a number of Egyptian signs are utilized to represent those

phonemes not present in Greek: [ for #/d, 3 for h, /A for h, W for o, etc. (SATZINGER 1975, 38).

Egyptians utilized the Greek script in magical formulae, archaic language, and in-
stances in which precise pronunciation was important (Ray 2007, 813). The "Old-Coptic"
corpus is comprised largely of ritual texts. Transcription is used to make sure the text was

pronounced with precision in a ritual context. From the perspective of non-referential lan-

108. See P.Lond. 98 (95 cE), a horoscope (CERNY, KAHLE, and PARKER 1957); BM 10808 (2™ cE), a spell (Crum
1942; SepErHOLM 2006); the Schmidt papyrus (ca. 100 cg), a petition (SATZINGER 1975; RicHTER 2002).
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guage theory, one could accomplish the recitation of the archaic ritual texts from the Greek

transcription even if one did not understand the original Demotic (MarTIN 2007, 257-59).

3.4.1.3.4. Hebrew Tradition

Transcription on funerary inscriptions is an identity-motivated choice (Apams 2003, 22-23).
It is not uncommon for Jewish funerary inscriptions composed in Greek to have a Hebrew
"tag," such as 017w 'peace' or PXW° Y¥ 02w 'peace upon Israel', at the beginning or end of the
inscription.'” Such tags are common in the Caesarea area (CIIP 2, 1517, 1549, 1602, 1662,
2098). Hebrew tags like 012w 'peace' could also be represented in Greek transcription (Noy
1993, no. 72; Apams 2003, 22-23, 66),'" as in the following funerary inscription from Beth

She'arim (ScuwaBE and Lirnistz 1974, no. 91, see also nos. 21, 25, 72):

ZoAAON 'Farewell,
Atav Athan,
Aopov son of Doron.'

Figure 18: Beth She'arim Funerary Inscription (no. 91) with Transcribed Tag

Apawms calls such a phenomenon "tag-switching" or "formula-switching," which was motivat-

ed by a sense of the (in this case Jewish) identity of the deceased (Apams 2003, 22-23).

A possible example of transcription in a defixio context is found on an ossuary from
the Jerusalem area dated to the first century BcE or ck (CIIP 1/I, 451). The name and identity
of the deceased is written in both Hebrew and Greek script. However, the final line of the in-
scription, a typical warning against any who would disturb the grave, reads as follows: 'who-
ever moves these [bones], blindness will strike him!" v aviikekivno(ag) | avta mwata&et
avto(v) | ovpovv. According to Ranmant (1994, no. 559), the word used for blindness

(ovpovv) is apparently a transcription of the Hebrew 171v 'blindness' (CIIP 1/1, 451).

109. For example, R. Samuel's (36" cE) epitaph in Jerusalem area: Pappi Tapovir[oc] | dpynovv[aywyog --]
... | 720w n 2]y 019w 'Rabbi Samuel, synagogue ruler ... Peace on your resting place' (CIIP 1/11, 1001).

110. For example: tdpog Ava 810 fiov odAiwmp (Noy 1993, no. 72).
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The western part of the empire also contains a number of examples of religious or
liturgical texts in Greek transcription.'"' The Hebrew Shema (Deut. 6:7) was found
transcribed on an amulet buried with a child in what is modern day Austria dated to the sec-
ond or third century ce (BArR-AsHER 2010). The use of Greek transcription for a Hebrew verse
in such a context relates to the importance and power of the words themselves. If the author
did not know Hebrew, transcription was preferred over translation to preserve the original. If
the author did know Hebrew, transcription was chosen to ensure the words were pronounced

correctly. If the amulet had a ritualistic use, Greek script may have been used for obfuscation.

3.4.1.3.5. Semitic Tradition
Transcription appears in a number of religious and liturgical contexts. At Dura-Europos, the

following inscription is found on the wall of the pronaos of the temple (MiLik 1967, 289-90):

BapOnv yoPviv daap APdcarpo |Two cheeses of gold, “Abidsalma

Ba-vicav o a-Baploxikn''? on the first of Nisan, a-Barzaqige.

Figure 19: Aramaic in Greek Transcription (Dura-Europos Inscription)

This inscription was likely a votive offering of a shepherd, who offered two small gold mod-
els of cheese to thank the god for protecting his flocks. Having knowledge of the Greek script
but not the language, he composed the inscription in his native Aramaic (MiLik 1967, 291).
Greek transcription of Aramaic is also found in a pair of inscriptions from Nahal Dimonah,

which is regarded as a writing exercise (Kirk 1938; Price and NAeH 2009, 268—69).

P. Amherst 63 (2™ BCE), an Aramaic text of considerable length transcribed into De-
motic script, constitutes the New Year's liturgy of a group of exiles from Mesopotamia. A lin-
guistic analysis of the text has demonstrated that the scribe did not know Aramaic himself.
Rather, he seems to have recorded an oral tradition (Nims and STEINER 1983; STEINER 1997,

Price and Naen 2009, 263—64; STEINER and Nims 2017). Since the use of Aramaic had greatly

111. A Greek transcription of Hebrew is found on an amulet from Sicily (Noy 1993, 159) and on a phylactery
from Wales (Apams 2003, 272).

112. = xp>pra-x8 1 1R0212 RASWTAY 277 P13 1000,
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diminished in Egypt by this time, the text was composed so that a priest, whose knowledge of

Aramaic was poor, could still perform the ritual (STEINER and Nims 1983, 272; 2017).

A neo-Punic inscription from El-Hofra is written in Greek letters (GorpoN 1968, 289).
Like the Aramaic example, it was probably also a votive offering. There are a number of oth-
er Greek transcriptions of Phoenician and Punic, which Apams connects to the eventual death
of Punic. It is possible that the presence of deities' names or the cultic connection of certain
inscriptions prompted the use of Punic in this text, even though the script was not used (2003,
240-45). There are also Punic inscriptions written in Latin from the third and fourth centuries
ct from Tripolitania (KErr 2010). Prick and NAEH argue that such texts arose in an environ-
ment where literacy in Punic had declined even though people still spoke the language (2009,

264-65).

Finally, like many Safaitic inscriptions, a Graeco-Arabic inscription from Jordan (3"/
4™ cg) contains a simple record of a shepherd's activity (AL-JALLAD 2015b, 52). The use of

Greek may reflect that the author was literate in Greek script, rather than the Safaitic script.

3.4.1.3.6. Summary

There is no singular thread of continuity that ties all these various uses of stand-alone
transcription together, but a few trends are discernable. Transcription is used in legal or eco-
nomic contexts, funerary inscriptions, defixiones, magical texts, ritual texts, and religious
texts. Aside from the Greco-Latin tradition, transcription usually arises out of a circumstance
in which the transcribed language is on the decline. Typically, an inscription would have been
written in its "native" script unless the author was insufficiently skilled in that script or made

a conscious choice to use a different script for another reason (Price and Naen 2009, 274).

In some cases, the authors seems to be more (or only) proficient in Greek, but regard
their text as inextricably linked to another language whose script they did not know. This
seems to be the case in the legal or economic texts transcribed into Greek, in which the legal

formulae are regarded as inherently Latin phrases. In the case of religious texts transcribed
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into Greek, the names of deities and cultic elements in the inscriptions are difficult to separate
from the language in which the people were accustomed to carry out their religious duties
(e.g., Aramaic, Punic). In each of these instances, because of an inherent quality of the con-
tent of the inscription, transcription was regarded as more appropriate than translation. While
the authors would have written the inscriptions in their "native" scripts if possible, they pre-

served the original languages even though they had to resort to writing them in another script.

In other cases, it seems that the author utilizes transcription as a conscious choice. In
the case of funerary inscriptions, this is done for the sake of carving out an identity. In the
case of defixiones, transcription is used for obfuscation. Finally, in the case of magical or ritu-
al texts, the text was transcribed because the precise pronunciation of the words, which were
regarded as inherently powerful, was important for the success of the utterance and the origi-

nal script required that one know the language in order to read it correctly.

3.4.1.4. Synthesis
While numerous scholars have compared the different practices of transcription in the Near
East with the Secunda (e.g., EMERTON 1956; MarTIN 2007; PrIiCE and NAEH 2009), none of
these approaches have separated parallel transcription and stand-alone transcription in their
analysis. Moreover, appreciating the Secunda as an originally parallel text has allowed us to
expand the corpus of comparative material to include non-transcribed parallel texts. As a
result of this multi-faceted analysis, a number of conclusions may be drawn about parallel

texts and transcriptional texts in the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine Near East.

First, it was consistently the case that columnar, parallel, and interlinear formats with
or without transcription were implemented most for learning a foreign language or for
learning classical literature. If transcription was found in a parallel context, it almost certainly
indicates that the text was language-learning material. Second, transcription often arises when
the transcribed language is dying. While use and knowledge of the script often fade first, the

language continues to be spoken for some time. Transcription, in such cases, reflects an at-

-73 -



tempt to preserve the language (e.g., Graeco-Babyloniaca, P. Amherst 63, Latino-Punic) and
thus indicates its decline (Price and NAeH 2009, 262-266; see also Abams 2003, 66). Third,
transcription may be the result of practical necessity or conscious choice. In the case of the
former, the author is unskilled in the script of the target language but regards the text as inex-
tricably linked to that language. In the case of the latter, the author may choose to implement
transcription for the sake of identity, obfuscation, or ensuring the correct pronunciation of
powerful and efficacious words. The final purpose, namely, ensuring correct pronunciation, is

particularly common when a language is fading away.

In the case of the Secunda, the author must have known the Hebrew script and lan-
guage quite well. Therefore, the utilization of transcription in the second column must have
been the result of conscious choice and not practical necessity. It seems unlikely that a Jewish
Hebrew expert would have utilized Greek script to emphasize his identity and less likely that
he would desire to obfuscate the biblical text. Accordingly, we must rule that the purpose of
transcription in the Secunda was to ensure the correct pronunciation of words regarded as ef-
ficacious or powerful.'” This motivation for transcription, in light of the evidence surveyed
above, would also point to the fading away of the Hebrew language. Finally, the parallel na-

ture of the Secunda would point to its use as material for learning language or literature.

In sum, the comparative material would suggest that the transcriptions of the second
column should be viewed as Hebrew-learning material composed at a time when the lan-
guage was fading away and it was becoming more and more important to ensure an accurate
recitation of the powerful and efficacious words of the scriptures. Accordingly, the remaining
sections of this chapter will examine the relevant evidence to determine if such a portrait fits

for second- and third-century ce Palestine. First, a summary of the linguistic situation in

113. Although it was admitted earlier that the Greek transcriptions themselves would not have ensured correct
pronunciation, the theory espoused below need not make such a claim. If used as a teaching tool, the
transcriptions would have been used in conjunction with other means of Hebrew instruction (see 3.4.4).
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Palestine will demonstrate that the date for the composition of the Secunda correlates with
the fading away of Hebrew. Second, it will be shown that the composition of the Secunda
also coincides with the rising importance of education in the recitation of the Hebrew scrip-
tures and the development of schools. Finally, these conclusions will be synthesized to form a

hypothesis regarding the original context for the composition of the Secunda.

3.4.2. The Linguistic Situation in Roman Palestine
3.4.2.1. Introduction

In Origen's Epistula ad Africanum (11.61), he describes his attempt to ascertain whether two
plays on words found in the Greek History of Susanna—mnpivog 'kermes-oak' and mpiocig 'saw-
ing', oyivog 'mastich' and oyioic 'cleavage/parting'—would also be present in a hypothesized
Hebrew original. He asks a number of Jews how they would translate the Greek words
npivog/npiolg and oyivoc/oyiolg into Hebrew. They respond by saying that they do not know
those Greek words, but request that Origen bring them pieces of the different trees. The ac-

count that follows provides insight into the linguistic situation in third-century cE Palestine:

And (for the truth is precious), I did not hesitate to place before them in their
sight the [pieces of] the trees. One of them claimed that it was not possible to
ascertain with certainty how something is said in Hebrew if it is not mentioned
by name in the scriptures. And when at a loss, one is prone to use the Syriac
word instead of the Hebrew [word]. He went on saying, "even among the
wisest sometimes certain words are lacking." "If then," he said, "you can set
forth the schinos, mentioned by name in some scripture, or the prinos, we are
liable to find there that which is sought and its pair that provides the pun. But
if it is nowhere mentioned by name, then such a word escapes us also.'"

This conversation is quite instructive for inferring a number of facts about the linguistic situa-
tion in Palestine (or perhaps just Caesarea) during Origen's time. First, the conversation was
presumably conducted in Greek, which demonstrates that it was not unusual for Palestinian

Jews in the Caesarea area to converse in Greek. Second, the fact that Origen's Jewish infor-

114. Kai (piAn yap 1 aAnbeia), odvk Nmopnoa avtoig dyel mapootioot t@ EVAa. AAAOG O £packe TG pn
dvopochévia tdv Tpapdv mod ovk &xstv dofsPardcachol, émoc ERpoioti Aéyetol: mpometec 8 sivor, TOV
amopnoavto VY T Zvploky ypnoacOor avtl thc ‘EPpaidoc: kal leye, kol mapd Tolg vy GoQoig €viote
MEeig Tvae (nteioBar. Ei pév odv, enol, &xeic Tt mapaoctiical TV oyivov Snw¢ moté dvopochsicay v Tivt
Tpaogi, | v mpivov, €keiBev v edpoipey 10 rodpevoy, kol Ty wap’ avTd mopo®vopioyv: &l 8¢ pundapod
@vopactn, kol fudc dtokavBdvel o totodtov. Translation in consultation with CRoMBIE in ROBERTS et al. (1885).
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mants are confident that they can come up with the Hebrew name for the trees if Origen will
just provide them with a specimen demonstrates that they were comfortable with Hebrew on
some level. Finally, the fact that one would default to Syriac (i.e., Aramaic) when ignorant of
a Hebrew term shows that Aramaic had overtaken Hebrew as the Jews' dominant language—

or second language, if Greek was their primary language.

The subtleties of this passage, however, demand a more nuanced look at the status of
Hebrew for Origen's Jewish informants. On one hand, his informants tell him that their He-
brew knowledge is essentially limited to that which is attested in scripture. This seems to in-
dicate that Hebrew was no longer a vernacular language. On the other hand, the fact that his
informants conceive of a situation where one might be at a loss (dmopricavta) for a Hebrew
word and thus need to resort to the more familiar Aramaic term indicates that there existed a
context in which Hebrew was the target of linguistic production. It is likely that such Hebrew
usage was confined to religious discourse (biblical/halakhic discussions, instruction in
schools, synagogue sermons, etc.) and liturgical use (prayers, songs, eventually piyyutim,
etc.). Nevertheless, although Hebrew continued to be used in limited contexts, even the most

knowledgeable among the Jews were ignorant of some of the rarer words.

3.4.2.2. Greek, Latin, Hebrew, and Aramaic
This passage is consistent with what is known about the linguistic situation in third-century
cE Palestine. Greek was widely used in Palestine both during and before Origen's time. While
scholars differ regarding the numbers and distribution of Greek-speaking Jews, there is con-
sensus that Greek would be strongest among the upper classes, such as the rabbis and the ed-
ucated, as well as among those dwelling in Hellenistic urban environments. Caesarea, espe-
cially, would have been a prime location for Jews with a strong grasp of Greek.'” In a city

like Caesarea, the capital of the Roman province ludaea/Syria Palaestina, Latin also would

115. For the use of Greek among Palestinian Jews, see Mussies (1976, 1056—59); Heszer (2001, 237-47); WisE
(2015, 345). For the knowledge of Greek among the rabbis, see SPERBER (2012, 115-21, 129-31, 135-36, 158).
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have played a significant, if limited, role. It would have been used among the administrative

elite and enjoyed social prestige."*

For a long time, scholars wrongly assumed that Hebrew was no longer spoken in
Palestine by the first century ce. However, advances in the field of Mishnaic Hebrew and new
epigraphic discoveries over the course of the twentieth century have made it abundantly clear
that both Hebrew and Aramaic were spoken by Palestinian Jews in the first two centuries CE.
Rather than resembling the Hebrew of the Bible, however, the dialect of Hebrew that was
spoken seems to be a form of Mishnaic Hebrew. This constituted the Hebrew vernacular. (Re-
cently, it has been suggested that Mishnaic Hebrew is the product of a high degree of linguis-
tic interference resulting from many native Aramaic speakers learning a form of Biblical He-
brew as a second language during the Hasmonean period.) There existed, at the same time,
the standard literary register of Hebrew, which had to be learned. While it seems possible that
Aramaic might have had a slight edge over Hebrew in the first century cE, they were both
vernaculars of the Palestinian Jews. During the second century ck, probably largely due to the
Bar Kokhba revolt in 135 cg, Aramaic began to replace Hebrew as the common vernacular in
Palestine. By the end of the second century cg, Aramaic had become the vernacular of the
Palestinian Jews, with Hebrew surviving only in religious and liturgical contexts. It is possi-

ble, however, that Hebrew continued to be a vernacular among some small pockets of Jews.'"”

3.4.2.3. Concluding Remarks
Origen's residence in Palestine comes at the tail end of the period in which Hebrew was still a

vernacular for Palestinian Jews. It is unlikely that Origen encountered any native Hebrew

116. For the use of Latin in Caesarea, see LEnManN and Horum (2000); Eck (2009, 34—40); Isaac (2009, 55-60).

117. For a history and critque of the "exclusive Aramaic" view, see BALTES (2014a). For a cogent argument
regarding the prevalence of spoken Hebrew in the first two centuries cE, see FAsSBERG (2012). For the
relationship of spoken Hebrew and Aramaic to literary Hebrew and Aramaic and Hebrew diglossia, see WISE
2015 (7-12, 317, 330). For the epigraphic evidence for the use of Hebrew and Aramaic in the first two centuries
CE, see NAVEH (1992a; 1992b); BaLTEs (2014b); TurNAGE (2014). For Judacan Hebrew, see Mor (2015). For
Jewish Palestinian Aramaic as the form of Aramaic spoken in Roman Palestine, see GzeLLa (2015, 296-304).
For Mishnaic Hebrew as the result of native Aramaic speakers learning Hebrew as a "non-hybrid
conventionalized second language," see Cook (2016).
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speakers, but it is entirely possible that he interacted with the grandsons and great-grandsons
of Hebrew speakers. In third-century ce Caesarea, he was surrounded by (mainly) Greek and
(some) Aramaic. Nevertheless, those Jews who had been to school would have been familiar
with Biblical Hebrew and, if they advanced far enough in their schooling, Mishnaic Hebrew
as well (see next section). Apparently, it was not too difficult for Origen to find such Jews fa-
miliar with Hebrew. This brings the discussion full circle back to the passage in Origen's
Epistula ad Africanum. He conducted a conversation with Jewish informants in Greek, who

seemed to exhibit a relative comfort with Biblical Hebrew, but were native Aramaic speakers.

It should be noted that, like the examples of transcription in the Near East surveyed
above, the description of the linguistic situation in Palestine places the composition of the Se-
cunda during the period when the use of Hebrew as a vernacular was fading away. This
would have resulted in a situation in which the lack of competence in Hebrew, especially

Biblical Hebrew, would have been especially felt.

3.4.3. Learning Hebrew in Tannaitic/Amoraic Palestine
3.4.3.1. Introduction

The Babylonian Talmud relates a curious story in Aramaic about sages learning the meaning

of rare Hebrew words from the handmaid of Judah the Prince (2"%/3™ cg):

The rabbis did not know what [the meaning of] 1337°0 was. They heard the
maidservant of Rabbi's house, when she saw the rabbis coming into the house
in intervals, saying, "How long are you coming in 3770 Pa1p?"'™

The rabbis did not know what [the meaning of] 7aW5 RoXvA2 7 nRYRY] [Isa.
14:23] was. One day they heard the maidservant of Rabbi's house saying to
her workmate, "Take a XXy ['broom'] and uxY ['sweep!'] the house."'"”

This second- or third-century CE passage, in light of the discussion regarding the linguistic sit-

uation in ancient Palestine, demonstrates precisely the sort of issues that would have been rel-

118. bRos Hasana 26b: 79 177 7INKR PO 9P0D 27Y 1T 1327 IANTAT °27 727 RNAR? MYAW 121770 81 1127 Y7 N7 R
PA17°0 A17°0 1°0101 ank °ni. Translation in consultation with William Davidson Talmud.

119. bRos Hasana 26b: DT %27 %27 RNAR? My 77 X\ 7AW ROXOAA TNRURYY (30 ,7° WPYY) ORn 1327 597 N R
RNP2 SLRYY RNPVRY PW 30~ 7K. Translation in consultation with William Davidson Talmud.
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evant when the text of the second column was composed. The handmaid, a rare surviving na-
tive speaker of Hebrew, has a clear advantage in Hebrew over the rabbis, whose native
language would have been Aramaic. Even though her dialect, resembling Tannaitic Hebrew,
would have been markedly different from that of Biblical Hebrew, it meant that she knew
"rare" words both in Mishnaic and Biblical Hebrew. However, whatever advantage native
speakers of Hebrew might have had in reading the Hebrew Bible, the number of that group
was diminishing throughout the second century ck. If the high literary Hebrew of the Bible
had been difficult for native Hebrew speakers before (see Wise 2015), how much more diffi-

cult it would have been for native speakers of Aramaic or Greek.

Competence in reading and understanding the Hebrew Bible demanded formal educa-
tion. The necessity of such learning becomes all the more poignant when one considers the
fact that certain Hebrew words are said to escape even the knowledge of the sages, both in
this passage from the Babylonian Talmud and in Origen's Epistula ad Africanum. Despite the
challenge in learning it, the course of Jewish history demonstrates clearly that the rabbis
learned and knew Hebrew very well, even when it was no longer their native tongue

(ALEXANDER 1999, 71). The question, then, of how they learned Hebrew is quite relevant.

3.4.3.2. Torah Education and Jewish Elementary Schools
Scholars who have written on Jewish education in ancient Palestine have approached the top-
ic in different ways. One approach takes the Amoraic statements about the existence of a Jew-
ish elementary school system in the first few centuries ck at face value (e.g., SAFrAI 1976).
Another approach questions whether rabbinic texts from the Amoraic period are reliable wit-
nesses of the Tannaitic period (e.g., HEzser 2001). When it comes to the actual methods of
teaching Hebrew, different scholars draw on different sources to support their views. These
various sources include rabbinic texts (e.g., SAFrRAI 1976), parallels with other societies in the

Graeco-Roman world (e.g., HEzser 2001), and documentary evidence in ancient Palestine
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(e.g., WisE 2015). A synthesis of the various perspectives on Hebrew learning and literacy in

ancient Palestine may be summarized in terms of the method, context, and extent of learning.

With respect to the method, there is consensus that learning to read Hebrew began
with learning the alphabet. The teacher would write out the letters for the students and repeat
their names and sounds until the student learned to recognize them. It is possible that the stu-
dents also learned to write the letters and continued to copy texts as part of their education.
After learning the alphabet, the student would begin to read short texts from Leviticus (possi-
bly also Numbers) and Genesis. Finally, the student would progress to read the Torah itself,
which involved two main tasks. The first was memorizing the reading tradition of the Torah.
This was accomplished by the teacher reciting verses and the students repeating them; a
teacher who had learned to recite the reading tradition with precision was highly valued (e.g.,
bGittin 36a). The second was learning and understanding the meaning of the Torah. This was
accomplished by the teacher's explanatory comments that accompanied the recitation of the
Torah. Some scholars also think that a phrase-by-phrase translation, such as the Targumim
and the Greek translations of Aquila and Symmachus were also used for such purposes (see
3.4.3.3). Familiarity with the reading tradition of the Torah and its translation was reinforced
by hearing them read regularly in the synagogue. After learning the reading tradition of the

Bible, students with the opportunity might advance to study Halakha in the W72 n°2.'*

With respect to context, the responsibility to teach a boy to read the Torah originally
fell on the shoulders of his father. Outside of the familial context, a potential teacher might be
found in the local 3317 or 79i0. Jewish education was not yet formalized at this point, but rather
took shape based on the given needs and circumstances. At some point, however, Jewish ele-

mentary schools began to develop. Even then, rather than having their own designated build-

120. For a synthesis of the relevant rabbinic evidence on the methods of learning Hebrew, see SAFrar (1976,
945-49, 951-53). For an approach based on epigraphic material, comparative material, and only rabbinic texts
dated to the Tannaitic period, see HEszer (2001, 76—80, 83). For the use of parallel texts/translations in learning
Hebrew, such as the Aramaic Targumim and Aquila's Greek translation, see ALEXANDER (1999, 79-84).
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ings, lessons were conducted in the synagogue, in study houses, and even in the homes of
teachers. Schools were present in many, but not all, Palestinian towns. The establishment of
Jewish elementary schools happened no later than the third century ck, and possibly as early
as the first century ck, though a date closer to the former should be favored. It may be accu-
rate to view the time between these dates as a transition period of growth in systematic Torah
education. It is perhaps no coincidence that this period was witness to the development of the
Targumim, Aquila's translation, and Symmachus's translation, potential tools for learning the

121

text of the Hebrew Bible and all prepared under the sponsorship of the rabbis (see 3.4.3).

With respect to the extent of learning, it was the elite class who were able to avail
themselves of the opportunity to learn to read. Under the assumption that the term "elite" is
synonymous with the top quartile of society, about one in three elite males and one in fifteen
adult males could read the Torah. While they would have grown up with the privilege of edu-

cation, it also would have been possible to learn to read Hebrew as an adult like R. Aqgiba.'*”

3.4.3.3. The Place of the Targumim and Greek Translations in Learning Hebrew
While the Targumim are most commonly discussed for their role in the synagogue, both in
rabbinic literature and in modern scholarship, they were also used in other settings. Accord-
ing to Targum scholars, the rabbis refer to three contexts for the use of the Targumim: in the
synagogue, in schools, and in private study (e.g., ALEXANDER 1985, 21; FLESHER and CHILTON

2011, 285). For our purposes here, we may focus on the role of the Targumim in the 799 n°2.

In the Tosefta, a text regarding a list of passages not to be read in the synagogue ser-
vice (tMegillah 3:31-38) concludes with the following statement: X7p1 X? yaw na1 117 awyn
15772 Y1 D0 23 8D 'the story of David and Bathsheba is not to be read and is not to

be translated, but the teacher (1910) teaches as he is accustomed'. According to FLESHER and

121. For a synthesis of the relevant rabbinic evidence regarding the context of learning Hebrew, see SAFral
(1976, 952-61). For an approach based on epigraphic material, comparative material, and only rabbinic texts
dated to the Tannaitic period, see HEszer (2001, 40-69). See also ALEXANDER (1999, 71-78, 85-86).

122. For an analysis of the extent of literacy among first century ce Palestinian Jews, see Wise (2015, 53—60,
311, 345-555). For evidence of adults learning Hebrew in ancient Palestine, see Heszer (2001, 76).
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CHiLron, the mention of the 71910 in this passage not only indicates that the Targumim were
used in the schools apart from the synagogue, but that they were used specifically in chil-
dren's schools (2011, 321). There are also references to Targum in sequential descriptions of a
study curriculum (e.g. Sifre Deuteronomy, 161) (ALEXANDER 1985, 22; FLESHER and CHILTON
2011, 319-320). Finally, there is a reference in the Jerusalem Talmud to a schoolmaster who

owned a written Targum (yMegillah 74d) (ALEXANDER 1985; 22).

In light of such examples in rabbinic literature and comparative pedagogical material
in the Roman world, ALEXANDER suggests that the Targumim may have originally developed
in the 799 N2 context (1999, 81). In fact, it is unlikely that the original Sitz im Leben of the
Targumim, at least in their most primitive stage, was the synagogue.'” Regardless of whether
the Targums developed in the 799 n°2, however, it is sufficient for our argument to affirm that
they were used at the elementary level to teach Hebrew. Presumably, similar to the function
of the columnar translations of Vergil, a student learned the meaning of a verse of the Bible
by matching up the words of the Targum with the Hebrew original. In each case, a literal
word-for-word translation facilitated learning (ALEXANDER 1999, 80-82). It should also be
noted that such a hypothesis does not necesssarily entail that a written Targum was in use in
the 799 n°2, but merely that the teacher regularly recited a phrase-by-phrase Aramaic transla-

tion after reciting the Hebrew text so that the students could learn to understand the Hebrew.

One might object to such a reconstruction on the grounds that the Targumim are not
verbum e verbo translations but rather exemplify a much freer or even "midrashic" style.
Such a characterization, however, is neither entirely accurate nor sufficiently nuanced. Al-
though the Targumim often contain highly expansionist commentary, there is typically a "hy-

per-literal" core that is characteristic of a verbum e verbo style. FLEsHER and CHILTON put it

123. According to Z. SAFrAl, the earliest clear references to the practice of antiphonal Aramaic translation in the
synagogue date to the mid-second century ce. Moreover, a number of early references to synagogue meetings
conspicuously omit any account of Aramaic translation following the Torah reading. At the same time, however,
there are instances of Aramaic translation (e.g., the Job "Targum" at Qumran) and references to Targum (e.g.,
bMegillah 3a) dating to an earlier period (1992).
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best by defining Targum as "a translation that combines a highly literal rendering of the origi-
nal text with material added into the translation in a seamless manner." Because the addition-
al commentary elucidated the meaning, the literal core did not necessarily have to convey the
meaning in the clearest manner. Accordingly, it was often "hyper-literal" (2011, 19-37, 378—
80). Whether first developed for the synagogue, for schools, or perhaps for both simultane-
ously, a hyper-literal word-for-word rendering followed by explanatory comments would be
conducive to learning the original Hebrew, provided that it was recited phrase-by-phrase
rather than verse-by-verse.'” The fact that the Targumim stand alone among ancient transla-
tions in this respect (i.e., a hyper-literal rendering followed by extensive explanatory com-
ments) (FLEsHER and CHirton 2011, 379-80) may be indicative of their distinct purpose,

namely, that of helping the hearers learn the text in its original language (i.e. Hebrew).

Some scholars suggest that Aquila's Greek translation of the Old Testament (ca. 125
cE) was used in a similar way (e.g., VERMES 1966; ALEXANDER 1999, 83—84) (see discussion in
Marcos 2001, 110). This hypothesis is largely based on the "hyper-literal" and (excessively)
word-for-word character of Aquila's translation technique. Particularly noteworthy are those
instances in which he translates a phrase in Hebrew so literally that it no longer constitutes
grammatically acceptable Greek. For example, when the Hebrew definite direct object mark-
er nX is followed by the definite article -7, Aquila "translates" nX with Greek ovv 'with', as
demonstrated by his rendering of Genesis 1:1: év kepaiaim &kticev 6 B0g GLV TOV OVLPAVOV
(kai) oLV TV YAV PIRT DRY 2%7 DR 298 872 NwR12. Marcos lists eleven such "hyper-liter-
al" characteristics of Aquila's translation style (2001, 116—17). It is difficult to imagine that
such a translation technique, which produced highly awkward or even ungrammatical Greek,
was not intended to help its readers learn the Hebrew original. For a Greek-speaking Jew, it

would have been highly conducive for learning Hebrew. Although not quite as literal as

124. There actually seem to be hints in rabbinic literature that disputes arose between schoolteachers who
wanted the text divided into phrases and the rabbis who wanted the text divided into verses in the synagogue
recitation (e.g., yMegillah 75b, bMegillah 22a) (see SAFRAI 1976, 951; ALEXANDER 1999, 8§1-82).
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Aquila's translation, the Symmachus's translation could also be adequately matched up with

the Hebrew word-for-word (ALEXANDER 1999, 84).

In sum, while there is insufficient evidence to determine if either the Targumim or
Aquila's translation were originally developed in and/or for pedagogical purposes, a strong
case can be made that they were used by some to learn Hebrew (ALEXANDER 1999, 80-84).
These points will be picked up below, but it is worth emphasizing here that our overall argu-
ment about the original Sitz im Leben of the Secunda does not depend on assuming that the
Targumim or Aquila's translation were originally developed for teaching Hebrew. They are
merely cited as parallel examples of potential tools for learning the Bible. It should also be
noted that, at least in some Jewish communities in ancient Palestine, there may not have been

a sharp categorical distinction between studying the Torah and studying (Biblical) Hebrew.
3.4.3.4. Concluding Remarks

Before proceeding to our final section, a few observations about the ancient Jewish education
system and its relevance for understanding the Secunda are in order. First, the Jewish educa-
tion system was centered around transmitting a correct pronunciation and understanding of
the Hebrew Bible. Second, a good argument can be made that parallel "texts" such as the Tar-
gumim and Aquila's translation were sometimes utilized as means for achieving the latter
goal (ALEXANDER 1999). Third, while there is debate about when elementary schools were es-
tablished, they were certainly around during Origen's time and possibly began to develop in

the preceding century.

3.4.4. Conclusions: The Original Context of the Secunda
3.4.4.1. Introduction

When discussing the possibility of nullifying a vow in order to fulfill a mitzvah, the Babylon-

ian Talmud cites the following example (SAFral 1976, 950):

For it is [like the case of] a teacher of children upon whom Rav Aha imposed a
vow, based on the consensus of public opinion [to depose the teacher], since
he had acted wrongly towards the children [i.e., using severe discipline with
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them]. And Ravina [Rav Aha] restored him [to his post] since no one was
found who was as precise as he.'”

This passage highlights precisely the sort of need that could have given rise to the transcrip-
tions of the Secunda. Although Rav Aha (4" cg) had dismissed this Hebrew teacher because
of his harshness, he eventually reinstated him because there was no one else who was as
skilled and precise in reciting the reading tradition as he was (Sarra1 1976, 950). The word
used to describe the Hebrew teacher, 27 'precise’, often refers to being exact or precise in an
argument (JasTrRow 1926, 287—88). In the case of a Hebrew teacher, it probably refers to pre-
cision in vocalization."”® This passage, in addition to other rabbinic statements,'””” demon-
strates just how much value was placed on transmitting an accurate and exact reading of He-
brew. It also calls attention to the fact that expert teachers were not found in abundance. It is

in just such a context that the original composition of the Secunda makes sense.

In the final section of this chapter, it will be argued that the text of the Secunda was
originally composed to meet a didactic need in the Jewish community. This didactic need
should be set against the backdrop of the decline of spoken Hebrew during the second centu-
ry CE, on one hand, and the growing prevalence of education from the Tannaitic period to the
Amoraic period on the other. Such a hypothesis is consistent with the trends of transcribed
texts in the Hellenistic Near East, the linguistic and social context in the Jewish community,
the methods of learning Hebrew, the specific scholastic context in Caesarea, and Jewish

views of the biblical text in second- and third-century cE Palestine.

125. bGittin 36a: 2277 NONWOR R9T X127 TR PP YwH MIAT 0°27 nYT Sy RAX 27 7MIRT PTIT ApPn XIWAT "D
7°n2. Translation in consultation with William Davidson Talmud.

126. These meanings may overlap in a talmudic passage regarding utterances effecting divorce (bGittin 65b):

R. Natan says: [If he says] pattruha, [then] his words stand. [If he says] pitruha, he has said nothing. Rava said:
R. Natan, who is Babylonian, made a distinction (p**7) between pitruha and patruha (1127 71705 KR N1 21
71097 TNYD P2 PP RIT AR?22T NI 020 K2 VAR D190 MR K2 710D Prvp; translation in consultation with William
Davidson Talmud).

127. mBerakhot 2:3: One who has read the Shema ... [if] he recited [it] but was not exact (P7p>7) in

[pronunciation of] the letters, R. Yose says, "He has discharged [his duty]," but R. Yehudah says, "He has not
discharged [his duty]." (X¥> X? IR 77377 ) RE? IR 799 ) 3°DINRI PIR°7 X2 RIR ... ¥R DX X7ip0).
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3.4.4.2. Consistent with Function of Transcriptions in Hellenistic Near East
Positing an originally didactic function among the Jewish community for the transcriptions of
the Secunda is supported by the comparative parallel and transcriptional material in the Hel-
lenistic Near East. The parallel format reflects language-learning material and the use of

transcription reflects an emphasis on the powerful or efficacious words of the text.

First, parallel and columnar texts, with or without transcription, are generally used as
material to learn language or literature. While parallel transcription is more often associated
with learning a language (e.g., Greco-Latin glossaries), parallel translation is more often as-
sociated with learning classical literature (e.g., columnar translations of Vergil's Aeneid). In
other words, transcription is more common in non-continuous glossarial texts and translation

in continuous literary texts.

One might object that the Secunda, which makes use of transcription for a continuous
literary text, does not actually conform to these data. In other words, we are unjustified in
taking principles that are valid for translations, and applying them to a transcription text.
Such an objection may be answered by framing our understanding of these parallel texts both
in terms of the need they address and the method by which they address that need. In the case
of the Greek-Greek word lists for Homer, an unfamiliar Homeric word is set in parallel with a
more familiar synonym from Koine. In the case of a Greco-Latin columnar translation of
Vergil, a Greek gloss (written in Greek script) is placed in parallel to an unfamiliar Latin
word (written in Latin script). In each case, the need was to have the meaning of the word ex-
plained. Accordingly, a corresponding (contemporary) Greek gloss was supplied. There was
no need, however, to aid the reader in pronunciation, since the Latin and Greek scripts con-
veyed both consonants and vowels. Had the Greek (in the case of Homer) or Latin (in the
case of Vergil) scripts been insufficient to communicate the necessary phonetic information to

pronounce the text correctly, parallel transcription likely would have developed as well.
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In the case of the Hebrew text of the Bible, on the other hand, the need of the learner
lay in both elucidation of the meaning and instruction in the vocalization. While translation,
such as that exemplified in the Targumim, might have served to alleviate the first need, Greek
transcription, even of a continuous literary text, could have been a possible method of dealing
with the second. This seems to be the case with Akkadian in the Graeco-Babyloniaca tablets
and Aramaic in P. Amherst 63, both of whose scripts required knowledge of the language for
correct pronunciation. Therefore, as long as we are sensitive to the need a particular text or
tool is intended to address and the method by which it addresses it, we are justified in apply-
ing the same sorts of principles to parallel transcription texts that we find to be valid for par-

allel translation texts.

Second, a survey of the function of transcription in the Hellenistic Near East also
demonstrated that it was used to ensure the correct pronunciation of words regarded as pow-
erful or efficacious. This is consistent with the extremely high value that the rabbis placed on
a correct and exact pronunciation of the Hebrew reading tradition of the Bible. This is
demonstrated by the passage quoted at the beginning of this section as well as R. Yehudah's
opinion that one who recites the Shema without being exact in their pronunciation of the let-

ters has not fulfilled their religious duty (mBerakhot 2:3).
3.4.4.3. Linguistic and Social Context

An originally didactic function is also consistent with the linguistic and social context in
which it was first composed, namely, the decline of spoken Hebrew during the second centu-

ry ct and growing interest in Hebrew education from the Tannaitic to Amoraic period.

Even before the decline of Hebrew as a spoken language in the second century cE,
there would have obtained a situation of diglossia. While a dialect akin to Mishnaic Hebrew
would have been spoken in everyday life, Standard Biblical Hebrew (SBH) would have been
routinely heard in religious contexts as well. Although learning SBH would have been diffi-

cult even at this point in time, native Hebrew speakers would have had a significant advan-

-87 -



tage in learning the language, especially considering the fact that they heard it recited regular-
ly and already possessed internalized grammatical categories for much of what they heard.
However, as the number of native Hebrew speakers began to wane in the second century cE,
it was far more difficult to achieve familiarity with SBH in a passive manner. The only way

to attain any kind of proficiency in SBH was to receive formal education.

It seems no coincidence that the establishment of Jewish elementary schools coincides
with the period when Hebrew ceased to be a vernacular of the Jews. Even though scholars
disagree on when exactly the establishment of Jewish schools should be dated, the best syn-
thesis of their views points to a gradually increasing emphasis on education and study of the
Torah beginning after the revolt of 70 cE and reaching its height sometime in the third century
cE; during this century, in which the existence of schools is uncontested, the rabbis began to
encourage an even deeper study of the Torah (see Hezser 2001, 68—69). It is this period (70
ce-3" cE) of increased emphasis on the study of the Torah and establishment of schools that
produces a number of potential tools for learning Hebrew, such as the Targumim and Aquila's
translation. That a Greek transcriptional text of the Hebrew Bible might also be a product of

this period of increased emphasis on learning the Hebrew Bible is entirely conceivable.

3.4.4.4. Methods of Learning Hebrew
That the development of these Hebrew learning tools is consistent with the methods of
learning Hebrew described earlier also supports the proposed didactic function of the Secun-
da. After learning the alphabet, students proceeded to learn the vocalization of the Torah by
repeating the recitation of the teacher and the meaning of the Torah by both listening to his
explanatory comments and learning a translation of the scriptures into the vernacular, such as
the Targumim. One who wanted to learn Hebrew, yet was more familiar with Greek than Ara-
maic, might have found more adequate help from a Greek translation such as Aquila or Sym-
machus (see 3.4.3.3). Prepared under the patronage of the rabbis, Aquila in Palestine at the

beginning of the second century ck and Symmachus in Caesarea just before Origen's arrival
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there (beginning of 3™ cE), places them in a social, geographical, and chronological context

consistent with their use as tools for learning the Hebrew Bible (ALEXANDER 1999, 83-84).'*

It is worth noting, however, that suggesting that such texts might have been used to
learn Hebrew by no means implies that each student interacted with a written copy. ALEXAN-
DER compares these "hyper-literal" translations with the Greco-Latin language-learning mate-
rial from Egypt (see 3.4.1.2.1), which he does not regard as mere student exercises. Rather,
he considers the Greco-Latin texts scholarly in nature and classifies them as "school-masters'

textbooks," emphasizing their surprising consistency across the papyri (1999, 82—83).

Presumably, then, it is conceivable that the Greek transcription text was originally de-
veloped as an aid for students learning the vocalization of Biblical Hebrew. Like the transla-
tions mentioned above, it was never meant to replace the Hebrew text; rather, it was meant to
serve as a "crutch," eventually enabling the student to deal with the Hebrew text on its own
(cf. ALEXANDER 1999, 82). It would be a mistake to suggest that the ability to use such a tool
would require extensive training in Greek literacy. Because it is merely a transcription, one
would only need the most basic level of reading ability to utilize the transcription as a parallel
tool for learning the vocalization. It is also possible that the transcription text was not used by
the students themselves, but essentially served as a reference or manual for the teachers. The
quote from the beginning of this section (bGittin 36a) shows that there were clearly teachers

of varying levels, and some surely needed help in vocalizing at least some parts of the Bible.

That the transcriptions were originally developed in the context of the 799 n°2 is not
so far-fetched a claim. Sarral, for example, accepts the view that "written vocalization was
first practised by the teachers of young children as a teaching aid" (1976, 950-51; cf. BACHER

1904), though he does not mention the second column. We may also compare the idea that

128. Recall the statement of R. Yehudah HaNasi (2"/3™ century cg): "In the land of Israel, why [should one
speak] in the Syriac language? Rather, [one should speak] either in the holy language or the Greek language"
(P2 WY SR WTIRE PWY R ROR 10D 00 W7 PR vIR3) (bSota 49b).
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biblical accentuation traces its origins to the segmentation of the Hebrew text for pedagogical
purposes in the 799 n°2 (ALEXANDER 1999, 82). In fact, a number of features of the biblical

text may have developed originally in a didactic setting.

3.4.4.5. Scholastic Context in Caesarea
A number of factors also suggest that the Greek transcriptions of the Secunda might have
been a product of the Jewish scholastic community in Caesarea. Origen himself refers to the
presence of schools in Caesarea, the city was known to be home to prominent rabbis and
scholars, and a Jewish community in the midst of a Hellenized city would have made a text

like the Secunda linguistically appropriate for the community.

In Commentarii in Romanos (2.14), when discussing Paul's statement that the Jews
were entrusted with the oracles of God (Rom. 3:2), Origen writes, "For we see many Jews
from infancy until old age ever learning but never attaining the knowledge of the truth"'* (D
LanGe 1976, 59-60, 181-82; translation from Scueck 2001, 167). In Commentarii in
Canticum Canticorum (1.1), when discussing the particular scriptural passages to be studied
last, he writes that "there is another practice too that we have received from them—namely,
that all the Scriptures should be delivered to boys by teachers and wise men, while at the
same time the four that they call deuteroseis ... should be reserved for study till the last"'*
(DE LANGE 1976, 60, 182; translation from LawsoN 1957, 23)."*! Origen certainly seems to
have been in contact with Jews who valued teachers accurately transmitting the scriptures to
children. Although Origen does not explicitly mention Caesarea, it seems likely that the ma-

jority of Origen's experiences of Jewish life came from his time in that city.

129. Videmus enim plurimos Iudaeorum ab infantia usque ad senectutem semper discentes, & nunquam ad
scientiam veritatis pervenientes.

130. Sed et illud ab iis accepimus custodiri, quandoquidem moris est apud eos, omnes scripturas a doctoribus et
a sapientibus tradi pueris, simul et eas, quas devtepawoeig appellant, ad ultimum quatuor ista observari.

131. The four deuteroseis mentioned are the beginning of Genesis, the beginning of Ezekiel, the end of Ezekiel,
and Song of Songs.
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While little is known about the Jewish community in Caesarea during the second cen-
tury cg, it would grow to have a notable scholarly and rabbinic presence in the third century
ce. Nevertheless, the sparse evidence from the second century ce does point to some Jewish
presence in the city. That some Jewish scholars resided in Caesarea during this period may be
concluded from the fact that Rabbi Eliezer b. Hyrcanus came to the city for Sukkoth and
stayed in the house of Yohanan b. Ilai (bSukkoth 27b) (Murray 2000)."* Moreover, after
Jews were banned from Jerusalem in the wake of the Bar Kokhba revolt (135 cE), many fled
to the north and settled in Caesarea. A number of rabbinic rulings favoring Caesarea further
encouraged its settlement so that by the end of the second century ck, it likely had a sizeable
Jewish community again—though this community was still a minority among a mostly pagan
population. This Jewish minority in Caesarea and the rabbis who delineated Halakhah that
would apply to them would always be navigating the line between preserving peace for their
community and preserving their Jewish identity in the midst of a Hellenistic urban environ-

ment (Murray 2000).

It is in the third century cE that the references to the famous "rabbis of Caesarea" (7127
770p7) begin in the Talmud (Murray 2000). LEVINE calls this group "one of the most highly
developed associations within the Palestinian rabbinate" (1975, 97). Constant debates be-
tween the (Jewish) Christians and the rabbis made the rabbis of Caesarea especially invested
and precise in their handling of the scriptures (Murray 2000). For example, when a number
of Christians are appalled at the lack of scriptural knowledge possessed by a Babylonian rab-
bi, Rabbi Abbahu (c. 250-320 cE), the leading figure of the Caesarean rabbis, replies, "We,
who are present in your midst, set ourselves to study [these things] thoroughly. One not [in

your midst] [i.e., the Babylonian rabbi], does not study [as thoroughly].""*’ (b’Avoda Zara 4a)

132. There are a number of other rabbinic references to Jewish residents of Caesarea during the second century
CE (LEVINE 1975, 44; Murray 2000).

133, >yn RY 11X 1001 PWOIR 11°17 112723 1°7°5wT 13X, Translation in consultation with EpsTemN (1935-1948).
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(Murray 2000). The renown and significance of this group is also demonstrated by the fact
that, in the latter part of the third century cg, Caesarea is marked by the continual presence of
prominent Tiberian rabbis. LEVINE explains that the Tiberian rabbis were likely attracted to
Caesarea due its rabbinic academy. The same may be said about some of the Babylonian

sages found in Caesarea during this same period (1975, 90-91).

Even though the Jewish community was one of three minority groups (Christians,
Jews, Samaritans) living in an overwhelmingly Greek pagan city (Murray 2000), there is evi-
dence that they maintained some knowledge of Hebrew down into the fourth and fifth cen-
turies ce. Of the nine inscriptions found in connection with the Byzantine synagogue in Cae-
sarea, six of them are in Greek and three are in Hebrew, including a large inscription
containing the twenty-four priestly courses (1 Chr. 24:7-18) dated to the fourth or fifth centu-
ry ci (CIIP 2, 1145-47). At the same time, there is good evidence that much of the Jewish
community in Caesarea was Greek-speaking, some knowing only Greek. Rabbi Abbahu was
quite knowledgeable in Greek and permitted other Jews to teach Greek to their daughters.
Also, Rabbi Bar Haita is said to have gone to Caesarea and heard the Shema recited in Greek

against the stipulation that it should only be recited in Hebrew (ySota 29a:3) (CIIP 2, 29-30).

This city of Caesarea, then, which housed some of the most prominent Jewish schol-
ars and rabbis of the period as well as those who could only recite the Shema in Greek, was
likely the location for the original composition of the Greek transcriptions behind the Secun-
da. There are a couple of different perspectives regarding how a transcription text might have

originally functioned in such a community.

First, as suggested earlier, the transcription text may have been developed as a teach-
ing aid in the 799 n°2 (see 3.4.4.4). In a city like Caesarea, Greek transcription could have

served as a helpful aid to bridge the gap for Greek-speaking Jews approaching the Bible.

Second, it may have been developed in a scholarly context. In this case, the transcrip-
tions would have functioned in the context of deeper and more detailed study of the Hebrew
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scriptures. In fact, ALEXANDER suggests that the 7370 n°2 might have simply been a more ad-
vanced study and commentary on the Bible (1999, 85). Because commentary, interpretation,
and Halakhah all depend on the reading of the biblical text, establishing the most precise de-
tails of a vocalization tradition would be inextricably linked to the exposition of the text and
its halakhic implications (see NAEH 1992a; 1993; 3.4.4.6 below). The Greek transcriptions
underlying the Secunda, then, would be the product of the rabbinic school of Caesarea solidi-
fying a vocalization tradition upon which to base their exegesis, interpretation, and Ha-
lakhah.”* In fact, it was the study of Hebrew grammar that grew out of the discipline of bibli-

cal interpretation and not the other way around.

Whether the Greek transcriptions originally developed as a teaching aid for the n°a
799 or as a solidified tradition for biblical interpretation in a more scholarly context, the rab-
binic community of Caesarea was certainly capable of carrying out such a project. Note, for
example, that the translation of Symmachus was probably carried out at Caesarea under the
sponsorship of the rabbis at the turn of the third century ct (SALVESEN 1991; ALEXANDER 1999,
84; Marcos 2001, 123-26). A clear prerequisite for such a translation project would be a
thorough knowledge of the Hebrew reading tradition and an extensive knowledge of Greek,

both of which were present among the rabbinic community of Caesarea.

3.4.4.6. Transcriptions and Jewish Views of the Biblical Text in Palestine
The idea that a Greek transcription text was originally composed to fulfill a didactic or
scholastic function in the Jewish community of Caesarea can be related to the development of

Jewish views regarding the authority of the biblical text and its vocalization.

According to NAEH, there are essentially two ways in which the rabbis might relate to
the text of the Torah from an exegetical perspective: First, the consonantal text may be re-

garded as a transcription of divine speech. In this case, the standard accepted vocalization tra-

134. One might compare the motivation behind Aquila's translation style. A number of scholars regard his style
as serving the hermeneutical principles of Rabbi Aqgiba or some other school (see Marcos 2001, 110).
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dition (the gere) constitutes the one correct realization of this divine speech. Various readings
are only possible because the consonantal text is ambiguous; thus, other readings exist but are
not considered valid. Second, the consonantal text may be regarded as a divine text in itself.
Such a divine consonantal text (the ketiv) validates an array of possible vocalizations and, on
the basis of various potential vocalizations, a multiplicity of interpretations. Moreover, such
an approach gives greater weight to various elements of the consonantal text such as the

shape of the letters (1992a, 402).

A clear example of an interpretation based on the second approach is found in the
commentary on Genesis 3:8 (0i*7 m17 132 72000 2728 M 2ip~nX wnY" 'and they heard the
voice of YHwH God walking about in the garden at the cool of the day') in Bereshit Rabbah
(19:8) from the Amoraic period. R. Berekhyah suggests that ?ip=n¥ 3wn¢ 'and they heard the
voice ... ' should be read as 23p~n¥ 3 Y 'and the [the trees] caused [their] voice to be heard
... "and R. Levi suggests that 7770 'walking about' may be read as 12 727 nn/7%97 nn 'a dead
man is going/has gone his way', applying the words to Adam."** These readings are clearly re-
vocalizations of the consonantal text—not a distinct inherited vocalization tradition. What
NAEH argues it that this sort of interpretation, which is based on regarding the consonantal
text itself as divine, is never the grounds for halakhic exegesis until the Amoraic period. In
the Tannaitic period, while elements of the written text might be utilized to elucidate an ag-
gadic interpretation, halakhic exegesis always depended on a fixed vocalization tradition

(1992a, 402, 443-45).

The Greek transcription text of the Secunda is best understood against the backdrop of
the first approach, characteristic of the Tannaitic period, namely, that it was the gere that was
divine. Even if the transcription text was meant to be used in conjunction with the Hebrew

ketiv, as suggested, its likely functions proposed in this section support the idea that it was re-

135. For an English translation of the passage, see FREEDMAN and Sivon (1961, 154).
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garded as an accepted vocalization reflecting the correct reading of the Bible. If it was used
as a didactic aid for learning Hebrew in the 799 n°3, then it represented the standard form of
the Torah that students learned. If it was used in a more scholastic setting, it would constitute
a standardized and accepted vocalization tradition on which to base halakhic exegesis, in line
with the Tannaitic approach outlined in NaeH. Accordingly, we may conclude that it is more
likely that the Greek transcription text of the Secunda grew out of an approach that regarded

the gere as more authoritative than the ketiv, rather than the other way around."**

3.4.4.7. Summary
At the beginning of this chapter it was argued on linguistic grounds that the Greek transcrip-
tions underlying the Secunda must have been composed no earlier than the beginning of the
first century ce. Following this, comparative parallel and transcriptional material from the
Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine Near East was examined. The relevant conclusions
emerging from this analysis were that a parallel transcription text would be associated with
both the fading away of the transcribed language and the learning of a language or literature
whose words were regarded as especially powerful. These conclusions were then applied to
Palestine. It was demonstrated that during the chronological window for the composition of
the Secunda, spoken Hebrew was fading away, there was a gradual move toward the estab-
lishment of Jewish schools, and the correct recitation of the Hebrew words of scripture was
regarded as very important. All of this led to the likely hypothesis that the Greek transcrip-

tions underlying the Secunda were originally developed and used in a didactic and/or scholar-

136. At the same time, there is evidence that Origen interacted with Jewish interpretations and exegesis that
rested on the ketiv, rather than the gere. For example, he cites three separate interpretations of Ezekiel 9:4—6 that
depend on the shape of the letter faw in the Jewish script (Selecta in Ezechielem, 13.800-801; see also 2.2.2.1).
However, this does not contradict what has been suggested for a few reasons. First, such an interpretation does
not constitute a revocalization but merely an explanation based on the "material data" (NAEH 1992a, 444-45) of
the Bible. Second, the text in Ezekiel itself contains the word 1n 'sign', which seems to be understood by
Origen's Jewish interlocutors as a reference to the letter zaw. Third, the explanations cited by Origen are better
regarded as aggadic interpretations, rather than halakhic interpretations. Therefore, such examples in Origen's
writings pose no contradiction to the idea that the Secunda fits within the Tannaitic interpretive context and
perspective.
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ly context in the schools of Caesarea Maritima toward the end of the second century cE or

beginning of the third century cEk.

While similar to the view expounded by EMErRTON (1956; 1971), this chapter has built
upon, expanded, and gone deeper than his original articles. The composition of the Secunda
has been better established in the wider context of the Hellenistic Near East and the more
specific context of the linguistic and social world of Palestine and, more specifically, Cae-
sarea. Such a theory is to be preferred over hypothesizing an originally liturgical function for

the Secunda (see section 3.2.2).
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4. PRONUNCIATION OF GREEK IN ROMAN PALESTINE

4.1. INTRODUCTION

In the preceding two chapters, it was argued that the original text of the Secunda was com-
posed in Palestine at some point during the second or third century ce. Therefore, understand-
ing the relationship between the orthography and phonology of the Greek of this period will
elucidate the orthography of the Secunda. The focus of the present chapter is a comprehen-
sive analysis of the phonology of Palestinian Koine Greek from the Hellenistic period to the
Byzantine period. First, methodology will be outlined (4.2), including a summary of a prelim-
inary phonemic system (4.3), second, in order to provide proper background, previous re-
search on Egyptian Koine phonology will be summarized (4.4), third, the data for the pronun-
ciation of Palestinian Koine will be presented (4.5), finally, in order to help lay the
foundation for understanding the phonology of the Secunda, the chapter will conclude by out-
lining the correspondences between the Greek phones and the various Greek graphemes used

to represent them at the time of the composition of the Secunda (4.5.4).
4.2. METHODOLOGY

Unlike modern languages, whose phonology can be analyzed through real speech, ancient
languages are only preserved by means of written texts. Apart from ancient grammatical trea-

tises in which phonology is described explicitly, the actual pronunciation of an ancient lan-
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guage can only be discerned through occasional spelling interchanges. For example, a mis-
spelling of English perceive as percieve®* indicates that ei and ie are equivalent in the writing
system, both representing the phoneme /i/ (Gignac 1976, 57). In the same way, the common
"misspelling" of kite for kerran 'lies' in Greek funerary inscriptions of the Byzantine period
(e.g., variation 33.15) indicates that the pair Vet represented one phoneme (/i/) and the pair &/
a1 represented one phoneme (/¢/) in contemporary pronunciation. This method, which is typi-
cally implemented in studies of Koine Greek phonology (e.g., GiGNAC 1976; TEODORSSON

1977), will be adopted here for the analysis of Palestinian Koine phonology.

The corpus for the study of Palestinian Greek phonology in this chapter is comprised
of the Corpus Inscriptionum Iudaeae Palaestinae (CIIP) (2010-2014)"" and the electronic
database of the Greek Judean Desert Manuscripts (G-JUDEAN-T) (2015)."** At the time of
writing (May 2017), the former includes two volumes on Jerusalem (2010, 2012), a volume
on Caesarea and the Middle Coast (2011), and a volume on the South Coast (2014)."° The
latter includes all the non-biblical non-Qumran Greek documents provenanced to the Judaean
Desert. These two sources account for approximately 28,000 Greek words attested in about
2,000 Greek inscriptions and texts. Approximately 1,400 spelling interchanges have been col-

lected from these sources.

Although such numbers may seem high, they are only sufficient for a near compre-
hensive reconstruction of the phonology of the language. Accordingly, we may utilize the
Egyptian material, which could fill more than 100 volumes (Gignac 1976, 50), to fill in some

of the Palestinian material. The work of TeoporssoN (1977), who covers Egyptian Koine in

137. The goal of this six-volume series is to document every inscription in Palestine from Hellenism to the
Islamic conquest.

138. The electronic database (G-JUDEAN-T) is the source of the non-biblical non-Qumran Greek section of
The Dead Sea Scrolls Concordance (2015).

139. Volumes on Judaea/Idumea, Galilee, and the Negev are expected to be published by 2020. It is my
intention to update the present work as the coming volumes are published.
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the Ptolemaic period (332 Bce—31 BcE), and the work of Gignac (1976), who covers Egyptian
Koine in the Roman and Byzantine periods (30 Bce-735 cE), will serve as our sources for the
phonology of Greek in Egypt. Because the findings of these scholars are valuable not only for
filling in gaps but also for comparison, their work will be summarized briefly before we pro-

ceed to treat the Palestinian material.

4.3. PRELIMINARY PHONEMIC SYSTEM

Because the endeavor of determining ancient phonology depends on spelling interchanges, it
is necessary to have a standard system of correspondences between graphemes (e.g., a, €, 1,
v, 0, etc.) and phonemes (e.g., /a/, /e/, /e:/, /g/, /d/, etc.) by which spelling interchanges in the
Koine period will be measured. TEoporssoN calls this a tentative phonemic system (1977,
43-47). The basic state of affairs that obtained in Attic Greek around 350 BcE, out of which
the Koine developed (TeoporssoN 1977, 25-35, 44), will function in this way and serve as

our point of departure.

The Attic Greek vocalic system essentially consisted of eight different qualities: /i/,
Iyl lel, I€/, lal, 2/, /o/, lu/. Three of these were always long: /e:/, /2:/, /u:/. The other five qual-
ities could be long or short: /i(:)/, /y(:)/, /e(:)/, /a(:)/, /o(:)/. In addition to simple vowels, the
vowels /y/, /e/, /o/, and /a/ could be combined with /i/ and /u/ to produce diphthongs. The
resulting vocalic system and its graphemic representation are as follows (TEopoORrssoN 1977,

44-46; PETROUNIAS 2007b; JosepH 2014; HorroCKs 2014, 164):

Short Vowels Long Vowels Short Diphthongs Long Diphthongs
i/ ! /i:/ !
Iy/ v /y:/ v /y'/ v
/el € e/ €l /e"/ €V e/ no
/g:/ n /e > Je:/ &l /g n
/al a /a:/ o /a"/ (0a))
/:/ o) /a/ a /a:l/ a
/o/ 0 /o:/ oL /o/ ot /> ol
h:/ oV /0"/>/0:/ oV

Chart 1: Preliminary Vocalic Phonemes: Attic Greek Vowels
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The Attic Greek consonantal system is made up of fifteen distinct phonemes, includ-
ing three voiceless stops (/p/, /t/, /k/), three voiced stops (/b/, /d/, /g/), three voiceless aspirat-
ed stops (/p"/, /t"/, /")), two fricatives (/s/, /h/), two liquids (/l/, /t/), and two nasals (/m/, /n/).
The following consonants could be doubled: yy = /ng/, xx = /k:/, AL = /1:/, pp = /m:/, vv = /n/,
nn = /p:/, 66 = /s:/, 1t = /t:/. Additionally, a few graphemes (C, v, &) represented a combina-
tion of two consonantal phonemes (/zd/, /ps/, /ks/) (TEoporssoN 1977, 43—47; PETROUNIAS

2007b, 568—69):

Voiceless unaspirated stops:  Ip/=m, /t/ =1, /k/ =«

Voiced unaspirated stops: /b/=B,/d/=d,/g/=y
Voiceless aspirated stops: ' =, =0,/ =y
Fricatives: s/ [z =0, /h/="

Liquid resonants: N =N nr=p

Nasal resonants: /m/ =y, /n/=v
Combinations: /dz/ /zd/ =, /ps/ = v, /ks/ = §

Chart 2: Preliminary Consonantal Phonemes: Attic Greek Consonants

4.4. EcyrTiAN KOINE GREEK

4.4.1. Vowels
4.4.1.1. Ptolemaic Period

Teoporsson divides the developments of Ptolemaic Egyptian Koine into four periods. The
first phonological stage, which Teodorsson sets in the mid-third century BcE, is marked by
four sound changes. On the front vowel axis, the diphthong /€:1/ = qu monophthongizes to /i:/,
as demonstrated by spelling interchanges such as kehevoig (for kehevonig) (1977, 122). The
long vowel /e:/ = et shifts to /i/, except before a vowel, where it remains /e:/. This is demon-
strated by spelling interchanges such as yaipw (for yaipew), but ocxaoeiia (for okageia) (62,
114). The vowel /e:/ = n is raised to /e:/, as demonstrated by interchanges such as Vyiéc (for

vyc) and odn (for dde) (103, 109). On the back axis, the long vowel /:/ is raised to /0:/,"*!

140. Preceding a voiced consonant such as /m/, /s/ = [z] (e.g., kdopoc [kozmos]).

141. It should be noted that TEoDORSSON assumes that /o0:/ = ov shifted to /u:/ = ov already before this period.
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as demonstrated by interchanges such as &yo (for &) and t®movg (for Tomovg) (152, 156).

The resulting vocalic system and its graphemic representation are as follows (changes in

bold):

Short Vowels Long Vowels Short Diphthongs Long Diphthongs
i/ ! /i:/ 1, €L ML
Iy/ v Iy:/ v /y'/ vl
/e/ € /e:/ gL M /el €V fe:"/ no
/a/ o /a:/ o /a"/ (Vi)

/a/ a /a:'/ at
/o/ 0 Jo:/ ® /o'/ ot /i ot

h:/ oV

The second phonological stage, which Teodorsson sets at the beginning of the second
century BCE, is marked by a number of sound changes. On the front vowel axis, /a/ shifts to
/®:/, as demonstrated by interchanges such as & ovte (for kai ovte) and maieod (for
naiarod) (127, 130), and /e/ lowers to /e/ (254-55). The diphthong /a:/ shifts to /a:/, as
demonstrated by interchanges such as ydpa (for yopotr) and and Boppadr (for amd Poppd)
(124, 126). The diphthong />:/ monophthongizes to /2:/, as demonstrated by interchanges
such as &roipm (for &roipmt) (161). The diphthong /o monophthongizes to /e:/, as demon-
strated by interchanges such as oxiav (for oikiav) and avdyw (for dvoiyw) (137, 140). The

resulting vocalic system and its graphemic representation are as follows:

Short Vowels Long Vowels Short Diphthongs Long Diphthongs
1/ 1 1/ 1, €, M1
Iyl v /y:/ v /y'/ v
le:/ oL
/€l € /e:/ gL /€"/ €V e/ no
lee:/ a fa:/ o, o /a%/ o
/a/ o >/ ol
/o/ 0 /o:/ ®
h:/ oV

The third phonological stage, which Teodorsson sets in the mid-second century BCE, is
marked by a number of sound changes accompanied by the neutralization of length. On the
front axis, the vowel /e&:/ merged with /¢/ into the vowel /¢/, as demonstraed by the increased

frequency of interchanges such as 6éoué cov (for oéopoi cov) and mopaxoaieitor (for

-101 -



napokaieite) (130-31). On the back axis, the vowel /2:/ closed so as to merge with /o:/, as
demonstrated by interchanges such as €v oiko (for év oik®) and mwoing (for opoimg) (168—
69). With respect to the diphthongs, the second element of /a"/ and /e"/ had fricativized to cre-
ate the pair [a®@]/[aP] and [e®]/[ef], or the pair [aw] and [ew]. The shift of /a"/ to [a®]/[aB]/
[aw] is demonstrated by interchanges such as dtod (for avtod), xabdvnep (for kabdmep), and
pavoovg (for papoovg). The shift of /e'/ to [e®@]/[ef]/[ew] is demonstrated by interchanges
such as keléovat (for kehevovaot), kehvel (for kelever), ep €in (for v €in), and cvveOLOOKD
(for ovvevdok®) (142—43). Interpreting such interchanges as reflecting [a®]/[a]/[aw] and
[eD]/[eB])/[ew] is grounded in two principles. First, the fact that a and € may function as
spelling equivalents of av and ev (and vice versa) indicates that the second element of the
diphthongs, originally represented by v, had ceased to be vocalic. Second, the fact that the
second element of the graphemes av and gv may interchange with B, ¢, and ov indicates that
the vowel [u] had not merely elided but came to be realized as a consonant, which was oc-
casionally approximated by B, ¢, and ov. The resulting vocalic system and its graphemic rep-

resentation are as follows (changes in bold):

Vowels (Qualitative) Diphthongs (Qualitative)
1/ 1, €L, ML
Iy/ v /y'/ o
/e/ gL /ew/ = [ew], [eD@], [eB] €V
/el €, Ol /ew/ = [ew], [e®], [eB] no
o/ ot /aw/ = [aw], [a®@], [aP] oL
/a/ o, ou
/o/ 0, M, ®OL
/u/ ov

The only other change to occur before the end of the period was the merger of /o/ and
/y/ to /y/, as demonstrated by the decreased frequency in the first century BCE of interchanges
such as mo®v (for mow®v) and the increased frequency of interchanges such as coi 6é6wkag

(for oV 0é6mwkag) and avoywm (for avoiyw) (137, 140).
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4.4.1.2. Roman and Byzantine Periods
GIGNAC has assembled a wealth of data on Egyptian Koine in the Roman and Byzantine peri-
ods along with helpful analyses, but his work lacks the diachronic precision of TEODORSSON.
Accordingly, the data from Gignac's work will be summarized phoneme-by-phoneme, with

only the Roman and Byzantine periods serving as the main diachronic division.'*

4.4.1.2.1. Front Axis

The phoneme /i/ remained essentially unchanged, typically being represented by 1 and &1, as
demonstrated by interchanges such as koot (for gikoot) and pewpog (pkpdg) (189-90).
However, it had an allophonic variant of [€] before liquid consonants, as demonstrated by in-
terchanges such as y1pog, xepos, mpog (for yepdc) and Kopidwv, Kopeiiwv, Kopéiov (for
kapAov) (261-62). The phoneme /y/ remained essentially unchanged, typically being rep-
resented by v and o1, as demonstrated by interchanges such as pv (for pov), fjuicot (for
fiuov), and mod (for moid) (197-200). Interchanges of v and v, such as ¥6¢ (for vidg) and
gyyoviot (for &yyvot), also indicate that the diphthong /yi/ was simplified to /y/ (202—-203, 207).
Expanded orthographies such as veidg (for vidg) and vieiod (for viod) seem to indicate that vt,
which always precedes a vowel in Greek words, indicated the vowel /y/ followed by a glide
[j] before the following vowel (202—-203). The phoneme /e/ was unstable during the period.
By the Byzantine period it had certainly shifted to /i/, as demonstrated by interchanges such
as dypng (for dypic) and vunv (for vHUiv) (238). GIGNAC places the terminus ante quem for the
/e/ > /i/ shift by the second century cE, but admits that /e/ > /i/ might not have been universal
during the Roman period. When the phoneme /e/ was represented, it was typically represent-
ed by n/ny, rather than €1 (191, 330). Like the phoneme /i/, it had an allophone [¢] before lig-
uid consonants, where it could be represented with n, €1, 1, or €, as demonstrated by the exam-
ples above. The phoneme /¢/ remained essentially unchanged, typically being represented by

e and o1, as demonstrated by interchanges such as yépewv (for yaipewv) and vmaip (for vVmép)

142. The interchanges which Gignac attributes to the bilingual interference of Coptic are ignored in the
following summary.
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(192). However, it had an allophonic variant of [i] before back vowels, nasals, and /s/, as
demonstrated by interchanges such as éx0ictat (for €ék0écBar) and &vexwv (for &vekev) (250).
Like the phonemes /i/ and /e/, it had a lowered allophone ([a]) occurring especially before /r/,

as demonstrated by interchanges such as Omdp (for vrép) and Erdpig (for Erépoic) (284).

4.4.1.2.2. Back Axis

The phoneme /a/ remained essentially unchanged, typically being represented by a, occasio-
nally by a1, and rarely by av. The latter correspondences are demonstrated by interchanges
such as katat (for katd) and kaBavmep (for kabdmep) (194, 229). In unstressed syllables, es-
pecially before /s/ and /n/, /a/ had a tendency to shift to [o], which was represented by €. This
is demonstrated by interchanges such as wdévte (for mdhvta), ovveyouévovg (for
ocuvayopévoug), and akovcing (for Exovsing) (279, 283). This reflects the reduction and cen-
tralization of unstressed vowels to [o] (285). The phoneme /o/ remained essentially un-
changed, typically being represented by o, ®, or ot. The fact that there was no longer a dis-
tinction in length is demonstrated by interchanges such as &yo (for &), Adyo (for Ady®), and
avtag (for avtdc) (276-77). Like the phoneme /a/, in unstressed syllables and especially be-
fore /s/, /o/ had a tendency to shift to [o], which was represented by €. This is demonstrated
by interchanges such as télec (for téhog), €kaoteg (for €xactog), and ofdounkovta (for
ERdounkovra) (289, 291). As with the /a/ > [9] shift above, this reflects the reduction and cen-
tralization of unstressed vowels to [2] (291-92)."” The phoneme /u/ remained essentially un-
changed, typically being represented by ov. While interchanges such as mopd o® (for mapd
oco?) and év 1® vopod (for &v 1@ voud) demonstrate that ov represented a simple vowel and
not a diphthong, the relative infrequency of interchanges with ® and the possibility of bilin-

gual interference lead to the conclusion that the value of ov was simply /u/ (208, 213—14).

143. It is possible that bilingual interference played factor in the shifts, since Coptic had no /o/ vowel (GiGNAC
1976, 291-92). Nevertheless, even if bilingual interference was a factor, it is significant that in each instance the
reduced centralized vowel is represented with &.
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4.4.1.2.3. Diphthongs

The diphthong /y/ had simplified to /y/ during the period, as demonstrated by interchanges
such as Vol (for viol) and dAAnAievyving (for aAinieyyong) (202203, 207). Expanded or-
thographies, such as veiog (for vidg) and vieiod (for viod), indicate that pre-vocalic vt repre-
sented a combination of the vowel /y/ and the glide [j] before the following vowel (202-203).
There is not much evidence regarding the pronunciation of the diphthong /e"/ in the papyri
from the Roman and Byzantine periods. However, interchanges such as novypnomoev (for
No- or gvypnotnoev) and kovpnovg (for kovpedg) may indicate that the diphthong was main-
tained, eventually shifting to [ew], then [eP], and presumably [if] after the /e/ > /i/ shift (188—
89). The diphthongs /¢"/ and /a"/ are often represented simply with € or a, as in detépov (for
devtépov) and dtod (for avtod). While the above interchanges seem to indicate that the final
element of the diphthong had simply been elided, spellings such as épunveovg (for Epunvevg),
devovdépov (for devtépov), aovtod (for avtod), and awovt®dv (for avtdv) demonstrate that
the second element of the diphthong was retained. Together, these data point to the fact that
the final v of the graphemes gv/av had shifted to a sound not typically represented in the
spelling system. During the Byzantine period, the interchanges with g(v)ov and a(v)ov almost
totally disappear, being replaced by interchanges with ¢ and af§, such as npocayopspoe (for
npoocayopedoar) and vaviay (for vavProv). This diachronic progression seems to indicate that
the second element of the diphthong was gradually closing, progressing from /u/ > /w/ > /B/.
Because the spellings ef/aff are mostly from the Byzantine period and the spellings €(v)ov
and a(v)ov are mostly prior to it, it would be reasonable to assume the following diachrony:
The graphemes gv and av represented /¢"/ and /a"/ until about the mid-second century BCE,
when they shifted to /ew/ and /aw/. From that point on the second element became gradually
more and more closed until, finally, the Byzantine period serving as the terminus ante quem,
they became /ef/ and /aB/ (with likely allophones of [¢®] and [ad] before voiceless conso-

nants) (GiGNAC 1976, 68—70, 226—34; TEoDORSSON 1977, 142—43).
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4.4.1.2.4. Summary
Because few sound changes distinguish the vocalic system of the Byzantine period from that
of the Roman period, they are represented together in the chart below. Changes from the

Roman to the Byzantine period are marked with an arrow (>) and bolded text:'*

Vowels (Qualitative) Diphthongs (Qualitative)

1/ LEL>1, LN, ML

Iy/ v, V1, Ol Iy > Iyl v
el > i/ n>n, €l /ew/ = [e®@]/[eB] > [if]/[iv] no

/el g o e/ Lr /ew/ = [e®@]/[eP] > [f]/[ev] €V

/a/ a, ol /aw/ = [a®]/[aP] > [af]/[av] o

/o/ 0, ®, ML

/ oL

/o/ € (0, a)

4.4.1.3. Summary
A summary of the correspondences between each grapheme and the phonemes it represents is
presented in chart form below. A second chart is added displaying the orthographic inter-

changes which serve as evidence for the phonological developments (changes are marked

with >, every successive change adding an additional >) (charts 3 and 4):

Cl Attic 250 BcE 200 Bck
Graphs
! /(2)/ /(2)/ i(2)/
v Iy(:)/ 1y(2)/ Iy(:)/
n /e:/ > /e:/ /e:/
€ /e/ /e/ /e/
o /a(:)/ /a(:)/ /a(:)/
0 /o/ /o/ /o/
® /2:/ > /o:/ /o:/
Digraphs
ov /o, /u/ >/ /u:/
vl Iy'/ Iy'/ /y'/
n /e > /i/ fi:/
el /e >/eld, [1:] led, [i]
o /aC)/  JaC)/ > l=l, /a
ot /o'/ /o'/ > /o:/

150 Bce

> /i/
> Iyl
>> fe/
/e/
> /a/
/o/

>> /o/

>> fu/
/y'/
>> /i
>> e/, [i]
/[ >>/el, /al

>> g/

50 BCE

/i/
ly/
/e/
/e/
/al
/o/
/o/

ha/

/y'/

i/
/e/, [i]
/el, /a/

>>> /y/

30 B.-395 c.

/i/
ly/
/e/

> /e/, [9]
/al
/o/
/o/

h/
> ly/
(?) /el
>>> /i/
/el, /a/
Iyl

395 c-735 ¢

i/
ly/
>>> /i/
/el, [a]
/al
/o/
/o/

ha/
ly/
(M 1/
i/
/el, /a/
Iyl

144.The changes marked with arrows began in the Roman period and were completed by the Byzantine period.

