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Introduction

Pre-modern vocalized Arabic manuscripts can reveal a great deal about a variety of
linguistic features represented in each text. Recent work has demonstrated the potential
that vocalized manuscripts have, specifically for revealing aspects of the phonology of the
corpora including the Quran,’' ]udaeo—Arabic,2 and later ‘Middle Arabic’ texts.’ Christian
Arabic texts, however, have been less frequently studied in this manner. Blau’s grammar of
the Christian Arabic of south Palestine in the 9th/10th centuries CE* draws primarily on
unvocalized manuscripts, and therefore the phonological details he provides are inferred
primarily from consonantal orthographic patterns.” While a few others have focused on

! Marijn van Putten, “Inferring the Phonetics of Quranic Arabic from the Quranic Consonantal Text”, The
International Journal of Arabic Linguistics 5(1) (2019), pp. 1-19; Marijn van Putten, Quranic Arabic: From its
Hijazi origins to its Classical Reading Traditions. (Leiden: Brill, 2022).

2 Esther-Miriam Wagner, Linguistic Variety of Judaeo-Arabic in letters from the Cairo Genizah. (Leiden: Brill,
2010). Geoffrey Khan, “Vocalised Judaeo-Arabic Manuscripts in the Cairo Genizah”, in Ben Outhwaite
and Siam Bhayro (eds), “From a Sacred Source”: Genigah Studies in Honour of Professor Stefan C. Reif. (Leiden:
Brill, 2011), pp. 201-218; Geoffrey Khan, “Orthography and Reading in Medieval Judaeo-Arabic”, in
Ahmad Al-Jallad (ed.), Arabic in Context: Celebrating 400 Years of Arabic at Leiden University. (Leiden: Brill,
2017), pp. 395-404; Benjamin Hary, “Spoken Late Egyptian Judaeo-Arabic as Reflected in Written
Forms”, in Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam 44 (2017), pp. 11-36.

3 Jérome Lentin, “Normes orthographiques en moyen arabe: Sur la notation du vocalisme bref”, in
Liesbeth Zack and Arie Schippers (eds.), Middle Arabic and Mixed Arabic: Diachrony and Synchrony. (Leiden:
Brill, 2012), pp. 209-234.

4 Joshua Blau, A Grammar of Christian Arabic based mainly on south Palestinian texts from the first millenninm. 3
Vols, col. «Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum Orientalium» 267, 276, 279; «Subsidia» 27-29 (Louvain:
Peeters, 1966-1967).

5> See especially Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabie, §§2-29, pp. 50-130.
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Christian Arabic manuscripts from the medieval period,’ there has been little work that
undertakes a phonological description of vocalized Christian manuscripts in a thorough
and systematic way.” Most existing studies approach the description of the language of
these manuscripts through the assumption that the scribes are attempting to write Classical
Arabic (henceforth ClAr).” For that reason, features are typically noted only when deviating
from ClAr. Further, due to the focus on the supposedly non-ClAr nature of the
manuscripts, the features analyzed cluster in the domains of morphology and syntax, where
the differences between the language of the text and ClAr are thought to be most
significant. There is still a significant gap in our understanding of the phonologies of
vocalized Christian texts. This paper is a first step toward filling this lacuna by examining
six vocalized Christian manuscripts with an eye toward discovering what evidence can
inform our understanding of the phonologies of the texts. Reference is made to other
phonological phenomena drawn from any Arabic variety, ancient or modern. I will attempt
to show not only that much can be said about the phonologies of the varieties and registers
represented in the vocalizations, but also that scholars can also gain significant insights into
the nature of register mixing that, I suggest, becomes evident from a close analysis of the
texts.

¢ Bengt Knutsson, Studies in the Text and Langnage of Three Syriac-Arabic Versions of the Book of Judicum with
Special Reference to the Middle Arabic Elements (Leiden: Brill, 1974); Per Bengtsson, Two Arabic 1V ersions of the
Book of Ruth, col. «Studia Orientalia Lundensia» 6 (Lund: Lund University Press, 1995).

7 A recent overview of shared orthographic practices by Jewish and Christian scribes is Esther-Miriam
Wagner, “Birds of a Feather? Arabic Scribal Conventions in Christian and Jewish Arabic”, in Nadi Vidro,
Ronny Vollandt, Esther-Miriam Wagner, and Judith Olszowy-Schlanger (eds.), Studies in Semitic Linguistics
and Manuscripts: A Liber Discipulorum in Honour of Professor Geoffrey Khan. (Uppsala: Upsalla University Press,
2018), pp. 376-391. The features relevant to phonology focus mostly on Judaco-Arabic, and are fairly
limited in scope; see Wagner, “Birds of a Feather?”, pp. 381-384.

8 This is the case in, e.g., Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic. Recent research has rightly problematized this;
see, e.g., Johannes Den Heijer, “Introduction: Middle and Mixed Arabic, A New Trend in Arabic
Studies,” in Liesbeth Zack and Arie Schippers (eds.), Middle Arabic and Mixed Arabic: Diachrony and
Synchrony. (Leiden: Brill, 2012), pp. 1-26. Nevertheless, the framework is still often assumed in the
approach to linguistic descriptions of these texts. An example of this is Wagnet’s note that, in terms of
comparison of Judaco-Arabic and Christian features, “The point of reference will be an artificial,
presumed Standard Arabic of the Ottoman period, which is close to Classical Arabic and Modern
Standard Arabic”; Wagner, “Birds of a Feather?”, p. 381. Tellingly, Wagner admits that this is
problematic, acknowledging “This approach is admittedly flawed...as the time period of the materials
precedes the nabda, during which ideas of normative grammar informed by Classical Arabic were again
superimposed on Arabic.” Nevertheless, she concludes “there is no real alternative, as for now Classical
Arabic or Modern Standard Arabic are the only varieties with a prescriptive, fixed set of rules, described
in grammar books, against which any other variety can be measured and compared.” It is axiomatically
easier to compate a text to a standard, prescribed norm; however, this is not a principle upon which
historical linguistic study should be based. These assumptions continue to dominate, both for reasons of
convention and, as Wagner’s quote demonstrates, convenience, but they ultimately hamper efforts at
understanding the linguistic varieties of non-CIAr texts.
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The manuscripts selected for this study were composed between the 13th and 15th
centuries CE and are currently housed at St. Catherine’s Monastery in the Sinai. The
manuscripts were chosen for two main reasons. First, they are accessible online. Second,
they exhibit numerous non-Classical orthographic patterns, which are as yet unexplained.
The features attested here are not unique to these manuscripts, but for reasons of space, I
have chosen to examine their distribution in just these six manuscripts. Four of the six
manuscripts (Sinai Arabic 82 & 89, and Sinai Arabic 90 & 91) should be considered two
pairs, rather than independent, since they were copied by the same scribe. Nevertheless, as
we will see, this does not always entail that the usage of the various orthographic signs are
identical. Importantly, according to Kashouh, all six of the manuscripts belong to the same
family (Family J), the so-called ‘Melkite Vulgate’, with five of the six belonging to the same
sub-group within the family (Sinai Arabic 76 being the exception).” I have included his
family designations in the table of manuscripts below.

Table 1
Siglum Date Family (Kashouh 2012)
Sinai Arabic 76 13th CE Family J©
Sinai Arabic 80 1469 CE Family ]
Sinai Arabic 82 1287 CE Family J*
Sinai Arabic 89 1285 CE Family J°
Sinai Arabic 90 1281 CE Family J°
Sinai Arabic 91 1288 CE Family ]

In some ways, then, this study might be considered a first study of the scribal practices
involved in the production of manuscripts from Family ], and particularly ]°. And as we will
see, there are some differences between the distribution of certain signs in the five
manuscripts from Family J° on the one hand, and SAr. 76 from Family J° on the other.
However, there are differences between the manuscripts from Family J°, too, and indeed
text type is no guarantor of like orthography (or phonology). For example, according to
Kashouh, SAr. 112 and SAr. 146 are both members of Family Ja;" however, the
orthographic practices attested differ drastically between the two. In SAr. 112, most words
are vocalized, and a number of non-Classical orthographic features occur, whereas in SAr.

9 Hikmat Kashouh, The Arabic Versions of the Gospels: The Manuscripts and their Families. (Betlin: De Gruyter,
2012).
10 Kashouh, Arabic Versions, pp. 173-184.
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146, vocalizations are much less common, and those few that occur are almost always
classical. Finally, a limitation of this study is that, due to the lack of any manuscript family
stemmata, we cannot yet determine how faithfully any particular scribe copied the
orthographic practices of the exemplar from which he copied. However, as we will see, the
inclusion of two pairs of manuscripts — two manuscripts each copied by the same scribe —
can provide some insight into scribal behavior.

Each manuscript was accessed digitally via the Sinai Manuscripts Digital Library, hosted
online in partnership with the University of California, Los Angeles’ library." For each
manuscript, I documented the diacritics and vocalizations for the entirety of the Gospel of
Matthew found in each manuscript, or approximately 20% of each manuscript. The
discussion of each manuscript focuses on two aspects of the text: orthography and
phonology. Since any proposed phonological analysis of a manuscript must take into
account the orthographic practices of the scribe(s) that produced it, the discussions below
will be devoted also to the patterns attested, in order to offer sound phonological
interpretation.

In each section below, I reproduce examples in Arabic font, mirroring the spelling as
best as possible with modern type font, followed by a literal transliteration, as well as a
reconstructed phonetic transliteration. It should be noted that, unless specified otherwise,
each of the patterns identified occurs in a greater number of examples than those listed
here. Indeed in many cases the feature under discussion is present on every folio. The
reconstructed transliterations are by definition speculative to one degree or another, and I
have indicated particularly difficult readings with a question mark. The purpose of these
reconstructions is illustrative; I do not pretend that precise determinations of, e.g., vowel
qualities can be known. Finally, the following transliteration conventions should be noted:

i. T indicate the presence of shaddah by writing the marked consonants twice (e.g., K =
<kull>).

ii. I indicate explicit suksns with the numeral 0 (e.g,, »3 = <ywOm>). This is primarily
significant for SAr. 76

iii. I transliterate the maddah with two long a vowels (e.g., slo* = <samaa'i>).

iv. I transliterate each word exactly as it appears in the Arabic. Since this results in
vowels being written on consonants with which they were presumably not pronounced, I
have also included a proposed vocalization, when relevant, in order to make my
interpretation of the word explicit.

In the following sections, most Arabic examples from the texts are presented in tables.
When examples are referenced in the text, I place transliterations of the Arabic text within
brackets < > and phonetic reconstructions between forward slashes / /, for example: ug
<kull> /kull/ and »3 <ywOm> /yam/ (see below on vowel quality). Arabic words whose
vocalizations are known (as in ClAr or dialectal words) are written italicized, and
reconstructions of proto-forms are likewise written italicized accompanied by the * sign to
indicate a proto-form reconstruction.

11 Accessed on the website: https://sinaimanusctipts.library.ucla.edu/; last accessed April 25, 2022.
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SAr. 76

SAr. 76 was written by a scribe whose name is unknown and, due to the lack of a
colophon, can only be relatively dated. Atiya'* dates it to the 13" century CE, which is
accepted by most scholars who have subsequently studied the manuscripts.” It consists of
315 folia of paper, which contain complete copies of the synoptic gospels (Matthew, Mark,
and Luke) and up to 20:1 of the Gospel of John. The script used is #askh, and is
ornamentally executed, with numerous diacritics and vocalizations. As mentioned above,

this manuscript belongs to Kashouh’s family J°."

Diacritics and Vocalization Marks

The dammab is used frequently throughout and is regularly written as a miniature waw. The
kasrah is written both from top left to bottom right, as well as top right to bottom left, with
no discernible difference in implication. The fathah is used, though less frequently than
dammah and kasrah, and is a diagonal line from top right to bottom left, written above the
letter. The maddab is used (on its distribution, see below, section 2.5.3) and is written as a
tilde above the letter (usually a glide). Finally, sukzn is attested throughout the manuscript,
written as a small circle, typically closed, atop the consonant.

In addition to these vocalization marks, other diacritics are employed frequently in the
manuscript. These diacritics, which distinguish letters that are undotted from their dotted
relatives, are referred to as ‘alamat al-ibwdl, lit. “signs of neglect”."” While this group of signs
was quite diverse across time and geography, the ones utilized in SAr. 76 are widespread
outside of Christian Arabic manusctipts. The most common 7hmal diactitic in SAr. 76 is
the v-shaped sign, which was used to mark several consonants, including: 7z’, sin, and ta".
In addition to the v-shaped sign, a miniature £4fis often written atop the £df, especially
when non-word final; a miniature sdd is written below the sid; and a miniature a’ is written
below the 4a’. None of the vocalization diactitics is used ubiquitously, though each is used

12 Aziz S. Atiya, Catalogue Raisonné of the Mount Sinai Arabic Manuscripts: Complete Analytic Listing of the Arabic
Collection Preserved in the Monastery of St. Catherine on Mt. Sinai. Volume 1. (Alexandria: Galal Hazzi & Co
[Arabic], 1970), p. 150.

13 J. Valentin, “Les évangéliaires arabes de la bibliothéque du Monastére Ste-Catherine (Mont Sinai): Essai de
classification d'apres I'étude d'un chapitre (Matth. 28): Traducteurs, réviseurs, types textuels”, in Le Museon
116 (2003), pp. 415-477, espec. 459.

14 On Family J¢, and SAr. 76 in particular, see Kashouh, Arabic Gospels, pp. 195-200.

15 Adam Gacek, Arabic Manuscripts: A Vademecum for Readers, col. «Handbook of Oriental Studies» 98
(Leiden: Brill, 2009), p. 286; Jan Just Witkam, “The Neglect Neglected. To Point or Not to Point, That is
the Question”, in Journal of Islamic Manuscripts 6 (2015), pp. 376-408.
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regularly throughout the text. This lack of complete consistency in fully vocalizing each
word is common in many of the Christian manuscripts produced and/or housed at St.
Catherine’s Monastery in the Sinai.

Dammah

Dammab is, as expected, primarily used to write etymological :

Table 2

Arabic Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text

L‘“ﬁ{ kull /kull/ “each, every; all” 35r; 83r

r\,j_w sa-tuqam /sa-tuqa:m/ “she will be raised up” 44¢

i suqm /suqm/ “illness” 35¢

;LK;. hukmaa’-in /hukama:’-in/ or ‘““wise men” 40r

/hukama::’-in/
hum /hum/ “they (mpl)” 41r
It munOd /mund/ or /mund/  “since” 47v

Elsewhere, unetymological dammah is written in the proximity of bilabials:

Table 3
Arabic Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text
SN Clebbu /ar-rubb/ “the lord” 18v; 67v; 94v
535 n‘umu /na‘am/ “yes” 24v
Al Hfumm /al-fumm/ “the mouth” 43¢
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u:ﬂ\ ‘I-tuymmn /at-taymun/ ot /at-ty:mun?/  “Yemen; the south”  44r
dems  mugyy-k /mugiyy-Vk/ “yout coming” 77v
s mulyyh /mugiyy-h(u)/ “his coming” 3lv
QKL\ "l-mukan /al-mukan/ “the place” 32v; 92r
g suwa /suwa:(")/ “except” 54t
wa numn /numn(a)/ “they (fpl) fell asleep”  81r

The use of dammah in the context of bilabials suggests that bilabials regularly resulted in the
rounding of the proximate vowels, likely to /u/. A few instances of dammal) apparently
suggest a backing effect in proximity to emphatics, including pharyngeals. While rare in
SAr. 76, such backing is more common in other manuscripts (on which, see discussions
below). T intetpret this backing as reflecting something like /a/ or /o/. Rounding is
likewise present in each of the manuscripts included here, and has been noted by scholars
of later corpora, primarily from the Ottoman period,'® and in fact is well-documented in
modern dialects as well."”

In addition to instances of etymological *x, dammah also occurs in places where we
would expect *z

Table 4
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
v\’;\ "~hul / ahull/ “I loosen, untie” 20r
J,.)Q\ "I-kusr /al-kus(a)t/ “the remaining pieces” 50r

The occurrence of dammah in places where, from the perspective of ClAr and its
orthography we would expect 7, is a recurrent phenomenon in the manuscripts studied
here. Lentin interprets most non-etymological dammabs, except those in the context of
bilabials, as indicative of a shewa />/."® In this interpretation he cites Blau’s interpretation of
the dammah on the imperative J“’\’ “believe!” as evidence that dammah indicated a shewa
/>/."” However, Blau’s argument is at times difficult to follow and thus deserves to be

16 Lentin, “Normes orthographiques”, pp. 220-221.

17 Dominique Caubet, “Labiovelarization”, in Kees Versteegh (ed.), The Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and
Linguistics, 10/, 11. (Leiden: Brill, 2007), pp. 621-623, espec. 621-622.

18 Lentin, “Normes orthographique”, pp. 220-221.

19 Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, pp. 85-86, n. 7.
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spelled out and addressed. First, Blau starts with the observation that the lack of writing of
the bamzabh in early manuscripts is evidence that it was likely absent in Christian Arabic of
the area.” Bolstering this, Blau claims that “The regular use of the dots of yd, even when
according to Classical spelling it should serve as &wrsi of hamza, may also be interpreted as
an additional sign of this phenomenon.”' From this position, Blau then deduces that any
use of alif to write what in ClAr would have been a glottal stop — and in the orthographic
tradition would use a ya’ or waw as the kursi of the hamzah — are not indications of hamzah
retention, but rather attempts “to prevent by this spelling the vernacular pronunciation
without the glottal stop”.* This is frankly confusing; if the intention is to avoid a
vernacular pronunciation which he believes lacks a hamzabh, then the use of alif would be
precisely indicate a hamzah! Following this, in his remarks on sl (< * 'amana) “he believes,”
Blau again apparently argues the opposite, suggesting “The very fact, however, that this
form is so exceptionally frequent, suggests that it does not reflect a particular spelling, but
the passage, well attested in modern dialects, of this verb in the imperfect and imperative
into the first or rather into the second verbal form”.” In other words, the fact that the
imperfect s\ is so frequent, rather than CIAr -ss suggests that the spelling is not, as he
just argued, intended to avoid a colloquial pronunciation, but rather reflects one! Finally,
Blau addresses some problematic data for his interpretation, namely the occasional
vocalization of the 1sg imperfect as C)A)\. To account for this, Blau notes that twice the same
vocalization is used for an imperative, for which “the only plausible explanation is...to
regard all these forms as second verbal form. Accordingly, the damma in these forms
represents the neutral vowel”.”*

There is much here to unpack. Blau’s first conclusion, that lack of writing hamzah
indicates its absence, presumably confirmed by the use of ys’ with dots in, e.g., active
patticiples of hollow verbs (e.g., L6 instead of [5B) cannot stand scrutiny. The lack of the
hamzah mark is in fact common in early manuscripts. To my knowledge, the earliest dated
manuscript with the hamzah is Leiden Or. 298, which dates to 252 AH/866 CE.” It is not
entirely clear when the bamszab sign became regular, but its absence in eatly manuscripts —
both Muslim and Christian — argues against drawing any implications. Further, writing the
dots of the ya’ even when it would, in ClAr, be the kurs, far from being an aberrational
practice, is rather the norm in Quranic and ClAr manuscripts (cf. the ibn Bawwab Qur’ an).

20 Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, p. 84.

2U Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, p. 84 (emphasis in original).

22 Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, p. 85.

23 Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, p. 85.

24 Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, pp. 85-6, n. 7.

2> TFor a description of the manuscript, see Jan Just Witkam, Inventory of the Oriental Manuscripts of the Library of
the University of Leiden, V'olume 1 (Manuscripts Or. 1 — Or. 1000: Acquisitions in the Period Between 1609 and 1665.
Mainly the Collections of Jacobus Golins (1629), Josephus Justus Scaliget (1609) and part of the Collection of 1evinus
Warner (1665), (Leiden: Ter Lugt Press. 207), pp. 149-152. I think Marijn van Putten for the reference
both to the manuscript, as well as Witkam’s description.
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Indeed, this practice is attested in SAr. 76: <hyny'd-in> “at that time” (42r). Thus nothing
about orthographic practices Blau observes argues decisively in Blau’s favor. Also
perplexing is Blau’s approach to interpreting the nature of the non-ClAr orthographic
features. In one place, the use of an a/jf is interpreted as indicating a desire to avoid a
colloquial pronunciation which lacks the hamzah (in other words, to prompt a reading with
hamzah), but in another, the use of a/fis interpreted to indicate a desired lack of hamzab. 1t
is thus not clear whether Blau conceives of the orthography as an attempt to render CIAr
for speakers whose vernacular is significantly different than it (as in the case of the use of
alif to mark hamzah in Wbl <’b’’n’> /’aba’(a)na/ “our fathers (acc),”) or rather reflects one
based on the local vernacular (as in the instance of ,s\).

