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Preface

This dissertation is the result of my own work and includes nothing which is the
outcome of work done in collaboration except as declared in the Preface and
specified in the text.

It is not substantially the same as any that I have submitted, or, is being
concurrently submitted for a degree or diploma or other qualification at the
University of Cambridge or any other University or similar institution except as
declared in the Preface and specified in the text. I further state that no substantial
part of my dissertation has already been submitted, or, is being concurrently
submitted for any such degree, diploma or other qualification at the University of
Cambridge or any other University or similar institution except as declared in the
Preface and specified in the text.

It does not exceed the prescribed word limit of 80,000 words in the main text
and 100,000 including titles and footnotes. Each reference, e.g. Ezr 10:29.2, list of
sigla, e.g. 125 (a) 46-[52] (), or phonographic expression, e.g. <x> - <u> [ <u>..._,

has been counted as one word.






Abstract

A Grammar of Transcriptions in 2 Esdras: Text, Philology, Phonology. P. D. Myers

The most secure reconstructions of transcription spellings in 2 Esdras provide the
simplest explanations for the extant spellings in manuscripts. When understood in
their philological context, these securely reconstructed spellings reliably reveal a
Hebrew and Aramaic pronunciation of Ezra-Nehemiah from a stage earlier than
that attested in the Tiberian reading tradition. This pronunciation, and the process
of uncovering it, sheds new light on Ezra-Nehemiah, 2 Esdras, and some of the
people who transmitted these texts down through time.

2 Esdras contains one of the highest concentrations of transcriptions for any
1xx book. The translator had a penchant for transcription and for slavish
representation of semitic Ezra-Nehemiah. Previous studies of transcriptions
identified 2 Esdras as the last Lxx book to be translated, in the mid-late 2nd c. ck.

This work contributes an exhaustive collation of all transciptions in 2 Esdras,
with a suggested reconstruction and historical explanation for every extant Greek
MS variant. It provides a defence of the major text critical decisions underlying
these reconstructions, and implications that 2 Esdras' textual transmission has for
Greek linguistics. A philological analysis is given for every transcription, as well as
a description of the Heb. and Aram. phonemic systems and their phonetic
realisations revealed by this corpus.

The dissertation makes a significant contribution to the study of transcriptions
as well as to our understanding of Ezra-Nehemiah, 2 Esdras, text criticism, and

linguistics.
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Abbreviations and Symbols

Citations of linguistic data follow the Leipzig Glossing Rules (Comrie, Bickel, &
Haspelmath, 2015). Linguistic abbreviations not listed by the Leipzig Glossing
Rules have a footnoted explanation on first occurrence in the main text. Onyms are
named according to the conventions established by the International Council of
Onomastic Sciences Terminology Group (icosweb.net). I am grateful to the chair,
Artur Gatkowski for his personal correspondence supporting my coining of the
term numismonym to denote the name of a currency. Biblical, Jewish, and other
ancient works are abbreviated according to the SBL Handbook of Style (Alexander,

Kutsko, Ernest, Decker-Lucke, & Petersen, 1999).

General
%) zero, nothing, or empty set (] within a list of joined MSS, e.g. 107-
* conjectural reading with attestation [44-125]: encloses a MS or MSS that

elsewhere in the corpus used the preceding as an exemplar;

° conjectural reading or vocalisation part of a MS reading: encloses (a)

with attestation elsewhere outside lost or conjectured grapheme(s);

the corpus all other contexts: encloses a

when prepended to a word or root, phonetic expression

e.g. *aoua: conjectural form based on [-] represents one lost grapheme
text critical factors [.:] represents multiple lost graphemes
when appended to a MS siglum, e.g. /1 encloses phonemic expression
B*: original, uncorrected, MS reading «» encloses graphic expression
1 encloses a suggested retroversion <> encloses graphemic expression
with vocalisation - left entity predecessor to right entity

{} encloses an equivalent lexeme that is - left entity corrected to right entity
not a suggested retroversion - left entity changes to right entity
{[1}  encloses a suggested gere perpetuum
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n X

t A R

abbr.

ADV

Amo.
ANYM
Ar.
Arm.
assim.
Avest.
Bab.

CMN
CON

Cpl‘ mn

DAT
dblt.
def.
ditt.
DN

DNYM

Edom.

Egy.
Ela.

ENYM

expan.

left entity is harmonised to, copied

from, or the source that is telescoped

into the right entity

form copied across MS traditions
from the source on the right
right entity is context for left entity
placeholder for changed entity
phenomenon occurs # times
phenomenon occurs at least # times
word boundary

syllable boundary

oleh (emet), used to mark stress
abbreviation

adverb(ial)

Akkadian

Amorite

anthroponym

Arabic

Aramaic

assimilation

Avestan

Babylonian Hebrew

when appended to a MS siglum:
correction

closed syllable

century

common noun

construct

correction prima manus

dative

doublet

written defectively

dittography

divine name

demonym

Edomite

Egyptian

Elamite

ethnonym

expansion

feminine

GEN

hap.
harm.
HNYM

IND

met.
MH
ModG.
ModH.
MORPH
MORPHS
MS(S)
NNYM
NOM
NT

OSA
Pal.
parlev.
Per.
pharm.
PL

ple.

PS

PTC

rel
reanal.
s

S.

SG
subs.

genitive

glossonym

harmonisation to a remote parallel
harmonisation to a similar form
logical or stylistic harmonisation
harmonisation to an entity
considered to be identical
harmonisation to an expected
spelling

haplography

harmonisation

hydronym

indicative

long
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metathesis
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Modern Greek

Modern Hebrew
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Manuscript(s)

numismonym
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New Testament

open syllable

Old South Arabian

Palestinian Hebrew
paradigmatic levelling

Persian

partial harmonisation

plural

written plene

Proto-Semitic

participle

reliqui (the remainder of a set)
reanalysis

stressed syllable

short

singular

substitution
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Hexapla

The Hebrew consonantal Vorlage for columns 2 and 5, i.e. column 1
The second column of Origen's Hexapla containing a Greek transcription of the
vocalised first column

The third column of Origen's Hexapla containing Aquila's text

The fourth column of Origen's Hexapla containing Symmachus' text
The fifth column of Origen's Hexapla containing Origen's collated text
The sixth column of Origen's Hexapla containing Theodotian's text
'The' Vorlage used for G

'The' Vorlage used for G*

'The' Vorlage used for Origen's Hexapla (i.e. the text of the first column)
'The' Vorlage used to make hebraising changes to B

Phonetic and Phonemic Symbols Here and in Secondary Literature

Phones are labelled in this dissertation using standard IPA symbols (see p. xxvii).
For vowel systems with three phonemes on the front or back axes, there is a
convention of convenience to label the middle vowel /e/ or /o/, rather than /e/ or
/o/. Please note that given this dissertation compares the vowel systems of

different languages and different stages of those languages this convention is

avoided for the sake of clarity.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

The spellings of transcriptions in 2 Esdras, restored using witnesses to the text's
history, and understood in philological context, reveal how the translator of Ezra-
Nehemiah (EN) pronounced Hebrew (Heb.) and Aramaic (Aram.).

A transcription is a word from a source language written in a script associated
with a target language (§1.1). 2 Esdras contains one of the highest concentrations of
transcriptions in any Septuagint (Lxx) book. The translator had a penchant for
transcription and for "strict, isomorphic representation of the Hebrew-Aramaic
Ezra-Nehemiah" (Wooden, 2015, p. 196). Blau (1983) used transcriptions to stratify
the Lxx books, placing the translation of 2 Esdras last. Steiner (2005) subsequently
located this in the mid-late 2nd c. ce by comparison with transcriptions in
inscriptions. 2 Esdras is therefore an ideal corpus for the study of transcriptions.

The proper exposition of transcriptions requires both text criticism and
philology (§1.2). Previous research on the phonology of transcriptions has often
neglected one or the other of these aspects (Ch. 2).

Transcription spellings are best restored on the basis of their ability to account
for the spellings in extant Greek (Grk.) manuscripts (MSS, singular MS). Lesser, but
still significant, factors in text criticism are the plausibility of the consonantal
Vorlagen and philological interpretation implied by a given spelling (Ch. 3).

Philology is the analysis of the structure and diachronic context of
transcriptions. Such investigation can reveal relationships between the translator's
Heb./Aram. and other traditions of these languages (Ch. 4). It is also a necessary

prerequisite for reconstructing the translator's pronunciation (Ch. 5).



The collated dataset is presented in Appendix A, for which a reading guide can
be found in §3.1. Individual examples are cited according the Leipzig Glossing

Rules (Comrie, Bickel, & Haspelmath, 2015), and referenced by index number, e.g.:

(1) #1367
M L
xal paocela G

1.1 Terms

Terminology imposes typology upon data. Therefore, precise and well defined
terms are an important tool when striving for descriptive neutrality.

Tov (1979), reprinted later with modest updates (1999), surveyed the
development of technical language concerning transcriptions and related

phenomena by Lxx scholars (1999, p. 166), defining loanwords as

[words] accepted into the Greek language from a Semitic language. This borrowing occurred
in the time preceding the translation, and the words were subsequently used as natural
equivalents of their Hebrew counterparts.

homophony as

the choice of Greek equivalents which resemble the sound of their Hebrew-Aramaic
counterparts but differ in meaning.

and transliteration as

the transcription into Greek characters of Hebrew and Aramaic words.



Tov's definition of loanword is impractical, as in many cases it is impossible to
establish whether a word has been "accepted into the Greek language" or not. (And
what exactly does "accepted" mean?)

In his introductory chapter to the handbook of the Loanword Typology Project,
Haspelmath (2009) defines a loanword as "a word that at some point in the history
of a language entered its lexicon as a result of borrowing (or transfer, or copying).”
(p- 36). By this definition all transcriptions are loanwords, an idea that I shall
defend and pursue. The useful distinction to be made is not whether a word was
copied into the target language before a translation was made, but the degree to
which the spelling of a word reflects features of the translator's realisation of the
source language.

Tov's definition of homophony is helpfully precise, but by his own admission
excludes some data that have traditionally been considered under this label. For

example, the translation of Heb. m%¥ by Grk. odoxavctew (1999, p. 171) would not be

homophonous, because the words semantically overlap.?

2

Haspelmath further nuances this definition on pp. 36-38. He gives several reasons for
preferring the language of 'copying' to that of 'borrowing', which I shall not repeat here. The
process of lexical transfer from source to target language is referred to as copying throughout this
study.

* A note on my own transcriptions. When citing Hebrew and Greek lexemes, I have

attempted to give enough information to make reading as simple and fluent as possible, but not
so much as to overspecify what is available from extant data. In practice this means: Hebrew
lexemes are cited with vocalisation and the stress only marked when not ultimate. Greek
lexemes are cited with breathing and accent marks. The pointed Tiberian tradition is an
integrated text, and therefore quoted in full with accents (though following common
convention, not with raphe). Accents and breathings in Greek MSS are not cited, as these marks
were not made by the earliest scribes, and the source for these reading helps on transcriptions is
as yet under-researched. Lunate sigma was frequently the cause of graphical confusion in our
data, and so I have used it throughout the work for consistency.



Tov uses transliteration and transcription as synonyms, as do some others
(Hauspie, 2010; Krasovec, 2010). Yet doing so lacks precision and makes his
definition of transliteration a self-referential tautology. In contrast Knobloch, in a

dissertation (1995) examined by Tov, distinguishes transliteration as (p. 98)

a graphic process, the replacement of one grapheme or symbol with a symbol in a different
writing system

from transcription as

a process in which symbols stand for sounds rather than for other symbols.