-106 -



(Q))

€L

av

/>
/e
/€"/
/a"/

/oY > /n:/ >> /o/ /o/ /o/ /o/

> /e:"/ ferl  >>[ewl[e®][ep] [ew],[eD],[ef] [ew].[e®].[ef] >>>/id//if/
/€"/ /€' > [ew],[e@].[ef] [ew].[e@].[ef] [ew].[eD][eB] >>/e®//ef/
/a'/ fa"/ >[awl[a®][aB] [aw][a®].[aB] [aw],[ad],[aB] >>/ad/./ap/

Chart 3: Egyptian Koine Greek Vowels: Grapheme-Phoneme Correspondences by Period

(xv = decreased frequency, x" = increased frequency, black text indicates a new feature for the period)

250 BCE

=1
1= €1
n=e

=0

200 BcE 150 BcE 50 BcE 30 BcE — 395 cE—
395 ce 735 CE
1=t 1=t 1=t 1=t 1=t
1=zsl 1=¢l 1=z¢l 1=¢l 1=z¢l
n=¢e¢ n=e n=e¢ n=e n=¢e¢
®w=0 ®=0 ®w=0 ®=0 ®w=0
aL=o aL=a ar=a aL=a ar=a
aL=¢ or=¢ (x) aL=¢g aL=g oL=¢g
OL=® L= oL=o L= oL=o
oL=0 oL=0 oL=o0 (xV) oL=o0 oL=o0
oL="v oL="v ot=v (x") oL="v oL="v
OL=0 oL=0 oL=0 oL=0
oV = o av = o v = o av = o
ov = of oo = af ov = of av = af (x*)
sv=¢ ev=¢ ev=¢ ev=¢
€V = €0 €V = €0 €L =g €V = €0
€V = €OV €V = €0V v = g(v)ov €v = g(v)ov (xV)

av =a(v)ov  av = a(v)ov (xV)

ev = ¢f ev =¢f (xM)

ovv =11 ovv =t
=" 1=n(x")

E=o0=a g=o0=a

Chart 4: Egyptian Koine Greek Vowels: Orthographic/Spelling Interchanges by Period
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4.4.2. Consonants
4.4.2.1. Ptolemaic Period

Only two consonants changed substantially during the Ptolemaic period. First, { = /dz/ /zd/
simplified to /z:/ and eventually to /z/. This is demonstrated by interchanges such as
dwhoyicesOar (for drohoyileoBar), kekdulpon (for kexopiopat), oeclpod (for deopod), and
avacinmoag (for avalnmoag) (TEoporssoN 1976, 190-91). Second, the voiced velar stop y
= /g/ shifted to a fricative with two allophonic realizations: [j] / Vit and [y]. This is
demonstrated by interchanges such as o&Aiov (for OAiyov), vmotetauévolrc (for
VIOTETAYUEVOLS), apyryepes (for apylepedc), tyepod (for igpod), and vyryaivel (for vyaiver).
The former shift (/zd/ > /z:/ > /z/) had obtained by the mid-third century BcE, and the latter
shift (/g/ > [v], [J] / _V|:tony) by the mid-second century BCE (TEODORSSON 1976, 184—87; HoRr-

ROCKS 2014, 171).
4.4.2.2. Roman and Byzantine Periods

A number of additional consonantal changes occur during the Roman and Byzantine periods.
First, B = /b/ comes to represent a bilabial fricative [B]. This is demonstrated by the fact that
is used to transcribe Latin v'*’ and the fact that B occasionally interchanges with the second
element of the diphthongs av/ev. Examples of the former are Pidtikov (for viaticum),
YuPavdg (for Silvanus), and Zepnpov (for Severus). Examples of the latter are mpocayopfoe
(for mpooayopedoar) and £vdoun (for €pdoun) (Gignac 1976, 68-70). Second, the voiced
stop & = /d/ shifted to a fricative [8] before [j] during the 1¥-3" centuries ck, and was general-
ized as /0/ from the fourth century ce onwards. This is demonstrated by interchanges such as
da (for 01d), xapvla (for kapvowr), CeraParelv (for dwuPareiv), and VPpidl (for VPRpiler) (GI-
GNAC 1976, 75-76). However, Horrocks argues that there is no reason to suppose an earlier
change of /d/ > [3] before [j] in the 1¥-3" centuries cE (2014, 170). It should be noted that

even after the fricativization of vy, B, and 9, they maintained their stop realizations after nasals

145. Latin v [w] began to be pronounced as [B] from the first century ce (ALLEN 1978, 40—42).
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(e.g., avaPaive = /anaBeno/, but cupupiog = /symbios/) (GigNac 1976, 70). Third, final v and
final ¢ have a tendency to be omitted, as demonstrated by interchanges such as v ...
ovvnBea (for tnv cvvnBeav) and tig Buyatpd pov (for thg Bvyatpdg pov). This indicates that
final /n/ and final /s/ had dropped in the speech of some of the writers (111-14, 124-31).
Fourth, aspiration (i.e., the phoneme /h/) had disappeared from speech, as demonstrated by

phrases such as pet’ dprov (for ped’8pxov) and &’ oig (for €@’ oig) (133-38).

Finally, it should be mentioned that GiGNAc finds little evidence for the fricativization
of the aspirated stops (p" > f, k" > y, t" > 0) in the corpus (1976, 75-76). He bases this claim
on the frequency of interchanges with the unaspirated stops, such as m6fov (for @opov),
yatopéve (for katapaivm), and v (for Tiunv) (86-98). However, there are a few instances
from the fifth century ce and later in which ¢ is transcribed as f, as in egrafe &ypaon,
Foibammonos ®o\Bappmv, and Epifaniu Emedviog. GIGNAc is careful to point out that there
is far more evidence for the continued plosive pronunciation of the stops in Greek (1976, 99—
100). While GigNac does not find evidence for the fricativization of ¢, y, and 6 in the Roman
or Byzantine periods, they eventually were fricativized. Horrocks, based on evidence from
Laconia (c16¢ for 0gd¢ in the 5™ cE), Asia Minor (/k"/ > /x/ in 2™ BcE, /p"/ > /f/ in 2™ cE), and
Attic inscriptions (Egpovic for Edgpovic in 2™ cE), suggests that fricativization began in the
Hellenistic period outside of Egypt and was fairly widespread by the fourth century ce (2014,

170-71). This conclusion should be held loosely.
4.4.2.3. Summary

In sum, the consonants (, v, B, 8, v, and ¢ (and the aspirated stops ¢, ¥, 0) all underwent
phonological changes from the Hellenistic period to the Byzantine period in Egyptian Koine.

The changes of these consonants are summarized in the following chart (chart 5):

Classical Period Hellenistic Period Roman Period Byzantine Period
{=/zd/ > [zz] > |7/
y=/¢/ > [v)/]
B=/b/ > [B]
5 =/d/ [0l /_[iD >>[9]
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vit = /n/ >0
ctt=/s/ >0
0, % 0= 1p"/, K", 1t > [f], [x], [6]

Chart 5: Egyptian Koine Greek Consonants (Classical to Byzantine Period)

4.5. PALESTINIAN KOINE GREEK
4.5.1. Introductory Remarks

The format for the analysis of the Palestinian material follows that of Teoporsson (1977,
209-56). First, spelling interchanges are tabulated and presented (see appendix A). Second,
the data from the list of spelling interchanges are analyzed phonetically. The interchanges are
treated several at a time, being grouped according to the sound change to which they attest.

Third, based on the phonetic analysis, the phonology of Palestinian Koine will be outlined.

4.5.2. Orthographic Data

See appendix A.

4.5.3. Analysis
4.5.3.1. Graphemic Interchanges
4.5.3.1.1. <EI> ~ <I> (Variations 1-2)

The interchange of €1 and 1 is by far the most common one in the corpus, occurring 354 times

and approximately 12.45 times per 1000 words. It appears regularly in all regions and times:

<1%cE 2" cg-3" ¢ > 4" cg Undated Total
Var. 1: e1>1 0/2510 3/4850 44/6626 121/14438 168/28424
Var. 2: 1> &1 25/2510 30/4850 17/6626 114/14438 186/28424
Total per 1K 9.96 6.80 9.21 16.28 12.45

This interchange indicates that in the Roman and Byzantine periods in Palestine both 1 and &1
represented [i] (see GiGNAC 1976, 189-91; TeporssoN 1977, 212—14). This conclusion is fur-
ther supported by the interchanges of 1evel and e (variations 3—4; see TEODORSSON 1977,
214-15).

4.5.3.1.2. <Y> ~<I>, <Y> ~ <YI> (Variations 39-40, 43—44)

These interchanges occur a total of 10 times and approximately 0.35 times per 1000 words:

< 1% cE 2" cg-3" cE > 4™ cp Undated Total

Var. 39:v>1 0 0 0 3 3
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Var. 40: 1>v 0 0 0 1 1

Var. 43: v >u 0 0 0 2 2
Var. 44: vi>v 2 0 2 0 4
Total per 1K 0.80 0.00 0.30 0.42 0.35

These interchanges, in light of the interchange of v and ot (variations 53—54), indicate both
that v was pronounced as /y/ and that the diphthong /y"/ had been simplified to /y/ (see GI-

GNAC 1976, 202-208, 267—73; TEODORSSON 1977, 227).
4.5.3.1.3. <OI> ~ <Y>, <OI> ~ <I>, <OI> ~ <EI> (Variations 53-54, 58-60)

The interchange of ot and v occurrs 19 times and approximately 0.67 times per 1000 words:

<1%cE 2™ cg-3" cE > 4" cE Undated Total
Var. 53: ov>v 2 0 8 8 18
Var. 54: v > o1 0 0 1 0 1
Total per 1K 0.80 0.00 1.36 0.55 0.67

This interchange (variations 53—54) indicates that ot represented a similar or identical quality
to v = /y/, either [@] or [y]. The realization of [y] is supported by the 4 instances of the inter-
change of ot and 1 (variation 59-60) and ot and &1 (variation 58) (see GigNac 1976, 197-202,

262-75; TEODORSSON 1977, 225-29).

4.5.3.1.4. <OI> ~ <0>, <OI> ~ <Q>, <OI> ~ <0Y>, <OI> ~ <AI>, <OI> ~ <E>, <OI> ~ <H>,
<OI> ~ <OOI> (Variations 48-52, 55-57, 61)

On the other hand, o1 also interchanges with o (variation 48), o (variations 51-52), ov (varia-
tions 49-50), au (variation 55), € (variation 56), | (variation 57), and oot (variation 61). These
combine for a total of 16 times and 0.56 times per 1000 words. While the interchanges be-
tween ot and 1 occur mostly in the Byzantine period, the interchanges between ot and o/w/ov/
av/e/m/oot occur mostly in the Roman period and mostly in the Judaean Desert. It is possible,
then, that the diphthong ot was not quite realized purely as [y] until the late Roman or Byzan-
tine period, being realized as something like [¢] during the early Roman period (see GIGNAC

1976, 199-202, 215-16; TEOoDORSSON 1977, 227-29, 234-35, 253-55).
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4.5.3.1.5. <H> ~ <I> (Variations 25-26)

The interchange of n and 1 is one of the most significant ones covered in this study, occurring
101 times and approximately 3.55 times per 1000 words. As noted above, GIGNAC suggests
that the /e/ > /i/ (= n) shift had occurred in Egypt by the second century cg, but may not have
been universal during the Roman period (1976, 191, 330). In Palestine, on the other hand, the
overwhelming majority of the occurrences are from the Byzantine period. Moreover, it is un-
likely that any of the undated inscriptions would impact the distribution. In fact, most, if not

all, of the undated examples are probably from the Byzantine period:

<1%cE 2" cp-3" cE > 4" ce Undated Total
Var. 25:n>1 1 0 31 35 67
Var. 26: 1>n 2 1 22 9 34
Total per 1K 1.20 0.21 8.00 3.05 3.55

This interchange indicates that in the Byzantine period in Palestine both 1 and 1 represented
[1], reflecting the /e/ > /i/ (= m) shift (see GiGNAC 1976, 235-242; TeoporRssON 1977, 219-20).
It is unlikely that this shift had occurred in the Roman period. All four attestations of the n/t
interchange from the Roman period occur in phonetic environments prone to vowel raising.'*
Moreover, prior to the Byzantine period, the evt interchange is about 15 times more common
than the n/t interchange. Therefore, it is probably the case that the general shift of /e/ > /i/ (=
1) was not complete in Palestine until sometime in the Byzantine period. However, /e/ =
was prone to raising in certain phonetic environments. It is also noteworthy that the inter-

change of v and n (variations 41-42) is not attested prior to the Byzantine period.

4.5.3.1.6. <H> ~ <EI> (Variations 23-24)
The interchange of 1 and et is rare, occurring 18 times and approximately 0.63 times per

1000 words. Most of the undated examples should be dated to the Byzantine period:

146. Tt occurs between a nasal and a liquid in Natavilov (255, 1* cg, Jerusalem); it occurs between two nasals
in Beviapv (523, 1% Bce—1* cE, Jerusalem); it occurs between a sibilant and a nasal in Enuwv (210, 1% Bce—1* cE,
Jerusalem); it occurs before a sibilant in I'moyadav[ -- ] (Mur92, 100-135 cE, Judaean Desert). See also
variations 28-29.

-112 -



<1%cE 2" cg-3" cE > 4™ cg Undated Total

Var. 23: 1> &1 1 1 2 2 6
Var. 24: e1>n 1 0 3 8 12
Total per 1K 0.80 0.21 0.75 0.69 0.63

This interchange indicates that in the Byzantine period both 1 and €1 represented [i] (see Gi-
GNAC 1976, 235-242; TeoporssoN 1977, 218-19). Similar to the previous interchange, its few

attestations in the Roman period occur in particular phonetic conditions.'’

In sum, the /e/ > /i/ shift occurred in particular contexts during the Roman period (en-

vironment of sibilants/nasals and before vowels) but was widespread in the Byzantine period.

4.5.3.1.7. <H> ~ <E> (Variations 21-22)
The interchange of 1 and ¢ is relatively common, occurring 75 times and approximately 2.64

times per 1000 words. It occurs relatively frequently in all periods and regions:

<1%cE 2" cp-3" cE > 4" cE Undated Total
Var. 21:n>¢ 6 1 15 19 41
Var. 22: e >n 2 2 12 18 34
Total per 1K 3.19 0.62 4.07 2.56 2.64

In the earlier periods, in which the n/t interchange is extremely rare, the n/e interchange indi-
cates that n = /e/ had not yet merged with /i/ (see GiGNAC 1976, 242-49; TEODORSSON 1977,
216-28). If the interchange of n and ou (variations 31-32) were added to this list, it would in-
crease the frequency in the earlier period. The fact that the n/e interchange persists after the
fourth century ck indicates that the pronunciation of n as /e/ persisted well into the Byzantine
period. In fact, there is evidence elsewhere that 1 persisted as /e/ all the way into the 7" cen-
tury ck in the Near East (AL-JaLLAD 2015, 13).'*® On the other hand, it is possible that n was

pronounced as /e/ in certain phonetic environments during the Byzantine period even though

147. Tt occurs between a nasal and a sibilant in [Tet]peicgiwvo[c] (497, 1% Bce—1" ck, Jerusalem) and before a
vowel in Héna (243, 1¥ cE, Jerusalem).

148. Ar-JaLLaD claims that the interchange of n/e in Greek renderings of Semitic onomastica such as Tavve
(PAES 111.a 628) for Tavvn prove this point (2015, 13).

-113 -



it had shifted to /i/ generally. In the environment of sibilants and nasals (e.g., pevt, nuot), the
n/e interchange may be regarded as reflecting a raised allophone ([e] or [i]) of € = /e/. Before
a liquid (e.g., coteploc, emepotnuevng), it is likely that the n/e interchange reflects a lowered

allophone ([€]) of n=/e/.
4.5.3.1.8. <E> ~ <I> (Variations 17-18)

The interchange of € and 1 is infrequent, occurring 27 times and approximately 0.95 times per
1000 words. Aside from the Judaean Desert, in which the interchange is rare, it occurs rela-

tively consistently in all regions and periods:

<1%cE 2™ cg-3" cE > 4" cE Undated Total
Var. 17: e>1 2 0 7 3 12
Var. 18:1>¢ 3 1 3 8 15
Total per 1K 1.99 0.21 1.51 0.76 2.64

This interchange, which occurs almost exclusively in the environment of nasals, sibilants, or
before vowels, points to a raised realization ([e] or [i]) of € = /¢/ in certain phonetic environ-
ments (see GIGNAC 1976, 249—62; TEpORSSON 1977, 215-16). This is further supported by the

interchange of o and 1 (variations 35-36).

4.5.3.1.9. <E> ~ <EI> (Variations 19-20)

The interchange of € and €1 occurs 13 times and approximately 0.42 times per 1000 words:

<1%cE 2" cg-3" cE > 4™ cg Undated Total
Var. 17: € >1 1 0 1 2 4
Var. 18:1>¢ 1 0 1 6 8
Total per 1K 0.80 0.00 0.30 0.55 0.42

This interchange, which is found in phonetic environments similar to those of the /1 inter-
change, indicates a raised realization ([e] or [i]) of € = /¢/. It may be assumed that &1 > € be-
fore the liquid p (e.g., xepog for xe1poc) indicates rather a lowered realization ([€]) of &1 (GI-

GNAC 1976, 261-62; TEDORSSON 1977, 215-16).
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4.5.3.1.10. <AI> ~ <E> (Variations 33-34)

The interchange of a1 and € is one of the most common interchanges in the corpus, occurring
103 times and approximately 3.62 times per 1000 words. While it is common in the Byzan-
tine period, it is only meagerly attested in the Roman period. However, it is likely that a sig-
nificant number of the undated inscriptions are from the Roman period.'* Accordingly, the

actual number of occurrences per 1000 words for the earlier period should be higher:

<1%cE 2™ cg-3" cE > 4™ cE Undated Total
Var. 33: u> ¢ 0 3 48 44 95
Var. 34: e > 0 0 1 8 8
Total per 1K 0.00 0.62 7.40 3.60 3.66

This interchange reflects that in the Roman and Byzantine periods in Palestine both ot and €

represented [€] (see GIGNAC 1976, 192-94; TEopORSSON 1977, 224).

It should be noted, however, that historical oi = /a"/ with trema (") on iota was not sub-
ject to this sound change. This is clear from variations 37-38, in which we find tporaieikov

(for tponaixov) and Invvan (for Semitic /Yannay/).

4.5.3.1.11. <Q> ~ <O> (Variations 81-83)
The interchange of ® and o is quite common, occurring 162 times and approximately 6.05

times per 1000 words. It is attested regularly in all regions and periods:

<1%cE 2" cg-3" cE > 4" cg Undated Total
Var. 81: ® >0 10 5 50 46 111
Var. 82: 0> o 1 2 25 33 61
Total per 1K 4.38 1.44 11.32 5.47 6.05

This interchange indicates that ® and o both represented the quality [o] in all periods and that
vowel length had been neutralized (see GigNnac 1976, 275-78; TeoporssoN 1977, 233-34).
This is also reflected in the wo/® interchange in the word vrepwv (Xhev/Se64, ?, Judacan

Desert) for vmepgov (variation 83).

149. A significant portion of the undated examples occur in the Judaean Desert texts.
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4.5.3.1.12. <E> ~ <A> (Variations 87-88)

The interchange of € and a occurs 15 times and approximately 0.53 times per 1000 words:

<1%cE 2" cg-3" cE > 4™ cE Undated Total
Var. 87: e>a 1 0 1 5 7
Var. 88: o> ¢ 3 0 2 3 8
Total per IK 1.59 0.00 0.45 0.55 0.53

This interchange indicates the tendency for vowels to be reduced or centralized away from
the stress, in addition to the raising and lowering of vowels in certain phonetic environments.
The reduction of vowels is further supported by the interchange of o > ¢ (variation 90). The
interchange of o and a in the environment of p, if it does not reflect reduction or centraliza-
tion, may reflect the lowering of /o/ in the environment of a liquid (variations 91-92) (see Gi-

GNAC 1976, 278-93).
4.5.3.1.13. <EY> ~ <E>, <Y>, <EOY>, <EO> (Variations 6264, 66)

The interchange of v and one of these other variations occurs only 6 times and approximate-

ly 0.21 times per 1000 words. It is attested in the earliest and latest periods:

<1%cE 2" ce-3" cE > 4" cg Undated Total
Var. 62: ev > ¢ 1 0 1 0 2
Var. 63: v >¢v 0 0 1 0 1
Var. 64: ev > eov 0 0 1 0 1
Var. 66: €0 > gv 1 0 0 0 1
Total per 1K 0.80 0.00 0.45 0.07 0.21

The omission of the v in variations 62—63 indicate that the second element of the diphthong
had either ceased to be pronounced or that it had shifted to a sound not represented in the
writing system. The interchanges with gov and €o (variations 64 and 66), however, demon-
strate that the second element was still pronounced. It is typical to understand the develop-
ment of the diphthongs in Koine as follows: #1 /€"/ > #2 /ew/ > #3 /eP/, [e®/ > #4 /ev/, /fl.
Variations 62 and 66 indicate that Palestinian Koine had progressed at least to stage 2 by the

first century ck (see GIGNAC 1976, 226—34; TEoporssoN 1977, 229-30; Horrocks 2014, 169).
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4.5.3.1.14. <AY> ~ <A>, <AOY>, <AYOY>, <Q>, <O> (Variations 67-69, 71-72)
The interchanges of av and one of these other variations occurs only 7 times and approxi-

mately 0.25 times per 1000 words. It is attested in all regions and periods:

<1¥ce 2"cE-3%ce >4"cp Undated Total
Var. 67: av > a 1 1 0 1 3
Var. 68: av > aov 0 0 1 0 1
Var. 69: av > avov 0 0 1 0 1
Var. 71: av > o 1 0 0 0 1
Var. 72: av >0 0 0 0 1 1
Total per 1K 0.80 0.21 0.30 0.14 0.25

Like variations 62—-66, the interchanges with aov and avov (variations 68—69) demonstrate
that the second element of the diphthong /a"/ had become consonantal. Variation 67 seems to
indicate that the /a"/ diphthong in Palestinian Koine had shifted to /aw/ by the first century ck.
Variation 71 likely reflects the /a"/ > /o:/ shift in Latin (see Gignac 1976, 226—34; TEODORSSON
1977, 230-31; Horrocks 2014, 169):

4.5.3.1.15. Latin <EV/AV> ~ <EOY/AOY>, <EYOY/AYOY>, <EY/AY>, <EB/AB>, <E/A>

The rendering of Latin v in proper names and Latin loanwords can shed some light on the di-
achrony of the /a"/ > [aw] > [af]/[a®] > [av]/[af] change in Palestinian Greek. While compre-
hensive statistics have not been collected on these interchanges, a number of general trends

are apparent from the data.

First, ov is the regular rendering of Latin v. It may be regarded as the "default"
spelling, attested in all regions and periods: Oktaoviov Octavius (XHev/Se65, 131 cg, Ju-
daean Desert), ['noviov Gavius (XHev/Se63, 127 ck, Judaean Desert), Nepova Nervae
(XHev/Se63, 127 ck, Judaean Desert), Zaioveduvov Salvidienus (Judaean Desert-1%/2™ cE),
Yeo[unpov Severus (Murll4, 171 ck, Judaean Desert), X1thovavov (2122, ?, Caesarea),
Tovavov Silvanus (2535, > 4™ cg, South Coast), and ZiJlovavov Silvanus (809, 7" ck,
Jerusalem). Second, the occasional variant vov is attested in early periods: ®Aavoviov Flav-

ius (5/6Heb21-23, ?, Judaean Desert). Third, there are a number of forms with v from differ-
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ent regions and time periods: ®Aovowov Flavius (5/6Hev20, ?, Judaean Desert), Zevnpivav
Severina (764, Late Roman, Jerusalem), Xegunpov Severus (1266, 500 ce, Caesarea), and
Tev[npov] Severus (1528, 4™ ce-7" ck, Caesarea). Fourth, there are a number of forms from
early and late periods that signify Latin v by means of hiatus: I'a<ov>wov Gavius (XHev/
Se62, 127 ck, Judaean Desert), NoevpBpiwv November (Murll5, 124 ck, Judaean Desert),
dra<ov>10v Flavius (XHev/Se69, 130 ck, Judaean Desert), ®iowa Flavia (2446, 528-530 ck,
South Coast). Fifth, in the Byzantine period, interchanges with 3 are common in multiple re-
gions: TePnpo Severus (1548, 3™ ce—6" cE, Caesarea), ®rofravov Flavianus (842.67, 4" ce—
6™ cE, Jerusalem), IovBevoliov Tuvenalis (962, > 6™ ck, Jerusalem), and InABavov Silvanus
(1150, Byzantine?, Caesarea). There is, however, an attestation of Latin v rendered with 8 pri-

or to the Byzantine period: Bepovtopiov Verutarius (221-22, 1* Bce—1* ¢k, Jerusalem).

The fact that renderings with B are virtually absent until the Byzantine period is sig-
nificant. There is evidence that Latin v had at least begun to shift from /w/ > [B] or [v] by the
first century ce (ALLEN 1978, 40-42)."° Accordingly, at the very least, the increased use of
Greek gf/ap to render Latin ev/av in the Byzantine period in Palestinian Koine seems to indi-
cate that Greek B had shifted from /b/ to [B] and perhaps also [v] (see GioNac 1976, 68-71).
The fact that the same sequences in similar names may be spelled either with €f or €v in the
Byzantine period (e.g., Zeunpov [1266, 500 ck, Caesarea] || Zefnpa [1548, 36" ck, Cae-
sarea]) probably indicates that their phonetic values were relatively close, if not equivalent. In
sum, the Greek diphthongs €v and av were pronounced as [ew] and [aw] by the first century
CE in Palestine and as [¢f]/[ev] and [aB]/[av] in the Byzantine period (see 4.5.3.1.14; GIGNAC

1976, 68-71, 226-34; TEopORSSON 1977, 229-31; HorrOCKS 2014, 169).

150. In first century cE inscriptions, Latin v occasionally interchanges with Latin b [B] (< *[b]). In the second
century cg, Velius Longus says that v is pronounced cum aliqua adspiratione 'with some aspiration'. While the
reflex of this sound is /v/ in all the Romance languages, the pronunciation [w] was still around even in the fifth
century ce (ALLEN 1978, 41). For more, see chapter 5 on the transcription of Latin into Greek.
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4.5.3.1.16. <OY> ~ <Y> (Variations 73-74)

The interchange of ov and v occurs 15 times and approximately 0.53 times per 1000 words:

<1%cE 2" cg-3" cE > 4™ cE Undated Total
Var. 73: ov >v 3 1 3 4 11
Var. 74: v > ov 0 0 3 1 4
Total per IK 1.20 0.21 0.91 0.35 0.53

This change is especially common in the environment of the liquids A and p. It may then re-
flect regressive assimilation and the fronting of the vowel /u/ > [y] in these environments.
The same would apply for the interchanges of o/v and ® > v (variations 75-76, 86) (cf. GI-

GNAC 1976, 293-94; TEoDORSSON 1977, 231-32)
4.5.3.1.17. <OY> ~ <O> (Variations 78-79)

The interchange of ov and o is infrequent, occurring 22 times and approximately 0.77 times

per 1000 words. It is most frequent in the earlier period:

<1%cE 2" cg-3" cE > 4™ cg Undated Total
Var. 78: ov > o 8 0 4 6 18
Var. 79: 0 > ov 1 0 1 2 4
Total per 1K 3.59 0.00 0.75 0.55 0.77

This interchange may be viewed in conjunction with the interchange of ov and ® (variations
84-85). As in Egypt, this interchange reflects the monophthongization of the diphthong ov to
a simple vowel /u/ and the neutralization of length (see Gignac 1976, 208-214; TEODORSSON
1977, 232-34). A significant portion of these interchanges occur in the environment of the

liquids A and p, which may indicate the lowering of /u/ > [o0] in this environment.

4.5.3.1.18. <1O0> ~ <I>, <EI> (Variations 6—10)
The interchange of 10 with 1 and &t is fairly common, occurring 32 times and approximately
1.13 times per 1000 words. It occurs most frequently in Jerusalem and the South Coast, less

frequently in the Judaean Desert, and never in Caesarea. It is attested in all periods:

< 1% cE 2" cg-3" g >4"M cp Undated Total
Var. 7: 10 > €1 2 0 0 0 2
Var. 8:10>1 1 4 9 16 30
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Total per 1K 1.20 0.82 1.36 1.11 1.13

Variations 6 (10 > €) and 9 (10 > n) are relevant here as well. This interchange reflects the
monophthongization of the vowel sequence /10/ to /i/. It is not attested word-medially, but
rather only in the endings -10¢ > -1¢ and -tov > -wv. It has been recognized as a feature particu-
lar of Jewish texts (Rosen 1963, 66). It may be that speakers of Semitic languages (Hebrew
and/or Aramaic), whose phonotactics did not permit two consecutive vocalic phonemes, natu-
rally simplified these sequences in their Greek. The fact that this interchange also occurs with

the vowel a in the interchange 1o > 1 (variation 10) seems to support this point.

4.5.3.1.19. <IO> ~ <O>; <IQ> ~ <Q>; <[A> ~ <A> (Variations 11-16)
The interchanges of 10 > 0 and 1 > ® occur 10 times and approximately 0.42 times per 1000
words. While most of the attestations are late, some of the undated attestations are probably

from earlier periods:

<1%cE 2" cg-3" cE > 4" cE Undated Total
Var. 11: 10 >0 2 0 2 4 8
Var. 12: .0 > o 0 0 1 3 4
Var. 14 w0>a 0 0 0 2 2
Total per 1K 0.80 0.00 0.45 0.62 0.49

This interchange most likely reflects the shift of /i/ > [j] after liquids and before another vow-
el (see GigNnac 1976, 207, 302-306; Horrocks 2014, 169). If the multiple instances of xvpa
(e.g., 1548, 2086, 2544) attested in Palestinian epigraphy do not represent a lemma distinct
from wvplo, then they may also reflect this phenomenon. The interchanges eow > o
(avtiAnywg), 1o > tea (Mapteoun), and 1 > ae (Mopkaegog) in variations 13, 15, and 16 may
reflect an attempt to represent the glide [j] in a script with no sufficient character for [j]. The

consonantal realization of 1 in such contexts is also supported by variations 43—47.

4.5.3.1.20. Vowel Deletion (Variations 95-100)

Because formulaic words are regularly abbreviated in inscriptions, it is difficult to ascertain
when the omission of a vowel in a given word reflects pronunciation. However, there are at
least a few instances in which vowel deletion seems likely. It occurs in foreign words and
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names: Baf0a (for Bafaba), Pappaduwporg (for PapPabumaforg), [ -- oJvetpavog (for
ovetepavog). It occurs word-initially before a consonant cluster beginning with a sibilant:
oywwv (for ioylwv). It most frequently occurs in the environment of liquids and nasals:
Bepvtog (for Bevpvarog), awwvg (for awwvag), Beweiiotatov (Bcopiiestatov), pvua (for
pmua), Kopviag (for Kopvniag), ocotipiag (for cwotmpuog), opoavipopiw (for
opOAVTPOPL®), ToAToTt®V (for moivPotwv), and gvdarpocvng (for evdapocvvng) (see GIGNAC

1976, 302-310).
4.5.3.1.21. Epenthetic Vowels (Variations 93-94)

An anaptyctic vowel is occasionally inserted between consonants: XoaBovoiwvog (for
X0Bovoiwvog), Avetepov (for Avotpov), and Amepoc (for Ampog) (see GigNac 1976, 310-

312).
4.5.3.1.22. Vowel Length

It is clear that vowel length has been neutralized in Palestinian Koine from the following in-
terchanges: 1/e1 (variations 1-2), Ve (variations 19-20), /e (variations 21-22), vn (variations
25-26), ave (variations 33-34), ov/o (variation 48), ot/e (variation 56), o/ov (variations 78—
79), w/o (variations 81-82), and wo/o (variation 83) (see GiGNAC 1976, 325; TEODORSSON

1977, 237-38).

4.5.3.1.23. Gemination and Simplification (Variations 104105, 108, 112-13, 12324, 129-30,
132, 135-36, 138-39, 148, 150-51, 153, 156, 159-60, 166—67, 171)

Gemination of single consonants occurs with © > nnt (anmav[ta] for amavta) (variation 105),
u > pp ([o]v[olwyupevov for avemyuévov) (variation 112), v > vv (Bevviapuv for Beviapuy)
(variation 123), T > 1t (cotTprog for cotpuog) (variation 129), & > 66 (Awyaddwv for
Evyodov/Eyyadmv) (variation 136), 6 > oo (eeootw for eeotm) (variation 139), { > (L
(tevyiller for tevylel) (variation 148), k¥ > kk (IakkwPov for lakwPov) (variation 150), y >
KK (Zoxkoaprog for Zayopiag) (variation 156), y > vy (Quyy[wv] for {uywv) (variation 159), A >
A\ (Odecdekoirov for dwwackaAov) (variation 167), and p > pp ([Oeo]doppw for Ocodmpw)

(variation 171) (see GIGNAC 1976, 154—65; TEoDORSSON 1977, 244-45).
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Simplification of double consonants occurs with nn > 1 (mamog for manmog) (variation
104), BB > P (Papt for Pafpr) (variation 108), pp > p (A for Appua) (variation 113), v > v
(oexaevea for dexoevvea) (variation 124), 1t > 1 (mrakwov for mirtaxiov) (variation 130),
00 > 0 (MaBeB<oc> for Mab0ebog) (variation 132), 86 > o (Aadarog for @addaiog) (variation
135), o6 > 6 (teoepeokardekatov for tecoapeckardekatov) (variation 138), kk > K (exkAnoia
for exkAnown) (variation 151), yx > x (Zayon for Zayyon) (variation 153), yy > v (Aoywog for
Aoyywog) (variation 160), and AL > A (EAnveott for EAAnviott) (variation 166) (see GIGNAC

1976, 154—65; TEODORSSON 1977, 244-45).

Taken together, these interchanges are proof that, like vocalic length, consonantal
length (i.e., gemination) was no longer phonemic in Palestinian Koine (see Gignac 1976,

154-55; TEODORSSON 1977, 244-45).
4.5.3.1.24. <®> ~ <II> (Variations 101-103)

The interchange of ¢ and © occurs in the names Zampa (for Zagipa) and, unless it is a short
form of Ioonmoc, loonn (for Imong) (variation 102). The word mBove (for pBove) demon-
strates that ¢ lost is aspiration before 0 ([p"] > [p] / _[t"]) (variation 103). Because fricatives
would not be expected after a nasal, the unusual spelling of eve (for é¢’) may reflect a con-
tinued plosive pronunciation of ¢ into the Byzantine period (variation 101) (see GigNac 1976,
98-100; TeoporssoN 1977, 238-39, 244-45). The relatively low frequency of interchanges
between ¢ and m and the lack of interchanges between ¢ and B/v support the pronunciation of

n=[p] and ¢ = [p"] (see GiGNAC 1976, 93-96; TEODORSSON 1977, 238-39).
4.5.3.1.25. <B> ~ <II> (Variations 106-107)

An interchange of B and m occurs in the words moAmotwv (for moivBotwv), Bovpyog (for
mopyoc), and YPepPepeteov (for YmepPepetaiov) (variations 106—107) (see Gignac 1976,
83—86; TroporssoN 1977, 238-39). The utilization of Greek B to render Latin v points to a

fricativized realization of B (i.e., /b/ > [B]) by the Byzantine period (see 4.5.3.1.15).
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4.5.3.1.26. <MB> ~ <B>, <MII> ~ <II>, <MZX> ~ <X>, <NT> ~ <T>, <NO> ~ <@>, <N#> ~ <>,
<M> ~ <@> (Variations 109-111, 120-22, 126)

It is common for nasals to be omitted word-medially, as in Aamadiov (for Aaumadiov),
dwpepota (for dapepovta), mpo[c|nveykotog (for mpoonveykovtog), and Mavonov (for
Movoanuov) (variations 109—111, 120-22). It is also quite common for v to be omitted word-
finally, as in avto (for avtov), Meviapu (for Meviapv/Beviapy), and Bonbw (for fonbwv).
The omission of nasals may reflect the fact that they were no longer pronounced in speech.
Their elision may have resulted in the nasalization of the preceding vowel. On the other hand,
it is also possible that the nasal assimilated to the following consonant, voicing it in the case
of stops. For example, diopepovta would be realized as [diap"cronda] > [diap"erodda] (see

Gionac 1976, 111-14, 11619, 165-72).
4.5.3.1.27. <M> ~ <N> (Variations 114, 125)

In several cases, the nasals p and v interchange, as in unvopwwv (for pnpopov), Noprei[Ao]
(for Mapxeria), and draxopov (for dtakovov). This interchange may also attest to the loss (or

weakening) of nasals in pronunciation (see GiGNac 1976, 111-14, 116-19).

4.5.3.1.28. <MB> ~ <NB>, <MB> ~ <NMB>, <MII> ~ <NII> (Variations 115-17)

There is a frequent interchange of v and p before stops, as in cuvpwov (for cvuprov) and
ovvrapovtog (for cuumapovtog). Because nasals are expected to have assimilated, spellings
with v in these instances probably reflect an orthographic phenomenon. That is, the word was

conceived of in its etymological parts and spelled accordingly (see GigNnac 1976, 165-72).
4.5.3.1.29. <M¥> ~ <MX>, <MIIT> ~ <MT> (Variations 118-19, 174-76)

When a consonant cluster beginning with a stop follows p, there is a tendency for the stop to
be omitted, as in meptov (for mepntov) and encpca (for enepya) (see GigNac 1976, 64-65). It
should be noted that the p in the interchange of y and py in variation 174 is probably a lexi-

cal phenomenon connected to the p in the word Aapfave.

4.5.3.1.30. <T> ~ <@> (Variations 127-28, 133-34)
The interchange of T and 6 occurs in the words Bagog (for Tapog), Bepovtog (for Bepovbog),

and Notaviiov (for NoBavond). It also occurs after o and v, as in evepaiveote (for
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evppaveste), pviotum (for pvnobnr), and eminBovvimcav (for emAnBuvOnoav). This indi-
cates that 0 lost its aspiration after v and o, probably demonstrating that it was also voiced af-
ter v. The offers no evidence that 0 [t"] had shifted to [0] (see GiGNAC 1976, 87; TEODORSSON

1977, 239-40).
4.5.3.1.31. <T> ~ <A> (Variation 137)

There is only one attestation of an interchange of T and & (tpvgaktov for dpvpaxtov) (varia-
tion 137), perhaps indicating voicing in the environment of the liquid (see GigNac 1976, 80—

85; TEoDORSSON 1977, 239-40)
4.5.3.1.32. <T> ~ <@> (Variations 131, 143)

The voiceless stop /t/ may be omitted following ¢ (Xpioog for Xpiotoc) and before p
(Kievmapog for Kieomatpog) (variations 131, 143). The former indicates that the consonant
cluster /st/ was occasionally simplified to /s/ and the latter may indicate that t and p had simi-

lar places of articulation (see GiGNAC 1976, 66—68).
4.5.3.1.33. <X> ~ <@>, <X#> ~ <> (Variations 141-42, 14445, 157)

It is common for ¢ to be omitted both word-medially and word-finally. Word-medially, this
occurs before t (e.g., owte for wote), O ([uvInOnt[1] for pvnobnt), and before a vowel
([e]renov for ehencov) (variations 141-42, 145). It is also erroneously added before
(ITpoBatiokig for IpoPartikic) (variation 157). Most commonly, it is omitted at the end of
words, as in avtn (for avtng), vio (for viwg), and adeppo (for aderpog). This may indicate
that final /s/ was elided and medial consonant clusters with /s/ were simplified (see GIGNAC

1976, 124-31; TEODORSSON 1977, 245-48).
4.5.3.1.34. <X> ~ <Z> (Variations 146—47)

The sibilants 6 and ( occasionally interchange, as in mpelPevtov (for mpeoPevtov),
ayopalpatoc (for ayopaspatog), and Eoxiog (for ECkac) (variations 146—47). This indicates
both that /s/ was realized as /z/ before a voiced consonant and that /dz/ had simplified to /z/

(see GigNaC 1976, 120—24; TEODORSSON 1977, 243—44).
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4.5.3.1.35. <X> ~ <K> (Variations 154-55)
The interchange of y and k occurs in MwonA (for MyonA) and Avteyovov (for antiquum).
There is no evidence in the material for the shift of [k"] > [y] (see GiaNac 1976, 86, 95;

TEODORSSON 240—41).
4.5.3.1.36. <K> ~ <I'> (Variation 158)

The interchange of k and y occurs frequently in the preposition ek before a voiced consonant,
as in gy pepovg (for &k puépovg) and gy dwotaypotoc (for €k dratdypartog), and in the prefix gk
attached to a verb beginning with a voiced consonant, as in gydikncmpev (for EkdikncmUEY)
and eydw (for €k6®). This reflects assimilation of /k/ to the following voiced consonant (Gi-

GNAC 1976, 77-80; TEODORSSON 1977, 241-43).
4.5.3.1.37. <I'T> ~ <I'> (Variation 165)

It is possible that the omission of 1 following y in ayo (for ayiw) indicates the shift of y =

[g] > [v)/[]], but it is inconclusive (see GigNac 1976, 71-75; TEDORSSON 1977, 241-43).

4.5.3.1.38. <I'T> ~ <NI'>, <I'K> ~ <NK>, <I'X> ~ <NX> (Variations 162—64)

The interchanges of yy > vy, yk > vk, and yy > vy are quite common, occurring a combined 67
times between the three of them, as in mapavyello (for mapoyyéAiw), evkAnuoatt (for
gykiuatt), and evrovyavo (for Evtuyydvem) (variations 162—64). These interchanges indicate

that the first element of these consonant clusters was realized as /n/ (cf. Gignac 1976, 116).

4.5.3.1.39. <P> ~ <A>, <A> ~ <@>, <P> ~ <> (Variations 168-70, 172-73)
The liquids A and p occasionally interchange, as in I'Anyopuag (for I'pnyopiag), MPraprog (for
MBpaprog), Beopipog (for Beopirog), and adeppo (for adeppog) (variations 168—69). There
are also a few attestations in which they are omitted (e.g., adepov [for adeipov] and
npecPevtno [for mpecsPutnpov]) (variations 170, 172-73). It would seem that A and p had
similar points of articulation. In Modern Greek, A > p before a consonant is general and dis-

similation between liquids is common (GiGgNac 1976, 102—-108).
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4.5.4. Summary
4.5.4.1. Introductory Remarks

The spelling interchanges in the Palestinian material indicate that the significant changes in
the phonological system occurred between the Roman and Byzantine periods. Accordingly,
two phonological systems will be described. The first will outline the sound changes that had
become complete by or during the Roman period and the second the changes that had become
complete by or during the Byzantine period. It should be noted, however, that the sound

changes would have occurred gradually and not all at once.

4.5.4.2. Vowels
The main distinctives of the vocalic system against the Attic system are explained on the ba-
sis of the neutralization of length (quantity) and a series of mergers (quality). With regard to
quantity, numerous spelling interchanges attest to the neutralization of phonemic length in the
vocalic system (4.5.3.1.20). With regard to quality, the most important identifications are the
following: e1> [i] =1 (4.5.3.1.1), n > [i] =1 (Byz.) (4.5.3.1.5-6), o1 ( > [@] in Early Rom.?) >

[vy]=v (Byz.) (4.5.3.1.3), on > [¢] = € (4.5.3.1.10), and ® > [0] = 0 (4.5.3.1.11).

A few additional observations should be made. First, the distribution of the inter-
changes of n and /ot (4.5.3.1.7, 4.5.3.1.10) demonstrate that the pronunciation of 1 as [e]
may have persisted well into the Byzantine period. Second, reduced or centralized vowels
may be represented as €, a, and perhaps o (4.5.3.1.12). Third, a number of interchanges point
to a tendency for sibilants and nasals to raise vowels, on one hand, and for liquids to lower
vowels, on the other (e.g., 4.5.3.1.7-9). Fourth, consecutive vowel sequences have a tendency
to monophthongize, as in -10g > -1¢ and -1ov > -wv (4.5.3.1.17). Fifth, there are a number of
contexts in which the vowel 1 [i] seems to shift to the glide [j] (4.5.3.1.19). Sixth, vowel syn-
cope may occur, usually in the environment of liquids and nasals (4.5.3.1.20). Seventh, and

finally, epenthetic vowels may sometimes be inserted between consonants (4.4.3.1.21).
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The relationship between the orthography and phonology of the vocalic system of
Palestinian Koine Greek during the Roman period may be summarized as follows (cf.

PETROUNIAS 2007C, 602—605):""!

front back

unrounded rounded central/reduced unrounded rounded

high (close) i y u
mid-close e (9)
mid ([sD 0
mid-open g
low (open) a

Chart 6: Palestinian Koine Greek Vowels (Roman Period)

Sounds Script
[i] 1, €, (n in Byz.)
[v] v, L1, Ol
[e] n
([eD) (ot in Early Roman?)
[€] g, a'>’
[a] a
[0] 0, ®
[u] oV
[9] e (a, 0)

Chart 7: Palestinian Koine Greek Vocalic Orthography in (Roman Period)
4.5.4.3. Diphthongs
The second element of the diphthongs av [a"] and v [¢"] had become consonantal (i.e., the
semi-vowel [w]) during the Roman period: /€"/ > [ew], /a"/ > [aw] (4.5.3.1.13—14). By the
Byzantine period, the second element of the diphthongs had likely become [B]/[®] and then

eventually [v]/[f]: /ew/ > [eB]/[e®@] > [ev]/[ef], /aw/ > [aB]/[aD] > [av]/[af] (4.5.3.1.15). This

151. My charts are modeled after those of PETROUNIAS (2007¢, 602—605).

152. It should be noted that this vocalic quality may not have been a mid-open vowel, but rather a true mid
vowel [e] (see PETROUNIAS 2007¢, 604; HorrROCKS 2014, 165-70).

153. But note that oi = [ai] (see 4.5.3.1.10).
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is demonstrated by the rendering of Latin ev/av [eB]/[aB] (or [ev]/[av]) with Greek ef/af [ef]/
[aB] alongside Greek ev instead of the typical eov/aov of earlier periods. The data are insuffi-
cient to determine when precisely this change happened. While the evidence for the change is
essentially confined to the Byzantine period, it is possible that it occurred earlier as well. The

development of the diphthongs up to, during, and after the Roman period may be summarized

as follows:
Roman Period Byzantine Period
[e] > [ew] [ew] [ew] > [eB]/[e®@] > [ev]/[f] [ev]/[ef]
[a] > [aw] [aw] [aw] > [aB]/[a®] > [av]/[af] [av]/[af]

Chart 8: Palestinian Koine Greek Diphthongs (Roman and Byzantine Periods)

Sounds Script

[€"] €V

[a"] o

[ew] €V, &, €0V,

[aw] oV, o, 0OV, CVOV, O
[eB]/[eD] €v, €ov, f ?
[aB]/[a®] av, (aov), aff ?
[ev]/[f] €v, €ov, €f ?
[av]/[af] av, (aov), aff ?

Chart 9: Palestinian Koine Greek Diphthongal Orthography (Roman/Byzantine Periods)

4.5.4.4. Consonants
There are essentially five types of consonantal changes that occur from Attic Greek to the
Late Byzantine period in Koine Greek in general (4.4.2): the simplification of geminated con-
sonants (/C:/ > /C/), the simplification of C (/zd/ > [zz] > [z]), the fricativization of the voiced
stops v (/g/ > [YV[j]), B (/b/ > [B]), and 6 (/d/ > [d]), the weakening of the nasals and o, espe-
cially in final position, the fricativization of the aspirated stops ¢ (/p"/ > [¢]), x (/K" > [x]),

and 0 (/t"/ > [0]), and the loss of aspiration (/h/ > @).

There is evidence in the Palestinian material that the simplification of geminated con-

sonants (4.5.3.1.23), the simplification of { (4.5.3.1.23, 4.5.3.1.34), and the fricativization of
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the voiced stops (4.5.3.1.26, 4.5.3.1.33) had occurred in Palestinian Koine. With respect to
the fricativization of the voiced stops (B, v, 0), there is only evidence for the fricativization of
B (/b/ > [B]) (4.5.3.1.15). Because it is assumed that the fricativization of y occurred before
that of B (Horrocks 2014, 170), we may also assume that /g/ > [y]/[j] had taken place in
Palestinian Koine as well, for which there may be evidence (variation 165). The shift of /d/ >

[0], on the other hand, must remain an open question for our period.

There is no evidence for the fricativization of the aspirated stops (o, y, 0) in the Pales-
tinian material. While GigNAc finds only meager evidence for the fricativization of the aspi-
rated stops in the Roman and Byzantine periods in Egyptian Koine (1976, 98—-101), Hor-
ROCKS assumes that Egypt reflects a more conservative phonology (2014, 170-71). However,
there are reasons to believe that the Near East in general preserved a more conservative
phonology as well (see 4.6). In fact, the rendering of both Arabic /t/ [0] and /t/ [t"] with
Greek 0 and the occasional rendering of Arabic /t/ [0] with Greek t point to a lack of frica-
tivization of the aspirated stops in the east (AL-JaLLAaD 2015, 13-14, 18-19)."** Therefore,
while speculative, it seems reasonable to posit an aspirated realization of ¢, %, and 6 until

some point in the Byzantine period.

I found no evidence in the Palestinian material regarding the loss of aspiration. How-
ever, while spiritus asper (') in Greek loanwords in Hebrew is rendered sometimes as X,
sometimes as 71, and sometimes as 1, spiritus lenis is always rendered as & (HEumans 2013,
279-81). Accordingly, it may be that aspiration, though weakened, was still preserved to

some degree during the Roman period.

154. For example, Arabic /gaw8/ is rendered into Greek both as I'mvwBog and I'owtog (33435 cE) and the
Nabatean name /haretah/ is rendered into Greek as Apetac. If Greek 0 represented [0] rather than [t"], the
alternative representation of Arabic /t/ [0] with Greek 1 [t] would not make any sense. However, if Greek 0 still
represented [t"], then both the general convention and the exceptions make perfect sense. Arabic /t/ [0] and /t/
[t"] were both generally rendered by Greek aspirated 6 [t"] because it most closely approximated both
consonants, but the occasional use of Greek 7 [t] to render Arabic /t/ [0] demonstrates that the Arabic interdental
fricative did not perfectly correspond with either Greek 0 [t"] or 1 [t] (AL-JaLLAD 2015, 13—14, 18-19).
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The relationship between the orthography and phonology of the consonantal system
(excluding the diphthongs) of Palestinian Koine Greek during the Roman period may be sum-

marized as follows (cf. Gionac 1976, 178-79; Petrounias 2007¢, 606—-609) (charts 10 and

11):"»
Bilabial Dental Alveolar  Palatal Velar Glottal
Plosive p p" ([b]) tt" ([d]) kk" ([g])
Nasal m n
Fricative B (67) Sz Y (h?)
Trill r
Approximant 1 (LGD
Chart 10: Palestinian Koine Greek Consonants (Roman Period)
Sounds Script (Normal)
[p] T
[t] T
[k] K
[p"] ¢
[t'] 6
[k"] X
(b (V/P, (v/pm
[d] 5, (V)T
(leD) Y, (N, (3)
[m] K
[n] v, Y(V5K,0)
[B] B
([o]) 5
[s] o, ((0)
[2] G, 6(9)
[v] ¥
((h]) ‘
[] P
(1]

155. Note that (8) = voiced consonant and (8) = unvoiced consonant in the entires for ([g]), [s], [z] below.
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] 7,1, 0
[ks] or [k"s]"* &

[ps] or [p"s]"’ v

Chart 11: Palestinian Koine Greek Consonantal Orthography (Roman Period)

4.6. CONCLUSION

In sum, our survey of the epigraphic and documentary evidence from the Hellenistic, Roman,
and Byzantine periods has resulted in a picture of Palestinian Koine not drastically different
from that of Egyptian Koine. Unfortunately, it was necessary to fill some gaps in the Palestin-
ian Koine system with evidence from Egypt. This was especially true for the consonantal de-
velopments.'*® However, the similarity between the two systems in those areas in which evi-
dence is sufficient should be encouraging. It should be noted that a number of features of
Palestinian Koine, such as the late pronunciation of n as /e/ and the continued aspirated real-
ization of the stops ¢, ¥, 0, reflect a relatively conservative Greek phonology relative to the
developments in Greece. This is consistent with other data from the Near East (e.g., AL-JAL-

LAD 2015).

This chapter has thus provided a foundation for understanding the orthography and
phonology of the Secunda. The Greek pronunciation and writing conventions of the Roman
period summarized here are what the author(s) of the Secunda would have been familiar with
at the time of the composition of the Secunda. In the following chapter, we will examine gen-

eral Greek practices of transcription of other languages from roughly the same time period.

156. For the aspiration of the first element of & and v in Greek loanwords in Mishnaic Hebrew, see 5.4.1.3.6.
157. See previous note.
158. This, of course, would be expected. Because the phonological changes in the consonantal system are

primarily rephonologizations—the realization of the phoneme changes without merging with another
phoneme—spelling interchanges are less common (see TEoporsson 1977, 36-51).
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5. GREEK TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS IN THE HELLENISTIC/ROMAN/

BYZANTINE NEAR EAST

5.1. INTRODUCTION

In chapter two, a number of instances of transcription in the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzan-
tine Near East were analyzed from a historical and social perspective. The present chapter
will examine these same transcription texts from a linguistic and orthographic perspective,
analyzing the transcription conventions utilized when rendering other languages into Greek.
The preceding chapter, in which the historical phonology of Koine Greek in Palestine (and
Egypt) was described, will serve as a foundation for understanding the nature of the transcrip-
tion conventions implemented in these texts. Taken together, these two chapters (4 and 5) will

serve as a foundation for understanding the phonology and orthography of the Secunda.

The first part of this chapter outlines methodology; the second part constitutes a lin-
guistic and orthographic analysis of the transcription texts by language; the third part summa-

rizes relevant research regarding the realization of Greek loanwords in Tannaitic Hebrew.
5.2. METHODOLOGY

For each language analyzed, the corpus of texts and/or inscriptions is outlined. In general,
priority is given to transcription of common words rather than proper names. The phonologi-

cal inventory of the language is briefly summarized. Following this, the Greek transcription
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conventions are analyzed in terms of vowels, semi-vowels and diphthongs, and consonants.
The languages chosen for this survey are Latin, Akkadian, Arabic, Aramaic, and Phoenician-
Punic. Latin was chosen because its phonology is the best understood of contemporary lan-
guages attested in Greek transcription.'” The remaining languages where chosen by virtue of
them being Semitic languages in Greek transcription from a roughly contemporary period. Fi-
nally, in order to better understand the cross-linguistic perceptual relationship with respect to
Greek and Hebrew transcription, the evidence regarding how Greek loanwords are realized in

Mishnaic Hebrew will be summarized.

In the case of Latin and Akkadian, I conduct original research based on a comprehen-
sive statistical analysis of a corpus of published editions of Greek transcription texts for the
relevant period. In the case of Arabic, I summarize the work of AL-JaLLAD et al. (AL-JALLAD,
DanNieL, and Gaur 2013; AL-JAaLLap 2015; Ar-JaLLap and AL-MANASER 2015). In the case of
Phoenician and Aramaic, I make general conclusions on the basis of a small number of repre-
sentative continuous-text inscriptions and, in the case of Phoenician, supplement the data
with transcriptional material found in the grammars (e.g., FrRiEDRICH and ROLLIG 1999; KRAH-
MaLkov 2001; HAckerT 2008). In the case of Greek loanwords in Hebrew, I summarize the

work of HEumANs (2013) on Greek loanwords in the Mishnah.

5.3. LINGUISTIC AND ORTHOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS: GREEK TRANSCRIPTION
5.3.1. Latin

The corpus for Latin transcribed into Greek includes the following papyri from Egypt:
P.Berol.21246 (1* CE), P.Oxy. XXXIILXXXIIL.2660 (12" CE), P.Oxy. XLVI1.3315 (1*-2"
CE), P Oxy. LXXVIIL5162 (12" CE), POxy. LXXVIIL5163 (12" cE),
Pap.Laur.Inv.Nr.III-418 (2" CE), PLund 1.5 (2" CE), POxy. XLIX 3452 (2" CE), SB

I11.1.6304 (2" CE), PMich.Inv. 2458 (2"-3" CE), P.Oxy. XXXIILXXXIIL.2660a (3 CE),

159. This is because it is very well attested in inscriptional evidence and there are numerous contemporary
grammatical treatises explicitly describing the phonology of Latin.
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P.Strasb.Inv. G 1175 (3"4™ CE), P.Strasb.Inv. g 1173 (34" CE), PFay. 135 verso (4" CE),
PLond. 11 481 (4™ CE), and P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582 (5"-6" CE), P. Vindob. L 91 (6™ CE).

Most, but not all (see SB II1.1.6304 and P. Vindob. L 91), constitute bilingual Greco-Latin

glossaries. Uncertain readings in the papyri have also generally been excluded.

5.3.1.1. Vowels
The Latin vocalic system is essentially comprised of two systems, a system of short vowels
(a, e, i, 0, u) and a system of long vowels (4, ¢, 7, 0, u). As is common cross—linguistically, the
long vowels are located more on the periphery of the vowel trapezium and the short vowels
nearer to the center. That is, the long vowels have more tense pronunciations while the short
vowels have more lax pronunciations. With the exception of long /a/ and short /a/, which
seem to have had essentially the same quality, the long vowels had a significantly more close
quality than that of the corresponding short vowels. Thus, the resulting vocalic system was as
follows: /1/ = [i:], /i/ = [1], /&/ = [e:], /&/ = [&], /a/ = [a:], /a/ = [a], /o/ = [0:], /O/ = [2], A0/ = [u],
/u/ = [v]. It is important to note that the qualities of /i/ and /u/ were closer to those of /&/ and
/o/, respectively, than to those of their long counterparts, /1/ and /0/'® (ALLEN 1978, 47-50).
At some point in the history of Latin, the quantitative and qualitative oppositions gave way to
only qualitative oppositions (i.e., the neutralization of phonemic length). Latinists date this

change to around the second century cE (MaRTINEZ 1989, 106).

5.3.1.1.1. a-Vowels

The short vowel /a/ [a] is represented almost exclusively (161/162x or 99.38%) with a:

Greek Transcription Latin Word Manuscript Date
ovTe anté P.Oxy. XLIX.3452 2" cE
aPKOLC arcus P.Oxy. LXXVIIL.5162 192" cE

160. The similar quality of /i/ and /&/ is demonstrated by inscriptions in which e is substitued for short i
(trebibos for tribibus) and i for long e (minsis for mensis). The similar quality of /u/ and /6/ is demonstrated by
inscriptions in which o is substituted for short u (sob for sub) and short u is substituted for long o (punere for
ponere). Nevertheless, there were certainly differences between /i and é/e. There was greater palatal contact of
the tongue in the case of 7/i. Likewise, &/u differed from 0/0 in that the lip-rounding was especially close in the
case of w/u (ALLEN 1978, 47-50).
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dePurta debita P. Vindob. L 91 6" cE

The long vowel /a/ [a:] is always (90/90x) represented with o

oK TOPLO dcetaria P.Oxy. XXXII1.2660 132" cE

ovokafovimpovp vocabulorum P.Oxy. XLLIX.3452 2" cE

5.3.1.1.2. e-Vowels
The short vowel /¢/ [€] is represented most frequently by € (206/220x or 93.64%), and rarely

by a1 (4/220x or 1.82%), n (3/220x or 1.36%), 1 (4/220x or 1.82%), a (2/220x or 0.91%), or

0 (1/220x or 0.45%):
peddE redde P.Berol. 21246 1" ce
YEVIOUG geéniis PMich.Inv. 2458 2M 3" cg
QKOVG éctis P. Lund 5 2" cE

In the environment of r, short /&/ may be represented with n: npxovAaveovg Herculanéus (1%
2™ cE, P.Oxy. XXXII1.2660), kovotnpvatovg consternatis (56" ce, P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582),

[re]pnypwn pérégrini (5"—6" ce, P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582).

The long vowel /&/ [e:] is usually represented by n (75/103x or 72.82%), less fre-

quently by € (25/103x or 24.27%), and a few times with 1 (3/103x or 2.91%):

KAGoNg classes SB IILIL 6304 2™ cE
TAG omneés P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582 5"6" cE
peyoMtep réegaliter P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582 5"6" cE

There is significant disparity in the representation of Latin /&/ from the fourth century ck:

Latin é < 12" g ond_3rd/4th op > 4" cp Total
as 1 26(96.30%)  28(80.00%)  21(51.22%) 75 (72.82%)
as & 1(3.70%) 7 (20.00%) 17 (41.46%) 25 (24.27%)

The distribution clearly demonstrates that chronology was a significant factor in the represen-
tation of Latin /&/. Presumably, after the neutralization of quantitative distinctions in Latin, e

was more prone to be represented by Greek €. At the same time, the fact that Latin e and
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Greek € were paleographically similar may account for a portion of the instances in which

Latin /¢/ is rendered by Greek ¢.
5.3.1.1.3. i-Vowels

The short vowel /1/ [1] is represented most frequently by 1 (217/236x or 91.95%), rarely by &t

(9/236x or 3.81%), and a number of times by € (6/236x or 2.54%):

WeT innet P.Berol. 21246 1* cE
KOYLTOT cogitat P.Strasb.Inv. g 1173 34" cg
10VGGELGTL Jussistt P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582 5"6" cE

The long vowel /1/ [i:] is usually represented by 1 (60/91x or 65.93%), less frequently by &t

(26/91x or 28.57%), and a few times with € (4/91x or 4.40%):

(POPLUKQL formica P.Oxy. LXXVIIL.5163 152" cE
pNyvo régind PMich.Inv. 2458 2M 3" cg
OVEVTELG ventis P.Oxy. XLV1.3315 152" cg

While et is used to represent long /1/ only slightly less than one third of the time, the

grapheme &t is far more likely to represent long /1/ than it is short /i/:

1/ 1/

el 7/29 (24.14%) 22/29 (75.87%)

There are also two instances in which &1 represents two distinct vowels, rather than the vowel
quality [i]: movieovp puléiim (192" ck, P.Oxy. XXXII1.2660) and e é7 (SB 1ILI. 6304, 2™

CE).

5.3.1.1.4. o-Vowels
The short vowel /0/ [0] is usually represented with o (65/69x or 94.20%) and rarely with ov

(2/69x or 2.90%) or ® (2/69x or 2.90%):

oomit[ep] hospitem P.Berol. 21246 1* cE
LOPG mors P Mich.Inv. 2458 2m_3 cg
voeu[Blep Novéember P.Fay. 135 verso 4™ cg
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The long vowel /6/ [0:] is usually represented by o (85/107x or 79.44%)'" and less frequent-

ly by 0 (22/107x or 20.56%):

povPerimvng rubelliones P.Oxy. XXXIII1.2660 192" cg
VOV nomind PMich.Inv. 2458 2M 3" cg
Bog VoS PLond. 11481 4™ cg

The representation of Latin /6/ with o is more common after the fourth century ce:

Latin 0 < 12" g ond_3rd/4th op > 4™ cp Total
as o 16(72.73%)  51(9623%)  18(56.25%) 85 (79.44%)
as 0 6 (27.27%) 2(3.77%) 14(43.75%) 22 (20.56%)

Presumably, after the neutralization of quantitative distinctions in Latin, 0 was more prone to
be represented by Greek o. At the same time, the fact that Latin o and Greek o were paleo-
graphically similar may account for a portion of the instances in which Latin /6/ is rendered

by Greek o.
5.3.1.1.5. u-Vowels

The short vowel /U/ [v] is most frequently represented by ov (169/188x or 89.89%) and oc-

casionally by o (18/188x or 9.57%):

VGOVAGOVG insulsus P.Berol. 21246 1" ce
TOVGOIT tussit P.Strasb.Inv. G 1175 3" 4" cE
OPLOPIOW armariim PLond. 11481 4™ cg

The instances in which /U/ is represented by Greek o seem to be in specific phonetic environ-
ments: in the environment of m (e.g., wyevioy, ingenium; apUOPION, drmarium; LOPUOP®
[murmuro]), in the environment of r (opoau, ursam), and before v [w] (mhooveg, pli/v]is).
Generally, instances in which Latin final nominative -us is represented as Greek -oc have
been excluded from this analysis, due to the fact that it may be a morphological equivalency

natural for a Greek speaker rather than a reflection of pronunciation.

161. The word primo, which is transcribed as wpyit, has been counted in this tabulation.
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The long vowel /u/ [u:] is always represented with Greek ov (41/41x):

AOKTOVKOL lactiuca P.Oxy. XXXII1.2660 192" cE

coAOVTOT salitdt P.Strasb.Inv. G 1175 314" cp

5.3.1.2. Diphthongs and Semi-Vowels
The two most common Latin diphthongs, ae and au, originally represented the sounds [ai]
and [aw]. While ae was originally written as ai, by the second century BcE it began to be rep-
resented by ae. This may reflect that the diphthong was narrowed and the vowel quality of
the second element had approached that of its beginning point in [a]. In rural dialects, ae
shifted to a mid-open front vowel /¢/ and au shifted to a mid-open back vowel /6/. During the
imperial period, au shifted to a when the following syllable contained an /u/ vowel (e.g.,
Agustus for Augustus). In Late Latin the monophthongization of ae became universal, but au

maintained its diphthongal realization in some regions (ALLEN 1978, 60—-62).

The semi-vowels j (or i) and v (or u) were originally pronounced as [j] and [w], re-
spectively. Whenever i was written intervocalically, it represented a geminated consonant [j:]
(e.g., maior [maj:or]). Such a realization obtained throughout the ancient period. Beginning in
the first century cE, v [w] begins to interchange with b in inscriptional evidence, which likely
reflects a bilabial fricative [B] realization of consonantal u.'® Velius Longus describes a frica-
tive pronunciation already in the second century ce. This sound change was essentially uni-
versal by the fifth century cg, though there is some evidence that the pronunciation of [w] re-
mained in some pockets. It should also be noted that the u in the "digraph" qu, which
represented a single labio-velar phoneme [k™], did not become [B] as consonantal u did else-
where. While not as clear, a parallel situation probably obtained with respect to gu [g"]

(ALLEN 1978, 16-20, 25, 37-42).

162. Note how a similar phenomenon occurs in Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (see Knan 1997, 105), roughly
contemporary Hebrew, and roughly contemporary Greek (see 4.5.3.1.13-15; 6.3.1.1; 6.3.7.1).
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5.3.1.2.1. Diphthong ae
The diphthong ae [ai]/[ae] is usually represented by ot (14/20x or 70.00%), but occasionally,
presumably reflecting the aforementioned shift, represented by n (6/20 or 30.00%) or ¢

(1/20x or 10.00%):

TEPPAL terrae P.Berol. 21246 1* cE
TPALTOPLOL praetoriae SB 111.1.6304 2™ cE
[K]nva cénd (< caend) P.Berol. 21246 1" ce
KNA®G célos (< caelos) PLond. 11481 4™ cg
<I>pE<P>EKTOVG praeféctis P.Strasb.Inv. g 1173 3" 4" cE

5.3.1.2.2. Diphthong au
The diphthong au [aw] is almost exclusively represented by av (11/12x or 91.67%) and once,

presumably reflecting the au > a / Cu shift mentioned above, by a (1/12 or 8.33%):

TOVPOLC taurus P.Oxy. LXXVIIL.5163 192" cE
oVTEL autém P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582 5"6" cE
0lyOVGTOG Auguistiis P.Fay. 135 verso 4™ cg

5.3.1.2.3. Semi-Vowel j

Consonantal i (j) [j] is always represented by 1 (12/12x):

Hoop major P.Berol. 21246 1* cE
a[d]o[v]tw adjuto P.Strasb.Inv. G 1175 314" cg
o jam P.Lond. 11 481 4™ cg

5.3.1.2.4. Semi-Vowel v
Consonantal u (v) [w] is represented about half the time by ov (28/57x or 49.12%), slightly

less than half the time by B (25/57x or 43.86%), and a few times by @ (4/57x or 7.02%):

OVEVTOVG ventus P.Oxy. XLV1.3315 192" cg

POOVMOVIONG favonius P.Oxy. XLV1.3315 192" cg

ovtdeg vides P.Strasb.Inv. G 1175 34" cg
Bia villd PLond. 11 481 4™ cg
vapec navis PLond. 11 481 4™ cg
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Bidew video P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582 5"6" cE

voeu[Blep November P.Fay. 135 verso 4™ cg

It may be assumed that Greek ov represents Latin v = [w] and Greek [ represents Latin v =
[B]. Although the statistical quantities of the representation of Latin v are almost evenly split
between ov and B, the distribution may be entirely explained on the basis of diachronic distri-

bution and distribution according to genre:

Latin v < 1%2"cE 2M_3"/4" cg > 4™ cg Total
as ov 23(95.83%)  14(82.35%) 0 (0.00%) 37 (56.06%)
as B 0 (0.00%) 3(17.65%) 22(88.00%) 25 (37.88%)
as 0 1 (4.17%) 0 (0.00%) 3 (12.00%) 4 (6.06%)

Latin v is almost exclusively represented by ov up until the fourth century cg, after which
time Greek B, and not ov, is used to represent Latin v. At first glance, this may seem problem-
atic. This is because the Latin sound change v [w] > [B] had already begun in the first century
ce and was widespread enough to be mentioned in a grammatical treatise by the second cen-
tury ce. Moreover, Latin loanwords in Egyptian Koine Greek reflect this change already in
the first and second centuries CE: mpePétoic privatis (1% cE), kepPucdpiov cérvicale (early 2™

cE), and Préricov viaticiim (2™ ce) (GiGNAc 1976, 68—69).

The solution to this problem is to be found in the nature of the text that contains the
only occurrences of Greek [ for Latin v prior to the fourth century ce. SB IIL.I. 6304, a sec-
ond-century ck receipt for the sale of a slave, was originally penned in Italy and subsequently
taken to Egypt. It contains all three examples of Greek § for Latin v prior to the fourth centu-
ry CE: Pryevti vigenti, Betpove vet(e)rane, and Pevodit vendidit. This text differs from the
glossarial texts, of which most of the corpus is comprised, in two ways. First, we know that it
was originally penned in Italy. Accordingly, we could suggest that it reflects a different pro-
nunciation. Even if this is the case, it is inadequate as an explanation since there is evidence

for the v [w] > [PB] change in Egypt at an earlier period as well. Second, it differs from the
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glossarial texts in genre. Its original function was to record and ratify an everyday sale. There
is no reason why it should reflect anything other than everyday pronunciation. Glossarial
texts, on the other hand, were used o teach someone how to speak Latin. Accordingly, it
would not be surprising if these bilingual glossaries reflected a more standard archaic pronun-
ciation, in which v was still pronounced as [w]. In fact, this is a common phenomenon in for-
mal language instruction. A modern English teacher would read the phrase going to as
[ 'gowiy tu] when teaching their students, even though they themselves would pronounce it as
['gans] (i.e., "gonna") among friends. The preservation of the pronunciation [w] in the glos-
sarial texts well after the sound had shifted in colloquial pronunciation strengthens the claim

mentioned in chapter 3 that such texts were actually created by the teachers themselves.

If we assume that this was the case, the diachronic distribution is entirely explained.
Even though Latin v was pronounced as [B] already from the first or second century cE in
Egypt, glossarial and grammatical texts used for language instruction maintained the old pro-
nunciation [w] up until the fourth century ce. During this period, language-learning texts rep-
resented Latin v with ov, reflecting an archaic or standard pronunciation, and non-didactic
texts represented Latin v with B (e.g., SB IIL.I. 6304), reflecting everyday colloquial pronun-
ciation. After the fourth century ck, it seems that the pronunciation of Latin v as [B] had be-

come so universal that even in grammatical texts Latin v was represented with .

Finally, it should be noted that the labio-velar phoneme gu [k"] was represented in a
variety of ways. It was most frequently represented by xov (11/20x or 55.00%), but also by

Ko (4/20x or 20.00%), kot (3/20x or 15.00%), and kv (2/20x or 10.00%) each attempting to

approximate the atypical Latin phoneme [k"]. Its realization is fairly constant in all periods:'®

AKOLAPIOVG aquariis P.Oxy. XLV1.3315 152" cE

EKOVELTNG équites P.Strasb.Inv. g 1173 3" 4% cE

163. The variant kot[1]61S10voup in P.Vindob. L 91 (6™ cE) probably reflects the shift of [kwo] > [ko].
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KOG quis P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582 5"6" cE
Koud quid P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582 5"6" cE

KIVKVE cinque SB II1.1.6304 2" cE

There is only one instance of gu [g"] in the corpus, represented by yov: ovvyoveviovp

unguéntim (P.Berol.Inv.Nr. 10582, 5"-6" cE).
5.3.1.3. Consonants

The Classical Latin consonantal system is made up of eighteen distinct phonemes,'* includ-
ing three voiceless stops (/p/, /t/, /k/), three voiced stops (/b/, /d/, /g/), two labio-velars (/k"/,
/g"/), two liquids (/1/, /r/), three nasals (/m/, /n/, /y/), three fricatives (/f/, /s/, /h/), and two
semi-vowels (/w/, /y/). Latin consonants could be doubled, in which case the consonant was
held for a greater duration. The grapheme x represented the combination of /k/ = c and /s/ = s

(ALLEN 1978, 11-46):

Voiceless stops: Ip/=p,/t/=t/kI=c
Voiced stops: /b/=b,/d/=d, g/ =g/
Labio-velars: /K" = qu, /g"/ = gu
Liquids: N=5Lnh=r
Nasals: /m/=m, /n/=n, /y/ =gn)
Fricatives: 1=f,/s/=s,/h/=h
Semi-Vowels: N =i/j, Iwl = u/v
Combination: /ks/ =x

5.3.1.3.1. Voiceless Stops

The voiceless stops p, t, and ¢ are represented by their unaspirated Greek counterparts m, T,
and «: e.g., mokng piscés (P.Oxy. 3315, 19/2™ cE), tvyo tingo (P.Strasb.Inv. g 1175, 3/4™
cE), and xavic cdnis (P.Oxy. LXXVIIL.5162, 19/2™ cE). In the case of 1, it is twice represented

with 8: e.g., oxkevride dccendite. It is once represented with 0: xot[1]01wvoon'®

164. The aspirated stops (/p"/, /t"/, /k"/) and the voiced dental fricative (/z/), which enter the language through
Greek loanwords, have been omitted.

165. The sequence t[1]01 is probably a form of haplography.
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quotidianiim (P.Vindob. L 91, 6™ cE). It is once omitted: € depette ét dimitté (P.Vindob. L 91,

6" ck). In the case of ¢, it is twice represented by 7: e.g., yovyep congeér (P.Oxy. XXXIII.2660,

1%/2™ cE):
Latin p Latin t Latin ¢
asm 93 ast 228 as K 132
as o 2 asy 2
as 0 1
as 0 1

Their representation with the Greek unaspirated series indicates that the Latin voiceless stops

were also unaspirated in their pronunciation.

5.3.1.3.2. Voiced Stops

The voiced stops b, d, and g are represented by their voiced Greek counterparts 3, 6, and vy:
e.g., Paroop blitum (P.Oxy. XXXIIL.2660, 1%/2™ cE), én dé (P.Oxy. 3315, 1°/2™ cE), and
yeviovg genitis (P.Mich.Inv. 2458, 2"/3™ ck). In the case of b, it is twice represented by : e.g.,
Sexepmep Décember (P.Fay. 135 verso, 4™ cE), in which the © was probably pronounced as [b]
after the nasal m. When preceding s, the combination is represented by y: oytyvav[c] obsig-
nans (P.Berol.21246, 1* cE). In the case of d, it is twice represented by t when following
Greek v, as would be natural in contemporary Greek orthography: e.g., ovvte unde (P.Lond.

II. 481, 4™ cE). It is once also represented by the combination v&: pevSiovon médiim

(P.Berol.Inv.Nr.10582):
Latin b Latin d Latin g
as f 53 as o 228 asy 46
asm 2 as (v)t 2
asy/ s 1 as vo 1
5.3.1.3.3. Labio-Velars
See 5.3.1.2.4.
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5.3.1.3.4. Liquids
The liquids / and r are represented by their Greek counterparts A and p, respectively: e.g.,
Aemovg lépuis (PLund 5, 2™ cE) and pnywa régind (PMich.Inv. 2458, 2"/3" cE). In the case of

r, it is once represented by v: kovtwvon cortinae (P.Oxy. LXXVIIL5163, 1¥/2™ cE):

Latin | Latin r
as A 102 as p 204

asv 1

The nasals m and n are represented by their Greek counterparts p and v, respective-
ly:'% e.g., unvea mensa (P.Oxy. LXXVIIL5163, 1%/2™ ck). In the case of m, it is transcribed
by v three times: e.g., koAovvBog columbus (P.Lond. 11 481, 4™ cE), possibly due to the fact
that regressive assimilation can be assumed for the Greek orthography -vp- = /mb/ (< */nb/).
In the case of n, it is once transcribed by yv after x: @ax yvoPeg fac nobis (P.Lond. 11 481, 4"
CE), possibly reflecting the voicing of /k/ as the speaker transitions into the following word. It
is also once transcribed by i: vovitwac nuntias (P.Berol.Inv.Nr.10582, 5"/6™ cE), possibly re-

flecting the the weakening of the nasal (KRAMER 1983):

Latin m Latin n
as | 148 asv 198
asv 3 asyv/k_ 1
as i 1
5.3.1.3.5. Fricatives

The fricative fis transcribed as ¢: e.g., opuwa formica (P.Oxy. LXXVIIL5163, 1/2™ c).
The fricative s is transcribed as o: e.g., onovdou spondae (P.Oxy. LXXVIIL5163, 1¥/2™ cE).
Latin 4 is never represented in the transcription: e.g., opo ~omo (P.Berol.21246, 1* cE). In the

case of s, it is once transcribed as vo: ap[e]'t'nvc aries (P.Oxy. LXXVIIL5162, 1%/2™ cE):

166. The first element of the Latin sequence gn is not treated separately in this analysis. In all 7 instances of the
sequence gn in Latin, Latin gn is transcribed as yv in Greek. The gn sequence in Latin either represented [gn] as
in English hangnail or [gn] as a regular "spelling pronuncation” (see ALLEN 1978, 22-25).
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Latin f Latin s Latin h

as @ 31 as ¢ 290 as 0 12
as vo |
5.3.1.3.6. Semi-Vowels
See 5.3.1.2.34.

