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Some Grammatical Features of the Samaritan
Pentateuch Hebrew:
Comparative Study with the Tiberian Hebrew"

Hyun-Joon Choi*

1. Preliminary

It was customary to believe that the Samaritans originated from inter-racial
marriages of (a mixture of) people who were living in Samaria and other peoples
at the time of the Assyrian conquest of Samaria. However, there are a number of
theories about the origins of the Samaritans, all of which have in common a
tradition which asserts that the cult of Yahweh was originally widespread
throughout the land of Israel. Even if this is true, the origin and early history of
the Samaritans are quite problematic because their sources are far removed from
the events, and because the non-Samaritan sources are told (tell) to be hostile.

The biblical account in 2Ki 17 had long been the decisive source for the
formulation of historical accounts of Samaritan origins. Reconsideration of this
passage, however, has led to more attention being paid to the Chronicles of the
Samaritans themselves. The fullest Samaritan version of its own history became
available since the Chronicle (922°n 790) was published.

Samaritans are related to Judaism in that they accept the Torah as its holy
book. They consider themselves to be true followers of the ancient Israelite
religious line. The Samaritan tradition maintains that its Torah dates to the time

of Moses and that it was copied by Abisha ben Phineas shortly after the
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1) In the present paper, I employed the following abbreviations that are frequently used in biblical
Hebrew studies: BH=Biblical Hebrew / DSS=Dead Sea Scrolls / MT=Masoretic Text /
SA=Samaritan Aramaic / SH=Samaritan Hebrew / SA=Samaritan Aramaic / SP=Samaritan
Pentateuch.
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Israelites entered the land of Canaan. However, modern literary analysis and
criticism do not support this position. In fact, there are two main versions of the
Torah: the Jewish version and the Samaritan version, and their contents are
almost the same, which can mean that both are derived from the same original.

The Samaritan Pentateuch(SP) is the Samaritan version of the first five books
of the Hebrew Bible, which comprise the entire canon of the Samaritan
community. Following this, the Samaritans separated themselves and restricted
their canon to the first five books of Moses using their own alphabet. In this way
the manuscripts they handed down remained independent of the history which
led to the massoretic text which is a matter of great interest for textual criticism.
A manuscript of the SP was found at Damascus in 1616. It is a popular copy of
the original text and contains some 6000 variants. It is possible that the
Samaritan Pentateuch came into the hands of the Samaritans as an inheritance
from the ten tribes whom they succeeded. However, it is much more probable to
conclude that it was introduced by Manasseh at the time of the foundation of the
Samaritan temple on Mt. Gerazim (Josephus Ant. 11.8. 2, 4). The Samaritans
rejected all the Old Testament except the Pentateuch, and they claimed to have
an older copy than the Jews and that they observe the precepts better.

The SP, like that of the Jews, has a fixed pronunciation of the Torah, which is
transmitted very carefully by oral teaching from generation to generation. An

extant work from the end of the 10"-11"

century by the poet Taviya ibn Dartah,
so called ‘A Canon on the Rules of Reading’, deals with the accents used in
reading the text of the Pentateuch. The treatise was composed in Arabic, but the
Aramaic names of the accents and the Aramaic verse at its close testify to the
antiquity of the sources from which it was gleaned.

The purpose of this paper is to learn some characteristic features of the
Samaritan Hebrew. Compared to the Tiberian Hebrew, the Samaritan Hebrew

has distinctive phonological features, such as gutturals, absence of shewa.

Sometimes, the fact that the homonyms with gutturals, which have identical
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sounds but different meanings, leads us to difficulties to distinguish between the

two words. For instance, ay1 / 207, we do not know what the word means by the
pronunciation (Gen 12:10 rab/ Exo 26:8 rd b), but we may only know by

the context. The Tiberian tradition, the Babylonian®’ and the so-called the

Palestinian®

vocalization systems, do not distinguish between vowel quantities,
but rather between vowel qualities. The vowel quantity may be surmised and
interpreted on the basis of comparative grammatical considerations. The
Samaritan vocalization system does not distinguish between vowel quantities
either, and so the grammarians did not discuss them, but what their vocalization
system undoubtedly aims at expressing is their reading tradition, and this is
absolutely uniform and stable in the performance of every modern Samaritan.
When the grammarians ascribed seven symbols to the vowels (i, o0, 4, a, e, o, i)4),
they unquestionably included u and o as single entities. These two vowels did
not require separate symbols, since they were mutually exclusive. It is the
quantitative difference between u/o which shows that vowel quantity was not

marked in any way. Therefore, it may be claimed that they were familiar with

six vowels.