Another problem in Blau’s argumentation concerns his interpretation of the non-ClAr
vocalization of ‘@mana forms. Blau argues that these forms involve a vernacular spelling; in
other words, the a/if reflects a vernacular 2 or perhaps 4 (if form III). However, it is to my
mind likelier that Blau’s earlier contention is correct, and that the use of the a/f, even when
we expect orthographically a kursi waw, is intended to reinforce the pronunciation of a
hamzah. Blau himself illustrates this practice with examples, such as:

b L <lys n’mr> /lays(a) nu’mar/ “we were not ordered”

LIl <’b"’n’> /’aba’(a)na/ “our fathers (acc)”

This would account for the spelling of the 1sg imperfect in the few places Blau finds it as
C}Aj, which could represent underlying /'u'min/ just as el jul presumably reflects
/nu’mar/. The imperative forms could represent an analogical extension of the imperative,
which maintained the hamzah, to the imperative as well. This happens in modern dialects, as
well: cf. Syrian and Hawrani Jordanian gki/ “eat!” instead of &/, presumably based on the
imperfect forms yokil/ tokil/ okil”° On the other hand, it is possible that the scribe simply
wrote the imperative, which is orthographically identical to the 1cs imperfect, in the same
way, whether intentionally or by mistake.

The proposed interpretation makes sense, too, in the context of the orthographic
tradition. It is very likely that the Quran originally lacked hamzah in many, if not all,
contexts.”” The orthography used in the Quran, which became the basis of the Islamic-era
orthographic tradition, was almost certainly developed to write a Hijazi dialect, similar, if

26 Wolfdietrich Fischer and Otto Jastrow (eds.), Handbuch der Arabischen Dialekte, col. «Porta linguarum
orientalium» 16 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1980), p. 67; Enam al-Wer, “Jordanian Arabic (Amman)”, in
Kees Versteegh (ed.), The Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics, V'ol. 1. (Leiden: Brill, 2007), pp.
505-517, espec. 515.

27 Werner Diem, “Untersuchungen zur frithen Geschichte der arabischen Orthographie I: Die Schreibung
der Vokale”, in Orientalia N.S> 48 (1979), §60-§68; Marijn van Putten, “Hamzah in the Quranic
Consonantal Text”, in Oréentalia 87:1 (2018), pp. 93-120.
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not identical, to the Quran.”® According to the grammarians Sibawayh and Al-Farra’, the
Hijazi dialects lacked the glottal stop. Thus the combination s would have very likely been
associated with /u/ rather than /u’/. Simply because the Quranic orthography eventually
became adopted without change, and ClAr phonetic realities applied to it does not mean
that, early on, those adopting it, especially non-Muslims, would feel similarly bound to
every convention. In fact, even the Quran attests to a certain amount of orthographic
variation in places where historically a glottal stop was present. For example, the
orthography of the word *fzy’, “thing,” in the Quran is randomly either & and sl
Interestingly, the epigraphic record provides still another way of writing the same word,
namely bl 06 Lo *«K Je bl “indeed you are able to do all things”.” Whatever we are to
make of sl and ., that one example is not clear enough to prove that unetymological
dammah need always represent a shewa, rather than some other phonetic realization. Indeed,
when dealing with the data from subsequent manuscripts I will argue that it likely indicates
several phonetic effects, depending on the context.

Another piece of data that is directly relevant for an interpretation of dammal’s phonetic
significance in SAr. 76 is the realization of famwin in the text. All three zanwin signs
(dammatan, fathatan and kasratan) are used, although with a distribution quite distinct from
ClAr. While the details are complex, the general pattern is that adverbs and a few other
syntactic roles which would be eligible orthographically to receive tanwin alif (the alif
suffixed to the end of the noun upon which fathatan was written), the scribe used fathatan,
nouns in the same contexts but which are ineligible orthographically to receive fanwin alif,
such as nouns ending in 7@’ marbsita, diptotes, and nouns ending in *-a'» (sI-), are written
with kasratin. In a forthcoming paper, Stokes argues that the most likely cause of this
distribution is that the phonetic reality underlying the #nwin morpheme was the same, as it
is for ‘dialectal Zamwin’ in other pre-modern and modern corpora.’ Based on parallels in
other corpora, the phonetic reality behind famwin hete could be either /a/ or /i/, but also
/2/. Whatever the case may be, the evidence in SAr. 76 leans toward interpreting dammah
as representing /u/ or /o/ ot even /a/, but likely not /5/.

In the examples above, where expected 7 is written with dammah, 1 suggest it is preferable
to interpret the data as either indicating a general merger of the high vowels *# and */ to #,
or perhaps rather a preference for # vowels in certain verbal roots and patterns. Indeed,
such a preference for # has been noted in other corpora, such as medieval Egyptian

28 Marijn van Putten and Phillip W. Stokes, “Case in the Q ur'anic Consonantal Text” in Wiener Zeitschrift fiir
die Kunde des Morgenlandes 108 (2018), pp. 143-179; Ahmad al-Jallad, The Damascus Psalm Fragment: Middle
Arabic and the 1 egacy of Old Higazi (Chicago: Oriental Institute, 2020).

2 Van Putten, Quranic Arabic, pp. 207. For other examples, see van Putten, “Hamzah in the Quran”, pp.
109-111.

30 Hayat bint ‘Abdallah Hussein al-Kilabi, A/-nuqis al-"islamiyyah ‘ala tariq al-hagg al-sami bi-Samal garb al-
manilakah al-‘arabiyyab al-sa’idiyyab (min al-garn al-’awwal “ila al-qarn al-hamis al-higr) (Riyadh: King Fahd
National Library, 2009), p. 283.

31 Phillip W. Stokes, “Nominal Case in Christian Arabic Gospel Traditions”, in .Arabica (forthcoming);
Phillip W. Stokes, “A Fresh Analysis of the Origin and Development of ‘Dialectal Tamwin’ in Arabic”, in
Journal of American Oriental Society 140.3 (2020).
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Judaeo-Arabic,” cf. dialectal 7/ “he went out,” spelled piw = @,\L <tlw">, presumably
/tulu’/ based on a fi ‘ul pattern. Combined with the use of dammab to indicate rounding
caused by bilabials, I would suggest that dammab indicates here /u/ or /o/, rather than /5/.

The use of dammah in etymological *aw diphthongs suggests the monophthongization of
these diphthongs, *aw > 7>

Table 5
Arabic Text ‘Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
\3,2 duw’-an /duw’-an/ or /du’-an/ “light” 21v
C‘; 0 muw0d" /muwd(i)/ “place” 31r
’,,3,"9 duww-hu /duww-hu/ “its light” 79r

In a few places, etymological « is instead written with a dammah when in closed, post-stress
syllables, which could be interpreted as indicating the backing of short vowels in this
context:

Table 6

Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
W) O},;B f-’dhun r's-k /fa-"adhun/ or /fa-"adhon/  “anoint your head”  27r

e hdut /hadut/ or /hadot/ “it happened” 40r; 46r

Such instances could plausibly be interpreted as representing something approaching a
shewa vowel was intended; thus, /fa-dhon/ and /hVdot/ respectively, although the vowel
could have been closer to /o/; it is impossible to determine. We will see that these
particular words, especially hdt, are frequently marked with dammah in the same contexts,
even when other instances of the same syllable type are not, and we are likely dealing with a
larger tradition — orthographic or orthoepic — within Christian Arabic. I explore this in
relevant discussions of the manuscripts below.

32 Gabriel Rosenbaum, “Spoken Jewish Arabic in Modern Egypt: Hebrew and Non-Standard Components”,
in Massorot 12 (2002), pp. 117-148, espec. 37 [Hebrew]; Hary, “Spoken Late Egyptian Judeo-Arabic, pp.
11-36, espec. 16-17, 20-21.

33 This is documented in other vocalized Christian manuscripts; see, e.g., Bengtsson, Two Arabic 1V ersions, p.
105.
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Shaddah:

First and foremost, the shaddah apparently marks etymologically geminate consonants:

Table 7
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
N I mwOhhlan /mu’ahhalan/ “prepared” 20r
i " w-lmma /wa-lamma / or /wa-lumma/ “and when...” 32v
:ﬁ{ kull /kull/ “each, every; all”  35r; 83r
5y l-'nn /li-"ann(a)/ “because” 40t; 78t
v quffh /quffah/ “basket” 50v
ks tnbba /tanabba/ “he prophesied” 52r
d‘;j ttfq /attafaq/ “he agreed” 60v

In addition to etymological gemination, shaddah seems to indicate that the final consonant
of biconsonantal nouns were geminated, presumably via analogy with more common
triconsonantal roots:”*

Table 8

Arabic Text ‘Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio

Ny "abb /" (a)bb/ “brother” 36v
C‘ ahh /’(2)hh/ “father” 36v
(ﬁM "I-fumm /al-fumm/ “the mouth” 431; 52r

3 Tt is probable that these were tri-consonantal (III-W) nouns in Proto-Semitic, and like in Proto-Arabic as
well; see Aren Wilson-Wright, “Father, brother, and father-in-law as III-w nouns in Semitic”, in Bulletin of
the School of Oriental and African Studies 79,1 (2016), pp. 23-32. Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, pp. 72-3,
argues based on unvocalized Christian texts from south Palestine that nouns such as * 'ab and * 'a) might
be realized as /’abb/ and /’ahh/. This geminated final consonant is widely attested in vocalized Chtistian
manuscripts, including several treated in this paper.
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Additionally, as expected, shaddah marks gemination that is the result of assimilation,
especially of the definite article:

Table 9
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Al 8 fy al-ssma’i /fi ssama’(i)/ or /fi “in heaven” 261
) ssama’ (i)/
Jadl ’l-ssby0l /as-sabil/ “the path” 28v
G330 o il\ 1-88grh “lrrdyyh  /as-Sagarah ar-radiyyah/ “the bad tree” 28v
é,i}\ ‘l-ssuq’ /as-suq'/ “the region, area” 50v
L ‘l-nnsa /an-n(i)sa(’)/ “the women” 54¢
LA ‘I-ddyk /ad-dik/ “the cock, rooster”  89v

Included in the consonants that assimilate with the definite article is the giz, indicating its
assimilation. In, e.g., modern Cairene Arabic, the definite article assimilates to the §i,
which is realized as a velar stop /g/ rather than a post-alveolar velar /d3/ or fricative /3/.
It is therefore not clear from the assimilation alone which of these realizations undetlies the
gim here. However, in modern Cairene, the voiceless velar stop /k/ is also geminated,
whereas it never is in SAr. 76.” The modern pattern suggests an eatlier realization of §i in
Cairene as /d3/ or fricative /3/, triggering assimilation, and a subsequent shift to /g/,
followed by analogical extension of the gemination to the voiceless velar /k/ as well. The
lack of assimilation with £a4fin SAr. 76 thus provides some circumstantial evidence for a
post-alveolar affricate /d3/ or fricative /3/ realization, rather than the velar stop /g/.*

% Manfred Woidich, “Cairo Arabic”, in Kees Versteegh (ed.), The Encyclopedia of Arabic Langnage and
Linguistics, 10/, 1. (Brill: Leiden, 2000), pp. 323-333, espec. p. 325.

3 Chaim Blanc, “Egyptian Arabic in the seventeenth century: Notes on the Judeo-Arabic passages of Darxe
No'am (Venice, 1697), in S. Morag, 1. Ben-Ami, and N. Stillman (eds.), Studies in Judaism and Islam presented
to Shiomo Dov Goitein. (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1981), pp. 185-202; Benjamin Hary, “The gan/gim in
colloquial urban Egyptian Arabic”, in Israe/ Oriental Studies 16 (1996), pp. 153-168.
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Table 10
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
(,..:L\j w-'1-ggsm /wa-g-gVsm/ “and the body” 2715 37v
f.f%\ "1-ggisr /ag-gist/ “the log, plank” 28t
éi,\ ‘1-ggm’ /ag-gVm"/ “the crowd” 34y

The distribution of shaddab also provides evidence for the common shifts #” > umww and *
> by

Table 11
Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
8‘9 sww-kumO /duww-kum/ “your light” 23¢
&) ‘I-rrdyyh /at-radiyyah/ “the bad, evil” 28v
s nbyyan /nabiyy-an/ “a prophet” 38r; 39r
g;\ AL msyyh "by /musiyyat 'abi/  “the will of my father”  44v
g}; duww-hu /duww-hu/ “its light” 79r
alos htyyh /hatiyyah/ “sin” 42v
o3\ mmlwwh /mumluwwah/  “full” 50v

This phonetic change is discussed by the Arabic language grammarians. Sibawayh, for
example, not only mentions this change, in his discussion of the wotd nabiyy/nabi’,
“prophet,” he expresses a preference for the form without amzah.”” Therefore this variant,
in which long vowels preceding hamzahs /G’/ and /T / behave rather as /uww/ and /iyy/,
is well within the CIAr tradition. In other places in this manuscript, howevet, a bamzab is
written, indicating #” and 7', respectively:

37 "Abu Bisr ‘Utman Sibawayh, Kitib Sibawayh, Edited by ‘Abd al-Salam Muhammad Haran. (Cairo:
Maktabat al-Hanigi, 1988), pp. 547-555.
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Table 12

Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
sl 2l '1-'bd “l-swu’ /al-‘abd as-si’/  “the evil slave”  80v

5

s g muhy’ /mugi’/ “the coming” 80r

Clearly these realizations are mutually exclusive from the perspective of dialectology; in
other words, they clearly do not both reflect a single variety or dialect. Instead, the most
likely conclusion from the use of both is that the scribe is creatively combining variants
which were both acceptable in the performative register (or registers) of the scribe.

A very small minority of cases suggest some overlap between suksin and shaddab, as in,
e.g., S&b <m'-kumm> “with you (mpl)” (95v). While rare in SAr. 706, this is attested in
other manuscripts (on which, see further below, especially Sections 4 & 5 on SAr. 80, 82,
and 89), and has been documented in other, mainly later corpora from the Ottoman
period.”

Finally, a shaddab-like diacritic is used rarely to indicate a place of articulation
assimilation, as in \g,ko! <’strbuw’>" (50v; 94v), presumably /Vttarabi/, “they became
greatly disturbed.” This diacritic is distinct from the shaddahs written elsewhere by the
inclusion of an extra denticle. Its use here likely indicates that dad was realized as a an
emphatic dental plosive /d/, as in many modern dialects.” This is contrary to the
phonology of, e.g., the Quran, where the lack of assimilation in the orthography argues
strongly in favor of a difference in place of articulation between the did and 74 A

Sukun:

The suksn is used to mark the absence of a vowel. In SAt. 76, sukun is written motre
frequently in some contexts to mark the absence of vowels than others. First, it is written
on glides to indicate a long vowel:

3 Lentin, “Normes orthographiques”, pp. 223-224.

¥ Note the lack of dot to indicate the dad, which while uncommon, occurs elsewhere in the manuscript.

40 Enam al-Wer, “Variability Reproduced: A vatiationist view of the Daad/Dhaa opposition in modern
Arabic dialects”, in Kees Versteegh, M. Haak, and Rudolph de Jong (eds.), Approaches to Arabic Dialectology.
(Leiden: Brill, 2003), pp. 21-31.

4 Van Putten, “Inferring the Phonetics of the Quran”, pp. 3-4.
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Table 13
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
BN malaOk /mulak/ “messenget” 18v
55 nahw0 /nahw/ or /naha/ “around, about”  26r
o hiy0 /hi/ or /hiy/ “she, it” 26r
3 huw0 /hia/ or /huw/ “he” 38v
\,Ua glyOl-an /qalil-an/ “a little” 86v

Note that its use in several of these cases indicates the lack of a short vowel, e.g., <nahw0>
(261), presumably /nahw/ or /nahu/ rather than /nahwa/. Its regular use to mark the final
glides of the 3ms and 3fs independent pronouns suggest that they were read as /ha/ or
/huw/ and /hi/ or /hiy/. Similatly, suksn is written on the glide of etymological
diphthongs; e.g., ¢ 5l <'l-ywOm> “the day” (80v). As noted above in the discussion of
dammah, however, many cases of etymological *aw are written with a dammah, thereby
suggesting a monophthong realization, e.g., /yam/ “day.”

More idiosyncratically, sukzin marks » and y that would etymologically carry hamzah +
vowel, or otherwise just vowel:

Table 14
Arabic Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text
Ya I mwOhhlan /mu’ahhal-an/ “prepared” 20s

33kl ‘I-mwO0ddy /al-mu’addi/ “the (path) that leads”  28v
Slged) "l-ssmw0at /as-samwat/ “the heavens” 291; 56¢
a0l "1-wOsyyh /al-wusiyyah/ or /al-usiyyah?/ “command” 73v
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Further, although rare, sukzn marks a consonant that presumably is marked with a short
vowel in an open, unaccented syllable:

Table 15
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Losal I--qudOma’ /lil-qudma:’/ “to the ancients” 23v
Ol g samOwat /samwa:t/ “heaven” 56r

The spelling likely indicates a regular deletion of short vowels in open, unaccented
syllables.*

Finally, sukzn often marks word-final consonants, presumably to make explicit that no
final vowels are to be pronounced. In this role the swsn is can occur in any syntactic
context:

Table 16

Arabic Text Transliteration  Reconstruction Translation Folio
cas d‘&\ ‘1-’atna ‘asr0 /al-’atna ‘asar/ “the twelve” 35v
;ﬁ.\ 'I-hukm0 /al-hukm/ “the judgment” 43v
%5: humO /hum/ “they” 44v
3 ;)\ "I-qariy0 /al-qu:ti/ or /al-qari’/  “the reader” 78t
&) Jf\ "bn al-basar0 / abn al-basar/ “the son of man” 79t
?LJ\ Tl "nsaa al-‘alm0 /’ansa’ al-‘a:lam/ “the establishment of the world”  83v

Despite the frequent use of the suksn to mark the absence of word-final vowels on nouns
in context, there are contexts in which a case vowel is either marked explicitly, e.g., &
<lillhi> presumably /li-llahi/ “to God” (56t), or is indicated by the harmonization of the
3ms to the genitive, resulting in -4/ (or -4z it is impossible to determine whether the length
polarization of ClAr is intended or not), e.g., 43332 Y} <’la m 'muwOdiyyt-hi> /’ila
mu‘madiyyati-hi/ “unto his baptism” (20r). Thus in terms of word-final vowels, and
specifically case and mood inflectional morpho-syntax, SAr. 76 is especially intriguing

42 'This is attested in other non-ClAr manuscripts as well; see Blau, Handbook of Early Middle Arabic, p. 30.
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insofar as it provides explicit evidence for a text that is intended to be read without final
vowels, except for in certain specific contexts.

Hamzah | Glottal Stop

The hamzah sign, originally a miniature ‘ayn, is written either above a cartier consonant
(kursi) or, in some contexts, by itself, frequently in SAr. 76. Its orthographic execution is,
with a few exceptions discussed below, in accordance with the orthographic tradition of
Quranic and CIAr manuscripts. We have already noted cases in which etymological * is
variable, especially *»»’, which is attested alongside the shift *»»" > vww/vyy. In other places,
however, etymological *’ is regular, although, as we will see, there are a number of
differences between the contexts in which bamzah occurs in SAr. 76 and those in which it
occurs in, e.g., ClAr. Further, there are some idiosyncrasies in the execution of certain
syllables with hamzah. In addition to the hamzah diacritic, however, the scribe also regularly
notes the presence of a hamzah by means of the maddab, a tilde written above an a/if or
glide. Finally, SAr. 76 attests the combination of ¢l- to write *4'17, regardless of syntactic
context. Each of these practices will be explored in turn.

hamzat al-gat* and hamzat al-wagl

It is conventional in discussions of Arabic to distinguish between two types of hamzabh,
namely the hamzat al-qgat® “cutting hamzah” and hamzat al-wasl “carrying hamzah.” In the
latter category, the hamzah is not etymological, and is inserted in order to facilitate
pronunciation of what would have been an initial consonant cluster without it:*

2ms Impv (“u)hrug “go away!” but fa-prug “‘so then, go away!”