5.3.1.3.7. Combination x
The Latin consonant x [ks] is represented by &: e.g., €€ éx (SB II1.1.6304, 2™ cE). It is once
represented by &o: oefotovp séxtim (SB 1I1.1.6304, 2™ ck). The sequence nx, which occurs

once, is represented by &: @oAof fildanx (P.Strasb.Inv. g 1173, 3"/4" cE):

Latin x Latin nx
as & 13 as & 1
as &o 1
5.3.1.3.8. Consonant Gemination

Consonantal gemination [C:] is usually represented in the transcription (41/49x or 83.67%):
e.g., oxknmioce decépissé (SB 111.1.6304, 2™ ck), covmelhel supéllex (P.Oxy. LXXVIIL.5163,
18/2™ cE), and caywrtapiovg sagittariiis (P.Oxy. XLVI.3315, 1%/2™ cg). However, it is not al-
ways indicated (8/49x or 16.33%): e.g., oAog stéllas (PLond. 11 481, 4™ cE) and macopeg

passerés (P.Lond. 11 481, 4" cE):

cc dd ) mm nn rr SS tt Total
CC 7 5 8 1 0 4 9 7 41
C 0 0 3 0 1 1 1 2 8

There is also one instance in which single ¢ is falsely geminated in the transcription as tt:

SePutta débita (P.Vindob. L 91, 6™ cE).
5.3.1.4. Summary

The most common representation of each Latin phoneme is summarized in the charts below.
If a second grapheme is used more than 20.00% of the time, it is included in parentheses

(chart 12):
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Vowels

Latin: ala] ala)] ele] ele]] 1i[1] r[i:]  o|[o9]

Greek: a o € n (e) ! 1(gy 0
Diphthongs
Latin: au [aw]  ae [ai]/[ae] ei [ei]/[&l] j il
Greek: oL ol al !
Voiceless Stops Voiced Stops
Latin:— p[p] t[t] k [k] b [b] d[d] g [g]
Greek: T T K B ) Y
Liquids Nasals Fricatives
Latin: [ [1] rirf] m[m] n[n] f[f] s[s]  A[h]
Greek: A p n v (0] c %)

Chart 12: Summary of Latin in Greek Transcription: Correspondences

5.3.2. Akkadian

Semi-Vowels

v[w]

oL

Labio-Velars

qu [k"]

KOV (K0)

gu[g"]

You

Combination

x [ks]
g

b + s [bs]

vy

The corpus for Greek transcription of Akkadian is comprised of the Graeco-Babyloniaca

tablets (GELLER 1997): BM 34797 (undated), BM 35727 (1* BcE), BM 34799 (1* BCE), BM

35726 (undated), BM 48863 (1* ce), BM 34781 (undated), BM 77229 (1% c), HSM 1137 (1*

CE), BM 34816 (1* ce), BM 33769 (1% BcE), VAT 412 (1* cg), BM 38461 (1%/2™ cE), St. Pe-

tersburg tablet (undated) and BM 34798 (1% cg). With GELLER, Ash. Mus. 1937.993 (2" BcE),

also known as the Ashmolean Incantation, is omitted from the analysis (1997, 83—85). Uncer-

tain readings in the tablets have also generally been excluded.

5.3.2.1. Vowels

Akkadian has four short vowels (/a/, /e/, /i/, /u/) and four corresponding long vowels (/a/, /¢&/,

/i/, /a/). The four long vowels, when represented with a circumflex (i.e., /a/, /é/, /i/, lu/), are
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the result of the contraction of consecutive vocalic phonemes. The difference between the

short and long vowels is essentially duration (HUEHNERGARD 2011, 1).

5.3.2.1.1. a-Vowels

The short vowel /a/ is always represented by Greek a (91/91x%):

Greek Transcription Akkadian Word Manuscript Date
ayop agam(m) (< *agammu) BM 34781 undated

VOQQOC nappas (< *nappasu) HSM 1137 1* cE
poapact rapast (< *rapastu) St. Petersburg Tablet undated

The long vowel /a/ (distinct from a) is likewise always represented by Greek a (42/42x):

Bapir Babil (< *Babilu) BM 34798 1% cE
pop mar (< *mari) HSM 1137 1% cE
T tab (< *tabu) BM 34816 1% cE

Both instances of /a/ (distinct from /a/), which result from the contraction of adjacent vowels,

are represented by a: papat mahrat (BM 34798, 1 cg) and [v]ok ndg (BM 77229, 1* cE).
5.3.2.1.2. e-Vowels

The short vowel /€/ is most frequently represented by & (4/9x or 44.44%) or n (4/9x or

44.44%), and once by €t (1/9x or 11.11%):

eMo elis BM 35727 1* BCE
Aepv lemn (< *lemnu) BM 34816 1* cE
UMA® meluhhu BM 34799 1* BCE
Ao Onpof ld terrub HSM 1137 1% cE
Y AL¥AL) iklet (< *ikleti) HSM 1137 1 ce

According to WESTENHOLZ, the instances in which short /e/ is rendered by Greek m point to
Aramaic influence. The forms uniw meluh(h) and nuvk emuq are the result of pretonic
lengthening in an open unstressed syllable, since a short vowel was not tolerated in such a po-
sition according to the phonotactics of Aramaic. He further argues that the form Onpof terub

(< *terrub), in which la + preterite is used instead of /a + durative, is the result of morpholog-
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ical influence of Aramaic (2007, 288). It is curious, however, that in each of these instances
the unexpected 1 is adjacent to a liquid or a nasal, the same sort of environment which gives
rise to the n/e spelling interchange in contemporary Greek orthography. Moreover, the word
meluhhu is not even an originally Akkadian word. Accordingly, these forms may simply re-
flect typical conventions of Greek orthography and not necessarily Aramaic influence. The

lack of gemination of p is not a difficulty (see 5.3.2.3.8).

The long vowel /&/ (distinct from /€/) is rendered both by 1 (4/8x or 50.00%) and &t

(4/8x or 50.00%):'

A bel VAT 412 1% cE
Bn[A]oov Belsun (< *Bélsunu) St. Petersburg Tablet undated
Cep zér (< *zeri) BM 38461 192 ce
EIPL0 epis St. Petersburg Tablet undated

In all but one occurrence the /&/ vowel is in the environment of a liquid or a nasal. The one

exception is epis, in which &t is used to represent long /&/.

The long vowel /¢&/ (distinct from /&/), which is the result of the contraction of adja-

cent vowels, is also represented by both 1 (3/4x or 75.00%) and 1 (1/4x or 25.00%):'%

ocavn (2x) sawe (< *samée) BM 34798 1* cE
[met]et peté BM 38461 152" cE
5.3.2.1.3. i-Vowels

The short vowel /1/ is usually represented by 1 (40/53x or 75.47%) and less frequently by €

(7/53x or 13.21%) or €1 (6/53x or 11.32%)):

pofio rabis (< *rabisu) BM 34799 1* BCE

167. Note also the two renderings of the name Nabu Rémanni, in which it is once rendered as 1 and once as n:
vapo[v]pwav (St. Petersburg tablet, undated) and <vafov>pn<av> (St. Petersburg tablet, undated). These
renderings have been omitted from the statistics.

168. GELLER reads MPet libbé in BM 38461 (19/2™ ck). However, the reading on the tablet is by no means clear.
Moreover, the supposed form libbé does not exist. Accordingly, the suffix €1 has been omitted from my analysis.
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1001 itti HSM 1137 1% cE
e€ep ihir (< *ihr < *ihri) BM 34797 undated

101k itiq BM 34799 1* BCE

Long /1/ (distinct from /i/) is represented by 1 (7/14x or 50.00%) and &1 (7/14x or 50.00%):

oo ipus BM 34797 undated
(0] liltt (< *lilttu) BM 34816 1* ce
vipeld nibit BM 34798 1* cE
peload risat (< *risati) BM 34798 1% cE

Additionally, a final etymological short /i/ vowel is represented with 1 in the word apti apb
(HSM 1137, 1* cE). According to GELLER, the apparent retention of a short final case vowel /i/
in the form a6t is "peculiar." The final 1 in the comparable form 1661 may represent a "fixed
vowel" after the -CC sequence (1983, 117). It is more likely, though, that the final /i/ is a
bound form marker. However, because final short vowels had elided, it is unclear whether

this was a long or short vowel.

5.3.2.1.4. u-Vowels
The short vowel /u/ is almost always rendered by Greek o (28/29x or 96.55%), but is ren-

dered once by ov (1/29x or 3.45%):

(@OAOED puluht (< *puluhta) BM 33769 1* BCE
oo ipus BM 34797 undated
olov uzun (< *uzn) St. Petersburg tablet undated
Hopc murs (< *mursu) BM 34816 1% cE

o[o]upa[6] subat (< *subatu) BM 48863 1" ce

Long /u/ (distinct from 1) is represented by ov (5/10x or 50.00%) and ® (5/10x or 50.00%):

00 tith BM 38461 15/2™ cE
[60]pcapovd tupsarrut (< *tupsarruti)  St. Petersburg tablet undated
vop nur St. Petersburg tablet undated

-149 -



® uw (< *uwi < *umi) HSM 1137 1% cE

All of the instances of o for /i/ are either the result of lowering in the environment of /t/ or
the result of assimilation to the semi-vowel /w/. Accordingly, ov should be assumed as the

regular Greek transcription of Akkadian /u/.

The long vowel /U/ (distinct from /i/), which is the result of the contraction of adja-

cent vowels, is also represented by both ov (3/8x or 37.50%) and o (5/8x or 57.14%):

vapo[v]pwav Nabu-Rimanni St. Petersburg tablet undated
[na]rov malu BM 33769 1* BCE
vodov nadi BM 48863 1* cE

LLOAOA® malallu BM 34797 undated
Buirotwl...] pilludisu BM 34798 1* cE
GOV asnu BM 34799 1* BCE
9 (0A%0) makkanu BM 34799 1* BCE
unio'® ? (< *meluhhii) BM 34799 1% BCE

It is conventional for the long u-vowel in all of these forms to be normalized as #. However,
it is likely that there was actually an /0/ phoneme in Akkadian. Evidence for such a phoneme
is suggested by the correlation between i that results from the contraction of [a] + [0] and the
U and Uj, signs, on one hand, and the correlation between  that results from the contraction
of other vowels (e..g, [i] + [u], [u] + [u]) and the U sign, on the other. The Greek material
generally supports this distinction. For example, the vowel u in pilludusu (< *pilluda-u-su) is
represented with an ® in Greek, whereas the vowel u in malu (< *mali+u) is represented with
an ov. The transcription vadov nadu (< *nada+u), assuming it is the infinitive form, consti-
tutes an exception to this rule (WEesTENHOLZ 1991; HUEHNERGARD and Woobps 2004, 233).

Notwithstanding the one exception, these examples, then, do not actually reflect o for [u:] but

169. It is not clear whether the Greek uniw is representing meluhhu, with retention of the uvular fricative, or
melu(hh)+u > melii, with the elision of the fricative.
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o for /U/ [o0:] (or /6/ [0:]). Accordingly, ov as the regular representation of /u/ is still

supported.
5.3.2.1.5. Epenthetic Vowels

There are a number of instances (5x) in which apparent epenthetic vowels, not indicated in

the cuneiform, appear in the transcription in non-final consonant clusters:

AGOVE® asnu BM 34799 1* BCE
capolo (2x) saplis BM 35727 1* BCE

rheld iklet (< *iklet) HSM 1137 1* cE

olovel uzni (< *uzniya) BM 38461 182" cE

These forms are best explained according to the Syllable Contact Law (SCL), according to
which a fall in sonority is preferred in the transition from the end of one syllable to the begin-
ning of the next. In each instance above (s > n, p > [, k > [, z > n), there is a rise in sonority.
The quality of the epenthetic vowel inserted is identical to the vowel that precedes it.

In the case of original final consonant clusters, epenthesis is common (5x):'"

eE&ep ihir (< *ihr < *ihri) BM 34797 undated

Qoioy palag (< *palg < *palgu) BM 34797 undated
e€ep ihir (< *ihr < *ihri) BM 34797 undated

yopap qabar (< *qabr < *qabri) HSM 1137 1" cE
olov uzun (< *uzn < *uznu)  St. Petersburg tablet undated

Like epenthetic vowels in word-medial clusters, the epenthetic vowel is identical in quality to
that of the preceding vowel. However, it is just as common (6x), for a final consonant cluster

to go unresolved:

piteph mitirt (< *mitirtu) BM 34797 undated

1Bopb (2x) i(b)burt (< *ina burti) HSM 1137 1* cE

170. Because of the regularity of this rule, each short epenthetic vowel has been tabulated with its
corresponding vowel elsewhere.
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LOpoC murs (< *mursu) BM 34816 1" cE
Onpopo terrubs (< *terrubsu) BM 34816 1* cE
paocH (2x) rapast (< *rapastu) BM 33769/St. Petersburg tablet 1% Bce/undated

@OAOED puluht (< *puluhta) BM 33769 1* BCE

There are a couple of non-phonetic factors to be considered with respect to these two distinct
treatments of final -CC# clusters. First, the first group is comprised entirely of monosyllabic
forms and the second group is comprised a/most entirely of bisyllabic forms (with the excep-
tion of popo). Second, all of the forms in the first group actually had an old bisyllabic
allomorph with epenthesis as its bound form. Beyond the non-phonetic factors, it is worth
noting that the presence or lack of an epenthetic vowel to resolve a consonant cluster may be
related to relative sonority. Generally speaking, with the exception of @aAay, clusters remain
when there is falling sonority and are resolved by an epenthetic when there is rising sonority.
This may be regarded as an instantiation of the Sonority Sequencing Principle (SSP), accord-

ing to which final clusters should exhibit a fall in sonority.

The SSP may also explain the final /i/ vowel in the transcription apti/apti a@dt (HSM
1137, 1* ce). We might expect a transcription such as a@0 (or apod), but the lack of falling
sonority and the plosive nature in both elements of the cluster might have made neither of
those realizations tenable. Thus, the final 1 might have been preserved as a sort of paragogic

epenthetic vowel."”

5.3.2.2. Semi-Vowels
The Akkadian semi-vowel /j/ is only attested twice in the prohibitive particle ajj: a1 0w ajj

itig (BM 34799, 1% Bce) and o1 €10[1k] ajj itig (St. Petersburg tablet, undated). The Akkadian

171. Compare, for example, the relationship between sonority and the resolution of final consonant clusters in
Tiberian Hebrew. While final consonant clusters ending in a sonorous consonant were resolved with a word-
internal epenthetic (e.g., *wayyibn > *wayyiben > 127 [vaj'ji:ven]), final consonant clusters ending in a
consonant at the bottom of the sonority scale were allowed to remain (e.g., *wayyibk > 727 [vaj'je:vk]). While
most grammarians preserved the final consonant cluster in words like the latter, it was the opinion of some
grammarians that a final consonant cluster like 72 may actually be resolved by adding an epenthetic short
vowel to the end of the word, rather than between the consonants (i.e., 7271 [vaj jévka]) (Kuan 2013b, 669).
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semi-vowel [w], which in most cases results from the shift of intervocalic [m] > [w], is repre-

sented by v (6/11x or 54.55%), @ (5/11x or 45.45%), and perhaps ov:'"”

oavn (3x) sawe (< *same) BM 34798 1" cE
CovoC Sawas (< *Samas) HSM 1137 1" cE
voop nawar (< *namari) HSM 1137 1* ce
NovkK ewiq (< *emiiq) BM 34798 1" cE
el uwi (< *umi) St. Petersburg tablet undated

There is also a very curious transcription in BM 34816 (1* cg). The Greek transcription
[0]aAap[1o] presumably reflects a normalized Akkadian talammis(u) from the verb lawium 'to
surround'. Although the middle radical of this word is w, due to the shift of intervocalic m to
w by this late period, it was common for intervocalic w to be written with m, even though it
was still pronounced as w (e.g., amilu 'man'). (HUEHNERGARD 2011, 260). Accordingly, even
though the word might be spelled ta-lam-mi-su, it would still have been pronounced as /ta-
lawwis(u)/, for which we would expect the following transcription: 6olavio. The fact that the
Greek transcribes the m [w] with a p is difficult to explain. It may be the result of treating
each sign in isolation, rather than in connection with the wider context of the entire word
(i.e., transliteration and not transcription). Alternatively, because there are no other clear
examples of such a phenomenon, it is possible that the Akkadian word talammis(u) was actu-

ally pronounced by the scribe of this tablet with an [m] as it is transcribed.

5.3.2.3. Consonants
The Akkadian consonantal system is made up of twenty distinct phonemes, including three
voiceless stops (/p/, /t/, /k/), three voiced stops (/b/, /d/, /g/), three emphatic/glottalic conso-

nants (/t’/, /k/, /s*/), a glottal stop (/*/), a uvular fricative (/h/), two liquids (/1/, /r/), two nasals

172. In BM 34816 (1* cE), GELLER reads the Greek transcription of lem-nu as Aepv (1997, 76-77), whereas
WESTENHOLZ suggests [A]eovv for the same word (2007, 269-270). It is unclear from the picture of the tablet
what the correct reading is, though GELLER's reading is unlikely.

-153 -



(/m/, /n/), three plain sibilants (/s/, /$/, /z/), and two semi-vowels (/w/, /y/) (HUEHNERGARD

2011, 1-3, 586-591).
5.3.2.3.1. Voiceless Stops

The voiceless stops /p/, /t/,/ and /k/ are represented by the aspirated Greek stops ¢, 0, and ¥y,
indicating that the Akkadian stops were aspirated: e.g., 9oAo&D puluht (BM 33769, 1* BCE),
0ol tal (BM 35726, undated), and xo[pupoA] kumbul (BM 34781, undated). There may be one
instance of voicing of /p/ in the transcription BiAoto[...] pilludiisu (BM 34798, 1 cE), but it
may simply be a variant form. In one instance /t/ is voiced: [p®]d put (BM 35727, 1¥ BCE). In

one instance it is realized as t: papot mahrat (BM 34798, 1* cE):

Akkadian /p/ Akkadian /t/ Akkadian /k/
as @ 19 as 0 30 asy 7
as 1 as o 1
ast 1

5.3.2.3.2. Voiced Stops

The voiced stops /b/, /d/, and /g/ are represented by B, d, and v, respectively: e.g., Baph Babil
(BM 34798, 1™ cE), doc[w] dussi (BM 34781, undated), and ayou (BM 34781, undated).
Progressive assimilation results in the devoicing of /b/ in the transcription Onpo@c terrubs
(BM 34816, 1% cE). Devoicing may also occur in the transcription BiAhotol...] pilludiisu (BM
34798, 1* cE). Finally, v appears in the transcription [ec]avyw<A> Esagil/Esangil (VAT 412, 1*

cE), reflecting the original phonology inherited from Sumerian:

Akkadian /b/ Akkadian /d/ Akkadian /g/
as 38 as o 7 asy 3
as @ 1 ast 1 as vy 1

5.3.2.3.3. Emphatic/Glottalic Consonants
The emphatic (or glottalic) consonants /t’/, /k?/, and /s?/ are represented by 1, k, and o, respec-
tively: e.g., tap tab (BM 34816, 1* cE), k[e]iw gém (BM 48863, 1* cE), and c[o]uBa[0] subat

(BM 48863, 1* cE). Akkadian /t*/ is once represented by 8: o fup(p) (St. Petersburg tablet,
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undated). Akkadian /k?/ is once represented by y: yapap gabar (HSM 1137, 1% ce). Akkadian

/s’/ is once represented by : Ca[pap] sarar (BM 34781, undated).

Akkadian /t”/ Akkadian /k%/ Akkadian /s”/
ast 6 as K 7 as o 4
as o 1 asy 1 as ¢ 1

The representation of the emphatic stops with T and k demonstrates that it was the unaspirat-

ed nature of the glottalic consonant that identified them with the Greek unaspirated series.

5.3.2.3.4. Gutturals
There is one attestation of the glottal stop /%/ in the corpus: o iba’(?’) (BM 33769, 1* BcE).'”
The uvular fricative /h/ [y] is represented by @ (4/8x or 50.00%), & (3/8x or 37.50%), and

once as & (1/8x or 12.50%):

[opoT mahrat (< *mahrati) BM 34798 1* cE
6000 [2x] suhus(s) (< *suhussi) BM 34799 1* BCE
[V]apa[p] naphar (< *napharu) BM 48863 1" cE

@OAOED puluht (< *pulubta) BM 33769 1* BCE
ol§[10] sthit (< *siht < *sihtu) BM 34781 undated
e€ep ihir (< *ihr < *ihri) BM 34797 undated
e&ep ihir (< *ihr < *ihri) BM 34797 undated

In Greek loanwords in Hebrew, £ is represented with 03, indicating some aspiration of the
first element: i.e., [k"s]. Accordingly, it seems that the decision of the Akkadian scribes to use
& to represent /h/ [x] may be explained by the combination of two factors: The first element of
&, namely [k"], would have been the nearest consonant to Akkadian /h/ [x] in terms of place of
articulation. The second element of &, namely [s], would have combined the previous sound

with a fricative element, thus approximating the fricative nature of the Akkadian sound.

173. GELLER reads this word as 1o '[®] (1997, 78) and WEsTENHOLZ (2007, 273) reads this word as pa
followed by a blank space and then the remains of a few letters. It seems to me that there is a blank space
followed by an v. In any case, the most likely reading for the word under discussion is 1Ba. This is presumably
the subjunctive form of ba’um after final short vowels have elided: *iba™u > iba’(’).

-155-



5.3.2.3.5. Liquids

The liquids /1/ and /r/ are represented by A and p, respectively: e.g., Ao la (HSM 1137, 1* cE)
and pat rat (BM 34797, undated). In a couple instances, A is omitted or assimilated: o
pewoa[0] al risat (BM 34798, 1% ck) and o oo @ap[...] al sa parsis (BM 34798, 1* cg). In one
instance, p is realized as o: pac® mart (VAT 412, 1* cg). This may reflect a shift of » > 5/ t

(voN SopeN 1995, 44):
Akkadian /l/ Akkadian /v/
as A 49 as p 32

as 0 2 asc/ 0 1

The nasals /m/ and /n/ are represented by p and v, respectively: e.g., pop mar (HSM
1137, 1* cE) and vop nar (BM 48863, 1% ce). Akkadian /m/ is once represented with
Ouov[w] tilmunnu (BM 34799, 1% BcE). It is once omitted in representation: ocelp musir(r)

(HSM 1137, 1* cE).

Akkadian /m/ Akkadian /n/
as | 12 asv 26
ast 1
as @ 1

5.3.2.3.6. Sibilants

The sibilants /s/ and /$/ are both represented by o: e.g., cooo suhus(s) (BM 34799, 1* BcE)
and oep ser (BM 34816, 1 cE). The fricative /z/ is represented by (: e.g., (e zér (BM
38461 (1°/2™ cE). There is one instance in which /s/ is rendered as 0: popya® markas (BM

34798, 1* cE):

Akkadian /s/ Akkadian /s/ Akkadian /z/
as ¢ 5 as ¢ 40 as ¢ 5
as o 1

5.3.2.3.7. Semi-Vowels

See 5.3.2.2.
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5.3.2.3.8. Consonant Gemination

Consonantal gemination [C:] is sometimes represented in the transcription (5/18x or
27.78%): e.g., vagpoac nappas (HSM 1137, 1* ce) and oppuy, urrik (St. Petersburg tablet, un-
dated). More frequently, however, a geminated consonant in Akkadian is represented by only
one Greek consonant (13/18x or 72.22%): e.g., aBapetl atappi (BM 34797, undated) poyoveo

makkanii (BM 34799, 1* Bcg), and MBet libbé (BM 38461, 1%/2" cg).'™

pp 1t kk bb I rr nn ss S§ Total
CcC 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 5
C 2 1 1 2 2 3 1 0 1 13

There is one instance in which /4 is falsely geminated in the transcription: €£ep ihir (BM
34797, undated). Etymological final gemination is never represented: e.g., acay asak(k) (BM

34816, 1% cE), Bep bir(r) (HSM 1137, 1* cE), and ayop agam(m) (BM 34781, undated):
P 1E  kE bB)E ddE BWE )R mmE nm)E $E)#  Total
C# 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 2 16

5.3.2.4. Summary
The most common representation of each Akkadian phoneme is summarized in the charts be-
low. If an additional grapheme is used more than 20.00% of the time, it is included in paren-

theses (chart 13):

Vowels
Akkadian:  a ald e é/é i i/ u a4 [i]+[u] @/0 [a]+[ua]
Greek: a a eMmM nea 17 e o ov oV o

Diphthongs and Semi-Vowels

174. Final gemination C(:)#, which is always represented with a single consonant, has been excluded from the
analysis because it is not clear if final gemination had been simplified or not.

175. Tt is also represented by € (7/53x or 13.21%) and &1 (6/53x or 11.32%).

176. The vowel /i/ only occurs twice, once represented by 1 and once by 1 (two variants of the same word).
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Akkadian: (a)j [(2)]] w [w]
Greek: (an v, 0
Voiceless Stops Voiced Stops
Akkadian: P [p"] t[t"] k [k"] b [b] d[d] g gl
Greek: 0] 0 Y B o v (vy)
Emphatic/Glottalic Consonants Gutturals
Akkadian: 1] q [K] s [s7] h(xl au!
Greek: T K 6 (§) ) -
Liquids Nasals Sibilants
Akkadian: [ [1] rr] m [m] n [n] s [s] S[f] z[z]
Greek: A p 1) v c c €

Chart 13: Summary of Akkadian in Greek Transcription: Correspondences
5.3.3. Arabic

The relevant material for Greek transcription of ancient Arabic has been analyzed by AL-JAL-
LAD in three separate articles (AL-JALLAD, DaNiEL, and GHuL 2013; Ar-JALLAD 2015; AL-JAL-
LAD and AL-MANASER 2015). While most of the transcription material is comprised of proper
names rendered into Greek, a third or fourth century cE inscription from north-eastern Jordan
provides an example of a continuous transcription text. The corpora examined are the epi-
graphic and papyrological evidence from the Roman and Byzantine Near East, specifically in
southern Syria, central and southern Jordan, and Israel. Because the material has already been
analyzed, we will forego a comprehensive statistical analysis and merely summarize the find-

ings of AL-JALLAD.
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5.3.3.1. Vowels
The Arabic vocalic system is made up of three short vowels (/a/, /i/, /u/) and three corre-
sponding long vowels (/a/, /1/, /i/). In addition to these vowels, the contraction of the diph-

thong /ay/ may result in a monophthongs of the e-vowel class.

5.3.3.1.1. a-Vowels

Arabic short /a/ is transcribed with Greek a: e.g., Alapdog /al-‘abd/ (208 ce) and AloyPap
/al-*akbar/ (505-520 cg). Arabic long /a/ is likewise transcribed with Greek o: e.g.,
MoocaAiepov /mosalem/ (179-180 ce) and Mok /mal/ (505-537 cg). When short /a/ is raised
pretonically it is transcribed with €: e.g., Zeovadog /sewad/ (< */sawad/) (undated). When
short /a/ is rounded before a labial, it is transcribed with o: e.g., Achouov /’aslom/ (< */

aslam/) (434 cE) (AL-JaLLaD 2015, 31-33).
5.3.3.1.2. i-Vowels

Arabic short /i/ is transcribed most commonly with Greek €: e.g., Ahecov /hales/ (179-80 cg)
and Keogf /qeseb/ (505-537 cE). Less commonly, /i/ is transcribed by n: e.g., Noaonpog
/masir/ (IGLS XXI 59). Transcribing etymological /i/ with 1 is common in the environment of
liquids and nasals."”” In very rare cases it is transcribed by 1 in stressed closed syllables: e.g.,
X10po /sitro/ (undated) and Ivvov /hinn/ (undated). AL-JALLAD regards these occurrences as
too rare to be meaningful. Arabic long /1/ is transcribed almost always with v e.g.,
ABdoiubafov /fabd al-mitab/ (434 ce) and Moxkiog /moqim/ (undated). Less frequently,
long // may be transcribed with Greek eu e.g., Mokeyog /moqim/ (undated) and
Ovaoceyadoc /wasikat-/ (undated) (2015a, 32, 34). Short /i/ is rendered as 1 in the continuous
text from north-eastern Jordan (3"/4™ cE): e.g., Pr-Xavov[v] /bi-kaniin/ (AL-JALLAD 2015, 32,

34; AL-JALLAD and AL-MANASER 2015, 52-53).

177. I would like to thank Ahmad Al-Jallad for providing me with this example and observation.
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5.3.3.1.3. u-Vowels

Arabic short /u/ is most commonly transcribed with Greek o: e.g., Oovn /hosn/ (318 cE), and
and MocAgpog /moslem/ (undated). In stressed closed syllables, short /u/ is sometimes
transcribed with ov: e.g., AAcovpin /al-sufley/ (505-537 cE) and OvpBPog /hubb/ (undated).
Unstressed short /u/ is transcribed as ov only twice: AlovAowp /al-hulayf/ (undated) and
Novpepog /Numeyr/ (undated). Arabic long /i/ is regularly transcribed with Greek ov: e.g.,
Aloveadn /haliifat-/ (5" ce) and ABov /?abii/ (565 ck). In the rare instance that long /ii/ is
lowered by a following /r/ it is transcribed by o: e.g., Mepwp /mehfor/, reflecting the lower-

ing of & > o before r (AL-JaLLAD 2015, 32-34).
5.3.3.2. Diphthongs and Semi-Vowels

Arabic has two diphthongs, namely, /aw/ and /ay/. It is common in the dialects for the diph-

thong /ay/ to monophthongize to /e/. The semi-vowels /w/ and /y/ are fairly stable in Arabic.

5.3.3.2.1. Diphthong /aw/

The diphthong /aw/ is regularly represented by av: e.g., AvcaAirog /*aws/ (157 cg), Avpov
/fawm/ (213 cE), and Zavovov /zawsan/ (6" ck). In one instance, where /aw/ has been raised to
/ew/, the diphthong is represented as eov: Zeovda /sewda/ (411 cg) (Ar-JaLLap 2015, 31, 35).
A few examples are also found in the continuous text from north-eastern Jordan (3"/4™ c):
Avocog /'Aws/, a-davpa /*ad-dawra/, and epov /yir‘aw/ (AL-JaLLap and AL-MANASER 2015,

52-53).
5.3.3.2.2. Diphthong /ay/

The diphthong /ay/ is represented in two ways. First, it is represented with an e-class vowel,
namely, € or 1: e.g., OBedov /‘obeyd/ (undated) and Ovnvog /honeyn/ (undated). Second, it is
represented with the digraph o1, and less frequently eu: e.g., Xaipov /hayr/ (164 ce), Boud
/bayt/ (505537 cE), and Zovewvvog /zonayn/ (undated). AL-JALLAD argues that even though
contemporary Greek pronunciation rendered ot as [€], the distribution of the spellings indi-
cate that the Arabic dipthong persisted as [ai], represented by a1, with a raised allophone of

[ei], represented by €, n, and €1 (2015, 35-36).
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5.3.3.2.3. Semi-Vowel /w/

Arabic /w/ is typically represented by ov: e.g., Paovaov /rawah/ (233 ce) and Ovaglog /wa’el/
(293/4 cE). It may also be represented by @ (i.e., a hiatus between two vowels): e.g., Pogoc
/ro(w)eyh/ (undated) and ZoegdabBog /zo(w)eydat/ (undated) (AL-JaLLap 2015, 29-30). In the
continuous text from north-eastern Jordan, the representation of /w/ is inconsistent: afaoa

[*atawa/, CoBaoe /Sataw/, wa /wa/, and aovo /wa/ (AL-JALLAD and AL-MANASER 2015, 52-53).

5.3.3.2.4. Semi-Vowel /y/

Arabic /y/ is typically represented by . e.g., ToPowabn /tobayyat/ (undated) and Arayiof /al-
hag(i)yat/ (undated). It may also be represented by O: e.g., Mogapog /moge(yy)ar/ (undated)
(AL-JALLAD 2015a, 29-30). In the continuous text from north-eastern Jordan, word-initial /yi/
is represented with the digraph e (3'/4™ cE): epav /yirfaw/ (AL-JALLAD and AL-MANASER

2015, 52-53).
5.3.3.3. Consonants

The reconstructed proto-Arabic consonantal system is made up of twenty-eight distinct
phonemes, including three voiceless stops (/p/, /t/, /k/), three voiced stops (/b/, /d/, /g/), two
interdentals (/d/, /t/), two uvular fricatives (/h/, /g/), two pharyngeal fricatives (/h/, /*/), a glot-
tal fricative (/h/), a glottal stop (/*/), two liquids (//, /t/), two nasals (/m/, /n/), five emphatic
(or glottalic) consonants (/t/, /t/, /s/, /$/, /q/), three plain sibilants (/s'/, /s*/, /z/), and two semi-

vowels (/w/, /y/) (AL-JaLLaD 2015).
5.3.3.3.1. Voiceless Stops

Arabic etymological /p/, which may or may not have shifted to /f/ during the period of the

transcriptions, is represented with ¢:'"

e.g., ®ocea /foseyyah/ (505-537 cE) and Acoagip
/fasafir/ (505-537 cg). Arabic /t/ is regularly represented by Greek 0: e.g., fepov /tiyeim/

(330 ck) and I'avvaB- (505-537 cE). Arabic /k/ is regularly transcribed by y: e.g., Xaoetog

178. Loanwords such as fars (<*pars) and firdaws (<*paradeisos) suggest that these loanwords were borrowed
into Arabic when /f/ was pronounced as /p/. It is unclear if this realization was so during the period of the
inscriptions. Al-Jallad acknowledges that the transcription of the Nabatean name 19°%1 as Xalmog might point to
an attempt at transcribing /f/, just as T sometimes attempts to represent /t/. However, representations of /p/ (or
/f/) with m are far more rare than those of /t/ with t.
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/kaset/ (undated) and AAayPop /al-’akbar/ (505-520 ck). The fact that Arabic /k/ is
transcribed with y and not x, seems to indicate that y was still representing /k"/ and not /y/ in

eastern Greek at the time of the material (AL-JAaLLaD 2015, 11-14, 19-20-23, 28, 31-32, 48).
5.3.3.3.2. Voiced Stops

Arabic /b/ is consistently transcribed with Greek B: e.g., AAapdog /al-‘abd/ (208 cE). Arabic
/d/ is regularly represented by &: e.g., Zewedoc /zeyeyd/ (315 cE). Arabic /g/ (likely not [d3])'”

is regularly transcribed as y: e.g., AByop /abgar/ (108/109 cE) (ArL-JaLLaD 2015, 29, 31, 50).
5.3.3.3.3. Interdentals

The interdental voiced fricative /d/ [0] is represented by 8, as in Aovcapeog /du-sarey/ (164
ce) and Aovidov /fawid/ (569 cE). The voiceless interdental fricative /t/ [0] is transcribed by
0: e.g., AvBov /gawb/ (380 cE) and AviBov /gawib/ (undated). However, Arabic /t/ may be
transcribed by t as well: e.g., 'avtoc /gawb/ (334-335 cE) and Aovitog /gawi6/ (undated).
The occasional representation of Arabic /t/ [0] with 1 is evidence for the continued realization

of Greek 0 as [t"] at the time of the Graeco-Arabica material (2015, 18-19, 24, 38)."'%
5.3.3.3.4. Gutturals

Arabic /h/ ([x] or [x]) may be transcribed as y: e.g., Xaipov /hayr/ (164 cE) and Xapco /ham-
sah/ (undated). It may also be represented by O: e.g., Hpavov /heyran/ (327 ce) and AAdov
/hald[€]/ (undated). It is more common for /h/ not to be represented in the transcription, on
account of which AL-JALLAD argues that Greek y was still /k"/ in the east even at the time of

the Graeco-Arabica material (AL-JALLAD 2015, 14-18).""!

179. In the Islamic period there are Greek transcriptions such as Nec(d */negid/ and I'ogpap */ga‘far/ to
approximate the Arabic [d3]. The absence of such representations in the corpus suggest that etymological /g/
was realized as [g] (AL-JaLLAD 2015, 20-21).

180. Greek t is used for emphatic /t/ is because they both share the lack of aspiration. On the other hand,
because aspiration by itself is not phonemic, but the opposition between stop and fricative is, the author would
have been more likely to prioritize that distinction. Therefore, if 6 had already become [6] in Greek of the time,
then it would have made more sense for the transcriptions to align t with Arabic /t/ and 6 with Arabic /t/. The
fact that this does not occur seems to indicate that 0 represented /t'/ in the Greek of the time and region.
Moreover, the fact that Arabic interdental /t/ [0] is occasionally transcribed as t, rather than with what would
have been an obvious transcription if 8 had represented [6], further supports the theory that Greek 0 [t"] had not
yet shifted to [0] (AL-JALLAD 2015, 11-14, 18-19).

181. He provides an example where neither Safaitic /h/ or /h/ are represented in the Greek (AMlov for Als and
Add1davov for hddn) in the same text, even though there is no evidence for a merger in Safaitic. He concludes
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Arabic /g/ ([y] or [uf])'® may be transcribed by Greek y: e.g., Moygoipog /mogeyyir/
(386 ce) and AlyeP /al-gebb/ (undated). It may also be transcribed by ©: Mosopog

/moge(yy)ar/ (372 cg) and AvBov /gawt/ (380 cE) (AL-JALLAD 2015, 14-18).

The remaining gutturals (/b/, //, /?/, /h/) are represented by hiatuses vetween vowels or
O: e.g., {B}eaxkog /be-haqq[oh]/ (undated), Xaappoc /ka-‘amm-[oh]/ (undated), Ovafoirog

/wahb-(*)al(l)ah/ (undated), and Ovaehoc /wa’el/ (233 cg) (AL-JaLLap 2015, 30, 44).
5.3.3.3.5. Sonorants

The Arabic liquids /I/ and /r/ are transcribed by Greek A and p: e.g., Zayhog /zagl/ (315 cE)
and Paovaov /rawah/ (223 ce). The nasals /m/ and /n/ are represented by p and v: e.g.,

®epov /tiyeim/ (330 cg) and Oovn /hosn/ (318 cg) (AL-JaLrLap 2015, 21, 29, 32-33).

5.3.3.3.6. Emphatic/Glottalic Consonants

The emphatic stops /t/ and /q/ are transcribed by Greek unaspirated T and k: e.g., Xao€T0C
/kaset/ (undated) and Zoudoxkiua[g] /zaydo-qima/ (517 cg). Etymological /q/ is transcribed
once by y in Xavpog /qawm/ (undated). AL-JALLAD is unsure if the glottalic realization of the
emphatic stops had fronted to pharyngealization in Arabic by the time of the transcriptions.
However, it was the lack of aspiration common to both the Arabic "emphatics" and the Greek

unaspirated stops that led to the association between the two (2015, 11-13, 21-22, 27-28).'%

Arabic /g/ is transcribed by Greek o: e.g., as in ®ocea /foseyyah/ (505-537 cE), and
Acaoip /fasafir/ (505-537 cE). AL-JALLAD is undecided as to whether or not etymological /s/
was realized as ['s°], [s7], or [s°] during the period. Arabic /t/ is usually transcribed by t: e.g.,

Notopog /natam/ (undated). However, in the Nessana papyri it is transcribed by C: e.g.,

that the author simply did not regard Greek y as a suitable representation of the phoneme /h/. He reminds us that
even though we typically think of /h/ as representing the uvular fricative [x], numerous dialects have a velar
fricative [x]. Similarly, it is a possibility that /h/ was actually a front velar fricative (or even a palatal fricative) in
the dialects of the material. He suggests that either a front velar fricative [x] or a palatal fricative [¢] would be
regarded closer to the Greek spiritus asper than the velar stop y [K"] (AL-JaLLAD 2015, 14-18).

182. AL-JALLAD suggests that the representation of */g/ with @ may indicate that in Old Arabic */g/ was realized
as a velar approximant [ug] rather than a velar or uvular fricative (2015, 17).

183. It is also worth noting, however, that there are some Arabic dialects in which both non-emphatic /t/ and
emphatic /t/ exhibit at least some aspiration (BELLem 2007, 60—63, 203-204).
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Zavvog /zann/ (undated). This likely reflects an emphatic lateral fricative [B*]. Arabic /§/,
which reflects an emphatic lateral [¥], is transcribed with o: e.g., Pacaovabog /rasawat/ (un-
dated). In the Nessana papyri, where it is assumed to have merged with /7/, it is represented

with (: e.g., Maleka /mazéqah/ < */masiqah/ (undated) (2015, 22-27).
5.3.3.3.7. Plain Sibilants

Arabic /s/ is regularly transcribed by Greek o: e.g., Zeovda /sewda/ (411 cg) and AAcovAlop
/al-sullam/ (505-538 cE). Arabic /$/ (<*//, Modern Arabic /§/), similarly, is regularly
transcribed by o: e.g., Zonadn /Say‘at/ (316-396 cE) and Alcapxia /al-Sarqiyyah/ (6" cE). Be-
cause Safaitic s' is used to transcribe Aramaic [[], /$/ had probably not yet shifted to [[] and
was still realized as the lateral [1]. Arabic /z/ is regularly transcribed by Greek (: e.g., Zgiedog

/zeyeyd/ (315 ce) and AAhovla /al-lowzah/ (505537 cE) (AL-JALLAD 2015, 28-29).
5.3.3.3.8. Semi-Vowels

See 5.3.3.2.

5.3.3.3.9. Consonant Gemination

Consonantal gemination [C:] is usually indicated: e.g., OvaBaAirog /wahb-(?)allah/. However,
it may also be omitted.: e.g., Ovapairog /wahb-(*)al(l1)ah/. Gemination of the glides /y/ /@ and
/w/ ov/@ is never indicated: e.g., Aovabw /gawwato/, Ovpovor /um(m)-gawwab/ and
ToBarabn /tobayyat/. Final gemination is not represented: e.g., Akyef /al-gebb/ (AL-JALLAD

2015, 6, 16, 24, 29, 33, 54).
5.3.3.4. Summary

The most common representation of each Arabic phoneme is summarized in the charts below.

Secondary graphemes are listed in parentheses (chart 14):

Vowels
Arabic: a a i r u u e
Greek: o o e(Mm) 1(er) o (ov) oV €M
Diphthongs Semi-Vowels
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Arabic: ay [aj] aw [aw] v [j] w W]

Greek: at, €, M o 1, O (#yi- =gy ov, @ (aoa, 00g, )
Voiceless Stops Voiced Stops
Arabic:  *p[p1>f[f] ¢ [t'] ke [K'] b [b] d[d] g gl
Greek: (0] 0 Y B ) v (vy)
Interdentals
Arabic: d[0] 1[0]
Greek: ) 0 (1)
Emphatic Stops Emphatic Sibilants/Fricatives
Arabic: 1k gk s[sor[s] s [¥] 11K']
Greek: T K c c C
Gutturals
Arabic: h[y] or [X] gl h [h] I h [h] [
Greek: D Y, O 0] 0] 0] %)
Liquids Nasals Plain Sibilants

Arabic: /1] r[r] m [m] n [n] s [s] S 1] z [z]
Greek: A p 1) v c c €

Chart 14: Summary of Arabic in Greek Transcription: Correspondences
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5.3.4. Aramaic
While a comprehensive treatment of Aramaic in Greek transcription lies beyond the scope of
this chapter,'® a general description will be carried out based on the limited corpus of the

Nahal Dimona inscription and the Dura-Europos inscription (see 3.4.1.3.5).

5.3.4.1. Vowels
The Aramaic vocalic system varies over time, space, and dialect. However, in Jewish Pales-
tinian Aramaic, which is probably relevant at least for the Nahal Dimona inscription,'® the
vocalic phonemic inventory consisted of /a/, /e/, /i/, /o/, /u/, and "shewa" (KHan 1997, 107—
111; Sokororr 2011, 613). In our limited corpus, /a/ is transcribed with Greek a: e.g., Oapbnv
tarten, oywobBa sim“ta, and xowopo gayyama. Aramaic /e/ is represented by 1 or €: e.g., cafin
sabe, OapOnv tarten, dachao d'elaha, 10eP yaheb. Aramaic /i/ is transcribed with 1. e.g., vicav
nisan, owaOa sim‘ta, yopviv gobnin, and APwcaiua ‘Abidsalma. Aramaic /o/ (< */u/) is
transcribed with o: e.g., yoPvwv gobnin. Aramaic /u/ is transcribed as ov: e.g., ov hu. A "she-
wa" vowel seems to be realized with the quality of [a], since it is transcribed by Greek a: e.g.,

hapav 'man, Ba-vicav b'nisan, doehao d'elaha, and doop d*hab.

5.3.4.2. Semi-Vowels

The Aramaic semi-vowel /j/ is transcribed as : e.g., Koawopa gayyama and wef yaheb.

5.3.4.3. Consonants
The Aramaic consonantal inventory is made up of twenty-two consonants, including three
voiced stops with fricative post-vocalic allophones (/b/ > [v], /g/ > [y] or [¥], /d/ > [9]), three
voiceless stops with fricative post-vocalic allophones (/p/ > [f], /k/ > [x], /t/ > [0]), three em-
phatic consonants (/t/, /k/, /s/), a glottal stop (/*/), a glottal fricative (/h/), two pharyngeal
fricatives (/h/, /%/), two liquids (/l/, /r/), two nasals (/m/, /n/), three sibilants (/s/, /$/, /z/), and

two semi-vowels (/w/, /j/) (KHan 1997, 104—107; SokorLorr 2011, 612—13).

184. Most of the rest of the material for Aramaic transcription is comprised of proper names.

185. For a transcription of the Nahal Dimona inscription, see Price and Naex (2009, 269).
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The voiceless stops (/p/, /t/, /k/) are not distinguished from their fricative allophones
([f], [0], [x]) in transcription. Aramaic /t/ [t] and /t/ [0] are transcribed by 0: e.g., BapOnv
tarten and cwaBa sim“ta. The voiced stops (/b/, /d/, /g/) are not distinguished from their frica-
tive allophones ([v], [0], [Y] or [¥]) in transcription. Aramaic /b/ [b] and /b/ [v] are transcribed
by B: e.g., pa-vicav bnisan and cafn sabe. Aramaic /d/ [d] and /d/ [3] are transcribed by o:
e.g., daof dhab and APwcorpa ‘Abidsalma. Aramaic /g/ is transcribed by vy: e.g., yoBvwv
gobnin. The emphatic stop /q/ is represented by Greek unaspirated «: e.g., kawopo gayyama.
Emphatic /s/ is represented by o: e.g., capn sabe. The attested gutturals are represented by a
hiatus between vowels: /*/ in daeraa d‘elaha and /h/ in daaf d*hab. The sonorants (/1/, /m/,
/n/, /r/) are represented as expected: /l/ with A in Aapav “man, /m/ with p in xonopo gayyama,
/m/ with v in yoPvwv gobnin, and /r/ with p in Baplaxwkn barzagige. The voiceless sibilants /s/
and /$/ are both represented with o: e.g., Bo-vicav bnisan and APcolua ‘Abidsalma. The

voiced sibilant /z/ is represented with (: e.g., Baplaxwkn barzagige.

5.3.4.4. Summary
Although the corpus is limited and the attestation of the phonological inventory is incom-
plete, the correspondences in the Nahal Dimona inscription and the Dura-Europos inscription

may be summarized as follows:

Vowels and Semivowels

Aramaic: a e i 0 u 2" J
Greek: o g, M 1 0 oV o 1
Consonants

Aramaic: b b[v] d d[0) ¢ | m n ¢q s s s t t[0] z h °

Greek: B P o6 & y A pmu v x 6 o o 06 06 ( O 0O

Chart 15: Summary of Aramaic in Greek Transcription: Correspondences
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5.3.5. Phoenician-Punic
The Phoenician data is primarily taken from the instances of Greek transcription cited in

FriepricH and ROLLIG's Phénizisch-Punische Grammatik (1999).

5.3.5.1. Vowels
The Standard Phoenician vocalic systems was originally made up of three short vowels (/a/,
/1/, lu/) and five long vowels (/a/, /&/, /1/, /0/, /u/). As early as the seventh century BCE, original
stressed short /a/ shifted to /o/, which is known as the "Phoenician Shift." This change proba-
bly proceeded as follows: a@ > a, @ > 5, o > o. When the result of the Phoenician shift was still
/a/, the /o/ vowel resulting from the Canaanite shift (/a/ > /o/) shifted to /u/. The result of this
/o/ > /u/ shift did not merge with original /u/, which instead was pushed forward to /ii/. At the
period of the transcritions, the vowels /a/, /e/, /i/, /o/, /u/ and /ii/ are present. It is not clear if
length was still phonemic during this period, but there does seem to be a phonetic length-

ening of stressed vowels (Fox 1996; FriepricH and RoLLIG 1999, 36; HackerT 2008, 87—89).
5.3.5.1.1. a-Vowels

Phoenician short /a/, preserved in doubly-closed syllables, is transcribed by Greek a: e.g.,
Aacovvode /lasun-?alp/, Bok /bafl/, and Kadog /kad(d)/. Occasionally, short /a/ in these posi-
tions is represented by either € or n, likely reflecting a raised allophone of [&]: e.g., Huovvog
/hamon/ and MepBaiog /maharball/ (cf. MaapPBal). Unstressed /a/ in an open syllable is also
transcribed by o: e.g., Zaunu /Samém/ and code /Sadé/. In the environment of emphatics, /a/
can have a rounded articulation (perhaps [0]?) represented by o: e.g., ZopwviPog /sapan-baSl/

(FriebricH and RoLLIG 1999, 38—40).
5.3.5.1.2. o-Vowels

The result of the Phoenician shift, probably /o/ but perhaps still /o/ (< */a/), is represented by
o or ®, o presumably reflecting the quality and o representing the quality and phonetic
lengthening under the stress: e.g., Aapov /labon/, vadwp /nador/, capw /Samos/, and Xovowp
/kusar/. The result of the Canaanite shift, when realized as /0/, is represented by ® or o: e.g.,

ABdarwvopog /Sabd-?*lontm/, OlepParoc /Sozer-baSl/, and Epwpog /(?ahi)-rom/. Long /0/
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resulting from original */aw/ > /0/ or */ahu/ > */au/ > /0/ can be transcribed as o: e.g., M0

(< */mawt/) and loptixov (< */yahu-milk/) (FriepricH and RoLLIG 1999, 4041, 44-45).
5.3.5.1.3. u-Vowels

When the /0/ resulting from the Canaanite shift has further developed to /u/, it is represented
by ov: e.g., adovv /?2adun/, hacovv /lasun/, koviw /qulo/,"® and cagpovv /sapun/. Long /u/
resulting from the original */aw/ > */6/ > /u/ is represented by ov: e.g., kovAw /qulo/ and
povd (< */mawt/). The vowel /ii/ is presumably reflected in Greek transcriptions by v: e.g.,

pvPabwv /riibbaton/ (< */rabbaton/) and Buv /biin/ (FriepRICH and ROLLIG 1999, 41, 45-46).
5.3.5.1.4. i-Vowels

Original /i/ in a doubly-closed syllable or an unstressed closed syllable is usually represented
by t: e.g., Mikkiotwv /milk-yaton/, -uidyop /-milqar/, and BaiothAny /baSl-sillek/. Occasion-
ally, it is represented by &: e.g., MeAkaOpoc (read Melkopboc) and Ecvuceinuov /eSmin-
Sillem/. Originaly long /1/ is represented with 1 or £t: e.g., ABiparog /?abi-baSl/ and Eipwpoc

1-rom/ (< */(?a)hi-rom/), and ABdnipog /Sabd-?ilim/) (FriEDRICH and ROLLIG 1999, 43—44).
5.3.5.1.5. e-Vowels

In a stressed syllable, etymological */i/ is realized as /e/, represented by 1 (reflecting phonetic
lengthening) or &: e.g., otAAny /sillek/, ceAnuov /sillem/, and OlepParog /Sozer-baSl/. Long
/&/ resulting from the original diphthong */ay/ is represented with n: e.g., Zapnu /Samem/

(FriebricH and RoLLIG 1999, 43-44).

5.3.5.1.6. Shewa and Epenthetic Vowels

There are a few different realizations of a potential parallel to Hebrew shewa, namely, a short
or reduced vowel in an open syllable away from the stress. Historical /a/ may be preserved as
a: e.g., Dovn/dDave /pané/ and Aacovvare /lasun-?alp/. It may also be reduced and represent-
ed by &: e.g., ®evn. There seems to be some evidence that shewa was in some instances (or at
some stage) realized as /ii/ and represented by v: Av Bai /1-baSl/ (FriepricH and RoLLic 1999,

45). A variable quality of "shewa" may also be demonstrated by the transcription ciO1A (< */

186. Note that the original pattern is actually probably *qal (HUEHNERGARD 2015, 32).
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satil/) (KraumarLkov 2001, 35). An epenthetic to resolve final -CC# may assimilate to the
quality of the preceding vowel: e.g., Xvdvk and Zedex (< */sidg/). On the other hand, the
epenthetic may be of a more neutral quality: e.g., Zvdek (< */sidq/) (FriEDRICH and ROLLIG
1999, 53). Finally, an epenthetic may assimilate to an adjacent pharyngeal /¢/: e.g., Baok

/bafl/ and Cepa /zerS/ (FriEDRICH and RoOLLIG 1999, 53; KranmaLkov 2001, 31).
5.3.5.1.7. Semi-Vowels /w/ and /y/ and Diphthongs

It is only in the conjunction /w-/ that we have a possible attestation of a transcription of con-
sonantal /w/: ov Av pvPabwv /w-l-riibbaton/. However, it is not clear if ov is intended to rep-
resent vocalic [u] or consonantal [w] in this instance. The semi-vowel /y/ is represented by
Greek v e.g., Midxiatwv /milk-yaton/. It also seems that the sequence of vowel + /y/ may be
represented by . e.g., fviw /biniyo/. The diphthong /ay/ seems to be maintained in the word

Battvlog (< */bayt-?il/) (FriebricH and RoLLiG 1999, 33, 41, 169, 185).
5.3.5.2. Consonants

The Standard Phoenician consonantal system is made up of twenty-two distinct phonemes,
including three voiceless stops (/p/, /t/, /k/), three voiced stops (/b/, /d/, /g/), three emphatic
consonants (/t/, /k/, /s/), a glottal stop (/?/), a glottal fricative (/h/), two pharyngeal fricatives
(/h/, /8)), two liquids (/1/, /r/), two nasals (/m/, /n/), two affricates (/°z/, /'s/), one sibilant (/$/

[s]), and two semi-vowels (/w/, /j/) (HAckeTT 2008, 86—87).
5.3.5.2.1. Voiceless Stops

At an early period, /p/, /t/, /k/ are represented by the Greek unaspirated series: Xapamta (for
non¥), Boltwv /baSl-yaton/, and ABdyuikov (for 77172v). After the second century BCE, they
are represented with the Greek aspirated series o, 0, y: e.g., ®ove/@avn /pane/, Zape/apOa
(for non¥), and ouhAny /sillek/. Tt is not clear if @, 0,  also represented fricative allophones in

this late period, but Punic /p/ is transcribed by f'in Latin (FrIEDRICH and RoLLIG 1999, 18-24).
5.3.5.2.2. Voiced Stops

The voiced stops were typically represented by Greek f3, 9, y: e.g., BaA /baSl/, vadwp /mador/,

and Aadovv /1-?adun/. It is not clear if B, d, y also represented fricative allophones in this late
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period, but there are instances of post-vocalic Punic /b/ represented by Greek o: e.g.,
Agecagovv (for 119x7237?) and aede (for >72v) (FrRIEDRICH and ROLLIG 1999, 18-24, 40; KRAH-

MaLkov 2001, 21).
5.3.5.2.3. Gutturals

The guttural consonants (/?/, /h/, /S/, /b/), which are never represented directly in transcrip-
tion, are either inferred or implied by a hiatus between vowels: e.g., MepBaiog/MaapBarog
/mahr-baSl/, copm /Samo$/, and Bal Apovv /bal-hamun/. Elision of /?/ may be indicated by

the transcription Aadovv (< */1-?adun/) (FriepricH and RoLLIG 1999, 12, 16-18).
5.3.5.2.4. Sonorants

The sonorants /1/, /1/, /m/, /n/ are represented by p, A, W, v: €.g., vadwp /nador/, kovAw® /qulo/,
caue /SamoS/, and @ove /pané/ (KAI 175). In the name 19073, /r/ is prone to be elided: e.g.,
INoxov/T'eokwv. A velar allophone of /n/ [g] is also represented by v: e.g., Bovyap (cf. Bom-

car in Latin script) (FrRIEDRICH and ROLLIG 1999, 28-31).

5.3.5.2.5. Emphatic/Glottalic Consonants

The emphatic stops /t/ and /k/ are represented by the Greek unaspirated series T and «: e.g.,,
Mortun (for (X)1wn) and xoviw /qulo/. Emphatic /s/, probably realized as an affricate [ts?], is
usually transcribed as o: e.g., Zidwv (for 17¥), Zvdek/Zvdvk/Zedek (for px¥), and acip (for
7¥r7). It may also be transcribed as o1, T, and perhaps ( (in one instance): e.g., atip/actip (for

1x1) and Zoeaonuw (cf. Hebrew onw *9%) (FriepricH and RoLLic 1999, 20-21, 26).
5.3.5.2.6. Affricates and Plain Sibilants

Both original /ts/ ([ts] > [s]) and original /$/ ([s]) are represented by o: e.g., I'okav (for 10073),
v¢ (for wR), capm /Samo$/, and cade (for 7w). A voiced allophone may be represented by C:
e.g., ABovluovvoc (for mwrTay). Original /dz/ 1s usually represented by C: e.g., OlepParog
(for %¥a71v) and Cepo (for vr). Before /r/, it may also be transcribed as ¢ or ¢d: e.g.,

Acpovpac/Acdpovpag (for 7y271v) (FriEDRICH and ROLLIG 1999, 24-28).
5.3.5.2.7. Semi-Vowels

See 5.3.5.1.7.
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5.3.5.2.8. Consonant Gemination

Consonantal gemination [C:] is not represented consistently: e.g., pupabwv (< */rabbaton/),

Oevveld/Owi0 (for non), Eovucelnupov /?esmun-Sillem/, BoAowAny /baSl-sillek/, and

Yadvkog (< */saddiq/) (FriepricH and RoLLiG 1999, 20-21, 54-55).

5.3.5.3. Summary

The most common representation of each Punic phoneme is summarized in the charts below.

Secondary graphemes are listed in parentheses:

Punic:

Greek:

Punic:

Greek:

Punic:

Greek:

Punic:

Greek:

Vowels Semivowels Diphthongs
a e i o0(<™) u i 2" w[w] v [j] ay [4j]

a &€ LE o/® ov v o,&v  (ov) 1 ot

Voiceless Stops Voiced Stops

TEH) ¢ []E017) kKTER b Em?) dId] 1) glgl Gm?)

¢ 0 X B(9) o Y
Emphatic Stops Emphatic Affricate Plain Sibilants
1] q [K] s [67] s, S [J] z ([dz] or [z])
T K o (o1, 1) c d
Sonorants Nasals Gutturals

I rft]  m[m]  n[n]  h[h] 18] h [h] 2[?]

A p 1) v %) 0] %] %)

Chart 16: Summary of Phoenician-Punic in Greek Transcription: Correspondences

5.3.6. Summary

The various Greek transcription conventions during the Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine

periods in the ancient Near East are summarized in the following chart (chart 17):

Vowels
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~¢ ) D¢ Q) Q¢

~

S = =

S,

ai/ae/aj

au/aw

Latin

n (e

1 (&)

oL

oL

o (0)

Latin
o

av

oL

Latin
7 [p]
T[t]
k [K]

Akkadian
o

(o}

e (M)

n, €1

Arabic
a
a
(e,m)
(e,m)
e(n)
()

o (ov)

oL

(w)

Aramaic

o

n &

oV

Diphthongs and Semi-Vowels

Akkadian

ot

(an
v, @

Akkadian
¢ [p]
0 [t"]

7 [k']

Arabic
at, €, M
o
L, O

ov, O

Voiceless Stops

Arabic
¢ [p"]
0 [t"]

1 [k']
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Aramaic

Aramaic

Phoenician

(o}

n, e

L€

Phoenician

ot

oLV

Phoenician



I~ <

I,

el

Latin

p [b]
6 [d]

v [g]

Latin
A

u[m]

v [n]

p [r]

Latin

¢
B ([B] or [v])

Latin

Voiced Stops

Alkkadian Arabic Aramaic
B [b] B [b] B
8 [d] 8 [d] 5
v [g] v [g] Y

Sonorants (Liquids and Nasals)

Akkadian Arabic Aramaic
A] A A
u [m] u [m] H
v [n] v [n] v
p [r] p [r] P
Fricatives
Akkadian Arabic Aramaic
- ® -
: : B
- 0 (1) 0
- o o
c c c
G G G
o o o

Emphatic/Glottalic Consonants

Akkadian Arabic Aramaic
T T -
K K K
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Phoenician

Phoenician

A

Phoenician
(¢?)
(B, 9?)
©)
(9)

o)

Phoenician
T

K



S - 6 () c c o, (o1, 7)
§ - : 5 [¥] : :

£ - - G [K'] - -

Gutturals (Liquids and Nasals)

Latin Akkadian Arabic Aramaic Phoenician
h - &9 %9 - -
¢ - - 7,0 : -
h - - 0 - 0
¢ - - 0 ) 0
h ) - 0 ) %)
B - - 0 - 10

Chart 17: Summary of Latin and Semitic in Greek Transcription: Correspondences

5.4. LINGUISTIC AND ORTHOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS: GREEK IN HEBREW

The primary evidence for Hebrew transcription of Greek from the Roman period is attested in
the various vocalized manuscripts of the Mishnah, especially Kaufmann and Parma A, as ana-
lyzed by HEumans in his work on Greek and Latin loanwords in the Mishnah (2013). A num-

ber of relevant epigraphic examples are also cited below.

5.4.1. Greek Loanwords in the Mishnah
5.4.1.1. Vowels
54.1.1.1.a

Greek a is represented with Hebrew patah or gamas. The distribution of patah/qamas is ac-
cording to the Tiberian Hebrew rules, with patah in a closed unstressed syllable and gamas in
an open unstressed syllable or a closed stressed syllable. Far from the stress, a hataf patah
may be used. Examples from the Kaufmann manuscript include danp 7"IX, yéppo 723,
ocavdolov 2710, kaumtpo 770nR, and donuov 11°0X. In Palestinian-pointed manuscripts, there

is no consistency in the distribution of /a/ vowel signs. Some words exhibit an /a/ > /i/ shift
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(e.g., aocdapilov 19°X), but these are regarded by HEumans as reflecting a later internal Hebrew
development (i.e., attenuation). In the environment of sonorants (A, p, v, p) or k, Greek a may

be rendered as /o/ or /u/: e.g., mdAMov 11°738 and kdya Xgoip (HEUMANS 2013, 259-61).

5.4.1.1.2. g/m

Greek € is mostly rendered with Hebrew /a/ vowels, usually patah. Perhaps due to nothing
more than statistical coincidence, almost all the instances of Hebrew /a/ for Greek € occur in
closed syllables.'®” About half of these occur word-initially, transcribed with an initial X: e.g.,
guPotn vank, EVONKN R NIRT, onekAdplov 702 POY, émitpomog DIRIY SR, and KEQUA®TOV
Nivi2opa. HEumans concludes that rendering Greek € with Hebrew /a/ is due to an open pro-
nunciation of Greek ¢ in contrast with Hebrew /e/, at least in closed syllables, during the peri-
od when the word was borrowed. In a minority of instances Greek ¢ is rendered as /e/, /i/, or
/o/. Due to the paucity of data, no conclusions may be drawn regarding such apparent shifts.
The grapheme a1, which interchanged frequently with ¢ in the Roman period, is transcribed
with sere in the word koipog 817 in the most reliable manuscripts (2013, 262-63, 275)."*®
5.4.1.1.3.7

Unlike €, Greek n is usually rendered with Hebrew /e/ vowels, usually sere: e.g., anp MK,
acBevng D3uRpR, and Swwbnkn *pN»7. Greek m is occasionally rendered with Hebrew hirig.
However, HEumaNs makes a distinction between cases which are only attested in some manu-
scripts and thus reflect a later tradition, and those which are hirig across the manuscript tradi-
tion and thus reflect the pronunciation at the time when Mishnaic Hebrew was spoken. To the

former class belong words such as Brijpa X»°3 (but cf. 72°2 ,71°2) and onvépilov 73°7 (but cf.

11°7). To the latter class belong words such as donpov 132°08 and onpeiov Ni1%°0 (HEUMANS

187. The one example which does not reflect a closed syllable in Hebrew is émitponog 0i9inwoR (assuming the
dagesh in the peh only reflects a stop pronunciation).

188. There is also an instance in which Greek au is rendered by Hebrew /a/ in mpottdpiov 1109, a development
consistent with the omission of the second element of the diphthong that occurs in the papyri. This may also be
reflected by the transcription kvaictop TR in Parma A.
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2013, 264-66)."™ The fact that Greek 7 is usually rendered with Hebrew /e/ is evidence that

even the vocalization of the Mishnah reflects pre-Byzantine Greek pronunciation.

54.1.14. Va1

Greek 1 is usually rendered with Hebrew hirig: e.g., dupdxvov 130p91K, Aitpa X707, and
Kwapa 073°p. In closed unaccented syllables, Greek 1 may also be rendered by Hebrew /e/
vowels: e.g., idubtng vTa, dumihor X238, and pivBa AP, In open unaccented syllables,
Greek 1 may be rendered as /e/. This reflects the reduction of the vowel and thus the represen-

1. As would be expected, Greek et is

tation of vocal shewa with Hebrew sere or segho
transcribed by Hebrew #irig: e.g., x1°2 and delypa R»n3>7. However, in Yemenite manuscripts
there is one example in which the /e/ pronunciation of €1 before a vowel is preserved, namely,

eopelapopot 11971, Finally, 1 in the sequence 10 can be rendered consonantally in Hebrew:

e.g., omekAdplov n72 pop and éumiha R27°91% (HEMANS 2013, 262, 26768, 275-76).
5.4.1.1.5. o/®

Greek o is usually rendered by Hebrew holam-waw: e.g., dpvln 17X, votapikov 1P v, and
Klo00¢ 0i0°R. In a number of words with the Greek suffixes -oc and -ov, the o of the suffix is
rendered as Hebrew /a/: e.g., Guolov 17728, Poudc onia, and Aevkdv jpN7. This reflects the
reduction and centralization of the suffixes to /as/ and /an/."' This is supported by epigraphic
evidence, in which Greek names ending in -o¢ have various representations: e.g., 0e6p1Loc
0°9°n, Avtioyog D°LIN/072°0IR/01D1LIX, and HAModwpog 0117°977/0117°9. Only a few words
render Greek o with shurug: e.g., dhedprog 11773 and éumopio X313, Greek o is rendered
by Hebrew /o/ in the majority of instances: e.g., é&motpa XIWQI0I, Spdkwv 1iP77, and

yopakopo 2ip73. There are a few instances in the environment of labial consonants /m/ and

189. The only instance of nt in a Greek loanword, Anotig 0°W0*2/0%00%Y, is rendered in Hebrew by /e/ or /i/. The
former represents the earlier pronunciation and the latter rendering represents the Byzantine pronunciation.

190. Additionally, there are a number of words in which t is rendered with sere even in closed stressed syllables
(but not necessarily closed in Greek) (e.g., opikn 2218). In a few instances, 1 is rendered with /a/ before a liquid
consonant (e.g., do1Ada 70¥). Finally, 1 is rendered by /o/ or /u/ a number of times in the environment of labials
and « (e.g., pAaptov 79n, kiotn MADYR).

191. Variants of the same word in the same manuscript support this (e.g., Yowog 0°92°)/005°, eavog 019/0°18).
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/p/, in which Greek o is rendered by Hebrew /u/: e.g., povomding 21931 and mAopo X125

(HEumans 2013, 269-74).'
5.4.1.1.6. v/ov

Greek v is rendered by Hebrew hirig about half the time and by Hebrew /o/ or /u/ about half
the time: e.g., hirig for v in yOyog 0°92°3, Adyvvog 137, and cOpEmvov Niliong; /o/ or /u/ for v
include Bvpoevg 97132, ypoTNG *¥iny, and ypvotovuivog 0°2°HvRIR. The distribution points to
Greek v being realized as /y/ during the period.'” Similarly, the diphthong ot is rendered in

Hebrew with Airig: e.g., xowovia X311 and kodia X932 (HEumans 2013, 272-73, 276).

5.4.1.1.7. ov

Greek ov is rendered in Hebrew both by /u/ and /o/: e.g., Bodpyog 1°13712/7°13733, @odvoa /77115
77199, KovkoOwov aipAIR/aPRIR/aPnIP, and PovAuog BInI2/0MMYia."* HEuMANs admits that
there is no simple explanation for such interchanges. Similar interchanges occur in the Papyri
from Egypt and in Jewish Palestinian Aramaic. There could be any number of factors reflect-
ed in this interchange, including transmission history. However, HEumMANs does maintain that

at least some of the interchanges reflect an old pronunciation (2013, 277-78).

5.4.1.2. Diphthongs
5.4.1.2.1. gv/av

Only two or three words, which are certain to have been borrowed from Greek and not
Latin,'” attest to the rendering of the Greek diphthongs sv/av: £00£mc DIR'MPR, AevKoV T2,
and possibly NiwkoAiaog 03771 (if we assume /nikolaos/ > /nikolaus/ > /nikolavs/). The orthog-

raphy with double waw M reflects the pronunciation of the Byzantine period ([ev],[av]),

192. There are also instances of /0-o/ dissimilating to /i-o/: e.g., kovoneiov AR and Poudc 0in°2. Finally, there
are a few instances in which Greek o is rendered by /e/ (e.g., mpattdpiov 17i079) or /a/ (e.g., KaToeepng DIBVR).

193. Additionally, there are four instances in which v is rendered by Hebrew /e/: {D0o¢ difr, duvlov 108,
GuVvESpLoV 17710, Lopdpuotov 19X *1nit, and dpvla 17iR. This corresponds with a similar interchange of v/e in
Greek papyri, reflecting that v was sometimes realized as /e/. HEumans suggests that such may be the case in the
famous transcription ovpa for Hebrew ynw. There are also a number of examples in which v is rendered by
Hebrew /a/ (e.g., bmobnkn "R 0isR).

194. The same interchange is attested in the transcription of Latin crustuminus 1°°3091p/0°2°n0937p.

195. The word claustrum 7092, caulis *075), and paragauda 31372 seem to attest to the contraction /au/ > /o/
characteristic of Latin, but not Greek.

-178 -



which is supported by the spellings 91n°ar and 1p2% (HeEumans 2013, 276-77). While it is
correct that spellings with 11 and 1 indicate the Byzantine pronunciation, they do not therefore
determine that this was not already the realization of gv/av in the Roman period (276-77). A
Jerusalem inscription from the first century BCE/CE renders the Greek name EvmtdAepog as

omMbvaR (CIIP 1/1, no. 407), representing the second element of the diphthong with .

5.4.1.3. Consonants
5413.1. 7,1, K

The unaspirated voiceless stops @, T, k are rendered in Hebrew by p ,u ,5: e.g., factikn
P02, omAnviov N1°1790K, and icdtic dueR. While Greek © could only be represented by o, the
choice to represent unaspirated t and k with v and p indicates that it is likely that the "em-
phatic" consonants in Hebrew also lacked aspiration. A shift of /p/ > /b/ occurs in a number of

instances: e.g., 6mdOn NagX and mapdaiig 07772 (HEumANs 2013, 235-40).

5.4.1.3.2.8,0,7

The voiced stops B, d, y are rendered in Hebrew by 1,7 ,2: e.g., ifdpiov 12227, popyoapitng
930, pédaypa 823197, dnvaplov 7, and ypddog 11773, The dagesh seems to operate ac-
cording to Tiberian rules: e.g., yevéola m79°33 and tpdyog 0¥iw. It is also worth noting that
when voiceless alternatives of y and 6 occur, they are rendered as the emphatics p and v in
Hebrew: e.g., yYhmoooOkouov Xnpoi?pn and Kaiévdar ovizp. This indicates that the Hebrew

voiced stops were probably unaspirated (HEumans 2013, 241-44).
5.4.1.3.3. 9,7, 0

The aspirated voiceless stops ¢, 0, y are rendered in Hebrew by 2 ,n ,9: e.g., dipopog X197,
KoyAMdaplov 739313, and P°n OMkn. Representing aspirated 0 and y with n and > indicates that
the Hebrew non-emphatic voicless stops were aspirated. The dagesh seems to operate accord-

ing to Tiberian rules: e.g., péAaBpov NAYR and kabdpa n770R (HEMANS 2013, 245-48). A

196. In addition to these changes, Hebrew > renders the first part of the sequence «t in Greek, reflecting a kt >
xO shift in the Koine pronunciation. Also, primarily in oriental manuscripts, there are attestations of 7
representing T, an attempt at reflecting the lack of aspiration.
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Jerusalem inscription from the first century BcE/cE renders Greek Bonf6g as 11012, represent-

ing Greek 0 with v (CIIP 1/1, no. 119-20).
5.4.1.3.4. 0, 1, v, p

The sonorants A, u, v, p are usually represented with Hebrew 1,1 ,n ,%: e.g., GApo RIX,
unyovn 7337, vopog o0inl, and dpuvla 17X, Just as in Koine, A and p may interchange: e.g.,
OAedplog 1R and mportdplov IV, Interchange of p and v is less common, limited to
the environment of preceding labial stops, as in &ufoAov 2123y. The initial aspirated rho p is

reflected in the word pododaevn °19777 (HEuMans 2013, 248-52).
54.1.35.0,¢

Greek o is usually realized as Hebrew 0: e.g., 6éAla. 190 and ofjua 12°9. Before voiced conso-
nants, it undergoes voicing and is represented with 1: e.g., mpooBoAn 2131115, Before tp, Greek
o becomes emphatic (or glottalic) in Hebrew: e.g., ydotpa 77v%3. However, this phenomenon

is more common in Babylonian manuscripts. Greek ( is realized as Hebrew 71: e.g., (edyog i

(Heumans 2013, 253-56).
54.1.3.6.& ¢

Greek & is represented by Hebrew 02: e.g., 8££5pa. 711703% and Eévog 07190K."’

Greek v is
represented by Hebrew 09: e.g., oydviov X7109% and yijeog 179905. This indicates that the

first element of each must have been aspirated: [k"s] and [p"s] (HEumans 2013, 257-58).

5.4.1.4. Summary
The most common realization of each phoneme in Greek loanwords in Mishnaic Hebrew is

summarized in the chart below (chart 18):

Vowels Diphthongs
Greek: o g/an n Vel o/® v/ot ov €V av
Hebrew: 2,2 (2)2 2 gl 1 142,02 92/ (AR) XL AN

197. Word-finally, Greek & is represented by either op or ox: e.g., wiva& o1 and méAAa& 0379, This is best
explained as an internal-Greek development (wiva& > mivakog).
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Voiceless Stops Voiced Stops Aspirated Stops

Greek: T T K B ) Y [0) 0 X
Hebrew: 5 v P ] 7 b} 5 n >
Sonorants Sibilants Combination

Greek: A u v p o C & v
Hebrew: QK @)n 1 (3,97 ([wlr,)o 1 (0A,0p)0d 0D

Chart 18: Summary of Greek Loanwords in Mishnaic Hebrew: Correspondences

5.5. CoNcLUDING REMARKS

The preceding chapter outlined the correspondences between the phonology and orthography
of the local Greek during the Roman period. The present chapter has surveyed and tabulated
the Greek orthographic conventions utilized in transcribing Latin, Akkadian, Arabic, Arama-
ic, and Punic as well as summarizing how Greek loanwords are realized in Hebrew. Taken to-
gether, the findings of these two chapters provide a foundation for understanding the phonol-
ogy and orthography of the Secunda. First, the work on Greek pronunciation provides an
expectation of what the most natural phonemic value for any particular Greek grapheme
might be at the time of the composition of the Secunda. Second, the work on Greek transcrip-
tion conventions provides an expectation of how the Greek script might be used to represent
various foreign phonemic values with an imperfect overlap. Third, the representation of
Greek loanwords in Hebrew aids our understanding of how the two phonological systems
corresponded to one another. To avoid redundancy, the data presented in this and the previous
chapter will be referred to repeatedly in the discussion of the phonology and orthography of
the Secunda in the following chapter rather than in a concluding synthesis here. Generaliza-
tions about transcription practices will be made in passing as the data are applied to the

transcriptions of the second column.
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6. THE PHONOLOGY AND ORTHOGRAPHY OF THE SECUNDA

6.1. INTRODUCTION

Chapters 4 and 5 investigated Greek pronunciation in Roman Palestine and Greek transcrip-
tion conventions in the Roman Near East. The present chapter applies the findings of the pre-
vious two chapters to the phonology and orthography of the Secunda. The ultimate objective

is to arrive at a phonemic and phonetic transcription of the Hebrew reflected in the Secunda.
6.2. METHODOLOGY

Current research on historical Hebrew linguistics will serve as a point of departure for discus-
sing the phonemes and phonemic features of Secunda Hebrew. We will operate under the as-
sumption that each phoneme or phonemic feature (e.g., quantity, gemination, vowel quality)
generally falls on some point of the spectrum between its (reconstructed) realization in Proto-
Northwest Semitic and its realization in one of the later reading traditions of Hebrew (e.g.,
Tiberian, Babylonian, Palestinian, Samaritan). Each phoneme will be addressed from the per-
spective of Greek historical phonology and orthography, Greek transcription conventions,
and Hebrew dialectology. Analysis will be informed by modern linguistic studies in the fields
of phonetics and phonology with a special emphasis on (cross-language) perception studies,
since we are dealing with transcriptions into another language's script (for a summary of our

methodology as it relates to cross-language perception studies, see 1.3.3).
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In light of all these data, each transcription will be assigned a phonemic and phonetic
transcription. The phonetic transcription, though informed by the evidence, is not necessarily
intended to be understood as indisputable. Rather, though quite tentative, it is included as an

educated approximation to better elucidate the nature of the Secunda transcriptions.