2. Case Studies

In this section, I will bring up some cases that present the traits of the
Samaritan tradition. For convenience, I will group some forms together of which

the linguistic characters are analogous.

2) The Babylonian vocalization system is well described in . Yevin, nopwnn 1293y nwon non
’23377 T3, 2 vol. (Jerusalem: The Academy of the Hebrew Language, 1985), 364f.

3) E. J. Revell, Hebrew Texts with Palestinian Vocalization (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
1970), 99-121.

4) It is hard to distinguish the vowels 4 and a. The difference between the vowels 4 and a in SH is
the location where the vowel is produced. The vowel 4 is produced in the lower front part in the

mouth and the vowel a is produced in the lower rear part in the mouth.
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2.1. guwwom (Num 34:24 0%) /sabuwwom (Gen 14:8 o32y)
*gawyim > guwwom / *sawyim > $§bUWW9m

In TH, the combination of semi-consonants Y and > often lost its consonantal
character. Frequently, they merge with a preceding vowel, and the vowels cause
them to become a diphthong. When the consonant which is an ascending
diphthong comes first, the syllable would be simple like other syllables, whereas
the combination would be contracted to a simple vowel (uw > u, iy > i, etc.) if it
comes second. The diphthong persists only when the consonantal elements are
geminated. When the vowels are not geminated, then the diphthong contracts
into a vowel. If the diphthong should be maintained, it splits into two syllables
or geminates its consonantal element, as in the word yayyon (for the expected
*yin).” The diphthong of SH tradition, which originally contains long vowel,
tends to split into two syllables. For instance, the diphthongs gy and oy become
uwwi, and iw becomes iyyu. In the cases above, the diphthong iy became uwwi.

In SH, such as the case we have here, the vowels i, u and another vowel X
(derived from gutturals ¥’NNN) is substituted by a geminated glide. The vowel y
after 7 is geminated to iyy, and the vowel w after u is geminated to uww, such as
miyyd dam (Lev 27:28, OTNR), miyyilim (Gen 6:4, DYWN), éluwwam (<

*&lwim) (Deu 4:7 N N).”

2.2. sadom (Deu 32:32 o7v) /arrefwom (Gen 50:2 ooxg7)

2.2.1. sadom (01p)

This case shows that the form of SH has a vowel while the equivalent form of

TH has shewa. In general, the sign shewa indicates the absence of a vowel,

5) Z. Ben-Hayyim, /79 5yaw m7y) ansaw mnyn 29 5y 0w non mnINy 792y, 5 vol. (Jerusalem:
The Academy of the Hebrew Language, 1957-77), 46-47.
6) Z. Ben-Hayyim, ibid, 26.
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however, in TH, there are two types of shewa: the term shewa refers to an ultra-
short vowel, which is vocalic or mobile shewa (¥ ), while the absence of a
vowel is termed shewa quiescence (M) NXw). For shewa mobile, it once appeared
as a vowel, but in certain times, its vowel was deleted as a consequence of stress
shift.”

A comparison of SH with TH, BH reveals a decisive difference between them.
In other words, the absence of shewa in SH (and in SA as well) is distinctive.
Corresponding to the TH shewa, one finds a vowel in SH, as a rule a long vowel
in an open syllable and a short one in a closed syllable. Furthermore, SH
sometimes possesses a vowel corresponding to the shewa quiescence. For in TH,
shewa is a secondary vowel, derived from a full vowel (usually from an
originally short vowel) in accordance with the rules of syllabic stress.

It is assumed that the shewa existed at an early stage. It seems that the
Hebrew reflected in the Samaritan Hebrew would apparently be of a time prior
to what is revealed in the Tiberian Hebrew (and in the biblical Hebrew for that
matter), since it is not possible to demonstrate that the Samaritan Hebrew had
shewa at an earlier stageg). Moreover, the phenomenon considerably antedates
the period of Arabic speech among the language of DSS as Ben-Hayyim
claimed”. Yet, it is still difficult to conclude whether the phenomenon of shewa
disappearance is earlier or later due to the insufficient phonetic information in

the Samaritan Hebrew.

7) P. Jolion & T. Muraoka, 4 Grammar of Biblical Hebrew (Roma: Biblical Institute Press, 1996),
50.

8) Cf. J.H. Perterman, Versuch einer Hebréischen Formenlehre nach der Aussprache der Heutigen
Samaritaner (Leipzig, 1868), 10; T. Noldeke, “Uber Aussprache des Hebriischen bei den
Samaritanern”, Nachrichten von der Konigl. Gessel. D. Wissenschaften 23 (1868), 485-5-4.
Peterman held an opinion that the absence of shewa in Samaritan Hebrew is original while
Noldeke thought it is late phenomenon.

