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PREFACE

—a life’s work in the agony and sweat of the human spirit,
not for the glory and least of all for profit,
but to create out of the materials
of the human spirit
something
which did not exist before.

William Faulkner

Perspectives on Linguistics and Ancient Languages contains peer-reviewed essay collec-
tions, monographs, and reference works. It is a publication of the International Syri-
ac Language Project (ISLP), an interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary group which
meets annually to reconsider the theory and practice of ancient-language research
and of ancient-language lexicography.

The study of ancient languages is a time-honoured field of endeavour. Lexicog-
raphy is an equally venerable and even more ancient tradition. Modern lexicography,
the art and science of dictionary making, began about four centuries ago. But pre-
scientific lexicography has ancestors in many ancient languages and stretches back
four millennia. Yet as old as lexicography and ancient-language study are, on the
time-line of history they were conceived only recently when compared to the emer-
gence of human language, which may go back, say, 100,000 years: lexicography
about an hour ago and modern lexicography around five minutes if we reduce the
life span of language to a twenty-four hour period.

The related discipline of modern linguistics is more recent still, beginning in
the mid-nineteenth century and experiencing rapid growth in the latter half of the
twentieth century. Because it is the science of the study of language, it became an
integral part of ancient-language inquiry and adopted the lexicography of ancient
and contemporary languages as one of its sub-disciplines.

Today, lexicography, no less than ancient-language research, is a mature disci-
pline in its own right. All three—linguistics, ancient-language study, and lexicogra-
phy—therefore stand beside each other rather than one being subordinate to the
other.

For ancient-language research the dictionary is a primary resource. For its part,
ancient-language lexicography in its microscopic probing, quest for the larger per-
spective, and provision of various forms of information, must draw on all aspects of
ancient-language study. In contemporary inquiry, both disciplines ate inextricably
linked to developments in modern linguistics. Sound lexicography requires sound
linguistic theory. Linguistic theory and practice are implicit in a methodology for

vii
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ancient-language study. The aim of this series is therefore to address the disciplines
of ancient-language research, lexicography, and issues of linguistics as they relate to
a contemporary approach to the other two.

The aim of the ISLP to be also interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary in its re-
search is motivated by three primary factors. The first is that many linguistic disci-
plines meet in the investigation of ancient languages and in the making of modern
lexica. The second is that developments in the study of one language, theoretical and
applied, are often pertinent to another. The third is that the development of elec-
tronic ancient-language data and lexica require attention to advances in computa-
tional linguistics. Thus, our planning for a lexicon for a particular language for a new
generation is not pursued in isolation, but embraces an understanding of what is
taking place in the study of other ancient languages and in the wider worlds of lexi-
cography, linguistics, and digital technologies.

Terry C. Falla
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Aland, Synopsis of the Four Gospels

singular

Sokoloft, A Syriac Lexicon

Aland, Synopsis Quattnor Evangeliorum, 5th revised ed.
sub verbo, under the word

New Testament Greek Manuscripts

Theological Dictionary of the New Testament

Payne Smith, Thesanrus Syriacus
Syriac-English-Malayalam 1 exicon

Theophylactus Simocatta Epistulae (employed by BDAG)
Novum Testamentum Graece

Lagarde, ed., Titi Bostreni contra Manichaeos libri guatuor Syriace

Thesaurus Linguae Graecae® Digital Library. Editor Maria
C. Pantelia. University of California, Irvine.
http://www.tlg.uci.edu

Thesaurus Linguae Latinae. Bayersiche Akademie der
Wissenschaften. Online (Berlin: De Gruyter) at
http://www.degruyter.com/view/db/tll

Theological 1excicon of the New Testament

technical term (employed by cited lexical works)
The Greek New Testament

United Bible Societies

Vulgate (employed by cited lexical works)
Novum Testamentum Graece et Latina

Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments in ibrer dltesten erreichbaren
Textgestalt. 2 vols. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht,
1913.

Vetus Testamentum

Supplements to Vetus Testamentum
with (employed by cited lexical works)
Word Biblical Commentary

writers, writings (employed by lexical entry in Grimm-
Thayer)



ABBREVIATIONS xiii

W-S Winer, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms, ed.
Schmiedel, but see Winer, .4 Grammar of the New Testament
Diction

WUNT Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament

Zerwick & Grosvenor A Grammatical Analysis of the Greek New Testament

ZA Zettschrift fur Assyriologie

ZDMG Zeitschrift der Dentschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft

ZAW Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft

ZwT Zeitschrift fiir Wissenschaftliche Theologie






INTRODUCTION

The articles in this volume originated from papers presented in two international
conferences of the International Syriac Language Project, one held in conjuction
with the International Organization for the Study of the Old Testament in Munich,
Germany, 1-9 August, 2013, and the other held in conjunction with the Russian
Academy of Sciences in St. Petersburg, Russia, 29 June — 4 July, 2014. 1t is a pleas-
ure to acknowledge the preparations and generosity of our academic hosts both in
Munich and in St. Petersburg, especially the Institute of Oriental Manuscripts, Rus-
sian Academy of Sciences. However, these articles are not just conference papers.
The authors revised and submitted their research for this volume, which then un-
derwent a peer review process.

As can be seen from its title, this book encompasses a wide variety of topics,
including, inter alia, lexicography, syntax, punctuation, language borrowing, dia-
chronic change, word categorization, and textual criticism. There is no obvious sin-
gle theme that unities all these articles together, except that, as a collection, they rep-
resent a celebration of the study of language. These studies treat three languages,
Aramaic, Hebrew, and Greek, which, in turn, comprise the three major sections of
this book.

There are eight articles in the Aramaic section, covering various forms of Ara-
maic, including Syriac, Christian Palestinian Aramaic, Mandaic, and dialects of Jew-
ish Aramaic. The topics covered include literary interactions between Christian and
Jewish scribes, prayer and worship at Turfan, Aramaic syntax, translation technique,
textual criticism, scribal writing conventions, and the discussion of dictionaries and
lexicographical issues.

The first article is by Terry C. Falla, who explores the issue of semantic and
syntactic ambiguity in corpus-specific ancient-language lexicons. He discusses the
problems and advantages that confront the lexicographer who seeks to provide in-
formation on ambiguous instances and what future classical Syriac lexicography can
learn from them. Four primary types of ambiguity are identified and discussed: am-
biguity due to a lack of information, semantic ambiguity due to syntactic ambiguity,
intentional ambiguity, and ambiguous figurative speech requiring interpretation. The
author concludes by suggesting fourteen principles for future classical Syriac corpus-
by-corpus lexicons and other ancient-language lexicons to which they may be appli-
cable.

Binyamin Y. Goldstein examines the Jewish recension of a Syriac collection of
Aesop’s Fables as a case study for the broader topic of the literary interaction be-
tween writers of Syriac and dialects of Jewish Aramaic in the second half of the first
millennium, CE. The Jewish recension exhibits a mixed dialect, which provides fur-
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ther information on the context of the Syriac text’s assimilation into Jewish litera-
ture. It also serves as an overlooked witness to the Syriac text.

Erica C. D. Hunter selects a number of manuscripts from the Syriac fragments
found at the monastery near Bulayiq to discuss public and private dimensions of
worship at Turfan. MIK 111 45, consisting of 61 folios, dated to the 8%—9t centuries,
is a witness to the liturgy in the first millennium, shortly after Isoyabh 111 compiled
the Hudra. As for private devotion, severeral prayer-amulets that name various
saints suggest that the terminology and commemoration of saints in the selected
manuscripts are prototypes of prayer-amulets that were used by the Syriac Christian
communities who dwelt in the Hakkari region of northern Kurdistan until the open-
ing decades of the 20th century. These include the fragments SyrHT 152, SyrHT 99,
SytHT 330, n.364-365, and SyrHT 102. The latter two are presented with text,
transliteration, and translation.

Tarsee Li surveys the employment of Christian Palestinian Aramaic Imperative
constructions and related forms in light of the translation of Greek Imperatives and
related forms. The study reports the extent to which the employment of different
types of directive expressions in CPA corresponds to different types of directive
expressions in Greek. The existence of a potential aspectual distinction in CPA di-
rectives is shown by the fact that the expression Imperative of «om + Participle
only occurs in the translation of the Greek Present Imperative, never of the Aorist
Imperative or Subjunctive. Nevertheless, the aspectual distinctions between the
Greek Aorist and Present are seldom reflected in the CPA Imperative. This stands
in clear contrast to the translation of Indicative verbs, where the aspectual distinc-
tion between the Aorist and Imperfect Indicatives is usually reflected in CPA trans-
lation.

Jonathan Loopstra researches the use of a Syriac scribal sign consisting of three
dots called zabtdya da-tlita, which is attested in East-Syrian biblical manuscripts from
the 7t century onwards. He concludes that this mark appears on passages that indi-
cate a strong pause as well as possible “rhetorical” interpretations such as a sense of
address, petition, or conditional statements. He also observes hints that this mark
was reserved largely for character dialogue where dramatic readings would have
been possible.

Matthew Morgenstern reviews the history of Mandaic studies, especially Man-
daic lexicography. The bulk of the discussion focuses on the history of the diction-
ary of Drower and Macuch, along with its shortcomings. These shortcomings high-
light the need for a new dictionary that better meets the contemporary standards of
Aramaic lexicography for further Mandaic and Aramaic research, which the author
is in the process of producing.

Mor Polycarpus Augin Aydin presents a report of a new recently published
Syriac lexicon, compiled by the Abbot Yuyakim of Mor Awgen Monastery on Tur
Izlo in southeast Anatolia, Turkey, entitled, <lasy o> / Qlido d-Leshono — Key of
Language. The author discusses Abbot Yuyakim’s work and methodology, as well as
the resources and sources of his Syriac lexicography, and explains why this new lexi-
con will likely supersede previous Syriac lexica produced within the Syriac tradition.

Richard A. Taylor evaluates the Peshitta text of the Psalm 2 in terms of the
alignment of its textual affinities and its translation techniques. Concerning textual
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affinities, while the Syriac text of the psalm essentially reflects a proto—Masoretic
Vorlage, in several places it aligns with non-MT readings found also in the Septua-
gint. Hence, in these places either there is a shared exegetical tradition or the Septu-
agint has exercised influence on the Peshitta. Concerning translation techniques, in a
few places the Syriac translator of Psalm 2 may not have chosen the best lexical
equivalents to represent the meaning of the Hebrew text.

The second section of this book contains six articles on Hebrew, mostly Bibli-
cal Hebrew, but also including the eatly rise of modern Hebrew. The topics covered
include textual criticism, grammatical categorization, cognitive linguistics, language
borrowing, the use of statistics in diachronic studies, and Hebrew lexicography.

Cyrill von Buettner discusses the origins of the reading *Mm01 “I turned” in
Isa 50:6 in the Great Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa%). After agreeing with earlier conclusions
that the original version of the text is found in MT (*n3non “I hid”), the author
suggests that the Qumran version resulted from text editing by a scribe, and had an
explanatory function. Possibly the main reason for such change was that, whereas
the verb 7'NOA “to hide” and the noun 018 “face” usually form a set expression
that has the meaning “to ignore,” they are used in Isa 50:6 with their literal meaning
as a combination of a verb and a noun. That is, in this passage the hiding of the face
meant to protect the character. Additionally, there may have been an attempt to
avoid a contradiction with a similar expression in Isa 53:3.

Marilyn E. Burton addresses the application of a cognitive approach to lexical
semantics to the study of ancient languages. While acknowledgeing the challenges
posed by dead languages, she examines previous attempts within biblical semantics
and related fields to compensate for the lack of available native speaker input, and
proposes some new avenues for exploration. She suggests that much of the infor-
mation that would normally be gleaned from a native speaker can be extracted from
two types of clues found in the extant texts: those found in parallelism and word
pairs, and those found in syntax and association.

David J. A. Clines engages in a systematic study of the lexica of Classical He-
brew, including over 600 Hebrew dictionaries in European languages from the 16th
century onwards. First, certain formal features are compared, especially their inclu-
sion or non-inclusion of Aramaic, their provision of indexes, their notation of cog-
nates in other Semitic languages, and their treatment of homonyms. This is followed
by the comparative examination of how four individual Hebrew words were treated
by lexicographers through the centuries — 91 “wall,” 829 “lion,” 193 1 “reveal,” I
“go into exile,” and YpW 1 “sink,” II “bind.” Finally, some general conclusions are
presented, which include, znter alia, the suggetion that scholars should not uncritically
accept the definitions found in lexicons, and the fact that new words and meanings
are still being discovered.

A. Dean Forbes delves into the use and misuse of statistical methods in the da-
ting of texts in the Hebrew Bible. First, he examines the sources of statistical uncer-
tainty in dating ancient Hebrew texts and how to cope with them. Then, he deline-
ates the options that must be considered in the study of temporal relations among
texts in the Hebrew Bible. Both sections also include considerations which are rele-
vant to the diachronic study of Hebrew as a language. He concludes with a detailed
and useful summary of his study and a brief statement of future tasks.
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Cynthia L. Miller-Naudé and Jacobus A. Naudé confront the question of
grammatical categorization in Biblical Hebrew. They survey approaches to categori-
zation in generative grammar, functional grammar, cognitive grammar, and in typo-
logical linguistics. They then attempt a grammatical categorization of 2i0, which
includes both the adjective and the verbal homonyms. The analysis includes both
morphosyntactic and distributional factors.

Sonya Yampolskaya explores the development of the adaptation of interna-
tional loanwords in Early Modern Hebrew based on Hebrew newspapers published
in Russia during the period from the 1860’s to the 1910’s. The author shows that the
basic patterns of adaptation of loanwords in what later became Modern Israeli He-
brew had been formed in East European and predominantly Russian Hebrew by the
1910’s. The image of language change that is reflected by the sources contradicts
both traditional and revisionist general theories on Israeli Hebrew emergence.

The final section of the book consists of ten articles on ancient Greek. These
cover topics such as the philological evidence concerning ancient practices both
among Christians and non-Christians such as prayer and wine drinking, various ap-
proaches to understanding the meaning of words and expressions, discussions of
syntax and various aspects of discourse, along with lexicographical issues.

Valeriy Alikin investigates the evidence for drunkenness and the admonitions
to prevent drunkenness in early Christian gatherings and their parallels in Graeco-
Roman literature. Although wine was drunk diluted with water in the Graeco-
Roman world, this did not prevent participants from getting drunk. Admonitions
against drunkenness in early Christian writings suggest that Christians also some-
times got drunk at their communal gatherings. Christians followed the advice pre-
sented by pagan sources on how to prevent drunkenness and also devised their own
ways.

Keith Dyer notes that basileia terminology is very seldom used of Rome or its
Caesars in the first century, and explores the implications of this for interpreting the
critique of Rome in the Book of Revelation, with special attention to Rev. 11:15.

Nikolay Grintser reexamines the contribution of the 5% century BCE sophists
to linguistic theory, especially statements by Protagoras and Prodicus, and concludes
that the sophists anticipated both the general principles and technical distinctions of
later scholarly linguistic research. Their comments on literary texts developed into a
study of language itself.

Jordash Kiffiak analyzes the semantic content of Greek terms that denote fear,
amazement, and being troubled. The definitions of words in these three sub-
domains within the semantic domain of “attitudes and emotions” in Johannes P.
Louw and Eugene A. Nida’s Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Se-
mantic Domains are compared with the definitions in Frederick W. Danker et al.'s A
Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature BDAG).
He concludes that the categories of fear, amazement, and being troubled can be
meaningfully distinguished, with amazement being more removed semantically from
the other two.

Olga Levinskaja (Akhunova) explores the syntactic structure, meaning and
origin of an ancient Greek proverbial expression about an ass and a lyre (8vog
Adpag). Since ancient poets and writers wete not unanimous in their understanding
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of this proverb, she suggests that the phrase dvog Alpag originally appeared in the
Greek language in precisely this form, and then, in the course of time, developed
full proverbial contexts. This could have happened as a result of translation or
calquing from another language, a possibility that is supported by the presence of
asses with strings in the iconography of Egypt, Mesopotamia, and Syria.

Stephen H. Levinsohn discusses vatrious combinations of iyl and a participle
in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts. Typically, eiul precedes the participial clause. He
suggests that the default position of the subject, if present, is after eiui, and exam-
ines the factors that may cause variations from this order. He also observes that
Greek copular imperfects are less dynamic than their simple counterparts. In the
few cases where a copular imperfect at the beginning of a pericope presents an
event in progress, the effect is to background that event in relation to what follows.

Steven E. Runge describes the discoutse functions of nominative and vocative
forms of direct address in the book of James. Their basic function is semantic, iden-
tifying referents. In instances where this information seems redundant, where the
addressees are already clearly identified, they serve a secondary function of marking
transitions, that is, segmentation. Where such redundant expressions occur in non-
transitional contexts, especially in non-clause initial position, they serve a pragmatic
function, adding prominence to a proposition by creating a dramatic pause immedi-
ately before or after a salient element.

Margaret Sim considers the concept of metarepresentation, that is, the wide-
spread but frequently unrecognized act of representing the words or thoughts of
others in communication. Her study draws examples from the Discourses of Epicte-
tus and the New Testament including the Corinthian correspondence, and lists vari-
ous ways in which Greek signals metarepresentation, including representation
marked by the article T0, representation not morphologically marked, echoic speech,
and ironic utterance.

Michael P. Theophilos provides a comparative and structural analysis of Chris-
tian prayer at Oxyrhynchus, comparing these findings with an examination of the
form and function of non-Christian prayers from the same period. He demonstrates
a pervasive influence of similar non-Christian prayer formulae at the level of struc-
ture, syntax, and titular vocabulary. Finally, he refers to contemporaneous compara-
tive Christian liturgical and individual prayers preserved on papyri from other loca-
tions, and suggests that the porous interchange of prayer formulations between
Christian and non-Christian prayers at Oxyrhynchus is more broadly attested
throughout Egypt and the Mediterranean world.

Anne Thompson discusses the need for consistency in the production of dic-
tionaries of classical languages. Examples of inconsistency include the fact that al-
phabetic entries do not consistently or adequately present the relationships of ety-
mologically related words, variation in the order and the arrangement of the mean-
ings/definitions of words, and the imprecise use of labels, such as “transferred
sense,” “figure,” or “metaphor.” There can also be inconsistency in the interpreta-
tion of definitions or glosses given to each entry.

The responsibility for overseeing the peetr-reviews and editing were as follows:
the Aramaic section was mostly done by Li, with one article done by Dyer; the He-
brew section was mostly done by Li, with one article done by Theophilos; and the
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Greek section was shared by Dyer, Li, and Theophilos. The overall organization and
editing of the volume was done by Li. Special thanks are due to Melonie Schmierer-
Lee and her team at Gorgias Press for their expert work in copy-editing this book. It
is innevitable that some typographical or formatting errors were overlooked. For
these, we beg our readers to be lenient, given the size and complexity of this vol-
ume.

The fonts used are Garamond Gorgias for all Latin-based characters, SBL. He-
brew for Aramaic and Hebrew square characters, Serto Jerusalem for Syriac, SBL
Greek for Greek, CPA Genizah ML for Christian Palestinian Aramaic, Hebrew Sa-
maritan for Samaritan, and Scheherazade for Arabic.
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WHAT TO DO ABOUT CITING AMBIGUITY IN A
CORPUS-SPECIFIC LEXICON

Terry C. Falla

Syriac Research Center

Whitley College
Unaversity of Divinity

Semantic and syntactic ambiguity do not constitute a problem for non-
corpus dictionaries, such as the Oxford English Dictionary and Dictionnaire de
la langne fran¢aise that serve the totality of a natural language and adhere to
the principle of citing only unambiguous illustrative examples; that is, ex-
amples that are unambiguous in meaning in the context from which they
are cited. But many corpus-specific ancient-language lexicons now incor-
porate ambiguous instances in their lexical entries. It is proving to be a
helpful and significant endeavour. But it is not without its methodological
challenges. This article examines ways in which Greek, Hebrew and Syriac
corpus-based lexicons handle this lexical feature. It discusses the problems
and advantages that confront the lexicographer who seeks to provide this
kind of information and what future classical Syriac lexicography can learn
from them. Four primary types of ambiguity are identified and discussed:
semantic ambiguity due to a lack of information, semantic ambiguity due
to syntactic ambiguity, ambiguity appatrently intended by a translator, and
ambiguous figurative speech requiring interpretation. By way of conclu-
sion, the article offers for consideration fourteen principles for future
classical Syriac corpus-by-corpus lexicons! and other ancient-language lex-
icons to which they may be applicable.

1 INTRODUCTION

Ambiguity is a universal phenomenon in all sciences, humanities and the arts. It is a
ubiquitous feature of a natural language. As the term is employed in this paper, it
may be defined as the “ability to be understood in more than one way” (OED).

! From its inception, the International Syriac Language Project (ISLP) adopted the aim
of laying the foundations for a corpus-by-corpus series, see Falla, “A Conceptual Frame-
work,” 13-14.
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Thus “an expression or utterance is ambiguous if it can be interpreted in more than
one way.”? A word is ambiguous when it has more than one possible meaning in a
particular context. Conversely, a word can be said to be “unambiguous” when only
one meaning works compositionally. The paper does not pursue the subject of am-
biguity versus vagueness as it is described and debated in linguistics to distinguish
between a form or phrase that is ambiguous because it has two distinct meanings (as
in “John saw the man with binoculars”) or that is vague (as in “Help wanted”).> Nor
does it include the complex subject of figurative speech, which may be considered
as a form of ambiguity,* except where an occurrence of a word’s literal sense has a
figurative meaning that may be unclear to many readers.

1.1 DICTIONARIES THAT DO NOT FEATURE AMBIGUITY

In the world of words, ambiguity is an ever-present presence and is what inspired
William Empson’s Seven Types of Ambiguity, a critical and influential work on the ef-
fectiveness of ambiguity in poetry. For the lexicographer, semantic and syntactic
ambiguity are expected and common features. Instances of ambiguity, however, do
not have a place in modern-language dictionaries or, except for unresolved items of
ambiguity associated with homonymy and polysemy,> in ancient-language lexicons
that serve their respective literature generally. This type of dictionary adheres to the
principle of providing only unambiguous illustrative examples; that is, examples that
are unambiguous in meaning in the context from which they are cited. The reason is
simple and theoretically sound. The function of the lexicographer is, as Chadwick
wrote, “to record how the vocabulary of a language is normally used.”® It is not for
the lexicographer to “predict the abnormal, catachrestic or poetic uses to which a
word may be put,” nor therefore to make lexical entries “collections of famous cru-
ces,” though s/he “cannot afford to ignore them.”” Numerous dictionaries, major
and minor, testify to the efficacy of this approach, including Oxford English Diction-
ary, The New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary (1993),% Shorter Oxford English Dictionary

2 Lobner, Understanding Semantics, 39.

3 Cf. Dunbar, “Towards a Cognitive Analysis of Polysemy, Ambiguity, and Vagueness;”
Klein and Mutphy, “The Representation of Polysemous Words.” Journal of Memory and Lan-
guage 45, Issue 2 (2001) 259-82, Zhang, “Fuzziness — Vagueness — Generality — Ambiguity.”
A number of articles and comments on the difference between ambiguity and vagueness are
offered on the internet.

4 For a discussion of this topic see Falla, “Metaphor, Lexicography and Modern Lin-
guistics.”

5> Homonymy and polysemy cannot always be cleatly distinguished from one another
and lexically can result in instances of uncertainty, ambiguity, and in differences of opinion.
Cf. Falla, “A Conceptual Framework,” 15-17.

¢ Chadwick, Lexicographica Graeca, 16.

7 Chadwick, Lexicographica Graeca, 16-17. 1 am grateful to Greek lexicographer Anne
Thompson for bringing these lines from Chadwick to my attention.

8 Simpson and Weiner, Oxford English Dictionary. 20 vols. 21 ed.
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(2002),10 The Australian Oxford Dictionary (1999),11 The Chambers Dictionary (2003),!2
The Macgnarie Dictionary (2001),1> The Random House Dictionary (1987);'% Webster’s Third
New International Dictionary (1961),'5 Le Grand Dictionnaire Hachette-Oxford (1994,
2001),'0 Dictionnaire de la langue francaise,\’ Dictionnaire encyclopdedique Larousse,'s Meyers
Engyklopddisches Lezikon (1971-81),' Oxford-Duden German Dictionary (1999),20 Mediae
Latinitatis Lexicon Minus (2002),2' A Greek-English Lexicon, 9% ed.,?2 Oxford Latin Die-
tionary (1968-82),23 Thesaurus Syriacus (1879-91)24 A Compendions Syriac Dictionary
(1903),25 A Syriac Lexicon (2009),2¢ and a host of others.

To ensure that all illustrative examples in this type of dictionary are free of am-
biguity, especially in an ancient-language lexicon that draws on poetic resources,
takes vigilance on the part of the lexicographer. Otherwise, an illustrative example
that @ priori seems to have only one unambiguous meaning may on close examina-
tion prove to have more than one possible meaning, or to be a play on distinctly
different meanings of a polysemous word in a manner that gives each of those
meanings a lexical right to consideration. Ambiguous words as defined by Empson
and Chadwick should be set aside.

1.2 Ambiguity as a Feature of the Ancient-language Corpus-specific Lexicon

Another type of lexicon has however emerged to meet contemporary needs of an-
cient-language lexicography. This type zntentionally includes ambiguous illustrative
examples; it is the corpus-based lexicon, that is, the lexicon that is limited to an au-

9 Brown, The New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.

10 Brown, The New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.

11 Mootre, The Australian Oxford Dictionary.

12 Brookes, The Chambers Dictionary.

13 Delbridge, The Macquarie Dictionary. 2 vols. 31 ed.

14 Flexner and Hauck, The Random House Dictionary of the English Iangnage. 274 ed.

15> Gove, Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Langnage.

16 Corréard, Grundy, Le Dictionnaire Hachette-Oxford: francais-anglais, anglais-francais, Cor-
réard, Grundy, Ormal-Grenon, and Natalie Pomier, Ie Grand Dictionnaire Hachette-Oxford:
[frangais-anglais, anglais-frangais.

7 Littré, Dictionnaire de la langue frangaise. 4 vols. et Supplément.

18 Dubois, Dictionnaire encyclopaedique Larousse.

19 Meyers Enzyklopadisches Lezikon in 25 vols. 9 ed.

20 Scholze-Stubenrecht and Sykes, Oxford-Duden German Dictionary.

2 Burgers, Mediae Latinitatis Lexicon Minus.

22 Liddell, Scott, Jones, and McKenzie. A Greek-English Lexicon. 9™ ed. (also known as
New Edition). 2 vols.

2 Glare, Oxford Latin Dictionary.

24 R. Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus. 2 vols.

2> J. Payne Smith, A Compendions Syriac Dictionary.

26 Michael Sokoloff, A Syriac Lexicon.
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thor or work.2” Examples are: DCH,2 HAI.AT»/HALOT3® BDAG,3! Louw and
Nida,32 Danker,33 GELS 3 and KPG.3>

As I understand it, these lexicons would not disagree with Chadwick’s dictum
that the function of the lexicographer is “to record how the vocabulary of a lan-
guage is normally used.” That is their primary aim. Nor would they find difficulty
with his insisting that “[i]t is not for the lexicographer to predict the abnormal, cata-
chrestic or poetic uses to which a word may be put.” But they see merit in recording
certain lexical complexities that cannot be reduced to unambiguous illustrative ex-
amples: in providing researched information on instantiations that are ambiguous
either because what they mean is not known and more than one option is conceiva-
ble, or because more than one normal meaning may work compositionally, or be-
cause it is conceivable or probable that eatly audiences heard more than one mean-
ing at the one time. It is a corpus-specific feature that acknowledges that in many
instances the lexicon user would be at a serious disadvantage without this additional
data; it offers that user a basis on which to make a judgement; it allows and con-
cedes that in the world of literature and linguistics there are contexts where the flu-
idity of movement in meaning that the ambiguous allows corresponds more closely
than the tightly controlled procedure to the reality of how a natural language func-
tions in real life and has been transmitted in an ancient document.

Corpus-based lexicons that include ambiguity can have different primary aims.
Louw and Nida, for instance, states that it is “designed primarily for translators of the
New Testament in various contemporary languages” (emphasis added).3¢ By con-
trast, DCH “has not been written in order to help readers of Hebrew texts to dis-
cover how to translate those texts ... Rather the primary function ... is to organize
and rationalize the available data about Hebrew words, enabling readers to make
their own decisions about the meaning of words in the light of all the evidence.”?’
KPG, while wanting readers to make their own decisions about the meaning of

27 As Daniel King has shown, a corpus-based lexicon might also be one that constitutes
a genre, and for future classical Syriac lexicography raises King’s question of “when is a cor-
pus a corpus?” See King, “Remarks on the Future of a Syriac Lexicon based upon the Cor-
pus of Philosophical Texts,” p. 68.

28 Clines, ed., The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew.

2 (Koehler)-Baumgartner, Hebriische und aramdische Lexikon zum Alten Testament.

30 (Koehler)-Baumgartner, Hebrew and Aramaic 1exicon of the Old Testament.

31 Bauer, Danker, Arndt, Gingtrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other
Early Christian Literature, 3 ed.

32 Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains.

3 Danker, The Concise Greek Lexicon of the New Testament.

34 Muraoka, A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint.

3 Falla, A Key o the Peshitta Gospels.

36 Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains,
Preface, iv.

37 Clines, ed., The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew, vol. 1, 26.
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words, seeks to provide a range of semantic, syntactic, collocational and concord-
ance information that will assist the specialist and the person new to the Syriac lan-
guage to study the Peshitta Gospels as a translation and as a literary entity in its own
right. It is also intended as a basis for a comparable lexicalization of the rest of the
Syriac New Testament, the Syriac Old Testament, and other corpus-specific classical
Syriac literature. GELS has a comparable aim to the extent that it takes the Septua-
gint as a document of Hellenic Judaism as its basic starting point (see below, section
1.4.2).38 While BDAG does not specify an aim, Danker, its most recent editor, ob-
serves that “any lexicographic endeavor worth its name must evolve in a context of
new discoveries and constantly changing theoretical structures.”? But whatever their
purpose or design, in common these lexicons find it either necessary or helpful to
include ambiguous occurrences in some form and in varying degrees in their lexical
entries.

This article examines ways in which these corpus-based lexicons handle the re-
cording of ambiguity. It asks what future classical Syriac corpus-specific lexicons can
learn from them and discusses methodological challenges that confront the lexicog-
rapher.

1.3 Lexicons for which Ambiguity is a Necessity: DCH and
HAILAT/HALOT

The design of some corpus-specific lexicons makes the citation of ambiguity a ne-
cessity. This is the case for those that list all references of all occurrences of each
lexeme and cite those references under a particular meaning. The eight-volume
DCH and the four-volume HAILAT/HALOT* are examples. Their exhaustive ap-
proach commits them to acknowledging instances of obvious ambiguity and to
providing the lexicon-user with sufficient information to make an informed judge-
ment as to the probable or possible meaning(s) of those instances. The alternative
would be to list an ambiguous reference under the meaning preferred by the lexi-
cographer (should s/he have a preference) and ignore the existence of another or
other options.

1.4 Non-exhaustive Lexicons that see Ambiguity as a Lexical Asset

Ambiguity is also a significant feature of corpus-specific ancient-languages lexicons
that do not assign a particular meaning to every occurrence of a headword but have
elected to make ambiguity a lexical feature.

38 A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint, viii.

39 A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint, vii.

40 HALOT, vol. 1, LXVIII, states that “As far as possible all quotations (i.e. references)
are given, but where that list would be meaningless on account of the great number of oc-
currences, a statement is made concerning the frequency of the word and the parts of the
texts where it is to be found.”
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1.4.1 BDAG and Louw and Nida

This is the case with BDAG and Louw and Nida. BDAG, while it does not claim to
be exhaustive as “[tjhe proliferation of papyri and new editions of early Christian
literature suggests caution about certainty respecting completeness of citation,” as-
sures us that “students can count on completeness of citation of all except the most
common words appearing in the main text of the 27% edition of Nestle.”*! Method-
ologically, Louw and Nida does not seek BDAG’s completeness. But it does give
priority to ambiguous instances. It accomplishes this by giving illustrative examples
that in its estimate can be interpreted in more than one way — and they are numer-
ous. But how does Louw and Nida as a semantically-based lexicon make the call as
to where to categorize an ambiguous instantiation? In the same way as it semantical-
ly classifies all other words. Because it is based on semantic domains, it does not
arrange words alphabetically and does not list the different meanings of a word in
the one lexical entry where, as in a traditional lexicon, they can be compared with
each other in the one place under the one headword. Rather, each meaning is ana-
lyzed in the subdomain to which it semantically belongs. Accordingly, it is not a
specific lexical entry, not a lexeme, not a headword that determines where an awbign-
ous instantiation will be recorded; instead it is each of the meanings of that ambiguous
instantiation. This approach does not inhibit Louw and Nida’s treatment of ambig-
uous occurrences. But it does demand that each meaning of an ambiguous instantia-
tion be assigned its own separate sub-domain entry and that the meanings and their
entries be cross-referenced so that they might be compared. Two meanings will re-
sult in two cross-referenced semantic subdomains. It may even be argued that this
semantic-domain approach to ambiguity has a certain advantage over the single-
entry in the conventional lexicon in that a cross-reference inescapably highlights an
ambiguity. The disadvantage is that it requires the user to turn to another section of
the lexicon to consider an alternative meaning.

1.4.2 KPG (1991-2000) and GELS (2009)

In KPG and GELS we enter lexicons of a different genre. The text KPG treats is a
Syriac translation of the Greek Gospels and the Greek texts GELS treats are for the
most part a translation from a Semitic original. This fact has implications for the
issue of ambiguity. There are numerous instances where the meaning of a rendering
in these texts is uncertain or in a particular context is capable of more than one
meaning. In the Introduction to volume 2, KPG devotes more than three pages to
its method and to what is involved in ascertaining the translation of Peshitta Syriac
words and instances where the meaning cannot be established with any certainty. In
part it reads:

To establish a Peshitta word’s meaning, the word is evaluated primarily as an el-
ement of the Peshitta Gospels text as a Syriac literary work in its own right. This

A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, X.
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means that the evaluation gives priority to the lexeme, not as a translation of the
Greek, but in its immediate syntactic-semantic Syriac context and as a word be-
longing to the Syriac language. Only when this initial evaluation is complete is the
translational dimension of the Peshitta text taken into account. By implication,
the Syriac-Greek correspondences contained in the second indented section of an
article constitute an essential but secondary resource for ascertaining the English
lexical information provided by the first section.

As to the process itself, each occurrence of a Peshitta Syriac word is evaluated
first in its textual context (i.e. in the sentence or passage of which it is part), sec-
ondly in the light of the underlying Greek text, and thirdly in relation to all other
occurrences of that Syriac word in #heir relationships to the Greek. It is a proce-
dure that allows one to discover the different, and sometimes diverse, meanings
and uses of the same lexical item as it is employed in the target version, and to
guard against misreadings of that text.

When it is appropriate, a word’s use in other Syriac literature is also consid-
ered, though always in relation to all other relevant data. This may verify, for ex-
ample, a particular meaning and merit its inclusion as a gloss.*?

It is at this point that KPG turns to ambiguity as a lexical and semantic issue, which
it introduces with the comment:

In those instances where the meaning or one of the distinctive values of a word
cannot be established with any certainty, two or more lexical meanings may com-
pete for consideration. In such cases, the Key presents without prejudice the Eng-
lish glosses concerned for the user to compare and evaluate.

Ambiguities are therefore considered an important lexical feature of KPG, though it
should be added that while it lists sequentially the references to every occurrence of
every term in a dedicated section of each entry, the references are not as in DCH
distributed under the term’s respective meanings.

In KPG, meanings of an ambiguous occurrence of a word that belong to differ-
ent semantic domains are separated by a semicolon. This procedure does not oblige
the lexicon user to make a decision between the proposed meanings but allows the
user to hold them in tension at the one and the same time. The lexicon user is also
informed when an ambiguity would seem to be intentional on the part of a transla-
tor, or it is at least possible that it was intentional, rather than the more common
type of ambiguity that is due to scholarship’s inability to propetly discern the mean-
ing of a particular occurrence of a lexeme.

Ambiguities in KPG include occurrences (or examples of occurrences) of parti-
cles that leave the reader to choose between different syntactic functions and mean-
ings or with the possibility that more than one value was intended by the translator.

Like BDAG and Louw and Nida, KPG also notes the occasional poetic in-
stance that involves an apparent play on more than one meaning. This has particular

2 KPG 2:XXXI-XXXIL
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import for the lexicon user when at least one of the meanings is not employed else-
where in the corpus. If instances of this kind were not registered the lexicon user
would remain unaware that more than one meaning was or may have been intended
by the translator and perceived by early audiences. An example is the Syriac noun
JLedis discussed below (section 4.3).

In GELS, which is comprehensive and exhaustive and so “treats with doubtful,
difficult cases,” “the uncertainty is expressed with a question mark or by offering an
alternative analysis.”* An example is ioy¢ in Deut 32:13. It is cited in section *e (p.
345)* under the definition “w. ref. to agricultural produce, fruit as manifestation of
power inherent in the soil or plants: avefiBacev adtods émi ™ oy v Tijg Vs <. #he
most fertile part of the land (?)”” (emphasis added). This reading is also listed under
ayabés (p. 2) where it is compared with the substantival function T& dyafa in Ta
ayafa i yfic in Isa 58:13.

The discriminating approach of Muraoka, GELS’ author, to ascertaining the
meaning of Septuagint words and thus to words of uncertain meaning is shaped by
its corpus and is no less pertinent than that of KPG to our inquiry:

[A] Septuagint lexicographer must ask himself a series of questions: what does he
understand by the meaning or usage of a given Septuagint Greek word or form?,
what significance is to be attached to the Semitic text behind the translation?,
what is he going to do when the Greek text reads rather oddly or makes no good
sense at all?, and so on. These are some of the complexities arising from the fact
that here we are dealing with a translated text, which adds a third dimension, that
of translator in addition to the author of the original text and the reader of the re-
sultant translation. If one is, in contrast, to define the meaning of a word in an
original composition, one would attempt to determine what its author presuma-
bly meant and had in mind. However, the translator’s intention is something ra-
ther elusive and not easy to comprehend with confidence. Reference to the origi-
nal text, even if one is reasonably certain as to what the translator’s text (1 orlage)
read, does not necessarily remove all ambignity (emphasis added). This is not to speak of
the possibility, and even the likelihood, that the translator may have found the
meaning of the Hebrew text obscure, totally unintelligible or susceptible of more
than one interpretation, just as we do today. Following a series of exploratory
studies and debates, we have come to the conclusion that we had best read the
Septuagint as a Greek document and try to find out what sense a reader in a peri-
od roughly 250 B.C. — 100 A.D. who was ignorant of Hebrew and Aramaic might
have made of the translation, although we did compare the texts all along ... our
basic starting point is the Septuagint as a document of Hellenic Judaism.*>

43 From personal cotrespondence with GELS” authot, T. Muraoka (7/4/2015).
4 The asterisk indicates that a sense or usage is not attested prior to the LXX.
45 A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint, viii.
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1.5 Types of Ambiguity

The following discussion of examples taken from Greek, Hebrew and Syriac litera-
ture identifies four primary types of lexical ambiguity. To the best of my knowledge,
these types, some of which inevitably overlap, are not formally recognized by the
lexicographers who register them and are employed here simply as a convenient
means of ordering for the sake of discussion ambiguities recognized in corpus-based
lexicons.

Semantic ambiguity due to a lack of information (see §2)
Semantic ambiguity due to syntactic ambiguity (see §3)
Intentional ambiguity (see §4)

Ambiguous figurative speech requiring interpretation (see §5)

2. SEMANTIC AMBIGUITY DUE TO A LACK OF INFORMATION

Some ambiguities exist because philology and lexicography lack the information
necessary to establish with certainty which of two or more meanings in a particular
context is correct. A well-known example, described as “one of the NT’s great co-
nundrums,”# is the Greek verb Bidfopat in Mt 11:12 and its synoptic parallel in Lk
16:16.

2.1 Bud{opa

For our purpose, it is sufficient to focus on Bidfopat, the more complex of the two
occurrences, in Mt 11:12. The subject is the kingdom of heaven. Lexicons recognize
two primary options: Btdlopat as a middle deponent and thus with an active mean-
ing, or as a passive in either a positive or negative sense. As a middle deponent with
an active meaning, Ptalopat is defined and/or glossed as gain an objective by force: use
Jorce. BDAG, p. 175), employ violence in doing harm to someone or something: use violence
(Louw and Nida, 20.10), force one’s way (Abbott-Smith, p. 81, Zerwick & Grosvenor),
exercise force (Newman, p. 33), force one’s way, rush (Danker, p. 71). In Mt 11:12 this
meaning is rendered as (from the days of Jobn the Baptist until now the reign/ kingdom of
heaven) matkes its way with triumphant force BDAG), has been coming violently (footnote
NRSV), has been forcing its way forward (footnote NEB, REB, |B, N|B), clears a way for
atself by violence (N]B). This interpretation is parallel to the rendering #he reign of God is
being proclaimed and everyone takes (or tries to take) it by force in Lk 16:16.

For this active meaning, BDAG also records the proposal: go after something with
enthusiasm: seek fervently, try hard. Two senses are given: is sought with burning zeal ot try
hard. While New Testament lexicons do not favour this meaning, it is well attested in
classical Greek and has a place in the current draft of the forthcoming Cambridge

46 Davies and Allison, The Gospel According to Saint Matthew, 254.
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Greek Lexicon,” which in section 10 of Bid{opat has “(of the kingdom of heaven) be
struggled for NT” as the passive of “exert all one’s energy to make progress (on a
non-material path towards a goal); exert oneself, forge on (in terms of a goal).”

This brings us to the interpretation of Bidlopat in Mt 11:12 as passive rather
than active: suffer violence (Abbott-Smith; Newman), experience a violent attack: be attacked
with violence, suffer violent attacks (Louw and Nida, 20.9), be treated forcibly, either posi-
tively or negatively (Danker). In its context, this passive meaning is translated as:
(from the days of John the Baptist until now the reign/ kingdom of heaven) has suffered violence
(NRSV), bas been subjected to violence (NEB, REB, |B, NJB),* and “understood in the
unfavourable sense,” as #s violently treated, is oppressed (BDAG). BDAG, it should be
noted, cites this passive interpretation of fidlopat under the active meaning inflict
violence on: dominate, constrain, and not under the active meaning gain an objective by force:
use force, which it and other resources assign to Mt 11:12 as the alternative to the pas-
sive. The alternatives and the complexities involved in presenting them lexicograph-
ically make the entry a challenging one to read.

Every ambiguity recorded in a lexicon has a history and evolution. The lexical
history and evolution of the New Testament Pid{opat reading is instructive for an
understanding of the place of ambiguity in the modern corpus-based lexicon.
Thayer, at the turn of the twentieth century, did not cite fidlopat as an ambiguity,
though he did acknowledge that scholars had proposed more than one interpreta-
tion. In his translation of Grimm’s Wilke’s Clavis Novi Testamenti (1986, revised
1989),% he felt free to pronounce only one option as valid: “Zhe kingdom of heaven is
taken by violence, carried by storm, i.e. a share in the heavenly kingdom is sought for with
the most ardent zeal and the intensest exertion.” “The other explanation, zhe &ingdom
of heaven suffereth violence)’ says Thayer’s entry, “agrees neither with the time when
Christ spoke the words, nor with the context.”

Greater caution now tends to be the norm. In their commentary, Davies and
Allison (1991) list seven possible readings®® before offering their preference, and
Carter in Matthew and the Margins (2000) alerts the reader to other possibilities when
he argues for the one that complements his socio-political and religious reading.5!
True, a major reference work or translation can dismiss all but one interpretation as
does Stenget’s entry on Pialw in The Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament (1990)
and the NIV, which stands out among modern translations by not alerting the read-
er to an alternative to its preferred rendering. But they are exceptions. For most of

47 James Diggle, Anne Thompson, Bruce Fraser, and Patrick James, eds., Cambridge
Greek Lexicon (Cambridge University Press, forthcoming): http://www.classics.cam.ac.uk/
Research/projects/glp

48 The New International Version adopts the passive meaning with no reference to there
being another option.

4 Thayer, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament.

50 Davies and Allison, The Gospe! According to Saint Matthew, 254; see also Carter, Matthew
and the Margins, note 8, p. 589, for further bibliographical references not cited by BDAG.

51 Carter, Matthew and the Margins, 253 and note 8, 589.
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the twentieth century to the present the significance of the Btd{opat ambiguity has
been stressed by lexicons large and small: Moulton and Milligan (1930), Abbott-
Smith (1937), BAG (1957), Newman (1971), and BAGD (1979) to Louw and Nida
(1988), BDAG (2000), and Danker’s concise lexicon (2009) and also by most major
translations.

BDAG begins its sixty-three-line entry on the Matthean and Lucan verses —
well over a column — by identifying the nature of the ambiguity: “[t]he principal se-
mantic problem is whether Bid{opat (in Mt and Lk) is used negatively (‘in malam
partem’) or positively (‘in bonam partem’), a problem compounded by the question
of the function of these verses in their literary context.” The entry cites original
sources for the various interpretations, but does not extend to present-day scholar-
ship. Louw and Nida’s lexicon has two comparatively brief entries, eleven lines for
the passive sense (§20.9) and seventeen-lines for the active (§20.10). With translators
in view, it qualifies its definition, gloss and translation of the active with the recom-
mendation that “[s]ince there is a number of different interpretations of this expres-
sion in Lk 16:16 as well as for the parallel expression in Mt 11:12, it is important to
consult various commentaries before undertaking a translation” and the explanation
that “[p]robably the most widely held interpretation of these difficult expressions is
based on the fact that many people did not hesitate to employ violence or military
force in order to establish what they regarded as the rule of God on earth.” Alt-
hough his entry in his recent concise lexicon is less than five lines, Danker (who
proposed one of the seven interpretations listed by Davies and Allen)5? maintains
the now well-established lexical tradition of acknowledging the ambiguous Matthean
and Lucan fudlopat by cautioning the reader that “[a] precise interpretation of this
verb as used in the New Testament is difficult to establish.”

From this example and a perusal of ambiguity in BDAG and Louw & Nida it is
possible to see the merit of including at the very least unambiguously ambiguous
readings in a corpus-specific lexicon. A New Testament lexicon that failed to in-
clude this ambiguity would, by omission, mislead its users. The evolution of the ex-
ample from Grimm-Thayer to the present also reveals how scholarship can over
time shift its interpretive preferences, how the concise lexicon becomes selective,
perhaps to the exclusion of a meaning that deserves consideration, how the inclu-
sion of interpretive bibliographical sources soon calls for updating, the need for the
lexicon user to accept responsibility for seeking out interpretive developments post
the publication of a comprehensive corpus-specific lexicon, and how in the future
the electronic lexicon might help to meet this latter requirement.

Bualopar is a widely researched and accepted ambiguity. But in Greek-English
New Testament corpus-based lexicons it is but one of numerous listed ambiguities.
Furthermore, not all ambiguities are recognized by all lexicons, nor do lexicons that
record an ambiguity necessarily agree in their analysis of it. The polysemous verbs
delxvupt and ouoTéMAw are two of many examples.

52 Danker, “Lk 16:16: An Opposition Logion,” 234-36.
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2.2 Aelxvupt

The Greek verb deixvuut in 1 Cor 12:31 is an example of one major lexicon identify-
ing a reading as unambiguous and another as ambiguous.>3

Both BDAG (pp. 214-15) and Louw and Nida (§§28.47, 33.150) assign two
meanings to the verb deixvupt. But BDAG lists 1 Cor 12:31under only one of these
meanings, indicating that in this verse the meaning of Oglxvupt can be regarded as
unambiguous. In this instance, Louw and Nida judge deixvut to be ambiguous and
give equal weight to both meanings.

The meaning that BDAG does not see as applicable but that Louw and Nida
does is in the Louw and Nida domain “Communication” (§33) and subdomain “In-
terpret, Mean, Explain.” As it applies to Oeixvut it is defined as explain the meaning or
significance of something by demonstration and glossed as show, explain, matke clear. In 1 Cor
12:31 it is rendered as I will show you a still more excellent way (§33.150; underlining add-
ed).

The other meaning, which BDAG cites as the only option, is in the Louw and
Nida domain “Know” (§28) and subdomain “Well Known, Clearly Known, Re-
vealed.” As it applies to Oeixvupl it is defined as make known the character or significance
of something by visual, anditory, gestural, or linguistic means, glossed as make known, demon-
strate, show, and for 1 Cor 12:31 translated as I will make known to you a more excellent
way (§28.47). This rendering is qualified by the cross-reference, “For another inter-
pretation of dgbxvupt in 1 Cor 12:31, see 33.150.” In BDAG this sense is defined as
exchibit something that can be apprebended by one or more of the senses and glossed as point out,
show, matke known. As it applies to 1 Cor 12:31 it is qualified by the comment “By fig.
ext. of direction to transcendent matters.” BDAG does not offer a translation of the
clause in question. While use of the term “exhibit” in BDAG’s definition is not as
clear as Louw and Nida’s “make known” in that “exhibit” is a polysemous word
open to more than one meaning, it is clear that both lexicons are referring to the
same basic meaning.

The semantic subtleties that distinguish between the two meanings of dgixvuut
are complicated by the fact that the connotations of the English word “show” are
applicable to both meanings. This is to be seen in the fact that Louw and Nida uses
“show” as one of its glosses for borh meanings and as its translation for 1 Cor 12:31
under the domain “Communication” and subdomain “Interpret, Mean, Explain:” [
will show you a still more excellent way. In his more recent entry for deixvupt, Danker
seeks to mitigate the potential semantic blurring by employing only one initial gloss
for both meaning; namely, “show” (apparently because of its semantic fluidity),
which he then defines as “a so as to be observed by another point out, make known,”
and “b so as to be understood by another explain, demonstrate.” Danker does not

53 Another form of disagreement between BDAG and Louw and Nida is dpyy in Rev
3:14 which Louw and Nida, unlike BDAG, sees as possibly ambiguous. But because it ap-
parently prefers one meaning (first cause, origin) over the other (ruler), it mentions the alterna-
tive only under the preferred meaning in §89.16.
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however use 1 Cor 12:31 as an example of ecither of the two meanings. The verb
deixvupt in 1 Cor 12:31 is a good example of the challenges facing the lexicographer
who seeks to be as succinct and clear as possible while at the same time providing
the lexicon user with sufficient data to make an informed judgement about the
meaning of a particular word in a particular context.

2.3 Ackorafog

The Greek noun 0e£loAdBog, brought to my attention as a good example of an am-
biguous vocabulary item in the New Testament,>* is another example of one major
lexicon identifying a reading as ambiguous and another as unquestioningly and un-
questionably unambiguous. Ae§loAdfog is unknown to pre-New Testament writings
and in the New Testament occurs only in Acts 23:23, where 200 detoddfot form
part of the military contingent that transports Paul from Jerusalem to Caesarea.
BDAG and critical editions of the Greek New Testament cite the variant reading
degloAdfos. But as the word is not found elsewhere, BDAG assigns it the same
treatment as 0e§loAd30g.55

2.3.1 The Tenacity of the Term “Spearmen” in Lexicons and Translations

This time it is Louw and Nida (§55.22) and not BDAG that presents the item as if it
were unambiguous and BDAG (pp. 214-15), along with other lexical resources, that
defines it as unmistakeably ambiguous. The following lexical resources and transla-
tions, presented in chronological order, are a good indication. It is worth beginning
with Grimm-Thayer’s entry (4% ed., 1901 = 20 ed., 1886) because elements of it
appear directly or indirectly in later lexicons, including Louw and Nida. Grimm-
Thayer admits to 0e§loAdPog being “a word unknown to the eatlier writ., found in
Constant. Porphyrogenitus (10th cent.) de them. 1, 1, who speaks of de§loAdfot, as a
kind of soldiers, in company with bow-men (To£odépot) and peltasts* [they are also
mentioned by Theoph. Simoc. (hist. 4, 1) in the 7th cent.; see the quotations in
Meyer].” The entry then introduces the term “spearmen:” “Since in Acts xxiii.23
two hundred of them are ordered to be ready, apparently spearmen are referred to
(carrying a lance in the right hand); and so the Vulg. has taken it.” The term “speat-
men” is not new to Grimm-Thayer, but already had a centuries-long tradition in
earlier English translations: “spere men,” The Wycliffe Bible (1395); “speare men,”
Tyndale Bible (1525), Miles Coverdale Bible (1535); “spearemen,” The Bishop’s Bi-
ble (1568); KJV (1611); “spearmen,” English Revised Version (1881). Decades later,
this meaning was to be adopted by other major translations: “spear-men,” AAT

5 By Anne Thompson in personal correspondence.

5 Every Greek word discussed in this paper as a correspondence of a Syriac word has
been checked to see whether it has a variant reading that might compete with it as the con-
ceivable correspondence (see note 80).

56 Foot-soldiers armed with a pelta (a small light leather shield) and javelin according to
OED.
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(1923), “spearmen” RSV (1946), JB (1966) NIV (1973), NJB (1985), and NRSV
(1989).

2.3.2 Is the Peshitta a Witness to “Spearmen’?

At this point it is tempting to turn to the Peshitta version for its understanding of
de&lodPos, especially as Jennings’ Lexicon to the Syriac New Testament (1962) glosses
the Syriac term as “throwers with the right hand = spearmen” (emphasis added).5
Pazzini’s more recent Syriac-Italian lexicon (2004) also has “[two-hundred] spear-
men” (duecento lancieri), as does Kitchen (2014) in the Antioch Bible. Etheridge
(18406) has the slight variation “right-handed spearmen.”

2.3.2.1 What Sense has lsals &Z,a?

The Peshitta reads, lasals &2,&%8 right-handed throwers ot right-handed shooters. But
there is no justification for equating the Peshitta rendering with the precise meaning
“spearmen.” To do so would impose a conjectural rendering of the Greek on the
Syriac. Moreover, one cannot without hesitation appeal to the semantic value of the
noun IL\. (vocahzed lL\...g in Thesaurus Syriacus and CSD), of the same root as the
construct pl. &Z.a, as a guide to the meaning of JMaals &Z.a. The reason is that
only context can make clear what kind of projectile is intended, for |L\....u can be
cither a stone (cf. NSy INayik sing stones PsC 101:17; 102:3, Thesanrus Syriacus, vol. 2,
col. 1065), or a weapon with a shaft. More than once ’L\....u is listed with the more
common noun kg, which does mean “spear, lance, javelin,” (for example, s
INGiao Jofu iy Jijuao BBah 1043:4; INapao lows KwD? 187:17; ON 138:6 [ex-
plained, says SL, p. 1513, as IASiéso spear), which suggests these two terms are to be
differentiated from each other. Moreover, Bar Bahlul’s lexicon glosses |L\...-. by the
Sytiac noun laxds, a type of lance or spear (see below, section 2.3.2.2), but as in
modern dictionaries, defining one word by another is problematic and can create
cyclic uncertainty if the explanatory gloss cannot be defined with precision.

That the precise meaning of ]L\. has not yet been satisfactorily defined is ev-
ident in the different ways it has been glossed without comment by contemporary
lexicons: hasta (Brockelmann); “spear, javelin” and “sling stone” in combination
with 8D (SL); hasta brevis (Brun); “javelin” (Costaz); missile (Latin) = “missile
weapon, missile, javelin™>® (Thesaurus Syriacus, vol. 2, col. 4065); “spear, javelin; mis-
sile, dart, slingstone” (CSD).

This brings us back to lsals «Z.a in Acts 23:23 as the translation of
deglohdfog. What kind of weapon is thrown or shot by JdusaZs «Z,a is undefined
and undefinable. In accordance with objects of the transitive Peal verb wea in classi-

57 Cf. “shooters with the right hand” in Murdock, Murdock’s Translation of the Syriac New
Testament from the Peschito Version. AEINT has “archers with the right hand.”

58 Peal active participle in construct state from the root u.a followed by a preposition
prefixed to the qualifying noun.

5 Lewis, A Latin Dictionary.
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cal Syriac literature, the weapon could be an arrow or stone or some other kind of
missile. What seems most striking about the Peshitta rendering is its avoidance of
specificity. The term Jdaals &iea is not a common nominal compound with a pre-
cise military meaning applied to an unusual Greek noun thought also to have a pre-
cise meaning. Rather, it was apparently created to represent as well as it could a par-
ticular semantic need in a particular context. The Syriac construction employed is
syntactically familiar (see note 57), but the term itself is not. Only two Syriac lexi-
cons list it (Jennings, p. 216; Thesaurus Syriacus, vol. 2, col. 4063) and both give only
Acts 23:23 as a reference.

2.3.2.2 The Perplexing Question of Lexical Choice

We are, though, left with the question as to what lexical choices might have been
open to the Peshitta translator had he thought that the meaning of de§loAdfog was
in fact “spearmen.” This is difficult to answer. I can find only two relevant terms
that refer to the weapon bearer as distinct from the weapon. Both are listed only by
Thesanrus Syriacus, which provides only one citation for each, though the primary
nouns for each of these constructions is so well attested in classical Syriac that it
would be reasonable to think that would have been familiar to the translator.

The first term is Masdy Wil lit. holders of spears/lances, spearmen, lancemen 4
Macc 5:2 (= oi dopu@bpot Thesaurus Syriacus, vol. 2, col. 3931). It is this well-attested
weapon Maxds (as distinct from the wartior) that Bar Bahlul’s lexicon uses to gloss
INZ& (sce above, section 2.3.2.1). CSD (p. 535) glosses Lisod; as “spear, lance,” and
SL (p. 1450) as “spear,” though it should be noted that SL’s glosses — translations of
Brockelmann’s frequently imprecise Latin glosses — are often far from definitive and
best approached as starting points for more thorough semantic investigation. Ex-
amples of Lisoy are: Lk 2:35 (sing.; = poudaia sword), translated as “lance” by Chil-
ders (Luke, Antioch Bible); pl. in kusoiso Isiws with sword and with lances 1 Kings
18:28, and pl. in Jer 46:4 rendered as “spears” by Greenberg and Walter (Jeremiabh,
Antioch Bible). Thesaurus Syriacus cites numerous other references.

The second term referring to a wartior rather than a weapon is L5405 _Lﬁ.é lit.
bearers of speats, spearmen, spear-bearers, javelin-bearers Cyt. 263.17.0 The weapon |ogs
(glossed as “lance, speatr, javelin” by CSD and as “spear, lance” by SL) is a well-used
term in the Peshitta Old Testament.®!

Classical Syriac has a number of other nouns meaning “spear, javelin, or
lance.”%2 These words fall mainly into one of three categories that might or would
make them unlikely candidates for a Syriac translator wanting a construction that

0 R. Payne Smith, Cyrilli Alexandriae archiepiscopi commentarii in Lucae Evangelinm, 263.17,
Oxford 1858, cited in Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, vol. 2, col. 2360.

1 See Payne Smith, Thesaurus Syriacus, vol. 2, col. 2360 and Strothmann’s Konkordanz, zur
syrischen Bibel.

2 The Syriac lexicons of Audo, Manna, and Thelly might list other words for “spear,”
or “javelin,” but if they do they would be unreferenced and virtually impossible to trace to
their source for examination.
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would function as a precise and fitting correspondence for a specific Greek term: (a)
Three Greek loan words are Léwg, lL\.sQ and l..g\.m.o SL (p. 288) cites the first of
these three nouns, Lé,o,, as a loan word from 06pu, dopatiov, and CSD (p 88) from
dvpata. RPS doesn’t list Lg,o, as a loan word. SL glosses it as “spear” and gives
three citations. CSD distinguishes between the meanings “spear” and “sceptre.”
These are based on RPS (vol. 1, p. 858): /ancea, hasta, tor which there are three cita-
tions, all different from the three provided by SL, and seepzrum in Tit. Bostra. 141:28
in Ps 110:2. For Ps 110:2, the Peshitta Old Testament has |id&u staff, rod, sceptre.

ldL..doSk spear, lance, is not a stranger to classical Syriac literature (RPS cites
many instances, some in the Syrohexaplaric version of the Old Testament: Ezek
26:8; 39:9; Hab 3:11; Job 41:17), but it occurs only once in the Peshitta Bible in Jn
19:34,63 where it corresponds to the New Testament’s only instance of a Greek
word for “spear, lance; % namely, Xoyxv; 65

The noun I..g\.»e.o (from xovtaplov spear), glossed by CSD (p. 496) as “pole,
javelin, short spear; iron mace, iron tipped staff,” is employed in the Syrohexaplaric
version and other literature (SL, p. 1336; Thesanrus Syriacus, vol. 2, col. 3547). It does
not occur in the Peshitta Old Testament® and as a potential lexical choice has the
disadvantage of being polysemous.

(b) Semantically imprecise or polysemous terms, which would be ambiguous
were they used in a compound term in a context that could make them ambiguous
are lL\..o,mo Lé\_xx and IN.{& discussed above under lsals 2 a: (i) JAL3ds means

“spear” in 1 Sam 13:19, 22; 2 Kings 11:10, et al. (Thesaurus Syriacus, vol. 2, col. 2209;
SL, p. 730), but in other contexts “rod” or “shepherd’s crook.”

(ii) SL (p. 1501) glosses Jjai as “spear” in 2 Sam 18:14 (“Joab took three
spears in his hand and struck them into Absalom’s heart”). It is a sense adopted from
Brockelmann (Latin hasta) and followed by Kébert, but not recognized by Brun,
Costaz, CSD, Thesanrus Syriacus, or Thelly, or by Walter and Greenberg in Samuel,
The Antioch Bible, which has “[three] rods.” However, SL and Brockelmann are
not alone in arriving at the sense “spear.” BDB (p. 980) assigns the meaning “shaft,
i.e. spear, dart” to the Hebrew cognate D"02W, pl. of ©IW, which underlies the plural
of Q=& in 2 Sam 18:14. Accordingly, RSV and NRSV have ¢ ‘spears,” NIV, NEB
and REB “javelins,” and JB, NJB “darts.” DCH has “appar. dart” and HALOT “a
rod as a weapon.” On examination, Brockelmann’s Jasta, and SL’s “spear” which

03 The OId Syriac versions are not extant for Jn 19:34. The Harklean text also has
JAwod (see Kiraz, Comparative Edition of the Syriac Gospels Aligning the Sinaiticus, Cu-
retonianus, Peshitta & Harklean Versions).

4 See Louw and Nida §§6.29-37 for “weapons” vocabulary in the New Testament.

% Danker, p. 217: “whether a shaft with a sharp metal point, or the point of the shaft is
meant is not clear from the text, but auditors would readily recognize use of synecdoche in
ref. To a soldiet’s Jance; Louw and Nida (§6.34): “a long weapon with a sharpened end used
for piercing by thrusting or as a projectile by hurling (or possibly in Jn 19:34 ‘spear point’).

% See Strothmann’s Konkordanz, zur syrischen Bibel, as well as Thesaurus Syriacus and SL.
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translates Jasta, is a minor and questionable meaning of L&a& restricted to a single
occurrence in 2 Sam 18:14. L&a& can be discounted as a lexical choice contender.

(¢) The noun bisy (unvocalized) spears may also be set aside because it is rare. It
is listed only by Brockelmann and its offspring, SL.

Judging from Syriac lexicons, none of the preceding terms (unlike Lisosy in the
only cited instance of Lawd; wiiil and I35 in the only cited instance of Wiy
I54%) are cited in composite constructions that refer to the weapon-bearer rather
than the weapon. Nevertheless, the range of words with the sense “spear, javelin”
suggests that a suitable term (perhaps a genitive construction) for “spearmen” or
some similar kind of weapon-carrier or missile thrower whose projectile had a shaft
would have been available to the Peshitta translator of Acts 23:23 had he wanted
one. As to the question, is the Peshitta a witness to “spearmen”? No, the evidence
doesn’t allow us to claim that it is, but it does suggest that the Peshitta may be an
accurate witness to the ambiguity of de§loldfot.

lisals &Z,a comp. nmpl. (formed from cstr. pl. of act. pt. fol. by prep. o pref.
to n.) uncertain beyond the literal sense right-handed throwers, or right-handed
shooters; “spearmen” (cf. Jennings, Etheridge, Pazzini, AB) cannot be justified
from Syr. usage or as a rendering of the pl. of de§loAdfog in Acts 23:23. The sum
of what we know for certain about the meaning of this Gr. noun and its Syr.
transl. in Acts is very little, “in effect no more than what is obvious from the con-
text: dexiolaboi (and lsaZs uZ.a) are military personnel other than heavy infantry
or cavalry, in or under the control of the Roman army, available in some quantity,
and of a character suited to escort duties” (Lee, A History of N.T. Lexicography,
p- 254).

B 1. of de&roAd Pos.
Acts 23:23.

In summary, this excursus on Jdasals &Z,a in Acts 23:23 demonstrates that care
must be exercised before a versional reading is claimed as support for an ambiguous
word in the source text and that in this instance the Peshitta cannot be appealed to
as support for the particular meaning “spearmen” in Acts 23:23.