Tov helpfully critiques previous labels for the general class of loanwords and
related phenomena, such as "Hebraisms in vocabulary" (Thackeray, 1909, pp. 31-38),
"Hellenized Semitic words" (Walters, 1973, pp. 155-196), and "homeophony" (Caird,
1976), as failing to adequately describe the class as a whole, but does not suggest an
alternative (1999, pp. 165-167). However, his insight is correct that transcriptions,
loanwords, homophony, etc. are implicitly related, and that finding language to
describe the class forces one to encapsulate their shared nature.

Help can be found from outside Lxx studies. In an analysis of developments in
the Modern Hebrew (ModH.) lexicon, Zuckermann (2003) introduces the phrase
lexical enrichment through language contact (LELC). I have adapted his definition
by making it more abstract, so as to be appropriate for our corpus.

LELC is (cf. p. 3):

The addition, change or extension in use or meaning of lexical items in a language, due to
contact with another language or languages.



For convenience we will follow Zuckermann by using the term neologisation to
refer to this specific process, and neologism to denote an entity resulting from it.*

Zuckermann identifies three stages in the process of borrowing that preserves
the sound of a lexical item in the source language: 1. analysis of the input, 2.
identification of parallels in the target language, and 3. production of the output.’
These three stages are readily applicable to the analysis of transcriptions, but will
not be developed in depth here.

Zuckermann defines six neologisms that preserve the sound of source language
lexemes, grouped into two categories. The first category are neologisms formed
"using the [source language] lexical item as the basic material for the
neologization": Guestword, Foreignism, and Loanword (p. 8). Note that
Zuckermann's use of the term "loanword" is narrower than its conventional use in
Lxx studies, or within the Loanword Typology Project (discussed below). Therefore,
to prevent confusion, this study will refer to Zuckermann's categories using the
German equivalents he gives for them. They are, with his definitions:

Gastwort (p. 9):

an unassimilated lexical item, that has kept its pronunciation, orthography, grammar, and
meaning, and is not used widely.

This definition captures what has typically been labelled "transcription” or

"transliteration” in Lxx studies. Example:

*  All language adopted from Zuckermann, and other authors, will be Anglicised except in

direct quotation.

> This sentence is a close abridgement of material from p. 7.



(2) #1367
My L
ol poaceta G
'and Maasiah'

Fremdwort (pp. 9-10):

a lexical item that has moved a stage further. It has been adapted into the native system, with
a stable spelling and pronunciation (native or exotic), and often with secondary derivatives.

The following example has undergone adaptation with the addition of Grk. /d/

to break the consonant cluster /sr/. The spelling was mostly stable for a given hand:

(3)  #572b
N7 L
6 ecdpa G*
'to Ezra'

Lehnwort (p.12):

a lexical item that has become indistinguishable from the rest of the lexis and is open to
normal native rules of word formation.

Example:

(4) #u93
o L
xal €v coxxolc G
'and in sacks'

Zuckermann's second category of neologisms are those that use "pre-existent
[target language] roots/lexemes as the basic material for the neologization" (p. 8).

Under this category, he defines:

Phonetic matching (p. 8):



where the [target language]| material is originally similar to the source language lexeme
phonetically but not semantically.

Example:

(5) Neh7:3.7-9
wngn oy L
"'until the sun is hot'
gwc apo 6 NAlw G
"'until the same time as the sun'

Semanticised phonetic matching (p. 8):

where the [target language| material is originally similar to the [source language] lexical
item phonetically, as well as semantically albeit in a loose way.

Example:

(6) Neh 3:21.14

noon L

'end'

exhenpewc G cf.  covtehelac G
'cessation’ (secondary meaning) 'end’

Phono-semantic matching (p. 8):

where the [target language] material is originally similar to the [source language] lexical
item both phonetically and semantically.

Example:



(7)  Nehog:31.9-10
1o L
'God of mercy'
eEreNpwy G
'merciful'

No other system of terminology has the same level of precision or descriptive
neutrality as Zuckermann's and so is ideal for our purposes. However, adopting
Zuckermann's categories would be a radical departure from the language that has
traditionally been used in the study of Lxx transcriptions. Therefore, I will continue
to use the traditional terms, but informed by Zuckermann's work, and will employ
his categories occasionally where finer distinctions are helpful in the course of

discussion. The traditional terms are used with the following definitions:

Transcription:

writing a source language entity in a script associated with a target language.

The unmodified term transcription denotes phonetic and/or phonemic
transcription.

Phonetic transcription:

transcribing the phones, (sounds, e.g. [s, z]) of an entity.

Phonemic transcription:

transcribing the phonemes (perceptually distinct units of sound, e.g. /s/ = [s]/_voiceless, [z]/
_voiced) of an entity.

Transliteration:



transcribing the written form of a source language entity in a target language script.’

The unmodified term transliteration denotes graphic and/or graphemic
transliteration.

Graphic transliteration:

transliterating the graphs (distinct signs, e.g. «tf 3») of a written lexeme.

Graphemic transliteration

transliterating the graphemes (perceptually distinct groups of signs that are a symbol, e.g.
<8> = «» [ _#, «3» [ _-#), which are used to write a lexeme in the source language script.

Loanword:

a lexeme or word copied from a source language into a target language.

Homophonous translation:

translation where the target language lexeme or word phonetically resembles the source
language lexeme or word.

Other than 'transcription' as distinguished from 'homophonous translation’,
which are two separate processes, most of the above terminology does not define
mutually exclusive categories. Most definitions are of a process. The output of

'transcription' is 'a transcription', which, by these definitions, is also a loanword. All

®  Or, more precisely, "a script that is commonly associated with a target language, but not

the source language."
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written loanwords are transcriptions. Therefore, 'loanword' as defined here is
broader than Zuckermann's LeaAnwort.’

As defined, the outputs of 'transcription' equate to Zuckermann's first category
of neologisms that use a source language lexical item for their basic material. This
category includes transliteration. The category of 'homophonous translation'
equates to Zuckermann's second category of neologisms that use a target language
lexeme for their basic material. These terms are now further exposited with

examples.

111 Transcription Mechanisms

Knobloch (2002) describes a need to identify "transcription technique", much
like the common effort in Lxx studies to identify the "translation technique" of
individual translators (pp. 97-98). In a broad overview of the study of Hebrew

transcriptions in Grk. and Latin (Lat.), Krasovec (2009) states his aim (p. 19)

to outline the basic grammatical principles that govern the transliteration of biblical names
into Greek and Latin.

The language of both authors implies the translator was deliberate and
structured when transcribing words. It may be true that a translator had
"principles” for transcribing words, and was working according to a "technique”,
but there is no evidence for this. There may be multiple possible motives for
transcription: (i) to evoke a feeling of the text's world; (ii) to avoid translation due
to ignorance of the source language or inability to render the meaning in the target

language; (iii) to follow an intuitive cross-linguistic convention that names should

Referred to as 'loanword' by Zuckermann throughout his monograph.
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be loans not calques; (iv) to deliberately withhold information from the reader
("negative interpretation"); or (v) a sense of conservatism (Swete, 1900, p. 46;
Kedar-Kopfstein, 1973, pp. 56-57, 62). Neutral terminology is preferable. For this
reason, | describe the mode of operation by which the process of transcription
takes place as the transcription mechanism. Three transcription mechanisms were
defined above. Examples:

Phonetic transcription:

(8) #1314
in L
wcne G
'Hoshea'
In Tib. Heb., an open epenthetic vowel sound is phonetically realised prior to
the final guttural, but has no phonemic value. If the transcription <e> corresponds
to a similar epenthetic sound with no phonemic value in the Heb. pronunciation

of the G translator, then this is a case of phonetic transcription.

Phonemic transcription:

(9) #6352
naby L
vetwgpadt G-
'Netophite'
Aside from in Lehinworter with previously established spellings (see §1.1.2), in
our corpus Tib. <> almost always corresponds to <t>, and Tib. <n> to <0>. This
situation may be an example of phonemic transcription, if three assumptions are

made: (a) The translator was not attempting to render the graphemes <n ,»>

attested in their’ Vorlage consistently (this would be transliteration); (b) in the

® I will use the plural pronoun to refer to an individual whose gender is unknown.
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translator's Heb. speech, there were two allophones of /t/, one fricativised and the
other plosive (see 2.4.1.1.b); and (c) a fricative pronunciation of Grk. /t?/ was
known to the translation. If all these facts were true, then the translator could have
instead transcribed Heb. /t/ and /t/ with <t> when plosive and /t/ with <0> when
fricative, but instead rendered each phoneme consistently.

Transliteration:

A well known example of graphic transliteration is the use of the graphemes
<mm> in some Hexaplaric MSS to approximate the shape of the divine name
<mm> in Aramaic script (Metzger, 1991, p. 35).

The above mechanisms are not mutually exclusive. Consider:

(10)  #247
opo Syz L
BaoAtap G
'Beelteem'

There are a number of possible interpretations that can be given for the
existence of two vowel graphemes in the first word and only one in the second
word. One of these possible interpretations is that the first transcribed word
reflects phonetic transcription of a phonemic zero vowel, while the second reflects
phonemic transcription.

It is impossible to specify a precise mechanism for most elements of most
transcriptions, for example in (8) <c> could be considered transliteration of <w>,
phonemic transcription of /$/, or phonetic transcription of [[]. Any of these three
mechanisms could be employed in transcribing a loanword classed as a Gastwort,

Fremdwort, or Lehnwort (even though, strictly speaking, Zuckermann's definitions

only apply to sound correspondences).
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11.2  Transcription and Loanwords

According to Tov's definitions a transcription was created by a translator and so
reflects the translator's pronunciation of the source language, while a loanword
had been copied into the target language prior to the act of translation and so does
not necessarily reflect the translator's pronunciation of the source language. Aside
from the critique made above that this distinction is often impractical, it is in
reality not a reliable way to determine whether a given word reveals a translator's
pronunciation of the source language.

A large number of names in 2 Esdras were previously attested in 1 Esdras. Yet, at

least some seem to be fresh transcriptions with notable differences. Examples:

(n) #n (12)  #473
man L mony L
oBata 2 Esd G *abeAea’ 2 Esd G
opBx1Esd G yofoAtov 1 Esd G
'Habaiah', 'Athaliah’

Some well attested loanwords, specifically Leinwérter, are nevertheless
replaced, or their spelling updated, to reflect the translator's or editor's

pronunciation of the source language. Examples:

(13) sowwmnaw Tib. (14) i Tib.
apbacacda G uwuey G
aptakeptne G uwen G-
‘Artaxerxes’ 'Moses'

®  An asterix * indicates the form is a conjectural reconstruction based on the available MS

data, but not attested in any MS in our corpus in any place. A cross * indicates the form is a
conjectural reconstruction based on the available MS data, and not attested in any MS at this
particular point in the text, but is attested in an extant MS elsewhere in the text.
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In (13), despite the existence of an established Grk. spelling of this name
(attested here in G"), the G translator has rendered it with a fresh transcription. In
(14), whatever the etymological source of the usual orthography <wv> (cf. §4.16.1),
the spelling of this well known name has been modified in G~ to adhere more
closely to its Heb. pronunciation at a later period.

Some words not attested in any extant written work prior to their transcription
nevertheless do not reflect the translator's source language pronunciation.

Consider:

(15) nav Tib.
cafpatoc Pentateuch G
'Sabbath'

The first written attestation of this transcription is in the Grk. Pentateuch, yet
the word must have certainly been in regular use within the Jewish Grk. speaking
community prior to the creation of that translation. The equivalence between Heb.
/t/ and Grk. <t> probably does not reflect a feature of the translators'
pronunciation of Heb., even though there is no extant written form of this word in
any prior work.

Thackeray (1909) distinguished words that (p. 32 §4)

are merely transliterated and treated in their Greek form as indeclinables,

from

the smaller class of Hellenized Hebrew words.