9) Z. Ben-Hayyim, 79 5yav my) an2ay mnyn » 59 0w non mnIx) 1293y (Jerusalem: The
Academia of the Hebrew Language, 1957-1957), 46-47.
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2.2.2. arref@om (Deu 3:13 oongy)

This case reflects three distinctive characters of SH: a) auxiliary vowel (see,
2.3), b) unfamiliarity with shewa (see 2.2.1), and c) the masculine suffix -am.
Concerning the masculine suffix -am, the vowels i and e, the distinction between
them is not maintained in closed post-tonic syllables, where they both appear as
the vowel o; the rule is that a noun or a verb containing an i or e vowel in any
other circumstances shows a shift of that vowel to o in a closed post-tonic
syllable, e.g., bit (Gen 35:1 m2); abbat (Ex 12:4 man); ger (Num 9:14 93);
aggar (Exo 23:9 9n). In addition, words containing the vowel i in stressed
syllables show a shift of that vowel to e when the relevant syllable is no longer

stressed, e.g. dabbar (Gen 18:19 127; cf. Exo 12:32 dabbertimma).

2.3.emirra (Genl9:24 mby)

In TH, the three compound shewas stand especially under the four guttural
letters instead of a shewa mobile, since these letters by their nature require a more
definite vowel than the indeterminate shewa mobile. Thus, a guttural at the
beginning of a syllable, where the shewa is necessarily vocal, can never have mere
shewa quiescence. In this stage, a new vowel appears where there was no vowel at
all. This auxiliary vowel appears in order to expedite the articulation of the word.
This phenomenon is frequent in TH when the first consonant of the cluster is a
guttural sound. This phenomenon is applied to SH as well.

In SH, generally, the guttural ¥ shifts to X, such as *ébida (Exo 1:14 n1%ay), idna
(Gen 18:12 ny1y). When the word opens with historical n or vy , it frequently

maintains before the vowels cf a, 4 a, such as 4z (Gen 49:3 vy), ammas (Exo 26:9

vnn), etc.'”’ There are however few cases, which begin with historical ¥ or n, that

10) M. Florentine, “*»7m1%2 m72y2 DY DIYSNRI PN MNY IMYNYN P2 nnan”, A. Dotan
and A. Tal, eds., o217 — m92¥7 PWoa o029pnn 11985 1321 990 (Tel Aviv: University of
Tel Aviv Press, 2005), 114-115. The gutturals y and n in the beginning of the cases Florentine



do not have pronounced y, e.g. ason (Exo 28:30 ywn), dodasv(Gen 29:14 vw1h), drob

(Deu 13:16 29n), etc. It is very difficult to explain these exceptions, and to
determine the phonological rules. However, as for the case we have here, the y first
consonant is not a historical (in Arabic ¢), and thus the y is not remained.

In addition, the X, which is derived from y”nnX and y, which is derived from y”n
disappear after the prepositions 2 and %, and after waw copulative. And the ¥

survives after the definite article n and in Hifil verbs, such as bas (Num 13:33

vNx3a), waf (Lev 26:39 qu), wad (Gen 19:4 1y), etc.

2.4. afsebi (Gen 14:5 mva)

This case reflects the following facts: a) The vowel appears before the
consonant when the word comes with the prepositions 3, 9, and y» (as participle),
e.g. abyom (Lev 5:24 o¥n). But the rule cannot be applied to every similar case.

Sometimes the vowel appears after the consonant, e.g. bamasi (Num 12:8 nwing).

It is determined according to the formation of the word, yet we may learn some
rules concerning this matter. When the preposition 2 occurs before 2, 1, or 9, the
vowel always follows the vowel of the consonant. And a word, which followed
by 2 or , and has an initial guttural consonant, the 2 or % has no vowel at all, e.g.
bisdak (<*bi’isddk; Exo 15:13 7903), bisba (<*bi’isba; Exo 31:18 yayna).

b) The second issue in this case is the pronunciation of ny1a. There were two
types of pronunciation for these consonants, which are hard and soft, whereas
today 172 are always hard and the 9 is always soft (Arabic influence). This
rule does not contradict the fact that an original plosive o can be produced like
the 2 (plosive). It may testify to the fact that the plosive 9 is no longer in
existence. It should also be mentioned that the fricative pronunciation of y which

is identical with fricative pronunciation of 2 /v/, has not been lost. And the semi-

presented are being unmatched with the cases that are presented by Ben-Hayyim. It seems that

Florentine has transliterated those forms mistakenly.
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consonant Y occurs today under limited, defined conditions. The case we have

here (af$ébi) implies that the present remains of the early conditions are the shift
of fricative 1 to fricative 9 in the preposition 3, i.e., *av > af. For instance, afqdo

rdt (Lev 19:20 mp3), afsild (Num 6:19 nbwa), etc.

