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I . One hundred years ago, J. H. Petermann made public the Samaritans' 
pronunciation of Hebrew in their Torah reading by publishing the Book of Genesis in a 
transcription that included the vowels. 1 Until then. thc Samaritan pronunciation had 
been known only through thoroughly unreliable and random examples, while a 
systematical'ly vocalized Samaritan Torah version was virtually non-existent. 
Petermann also attempted to describe the morphology of this Hebrew, which is 
considerably different from that expressed in the usual Tiberian vocalization system of 
the Bible. That very year Nbldeke reviewed Petermann's book. ' He sensed the serious 
defects of the transcription, which distorted the whole pattern of this language, but 
nevertheless, by virtue of his part!cular perception, he succeeded in drawing attention to 
the regularity of several phonological features. especially the 0-11 relationship (o-li being 
correct, but he was led astray by the transcription), and correctly evaluated this 
linguistic tradition: "Abstrahieren wir nun von allen diesen Entstellungen, so gelangen 
wir zu einer Aussprache. welche der masor. gar nicht so fern stehl." It is thus surprising 
that historical and comparative Hebrew research, developing at that time and reaching 
its peak at the beginning of this century, ignored the data of the Samaritan tradition 
when dealing with the complex problems of Hebrcw phonology and morphology. 

This has no explanation other than blind faith in the phonological "laws" laid down 
by the comparative grammar of Hebrew and its Semitic sister-tongues (mainly Arabic 
and Aramaic), such as Phillipi's law a-o, o» (]> o, determination of vowel quantities not 
indicated by the orthography-rules which "hebraized" the language under study. The 
neo-grammarians (Junggrammatiker) hold the opinion that phonological rules should 

I J. H. Petermann. Versllcil <'il/('r i1chl'lliscilell F()/'III<'lIieilre 11lIc i7 der AlisspraciJe der i1elllij;(,11 

Salllarilill1er, Abhandlungcn fur die Kunde des Morgenlandcs. 5 (Leir/.ig. 18(8). 
2 Th. N(,ldcke ... Ubcr die Aussrrache des Hebriiischcn bei dell Samaritancrn." Nac/rrichlcil 1'0'1 del' 

K,jlliglic/rel1 Geseiischa.fi ria WiSSl'l1sc/ra/iell No. 23. ( I 8Ml). 4SS 504. 
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apply consistently and without exception. 3 However, every linguist engaged in 
interpreting a given linguistic picture in any language whatever is aware of not a few 
exceptions to the rules. He must then find alternate explanations for them, first and 
foremost in paradigmatic analogy, but also in dissimilation and similar processes, which 
have in common the fact that they do not behave regularly. 

An additional solution has become common in dealing with Hebrew grammar: 
rejection of an irregular feature by considering it an error of the tradition and not a true 
language form. And whereas living Old Hebrew speech ceased some 1600 years ago 
and for generations Bible reading was transmitted orally by speakers of Aramaic, it 
seems reasonable to assume that each and every irregularity is actually a 
contamination, whether called a quasi-Aramaic reading or a memory lapse and error in 
vocalization. 4 Since the Samaritan tradition apparently contradicts to a considerable 
extent what is understood from the rules built upon the Tiberian vocal tradition, it is no 
wonder that grammarians regarded it with distrust. Bauer and Leander admitted 
explicitly: "Uns erschien der Wert der samaritanischen Aussprache einstweilen zu 
fraglich, als dass sie fUr unsere weitere Darstellung ernstlich in Betracht kommen 
kbnnte. 5 

2. This decisive statement, which Nbldeke's review shows is unjustified even if 
Petermann's faulty transcription is taken into account, prevented them from utilizing 
fully the tradition of the Samaritans in order to understand the developments which had 
taken place in Tiberian Hebrew, developments not easily understood from Tiberian 
Hebrew alone. This habit is still rife among scholars of Biblical Hebrew: to mediate 
between different rules on the basis of the accepted vocalization-that is, the 
orthography-as if they were definite, as if whatever disagrees with them is mistaken 
and is not worthy of attention. 

