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n the second half of the first miıllennı1um the texTi of the Hebrew WAas
transmıiıtted form of wrıting that represented the consonantal phonemes but left
the maJorıity of the vowels and also consonantal geminatıon wıthout graphic CXDICS-
S10N. When the read AalOUl the reader ollowe! tradıtıon of pronuncılation
that transmıiıtted OTi and changed wıth the PAassSagc of time. At SOINC per10
between the seventh and nınth centurlies circle of cholars Tıberias known

Masoretes recorded In wriıtten form IMa of the missiıng etaıls of the pronunc1a-
10N of Bıblical Hebrew, includıng the vowels, consonantal geminatıon and CVOCN the
dıstincetion between the allophones of SOINC of the consonantal phonemes. They also
recorded the musıcal cantıllation of the eadıng tradıtıon. The System of S12NS CIC-
ated by the Tıberjan Masoretes 118 represent these detaıls 1S known the Tıberjan
vocalızatiıon System. During the ı1ddle Ages other vocalızatıon Systems WeTIC de-
veloped, hıich sed dıfferent S1gNs, notably the abylonıan and the Palestinian
Systems. The Tıberijan System, however, became standardızed and oradually replace:
the others.
We mMus  J distinguıish the Tıberian vocalızatıon system form the or1gın. Tıberian
Hebrew pronuncılatıon, hıich it designed represent. Thıs the pronuncla-
tıon of Hebrew hıch sed the tradıtional eadıng of the the regıon
of Tıberi1as duriıng the seventh-nınth centuries the 1ddle Ages the Tıberian
pronuncılatıon enjoyed CoNnsıderable prestige and used not only in Tıberias but
also by Jewıish cholars throughout the Near kast, who consıdered ıt super10r 118} the
ocal pronuncılation tradıtions that WEeTIC commonly ollowe: In theır region.. Despıte
thıs prestige, the Tıberian pronuncılation of Hebrew, hıch OT: transmıtted
tradıtion, 15 NO  S extinet. None of the pronunclatiıon tradıtions of the Hebrew
that In AI ONS eWIlS communıties oday derıve from the Tıberian LUuN-
clation. The Tıberian vocalızation tradıtion, the other hand, has Survived In
wriıtten form
The or1gınal Tıberjan pronunclatıon that hes the vocalızatiıon S1ZNS be
reconstructed from several SOUTCECS. These nclude

Masoretic and grammatıcal primary importance the from Palestine,
especlally the orthoepic work Hidayat al-qäri “The gulde for the reader’ by the araıte

1 raham ibn Ezra, Seper ha-sahut, ed. Lippmann, 1827, 3b; al-Qırqgisani,
Kı al-"anwär wa-I-mardaqib, ed. emOY, New York, 1939-43, 140; Klar, Mehqarim Ve-

1yyunım ballason uUVasıprul, Tel-Avıv, 1954, 4 ö 3728
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grammarlan ’Abü al-Fara]) Aarün. The grammarlans from medieval ‚paın sometimees
describe the artıculatiıon of sound eater detaıl than the Eastern SUOUTCES. Although all
the Hebrew grammarlans the ıddle Ages SITrOvVe base theır phonetic descriptions
the Tıberian pronunclation tradıtion, In SOINC the descriptions of the Spanıish
grammarlans MaYy ave een influenced by 0Ca Lype of pronunclation that differed irom
the Tiberian.} Their descriptions, therefore, ave be treated ıth caution.

Transcriptions of the Tiıberian pronuncılatıon 'adıtıon into Arabıc scr1pt IC found
in medieval manuscrIipts written by Karaites (a medieval sect of Judaism).“

The usSse of Hebrew letters and Tıberian vocalization S1Q2NS represent ther languages.
particular importance medieva that represent 1C thıs way.

thıs attempt 15 made present the maın features of the Tiberian PIO-
nuncıation tradıtion based the latest esearch the aforementioned medieval
SOUTITCECS

Consonants

Most Consonants ave tWO forms of grap.  C representation the Tiıberian vocalı-
zatıon tradıtion, that they wrıtten eıther wıth wıthout dot known dı
Thıs dages sıgn 15 wriıtten insıde the letter the aryngals, pharyngals and resS,
however, da 1S not written, eXCcept few isolated Casecs SOIMC manuscrı1pts,
CONsoNants that do nNOot contaın dages ave horizontal lıne wrıtten OVeT theem
known FaDEeE. The markıng of thıs FADeE sıgn 15 optional. According tOo Hidayat al-

makes the letter heavy and FaDe makes ıt soft’ (al-dages yutaqgqıil al-
harf wa-l-rape yurkrthi) and "dages 15 strengthening 16 the phonetic
realızatıon of the letter (al-dages huwa tasdiıd yahsil JE al-haGeoffrey Khan  grammarian ’Abü al-Faraj Harün.” The grammarians from medieval Spain sometimees  describe the articulation of a sound in greater detail than the Eastern sources. Although all  the Hebrew grammarians in the Middle Ages strove to base their phonetic descriptions on  the Tiberian pronunciation tradition, in some cases the descriptions of the Spanish  grammarians may have been influenced by a local type of pronunciation that differed from  the Tiberian.? Their descriptions, therefore, have to be treated with caution.  2. Transcriptions of the Tiberian pronunciation tradition into Arabic script which are found  in medieval manuscripts written by Karaites (a medieval sect of Judaism).‘  3. The use of Hebrew letters and Tiberian vocalization signs to represent other languages.  Of particular importance are medieval texts that represent Arabic in this way.”  In this paper an attempt is made to present the main features of the Tiberian pro-  nunciation tradition based on the latest research on the aforementioned medieval  SOUICES.  Consonants  Most consonants have two forms of graphical representation in the Tiberian vocali-  zation tradition, in that they are written either with or without a dot known as dages.  This dages$ sign is written inside the letter. In the laryngals, pharyngals and res$,  however, dages is not written, except in a few isolated cases. In some manuscripts,  consonants that do not contain dageS have a horizontal line written over theem  known as rape. The marking of this rape sign is optional. According to Hidayat al-  qäri ‘dage$ makes the letter heavy and rape makes it soft’ (al-dage$ yutaqqil al-  harf wa-I-rape yurkthi) and ‘dages is a strengthening which occurs in the phonetic  realization of the letter” (al-dages$ huwa ta$did yahsil ft al-harf ... bi-kasiyyatihi)  This ‘heaviness’ of letters is brought about by increased muscular pressure of speech  organs resulting in processes such as closure (al-tabq) or constriction (al-damm).6  z  For this text see ‘I. Eldar, The Study of the art of correct reading as reflected in the medieval  treatise Hidäayat al-Qari, Jerusalem, 1994; idem, ”Mukhtasar (an abridgement of) Hidäyat al-qari,  a grammatical treatise discovered in the Genizah’ in J. Blau and S.C. Reif (eds.), Genizah research  after ninety years: The case of Judaeo-Arabic, Cambridge, 1992, 67-73, idem, ‘Bab mahall al-  hurüf from Kitab Hidayat al-qäri: Critically edited with Hebrew translation, commentary and  introduction’, L&$Sonenu XLV (1980-81), 233ff. and ‘Hebrew orthoepy’ Tarbiz LIV (1984-85), 25-  43.  3  The Spanish grammarian Ibn Janah (11th century) expressed regret that in Spain there were no  traditional readers and teachers (ruwat wa-”ashab al-talgin) with a first-hand knowledge of the  Tiberian pronunciation tradition (Kitab al-luma ©. Le livre des parterres fleuris. Grammaire  Hebraique en arabe d’Abou’'l-Walid Merwan ibn Djanah de Cordoue publi&e par Joseph  Derenbourg, Paris, 1886, 322-323).  4  For the background of these texts see G. Khan, Kararte Bible manuscripts from the Cairo  Genizah, Cambridge, 1990.  S  See G. Khan, ‘The function of the shewa sign in Judaeo-Arabic texts’ in J. Blau and S.C. Reif  6  eds., Genizah research after ninety years, \05-111.  Hidäyat al-qäri fol. 9a-b; ed. Eldar, L&&onenu XLV (1980-81), 233-259, lines 15-16, 37-38.  —  4R  <  y  24 HD  C  \ebi-kasiyyatihi)
Thıs ‘heavıness’ of letters 15 brought about by increased muscular PTCSSUTC of speech
OTrgans resulting PTOCCSSCS such closure al-tabq OT constriction (al-damm).®

For thıs text SCC *a- Eldar, The Study of the of correct readıng reflected IN the medieval
freatıse Hidayat al-Qadri, Jerusalem, 1994; idem, Mukhtasar (an abrıdgement of) Hidayat al-qäri,

grammatıca) treatise discovered the Genizah’ Jlau and eıif (eds.), Genizah research
fter nınety YVCAPS. The aSe of Judaeo-Arabic, Cambrıdge, 1992, 67-73, idem, ‘Bab mi al-
hurüf irom Kitabh Hidayat al-qäri: Critically edıted wıth Hebrew translatıon, ommentary and
introduction’, LeEsonenu XLV ja  '9 233{7 and Hebrew orthoepy Tarbız LIV l  ' vA

The Spanısh grammarlan Ibn Janäh 1th cen! expressed regreit that In Spain there WEIC
tradıtional readers and teachers (ruwat wa- ashab al-talqın) ıth first-hand owledge of the
Tıberian pronunclation 'adıtıon (Kitab al-Iuma Le Iıvre des parterres fleurı1s. Grammaıre
eb)raique arabe d’Abou 7-Walıd Merwan ıbn DyJanah de Cordoue publıee Joseph
Derenbourg, Paris, 1886, 322-323).