2.3.3 Terms Other than “Spearmen” Before and After Grimm-Thayer

This brings us to the end of our exploration of “spearmen” as a possible meaning of
deglordPot and to other pre- and post-Grimm-Thayer meanings. Other pre-Grimm-
Thayer denotations are in the minority. The Geneva Bible (1587) has “[two hun-
dred] with dartes,” which may be “arrows” or the equivalent of “spears” or “lanc-
es.” Mace New Testament (1729) has “archers,” which is coincidently paralleled by
“bowmen” in the intetlinear translation of UBS 4t edition, Nestle-Aland 26t edi-
tion®” (1990). The interlinear reading would seem to hint at ambiguity as its NRSV

67 Douglas, ed.; translators Brown, and Comfort, The New Greek English Interlinear New
Testament.
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(1989) parallel column (following RSV) has “spearmen.” But the interlinear’s choice
of “bowmen” would seem less plausible than other options in the light of Grimm-
Thayer informing us that de§loAdot is listed alongside archers and slingers in wit-
nesses from the Byzantine period (7th-10th centuries). But these later witnesses
cannot be taken as a reliable guide to the meaning of de§loddfog as it was used sev-
eral centuries earlier in Acts 23:23.

Darby’s Translation (1867) has “light-armed footmen” and Weymouth New
Testament (1903) “light infantry.” Darby’s and Weymouth’s more generalized ren-
dering returns in Moffatt (1924), who has “infantry,” NEB (1961) and REB (1989),
which have “light-armed troops,” NEB noting that “the meaning of the Greek word
is uncertain.” A variation of these senses is apparent in JB (1966) and NJB (1985),
which settle for the single term “auxiliaries.” EDNT (1990) follows this generic in-
terpretation. Its entry emphasizes that “[tlhe exact meaning of this military t.t. is
uncertain,” echoes Grimm-Thayer with the commentary “[w]itnesses from the Byz-
antine period (7th-10th centuries) list de§loAdfot alongside archers and slingers,”
and concludes in the Darby and Weymouth tradition, “thus apparently as Jght-armed
soldiers; see BE. Haenchen, The Acts of the Apostles (1971) 647.”

To return to the Grimm-Thayer entry: it excludes “guards” as a meaning be-
cause “[tlhe great number spoken of conflicts with the interpretation of those who
suppose them to be soldiers whose duty it was to guard captives by a chain on the
right hand.” With the notation “0e§lo-Adfog (9e&tés right-hand + AapfBdvw) pl.?
spearmen?, gnards),” Zerwick and Grosvenor (1996) give equal if tentative weight to
“guards” as well as “spearmen” and so approve a sense dismissed a century earlier
by Grimm-Thayer, but comes within the semantic domain of Winer’s brief defini-
tion “who takes the right, as an attendant”® Grammatik des ne (1894-98) and “security
officer” proposed earlier (1963) by Kilpatrick in a two-page article. The Grimm-
Thayer entry ends with the comment that “Meyer ad. loc. understands them [that s,
the de&loddfol] to be [either] javelin-men [or slingers].” Abbott-Smith’s lexicon (1937)
echoes this observation with the definition “a kind of soldier, prob. a spearman (Vg.,
lancearius) ot slinger.”®

Twenty-nine years after Grimm-Thayer, Moulton and Milligan’s lexical work
(1930) admits to being “no more fortunate than our predecessors in tracing earlier
appearances” of 0e£loAdfog and conjectures that “it may be a coinage to translate
some title used in the Roman army; but obviously it was coined before Luke’s time,
as its meaning could not be deduced from its form.”

BDAG (2000, see also BAG, 1957; BAGD, 1979) cites eatlier works and adds
a selection of scholarly sources, but none diminishes the ambiguity of de£loAdBos: “a
word of uncertain mng., military t.t. acc. to Joannes Lydus (in Constantinus Porphy-
rog., De Themat. 1, 5) and Theophyl. Sim., Hist. 4, 1 a light armed soldier, perh.

8 \Winer, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms, but see Winer, A Grammar of the
New Testament Diction, 113.
0 Kilpatrick, “Acts 23:23 dexiolabos,” 393-94.
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bowman, slinger; acc. to a scholion in CMattaei p. 342 body-guard. Acc. to EEgli,
ZWT 17,70 1884, 20ff 0e&iéhafos left-handed (7). Spearman Goodsp., NRSV; ‘security
officer,” GKilpatrick, JTS 14, ’63, 393f. W-S. §0, 4, Mlt-H. 272f—, Acts 470. M-
M.

Danker (2009), more recent than any of the above, but also concise by inten-
tion, reads, “a very rare word of uncertain mng. Transliteration: ‘dexiolabos (in some
military capacity).”” “Various glosses,” continues Danker, “have been entertained:
archer, slinger, or without suggestion of ordnance body-gnard” Interestingly, Danker
does not offer “spearman” for consideration and like BAG, BAGD, and BDAG,
does not seem influenced by the centuries-later Byzantine witnesses that list
deglordPol alongside “archers” and “slingers” — witnesses which, if taken as a se-
mantic guide to earlier usage, would seem to distinguish dg§loddfot from “arch-
ers/bowmen” and “slingers” and so not treat these terms as if they were synonyms.

2.3.4 The Surprise of Louw and Nida's Soldier Armed with a Spear

No definitively new information about the meaning of de§loAdfos has come to light
since Grimm-Thayer’s observations at the beginning of last century that can make
this word other than ambiguous. The translator secking how best to represent it in
Acts 23:23 therefore has cause for serious surprise when a relatively recent New
Testament lexicon as significant as Louw and Nida ignores all but one meaning by
confidently defining 0e&loddBos as “a soldier armed with a spear” and without
comment glosses it as “spearman,” which was suggested by Grimm-Thayer on less-
than-convincing circumstantial evidence.

As noted above, it is a meaning since used, sometimes with qualification, by
other resources, but not by all, including the more cautious BDAG and Danker. In
this instance, Louw and Nida provide an apt example of a lexical entry injudiciously
claiming certainty where there is none, and all the more so because the reading in
question cannot be said to have missed scrutiny due to it being one occurrence
among many, but one that stands alone in its corpus and demands an entry of its
own.

2.4 SuoTéEAAW

Lexicons often disagree as to whether or not a reading should be perceived as am-
biguous and when they do agree that a reading is ambiguous may disagree in their
analysis of the perceived ambiguity. The Greek verb cuoTéAAw in Acts 5:6 is an ex-
ample.

Newman, BDAG, and Louw and Nida agree that in Acts 5:6 at least two mean-
ings of the Greek verb cuaTéAAw deserve consideration. One is remove, take away,
which BDAG (p. 978) defines as remove an object from a place and Louw and Nida
(15.200) as remove an object from a place by taking away or carrying away, and for which

70 Should be ZWT 27 and not 17 (1884).
" See Winert, A Grammar of The New Testament Diction, 113.
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Newman (p. 176) has the gloss, carry out (of the dead). The other meaning agreed on
by all three lexicons is wrap up (also cover BDAG; make a bundle of Louw and Nida,
79.119) which BDAG defines as wrap up by winding something around and Louw and
Nida as wrap up an object, with the implication of getting it ready to remove. To these two
meanings BDAG adds a third: gather up: pack, fold up, snatch up. This possibility is
echoed by EDNT with “collect together, pack up,” though with the qualification
that “wrap up, cover up” is more likely. While “wrap up” is the translation of the
NRSV it notes that the meaning of the Greek is uncertain.

These options offered by BDAG, Louw and Nida, Newman and EDNT stand
in contrast to three other lexicons, which register only one and the same meaning:
wrap up. The first two are Thayer (1899) and Abbott-Smith (1936). The third is
Danker’s twenty-first century concise lexicon (2009). By limiting his entry to “wrap
up, of a corpse made ready for transport, probably with help of a winding sheet,”
Danker intriguingly disregards the ambiguity recognized by BDAG of which he is
the most recent reviser and to which he introduced definitions. Admittedly, “wrap
up” is the most widely accepted meaning and the only one recognized by many re-
sources (for example, LEGNT, Zerwick and Grosvenor, and the English transla-
tions JB, NJB, NEB, NIV and RSV), but we know from Danker that it is by scien-
tific principles that he is guided and not majority influence.’? So why the reduction?
The pressure to be concise? But the inclusion of ambiguity in other Danker entries
would seem to argue against the exclusion of what Danker would consider valid
semantic competitors in this one. Or could it be that Danker as editor was obliged
to retain all options in BDAG, but felt free to dispense with all but his scientific
preference in a concise work of which he is sole author? Or could it be that he pre-
sents us with the meaning wrap #p in his new work on the basis of new evidence or
his revaluating existing evidence? We do not know. What we can conclude is that
Danker does not seem to consider cueTEA® in Acts 5:6 to be sufficiently ambigu-
ous to cite more than one meaning and that the onus falls on the lexicon user to
consult BDAG and Louw and Nida for more detailed information.

User responsibility is not an issue belonging only to the occasional lexical oc-
currence as in Oeixvupt in 1 Cor 12:31 and ouoTéMw in Acts 5:6. At this stage of
ancient-language lexicography, how the user views lexical resources is an issue that
can hardly be over-emphasized. Gone are the days when the lexicon was viewed
often as having an unquestioned authority. This is confirmed by a comparative study
of ambiguity in our major lexicons and their often startlingly different findings. One
of the inescapable implications is the need for the serious lexicon user investigating
a lexeme or an instantiation of it to consult at least the major lexical works. A signif-
icant difference between BDAG and Louw and Nida’s approach to ambiguity, and
between them and smaller lexicons, emphasizes the call for perspicacity on the part
of the reader. In the examples we have examined, the major lexicons, if not some of
the smaller ones, agree that an ambiguity exists. But in the realm of the Greek New

72 See Danker, “Lexical Problems,” 7-11.



WHAT TO DO ABOUT CITING AMBIGUITY 29

Testament there are instances where Louw and Nida discerns ambiguities that
BDAG does not.

2.5 A Mini-universe of Hebrew-Bible Ambiguities

For the lexicon user, ambiguity in Ancient-Hebrew lexicons can sometimes be more
challenging than in New Testament lexicons — and no less essential to a proper es-
timate of the meanings of a lexeme. A few weeks before the ISLP St Petersburg
conference, at which this volume’s papers were presented, I took from my shelves
Marcia Falk’s translation and paired text of the Song of Songs, Love Lyrics from the
Bible. 1t was an unplanned moment intended as light relief from the conference’s
organizational responsibilities. The book opened at “poem 16” (Song 4:8 in the He-
brew text) where I found myself delighting in the anything but literal lines:

193 paabn 'nr With me, my bride of the mountains,

. )
'R1AN PR ny Come away with me, come away!

. . Come down from the peaks of the mountains,
AIAKR WRIN ™MwnN

T From the perilous Lebanon caves,
PRAM IV WRID Brom the lairs where lions crouch hidden,
IR NN Where leopards watch nightly for prey,
o3 an Look down, look down and come away!

(emphasis added)

Falk’s translation of Qal impf. 2fs. * W, the first word of the third line of the He-
brew text, intrigued me. As indicated in italics, nine English words and three diffet-
ent meanings translate this one Hebrew wotd from a W root: “Come down,”
picked up again in the last line with “Look down, look down and come away!”
Within minutes I found myself immersed in a mini-universe of inescapable ambigui-
ty, involving not just this one uncertain verbal instantiation, but many, all from a
MW root or a postulated MW root. To enter this mini-universe the lexicon user need
do no more than compare DCH with HAL.OT (and HALAT). Quickly we become
aware of the overriding presence of the uncertain and irresolvable and at the same
time of two very different approaches to these presences and often of different out-
comes.

2.5.1 Verbs with a "W Root in HALOT

HALOTs primary semantic analyses are informed by its etymology and “interpreta-
tions” from quoted sources. It deals with a selection of references under two sug-
gested roots: I MW and II MW (vol. 4, pp. 449-45), which claim more than three-
and-one-half columns. HALOT says that its “two suggested roots may have devel-
oped in distinctive ways from one original root, with the meaning of the second re-
maining closer than the first to the meaning of the original root.”” I MW includes
the primary gloss /ook at from a bent position and gathers its findings under three head-

7 HALOT, vol. 4, p. 1452 a.
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ing: (i) “instances where the text is certain,” (if) “instances where the text is uncer-
tain, or alternatively the reading is disputed” (Job 33:27; Ps 17:11; Jer 5:26; Hos 13:7;
14:9), and (iit) Song 4:8, which is introduced as “a particularly difficult instance.”

HAILOT lists a total of nineteen references under I MW and II MW (or twenty if
one counts Song 4:8 twice because it is considered under both I MW and II W).
Seventeen are considered under I MW. They are listed under their respective mean-
ings and not according to sequence as in the following list: Num 23:9; 24:17; Job
7:8; 17:15; 20:9; 24:15; 33:14, 27; 34:29; 35:5, 13, 14; Ps 17:11; Song 4:8; Jer 5:26;
Hos 13:7; 14:9. Three references, Song 4:8; Isa 57:9; Ezek 27:25, are considered un-
det HALOTs II MWW whete this verb is glossed as ¢/imb down to, bend down towards.

2.5.2 Verbs with a W Root in DCH

Instead of the two conventional categories framing HAL.OT’s analysis, DCH identi-
fies eight different verbal homonyms (vol. 8, pp. 310-312). As stated in its introduc-
tion, DCH does not include etymology and “the ‘root’ forms of verbs are used as
headwords no matter how suspect such forms may be methodologically speaking.”7+
This means that DCH does not inform us as to whether or not the eight verbal
homonyms may have developed in distinctive ways from one original root, or two
or more roots that share the same consonants. DCH’s eight verbal entries claim ap-
proximately the same column space as HALOT’s two.

2.5.3 What does HALOT do with its Six Fewer References than DCH?

DCH cites twenty-five references as compared with HALLOT’s nineteen: Num 23:9;
24:17, 22; 2 Sam 11:16; Job 7:8; 17:15; 20:9; 24:15; 33:3, 14, 27; 34:29; 35:5, 13, 14;
Ps 17:11; 92:12; 138:5; Song 4:8; Isa 57:9; Jer 5:26; Ezek 27:25; Hos 9:12; 13:7; 14:9).
Why HALOT has six fewer references than DCH (Num 24:22; 2 Sam 11:16;
Job 33:3; Ps 92:12; 138:5; Hos 9:12) is a pertinent question for the lexicon user seek-
ing to check DCH meanings of MW verbs with their counterparts in HALOT. What
we can establish is that it is not because HALOT has overlooked any of the six ref-
erences. Rather, it is because it cites each of them under a verbal root or substantive
other than its verbal roots I MW or II MW. While the task is time consuming, DCH
provides enough information for us to track each of its MW references to its source
in HALOT. It is a task that also reveals that DCH treats all six readings as ambigu-
ous and for some postulates an option based on an emendation. For its part, HAIL -
OT presents three readings as ambiguous (Job 33:3; Ps 92:12; Hos 9:12) and three as
having only one meaning (Num 24:22; 2 Sam 11:16; Ps 138:5). As to the location of
these six readings in HAILOT, the clues provided by DCH’s entries lead us:
e for Num 24:22 from DCH W II ook down on, look upon, gage on to HALOT
propet noun WWR Asshur,
e for 2 Sam 11:16 from DCH W 11 keep watch to HALOT vetb VW kegp un-
der military observation, besiege;

™ DCH, vol. 1 p. 15.
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e for Job 33:3 from DCH "W IV rgpeat and [WW] V reveal; to HALOT noun
W wprightness, though HALOT puts a question mark against the text and
advises the user to consult commentaries (vol. 2, p. 450 b);

o for Ps 92:12 from DCH "W VII traduce: traducer, slanderer to HALOT noun
WY, W, (personal) enemy (vol. 4, p. 1454 b), and to the conjectural reading
under “I 99W: probably a primary noun,” wa// (vol. 4, p. 1453 b);

e for Ps 138:5 from DCH W 1 #ravel, journey, walk to HALOT vetb W sing
(vol. 4, p. 1480 a)

e for Hos 9:12 from DCH W 1 depart to two different HALOT locations,
one under the verb I MW (as against MW) and the other under the verb 0.
The HALOT verb I M (vol. 3, p.1313 a) cites two possibilities. The first is
that the reading “inf. sf. ™I = *7V,” and so we are directed to the verb
D for further information. Under the verb MO the reading “*0” is as-
signed the gloss stand aloof (vol. 2, p. 748 a). The second proposal quoted by
HAILOT under the verb I MW is that for the masoretic text’s reading 131
we should read “*WW2 (vb. 11 W) i I draw away from them.” HALOT does
not mention this possible alternative under its verb II MW, which returns us
to whete we began with its inclusion under DCH’s W I degpart. One could
argue that the obvious starting point for anyone searching HAILOT for the
meaning of our verb in Hos 9:12 would be under the verb I MW as this is
the root that corresponds to the reading of the verb in the masoretic text
and thus there is no need to cite such an alternative also under a postulated
root. In a corpus-specific lexicon that intentionally attends to readings that
can be considered ambiguous there does however seem to be merit in a
cross-reference system that alerts the lexicon user to all the possibilities and
so allows that user to investigate each option.

2.5.4 Homing in on HALOT and DCH s W VVerb Ambignities

Let us now turn from the absence of the preceding six references under HAL.OT’s 1
MW and II MW roots to the presence of ambiguous readings under these two HAL-
OT roots and under DCH’s eight MW verbal homonyms (see §2.5.2).

Of its nineteen references under I MW and II W HALOT lists six as ambigu-
ous (Job 33:27; Ps 17:11; Song 4:8; Jer 5:26; Hos 13:7; 14:9). DCH lists five of these
six as ambiguous and one (Song 4:8) unambiguous.

Of its twenty-five references DCH lists fifteen as ambiguous (Num 24:22; 2
Sam 11:16; Job 17:15; 33:3, 14, 27; Ps 17:11; 92:12; 138:5; Isa 57:9; Jer 5:26; Ezek
27:25; Hos 9:12; 13:7; 14:9). As we have seen (see §2.5.3), six of these fifteen DCH
ambiguities correspond to the six references HALOT does not treat under a MW
root (Num 24:22; 2 Sam 11:16; Job 33:3; Ps 92:12; 138:5; Hos 9:12). Another one of
these fifteen DCH ambiguities is listed by HAILLOT as unambiguous (Job 17:15).



32 FROM ANCIENT MANUSCRIPTS TO MODERN DICTIONARIES

2.5.5 DCH "W I/HALOT II W and DCH W I[I/HALOT [ "W

The first of DCH’s eight verbal homonyms, W I #ave/, corresponds to HALOT’s
1L W dimb down to, bend down towards. 1ts second homonym, W 11 bebold, corre-
sponds to HALOT’s I W look at from a bent position.

Even within the compass of its first two homonyms, DCH offers a considera-
bly wider range of nuanced senses than HALOT gives in its entire treatment. How-
ever, in two instances, Jer 5:26 and Ps 17:11, HALOT (I MW /ook at from a bent posi-
tion, p. 1450 b) provides more detail than DCH. For Jer 5:26 it has six lines of analy-
sis. DCH (MWW 1T behold, vol. 8, p. 311 a) is brief by compatison with the translation
“he watches like hunters lying in wait” (emphasis added), which, with two other refer-
ences, is presented under the gloss watch with evil intent, lurk. For Ps 17:11 HALOT
has twelve lines of analysis, which list a number of interpretations from various
sources and translations, including owr steps; they waylay me; they track me down; they press
me hardy they come straight up to me.

2.5.6 DCH 2w I-1111

DCH regards its six other verbal homonyms (MW 111, IV, V, VI, VII, VIII) and their
references as semantically uncertain. For three of these homonyms it provides im-
mediately after the primary gloss an alternative meaning in brackets in the form of
one of the other homonyms for the reference or references its cites: W III /ap out
(unless W II behold) Hos 13:7; W IV repeat (unless W I bebold) Hos 14:9; Job
33:3, 14, 27, W VI be resplendent (unless W 1 fravel) Isa 57:9.

Two of the remaining three, [W] V revea/ — Hi. Job 33:3 and W VIII be moist
— Hi., mafke moist Isa 57:9, are also alternatives to one of the other homonyms, but
this is not immediately apparent as they are not cross-referenced. [W] V is an alter-
native to NWW 111, and MW VIII an alternative to MW VI.

2.5.6.1 DCH W HI/HALOT 1 W

DCH’s W 111 /feap ont (unless W 11 bebold) has only one reference, Hos 13:7.
HALOT, under 1 MW, agtees this reading is uncertain. It too has the meaning /ap
ont, but to it adds “lurk (like a panther at the wayside).”” 1t does not have an equivalent
to DCH W 11 behold.

2.5.6.2 DCH W 1V and ["W] V/HALOT 1 W

DCH’s W IV repeat (unless W II bebold) has four references. For three of them,
Hos 14:9, Job 33:14, 27, DCH offers four options. The first two of these options,
namely, repeat (unless bebold), are at the beginning of the entry. The other two op-
tions, affirm from the root AW 1V or rgjoice from the root 37 VII, are embedded in
the entry.

For the fourth reference, Job 33:3, DCH offers three options. The first two are
repeat (unless bebold) at the beginning of the entry. Further into the entry we learn
that repeat (the meaning that is the subject of the entry) is based on an emendation.
The third of DCH’s interpretations of Job 33:3 is not mentioned in the same entry
as the other two, but treated sepatately in the next entry, [WW] V, of which it is the
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sole subject. There it is assigned the meaning rewea/ — Hi. It too is based on an
emendation. As we have seen — and in accordance with the design of DCH — details
about Job 33:3 in MW IV and [MW] V atre not cross-referenced. The lexicon user
wanting to examine DCH’s various options for this reading must therefore be suffi-
ciently diligent to discover that it is cited without cross-reference in two separate
entries.

HALOT omits Job 33:3 but includes the three other references. — Hos 14:9,
Job 33:14, 27 — under I W Jook at from a bent position (= DCH W 11 bebold, which is
complemented by many secondary senses). For none of these three readings does it
have a meaning that corresponds to DCH’s reveal. HAILLOT also differs from DCH
in that it specifies its citation of one of the three readings, Job 33:14, as “certain.” It
deals with the two other references, Hos 14:9 and Job 33:27, under the heading “in-
stances where the text is uncertain, or alternatively the reading is disputed.” To the
first reference, Hos 14:9, FLALOT gives eight lines and offers two quoted interpreta-
tions. The first is Jook after in “and 1 look after it (or him),” and the second “brings hap-
piness” in “it brings happiness.” It also quotes the rendering I affirm it in REB and NEB.
To the third reference, Job 33:27, HALOT gives six lines and quotes the interpreta-
tion “he will sing in exultation,” which it compares with “that person sings to oth-
ers” (NRSV), “if he affirms before everyone” (REB), and “if he declares before all
men” (NEB).

2.5.6.3 DCH "W VI and VIII/HALOT 11 W

Both DCH’s W VI and VIII concern Isa 57:9. Like Job 33:3 in W IV and [MW] V,
these entries are not cross-referenced, so again the lexicon user must examine more
than one entry to canvas the semantic options.

DCH postulates six options for Isa 57:9.75 Two are in MWW VI where the Isaiah
verb in question is glossed as be resplendent (unless W 1 travel) — be resplendent glisten.
The option in brackets, “(unless MWW I #rave)),” is presented in full in MW 1. In that
entry we learn that (a) this bracketed alternative is based on an emendation, (b) #rave/
can be expanded to fravel, journey, walk, and (c) there are three further options: ““/av-
dshed [ V,” “drenched [7 W VI],” and “smeared [W VIII].” The sixth proposition
is in MW VIIL It is based on our reading being emended from Qal to Hiphil: “be
moist — Hi., make moist, i.e. smear, tresses with oil.”

In HAILOT, Isa 57:9 is one of the three references under its second MW root;
namely, IT W dimb down to, or bend down fowards. The other two references are Ezek
27:25 and our already mentioned Song 4:8, which HAILOT also cites in I W. The
difference between DCH and HALOT regarding Isa 57:9 is that DCH presents five
uncertain meanings and HAIL.OT one meaning which it presents as unambiguous
and differs from the five offered by DCH.

2.5.6.4 DCH " VII

75 See Barthellem. Critigue textuelle de I’Ancien Testament. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht (1982-1992).
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We now come to MWW VII, the remaining verbal homonym of the eight supplied by
DCH. The homonym is in Ps 92:12. It is based on an emendation, grammatically
categorized as “Qal, ptc. as noun,” and glossed as #raducer, slanderer. The reference is
one of the six HAIL.OT deals with under a different root (see §2.5.3).

2.5.7 Back to ™ Wn in Song 4:8: Completing a Cycle of Ambiguity

This then is where a spontaneous and pleasurable reading of a single verse in the
Song of Songs led: a venture into the undergrowth of a small verdant thicket in a
forest of ancient Hebrew lexical ambiguities. Now, having surveyed DCH and
HALOTs (HALATs) verbs with a MW root, we can return to ™WWA (Qal impf.
2fs.) in Song 4:8 with a keener appreciation that at this stage in lexicography it is
often beyond the scope of any one lexicon to provide us with all the information
that is needed to make a fully informed decision regarding the meaning of any one
particular ambiguous word or even whether that word is ambiguous.

™MWN proves to be but one of numerous examples. HALOT (1999) lists it in
each of its two categories, I MW and II MW. Furthermore, under I MW, for which it
has the primary meaning “look at from a bent position,” it singles out *1WWn for spe-
cial treatment, devoting two-thirds of a column to it and emphasizing that it is “a
particularly difficult instance.” Citing many sources, it offers two options: “to look”
and “to descend, climb down,” followed by other renderings. By contrast and de-
spite all the attention it gives to some ambiguous readings, DCH (2008) registers
™MW as if it were unambiguous. It lists it under “look down, look upon, gaze on,”
the second meaning of its second homonym. In this instance, HALOT more accu-
rately represents the range of opinions proffered by contemporary scholarship.

Nevertheless, HALLOT does not exhaust all points of view — and in the case of
"™IWnN many factors require consideration, among them philology, etymology, ho-
monymy, poetics, stylistics, metaphor, mythological use of place names, context in
its cycle of songs, and so on. Indeed, scholarship into the issue has not ceased. This
is evident in Stoop-van Paridon’s The Song of songs: A Philological Analysis (2005), who
asks “whether it would not be better to transform MW II [as in HALOT/HALAT)
which occurs three times (Isa 57:9, Song 4:8 and Ezek 27:25) into D.”76 For this
emendation Stoop-van Paridon quotes the meanings “1) turm aside ... 2) depart.

That *™Wn remains a subject under scrutiny is also evident in Eidelkind, “In-
tended Lexical Ambiguity in the Song of Songs.””” Like Falk, whose translation of
™Wn intrigued me, Eidelkind sees the paronomasia possibility that the author
played on two meanings and so created an intentional ambiguity. One of the mean-
ings advocated by Eidelkind is however different from one of those preferred by
Falk. Both accept the basic meaning “look.” But whereas Falk has the combination
“come away/come down” and “look down” Eidelkind prefers “look” and “leap,”
which he argues in some detail are “suggested by the context.” In this regard, both

76 Stoop-van Paridon, p. 216 and note 12, p. 216.
77 Eidelkind, “Intended Lexical Ambiguity in the Song of Songs,” pp. 344—46.
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DCH and HAILOT list “leap out” in their lexicalization of MW verbs, but as applica-
ble only to Hos 13:7 (see §2.4.6.1) where it is a leopard that does the leaping. Eidel-
kind observes that in addition to their use of a MW verb both Song 4:8 and Hos 13:7
refer to a lion and a leopard. Is this by chance? Is there, he asks, a contextual con-
nection between the two verses that allows us to see “leap” as well as “look” in
™R in Song 4:8? He thinks there is, for, calling on “Loretz 1991:139,” he says that
“Itthe Woman who dwells among lions and leopards is implicitly likened to a lioness
or a leopard. No wonder then that she must ‘leap’ (and not simply ‘go or ‘travel.’
“Leap,” it, should be noted, is not the only meaning that Eidelkind attributes to the
MW verb in Hos 13:7. It, no less than Song 4:8, is perhaps intentionally ambiguous
in that it too may play on two meanings, in this case on “lurk” as well as “leap.”

2.6 Summary: Observations regarding Ambiguity in DCH and HALOT

Limited as it is, this comparison of DCH with HALOT represents the prevalence of
ambiguity in ancient-biblical Hebrew; that is, the prevalence of instances where our
knowledge is too limited to be sure of the meaning of a word in a particular context.
It also reveals the different approaches of these two major lexicons to ambiguity and
their frequently different findings. It allows us to appreciate the methodological and
arrangement challenges in presenting ambiguity in a consistent, thorough and acces-
sible manner, and the complexities and frustrations facing the lexicon user who
seeks to assess in our best lexicons even one ambiguous reading for which multiple
meanings may be proposed.

3 SEMANTIC AMBIGUITY DUE TO SYNTACTIC AMBIGUITY

Semantic ambiguity can be due to syntactic ambiguity. Ubiquitous particles with
multiple syntactic functions are a prime example. It is not uncommon for the reader
or listener to be left to choose between different meanings of a commonly occurring
particle because it is syntactically ambiguous, or with the possibility that more than
one value was intended by the author or translator. It is an aspect of ambiguity to
which BDAG, DCH, and KPG draw attention. Neither HAI.OT nor Louw and Ni-
da include this aspect of ambiguity, HALLOT because, unlike DCH, it restricts itself
to selected unambiguous citations of ubiquitous particles and Louw and Nida be-
cause it adopts a radically minimalist approach to all particles.

3.1 Syriac Dalath in Lk 4:6

The value of illustrative examples of ambiguous particles in KPG lies mainly in the
fact that classical Syriac lexicons give little attention to particles and that translations
of the Peshitta New Testament often favour one meaning of an ambiguous patticle
over another without comment. What function, the reader or listener must ask, does
the particle Dalath have in the Peshitta rendering )o&a:yo . in Lk 4:67 Is 4 a rela-
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tive pronoun meaning “which,”” or a causal conjunction meaning “because,”
“for”’?7 — “to you I will give all this dominion and splendor, which has been/ for it has
been handed over to me.” In this verse the sense intended by the translator may well
be revealed by the Greek behind the Syriac which has the causal subordinating con-
junction 67180 But for the exegete of the Peshitta text the ambiguity remains and
stands in contrast to the Sinaiticus version of the Old Syriac (the Curetonian is not
extant) which renders the Greek with the syntactically and semantically explicit con-

struction because, for.
7 b

3.270t1 and Dalath (y) in Mt 8:27//Mk 4:41

3.2.1 Is"Otv Explanatory or Causal?

Ambiguities can be very subtle. BDAG (p. 732 a) cites 67t in Mt 8:27 and its synop-
tic parallel Mk 4:41 under the syntactic classification “marker of explanatory claus-
es” and translates it as “(in consideration of the fact) #hat”” “what sort of person is this,
(in consideration of the fact) #hbat” [even the winds and the sea obey him]|. In this
context it is a marker that follows a “please explain’ question: would you explain what
sort of person this is in view of the fact #hat even the winds and the sea obey him.
But for BDAG this syntactic and semantic value is ambiguous in that it is “proba-
ble” (tevised from “possible” in an eatlier edition) that in this and other contexts
“the causal force of 8Tt comes to the fore,” in which case it is to be defined as “a
marker of causality” rather than a “marker of explanatory clauses.”
Blass-Debrunner-Funk, 8! Zerwick,82 and Zerwick and Grosvenor,8 do not
mention the explanatory function of this use of 0Tt in Mt 8:27 and Mk 4:41. For
them, 0Tt in these and Several other contexts is unambiguous: it is no more and no
less than a causal conjunction. But it is a special kind of causal conjunction. For Blass
and Debrunner it constitutes “[a] special use of 671 in the NT as in the OT ...
which “corresponds to Hebrew ¥2.7784 Zerwick, followed by Zerwick and Grosvenor,
see “within the causal sense ...a distinction which has a certain importance.” In the
case of Mt 8:27 and Mk 4:41, 0Tt gives “the reason why a question is asked.”s5 In

8 For Dalath as relative pronoun see KPG 1:115; Néldeke, Compendions Syriac Grammar,
p. 47.

7 For Dalath as causal conjunction see KPG 1:117.

80 See Zerwick and Grosvenor, A Grammatical Analysis of the Greek New Testament, 185;
Culy, Parsons and Stigall, Luke: .4 Handbook on the Greek Text, 125.

81 Blass-Debrunner-Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament, §456.

82 Zerwick, Biblical Greek, §420.

83 Zerwick and Grosvenor, A Grammatical Analysis of the Greek New Testament, 24.

84 See also Davies and Allison, 76, who accept the opinion of Blass-Debrunner-Funk
regarding the relationship between 8Tt and *2.

85 Zerwick, Biblical Greek, §420, and Zerwick and Grosvenor, A Grammatical Analysis of
the Greek New Testament, p. 24; see also Blass and Debrunner, §456, “6Tt seems more likely to
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other words, “the reason for the asking” of the question “what sort of person is
this?” is “because/since/for/seeing that (6T1) even the winds and the sea obey him.”
Understood in this way, Mt 8:27 may be framed, #he cause of my asking is or, to use
Blass-Debrunner-Funk’s phrase, I ask because: the cause of my asking what sort of per-
son is this is that even the winds and the sea obey him, or I as& what sort of person
is this, becanse even the winds and the sea obey him.

Though they do not give a reason, Zerwick and Grosvenor prefer the meaning
“for, seeing that” to “because.” Danker (p. 257) also prefers “for.” The reason is
that 0Tt in Mt 8:27 is an example of passages that “appear to exhibit an inferential
aspect” of causality.

As already mentioned, Louw and Nida (§89.33) does not cite ambiguities for
particles. Nor does this lexicon give Mt 8:27//Mk 4:41 as an illustrative example of
a use of &t But even if it did both, it seems that the possibility of ambiguity would
not be a lexical concern as it does not distinguish between 6Tt as a marker of explan-
atory clauses and a marker of causality, but judging from the final gloss (“in view of
the fact that”) would seem to subsume the two functions, as they are perceived by
BDAG, under a causal definition: “marker of cause or reason based on an evident
tact, because, since, for, in view of the fact that.”’

3.2.2 Should the Peshitta Rendering of Ot by y in Mt 8:27/ / Mk 4:41 be Regarded as
Ambignons?

In the Peshitta, y (Dalath) translates 0Tt in Mt 8:27 and Mk 4:41. Would the Syriac
translators with their apparent heightened sensitivity to the nuances of Greek syntax
have sensed,® like the authors of BDAG written a millennia-and-a-half later, a syn-
tactic and semantic ambiguity and seen it as applicable to 42 Or would they have
seen BDAG’s perceived differences in function on some kind of continuum where-
by one syntactic and semantic value may merge into another? We do not know.
What we do know is that they also use the particle y both as a “marker of explanato-
ty clauses” and as “a marker of causality” to translate 6Tt in contexts that are unam-
biguously one or the other. In Jn 3:19, for instance, 6Tt and y are straightforwardly
explanatory: “And this is the judgement, 7bat (6T1/y) the light has come into the
world” (cf. Mt 16:8; Mk 8:17; Jn 16:19; 1 Jn 1:5; also in the phrase § Joor U nof that Jn
6:46; X 7ot that 2 Cor 3:5),87 and in Mt 13:16 67t and g are unamblguously causal:
“but blessed are your eyes because they see me (cf. Mt 5:6; Lk 4:41; 6:21; 10:13). It is
therefore not implausible that in Mt 8:27 and Mk 4:41 y may retain the subtle ambi-
guity that BDAG perceives in 6Tt. In translation the subtlety is well covered by the

have been felt as meaning ‘for what reason, why’; or as meaning ‘(I ask,) because’ and is
found already in pre-classical Greek.”

% Peursen and Falla, “The Particles 1aX_and @3,” esp. pp. 64-5 and pp. 75-94.

87 Cf. W instead of yin 4 \g\x Joor U not because 2 Cor 1:24.
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English “that,” which can extend from the explanatory to the causal: “who is this
that® the winds (JLo3y) and the sea are obedient to him?”

This issue discussed in this section may be small and subtle, but the lexicon
that embarks on ambiguity must be able to decide what to do with readings of this
kind. As a corpus-based lexicon to a translation, KPG incorporates the correspond-
ences of the source language. In the case of a prolific particle such as y, which oc-
curs more than five-thousand time in the Peshitta Gospels, it does not list each cor-
respondence for each occurrence. But it does note briefly the possible ambiguity in
Mt 8:27 and Mk 4:41 as an illustrative example (vol. 1, p. 117). For a coordinating
conjunction such as o, discussed in the following section, it does list every occur-
rence and the Greek correspondence for each occurrence. Every ambiguous in-
stance of o is therefore given attention. This discriminating approach allows for an
exhaustive analysis of the meaning/s of particles and for special attention to be giv-
en to ambiguous instantiations.

3.3 Syriac o in KPG

The ubiquitous subordinating Syriac conjunction o denotes time, concession, or
cause. KPG identifies four transparently ambiguous instances in the Peshitta New
Testament: Mk 4:27, Jn 10:33, 2 Cor 4:17 and 8:9.8° The following analysis of the
first of these four, in which (o denotes time, concession, or an intentional ambigui-
ty, demonstrates that there are no short cuts to establishing the nature of these am-
biguities and the options available to the contemporary reader, translator, and lexi-
cographer.

The subordinating conjunction o in Mk 4:27 (w2 Il 08 9) is ambiguous be-
cause one reader or translator could assume it to be temporal, another concessive,
another wonder which of the two it might be, and yet another whether perhaps it is
even a play on both. The Greek underlying o in Mk 4:27 is wg.%0

88 The Peshitta omits xal in 6Tt xal that even (the winds) in Mt 8:27 and Mk 4:41 (Legg
cites a few other witnesses to this omission).

8 Prepared for third volume in preparation.

% Often, more than one Greek reading competes for consideration in an analysis of the
Greek term underlying a Peshitta Syriac term. When this is the case, a variant Greek reading
should be considered “only when it can be demonstrated on the basis of an analysis of the
relevant data that its Syriac parallel is, in the context in which it occurs, conceivable as its
translation” (Peursen and Falla, “The Particles g and oy,” p. 65). Accordingly, “it is not
the nature or extent of Greek manuscript evidence that is used as a criterion, but whether
the term in the receptor language is conceivable as a rending of the variant reading in the
Greek text” (see KPG, 1:XXXII). In this regard, no critical edition of the Greek New Testa-
ment (see Bover, Legg, Merk, Nestle-Aland, Aland’s SFG, Aland’s SQOE, Swanson, Tischen-
dorf, Tregelles, Vogels, Von Soden) cites a variant Greek reading that vies with &g in Mk
4:27 for consideration as the Greek behind the Syriac . In fact, there is only one instance in
the Peshitta Gospels where temporal o has more than one syntactically and semantically
conceivable Greek reading as a parallel; it is o in Lk 22:66, which KPG, vol 3 (in prepara-



WHAT TO DO ABOUT CITING AMBIGUITY 39

33.1 o in Mk 4:27 as Timse

Time when, at the time when, during the time that, while, “the seed will enlarge and sprout
when/ while () he does not know about it/is unaware (of it)” Mk 4:27.

3.3.1.1 In Support of Time

In the context of Mk 4:27, it can be argued that both o and wg are temporal: “while
(@s) he is still all unknowing” (Zerwick and Grosvenor);*! “while (y2) he knoweth
not” (Etheridge). If this is the case, then this instance corresponds to twenty-seven
other occurrences where temporal o translates temporal ©¢.%2 To these twenty-
seven occutrences may be added a further occurrence of o in Rom 11:2, which,
unlike contemporary resources and translations, interprets @g as temporal. The Pe-
shitta has dor NAS o when he was complaining (to God) and the Greek Qg EvTuyydvel
bow he pleads (with God).%3

3.3.2 o in Mk 4:27 as Concession

Concession though, although, which is the function and meaning in AEINT%* Mur-
dock,” and in Childers relatively new Antioch Bible translation,” “the seed will en-
large and sprout, though (s2) he does not know (it)/is unaware of it/does not un-
derstand how.”

tion) registers as rendering “w¢ (or 67€)” — and 7€ has the support of only one witness, MS
1241 cited by IGNTP, and by Von Soden in which 1241 = § 371.

N Zerwick and Grosvenor, A Grammatical Analysis of the Greek New Testament, p. 113, re-
gards this instance of ¢ as ambiguous, so that it might be translated as either “how, he
knows not” or “while he is still unknowing.” BDAG (p. 1103) does not list this instance as
ambiguous, but cites it under the definition “a comparative particle, marking the manner in
which someth(ing) proceeds, as, /ike, and translates the clause as “as he himself does not
know how, without his knowing (just) how.”

92 The twenty-seven occurrences are: Lk 1:23, 44; 2:39; 5:4; 7:12; 11:1; 15:25; 19:5, 29,
41; 22:66 (ot 6T€); 23:26. Jn 2:9, 23; 4:40 ; 6:12, 16; 7:10; 8:7; 11:6, 20, 29, 32, 33; 18:6; 20:11;
21:9.

93 This occurrence of &g is cited by Danker (p. 390) under the definition “w(ith) focus
on aspect of activity or event,” and is glossed “how” (cf. AAT, JB, KJB, Moffatt, NIV,
NEB, NRSV, REB, RSV). While BDAG does not list Rom 11:2 as an example, it defines
this same function (Danker — the “D” in BDAG — also provided BDAG’s definitions) as
“marker of discourse content” and glosses it as “that, the fact that.” That the Peshitta trans-
lator did not understand the function of &g in Rom 11:2 in this way, but as temporal, is con-
sistent with the fact that the Peshitta translates other references listed under the Danker and
BDAG definitions c1ted above by either y that (Lk 6:4; 24:6; Acts 10:28; Rom 1:9; 2 Cor 7:15;
1 Thes 2:11a) or Lm.. how, in what manner (ILk 24:35; Phil 1:8).

9% Aramaic-E£ ng/z,rb Interlinear New Testament.

9 Murdock, Murdock’s Translation of the Syriac New Testament from the Peschito 1 ersion.

% Childers, The Syriac Peshitta Bible with English Translation. Mark.
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3.3.2.1 In Support of Concession

To og in Mk 4:27 Rienecker and Rogers;?” Taylor;? and Zerwick and Grosvenor)?
assign a function that BDAG (p. 1103) defines as “a comparative, marking the man-
ner in which something proceeds” and translates as “(in such a way) as he himself
does not know = “he himself does not know how; without his knowing (just) how.”
The concessional function of o would be an appropriate rendering of this syntactic
and semantic function of @¢.

3.3.2.2 Against Concession

If 4o is accepted as the correspondence of wg in Mk 4:27 as a comparative adverb, it
would be (with the perfectly explainable exceptions of Acts 10:38 and 2 Cor 7:15,100
and Acts 20:201) the only instance — of all those cited by BDAG — in which #is par-
ticular function of &g is not rendered by *..3, ’ 7..2, Kaul, or y Haul192 cf. o (BDAG,
pp. 1103-1104) = ! Mk 10:15; 1 Cor 9:26; 13:11, 11, 11, Eph 5:8; 6:0, 6, 20; Phil
2:22; Col 3:22; 1Th6552 1 Pet 5:3; Jas 2:12; Rev2212 ?Mt 15:28; 26:39, 39;
28:15; Lk 14:22 (following a variant Greek reading); Rom 12 3 13:13; 1 Cor 3:5, 15;
7:17, 17; 9:26; Gal 3:16, 16; Eph 5:33; Cos 3:18; Heb 11:29; = Lm..? Mk 12:26 (or
mds); Lk 8:47 (or mds); 23:55; 24:35 (or mdg); = o Lm-o? Mt 1:24; 8:13; 26:19; 27:65;
Rom 15:15; Titus 1:5. In Rom 11:2 ¢ is translated by +o and not by 4 .7..? or 4 L’lg.?.
But the reason is clear. As noted above (under the rubric I support of time), o in this
instance interprets @¢ as a temporal conjunction and not as a comparative adverb.

3.3.3 o in Mk 4:27 as Intentional Ambiguity

There is no question that the Peshitta translators were intimately familiar with the
syntactic functions of g as an adverb of compatison and a temporal conjunction, as
well as other functions discussed in this section. The translator of Mk 4:27 may

97 Rienecker and Rogers, Linguistic Key to the Greek New Testament, 98.

98 Taylor, Vincent. The Gospel According to Mark, 267.

9 See note 90.

100 BDAG (p. 1104) understands wg in Acts 10:38 and 2 Cor 7:15 to be a comparative
adverb, but the Peshitta renders these instances by y #bat, thus treating g in the same way as
it does instances that BDAG (p. 1105) defines as “marker of discourse content” and Danker
as “w(ith) focus on aspect of activity or event” (see note 89). Danker (p. 390) has revised the
BDAG listing of 2 Cor 7:15 by citing it under the definition “w(ith) focus on aspect of ac-
tivity or event” (see note 92). In consequence, Danker’s revision now agrees with the Peshit-
ta’s understanding of w¢ in 2 Cor 7:15.

101 Like JB, NEB, NIV, NJB, NRSV, REB and RSV, the Peshitta does not have a spe-
cific correspondence for &g in Acts 20:20.

102 Methodologically, it is important in contexts such as &g in Mk 4:27 to analyze the
Syriac correspondences of a particular Greek term as well as the Greek correspondences
(including variant Greek readings that may require consideration; see note 89) underlying the
Syriac term.
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therefore, like Zerwick and Grosvenor in our day,!®® have been aware that a choice
was involved and may have intended o to cover or play on both semantic values.

On the basis of the translators’ correspondences for different functions of g
and the Peshitta text’s responsiveness to intricacies of Greek syntax, the evidence is
weighted in favour of .o being understood as temporal rather than concessional.
But an entry must remain as impartial as possible and represent all credibly conceiv-
able options. KPG therefore lists all three options: time, concession, and intentional
ambiguity. To achieve impartiallity the lexicographer must adopt as a principle that a
lexical entry not claim certainty where it doesn’t exist. As we have observed, lexi-
cons do not always adhere to this principle.

4 INTENTIONAL AMBIGUITY

Distinguishing between what we might perceive as an intentional ambiguity on the
part of an ancient author or translator and the more common type of ambiguity that
is due to scholarship’s inability to propetly discern the meaning of a particular oc-
currence of a lexeme is no simple matter. What one interpreter may see as intention-
al another may see as a subjective and overly imaginative observation, or as lacking
sufficient evidence. Sometimes it is the investigation that has produced more than
one possibility regarding the meaning of a word or occurrence of a word that leads
to the question of whether the resulting ambiguity might from the beginning have
been intentional.

An apparently intentional play on the dissimilar meanings of a particular occur-
rence of a polysemous word falls into this category. Sometimes an ambiguity of this
kind is so compelling that it finds its way into a corpus-specific lexicon. It is the case
of the lexicographer identifying that a word in a play on words can be understood in
more than one way!™ and judging that semantically and lexically the sense of the
word in question would not be adequately represented were it reduced to only one
of its compositionally apparent or possible meanings.

4.1 Awe@Oelpw in Rev 11:18

New Testament lexicons recognize two meanings for Ota@Beipw, “destroy,” and
“deprave.” In its first entry on Sia@Beipw (§20.40) in the subdomain “destroy,”
Louw and Nida defines and glosses dta@feipw as “to cause the complete destruction
of someone or something — to destroy uttetly.” In its second entry (§88.2606) in the
subdomain “licentiousness, perversion” it has “to cause someone to become per-
verse or depraved, as a type of moral destruction — to deprave, to petrvert, to ruin, to
cause the moral ruin of.” BDAG (p. 239 b) and Danker (p. 94) have comparable
definitions and glosses. The word occurs twice in the one clause in Rev 11:18, “and
the time ... dla@Beipatl Tovg da@Beipovrag v yNv.” Abbott-Smith, BDAG, Dank-
er, and Louw and Nida in §20.40 (cf. Rienecker and Rogers) agree that we here have

103 See note 90.

104 See first paragraph of the Introduction for this article’s definition of “ambiguity.”
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a play on the two meanings of dta@Beipw. In the words of Louw and Nida, “in the
first instance the meaning is destroy, but in the second instance the meaning is ‘to
deprave.”” Danker has “ruin (destroy) those who ruin (deprave) the earth (i.e. its inhabit-
ants).” However, the play is described the fact remains that the same word is repeat-
ed and the second instance is capable of being invested with a double meaning.

Nevertheless, not all interpreters regard the repetition of Ota@felpw in Rev
11:18 as an unquestionable play on words. Some prefer to see it as an option. Oth-
ers disregard the possibility. While Louw and Nida’s first entry (§20.40) is unequivo-
cal in presenting the repetition as a play on two meanings, its second entry (§88.266)
is less certain, presenting the lexicon user with the option “to destroy those who
ruin the earth’ or “... cause the earth to be depraved” (emphasis added). Major
translations that acknowledge only the meaning “destroy” for both occurrences in-
clude JB, NEB, NRSV, NIV, REB, and RSV. To them may be added Zerwick and
Grosvenor. None of these translations give any indication that wordplay or more
than one sense might be involved. If the second verb does have a moral connota-
tion, then TV YNV has to stand in for “the people of the world.” This offers the ad-
ditional possibility of destruction that includes both the physical and the moral sens-
es of the verb: depravity, devastation, death, burning, robbing, etc. The effect could
still be regarded as a play on meanings, but one that moves from the power of the
particular to the unendurable all inclusive.

These differences in opinion regarding dta@Oeipw in Rev 11:18 represent two
forms of ambiguity. One form is the reading considered to be a wordplay intention-
ally created by a translator. The word is ambiguous, not because of disagreement
between interpreters, but simply because it can be interpreted in more than one way.
The other is due to ambivalence on the part of some interpreters — an ambivalence
that the lexicographer is not in a position to resolve. It is precisely because of irre-
solvable disagreement between interpreters as to whether or not a play on two dis-
similar meanings was intended that this kind of reading must be considered ambigu-
ous. The verb ™1Wn in Song 4:8 discussed in §§2.4.1 and 2.4.7 therefore shares
characteristics of ambiguity in common with dta@feipw, first because there is dis-
pute as to whether ™WWn is ambiguous and if it is what it means, and secondly be-
cause at least two interpreters (Falk and Eidelkind) see in it an intentional play on
two very different meanings.

4.2 Pael ya. as Mirror translation of dta@felpw in Rev 11:18

The most immediately noticeable characteristic of the Syriac rendering of the two
occurrences of dla@beipw in Rev 11:18 is that it mirrors the two meanings of the
Greek word.195 It is the Pael \xa., which can mean both “destroy, spoil, ravage”

105 For the text of Revelation see John Gwyn’s 1897 edition as published in 1920 by the
British & Foreign Bible Society (BFBS) and in 2014 by Gorgias Press (Lund and Kiraz, The
Syriac Bible with English Translation).
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and “corrupt, deprave.”10 Hence the translation ISl &AL, é..l! N ALLS might be
rendered into English as “and you shall destroy those who corrupted the earth.” Is
this semantic echo of the Greek a mere linguistic coincidence or is it to be seen as a
validation of and witness to a play on the two meanings of ota@feipw? If the Syriac
translator of the Apocalypse did see a play in the Greek and, as would have been the
case, delighted in preserving it then it is an ambiguity and wordplay that deserves
recognition as a mirror rendering in a corpus-specific lexicon that includes the Syriac
text of the book of Revelation. There is however an obstacle to authenticating the
Syriac as an intentional replication of the Greek wordplay. It is the issue of lexical
choice that this author has discussed elsewhere.!"” Three of the four other occur-
rences of Ota@Belpw in the Syriac New Testament are also translated by the Pael
Naw (Lk 12:33; 1 Tim 6:5; Rev 8:9). The rendering of the fourth occurrence of
dta@Oelpw is comparable in that it is translated by the Ethpa o (2 Cor 4:16). We
cannot therefore claim that the Syriac rendering of die@Belpw in Rev 11:18 departs
either from the lexical choice made in Rev 8:9 or from the lexical choice made by
other translators in other Syriac New Testament writings; the choice was not a de-
parture made in order to achieve a play on meanings that would echo the Greek.
But the possibility of a paronomasia replication, though unprovable, does remain.

4.3 The Noun JL&.+5 in John 16:6, 20

Poetics — the aesthetic and creative linguistic use of the spoken or written medium!08
— is a characteristic of the Peshitta New Testament that sometimes, as in the preced-
ing example, is a challenge for the lexicographer of the corpus-specific lexicon. In
the Old Syriac [Sinaitic|!® and Peshitta versions of Jn 16:4-24 we have another
word, the Syriac noun JLais, with two meanings vying for attention at the same
time: a double entendre. In this narrative, Jesus tells his disciples that he is soon to
leave them and that this will cause them N&iB, sadness, sorromw, distress, but eventually
their JLais will give way to joy. But in classical Syriac literature JLais can mean
“brevity” as well as “sadness, sorrow, distress” as in the phrases Usjy JLaiis and
Ly Jalis (brevity of #ime). By the time we reach the climax of the narrative both
meanings have been effectively brought into play.!?

106 Cf. Pael aw “destroy” (of ships” Rev 8:9); “corrupt” (of moths Lk 12:33, of the mind 1
Tim 6:5), and the Ethpa xau “be corrupted” (of our outer self 2 Cor 4:16).

107 See the section “Artistic Prose and Lexical Choice” in Falla, “Questions Concerning
the Content and implications of the Lexical Work A Key 7o the Peshitta Gospels,” pp. 96-98.

198 Crystal, A Dictionary of linguistics & Phonetics, p. 358.

109 The Curetonian version is not extant.

10 CSD, p. 226, following Thesaurus Syriacus, col. 1807, perceives the meaning “sadness,
anxiety, distress” to be a metaphorical extension of “shortness, brevity.” Be that as it may,
most contexts in classical Syriac in which JL&:5 is employed do not infer a semantic link be-
tween the two meanings. It is both the difference and the emotional link between the two
meanings that comes to the fore in Jn 16:4-24.
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The noun appears twice, first in verse six, then in verse twenty. As it is used in
this narrative, it is an accurate translation of AOmn.111 The first JL&;5 is preceded and
followed by Jesus telling his disciples that he is going away and will be with them for
only a little longer. Like A0y, it here means “sotrow,” the painful sotrow, the dis-
tress of mind or spirit that comes when we know that we will soon be parted from
someone, or lose them forever. This shadow of sorrow is deepened by Jesus then
saying, seven times (verses 16-19), that he has only NN& a /ittle while left with
them.!2 Then in verse twenty as a kind of inclusio, L&, again translating Admy, is
repeated. This time, though, JL&i5 is no longer anticipatory but loaded with its dou-
ble meaning — “sorrow” and “brevity” of time — as it gathers into itself the power of
the two preceding interwoven themes: “In all truth T tell you, you will weep and
mourn; the world will be glad and you will grieve (Jisl (aa>8), but your JLais (sor-
row, brevity of time) will turn to joy.” From a translational and poetic perspective,
JLais and S8 are semantic partners seemingly spotlighted like two principle ac-
tors on a stage.

This play on meanings is worth recording in its own right. But for the lexicog-
rapher there is another issue. One of the two meanings of JLais, “brevity,” never
occurs elsewhere in the Peshitta New Testament. To cite this occurrence of JLais therefore
requires the corpus-specific lexicon to register, not just the meaning that corre-
sponds to the Greek underlying it, but both meanings. If it didn’t the lexicon user
may be left to suppose that in the Syriac New Testament Lali5 means only “sor-

2

row.

1 In Jn 16:6, 20 “grief, sorrow” BDAG, Danker, Newman; BDAG has the definition
“pain of mind or spirit” and L&N §25.273 “a state of mental pain and anxiety.” In personal
correspondence, Anne Thompson brought to my notice that (while New Testament lexicons
do not acknowledge it) potentially ATy has two meanings in classical Greek that invite
comparison with those of JL&i5. These two meanings depend on whether the focus is on the
patient ot on the agent: “pain in the heart/mind” and “time of state that causes pain,” so
that life itself could be described both as a “state of pain” and “a brief state.” If the grief is
within a person, then that person is the recipient (the patient), but if life causes grief, then it
is an agent of the AUTY. For the second meaning cf. Hdt. 7.152.3, which is about a prevailing
state due to a war going badly; cf. also A07 in LSJ, and in Montanari (“painful situation”).
See Franco Montanati, The Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek, English ed., edited by Madeleine
Goh and Chad Schroeder (Leiden: Brill, 2015). Whether or not the Old Sytiac and/ot Pe-
shitta translators were aware of this distinction, or understood AUTY to mean no mote than
how it is defined and glossed by modern New Testament lexicons, we are not in a position
to know. If they were aware then the two meanings of JL&i5 may echo a semantic dimension
of M1y beyond what is presented in New Testament lexicons, even though the Greek term
does not apparently have a sense that propetly equates to the specificity of the Syriac “brevi-
ty of time.” If they were not aware, then the Syriac introduces a poetic element that cannot
be attributed in any way to the underlying Greek.

12 N5 (ixpov in Greek): “in NSNS a little while (slight pause) you will not see me”
(Jn 16:16). This S8, “brevity of time” is repeated seven times (16-19).
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While in this instance a double entendre is too obvious to depend on its genuine-
ness having to be authenticated by an appeal to the translator’s lexical choice, it is
worth noting that in the Peshitta New Testament ]Le..a is not the only correspond-
ence for AUTY. The noun JX, lL\m is the rendering in Lk 22:45, Phil 2:27, 27; 1 Pet
2:19, the adjective X5 in Jn 16:21, 22 (the two verses following the first occurrence
of JLafis), and the Aphel Jis in 2 Cor 2:3. In addition to Jn 16:6, 20, JLaii5 is the cor-
trespondence for ATy in Rom 9:2; 2 Cor 2:1, 7; 7:10, 10; 9:7; Heb 12:11.

In KPG, volume three (in preparation) the only two occurtences of et in
the Peshitta Gospels are presented as:

fLeiis n.f in Jn16:6, 20 a double entendre playing on the meanings sadness, sor-
row, distress and brevity, shortness with implied reference to time (for the use of
this latter meaning in Syr. literature, especially in the phrases Ksjy Netisand fLaiis
iy brevity of time, see RPS, col. 1807). The two meanings of Netis play on the
passage’s interwoven themes of sorrow and brevity of time due to imminent sep-
aration. The theme of sorrow is explicitly introduced by fLati5 as the rendering of
AUTY in Jn 16:6, “sorrow has come and filled your hearts,” and the brevity of time
theme is explicitly expressed by 6 (vss. 16, 16, 17, 17, 18, 19, 19) here mean-
ing “a little while.” The second occurrence of fLetis gathers into itself the poign-
ancy and potency of the two preceding themes: “in all truth I tell you, you will
weep and mourn; the world will be glad and you wlll grieve (Jol (aad9), but
your Neis (sorrow, brevlt} of time) will turn to joy.” From a translational and
poetics perspective, Netis perhaps forms an inclusio for vss. 6-22. Cf. JA<X.

B A0m both ref.

Jn 16:6, 20.

“One test of a dictionary,” says Thompson, “is how well it serves the interpretation
of a particular passage.”!1® As this double entendre in Jn 16:6, 20 and the analysis of o
in Mk 4:27 (§3.1) have not been identified or discussed other than in KPG and in
this article, the space given to their entries is commensurate with the information
that is needed to provide a satisfactory explanation.

5 AMBIGUOUS FIGURATIVE SPEECH REQUIRING INTERPRETATION

As stated in its introduction, this paper does not include the complex subject of fig-
urative speech, which may be considered a form of ambiguity. But one aspect of
figurative speech that does deserve attention is the lexical item whose literal mean-
ing is complicated by a figurative usage that is not immediately clear to all readers. It
is an aspect of corpus-specific lexicography that Richard Taylor examines in his arti-
cle “The Inclusion of Encyclopedic Information in Syriac Lexical Entries.” While

113 Thompson, quoted from her article “The Lexicographic Editor and the Problem of
Consistency” published in this volume.
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the aim of incorporating socio-historical information should be tightly defined,''*
Taylor argues that “[i]t seems reasonable to expect that dictionaties dedicated to
particular corpora of ancient texts should take into account figurative usage of terms
and should also include a judicious selection of historical or encyclopedic infor-
mation in order to guide users as to how key words are used in these texts.” Taylor
examines four lexical items found in the Syriac text of the book of Daniel, though as
he emphasizes, “the choice is somewhat arbitrary” as “there is no shortage of illus-
trative examples elsewhere.” The four words are awaw animal, beast, lioy ram, laio
goat, and Lo horn. At the conclusion of his section on JLacs, Taylor observes that “it
would seem that a lexicon dedicated to the Peshitta Old Testament should include
categories of usage that account for the non-literal usage of important words such as
JLaws beast. Inclusion of an appropriate level of historical or encyclopaedic infor-
mation regarding the significance of Ll lon, bear leapard would also be helpful for
readers of these texts. Such a summary need not be lengthy. A brief sketch of the
main interpretations, identification of their primary advocates in early exegetical tra-
ditions, and an indication of the implied historical relationships would suffice to
assist readers in making sense of these texts.” At the end of his section on l;a, and
Lio 2, Taylor says the denotative meanings of these two terms are clear in Dan 8;
“they may mean ram and goat respectively. But the connotative meanings are not so
clear. Standard Syriac lexica suffice for informing readers that Jioy means raz and
ki, means goat. But one looks in vain for help with the figurative function of these
words in their apocalyptic setting in the book of Daniel, whete Jioy is used as a code
term for Persia and J&y Lio, is used as a code term for Greece. An explanatory us-
age would be helpful to readers, since the passage remains unintelligible apart from
such an understanding.”

Taylot’s discussion of bie concludes, “While the basic significance of the word
horn seems clear enough, its usage is complicated by figurative meanings that appear
in a number of texts. At times the English gloss Aorz is not likely to clarify sufficient-
ly for readers the intended meaning of this word. Proposed definitions must there-
fore take into account contextual nuances if a lexicon is to describe comprehensively
the semantics of a particular corpus of literature. The same subtleties that character-
ize the Hebrew word 17 ate found in the Peshitta with its Syriac cognate Jsio. For
that reason, simply knowing that bio refers generally to a horn may not sufficiently
inform the readers of the meaning of this word in a particular context. Greater pre-
cision is required if the terminology of the text is to be propetly accounted for by
lexicographers and correctly understood by readers.”

114 See Aitken, “Context of Situation in Biblical Lexica,” in which Aitken advocates (p.
181) “[tlhe need for some contextual information in biblical lexica,” “although,” he adds,
“such data should be used with restraint.” Aitken takes examples “from Greek lexica to illus-
trate the advantage of this information.” He pays attention “to how far a lexicographer
should be aware of the social context of words iz framing definitions (emphasis added), and
accordingly how far socio-historical information, or ‘context of situation’ as it was termed by
Malinowski, should be recorded in biblical lexica.”
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Taylor’s article ends with the following “addenda” illustrating “how lexical en-
tries for the Peshitta Old Testament might be expanded to include such information
in addition to the more literal glosses that can be expected.”

\awu beast, animal Fig., an ancient political empire, according to the vision of Dan
7. The first three of Daniel’s four beasts are further described by similes that liken
them respectively to grotesque forms of a lion, bear or leopard. The fourth beast
is non-descript but more terrifying than the other beasts. The exact identity of
three of Daniel’s four beasts was disputed in early Jewish and Christian interpre-
tation. All interpreters agree that the first beast represents Babylon. The other
three beasts represent Media, Persia, and Greece (so, e.g., Porphyry and Syriac
glosses found in the Peshitta text of Daniel), or Media-Persia, Greece, and Rome
(so, e.g., Hippolytus and Jerome).

Jioy ram Fig. the Achaemenid Persian empire, according to the vision of Dan
8. In particular, a two-horned ram represents fourth-century Persian armies en-
gaged in aggressive but unsuccessful military conflict against Greek forces led by
Alexander the Great.

Lio >, goat Fig., the Greek empire, according to the vision of Dan 8. In particu-
lar, a shaggy goat (J&y Lio) with a prominent horn represents Greek military
forces under the leadership of Alexander the Great engaged in swift and decisive
military victory over Persian forces.

Lio homn Fig., strength or dignity, in a positive sense; ptide ot atrogance, in a
negative sense; an architectural projection on an altar; a hill or mountain spur; a
ray (of light); the human countenance; an influential political or military leader.
Especially used in the book of Daniel of the Seleucid ruler Antiochus IV
Epiphanes (175-164 B.C.E.), the so-called “little horn” (JLjaxy lio) who violently
enforced Hellenization on the second-century Jewish population of the land of
Israel.

6 CONCLUSION

In a recent interview, Nobel Prize winner in medicine, Tim Hall, said that for him a
fundamental principle of research is the simple recognition that “knowing what you
don’t know is the growth point.”’'!> For the lexicographer, might the lexical treat-
ment of ambiguity be such a growth point? In a lexicon of one author or corpus it is
certainly a persistent reminder of what remains uncertain and unknown and “can be
interpreted in more than one way.”!16 In that capacity it can act as a cautioning
against over confidence, not only when investigating the meaning of a reading that
resists proper disclosure, but the sense of some of the more commonplace occur-
rences of the seemingly more well-known word. In this regard, one matter that re-
veals itself to be beyond dispute is the inescapable reality of ambiguity as an element
of ancient-language texts. So much so that in many lexicons semantic ambiguity —

115 Interview by Australian Broadcasting Commission, Big Ideas 7 April 2015.
116 See Introduction to this article.
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whether due to a lack of information necessary to establish with certainty which of
two or more meanings in a particular context is correct, syntactic uncertainty, be-
cause the ambiguity can be perceived as intentional, or because a clear literal sense
employed figuratively requires interpretation — is proving to be a helpful and signifi-
cant lexical feature. At the same time, the question of what to do about citing ambi-
guity in a corpus-specific ancient-language lexicon, of knowing what to do with
what you don’t know, proves to be more complicated than it might at first seem. It
raises a number of issues for future ancient-language lexicons, including classical
Syriac lexicons in which this article has a special interest. What then can we learn
from the enormous amount of effort represented in the lexicons cited in this article?
As a starting point, this paper offers for consideration the following principles for
future classical Syriac cotpus-by-corpus lexicons and other ancient-language lexicons
to which they may be applicable.