Defining a "Hellenized Hebrew word" (i.e. a word copied into Grk. with

morphological inflection) as a loanword has pedigree, and is not far from
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Zuckermann's Lehnwort. However, this distinction is also of limited usefulness for
the purpose of classifying the extent to which words reflect the translator's
pronunciation of the source language. Note that Zuckermann included Lehnwoirter
within the category of words that do preserve the sound of their source language,

but whose basic material derives from the source language lexeme. Consider:

(16) (a) #430 (b)  #272
BoaBuAwvoc [+MORPH]| IEPOUCHANA [ ~MORPH | TNYM.GEN.SG
'of Babylon' 'of Jerusalem'

Both toponyms were well established loanwords in Grk. (16a) is a LeAnwort,
fully assimilated, and always inflected. (16b) is a Fremdwort, never inflected. Yet,
even though tepovcaAnp is indeclinable, in these cases both lexemes are established
Grk. spellings prior to the translation of 2 Esdras. The absence of inflection
therefore makes tepovcaAnu no more or less a reflection of the translator's

pronunciation of Heb. than fafuvAwvoc. Consider also:

(17) (a) #817 (b)  #847
0POLYLoV [+MORPH | daweld [~-MORPH | ANYM.GEN.SG
'of Harhaiah' 'of David'

(17a) is a hapax. (17b) was well established in the Jewish Grk. onomasticon.
These examples are the reverse of Thackeray's prediction: the freshly transcribed
anthroponym is inflected, whereas the well established anthroponym is not.

The above examples demonstrate that the presence or absence of
morphological inflection cannot predict whether a translator is deploying a fresh
transcription or a previously established spelling. As was observed in (13) and (14),
even commonly used words may still have their spellings replaced or modified
toward a translator's or editor's pronunciation of the source language. The

traditional distinction between loanword and transcription therefore lacks
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practical value for this study, which is concerned with what transcriptions reveal
about how a translator pronounced the source language.

Whether a word is previously attested or is morphologically inflected, its value
for reconstructing the pronunciation of the source language must be determined
by other factors. Therefore, I do not attempt to make this distinction. In the
definitions given above, they are acknowledged to be different ways of thinking
about the same data. 'Loanword' is an etymological label, while 'transcription' is a
process, the output of which can be called a transcription. Any loanword that is
written down is transcribed, and in its written form is a transcription. Any
transcription is either already, or immediately becomes, a loanword.

Far more useful for our purposes are the distinctions defined by Zuckermann.
All loanwords, and hence all transcriptions, can be classed as Gastworter,
Fremdworter, or Lehnworter, depending on their level of assimilation to the target
language. These categories are classes of loanwords, and so when written down
classes of transcriptions. Of particular importance are the degree to which a
Fremdwort or Lehnwort has a conventional, established spelling. In such cases the
previous, established spelling is one important factor influencing the spelling of a
transcription, and often results in some features of the transcription not fully
reflecting the translator's pronunciation of the source language. Yet, this does not
prevent even Lehnwdrter from providing clues as to the sound of a source language,
despite the fact that in some cases these clues amount to nothing more than

arguments from silence.

11.3 Transcription and Homophonous Translations

Aside from Gastworter, no neologisations sound the same as their source

lexeme, and therefore Caird (1976) is technically correct to label the class
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"homoeophony." However, technical language is employed as part of a shared
discourse with others, and the term "homophonous translation" is well established
in 1xx and translation studies. The label does not tend to confuse readers into
believing that a translation sounds exactly the same as the word it translates, and
so is retained here.

Tov (1999) has some justification in restricting the definition of homophonous
translation to words that differ in meaning from the word they translate. He is right
to observe that when words are in semantic agreement their sound
correspondence may simply be "coincidental" (p. 171). However, that does not
necessarily make their presence irrelevant. "Homophonous translation" is
commonly used to denote any translation that sounds similar to the word it
translates. The label itself does not readily indicate to a reader that it denotes
semantic restrictions. Tov's definition also rules out some translation choices that

were surely made under the influence of sound correspondence:

(18) Neh 3:21.13-16
PSRN L
ewc exAenpewc frydeiiacovp G
'until the end of Eliashib's house'

This is a legitimate translation semantically, even if exAenpewc may be a touch
unusual for a context such as this, so would not be "homophonous" according to
Tov's definition. In contrast, the G" replaces with the more straightforward
cuvtedetac. While there are always a number of interconnected factors involved in
the selection of one lexeme over another in a translation, clearly sound
correspondence was a factor in this case. It is more straightforward to adopt the

term "homophonous translation" as it is most widely used, and where necessary

qualify it by adding more precise, complex, and rare technical language around it.
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As I have defined it "homophonous translation" denotes any neologism that
falls into Zuckermann's second class, i.e. neologisms that use target language
lexemes as their basic material. Therefore, homophonous translations are created
by one of three processes: phonetic matching, semanticised phonetic matching,
and phono-semantic matching. These terms were defined above, with examples
given from 2 Esdras. In one sense, written homophonous translations could be
considered a form of transcription, as they are an attempt to render the sound of
the source lexeme in the target language. However, whereas transcription, as
defined above, uses the target language script to render the source language
lexeme, homophonous translations use a target language lexeme. Therefore, they
have less granularity, and greater restriction on their ability to reflect the sound of
the source language entity. For this reason, there is a clear and significant
distinction between transcriptions and homophonous translations for their use as
evidence of historical phonology.

Despite the strengths of Zuckermann's terminology, homophonous translations
made using phono-semantic matching often do not truly "enrich" the Grk. lexicon,
as such words are being used in line with convention. The closer the semantic fit,
therefore, the less appropriate is the label "neologism". I cheerfully acknowledge

this flaw and move on.

1.2 Premises

Previous studies of transcriptions have sometimes been undertaken using
faulty assumptions. I will here propose, explain and defend 7 premises, and in

following sections outline their implications for scope and method.
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1.21 Transcriptions Might Not Be Consistent

Transcriptions are not spelt consistently in extant MSS (Speiser, 1926, p. 360).
Discussing the widespread spelling variations of proper nouns in Grk. Exodus

Wevers (1992) assumed that such spelling variation cannot be original (p. 207):

A translator would hardly mix up his spellings in such an arbitrary fashion; only scribes
would introduce variation.

Knobloch (1995) claimed that not just Wevers, but all the Gottingen editors
have relied on the Heb. text as a guide to identify the best text for transcriptions,

and therefore (p. 5)

[i]mplicit in the focus on the Hebrew form and on paleography is some idea of what the
expected manner of transcription into Greek is.

and furthermore that (p. 8)

Arguments appealing to regular transcription equivalents seem to have been, in some cases,
the deciding factor in the choice of the critical text.

Wevers is right to identify developments in transmission as a source of spelling
variation, but is wrong to assign this variation exclusively to transmission (§1.2.2).
A commitment to assumed translation consistency often requires disregarding MS
evidence (Hanhart, 2003, p. 322). There are multiple factors that can influence
translators to spell transcriptions inconsistently that may make them appear, to

use Wever's description, "arbitrary”. One key factor noted by Speiser (1926) is that

(pp. 363-64)
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most systems of writing are of necessity the result of a compromise between an artificial
mode of transcription and the phonetic representation of speech.

He notes in the case of the Secunda that (p. 361)

Origen frequently transcribed his words as he heard them instead of blindly following some
particular system of transliteration.

Various phonetic factors can create significant variation in the realisation of
words. Even the speed of speech can have effects as drastic as changing the
syllabification of a word (Devine & Stephens, 1994, p. 38). If such variation exists in
speech, it is not unreasonable to conclude it may exist in transcription spellings.

A possible example of original spelling diversity in our corpus is:

(19) (a) #676 (b)  #570
s L s L
edva G advac G [+MORPH]| ANYM.NOM.SG
'Adna’ 'Adna’

Our dataset may provide evidence that initial gutturals sometimes caused
closing of the following vowel (consider for e.g. §4.8). One possible interpretation
of the above example is that the spelling at #676 reflects partial closing of the
vowel after /‘/, which did not occur at #1570. This interpretation is not certain, but
it is possible. There is no evidential basis to conclude that the above spelling
diversity is the result of development in textual transmission because of a prior

assumption that a translator would only transcribe lexemes consistently.
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1.2.2 Textual Transmission Might Harmonise Spellings

One goal of Knobloch's (1995) thesis was to establish a translator's

"transcription practice" and use this as a basis for (p. 5):

the selection of the best reading for any particular proper noun or other transcribed word.

This text critical method not only assumes that the translator had spelt all
transcriptions consistently (§1.2.1), but by logical extension that all spelling
diversity in extant MSS arose in Grk. transmission.

It is true that because transcriptions are built from non-Grk. morphemes and
phonotactic patterns, they are, as Knobloch (1995) states, "especially susceptible to
textual corruption.” (p. 4). There is therefore some truth to Tov's (1999) hyperbolic

flourish that (p. 174)

All transliterated words were corrupted in the course of their textual transmission.

Yet, "corruption” is a loaded term as it implies that developments in textual
transmission were random. Random textual changes would significantly increase
textual diversity, but because transcriptions were transferred from one witness to
another by human beings many changes did not occur randomly, and may
decrease textual diversity in predictable ways.

One obvious textual change that decreases textual diversity in transmission is
internal harmonisation. That scribes tended to harmonise texts internally
(whether intentionally or not) is well known (Colwell, 1969, p. 112).

Harmonisation in textual transmission that removes textual diversity can be
identified in places where a spelling that must be the result of development in Grk.

transmission is copied from one place to another:
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(20) (a)  #527 (b)  #s37

NI NI
*aeove G *aeove G
Saovad G- adovad G-
'Ahava’ 'Ahava'

In (20) the G" readings probably developed from *acouvce by

(i) the graphical interchanges <a> - <d> and <e> - <0>.

It is highly unlikely that both these developments took place independently in

two separate places. Rather, daovaf or adovab developed and

(ii) was copied to the other place

with

(iii) subsequent metathesis Sa < ad / #_.

Changes (i) and (iii) increased diversity in the text, but change (ii) decreased

diversity.

1.2.3 The Best Text Explains All Extant Variants

The original text of 2 Esdras G, €, G", or any other tradition (cf. §2.1.2.2) is no
longer extant. Therefore, a study that relies upon transcription spellings must work
from hypothetical texts that have been 'restored' for each tradition. A text may be
restored by selecting an extant reading or reconstructing a conjectural (i.e.
unattested) reading.

Recent years have seen growing interest in the study of scribal habits, with a

growth in understanding of how texts tend to develop in transmission (Jongkind,
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2013). A restored text must be able to explain how extant spellings arose in light of
this knowledge. The premise asserted here is that the best candidate for a restored
text is one that requires the simplest path of textual development to explain all
extant readings, given known or demonstrable tendencies of textual change.

By asserting this premise I differ from some previous text critics in 3 ways. First,
in contrast to Hanhart's (1993) critical edition I do not select readings because they
are attested by most MSS. Hanhart frequently adopts readings that are attested in
lots of late minuscules, even though the earlier witnesses attest a text that can
more easily account for the late reading (see §1.2.6).” Secondly, in contrast to
Rahlfs' (1935) critical edition I preference the ability of readings to explain the
extant witnesses over the age or pedigree of the MSS that contain them. In many
places Rahlfs adopts a reading in Vaticanus (B) that cannot easily account for
readings in the rest of the tradition (also see §1.2.6).

Thirdly, as already discussed (§1.2.1-2), in contrast to critics such as Wevers and
Knobloch, I preference the ability of readings to explain the rest of the tradition
over my own expectation of how a transcription 'should’ be spelt. While some
judgement along these lines is impossible to avoid (cf. §1.2.4-5), I aim to make as

few assumptions like this as possible. Example:

(21) (a)  *#99 (b)  #99a
N
tcove B tcov A
"Toshua'

This anthroponym is a Lehnwort with previously established spelling (§3.3.2.5).