6.3. CONSONANTS

Consonants are fairly stable throughout the history of Hebrew, in the various reading tradi-
tions of Hebrew, and in the consonantal text of the Hebrew Bible. In most cases, it is merely

the reflex of a particular consonant that is under discussion.

6.3.1. Stops (/b/, /p/, /d/, It/, Ig/, IK/)
In the earliest stages of Hebrew, the stops were probably unaspirated, as is demonstrated by
the fact that the Greek alphabet adopted the Semitic voiceless stops to represent the Greek
unaspirated series (e.g., 10 = Tov, 13 = kanwa, X2 = w). Relatively early in the history of He-
brew, the voiceless stops acquired aspiration: /k/ > [k"], /p/ > [p"], /t/ > [t"]. Eventually, proba-
bly as a result of Aramaic influence, each stop developed a spirantized post-vocalic allophone
(i.e., /b/ > [v], /g/ > [yV/[¥], /d/ > [8], /K"/ > [x])/[x], /p"/ > [£], /" > [0]) (KuTSCHER 1965; STEIN-

ER 2007, 54; Yupitsky 2017, 21).

There is no consensus regarding the precise timing of spirantization in Aramaic and
Hebrew, but there is good reason to believe that not all the stops were affected at once, but
shifted in stages. Though spirantization is attested at a relatively early stage (ca. 7" BCE) in
Aramaic in Mesopotamia, it did not reach the west until later. STEINER has argued compelling-
ly that while the labials (/b/, /p/) and the dentals (/d/, /t/) underwent spirantization prior to the
loss of */h/ (ca. 1* BCE/CE), only after the loss of */h/ did the velar stop /k/ develop a spiran-
tized allophone, because, prior to such a loss, the spirantized allophone of /k/ ([x] or [y])
could have been confused with */h/ ([]). That the velar stops developed spirantization at a

later stage is further supported by the lack of a spirantized /k/ in the Egyptian Aramaic of P.
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Ambherst 63 (ca. 4"/3" BcE) and the fact that the velar stops /k/ and /g/ never acquired spiran-

tized allophones in Samaritan Hebrew (2007, 56, 64—65)."

In light of STEINER's argument that spirantization of the labials and dentals occurred
prior to the loss of the uvular fricatives (*/h/ and */g/), it is likely that at the time of the com-
position of the Secunda (2"%/3™ ck) the labial and dental stops had spirantized post-vocalic
allophones: /b/ > [v], /g/ > [v], /d/ > [0], /t/ > [0] (see 3.3.2.2). It is unclear whether or not spi-

rantized allophones of the velar stops /k/ and /g/ had yet developed before the Secunda.
6.3.1.1. Voiced Labial Stop: /b/ =

In the Secunda, both syllable-initial and post-vocalic /b/ are represented with f3:

Greek  Phonemic Representation Phonetic Representation Gloss Verse
KapPop /qerbam(m)/ [k’arba(m)] 'within them' Ps. 49:12
Boavav /bdonaw/ [bo:naw] 'his sons' Ps. 89:31
affow /Sabdo/ [fapdo:] 'his servant'  Ps. 35:27
aft /?3b1/ [?0:Bi1:] 'my father'  Ps. 89:27

There is epigraphic evidence that already by the first century ck, Greek P in Palestinian Koine
represented a bilabial fricative [B] and not the bilabial stop [b] (4.5.3.1.15)." It was only af-
ter a nasal that B represented the historical plosive pronunciation (e.g., poBog [p"opos], but
AappBave [lambano]; 4.5.3.1.26). In fact, the rare utilization of pp to transcribe /b/ in the
LXX in names such as ZauPiva 81271 (Ezra 10:43) and Appoxovu pipag (Hab. 1:1) may re-
flect an attempt to represent a plosive pronunciation of /b/ ([b]) (see RosEn 1963, 68). This
convention (up), however, is by no means the normal mode of transcribing a plosive [b] into
Greek. Both Latin /b/ and Semitic /b/ are regularly transcribed into Greek as B (5.3.6).
Presumably, the bilabial fricative [B] was the nearest Greek consonant to the bilabial plosive

[b], differing only in manner of articulation (fricative vs. plosive).

198. Samaritan Hebrew grammarians discuss the allophones of n"1792 and not n"52 7"32 (STEINER 2007, 54).

199. At some point during the Byzantine period, the bilabial fricative [B] shifted to a labio-dental fricative [v].
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If we assume that there was a post-vocalic fricative allophone of /b/ ([B] or [v]), as the
history of Hebrew would suggest, it is no surprise that it was also transcribed by B. This is
precisely what happens in Greek transcriptions of Latin when attempting to represent the
newer fricative pronunciation of consonantal v, namely, [B] or [v] (< *[w]) (5.3.1.2.4). Ara-

maic syllable-initial and post-consonantal /b/ are also both transcribed by B (5.3.4.3).

There are also alternative ways of representing a bilabial fricative [B] or labio-dental
fricative [v] in Greek orthography and transcription. In the sequence av and v, the second el-
ement came to represent []/[¢] by the Byzantine period, during which it ultimately shifted to
[v]/[f] (4.5.3.1.13—14). Latin consonantal v in proper names is occasionally represented in
this way in Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.15). In fact, Hebrew 2 is used in a few instances to ren-
der the second element of the diphthongs av/ev in loanwords from Greek in the Mishnah
(5.4.1.2.1). In transcriptions of Phoenician-Punic, there is one instance in which post-vocalic

/b/, perhaps reflecting a fricativized allophone, is represented with ¢ (apoe /Sabde/) (5.3.5.3).

In light of these last few points, it is worth mentioning a few examples of interest in
external witnesses to the Secunda. First, in scholia on Genesis 34:2, Hebrew 22w 'and he lay
down' is transcribed as oveoyav (Cod. 127). If the reading is original, the rendering of post-
vocalic /b/ by v would indicate a fricative pronunciation ([] or [v]). However, it is likely that
the reading of Cod. 344, which has oveoyap, is more reliable.*” Second, the feminine impera-
tive of W"2? is transcribed as Aagot w27 (Isa. 51:9) (see Yubitsky 2017, 81). Because the He-
brew voiced stops were probably unaspirated (5.4.1.3.1-2), an unvoiced allophone of a plo-

sive /b/ should be represented with m instead of ¢.*'

The fact that an unvoiced allophone is
represented with Greek aspirated ¢ probably points to a post-vocalic fricative realization of

/b/.** Third, a similar example may be found in the transcription (o)(apOavet *3021y 'you have

200. I would like to thank Peter Gentry for discussing with me the attestations of this word in the manuscripts.
201. For this principle in the transcriptions of the LXX, see KnosrLoch (1995, 175).

202. Note that devoicing of /b/ before an unvoiced consonant also occurs in Greek transcriptions of Akkadian
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forsaken me' (Ps. 22:2) in Codex Bezae's (folio 99v) reading of Matthew 27:46, which is like-

ly to be a quotation of Psalm 22:2 from the Secunda (or another transcription tradition).*”

Relatively contemporary Hebrew evidence also supports a post-vocalic fricative real-
ization of /b/. Interchanges of 1/2 are attested in Mishnaic Hebrew (BrReuer 2013, 111; BAr-
AsHER 2015, 61-62) and at Qumran (REymonD 2014, 70-71). Interchanges of 5/2 are also at-
tested in Mishnaic Hebrew (BReUEr 2013, 111; BArR-AsHER 2015, 61-62) and in the Judaean

Desert texts (Mor 2015, 121-22).

Contemporary Greek and Hebrew evidence is consistent with positing a syllable-ini-
tial realization of /b/ as a plosive [b] and a post-vocalic realization as a fricative [B] or [v] in
the Secunda. It should be noted that the process of spirantization in Hebrew and Aramaic, at
least in the case of the bilabial stops, involves a change both in the manner of articulation
(plosive > fricative) and in the place of articulation (bilabial > labio-dental). However, it is
more sensible linguistically if /b/ was first fricativized and only later realized as a labio-den-
tal: [b] > [B] > [v]. This is precisely what happens in the development of Greek B ([b] > [B] >
[v]) and is attested cross-linguistically (e.g., spirantized /b/ in Spanish is [B] and not [V]).

Neo-Aramaic dialects also commonly realize post-vocalic /b/ phonetically as [B].**

(e.g., Inpooo terrubs [5.3.2.3.2]).

203. The entire line in Codex Bezae reads: HAEIHAEIAAMAZAPOANEI = niet niet Aapa Lopbaver. The
reading Co@Bavel is clearly secondary; most manuscripts have cafoyBavi, reflecting Mishnaic Hebrew or
Aramaic "1npaw (Buth 2014, 395-96). Because {ogBavet is not original, yet reflects the Biblical Hebrew of
Psalm 22:2, it is entirely possible that the original reading of coPoyBoavi was later amended to CoagBovel
according to a text like the Hexapla. Alternatively, the manuscript may have been amended based on another
text or oral tradition. However, a strong case can be made that it is a quotation from the Secunda. In Jerome's
letter to Pammachius (Epistula LVII), he cites the words of Psalm 22:2 as Eli Eli lama zapthani. When Jerome
transliterates Hebrew, he often, but not always, seems to transcribe an already existing Greek transcription of
Origen (or perhaps Theodotion) into Latin letters. The fact that his transliteration here agrees with that of Codex
Bezae in two unique respects (omission of a in [a]zapthani and interchange of p for b in zapthani) almost
certainly indicates that his Latin transliteration comes from the same Greek source as Codex Bezae, which is
most likely the Secunda (or perhaps another source such as Theodotion or Aquila).

204. In the dialect of Qaraqosh, post-vocalic /b/ is occasionally realized as [B] (Kaax 2002, 26). In the dialect of
Urmi, the reflex of */b/ (/w/) is realized phonetically as [B] or [v] (KHaN 2008a, 20). In the dialect of the Jews of
Arbel, post-vocalic /b/ may be realized as [B] (Kuan 1999, 17).

- 186 -



Positing a bilabial rather than a labio-dental realization of post-vocalic /b/ actually
better explains the interchanges of 2 and 1. A bilabial fricative would be more similar in artic-
ulation to a labio-velar approximant ([w]) than a labio-dental fricative ([v]) would. The devel-
opment of Latin consonantal v (*/w/ > *[B] > [v]) supports this. It is likely that Hebrew waw
developed in the same way (see SHarvIT [2016, 290-91] on the development in Aramaic).
Also, post-vocalic Hebrew /b/ is consistently transcribed by Jerome as b in Latin, even

*% Therefore, in phonetic transcription

though consonantal v would better approximate a [v].
of the Secunda, post-vocalic /b/ will be represented as a bilabial fricative [B], with the under-

standing that it was in the process of becoming or had already become [v] as in Tiberian He-

brew. A bilabial fricative [B] realization of 2 is also attested in some Jewish communities in

Yemen (Ya'akov 2012), Aleppo, and Tunisia (HEnsHKE 2013a, 537; HensHkE 2013b, 861).2%
6.3.1.2. Voiceless Labial Stop: /p/ = ¢

In the Secunda, both syllable-initial and post-vocalic /p/ are represented with ¢:

Qo™ /pné&/ [p"ane:] 'the face of’ Ps. 18:43
Oeo@L* /tespil/ [t"1fp"i:1] 'you bring down'  Ps. 18:28
aqoy0 /hapakt/ [ho:dayt"] 'you turned' Ps. 30:12
XOPP® /kopro/ [k"s5¢ro: ] 'his ransom' Ps. 49:8

At the time of the Secunda, Greek ¢ represented an aspirated voiceless bilabial stop [p"]. It
was distinguished from Greek m, which represented an unaspirated voiceless bilabial stop [p]
(4.5.3.1.24). It was not until the Byzantine period that ¢ represented a labio-dental fricative
[f]. While the grapheme ¢ is used consistently to transcribe the phoneme /p/ in Semitic lan-
guages, 7 is used to transcribe the phoneme /p/ in Latin (5.3.6). This is best explained by
positing an unaspirated realization of Latin /p/ ([p]) and an aspirated realization of Semitic /p/
([p"]), which would have corresponded perfectly with ¢. In Greek loanwords in Mishnaic He-

brew, both ¢ and 7 are rendered with Hebrew 5, though the unaspirated © is sometimes ren-

205. Jerome actually distinguishes 3 from consonantal 1: e.g., aven 1)& but azuba 1277y (SIEGFRIED 1884, 39).

206. The bilabial fricative pronunciation is not merely a post-vocalic allophone, but a regular realization of 2.
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dered by Hebrew 2, which probably reflects that lack of aspiration of Hebrew /b/ was priori-

tized over the lack of voicing yet presence of aspiration in Hebrew /p/ (5.4.1.3.1-3).

If Hebrew /p/ had a post-vocalic spirantized allophone, it would likely be transcribed
by ¢. Latin, Punic, and Arabic /{/ are represented by ¢ in Greek (5.3.1.3.5; 5.3.3.3.1; 5.3.5.3).
In addition to exhibiting a perfect correspondence with Hebrew [p"], Greek ¢ [p"] would have
been regarded as the closest approximation of a fricative allophone of /p/ ([$] or [f]). In an
Aramaic inscription from first-century BCe/CE Jerualem, the diphthong €v is rendered by 5X in
the name 070X (for Evmtolepoc) (CIIP 1/1, no. 407). During the Roman period, the diph-
thong ev developed from [ew] > [ed] > [ef] (before voiceless consonants). Therefore, the ren-

dereding with 5X is best explained by assuming that 5 was near to [¢] or [f] in its realization.

There is also evidence for a post-vocalic spirantized allophone of /p/ in contemporary
Hebrew evidence. Interchanges of 5/2 are attested in Mishnaic Hebrew (Breuer 2013, 111;

BAR-AsHER 2015, 61-62) and in the Judaean Desert texts (Mor 2015, 121-22). Further, there

is at least one potential interchange of ® and 1 at Qumran (Reymonp 2014, 70-71).

The contemporary Greek and Hebrew evidence is consistent with positing a syllable-
initial realization of /p/ as an aspirated voiceless bilabial plosive [p"] and a post-vocalic real-
ization of /p/ as a fricative [¢] or [f] in the Secunda. On the basis of similar reasoning for
positing a bilabial rather than labio-dental realization for 3, it is worth considering whether or
not & may also have been realized as a bilabial fricative [¢] before it was realized as a labio-
dental fricative [f] as in Tiberian. This may also better explain the interchange of 5 and 1
found at Qumran. It would also explain why 5 is sometimes transcribed by Jerome as p/ (e.g.,
basupha 79103, hasephataim 2°n2%7) and sometimes (less frequently) by f (e.g., afar Y,
Efron 1179Y) (SieGrrIED 1884, 36, 38, 40, 63—64). A labio-dental fricative [f] could have been

adequately transcribed by fin Latin.””’ In the Egyptian papyri, there are a few instances in

207. However, BARR makes the point that speakers conceive of their language phonemically and thus it is no
wonder that Jerome would transcribe both a syllable-initial and post-vocalic realization of the phoneme /p/ in
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which Greek ¢ was transcribed by Latin f (e.g., egraf/e] for &ypdon) (Gignac 1976, 100),
perhaps after ¢ [p"] had shifted to [f]. Therefore, in phonetic transcription of the Secunda,
post-vocalic /p/ will be represented as a bilabial fricative [¢], with the understanding that it
was in the process of becoming or had already become [f] as in Tiberian Hebrew. In both
Tunisian and Moroccan reading traditions of Hebrew, 5 may be realized as a voiceless bilabi-
al fricative [¢] post-vocalically (HEnsHKE 2013b, 861; Akun 2013, 704). In the Neo-Aramaic
dialect of the Jews of Arbel, post-vocalic /p/ is also sometimes realized as [¢p] (KHAN 1999,

18).
6.3.1.3. Voiced Dental Stop: /d/ =6

In the Secunda, both syllable-initial and post-vocalic /d/ are represented with &:

doLLLoV /dammu/ [dam:u:] 'they were silent'  Ps. 35:15

*Fnorydtap /ham-magdilim/ [ham:agdi:li:(m)] 'those who exult' Ps. 35:26
Yopmd /k3bod/ [k"0:B0:8] 'honor' Ps. 29:1
10001 /hidatt/ [hi:80:01:] 'my riddle’ Ps. 49:5

In Palestinian Koine during the Roman period, Greek 6 most likely represented a voiced
alveodental stop [d], but it is also possible that it had shifted to a fricative [8] (4.5.3.1.31;
4.5.4.4). At some point during the Roman or Byzantine period, the grapheme 6 came to repre-
sent a voiced interdental fricative [38], but such a realization may not have obtained at the time
of the Secunda. After 6 had come to represent [d] in Egypt, it occasionally interchanged with
€ (e.g., CeraPareilv for dwoPareiv). Following a nasal, the grapheme (v)t also represented the
value [d] (4.5.3.1.26), which was even implemented to transcribe the sequence nd in Latin
(e.g., ovvte unde) (5.3.1.3.2). Both Latin /d/ and Semitic /d/ are regularly transcribed by
Greek 9. In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, & is rendered by 7 in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.2). If
Greek 0 had not yet shifted to a fricative by the time of the Secunda, then 6 would overlap
perfectly with Hebrew 7. If it had shifted to a voiced interdental fricative, voicing was priori-

tized over the manner of articulation in the choice of o rather than t to transcribe Hebrew 1.

the same way (1967, 9-16).
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If we assume that Hebrew /d/ had a post-vocalic fricative realization of [d], it is
reasonable that it would be represented with 8. Although Horrocks argues that & did not be-
come fricativized until the third or fourth century ce (2014, 170), it is possible that the shift
had begun earlier (Gignac 1976, 75-76). Regardless, Arabic /d/ is transcribed with 6 already
in 164 ce at Hawran (Aovcapeog /du-sarey/) (5.3.3.3.3). Moreover, Aramaic post-vocalic /d/
is also transcribed by o (5.3.4.3). If Hebrew post-vocalic /d/ were to be transcribed by Greek
{, it would unambiguously attest to a fricative pronunciation. Nevertheless, the regular

transcription of post-vocalic Hebrew /d/ with 6 is consistent with a fricative realization of [0].

A couple phenomena in the Secunda require further explanation with respect to a
post-vocalic fricative realization of /d/. In one instance, post-vocalic /d/ is represented by 0(1):

atleyylot /hayeggid/ [hajig:i:0] 'will it tell?' Ps. 30:10
Yupitsky corrects this transcription to aieyyd (2017, 300), but it may be possible to explain
the transcription phonetically. First, final devoicing may have caused [3] to shift to [0].>"
Second, the sequence of 0 [t"] + 1 [i], which might have indicated something like a paltalized
[t], could have been an attempt to approximate a fricative [0]. This would be similar to the
instances in the Egyptian papyri in which 61, 6, and { interchange (GigNac 1976, 75-76).
Also, because the Hebrew voiced stops were likely unaspirated (5.4.1.3.2), the fact that a
voiceless allophone is rendered with Greek aspirated 6 instead of unaspirated 1 likely points
to a spirantized realization of /d/ (see KnoBLocH 1995, 175). Mishnaic Hebrew also attests to
occasional interchanges of /d/ and /t/, such as mn for 7&» in the phrase m» 2w 717 (BAR-AsH-
ER 2015, 183; SHARvIT 2016, 152). According to BAR-ASHER, the interchange of 7 and n is un-

common, but when it occurs, it usually happens in word-final position (2009, 151-52).

The second phenomenon requiring further discussion is the epenthetic vowel inserted

to break up the final consonant cluster /dt#/ in the Secunda:

208. This is attested sporadically in both Greek and Latin transcriptions of Hebrew in other sources: e.g.,
Hebrew xi7 (Ps. 52:2) is transcribed as Aonk in the LXX and as Doec in Jerome.
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gepneded /heSmedt/ [h1S1m1016] 'you established'  Ps. 30:8, 31:9
Bpeodebt /b-redtt/ [b(a)rid16i:] 'in my going down'  Ps. 30:10

These transcriptions seem to argue against a fricative allophone of /d/, since [dt#] would be
more prone to require an epenthetic than [0t#] (Yubpitsky 2017, 76-77).>” However, accord-
ing to the Obligatory Contour Principle (OCP), homorganic consonants, irrespective of
manner of articulation, are sufficient to occasion an epenthetic (see 6.5.1.5.1; 6.5.2.2). The
fact that a similar phenomenon seems to occur in Babylonian Hebrew, in which post-vocalic
/d/ and /t/ were pronounced as [0] and [0], suggests that the presence of an epenthetic be-
tween /d/ and /t/ does not necessarily indicate a plosive pronunciation /d/.*'" Rather, the
voiced dental fricative [8] and voiceless dental plosive [t"] may have been regarded as similar
enough phonetically so as to warrant an epenthetic. In fact, even in Tiberian Hebrew, 7 was
not an interdental fricative but a post-dental fricative, which would have made it more pho-
netically similar to n (Kuan 2013a, 87, 93). Alternatively, the epenthetic vowel may have
been inserted when spirantization was not yet in effect and remained thereafter. This would
also account for the rafeh sign on the n of the suffix in Babylonian 0789 rippadati 'l spread

out' (Job 17:13). This phenomenon is also attested in a Secunda quotation from Epiphanius:*"

e edefey ™ /yledtek(k)/ [jo110001k"] 'l have begotten you' Ps. 110:3

In sum, the contemporary Greek and Hebrew evidence is consistent with positing a

syllable-initial realization of /d/ as a plosive [d] and a post-vocalic realization of /d/ as a frica-

209. Yupitsky also draws on the Babylonian evidence cited here in support of his claim (2017, 76-77).

210. In the suffix conjugation of Old Babylonian, a shewa sign may be marked on the consonant preceding the
suffixes *n and n when that consonant is 7 or v: e.g., N7 and ‘NdPH. Although it is not certain, YEIVIN regards
the distribution of shewa in these instances as possibly indicative of a mobile shewa due to the phonetic
similarity between v/7 and n of the suffix. However, the fact that the rafeh sign appears on the n of the suffix
after 7 in another instance (*n789) demonstrates that an epenthetic is entirely compatible with a fricative
pronunciation of both 7 of the root and n of the suffix (1985, 427, 515). For a further discussion of the OCP as it
relates to the /dt/ cluster in the Secunda, see 6.5.1.5.1.

211. The form 1€Xedebey reflects a 1cs verb in the suffix conjugation from the root 7" (corresponding with MT
°R77°) against the MT reading of 7°n77>. This reading is supported by the ketiv of the MT, the LXX, the
quotation of this verse in the New Testament (Acts 13:33; Hebrews 1:5; 5:5), and possibly also the allusion to
the verse and the reaction of the Sanhedrin in Jesus's trial (see Luke 22:69—70; FLUSSER 1988).
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tive [0] in the Secunda. The epenthetic vowel inserted to resolve /dt#/ consonant clusters in
transcriptions like eegpeded does not necessarily reflect a post-vocalic plosive pronunciation of
/d/ at the time of the Secunda (see above), but may only indicate that fricative /d/ was not an

interdental but more of a post-dental fricative (and thus nearer to alveolar /t/).

6.3.1.4. Voiceless Dental Stop: /t/ =0

In the Secunda, both syllable-initial and post-vocalic /t/ are represented with 6:

Bopup /tdmim/ [t":mi:(m)] 'blameless' Ps. 18:26
apopot /?dmartt/ [?5:mart"i:] ' said' Ps. 30:7
avveoonv /han-noten/ [han:o:0e:n] 'he who gives'  Ps. 18:48
Bapaba /barats/ [bo:r0:00:] 'you created' Ps. 89:48

At the time of the Secunda, Greek 0 represented the aspirated voiceless alveodental stop [t"].
It was distinguished from Greek t, which represented an unaspirated voiceless alveodental
stop [t] (4.5.3.1.30-32).*"* At some point in the Byzantine period, 0 came to represent the
voiceless interdental fricative [0]. While the grapheme 6 is used consistently to transcribe the
phoneme /t/ in Semitic languages, T is used to transcribe the phoneme /t/ in Latin. This is best
explained by positing an unaspirated realization of Latin /t/ ([t]) and an aspirated realization
of Semitic /t/ ([t"]), which would have corresponded perfectly with Greek 0. This correspon-
dence is also present in Greek loanwords in Mishnaic Hebrew, where Greek 0 is rendered by

Hebrew n and Greek 1 is rendered by v in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.1; 5.4.1.3.3).

If Secunda Hebrew had a post-vocalic spirantized allophone of /t/, we would expect it
to be transcribed by 0. The Arabic interdental /t/ [0] is usually transcribed by 0, but may be
transcribed by t on occasion (5.3.3.3.3). Aramaic post-vocalic /t/ is also transcribed by 0
(5.3.4.3). This shows that, in addition to Greek 0 [t"] corresponding perfectly with Hebrew
syllable-initial /t/, Greek 0 also would have been the closest realization of the fricative allo-
phone of /t/ ([0]). A parallel to Arabic /t/ being transcribed with Greek T may be found in the

transcription Notovilov (for 2Xini) from first-century ce Jerusalem (4.5.3.1.30). If post-vo-

212. For an alveodental rather than dental stop in ancient Greek, see PETROUNIAS (2007D, 561).
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calic /t/ were a plosive in 2Xin1, there would be no reason to represent it with anything other
than Greek 6. However, because Greek scribes had no precise equivalent of fricative [0], they
had to choose between 0 [t"] and 7 [t]. While they generally preferred 0 for rendering Hebrew
A, the transcription Natoviiov may be an example of a scribe preferring t over 0 as an imper-
fect approximation of Hebrew 1. In Tiberian Hebrew, the fricative allophone of /t/ was real-
ized as an alveolar fricative (Kuan 2013a, 93). There is one instance of post-vocalic n being
represented with 0 (before it was corrected to n) in MS Kaufmann of the Mishnah (7977 ©°2 for

9971 n°2), but it probably only reflects an Ashkenazi pronunciation (BArR-AsHER 2015, 65, 92).

In sum, while the evidence from the Secunda transcriptions themselves is inconclu-
sive, it is consistent with contemporary Greek and Hebrew evidence to posit a syllable-initial

aspirated realization of /t/ [t"] and a post-vocalic fricative allophone of [0].

6.3.1.5. Voiced Velar Stop: /g/ =7y

In the Secunda, both syllable-initial and post-vocalic /g/ are represented with vy:

poyaf /masgab/ [misgo:P] 'a fortress' Ps. 46:8
you /gam(m)/ [ga(m)] 'also’ Ps. 49:3
payev /m3gen(n)/ [mo:gm] 'a shield' Ps. 18:31
€daAAey /?dalleg/ [?10al:1¥] 'T will leap' Ps. 18:30

At the time of the Secunda, Greek y represented a voiced velar fricative [y] with an allophone
of [j] in the environment of high vowels (4.5.3.1.37). After nasals, it would have been real-
ized as a voiced velar stop [g]. Before another velar (y, «, x), y represented a nasal ([g] or [n])
(4.5.3.1.38). Both Latin /g/ and Semitic /g/ are consistently transcribed by Greek vy (5.3.6). In
Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, y is rendered by 2 in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.2). Although no
longer a perfect correspondence with Hebrew /g/, y was regarded as the nearest approxima-

tion of plosive 3. The plosive realization seems to be apparent in the following transcription:

Bopedye /b3-metg/ [bo:mi16ga] 'with a bit' Ps. 32:9

213. Ar-JaLLap explains the Greek transcription of Arabic /t/ and /t/ in the same way (2015, 13-14).
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An epenthetic vowel is added in PapeBye to resolve the final consonant cluster /tg#/ (see Yu-
pItsky 2017, 79). The fact that we find paragogic epenthesis (CC# > CCv#) rather than anap-
tyctic epenthesis (CC# > CvC#) seems to indicate that there was no unrepresented vowel be-
tween /t/ and /g/ and that /g/ was thus realized with a plosive pronunciation (cf. BLau 1998a,

8-9; see 6.5.2.1.1).

If Hebrew /g/ had a post-vocalic fricative allophone, it likely would have been real-
ized somewhere between a velar [y] and a uvular [g] as in Tiberian (KHaN 2013a, 86-87).
Greek vy, representing a velar fricative [y], may have corresponded better with either of these
phones than it would with a plosive /g/. This is the case with transcribing Arabic /g/ ([y] or
[u]), the Semitic consonant nearest to 3, which is rendered by Greek vy (5.3.3.3.4). At an earli-
er period, Hebrew /g/ was also transcribed by vy (e.g., ['opoppa 771y in the LXX). Evidence
for a uvular post-vocalic /g/ in the Secunda may be present in the following transcription:

Doy /tmiig/ [t"0:mo:K] '(it) will melt' Ps. 46:7
An expected long /ii/ vowel is realized as [0:]. While a morphological explanation is entirely
possible (see Yupitsky 2017, 60, 137), there may also be a phonetic explanation. In Akkadi-
an, both /r/ and /h/ have a lowering effect on adjacent vowels, as is demonstrated by the Grae-
co-Babyloniaca texts (5.3.2.1.3—4). This may be because both /r/ and /h/ had a similar place
of aritculation, namely, uvular.*'* Therefore, if the explanation of the transcription Oouwmy is
actually phonetic rather than morphological, the lowering of the vowel before /g/ may be evi-

dence of a post-vocalic spirantized allophone of /g/ realized as a voiced uvular fricative [¥].

There may also be evidence of a spirantized 1 in contemporary Hebrew epigraphy.

The name of the Roman emperor Trajan, Trajanus ([trajanus]) in Latin, is rendered as 01" in

214. Akkadian /b/ is a reflex of what may be reconstructed as either a voiceless uvular fricative [y] or a
voiceless velar fricative [x] in Proto-Semitic (HUEHNERGARD 2004, 142; Kocan 2011, 54). Although the reflexes
of PS /h/ in various Semitic languages vary between the velar fricative [x] and the uvular fricative [y], the fact
that /h/ eventually merges with the pharyngeal fricative /h/ [h] in Akkadian (see STEINER 2011) seems to indicate
that Akkadian /h/ may have been a uvular fricative [y] before the merger. This would better explain why /h/ and
/r/, but not /k/ and /g/, lower vowels in Akkadian. Accordingly, /r/ was likely a uvular roll or uvular trill.
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the Judaean Desert texts (5/6Hev 8), as 01122170 in the Mekhilta DeRabbi Shimon Bar Yochai
(21:13) and as 012170 in the Jerusalem Talmud (Sukkah 23a). Tpowavog is typical in Greek
orthography, but spellings with y such as Tpaytavov are not uncommon, especially in inscrip-
tions (GIGNAC 1976, 72). While it is possible that 0112170/011°0070 is a slavishly literal translit-
eration of a variant Greek spelling, the spelling Tpaiavog is the norm in Palestine.””” If the
Hebrew spelling 0112170/012°2170 is not a literal transliteration, it is likely evidence of a spi-
rantized /g/, just as the same variant spelling is evidence of such in Greek. Finally, the omis-
sion of 7 in the word wxn (for W) at Qumran (QiMRON 1986, 26—-27) may be explained by

positing a similar realization of both i and 7: i.e., /magras/ [masra/f] > [mas(:)a(:)/].

In sum, while the evidence is inconclusive, it is consistent with both contemporary
Greek evidence and Hebrew dialectology to posit that Hebrew /g/ was realized as [g] sylla-
ble-initially and as [g] (or [y]) post-vocalically in the Secunda. Because of the possible lower-
ing of the vowel in Bapwy, post-vocalic /g/ will be transcribed as a uvular [g], but it may have

been realized as a velar [y] if the transcription Bopwy is better explained morphologically.

6.3.1.6. Voiceless Velar Stop: /k/ =y

In the Secunda, both syllable-initial and post-vocalic /k/ are represented with y:

1L /k1/ [k"i:] 'because' Ps. 18:28
ooyl /hoski/ [hofk"i:] 'my darkness' Ps. 18:29
Boy /b3k/ [bo:y] 'in you' Ps. 18:30

VI /nekim/ [ne:yi:(m)] 'wretches' Ps. 35:15

At the time of the Secunda, Greek y represented the aspirated voiceless velar stop [k"]. It was
distinguished from Greek x, which represented the unaspirated voiceless velar stop [k]
(4.5.3.1.35). At some point in the Byzantine period, x came to represent the voiceless velar
fricative [x]. While the grapheme ¥ is used consistently to transcribe the phoneme /k/ in Se-

mitic languages, k is used to transcribe the phoneme /k/ in Latin. This is best explained by

215. In the Greek Judaean Desert texts, Tpatavog is spelled normally (without a y) in all fourteen of its
occurrences. Also, in an inscription from Ashkelon the same name is spelled Tpatove (CIIP 2395).
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positing an unaspirated realization of Latin /k/ ([k]) and an aspirated realization of Semitic /k/
([k"]), which would have corresponded perfectly with Greek y. This correspondence is also
present in Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, where Greek y is rendered by Hebrew > and

Greek « is rendered by p in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.1; 5.4.1.3.3).

If we assume a post-vocalic fricative allophone of Hebrew /k/, it likely would have
been realized somewhere between a velar [x] and a uvular [x] as in Tiberian (KHaN 2013a,
89-90).*'° Greek y, representing an aspirated velar stop [k"], would have been the nearest ap-
proximation of this phone. The nearest Semitic consonant to [x]/[y] is /h/. Akkadian /h/ is
transcribed by & [k™s],?'” perhaps because of the combination of the voiceless velar [k"] and
the fricative [s] (5.3.2.3.4). Arabic /h/ is usually transcribed by y (5.3.3.3.4). In each case,
however, /h/ may also be transcribed by @, perhaps reflecting a shift to /h/. Nevertheless, the

data indicates that Greek y best approximated Semitic /h/.

The following form may also be relevant for the discussion of a potential post-vocalic

spirantized allophone of /k/ in the Secunda:
Aopodym /l-malke/ [lamalye:] 'to the kings of'  Ps. 89:28

In Tiberian Hebrew, the > in this word is rafeh (i.e., spirantized) even though it is syllable-ini-
tial. A rafeh n"93 7"12 letter following a post-vocalic shewa, referred to as shewa medium in
the literature, is generally explained as the result of spirantization operating at a time when
the n"92 7"22 letter was still post-vocalic: *la-malakay > (contraction of diphthongs) > *la-
malaké > (spirantization) > *la-malaké > (syncope) > l-malké (see Knan 2005, 86-87).*'® If
spirantization had operated after vowel syncope in 1-malke, the > would not have been spiran-

tized since it would not have been post-vocalic. Babylonian Hebrew exhibits the same appar-

216. See note 8 for the description of the place of articulation of spirantized > in Hidayat al-Qari? (ELDAR 1994,
59-61; Kuan 2013a, 89-90).

217. There is evidence that & represented [k™s] in Palestinian Koine (5.4.1.3.6), but it may have represented [ks]
in Mesopotamian Greek.

218. This is presumably the explanation for the regular plural in Biblical Aramaic 1377 (Dan. 2:21) as well:
*malakin > *malakin > malkin.
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ent rule ordering, though there are a small number of exceptional forms in which the third

radical has a dagesh in a comparable pattern (e.g., 23955 and £7%37%) (YEIVIN 1985, 342).2"

Because such rule ordering, namely, that vowel syncope in the form *qatale > *qatle
operated after the spirantization of post-vocalic /k/, is evidenced in both Tiberian and Baby-
lonian, an argument can be made that both developments had already occurred in a common
Hebrew ancestor. The Secunda form Aapaiyn with syncope may indicate that such a common
ancestor, in which spirantization and syncope had already operated, predates the composition
of the Secunda. However, it should be noted that such a line of argumentation is entirely de-
pendent on how closely Secunda Hebrew is related to Tiberian and/or Babylonian Hebrew,
which is by no means clear.””’ Unfortunately, a comprehensive treatment of this topic lies be-
yond the scope of the present work. Finally, it should also be noted that because Greek y
could represent either [k"] or [x]/[], the form Aapodym cannot be taken as direct evidence of

either pronunciation.

On the other hand, transcriptions of the 2ms verbal object suffix may reflect a non-

fricative realization of post-vocalic /k/. Normally, it is represented by -gx:

WCoppepey /yzammerek(k)/ [(?)i(:)zammirik"] 'T will sing to you' Ps. 30:13
®OEY, /?0dek(k)/ [?0:81k"] 'T will praise you'  Ps. 35:18

In one instance, however, this 2ms verbal suffix is rendered with a «k (-ex) rather than a y:
OVOPEK /w-?orek(k)/ [(?u?0:rIk"]  'and I will show you' Ps. 32:8

While scholars have explained the -gy suffix in various ways, it is best regarded as a histori-

cal development of what is a pausal form in Tiberian Hebrew: -inka > ikka > ikk > ik(k) >

ek(k) (e.g., 132? [Isa. 10:24]). The ¢ (and not 1) in the suffix points to etymological final gem-

219. YEvIN suggests that dissimilation with the 2mp suffix may be a factor (1985, 342).

220. Note even the apparent dialectal variation in Jerome. In his commentary on Isaiah, Jerome states: praeter
unam litteram aleph, quae in angelorum vocabulo addita est, eodem reges et angeli apud hebraeos appellantur
nomine, id est malache 'except for one letter aleph, which is added in the noun "messengers," kings and
messengers are called by the same name among the Hebrews, that is malache'. The form malache for >3 may
indicate a lack of syncope (see Knan 2013h, 551; Yupirsky 2013, 818), but Jerome might also have confused a
text-critical issue with a phonological one.
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ination (6.3.8.6), which is further supported by the one instance in which the final vowel is

preserved: aimdeyyo /ha-yodekkd/ [hajo:d1k":0:] (Ps. 30:10).

If « for y in ovwpek is not a scribal error—these two letters were written similarly
throughout the history of Greek (THompsoN 1966, 154—55)—then the spelling with k seems to
reflect both a non-fricative and non-aspirated realization of post-vocalic 3 in this word. The
non-fricative realization of > may be explained in a few ways. First, it is possible that spi-
rantization may not (yet) have applied to /k/ as in Samaritan Hebrew. Second, if post-vocalic
spirantization did normally apply, it is possible that 5 was defricativized in word-final posi-
tion. In fact, despirantization of a fricative in syllable-final position is common cross-linguis-
tically (HoNEYBONE and SaLmons 2015, 418—-19). Third, etymological final gemination may
still have been preserved (at least on a phonological level) when the spirantization rule ceased
to operate. Accordingly, the plosive realization of the consonant was maintained. Note also
the word nx [?a:t] (not **[?a:0]) in Tiberian Hebrew (see 6.3.8.6).”*' The non-aspirated real-
ization of 2, then, according to YupITsKY, is explained as the loss of aspiration in word-final
position, which is common cross-linguistically. An interchange of p/2 is also attested in the
Secunda transcription Aaxtod 20 77 (Ps. 110:3) quoted in Epiphanius (2017, 22, 25, 104—

106).

This example presents no problem in light of Greek evidence. In Rabbi Abbahu's
clever Greek pun, Greek okt is transcribed as X"vDW (Bereshit Rabbah 14:2), indicating that
the Greek sequence xt was equivalent to vd> and not vp, dkt® being pronounced as either
[?0k"o0] or [20xto] (Busenik 2007, 633). In Medieval Greek, voiceless obstruent clusters
comprised of either [stop] + [stop] or [fricative] + [fricative] underwent dissimilation to be-
come [fricative] + [stop]: e.g., ktilw [ ktizo] 'I build' becomes ytilw [ xtizo] (HorrOCKS 2014,

281-82). A similar realization of kt is found in Modern Greek. While the reflex of Classical

221. For a similar phenomenon with respect to spirantization in Syriac, see Epzarp (2001).
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Greek «t is pronounced as [kt] in the /ogio ("learned") pronunciation, it is pronounced as [xt]
in the laiko ("popular") pronunciation, resulting in persistent doublets: e.g., logio ktilw [ kti-
zo] 'l build' but laiko ytilw [ 'xtizo]; logio kticwo [ ktisimo] 'a building' but /aiko yticwo [ x-
tisimo]; logio xtuon®d [kti'po] 'T knock' but laiko ytond [xti'po]; logio ktomog [ ktipos] 'a

knock' but /aiko ytOmoc [ 'xtipos] (ParaDIA and Mitsis 2013, 381).

In Mishnaic Hebrew, p/2 interchanges are common in the environment of o (e.g.,
XD1DOKR for OPOR [< okomog]), the liquid 1 (e.g., 752% for 1p2%), a guttural consonant (e.g.,
napy for n2ov), and an emphatic consonant (e.g., 0°0pv for 0020 [< tééic] and 7pP°n3% for
Xp2vp? [< lectica]) (HEnsHKE 2010, 430; SHARvIT 2016, 116, 118-20, 125-26, 133, 137-38).
Curiously, these environments apply to both transcription variants: in ovwpex, ¥ > K is in the

environment of /r/,*

and in Aoktod, ¥ > « is in the environment of an emphatic. It is not
entirely clear why these environments might condition p > 5 or 2 > p, but it may be due to the

fact that the distinction between emphatic and non-emphatic can become blurred in the envi-

ronment of consonants associated with rounding or emphasis (e.g., labials, /r/, pharyngeals).

In sum, the evidence regarding a potential spirantized pronunciation of /k/ at the time
of the Secunda is inconclusive. One may argue, depending on one's view of the relationship
between Secunda Hebrew, Tiberian Hebrew, and Babylonian Hebrew, that the transcription
Aapodyn indicates that the post-vocalic spirantization of /k/ had already occurred in a com-
mon Hebrew ancestor. On the other hand, the transcription ovwpex seems to reflect a non-
fricative realization of post-vocalic /k/. The variant spelling (y > «), however, is susceptible to
phonetic explanations whether a spirantized allophone of /k/ is posited for the Secunda or not.
Accordingly, it is consistent with contemporary Greek and Hebrew evidence to posit a real-

ization of syllable-initial /k/ as [k"] and post-vocalic /k/ as [x] or [¥] in the Secunda.””

222. See also yopoehrat, in which «k >y before p (see 6.3.2).

223. It may be preferable to posit [x] since a uvular realization is more likely for post-vocalic /g/ due to the
apparent lowering of vowels in Oopwy (* < tamug).
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6.3.1.7. Concluding Remarks
It should be noted, first of all, that there is not enough evidence to determine with certainty
whether or not the n"5> 7"32 consonants had post-vocalic spirantized allophones in Secunda
Hebrew. Nevertheless, assuming that the Hebrew reading tradition reflected in the transcrip-
tions is not an outlier in the trends of the history of the language, we may conclude that the
evidence of the Secunda transcriptions and contemporary Hebrew is consistent with positing

post-vocalic fricative allophones for the Hebrew stops.

Another important point that has emerged from this discussion is that fricativization
did not necessarily change the place of articulation immediately. For example, spirantized 2
was likely first realized as a bilabial fricative [B] before it shifted to a labio-dental fricative
[v]. Similarly, /d/ and /t/ probably developed fricative allophones in the same places of articu-
lation before they shifted to interdentals in modern reading traditions. Even as late as Tiberian
Hebrew, 7 and 1 have the same places of articulation as their plosive counter parts 7 and n, re-

spectively (Kuan 2013a, 87, 93).
6.3.2. Sibilants (/s/, /s/, /$/, /z/)

Standard Biblical Hebrew originally distinguished three non-emphatic sibilants and a lateral

224 225
a

fricative: a voiceless sibilant fricative /s/ [s] = 0, a voiced sibilant fricative /z/ [z] =T,

voiceless palato-alveolar sibilant // [[] = w,”°

and a voiceless lateral fricative /$/ [1] = . In-
terchanges of o/ in Late Biblical Hebrew, the Judaean Desert texts, and Mishnaic Hebrew
show that /s/ and /$/ had merged to [s] by the Second Temple period in most Hebrew tradi-
tions (RENDSBURG 2013a, 102; Mor 2015, 97-105; SHarviT 2016, 181). The resulting conso-

nant-phoneme correspondences (/s/ = ¥ ,0; /z/ =1; /S/ = ¥) are as in Tiberian. Unlike the other

224. The sibilants /s/ (= 0) and /z/ (= 1) are reflexes of the original Proto-Semitic affricates /ts/ and /dz/.
However, these affricates were likely simplified to the sibilant fricatives [s] and [z] in ancient Hebrew.

225. See previous note.

226. Hebrew /§/ is the result of the shift of */s/ [s] > /§/ [[] and the merger of */t/ [0], /8/ [J]> /$/ [[]. While other
Hebrew dialects likely maintained /t/, in Standard Biblical Hebrew /t/ > /$/ (RENDSBURG 2013a, 102).
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reading traditions, Samaritan Hebrew /$/ [1] shifted to /$/ [[] rather than /s/ [s] (FLORENTIN

2013, 446).

6.3.2.1. Voiceless Sibilant Fricatives: /s/, /$/, /S/ = ¢

In the Secunda, each of the voiceless sibilant fricatives is represented with o:

Ao /ha(h)-hostm/ [haho:si:(m)] 'who take refuge' Ps. 18:31
Boebp /b-setr/ [b(1)s10R] 'in the hiding place of' Ps. 31:21
GOLLOV /$3mhi/ [so:mhu:] 'they rejoiced' Ps. 35:15
cou /$3m/ [s3:(m)] 'is placing' Ps. 46:9
Lo /mosis/ [mo:fi:f] 'savior' Ps. 18:42
AOHOGOA /1-m3831/ [lamo:[o:1] 'to a proverb' Ps. 49:5

In the Koine Greek of Roman period Palestine, the grapheme o represented [s]. Before a
voiced consonant, it was prone to represent a voiced allophone [z], sometimes represented
with { (4.5.3.1.34). It is presumed that, just as in Modern Greek, ancient Greek /s/ was pro-
nounced with the tip or dorsum of the tongue nearing the alveolar ridge but not closing com-
pletely so that air could pass through (PETROUNIAS 2007b, 562—63). In IPA terms, this may be
regarded as a voiceless laminal sibilant [s] or a voiceless apico-alveolar sibilant [g]. It should
be noted that this sound approaches the voiceless palato-alveolar sibilant [[]. Accordingly, be-
cause Greek had no other voiceless sibilants, ¢ was the most appropriate grapheme to render
both [s] and [f]. In transcription, Latin /s/ and Semitic /s/ and /s/ are represented by o (5.3.6).
Voiced allophones of /s/ are occasionally transcribed by (. In Greek loanwords in the Mish-
nah, Greek ¢ is normally rendered by Hebrew 0, but its voiced allophone may be rendered by
1 in Hebrew (5.4.3.1.5). There is at least one example of the voicing of /s/ in the Secunda (see
Yupirsky 2017, 81):
Beeloay /b-hesdsk/ [brhizdo:y] 'in your mercy' Ps. 31:8

Presumbly, this indicates that Hebrew /s/ tended to assimilate in voice to the following conso-

nant and that Hebrew /s/ and /z/ had identical places of articulation, differing only in voice.

A peculiar characteristic of sibilants in the Secunda is that they seem to bring about

the raising (and perhaps fronting) of adjacent vowels (Yupitsky 2017, 92-95):
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e>1i/ Crsitang:

GOV /SmSu/ > /SemSu/ [[imSu:] listen!' Ps. 49:2
vicBad /nesbaSt/ [nifbaSt"] 'you swore' Ps. 89:50

a>e/ Cpsiian:

Becaver™’ /b-Saw(w)S1/ [bifawSi:] 'when I cried’  Ps. 31:23
AOpEGQOTL /l-maspati/ [lamifp"o:t’i:]  'to my judgment' Ps. 35:23

a>1i/ Crsibilan:

Y1600 /k-siis/ [k"isu:s] 'like a horse' Ps. 32:9
woyop /masgab/ [misgo:P] 'a fortress' Ps. 46:8

Difterent patterns and morphological variants have been invoked to explain some of these
forms, but the evidence for vowel raising in the environment of a sibilant is compelling (Yu-
pITSKY 2017, 92-95). Vowel raising near a sibilant is also attested in Jerome (e.g., messa Xgn
[HarviAINEN 1977, 169]), Mishnaic Hebrew, and even Tiberian Hebrew (e.g., apwIpnm) (92).
In the Neo-Aramaic dialect of Barwar, the vowel /o/ is realized especially high when fol-

lowed by a sibilant: e.g., /mosxa/ [mifxea] ~ [mifxe&] 'oil' (KHan 2008b, 77).

This phenomenon does not necessarily constitute a sound change. In a linguistic-per-
ceptual study of fricative-vowel coarticulation, YENnI-KowmsHIAN and Sori have shown that

2 Because of cer-

high vowels are more easily identifiable in the environment of [s] and [[].
tain coarticulatory qualities of a fricative sibilant, which associate it with qualities of high
vowels (e.g., similar degree of sonority), [a] is often misidentified as a high vowel near [s]
and [[] (1981).”° Another likely factor is the lack of voice of the sibilant. It is possible, then,

that these transcriptions do not reflect an actual sound change but merely a linguistic-percep-

tual phenomenon (e.g., woP® /masbit/ [mifbi:0], but cf. **poaydilp /ham-magdilim/

227. Note that the normal vowel on the preposition /b-/ is [a]: Ba- (see YupiTsky 2017, 224-29).

228. Note that the normal vowel on the preposition /k-/ is [a]: ya- (see YupiTsky 2017, 224-29).

229. With the exception of the sequence [[i], for reasons given in YENI-KomsHIAN and SoLi (1981, 974).

230. The relationship between high vowels and the palato-alveolar sibilant is also illustrated by the Greek

transcriptions Movoiig (for 7¢n) and cvpa (¥2Y) (see Bar-Asaer 2010), in which the adjacent high vowel v is
likely added to approximate the palato-alveolar realization of ¥.
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[ham:agdi:li:m]). The perceptual element becomes all the more significant when we consider
that the same phenomenon occurs in Greek. In the environment of o, raised allophones of
vowels may occur (see 4.5.3.1.5-8; 4.5.3.1.12). This may demonstrate that the place and

manner of articulation of Greek and Hebrew sibilants were similar.

Sibilants may also cause the deletion of adjacent vowels (Yupitsky 2017, 61-62):

ocQTnVL* /Sptent?/ [[odtie:mni:] 'ludge me!' Ps. 35:24
UG yvn /maskné/ [mifk"ne:] 'the dwellings of  Ps. 46:5

Qoap /pesSam(m)/ [p"¥a(m)] 'their transgression' Ps. 89:33
c@odal /spotay(y)/ [sdo:0aj]/[s1d(?)0:0aj] 'my lips' Ps. 89:35

In Palestinian Koine, vowel deletion is also attested in at least one instance before a conso-
nant cluster beginning with a sibilant (4.5.3.1.20). The nature of sibilants in both Greek and
Hebrew may have been such that they were perceived as inherently vocalic as well. The study
of YENI-KomsHIAN and SoLi (1981) cited above may support this point. Additionally, in a sep-
arate perceptual study, YENI-KowmsHiaN and Sori have shown that when a fricative is excised
from a fricative-vowel sequence, the high vowels [i] and [u], but not the low vowel [a] can be
identified in the fricative itself apart from the following vowel (1982). Cross-linguistically,
the duration of sibilants is generally longer than that of other consonants (BLEviNs 2004;
Dmitrieva 2012, 20). It is consistent cross-linguistically, then, to suggest that the scribe

identified both the sibilant fricative and the accompanying high vowel in the grapheme c.*"

Finally, there may be evidence for lip rounding with /$/ in the following transcription:
HOGOVE /msawwe/ [mwfaw:e:] 'making meet' Ps. 18:34
While the rounding is typically, and rightly, attributed to assimilation to the bilabial /m/ (Yu-
pItsky 2017, 91), it is curious that such rounding is not attested in other pi‘e/ participles (e.g.,
poAopped, Aapavacaon, ete.). A few transcriptions of names in the LXX may actually indicate

that such rounding was partly due to the /s/: e.g., pooceaBaip 2205w (Judg. 5:16), MocwBap

231. Yupitsky suggests that short /i/ or /e/ was regarded as part of the frication (2017, 62). A similar example of
this may be found in the Leningrad Codex of Psalm 45:3: 3ninda (cf. Aleppo 7°0insw3a) (Brare 2016).
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(I Chr. 4:34), and Zvyep 0% (Gen. 12:6) (see also KnoBLocH 1995, 459—-60). If such a distrib-
ution is not merely a statistical coincidence, it may indicate that Hebrew /$/ was pronounced
with some coarticulatory lip rounding similar to the English or French pronunciation of /f/
(see LADEFOGED and MADDIESON 1996, 148). On the other hand, [a] > [0] may be facilitated by

regressive assimilation due to the following /w/.

In sum, the representation of /s/ and /$/ by ¢ (and the voiced allophone of /s/ by ()
points to a voiceless fricative sibilant [s] realization of /s/ and /$/ in the Secunda. The place of
articulation was probably alveolar as in Tiberian (Knan 2013a, 90, 93). It is theoretically pos-

2 that /§/ merged with /§/ in Secunda Hebrew as it did in Samaritan

sible, though less likely,
Hebrew. The representation of /s/ by o in the Secunda is consistent with its expected realiza-
tion as a palato-alveolar fricative [[]. The raising of vowels in the environment of the sibilants

evidenced in the Secunda is attested both in contemporary Hebrew and Greek. Modern lin-

guistic study suggests that this may be a phonetic-perceptual phenomenon.

6.3.2.2. Voiced Sibilant Fricative: /z/ =

In the Secunda, Hebrew /z/ is regularly represented with Greek (:

poalpmp /mazmor/ [mazmo:Rr] 'a psalm’ Ps. 29:1
olvt /?0zn1/ [?5zni:] 'my ear' Ps. 49:5
Cavad /z3naht/ [zo:naht"] 'you rejected’ Ps. 89:39

In Palestinian Koine, the grapheme ( represented [z]. Though it had represented [sd]/[zd] at
an earlier stage in its history, by the Roman period it had already shifted from [zd] > [zz] >
[z] (4.5.3.1.34). Before a voiceless consonant, it was prone to represent a voiceless allophone
[s], sometimes represented by ¢ (4.5.3.1.34). Greek /z/ probably had the same place of articu-
lation as /s/, namely, the tip or dorsum of the tongue nearing the alveolar ridge but not closing
completely so that air can pass through (PETROUNIAS 2007b, 562—-63). In IPA terms, this may

be described as a voiced laminal sibilant [z] or voiced apico-alveolar sibilant [z]. In transcrip-

232. Note that in a Jerusalem inscription from the Second Temple period the Hebrew name 77 is written with a
0, thus indicating the merger of /$/ and /s/ and not /$/ and /§/: 770 (CIIP /1, no. 201).
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tion, Semitic /z/ is represented by Greek C (5.3.6). In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, C is
rendered by 7 in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.5). The Secunda attests to one instance of devoicing of T (see
Yupirsky 2017, 81):
veypecOi /negrazti/ [nisraest":] 'T was cut off’ Ps. 31:23

Presumbly, this indicates that Hebrew /z/ tended to assimilate in voice to the following conso-
nant and that Hebrew /z/ and /s/ had identical places of articulation, differing only in voice.
On the other hand, an interchange of { and ¢ in a Secunda quotation in Eusebius, pocpopa
qinta (Ps. 9:1), is explained on the basis of Greek orthography. Because Greek o before a
voiced consonant was pronounced as [z] (e.g., kocpog [ 'kozmos]) (4.5.3.1.34), the ¢ instead

of { in pacpmpa is simply a Greek orthographic variant for representing [z].

The aforementioned transcription also provides a potential example of assimilation of
the vowel to the sibilant (veypgot *nr3, but cf. vepoad 2Wn1) (see above 6.3.2.1). It is also
probable that the vowel has been raised in the environment of the sibilant /z/ in the following

transcriptions (cf. Yupitsky 2017, 94-95):

ovvalepOt  /w-naSzartt/ [(?)unaSzaert"i:] 'and [ was helped'  Ps. 28:7
ovaioiel  /way-yaSloz/ [waj:alloz]/[waj:aShz] 'and it rejoiced’ Ps. 28:7
ieCePov /yeSzbu/ [j19zofu:] 'they will abandon' Ps. 89:31

The voiced sibilant { does not bring about vowel raising in Greek. Therefore, the fact that
vowel raising may occur in the environment of /z/ in Hebrew further supports the likelihood
that this is a feature of Hebrew and not merely an element of the Greek accent of the scribe.

Vowel raising in the environment of /z/ is also attested in Jerome (HARVIAINEN 1977, 62).

In sum, the consistent representation of /z/ by ( in the Secunda supports the expected
realization of a voiced fricative alveolar sibilant [z]. Devoicing of { before an unvoiced con-

sonant (represented by 6) suggests a similar place of articulation as that of Hebrew /s/.

6.3.3. Emphatic Consonants (/q/, /t/, /s/)
It is generally accepted that the so-called "emphatic" consonants in Semitic were originally

realized as glottalics (i.e., ejectives) (KoGgan 2011, 59-61). With respect to /s/, there is consid-
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erable evidence that it was originally an affricate ([ts?]) both in Proto-Semitic and in Hebrew
(STeINER 1982, 11-40; Kocan 2011, 61-71). This yields the following original realizations for
the Hebrew emphatics: /q/ [k?], /t/ [t*], /s/ [87]. In Tiberian Hebrew, however, the emphatics /t/
and /s/ were velarized (or pharyngealized) and /q/ was realized as a uvular or post-velar as in
Arabic: /q/ [q], /t/ [t'], /s/ [s] (KHAN 2013a, 89, 91-92). It is not clear when the Hebrew "em-
phatic" consonants shifted from glottalic to velarized/pharyngealized consonants (and from a
velar to a post-velar/uvular in the case of /q/), though some scholars have suggested that the
emphatics were velarized/pharyngealized already at the time of the Secunda (e.g., YupITsKy
2017, 24-25). A possible clue for reconstructing the realization of the emphatics in the He-
brew of the Secunda is the behavior of vowels in the environment of the emphatics (see be-
low). While pharyngealized consonants (and uvular [q]) are prone to lower vowels as in Ara-

bic, ejective consonants should have no such effect as in Amharic.*”

6.3.3.1. Emphatic Velar Stop: /q/ =k

In the Secunda, Hebrew /q/ is represented with Greek «:

KOA /qol/ [k?0:1] all' Ps. 28:6
GOOOTKIUL /saddiqim/ [t?ad:i:k’:(m)]  'righteous ones' Ps. 32:11
(ov)ikponvi /hu yeqrd?eni/  [hu: jik’ro:?e:ni:]  'he will call me' Ps. 89:27

At the time of the Secunda, Greek « represented the unaspirated voiceless velar stop [k]. It
was distinguished from Greek y, which represented the aspirated voiceless velar stop [k"]
(4.5.3.1.35). Before voiced consonants and after nasals, k was prone to assimilate and repre-
sent [g] (4.5.3.1.36). In transcription, x is used to transcribe the /k/ phoneme only in Latin,
whereas Semitic /k/ is transcribed by y. Emphatic /q/ (or /k/) in Semitic is transcribed by
Greek k. These three facts are best explained by positing an unaspirated feature both of Latin

/k/ ([k]) and the Semitic emphatic /q/ (or /k/), on one hand, and an aspirated feature of the

233. Note that the emphatics do not lower adjacent vowels in the Tiberian vocalization system. In my view, this
is because the vocalization tradition is older than the velarized/pharyngealized realization of the emphatics,
which likely entered the Tiberian pronunciation of Hebrew as a result of residence in an Arabophone area (see
6.3.3.4). Presumably, at least from the perspective of acoustic phonetics, the Tiberian emphatics probably did
lower adjacent vowels to some degree even though it is not indicated in the nigqud.
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regular Semitic voiceless velar stop /k/ ([k"]) on the other. In Greek loanwords in the Mish-
nah, Greek « is rendered by p in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.1). Because both glottalic and pharyngeal-
ized emphatic stops in Semitic lacked aspiration, they were associated with the unaspirated
Greek series (AL-JaLLaDp 2015, 13). Representing ? with k only indicates that p was distinct
from 2, being either glottalic or pharyngealized, but it does not determine between the two.

The primary evidence for a glottalic realization of  in the Secunda is its effect on ad-

jacent vowels, which may raise near /q/ (or become more front) (Yupirsky 2017, 96):**

kec0™’ /qast/ [kt /K ft"] 'a bow' Ps. 18:35
oekkl  /Saq(q)/; /saqqi/ [sek’]; [sek™i:] 'sackcloth'; 'my sackcloth' Ps.30:12;35:13
peK /raq(q)/ [Rek?] 'only’ Ps. 32:6
Bexopp™ /b-qorb/ [bik?sRb] 'in the midst of Ps. 36:2
KEPOL /qar?u/ [k’e:r?u:]? 'they called' Ps. 49:12
Mapexp™’  /lab-boqr/ [lab:ok’r] 'at the morning' Ps. 49:15
Bekodor™® /b-qods1/ [bik?*sdi:] 'in my holiness' Ps. 89:36

Vowel raising in the environment of /q/ supports a velar rather than uvular "pharyngealized"
realization of /q/. Cross-linguistically, in the environment of velars, back vowels tend to be
fronted and low front vowels (e.g., [®] and [€]) tend to be raised (HiLLENBRAND and CLARK
2001, 754). In the environment of uvular consonants, on the other hand, vowels tend to be
lowered as in Arabic (BroseLow 2006, 610). If Hebrew /q/ had already shifted from a glottal-
ic velar stop to a uvular stop [q] as in Tiberian, not only would we not expect vowel raising,

but we would expect vowel lowering to be reflected in the transcriptions.

Another relevant piece of evidence occurs in the one interchange of k >y =5 <p:

234. Yupitsky also cites the verbal prefix 1- before k (as opposed to regular 1e-) as an example of a raised
allophone of /e/ in the environment of k (2017, 96).

235. Compare the form koo in Psalm 46:10.
236. Note that the normal vowel on the preposition /b-/ is /a/: Bo-.
237. Compare the form Boxp in Psalm 46:6.

238. See note 32.
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yopoehai™’ /qorslay(y)/ [k"srsolaj] 'my ankles' Ps. 18:37

This interchange, which presumably reflects an interchange of 5 and p in Hebrew, may indi-
cate that p and > had the same place of articulation, namely, velar. It is also possible that it is
merely a scribal error, since ¥ and k were similar paleographically (THompPsoN 1966, 154-55).
Yupitsky suggests that y for k could be an example of the dissimilation of emphatics (i.e.,
Geers' law) (2017, 25),>* but this assumes that the sibilant is an emphatic against the attesta-
tion of the word in Hebrew (70712/%07p and not %737 as in Aramaic) and that Geers' law,

which refers to Akkadian, also applied to Hebrew (cf. ZEMANEK 1996, 51-52).

In Mishnaic Hebrew, the interchange of > and p is common in the environment of /p/,
/t/, emphatics, and gutturals (HENSHKE 2010, 430; SHARvVIT 2016, 116). BAR-ASHER points out
that the reverse shift of p < > may occur as a result of the influence of the back vowel /o/
(2015, 1466).**" Just as labialization (and thus rounded vowels) is associated with emphasis in
modern Semitic languages (KHan 2013c, 387-88), it may be that the rounded vowel follow-
ing  blurred the distinction between emphatic and non-emphatic and occasioned the inter-
change. If this is the case, it is curious that labialization only seems to be a feature of p and
not the other emphatics v and . Cross-linguistically, when labialization is a secondary coar-
ticulatory feature of ejectives, it usually occurs on velar and uvular ejectives (Forbyce 1980,
133-34). Labialization in Ge‘ez, which occurs with the velars, is naturally only found with

the velar emphatic (e.g., /k"/, but cf. /t*/ and /t?/) (LamBDIN 1978, 4-5). Finally, the inter-

239. Note the Mishnaic Hebrew form 93797 (see KutscHer 1974, 63).

240. Yupitsky argues that the original pattern of this noun is *qutlub and that the form in the Secunda is the
result of vowel dissimilation (*qursul > qursel) (2017, 206). If, however, the Proto-Hebrew pattern was *qatlub,
one could explain the vowels in the Secunda as a result of an a > o shift before /r/ and an o > e shift in the
environment of a sibilant; the former is attested in Mishnaic Hebrew (see below) and the latter is attested
elsewhere in the Secunda (see below).

241. For velar/uvular ejective variation in the environment of back vowels in a modern language, see FALLON's
work on Proto-Agaw (2009, 15).
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change of 3 and p in Mishnaic Hebrew, especially in the environment of liquids (e.g., X573

for X2n5%p) (SHARVIT 2016, 115-16), seems to favor a velar realization of p [k7].

In sum, the fact that Hebrew /q/ (= x) is consistently transcribed distinctly from He-
brew /k/ (= ) indicates that they represent distinct phonemes in Secunda Hebrew. The one
occurrence of  for k in yopoehai is difficult to explain phonetically, but it corresponds with
similar changes known from Mishnaic Hebrew. While k for » would fit either a glottalic or
pharyngeal hypothesis, vowel raising (and not lowering) in the environment of ? seems to fa-

vor a non-pharynagealized and thus glottalic realization of /q/ in the Secunda ([k?]).

6.3.3.2. Emphatic Dental Stop: /t/ =1

In the Secunda, Hebrew /t/ is represented with Greek t:

TOLUVOL /tomnu/ [to:mnu:] 'they hid' Ps. 31:5
(QOANT /pallét/ [pal:e:t?] 'deliverance' Ps. 32:7
ovappwtn /w-hab-boteh/  [(?)uhab:o:t’e:h] 'and the one who trusts'  Ps. 32:10

At the time of the Secunda, t represented the unaspirated voiceless alveodental stop [t]. It
was distinguished from Greek 0, which represented the aspirated voiceless alveodental stop
[t"] (4.5.3.1.30). After nasals, T was prone to represent the voiced alveodental [d] (4.5.3.1.26).
In transcription, Greek t is used to transcribe the /t/ phoneme only in Latin, whereas Semitic
/t/ is always transcribed by 6. Moreover, emphatic /t/ in Semitic is always transcribed by
Greek t. Like the other emphatic stop, these facts are best exlpained by positing an unaspirat-
ed feature both of Latin /t/ ([t]) and Semitic emphatic /t/, on one hand, and an aspirated fea-
ture of the regular Semitic voiceless dental stop /t/ on the other. In Greek loanwords in Mish-

naic Hebrew, Greek t is rendered by v in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.1).

There is one instance in which an /e/ vowel lowers to /a/ in the environment of /t/ (or,

the etymological */a/ vowel is preserved in the environment of /t/):

oTTE /?ette/ or /?atte/ [?at”e:] 'l will incline' Ps. 49:5
Yubitsky suggests that such lowering may be explained by assuming a pharyngealized pro-

nunciation of /t/ ([t]) (2017, 25, 57, 95). However, the fact that etymological */a/ was not
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preserved in the imperative form (cf. ertn /hette/ [hit’:e:] 'incline!' [Ps. 31:3]) calls into ques-
tion such an interpretation. Also, Interestingly, there are no examples of interchanges between

v and n in Mishnaic Hebrew (HENSHKE 2010, 438—40; SHarviT 2016, 151-52).

In sum, the fact that Hebrew /t/ (= t) is consistently transcribed distinctly from He-
brew /t/ (= 0) indicates that they represent distinct phonemes in Secunda Hebrew, with the
lack of aspiration of Hebrew /t/ indicating either a glottalic or pharyngealized realization.
One example of vowel lowering before /t/ would favor a pharyngealized realization of /t/
([t']) in the Secunda, but the evidence for "lowering" near /t/ is contradicted by a counter-

example; further, there are other reasons for positing a glottalic realization ([t*]) (see 6.3.3.4).

6.3.3.3. Emphatic Affricate/Sibilant: /s/ = ¢

In the Secunda, Hebrew /s/ is represented with Greek o:

apovg /?3rus/ [?0:Ru:ts?] 'T will run' Ps. 18:30
voonp /noser/ [no:&s’e:Rr] 'keeping' Ps. 31:24
cofawb /sba?0t/ [ts7afo:?0:0] 'hosts' Ps. 46:8

At the time of the Secunda, o represented /s/ ([g] or [s]) in general and [z] before voiced allo-
phones. It caused vowel raising and sometimes deletion (for a fuller discussion of Greek o at
the time of the Secunda, see 6.3.2.1). In transcription, Semitic emphatic /s/ is usually
transcribed by Greek o. There is one instance in which emphatic /s/ in Akkadian is
transcribed by  (Co[pop] sarar). STEINER (1982), who investigates remnants of the affricated
sade in the Semitic languages, has shown that the emphatic affricate in Semitic is represented
in Greek by o, 11, or ot in Hebrew (40—42), 1 (e.g., atp hasir), o1, or ¢ in Punic (60—65) (see
also 5.3.5.3),” and T in Ethio-Semitic (82). In later Arabic documents, after Arabic /s/ had
shifted from an affricate to a pharyngealized sibilant, /s/ is regularly represented by ¢ (AL-
JarLap forthcoming, 20). As far as transcription conventions go, Greek ¢ could have repre-

sented either [t57] or [s°]. In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, Greek o is perceived as emphat-

242. There is also one instance of Phoenician /s/ transcribed with & (STEINER 1982, 69).
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ic and transcribed by X (not 0) when it precedes tp, due to the influence of /r/ (HEuMANS,

2013, 254-55), but this phenomenon is more common in the Babylonian branch (5.4.1.3.5).

The evidence for vowel lowering and raising in the environment of /s/ in the Secunda
is mixed. In one instance, an /e/ vowel is realized as [a] in the environment of /s/ (rather, the

etymological */a/ vowel is preserved in the environment of /s/):

aopOnu*  /Pasmitém/ or /2esmitem/ [?at’mi:Be:m] 'l will destroy them' Ps. 18:41

Yupitsky believes that the [a] vowel is the result of the influence of the pharyngealized em-
phatic consonant /s/. He also compares the example achavva in Origen's commentary on
Matthew (2017, 25, 57, 95).** On the other hand, just as was the case with atte and et in
the Ambrosiana palimpsest, no lowering occurs in the Aif'il prefix of the imperative form be-
fore /s/ (e.g., eotlnvt /hessilént/ [hits”:i:le:ni:] 'rescue me!' [Ps. 31:3]). Moreover, there is one
example of vowel raising before /s/ (Yupitsky 2017, 92-95):

oEPOLPU /srupd/ [ts7oRrRu: o] 'refined’ Ps. 18:31
YupiTsky sets this example against the wider backdrop of vowel raising in the environment of
sibilants attested both in the Secunda and Jerome (HARVIAINEN 1977, 58—66; YupiTsky 2017,
94; see also 6.3.2.1). Alternatively, Greek € may represent a centralized "shewa" vowel away
from the stress (4.5.3.1.12). In external sources, /a/ (or /e/) is once raised to [i] before /s/ in an
environment where it could not represent a shewa vowel: ovpeppiopaip 27%8»»1 (Hos. 11:1)
(Yupitsky 2017, 93). In another place, no vowel at all is represented before /s/ (61-62):

ovpcwbai /w-maswotay(y)/ [(?Jum(1)s’(w)o:0aj] 'and my commandments' Ps. 89:32
Short /e/ or /i/ were peceived as part of the hissing of the sibilant and thus not indicated in

transcription (Yupitsky 2017, 61-62; 6.3.2.1); alternatively, syncope applied (6.5.1.5.1).

Finally, further evidence for the realization of /s/ is provided two or three centuries

later in Jerome. In one place, he describes sade as a sound which "our ears thoroughly

243. There is a variant reading: K1 has AZAIANNA but M and H have doai dvvdt (KLOSTERMAN 1935, 541).
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d"** (Graves 2007, 28). Elsewhere, he describes its pronunciation as "between z and s ...

drea
it is shrill (stridulus), and with the teeth clenched (strictis dentibus) it is barely articulated by
pressing the tongue [against them]"** (STEINER 1982, 43-44). The word Jerome uses to de-
scribe the sound of /s/ (stridulus) is used elsewhere in Latin to describe the notes a war trum-

¢ or a whizzing saw.*”’ Note also Jerome's translation of tpilet Todg 086vTag

pet strikes out
avtod 'he is grinding his teeth' (Mk. 9:18) as stridet dentibus in the Vulgate. The real clue to
the nature of the sound that Jerome's ears "thoroughly dread," however, is found in the phrase

strictis dentibus in the passage above. This precise phrase is perhaps used only a couple

times®* elsewhere in all of Jerome's writings, one of which is as follows (Letter to Damasus):

In sum, just as we in the Latin language also have some interjections, so that
in exulting we say 'ua' and in being amazed 'papae' and in grieving 'heu', when
we want to command silence, with clenched teeth (strictis dentibus) we re-
strict and confine breath to utter the sound 's' ... **

The social context (shushing someone), restriction of breath, clenched teeth, and the identifi-
cation of the sound with s¢ seem to indicate an interjection similar to the "dental click" sound
Arabic speakers might make to answer in the negative or the tsk!/ tsk! sound an English
speaker might make to convey the meaning, "what a shame!" (see KircH 1979, 422). It seems

more likely, then, that Jerome's description of sade indicates an affricate [ts?].>"

244, quam aures nostrae pentius reformidant.
245. inter z et s ... est enim stridulus et strictis dentibus uix linguae impressione profertur.

246. Seneca (Oedipus, 732-33): lituusque adunco stridulos cantus elisit aere 'and the war trumpet with a curve
shrill notes strikes into the air'.

247. Marcus Servius Honoratus glosses the phrase argutae serrae 'grading saw' as stridulae 'shrill' (Commentary
on the Georgics of Vergil, 1.143).

248. See also Epistula XXII, 29: Non delumbem matronarum salivam delicata secteris, quae nunc strictis
dentibus nunc labiis dissolutis balbutientem linguam in dimidiata verba moderantur, rusticum putantes omne
quod nascitur. 'And do not, out of affectation, follow the sickly taste of married ladies who, now pressing their
teeth together, now keeping their lips wide apart, speak with a lisp, and purposely clip their words, because they
fancy that to pronounce them naturally is a mark of country breeding' (FREMANTLE, LEwis, and MARTLEY 1893).

249. Epistula XX, 5.1.4: Ad summam, sicuti nos in lingua Latina habemus et interiectiones quasdam, ut in
exultando dicamus 'ua' et in admirando 'papae’ et in dolendo 'heu' et, quando silentium uolumus imperare,
strictis dentibus spiritum coartamus et cogimus in sonandum 'st’...

250. While analyzing ancient linguistic perception is by no means a simple task, an ejective affricate, rather than

a pharyngealized sibilant, is more likely to "offend" the ears of one whose language has sibilants but no
affricates. English speakers learning Arabic have difficulty distinguishing Arabic [s'] from [s] without the help
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In sum, the fact that Hebrew /s/ is consistently transcribed by ¢ does not help deter-
mine whether it had an ejective or pharyngealized realization. Only transcriptions of /s/ by 1,
T1 or o1 (not before /r/) would remove the ambiguity. Lowering in the environment of /s/
would seem to support a pharyngealized realization ([s°]), but it was shown that the evidence
for lowering in the environment of /s/ is inconsistent. On the other hand, the fact that /s/
seems to bring about vowel raising would point to an affricate ejective realization ([t7]),
since raising would not accompany a pharyngealized [s]. At the same time, Palestinian Koine
Greek is also witness to vowel raising in the environment of ¢. Therefore, these phenomena
may merely reflect the Greek accent of the scribe. Nevertheless, the descriptions in Jerome's
writings, in my opinion, favor an ejective affricate realization of Hebrew /s/ ([t7]). It is possi-
ble that the pronunciation of [s‘] existed alongside [ts?] in various Hebrew dialects of ancient

Palestine, but it makes more sense to posit [s‘] entering Hebrew at a later period.

In the Hebrew traditions attested in the Middle Ages, /s/ was realized as an affricate in
all non-Arabic-speaking areas, stretching geographically from Iran to northern Spain (STEINER
1982, 11). It is probably the case that the pharyngealization of glottalic consonants in Semitic
originated in Arabic and was promulgated by the spread of Arabic (ZEMANEK 1996, 27).
Therefore, it seems best to explain the pharyngealized realization of /s/ ([s‘]) as a later He-

251

brew development as a result of contact with Arabic.”" Nevertheless, the presence of the

vowel o in the prefix of acpuOnu* remains a difficulty.”*

6.3.3.4. Concluding Remarks
Although the evidence for the realization of /q/, /t/, and /s/ at the time of the Secunda is in-

conclusive, there are a number of relevant pieces of evidence that argue against hypothesizing

of changes in adjacent vowels (Haves-HarB and Durnam 2016). With respect to identifying [s], modern English
speakers and ancient Latin speakers would have been in a similar position, having [s] but no pharyngealized
consonants in their own language. It is difficult to imagine how a foreign sound, often indistinguishable from
one's native [s] without the help of neighboring vowels, would "offend" the ear as Jerome says.

251. Note that potential earlier contact with Arabic is irrelevant, since sad was an affricate ejective in early
Arabic as well (AL-JALLAD 2014; forthcoming, 20).

252. However, a also appears in the hiphil prefix in wayt* 330 (Ps. 18:29).
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a pharyngealized realization of the "emphatic" consonants. First, in the Secunda, there is no
general lowering of vowels in the environment of the emphatics. Second, in the Secunda,
both /q/ and /s/ occasion the raising of vowels on some occasions. Third, Jerome's description
of the realization of /s/ favors an affricate pronunciation of /s/ in at least some Hebrew tradi-
tion in the fourth and/or fifth century ce. Fourth, the pharyngealized realization of /q/, /t/ and
/s/ in Tiberian Hebrew is best explained as a result of the influence of Arabic. Therefore, the
best synthesis of the data from the Secunda and the history of Hebrew points to an ejective

(and affricate) realization ([k’], [t*], [ts?]) for the emphatic consonants.