When, in the fifties, the picture of the Samaritan Hebrew tradition began to be 
clarified, and when considerable material in other Jewish traditions had been amassed 
and a more thorough understanding of the development of Tiberian Hebrew had been 
achieved, the introduction of the Samaritan tradition began to stimulate the historical 
study of Hebrew. But while this is considerably good, it also promotes the danger of 
abusing and misusing this linguistic tradition by comparing its data with those of the 
accepted Tiberian tradition, without prior assessment of the Samaritan data in their own 
framework, viz., the rules and paradigmatic relationships of Samaritan Hebrew. On the 
one hand, we have simplistic equations such as *)uhl ehl»a)ol, srd (Syd»siyyad, 

3 It is worth noting that in thos e very day s N61deke wrote. in hi s review of' Prym-Socin' s book DcI' ne/{­
aramtiische Dialek r des TurJ Abdil1 in Z DMG 35 (1881), 221: " das jelzt so beliebte Dogma von der 

unbedingten Wirkung der Lautgesetze als eine arge Uebertreibung erwiesen wird": and see also Yakov 

Malkiel , " Etymology and Historical Grammar," Philology 8 ( 1954/5). 191. 
4 In particular. G. Bergstrasser' s Hebrtiische Gral1ll1lQ/ik is full of assumed e rrors in text or voca li zat ion. 

In Part II , p. 157, one finds the s tatement that the vocalization ofp"rii( ')I l1" (Jos h. 4 :2 4) is mi s taken. of 
course. because the regular and expected form is y're(')raem; thi s exception in Tiberian Hebrew is the rule in 

Samaritan: yarallimma, or. according to H . Bauer- P. Leander. Hisrorische Grammarik der Hebriiisch en 
Sprache, p. 588. 'iona'~aem is a scribal error. as if the MassoJ'etes couldn't have corrected it using the k"ril'­

q"ri system. 
5 Bauer-Leander. ibid . p. 171 . n. I. 
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*~ullim (~tm»elom, which do nothing to explain the evolution of the Samaritan forms. 
while even contradicting a rule or two of their own tradition. for example. elom, since 
no historic short 11 becomes 0 in Samaritan Hebrew. On the other hand. we find a 
grammarian declare that forms which contradict Hebrew rules-as known to and 
considered by him .. facts of life"- are mere errors of transmission. In other words. 
they never existed in the living language but were created by a combination of graphic 
form and the reader's .. faulty memory." 

Sometimes the scholar's faith in the regularity of the laws and the devices employed 
to explain exceptions to them is so great that it results in amusing conclusions . One 
grammarian has denied the reading 1I'IlequffQ (lVllqyf, Gen. 24:8) by the Samaritans 
(there are indications of such a vocalization in the mss.). since the rules predict the 
form 1I'I1aqrta (which has incorrectly been defined as niphat" because of the accepted 
Tiberian vocalization. whde it is actually qat) . despite the fact that anyone listening to 
the Samaritan reading can hear it. Another has ruled that a precedes r in segholate 
patterns, and consequently the vowel J before r indicates the patern q'frl. Thus an 
absolute form *ye~a,. has been deduced in haste from yi~rll. However. the absolute form 
actually exists. being ye~Jr. which does not conform to the rule as postulated.' 

Indeed. exaggerations of this kind are no different substantially from what can be 
found in grammars concerning the forms miqq"diiS or mamm"rorim or biittrm. They 
indicate that the dagd in these forms does not denote the doubling customary in the 
traditional pronunciation because it is difficult for the grammarian to find a regular 
framework to explain it. while the dage& in the word )t 'you' denotes such doubling. 
naturally because it can be justified etymologically. It should be noted that the 
Samaritan tradition as well. wholly uninfluenced by the Tiberian vocalization, doubles 
the t of btym: baft.nn, while in the (Aramaic) pronunciation of )r, no doubling is 
evident: )a/! 

Of this ilk are the explanations offered for the typical Samaritan phenomenon shown 
in the pronunciation of the words ze)ol (Z)/). ~e)on (~)I1). re)os (r)s):R I) the enunciation 
of the) stems only from orthography. from the desire to express the written) orally: 2) 

Ii A Murtonen. Malerials for a NOli -Masoretic Grammar (Helsinki. 1958-6 4). 2: 150: R. M3cuch. 
GrGmmalik des Samaritanischell Hebriiisch (Berlin. 1969). 362. 

7 S. B. J. Mandel. The Del'efopm clIl of Samarilan HebrclI' (unpublished Harvard di ssertation. 1977). 
100. 106. Elsewhere. on p. 318. one finds the singular form rrH and the plural re l lls,)lIl. but I have no idea 
where they came from. There are singular relo£·. plural rD.Ie'm ('). and the whole semantic differentiation 
made there is groundless. What is the basi s for the statement that Ilci' 01 was pronounced ' al (ibid .. p.324)'~ 
There is no such form in the Pentateuch. There is Ill. derived from a mcd. 11'011' root. while b'l in 
Deuteronomy 8:3 was pronounced bal. but there is no connection in Samaritan between this noun and ' 11'/, 
Nevertheless the author treads on thin ice when he suspects thc Samaritan tradition of mistaken readings and 
transmi ss ions. and of Aramaic influence (e.g .. pp. 50.10 '1. I 71 . 1 73 . 177.190.205. etc .). while the laws he uses 
are insufficient to interpret the Samaritan form properly. Indeed. to derive the form lirrull, l 'l'tt (In,·( It) from 
the root I/'I, (p.119). and to classify the noun under the qillllia pallern means ignoring the consonant doubling 
here and in the nouns (lIIl' l lt. IllIh as well. 