3ms Perfect *ntagala > intagala “he moved, journeyed”

but fa-ntagala “then he journeyed”

In what has become normative or textbook CIAt, the category of hamzat al-was/ includes
the hamzabs of the definite article, form I imperative prefix, the bamzabs prefixed to forms
VII through X of the perfect verbal conjugations, as well as the nouns zbn, “son,” and zs,
“name.” The bamzat al-was/was indicated in vocalized texts by a miniature sad, to indicate a
silah, “link,” with the final vowel of the previous word.

In SAr. 76, the categoties of hamzat al-gat* and wags/ align differently than they do in
ClAr. The category of bamzat al-wasl primarily consists of the definite article, whereas the
imperative prefix of form I, the initial @/fs of forms VII through X, and the nouns s and
ibn, are each hamzat al-gat” in the manuscripts.

4 Wolfdietrich Fischer, A Grammar of Classical Arabic, Third revised edition. Translated by Jonathan
Rodgers. (New Haven: Yale University Press), pp. 12-13.
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The definite article is cleatly bamzat al-wasl, though the waslah diacritic is only
occasionally explicitly used, most commonly with the word a/- ‘dlanr. e\a.ﬁ & “in (this evil)
age” (78t; 78v; 85r1).

Imperatives of form I, the prefixes of the perfects of verbal forms VII through X, and
the nouns Zs and bn, on the other hand, are spelled as hamzat al-gat’, indicated at least by
the explicit writing of the hamzah without vowels, but often with bamzah and fathah,
indicating a realization of 'z regardless of preceding vowel:

Table 17
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
&) J\ |, w-‘abnal-basar  /wa-abnal-basar/  “the son of man” 87t
uf}!\ ’]-"abn /al-’abn/ “the son” 40v
e 6\,3!\ ‘- atna ‘asr0 /al-’atna ‘asar/ “the twelve” 35v
OLM’;Y\ > bn al-’nsan /bVn al-’ansan/ “the son of man” 37¢
\j‘,_j\ ly w-"asfw /wa-"asfa/ “and heal (mpl)!” 35v
ué"“a\j w-"amd /wa-"amd(i)/ “and go to” 32v
b ;\4’\ ly w-"anstf /wa- ansarVf/ “and he left” 47v
SL;LB £ amtal’a /fa-"amtal(a)’a/ “and it was filled up” Tlv
r\‘.;;y\ 1.’ ahtmam /al-’aht(i)mam/ “the interest, concern” 95v

While cleatly different from normative ClAr, this distribution of bamzat al-gat® and wasl is
not unique to SAr. 76. Indeed, in another early Islamic era Christian Arabic text, the
Damascus Psalm fragment, a very similar distribution is apparently attested. In his recent
book on the fragment, Al-Jallad shows that the definite article elides following a vowel, as
in CIAr:*

oelvap /wa-l-nar/ “and the fire (v. 21)

Bi\av /bi-llah/ “by God” (v. 22)

. Bayep /fil-basar/ “among men” (v. 60)
At the same time, while forms IX and X are not attested in the Psalm fragment, forms VII
and VIII are. In both cases, they apparently attest a hamzat al-gat:*

4 Al-Jallad, Damascus Psalm Fragment, pp. 79-80.
4 Al-Jallad, Damascus Psalm Fragment, pp. 80-81.
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oaafrelev /wa- abtalaw/ “and they tempted” (v. 56)

daavxareB(o)v /fa- anqgalabu/ “and they turned their backs” (v. 57)
Unlike with the examples of the definite article, these petfect verbal forms attest a '«
prefixes, indicating the presence of a hamzat al-gat', i.e., wa-"abtalaw and fa- anqgalabi instead
of ClAr wabtalaw or fanqgalabi. In a forthcoming book on the language of the Quranic
consonantal text, Marijn van Putten argues for a similar, though not identical, linguistic
situation behind the spelling idiosyncrasies of the earliest manuscripts. Specifically, he
argues that despite some morpho-phonological spellings, the definite article was likely
hamzat al-wasl. However, the prefix forms of forms VII through X behave differently,
resisting elision regardless of proclitic, which suggests that they were realized as bamzat al-
gat's.* Van Putten notes the likelihood of the a/if of the noun ibn was hamzat al-wasl, given
its elision to the preposition /7 in the basmalah; however, others, for example that of the
noun zzru’, “man,” elided.” Finally, numerous modern dialects attest a prefixed «- on, e.g.,
forms VII through X petfects, which are plausibly interpreted as remnants of original *’a
instead of *.* Thus while the particular distribution of hamzat al-gat* and hamzat al-wasl in
SAr. 76 is not identical to either the Quranic or early Islamic data on the one hand, nor the
modern dialectal data on the other, there are nevertheless significant parallels in both.

Spellings of 7 & ‘a

One feature which, to my knowledge, is unique to this manuscript is the frequent spelling
of word-initial etymological 7 as ’a, that is, with a fatha written over the bamza instead of a
kasra. ¥ Additionally, the hamza is often written alone and prior to the a/if which,
traditionally, would have acted as the carrier (Arabic £ursi) of the hamzah. One of the most
common words with this initial syllable is the preposition 74, as if it were pronounced ’a/a:

Table 18

Arabic Text Transliteration Folio

L;; “alay 36t; 52v; 79v

(}E‘ >aly 32V

46 Marijn van Putten, Quranic Arabic, pp. 220-222.

47 Marijn van Putten, Quranic Arabic, p. 221.

4 Heikki Palva, “Remarks on the Arabic Dialect of the Hwétat Tribe”, in Jerusalem Studies in Arabic and Islam
29 (2004), pp. 195-209, espec. 196.

4 Tt is not, for example, attested in Sinai Arabic 108, the only other manuscript from family J¢ to which I
have access.
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J3 w-"ala 306r
L;E‘ ‘ala 40t

Elsewhere, however, etymological * 7 was written with a kasrab as expected, either with a
hamza + kasrah, ot by a hamzabh below the &ursi alif but without the kasrah:

Table 19
Arabic Text Transliteration  Translation Folio
hamzah + kasrab & ‘inn “emphatic 40r
particle”
el "ilyy “unto me” 40v
ol ) ‘imrah-in “a woman” 47¢
hamzah below alif A 'la “to, toward” 40t
L\ wa-'imma “either...or” 75¢

The scribe is apparently using the combination of 'z as a grapheme to indicate the presence
of hamzat al-gat’, pethaps drawn from the regular occurrence of 'z in other examples of
initial hamzat al-qat’, as we have seen with, e.g., form I imperatives and forms VII through
X perfects (see section 2.5 above). This is suggested by the rather odd spelling of 7,
described here, as well as, e.g., the phrase /min 'umm-ha/ “from her mother,” spelled ¢
lsls <mn0 “ammu-ha> (49v). Other examples of this kind of orthographic practice include:

Table 20
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
;\’c\j w’a‘ullm /wa-u‘dl@m/  “And I will teach” 88r
}\a “ahur / uhar/ “others (mpl)” 44¢
G,Lif\) t’as-uk /ta’s-uk(V)/ “your head” 27t
a_:\) r’as-h /ra’s-hV/ “his head” 31r

In each of these cases, the bamzab is written to the right of the a/jf, rather than on top of it.
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In a few places, an opposite phenomenon occurs, where *z is spelled as if it were
pronounced 'z <l-’inn>, presumably /IV-'inn(a)/ instead of /li-"anna/ “because” (45v;
77v). Alternatively, the spelling of * ‘anna as “inna could betray a lack of distinction between
*inna and * anna. Finally, the 2ms independent pronoun is typically spelled <’an#(a)>, but
is once spelled <’inta> (40r).

It is possible that, much as we will see with the grapheme ¢)- <a’i> (Section 2.5.4
below), » was variably spelled with either 'z or 7 regardless of pronunciation. Another
possibility is that the phonetic realization of /a/ and /i/ were close, ot perhaps identical in
certain circumstances, and this led to a certain variability in which was used. The latter is
supported by other bits of evidence from the manuscript, especially the spelling of *; with
fathath instead of kasrah in a number of places:

Table 21
Arabic Transliteration Translation Folio
Text
o min “who” 41v
J&s makyalin “measure of 23t
2" grain”
ji; fassar “explain!” 47v

This overlap in spelling etymological */ and *z could indicate that both were realized as
/e/, pethaps especially when unstressed. Such variation is directly parallel to the variable
spellings of famwin in the text, which is primarily determined by orthography, as noted
above. The spellings in SAr. 76 are also reminiscent of the kind of spelling in scripts other
than Arabic, such as in Coptic transcriptions of *kadaka, “thus,” as /kidak/, which attest to
further variation between the two vowels in open, unaccented syllables.”

Maddah:

The maddah is a diacritic which, in modern usage, marks a long 4 following a hamza (*’a), as
in gur’an, as well as the long 4 resulting from the shift of *'a’ > ‘g, as in *’a "kul > "dkul “1
eat”.” In pre-modern texts, however, it was used in a wider variety of contexts. Specifically,
in addition to its use to mark the combination of hamza followed by long 4, it was

50 Joshua Blau, .4 Handbook of Early Middle Arabic. (Jerusalem: Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2002), p. 29.
SU TFischer, Grammar of Classical Arabic, p. 11.
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frequently used to mark long 4 preceding a word-final hamza (e.g., s\ samd’ “heaven”), in
places where any long vowel preceded a bamza (e.g., bari’ “innocent, blameless”), or where
any long vowel preceded a geminate consonant (e.g., dallin “the lost”).”> While this is today
associated mainly with Quranic spelling, it was at one point fairly common in ClAr
manuscripts generally.”

In SAr. 76, the maddah regulatly marks word-final long 4 followed by hamzab (a v):

Table 22

Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation
L | b taball-'nqyaa’i /li-1-"anq()ya’ (i)/ or /li-1-"anq(i)yaa’ i)/ “blessed are the pure”

'I-'nbyaa /al-"anb(iy)a’/ or /al-anb(i)yaa/ “the prophets”

‘l-ssmaa’i /as-sama:’(i)/ or /as-sama::’(i)/ “heaven”

‘l-smaay /as-sama:’1/ or /as-sama::'1/ “the heavenly (father)”

"braa’in /’abra:’-in/ or / abra::’-in/ “innocent (pl)”

'n$aa al-"almO /’insa’ al-‘a:l(a)m/ or /’insaa’” al-‘a:l(a)m/  “the establishment of the world”
Tasl  'nqdad al-ddahar  /’()nq(@)da:’ / or /’ing()da::’/ “the end of the age”

It also matks the sequence *a » when non-wotd final:

Table 23
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
. haa't /8a’at/ “she came” 44y
Ol §a’aat /82’ at “she came” 94v

52 Fischer, Grammar of Classical Arabic, p. 11.
5 Marijn van Putten, “Madd as Orthoepy Rather Than Otrthography”, in Journal of Islamic Manuscripts 12
(2021), pp. 202-213.
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Maddah marks hamzah when followed by long 4 (i.e. ‘a), either word-initially or following a
consonant:

Table 24
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
a4l ‘aayh /’ayah/ or /’aayah/ “a sign” 54v
;\Jl\ ‘l-mraa’ /al-mur’a/ or /al-mur’aa/  “the vision” 57t

In a few places it marks intervocalic hamzah when followed by long vowel other than 4
(kv o)

Table 25
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
|55k tnbbaawuw /tanabba’i/ or /tanabba’aii/  “they prophesied” 39t
51 raaw’-h /tra’G-h(u)/ or /ra’Gi-h(u) “they saw him” 50v

The maddah is also used to indicate sequences of long @ + hamzah that cross morpheme
boundaries:

[y aatna’i “during”, presumably /fi "atna’i/ (451);

LT /maa “kl/ “what I might eat” (83v)
Another example <‘1aa ydu-h> “by his hand” (85v) is intriguing. If the noun <ydu-h> is
interpreted as representing /yad/, then this use of waddah is rather unexpected. However, it
is possible that the orthography yd was read as /'1d/, in which case the maddah would here
also mark the combination of cross-motrpheme a’. The pronunciation of CIAf yad as ()i is
of course well-known from modern dialectal Arabic.

Finally, long 4 is rarely marked even when not adjacent to hamzah or a geminate

consonant:
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Table 26
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Js f-qaal /fa-qal/ or /fa-qaal/ “And he said”  86v

To sum up, the maddah in SAr. 76 is attested when indicating the presence of a hamzah
when preceded or followed by a long 4 (* ' and *a’), as well as when long 4 is followed by a
geminated consonant (CaC'C'), both of which are well-known from Quranic and ClAr
manuscripts.” The examples of cross-morpheme maddah marking is reminiscent of the
Quranic reading tradition of Wars ‘an Nafi‘, where such vowels are recited overlong when
followed by a hamzah.” Further, words of the shape CvvCv are, in all Quranic recitation
traditions, treated as CvvC'C'in pausal position; that is, they are realized overlong, with the
predicted absence of the final short vowel. Therefore the very rare writing of ga/, “he said,”
with a maddah could reflect a similar kind of overlong realization, although one in which
pausal position is no longer relevant.

The use of maddah to mark combinations of short vowels and hamzah is widespread
here, and occurs throughout the manuscripts included in this study. In the latter role, the
maddah might best be interpreted as an orthographic tool, along with bamzah, to indicate the
presence of a glottal stop. The use of maddah to mark the unwritten presence of a hamzah,
at least when following a long 4, is common in CIAr manuscripts as well (e.g., ibn al-
Nadim’s Fihrisf). Whether or not the maddah indicated an overlong vowel, double that of a
long vowel, is unclear. In cases where it marks a long 4 following or preceding hamzab, it is
possible. The presence of maddah to matrk cross-morpheme 4 + , as well as the occasional
spelling of gal as <qgaal>, perhaps lend credence to this. If so, maddah can be considered
both an orthographic and orthoepic marker in SAr. 76.

While not ubiquitous, the regularity with which the maddah marks the word-final
sequence *a4 v, it is striking that maddah almost never marks the same sequence when non-
word final. For example, active participles do not receive either bamzah ot maddah: o 2l
<al-ssayrh>, presumably /as-say(i)rah/ “the (miraculous works) happening” (40r)

Likewise, maddah is rarely used to mark the combination non-word final 4» when a
pronominal suffix is attached to a word ending in *z»:

> Van Putten, “Madd as Orthoepy”, p. 212.
% Van Putten, Quranic Arabic, p. 84.
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Table 27
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation
a\o hday-h /h@)day-h(V)/ or /hida’i-h(V)?/ “his sandals (gen)”
4| “hray-h /" (@hray-h(V)/ or /’ahra’i-h(V)?/ “his granary”
Lo J;} l-gurmay-na /li-gur(a)ma:y-na/ or /li-gur(a)ma:’i-nar/ “those who sin against us”
4l wray-h /w(a)ray-h(V)/ or /w(a)ra:’i-h(V)?/ “behind him (gen)”
The one exception that I have found in the manuscript to this lack of waddab in word-
internal context is:

hlacl uo\<’hd " ‘daay-k>, presumably /’a‘da:’i-k/ or /'a‘da:’i-k/ “one of your body
members” (24r)

The probability of a vatiety naturally developing a difference between word-final *a'»
sequences and word-internal ones seems quite low. Rather, as with, e.g., the combination of
vowelless and case-inflecting nouns, or the assimilating and non-assimilating pronouns, the
present text attests to a combination of phonological and phonetic practices. These occur
less in what might be considered basic, or non-salient aspects of the phonology (cf. the
regularity of the occurrences of dammab indicated above), occurring more in parts of the
phonology that might have been salient variables of the performative register (or registers)
with which the scribe was interacting.

Final 4, a », and the a7 grapheme:
In SAr. 76, the combination |- is frequently used to write word-final *a s, regardless of
syntactic context. Because of the fixed nature of the spelling, regardless of context, I
consider it a sort of grapheme:
Table 28
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
N O..’E | r; ’bnaa’i al-hbyOt /’abna’/ or /’abnaa’/ “the sons of wickedness”  47v
o gaa’i /ga’/ or /gaa’/ “he came” 46v
sl lo sar al-msaa’i /al-musa’/ or /al-musaa’/ “evening came” 50r
djj\ o ha’'i ‘umm-k /ha’ "umm-k/ /or /ha 'umm-Vk/ “here is your mother” 44

Phillip W. Stokes
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oo s "hd maa’in /ma:’-in/ or /ma::’-in/ “He took water” 9lv
& Jwle s'rsl 'nahukma’in - /huk(a)ma’-in/ “I will send...sages” 76v
2y 9 hwlaa’i /hawla’(i)/ or /hawlaa’(i)/ “these” 38r

As we will see below, this is common in other Christian Arabic manuscripts, and has been
noted in later corpora as well.”

It is not clear what precisely the pronunciation of each word written with the ¢l-
grapheme might be, and several theories have been proposed. Talmon, following Scholz,
suggests that it is intended to write word-final *i with “imdlah: Jluil <’n$a’i> = /in§e/.”
Lentin argues instead for two possibilities.”® One possibility he suggests is that the spelling
is intended to indicate the presence of a glottal stop in classical words or classicisms. In
that case, the spelling s|- is intended to represent /a’/, and the kasrah is purely ornamental.
The other possibility Lentin proposes is that both the bamzah and kasrah are ornamental,
and represent an undetlying /a/.

So how might we interpret its use in SAr. 762 It should be emphasized at the outset that
the grapheme is clearly a convention already in the 13th century, and, like any orthographic
convention, can — and likely has been — used to indicate various phonetic realities. The
question here is whether the phonetic reality in SAr. 76 is discernible based on other
aspects of the orthography; this could, but need not necessarily mean that later authors
who used the grapheme would have read it or intended by it the same thing. With that said,
I do think that a faitly strong argument that ¢|- would have been read as /a’/ can be made
based on evidence from SAr. 76. First, as argued above (section 2.5.3), the maddah, with ¢\-
spellings and elsewhere, is used to indicate hamzah. Second, nouns ending in *4” and spelled
with ¢)- frequently take fanwin. In those cases, the hamzah is written explicitly:

Table 29
Arabic Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text
Ll ) ‘nn 'nbyaa’-in /’anb(i)ya’-in/ or /’anb(i)yaa’-in/ “prophets” 45v

A e ‘an0 hukmaa’-in ~ /huk(a)ma:’-in/ or /huk(a)ma::’-in/ “about wise men”  40r

S kull “strhaa’-in / ast()rha’-in/ or /’ast(i)rhaa’-in/ “every infirmity” 35r

% Lentin, “Normes orthographiques”, pp. 228-229.

57 Raphael Talmon, “19% century Palestinian Arabic: the testimony of Western travellers”, in Jerusalem Studies
in Arabic and Islam 29 (2004), pp. 210-280, espec. 225-226.

3% Lentin, “Normes orthographiques”, p. 229.
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The fact that zanwin is written consistently on a hamzah clearly shows that final bamzah was
present, at least with zanwin.

The question of how the (- spelling developed. Why was kasrah written instead of
dammah ot fathah? One possibility is that it is drawn from the spelling of ¥ ', wherein
spoken varieties had lost word-final hamzah, but in higher register words it was retained. In
that case, the frequent use of ¢¥ s might have led to the generalization of the spelling of all
word-final -a” sequences with the sl-. The problem with this scenario is that the pronoun
itself was variously spelled, both in ClAr and Middle Arabic texts (Table 30). It is difficult
to imagine a scenario in which the spelling was made regular for other words, but not for
the demonstrative itself.

I propose another origin, which draws on the quality of the vowel of zanmwin. In SAr. 76,
and indeed elsewhere in vocalized Christian Arabic texts, famwin is always written with
kasratan when suffixed to nouns ending in - . Stokes argues that this invatiant -7z, which is
also commonly marked on nouns which would not be marked with famwin alif in the
orthography (which in addition to word-final *-a'» includes the 72" marbitah), indicates a
metrger of vowels in the Zanmwin morpheme to /in/ ot /an/, which is attested and known in
pre-modern and modern dialects.” Generally, when a famwin alif was required in the
orthography, the scribes write fanwin as fathatan atop alif maqsirab; elsewhere it is written
kasratan. The absence of word-final short vowels thus resulted in the paradigm:

Definite sama’

Indefinite sama -in
Once the hamzah diacritic became widespread, authors of such varieties could have
analogized the orthography of the fanwin-bearing form, written with two kasrabs to the
tanwin-less one, which they would write with a single gasral:

indefinite ¢\ > definite ¢\
While this is necessarily speculative, it accounts for the otherwise peculiar spelling, and is
based on another attested peculiar spelling, which is also quite widespread, that of the
kasratan in all cases of fanwin written on word-final bamzab.