2.5. >idma (Gen 14:2 npnTN)

Concerning the case of %dma here, the N of the proper noun in local
connotation (occurred 3 times in the Samaritan Pentateuch) regarded as a part of
the root. The vowel of the X in nouns in the SH is usually a or i. The difference
does not parallel between N with patah and X with segol in the TH (the vowel i
is more common). In nouns written with X in the SH, the vowel a is prevalent,
although the vowel i can also be found as the case here.

In the TH, the distinction between the feminine ending *, and the same ending
indicating direction toward an aim is marked by the placement of stress. When
the ending is accented, it is a feminine marker, and when it is not accented, it
indicates He-locale. However, this distinction is not applied to the SH, since the
stress is on penultimate syllable in the SH. Thus, one can deny the

comprehension of the Samaritans on the function of - ending."”

2.6. wte'dal (Gen 14:9 Sym)

xtid*al > wte'dal

The biblical stress on the Jewish tradition is precisely given only in the TH. In
the TH, the stress mostly tends towards the end of the word (the ultimate stress,
and less frequently comes on penultimate stress), whereas the SH has the stress

mostly on the penultimate syllable (and less frequently on the ultimate syllable).

11) Z. Ben-Hayyim, vy, 5 vol,, 274. Like an instance /fla 0> which is cognate by Arabic
4L, the Samaritans may understand it as a feminine noun in morphological point of view.

One can conclude only on the basis of syntax.
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The case we have here belongs to the latter group of the SH, since its stress is on
the ultimate syllable. When we see all the words, which are stressed on the
penultimate syllable in the SH, most of the forms have gutturals in the second or
third radical. In some types of nouns, mostly feminine forms, e.g rébit (Num
15:5 w2, garartu (Lev 13:42 nmp), ete., it is evident that the stress on the
ultimate syllable results from the reduction of the last two syllables into one
through the elimination of the consonant separating their vowels at an early
stage of development. Ben-Hayyim has claimed that the Samaritan Hebrew had
stresses on the ultimate syllable in the early stage since the ultimate syllable was
derived from diphthong of the two last syllables, then it was contracted to a
single syllable."? According to him, it would seem that in the earlier stage, the
forms (the ultimate stress results from the reduction of two syllables to one, such
as *tala’at, étdgd;, *bd?iyi 9) were originally stressed on their penultimate syllables.
If we grant Ben-Hayyim’s assumption, one can explain that the position of the
stress in the SH results from stress recession from the ultimate to the
penultimate syllable."”

Blau remarked that the large number of explanations and the constant need for
new solutions testify to the uncertainty surrounding the question of the

development of the stress in the TH.'¥ Bauer (& Leander)'” and Bergstrisser'®

12) Z. Ben-Hayyim, ¥y, 5 vol., 219.
13) This explanation is based on these assumptions: a) existence of shewa in the stage prior to the
SH, and its various transformations and consequences in the SH; b) the splitting of the

diphthongs clearly demonstrating that the basic form of the split had ultimate stress (ndo_tl?y > nd

tuwwi »)); c) a shift of vowels in the inflection of verbs known in the TH as involving stress
(Philippi’s law).

14) J. Blau, “Notes on Changes in Accent in Early Hebrew”, S. Abramson and A. Mirsky, eds.,
WY 0»n 190 (Jerusalem: Schocken. Institute for Jewish Research of the JTSA, 1970), 27.

15) H. Bauer & P. Leander, Historische Grammatik der Hebrdiischen Sprache des Alten
Testamentes (Halle, 1922), 275f.

16) G. Bergstrésser, Hebrdische Grammatik (Leipzig, 1918), 116.
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each assume two early stages preceding that of the TH; similarly, they each
assume that one of these two stages is identical with the stress in literary Arabic.
However, the very assumption of a stage equivalent to the stress in literary
Arabic seems not plausible, since the Arabic stress has no phonological
significance and that no distinctions are made on the basis of this stress, whereas
in the TH, the very opposite is the case - vowel quantity being insignificant in
TH, but stress decisive. They differ from one another in that Bauer & Leander
make considerable use of the force of analogy to explain away features which
would seem to contradict their basic assumptions, whereas Bergstriasser prefers a
consistent phonological reconstruction, thus creating an extremely complex
structure focused around morphological distinctions: nouns and suffixed verbs
take one form of stress, whereas unsuffixed verbs and construct nominal forms

take other kinds.