S By Mandel. ibid .. 3 I I . I must regrctfully admit that the idea that the Samaritan reading is inlluenccd by 
orthography. and that in this way the pronunciation I'l! l o.( came into being. was expressed by me thirty-six 
years ago in my preliminary report in Le!;olleill/ 12 (1943). 124. It would have been filling simply to mention 
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ze )ol followed ze analogically, and re )os followed me )od (m )d). If one asks why the ) 

pronounced in m)d is regular while that of r)s is irregular and analogical, one will 
receive the answer: " I don't know, but at least it hasn't [quiesced] in TBH [=Tiberian 
Hebrew]." 

All this means that if Tiberian Hebrew is under discussion, the form dealt with is an 
actual linguistic phenomenon-albeit difficult from the point of view of the known 
rules- but if the very same form appears in the Hebrew of the Samaritans, it is surely 
an error. Since Samaritan Hebrew has many forms difficult to reconcile with the rules 
derived from Tiberian Hebrew, it follows that claims of memory lapse or error are 
common. This approach precludes a priori the possibility of understanding what really 
de veloped in Samaritan Hebrew, hence there is no point in using it for proper 
comparison with the Tiberian dialect. Most important of all, the following question 
should be asked: If the Samaritans forgot the pronunciation of the simplest of words, 
what purpose can be achieved in using this dialect in Hebrew research? 

In the ensuing study I propose to review the structure of mono-syllabic and bisyllabic 
middle guttural e, h, IJ, C) nouns and attempt to explain their development and their ties 
with parallel nouns in Tiberian Hebrew, fully aware that the use of all the literary and 
oral evidence (the various pronunciations) outside the Tiberian tradition can be of great 
value in comprehending Tiberian Hebrew itself. 

II 

3. Prior to the presentation of the material, certain facts must be specified in order to 
facilitate understanding the subject. 

a) Of historical ), h, IJ. ( only) remains in Samaritan Hebrew, h, 1]., ( having merged 
with it in almost every position, except initially, before long or short a, a, where ( also 
appears, representing historical IJ as well. There are clear signs that this development 
occurred in Hebrew in the period when Hebrew served as the Samaritan vernacular. Y 

Wherever ( disappeared in the specified position as well, it is reasonable to assume that 
at the time this proces s was in effect, the ( did not precede an a/a vowel. When the 
merger was complete and all four gutturals had coalesced as ), they behaved as \ 
becoming y after i (r) as in Aramaic and occasionally in Biblical Hebrew-such as 
neQiyya , daniyyel-and becoming w after u (u) , as in the proper noun puwwa<pu )a. 
Only sporadically does the) in these conditions remain viable. 

b) Vowel quantity and syllabic structure being interdependent, the former is 
determined mechanically: 1) A vowel is short in a closed syllable even if it originates in 
a long vowel ; 2) it is long in an open syllable even if it originates in schwa mobile . 
Samaritan Hebrew, however, al so has 3) and extra-long vowel, extremely noticeable to 

the amazin g fact without attempting to e xplain it , as d id Nolde ke ( ibid .. 490) earlie r. A s soon as I reali zed 
my er ror, a s a re s ult of my better knowledge of the Samaritan pronunc ia tion, I rai sed my vo ice aga ins t it as 

early as 1946 in L esonenu 15 (1946), 76 , and later in my book, Studies in the Traditions of the Hehrew 
Language (Madrid-B a rcelona, 1954) , 85f., 1 explained the fe a ture a s I do here. But Mandel. following 

Kutscher, preferred m y first, e rroneou s , explanation . 
9 The indications stem from the lack o f Pentatcuchal aleph a nd he a ltern a ting wilh (ayin and /l et under 

conditions in which the (ay inis pronounc ed. See the writer' s The Literary and Oral Tradition of Hehrl'H> 

and Aramaic Amongst tile Samaritans (henceforth LOT), 5:2 8 . 
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the ear in normal reading (in melodical reading there are as a rule vowel quantity 
tluctuations). This extra-long vowel is very common in both open and closed syllables. 
For example: (1) ban (bn); bit (byt); sim (sym) ; qot (qwt); (2) gamdl (gmt); benu 
(bnw); krli (kly) ; (3) na:ta (nl]lh) ; ncua (nCrh); nar (nhr); nar (nCr); lem (ll]m); {em 
({Cm) (in open syllables a colon added to the macron indicates this unusual length; in 
closed syllables, there is no need for this, since every long vowel in such a position is 
extra-long) . 