While ¢\~ is a common means for representing etymological *a v sequences, it is hardly
the only spelling of the sequence. The following include all alternatives, though this is not
an exhaustive list of instances of alternative spellings:

% Stokes, “Case in Christian Arabic Gospels”.
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Table 30

Arabic Transliteration Reconstruction
Text

L,,SY 5 hawOlay / hawlay / or /hawla’i/

Y hwlaay /hawld’i/ or /hawlad’i/

sVl haw0laY /hawlay/ or /hawla’i/

sYs hawlaY /hawla/ or /hawla’ (i)/

$:d»  hwlaaly /hawla’i/ or /hawlaa’i/

T 'I-’nbyaa /al-"anb(i)ya’/ or /al-’anb(i)yaa’/

L&l l-l-qudOma /lil-qudma:/ or /lil-qudma:’/

e fhuma /fuh(2)ma:/ ot /fuh(a)ma:’/

‘nia /’in§a/ or /’ina’/

Translation

“these”

“these”

“these”

“these”

“these”

“the prophets”

“to the ancients”
“understanding (pl)”

“founding, foundation”

Folio

22v; 63v; 65v; 68r
81r

35v

84r

84r

22v; 28v

24¢

40r

47v

Thus in addition to the sI- grapheme, *4’» sequences are spelled also with 1- and I- as well.
Again, this variation is attested in later corpora from, e.g., the Ottoman period.”’ Perhaps
unsurprisingly, the greatest variation is attested in the spellings of the masculine plural
demonstrative, ClAr ha ula’i. 1f the above is correct, the spelling |- would represent a
historical one, the base form as found in, e.g., the Quran, and the spellings |- and ¢!- (and
indeed the combination ¢l-) represent vatiants for writing final /2’ /.

Miscellaneous:

There are several instances in which a word in CIAr with # or 7is spelled with a fathab in

SAr. 76:

60 Lentin, “Normes orthographiques”, pp. 227-228.
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Table 31
Arabic Text Transliteration ClAr Equivalent Translation Folio
$“" man-kum0 min-kum “from among you”  41v; 60v
P;{J, man0-hum min-hum “from them” 60r
Sk hanak hunaka “there” 30v
) J.f.a fssar I-na fassir “explain to us” 47v
g/u;\ “awlyOk “ula’ika “to/for those” 71t
A 'I-’atm al-’itm “the sin” 78t

We have already seen this spelling variation in regards to the variation of *z and */ (above,
section 2.5.4). At the same time, in the vast majority of cases, spellings in accordance with
etymology, and which are identical to normative ClAr spellings, are found in SAr. 76. The
tendency for non-etymological spellings to favor fathah over either dammah and kasrah,
along with the evidence from zamwin and the initial hamzab spellings, should likely be
interpreted as reflecting an aspect of the phonology of the scribe, in which *« and * are
both close to /e/ when stressed, and perhaps /o/ when unstressed.

Other possible examples of colloquialisms are attested. For example, *y# addi “he carties
out” is spelled & <yddy> (58v) instead of (35 <ywddy>, and despite elsewhere spelling
the active participle from the same root with a waw, i.e., ¢33 <mwO0ddy> /mu’addi/ (28v).
The spelling <yddy> presumably reflects something like underlying /yVddi/, which is still
attested in modern dialectal Arabic in, e.g., Cairen yiddi “he gives” (Woidich 2006: 331).
Also, whereas most impetfect prefix vowels ate vocalized as /a/, rarely they attest
assimilation to a /u/ theme vowel, e.g., ria%s <lyuhdum>*'] presumably /li-yuhdum/ “to
serve” (66t) instead of /li-yahdum/. Such prefix vowel harmonization is also attested in
modern dialectal Arabic.®

SAr. 80

The manuscript labeled SAr. 80 consists of 194 folia of paper, written by an unknown
scribe in the naskh script style.” The 194 folia contain complete copies of the four

61 The dot of the ja’ is omitted here, which is attested rarely in cases of consonants that receive dots to
distinguish them from other letters based on the same shape.

2 Fischer and Jastrow, Handbuch, p. 65.

9 For a discussion of the manuscript, a detailed discussion of the Iorlangen from which it draws, as well as a
proposal for its relationship to another member of Family Jb (SAr. 1006), see Jean Valentin, “Des traces de
la vetus syra des évangiles en traduction arabe? Ftude critique des variantes significatives en Mc 5,1-20
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> 65

gospels.” SAr. 80 is a member of Kashouh’s Family ]°, the so-called ‘Melkite Vulgate’.
The manuscript was composed at St. Catherine’s Monastery on Mt. Sinai in 1469 CE.*

Diacritics and Vocalization Marks:

SAr. 80 attests several diacritical marks to mark consonants and vowels. Of the vocalic
signs, dammah is by far the most frequent. Kasrah and fathah are primarily used when
marking zanwin, i.e., in the signs fathatan and asratan. The shaddah diacritic is used frequently
with a variety of functions, as we will see. Finally, the maddah diacritic is used, and the
contexts in which it is used will be discussed below (section 3.4). The sukiin is not attested
in the portion of the manuscript included in this study.

In addition to the vocalization diacritics, and dots which are added to the consonantal
skeleton to distinguish certain consonants from others, the scribe used an zhwal sign,
namely a v-shaped (*) mark in some instances to indicate a siz. The v-shaped mark is widely
attested in medieval manuscripts to indicate a variety of consonants,”” and elsewhere in the
Christian corpus frequently marks, e.g., the 72" (cf. SAr. 76, discussed above). In SAr. 80,
however, it is only used to mark siz. In other cases, however, the sz is marked by a
superscript horizontal line, or two horizontal lines stacked on top of each other

dans le Sinai arabe 807, in Geert van Oyen (ed.), Reading the Gospel of Mark in the Twenty-First Century: Method
and Meaning. (Leuven: Peeters, 2019), pp. 765-779. While Valentin’s argument is convincing, he
nevertheless follows the regrettable trend of “correcting” the transcription of the text in accordance with
Classical Arabic. I simply do not see any benefit to this practice. First and foremost, such a practice
misrepresents what the scribe actually wrote, which should always be the focus, especially of work which
aims at understanding the peculiarities of a particular manuscript. Secondly, this perpetuates the
problematic notion that Classical Arabic is the norm against which non-Classical texts should be read.
Importantly, this is not merely a theoretical matter. For example, in transcribing the third person
pronominal suffixes as harmonizing according to standard Classical Arabic (in which third masculine
singular, dual, and plural pronouns are realized with a -» except when preceded by -, -4 or ), the actual
pattern of harmonization in the manuscript —which is non-Classical but consistent — is missed.
Specifically, SAr. 80 attests a pattern in which the third masculine singular suffix harmonizes oz/y when
suffixed to the preposition bz otherwise, it is realized as hu: bi-hi “by/with him,” but fi-h# “in him” and
iay-hu “to him.” For work detailing this and othet harmonization patterns attested in vocalized Christian
Arabic Gospel manuscripts, see Phillip W. Stokes, “bi-hz bi-bim. . .fi-hu? Pronominal suffix harmonization
diversity in some vocalized Christian Arabic Gospel manuscripts”, in Journal of the American Oriental Society
(forthcoming). It is preferrable in my view to transcribe the text of the manuscript according to how it
appears in the manuscript, as much as possible, and, where necessary, adding footnotes to clarify the text
in the few places in which it might cause genuine confusion.

4 Atiya, Catalogue Raisonné, p. 159.

05 Kashouh, Arabic Versions, pp. 185-194.

% According to the colophon at 165v, the manuscript was copied at Mt. Sinai with a date of composition of
September 6978 AMbyz (Byzantine world era).

67 Witkam, “The neglect neglected”.
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(resembling fathatan) (both also used in manuscripts outside of the Christian corpus).
Additionally, a miniature £4fis often, though not always, used to mark non-initial £4fs.
Vocalization placement is considerably varied, especially when compared with SAr. 76.
Both dammah and shaddah are often placed one or several letters removed from their
presumed articulation points. There are, however, patterns to their placement, though not
hard rules. These patterns will be discussed in the relevant sections. Contrary to the
variation in vocalization placement, the v-shaped diacritic is regularly placed above the siz.

Dammabh:

The dammah in SAr. 80 is attested in a wide variety of contexts, some of which are standard
from the perspective of the orthographic tradition and ClAr, while others are to one degree
or another unique. As expected, dammah marks etymological *#, including internal passive
verbs in SAr. 80:

Table 32
Arabic Transliteration  Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text
Elas htbtu /hutibut/ “she was betrothed” 4v
&5 ktbu /kutib(a)/ “it was written” 5r
rL.L\ “sulm / uslim(a)/ “He was handed over” 8t
g:ﬂ sum’ /sumi‘(a)/ “it was heard” 6r
O y urf /yu‘raf(u)/ “it will be known” 18¢
C;,. hfyu /hufi/ ot /hufiya?/ “it has been hidden” 18r
(\1\ 'l-hulm /Vl-hulm/ “the dream” 4y
Oi\“ mdun /mudun/ “cities” 9r
i’; nhnu /nVhnu/ “We” 161; 34r
Je ‘umal /‘umma:l/ “workers” 24r¢
u[{ kmul /kVmul(a)/ “it was completed” 49r
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The placement of damma is inconsistent, occasionally occurring in the presumably intended
place, and elsewhere occurring one or several consonants removed. This is especially true
in the representation of internal passives, where examples of the initial (and etymological)
consonant is marked, but most are marked on either the second or final consonant. It is
perhaps noteworthy that the scribe’s placement of the dammah appears to be somewhat
dependent on a preference for certain consonants over others. For example, in the case of
yu'raf (181), the ‘ayn, which is the initial consonant of the root, receives the dammab,
whereas with yuhrag (241), the ra’, the second consonant of the root, receives the mark
instead. The reason for this preference is, as we will see, possibly intersects with other
categories which trigger dammah marking, to which we now turn.

A large proportion of the attestations of dammah occur in places where, from the
perspective of the Quran or ClAr, we would not expect one. The consonantal contexts in
which these non-standard dammabs occur are diverse, but several patterns emerge from a
macro-analysis of these data. In perhaps the largest group, the unifying feature (or features)
is the presence of a bilabial consonant, either &, 7, or w. This suggests the use of dammah to
mark rounding influence from the bilabial consonants, as noted by Lentin in later
(Ottoman) texts:*®

Table 33
Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio

Jﬁ\ ‘I-bukr /Vl-bukr/ “the firstborn son”  5r

i buryh /butiyyah/ “wilderness” 6v

% fmu /fumm/ “mouth” v

é:\l\ ’l-mdubh /VI-mudbuh/ “the alter” 9v; 40v
L,:L\ "l-musa /Vl-musa/ or /V]-musa’/ “the evening” 14v
ok nmut /numt(a)/ “You slept” 23v

3! "byu / aby:/ “my father” 29t
J},\ ’l-gmul /Vl1-gamul/ “the camel” 33v

% Lentin, “Normes orthographiques”, p. 221.
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Nl 'Lwuyl /Vlwayl/ or /al-wayl/ “woel” Alr
L3 duma /duma:/ or /duma:’/ “blood (pl)” 41r
3 buna /buna/ or /buna’/ “buildling” 41v
S Al ‘l-mgrbu /Vl-mugrub/ “The west” 42v

In addition to bilabials, dammah seems occurs rather frequently with emphatics, which
includes 7z, gaf, ‘ayn, and ha’, and thus could indicate some sort of backing effect:

Table 34

Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
g suran /surr-an/ “secretly” 4v; 5r
ol ‘1-‘uyn /Vl-‘ayn/ “the eye” 12r
jav yqdru /yVqdur/ “he is able” 12r
oalad I-hsuad-h /li-hosazd-h(u)/  “for his harvest” 17
3 4&, ykruz /yVkruz/ “he proclaims the gospel”  19r
jj,_'a fssur /fassur/ “interpret (impv)” 27r
& lugaa-h /luqa:’-h(u)/ “to meet him” 43y
rL:,; suyaman suyya:m-on “fasting (pl)” 28r
[ 3 ruhua /raha:/ “millstone” 31r
ples]] ‘I-f'ulh /Vl-fa‘alah/ “the workers” 34v
ad) l-qysur /li-qaysar/ “to Caesar” 39t

The appatent inclusion of 7z’ in this group of emphatics is, from a comparative
perspective, unsurprising. Indeed, the 72" patterns with emphatics in the phonologies of a
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number of modern Arabic dialects, especially, e.g., the northern Levant.” The fact that the
pharyngeal fricatives ‘ayz and ha’ behave similarly is not unexpected, as they naturally
pattern with pharyngealized consonants in contemporary dialects insofar as they, e.g., block
raising of femining ending -¢/-7 in dialects where *-a(h) is raised in non-emphatic contexts:
Levantine wahde “one (fsg) vs. gom ‘a “Friday.””

In some cases, dammah occurs where either CIAr has by-forms with 7 and #, or otherwise
attests ubiquitously z

Table 35
Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
&l "l-sunn /Vs-sunn/ “tooth” 10v
Jz ygdu /yVgud/ “He will find” 12v
5}9;\_’9 f-’dfnu /fa-"adfun/ “Then I bury” 14v
A ‘l-nusaa /Vn-nusa’/ or /Vn-nusaa’/ “the women” 28r
RS guhat /guhat/ “angles, sides” 43r
& “dnu /" (@)dun(a)/ “he permitted” 33t

This could suggest a general merger of *# and *7 to # in most phonetic contexts, or perhaps
rather a preference for # over 7 in many roots. Alternatively, it is possible, as Lentin has
argued, that it represents a shewa /5/.

In addition to these contexts, in which it can fairly straightforwardly be read as either,
dammah is also used in contexts whose interpretations are less straightforward.”

The marking of ya’ with dammab is peculiar and deserving of attention. In the vast
majotity of cases, dammah marks ya’ when it represents a presumed undetlying 7 or ay.
When it marks presumed 7 it is virtually always in the context of either a bilabial or an
emphatic consonant:”

9 Fischer and Jastrow, Handbuch, pp. 56-57; Stuart Davis, “Velarization”, in Kees Versteegh (ed.), The
Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics, 1'0l. I1”. (Leiden: Brill, 2009), pp. 636-638, espec. 637.

70 Kiristen Brustad and Emilie Zuniga, “Levantine Arabic”, in John Huehnergard and Na’ama Pat-El (eds.),
The Semitic Languages, 2° edition. (New York: Routledge, 2019), pp. 403-432, espec. 405-408.

I Lentin, “Normes orthographiques”, p. 220.

.. . 2 >
72 There are a very few cases, however, where this is not the case, as in the case of chill /’l-duyk/ “the
rooster” (49r).
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Arabic Transliteration
Text

Li5 X ydyu

Cs\.a - yu

il uyly

5Ll 'l-duyan
ol "I-hyua
Y 'I-’myun
m yktyubu
&2 3 dmuyu
jlg_, ysuyt

Table 36

Reconstruction
/yaday/

/fa-"ayy/

/ Eli/

/Vd-dayyan/

/Vl-haya:h/ or /V1-hayoh/
/V1I-"amy:n/

/yVktayb/ ot /yVkta'y:b/
/damy:/ or /damvi/

/yasy:t/ or /yasy:t/

Translation

“the (du) hands of
(sinners)”

“so which”

“My god”

“the judge”

“life”

“the faithful (slave)”
“he was sad”

“my blood”

“It will become”

Folio

47v

49v
50v
v

32r
44v
47
46v

16t

In a few places, a ya’is marked with a dammab in 1II-Y roots where, in ClAt, the wotd is
pronounced with a final 4, namely with the a/if magsirab bi-sirat al-ya':

Table 37

Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction

:S';\ “thyu
&F—\ ‘myu

34 “ftruy

/Vttaké/ or /Vttaka/
/’a‘my:/ or /’a'ma:/
/Vftaré/ or /Vftara/

Translation
“he reclined”

“blind man”

“he trumped up”

Folio
46v
21r
48v

Parallel to the use of dammab before alif magsirah bi-sirat al-ya’ is the use of dammah before

long a:
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Table 38
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
o huan /hon/ “the time (morning) 49r
came”
Ly '1-" ‘mua /V1-’a‘ma:/ “the blind man” 27
ol2all "1-“suah /Vl1-‘asa:/ “The stick, rod” 17v
e gdua /gada:/ “tomorrow’’ 12r; 12v
ol ‘I-hyua /Vl-hayoh/ “life” 32r

Note the variation in spelling the word * '@ ma / *'a ‘may, “blind man,” which is spelled with
both final ya’ (21t) and alif mamdidah (27t), and both of which are marked with a dammal.
Additionally, both 'z ‘zd and ‘asa, “‘stick, rod,” contain a bilabial and emphatic, respectively.

Finally, in a small minority of cases, the context is either an open or unaccented syllable:

Table 39
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
g nlbsu /nVlbus/ “we will wear”  12v
A duna /duna/ “he drew near” 21r
S hdutt /hadutat/ “it happened” 50v

Returning to the question of what, if any, phonetic significance — other than /u/ - might
have been intended by the use of dammah, any answer will inevitably be somewhat
speculative. The most likely interpretations of usages where a single short vowel is expected
based on pattern and etymology are either that it marked /u/ or, as Lentin argued, /o/. It
should be noted as a matter of methodology that some authors used the dazmah to indicate
different underlying phonetic realities; there is no reason that the data from one text or
corpus must determine its interpretation in another. While both interpretations - /u/ and
/>/ - ate a priori possible and plausible, I prefer any explanation which can account for the
most aspects of its distribution. In SAr. 80, the dammab is primarily found:

In contexts where etymologically we expect a *#

In phonetic contexts with bilabials
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In phonetic contexts with emphatics, especially 7z and sad

Before *ay ot *aya (the latter written with alif magsnrah bi-sirat al-ya’)
Before long 4 in certain words

Occasionally in unstressed syllables

First, as I argued above regarding SAr. 706, the frequent use of dammah with bilabials,
presumably to mark a rounded vowel, is naturally interpreted as /u/ rather than /5/. The
frequency with which the same context is marked in SAr.80, including not only short
vowels, but also long vowels, also suggests a role in marking backed or rounded vowels.
The fact that the use of dammah with long a occurs especially after bilabials or emphatics
adds weight to this interpretation. If that is the case, the combination of dammah + a
presumably indicates a backed vatiant of a4, pethaps to /a/ ot /v/, ot even /o/. Especially
noteworthy in this regard is the use of dammah with the word payah, “life.” In the Quran
and other Islamic-era documents, the word is spelled »4o in absolute, but Sle \ sl in
construct. While this has often been interpreted as an old Aramaic orthographic borrowing,
Al-Jallad™ and van Putten™ separately make convincing cases that the absolute form should
rather be interpreted as /hayoh/. The present proposal is similar to, e.g., some Levantine
dialects, where *4 becomes ¢ in certain environments, including emphatic consonants, e.g.,
ros, “head”.”

Additional evidence is once again to be found in the spelling of zanwin in the manuscript.
Unlike SAr. 76, the default spelling of Zanwin in most cases is fathatan, even when the noun
does not take famwin alif; only one example of kasratan occurs in the Gospel of Matthew, for
example, compared with approximately 499 examples of fanwin alif and/or fathatin. The
following example illustrates the pattern typical of SAr. 80:

Vo yos) w39 leaiwl Jxe “Then Herod summoned the Magi secretly” (7v)

In the first case, *)ina’idin is etymologically genitive, but is written with fathatan. However,
the scribe was aware that the word is not typically written with zanwin alif, and therefore
omitted it. In the second, the same #zamwin is written, this time in the etymological
accusative, with the orthographically expected fanwin alif. Whether the realization of fathatain
was /an/ ot rather /in/ or /on/, it seems likely the fathah ot kasrah would more likely have
represented /o/ than dammah; otherwise we might expect some use of dammatan marking
tanwin.

73 Ahmad Al-Jallad, “Was it sirat al-bagdirah? Evidence for Antepenultimate Stress in the Quranic
Consonantal Text and its Relevance for odue Type Nouns”, in Zeitschrift der Dentschen Morgeniindischen
Gesellschaft 167 (1) (2017), pp. 81-90.