2.7. wya>i (Gen 1:19>m7) / wyissi (Lev 14:3 ng»)
2.7.1. wy@i (1) (Shortened Imperfect Qal)

In the TH, there are six verbal forms: perfect, converted perfect, imperfect,
converted imperfect, jussive, and cohortative. These cases here (shortened
imperfect Qal) have their individual character and syntactic, semantic
distinctions. However, the system does not exist in every verb class and every
stem. A waw preceding a measurable verbal form may have various semantic
values. Probably, the Samaritans were not unaware, then that the reversal of the
perfect and imperfect tenses of their own time appears in the SP mostly in forms
with the conjunctive waw. In the SH, as in the second column of Origen’s
Hexapla, there was no morphological distinction between waw consecutive and

waw conjunctive. The regulation of penultimate stress caused the forms to be



identical such as 7721 / 772, thus in the SH, there is no difference between waw

. . .o 17)
consecutive and waw conjunctive.

The Hebrew reflected in the Samaritan tradition of recitation of the
Pentateuch has its origins in the language of the late Second Temple period and
the first generations thereafter.'® As far as we ascertain from other sources, the
converted perfect, the converted imperfect, and the lengthened and shortened
forms of imperfect (cohortative and jussive) were not used in the living language
of the time, and it can reasonably be assumed that awareness of these forms had
disappeared even among educated speakers. Where no morphological difference
remained, the Samaritans, reading the Pentateuch, understood the biblical forms
in accord with the usage of their own day. Thus, the Samaritan grammarians

stated that “in a minority of cases, the perfect forms indicate future occasion”

(e.g. barriktdoni, Gen 32:27 »)n)13), and the perfect with waw “normally indicates

past time” (such as yékasszyyd;nu Ex 15:5 m»p2?), and as for imperfect with waw,

“the waw shifts the meaning from the future to the past™.'”

Phonological processes originally caused distinct forms to be conflated in the
TH. Thus, in place of the forms yaqtulu, yaqtula, and yaqtul, Hebrew has the
single form Yy, which must bear all shades of meaning and usage of the Arabic
forms. Additional phonological processes acted in the SH in later generations,
bringing about further unification of forms that has been distinct in the TH. For
instance, the rule that a long 7 vowel becomes e (9) in a closed, unaccented
syllable caused the loss of the morphological distinction between such forms
as 17 and 17p7 in the TH: both become wyagrob when the stress moves back

to the penult in the SH. One sometimes finds sere in place of hireq in the TH as

17) M. Florentine, ibid., 118.
18) Z. Ben-Hayyim, vy, 5 vol., 170.
19) Z. Ben-Hayyim, vny, 1 vol., 67.
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well such as Ex 19:3 ) (cf. SH wragged), although the TH distinguishes

between imperfect and converted imperfect.

2.7.2. wyissa (xy)

In »79, the converted imperfect can be distinguished from the regular
imperfect by vowel pattern, e.g., wialad (Gen 19:37 79m) / télad (Lev 12:5 19m),
etc. The forms with preformative > can be explained as the perfect with the
addition of the conjugation ). But this understanding of the verbs is inappropriate

to the imperfect with N, 3 or 1 as the preformative vowel, such as Wi $a bu (Deu
1:45, 46 »nym) or wydominna (Gen 30:38 nynnm). Thus, we can state with
certainty that the preformative vowel d is derived from an ancient a vowel, as in

the Ugaritic verb ’ard. Furthermore, the imperfect preformative vowel e (sere in
TH) can be explained only as the product of assimilation to the vowel of the
second radical.”® Originally, forms with @ and forms with i > e coexisted at
random in Hebrew; the Samaritan tradition utilized the two possibilities to create
a semantic distinction. In some verbs, such as ay», the converted imperfect
differs from the regular imperfect not only in the vowels, but in the consonants
as well: wed $ab = TH aym (cf. #issdb, Lev 12:4 ayn). But this rule does not
apply to the case of the verb X% we have here, where we find wyissd (Gen 19:14

NY): yissd (Deu 24:5 NY); wyissdcm (Deu 21:2 wy), etc.