It is of great significance in Jewish and Christian tradition, attested in high

10

For a chronology of all witnesses with dates see Table 1, p. 44.
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frequency in the Grk. scriptures, and partially morphologically adapted to the Grk.
2nd declension, demonstrating a degree of assimilation into the Grk. lexicon.

In the wider Grk. corpus the lexeme is consistently spelt mcovc in the
nominative case and wcov in an oblique case. In 2 Esdras the oblique case is
attested in some MSS as mcove (#55, #99) or mcot (#94, #1534 ). At #55 the majority
of MSS attest cove, but even here Hanhart adopts what one would assume is the
'correct' reading ycov.

On the basis of the above premise, the text cove/imcot should be restored in
these places, because the direction of development in Grk. transmission is more
likely to be cove/mcot > ycov than wcov — mcove/mcot. It would be strange for
scribes to mispell such a well-known and significant name. The noun functions in
the genitive case in all places, and so it would be even more strange for a spelling
with an appropriate ending for the genitive, wcov, to be replaced with something
else. In contrast, it is understandable that a scribe would replace an unusual
spelling with a well known spelling.

While cove could be a graphical development from couc, the latter is not
attested in any MS at #55, #99 and there is no reason for a nominative inflection. It
could be a development from wcov, but neither #55 or #99 is followed by <>, so
the addition would not be due to dittography and would instead be an unusual
unconditioned case of paragoge.

Similarly, while wcot could arise from the graphical confusion <v> : <i>, this
interchange only occurs gx in sporadic MSS, and never word finally.” The spelling

variation <ot> : <ov> / _# only occurs for cot/wcov, suggesting the feature reflects

11

#139c, #242e, #258c, #258d, #258f, #261b, #491b, #805h, #1440b.
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something specific about this lexeme, rather than a typical spelling change in Grk.
transmission.

Therefore, while one would expect mcov to be the original reading, cove/mcot
are better able to explain all other variants. As a corroboration of the above
reasoning, the spellings ycove/imcot may have a philological explanation. Whenever
B attests an 'extra’ vowel in our corpus that is not the result of graphic confusion
(e.g. <0> - <e>) or anaptyxis (§3.3.1.3), then it almost always corresponds to a
guttural consonant, as does final <e> in wcove. Final <ot> could reflect
monophthongisation of <ove>. While no text critical conclusion can ever be
certain, the process of decision making outlined here that forms the dataset for the

current study has a consistent evidential basis.

1.2.4 The Best Text Implies a Viable Vorlage

The Vorlagen are the Semitic (Sem.) consonantal texts from which 2 Esdras was
translated or to which the Grk. text was adjusted by later editors.” The Vorlagen
varied from L at some points, since all MS traditions contain textual diversity.

Identifying where the Vorlagen behind translated text may differ from L
involves intuitive judgement (Tov, 2015, p. 43), but is in the main straightforward
for transcriptions. One factor in selecting between candidate texts to be restored
for a transcription is the Vorlage implied by the spelling of the candidate text, and
the likelihood that this Vorlage ever existed. Since this assessment involves an extra
inferential step, I accord less weight to the viability of the implied Vorlage than the

ability of a candidate text to explain all extant Grk. variants. Example:

12

For previous research of relevance see §2.2.1. For a reconstruction of variations in the
Vorlagen see §3.2.
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(22) #635 #635C
nom L by
TEMNUSAG'G -  teAwnvab g Hanhart
teMnp implies a Vorlage (here labelled V) with the same consonantal text as L,
but a different vocalisation. TeAuyv implies a Vorlage with a different consonantal
text to L. In the above case metathesis and subsequent nasalisation of /1/ in Grk.

transmission is more likely than a Heb. text with added affix (for further discussion

of this example see §3.3.8.3).

1.2.5 The Best Text Has Philological Explanation

I have argued that the spelling of transcriptions is most securely restored on the
basis of MS evidence, primarily the ability of a spelling to explain all extant Grk.
variants (§1.2.3), and secondarily on the viability of the Vorlage it implies in light of
other extant Heb./Aram. witnesses (§1.2.4). I have therefore cautioned against the
method of some previous text critics who restore transcriptions based on their
assumptions of how the translator should have spelt these words (§1.2.1-2).

Nevertheless, in §1.2.3 I hinted that at points it is impossible to avoid exercising
some degree of judgement about what the translator is likely to have written. The
logical problem this introduces is that of circular reasoning. How does one decide
that the translator is likely to have used one spelling over another? If our dataset is
shaped by these assumptions, then how can one then infer legitimate conclusions
about the translator's pronunciation of Heb./Aram. on the basis of those data?

While these questions can never be fully resolved, the issues they raise can be
partly mitigated using philology. Judgements on whether a spelling is more or less
likely to have been used by a translator should be constrained by the probable

structure of words in light of synchronic and diachronic context. This control does
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not remove the problem of circular reasoning, but places the evidence of
transcriptions in the same realm as the weighing of all data used in historical

phonology. Example:

(23) (a) #51 (b) #1096
oy #151C Rop° L #1096a
lenha B G > eada a big Han.  +enia G - ey a 19 Hanhart

At #1096 (Neh 7:58) Hanhart's reading is the best attested text at this place for
this lexeme. All other G MSS attest a reading that has likely developed from teaiy.
#151 (Ezr 2:56) is the parallel item to #1096 in the first list of returnees. In this place
lenAa is the oldest attested reading and can explain the majority minuscule reading
by assimilation.

The consonantal variation <> : <1> / _# between these 2 places in L probably
has no phonetic significance; they are graphical homophones.

This situation leaves 2 attested texts, ienAa and teady. These spellings could
reflect 2 different vocalisations of essentially the same consonantal material.
Alternatively, G originally attested the same spelling in both places, but one
changed by metathesis in Grk. transmission.

The text adopted by Hanhart at #1096, teoAy), makes no sense as a Heb. or Aram.
form. There is no explanation for the final vowel. In contrast, final <a> consistently
corresponds to final <> or <i1> in other words where /a/ would be expected. In Tib.
a common reflex of *qatil nouns with a suffix is -5vp (Sagarin, 1987, pp. 18-19). The
spelling tenA- is consistent with such a vocalisation, which might also lie behind
another transcription in our corpus, ¢@eAnt- (#1582). In support of this

interpretation, the *qatil reflex 5y» is attested in Tib. (e.g. Judg 4a7), and Donner



28

(2013, p. 476a) speculates that this etymology may lie behind the otherwise difficult
to explain Tib. equivalent 5.

In light of the above, I have restored the text at #1096 to *ienAa, so marked with
* to indicate that while this spelling is not attested in this place in the text in any

extant MS, it is attested elsewhere in our corpus.

1.2.6 Critical Texts Are Not Reliable for Phonological Analysis

Knobloch (1995) relied only on the main text of the Gottingen editions for his
analysis of transcriptions in the Pentateuch (pp. 53-54). Problems with his textual
base can be illustrated from his own tables of grapheme correspondences. For
example, he records 7 Grk. correspondences to <3>: <@, v, 3, A, v, p> (p. 554).
Correspondences between <> ~ <d> are easily explained as cases where the
Vorlage attested <7> equivalent to <7> in Tib. In contrast, <A> and <v> are probably
Grk. graphical developments from <d>, while <y> is a Grk. development either
graphically from <p> or phonetically (assuming a velar fricative [y] realisation for
/g/) from /1/. This small sample demonstrates that the Gottingen spellings should
at least not be accepted uncritically.

In our corpus, Hanhart (1993) sometimes adopts a conjectural text, e.g. *cloa
(#1054), *adavia (#1293), but more frequently uses the majority minuscule reading.
In many places these readings cannot easily account for the other extant variants.
Often a more straightforward interpretation is that this reading is an intrusion of

the G" tradition into the G tradition. Example:

(24) #120 #120C
“onw K nor Q
1omw* V° #120a #120e

*cophory - capoav B55  cdapet G- - celaput A a b 19 Han.
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If Hanhart's text were original to G, then ceAaput must somehow account for the
existence of capaav, which would require a lot of complex textual changes to have
taken place. In contrast, the spelling cehaper can be easily accounted for as
harmonisation to the G" text at #1066¢ in the parallel list in Neh 7. The B55 reading
at #120a can also be easily accounted for as one textual change away from a
vocalisation that implies a Vorlage very similar to L's ketiv (Ezr 2:46.4).

The other critical texts of our corpus are the several editions by Rahlfs (1935),
later taken over by Hanhart (2006). Rahlfs often adopts the B text with sensible
adjustments, and in my view this makes the spelling of transcriptions in these
editions generally superior to that in Hanhart's Gottingen edition. (This claim will
likely be controversial, and so Appendix A presents Hanhart's Gottingen text as the
primary point of comparison for the text critical decisions within the dataset.)

Nevertheless, given the scope of Rahlfs' work (the entire Lxx), his conjectures
are often not sensitive to features specific to the text of 2 Esdras. For example, at

#120 he blends the two text types together and so reconstructs **

cepaat. This
reconstruction is ingenious: it is only 2 textual changes different from G'
(interchange of /e, e/ prior to /i/ + metathesis), 3 textual changes from B (3
interchanges: <a> : <e>, <a> : <A>, <at> : <v>), and it implies a Vorlage that agrees
with the Tib. ketiv at this place. Yet, despite its clever amalgamation of extant texts
at Ezr 2, the spelling fails to account for the identical G" text at #1066c, and the fact
that the G" text has frequently been harmonised from Ezr 2 to Neh 7. Furthermore,
the G" text is itself probably a Grk. textual development from cehpet at #1066, with
anaptyctic /e/ to break the consonant cluster /lm/.

An analysis of the historic phonology of Heb./Aram. as revealed by

transcriptions is reliant upon a secure restoration of their spellings. The example
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above illustrates why the critical texts of 2 Esdras are not suitable for this purpose.
Other printed editions of the 2 Esdras text, the most modern being Brooke,
McLean & Thackeray (1935), use a diplomatic method with B as the base text. The

present study has therefore undertaken a fresh analysis of the MS tradition.

1.2.7 Phonological Analysis Presumes Philological Interpretation

Brenno (1940) cut through much previous confusion in the application of Lxx
transcriptions to Heb. pronunciation by identifying that philological interpretation

is a necessary preliminary for phonological analysis (p. 181):

It has a priori appeared clear to me that if it was possible to lay down that certain
morphological types in B corresponded to certain types in MT, a comparison between the
forms in MT and B would give valuable results with regard to the pronunciation on which
the forms in B are based, and by applying the said method it actually proved that on the
whole a certain type in B corresponds to each type in MT.

In his following survey of literature, Brenno demonstrated how making
simplistic correspondences between Tib. and Grk. vowels had led to errors of
interpretation.

What Brenno labels "morphological/nominal types" are discussed here using
the terms "pattern”, "template”, "melody", etc., which will be defined in Ch. 4. The
chapter is labelled "Philology", and covers a wider array of phenomena than merely
nominal patterns.

Philology is the analysis of the structure of words in their diachronic and
synchronic contexts. When vocalising a consonantal Vorlage, a reader makes
philological assumptions. As a tradition of oral reading of a consonantal text, one

can not only speak about Tib. phonology, the inventory and distribution of

phonemes and their realisation as allophones, but also about Tib. philology, the
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inventory and distribution of morphemes, their history and synchronic
relationships.

The essence of Brenno's insight is that phonemes within words in a given place
in a text in one tradition cannot be compared with those in the same place in the
same text in another tradition. While a word with the same consonantal skeleton
may occur in the same place in a text in both traditions, this does not mean that
their phonemes correspond to one another, or even possess a shared history.
Rather, comparison must be made between phonemes not on their similar
position within a given text, but on their similar position within a given morpheme.