74 Marijn van Putten, “The development of the triphthongs in Quranic and Classical Arabic”, in Arabian
Epigraphic Notes 3 (2017), pp. 47-74, espec. pp. 64-67.

75 Peter Behnstedt, “Syria” in Kees Versteegh (ed.), The Encyclopedia of Arabic Iangnage and Linguistics, 1'ol. I1/.
(Leiden: Brill, 2009), pp. 402-409, espec. 404-405.
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I therefore propose that the combination of contexts can be most parsimoniously
interpreted by positing that dammalh marks /u/, both etymological instances, as well as
rounding in the contexts of bilabials, and backing in the context of emphatics,
which include 72, and also the voiced and voiceless pharyngeal fricatives, spelled with ‘ayz
and jpa’.

It is less certain what to make of the use of dammah with certain instances of ya'. As with
long 4, many non-standard dammah + ya’ uses occur with either emphatics or bilabials.
Further, those that do not occur in these contexts are often where we find the historical
diphthong *ay, e.g., (db <f-’ay> (49v), presumably /fa-’ayy/, “which?” So what are we to
make of this phenorﬂenon, and how, if at all, is it related to the other uses of dammab just
considered? One piece of evidence that I believe is crucial for properly interpreting this use
of dammal is its use with I1I-Y/W (hollow) verbs to mark the passive. Not only is this use
directly parallel in terms of orthography, it is also widespread in early Christian
manuscripts, which are otherwise rarely vocalized.

Excursus: L5 qyul “1t was said” and the Dammah + ya’ phenomenon

SAr. 80 attests a spelling of perfect passive hollow (II-Y/W) verbs in which either the
initial consonant is marked with a dammah, primarily with the passive form of the verb gal,
“he said™: @ <qyul> “it has been said” (6v; 9v; 10r; 10v; 36r; 42r). This orthography
occurs elsewhere among the manuscripts studied here (SAr. 82, 89, 90, and 91), and is
attested already in the earliest Christian Arabic manuscripts produced in south Palestine. In
his grammar of Ancient South Palestinian Christian Arabic, Blau notes this spelling and
remarks on it in several places, a fact that unfortunately leads to a lack of clarity regarding
Blau’s view of these verbs. Regarding the spellings with dammah, Blau first notes its use
with the verb *5z’ala, “he asked,” in forms like W& /sulna/ “we were asked,” where he
speculates that the use of the dammah could be merely an orthographic device to indicate
the passive, with the form representing an underlying /sil-na/.” Later, however, he citing
the 3mpl form J.& <suyl> he argues that dammah represents undetlying /suyila/, with the
loss of glottal stop leading to a shift in category from I1-" to I1-Y, and thus *su ila > suyila.”
We might infer that Blau would thus interpret the 1cp form Wi as representing underlying
/sul-na/, but we are not told that explicitly.

Blau takes up the topic a third time when discussing etymological 1I-Y/W (hollow)
verbs and orthographic variation associated with them. He notes that, along with the same
spelling combination of dammah + ya’, some attest passive forms with a prothetic a/f L3\
<’qyl/ “it was said” and Jow) <’syl> “I was asked.”” In these cases, Blau argues that the
ClAr form was gi/, and due to the difference between these hollow verb forms and the
typical passive form of #-i-a, “it was reshaped according to [Form IV] pattern (‘ugila) and

76 Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, p. 63.
7 Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, p. 95.
8 Blau, Grammar of Christian Arabic, p. 160.
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thus passed into the fourth form” (ibid.). To support this reconstruction, Blau notes the
occasional passive participles with a 7 prefix, e.g., 4 Jil| <'l-mqal> “he with whom they
spoke” and /ms’l/ & Jlws “tesponsible for”.”

Several questions emerge based on this discussion. First, to take up the first example
Blau cites, namely passive forms of *sz'ala, it is not cleat, if the passive form is suyila as
Blau contends, why it would be reanalyzed as a fourth verb form, since it would fit exactly
the typical ClAr internal passive scheme of #-/-a. Such a reanalysis would rather suggest that
*11-" verbs had merged with *II-Y /W verbs. If that is the case, then we must still explain
why third person passives were spelled with a dammah + ya’, if it did not represent
undetlying suyila. Second, the spellings of II-Y /W verbs with dammah but which lack the
prothetic a/if, which constitute the majority of spellings, are still left unexplained. Third,
while Blau makes a plausible case for why passive spellings were occasionally spelled with a
prothetic a/if, it should be noted that such a reanalysis apparently only occurred in the
passive forms; active forms are not spelled with a prothetic a/f.

I would argue that another possibility can better account for the orthographic variation,
as well as help make sense of the dammah + yi’ combinations found in SAr. 80 and
elsewhere that are otherwise quite perplexing. Contrary to Blau’s assertion, Cilz was not the
only passive form attested in ClAr. Sibawayh, for example, mentions three different
internal passives of 1I-Y/W verbs:* Ciila, Cila, and a third form which involves ’ismam, ot
“lip rounding.” Van Putten argues persuasively that this third category involves a rounded
high vowel /y/, which he transcribes with 7" Crucially, this third form, gila, is actually
spelled precisely the same way —not- with a dammabh in some manuscripts — in treatises on
the Quranic reading variants as in the Christian manuscripts! Sce, for example, Ibn
Khalawayh’s Kitab al-Badi': ) 2 J8 15 \j <wa-'ida quyl b-damm al- qaf> “And if g4/ with
a dammah on the gaf’ (Ar 3051, 25v). According to Al-Farra’, the passive form gila is typical
of the people of the Hijaz, and this is indeed the basis of the orthography of the Quran.” If
the internal passive forms of *II-W/Y verbs was of the gsila type, we would expect the
orthography to show that and be spelled with waw. However, if the pronunciation of the
Christian Arabic form was of the third, gula type, the Quranic spelling with a ya’ could
predictably be retained, but with a dammah spelled to note the rounding (‘imam). In other
wortds, positing a gzila-type internal passive in the Christian variety or varieties can explain
the peculiar orthography associated with *II-Y/W vetbs, as well as *II-" ones in many
cases, attested across centuries of Christian Arabic.

If we accept that eatly Christians had an internal passive of *II-W/Y vetbs of the gzla
type rather than gila, how do we explain the apparent reanalysis of the passive forms —

7 Blau. Grammar of Christian Arabic, p. 161.

80 Sibawayh, al-Kitab, pp. 342-345.

81 Van Putten, Quranic Arabic, pp. 39-40.

82 "Aba Zakariyya Yahya al-Fartd’, Kitib fib Lugit al-Qur’an. Edited by Gabir b. ‘Abd Alldh al-Sari'.
(Unpublished, freely downloadable, 2014), p. 14. The book is accessible at the following link:
https:/ /ebook.univeyes.com/92870/ pdf-%D9%84%D8%BA%D8%A7%D8%AA-Y%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%
82%D8%B1%D8%A2%1D9%806-%01D9%84%109%:84%109%81%D8%B1%D8%A7%D8%A1
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perfectives and participles — that suggest a re-analysis of these forms as form IV rather than
form I? I believe one possibility is that the Hijazi form, of the gia type, spread in the area
and became prestigious as well. If ¢z became an increasingly used form, it could have been
reanalyzed as Blau suggested, but due to a relative lack of familiarity with it vis-a-vis the
gula type. In some cases, this reanalysis was marked orthographically by a prothetic a/f, and
this became a spelling variant, even when vocalization made clear that the gsla type was
intended. This is indeed attested in the same document frequently, e.g., SAr: 3l &l zacr 25
“you have heard that it was said” (10v) but then % &) iac* 23 “idem” (10v) on the same
page! So regarding Blau’s example of J.& and W spellings, I would argue that they
represent szla and sulna.

It is against this backdrop, then, that I suggest we interpret the use of dammah marking
ya’ in these manuscripts. As we have already noted, many of the examples of this
combination occur when in the context of bilabials. Whether the precise phonetic
significance is to indicate lip rounding (i.e., /'ab“1/ “my fathet” , or rather a front rounded
vowel /’aby:/, is unclear.

Regarding the significance of the dammah + ya’ in emphatic contexts, the likeliest
interpretation is that the dammah matks a sort of backed/lowered variant of 7 which was
similar enough to the diphthong /ay/, or, if the dialect of the scribe had only
monophthongs, /&/, that triggered its use in both contexts. This has significant
implications for the realization of the a/if magsirah. While it is of course possible that the
use of dammal was purely orthographic in these cases, it seems at least as likely, if not more
so, that the dammah written on alif magssirah bi-sirat al-ya’ matks a similar sound to the ay/é
(and thus also backed 7), rather than 4. If so, it could indicate that, at least with some verbs,
a remnant of an older distinction between II1-Y and I1I-W root verbs was retained.” The
use of dammah marking waw in in the word *wayl, “woe” (411), to mark a rounding of the
following ay diphthong, provides supporting evidence for this theory.

However, there is variation in the spelling of etymologically I1I-Y verbs, a significant
number of which are spelled with a/if mamdidah instead of ya’, which could suggest that
many of these verbs were pronounced with final 4, as in ClAr. The presence of
etymological III-Y verbs spelled both with alif magsirah marked with damma, along with

8 For the historical development of triphthongs, including *aya, see: van Putten, “Triphthongs in Quranic
and Classical Arabic”. Etymological *ay and *aya were spelled with eta (1) in the Greek transliterations of
the pre-Islamic period, likely indicating a realization of /&/ rather than /a/; see Al-Jallad, “Graeco-
Arabica I: The Southern Levant”, in Ahmad Al-Jallad (ed.), Arabic in Context: Celebrating 400 Years of Arabic
at Leiden University. (Leiden: Brill, 2017), pp. 99-186, espec. p. 154. Spellings in the Safaitic script suggest
that the dialects of the Harrah in the pre-Islamic petiod retained *aya sequences; see Al-Jallad, .An Outline
of the Grammar of the Safaitic Inscriptions, col. <<Studies in Semitic Languages and Linguistics>> 80. (Leiden:
Brill, 2015), p. 121. Evidence from Quranic thyme, in addition to the orthography of the Quranic
consonantal text (ras), strongly suggest that III-Y verbs and nouns were realized likewise as /&/ or
pethaps /ay/, rather than /a/; see van Putten, “Triphthongs in Quranic and Classical Arabic”, pp.57-59.
The Greek transliteration of Arabic in the Damascus Psalm Fragment, however, shows that even outside
of ClAr, other varieties had shifted *aya > 4; see Al-Jallad, Damascus Psalm Fragment, p. 16.
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other spelled alif mamdidab, if not the result of orthographic variation, is interpretably in
two ways. One possibility is that all III-Y verbs were realized with long 4, in which case the
alif magsnrah is a historical spelling, and the dammalh pethaps to indicate /a/ instead of /ay/
ot /&/. Another possibility is that there was a difference between the realizations of III-Y
verbs in different registers, and the scribe was engaging in a sort of mixing of these
registers, one of which had something like /&/ for 3ms III-Y verbs, while the other attested
the ClAr shift of *aya > a.

The weight of the evidence suggests that, in addition to denoting etymological #
(realized either /u/ or /o/), the use of dammalh in emphatic and bilabial contexts to mark
short vowels suggests either a merger of *7 and *# to #, or perhaps rather a preference for #
in certain contexts. Additionally, the use of dammah to mark long 4 most likely indicates a
backed variant of long 4. Finally, I have argued here that the widespread use of dammab to
mark ya’ in vatious contexts is best explained as marking rounding and backing of *; and
overlaps with marking etymological *ay, whether it was 4y or ¢ in actuality, due to the
closeness of the rounded and backed variant(s) of *7 on the one hand, and ¢ or 4y on the
other. We can perhaps sum up the evidence by stating that dammah indicates a high back
short vowel, as well as rounding or backing of other vowels.

Shaddah

The shaddah is used very frequently in SAr. 80, in both traditional and non-traditional
contexts. In many ways shaddah appears to have both orthographic and orthoepic
functions. In the latter category, shaddah clearly marks etymological gemination. In the
former category, we can note its use to mark dal, especially root/word-finally, as well as 7z’
and mim. Additionally, waw and ya’, which are marked in virtually every position, are
regularly marked with shadda regardless of whether they represent consonantal *y/w, long
vowel *7/#, or diphthong *ay/aw. A third group marked with non-etymological shaddah
includes the mim, and less commonly, nin and /lim. Finally, there are some contexts in
which shadda is used in non-geminate contexts in which elsewhere damma occurs, which
could hint at a role marking either backed or rounded vowel quality.

As we might expect, shaddah is used to mark etymologically geminate consonants as well:

Table 40
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
ey yt'bdd /yVt(a) abbud/ “He can serve” 12r
Sion y‘mdd-km /yV*ammid-kum/ “He will baptize you” 7r
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izl l-l-nqyhh /lin-naqiyyah/ “for the pure (of heart)” 9t

) ‘l-sunn /Vs-sunn/ “the tooth” 10v
Hyae ‘dww-k /‘aduww-Vk/ “yout enemy’”’ 10v
ng j w-sslw /wa-salla/ “so pray!” 10v
) ’l-tbb /Vt-rubb/ “the master” 12r
s ggda /gidda/ or /giddan/ “very” 15r
F,,aj\j w-'l-smm /was-summ/ “and the mute (pl)” 28t
Ay ’1-’hhlh /V1-"ahVllah/ “the diviners” 30r
&é,,w\‘al l-msabyh-hnn /li-musa:by:h-hunn/ “for their (fpl) lamps” 43v

The use of shaddah to mark glides which etymologically were combinations of long high
vowels and the glottal stop, i.e., *7" ot #’, suggests that the shift from *7° > 7yy and *#~ >
www had taken place. Note the placement of shaddah in certain cases is not with the
geminated consonant, but one of the preferred consonants, listed above, such as ddl, sad,
and the glides waw and ya .

It is unclear how or why the conventions developed by which non-etymological shadda
co-occurs with the consonant groups listed above. There are, however, some possibilities
worth exploring here. The most immediate explanation for the use of shadda to mark
consonants like da/ and ra’ is that the shadda here is a sott of ihmal marking. In this case, da/
is matked as not da/ and 7z’ is not zay. In other manuscript traditions, the marker of 7z was
a superscript v-shaped marked. This is attested in SAr. 80, however, only to mark sz (and
there, not ubiquitously). However, the distinctions between di/ and dal are blurred in the
manuscript; specifically, etymological *d is often written with a da/ pointed with a
superscript dot, which originally functioned to mark *d (i.e., the dal). For example, the
scribe(s) write the word a/- urdunn, “Jordan (river),” as <’l-'rdn> instead of <’l-'rdn> (e.g,,
8r), and elsewhere the word mudun, “cities,” is written <mdun> (9r) and the word *da/l, “he
led,” is spelled d// (6v). As noted previously, many of the instances of shadda marking dal
occur with certain roots (such as * 'Ad and *wgd), and occur word- (or at least root) finally,
and once, word-initially. It could be that, for purely aesthetic reasons, the scribe marked da/
word-initially and word-finally with shadda, and word-medially with a dot, but this is pure
speculation.

I argue the use of shadda to mark waw and ya’, likewise initially opaque, is explicable as a
generalization based on a presumed shift in the underlying phonology of the dialect of the
scribe. Namely, we might assume that non-geminated diphthongs had shifted to
monophthongs in the dialect of the scribe:
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*ay/aw > ¢/d OR /4
This shift is well-known from both pre-modern and modern Arabic sources.” In such a
situation, the only instances of aw or ay in the dialect would occur when geminated (i.e.,
Cawwl’C and Cayyl”C forms), such as form II verbal forms or II-Y/W adjectives, e.g.:
gawwa “he strengthened”; zayyib “good; delicious.” If a scribe who speaks such a dialect
were to attempt to write a variety of Arabic in which etymological diphthongs were
universally retained, then he might generalize the shadda, which would mark the only native
diphthongs in his dialect, to all diphthongs in the written register. From there it is not
difficult to see a further generalization of the shadda to mark waw and ya’ in all contexts.
The third group of consonants which receive non-etymological shadda marking, with
varying degrees of frequency, includes the i, nin, and lam. As noted above, the mim is by
far the most frequently marked of these three, and both #in and /am only receive non-
etymological shadda marking word-finally. This parallels the frequent word-final use of
shadda elsewhere, especially, e.g., marking the da/. How can the use of shadda to mark these
consonants be explained? Unlike #in and /lam, mim was occasionally marked with a
superscript zim in some script traditions, such as the naskh script,” or otherwise a v-shaped
mark.* Its frequent use with the mim might have something to do with a possible role
indicating backed or rounded vowels (on which, see further below). However, there is
another possibility which connects the three consonants; namely, they are regularly doubled
by assimilation with preceding nunation, which is marked in Quranic and ClAr manuscripts.
If, as appears to be the case, nunation was retained only in certain contexts, it is possible that
the scribe used repurposed the shadda as a general kind of marker of these consonants.
Whatever its origin, word-final #zn and /am are occasionally marked with shaddah, and wzim is
thus marked both word-medially and word-finally.
In addition to these contexts, shaddah also occurs in contexts which parallel uses of the
damma. Examples of parallel occurrences of dammah and shaddah include:
i. Combinations of *b-na spelled with both dammalh and saddah over the ba':
*bi-ng |5 <bu-na> “in us” (7r) and *bana spelled 5 <buna> “he built” (13r; 41v)
but
*bana spelled \: bbna “he built” (13v)
ii.  *akbar “bigger, greater”:
*akbarl” spelled ;S| <’kbur> “greater, bigger”(191)
but
SSU<"kbbr> (20v)
iii. Spellings of the 3ms pronominal suffjx with both dammah and shaddab:
awy <t’s-hu> “his head” (50r) and & <I-hu> “to him, for him” (22v),
but

8¢ Tamas Ivanyi, “Diphthongs”, in Kees Versteegh (ed.), The Encyclopedia of Arabic Language and Linguistics,
Vol 1. (Leiden: Brill, 20006), pp. 640-643, espec. 641-642.

8 Gacek, Arabic Manuscripts, pp. 164-165.

86 Witkam, “The neglect neglected”, pp. 407-408.
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s <yd-hb> (20v; 501) and 54y <wld-hh> “his son” (18t).
iv. Spellings of * ‘ag/, “origin, root,” with both dammah and shaddab:
Jal <'sul> (22v)
but
Jal <ssI> (23r1).
v. Spelling of *fa ‘alah, ““wotkers,” with both:
4 <f'ulh> (34v)
but
42 <f'Th> (34r).
vi. Spelling of *rabb, “lord, master,” with both:
O, <rbu> (24v)
but
&) <l-rbb> (306¢).
vii. Spelling of *faz, “mouth,” with both:
f) <fmu> (7v)
ut
all <'l-fmm> (21v).
viii. Spelling 2ms pronominal suffix with both:
3z <shruk> “he caused you (to go)” (10v)
but
ilo <dlmttk> “I have done you wrong” (34v).
ix. Spelling of *y/#agid with both:
A% <ygdu> “He will find” (12v) and Jext <f-tgdu> “and you will find” (31r)
but
3z <ygdd> “he (did not) find” (36t).
x. Spelling of *dana forms with both:
b3 <duna> “he drew near” (21r)
but
133 <ddnw’> “they drew near” (161).

xi. the verb ykrz “he preaches the gospel,” is once spelled ;5 /ykmz/ (19r) with a
damma, and once spelled with a shaddah. In both cases the meaning is the same, so it seems
unlikely that the two represent different verbal forms (form I and form II):

3 <ykruz> (19r)

but

3 <ykrrz> (6v)
The number of parallels suggests against randomness. Indeed, the same phonetic contexts
in which non-etymological shaddah occurs are, as we saw above, the ones in which non-
etymological damma frequently occurs, namely with bilabials and emphatics (including 7z’
and, apparently, ‘ayn).

It shaddah does indeed overlap with dammah and serve to indicate rounding or backing,
this could explain several other infrequent usages of shaddah attested in SAr. 80. For
example, in a few places, non-geminate sad is marked with a shaddab:
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Table 41
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
— yssth /yVsfah/ “He will forgive you” 11v
rh\,,z ) ‘wssa-hm / awsa:-hum/ “he commanded them” 17¢
sl “ssl / asl/ “otigin, root 23¢

If the speculation here, that shaddah serves also to mark a backed or rounded vowel is
correct, then its use with sad is to mark a backing effect due to the emphatic. Note, as with
dammab, there is a preference for writing the shaddah on certain consonants — here the sad —
and thus on the presumably form I verb from gfp the sad is marked instead of the fz’ to
indicate a backed theme vowel (perhaps /yasfah/).