2.8. garnom (Gen 14:5 o07p)

*qgarnayim > *garném > garnom

There are three forms of grammatical number: singular, dual, and plural. The
singular bears no particular number marker. Secondly, the dual form is marked

by the suffix -ayim added generally to the singular form (e.g. Lev 11:42 ooy,

20) Z. Ben-Hayyim, 7Ny, 5 vol., 173.
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Exo0 25:23 oypnx, etc.), although on occasion it occurs with the base form of the
plural (e.g. Jer 52:7 oonwmin, Eze 27:5 omnmbd, etc). The masculine plural
carries the suffix ©>- and the feminine plural nj-, although it must be recalled
that the - suffix is frequently used for masculine nouns as well (e.g. Jdg 3:2
M7, 1Sa 12:17 m%p, Exo 34:7 miaw, etc.), and that o>- is also used as the
plural marker for feminine nouns (e.g. Gen 5:6 ©»y, Neh 9:28 ony, Exo
29:2 0w, etc.). And this phenomenon is also attested in the DSS.?"”

The dual form of the SH is usually only a matter of morphology, and no
longer delivers the semantic function of expressing duality. However, it seems
implausible to me that it can be the same function that was expressing duality in
biblical Hebrew or early stage Hebrew.

Furthermore, we found many dual nouns that are expressing the pair of body
e.g. Lev 11:42 o¥)q, Gen 34:21 o, Job 41:12 oy pmy*(»nin), Exo 25:20
099, Deu 28:65 oy, etc, although sometimes the dual forms express a
number of objects bigger than two such as Lev 11:23 o937 ya9x. It alludes that
the semantic function of the suffix fell into disuse. The orthography of the SP
spelling does not differ in this respect from the Jewish Pentateuch, but the
Samaritan pronunciation reflects a stage of Hebrew that has taken a further step
toward the elimination of the dual form.

The dual and plural suffixes -ayim and -im have been contracted from
diphthong, and both become -om or -im where there is ultimate stress. The

medieval Samaritan grammarians have remarked that it is indicated by insert of

21) This phenomenon is attested also in the DSS. E. Qimron, The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls
(Atlanta Georgia: Scholars Press, 1986), 67. He remarked that, in the DSS, the masculine
plural suffix ©>- appears in the place of feminine plural nouns such as 0»¥. More frequently,
the feminine plural suffix m- appeared in the place of masculine plural nouns, such as YT
/ ©97 (which is already attested in BH). In the post-biblical Hebrew, the difference of the

suffixes ©-/ni- became only a matter of style.
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a soft letter between the yod of the plural and the letter preceding it.” Here, one
might question whether in the SH the origin of dual suffix is attached to the
noun only in its singular form or whether it also attaches to the plural form. I
think that the answer cannot be given decisively.

As a general rule, the SH was not familiar with shewa, thus in dual forms the
vowel comes in the first and second radicals. However, as for the case we have
here, there is no vowel between the first and second radicals. The form D)7 in
the toponym Jdg 14:5 D72 MINVYY is pronounced garnom, with no vowel
between 7 and 3. And it is well known that names tend to preserve their earlier

form. Especially in this case, it happened before the invention of shewa mobile.

2.9. >at (Gen 1:1 M)

The case we have here is a preposition of monosyllable. This case leads us to
question whether Philippi’s law is applied in the SH.

The shift of vowel i to a in a closed, stressed syllable is known as Philippi’s
law in Hebrew. It has been highly disputed among the Semitic linguists. Many
other scholars have been endeavoring to determine the law in phonological and
morphological perspectives. ”’ When we deal with this regulation, we are

required to examine other Semitic languages as well. According to Philippi’s

22) Z. Ben-Hayyim, vy, 1, 5 vols., 180. The Samaritan grammarians, the high priests Elieser,
Pinhas, and Yoseph have explained: “ »2>9 0790 DYN NN RONNT NN NI 1D W DSY DY 9O
... DMV, D295N IO 1N TP NA0IN T DY (Y2n) 19 07, which is translated as “every noun
has dual and plural form except pronoun. The masculine plural is expressed by addition
yod...”

23) There are plenty of articles on Philippi’s law, but main discussions are made in the following
articles: J. Blau, “On Pausal Lengthening, Pausal Stress Shift, Philippi’s Law and Rule
Ordering in Biblical Hebrew”, Hebrew Annual Review 5 (1981), 1-13; F. R. Blake, “The
Apparent Interchange between a and i in Hebrew”, JNES 9 (1950), 152-158; E. Qimron,
“TORIPHN MWL NN 7 PN SNDIN”, Leshonenu, 50 (1985), 77-102; E. Qimron, “ mavin
TONIPH NI NNY 7 PN SN mNnY”, Leshonenu, 50 (1985), 247-249. Especially
Qimron’s work is notable since he gives us not only general perspective on the law but makes
new suggestions on the law. Moreover, he presents comparative analysis of different Hebrew
traditions.
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law, generally the vowel i behaves in several different ways: a) it remains in a
closed, unstressed syllable.24) b) it becomes sere in a closed, stressed syllable; in
an open syllable neighboring to the stressed syllable; or in an open, stressed