The reader is liable to get the impression from the examples listed in (3) that the 
extra-length always represents a vanished guttural consonant, but such is not the case, 
as will be seen below. 
4. From here on we shall consider middle guttural nouns: a) Monosyllabic nouns 
appear in the Torah in the following patterns: 

I) qil: only bir (b)r), (including bel' in special contexts); 
2) qrl: zrb (z)b); brr (bCyr) and ~ (yp. ~Cy'~ (yr as well; 
3) qel: lem Ul]m) , and also nl]l, rIJI, rl]m, t~lf; bCd. ('m. rCd; 
4) qal: qal (qhl) and also yl]d, ml]r, nl]s, sl]p, tl]s; bCI. y Cr, mCI, ll cS, nC/, ,,c,, 

pCm, rCb, SCI', SCI'; ra (= Tib. ro"C) belongs to this category as well; 
5) qal: only yar (y )r); 
6) qat: tam (Pm), n)m, r )m. s)r, s)r, t )r; bhq, zhb. (hI', Ih(, nhr, shr, !ihr, shm; 

1~1!i, p~ld, rl]b (=Tib. ral]ab, rol]ab) , rl]q, SlJd. sl]r (=Tib. sal]ar, Siil]or) , 
I~l/; na (no"l]) and ka (kl] Lev. II :30) may belong to this category as well; 

7) qal: bar (bl]wr), I(un (thwm) . 

A comparison of these nouns with their parallels in the Tiberian tradition reveals that a 
Samaritan monosyllabic noun with a long vowel may be matched with a segholate noun, 
that is, an originally bisyllabic noun. or a bisyllabic noun. The nouns with short vowels, 
bir and yar, are a separate matter and will be dealt with below. 

The same relationship is found when comparing bisyllabic Samaritan nouns with their 
Tiberian parallels. 
NOle: Only those nouns are intended which have as their second syllable neither a 
feminine sufFix, like na: ra (n (rh), nor a plural sufFix, such as remmam (rl]mym) . 

These are the nouns: 

I) (eaC» iyyaC; tiyyam (t)wm); 
2) (r)oC» > iyy oC: siyyol (5)11'/); 
3) e)lI: be)lI (bhw) and also 11111'; 
4) e)oC: me)od (m )d) and also ~ ) I1, r )s, rl]wm and in extra- Pentateuchal 

Hebrew m)wm; 
5) a )i: la )i (t )y) sic in the Samaritan version. as against ell' in the Jewish 

Pentateuch; and also Il]y, y (h ; 
6) a)u: (C)a)u e~lIv) ; 

7) a )aC: ya )"d (Y~lyd) and also ml]yr, n~ls, s~lyn; kCs, mCyl, pC/, sCyr (Gen. 
27: II); 

8) {j )"C: ja )ar (p )r) - only the plural appears: ja )eri-{hr, khn, mh,~ ~hb; 
9) a)oC: a )ol ehl), and also )l]wr-)lJr, bhn, gIJWIl, kCws, rl]wq. 
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Note: mibbayyaro written mb~yryw (Num. 11:28 in the Samaritan version). whatever 
its derivation, does not belong to this framework. 
5. From the standpoint of the Tiberian traditional forms, and on the basis of 
conclusions drawn from them concerning the structure of these nouns in the" pre­
Massoretic" period, the evolution of the Samaritan traditional forms seems most 
confusing, since it is difficult to perceive the regularity usually stemming from 
phonological developments. For the merging of all gutturals into aleph-which took 
place doubtlessly at the very end of the period of living Hebrew speech, and no 
earlier-is common to all these nouns, and so it is not easy to understand why some 
segholate nouns, likep )!, mhr, nM (=Tib. IW~zaS), lhw, and alsop)r, r)s, ~)n (with 
etymological ) , became bisyllabic, while others like rl;b, bhq, z)b, r)m, /)r became 
monosyllabic. This also applies to originally bisyllabic nouns like yl;yd, m)y! on the one 
hand, and bCyr, ~Cyr on the other. Yet the confusion may diminish if the following is 
considered. 

In all the bisyllabic nouns, the aleph (historical ), h, 1;, C) appears between two 
qualitatively different vowels. It is thus reasonable to assume that at least those 
monosyllabic nouns which are not segholate in Tiberian Hebrew featured the aleph 
between two qualitatively identical vowels, and when the aleph disappeared the two 
merged forming one extra-long vowel. It is impossible to determine exactly when this 
development took place, but I doubt that it occurred in either Hebrew or Aramaic at a 
time when these were still spoken by the Samaritans. For in a manuscript of a grammar 
book dating from the fourteenth century, two identical vocalization points appear where 
today a single syllable is heard, as in !'r';';"J" = wna:/atan, r"n'-~ = wra~, j1'n ' 1~1J' = 
am~arrat.loln such cases Petermann, in his book (p. 161), states that he could not 
determine (in 1853) whether he heard two syllables or one. 