For the background of ese SCcCC Khan, araılte Bıble MaNuUusSCTIDtS from the Ca1ro
Genizah, ambrıdge, 990

See Khan, “The function of the shewa sıgn in Judaeo-Arabic texts lau and eif
eds., Geniızah research fternınety YVCAIS, 05-1

Hidayat al-qari fol. Ya-b; ed. Eldar, LEsonenu XLV 80-81), 233-259, lIınes 15-16, 37-38
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The Tıberian pronunclation tradıtion of 1DI1Ca| Hebrew

Ihe dages sıgn sed maınly In TWO These (1) that
geminated and (Z) the CONsoNaAantTts bet, gimel, dalet, kap, DC, [AW when they

WEeIC ealızed plosive.‘ both Circumstances the letter wıth da;
pronounced wıth greater PTICSSUTC than ıts Counterpart wıthout the da; 1s thıs
increased PFECSSUTC, hıch 15 both, that the Masoretes marke: Ihey dıd
nOot explicıtly mark Consonant geminatiıon but only increased muscular PTCSSUIC,
WHNI1C| component of geminatıon.
Dages pronounced wıth varyıng degrees of strength. The Masoretic SOUTCCS

distinguıish three dıfferent degrees. These usually eferred tOo connection wıth
the word D ‘houses’, the of IC} Was sa1d tOo ave been pronounced
weaker than the word Qa (unıts of measure)’. SOINEC circumstances,
however, the strength of the da; of SE intermediate between the ON heard
in the normal pronuncı1atıon of thıs word and the OMNC iın the word D3 ccordıing

the asorete Ben Naphıtalı thıs intermediate strength of da OCccurred In
of Da wıth secondary accent the rst syllable. ccording to Ben er

it Ooccurred only Cascs where there secondary accent, VIZ. Deut 1,
and Chron 28:1 1, both ofhıch ave the accents gadına and azla.

‘Alep (8) /?/

onel1ic realızatıon: Gilottal plosıve [£]
‘Alep takes da four words In the standard Tiberian vocalızatıon 'adıtıon 55 198 ]

and they brought hım (Gen 137 L and they brought us (Ezra 8:18),
you bring (Lev 158 w eYy wWeTe noTt seen’ (Job ccording

Hidayat al-qäri, alep COU. not be made CaVYy by increased muscular PTCSSUTGC, 1C
characteristic of dage$. In these four places the reader attempte introduce

°‘heavıness’ into the pronuncılation of the alep but it Was NOT made ‘heavy geminated. ”
Thıs WOU. however, ave ensured that the pronuncılatiıon of the lep Was NOT elıded

Bet
Phonetic realızatıon:

Bet wıth dages (3). Voiced 11labıa. StOp ([b|
Bet wiıthout dages (3). Voiced labio-dental V}

These Consonant: had plosive and fricatıve allophone (see below).
Hidayat al-qäri, CIite: by Eldar, “The double pronunclation of the Tiberian reS’, Lesonenu

IL-XLVIX (1984-5), 2FE Mishael ben "Uzzrel, Kitab al-Kilaf, ed. Lipschütz,
Jerusalem, 1965, 18; Sefer Ta’ame ha-Migra (a Hebrew adaptatıon of the Hidäyat al-qäri), ed.

Mercerus, Parıs, 1565 [facsımile edıtiıon, Jerusalem, See further: otan ed., The
Diqduqge hatt&amim of Ahädron ben Mose ben A  Ser, Jerusalem, 1967, I’ 15-16; Yeıvin, The
Aleppo codex of ' the study Of ıts vocalızatıon and accentuatıon [ın Hebrew|], Jerusalem,
1968, 144-145; en-Davıd, ‘Concerning hat dıd Ben er and Ben Naphıtalı dıffer?’”, Tarbiz
XMXVI 956-57), 401-402
9  o Fol 9a-9b, ed. Eldar, Le&sonenu ALV. lines 2022

al-mutakallim mutakallıf /i- "idkal al-tatqtı! frhi wa-huwa Ia yutaqqgal (fol 10a, ed. Eldar,
LE&sonenu XLV, Iines -4
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Hidayat al-qäri that the het wıth dages pronounced by closıng the lıps fırmly
the Karaıte transcrıpt10ns It represented by 1C ha
According Hidayat al-qari, bet ıth FaDeE pronounced by closing the lıps lıghtly aken
Dy 11  e thıs could be description of 1labıa. artıculatıon of hbet FaDe. 'hıs nOot COMN-

firmed, however, by ther SOUTCECS. The lıght closure of the lıps would ave accompanıied
labıo-denta articulatıon and OU! it thıs secondary eal that the author refers to.  12
Elsewhere 1 the Hidayat al-qärıi it stated that het FaDe and consonantal waw have the
SaIllec pronunclatıon: ‚very |consonantal Wa  S at the end of word ı pronounced, accord-

the Palestinians, wıth Ithe pronunclatiıon of] het rape’. 13 hıs feature 1 alluded Iso
the masoretico-grammatical treatise the SCWa which published by Levy:

°‘KNOW that CVETIY waw which ı prefixe: the eginniıng of word and has 'CWd read
wıth (the pronuncı1atıon of) het INGC: It pronounced if It WEIC the letter bet
P  L ,  and he say  9 We know irom Davıd ben raham al Fası that alestine CON-

sonantal ese CIrcumstances Was pronounced labiıo-denta (see the description
of waw below for detaıls) It follows therefore that het FaADeE Was d labio-dental
Hidayat al-qari describes the [b| allophone IM asl) and the M allophone
secondary (far

Gimel

Phonetic realızatıon
ımel wıth dages (3) Voiced elar Stop 1g]
ımel wıthou! dages (3) Voiced vular icatıve [K]

According Hidayat al-gqärı gimel wıth dages articulated wıth the miıddle of the
tongue (wast al-lisan). ”® The araıte transcriptions represent it by Arabıc jım OT, CCa-

sionally, by kaf. ese Arabıc letters WEeTIC pronounced respectively voiced palatal
plosıve and unvoiced elar plosıve mewıthout dages, the ther hand, Was

articulated further back, the poster10r thırd of the tongue IC adjacent the
pharynx, opposıte the So: palate. ““ The Karaıte transcr1iptions represent wıth Arabıc
gayn, 1C| pronounced voiced vular fricative.?”
Hidäayat al-qäri describes the [g] allophone asl) and the 3 allophone
secondary (far

Fols 10b 1la, ed Eldar LeEsonenu N lınes 88
Eldar ommentary thıs DasSsSagec IS

13 Eldar \ 5573931 1 DAl CA (1984), Hebrew section

Levy, Zur masoretischen Grammatık 936
Fol cf. Eldar Lesonenu K lınes 73
Fols 10a-10b ed Eldar Lesonenu DV lIınes 73
Thıs the pronuncı1atıon escr1ıbe: Dy the early Arabiıc aMNanans Sıbawayhı and al-Kalıl

(8th cen! Ibn Sinäa the 1 1th century describes j/im pronounced slıghtly further forward ct.
Roman tude de Ja phonologıe el de Ia morphologıe de Ia kome arabe Aıx Provence 1983

101 106 218 The Karaıiıte usually render gimel ages wıth JEm due Ifs being
voiced consonantal plosıve close the place of artıculatıon of [g] It preferred kd) hıch
dıffered from Jjım being nOoTt only voiceless and but Iso aspırated It general princıple of
the that voiced sounds WeTC transceribed by ONC that voiced but of slightly
diıfferent place of artıculatiıon rather than by unvoiced er of the Same place of artiıculation

tult al lisan yalı al hulqum qudam al hank (Hidayat al-qarı fol 10a, ed Idar
Lesonenu XN lIınes 58 59)

ccording the early Arabiıc ZTaMMarManNnSs Sıbawayhı and al Kalıl cTt. Roman, Etude, 218
Fols 10a, cf. Eldar Lesonenu ME 254 58
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alet

Phonetic realızatıon
alet wıth dages () Voiced post-dental stop (d]
alet wiıthout dages 6*3) Voiced post-dental firıcatıve [Ö]
ccording Hidäyat al-gäriı dalet Was artıculated wıth ‘the end of the tongue and the flesh
of the eeth the ZUMS Likewise Saadya describes the place of articulation of dalet
being adjacent the insıde of the teeth When the er had dages the
pressed fırmly agaılnst the SUMmMs When IT wıthout dages the tongue pressed lıghtly
agaınst the ZUums. Both 'Oorms of the er werTre artıculated the Samnec place The fte!]  3 end
of the ongue could include both the tIp and the Most of Seper Yesira
that ale: Was artiıculated ıth °the beginning of the tongue’ (TW RI“ but 15 1
equaliy The Spanısh grammarıan Ibn Janaäh specıfies that it
artiıculated ıth the of the tongue and noTt the tip.* This corresponds the description

ON VeIS10ON of Seper Yesira, where it stated that the letters m35 WeTC articulated
ıth the mM of the tongue.“* It i CaSıler, however, interpret Hidayat al-qari refer-
U} the ontact between the tongue tip and the ZUMS. artiıculatiıon wıth the of
the tongue wıth the ZUMS would ave involved ontact ıth the ee!
Hidayat al-gqäri describes the (d]} allophone PIIMATYy asl) and the [Ö] allophone
secondary (far‘)6
TIhe medieval scholar Isaac srael|ı (9th-10th Centurıes )’ who had knowledge of
the Tiberian readıng 'adıtıon saıd ave pronounced dalet wıthout dages wıth ON-

dary emphatic (1 velarızed uvularızed) artıculatıon [Ö] words VIZ 131758 °hIis
palace (Dan 45) and S  r  f—  r  n and they ave en (Jer 27

taraf al lisan lIahm al- (Fol 10b ed Eldar Lesonenu XLV lIines 67-69
ft dtInt innahad IU  ur al- min dakiliha min laha ( Commentaire SUr le efer

Yesıra Lıvre de creatıon Je (1302N Saadya de 'ayyoum, ed and trans ayer ambert,
Parıs 891 75)