25)

syllable.”” ¢) it becomes patah in a closed, stressed syllable, and in pause, it

becomes qames.”® d) Finally, it becomes shewa in an open syllable adjacent to
the stressed syllable.””
P. Joiion (& T. Muraoka) claimed that while the vowel i in all closed and

), in the

stressed syllables becomes @ according to the Babylonian tradition **
Tiberian tradition, the vowel i shifts to @ only when the vowel is in the first
closed and stressed syllable.”” However, for E. Qimron, Philippi’s law occurs in
both syllables (penultimate syllable and ultimate syllable) not just in the verb
system (mainly) of the Tiberian and Babylonian tradition,” but also in nouns
and pronouns. If Qimron’s assumption is correct, there were two types of sere;
one is long and the other is short. The long sere can remain while short sere
shifts to patah.

Sometimes we found segol in the Hexapla®" where patah is found in Piel and
Hifil of other Hebrew traditions such as the Tiberian and Babylonian traditions.
In other words, the Hexapla was not familiar with the tradition that has a

phonological interchange i/a. It seems that it is not a chronological issue rather a

24) For instance, 11, 173, >3, 1V, etc.

25) For instance, 127, N1, 229, Y2y, 22, 2¥, OV, etc.
26) For instance, nyon, N3, etc.

27) For instance, Y7272, 12¥2 , 7100, etc.

v

28) In Babylonian sign “” stands for patah and segol.

29) P. Joiion & T. Muraoka, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1994),
§ 29 c-d.

30) E. Qimron, 920, 87, 96. He remarked that there is greater number of cases with patah in the
Babylonian tradition against cases with sere in the Tiberian tradition. Cf. F. R. Blake, ibid, 77.

31) Although it is in on-going dispute, it is worth to mention that we also found segol in the

Septuagint, Hyronimus’s Latin version against patah of the Tiberian tradition.
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dialectical question. It is plausible that the reason for the unmatched vowels
between the Hexapla and other Tiberian tradition is that Origen’s Hexapla only
exhibits the Hebrew tradition that was not familiar with Philippi’s law.**
Therefore, Qimron claimed that the vowel interchange i/a reflects a simple
morph-phonemic variation than forms of different origins.” Moreover, in the
DSS, it seems that Philippi’s law did not occur since short vowels e and a were
not applied as matres lectionis.

Concerning Philippi’s law in the SH, Ben-Hayyim claimed that the vowel 7 in
the SH can remain, or shift to e, a, 4, but can never change to shewa.>” For him,
Philippi’s law has been applied in the Samaritan Hebrew except one single case,
gen (Deu 22:6 \p) / ginndk (Num 24:21 ;J__r_,v).35) However, his assumption is not
convincible, since he did not bring enough examples to prove the existence of
the law. Furthermore, he disregarded the cases to which the rule did not apply.
(was disregarded from the cases that the rule did not apply.) Even if Ben-

32) E. Qimron, 919°n, 88-89. He presents three reasons which have been claimed by scholars: a)
the rule is early, however the analogy that compares the pausals and the normals has occurred
in different ways in different traditions. Thus, in the Babylonian tradition, there are increased
normal forms with the vowel a, while the vowel e was increased in the Haxapla transliteration,
the Samaritan Hebrew, and the Palestinian tradition. b) Maybe, the rule (i>a) has occurred
after Origen’s Hexapla so that we cannot discern any trace of the rule in the Hexapla
transliteration. However, as E. Qimron claimed, this assumption does not make sense well
since Origen would not have known the Hebrew form if the rule has occurred later than the
Hebrew that was already not spoken. c) Rather, this assumption would seem to be plausible,
truly if it is a dialectical issue. Probably, it is presenting the dialectical differences among the
ancient Hebrew traditions. Origen’s Hexapla transliteration is reflecting the dialect in which
the rule does not occur.

33) E. Qimron, )19°n, 99.

34) Z. Ben-Hayyim, vy, 5 vol., 57.

35) Z. Ben-Hayyim, vy, 5 vol.,, 79; F.R. Blake, ibid., 81-82. Ben Hayyim has found only one
case of exception that Philippi’s law did not occur in the Tiberian tradition, but Blake found
more exceptional cases including verbal forms. He remarked that the vowel i before consonant
in the final syllable of the word is preserved, e.g. *ém < ’imm (Exo 2:8 ow); gén < ginn (Deu
22:6 \p); sel < sill (Gen 19:8 YY), etc.
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Hayyim has presented cases as evidence, most of them are with one syllable of
ultimate stress to which the law cannot be applied. Thus, we can not grant the

existence of Philippi’s law in the SH.