1. Adopt ambiguity as a standard feature. For the lexicon that lists all occut-
rences of a word under a specific meaning the lexical recognition of ambiguity is a
necessity. Nor is it an option for a lexicon that seeks to provide an exhaustive analy-
sis of each lexeme’s semantic values, even if the illustrative examples and references
that support it are not exhaustive. Where a definition or evidence based gloss for a
word is impossible that word must still be treated, albeit in a different way, and that
treatment requires honesty about the uncertainty.''” Were ambiguous readings not
recognized, the lexicon user would have an incomplete and to some extent artificial
guide as to how to evaluate a great number of words with a disputable meaning, or,
as in the case of some items examined in this article, perhaps left unaware that the
syntactic and/or semantic value of a particular occurrence is uncertain and debata-
ble.

2. Create corpus-specific lexicons that can speak to each other so the user can
move from one to another with ease. This is not the case with current ancient-
language lexicons. For good reason, it is not their aim to accommodate each other,
but to present their contents according to their differing philosophical and method-
ological perspectives. This diversity has its advantages. But for the lexicon user, in-
vestigating even a single ambiguous lexeme can be time consuming and intimidating.
To my surprise, it took me, as a lexicographer, a full week to achieve for this article
a detailed comparative examination of a single cycle of homonyms in two lexicons.
This alerted me to the challenge facing the lexicon user not familiar with lexico-
graphical conventions as they differ from lexicon to lexicon. It is a problem that can
be overcome in lexicons designed for a series.

117 See Thompson’s review of Lee, A History of New Testament Lexicography (p. 127) in
which she concludes her discussion on 552107\026% with, “At the moment, a definition for
this word is impossible, and it must therefore be treated in a different way. The problem
remains as to whether a handy translation word should be provided for those who need it,
one which seems reasonable in the light of the context and available evidence, as long as
there is honesty about the uncertainty.”
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3. Provide a methodological guide to the treatment of ambiguity in the intro-
duction to the lexicon. As far as this author can establish, no lexicon has yet sup-
plied such a guide.

4. List every occurrence of every headword under a particular meaning. This
procedure leaves the user in no doubt as to the lexicon’s assessment of the semantic
value of every instance of every lexeme. For both lexicographer and user, it also has
the advantage of isolating for special attention all instances that prove to be ambig-
uous. Initially, some might be missed and listed under only one meaning or another.
Later digitization would allow for necessary revisions.

5. Option to principle 4: for a corpus that is a translation and that incorporates
the correspondences of the source language, there is the option of providing at the
beginning of the entry the meanings of the word complemented by a selection of
illustrative examples and listing all references to the headword in a separate section
of the entry. This is the approach adopted by KPG, which employs its exhaustive
concordantial section of references as a key to the Greek correspondences. Alt-
hough this procedure does not assign every reference to a meaning, it does allow for
an exhaustive analysis of the meaning/s of the headword and for special attention to
be given to ambiguous instantiations. The latter are cited separately. The syntactic
and semantic functions of the subordinating Syriac conjunction o, for example, are
presented under the headings time, concession, cause, and ambignous.

6. Cite a// ambiguous instances of all words, or at the very least selections in the
case of ubiquitous words. While this is a demanding and time-hungry task, it is one
that is the natural corollary of citing all occurrences of a lexeme under a particular
meaning, or of providing an exhaustive analysis of all the meanings of each lexeme.

7. Not claim certainty where it doesn’t exist. Often lexicons propose profound-
ly different options for a problematic occurrence of a word. This may be welcomed
as the result of ongoing research and leaves us grateful to have access to more than
one major lexical resource, even if most users must rely on an institutional library
for the multi-volume Hebrew ones. But the user should treat as suspicious a lexical
entry that registers a reading as if it were unproblematic when another lexicon con-
siders that same instantiation to be ambiguous to the degree that it is able to offer
several semantic values from which to choose.

8. As a corollaty to point 7, include all meanings for a particular occurrence of
an ambiguous word that have been proposed, investigated, and found conceivable.
Only in this way can readers “make their own decisions about the meaning of words
in the light of all the evidence.”!8 It is a principle that sees merit in lexicographers
taking a step back and representing, along with the results of their own work, pref-
erences other than their own. It is understandable that what may seem an obvious
meaning to one interpreter may seem unlikely to another. This may well be the rea-
son for starkly divergent lexical options proffered by different major lexicons, which
may leave the reader wondering which resource is the more reliable. Both may rep-

118 Clines, ed., The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew, vol. 1, 20.
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resent options that can be shown to be valid and deserve to be considered. That is
the nature of human and academic discourse. But surely in a lexicon differences in
opinion should not permit a dismissal of a conceivable and researched alternative.

9. Where necessary, trace from its origin to the present the historical trajectory
of lexical information regarding an ambiguous reading in order to reassess that in-
formation.

10. Take nothing on trust is good advice, so that information is not transmitted
uncritically from one generation of lexicons to another.!?

11. Seek consistency and coherence within the lexicon: (a) No sooner had 1
completed this article and this conclusion than I received by email a copy of
Thompson’s illuminating article “The Lexicon Editor and the Problem of Con-
sistency,” which appears in the present volume. Her first words are, “Given the
scale of time and resources required to complete a large dictionary, inconsistency of
method and style of presentation are understandable even under the watchful eye of
the most vigilant of editors.” “Consistency,” says Thompson “has to be a starting
point for a more scientific approach.” These observations are most applicable to
ambiguity as a feature of lexical entries. For this reason, classical Syriac lexicography
requires a conceptual framework and methodology that allow for consistency and
yet can be adapted to different genres of classical Syriac corpora: philosophical, sci-
entific, theological, versional and literary.

(b) Some forms of inconsistency are more troublesome than others. One, inti-
mated under point 0, is the recognition of one ambiguous word, but, for no appar-
ent reason, not another. Another, addressed in point 7, is the all too frequent ten-
dency of claiming or appearing to claim certainty where ambiguity is conceivable.
Yet another, addressed below in point 13, is to cite sources for some ambiguities but
not others for which well-argued publications are available.

(c) In some situations, allow for flexibility within consistency. The amount of
space assigned to the presentation of an ambiguous reading will, for instance, vary
from entry to entry according to the nature and complexity of the problem that
needs to be explained.

12. Provide cross-referencing where necessary. As this study has shown, the
need for cross-referencing is made evident by lexicons where an ambiguous reading
is provided with multiple meanings but in different entries with no cross-references
to guide the user from one entry to another. It would therefore be easy for a user to
assume that the first meaning they come across is the only one offered by that lexi-
con for the ambiguous item in question.

13. Cite all sources supporting an option for an ambiguous instantiation and reg-
ister them in full in a bibliography.

14. When an ambiguous reading is a translation: (a) Assess it syntactically and
semantically in its own context and as a vocabulary item of its own language before
examining it in relation to its underlying text.

119 Cf. Chadwick’s Lexicographica Graeca, p. 16.
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(b) Reserve any judgement as to whether or not a correspondence supports a
conjectural meaning of an ambiguous reading in a source text until or unless the
correspondence in the target text has been thoroughly researched and shown to be
an apparent positive witness — a task that necessarily includes the identification and
evaluation of all lexical choices that may have been available to the target-text trans-
lator.

(c) Check for variant readings in the underlying text that may also require con-
sideration, while at the same time recognizing that a variant reading should be con-
sidered only when it can be demonstrated on the basis of an analysis of the relevant
data that its target-text parallel is, in the context in which it occurs, conceivable as its
translation.

(d) Where necessary, analyze the target-text correspondences of a term in the
source text as well as the correspondence underlying the target-text term, recogniz-
ing that in some contexts were this not done, the analysis would reveal only one side
of the relationship between the source and target texts so that the resulting data
would be distorted.

Welcoming what we don’t know about a word has from the beginning been a
fascination and growth point of lexicography. The corpus-specific lexicon is now
taking “the endeavor to find out what you don’t know from what you do”120 and
applying it to the word that teases us with its ambiguity. Time and testing has
proved the inclusion of the ambiguous item to be a requisite feature of the lexicon
of one author or work. What now beckons is the task of sorting and grading what
has been gathered, critically examining disparities between lexicons, separating the
well-researched ambiguous item from what may be superficially suggestive, and
identifying what requires further investigation, while all the time acknowledging
what we don’t and perhaps can never know in a manner that celebrates its place in
literature and natural language.
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THE JEWISH RECENSION OF A SYRIAC VERSION OF
AESOP’S FABLES

Binyamin Y. Goldstein
Yeshiva University

A Jewish recension of a Syriac collection of Aesop’s Fables sheds im-
portant light on several aspects of literary interaction between writers of
Syriac and dialects of Jewish Aramaic in the second half of the first mil-
lennium, CE. Along with Targum Proverbs and a handful of other texts, it
attests to interaction between Jews and Syriac Christians in the literary
sphere. Its mixed dialect further informs on the context of the Syriac
text’s assimilation into Jewish literature. The Jewish recension is also im-
portant as another witness to the Syriac text.

1 SOCIAL VALENCES OF SYRIAC AND JEWISH ARAMAIC

In the wake of the Arab conquest, Syriac lost its place as a vernacular language, and
was largely relegated to liturgical and religious functions.! Of course, there remained
pockets of resistance to linguistic change, where Syriac was still spoken as a second
language. However, the introduction of a new vernacular reinforced the religious
connotations and weakened the everyday, social character of Syriac. Now, with Ara-
bic as the new vernacular, the majority of the use of Syriac was in the Church. While
some popular usage did persist, Syriac effectively became a Church language.
Drijvers writes, “From its very beginning, however, Christianity used Syriac as the
vehicle for its message and doctrine and monopolized the language for its exclusive
use.”? While this assertion is perhaps too positive, it is certainly true that after the
Arab conquest the religious coloring of Syriac became more pronounced. We thus
find a statement by a Babylonian rabbi from around the 10t c. that “the Syriac lan-

! How quickly Syriac fell out of common usage is a matter of some dispute. An esti-
mate of around the 8% c. (see, e.g., Na’ama Pat-El, Studies in the Historical Syntax of Aramaic,
Gorgias Press, 2012, 8) is popular. Theodor Néldeke (Compendions Syriac Grammar (London:
Williams and Norgate, 1904, xxxiii) writes, “It can hardly be doubted that about the year 800
Syriac was already a dead language, although it was frequently spoken by learned men long
after that time.”

2 Han Drijvers, “Syrian Christianity and Judaism,” in The Jews Among Pagans and Chris-
tians in the Roman Empire (ed. ]. Lieu, J. North, and T. Rajak; Routledge, 1992), 126.
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guage and script that is now in use by the Christians of Babylonia, which they call
suryani, is called thus after that place [Syria].”? This rabbi describes Syriac specifically
as a Christian language.

Syriac already had religious implications as a language choice before the Arab
conquest. Syriac was the language of the Peshitta, which, to its Church, contained
the original New Testament.* Syriac was the language in which the great Mesopota-
mian Christian theologians and exegetes composed their commentaries, sermons,
and religious poems and liturgy. The fact that it was also the vernacular did not de-
tract from the fact that it was also the language of the Church. After the Arab con-
quest, the association between Church and Language only became more pro-
nounced.

This socioreligious linguistic status shift that Syriac underwent has implications
for the study of interaction between Jews and Christians in the Near East after the
Arab conquest. Until the end of the 20t century, scholatship on this period general-
ly held that there was little interaction between the two faith communities. For ex-
ample, M. Black expresses doubt that the Targum of Proverbs could possibly have
originated in a recension of the Peshitta Proverbs due to his assumptions of non-
interaction.> More recent scholarship, however, including that of Boyarin, Becker,
and Bar-Asher Siegal, has challenged this conception of Jewish-Christian interaction
in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages, calling for a more nuanced approach
to this issue.® One corpus of texts that none of these scholars utilize is that of sever-

3 Abraham Harkavi, 0 nxb on onwind 0o, Berlin: H. Izkowski, 1887, 230.
“oIpn MR oW 5Y IR™MID MK 'R 5333 O™IRI YT WAY RIAW YO0 2N31 Y00 uw‘71
RIp1 X117

4 As stated recently by the Mar Eshai Shimun of the Assyrian Church of the East:
“With reference to...the originality of the Peshitta text, as the Patriarch and Head of the
Holy Apostolic and Catholic Church of the East, we wish to state, that the Church of the
East received the scriptures from the hands of the blessed Apostles themselves in the Ara-
maic original, the language spoken by our Lord Jesus Christ Himself, and that the Peshitta is
the text of the Church of the East which has come down from the Biblical times without any
change ot revision.” http:/ /www.peshitta.org/initial/peshitta.html (accessed 12/21/2014).

5> Matthew Black, An Aramaic approach to the Gospels and Acts; with an appendix on The Son
of Man, Oxford: Clarendon, 1967, writes (Black, 25) “[the idea that the Targum of Proverbs
is a reworked Peshitta text| is as unconvincing as the circumstances implied, the indebtedness of the
Synagogue to the Christian Church for its Targum is without parallel in the bistory of the relations
of Judaism and Christianity.” [Emphasis added, BYG]. For some discussion of the Targum of
Provetbs, see below.

¢ See, e.g., Daniel Boyarin, “A Tale of Two Synods: Nicaea, Yavneh, and Rabbinic Ec-
clesiology,” Exemplaria 12 (2000) 21-62; Adam H. Becker, “The Comparative Study of
‘Scholasticism’ in Tate Antique Mesopotamia: Rabbis and East Syrians, AJS Review (2010),
91-113. See also idem, “Beyond the Spatial and Temporal Limes: Questioning the “Parting
of the Ways’ Outside the Roman Empire,” in Becker and Yoshiko Reed, The Ways that Never
Parted: Jews and Christians in Late Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages (Minneapolis: Fortress
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al Jewish recensions of Syriac texts. In this paper, we will call these Jewish Syriac
Texts (= JST). All of these began as Syriac texts in Christian circles, and ended up in
Jewish circles, in Jewish script, and to differing degrees with Jewish Aramaic (= JA)
phonological, morphological, and lexical features.” Additionally, some of the texts
have features that suggest more than an impersonal literary interaction; they seem to
be transcriptions, read by Syriac Christians to Jewish scribes. Examination of these
texts can provide further insight into who was reading what, and when. If the an-
swer to these questions is “Jews, reading texts borrowed from Christians, in the end
of the Late Antique period,” we have solid data with which to further question the
veracity or utility of the old “parting of the ways” model.

2 JEWISH CHRISTIAN LITERARY INTERACTION: A CASE STUDY

In the following we will examine one of these Judaeo-Syriac texts, a collection of
Aesop’s Fables. We will describe its linguistic profile and attempt to narrow the
window of its transmission, and thus the locus of this instance of Jewish-Christian
literary interaction. If we can establish the locus of transmission of each of these
JSTs, a more nuanced picture of Jewish-Christian literary interaction in those times
and places (or that time and place) will present itself. Surprisingly, these texts have
not previously been brought together and compared with one another.

Aesopic Fables penetrated into Jewish circles early in the rabbinic period (15—
3 ¢., CE), although precise dating of the material is problematic.® There certainly

Press, 2007), 373-392; Michal Bar-Asher Siegal, Early Christian Monastic Literature and the Baby-
lonian Talmnd (Cambridge University Press, 2013).

7 We have some precedent in S. Peterson’s term “Jewish Syriac,” used in her 2006 dis-
sertation (Sigrid Peterson, Martha Shamoni: A Jewish Syriac Rbhymed Liturgical Poem abont the Mac-
cabean Martyrdoms (Sixth Maccabees), University of Pennsylvania, 2000), although she discusses
a text with Jewish features, written in “Koine” Syriac, while we are discussing texts that
might be described as the polar opposite: beginning as Christian texts in Koine Syriac, and
becoming Jewish texts in a Syriac-Jewish Aramaic literary Mischsprache. The term was also
used by Bhayro in his article (Siam Bhayro, “A Judaeo-Syriac Medical Fragment from the
Cairo Genizah,” Aramaic Studies 10 (2012), 153—172), although there only in reference to the
Genizah Medical Fragment. This important article includes an image and text edition of a
fragment of a Jewish recension of a Syriac medical handbook. See also Kaufman, S. A.
Kaufman “The Dialectology of Late Jewish Literary Aramaic,” Aramaic Studies 17 (2013), esp.
147 n. 6.

8 For general information on Aesopic material, consult the magisterial work by Ben E.
Perry, Aesopica: A Series of Texts Relating to Aesop or Ascribed to Him or Closely Connected with the
Literary Tradition That Bears His Name (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2007). For some
discussion of connections between rabbinic literature and Aesopic material, see Julius
Landsberger, Die Fabeln des Sophos (Posen: Louis Merzbach, 1859), 9-55. See also Eli Yassif,
The Hebrew Folktale: History, Genre, Meaning (trans. Jacqueline S. Teitelbaum; Indiana Universi-
ty Press, 2009), 194-197. See also Landsberger, ibid., 9-55 and Aharon M. Singer, “ 1"V
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was a lively rabbinic fascination with animal fables from before the third century?
through the High Middle Ages.!0 It should not surprise us, then, that there are sev-
eral Jewish Aesopic collections. What should surprise us, however, is that there is a
Jewish recension of a Syriac collection of Aesopic fables. In this paper, I will put
forth an argument for a Babylonian 8t or 9t c. origin for this recension.

Manuscripts of this Syriac collection!! are extant only from the 15% c. and later.
In total, there are eight MSS of the Syriac version. Between 1939 and 1941, Lefevre
published a diplomatic edition of these Syriac MSS.'2 The editor fails, however, to
take into account the plethora of variants (many of them clearly more original) pre-
served in the Jewish recension. The Jewish recension was published twice, based on
the eatlier of the two MSS.13 Neither edition made use of the later MS, which is an
important witness, as it does not descend directly from the earlier MS.

In addition to the Jewish recension,!# there is a Greek translation of the Syriac
text, apparently dating to the 11t ¢.15 Unlike most other texts that exist both in Syri-
ac and Greek, where the Syriac text is a translation of the Greek, we cannot use the
Greek to glimpse the text from which the Syriac translator was working. This is
simply because the Syriac is not a translation of the Greek, but vice-versa. We can,
however, use the Jewish recension for this purpose, because the Syriac manuscript
exemplars have undergone scribal alteration and corruption in the (at least) five

5"n mMaoa ohyw Hwna,” i mHpea ohwi Mpnn (Mandel Institute for Jewish
Studies, 1983), 79-91.

9 bSanh 38b, “R. Yohanan says: R. Me’ir had three hundred fox-fables, and we only
have three.” (Some versions have “and we only have one.” See Yad Ramalh ad loc.) The fact
that this trope is found in other contexts in rabbinic literature, (See, e.g., £Sankh 11:5) suggests
that this only indicates that in the 3 c. there was a petrception that rabbis of the previous
generations had mastery of fable-material, and not necessarily that any such fascination or
mastery actually existed. What it does indicate is that in the 3™ c. the literary form of the
Aesopic Fable was held in high regard. See further David Stern, “ m1802 Swnn 5w ypan
5"m,” n™ay mnaoa 0w Mpnn, Mandel Institute for Jewish Studies (1985): 90—102.

10 The Fox Fables of Berekhia ha-Naqdan (ca. 13% c.) is a Hebrew translation of an
Old French collection of Aesopic fables. See Haim Schwatzbaum, The Mishle shu‘alim (Fox
Fables) of Rabbi Berechiah ha-Nakdan: a study in comparative folklore and fable lore (Kiron: Institute
for Jewish and Arab Folklore Research, 1979).

11 Henceforth: SAF (Syriac Aesop’s Fables).

12 His sigla are B1, B2, B3, C, D, L, P, and V.

13 Landsberger, Die Fabeln des Sophos. and Berl Goldberg, Chofes Matmonim (Betlin:
Gustav Bethge, 1845), 52—62. See below for a discussion of the MSS of the Jewish recension.

14 Henceforth: JEF (Jewish Aesop’s Fables).

15 Jordi Redondo, “Is Syntipas Really a Translation? The Case of the Faithful Dog,”
Greco-Latina Brunensia 16 (2011): 49-59, attacks the consensus opinion based on the stylistics
of the Greek (see, esp., Redondo, 51). He does not emerge with a clear alternative thesis.
Additionally, he fails to address any of the comparative literary work done by Perry and oth-
ers, which indicates that the Greek is a translation of the Syriac. See Perry, Aesgpica, at length.
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hundred years after the Jewish recension was made from their ancestor, or some-
thing close to it.1¢

2.1 The Manuscripts of J/EF

There are two extant MSS of JAF. Berlin Qu. 685 (Steinschneider 160)!7 is a beauti-
ful MS, written in a clear square Western script on thick parchment.!8 Based on pal-
acographical and codicological features, Engel concludes that an 11t c. northern
Italian/Byzantine origin of the MS is most likely.!? The other MS (Moscow 45),2
copied in Macerata (Italy)?! between 1535 and 1540 by one Daniel son of Isaac of
Norcia, is written in a cursive Italian script.?2 Although the final section of the MS
(which contains JAF) does not have a colophon, it is paleographically identical with
the three sections that precede it,> all of which explicitly state that the MS is the
work of that same scribe.2* The relationship between the two MSS is an interesting

16 See below.

17 Henceforth: MS B.

18 Information on the MS can be accessed here: http://aleph.nli.org.il:80/F/?func=
direct&doc_number=000188383&local_base=NNLMSS (accessed 11/30/2014).

19 Edna Engel, “160 1572 772023 5w Wi it nHRWY,” Tralia 11 (1995): 53-55

20 Henceforth: MS M

21 See the colophon on folio 54a.

22 Information on the MS can be accessed here: http://aleph.nli.org.il:80/F/?func=
direct&doc_number=000068034&local_base=NNLMSS (accessed 11/30/2014).

23 The three colophons are on folios 54a, 112b, and 149b.

24 The first colophon of Daniel’s work in the MS reads that it was completed on “Sun-
day, 28% of Adar 1, 23t of Februaty, [5]298.” There was no intercalated month in 5298, and
the 28t of Adar in 5298 fell on a Thursday. In 5299, however, there was not only an interca-
lated month of Adar, but the 28" of Adar I fell on a Sunday. Daniel’s method of year-
notation, by way of numerical value of a biblical verse, unfortunately, left us a year off.
However, the problems with this colophon do not stop here. The 28" of Adar I in 5299 was
the 16™ of February. The Sunday following was the 23%. Daniel must have looked at an Ital-
ian calendar, and his eye jumped a line to the next week. The second section of Daniel’s
work was finished on Monday, the 234 of Adar, the 5* of March, [5]297. He must have writ-
ten the colophon of this section on Monday night, as the 23 of Adar in 1537 fell on a
Tuesday (beginning, obviously, on Monday night). In the final colophon, on folio 149b,
Daniel misremembered the Jewish year, writing “Its completion was today, Tuesday, the 7™
of Marheshwan, the 15t of October, [5]297. I began it on the Friday before.” In 5299 (1538)
the 7 of Marheshwan fall on a Tuesday, October 1. The nearest years in which this oc-
curred are 1443 and 1622. Thus, the second to last section was completed on October 1,
1538.

The sections were thus completed on the following dates:

First section (folios 53a—54a): February 16, 1539

Second section (folios 54b—112b): March 5, 1537

Third section (folios 112b—149b): October 1, 1538
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issue, but one that is beyond the scope of this article.?> What is clear is that while
MS M is not a descendant of MS B, both texts descend from a common ancestor.

2.2 The Dialectal Features of JEF

The linguistic character of JAEF can best be described as a Jewish-script translitera-
tion of the Syriac progenitor, with an uneven overlay of JA morphological and lexi-
cal features. This unevenness suggests that in its original form, the text was merely a
transliteration of the Syriac text, similar in nature to a fragment of a medical va-
demecum from the Cairo Genizah.26 The JA features are predominantly Jewish
Babylonian Aramaic (= JBA), yet there are several features of other dialects of Ara-
maic.

While most of the pure Syriac words were taken over and transliterated exact-
ly,2” some were altered to JA synonyms and several were omitted completely. It is
clear that the original redactor knew how to pronounce Syriac, due to some instanc-
es of transcription, as opposed to transliteration.?8 The word for “air,” which in JA
is MR,» is graphically represented in JAEF with IR twice representing the phonet-
ic value3! (but, importantly, 7of the orthography) of the Syriac 3{i.32 If it were written
IRR, we would be able to posit the redactor’s ability to read Syriac, but it would also
suggest that the redactor did not have knowledge of Syriac’s pronunciation. We can

This chronological order (or rather, lack thereof) does not allow us to infer precisely
when the fourth section (folios 149b—152b), containing JZEF, was completed. However, it is
clear that it was completed in the latter half of the 1530s.

2> Let it suffice to note that readings are shared between each MS and the Syriac origi-
nal to the exclusion of the other MS in various places.

26 T-S K 14.22. See below.

27 Except some global changes, following JA spelling conventions, such as the spelling
of a terminal /e/ vowel with yod as opposed to the Sytiac aleph.

28 Transliteration is the recording of one text in different letters, in which each of the
letters of the parent text have corresponding letters in the child text. Transcription is distinct
from transliteration in that it is a graphic representation of the phonetic expression of a text.
As an illustration, a Hebrew transliteration of English “whose” could be written (depending
on the transliterator’s conventions) X0, while a transcription of the same word could be
written as 171

29 Which might be properly vocalized to represent gyar, but is traditionally vocalized to
represent awweéra. See Michael Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic of the Talmudic
and Geonic Periods (Ramat-Gan, Israel: Bar Ilan University Press; Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2002), 87—88.

30 In MS B, Fable 3. Henceforth, all citations of “Fable x” refer to the Fable number in
the MSS of JAF.

31 See Noldeke, Syriac Grammar, 24 (§33B).

32 This would not be a legitimate case of transcription if it were written IR, as this is
standard JA spelling of the Greek loanword. The spelling 7"X does not occur anywhere in
JA literature.
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be confident in the reading IR, as the word occurs twice, and the scribe of MS B
makes a clear distinction between his waw and his yod in this case. In MS M, both of
these have become I"MR. More significant is the fact that sl! seems to have exhibited
the diphthong [ay] in only some pronunciation traditions of Syriac.3> More research
into the history of this word’s pronunciation, which would have to be both a syn-
chronic and diachronic study in order to yield results significant to us, might prove
impossible.

The morphological and phonological influence of JBA on the text is irregular,
which indicates that this influence is not due to a conscious effort of dialectal level-
ling, but rather is an an unconscious display of the dialect with which the scribe was
most familiar. The issue then becomes determining whether it is the native dialect,
or simply a literary language, that is influencing the scribes. That is, in this case,
whether these JBA features crept in at the hand of a Babylonian scribe or at the
hand of later European scribes who were familiar with JBA. I believe it an be prov-
en that in this case, we are dealing with the former. That is, the JBA features in JAF
actually indicate a Babylonian origin of the recension, and do not originate with a
later scribe working outside of Babylonia.

JBA phonological influence on the text is ubiquitous, but not uniform. In many
instances the Syriac plo is not transliterated as D[*]Rp, but rather as the JBA "Rp.
However, there are also several instances of O'RP, as follows:

Fable | Betlin Moscow

5 O'RP WP
7 WP D'Rp
12 'RP o'RP
32 WP D'Rp
38 Rp )
2 P P
56 Rp oRP

Scribal intervention on the level of dialect in MS M can be proven through the ex-
ample of Fable 7. The Fable reads:

Secondary
Version

Primary
Version

Moscow

Betlin

9
u\mﬂ. ti\.
s 0001 aNols

..s?,z? 000 e M

7
oo o e Uil il

001 000 e&L\QL\N
oy ...n.é \y? ..3”2?

-
POUINN PN

oy 1A Pwnann
1DANDRT T 77T

7

PONIN PN

oy 1A Pwnann
5IR "DNDRT T

cm wad Nl [} NI IOV NET Y wal RO TR Wa1 RWY
LUl | NN NETTEN Do lojy @y oo | 7T RAKRTA KRODITA RI7 RTN RN
oD Do Loy oy | bo o Loy e i) 5 pHo ®DT P90 R™OT T
Joor fso po finl | Jims woupeo jonNaso | TV RAT TN RINRY RNT TN KRR
wOupmao jornNaxo S 2ALO woma00 02DW ORp RPITD ﬂ’BP

3 See Noldeke, Syriac Grammar, 24.
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w00 Jias

9 (5NN o‘s%\..o
wsll o fly Jyo
oLaA QNS0 SusySy
;..K- 'eou

jors Naxo

Po ly Jyor oy bedoso
Danasy il o

|o<>u 01\.0;;.\@0
o Naxo LA

A0 RIWI 1N
H1 RDT 17 KON
Wi 1

NN T AT
9nanwn NN

TR AnAwm
55 Aavm RIWI
5 5N RYT 7
mmYaT wanad
T a1 T
qnanwn

Two roosters were
quarreling with
one another and
the one who was
beaten went and
hid himself in a
hidden place. The
one who won,
however, went up
to a roof as he was
crowing and boast-
ing, and an eagle
saw him and
seized him. This
lesson, therefore,
is: That it is not
proper for a per-
son to be proud
and boastful of his
business and pow-
er.

Two roosters were
quarreling with one
another. The one
who was beaten
went and hid him-
self in a certain hid-
ing-place. The one
who won, however,
went up to a certain
high roof as he was
crowing and boast-
ing and an eagle saw
him, smote him, and
seized him. This
lesson, therefore, is:
That it is not proper
for a person to be
proud and boastful
of his strength and
might.

Two roosters were
quarreling with
each other. The one
who was beaten*
went and hid3>
himself in a certain
place. The one who
won, however,
went up to a certain
high roof, and as he
was going and
boasting an eagle
saw him and seized
him. The lesson,
therefore: That it is
not proper for a
person to rejoice in
his wealth or to be
very30 boastful.

Two roosters were
quarreling with
each other. The
one who was beat-
en went and hid
himself in a certain
place. The one
who won, howev-
er, went up to a
certain roof. He
raised his voice. As
he was going and
boasting, an eagle
saw him and
seized him. The
lesson, therefore:
That it is not
proper for a per-
son to rejoice in
his wealth or to be
very®’ boastful.

Here, we read of two roosters competing with one another. One of the roosters
ascends to a roof and raises his voice in victory. Then, 9372[N]wmM *RPTI, as he was
boasting,38 an eagle saw him and snatched him up. Other linguistic notes aside,® it is

3 Corrupt.

% Corrupt.

36 Corrupt.

37 Corrupt.

3 We should, in good JBA, have 97anwn Xp72.

39 The 91390 /913370 variation does not seem to follow any pattern even between the
two MSS of JEF, and I do not believe much can be made of it. While we might be tempted
to make some connection between this and the well-known divide between Palestinian and
Babylonian Mishna MSS in the spelling of ©%14390/093390 that was first pointed out by
Rosenthal, it is more likely that this alternation goes back to the Syriac Vorlage. The same
spelling variation exists within the Syriac tradition. However, it is unclear if the spelling di-
vides along geographic or temporal lines. See Moshe Bar-Asher, ©21 1wha 0™pnn (Jeru-
salem: Bialik, 2009), vol. 1, 82. The devoicing of the zzy in woyl and the concurrent failure of
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clear that the Syriac represents the original wording here. It reads, “as it was crowing
(Lso) and boasting.” The word Jso was first altered to "8p,*® which was later “cor-
rected” to O'RP. That is, Syriac Ise would never be normalized as ©'R8p. The only
way we might have DR from lso is if it were altered from *Rp. Whether this inter-
vention was conscious or unconscious, and whether it was at the hands of Daniel b.
Isaac or an eatlier scribe, we cannot know. What it does indicate is that the other in-
stances of 'R in MS M are suspect,*! and that dialectal alteration happened in both
directions, both toward JBA convention and away from it. The prefixing of the par-
ticle T2 occurs several times only in MS B, although in three instances the scribe
separated a previously-written prefixed form in accordance with his 17or/age,*> which
suggests that this is an unconscious innovation of the scribe of MS B. Additionally,
we have instances of alteration in MS M such as that in Fable 43. There we find, in
MS M, Rnypa, taken over from SAEF’s |Aseo, and unaltered presumably due to
JBA influence.”® However, in MS M, this has been altered to Rnypa.

Consonantal apocopation occurs in our text in the instance of *Rp,* "R (with
apocopation of the nun),*® "2 (with apocopation of the 7an),% .47 In our text,
however, this phenomenon is the exception, not the rule. Particularly surprising is
the complete lack of some JBA dialectal markers, such as the particle Xp, which pre-
cedes participles regularly in JBA, but does not appear once in our text.

the infixed Zaw to shift to a voiced dalet that results in MS B’s "2nD'R7T is unusual. MS M’s
representation of this word has been entirely corrupted. The word 817 is fulfilling a differ-
ent syntactic function in the two MSS. Finally, the original 3'NN of an earlier, non-extant
version of JAF has been corrupted to NN in MS Moscow and altered (perhaps after cor-
ruption) in MS B to 7°'n".

40 The loss of the ‘@yin (through an unconditional merger with the glottal stop) probably
caused this. Final long and shott /e/ vowels, while they ate represented by a/aph in Sytiac,
are fairly thoroughly realized as yod in JAF (and in JA in general).

41 And, possibly, the other instances of non-JBA forms in MS M where MS B has JBA
forms are suspect as well.

42 In Fables 49, 63, and 67. E.g., in Fable 49, the scribe originally wrote D73, and in
his pass over the MS (the second hand is paleographically identical to that of the primary
scribe) corrected the connected particle by inserting two vertical dots between the two
wortds, thus OM:72. That the corrections of the second hand were made on the basis of the
Vorlage of the original scribe is made abundantly clear by such corrections as that in Fable 22.
We also find the JBA form "3 for T2 once in MS B (Fable 12).

4 Although the form XNYp3a does occur in JBA, a peb-initial form also occurs (albeit
with the weakening of the pharyngeal resulting in the form Xnpa).

4 See above.

4 MS B, Fables 15, 29, and 64. It should be noted that MS M has "R for these.

46 Twice in both MSS, Fables 65 and 66.

47 MS B Fable 6 and MS M Fable 10.
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Weakening of the pharyngeals is sparsely attested. Syriac Jywa is entirely re-
placed with *7771.48 The phenomenon is also present in the case of the preposition
5, with weakening of the pharyngeal, and assimilation of the /Jamed to, and the gem-
ination of, the following letter. Thus, instead of a transliteration of the Syriac N
o, we find in the JAEF ROIRA Similarly, we find *TTAR instead of *TT7 5p.50
However, this feature is, as the other JBA features found in JAF, uneven, with most
instances of 9V not undergoing this alteration. Another instance of pharyngeal weak-
ening is found with the representation of Syriac woio§es with a /eb.>!

In two places, Syriac o Joor \\las “he asked him” is replaced by the JBA
compound form 9™W, 52 with diphthongization in place of the intervocalic a/ph in
‘mw Unfortunately, although this form occurs several times (alongside non-
diphthongized forms33), this is the only case in which this particular phonological
process presents itself.>* The JBA form of *IN used with suffixes, -0, is found
once.” The only other instance of a bound form of "N is carried over from the Syt-
iac \oot.él. without JBA influence.>¢

The following are some of the instances of JBA morphological influence on
our text. In terms of pronouns as distinct from their Syriac forms, for the lcp, we
find 73R once.5” The 1cs object suffix is *3—in one or possibly two cases.’® However,
most instances of the 1cs object suffix are represented by |—.59 This is either due to
the phonetic realization of Syriac ws as —an as opposed to —ani, or, more likely, it
could be due to JBA influence. We find the 2ms nR% as well as the 2mp PR,
alongside the form without assimilation of the zun, NIR.%2 We find one instance of

4 Both MSS, Fables 7, 16 (2x), 37, 42, 53, and 63. However, in any transliteration of
Sytiac into JA, we should expect a shift from Jyes to *T77, as the form 771 is not present in
any dialects of JA (with the possible exception of the texts of some magic bowls).

49 Fable 44. MS M has R0 Y, either representing a text that is pre-JBA alteration, or
a scribal correction away from JBA, as in the case of D'Rp.

50 Fable 42. MS M has *1779, as does SAF, possibly suggesting that it split off the MS
family before the text circulated for a significant number of copies in Babylonia.

51 MS M, Fable 21. Although the form has been somewhat corrupted.

52 MS B, Fables 35 and 38.

53 Fable 3.

54 Except perhaps in the case of 9V (Fables 38 (2x) and 65), although this is present in
JPA as well.

5 Both MSS, Fable 16.

56 Fable 12, although it is altered (in both MSS) from the 3mp to the 2mp N2™N.

57 Both MSS, Fable 53. This is the only occurrence of the 1cp independent pronoun in
the text.

8 Both MSS, Fable 42. »'RT in MS B. The word in Fable 65 is suspect.

5 Fables 1, 4, 31, 306, and 62 (2x).

60 Fables 19, 24, 33, 34, 38, 57, 65 (MS M), and 66 (MS M).

61 Fables 46 and 53.

62 Fables 11, 18, 24, 33, 34, 30, 38, 42, 56, and 66 (2x, MS B).
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the (archaic/formal) JBA demonstrative pronoun K37, in Fable 60. In Fable 35, we
find the only instance of 737, where all Syriac texts have Lo Although it is possible
that this detives from a Syriac original gse, it is probable that this is the result of
JBA influence. The JBA plural demonstrative pronoun 31 is present as well.> The
lcs "R—is found several times, such as in *R3N.%* The gentilic sufformative on
nRITIA (Sytiac kowe)s5 may be due to JBA influence, but this form of the gentilic is
also found in other dialects of JA. Syriac gu{ is mostly taken over as TR, with a few
cases of T'1. There are also two instances of ¥2,00 as well as one instance of the
common JBA phrase "2 ¥2.67

In addition to these JBA morphological markers, some JBA influence is mani-
fest on the lexical level, as well. In JAEF,% we read: 87370 %p8 0% '8 Amows &5yn
n920R 10 — “The fox found [the hare] and said to it, ‘O fool! You have been very
stupid!”” This example is significant because the word X370 (fool) occurs three
times (in cortupted forms) in the Babylonian Talmud and not in other dialects of
Aramaic.” The fact that it is such an unusual word that a Gaon felt it necessary (or
was asked) to explain the word and its etymology’' makes it unlikely that the usage
of the word in J/AEF originates with a non-JBA-speaking scribe. If the scribe’s famili-
arity with JBA derives from the Talmudic corpus, a corpus of text in which the
word occurs so few times, it is highly unlikey that he would have used this word in
lieu of other more common synonyms.”2

In summary, we find numerous phonological, morphological, and lexical fea-
tures of JBA in JAF, albeit none with complete uniformity. This lack of uniformity
suggests that the dialectal markers present in the text are not the result of a con-
scious dialectal redaction, but rather were introduced without intention and betray

63 Fables 12, 28, 35, and 37.

4 Fables 31 and 51.

65 Fables 1 and 59.

66 MS M, Fable 66 (2x).

67 MS B, Fable 41.

% MS B, Fable 10. MS M has a corrupt form of the word, 8n317. It is possible that this
is a corruption of SAEF’s |Nuoy, in which case MS M must have separated from the MS stem
before the alteration of |Auey to 8771 took place in the patent text of MS B. Further research
into the relationship between the two MSS must be carried out, and will reveal valuable in-
formation about the development of JAF.

9 The Syriac vocative particle \03 is preserved here, as well as in fables 10, 14, 18, and
66. In SAF, all instances of (o have become of. Regarding the vocative, the particle & found
(corrupted, but unmistakable) in Fable 4 is probably the result of Geonic Babylonian Arama-
ic influence.

0 See Sokoloff, DJBA, 1237.

"' See Alexander Kohut, Aruch Completuns New York: Pardes, 1955), vol. 8, 222.

72 In Fable 42 we also find an instance of the word K370 (thief, scoundrel), etymologi-
cally unrelated to 877N. It is probable that this is a coincidental corruption of 87330 and not
actually the Arabic loan-word to GA.
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the dialect with which the transliterator and subsequent scribes were familiar. Rare
JBA lexical items such as 87371 suggest that this knowledge was not literary, but ra-
ther a native knowledge of JBA.

Many words, however, retained their precise transliterative and transcriptive
forms from the Syriac base text. In Fable 11 (in MS B), we see an instance of a
scribal dialectal alteration, followed by correction based on the scribe’s Ior/age. The
scribe, in copying his 1Vorlage’s RWi, began to write MW, mentally correcting RNWN
to JA Rwn.”> He then realized his error, struck the word, and continued to write
Rwn. This “false start” is an example of the kind of scribal developments that did
not originate with MS B, as is demonstrated here by the scribe’s fidelity to his [7or/a-
ge.

In addition to the JBA features, we find one possible Jewish Palestinian Arama-
ic (= JPA) lexical item. For Syriac law ol we find D™ P ™0 (“Lord my master!”)
(Fable 38). It is probable that this hearkens back to an original Syriac wa.jao (a vati-
ant of our Syriac versions’ las 3) and is not a true instance of JPA influence. Simi-
larly, the consistent marking of the 3ms with *1— is probably due to a global altera-
tion of the original redactor’s —, which was a phonetic realization of the Syriac -

wor0.74

3 JAF As A TEXTUAL WITNESS FOR A FULL CRITICAL EDITION OF SEF

JAF also provides unique variants that are not represented in any of the Syriac MSS.
For example, Fable 21 (23 in the secondary version) reads:

21 23 23 21
A certain stag became A stag became ill and Navo ool I} ool o I
ill and fell into a cave. fell into a certain cave. 20 Jeu Jlissas Jisses Nvauo
When animals came to | When animals came to Naes s\ | RV R
visit him, they were visit him, they ate the caousois iy | D5 L uowsismiy
eating all the pasturage | pasturage around him. Ny by ol | Ly odad Lo
around him. When he When he was healed 90 .u00fpm Joon Joor L\.Z,
was healed from his from the sickness, he Loas o 0§90 .uoi0frm
sickness and got up, he | died of his hunger. The ouanN Ll DLl ouoran
died of his hunger. The | lesson of this, then, is: oy byase Ao ouanN yoo
lesson of this, then, is: That many friends are Loy Jyor e Isxgase . Aaxo
That many guests ate a | blights on a petson. ”‘"N” ”‘"N” Lty Jyon
blight on a household. \m? Lﬁ‘k““’ \mZ L%m
Jagu Iy

73 Demonstrating his comprehension of the word RWi.

74 This original spelling that I am proposing is attested once in our MSS of JAEF (MS B
Fable 16). For an example of this spelling in a JST that has undergone less scribal interven-
tion, see PIPRT (representing Sytiac wooMuly, 2x) in the Geniza Medical Fragment. See Bhay-
ro, “A Judaeo-Syriac Medical Fragment,” 160 1. 4 and 6.
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Here we read of a stag that falls ill, and falls down in a cave. All Syriac MSS have the
stag falling into JLiss, a cave. When all the animals come to visit him in his sorry
state, they consume all the grass around him. When he becomes healthy, he dies of
hunger, as all the grass around him has been eaten. This should give us pause. What
sort of cave has grass in it? If we look at Syntipas, we read of the stag lying down émi
TIvog TéToU TMedWoD, on a certain level place. How did Syntipas arrive at the transla-
tion “a plain” from “a cave”?

If we look to JAF, we find the answer. There, we read: 5811 RIIMR TN ROMR
R332 “A certain stag became ill and fell in a meadow.” Our poor stag does not fall
into a cave, but rather X323, in 2 meadow. The word X371, a Persian loanword in
both JBA and Syriac,” occurs only here in all of Aesop’s fables. Our Syriac witness-
es were possibly influenced by other fables which begin with an animal entering or
falling into a cave, such as fables 26, 37, and 54. More likely is that they were specif-
ically influenced by Fable 46, where a ram, fleeing from hunters, goes into a cave to
hide. It is also probable that the graphic (and possibly the slight phonetic) similari-
ties of the two words, JLiss and Lo, played a part in this textual development.
Regardless of how this development occurred in SAF, it remains clear that the more
original text is preserved in JAEF. The Syriac text must still have had Jgo in the
11t c., as it is obviously present in the ["orlage of the Greek versions.

In addition to its utility for text-critical work on SAF, JAF preserves an entire
fable that is missing from all witnesses of SAF.7¢ This fable is present in Syntipas as
well, indicating that this fable remained in SAF for at least two centuries after JAF
was created.

Further discussion of JAF requires a full critical treatment, both employing MS
M, which the previous two editions of the text did not use, and using the Syriac text

75 See Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum, 204 ed., 402b.
76 The Fable (JZEF 65) runs as follows:

MS B

MS M

"IN M3 RMPW MA RTAY TN R8I
5 'R RINR K252 KM RPIWY pas T
DOAMI RN 723 ROV TN RTAY RO
15 5y mand Kabd AT KRTN TR
"225 RI7 RIINR R3HIT KM T MAY
Op 721 MW 872 RPN A 935 orTa
13 Yan Pwal "Ran

PR Y AR AT M0 003 1TRT Y 'R
a7 Nw

ROT A0 TY NN CPKRT TR AT 103
RTN'T "M An N Mpa N YT

R5T2 ROPWYH POIRT PR pOrwNRT
R

"R A RO MO RTAY TR R3O

1 'R RITNR 8252 R RPWY paa T
DDANI RN KO3 RIN KAV RTIAY ROW
mav 2% Sy 1aTH KD AT RTACPR
2372 71225 RIN AR RIDIT R T
TWOI RA 0P T W RI2 RPN A 73
M 0027 RIVKRT 1Y AR AN N P
NP0 RIDAT PR W PR D 'R RAY
PRI IR YT RYT AN TY M0 DRT KRR
PR POTWIAT RTA T RYTIN (A0 10
PP 8972 ROWY POIRT
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to its full capacity.” It is clear, however, that further examination of this text will not
only yield more clarity regarding the text’s linguistic peculiarities, but will also fill in
another piece of the puzzle of Jewish-Christian literary interaction in late Antiquity.

4 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the dialectal analysis above, it seems that the redaction of JAEF was exe-
cuted in Babylonia. Based on the manuscript and linguistic evidence, we would date
it to before the 10t c., but probably not earlier than the 8 c. Further dialectal analy-
sis based on a critical text may yield an even mote precise dating of the text.

Other JSTs, such as the Genizah Medical Fragment,’ the Targum of Prov-
erbs,” and the Jewish version (or versions??) of Syriac Bel and the Dragon, Susanna,
and Wisdom of Solomon, must be brought together with JAEF and discussed as pos-
sible remnants of a larger phenomenon of Jewish-Christian literary interaction. Ad-
ditionally, all other material indicating Jewish-Christian literary interaction in this
period®! must be collected and set in conversation with these JSTs. The implications
of such a project will significantly reshape our conception of how religious minority
groups interacted with one another under the Abbasid Caliphate.

77 This project is underway.

8 See Bhayro, ibid. In his article, Bhayro does not note this connection.

7 The connection between the Targum and the Peshitta to the book of Proverbs has
been known for quite a long time. The connection noted first by Johann Christoph Wolf was
in 1721 (see hete: http://reader.digitale-sammlungen.de/de/fs1/object/goToPage/bsb
10814334.htmlPpageNo=1196, accessed 12/22/2014). The first actual compatison of the
matetial was executed by Johann Dathe in 1764 (see here: http://opacplus.bsb-
muenchen.de/search?oclcno=231517797, accessed 12/22/2014). The lack of a full critical
treatment of the Targum of Proverbs stands in the way of any attempts to finally put this
issue to bed. John F. Healey writes (John F. Healey, The Targum of Proverbs: Translated, with a
Critical Introduction, Apparatus and Notes, 3):

A critical edition of TgProv has long been a desideratum and several scholars have
pointed out the difficulty of dealing with the finer points in the relationship between it and
the MT on the one hand and the other ancient versions on the other until this desideratum is
fulfilled. Conclusions should not be based on doubtful readings.

Similarly, calls for a critical text of the Targum of Proverbs have been enunciated by
McNamara (Martin McNamara, Targum and Testament Revisited, Indiana: Wm. B. Eerdmans
Publishing, 2010, 320) and Hayman (A. Peter Hayman, Reviews, 5§ 46 [2001]: 340-341). I
am in the process of creating such a text.

80 Whether these texts derive from a single full Jewish recension of Syriac deuteroca-
nonical texts or are separate recensions is an issue that I am currently investigating.

81 Numerous responsa of the Geonim, which I am combing for such instances, are
prime witnesses to this sort of interaction. Other texts that provide weaker, but still im-
portant evidence, include magic bowls, other targumim (such as Targum Psalms), and other
Jewish texts that exhibit Syriac characteristics.
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SYRIAC MANUSCRIPTS FROM TURFAN: PUBLIC
WORSHIP AND PRIVATE DEVOTION®

Erica C. D. Hunter
SOAS, University of London

The rich trove of 519 Syriac fragments that was found at the monastery
near Bulayiq upholds the Mesopotamian heritage of the Church of the
East. The article has selected a number fragments which attest both the
public and private dimensions of worship at Turfan. Notable amongst the
many liturgical manuscripts that richly illustrate the public worship at
Turfan is MIK I1I 45, consisting of 61 folios, which has been dated to the
8th—9th centuries and is precious witness to the liturgy in the first millen-
nium, shortly after Isoyabh III compiled the Hudra. The various prayer-
amulets naming various saints, not only are rare examples of private devo-
tion, but the terminology and commemoration of saints in the selected
fragments shows that they are the prototypes of prayer-amulets that were
used by the Syriac Christian communities who dwelt in the Hakkari region
of northern Kurdistan until the opening decades of the 20th century.

1 INTRODUCTION

The first decades of the twentieth century saw the “great cultural game” played out
by various European powers at Turfan, an oasis located approximately 150 km SE
of Urumqi, now in the Xinjiang Uighur Autonomous Province, western China. N.
N. Krotkov, the Russian Consul-General at Urumqi, sent back 97 Syriac-script
fragments that are currently housed in the Institute for Oriental Studies at St. Peters-
burg.! The 2 and 3 German Turfan Expeditions, led by Albert von le Coq and Albert

* The author is grateful to the Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin-Preussicher Kulturbesitz for
access and permission to reproduce images of the relevant fragments. All images are
copyright Depositum der Berlin Brandenburgischer Akademie der Wissenschaften in der
Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin—Preussischer Kulturbesitz, Orientabteilung. Low resolution imag-
es of the SyrtHT signature numbers are available on the International Dunhuang Project
website: http://id.bk.uk/enter signature no. in the search box.

I For further details, see Elena N. Meshcherskaya, “The Syriac Fragments in the N. N.
Krotkov Collection” in Turfan, Khotan und Dunbunang. Edited by Ronald E. Emmerick e /.
(Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1996, 221-7.

77
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Griinwedel, discovered more than 500 Syriac fragments, as well 550 Sogdian, 1
Middle Persian, 3 New Persian and 52 Old Uighur fragments, all of which were
written in the Syriac script.?2 Most of the Syriac fragments came from the Church of
the East monastery site of Bulayiq, on the outskirts of Turfan, but small quantities
were also found at other sites in the oasis including Astana, Qocho, Qurutqa and
Toyoq. All were transported to Berlin where they were preserved under glass plates
and are now housed in three separate repositories: the Staatsbibliothek, the headquar-
ters of the Turfanforschung in the Berlin-Brandenburg Akademie der Wissenschaft and
the Museum fiir Asiatische Kunst in Dahlem, Berlin.

A wealth of material, opening new horizons in our knowledge of the Church of
the East in Central Asia and China, has been released with the recent publication of
519 Syriac fragments that were found at Turfan.? The Syriac fragments, all of which
are paper, range in size from mere scraps, the size of postage stamps, to complete
bifolia. Regrettably, thete are no complete Syriac manuscripts, hence there is an ab-
sence of colophon information which would have been very valuable for infor-
mation regarding the dating and place(s) of their writing. Monks may have carried
some works on the long journey from Mesopotamia, others may have been pro-
duced at the seriptoria of monasteries located in the great Central Asian metropoli-
tanates: most notably Merv and Samarkand. Some fragments were undoubtedly
written at the monastery at Bulayiq in the Turfan oasis. The fragments are tentative-
ly dated, on palacographic grounds, between the 9th—13t centuries, with a possible
14t century ferminus ad quem.* The origins and the circumstances surrounding the
monastery’s foundation still remain unknown; it may have been founded in the 8t
or 9t centuries, at the time of the Uighur kingdom whose capital was at Qocho in
the Turfan oasis. Of course, it could have been founded even earlier, given that Syr-
iac Christianity travelled along the Silk Route to the Tang imperial capital at Xian,
where Alopen was received at court in 635.

The monastery at Turfan was probably just one of many institutions that were
founded by the Church of the East following the introduction of Christianity into
Central Asia in the 4™ and 5% centuries from whence it spread along the Silk Routes

2 For further details about these expeditions see Albert von le Coq, Buried Treasures of
Chinese Turkestan, trans. Anna Barwell (London, George Allen and Unwin Ltd: 1928); Mary
Boyce, A Catalogue of the Iranian Manuscripts in Manichaean Script in the German Turfan Collection
(Deutsche Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, Institut fir Orientforschung,
Veroffentlichung Nr. 45), (Berlin Verlag: 1960), ix-xxvii.

3 Erica C.D. Hunter and Mark Dickens (eds.), Syrische Handschriften, Teil 2. Texte der
Berliner Turfansammliung. Syriac texts from the Berlin Turfan Collection (Steiner Verlag, Stuttgart:
2014).

4 Meshcherskaya, Syriac fragments, 226 suggests 13t"—14" centuries. The last Buddhist
communities in Turfan were forcibly converted to Islam in the 15% century and whilst there
is no conclusive evidence, it seems likely that any Christian communities would have been
obliged to do likewise.



SYRIAC MANUSCRIPTS FROM TURFAN 79

to China.> The legacy of the great Antiochean theological tradition is cleatly recalled
in the following passage that occurs in SyrHT 80, a liturgical fragment which is a
combination of the Martyrs’ Anthem for Friday and the Commemoration of John
the Baptist:

)o.;&?o waujodeas s mo;o?n.o 00§04y Juia Gis lolo \Damy ojiay [J N1 PR NN
INaaoy L Nulaawo salo NN Poin] wio wmp i g ko

Upon the foundation of the truth of Simon Peter (Cephas), the orthodox Dio-
dore and Theodore with Nestorius, and the Great Ephrem with Mar Narsai and
Mar Abraham with John, Job and Michael, the heirs of truth.

The specific mention of Nestorius, the erstwhile patriarch of Constantinople as well
as its great theological exponents, Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia,
“the Interpreter,” clearly anchors the monastery within the East Syrian theological
tradition. Likewise, the citation of Mar Narsai and Mar Abraham (of Kashkar) who
were traditionally associated with the renowned School of Nisibis, recall the peda-
gogic heritage of the Church of the East, whilst the reference to the “Great
Ephrem” evokes the golden age of Syriac Christianity prior to the schisms of the 5%
century.

A large proportion of the Syriac fragments from Turfan are liturgical and bibli-
cal. The Syriac Psalter was well represented at Turfan and its translation into a varie-
ty of languages including Sogdian and Middle Persian (Pahlavi) and New Persian
highlights its dissemination amongst Iranian speaking populations.” Likewise eight
leaves of a Syriac Psalter that were transliterated into Uighur illustrate its dissemina-
tion amongst Turkic-speaking peoples in the area.’ Contrasting with the linguistic
diversity of the Psalter are the large number of liturgical fragments that are written
almost exclusively in Syriac. These supply invaluable information about the liturgy
of the medieval Church of the East in its far-flung dioceses. Many have been identi-
fied as coming from the Hudra, the principal liturgical book of the Church of the

5> A Sogdian version of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed of 381 —to which the
Church the East adhered- was found at Turfan. See MIK IIT 59 (T'II B 17 + T II B 28. For
the Sogdian text and German translation: Friedrich W. K. Muller, “Soghdische Texte 1,”
SPAW 1912 (1913), 84-87. An English translation is supplied in Ian Gillman and Hans-
Joachim Klimkeit, Christians in Asia before 1500 (London: Curzon, 1999), 252 3.

¢ SyrHT 80 (T II B 42 No. 1a) verso 1.6—11. For a full description of the fragment, see
Hunter and Dickens, Syrische Handschriften, 95-7.

7 Ernest A.W. Budge, Histories of Rabban Hormizd the Persian and Rabban Bar-‘1dta. 2 vols.
(London: Luzac, 1902) vol. I, 609 records that Magians who were converted were taught
“the psalms and hymns,” vol. I1: 350 |Nbase Jjaspe (oo oo,

8 Mark Dickens and Peter Zieme, “Syro-Uigurica I: A Syriac Psalter in Uyghur Script
from Turfan” in Seripts Beyond Borders. A Survey of Allographic Traditions in the Euro-Mediterranean
World, in Scripts Beyond Borders. Edited by Johannes den Heijer ef a/ 291-328; Mark Dickens,
“Syro-Uigurica II: Syriac passages in U338 from Turfan,” Hugoye 16:2 (2013), 301-24.
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East that contained “the variable chants of the choir for the divine office and the
Mass for the entire cycle of the liturgical year.”® On the basis of palacography and
text-formatting criteria, 21 individual Hudras have been identified amongst the
Turfan fragments, but none is complete and the fragmentary nature of the texts has
not facilitated comparative studies. Despite these limitations, the manuscripts are
extremely important for the light that they shed onto the development of the
Church of the East’s liturgy. When Eduard Sachau published in 1905 single folios
from three exemplars of the Hudra, using photographs sent by von le Coq,!° he dat-
ed the manuscripts to the 10t—12% centuries, but suggested that they could be even
older.!!

2 PUBLIC WORSHIP AT TURFAN: MIK III 45

The manuscripts open significant windows into the stratum of public worship that
took place at Turfan, and simultaneously show that it upheld the liturgical heritage
of the “mother church” in Mesopotamia. MIK III 45 is incomplete, but with 61
folios, is the most intact manuscript that has been discovered to date at the monas-
tery.12 The actual title has been lost, however the contents of MIK 111 45 divide into
two parts. Fol. 1-21 recto consists of Offices for the penitential season (fol. 1-7 rect)
and Offices for the saints (fol. 7 recto — 12 perso), the latter focusing on the com-
memoration of Mar Barshabba, Mart Shir and Zarvandokht who came from Seleu-
cia-Ctesiphon to implant Christianity at Marv, the garrison town on the frontier of
the Sassanid kingdom which became the most prestigious centre of the Church of
the East, after the six metropolitanates in Mesopotamia. Fol. 13—19 recto commemo-
rate the third century Roman “military-martyrs” Mar Sergius and Mar Bacchus and
name Resafe (Sergiopolis) as their place of martyrdom. A common vigil for all saints
sequels on fol. 19 verso — 21 recto and concludes this first section.

The second part of MIK 111 45, fol. 21-61 verso, consists of a miscellany of
items that shed invaluable light onto the rituals and liturgy, which were celebrated at
Turfan:

e  Rite for the consecration of a new church [fol. 21 recto — 27 verso]

e  Onyata (anthems/hymns) for ordinary days [fol. 27 verso — 33 recto]

9 William Macomber, “A List of the Known Manuscripts of the Chaldean Hudra,” Or-
entalia Christiana Periodica 36: 1 (1970), 120.

10 Eduard Sachau, “Litteratur-Bruchstucke aus Chinesisch-Turkistan,” Sitzungsberichte der
Kaniglich Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Sitzung der philosophisch-historischen Classe
von 23. November) XLVII (1905), 964-73.

W Sachau, Litteratur-Bruchsticke, 964.

12 MIK III 45 is complemented by 26 individual fragments, identified as coming from
the same manuscript. MIK III 45 folios 20v-21r were edited by Sachau in 1905 as B26. See
Sachau, Litteratur-Bruchstuike, 970-3. He already pointed out the concluding formula. See
Peter Yoshira Saeki, The Nestorian Documents and Relics in China (Tokyo: Maruzen, 1937), ch.
15 for an English translation.
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e  Burial services for all orders (priests, deacons, lswo is buay geiama) [fol.
33-53 recto]
e Miscellaneous prayers [fol. 53—61 verso]

The rite for the consecration of a new church may point to an active outreach pro-
gramme, both at Turfan or in more distant regions. The twenty folios devoted to
burial services include those for the bnay geiama or “Sons of the Covenant” and well
as the clergy and laity. The usage of the term bnay geiama by MIK 111 45 in various
places, points to an ascetic order associated with the monastery, but also evokes the
greater environment of Syria during the third and fourth centuries. The significance
of the northern Mesopotamian heritage of the Church of the East is epitomised by
the recitation of the prayer of Barsauma, bishop of Nisibis, during the rite for the
consecration of a new church.!? The disparate contents of fol. 21 recto — 61 verso sug-
gest that they were a type of appendix or perhaps an “in-service” manual that was a
sequel to the main liturgical section found in fol. 1-21 recto.

Recent C14 tests of MIK 111 45, now housed in the Museum fiir Asiatische Kunst
in Dahlem, Berlin have returned a dating range, 771-884 CE, thus allocating this
61—folio codex to the 8-9t centuries. Although MIK 111 45 is incomplete, the quires
of 14-16 leaves indicate that original manuscript might be estimated as being origi-
nally some 200 folios.!* The folios are inscribed in black ink, with rubric lmmata, in
a standard East Syriac script that is derivative of Estrangela. The correct and legible
classical text displays only a few non-standard features.!> Most notable is the usage
of the double points or seyame (indicating plural nouns) with singular nouns, a trend
that occurs quite frequently throughout the text.!6 This idiosyncratic application
could denote a provincial pronunciation, but overall the grammar and syntax of the
folios conveys the impression that they were written by a scribe (or scribes) who
were well-trained in Syriac. Whilst particular mention is made of the saints who were

13 MIK I 45 fol. 25v, 11.27-9  wisa Jaasy buses peo pong w0 Mo Jyor Ly Lo
ey l2camo! Lwo s “Whilst bowing before the altar, he repeats quietly this prayer which
was composed by Mar Barsauma, bishop of Nisibis.”

14 Based on the study of the quiring by James F. Coakley, “Manuscript MIK III 45: in-
troduction and questions,” paper presented at the 2014 Turfan Workshop, Berlin (July
2014). Unpublished.

15 Hieronymus Engberding, “Funf Blitter eines alten ostsyrischen Bitt- und
Bussgottesdienstes aus Innerasien,” Ostkirchliche Studien 14 (1965), 122-3 gives a succinct
account of the physical features of MIK II1/45.

16 This phenomenon is noted where ordinary Syriac words are singular but pronounced
as plural, especially where the ending is —e. Selected examples from MIK IIT 45 include eiNis
“his house” (fol. 3 verso: 18), o Jix “Lord of all” (fol. 41 verso: 4). For further discussion,
see Erica C.D. Hunter and James F. Coakley, A Syriac Service-Book from Turfan. Museum fiir
Asiatische Kunst MS MIK 111 45. The text edited, translated and introduced. (Turnhout, Leuven:
Brepols, 2016), 8.
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connected with the mission at Marv, the overall contents of MIK III 45 uphold and
maintain the liturgical cycle and repertoire of the Church of the East.

Of especial interest is the rubric subscription Jjyauy bdwogo kanly INcaio i>a
INaa oy “end of the fengitho (volume) of the orders of service and ganone (i.c. li-
turgical rules, or rubrics) of the budra (cycle) of the whole year” (fol. 21 recto 1. 12—
13). This denotes that MIK III 45 originally consisted of a full cycle of services for
the entire ecclesiastical year.!” The 8h-9t% century dating raises the possibility that
MIK IIT 45 is faithful to the Hudra which Patriarch ISo‘yabh III (649-659 CE)
compiled in the mid-seventh century, but of which no exemplars are now extant.
The Hudra underwent various revisions in subsequent centuries, but ISo‘yabh’s
work is thought to have included eatly liturgical material, pre-dating the schisms of
the 5h—6th centuries. As such, the occurrence of |haawo fengitho “volume” in MIK
IIT 45 may attest this phenomenon, since the term later assumed a particular signifi-
cance, becoming synonymous with the West Syriac tradition. The only other 8t cen-
tury witness to the Hudra is a small ostracon that was found during archaeological
excavations in 1989 by the Japanese Archacological Expedition to Irag at Ain Shaiya, near
Najaf.!8 Sebastian Brock’s statement, “the paucity of East Syriac liturgical texts that
definitely date from the first millennium renders every scrap of evidence all the
more valuable,” highlights the significance of MIK III 45.1

3 PRIVATE DEVOTION AT TURFAN: SYRHT 152, SYRHT 99, SYR HT 330,
SYRHT 102, N.364-5

Syriac prayer-amulets that were found at Turfan provide rare insight into the do-
main of private devotion and complement the public dimension offered by the lit-
urgy. They also provide the only known examples of iconography amongst the Syri-
ac material. SyrHT 152 (T1I B 64 No. 3 = 1731) is one of only two examples of per-
sonal prayer-amulets that have emerged in the Syriac material. Now held in the
Staatsbibliothek, Potsdamer Platz, Berlin, 20 it is a tiny fragment 4.5 cm (height), 3.9
cm (width), with only two Syriac words, written vertically in East Syriac Estrangelo
script: wAsoll “for your handmaid, servant girl” and [law[!] “healing.”?! The
words flank a well-executed cross of the Church of the East drawn in the centre of

17 See Plate 1: MIK 111/45 fol. 21a.

18 Erica C. D. Hunter, “Syriac Ostraca from Mesopotamia,” Orientalia Christiana Analec-
ta 256 (1998), 617-39. See also Sebastian P. Brock, “Some Early Witnesses to the East Syriac
Liturgical Tradition,” Journal of Assyrian Academic Studies 18:1 (2004), 12—13 for a reconstruct-
ed reading of the ostracon.