Yupitsky rejects this claim for two reasons. First, he believes that the glottalic co-ar-
ticulation of an ejective would be perceived as aspiration in Greek and thus [k°’] and [t7]
would have been represented by x and 0 in Greek (2017, 25). However, such a claim runs
contrary both to Greek transcription conventions*” and to the phonetic nature of ejectives.”*
In the Jibbali language of Oman, for example, aspiration is actually a significant element that
distinguishes the nomn-glottalic voiceless consonants from the glottalic consonants (RUBIN
2014, 27). Second, he attributes the "lowering" in the transcriptions atte and acpunu* to a
pharyngealized realization of /t/ and /s/ (Yupitsky 2017, 95). While these examples are diffi-
cult to explain, the apparent "lowering" in one morphological category® in two out of four
instances—if we include external sources, three out of five instances—is hardly enough to
overturn the rest of the data. Nevertheless, in light of such apparent lowering, while /q/ only

raises vowels, it is worth considering the possibility, though unlikely for Hebrew, that per-

253. Note how Gefez /g/ is represented by 1t (not 0) in Twoud sayamo (Kocan 2011, 62). In the earliest
attestations of Greek transcription of Arabic, the ejectives are represented with k and T (AL-JALLAD 2015).

254. While glottalization is a form of aspiration, it is distinct from the sort of aspiration of the Greek and
Hebrew stops that is represented with ["].

255. Note how "lowering" only occurs in the les forms in the Ambrosiana palimpsest, but it is absent in the
imperative. Also, the prefix vowel of 4if'il is etymological */a/ and is realized as /a/ in the main Hebrew reading
traditions. Also, if the "lowering" in the Aif'i/ prefix was due to the pharyngealized realization of the emphatics,
we would expect it to occur also before pharyngeals, which it does not: e.g., wgpudnve* 1703 (Ps. 18:34), eelex
P10a (Ps. 35:2). In external sources, the imperative also has o: achavva X3 am93a (Ps. 119:25).
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haps not all of the emphatic consonants were pharyngealized at the same time or to the same

degree.”

Finally, it should be noted that what is suggested here runs contrary to FABER's argu-
ment that assimilated forms in the D¢ stem such as p70¥7 'he justified himself' prove that al-
ready in ancient Hebrew the emphatics were pharyngealized, since pharyngealization spreads
more than glottalization (FaBer 1980, 140-41). However, FaLLON, in his comprehensive
study of ejectives, cites numerous examples of glottalic assimilation: e.g., Oromo /a?ap?—ti/

[ﬂ?ap%?i] 'it (f.) breaks' and Northwest Caucasian /t-[*oxe/ [t[*oe] 'we made' (2002, 43, 48).
6.3.4. Nasals (/m/, /n/)

In ancient Hebrew, /m/ most likely represented a bilabial nasal [m] and /n/ an alveolar nasal

[n]. These are their respective realizations in Tiberian Hebrew (KHan 2013a, 90).

6.3.4.1. Bilabial Nasal: /m/=p

In the Secunda, Hebrew /m/ is normally represented with Greek .

Mo /maym/ [majm] 'waters' Ps. 32:6
pappiu /rabbim/ [Rab:1:(m)] 'great’ Ps. 89:51
COA®L /$3lom/ [Jo:loim] 'peace’ Ps. 35:20

In Palestinian Koine, p represented a bilabial nasal [m]. In transcription, /m/ in both Latin and
Semitic is transcribed by p (5.3.6). In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, Greek p is regularly
rendered by » in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.4). In the Secunda, /m/ is once represented by Greek f3:
BoePobap /b-Smotam(m)/  [b(1)fomo:0a(m)]  'by their names' Ps. 49:12
Yupirsky corrects foefwBap to PoepwOap™® (2017, 303), but it is possible that [m] became a
fricative in partial assimilation to the preceding sibilant fricative [J] and was realized as [[],

represented by B (= [B]) in Greek (see 6.3.1.1). This may be compared to the transcription

256. In the Mehriyot dialect of Mehri, for example, /k/ has a glottalic initiation, whereas /t/ and /s/ are realized
with pharyngeal contraction and tongue retraction (Warson and BELLEM 2010). In the Mehreyyet dialect, on the
other hand, each of the emphatics /k/, /t/, and /s/ exhibits a different distribution of showing "ejective tokens." In
both dialects, the emphatics tend to be accompanied by pharyngealization (Warson 2012, 16). If
pharyngealization began to occur in Hebrew earlier than suggested, /t/ and /s/ but not /q/ may have been
pharyngealized by the time of the Secunda. We could then attribute the raising and fronting of vowels in the
environment of /s/ to the influence of the Greek accent of the scribe, since ¢ brought about raising in Greek also.
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Meviap (CIIP 111, no. 2223) for the Hebrew name 1712 (or 12°11?), exhibiting a shift of /b/ >
/m/ word-initially (4.5.3.1.26). Interchanges of 2 and n are also attested in a few words in
Mishnaic Hebrew (e.g., 712 for m12°) (SuarviT 2016, 284). Hebrew /m/ is also once represent-
ed by Greek A:
poAloywd /mamldkot/ [mal:0:%0:0] 'kingdoms' Ps. 46:7

Yupitsky, regarding assimilation unlikely, corrects it to popioywd* (2017, 208), though p
and A are not especially similar paleographically. Assimilation should not be ruled out. If the
nasals were weakened in Greek or Hebrew (6.3.4.3), the following assimilation is conceiv-

able: [ma(m)lo:x0:0] > [ma(n)lo:y0:0] > [mal:o:y0:0].
6.3.4.2. Alveolar Nasal: /n/ =v

In the Secunda, Hebrew /n/ is normally represented with Greek v:

A /y3lin/ [jo:li:n] '(it) will dwell' Ps. 30:6
vaop /n3h3r/ [no:ho:R] 'a river' Ps. 46:5
vadov /ndtan/ [no:Ban] 'he set' Ps. 46:7

At the time of the Secunda, v represented an alveolar nasal [n]. In transcription, /n/ (in both
Latin and Semitic) is transcribed by v (5.3.6). In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, Greek v is

regularly rendered by 1 in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.4).
6.3.4.3. Interchanges of p/v

There are a number of examples of 1 and v interchanging in the Secunda. Most significantly,

word-final /m/ in the Secunda is occasionally represented with v (see Yupitsky 2017, 23-24):

Boppy /tdmim/ [t"5:mi:(m)] 'blameless' Ps. 18:31
0cc0ipnv /testirém/ [t"st"i:rE&:(m)]  'you hide them'  Ps.31:21
OLOLULLY /h3-Sammim/ [ho:fam:i(m)] 'the peoples' Ps. 49:2
avoOvayY /Swonam(m)/ [fawo:na(m)] 'their iniquity’ Ps. 89:33

In one instance, /#n/ was originally written as p and then corrected to v above the line. If

originally unep0, this would be another example of an m/n interchange (Yubirsky 2017, 24):

w'nepd /ng?ert/ [ne:?21rt"] 'you abhorred' Ps. 89:40
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At the time of the Secunda, there is evidence for the weakening (or even loss) of nasals in
Greek pronunciation, demonstrated by the omission of p and v (especially word-finally)
(4.5.3.1.26) and the interchange of p and v (4.5.3.1.27) in contemporary Greek orthography.
The loss of nasals may have resulted in the nasalization of the preceding vowel. Alternatively,
the nasals may have assimilated to a following consonant (Gignac 1976, 113-14). In
transcription, there are a number of interchanges of 1 and v. Also, a rare transcription of 1 for
/n/ attested in both Latin and Akkadian transcriptions may reflect the weakening of the nasal
(5.3.1.3.4; 5.3.2.3.5). In Palestinian epigraphy, the name j1°12 (or 72°11?) is once transcribed
as Meviou (4.5.3.1.26), reflecting the elision of final /n#/. The transcriptions Xalm/ZoAwv

(CIIP1/1, no. 134a, 591) for the proper name 17w/217w may also attest to this phenomenon.

The occasional interchange of /m/ and /n/ in the Secunda has been explained as the
result of a lack of phonemic distinction of nasals in word-final position as in contemporary
Hebrew (see below), dissimilation due to the presence of multiple nasals/sonorants in a given
word, or the fact that Greek words tend to end in v and not p (Yupitsky 2017, 23-24). There

are a number of examples of this phenomenon in external sources as well.>’

A number of parallels to this phenomenon exist in contemporary Hebrew evidence.
The interchange of 7 < o in final position is attested in Mishnaic Hebrew, the Dead Sea
Scrolls, and the Judaean Desert texts. It most frequently occurs when the masculine plural
morpheme 2 - is realized as 7" - or suffix forms ending in o- are realized as - (i.e., grammati-
cal morphemes): e.g., 7MW (for o*Y). However, it also occurs below the morphological
level (i.e., non-grammatical morphemes): e.g., 77X (for a7X). Final  may also be omitted in

spelling: e.g., ¥n? (for Wwn?) and many (for 13m1°). Finally, an originally open final syllable may

257. Examples of p > v external sources: coounv 2% (Gen. 1:8; Procopius), axyepovfwv 0221137 (Gen. 3:24;
Heb 400), ciewv 0»% (Jer. 50:39), and {onv oyt (Ps. 7:12). Finally, in the transcribed list of biblical books from
Origen quoted in Eusebius's history, the name of the book of Chronicles is transcribed as Aafpniopetv 2»77 27
(in the same list are present ‘EAeaddePapeip 01273 798 and Zeopbeodeiy 2°9an 190). There is one example of
v > Bedep 1792 (Gen. 2:8).
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be spelled with a - instead of a 71-: e.g., 17 (for AM/77) and Jon% (for nVA?)>* (QMRON
1986, 27-28; Mor 2015, 106—15; SHArviT 2016, 226-28). KuTscHER argues that the data re-
flect a realization of both final o and 7 as [n] (1976, 58—68). BEN-HAYvyiM, on the other hand,
argues that the elision of the final nasal resulted in the nasalization of the vowel (i.e., 77X =
[?a:0a:] or [?a:0a:n]) (1958, 210—11). The distribution of 3/a interchanges in grammatical and
non-grammatical morphemes in Mishnaic Hebrew has been treated comprehensively by

259

Naen.”” With respect to grammatical morphemes in the Judaean Desert texts, Mor has

demonstrated that, aside from the dual form,**

the distribution of j/a is a scribal phenomenon.
With respect to non-grammatical morphemes, the historical spelling is always maintained

(NAEH 1992b, 297-306; NaeH 2013, 369-92; Mor 2015, 107-108).

Because the interchange of p > v occurs in both non-grammatical morphemes (e.g.,
Boapuv) and grammatical morphemes (e.g., aopw, avwvav) in the Secunda, it is likely that
the variant spellings in the Secunda reflect a phonetic rather than a morphological reality.
That is, this orthographic phenomenon likely indicates the weakening of the final nasal and
subsequent nasalization of the vowel (i.e., oy *[to:mi:m] > [to:m1:(m)]). Although such a
change may seem unusual in Semitic, in which root integrity is important, it should be noted

that a very similar change also occurs in the Jibbali language of Oman.**' The suggestion that

258. When the following word begins with an » (e.g., -» un®), final 71 is not replaced by 1 (Mor 2015, 112).

259. With respect to non-grammatical morphemes in Mishnaic Hebrew, final 7 occurs after low vowels, whereas
final o occurs after high vowels. This points to a final nasalized vowel. With respect to the grammatical
morphemes (mp endings/suffixes), nominal forms tend to maintain the o’ - ending, whereas verbal participles
tend to take the 1> - ending. For NAEH, this distribution points to morphological change due to the influence of
Aramaic and not a nasalized vowel (NAEH 1992b, 297-306; Naen 2013, 369-92; Mor 2015, 107-108).

260. The dual is always written with o (e.g., °nw ,0°w ,0°19v). This is likely due to the fact that the dual ending
had become lexicalized with the word and was not conceived of as an individual morpheme (Mor 2015, 111).

261. In Jibbali, after a full vowel, final /m#/ and /n#/ often undergo devoicing or are lost. Consequently, the
preceding vowel is nasalized. Additionally, the vowel is followed by a "slight aspiration" or "nasal expiration."
For example, /sem/ 'poison' is usually pronounced as [s€"]. In verbs, however, the final nasal is usually
preserved: e.g., /zoham/ 'he came' is pronounced as [zoh'am] (RusiN 2014, 37-38).
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dissimilation of nasals occurs, based on the transcriptions Qappv and aoapv (Yupitsky 2017,

23-24), is unlikely in light of the transcription avwvayv.

It is unclear whether this was a general change (Vm, Vn > ¥/ _#) or limited in its dis-
tribution in the Secunda. In Mishnaic Hebrew, it is attested primarily after low vowels, likely
due to their higher sonority (see note 54). This distribution does not apply in the Secunda, but
all four instances of pu# > v# are preceded by a sonorant consonant, which would increase the
sonority of the segment. The relatively low frequency of these spelling variants does not nec-
essarily correspond to a low frequency in the actual vocalization (contra Yupitsky 2017, 24),
since writing is usually more conservative than speech. Even though we should not expect the
Greek transcriptions to be as conservative as the Hebrew script itself in preserving historical
spellings, there does seem to be evidence that the scribe was working from the consonantal
text of the Hebrew Bible,*** which likely would have prevented him from making a greater
number of errors in transcribing consonants. It is entirely conceivable that a regular change of
Vm, Vn > V/ #applied in Secunda Hebrew and was only evidenced in a few spelling vari-
ants, just as is the case at Qumran (QIMRON 1986, 27-28). Accordingly, /Vm#/ and /Vn#/ are
represented in phonetic transcription as [V(m)]/[V(n)] to indicate the sound change while
leaving open the possibility (by enclosing m/n in parentheses) of a conservative pronuncia-

tion (i.e., final Vm/Vn were pronounced as [Vm]/[Vn]) for the biblical reading tradition.

6.3.4.4. Concluding Remarks
The evidence of the Secunda transcriptions and the history of Hebrew is consistent with
positing that Hebrew /m/ was realized as a bilabial nasal [m] (represented by p) and Hebrew
/n/ was realized as an alveolar nasal [n] (represented by v). Word-finally after a vowel, both

/m/ and /n/ were weakened with the consequent nasalization of the preceding vowel.

262. The reading oviedofPep 1277 (Ps. 18:48) is likely the result of the scribe vocalizaing the consonantal text
with the Hebrew verb most familiar to him for the consonantal frame of 727.
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One final observation worth emphasizing is the parallel between Hebrew and Greek
with respect to the weakening of final nasals. Though numerous Hebraists have tied together
the various data regarding final nasals in Mishnaic Hebrew, Qumran, Judaean Hebrew, Ara-
maic, and the transcriptions, none have turned to the evidence of Koine Greek phonology to
suggest that the weakening of final nasals in Hebrew and Aramaic might actually be an areal
feature resulting from diffusion from Greek. The close contact of Greek and Hebrew/Aramaic

in Palestine during the Second Temple period would certainly support such a hypothesis.

6.3.5. Liquids (/l/, /r/)
Throughout the history of Hebrew, /I/ was probably realized as a voiced lateral [1]. In Tiberian
Hebrew, it is realized as an alveolar lateral continuant [1] (KHan 2013a, 90), but there is some
evidence for a "dark" velarized [I] in the earliest stages of Hebrew (FaBer 1989). It is not
clear how /r/ was pronounced in ancient Hebrew. Proto-Semitic /r/ is generally reconstructed
as a dental resonant (Kogan 2011, 54). In Tiberian Hebrew, /t/ has two allophonic realiza-
tions: a voiced uvular roll [R] (or uvular frictionless continuant [g_]) and, in the environment
of alveolar consonants, an emphatic apico-alveolar roll [r] (KHAN 1995; Knan 2013a, 92-93).
Babylonian Hebrew has only one pronunciation of resh (apico-alveolar trill [r]), with a more
"robust" pronunciation occuring syllable-initially, though apparently they had two realiza-

tions of resh in their vernacular (KHan 2013c, 385-86).
6.3.5.1. Alveolar Lateral: /I/ = A

In the Secunda, Hebrew /1/ is normally represented with Greek A:**

ath /hayl/ [hajl] 'force’ Ps. 18:40
Aovov /15nu/ [lomnu:] 'for us' Ps. 46:2
@AYo /plogaw/ [p"(a)lo:kaw] 'its streams' Ps. 46:5

At the time of the Secunda, Greek A represented [1]. Greek A occasionally interchanges with p

(4.5.3.1.39), indicating that their places of articulation were similar, probably alveodental, A

263. There are eight instances in which a (6x) or & (2x) is transcribed instead of an expected A. These are likely
scribal errors arising from the fact that A is similar to o and & in shape.
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being a lateral and p a trill (PETROUNIAS 2007b, 563—64). In transcription, both Latin /l/ and

Semitic /1/ are transcribed by Greek A (5.3.6). Twice, /1/ is not represented in transcription:
Hecom > uecowA*  /mes-S(?)ol/ [mif:o:1] 'from Sheol' Ps. 30:4
unod > unoAd*** /mé-hold/ [me:ho(l)d]  'from the world/lifetime'  Ps. 89:48

These transcriptions are probably scribal errors for pecow<A> and uno<i>d (Yubirsky 2017,

309-310), but there is precedence in contemporary Greek orthography for the loss of liquids

(4.5.3.1.39) or assimilation to a following stop (uno<A>6) or nasal (pecocw<A> vepot) (G-

GNAC 1976, 108). There are also comparable phenomena elsewhere in Semitic.*® There is no

reason not to assume an alveolar lateral realization [1] of Hebrew /I/ in the Secunda. The

transcription poAloymO may suggest that /lI/ and /n/ had the same place of articulation

(6.3.4.1).
6.3.5.2. Uvular Roll: /r/=p

In the Secunda, Hebrew /1/ is normally represented with Greek p:

POL®O /romot/ [Ro:mo:0] lofty' Ps. 18:28
olp /81r/ [[i:r] 'a song of' Ps. 30:1
covp /sur/ [s’uR] 'the edge of' Ps. 89:44

At the time of the Secunda, Greek p represented an alveolar trill [r]. In transcription, both
Latin /r/ and Semitic /t/ are transcribed by Greek p. In Greek loanwords in Mishnaic Hebrew,

p is regularly represented by 1 in Hebrew (5.4.1.3.4).

The precise realization of /r/ in the Secunda may be examined on the basis of its effect

on vowels. It is common for /r/ to lower an adjacent vowel (Yupitsky 2017, 89-91):*

povv” /ronng/ /ranné/ [ran:e:] 'shouts of' Ps. 32:7
eAdapax /?al terhaq/ [?z t"arhak?] 'do not be far!" Ps. 35:22

264. Other Greek translations support reading this as 'from the world' as phonologically transcribed.

265. The loss of final liquids occurs in Jibbali. The word pnod might also be compared to a phenomenon in
Jibbali, in which /1/ is lost and the preceding vowel rounded, especially in monosyllabic nouns of the pattern
CaCC (i.e., #CalC#> #CoC#): e.g., */gald/ > [god] (cf. MT 7717) (RuBIN 2014, 35, 37-38). Note also how Proto-
Semitic *kalb is realized in Mehri as /kawb/ (RuBiN 2010, 17).

266. Note that Yupitsky is not sure if pavvn should be read with a or o (2017, 177). The correct reading is
pavvn. Lowering of vowels in the environment of /r/ also occurs in external sources: cop X 'rock’ (Isa. 26:4).
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apPOL /harpu/herpu?/ [harp"u:] 'be still!' Ps. 46:11

KopPop /qerbam(m)/ [k’arba(m)] 'within them' Ps. 49:12
Cedapyop /z€ derkam(m)/ [ze: dirk"a(m)] 'this is their way' Ps. 49:14
Copw /zar$o/ [zarSo:] 'his seed' Ps. 89:30
apead /harpat/ [harp"a0] 'the reproach of' Ps. 89:51
opnuwd  /hrimot/ or /hrémot/ [hare:mo:0] 'you lifted up' Ps. 89:43

In contemporary Greek orthography, it is also common for vowels to have lower allophones
in the environment of p (4.5.3.1.9; 4.5.3.1.12). Two transcriptions may be interpreted in such

a way so as to indicate that /r/ is responsible for the rounding of an adjacent vowel:

yopoeAal /qorslay(y)/ [k"srsolaj] 'my ankles' Ps. 18:37
Bexopp /b-qorb/ [bik?sRb] 'in the midst of' Ps. 36:2

Each example may also be explained as deriving from variant patterns (cf. 207{1}7*" in

Mishnaic Hebrew and 2792 in the Dead Sea Scrolls).*®® The change of a > o is also common
in Greek in the environment of liquids (GigNnac 1976, 288; 4.5.3.1.12).**° The rounding of
vowels in the environment of resh is attested at Qumran (e.g., 17777°7) (QMRON 1986, 39—40),
in the western tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew (e.g., 277Mp gordom for 0i77R), in Palestinian
Aramaic, and in the LXX (e.g., lopdavng for 177°) (KHaN 2013¢, 387-88). Hebrew /r/ may
also cause the lengthening of 0 > 0/ r# (see Yupitsky 2017, 67, 120-21):
EGLLOPA® /?esmor 10/ [?1/mo:Rr lo:] 'T will keep for him' Ps. 89:29

If resh was realized as a uvular, it may have been weakened in final position and thus the du-
ration of the vowel was perceived as (or was actually) longer. At Qumran, there is evidence
that resh has weakened by its omission in spelling, especially in the environment of gutturals

(e.g., ywn [for aywn], na'wn [for na7vn], and wian [for waan]) (QmMrON 1986, 26-27). As the

267. The Mishnaic form may demonstrate the same phonetic change: a > o / r (but cf. the discussion in
KutscHer [1974, 63]).

268. So argues YupiTsKy, though he appeals to the Syriac form 9% /qursul/ instead of the Mishnaic form
S07{1}p. He cites the example of 27p2a from Qumran to suggest a qu#l pattern for Bexopp (2017, 187-88, 206).
For %07p, note the attestations in Mishnaic Hebrew: 091012 (Hul. 3:7), 773072 (Bek. 7:6), 2971{1}2 (Ohol. 1:8).
The final example has an erased . It is not clear which pattern, gursVI or garsVl1, is more original.

269. a.> o also occurs in the Greek of Nabatea and Batanea from the fourth century ce (Busenik 2007, 632).
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third radical in the gVl pattern, /t/ is the only non-guttural that develops an anaptyctic vowel
(cf. Yupitsky 2017, 79):

1€0ep /yetr/ [J101R] 'abundance’ Ps. 31:24
The helping vowel here is probably due to the fact that the final consonant cluster begins with
a minimally-sonorous consonant followed by a highly-sonorous consonant, though it may
also reflect a realization of /r/ similar to the gutturals. Also, /r/ is never geminated and

exhibits compensatory lengthening in two or three instances (see Yupitsky 2017, 39-40):*"

ovBapey /w-barek/ [(?)uPo:rry] 'and bless!' Ps. 28:9
POV /h3-r1$onim/ [ho:rifo:ni:(m)] 'the first' Ps. 89:50
NpPPOL /herpu/ [he:r$pu:] 'reproached’ Ps. 89:52

Compensatory lengthening in the piel stem®”' and the lack of gemination after the definite ar-
ticle’”” may point to a guttural-like realization of /r/ in the Secunda. On the other hand, lack of

compensatory lengthening is attested in the following transcription (see Yupitsky 2017, 40):

nepec /me(r)-rest/ [mir1ft"] 'from the net' Ps. 31:5

Similar exceptions to compensatory lengthening occur in Tiberian (e.g., J137% ,A77%, YI),
Babylonian, and Palestinian (KHan 2013c, 386—87; Yupitsky 2017, 40). The word pepect re-
flects a time gap between the loss of gemination and compensatory lengthening of the vowel;

after simplification of gemination, a mora slot was left empty (see Knan 2013c, 386—87):

w

L
|
0] St

B
|
€

m r

uepec = /(me).(res).t/ [mirift]

Figure 20: Moraic Representation of pepec

270. Compensatory lengthening also occurs in the external attestation punpep o772 (Ps. 110:3).
271. Cf. the pi‘el imperative pelhetnvi (Ps. 31:2) and the pi‘el suffix conjugation ovkecoeg (Ps. 46:10).
272. The definite article is geminated 9/10x instances (excluding /t/ for now) when preceding a non-guttural. In

the one exception, aiop, the trema on the 1 may point to gemination. Therefore, the lack of gemination of /r/ in
aprowviy probably indicates a phonemic reality, indicating that /r/ was treated more like a guttural consonant.
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It is also possible that pepecO reflects an intrusion of the spoken language, which preserved

3 Gemination of resh is

geminated /r/ in some cases, similar to *UX7Y/ in Song of Songs (5:2).
attested in Mishnaic Hebrew, usually in the eastern tradition. It is likely that resh with dagesh
in medieval manuscripts has roots at a time when Hebrew was still a living language (KHan
2013d, 502-3). That is, instances of doubled res/ in medieval manuscripts are not arbitrary,

but reflect the preservation of a feature that was characteristic of at least some spoken dialects

of Hebrew in which resh could still be doubled during the Second Temple period.

In sum, the evidence for the realization of /r/ could be interpreted to support either a
uvular realization or an emphatic apico-alveolar realization. An emphatic pronunciation of
resh is favored by the fact that it frequently lowers adjacent vowels and may cause the round-
ing of adjacent vowels, both of which are effects of emphasis attested in modern Semitic lan-
guages (Knan 2013c¢, 387-88). However, the lowering of adjacent vowels could also be char-
acteristic of a uvular roll. Moreover, the rounding of vowels is attested not only with /r/ in

contemporary Hebrew, but also with the other sonorant consonants.

A uvular pronunciation of resh is favored by the fact that /r/ behaves like gutturals in
the Secunda transcriptions, with respect to both gemination and epenthetic vowels in the ¢ V!
form. If the behavior or resh in the Secunda was similar to that at Qumran, the weakening of
resh in the environment of gutturals (e.g., ywn for 7vwn 'from the gate of') also seems to sup-
port a uvular realization. In BoLozky's work on resh in Modern Hebrew, in which resh is real-
ized as a uvular, he had difficulty distinguishing between the words 7vw 'hour' and “ww 'gate’,
because they were both pronounced something like [fa:] (2013, 390). However, it should be

noted that ¥ is no longer realized as a pharyngeal in modern Hebrew.

It may be that both pronunciations of /r/ go back to the Second Temple period. If we

assume that it was phonetic similarity to the gutturals that brought about the degemination of

273. Note also that both of these are examples of what Knan terms "junctural gemination" rather than
"morphological gemination" (2013c, 387)
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resh, it may be possible to draw a correlation between various traditions and the pronuncia-
tion of /r/. Tiberian Hebrew, in which /r/ is normally realized as a uvular [r] with the emphat-
ic [r] as an allophone, would be similar to the western tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew and
Palestinian Aramaic, in which the gemination of /r/ is virtually absent. The Babylonian tradi-
tion, in which /r/ is normally realized as an apico-alveolar [r], would be similar to the eastern
tradition of Mishnaic Hebrew, in which gemination of /r/ is more common. Therefore, while
the evidence is inconclusive, it seems more likely that /r/ was a uvular roll [R] in the Secunda.
A transcription such as pepec®, just like “WXa (Song 5:2) in the Bible, may be indicative of

linguistic diversity and the influence of spoken language on the reading tradition.

The transcriptions of Jerome may serve as a test case for this theory. When he
transcribes Biblical Hebrew, r is not geminated (see Yupitsky 2013, 806): e.g., merehem
ane. However, in a quotation of the lost Gospel of the Hebrews (or the Hebrew Gospel of
Matthew), he indicates that the Hebrew corresponding to Qoavva év toig Dyiotolc 'Hosanna
in the highest!' (Matt. 21:9) is osianna barrama (i.e., 7772 XI-7Y°W7) in Latin letters (Epistula
XX, 5.45). The quotation from the Gospel of the Hebrew with geminated 7 may reflect a

more colloquial pronunciation than the biblical tradition without geminated 77 in merehem.

6.3.6. Gutturals (/S/, /h/, 12/, /h/)
At the earliest stage of Hebrew, there were six guttural consonants: a voiced pharyngeal frica-
tive /¢/ ([€]), a voiceless pharyngeal fricative /h/ ([h]), a voiced velar/uvular fricative /g/ ([y]
or [¥]), a voiceless velar/uvular fricative /h/ ([x] or [x]), a voiceless glottal stop /?/ ([?]), and a
voiceless glottal fricative /h/ ([h]). Eventually, /g/ and /h/ merged with /¢/ and /h/, respective-
ly (i.e., /8/, /g/ > /8/; /h/, /h/ > /h/), though there is evidence that /h/ remained distinct at least
in some dialects and/or registers in the Second Temple period (see 3.3.2). Another develop-
ment during the Second Temple period was the weakening of the gutturals, attested in loca-

tions such as Qumran, Beth She'an, and Haifa (Mor 2013, 162—-65). While the guttural conso-
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nants maintained their pronunciation in the Middle Ages in the Tiberian reading tradition,

they were largely lost in Samaritan Hebrew.

6.3.6.1. Glottals and Pharyngeals: /?/, /h/, /S/, /h/ = O

In the Secunda, gutturals are not represented directly. Typically, their presence is inferred:

aLO0LL /?3d5m/ [?0:03:(m)] "man’' Ps. 49:3
apoyd /hapakt/ [ho:dayt"] 'you turned' Ps. 30:12
EPIL /herS1m/ [h1RST:(M)] 'he thundered' Ps. 29:3
EVVO /hennam(m)/ [hin:a(m)] 'without a cause' Ps. 35:19

Their presence may be also be indicated by a hiatus between vowels:

oA /hd-?€l/ [ho:?e:1] 'the God' Ps. 18:31
voop /ndhar/ [no:ho:r] 'a river' Ps. 46:5
oo o /paSalts/ [p"o:Qalt’s:] 'you made' Ps. 31:20
Ao /ha(h)-hostm/ [haho:si:(m)] 'those who take refuge'  Ps. 18:31

In Greek transcription, the gutturals (Semitic gutturals and Latin /) are usually left unrepre-
sented. Only Semitic /h/ and /g/ are transcribed on occasion, being represented by y (or & in
Akkadian) and v, respectively (5.3.6). At the same time, both /h/ and /g/ may be left unrepre-
sented in transcription. Nevertheless, in light of general Hebrew transcription conventions,
the fact that neither ¢ for /h/ nor y for /g/ occurs in the Secunda is probably an indication that

the following mergers had occurred: /b/, /h/ > /b/ and /g/, /8/ > /§/.

The gutturals /h/, /h/ are twice rendered by 1 word-initially (see Yupitsky 2017, 31):

€001 /hesd1/ [hisdi:] 'my mercy' Ps. 89:34
falelot /hos1$3/ [ho:fi:90:] 'save!' Ps. 28:9

These transcriptions probably reflect an attempt by the scribe to approximate the guttural

sound, which was not present in Greek.

Although other contemporary Hebrew traditions show weakening of the gutturals, Yu-
pITsKY has argued quite convincingly that the gutturals were still pronounced in the Secunda
and that they were probably realized similar to the gutturals in Tiberian (2008a; 2008b; 2017,

25-32). Therefore, they will be transcribed as [?], [h], [{], and [h] in phonetic transcription.
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6.3.6.2. A Note on "Furtive' patah

There is at least one case of an apparent epenthetic before a final pharyngeal in the Secunda:

XPNE /x-1€8/ [k"(a)re:S] 'like a neighbor’ Ps. 35:14
Previous scholars have correctly concluded that "furtive" patah does not exist in the Secunda,
citing forms such as Bwot ywin (Ps. 18:28) and affo nviam (Ps. 32:10). However, this
conclusion leads them to interpret the transcription ypne as reflecting y12 rather than y73 as
in the MT (Bronno 1943, 160, 294-95; Yupitsky 2017, 198). While positing a textual variant
may certainly explain the form ypne, this theory cannot explain the final & in Origen's
transcription of the name Joshua (Iwcove y¥im [Josh. 1:1]), the form wdae ¥7° (MT ¥7°) (Ps.
92:7), and, if correctly emended, the imperative cpae* yn (MT yav) (Ps. 28:6). I would sub-
mit, rather, that the € in the forms ynpe, locove, wwdae, and opoe is merely the result of a per-

ceptual phenomenon with analogues in perception of modern Semitic.

It is not uncommon for students of Arabic to perceive a final high vowel before /¢/ as
a vowel sequence such as [ia] or [ea]. This is illustrated by a nineteenth-century orientalist
grammar of Arabic, notably before modern transliteration conventions, in which final vjpign§
(but not vimignh) is transliterated with an additional lower epenthetic vowel: e.g., baea for =l
/ba?is/ 'a seller', elbaddhdeea ¢~'—-a /el-badayiS/ 'merchandise’, but cf. raeh for 7=\, /rayih/
(FuLron CompToN HavEs 1859, 117, 129, 163).” It is also worth noting that in a study of mis-
perception of Arabic consonants by English speakers, SANKER demonstrated that /§/ was the
most common consonant misperceived, and one of the most common misperceptions of it

was to identify it as a vowel (usually /a/) (2015, 456).

Acoustic studies of Arabic gutturals have shown that at the transitional boundary be-
tween a vowel and /¢/, the first formant is especially high (i.e., the vowel is lower) and the

second formant becomes more characteristic of a more central vowel. The change at the V-C

274. Cf. also isra for ¢ s~ /israS/ 'hurry!" (110) tasma for gexs /tasma$/ 'you hear' (113), and errabee for = /er-
rabi¢/ (126).
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boundary is more pronounced before /¢/ than it is before /h/ (ButcHErR and AumaDp 1987, 160;
McCartHy 1991, 79). Therefore, it would not be unreasonable to suggest that the € in
transcriptions like ypne and Imcove reflects the phonetic reality of the transition to /S/ or the
consonant /9/ itself. This by no means constitutes a fully developed and consistent "furtive"
patah, but rather a representation of how the phonetic reality at the V-C boundary was per-
ceived by the Greek accent. KNoBLOCH points out a similar phenomenon in the LXX
transcriptions in Genesis (1995, 414—16). Jerome also has similar forms with e instead of a:

e.g., thafue 1130 (Josh. 15:53).
6.3.7. Semi-Vowels (/w/, /y/)

In ancient Hebrew, 1 represented a labiovelar approximant [w] and * represented a palatal ap-
proximant [j]. In Tiberian Hebrew, 1 came to represent a labio-dental [v] in most positions,
but remained a labio-velar approximant [w] when preceded or followed by a u-vowel (e.g.,

M1 [ufuw 'wo:] and ° represented a palatal unrounded semi-vowel [j] (Knan 2013a, 87-89).

6.3.7.1. Voiced Labio-Velar Approximant: /w/ = ov and v
In the Secunda, when the conjunction waw /w-/ is followed by a vowel (13x) and thus conso-

nantal, it is represented by ova or ove (just ov for /w-/ is treated in 6.5.1.6):

OVLOACOVL /w-1son1/ [walfo:ni:] 'and my tongue' Ps. 35:28
ovaB0epog /wat-tem?as/ [wat":1m?as] 'and you rejected’ Ps. 89:39
ovePpof /w-b-rob(b)/  [wiPrub]/[woPrub] 'and in the abundance of'  Ps. 49:7

Word-medial /w/ is represented by v or ov. After a, it is always represented by v (10x):

AOOELD /1-dowid/ [1(a)0o:wi:0] 'of David' Ps. 29:1
ecbavov /hestahwi/ [hift"ahwu:] 'worship!' Ps. 29:2
avOVaY /Swonam(m)/ [fawo:na(m)] 'their iniquity’ Ps. 89:33

In two instances, one after ) and one after a consonant, word-medial /w/ is represented by ov:
Boaiout /b-Salwi/ [b(1)falwi:] 'in my ease’' Ps. 30:7
Bynovabw /b-g€(?)wato/ [b(a)se:wo:00:] 'in his pride' Ps. 46:4
The diphthong /aw/ is always represented by av (17x):

oo /Saw(?)/ [faw] 'vanity' Ps. 31:7
o0 /mawt/ [mawt"] 'death’ Ps. 49:15
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Bavow /banaw/ [bonaw] 'his sons' Ps. 89:31

In Palestinian Koine of the Roman period, the digraph ov represented the vowel [u]
(4.5.3.1.16-17). The grapheme v represented the vowel [y] (or [¢]) (4.5.3.1.2-4). In the se-
quence ow or v, the second element of the diphthong represented a phone somewhere on the
spectrum from [w] > [B])/[¢] > [v]/[f] (4.5.3.1.13—15). In transcription, [w] is most commonly
represented by ov both in Latin and Semitic. In Akkadian, however, [w] is transcribed by v
(5.3.2.2). After Latin v [w] had shifted to [B]/[v], it is represented by B in Greek (5.3.1.2.4-5).
The diphthong [aw] in both Latin and Arabic is represented by ov (5.3.1.2.2; 5.3.3.2.1). The
latest Latin transcriptions are quite instructive, in which consonantal v [B]/[v] is represented
by B, the diphthong au [aw] is represented by av, and the labiovelar qu [k"] is represented by
Kov (also ko, kv) (5.3.1.2.4). In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, the second element of the

diphthongs awv/ev is represented by 1 or 2 in Hebrew (5.4.1.2.1).

In terms of distribution, the transcription of Latin names in Palestinian epigraphy is
instructive. Word-medially, Latin v ([w] > [B] > [v]) is represented by either Greek ov or v:
e.g., Dhavowov Flavius, Zevnpwav Severina [CIIP 1, no. 764]). Word-initially, Latin v is only
represented by Greek ov: e.g., Ovetmnvov Vettenus [CIIP 1, no. 9], Oviktop [CIIP 11, no.
1134]). However, once Greek B [B] (< *[b]) had become an adequate representation of Latin
v, Greek  may be utilized at the beginning of a word: e.g., Bepivng Verina [CIIP 1, no. 859]
and Bwtwpog [CIIP 111, no. 2432/2452]. We may explain this distribution as follows: Greek
ov [u] was utilized to represent the phoneme [w] because the high back rounded vowel [u]
was nearest to the labiovelar approximant [w]. Whether ov appeared word-initially or word-
medially, it retained the value of [u]. In the same way, the grapheme [ was realized as a bil-
abial fricative [B] (nearest to Latin v after the shift of [w] > [B]/[v]) in all positions (except af-
ter nasals). The grapheme v, on the other hand, would have represented the high front round-

ed vowel [y] word-initially and the value [w] > [B]/[¢] in the diphthongal sequences gv and
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av. However, because the second element of the Greek diphthongs av and ev had become

consonantal, v would have been an even better representation of [w] than ov after a/e.

It is also important to remember that the use of Greek ov and (a)v/(g)v to represent
Latin v in Latin proper names has its roots at a time when Latin v was pronounced as [w].
Therefore, after Latin v and Greek P shift to [B] (> [Vv]), the representation of Latin v in proper
names with Greek ov or (a)v/(€)v instead of B does not necessarily indicate that ov represent-

ed [B] or [v], but that the historical spelling of the name was preserved.

A similar distribution is found in the third-century ce Arabic inscription from north-
eastern Jordan. When preceding a vowel, the semi-vowel [w] is represented by ov, ®, and o:
aovo /wa/, oo /wa/, aBaoa /?atawa/. The diphthong /aw/, on the other hand, is always repre-

sented with av: Avcoc /?aws/, a-davpa /?ad-dawra/, and eipav /yirSaw/ (5.3.3.2.1; 5.3.3.2.3).

The data of Greek orthography and transcription conventions for representing [w] is
entirely consistent with the distribution of ov and v in the Secunda. Word-initially, Hebrew
/w/ is represented with ov, just as in Greek transcription of Latin names. Word-medially, /w/
is represented by v if it can be represented in a Greek diphthongal sequence (i.e., av) but by
ov if it cannot (i.e., after | and after a consonant). Finally, the diphthong /aw/ is represented
by awv, just as in Greek transcriptions of Latin in the language-learning texts from Egypt. This
likely indicates that ov and v are different orthographic variants for representing [w] in the
Secunda, since the distribution of ov and v corresponds to the distribution of representing
Latin v [w] in Greek transcription of Latin.”” Further, the fact that Hebrew /w/ is represented
by ov and not B confirms that Hebrew /w/ had not yet shifted to [v]. While cases of Latin v
(when Latin v = [B] or [v]) corresponding with Greek ov and (a)v/(g€)v in proper names at a

276

late period should be regarded as conservative historical spellings,”” there would be no rea-

275. YupITSKY comes to a similar conclusion, drawing on the LXX and inscriptions (2017, 34-36).

276. Note that many of these Latin names were first rendered in Greek at a time when Latin v represented [w].
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son for Hebrew /w/ to be transcribed by Greek ov unless it was still realized as [w].””’ For the

presence or lack of a vowel following the conjunction waw (ov-) in the Secunda, see 6.5.1.61.

In addition to the data explored above, /w/ may be unrepresented in the transcription:

awv /Swon/ [fawo:n] 'the iniquity of' Ps. 49:6
ovpowbOai /w-maswotay(y)/  [(RJum(1)?(w)o:0aj]  'and my commandments' Ps. 89:32
cQmdat /spotay(y)/ [s$0:0aj]/[s(1)d(?)0:0aj] 'my lips' Ps. 89:35

YupiTsky interprets these transcriptions as evidence that the semi-vowel /w/ had become
weakened, drawing on comparative examples such as nIX¥» and 73°Mxdw from the Dead Sea
scrolls (2017, 36).”® While YupiTsky's explanation is entirely possible, especially in light of

contemporary Hebrew evidence, Greek transcription conventions may shed further light.

In Palestinian and Egyptian Koine, one of the indicators that the phone represented by
the grapheme (a)v/(g)v has shifted from [u] to [w] is that it ceases to be represented in the or-
thography (4.4.1.2.3; 4.5.3.1.13—14). In transcription, although /w/ is usually represented,
there are also examples of /w/ left unrepresented in Latin (e.g., voeu[Blep November)
(5.3.1.2.4), Akkadian (e.g., et uwi) (5.3.2.2), and Arabic (e.g., Pogoc /ro(w)eyh/) (5.3.3.2.3).
In each example, the /w/ is in the environment of a back rounded vowel. It seems that in these
instances it is the transition between a back rounded vowel and another vowel that approxi-
mates the labio-velar semi-vowel [w]. This theory is supported by transcriptions of Latin
names such as ®Aaovpiov Flavius (120 ce) and OOBarépig Valerius (4™ cE) in the Egyptian
papyri (GIGNAC 1976, 69). The fact that consonantal B [B] intervenes between ov and the fol-
lowing vowel indicates that it was the transition between the two vowels that approximated
the semivowel [w] in Greek orthography and not the digraph ov itself. The function of the ov

digraph is merely to provide the back rounded articulation, which is why ov and ® can serve

277. Note how in Nikolaos of Otranto's (12"/13"™ cg) Greek transcriptions of the Biblical Hebrew reading
tradition in Italy, in which consonantal waw was pronounced as [v] (Ryzuik 2013, 363), -1 is transcribed as f3,
which represented [v] in contemporary Greek: e.g., Beed ~n¥) (Gen. 1:1) (Disputatio contra Judaeos, 5.11).

278. My transcriptions of ovpucm0ai and cpwbai are based on YUupITsKy's reconstruction (2017, 36).
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that purpose in Arabic (e.g., aova and wa for /wa-/). As the articulators move between the

back rounded vowel [u] and the adjacent phones, a (near) glide is created.

It is also entirely consistent with modern linguistic perceptual studies to suggest that a
vowel sequence with a back rounded vowel may be phonetically equivalent to that same se-
quence with the semi-vowel [w] substituted for the back rounded vowel. For example, in a
perceptual study of Romanian, CHITORAN has shown that there is no phonetic difference be-
tween the sequences [wa] and [o0a] (2002, 221). Instead of the weakening of the semi-vowel
[w], a transcription like awv may be just as easily regarded as the Greek scribe's perception of
Hebrew [fawo:n], especially in light of the variant form avwvov. One may also compare
Greek transcription of Latin forms like ovag wvas 'grapes' (P.Lond. II 481). In fact, all the
above transcriptions exhibit the apparent weakening of /w/ in the environment of a back
rounded vowel. Therefore, in phonetic transcription, [w] in these words is enclosed in paren-

theses, with the understanding that it may have been pronounced.

6.3.7.2. Palatal Approximant: /y/ =1

In the Secunda, the palatal approximant /y/ [j] is usually represented by 1 (or 1):

oinp /?0yeb/ [?0:je:B] 'an enemy' Ps. 31:9
PEOIWV /pedyon/ [p'1djo:n] 'the redemption of' Ps. 49:9
i0dw /y3do/ [jo:00:] 'his hand' Ps. 89:26

The sequence /y/ + vowel is often represented by Greek 1 (or 1) (see Yupitsky 2017, 32-33):

atOL /hayitt/ [ho:ji:01:] 'T was' Ps. 30:8
opn /yasré/ or /yisre/ [jifre:] 'those upright of’ Ps. 32:11
16pOQ /yesrop/ [jisrQ] 'he will burn' Ps. 46:10

At the time of the Secunda, Greek 1 represented the vowel [i] (4.5.3.1.1). Greek 1 with trema
(1) indicated that the 1 was to be read as an individual grapheme distinct from the preceding
vowel and not as a digraph including the previous vowel (4.5.3.1.10).*” In transcription, both

Latin and Semitic /y/ [j] are represented by Greek 1. In Arabic, word-initial /yi/ is once repre-

279. 1t is worth noting that while Janssens claims that trema was added only in the eighth or ninth century ce
(1982, 38-39), 1 with trema (1) is attested already in the ancient papyri (see THomMPSON 1966, 63).
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sented by &t (e.g., epav /yirfaw/), the contemporary phonetic value of which was [i]
(5.3.3.2.4). This may indicate that, from the perspective of Greek, word-initial [ji] was per-
ceptually equivalent to [i] (or [2i]).*® It is actually probable that certain prefix forms of the
pi‘el should be interpreted as reflecting [?i(:)] instead of [ji]: e.g., wodketr vpn? (Ps. 89:49)
may represent */ymallet/ > /imallet/ [?1:mal:1t’]. A similar phenomenon occurs in Old Baby-
lonian manuscripts (YEvIN 1985, 523-27; Knan 2013e, 955). However, other transcription
pairs such as WapPep 127 (Ps. 46:10) and oviedafPep 1277* (Ps. 18:48) may suggest that
perhaps it is better to interpret the verbal prefix 1 as an allophonic variant of 1g, representing

[ji] and [j1], respectively (for a full discussion of these forms, see 6.5.1.4.3).

The diphthong /ay/ is usually represented by ai:**'

e i /?lohay(y)/ [?1l0:haj] 'my God' Ps. 18:29
Mo /maym/ [majm] 'waters' Ps. 32:6
ool /93lay(y)/ [$o:1aj] 'against me' Ps. 35:16

In contemporary Greek orthography, it is necessary to distinguish Greek o1 from ot (with
trema). In Roman Palestinian Koine, the digraph ot signified the vowel [€], which is reflected
by interchanges such as ke for kot (4.5.3.1.10). That ou (without trema) represented [€] is also
indicated by the fact that Greek kaipodg is rendered as 8i7°p in Mishnaic Hebrew (5.4.1.1.2).
The digraph o signified the sequence [ai] throughout the Koine period.*** This is demonstrat-
ed by interchanges such as tpomaieikov for tpomaikdv (4.5.3.1.10). In transcription, the diph-
thong /ay/ is regularly represented by ou (or/for ai) in Latin and Semitic (5.3.6). Therefore, it
is entirely consistent with the conventions of contemporary Greek orthography and transcrip-

tion for the digraph av/ai to signify [aj] in the Secunda (contra JANsseNs 1982, 20-21).

280. See note 67.

281. Out of the 44 times that the Hebrew diphthong /ay/ is represented by av/ai in the Secunda, 41 of them have
trema and 3 are without trema. It is highly likely that the 3 examples without trema are due to scribal error. Two
small dots above a letter are very easily obscured, omitted, or erroneously added during transmission. The need
for trema to indicate /ay/ shows that the Secunda was composed at a time when Greek ot (without trema)
signified [€] and not [ai].

282. The trema () might not always be written in inscriptions, but it would be preserved in pronunciation.
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The diphthong /ay/ is also transcribed once by €1 and twice by n:

el [€lay(y)/ [?e:1aj] 'to me' Ps. 31:3
wefn /?0y(e)bay(y)/ [20:())1Bay] 'my enemies' Ps. 35:19
ocwvn /son(e)?ay(y)/ [son?aj] 'those who hate me' Ps. 35:19

In Roman Palestinian Koine, it is necessary to distinguish between the digraph €1, which rep-
resented the same vowel as 1 = [1], and the digraph &t (with trema) (4.5.3.1.1), which would
have represented the sequence [€i1]. The grapheme n would have represented [e] (4.5.3.1.7).
In transcription, while the sequence &1 is normally used to represent a vowel of the [i] quality
(usually [i:]), it is used a couple times in Greek transcription of Latin to represent the se-
quence [ei] or [e:i] in texts from the first and second century cE (5.3.1.1.3). It is also used in
Akkadian to represent [e:] (5.3.2.1.2). The Arabic diphthong /ay/, in addition to its typical
rendering as at, is rendered at times by &t and n/e (5.3.3.2.2). AL-JALLAD interprets these vari-
ant renderings not as representing monophthongizaion but rather a raised allophone [ei] of the
diphthong [ai]. In light of the fact that /y/ [j] tends to raise adjacent vowels in the Secunda
(see Yuprirsky 2017, 96-98), this explanation is probably valid for the Secunda as well. This
theory may find support in various transcription conventions for names from the base /zon-
ayn/ in Palestinian epigraphy: e.g., Zovevog, Zovawov, Zovnvevog (CIIP 111, no. 2425, 2443,
2445-6, 2469). Also, in a cross-language perceptual study, it was found that Italian speakers

identified the English diphthong [e'] with Italian [e] (FLEGELAN and MEADOR 1999, 2980).

In addition to the data cited above, /y/ is sometimes not represented by t:

ovepVay /w-ymin3k/ [(Du()minoy]  'and your right hand'  Ps. 18:36
wefn /?0y(e)bay(y)/ [20:())1Bay] 'my enemies' Ps. 35:19
ovelpa /w-yeSzra(h)/ [(PJu(j)i§zro:(h)]  ‘and he will help her' Ps. 46:6
cmonf /yoseb/ [(DoJe:B] 'dweller’ Ps. 49:2
oEen /h3y3/ [ho:(j)o:] 'he was' Ps. 89:42

YupiTsky argues that these transcriptions attest to the assimilation of the glide [j] to the previ-

ous vowel or the shift of the glide [j] to a glottal stop [?] (2017, 32-33). Such an explanation
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is entirely valid and supported by contemporary Hebrew evidence,” but an examination of

the Greek evidence may offer a more complete perspective.

In Palestinian and Egyptian Koine, the omission of 1 in orthography is actually one of
the indications that the vowel [i] has shifted to [j] in a particular word. For example, the
spelling xvpa (for kvpia) is usually interpreted as reflecting the following change: [kyria] >
[kyrja] ( > [kyra]) (4.5.3.1.19; Gionac 1976, 302—3; Horrocks 2014, 169). In addition to the
omission of 1 as an indication of [j], there are also examples in which the semi-vowel [j]
seems to be indicated by the sequencing of vowels (e.g., Mapieoun [for Mapioaun = Hebrew
2 n]). In Greek transcription of Arabic, the glide [j] may also go unrepresented: e.g.,
Moeapog /moge(yy)ar/ (5.3.3.2.4). It is unlikely that a geminated /yy/ would be weakened;
rather, it seems that the Greek scribe regarded that particular sequencing of vowels as the best
way to approximate the non-Greek phoneme [j]. Finally, [j] may be omitted in the transcrip-

tion of the Arabic dipthong /ay/ when it is realized as its raised allophone [ey] (5.3.3.2.2).

In Koine Greek of Asia Minor, g-a1 = /¢/ (or /¢/) before another vowel is allophonical-
ly realized as /i/: e.g., 61d¢g for Bedc. Moreover, € or 1 followed by another vowel eventually
resulted in a shift to the palatal semivowel [j] (Brixue 2010, 233). Accordingly, sequences
such as em and €a, at a certain stage of Greek in Asia Minor, were realized as [jo] and [ja].
The same phenomenon may be attested in the spelling I'eiwpytov (for I'ewpylov) in Palestin-

ian epigraphy (CIIP 111, no. 2143).

In light of the evidence of Greek orthography and transcription conventions, it is pos-
sible that a vowel sequence such as ga in aga (for /h3y3/ [ho:(j)o:]) was actually perceptually
equivalent to [ja:]/[jo:] for the Greek scribe. The use of the sequence €a to represent [ja] is ac-

tually supported by modern linguistic perceptual studies. For example, in CHITORAN's work on

283. Mor has an excellent treatment of such forms. In the Judaean Desert texts, /y/ may be represented as X
word-initially or word-medially when it precedes /e/ or /o/: e.g., WXw for w*w 'that there is' and ywX for myw>
Tsaiah' (2015, 125-26). See also the inscriptions Ewopam) 2vawR (for 78vaw») (CIIP 1/1, no. 543) and 0w (for
Latin Gaius) (CIIP 1/1, no. 60) from Jerusalem of the Second Temple period .
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glide-vowel sequences in Romanian, she found that although the sequence [ea] is phonetical-
ly distinct from [ja], it is prone to be misidentified as [ja] more than 20% of the time, stating
at the outset that "impressionistically, [ja] and [ea] have very similar pronunciations" (2002,
219-221). Therefore, in our phonetic transcription, [j] in these words is enclosed in parenthe-
ses, with the understanding that it may have been fully pronounced. In those cases for which
YupiTsky suggests that the glide has assimilated to the previous vowel (e.g., aea), we might
also render /y/ in IPA transcription as [j] with a downtack ([j]) (i.e., [ho:jo:]), indicating a low-

er tongue position in the articulation of the palatal approximant.

In light of these points, we may also posit that the reason 1 may signify the glide [j]
and a following vowel in the Secunda is because 1 is inherently vocalic and the glide element
[j] is actually derived from the behavior of the articulators as they move to and/or from the
high front vowel [i], just as was the case with ov [u] and the glide [w]. Modern linguistic
studies support the concept of the transition from one articulatory position to the next being
interpreted as a glide. For example, for some English speakers, the sound between the [g] and
the [r] in the word guarantee | gaeron'ti:] is identified as a glide [j] because of the transitions
of the F1, F2, and F3 formants from [g] to [r] (Espy-WiLson 1987, 187). Also, in Greek loan-
words in the Mishnah, the sequence 1a is often rendered in Hebrew with a consonantal yod:
e.g., omekAdplov 712 Poo and dumilia R27°918 (HEMANS 2013, 262; 5.4.1.1.4).

Finally, /y/ is omitted in transcription in two instances without vowel sequencing:

(1) oyt /yaggih/ [jag:i:h] 'he will illuminate' Ps. 18:29

Bakap /b-yqdr?/ [ba(j)k’o:r]/[bo:k?o:R] 'in luxury' Ps. 49:13
It is possible that each of these transcriptions reflect a pattern different from that of the MT,”
but there are also alternative explanations. The first transcription may be Sandhi writing (con-

text: edwar oyt [?1lo:haj (j)ag:i:h]). The second transcription may be the result of an /ay/ > /a/

284. ayr may reflect 7°37 and Baxap may reflect 2p2 (Yupitsky 2017, 42, 164—65, 189).
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sound change, which is also attested in Targum Ongelos and Babylonian Aramaic (GARR
1991). Because the vowel with the preposition /b-/ in the Secunda is /a/, the transcription

Bakap might have developed as follows: /b-yqdr/ [bajok?o:rR] > [bajk’a:r] > [ba:k?o:R].
6.3.7.3. Concluding Remarks

It is worth noting here, with respect to the transcription of Hebrew /w/ [w] and /y/ [j] in par-
ticular, how much the transcriber was working within typical Greek orthographic practices.
For example, he only used v to signify Hebrew /w/ when it followed a, because Greek v only
signified [w] (or [B]/[$] > [v]/[f]) in the diphthongal sequences av and gv. Elsewhere, he used
Greek ov for /w/. If one were inventing an entirely new system, we would expect to find one-
to-one consonantal correspondence. However, the distribution of the various transcriptions of
Hebrew /w/ demonstrates that, although the transcriber knew Hebrew well, he was approach-
ing the Hebrew perceptually through his Greek accent and orthography. This comes through
no clearer than in the transcription esBavov (Ps. 29:2). Even though /w/ does not immediately
follow /a/ in the Hebrew—the guttural /h/ intervenes—the scribe transcribes /w/ with v be-
cause it follows o in the Greek. Finally, while it is indeed likely that the glides had weakened
as in other contemporary attestations of Hebrew, it is also possible that their occasional omis-
sion in the Secunda may actually be a feature of Greek orthography, consistent with epigraph-

ic evidence and modern linguistic studies on speech perception.

6.3.8. Consonant Gemination (C: or CC)
Gemination (doubling) is essentially consonantal length. Acoustically, it involves holding the
closure for a longer duration than the corresponding singleton consonant, sometimes as little
as around 1.2x longer and sometimes as much as 2x or 3x longer. Gemination is a phonemic
category, with varying phonetic durations required to signify phonemic gemination relative to

285

context (pause, nuclear stress, etc.).” Early in Hebrew, all consonants could be geminated.

285. See the discussion on gemination in Neo-Aramaic in Knan (2004, 51-52).

-237-



At various points during the history of Hebrew, the gutturals and resh lost the ability to be

geminated: the process began with X and 9, then ¥ and 7, and finally 17 (Brau 2010, 82—-83).

6.3.8.1. Regular Gemination

In the Secunda, double consonants are usually signified by two graphemes in Greek:

avveonv /han-notén/ [han:o:0e:n] 'he who gives' Ps. 18:48
AeBpr /lebbi/ [l1b:i:] 'my heart' Ps. 28:7
OVUEGGIPL /w-mes-Siri/ [(?)umif:i:ri:] 'and from my song' Ps. 28:7
edoAAEY /?dalleg/ [?10al:1¥] 'T will leap' Ps. 18:30
okKmOi /hoqqotay(y)/ [hok’.0:0aj] 'my statutes' Ps. 89:32

In Palestinian Koine of the Roman period, many spelling interchanges attest to the fact that
consonantal length was no longer phonemic (4.5.3.1.23). Previous minimal pairs, such as éin
/ale/ [ ale:] 'wandering' and GAAn /alle/ ['al:e:] 'elsewhere' were no longer distinct in pronun-
ciation, both being realized as [ 'ale]. Nevertheless, in transcription, gemination is often repre-
sented. In Greek transcription of Latin, gemination is represented about 80% of the time
(5.3.1.3.8). In Greek transcription of Akkadian, gemination is only represented about 30% of
the time (5.3.2.3.8). In Greek transcription of Arabic, while gemination is normally represent-
ed, sometimes it is not (5.3.3.3.9). In a few instances in Latin and Akkadian, singleton conso-
nants are represented as geminates. Therefore, in light of contemporary Greek orthography
and transcription conventions, the inconsistent representation of gemination (see below) in

the Secunda is not surprising.

Yupitsky conducts a thorough analysis of gemination in the Secunda. In general, he
tends to accept that gemination in the transcription reflects gemination in Secunda Hebrew
and lack of gemination in the transcription reflects lack of gemination in Secunda Hebrew.
He does, however, admit a number of exceptions (see below). Instances of incongruity be-
tween the representation of gemination in the Secunda transcriptions and the presence or lack
of gemination in the history of Hebrew (or in other attestations in the Secunda) he explains

phonetically either as degemination or secondary gemination (2017, 36—44).
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While Yupitsky has provided a valuable and potentially accurate account of how
degemination and secondary gemination might be explained phonetically in the Secunda, I
will proceed by focusing on some perceptual elements that may also have played a role in the
representation of gemination in the Secunda.”® It should be noted that YupiTsky's approach
finds support in parallel cases of degemination and secondary gemination in Neo-Aramaic
(see KHan 1999, 57-61; 2002, 58-61; 2004, 52-55; 2008, 40-42; 2016, 195-200; FASSBERG

2010, 29-30). My emphasis on perceptual factors is intended to complement his work.

The light that modern linguistics has shed on the acoustic nature of the singleton/gem-
inate contrast is also worth mentioning here. Although phonologically we tend to regard gem-
inate consonants as C[+long] (/C:/) and singleton consonants as C[-long] (/C/), the durational
ratio between a geminate and singleton consonant may vary inasmuch as it depends on a
number of factors: type of consonant (stop, nasal, sibilant, etc.), vocalic context, speed of
speech, etc. (Aovama and Rem 2006). Moreover, in a transcriptional context, we are dealing
with the perception of consonant duration from the perspective of a Greek accent and not
necessarily a native phonological conception of gemination. All these factors need to be taken

into account in an examination of the various representations of gemination in the Secunda.

6.3.8.2. Gemination of /w/, /y/, and /z/
While most instances of gemination or lack thereof in the Secunda are expected,”’ there are a
number of contexts in which gemination is not regularly represented. First, the consonants

/wl/, Iyl, and /z/ are never geminated in transcription:

LOGOVE /msawwe/ [mofaw:e:] 'making meet' Ps. 18:34
ain [Payye/ [?aj:e:] 'where?' Ps. 89:50
exalep /?kazzeb/ [?1yaz:1B] T will lie' Ps. 89:36

286. See also SpEISER (1932-33) and Janssens (1982, 44), albeit with a less sophisticated linguistic framework.

287. Just as gemination is usually represented as expected, the lack of gemination is also usually represented as
expected. Yupitsky shows that gutturals and /r/ are not geminated in the transcriptions. There are a couple
ambiguous cases in which /h/ and /h/ do not exhibit compensatory lengthening, but even these are parallel with
the same forms in the Tiberian tradition (2017, 39—40). For the one possible case of /r/ doubling, see 6.3.5.2.
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Although these consonants were actually geminated in Secunda Hebrew, YupiTsky suggests
that they were not doubled in the transcription because v, 1, and  were not doubled in Greek
orthography. He points out that both v and 1 represented double consonants after a vowel (-

ayy-, -aww-) and that { represented the sequence /zd/ (2017, 40).

Although v, 1, and ( are not doubled in standard Greek orthography, there are attesta-
tions of {{ in Palestinian Greek orthography and transcription: e.g., tevyillet (for tevyler)
and allova (for X317). By the time of the Secunda, the grapheme ( /zd/ had shifted to /zz/ and
then simplified to /z/ (4.5.3.1.23; 4.5.3.1.34). In Greek transcription of Arabic, gemination of
the glides /w/ and /y/ is never indicated in transcription (5.3.3.3.9). Cross-linguistically,
glides typically have the smallest durational difference between singleton and geminate con-
sonants (Aovyama and REp 2006). In spite of the couple examples of {( in Palestinian epigra-
phy, we may conclude that the gemination of /w/, /y/, and /z/ is not represented in the Secun-

da in accordance with standard Greek orthography.

6.3.8.3. Gemination in Sonorous Segments

Second, gemination may not be indicated in segments with higher sonority:

ovnvt /honnéni/ [hon:emi:] 'have mercy on me!"  Ps. 31:10
LEVEYOD /men-negd/ [mim:1gd] 'from before' Ps. 31:23
pafu /rabbim/ [rab:1:(m)] 'great’ Ps. 32:6
QoANT /pallet/ [pal:e:t?] 'deliverance' Ps. 32:7
HEUEVL /mem-mennt/ [mim:in:i:] 'from me' Ps. 35:22
OehaBary /thell5tdk/ [t"thil:0:00:%] 'your praise’' Ps. 35:28
LOLLLLLL /yammim/ [Jam:1:(m)] 'seas’ Ps. 46:3
OLOLULLY /h3-Sammim/ [ho:fam:i(m)] 'the peoples' Ps. 49:2
oL /Sammim/ [fam:T:(m)] 'peoples’ Ps. 89:51

Also, in segments with high sonority, singleton /b/ and /m/ may be doubled in transcription:

oiefPai /?20y(e)bay(y)/ [?0j1Baj] 'my enemies' Ps. 30:2
LePBoPeyep™ /Ib3b(a)kem(m)/ [l1Bo:Bayi(m)]/[l1fo:Bryi(m)] 'your heart' Ps. 31:25

288. It is likely that the form AePPaPeyep is a forma mixta, combining **AefPeyep with AePaPeyep (see
Yupitsky 2017, 41).
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Ooppty /t3mim/ [t":mi:(m)] 'blameless' Ps. 18:31
o /tdmim/ [t":mi:(m)] ‘blameless' Ps. 18:33

coppaip  /$dmaym/ or /Sammaym/ [Jo:majm]/[fam:ajm] 'heaven'  Ps. 89:30
Yupitsky devotes a discussion to the irregular behavior of gemination as it relates to the labi-
als /b/ and /m/. According to him, the representation of gemination or lack thereof around the
labials actually reflects variant forms in the Hebrew. He derives the following rule: the labials
/b/ and /m/ tend to be geminated or lose their gemination especially when they appear at least
twice in the same word (2017, 40—41). Yupitsky highlights an important phenomenon, but in

my opinion, it is better to classify this group in terms of high sonority.

In Roman Palestinian Koine, similar examples are attested both in general orthogra-
phy and transcription: e.g., [a]v[oJiwyppevov (for dvemyuévov), Apa (for Apua), Bevviapy
(for Beviapv 1m012), dekaeven (for dekaevvea), and Pafu (for Pafpr "27) (4.5.3.1.23). In

transcription of Punic, there are similar pairs such as @10 alongside ®evvelf (5.3.5.2).

The first group of Secunda transcriptions, in which etymological gemination is unrep-
resented, may be explained in light of the phonetic context. Cross-linguistically, the gem-
inate-to-singleton durational ratio tends to be higher with sonorant consonants (with the ex-
ception of semivowels, see AoyamMa and Remp 2006) than most other types of consonants.
Because sonorant consonants exhibit greater similarity with vowels, which are inherently at
the top of the sonority hierarchy, a greater duration is presumably necessary to set off the
geminate ([+long]) from the surrounding context. In a study of geminates in Arabic, Kawa-
HARA found that sonorant consonants tend to be more difficult to perceive than obstruent con-
sonants. Moreover, as the sonority of a segment increases, the difficulty of perceiving a gem-
inate sonorant also increases (2007, 1, 57).** In a perceptual study of geminates, HARDISON
and SaiGo found that a greater difference in sonority between the geminate consonant and the

surrounding vocalic context aided perception. When geminates are misperceived, they may

289. But cf. DmitrIEVA (2012, 137), who argues against the general consensus regarding sonority and geminates.
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be perceived as a long vowel and singleton consonant (2010, 81).*°

Most of the mispercep-
tions of gemination above occur with a sonorous geminate or singleton consonant in a highly
sonorous context (e.g., adjacent to glide, adjacent to liquid/nasal, adjacent to nasalized vow-

el). The high level of sonority in the segment likely obscured a plain distinction between the

geminate or singleton consonant and the surrounding environment.

6.3.8.4. Gemination in Sibilants

Third, gemination of sibilants is often unrepresented in transcription (see SPEISER 1932, 261):

OVEGTYNIL /w-?essigem/  [(?)u?ris:i:ge:m] 'and I will catch them' Ps. 18:38

ECIANVL /hessilent/ [hits?:1:lemni:] 'save me!' Ps. 31:3
10POGOV /yarossu/ [jo:rots™:u:] 'they will oppress' Ps. 49:14
YOO OLUG /kas-Sams/ [k"af:am/] 'like the sun' Ps. 89:37
GOoOVOV /Sassuhu/ [fasiuhu:] 'they plundered it' Ps. 89:42
OA-LLOL GO /Sal mas-Saw/ [fal maf:aw] 'on account of what vanity?' Ps. 89:48

There is also evidence in Palestinian Koine for singleton/geminate alternations of sibilants:
e.g., eéeootm (for eeotm) and tecepeoskaidekarov (for tecoapeoskadekarov). Cross-linguis-
tically, sibilants tend to be longer than other types of consonants and sibilants also tend to
have a lower geminate to singleton durational ratio than other consonant types (BLEVINS 2004;
DmitriEvA 2012, 20). In a perceptual study of geminated /tt/, /kk/, and /ss/ followed by the
vowels /a/ or /u/, it was found that /ss/ + /u/ was the hardest sequence in which to identify the
geminate consonant. This is because the sequence /ss/ + /u/ has the smallest difference in
sonority between the consonant and the vowel (Harpison and Saico 2010, 81, 85, 95). At

least in the case of the transcriptions wapocov and cacovov, these principles likely apply.

A couple transcriptions in the Secunda, iecot "y (Ps. 18:47) and ovvecoapov 1908

(Ps. 35:16), may attest to the assimilation of a guttural to an adjacent sibilant: § > C; / Cjpiivi-

290. The reverse of this, misperceiving a long vowel and a singleton as a short vowel and a geminate, is also
possible. Anecdotally, I may cite my experience learning Arabic, during which I remember hearing the word
/mugamarat/ 'adventures' and misperceiving and misproducing it as /mugammarat/. Curiously, this
misperception also occurred in the environment of a highly sonorous segment (i.e., low vowel and nasal).
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g and 2> C5 /' Copsivilany; 1t 1s more likely, however, that they should be corrected to tecet*

and ovveecapov* (see YupiTsky 2017, 40, 81-82).

The transcriptions accokep WYX (Ps. 89:34) and accoave 73wX (Ps. 89:35) exhibit a
double oo /88/ in an unexpected context, making them appear as niphal forms instead of piel
forms. YupiTsky also mentions the form Osocofep 12wn (Ps. 48:8),”' found in a quotation in
Chrysostom. These forms are unusual in two ways: (1) the first radical is doubled in the piel
prefix forms and (2) the vowel of the prefix is a instead of € (cf. eyalep 272X). YuDITSKY com-
pares these forms to the secondary doubling of the initial radical in Syriac 1cs forms (Peqqa-
tel), but does not believe the Secunda has been influenced by Syriac. Nevertheless, his com-
ment that the first radical of all three forms is /8/ is significant (2017, 42, 152-53). We may
also add to this list the most recent, though uncertain, reading of Ps. 46:10 in the Ambrosiana
palimpsest, which has 1ocafep for the piel form 12v”. Because all of these examples involve
a sibilant and a high vowel, it may be explained perceptually as above. However, the unifor-

mity of this change suggests that it may be a more well-defined phonological phenomenon.

While the Syriac forms that Yubpitsky mentions occur irrespective of the type of con-
sonant, other Aramaic phenomena offer better parallels. HUEHNERGARD has shown that the
doubling of /$/ occurs in the environment of #Ci_V, citing the following examples: Common
Aramaic *7iss-a/at- 'fire' < *?is-at; Syriac nessin 'women' < nis-ina and gessat "bow' (cstr. of
gesta) (20172, 7). Because the prefix vowel in the pi‘el stem was originally /i/ in Hebrew
(STENER 1980), all of these forms in the Secunda would correspond with this limited sound
change in Aramaic. The New Testament Greek form Mecociag 7°wn 'Messiah' may also be rel-
evant here: *masih > (vowel raising in environment of sibilant) > mesih > (s > ss / #Ci_ V) >
messih. Finally, KHAN points out that in the Neo-Aramaic dialect of the Jews of Arbel, phono-

logical /lisana/ 'tongue' is realized variously with respect to gemination: [lifa: ne],

291. Yupitsky incorrectly cites this as Psalms 46:8 (2017, 153).

-243 -



[liffa: 'nze], [li;fa: 'ne] (KHAN 1999, 58). A form in the Kaufmann manuscript of the Mishnah
also attests to a comparable phenomenon: 33 N¥ WY 7Y 'until he keeps watch on his roof'
(Tohar. 9:6, folio 265v). The lack of doubling in the middle radical in the forms mentioned
above (Beccafep, wooaPep, etc.) may be due to subsequent confusion with nif'al after the
doubling of the initial radical. The prefix a in the forms accaxep and accave is difficult to

explain. Nevertheless, it is possible that these forms exhibit influence of Aramaic phonology.

6.3.8.5. Gemination of /t/

Fourth, gemination is often left unrepresented in the environment of /t/:

¢ebebo /pettehtd/ [p"1t":1ht"s:] 'you released' Ps. 30:12
ovelalepnvt  /wat-t2azzeréni/ [wet"(a)?az:re:ni:] 'and you girded me'  Ps. 30:12
icOev /yetten/ [jit":m] 'he will give' Ps. 49:8
cabov /satt/ [fat"u:] 'they set themselves'  Ps. 49:15

Aside from the instances of irregular gemination that he attributes to the presence of /b/ and
/m/, YupiTsky suggests that degemination occurs after short /e/ in the Secunda. He also ar-
gues that the lack of gemination in the initial syllable of wayyigtol forms such as oveBalepnvi
1978m (Ps. 30:12), ovBebBev 1nm (Ps. 18:36) and ovBelopnvt "1718m (Ps. 18:40) is evidence
that the Hebrew of the Secunda reflects a transitional period during which the narrative past
tense form w-yigtol (< *wa-yaqtul [# *wa-yaqtulu]) was gradually shifting to wayyigtol. Dur-
ing this transitional period, gemination would be present in some past yigtol verbs and absent

in others (2017, 44, 231-32).*”

There is evidence in Palestinian Koine for alternations of t/tt and 6/60 in orthography
and transcription: e.g., cwttplog (for cwtprog), mirakiov (for mrtakiov), and Mabeb<og>

(for MaB0eBog). Cross-linguistically, voiceless stops require a greater duration than voiced

292. These forms may have another explanation. In my view, because the narrative past tense wayyigtol was not
a part of the spoken language, it was not always identified in the consonantal text, especially in poetry. The
ancient Greek translations also indicate inconsistency in the renderings of w(ay) + yigtol forms in Psalms.
Therefore, forms without a vowel after ov and without double 60 in the Secunda may indicate that the
transcriber identified them as w + yigtol non-past tense forms just as the ancient translators sometimes did. Note
that oviedaBPep 12771 (Ps. 18:48) is translated as present in Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion and ov0e80ev
-1nm (Ps. 18:36) as future in Symmachus.
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stops to be perceived as geminates (DmiTrRIEVA 2012, 31-32). Geminates followed by high
vowels are more difficult to discern than geminates followed by low vowels (Harpison and
Saico 2010, 90). Further, there is some evidence that the contrast between singleton and gem-
inate consonants is less between unstressed vowels (DmiTrIEVA 2012, 137).%”® This is the case

for the prefix consonant /t"(:)/ = 0(0) of the waw consecutive forms.

6.3.8.6. Gemination and Syllable Structure
Fifth, and finally, a lack of gemination in the Secunda is often precipitated by syllable struc-

ture. Final gemination is never represented, but it is always preceded by a short vowel:

Aep /leb(b)/ [lib] 'heart' Ps. 32:11
oK /saq(q)/ [saek?] 'sackcloth’ Ps. 35:13
el /?2em(m)/ [?1(m)] 'a mother' Ps. 35:14
YOA /kol(1)/ [kK"s1] "all' Ps. 35:28

In Greek transcription of Arabic and Akkadian, final gemination is not represented (5.3.2.3.8;
5.3.3.3.9). A number of modern Semitic dialects (mostly Arabic) have final geminates
(phonologically) which surface phonetically as singletons: e.g., Syrian Arabic /mayy/ [maj]
'water' and Modern Mandaic /rabb/ [rab] 'large'. In Arabic, final geminates are allowed in the
coda-maximalizing dialects. In the Gubb'adin dialect of Neo-Aramaic, final -CC# was simpli-
fied. Cross-linguistically, it is common for final -CC# to appear only after monosyllabic
words with short vowels (CVCC#), since a long vowel followed by a final geminate
(CV:CC#) 1s not permitted in the phonotactics of most languages (DmiTrIEVA 2012, 2, 161-62,
166, 168, 219). These principles may be illustrated by a comparison of the various monosyl-

labic syllable structures in the Secunda:

293. But cf. DmiTrIEVA (2012, 139), who suggests that the decreased perceptibility might not be significant.
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o o o
oo B [T
L | - o
? e 1 d e r k l e b b
nA =/(?ee).l/ [?e:]] depy = /(der).k/ [dirk] Aep =/(leb).b/ [l1b]

Figure 21: Moraic Representation of nA, depy, and A&

The short vowel in the gill and goll patterns above demonstrates that the syllable structure of
words like AP resembles oepy more than nA. In light of the cross-linguistic evidence and the
evidence of modern Semitic dialects, we may posit that the Hebrew reflected in the Secunda

had at least underlying final geminates, though they may have surfaced as singletons.

If a final underlying geminate was a n"9> 7"32 consonant as in Agp, it is not clear
whether it would have been realized with the plosive or spirantized realization. Note that in
the Northeastern Neo-Aramaic (NENA) dialects, in which the reflex of post-vocalic */b/ is
generally realized as /w/ and in which synchronic post-vocalic /b/ is sometimes realized as
[B], plosive /b/ is maintained when it originates from */bb/, including in syllable-final con-
texts: e.g., the dialect of Qaraqosh has gib (< *gebb) 'with' and sabta (< *sabb’ta) 'week'
(Knan 2002, 26, 31). In light of the interchange of « for y for &# (< *kk#) in the transcription
discussed earlier (ovwpek [6.3.1.6]), we will tentatively posit the same phenomenon for the

Secunda, though it is highly speculative.