CT TueNwa. ‘A prelımınary rıtical dıtıon of efer Yezıra Israel Oritental Studıes ]
(1971), 147 deper Yesira likely ave een wriıtten the 7th Sth century hıs date has
een propose the basıs of Ifs Oontent The ack of an Yy reference vocalızatıon SIENS would
place it before the vocalızatıon Systems had een fully developed by the Masoretes whereas Its
phonetic classıfıcatiıon of the Hebrew letters NOT found the Talmud cf. ayer ambe: (ed
and Commentaıre le eier Yesıra, ome of Ifs phonetic Concepts ave parallels the
works of the Arab STaIMAaMans 1C INaYy be taken evidence that IT not wrıtten before the
beginning of the Trab per10d c12 Bravmann '"aterialıen und Untersuchungen den
phonetischenen der Araber öttiıngen 934 ccording orag (Festschrift fOor
Tur S1nal Jerusalem 1959-60 233 the phonetic descr1ptions Seper Yesira reflect the
pronuncıatıon of Hebrew Babylonia, must be sed wıth CcCaution hen r  Aın the
Tiıberian pronuncı1atıon 'adıtıon

Kitab al Iuma ed Derenbourg, Parıs 886 fa- INNa dalika al taraf laysa UWd
asalat al lisan hal UWdGd arfa Min al- asala galtilan 15 end (of the ongue) NOL the Uıp of
the tongue but hat poster10r the U1p

FD 1Wn L4 55v9 m35 the Oommentary by Saadya, ed ayer AambDe!
Fol cf. Idar Lesonenu XLV 254 58

Schreiner "Zur Geschichte der Aussprache des Hebräischen VI (18386) 20
Mann ex[fs and studıes Jewısh hiIstory and Iıterature New ork 9772 670 106 ukes
I1 OD 9 021P übingen 1845-46 73 Grossberg, eier Yezırah ascrıbed the
Patrıarch braham wıth cComMUNENLAFrY DyY UunNASı ben T1 amım London 902
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He (M)
Phonetic realızatıon 1CcCalıve [h]
According Hidayat al-qari the er he could noOot be made ‘heavy by increased muscular
DFESSUTC and COu not take dages dot ı Ina he indicates that the er Was be
pronounced COoNsonant opposed eing mater lectionıs for fınal vowel, 1
[15: °to her  9 but b ple [malko:] *queen’. dot ıth thıs ction 1 fınal he Was known

ADDIG (lıtterally “bringing Ouf PFrONOUNCINS OT, the Arabıc erminology of Hidaäyat
al qgarı zuhür ( aDDCATANCEC

Waw (1) /w/

Oonelic realızatıon Labio-denta: M and 10 elar sem1-vowel |W|
According Hidayat al-gqarı the place of artıculatiıon the lıps The er Was DIo-
nounced by closıng the lıps lıghtly aken by ıtself, thıs WOU. be description of 1labıa.
articulation. The lıght closure of the lıps, however, would ave accompanied labio-dental
articulation and it INnaYy ave een thıs secondary ea that the author refers to.
avl ben raham al-Fası (10th century), the Palestinian Karaite lexicographer states

explicıtly that alestine consonantal Wa  < both ıth and wıthout dages pronounced
labio-denta132 ther SOUTCECS refer the fact that alestine consonantal Wa  <

pronounced the SaImllec WaYy het wiıthout dages, M hıs ‚ onfirmed by the Karaıite
'anscrı 10NS SOMME of which represent both het FaDeE and consonantal WaW by Arabıc ha

,B 6_ JX j 9} (V”3°N)  F ‘hıs enemi1es’ Num. Z enl I}
When 5fe?:éded ollowe: by vowel pronounced labıo-velar sem1-vowel
[w| Thıs eferred by MißSa ‘ e] ben Uzzi e] connection ıth the word 57
[ufuw'W9!] and Puwwa’ (proper name) (Gen 13)35 In SOINC manuscr1pts dot

consonantal Wa  S eIOr vowel, 1L1E) [vajjifta:ha wu:] and they prostrated
themselves’ eul 25} 123 [t5WU:] ‘they span (Ex 3526)36 hI1s dot be identified

the SIN for the vowel SIN and reflects the pronunclation of the WAawW the
glıde [W| Sometimes Wa  = before vowel mar' wıth FaADE, 11437 Vvanıq Wu: ]
and they gather (Jer 17) 3'] Thıs OU! eflects the weaker INOIC OPpCNH DTrONUN-

Clatıon of the approxımant [W] relatıve the labio-dental fricatıve [V]

Fol 9a-9b ed Eldar Lesonenu XLLNV. Iines
29 Fol ed Eldar Lesonenu XLV iıne

Fols 10b-1 la, ed Eldar LeE&sonenu MN lines 88
C1. Eldar Lesonenu XLV 75
Kitab Jamıiı al Alfaz, ed 0SSS vol New Haven 1945 45122
CT MıSa el ben Uzzı el Kitab al-Kilaf, ed Lipschütz Jerusalem 965 Eldar The

Hebhrew Language Tradıtıon 'edieval Ashkenaz (ca 950) 1350 C.E.) Jerusalem 1978 vol
85 iıdem Lesonenu 81), 259 and UCA (1984) Hebrew section RH

C Khan araıte Bıble INAaNUSCTIDS form the Ca1iro Genizah Cambridge 1990
MıSa e] ben Uzzı el Kıitab al Kilaf, ed Lipschütz, Hebrew section p
C Yeıvın Introduction the Tıberian Masorah |translated by E.J Revell] Scholars Press

1980 285-6
37 Yeıvın Introduction the Tiberian Masorah 286
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Zayın (T)
Phonetic realızatıon: Voiced alveolar 1bilant 1z|
According Hidayat al-qäri, the place of artıculation 15 the teeth *3 hıs eviıdently refers
the mMoOovemen! of the teeth accompanyıng the pronuncılation of the sıbılants The author o€es
nNnot mention the action of the tongue, 1C| Was the maın articulator.”” The Seper Yesira
describes Za being articulated the ee! wıth resting tongue’, ‘flat tongue’
according SOIMNC versions.”® In both ese the intention INaYy ave een that the
tongue tip Was not engaged In the artıculation of the etter, Le. it Was artiıculated ıth the

Hidayat al-qari mentions B varıant of the er Zayın 1C. 1S eferred by the Tıberian
cholars LaUAV makrük.““ The epıthet makruük Wäas sed by the T1ıberian cholars
describe Iso varlant type of FeS. It apparently eferred emphatic (LE velarızed
uvularızed) artıculation of the letter.® It aPPCAars, therefore, that Zayın had ın emphatıc
allophone Z], though its dıstrıbution 1S unknown.

Het (77)
Phonetic realızatıon: Unvoiced pharyngal frıcatıve [h]
Hidayat al-qari 0€es NOt distinguish between the place of articulation of the laryngals and
that of the pharyngals. OoOme medieval grammarlans, however, that hef and Its voiıced

ayn were artıculated less deep the throat than alep and BDan Het COU. not be
made hea’ by dage$.” It 1S transcribed by Arabic ha’ In the araıte transcriptions.

Fol 10b, ed. Eldar, Lesonenu ALV, lıne
39 ( Eldar, L&e&sonenu ALN.

K 1711000227 112710 WDE 112207 1’, ed ruenwald, 147
The Hidaya SCS the Arabıc letter NaImne.

ar, Lesonenu ALVIN-XLIX, The Yemeniıte orthoepic treatiıse known the Hebrew
Mahberet ha-Tijan, IC based the long version of the Hidaya, contaıns similar
statement: 13R N 0J M mmS 27° I> “They (1.e. the Jews of Palestine) have a
Zayın called makrük, but it 15 unfamilıar (Le the Jews of Yemen)’ (ed. M.J. Derenbourg,
'anuel du lecteur, Parıs, 1879, 81); ct. orag, DD m15155 17 Festschrıift tor N.H.
Iur SInal, Jerusalem, 1959-60, 219, 45
( Khan, “Ihe pronunclation of res the Tıberian 'adıtıon of 1DI1Ca.| Hebrew’, appear

C(A
Ibn Janäh, Kı al-Iluma , ed Derenbourg, 26-27; enahem ben Sarug, Mahberet, ed

Filipowski, Löndon, 1854,
Hidayat al-qäri, fol Ya-9b, ed. ar, Lesonenu ALNV. Iınes 20292 ertaın features of

vocalızation suggest that gemination of het Wäas Ost later than that of its voiced ayn
When the gemination of ese CONsoNantTs Was g1ven the preceding vowel lengthened by
compensatıon. At SOMIMEC per10d the Ist millenn1um the vowel shıft EX [3 took place
the readiıng 'adıtıon that the ancestor of the Tıberian pronunclatıion. An originally short [a]
vowel that has een compensatorily lengthened before ayn has the quality of 197 whereas before
het it ften has the qualıity of El C F  Ar ho:fom] *[ ha11aım] Wn [ha:’ho:Öö88]*[hal_1ho:ösé]. hıs be explained reflexion: of the fact that the l0ss of gemination of ayn
took place before during the per10d 1C the [a:] [91] shıft operated. The l0ss of geminatıon
of het, however, took place ifter ıt had ceased operate It aDDCAaIrs from the vocalızation that the
gemination of Iso he ost later than that of ayn, C Nr 'his feature of
historical phonology Was ou the result of the unvoırced gutturals Ih} and [h] avıng INOTS
fortis artıculation than the voiced [ ]
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Tet (&)
Phonetic realızatıon: emphatıc (1 velarızed uvularızed) unvoiced alveolar plosıve [t]
ccording Hidäyat al-qäari, it artıculated ıth the tongue tip and the gums.