This connection, between shaddah and dammah to indicate backing or rounding of
vowels, could in fact explain the usage of shadda in some, though certainly not all, of the
contexts noted above. We know that the tradition of marking certain consonants, such as
ra’ and dal, was a relatively common practice to distinguish these consonants from others
with the same shape but which were pointed (7bzal). The distribution of shaddah in SAr. 80
in terms of the consonants which it marks does appear on certain consonants, but, as
shown here, is not simply a marker of those consonants; rather, it combines orthoepic
functions with the orthographic distribution of some of the zhmal signs. 1 have argued
above that the use of dammal) indicates both etymological *#, as well as backed and rounded
vowels. It is possible, then, that the orthographic distribution of both dammah and shaddab,
especially the latter, mimics the ‘7hmal markings, with certain consonants, if present,
marked, regardless of whether or not it was the consonant with which the phonetic
function of each mark was to be realized. In that sense, it is a word-level marker, the
placement of which was determined by the hierarchy of consonants. Such a system relied
on the reader’s ability to identify what word was intended and pronounce it accordingly.

To sum up, the function of dammalh was largely orthoepic, while that of the shaddah was
both orthoepic (when, e.g., it marked gemination or rounding) and orthographic (when,
e.g., it marked a waw or ya’). The distribution — the consonants which were the preferred
carriers of both matks — were apparently based on attempts to mimic or imitate zhwzdl.
While the specifics are to my knowledge unique to this manuscript, there are parallels that
suggest a similar trend in other Christian manuscripts, as we will see.
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Maddah

The maddah diacritic is less common in SAr. 80 than in SAr. 76, but it is not rare. As
expected, it is frequently used to mark final *a »:

Table 42
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
sl w-gaa’ /wa-ga’/ or /wa-gaa’/ “and he came” 61
T "l-nsaa /Vl-nusa'/ or /Vn-nusaa’ / “the women” 19¢
Slad fdaa’ /f@)da’/ or /f(i)daa’/ “a ransom” 29v
¥ luqad-h /luga’-h(w)/ or /lugda’-h(w)/  “to meet him”  43v
ol qraah /qura:’ah/ or /qura::’ah/ “a reading” 17¢

Maddah also regularly rnarks *’a sequences, such as g, <raay> “he saw” (17r) and dﬁ\ <VI-
‘aaty> “the coming one” (1 9r) Additionally, it rarely marks hamzah between two long
vowels, as in |5,lley <w-gaaww > “and they came” (5v).

While most instances of maddah occur to mark combinations of hamzah and *a or *4, in
one case, etymological *#” is written with a waddah: 5. <sat’ > “evil, bad” (32v)

Also maddah is occasionally used to mark a long 4 preceding a geminated consonant
(CwvC'Ch: gl <raaby> “Rabbi” (22r).

Several cases in which the waddah is used have implications for our 1nterpretat10n of the
nature of the hamzah in, e.g., the definite article, as well as names such as ysw', “Jesus.” The
maddah is written atop a final a/if mamdidah when it precedes a noun with the definite article
prefixed to itt Sl ll,y <zwayaa 'l-sahat> “the corners of the (temple) compound”
(10v). It is possible that the mwaddah here simply marks long 4; this is attested elsewhere (see
below). However, it is possible that it reflects a hamzat al-wasl, which, since the initial
consonant of the noun sahat assimilated to the definite article, and is therefore doubled, the
syllable reflects a cross-morpheme CVVC'C' type: /zuwa:ya s-sahat/. If true, it strongly
suggests that the definite article is a bamzat al-wasl, as we saw in, e.g., SAr. 76. Further, in
several places, a *III-" verb, most commonly *bada’a, “he began,” is attested before the
name ‘ysw', “Jesus,” with a maddah marking the final alif mamdidal: s\ <bdaa 'ysw'>
“Jesus began” (19v). If the bamzah were retained, this use of the maddah could suggest that
the name ysw* began with a bamzat al-qat’, resulting in the sequence ‘o’ shifting to a4, as it
does in, e.g., ClAr. If the hamzah in bada’a had already been lost, a hamzat al-gat* in the name
‘ysw“ would result in the sequence 4, which would also be marked with a maddah.
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Finally, in two places, word-internal *4 is written with maddah despite the absence of
hamzab (as in, for example, Section 2.8): s/}l <’l-raamh> “Ramah (place name” (6t);
1$6,)\<"rtaabw’> “they doubted” (521); els| /’haa-h(u)/ “His brother” (17r). Unlike the
example of J6 <qaal> above in SAr. 76, however, in both of these examples the long 4 is
word-internal and followed by another vowel. In both of the present examples the long 4 is
followed by a voiced bilabial, which could have played some role. Given the dearth of
examples in the manuscript, however, this must remain speculation.

The question here is whether maddah is orthoepic in these contexts, or rather is
orthographic. Does the mwaddah indicate the realization of an overlong vowel, or is it purely
marking combinations of vowels and hamzah? While it is difficult to determine, an
argument in favor of orthographic marker is its use in several places to spell etymological
*a'a: o\,) <’mraah> “woman” (101); of,slL <b-'mraah> (161). This use of maddah to mark
*a’a is used once when it results from a cross-morpheme combination: \gil, <w-aatw >
“and they came” (26v). Further, etymological *7a is written with an a/if + maddah in 4l
<maayh> “one hundred” (14r). Since the use of hamzah is otherwise not common in the
manuscript, it is possible that the maddah was repurposed to indicate the presence of hamzah
in these examples. On the other hand, it is conceivable that, as a result of the loss of
intervocalic hamzah, combinations of *a'a resulted in the development of a vowel that was
longer than etymological 4, and which was therefore analyzed as overlong; that is,
equivalent to the overlong vowels in Quranic and CIAr in *4°, *’4, and *CvvC'C' contexts.

SAr 82 & 89

The manuscript labeled SAr. 82 consists of 245 folia of paper, bound together with a
wooden cover and leather spine. According to the manuscript, a monk named Yrasmb
(Gerasmus?) is primarily responsible for its production. The script is naskh and the
manuscript dates to 1287 CE.*” Manuscript SAr. 89 consists of 194 folia of paper and
contains a complete copy of the four gospels. The manuscript was written by Yrasmh
(Gerasmus?), almost certainly the same scribe that produced SAr. 82, again in the naskh
script. The manuscript dates to 1285CE.* Both manuscripts were produced at St.
Catherine’s Monastery on Mt. Sinai. While it is clear that the same hand produced by SAr.
82 and SAr. 89, the scribe employed vocalization signs more widely in this manuscript than
in SAr. 82. Both manuscripts are members of Kashouh’s Family ]°, the so-called ‘Melkite

> 89

Vulgate’.

87 According to the colophon, the date of composition was July 6795 AMbyz (Byzantine world era).

88 According to the colophon at 163t, the date of composition was May 6793 AMbyz (Byzantine world era);
see also Atiya, Catalogue Raisonné, p. 178.

89 Kashouh, Arabic Versions, pp. 185-194.
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Diacritics and 1V ocalization Marks

Both vocalization and “Zhmal diacritics are commonly used in SAr. 82 and 89, especially the
latter. Among the most frequently used vocalization marks are the saddah, dammah, and
maddah. Among the regulatly-used ‘ihmal markings are a < shaped mark, which is most
commonly used to mark the 7z". Additionally, a tilde matk (7) is often used to mark sz,
although, as we will see, both the dammah and saddah diacritics are used to mark sz as well,
especially in SAr. 89. Finally, a miniature £4f is occasionally written atop the 4£4f, especially
when non-word final.

Dammah

Consistent with the previous manuscripts, in both SAr. 82 & 89 dammah represents
etymological *#:

Table 43
Arabic Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text
AL fsud /fusid/ “it was spoiled” 82, 12r
A "l-hulm /V1-hulm/ “the dream” 82, 7v
S kunt /kunt/ “(if) you are” 82, 10v
£t t'kul /ta’kul/ or /takul/ “(the dogs) will eat 82, 35t
e thbul /tVhbul/ “she will be pregnant” 89, 3r
NS b‘ud /bu‘d/ “distance” 89, 12v
O; nhun /nVhnu/ or /nVhun?/ “we” 89, 13v
AW l-yuhlk-h /li-yuhlik-hu/ “in order to kill him” 89, 3v

Consistent with SAr. 80, but unlike SAr. 76, the placement of dammal is often determined
by a hierarchy of preference for certain consonants. The sin, for example, often receives
dammah marking when it is presumably realized phonetically elsewhere, as in the example
AZé <fsud>. There may also be a dis-preference for writing the dammah on consonants
with a vertical stroke, such as /w and f4’, but this requires further investigation and larger
data to confirm.

179



Phillip W. Stokes

Additionally, dammalh frequently occurs where another vowel is expected in proximity to
emphatics, including ra’, ‘ayn, and ha’, indicating the emphatic backing of adjacent vowels:

Arabic
Text

Ut
e

Transliteration

‘l-sugar
hutl
yqdur
zhur
hutab
"I-hunth
‘I-du’h
yt udb
"$'uya
hudtt
I-rugz
truka
‘utaya

‘I-t ualb

Table 44

Reconstruction

/Vs-sugar/
/hutul/
/yVqdut/
/zahur/
/huta:b/
/V]-huntah/
/Vd-da‘ah/
/yVt(V) addub/
/’V§'aya/
/hudatat/
/Vt-rugz/
/taruka/

/ ‘ataya/

/Vt-ta‘alab/

Translation

“the little ones”
“it (rain) fell”
“he is able”
“he appeared”
“speech”

“the firewood”

“the calmness”

“he is tormented”

“Isaiah”

“it (fsg) happened”

“the punishment”

“they (du.) left”
“gifts”

“the foxes”

Folio

82, 12r¢

82, 17r

82, 20r

82, 7v; 37r
82, 8v

82, 101; 29v
82, 11v

82, 17r

82, 33v

82, 18v; 29r
89, 4v
89, 6r

89, 10v

89, 12r

Evidence for rounding of short vowels, and perhaps backing of long vowels, in the context
of bilabials is attested, though less frequently than in SAr. 76 and 80:
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Arabic Transliteration
Text
Judllmuhal
S kmua
el “smu-k
KR4 muzlat
1.y bytlhum
S wyul
oladall "I-m‘mudan
) r(i muktwb
syl l-'swuaq
é\)i\ ‘l-mlayum
Olrd ysmu 'an

Table 45
Reconstruction Translation Folio
/V1l-muhha:l/ “the temptet” 82, 10v
/kama:/ “as, like” 82, 35r
/Vsmu-k/ “your name” 82, 14r
/muzallat/ “tents” 82, 37r
/bayt lahum/ “Bethlehem” 89, 3r; 3v; 4r
/‘awy:l/ “wailing” 89, 4r
/Vl-mu‘mudan/  “the baptizer” 89, 4v
/muktab/ “it is written” 89, 5v
/V1-"aswa:q/ “the markets” 89, 8v
/V1]-mulayum/ “the propet, appropriate” 89, 9r
/yVsmu‘a:n/ “they (mdu) listen” 89, 12v

Similar to both SAr. 76 and 80, there is orthographic evidence for a shift of */ > *#, or
perhaps rather a preference for # over 7in certain roots:

Arabic Text Transliteration
% ygud
Rel ‘I-hukmh
I ']-kulab
VO ysund
oAl "l-sugn

Table 46
Reconstruction Translation Folio
/yVgud/ “he finds” 82, 23v
/V1-hukmah/ “the wisdom” 82, 27v
/Vl-kulab/ “the dogs” 82, 35¢r
/yVsnud/ “he reclines (his head)” 89, 12r
/Vs-sugn/ “Jail” 89, 7v
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C\;{, gunah /gunah/ “wing; corner of the temple” 89, 5v
JH "l-manzul /Vl-manzul/ “the residence” 89, 14r

Additionally, especially in SAr. 89, dammah frequently marks vowels in unstressed syllables,
both open and closed, perhaps indicating a tendency for unstressed vowels to be backed
and/or lowered:

Table 47
Arabic Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text
AR suqtt-hu /suqtat-hu/ “its fall” 82, 11r
L;Qj wa-lknuha /wa-lakinnu-ha/ “but she...” 89, 8v
Vﬁé L5 sudqt-km /suduqat-kum/ or /sudaqat-kum/  “your acts of charity” 89, 8v
r:é: guhnm /guhannam/ “hell” 89, 7v

In a few places, a dammabh occurs in places that suggest an analogical change in certain
roots. For example, SAr. 89 Jf <tuld> “she will give birth” (3r) can be interpreted as
reflective of an analogical change from form I za/id “she gives birth,” to form IV /talid/,
pethaps based on the semantic ovetlap between walada, “to give birth” and “awlada, ““to
cause to birth.” Likewise, SAr. 89 43 <yuzid> “to increase” (9v) might be interpreted as
reflecting reanalysis of form I yazid as form IV, and thus pronounced /yuzid/.

In a few cases, dammab is written in open syllables, perhaps indicating a preference for
high vowels in open syllables:

Table 48
Arabic  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text
4.;;{5\ "l-kutbh /Vl-kutubah/ or /Vl-kutabah/  “the scribes” 82, 12v;
19r
X0l ’lkudbh /Vl-kudubah/ or /Vl-kudabah/ “the liars” 82, 161
4,5 kutbh /kutubah/ or /kutabah/ “the scribes” 89, 7r; 11v
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While it is possible to interpret the use of dammalh in these examples as evidence of backing,
it is also possible that an analogical change likewise played a role here. The singular forms
*katib, “scribe,” and *kadib, “liars,” both attest plural forms of the pattern fx“‘a/, in addition
to fa ‘alah: kuttab “scribes” and kuddab, “liars.” Further, £adib has a plural by-form kuddab. 1t
is possible that some cross-pattern contamination resulted in transfer of the initial # vowels
to these forms as well, resulting in kutabah and kudabal.

As in SAr. 80, the diphthong ay, as well as long 4 and 7 are occasionally marked by a
preceding dammab:

Table 49

Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
oLk ‘I-hyuah /Vl-hayoh/ or /Vl-haya:h/  “life” 82, 10v
Sl ‘I-suyadyn /Vs-suyya:dayn/ “the two fishermen” 82, 11r
2lac) “‘uda-k / a‘da:-k/ “your body parts” 82, 13r
Loud f-thyua /fa-tahya:/ “and you will live” 82, 20r
plae ‘usafir / ‘asa:fir/ “birds” 82, 23r
) ‘1-t"ualb /Vt-ta‘a:lab/ “the foxes” 89, 12r
L) "$'uya /'V§‘aya/ “Isaiah” 82, 33v
sy ‘l-mdrua /V1l-mudra:/ “the winnowing fork”  89. 5¢

These combinations are much less frequent than in, e.g., SAr. 80. Given the contexts in
which they do occur are the same, namely adjacent to bilabial or emphatic contexts, their
interpretation here is likely the same as there: marking backed 4, and backed or rounded ay
and 7

The phonetic contexts in which dammah is used, just reviewed, once again argues in
favor of interpreting dammah as marking shott /u/, /o/, and perhaps /a/, and indicating
rounding or backing on *ay and long *4 and *.. Further evidence that this is the case, rather
than, e.g., a shewa, is once again found in the orthographic representation of famwin in SAr.
82 and 89. In both manuscripts, the default when a zanwin alif would orthographically occur
is fathatan; however, when orthographically a fanwin alif is not allowed (e.g., #a’ marbsitah and
final *-2"), the realization is kasratan:

Wb Ll o B0 13y “And behold, a voice from the heavens, saying...” (82, 12)
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o B S gl o dly “and the evil tree produces evil fruit” (82, 19)

This likely suggests a phonetic realization like /in/ or /on/, and certainly against /un/.
Thus there seems to be a difference phonetically between /i/ or /5/ and the vowels
written with dammab in these manuscripts.

In addition to these phonetic usages, SAr. 89 especially utilizes dammalh in some places
where the phonetic significance, if any, is difficult to discern. For example, s/ is often
marked with the dammab, regardless of phonetic context; sa’ is also frequently marked with
a dammah, even when another vowel, or no vowel, is expected:

Table 50

Arabic Text  Transliteration Translation Folio

(,@LL s w- rsul-hm “And he sent 3v
them”

J) "rsul “he sent” 0t
EA “sutrha “infirmity” 6r
o s tfsuyr-h “its interpretation”  3r
Sl "f-lysut “Is it not” 6r; 9v
gres "1-guhr “public” 14r
|l "hura “granaties” 15¢
" lhua “hers” 21r

In several instances, e.g.,, |,»\ <'hura> and b2\ <'sutrha>, dammab placement parallels
suksn, which is not use in SAr. 82 or 89. In others, e.g., clsl <'-fiysut> and J&)
<’tsul>, the dammal is possibly indicative of backing in an unstressed vowel.

Another possibility is that the dammah marks ha’ and sin in some of these cases is in
imitation of Zhmal markings. In naskh sctipt manusctipts (as well as a few others), the ha’
was often indicated with a miniature ha’ written above, or otherwise a v-shaped one.” The
v-shaped ‘ibmal mark frequently has a shape that is similar to a dammah. While there is no
difference between these dammabs and those that mark etymological *#, the non-canonical
distribution of dammah might nevertheless be influenced by the practice of “Zhmal pointing.
The 3ms suffix is often vocalized explicitly, and in both SAr. 82 and 89, it is ubiquitously -
hu. It is plausible then that marking sa’ with a dammah detives from the frequent marking of

N Gacek, Arabic Manuscripts, p. 286.
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it with dammah as a suffix. In other words, as argued regarding SAr. 80, once again a
combination of orthographic and orthoepic functions characterizes the dammah here. The
same, as we will see, is likely true of the shaddah.

The distribution of dammah in SAr. 82 and 89 shares many characteristics with SAr. 76
and 80; each, for example, attests the use of dammah to indicate etymological *#, as well as
rounding adjacent to bilabials and backing in emphatic contexts. Further, each manuscript
suggests either a merger of *» and */ > #, or at least a preference for # in certain roots.
Another common feature, particularly pronounced in these manuscripts, is the tendency to
mark dammah on certain consonants, even when the marked consonant is likely not the one
realized with dammah. Unlike previous manuscripts, however, it seems that, in some
instances, dammah can serve a purely orthographic function, mimicking zhmal markings, on
certain consonants, such as the sz and ha’.

Shaddah

The saddab is rarely used in SAr. 82. The one instance of it in the portion of the manuscript
included in this study is &ls <mlkk-h> “his kingdom” (37r). In SAr. 89, the saddah is used
much more frequently. Shaddah is again used as expected, to mark etymological doubling of
a consonant. As with dammah placement, the shaddab is often placed on certain consonants,
even when those consonants would not receive the gemination phonetically. Preferred
consonants include: sad, dad, ba’, and the glides waw and ya'.

Table 51
Arabic Text Transliteration  Reconstruction Translation Folio

de “Th /Vllah/ “fault, flaw” Tv

\5,\;._&;5 l-ymggda /li-yVmuggVda/  “that they might praise” 8v

T hbbt /habbut/ “it (the wind) blew” 11
AL msyyh /musiyyah/ “will” 11r
L tddl /tVdull/ “(the sheep who) did not go astray” 29t
Cdall ‘I-tybb /Vt-tayyib/ “the good (seed)” 22t
oo ‘l-nbyy /Vn-nabyy/ “the prophet” 19v
uéf( kul-hhn /kull-hunn/ “all of them (fpl)” 41
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Shaddah also occasionally marks assimilation of the definite article to the initial consonant

of a noun:

Table 52

Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation

el "l-ssma’i /Vs-sama:’/ “heaven”
JﬁJ\ "l-ssur /Vs-surr/ “the secret”
CL il ‘I-rryah /Vt-ryah/ “the winds”

Folio
7t; v

8v
11r

A frequent, and as far as I know unique, use of shaddah in SAr. 82 and 89 is to mark a

consonant which precedes a long vowel, usually -4 but also rarely -z

Table 53
Arabic Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text
A3, rdda-k /rudda-k/ “your robe” 8r
2o mshha /musaha:/ “messiahs” 39v
Lf,,ajj\ ‘I-qusyya /Vl-qusya:/ “the farthest (fsg)” 42r
ol lSyttan /Vi-sayta:n/ “the devil” 5v
Loy yssal-h /yVsal-hu/ ot /yVs’al-hu/ “he asks him” 10r
)\;(;Y\ ‘l-anhhar /V1-"anhar/ “the rivers” 11r
L) 'l-mssa /Vl-musa’/ or /Vl-musa/ “the evening” 121;
23v
ol "tqqab / atqa:b/ “piercings” 12¢
QQK\. ytklm-hha /yVt(V)kallam-ha/ “he says it (fsg)” 19v
g ’-bkka /Vl-buka’/ or /Vl-buka/ “weeping” 22v
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u&aﬁ muqymmyn /muqy:my:n/ “those who dwell (mpl)”  25v
Je hmmar /huma:r/ “donkey, ass” 29r
bbb f-’ggab /fa-"agab/ “and he answered” 34v

Given its uniqueness, at least among the manuscripts included here, it is @ priori difficult to
decide how to interpret this usage, whether purely orthographic or orthoepic. If the latter,
the most likely interpretation is that it marks stress. Interestingly, this usage of shaddah is
normal in the Khwarezmian orthographic adaptation of the Arabic script.”’ Arguing in
favor of orthographic marker, however, is the fact that it matks the 4z’ of the 3fs suffix -4,
which is not typically stressed in known Arabic varieties.