An underlying geminate is also likely for the following C,VC,:C;V segments (cf. Yu-

DITSKY 2017, 43):

ieocavov /ysaw(w)Su/ [jifawSu:] 'they will cry out' Ps. 18:42
pexep /mek-(k)pirim/ [mik"$i:Ri:(m)] 'from young lions' Ps. 35:17
ebvnov /?et(t)nehu/ [?1t"ne:hu:] 'T will set him' Ps. 89:28

Arabic dialects also bear witness to consonant-adjacent geminates that are neutralized on the

surface: e.g., Iraqi Arabic /dabbrat/ [dabrat] 'she arranged' and Syrian Arabic /wa??ef/
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[wa??ef] 'stop! (masc.)' vs. /wa??fi/ [wa?fi] 'stop! (fem.)' (DmiTRIEVA 2012, 2, 21, 161). In the
underlying form, a geminate is followed by an unstressed short vowel. Syncope occurs fol-
lowed by a neutralization of the geminate in the new consonant-adjacent context. We may
compare two Secunda forms of similar syllable structure, one in which syncope and degem-

ination occur (¢6vnov) and one in which they do not (peAletnvt) (see Watson 2007, 352):

(A) w
(o g g g
nop /i u 1 u I H ’V/ﬂ //i\>‘ pop
\ AN
2 e ene p al et e n i

ebvnov =/(?et).0.(nee).(huu)/ [?1tne:hu:]  eedhetnvi = /(pal).(le).(tee).(ni1)/ [pal:it’e:ni:]

Figure 22: Moraic Representation of eBvnov and gelietnvt

Syncope and degemination do not typically occur in this syllable structure (CVCCVCV:) in
the Secunda (e.g., elhetnvi 3092 [Ps. 31:2], Cappepov* 11 [Ps. 30:5], ieppolov 1997 [Ps.
18:39], but cf. Becaver *¥wa [Ps. 31:23] and tecavov w¢” [Ps. 18:42]). Phonetically, degem-
ination and subsequent syncope may have occurred because of the homorganic nature of /t/
and /n/ in Hebrew.”* Because gemination is preserved in other parts of the paradigm (e.g.,
oviebbev), we may posit underlying gemination that is neutralized on the surface in the

transcription €Bvnov. A similar phenomenon is likely reflected also in fecavet and iesavov.

Other potential instances of degemination in relation to syllable structure are covered
in Yupitsky (2017, 43). However, because their relevance for potential degemination depends
on our interpretation of whether or not the word is intended to be definite, an interpretation

which must remain uncertain, they have been omitted from the discussion here.

6.3.8.7. Concluding Remarks
A number of the suggestions put forth in this section to explain the irregular representation of

gemination in the Secunda merely constitute possible explanations and are, to a degree, ad

294. Note how in Tiberian Hebrew, /1/ is usually degeminated in the Aithpa‘el stem with suffixes if it is followed
by another /1/ but not otherwise: e.g., 17790 but 13%7n".
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hoc. This is because there is no definite way of knowing precisely how geminates were real-
ized in Secunda Hebrew with respect to their relative durations across different consonant
types and phonetic and prosodic environments. Even if some of the suggestions put forth turn
out to be incorrect, the discussion has demonstrated that when dealing with irregular repre-
sentations of gemination in the Secunda, a whole array of factors must be taken into account.
Standard Greek orthographic conventions may limit the ability of the scribe to represent gem-
ination in the most efficient way. The acoustic and articulatory characteristics of the conso-
nant and its immediate context may lessen the geminate-singleton contrast. One must also
consider how the underlying phonology might have been neutralized in the surface forms. Fi-
nally, all of these issues must be constantly viewed through the lens of the linguistic percep-
tion of the transcriber. Certain distinctions particular to a certain language are sometimes per-

ceived quite differently by speakers of another language, even if they are fluent in both.*”

In light of these principles, we may refine the approach of Yupirsky, who generally
assumes that the presence or lack of gemination in the transcriptions reflects the same in the
phonology of the Hebrew. What is missing from his approach is an appreciation of how sig-
nificant a role linguistic perception can play in all of these cases. Because of misperception
across languages, a singleton in transcription may still represent a geminate in Hebrew, and
vice versa. The representation of gemination in Greek transcriptions of Latin and Akkadian
support this point. One may also consider modern examples, such as the transliteration of

Arabic names into English, in which gemination may go unrepresented (see 6.4.2.4).

6.3.9. Summary
The suggested realization of each consonantal phoneme in the Secunda is outlined below

(chart 19):

295. See, for example, HaN's study on Japanese geminates among native Japanese and fluent Americans. He
found that the Americans tended to pronounce the geminates with considerably less duration than did the
Japanese (1992). See also Cerata and Canciia's study of the perception of geminates in the Lucchese
community in San Francisco. She found that the longer one had been in the United States the more difficulty
they had discerning the singleton-geminate distinction in Lucchese (2010).
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Hebrew Letter Phoneme Phone Greek Grapheme Written Word Pronunciation
STOPS:
| [b] B Bavav [bo:naw]
: S b o [Sapdo?]
) [p"] 0 @aarda [p"o:Qalts:]
5 P g 0 aguyf [ho:pay']
7 [d] ) oepy [dirk"]
T v [0] ) 1000 [jo:00:]
n [t"] 0 Oaud [t"0:mi:0]
n v [0] 0 ac101 [§0:51:01:]
A [g] Y Yo [gam]
) ¢/ [¥] Y poryev [mo:BIn]
> [k"] ye n [k"i:]
3 /k/ [x] X Pay, [bo:x]
SIBILANTS:
[s] c oL [so:m]
° fsf ([zD o, Beeloay [brhizdo:y]
7 /8/ [s] c GOLLLOV [so:mhu:]
17 /$/ U] o GOAMLL [[2:10:(m)]
[z] C polpop [mazmo:R]
T & ([sD (,o veypeoi [nisraest"i:]
EMPHATICS:
P /q/ k7] K KOA [k?0:1]
v It/ [t7] T TOUVOL [t?o:mnu:]
X /s/ [t7] c 60K [ts710k"i:]
SONORANTS:
[m] u pop [majm]
g fm/ [V(m)] W, v Oy [to:mi:(m)]
[n] v voop [no:hor]
’ w [V(n)] v, > vadav [no:0a(n)]
9 o 1] A Aavov [lo:nu:]

296. One example of v > i is attested in external sources: Pedep 1792 (Gen. 2:8). In the Ambrosiana palimpsest,
initial /#n/ is once transcribed with p before being corrected to v: wnep6 (Ps. 89:40).
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n /t/ [R] p popmd [Ro:mo0:0]
GUTTURALS:
X /2 [?] D, oo’ anh [ho:2e:1]
1 /h/ [h] 9,0 a unnpa [mehe:ro:]
v /8/ [€] 9,0 a pHo@y [mo:€o:K¥]
n /h/ [h] 9,0 a 0OGCLUL [haho:sT:(m)]
SEMI-VOWELS:
oV ynovadw [ge:wo:00:]
) Iw/ W] v(/a ) AVOVOY [Sawo:na(n)]
[?] oo 00V [fawo0:(n)]/[§a?0:(n)]
’ " [i] L1 oinf [20:je:P]
L1/17?] oo oEq, [ho:jo:]/[ho:jo:]

Chart 19: Consonantal Phonology, Phonetics, and Orthography in the Secunda

6.4. VOWELS

There are essentially two possible interpretations of the vowel system of Secunda Hebrew,

one which posits an eight-vowel system (/a/, /e/, /o/, /a/, /€/, /0/, /1/, /u/) (BRonNO 1943, 12;

Janssens 1982, 51; Yupitsky 2017, 71) and one which posits a ten-vowel system (/a/, /e/, /o/,

/al, 1€/, 1o/, i/, lu/ + /€/, [€]) (BLau 1984). Additionally, there is the question regarding whether

vocalic shewa is a real feature or merely the preservation of a short historical vowel in an

open unstressed syllable (6.5.1.2). Based on my analysis of the transcriptions, which will be

borne out in this section, the Hebrew tradition reflected in the Secunda has the following vo-

calic phonemic inventory:

Front Back
close 1 u
mid-close e © © 0
mid-open (8, €) 3
open a

Chart 20: Vocalic Phonemic Inventory of the Secunda

297. The sequence a_a indicates that a hiatus between vowels may signify this consonant.
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Oppositions between phonemes are indicated by the minimal pairs below. Due to the limited

corpus, minimal pairs are not always attested. Therefore, hypothetical, yet justifiable, forms

are reconstructed (marked with ***) on the basis of comparable forms (marked with —):**

/e (o1p1—) viprF** /nir/  'my fallow ground' /5/: /o/ (cop—) yeA***  /k3l/ 'he enclosed'

wnpt /nert/ 'my light' oA /kol(1)/ ‘all
/el : le/ A /el 'God of' (cstr.)  /5/: /o/ Ba /b3/ 'he is coming'
e /?el/ 'to’ $0) /bd/ 'in him/it'
/g/%g'g (won—) paon***  /mahse/ 'refuge of /o/ : /o/ o( /Soz(z)/ 'strength’
pooe /mahsg/ 'refuge’ (pot—) @C***  /§5z/  '(to) seek refuge’
/a/ : /5 (vaBov—) Coxap*** /zokar/ 'he remembered’ /o/: i/ (Swp—) c@p*F*E  /Sor/ "bull'
Coyap /z3k31/ 'male’ covp /sur/ 'wall'

Chart 21: Vocalic Phonemic Oppositions in the Secunda

I will begin this section by analyzing the representation of /&/ and /6/ in the Secunda to ad-
dress the fundamental question as to whether or not the transcriber utilized the Greek vocalic
graphemes to represent length or quality in the Secunda. Following this, I will address each
Hebrew vocalic phoneme in turn, dealing with its graphemic representation, phonemic value,

and phonetic realization. The issue of vocalic shewa will be dealt with in 6.5.

6.4.1. Length and Quality: /é/ =1 and /0/ = ®
In the Secunda, the transcription of long /€/, /6/ and short /e/, /o/ corresponds with the histori-
cal-grammatical distinction between long and short vowels in Greek. Long /&/ is represented

by 1, which represents a close-mid front vowel [e] in Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.7):

EKKTG /Seqqes/ [C1k”e ] 'a perverse one' Ps. 18:27
ounv /w-?en/ [(?)u?emn] 'and there is no' Ps. 18:42

oppoaalepnvt  /ham-m?azzeréni/ [ham:a?az:ire:ni:] 'the one who girds me' Ps. 18:33

298. Unattested vipt*** 271 (< *¢il) 'my fallow ground' has been reconstructed on the basis of attested cipt ™%
(< *qil) 'my song', the final vowel of a III-weak construct noun in unattested paon*** (< *-vyv#) 'refuge of' on
the basis of the final vowel in attested mon ny (< *-vyv#) 'doer of', the unattested 3ms strong suffix conjugation
form Coyap*** 137 'he remembered' on the basis of attested voBav 03 'he gave', the unattested 3ms II-weak
suffix conjugation form yal*** 53 'he enclosed' on the basis of attested cop o¥ 'he set', the unattested II-weak
qal infinitive o 11y (< *qol) '(to) seek refuge' on the basis of attested pwt vin (< *qol) '(to) shake', and the
unattested [I-weak noun cwp W (< *gol) on the basis of attested dwp 737 (< *qol) 'generation'.

299. I argue that [€:], indicated by €, was present in the Secunda, but it may be an allophone of /&/ (see 6.4.4).
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Long /0/ is rendered by ®, which represents a mid back rounded vowel [o] in Palestinian

Koine at the time of the Secunda (4.5.3.1.11):

KOA /qol/ [k?o:1] 'voice' Ps. 28:6
voonp /noser/ [no:&s’e:Rr] 'keeping' Ps. 31:24
cafoamd /s(a)bd?0t/ [ts7aPo:?0:0] 'hosts' Ps. 46:8

For a discussion regarding the transcription of short /e/ with € and short /o/ with o, see 6.4.2.

Before analyzing other vocalic correspondences in the Secunda, we must begin by ad-
dressing a fundamental question: are both length and quality directly represented in the
transcription, or is only quality directly transcribed? Most scholars who have dealt with the
Secunda seem to assume that the Greek historically long vocalic graphemes 1 and ® must al-
ways represent long vowels and € and o must always represent short vowels (e.g., BRonNO
1943; Janssens 1982; Yupitsky 2017), but it has also been suggested that the Greek transcrip-
tions may correspond only with quality (BLau 1984). In this section, I will argue that the Se-
cunda transcriptions represent primarily quality, with direct representation of quantity as a

possible secondary convention as long as it did not affect the perception of quality.

6.4.1.1. The Presence of Real Vowel Quantity in the Secunda
Although the terms "long vowels" and "short vowels" are often used to refer to qualitative
differences, especially in Biblical Hebrew, an important distinction must be made between
vowel quality and vowel quantity. Traditionally, vowel quality has been understood as the rel-
ative height and backness of the tongue when pronouncing particular vowels.’” Any vowel
may be described in terms of how high, low, back, or front it is.*”' Vowel length refers to the
duration for which a particular vowel quality is pronounced. In many instances, length is

merely a phonetic feature, but many languages make use of length for phonemic contrasts.

300. There are also additional features such as rounding, ATR (width of the pharynx), rhotacization, and
nasalization (LADEFOGED 2001, 215).

301. While phoneticians have used such terms for a long time, "height" and "backness" actually correspond
more to acoustic frequencies than they do to the position of the tongue. The high-low distinction corresponds to
what is referred to as the first formant (F1) and the front-back distinction roughly corresponds to the difference
between the first formant (F1) and the second formant (F2) (LaperoGep 2001, 1415, 170-78, 232-33).
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Unlike vowel quality, vowel length is a suprasegmental feature imposed on a particular vowel
segment. It is not a feature like height, backness, or roundness, but merely specifies the dura-

tion of the vowel segment (LADEFOGED 2001, 14-15, 170-78, 232-33).

There are several pieces of evidence that support the presence of real phonemic length
(i.e., duration) in Hebrew in the first few centuries ck. First, when discussing Christians who
mispronounce Hebrew names, which they only knew as they were presented in the Greek

transcriptions of the LXX (see HArvVIAINEN 1977, 49-50; Bronno 1970, 205), Jerome writes:

And if we make a mistake in pronunciation, in lengthening or shortening of a
syllable, whether lengthening that which is short, or shortening that which is
long, they (the Jews) are accustomed to mock us for our ignorance ... **

The Latin terms Jerome uses here, produco and brevio, are technical terms referring to the
lengthening and shortening of vowels and syllables (see Moreno 2008). Cicero (1% Bcg), for
example, uses the term produco when referring to the compensatory lengthening of a vowel
before a nasal, and Quintilian (1% cg) uses the term brevio when referring to the shortening of
the long vowel in the name Amphion.*” Second, a number of ordered sound rules in the histo-

ry of Hebrew require real durational length to be present at the time of the Secunda.’™ Third,

302. Commentary on Titus (3.9): Et si forte erraverimus in accentu, in extensione et brevitate syllabae, vel
brevia producentes, vel producta breviantes, solent irridere nos imperitiae, maxime in aspirationibus in
quibusdam cum rasura gulae litteris proferendis.

303. Orator (48.159): indoctus dicimus brevi prima littera, insanus producta, inhumanus brevi, infelix longa.
"We know that 'indoctus' is to be pronounced with the first letter short (brevi), 'insanus' long (producta),
'inhumanus' short (brevi), 'infelix' long (longa)."

Institutio Oratio (12.10.57): ...cum interrogasset rusticum testem, an Amphionem nosset, negante eo, detraxit
aspirationem breviavitque secundam eius nominis syllabam, et ille eum sic optime norat. huiusmodi casus
efficient, ut aliquando dicatur liter quam scribitur, cum dicere, quomodo scribendum est, non licet. "When he
asked a rustic witness whether he knew Amphion, and the witness replied that he did not, dropped the aspirate
and shortened (breviavit) the second syllable, whereupon the witness recognised him at once. Such situations,
when it is impossible to speak as we write, will sometimes make it necessary to speak in language other than
that which we use in writing" (translation from BuTLER 1922).

304. KHAN points out that at some point in the history of Hebrew, the pairs of long and short a/a and e/e vowels
became differentiated by quality in addition to length: a-a@ > a-5"and e-é¢ > ¢-é. Another relevant sound change
was the lengthening of stressed syllables in a particular group of words, including final syllables in certain
verbal forms and originally monosyllabic nouns closed by gemination. This lengthening rule is demonstrated by
Tiberian Hebrew forms such as 2% (< *libb) and 93 (< *kull). It is apparently problematic, however, that the
same sort of lengthening does not apply to Tiberian Hebrew oy. Being from geminate roots, all of these forms
exhibit short vowels in the Secunda (\ef, yoA, ap/ep). In Tiberian Hebrew, the fact that all stressed syllables
were pronounced long—this was a separate, later lengthening than the one just mentioned—shows that the
difference between 73/2% and oy lies not in the fact that oy is not lengthened, but in the fact that it did not
undergo the quality shift to /o/. This is best explained by assuming that the lengthening rule operated affer the
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certain minimal pairs in the Secunda, such as the distribution of Greek o and , are best ex-

plained by assuming a real phonemic contrast in vowel duration.’”

6.4.1.2. Contemporary vs. Historical Orthography
Previous scholars who have worked on the transcriptions concur that vowel quantity was
present and phonemic in the Hebrew of the Secunda (e.g., Bronno 1943, 12; Janssens 1982,
51; Yubitsky 2017, 45-61). They also point out that Greek n and ® are used to represent the
Hebrew long vowels /&/ and /0/ and Greek € and o are used to represent the Hebrew short
vowels /e/ and /o/. While this is a correct description, incorrect assumptions, resulting from a
lack of precision and a lack of sensitivity to Greek orthography and phonology, have under-
girded the approach. For example, the Greek vocalic graphemes 1 and o are considered to be
inherently long at the time of the Secunda (e.g., Janssens 1982, 20). Also, Greek € and n are
portrayed as differing only in length, € representing short /e/ and 1 representing long /&/ (e.g.,

Yubirsky 2007a, 5; Yupitsky 2017, 46).%%

Neither of these assumptions is consistent with the Greek evidence. First, in Palestin-
ian Koine Greek of the Roman period—in fact, as early as the Koine Greek of the second
century BCE (Horrocks 2014, 169)—vowel-length distinctions had been neutralized and the
Greek vocalic graphemes came to represent only quality (4.5.3.1.22). At the time of the Se-
cunda, one reading Greek would not have made phonemic length distinctions, just as

Jerome's contemporaries were unable to pronounce vowel length in Hebrew names correctly

a > o quality shift had ceased to operate (Knan 1987, 45). We may summarize these changes as follows: (1) a-
a > a-o, (2) stressed vowels in certain words subsequently lengthened, and (3) e-é > ¢-¢. While there is some
evidence for (1) in the Secunda, there is counter-evidence for (2), which suggests that phonemic length was still
been present in Secunda Hebrew. Note, however, that there may be evidence for (2) in Chrysostom's
transcriptions op an 'heat' (< */homm/) and nv 177 'favor' (< */henn/) (Fragmenta in Jeremiam, 64.969.50-51).

305. Because o and ® both represent [o] in Palestinian Koine Greek during the Roman period, the best
interpretation of their complementary distribution in the Secunda, attested in such minimal patferns (minimal
pairs are not always attested) as the imperative (yop remember!' (Ps. 89:48) and the nominal Bywp 'firstborn’
(Ps. 89:28), is that o is utilized to represent long /6/, despite the fact that it no longer represented a long vowel
in Greek at the time of the composition of the Secunda (4.5.3.1.22).

306. In his dissertation, Yupitsky states that "in Greek, long e and short e are represented by different
[graphemes]: n for the long [vowel] and ¢ for the short [vowel]" (my translation) (2007a, 5). In his monograph,
Yupitsky describes Greek € as "a short front middle vowel, lower than /i/ and higher than /a/" and n as "a long
front middle vowel, lower than /i/ and higher than /a/" (my translation) (2017, 46).
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because they only knew them from the Greek transcriptions of the LXX (6.4.1.1). Second,
not only was there no distinction in length between Greek n and ¢ at the time of the Secunda,
neither were they equivalent in quality. Greek n represented [e] and Greek ¢ represented [g]
(or [e]) (4.5.3.1.7). Yupitsky does operate under the assumption that the orthography of the
Secunda reflects the Greek pronunciation of at least a few centuries prior to Origen's time
(2017, 46), but at no stage in the history of Greek would a synchronic description result in 1

and ¢ having no difference in quality (see PETROUNIAS 2007¢, 602-605).*

Although the evidence demonstrates that in contemporary Greek spelling and pronun-
ciation the vocalic graphemes corresponded to vowel quality and not vowel quantity
(4.5.3.1.22),>® the historical pronunciations (with the vocalic graphemes corresponding to
both vowel quality and vowel quantity) would have been remembered by a portion of the lit-
erate population. Those educated in Greek grammar and literature would have been aware of
the fact that /o were associated with long vowels and &/0 were associated with short vowels.
This knowledge is clearly preserved in grammatical works such as that of Dionysius Thrax
(170-90 BCE), who, when discussing the Greek alphabet, writes, "And of these, seven are
vowels ... and of the vowels, two are long, n and o, two short, € and o, three of either length,
a1V ... " We must remember, however, that only a rudimentary knowledge of the alphabet

was needed both to compose and to use the Secunda transcriptions.

This leads to the following question: how did the author of the Secunda utilize a
graphemic system, which only represented vowel quality in his day, to transcribe a vocalic

system characterized by both quality and quantity? Did he follow the grapheme-phoneme

307. It is possible that during the third century BCE 1 and € had similar qualities. However, if they did indeed
have similar qualities at that point, it was quite brief. Already by the second century BCE they were distinguished
in quality again (KnoBLocH 1995, 124).

308. Note the various Greek renderings of the Hebrew name 01': Ioce/loce/loon (CIIP /1, no. 46, 81, 573).

309. ToOteVv @ovhevTo HEV €0TLV ENTA ... TOV 8¢ poVNEVTOVY pokpd pév €aTt dVOo, N Kol ®, Bpayéa dVo, € Kai o,
diypova tpia, o L v.
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correspondences of his day by representing only vowel quality or did he follow historical and

grammatical conventions®'’

to utilize the historically long Greek vocalic graphemes to repre-
sent the long vowels in Hebrew? In this section, I will advance the claim that, unless the au-
thor of the Secunda was working with two alternative Greek graphemes of the same quality

(e.g., o/® = [0]), he prioritized quality, rather than quantity, in transcribing the Hebrew read-

ing tradition.

6.4.1.3. The Case of n and Vowel Harmony
The main piece of evidence in support of this theory concerns the use of the Greek grapheme
1 to represent an assimilated vowel that is a result of vowel harmony. In the Secunda, when
preceding a guttural, "reduced™" vowels may assimilate to the the vowel of the guttural:
Beelday’" 770m2 (Ps. 31:8), needa nnmn (Ps. 89:41), yeePA 2283 (Ps. 35:14), Aoop on? (Ps.
35:1), Beep v (Ps. 31:22), afPoteein oonvad (Ps. 49:7), aokiel 9708 (Ps. 89:35), unnpa
man (Ps. 31:3), Pnnke "2 (Ps. 89:51), and possibly also Benvow/Brnvan® 1ya (Ps.
36:3).>"* In each instance, the reduced vowel assimilates in quality to the following vowel.
The assimilations to € and o are not especially interesting, but the assimilation to 1 in unmpa

and Prnkt is significant for understanding the representation of length in the Secunda.

310. This seems to be the claim of YupiTsky, who argues that even if the Secunda were composed during
Origen's lifetime, it would reflect pronunciation at least a couple hundred years earlier since writing is
conservative (2017, 45-46). However, speaking of a "conservative" writing system only makes sense when
there is an established historical tradition with historical spellings that may be preserved. Unless YUDITSKY
would argue that the Secunda continues a well-established tradition that is hundreds of years old, this argument
may be dismissed. The fact that we have variations in transcription of Hebrew proper names in Palestinian
epigraphy would argue against a well-established and well-known transcription tradition.

311. By "reduced vowels" I mean those vowels that are equivalent to phonological zero but not necessarily
phonetic zero. In the Secunda, as a general rule, reduced vowels may be defined as those which may be omitted
in transcriptions. This is certainly the case for the inseparable prepositions. For a fuller discussion, see 6.5.1.

312. It should be noted that the inseparable prepositions may be represented with or without a vowel; when they
are transcribed with a vowel, it is most commonly a (e.g., fo-, xo-, Aa-).

313. The reading is uncertain.

314. There are also a couple instances in which vowel harmony seems to occur before non-gutturals: opupup
ony (or Aramaic Pony) (Ps. 18:48) and epuad 7po% (Ps. 31:6) (see 6.5.1.3.2).
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MarcoLis compares this phenomenon to the rules outlined by the medieval Hebrew
grammarians Ben-Asher and Hayytj.’"” Though the system in the Secunda is not consistent,
the transcriptions punnpa and Pnnxt are "clearly [based] on the principle of assimilation”
(1909, 66). PreTzL argues that the first ) in frmxt and Bnmvav represents a short or ambigu-
ous e vowel assimilated to the following vowel, which indicates that the quantitative system
of transcription gave way to a qualitative one (1932, 9, 13). Bronno, while admitting that the
phenomenon of assimilation before a guttural exists in the Secunda, doubts that it applies in
the case of unmpa and Pkt for two reasons: (1) elsewhere, n reflects a long vowel and (2) in
another example, only one 1 appears in the same environment (fnoa® nxya [Ps. 1:1]). The
forms with -nn- could be a scribal error or represent an extra long /&/ after the elision of the
guttural (1943, 255-56, 340-41). Janssens acknowledges that shewa preceding a guttural
sometimes assimilates to the following vowel, including pnnkt in his examples (1982, 86).
Yupitsky argues that the first vowel in the forms prmpa and pnnkt has lengthened under the

influence of the following guttural (2017, 88—89).

A summary of previous explanations for unnpa and fnnkt highlights the tension be-
tween the apparent assimilation of a reduced (or short) vowel and the representation of such a
vowel with a grapheme (1) used for long vowels everywhere else. There is no need to resort
to scribal error (contra BronNO) to explain these forms and the suggestion that the guttural
was not pronounced (see Bronno 1943, 256) has since been refuted by Yupitsky (2008a;

2008b).

The idea that the vowel lengthened under the influence of the guttural (YupiTsky

2017, 88—89) may be rejected for several reasons. First, this lengthening does not occur in

315. See, for example, Hayytj's comments in Kitab al-af*al dawat hurif al-lin: e 38 a Jia & a L gt of ellag
O8Ol L Ll Rawd) S s 08l 1S jae ol Ay 5 o2 e RIWA) 20 A IS o) el Lie sl ela g ela ) Lall sany Lo IS 1)
oIl @S a5l S ) 5 aally O e aanll 1S s [The shewal is vocalized like the vowel that comes after it. If
an ‘alef, heh, het, or ‘ayn comes after it, that is, if one of these four letters comes after the shewa and is
vocalized with a fatha (i.e., an /a/ vowel), the shewa before it will be vocalized with a fatha, and if it has a
damma (i.c., a /u/ vowel), the shewa will be vocalized with a /u/ vowel, and if it has a kasra (i.e., an /i/ vowel),
the shewa will be vocalized with a kasra'.
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other forms with similar syllable structures (e.g., peed0o and PeelSay).*'® In order to explain
why the assimilated vowel is € in peeBBa yet n in unnpa, one would need to posit that the
reduced (or short) vowel assimilated to the quantity of the following vowel, which is ex-
tremely rare cross-linguistically.”’” Second, the fact that a vowel in this same phonological
environment may be omitted (e.g., fncad), indicates that it is not a long vowel. Third, unless
the guttural ceased to be pronounced,’® gutturals do not cause adjacent vowels to lengthen in

the other Hebrew reading traditions.

However, there may actually be a couple examples in Tiberian Hebrew of a compara-
ble phenomenon. Before certain weak consonants (221v7R), vowels may be lengthened pho-
netically so that the weak consonants were not elided in pronunciation (Kuan 2013f, 983).
The fact that the prepositions 2/2/2 are more likely to be transcribed with a vowel before a
guttural seems to support a similar phenomenon in the Secunda (6.5.1.6.2), but suggesting
that such a rule applies in the case of unmpa and Pnnxt is problematic in light of forms like
peedBo. The only other possible Hebrew parallel for the lengthening of the first vowel in
unmpa and Brnxt is the musical shewa ga‘ya in the Tiberian tradition which, when placed on

a shewa, lengthens the shewa to a long vowel.’” Positing that the initial traces of such a phe-

316. Further evidence that the initial vowel in a structure like this should be regarded as short is found in the
LXX's rendering of 2in7 as Powp (see Kuan 2013h, 551). At the time of the LXX, o and ® were identical in
quality, but historically short o is utilized to represent the short vowel and historically long ® to represent the
long vowel (see 6.4.1.5). Phonemic length may still have been applicable in Greek at that time.

317. The problem with "length harmony" is that real length (i.e., duration) does not indicate a feature of the
vowel but actually indicates that a particular vowel is maintained for two "moraic slots." The consensus among
phonologists is that the difference between the syllables Cv and C¥ is not between Cviing and Cvimg (an
erroneous representation), but between Cv and Cvv. These issues are presented and discussed by Hyman and
Upon (2007), who claim that "there is no known process by which a short vowel assimilates in length to a long
vowel in a neighboring syllable ... long vowels have been known to shorten in the context of another long
vowel" (2007, 75).

318. In Samaritan Hebrew, the vowel of the inseparable prepositions may "fuse" with the vowel of a word
which originally began with a guttural, as in bésar "Wwx32 and lilam 077 (BEN-Hayyim 2000, 316).

319. Tiberian ga‘ya marks secondary stress. When musical shewa ga‘ya, rare in the twenty-one books but
common in the three books (Psalms, Proverbs, Job), is placed on a shewa, it lengthens the shewa to a long
vowel. That shewa ga‘ya is often found on a guttural may indicate that a phonetic impetus lies behind the shewa
ga‘ya (Kuan 2013g, 8-9). An example of shewa ga‘ya occurs on the preposition 2 in the word v3§3 'in his eyes'
(Ps. 15:4). Because the shewa precedes a guttural and is marked with gaya, it both assimilates to the quality of
the following vowel and lengthens. The resulting Tiberian realization, /b-S€naw/ [be:Se:'nd:v], would
correspond quite nicely with the uncertain Hexaplaric reading frmvov (Ps. 36:3), though its Tiberian counterpart
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nomenon are attested in the Secunda, however tempting, is unwarranted. It is far simpler to

conclude that i did not represent a long vowel in these forms.

If we do not hold to the assumption that n must always represent a long vowel in the
Secunda, these forms are easily interpreted and our earlier question regarding whether the
transcriber followed contemporary or historical spelling is answered as well. If i) is regarded
as primarily representing the vocalic quality [e] as it did in contemporary Greek, we may in-
terpret the transcriptions Prmxt and unnpa as examples of a reduced vowel assimilating in
quality to the vowel of the following guttural. The resulting forms, /b-héqi/ [behe:k’i:] and
/mhera/ [mehe:ro:], fit well with the other Biblical Hebrew reading traditions. At least in
these instances, the transcriber prioritized quality over quantity, following orthographic con-

ventions of his own day rather than historical or grammatical conventions.

6.4.1.4. Tense/Lax Distinction and Qualitative Transcription
If the transcriber operated according to the writing conventions of his own day, transcribing
quality rather than quantity, this means that the vowel quality [e] (= 1) was regarded as a bet-
ter approximation of Hebrew long /&/ than the vowel quality [g]/[¢] (= &) was. Apparently,
Hebrew long /&/ and short /e/ were not only distinguished by quantity but also by quality.
This presents two questions: First, if vowel duration is merely a suprasegmental feature, why
does there seem to be a qualitative difference between long /€/ and short /e/ in the Secunda?
Second, if only Hebrew long /&/ and not short /e/ was best approximated by the quality n in
the Secunda, why is it that the quality of the short vowel is nearest to the quality represented

by n only in a few transcriptions (e.g., unnpa, fnnkt)?

Although a sharp distinction was made earlier between vowel quality as a segmental

feature and vowel quantity as a suprasegmental feature (6.4.1.1), there are actually a number

is without shewa ga‘va. The forms Pnnkt and unmpo would also correspond perfectly to their Tiberian
counterparts, if they were marked with a shewa ga‘ya in the Tiberian tradition, which they are not. If one wanted
to maintain the interpretation that the first n in frmkt and urmpa represents a long vowel, one could argue that
these forms represent an isolated example of what would eventually develop into shewa ga‘ya.
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of features of quality that tend to be associated with length. These may be described in terms
of what is called "tenseness" and "laxness."**” The terms "tense" and "lax" usually correlate
with features of vowel length and vowel height. Tense vowels are associated with length and
lax vowels with shortness. Non-low tense vowels are typically higher and non-low lax vow-
els are typically lower. Tense vowels are generally more peripheral and lax vowels closer to
the acoustic center. All of these are trends rather than rules (Hock 1991, 143—44). In this
work, I will use the terms "tense" and "lax" primarily to refer to the degree of peripherality or

closeness to the acoustic center. For example, [i] and [u] are tense whereas [1] and [] are lax.

The correlation of length and tenseness has been borne out in a study conducted by
GenbroT and Appa-DECKER (2007) on phonetic reduction and acoustic duration in eight of the
world's languages. They found that as the duration of a vowel decreases, the closer it is artic-
ulated to the acoustic center (i.e., more centralized or reduced). This is explained as a result
of articulatory "undershoot" and "overshoot" (GENDROT and ApDA-DECKER 2007, 1417, 1419).
With the acoustic center as the "default" articulatory point of departure, more time is required
to attain the target quality of vowels at a greater distance from that center. As the duration of
a vowel grows shorter and shorter, there is less time to reach the target quality and return to
the "default" articulatory position; thus, the vowel is "undershot," being articulated closer to

the acoustic center (PEarCE 2008, 137; CrosswHITE 2001).

PEARCE has demonstrated that there is one exception to the correlation between vowel
duration and nearness to the acoustic center, namely, that it is nullified when spreading
processes such as vowel harmony are in effect. The idea behind this is that the acoustic center
acts as a sort of "neutral position" for pronunciation, with each individual vocalic segment
being treated in its immediate environment. The target quality must then be attained in what-

ever duration is allotted for a particular segment before returning to the neutral position. In

320. Although these terms are commonly used by linguists, phoneticians have not found any acoustic corollary
of what is called 'tenseness'. The term is only loosely defined as "greater muscular tension" (Hock 1991, 143).
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the case of vowel harmony, the shorter duration no longer impacts the quality of the vowel
because the articulators are set in position in anticipation of the following vowel. The antici-
pation nullifies the need to return to the neutral position and thus enables the articulators to

attain the target quality without being restricted by duration (PEarce 2008; 2012).

These principles may be applied to the distribution of n and ¢ in the Secunda
transcriptions. Assuming that Secunda Hebrew is not a linguistic outlier with respect to the

relationship between vowel duration and proximity to the acoustic center,’”

we may posit
that Hebrew long vowels were generally more tense and Hebrew short vowels were generally
more lax. Thus, Hebrew long /€/ would have been pronounced with a more tense-peripheral
quality [e] and Hebrew short /e/ (< */i/) with a more lax-centralized quality [1]*** (or [&]) (see
6.4.2). Accordingly, Hebrew long /&/ [e:] was transcribed with the more tense Greek n = [e]
and Hebrew short /e/ was transcribed with the more centralized Greek € = [€] (6.4.2). The

identification of long vowels with a tense quality and short vowels with a lax quality is also

supported by modern linguistic studies of cross-linguistic perception (see 6.4.2.4).

The only exception to this rule occurs in the words prmpa and Pnnkti, in which the
spreading process of vowel harmony was operative. Because the articulators did not need to
return to the neutral position and were assimilated in anticipation of the following vowel [e:],
the short vowel was realized with a quality normally only attained with a longer duration.

Thus, the distribution of &/n reflects a transcription based on quality (not quantity):

Hebrew /e/ Hebrew /e/ Hebrew "shewa" (2)
Realized as ... [e:] [1] [e] (/C_Ge))
Transcribed as ... n=|e] e=g] n=|e]

321. There is actually positive evidence that the long and short vowels in ancient Hebrew also differed in
tenseness and laxness. This argument will be developed more fully below (see 6.4.2).

322. Note that Hebrew /e/ is the reflex of etymological short */i/.
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Such an interpretation of the Secunda transcriptions should be preferred over one which re-
gards 1 as inherently long, because it offers greater explanatory power in the case of the ex-
ceptional spellings in the Secunda, while remaining consistent with internal-Hebrew and
cross-linguistic evidence. In sum, at least in the case of n and g, the transcriber's modus
operandi in the Secunda was to transcribe according to quality, rather than quantity, thus

placing him within the conventions of Greek orthography and phonology of his day.
6.4.1.5. Length and Historical Orthographic Convention

At this point, a distinction must be made between the Hebrew long vowels whose quality cor-
responded with only one Greek grapheme and the Hebrew long vowels whose quality corre-
sponded with two Greek graphemes. In the case of /&/, the transcriber chose Greek 1 ([e]) to
transcribe Hebrew long /&/ not because Greek n was inherently long (cf. pnmpa and frnku),
but because it best approximated the vowel quality of Hebrew /&/ [e:]. Since there was only
one Greek grapheme that represented the vowel quality [e], quality was the only factor in the
transcriber's choice. The same may be said about the transcriber's choice of Greek a to
transcribe Hebrew long /3/ and Greek ov to transcribe Hebrew long /i/. (For the transcription
of Greek long /1/ [i:], which corresponded in quality to both the historically length-neutral 1

and the historically diphthongal/long €1, see the discussion in 6.4.5.)

The same principle does not apply, however, in the case of Hebrew long /0/ [0:], the
quality of which corresponded with two Greek graphemes: o, ® = [0] (4.5.3.1.11). According-
ly, even after identifying [0] as the most appropriate vowel quality to represent Hebrew long
/0/, the transcriber still had two options from which to choose: o and ®. The transcriber opted
for o to represent long /0/ and o to represent short /o/, reflecting the historical-grammatical
distinction between Greek long @ and Greek short 0. We cannot be sure if the utilization of ®
to represent a long vowel reflects knowledge resulting from an education in Greek grammar

and literature or knowledge resulting from familiary with an earlier tradition of Greek
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transcription of Hebrew such as the LXX. In either case, however, it would reflect a histori-

cal-grammatical convention no longer relevant for the phonology of his day.

6.4.1.6. Greek Transcription of Vowel Length in Other Languages
A primarily qualitative transcription practice—or at least one that did not treat the grapheme
n as inextricably linked to length—is also attested in Greek transcription of other languages.
In general, Greek 7 is used to represent a long /&/ vowel, though in certain phonetic environ-
ments it may also represent a short vowel. For example, in Greek transcription of Latin, while
Greek n almost always renders Latin ¢, in the environment of » Latin short ¢ is transcribed
with ) (5.3.1.1.2). In transcription of Arabic, while etymological short */i/ is usually rendered
by Greek ¢, it may also be transcribed by 1 especially in the environment of liquids and
nasals (5.3.3.1.2). Greek 1 may also be used to transcribe a short vowel in Akkadian, though
it can also be interpreted as long (5.3.2.1.2). Finally, there are a few interchanges of € and 1
for e-vowels in both Phoenician and Aramaic (5.3.4.1; 5.3.5.1.5). In sum, while Greek 7 is
normally used to transcribe long /€/ in various languages, there are exceptional cases, such as
certain phonetic environments, in which it may also represent a short vowel. This too indi-

cates a qualitative rather than strictly quantitative transcription practice.

Greek o for long /6/, on the other hand, is more stable in transcription of both Latin
and Semitic (5.3.1.1.4; 5.3.2.1.4; 5.3.3.1.3; 5.3.5.1). The only real instance of length confu-
sion regarding ® and long /6/ occurs in Greek transcription of Latin long o and short o, yet
this is more common after length distinctions are neutralized in hoth Greek and Latin.’* This

is not surprising, since there were two Greek graphemes which represented the quality [o].

6.4.1.7. Concluding Remarks
It has been demonstrated that the transcriber operated in a manner consistent with the Greek
orthography and phonology of his day, prioritizing quality over historical-grammatical

quantity to best approximate the Hebrew vowels. This is demonstrated by the transcriber's

323. It should also be noted that paleogrpahic similarity between Greek o and Latin o may have been a factor.
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use of m, a historically long vowel, to transcribe the short (or reduced) vowel in the words
unmpa and Pnnkt It was only when the transcriber had before him two Greek graphemes of
the same quality that he made use of historical-grammatical distinctions in his transcription
conventions, as demonstrated by the use of ® to represent Hebrew /0/. A similar distribution

is attested in roughly contemporary Greek transcription of other languages.

Another implication of the present section is that the transcriptions of the Secunda are
indeed transcriptions and not transliterations. That is, contrary to the conclusions of previous
scholars, it is not necessarily true that one Greek vocalic grapheme must always represent
only one Hebrew vocalic grapheme. One Greek grapheme may represent multiple Hebrew
phonemes and, conversely, one Hebrew phoneme may be represented, in different circum-

stances, by more than one Greek grapheme.

All these findings will guide our interpretation of the Secunda transcriptions in the re-
mainder of this chapter. Methodologically, it will be assumed that the transcriber generally

chose the quality that best approximated that of the Hebrew vowel.”*
6.4.2. Lax /e/ (< */i/) and /o/ (< */u/), Tense /1/ and /u/

In the Secunda, etymological short */i/ is usually transcribed by &, which represents an open-
mid front vowel [¢] (or true mid [¢]) in Roman Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.10) (for the phonet-

ic transcription of /e/ as [1], see further below for discussion):

oENOL /semhd/ [stmho:] joy' Ps. 30:12
Aef /leb(b)/ [lib] 'heart' Ps. 32:11
eMEND /hellelt/ [hil:1lt"] 'you profaned' Ps. 89:40

Etymological long /1/, on the other hand, is usually transcribed in the Secunda by 1,

which represents a close front vowel [i] in Roman Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.1):

Sepyt /derk/ [dirk":] 'my way' Ps. 18:33
COOJIKLUL /saddiqim/ [ts’ad:1:k™1:(m)] 'righteous ones' Ps. 32:11
Yy /nekim/ [ne:yi:(m)] 'wretches' Ps. 35:15

324. Brau (1984, 77) comes to a similar conclusion in his review of JaANssens (1982).
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Etymological short */u/ is usually transcribed in the Secunda by o, which represents a
mid back rounded vowel [0] in Roman Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.11) (for the phonetic

transcription of /o/ as [v], see further below for discussion):

€POOQP /?erdop/ [P1RdG] 'T will pursue' Ps. 18:38
YOA /kol(1)/ [k"s1] "all' Ps. 49:2
Bekodot /b-qods1/ [bik?50/i:] 'in my holiness' Ps. 89:36

Etymological long /u/, on the other hand, is usually transcribed by ov,’*> which repre-

sents a high back rounded vowel [u] in Roman Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.16-17):

Bapovy /barik/ [bo:ru:y] 'blessed’ Ps. 31:22
YLGOVG /k-stis/ [K"isu:s] 'like a horse' Ps. 32:9
GOGOLOV /Sasstihii/ [Jas:uthu:] 'they plundered it' Ps. 89:42

There are essentially two ways of interpreting the use of Greek € and o for transcribing ety-
mological */i/ and */u/. First, /i/ and /u/ had lowered to /e/ and /o/ in the pronunciation of He-
brew reflected in the Secunda. Second, Hebrew /i/ and /u/ maintained their close pronuncia-
tions, but because of some limitation in the Greek orthographic system (e.g., length, quality),
¢ and o were the nearest approximations of /i/ and /u/.**® After a brief review of scholarship, I
will argue that etymological */i/ and */u/ are represented with € and o in the Secunda because

they were phonetically realized as the more lax (i.e., centralized) vowels [1] and [o].

6.4.2.1. Review of Scholarship
KuTtscHER has argued that the use of € and o to transcribe Hebrew etymological */i/ and */u/
in the Secunda, in addition to other contemporary evidence,”” indicates that */i/ and */u/ had
shifted to /e/ and /o/ in the vocalic systems of contemporary Hebrew pronunciation by 200

BCE (1969). The problem with such an argument, however, is that short /i/ and /u/ are attested

325. There is one instance in which /U/ is transcribed by gv: ovyakev 1732 (Ps. 18:39). This is generally
corrected to 1ovyaAov*, but there may be an orthographic basis for such a variant. In Egyptian Koine, the Latin
name Lucias, usually spelled in Greek as Aovkioc, also has a variant of Agvkiog (Gignac 1976, 216).

326. One could also suggest that Greek € and o were realized with more close pronunciations. In fact, BRIXHE
found that € and o had more close pronunciations in Koine Greek of Asia Minor (2010, 233).

327. He cites evidence for /i/, /u/ > /e/, /o/ in Greek and Latin transcriptions of Biblical Hebrew, Jewish
Palestinian Aramaic (JPA) manuscripts, and Mishnaic Hebrew (MH) manuscripts (1969).
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in the pronunciations of all of the main Hebrew reading traditions of the Middle Ages (Tiber-
ian, Babylonian, Palestinian). KuTtscHErR deals with this problem by positing a "substandard"
colloquial pronunciation, in which /i/, /u/ > /e/, /o/ obtained, over against a "standard" pro-
nunciation used in prestigious biblical recitation, in which /i/ and /u/ maintained their close

pronunciations (1969, 226).

HaRrvIAINEN questions whether the transcriptions truly reflect a "substandard" reading
tradition, instead proposing that /i/ and /u/ were actually somewhat flexible, vacillating be-
tween [i e #] and [u D &] depending on their consonantal environment (1977, 37-47, 70-72,
75-76, 95-98). This explanation seems closer to the truth, given the fact that KuTscHER's the-
ory would require Hebrew and Aramaic speakers to maintain two slightly distinct vocalic sys-
tems simultaneously. HARVIAINEN's explanation is also supported by MorAG's research on the
relationship between various vernaculars and Biblical Hebrew reading traditions, in which he
finds that most communities have the same vocalic phonemes in the reading tradition as in

the vernacular (MoraG 1958; 1963; HArRvVIAINEN 1977, 82).

The idea of a "substandard" tradition also goes against the distribution of the mater
lectionis ° in Second Temple period Hebrew. At both Qumran and in the Judaean Desert texts,
while the mater lectionis 1 is used for long /u 6/, and short /o/ (< */u/), the mater lectionis ° is
used only for long /i/ (but not short /e/ [< */i/]). This is interpreted as indicating that short /i/
was slightly lower or more centralized in quality than long /1/ (QiMrON 1986, 19; Mor 2015,
46-51). If this was a trait of a "substandard" tradition of Hebrew, then we might expect to
find some biblical texts exhibiting the "standard" tradition, in which the mater lectionis > was

used also for short /i/. However, at least at Qumran, no such texts have been found.

KHaN points out that when etymological short /i/ lengthens it results in sere and not
hirig. Therefore, the realization of */i/ must be closer to [e]; words like 7Y 'congregation' and

21y 'grape’ should then be reconstructed as */fida/ [‘1da] and */‘inab/ [‘nab] with etymological
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short */i/ being realized phonetically as [1].”** Greek ¢ (parallel to Tiberian hirig) in the
transcriptions is an attempt to reflect the Hebrew vowel quality [1] (20131, 329). Presumably,
a centralized realization [v] of etymological short */u/ is also likely, since when */u/ length-

ens it results in srolem and not shureq/qibbus: e.g., 78 (* < Zirdup) 'l will pursue'.

The development of pretonic lengthening as outlined by Knan actually helps mediate
between the theories of KuTscHER and HARVIAINEN. If we assume that */i/ and */u/ were real-
ized with more lax pronunciations as [1] and [v], differences in speech production and percep-
tion (see below) may prove to be just as relevant for explaining their different representations

in the transcriptions and the reading traditions as differences in dialect or register.

6.4.2.2. Greek Transcription
An argument could be made that Hebrew */i/ (> /e/) and */u/ (> /o/) maintained their close
pronunciations and were only transcribed with € and o because of a limitation inherent in
Greek orthography. The evidence of Greek transcription of other languages, however,
demonstrates clearly that this is not the case. Moreover, the specific transcription choices

support a lax realization of [1] and [] as opposed to a complete shift to [e] and [o].

There are three potential options for transcribing Hebrew /e/ (< */i/): 1-e1 = [i], n = [e],
or e-ou = [€]. The fact that a short i-vowel could be transcribed by Greek 1 is clearly demon-
strated by the regular transcription of short /i/ by 1 in both Latin and Akkadian (5.3.1.1.3;
5.3.2.1.3). Arabic short /i/, on the other hand, is almost always transcribed by Greek €. How-
ever, in the environment of liquids and nasals, Arabic short /i/ may also be transcribed by
Greek 1 (5.3.3.1.2). Latin and Semitic long /1/, on the other hand, are regularly transcribed by
1 (or €1). Taken together, all of this evidence would indicate that Hebrew long /1/ and Hebrew
short /e/ (< */i/) were not of the same quality in the Secunda. If they were, Hebrew short /e/

(< */1/) should have been transcribed by 1 just as it was in Akkadian.

328. KHAN points out that a slightly centralized [e], which would be very near in its articulation to [1], is
transcribed as [€] in [PA conventions (20131, 329).
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The precise realization of Hebrew etymological */i/, in light of its representation by &,
is difficult to determine. Theoretically, if its quality was nearest to [e], it could be represented
by Greek n as it is on occasion in Arabic. One might argue that the association of n and
length might prevent such a transcription, but there are examples of € and n interchanging in
Greek transcription of Hebrew names in Palestinian epigraphy: e.g., loce/loon (for 701)
(CIIP 1/1, no. 46, 81, 573), Ehag/Hhoag (CIIP 1/2, no. 1021; CIIP 11, no. 1165.3a), and
Iecovc/Incovg (CIIP 1/1, no. 247, 425). The realization of & was rather open in Palestinian
Koine, as shown by the fact that € in Greek loanwords is rendered by patah in Mishnaic He-
brew (see 6.4.4.5), and it is unlikely that Hebrew /e/ (< */i/) was identical in quality to Greek
€ [€] at the time of the Secunda. Rather, Hebrew /e/ (< */i/) was likely realized as a more cen-
tralized [1] and was thus transcribed by Greek ¢ [g] because of its greater proximity to the

acoustic center than 1 or 1 (see 4.5.3.1.12 for Greek € representing centralized vowels).

There are also three potential options for transcribing Hebrew short /o/ (< */u/): ov =
[u], v = [y], or 0-® = [0]. Because of its unique fronted quality, Greek v [y] is not typically
used in transcription.’” Claims that ov could only transcribe long vowels because it was long
in Greek (see Yupitsky 2017, 70) are not supported by contemporary transcriptional evi-
dence. The fact that short /u/ could be transcribed by ov is clearly demonstrated by the regu-
lar transcription of Latin u with Greek ov, even in unaccented syllables. Latin u is represented
by Greek o only in certain phonetic environments (5.3.1.1.5). Semitic short /u/, on the other
hand, is regularly transcribed by Greek o (5.3.6.), though there are exceptional cases in Ara-
bic in which /u/ is transcribed by ov (5.3.3.1.3). Latin and Semitic long /u/ are normally ren-
dered by ov in Greek. These data indicate that Hebrew /u/ and /o/ (< */u/), like /1/ and /e/

(< */i/), were realized with different qualities in the Secunda. Had they both been realized

329. In the environment of A, however, Latin /u/ seems to be fronted to [y] and transcribed as v (instead of its
normal rendering ov): e.g., Mopxvlia.
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with the quality of [u], Hebrew short */u/ would have also been rendered as Greek ov just

like Greek transcriptions of Latin # and of Arabic /u/ in exceptional cases.

An argument could be made for either a centralized near-close [v] realization or a
close-mid [o] realization of Hebrew etymological */u/ in the Secunda. Contemporary Greek
orthography and transcription conventions leave either possibility open. However, in light of
certain developments in the history of Hebrew, such as short */u/ becoming /6/ under pretonic
lengthening and the presence of short [u] in the medieval reading traditions, it seems best to
posit that Hebrew /o/ (< */u/) was realized as a more centralized [] and was thus transcribed
by Greek o [0] because of its greater proximity to the acoustic center than ov. This claim may
also be supported by the fact that in Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, while Greek o is usual-
ly rendered by holem-waw i in Hebrew, in a few instances it is also rendered by shurg 3 in He-

brew (5.4.1.1.5).

One final piece of evidence to be mentioned here concerns exceptional spelling in the

330 1 and

quotations of the Hexapla in external sources. When preceding geminate consonants,
ov may replace expected € and o: e.g., yipPwp 7i23 'mighty warrior' (Isa. 9:5) (Chrysostom;
Procopius), axoBPav/axovpPact *2p¥/2py 'those who cheat me' (Ps. 49:6), and 1cofpouvy/
1oovPPovvet "N2RY/7120° 'they encircle me' (Ps. 49:6) (Ambrosiana; Chrysostom).””! While
more work needs to be done regarding the reliability and antiquity of such transcriptions, if
reliable, these spelling variants in specific phonetic environments attest at the very least to
two facts: First, the transcription of */i/ and */u/ with € and o were not merely a transliteration

convention, but were particularly chosen to more accurately reflect the quality of the vowel.

Second, at least in certain phonetic environments, */i/ and */u/ had not completely shifted to

330. KurscHER also finds variants in the Greek and Latin transcriptions in which 1 and ov may precede
geminated consonants (1969, 219-226).

331. In each case, the transcription with Greek o is from the Ambrosiana palimpsest and the example with
Greek ov is from a quotation of the Secunda in Chrysostom's commentary on Psalms.
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[e] and [o0]. It may be that /e/ [1] and /o/ [v] had allophonic realizations of [i] and [u] in un-

stressed syllables closed by a geminate consonant.

6.4.2.3. Comparative Evidence: Modern Semitic Dialects and the Development of Latin
Positing a tense realization of long /1/ and /u/ as [i:] and [u:] and a lax realization of short /i/
and /u/ as [1] and [v] in ancient Hebrew has parallels in the vocalic systems of dialects of

modern Arabic, Neo-Aramaic, and in the diachronic develpoment of the Latin vocalic system.

In Cairene Arabic, the long high vowels /1/ and /i/ are realized as tense [i:] and [u:],
and short /i/ and /u/ are realized as lax [1] and [o] (McCartHY 2005, 20). Syrian Arabic (SA),
which has five long vowel phonemes (/a 1 u € 0/) and three short vowel phonemes (/a i u/),
exhibits a similar situation. ALMBARK and HELLMUTH's acoustic analysis of Syrian Arabic
demonstrated that short /a i u/ were more centralized than long /a 10/, so that long /a i u/ are
realized as [a: i: u:] and short /a i u/ are realized as [e 1 ], with short /i u/ having allophonic
realizations of [e,o o]. In fact, short /i u/ are nearer in quality to long /€ o/ than to long /1 0/
(ArmBark and HELimutH 2015). Even an acoustic analysis of standard Quranic recitation, in
which are only short /a i u/ and long /a 1 U/, demonstrated that the short vowels were realized

with a more centralized pronunciation than the long vowels (NEwMaN and VERHOEVEN 2002).

The vocalic systems of various dialects of Neo-Aramaic provide similar parallels. In
the dialect of Sulemaniyya and Halabja, /i/ and /u/ are realized as [i:] and [u:] when long and
as [1]/[9] and [] when short, respectively. There is, in fact, some overlap in the phonetic real-
izations of short /i/ and short /e/ this dialect (KHan 2004, 48—50). A similar phonetic realiza-

tion of /i/ and /u/ is also found in the dialect of the Jews of Arbel (Khan 1999, 52-53).

Classical Latin was characterized by five long vowels /1€ a 0 0/ [i: e: a: 0: u:] and five
corresponding, but more centralized (aside from /a/), short vowels /i e a o u/ [1 € a D v]
(ALLeN 1977, 47). When vowel-length distinctions were lost in the development from Classi-
cal Latin to Vulgar Latin, short /i u/ merged with long /€ 6/ and not with long /1 u/. The results

of this merger are reflected in the modern Romance languages (MARTINEZ 1989, 106, 110). In
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Latin loanwords in Koine Greek, Latin 7 is typically transcribed by Greek 1, but is sometimes
transcribed by Greek ¢ (e.g., Aopetiavod/Aoptiavod). Also, although Greek ov typically
transcribes Latin u, there are certain words in which ov interchanges with Greek o (e.g.,

tafoAapiov/tafovAiapiov).

6.4.2.4. Cross-Language Perception and Production of [1] and []
That € [€] and o [0] would represent [1] and [5] and that 1 [i] and ov [u] would represent /1/

and /u/ is also supported by studies on cross-language perception, for a number of reasons.

First, vowel length and vowel tenseness are often associated perceptually. In a study
of second language acquisition, it was found that Arab students of English tend to associate
the tense and lax vowels of English with the long and short vowels of Arabic. For example,
the tense [i] vowel in the word [tin] 'teen' was pronounced by Arab students with a long /1/
vowel [ti:n], whereas the lax [¢] vowel in the word [bed] 'bed' was pronounced by Arab stu-
dents with following gemination [badd], thus indicating that it was interpreted as short
(BroseLow 1988, 298-300). In another study of English vowel production by native Arabic
speakers, it was demonstrated that Arabic speakers exaggerated the durational difference in

their production of tense and lax vowels (Munro 1993, 44-45).

Second, when [1] is absent from the vocalic inventory of a language that has /i/, /e/, /¢/
but not /1/, it may be perceived as /¢/. The vocalic inventories of Italian (/i, e, €, a, o, 0, U/),
Catalan (/i, e, €, a, 2, 0, u/), and Korean (/i, e, €, y, 9, A, @, 0, U, 1/) are suitable examples for il-
lustration.” In a number of vowel perception studies with Italian—English bilinguals, the
most common mistake the Italians made in the perception and production of English /1/ was
to identify it with English /e¢/ (Munro et al. 1996, 330; FLEGELAN and MEaDOR 1999, 2977,
Piskk et al. 2002, 64). Two studies of Catalan students learning English found that inexperi-

enced students were most likely to identify English /1/ with Catalan /e/, and less frequently

332. For the Italian vocalic inventory, see AGARD and DiPiETRO 1964 apud PiskEe et al. 2002. For the Catalan
vocalic inventory, see REcasens and Espivosa 2005. For the Korean vocalic inventory, see Song 2005 apud JiN
and Liu 2014, 584.
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identified it with Catalan /¢/ or /i/. An interesting trend found in one of the studies was that as
students became more experienced in English they grew to identify English /1/ more with
Catalan /i/ and less with Catalan /e/ or /e/ (CeEBrIAN 2006, 378; FaABRA and RomErRO 2012,
495).** In studies on Korean—English bilinguals, Koreans generally identify English /1/ with
Korean /i/. However, there was a tendency for Koreans less-experienced in English, when
they made a mistake in the production or perception of English /1/, to either produce it as
English /¢/ or identify it with Korean /e/ or /e/ (YANG 1996; FLEGE, Bonn, and JANG 1997, 443,
448; TrorFIMOVICH et al. 2001, 175, 179; Baker et al. 2002; Baker and TrorimMovicH 2005, 10—
19; Tsukapa 2005, 269, 278-80; Jin and Liu 2014, 587). These variations in perception may
be explained by the relatively lower more centralized articulation of Korean /i/ (YANG 1996,
257-58), somewhere between English /i/ and /1/, and the relatively higher articulation of the
e-vowels in Catalan and Italian (FLEGELAN and MEADOR 1999, 2978; FaBrA and RoMERO 2012,
494). Finally, German speakers tended to equate /¢/ and /1/ in their production and perception

of English vowels (FLEGE Bonn, and YANG 1997, 449).

Third, when [5] is absent from the vocalic inventory of a language that has /u/ and /o/
(but not /w5/) it may be perceived as /o/. For Italian—English bilinguals, the most common mis-
take made in the perception and production of English /=5/ was to identify it with English /o/,
though identifying // with /A/ also occurred (Munro et al. 1996, 330; FLEGELAN and MEADOR
1999, 2977; PiskE et al. 2002, 64). For Catalan speakers, English /&/ was most frequently
identified with Catalan /u/, less frequently with Catalan /o/. More experienced learners did
not identify English /5/ with Catalan /o/ at all, instead opting for /u/ and occasionally for /2/
(FaBra and RomERO 2012, 495). In studies on native Korean speakers, English /5/ was identi-
fied most commonly with Korean /u/, less frequently with Korean /4#/. In terms of mistakes of

production, English /5/ was commonly misproduced as English /u/ by Koreans (TrRoFIMOVICH

333. It should be noted that in the part of the experiment that tested vowel production, the more experienced a
learner was the more centralized and lower they pronounced English /1/ (FaBra and Romero 2012, 502).
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et al. 2001, 175, 179; Baker et al. 2002; BAKer and TrorimovicH 2005, 10-19; JiNn and Liu

2014, 587).

Fourth, interchanges of i/e and u/o occur in representing the etymologically short Ara-
bic vowels */i/ and */u/ in the different contexts in which Arabic is written in Latin characters
in the modern world. In a study regarding Arabic students learning English as a second lan-
guage, one student by the name of Muhammad (223+ /muhammad/) was found to spell the ini-
tial vowel of his name with a u on some occasions (M-u-h-a-m-a-d) and with an o on other
occasions (M-o-h-a-m-e-d, M-o-h-a-m-m-a-d). Moreover, the general variations in transliter-
ated Arabic words, such as Muslim/Moslem and Qur'an/Koran, also attest to i/e and o/u varia-
tion (THompsoN-Panos and Tromas-Ruzic 1983, 612). In another study on "ASCII-ized"
transcriptions of Gulf Arabic, short /i/ may be transcribed with either i or e, as in yimkin/
yemken/yemkin for /yimkin/ 'could be' and short /u/ is transcribed with either u or o, as in

shukran for /sukran/ 'thanks' and sho for /Su/ 'what...?' (PALFREYMAN and AL-KHALIL 2003).

6.4.2.5. Concluding Remarks
The reflexes of */1/, */u/, */i/, and */u/ in Secunda Hebrew may be summarized as follows:
Hebrew /i/  Hebrew /e/ (< */i/)  Hebrew /u/  Hebrew /o/ (< */u/)
Realized as ... [i:] [1] [u:] [o]
Transcribed as ... 1= 1] e =[g] ov = [u] o=[o]
KustcHer's 1969 article on the shift of */i/ and */u/ to /e/ and /o/ was indeed a seminal one,
yet not beyond the need for refinement. On the basis of Greek transcription conventions, a
comparison of modern and ancient vocalic systems, and modern linguistic studies on cross-
language perception and production, we have demonstrated that what might be attributed to a
difference in register or dialect, can also be attributed to the difference in linguistic percep-

tion from one language to another.
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6.4.3. Long /3/ [5:] and Short /a/ [a]/[2]
6.4.3.1. "Qamas": /a/ [a:] or /3/ [5:]?

In the Secunda, Hebrew etymological long */a/ is transcribed by Greek o, which probably

represents a back open unrounded vowel [a] (or [a]) in Roman Palestinian Koine:***

adop®? /253d5m/ [?9:03:(m)] 'man’ Ps. 31:20
ELLLLOVOL /femmdnu/ [f1m:o:nu:] 'with us' Ps. 46:8
cop /$3m/ [s3:(m)] 'is placing' Ps. 46:9

In Greek transcription of other languages, a is used regularly to transcribe both short /a/ and
long /a/. In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, a is typically rendered by a Hebrew /a/ vowel
(i.e., patah/qamas), but is sometimes rendered with an /o/ or /u/ vowel in the environment of

the sonorants A, p, v, p or in the environment of k (5.4.1.1.1).

The central issue regarding the transcription of etymological long */a/ by Greek a is
whether Hebrew */a/ had yet shifted to a half-open back rounded vowel /3/, more commonly
referred to as "gamas." After a brief review of scholarship, I will argue that there is tentative
evidence for positing /3/ in the Hebrew of the Secunda and that Greek a could be a suitable

representation of it.

6.4.3.1.1. Review of Scholarship

There are different opinions as to when precisely Hebrew long /a/ shifted in quality to [o:].
HaRrviAaINEN argues that there is no positive consistent evidence for the @ > o quality change
until the fifth century ce (HARVIAINEN 1977, 104—7). MoraG (1963) and MEYER (1958) argue

that forms such as 02125 in the Dead Sea Scrolls indicate that the shift had taken place by the

334. The relative infrequency of spelling interchanges with a in Palestinian epigraphy indicates that a remained
distinct from the other Greek vocalic phonemes. It was probably realized as o was realized in Classical and
Hellenistic Greek, as a back open unrounded vowel [a] (or perhaps near [a]) similar to the a-vowels in the
Italian word amare [amare] (PETROUNIAS 2007b, 558; PETROUNIAS 2007¢, 602—605).

335. In a word like 07X in Tiberian Hebrew, the second gamas is the result of tonic lengthening and the first
gamas is the result of pretonic lengthening. In the Secunda, there is evidence that tonic lengthening has taken
place from the form aoenc* /ha-hapés/ yom7 'who is pleased' (Ps. 35:27) and there is evidence that pretonic
lengthening has taken place from the form vnyap /nékar/ 121 'foreigner' (Ps. 18:46). Therefore, we may
reasonably conclude that, even though a can represent either /a/ or /3/ in the Secunda, the vowels represented by
o in adap and similar forms were long.
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Second Temple period, but Kutscher (1974) and Qimvron (1986) argue that such spellings are

to be explained otherwise (for a full review of scholarship, see REymonp 2014, 138—40).

6.4.3.1.2. Possible Evidence of Qamasg in the Secunda
The are a few of pieces of evidence that may indicate that /a/ > /3/ had already taken place by
the time of the Secunda, namely, the transcription ovoiea found in Chrysostom, the etymolo-

gy of Evayy 'Enoch' in Philo, and data from Jerome and the Babylonian incantation bowls.

6.4.3.1.2.1. Chrysostom's ovaliea

In Biblical Hebrew, when a pronominal suffix attaches to a noun with a plural base, the plural
construct ending is typically pointed with sere (e.g., 31°910 'our horses', 07°930 'their horses',
02°910 'your horses'). However, when the pronominal suffix is pointed with gamas, the quality
of the preceding vowel is seghol (e.g., 7°910 'your horses', 7°910 'her horses'). The seghol is
typically explained as the result of the sere (< *ay) assimilating in quality to the following
gamas, since seghol and gamas were of the same half-open vowel height (Kuan 2013k, 268).
Therefore, if the Secunda transcriptions reflect seghol in such an environment, it would

presumably indicate that the shift /a/ > /53/ had already obtained.

While there are no relevant transcriptions in the Ambrosiana palimpsest, a quotation
of the Secunda in John Chrysostom's comments on Psalm 7:8 (Expositio in Psalmos, 55.90)
renders the parallel of MT 931 as ovaAeo (LXX: vnep tavtng 'for this'). We might expect the
3fs suffix on a preposition with a plural base such as v to be something like **oAa in the Se-
cunda on the basis of a comparison with the 3fs suffix on the plural (e.g., apovda 77y [Ps.
75:4]) or the form in Aramaic (7%2y).*° It is possible, then, that the reading ovolea is not orig-
inal. It would not be unusual if an earlier transcription resembling **ovala (or ovaina) was

later corrected in conformity with the MT, since this phenomenon is attested elsewhere.”’

336. Note that in Origen's commentary on Psalms, he specifically says that apovda is the Hebrew for stulovg
(pl.) avtng 'its pillars' (Selecta in Psalmos, 12.1060.11). For the possibility of the intrusion of a spoken Aramaic
form A%y, note that the preposition %y with the 3fs suffix is written as 779V in the Judaean Desert texts (see
5/6Hev3 and XHev/Sel3).

337. For example, in Origen's list of biblical books found in his commentary on Psalms and quoted again in

Eusebius's history, the original reading for the title of the Book of Chronicles, Aofpniapewv, is eventually
changed to Apr Atapip (see MoMmMmsEN 1908, 574), suspiciously identical to the Tiberian vocalization and
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There is currently no critical edition of Chrysostom's Expositio in Psalmos, but Henry Sav-
ile's 1612 text of Chrysostom's works, in which the reading ovadea is found, is the product of

the consultation of many manuscripts.**®

Nevertheless, more text-critical work is necessary
before we can determine whether or not the reading ovaea is original. If ovaAea is indeed a

good reading, however, it would likely indicate that long /a/ had shifted in quality to /3/ al-

ready in the Secunda as a necessary precursor for the assimilation of *¢ > &/ _C5.

6.4.3.1.2.2. Philo's and Origen's Etymology of Enoch (7121 = Evexy)

Both Philo (25 Bce—50 cg) and Origen explain the etymology of the name Evoy (MT 7317) as
yépic cov 'your grace' (Philo, De posteritate Caini, 36.1; Origen, Selecta in Genesim,
12.121.8), presumably based on metanalysis: gv 'grace' + -wy 'your' or 11 'grace' + 71 'your'. If
the etymology results from such a metanalysis, which is likely, then long /6/ was confused
with the 2ms suffix (-ay in the Secunda, 7_in Mishnaic Hebrew). This etymology is probably
not original to Philo or Origen, but derived from another Jewish source. Interestingly, Jerome

provides the correct etymology of 'dedicatio' in his Liber de Nominibus Hebraicis (9).

6.4.3.1.2.3. Mid-First Millennium CE Evidence for Qamas

There are two pieces of evidence from the mid-first millennium ce which seem to indicate /3/
in Hebrew. First, in one of Jerome's letters to Damasus (d. 384), he transcribes Hebrew "ga-
mas" as o in the word lochen (MT 127) (Epistula XXXVI, 2).** Second, "gamas" is indicated
by 1 in the Babylonian incantation bowls: e.g., T2 'blessed’, mma 'the spirits', and

D°7W17°2 'in Jerusalem' (MisHor 2007; ELitzur 2013, 850). The fact that /3/ is already attested

inconsistent with the phonology and orthography of the Secunda (cf. dafpn [Ps. 35:20]).

338. According to ScHAFF, SAVILE invested no small effort in collating manuscripts of Chrysostom's work: "The
edition of Sir Henry Savile (Provost of Eton), Etonae, 1612, in 8 vols. for., is less complete than the Benedictine
edition, but gives a more correct Greek text (as was shown by F. Diibner from a collation of manuscripts) and
valuable notes. Savile personally examined the libraries of Europe and spent £8,000 on his edition. His wife was
so jealous of his devotion to Chrysostom that she threatened to burn his manuscripts" (1889, 3). Note that
ovaea is actually found in vol. 1 (1611).

339. There is, however, a variant in the apparatus of lachen, though lochen was judged by the editor as the more
faithful reading (see HiLBERG 1910).
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in the middle of the first millennium cE and present in both Tiberian and Babylonian strongly

suggests that it has more ancient roots than these mid-first millennium ck atttestations.

6.4.3.1.3. Greek a for [2]?
The salient question that remains, then, is whether Greek o could represent a vowel of the

quality [o(:)], or if Greek /o would be better suited to transcribe such a quality.

While there is insufficient ancient evidence to rule in favor of one possibility over the
other, some data may be interpreted as indicating that w/o would be preferred for transcribing
[0:]. In Greek transcriptions of Phoenician, the vowel resulting from the "Phoenician Shift"
(*/a/ > */a/ > */a/ > /0/) is transcribed as w/o: e.g., Aafov 'white', vadwp 'he vowed', capw 'he
heard' (FriebricH and RoLLiG 1999, 40—41). It is not clear, though, whether w/o transcribes
the end result (/0/ [0:]) or the intermediate stage (/5/) of the shift (see also Fox 1996, 38-39).
In Greek transcriptions of Latin, short 0, which was realized phonetically as [o], is usually
transcribed by Greek o. However, we must remember that Latin o and Greek o were very

similar or identical paleographically (5.3.1.1.4).

On the other hand, modern linguistic studies on cross-language perception suggest
that a vowel with the quality of /o/ can be identified with either /o/ or /a/ depending on the re-
lationship of the vowel spaces of the respective languages. For example, in a study of Spanish
speakers' (Spanish vocalic inventory: /i/, /e/, /a/, /o/, /u/) identification of Southern Standard
British English (SSBE) and American English (AE) vowels, it was found that while SSBE /o/
was almost always identified with Spanish /o/, AE /o/ was identifed also with Spanish /a/
about 29% of the time. This is presumably because SSBE /o/ is higher than AE /o/ (EScUDERO
and CHLADKOVA 2010, 256-57). In another study, native Catalan speakers (Catalan vocalic in-
ventory: /1/, /e/, /¢/, /a/, /3/, /o/, /lu/) were found to identify AE /o/ most frequently with Cata-

lan /a/ (FaBra and RoMERO 2012, 494-95).

FaBra and RoMERO's study of Catalan speakers' perception of AE vowels is especially

instructive, as well as cautionary, for our present analysis. Particularly noteworthy is the fact
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that AE /o/ was most frequently identified with Catalan /a/, even though Catalan has /o/ (!) in
its own phonemic inventory. Moreover, a comparison of the normalized vowel spaces depict-
ed in FaBra and RoMERO's charts (2012, 494) reveals that AE /o/ is between Catalan /o/ and

/a/. The F1 and F2 frequencies illustrate this point (REcassens and Espinosa 2006, 655):

Fl F2
Catalan /o/ 489 1047
English />/ 570 840
Catalan />/ 608 1125
Catalan /a/ 730 1358

The fact that Catalan /a/ is more distant from English /o/ than both Catalan /o/ and Catalan /o/
demonstrates how non-intuitive perceptual assimilation can be across languages. This is espe-
cially relevant when we consider that, at least at face value, Greek o/® (a true mid [0]) was

likely nearer in the vowel space to Hebrew /3/ [0:] than Greek a ([a] or [a]) was.

These modern cross-linguistic studies provide justification for exploring the possibili-
ty that ancient Greek a could have represented "gamas". If ancient Hebrew gamas was a half-
open /3/ as in Tiberian, it probably would have been even lower than AE /o/. Moreover, it is
probable that ancient Greek /a/ was a low back vowel as suggested by PETROUNIAS (2007D,
558; 2007c, 604). The vowel space of Palestinian Koine also supports this. Because € was
particularly open (5.4.1.1.2), a more back realization of Greek /a/ (perhaps approaching [a])
would have been more contrastive. The only difficulty with Greek o representing Hebrew /3/
concerns the precise phonetic realization of o/®. If it was a true-mid vowel [0], it would be
closer to /3/ and thus more likely to be the most apt for transcription (but note Catalan /a/ =

AE /o).

In sum, there is insufficient evidence to determine whether o/® or a would be the best
transcription choice for /3/. Nevertheless, in light of modern cross-linguistic perceptual stud-

ies and ancient Greek phonology, it seems entirely possible that a low back Greek /a/ (= [a])
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vowel represented by o may transcribe a mid-open rounded /3/. There are, of course, numer-

ous conceivable ways in which the various vocalic systems might relate to each other.

6.4.3.1.4. Summary

In light of the fact that it is entirely feasible that ancient Greek a may have represented /3/,
the argument for the existence of /3/ in the Secunda can be summed up as follows: The pres-
ence of gamas in both Tiberian and Babylonian indicates that "gamas" probably has more an-
cient roots than its earliest attestations in Babylonian incantation bowls from the middle of
the first millennium ce. Greek ¢ (instead of 1) in the transcription ovaea reflects assimilation
to a following /3/. Therefore, if ovakea is an original reading and assimilation to gamas is the
only appropriate explanation for seghol in forms like 7°910, the evidence seems to indicate
that /3/ was present in the Secunda. While this issue requires further research and text-critical
work, we will operate on the very tentative supposition that "gamas" /3/ [0:] existed in the Se-
cunda and will transcribe it as such with the understanding that it may still have been realized

merely as /a/ [a:] (or [a:]).

6.4.3.2. Short /a/: [a] or [2]?

In the Secunda, Hebrew short /a/ is normally transcribed by a in the Secunda:

o /Sal/ [Sal] 'on' Ps. 18:42
pappPiu /rabbim/ [Rab:1:(m)] 'great’ Ps. 32:10
oopd /Samt/ [samt"] 'you set' Ps. 89:41

There are also a number of instances in which an expected /a/ is transcribed by &, which rep-

resents an open-mid front vowel [g] (or true mid [¢]) in Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.10).**

These can be divided into a number of categories, most (~16x) in the prefix vowel of hif%il:**!

Ocp1 /terhib/ [t"1rDi:B] 'you widen' Ps. 18:37

340. The upshot of this section is as follows: Hebrew short /a/ is at least sometimes represented by Greek ¢,
which indicates that its phonetic realization was a front vowel [a] and perhaps (at least in some instances) a
slightly raised vowel [&]. While it lies beyond the scope of this dissertation to evaluate every possible instance
of Greek ¢ for Hebrew /a/, I have stated my reasonings for my transcriptions in the following footnotes. Full and
detailed argumentation for each of these transcription choices will have to be articulated in future works.