19 Brock, “Some eatly witnesses,” 11.

20 The fragment is now housed in the Staatsbibliothek, Potsdamer Platz, Berlin. SyrHT
means that the manuscript (Handschrift = H) is Syriac and comes from Turfan (T). T II B
means that the fragment was found at the monastery site of Bulayiq (B) near Turfan, during
the second campaign of the German Turfan Expedition in 1904—1905.

21 Plate 2 SytHT 152 recto.
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the fragment’s recfo, where it imparts both visual and apotropaic capacities.?? The
iconography of SyrHT 152 i.e. of the East Syrian cross surmounting a lotus, reiter-
ates the finely worked example on the apex of the Xian Fu stele which was complet-
edin 781 CE. %

The second example of a cross occurs on the verso of SyrHT 99, although its
execution is rudimentary, in comparison to the example on SyrHT 152. SyrHT 99
was physically adapted from a much larger fragment to make the prayer-amulet; its
contents ask for God’s assistance, mentioning illness and also JLeatu “magic, sor-
ceries” but are non sequitur since the trimming of the right-hand margin has meant
that the words commencing many of the lines (cf. 1. 1, 4, 5 7, 8, 9 and 10) are in-
complete and frequently consist of only one or two characters. It forms a dislocated
join with SyrHT 330, a fragment of 4 lines.?* Whilst the intermediate portion be-
tween these two fragments has been lost, it is clear that both originally belonged to a
much larger folio whose recycling appears to have taken place at the monastery.?
What prompted this re-usage, i.e. the conversion of SyrHT 99 as a personal prayer-
amulet is unknown. The larger folio may have deteriorated, but scraps were still
deemed to be efficacious. The combined contents of SyrHT 330 and SyrHT 99
show that the erstwhile larger fragment consisted of the prayer of the martyr, Mar
Tamsis, who is named in the rubric title of SyrtHT 330 1. 1 Jyoro wancasol wisoy kot
| .p “Anathema of Mar Tamsis, the celebrated martyr.” Due to the trimming pro-
cess, SyrHT 99 makes no mention of Mar Tamsis, an omission that may have been
deliberate. Alternatively, the exclusion of his name may have just been accidental.

The criteria governing the selection of SyrHT 99 as a personal prayer-amulet
remain enigmatic. One factor, might have been the quotation of “John 1:1-4.2”
(SyrHT 99 11.1-3) since the opening verses of the Gospel of John were deemed to
have a particular efficacy.?0 Unlike SyrHT 152 which identifies the recipient as a
“handmaid,” SyrHT 99 provides no clue as to the identity of the person for whom it
was prepared, but the still visible creasemarks which indicate that the fragment was
folded into three, suggest a portable personal item. The rudimentary cross of the
Church of the East, which has been drawn free-hand in the central panel of the oth-

22 'The verso is blank.

23 Cf. the cross at the apex of the Xian Fu stele, see Gillman and Klimkeit, Christians in
Asia, Plate 34b for a line drawing.

24 Plate 3 SytHT 99 recto & SyrHT 330 recto.

2> They are now housed in the Staatsbibliothek, Potsdamer Platz, Berlin. For the translit-
eration, translation and full discussion of these two fragments see, Erica C.D. Hunter,
“Traversing Time and Location: A Prayer-Amulet to Mar Tamsis from Turfan” in From the
Oxcus River to the Chinese Shores. Studies on East Syriac Christianity in Central Asia and China. Edit-
ed by Dietmar Winkler and i Tang [Orientalia-patristica-oecumenica v. 5] (Lit. Verlag: Salz-
burg, 2013), 23—41.

26 These verses and were still used to introduce the handbooks of amulets that were
used by the Syriac Christians in the 19t and 20 centuries. See Hermann Gollancz, The Book
of Protection, being a collection of charms (London: H. Froude, 1912) for examples of this practice.
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erwise blank verso, may have “sealed” the precious contents as well as being an indi-
cator as to how to carry the prayer-amulet. This might have been a necessary meas-
ure if the intended recipient was illiterate or unable to read Syriac, as one might ex-
pect of the laity at Turfan who spoke Sogdian or Uighur.?” On the other hand,
SyrHT 99 might have been produced by one of the monks at the monastery, for his
private devotion.

The subject of SyrHT 330, Mar Tamsis is not mentioned in the liturgical frag-
ments from Turfan, but his commemoration in the Church of the East calendar was
on the 8" Wednesday after Epiphany.28 B.L. 14653, a 9t century manuscript from
northern Mesopotamia, which details the lives of numerous saints, also includes a
prayer to Mar Tamsis,? that occurs just before the colophon which names the
scribe as “Saliba.” No other details are supplied. Interestingly, Mar Tamsis was
commemorated in handbooks of amulets dating from the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries that were used by the Syriac Christian communities in Hakkari.3* Mingana
Ms. Syr 316, whose colophon was written in “the year 2088 of the Greeks” i.e. be-
tween October of 1776 and September of 1777, mentions his name in connection
with an amulet against lunacy that was entitled Jiowo Lisy “Of the daughter of the
moon.” 31 Mar Tamsis is named as a celebrated martyr and, in keeping with SyrHT
330, Mingana Ms. Syr 316 notes that the saint dwelt ua .\»-:'9'3 ’i[c%\s] “lon the
mountain] forty years.32

27 N. Sims-Williams, “Sogdian and Turkish Christians in the Turfan and Tun-huang
manuscripts,” Turfan and Tun-huang: the texts, Edited by Alfredo Cadonna, (Florence: Olschki,
1992), 43-61.

28 See Wans | joeo (Surgada Mbasla) (Urmi: Press of the Archbishop of Canterbury’s
Mission, 1894) 8. This commemoration occurs only occasionally since there are usually only
seven Wednesdays after Epiphany. The author thanks Rev. Giwargis Malco Khoshaba (An-
cient Assyrian Church of the East, London) for this information. For further information
about this perpetual calendar, see James F. Coakley, “The Archbishop of Canterbury’s As-
syrian Mission Press: A Bibliography.” J5 30:1 (1983) 5253, which notes that the perpetual
calendar consisted of 38 pages, with pp. 5-9 being lists of festivals and saints’ days, “taken
from a MS 550 years old”. This manuscript which was written in 1443 and is now lost is
mentioned by Arthur J. Maclean and William H. Browne, The Catholicos of the East and his Peo-
ple (London: SPCK, 1892) 347.

29 See Hunter, Traversing Time and Location, 34-35 for the text and translation of this
prayer-amulet.

30 For details of the other handbooks of amulets, dating from 1779-1817 that include
“The anathema of Mar Tamsis which is suitable for the daughter of the moon” see Hunter,
Traversing Time and Location, 30.

31 Mingana Sytr. Ms. 316 fol. 61a-64a. Mingana Syr. Ms. 316 folio 61, verso for a graphic
illustration of the mounted saint lancing a one-eyed demoness.

32 Mingana Syr. Ms. 316 fol. 62a 1.2 oo Joor ixany “who dwelt” + fol. 62a 1.3—4  Jiods
TN .@a‘g’? “in/on the mountains for forty years”.
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Mar Cyprian was also commemorated in the 19% century handbooks and at
Turfan, where he is the subject of two prayer-amulets. n.364-365, now deposited in
the Turfanforschung, Berlin-Brandenburg Akademie der Wissenschaft, Berlin,33 are
dislocated fragments, but derive from the same folio, where the intermediate con-
tents have been lost. The upper half of the recfo of n.364 has nine lines of an anath-
ema to Mar Cyprian, with a miscellany of later, unrelated texts covering the bottom
half of the recto and the verso side.3* n.365 consists of 6 lines that correspond to 11.1-6
of n.364 and forms the right-hand side of the original folio. Written in East Syriac
Estrangela, each word of n.364 11.1-9 and n.365 11.1-6 is separated by a red dot. The
(right-hand) margin of n.365 has been lost, but a red dot concludes the end of n.364
11.3-9, producing a justified left-hand margin. Red-black paragraphii have been placed
at the end of n.364 1.1-2; with the paragraphus of 1.1 coming at the end of the anath-
ema’s rubric heading. The application of the rubric dots (very helpful in reading the
text) is unique and does not occur in any of the other fragments from Turfan. This
demarcation of each word must have imparted a visual, and possibly apotropaic,
impact. Additionally, the originally blank zerso (also a feature of SyrHT 152 and
SyrtHT 99 & SyrHT 330) points to n.364—3065 being specifically prepared as an amu-
let, with a subsequent re-cycling at a later date.

Text, Transliteration, and Translation: n.364-365

Recto3>

oy Llajlas [n365] [wis]y bsoj ... [n364]

~:~.¢xz s, Lugc[.o, Luoso 1] [n365] 1= 1o [)OA:‘] [ ]
...J‘L? e.-zg LAn-D [luioo wis] [ﬂ365]g QL&J; [ ]

D0L0 Juraw waa 0 o [n365] ... Nha (o) fsdas [ ]
fosaas Jo\ N Lusea [1365] ... obSa o o [n364] 1.5
PN O n.Lw 13() [1‘1365] 2() 13(0) [ ]

i ot Laauiso JooN on.. [ ]

faor Jo\ Lad sy whoo [fuieo] [ ]

Liso ol . [ ]

L1 ... hr(m)’ d[mry] qp[ry]n’ qdys’

1.2 [bsm] ’b’ br[” wrwh’ dqJwds’ I'lmyn *myn
1.3 bslwth d[mry qpryn’] qdys’ d’ykn ’tnsh

1.4 bIm’ (h)n’ §1 ... mn mrn ySw* msyh’ wyhb
L.51h’Ih’ §1th ... $wbh’ Ik ’lh’ bsmy’

33 Plate 4 n1364-365 with the labels n364 and n365 having been inserted upside down to
the text.

3 Aside from the anathema to Mar Cyprian, n364-5 recfo consists of various contents:
(a) two lines of text in Sogdian (written in Syriac script), (b) 4 lines of Syriac, in a different
hand. n364-3065 verso has a Sogdian text, written in Syriac script.

% Bold type indicates rubrics in the Syriac text and the translation; ... = lacuna in
manusctipt; () = illegible text; [mry][Sytiac equivalent]; <mry>/< Sytiac equivalent>.
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L6 (w)b’ ()’ ... ()b’ dn’t’ bh ‘bdk
L7 ...h ’Ih’ mrym’ hydyn mry

1.8 [gptyn’] mth t‘yn’ Iwt 'Ih’ h§’
19 ... ’yn mry’

1.1 The anathema of the holy ... [Mar] Cyp[ria]n

1.2 [In the name] of the Father Son [and Holy Spirit] forever. Amen.

1.3 By the prayer of [Mar Cyprian] the saint ... who as he was celebrated
1.4 in this world ... requested from our Lord Jesus Christ and He gave
1.5 him his request ... Praise to you God in heaven

1.6 and on [earth] ... that He might reach(?) him, your servant

1.7 ... God Most High. Mar

1.8 [Cyprian] offered <his> mind to God. Now

1.9 ... Yea, Lord

SytHT 102 is the second example of a prayer-amulet dedicated to Mar Cyprian. A
single leaf, measuring 11.00 x 9.9 cm, it is now housed in the Staatsbibliothek, Pots-
damer Platz, Berlin.36 Written in East Syriac Estrangelo, there are 11 lines of text on
the recto and 10 lines on the verso. The anathema to Mar Cyprian commences on the
recto 1.2.

Text, Transliteration, and Text: SyrHT 102
Recto:

Jouro Lui®ao wix ...y Jaos[n] 1.2

o Nalbo s »U.IU .\_'z..?? 1.3

Lioor 0! o AN Ja o souo Jo\ 1.4

[Jeiako wibass ooy [lanls g ™™ oy koo 1.5
Liwo Jixaao laus ]._w[\] \ooﬁa {5%\50 1.6

Jauro @y oor bsasino ffo]ly 0in 1.7

oo ou0d wh fuioas wiv 1.8

Wl bso o 1.9

o I lsan & oo 1 110

1.2 [hjtm’ d ... mry qwpryn’ qdys’

1.3 d’ykn ’tnsh blm’ hn’ [§]'1 mn

1.4°Ih’ wyhb lh §’lth kd "mr hkn’

1.5 bywm’ dyn 9% dhd b[$b’] dbh mstryn ‘bry[n]
1.6 wbtlyn klhwn [g]bt’ bys” wskyr’ wsny’

1.7 brw d’[lh]” mry[m]” hwdyn qdy$’

1.8 mry qwpryn’ mth hwnh ...

L9k ... wb” ... L.,

1107 “swbh’1 [k 'In] ...

36 See Plate 5A SyrHT 102 recto and Plate 5B SyrHT 102 verso.
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1.2 The anathema of ... the holy Mar Cyprian,

1.3 when he was celebrated in this world, he requested from
1.4 God and He granted him his request. Whilst he said thus:
1.5 On the Pl day, Sunday are loosened, passed over

1.6 and voided, all those wicked, vile and hateful men.

1.7 ... God Most High. Then the saint

1.8 Mar Cyprian directed his mind

1.9 God ... and sought ...

110 ... praise to [you God] ...

Verso:

?[Ai?]ao letX\ 7) L-:M Z[qh[?] 1.1
P o'[an].go s N0 500 NSo ! 1.2
iy JLowsoy fixoo ladssy v luaasw 1.3
™) wily oo )p\o Licas Ll\ Jioras 1.4
IERVCAN b:o ofo woutu U lacus 1.5

Ll [IENN) oNacan A} S el N 1.6
\oalmea:e’ "g?a Lisy RO 1.7

e N Moo a2y Lo (... 1.8
NS WA I o 20 . 1.9
ENBE'D Jido NSV o ... 1.10

ly Isillo Loam ... 1.11

L1 PI[h] swbh’ 1k 1k’ [...] wb[t |’
1.2 ‘hyd kl wmdbr kl bhyl’ b§|m]h qdys’
1.3 msbh’ mlk’ dmlk’ wmrt’ dmrwth’ d‘mr
1.4 bawht’ gy’ ksy’ wgnyz” hw d’n§ mn
1.5 bnyns’ I hzyhy w’pl’ ms’ Imhzyhy
1.6 nt mry yd’ ’nt ksyth d‘bdk n’

L7 ... gdym zbn’ b*wz’ dm‘bdnwthwn
1.8 ... wmhrm’ dpsr hwyt kl nhsyn

1.9 ... gsmyn kd I’ yd* hwyt lk

L10 ... wl’ nhtn mtr’ wl’ ’t[7]

L11 ... $my” wl'e? dP’

1.1 God ... Praise to you God []... On carth

1.2 He holds all and rules all by the power, by His holy

1.3 and glorious name. King of kings and Lord of the Lords who dwells
1.4 in the joyous, hidden and mystic light. He whom

1.5 no man has seen not is even able to see him.

L6 You, Lotd, you know the secret of your servant. I

1.7 ... before time, the violence of their (magical) practice
1.8 ... and execrable that you have dissolved all divinations
1.9 ... augurers. Whilst I did not know you

110 ... neither falls rain nor the (earth)?

111 ... heaven and earth lest

87
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Both SyrHT 102 and n364-365 begin with the technical term, lwiw “anathema,”
signifying a prayer that was always used in conjunction with a named saint who ut-
tered it at the point of martyrdom.?” Mar Cyprian’s name is spelt variously: n.364—
365 Ju|=i]-2e, SyrHT 102 kuioas, but both texts specify the exact time when that
saint Ska “requested” his prayer, 2z bor sdas wpll woly “when he was cele-
brated in this world” i.e. at the point of his martyrdom.? SyrHT 102 and n364-365
specifically state that Mar Cyprian’s wish was granted: aA>Ja oD souo “and He
gave him his request,”® but the contents of Mar Cyprian’s prayer in SyrHT 102 are
much longer than n364-365 (where there are textual lacunae) and notably include
several clear references to the dissipation of magic and divination on 1. 5-6 and 1L
8-9. Both n364 and SyrHT 102, in the concluding parts of the prayer, cite the
clause, 2iz: Jo\ LM Jusy wAN “he directed <his> mind to God.”#

The physical format of n.364-365 suggests that it may originally have been
prepared as a personal amulet. By contrast, “The anathema of Mar Cyprian” in
SyrHT 102 follows immediately after the rubricated concluding formula of the pre-
vious section: ¢ ol x4 This format suggests that SyrHT 102 may have been
part of a “handbook of prayer-amulets,” which monks used and consulted at
Turfan; a tradition that continued as late as the 19% century amongst the Sytiac-
speaking clergy of Hakkari. The anathema of Mar Cyprian is found in various manu-
scripts, including the aforementioned Mingana Syr. Ms. 316, where it is listed under
the rubricated heading husp lyowo wonioas wisoy | “the anathema of Mar
Cyprian, the celebrated martyr.” The text of Mingana Syr. Ms. 316 is much longer
than both n.364-365 and SyrHT 102,*2 but it does exhibit substantial textual paral-
lels with the latter, notably including the distinctive clause lui®eo wixo laso oo
Noiw Ly fusy Wi “Mar Cyprian, the saint, directed (his) mind to the Lord of
AlL”# The colophon of Mingana Syr. Ms 316 names the village of Marshanis in the

37 SyrHT 102 recto, 1.2; n364-365 1.1. For a discussion of the “anathema” genre, see Eri-
ca C.D. Hunter, “Saints in Syriac Anathemas: A Form-Critical Analysis of Role,” Journal Se-
mitic Studies, 37: 1 (1987), 83-104.

38 SyrHT 102 recto 1.3, n364-365 11.3—4.

3 SyrHT 102 recto 1.4, n364-365 1.4.

40 SyrHT 102 recto 1.8 and n365 1. 8. For wA see Michael Sokoloff, A Syriac Lexicon
(Winona Lake, Piscataway: Eisenbrauns, Gorgias, 2009), 863 citing William Wright, Apocry-
phal Acts of the Apostles, 2 vols., (London: 1865) 223:19, Jessie Payne-Smith, A Compendions
Syriac Dictionary (Oxford: Clarendon, 1903), 314.

4 SyrHT 102 recto 1.1. The contents of the previous section, which was written on the
preceding folio to SyrHT 102, have not sutrvived.

42 See Hunter, Saints in Syriac Anathemas, 100-3 for the text and translation of this
anathema in Mingana Syr. Ms. 316, fol. 211-206t.

4 Hunter, Saints in Syriac Anathemas, 100 (text), 102 (translation), with the small change
of Nwoix for Jo\.
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Atel district, in the diocese of Buhtan in the Seert region, as the place of its produc-
tion.#*

4 CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The selected manuscripts respectively demonstrate the public and private dimen-
sions of faith that took place at Turfan in the medieval period. In this remote out-
post, the heritage of the Church of the East was robustly maintained; the public
worship i.e. the liturgy looked westwards to Mesopotamia, as did the private devo-
tions, i.e. the prayer-amulets. This trajectory is epitomized by the usage in both pub-
lic worship and private devotion of Syriac, which would have been largely unfamiliar
to the Sogdian and Uighur-speaking laity, but maintained a particular sanctity and
efficacy. The dating of MIK 1II 45 that places it shortly after the mid-7th century
compilation of the Hudra by Patriarch Isoyabh III, provides unparalleled insight
into the East Syrian liturgy of the first millennium and its dissemination in the far-
flung dioceses of the Church of the East. The prayer-amulets are rare vernacular
items illuminating the stratum of personal devotion to saints who were inextricably
connected with Mesopotamia. Although their dating has not been secured, their
presence at Turfan indicates that they predate — by some six or seven centuries —
namesake anathemas that were still in usage amongst the Syriac-speaking communi-
ties of Hakkari until their tragic demise in the Sayfo of 1915. Paradoxically, just a few
years priot, the German Turfan Expedition made spectacular discoveries at Turfan and
opened new dimensions in our knowledge of the spread of East Syrian Christianity.
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Plate 1: MIK 111 45 fol. 21a.
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SyrHT 99 TIIBS3

SyrHT 330 1863

§ th—7 8 _ 06 10
* Plate 3 SytHT 99 & SyrHT 330
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Plate 4 n364-n.365
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Plate 5A SyrHT 102 recto

SyrHT 102 TIIB53No3

Plate 5B SyrHT 102 verso



GREEK IMPERATIVES AND CORRESPONDING
EXPRESSIONS IN CHRISTIAN PALESTINIAN
ARAMAIC

Tarsee 1.1
Oatkwood University

The present study is a continuation of my recent monograph, which dealt
with the syntax of the Indicative system of the CPA verbs.! This study will
explore the extent to which the employment of different types of directive
expressions in CPA corresponds to different types of directive expres-
sions in Greek. More specifically, it will survey the employment of CPA
Imperative constructions and related forms in light of the translation of
Greek Imperatives and related forms. It is hoped that the comparisons
and contrasts between the Greek original and the CPA translation will
shed light on both translation technique and the different nuances of the
CPA Imperative constructions and related forms.

1 INTRODUCTION

Among the less researched forms of Aramaic is Christian Palestinian Aramaic (here-
after, CPA),? a language used by Aramaic speaking Christians in Syria-Palestine and
Egypt during the Roman, Byzantine and Arab periods until about the 13th century
CE. Although extant texts in CPA have been known for a long time, and many were
even published over a century ago, Aramaic scholars are indebted to the works of
Miiller-Kessler and Sokoloff for more accurate editions of CPA texts based on
manuscripts of the early and middle periods (5th—8th centuries CE). Their work has
resulted, not only in corrections to earlier editions, but also in a clearer distinction
between the different periods of CPA. Miiller-Kessler also published a grammar that
deals with the script, phonology, and morphology of the CPA language.? But a

! Tarsee Li, Greek Indicative Verbs in the Christian Palestinian Aramaic Gospels: Translation
Technigue and the Aramaic 1 erbal System, Perspectives on Linguistics and Ancient Languages 3
(Piscataway: Gorgias, 2013).

2 Also called Melkite Aramaic. See Alain Desreumaux, Codex sinaiticus Zosimi rescriptus:
Description codicologique des feuillets araméens melkites des manuscrits Schoyen 35, 36 et 37 (Londres —
Oslo): comprenant Iédition de nonveanx: passages des Evangiles et Catéchéses de Cyrille, Histoire du texte
biblique 3 (Lausanne: Editions du Zébre, 1997).

3 Christa Muller-Kessler, Grammatik des Christlich-Paldstinisch-Aramdischen: Teil 1:
Schriftlebre, Lautlelre, Formenlehre (Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 1991).
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promised forthcoming volume on syntax has not yet appeared. In fact, other than a
few pages of very brief remarks by Schulthess,* a thorough study of CPA syntax has
never been published.> The present study examines the function of the CPA Imper-
ative constructions and related forms in light of the translation of Greek Impera-
tives and related forms. It is hoped that this study will contribute to further our un-
derstanding of the verbal syntax of CPA.

The methodology of this study is as follows: Since practically all CPA texts are
translations from the Greek, one cannot study CPA grammar without paying atten-
tion to translation technique. For affirmative commands, Greek has primarily two
forms of Imperatives, the Aorist Imperative and the Present Imperative. The Pet-
fect Imperative also occurs, but is seldom used (for example, Mk 4:39). For negative
commands, Greek uses primarily the Present Imperative and the Aorist Subjunctive.
As in the Indicative mood, the Greek Aorist views an action as a whole, whereas the
Present views an action from an internal point of view (progressive, iterative, cus-
tomary, etc.). This is true also in the Imperative mood.o In my earlier study, I noted
that the Greek Aorist Indicative was usually translated with the CPA Perfect, where-
as Imperfect Indicative was often translated with the participial expression Perfect
of «om + Participle.” Hence, the present study explores the extent to which Greek
aspectual nuances in the Imperative mood are reflected in the CPA translation. The
corpus of this study consists of the New Testament Gospels. The textual basis for
this study consists of the CPA translations of the Greek New Testament Gospels as
published by Miiller-Kessler and Sokoloff and the latest edition of the Nestle-Aland
Greek New Testament (hereafter NA28).8 The CPA font used is CPA Genizah ML.

4 Friedrich Schulthess, Grammatik des christlich-palistinischen Aramdisch. Edited by Enno
Littmann (Ttbingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1924), 80-99. A helpful list of references for unrefer-
enced citations in Schulthess” grammar may be found in Michael Sokoloff, Texts of 1 arious
Contents in Christian Palestinian Aramaic, Otrientalia Lovaniensia Analecta, 235 (Leuven:
Peeters, 2014), 243-247.

5 There was an earlier short sketch of CPA syntax by Noldeke, whose observations on
verbal function consist of only a few lines. See Theodore Noldeke,“Beitrige zur Kenntniss
der aramiischen Dialecte. II. Ueber den christlisch-palédstinischen Dialect,” ZDMG 22
(1868): 506-513. More recently, a study on the syntax of nominal clauses was done by H.
Shirun, “Chapters in the Syntax of Nominal Clauses in the Syropalestinian Version of the
Bible” (MA Thesis, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1982 [in Hebrew]). A study on a few
specific points of syntax was done by Moshé Bar-Asher, “Le syro-palestinien-études gram-
maticales,” Journal Asiatigue 276 (1988): 27-59. Also, my recent monograph (Greek Indicative
Verbs in the Christian Palestinian Aramaic Gospels) dealt with the syntax some CPA verbal forms.

¢ Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Excegetical Syntax of the New Tes-
tament (Grand Rapids: Michigan, 1996), 713-725.

7 Li, Greek Indicative Verbs in the Christian Palestinian Aramaic Gospels, passim.

8 Christa Miller-Kessler and Michael Sokoloff, eds., The Christian Palestinian Aramaic
New Testament 1 ersion from the Early Period: Gospels, A Corpus of Christian Palestinian Aramaic,
2a (Groningen: STYX Publications, 1998). Barbara Aland, Kurt Aland, Johannes Kara-
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It is hoped that the comparisons and contrasts between the Greek original and the
CPA translation will shed light on both translation technique and the different nu-
ances of the CPA Imperative constructions and related forms.

It is appropriate here to make a few brief remarks on some of the limitations of
this study. First, Imperatives in most languages are used not only in commands, but
also to express request, permission, etc. However, as will be seen below, the differ-
ent functions of the Greek Imperatives do not seem to affect the way that they are
translated in CPA. Therefore, it was deemed unnecessary to classify the various
functions of the Imperative for the purpose of the present study. Next, although
Greek also has a third person Imperative (for example, TeEAeuTatw Mark 7:10), Ara-
maic only has second person Imperatives. Hence, the present study is limited to the
study of the second person forms. Additionally, just as Aramaic can employ the Im-
perfect to express a directive modality, Greek can employ the Future Indicative
tense to express the same. However, this study focuses on the translation of Greek
Imperatives, and a comprehensive study of the functions of the CPA Imperfect
must be left for a separate study.

2 THE CPA TRANSLATION OF AFFIRMATIVE DIRECTIVES

There are about 717 second person affirmative directives expressed with Greek Im-
peratives in the Gospels, consisting of 420 Aorist Imperatives, 296 Present Impera-
tives, and 1 instance of a Perfect Imperative. Most of these are not attested in CPA
translation, due to the fragmentary state of the manuscripts. Besides, the exact num-
ber is debatable, since many Greek verbs have the same form for second person
Present Indicative and Present Imperative, allowing for ambiguity in some contexts.
Further, these numbers exclude instances of the Imperative {00V, which function
more like an interjection, and are so translated in CPA, sran (Mt 1:20 CCR3, etc.).
Also excluded are instances of the Imperative of yaipw in greetings.

2.1 Greek Aorist Imperative

There are at least 46 instances of Greek Aorist Imperatives in affirmative directives
with attested CPA translations in the Gospels. As can be expected, almost all in-
stances (45 instances) are translated in CPA with an Imperative.” Not much needs to
be said about these instances. Here is an example:

vidopoulos, Carlo M. Martini, and Bruce M. Metzger, eds. Novum Testamentum Graece, 28™
rev. ed. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2012).

9 Mt 2:8a CCR3; 2:8b CCR3; 2:20 CCR3; 14:8 Sin?; 18:15 CSRP¢; 18:16 CSRPs; 18:17
CSRP¢; 21:33 CCR1; 23:3 CCR1; 23:32 CSRO¢; 24:32 CSRP9; 25:8 CCR1, CSRPY, CSROs;
25:9 CCR1, CSRPY; 25:11 CCR1, CSRPY; 26:26a CCR1; 26:26b CCR1; 26:27 CCR1; 26:36
CSRP4; 26:38 CSRP4; 26:48 CCR1, CSRP4, BL; 26:52 BL; 26:68 CSRG/O4; 27:40a CCRS,
CCRI1; 27:40b CCR8, CCR1; 27:65 CCR1; 28:7 CCR1; Mk 1:3 CCR1; 1:25a CCR1; 1:25b
CCRI1; 2:9 CCR1; 2:11 CCR1; 6:36 CSRO¢; 6:38 CSRO¢; 7:14a CSRO¢; 7:14b CSRO¢; 9:43
CSRO¢; 10:48 CSRP¢, CSRO¢; 11:2 CSRPe, CSRO¢; 11:3 CSRP¢; 11:23a CSRP¢; 11:23b
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Mt 2:8 CCR3

A oo oivX 110
And when you find him, r¢port to me
émav 0t elpnTe, dmayyeilaté pot

The only attested instance where the Greek Aorist Imperative is not translated in
CPA with an Imperative consists of a translation with the CPA expression 1+ Im-
perfect (Mk 10:49 CSRP<). However, there is a textual variant in the Greek manu-
scripts, and the CPA translation may actually follow the Majority reading, which has
the Greek Infinitive instead of the Imperative.

2.2 Greek Present Imperative

There are 57 instances of second person Greek Present Imperatives in affirmative
directives with attested CPA translations in the Gospels. In 45 of these instances,
the Greek verb is translated in CPA with an Imperative.’ Hence in the majority of
instances, the aspectual distinction between the Greek Aorist and Present is not re-
flected in the Aramaic translation.

Mt 24:20 CSRPd

I\ o [IT]Jo900 1  Jr\ [@J]ﬂiﬁ_o_\ N(eX 1| IN [N <1 oAs.
[Ir>»]1ov 1

Pray that your flight may not be in the winter or on the Sabbath
mpooelyeade 08 tva un yévntal 1| uyn dudY yeludvos unds cafPdTo

In the above example, the Greek Present Imperative mpooeUyecbe is translated in
CPA with the Imperative o\ 4.

CSRPs¢; 11:29 CSRP¢; 11:30 CSRP¢; 13:28 CSRP¢, Dam; 14:34 CSRP¢; 14:36 CSRP¢; 14:44
CSRPs¢; 15:14 CSRO¢; 15:30 CSRO¢; 16:7 CSRP¢; Lk 7:14 CSRPs; 9:12 CSRO¢; 9:13 CSRO¢;
9:14 CSRO¢; 9:41 CSRS¢; 9:44 CSRO¢, CSRS¢; 18:3 CSRS/Pc; 18:39 CSRS¢; 18:42 CSRS<;
19:5 CSRP<; 19:13 CSRP¢; 20:2 CSRO¢, Dam¢; 20:3 CSRO¢, Dam¢; Jn 6:34 CSRP<; 11:34
CSRP4, Dam?; 11:39 Dam3; 11:44a Dam¢; 11:44b Dame; 13:27 CCRS8; 13:29 CCRS; 15:4 T-S¢;
15:7 T-Se.

10 Mt 2:20 CCR3; 18:10 CSRP¢; 18:15 CSRP¢; 23:3 CCR1; 24:4 CSRO¢; 24:6 CSROs;
24:20 CSRP4; 24:44 CCR1, CSRP4; 25:6 CCR1, CSRP4; 25:9 CCR1, CSRP4; 26:41b CCRI1,
CSRP4; 26:45 CSRPY; 26:46 CCR1, CSRPY; 27:65 CCR1; Mk 1:3 CCR1; 2:9a CCR1; 2:9b
CCRI1; 2:11a CCR1; 5:34a CSRO¢; 5:36 CSRO¢; 6:38 CSRO¢; 7:10 CSRO¢; 8:15a CSRO¢; 9:7
CSRO¢; 10:49a2 CSRP<; 10:49b CSRP<; 10:52 CSRO¢; 11:2b CSRP¢, CSRO¢; 12:15 CSRPs;
12:38 CSRO¢; 13:5 CSRP¢; 13:18 CSRPe; 13:23 CSRP¢, Dam; 13:29 CSRP¢, Dam; 14:38b
CSRP¢; 14:41a CSRP¢; 14:41b CSRP<; 14:42 CSRPe; 14:44 CSRPe; 16:7 CSRPs; Lk 9:35
CSRO¢; 11:35 CSRPs; 17:19 CSRS¢; Jn 11:34 CSRPY, Dam?; 14:31 T-S¢.
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There are 10 instances where the Greek Present Imperative is translated in
CPA with the Imperative of «om and some type of Participle. This construction is
not unique to CPA, and has been called the “periphrastic imperative.”!! Examples
can be found in Egyptian Aramaic!'? and Qumran Aramaic.'> There are 7 instances
of &lax aom in the CPA Gospels, 6 of which are translations of the verb
Ypnyopéw “to watch” (Mt 24:42 CCR1, CSRP4; 25:13 CCR1, CSRPY; 26:38 CSRP4;
26:41a CCR1, CSRP4; Mk 14:34 CSRP<; 14:38a CSRP¢) and 1 is a translation of
uMuovelw “to remember” (Jn 15:20 CCRS).

Mt 24:42 CCR1
wlaX LoIT oo
Therefore, be watchful.

ypnyopeite otv
In the above example, the Greek ypnyopeite, Present Imperative of ypnyopéw, is
translated in CPA with .“iax a.om. The form o iax is the plural of -iax, which,
although it is the Peal Passive Participle of -Lo ¥\, often functions just as an adjective.
In fact, verbal adjectives and Passive Participles frequently overlap in function.'
Therefore, the expression «x“ia X a.o1n can be alternatively analyzed as the Impera-
tive of «om + adjective. In the case of this word, the translation may simply be
idiomatic, since it is a fairly consistent translation of ypnyopeite.

There are 3 other attested instances of a second person Greek Present Impera-
tive translated with the CPA expression Imperative of «omm + Participle. They con-
sist of translations of the verbs ywwoxw “to know” (Mt 24:43 CCR1, CSRP9),
mMoTeVw “to believe” (Mk 11:24 CSRP9), and adinut “to forgive” (Mk 11:25 CSRP:).
These instances translate Greek words that seem to express mental activities or
states. Hence, it may be tempting to conclude that the construction Imperative of
<o1n + Participle is restricted to certain lexemes or semantic notions. However, not
all Greek Present Imperative verbs expressing mental actions/states are translated in
CPA with <o + Participle.!> For example, 8apaet, from the verb Oapoéw “to have

1 Jonas C. Greenfield, “The ‘Periphrastic Imperative’ in Aramaic and Hebrew,” IE] 19
(1969): 199-210.

12 Takamitsu Muraoka and Bezalel Potten. A Grammar of Egyptian Aramaic, 24 rev. ed.
HdO, 32 (Leiden: Brill, 2003) 205-206.

13 Takamitsu Muraoka, A Grammar of Qumran Aramaic, Ancient Near Eastern Studies,
Supplement 38. (Leuven: Peeters, 2011), 178-179.

14 See Li, Greek Indicative Verbs in the Christian Palestinian Aramaic Gospels, 112—114.

15 Furthermore, there is also an instance of the expression Imperfect of «om + Parti-
ciple employed in the translation of the Greek verb motéw in a negative directive (see section
3.2 below).
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courage,” is translated with the simple Imperative 2.0 91 (Mk 10:49a CSRP¢).16 Fur-
ther, the verbs yivwoxw and TioTedw are translated in the CPA Gospels both by the
simple Imperative and by the expression « o + Participle. Compare the translation
of the Imperative of yiwoxw in Mt 24:43 (CCR1) and Mk 13:29 (CSRP¢):

Mt 24:43 CCR1
Xl 00l 1 arum
But £&now this.

éxelvo ¢ ywwoxete

Mk 13:29 CSRPe¢

a0 oIl ONXT L0 T o\ 0 TN 1)
When you see these things happening, £7ow that it is near.
8rav 1ote Talta yvdpeva, ywhoxete 8t éyyls oty

In the above examples, ywwoxete, the Present Imperative of ywwoxw, is trans-
lated in two different ways, by aX1. aomm in Mt 24:43 and oX71 in Mk 13:29.
Hence, although the use of <o + Participle in Imperative expressions may be lex-
ically influenced, other factors are also present. There is a detectable aspectual dis-
tinction in the above examples. In Mt 24:43, one could deduce from the context that
“know” means “to be aware of, to keep in mind,” whereas in Mk 13:29 it means “to
recognize.”’” In fact, the CPA expression «omm + Participle is only employed to
translate the Greek Present Imperative, not the Aorist. Hence, the CPA construc-
tion Imperative of «om + Participle expresses an imperfective nuance, which is not
necessatily present with the simple Imperative without «om. Nevertheless, the fact
that this expression is only employed to translate a small number of Present Impera-
tives suggests that aspectual distinctions alone do not completely explain the distri-
bution of the CPA Imperative expressions. Unfortunately, the instances of Impera-
tive of «omm + Participle are too few to explore whether its employment is due to

16 Another Greek verb that could be construed as denoting a mental action is T(dw
“to honor,” which is translated with the simple Imperative 1o (Mk 7:10 CSRO¢). How-
ever, it could be argued that “to honot” probably involves an observable activity, rather than
just a mental action. But then, so does the aforementioned verb ddinut “to forgive,” a.oin
wny (Mk 11:25 CSRPe).

17 However, in the case of the translation of moTedw as [Jaaamn Mk 5:36 CSRO¥) and
wranan aom (Mk 11:24 CSRP¢), there is no detectable aspectual distinction between
the two contexts.
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semantic nuances, syntactic environments, scribal preferences, or some combination
of these.!®

In 1 instance, the Greek ywwoxete is translated in CPA with the Participle
X (Mt 24:33 CSRPY). Since the Greek form can be analyzed as either Present
Imperative or Present Indicative, the CPA translator no doubt interpreted it as the
latter.

There is also 1 instance where the Greek Present Imperative is translated in
CPA with the Imperfect (Mk 11:22 CSRP¢). However, besides the fact that the
Greek &yete is ambiguous and could be alternatively analyzed as a Present Indica-
tive, there is also a textual variant in this text. The CPA translation appears to follow
the Greek manuscripts that insert the conditional patticle ei before the verb, result-
ing in a conditional clause rather than a directive.

3 THE CPA TRANSLATION OF NEGATIVE DIRECTIVES

Turning to negative directives, there are 120 instances of second person negative
directives in the Gospels. Half of the instances are expressed by the Greek Aorist
Subjunctive and the other half by the Present Imperative. Due to the fragmentary
nature of the CPA manuscripts, only a small number of negative directives are at-
tested in CPA translation.

3.1 Negated Greek Aorist Subjunctive

The CPA Gospels translate 10 instances of negative directives expressed in Greek
by second person Aorist Subjunctives. Almost all instances (9 out of 10) are trans-
lated with CPA Imperfects.!” For example:

Mt 23:9 CCR1
And do not call anyone your father on earth.
xal Tatépa Wy xaléonTe DUEY eml THg Y

In the above example, a negated Greek Aorist Subjunctive expressing a negative
directive is translated in CPA with a negated Imperfect. As in other forms of ancient

18 Muraoka and Porten, A Grammar of Egyptian Aramaic., 205-2006, explained the in-
stances of Imperative of "1 + Participle in Egyptian Aramaic as expressing “a sense of ur-
gency and insistence.” However, in spite of the paucity of instances of this expression in
CPA, the attested instances in the corpus under study seem to suggest that this is probably
not the case in CPA. Besides, thete are instances of urgent ot insistent commands/requests
where the simple CPA Imperative without «om is employed in the translation of the Greek
Aortist Imperative (e.g., Mt 25:8 CCR1, CSRP4, CSRO¢; 25:11 CCR1, CSRP9) or of the Pre-
sent Imperative (e.g., Mt 24:20 CSRP9).

19 Mt 1:20 CCR3; 23:8 CCR1, CSRO¢; 23:9 CCR1, CSRO¢; 23:10 CCR1, CSRO¢; 24:23
CSRPd; 24:26a CSRP9; 24:26b CSRP9Y; Lk 17:23a CSRS¢; 17:23b CSRSe.
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Semitic languages, negated commands are expressed with the Imperfect rather than
the Imperative. No further comment is necessary.

In at least 1 instance, the Greek Aorist Subjunctive in a negative directive is
translated in CPA as a subordinate clause with s\ + Imperfect (Matt. 18:10
CSRP¢). This can be explained by the fact that the negative directive occurs after an
Imperative expressing the meaning “see/look.” Hence, “look, do not ...” is trans-
lated as “see that you do not ...”

Matt. 18:10 CSRP¢

ITALONT o\ (11 LN XX (071000 7120 ITNT 07T ]
See that you do not despise one of these little ones.
0plTe Wn xaTadpoVTYTE EVOS TEY Uxp@Y TOUTWY

In the above example, the Greek opdTe W) xatadpovionte “look, do not despise” is
translated as .0 1000 120 IT\1 o n[n] “see that you do not despise.” This type
of translation is similar to that often found in modern English translations.

3.2 Negated Greek Present Imperative

The CPA Gospels translate 15 instances of negative directives expressed in Greek
by second person Present Imperatives. The majority of instances (at least 12 out of
15) are translated in CPA with a negated Imperfect.?0

Mk 5:36 CSRO¢

[Jram o\ [r\ar Ao ar\
Do not fear, but only believe.
wi) popPol, wévov mioTeve

In the above example, a negated Greek Present Imperative is translated in CPA with
a negated Imperfect. Thus, the aspectual distinction between the Greek Aorist Sub-
junctive and the Present Imperative in negative directives is generally not reflected
in CPA translation.

In at least 1 instance, the Present Imperative is translated in CPA with a negat-
ed Imperfect of o + Participle (Mt 23:3 CCR1).

20 Mt 28:5 CCR1; Mk 5:36 CSRO¢; 9:39 CSRO¢, CSRP¢; 13:7 CSRP<; 16:6 CSRP<; Lk
1:13 CSRPs; 1:30 CCR3, CSRO¢, Damb; 7:13 CSRPg; 9:50 CSRP¢, CSRS¢; 10:20 CSROS; Jn
6:43 CSRP<; 12:15 T-S2
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Mt 23:3 CCR1

QTN om0 I\ 0M\aT OMO AN walllo
Do not do according to their works.
xate 0t T& Epya alTdV wy motelTe

In the above example, the negated Greek Present Imperative ) moleiTe is translated
in CPA with o 171x om Ir\, consisting of the negated expression Imperfect
of «om + Participle. Since this is the only clearly attested occurrence of this CPA
expression in negative directives in the corpus, there is little reason to discuss it in
more detail. However, see the discussion of the expression Imperative of «om +
Participle in the translation of affirmative directives in section 2.2 above.

In 2 instances, the negated Greek Present Imperative is translated in CPA as a
subordinate clause with 4\ 71 + Imperfect (Mt 24:6 CSRO¢; Mk 13:21 CSRP¢). The
instance in Mt 24:6 can be explained, as previously discussed, as due to the fact that
the negative directive occurs after an Imperative expressing the meaning “see/look.”
Hence, “look, do not ...” is translated as “see that you do not ...” (see above). The
instance in Mk 13:21 is more difficult to explain. The footnote in Miiller-Kessler
and Sokoloff's text indicates that Land's 1875 published text read s\ rather than
TP\, in which case it would not be a subordinate clause, but a simple negated CPA
Imperfect like the majority of other instances. Miiller-Kessler and Sokoloff's cor-
rected reading yr\1, which is to be preferred, can be explained as due to either a
scribal error or the translator's understanding of the form as a Present Indicative
rather than Imperative.

4 CONCLUSION

Though the foregoing study is based on limited data, some general observations can
be made. As in other forms of Aramaic, the CPA Imperative is restricted to affirma-
tive directives, whereas negative directives are expressed not with Imperatives, but
with the Imperfect. However, in both affirmative and negative directives, the aspec-
tual distinction between the Greek Aorist and the Present is seldom reflected in
CPA translation. This fact is evidence that the latter is not simply “translation Ara-
maic.” The CPA text bears witness to native Aramaic syntax. Notwithstanding some
unavoidable Greek influence, the CPA translation of the Gospels is one that would
be understood as Aramaic by native speakers of the language. This further confirms
the same observation made in my monograph.?!

Another important observation is that, although the aspectual distinction be-
tween the Greek Aorist and Present in the Imperative mood is only seldom reflect-
ed in CPA translation, the existence of an aspectual distinction in CPA is shown by
the fact that the expression «om + Participle only occurs in the translation of the
Greek Present Imperative, never of the Aorist Imperative or Subjunctive. Neverthe-

2VLi, Greek Indicative VVerbs in the Christian Palestinian Aramaic Gospels, 151-154.
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less, the fact that aspectual distinctions in the Greek Imperative are seldom reflected
in CPA translation stands in clear contrast to the translation of Indicative verbs,
where the aspectual distinction between the Aorist and Imperfect Indicatives is usu-
ally reflected in CPA translation. The former is usually translated with the CPA Per-
fect and the latter with the expression «om + Participle.?? In contrast, the fact that
the CPA construction Imperative of «om + Participle is seldom used suggests that
it is still at an early stage of grammaticalization. This suggestion is supported by the
fact that this construction is seldom used not only in CPA but also in other forms of
Aramaic. Unfortunately, the attested instances of the said construction are too few
to draw further conclusions.
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READING THE BIBLE WITH THE TAHTAYA DA-TLATA

Jonathan Loopstra
University of Northwestern, St. Paul

By every indication, the fabtaya da-tlata appears with significant regularity
in East-Syrian biblical manuscripts from the seventh-century onwards.
Our examination of biblical passages seems to indicate that this mark ap-
pears on passages that indicate a strong pause as well as possible ‘rthetori-
cal’ interpretations such as a sense of address, petition, or conditional
statements. Although the interpretations of later post-eleventh-century
Syriac grammarians vary, there is a general agreement that the abtaya da-
tlata included both a pausal and ‘rhetorical’ function. While it is unclear
how exactly the presence of a #btdyi da-tlata would have impacted the in-
tonation of a passage, there are hints that this mark was reserved largely
for character dialogue where dramatic readings would have been possible.

1 INTRODUCTION

The reader of East-Syrian biblical manuscripts is confronted by a “bewildering pro-
fusion of points;”’2 some are small — such as diacritics and vowel marks — and others
are large. Most of these larger dots were, we assume, added by scribes in order to
clarify biblical punctuation and prosody, although the majority of such marks are
not well understood today. This problem is particulatly acute in East-Syrian manu-
scripts where our earliest explanations of these large dots were written down centu-
ries after these marks first appear. This, of course, raises the question of how well
these later explanations truly reflect earlier practice. Moreover, because many of
these larger dots are absent from printed editions of the Syriac bible, modern stu-
dents of Syriac are generally unaware that such a variety of these punctuation and
prosodic marks exist. Understandably, this can lead to confusion when the reader
first encounters these dots in East-Syrian manuscripts.

! T would like to express my thanks to the editors of this volume, to the anonymous re-
viewers, and to George Kiraz for their comments. There is much we do not yet know about
these ambiguous dots, so I am thankful for their insights and clarifications.

2 J. Segal, The Diacritical Point and Accents in Syriac (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1953), 1.
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Take just one example: the dramatic moment when Paul stands up to preach to
the Athenians in Acts 17:22.

Add. MS 7157, Goodspeed MS British and Foreign Bible
716, Add. MS 12138, Ming. MS Society
1483

wayg® ‘il ‘e o 00 LA waijls waes Qo 20

Ll fiag el R ENGE
Acts 17:22
“And when Paul stood in the Areopagus,
he said, ‘Men of Athens! ...”

The pointed reading on the left is identical in all four manuscripts: BL Add. MS
7157 (767/8), Goodspeed MS 716 (6t /7% ¢.), B Add. MS 12138 (899), and
Mingana Syr. MS 148 (1613).# The reading on the right is the standard text pub-
lished by the British and Foreign Bible Society.

Note that the British and Foreign Bible Society edition on the right includes
just two different dotted marks on this passage: two abtayé (. ) and a pasigad (. ). By
comparison, the four East-Syrian manuscripts on the left all include four different
marks; in order, these are two raised mgifané ( - ), a napsa () before the verb “to
speak,” a pdsiga ( . ), and, finally, the fabtaya da-tlata ( ). In total, only once is the
pointing in agreement between the published edition and the manuscripts — on the
pasiiga (.) dot after il (“he said”).

In his foundational nineteenth-century study of Syriac punctuation and reading
dots, Adalbert Merx suggested that marks such as the zabtayé (- ) and the pasiga ( .)
indicate logical breaks in the sentence. He distinguished these “logical” or “gram-
matical” marks from those he labeled “rhetorical,”® which distinguish meaning or,
possibly, the raising or lowering of one’s voice in the oral recitation of the text. As
the example above illustrates, published Syriac bibles tend to favor a handful of
“grammatical” marks such as the gawga, tabtaya, and pasiqa, while very few of the

3 BL Add. MS 7157, fol. 117t, b29-32; Goodspeed MS 716, fol. 221, 21-23; BL Add.
MS 12138, fol. 271v, 34-35; Ming. MS 148, fol. 190r, 20-23.

4 For catalogue descriptions of these manuscripts, see F.A. Rosen and J. Forshall, Cata-
logus codicum manuscriptornm orientalinm qui in Museo Britannico asservantur (London: impensis Cu-
ratorum Musei britannici, 1838), 1: 14-18; The Goodspeed Manuscript Collection
http://goodspeed.lib.uchicago .edu/; W. Wright, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts in the British
Musenm Acquired Since the Year 1838 (London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1870-1872),
101-108; A. Mingana, Catalogue of the Mingana Collection of Manuscripts, now in the possession of the
trustees of the Woodbrooke Settlement, Selly Oak, Birmingham (Cambridge: W. Heffer and Sons,
1933), 1:340-345.

5 The New Testament in Syriac (London: British and Foreign Bible Society, 1905), 30.

¢ A. Merx, Historia artis grammaticae apud Syros (Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1889), 62.
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marks Merx labeled as “rhetorical” have been incorporated into published Sytiac
versions.”

Perhaps one of the most conspicuous marks in the above example from Acts is
the triple-dotted zabtaya da-tlata ( - ) at the end of Paul’s address. Though the zabtaya
da-tlata is not included in printed editions of the Syriac Peshitta bible, it appears with
striking consistency in post-seventh-century East-Syrian manuscripts, as we shall
see. Yet, given the absence of the #btaya da-tlata from modern Syriac grammars and
printed bibles, what is the contemporary reader to make of this mark which he or
she has never before encountered? Should we assume, given its name, that the
tahtaya da-tlata is simply interchangeable with the more widespread double-dotted
tahtaya ( - )? 1f so, does the tabtaya da-tlata indicate simply a pause or division of the
sentence, as the Zaptaya? Or, given its more selective occurrences in the Peshitta, is
there evidence that it functioned in more of a “rhetorical” role, helping the reader to
determine meaning, intonation, or even musicality of a passage?

In the following study, we will examine more closely this curious Zaptayd da-tlata
(4 ) as it appears in East-Syrian biblical manuscripts. We will find that, when com-
pared with other, more ambiguous Syriac reading marks, the unique triple-dotted
design of the fabtaya da-tlata permitted scribes to place it with some consistency.
This, in turn, allows us to more easily trace its appearance throughout the Peshitta
bible. Moreover, because our earliest written interpretations of this reading mark
date hundreds of years after it was first developed, we will prioritize evidence from
biblical manuscripts when thinking about how this mark was used. In so doing, we
hope to be in position to grasp both the variety of contexts in which the Zz)taya da-
tatd appears and to better evaluate the soundness of the interpretations of later Syri-
ac grammarians.

2 PROBLEMS AND POSSIBILITIES IN INTERPRETING THE SYRIAC DOT

To begin with, there are good reasons why scholars have shied away from trying to
interpret many of these larger dots. After all, what might have been clear to earlier
Sytiac-speaking scribes, with access to a received oral tradition, might not be so clear
to modern scholars trying to decipher these matks only from written records.

Of course, one major difficulty is that, unlike reading and punctuation marks in
most other languages, Syriac scribes chose to create a system exclusively composed
of dots. This system of dots naturally lends itself to ambiguity, especially when these
points are passed down over the centuries by scribes who may not be familiar with
their original meaning. Dots can be easily overlooked, misplaced, or misunderstood.
For instance, many single-pointed marks, such as the super linear wgz’?ifm’ (+) or the
sub linear samka ( . ), can be easily confused with other single-pointed marks similar-

7 Few introductory grammars of Syriac discuss these ‘thetorical’ marks at much length,
if at all. So, for example, Néldeke devotes only a single page to “Interpunctuation and Ac-
cents.” 'T. Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, trans. J. Crichton (London: Williams and
Norgate, 1904), 12—13.

2
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ly found above or below the line. In fact, we find evidence for this confusion in the
matgins of many biblical manuscripts, where later readers have tried to label, and
thus distinguish, some of these more ambiguous marks.8 If identifying these round-
ed dots was difficult for Syriac-speaking scribes, how much more for modern schol-
ars working outside the tradition?

A second difficulty we encounter is that some of these marks may have had
multiple uses over the centuries. It may be true that certain marks arose inde-
pendently in distinct scriptoria or schools. 1f so, not all of these marks developed
out of the careful plan of one master punctuator or one authoritative “school” of
punctuators. Though later Syriac grammarians would minimize these differences
and conflate these marks, in truth, after the sixth and seventh centuries their devel-
opment largely mirrored the deep split between East and West along confessional
lines. Yet, even within the East-Syrian tradition, we know of competing pointing
schemes, whether they are attributed to different schools or to individual punctua-
tors.”

To add to this complexity, the pointing system may have even been more fluid
than Merx envisioned, for it is not always evident whether a mark would have func-
tioned primarily as a punctuation sign or a “rhetorical” mark.'” Some have even sug-
gested that these points eventually developed into a full system of ekphonetic nota-
tion, used to “regulate the cantillation of the lessons” in the churches.!! In short,
given that these points were passed down by various scribes for over a millennium,
it is highly likely that the interpretations of specific marks would have changed, de-
pending on time and place.

All this being said, however, we have some valid reasons to believe that at least
part of this system can be recovered. In particular, it appears that East-Syrian scribes
transmitted these marks with far more intentionality and consistency than did the
West-Syrians. That this East-Syrian system appears to be more “sophisticated” and
consistent than its Western counterpart has been remarked upon by the musicolo-
gist Gudrun Engberg.!12

The Eastern Syriac notation was supplemented with many additional signs; it be-
came highly sophisticated, and remained more flexible than the Western system.
In it, the accents [reading marks] were usually larger than other dots used in the
text, in order that the reading should be facilitated. .. The high degree of sophisti-

8 See, for example, the list of glosses in J. Loopstra, An East Syrian Manuscript of the Syri-
ac ‘Masora’ Dated to 899 CE. Volume 2: Introduction, List of Sample Texts, and Indices to Marginal
Notes in British Library, Add. MS 12138 (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2015), 444 ff.

9 For example, the compiler of BL. Add. MS 12138 distinguishes between the pointing
tradition of Nisibis and a punctuator named Ramiso®. Loopstra, East Syriac Masora, IX.

10 A. Merx, Historia artis grammaticae, 78—80; ]. Segal, Diacritical Point, 60-61.

11" Wellesz, “Early Christian Music,” 10.

12.G. Engberg, “Ekphonetic Notation,” in The New Grove Dictionary of Music and Musi-
cians, 20 ed., 8:48.
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cation of this notation may be seen in the Mar Babai manuscript, dating from 899
and containing elaborate interlinear corrections and variants.

By the “Mar Babai manuscript,” Engberg is referring to the East-Syrian manuscript
of what scholars have called the Syriac “Masora.”13 This well-known manuscript, BL
Add. MS 12138, appears to have been quite intentionally designed to teach the read-
er the placement of these dotted reading marks within select biblical texts; that is,
only certain sample texts were included in this teaching handbook. Writing in 899
CE, the scribe Babai claims that the marks in his volume represent the pointing tra-
dition of the magryané (“teachers of reading”) of the School of Nisibis. As a type of
teaching manual, this so-called “masoretic” reader appears to have been written with
an intentional eye to the placement of these points in conformity with received tra-
ditions. In fact, careful study of this “Babai manuscript” makes it clear that many of
the reading marks in this teaching manuscript reflect patterns common to many
other East-Syrian biblical and liturgical texts.14

Moreover, not only do we find more consistency in East-Syrian biblical manu-
scripts, but we also find that reading marks consisting of multiple points were
transmitted with a higher degree of reliability when compared with single-pointed
marks. As one of only three East-Syrian triple-dotted marks (others being the rahta
d-karteh and the rahta d-paseq), the tabtaya da-tlata appears to have been far more iden-
tifiable to scribes than single- or double-pointed marks. This identifiability may ac-
count for its more consistent transmission over time. In turn, this relative (though
not perfect) consistency means that the zabtaya da-tlata has the potential to offer us
more reliable insights into how it was used in the East-Syrian pointing tradition.

Some scholars have proposed their own interpretations of how the zabtaya da-
tata might have functioned. Though these earlier interpretations lacked the benefit
of a broader, more systematic survey of biblical material, they do reflect the variety
of contexts in which the #aptayi da-tlata occurs (see §4). In his study of Genesis,
Weiss notes that this mark is used almost exclusively in situations of prayer, suppli-
cation, and calling, when the designated word may have been emphasized with “die
Pause, die nach ihm eintritt, trennt es von den folgenden Worten.”15 Wellesz, on the
other hand, interpreted the fabtaya da-tlata, less as a pausal accent, than as something
akin to the Byzantine ekphonetic notation bareia, a mark that, according to David
Hiley, communicates the “fall of the voice with a certain emphasis.”!¢ Yet again,

13 For introduction, see Loopstra, East Syriac Masora.

14 Loopstra, East Syriac Masora, §8.3.

15“Der accent wird beim gebet, flehen, klage und anruf gesetzt. Das mit ihm
bezeichnete Wort erscheint besonders stark hervorgehoben und die Pause, die nach ihm
eintritt, trennt es von den folgenden Worten.” T. Weiss, Zur ostsyrischen Laut- und Akzentlebre
anf Grund der ostsyrischen Massorah-Handschrift des British Museun: Mit Facsimiles von 50 Seiten der
Londoner Handschrift (Bonner Orientalistische Studien 5. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1933), 40.

16 Wellnez, “Lektionszeichen,” 513, D. Hiley, Western Plainchant: A Handbook (Oxford:
Clarendon Press), 368.
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rather than seeing its purpose as primatily pausal or ekphonetic, Judah Segal notes
that the faptaya da-tlata “is found in contexts implying an exclamation” and in pas-
sages where “the rising tone of this accent reflects the sound of the action described
or perhaps the indignation of the prophet.”17 Although these varied interpretations
are not necessarily mutually exclusive, our broader survey of this mark in the Syriac
bible below will help to clarify additional ways this mark could be used.

This question is all the more relevant because the Syriac fabtaya da-tlata bears a
passing similarity to triple-pointed notation that appeared in other Christian com-
munities after the ninth century. For example, in the Ethiopian system of traditional
chant, a similar mark known as the mk&mk& () was used to indicate articulation, mo-
tion, and vocal style.18 Similarly, the Latin sign cZmacus () is thought to have devel-
oped around the ninth century, although the sign is extant only from the twelfth
century onwards.1 Though, to be clear, we have no explicit evidence connecting the
taptaya da-tlatd to these other systems of notation, these traditions were each using a
triple-pointed mark at about the same time; and of these, we have evidence that the
tahtdyd da-tlata is the earliest.

3 FREQUENCY OF THE Tahtaya da-Tlata

3.1 Early Attestations of Tahtaya da-Tlata

How far back can we trace the #abtdyi da-tlata? A glance at Hatch’s Album of Dated
Syriac Mannscripts shows that the zabtiya da-tlata appears already in early East-Syrian
biblical manuscripts such as BL Add. MS 14460 (599-600 CE) and BL Add. MS
7157 (767/768 CE).20 By chance, the colophons of these two eatly manusctipts are
largely intact and are particularly well preserved. BL Add. MS 14460 was composed
at Tel-Dinawar in Beth Nuhadra and was associated with the local East-Syrian
school (Jlaaw]).2! BL. Add. MS 7157 was written a century later by the scribe Sabar

17 Segal speculates on the origin of this mark as a combination of abtdya with mzi*ana.
Segal, Diacritical Point, 110. This is possible, though there is no concrete evidence that the
three points of the #abtdayd da-tlati came together in this fashion.

18 Velat considered it something akin to a tremolo. Tito Lepisa suggested that it means
the “voice should go up and down, as one who is sitting on a spring bounces up and down.”
Quoted in K. Shelemay and P. Jeffery. Ethigpian Christian Liturgical Chant An Anthology. 1/ ol-
ume One: General Introduction Dictionaries of Notational Signs. (Madison: A-R Editions, Inc., 1993),
103.

19 Hiley, Western Plainchant, 368.

20\Y. H. P. Hatch, An Album of Dated Syriac Manuscripts (Boston: American Academy of
Arts and Sciences, 1940), Plate CL, Plate CLXXIX.

2\, Wright, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museun Acquired Since the Year
1838 (London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1870-1872), 1:52-53, no. 76.
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in the Monastery of Mar Sabrisho® or Beth Qoqa.22 Although the pointing in these
manuscripts has sometimes been corrected by later scribes, the fabtaya da-tlata often
appears to be original.?> Moreover, both of these manuscripts are distinctively East-
Syrian, and both were associated by G.H. Gwilliam with “a divergence of writing
[that] had arisen between Eastern and Western Syrians.” 24 It is perhaps not a coin-
cidence, then, that we begin to see the eatliest regular appearance of the fabtayi da-
tata with both of these manuscripts from the region of Nisibis, where a distinctive
East-Syrian pointing system seems to have first appeared.?>

To help make this development clearer, take the following compatison of early
manuscripts of the Catholic Epistles in the British Library. When multiple manu-
scripts are compared, we see that the Zaftdya da-tlata appears first in the seventh- and
eighth-century East-Syrian manuscripts BL. Add. MS 14448 and BL. Add. MS 7157,
not in the earlier manuscripts.”

Table 1: The Taptaya da-tlata in Early Manuscripts of the Catholic Epistles

Add. MS 17120 (6th c.) No
Add. MS 17121 (6th c.) No
Add. MS 18812 (6th / 7th c.) No

(

(

Add. MS 14470 (5th/ 6thc) ~ No

Add. MS 14472 (6th / 7thc) ~ No
(

Add. MS 14473 (6th c.) No

Add. MS 14448 (699/700) Yes
Add. MS 7157 (767/768) Yes

Moreover, as we see below, the fajtiya da-tlita appears in identical passages in both
manuscripts when there are no lacunae (“n/a”) to obscure the compatison.

22 Rosen and Forshall, Catalogns codicum manuscriptorum otientalium, 14-18. For more
background on this monastery, see A. Scher, “Analyse de I'histoire du couvent de Sabriso de
Beith Qoqa,” Revue de I'Orient chrétien 11, 1:2 (1906): 182-197.

23 As Wright remarks, for BL Add. MS 14471, some of these marks were added “it
would appear, by later hands.” Wright, Catalogne British Museunz, 1:53.

2 BL Add. MS 7157, fol. 1041. See remarks on this manuscript and BL 7157 in G.H.
Gwilliam, “The Ammonian Sections, Eusebian Canons, and Harmonizing Tables in the Syri-
ac Tetraevangelium,” Studia Biblica et Ecclesiastica 2 (1890), 252n1.

25 S. Brock, The Bible in the Syriac Tradition, 2°4 ed. (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 20006),
118.

26 For catalogue information, see Wright, Catalogue British Museuns, Add. MS 17120, 80,
no. 126; Add. MS 17121, 80-81, no. 127; Add. MS 18812, 83, no. 129; Add. MS 14470, 40—
41, no. 63; Add. MS 14472, 81-82, no. 128; Add. MS 14473, 79-80, no. 125; Add. MS
14448, 41-42, no. 64.



116 FROM ANCIENT MANUSCRIPTS TO MODERN DICTIONARIES

Table 2: The Taptaya da-tlata in 1 Peter

1 Peter Add. Add.
MS MS
14448 7157
102D oy [Niasw facmis (o wanlise 126 Yes  Yes
peawe M bs wais 2:11 Yes Yes
Y PURN NC Y PTG Yes Yes
iy oo 37 Yes Yes
phmas e wa oo bias (0 41 Yes Yes
s anse fay (Jo 4018 Yes n/a
-.,u.\L\.v? =Ny 00 owsaay folaao  5:1 Yes n/a
DN oo juols ihas dullyy 510 Yes  n/a

From this information, we can also surmise that the ta)tiya da-tlata appears with far
less frequency than other marks, such as the #ptaya. In 1 Peter, for example, this
mark occurs only eight times, whereas the zz)tayd is far more frequent. In short, giv-
en available manuscript evidence it appears that the ferminus ante quem for the devel-
opment of the zahtiyi da-tlata would be the late seventh century, and this mark is
found on select biblical passages thereafter.