This abstract discussion may benefit from concrete illustration:

(25) #3515
o L
caxwA G

The Tib. tradition vocalises the consonantal text 5>w as the common noun 52
"understanding”. Qatul pattern nouns are frequently used for adjectives, as this
pattern is a morpheme for the Qal stative perfect (cf. Joiion & Muraoka, 2006, pp.
227-28 §88Dc). The G transcription coaywA can be interpreted as a vocalisation of
the same consonantal text, but within a qatul pattern.

Comparing the Tib. vowels and Grk. vowel graphemes as they appear in the text
would be invalid. In the above case seghol bears no philological relationship to <a>
or <w>. In contrast, a valid comparison can be made between the Grk. graphemes
and the typical vocalisation of qatul pattern nouns, bbp, which renders the
correspondences games ~ <a> and holem ~ <w>. Note that even having established
these correspondences it would be incorrect to say for example that "games is

represented by <a>". The relationship between games and <a> is that they are both
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reflexes of a vowel that existed at an earlier period, and is identified on the basis of
the morphological structure within which it is contained. One would therefore
describe this example as "a vowel whose reflex in Tib. is games and whose reflex in
2 Esdras G is represented by <a>".

§1.4.4 and the introduction to Ch. 4 will further expand upon this premise and

its implications.

1.3  Scope

This study presents an exhaustive analysis of the alphabetic text of
transcriptions (§1.3.1) in 2 Esdras (§1.3.2) as attested in Grk. witnesses (§1.3.3) that

were written by hand (§1.3.4).

1.31 The Alphabetic Text of Transcriptions

Only the alphabetic text has been exhaustively considered. Excluded from
consideration are almost all additional or paratextual features, such as breaks and
breathing and accent marks. These features are not irrelevant or worthless. These
features at least reveal something of how the text was understood to be
pronounced by later Grk. scribes and correctors. Scribes did not work in isolation,
and the text was read in liturgical contexts. There was, therefore, at minimum an
informal oral scribal tradition that accompanied the written Grk. sources, even if
this oral tradition was not as structured or sacred as that preserved for the Heb.
Bible by the Jews.

Nevertheless, the occasional arrangement of material in short lines on
Sinaiticus reveals that at least some of the original word boundaries had not been

transmitted to the scribes who created that very early witness. Example:
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(26) #1289-#1201

Tib. G S
33733 vtot Bavt YIOIBANIAC
ny alyad TAA

The scribe was probably guessing at the position of the word boundaries, and
for the most part correctly. Here, however, the initial syllable of acyad (« adyad) has
been misinterpreted as a genitive inflection on Bavt.

I will usually ignore indications of word boundary in the witnesses. They are
only considered rarely, when they may have had a bearing on the development of
the alphabetic text during transmission.

If the breathing and accent marks, which were added to some MSS much later
than their creation, do reflect a tradition of reading the text, there is not yet
sufficient scholarly consensus concerning their history to allow them to be safely

incorporated into a study of this kind.

1.3.2 In2 Esdras

The high concentration of transcriptions in 2 Esdras, literal translation style,
significance for previous studies of transcriptions, and temporal separation from
other Lxx books already mentioned (p. 1) make it an appropriate corpus for our
study. 1 Esdras has not been included due to limitations of space and the
significant differences between the backgrounds of both books, though 1 Esdras
has been consulted both as an important context for the translation of 2 Esdras,

and as a source for variant readings in the latter's textual transmission.
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1.3.3 As Attested in Greek Witnesses

Outside of Grk. the most fruitful route to extend this scope would be evidence
from the Ge'ez tradition. Many Ge'ez readings derive from the period of Greek

transmission of 2 Esdras prior to the work of Origen, example:

(27) #260-#262 (Ezr 4:9)
by (X0T) N N L

covcavaryatot Sowatol Gmaj
covcavaryaitot Savhtot (<*Savatot) akapettar G-
'Shushanachites, Davites, Ilamites'

covcuvaryatol ot elcty NAapator B

ANTNLBST:hATTES:ho0-T+: BN Abb 35
'Shushanachites, they being Ilamites'

Here, as elsewhere, BN Abb 35's text demonstrates a close affinity to B. I have
argued in another context (2018a) that in some places BN Abb 35's Grk. retroversion
would be the best text for G, and in other places that the Ge'ez tradition may witness
to the original G reading that has been lost from all extant Greek MSS. These
opinions are not uncontestable, as it could be argued that the affinity between BN
Abb 35 and B exists due to late adjustment of the Ge'ez tradition toward a Sem.
Vorlage. Systematic work on the Ge'ez text of Ezra-Nehemiah is desideratum. This
study does not have space for a discussion of Ge'ez textual development therefore
the Ge'ez material has not been considered, though the text critical work has been

undertaken with an awareness of this wider tradition and its value.

1.3.4 That Were Written by Hand

Restricting the dataset to Grk. MSS has excluded readings from the
Complutensian Polyglot and later witnesses. The Complutensian Grk. text is a

fascinating area of study in its own right, but the advent of printing brought on a
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significant increase in the deliberate collation of text types and editing of the Grk.

text in light of the Heb. tradition (Ferndndez Marcos, 2009).

1.4  Method

141 Identification of the Dataset

All transcriptions in 2 Esdras were intially identified by a close reading of BHS
alongside the text and apparatus of Hanhart (1993). Every extant form was
recorded in a database.

Over the course of the project both Ezra-Nehemiah and 2 Esdras have been
read multiple times, and a second pass has been made over Hanhart's apparatus.
During these readings one or two new items were added to the collation, and the

same number were reclassified as Leainworter.

1.4.2 Error Checking

Hanhart's (1993) apparatus is at times quite opaque, and so these occasions
were used as an opportunity to spot-check his readings against images of MSS
where available. Spot checks were made against full size printed photographic
facsimiles of A (Thompson, 1883), B (Canart, Bogaert, & Pisano, 1999), and S (2010),
and against online photographs of 46, 64, 71, 119, 243, 610 (gallica.bnf.fr), 55, 58, 236
(digi.vatlib.it), 93 (bl.uk/manuscripts), and 134 (mss.bmlonline.it). My conclusion
from these checks is that Hanhart has recorded the exact alphabetic text of the
Grk. MSS with an exceedingly high degree of accuracy. Any errors in this study's
dataset are therefore more likely to be due to my misreading of his apparatus,
rather than his misreading of the sources.

When reconstructing the probable early history of each reading, the majuscule

facsimiles were repeatedly checked again. More convenient sources than those
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cited above were used for this purpose: Kenyon's (1957) reduced photographic
facsimile of A, and the online photographs of B (digi.vatlib.it) and S
(codexsinaiticus.org). In this way, all readings of B have been manually checked
against a photograph.

While Hanhart accurately records the text of the vast majority of corrections,
he does not classify most corrections. Yet, the source of corrections on S and B in
particular is an important factor in determining the value of their text.

The Codex Sinaiticus Website (2016) provides a transcription of every
correction on S with a palaeographical classification. It became clear to me in the
course of work that the corrections to 2 Esdras on S were themselves a valuable
collation of early text types. I therefore manually checked every reading in S and its
corrections by hand and evaluated the textual character of the work of each
corrector, using the classifications given on the website. This work has been
published separately (2018b). The present study relies on the conclusions of that
analysis.

There are 36 corrections to transcriptions on B marked in Hanhart's apparatus.
B was re-inked, perhaps sometime in the 10oth/11th century, by the corrector often
labelled B3 (Tischendorf, 1867, pp. xxii-vii; 1926, p. xIn4). Some original letters and
strokes were not reinked, probably because the retracer considered these to be
incorrect (Payne & Canart, 2000, p. 105n3). These omissions can therefore be
considered corrections, which I will designate with the siglum Bc™.

Corrections by omission are: #541a, #629b, #7904, #956a, #1032a, #1269a, #1389b,
and #1693c. There are 4 places where Hanhart marks such corrections where I am
not convinced he has correctly read the MS, and thus label B!c™: #1020d: <¢> has

been re-inked, but with a weak bottom stroke. #1052c: the re-inking of <¢> is secure
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to my eye. #1337a: for several pages the re-inker did not retrace letters to the very
end of the line. Yet, <e> at the beginning of the line is secure. #1731a: I see no trace
of an original <d> underneath <A> in this place.

At #747b a letter was re-inked as a different letter with a similar shape.

At #25a, #676d, #698c, and #982a the correction is sufficiently different in shape
that it is written above the line and the original not re-inked.

There are marginal corrections at #769a and #770a that may have been made by
Bc™. The corrections at #828b, #1513a, and #1725d above the line and #938a, #954a,
and #1384a within the line may have also been made by Bc™. The marginal addition
at #740a has been made by a later hand. The marginal addition correcting the
lacuna of #1713-#1719 is probably not the work of an original scribe.

In contrast to the above, some corrections could be from an earlier hand than
Bc™, possibly from an original scribe (even if they were later re-inked). These
corrections therefore may have more value as witnesses, and also as possible data
for determining the scribal tendencies of the creators of B: the correction to the
end of the line at #2204, the erasure at #1212a, and 2 places where the text has been
erased and replaced with something different: #793a and #1392b.

All Heb./Aram. readings initially recorded were systematically checked against
Freedman's (1998) full size printed photographic facsimile of Firkovitch B 19a.
Other features of the text in this MS were also systematically reviewed, and all
points of marked ketiv/gere variation in the MS were collated and analysed. These
data have proven to be beyond our present scope, and so have not been included
in this study, but they have informed some decisions taken in the textual

reconstruction of 2 Esdras' Vorlage. Any examples relied upon will be cited where
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relevant. Subsequent references to this MS in the course of work were made using

electronic photographs obtained from seforimonline.org.

1.4.3 Restoring the Text

On the basis of the identified dataset, I restored the best text for B35, G', a and
b, and then the best text for G in each place. During this process special note was
made of Grk. readings that were the result of harmonisation or that may be the
result of later adjustment toward a Heb./Aram. Vorlage. While many passes were
made over the data, the task was undertaken in 2 separate efforts, each with a
distinctive perspective.

The first perspective made use of lexicological data from the STEP Bible
project.® All transcriptions were grouped by lexeme according to their
classification in that database, and tentative restorations made for each tradition.
The aim of this approach was to examine how lexemes were transcribed, to
determine the degree of consistency in their text and transmission, and to identify
interference between similar lexemes in transcription and/or transmission.

During this analysis, a textual commentary and second database were created
to record comprehensively all decisions made regarding the textual changes that
were required to have occurred in order to give rise to every variant reading.

The second perspective examined every textual decision in the order in which
the transcriptions appear in 2 Esdras. The aim of this approach was to determine
how the context of each transcription may have influenced its development in
transmission. Observations drawn from the commentary and database of proposed

textual changes were brought to bear upon borderline decisions, and in turn, all

% Iam grateful to David Instone-Brewer for kindly making this dataset available to me. It is

now available at github.com/tyndale/STEPBible-Data.
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changes made to the reconstructed text and its history were used to correct this
database of textual developments.

Further passes were then made over the dataset to examine specific
phenomena of textual transmission and adjustments made to ensure consistency.

A survey of the textual development of the transmission in our corpus is given
in Ch. 3. Every variant in the dataset, restored G reading, and analysis of their
relationship is presented in Appendix A, and a reading guide to these data can be
found in §3.1. An index of Grk. forms and lexemes is given in Appendix B and a

find list of Tib. lexemes -~ Grk. lexemes is available in Appendix C.

1.4.4 Philological and Phonological Analysis

The philological analysis for this study required adopting initial working
assumptions about the possible values that could be represented by Grk.
graphemes. The starting points for consonant and vowel correspondences are the
syntheses of previous research in §2.4.

On the basis of these working assumptions the morphological structure of most
transcriptions was quickly identified with reasonable certainty, e.g. {xfad G always
corresponds to Tib. 72;. The G and Tib. forms can both be straightforwardly
interpreted as reflexes of *zabad, i.e. the root V=31 + the pattern gatal. (The
terminology used to describe the relevant morphemes is defined in the
introduction to Ch. 4.)