341. It is assumed that the prefix vowel of the Aif'il stem was /e/ [1] as a result of analogy to the prefix vowel in
other verb stems such as gal. A similar analogy seems to occur in Palestinian Arabic (ELiHAY 2012, 760-61).
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eTN /hette/ [hit’.e:] 'incline!' Ps. 31:3

There are also about five instances in which € represents the initial vowel of the pi‘el stem:**

YeEAMOop /kallotam(m)/ [k"zl:0:03(m)] 'annihilating them' Ps. 18:38
QEAAETNVL /palletent/ [p"el:1t’e:ni:] 'rescue me!' Ps. 31:2
eehherey™ /?hallelek(k)/ [?zhael:1hk"] 'T will praise you' Ps. 35:18

Even before gutturals, the prefix vowel of the gal stem is represented with £:>*

ieCePov /yeSzbu/ [j1§zoPu:] 'they will abandon' Ps. 89:31
oViEPOYOL /w-yehr(o)gu/ [(?)ujrhroru:] 'and they will tremble' Ps. 18:46

There is one instance in which the initial vowel of the gal stem is represented with g:**

cembt /Sa(h)hotl/ [fho:0i:] 'T was bowed down' Ps. 35:14

In a few construct forms, expected /a/ is also transcribed with g:**

Boaadaped /b-hadrat/ [bahadara0] 'in raiment of' Ps. 29:2
Bied /b-yad/ [b(1)jed] 'into the hand of' Ps. 31:9
Heied /mey-yad/ [m1j:20] 'from the hand of’ Ps. 89:49

In guttural and geminate Qatl(-at)* nominal forms, expected /a/ is also transcribed with &:**

0c0 /teht/ or /taht/ [t"tht"])/[t"=ht"] 'under’ Ps. 18:39
PEK /raq(q)/ [Rek?] 'only’ Ps. 32:6

In waw consecutive forms, the vowel of the conjunction is sometimes represented with £:**’

342. On the basis of the forms ovBopey 7121 (Ps. 28:9), Lappepov* 11 (Ps. 30:5), and goAint v (Ps. 32:7),
instances of € in the stem of the pi‘el are regarded as reflecting a raised [&] realization of Hebrew short /a/.

343. There is a tendency for the pattern of the strong gal non-stative verb (g5tal, gotel, yeqtol) to be generalized
across the paradigm in the Secunda. For example, originally stative *hapise (MT °%51) is realized as @weon (Ps.
35:27) and original *tisSadént (MT °37390) as Oecoonvt (Ps. 18:36). It is assumed, then, that the /e/ prefix vowel
in [-guttural gal forms, represented by Greek &, is the result of analogy to the gal strong verb: *k5tab : *yektob ::
*zab : 7 (> *yeSzob).

344. On the basis of a comparison with Jerome's calloth ni%? (SIEGFRIED 1884, 41), the € in this form likely
reflects a raised realization [#] of Hebrew short /a/, though raising could also be due to the sibilant (see 6.3.2).

345. Greek ¢ reflects a raised realization [&] of Hebrew short /a/ in these instances (see 6.4.3.2.2.1), though the €
in Bied and peied may be due to assimilation to /y/ (see Yupitsky 2017, 96-98).

346. The form nnn may have had an alternate pattern (i.e., *qi#/). It is assumed that Greek € in pek reflects a
raised [#] realization of Hebrew short /a/, though raising may also be due to the p (see Yupitsky 2017, 96).

347. On the basis of a comparison with forms like ovaiokel ™y (Ps. 28:7) and ovab0spag oxnm (Ps. 89:39)
and the realization of wayyigtol throughout the various traditions of Hebrew, it is assumed that Greek ¢ reflects a
raised [a] realization of Hebrew short /a/.
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oveBalepnvt  /wat-t?azzeréni/ [wet":(a)?az:ire:ni:] 'and you girded me'  Ps. 30:12

ov‘igptov /way-yerhibu/ [weej:1rhi:Bu:] 'and they made wide' Ps. 35:21

Finally, the interrogative pronoun - 1%, the negative particle ~7%, and the relative particle Y

all have a vowel transcribed by &€ where we would expect /a/:**
ueppPeoe /meb-best/ [maeb:1ts’1{] 'what gain?' Ps. 30:10
eABapax /?al terhaq/ [?z] t"arhak?] 'do not be far!' Ps. 35:22
€0EP /Ser/ [2xfer] 'which' Ps. 46:9

There are essentially two ways of interpreting the use of Greek ¢ to transcribe what we would
expect to be Hebrew /a/. First, Greek € does indeed reflect Hebrew /a/ in these instances and,
for some phonetic reason, approximates Hebrew /a/ just as well as or better than a does. Sec-
ond, Greek ¢ here reflects the phoneme /e/ [1] (or an allophone of another phoneme realized
as [1]/[a]/[€]) in these forms just as it does regularly in the Secunda. In each case, there is ei-
ther a morphological or phonetic explanation for the presence of /e/ instead of /a/. It is also
possible, of course, that some but not all of the forms are given to one or the other explana-
tion. After a review of scholarship, I will argue that, though many of these forms can be ex-
plained morphologically or phonetically, the evidence suggests that at least in some of these

words, € is used to represesnt Hebrew /a/, realized as a near-open front unrounded vowel [&].

6.4.3.2.1. Review of Scholarship
PreTZL argues that in a closed stressed syllable, in addition to representing */i/, € can also rep-
resent an etymological */a/ vowel that had shifted to an open front vowel (perhaps [&]?) in

the environment of certain consonants (liquids, gutturals, sibilants) (1932, 8, 13).

SpEISER argues that while "gamas" is represented by a in the Secunda, "patah” may be

represented by either o or &, particularly in closed syllables far from the stress.’® At the time

348. Greek ¢ reflects a raised realization [&] of Hebrew short /a/ in these instances (see 6.4.3.2.2.2-3), though
the € in eoep may be due to the sibilant (see 6.3.2).

349. His list includes the vowel of the prefix conjugation in the Aif'il stem (9 times), the prefix vowel of the
imperative in the Aif'il stem (5 times), the vowel between the first and second radical in various forms in the piel
stem (5 times), various verbal forms (6 times), segholate nouns (19 times), other nominal forms (7 times), and
pronouns and particles (15 times) (1943, 267-68).
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of the Secunda, short /a/ inclined towards /e/ and long /a/ was more of a pure a-quality vowel.
After /a/ shifted in quality to /3/, "patah” then shifted in quality to occupy the space previous-

ly held by "gamas” (1933, 35-44)."

Bronno is unwilling to accept that short /a/ can be signified by € in the Secunda.
Rather, he argues for a pervasive /a/ > /e/ sound change occurring in closed unstressed sylla-
bles in the Secunda, similar to the rule known as "attenuation" (e.g., */magdal/ > /migdal/) in
Tiberian Hebrew. Many forms (e.g., the irregular /i/ in Aif'il) are the result of this change, but
others (e.g., 00) must ultimately derive from variant patterns or scribal errors (1943, 18, 26,

30-31, 203, 245-46, 267-68, 290-93, 301, 304, 307-309, 443, 439, 449).

JANsSENS continues in the line of PRETZL and SPEISER, arguing that etymological */a/, if
not lengthened to /a/, was realized as a more close [&] in the Secunda; thus, /e/ (< */i/) is

transcribed as &, /a/ (< */a/) as a/e, and /a/ (< */a/) as a. (1982, 67, 70-74).%!

Finally, Yupitsky argues that instances of € in the Secunda are either the result of the
development of etymological */i/ or the result of contraction. To explain the unusual in-
stances of */a/ > ¢ cited above, he appeals to analogy, assimilation to adjacent consonants
(e.g., sibilants, /k/, /y/), and derivation from different patterns. For example, he suggests that
the hif'il and pi‘el forms are the result of assimilation to the past tense and that 0ef derives

from a *gitl pattern. (2007b, 303 n13; 2017, 49-52, 150-51, 159-61, 222-23).

It is true that many of the forms discussed above can be explained on the basis of
analogy, assimilation, or derivation from variant patterns. However, there are some forms for
which these explanations are not sufficient: e.g., ueppeoe, €A, and Paadaped (see below). It is

difficult to determine whether such forms would indicate a general realization of /a/ as [&] or

350. According to SPEISER, /a/ did not shift to /o/ in Babylonian Hebrew and thus "patah” remained as a more
front vowel. For this reason, patah can signify both patah and the equivalent of Tiberian seghol (1933, 35-44).

351. Janssens transliterates this hypothesized vowel as &, but due to his use of the word "close" to describe the
pronunciation of the vowel he probably means something more like [&] (1982, 67).
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merely that a sporadic sound change (e.g., a > e / C_Cjes) Was in operation. I concur with
Yupitsky (2007a, 10-11) that a wide "attentuation" rule did not operate in the Secunda,
though we should keep in mind that reduction and centralization away from the stress is com-

mon in many languages.

6.4.3.2.2. Etymological */a/ > g: Analysis of Forms

It would be unfruitful to discuss forms in which the presence of € could likely be explained as
the result of analogy, such as the prefix vowel of the Aif'il stem. Only those forms with & for
*/a/ which are unlikely to be explained by analogy, assimilation to nearby consonants, or de-
rivation from a variant pattern are valuable for argumentation. Additionally, a strong case for
€ = [@] can be made if a particular transcribed word with € has a biform with o elsewhere in
the Secunda and is attested in all other Hebrew reading traditions with /a/. If the most likely
interpretation of such words is that € is representing a realization of /a/ [&], the principle can
then be considered for other transcriptions. The three words in which it is most likely that ¢

represents /a/ [&] are Paadapeb, pePPeoe, eA-, and -evva They will be examined in turn.

6.4.3.2.2.1. faodoped

In the transcription Baadaped ~n7732 (Ps. 29:2), the feminine construct ending */-at/, which is
attested everywhere in Hebrew as /-at/,*** is transcribed as -€0. Parallel Secunda forms show
that the feminine ending */-at/ is usually transcribed by -a0: e.g., epoapad ~nX 'word of' (Ps.

18:31), ovveya n33n 'dedication of' (Ps. 30:1), and apead n277 'reproach of' (Ps. 89:51).

Bronno explains the unusual ending on this form as either the result of dittography
(Baadapad > Baadapd > Paadaped) or a segholate pattern with an epenthetic (*hadart >
(Ba)adaped) (1943, 152-53). Yupitsky also argues that the transcription Baadaped may de-
rive from the pattern *qatalt and the € is an epenthetic vowel. However, because an epenthet-

ic is rare in the Secunda, he concludes that the transcription is corrupt (2017, 79, 192-93).

352. In Samaritan Hebrew it is realized as -at as in yesuwwat 'salvation of', asfat 'edge of', and weirruwwat 'and
the shout of' (FLorenTIN 2016b, 73, 75, 87).
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It is unlikely that this form is the result of scribal error, since we have a parallel form
in which */-at/ is transcribed by -€0 in external sources. In John Chrysostom's comments on
Jeremiah 49:28 (30:23 in the LXX), he says that tf} Pacidioon tfic avAfi¢ 'to the queen of the
court' is realized in Hebrew as MeAyed Acwp (64.1029), presumably reflecting a variant N5
n3xn from the MT 23%n nioynn?. It is unlikely that this is a scribal error in Chrysostom, since
he also renders Bacidiooa 'queen’ with pedyed in his comments on Jeremiah 44:17 (51:17 in

the LXX) (64.1013).

The word Baadaped may derive from a different pattern, but no such pattern is attest-
ed in Hebrew for this word. In Tiberian, the form is always vocalized as n777, Babylonian
only attests to n3773/0575 (YEIVIN 1985, 927), and Palestinian only attests to hedrat (MuURTO-
NEN 1988 I/Ba, 83). Targumic Aramaic has the forms 7777 and X077, but even there the con-
struct form attested is 773 (JAsTrRow 1926, 335). Yupitsky compares Baadaped to forms such
as Naloped n1g3 in the Gospels and paeked n2nn in the LXX (2017, 193). ELizur argues that
original *qatalt, as in Nalapeb, tends to be realized as gatelet in an older layer of Hebrew, but
as gatlat in a later layer of Hebrew: e.g., np72 'carbuncle' (type of stone) in the Pentateuch but
np72 in Ezekiel (2004, 227-28).* However, the fact that the initial vowel in the various He-
brew vocalization traditions is short demonstrates that n777 derives from a different pattern
than that of np72 or n7X1. Moreover, this pattern (*qatalt > qatelet/qatlat) seems to be as-

signed to special classes of nouns (e.g., place names, infirmities).

Even if we allow for a unique nominal pattern behind Boadaped in the Secunda, both
the presence of epenthesis and the quality of the epenthetic vowel in Baadaped are inconsis-
tent with the typology of segholation in the Secunda. Epenthesis in segholate nouns in the

Secunda is only found in the environment of gutturals or in the environment of resh when the

353. Note that np732 is probably a loanword.
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final consonant cluster follows the Sonority Sequencing Principle (SSP) (1e0gp 717).** In He-
brew and Semitic, epenthesis in a final consonant cluster is more likely with rising sonority
(e.g., 1ebep), but less likely with decreasing sonority (e.g., 7271) (Kiparsky 2003, 149, 16061,
168—172). Also, except in the case of the pharyngeal /¢/, epenthetics in the Secunda have the
same quality as the adjacent vowel (Yupitsky 2017, 79-80). In the case of Baadapeh, not
only does sonority fall significantly—C, (7) is at the top of the sonority hierarchy in Hebrew
and C; (D) is at the bottom (see ALVESTAD and Epzarp 2009, 49)—but the epenthetic is of a
different quality than the preceding vowel. Therefore, despite the comparative patterns in the
Gospels and the LXX such as Nalaped n1g3 and paeked n2mn (Yubitsky 2017, 193), it would
be inconsistent typologically with Secunda Hebrew to posit that € in Paadaped reflects a

helping vowel. A much simpler phonetic explanation is laid out in 6.5.1.5.1.

In sum, while it is possible that Baaodaped constitutes a unique pattern in the Secunda,
such a claim is inconsistent with the semantics of the noun, its attestations elsewhere in He-
brew, and the phonotactics of Secunda Hebrew. Alternatively, we may suggest that the ending
-g0 in the form PBaadapeb, just as in the transcription pedyed in Chrysostom's commentary on
Jeremiah, reflects the Hebrew ending /-at/ realized as something like [&0]. Whether the rais-
ing of the vowel was the general realization of short /a/ in the Secunda or due to a sporadic

change as a result of being far from the stress is unclear.

6.4.3.2.2.2. pepPeos
In the word pefBece v¥2n (Ps. 30:10), the interrogative pronoun - 77 is realized with ¢ for
an expected /a/. Parallel forms in the Secunda demonstrate that the word is regularly spelled
with a: e.g., yoppo 723 'how long/much?' (Ps. 35:17), Aapo n27 'why?' (Ps. 49:6), 0d-po

7Y "how long?" (89:47), and o) po-cow R1Y-nn=2y "on account of what vanity?" (89:48).

Bronno argues that the first € in peBpfece may be the result of an /a/ > /e/ shift in un-

stressed closed syllables. It corresponds etymologically with Tiberian Hebrew 117 before non-

354. But cf. veepavad ninRl. However, note the relevance of the OCP (see 6.5.2.2). For the SSP, see 6.5.2.1.2.
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gutturals (1943, 211). Yubirsky, though he admits that there is no clear solution for the pres-
ence of ¢ in pePPece, suggests that instead of being a transcription of the interrogative pro-
noun 111 'what?', pe may actually be a transcription of a negative particle which may be com-

pared with Mishnaic Hebrew X»¥ and Samaritan Aramaic dimme (2017, 111).

In Tiberian Hebrew, the various syntactic states of the interrogative 7 may be classi-
fied as proclitic (i.e., attached to following word [e.g., inw=1n]), enclitic (i.e., after a preposi-
tion [e.g., 7m3]), or independent (i.e., with a disjunctive accent [e.g., 77 *77]). The vocaliza-
tion 7 only occurs in proclitic 7 before a pharyngeal with gamas (e.g., 7vy=nn), in enclitic
non-pausal 7 (e.g., M3), and in independent 72 (e.g., 713 177 237 mp).> It is only the last of
these three, independent 7in before non-gutturals, that might correspond with pepfece in the
Secunda. However, a diachronic analysis of 7n in the various Hebrew reading traditions
demonstrates that the vocalization of independent 7in as fin before non-gutturals in phrases

like 777 7977 237 7R is most likely a later Tiberian innovation.”*®

355. When proclitic, it is vocalized as - 7 with gemination in the following consonant. When it is enclitic, it
occurs as 17 in context (e.g., 1»2) and as 77 in pause (e.g., 7732) and in the word m7/mn7. When it is independent,
it occurs as 1% before a word and as 7 after a word. Before a guttural, it usually appears as 7n. However, if it is
proclitic, it will appear as 7 when the guttural takes virtual gemination and as n» before a pharyngeal with
gamas (JouoN and Muraoka 2009, §37).

356. In Babylonian, the rules for nn are fairly similar, but in several instances Babylonian has gamas where
Tiberian has seghol (YEvIN 1985, 1134-39). In Palestinian, » is often left unpointed when it corresponds to
Tiberian patah, but doubling may be marked (e.g., *> rn). It may be pointed with gamas before a guttural (e.g.,
5127 71 and v 1) (REVELL 1970, 176), but with /e/ before i with an /a/ vowel (e.g., 531 nid [YanaLom 2016b,
111-12]). In Samaritan Hebrew, 7 is always vocalized as ma. However, there is a distinction in vocalization
between n3/na bamdlkamad and 7% lémd (Ben-Hayyiv 2000, 238-39, 320-21).

Assuming that 7n pointed with a patah and following gemination (- 717%) is the most original form, we may divide
the various changes in the vocalization of 1% into two categories. First, there are sound rules that operate
relatively consistently based on the immediate phonological environment (e.g., proclitic fi% before gutturals and
7 before pharyngeals with gamas). Second, there are sound changes that operate based on the prosodic and
syntactic structure of the verse (e.g., enclitic and independent :1/71).

A few diachronic observations may be made regarding these distinctions as they relate to the Secunda. First,
there is evidence against the phonological rule a > e /' C:/tiunmgeayd@, Which applies to proclitic 7, operating in
the Secunda (e.g., aagnc*® vom7) and in Jerome's transcriptions. However, there is evidence for the a > e /
_Cttanmgea@ change in Tiberian (e.g., 0wy n), Babylonian (e.g., mwd mA), and Palestinian (e.g., 237 mA).
Second, there is evidence against the prosodic change of a > e that applies to enclitic in both in Jerome (bamma
|| a2) and Babylonian Hebrew (w2 3 || oy mna 733 || mna, 7R 1w || an 19°). Third, it is unclear if there is
evidence for the prosodic change of @ > e that applies to independent nn in Babylonian Hebrew. Finally, when
Babylonian does not exhibit an a > e change in certain prosodic conditions, it often demonstrates an a > a
change instead. These observation are summarized below (V' = evidence for, X = evidence against, — = not
enough evidence):
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In light of the diachrony of i1 in the various traditions, then, it is highly unlikely that
the Secunda form pePPece corresponds to prosodically-conditioned 77 in Tiberian Hebrew as
Bronno suggests. Even if it were reasonable to reconstruct me for the Hebrew of the Secun-
da, Bronno would have to assume that pepfeoe is a mixed form, since its vocalization would
correspond to an independent form even though the following gemination would indicate that
it is a proclitic form. While YupiTsky's suggestion that pe in peppece should be interpreted as
the negative particle cannot be disproven, it is highly unlikely for two reasons. First, all of the
ancient translations (Aquila, Symmachus, LXX, Theodotion, Jerome, Targum) understand the
word 77 in the sequence ¥X¥2 1n in Psalm 30:10 to be an interrogative. Second, there is no at-
testation anywhere else in Hebrew of a negative particle 7» standing on its own with a vocal-
ization other than that of the definite article.””” This leaves no other reasonable option but to

interpret pePPece as the interrogative 7n in the Secunda.

Phonologically-Motivated Changes: Secunda | Jerome Tib. Bab. Pal.
> (1) Procliticin:a>e/ _G:a X X v v v
> (2) Proclitic 7: @ > @/ GV fopen back iong — — v/ v v(?)
Prosodically-Motivated Changes: Secunda | Jerome Tib. Bab. Pal.
> (3) Enclitic 72(?22): a > a — — v v —
> (4) Independent n: a > a — — v v —
> (5) Enclitic 7n(?33): a > e — X v X —
> (6) Independent 1in: a > e — — v ? —

It seems clear from the chart that change (1) in proclitic 7 occurred after the period of the transcriptions but
still relatively early. It is likely that change (5) in enclitic 2 only applies in Tiberian Hebrew. Although the evi-
dence for change (6) is inconclusive, it makes the most sense to associate it with change (5) and assume that it
applies only in Tiberian. There is no evidence for a ferminus ante quem for changes (3) and (4), but they are
probably as old as the reading tradition itself, since nn, disjoined from the following word, would not have
brought about gemination of the following consonant.

357. In the examples YUDITSKY cites (X% and dimme), the negative particle is enclitic with a preposed particle.
This is parallel to %% in Song of Songs 1:7. When an does function as a non-enclitic negative particle in
Biblical Hebrew, it is vocalized like the interrogative: e.g., 123208 n7 'and I will not look' (Job 31:1).
Interestingly, Symmachus, the LXX, and Theodotion translate 7 in this verse as a negative (FIELD 1875, 2:54).
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Because gemination is indicated, pef(Bece) should be regarded as a proclitic form.
The forms yappoa, Aopa, and ad-pa should be regarded as enclitic. The final attestation,
aA-pa-cov, could be interpreted as either proclitic (i.e., 'on account of what vanity ... ?') or
enclitic (i.e., 'on account of what ... vainly?'). Both interpretations are found in the ancient
translations, most translating it as enclitic.” The singleton ¢ supports an enclitic interpreta-
tion, but the fact that all three words are written on the same line with diacritics in between
them (Joi-po-cav|) and its proclitic status in the Tiberian vocalization support a proclitic
reading in the Secunda. If aA-po-coav does represent a proclitic form of 77, it would support

reading the € in peP(Peoe) as representing /a/. The evidence, however, is inconclusive.

In sum, the ¢ in peP(Beoe) could be interpreted as either a sporadic instance of /a/ > /e/
in a closed unstressed syllable, attested nowhere else in Hebrew for this word, or, and more
likely, the € is merely an alternative representation of Hebrew /a/. YupiTsky's claim that it is

to be interpreted as a negative particle lacks supporting evidence.

6.4.3.2.2.3. €\
In the phrase eé\Oapax poR~28 (Ps. 35:22), the negative particle 2% is rendered with an €
where we would expect /a/. The fact that this word is attested eight times in the Secunda, al-

ways as €A, precludes any possibility of this being a scribal error.

Bronno, based on an article by BrLake (1911), claims that the negative particle was
originally just a vocalic /]/. A prosthetic vowel of varying quality was added, resulting in 7al
in Tiberian Hebrew but 7e/ in Secunda Hebrew. He also suggests that /a/ might have shifted

to /e/ in the proclitic word (1943, 213—14). YupiTsKy, drawing on the interchanges of =58 and

358. Symmachus (proclitic interpretation): 7| €mi Tivi paTaioml EKTIGOG TAVTAG TOVG VIOVS TV AvOpdT™Y 'On
account of what vanity did you create all the sons of men?' Aquila (enclitic interpretation): émi Ti giki] &ktic0g
mhvtoag viovg avlpomwv 'On account of what did you vainly create all the sons of men?' LXX (enclitic
interpretation): pun yop pertaiong £kTicog mavtag Tovg viovs TV avOpormv 'For have you vainly (lit. 'for not
vainly...?") created all the sons of men?' Theodotion (enclitic interpretation): éxmi Ti poraiog &kticag Tavtog
TOVG VIOVG @V avOpdTmv 'On account of what did you vainly create all the sons of men?' Jerome (enclitic
interpretation): numquid enim vane constituisti omnes filios hominum? 'For you have surely not vainly created
all the sons of men?' Targum (enclitic interpretation): Xw1™13 73 X712 KDwa» 712 9Wwn 'On account of what did
you vainly create all the sons of men?'
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5% in Tiberian and Babylonian (see below), suggests that the prohibitive particle might have

had multiple allomorphs and that the Secunda reflects the /?el/ allomorph (2017, 216).

Bronno's claim that a preceding vowel is not original can be rejected on the basis of
comparative Semitic evidence. Negative 7/ is common in Semitic, attested in Ge‘ez 7al, Saba-
ic/Qatabanic 7/, Mehri 2/ (in the phrase o/ ... la), Ugaritic 2al, Phoenician 7/, Old Aramaic 7/,
and Hebrew Zal (WENINGER 2011b, 170). According to Siors, who argues that *7al/ was origi-
nally a "prohibitor" used to indicate negation and volition in Proto-Semitic, there is no per-
suasive reason to expect anything other than /a/ in Hebrew. He does, however, note that the
vowel of *?Pal is usually /a/ in Semitic, but may raise or lower depending on the particular re-
flex of */1/ in a given language (e.g., al in Modern South Arabian due to the velarized /1/)

(2015, 86—89, 28188, 303-309; pers. comm.).

The prohibitive particle is realized with an /a/ vowel (/?al/) in all of the main Hebrew
reading traditions.”” There are a small number of exceptions in both Tiberian and Babylonian
in which the negative particle =2 is pointed like the preposition =7x,** but the fact that this
interchange goes in both directions indicates that the exceptional vocalizations are lexical
variants in the tradition—they substituted the word 7¢/ 'to' for 2al 'not—and not variants in
pronunciation or vestiges of a tradition which realized *?al as Pel. The regular vocalization of
9% as el in the Secunda can hardly be compared with these extremely rare interchanges of
-98/-%% in Tiberian and Babylonian. In fact, there is no evidence that the negative particle 7/
was regularly realized as anything other than /?al/ in any tradition of Hebrew or Northwest-

Semitic language.

359. The prohibitive particle is realized in Tiberian, Babylonian, and Palestinian as 7al/ and in Samaritan as al/
(Yervin 1985, 1117; Yanarom 2016b, 115-16; FLoreNTIN 2016b, 73, 83).

360. In Tiberian, there are a few instances in which the negative particle “al is pointed as “e/ (Exod. 10:28, Deut.
2:9, Josh. 22:19, Jer 51:3 [2x]) and other instances in which the preposition %! is pointed as “a/ (Judg. 19:23, Jer.
47:6, Prov. 12:28). In Babylonian, there is at least one occasion in which the manuscripts vary between “a/ and
the preposition %/ (Jer. 47:6) (YEvin 1985, 1117).
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In sum, there are a few options for interpreting the transcription €A in the Secunda.
First, e\ could represent an innovation in Secunda Hebrew found nowhere else in the Hebrew
reading traditions or in Northwest Semitic. Second, eéA may reflect an instance of the sporadic
/a/ > /e/ shift in an unstressed closed syllable (Bronno 1943, 214-15). Third, and the most
likely, is that the € in €A may simply be an alternative representation of the phoneme /a/, con-

sistent with the rest of the reading traditions of Biblical Hebrew.

6.4.3.2.2.4. avva/evva

Although it comes from an external source, we may also mention the various renderings of
the long imperative ending with following XJ. In Origen's Commentary on Matthew, Hebrew
X3 noh¥d and &3 oywin (Ps. 118:25) are rendered by actlavva and woievva, respectively,

presumably reflecting either a or € for short /a/ in precisely the same context.

6.4.3.2.2.5. Summary

For each of these irregular transcriptions, multiple interpretive possibilites have been put
forth, none of which is certain. In my view, the arguments for € representing /a/ in the
transcriptions Poadoaped, pepPece, €A, and evva are more compelling than those against it,
which usually require the transcription to reflect a unique phenomenon particular to the Se-
cunda. In light of the evidence of these four words, we should be open to the possibility that,

at least on occasion, Greek € may represent Hebrew /a/ in the Secunda.

6.4.3.2.3. Cross-Language Perception and Production of [2], [a], and [a]
That Greek ¢ [€] might represent Hebrew /a/ is also supported by the linguistic typology of

open vowels and studies on cross-language perception of [&] and [a].

First, cross-linguistically, in vowel systems with both long /a/ and short /a/, the short
/a/ tends to be realized with a more front articulation and the long /a/ tends to be realized with
a more back realization (Hock 1991, 144). (In traditional pronunciations of Ge‘ez among
Ambharic speakers, long /a/ is realized as a low central [a] or [a] while short /a/ is realized as a
near open [&] or [4] (LamBDIN 1978, 3).) In many modern Arabic dialects, short /a/ tends to

have a higher second formant (correlating with vowel frontness) than long /a/ (ROSENHOUSE,
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AMIR, and AMIR 2014, 6). In Modern Persian, /a/ is realized as [&] and /a/ is realized as [a:]. A
more front realization of short /a/ is also the case in numerous dialects of German and in con-

servative French (Hock 1991, 144).

Second, when /&/ is absent from the vocalic inventory of a language that has /¢/ and
/al, it may be perceived as either /¢/ or /a/. We may take Kim's cross-linguistic study of Kore-
ans' perception of English vowels as an example.*®' This study is particularly relevant because
the participants essentially engaged in a transcription exercise, writing out English words that
they heard in Korean orthography. English /&/ was most frequently transcribed as Korean /e/
(1972). In another perceptual study, it was found that when Spanish (Spanish vocalic invento-
ry: /i, e, a, 0, u/) speakers attempted to produce English /&/, they were prone to misproduce it
as /a/ and less frequently as /e/ (FLEGE BonN, and YANG 1997, 448). Another study found that
English /@/ was assimilated to Spanish /a/ 94% of the time and to Spanish /e/ only 6% of the
time. However, in a discrimination task, /&/ and /e¢/ were regarded to be the same vowel
about 80% of the time (Jeske 2012, 18). Finally, in a study of Salento Italian speakers' per-
ception of English vowels, it was found that English /e&/ was perceived as Salento /a/ 54% of

the time and as Salento /e/ 46% of the time (SisiNnni, Escubpero, and GrimMaLpi 2014, 716).

Third, an a/e interchange is also found in the Arabic-in-Latin-letters example cited

earlier: M-o-h-a-m-e-d, M-o-h-a-m-m-a-d (THoMPSON-PANOs and THoMmAs-RuZic 1983, 612).

6.4.3.2.4. The Damascus Psalm Fragment: Arabic /a/ =¢

We find a transcriptional parallel in an eighth-century ce fragment of an Arabic translation of
the Psalms written in Greek script known as the Damascus Psalm Fragment. In this text, Ara-
bic short /a/ is transcribed by Greek ¢: e.g., yePeA /gabal/ 'mountain’, yovep /ganam/ 'goats',
oepa /sama(?)/ 'sky', and peoxev /maskan/ 'dwelling'. In the environment of back consonants,
short /a/ is transcribed by a, though the distribution is not entirely clear. AL-JALLAD suggests

that perhaps Arabic short /a/ had been raised to [&] in "non-backed environments" and thus

361. The Korean vocalic system has /i, ¢, €, y, @, A, @, 0, u, i/ (see 6.4.2.4).
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both a and & were regarded as appropriate transcriptions of this phoneme (2017, 15-16). Be-
cause the text is so much later than our period, it was excluded from chapter 5. However,
since the pronunciations of Greek o and ¢ are quite similar from the end of the Koine period

until Modern Greek, it is applicable for this specific case.

6.4.3.2.5. Greek Loanwords in the Mishnah: Greek € = Hebrew /a/

While cross-linguistic perceptual studies and Arabic transcription demonstrate that it is theo-
retically possible that Hebrew /a/ could have been realized with a more front and/or raised
pronunciation and thus equated with Greek € on occasion, the vocalization of Greek loan-

words in Mishnaic Hebrew provides direct evidence of such an equivalency.

In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, ¢ is typically rendered by a patah in Hebrew,
usually in closed stressed syllables. HEmaNns concludes on the basis of this fact that Greek €
had a rather open realization in contemporary Palestinian Greek (see 5.4.1.1.2). Thus, He-

brew /a/ was regarded as a better approximation of Greek € than Hebrew /e/ would have been.

The fact that we are dealing with cross-language equivalencies and not sound changes
is supported by a few points. First, in a minority of instances, Greek ¢ was realized in Hebrew
with an /e/ vowel (5.4.1.1.3). Second, Greek 7 is usually reflected in Hebrew by /e/ vowels
(usually sere) (5.4.1.1.3), thus demonstrating that Greek &€ was more open than 1 and nearer
to Hebrew /a/. Third, in a few Latin loanwords in the Mishnah, Latin € [€] is also rendered by
Hebrew /a/ (e.g., catella 73vp) (HEuMANs 2013, 262). In sum, the evidence from Greek loan-
words in the Mishnah seems to indicate that Hebrew short /a/ in Tannaitic Hebrew was of

such a quality that it was nearer to Greek & than Hebrew /e/ was.

6.4.3.2.6. Concluding Remarks

A survey of the evidence in the Secunda, cross-linguistic perceptual studies, the Damascus
Psalm Fragment, and Greek loanwords in the Mishnah suggests that Hebrew /a/ may have
been realized as something like [&] and thus transcribed by Greek ¢, at least in the case of

Baadaped, pePPece, ei-, and -gvva. While previous scholars' presupposition that one
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grapheme can only correspond with one phoneme may make an analysis of the transcriptions

less troublesome, it is unrealistic and inconsistent with the data.

Having established the principle in a small number of words, we may also point to
other potential instances in which Greek € might correspond with Hebrew /a/ in the Secunda,
such as the pi‘e/ imperative forms. While Yupitsky argues that forms such as peAletnvt and
ovveoonu prove that the pi‘el imperative had been formed in analogy to the past, the forms
ovPapey (a due to compensatory lengthening before /r/) and Coppepov® may very well indi-
cate that the first vocalic phoneme in these forms was Hebrew /a/ and that o and ¢ are alterna-
tive representations of it. Thus, the transcription peAietnvi may represent Hebrew /palleténi/

just as Greek célla is rendered as /salla/ in the Mishnah (HEumans 2013, 262).

In sum, though we have made a strong case that Greek & might represent Hebrew
short /a/ in the Secunda on occasion, this only facilitates phonemic transcription. Determining
the precise phonetic realization of Hebrew short /a/ is more difficult. However, a couple
points can be made. First, if the realization of short /a/ in Secunda Hebrew was similar to that
of Mishnaic Hebrew, then Greek € was nearer to Hebrew /a/ than it was to Hebrew /e/. This
probably indicates that Hebrew short /a/ was realized as either a front open [a] (like patah in
Tiberian Hebrew [KHAN 2013a, 95]) or a near-open front [&]. Second, the phonetic quality of
Hebrew short /a/ must have generally been nearer to Greek o than it was to Greek . This sup-

ports an open realization of /a/ as [a].

Understanding that Hebrew was a real language, we should not be suprised if short /a/
vacillated in its phonetic realization, having allophones of [a] and [&]. We may compare this
to the Neo-Aramaic dialect of the Assyrian Christians of Urmi, in which short /a/ vacillates in
its realization between [a], [&], and [¢] (and [a] in emphatic words) (Kuan 2016, 64), or the
oral production of modern Literary Arabic short /a/, which is typically realized between [a]

and [®] (and [a] near emphatics) (MiTcHELL 1990, 72-82).
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When it comes to phonetic transcription, then, we will adopt a conservative but in-
structive approach. Hebrew short /a/ will be phonetically transcribed as a front unrounded
open vowel [a], with the understanding that it may have had a slightly raised realization of
[@]. In those particular cases in which Hebrew short /a/ is represented by Greek ¢, it will be
represented in phonetic transcription by [&], leaving the door open for understanding it as an
allophone in a particular environment. Given the distribution, it would not be surprising if
363

some raising/centralization occurred far from the stress’® or before geminate consonants.

In sum, the transcription conventions for Hebrew /a/ and /5/ may be depicted as follows:

Hebrew /a/ Hebrew /5/
Realized as ... [a]/[e] [0:]
Transcribed as ... o= [a]/[a], € = [€] o= [al]/[a]
6.4.4. Potential Phonemes: /¢/ and /¢/
Various reconstructions of the development of the Hebrew vowels would require positing that
¢ represents the vocalic phonemes /€/ and /¢/ in a number of transcriptions in the Secunda (see
6.4.4.1). First, what would be final 71, in Tiberian Hebrew is rendered by &, which represents

an open-mid front vowel [¢] (or true mid [¢]) in Roman Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.10):

LOGOVE /msawwe/ [mofaw:e:] 'making meet' Ps. 18:34
HooE /mahsg/ [mahse:] 'a refuge’ Ps. 46:2
1epe /yer?g/ [JIR?e:] 'he will see' Ps. 49:10; 89:49

Ce /z&/ [ze:] 'this' Ps. 49:14

The parallel to pausal seghol, attested once in the Secunda, is also transcribed by Greek &:

Bext /beki/ ['beyi:] 'weeping' Ps. 30:6

However, non-pausal "33, in which the first vowel would be short, is transcribed identically:

Bext /ok1/ [b(a)yi:] 'weeping' Ps. 30:6

362. There is evidence that when o becomes reduced/centralized far from the stress in Greek, it is represented
with € (4.5.3.1.12; GigNac 1976, 278-93).

363. Note that Hebrew /e/ and /o/ may have raised allophones when they precede geminate consonants: e.g.,
vPBPop 7123 (Isa. 9:5) and akovPPoet (Ps. 49:6).
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In the context _'C 1,C,, original short *a and *i are also sometimes transcribed with Greek &:

eAAEND /hellelt/ [hl:11t"] 'you profaned' Ps. 89:40
Sepy, /derk/ [dirK"] 'path’ Ps. 89:42

Finally, when epenthesis occurs in a non-II-guttural *qV#/ pattern, the epenthetic is usually &:

ueppPeoe /meb-best/ [maeb:ats™1§] 'what gain?' Ps. 30:10
1€0¢ep /yetr/ [JIO1R] 'abundance’ Ps. 31:24

In section 6.4.1, we demonstrated that the transcriber prioritized quality over historical
quantity when transcribing Hebrew sounds into Greek. This opens the door to a couple possi-
bilities: First, Greek € may have signified both short and long vowels. Second, if a Hebrew
phoneme with the quality [(:)] existed in the Secunda, it would probably be transcribed by
Greek € [g]. After a brief review of scholarship, I will argue that the orthography of the Se-

cunda is consistent with the possibility, but not determinant, that both /&/ and /&/ were present.

6.4.4.1. Review of Scholarship
Bronno (1943, 12), Janssens (1982, 51), and Yubitsky (2017, 17) interpret the vocalic sys-
tem of the Secunda as having only two e-vowels: /e/, /&/. This presumably reflects their view
of the history of Hebrew and, in the case of Bronno and YupiTsky, the presupposition that
one letter should correspond with only one sound.’* BLAU, on the other hand, suggests that
we should expect four e-vowels in Secunda Hebrew: /e/, /€/, /e/, /&/ (BLau writes: ¢, ¢, ¢, ¢
[1984, 77]). While /¢/ is represented by Greek 1, the vowels /e/, /€/, /e/ are all represented by
Greek ¢ (1984, 77). SucHARD's interpretation of the development of the Hebrew vowels also

requires four e-vowels (/e/, /&/, /e/, /€/) at the time of the Secunda (2016, 276-79).>%

The debate regarding the presence of a long /&/ phoneme in the Secunda or lack there-

of centers primarily around the reflex of the final triphthong vyu#/vyi# in both nominal and

364. Yupitsky writes: "according to the basic assumption (T0°7 nriT), one letter reflects one sound" (my
translation) (2007a, 2n13). It is not entirely clear if he means that one Greek letter has one default phonetic
value or if he means that one Greek letter can only be used to represent one Hebrew sound. Regardless, the
former claim is demonstrated to be false by the hundreds of spelling interchanges documented in chapter 4; the
latter claim is unlikely on the basis of the various cross-language perception studies cited in this chapter.

365. It should be noted, however, that SuCHARD suggests that £ may simply have been an allophone of €.
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verbal forms: e.g., pooe 7907 and epe 787 BRoNNO, Janssens, and YUDITSKY interpret these
forms as ending in short /e/, but BLau suggests that the final vowel in forms like poce 7907
and 1epe X7 should be interpreted as /€/ instead of /e/, for two reasons: First, in the LXX, in
which quantitative transcription is the norm, these forms are transcribed with a final n: e.g.,
Movaoon fwn and lepovvn 7397, Second, this final vowel is written as 1 both in the construct
(e.g., wom 1Y, but cf. kace 7%¥p) and in the imperative (e.g., ettn 7v7) (1984, 77). According
to SucHARD's interpretation of the history of Hebrew, there are at least two other forms in the
Secunda in which final € should be interpreted as reflecting long /&/ instead of short /e/. First,
the grapheme ¢ in the demonstrative (e 177, the development of which is reconstructed as *di >
*71 > *z@ > *zg > ze 71, should reflect a long /&/: /z€/. Second, since SucHARD finds evidence
for what he terms "minor pausal lengthening" in the Secunda, € in the form Beyt 22 should

also reflect a long /&/: /beki/ (2016, 138, 249).

If a short /¢/ existed in the Secunda, depending on one's reconstruction of the history
of the Hebrew vowels, it might be found in the following forms: the non-pausal reflex of
*gaty patterns (a > ¢/ _Cy) such as Beyt /beki/(?) *22 (Mal. 2:13, not Ps. 30:6), in contexts
where Philippi's law operates (¢ > ¢ / _C,C,) such as e\hehd /hellelt/(?) nY%n (Ps. 89:40), in
originally *qatl/*qitl forms that correspond with getel in Tiberian such as (B)depy /b-derk/(?)
7772 (Ps. 32:8), haveg /l1-nesh/(?) n¥37 (Ps. 49:10), and oppeky’® /ham-melk/(?) 7773, and pos-
sibly also as the epenthetic vowel in forms like 1€0ep 702 (Ps. 31:24) and Beoe ¥¥2a (Ps. 31:2)
(see LaMBDIN 1985; GARR 1989; HUEHNERGARD 2013; SucHARD 2016, 276—79). In addition to
these words, we may also add the second vowel in the reflex of %X, which was probably at
least phonetically realized as [¢] from an early period, perhaps as an allophone of /a/ (for the

origins of WX, see HUEHNERGARD 2006).

366. In Origen's commentary on Psalms, the form auuely is part of the name he transcribes for I/II Kings:
Boaoctleidv v 8" év évi Ovapperydavtd dmep €otiv Pactheio Aovid 'and the third and fourth Book of Kingdoms
[in our tradition], in [the Jewish tradition is found] in one [book, whose title is]: "And King David ... ," which is,
"The Kingdom of David"'. It corresponds with the first words of I Kings.
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6.4.4.2. Evidence for Long /¢/ in the Secunda
There is no direct evidence in the Secunda regarding whether or not the final € vowel in
forms like paoce and tepe is long or short. The interpretation of these forms depends on one's

/%7 in Hebrew. Did it lower and shorten under

interpretation of the development of final */&#
the stress (¢ > ¢/ _#) or merely lower (¢ > £/ _#)? The interpretation of these specific forms
remains uncertain, but a number of points can be made. First, there may be clear evidence
elsewhere in the Secunda that the grapheme ¢ at least can represent long [&:]. Second, Greek ¢

transcribes long vowels in transcription of other languages. Third, and finally, interchanges of

n and ¢ are attested in both the Secunda and contemporary Palestinian epigraphy.

6.4.4.2.1. Chrysostom's ovaiea

In our discussion regarding "gamas," we suggested that the transcription ovaAea, if original,
was evidence of *¢ > &/ (5 (6.4.3.1.2.1). Such a transcription is also relevant for our
present discussion, since it would prove that Greek € could be used to indicate a long vowel
in the Secunda. Because other parts of the paradigm indicate that this vowel was long (e.g.,
ovoiea also indicates a long vocalic phoneme /g/ or allophone [¢:]. On another note, if origi-
nal, this form would also be significant because it would serve as the sole attestation of a 3fs
suffix on a preposition with a plural base in the Secunda, demonstrating that it matched the
Hebrew form rather than the Aramaic form. On this point, it should be noted that there are in-
stances of the preposition ?v with the 3fs suffix being written as X71°%¥ at Qumran in both bib-
lical and non-biblical texts. In sum, then, confirming the validity of the reading ovaiea would

also confirm that ¢, at least in some instances, may signify [€:] in the Secunda.

367. Even though the final vowel in forms like 191% develops from the triphthong vyu#/vyi# and the final vowel
in forms like 7] probably develops from yu#, both of these forms are thought to shift to /é#/ before they shifted
to seghol in Tiberian Hebrew.
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6.4.4.2.2. Greek ¢ for Long Vowels in Transcription of Other Languages

There does not seem to be any restriction on Greek € representing long vowels in transcrip-
tion of other languages. It is used, though far less frequently than n, to transcribe Latin e dur-
ing the Roman period (5.3.1.1.2). In the Damascus Psalm fragment, when long /a/ has shifted
to long /€&/, it is transcribed by e: e.g., /kén/ (* < /kana/) (AL-JALLAD forthcoming, 17). Finally,
in transcription of Phoenician-Punic, the plural construct ending -€ is transcribed sometimes

by n and sometimes by &: e.g., pevn and @ave for /pané/ 'face of' (5.3.5.1).

6.4.4.2.3. Interchanges of 1 and ¢ for Final [e:]/[¢:]
The interchange of final /e also occurs in both the Secunda and Palestinian epigraphy. In the

Secunda, the final vowel of two construct forms from *vyu#/*vyi# are transcribed by n/e:***

®oM /§08¢e/ [Co:se:] 'those who do' Ps. 31:24
KOGE /qse/ [k’ats’e:] 'the edge of' Ps. 46:10

Based on the history of Hebrew, we would expect both of these transcriptions to end in 1 to
represent long /&/. Interchanges of n and ¢ are attested in Palestinian and Egyptian Koine both
in word-final position and in the environment of ¢ (4.5.3.1.7; GigNac 1976, 242-49). There
are also examples of final 1 and ¢ interchanging in Greek transcriptions of Hebrew names in
Palestinian epigraphy from the Roman period. For example, the name 7199, which is vocal-
ized regularly with sere in the Kaufmann MS of the Mishnah, is transcribed with either € or n
in Palestinian epigraphy: loce/loce/loon (CIIP 1/1, no. 46, 81, 573). Also, the final vowel in
the name 1YW is transcribed with n: Mevacon (CIIP 111, no. 2222). The rendering of this
name in both the LXX (Mavaocor) and Neo-Assyrian cuneiform texts (e.g., mi-na-si-i, me-
na-se-e, mi-in-se-e, mu-na-se-e, me-na-se-e) indicates that the final vowel was long at an ear-

lier stage of Hebrew (RoLLIG 1960, 385-86; BAaGG 2007, 342—45; MiLLAarD 2013, 839—40).

368. Yupitsky discusses these forms as moe and kaoe (2017, 145, 189-90), but the correct reading of the former
word in the palimpsest, verified recently by spectral imaging, is won.
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6.4.4.3. Evidence for Short /¢/ in the Secunda
Two of the categories in which short /¢/ might occur in the Secunda, namely, € where Philip-
pi's law operates and an initial € in *qatl/*qitl > getel forms, are problematic. With respect to
Philippi's law, both short /e/ and short /e/ would be transcribed by € in a transcription such as
eMeLd n7911 (Ps. 89:40) or exoepb (Ps. 89:46). In the case of segholate forms from *qatl/
*qitl, there are no forms with ¢ in the Secunda that are unequivocally from *qat/.’” The ¢ in
originally *git/ forms (e.g., xeo) 203 and 6€Bp 0Y), on the other hand, may simply reflect /e/

as the reflex of original */i/.

The precise interpretation of Greek ¢ as the initial vowel in the non-pausal reflex of
*qaty nouns and as the epenthetic vowel in non-II-guttural segholates is difficult in each case
for a similar reason. In the case of Bey, it is not clear if € represents a centralized shewa-type
vowel or the quality of the short vowel, since both € and a seem to be used to represent a she-
wa-type vowel in the Secunda (see 6.4.6) and € may be used to represent a centralized vowel
in Greek (4.5.3.1.12).”” In a transcription exhibiting a similar syllable structure, the initial
shewa-type vowel is represented with an unetymological o (Aapavt /I-bni/ [lafani:] 'to my

son' [Hos. 11:1]; cf. Bev [Ps. 9:1]) (but see 6.5.1.3.2).

In the case of 1€Bep and Peoce, one could make the case that the epenthetic is simply a
centralized [o] vowel, though Garr argues that the seghol is the natural outcome of an origi-
nal epenthetic [o] in the segholates: e.g., *kalb > *kalob > *kélob > [kéleb] [(1989, 112-15).
LamBDIN (1985), on the other hand, who argues for the shift *kalb > *kelb before the inser-
tion of an epenthetic vowel, claims that the epenthetic would have been [¢] initially because it

matched the quality of the preceding vowel (see also HUEHNERGARD 2013). In sum, then, the

369. The only segholate forms with ¢ in the Secunda that seem to come from *qgat/ in Tiberian Hebrew are depy,
and pely. In the case of depy, a good case can be made that it was originally a *¢i#/ form. In the case of peiy,
while it probably comes from *qat! originally as in Aramaic, Akkadian, and Ugaritic, there may be evidence that
in Phoenician and in some dialects of Hebrew it shifted to *git/ (note LXX, etc.).

370. Note the evidence for an early *qaty > *gity change in Hebrew (HUEHNERGARD 2015, 37). The following
forms could all be represented by Beyt in the Secunda: */beki/ > [beyi:], */biki/ > [biyi:], */bkl/ > [bayi:].
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second ¢ in 1eBep and Pece could represent (1) a centralized vowel [o] > [€] (/yetr/ [jiBor] or
[j10er]), (2) a vowel identical in quality to the preceding vowel /e/ [1] (/yetr/ [jiO1R]), or (3) a

vowel identical in quality to the preceding vowel after segholization (/yetr/ [jeBer]).

Finally, the second ¢ in eogp WX (Ps. 31:8) almost certainly reflects either a neutral
centralized [2] or [¢]. Because of its realization in Tiberian (WWX) and Babylonian (1&¥)
(Yevin 1985, 112), it will be transcribed as [¢€]. It is worth noting that, although unattested as
a regular noun, a construct form of Hebrew ¥ 'Asher' (meaning: 'happy one') could poten-

tially result in a minimal pair contrasting with /¢/ in ecep K.

6.4.4.4. Concluding Remarks
The evidence regarding the presence of the potential phonemes /&€/ and /¢/ in the Secunda is
quite scant. Positing these phonemes (or phones) in the Secunda largely depends on one's un-
derstanding of the development of the Hebrew vowels. What can be said is that the orthogra-
phy in pocave, paoce, 1€pe, Pext, eAAerd, depy, and 1e0gp is entirely consistent with the possi-
bility of the phonemes /&/ and /e/ (or phones [e:] and [€]) existing in the Secunda. While /¢/ is
more ambiguous, a strong case can be made that long &, either as its own phoneme or as an

allophone of /&/, was present in forms like poce and 1epe.

For the sake of phonetic transcription convention, we will posit the following: First,
because the final vowel was originally long in forms like nominal pocave/pace, verbal 1epe,
and demonstrative (e, we will transcribe € in such forms as /&/ [e:]. Second, because
SucHARD's reconstruction of the development of pausal forms is convincing, € in pausal Beyt

"' Third, because of the parallel exam-

will also be transcribed as long /&/ [e:]: /beki/ [ 'be:yi:].
ple AaPavi, in which "shewa" is represented with unetymological o, we will assume that € in

non-pausal Beyt reflects a centralized schwa vowel: /bki/ [ba'yi:]. Fourth, because there is no

371. Note also that 22 'weeping' and *¥n1 'half develop differently in pause in both Tiberian and Babylonian:
*333, 033 with seghol/patah but *¥m, 311 with sere (YEIVIN 1985, 875). This may indicate that when (minor)
pausal lengthening occurred, there was a distinction in the vowel between 32 and %1 (i.e., [€] vs. [e]). We may
also contrast pausal *22 with the imperative pausal form *3% 'go! (fs)', though the comparison with 2% may be
irrelevant since imperative forms tend to have different phonotactics from nouns.
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relevant evidence by which to determine if the second € in forms like eAAeAd reflects a lower
vowel quality than short /e/, these forms will be transcribed with short /e/ [1] without any par-
ticular change: e.g., eA\eA /hellelt/ [hil:lt"]. Fifth, because segholization is not general in the
Secunda, seems to be a phonetic phenomenon, and is prone to vowel harmony, the € in forms
like 1€0ep and Peoe will be transcribed as [1]: e.g., 1eBep /yetr/ [jiOr]. Sixth, and finally, ecep

will be transcribed as /?Ser/ [?&fer] for the reasons outlined above.

6.4.5. Etymological Long /1/ = Greek , €1, and 0
In the Secunda, etymological long /1/ [i:] is usually transcribed by Greek 1 (~240x) (6.4.2),

which represents a close front vowel [i] in Roman Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.1):

depyL /derki/ [dirKk"i:] 'my way' Ps. 18:33
GOOOTKIUL /saddiqim/ [ts?ad:1:k™:(m)] 'righteous ones' Ps. 32:11
Ny /nekim/ [ne:yi:(m)] 'wretches' Ps. 35:15

Less frequently (25x), long /1/ in a stressed syllable (Yupitsky 2017, 60—61) is transcribed by
Greek €1, which also represents a close front vowel [i] in Roman Palestinian Koine

(4.5.3.1.1). It occurs in 11 distinct words, usually, but not always, following a guttural:

Baelp /t37?1r/ [to:?1:R] 'you illuminate’' Ps. 18:29
iece™ /yesSi/ [y¥i:] 'my salvation' Ps. 18:47
olet /S0zz1/ [Coz:1:] 'my strength’ Ps. 28:7 (+1x)
celeL /selS1/ [s1]€1:] 'my rock’ Ps.31:4
Beep /b-Q1r/ [b1Si:R] 'in a city of Ps. 31:22
Becavet /b-Saw(w)ST/ [brfaw{i:] 'when I cried' Ps. 31:23
poel* /137?1t/ [RO:?1:0] 'you saw' Ps. 35:22
erme /?10hTm/ [?1lo:hi:(m)] 'God' Ps. 36:2 (+6x)
€1G /18/ [21] 'man’ Ps. 49:3 (+2x)
afpfotesip /hab-bot(o)him/  [hab:o:t'thi:(m)] 'those who trust' Ps. 49:7
AOOELD /1-dowid/ [1(a)0o:wi:0] 'to David' Ps. 89:36 (+5x%)

Finally, there are also four instances in which final /i#/ is transcribed by n, which represents a
close-mid front vowel [e] in Roman Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.6-7). Two of the instances are

after a nasal and two are after a pharyngeal (see Yupirsky 2017, 84-85):

ovpaYEVVI /w-mdgenni/ [(?)umo:gin:e:] 'and my shield' Ps. 28:7
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deABovn /dellitdn1/? [dil:1:00:ni:] 'you drew me up' Ps. 30:2
poun /ruh1/ [Ru:hi:] 'my spirit' Ps.31:6
ovBoain /w-b-sal§1/ [(?)upts’alSe:] 'and in my stumbling' Ps. 35:15

The question regarding the various representations of /1/ in these forms is whether or not the
transcriptions with €1 and/or 1 represent a different phonetic reality than the transcriptions
with 1. After a review of the Greek evidence and a review of scholarship, I will argue that the
data must be explained in subsets (see 6.4.5.3), with some subsets having phonological expla-

nations and others having orthographic explanations.

6.4.5.1. Greek Phonological, Orthographic, and Transcriptional Background
In Palestinian Koine of the Roman period, Greek 1 represented the close front vowel [i]
(4.5.3.1.1). In transcription, Latin and Semitic long /1/ is most commonly transcribed by
Greek 1. At the same time, Greek 1 is also frequently used to transcribe short /i/ (5.3.1.1.3;
5.3.2.1.3; 5.3.3.1.2; 5.3.4.1; 5.3.5.1; 5.3.6). In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, 1 is usually
rendered with hiriq in Hebrew (5.4.1.1.4).>”* Therefore, the use of the grapheme 1 (= [i]) to

represent Hebrew long /1/ indicates a close front realization [i:] (see 6.4.2).

Greek €1 also represented the close front vowel [i] in all phonetic environments in
Palestinian Koine (4.5.3.1.1). The fact that €1 represented [i] and not [e] during the Roman
period is supported by the relative frequency of various spelling interchanges. While there are
only four total instances of interchanges of €1 with either n or ¢ datable to the Roman period
(4.5.3.1.6),”” interchanges of &1 and 1 are found in abundance, with &1 usually substituting for
1(4.5.3.1.1). Moreover, it is more common for 1 to interchange with ¢ than with €1 during the
374

Roman period (4.5.3.1.7). Therefore, it is clear that &1 was identified with [i] and not [e].

Only in the Byzantine period, when n (= [e]) shifts to [i], is €t identified with i (4.5.3.1.5-6).

372. There is reduction or centralization in closed unstressed syllables (5.4.1.1.4).
373. These interchanges occur in environments prone to vowel raising.
374. One could make the case that interchanges such as I'eiwpytov (for ['ewpytov) support a lower realization of

€1 before a vowel (variation 20.3—4). However, it is more likely that & had a raised allophone of [i] in this
environment (see 6.3.7.2).
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In Koine Greek of Asia Minor, €1 was particularly associated with historically long vowels
(BrixHe 2010, 232). In transcription, Greek €1 is usually associated with length, most fre-
quently representing long /1/ in both Latin and Semitic. Overall, however, Greek 1 for long /1/
occurs more frequently. On occasion, €1 may also be used to represent short /i/ (5.3.1.1.3;
5.3.2.1.3; 5.3.3.1.2; 5.3.4.1; 5.3.5.1; 5.3.6). Only in Akkadian is long /&/ transcribed by et
(5.3.2.1.2). In Greek loanwords in the Mishnah, et is usually rendered with hiriq in Hebrew,

though Yemenite manuscripts attest one example of sere for €1 (5.4.1.1.4).

Greek n, on the other hand, represented the close-mid front vowel [e] in Palestinian
Koine. The chronological distribution of the n/e, n/t, and n/et interchanges indicate that n
maintained its close-mid [e] realization during the Roman period and did not shift to a close
[i] until the Byzantine period (4.5.3.1.6—7). In transcription, Greek 1 most frequently repre-
sents a long /&/ vowel, though it may also represent a short vowel of similar quality. In Greek

loanwords in the Mishnah, Greek 1 is usually rendered by a sere.

6.4.5.2. Review of Scholarship
With respect to n for /1/, SpEiSER (1925, 354) and Bronno (1943, 253-54) tend to assume
scribal error. JANSSENS, on the other hand, argues that the 1cs suffix /i/ may be realized as [e:]
after a guttural or sonorant (1982, 125). Yubitsky likewise affirms that n represents lowering,
explaining poon and ovfoaAn as the result of lowering after a guttural and ovpayevvn and
delBavn as the result of a general rule of final /i#/ lowering to [e:] similar to the phenome-

non in XHev/S13 in which final /1/ is written with a 13- (e.g., 772°Y for 73 1Y) (84-85, 2017).

Contemporary Greek evidence also supports interpreting 1 as indicating a lower [e:],
but two points are still in order. First, the lowering in poun and ovfcaln is probably due to
adjacent pharyngeals (/h/, /9/) specifically, as is common in Semitic (McCarTtHy 1994, 207—
13), and not "gutturals" more generally. Second, while lowering in ovpaygvvn and deAAiBavn
may reflect a general /1#/ > [e:] rule, it is worth noting that it is common cross-linguistically

for nasalization to result in the "centralization" of vowel height. That is, high vowels are low-
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ered and low vowels are raised (Ganr 2015, 99). It is also possible that the use of 1 in these
transcriptions is a Greek orthographic variant for /1/. It is not uncommon for t to interchange
with 1 in the environment of a nasal in Greek (4.5.3.1.5). Even in transcription, we find
examples such as Inupov and Beviaunyv (variation 26.1-2) already in the first century in
Jerusalem. Nevertheless, because of the consistent correspondence of n and vowels of the [e]

quality in the Secunda, it is likely that n| reflects a lowered allophone [e:] in these words.

The variant forms with g1 are more difficult to explain. BRonNO suggests several ex-
planations for the digraph €1 in these forms: € is a helping vowel in the environment of the
guttural, € represents the guttural, or Hebrew /1/ was realized as [ei] after a guttural (1943,
274-77). Yupitsky claims that et reflects the lowering of /1/ due to the influence of the guttur-
al (or a general /1#/ > [e:] rule, see above). In support of his theory, he cites those forms in the
Secunda in which /1/ is represented by n after a guttural (see above) (2017, 46, 60—61, 84-85,
103). However, it is not generally "gutturals" that effect lowering in Semitic but specifically
pharyngeals (ButcHER and AumMaD 1987; McCartHY 1994, 208—13; AL-AN1 2006; BROSELOW
2006), and there are multiple instances in which et occurs after non-pharyngeals (e.g., €1,
elmel). YupITSKY's suggestion that €1 reflects the lowering of /1/ > [e:] after a guttural is also

problematic because not all of the examples occur in such an environment (e.g., AS0VEL).

For further support, Yubpitsky also appeals to ALLEN (1974, 69) to suggest that Greek
el did not totally merge with 1 until the second century ce (2017, 46, 60—61, 84-85, 103).
What ALLEN actually says, however, is that even though the interchange of 1 and &1 is common
already in the third century BCE, €1 seems to be pronounced with a mid quality up until the
second century ce only when preceding a vowel, as shown by Latin renderings of Greek
words (1974, 66—69). However, ALLEN is addressing Greek in general. In Palestinian Koine
during the Roman period, the interchange of €1 and 1 before a vowel is far more frequent (e.g.,
variation 1.50, 66, 71, 83, 89-96, 142, 150, 151, 169; 2.2, 11, 13, 22, 27, 36-28, 40, 46, 78)

than the interchange of €1 and n before a vowel, which only occurs twice (variation 24.1, 10).
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This indicates that even before a vowel, €1 was identified with 1 and not 1. Moreover, in no
transcription above does the digraph €1 occur before another vocalic grapheme, thus negating
the relevance of such an allophone even if it had existed in Roman Palestinian Koine. There-
fore, unless the Secunda reflects a Greek pronunciation from centuries before, we can be fair-
ly confident that €, as a digraph, represented the vocalic quality [i] (see 6.4.5.1). It is always

possible, however, for €1 to be read as € [€] + 1 [i] (= €1), rather than as €1 [i].

6.4.5.3. Orthographic and Phonological Explanations
The data actually requires division into further subsets, with each subset having its respective
explanation. Those transcriptions with n for /1/ were already dealt with in the review of schol-
arship, and it was concluded that they indicate a lowered allophone of word-final /i#/. The re-
maining occurrences of €t for /1/ amount to eleven distinct words, which may be divided into
the following categories: /1/ after a non-guttural consonant (I), /1/ after a guttural phonologi-
cally but after a vowel orthographically (II), /1/ after a guttural phonologically but word-ini-
tial orthographically (II), and /1/ after a guttural (/§/) phonologically but after a consonant or-

thographically (IV) (G = guttural consonant, C = non-guttural consonant):

Phonology Orthography Transcriptions
C_ D C. ole1 /S0zZz1/, Mdawed /1-dawid/

amvv._ Boetp /t3?1r/, Beerp /b-{1r/, pag®* /r3?1t/, ehwe /?21ohim/, apfPmrteen /hab-bothim/
G () #_ €1G /?18/
awv) ¢ igoel* /yesSi/, oehet /selST/, Becavet /b-Saw(w)ST/

Chart 22: Representation of Long /1/ as €t in the Secunda

In the following sections, I will argue that in group (I), the digraph €1 is merely an alternative
spelling for long /1/ as in contemporary Greek, in groups (II) and (I1I), €t is as an orthographic
variant of 1 (note trema ), and in group (IV), €t is to be read as € + 1 (i.e., €i), € being a per-

ceptual approximation of the phonetic reality of the transition to /¢/ at the C-V boundary.
6.4.5.4. (I): Greek €1 as Common Orthographic Variant for /1/

In group (I), et for /1/ is simply an orthographic variant of €t for 1. It only occurs in two words:

olet and Adaveld. In the case of olet, a phonetic argument could be made that the pharyngeal
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/S/ spreads across the whole word and causes the lowering of the suffix: [(o'z:e:]. In the case
of Adawed, one could argue that /1/ lowers to [e:] in assimilation to the semivowel /w/. How-
ever, both of these explanations are rather unlikely. It seems more reasonable to suggest that
el simply represented a long vowel [i:] as it does often in Greek transcription. In fact, there
are numerous instances of long /1/ being represented by €t in external sources: e.g., Epipha-
nius has cadwep (for colwoy/carmosipn*) 2wow (Gen. 5:5), eppovveln o°3ny (Isa. 26:2),
caope 03Y (Isa. 26:2), and wiepeiu 27 (Isa. 26:4); the Syro-Hexapla indicates oetey/
oetv 7% (Jer. 50:39);*” Chrysostom has cwcaveyn 23w (Ps. 45:1), Oupoec vwn (Ps.
48:8), 10001 "n717 (Ps. 49:5), and wwovfPouvvet *3210° (Ps. 49:6). The same phenomenon is also
attested in Palestinian epigraphic transcriptions of Hebrew: e.g., Zethwvet *3i2°%. In sum, pho-
netic explanations for lowering are somewhat ad hoc when contemporary Greek orthography
routinely uses €1 to signify [i] and there are numerous examples of et for long /1/ attested in

the Secunda in external sources.

6.4.5.5. (II) and (IIT): Greek & as an Orthographic Variant of i=1[i] /V_
The use of et for /1/ in group (II), like group (I), also constitutes a spelling variant, albeit a
more sophisticated one. While the spelling variant described above constitutes €t for 1, the
spelling variant exhibited in group (II) should be described as €t for 1 (note trema ). When a
guttural is followed by a long /1/ and preceded by a non-/i/ vowel, its presence is indicated by
means of a hiatus between vowels. However, because the following long /1/ is normally repre-
sented by 1, the sequence of vowel (a, & ®) + 1 could be mistaken as a digraph. Greek a1
could be mistakenly read as [€],””° &1 as [i], and w1 as [0]. What the transcriber intended as two
distinct vowels could be mistaken for one vowel, perhaps even of an inappropriate quality.
Two orthographic conventions resolved this problem. First, one could write 1 with trema (),

indicating that 1 was to be pronounced separately from the preceding vocalic grapheme:

375. Note that the two consecutive digraphs €t + €t in celeln could reflect the following change: -iyyi- > -i7i-.

376. Note the dubious transcription Boop w2 (Ps. 118:26) found in external sources.
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poio /r371t/ [R0:?1:0] 'you saw' Ps. 31:8
aipa /haS1rd/ [ho:Si:r0:] 'awaken!' Ps. 35:23
ovPoavyaip /w-b-ngdS1m/ [(?)uPanso:Si:(m)]  'and with smitings' Ps. 89:33

Alternatively, if one were not going to use trema, one could replace i with e1. For
example, in the Greek texts from the Judaean Desert, we find tpomaiewkov for tpomaiikov
(4.5.3.1.10). In Palestinian epigraphy, a similar convention for transcribing VCp.guuuran? 1S at-
ttested when the Hebrew proper name X is rendered in Greek as lagipog (CIIP 1/1, no. 164,
400a-b, 401b). That ai and aer—more generally, vowel + 1 and vowel + ei—were equivalent
is also indicated by the alternative representations of n°X7: paif and pogd*.””” Moreover, the
word 07778, usually written as elmeu, is found in a Secunda quotation in Eusebius as é\oip.
Other examples of this phenomenon are also attested in external references to the Secunda:
e.g., ovaeelt* ) (Gen. 5:5), agp 1¥7 (Gen. 28:9), apPacip 2°y27X (I Sam. 4:18) and pagoeip
2897 (Isa. 14:9). The distribution of the various transcriptions of the Hebrew noun 7y 'city’
may be particularly instructive. It occurs twice in the Ambrosiana palimpsest and once in ex-
ternal sources. After a vowel, long /1/ is transcribed with gt: Beetp (Ps. 31:22) and aep (Gen.

28:19). When it occurs word-initially, /1/ is transcribed by 1 alone: 1p (Ps. 46:5).

The pattern outlined for the word 1p 7°¥ does not fit as nicely for group (III), which
only contains the word e1g ¥X. It occurs three times in the Secunda, always as €. It should
be noted, though, that the previous word always ends in a vowel, and in two out of the three
instances, the preceding word is written on the same line. In external sources, the word WX
'man’' is attested twice, once by itself and once after the definite article. By itself, it is
transcribed as 1¢ (Ps. 92:4). After the definite article, it is transcribed as &ic with frema on 1
(Ps. 1:1). A variant in the Vatican MS has aeig (Ps. 1:1). Like paif/paei®*, the variant

spellings dic/oeig support the idea that i was a transcription convention equivalent to agt.

377. Though representing the diphthong /ay/ instead of the sequence VC guurni, the same equivalency of agl =
ai is evidenced in the pair axovfBaet (Chrysostom) vs. akopfai (Ambrosiana) (Ps. 49:6).
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Although the orthographic conventions for transcribing X are not as neat as p/aetp,
they do highlight the importance of taking into account orthographic tendencies and transmis-
sion history as a factor in explaining variant spellings. It should also be kept in mind that
trema () 1s easily dropped in transmission and there are likely places in the transmission of
the Secunda where it should be restored. The alternative explanation, namely, that /?/ caused
the lowering of the high vowel /1/ to [e:] in €1¢ seems phonetically implausible and contrary to
contemporary Greek orthography. In sum, then, although the data is not perfectly conforma-
tive, it seems preferable to posit an orthographic explanation for groups (II) and (III) over a
phonetic explanation. That is, vowel + €1 serves as an orthographic alternative to vowel + 1,

both of which represent /1/ [i:] after a guttural in groups (II) and (III).

That this phenomenon was merely an orthographic convention and not reflective of a
phonetic reality is further supported by the fact that when word-medial long /1/ follows a gut-
tural consonant phonologically but follows a non-guttural consonant transcriptionally, long /1/
is always represented with simple 1. Ogp1 2°770 (Ps. 18:37), epu 2°y77 (Ps. 29:3), oviepiov
12177 (Ps. 35:21). Were the digraph et indicative of lowering following a pharyngeal, we

would expect it to be present in these transcriptions as well.

6.4.5.6. (IV): Greek &1 as an Orthographic Variant of &i = [&i]
Group (IV), on the other hand, which contains the words tecel*, celet, and Becavet, has a dif-
ferent explanation, partially orthographic and partially phonetic. In each of these cases, €t fol-
lows a consonant in transcription. Assuming that trema could have been lost in transmission,
or never written but conventionally assumed, we can read -gt in these forms as € + 1. Good
evidence for reading €t as € + 1 in Becavet is actually found in the Hexapla palimpsest of
Psalm 22 from the Cairo Genizah published in 1900. Because the second column is so frag-
mentary in this palimpsest, often containing only a few letters per line, it has generally been
ignored in treatments of Origen's Secunda. However, on the seventh line down of the second

folio, the final letters of the transcription of i¥¢21 'and in his crying' appear as ****]avew,
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probably to be restored as [ovPo]avew. Apart from the restoration, however, the fact that this
transcription concludes with e indicates that the € is either part of the syllable structure of

the word (i.e., /w-b-Sawwe§0/) or an approximation of the guttural sound in this context.

This same method is used in a couple words in the LXX: e.g., Xvpewv 1vnv, I'edewv
11973, and ¢apaw 7Y79. KNnoBLocH argues that the lack of direct representation of gutturals in
transcription can cause the reader to syllabify the word incorrectly. The addition of a vowel
helps ensure that the word is pronounced according to the original syllable structure. It is also
possible, especially in the case of pharyngeals like /9/, that the additional vowel actually ap-

proximates the guttural sound in a language that did not have it (1995, 219-224).

In light of these principles, then, there are three ways to read € in Becavet: first, it may
actually reflect the syllable structure (i.e., /b-sawweS1/ [bifawwiSi:]), second, it may act as a
placeholder to preserve the syllable structure though syncope had occurred (i.e., /b-Saw(w).S1/
[br.faw. §i:]), or third, it may actually approximate the guttural sound perceptually (i.e., /b-
Saw(w)S1/ [bifaw(i:]). The first interpretation is unlikely for two reasons. First, the €1 ending
also occurs on the nouns iecel* and celet, in which € is unlikely to be part of the syllable
structure, since segholates with a suffix have no need of a helping vowel.””® Second, syncope
occurs in the same syllable structure elsewhere: iccavov /ySaw(w)St/ [jifawSu:] (Ps. 18:42).
It seems preferable, then, to posit that the € in these forms either served to preserve the sylla-
ble structure or to approximate the sound of the guttural. The latter of these two explanations
may be preferred for the very reason that the transition at the V-C boundary of /§/, which hap-
pens to be the guttural present in all of these forms, also seems to be approximated by € in at

least a couple other transcriptions of Origen (see discussion in 6.3.6.2).

In sum, then, in light of the transcription [ovPc]avew, it seems best to posit that final

el originally had a trema (€1), or at least was intended to be read as € + 1, and that the & before

378. Note also how the name *yy/ 'Ishi' is rendered in the LXX as Iogi (I Chr. 4:20, 5:24) or Iect (I Chr. 4:42).
But cf. the transcription ecept "%’ (Num. 26:49) and the effect of the SCL outlined in 6.5.1.5.1.
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the final 1 is an approximation of the relatively centralized vocalic quality of the transition at
the V-C boundary of /5/ and /1/ (see 6.3.6.2). This is not without precedent in contemporary

transcription, since Latin e7 is transcribed as €1 in a second-century cE papyrus (5.3.1.1.2).

6.4.6. Summary

The suggested typical realizations of the vocalic phonemes in the Secunda are charted below:

Front Back
close 1[i:] u[u:]
mid-close € [e:] el o vl
mid-open (E[e], e [€]) 3 [o:]
open a[a]/[=]

Chart 23: Phonetic Realization of the Vocalic Phonemes in the Secunda

Phoneme Phone Greek Grapheme Written Word ~ Pronunciation
/ [i:] 1=1i] o [[i:r]
/e/ [e:] n = [e] nyop [ne:yo:R]
Jel (< */i/) [1] e=[¢] depy [dirk"]
(/&) [e] e =¢] LOGE [mahse:]
(/e/) [€] e=[¢] €0€p [?e[er]
[a] o = [a)/[a] coud [samt"]
o (1) c=[e) (usppeos)  (Imaebasis]
/3/ [0:] o =[a]/[a] 1O [j9:00:]
/ol (< */u/) [6] 0=[o0] YO (k"]
/o/ [0:] o =[0o] KOA [ko:1]
/a/ [u:] ov = [u] covp [s"u:R]

Chart 24: Vocalic Phonology, Phonetics, and Orthography in the Secunda
6.5. SHEWA AND SYLLABLE STRUCTURE

Unlike our interpretation of Tiberian Hebrew, for which medieval sources provide additional
information, our interpretation of syllable structure in the Secunda depends almost entirely on
the transcriptions themselves. As with any reading tradition of Biblical Hebrew, a description
of syllable structure in the Secunda depends to a large extent on the nature of shewa in the

tradition reflected therein. This section, which addresses both shewa and syllable structure in
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the Secunda, is divided into two main parts. The first part (6.5.1) addresses the phonetic and

phonemic status of shewa and the nature of word-initial and word-medial consonant clusters.

The second part (6.5.2) addresses final consonant clusters mainly through the lens of segho-

late nouns. My analysis of both shewa and syllable structure in the Secunda follows, to a

large degree, KHaN's work on shewa and syllable structure in Tiberian and Babylonian (1987,

2013a, 98-107; 2013b; 2013h) and Kirarsky's work on syllables and moras in Arabic (2003).

6.5.1. Shewa

In the Secunda, the parallel of Tiberian vocalic shewa is usually left unrepresented:

Boou /b-ddm1/ [b(a)do:mi:] 'in my blood'
Qe AOyO /plogaw/ [p"(a)lo:waw] 'its streams'
Bvn /bne/ [b(a)ne:] 'the sons of'

Less frequently, it is represented with Greek o

vokapomd /n(a)qdmot/ [nak?s:mo:0] 'vengeances'
Bagpep /b-pthem(m)/ [badi:hi(m)] 'with their mouth'
YOO /k(a)mo/ [k"amo:] Nike'

Still less frequently, it is represented with Greek &:

oEPOLOQL /srupd/ [s7oru: o] 'refined’
OEN® /Smo/ [famo:] 'his name'
AePovot /Ibust/ [loBu:fi:] 'my clothing'

It may also assimilate to the vowel of a following guttural:

unmpa /mherd/ [mehe:ro:] 'speedily’
Beeloay /b-hesddk/ [brhizdo:y] 'In your mercy'
peebda /mhettd/ [mihit":o:] 'a terror’

Ps. 30:10
Ps. 46:5
Ps. 89:48

Ps. 18:48
Ps. 49:14
Ps. 89:47

Ps. 18:31
Ps. 29:2
Ps. 35:13

Ps. 31:3
Ps. 31:8
Ps. 89:41

The issues regarding shewa in the Secunda range from the question of its very existence to its

phonetic realization and phonemic status. In this section, we will begin with a general review

of the concept of schwa in modern linguistics and shewa in Biblical Hebrew. Here I should

note that [ follow the convention of the Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics

by using the term "schwa" to refer either to the vowel of neutral quality (represented in the

IPA by [9]) or to the concept of schwa in modern linguistics and the term "shewa" to refer
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specifically to the concept of shewa in the Biblical Hebrew reading traditions. Following our
review of the concept of schwa/shewa, we will continue with a review of scholarship specifi-
cally on shewa in the Secunda. Subsequently, we will deal with the phonetic realization of
vocalic shewa, the nature of complex onsets, the vowel syncope rule with its resulting clus-
ters, and the behavior of the conjunction waw and the inseparable prepositions in the

Secunda.

6.5.1.1. The Concept of Schwa/Shewa: Linguistics and the Hebrew Reading
Traditions®”

Because Hebrew shewa is viewed through the lens of nigqud and often misunderstood, it is
necessary to define what exactly we mean when we refer to the existence of shewa in the Se-
cunda. In modern linguistics, the term schwa refers to either a vowel of "neutral" quality (IPA
[2])** or a vowel that interchanges with zero as a result of the historical processes of epenthe-
sis or deletion. Because it is often the "neutral" vowel [9] that is deleted or epenthesized,
these two meanings tend to overlap (vaN OosTENDORP 2013). It should also be noted that it has
become increasingly common for linguists to describe the phonetic quality of schwa as vari-

able, changing according to its immediate phonological context (see 6.5.1.6).