It is also in this same period, in some of these same biblical manuscripts, that
we find other East-Syrian marks beginning to appear.?” This complex system of dots
includes many reading marks that seem to reflect comparable semantic and gram-
matical features to the faptayi da-tlata. Similarly, as the faptaya da-tlita, most of these
marks will be passed down by scribes in biblical manuscripts from this time forward.
Again, in a similar fashion, many of these were not eventually included in printed
editions of the Syriac bible and are now nearly forgotten. One such example is the
double-pointed #apsa () that often precedes the verb “to say,” as we saw in our
example from Acts 17:22. Although eleventh-century grammarians will attempt to
explain this ancient system they inherited, it is still unclear how well their descrip-
tions reflect the original seventh-century meanings. For this reason, we will first
look at biblical evidence for the zabtaya da-tlata in manuscripts dated before the elev-
enth century.

3.2 Placing the Tahtaya da-Tlatain Context

We find that the zabtaya da-tlata was passed down with substantial consistency after
the seventh century. BL Add. MS 12138 (899 CE), the East-Syrian “Masora” manu-
script mentioned by Engberg, contains a total of 209 instances of the tabtaya da-tlata
from among the passages chosen out of the entire Peshitta in this teaching hand-
book (only certain “sample texts” were copied into this manuscript). When these
209 passages are compared with other post-seventh-century East-Syrian manuscripts

27 Segal, Diacritical Point, ch. 7. As a guide, see timeline in Kiraz, The Syriac Dot, 156—157.
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we find more consistency than divergence. For example, New Testament passages
with zaptaya da-tlata in BL Add. MS 12138 diverge only four times (Mark 9:25, Mark
15:29, Acts 9:34, and 1 John 4:14) when compared with readings from four other
New Testament manuscripts.?8

The attached Appendix should allow for a fuller comparison of the Zabtaya da-
tlata across multiple manuscripts. This Appendix lists every passage in the Gospels
containing the zahtaya da-tlita from five different New Testament manuscripts: BL
Add. 14460 (599/600), BL. Add. MS 14471 (615), BL Add. MS 7157 (767/8), BL
Add. 12138 (899), and Mingana syr. 148 (1613). Because the “masoretic” manuscript
BL Add. 12138 includes only select passages, an “n/a” appears when a passage does
not occur in this text.

As we can see from this Appendix, there a high level of consistency in the
placement of the zabtayi da-tlita across these five manuscripts. In only ten of 181
passages does the faptaya da-tlata diverge. And most of these variants occur in only
one manuscript out of five. Although this handful of manuscripts in the Appendix
could well be expanded to provide a richer survey, this accessible snapshot demon-
strates well the types of consistency we find for the zabtayi da-tlita in East-Syrian
manuscripts from different periods and regions.

3.3 The Tahtaya da-Tlatain Lectionaries and Commentary

Besides its use in East-Syrian Peshitta manusctipts, the zabtayd da-tlita also occurs in
biblical quotations in lectionaries and biblical commentaries.

3.3.1 Turfan Lectionaries

Several East-Syrian liturgical manuscripts found in Turfan, along the Silk Road, con-
tain these marks. For example, the lectionary manuscript SyrHT 49, discovered in
the library at the Turfan oasis, includes /aptaya da-tlata in the book of Romans.?? It
happens that the placement of the Zabtaya da-tlata in this Turfan manuscript is identi-
cal with what we find in other, earlier manuscripts, as the aforementioned BL Add.
MS 7157.30

28 Namely, Add. MS 14460 (599/600 CE), Add. MS 14471 (615 CE), BL. Add. MS 7157
(767/8 CE), and the later Mingana syt. 148 (dated to 1613).

29 SyrHT 48 and 49 are thought to reflect the cycle of readings from the Epistles during
the Lenten season. M. Dickens, “The Importance of the Psalter at Turfan,” in From the Oxus
River to the Chinese Shores: Studies on East Syriac Christianity in China and Central Asia (eds., L.
Tang and D. Winkler; Miinster: LIT Verlag, 2013), 365n42. For the text of the manuscript,
see the International Dunhuang Project, “The International Dunhuang Project: The Silk
Road Online,” n.p., [cited 5 May 2014]. Online: http://idp.bl.uk/.

30 Rosen and Forshall, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum otientalium, no. 13.
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SytHT 49, p. 2,11. 7, Romans BL Add. MS 7157,
12,15 (8% or 9™ ¢.) 141t (767 CE)
5:15
olsjan Qs iy For if the many died NP0 i
1ol g ey by the trespass of the Jliae® sy oAsjaa
one man 3 oNaxo
5:17
Laam NP iy Forif, because of the NP0 i
flase Dol g fault of one, death Dol gy Lo
reigned ; Jlas
5:18

NP0y oo bys! Therefore, because of N haoy Noor sl
Jauau Joor wuy Ldaw  the fault of one there  lauan Joor puy Ladam
laclis (oodad  was condemnation for lais (oodaN

all humanity ,

Though appearing thousands of miles apart, both manuscripts include a zabtayd da-
tlatd in the same verses.

3.3.2 In Sogdian Lectionaries

A mark identical in form to the fabtaya da-tlata appears in other lectionary texts
found at Turfan; namely, in Sogdian translations of Mt 19:8 and Mt 21:40.31 As a
glance at the Appendix shows, these same passages occur regularly with the abtaya
da-tlata in Syriac Peshitta manuscripts.?? It would appear then, that the scribes who
translated the Syriac into Sogdian placed the faptaya da-tlata in these passages in a
way that was familiar to them from the Syriac bible.

3.3.3 As Biblical Quotations in a Patristic Commentary

This East-Syrian mark also occurs, though rarely, in West-Syrian manuscripts.3? This
is the case for the eighth- or ninth-century West-Syrian manuscript BL Add. MS
17147, a commentary on Gregory Nazianzen’s Orations, where the fabtaya da-tlata
appears in several biblical citations.?* For example, Oration 33, Adversus Arianos et de
seipso, includes a citation from Luke 23:43, where the Zaptdya da-tlatd has been placed
after the y™.

31 Such as lectionary T II B 69, 200r, In. 18.

32 E. Wellesz, “Miscellanea zur orientalistischen Musikgeschichte. Die Lektionszeichen
in den soghdischen Texten,” Zestschrift fir Musikwissenschaft 1 (1919): 513.

3 There are indications, therefore, that the zabtdya da-tliti was used from time to time
in West-Syrian circles, but likely through the influence of East-Syrian biblical texts. In none
of the West-Syrian ‘masoretic’ manuscripts, well-known for their incorporation of biblical
punctuation and prosodic matks, does the zabtdyd da-tlata occur.

34 Wright, Catalogue British Museum, 2:438—440, no. 561.
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Luke 23:43
Jeosgion Jooh wsan ano., Ty L ! .(.:oz
Truly I say to you , that today you will be with me in Paradise.

Once again, as with the example from the Sogdian lectionary above, we find that the
tahtdya da-tlata in this passage from Luke is well attested in East-Syrian Gospel man-
uscripts. The West-Syrian commentator on Nazianzen’s Orations apparently copied
these biblical passages, dots and all, into his text.

4 USES OF THE Tahtaya da-Tlata

The fabtaya da-tltd appears in hundreds of passages across the East-Syrian Peshitta
bible. Nevertheless, from among these passages the fahtaya da-tlata can be located in
specific contexts, helping readers to get a feel for the ways in which this mark was
used. Before looking at the explanations offered by later Syriac grammarians, it is
worth briefly surveying the types of passages in which the Zzptayd da-tlata occurs.

4.1 In Addresses

4.1.1 Jesus’ Declaration: = sl 0l ol (“Truly I say to ...”)

In the Gospels, the fabtayd da-tlata is often used in Jesus’ statements and exhortations
that begin with the phrase (aa™ ] ol (“I say to you”). The mark is always placed
after the suffix on the /Jamad. Take, for instance, the twenty-six times this phrase oc-
curs with the #aptayd da-tlitd in the Gospel of John:

John 1:51, 3:3, 3:5, 3:11, 5:19, 5:24, 5:25, 5:53, 6:26, 6:32, 6:47, 8:34, 8:51, 8:58,
10:1, 10:7, 12:24, 13:16, 13:20, 13:21, 13:38, 14:12, 16:7, 16:20, 16:23; 21:18

IRCLRN Ll ! '(.:o? ¢x?

>

“Amen, amen, I say to you +’

These passages exhibit little divergence in all five Gospel manuscripts. In John, as in
other Gospels, this phrase (“I say to you”) is a precursor to several significant
statements or actions in the Jesus story.

4.1.2 When Beseeching God (Usnally in Desperation)

The taptaya da-tlata also frequently occurs when biblical characters plead with God,
often in great desperation. So, in 1 Samuel 1:11 the zabtaya da-tlata is included when a
troubled Hannah pleads to the “Lord of Hosts” (;Leks; Lix) for a son.? This mark
is also often included in clauses with the interjection \o? (“oh!”)36 ot the verb wo

3% BL Add. MS 12138, fol. 91v, 12.
36 For example, in the repeated phrase 1Jod\ Lis (ol in Josh 7:7, 2 Kgs 20:3, and Mark
15:29.
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(“to beseech”). It is used, for example, when Joshua cries out to God in his fear that
the Amorites were about to wipe out the people of Israel.

Josh 7:7%7
'°\>\ Lm \of' -

[And Joshua said,] “Oh, Lord God ;, ["Why did you ever bring this people across
the Jordan to deliver us into the hands of the Amorites to destroy us?’|”

Similarly, in Luke 5:8 the fabtaya da-tlata is used when, upon first meeting Jesus, Peter
was “astonished at the catch of fish” and falls at Jesus’ knees in fear.

Luke 5:838
- aise g bl s -

[When Simon Peter saw this, he fell at Jesus' knees and said,] “I beseech you,
Lotd + [I am a sinful manl]”

That this mark is used with such requests is particularly curious, because the East-

Syrian system included another mark, the metkas$pdnd, specifically to indicate “be-
seeching,” as we will see.

4.1.3 When individuals address each other (not just God)

Often, the fahtayd da-tlata is used when one character calls out to another by name.
For example, in Genesis 16:8 the Lord God addresses Hagar who has run away:
“Hagar, servant of Sarai . (;wimy ool i) Where have you come from and
where are you going?”’?? Similatly, the zabtaya da-tlata is found when Paul exhorts his
young disciple Timothy to guard the faith in 1 Tim 6:20: “O Timothy , ( of
N L\xmé).”‘“) In the Gospels, the fahtayi da-tlata is often used whenever a name is re-
peated for emphasis: “Martha, Martha .” (Lk 10:41); “Jerusalem, Jerusalem ;” (Mt
23:37, Lk 13:34); and “Lord, Lord .7 (Mt 7:22).4 It is worth noting in this context
that the zabtaya da-tlata can also be found in passages that have parallels in multiple
Gospels: “If David calls him ‘Lord . (Mt 22:43, Mk 12:37, Lk 20:43).2 These pas-
sages that are mirrored across multiple Gospels are particularly striking, indicating a
greater degree of intentionality in how the fabtayi da-tlata was included in biblical
texts.

The taptaya da-tlitd is also frequently used when characters address each other
by other titles. So, in the synoptic Gospels Jesus attacks the Pharisees and Saddu-

37 BL. Add. MS 12138, fol. 76r, 6—7.

38 See Appendix. Other notable occurrences include: Gen 19:2; Judg 6:15; 1 Sam 1:26;
1 Kgs 3:17; Luke 5:8; Acts 8:34.

3 BL Add. MS 12138, fol. 7v, 18.

40 BL Add. MS 12138, fol. 207v, 34.

4 See Appendix.

42 See Appendix.
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cees, calling them “You brood of vipers ;” (;besly I>).4 Elsewhere, in Philippians
4:1, Paul calls the Philippians “my joy and my crown ;” (; ™00 wlowo).# Also, we
see in Isaiah 23:14, “Wail, O ships of Tarshish ; (;uaasky Ja\ X)) for your
stronghold is destroyed!””#> Similarly, the fahtaya da-tlata is also often used in the epis-
tles or in Acts when the “brothers” are addressed, as in James 5:7 (; ! ey o).
The book of Acts, in particular, makes frequent use of the faptayi da-tlata when
characters address each other in dialogue. Some examples common to multiple
manuscripts (Add. MS 7157, Add. MS 12138, and Ming. Syr. 148) include the fol-

lowing:
Acts 1:1
- ool col Asho foeo BAo
“In my former book, O Theophilus ; ”
Acts 9:34
- L) -
[Peter said to him,| “Aeneas +”
Acts 10:3
D500 -
[He saw an angel of God who came to him and said,] “Cornelius ;”
Acts 25:24
ETCONIEW R AT ENEL I BNV SR
[Festus said:] “King Agrippa and all who are with us ;”

From all of the above passages in this section, we begin to see that the fabtaya da-
tlata is repeatedly used when one character calls out to another in biblical dialogue,
whether by name or by title. Yet, unlike the fabtaya, the taptaya da-tlata does not al-
ways neatly divide the protasis and apodosis in these passages. Given the context,
however, it is plausible that the zabtdyd da-tliti may have marked a pause or disjunc-
tion, as does its namesake, after the clause containing the address.

4.1.4 Conditional Statements and Oaths

Besides occurring in direct address, the zabtayi da-tlata often appears in conditional
statements or in oaths. Unlike the previous examples, in these passages this mark is

43 Mt 3:7, Mt 12:34, Mt 23:33.

44 BL Add. MS 12138, fol. 294v, 22.

45 BL Add. MS 12138, fol. 1771, 21.

4 For example, James 5:7, 12; 1 Cor 10:1, 14:26, 16:12; Gal 4:28, 4:31, 5:11, 6:10; 1
Thess 2:17, 3:13; Heb 6:9.
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always placed at the midway point in the sentence, separating the protasis and apod-
osis.

For example, in 1 Samuel the prophet issues the following statement before
bringing the sword down upon Agag’s neck.

1 Sam 15:3347
— o™ 7:93 ];\L Loy gD ¥ ) Liad) -

[But Samuel said,] “As your sword has made women childless ; so your mother
will be childless among women.” ...

Similarly, Sampson issues the following declaration in his rage before the “spirit of
the Lord” comes upon him and he slaughters thirty Philistine residents of Ashkelon.

Judg 14:184
cwlemo! \o\.'..AB [| AW\ NN NCLNNTR X\ -

[-.. Samson said to them,] “If you had not plowed with my heifer ; you would
not have solved my riddle.”

Isaiah 1:9, a text also repeated with identical punctuation in Romans 9:29, likewise
reflects themes of potential devastation or grief.

Isaiah 1:9/Romans 9:294
@00 t:e,[\x JyasasN 0 @O0 @00 o0, 7..2 ~.,|g-;-m é sLof Lol;\l Lio U X\ -

[And it is just as Isaiah said previously] “Unless the Lord of Hosts had left us de-
scendants 1 we would have become like Sodom, we would have been like Go-
motrah.”

We even find that the aptaya da-tlata appears in parallel conditional statements, as in
Matthew 12:27-28.

Mt 12:27-28 (fol. 235v, 30-31)>0

Ll waw sedpsas W (Jo “And if by Beelzebub T cast
- 1)<y outdemons -,
Ll was Il oy Luois (Jo  And if by the Spirit of God I
- +Jay  cast out demons - .7

From the above examples, it would appear that the zabtiyi da-tlata comes after the
introduction (“if”) and before the pronouncement (“then”). If so, it is possible that

47 BL Add. MS 12138, 96, 15-16.

4 BL Add. MS 12138, fol. 88v, 23.

4 BL Add. MS 12138, fol. 173r, 33; fol. 181v, 18.

50 The Gospel parallel in Luke 11:19-20 has identical reading marks. See also Luke
0:33-34, Luke 16:11-12, Rom 5:18-19, and Gal 2:17-18.
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the faptaya da-tlata might have marked a pause between the protasis and apodosis in
a similar manner as the za)taya.

4.1.5 Odds and Ends

While the majority of passages containing the tabtaya da-tliti appear to fall into one
of the above categories, others do not fit neatly into such categorizations. For ex-
ample, the Zaptaya da-tlati appears quite frequently in the Psalms, occurring twenty-
seven times in BLL Add. MS 12138, the “masoretic” manusctipt.

Psalm 139:8 (MT)/140:8 (Syt.)>!

ooy boas wasjy oA luas wooio Lis

“Lord, my strong deliverer , who shields my head in the day of battle ,”
Psalm 86:15>2

2INaaoo Jlannd wagmo huoi tang thomino Lisanise JoN Lis Aolo

“But you, Lord God, are compassionate and gracious -, slow to anger and great in
grace and faithfulness .”

While the first tabtaya da-tlata in these verses may well accord with senses of address
we have seen earlier, in sections 4.1.1 to 4.1.4, the function of the second the fabtaya
da-tlata in seties is not so clear.

5 SYRIAC GRAMMARIANS AND THE Tahtaya da-Tlata

Beginning in the eighth or ninth century, a few short grammatical tracts provide
examples of how the faptaya da-tlita was used in the Peshitta.’> Unfortunately, these
tracts are limited in helping us to clarify the function of the Zahtdaya da-tlata because
they provide only pointed examples without corresponding explanations. It is, there-
fore, only in the eleventh to thirteenth centuties, neatly four centuries after our first
records of the taptaya da-tlatd, that we find this mark discussed in any detail by Syri-
ac-speaking grammarians.

One of the eatliest writers to explain the faptayi da-tlata is the East-Syrian
grammarian, Elias of Tirhan (d. 1049). According to one source, Tirhan relates that
the tabtaya da-tlita is to be read with emphasis, although additional information on
what exactly this means is not provided.>* In another source, Elias refers to this
mark as the pasiuga da-tlata, though his description of this mark is identical to the
taptayd da-tlata. He writes,

> BL Add. MS 12138, fol. 142r, 18-19.

52 BL. Add. MS 12138, fol. 134v, 17-19.

5 As in BL Add. MS 12138, fol. 303v-308t.

5 T have been unable to access the manuscript mentioned in Segal, Diacritical Point,
110n8.
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The pasigd da-tlata has its name according to the number of its points; it has
namely three points.>

Elias’ remarks are brief and give us little we do not already know. Assuming, how-
ever, that he has the Zaptdya da-tlati in mind, it might be telling that he uses the at-
tribution pasiga. The pasiiga often marks the presence of a stronger pause than the
tahtaya,>® and Elias might have understood the Zabtaya da-tlata as a pause approaching
the pasiga in duration.

The description given later by the West-Syrian writer Bar Hebraeus (13t c.) is
more helpful. He includes very short discussions of this East-Syrian accent in his
grammar, the Book of Rays.5” Yet, because this is not a West-Syrian mark, he does not
discuss the faptaya da-tlata on its own merits. Rather, his discussion is framed by
comparisons with two other West-Syrian reading marks with which he seems more
familiar: the Sublap tahtaya (“distinct faptaya’) and the mbakkydnd (“beseeching”).

Under the heading sublap tahtaya, marking a pause longer than the regular
tahtdya, Bar Hebraeus writes:

(it is) more distinguished (w.i® M) than the zzpfdya, and therefore the East
Syrians add a third point to it, and they call it Zabtaya da-tlata.>

Later, he also discusses the faptayi da-tlata under the heading for the West-Syrian
accent known as mbakkyana (“weeping”). For the “Easterners,” he says,

this mark is distinguished (w.+9) from the #zjtaya by a lamenting sound ( Jiois
Jlaes)- And this is either a type of supplication (INaasl) or a type of lamentation
(IN)). For [an example] of the former, the Pentateuch: oo\ iwlo saas W0
ymmal waly oo s poial waly (Gen. 32:9). He adds, after other sorrowful (Laas)
words: ouso Li¥auyy NP !l amny wool] oo wio (Gen. 32:11). But [for an
example] of the second [use], Jeremiah, A N> Nad L 120 1INjauy casdL 4o
ANl |L\aé\ﬁo oo JLacuica\ -.,..:.;...;ZZ,.,Ja {b...o\. e} 31:0‘?? (Jet. 4:30).60

While it is true that some verses with zabtaya da-tlata could mark supplication or
lamentation, as we have seen, these are certainly not universal features of this mark.
In other words, that Bar Hebraeus associates the fabtaya da-tlata with a sorrowful
“sound” in the second passage above may be true for some biblical texts, but not
for all. In his grammar, the term Jio; is often associated with the “modulation” of

5 Joa INSL o wisld wocions @i oo NNy Loams. Merx, Historia artis grammaticae apnd
Syros, 195.

56 Segal, Diacritical Point, 109.

57 Bar Hebraeus explicitly lists this as a mark of the “Easterners.” G. Phillips, A Letter
by Mar Jacob, Bishop of Edessa, on Syriac Orthography (London: Williams and Norgate, 1869), o>.

58 Could also mean “more separated.”

5 Phillips, A Letter, o>

60 Phillips, A Letter, o
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the voice, though it can elsewhere refer to songs or melodies.®! Furthermore, it is
noteworthy that Bar Hebraeus discusses the fajtaya da-tlata under two different read-
ing marks, the West-Syrian $ublap tahtaya (“extended pause”) and the mbakkyana
(“weeping”). Though writing hundreds of years after our earliest attestation of the
tahtdya da-tlata, Bar Hebraeus appears to retain some memory of both pausal and
rhetorical features on this mark.

We have slightly better luck with Bar Hebraeus’ East-Syrian contemporary Yo-
hannan bar Zo'bi (12/13% ¢), who is known to have borrowed at times from the
work of Elias of Tirhan. Interestingly, Bar Zo'bi also distinguishes both pausal and
rhetorical features on the faptaya da-tlata, though nowhere does he mention a “la-
menting sound,” as does Bar Hebraeus. He writes:

But the zzptaya of the three (points), is spoken in three ways. In one way, it is
placed as the #btdya; that is, with the strength of the Zajtiya in between the first
and second clauses as the #ptayd. o 1y9>o WNusols Suimio wssaa wasn SN
redan N\ (Ps 81:13), etc. However this differs from fajtaya in that it better
expresses the meaning (Ixyoaa). In the second way, the Zajtaya da-tlata is used as a
metkasspana. Jsill Swsdgo JoiS\ pas (Ps 82:8). But, thirdly, it is used as a garaya.
1 N\ulaea Nufava (1 Sam 3:10). And also these two uses better express the mean-
ing (xyoaa), a sense of metkasipand (“beseeching”) the other that of gariya (“call-
ing”). For it is [used], in effect, to translate more strongly the sense of the point
that has been placed on -owéy and on the mem of sulasaa. You should know also
that whenever we invoke God, beseeching Him, as in 1 bASs Jo\ ‘L;.:o,62 and
when God is speaking with us, we speak with ordet: s vola ola (Acts 9:4). So,
in three ways it is spoken.®

To summarize, Bar Zo‘bi suggests that this mark could be used in three ways: 1)
The faptaya da-tlata can designate a pause as strong as the aftaya. This use would fit
well with the types of passages we examined eatlier, in §4. In fact, Bar Zo'bi’s exam-
ple from Psalm 82:8 closely parallels the Psalm passages previously discussed in
§4.1.5. But, according to Bar Z0o°bi, the tahtdya da-tlata differs from the regular taptaya
in that it can also be used to better expresses the meaning (ksyoaa). 2) So also, Bar
Z0°bi notes that the fahtayi da-tlita can be used in place of the metkasipana (“be-
seeching”) reading mark. 3) The fahtaya da-tlata can also express the equivalent of the
West-Syrian reading mark gariya (“calling out”), used to designate address. Not only,
then, does Bar Zo'bi view this accent as a strong pause, but he also sees the tahtiyi
da-tlata as serving additional functions.

Moreovet, Bar Zo'bi further distinguishes the #ajtayi da-tlita from the regular
taptayd in that he connects this mark with the raised points that precede it in two of

01 M. Sokoloff, A Syriac Lexicon (Pitscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2009), 1470.

62 This clause occurs throughout the Psalms.

03 J.P.P Martin, Traité sur l'accentuation chez les Syriens orientanx (Patis: Imprimerie natio-
nale, 1877), 18-19 (trans.) and 30 (text). Martin took this text from Cambridge Add. MS
2819.
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his examples. He writes that the fa)taya da-tlata gives “more strongly the sense of the
point ... on owsoy [Ps 82:8] and on the mem of ulasaa [1 Sam 3:10].” While it is
unclear whether these single dots denoted intonation, stress, or something else, Bar
Z0'bi seems to suggest that the fahtayi da-tlati would have amplified the effects of
these preceding dots. A glance at many of the Gospel passages in the Appendix
seems to indicate that it is quite common to find a raised dot before the fabtaya da-
tlata, as in the oft-repeated phrase \Qg}. Ll ol ol ol (“truly, truly - T say to
you ;). Often this raised dot is the g/ and, a mark that the eatlier grammarian Elias
of Tirhan suggested was named after a “movement of the tongue.”®* As a result,
Segal understood this w27 ana to indicate “a minor pause in a sentence to which a
rising tone is suitable (question, exclamation).”%5 In other passages, single, supra lin-
eal dots preceding the #abtdyd da-tlatd include the repma, the nisa, the pagoda, or the
tgydna; all of these are thought to have had slightly different functions than the
mzi and.% Yet, how exactly these raised points were read alongside the #abtaya da-thita
is not explicit in Bar Zo‘bi’s account.

To sum up, although we should be cautious of reading too much into the late
descriptions of Bar Hebraeus and Bar Zo'bi, at least some of the explanations pro-
vided by these authors seem to fit the types of passages in which the #btaya da-tlata
occurs in the Peshitta bible (see §4). It is unclear, however, whether both authors
came to their conclusions through received tradition, through a comparison of the
relevant biblical passages, or a little of both. Even so, while there seems to be some
agreement among later grammarians that the faptaya da-tlata included both pausal
and rhetorical functions, what do we know of how eatlier readers would have actu-
ally read this mark aloud in the recitation of the biblical text?

6 DRAMATIC RECITATION AND THE Tahtaya da-Tlata?

Within the past several years, a number of studies of oral delivery and public reading
in early Christianity have reminded us of the important role of lectors in the Greek
and Latin world. In fact, the Hellenistic grammarian Dionysius Thrax discusses pub-
lic reading in great depth. He writes, in patt,

One must read with attention to delivery, prosody, and division. From the deliv-
ery we perceive the value of the work, from the prosody its art, and from the di-
vision its overall sense.?’

4 G. Diettrich, Die Massorah der 6stlichen und westlichen Syrer in ihren Angaben zum
Propheten Jesaia (London: Willams and Norgate, 1899), 115.

65 Segal, Diacritical Point, 81.

%6 Segal, Diacritical Point, 69, 84-88.

7 Translation from D. Nisselqvist, Public Reading in Early Christianity (Leiden: Brill,
2010), 122.
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To help the lector in antiquity reach this goal, memory was an important tool. Writ-
ten aids for reading, when they occurred, were there to remind the reader of what he
(or she) had previously practiced aloud.®®

In the Syriac World, we see this intersection of pedagogy and memory reflected
in the earliest grammatical tracts and “masoretic” codices that concern these punc-
tuation and prosodic marks. These tracts consist of several abbreviated scriptural
passages — or sample texts — that reminded the student of how the passage would
have been read aloud with these dots.®” No citations were provided; so the student
or teacher would have been expected to recall, very likely by memory, where it was
that these short sample texts originated within the Syriac bible. For the eatly sev-
enth-century Syriac reader, therefore, the sight of the fairly infrequent fahtaya da-tlata
in a manuscript of the Gospels may have brought to mind this past training in reci-
tation, an oral tradition which we are hard-pressed to reconstruct.

Recent studies of the reception Greek drama similarly suggest that certain read-
ing marks were used to recall aspects of performance when reading a text aloud. In
particular, Nikos Charalabopoulos has examined the use of Greek notation in his
book Platonic Drama and Its Ancient Reception. Part of his discussion of the dicolon or
double dot (:) is worth repeating here.

In addition to its use in scholia and commentaries to mark the end of lemmata
and individual notes, it is employed to mark the change of speaker in both theat-
rical and Platonic texts. Not infrequently, however, it is found in places where no
such change takes place. It is interpreted there as a pause symbol signaling a
strong stop. Both uses may even be present in the same document.”

In short, Charalabopoulos suggests that marks that were originally grammatical in
function could also develop, in part, to aid performers in recalling a dramatic read-
ing of the text. As he later summarizes,

Employed in a dramatic text these signs may indicate cither reading aloud or
dramatization. In any case the element of performance, in a public or private con-
text, is evidently presupposed by the mere use of such a notation... similar sym-
bols were applied in the recitation of pagan and Christian texts.”!

To be clear, this is not to suggest that Syriac reading dots, such as the fahtaya
da-tlata, were necessarily equivalent in every respect to Greek marks used in Platonic
drama. Nevertheless, might it be possible that, in a somewhat similar manner, the
tahtdya da-tlata represents a grammatical mark (the zabtaya ot pasigd) that was later

98 P. Botha, Orality and Literacy in Early Christianity (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2012),
ch. 5.

% For an example, see BL. Add. MS 12138, fol. 305r, where sample passages are listed
for the 7ahdya da-riasa.

70 N. Charalabopoulos, Platonic Drama and Its Ancient Reception (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2012), 234.

" Charalabopoulos, Platonic Drama, 235-2306.
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mainly adapted for dialogue, particularly where dramatic speech could be implied?
Whether or not this is true, we do find that the fabtaya da-tlita often appears in some
of the more lively speeches and dialogues in the Syriac bible, possibly by original
intention or simply because of its semantic-grammatical function.

In other words, one of the more conspicuous aspects of the fabtaya da-tlata (it
one has not already noticed) is that this mark most frequently appears in discourse
in the Peshitta bible, whether in dialogue between characters or in epistles addressed
to an audience. A survey of the Gospel passages listed in the Appendix shows that
this is the case. Only once, in Matthew 26:45, has the fajtayd da-tlata been placed in a
passage that is not dialogue or address, and in this case all other manuscripts disa-
gree with the reading in BLL Add. MS 14471. That this mark almost always occurs
only in discourse between biblical characters in the Gospels is not likely a coinci-
dence.

To use another example, we find similar results when we look at the Book of
Acts. In BL. Add. MS 7157 (767/8 CE) the tabtdyd da-tlata occurs 39 times in Acts
alone, and in every instance it has been placed in a passage where a character is
speaking or addressing others.”? Interestingly, these marks are most frequent in the
sermons or discourses of Peter and Paul. For example, Peter’s sermon to the Jews in
chapter 2 and his dialogue with Cornelius in chapter 10 incorporate the zabtdyi da-
tata five times and four times respectively. Similatly, the faptaya da-tlata is frequent in
Paul’s preaching; whether to the Antiochenes in chapter 13 (3x), in the Areopagus in
chapter 17 (3x), in the Sanhedrin in chapter 23 (2x), or to Agrippa in chapter 26
(3x). By contrast, the faptaya da-tlata does not appear at all in the background narra-
tion of the Book of Acts, but only when the various actors are speaking.

This same pattern holds true for most passages from the Hebrew Bible, with
some exceptions. For instance, the za)taya da-tlata is used in narration in a few pas-
sages such as Exodus 32:25 or in Judges 11:40.7 The faptaya da-tlata also appears in
the books of Proverbs, Sirach, and Psalms where there is little or no dialogue be-
tween characters. In these books, it can occur as expected in conditional clauses
(Prov. 11:31), though elsewhere it does not necessarily fit any of the general para-
digms discussed above (§4), as in Prov. 31:10 and Sirach 45:1. Even so, the vast ma-
jority of occurrences in the Hebrew Bible occur in the speeches, addresses, or con-
versations of biblical characters.

But why does the abtaya da-tlata occur most frequently in these settings? More-
over, as was true for rhetorical signs in Greek drama, did Syriac marks such as the
tahtaya da-tlitda mainly serve to draw the reader’s attention to texts that required dra-

72 Acts 1:1, 11, 16, 24; 2:14, 17, 23, 29, 36; 3:12; 5:9, 38; 6:3; 8:34; 9:17, 34; 10:3, 29, 31,
36; 11:17; 13:15, 26, 38; 15:7; 17:22, 24, 29; 18:14; 19:35; 23:1, 6; 25:24; 26:2, 7, 19; 27:21, 23;
28:17. Other manuscripts, such as Goodspeed MS 716 (fols. 7r-25v), contain identical marks,

when the passage is available.
73 See BLL Add. MS 12138, fols. 36v and 87v.
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matic recitation? Or, to go further, did these Syriac marks help remind the reader to
intone these passages in particular ways?

In truth, we still know very little about how the original seventh-century scribes
would have intoned this mark, despite our ability to single out the relatively few pas-
sages in the Syriac bible that contain the #ahtaya da-tlati and to follow these marks in
manuscripts across the centuries.

Perhaps the most rudimentary answer to the above questions is that the origi-
nal seventh-century triple-dotted mark merely represented a strong pause, longer
than a zajtaya (hence its name) but not as strong as the pasiqga. For some reason, this
mark was placed in these particular passages to help the reader recall this strong
pause. According to this theory, it was only after the fact that the faptaya da-tlata was
interpreted in terms of “rhetorical” categories such as “beseeching” or “calling,” and
then only because this mark happened to fall on these few passages.

A second option would be that this repeated placement in discourse was the
most natural setting for a mark which, if Bar Zo'bi is to be believed, “better ex-
presses meaning” in addition to indicating a strong pause. If, as Bar Zo'bi suggests,
the zabtaya da-tlata could be used in lieu of the metkas$pana (“beseeching”) or gariya
(“calling out”), it only makes sense that this mark is found more frequently in in-
stances of dramatic dialogue where biblical characters are supplicating, addressing,
and making conditional pronouncements to others. Given what we now know from
our survey of nomenclature, scriptural context, and the witness of later grammari-
ans, the zaptaya da-tlata seems to have offered readers a pause that was not necessari-
ly present in other “rhetorical” marks (to use Merx’s terminology) such as the mer-
kas$pand or gariya. There would have been no reason to include the tahtiya da-tlita,
say in the genealogies of Matthew and Luke, where a simple zz)#4yi would suffice.

A third possibility is that the fahtaya da-tlitd was placed in these particular pas-
sages because this mark was primarily understood in terms of raised intonation or
musicality. Segal suggested as much when he interpreted the tabtaya da-tlata as a
combination of both a tajtayi (pause) and a mziana (raised intonation); hence,
Segal’s view that the Zabtaya da-tlata appears in passages where “exclamation” is im-
plied.” Consequently, according to this view, the zabtaya da-tlata would have been
placed specifically in dialogue because the traditional recitation in these passages
called for this combination of a strong pause and raised intonation. In this interpre-
tation, the faptaya da-tlata is less a “rhetorical” mark than a reminder of how the pas-
sage was to be intoned.

Although we have little evidence to help us determine what types of intonation
or stress (if any) may have been present in the original, seventh-century manifesta-
tion of the fajtaya da-tlata, we cannot necessarily dismiss the idea that later grammar-
ians interpreted (or reimagined) this mark in these ways. As we have seen, Elias of
Tirhan, according to one short account, associates this mark with stress or empha-

4 Segal, Diacritical Point, 110.
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sis.’> Bar Hebraeus connects the fabtdya da-tlita with the term lisj, which can be in-
terpreted as a “modulation” of the voice. Moreover, Bar Zo'bi suggests the tahtiya
da-tlata may have augmented the preceding supra lineal reading dots in the sentence,
most of which were associated by later Syriac grammarians with intonation or stress
in the recitation of the bible. Yet, despite all this, to what degree these later post-
eleventh century interpretations truly reflect how the Zajtaya da-tlata was first read in
the seventh century remains unclear.

What we do know now is that the abtaya da-tlata provides us a fairly stable
glimpse of a reading mark, usually placed in character dialogue, which appears infre-
quently but consistently in the East-Syrian tradition. Yet, we should keep in mind
that this is only one of a number of other reading marks that began to appear in
East-Syrian manuscripts after the seventh century and for which there are, as of yet,
very few comprehensive studies. Together, these reading marks represent the vestig-
es of a system of biblical oral recitation that scribes attempted to pass down for a
millennium alongside the biblical text.
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APPENDIX

Abbreviations:
Y — text contains faptaya da-tlata
N — text does not contain zahtaya da-tlata
add — text added by later hand
n/a — text not included in manuscript

Mt Addi- Addi- Addi- Addi- Ming.
tional tional tional tional MS 148
MS MS MS MS (1613)
14460 14471 7157 12138
99/ | ©15) | (767/ | (899)
600) 768)
3.7 JLesly e | Y Y Y Y Y
(add)
3.9 i 02 L el | Y Y Y n/a Y
(add)
5:18 v bl ol e el | Y Y Y n/a Y
(add)
5:19 hasl LN Lioer c&Nse | Y Y Y Y Y
(add)
5:20 i 0 bl el | Y Y Y n/a Y
(add)
5:26 2D Il ol reslo | Y Y Y Y Y
(add)
5:34 2 Il ol ey b | Y N Y Y Y
(add)
5:39 2w bl ol rey b | Y Y Y n/a Y
(add)
5:44 v Lol ey WY Y Y n/a Y
(add)
5:46 ey S ol anw i J | N Y Y n/a Y
R
5:47 Qaanly hdas o S Jo | Y Y Y n/a Y
9o
6:23 100 Joamm 93y i oo (| Y Y Y Y Y
6:25 202 W el bd Spo | Y Y n/a Y
6:29 1o @ bl ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
7:11 RSTIPAT W FERIO ) VIR O I Y Y n/a Y
SAs JRad Rseas oA
[ICLIES
7:22 seid wi | N/2 Y Y n/a Y
(add)
8:10 n@ad bl ol ~wl | D/a Y Y n/a Y
(add)
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8:11 v @ il | n/a Y Y n/a Y
10:13 Jhs Jomy 0o o | N Y N n/a | N
10:15 S u ol “elo | Y Y Y a/a | Y
10:23 pa bl i el | Y Y Y n/a Y
10:25 L oaoPas om0 JAusy a.xx JlY Y n/a n/a Y
11:11 v sl el | Y Y n/a Y Y
121 | ol i oo gepmo dop 0 | Y Y Y n/a | Y
1eadis ooon
11:22 1edd L e s | Y Y Y Y Y
1123 | Lo dory wo pawisn ol | Y Y % n/a | Y
elaanlll
11:24 pad bl ol pis | Y Y Y Y Y
12:06 o em Ll el | Y Y Y n/a | Y
12:26 e Ly Lo \z Y Y Y n/a | Y
12:27 Jaly bl wese sadpaass bl Jo | Y Y Y Y Y
1228 | oy Ll s Ll Joidy Leois o | Y Y Y Y Y
12:31 200 L ol be Spe | Y Y Y Y Y
12:34 ioly e | Y Y Y n/a Y
12:36 RN Y Y Y n/a | Y
13:17 yea bl - el | Y Y Y n/a Y
16:28 N L el | Y Y Y n/a Y
17:12 @ bl | Y Y Y n/a Y
17:20 o et e el | Y Y Y n/a |Y
18:3 e W ol el | Y Y Y n/a Y
18:10 e 0 Y Y Y n/a Y
18:13 o L ol ol | Y Y Y n/a | Y
18:18 e ff il ssle | Y Y Y n/a Y
19:9 @ bl | Y Y Y n/a Y
19:16 Jad kévso | Y Y Y n/a Y
19:23 2o bl ol rwol | Y Y Y n/a Y
19:24 1@ad Ll il ty ool | Y Y Y n/a Y
19:28 rem b ol gl | Y Y Y n/a | Y
21:21 pem bl el gl | Y Y Y n/a | Y
21:31 pemd Ll ol el | Y Y Y n/a | Y
21:40 Jsaioy o “Nuse | Y Y Y n/a | Y
2143 e L sl s N | Y Y Y n/a | Y
22:43 thio o Jio rpoy Suser (| Y Y Y n/a Y
23:33 sl e | Y Y Y n/a Y
23:36 s L sl sl | Y Y Y n/a Y
23:37 ol azel | N Y Y n/a Y
(add)
23:39 e bl el | Y Y Y n/a | Y
24:2 2eaS Lol renel | Y Y Y n/a Y
24:34 2o Lol reel | Y Y Y n/a Y
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24:43 ar W s | Y Y Y n/a Y
24:47 20aS Lol reel | Y Y Y n/a Y
25:40 paa bl sl cel | Y Y Y n/a Y
25:45 1@ bl sl cel | Y Y Y n/a Y
26:13 1@ b bl ol sl ceolo | Y Y Y n/a Y
26:21 paad bl ol rel | Y Y Y n/a Y
26:29 ey o bl ol | Y Y n/a n/a Y
26:34 i L el el | Y Y Y Y Y
26:45 sudopaadl L W wpor | N Y N n/a N
26:63 N N BN PR I Y Y n/a Y
(add)
26:64 ter @ bl sl | Y Y Y n/a Y
27:40 INSAS. oD Juso flaner Ao | Y Y Y Y Y
1 eods
Mk Addi- | Addi- | Addi- | Addi- | Ming.
tional tional tional tional MS 148
MS MS MS MS (1613)
14460 14471 7157 12138
99/ | 615 | (7677 | (899)
600) 768)
3:26 o2 N o by oo Jo | Y Y Y n/a Y
el
3:28 10 W pol el | Y Y Y n/a Y
6:11 1@ bl ol cesolo | Y Y Y n/a Y
8:12 1@ bl ol ceolo | Y Y Y n/a Y
9:1 2@ bl ool rwol | Y Y Y n/a Y
9:13 pea bl el 1] Y Y Y Y Y
9:25 e ly INaia haos | Y Y Y Y N
10:15 10 W pol el | Y Y Y n/a Y
10:17 dad eve | Y Y Y n/a Y
10:29 1@ bl sl ceol | Y Y Y n/a Y
11:23 naa bl il i el | Y Y Y n/a Y
11:24 2@ Ll ol b SAw | Y Y Y n/a Y
12:37 Leio oD Jio ‘09 oo oo Y Y Y n/a Y
12:43 10 W pol rwl | Y Y Y n/a Y
13:30 1@ bl sl el | Y Y Y n/a Y
14:9 2@ ol ol colo | Y Y Y n/a Y
14:18 pead bl ol rwol | Y Y Y n/a Y
14:25 2eaS Lol rael | Y Y Y n/a Y
14:30 i bl sl sl | Y Y Y n/a N
15:29 | JASAN cod fuso Moo fia fol | Y Y Y Y N
Y
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Lk Addi- | Addi- | Addi- | Addi- Ming.
tional tional tional tional MS 148
MS MS MS MS (1613)
14460 14471 7157 12138
599/ | (615) 767/ | (899)
600) 768)
3.7 b I | Y Y Y n/a Y
3:8 g oo bl il | Y Y Y n/a Y
4:24 pead Wl rwl | Y Y Y n/a Y
4:25 s bl ool g i | Y Y Y n/a Y
5:8 e quo Wl s | Y Y Y Y Y
6:32 Sl oM s i J | Y Y Y n/a Y
100D Aoy
6:33 Sl rady (o e o | Y Y Y Y Y
"~\°“> @LG‘”’
6:34 eiamy @ ol woas (Jo [ Y Y Y Y Y
souss (aviolly - oMl
7:9 pea bl sl | Y Y Y Y Y
7:28 sead bl sl | Y Y Y Y
7:47 2D bl ol o > | Y Y Y Y Y
9:27 2o bl ool i | Y Y Y Y Y
10:12 saad Lol | Y Y Y n/a Y
10:13 | yeas oson ol i voor rympme | Y Y Y n/a Y
10:15 Lsaad Loy wor pawias wiulo | Y Y Y n/a N
elsanll]
10:21 Jsuan @0 Dot Aamsy | N Y N n/a N
i aamo (add)
10:24 a0 bl [ Y Y Y n/a Y
10:41 :.I\.;x is Y Y Y n/a Y
11:8 pead bl sl | Y Y Y n/a Y
11:9 s Ll ol bl o | Y Y Y n/a Y
11:13 e el ety (o o | Y Y Y n/a Y
SA JRad Rsoes oMl
AN
11:18 saoll cway N e (Jo | Y Y Y n/a Y
11:19 Jaly bl wese sadpoass bl Jo | Y Y Y Y Y
11:20 saly bl wase Jody bos oy J | Y Y Y Y Y
11:48 oy amonly fiass (oM w0 | N Y N n/a N
"-\°"'z o
11:51 2@ bl ol o [ Y Y Y n/a Y
12:4 paed gy nenS bl | Y Y Y n/a Y
12:8 teg @ bl el | Y Y Y n/a Y
12:27 tey @ bl | Y Y Y n/a Y
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12:28 wool] Jusoauy Jrsad oy J | Y Y Y n/a Y
JoN ifjuls Ny paso llaus
e Liso
12:37 10 W pol cwnl [ Y Y Y n/a Y
12:39 Juls Ihs fiso Joor s &y | Y Y Y n/a Y
dhaug M Lidso
12:44 s bl ool Adiwia | Y Y Y n/a Y
12:59 s ol sl amlo | Y Y Y n/a Y
13:3 teg e bl el M| Y Y Y n/a Y
13:5 tey 0o bl el MY Y Y n/a Y
13:24 g 0 b sl [ Y Y Y n/a Y
13:25 pead il | Y Y Y n/a Y
13:34 el agel | Y Y Y n/a Y
13:35 vy 0o bl ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
14:24 siag e bl el | Y Y Y n/a Y
15:7 v bl sl | Y Y Y n/a Y
15:10 waad b sl | Y Y Y n/a Y
16:9 1ead il W oo | Y Y Y n/a Y
16:11 Jusandne Pasy Basases oo J | Y Y Y Y Y
1o hoor I
16:12 Oholal I ey s Jo | Y Y Y Y Y
S
16:27 el guso ol s g o il [ Y Y Y n/a Y
18:14 s bl ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
18:17 e e Y Y n/a Y
18:18 ad boss | Y Y Y n/a Y
18:29 2o Lol rnel | Y Y Y n/a Y
19:26 pead bl sl | Y Y Y n/a Y
19:40 s bl sl | Y Y Y n/a Y
20:44 e oX o rpoy oo J | Y Y Y n/a Y
21:3 pead Bl ool fiia | Y Y Y n/a Y
21:32 10 Il el rwol | Y Y Y n/a Y
22:16 s e bl sl | Y Y Y n/a | Y
22:34 pesma S L el | Y Y Y Y Y
22:37 g bl il [ Y Y Y n/a Y
23:31 tery O oy beawas B [ Y Y Y n/a Y
23:43 i bl el el | Y Y n/a Y Y
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Jn Addi- Addi- Addi- Addi- Ming.

tional tional tional tional MS 148

MS MS MS MS (1613)

14460 14471 7157 12138

599/ | ©615) | @67/ | (899)

600) 768)
1:51 1@ Ll ol ‘ol @l | Y Y Y Y Y
3:3 i bl ol el ol | Y Y Y Y Y
3:5 N R e IR ¢ Y Y n/a Y
3:11 i bl el sl ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
3:12 ol csons o | Y Y Y n/a | Y
4:10 Jhal N s | Y Y Y n/a Y
4:35 pead il ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
5:19 i bl ol el ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
5:24 12> b ol cesol @l | Y Y Y n/a Y
5:25 1@ W pol rwol ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
6:26 1@ Wl pol rwsol ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
6:32 10 bl ol cesol @l | Y Y Y n/a Y
6:47 2@ Lol jol reol @l | Y Y Y n/a Y
6:53 2@ Lol ol resol ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
8:34 2@ L ol reol o | Y Y Y n/a Y
8:51 1000 bl ol rwl ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
8:58 300 bl ool rwol el | Y Y Y n/a Y
10:1 1@ Ll ol rwsol el | Y Y Y n/a Y
10:7 1000 Ll ol col @l | Y Y Y n/a Y
12:24 1000 Ll ol rol ol | Y Y Y n/a Y
13:9 1uio o folo @sen o il | Y Y n/a
13:14 “@asje o s il ([ Y Y Y Y Y

\oa 5 0o L%“(
13:16 1@ Ll ol rwsol @l | Y Y Y Y Y
13:20 1ea bl ol rol el | Y Y Y n/a Y
(add)

13:21 1@ bl ol cesol @l | Y Y Y n/a Y
13:38 i bl ol sl @l | Y Y Y n/a Y
14:12 oo Ll sl -l ol | Y Y Y n/a_ | Y
16:7 10a bl ol Jia bl | Y Y Y Y Y
16:20 10 bl ol cesol @l | Y Y Y n/a Y
16:23 2000 Ll ol rol @l | Y Y Y n/a Y
20:25 1ou0es wpl ‘bl faawo | n/a n/a Y n/a Y
21:18 S Lol el ol | n/a | n/a | Y n/a_ | Y







A NEW MANDAIC DICTIONARY: CHALLENGES,
ACCOMPLISHMENTS, AND PROSPECTS'

Matthew Morgenstern
Tel Aviv University

The preparations for a new dictionary of Mandaic have revealed the ac-
complishments and shortcomings of Mandaic philology since the 19
century. The present article outlines the scholarly achievements to date
and describes some of the steps that have been taken to ensure greater ac-
curacy in the future.

1 INTRODUCTION: MANDAIC SOURCES

Mandaic is a south-eastern variety of Aramaic that is closely related to the Jewish
Babylonian Aramaic of the Talmud and post-Talmudic rabbinic literature. The earli-
est surviving sources are the ever-growing corpus of amuletic spells written on clay
bowls and metal lamellae, which according to most estimations were copied be-
tween the fifth to seventh centuries CE and provide the earliest material evidence
for the language.? The language of these texts often differs from that of the “classi-

! This is the first part of a two-part account of the present state of Mandaic scholar-
ship. For the second part see Matthew Morgenstern, “New Manuscript Sources for the
Study of Mandaic,” in Newue Beitrage zur Semitistik. Sechstes Treffen der Arbeitsgemeinschaft Semitistik
in der Dentschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft vom 09.—11. Februar 2013 in Heidelberg (eds. V.
Golinets et. al, AOAT, Ugarit Verlag, forthcoming). I wish to thank Dr. Tania Notarius,
Maleen Schliter, Tom Alfia and Livnat Barkan for their assistance in preparing the materials
discussed herein. The following scholars kindly shared with me their unpublished works:
Shaul Shaked, Hezy Mutzafi, Chatles Hdberl, Bogdan Burtea, James Nathan Ford and Ohad
Abudraham. Citations from the Rba7 Rafid Collection are reproduced by kind permission of
the custodian of the collection. Written Mandaic forms transliterated according to the system
developed by Rudolf Macuch. This research was supported by the Israel Science Foundation
grant no. 419/13.

2 On the archaeological evidence see, e.g., Erica Hunter, “Combat and Conflict in In-
cantation Bowls: Studies on Two Aramaic Specimens from Nipput,” in Siudia Aramaica: New
Sources and New Approaches, ed. M. J. Geller, ]. C. Greenfield and M. P. Weitzman, Journal of
Semitic Studies Supplement Series 4 (Oxford University, 1995), 61-76.
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cal” corpus,? though it is unclear to what extent these differences arise from selec-
tive editing of the later manuscript sources.* The magical texts contain many expres-
sions and themes that are shared with contemporary Aramaic and later Mandaic
magic texts,> and on occasion share expressions with the Classical Mandaic corpus.¢

All other Mandaic texts — including the great works of “Classical” Mandaic
such as the Ginza Rba, the prayers and the large number of priestly instructional and
esoteric texts — are not preserved in eatly sources roughly contemporaneous with
their composition but rather in much later manuscripts. The earliest Mandaic manu-
script known to scholarship remains the Bodleian Library’s codex Marsh 691, a
small selection of the rabmi-prayers copied in Huweiza in 936 AH (1529-1530 CE),
i.e. many hundreds of years after the presumed composition of the prayers them-
selves. The Bibliothéque nationale de France in Paris holds the oldest manuscripts
of the Ginza Rba: CS 1, dating from 968 AH (1560 CE), and CS 2, dating from 1042
AH (1632-3 CE), while CS 12, copied in 978 AH (1570 CE) contains the eatliest
surviving copy of Sidra d-Nismata, one of the earliest parts of the Mandaean liturgy.
Thus although it is commonly agreed that these works are amongst the earliest Clas-
sical Mandaic literary compositions, they are preserved in manuscripts the earliest of
which was copied some 900 years later than the surviving epigraphic materials.

The earliest exemplar of Drasa d-Yahia (the so-called Jobnnesbuch der Mandder),
CS 8, was copied in 1039 AH (1631 CE),” while the prayer book CS 15, copied in
1086 AH (1675 CE), represents the oldest surviving textual witness to the so-called

3 Ohad Abudraham, “Three Mandaic Incantation Bowls in the Yosef Matisyahu Collec-
tion,” Leshonenu 67 (2015): 59-98; Matthew Morgenstern, “Forgotten Forms in Babylonian
Aramaic (Mandaic and Jewish),” Mehgarim Be Lashon (forthcoming); Ohad Abudraham and
Matthew Morgenstern, “Mandaic Incantation(s) on lead scrolls from the Schoyen Collec-
tion,” JAOS 136 (forthcoming).

4 This linguistic editing continued to the 19% century editions. See Ohad Abudraham,
Codex Sabéen 1 and Codex Sabéen 2 to the Ginza Rba revisited (forthcoming).

5 Christa Miller-Kessler, “Phraseology in Mandaic Incantations and Its Rendering in
Various Eastern Aramaic Dialects: A Collection of Magic Terminology,” ARAM 11-12
(1999-2000): 293-310. Christa Miller-Kessler, Die Zauberschalentexte der Hilprecht-Sammilung,
Jena und weitere Nippur Texte anderer Sammilungen (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2005), James Ford,
Review of E. C. D. Hunter and J. B. Segal, Catalogue of the Aramaic and Mandaic Incantation
Bowls in the British Museum, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 26 (2002): 237-72.

¢ Charles Hiberl, “Incantation Texts in Mandaic Script as Witnesses to the Mandaean
Scriptures,” in Arabs, Mawlis and Dhimmis: Scribal Practices and the Social Construction of Knowledge
in Late Antiquity (ed. Hugh Kennedy and Myriam Wissa. Leuven: Peeters, forthcoming); Mat-
thew Motgenstern and Maleen Schliiter, “A Mandaic Amulet on Lead — MS 2087/1,” Ererz
Israel 32 (forthcoming): 115-27.

7 On the possible late date of parts of this work, see Chatles Hiberl, “Tense, Aspect,
and Mood in the Doctrine of John,” in Neo-Aramaic and its Linguistic Context (ed. Geoffrey
Khan and Lidia Napiorkowska, New York: Gorgias Press, 2015): 397—400.
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wedding songs, which are composed in a later, more vernacular form of Mandaic.®
These late Mandaic poems serve to remind us that unlike its Talmudic counterpart,
the Mandaean language remained spoken throughout the ages and indeed remains
spoken to the present day (albeit by an extremely limited number of users).” There is
much evidence to suggest that up to a hundred years ago the language enjoyed far
wider currency amongst the Mandaean community. 1

The earliest clear indication that a type of Mandaic close to the contemporary
vernacular was already spoken in the 17% century comes from the five-column mul-
tilingual Leiden Glossarium, which provides word-lists in Mandaic, Arabic, Latin,
Turkish and Persian. Thanks to a detailed study by Roberta Borghero, the prove-
nance of the Leiden Glossarium has been convincingly established, and the evidence
indicates that it was composed in Basra in 1651 by the Carmelite missionary Matteo
de San Giuseppe.!! In other words, its composition is more or less contemporane-
ous with the earliest surviving copies of Drasa d-Yahia and the wedding songs, and
indeed the second oldest surviving copy of the Ginga. Studies of the Glossarinm re-
veal its language to share many features with contemporary Neo-Mandaic, as well as
some archaic features that are no longer preserved and independent dialectal devel-
opments.'? Further evidence comes from the colophons of newly obtained 17% cen-
tury manuscripts, which include material of an autobiographical nature.!> Colophons

8 Mark Lidzbarski, Manddische Liturgien, mitgeteilt, iibersetzt und erklirt (Berlin: Weidmann.
1920: IX-XI; Matthew Morgenstern “Neo-Mandaic in Mandaean Manuscript Sources,” in
Neo-Aramaic and its Linguistic Context (ed. Geoffrey Khan and Lidia Napiorkowska, New
York: Gorgias Press, 2015): 390-2. They were first published in Ethel S. Drower, Sarh d-
qgabin d-Sislam Rba (D.C. 38): Explanatory Commentary on the Marviage-ceremony of the Great Sislam
(Rome: Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1950) on the basis of DC 38, a copy from 1216 AH
(1801-2 CE) and then republished by her in Ethel S. Drower The Canonical Prayerbook of the
Mandaeans, Translated with Notes (Leiden: Brill, 1959) on the basis of DC 53 from the same
year. Drower’s editions did not take CS 15 into account.

9 Chatles Hiberl, The Neo-Mandaic Dialect of Khorramshabr (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz,
2009), 8, estimates that today there remain no more than 200 speakers, all of whom are over
the age of 30.

10 Hezy Mutzafi and Matthew Morgenstern, “Sheikh Nejm’s Mandaic Glossary (DC 4):
An Unrecognised Source of Neo-Mandaic,” ARAM 24 (2012): 157-74.

11 Roberta Borghero, “A 17th Century Glossary of Mandaic,” ARAM 11 (1999-2000):
311-9.

12 Roberta Borghero, “Some Linguistic Features of a Mandaean Manuscript from the
Seventeenth Century,” ARAM 16 (2004): 61-83; Matthew Morgenstern, “Diachronic Stud-
ies in Mandaic,” Otientalia 79 (2010): 505-525.; Mutzafi and Morgenstern, “Sheikh Nejm”;
Hezy Mutzafi, Comparative L exical Studies in Neo-Mandaic (Leiden: E.J. Brill 2014): passinz, Mot-
genstern, “Neo-Mandaic”: 375-80; Tom Alfia “Studies in the 17th Century Mandaic Glos-
sarium from Leiden” (MA thesis, Haifa University, 2015).

13 See Morgenstern, “Neo-Mandaic,” 382-6, and Morgenstern, “New Manuscript
Sources.”
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strongly influenced by Neo-Mandaic continued to be composed through the 19t
century (and perhaps up to the present day), as were, apparently, instructions for the
writing of amulet formulae.'* The dating of the “Book of the Zodiac” is difficult.
The earliest copy known today is CS 26, copied in 1212 AH (1797-8 CE), though
the copying tradition extends back much further. Parts of the work are apparently
ancient,!> while others are greatly influenced by the vernacular.!'® From the late 19t
century we also have texts in the vernacular written for Pére Anastase Marie de St.
Elie (1866—1947) of the Carmelite Mission in Baghdad;!” some fifty years later,
Macuch began his field work on the vernacular, which led to a series of valuable (if
flawed) publications.!® Subsequent studies by Hiberl! and Mutzafi2® have done
much to increase our knowledge of the latest phases of Mandaic, as well as provide
important correctives to some of the previous publications. As we shall see below,
the evidence of the spoken language has much to teach us about written Mandaic
texts.

Finally, when considering the sources, we must take account of what Jorunn
Buckley, in her seminal work on the Mandaean copying traditions, has called “the
funnel of 1831.”2! Following the cholera epidemic of that year, which led to the
deaths of a// the initiated priests, there was a severe decline in the Mandaean scribal
tradition. This is apparent when comparing pre-1831 manuscripts with those that
were copied after the cholera. Furthermore, many of the subsequently copied Man-
daic texts appear to draw from copies produced in the immediate aftermath of the
epidemic. The scribal quality continued to decline, so that those manuscripts copied
after the 1880s are significant less accurate than those copied before. However, the
decline may already be discerned when comparing, for example, the copies of the
Ginza from the early 19% century with that of the 16 century.

14 Morgenstern, “Neo-Mandaic,” 388-90.

15> Gideon Bohak and Mark Geller, “Babylonian Astrology in the Cairo Genizah,” in
Envisioning Judaism: Studies in Honor of Peter Schafer on the Occasion of his Seventieth Birthday (ed.
Ra‘anan S. Boustan, et. al., Veltri, Ttibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013), 607-622.

16 Morgenstern, “Neo-Mandaic,” 386—8.

17 See Rudolf Macuch and Klaus Boekels, Newmanddische Chrestomathie mit grammatischer
Skizze, kommentierter Ubersetzung nnd Glossar (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1989): 11-12, 184-5;
Chatles Hiberl, “Neo-Mandaic in Fin de siécle Baghdad,” J40S 130 (2010): 551-60 and
Morgenstern, “Neo-Mandaic,” 380-382 for conclusive proof of the texts’ origin.

18 Rudolf Macuch, Handbook of Classical and Modern Mandaic (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1965);
Rudolf Macuch, “The Bridge of Shushtar: A Legend in Vernacular Mandaic,” in Studia Semit-
tca, loanni Bakos Dicata (ed. Jan Bako$ and Stanislav Segert, Bratislava: Vydavaterstvo Slov-
enskej akadémie vied, 1965): 153—172; Macuch and Boekels, Newmanddische Chrestomathie mit
grammatischer Skizze; Rudolf Macuch and Guido Dankwarth, Newmanddiische Texte im Dialekt
von Abwaz, (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1993).

19 Hibertl, The Neo-Mandaic Dialect of Khorramshabr.

20 Mutzafi, Comparative Lexical Studies.

2 Jorunn J. Buckley, The Great Stems of Souls (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2010): 117.



A NEW MANDAIC DICTIONARY 143

This very brief survey of the Mandaic sources serves to remind us of two cru-
cial factors that must be borne in mind when considering the accomplishments and
challenges of Mandaic lexicography:

1. There are great discrepancies in the attestation histories of the different parts
of the corpus. The epigraphic corpus is preserved in witnesses from the pre-Islamic
period, while some magical works survive only in very late copies from the 19 or
even 20™ centuries. Although earlier manuscripts are not necessarily based upon
better textual traditions than later ones, given what we know of the copying history
of Mandaic sources, a greater degree of caution must be taken before drawing mate-
rials from sources of certain types, e.g. late amulet formularies or very late copies of
the classical literature.

2. There are considerable differences in composition date between the early
and late texts, and certain genres of Mandaic writings show a strong propensity to
employ lexemes or even grammatical forms drawn from the ra0, the Mandaean
vernacular that has remained spoken to the present day. Accordingly, any linguistic
study that takes account of @/ lexemes recorded in Mandaic literary sources will in-
clude material that ranges from the pre-Islamic period up to words and forms that
are characteristic of the language spoken today.

The continued use of the Mandaic as a mother tongue is expressed in several
genres of Mandaic literature, and overshadows the composition and copying history
of all texts.22 In total, the corpus of written Mandaic may be estimated to around
500,000 words.?3

2 MANDAIC LEXICOGRAPHY

The lexicography of Mandaic began in earnest with the publication of Th. Néldeke’s
groundbreaking Manddische Grammartik (1875).24 Although as its title indicated,
Néldeke’s work was primarily grammatical in orientation, it is rich in lexicographical
and etymological clarifications and served as the basis for all subsequent philological
work. Indeed, Néldeke’s observations were carefully indexed by Lidzbarski, and also
found their way — either directly or through the agency of Lidzbarski’s index — into
Drower’s and Macuch’s Mandaic Dictionary?> (henceforth: MD), if not always accu-
rately.26 Lidzbarski seems to have prepared his index of words in lieu of a dictionary

22 See Morgenstern, “Neo-Mandaic” and Abudraham, “Codex Sabéen.”

23 'This figure was calculated by choosing a representative witness for each text, and al-
lowing some additional leeway for variant readings and differing colophons.

24 Matthias Norberg, Lexidion Codicis Nasarei cui Liber Adami Nomen (London: Betlingi-
anis, 1810), represented the first attempt to produce a sustained philological study, but was
marred by many misunderstandings, as had previously pointed out by Theodor Néldeke,
Ueber die Mundart der Mandaer (G6ttingen: Dieterichsche Buchhandlung, 1862).

2 Drower and Macuch, .4 Mandaic Dictionary.

26 For example auspiza is cited in Ethel S. Drower and Rudolf Macuch, A Mandaic Dic-
tionary (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1963), 11b, as “var[iant] of aSpinza,” i.e. “inn.” But
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to aid him in his translations of the major works of Mandaic literature — first Drasa
d-Yabia (1915)%7 followed by selections from the liturgy (1920)28 and finally the Ginza
Rba (1925).29 Lidzbarski’s personal indices took two forms. One was a “card index”
comprising of small slips of paper — roughly 5 cm x 3 cm — which listed declined or
conjugated forms in Ashkenazi Hebrew handscript accompanied by a brief refer-
ence but no translation.® The following are several examples, with the original cita-
tions, presented here in a modern Hebrew print script:

RTIRNA ORI G 1T 124 2155
RIY 17"8 Mor. 195 5

1rah nre's Oxf. 98b
RIORIIRD Oxf. Rolle G 878
KRNOKRTIRIRD Lond. Rolle a 362

The other index comprised a small booklet containing a list of Mandaic lexemes
with their definitions in German.3!