It is thus clear that in both traditions the common basis of bisyllabic nouns in 
Tiberian Hebrew can lie in the assumption that at an earlier stage they had two 
syllables in Samaritan Hebrew as well. Nouns exhibiting a/ a, such as Tib. sal;or, do 
not pose any specific problem since it is clear, at any rate , that historical u became a/ a 
in Samaritan Hebrew (and evolved even further) . The development was thus as follows: 
*sal].ur>*sal].ar>*sa)ar> sar. Incidentally, it can be said that the Samaritan tradition 
bears witness to the fact that the I].olem of sal].or represents an historically short vowel. 
It is also reasonable to assume that in the word nc)um-appearing always as it does in 
the construct form-Samaritan Hebrew inherited a short u. Neither is there any 
difficulty in interpreting nouns showing schwa, if we consider what occurs in the 
Yemenite tradition. Supported by Massoretic remarks and the rules formulated by 
medieval grammarians, the schwa has no quality of its own, and in the vicinity of 
gutturals it was pronounced like the vowel adjacent to it. The Massoretes pronounced 
bCyr: blcir, thwm: tahom, and this is the pronunciation behind the monosyllable forms in 
Samaritan Hebrew. 

10 See LOT 5 :50. It is interesting to note that the word yhyh lhyh pronounced today yeyyi, /('.I'yi. are fully 

and partially vocalized in the same ms. but the first h never lacks its vowel sign. thus: ;"';- (LOT. I: 193). 

n'';' (Ioc. cit.), n'';.'i (ibid. , 183) . 
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This explanation leads ineluctably to the hypothesis that the basic form of words such 
as ~.Cyr, {yp is not the absolute form as it appears in Tiberian Hebrew, but rather the 
construct or declined form. This phenomenon is not limited to nouns having a guttural 
middle consonant, but is apparently also found in the nouns debar (=Tib. da~ar:, Sam. 
dabGr = Tib. dae~ae,.). resa (Tib. riHaC) and perhaps in \ apEou (Hexapla, second 
column. Ps. 36:2). ),UlJC()(H (ibid .. Ps. 49:5) .11 
6. The description offered he re raises two questions. as yet unanswered: For nouns 
like nor (n Cr). (em ((Cm). should a base form of two syllables be assumed. or perhaps of 
one syllable. with the extra- long vowel compensating the loss of the guttural. viz.: 
*l1acr> *l1a )"> !lor, *(iclI1 (t cem in Aramaic»*tilll1>(em, as occurs in Tiberian 
Hebrew, */ii )t>/iet, *silt>scr (.~i.r.dll, stH in Samaritan)? Second. why. in words like 
1 b'c i(y)r> I bIr, does the schll·'a assimilate to the following vowel. while this does not 
take place in words like 1110),J/1 <m'C i(y)II '? 

Concerning the first question . it is difficult to assume that the segholate noun 
remained monosy.llabic so long in Samaritan Hebrew. until h, h, C merged with ). 
despite the common knowledge that the evolution of the segholates was a relatively late 
development. l~ At any rate. original monosyllabic nouns of stable consonantal roots do 
not support this assumption. as is learned from m/k: mQ/,Jk, qds: qadas, 11gb: I/egab. 
Nor does this assumption match the findings in the Samaritan tradition concerning an 
original guttural consonant directly preceding another consonant. In this position the 
guttural does not vanish without leaving its mark on the word: it assimilates to the 
following consonant. Examples: *samacri> somotti. *ra/ i~1fnIm>remmJm . and so forth. 
Even original aleph. after /z, ~1, C had merged with it, behaved similarly by virtue of 
analogy; for example. ma/i (illa (m/i)t). yaralla (.1'1')1) . etc . On t.he basis of today' s 
pronunciation. a guttural consonant disappears with no trace only in final position, 
since the accent is usually penult. and the vowel preceding the final consonant and 
following the accent doe s not allow for special lengthening: only if the accent is 
ultimate-apparently. irregularly- can the vowel attaip extra length, such as ma'nu 
(mI1W~l). The fact that alternating form s such as ba:fa / bolli (bCf),fa:dak (P~ldk) occur, 
must be interpreted as stemming from the existence of schwa during an earlier period, 
or from its absence. so that bac/e(y) / baco/i1(I/) (the opposite of the custom in Tiberian 
Hebrew) produced Samaritan *bac/i > balli / *ba<afa> ba: /a. Alternates of this kind, 
even within the paradigm of a given word, are to be found in Tiberian Hebrew as well; 
for example ma<ufa(h) / > lIIac/o(h). 