® /3/
Oonelic realızatıon: palatal unrounded sem1-vowel
According Hidayat al-qäri, it articulated ıth the miıddle of the tongue (wast al-
lisan). aadya states that the Tıberians pronounced yod wıth dages lıke Arabic Jjim.
According the early 1C amMmanans Sıbawayhı and al-Kalıl cen!Jım
realized voiced palatal Stop [j > which had the SaIllc place of artıculation ya In
SOINEC of the early 1C dialects geminated Was pronounced ike Jiım hıs Was the
result of strengthening the artıculation of stop sımılar phenomenon
ave taken place in the Tıberjan pronuncılatıon 'adıtıon

Phonetic realızatıon
Kap wıth dages (5) Unvoiced elar Stop [k]
Kap wiıthout dages (2) Unvoiced uvular fricatıve [X]
According Hidayat al-qäri, kap wıth dages Was artıculated ıth the mıddle of the (OoNguUE
(wasf al-lisan).“” Kap wiıthout dages, the er hand Wäas articulated further back, the
poster10r third of the t(ongue, which ı adjacent the pharynX, opposıte the So: palate.”
The Karaite transcr1ptions represent ıt wıth 1C ka“‚ which Was pronounced
unvoiced vular fricatıve
We KNOW from TEE| transcrıptions that the Irs half of the fırst millennı1um plosıve
Kap pronounced wıth aspıratıon Thıs lıkely ave een the Cas:! Iso the
Tıberian pronuncılatıon 'adıtıon In the Karaıte transcr1ıpl10Ns plosive kap ıth dages
represented by Arabic ka_’ which aspırate: 53

Hidayat al-qari describes the [K} allophone PIIMAaL'Yy asl) and the allophone
secondary (far

Fol 10b ed Eldar Lesonenu XN lınes 67-69 See the desscription of dalet above for
discussion of this PassSagc.
47 Commentary the Seper Yesira, ed. ambert, 42-43
( Roman, Etude, 01106, 218 Ibn Sina 1 the 1th Century describes Jım pronounced

slıghtly further 'OrWar! oman 243-46)
Fols 10a-10b ed Eldar Lesonenu XN Iınes 73
tult al-lisan yalı al hulqum qudam al hank (Hidayat al-qäri, fol 10a, ed Idar

Lesonenu XÄLV, lınes 58-59)
ccording the early Arabıc aImanıans Sıbawayhı and al-Kalıl; cf. Roman, Etude, 218

Kutscher, JIS (1965), 22435
53 Roman Etude, 55
54 Fols 10a cf Eldar Lesonenu MN 254 58
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(>)
onelic realızatıon: Voiced alveolar ateral continuant [1]
ccording Hidayat al-qäri, the articulation of thıs er involved the CcContact of the
tongue tıp ıth the gums.

Mem (2)
Phonetic realızatıon: Voiced 1-1abıa. nasal [m]

Nun (3)
onelic realızatıon: Voiced alveolar asal In
ccording Hidayat al-qäari, ıt articulated ıth the end of the tongue and the gums.
Ibn an: distinguıishes between the NÜU.:  - ıth followıng vowel, hıch Was pronounced
ıth admixture of nasal rEeESONANCE, and N:  > wıthout vowel, hıch Was artıculate:
entirely in the asal cavity.””

Samek (D) /s/
onelıc realızatıon: Unvoiced alveolar ıbılant IS |
ccording the medieval SOUITCCS, ıt Was articulated the SaIinec place the er zayın,
apparently ıth the of the tongue rather than the tıp (see the description of Zzayın
above).

"Ayın (Y) //
Phonetic realızatıon: Voiced pharyngal fricatıve [%]
Hidayat al-qari does NOL distinguish between the place of articulation of the aryngals and
that of the pharyngals ome medieval grammarlans, however, that het and ıts voiced
counterpart ayn WeTC artiıculated less deep In the hroa! than alep and ]1659 Ayıin could nNnOoTt
be made hea by dage$.”

Fol 10b, ed Eldar, Le&sonenu AL lIınes 67-69 See the description of dalet above for
discussion of thıs pasSagc.
5/

Fol 10b, ed. Eldar, Lesonenu XLV, Iines 67-68
Kitab al-luma’, ed. Derenbourg, 27-28

58 Hidäyat al-qäri, fol. 10b, ed ar, LeEsonenu Iıne eper Yesira, ed. TUuUeNWa|
147

Ibn Janäh, Kitab al-luma *, ed Derenbourg, 26-27; enahem ben Sarug, Mahberet, ed.
Fılıpowski,

Hidayat al-qäri, fol. 9a-9b, ed. Eldar, Le&sonenu AL lIınes 20272



Geoffrey Khan

Pe /p/
Phonetic realızatıon:

Pe wiıth dages (3) Unvoiced bi-labıal Stop 1p]
Pe wıthou! dages (5) Unvoiced labio-dental fricatıve

ccording Hidayat al-qärlt, ıth dages pronounced Dy closing the lıps ırmly and
wıthout dages Was pronounced by closing the lıps lightly.” aken by itself, thıs could be

description of bilabial artıculatıon [®] This appCars, however, be only 1a
description of the sound, 15 the Casec ıth the description of bet without dages (see
above) The lıght closure lıps would ave accompanied labio-dental artiıculation and

OU! it 1S thiıs secondary eal that the author refers to.
Hidayat al-qarı describes the (p] allophone primary ( asl) and the allophone
secondary (far‘).”
aadya refers the existence in the word 11DN ‘hıs palace’ (Daniel
which he describes between bet and ıth dages’ ” 'h1ıs aDDCAaIs be referring
unaspirated, 15 realızation of [p] One MaYy infer from thiıs that the voiced StOp bet
unaspirate whereas the normal unvoıiced Stop DC Was aspirated. hıs would correspond
Arabiıc, W!  1C accordıng the early grammarlans, ba Was unaspiırated (majhür),
whereas voiceless unemphatic plosiıves and firıcatıves WEIC aspırated (mahmüs).” We know
form Greek transcriptions that the first half of the Irs! millennı1um plosive Was

pronounced wıth aspiration.“® 'hıs aDDCAaISs Iso ave een the ‚dSC the Tıberian DIo-
nunclation 'adıtıon Dunash ben Tamım reports that the scholar Isaac sraelı (9th-10th
centurles), who In the readıng of the Tiberlans’, pronounced the dalet the
word 1175N the emphatic (velariızed uvularızed) Arabiıc er Thıs implıes that
the Iso emphatıc [p] The dalet WAas pronounced emphatic by assimilation.®

Sade (3) /S/
Phonetic realızatıon: Unvoiced emphatiıc (velarızed uvularized) alveolar S1D1lanı S]
According the medieval SOUTCES it Was articulated In the Samnec place the ers Zayın
and same[c,69 apparently ıth the of the tongue rather than the tıp (see the description
of zayın above). In the Karaıte transcr1ptions it 1S represented Dy 1C sad, 1C|
unvoiced, emphatiıc, alveolar S1D1lan'

Fols 10b-1 la, ed. Eldar, Lesonenu AL lIınes 84-88
Eldar’s commentary thıs Dassascl, LEsonenu AL 73

63 Fol. 8b; ct. Eldar, LeEsonenu A, 254, 58
wa- ammd al-fa' al-salba fa-fima bayn al-be wa-l-pe al-dages, Commentary eper Yesira,

ed. ayer ‚am DE
65 Roman, Etude, 54-55

67
Kutscher, ISS (1965), 24-35

Schreiner, ° Zur Geschichte der Aussprache des Hebräischen)’ DA  - VI (1886), 221:
Mann, exts and studies Jewısh hIStory and ıtera  e, New Y ork, 1972, 670 106; Dukes,
c 110777 © 0211D, übıngen, 1845-46, 9) I® Grossberg, efer Yezırah ascrıbed the
Patrıarch raham, wıth commentary DyY Dunash ben Tamım, London, 1902,

Steiner, ‘Emphatic &' In the Massoretic pronunclation of 11758 (Dan 1:45);° 'ebrew
andArabıc studies IN honour OI Joshua Blau, ed Barer el a1‚ Tel Avıv Jerusalem, 1993,
551-561

Hidayat al-qari, fol. 10b, ed Eldar, LEs$onenu ALV. Iıne eper Yesira, ed Gruenwald,
147

10
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Ibn Kaldün refers voiced allophone of sade [z] the pronuncIlation of the Nanl

W  W  D  Z 1.e [?amaz'jo:hu:]. ””
(P) /g/
Phonetic realızatıon: Unvoiced uvular plosıve []|
According Hidayat al-qäarı it Wäas artıculated wıth the mıddle of the tongue (wast al-
lisan), 1.e. somewhere the tongue betweeen the back thırd and the tip. h1is further
forward than fricatıve kap and gimel, 1C werTe articulated wıth the back thırd of the
tongue. It WOU that the place of articulation of Tıberi1an qQUD the Same that of
Arabic qaf. According the early Arabic grammarlans qaf artıculated between the
elar StOp kaf and the uvular fricatıves and gZzayn It WOUuU ar from theıir descriptions
that ıt Was voiced and unaspirated, 1€e. Gl, ‚OU; unvoıced pronunclatiıon [q] xisted
SOINC 1lalec!| varlıeties of Arabic. * We ave SUOUTCCS establısh whether the Tıberi1an
QUD fact [G] It 15 elevant pomt Oul, however, that TEEe| transcriıptions irom
the first half of the fırst millennı1um QUD 15 represented by Kappa, 1C unaspı-
rate‘ Ik]

Res () Ir/

Phonetic realızatıon. Voiced uvular roll R] vular ictionNless continuant ] and
emphatıc (velarızed uvularızed) linguo-alveolar roll [T ]
ccording Hidayat al-qäri, the Tiberians pronounced Fres dıfferent WaYyS, ONe

primary and 0)141% secondary, Was the ‚d5C ıth the letters 2 Q Ihe basıc artıculatiıon
of the Tiberian res  - Wäas uvular. It 15 saıd ave een articulated wıth the mıddle third of the
tongue (wast al-lisan), WeTIC the letters qUuD, plosiıve kap, plosive gımel and yod.” It 15
not clear whether thıs vular Fes WAas realızed roll [R] irıctıonless continuant X]
It could not ave een vular fricatıve K]’ sınce this the realızatıon of g1mel wıthout
dages. The secondary form of res Wäas pronounced the environment of the alveolar
Consonant! 1700M377. his allophone of Fes WAas alveolar, by assımilation the adjacent
alveolar Consonants It Can be establıshe' from medieval SOUTCES that it Was Iso emphatıc
(velarızed uvularized). ”” We learn the specific rules for the dıistrıbution of the allophone

Amasyahu bi-fath al-hamza wa-I-mim wa-sukun al-sad al-musamma bi-L-zay ‘Amasyähü,
ıth fter the hamza and the mım and vowel fter the sad, 1C| resembles (iterally: has
sme of) ZaYy , 1.e. it resembles ZaYy but 15 not otally assımılated it. 'his DaSSagc 15 Cıte: by
Schreiner, Geschichte der Aussprache des Hebräischen)’, (1886), 254
71 Fols 10a-10b, ed. Eldar, LeEsonenu ALV, Iınes 61-72

Al-Kalıl, Kitab al-"ayn, ed. Wiıld, Wiesbaden, 1965; Al-Azharı, Tahdıb al-Iuga E Cairo,
1964, 48; Sıbawayhı, al-Kitab, ed Derenbourg IL, Parıs, 1889, 453, Roman, Etude, 4 E 110,
140, 215-6, Rodinson, la prononclatıon ancilenne du qaf arabe Melanges 'arce. ohen,
The ague Parıs, 1970, 289-319
73 Eldar, *99 0A7 I a sp -n ön m äamm, LeSsonenu XLVIN-XLIX (1984-85), 22-34.