Lidzbarski’s published translations were furnished with accompanying notes, in
places extensive, that clarified dozens of lexemes, as even a brief glance at the indi-
ces that accompanied these works reveals. Furthermore, Lidzbarski’s translations of
Drasa d-Yahia and the liturgy merited detailed reviews by Noldeke3? and a response
from Lidzbarski?® With their lexical and grammatical clarifications, Néldeke and
Lidzbarski set the discipline of Mandaic philology on firm foundations, and not
without reason Macuch wrote to Drower that “Noldeke and Lidzbarski in Mandae-
an studies were like Aristotle in mediaeval philosophy.”3* Of the other scholars ac-

au$piza is never attested in Mandaic: its appearance in MD arises from a misunderstanding
of Theodor Néldeke, Manddische Grammatik (Halle an der Salle: Waisenhaus, 1875), 51, which
presents the JBA form RI"aWIR (see Michael Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Arama-
ic of the Talmudic and Geonic Periods (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University Press; Baltimore and Lon-
don: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2002), 98-9, for comparative purposes.

27 Mark Lidzbarski, Das Jobannesbuch der Mandder 11 (Giessen: Tépelmann, 1915).

28 Lidzbarski, “Mandiische Liturgien.”

2 Mark Lidzbarski, Ginza: Der Schatz; oder, Das grosse Buch der Mandder (G6ttingen:
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1925).

30 This is now item 14 in the Lidzbarski archives held in the Bibliothek der Deutschen
Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, Halle.

31 Ttem 21 in the same archive.

32 Theodor Néldeke, “Manddisches,” ZA 30 (1915-16): 139-62; Theodor Noldeke,
Review of Mark Lidzbarski, Manddische Liturgien, miigeteilt, iibersetzt und erkldrt, Z4 33 (1921):
72-80.

33 Mark Lidzbarski, “Zu den Mandiischen Liturgien,” ZS§ 1 (1922).

3 Cited in Jorunn J. Buckley, Lady E.S. Drower’s Scholarly Correspondence (Leiden: Brill,
2012): 170.
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tive in the field during that period, mention should also be made of Euting,3> who
published an important critical edition of some prayers, Brandt,3 whose work on
Mandaean theology clarified many religious terms, and Pognon,?” who published the
first substantial collection of Mandaic epigraphic texts with an accompanying glossa-
ty.

The lexical study of Mandaic remained very static through the next decade fol-
lowing the deaths of Lidzbarski (1927) and Noldeke (1930). However, in 1937, Eth-
el Stefana Drower, who had arrived in Baghdad in 1921, published her first Mandaic
text. Drower, 59 years of age at the time her first text appeared in press, amassed a
collection of Mandaic manuscripts that was larger than any in the West and subse-
quently published more editions of Mandaic works than any other scholar, in spite
of lacking formal training in the Semitic languages. Drower’s keen sense led her to
acquire exemplars of every work of Mandaic literature, many of which were not
previously known to Western scholars, and her collection included several important
manuscripts belonging to the earliest generations of surviving sources, e.g. DC 48
(Alma Risaia Zuta) from 972 AH (= 1564-5 CE) and DC 6 (most of the 4 Trisar),
the older part of which was copied in 965 AH = (1557 CE).

During the course of her work on her manuscripts, initially prompted by the
Jewish philologist Dr. Moses Gaster,3 Drower created a card-index file of Mandaic
wotds. However, Drowet’s index was very different from Lidzbarski’s. Examination
of the original cards, which are now held by the Institute of Semitics at the Free
University, Berlin, reveals a highly disorganised series of notes consisting of partial
citations which are often missing references, precise or otherwise. The somewhat
haphazard nature of these cards would have a significant effect on the final outcome
of MD, for which they too served as one of the primary sources. Numerous lexemes
and citations appear in MD without precise reference, and many of these have been
located in works that Drower studied or edited.

% Julius BEuting, Qolasta oder Gesange und Lebren von der Taufe und dem Ausgang der Seele
(Stuttgart: Friedrich Schepperlen, 1867).

36 Wilhelm Brandt, Die manddische Religion, ibre Entwicklung nnd geschichtliche Bedentung
(Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1889).

37 Henri Pognon, Inscriptions mandaites des coupes de Khonabir (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale,
1898).

38 Drower apud Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 136.



146 FROM ANCIENT MANUSCRIPTS TO MODERN DICTIONARIES

,Lif%_ggm

__alent /J @W%M‘ Bkl {,f,ﬁm)’_\:’_\
P (;,., 0z, %;[a_ : P ki Al
-Jl_‘:l‘-dh—ﬁ 6’ () { iy ‘-; ( /DA <») wao n—»...al ')Zi“r‘”“:‘ fo.(_‘é
ia Q= w«.d’fr vrmod

_Ioif(/ at,d Qe drm

Tsufﬁb'@%&m%%e“m  hbe gme Lo
ey e &Amé “&;‘;‘fﬁﬁ“

One of Drower’s index cards.
Drower was desperately aware of her lack of formal training in the Semitic lan-
guages, and from the 1940s sought the collaboration of a more qualified scholar to

aid her in turning her card index into a scientific dictionary, as she stated in this un-
dated letter which was probably composed in early 1947:

You say that there is no dictionary of the Mandaic language. I have been working
for years on a card index dictionary of the language, which is now so large that, in
order to reduce it to a state in which it could be published, I must find a collabo-
rator [...] it has occurred to me that here would be a golden opportunity for get-
ting into touch with some Semitic scholar possessed of enough leisure, and ade-
quate qualifications to bring the vessel safely to port. [...] I am conscious of my
own disabilities and should require such a collaborator to have a wider knowledge
of kindred languages than my own.?

In a letter from June 14t 1947 — when Drower was 68 years old — she wrote:

Last autumn I went to Oxford and met Professor Driver for the first time. He
saw my card-index dictionary, and when I asked him if he could suggest a collab-
orator, as the work entailed was now getting to be more than I could manage, he
suggested Dr. McHardy, of John’s College.*’ Dr. McHardy agreed, and I am now
working steadily on the index and forwarding the matter to him. It will take sev-

3 Published in Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 135.
40 Jdentified by Buckley as Scot William D. McHardy (1911-2000), the creator of the
New English Bible.
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eral years. Professor Driver is confident that, by the time the dictionary is ready,
funds will be forthcoming for its publication.*!

McHardy became the first of several potential collaborators to disappoint Drower.
Nevertheless, the potential collaboration appears to have encouraged Drower, and
on February 11t 1949 she wrote:

I have just finished typing out the rough draft of a Mandaic dictionary. It was
suggested to me by more than one pundit that it should be published now, but I
should not feel happy about that at all. If it is to be the standard work that I hope
it may eventually become, it needs years of work and careful critical analysis, and
I have the promise that Dr. McHardy will get down seriously to work on it with
me next year. If I die before it is in its final stages, which is not unlikely since I
am in my seventieth year, I shall at least have the satisfaction of knowing that I
laid a good solid foundation. To have typed out just on 2000 sheets of typescript
is a work which I am glad to have completed, it has been the final lap of many
years’ work.*?

As Drower’s correspondence indicates, by mid-1950 she was once again working
alone, but was still seeking assistance:

Personally, I should like to work on it at least another two years, by which time
the verbs should be in better shape and a great deal more comprehensive. In the
final preparation, however, I may be forced to get competent help from a scholar
acquainted with the practical preparation of a lexicon who is also a Talmudist or
better still, a Mandaic scholar. In this case, I suppose that our names would both
appear on the completed volume or volumes, and that we should share any prof-
its (if anyl) All this is supposing that I live to do all this, a little condition that one
may face at my age, I suppose.®?

It would be several years before Drower found her Mandaic scholar. Following an
incisive review of one of her publications,* Drower contacted Rudolf Macuch,*
who had conducted fieldwork amongst the Mandaeans and was acquainted with the
spoken language. With the support of G. R. Driver, whom Macuch later described
as “the sponsor of the Dictionary,”#¢ and the financial support of Tehran Universi-

41 Published in Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 56.

42 Ibid. 63.

4 Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 69—70.

4 Rudolf Macuch, Review of Ethel S. Drower, The Haran Gawaita and the Baptism of
Hibil-Ziwa, ZDMG 105 (1955): 357-63.

45 Maria Macuch, ““And Life is Victorious!” Mandaean and Samaritan Literature: In
Memory of Rudolf Macuch (1919-1993),” in Und das Leben ist siegreich, And Life is Victorious
(ed. Rainer Voigt, Wiesbaden: Harrasowitz, 2008): 13.

46 Macuch, Handbook of Classical and Modern Mandaic: 536.
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ty,*” Macuch arrived in Oxford and began his work in August 1956 on what he later
called “scholarly redaction:”

Lady Drower had put such a rich material into my hands that my work was most-
ly of technical character, such as the completing of missing references and schol-
arly literature, combining of Lady Drower’s, Lidzbarski’s*® and mine* own lexi-
cographical collections, etymological explanations, control of forms and mean-
ings and the establishing and justification of the latter in doubtful cases, appropri-
ate shortening of quotations, distinction between the essential and unessential as
well as a complete rearrangement and elaboration of the entries and sub-entries
according to their grammatical and semantic categories with the division of the
numerous homonyms according to their origin and actual meaning. Such an elab-
oration of an exhaustive mass of lexicographical material of a language in a fluid
phonetic state in a limited time was no easy task. But I will always consider those
two years of sleepless nights spent in the preparation of the Mandaic Dictionary
as the most blessed in my life. The feeling of having in my hands complete mate-
rial gathered during more than half a century was encouraging and produced an
increased effort which made it possible to produce the Dictionary during two
years of my leave from Teheran University.>

The speed with which Macuch compiled this material is indeed impressive, and it is
most likely that without his determination the dictionary would never have been
published. On the other hand, at such a rate Macuch had less than one and a half
days to consolidate every published page of MD. It is therefore not surprising that
the outcome was extremely uneven. The book was typeset and revised over the fol-
lowing years, in spite of the difficulties incurred by the fact that the co-author was
once again living in Tehran.>® The final product appeared in October 1963, when
Drower was 84 years old, and it was to represent her final publication. For her dec-
ades of contributions to Mandaean studies, Drower was awarded the prestigious

47 See Macuch apud Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 155; see there, however, Macuch’s
criticism of his treatment by Tehran University.

4 In a letter sent to Ullendorf, and later forwarded to Drower on 16.12.63 (and pub-
lished in Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 168), Macuch stated “Lidzbarski’s ‘Sammlung’ con-
tained nothing more than textual references to the four or five main Mandaean texts known
in his days. [...] As to Lidzbarski, he has not more than certain numerical references which
were carefully controlled by both of us (Lady Drower and me). The interpretation comes
from us.” Nonetheless, there are entries in MD which clearly indicate that the authors made
use of Lidzbarski’s unpublished glosses, e.g. s.v. gat‘il, gat‘il (MD 75b): “(Lidzb. Mand. GL
‘Rudermann’).”

49 Sic!

50 Macuch, Handbook of Classical and Modern Mandaic, XI.N-V1.

51 Ibid, 531.
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Lidzbarski medal.>> Macuch for his part was appointed as Professor of Arabic and
Semitics at the Free University in West Berlin.

From the correspondence published by Buckley and from Macuch’s subse-
quent statements it is clear that the Dictionary’s authors were aware of some of its
shortcomings, but that the point had been reached where it was no longer practical
or possible to hold up publication. “A complete correction of misprints and other
formal mistakes,” wrote Macuch in 1965, “must wait for the second edition.”53
Even as MD appeared, Macuch was discussing with Drower the publication of addi-
tions and corrections,>* and his first such list appeared two years later as an appen-
dix to his Handbook.5 But while Macuch privately acknowledged to Drower the
failings of MD, he was less willing to allow other scholars to criticize:

And finally we must also leave something fo[t] our critics. To each nonsense they
say I will gladly reply and kill them for it without mercy [...] And I do not even
worty so much about the critics. None of them made any important discovery in
the field of Mandaic; they are able to repeat what Noldeke and Lidzbarksi said.>

Macuch held true to his promise. Much of his subsequent writing was strongly po-
lemical in nature, and sought to defend the methodology and interpretations of
MD.>7

In the years following Drower’s death, little progress was made in Mandaic lex-
icography, and few texts were published.>® However, since the 1990s Mandaic stud-

52 Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 201-2.

53 Macuch, Handbook of Classical and Modern Mandaic, 531.

54 Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 152.

55 Macuch, Handbook of Classical and Modern Mandaic, 532—543.

56 Macuch apud Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 154.

57 Particularly notable in this respect is Rudolf Macuch, Zur Sprache und Literatur der
Mandder (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1976); Macuch’s contribution comprises half of the volume and
mostly consists of harsh responses to his critics. See Joseph Naveh, Review of Rudolf
Macuch, Zur Sprache und Literatur der Mandder, BO 35 (1978): 326-7.

8 Exceptions were Kurt Rudolph, Der Manddiische Diwan der Fliisse (Berlin: Akademie,
1982), who published the Diuan Nabranata according to DC 7 with selected variants from a
manuscript from Baghdad, and publications by Joseph Naveh, “Another Mandaic Lead
Roll,” Israel Oriental Studies 5 (1975): 47-53, and Jonas Carl Greenfield and Joseph Naveh, “A
Mandaic Lead Amulet with Four Incantations,” Eresz Israe/ 18 (1985): 97-107, both editions
of Mandaic lamellae. Macuch also published several lamellae shortly after the appearance of
MD; see Rudolf Macuch, “Altmanddische Bleirollen 1,” in Die Araber in der alten Welt 4 (ed.
Franz Altheim and Ruth Stiehl, Berlin: De Gruyter, 1967): 91-203, and Rudolf Macuch,
“Altmandiische Bleirollen I1,” in Die Araber in der alten Welt 5.1 (ed. Franz Altheim and Ruth
Stiehl, Betlin: De Gruyter, 1968): 34-72. Edwin M. Yamauchi, Mandaic Incantation Texts New
Haven: American Oriental Society, 1967) presents a useful collection of previously published
texts, but many of these editions are now out of date, and the work must be read with Mi-
chael Sokoloff, “Notes on some Mandaic magical texts,” Orientalia 40 (1971): 448-58.
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ies have enjoyed something of a revival, with the publication of a larger number of
texts preserved in both epigraphic sources and manuscripts.’ Other studies have
contributed to the clarification of Mandaic philology.®® In parallel, great progress has

% For the manuscripts, see in particular Jorunn Buckley, The Seroll of Exalted Kingship:
Diwan Malkuta 'Laita New Haven: American Oriental Society, 1993) and Bogdan Burtea,
Das mandiische Fest der Schalttage: Fdition, Ubersetzung und Kommentierung der Handschrift DC 24
Sarbh d-paruanaiia (Mandiistische Forschungen 1; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2005), Bogdan
Burtea, “Zibrun, das verborgene Gebeimnis:”  Eine manddische  priesterliche  Rolle. Edition,
Ubersetzung und Kommentierung der Handschrift DC 27 Zihrun Raza Kasia (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 2008) and Bogdan Burtea, “Die Geheimnisse der Vorviter:“ Edition, Ubersetzung
und  Kommentierung eines esoterischen  manddischen  Texts aus der Bodleian Library Oxjford
(Manddistische Forschungen 5; Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz 2015). The epigraphic publications
are many. See in particular Firyal Zihrliin Nu‘man, Ciseall 3 450! 51,V Ls;\;\ ol 09,85 JU b
(1% Faalr 130y, e Ll iy bl) S [“Mandaic Incantation Vessels in the Tragi Museum”
(Master’s Thesis, Baghdad: University of Baghdad)] (1996), Christa Miller-Kessler, “The
Story Of Bguzan-Lilit, Daughter Of Zanay-Lilit,” 405 116 (1996): 185-95, Christa Miller-
Kessler, “Aramiische Koine — Ein Beschworungsformular aus Mesopotamien,” BaghM 29
(1998): 33148, Christa Miller-Kessler, “Aramdische Beschworungen und astronomische
Omina in nachbabylonischer Zeit: Das Fortleben mesopotamischer Kultur im Vorderen
Orient,” in Babylon: Focus Mesopotamischer Geschichte, Wiege friiber Gelehrsamfeit, Mythos in der
Moderne, 2, Internationales Colloquium der Deutschen Orient-Gesellschaft 24.-26. Mirz
1998 in Berlin (ed. Johannes Renger, Berlin: Saarbriicker Druckerei und Verlag, 1999), 427—
43, Christa Muller-Kessler “Die Zauberschalensammlung des British Museum,” A4fO 48/49
(2001-2002): 115-145, and Christa Miller-Kessler, Die Zauberschalentexte der Hilprecht-
Sammlung, with Matthew Morgenstern, Review of Christa Miller-Kessler, Die
Zauberschalentexte der Hilprecht-Sammlung, Jena und weitere Nippur Texte anderer
Sammlungen, J$$ 55 (2010): 280-9, Judah B. Segal and Erica C. D. Hunter, Catalogue of the
Aramaic and Mandaic Incantation Bowls in the British Musenm (London: British Museum, 2000),
and reviews thereof: Ford, “Review of Catalogue of the Aramaic and Mandaic Incantation
Bowls” and Miiller-Kessler “Die Zauberschalensammlung des British Museum,” James N.
Ford, “Another Look at the Mandaic Incantation Bowl BM 91715, [ANES 29 (2002): 31—
47, Matthew Morgenstern, “The Mandaic Magic Bowl Dehays 63: An Unpublished Parallel
to BM117872 (Segal 079A),” JANES 32 (2011): 73-89, G. Abu Samra, “A New Mandaic
Magi Bowl,” in Durch Dein Wort ward jegliches Ding! | Throngh Thy Word Ail Things Were Made! —
II Manddistische und Samaritanistische Tagung (ed. R. Voigt, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2013): 55—
69, and Abudraham, “Three Mandaic Incantation Bowls.” Several texts are now forthcom-
ing: e.g. Morgenstern and Schliter, “A Mandaic Amulet on Lead,” Abudraham and Morgen-
stern, “Lead scrolls from the Schoyen Collection” and Matthew Morgenstern, “A Mandaic
Lamella for the Protection of a Pregnant Woman: MS 2097/9,” Aula Orientalis 33 (2015):
271-86.

%0 See the material presented in the previous note and in particular Christa Miiller-
Kessler, “Diamon + YTB 1. — Ein Krankheitsdimon: Eine Studie zu aramdiischen
Beschworungen medizinischen Inhalts,” in Munuscula Mesopotamica: Festschrift fiir Jobannes
Renger, AOAT 267 (ed. Barbara Bock, et. al., Munster: Ugarit-Verlag, 1999): 341-354, and
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been made over the past three decades in the lexicography of other Aramaic dia-
lects,5! and a large number of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic and Syriac magic texts
have been published that cast light upon the philological study of Mandaic.6? It has
long been apparent that MD did not meet the standards current in lexicographical
reference tools, and in 2009 the present author published an article describing some
of its shortcomings, in particular in terms of organisation and presentation.®> Since
that time, an extensive project has been undertaken to lay the groundwork for a new
dictionary of Mandaic. The remainder of this article will be dedicated to outlining
our project’s aims and accomplishments.

3 COLLECTING AND CATALOGUING

The first task that stood before us was to attempt to gather good quality images of
all known Mandaic texts and to catalogue their contents. No such comprehensive

Christa Miller-Kessler and Karlheinz Kessler, “Spitbabylonische Gottheiten in spitantiken
mandaischen Texten,” Z.4 89 (1999): 65-87.

o1 The most significant publications in this area are the dictionaries by Sokoloff: Mi-
chael Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic of the Byzantine Period (Ramat Gan: Bar
Ilan University Press, 1992), Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic, and Michael
Sokoloff, A Syriac Lexicon: A Translation from the Latin, Correction, Expansion, and Update of C.
Brockelpmann’s Lexicon Syriacum (Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns and Piscataway; New
Jersey: Gorgias Press, 2009).

02 See e.g. Segal and Hunter, Catalogne of the Aramaic and Mandaic Incantation, Dan
Levene, A Corpus of Magic Bowls: Incantation Texts in Jewish Aramaic from Late Antiquity (London,
New York: Kegan Paul, 2003), (with comments in James N. Ford, JS§ 51 (2006): 207-14,
and Matthew Morgenstern, “Linguistic notes on magic bowls in the Moussaieff Collection,”
BSOAS 68 (2005): 349-67.), Dan Levene, Jewish Aramaic Curse Texts from Late-Antique Mesopo-
tamia (Leiden: Brill, 2013), Miller-Kessler, Die Zauberschalentexte der Hilprecht-Sammilung, Shaul
Shaked, James Nathan Ford and Siam Bhayro, Aramaic Bowl Spells: Jewish Babylonian Aramaic
Bowls, Vol. 1. Magical and Religions Literature of Late Antiguity (Leiden: Brill, 2013), James N.
Ford, “A New Parallel to the Jewish Babylonian Aramaic Incantation Bowl IM 76106 (Nip-
pur 11 N 78),” Aramaic Studies 9 (2011): 249-77, James N. Ford, “Notes on Some Recently
Published Magic Bowls in the Scheyen Collection and Two New Parallels,” Aula Orientalis 32
(2014): 235-64, Gideon Bohak and Matthew Morgenstern, “A Babylonian Jewish Aramaic
Magical Booklet from the Damascus Genizah,” Ginzei Qedemr 10 (2014):¥9—*44, Marco
Moriggi, A Corpus of Syriac Incantation Bowls — Syriac Magical Texts from Late-Antigue Mesopotamia
(Leiden: Brill, 2014), Matthew Morgenstern and James Nathan Ford, “On Some Readings
and Interpretations in the Aramaic Incantation Bowls and Related Texts,” BSO.AS 79 (forth-
coming).

3 The article was based upon published materials. Examination of the unpublished ma-
terials has revealed that the problems outlined in the article are far more widespread and
serious than it suggested.
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catalogue has previously been produced.®* In the case of the epigraphic texts, this
primarily entailed visiting museums and private collections and photographing the
material personally.®> For the Mandaic manuscripts, we initially relied upon the mi-
crofilms prepared by the Bodleian Library in Oxford, since many of the texts re-
mained unpublished and for others the photographs reproduced in Drower’s edi-
tions were not always of the highest quality. However, a number of the Mandaean
scrolls have been exposed to water and have suffered various forms of damage that
have darkened their surface. Moreover, the original leaves of the scrolls were joined
with a thick adhesive that the Mandaeans call §#7s, and this glue has a tendency to
turn a dark brown over the years. The discolouration particulatly affected the older,
more reliable manuscripts, and darkened parts are not always readable in black and
white photographs, as may be discerned in the published photographs of DC 36
which accompany Drower’s edition of the A/ Trisar.% By good fortune, the photo-
graphic policy of the Bodleian Library changed shortly after we began our work, and
it became possible to photograph Drower’s collection in good quality digital images,
including close-ups of damaged parts of the manuscripts. These images have ena-

04 H. Zotenberg, Catalogne des Manuscrits Syriagues et Sabéens (Mandaites) de la Bibliothéque
Nationale (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1874), does not cover the 12 items subsequently ac-
quired by the Bibliotheque nationale de France, for which the brief listing in Francois Nau,
“Notices des manuscrits syriaques, éthiopiens et mandéens entrés a la Bibliotheque Natio-
nale de Paris depuis I’édition des catalogues,” Revue de /'Orient Chrétien XVI (1911): 314 is
both inadequate and inaccurate. Drower’s own accounts of her collection (in particular Eth-
el S. Drower, “A Mandzan Bibliography,” JRAS (1953): 34-9, which is ostensibly reliable)
are marred by partial information and the frustrating use of alternative collection numbers.
For example Drower, “A Mandaan Bibliography,” 35 states that the work A/wa Risaia Zuta
is preserved in DC 47, whereas it is in fact DC 48. DC 47 is the “Phylactery for Rue” pub-
lished in Ethel S. Drower, “A phylactery for Rue. An Invocation of the personified Herb,”
Orientalia 15 (1946): 324—46. The correct numbers were recorded when the manuscripts were
published (DC 48 was published in Ethel S. Drower, .4 Pair of Nasoraean Commentaries: Two
Priestly Documents, the Great First World and the Lesser First World (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1963). and
are inscribed upon the items themselves. Nevertheless, the incorrect numbers are sometimes
used in MD, e.g. MD 40a s.v. aSgata, wherein the only citation is ascribed to DC 47 but is in
fact drawn from DC 48:419. Conversely, the only citation in MD 103b s.v. dubqa is as-
cribed to DC 48, while it is actually drawn from DC 47:45. Drower’s handlist published in
Buckley, Drower’s Scholarly Correspondence: 32333 is generally more accurate, but contains
some omissions and lacks many details regarding the magical handbooks. Kurt Rudolph,
“Die manddische Literatur” in Zur Sprache und Literatur der Mandder (ed. Rudolf Macuch, Ber-
lin: De Gruyter, 1976): 147-70 presents a helpful but not exhaustive survey of available
manuscripts.

% The majority of the texts were photographed by the present writer; others by James
Nathan Ford and Dan Levene.

66 Ethel S. Drower, Alf Trisar Suialia, The Thousand and Twelve Questions (Berlin: Akade-
mie-Verlag, 1960).
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bled us to improve the readings of the texts in many places. Manuscripts from other
collections — London, Paris and Berlin — were ordered in the form of digital images.
With the exception of Paris, all images are now supplied as colour scans; nonethe-
less, the images from Paris were of excellent quality, and since most of the manu-
scripts from Paris were well preserved, the lack of colour did not constitute an im-
pediment.®7

The importance of full catalogues and the correlation of the different sources
cannot be underestimated. As we have seen, MD was based upon references gath-
ered by different scholars over a period of many years. These examples are frequent-
ly cited according to manuscript sources or publications, and there is a marked ten-
dency to treat the manuscripts or publications as though they are works themselves
rather than textual witnesses. Some entries boldly attempt to co-ordinate the differ-
ent sources. For example, the entry sihmai (MD 393a) “Name of well-spring” rec-
ords that sihmai aina is attested in Oxf. 98a = ML 265:8 = DC 3 & CP 357:9, DC
50:722,%% though the reader is expected to know that Oxf. 98a refers to Oxf. Marsh
591, the earliest surviving Mandaic manuscript.®” However, the following example,
drawn from MD 16a, presents a very different picture:

akuasta, kuasta (cf. XJ1OX, M2Y¥) buttocks(?).
St. abs. akuasat DC 25. 54. kauba uzinipta
uakuasta DC 12. 163, kiba zanapth uakuasth
DC 43 & 46, Lond. roll. B 331 pain in his tail
and his buttocks (?).

Ostensibly, we have here five attestations of the lexeme akuasta/kuasta: DC 25,
DC 12, DC 43,79 DC 44 and London roll B. In fact, we have only one. A/ of the
references above are to parallel copies of a single work, Srita gl—fzpu/z'a “The Releasing
of the Loins,” a popular amulet formula for sexual impotence which is found in

7 Only two texts from Paris are scrolls: CS 16 (the first part of A/ Trisar) and CS 29.
The latter was published as Zarazta d-Hibil Ziwa in Jacques De Motgan, Mission scientifigue en
Perse, tome V' (études linguistiques), deuxciéme partie: Textes mandaites, histoires en Mandaite vulgaire
(Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1904). On the origin of De Morgan’s manuscripts see Morgen-
stern, “Neo-Mandaic,” 380-382.

98 This reference is inaccurate; DC 50:759 (according to Drowet’s corrected numbering
now written on the scroll) reads sihmai aina.

9 The abbreviation is never explained in MD, and the reference is probably drawn
from Lidzbarski’s card-index. Similarly, the reader is expected to know what works Lond.
Roll A and Lond. Roll B contain. Oxf. roll a, mentioned three times in MD — s.v. BHS (MD
54a), hupania (MD 136b) and kinta (MD 214b) does not exist; the text is Lond. Roll A, i.e.
BL Or. 6592. The texts are referred to in Lidzbarski’s writings as Rolle A and Rolle B (e.g.
Lidzbarski, Das Johannesbuch der Mandder 1I: XXXII) and have apparently also found their way
into MD from his card index.

70 This in itself is an erroneous reference. The lexeme is not found in DC 43, and the
intention is probably to DC 45. 8:14.
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many copies, both as part of the Pasar Harsia collection and independent of it. The
DC references have been taken from Drowet’s card index, the London roll refet-
ence from Lidzbarski’s. By citing texts according to manuscript sources rather than
literary works, MD tends to inflate the number of attestations of rare lexemes.”!
Moreover, no distinction is made here between the better textual witnesses — such as
DC 12, copied in 1196 AH (= 1782 CE) — and the later, more corrupt sources such
as DC 46 and DC 25, late-19% and eatly 20t century copies.

In some cases, the lack of coordination between different sources has led to
the same lexeme being cited under different lemmata in MD. For example, on page
348 of MD we find both “‘4il 4il CP 102:2 my God! my God!” as an independent
entry and, under the lemma ‘il 1 “God” the citation il il alaha Q 52:29 (cited
without translation). The “Q” references in MD are to Euting’s Qulasta™ and again
this information, drawn from Lidzbarski’s card index, has not been coordinated with
Drower’s edition of CP. During the course of our work it became apparent that
many lexemes in MD were questionable due to this lack of coordination. The fol-
lowing example from MD 362b illustrates the importance of cataloguing, collating
and comparing the parallel versions of all manuscript sources.

paqra (}{ad rabid) mad (dog) (DC 46. 179:10
Sunara upaquta). kd Sunara upaqra (miscop.
paruga) DC 45 like a wild cat or a mad dog (?)
(very doubtful).

DC 45 and 46 are grimoires containing many short amulet formulae, and tracing
their parallels was a laborious but essential task.” The citation adduced here from
DC 45 (found in DC 45. 46:10) in fact reads paqda, and this reading is supported
by parallel copies of this spell preserved in DC 46. 167:1 and CS 27. 54b:13. Fur-
thermore, the variant presented from DC 46 does not read upaquta as presented
here but rather uparuqa, a reading supported by a parallel copy of the same spell in
DC 45. 69:14. In this context, both paqda and uparuqa present difficulties of in-
terpretation, and it is possible that the texts are corrupt. But it is only by cataloguing,
collating and comparing the readings of different sources that the textual evidence
may be accurately represented and such issues clarified.’* Accordingly, all known

" For the example of Sirba see Morgenstern and Ford “On Some Readings and Inter-
pretations.”

72 Buting, Qolasta.

73 Two other manuscripts of a similar nature exist, CS 24 and CS 27, as well as several
fragments.

7 For example, adala is presented in MD 7a as an alternative form of iadala. The en-
try iadala (MD 184) “child-bearing, birth” does not mention this variant. It seems to be
derived from a citation from Sapta d-Qastina: man adalata uSurbata DC 43 J: 203 # mn
iadalata uSurbata Bod. Syr. g. 2 (R):458, DC 39:489f. Furthermore, above in the same text,
all three witnesses read uSurbata uiadalata DC 43 J:195 = Bod. Syr. g. 2 (R): 438 = DC 39:
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parallel copies of Mandaic texts have now been catalogued, so that for any given
passage we are now able to locate and compare all variant readings.

4 COLLATION

As will be apparent from the previous paragraphs, MD suffers not only from a lack
of coordination between its various sources and erroneous references but also from
numerous misreadings. Many of the citations of unpublished texts (and several of
published ones) appear to have been drawn from Drower’s preliminary editions
without sufficient collation. A few representative samples will be cited here, but they
are legion. Consider the following example from MD 32a:

APQ (wad.) to embrace.
PA. Pt. ‘nSia mapqia (read mapqa) mn

hdadia DC 46 women embracing each other
(Lesbians).

The participle form mapgqia here arises from a misreading; the text reads ‘nsia
mapkia mn hdadia DC 46. 73:12-13 = CS 24. 23a:13—4 “women were turned
away from one another.” The verb mapkia is detived from APK, ‘PK (MD 31a-b),
“to turn, reverse, turn back, etc.” This is one of several citations in which MD con-
fuses K and Q.7 The only example of the root a-p-g in Mandaic turns out to be
based upon a misreading, and the root must now be removed from the lexicon
pending further evidence.

Other examples: MD 345a presents the lemma ‘usba 3 “grief, pain, toil” and
provides one citation, uanpiq minh Suba ‘usbia d-muta DC 51:147, 1806, which it
translates “and cause to depart from him the seven pains of death.” Examination of
the manuscript reveals that the correct reading is ‘usria, from the commonly attest-
ed Mandaic lexeme ‘usra (also MD 345a), “store, treasure, thought, mind.” Since
there is no other evidence for ‘usba 3, it too has been removed from our lexical
lists. MD 99a presents the reading dauraria from ML 166:6 and states: “read dar-
daria.” In actuality, dardaria “an age of ages” is the reading of ML and its source in
Q 68:31. MD 39b presents the lexeme aSamta “the laying (of hands)” on the basis
of ATS T 181. However, the same reference is given for the lexeme asamta (MD
28a). Collection of Drower’s sources (DC 36: 644 = CS 16) reveals asamta to be
the correct reading, derived from the root s-y- “to place,” and aS8amta has been
removed from the lexical list.

In some cases, Drower’s sources led her astray, as in the following example
from MD 158a:

468. Accordingly, adala would appear to be a scribal error on the part of the copyist of DC
43.

75 B.g. MD 307a s.v. NSK “for NSQ in n§uk hdadia ATS IT no. 428 “kiss one anoth-
er.” The manuscript reads nduq, as Drower’s own transctiption (Drower, Alf Trisar Suialia,
105) reveals.
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zazia (Akk. zazu fertility, abundance) pros-
perity, abundance. hia zazia asuta uzarzta
AIT no. 38 life, abundance, health, and arm-
ing.

Already in 1974 Kaufman cast doubt upon the Akkadian etymology, writing:

*zazn—The Mandaic magic bowl hapax 3’z was connected with Akk. zazu, sup-
posedly meaning “abundance,” by earlier scholars. The Akkadian word does not
exist.”0

Neither does the Mandaic word. Examination of the text reveals that the correct
reading here is the common Mandaic doxology hia zakia “life is victorious.” The
doxology marks the end of one spell, while the following words asuta uzarzta mark
the beginning of a new spell, as is regular in Mandaic magic formulae. The ghost-
word zazia has been removed from the lexical list.

In gathering the materials for our new lexicon, wherever possible” our sources
have been transcribed or collated from high quality images of the original.”® All con-
tradictions between our readings and previously published ones are thoroughly
checked to ensure that we have not introduced new errors. Our new editions have
been prepared as digital files, and will eventually be made available through the
Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon.

5 REANALYSIS: GRAMMATICAL

MD contains not only material misreadings but also mistaken grammatical analyses.
In many cases these have created non-existent lexemes. For example, in MD 113a
we find the following entry:

dqata (rt. DQQ?) small pieces, small quanti-
ties(?). Onlyin DC 45 & 46. Doubtful. bdgata
(var. badgata) bSamsia iabis DC 46 (var. DC
45) drying piecemeal (?) in the sun.

76 Stephen Kaufman, Akkadian Influences on Aramaic, The Oriental Institute of Chicago
Assyrologolical Studies 19 (Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 1974),
112.

77 For example, we have been unable to examine the original bowl texts published in
Pognon, Inscriptions mandaites des coupes de Khouabir or the lamellae published in Macuch, “Alt-
mandiische Bleirollen I” and Macuch, “Altmanddische Bleirollen II,” even though these
editions contain clear reading errors. On some parallels and possible corrections to Macuch’s
texts see Abudraham and Morgenstern, “Lead scrolls from the Scheyen Collection.”

8 We were also fortunate to benefit from the generosity of several scholars who shared
their computerized editions with us, in particular Dr. Bogdan Burtea, Professor Charles
Hibetl, Dr. James Nathan and Professor Stephen Kaufman. Other transliterations were pro-
vided to us by the learned Mandaean Dr. Brian Mubaraki. These transliterations have also
been collated.
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Not only are the citations and references inaccurate here — the texts read ubadqata
bsamsia iabu§ DC 46. 148:4 and ubuq (!) bsamsia iabi§ minh h§uka DC 46.
145:9-but also the analysis of the form badqata is incorrect. It is not a noun, but
rather a form of the verb 4-d-g “to place” which is standard in Neo-Mandaic. In-
deed, the text from DC 46. 148 is cited in MD 52n s.v. BDQ II “(thou shalt) put it
in the sun, it will be dry.”7

An error in the opposite direction may be found in the entry basraia (MD 49a)
“scornful,” which MD derives from the root 4-s-. In the context in AM, appearing
alongside btlitaiia uarbiaiia “on the third and the fourth,” hamsiaiia uSubaia
utSaia “the fifth, the seventh and the ninth,” we must interpret basraia ubhidasar
as “on the tenth and the eleventh.” The b- of basraia is thus the prepositional pre-
tix.80 For the interchange of asriaia “tenth” (e.g. DC 27:206) with asraia “tenth”
compare in Late Mandaic hams$aia “the fifth” (e.g. AM 268: 18, a late prognostic
text, and DC 46. 65:10, a Baba d-Daina text) with hamsiaiia AM 150:15. Notably,
the scribe of CS 1 corrected hamsaia in Gy 4:14 to ham§”i*aiia. Similatly,
t§*iMaiia uasraiia “the ninth and the tenth” DC 27: 365.8!

6 REANALYSIS: LEXICAL

Just as MD inclines towards presenting its citations by sources rather than by works,
so too it shows a pronounced tendency to divide individual lexemes amongst several
entries and to analyse many of the entries separately.82 The decision to list all irregu-
lar noun plural forms as separate entries is never explained in MD, though Macuch
later protested that this would be of benefit to the dictionary’s users who lacked
previous familiarity with Mandaic morphology.83 Cross references of irregular plu-
rals and variant spellings to a main lexical entry would have achieved the same goal
while allowing all examples of the same lexeme to be presented together. Consider-
able effort has been invested into unifying the many variant entries under a single
lexical heading, and in the process several internal contradictions in MD have been
discovered, e.g. abgan (MD 2a) is glossed “anathema, curse,” while its variant form
bgan (MD 51b) is glossed “outcty, provocation, anathema” (though only the last
definition is employed to translate the examples cited).

7 From the parallel in DC 46. 145 it is apparent that the vetb iabi§/iabus refers to the
menstrual flow, euphemistically termed h§uka “darkness” in Mandaic literature, which the
spell aims to stem, and hence it should be translated “and it will dry up.”

80 Similarly arsam (MD 38b) “swelling” is correctly analysed in MD 51a under barsam
“catarrh, pleurisy.” The initial b- is part of the loanword, not the prefixed preposition.

81 On the forms of these ordinals see further Abudraham, “Codex Sabéen.”

82 Examples of this tendency are recorded in Matthew Morgenstern, “The Present State
of Mandaic Lexicography I: The Mandaic Dictionary,” Aramaic Studies 7 (2009): 121-2; Mot-
genstern, “Neo-Mandaic,” 377.

83 Macuch, Zur Sprache und Literatur der Mandder, 39.
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Beyond the reorganization of the lexical material, the texts have been the sub-
ject of considerable reinterpretation. A few examples of many will be adduced here.
MD 104a glosses the noun diuta “pain, grief” and adduces two examples. The first,
which it ascribes to DC 45, is not attested at all, and appears to be a reading or
copying error for qal Sibabia d-bgaua d-ruita “the sound of neigbours (?)%* who
are in the midst of the sea” (DC 45. 35:19, RRC 1D, and with errors DC 46. 16:1—
2). The corrupted version from DC 46 is cited in MD under ruita (MD 429) and
glossed “rage,”8> but the form ruita here appears to be a spelling variant of rbita 2
(MD 423a) “sea, ocean.” In any case, the text provides no attestation for diuta.

By contrast, the second citation does exist, but has been misunderstood in MD.
The wider context reads: ulau hauia mia d-rahatia duith uSahpa d-‘lania magal-
ta lahua iabud ‘lad kdaba d-ridpan urnitan mn ‘da d-bnia Sir§an (DC 36:2491—
2). MD excerpted the passage ulau hauia mia d-rahatia duith u$ahpa d-‘lania
and translated “and is not grief (abundant as) water-torrents or the leaves of trees?,”
but the correct translation would appear to be “And were the water of the streams
ink and the leaves of the trees were scrolls, they would not be sufficient¢ for writing
our persecution and anxiety at the hand of our co-religionists.”

We may adduce another example. MD 394b s.v. sislia 2 interprets this lemma
“small doves” in two passages: ‘hab sislia lsaida (DC 51: 332 ff) “he delivered the
little doves to the fowler” and tiSiqlun sislia mn saida (DC 51: 448). This transla-
tion is unsuited to the contexts, and the word sislia must be interpreted according
to previous entry in MD, sislia 1 “twittering,” while saida means not “fowler” but
rather “temple (of the head).”8” The texts may now be interpreted: ‘hab hauqa lliba
‘hab gunahia IriSa sislia ‘1 saida ubiruqta lainia utulita lkakia u$aiia upaiia
Ikulkun handamia “he gave fear to his heart, he gave rumbling to the head, twitter-
ing to the temple, a cataract to his eye(s) and decay®? to his molars and lethargy and
dissolution to all of his limbs,” and utiSiqlun sislia mn saida d-ram zihrun br
maliha gunaha mn risia ubiruqta mn ainh uSamriria mn nhirh “and take twit-

84 The word is not so appropriate here, but is attested in all textual witnesses.

85 This entry in MD conflates who lexemes: 1. ruita “saturation,” derived from the root
r-w-y “to be saturated” and 2. atuita, ruita (Aramaic ‘@rwayr@) “chill” detived from the root -
-y “to be cold.” On the latter see now Ford, “A New Parallel,” 272 with previous literature.

86 The etymology and form of the expression lahua iabud is unclear, but the reading is
certain and its meaning is apparent from the context. Perhaps iabud is a fossilized form
from the root P-b-d “to do” (< *{-b-d). Hezy Mutzafi, personal communication, compates the
use of “it would not do” in English in the meaning of “it would not suffice.”

87 This lexeme was correctly identified for the first time in Miller-Kessler, “Ddmon +
YTB L — Ein Krankheitsdimon,” 346 n. 28. Drower’s failure to recognize this lexeme led to
an unusually large number of ghost entries in MD. These include busaid (MD 56b) “hunt
dog,” bsiaria (MD 68a) “defects, deficiencies,” and sairia (MD 387a) “eye-sockets,” all of
which ate to be interpreted on the basis of sida/saida “temple.” Further details are present-
ed in Matthew Morgenstern, Foundations of Mandaic Lexicography (in preparation).

88 See Miller-Kessler, “Dimon + YTB L. — Ein Krankheitsdimon,” 347 n. 37.
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tering from the temple of PN, rumbling from his head and the cataract from his
eye(s) and ...% from his nostrils.”

We have mentioned that Drower’s card-index file was built up over a long pe-
riod of time, and that a significant number of its errors seem to have made their way
into MD. This is not to say that Macuch’s approach to Drower’s material was un-
critical; for example, Drower’s card for gutaipa reveals her attempts to arrive at a
reasonable explanation for this word, which was known to her from the caption that
accompanied an illustration of sacred trees and plants. Drower hesitatingly proposed
that it might mean an olive-cutting or perhaps a balsam tree, and she compared the
Mandaic form to Aramaic 0P, R20P, which she glossed “resin gained by tapping;
balsam tree, vintage.” But MD 83a correctly identifies the word as “vine” and com-
pares Neo-Mandaic grefd (goteyfa in MD’s transcription). Nonetheless, other errors
from Drower’s early work remain. We noted above that Drower’s first text publica-
tion was the Sapta d-Pisra d-Ainia, which appeared in 1937.% Sixteen years later
Drower herself wrote “I could now, with access to better copies and more Mandaic,
improve the translation.””! Even so, many of the original publication’s mistakes
have found their way into MD.

For example, Drower’s edition of Sapta d-Pisra d-Ainia (DC 21: 570—4) read:*?

gabiukh hiwia Ibnh wargba ‘1 shitlh sartana Iniqubh udratikh bazai btufrh ukurkia
bhartum udita bsingh

A snake shall carry thee off for his offspring, and the scorpion to his brood, and
the crab to his mate — and she carried thee into a cleft with her claws — and the
crane with his bill and the kite with his beak.

Both transliteration and translation are incorrect. gabiukh originally read gariuk,
on which see below; Drower read lbnh, but the manuscript she employed for her
edition reads Irinh, a scribal error which nonetheless hints at the correct reading; for
Drower’s sartana, the manuscript reads sartana; for Drower’s bhartum, the manu-
script reads bhar tuma; for bsingh, the manuscript originally read bsiuga, but was
corrected by Drower to bsinga.

In 1937, Drower had access to only one manuscript of the work. By the time
MD was produced, she owned another copy (DC 29) and had consulted with a copy
in the possession of Pére Anastase Marie de St. Elie, which is cited in several places

89 This unidentified ailment, not recorded in MD, is probably identical with §ambrania
mentioned as an illness of the nostrils in Sapta uminiana d-Sambra (DC 47:96, Bod. Syr. g. 2
(R):718).

% Ethel S Drower, “Shafta d-Pishra d-Ainia: exorcisim of the evil and diseased eye,”
JRAS (1937): 589-611.

91 Drower, “A Mandzan Bibliography,” 38.

92 The text is presented here according to Drower’s original transliteration system.
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in MD under his initials P.A.%3 For this passage, DC 29 presents several supetior
readings, and the variants of the P.A. may be used to supplement both DC 21 and
DC 29 to arrive at a more likely interpretation:

garik hiuia lq|inh uvargba lasita usartana lniquba udratik bazai btupra ukurkia
bharrtuma bhartumh udata bsinga®™

The snake dragged you to its nest and the scorpion to its wall and the crab to its
hole; and the falcon lifted you with its claws and the crane with its bill and the
kite in its talons.”

We noted that for Drower’s gabiuk represents her emendation of DC 21’s original
reading gariuk. DC 29 presents the superior reading garik, from the root g-rr “to
draw, pull.” Nonetheless, MD 79a s.v. GBA presents Drower’s emendation without
comment and translates “the serpent picked thee out.” For Drower’s Ibnh, DC 21’s
Irinh is revealed to be corruption of lqinh “to its nest,” the dwelling place of the
serpent. For DC 21’s 1 8itlh, DC 29 reads lasita, i.c. the dwelling place of the scor-
pion. The interpretation of niquba “mate” has been corrected in MD 299b s.v.
niquba to “hole” on the basis of a parallel passage of DC 21. However, bazai is
still interpreted as “crevice, hole, rent” rather than “falcon” in MD 46b even though
the reading baza from P.A.’s manuscript is presented as a variant. The erroneous
reading singa has been corrected to singa in MD 394a, but a cross reference there
leads the reader to the entry dita (MD 109b) where the reading singa is still pre-
sented. Comparison of the original manuscripts to the available edition and the rep-
resentation of the manuscripts in MD may remind us to what extent the currently
available tools do not do justice to Mandaic language and literature.”

In several cases, reference to other Aramaic dialects or Neo-Mandaic has al-
lowed for the improvement of MD’s definitions. Elsewhere it has been demonstrat-
ed that kraba 2 is not a loanword from Arabic but rather Aramaic &raba “stump (of

9 E.g. MD 46 s.v. baza, MD 175 s.v. tapan, MD 175 s.v. tapan. On the relationship
between this manuscript and other known textual sources, see Morgenstern, Foundations of
Mandaic 1exicography.

% The meaning and etymology of this word are uncertain; MD’s proposal to derive it
from Persian K “talon” (Francis J. Steingass, A Comprebensive Persian-English Dictionary, 2
vols. (London: Routledge & K. Paul, 1892): 400) remains the best suggestion.

% The double reading bharrtuma bhartumh represents a copying error and its correc-
tion.

% Similarly, James N. Ford, “‘Ninety-Nine by the Evil Eye and One from Natural
Causes” KTU2 1.96 in its Near Eastern Context,” UF 30 (1998): 239, has correctly translat-
ed ninisbh ‘urba unisaq ldiqgla lihdaia (Sapta d-Pisra d-Ainia DC 21: 164) “may a raven
take it and ascend to a lone palm tree,” while MD 346 s.v. ‘urba 2 still reflects, with minor
linguistic variations, Drower’s unconvincing interpretation from the 1930s, “will remove the
willow and set up the date-palm.”
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a palm tree).””” Many more corrections may be made with the aid of Neo-
Mandaic.”® Thanks to the efforts of Macuch, Hibet]l and Mutzafi, a wide range of
late Mandaic kinship terms has now been clarified, e.g. iaia “brother”” dadai ‘older
sister’1% and huntai “younger sister.”19" The Neo-Mandaic evidence was not always
employed even when it was known to the authors of MD.102

7 OVERLOOKED LEXEMES

As well as correcting lexemes previously analysed in MD, during the course of our
work we have been able to identify additional lexemes that were not included in MD
though they were found in the sources that stood at the disposal of its authors.!03
Some ate simply omissions by oversight, e.g. napaia “blacksmith” (DC 21: 565).104
Other words appear not to be have been understood by Drower and Macuch and
hence omitted, e.g. masura “broom” (DC 232:770)!%> and Sagrauata “baskets” (DC
232:452-3 [after correction], 454).19 Many Neo-Mandaic words found in the manu-
scripts were not recorded in MD, even though they are no different in nature to

97 Matthew Morgenstern and Tom Alfia, “Arabic Magic Texts in Mandaic Script: A
Forgotten Chapter in Near-Eastern Magic,” in Durch Dein Wort ward jegliches Ding! | Through
Thy Word All Things Were Made! — 11 Mandistische und Samaritanistische Tagung (Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz, 2013), 170 n. 162.

%8 See Mutzafi and Morgenstern, “Sheikh Nejm,” passim and Mutzafi, Comparative Lexi-
cal Studies, T7-89.

9 For MD’s “a family term of affection” s.v. iaia 2 (MD 186a).

100 For MD’s “paternal uncle, aunt, auntie, nursemaid” s.v. dada, dadia (MD 98a); the
iaia and dada are clarified in Mutzafi, Comparative Lexical Studies, 89 n. 273.

101 Mistakenly glossed as “cousin” s.v. huntai (MD 136a). There has been considerable
confusion about this term, which is often employed by Yahia Bihram, one of the survivors
of the cholera, to describe his sister who married Ram Zihrun. In the colophon of DC 28
Ram Zihrun explicitly refers to aha zih (erasure) d-zauai d-hua rbai iahia bihram br rbai
adam iuhana “my spouse’s brother, i.e. Rbai Yahia Bihram son of Rbai Adam Yuhana.”
Accordingly, there can be no doubt that when Yahia Bihram writes in the colophon of DC
43 I: amintul hua rbai uzauh d-huntai the meaning is “Because he is my initiator and the
spouse of my sister.” This interpretation is further supported by the Leiden Glossarium
(36:11): hntai, Lat.: soror, Arabic i=| (misspelling for «.=1).

12 E.g. MD 196a s.v. kauara 2, wherein Lidzbarski’s uncertainty regarding the meaning
of the word remains even though Drower herself was aware of its precise meaning of “on-
ion;” see Mutzafi and Morgenstern, “Sheikh Nejm,” 172.

103 See also Morgenstern, “The Present State of Mandaic Lexicography,” 117.

104 Correctly interpreted in Ethel S. Drower, “Shafta d-Pishra d-Ainia: exorcisim of the
evil and diseased eye (conclusion),” JRAS (1938): 11.

105 Compare Mutzafi, Comparative Lexical Studies, 68.

106 The latter appears in parallel to salia “baskets.” Compare the Akkadian loanword in
JBA RM30W “basket woven out of palm leaves” (Sokoloff, Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Ara-
maic, 1115Db).
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other such words that were included. Some examples are tunasta “breakfast” (DC
46. 8:7),107 tan§a “Panja, the five intercalary days” (for pan§a; DC 43] colophon),!08
and qusin “soldiers” (DC 35 colophon).1%

8 ADDITIONAL SOURCES AND LEXEMES!10

In the previous section, examples have been adduced of lexemes that Drower and
Macuch overlooked when analysing their sources. Cases from the epigraphic corpus
were not discussed above, as their omission may have arisen from a conscious deci-
sion by Macuch, as he later explained:

We paid little attention to magic bowls and amulets written on lead rolls. I again
went across them and have to state that our first idea of disregarding them in the
Dictionary was a good and sound one. The language of the poorest manuscripts
is superior to that of the best magic bowls and lead amulets. Introducing this in-
ferior material into the Dictionary of classical Mandaic would in no way enhance
the value of our work. These documents will require a special glossary when, one
day in the future, they are published in sufficient amount. They come from an-
other sphere and represent another sort of Mandaic. They are especially interest-
ing as a resource of personal names and names of angels as well as of some archa-
ic forms of the language and as such deserve the attention of the scholar. But
their vocabulary is mostly poor and means no essential contribution to the
knowledge of classical Mandaic.!!!

Privately, Macuch was adopting a different tone when discussing the matter with
Drower, who was concerned that Cyrus Gordon’s name was omitted from the list
of scholars thanked in the Preface to MD:

We could certainly have paid greater attention to his bowls. But the bowls present
such a peculiar seriptio defectiva different from the books that we decided not to
bother very much about them. Bowls and lead tablets would require a special
Dictionary. So it happened that much of Gordon’s (as well as Pognon’s, Mont-
gomery’s & others) material was not included in our Dictionary. I shall try to re-
pair this shortcoming in a separate list of additions which I shall publish as an

107 Compare Macuch and Boekels, Neumanddiische Chrestomathie mit grammatischer Skizze,
223.

198 For fanj(>) <*panja see Macuch and Dankwarth, Newmanddiische Texte im Dialekt von
Abwaz, 318, line 1925.

199 Compare Macuch and Dankwarth, Neumandiische Texte, 432 “qosén (pets. qusin)
Armee, Soldaten.” For atun qusin “the soldiers came,” Ethel S. Drower, The Haran Gawaita
and the Baptism of Hibil-Ziwa. Vatican City: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana (1953), 89 mistrans-
lates “they came pressing (us) heady” as though from the root ¢-5~y.

110 A more detailed account of new sources is to be found in Morgenstern, “New Man-
uscript Sources for the Study of Mandaic.”

1 Macuch, Handbook of Classical and Modern Mandaic, 531.
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Appendix to my Mandaic Grammar [...] We have also omitted a large part of the
magical material published by Lidzbarski [...] Bowls and lead tablets are legion,
and others will always come to light. They are Mandaic (and some are even inter-
esting), but no specimens of good language, and the fragmentary state in which
they have been preserved will always preserve people from making a full and
good use of them.!!?

Macuch’s assertions that “the language of the poorest manuscripts is superior to that
of the best magic bowls and lead amulets” and “they are Mandaic (and some are
even interesting), but no specimens of good language” are baseless.!'3 Several more
lexemes could have been gleaned from texts that were published up to that time, e.g.
miskinuta “poverty” (A.O. 2576:21, 22)114 and brisit “creation” (A.O. 2629:21).115
He was, however, correct that many additional texts would be uncovered and pub-
lished, and new epigraphic sources have brought to light a plethora of words that
must be added to the Mandaic lexicon, of which the following are just a few repre-
sentative examples: DMK “to lie down” (YBC 2364:12 // BM 132948 a 12),116
blaiia “worn out clothes” (BM BM 132947 a 52),'7 qupta “cash-box,” ldunia
“dowry” and mluga “mlag-property” (BM 91715 8-9),''8 dardquta “childhood.”
Qimuta “youth,” (‘)ptulia “virginity” (MS 2087/1:a 21-23),1" 4Gla “tib” and gisa
“side of the body” (MS 2087/1 b 54 and Matisyahu 1:14)120 and masus’| ta “lizard”
(MS 2087/11 a:19-20).12! Many more are attested in forthcoming texts. At least 200
Mandaic magic bowls and around 35 lamellae (of varying lengths) are in various
stages of preparation for publication, and these contain many new words that will
enrich the Mandaic lexicon.

By contrast, Mandaic manuscripts that have become available since Drower
and Macuch’s work mainly provide additional copies of previous known works.!2?
As we have seen from the case of Sapta d-Pisra d-Ainia, since many of the manu-

112 Letter to Drower from 31.01.64, published in Buckley, Drower’s Correspondence, 173—4.

113 For a refutation see Abudraham and Morgenstern, “Lead scrolls from the Schoyen
Collection,” n. 8.

114 Published in Lidzbarski, “Mandiische Zaubertexte,” in Ephemeris fiir semitische
Epigraphik, Vol. 1 (Giessen: A. Tépelmann, 1902), 102 text IV lines 22, 23.

115 Published in Lidzbarski, “Mandiische Zaubertexte,” 104 text V line 14.

116 Published in Miiller-Kessler, “The Story Of Bguzan-Lilit,” 186.

17 Published in Miller-Kessler, “Interrelations between Mandaic Lead Rolls and Incan-
tation Bowls,” in Mesopotamian Magic: Textual, Historical, and Interpretative Perspectives (ed. T.
Abusch, and K. van der Toorn, Groningen, 1999), 201.

118 Correctly identified in Ford, “Another Look at BM 91715, 35-8.

119 To be published in Morgenstern and Schliiter, “A Mandaic Amulet on Lead.”

120 Tbid. and Abudraham, “Three Mandaic Incantation Bowls,” 75.

121 To be published in Abudraham and Morgenstern, “Lead scrolls from the Schoyen
Collection.”

122 See Morgenstern, “New Manuscript Sources for the Study of Mandaic.”
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scripts employed by Drower were copied as late as the 20™ century, and many of her
editions were published on the basis of a single manuscript alone, additional, inde-
pendent!? textual witnesses to Mandaic works may often make a valuable contribu-
tion to Mandaic studies. This is particularly true if they were copied prior to the
cholera epidemic, though the post-cholera manuscripts provide valuable infor-
mation about the Mandaean community in the 19% century and several contain
Neo-Mandaic colophons. During the course of our work, great efforts have been
made to expand the corpus, and in particular to locate older manuscripts that reflect
the Mandaean scribal tradition at its strength. With the collaboration of several
scholars and members of the Mandaean community around the world, our efforts
have proven successful, and we are now in possession of twice as many written
sources than were previously available.!?* In several cases, these new sources have
contributed to the clarification of lexical issues.

For example, for her edition of Sarh Trasa d-Taga d-Sislam Rba,?> Drower em-
ployed primarily BL. Or 6592, copied in Muhammara in 1289 AH (1872-1873 CE).
This late manuscript, copied from disparate sources,'?¢ was supplemented by DC 54,
which although early (it was copied in 1008 AH = 1599-1600 CE) is a pootly cop-
ied exemplar of the work. Through our efforts to locate additional textual witnesses,
we now have access to a manuscript, RRC 1A, which contains a copy of this work
produced in 1156 AH (1744-5 CE). With the aid of both DC 54 and RRC 1A, it
becomes clear that the enigmatic unintan ‘dh Imargna (BL. Or 6592) should read
unintar ‘dh Imargnh “and he should stay his hand from his staff.”12” The entry
NTN “to place, put” (MD 295) may now be removed, or at least relegated to a
phonetic variant of the lexeme N'TR.

9 CONCLUSION

Drower’s and Macuch’s Mandaic Dictionary has served Mandaic and comparative
Aramaic lexicography for a period of five decades. It has been an essential resource,
without which the discipline may not have survived and enjoyed its current revival,
and it may be chutlish to compare today’s computerised lexicography to the hand-
drafted efforts of previous generations. But it is apparent that in terms of the preci-
sion of its citations and references, the accuracy of its philological analysis, and the
scope of its corpus, it does not meet the contemporary standards of Aramaic lexi-

123 T.e. not daughter-copies of the manuscript already known.

124 The largest and most significant single contribution has been the acquisition of digi-
tal images of the Rbai Rafid Collection, containing around 130 items.

125 Ethel S. Drower, The Coronation of the Great Sislam, being a Description of the Rite of the
Coronation of a Mandaean Priest according to the Ancient Canon. Translation from Two Manuscripts
Entitled “The Coronation of Sislam-rba”, DC 54 Bodleian Library, Oxford (1008 A.H.) and Or. 6592,
Brutish Museum (1298 A.H.) with discussion of the “words written in the dust.” (Leiden: Brill, 1962).

126 See Morgenstern, “Neo-Mandaic,” 384.

127 Compare untur ‘dak “stay your hand” (DC 41:320).
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cography. The aim of our project is to build upon the accomplishments of MD
while bringing Mandaic lexicography up-to-date, and to provide reliable editions and
lexical analyses that may provide the grounding for another half-century of Mandaic
research.
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QLIDO D-LESHONO- KEY OF LANGUAGE: A
COMPREHENSIVE SYRIAC LEXICON BY ABBOT
YUYAKIM OF TUR ISLO

Mor Polycarpus Augin Aydin
Metropolitan of the Syriac-Orthodox Church in The Netherlands

In the late nineteenth and eatly twentieth century a number of eastern
scholars such as the Bishop Toma Audo (1853—1918), the Bishop Awgen
Manna (1867-1928) as well as the Mor Clemens Joseph David (1829—
1890) produced a number of Syriac lexical and grammatical works within
the Syriac tradition. Nowadays, the Abbot Yuyakim of Mor Awgen Mon-
astery on Tur Izlo in southeast Anatolia, Turkey, has compiled yet another
Syriac lexicon, «lay |No»/ Qlido d-1eshono—Key of Language, undoubt-
edly superseding all the previous Syriac lexica produced within the Syriac
tradition. Thus, the paper introduces Abbot Yuyakim, the author of this
comprehensive Syriac lexicon, examining his work and methodology, and
reflecting on the resources and sources of his Syriac lexicography.

1 INTRODUCTION

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth century a number of eastern scholars such
as the Bishop Toma Audo (1853-1918), the Bishop Awgen Manna (1867-1928) as
well as the Mor Clemens Joseph David (1829—-1890) produced a number of Syriac
lexical and grammatical works within the Syriac tradition. Nowadays, Rabban Yuya-
kim, the Abbot of Mor Awgen Monastery on Tur Izlo in southeast Anatolia, Tur-
key, has compiled yet another Syriac lexicon, <Ly |0/ Qlido d-Leshono — Key
of Language, (hereafter, Qlido d-1 eshono) undoubtedly superseding all the previous Syt-
iac lexica produced within the Syriac tradition.

In his article, “Syriac Lexicography: Reflections on Resources and Soutces,”
Sebastian Brock rightly states that “Syriac is one of the best served of the Aramaic
dialects as far as dictionaries are concerned.”’ He attributes the abundance of Syriac
lexica to the fact that among the Aramaic dialects Syriac has the largest corpus of
extant literature which spans from the second century up to the present day.

! Sebastian P. Brock, “Syriac Lexicography: Reflections on Resources and Sources,” AS
1 (2003): 165.
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In the first part of his article, Brock offers a few remarks about the three major
Sytiac dictionaries and their respective offspring, namely:

1. Thesaurus Syriacus by R. Payne Smith, with its offspring, A Compendions Syriac
Dictionary compiled by his daughter, Jessie Payne Smith (Mrs. Margoliuth);

2. Lexicon Syriacum by C. Brockelmann, which served as a basis for Dictionnaire
syriaque-francais, Syriac-English Dictionary, Qamus Siryani ‘Arabi; and

3. hwjam Juay INsaweo Dictionary of Syriac Language by Bishop Thomas Audo (cited
hereafter as Simta) which provided the base for Syriac-English-Malayalam 1exicon by
E. Thelly.

In his analysis of these three great lexica, Brock compares them with one an-
other in terms of their arrangement and content in order to bring out the signifi-
cance and distinctive features of each lexicon and what is lacking in them. Thus, he
offers some suggestions for a new major Syriac lexicon that might be compiled in
the future. In this report, I will introduce the Qlido d-Leshono by offering a few re-
marks about it and then compare it with the great Simfa of Toma Audo in terms of
arrangement and content to bring out its significance and the scope of this compre-
hensive work. The comparison will not be extended to modern western dictionaries
(e.g., Sokoloft, A Syriac Lexicon)? since Abbot Yuyakim’s dictionary follows the tradi-
tion of Bishop Audo’s dictionary just as Sokoloff’s dictionary followed the tradition
of Brockelmann,3 and, therefore, it deserves to be evaluated on the basis of the in-
tended place that it fulfills, rather than be compared with major western dictionaries.

2 THE NEW DICTIONARY

It is true that all compilers of dictionaries build on the work of their predecessors,
and Abbot Yuyakim made clear in his dictionary that much of the material in his
dictionary is built upon the previous lexica such as Toma Audo, Awgen Manna, and
Hasan bar Bahlul to name but three. The list of sources listed in his lexicon is rather
extensive and includes publications up to the present time.

Abbot Yuyakim’s Qlido d-1eshono has come out in one single volume and runs
to more than 2000 pages. Abbot Yuyakim, who is a native of the village of ‘Urdnus
in Tur ‘Abdin and the present Abbot of the ancient Monastery on Tur Izlo is a pub-
lished author and one of the most learned monks of the Syriac-Orthodox Church
who is well versed in Syriac language and literature, and probably the finest of all the
Syriac lexicographers within the Syriac tradition today. The compilation of such a

2 Michael Sokoloft, A Syriac Lexicon. A Translation from the Latin, Correction, Expansion,
and Update of C. Brockelmann’s Lexicon Syriacum (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns; Piscataway,
NJ: Gorgias Press, 2009).

3 Carl Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacum (Edinburgh: T & T Clark; Berlin: Reuther &
Reichard, 1895).
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remarkable lexicon is a sure testimony to Abbot Yuyakim’s exceptionally wide
knowledge of Syriac literature.

How does the Qlido d-Leshono lexicon compare with Sinta?