It seems to me that from the evolution of nouns of stable root-consonants and from 
the existence of an aleph in the above-determined position, we must come to the 
conclusion that all middle guttural nouns pronounced today as single syllables were 
originally bisyllabic nouns, including those called segholate by virtue of their form in 
Tiberian Hebrew. This applies not only to those having original fl , h, <, but also to those 
nouns with original ) such as zrb (z)b). tam (Pm), ram (r)m). which have a parallel in 
Tiberian to)ar, which is tar in Samaritan. 

II See L07: 5: 189 , Of co urse. a pattern different from the Tiberian can be a ssumed in Samaritan. here a 
kind of q'· /{it. 

12 Z. S. Harris. 7'l1 e Del'e/opmel1l oIlhe Canaanile Dia/ecls (New Haven. 1939). 80. 



26 Bravmann Memorial Volume 

Another conclusion can be drawn here : the anaptyctic vowel formed when the 

consonant cluster parted was not of a stable quality. Rather, like schwa- and originally 
no different from it in brevity-it would vary according to its proximity to the 
consonants and the basic vowels of the word. " 

In those few cases where today we find two syllables, such as/a )a/ (pc/), maar (mhr), 
it may be assumed on principle that the origin of these nouns was different from that of 
their counterparts in Tiberian Hebrew. But it is al so quite possible to assume an 
identical origin, with a qualitative difference between the basic vowel and the anaptyctic 
vowel, for whatever reason there may have been. From the situation today it is difficult 
to define exactly what may have been the reason that the anaptyctic vowel and schwa 
did not assimilate in a few nouns; but the final result is entirely clear, and from it we 
can deduce the existence of trends in this assimilation process as opposed to rigid 
regularity. There can be no better evidence for this than the surprising development of 
two forms so very similar to one another in their base forms as *yi~i I Tib .Y"~i(y)l> yi on 
the one hand, and *yahi [Tib.y'hi(y)]> yai, on the other. It is likely that at the onset the 
variations of vowel quality were not discernible, but when their brevity changed and 
they became full vowels (even long ones according to the conditions active in Samaritan 
Hebrew) , the difference became clear and a phonetic fact. 
7. If this explanation is deemed satisfactory-as I hope it is-we are still obliged to 
clarify the evolution of forms such as ~e)on, since the Tiberian forms ~oe)n. roe)s. 
~ee)(, etc. necessitate the assumption that aleph in a closed syllable had already 
vanished in the distant past, at any rate prior to what was handed down in Tiberian and 
Samaritan Hebrew. For the very o-vowel in the Tiberian tradition cannot be 
comprehended other than by means of the following development: *~) an> *~an> ~on. 

The 0 in the Samaritan also testifies to its long origin in words like ~e) on. and not an 
historically short u. How then did the Samaritan words, having originated like the 
Tiberian in ~on, ros become bisyllabic? 

This brings us to inquire into the formation of the extra-long vowel in the Hebrew of 
the Samaritans. One source is already familiar to us: a reduction of two syllables 
containing identical vowels. But this offers no explanation of the extra length in the 
nouns tuldat (twldt) , qarbam (qrbym) , on the one hand, and that found in med . waw 
nouns opening in a guttural, like is e ys), u~ (~w~) , ur (C wr) I but: or e wr) and o~ (~w~)! I 
and certainly not the Aramaic si"ta syrth; LOT, 3/ 2: 63) , lamdinta (lmdy nth; ibid., 
286), salbi (slwy; ibid., 135 [in Hebrew salwi, (Slwy) I), kat/an (kh/n; ibid., 197) , 
kalkon (khlkwn ; ibid. 56 [but kalla-(klh)], allan ehly n; ibid., 135), bCzrya (b )ryh; ibid., 
44, 68), q{myan (qC nyn, ibid. , 152), qeburtak (q bwrtk; ibid., 188); and forms of med . 
waw verbs such as qam (q Cm; ibid., 45, 53 , etc.) dar (dC,,; ibid., 51) , ~am ({m; ibid., 
78), ~ar (~C,,; ibid., 98), tab (thb; ibid. , 181,246) written as usual plene Ibut not 
necessarily, as in ram (rm; ibid. 224)] and also qaman (qCmnn ; ibid. , 70), tabna 
(thbnn; ibid., 165). 