See Khan, “Ihe pronunclatiıon of res In the Tıberian 'adıtıon ofBiblical Hebrew’,
HUCA Saadya refers ıt res makrük ommentary Seper Yesira, ed ambe:  ‚y 29) The

epıthet makruük 1S d calque the Arabıc phonetic fe!  z mutbaq ‘emphatıc’”. unash ben Tamım
repDOTTS that the dalet, the word S  g  f—  — (Jer. 9:2) 1C 15 cont1guous the alveolar reS, Was

pronounced emphatıc by Isaac Israell, the Tiıberian readıng tradıtion’; cf.
Schreiner, Zr Geschichte der Aussprache des Hebräischen zZA  = (1886), DE Mann,
exts and studiıes IN Jewısh history and ıterature, New York, I97/2Z, 670 106; ukes,
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r} Hidayat al-gäri and Saadya commentary deper Yesira It OCcurred when
(a) the res Oone of ese alveolars had € Wa (b) when the Vres OCcCCcurred word fınal
position, C 1271 dar’ko:] ‘his Wway  9 (Gen W [jizT0:q] scatters’ (Isa.

25 1 15 [mas re:f] ‘crucıble’ TOV 3), ' Q tar’'pe ‘leaves’ ‚ZE 9),
HI7} [lır'ho:s "to wash‘’ (Gen. 32), d [sar'ne:] *rulers’ 0S 3)7 DATN)
|V9:dezreim] and winnowed them (Jer. 157). 1 [bamizre:] °wıth pitc or'! (Jer.
157)’ D17 [Saru:f9!] smelted’, mD7 [limtaır] ‘through the raın

Sın (W)
Phonetic realızatıon Unvoiced alveolar ıbılant s}
hlis had the Same pronuncıatıon samek the Tıberian 'adıtıon
At earliıer historical per10d 5772 and samek werTe dıstinct pronuncıatıon and represented
separate phonemes shown by ımımal such alr stubborn and
sair ruler captaın

Sın (W)
Phonetic realızatıon Unvoiced palato-alveolar ı1Calıve
According the medieval SOUTCECS 1fSs place of artıculatıon the Samne that of the
ıbiılants MN and samek namely the ee! As Wäas pominted Out above the en!
ZAYIM, thıs dıd not necessarıly ImMpIy that the teeth WEIC OoONne of the PTIIMAary artiıculators
described by Ibn an: spreadıng er ar}al-tafasst), 1C| OU! eferred

palataliızed artıculatiıon In the Karaıte transcrıptions represented by Arabic SIN

1C: accordıng the Arab STamMManans Was palatal fricative (c] pre-palatal frıcatıve
[c+] alveolo-palatal 16} Tiıberian SIN Was not primarıly palatal not
included by Hidayat al-gäarı aMON£ the letters that pronounced wıth the miıddle of the
tongue

Taw

Phonetic realızatıon
Jlaw wıth dages (5) Unvoiced alveolar StOp (t]
Taw wıthout dages (M) Unvoiced alveolar friıcatıve [0]

According Hidayat al-gqäri [awW was artıculated ıth *the end of the tongue and the flesh
of the teeth’ the SUums iKewıse aadya describes the place of artıculation of [aW
being adjacent the insıde of the ee: When the er had dages the tongue
pressed ırmly agaınst the SUMmMS When Was wıthout dages the pressed lıghtly

6 1107377 9 0J1P Tübingen 1845-46 Grossberg, efer Yezırah ascrıbed the
Patrıarch raham wıth COMUNEN| by Dunash ben T amım, London 902

I1 Firkovitch Arab Evr 2390 fol 18b Eldar Lesonenu XLVIL-XLIX 29-3)
ayer ambe:

Hidayat al-qari, fol 10b ed Eldar Lesonenu SEL line J# Seper Yesira ed TUueEeNWAa.
147
78 Kitah al Iuma ed Derenbourg,

Roman tude 202 218 248
Fol 10b ed Eldar Lesonenu XLV IInes 67-69

ft dtiInt innahad [,  ır al- MmMinN dakiliha Min laha his cCommentary Seper
Yesira ed ayer ambe: z
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against the Sums oth Oorms of the er WEIC articulated the Same place aDDCAars
ave een pronounced wıth the tip of the tongue rather than the blade (see the description of
dalet above).
Hidayat al-qari describes the (1} allophone primary ( "asl) and the [Ö] allophone
secondary (far‘).”
We KNOW firom TrTee transcriptions that the fırst half of the fırst millenn1um plosıve

pronounced ıth aspiration.” 'hıs Was lıkely be the Cası Iso In the Tıberian
pronunclation 'adıtı1on. In the Karaite transcrıptions plosıve wıth dages 1S represented
by Arabic fa 1C Was aspirated.”“

Dıistrnbution of'the allophones of the letters i

a n
general, the fricative allophones of these letters (Le the forms wrıtten wiıthout

dı s1gn [V] [K], [Ö] and [0] respectively) OCCUTr after vowel when the
letter 15 not geminated, C.g IW [So: varR], a Vu: INalı
CaSCS, however, the preceding vowel had been elıded SOINC tim! in the story of the
anguage ore the per10 of the Masoretes but the letter nevertheless remaıned
fricatiıve, C -  -  N- [baSo:y ' vo!] * hasuku bo, °when he hes’, n3'}7@ mal'ye:]mala'ke kings 1350 [S9:!X vu:] * Saka b ‘they lay down)’. few such Cases
plosıve and 1catıve In free varıatıon, C 207 [RIS fe:] and 507 RIS’pe:]
°‘flames’. The dıstrıbution of the plosıve and i1catıve allophones, therefore, 1s not
completely predictable from the phonetic context Tıberian Hebrew Since it 1S
alternation that nherıted from earlıer of the language.”

theory the phonetic PTOCCSSCS escrDbe! above COU. have gıven Mse tOo phone-
mMI1C opposıtion between the plosıve and 1catıve forms of the letters. However,
certain mınımal paır that PTOVCS thıs opposıtiıon 1S attested In the COTDUS of the
Hebrew Harris  86 propose: the hypothetical mınımal paır mö [?al’fe:]
°*thousands’ “BDR [?al’'pe °two thousand’ The form of the second word In the
paır 15 deduced from what know about Hebrew morphology but 15 not attested.

oOWEe

Tiberian Hebrew had the ollowing vowel System:

83
Fol 8 9 cf. Eldar, Lesonenu ALN 254,
. uitscher, J55 (1965), 24-35
CT Roman, Etude, .
his 15 simplified acCCount of the distribution of the allophones. For Inore

detailed description SCC Yeivin, Introduction the Tiberian 2SOT} 285-296
Harrıs, “Ihe Iınguistic of Hebrew’, JAOS X3 (1941), 143-167
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Patah
OonelIc realızatıon: Open, unrounded. ere Was phonemic opposition between ont
and back vowels the opcCcn posıtion, the allophonic ScCatter of 15 eIy ave
included both ont [a] and back [a]| qualities. Evıdence for this be found Judaeo-
Arabic {EXTS ıth Tiberian vocalization.®”

eg0.
Phonetic realızatıon: front, alf-open unrounded [E]

Qames /9/

Phonetic realızatıon. back, alf-open ounded [9] 55

Sere /e/

Phonetic realızatıon: front, half-close unrounded le]

olem (1) /o/

Phonetic realızatıon: back, half-close rounded 10]

Hıreq (.) /V/
Phonetic realızatıon: front, close, unrounded [1]

Sureq (9), ql  us ( )89
Phonetic realızatıon: back, close, ounded (u|

OWE.| length
OWe en: 15 MOST Casecs predictable irom syllable and the placement
of stress Meanıngful contrasts between words WEeIC nOot usually made by dıfferences

vowel length alone. Dıifferences in length 1n VI Casecs relal
dıfferences syllable placement. Length nNOot independent
8”7 In ON text (T-S Ar. 8.3), for instance, which SCS both patah and S1ZNS, patah 15 sed

represent 1C Jatha both the enviıronment of emphatic Consonants, where it WOU be
expected ave back quality [d] (e.g. DOYN [?a1zam]), and Iso in the environment of NON-

emphatıcs, where ont qualıity [a] would be expecte (e.g. san-l Wal The sıgn 15
sed thıs text represent back vowel omewhere the region of mıd vowels 19] and [9]
which resulted from the contraction of the dıphthong aw| C 15

Evıdence for the and SEZ0. being vowels of the SAallıc egree of opening mMay be found
perhaps the endency of patah chıft segol the environment of SOIMNC forms, C
"ZN, D’TTXN but 7IN, IMa

These orthographic varıants SaIllec vowel.
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contrastiıve feature of vowels. The vowel a  E INaYy ave been exception, SINCE
palrs of words found ın hıch cContrast of meanıng aDDCArS to ave been
made only by difference en of the vowel, Cc.£ c [29X 19:] *food’
ADDN [29:x 19: °  she ate Thıs AdIOSC result of the fact that SCeWa after histori-
cally long vowel usually sılent In Tıberian Hebrew.  90 OSS1DIe other mınımal
pairs words such I °sılence’ and *i MY blood’ TIhe valıdıty of both
such mınımal paırs, however, 15 not completely certaın (see below).
The basıc XTS for the of long vowel (1) stressed syllable OT