Correspondences of vowel reflexes within the same morphemes such as these
then allow for comparison between the traditions. Continuing with the example of
*zabad, the reflexes of Proto-Semitic (PS) /*a/ in a stressed and an open unstressed

syllable are /o/ in Tib. and represented by <a> in G. As noted in §1.2.7 this situation
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does not mean that Grk. <a> represents the same vowel as Tib. /o/, rather that
these are equivalent reflexes of the same earlier vowel.

The majority of other qatal reflexes in Tib. also correspond to a transcription
with the melody <a...a> in G. One can therefore conclude that it is the melody for
qatal nominals. As a consequence of this, transcriptions that correspond to a reflex
of qatal in Tib., but that do not attest the melody <a..a>, were therefore
interpreted as vocalisations of the same consonantal skeleton with a different
nominal pattern. For example Tib. 13v in EN corresponds to nvav G in 2 Esdras. Tib.
1 is a reflex of qatal, but the vowel melody <y...a> is the expected reflex of the
qgital pattern (cf. for e.g. Tib. 277 ~ pnyxaf G). I have therefore classified yvav G as a

gital nominal.

1.4.5 Measures to Mitigate Circular Reasoning

The above line of reasoning demonstrates an unavoidable circularity in
philological/phonological analysis. This unavoidable circularity is the weakest
aspect of the present study. Example: in Ch. 4 yvav G is identified as a reflex of qgital
on the basis of the spelling <y...a>, but Ch. 5 then draws conclusions about the
pronunciation of the reflex of PS /*i/ in the translator's speech partly on the basis
that the reflex of the vowel is represented by <»> in this word. I have attempted to
minimise or account for this circular reasoning in the following ways:

(a) The initial working assumptions for identifying correspondences were
established from a careful weighing of previous research (§2.4).

(b) Reflexes of nominal patterns well attested in the Tib. tradition, e.g. qatal
nominals corresponding to a <a..0> melody, were given preferential weight in

identifying the expected reflexes.
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(c) Preferential weight was also given to templates that have a restricted
number of possible morphological interpretations. Example: word final <> is
almost always a reflex of PS /*Iim/.

(d) Non-Heb./Aram. words that are Gast- or Fremdwérter into Heb./Aram.
would not have been productive in Heb./Aram., and so the Tib. vocalisation and G
spelling are almost certainly reflexes of a common ancestor. Example: the reflexes
of Persian (Pers.) baga- are Tib. *132 and Poyoval, Bayoet G. The original Pers. word
with /a/ in the first vowel is a common ancestor to both Tib. and G. The first Grk.
vowel, <a>, represents an open-mid or open vowel, and so Tib. 4irig is probably
attenuation in Heb. transmission, rather than the result of Pers. baga- having been
borrowed into Heb. with a close vowel in the first syllable.

(e) As much as possible I have attempted to allow semantic considerations to
guide morphological classifications. In example (25) discussed in §1.2.7 I
interpreted the spelling caywA as a reflex of qatul (§4.7.3). The melody <a...w> is
also attested for reflexes of qatal (§4.7.5). qatal is used for the infinitive absolute,
whereas qatul is more common for adjectives, which is the semantic function of
caywA at #515. While one cannot absolutely rule out the possibility that coywA is a
reflex of gatal in this instance, semantic factors mean it is reasonable to interpret

as qatul.

1.4.6 Validity of the Study and its Results

The above measures do not eliminate the need for circular reasoning, which is
impossible for a study of this kind. The assumptions made by previous studies
critiqued in §1.2 have made them more susceptible to such circularity, and by
explicitly acknowledging the problem of circularity and attempting the mitigate it,

the present study is therefore advancing the field.
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Furthermore, several arguments can be advanced that justify the validity of the
present study and confidence in its results:

(a) The vast majority of spellings have a plausible philological explanation.
Aside from spellings that were established prior to the translation of 2 Esdras
(§4.21.1) almost all spellings with uncertain etymology are consistent with Tib.
(§4.21.2) or close to Tib. (§4.21.3). (Consistent and close are defined in §4.21.) Only a
handful of spellings with uncertain etymology are not previously established
spellings and different to Tib. (§4.21.6).

(b) The proportional occurences of different morphemes is largely as would be
expected given their distribution in other traditions of Heb. and other Sem.
languages. For example there are many qatl nominals (§4.6.1) and few qutl
nominals (§4.6.3).

(c) There is a large dataset. There are over 1750 items in Appendix A,
representing more than 53,000 readings drawn from over 30 MSS. I have therefore
made and recorded a judgement for about 6,000 proposed textual changes in Grk.
transmission. The transcriptions represent over 700 different philological forms in
about 8o categories. It is certain that I will have made mistakes, but the
phonological analysis in Ch. 5 and conclusions summarised in Ch. 6 are general
and conservative inferences drawn from broad swathes of data and decision
making. The dataset is sufficiently large that these inferences should be able to

tolerate a degree of error at every stage of the process.



CHAPTER 2

Previous Research

Previous studies of transcriptions have furthered our understanding of their
semitic (Brenno, 1940) or Greek (Kantor, 2017) nature. Few have concentrated on
their textual restoration (one of these concerns our corpus: Hanhart, 2003, pp.
322-351). None have united text-criticism based on text history with philological
analysis.

For transcriptions in 2 Esdras (§2.1) this study aims to provide the best
restoration of their text (§2.2, Ch. 3), a philological analysis (§2.3, Ch. 4), and on
the basis of these a reconstruction of the translator's pronunciation of Heb. and
Aram. (§2.4, Ch. 5).

Knobloch (1995) assembled a comprehensive survey of studies of rxx
transcriptions (pp. 2-19). Further studies in the following 20 years were
summarised by Yuditsky (2013), with the omission of Krasovec (2010). Two major
studies of transcriptions in the Hexapla since Yuditsky's article are his own
grammar (2017) and a dissertation by Kantor (2017) on interpretation of
phenomena in the Secunda in light of Greek pronunciation.

Knobloch's survey was in and of itself an excellent and accomplished
contribution, and with Yuditsky's article and the above brief list of additions, I see
little value in attempting to repeat his work here. Ch. 1 has already discussed the
definition of key terms (§1.1) and assumptions (§1.2) in previous research on
transcriptions. This chapter will build on that discussion by drawing together the

results from other areas of investigation that intersect with the current project.
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2.1

Corpus

Table 1 summarises conclusions from previous research on the chronology of

Ezra-Nehemiah, 2 Esdras, and the extant witnesses to these works:

2nd
Temple
period

BC

AD

|

XII

XIII
XIvV
XV

XVI

Hebrew/Aramaic
text witnesses
Ezra-
Nehemiah
ketiv & gere
4QEzra
L

text

1 Esdras

2 Esdras
a o,
H
GL

ab

%‘/—/

Greek

witnesses

\Y%

55 64 121 243 762
58120 134 236 381
19
7174 98 108 248 314
52106 107 125 610
44 68 122

379

Table 1: A chronology of Ezra-Nehemiah and 2 Esdras

2.1.1

Ezra-Nehemiah

19 }728

}46
}370

S correctors

1130 731

|
f93

Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah have been identified as a single work,

Chronicles-Ezra-Nehemiah (Curtis & Madsen, 1910, pp. 2-3), two works, Chronicles

and Ezra-Nehemiah (Japhet, 1968; Williamson, 1977; Min, 2004), or three works,

Chronicles, Ezra and Nehemiah (VanderKam, 1992)."* Batten (1913) argued that the

14

For recent defences of the various views see (Boda & Redditt, 2008).
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lack of Masoretic notes at the end of Ezra is evidence for the original unity of Ezra-
Nehemiah (p. 1). VanderKam (1992) dismissed this fact as merely a result of the
corpus' transmission as a single work through history (p. 61). Ezra-Nehemiah was
circulated as a single work at least as far back as the point of translation of 2
Esdras. Much of the evidence for unity or otherwise considered by Driver (1913, pp.
535-540), Curtis and Madsen (1910, pp. 2-5), Japhet (1968, pp. 338-341) and
Williamson (1977, pp. 37-59) centred on linguistic style. Of these, Japhet has the
most detailed discussion of names in Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah (Japhet, 1968,
Pp- 338-341).

Part of Ezra is attested in a find from Qumran (4QEzra). Ulrich (2000) notes 2
places on the scroll where it attests an older text than that in the model Tib. codex

Firkovitch B1g A (L) (p. 291):

(28) Ezr 40 (29) Ezr6:2
xﬁn:T 4QEzra xm*‘thEzra
mamL T L

4QEzra does not attest Nehemiah. B and S are therefore therefore the earliest
extant witnesses to the text of Nehemiah in any language.” The issue of
Nehemiah's composition is therefore connected to the debated matter of whether
Ezra-Nehemiah or 1 Esdras should be viewed as prior (cf. Fried, 2011). Segal (1927, p.
§24) claimed the Aram. of Ezra was stylistically Eastern and unlikely to reflect that

of a Jerusalem Jew (p. 17 §24).

% The supposed discoveries of fragments of Nehemiah after 2002 from Qumran are not

considered here as they are most likely forgeries (cf. Schiffman, 2018, pp. 338-339).
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2.1.2 2 Esdras

By tracing the mergers /*h/ - /h/, /*¢/ - [/, Blau (1983) demonstrated
conclusively that 2 Esdras was the last Lxx book to be translated. Steiner (2005)
located the translation in the mid-late ap 2nd c. There is no indication of the place

of composition (Wooden, 2015, pp. 196-197).

2.1.2.1 Witnesses

The first text of 2 Esdras, the 'Old Greek', is denoted here with the sign G.
Hanhart classifies the witnesses to 2 Esdras into four major groups: the 'free
witnesses', the a- and b-groups, and the Hexaplaric-Lucianic witnesses (Hanhart,
1993, pp. 30-31). I will adopt Hanhart's conventions in referring to the textual
material, with some minor modifications. All MSS are referred to by Rahlfs sigla
(Rahlfs, 2012), and witnesses considered to have relatively close textual affinity in a
given context are joined by a hyphen.”® One addition to the notation system is that
when a MS is believed to have used another as its exemplar, I will place it
immediately after its supposed exemplar in square braces.” This system is not as
space efficient as Hanhart's use of assumed agreement (e.g. in Hanhart's apparatus
107 = 107-[44-125-610] unless otherwise stated) and of sigla with apostrophes (e.g.
in Hanhart's apparatus 44' = 44-125), but I believe the system used here is far more
transparent for the reader: every MS referred to in any context has its own siglum,

and a MS is only being referred to if [ use its siglum.

16

E.g. "19-108 93" denotes the three MSS 19, 93, and 108, where 19 and 108 are considered to
be genetically closer to one another than g3.

7 E.g. "107-[44]" denotes the two MSS 107 and 44, where the scribe of 44 is considered to
have relied upon 107 as the exemplar.
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The "relatively free witnesses" are the majuscules A, B, S, and V, and the
minuscules 55, 58, 119, and 122 (Hanhart, 2003, pp. 15, 296-308). These MSS often
contain similar readings over against the rest of the tradition. 58 and 119 are mixed
texts that collate readings from across the textual tradition (Hanhart, 1993, p. 30).
Amongst the majuscules, the outlier is usually B. S agrees with B more than A and
V do, and A agrees with B more than V does. 122 and 55 are close relatives of B
(Hanhart, 2003, p. 13). B was used as the exemplar for 122 (Hanhart, 1993, p. 30).
Given their close affinity, there was likely a common ancestor to B-[122]-55, and I
label this text B.

The a-group witnesses are 71-74-106-107-[ 44-125-610]-120-121-130-134-236-314-
370-762. 71 is particularly unreliable, and has many gaps. 107 was the exemplar for
44-125-610. 121 is a mixed witness and sometimes attests to the Lucianic text
(Hanhart, 1993, p. 30).