13 See LOT 5:39f. in detail. An identical s itu ati on is round in Pale stini an Syriac . as ev idenc ed by the 
spell ings with waw and yod. ev en in the sa me word . For a det ai led discus s ion. sec M. Bar-Asher. Sludlr.' In 
Palesllnian Syriac (Hebrew Uni versity di ssertation : Jeru salem. 1977). 421 r. and espe c ially 447r. I cannot 
follow the opinion " that the original epenthe tic vowel was uniforml y e" (Ri cha rd Steiner. A/ro aslalie 
Linguistics 3/ 5 [J 976], 15). 
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At the same time one finds in Samaritan Aramaic the forms predictable on the basis 
of other Aramaic dialects, such as qa)Jm (qCm; ibid. 244), ta)Jr(t)r; ibid., 199) 
'uilderstands'. ma)Jr(mhr; ibid., 85) ' is nourished', sa)Jm (S)m; ibid. , 195) 'sees ' sa)Jr 
(shr, ibid., 102) 'encompasses'. With regard to nouns such as tuldat in Hebrew or 
barya in Aramaic, it may be possible to explain the abnormal sound length as 
compensation for the reduction of two syllables to one, whether one of them had schwa 
or whether it had a full voweL In this case, the vowel length before the contraction was 
retained; indeed, vowel length in a closed syl 'lable is found in the Bible in words like 
m'dinta, C41(in, and similarly in Syriac. However, this explanation is not feasible with 
med. waw verbs , '4 and is certainly not applicable to words like satbi (slwy). The 
Samaritan Hebrew tradition exhibits only short vowels in closed syllables in med. waw 
verbs, and the phonological rules of Hebrew and of Aramaic are identical in all other 
respects . However, it is no:.;;worthy that concerning med. waw verbs, Hebrew 
vocalization differs in such forms as qamta, etc., from that of Aramaic (and of Syriac): 
qamta-with qame~. 

As a general rule: it is clear from almost all the examples quoted above, with self­
evident etymologies, that the extra-long vowel today was historically long as well. The 
reason this length was retained in a closed syllable, contrary to the well-grounded rule 
that a .Iong vowel cannot appear in a closed syllable, is unknown, and I doubt if it can 
possibly be discovered. But the result of the trend is certain and clear: in place of the 
normal length that cannot be realized in the given circumstances, extra-length appears, 
as in all those syllables contracted from two. 

When did this process occur? It seems likely to me that it took place prior to the 
contraction of two syllables leading to the formation of the extra-long vowel (see section 
5 above) , and forms such as re)os indicate that it took place while Hebrew was still 
spoken by the Samaritans. It should be recalled that the extra-length not having resulted 
from syllable reduction is sporadic, and there even appear alternates of the same form, 
like ram (LOT, 3/2: 123) / ram (ibid ., 224); qam in Hebrew / qam, the usual form in 
Aramaic. This is similar to the behavior of the descending diphthong in Samaritan. In 
that tradition, there is a general contraction of descending diphthongs in all positions­
ay> e(i) , aw> o(a)-but if the vocalic component is originally long, as in ay or ay, the 
nisba termination in Aramaic (and also in Hebrew) , the contraction may not occur. The 
diphthong behaves virtually as a closed syllable (as in Tiberian Hebrew), and so vowel­
shortening can be expected; however, the tendency not to contract preserved the extra­
length in the diphthong, finally bringing about its split into two syllables. Thus one 
finds: aw>o in the 3rd person sing. masc. pronominal suffix in Hebrew, and also 
ohi> uy>o in Aramaic; *galay>ga/o, (*lJabohr» *lJabOy> abo 'his sins'); but 
*goy>guwwi, *ra~ay> ra~uwwi. ay (stressed) in forms like (yclJiday» yr'day-one 
cannot clearly perceive if it is pronounced thus or yida)i, like (br)y: ibra)i (LOT, 3/2: 
52,286), and similarly one cannot tell' if forms like zakka)i represent zakkay or 
zakka)e(y). Just as a dipththong may split, so mayan extra-long vowel divide, and if 
the extra-length resulted from contraction, the original situation would reappear, as 
happens when instead of a:sJn (hlJsn) a)asJn is pronounced, or when a'cad (h)lJd) is 