(2) ODCN unstressed syllable. Examples 720 'meiley] ‘klng’‚ DW  D [jifma:(]
‘he hears NN (ha:’hu:] °that? Many words econdary STrESS 1ın adıtiıon
the maın SS, C J.r  Zr  .17 [ho:?9:Ö00:m] °the man’, -  _  M-  7a8  Q [ni:Ohakka mo:] ‘let

deal wısely (Ex 1:10)
As has been remarked, vowel in unstressed closed syllable WAaSs, princıple,
short 5r however, ıt ollowe: by serles of cont1guous of relatıvely
weak artıculation (e.g. [, /W, Ar /h/, /1/, / /1/), then the vowel sometimes
len  ene even when NOT stressed. Thıs Occurred in certaın prefixes of the verbs
—  47 and FU namely the [1] of prefixes before [h]/[h] C SR ihje:] wiıll
be’, and the [a] of the conjunctive prefix [va before C *19 [vazhı:] and it
was 15 occasıonally found elsewhere, c.g. Q DD  ,_ [ha fo:ma:% <9om]SA

people hear?’ (Deut 4:33), NI-DOW |Hama: n9:] *lısten’ (1 Sam AD[ufda:hjo:] (Neh
TIhe duratiıon of long vowels arıed considerably. TOM the medieval SOUTCES
able infer the ex1istence of several dıfferent degrees In the relatıve duratiıon of long
vowels. Most of these WEeIC condıtioned by diıfferences S, vowel eıgh OTr
consonantal strength We mention ere SOMEC of the conditions of these varla-
tions that known in the present state of research.?! Thıs lıst does not nclude
the varıations that ave evidence for. ere WEeIC lıkely ave been,

number of other varıatiıons for hıch have evidence from the SOUTCES

Stressed long vowels wWerTe longer than unstressed long vowels, C the word NN
[ha:’hu:] the [u: ] Was longer than the El

long vowel ıth secondary STITeSS Was longer than long vowel in unstressed
syllable, C the word DIN  J [ho:29:Ö9:m] °the man the second [3 Wäas shorter than the
ther

close vowel [l’ u} closed syllable wıth secondary STreSS marke: by minor 2a ya
shorter than ODCN vowel [a| In the SaInlec condıtions, C In the words C  D  -  E  Q

[ni:Ohakka'mo:] ‘Jlet deal wisely’ (Ex 1:10) and e  N-  -  r  fz [va:ttispa'ne:hu:] and she hıd
him (Ex 202 the [1:] vowel of the first Was shorter than the [a ] vowel of the second.

The medieval SOUTCES that refer the sılence of the SCWA In thıs ontext discussed
Khan, "Vowe en and syllable structure the Tiıberian tradıtion of Bıblical Hebrew’, ISS
XXXII (1987), 54-55

For the evidence for ese varlations SCcCC Khan, ‘Vowe en: and syllable the
Tiıberian tradıtion of Bıblical Hebrew’, ISS XX XII (1987), 23-82, ıdem, “CThe pronunclatıon of
-{ before dages the medieval Tıberi1an Hebrew readıng tradıtion), ISS XAXXIV (1989), 433-
441, and ıdem, “CThe pronunciation of the verbs 6ir and y In the Tıberi1an tradıtion of 1DI1Ca
Hebrew’, Goldenberg and Raz (eds.), Semitic and Cushıtic Studıies, Wiıesbaden 1994, 133-
144

15



Geoffrey Khan

The close vowel [1] of prefixes of the verbs e and en Was shorter than the OpCNH
vowel [a] prefixes ofese verbs, C In the words OE [Juhje:] and b Va:)hı:] the [1:]
of the first shorter than the [a:] of the second.

The close vowel [1:] of the prefixes of the verbs ET and —  3r shorter than [1:]
tressed syllable unstressed OPpCH syllable but longer than [1:] closed syllable wıth
secondary STITESS marked by mıinor 2a Ya; C the words Q ["2im], Aa [Juh  Je:] and
D [ni:Ohakka mo:] the three [1:] vowels WeTC of decreasıng degrees of length.

The [a:] vowel In prefixes of the verbs a and 7 (e.g. “ [vayhı and er
words before [WO weak cConsonants (e.g. DV DW [ha fo:ma:t {om °dıd people
hear?’ eul 4:33) longer than EX vowel in closed syllable wıth secondary STITeESS
marke: by miıinor 2a ya (e.g. in n  °N-  m-  7  E [va:ttispa'ne:hu:] and che hiıd ım

Syllable structure and the SCWA

the Tıberian pronuncılatıon tradıtiıon IManYy short vowels represented by the Sewa
sıgn 0)8 ONC of the atep S1gNSs Occurred In OPCH syllables, C 1DW 1)ma RU:
e  D  I  - ahase TOom the Masoretic SOUTCCS and udaeo-Arabic CX wıth Tıberian
vocalızatıon know that these vowels WCIC equıvalent In length short vowels in
unstressed closed sylla.bles.92 Does the of these short vowels ‚pparent-
1y OPCH syllables contradıct the vowel length princıple stated above?
ccording the medieval Masoretic SOUTCCS, CONsonNan! wıth ONC of these vowels
did not constitute syllable. word such A the syllable ould
be, accordıng the medieval SOUTCCS, [t1S-paRu: ] Thıs Concept of the syllable
reflects the phonotactic rules of Tıberi1an Hebrew and corresponds the phonotactic
definıtion of syllables espoused in modern times by ingulsts such Pulgram
The basıc princıple of gram’s definition 1S that of CONSOoNaAaN! and
vowel segments the status of syllable only if the ONse of the
stanı word-iniıtial position and the coda (LE closure) stanı word-fin:
posıition. There 15 structural 1CAasSOI why it Cannot stanı by ıtself word. the
medieval Tıberian readın tradıtıon of 1D11CAa. Hebrew short vowel dıd not OCCUTFr
in word-final position.9 ccordıng tO thıs definıtion, therefore, the
CONsoNantT short (CV) vowel dıd NOT have the of syllable. Only CONSONaANTS
and long vowels COU:! OCCUTr in word-fin: position and only these could constIi-
tute permissible codas of syllables. The Occurred word-iniıtial pOSI-
tion. It could, therefore, form the ONSe! of syllable. Thıs lowed it be attached 18
the eginnıng of hıiıch had permissible coda and the stal of

2 See Khan, ‘Vowe en! and syllable cture’, 37-39, iıdem “The function of the shewa
sign Judaeo-Arabic exX] lau and eif eds., Genizah research fternınety years: The

93
CAası of Judaeo-Arabiıc, Cambrıdge, 1992, 105-1

Syllable, WOrTd, X  s CUTSUS, The Hague Parıs, 1970, 40{.
The only possible exceptions words ending in consonantal Juster such »  W and he

watered’, 4718 c  nard’ ome medieval SOUTCES that the second 'ewa these words Was

vocalıc (e.g. avl Hebrew Grammar 'ıkhlol) systematıcally presented and critically
annotated DY Chomsky, New York, 1952,‘ Most SOUTCCS, however, state that both 'ewa
WeTC quiescent (e.g. Ibn Janäah, Risdalat al-taqgrıb w-al-tashitl, ed. and Derenbourg,
Opuscules et traıtes d’Abou ’ l-Waltid Merwan Ibn Djanah, Parıs, 1880, ZTY raham ibn Ezra,
$eper ha-Moznayim, ed eiıdenheim, enbach, 1791, 3)
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syllable, VIZ. CV+CVC OTr CV+CV The SCYUCNCECS and CV therefore,
WeTC egarded Dy the Masoretes sıngle syllables.
Rather than enyıng the sta] of syllable completely the basıs
of thıs phonotactic definıtion, ıt 15 elpful dıstinguısh between principal and
dependent syllables. Princıipal syllables those that stanı independently, Ssince
they ave ONSeEeTIS and codas that OPCH close independent word.
dependent syllable 15 OMC that Cannot stanı independently, but only in combınatıon
wıth ollowing princıpal syllable. The aforementioned dıstrıbution ofvowel length,
therefore, refers princıpa. syllables. Any OPCNH syllable wıth short vowel must be

dependent syllable. Thıs 1S phonotactic dıstinetion. It 15 not us taken account
of Dy the accent system of Tıberian Hebrew, hıch beats syllable nucle1
between accents wıthout dıstinguishing between dependent and princıpal syllables.
The re:  1 of the phonotactic dıistincetion between dependent and principal syllables
1S reflected by the cConcept of the syllable that 1s expressed the medieval Masoretic
ıterature. 15 reflected also by the vocalızatıon System, 1C represents the vowel
nucle1 of dependent syllables wıth S12NS (Sewa and hatepim that dıfferent from
those representing the nucle!] of princıpal syllables. Furthermore SUOTNC features of
Tiberian Hebrew phonology sensıtive IO the dıstinction. The
of the allophones of Tıberian res 1S clear example of thıs The apıco-alveolar
ophone of res, i T], Occurred when (a) ıt precede: by ONC of the
den  alveolar CONsSsOoNaAaNntTs e | F3 D07 ollowe: Dy 17 and (b) when the res
ONC of these alveolar letters had SCeWAa when res Occurred at the end of the word,
C.£ DDn [darkamo:’nim] 'aC|  as’, D7 )] [vo:?ezreım] and winnowed
them (Jer. 15:7): P  - [bamiz're:] °wıth pıtc. fork” (Jer. 15%7); MD[saru: fo!] “smelted’, AD lim'ta:r] ough the S When the ental/alveolar
WAas ollowe: by full vowel the res ealızed wıth the uvular ophone R]; C

FE [toRu:s] How dıd words such 257 lim'ta:r] and ET [saru: fo!]er from FA [torRu:s]? The MOst obvıous 15 that in AD and 12175
the res in the Samme syllable the dental/alveolar, whereas iın VE ıt In
ıleren! syllable
We INAaY, therefore, elaborate the description of the Contexts for the of
long vowel ollows vowel 15 long If ıt OCCULSs stressed syllable
OPCDprimcıpal syllable.