The b-group witnesses are 46-[52]-64-98-[379]-243-248-381-728-731-[ 68]. 46 was
the exemplar for 52. 98 was the exemplar for 379. 731 was the exemplar for 68
(Hanhart, 1993, p. 30).

The Lucianic (G") witnesses are 19-108, which frequently agree, 93, and
occasionally 121. When 121 attests the G" text it is usually closer to 93 (Hanhart,
2003, p. 13; Heinzle, 2016, p. 3). 2 Esdras 21:17-25 has been copied again in 728, but
with the G" text. Following Hanhart's convention, this part of that witness is
denoted by 728'. Field (1875) treated these MSS as witnesses to the fifth column (&)
of the Hexapla (H) produced by Origen (pp. 761-88). However, Hanhart is right to
distinguish these G" witnesses from the Hexaplaric witnesses (Hanhart, 1993, p.
30). For the most part, Lagarde followed 19-108 93 121 in his edition (1883) of the

Lucianic text (cf. p. v).
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The only Grk. witnesses to ¢’ are the corrections on S. Hanhart recognised this,
but with the resources available to him was not able to distinguish between most
hands that corrected the MS. I (2018b) have provided an analysis of the textual
affinities of the correctors, based on the palaeographical work published on the
Codex Sinaiticus Website (2016). Corrections made by the original scribes are
labelled S1. Since almost all other corrections on S are attempts to collate different
text types against that MS, I will treat them as independent witnesses. Sca and
Scpamph both witness to ¢, and may have been made by the same individual
(Myers, 2018b, p. 186). Sca and Scpamph are "Caesarean" corrections made by
individuals probably in Caesarea, probably sometime in the Byzantine era, who
very probably had access to witnesses from a number of different text types. Sc
indicates a correction that is probably "Caesarean", but cannot otherwise be
distinguished. Scb indicates a correction that is probably from a later "Caesarean"
hand to Sca/Scpamph. Scb1 indicates a correction by an individual within the
group of Scb corrections who can, on other parts of S, sometimes be distinguished
from other indviduals who made Scb corrections. Sd indicates a correction by an
individual who worked later than the "Caesarean" correctors. Scorr indicates a

correction on S that cannot be ascribed to an individual or group.

2.1.2.2 Texts
2 Esdras' literalistic style and abundant transcriptions explain why it has been
associated with Theodotion in the past (Wooden, 2015, p. 196). Steiner's dating of
the creation of G in the mid-late Ap 2nd c. would make the translation

contemporary with Theodotion (' mid 2nd c.) or Symmachus (¢’ late 2nd c.).
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Rahlfs (1932) identified 2 Hexaplaric marginal notes that had been copied into
the main text of S (Hanhart, 2003, pp. 297-298; Jongkind, 2013, p. 25). The first

touches on an infamously tricky translation in G:

(30) #846 (Neh 3:15)
PR aP MY 273 Midin ) L
XOLL TO TELYOC TY)C XPYVIC TOV CLAWE ELC TOV %oV Tov PactAewe G-
'and the wall of the spring of Siloa by the garden of the king'

X0l TO TELYOC XoAUfNOpac Twy xwdlwv TV xovpa Tou Bactewc G
'and the wall of the well of the fleeces with the sheering of the king'

Xt To TELY0C XoAuUfnOpac Twv B Tov CLAW TY) xoupa Tov PactAewc S
'and the wall of the well of the—$'¢’ of Siloam—-with the sheering of the king'
G" has been adjusted toward a Hebrew Vorlage agreeing with L. G's xoupa has

been successfully explained as the result of the graphical confusion <p> - <>
(Walters, 1973, p. 291). The translation xw3iwv has been described as "mysterious"
(Janz, 2010, p. 266) and "guesswork" (Walters, 1973, pp. 291-292), and Walters cites
Michaelis' (1792) attempt to connect n5% to an Arabic root meaning "excoriate" (p.
2328). A far simpler explanation to my mind is that the translator read n5% with the
meaning "fleece/hide" attested in Mishnaic Heb. (Maksirin 5:6; Jastrow, 1903, p.
1580b). It is also possible that the following <> - <1°> (or more likely - <*>, as in
some hands if the top stroke of <%> had flecked off or faded, then the bottom
element would look identical to <*>).

The second Hexaplaric marginal note Rahlfs identified is a doublet:

(31) #1632
niTin2y L
ev Qwdaba G
ev BwAada ¢ ev e€oporoyycet S
'with todata' + '¢’ with thanksgiving'
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I have also found a possible Hexaplaric marginal note in the text of V:

(32) #s14a-#515
Dot v L
ovnp caywA G
avnp o cttBa coywA V
'a man—a’ of instruct...—of sachol'

In this case, cififa would ultimately derive from cupfifacewc by loss of the last
four letters, which is easily explained by the marginal note having been written
across two lines, and the contraction /ym/ - /i/ / _/b/. This contraction is attested
in this lexeme in an early 17th c. legal document, cipifacv (Bakker & Gemert, 1987,
doc. 637, In. 16), but I am yet to discover an earlier example. Alternatively, aciBio
could be a marginal note intended to indicate a now lost variant of acefnpiav (1
Esd. 8:46), which is parallel to the nearby text at #520.

The reading of m%¥ with its later, Mishnaic, meaning, supports Steiner's
suggested dating of G. It is possible, though there is no evidence to assert this, that
the ascriptions to $'and ¢’ are erroneous. Even if this were the case, these readings
demonstrate that at least some variations to the text exist, were believed to have
preceded H and that in one place €' apparently differs from the received text. Vmay
also provide evidence of variation made by a/, though this conclusion is less secure.
Such variation could arise if 2 Esdras were translated in the mid-2nd c., but it may
also hint that the text existed and was being copied and distributed from a few
decades earlier.

It was the text of G" that became dominant in the Christian church (Metzger,
1963, p. 1), and as a result a G" reading can be found in every witness to 2 Esdras in
one place or another. G" is clearly a revision of G and so can be no earlier than mid

2nd c., while its association with Lucian of Antioch presumably means this text
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can be no later than early 4th c. While G" appears to have been revised toward a
Hebrew Vorlage (Hanhart, 2003, pp. 18-32), this was primarly, or perhaps entirely,
through revision to H, and the motivation was likely respect for tradition rather
than esteem of the Hebrew (Ferndndez Marcos, 1990, p. 225). I will leave open the
question here of what the nature of the base text used to produce G" was, and
whether or not it was an independent text type that had begun to emerge prior to
H.

The a and b groups are both recensions of G. Hanhart uses the sigla a and b as
placeholders for their respective MS witnesses. In contrast, I use these sigla to
indicate my reconstruction of the Urtext of each group. In Hanhart's judgement a
was edited toward the Antiochene/Lucianic recension, while b was harmonised to
1 Esdras and edited toward another non-G" hexaplaric-type of text (Hanhart, 2003,

PP 292-295; Myers, 2018b, pp. 163-166).

2.2 Text Criticism

Analysis of Lxx transcriptions depends upon their textual restoration (§1.2.1-6),
which also requires textual restoration of their Heb./Aram. Vorlagen (§1.2.4).
Previous research in Heb./Aram. (§2.21) and Grk. (§2.2.2) text criticism are
therefore both of relevance to our investigation. Transcriptions themselves have
also been used by text critics to identify the textual affinity of MSS (§2.2.3).

These tasks are interconnected, and some significant judgements must be
made about whether some textual developments occurred in transmission of the
Sem. or Grk. text. One notable example is the large lacunae from 2 Esdras, which

Janz (2010, pp. 79-80) concludes must have been missing from G's Vorlage, rather
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than lost early in Grk. transmission (on this particular point I will draw the

opposite conclusion in §3.2.1).

2.21 Hebrew/Aramaic

Whether originally one or two compositions, a key communicative strategy of
Ezra-Nehemiah is the explicit use of historical written sources (Heckle, 2016, pp.
351-387). The epistolary sources, having been written in Aram., could have been
written on ostraca, but given their official nature were more likely composed on
leather (Lindenberger, 2003, pp. 5, 81). If the memoirs of Ezra (7:27-9:15) and
Nehemiah (12:27-13:31), and the covenants and lists were not composed for the
composite work(s), then they would have been written on ostraca, leather or
papyrus. Any variation that existed in copies of these sources was lost with the
composition of the unified Ezra-Nehemiah, which would have been initially
written on a papyrus, or more likely leather, scroll (Tov, 2012, p. 194). The scroll
containing the copy of Ezra-Nehemiah used for G's Vorlage may have been leather,
papyrus or parchment.

Talmudic tradition holds that Assyrian square script was introduced to
Palestine with Ezra (Tov, 2012, p. 207), and even if some of the sources ever existed
in Paleo-Hebrew script, composite Ezra-Nehemiah would have only ever been
attested in the Assyrian square. Tov (2012) notes from the Qumran material in this
script that the following sets of graphemes and ligatures are easily confused: <~ ,1>;
<7 ,T>5 <D ,D,3>5 <IT,7>; <@, LT w5 <0 u> (pp. 228-29, 231-32). Bergstrisser (1918)
inferred <1> : <>> variation from Lxx transcriptions, but connected them to features
in Yemenite Heb. dialects and Babylonian vocalisation (p. 145 §25€; cf. Knobloch,
1995, p- 18). Some variants in our dataset also may have a graphical or phonetic

explanation, or both. Multiple factors can condition textual change.
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Final forms developed inconsistently in the Persian period. The only possible
example of a non-final form word-finally in L is in our corpus, Neh 2:3: o*s1mann
(Tov, 2012, p. 197, which according to the gere should be vocalised as two words | o7
o°%12).

Other possible variations in the Vorlage are typical text critical phenomena:
"minuses, pluses, interchanges, and sequence differences" (Tov, 2012, p. 221).

Tov (1997) describes the procedure of identifying when to reconstruct variants
in an 1xx book's Vorlage as "complicated" and reliant upon intuition (p. 39). The
task is easier in the case of transcriptions and helped in our corpus by the
literalistic translation style of 2 Esdras identified by previous researchers (cf. p. 1).
Example:

The G translator knew the verb wmni, evidenced by their translation of it at Ezr
8:, 8; Neh 7:5, including the participial form at Neh 7:64. But, at Ezr 2:62 (#176) the
translator transcribes the participle as pefweceip. This vowelisation is close to how
one might expect the Tib. vocalisation (@@mn»a) to be rendered, with the
exception of (a) <w> for expected <>, reflective of a graphical variation <*> - <>
in the translator's Vorlage; and (b) representation of the following vowel with <e>,
rather than <a>. The translator knew the meaning of this word, and in this specific
place their vocalisation of the participle demonstrates that while their Vorlage
attested owmnnn®, they certainly knew this was a graphical variant of owrnni. The
transcription of a text that the translator probably knew was erroneous
corroborates the conclusions of previous researchers that the G translator was
literalistic. In our study there is good reason to be confident that spelling features
identified as likely to be present in the original text of 2 Esdras will be consistent

with the Vorlage they imply.
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2.2.2 Greek

When first translated, 2 Esdras would have been written on leather, papyrus, or
parchment leaves that were then stitched together as a scroll. For a hint at the
original script, we might look to the Grk. papyri of the Bar Kokhba period, whose
script is claimed to be "essentially the same" as an effectively universal script
attested in contemporary documents "from Dura, Egypt and Murabba‘at", (Lewis,
1989, p. 6). In fact, the distinction of cursive (minuscule) and book (majuscule)
hands is already attested from the 3rd c. Bc (Thompson, 1912, p. 149), though it
would be a misunderstanding to believe there was a firm separation between
them.