Less frequently, but not uncommonly, shadda marks what, in ClAr, would be a
diphthong or long vowel marked with a waw ot ya

Table 54
Arabic Text Transliteration  Reconstruction Translation Folio
e ‘yyd /id/ “holiday” 46v
ke 3 fi hyyn-ha /fi hin-ha/ “in its time” 40v
olazad) 'I-Syytan /Vs-Sayta:n/ “the devil” 5v
o "hyyn / ahhayn/ “two brothers” 6r
A 'l-dyyn /Vlladin/ “those who” 28v
s tskyyk /taskik/ “causing doubt” 34r
% Yy g
AW msuabyyh-na /musa:by:h-na/  “our lamps” A1y

Least frequent is its use marking a consonant that would, in ClAr, not be geminated, being
cither silent (and marked with s#kzn) or marked with a vowel:

91 David Neil Mackenzie, “Khwarezmian in the Law Books”, in Chatles-Henti de Fouchécour and Philippe
Gignouz (eds.), Etudes irano-aryennes offertes @ Gilbert Iazard (Paris: Association pour avancement des
études irannienes, 1989), pp. 265-276, espec. 270-274. 1 thank Chams Bernard for bringing this
orthographic practice to my attention, and for the reference.
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Arabic Text ‘Transliteration

2l 'I-‘bbd
(. hssnan
1 hkkda
azd Imss-hu
- b-hssb
kel ‘wga' ‘na
4| 1-£'Th
13g) l-hhda

Table 55

Reconstruction

/V1-‘abd/

/hasan-an/

/hakada/ or /hakkada/?
/lamas-hu/

/bu-hasub/

/ awga: -na/
/Vl-fa‘alah/

/li-hada/

Translation

“the slave”
“good, well”
“thusly”

“he touched him”
“according to”
“our infirmities”
“the workers”

“for this reason”

Folio
301; 40v

41v
Or

11v
12¢
12¢
31v

34r

Here again the challenge of how to interpret this usage of shaddah is difficult and must
remain speculative. The one commonality between each is that each consonant marked
with the shaddah in these examples is in what we might presume to be the stressed syllable.
It is also possible that, at least in some of these examples, the shaddah is purely
orthographic, decorative even, mimicking 7hmal diactitics but without their functionality
(to mark un-pointed consonants which share the same shape as pointed ones). Other likely
examples of this practice are attested in SAr. 89:

Arabic Text
S

Table 56
Transliteration  Translation Folio
"l-mlkk “the king” 8t
w-ssyda “And Sidon” 17v
1 “people” 25¢
Im yqql “he did not say” 261
m’ "bssrw’ “they did not see” 27v
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Js g "I-hrddl “mustard plant” 28r

Al "htmml-na “we have born 32r

Many of the consonants marked here are commonly marked with ‘Zhmal diacritics,
including &daf, mim, and dal. Unlike the usages described above, which are common and
regular, these instances are the only ones in which these words are marked with shaddah.

Intriguingly, in the same way we noted an overlap between dammah and shaddah in SAr.
80, both SAr. 82 and 89 attest similar overlap, with s frequently marked with dammab (see
examples above, section 4.2) and shaddah where we would not expect either:

Ja )\ <’l-russl> (CIAr ar-rusul) “the apostles” (SAr. 89, 14v) but J&)\) <'rsul> (ClAr
‘arsal) “he sent” (89, 6r)

Another commonly marked consonant is the £4f. For example, in SAr. 89 the £df of the
adverb hakada, “thus,” is in one place marked with a dammah but in a subsequent instance is
marked with a shaddab:

11 <hkuda> (ClAt hakada) “in this manner” (3r) but 138 <hkkda> (9r)

Other examples of this phenomenon, in which dammal is used in one manuscript while
shaddah occurs on the same word in the other, occur. For example, in SAr. 82, the gim of
the verb ‘agab, “he answered,” is marked with a dammah, but in SAr. 89 it is marked with a
shaddab:

SAr. 82 Ll <f-'ggab> (CIAr fa- ajaba) (34v) but SAr. 89 L&) <’guab> (51)

Both shaddah and dammah thus seem to serve a range of functions, mostly orthoepic, but
some purely orthographic. In addition to marking gemination, shaddah is used to mark
other phonetic indications, such as stress. Finally, in a minority of cases, the use of shaddah
seems purely orthographic.

Maddah

Consistent with the sparse use of other diacritics and vocalization marks in SAr. 82, the
maddah is used only rarely (four times in the portion of the manuscript included in this
study). In four of the five instances of maddab, it is used to write *a'1:

Table 57
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
B "strhaa /()Vstitha’/ or /()Vstithaa’/  “infirmity” 21r
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Tous swaa /suwa’/ or /suwaa’/ “except” 32v
T nsaa /nVsa'/ or /nVsaa'/ “women” 32v
o saayr /sa’ir/ or /saa’ir/ “the rest of” 15r

Additionally, in the fifth instance, it marks either etymological *# a (if form II) or 7°C (if
form I or IV): 1, yaalmm “he suffers” (Form I *ya'lams; Form 11 *yu’allans; Form IV
*yu'lam) (36v). The last usage is open to several possible interpretations. One possibility is
that the maddab is used here simply to note the presence of hamzah, since the latter is not
regularly written in the manuscript. Another possibility is that intervocalic hamzah had been
lost, resulting in a long vowel: *»"» > . In that case, the resulting long vowel might have
been perceived longer than etymological long vowels, and thus marked with waddah (See
discussion at Section 3.4 above).

The maddah is likewise relatively rare in SAr. 89, though numerically more frequent than

in SAr. 82. Like in SAr. 82, maddab in SAr. 89 primarily marks *a »:

Table 58
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
o maa’i /ma:’/ or /ma::’/ “watet”’ 5r
Sl 'l-smaa’i /Vs-sama:’/ or /Vs-sama::’/  “heaven” 61; v
Y oa hwla’i /hawla’(i)/ or /hawlaa’(i)/ “these” 29¢

The combination of alif + hamza + kasra is used to spell nouns that end in etymological *a’
regardless of syntactic position:

Table 59
Arabic Text  Transliteration Translation Folio
B mn ‘-ma’i “from the water” 5r
1% K K bka bka’i murran “he wept bitterly” 46¢
Lo el ¥ I’ ma’i “there is no water in it” 20v
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Elsewhere, the same ending is spelled without waddah ot hamza (+ kasra):

Table 60
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
| "l-sma /Vs-sama:’/ “heaven” 40r
L ‘l-anbya /V1-"anbya’ / “the prophets” 10r

As with both SAr. 76 and 80, interpreting the phonetic significance of waddah is difficult. 1
am inclined to interpret its use in a minotity of cases to indicate sequences other than *a'»
as rare examples of its use to indicate hamzab. 1f that is the case, then it seems safe that the
glottal stop was realized. The limited use of maddabh, primatily to indicate *a » sequences is a
matter of orthography, rather than orthoepy. Whether the 4 vowel in these contexts would
have been realized overlong or not is impossible to determine.

SAr. 90 & 91

Manuscript SAr. 90 was produced by an unknown scribe in 1281CE.” It consists of 316
folia of paper, written in a well-executed zaskh script.” Manuscript SAr. 91 was written by
an unknown scribe in 1288 CE.”* The manuscript consists of 262 folia of paper containing
a complete copy of the four gospels. The script is a neat naskh.” Despite the fact that we
are ignorant of the name of the scribe who produced SAr. 90 and 91, the hand is
nevertheless virtually identical in both that the two were almost certainly the work of the
same scribe. These manuscripts are members of Kashouh’s Family J*, the so-called ‘Melkite
> 96

Vulgate’.

92" The colophon on 316t gives the date as 6589 AMbyz, which is 1281 CE.

93 Atiya, Catalogne Raisonné, p. 181.

% There is some confusion over the date of this manuscript due to the presence of two mutually
incompatible dates in the colophon. The first is given as 6797 AMbyz (Byzantium world era), which is
equivalent to 1288 CE. The second one given is (Dec) 1601 AG (Awnno Graecorum, “era of the Greeks”),
which is the equivalent of 1289 CE. Atiya gives 1289 CE as the date; see Atiya, Catalogue Raisonné, p. 183.
However, a helpful comment by an anonymous reviewer has convinced me that, since AMbyz dates were
more common in the 13t century CE, it is more likely to be the correct one.

% Atiya, Catalogne Raisonné, p. 183.

% Kashouh, Arabic VVersions, pp. 185-194.
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Diacritics and 1V ocalization Marks

In addition to shaddah, dammah, maddah etc., they also use v-shaped mark on the 7z, as well
as occasionally on final ja’. Both manuscripts attest a miniature £df atop £df. The sin is
frequently marked with a diagonal line that is similar to a large fatha. A miniature ha’,
written below the letter, is used in both manuscripts. Finally, SAr. 90 makes very limited
use of the swksan. Interestingly, it is used only twice in the portion of the manuscript
included in this study, both times to mark the glide <w> in the word yabid, “Jews” (90, 87v
and 91v).

Dammah

In SAr. 90 and 91, the dammab is used to mark a range of context. First and foremost, it is
used to write etymological # As in other manuscripts, vocalization marks are occasionally
placed orthographically over letters with which, presumably, they are not pronounced,
although this is much less frequent than, e.g., SAr. 80, 82, and 89. The majority of cases
involve the letters mim and ha’, although there are other examples:

}\L\ ¢ <fy al-hlmu> presumably /fi al-hulm/, “in the dream” (6v); wai <su-yhrg>
presumably /sa-yVhrug/ “he will emerge” (7v).

Cases of etymological *x are regularly written with dammah in both SAr. 90 and 91:

Table 61
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
) ‘nhur / anhur/ “trivers, streams” 90, 36v
Aol b-"l-gumlh /bil-gumlah/ “among the whole” 90, 7v
oY1 ‘1=’ rdun/ /V1-"urdun(n)/ “the Jordan river” 90, 10r
(\i hulm /halumm(a)/ “get up!” 90, 44r
Cdad hutbt /hutibut/ “she became engaged” 90, 6v
u*“\; nuhas /nuha:s/ “brass” 91, 12v
ooy ydhul /yVdhul/ “it enters” 91, 24r
(,J, I-hmu /la-hum/ “to them” 91, 54r
s dhwb-hmua /duhub-huma/ “their (du) going” 91, 56r
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Regarding the writing of dammalh on the final mwim of the plural pronominal suffix, e.g., .
<l-hmu> while it is possible that this spelling is intended to represent undetlying /la-
humu/, the so-called long pronominal suffixes, this is made doubtful by spellings of the
dual suffix in the same way, e.g., i3 <dhwb-hmua>.

Consistent with evidence from the other manuscripts, there is evidence for either a
merger of *7and *x > u, or perhaps rather a preference for # in certain roots:

Table 62
Arabic  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
Text
Ja “hull /’ahull/ “I loosen” 90, 10v
o< thsud /tVhsud/ “you reap, harvest” 90, 18v
KL lhkmuh /Vl-hukmah/ “the wisdom” 90, 32v
Oiye  Yhuzwwn /yVhuzzun/ “They shake” 90, 88t
J&Y hull /li-’ahull/ “in order that I might loosen, destroy” 91, 2r
J_:ﬂ\ "I-kust /al-kus(a)r/ “the broken (fragments)” 91, 26v
wag nusf /nusf/ “middle (of the night)” 91, 45v

Many of the same words in which a */ is written with dammah in SAr. 90 and 91 are also
attested with such spelling in other manuscripts. For example, 4/ “to loosen, untie,” and
*hikmah, “wisdom,” are both attested in manuscripts studied above (in, e.g., SAr. 82 & 89).

Evidence for rounding with labials is one again attested in both manuscripts, although in
line with the less frequent use of dammah in general, this category is less common than in
other manuscripts:

Table 63
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
e mubfy /muhfiyy/ “hidden (msg)” 90, 41r
(ﬁd\ ‘]-ffmu /V1l-fumm/ “the mouth” 90, 46r
& ygbu /yVgub/ “it is necessary” 90, 55v
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= mugyy-h /mugiyy-hu/  “his coming” 90, 63t; 75t
AL mubnyyh /mubniyyah/  “built (fsg)” 91, 1v
s muhfy /mubfiyy/ “hidden (msg)” 91, 21r

A few examples from SAr. 90 of “ayn backing etymological *a include:

Table 64
Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction  Translation Folio
R y utmdwn /ya‘tamudin/  “they get baptized”  10r
B yu''yr /ya'it/ “he wandered” 32v

In the example of Qj.)i‘;‘i, form VIII of the root *'7zd means “to be baptized.” While the
likeliest explanation for the dammal seems to me to be indicative of backing in the context
of the ‘ayn, it is also possible that it represents a reanalysis of the form as a passive, given
the semantics of the verb. As for the case of & <yu''yr>, the verb cleatly means “to
wander, move about,” and is usually form I, rather than form II or IV. Further argument
against an analysis of the form as representing a # prefix vowel of form II or IV is the fact
that, if it were to be indicative of form II or IV, it would represent the only instance of
writing the prefix vowel in SAr. 90 that I have found. Similarly, in both SAr. 90 and 91,
there is one example each of dammah with an emphatic, namely in the impetfect of 7z q,
e.g., sf <tura> /tura/, “do you think?” (as in dialectal ya fura) (90, 81r; 91, 32v).

A few examples of dammah where we would expect # could constitute evidence for

backing in open (unstressed?) syllables from SAr. 90 include:

Table 65
Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
hudtt /hadutat/ or /hadatat/? “it happened, occurred 23v; 88v; 90v
‘1-dugagh /Vd-dugagah/ “the chicken” 71v
’l-khunh /Vl-kahunah/ “the priests” v
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The consistent marking of verbs from the root jdf throughout the manuscripts is
suggestive of a shared practice, especially given how infrequently dammah is used to mark
this kind of backing in SAr. 90, and its virtual absence in SAr. 91. Curtiously, the dammab is
placed differently in the two examples, once on the 4a’, as shown above, and once on the
dil &> <hdut> “it happened,” (391). Both )4’ and dal tend to be preferred consonants
tor dammah when it occurs in a word, as we have seen across manuscripts, but, in this case,
makes interpretation more difficult. I am inclined to interpret the spelling of dammah on the
ha’ in the example c5u& as an example of marking ja’ when the dammah would actually be
realized on the dal. If so, then the dammah in each of these examples marks backing in an
unstressed syllable, assuming an antepenultimate stress pattern in a series of short syllables.
Another such example is L3 <f-thuya> “and you will live” (90, 261; 91, 11r), where the
dammah likely marks a backed 4 vowel. A final piece of that the dammah placement is
mimicking ‘7hmal diactitic placement, at least aesthetically, is the fact that the miniature ja’,
written below the letter, is also used in both manuscripts.

The dammabh in SAr. 90 and 91 shares many characteristics with SAr. 80, 82, and 89,
including its use to mark etymological #, rounding of vowels adjacent to bilabials, backing
and/or lowering of vowels adjacent to emphatic consonants, as well as a backing effect on
long vowels in similar contexts. Further, there is again indication of a preference for # in
some roots, if not a merger of *#, */ > . In both SAr. 90 and 91, zanwin patterns with SAr.
76, 82, and 89, against SAr. 80, in that non-adverbials and nouns which are ineligible to
take zamwin alif are regularly marked with kasratan, whereas elsewhere fathatin is used,
regardless of function:

e pal) o Ll s “Can a grape be picked from among thorns?” (90, 23)

sdoly &) WYy seld) e 392 Y “not a jot will pass from the law or the prophets” (90, 16)

The contexts in which dammal is used, in addition to the spelling of, e.g., famwin, suggests
dammah marks short /u/, /o/, and /a/, as well as backed variants of a, and *@y. In terms
of execution, the scribe who composed SAr. 90 and 91 likewise has a preference for writing
dammabh on certain consonants, although these preferences seem to be fewer in number
than previously discussed manuscripts, primarily being i, ha’, with slight preference in
some instances for the ja’. Each, as has been noted throughout this paper, are also
commonly marked with “Zhmal diacritics in various sctipt traditions.

Shaddah

Shaddah is regularly used to mark etymologically geminated consonants:
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Arabic Text
Jusle

Transliteration
‘mmanwyl
SUWW

tammin
murtr-an
"1-dww

fssir

mmlwwh

Table 66

Reconstruction

Translation

/‘imma:nuwil/ or /‘imma:nu’il/? “Emmanuel”

/suww/
/tammin/
/murt-an/
/Vd-duww/
/fassir/

/mumluwwah/

“evil, bad”

“perfect, blameless”
“bitter”

“the light”

“explain (to us)”

“full (fsg)”

Folio
90, 7t

90, 13v

90, 16v

91, 85v
91, 5r

91, 21r

91, 23t; 41v

As we have seen elsewhere, the use of shaddah to mark glides in *7” and *#” nouns indicates

that the shift *7” > 7yy, and *#" > uww is a regular feature of the language of the text.

Shaddab is also used to note the assimilation of the voiceless dental /d/ to the voiceless
/t/, as well as a few other processes of assimilation. Unlike, e.g., the example of <m-mn>
/mimman/ from above (90, 8v), the assimilated consonant here is written as expected in
the orthography, with the sbaddah to note the phonetic realization resulting from the
assimilation. Examples from SAr. 90 include:

Arabic
Text

O35

T )

IXeY

Transliteration
‘rddt

wgdd-tmw-h
sgddt

wgddt
"hdd-tm

kul-mmn

Table 67

Reconstruction

/ aratt(u)/
/wugattumu-h(u)/
/sagatt(n)/
/wugatt(u)/

/ ahatt-tum/ or /’ahat-tum/

/kum-man/
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Translation

“I wished, wanted”

“you (mpl) found him”
“I bowed down”

“I found”

“you have taken”

“everyone who”

Folio

90, 21v; 91,
42v

90, 7v
90, 11v
90, 22v
28v
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Several of these examples require further discussion. First, the apparent assimilation in the
root *’Jd is unexpected if, as the orthography suggests, the interdental /0/ was retained,
since the assimilation of an interdental /0/ to a dental stop is /t/ is odd, but a voiced
dental stop /d/ assimilating to a voiceless one is common, both linguistically and among
the other examples from the manuscripts. The use of shaddah suggests that the
pronunciation of da/ was a dental stop /d/, and thus a pronunciation of / ahat-tum/.
Another example, Ja.i( <kul-mmn> is not a dental, but is also a bit unexpected. It could
represent an (ad-hoc?) assimilation of /1/ to /m/, thus /kum-man/. Alternatively, it might
be an orthographic analogy based on <m-mmn> /mim-man/ “among whom.”