Aprrangement: as far as the arrangement is concerned, both lexica are by the root
of the verb and thus follow the form employed by the traditional Semitic lexica.

Content. Various statistic analyses show that the O/ido d-1eeshono has mote lemmas
or lexical entries, and lexemes than Siwta. The number of lemmas in Qlido d-1.eshono
amount to almost 21,000. In term of pages, while Siwta in two quarto volumes runs
to 1130 pages, the Qlido d-Leshono is almost double of that.

Exact and clear references to soutces are found in the Qlido d-Leshono. The Sim-
ta, however, gives some references, but these are reduced in number and of very
general nature.

Citations of illustrative passages are wonderfully rich in the Qlido d-Leshono. By
contrast, the Simta has hardly any citations.*

Two further small points should be mentioned: The Q/ido d-Leshono is in Serto
script, whereas, the Siwta is in East Syriac script.

All the dictionaries produced by Western lexicographers cover the Syriac litera-
ture up to the early fourteenth century. Writing in Classical Syriac, however, contin-
ued to be produced continuously up to the present day.> Abbot Yuyakim does not
stop at the fourteenth century but he also includes materials from the later period,
namely from the fourteenth up to the present time both published and unpolished
texts alike. Abbot Yuyakim himself produced a number of grammatical, liturgical
and theological, as well as historical books. He also makes use of the neologisms or
lexical innovations which are now employed in modern Syriac, and covers some
material from vernacular Syriac, also known as Neo-Aramaic, Surayt or Turoyo.

Furthermore, Brock points out the shortcomings and the inadequacy of the
three great lexical resources, namely, Thesaunrus Syriacus, Lexicon Syriacum, and Simta,
stating that “despite all their undoubtedly great merits, they are nevertheless today
seriously inadequate in many ways, and in need of supplementation.”’® The reason
for their inadequacy, as Brock has indicated, is to be found in the absence of the
two great series which contain editions of Syriac texts, namely, the Patrologia Orien-
talis and the Syriac series of the Corpus Christianorum Orientalium (CSCO), which
both were founded after the publication of the second volume of the Thesaurus Syri-
acus in 1901. In the CSCO sub-series, Sciptores Syri, around 250 editions of Sytiac
texts have by now appeared, and 229 of these editions are after the second edition
of the Lexicon Syriacum. Furthermore, the earlier editions of Syriac texts which were
available to Robert Payne Smith and Brockelmann were far less reliable than the

4 Bishop Audo’s dictionary did have some citations, but the references may not have
been given; citations with references are given in Michael Sokoloff’s dictionary.

5 On this, see Rudolf Macuch, Geschichte der spit- und neusyrischen Literatur (Betlin: de
Gruyter, 1976); also Sebastian P. Brock, “Some Observations on the Use of Classical Syriac
in the Late Twentieth Century,” JS.5 34 (1989): 363-75.

¢ Brock, “Syriac Lexicography: Reflections on Resources and Sources,” 169.
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newer editions that appeared later. This is especially applicable to the works of the
major fourth-century theologian-poet Ephrem the Syrian.” Both Thesaurus Syriacus
and Lexicon Syriacum utilized the eighteenth-century edition whose Syriac text and
Latin translation is greatly unreliable in some places as one can easily find out by
comparing it with Dom Edmund Beck’s editions in the CSCO. Thanks to Michael
Sokolotf’s A Syriac Lexicon: A Translation from the Latin, Correction, Expansion, and Up-
date of C. Brockelmann’s Lexicon Syriacum citations in the older editions have now for
the most part been updated to the newer ones. The inadequacy of the three great
lexical resources which has been pointed out eatlier by Brock has to certain extant
been supplemented by Abbot Yuyakim’s Qlido d-Ieshono something which adds to
the merit of this new major lexicon.

Following the discussion of the lexical resources, in the second part of his arti-
cle on “Syriac Lexicography” Brock moves to the discussion of Sources; that is to
say, sources that will be helpful for the future work on Syriac lexicography. Here,
among other things, he draws attention to an important point which is sometimes
overlooked and needs to be remembered. He says:

[T]here is still huge volume of Syriac texts which have never been published, and
these include many works by major Syriac authors, such as the fifth- and sixth-
century poets, Jacob of Sarugh, Narsai, and the various Isaacs, and numerous im-
portant writers of the Abbasid period, such as Moshe bar Kepha, Iwannis of Da-
ra, and Anton of Tagrit, not to mention the huge, and often still unpublished,
compendia by Bar Hebraeus (and others) in the thirteen century.?

Furthermore, for the accomplishment of the enormity of the task ahead, Brock
suggests to focus on two useful categories of lexical tools: a) those that focus on a
single author or corpus, and b) those that focus on particular areas, such as foreign
vocabulary, or word formation. Again, I must say that to a certain degree, Abbot
Yuyakim has attempted to realize some of this in his comprehensive lexicon. For
example, he utilized a major part of the huge compendia by Bar Hebraeus, which he
read in published editions and in a few cases in manuscript formats as the list of
sources for his lexicon indicates. This is also applicable to Michael the Syrian, the
author of the famous Syriac Chronicle. Secondly, for the area of particular topic sug-
gested by Brock, he made use of works on the Aramaic vocabulary of various spe-
cialized areas of natural history such as those produced by the astonishingly learned
Rabbi of Szeged, Immanuel Low.

Given the absence of a searchable corpus of texts in electronic form, compara-
ble to the Thesaurus Lingnae Graecae, whose existence has revolutionized the methods
of compiling Greek dictionaries, Abbot Yuyakim, has followed a practical way in

7 For this see the article of Sebastian P. Brock, “Diachronic Aspects of Syriac Word
Formation: An Aid for Dating Anonymous Texts,” in 1. Symposinm Syriacum, ed. R. Leva-
nent; OCA 236 (Rome: Pontificio Instituto Orientale, 1990), 321-30 (especially p. 330 n. 22).

8 Brock, “Syriac Lexicography: Reflections on Resources and Sources,” 171.
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compiling his lexicon in the course of the last two decades. He used as a starting
point the materials already available to him in the major dictionaties of Syriac such
as Toma Audo’s Simta, Awgen Manna’s Syriac-Arabic Lexicon, Bar Bahlul’s Syriac-
Arabic Lexicon, Benjamin Haddad’s Ganath Lame: Arabic-Syriac Lexicon, and Shlemon
Esho Khoshaba and Emmanuel B. Youkhana’s Zabrire: Arabic-Syriac Dictionary, and
Jessie Payne Smith (Mrs. Margoliouth)’s .4 Compendions Syriac Dictionary. He then
built upon this basis by means of supplementation, for the large part from texts
published after 1928. In the case of Ephrem he made use of the editions in CSCO.
He excerpted materials from major Syriac writers such as Jacob of Sarug, Jacob of
Edessa, Isaac of Nineveh including some other East Syriac monastic authors, Dio-
nysius Bar Salibi as well as Bar Hebraecus. He also included translation literature
from the patristic authors such as Severus of Antioch. Furthermore, he utilized
West-Syriac liturgical texts such as the book of Beth Gago (The Treasury of Syriac
Hymns and Melodies) the Eucharistic Anaphora, Shimo (the Weekday Office) and in
particular Fengitho (festal hymnary) which contains prayers composed in the early
centuries of Arab rule which revel in unusual vocabulary. Finally, he also incorpo-
rated material from hagiographical, historical, medical, botanical texts ancient and
recent alike. Unfortunately, Robert Payne Smith’s Thesaurus Syriacus, Brockelmann’s
Lexcicon Syriacum and Sokoloff’s A Syriac Lexicon are not utilized which would have
undoubtedly entiched his lexicon.

The lexicon is arranged according to the root format and all the /mmas and the
derivatives are defined and usages illustrated with examples where necessary. Exact
references to sources ate clearly defined, and all the morphological and grammatical
forms of verbs and nouns are also provided. It covers a great deal of loan words
from Greek and other languages such as Akkadian, Arabic, Armenian, Hebrew, Per-
sian, Turkish, Latin and French indicating the etymology of each word.

Abbot Yuyakim has also provided full vocalization and spirantization accord-
ing to the West-Syriac grammatical rules of the language indicating the differences
with the East-Syriac where necessary. For the sake of clarity and practical use, the
text is printed in color. The /Jemmas alternate in red and blue while the definition is in
black. The various meanings of each /lmma are arranged sequentially in alphabetical
order, and the citations are given in a different font for clarity and readability.? Also,
at the beginning of each letter section, a symbol of the letter is provided in Estrangelo
script at the top of the page followed by an exposition about the theological mean-
ing and significance of the letter.

Finally, Abbot Yuyakim’s impressive work, «ludy | o>/ Qlido d-Leshono —
Key of Langnage, which has been compiled on the basis of the extant major dictionar-
ies in Syriac, as well as texts drawn from Syriac writers, and translation literature of
various fields and genres, will undoubtedly challenge all the previous lexica in Syriac.
It will not only become indispensible for the Syriac users but also prove useful to

9 For a sample of this work, see “Appendix.”
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Western scholars and lexicographers. To borrow the words of Brock, “it will consti-
tute a major event in the history of Syriac Lexicography.”10
APPENDIX

ot l\.LA..,so JEETSS 1.{ 38 [i—ay] YT :“JSQ)

. J..Sg oS oixny

@

ox

k] 2
M sy vo IS 38 18 N

>

19 W Ny ¥ i.. le
luoglan.mle_.;ﬁ L-é.ié' sy:J._.sy:.]._.
o0 m_-uo, oo p_.AL\Ao, oo 1_\:2 oo u
¥ A NCES LAS LA L8 e N
13 LAvsel] LR R I [11:3 Lawd] “sEons
\:m_n:: L.u" Kad ae’. l'ﬂl\-noo [=] [31
[ Botof o idt JA a3 Sofso SMofis
Lihel p X oS fsokas Jheedw Lo 2a0i20
U s o2 e Sy de” o 28 1y ] L Ade
Lo .si..’f anﬁ of [582 ; 25 3y ~hwlo e ax.]
PR ,i_é ! [22] Lasal
‘.\6&A.o N\ w4 ':\ - g e X8
Lo be & o< Lo ikensd aobo [4] 823
bl ol 8 g ud i Wbty [8]
2 o » <% ¥ s

Jiyeoy Liaxs 36 s\ aLALd

@

O

Id Ay -
L3S buiaf T L2 L3 g6 13t
Ly
A4 =]

NES JES & moso.mo..o
JIRLENG" ]:aé [=] l;Me S ,a;. & :];A.o

=

K » H
7.2 o5 “hwlo “oa_as] “c'u.x;?uc_x_g o Jr L 48§ o

Lol fjod Lipd [5] AN [

10 From Sebastian P. Brock’s description of the lexicon on the back cover.



PSALM 2 IN SYRIAC: ISSUES OF TEXT AND LANGUAGE!

Richard A. Taylor
Dallas Theological Seminary

This article evaluates the Peshitta text of the second psalm in terms of the
alignment of its textual affinities and the suitability of its translation tech-
niques. While the Syriac text of Psalm 2 essentially reflects a proto—
Masoretic orlage, in several places it aligns with non-MT readings found
also in the Septuagint. These readings suggest that in these places either
there is a shared exegetical tradition or that the Septuagint has exercised
influence on the Peshitta. In addition, certain translation techniques evi-
dent in the Peshitta translation of Psalm 2 suggest that in a few places the
Syriac translator may not have chosen the best lexical equivalents to rep-
resent the meaning of the Hebrew text of this psalm.

1 INTRODUCTION

Psalm 2 is one of the most symmetrical and balanced poems to be found among the
so-called royal psalms of the Hebrew Bible.2 In tandem with Psalm 1, it forms a fit-
ting introduction to Book 1 of the Psalter.? Psalm 1 describes two ways of the indi-

! An eatlier form of this article was presented as a paper at the joint sessions of the In-
ternational Syriac Language Project and the Russian Academy of Sciences meeting in St.
Petersburg, Russia, June 29—July 4, 2014. I am grateful for those days of stimulating dialog
and interaction with Syriac scholars from various patts of the world. I also wish to thank the
anonymous peer reviewers of this essay for their insightful comments.

2 Psalms usually classified as Royal Psalms include the following: Pss 2, 18, 20, 21, 45,
72, 89, 101, 110, 132, 144:1-11. So Hermann Gunkel and Joachim Begtich, Introduction to
Psalms: The Genres of the Religions Lyric of Israel (trans. James D. Nogalski; Mercer Library of
Biblical Studies; Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1998), 99. For a brief general over-
view of the royal psalms see Keith R. Crim, The Roya/ Psalms (Richmond, VA: John Knox,
1962). See also Markus Saur, Die Konigspsalmen: Studien zur Entstehung und Theologie (BZAW
340; Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2004). For a specialized study see Michael
Parsons, Martin Lauther’s Interpretation of the Royal Psalms: The Spiritual Kingdom in a Pastoral Con-
text (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mellen, 2009).

3 In Acts 13:33 some Western witnesses refer to our Psalm 2 as “the first psalm” (Tw
mpwTw Paiuw). This seems to suggest that Psalm 1 may have been viewed as an introduc-
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vidual, one shown to be wise and the other foolish, while Psalm 2 describes two
ways of the nations, one shown to be wise and the other foolish. The implied S#z i
Leben of Psalm 2 seems to be a recent royal coronation event in the life of a Davidic
king whose succession to power was met by a scene of planned insurrection against
the newly installed Israelite king.* In Psalm 2 the psalmist reflects on these circum-
stances and their anticipated outcome, renewing his confidence that the sovereign
Lord would overcome all obstacles confronting his anointed king and would deci-
sively punish the rebels who oppose both him and his divine Lord.> As Hilber has
shown, a number of form~—critical features of this psalm bear similarity to cultic roy-
al prophecy from the Neo—Assyrian period.

tion to the Psalter with the numbered psalms starting at our Psalm 2. Or perhaps the two
psalms were viewed as a single unit, together forming what is called “the first psalm.” That
the sequence of these two psalms was established already at Qumran is clear from 4QFlor
(4Q174), where commentary on portions of Psalm 2 is subsequent to commentary on Psalm
1. The Qumran community attached eschatological significance to Psalm 2. According to
4QFlor, the conspiracy of Ps 2:1 “concerns [the kings of the nations] who shall [rage against]
the elect ones of Israel in the last days.”

4 Davidson claims that “There is nothing political in the Psalm; all is religious.” It
might be better to say that in the Old Testament monarchy the political and the religious are
inseparably linked together. Psalm 2 addresses political concerns that inevitably also have
religious implications. But see A. B. Davidson, “The Second Psalm,” in Biblical and Literary
Essays (ed. J. A. Paterson; London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1902), 150. See also Eckart Otto,
“Politische Theologie in den Kénigspsalmen zwischen Agypten und Assyrien: Die
Herrschertlegitimation in den Psalmen 2 und 18 in ihren altorientalischen Kontexten,” in
Mein Sobn bist du’ (Ps 2,7): Studien zu den Kinigspsalmen (ed. Eckart Otto and Erich Zenger;
SBS 192; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 2002), 33-65.

5 Although the Masoretic Hebrew text of Psalm 2 lacks a superscription, a number of
east Syriac manuscripts supply a superscription that reflects a Christological interpretation of
the psalm: olaadds o & yous00 ydon @0 (i0y o s Aooly SN Ll (“He proph-
esies about those things that were done by the Jews during the passion of our Lord. He also
reminds us of his human nature.”). See W. Bloemendaal, The Headings of the Psalms in the East
Syrian Church (Leiden: Brill, 1960), 35; H. F. Van Rooy, The East Syriac Psalm Headings: A Criti-
cal Edition (Texts and Studies 8; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2013), 70.

¢ For a detailed discussion of this point see John W. Hilber, Cultic Prophecy in the Psalms
(BZAW 352; Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2005), especially pp. 89-101. Hilber
discusses the following similarities between Assyrian oracles and Psalm 2: use of rhetorical
questions, wavering of vassals, citation of words of foreign peoples and kings, reference to
royal protocol, installation to kingship, declaration of divine sonship, promise of universal
dominion, subjugation of rebels paying tribute and destruction of enemies, exhortation to
subjects of the king, invitation to be joined in covenant (pp. 90-92). See also Eckart Otto,
“Psalm 2 in neuassyrischer Zeit: Assyrische Motive in der judidischen Kénigsideologie,” in
Textarbeit: Studien zn Texcten und ihrer Regeption aus dem Alten Testament und der Ummwelt Israels;
Festschrift fiir Peter Weimar zur Vollendung seines 60. Lebensjabres (ed. Klaus Kiesow and Thomas
Meurer; AOAT 294; Minster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2003), 335—49; Helmer Ringgren, “Psalm 2 and
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The psalm easily divides into four strophes, each containing three verses.” The
dominant meter is 3 + 2 or 3 + 3, but with some exceptions.® There is a clear pro-
gression in the psalmist’s thought. In vv. 1-3 the leaders of certain non-Israelite na-
tions plot anarchy against the Israelite king. Their rebellion is viewed by the psalmist
as rebellion against Yahweh as well. In vv. 4-6 the Lord responds to these feeble
attempts, regarding their threatened rebellion as impotent, ridiculous, and even
laughable. In vv. 7-9 the psalmist reminds himself of the constitutional basis of his
rule,? calling to mind his unique familial relationship with Yahweh by virtue of his
divine appointment in accord with stipulations of the Davidic covenant. In vv. 10—
12 the psalmist speaks on behalf of Yahweh, warning the rebellious leaders that un-
less they relent and submit themselves to the Lord and his anointed king they will
meet with swift and decisive judgment.

The overall message of this anonymous psalm is thus clear and unmistakable.!0
However, its violent and destructive language has not escaped the notice of com-
mentators. Clines, for example, complains of “the unlovely ethnocentricity of the
text.”!! Within the psalm there are a number of textual and linguistic uncertainties

Bélit’s Oracle for Ashurbanipal,” in The Word of the Lord Shall Go Forth: Essays in Honor of Da-
vid Noel Freedman in Celebration of His Sixtieth Birthday (ed. Carol L. Meyers and M. O’Connor;
Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1983), 91-95.

7 On the structure of this psalm see Pierre Auffret, The Literary Structure of Psalm 2
(trans. David J. A. Clines; JSOTSup 3; Sheffield: [SOT, 1977); idem, “Compléments sur la
structure littéraire du Ps 2 et son rapport au Ps 1,7 Biblische Notizen 35 (1986): 7-13. Dahood
sees only three sections in the psalm: vv. 1-3; vv. 4-9; vv. 10-12. See Mitchell Dahood,
Psalms I (AB 16; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1966), 7.

8 Rowley regards Psalm 2 as “one of the most regular of poems.” See H. H. Rowley,
“The Text and Structutre of Psalm IL” JTS 42 (1941): 145.

9 Assumed but not directly identified in this psalm are the promises and warnings of
the Davidic covenant outlined in 2 Samuel 7. There, in keeping with Old Testament theology
in general, the king is figuratively understood to be Yahweh’s adopted soz, and Yahweh is
figuratively understood to be his fazher. This language underlies the familial expression of Ps
2:7: “You are my son; today I have begotten you.” This element of the theology of the psalm
is not unique to the Hebrew Bible. It has parallels in ancient Near Eastern literature, where
the king was often portrayed as a son of the deity. See Klaus Koch, “Der Kénig als Sohn
Gottes in Agypten und Israel,” in Mein Sobn bist du’ (Ps 2,7): Studien zu den Kinigspsalmen (ed.
Eckart Otto and Erich Zenger; SBS 192; Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 2002), 1-32.

10 Even so, the psalm occasionally has been pressed into service for other purposes.
Vishanoff calls attention to a rewritten version of this psalm in an Arabic manuscript that
engages in Muslim polemical disputes over the Christian canon. See David R. Vishanoff,
“Why Do the Nations Rage? Boundaries of Canon and Community in a Muslim’s Rewriting
of Psalm 2, Comparative Islamic Studies 6, nos. 1-2 (2011): 151-79.

11 David J. A. Clines, “Psalm 2 and the MLF (Moabite Liberation Front),” in Interested
Parties: The Ideology of Writers and Readers of the Hebrew Bible (ed. David J. A. Clines; J[SOTSup
205; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), 271.
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that impact the interpretation of this poem, as can be seen in its textual transmission
and its reception history.!2 Like other ancient versions, the Peshitta of Psalm 2 bears
implicit witness to these difficulties.

Ancient biblical translators struggled with two problems. First, at times they
were confronted with divergent forms of the texts they sought to translate. In that
event choices had to be made with regard to which text-form should be the basis of
their translation. Second, translators often struggled to make sense of certain ob-
scure linguistic details found in their Hebrew [“or/age. This occasional lack of clarity
on the part of the translator manifested itself especially in renderings of difficult
texts.

The Peshitta version is not an exception to these difficulties. At times the Syri-
ac translators (or later copyists) adopted readings that were at variance with the re-
ceived Hebrew text but are attested in other strands of textual evidence. How are we
to account for such agreements? Were the Syriac translators influenced in any way
by the Old Greek version, which preceded the Peshitta by centuries? Or were these
translators at times simply heirs of a shared exegetical tradition that might account
for textual distinctives that they have in common? Peshitta scholars are not agreed
on a general answer to this question. It is in fact a matter that must be resolved on a
case-by-case approach. And what about matters of lexicography? To what degree
were Syriac translators successful in determining accurate lexical choices that corre-
spond well to lexical items in their source text? Answers to these questions can only
be determined through inductive analysis of details found in the Peshitta text.

In the following discussion I will take up selected issues of text and language
displayed by the Peshitta of Psalm 2. Patterns detected here may be helpful in dis-
cerning similar relationships found elsewhere in the Peshitta.

2 ISSUES OF TEXT

In several instances the Syriac text and the Old Greek text of Psalm 2 agree against
the MT, raising the possibility that on occasion the Syriac translator may have taken
his lead from the Old Greek. The following five examples are of special interest in
this regard.

12 On the reception history of Psalm 2 see the following helpful treatments: Sam Janse,
You Are My Son’: The Reception History of Psalm 2 in Early Judaism and the Early Church (Leuven:
Peeters, 2009); Susan E. Gillingham, A Journey of Two Psalms: The Reception of Psalms 1 and 2 in
Jewish and Christian Tradition (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013); Constantin Oancea,
“Psalm 2 im Alten Testament und im frithen Judentum,” Sacra seripta 11 (2013): 159—-80; Paul
Maiberger, “Das Verstindnis von Psalm 2 in der Septuaginta, im Targum, in Qumran, im
frihen Judentum und im Neuen Testament,” in Beitrige zur Psalmenforschung: Psalm 2 und 22
(ed. Josef Schreiner; Forschung zur Bibel 60; Wiirzburg: Echter, 1988), 85-151; E. Bons,
“Psaume 2: Bilan de recherche et essai de réinterprétation,” Revue des sciences religienses 69
(1995): 147-71; Annette Steudel, “Psalm 2 im antiken Judentum,” in Gottessohn und
Menschensobn: Exegetische Studien zu zwei Paradigmen biblischer Intertextnalitit (ed. Dieter Singer;
Neukirchen—Vluyn: Neukirchener, 2004), 189-97.
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2.1 Psalm 2:8

In the first part of v. 8 in the MT the indirect object of the verb is understood but
not explicitly expressed: TN7NI O3 NINRY 300 IXG Ask from me, and 1 will give the
nations as your inheritance. P has a plus here; it supplies g™ 7 you, the equivalent of a
dativus commodi. P is not alone in making the indirect object explicit. The Old Greek
has got, and Jerome’s Gallican Psalter and Latin Vulgate both have #bi. How is this
agreement to be explained? It is conceivable that these translators simply supplied
an indirect object for clarification in the target language. In that case we have an
explicative translation technique that the translators may have arrived at inde-
pendently. But it is equally possible, perhaps even preferable in this case, to surmise
that in making the object explicit rather than implicit the later versions have taken
their lead from the Old Greek.

2.2 Psalm 2:9

In the MT the bicolon of v. 9 reflects synonymous parallelism; the two cola say ap-
proximately the same thing but in different words. Using vivid language of destruc-
tion, in the first colon the Lord promises that the king will break (DY) his adver-
saries with an iron rod; the second colon reinforces this warning by indicating that
he will shatter (D¥21M) his foes like a fragile piece of pottery.’> In an unpointed He-
brew text the verb DYIN is capable of two very different understandings, depending
on how the verb form is vocalized. The Masoretes pointed the word as DYIR, taking
the root to be the geminate verb P¥7, which is a lexical Aramaism cognate to the
Hebrew root p¥7.14 In spite of BDB’s suggestion to the contrary,!> the analysis of
the Masoretes is to be preferred on the basis of the synonymous structure of the
bicolon.

However, some ancient versions presuppose a different pointing of the verb
and therefore reflect a different understanding of its meaning. P has (e JssL, which
presupposes pointing the Hebrew verb as DY, This vocalization assumes that the
verbal root is I11-4¢’ NYI fo shepherd, care for. And again the Peshitta is not alone in
this understanding. The Old Greek has mowpavels adTols you will shepherd them. Je-

13 Emerton understands the imperfect verbs in vv. 8 and 9 in a permissive sense (“you
may break ... you may dash in pieces”) rather than as predictions of future action (“you wil/
break ... you wz// dash in pieces”). In his view the verbs point to the authority of the king to
act, but not necessarily to what he actually will do. See John A. Emerton, “The Translation
of the Verbs in the Imperfect in Psalm 11.9,” JT§ 29 (1978): 499-503.

14 See Max Wagner, Die lexikalischen und grammatikalischen Aramaismen im alttestamentlichen
Hebriisch BZAW 96; Berlin: Tépelmann, 1966), 107.

15 BDB, 949. Cf. Chatles Augustus Briggs and Emily Grace Briggs, A Critical and Exe-
getical Commentary on the Book of Psalms (vol. 1; 1CC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1906), 22. See
also Gerhard Wilhelmi, “Der Hirt mit dem eisernen Szepter: Uberlegungen zu Psalm 1I 9,”
VT 27 (1977): 196-204. HALOT prefers the Masoretic understanding of this verb. See
HAILOT, 3:1270.
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rome’s Gallican Psalter has reges eos, you will rule them, although the Latin Vulgate has
pasces eos, you will feed them (contra Symmachus, auvtpiets adTolg you will break then).

On several occasions New Testament writers cite Ps 2:9.1¢ When they do so,
they consistently follow the Septuagintal understanding of this verb in the sense of
shepherd, care for, rule. They accepted this rendering, apparently without questioning
whether the Septuagint translators had propetly understood the Hebrew verb in this
instance.

It is possible that in Ps 2:9 the ancient versions are independent heirs of a par-
ticular understanding of the vocalization of the Hebrew verb. Perhaps an oral tradi-
tion concerning the vocalization of this verb was widespread in antiquity, one that
was at odds with the later Masoretic understanding. However, it seems more likely
that the Old Greek rendering lies at the base of this shared agreement. In this in-
stance the Peshitta has probably been influenced by the Old Greek.

2.3 Psalm 2:12

Verse 12 of this psalm is nototiously difficult in the MT, leading many scholars to
suspect corruption in the received Hebrew text.!” The problems are multiple, com-
plex, and resistant to easy solution. The expression I2TPWI kiss the son overloads the
poetic line, and the use of Aramaic I3 for soz is surprising in light of the occurrence
in v. 7 of the Hebrew word 12 for son. Even though New Testament writers exploit-
ed Psalm 2 for its messianic significance,!® they show no awareness of the reading
son in v. 12 in spite of its obvious potential for Christological interpretation of the
psalm.1

Bertholet’s now century-old proposal that the Hebrew text of the latter part of
v. 11 and the first part of v. 12 should be emended to 1’17;1_'? PWI NTVIA with trem-
bling kiss bis feet or something similar,20 has been widely accepted by commentators

16 See Rev 2:27; 12:5; 19:15.

7 For a summary of older proposals for emending 72"1pWiin v. 12 see Julian Morgen-
stern, “2 WW,” Jewish Quarterly Review 32 (1942): 371-85. Morgenstern complains that
“Probably no passage in the entire Bible has been subjected to a wider range of interpreta-
tion than the first two words of Ps. 2.12, 92 pw3” (p. 371). Although his language is exag-
gerated, the point remains.

18 See Matt 3:17; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22; Acts 4:25-27; 13:33; Heb 1:5; 5:5; Rev 2:27;
12:5; 19:15.

19 As Norton points out, “It is hazardous to argue from silence, but given the citations
of this psalm as Messianic in the New Testament, it is certainly curious that if the early
Christians had any inkling of an interpretation referring to ‘son’ in 92 1PW1 verse 12, they did
not use it.” See Gerard J. Norton, “Psalm 2:11-12 and Modern Textual Criticism,” Proceedings
of the Irish Biblical Association 15 (1992): 94.

20 A. Bertholet, “Fine crux interpretum: Ps 2 11f.)” ZAW 28 (1908): 58-59; idem,
“Nochmals zu Ps 2 11£.,” ZAW 28 (1908): 193. Bertholet’s proposal may have been inde-
pendently anticipated a few years before by M.—J. Lagrange (1905) and E. Sievers (1904). See
Norton, “Psalm 2:11-12,” 104.
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and translators.2! However, in spite of its brilliance this proposed emendation is en-
tirely lacking in manuscript support. Furthermore, if the expression Aiss bis feet refers
to the Lord rather than the king it makes for a rather odd anthropomorphism.??
More recent alternative suggestions for emendation have not gained a lot of trac-
tion, since they too lack external attestation. Dahood proposed reading a vocative
here, either 2P YW men of the grave or perhaps 2P W3 men of the One who buries.?>
Holladay revocalizes the words to 2P "Wi you who forget the grave2* Sabottka retains
937IPWI but traces the root to PWA 7o be armed, he regards the Piel verb as privative
in function. The meaning, according to him, is 7o be/ get disarmed sincerely.?s

In spite of their ingenuity, the problem with most of these proposals is their
complete lack of manuscript support. It seems clear that the Hebrew text of vv. 11—
12 sustained damage early in the transmission process; the contamination has affect-
ed all subsequent textual witnesses to one degree or another. The original reading of
the Hebrew text is now impossible to determine with any certainty.

The Peshitta witness is divided here. Some manuscripts have Jis ccas &iss 7he
son, in line with the MT.20 But this reading is probably secondary,?’ the result of
scribal adaptation to the proto-Masoretic reading 9271pwi.28 Other Syriac manu-
scripts have |Loyiso yaul Zake hold of instruction?® which is the reading adopted in the
Leiden edition of the Peshitta. In place of 93™pW1 &iss he son the Old Greek has
dpdtache maidelas acept correction. Some scholars conclude that this translation is

21 So, for example, NJB, RSV, NRSV.

22 Vang thinks that the syntax requires taking “kiss his feet” as referring to the Lord.
But he maintains that “a phrase like ‘kiss the feet of the Lord’ is a crude anthropomorphism,
which hardly makes sense within the imageless cult of Israel.” See Carsten Vang, “Ps 2,11—
12: A New Look at an OId crux interpretum,” Scandanavian Journal of the Old Testament 9 (1995):
166.

23 Mitchell Dahood, Psalms I (AB 16; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 19606), 6, 13.

24 William L. Holladay, “A New Proposal for the Crux in Psalm II 12,” 17T 28 (1978):
112.

2> Liudger Sabottka, “Ps 2,12: ‘Kiisst den Sohn!’?,” Biblica 87 (2006): 86-87.

26 Mss 6t1, 9al=s, 9t2m¢ (o waw), 9t3, 10t1e, 102, 10t4, 10t6, 1221 (waw Ln.), 12t2 (om
waw), 12t3, 12t4, 12t7 (om waw), l.n. Tal (above erasutre).

27 Macintosh assumes that the correct reading of the Peshitta in v. 12 is Ji> ccas. He
says, “The Peshitta alone of the ancient versions translates this phrase in the way adopted by
the R.V. (Pesh. Jis caas; R.V. ‘kiss the son’).” See A. A. Macintosh, “A Consideration of the
Problems Presented by Psalm II. 11 and 12, JTS 27 (1976): 8. Likewise, Olofsson says,
“Only Peshitta conforms to the traditional interpretation of MT ‘kiss the son’.”” See Staffan
Olofsson, “The crux interpretum in Ps 2,12 Scandanavian Journal of the Old Testament 9 (1995):
187.

28 See M. P. Weitzman, The Syriac Version of the Old Testament: An Introduction (University
of Cambridge Oriental Publications 56; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 84—
85.

2 Ms 7al (emended); with a plural verb Mss 9al (margin), 10t1 (margin).
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only a paraphrase of 727pw1.30 It seems more likely that this reading is based on a
Hebrew text that read something different from the MT. However, it is hard to say
for sure what Hebrew lies behind this reading. The retroversion DI IRWI seems
possible, although it lacks manuscript support and posits an irregular form of the
imperative verb.3! The Targum has RIONR 2P acaept instruction, which agrees with
the Old Greek. In the Gallican Psalter Jerome renders this expression as adprebendite
disciplinam. But in the juxta Hebraeos he derives 72 from the geminate root 372 7o be
paure and understands the word adverbially. He renders the expression as adorate pure,
ot worship in a pure fashion. Jerome was not the first to understand the text this way.
Already in the second century Symmachus rendered the expression by
npoaxuvioate xabapids worship purely (cf. Aquila xatadbidjoate ExAexTic).32

The ecarly witnesses are clearly divided in their understanding of this portion of
v. 12. The Hebrew text apparently sustained damage early in the transmission pro-
cess. Faced with a notoriously difficult statement in v. 12, the ancient translators did
their best to make sense of it. How then did the Peshitta translator arrive at the Syri-
ac rendering |Loyiso yaul sake hold of instruction? Tt seems likely in this case that the
Old Greek has influenced the Peshitta rendering,.

2.4 Psalm 2:12A

In the MT the subject of the verb 7Y Je is angry is left implicit. The context suffi-
ciently clarifies that the subject of this verb is the Lord. P, however, makes the sub-
ject explicit, supplying Liso #he Lord® It is possible that this explication is due to
translation technique adopted by the Syriac version. In that case the Syriac translator
simply made explicit what was already implicit in the Hebrew text. But the presence
of xUptog in the Old Greek at least raises the question of whether the Sytiac transla-
tor (or perhaps later copyists) might have been influenced by the Greek text. In fact,
it seems likely that this is the case.

30 So Albert Pietersma, “Empire Re—affirmed: A Commentary on Greek Psalm 2,” in
God’s Word for Our World, vol. 2, Theological and Cultural Studies in Honor of Simon Jobn De 1 ries
(ed. J. Harold Ellens, Deborah L. Ellens, Rolf P. Knierim, and Isaac Kalimi; JSOTSup 389;
London: T. & T. Clark, 2004), 60; cf. W. E. Barnes, “The Text of Psalm ii 12,7 JTIS 18
(1917): 25; A. M. Dubeatle, “Spakacbe maideias (Ps., i, 12),” Revue bibligue 62 (1955): 511-12.

31 Retention of the initial 74z in the imperative form, though unusual, is attested. Jotion
calls attention to Ps 4:7; 10:12. See P. Jotion, “Notes philologiques sur le texte hébreu de
Psaume 2,12; 54; 44, 26; 104, 20; 120, 7; 123, 4; 127, 2b, 5b; 132, 15; 144, 2,” Biblica 11
(1930): 81.

32 See F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersunt; sive veterum interpretum graecorum in totum
Vetus Testamentum fragmenta (vol. 2; Oxford: Clarendon, 1875), 80.

33 Some Syriac manuscripts lack ki (e.g., Mss 6tl, 9al [text], 9t3, 10t [text], 10t2,
10t4, 10t6, 12al, 12t2, 12t3, 12t4, 12t7). On the reading of 7al see D. M. Walter, ed., The
Book of Psalms, in The Old Testament in Syriac according to the Peshitta 1V ersion (part 11, fascicle 3;
Leiden: Brill, 1980), x.
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2.5 Psalm 2:12B

The final colon of our psalm has 13 "OIN"92 ™MW blessed are all those who seek refuge in
him. The verb NOM #o seek refuge is used figuratively here of placing confidence and
hope in Yahweh, who is viewed as a place of secure and fortified protection for
those who are oppressed. The Old Greek drops the figure of speech and renders
i3 *DiN more prosaically as ol memolB6tes M’ adTH #hose who have confidence in him.
Likewise, P has wodds ol #hose who hope on him, and Jerome’s iuxta Hebraeos has
gui sperant in enm (cf. the Gallican Psalter, gui confidunt in eo). Perhaps these ancient
versions arrived independently at their paraphrase of the Hebrew participial phrase
found in v. 12. However, the possibility that this rendering reflects influence from
the Old Greek should not be quickly dismissed.

2.6 Conclusion

It seems reasonable to conclude for Psalm 2 that there is occasional Septuagint in-
fluence on the Peshitta. However, such influence is anything but predictable, con-
sistent, or wholesale. The Syriac text of Psalm 2 also has several unique readings that
show no dependence on the Old Greek. In these places the Syriac translator went
his own way, showing no indebtedness to other extant sources. For example, in v. 2
P has a distinctive syntax that agrees with neither the MT nor the Old Greek. In MT
DI and potentates is taken with what follows, whereas in P the corresponding ex-
pression W\NK o and anthorities is taken with what precedes. The syntax of P is dif-
ferent from that of MT and the Old Greek. Also, in v. 7 P’s substitution of a third
person verb (IxNasy) for the first person found in the MT (71780R) or the participle
of the Old Greek (OryyéAAwy) is unique to the Syriac translator. Also in v. 7 the
choice of ko covenant to render Hebrew P statute and the addition of a pronominal
suffix (Syriac wsaao 72y covenant) are distinctive features whose origin cannot be traced
to the Old Greek. In short, the Peshitta of Psalm 2 seems to show some influence
from the Old Greek, but only on an occasional and limited basis. In other places
where similar influence might be expected it is noticeably absent. In those places the
Syrtiac translator shows his independence from external influences.

3 ISSUES OF LANGUAGE

In a couple of instances, the choice of words in the Peshitta of Psalm 2 calls atten-
tion to itself due to its limited correspondence to lexical items in the Hebrew text.
In these places the Syriac translator may not have provided the best rendering of the
Hebrew text that was before him.

3.1 Psalm 2:2

In v. 2 the “kings of the land” (PI8™2351) who are at the center of the threatened
rebellion are said to “take their stand” (32RM?) in opposition to the new Israelite
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king.3* The meaning of 2R # take one’s stand is crucial for understanding the implied
setting of the psalm.3 In the Hebrew Bible this verb sometimes has a general mean-
ing of “stationing oneself” in the sense of assuming one’s expected place or posi-
tion.3¢ But that ordinary sense does not fit well in the context of Psalm 2. Here 2%
seems to have a militaristic ring to it,37 as it does on occasion elsewhere in the He-
brew Bible. For example, in 1 Sam 17:16 Goliath “takes his stand” (2¥'1") against
the Israelites in preparation for battle, and in Jer 46:4, 14 the king of Babylon “takes
his stand” (32D, 2¥'07) in order to attack Egypt. In Psalm 2 the neighboring
nations prepare to initiate armed conflict against the newly designated Israelite king.
Rather than participating in the exuberance of the coronation ceremony, they stand
in violent opposition to this king and make plans to thwart his authority over them.
However, this military interpretation of 2¥* has not gained universal consent
among commentators. Joseph Lam has maintained, partly on the basis of certain
Ugaritic parallels, that legal rather than military terminology and imagery are perva-
sive throughout this psalm.3® He sees vv. 1-3 as describing preparations for a trial
prior to bringing a legal dispute before the Lord. According to Lam, 2% should be
understood as referring to “a formal legal dispute taking place in the context of the
heavenly king’s court.” He argues that in v. 5 the verb 119727, usually translated e
will terrify them, should instead be taken as referring to Yahweh’s metaphorical disin-
heritance of the rulers, a meaning for this root that he finds attested in a legal text
from Ugarit. Thus, according to Lam, the implied backdrop to Psalm 2 is a legal
scene rather than one involving preparations for military confrontation. While such
a Sitz im Leben does form the backdrop of parallel usage of this verb elsewhere, as

3 HALOT suggests emending 1ARM fake their stand to ARV consult together. See HAIL-
OT, 2:427, 422.

3 On the verbal similarities between depictions of the rebellion portrayed in Psalm 2
and portions of the Deir ‘Alla texts see Victor Sasson, “The Language of Rebellion in Psalm
2 and in the Plaster Texts from Deir ‘Alla,” Awndrews University Seminary Studies 24 (19806):
147-54.

3 See, e.g., Exod 2:4; 14:13; 19:17; Num 11:16; 23:3, 15; Deut 31:14; 1 Sam 10:19, 23;
12:7,16; 2 Sam 18:30; 23:12; Hab 2:1. In addition to describing the action of human beings,
this verb sometimes refers to actions taken by the Lord (e.g., Exod 34:5; 1 Sam 3:10) or by
angels (e.g., Num 22:22; Zech 6:5).

37 As Soggin points out, 2%’ is sometimes used as a military technical term. He says,
“ax" ist u. a. ein militdrischer terminus technicus fir «in Stellung gehen».” See J. Alberto
Soggin, “Zum zweiten Psalm,” in Wort—Gebot—Glanbe: Beitrge zur Theologie des Alten Testaments;
Walther Eichrodt zum 80. Geburistag (ed. Hans Joachim Stoebe; ATANT 59; Zirich: Zwingli,
1970), 193. Willis calls attention to similar language used in certain ancient Near Eastern
expressions of verbal defiance. See John T. Willis, “A Cry of Defiance — Psalm 2,” Journal for
the Study of the Old Testament 47 (1990): 33-50.

3 Joseph Lam, “Psalm 2 and the Disinheritance of Earthly Rulers: New Light from the
Ugaritic Legal Text RS 94.2168,” [T 64 (2014): 34—40.



PSALM 2 IN SYRIAC 189

for example in the book of Job,? it seems preferable in Psalm 2 to understand 2% as
referring to preparations for armed military conflict rather than initiation of legal
proceedings. The conflict language used throughout the psalm most naturally lends
itself to such an understanding,.

However, the Peshitta translator opts here for a completely neutral translation
that offers no hint of the nature of this “standing,” whether of a militaristic or a le-
gal nature. Instead, the Hebrew verb 32%07 is rendered in Syriac by the innocuous
axo they stood (cf. the Old Greek mapéotyoay). The translator makes no attempt to
clarify the nature of this action, choosing instead a general and somewhat non-
committal rendering. By its choice of words in this instance the Syriac translation
says less about this verbal action than its Hebrew source text. It is not that the trans-
lation is incotrect, but rather that it stops short of bringing out the full nuance of
the Hebrew verb.

3.2 Psalm 2:7

In v. 7 the royal psalmist speaks of recounting the Lord’s decree as a means of reas-
suring himself of his identity as the Lord’s anointed in the face of threatened insur-
rection on the part of enemies. The Hebrew word used here for statute or decree is pi.
The particular decree in view is no doubt the Davidic covenant, the stipulations of
which are summarized in 2 Samuel 7. There the Lord promises faithfulness in ful-
filling his role as father to his adopted son, the Davidic king. The psalm thus employs
adoption language such as was common in ancient Near Eastern descriptions of
royal kingship.#0 The king was viewed as an adopted son and co-regent of his divine
overlord or father.

In v. 7 the Syriac translator renders Hebrew PP statute by the word Jsaao cove-
nant. Since the Davidic covenant forms the historical backdrop for legitimizing the
king’s role as Yahweh’s son, this translation is perhaps not surprising. Elsewhere in
the Hebrew Bible P sometimes appears in tandem with words such as VAWR judg-
ment, W2 covenant, and MY festimony. In such instances the word PP has clear cove-
nantal associations.#! But in Ps 2:7 saxo covenant is an interpretive translation, one
that would not be an expected lexical choice were it not for the covenantal context
of Psalm 2.

3 Cf. Job 1:6; 2:4; 33:5.

40 Granerod takes the Hebrew verb 01 #0 pour out in v. 6 as indicating divine procrea-
tion rather than adoption, maintaining that the translation zusfa// derives from the Septuagint.
See Gard Granerod, “A Forgotten Reference to Divine Procreation? Psalm 2:6 in Light of
Egyptian Royal Ideology,” 1"'T 60 (2010): 323-36.

41 See, for example, Ps 105:8-10 (cf. Ps 81:5-0).
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4 CONCLUSION

The Syriac translation of Psalm 2 provides an interesting test case for modern text
critics and students of ancient translation technique. Several conclusions seem to be
justified.

First, the Peshitta of this psalm was translated into Syriac from a Hebrew 17or-
Jage that was fairly close to our MT. Many scholars have drawn a similar conclusion
for the entire Peshitta, with the exception of the deuterocanonical books. However,
whether the Syriac translator was at times influenced by textual variants found in the
Old Greek translation is debated. Some scholars maintain independence for the Syt-
iac version,*2 while others allow for occasional consultation of the Old Greek on the
part of Peshitta translators. In the case of Psalm 2 there is reason to think that the
Peshitta translator at times followed textual variants known to him from the Old
Greek version.

Second, the Syriac translation of this psalm in general is an accurate and reada-
ble translation of its Hebrew 17or/age. Most Peshitta scholars have drawn a similar
conclusion for the Peshitta version overall. But it also appears that renderings found
in the Peshitta of Psalm 2 occasionally fail to capture in a precise way the sense of
corresponding lexical items found in the Hebrew text. Sometimes a general term is
given too specific a translation. At other times the particular nuance of a Hebrew
term is lost in translation due to choice of a too general Syriac word. In this regard
the translators of the Peshitta were no different from other biblical translators of
antiquity. They were all faced with issues of text and language that combined to cre-
ate for the translator a nearly impossible task. What is remarkable is that they per-
formed their task as well as they did.
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A FEW NOTES CONCERNING THE READING OF
"M7°'07 IN THE GREAT ISATIAH SCROLL (ISA 50:6B)

Cyrill von Buettner
University of Stellenbosch

The following article discusses the origins of a unique reading *M7on “I
turned” in the Great Isaiah Scroll (Isa 50:6b). The author comes to the
conclusion that the original version of the text is found in M'T (*nnon “I
hid”), while the Qumran version appeared as a result of text editing by a
scribe. The main reason for such change could be that the verb N0 “to
hide” and the noun 018 “face” in Is 50:6 do not form a set expression
that has the meaning “to ignore, to not pay attention.” Instead, it is used
in its literal meaning as a combination of a verb and a noun. In this pas-
sage the hiding of the face meant to protect the character.

1 INTRODUCTION

The so-called Great Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa?), which was found in Qumran, is the old-
est Hebrew manuscript of the Book of Isaiah that has been preserved until our
time.! Its text differs extensively from MT as well as from other scrolls of Isaiah in
Qumran by including numerous unique readings. One of such readings is "7 in
Isa 50:6b.2 Although the semantics of the given word is quite obvious (“I turned,”
see below), scholars have not yet come to an agreement about the origins of this
reading, which the author of this article will try to find.

In his detailed study of the language of 1QIsa?, Edward Y. Kutscher showed
that a considerable number of differences in reading between 1QIsa? and MT could

! Dated 150-100 BCE (see A. Lange, Handbuch der Textfunde vom Toten Meer. Band 1: Die
Handschriften biblischer Buecher von Qumran und den anderen Fundorten, 258).

2 Isa 50:6 is a part of the co-called Third Servant Song (Isa 50:4-9). This passage tells
about the sufferings of a certain Servant of Yahweh, whose name remains unknown (for an

overview of different points of view see, e. g.: H. Haag, Der Gottesknecht bei Deutergjesaja, 101—
167).
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be explained by the fact that the scribe, who copied the 1QIsa? scroll,? edited the
Vorlage text in order to adapt it to the language of the end of the 1st millenium BCE
reader.* Furthermore, the works of other scholars showed that in some cases partic-
ular editing appeared due to the desire to harmonize the biblical text as well as to
communicate a certain understanding of a given biblical passage in the text of the
scroll.5 Still, in other cases the difference in reading could be explained by the exist-
ence of a particular textual tradition, which was probably more ancient than the one
presented in MT (see, for example, Isa 53:11).6

2 THE ISA 50:6B TEXT IN THE 1QISA* SCROLL, MT AND IN THE
ANCIENT TRANSLATIONS OF THE BIBLE

The Isa 50:6b text preserved in 1QIsa? goes as follows:

P minban mon 819 18 “My face I did not turn away from mocking and spit-
. 2
ting.””

As said eatrlier, the *N17"0ON reading is unique here. Besides the 1QIsa?, all of the oth-
er Qumran scrolls have a gap in this passage. It is obvious that the word *N17'01 is
the 1 c. sg. perfect of the Hiphil stem of the verb T10, which when used in this stem
has the meaning of “to remove, to turn away.” It should also be noted that this verb
belongs to the basic lexicon of Biblical Hebrew and appears over 130 times in the
text of the Hebrew Bible. However, with the exception of Isa 50:6 (1QlIsa?), its use,
when coupled with the word D28 (“face”) appears only once in 2 Chr 30:9.8

Instead of "M"ON, the Isa 50:6b text in the manuscripts of the Masoretic tradi-
tion has the "NINDA variant:

P M1 MAnNoa R 19 “My face I did not hide from mocking and spitting.”

3 In addition, some suggest that this edition was finished at an eatlier period. An editor
might have been the scribe, who wrote the Vorlage, from which the Isa 34-66 text was cop-
ied into 1QIsa? (see, e. g.: Lange, Handbuch, 259—260).

4+ E. Y. Kutscher, The Language and 1inguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (1QIsa%).

5 See, e. g., A. van der Kooij, Die alten Textzeugen des Jesajabuches: ein Beitrag zur Textges-
chichte des Alten Testaments, 81-94, 99; P. Pulikottil, Transmission of Biblical Texts in Qumran: The
Case of the Large Isaiah Scroll 1Q1sa’, 45-117.

¢ See, e. g., D. Barthélemy, Critique textuelle de I’Ancien Testament. Tome 2: ILsaie, Jérémie,
Lamentations, 403—-407.

7 E. Ulrich, P. W. Flint and M. G. Abegg, Jr., ed., Qumran Cave 1.11: The Isaiah Scrolls.
Part 1, 84-85.

8 It should be added that the phrase 078 3'01 also appears in Jer 33:5 in two medieval
manuscripts from the Kennicott collection (nos. 116, 145); in other manuscripts one finds
0718 7'non “to hide one’s face” (see S. E. Balentine, The Hidden God: The Hiding of the Face of
God in the Old Testament, 80).

9 M. H. Goshen-Gottstein, ed., The Book of Isaiah, 231.



A FEW NOTES CONCERNING THE READING OF *MA'0n 203

The word "NINDON (vocalized as histarti) is most likely a form of the verb NP in 1 c.
sg. perfect of Hiphil stem, which has the meaning of “to hide, to conceal” and
which is found in the Hebrew Bible over 40 times.1 In addition, the verb forms a
set phrase with the word 08 “face.”!!

Texts of the ancient Bible translations show similarity either to 00 (Targum
Jonathan) or to MO (Septuagint, Peshitta, Vulgate):

Targum Jonathan: P11 WIIMNRA N™NL &Y BR “My face I did not hide from
mocking and spitting;”!2

LXX: 76 8¢ Tpbowmdy pov odx dméatpeda amd aloyivng éumtuopdtwy “My face
I did not turn away from mockery of spitting;”

10 Mitchell Dahood suggested that the traditional interpretation of the phrase ='Non
073 found in the Bible is not correct. In his opinion, this phrase means to “turn away one’s
face,” not “hide one’s face,” as believed earlier. That being said, he interpreted the word
NDN not as a form of the Hiphil stem of the verb N0, but as a form of a previously un-
known stem in Hebrew with the - infix of the verb MD. In order to prove his theory, the
scholar gave examples of the use of stems with the -~ infix in other north-western Semitic
languages. In addition, he pointed out that in the Greek translation of the Septuagint the
phrase 018 N7 is usually translated as dmooTpédely TO TPéTWTOV “to turn away one’s
face.” Furthermore, he translated the Isa 50.6b (MT) passage as follows: “I did not turn away
my face from ignominy and spittle” (M. Dahood, Psalms 1: 1-50, 64; cf. also D. J. A. Clines,
ed., The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew. V'0l. 11, 141, 204-205. In this edition, the phrase NN
073 can be found in two dictionary articles: the one dedicated to the 70 root, and the one,
which overviews the N0 root). If one is to accept Dahood’s hypothesis, then the difference
between the Qumran and Masoretic variants of the same Isa 50.6b text is minimal: *M7"0n
and NN, then, are perfect tense forms of different stems of the M0 verb. However, Da-
hood’s hypothesis is unlikely. Here ate just two arguments: first of all, Semitic stems with the
-#- infix usually have a reflexive meaning. They are usually marked as Gt (reflexive of the G
stem), Dt (reflexive of the D stem), Ct (reflexive of the C stem), etc. Despite the fact that
Dahood’s explanation does not clear up to which category the verb 3'NDn belongs to, one
can assume that it belongs to the Ct stem (reflexive of the causative stem, i. e. of Hiphil
stem). Nevertheless, when coupled with the word 078, the verb 9'ND: is used a transitive,
not a reflexive. Secondly, the phrase D18 N0 “covering of face,” “veil, which is put on a
face” (Job 24.15) is found in the Bible. It has a similar sematics to the phrase 08 3'N0N and
most likely has a similar origin. That being said, it is obvious that the word IND (sezar) comes
from the root 7N, not ND. For a critical examination of the abovementioned hypothesis,
see also: S. B. Wheeler, “The Infixed -t- in Biblical Hebrew,” 21-31.

11 In particular, in MT this word-combination can be found in the following passages:
Ex 3:6; Deut 31:17, 18; 32:20; Isa 8:17; 50:6; 54:8; 59:2; 64:6; Jer 33:5; Ezek 39:23, 24, 29;
Mic 3:4; Ps 10:11; 13:2; 22:25; 27:9; 30:8; 44:25; 51:11; 69:18; 88:15; 102:3; 104:29; 143:7; Job
13:24; 34:29.

12 A. Sperbert, ed., The Bible in Aramaic: Based on Old Manuscripts and Printed Texts. 3:102.

13 1. Ziegler, ed., Isaias, 311.
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Peshitta: loos 00 Llon > (Variant L\a&u?) Nao! | oo “And my face I did
not turn away from mocking and spitting;’14

Vulgate: faciens meam non averti ab increpantibus et conspuentibus “My face 1 did not
avert from those, who mock and spit.”1>

It should be noted that the phrase amooTpédw TO mpéowmov (“to turn the face
away”’) found in Septuagint is used not only in the Greek version of Isa 50:6 passage
but also in the translations of the majority of the Old Testament texts, which in-
clude the Hebrew phrase 08 7°'N0f. The only exception to this is the Greek trans-
lation of the Book of Job, in which the Hebrew 018 3'N0n is translated with the
Greek word xpumTopat “to hide” (Job 13:24) and the phrase xpUmTw TpoTwMOY “to
hide face” (Job 34:29). At the same time, it is most likely that the Greek phrase
AmooTpédw TO MPOTWTOV is not a semitism, since it appears in the works of Plutarch
(Plutarchus, Publicola 6; Antonius 76).16

The situation is quite similar with the Peshitta. In the Syriac translation of the
Bible the Hebew 018 'ndn is translated in most cases as o yoo!” and Lo} ws,8
which have the meaning of “to turn away one’s face.” Only in Ex 3:6 the equivalent
of 019 NN is the Sytiac ko! wad, “to hide one’s face.”

In the Vulgate, D38 'NON is usually translated with abscondo faciems “to hide
one’s face.” However, in the translation of Isa 50:6 as well as the Psalter, one can
tind averto faciem “to avert one’s face.”

Generally, the Hebrew phrase 08 7'non in Targum Jonathan corresponds to
the Aramaic RNIIW PYO “to take away Shekhinah” (Isa 8:17; 57:17; Jer 33:5; Ezek
39:23, 24, 29; Mic 3:4) and RDI2OW "8 7Ho “to take away the face of Shekhinah”
(Isa 53:3; 54:8; 59:2; 64:6). Only in Isa 50:6 does the translation constitute a calque
from Hebrew: Aramaic "aR "MV “to hide one’s face.”

14§, P. Brock, ed., Isaiah, 92.

15 Biblia Sacra iuxta vulgatam versionem, vierte, verbesserte Auflage, 1149.

16 Plutarchus, Publicola 6: ... @¢ 0" o0&V dmexpivavto Tpis épwtndévreg, oltws mpdg
Tobs Ompétas dmooTpébas TO mpdowmov, “Ouérepov” eimev “Hdy TO Aowmdv Zpyov...
“...Since, having been asked thrice, they did not give any answer, he turned his face to the
lictors and said thus: Now it is up to you! ...;” Plutarchus, Antonius 76: ... 6 8¢ oTagduevog
t0 Eldog, dvéoye wdv w¢ malowv éxelvov, dmootpéyavros Ot TO mpdowmov, EauTdy
améxtewe... ... He drew out his sword, lifted it up so as to smite him, but then turned his
face away and killed himself...” It should be noted that the Greek authors also use the
phrase oTpédw TO Tpéowméy, which likewise has the meaning of “to turn the face, to turn
the face away” (see, e. g., Buripides, Hecuba, line 343; Euripides, Phoenisae, line 457).

17 Deut 31:17, 18; Isa 50:6 (variant); 59:2; 64:6; Jer 33:5; Ezek 39:23, 24, 29; Mic 3:4; Ps
13:2; 22:25; 27:9; 30:8; 44:25; 51:11; 69:18; 88:15; 102:3; 104:29; 143:7; Job 13:24; 34:29.

18 Deut 32:20; Isa 8:17; 50:6 (variant); 54:8; 57:17; Ps 10:11.
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3 INTERPRETATION HISTORY OF ISA 50:6B IN THE GREAT ISAIAH
SCROLL

In order to explain the existence of different readings in Isa 50:6 various scholars
proposed the following theories:

Millard Burrows included the Qumran W07 version in the list of “changes
attributable to slips of memory.”1?

Based on the fact that in the Septuagint, with the exception of the Book of Job,
D15 N1 is constantly translated as dmooTpédw TO TpoTwMOV (“to turn away one’s
face”), Joseph Ziegler suggested that translators of the Septuagint were familiar with
the tradition that originated in Palestine. According to him, it is possible that in-
structions (“Richtlinien”) have been developed for translators, which indicated the
meaning of various words and phrases. They could have been written on the mar-
gins of a manuscript or in separate glossary (“Worterverzeichnissen”). Sometimes
these notes were transferred from the margins or glossaries into the text of a manu-
script itself. This is how, according to Ziegler, the Isa 50:6 variant could have ap-
peared in the 1QIsa?scroll.20

E. Y. Kutscher suggested that the M0 variant appeared as a result of a text
change by a scribe. The scholar noted that the phrase 018 9'no7 in the Bible is al-
most always used with reference to God. Generally, the phrase has the meaning of
“to be angered,” with the only exception of Ps 51:11, in which the phrase is used in
a different manner: *‘ROMA T30 NN “Hide Thy face from my transgressions!”).
According to Kutscher, the scribe, who copied the 1QIsa® scroll, preserved the
phrase D8 N0 in Isa 54:8, 59:2 and 64:6, since in these passages it was used in its
regular meaning. However, in Isa 50:6 he changed the verb N0 to the verb D,
because in this verse the phrase had a different meaning. Having noticed that in
both Greek (LXX) and Syriac translations of Isaiah the phrase 02 3'N0A is always
translated as “to turn away one’s face,” and 0%8 701 “to turn away one’s face” ap-
pears in MT only once — in 2 Chr 30:9, one of the later biblical texts, Kutscher came
to the following conclusions:

The fact that three different sources dating from the Second Temple Period — viz.
Chron., the Sept., and the Isa. Scr. — use this phrase, instead of the one common-
ly found in the Bible, would seem to indicate that this cannot be written off as
mere chance. It would rather seem that there was at that time a tendency to sub-
stitute 078 707 for 01 ANOA. The reason for this however, remains an enig-

ma.?!

According to Samuel E. Balentine, there is a tendency in Isa 50:6 (1QIsa?) and 2 Chr
30:9 texts to substitute the root 0D with the root 0, which appeared in Hebrew

19 M. Burrows, “Variant Readings in the Isaiah Manuscript,” 27-28.

20 J. Ziegler, “Die Votlage der Isaias-Septuaginta (LXX) und die erste Isaias-Rolle von
Qumran (1QIs?),” 53-55.

2 Kutscher, Language, 268.
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language of the late Biblical period. It was caused by the homonymity of the He-
brew root IO “to hide” with the Aramaic N0 ‘to destroy” (compare with Esra
5:12), which can also be found in the Mishnaic Hebrew. Balentine writes:

More specifically, in the case of the phrase “hide the face” there may have devel-
oped in the latter stages of Biblical Hebrew a certain ambiguity in the root IND
which was linked to the use of a homophonic root IND meaning “destroy.” This
latter usage would obviously be ill suited for expressions with “face,” especially
when used with reference to God, and an attempt to avoid this situation could
have contributed to (1) a general decline in the use of the phrase “hide the face,”
and (2) a tendency to use a slightly different expression in the same way.??

The author of this article wishes to contribute to the abovementioned discussion by
trying to critically rethink the present theories and propose his own solution to the
issues, put forth by our predecessors.

4 ORIGINS OF THE READING "NM17'071 IN 1QIsA*

The scholars mentioned above were most likely right about the fact that the original
version of the Isa 50:6b text can be found in MT, not in 1QlIsa?. Since the phrase
D15 07, aside from the text of the scroll, appears only once in 2 Chr 30:9, it could
be supposed that its use was restricted to the end of the Second Temple period.

The variants that appear in the Septuagint and Peshitta cannot be used to
prove that the Hebrew 1“orlage had the same text in Isa 50:6b that is found in
1QIsa, since the same equivalents that are usually used to translate the phrase 3'N0N
D15 are used in them. In turn, the variant of the Isa 50:0b text, which appears in
the Vulgate, could have been based on the Hebrew [or/age, similar to 1QIsa*. Nev-
ertheless, the use of the phrase averto faciem “to avert one’s face” can also be ex-
plained by the influence from the Septuagint or, perhaps, the Old Latin translation
(Vetus Latina), which was made not from the Hebrew but from the Greek original.
Hence, at the moment one cannot answer with certainty the question of the exist-
ence of the extensive textual tradition, different from the Masoretic one, in which
Isa 50:6 would include the reading *m17"00.

Studies of Kutscher and Arie van der Kooij?* showed that the work of the
scribe, who copied the 1QIsa? scroll, had a multifaceted nature. The scribe was not
only a copyist but also the editor of the text. Hence, the priority has to be given to
the explanation, according to which the change in Isa 50:6b in the 1QIsa* scroll was
the result of a deliberate action of the scribe. The “error hypothesis” should be ad-
dressed only after all other possible explanations of the textual change will be ex-
hausted.

22 Balentine, Hidden God, 109.
23 Kutscher, Language, van der Kooij, Textzengen, 74-119.
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It is impossible to imagine that the scribe was not familiar with the Hebrew id-
iom 078 79'NON “to hide/conceal one’s face.” The said idiom appears numerous
times not only in MT but also in Qumran texts, both biblical (about 10 times™*) and
non-biblical (about 15 times?). Moreover, it can be found several times in the text
of the very same 1QlIsa scroll (Isa 8:17; 53:3; 54:8; 59:2; 64:6).

In my opinion, the reading M0 appeared in the text of 1QIsa* scroll for
several reasons.

1. With the exception of two texts (Isa 50:6 and Ex 3:0), the phrase 078 3"NoN
is used in the Bible in a set expression, which has the meaning of “to neglect,” “to
ignore.”2¢ In the majority of texts neglect is a sign of anger or disdain. However, in
certain cases, the object of ignoring can be not only people but also “transgressions”
(in this case, ignoring is a sign of mercy toward people (Ps 51:11) or of indifference
toward their behavior (Ps 10:11)). This set expression usually appears in those con-
texts, where the subject of ignoring is God. Nevertheless, in other contexts the sub-
ject of ignoring is people (Isa 53:3).2" In two texts (Isa 50:6 and Ex 3:6) the word
D15 NON does not form a set expression and, instead, has a direct meaning (as a
combination of a verb and a noun). Both texts tell us about people, who cover their
faces in order to protect themselves.?® Isa 50:6 tells how the Servant of Yahweh did
not hide his face from spitting, and Ex 3:6 tells how Moses hid his face, because he
feared to look at God (N0 DAHRA HR V¥ANN 8 12 D "W).

It could be assumed that the scribe substituted the word "NINON in Isa 50:6
with the word *M7"01 in order to show the readers that in this text the set expres-

2% One can only give an estimate, since a large number of texts are only available in
fragments (see M. G. Abegg Jr., J. E. Bowley, and E. M. Cook, eds., The Dead Sea Scrolls Con-
cordance. V'ol. I1I: The Biblical Texts from the Judean Desert, 507). See, e.g., 4QDeut® (Deut 31:17
[onn] =18 *nanom 7nan “I will forsake you and I will hide My face [from them]”), 4QPs?
(Ps 69:18 ... 727apm n270 7Non Y8 “Do not hide Your face from Your servant! ...”).

2 M. G. Abegg Jr., J. E. Bowley, and E. M. Cook, eds., The Dead Sea Scrolls Concordance.
Vol. I: The Non-Biblical Texts from Qumran, 535. See, e.g., 4Q389 8ii4 ([on]n 115 *nanoin 12 o
“So T hide My face [from them]”), 4Q393 1ii-2,4 (1]rn[w]onn T8 9NOA WMOR “Our
God, hide Your face from our sins”).