princıple there WEIC phonological opposıtions between vocalıc SCeWa vowels
marke: wıth atep S1g2Ns the ONC hand and sılent SCWA (Le zero) the other.”??
Vocalıc SEW4a, therefore, be egarded allophone of ZeT0 It 1S OU! for
95 ere SOINC apparent exceptions, C l °two’ A ‘drınk’, 3R  p'| ‘he supplants’
(Jer. 9:3) P} °‘Jacob’ Wıth regar' the first paılr, the Masoretic SUUTCCS that all the
Tiberian Masoretes pronounced W ıth prosthetic vowel (see the treatise the 'ewa
ed. Levy, Zur masoretischen Grammatık,g 1936, \_n) So thıs would not be minimal
paıir, The dıfferentiation the pronunciation of the form A0° when sed erb and when sed

ProDer Namme be the result of artıficıjal attempt CXDTCSS semantıc distincetion One
May COMDAare, for instance, the use of the varıant segolate 'Orms of the word 09 ‘decree’, VIZ.
DD and DYO, the Aramaic of Ezra 614 distinguish between the decree of God and the
decree of Kıing. In Biblical Aramaıiıc ese varlant Orms of segolate OUNSs do nOot principle
form semantıc contrasts; cf. 023 and N“  JI ‘image’.
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thıs that the Masoretes dıd not consıder vocalıc Sewa tOo vowel and ICD-
resented ıt wiıth the Samnıc sıgn they represented ZeTO word such 13@ a vu:]
sıt! (pl.) therefore, should be represented phonologically /Ybu/ There pho-
nologıc opposıtions, the other hand, between SCWA (16 /Ol/) and vowel IC-
sented wıth vowel S1g2N, C 15@ a VU: sıt) 13@ II VUL ‘they captured’

the Tıberian eadiıng tradıtıon vocalıc ewWa usually pronounced wıth the
qualıity of patah. Thıs 1S recorded in early masoretico-grammatical treatises, where it
15 stated that thıs pronuncılatıon the LOTTIIL. Where, however, Sewa precede

ıt took the quality of the vowel the guttural and where it
preceded yod ıt had the quality of short 206  E C a [be’?2e:R] we 1INDmo ‘very’, D [bijo:m] on the day places the Masoretes consıdered
that the reader May ave been uncertaın whether to the SCewWwa vocalıc
INaYy ave been UNsSUuUTE about the pronuncılatıon of SCeWa where its qualı ıNnere|
from the NO these Circumstances the Masoretes vowel s1gn {tOo the Sewa
sS12N, thus creating the composıte atep s1gn. The hatep S1ZNS WEeIC marke: mainly
under the guttural letters, where the pronuncılatiıon of the SCWA less predictable
than under other letters. For instance, there WEeTIC largely unpredic:  © varıations
between sılent and vocalıc ewa 1n verbal forms, C 7DMN CD 3:9) VS 1D3(Est. 9:1); IM Kıngs amı (Gen 22:3) Also, SCWA guttural
retaıned the qualıitiy of 1a] CVCN 1f it precede: gu that ollowe: by
vowel of dıfferent qualıty, C NT (Ps 98:8) The qualıtiy of the SCWAa here,
therefore, devıated from the eneral rule The markıng of the hatep s1gn under the
gutturals fixed In the Tıberian Masoretic tradıtiıon and the Tıberi1an MO
codices do noTt sıgnıfıcant dıfferences Ihe markıng of these S1Q2NSs under the
non-gutturals, however, not 1xe| and consıderable dıfferences tound in the
manuscrI1pts.
Some cholars have claımed that the quality of the atep vowels Was phonemic
the basıs of paırs such A IN 'mourning’ M7IN D' m °ornament’ VS
m  o ‘ıllness’, » ZO up f.s.) VS 5559 ‘pestle’.  a 27 f thıs the Cası they could
not be interpreted allophones of ZeT0 11l be shown elow,. however, that the
1ofthese mınımal paırs 1S doubtful
Although vowel length 15 In eneral predictable from the syllabıc context, it 'ould

that the syllable TucCtiure WAas determined Dy the en of the vowels. Thıs 1S
because contaınıng vowels of unspecıfied length COU. ave been Syl-
abıllıe: In Varlous WAaYyS. Cc.g. f1SParı COU. be [t1S-pa:-Ru:] OT |t1s-paRu The COTrrTeCTt
syllabification |t1S-PaRu:] COU. only have been achieved ıf the length of the vowels
had already been 1Xe\
The length of vowels in the Tiıberian pronuncılatıon tradıtion determined by the
earlıer Story of the anguage OTr Dy phonetic PTOCCSSCS that WCIC operatıve durıng
the masoretic per10 Some long vowels WEeTC or1ginally long, C a [korhein]
* rAahin ers WeTC len  ene ouUg| phonetic PTOCCSSCS that took place at varı-

Baer and 'aCcC (es 9 Die Dıkduke Ha-T“‘amım des Aharon ben '"oscheh ben
Ascher, Leipzig, 1879, 12-15; Yeıvın, Indroduction the Tıberian AaSOT}  ( 1287
9’7 Cantineau, °‘Essal une phonologie de Teu biblique’, Bulletin de Ja Ocıete

Linguistique de Parıs.4 (1950), 14-1] 1 9 Garbell, Lesonenu XXe  ' 154
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OUS per10ds, engthening of vowel ODCN syllable before the
(pretonıic lengthenıing), Ba  DIP; 112'qu:m] *yaqUMmM , the len;  ening of stressed
vowels, C.g Sei ! M [miÖö’bo:R] * mmid'bar, the lengthening of vowels
compensatıon for the loss absence of geminatıon the ollowing Consonant,
1 |Javo RE ] yabarrık, NClr ir a *hahhü Most of the phonetic
PTOCCSSCS had ceased operate Dy the time of the Tıberi1an Masoretes For instance
pretonı1c short vowels ODCH syllables WEeTIC NOTt len;  ene| [tıspa Ru:| dıd not sh1
to [tıspa: |) such Cases and also the CasSc of or1ginally long vowels vowel
length 15 nherıted feature of the anguage Some phonetic PTOCCSSCS SCCIN to ave
been ST1 aCctlıve the per10 One such PIOCCSS 15 the %e8neral lengthening
of all stressed vowels. We know thıs relatıvely late PTOCCSS.
As result of the STIOT1ICA. ackgroun! of the Tıberian pronuncıatıon tradıtıon the
vowels Secre and Olem WEeTITC Ways realızed long The other vowels WEeEIC real-
ized either long OT short
In SOINC CIrCUumMSsStaNCES there aAaDPCALS have been differences duration between
stressed vowels that WeTC hıstorically long and those that WEIC historically short The
term “historically long here refers vowels that WOIC or1ginally long OT that WOIC

len:  ene| by phonetic PTFOCCSSCS that took place before the reitl per10|
‘Historically short’ refers orıginally vowels that WEeIC lengthened by phonetic
DITOCCSSCS that took place durıng the per10| In the Tıberian pronuncı1atıon
tradıtıon SCWa letterT: after hıstorically long vowel usually sılent
C E UE |SO:!MRI Such closed syllable before the INal COU.
take econdary stress the form of accent () 2 7102 Thıs mplıes that the vowel

long enough to accommodate the musıcal melısma of the accent assoc1lated wıth
the econdary ess Normally, the secondary STTESS 15 separated from the
Tress by unstressed buffer syllable al least by vocalıc SECWG, that the
StIress beats do not COIMINEC ogether form such 1SO m] il aDPCAars that the
first vowel len:  ene the extent that 1t nCIude: both the beat of the ON-
dary SS and the unstressed er Thıs WOU. INE: that it contaiıned syllabıc
peaks [So!ÖMmMRTA  m]  99 Historically short vowels, the other hand, could NOT take
the econdary STrESS the form of accentl, but only the form of I[1NOT Vd,
D 1:Ahakka'M9!| [niOhakkamo:] Such CasScs of ga rarely

UOCCUT immediately before the syllable earıng the INal they wWeTC not
long enough accommodate both the beat and bufter 1 cContrast to the first vowel

1SO OMRI1I m] The 1C transcr1ıpt1ons indıicate that vowel wıth the
(1 hıistorically short vowel closed syllable) shorter than ONC

that COU. take (1 the type OUunNn:| syllables wıth hıstorically long
vowel, C D, D7 710) Thıs ı15, fact, reflected ı the terminology ‘miınor’
andINA) Or YVd, 15 OUun! the early masoretic lıterature.

vocalıc SCWG, 16 hıstorically short vowel, sometimes len;  ene| by
secondary ess mar by Yd, mb LE1a  ehaA [bana:haI3inheritance’ 0S 13 There ı evidence that also these vowels WEeEIC not long
0® See Khan, ‘Vowe engt! and syllable structure’, “The historical ackgroun of the vowel ecre

SOome Hebrew verbal and nomiınal forms’, LVII (1994),
See Khan, "Vowe length and syllable cture’, 5()-
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historically long vowel OPCH syllable wıth Yd, I:  Z  pm [ho:-
19'09:m] 100

The analysıs of the historically long vowel closed syllable wıth secondary SLTTESS
havıng peaks has implications for the phonemic stal of QUAMES .

emarked above that Dalr’s such - SN 29 10:] 7 DDN [29X 19] SCCIN to
us ıdentify short and long m two separate phonemes. If the syllable

of the second word ı15 fact 129J19:] then thıs WOU. nNOoTt be mınımal
for the length of QAMES.