Rarer usages of shaddah where consonantal length is not expected do occur, especially to
mark a long vowel or diphthong:

Table 68
Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio

j,j\ hwalla /huwa:1a/ “around” 90, 10r
ol b-san‘yy /bi-sa:n(i) 1/ “(blessed are) the doers (of 90, 13¢
i peace)”

A yu'‘yr /yVit/ “he wanders, tours” 90, 32v
oyl s glyyly al-iyman  /qalili/ “ones of little faith” 90, 23v
sy I-lyyl /Vl-layl/ “the night” 90, 44r
P qdmmy /qadumay/ “the feet of (Jesus)” 90, 47¢
?3 g v yrwwkm /yVayyira-kum/  “they insult, revile you” 91, 1v

In most of these cases, the glide itself is marked with the shaddah. There only a few
exceptions, like 5.5 <qdmmy>, where the i is marked likely due to the fact that the ya’
is written under’ the following word. These usages, a shaddah written on top of a glide
marking etymological diphthongs and long vowels, as well as marking certain consonants

before long vowels, are regularly attested in other Christian manuscripts, including, e.g.,
SAr. 80, 82, and 89, described above.
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Maddah

The maddal is rare in SAr. 90, marking *a’a in the example &7, 131 <’da raay-tmu> “when
you (mpl) see” (72v). It also marks @ (an) in the example 13 % & <bka bukaa-’ murr-an>
“he wept bitterly” (85v). Note that the madda is placed over an a/if but is also followed by
an alif, either to mark the presence of a hamzah, although it is possible that it was intended

to indicate the accusative.
In SAr. 91, the maddah is more common and marks a number of different contexts,

including ones well-attested in CIAr manuscripts such as the sequence *a »:

Table 69
Arabic Text Transliteration  Reconstruction Translation Folio
o158 ! ‘nbyaa kddabun  /’anbiya’/ or /’anbiyaa’/ “false prophets”  43r
AN hwlaa’i /hawla’ (i)/ or /hawlaa’(i)/ “these (mpl)” 29v
Vo hwlaa /hawla’(i)/ or /hawlaa’ (i)/ “these (mpl)”  30r
B hwlaay /hawla’(i)/ or /hawlaa’ (i)/ “these (mpl)”  46v

Note the spelling of the final sequence is variable, with several common historical spellings
attested. Despite the variation, the maddah is used across the various spelling variants.

A less common, but nevertheless attested pattern of waddah to mark hamzah preceding a
long 4, or between two long vowels, are attested in SAr. 91 as well:

Table 70
Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
b raay /ra’a/ or /ra’aa/ “he saw” 23v
3 raaY /ra’a/ or /ra’aa/ “he saw” 37v; 47+
g glr ga'a /ga’'u/ or /gaa’uu/ “they came” 31r; 33v
ol "‘maa’n /a‘ma’an/ or /'a'ma:’an/  “two blind men” 36t
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J—

As we saw with the example of & <bkaa > in SAr. 90 (85v), the scribe is not averse to
writing two a/ifs in a row. In both cases, it appears that the a/if + maddab is intended to
indicate the sequence 4, and the second a/if to indicate either the accusative or dual,
respectively.

Unlike the patterns attested in the Quran and ClAr, combinations of short vowels and
etymological hamzah are also marked with maddah. For example, the sequence *C'v,
primarily with words from *s '/

Table 71
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
L3 tsaal-h /tVs’al-hu/ “you ask him” 22v
BT ysaalwn /yVs alan/ “they ask” 30v
Ao msaalh /mus’alah/ “matter, issue”  34r

The sequence *’'V1 is written with maddab in the example of U7 <aawlyk> “those” (45v).
In fact, this example is open to several possible interpretations. It could indicate the
realization of the initial syllable as long, i.e., %/ instead of '#/. Elsewhere (in, e.g., SAr. 76)
we noted the spelling of the initial syllable with a diphthong ’aw, rather than the ClAr /. If
diphthongs had become monophthongs in the variety of the text, then *’aw > "7 could
have been marked by a maddah. Another factor is the preceding word, which in the case of
this example is wl<'tyn> “they (fpl) came”. Etymologically this word was likely *'atay-na.
If it was intended to pronounce the final short z of the preceding verb, then that would
result in a cross-morpheme combination of a’», which as we saw is also marked with
maddah. Additionally, one instance of *a'C is written with a maddah, e.g., ', <raay>
“opinion, thought” (511). )

Maddah in SAr. 91 also indicates a long 4 followed by a geminate consonant (i.e.,

*GC'CY:

Table 72
Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
A '1-daalh /Vd-da:llah/ or /Vd-da:llah/  “the lost (fsg)” 12r; 30r
e b-kaath /bi-kaffat/ or /bi-kaafat/ “in all of” 24y
JL| '1-zaal /Vd-da:ll/ or /Vd-da:l1l/ “the lost (msg)” 30r
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A hybrid form, in which the sequence *a’aC'C’ is marked with waddah, is attested as well:

¥ <kaan-km> “as you are” (50r). While it is tempting to see behind this spelling the loss
of intervocalic hamzah, resulting in the lengthening of the @ vowel which, when followed by
a geminate consonant. However, given the data and examples, I suggest that this example is
another piece of evidence that maddah was used as a general indicator of bamzab.

Other uses of maddah are relatively rare. In one instance, maddah marks a form II 3fs
perfect of a II=IIT verb: <zllt-hm> (presumably zallalat-hum “it shaded them”) (28r). In
another place it marks the sequence * 'z in the word f‘ <’am> “or” (41r). Perhaps relatedly,
long 4 rarely marks long 4, even when no bamzah or geminate consonant is present:

Table 73

Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio

asdle ‘laanyh /“dlaniyyah/ “publicly”  4r
JU ’l-maal /VI-ma:l/ “money” 20r
o> hwaala /hawa:la/ “around” 23v

Finally, one instance of maddah occurs which is difficult to explain. The phrase s WK
<kll-maa tslwn> is spelled with a maddah over the final 4 of the relative ma. It is possible
that this usage of the maddah is another example of marking a long @ with maddah; however,
it is perhaps preferable here to interpret it as marking the following verb, which, as we have
seen, is frequently written with a maddah to indicate *Ca.

Maddah in SAr. 90 and 91 is used to mark both traditional and non-traditional
combinations. In the category of the former, it marks *-i’», *-’¢ and *CaC'C'
combinations. Elsewhere, it appears to mark the presence of hamzah, regardless of the
phonetic context. Finally, it was occasionally extended to mark a/fs writing long 4 even
when not preceded or followed by a hamzah or geminated consonant. In these few
instances, the consonant following the long 4 is usually a liquid or nasal, which might be
significant.

a’i grapheme:

The combination of of alif + hamzah + kasrah (-¢') does not occur in the portion of SAr. 90
included in this study. Etymological *a'l” words are spelled only with final a/f
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mamdidah. Howevert, it is commonly used to write etymological @’ in SAr. 91, regardless of
syntactic context:

Table 74
Arabic Text  Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
shac Y, wla ‘sa’i /wa-la ‘asa:’/ “without a staff” 12v
S hwlaa’i /hawla’/ or /hawlaa’/ “these” 29v
gl 3 fy 'l-sma’i /fl s-sama:’/ “in heaven” 34v
a8 sl es2 yqum anbya’i kddabun  /’anbiya’/ “false prophets”  43v
150 <2 buka’i mran /buka’/ “he wept bitterly  51v
o ds "hd ma’i /ma:’/ “he took watet”  52v

The characteristics of its distribution in SAr. 91 is similar to previous manuscripts,
especially SAr. 76, and is likely interpretable as functioning the same way as there, namely
as another grapheme indicating the presence of hamzah phonetically. Unlike the maddabh,
however, this grapheme is only used word-finally. The -;\ grapheme is optional in this
manuscript as well, and many other instances of word-final *-4'» are written only with a/f
mamdidal:

Table 75
Arabic Text Transliteration Reconstruction Translation Folio
\;Q.\ o ‘n al-hkuma /hukama:’/ “about the sages” 15v
S L, rwsa al-khnh /ru’asa’/ “the chief priests” 39r
KLy bna al-hykl /buna’/ “the building (which is) the temple” 42v
FZCaRRTY 'btda al-mhad  /’Vbtida’/ “the beginning of the end” 43¢
Al Ll 'n$a al-‘alm /’Vnsa’'/ “laying the foundations of the world”  406r
r@g L3t 3 fy 'tna ‘kl-hm  /’atna’/ “while they ate” 48r
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General Discussion

While each of the manuscripts reviewed above is characterized by some amount of unique
vocalization markings, nevertheless a significant amount of overlap is attested across the six
manuscripts, by four different scribes covering over two centuries. This strongly suggests a
common orthographic tradition, rather than randomness or complete idiosyncrasy. An
intriguing parallel to what I argue stands behind the production of these Christian
manusctipts is found in the eatliest Quranic manuscripts (first/seventh century AH/CE).
As Adam Bursi has recently shown, the eatliest Quranic manuscripts are characterized by
partial pointing, with certain consonants and certain words typically marked, even when
their consonantal shapes make them less likely to be mis-parsed. Bursi argues persuasively
that while there are idiosyncrasies across the manuscript tradition, the overlap is indicative
of a shared scribal context in the early Islamic period.”” I argue that a similar scribal context
is responsible for the significant overlap in vocalization patterns attested in these
manuscripts.

Dammah marking in these manuscripts extends beyond marking etymological *# to
indicate a number of phonetic effects. Each of the manuscripts attests the rounding
influence of bilabials, as well as a common preference for # in certain roots, such as *// “to
loosen, untie,” where, in other Arabic varieties, a 7 is attested, or where there is variability.
In each of the six manusctipts, emphatic contexts — including 72" and the pharyngeals ‘ayn
and Ja’ - attest some backing effect, noted by dammalh where etymologically we would
expect either fathah or kasrah. This emphatic backing is especially common in SAr. 80, 82,
and 89. In SAr. 76, the manuscript which is most fully vocalized of the six studied here, the
use of dammalh consistently to write the diphthong *aw, suggests a shift of *aw > 7.

In addition to indicating these various effects on short vowels, the five manuscripts
from Family J" attest the use of dammah to indicate effects of the emphatic and bilabial
consonants on long vowels. The most frequent usage across manuscripts is to indicate
backing and/or rounding of long *a. In SAr. 80, and to a lesser degree in SAr. 82 and 89,
an additional practice, namely marking some effect — perhaps rounding — on long 7 was
noted. The specifics of dammah distribution vary from manuscript to manuscript; at the
same time, the significant overlap, both in contexts in which it occurs, as well as the ortho-
aesthetic preferences for some consonants over others, strongly suggests a common
tradition from which each scribe drew. Specifically, it was speculated that one factor
influencing the preference for some consonants over others is due to the practice of
marking consonants without dots with diactitics (‘alamat al-"ihmal) to distinguish them from
consonants with the same shape but which are pointed (e.g., 72" and )a’). In a smaller sub-
set, frequent marking of some consonants with dammab, such as the 3ms pronominal suffix

97  Adam Bursi, “Connecting the Dots: Diactitics, Sctibal Cultural, and the Qut’an in the First/Seventh
Century”, in Journal of the International Qur’anic Studies Association 3 (2018), pp. 111-157.
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s -Ju, could have led to a general practice of marking the same consonant with dammal
elsewhere. These usages help illuminate later practices discussed by Lentin.”

Shaddah uses in these manuscripts is likewise revelatory, although in many cases the
precise significance is less clear than with dammah. Widely attested is the shift from *#" >
www and *7° > iyy, being noted in each manuscript. Outside of etymological gemination, the
details of shaddah usage vary to a somewhat greater degree than those that characterize the
distribution of dammah. Nevertheless, overlap is still attested, including the overlap of
shaddah and dammah when marking bilabials, as well as glides, and, to a lesser degree,
consonants followed by long 4. Once again, there are indications of a shared set of
orthographic practices, although with greater variability.

Another area of significant overlap, but in which the details again vary from manuscript
to manuscript, is the use of maddah. Unlike modern orthographic practices, in which waddab
is primarily used to indicate word-initial *’4, the most common context for maddah use in
these manuscripts is word-final *-4". However, numerous other contexts are marked with
maddah, both typical of Quranic and ClAr manuscripts in which long vowels adjacent to
hamzah are marked, as well as long a before a geminate consonant (e.g., '@, a, 4, 7, and
CaC'Ch), but also contexts in which hamzab is adjacent short vowels. 1 have interpreted
these various usages as indicative of a practice of using maddah to indicate the presence of
hamzab, the sign of which (¢) was frequently omitted in #askh script variants.

In addition to this shared orthographic practice, another was noted across the
manuscripts, namely the use of the combination of alif + bamzah + kasrah (¢)-) to write
word-final *4'» sequences regardless of syntactic context. I argued that this represents a
grapheme of sorts, which is attested in later, non-Christian corpora as well, and that in
these texts the likeliest interpretation is that it is a variant (along with | and 1) for writing
word-final 4". This spelling variation is likely the result of the persistence of historical
spellings of word-final *4'» (which ended in /), with the variants of the plural
demonstrative * ‘u/i’i. The continued use of (s)-) outside of the Christian corpora again
strongly suggests that the orthographic norms discussed by Lentin” were widespread for
centuries.

The study of the orthographic practices and their phonological significance in each
manuscript also has great potential to illuminate the nature of the question of what
register(s) and variety(ies) of language the scribe is interacting with and participating in.
Due to its abundant vocalization, SAr. 76 provides several illustrative examples of mixing.
The use of both <duw’> and <duww>, both “a light, candle,” as noted above, strongly
suggests intentional use of two variants which cannot both have been regular in the same
dialect. Both are acceptable in CIAr according to the grammarians, although the forms with
hamzah have since become the norm. Elsewhere in the manuscript the presence of hamzabs,
indicated both by the hamzah sign (s) and the maddah is regular; however, hamzah in certain

% Lentin, “Normes orthographiques”.
% Lentin, “Normes orthogtaphiques”.
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contexts, especially non-word final occutrences of -2, are conspicuously absent. This
could, of course, be a matter of orthographic peculiarity, but given how regulatly hamzab is
indicated in other contexts, this seems unlikely. Its absence more likely reflects an absence
of glottal stop in these contexts. The frequent use in certain contexts suggests a deliberate
use from another, prestigious variety. Further, the abundant occurrence of bamzab in word-
final -4’ suggests its use in certain morphemes and lexemes over othets.

The other manuscripts each use maddah to mark glottal stop in varying contexts; some
primarily in word-final -a” words, while others indicate it more broadly. None indicates it in
every context in which etymologically it would have occurred. Here again, while this might
be a matter of orthographic peculiarities or randomness, it is methodologically preferable to
assume that the variation indicates an intentional pattern. As with SAr. 76, the other
manuscripts cluster their hamzab representation in certain contexts, such as word-final -4,
and wotds. This vatiation in hamzah/maddah hints at a situation of creative mixing of
features, wherein scribes chose from among variants based on patterned hierarchies.

These hierarchies parallel recent ones, as in the case of hamzab-less varieties using
hamzabh in certain contexts to index a higher or prestigious register. However, we must
guard against assuming their identity. For example, the distribution of hamzat al-was/ and
hamzat al-gat* in SAr. 76 suggests that form I imperatives and forms VII through X petfect
prefixes realized as bamzat al-qat* was at least as prestigious, or even preferable, than their
realization as bamzat al-wasl as is ubiquitous in ClAr. It is possible that this was a regular
part of the scribe’s native dialect, but it is also very plausible that it was a broader feature
chosen because of its prestige for the community to which the scribe belonged. As noted
above, this distribution of hamzat al-was/ and gat* is reminiscent of Hijazi Arabic as attested
in the Quranic rasm, as well as the Damascus Psalm Fragment. Other aspects of the
grammar of these manuscripts suggest a set of prestige features that transcend ClAr, as, for
example, with the preference of 3ms pronominal suffix harmonization that is attested in
early Quranic manuscripts but is otherwise not mentioned in the grammatical tradition.'”

Finally, a word is due the question — anticipated in the introduction — of what
investigations of manuscripts copied by the same scribe might tell us about how strictly or
not each scribe copied the patterns of the exemplar from which he copied. Once again, the
lack of stemmata in large text families, such as Family | and Family K, represents a real
limitation in this respect. As such, it remains a desideratum and should be a priority moving
forward. Interestingly, the manuscripts SAr. 82 and 89, as well as SAr. 90 and 91, attest
differences in the frequency of vocalization, with one manuscript typically more vocalized
than the other. Further, while the specific practices are quite similar in each manuscript of
the pairs, there is little consistency in terms of the same words in the same verse being

100 As is exemplified in the patterns of pronominal suffix assimilation in, e.g., SAr 90 and 91, where the 3ms
suffix assimilates to the preposition 4/ but nowhere else, resulting in bi-hi but fi-hu and ‘alay-hu; this is the
subject of an article by Phillip W. Stokes, “Pronominal suffix harmonization diversity in some vocalized
Christian Arabic Gospel manuscripts”, Journal of the American Oriental Society (forthcoming).
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vocalized across the pair. Since we do not know for sure whether the two manuscripts were
copied from the same exemplar, we cannot say for sure that this suggests the scribe
deviated from the exemplar.

Similarities between all six suggest a broadly shared scribal tradition, with sub-traditions
distinguishing the scribe of SAr. 76 from those of the Family J* manuscripts, and scribe-
specific practices among those. As mentioned in the introduction above, these shared
scribal practices do not always cluster with text type (SAr. 146 and SAr. 112 are both
members of Family J*, but employ significantly different orthographic practices). Further,
as we saw above (fn. 49), another member of Family J° (SAr. 108) also lacks many of the
orthographic features attested in SAr. 76. Thus the fact that the five manuscripts of Family
J° pattern very closely together, relative to SAr. 76 of Family J, could suggest that the
scribes who produced manuscripts in this sub-family also formed a distinct scribal school.
Whereas text types of Families |J* and ], as well as others (such as Family K — the
‘Alexandrian Vulgate’) were more broadly popular and copied, Family ]J* seems to have
been produced by a single school, perhaps associated with St. Catherine’s monastery on Mt.
Sinai. This lines up with other recent work on scribal and grammatical patterns, which
shows that Family |" tends to exhibit unique spellings as well as a distinct grammatical
tradition.'"'

It is vital, then, that scholars investigating Middle Arabic texts consider all possible
parallels and data sets when attempting to understand the linguistic nature of the varieties
and registers attested in these manuscripts. Future work should include an expansion of
this kind of detailed analysis of the vocalizations, and their distribution, across as many
manuscripts as possible. It will be interesting to see whether more manuscripts result in
patterns that cluster around text family, or if some other factor emerges as more salient,
such as time period, location of composition, or even register or variety of Arabic. Beyond
the establishment of scribal orthographic practices, the work on deriving information about
phonology from these practices should expand as well, with the same attention to factors
around which these features cluster.

Abstract: Pre-modern vocalized Arabic Resumen: ILos manuscritos arabes
manuscripts can reveal a great deal about a  vocalizados premodernos pueden revelar
variety of linguistic features represented in  mucho  sobre una  variedad de
each text. Recent work has demonstrated caracteristicas lingtifsticas representadas en
the potential that vocalized manuscripts cada texto. Trabajos recientes han
have, specifically for revealing aspects of demostrado el potencial que tienen los

101 On which, see Phillip W. Stokes, “Key to the Kingdom: Variation as a key to Understanding the Arabic
Gospel Manusctipts”, in A~ Usar AW usta (forthcoming).
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the phonology of the corpora including the
Quran, Judaeo-Arabic, and later ‘Middle
Arabic’ texts. Christian Arabic texts,
however, have been less frequently studied
in this manner. Blau’s grammar of the
Christian Arabic of south Palestine in the
9th/10th centutries CE draws primarily on
unvocalized manuscripts, and therefore the
phonological details he provides are
inferred  primarily from  consonantal
orthographic patterns. While a few others
have focused on Christian  Arabic
manuscripts from the medieval period,
there has been little work that undertakes a
phonological  description of  vocalized
Christian manuscripts in a thorough and
systematic way.

Keywords: Christian Arabic; Arabic
Manuscripts;  Vowels;  Medieval — Age;
Phonology and Phonography in Arabic.

manuscritos vocalizados, especificamente
para revelar aspectos de la fonologfa de los
corpus, incluidos el Coran, el judeoarabe y
los textos posteriores del ‘drabe medio’.
Los textos arabes cristianos, sin embargo,
se han estudiado con menos frecuencia de
esta manera. La gramitica de Blau del
arabe cristiano del sur de Palestina en los
siglos IX y X C.E. se basa principalmente
en manuscritos no vocalizados y, por lo
tanto, los detalles fonolégicos que
proporciona se infieren principalmente de
patrones  ortograficos  consonanticos.
Mientras que algunos otros se han
centrado en los manuscritos 4arabes
cristianos del periodo medieval, ha habido
pocos trabajos que lleven a cabo una
descripcién fonoldgica de los manuscritos

cristianos vocalizados de manera
exhaustiva y sistematica.
Palabras clave: Arabes cristianos;

Manuscritos arabes; Vocales; Edad Media;
Fonologia y fonografia en arabe.
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