2.10. sinniyyar (Gen 10:10 1)) /alasar (Gen 14:1 7o)

/<asu (Exo 1:17 ywvy)

These are cases leading us to study the behavior sibilants in the Samaritan
Hebrew. It is generally accepted that the distinction between W(s)and ¥(s) in the
Tiberian tradition originates from the use of the letter s for two sounds in ancient
Hebrew. Ben-Hayyim assumed that the two sounds were independent
consonants (, $), i.e., each was a separate phoneme, judged by both comparative
grammar and Hebrew phonological considerations.”® However, the studies in
Semitic languages in general makes it apparent (is apparent to a fact) that in the
Hebrew alphabet s is the only phoneme marked polyphonically rather than by a
special letter, and that the Hebrew alphabet stems from a language in which §
and § have merged, presumably to s And comparison with other Semitic
languages clearly demonstrates the genuine character of the differentiation
between § and § in Hebrew, respectably, unlike the SH (both as 3)*"), and
establishes the separate existence of s, which is different from the Proto-Semitic
§and s. Since the Hebrew did not append new letters to the accepted alphabet,
rather they used § polyphonically, for both § and §. Therefore, v, the letter
marking §was chosen to present §.*¥
Concerning letters ¥ and v, it seems less plausible that the shift of ¥ to v in

Aramaic led some scholars to consider Aramaic as the source of the

36) Z.Ben-Hayyim, w7y, 5 vol., 23.
37) The consonantal shift §> § cause the forms to be identical, e.g. samalsamé yvw / mw.

38) G. Bergstrisser, ibid., 48.
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development in Hebrew.*” Unlike Aramaic, in the SH, the sound ¥ became v,
and never found such a change from § to s(samekh).*” The interchange between
§ and s can be found in the pronunciation of the Hebrew in various Jewish

') However, in the SH, there is only a single sound &

communities. *
corresponding to the letter w. The Samaritans carefully distinguished between §
(< 8) of the SH and s (< $) of the SA. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that
the shift of § > § had already existed before it became under the influence of
Aramaic for the sound § had survived until the SA speech became dominant.
Additionally, it seems probable that in Qumran Hebrew, there were no more
than two voiceless non-emphatic sibilants: § and s. The orthography does not
reflect the phonetic values accurately because v is used for §and s (whose origin

is Proto-Semitic $) and v is used for s (whose origin is Proto-Semitic s and only

rarely ).

3. Conclusion

When we evaluate the type of Hebrew in the contemporary Samaritan reading
of the Pentateuch, we are required to ask the following question: To what extant
is the contemporary SH an authentic reflection of the language when it was a
living reality? In the process of describing and discussing the development of
the SH under various grammatical explanations, we learned several distinctive
facts (although I could not bring up all the grammatical issues of the SH): a) the
shewa does not exist in this dialect, which takes important role in the Jewish
Hebrew grammar. There is no vestige of this in the Samaritan grammar, b) there

is only one v, pronounced § like the same letter in the Tiberian tradition, c) the

39) E. Ben Yehuda, Thesaurus Totius Hebraitis et Veteris et Recentioris (Jerusalem, 1908-1959),
14 vol., 6777.

40) Z. Ben-Hayyim, “nTn> 9270 9198 0 0wTn 0) 0w, Leshonenu 42 (1978), 285.

41) “Hebrew Grammar”, Encyclopedia Judaica (New York, 1971), cols. 85-86.
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guttural sounds behave in a special way. Verbs with these consonants are
considered defective verbs. There is a difference between N and N on the one
hand, and n and ¥ on the other. The former being described as defective guttural
letters, and the latter as sound guttural letters.

In addition, this study can contribute to a better translation of the Hebrew
Bible. Translating the Hebrew Bible involves various grammatical
considerations. Generally, the grammatical considerations take place based on
the masoretic text, which is relatively a late development. However, we should
remember that there are other Hebrew traditions of the OT, which are earlier
than the Masora, such as the Babylonian, the Samaritan, and Origen’s
Hexaplaric traditions. Translating or interpreting the Hebrew Bible, we should
take those different Hebrew traditions into consideration. Comparing different
traditions, I believe, can contribute to discovering the significant grammatical

differences that diversify the semantic aspects of the Hebrew Bible.

(T3 Y7k 2010.7.30, AAF LA 2010.9.13, AlA 34 Y21 2010.9.13)
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