aAapPCAIs that there amount ofambıgulty CONCCININS the syllabıc status
of vocalıc SCWd wıth Some masoretic SOUTCCS eat such SECWd
vowel and ı SOINC manuscrıpts the SCWa S12N 15 eplaced by vowel signJl Oitther
PaSSagcS the masoretic lıterature, however, reflect the perception that the addıtion
of SEWCQ dıid NOtL transform ıt into full vowel. 102 In the MO! Tiıberian
manuscript codices,9the SEWd S1eN 15 retaıned when there 115 ACCOMPA-
NYINS ya03A principal OPCNH syllablee wıth long vowel treated dıfferently
by secondary ess irom ependent ODCH syllable. The vowel of the former
longer than the vowel ofthe latter NOTt only when unstressed but also when takıng the
secondary Thıs ı15 reflected by the of the princıpal
syllable but NOoTt the dependent syllable. The the SECWQ 5 5  f  M
[ba:na:halo:] 0S 13 treated dıfferently ı the masoretic SOUTCES from

such 0 1 [ho79'39; hıch termed "maJor’ YVdG, due o theS A

greater engthening of the vowel. For this there certaın ambiguity 1 the
Masoretic tradıtion tO whether vocalıc E€Wd wıth the econdary
equıvalen vowel
There also ambigur the syllabıc Status of SOINC vowels represented by atep
S12NS non-guttural CONSsoNnants, notably atep mM words such 7)
"sılence), K sam’, birds’, W  ng °*tunıcs (Ex 2840), MNaM °the

xx

(floors’ 0e. 24) The atep M SIN (pronounced these words
15 the reflex of rginally short 10] OT [u] The syllable wıth the atep GAMES S12N
sometimes takes secondary 15 often marke! by S1. and the
atep SIN 15 eplaced by ordınary IN the MO Tiıberianm: Thıs
15 YVd, 15 shown by ItSs patterns of 15 found, when the Syl-
lable ı question 15 separated from the INalın ess Dy another syllable D7  w  T  2  wThıs dıffers form the of secondary STreSsSSs marke: by
vocalıc SECWQd atep SIN hıch NOT replace: by full vowel S121S

the MO TiıberianD

See Khan “The pronuncı1atıon of CWd wıth the Tiıberian tradıtion of 1Dl1ıca.
Hebrew
101 CT Yeıvıin, ‘Markıng of shewa-ga‘ 1DI1Ca: manuscr1pts’ [ın ebrew/|], 1 Bar er
et eds., Hebrew and Arabıc studıes ı. honour of Joshua Blau, Tel„Avıv — Jerusalem, 1993, 342
102 See Khan, “The pronunclatiıon of CwWda ıth the Tıberian 'adıtıon of 1Dl1cCa
Hebrew’,
103 ere few margınal eXCceptl10Ns cf Yeıvin The Aleppo codex of the Bıble study of

vocalızatıon and accentuation Jerusalem 1968 18
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It has been emarked that characterıstic feature of long vowels principal sylla-
bles 15 that they WeTIC len.  ene| by econdary sufficıently to take MAa)JOT

thıs respect, therefore, the aforementioned type of short vowels marke:
wıth atep m WeTiIC equıvalent tO long vowels ] ODDE princıpal syllable.
Moreover, the wrıting of ordınary mM place of atep M 15 OUunN! SUOMTINC

MO Tiberian manuscrı1pts also 1 pretonıc syllable, Firkovıtch B10 7
(Gen. 43 ı1, most MSS ave R RR ecu! 38i most MSS ave
71R 1P) WD z20, most MSS ave 139 7M°); Firkovıitch B19a
1353 971° 3520), Sam 10, most MSS ave 1323°).
Ibn Janäh refers 18 the vocalıc $SECWd eing ‘lıghter’ than atep mM such words.
This implıes that there dıfference 1 length. According aadya Gaon, theE A A rules for the of the apıco-alveolar ophone of the Tıberijan Vres eat the
word w-‚g havıng tWwO syllables. 104 As ave SCCH, these rules eal Consonant
wıth vocalıc sSECWd belonging the ollowıng syllable.
There 15 o belıeve, therefore, that words such *  -” M 7  M the atep
M vowel longer than vocalıc SECWQ Thıs applıes both to Cases where the
syllable unstressed and those ] hıch ıt had secondary Thıs dıfference 1
length sufficıent QIVC the vowel the StTatus of inde-
pendent syllable reflected by the rules for the Tıberi1an res We INay describe these
vowels half long CV') Iyıng between short vowels CV) and long vowels
CV!) aDDCAIS that half long vowel could act coda of princıpal syllable
whereas short vowel could not
There 15 evidence that the half: long vowel unstressed syllables vulnerable
hortening Thıs 15 reflected Dy dıfferences vocalızatıon between VarıOQus Tıberian
Masoretes. Wıth regar! SOINC words wıth atep d  E non-guttural CONSO-
S it 15 recorded that number of Masoretes read them wıth atep pata This

(Ezek 35 and F3 ON (Jer. 33) The readıng> Y 3applıes to the words
wıth atep mM 15 ttrıbuted o the conservatıve tradıtiıon of Ben ASer, whereas the
readıng wıth atep pata MIRDDN,  a n 57 15 Sal| to be that of the less CON-
servatıve school of Ben Naphtalı. > The readıng wıth atep pata equivalen 119}

Ibn Janah ed Joseph Derenbourg, Parıs 886 3723 Commentary Seper Yesira, ed ayer
Lambert 79
105 The SUOUTCES referring the dıfferences between Ben ASser and Ben Naphtalı arley
1528 of the British 1brary; cf. Lipschütz ed., Kitab al-Kilaf: Mishael Ben Uzziel? treatıse
the dıfferences between Ben Asher and Ben Naphtalı, Jerusalem, 1965, B7 , 15 Ibn Janah,
Kitabh al-luma , ed. Derenbourg, 149; aVl Qımhı, Miklol, ed. Lyck, 1862, 17b, Sorasim,
8 1 d dıfference between as and Mose Mohe aAaDDCAaISs Tschufut ale aper 1’
cf. Diqduge ha-Teamım. ed Baer and aC — m IW 55n

n kaa 175 “There 1ı diıfference, Pınhas vocalızes both GCUTTENCE:! 15
word ,ZE 35 whereas Mose (Mohe) vocalızes wıth hatep) patah) Mos$se Mohe and
Pınhas belong earlıer generatıon of Masoretes than Ben sSer and Ben Naphtalı cf. Yeıvın
"IFrom the teachings Masoretes’, extus (198 l)‚ A -d Dotan ates as the
middle of the nınth century (Z7he Diqduge HaTTe®MIM of Ahädron ben Mo.  SC ben Aser;
Jerusalem 1967, 303, 305) Aharon ben MosSe ben Ser and Ben Naphtalı WerTC actıve in the fırst
half of the tenth Century,.
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vocalıc SEWG, hıch the SaInec quality, and reflects the hortening of the vowel
and the levelling of ıts qualıty.
If the atep M princ1ıpa. syllable nucleus then the long and short M
miınımal paırs such e  z °sılence’ and e my blood’ WOU. ave be i1denti-
fıed separate phonemes, SInce vowel length the only feature that contrasted:
9"-mM and |do:-mi:] Since the phonemic contrast between only degrees
of length the phonemes COU represented short /5/ long /9ı/.

cannot be exclude!: that thıs applıed in general Casecs of atep vowels that had
NOt been evelle: the normal qu: of CWa but had qualı close that of the
or1g1n. short vowel from hıch they had developed. We do not have direct
evidence for thıs, but ıf it 15 CoOrrect the valıdıty of the palrs MN/TTN, m/ 20u95 proo for phonemic contrasts in the qualı of atep vowels WOU. be In
(0191 SINCE the L[WO members of each palr WOU. ave had dıfferent syllable

Ihe words wıth atepM and atep SeZ0. had qualıity close that of
the or1g1in vowel: IN  P A 29'-Nij-]0!] "Ooniyyda (ef. the abylonıan tradıtion ofCSHebrew Z  vr  [a [?on1j J9:] VS. A17IN CgnZanlj- 10:] ‘mourning’, m 9° 1i:] °“iıllness’

* huly (cf. abylonıan (hu'li:] %) VS aM a’li:] ‘ön1amérft;‚ 5y [Ce’-'li:]
“pestle’ ily (C£ Babylonıan 69 [?illi:]loß) VS [Ca’li:] .  g0o up! KSs
Summary ofthe phoneme ınventory wıth the known ophones.
Labials

[b] [V]
/m/ Im
/p/ [p'], 11]
/w/ Vl;, |w]

Dentals/alveolars
. [0]
(d] Öl, [Ö]

/ [t]
/s/ [S]

121 [z] (?)
/s/ 8]; ]
/S/ [S]

In]
{1]

/3/

See Yeıviın, The 'ebrew language tradıtıon reflected In the Babylonıan vocalızatıon,
Jerusalem, 1985, 879
107 Yeıvin, Babylonian vocalızatıon, 878
108 Yeıvın, Babylonıan vocalızatıon, 876
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The Tıberi1an pronunclation tradıtion of Bıblical Hebrew

Velars and uvular
[k']
F [K ]

/q/ 1q|
R]|/[x], [r ]

aryngals and Pharyngals
/h/ [h]
/2/ [2]
/h/ [h|/S/ 4]

Vowels (n the ollowıng phonemic notatıon /[V/ 1S phoneme unspecified for
length, Z and phonemes 1C contaın length component feature).

El [a:] [a|
1E] [e:]

/5/ (?) 19] [9"]
/9:/ (?) 193
/e/ S
/0/ [0:]

[u| [ u |
// 1] [u:]
/g/ gl, al, E 19 le] 10] 1] [U|

Abstract

The Tıberjan pronunclatıon 'adıtıon of 1DIl1Ca Hebrew 15 the pronunclation which the Tiberian
vocalızation system Was reated represent. his pronunclation 15 NOW extinct but be ON-
structed from Varı]ıous medieval SOUTCES TIhe most important of ese SOUTCECS include (1) Masoretic
and grammatiıcal (2) transcr1ıptions of 1DI1Ca. Hebrew into Arabic script and (3) the use of
Tiberian vocalization wriıtten In Judaeo-Arabic. hIs icle presents the maın features of
Tiberian pronunclatiıon according the aforementioned SOUTCECS. It Concenftrates description of
the phonetic realızation of the CONsoNants and vowels. Ome problems of phonemic analysıis
Iso discussed.

Address of the author:
Dr Khan, University of. Cambridge, Faculty of. Oriental €S, Sıdgwick
Avenue, Cambrıidge (‚B}3 9DA\, England
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