In the Hebrew reading traditions, vocalic shewa is similarly the product of deletion
and subsequent epenthesis. In its earliest stages, the Hebrew vowel system was made up of
short and long vocalic phonemes (/a/, /i/, /v/, /a/, l1/, /&/, 0/, /u/). At some point in the history
of the language, etymological */i/ and */u/ underwent reduction in a number of environments.
Eventually, all short vowels in open syllables at least two places from the stress underwent
reduction or deletion. As a result, consonant clusters at the onset of a syllable, at least at an

underlying phonological level, were created (e.g., *yiktubu > *yiktbu; *dabarim > *dbarim).

379. In this section, I make a terminological distinction between schwa, which refers to the general concept of
schwa as it is discussed in modern linguistics, and shewa, which refers specifically to shewa in the Hebrew
reading traditions. There is a high degree of overlap between these two concepts, but they are not identical.

380. It should be noted, however, that [9] is actually used for a variety of "non-peripheral" vowels that could
potentially be signified by other IPA symbols (van OosTEnporp 2013).
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The various Hebrew reading traditions deal with these clusters in different ways.
Tiberian tends to introduce an epenthetic short vowel after the first consonant to break up the
cluster, usually of the quality [a] (e.g., *yiktbu > [jixtavu:]). This vowel, which was phoneti-
cally no shorter than a patah in an unstressed closed syllable (e.g., 7270 'you will speak’ is re-
alized as [tadab:e:Rr]), is what is referred to as "vocalic shewa." Babylonian, on the other
hand, does not always have a vocalic segment where Tiberian has vocalic shewa (e.g., *yikt-
bu > [jixtvu:]), thus exhibiting a different degree of tolerance for clusters. Regardless of its
phonetic realization ([a] or @), however, this "shewa slot" is equivalent to phonological zero.
This is the reason that both vocalic and quiescent shewa are indicated by the same sign () in

Tiberian Hebrew (Knan 2013h, 543-48; 2013b, 674; 20131, 981).

With respect to the Secunda, then, we must examine trends of reduction, deletion, and
epenthesis in the transcriptions in order to understand the nature of vocalic shewa, namely, a
short vowel that functions as an allophone of zero. After a brief review of scholarship, these

and other issues will be addressed.

6.5.1.2. Review of Scholarship
MarcoLis, who was among the first to conduct research on the hexaplaric transcriptions,
made a number of observations and hypotheses about the behavior of shewa in the Secunda.
Before a guttural, the vocalic quality of the shewa often assimilates to the following vowel as
in the rules outlined by the medieval Hebrew grammarians. Elsewhere, shewa tends to be
represented by either € or a. Nevertheless, it is more often left unrepresented in the transcrip-
tions. The inconsistency in the representation of shewa indicates that its phonetic quality was

unstable. If shewa was not represented in transcription, it was not pronounced (1909).

Bronno, who compares the Tiberian forms with those of the Secunda, finds that vocal
shewa is rendered by @ 126 times, by o 43 times, by € 33 times, and by o 5 times. On the ba-
sis of pairs like Bavn || Bvn °12, he suggests that shewa may still have been pronounced even

when it was not transcribed. The phonetic value of vocal shewa was /°/. Etymological corre-
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spondences such as 1ep@oAov 172’ (< *yippulir) are attributed to interference from other forms
(i.e., **1eppoh) (1943, 327, 329, 333). Janssens affirms the presence of shewa in the Secun-
da, transcribing it as a short /%/. Though often unrepresented, it was still pronounced (e.g.,
Brxoio /b°qolo/) (1982, 89—110). BrLau suggests that a/e for shewa in the Secunda indicates a
phonetic quality of [&] and affirms the phenomenon of assimilation before a guttural (1984).
Yupitsky denies that there is any evidence in the Secunda for a so-called (vocalic)
"shewa" vowel, which he refers to as "a short vocalic entity whose quality is unclear."*'
Every instance of apparent shewa is actually a short vowel corresponding in quality to that of
the etymological vowel. When the vowel quality differs from the historical vowel, it may be
explained on the basis of phonetically conditioned changes due to the immediate consonantal
environment. The reason vocalic "shewa" is left unrepresented in transcription so frequently
is because it was especially short, presumably even shorter than a short vowel. These points
may be illustrated with the preposition 2 'in' in the Secunda: the historical Hebrew vowel for
the preposition 2 is /a/ (e.g., Papedye 2nn32), but it may be raised in the environment of a sibi-

lant (e.g., Becoyyo 12032) and is usually omitted (e.g., Bxoio 12ip2) (2005).

Finally, the most accurate description of shewa in the Secunda, though brief, is that of
KHaN. He regards the representation of shewa with € in the Secunda as indicative of a quality
resembling that of Palestinian shewa, and most examples of a for shewa as preserving a his-

torical */a/ vowel (KHaN 2013h, 550-51).

Though Yupitsky has made a significant contribution for how we understand "shewa"
in the Secunda and its relationship to the diachronic development of Hebrew, two of his con-
clusions are in need of refinement. First, at least in Tiberian, it is not entirely accurate to re-
gard shewa as "a short vocalic entity whose quality is unclear." Phonetically, in terms of vow-

el quality, vocalic shewa is realized as [a] generally, [i] before yod, and as the quality of the

381. 771172 AR AMRY 77%R noyian M (Yubitsky 2005, 138).
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following vowel when preceding a guttural.*®* Phonologically, vocalic shewa is equivalent to
phonological zero (see above). Second, while there seems to be truth in the claim that the vo-
calic representation parallel to Tiberian shewa in the Secunda often coincides with the quality
of the etymological vowel, this does not apply in all instances. While etymological */a/ is of-
ten preserved at a distance from the stress and thus represented with a, it seems that many of
the instances of &, which Yubitsky interprets as representing etymological */i/, are actually
better explained as signifying a reduced schwa vowel. These points will be elaborated in the

following sections.

6.5.1.3. The Phonetic Realization of Vocalic Shewa
We noted earlier that in modern linguistics the term schwa can refer either to a vowel that in-
terchanges with zero (i.e., phonological zero) or to a "neutral" mid-central vowel (i.e., pho-
netic [9]) (6.5.1.1). However, linguists are prone to suggest even finer nuances with regard to

the phonetic quality of schwa.

According to FLEMMING, in addition to a "neutral" mid-central vowel [o], there is also
a variable schwa, whose quality changes according to context. While both types of schwa can
be the result of reduction, mid-central schwa ([9]) constitutes a "moderate reduction" whereas
variable schwa constitutes an "extreme reduction" and strong assimilation to the immediate

phonological context (FLEMMING 2007, 2).

Another approach is outlined by van BERGEM, who makes a distinction between the
phonetic description of vowel reduction, which he terms "acoustic reduction," and the phono-
logical description of vowel reduction, which he terms "lexical reduction." Acoustic reduc-
tion occurs as a result of speakers relaxing the articulators when pronouncing vowels in "less

informative parts of an utterance"; as a result, vowels are shortened and (usually) pronounced

382. Yupitsky himself acknowledges these rules at the beginning of his article (2005, 121n4).
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closer to the acoustic center [9]. Lexical reduction occurs when a full vowel is phonologically

replaced by a schwa vowel (or another vowel easier to pronounce) (1991).

In this section, I will argue that some of the confusion in previous scholarship regard-
ing the phonetic value of shewa in the Secunda can actually be cleared up by making a dis-
tinction between mid-central and variable schwa, on one hand, and between acoustic reduc-
tion and lexical reduction, on the other.”® I will demonstrate that (1) a reduced centralized
vowel (i.e., vocalic shewa) was generally realized as [9] or [€] in the Secunda, (2) assimilato-
ry tendencies in vocalic shewa also point towards a variable realization in certain contexts,
and (3) the preservation of historical /a/ in "shewa-vowel" slots is best understood as a

"snapshot" during the transition process from mere acoustic reduction to lexical reduction.

6.5.1.3.1. Vowel Reduction and Centralization in the Secunda: Greek ¢ for [9] or [g]
When the parallel of Tiberian vocalic shewa is represented in transcription, if not a preserva-

tion of a historical /a/ (see below 6.5.1.3.3), it is usually represented by ¢ in the Secunda:

Y€00VO /gdud/ [godu:0] 'a troop' Ps. 18:30
CepovmBai /zroSotay(y)/ [zoru:S0:0aj] 'my arms' Ps. 18:35
ooy /Smak/ [Jomo:y] 'your name' Ps.31:4

In Palestinian Koine Greek, centralized reduced vowels may be represented by &: e.g.,
[tehep[oc]ov (for IltoAepaikod), mmopevovteg (for vmopévovtog), and possibly
deodekarrov/deckarov (for ddackdiov) (variations 88, 90). At the same time, there may be
instances in which o is used to reflect centralization: e.g., adaipov (for adeipod) and
evavnkovta (for évevrikovta) (4.5.3.1.12). While the same is true of Egyptian Koine regard-
ing a and ¢, the fact that centralized Greek o tends to interchange with Greek € may indicate
that € was ultimately the most favorable grapheme for transcribing a centralized reduced

vowel (GigNac 1976, 278-93).

383. It should be noted that FLEMMING's mid-central schwa and the result of van BERGEM's "acoustic reduction”
are more or less the same entity. However, acoustic reduction does often but not always result in a vowel near
the value of [9] (van BErGEM 1991, 3).
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In Greek transcription of Phoenician-Punic, a reduced /a/ may be represented by
Greek ¢, as can be seen from the transcription ¢evn Ba as opposed to the regular ¢pove Boar/
davnParoc /pane ball/ 'face of Baal'. In Greek transcription of Aramaic, vocalic shewa is
usually transcribed by a, though the only attestations are in the inseparable prepositions, the
relative 7, and before a guttural: Bavicav 79°312 'in Nisan', Aapav 122 'to whom', daghoo RiPRT

'that God', and daaf 277 'gold'.

In Greek transcriptions of Biblical Hebrew from Nikolaos of Otranto in the 12"/13"
centuries CE, vocalic shewa is usually transcribed by Greek &: Bepectd nwx12 (Gen. 1:1),
Beed ~nx) (Gen. 1:1), vexucod nip>wy (Song 1:2) (Disputatio contra Judaeos, 5.11, 245.18).°*
Although it is far removed from the Secunda both geographically and chronologically, its
data regarding shewa are applicable here, provided they are understood within their linguistic
context. At the time of Nikolaos, Greek ¢ represented a true-mid front vowel [¢] (PETROUNIAS
2007c, 604—605; Horrocks 2014, 167), hardly different from the realization of € during the
time of the Secunda. However, Greek n had since become a high front [i], merging with 1 and
el. Medieval Hebrew manuscripts from Italy indicate that vocalic shewa was usually pro-
nounced as /e/ (= sere/seghol) in the vocalization tradition there (Ryzuik 2008, 61-64; 2013,
365), which Greek ¢ [¢] adequately approximated. If vocalic shewa in the Secunda was pho-

netically similar to the Sephardic shewa, then, it would probably be represented with &.

In sum, the use of Greek € to represent vocalic shewa in the Secunda indicates that
vocalic shewa was realized either as a centralized schwa vowel [o] or a front vowel more in
the region of [¢] or [€]. It is unlikely that it reflects [e], for which the grapheme n would have
been utilized (see the discussion regarding Pnnkt in 6.4.1.3). Such a realization of shewa
aligns Secunda Hebrew more with Palestinian than Tiberian (see KHan 2013h, 549-51). It is

also worth noting that centralized vowels in the region of [9] or [1] tend to move to peripheral

384. Note also the curious transcription of Greek y for Hebrew /8/ in veyuko8 nip>w3, which reflects the medieval
Greek pronunciation of y as [¢] / _i,e (Brixag 2010, 235; for g = /$/ in Arabic, see AL-JALLAD [forthcoming, 50]).

-317 -



qualities, especially [¢] or [e] when they undergo lengthening.’® This may help explain the

diachronic relationship between Secunda shewa and Palestinian shewa (see 6.5.1.3.4).

The description of shewa here is not exhaustive of all reduced vowels in the Secunda.
Rather, it corresponds to what FLEMMING calls "mid-central schwa" ([9]), arising due to what
VAN BERGEM calls "acoustic reduction." At the same time, if the reduced vowel represented by
€ actually constituted its own phoneme and not merely a reduction of other historical vow-
els—this would be the case if the frequent, but not unfailing, preservation of historical /a/ in
the same contexts was regarded as phonemic—then by contrasting with /a/ in these environ-

ments it would also constitute an example of what vaN BERGEM regards as "lexical reduction."

6.5.1.3.2. Variable Schwa in the Secunda: Assimilatory Tendencies of Vocalic Shewa
In the Secunda, there are a number of instances in which a vowel that may interchange with
zero exhibits assimilation to its immediate context. These are best attributed to the category

of variable schwa. Assimilatory tendencies of shewa are found (assimilation bolded):

1) before gutturals (6.4.1.3) (see also Yupitsky 2017, 86—89):

unmnpo /mherd/ [mehe:Rro:] 'speedily’ Ps. 31:3
Aoop /Tham/ or /Thom/ [lohS(m)] 'do battle!" Ps. 35:1
neebda /mhettd/ [mih1t":5:] 'a terror’ Ps. 89:41

That the first vowel in a pattern like peefbo (< *CaCiCCa) may interchange with zero is
demonstrated by the fact that such a vowel is not transcribed in the form OehoBay 70770
(< *CaCiCCa + suffix) (Ps. 35:28). The form 0glaBay is elucidated, in terms of both the un-
represented shewa and the lack of gemination, by alternations in Greek transcription of the
Hebrew name 7170 in Palestinian epigraphy, in which the initial shewa vowel alternates with

zero: e.g., @evag, Ogvvag, and Ocevvag (CIIP /1, no. 22, 323, 427).

2) when originally silent shewa becomes vocalic:

epopad /?emrat/ [P1marae0] 'the word of' Ps. 18:31

385. Note also the discussion of etymological */i/ [1] lengthening to [e:] in the history of Hebrew (see 6.4.2.1).
In the NENA dialects, /o/ also tends to shift to /e/ when lengthened (e.g., see Knan 2008b, 66, 77).
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EPIKLO /?epqid/ [?1¢ik?i:0] 'l entrust' Ps. 31:6
Alternation with zero in these patterns is demonstrated by parallels such as apead N7

(< *qVtlat) (Ps. 89:51) and eoyihey 77°2wx (Ps. 32:8).

3) when, synchronically, a vocalic shewa is inserted to block syncope due to the Syl-

lable Contact Law (SCL) (for an explanation of the SCL, see 5.3.2.1.5; 6.5.1.5.1):

ovavavadoy /w-Sanwatdk/ [(?)ufanawd:00:y]  'and your humility' Ps. 18:36
Baadaped /b-hadrat/ [bahadar0] 'in raiment of' Ps. 29:2

Alternation with zero in these patterns is shown by the parallel BoedxkaBay FnR7%2 (Ps. 31:2).

4) when, synchronically, a vocalic shewa is inserted to block syncope due to the OCP:

OLLLLULLLL /fam(9)mim/ [famimi:(m)] '‘peoples’ Ps. 18:48
EPOUENEY /?rom(a)mek(k)/ [?1RO:mImik"] 'T will exalt you' Ps. 30:2
Aaapapt /I-har(o)r1/ [laharari:] 'for my mountain' Ps. 30:8

The form opyup is either from original *qalalim having undergone syncope (*qalalim >
*qal(2)lim) or from influence of the Aramaic form »ny. Alternation with zero may be shown
by the near-parallels aApnw8 and apPw6, for which the same development is posited (see

6.5.1.4.1), though it should be noted that aApw6 and apPwb are not from geminate roots.

The only exceptions to (4), in which assimilation of shewa does not seem to occur, are
the forms OcwpPafnvi *3122i0n (Ps. 32:7) and wowpafevvov 1123107 (Ps. 32:10), in which shewa
is realized as a non-historical /a/ vowel (see Knan 2013h, 550; Yupitsky 2017, 156). One
possible explanation of how variable schwa might be realized with a lower pronunciation in
such an environment lies in what is called the "trough effect" in modern phonetics. When a
labial stop is adjacent to high vowels, the tongue body actually lowers during the production
of the labials; thus, schwa might assimilate to the lower position of the tongue body in the ar-

ticulation of the labials rather than the high vowels. The degree to which the first formant
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(F1) of schwa is higher (i.e., the vowel is lower) than the surrounding high vowels also in-

creases when the schwa is between two labials instead of just one (FLEMMING 2007, 14-15).%%

5) in the theme vowel of gal prefix verbal forms that have undergone reduction:

tacafov /yahsbu/ [jahfapu:] 'they think' Ps. 35:20
ieCePov /yeSzbu/ [j1$zafu:] 'they will abandon'  Ps. 89:31

Alternation with zero in these patterns is shown by the parallel ovigppov 17277°) (Ps. 35:26) and
teppov 1 (Ps. 46:4)—but note that ovippov is III-/r/ and eppov is 1I-/m/ and HI-/r/.*¥
However, because two consonants intervene between the vowel to which shewa is supposed

to assimilate, it is also possible that € and a here simply reflect reduction and centralization.

Finally, it should be noted that all the instances in the Secunda in which a shewa vow-
el changes quality in assimilation to an adjacent consonant could also potentially reflect an
assimilatory tendency of variable schwa (for the various effect of consonants on vowels, see

section 6.3 and Yubitsky [2017, 86-98]).

From external sources, in this case Cod. 86 of the LXX, we may also add the
transcription Aapavt °327, in which shewa is realized as a non-historical /a/. Though the lack
of syncope is a separate issue—we would expect **Apwvi, **Aafwvi, or **Aefvi—it is possible

that shewa assimilated to the previous /a/ vowel of the preposition /1-/.

Postulating the existence of a variable schwa in the Secunda is also supported by oth-
er contemporary Hebrew evidence. Assimilation of shewa to a following vowel, even across
non-guttural consonants, is attested in the LXX (e.g., Zodoua 0179 and I'odohwag ¥1°773), the

Dead Sea Scrolls (e.g., 2170 || 2179 and 7w || 77iY), and Mishnaic Hebrew (e.g., || 7°02

386. But cf. methnosasoth niogiinn (Zech. 9:16) in Jerome, in which case this explanation would not work.

387. See 6.5.1.3.2. YupiTsky argues that these forms should be vocalized with an epenthetic between the first
and second radicals: i.e., ovippov = wyihipri and eppov = yihemru/yvih“mru (2017, 47, 121-22). However, there
are at least two arguments against YUuDITSKY's interpretation. First, the prothetic epenthesis to which he appeals,
characteristic of the Babylonian tradition, does not occur for the root 9"517 in Babylonian Hebrew (YEIviN 1985,
458). Second, the only other instance of a I-/h/ and II-sonorant verb in the Secunda does not exhibit prothetic
epenthesis: 1777 oviepoyov (Ps. 18:46). It seems more conservative with the data, then, to assume that ovippov
and eppov do not exhibit any irregular syllabification patterns.
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707) (KHAN 2013h, 550-51). Aquila and Theodotion, roughly contemporaries of Origen,
transcribe 0;7°7°03 (Isa. 13:10) as yiotkeepn. Since 2°92 is an Aramaic loan and thus inherited
with an initial shewa vowel—it was originally *qgatil—this form is especially instructive; the
unusual quality 1, as opposed to more regular €, can only be explained by assimilation. Final-
ly, Jerome's transcription nifilim 0993 (< *napilim) (Gen. 6:4), like yictkeey, can only be ex-

plained by assimilation of the shewa across the non-guttural consonant to the following /1/.

It is also worth noting that although the medieval Hebrew grammarians discuss the as-
similation of shewa only before gutturals and yod, medieval Judaeo-Arabic texts with Tiber-
ian vocalization reflect the assimilation of shewa to a following vowel also across non-guttur-
al consonants (at least in the Arabic fu$ul pattern): e.g., Classical Arabic & 1wl gl-mulitk 'the
kings' is rendered in Hebrew script as 79n%% and _s_—5 al-surur 'the evils' as 21w9R. Note,
however, that Classical Arabic short /u/ is represented with gibbus in other words: e.g., *—=—
muhibb 'loving' is rendered as 2. Spellings such as 7177%% and 217WoX were likely formed by
analogy with the pronunciation of shewa in forms like 773w32 [buSu:lo:] (Isa. 54:1) and v

[kuhu:t'] (Song 4:3), in which assimilation does occur due to the guttural (KHan 1992, 110).

6.5.1.3.3. Acoustic and Lexical Reduction in the Secunda: Historical Vowels and Shewa
Several scholars (e.g., Yupitsky 2005; Knan 2013h, 550) have pointed out that there is a ten-
dency for a historical /a/ vowel that is parallel to vocalic shewa in Tiberian to be preserved

(transcribed as o) in the Secunda. Preservation of historical /a/ is most commonly found:***

1) in the inseparable prepositions (see YupiTsky 2017, 224-29):

Aoyor /1-kol(1)/ [laywl] 'to all' Ps. 18:31
Bakoaoi /b-q3hal/ [baqgo:ho:1] 'in a congregation'  Ps. 35:18
YOO®V /k-s0(?)n/ [k"ats?0:n] "like flocks' Ps. 49:15

Alternation with zero is shown by the fact that /b-/, /k-/, and /I-/ are often transcribed without

a vowel: e.g., Apaod iy (Ps. 30:12), Broion 232 (Ps. 46:7), and yoedkoy™* 778 (Ps.

388. The transcription tovyakov 1731 (Ps. 18:39) was not included in any category since it has no parallels.
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35:24). Acoustic reduction may occur in the form Agpipi* °27%7 (Ps. 35:23), and, in external

sources, Peyefovpodov 111232 (Ps. 150:2) and Aefvn *127 (Ps. 11:9).°¥

2) in the gatalim/qatalot (and more generally, gatvlim/qatvlot) plural pattern:*”

vokapwmo /n(a)qdmot/ [nak?s:mo:0] 'vengeances' Ps. 18:48
cafomd /s(a)ba?0t/ [ts7aPo:?0:0] 'hosts' Ps. 46:8, 12
Acaymvou /1-S(a)kénaw/ [l(1)faye:naw]  'to his neighbors'  Ps. 89:42

The attestations of gatalim/qatalot in external sources also preserve the initial /a/ vowel: e.g.,
pagaetp 2°%97 (Isa. 14:9) and caapey 2w (Isa. 26:2). The preservation of /a/ in these pat-
terns is also well-attested in other contemporary Hebrew transcriptional evidence: e.g., the
LXX has NaPorw6 niv23 (Isa. 60:7), Kaonuwd ninip (I Chr. 6:64), and vaBwvip o103 (Ezra
2:70); Theodotion has cafaywd nixaiw (II Chr. 4:12) and kaonow 2°w7p (Judg. 5:21); Jerome

has cadesoth niW7p (Hos. 4:14), sababim 0°22¥ (Hos. 8:6), and saridim 0>7% (Joel 3:5).

Although the /a/ vowel is usually preserved in transcription, there is evidence of both
reduction and alternation with zero. Reduction is demonstrated in the following transcription:
addefapeip /had-db3rim/ [had:oPo:Rr1:(m)] 'the words' Deut. 1:1
Greek ¢ likely reflects centralization and thus an example of acoustic reduction. Alternation
with zero in gatalim/qatalot 1s demonstrated by parallels such as apoaeyp 2y (Ps. 1:1) and
eloyaw 17379 (Ps. 46:5), in which no vowel at all is transcribed in the initial vowel slot—Dbut

note the variant paiayav.

3) in the initial vowel of the pi‘el participle:*"

389. The ¢ in AepPpt* may indicate assimilation to /1/ and thus variable schwa (see also Yupitsky 2017, 228).

390. We could perhaps also add the suffixed form wacovabu "nyw” (Ps. 89:27) to this category, for which an
alternation with zero may be demonstrated by 1covw8 niviz? (Ps. 28:8) and 8fovvm0 ninan (Ps. 49:4).

391. Yupitsky argues that the prefix vowel of the pi‘el participle was /a/ (i.e., *magattel) in ancient Hebrew on
the basis of transcriptions in the Secunda, the LXX (e.g., Mavaoon n¥in), Jerome (manaem onin), and a number
of peculiar vocalizations in the reading traditions (Yupitsky 2005, 128-29; 2017, 150). While the evidence he
cites probably indicates that during the Second Temple period *magattel was a common vocalization of the
participle, it is unlikely that *magqattel was the original form. In cuneiform transcription of Hebrew, proper
names formed from the pi‘el participle usually exhibit a prefix vowel of /e/ or /i/ into the Late Babylonian
period: e.g., me-ni-hi-im-me and mi-na-ah-he-e-mu for anin; me-na-se-e and mi-na-si-i for E1 (MILLARD 2013,
840, 843). There is, however, one instance in which the prefix vowel is /a/ (ma-na-si-i’ 7¥n), which KHan
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appooalepnvt  /ham-m?azzeréni/ [ham:a?az:re:ni:] 'the one who girds me'  Ps. 18:33
HoALED /m(a)lammed/ [malam:10] 'training' Ps. 18:35
ovpocavveai /w-m(a)sanne?ay(y)/ [(?)umasan:i?aj] 'and those who hate me' Ps. 18:41

Aapoavooon /l(am)-m(a)nasseh/ [lam(:)anats’e:h] 'to the choirmaster’  Ps. 31:1 (+3x)
While there are no clear instances in which the initial vowel of the pi‘el participle is omitted,
it is possible that alternation with zero occurs in the transcription appoaip 2072707 (Ps.
31:25). Alternatively, the 1 could be interpreted as representing the sequence [ij], in which
case the initial vowel would have assimilated to the following yod. Assimilation of the initial
vowel (to the preceding labial) is also attested in the transcription pocove mwn (Ps. 18:34).
The preservation of /a/ in these forms may be due to the fact that the vowel occurs in a prefix.
Cross-linguistically, schwa tends to be longer in a prefix; thus, the degree of shortening and

reduction is curtailed (HaNIQUE, ScHUPPLER, ERNESTUS 2010).

4) in the construct pattern of *qaté/*qale:

Qo™ /pné&/ [p"ane:] 'the face of’ Ps. 18:43
Boavn /bné/ [bane:] 'sons of' Ps. 18:46
KOGE /qse€/ [k’ats?e: ] 'the edge of' Ps. 46:10

Alternation with zero is demonstrated by fvn "12 (Ps. 29:1 + 4x) and wun % (Ps. 89:46).

5) in the construct pattern of *qatol (including the infinitive construct):

Yopwd /k(a)bod/ [k"aPo:0] 'the honor of' Ps. 29:2
KopoP* /q(a)rob/ [k’aro:P] 'coming near' Ps. 32:9
COAML /S(a)lom/ [falo:m] 'the peace of’ Ps. 35:27

Alternation with zero is demonstrated by the form Apvm6 ni197 (Ps. 46:6).

Two other miscellaneous forms in the Secunda also demonstrate that historical short

/a/ was not always preserved propretonically, but could undergo acoustic reduction:

1EAede0ey*  Jyledtek(k)/ (< *yaladtika) — [jolido01k"]  'T have begotten you' Ps. 110:3
Belorh /bliya’l/ (< *baliyafl) [bali:jasl] 'worthlessness' Prov. 16:27

suggests may reflect assimilation to the following vowel (2013h, 552).
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In each case, original */a/ is represented by Greek ¢, which likely indicates reduction.

Before we proceed to interpret what these data mean for the realization of shewa, it is
also worth noting that there are a few instances in which historical */u/ is preserved where we

might expect reduction in the Secunda:

Becoonvi /tes€(o)dent/ [t"1s€0de:ni:] '(it) supports me' Ps. 18:36
EQPOAOV /yepp(o)lu/ [jip™:olu:] 'they will fall' Ps. 18:39
oViEPOYOL /w-yehr(o)gu/ [(?)yjthrou:] 'and they will tremble'  Ps. 18:46

To this list we may also add the form oxkodacw (II Kgs. 23:7) from external sources.””* Both
alternation with zero and acoustic reduction for the theme vowel in the verbal forms

1e@eorov and oviepoyov is demonstrated by category (5) in 6.5.1.3.2.

We have demonstrated that historical /a/ (rarely /u/) is often preserved in the Secunda
in environments where we would expect vocalic shewa. At the same time, there is also evi-

dence that it reduces and interchanges with zero in those very same environments.

This inconsistency can be explained in light of van BErGeEM's work on vowel reduc-
tion. According to vaN BERGEM, the phonetic process of acoustic reduction and the phonologi-
cal process of lexical reduction should be seen as a linear diachronic development. In the first
place, acoustic reduction occurs when speakers are aiming for the quality of a particular vo-
calic phoneme, but due to factors like distance from stress, they undershoot and centralize it
to some degree, sometimes even pronouncing it as [9]. Nevertheless, regardless of its phonet-
ic realization at this stage, its phonological status is still that of a full vowel. In the second
place, after acoustic reduction has rendered the vowel void of any clear quality—note FLEM-
MING's concept of variable schwa—it is then replaced permanently and lexically with a schwa
vowel or another vowel whose quality facilitates articulation with little effort. Because it is a
diachronic process, instances of acoustic reduction may increase and affect more and more

speakers until the reduced vowel is finally made a "permanent part of the lexical system."

392. Note also yopapei 273 (Zeph. 1:4) in Theodotion.
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However, during such a period of linguistic change, there would be two lexical variants for

the same word, one with the original historical full vowel and one with schwa (1991).

The data from the transcriptions indicate that, at the time of the Secunda, historical /a/
in certain contexts was passing through this period of linguistic change from acoustic reduc-
tion to lexical reduction. While some speakers probably pronounced 1379 'its streams' as
[p"alo:kaw] with historical /a/ [a], others pronounced it as something more like [p"slo:saw] or
even [p"lo:kaw]. Variation could have even been an element of speech speed or register. For
example, HErcus has shown that in a language where vowels reduce and are regularly real-
ized as [9], the distinct quality of the vowel might still be pronounced when the word is said
carefully (Hercus 1986; CrosswHITE 2001, 4). For this reason, a sacred reading tradition
might be more prone to maintain historical vowels. The fact that there was a lag for the
reduction of historical /a/, which is more sonorous than /i/ and /u/, has parallels in other Se-
mitic languages. In Arabic consonantal orthography, for example, the accusative case (with
/a/) is represented while the nominative (with /u/) and genitive (with /i/) are not: e.g., \wL—5S
'book (acc.)', but cf. <3S 'book (nom. or gen.)'. Moreover, in Gefez, the Proto-Semitic vowels

*/i/ and */u/, but not */a/, have become /o/ (WENINGER 2011c, 1128).

6.5.1.3.4. Concluding Remarks: Variation in Shewa at the Time of the Secunda

In sum, we can make the following generalizations about the results of vowel reduction evi-
denced in the Secunda: (1) in some contexts, a reduced vowel behaved like variable schwa,
assimilating in quality to its immediate context, (2) in other contexts, acoustic reduction led
to a more centralized realization of [9] (or perhaps [€]), and finally, (3) a historical /a/ vowel
was preserved in many of the same environments in which reduction occurred in the previous
two groups. The precise realization of all three of these principles probably varied by speaker
and other factors. It is out of such a variegated linguistic situation that the more regular lexi-

cal realizations of vocalic shewa, such as [a] in Tiberian and [e] in Palestinan, developed.
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At this point, van BERGEM's work on lexical reduction is especially helpful when con-
sidered in light of the history of the development of shewa in the various Hebrew traditions.
It is important to note that when van BERGEM discusses lexical reduction, he does not stipulate
that the acoustically reduced vowel must be replaced only by the /o/ phoneme. Rather, the
reduced vowel can also be lexically replaced by another vowel in the system that entails a
particularly low-effort articulation. In the case of Tiberian, we may suggest that the historical
[a] vowel preserved in "shewa-vowel slots" became the lexically substituted vowel for the
reduced [9]/[€] and variable schwa elsewhere, whereas in Palestinian, the vowel /e/, some-
what near centralized [9] or [€], became the lexically substituted vowel for both the reduced
vowels and the historical /a/ vowels, which presumably had first undergone centralization.
Because lexical reduction entails replacement by another vowel of low articulatory effort, the
different phonetic realizations of shewa in Tiberian and Palestinian may be caused by differ-
ent bases of articulation in each tradition. Finally, remnants of variable schwa are still pre-

served in the behavior of vocalic shewa before gutturals and yod in both traditions.

6.5.1.4. Complex Onsets
6.5.1.4.1. Frequency of Sonorants and Sibilants in Complex Onsets

Complex onsets ((C).CCv) are often broken up by the insertion of an epenthetic in the Secun-
da (see 6.5.1.3.1).>” There are, however, numerous instances in which a complex onset is rep-
resented in transcription without an intervening vowel. These are listed below; onsets with
gutturals, onsets with yod, and complex onsets beginning with the prepositions /b-/, /k-/, and

/1-/ have been excluded, since each of these categories seems to have special conventions:**

o0, GHOE™ /SmaS/ [Jma¥] "listen!' Ps. 28:6, 30:11
Bvn /bné/ [b(a)ne:]*” 'sons of' Ps. 29:1 (+4x)

393. The tendency of Hebrew/Aramaic phonotactics to resolve an initial consonant cluster may be demonstrated
by the fact that the normal initial cluster 0 in the name X6ovciwv is resolved by an epenthetic in the form
XaBovoiwvog (for XBovsiwvog) in 5/6 Hev 15.

394. Instances of Cv,C,C,vCsv > CvC,(C,)Csv are interpreted as reflecting degemination on the post-lexical
level (see 6.3.8.6).

395. In some cases, I have enclosed a vowel in parentheses in my phonetic transcription (e.g., [(a)]). This is
because there is evidence from parallel forms that a vowel may have been pronounced in such an environment,
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LGOoVd®H /msudot/ [mts*u:00:0] 'fortresses' Ps.31:3

epyhai  /reglay(y)/ > /rglay(y)/ [orglaj] 'my feet' Ps. 31:9
Aowvmd /186n6t/ [lfo:no:0] 'tongues' Ps. 31:21
OcwPafnvi /tsob(a)béni/ [t"(1)so:BaPe:ni:]  'you surround me' Ps. 32:7
GHov* /Smhu?/ [ismhu:] 'rejoice!’ Ps. 32:11
ocQTnvL* /Sptent?/ [[odt’e:ni:] 'Tudge me!' Ps. 35:24
oViPPOL /w-yehpru/ [(?)ujihp"ru:]  'let them be ashamed' Ps. 35:26
ounm /Sméehe/ [sme:he:] 'those who rejoice in' Ps. 35:26
ELPOV /yehmru/ [jihmru:] 'they will foam' Ps. 46:4
@AYo /plagaw/ [p"(a)lo:saw] 'its streams' Ps. 46:5
LG v /maskné/ [m(i)fk"ne:] 'the dwellings of' Ps. 46:5
ovelpa /w-yeSzra(h)/ [(?)ujiSzro:(h)] 'and he will help her' Ps. 46:6
Ayov /ku/ [lyu:] 'come!' Ps. 46:9
Opovvwo /tbunot/ [t"Bu:no:0] 'understandings' Ps. 49:4
YGILE /ks1l/ [(9)k"si:1] 'a fool' Ps. 49:11
Byop /bkor/ [byo:R] 'firstborn' Ps. 89:28
comdal /spotay(y)/ [sdo:0aj] 'my lips' Ps. 89:35
Bp1O(v) /brit/; /brit/ [bri:0]; [bri:6i:] 'covenant of'; 'my ..." Ps. 89:35, 40
pooy /msthak/ [m(1)f1:hoy] 'your anointed' Ps. 89:39, 52
Cyop, nCyop /zkor/ [zyoR] 'remember!’ Ps. 89:48, 51

Even a brief glance at this list is sufficient to underscore the fact that almost all of the com-

plex onsets involve at least one sonorant or sibilant consonant:

CI [+sibilant] CI[—sonorant, -sibilant]

Cpisivilang]

C2[-son0rant, -sibilant]

Chart 25: Sonorants and Sibilants in Complex Onsets in the Secunda

Statistically, a sonorant (blue) or a sibilant (yellow) is present as either C, or C; in 91% of
transcribed complex onsets, with either a sonorant or a sibilant present in both C, and C,

(depicted in green) in 36% of complex onsets. Transcribed complex onsets without either a

but may also have undergone reduction and deletion.
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sonorant or a sibilant (depicted in gray) account for only 9% of all transcribed complex on-
sets. It is possible, then, that complex onsets may have been more permissible when one of

the consonants was either a sonorant or a sibilant.

To the list above we may add the examples of complex onsets in quotations of the Se-

cunda from external sources:

Bpnod /b-re(?)sit/ [bre:1:0] 'in the beginning (of)' Gen. 1:1
oumo /Smot/ [Jmo:6] 'names of’ Ex. 1:1
OPGOELL /r$3STm/ [?ar[0:¢1:(m)] 'wicked ones' Ps. 1:1

ovBacpnov /w-tahsreht/  [(?)uBahsre:hu:] 'and you made him lower' Ps. 8:6

1epyon /yerkte/ [jirk"te:] uttermost parts of’ Ps. 48:3
90oov /ptohi/ [pt"shu:] 'open!' Isa. 26:2
opowy(!) /smuk/? [smu:y]? 'steadfast’ Isa. 26:3

In five out of seven transcriptions listed above, the complex onset contains either a sonorant
or a sibilant, and in four out of these five instances the complex onset contains both a sono-

rant and a sibilant.>*

We may also add the quotation of the Secunda's rendering of n1nwn
(Ps. 12:1) in Chrysostom. Though it is transcribed as acepvif, a variant reading has acpevif.
Moreover, in one of the two transcriptions without a sonorant or a sibilant in the complex on-
set, 1epyOn, the complex onset is directly preceded by /r/, exhibiting a similar syllable struc-
ture to epyAat above. If the word-medial -C,C,C;- sequence in 1epyOn is permitted because of
the presence of the sonorant /r/ as C;, we might compare such a phenomenon to instances in
Mishnaic Hebrew in which n"5> 7"32 consonants after 7 with silent shewa are rafeh as in
P51 'in the elbow' (BArR-AsHER 2015, 100-102; see also the weakening of /r/ in Modern He-
brew [Borozky 2013, 390]). In each case (1epxOn and p37%2), syllable-final /r/ would have
weakened so that 5 (= y) and 5 would have been virtually post-vocalic, exhibiting features

otherwise restricted to post-vocalic environments. If, alternatively, it is not the sonorant that

makes the cluster permissible, then 1epyfn may be taken as evidence that in the Secunda, se-

396. Note also Jerome's amsuchan 129%7, where even degemination of /m/ seems to occur.
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quences of three consecutive moras were tolerated, with the second consonant being extra-

syllabic:
w
(e (o
[ Y’ [
] L~
y e r k t e

1epyOn = /(yer).k.(tee)/ [jIRk"0e:]

Figure 23: Moraic Representation of 1epyfn

Regardless of our interpretion of 1epy0n, however, the external attestations of complex onsets

in the Secunda also support a correlation between complex onsets and sibilants/sonorants.

The retention of complex onsets when one or both of the consonants are sibilants or
sonorants may be compared to the Neo-Aramaic dialects of Qaraqosh and Sulemaniyya/Hal-
abja, in which complex onsets are not broken up by an epenthetic if a sibilant is the first con-

sonant and/or a sonorant continuant is the second consonant (Knan 2002, 64; 2004, 58).

At the same time, there are a number of instances in which potential clusters with
sonorants and sibilants are broken up by the insertion of an epenthetic as in other contexts in

the Secunda, even in patterns and words identical with some of those above:

GEPOLPX /srupd/ [s7oRru: o] 'refined’ Ps. 18:31

Cepovwbai /zroSotay(y)/  [zoru:90:0aj] 'my arms' Ps. 18:35

Bavn (cf. Bvn) /bne/ [bane:] 'sons of’ Ps. 18:46

peoto (cf. potoy) /mstho/ [m/i:ho:] 'his anointed' Ps. 28:8

oepo (cf. opumo) /Smo/ [foamo:] 'his name' Ps. 29:2
earayav (cf. pAayav) /plogaw/ [palo:kaw] its streams'  Ps. 46:5 (Chrys.)

There are essentially two ways of interpreting such transcription-doublets as Bvn | Poavn,
uowy | peocww, cuwd | ogpw, and erayov | earayov. First, the inconsistency in the Greek
transcription reflects inconsistency in the Hebrew vocalization tradition. Second, the varia-
tion in the Greek transcription reflects diverse conventions of transcribing the same Hebrew

sounds and structure; thus, the Hebrew vocalization is not inconsistent but rather the Greek
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conventions for representing it are. Both explanations are possible, and we should allow for

language-internal variation and inconsistency, yet the Greek evidence may support the latter.

Inconsistent transcription of the same phonetic reality, resulting from the transcriber
perceiving the Hebrew sounds differently as they were mapped onto the Greek graphemic-
phonemic system, could arise in a couple specific ways. First, it is possible that the short cen-
tralized epenthetic vowel was perceived as part of the sibilant or the sonorant, partly due to
the transcriber's Greek accent. Cross-linguistically, a sequence of vCpisiitang O ClesibitangV May
be perceived merely as Cpsing, @ phenomenon also attested elsewhere in the Secunda
(6.3.2). According to SILVERMAN, due to its short duration and high coarticulatory nature,
"schwa may be confused with its absence" (2011, 629; 6.5.1.6). In Palestinian epigraphy,
Greek ioyimv is attested as oyiwv, spelled with a complex onset (4.5.3.1.20). On the other
hand, it is also common for a prosthetic vowel to develop before ¢ + consonant in Egyptian
Koine (Gionac 1976, 312). Finally, vowel deletion in both Palestinian and Egyptian Koine is

especially common in the environment of sonorants (4.5.3.1.20).

Second, it is also possible that the transcriber was inconsistent in his representation of
Hebrew, occasionally conceiving of the Hebrew words phonemically instead of phonetically.
Native speakers do tend to conceive of their own language in terms of its "phonemic struc-
ture" rather than its "phonetic reality" (DirvEN and VErRspoor 2004, 115). This is especially
true for those trained in literacy and spelling. These doublets, then, can be explained by posit-
ing that vocalic shewa was phonemically zero but phonetically realized as a short vowel.
When the Hebrew phones were mapped onto the Greek graphemic-phonemic system, unsur-
prisingly, the transcriber vacillated between representing the phonemic structure and the pho-
netic reality. A transcription like Bvn, then, reflets the phonemic structure /bné/ from the per-
spective of the transcriber's Hebrew accent, whereas a transcription like Pavn reflects the

phonetic reality [bane:] from the perspective of his Greek accent:
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(e
pop
I/
b n e

Bavm, pvn = /(bnee)/ [bane:]

Figure 24: Moraic Representation of fvn

The inconsistency in transcribing phonological consonant clusters that are realized phoneti-
cally with an epenthetic vowel may be compared to doublets in Tiberian, in which a non-gut-
tural consonant is pointed with the regular shewa sign () in one form and with a hateph vow-
el in an identical form elsewhere: e.g., 8377273 [ne:la'yomno:] 'let us go!' (IT Kgs. 6:2), but

X377991 [ne:la'yo:nno:] (Ex. 3:18) (see KHan 2013a, 101).

It should be noted, however, that aside from these doublets, there is evidence that in
particular instances sonorants actually occasioned a distinct syllable structure in a word and

were not merely perceived differently. This phenomenon will be examined below.

6.5.1.4.2. The Effect of Sonorants and Sibilants on Syllable Structure

When complex onsets are resolved by the insertion of an epenthetic in the Secunda, the
epenthetic is usually inserted between the consonants of the initial cluster (CC > .CvC).
However, several scholars have pointed out that if the first consonant in the cluster is a sono-
rant, especially /r/, the epenthetic may be inserted before the complex onset (.CC > v.CC)

(Knan 2013b, 674—75; Yupitsky 2017, 75-76). This occurs especially in verbal forms:

ikepoov /yeqrsu/ [jik?orts’u:] 'they will wink' Ps. 35:19
1GOLHLOV* /yesmhu/ [jisumhu:] 'let them rejoice’ Ps. 35:19
ECELOV /yesmhu/ [jistmhu:] 'let them rejoice’ Ps. 35:24
OVELEGOLOV /w-yesmhu/ [wijissmhu:] 'and let them rejoice’ Ps. 35:27

These forms probably indicate that, at an underlying phonological level, the sonorant of the

second radical was extra-syllabic (see Knan 2013b, 675):
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w w

o o o o
g p /L\u /MNM % /,MN,LL
. L~ ] e
y e g r s u y e § m h u
ikepoov = /(yeq).r.(stu)/ [jik’orts?u:] teogpov = /(yes).m.(hau)/ [jisomhu:]

Figure 25: Moraic Representation of ikepcov and tesepov

It may be that an alternative spelling, weopov (1n@»?, cf. MT ann» [Ps. 46:5]), reflects either
a misperception based on the transcriber's Greek accent or a phonemic representation. There
are also a couple nominal forms in which an initial /r/ in a complex cluster seems to engender

the insertion of an epenthetic before the consonant cluster:

OPCOELL /r$3STm/ [?ar[2:97:(m)] 'wicked ones' Ps. 1:1

epyrat /reglay(y) > rglay(y)/ [orglaj] 'my feet' Ps. 31:9
The epenthetic being inserted before the consonant cluster in apcoeip probably indicates that

the initial /r/ is regarded as extra-syllabic at an underlying phonological level:

w
o o
T’ T
e L

r S O T i m

apoOEL = /1.(800).(S1i).m/ [(?)ar[2:81:(m)]

Figure 26: Moraic Representation of apcoaeip

The transcription apcaciyu is especially significant because the pattern *qatalim is almost al-

ways transcribed with the preservation of the historical */a/ vowel after the first consonant.

The only clear example of a sibilant occasioning a different syllable structure is in the
imperative form n{yop =327 (Ps. 89:48) listed above. Although the quality of n is unexpected
for a prosthetic vowel, which may reflect that an epenthetic was at least occasionally realized

more like sere [e], it has been argued that there is at least one instance in Judaecan Hebrew in
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which a prosthetic X is added before a gal imperative (Mor 2015, 148-49).*"7 If n{yop is an

original reading, it would indicate that the initial sibilant /z/ of the cluster is extra-syllabic:

w

neop
|
z k o r

n&yop = /z.(kor)/ [(?)ezyor]

Figure 27: Moraic Representation of n{yop

Additionally, the transcription iopov cited above, if not a scribal error (**cyov > 1ouov),
would also indicate prothesis. Finally, the Aramaic loan you\ 2°93 (< *qatil) (Ps. 49:11) may
also be evidence of a different syllable structure. In the previous word, waade 773°, an inexplic-
able € is added word-finally, despite no apparent phonetic cause. The final € may be a helping
vowel to facilitate the pronunciation of the initial cluster: i.e., wade xotA [jahad ok"si:1].*** As
a final note, it is worth mentioning that prosthetic vowels may exhibit assimilatory features
like variable schwa (see 6.5.1.3.2): the prosthetic is € before /k/ (e.g., wwade xo1)\), but raised

to n or 1 before a sibilant (e.g., .opov and nlyop) and lowered to a before /1/ (e.g., apoaeip).

The phenomenon of prothetic epenthesis in the Secunda has been compared to the
epenthetic inserted in Babylonian verbal forms with a sonorant second radical such as 127pn

(Knan 2013b, 674-75). Although less frequently cited, it should also be mentioned that along
with the sonorants 1 ,1,% ,7, YEIVIN also cites 7 ,% ,w as consonants for which an epenthetic is

inserted prothetically (1985, 388-89).*” These Secunda transcriptions are significant because

397. On this point, it is worth considering whether the initial vowel transcribed in ga/ imperatives with initial
gutturals such as elax pi (Ps. 31:25), eCov* 1 (Ps. 46:9), and ain 77 (Ps. 30:11) may actually reflect prothetic
epenthesis rather than anaptyctic epenthesis. Babylonian also behaves differently than Tiberian on this point,
tending to introduce epenthetics before the guttural rather than after when it is preceded by the conjunction
waw: e.g., 03m, T, S (YEIvIN 1985, 482-84). It is also worth noting that the transcription {ov* actually
reads egfov in the manuscript, perhaps indicating /hzi/ [(?)shzu:] (see 6.3.6.2).

398. Compare the Mishnaic Hebrew rendering i"103% of the Greek loanword Egvia (RoSEN 1963, 69).

399. Compare the fact that Greek loanwords with initial clusters beginning with ¢ are often resolved by
prothetic epenthesis when rendered in Hebrew: e.g., 2amR optidn, N°00o°R o1doic, N°I750°K onAnviov, and 22170XR

-333-



they demonstrate that, when the first consonant of a complex onset was highly sonorous (see
also 6.5.1.3.3) or perhaps a sibilant, the first consonant of the cluster was not always syllabi-
fied with the following Cv sequence as in Tiberian, but sometimes regarded as extra-syllabic

as in Babylonian, thus prompting an epenthetic to be inserted before the complex onset.

6.5.1.4.3. The Effect of /y/ on Syllable Structure

Like complex onsets whose first radical is either /r/ or /m/ (.rC or .mC), there may be evi-
dence that complex onsets beginning with yod (.yC) also prompt the insertion of a prosthetic
rather than anaptyctic vowel. However, because 1 is used in the Secunda to signify [i:], [i],
[ji(:)], and [j], it is not always clear how to interpret complex onsets beginning with 1. Some

of the possible instances of #yC > #vy.C are listed below:

Nouns:
16ovmH /ysusot/ [(D)i(:)fu:f0:0] 'salvations' Ps. 28:8
p1Poi*” /yribay(y)/  [(?)i(:)ri:Baj]  'those who contend with me'  Ps. 35:1
Tio0a0L /yhidatt/ [J1h1:00:01:] 'my only one' Ps. 35:17
VO /ymino/ [(?)i(:)mi:no:] 'his right hand' Ps. 89:26
TIY /ymin/ [(?)i(:)mi:n] 'the right hand of’ Ps. 89:43
wn /yme/ [(2)i(:)me:] 'the days of’ Ps. 89:46
Verbs:

Woppepey  /yzammerek(k)/  [(?)i(:)zammirik"] 'T will sing to you' Ps. 30:13

wapPep /ydabber/ [(?)i(:)dab:1Rr] '(it) will speak’ Ps. 49:4
A yovv /yhallekun/ [(?)i(:)hal:e:yu:n] 'they will walk' Ps. 89:31
AAN A0V /yhallela/ [(?)i(:)hal:e:lu:] 'they will profane' Ps. 89:32

HOAAET /ymallet/ [(?)i(:)mal:1t’] 'he will rescue’ Ps. 89:49

A transcription like 1un can be interpreted in essentially three different ways, all determined
based on the reading of the initial 1. First, if the 1 represents only /y/ [j], then the word should
be read with an initial cluster beginning with /y/ [j]: wn = /ymé&/ [jme:]. Second, if the 1 repre-

sents only the vowel /i/ [i], then the word should be read as beginning with a vowel: yun =

otpofrrog (HEuMANs 2013, 26-31). Note also 170X otddiov cited in RoseN (1963, 69).

400. Note that spectral imaging of the manuscript has revealed that there is probably no 1 after the B (i.e.,
p1Pai) as others have read it. The correct reading is p1pai.
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/ymée/ [(?)i(:)me:]. KHan suggests that such is the case at least for the transcription wun, posit-
ing the following development: ymé > iymeé > ime (2013h, 551). Third, and finally, if the 1
represents both /y/ and a following short high vowel (i.e., [j1] or [ji]), then the word should be

read with an anaptyctic vowel: /ymé/ [jime:] or [jime:] (see Yupitsky 2017, 32-33, 96-98).

There is insufficient evidence to determine with certainty how the initial 1 in these
transcriptions should be read, but a case can be made that in many of these instances, word-
initial 1 should be read as a simple vowel ([i], [i:], or [?i(:)]). If the transcriber intended to rep-
resent [j1] (or [ji]), he would have been more likely to write 1 with a vowel (1e/ig) or perhaps 1
with trema (7). This point can be illustrated by comparing the rendering of the 3m prefix

/y(e)-/ in gal and pi‘el verbs (forms with a prefixed waw or an /a/ prefix vowel are excluded):

! v/ o i/ x 1€ ie Total
Pi‘el/Polel: 6 (75%) 1(12.5%) 0 0 1(12.5%) 7
Qal: 0 2 (9%) 2 (9%) 13 (59%) 5(23%) 22

Chart 26: Greek Representation of the Pi‘el and Qal 3ms Verbal Prefix in the Secunda

The distribution of transcription conventions between the pi‘el and gal prefixes clearly cuts
against the idea that they both were phonologically realized as /ye-/ and phonetically realized
as [j1]/[ji]. In the gal prefix, transcription conventions favoring a consonant + vowel realiza-
tion (1, ig, 1) are implemented, whereas in the pi‘el prefix, conventions favoring a vowel real-
ization (1) are implemented. Only before ¢ or k, environments in which vowels tend to raise
in the Secunda (see 6.3.2; 6.3.3.1), does the representation of the gal prefix resemble that of
the pi‘el. YupiTsky attributes the use of 1 in the pi‘e/l—instead of 1e/ie as in the gal—to the
raising of /e/ in the environment of yod: i.e., (ve >) yi (> %) (2017, 96-97; 150-53), but this
does not explain the large disparity in the representation of the /y(e)-/ prefix between the pi‘el

and gal stems, both of which begin with yod.

Because Yupitsky does not acknowledge the presence of shewa in the Secunda, the

implication of his theory must be that e > i/ y occurred far more often in the pi‘e/ than in the
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qal for some reason. However, if we affirm that shewa did exist in the phonology of the Se-
cunda, we may explain the disparity between the pife/ and gal prefix forms by assuming a
complex onset in the pi‘e/ stem. Just as the highly sonorous /r/ and /m/ engendered the inser-
tion of an epenthetic vowel before the cluster, so did the even more sonorous /y/ at least on
some occasions. Accordingly, we may suggest that word-initial yod in these forms was an ex-
tra-syllabic semisyllable, assuming the same sort of development that Knan posits for Secun-
da wn (see above) and Babylonian 7%° (ysod > iysod > isod) (Kuan 2013h, 551; see also

YEIviN 1985, 269-82): i.e., W0aPPep = ydabber > iydabber > idabber/idabber:

w w
o o o
poop
popm S
| | L
y d a b e r y m 1 n
18appep = /y.(dab).(bér)/ [(?)i(:)dab:ir] v = /y.(mii).n/ [(?)i(:)mi:n]

Figure 28: Moraic Representation of 1dafpep and yuv

On the other hand, it should not be ruled out that the epenthetic may have been inserted in be-
tween the consonants of the complex onset and was realized as [i] due the preceding /y/,
which subsequently elided: ydabber > yidabber > (?)idabber. This same phenomenon, before
elision, occurs in the Neo-Aramaic dialect of the Jews of Urmi (e.g., ytowli [ji'tifli] 'l sat
down') (KHaN 2008a, 44), and, after elision, in the Neo-Aramaic dialect of the Jews of Arbel
(e.g., *yliple > [?1: li'ple:] 'he learnt") (Knan 1999, 65). Note also the Syriac forms X iteb
'sat' and MA% ida$ 'knew', and 1aA.) igard 'honor' (NOLDEKE 1904, 27). In modern Arabic, it is
common for VC- dialects to realize the reflex of *yukallimii as ikallmu with an initial vowel,
presumably deriving from an initial cluster *ykallmu (Kiparsky 2003, 148). However, it
should be noted that there is not always such a sharp distinction between #yC and #iC pho-
netically. For example, ERwIN notes that in Iraqi Arabic the quality of an initial /y/ in a com-

plex onset is more "vowel-like" (i.e., [i:]) than "consonant-like" (2004, 31).
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There is, in fact, evidence that such variant forms (i.e., yidabber) may have existed at
least side-by-side with those suggested above (i.e., idabber/idabber). For example, at least in
some instances and/or in some forms, a word-initial phonological cluster beginning with yod

was realized phonetically with a vowel (epenthetic or historical) after the yod:

iecovov /ysaw(w)Su/ [jifawSu:] 'they will cry out' Ps. 18:42
ifacovaot /ysusati/ [jaJu:90:0i:] 'my salvation' Ps. 89:27

Yupitsky argues that the € in iecavov represents the etymological prefix for pife/ (2017, 150—
52), but it is better interpreted as an epenthetic even here. In the case of wwsovabt, on the oth-
er hand, the a does seem to reflect the preservation of a historical vowel. It should also be

noted that the frema on the initial 1 in Tidab (see above) probably indicates a consonantal yod.

Consonantal yod is also preserved after the conjunction 1 and the preposition 7:

ovepwvoy  /w-ymindk/ [(P)uj)mi:noy] 'and your right hand'  Ps. 18:36
ovieoafPep /w-ydabber/ [(?)uji0ab:1r] 'and he will speak/subdue' Ps. 18:48
Ae'pnay M-yre?3k/ [ly(i)re:?0:y)/[19j(i)re:?0:y] 'for those who fear you' Ps. 31:20

In the case of ovevay, the lack of 1 in transcription may reflect the weakening of the
semivowel, in which case the € would represent a vowel following the weakened reflex of
consonantal yod [wo?mmi:no:y]. Alternatively, the transition from ov to € may be an uncon-
ventional attempt to signify /y/ [j] (6.3.7.2). In the case of oviedapPep, assuming it is a w +
yigtol form,*" it provides another example in which consonantal yod is preserved. In the case
of Ag'pnoy, the digraph €1 could be an example of &t for long /1/, but this is unlikely since &t
for long /1/ in the Secunda normally occurs only on the main stress of the word. Therefore,
Ae'pnoy should be read as Ae + pnay, in which case it would also indicate a consonantal yod.

Finally, there is one transcription from external sources in which consonantal geminated yod

401. That oviedaPPep is a w + yigtol form is supported by Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, the Vulgate, and
Targum Onkelos. If the form oviedaBfep is actually a wayyigtol form, then it bears a similar syllable structure
to the form pewdnyep (i.e., CHyyVCV) and indicates that geminated yod was typically preserved before shewa.
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with shewa seems to be preserved after the preposition j», contrary to most reading traditions
of Hebrew (see Yubitsky 2017, 96):
LLEONYEL /mey-ydekem(m)/  [mij:10e:yim] 'from your hands' Mal. 2:13
At the same time, however, the consonantal pronunciation of yod does not seem to be
maintained in the plural construct of the word o1 after the inseparable prepositions (cf. YUDIT-

sKy 2017, 63, 181-82, 228):

Biun /b-yme/ [bi:me:] "in the days of' Ps. 49:6
LU /k-yme/ [k"i:me:] 'like the days of' Ps. 89:30

The transcriptions fiun and ywun are more consistent with the general behavior of yod with
shewa in such an environment in other Hebrew traditions. In both Tiberian and Babylonian,
yod in these circumstances is normally elided: e.g., T°X7°% ,727°1,02°7° , 710, "8, 3, A,
s (YEVIN 1985, 525, 773, 891, 1157). There are, however, a number of rare vocalizations,
mostly in Middle and Late Babylonian, in which the yod is pronounced: e.g., 3137, pid™,
o3'%% (normal for MB and LB) (525, 1154, 1157). Even in Old Babylonian, yod at the begin-
ning of a word-initial complex onset was not always pointed with hirig, sometimes being left
without nigqud and sometimes being pointed with Aitfa (i.e., vocalic shewa). One example of
inconsistency is that there is a greater tendency for word-initial yod to be pointed with a hirig

when there is only one syllable that follows it in the word (e.g., 70*) (YEIVIN 1985, 269-71).

In sum, just as in the case of the sonorants /r/ and /m/, highly sonorous /y/ at the be-
ginning of a complex onset in the Secunda seems to bring about a different sort of syllable
structure, namely, the insertion of an epenthetic vowel prior to the consonant cluster. This ap-
proach to epenthesis is shared with the Babylonian tradition. At the same time, however, a
number of counterexamples in the Secunda seem to indicate that this might not have been the
only way that these forms developed in the tradition(s) and pronunciation(s) upon which the
transcriber drew. After all, even in Old Babylonian, there is a degree of inconsistency with re-

spect to the vocalization of these forms (YEivin 1985, 271-75).
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6.5.1.5. Vowel Syncope and Consonant Clusters: CvCvCv(C) > CvCCv(C)
6.5.1.5.1. Short + Short: CvCvCv(C) > CvCCv(C)

In a series of two consecutive short (or shewa) vowels in open syllables, there is a tendency
for the second vowel to undergo syncope: v > @/ CvC Cv(C). Aside from a small number of

exceptions (see below), this phenomenon is general in the Secunda:*”

Nouns:
Mofrop /1-blom/ (< *la-balom)*® [laBlo:m] 'to curb' Ps. 32:9
Aopc® /1-ms0(?)/ (< *la-maso?) [lamts?o:] 'to find' Ps. 36:3
Bapowvm /b-rsond/ (< *ba-rasono) [barts’o:no:] 'in his favor'  Ps. 30:6
OLOACMOVL /w-1soni/ (< *wa-lasoni) [walfoni:] 'and my tongue' Ps. 35:28
dappn /dabré/ (< *dabare) [daPre:] 'words of  Ps. 35:20
Aopodym /1-malkeé/ (< *la-malake) [lamalye:] 'to the kings of' Ps. 89:28

BoAPapap /b-lbdam(m)/ (< *ba-libabamm)  [balPo:fa(m)]  'in their heart' Ps. 35:25
o pmumo /k-bhémot/ (< *ka-bahimot) [k"aBhe:mo:0] 'like cattle' Ps. 49:13
ovPavyaip /w-b-ngdSim/ (< *wa-ba-nigafim) [(?)uPanko:Si:(m)] 'and by smitings' Ps. 89:33
Boedkaboy /b-sedqdtdk/ (< *ba-sadagatak) [b(1)s10k?0:00:y] 'inyourrighteousness' pg 37:2
ovBperaOL  /w-tpelldtl/ (< *wa-tapillati) [(?)uBp"1l:0:0i:] 'and my prayer' Ps. 35:13

Verbs:

ovopnu /w-r{eém/ [warfe:m] 'and shepherd them!" Ps. 28:9
ovadov /w-dSu/ [wadSu:] 'and know!' Ps. 46:11

There are, however, a number of exceptional cases in which this syncope rule does not apply.
First, when syncope would result in a consonant cluster of identical or homorganic conso-

nants, they are broken up by an epenthetic shewa vowel:

OLLLLULIL /Sam(o)mim/ [famimi:(m)] 'peoples’ Ps. 18:48

Aoopapt /I-har(o)r1/ [laharari:] 'for my mountain'  Ps. 30:8

The lack of syncope in these forms may be attributed to the OCP, which states that consonant

clusters are not allowed for identical or homorganic consonants (see McCarTHY 1981; 1986;

402. Note that KHan states that in the Secunda "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" (2013h, 551).

403. We cannot determine with certainty whether the infinitive construct should be reconstructed as *qutul or
*qatol. However, the infinitive construct seems to be attested as gatol elsewhere in the Secunda (e.g., kopmp 27p
[Ps. 32:9]). At least synchronically, then, the forms AafAmop and Aapco reflect syncope of *la-qgatol > lagtol.
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ScawarzwaLD 2013) and are consequently broken up by an epenthetic. This differs from
Tiberian, in which such sequences are geminated unless the first vowel is long: e.g., "7
[har:i:] but 3pR7 [lo:qaqu:] (KHaN 2013h, 545). In Middle Babylonian, the first resh has a vo-
calic segment in similar forms: e.g., 755 (YEvIN 1985, 798). In two examples, one in the

palimpsest and one in external sources, the OCP may block expected syncope (see 6.3.1.3):

Bpedebt /b-redti/ [bor1010i:] 'when I go down' Ps. 30:10

e ede0ey’™ /yledtek(k)/ [jol10901k"] 'l have begotten you' Ps. 110:3

Diachronically, these forms derive from *ba-ridtr and *yaladtika. Synchronically, the forms
presumably derive from *redt + 7 and *yaladt + *ek. At the post-lexical level, the final conso-
nant cluster in the non-suffixed forms *redt and *yaladt would have been resolved by an
epenthetic and likely realized as something like [R1010] and [jo:10006]. When the pronominal
object suffix was added to the verb, the series of CvCvCv at the end of the word should have
resulted in syncope: *peded + *1 > **pedor; *eheoed + *ex > **1ededOey. It seems that syn-

cope was blocked by the homorganic articulation of /d/ and /t/ according to the OCP.***

Second, in two construct forms from original *qatalat, in which we would expect syn-

cope in light of the principles outlined above, a medial /a/ is present:

ovavavafoy /w-Sanwatdk/ [(?)ufanawo:00:y]  'and your humility' Ps. 18:36
Baadaped /b-hadrat/ [bahadara0] 'in raiment of' Ps. 29:2

The only other construct form from original *qatalat in the Secunda (BoedkaBay) exhibits
syncope. Previous scholars have explained the lack of syncope in ovavavaBay and Boadaped
as indicative of either the preservation of the original vowel or the derivation of the form
from a variant pattern (see Yupitsky 2017, 191-93). There is, however, a more likely expla-
nation. According to the Syllable Contact Law (SCL), which has been found to be valid for
Hebrew in two studies of 1"5 verbs (DECAEN 2003; ALvESTAD and Epzarp 2009, 51), a fall in

sonority is preferred in the transition from the end of one syllable to the beginning of another.

404. Compare also the Modern Hebrew form lamadeti *n1n7 (cf. pataxti *annD) (ScawarzwALD 2013, 573).
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When there is an increase in sonority, the cluster may be resolved by means of contact
anapytxis, as in English thatway > thataway (DECAEN 2003, 38-39). The rise in sonority in
the syllables [fan.wo:] and [had.r®0], then, might have been resolved by means of contact
anaptyxis. This explanation is further supported by the fact that anaptyxis seems to occur in a

405

pattern without an original medial vowel (i.e., *gitlat)™™” but with rising sonority at the onset

406

of the second syllable:

epopad /?emrat/ [?rmara0] 'the word of' Ps. 18:31

The same sort of phenomenon is attested in Palestinian Greek epigraphy, probably also due to
the SCL: e.g., Amepog (for Ampog), Avotepov (for Avotpov) (variations 93-94), and
lavaovapiaig (for lavovapiaig) (5/6Hev 11). In Egyptian Koine and Modern Greek, epenthet-
ics also often arise in similar environments: e.g., Egyptian Koine has opayopoc (for
dpayudc), mpayapatog (for mpdyupatog), and peviu[ng] (for puviunc); Modern Greek has

kamvog (for kamvog) (GigNac 1976, 311-12).

These forms may also be compared to such Tiberian forms as ni"nX [?i:ma ro:0] (for
*nivnk [?im'ro:0]; Ps. 12:7) and 5>nng [habi:ma'lo:y] (for 203 [habim'lo:y]; Jer. 22:15) (see
K#aN 2013a, 102). In multiple sonority scales suggested for Tiberian, 7 and ? are both more
sonorous than 7 and 1 (see DECAEN 2003, 38; ALvEsTaD and Epzarp 2009, 49). We may also
compare the transcription afoavnd v128 found in Josephus (Antiq. 3:156), amadave 178X
(Dan. 11:45) and catavn( 1oy (Lev. 19:19) in Theodotion, eoept %7 (Num. 26:49) and
Nwvevn M1 (Gen. 10:11) in the LXX (cf. Nwva M3 in Josephus and Ninua in Akkadian),

and asamath n¥R (Am. 8:14) in Jerome.

Third, in a few instances after 7,2 ,2 and the conjunction 3, syncope does not occur:

ovpooavveai /w-m(a)sanne?ay(y)/ [(?)umasan:i?aj] 'and those who hate me' Ps. 18:41

405. The form 779% does not derive from 77X but is a *gitl biform of "X (*qutl) attested only in the construct
state. A *qitl biform of *qutl is also found in 1192 for typical 792 with a suffix (Fox 2003, 109, 153).

406. The OCP may also be relevant for interpreting the transcription oyopm6 nindg 'wisdom' (Ps. 49:4).
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Boefwbdop /b-Smotam(m)/ [b(1)fomo:0a(m)] 'by their names' Ps. 49:12
Acaymvon /1-$(a)kenaw/ [1(1)faye:naw] 'to his neighbors' Ps. 89:42

According to the rules outlined above, we would expect these forms to be transcribed as
ov(a)puoavveai**, B(a)ouwBap**, and A(a)oynvav**. The explanation for these forms is
unclear, but it is noteworthy (1) that in two out of three instances the second consonant is /s/
and (2) that the syllabic sequence normally prompting syncope occurs across a morpheme
boundary. It may be that the prefixed conjunction or preposition and the subsequent lexeme
were conceived apart from their relationship to one another. Thus, both the affixed word (i.e.,
the conjunction waw or the preposition) and the following word were pronounced as they
were generally. This may be compared to how speakers of Israeli Hebrew generalize the pro-
nunciation of waw as ve- in all contexts, even before initial clusters: e.g., DY DY esrim
ve-shtayim (CorriN and Borozky 2005, 179-180). Note that similar variation also occurs in
both the Leningrad Codex (L) and the Aleppo Codex (A), reflecting non-standard Tiberian

features: e.g., TniNdY3a in L (cf. 7°0iNdwa in A) and 2°vn3 in A (cf. 2°v»3 in L) (BLarp 2016).*

Finally, when an inseparable preposition is attached to a word beginning with a gut-

tural (e.g., BaolmBap), syncope does not often occur.

Before concluding the section, we must also mention that there are a number of words

in which syncope (CvCvCv(C) > CvCCv(C)) occurs in the Secunda but not in Tiberian:

aApnwo /almot/ [falmo:0] 'Alamoth’ Ps. 46:1

€coay /hesddk/ [h1sdo:y] 'your mercies'  Ps. 89:50

afooy /Sabdak/ [fapdo:y] 'your servants'  Ps. 89:51
yaopmBov* /gadrotaw/ [gadro:0aw] 'his walls' Ps. 89:41

407. 1t is likely, however, that the examples 7°0iNdw2 and °v»3 do not represent a phonetic phenomenon, but
merely a graphical one. They may be compared to instances in L and other Tiberian manuscripts in which a
shewa represents a short vowel in a closed syllable: e.g., 1133771 [vaharag nu:hu:] (Judg. 16:2) (Dotan 1985;
KuaN 2013h, 548). However, instances of shewa substituting for patah in forms like 3733771 should be regarded
as an extension of the use of the shewa sign () to indicate short [a], which was the phonetic value of vocalic
shewa in the Tiberian tradition. It is not clear, however, if such a comparison is relevant for 3°0in5%3, in which
the shewa sign is actually substituting for hirig.
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To this list we may add the quotation of the Secunda apBw6 ni277 (Ps. 9:7) found in Chrysos-
tom's commentary on the Psalms. Yupitsky explains these forms by positing two plural

allomorphs, *qVtalim/*qVtalot and *qVtlim/*qVtlot, as original to Hebrew (2017, 193-94).

In the case of aApum6 nin7y, ecday 1°797, and afday T°72¥, however, /a/ insertion in the
plural forms is a feature inherited from Proto-Semitic and attested everywhere in Northwest
Semitic (HUEHNERGARD 1991, 284; 2013); thus, the absence of it can only be explained as the
result of syncope.*”® Moreover, the regular plural pattern with /a/ insertion is attested in non-
suffixed non-construct forms more frequently in the Secunda: e.g., vaxoumd ninpl, cafawd
niR2x. The syllable structure of these words in the Secunda is more similar to that of construct

forms (e.g., *72¥ ,>700 ,ninyy).*”

We might explain this similarity by positing that vowel syn-
cope occurred in these forms before pretonic lengthening was operative, thus aligning them
with the construct forms, in which pretonic lengthening of the second vowel never occurred
because the word was unstressed. However, it is unlikely that a different pattern of syncope
would occur only in these words. Rather, these forms may be explained as the result of the in-
fluence of Aramaic, in which the regular plural base of *qVt/ and *qatil is *qVtl-. Aramaic
forms might also have been more prone to be used when pronominal suffixes were attached
to a noun. Note that two of the forms under discussion (ecoayy, afday) have the Aramaic form
of the 2ms suffix for a plural noun. Finally, it is worth noting that aAp®6 may not necessarily

correspond with ninyy.*"°

The Secunda form yadpwOav is actually more consistent with the general phonotac-

tics of Hebrew than Tiberian 1°n373. Synchronically, a sere that is not the result of compen-

408. Note the spirantized kaf in the Aramaic plural 1291, which indicates an originally post-vocalic consonant.

409. Yupitsky cites the Babylonian construct form n%73 for comparison (Yupitsky 2017, 193), but aside from
the initial /a/ vowel, which would be expected in Babylonian, there is no difference from the Tiberian construct
form n973. In both traditions, the plural form with an addition exhibits a similar syllable structure: e.g., Y0773
and o094 (place name in Josh. 15:36) (YEiviN 1985, 921).

410. Note how in the superscription to Psalm 9, the Masoretic phrase 127 N>y is rendered in the Secunda as

AXpowd Bev or AAum6 Bev and interpreted as 9y 'concerning' + ny» 'death' in Eusebius (Generalis elementaria
introductio, 75.19-22).
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satory lengthening or the collapse of a diphthong is normally reduced to shewa in propretonic
position: e.g., °1p7 but 27°1p1. Diachronically, the sere in the absolute form nin73 is the result
of pretonic lengthening operating on etymological */i/. Thus, instead of the expected form
*#0n1773, the Tiberian form 10773 has been formed based on analogical restoration of the pat-
tern (HUEHNERGARD 2015, 43—44). The Secunda form yadpw6Oav, on the other hand, exhibits
the expected development of such forms. As YubpiTsky points out, similar variants exist in
Tiberian and Babylonian as well, such as vpinxn? (Ps. 96:8) over against 1°0730 (Ps. 100:4)
(2017, 193). The fact that both of these developments are attested in multiple traditions indi-

cates that they have ancient roots.
6.5.1.5.2. Long + Short: CvvCvCvyv > CvvCCvv

Vowel syncope also occurs frequently in a short open syllable between long vowels:*"

HEI®PON /mey-yorde/ (< *yoride) [mij:o:rOe:]  ‘fromthose who go down'  Pg, 30:4
TAUVOL /tomnu/ (< *tamanu) [t’o:mnu:] 'they hid' Ps. 31:5
acooupiu /has-somrim/ (< *has-somirim) [haf:o:mri:(m)] 'those who keep'  Ps. 31:7
iopupov /yo(R)mru/ (< *yomiru) [jo:mRru:] 'they will say' Ps. 35:25
NpPov /heérpt/ (< *heripir) [he:rPu:] 'reproached’ Ps. 89:52

These transcriptions are important because they demonstrate that CVVC syllables were toler-
ated at least on the post-lexical level. In light of the variation in this pattern (see below), how-
ever, the second consonant was probably licensed as a semisyllable (see Knan 1987; 2 013b,

who bases his semisyllable analysis on Kiparsky 2003):

w

o o o
[ A Mo
A
h a s o m r i m

acooupy = /(has).(Soo).m.(rii).m/ [haf:0:mri:m]

Figure 29: Moraic Representation of accmppip

411. For the reduction of vowels in this context, see SucHarD 2016 (112, 115, 137).
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There are a number of exceptions to this rule. First, the plural forms of 2’iX 'enemy’
with suffixes do not necessarily exhibit syncope: (ov)oiefai *2°% (Ps. 18:38, 41), oieBPat "2
(Ps. 30:2), wePn "2 (Ps. 35:19), and oiPay 70X (Ps. 89:52) (see Yupitsky 2017, 126,
128).*"% It is actually possible, however, that a Hebrew form with syncope lies behind these
transcriptions, yet the transition from /y/ [j] to [B] was perceived by the Greek accent as a
short vowel. On the other hand, a sophisticated linguistic explanation may not be necessary. It
is possible that two patters of the gal plural participle existed side-by-side. The Sephardic
communities, for example, differentiate between the biblical pronunciation somerim and the
Mishnaic pronunciation somrim (Kuan 2013h, 549). Morever, though a word like 1Y was
normally realized as somru in Tiberian, early masoretic sources indicate that there may have
been variation from reader to reader, some pronouncing it as somru and others as somari

(Knan 1987, 56-57).

Second, as above, when syncope would result in a cluster of identical or homorganic

consonants, they are broken up by an epenthetic shewa vowel according to the OCP:

EPOUEUEY, /?rom(a)mek(k)/ [?1RO:mImik"] 'T will exalt you' Ps. 30:2
BomBapnvi /tsob(a)bén1/ [t"(1)s0:PaPe:ni:] 'you surround me' Ps. 32:7
owpafevvov /ysob(o)bennii/  [(?)i(:)so:BaPm:mu:] '(it) will surround him' Ps. 32:10

A similar phenomenon occurs in Tiberian as well, in which the first of two consecutive she-
was on two identical consonants affer a long vowel is realized as vocalic shewa: e.g., 27710
[so:rari:m] (Isa. 30:1) with shewa, but 2°77i0 [so:rari:m] (Ps. 68:7) with hatef-patah.
Third, syncope is blocked if the following onset marks a significant rise in sonority:
ovyaAov*® /yuk(a)lu/ [Jualu:] 'they will be able'  Ps. 18:39
Yupitsky interprets the o in this form as indicating the preservation of etymological short */a/
in an open unstressed syllable (2017, 70, 134-35). This is indeed probably the case, since it is

the only instance of etymological */a/ in this environment in the Secunda, yet there may be

412. In the last case, i may be interpreted as representing [ji] or [ji].
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another factor that facilitated its preservation. As in the case of avavaBay, Poadaped, and
enapad (see above), there is a ri