26 Cf. Kutscher, Language, 268. However, Kutscher’s understanding of the phrase 3"Non
019 is not consistent with at least some other occurrences of the phrase in the Hebrew Bi-
ble. Kutscher writes that it usually has the meaning of manifestation of anger, even though
he notes himself that the explanation does not extend to the Ps 51:11 passage, in which the
matter is not God’s anger but His mercy ("®0nn 718 Inon “Hide Thy face from my trans-
gressions!”). Another exception is the text of Ps 10:11, in which hiding of the face of God is
not a sign of His anger but of Him ignoring the situation or even of His forgetfulness ( maw
ne1b AR 93 118 Non 9R “God has forgotten, he has hidden his face, he will never see it”
(NRSV)). See also 4Q393 1ii-2,4 ([1]an[w]onn 735 9noa wmHR “Our God, hide Your
face from our sins”).

27 See below for the discussion of Isa 53:3.

28 See Balentine, Hidden God, p. 65.
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sion D8 "NDON, “not to pay attention” cannot be used. Thus, such a substitution
had to have an explicative function.

It should be noted that the translator of the Book of Isaiah into Aramaic (Tar-
gum Jonathan) also understood that the phrase 012 3'nonN in Isa 50:6 is distin-
guished by particular semantics, which are reflected in the translation (see above). It
seems most likely that it was the same reasons that caused the phrase averto faciem “to
avert one’s face” to appeare in Isa 50:6 of the Vulgate translation, while in other
passages of Isaiah one can find abscondo faciem “to hide one’s face” (in addition, averto
faciem is possibly a loan translation from the Greek dmooTpédw TO mpocwmov. The
same equivalent is constantly used when translating 078 N0 in the Psalms).?

A similar phenomenon occurred during translation of Ex 3:6, where 9'Non
D13 also has not been used as a set expression. In order to translate the phrase
D18 7'noN “hide one’s face” in Ex 3:6, in some versions of the Biblical text special
equivalents, different from those usually used to translate the idiom D48 non,
were used. For instance, 019 7'N07 in the Peshitta is usually translated as o] 4 or
as kol ws “to turn away one’s face” (in both cases). Only in Ex 3:6 the translation is
a loan translation of Hebrew: Syriac k9! wad “to hide one’s face” (= Hebrew 7"non
0710). In Targum Onkelos 078 N0 is translated as AKX W12 “hid his face,” while
in other cases the phrase 8NIW P90 “to take away Shekhinah” (Deut 31:17,18;
32:20) is used.

2. The idiom “to hide/conceal one’s face” most likely did not exist in Western
Aramaic, the spoken language of Judaea at the end of the Second Temple period.?
In terms of semantics, the closest equivalent to the aforementioned idiom was the
combination of the verbs of motion with the noun "8IR “face.” The Palestinian
targums, in particular, used the "R JAR / 791 equivalent to convey the Hebrew
D15 7'non3! This phrase had the meaning of “to turn one’s face,” including “to
turn one’s face from someone or something.” It was used in Targums and in those
cases, where it did not have an equivalent in the Hebrew text,’? and can also be
found in the Jerusalem Talmud.” The phrase 02 'NDA was not used in the Mish-

29 It should be noted that the use of the verb averfo in Isa 50:6 could also be explained
by theological reasons. Since Jerome believed that Isa 50 prophetically points to the Passions
of Jesus, who, according to Jn 18:12, 24, was tied right after his arrest, and so could only turn
away his face away from the mockery but not hide it with hands.

30 The phrases 18R MV (Tg. Neof. Exod 3:6; Deut 31:18; Tg. Isa. 50:6) and 1"a8 w3a2
(Tg. Onk. Ex 3:6), which have the meaning of “to hide one’s face” and can be found in the
texts of Targums, are evidently a loan-translation from Hebrew.

31 Tg. Neof. Deut 31:17; 32:20; Frg. Tg. V Deut 32:20.

32 See, for instance, Tg. Neof. Gen 9:23: ]L'I'll'lﬂr? 12°97 NaRI NN 85 NAMAKRT An™MN
“They turned their faces backwards and did not see the nakedness of their father.” See also:
Tg. Neof. Ex 25:20; 37:9; Deut 27:15; Frg. Tg. V Deut 27:12; Frg. Tg. MS Paris 110 Num
19:1; Deut 27:12; Cairo Geniza Targum MS DD Deut 27:15.

33 See, for instance, y. Seb. 9.6, 39a: 7P AMM KRYT AR 797 “He turned away his face so
as not to see that.” See also: y. Ma‘a$. 4.3, 51b; y. Sabb. 16.9, 15d; y. Sanh. 1.2, 18c.
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naic Hebrew. However, it did use the phrases 08 78713 and 018 M7 3 “to turn
one’s face away.” It also should be noted that the phrase D18 N0 is not present
in those texts of the Bible, which were written at end of the Second Temple period.
However, synonymous phrases that combined verbs of motion with the word D23
“face” were used: 018 2'wi (Dan 11:18, 19; 2 Chr 6:42), o158 207 (2 Chr 6:3; 29:6;
35:22), 018 o1 (2 Chr 30:9) “to turn one’s face.” Thus, the use of the phrase '0n
078 in Isa 50:6 instead of 018 NOM probably corresponded to phraseology of the
spoken language.

3. It is clear that the words M0 and *NANDA are written similarly. This can,
among other things, explain the appearance of 07 instead of 'NON in 1QIsa?, and
not some other verb.

4. It is possible that the Qumran scribe replaced 0%8 3'NOA with 015 0N in
Isa 50:6 in order to, among other factors, to avoid a contradiction with Isa 53:3.

Isa 53.3 (1QIsa%): 1101 015 PNoNN B VI M2INRIND WINRY DWR 5Tt
TAWN R IMAN “Despised, and rejected of men, a man of sorrows, acquaint-
ed with grief and as one, who hides his face from us. We despised and esteemed
him not.””36

It should be noted that in MT and in the Qumran 1QIsab scroll we find the
form of the deverbal noun INON (vocalized as mastér) instead of PNON (a partici-
ple of Hiphil stem). In all likelithood, the Masoretic variant was the original one. This
text talks about the contempt from those people, who know the Servant. The phrase
1371 018 INonI should be translated as “Like one from whom men hide their fac-
es.’37

However the meaning of 1QIsa* text was most likely different from MT. Sin-
gular forms of active participles in the Bible were very rarely used as impersonal.
Such cases, as far as we can tell, are not documented in Qumran texts at all.? There-
fore, the Servant of YHWH himself could have been the subject of the 3'nonN parti-

3 See, for instance, m. Pesah. 7.13: NYMIR1 1718 NR Naa 792 “And the bride must
turn her face away and eat.” See also: m. Yoma 5.1; m. Sukkah 5.4; m. Sotah 7.5; m. Tamid
1.4; m. Mid. 4.5; m. Neg. 14.2.

3 See, for instance, m. Ma‘as. 2.2: 1N2W* DIPN MWW TP IR 10 DR MNW TY “...until
he is turning his face away or until he is sitting in another place.” See also: m. Ber. 4.5; m.
Pesah. 7.13.

36 Ulrich, Flint and Abegg, Jr., eds., Qumran Cave 1.11: The Isaiah Scrolls. Part 1, 88—89.

37 This interpretation is supported by the context, in which the phrase is used. The be-
ginning of the verse Isa 53:3 as well as its ending tells the reader how the Servant was des-
pised by the people (“Despised, and rejected of men... We esteemed him not”). More on
the problems of interpretation of Isa 53:3 see: J. L. Koole, Isaiah. Part 3. Vol. 2: Isaiah 49-55,
285-287.

38 See G. Geiger, Das hebrdische Partizip in den Texten aus der juddischen Wiiste, 369.



210 FROM ANCIENT MANUSCRIPTS TO MODERN DICTIONARIES

ciple.? The phrase 131 D19 'NONI can be translated as “as one, who hides his
face from us.”# Thus, Isa 53:3 (1QIsa?) may be talking about the Servant, who hid
his face from people because of disfigurement, caused by an illness, in order to
avold mockery. Since Isa 50:6 says that the Servant did not hide his face from
“mocking and spitting,” an apparent contradiction appeared, which the Qumran
scribe possibly tried to eliminate by replacing the verb 3'Non with a different one.

The existing evidence is clearly not enough to conclude that there was a ten-
dency to substitute the root INO with the root ND. Strictly speaking, there is only
one example of such root substitution in the Isa 50:6 text. Moreover, the explana-
tion proposed by Balentine does not seem convincing. If the reason for substitution
was the desire to avoid a mix up with the Aramaic root IND “to destroy,” one
should expect that the substitution would occur more often; even more so in the
contexts which refer to God.

When discussing the text of 2 Chr 30:9, it is more proper to speak about the
use of the phrase 02 707, instead of its substitution of 018 'NOMA. That said, its
use could be explained by the context (the verb of motion "0 “to turn” is used in
the text as a parallel to another motion verb 2W “to return,” “to turn around”).4!

The translation of the Hebrew phrase 018 7'N0i in the Septuagint and the Pe-
shitta with the use of the equivalents that posses the meaning of “to turn away one’s
face” is most likely caused by the fact that the idiom “to hide one’s face” is absent in
both Greek and Syriac. In terms of semantics, the closest equivalent was the combi-
nation of the verbs of motion with nouns that denote “face.”*?

A few words must be said about the variant ©"90n, which can be found in
1QIsa? at the beginning of the same verse (Isa 50:6a): D®015 ™M 05 NN M3 “T
offered my back to those, who beat (me), and my cheeks / jaws — to O"90n.” In-
stead of 500, MT has a variant D01 “those, who pulled out (beard).” In my re-
cent article, I tried to show that the word ©"5vn is a participle (m. pl.) of the causa-
tive stem of the verb 501 “to lift up, take, remove.” 1 put forward two possible
translations of this passage: “I offered... my cheeks / jaws — to those, who cause to
lift” (harmonization with Lam 3:28) and “I offered... my cheeks to those, who force
me to shave (my beard) / pull out (my beard)” (see: m. Sabb 10.7; m. Mak. 3.5).
Currently, however, I find another explanation to be more probable: @9V is a plu-
ral form not a participle but of a deverbal Son (mittal or mattal), formed from the
same verb 901 “to remove,” that describes the process of removing hair. Thus, T

% It is also possible that the subject in this case is God, who hid His face from the
Servant. In that case, one can translate 1337 D8 "NONI as “Like one from whom God hid
His face.”

40 The word 1301 “from us” (preposition §A with lc. pl. pronominal suffix) is a homo-
nym 1320 “from him” (same preposition with 3 m.s. suffix).

41 See Balentine, Hidden God, 106-107.

42 Cf. Balentine, Hidden God, 88.

# C. von Biittner, “A Note on 0901 in the Great Isaiah Scroll (Isa 50:6),” 137-145.
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trasnlate the Isa 50:6a passage the following way: “I offered... my cheeks to pluck-
ing (my beard)” (compare with translations in LXX and the Peshitta).

5 CONCLUSIONS
1. The *nM7°0n reading in the Qumran 1QIsa? scroll (Isa 50:6b) appeared most likely
due to the activity of a Qumran scribe, who acted as the editor.

2. The substitution of *NINDN with "M'0N had an explicational function. The
editor wanted to show the readers that in Isa 50:6 the set expression 02 'NON,
which has the semantics “to ignore, to not pay attention” could not be used.

3. The verb "M"0N was chosen as a substitute due to the fact that it is a vetb
of motion and is written similarly to *NINOM.

4. It is also possible that the Qumran scribe replaced 08 9'NON with 075 0N
in Isa 50:6 in order to avoid a contradiction with Isa 53:3.
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COGNITIVE METHODOLOGY IN THE STUDY OF AN
ANCIENT LANGUAGE: IMPEDIMENTS AND
POSSIBILITIES

Marilyn E. Burton
Unaversity of Warsaw

Fundamental to any cognitive approach to semantics, or indeed linguistics
in general, is the use of data collected from native speakers. This poses an
obvious problem when we address the semantic analysis of ancient lan-
guages, for which the kind of data usually gathered for a study based on
cognitive principles is simply not available. This has led to the wholesale
rejection of cognitive methodologies by scholars such as Francesco Zanel-
la as inappropriate for the study of dead languages. However, where suit-
able data are available, a cognitive approach is widely acknowledged to be
supetior in many ways to more traditional structuralist and generativist
methodologies. Indeed, cognitive theory has been called by semanticist
Dirk Geeraerts “the most productive of the current approaches” to lexical
semantics.

The question addressed in this article is whether a cognitive approach to
dead languages is in fact hopeless, or whether rather, in the words of van
Keulen and van Peursen, our lack of native speaker input “challenges the
biblical or semitic scholar to discover signals that reveal the process of
communication.” This article examines those attempts made so far within
biblical semantics and related fields to compensate for the lack of availa-
ble native speaker input, and proposes some new avenues for exploration.

1 THE PLACE OF COGNITIVE SEMANTICS IN BIBLICAL STUDIES

Only in the last decade or so has cognitive semantics begun to gain a solid foothold
in biblical studies.! This is in spite of its centrality to contemporary mainstream se-

! According to Van Wolde (Ellen van Wolde, “Wisdom, Who Can Find It?” in Job 28:
Cognition in Context (ed. Ellen van Wolde; Leiden: Brill, 2003), 31n.), the first application of
cognitive semantics to biblical studies was not until Yri’s 1998 publication (K. M. Yri, My
Father Tanght Me How to Cry, but Now I Have Forgotten: The Semantics of Religious Concepts with an
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mantic research, in which it is widely considered “the most productive of the cur-
rent approaches” to lexical semantics.? The reasons for this are two-fold.

Firstly, biblical semantics is a relatively slow-moving field. Contemporary se-
mantic theory is so vast a subject, and so rapidly changing, that it can be intimidat-
ing for scholars of other disciplines to engage with it unless one is willing to make it
a primary focus. It is thus more than tempting for a majority of biblicists and those
in related disciplines to make use of a methodology already established within the
biblical field by another scholar or scholars, without regard to its date of origin —
and indeed in many cases its date of expiration — within mainstream linguistics.

Secondly, the application of a cognitive approach to ancient languages faces
some inherent difficulties. The fundamental principle of cognitive semantics, and
indeed of cognitive linguistics more generally, is that language is inseparable from
human cognition. It therefore holds that language should not be studied in isolation
from questions of the language-speaker’s perception of the world around him and
the structure of the mental categories into which he organizes those things he per-
ceives. Cognitive linguistics in general thus relies heavily on native speaker intuition,
and data gathered from a well-known language and culture. This presents the stu-
dent of ancient languages with a problem — the native speakers are no more.

By some, this obstacle is viewed as insurmountable. One such is Francesco
Zanella, who in his fine analysis of the lexical field of “gift” in Ancient Hebrew
takes a firmly structuralist stance, maintaining that “an adequate theory” for the
study of Ancient Hebrew must be able to function “without the aid of native speak-
ers.”3 He thus views only an externalist semantic theory — that is, one that treats lan-
guage on its own terms, independently of cognition — as appropriate to biblical stud-
ies or indeed the analysis of any ancient language.

However, while it is unquestionably true that the impossibility of native speak-
er input renders objectivity in semantic analysis considerably more difficult, we are
not entirely without access to data. It is simply the case that since “we do not have
direct access to the author’s... cognitive and communicative processes, the object of

Emphasis on Meaning, Interpretation and Translatability (Oslo; Scandinavian University Press,
1998)).

2 Dirk Geeraerts, “The Theoretical and Descriptive Development of Lexical Seman-
tics,” in The Lexicon in Focus: Competition and Convergence in Current Lexicology (ed. Leila Behrens
and Dietmar Zaefferer; Peter Lang, 2002), 27.

3 Francesco Zanella, The Lexical Field of the Substantives of “Gift” in Ancient Hebrew (Lei-
den: Brill, 2010), 13.

4 It should be noted that Zanella does not claim the superiority of a structuralist over a
cognitivist approach in principle; in fact, he goes so far as to acknowledge that structural-
ism’s “concept of meaning may well be considered inadequate.” Rather, his motivation is
highly results-oriented. Specifically, he sees a structuralist approach in general, and compo-
nential analysis in particular, as the most productive means of analyzing an ancient language
such as classical Hebrew, in that it follows a systematic and objectively founded method to
produce concrete, quantifiable results (Zanella, “G#ft”, 61).
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investigation remains primatily the product of literary activity, rather than the com-
munication process itself.” Indeed, in the words of Van Keulen and Van Peursen,
rather than leading to the conclusion that a cognitive approach to dead languages is
hopeless, our lack of native speaker input “challenges the biblical or semitic scholar
to discover signals that reveal the process of communication.” It will be the pur-
pose of the remainder of this article to consider where such “signals” are to be
found, and to outline some fundamental principles for maximizing objectivity in a
cognitive semantic approach to an ancient language. Our discussion throughout will
be related to Classical Hebrew for the purposes of illustration. However, the large
majority of the principles outlined below will be applicable to any ancient language.

2 PRINCIPLES OF A COGNITIVE SEMANTIC APPROACH TO ANCIENT
LANGUAGES

2.1 Intuition

If we acknowledge that a language is intimately related to the cognition of its speak-
ers, then it goes without saying that the intuitions of non-native speakers concerning
a language are inevitably inaccurate.b This is not to say that an accomplished scholar
of an ancient language will not have a sound hold on the sense of an ancient text
and its lexical components, but we need only consider the often vastly differing in-
terpretations of even the most unproblematic texts to recognize that these intuitions
are not equal to those of a native speaker. A crucial feature of a cognitive approach
must therefore involve the suppression, as far as possible, of subjective intuition and
indeed reliance on traditional scholarship in favor of a careful examination of empir-
ical evidence. Complete objectivity will, of course, not always be possible, and this
constitutes one of the inherent limitations imposed by the absence of native-speaker
input. The key, as in any scientific method, is to maintain awareness of and open-
ness about where subjectivity is present.

Related to the suppression of intuition is the avoidance of translation. There is
a natural tendency when approaching a language other than our own to think of a
lexeme in terms of its glosses in our own language. It is, however, extremely rarely,
if indeed ever, that a lexeme maps perfectly from one language to another, retaining
all of its subtle nuances, connotations and associations. Therefore, to think of, for
example, the Hebrew lexeme 7122 in terms of the English “glory” is inevitably mis-

5 P. S. F. van Keulen and W. Th. van Peursen, eds., Corpus Linguistics and Textunal History
(Leiden: Brill, 2000), 32.

¢ Sawyer, in his study of the lexical field of “salvation,” somewhat famously made the
claim that “a knowledge of Hebrew implies that I can intuitively recognise words of related
meanings” (John F. A. Sawyer, Semantics in Biblical Research: New Methods of Defining Hebrew
Words for Salvation (London: SCM Press, 1972), 34); this statement is quite rightly roundly
criticized by Arthur Gibson (Béblical Semantic Logic: A Preliminary Analysis (Oxford: Blackwell,
1981), 14-10).
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leading. Nor is it better to try to cover all aspects of its meaning through a seties of
glosses, such as “glory, honor, splendor.”” Rather, it is preferable when possible to
avold translation of terms during the course of the analysis, predominantly because
the connotations they carry are likely to influence the researcher. Of course, it is to
be hoped that the results of such an analysis will clarify which gloss or translation
best serves both in general and in any given context.

2.2 The Corpus

The sole linguistic evidence available to us in the study of an ancient language is, to
state the obvious, the extant textual corpus. In Classical Hebrew, this consists of the
texts of the Hebrew Bible, the Inscriptions, the sectarian Hebrew Dead Sea Scrolls
and the Hebrew text of Ben Sira.8 Given that a comprehensive semantic study re-
quires the use of a large quantity of empirical data in order to be as objective as pos-
sible, such a corpus is considerably smaller than is ideal. It is therefore crucial that
we not ignore any relevant data that 7 available. Maximizing the data set by includ-
ing the entire extant corpus offers the greatest opportunity for objective, accurate,
justifiable results, by factoring in a broader spectrum as well as a greater volume of
literature.

This leads to the question of the diachronic nature of such a corpus. In the
case of Classical Hebrew, the body of texts as we have defined it extends over a pe-
riod of approximately a thousand years, ranging geographically across the Near East
and formally from religious prophecy to historical narrative to royal inscriptions.
Since semantic analysis is generally performed within a synchronically homogeneous
corpus, it may seem that to take the whole of Classical Hebrew as a single entity is
inappropriate. It is certainly true that the semantic treatment of Classical Hebrew
materials according to period would be a far better approach in the case of suffi-
ciently large corpora being extant from each period, but it is our opinion that the
impracticality of undertaking semantic analysis under the constraints of such limited

7 In the words of James Barr, glosses “are not themselves meanings nor do they tell us
the meanings; the meanings reside in the actual Hebrew usage, and for real semantic analysis
the glosses have no greater value than that of indicators or labels for a meaning which re-
sides in the Hebrew itself” (“Hebrew Lexicography,” in Studies in Semitic Lexicography (ed. P.
Fronzaroli; Florence: University of Florence, 1973), 119-20). Moreover, as De Blois notes,
“[tlhe use of glosses can even be misleading. If a certain entry in a particular dictionary is
listed with three glosses the average reader may get the impression that that entry has three
meanings even though those three glosses may be practically synonyms of each other” (Rein-
ier de Blois, “Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on Semantic Domains,”
Journal of Biblical Text Research 8 (2001): 266).

8 The definition of Classical Hebrew as consisting of both biblical texts and extra-
biblical Hebrew texts from prior to 200AD is that taken by D. J. A. Clines, ed., The Dictionary
of Classical Hebrew (8 vols.; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993-8), 1:14.
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and fragmented corpora outweighs the difficulties arising from the diachrony within
Classical Hebrew.?

3 THE “CLUES”

3.1 Parallelism and Word Pairs

Let us now return to the proposition that in the absence of native speaker input, we
may nevertheless find within texts produced by such speakers signals as to their
cognitive processes. The first question before us is: what kind of clues are we actual-
ly looking for? That is, what is it that we need to discover in order to perform a se-
mantic analysis of an aspect of the language? There are, of course, different forms of
cognitive approach to language, ranging from an examination of prepositions or
particles to the study of metaphor. In the discussion which follows, we shall concern
ourselves with the cognitive analysis of a semantic domain, though once again, many
of the principles discussed will be applicable to other types of investigation.

In such an investigation, the first step is to delineate the boundaties of the se-
mantic domain in question — that is, to identify a set of semantically related terms
which will be the subject of the analysis. In Classical Hebrew, such a task is made
considerably easier by the extensive employment of parallelism. Parallelism provides
us with an invaluable tool for gaining insight into the conceptual world behind our
texts, through indicating which words and phrases were associated in the Hebrew
speaker’s mind. The placing of two terms in syntactically corresponding positions in
parallel lines both indicates the perception of a semantic connection by the author
and suggests such a connection to the audience. Much the same may be said of
word pairs more generally — as examples of “normal word associations for compe-
tent speakers,” word pairs are, to quote Berlin, “a window into what psycholinguists
would call the language behavior, and ultimately the whole conceptual world, of

9 There is, moreover, an argument to be made that linguistic change in Classical He-
brew was very slow, rendering a synchronic treatment of the corpus more reasonable. In-
deed, Elwolde goes so far as to argue that the periodisation of Classical Hebrew is at best
trivial and at worst, if taken to imply a significant difference between different stages of the
language, unsound, doing considerable harm to coherent and systematic study of the lan-
guage (J. F. Elwolde, “Developments in Hebrew Vocabulary between Bible and Mishnah” in
The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls & Ben Sira: Proceedings of a Symposium held at Leiden University,
11—14 December 1995 (ed. T. Muraoka & J. F. Elwolde; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 49-52). While
this position is perhaps extreme, the fundamental point remains that the diachronic shifts in
the language are insignificant when faced with the impracticality of fragmenting an already
small corpus until it is impossible to work with. It should be noted that this is not to deny
the evident existence of some degree of diachronic change, and however homogeneous our
corpus, it is still vital that we are aware of the existence of diachronic and other linguistic
boundaries between and within the texts.
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speakers of biblical Hebrew.”10 It is through an analysis of these that we can best
gain insight into how the Hebrew speakers themselves perceived the relations be-
tween words.

Such an approach has already been put to good use by a number of biblical
scholars, including Gerrit van Steenbergen and Reinier de Blois.!! In his study of the
terms denoting negative moral behavior in the book of Isaiah, Van Steenbergen
secks to define his semantic domain objectively by beginning with a key Hebrew
term and observing with which lexemes it occurs in semantic parallel, on the basis
that such terms are likely to belong to the same semantic category. The search is
then extended to those lexemes found in parallel with one or more of #hese terms.

Van Steenbergen recognizes that not all instances of parallelism pair members
of the same domain with one another. That is, while all parallel terms are semanti-
cally associated with one another to some degree, the nature of the association var-
ies considerably. He therefore confines his analysis solely to terms occurring in what
he calls “synonymous parallelism.” Such an approach has great potential for identi-
fying members of a semantic domain as objectively as possible, and certainly is su-
perior, even as it stands, to any attempt to define the membership of a domain
through intuition. At the same time, however, it raises issues that I do not believe
have so far been sufficiently addressed in the scholarship. These relate to the catego-
rization of parallelism.

The question of how to categorize parallel terms and the lines in which they
occur is an ongoing topic of debate; indeed, James Kugel has famously claimed that
the whole concept of categorization is unsound, since the relationships between
parallel lines and their constituent terms are infinitely varied.!?> Even if we do not
take such an extreme position as to denounce any attempt at categorization as futile,
we must acknowledge the limitations in our ability, as non-native speakers, to con-
sistently and accurately identify the relationships involved in any given instance of
parallelism. Thus, while there is certainly sense in attempting to distinguish between
“synonymous” and “non-synonymous” parallelism when seeking to identify seman-
tically similar terms, we face several difficulties. The first is that what may be termed
“synonymous parallelism” is a very broad category, containing both lines which are

10" Adele Betlin, The Dynamics of Biblical Parallelism (Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1985), 79.

11 Gerrit Jan van Steenbergen, Semantics, World VView and Bible Translation: An Integrated
Analysis of a Selection of Hebrew Lexical Items Referring to Negative Moral Bebaviounr in the Book of
Isaiah (Stellenbosch: Sun Press, 2005), 85-111; Reinier de Blois, “Lexicography and Cogni-
tive Linguistics: Hebrew Metaphors from a Cognitive Perspective,” Davarl.ogos 3 (2004):
101-2.

12 James L. Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1981),
58.
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near-identical and lines which convey only approximately the same sense.! It may
therefore be that lines semantically similar enough to fall into this category are none-
theless sufficiently distinct that their parallel terms do not fall into the same seman-
tic domain. This leads us directly to the second difficulty — the relationship between
parallel lines is not identical with the relationships between its terms. That is to say,
“synonymous” lines are not necessarily wholly constituted by “synonymous” terms.

A related, and perhaps even more concerning, difficulty lies in our ability — or
rather lack thereof — as non-native speakers to recognize synonymous lines — or in-
deed synonymous terms — accurately and consistently. Berlin draws attention to the
difficulty inherent in making such determinations through the example of Hab 3:3
which reads:

His splendor (T17) covers heaven;
And the earth is full of his praise ().

The complementary and contrasting relationship between heaven and earth perhaps
encourages us to see TN (“splendor”) and nYAN (“praise”) as synonymous here.
However, is there any reason to suppose that the second line is not rather conse-
quent on the first, with praise being consequent on God’s splendor rather than an
alternative term for it? Since we cannot rely on our intuitions in such matters, to
make such determinations based on nothing more ultimately falls victim to the same
fallacy — if to a lesser degree — as merely determining members of a semantic do-
main through intuition.

However, this does not mean that a more objective approach along the same
lines is not possible. I would like to propose a new avenue for exploration. By the
very nature of a semantic domain, each member is related to multiple other mem-

13 Below are listed three verses which would generally be considered to fall into a loose
category of “synonymous parallelism,” but in which the degree of semantic relationship be-
tween parallel terms varies considerably.

In Job 29:20, the semantic link between 7122 and NWP is not obvious from the sense of
the words, but rather is suggested by the context, which demands a metaphorical reading of
the latter clause:

SN0 3 HYRY IRy WIn Tiag
... my 22 (“glory”) fresh with me, and my NWp (“bow”) ever new in my hand.

A verse such as Isa 2:10 offers a parallelism between two lexemes which cleatly share a
single semantic feature which may perhaps be expressed as “being frightening’”:

“akg 970m A TR 80 793 1RYA) MR Kia
Enter into the rock and hide in the dust from before Tna (“the dread”) of the LORD,
and from 1IR3 377 (“the splendor of his pride”).

Finally, a verse such as Psa 145:11 places in parallel two non-synonymous, but closely
related lexemes — not only both attributes, but defining attributes of God which accompany
each other.

23T OMAN NN Tmadn TiD
They shall speak of your mabn 723 (“royal glory”) and tell of your AM2X (“power”) ...
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bers of the same domain, and may therefore be expected to occur in association —
through parallelism and other forms of word pairing — with at least certain other
members of the same domain. It follows from this that within the list of associates
of a particular term, we will expect to find clusters of words which display among
themselves a high degree of interconnectedness — each member of the cluster being
linked substantially both to the central term itself, and to a number of other mem-
bers of the cluster. By identifying these clusters, we may form a picture of the key
members both of our semantic domain and, incidentally, of others.

By contrast, we may also expect that a lexeme associated with, but not belong-
ing to, the domain will limit its regular associations to only one or two members of
the domain, and furthermore that its primary associations will be with other lexemes
outside the domain. In illustration of the concept, let us consider the English se-

2 < 2 <C

mantic domain containing the lexemes “rain,” “drizzle,” “pour,” “spit,” and “show-

2
drizzle

er.

be bright

shower

be illuminated

Figure 1: The hypothetical semantic domain of “rain.”’14

We may reasonably expect that “to shower,” for example, will regularly occur in the
English language in association with multiple of the other members of its domain;
this being equally true of the domain’s other members, we are left with a cluster of
interconnected terms, as seen on the right of the diagram. By contrast, an associated,
non-member lexeme such as “shine” may occur frequently in association with
“rain,” but be associated rarely with other, more peripheral, members of the do-
main. It is moreover strongly associated with a separate cluster which includes the
terms “be bright,” “be illuminated,” while #bese are rarely if ever linked to members
of the first domain.

14 The thickness of each line reflects the strength of the association represented. This
diagram is for illustration of method only, and is not based on actual data concerning the
English language.
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Returning to Classical Hebrew and the phenomena of parallel terms and word
pairs, I believe that such a method has a great deal of potential in objectively deline-
ating the boundaries of a semantic domain. If we identify each of the terms found in
parallel with, or paired with, a central lexeme, and subsequently each of the terms
found in parallel with these, we should notice similar clusters begin to form consist-
ing of interconnected terms. For the semantic domain of 7123, which has been my
own primary focus, such a method yields the following diagram:

N

hvall Pras \ N3

Figute 2: The semantic domain of 712215

It is clear from Figure 2 that applying this methodology has led to a lot of expected
results. 7122 demonstrates particularly frequent associations with each of NIRAN,
77 and 777, which would probably have been the obvious starting point of a se-
mantic domain derived by intuition. This alone indicates the soundness of the
method in accurately identifying the membership of the domain. However, there
are, also, a few surprises — particularly perhaps the inclusion of 1V, widely glossed as
“strength” — which demonstrate clearly the value and potential of such an objective
method.1¢

15 The diagram clearly does not present all the associations, observed through word
pairings, of each lexeme, but only those forming an inter-related cluster. The thickness of the
lines is proportional to the frequency of co-occurrence of the lexemes; this of course is
simply one possible mode of presenting the data, and does not illustrate the relative signifi-
cance of each association, since for less frequently occurring lexemes instances of association
will inevitably be lower in absolute terms.

16 Since the focus of this paper is on methodology, rather than the specific results as
applied to a single semantic domain, there is unfortunately no place here for discussion of
the more unexpected aspects of this diagram. These are addressed in detail in Marilyn E.
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The next stage in a cognitive analysis of a semantic domain is to explore the re-
lationships between its various members. Questions we wish to consider include
how typical or central, atypical or peripheral, a given lexeme is in its domain, and the
similarities and differences between various members of the domain with regard to
their semantic features.

Here we have not yet exhausted the usefulness of parallelism, for it is replete
with clues concerning word associations in the Hebrew language beyond the initial
identification of the members of a semantic domain. First of all, it is relevant to
consider the relative positions of parallel terms. It is widely agreed that the second
line of a parallelism in some way builds upon the first, by going from the more ge-
neric to the more specific, from the milder to the more intense, and so on.!” Thus,
by observing patterns concerning the relative positions of parallel terms, we may
gather clues to aid us in identifying which members of the domain are more com-
mon and prototypical, and which are more specific and peripheral.

Secondly, it has been suggested that we may learn further about the centrality
or otherwise of the domain’s members by considering the extent of the range of
terms with which they are found in parallel. Van Steenbergen reasonably argues that
the more synonyms a given term has, the more generic it is likely to be.'® This may
be easily illustrated with our English example: if asked to give other words for
“rain,” one could easily come up with a list, perhaps including “shower,” “pour,”
“drizzle,” “spit” and so forth. By contrast, if one were asked to give other words for
“drizzle,” the list would not be so easily forthcoming, nor so bountiful. The same
may be argued for antonyms—it is the most central, or prototypical, term (or terms)
which has (or have) the clearest antonymic relations.

Thirdly, parallelisms with terms outside the domain give us clues as to many of
that domain’s key external associations. In illustration, several of the terms in the
semantic domain of 7123 are found in parallel with N2 and/or 7M23 (“power” and
“strength”). This both tells us something of the nature of the domain as a whole —
that conceptually it is somehow associated with the domain of which these two lex-
emes are the core — and gives us an objectively identified criterion against which to

Burton, The Semantics of Glory: A Cognitive, Corpus-Based Approach to Hebrew Word Meaning (Lei-
den: Brill, forthcoming 2017).

17 “The characteristic movement of meaning [in semantic parallelism] is one of height-
ening or intensification of focusing, specification, concretization, even what could be called
dramatization.... The rule of thumb, then, is that the general term occurs in the first verset
and a more specific instance of the general category in the second verset” (Robert Alter, The
Abrt of Biblical Poetry New York: Basic Books, 1985), 19).

Care should however be taken in applying this principle. Van Steenbergen notes, for
example, that in the domain of negative moral behavior the tendency is to go from the less
inclusive term to the more inclusive, thereby encompassing greater breadth of sinfulness. In
this way, the pattern of intensification is still present, but nonetheless the more specific term
precedes the more generic (Worldpiew, 103-8).

18 Van Steenbergen, Worldview, 93.
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compare the members of the domain to one another. That is to say, we may distin-
guish between members of the semantic domain by observing how significant the
association with “strength” is to their makeup.

3.2 Syntax and Association

So far we have focused exclusively on parallelism and other forms of word pairing
to provide us with the clues we are looking for as to the identity of members of a
semantic domain and the relationships between them. Its extensive use as a literary
feature in Classical Hebrew makes it a key, and especially prominent, tool in the se-
mantic analysis of that language (as well as, indeed, of languages sharing this charac-
teristic such as Ugaritic), though the lesser role of parallel and paired terms and
phrases in the literature of other languages permits its use as a tool there also. How-
ever, this is far from the only evidence we can draw upon. The contexts in which
the lexemes occur offer a wealth of other information which may assist us in analy-
sis of the internal composition of individual terms, and in the interrelationships be-
tween the members of a semantic domain.

A good deal of this information may be derived from the syntax within which
our lexemes occut. For example, if the lexemes under consideration are nouns, we
might examine whether their role is more commonly that of object or subject of a
verb, and with which semantic categories of verbs they tend to occur.’” This will
give us some clues as to how native speakers perceived their relationship to the rest
of their cognitive world, as well as allowing us to make distinctions between various
members of the same domain in terms of the possible ranges of their use.2 We may
also consider their occurrence with prepositions, which give us clues as to whether
they can function, for example, as cause or purpose of an action; in Hebrew the
prepositions =2 and =9 are particularly helpful, though care must of course be taken
to distinguish between their various alternative functions. We can, too, look at geni-
tive relationships, or, in Hebrew, construct phrases, to identify who or what may be

19 There is in fact a movement within cognitive semantics to reject traditional grammat-
ical categories (that is, nouns, verbs, adjectives and so forth) in favor of semantically-based
categories, which overlap partially but not entirely with grammatical categories. Both certain
verbs and certain nouns, for example, may be classed as “Events.” However, we retain tradi-
tional classes for two reasons: firstly, a significant question we seck to address is what the
choice of one lexeme over another brings to the context; for this, the lexemes must be syn-
tactically substitutable — i.e. of the same grammatical category. This does mean that nominal
phrases, adjectives used substantivally and so forth are classed together with nouns. Second-
ly, as demonstrated by De Blois, biblical Hebrew traditional grammatical categories may in
fact be justified semantically (Reinier de Blois, “Word Classes in Biblical Hebrew: A Cogni-
tive Approach” (paper presented at SBL 2007)).

20 In illustration, within the Classical Hebrew semantic domain of 7122 (“glory”) MR
(generally glossed as “pride”) is unique in recurringly being the object of NWY (“do”) (Isa
12:5, 4QQ365 f6aii_c:7). This suggests a semantic distinction whereby MRJ is perceived, at
least in some cases, as a form of activity.
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said to possess the thing in question. When considering verbs or adjectives, the rele-
vant syntactic features will be different — questions must include identification of
verbal subjects and objects, attribution of adjectives, and so forth. These are only a
few examples of the way in which syntactic relations may be mined for evidence. To
some degree, these will be specific to the language under examination.

There are also non-syntactic clues to be uncovered — or at least, clues not di-
rectly tied to the syntax. For example, a careful examination of the contexts in which
members of a given semantic domain are found will demonstrate other semantic
domains which regularly occur in conjunction with them. In illustration, many, but
not all, members of the Hebrew domain of 7122 are commonly found in association
with lexemes relating to the concept of PT® (“righteousness”). Such information not
only allows us to make distinctions among various members of the domain but to
understand the relationship of one domain with another.2!

Finally, in certain cases, we are fortunate enough to be told about native speak-
ers’ categorization of certain phenomena from their own pens. For example, De
Blois has noted lists in Gen 1 and Lev 11 as highly informative in identifying the
divisions perceived in the animal kingdom by the ancient Hebrews.?

4 CONCLUSIONS

I hope to have demonstrated in this fleeting overview that a cognitive approach to a
dead language, though encountering obstacles, is far from a hopeless endeavor.
Much of the information that would normally be gleaned from a native speaker can,
with care, be extracted from the texts which they left behind. In all this, I believe
our greatest challenge lies in the size of the corpus, which can often render results
concerning even the more frequently occurring lexemes and linguistic features statis-
tically insignificant. Many of our conclusions must therefore always remain tentative,
and we must be cautious of overstating our case. Nevertheless, I believe that in cog-
nitive semantics we have the most promising approach for getting to the heart of
what ancient texts really mean.
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TOWARDS A SCIENCE OF COMPARATIVE CLASSICAL
HEBREW LEXICOGRAPHY

David ]. A. Clines
University of Sheffield

An area missing from Hebrew lexicography, but now ripe for exploration,
is a systematic study of the lexica of Classical Hebrew (the scope of which
has usually been exclusively Biblical Hebrew). Indispensable to such a
study is convenient access to the hundreds of works of Hebrew lexicogra-
phy, which has become feasible only in the last decades, with the advent
of electronic catalogues and, especially, electronic (and often down-
loadable) versions of older lexica.

The scope of the present paper is the corpus of over 600 Hebrew diction-
aries in European languages from the 16th century onwards. Certain for-
mal features are first compared, especially their inclusion or otherwise of
Aramaic, their provision of indexes, their notation of cognates in other
Semitic languages, and their treatment of homonyms. There follow four
close examinations of individual Hebrew wotds — 91 wall, N’:_l’? lion, 193 1
reveal, II go into exile, and PpW I sink, I bind — exploring the varying
treatment they have received at the hands of lexicographers through the
centuries, and exposing some faults in our current lexica.

A concluding section of the paper draws some general consequences that
may emerge from a comparative study of Hebrew dictionaties, chief
among them being the destabilizing of the lexicon by questioning the spu-
rious certainties of modern dictionaries and the bringing to light of nu-
merous proposals for new words and meanings.

1 DEFINITIONS

If you seatrch for the term “Comparative Hebrew Lexicography” or “Comparative
Classical Hebrew Lexicography” on Google, you will find — zero hits (apart, that is,

227



228 FROM ANCIENT MANUSCRIPTS TO MODERN DICTIONARIES

from references to the present article, which has been on the Web since July 2014).!
It is apparently a study that has never yet been attempted for Classical Hebrew.?

The term Comparative Hebrew Lexicography should be quite clear. It would
mean the systematic study of Hebrew lexica in comparison with one another.? It
would consist in its simplest form of identifying similarities and differences among
lexica, such as their size and organization and treatment of cognates, and in a more
critical form of evaluating the differences among lexica, making judgments about
one lexicon over against another, or about commonalities among lexica that are
open to criticism.

My aim in this paper is to propose such a study, which seems to be a field ripe
for development, and which, from my limited engagement with it over recent
months, promises to become an interesting and truly critical new approach, subver-
sive even of some long-standing assumptions about dictionaries and of some well-
established scholarly practices.

My scope here is strictly the ancient Hebrew language, which I call “Classical
Hebrew,” and the lexica in European languages from the 16th century onwards
(leaving aside the mediaeval and later dictionaries in Hebrew or in Hebrew and Ara-

bic).
2 DESIDERATA

2.1 A Checklist of Hebrew Lexica

The first thing needed for a comparative lexicography is a knowledge of lexica
through the centuries. Perhaps not surprisingly, since people generally regard a new
dictionary as rendering all previous dictionaries obsolete, there are no remotely ade-
quate lists of lexica or histories of Hebrew lexicography. There was an informative
article in the old Jewish Encyclopaedia by W. Bacher.* But that takes us only down to
the end of the 19th century, and it contains also a certain amount of questionable

! You will indeed find some references to “comparative lexicography” in reference to
Hebrew attached to the name of Moshe Held, who used the term for what is more usually
called comparative philology (Held was not a lexicographer). Comparative lexicography must
be the study of lexica, not of words that will go into a lexicon.

2 By “Classical Hebrew” I mean Biblical and non-Biblical Hebrew down to c. 200 CE,
i.e. prior to the Mishnah.

3 So it would be a branch of comparative lexicography in general, which has been de-
fined as “contrastfing] the dictionary traditions of vatious cultures, languages and countries
with a view to distilling from them common principles, but considering the external factors
that have led to divergent practices. Examples include issues such as how different scripts
influence the format of reference works, which different genres predominate, and what con-
stitutes good practice in dictionary-making and dictionary use” (R. R. K. Hartmann and
Gregory James, Dictionary of Lexicography [London: Routledge, 2002], 24).

4 W. Bacher, “Dictionaries, Hebrew,” in The Jewish Encyclopaedia (New York; Funk &
Wagnalls, 1901-1900), 4:579-85.
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data as well as items that cannot now be traced.5 There was an excellent long article
by David Téné and James Batr in the final volume of the Engyclopedia judaica, but that
dealt largely with the period down to the 16th century.® The recent volume by
Shimeon Brisman, .4 History and Guide to Judaic Dictionaries and Concordances,” gives a
detailed coverage of only a small, though representative, number of lexica. All of
these resources together did not amount to a proper list of dictionaries of Classical
Hebrew. I had no option: in early 2014 1 began compiling my own checklist. It now
runs to over 600 items, and I can see that I have a long way to go.® But even as it
stands, it is evidence that at least one new dictionary of Classical Hebrew has been
published every year, on average, for the last 500 years. Without a list of lexica, the
task of comparative lexicography can hardly get started.

2.2 A Very Short History of Hebrew Lexicography

The next thing needed is a general sense of the development of Hebrew lexicogra-
phy, so as to be able to locate a particular lexicon in its appropriate historical con-
text. A periodization of the history of Hebrew lexicography is in fact not too diffi-
cult. The first period is the flourishing of Jewish lexicography, from the 10th century
to the 15th, from the first true Hebrew lexicon of David ben Abraham al-Fasi, Kitab
Jami al-Alfaz (a Hebrew—Arabic dictionary), through ibn Janah and Solomon ibn
Parhon to its culmination in David Kimchi’s Book of Roots (Sefer ha-Shorashim), long
the standard work in Hebrew lexicography.?

The second period dawns with the advent of printing!® and the emergence of
the so-called Christian Hebraists, writing in Latin for the new constituency of Re-
formed pastors and scholars. The first such lexicographer was Johannes Reuchlin

5 Also helpful is the work of Moritz Steinschneider, though it covers very much wider
ground than Hebrew lexica: Bibliographisches Handbuch iiber die theoretische und praktische Literatur
[iir hebrdische Sprachkunde, ein selbstindiger Anbang zu [F. H. W.] Gesenius” Geschichte der hebriischen
Sprache und 1e-Long—Masch”s Bibliotheca sacra (Leipzig: F. C. W. Vogel, 1859); a second edition
with additions and corrections, Jerusalem: Bamberger & Wahrmann, 1937; repr. Hildesheim:
Georg Olms, 1976.

¢ David Téné and James Barr, “Linguistic Literature: Hebrew,” in Encyclopedia _judaica,
XVI (Jerusalem: Keter, 1971), cols. 1352-1401.

7 Shimeon Brisman, .4 History and Guide to Judaic Dictionaries and Concordances (Jewish Re-
search Literature, 3/1; Hoboken, NJ: Ktav, 2000).

8 A sample of this Checklist is contained in the List of Hebrew Lexica at the end of this
paper; my annotations to the items are omitted, but the page extent and size of the lexica are
mentioned in order to enable the reader to visualize the volume in question.

9 The edition by J. H. R. Biesenthal and F. Lebrecht, Rabbi Davidis Kimehi, Radicum liber,
sive hebraeum bibliorum lexicon (Betlin: G. Bethge, 1847), is still available as a print on demand
volume.

10" Actually, one Jewish lexicon had already been printed (before 1480), that of David
Kimchi, just mentioned.


http://copac.ac.uk/search?author=brisman&title=judaic&rn=5
http://copac.ac.uk/search?title=Bibliographisches%20Handbuch%20%C3%BCber%20die%20theoretische%20und%20praktische%20Literatur%20f%C3%BCr%20hebr%C3%A4ische%20Sprachkunde%2C%20ein%20selbst%C3%A4ndiger%20Anhang%20zu%20%5BF.H.W.%5D%20Gesenius'%20Geschichte%20der%20hebr%C3%A4ischen%20Sprache%20und%20Le-Long-Masch's%20Biblioth.%20sacra.
http://copac.ac.uk/search?title=Bibliographisches%20Handbuch%20%C3%BCber%20die%20theoretische%20und%20praktische%20Literatur%20f%C3%BCr%20hebr%C3%A4ische%20Sprachkunde%2C%20ein%20selbst%C3%A4ndiger%20Anhang%20zu%20%5BF.H.W.%5D%20Gesenius'%20Geschichte%20der%20hebr%C3%A4ischen%20Sprache%20und%20Le-Long-Masch's%20Biblioth.%20sacra.
http://copac.ac.uk/search?title=Bibliographisches%20Handbuch%20%C3%BCber%20die%20theoretische%20und%20praktische%20Literatur%20f%C3%BCr%20hebr%C3%A4ische%20Sprachkunde%2C%20ein%20selbst%C3%A4ndiger%20Anhang%20zu%20%5BF.H.W.%5D%20Gesenius'%20Geschichte%20der%20hebr%C3%A4ischen%20Sprache%20und%20Le-Long-Masch's%20Biblioth.%20sacra.
http://copac.ac.uk/search?author=brisman&title=judaic&rn=5
http://copac.ac.uk/search?title=Jewish%20research%20literature
http://copac.ac.uk/search?title=Jewish%20research%20literature
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(1506). Most of these lexicographers, notably Pagninus (1548), Buxtorf (1600), Si-
monis (1756) and Gesenius (1810-1812), drew substantially on the Jewish tradition.

The third phase is that of the production of dictionaries in the various Europe-
an vernaculars. The first known to me is that of John Udall (1593), The Key of the Ho-
by Tongue,"' whose Hebrew glossary was said by the author to have been “Englished
for the benefit of those that (being ignorant in the Latin) are desirous to learn the
holy tongue.” After Edward Leigh’s Critica sacra (1639), which was written in a mix-
ture of Latin and English, there came William Robertson with his The Second Gate
(1655), Schefer (1720) producing the first German—Hebrew dictionary (interestingly
arranged by 50 semantic fields, but a trial for the user), and Houbigant publishing
the first wordlist of Hebrew in French (1732). In 1762 John Parkhurst brought out
his An Hebrew and English Lexicon without Points, and 1796 J. C. F. Schulz his Ebrae-
isch—Tentsches Woerterbuch. The vernacular lexica continued with Gesenius’s first dic-
tionary, his Hebraisch-Deutsches Handworterbuch (1810—1812); he lapsed into Latin only
for the sake of his many American students who found that easier than German
(Lexcicon manuale hebraicum et chaldaicum, 1833) and for his Thesaurus (1829, completed
posthumously by A. Roediger in 1858); thereafter, translations of Gesenius into
English began to proliferate, and Latin dictionaries fell into disuse: I know of only
two Latin Hebrew dictionaries after 1833: Drach (1848) and Zorell (1946-54).

2.3 Access to the Lexica

It is obvious that one cannot compare lexica without having access to them, but it
needs to be spelled out what having access means. If you are comparing lexica, you
need to be in a place where many lexica can be spread out before you, because you
will want to compare the way one lexicon after another handles many particular
words.

Imagine that you are in a library (I report in what follows my experiences in
Cambridge University Library). Some of the lexica are from the 16th and 17th cen-
turies, so they will have to consulted in the Rare Books Room. But you cannot bring
into the Rare Books Room your 19th-century lexica, which may be in a different
part of the library from where your 20th-century lexica are, perhaps on the open
shelves in the Reading Room. You have already discovered that you cannot physi-
cally compare Pagninus (1529) with Gesenius’s 5th edition (1857) and HALAT
(1967-1995); the original German edition will probably be in a different place from
the English translation, which you will sometimes need to compare it with. So if you
have ten words you want to compare across three lexica you will probably spend all
day running from one room in the library to another, and all you can carry with you
are your notes, where you have probably failed to write down the very thing that
you especially want to compare. Oh, and did you have access to a library that has all

11T have not been able to discover what Udall was translating. The first two parts of his
volume were translated from the Grammatica hebrea of Petrus Martinius (Pierre Martinez,
Martini) (Paris: Iuvenis, 1567), but Martinius never published a lexicon.
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the lexica you want to consult? If you should want to compare the various editions
of Gesenius with one another, for example, don’t go to Halle, Gesenius’s own uni-
versity; they have only 6 of the 18 editions of his Handwirterbuch; and it’s a rare li-
brary that will have a really strong collection.

The solution has only just come into existence, in the last 20 years, because of
three new developments. (1) Electronic library catalogues, especially union cata-
logues like COPAC in the UK and especially the Karlsruhe Virtueller Katalog
(KVK) in Germany, with links to national union catalogues in 20 countries, make it
possible and even easy to trace titles and editions. (2) Now that we have online
booksellers you can find and buy, for 30 or 50 Euros, many of the lexica of the last
200 years. (3) But better than that, many (perhaps most) of the earlier printed lexica
of the 16th to 18th centuries are available for free download.!? I now have 50 He-
brew dictionaries on my shelves and another 120 or so on my computer, and so 1
am, I suddenly realize, perhaps in a better position to compare Hebrew lexica than
anyone has ever been. Of course, anyone can join in, for a modest outlay of effort,
and not very much money.

3 COMPARISONS

3.1 Source language

We are used to lexica of Biblical Hebrew including words in Biblical Aramaic. The
earliest, Jewish, lexica contained no Aramaic, and the first lexicon that did was that
of Alfonsus Zamorensis (Alfonso of Zamora) in the Complutensian Polyglot of
1515, in which the Aramaic words were interspersed among the Hebrew. The next
lexicon to cover the Aramaic words, the Epitome radicum hebraicarum et chaldaicarnm of
Johannes Buxtorf of 1607 followed the same practice, as did the various editions of
Buxtotf’s Manuale hebraicum et chaldaicum and Lexicon hebraicum et chaldaicum, as well as
the lexica of Schindler (1612) and Calasius (1617). Most lexica, apart from that of
Cocceius (1714/15), continued to be confined to the Hebrew until the influential
work of Simonis (1752 and many subsequent editions) appatently made the inclu-
sion of Aramaic de rignenr in Hebrew dictionaries. At least since Gesenius’s Newes
hebréisch-deutsches Handworterbuch diber das Alte Testament mit Einschluss des biblischen
Chaldaismus (1815) and Hebriisches und chalddisches Handworterbuch iiber das Alte
Testament (1823) it has become the norm. I have, however, not yet been able to iden-
tify when the practice began of collecting the Aramaic words into a section of their
own at the end of the lexicon, which is what we are used to today.!> Of course, the
provision of Aramaic data stems from the time when all the ancient Hebrew known
was Biblical Hebrew, and all the Old Aramaic known was biblical; now that we have

12'To find these digital texts, you need to consult KVK (Karlsruhe Virtueller Katalog),
where a special symbol shows which editions are available electronically.
13T see it in Gesenius’s 12th edition (1895), but not in the 6th (= 5th) edn (1863).


http://cbsopac.rz.uni-frankfurt.de/DB=2.1/SET=1/TTL=3/CLK?IKT=4&TRM=Hebra%CC%88isches
http://cbsopac.rz.uni-frankfurt.de/DB=2.1/SET=1/TTL=3/CLK?IKT=4&TRM=chalda%CC%88isches
http://cbsopac.rz.uni-frankfurt.de/DB=2.1/SET=1/TTL=3/CLK?IKT=4&TRM=Handwo%CC%88rterbuch
http://cbsopac.rz.uni-frankfurt.de/DB=2.1/SET=1/TTL=3/CLK?IKT=4&TRM=u%CC%88ber
http://cbsopac.rz.uni-frankfurt.de/DB=2.1/SET=1/TTL=3/CLK?IKT=4&TRM=Alte
http://cbsopac.rz.uni-frankfurt.de/DB=2.1/SET=1/TTL=3/CLK?IKT=4&TRM=Testament
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plentiful texts in both languages, it makes less sense to attempt to combine two lan-
guages in one lexicon.

3.2 Indexes

We are unfamiliar today with the provision of a reverse index to Hebrew lexica (not
in BDB or HAILOT), but a comparative study of the lexica shows that this has been
a common feature of lexica from the earliest times. The first I know of, a Latin in-
dex of 30 pages, is by Alfonsus Zamorensis, whom I mentioned above, in his He-
brew lexicon in the Complutensian Polyglot. I would estimate that more than half
the lexica since 1500 have such an index. The first I have noted that gave the He-
brew words, rather than just the page numbers, after the index word, is that of
Gesenius’s 12th edition (1895); we decided upon this system for our forthcoming
index to DCH' before I knew about the Gesenius model.

3.2 Cognates

The eatliest Hebrew lexica enshrined mediaeval Jewish philological learning, which
included the use of Aramaic and Arabic to explain Hebrew words, especially the rare
or controversial ones. The Christian Hebraists of the 16th century drew heavily up-
on the Jewish lexicographers, usually explicitly, and proudly, as a certificate of excel-
lence. Sebastian Miunster led the way in his Dictionarium hebraicum (1535), which the
title page announced was “enlarged and enriched from the rabbis, especially from
the /Book of] Roots of David Kimchi.” Schindler (1612) systematically followed each
Hebrew headword with an Aramaic or Arabic cognate, giving the firm impression
that these two cognate languages were the source of all our knowledge of Hebrew
meanings. Johannes Forster’s was the lexicon that proved the rule (1557), proclaim-
ing that it was “not composed from the comments of the rabbis nor by foolish imi-
tation of our own scholars, but solely from the treasures of the sacred writings
themselves.”!5

3.4 Homonyms

We are familiar today with the presence of homonyms in our dictionaries, many
wotds being labelled 1 or II or III, etc., to distinguish them from other words
spelled the same. We have, for example, 29 which means fake on pledge, be sweet, ot
grow dark (BDB 1906: 786b—788a), three obviously distinct words.!¢ Such homo-

14 Volume 9 (English—Hebrew Index) is due to be published in 2016 by Sheffield
Phoenix Press.

15> He must have learned Hebrew from someone, though, and depended on someone
else for his knowledge of where given words occurred in the text.

16 BDB registers six homonyms of 17, because it includes articles for verbs that do
not occur in the Bible but that may be presumed as the root of nouns that do. In the exam-
ple given above, it numbers zake on pledge, and be sweet as 11 and 111, and does not number grow
dark at all, because it regards it as a denominative verb.
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nyms are more prevalent than is generally recognized: in BDB 21% of the lemmas
or headwords are homonyms, and in DCH 44%.'7 But for most of the history of
Hebrew lexicography homonyms were not recognized. It is in fact very difficult to
discover when homonyms in any language were first identified as such.

In the older Hebrew lexica, the typical notation for what we today would call
homonyms was a statement that a word has more than one signification; strained
connections were then often made among senses together with implausible postula-
tions of basic meanings. Buxtorf’s Epitome (1600: 320; 1607: 645), for example, says
27 generally means mix, from which various significations such as zake on pledge, be
sweet and become dark are derived. By the time of the 1789 edition of Buxtorf’s Lexicon
(1789: 1014) those significations were being analysed as six distinct senses of the
verb, but they were all still dealt with under the one lemma 27 miscuit (‘mix’), even
though they were prefixed with six Roman numerals.

Cocceius is the first lexicographer I have found who boldly labelled the ho-
monymous verbs with Roman numerals (1715: cols. 640—44): 1. miscere, confunds; 11. in
Sfidem suam recipere, spondere pro aligno; 111. suavem esse). After him, I have found no one
who did so prior to Gesenius (1812: 888b-89b), though his homonyms for 27 were
different: 1. mix, 11. be sweet, 111. distance oneself, from which be dark is derived. In his
Lexicon (1833: 791b), be sweet had become a sub-sense of 1. mix, 1I. had acquired the
gloss be dark, and two extra roots were added, neither occurring in the Hebrew Bi-
ble.’® The 12th edition, edited by Buhl (1895), was much changed: I. became #ade,
which included go surety and mix, 11. was be sweet, 111. was become evening, and 1V. was
the presumed root be dry.

The treatment of homonyms has been perhaps the most variable and incon-
sistent aspect of Hebrew lexicography.

What has been the point of noting all these features of Hebrew lexica down the
centuries? Is it one of those projects that are more interesting than useful? No, 1
would defend the study of comparative Hebrew lexicography even if it were no
more than collecting data, in the style of the trainspotter.!” We live in the age of the
heritage industry,2’ partly driven by nostalgia and partly by commercial opportunity;
and comparative Hebrew lexicography is certainly a study of our heritage, even if
not undertaken for money or for old times’ sake. But there is more to it than that.

17T derived these figures from my Hebrew Words Database, which calculated 1,738
homonyms in BDB (20.6% of its total of 8,429 words), and 5,828 homonyms in DCH
(44.1% of its total of 13,217 words). There may be errors and omissions of individual words,
but the figures should be broadly correct.

18 The same in the 4th edition of his Handwdrterbuch, the last edition he prepared him-
self (1834: 2: 297b). In the 5th edition (1857: 2: 139b), the extra roots were dropped.

19 The wotd is defined by the Oxford English Dictionary as “The hobby or activity of

2

observing trains and recording railway locomotive numbers,” and is usually engaged in by
pre-pubescent boys.
20 The term appears to have been invented by Robert Hewison, in his The Heritage In-

dustry: Britain in a Climate of Decline (London: Methuen, 1987).
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To me it is actually useful to know what Hebrew dictionaries have been like
when one is considering what is valuable in a Hebrew dictionary, or what one
should be sure of doing or not doing if you are writing a Hebrew dictionary your-
self. It is not always easy to imagine the effects of a certain design decision until you
see it executed in an actual lexicon. Take, for example, the decision whether to print
the lexicon in one or two columns, which I think makes a great difference to the
style and feel of the lexicon. Or, a much more important feature, whether and how
to include Semitic cognates in each article in the dictionary.

But above all, studying Hebrew dictionaries in relation to one another reveals
inescapably how antiquated much of the content of our most recent dictionaries is,
how derivative they often are, and how often the mistakes of the past are perpetuat-
ed uncritically. Comparative Hebrew lexicography becomes less of an odd hobby
and more of an urgent necessity.

4 EXAMPLES

4.15n Wall

There are two words in Classical Hebrew for a city wall, 11in and 511 (sometimes
spelled 5m), and lexicographers can never resist trying to distinguish the meanings of
two apparent synonyms. At least since Reuchlin (1506) and Pagnini (1529), two of
the carliest Latin dictionaries of Hebrew, our dictionaries say 91 means an osuter
wall,2! though some think it the zner wall, or else the space between outer and inner
walls. The latest Gesenius edition has “die kleinere Mauer vor d. eigtl.
Befestigungsmauer (7RiM), Glacis, Vormauer” (1995: 346b). Gesenius himself
invoked the Roman concept of the pomoerinm, a sacred space left vacant on both the
outer and inner sides of the wall.22 None of the classical lexicographers, who were
familiar with the usual double wall of mediaeval and early modern fortifications, had
of course ever seen a plan of an Israelite city’s fortifications, which did not include
an inner and an outer wall (a double casemate wall does not amount to two separate
fortifications). There is actually no reason, looking at the occurrences in the Hebrew
Bible, to suppose that either word means anything other than “city wall.”?3 Outer
and inner walls in Israelite cities are a nothing but a fabrication, but they are clearly
visible in our contemporary dictionaries.

21 BDB (1906: 298a): “rampart ..., of an outer fortification ... (others, by meton., of
space between outer and inner fortif., incl. moat”).

22 Gesenius, Thesanrns (1829: 434b). In his first lexicon (Neues hebriisch-dentsches
Handwirterbuch, 1815: 204) he actually defines it as “pomoerium, Raum ausserhalb der
Vestungsmauer, aber als Theil der Befestigung, viell. erhoht, wie ein kleiner Wall.”

23 DCH, 3 (1996): 224b), notes a case in 11QT 46:9, where it apparently refers to a
ditch or open space or dry moat around the temple, 100 cubits wide, a sense that Kimchi
already noted in reference to b. Sanh. 88b, and that BDB also refers to, even though it is
hardly relevant to Biblical Hebrew.
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4.2 8115 Lion

Most modern lexica tell us that the word &’:li?, which occurs 11 times in the Hebrew
Bible, is a feminine noun and means female lion (1 avoid the form /Joness).?* English
versions of the Bible lack any consistency over the question. How does it come
about that the noun N’;‘?, which does not look like a feminine noun any more than,
for example, R'2) prophet does,? has so commonly been asserted to be such?

It is Gesenius and the Gesenius tradition that is the proximate cause. In his
Thesanrns (1839: 738a), he reported the view of the 17th-century scholar Samuel Bo-
chart in his estimable Hierozoicon, that the word was derived from an Arabic /aba
“suckle.”?0 Gesenius did not himself accept the derivation but he advanced four
reasons for regarding the word as feminine. His reasons can all be countered quite
readily, and in any case Gesenius did not claim that 8727 is feminine in all its occur-
rences. In his first lexicon (1812: 520a), he said it meant Jon, pethaps /ioness.2” In his
Lexcicon mannale (1833: 520b) and in its second edition (1847: 475a, after his death in
1842) it was only (male) /ion, but there remained a reference to Bochart at the end of
the article. In the 5th and 6th editions of the Handwirterbuch (1857, 1863: 445b) Bo-
chart had moved up to the head of the article, thus: “Ldwe, nach Bochart (Hzeroz. I,
S. 719t) Léowin.” In the 12th edition (1895: 379a) it is “lion, but also lioness” (4 ref-
erences are mentioned). By the time of the 16th edition (1915: 377a) it has become
solely female lion (yes, the reference to Bochart is still there).

What we should observe is that no new research had been done in the 200
years since Gesenius’s first lexicon, and a chain of lexicographers had been rather
too casual with the evidence. What should have happened is that once the Arabic
derivation proposed by Bochart had been given up, all reference to him should have

24 Thus, for example, BDB (1906: 522b), Zorell (1946—54: 389a), HALAT, 2 (1974:
491b) (= HALOT, 2 [1995: 517a]), Gesenius!8 (2005: 593b). There a few cases where a refet-
ence is deleted or added by emendation, but they will not concern us here.

25 Nouns with this vowel pattern are all masculine, with the sole exception of 1"2? “right
hand,” which conforms to the rule that parts of the body that go in pairs are feminine. For a
list of Hebrew nouns of this vowel pattern, see James L. Gagarin, Hebrew Noun Patterns
(Mishqalim): Morphology, Semantics, and Lexicon (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1987), p. 58.

26 Hierozoicon,  sive bipertitum opus de animalibus Sacrae Scripturae (London: Thomas
Roycroft, 1663), pp. 711-78 [719] (= tepr. edition, 2:1-91 [11-12]). The Arabic verb /ba is
registered in Edward William Lane, An Arabic—English Lexicon, vol. 7 (ed. Stanley Lane-Poole;
London: Williams & Norgate, 1885), 2644a. Bochart no doubt derived his knowledge of the
verb from the recent