14 Sec LOT. 5:67 . and the Addendum. ibid .. 280. 
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uttered instead of cad, also predictable for hCM (according to Cammam IhCmyml and 
not aCammam!). 
8. In this way, in my opinion, the nouns :fe )on and re )os, and also ze)o/ developed 
from :fon, ros , and zot at a stage prior to that before us, apparently during the period of 
historic Hebrew, and not in Proto- Hebrew. And so: ros> roos (with a double 
peak»ro)os> re)os. The dissimilation of ul o . .. ulo to e . .. 0 or to (a)a . . . 0 is a 
common phenomenon in Samaritan.l s It is to be found in the words be)u (bhw). kame)u 
(kmhw) as well. It seems that in Samaritan Hebrew parallel developments took place in 
the medial aleph segholate nouns, developments having in common the inability to utter 
a normally long vowel in a closed syllable: a) brevity , predictable by rule and by 
prevalent conditions, perhapsl6 in the nouns bir (b)r), y ar (y)r) - which can also be 
interpreted otherwise-but surely in the Aramaic noun ris (r)s) 'head '; b) extra length: 
zrb (z )b) , lar (t )r); c) length splitting: re)os. Of course, the splitting restored to these 
nouns the aleph which had grown silent many generations earlier, and the nouns :f e)on, 
me)od indicate that paradigmatic analogy had nothing to do with this process. It should 
not be overlooked, that the Samaritan tradition treats the Hebrew and Aramaic words 
for 'head' differently, as noted above with regCtrd to the noun sa/wi (Slwy)/salbi (s/wy) . 

The feature of retention of vowel length under conditions opposed to the general trend 
of the language, for reasons which are unclear to us (remember: extra length resulting 
from the contraction of two syllables separated by aleph is a late phenomenon and is 
not to be confused with words like zrb, tar) can be classified as a kind of 
hypercorrection, as Blaul7 assumes for b)r, z)b. But the correction was not intended to 
retain the aleph out of paradigmatic considerations-which do not exist for :f )n or for 
m)d or z)t. On the contrary, the appearance of the aleph is a secondary result of the 
split, andit appears in the nounsja)al (pcI) and ma)ar (mhr) as well, even though they 
have no historical aleph. 

As stated above, we are dealing here with a sporadic development, which can be 
uncovered only by comprehending the entire complex of factors in effect in Samaritan 
Hebrew, and one has to distinguish between them and this dialect's" inheritance" from 
Hebrew in general. Chronologically, Samaritan Hebrew is not all of a kind. For 
whatever is found in the Samaritan tradition similar features can surely be found in the 
other Hebrew traditions, but this is not the place to expound on the matter. I H Onewho 
rejects the proffered explanation concerning nouns like re)os [and concerning e)ukal = 
Tib. )okal, ta)ukal = tokal]19 because it does not apply to other nouns of the qot 

15 See LOT, 5:64. It would have been suitable to mention i ... u a s well . in the noun siyvol ( =sivol)-SlWI, 

written sywl in Pale stinian Syriac. 
16 Concerning bi/ er, it may be ass umed that the base-form is bay ir(Jer.6:7). des pite the spelling blr 

(LOT. 5: 183). With rega rd to yal', a loan-word from Egyptian . it is possibl e that despite its spelling-the 
same as in the Jewish version-it represents another form , close r to the origina l y rw, not med. guttura l att all. 
The ultima accent of its unusual plural form yarfm ( see L07; 5:50) supports this assumption. 

17 J. Blau, "Marginalia Semitica III," Israel Oriental Studies 7 (1977), 22. 
18 Concerning the Babylonian vocalization tradition, a detailed di scussion can be found in Y. Yeivin's The 

Baby lonian Vocalization and the Linguistic Tradition R eflected in It (Jerusalem, 1968), 195 f. [in Hebrew) . 
19 See Mandel , The Development of Samaritan Hebrew, 308, 310. 
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pattern cannot reject parallel developments in the language, too.' o Otherwise one would 
have to supply a reasonable explanation for the existence of the many form-pairs in the 
Tiberian tradition, like lay il/ lei, )awaen/) on, yoe)~ez/yaeeHlOz, and others. Yet, at 
least one example of vowel splitting in med . waw verbs can be brought as evidence from 
Samaritan Aramaic in the form gli)ezu (LOT. 3/2: 134). which cannot be 
etymologically separated from gaz (in Hebrew). 

Scholars who deal with synchronic descriptions of language like to claim that it is as 
important to explain what did not take place in a language as it is to explain what 
actually occurred. But I have yet to see a scholar dealing with an ancient language or 
with the traditions of an ancient language succeed in realizing it because many links of 
the whole system- both synchronically and diachronically-are unknown to him. He 
who wants to learn more than the data can tell him will have to construct something to 
which can be applied:21 j" ~ :: ~i~ ~~~"':-1~ ~l,'~~ Nii'~ ),iV :-1il,'V:: )' \"'jI:"1 ='ii:-1~ =:-1 'i:"1.The 
linguist should be satisfied with truly succeeding in interpreting correctly what is 
actually found in the language. 

20 See on thi s matter Malkie l' s article (cited in n. 3 above) . 192. 
21 Mishna Ijagiga 1:8 