Wutz (1925) was of the belief that the rxx books were translated from a
majuscule transcription of the Heb./Aram., and dedicated considerable effort to
collating graphical errors in this script (pp. 14-36). Margolis (1925) roundly rejected
Wautz' thesis, but did acknowledge as a "useful point" this list of corruptions "some
of which at least have hitherto remained unnoticed." (p. 121). Wutz' list (pp. 14-36)
would be an ideal reference for our purposes, but I do not share Margolis' positive
assessment. Aside from the obvious graphical confusions (see below), the more
unusual ("unnoticed") items are where the value of such a list should lie. One of
these is the supposed graphic interchange <€l> : <(0>, which would be highly
relevant to some parts of our dataset, but a cursory glance at Wutz' first two

examples is enough to illustrate problems with his claims (p. 23):

®  In the absence of Unicode code points to represent the old majuscule script, here and

elsewhere I use Coptic signs to approximate the shape of these letters.
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(33) 1Sam 23:7
8135 7301 L
amoxexAeictal eiceAbwv G
shut_off.iND enter.prc
'he had shut off by entering'

In (33), Wutz claims that mopeAOwv is a graphical variant of mopeA@ew. A glance
at the MS tradition reveals he has mis-remembered mapeA8wv for giceAwv. More
significantly, there are no variants attesting the infinitive -eA8ew. His failure to
indicate that -eABew is an unattested conjecture here is inexcusable. I can only
surmise that Wutz assumed the G translator would have rendered a Heb. infinitive
with a Grk. infinitive. However, a Grk. infinitive would not convey the Heb.
infinitive's syntactic role as an adverbial accusative of manner, which is why the

translator rendered x12% with a participle. The above case is therefore not an

example of the graphical confusion <€l> : <D)>.

(34) Jer1a8

2172 TR 9330 9% oD Ton i L

130v TEDEWCAL CE EV TV) CYUEPOV VUEPX WC TIOALY OXVPAY XL WC TELYOC XoAxouv G

'Behold! Today I have made you like a fortified city and like an iron pillar'

Wautz cites both cases of wc in (34) as examples of graphic variation of ec. His

explanation is highly implausible. It seems very unlikely that the supposed graphic
corruption would occur twice in such rapid succession. €ic variants are indeed
attested here, but only in the Syro-Hexapla and Q, marked in the latter with obeli

(indicating they are sourced from H) and/or ascribed to a', o', or . wc - €ic is thus a

literalising change toward . Neither case of wc is due to Grk. graphical confusion

of <El>: <.
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A more reliable guide to potential graphical corruptions are the tables of signs
provided by Thompson (1912) for majuscule (pp. 144-47) and minuscule (p. 191-94)
scripts in the koine period. From the ap 1st c. onwards sets of similar majuscule
graphemes in some hands are <A, A, K, A, N, X>, <AA, M, AN>, <[, T, Y, (¥)>, <€, 6,
0, C, ®>, <B, K>, <H, I1, II>, <X, ¥>, <B, ZI>, <), 00>, <[, E, C>. <I> could be easily
confused with the vertical stroke of a number of graphs <[, H, K, M, N, I, P, T, &,
Y>.

Minuscule provides greater opportunities for graphical confusion. From the ap
1st c. onwards sets of similar minuscule graphemes in some hands are <a, 8, v, €, ,
X, C, T, U>, <Q, Y, X>, <, 8>, <a, 6>, <a, 0, w>, <B, %, T>, <Y, ¢>, <Y, T>, <, ¢>, <§, &>, <,
P> <M, w>, <V, T>. From the 2nd c. <¢> may at times appear like <ot>. The «0» shape
that from the 1st c. was in some hands also used for <a> came also to be used for
<e>, but from the 3rd c. onwards was an allograph of <o> not <e>. Also from this
period <t> began to be written with a loop making its appearance similar to <p>.

Further confusions can arise from ligatures (Metzger, 1991, p. 30).

Despite the significant opportunities for spelling development through
graphical error, phonemic and phonetic causes are at least as significant.
Numerous previous studies of Grk. spelling variation have worked from this belief
(Gignac, S.J., 1976; Teodorsson, 1977; Garbrah, 1978; Threatte, 1980).

As with text criticism of the Vorlagen, the spelling of Grk. transcriptions can
develop by all the typical text critical phenomena. For a good summary of
possibilities see Metzger & Ehrman (2005, pp. 251-271).

One factor that has special relevance for our corpus is harmonisation, of which
Colwell (1969) describes an informal typology (pp. 112-24). I have formalised his

description and, using symbols and conventions borrowed from mathematics,
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developed some sigla to denote different types of harmonisation efficiently,
tailored to the specific needs of our dataset. Appendix A makes use of these sigla
to classify every occurrence of harmonisation in 2 Esdras. An exposition of the
phenomenon is then given in §3.3.5. Definitions:

Harmonisation:

changing an entity toward another entity.

Harmonisation to a remote parallel, hl:

harmonisation toward another place, inside or outside the same work, that is perceived to be
the same text.

Example:
(35) #43 #983c
DG
vaupovt G- hl = vaupovt G-

G' has harmonised the list in Ezr 2 to Neh 7 with the addition of an item in the
latter missing from the former.

Harmonisation to an expected spelling, hE(x):

harmonisation toward a spelling expected because of x.

Example:
(36) #83
ato G

you G* hE(Lxx)
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G" has harmonised the spelling of this toponym to its expected spelling from
other Lxx books.

Harmonisation to a similar form, h~:

harmonisation toward the spelling of a different entity that is similar to the original entity.

Example:
(37) #51
popoc G
papec G121 h~ = gopec

G" has harmonised the spelling of this anthroponym to a similar word. An
important distinction between h~ and hl or hE(x) is that h~ spellings are
completely unrelated to the equivalent lexeme in Tib.

Harmonisation for logical or stylistic purposes, h.::

a change made to create consistency for an ideological or grammatical reason.

Example:
(38) #73 #1635b
vetwpa G
vetwpatt G- h = vetwpatt G-

Both #73, and the parallel in Neh 7 (#1016f), are toponyms. G~ has stylistically
harmonised both places to #1635b, where the demonym is used. There is therefore
no grounds to suppose that G reflects adjustment toward a Sem. Vorlage that
attested the demonym at #73 or #1016.

Harmonisation to an identical entity, h=:
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harmonisation toward the spelling of the same entity somewhere else.

Example:

(39) #30 #271

cacaBaccop G

capacapnc G- h== cafacapy G"

h= could be considered a special case of hE(x) where x is simply 'the same

word'. A key difference being that hE(x) more often involves intentional change, or
at least change that requires a significant cognitive leap. In contrast h= is
extremely frequent and merely involves remembering the spelling of a word in the
same text. That quite significant changes can build up in the spelling of words in
multiple places is a sign that h= occurs in multiple generations of MS copying,

whereas other cases of hE(x) are often the deliberate actions of an editor.

2.2.3 Using Transcriptions in Text Criticism

Knobloch (1995, pp. 4-5) lists several authors who claim that transcriptions can
be used to map the genetic relationships of rxx MSS (Margolis, 1911, p. 367;
Orlinsky, 1941, p. 86; Orlinksy, 1946, pp. 26-27; Allen, 1974, pp. 32-37; Seeligman, 1990,
p. 180). Wevers (1974) makes many explicit references to his reliance upon the
spelling of proper nouns when identifying stemma for Greek Genesis (pp. 36-37,
71-72, 82-83, 89, 102, 104, 142, 145, 229). Hanhart (2003) is cautious about this claim,
because neither Grk. suffixes, vocalisation, nor the rendering of most consonants
are consistent in 2 Esdras or other Lxx books (p. 333).

I have reconstructed the relationships between transcription spellings based on
their ability to account for other variants. This approach assumes that MSS can

have mixed heritage.
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2.3  Philology

Konnecke (1885) understood there to be a direct relationship between rxx
transcriptions and the Tib. tradition (p. 29). Layton (1990, pp. 82 [Samuel], 97
[Reu]) and Noth (1966, pp. nos 91, 315, 722, 1204) both used transcriptions to
evaluate the accuracy of the Tib. vocalisation of names. Murtonen (1986) applied
transcriptions to the reconstruction of Heb. and Aram. pronunciation (pp. 11-14).
Aramaic influenced the development of Mishnaic Heb., which Segal (1936) claimed
developed into Tib., for which he cited Lxx transcriptions in support (p. 23 §30).”
The views and methods of these authors would mean that the Lxx translators and
Tib. Masoretes shared a common philological basis.

In contrast, Barr (1990) claimed that the "notoriously wild and inaccurate"
spellings of some transcriptions reveal the Lxx translators were not familiar with a
reading tradition (p. 31; Knobloch, 1995, p. 9). This claim would mean that the
spellings of transcriptions do not have a philological basis at all.

Breonno (1940) recognised that the spelling of rxx transcriptions had a
philological basis, but that the philological background of some spellings was
different to the equivalent words in the Tib. tradition. This fact can explain many
apparent discrepencies between the representation of phonemes in the Lxx and
the Tib. vocalisation. In a recent grammar of transcriptions in the Hexapla,
Yuditsky (2017) categorised transcriptions by their morphological structure. I
commended Brenno's insight in §1.2.7, and on this basis Ch. 4 also categorises

Heb./Aram. transcriptions by pattern morphology in a similar manner to Yuditsky.

¥ This claim goes further than Segal's original English edition (1927), which merely
identifies Heb. transcriptions in Sec. and Jerome's writings as external evidence for the
pronunciation of Mishnaic Heb. (§29, 35).
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Definitions of the relevant phenomena are given in the introduction to Ch. 4.
For the grammar of Sem. morphology I have primarily relied upon Fox (2003) and
Moscati (1980), less frequently Barth (1891). For Heb. morphology I made use of
Bauer, Leander & Kahle (1922), Joiion & Muraoka (2006), Meyer (1992) and Sagarin
(1987), and for Aram. morphology Bauer & Leander (1927), Beyer (1986), Noldeke
(1904) and Rosenthal (2006).

The dictionaries consulted for Heb./Aram. were primarily Donner (2013) and
then Koehler & Baumgartner (2001). Frequent use was made of the etymological
analyses of Zadok (1988) and Noth (1966) for anthroponyms, and Borée (1930) and
Simons (1959) for toponyms. Works relevant to the background of words from
specific languages will be introduced as needed.

Aside from these works, the following dictionaries and grammars were
consulted for specific languages: Akkadian: Radner & Baker (1998), Saporetti
(1970), Stamm (1939) and Tallqvist (1914). Amorite: Gelb (1980). Arabic: Lane (1863).
Egyptian: Budge (1920), Lambdin (1953) and Muchiki (1999). Elamite: Hinz & Koch
(1987). Greek: Beekes (2016) and Liddell, Scott & Jones (1996). Persian:

Brandenstein & Mayrhofer (1964), Kent (1950), Rawlinson (1849) and Tolman

(1908).

2.4  Phonology

Much previous work on transcriptions has sought to establish "regular
correspondences” between Heb. and Grk. phonemes. Table 2 summarises 6 such
attempts for consonants within various corpora: Yuditsky (2013) is a recent
comprehensive overview of research (pp. 8o4b-o6b). Blau's (1983) significant study

covers Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible, primarily based on Rahlfs' text.
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Knobloch (1995) illustrates an exhaustive corpus linguistic approach using the
main text of the Gottingen editions of the Pentateuch (pp. 550-55). KraSovec (2010)
is an 'outsider’, whose impressionistic work based on the whole Septuagint has not
received much attention (p. 22). Brenno (1968) summarised the correspondences
of Samaritan Heb. phonemes with Grk. graphemes in H (pp. 195-99). Flint (1998)

compares consonants in the Milan Palimpsest with Tib. (p. 131).

Gutturals "a helping vowel can occasionally be found in the vicinity" (Yuditsky);
"untransliterated" (Flint)
Knobloch Krasovec Blau
N @ 251X, W 2%, 0 4%, 0 "no consonantal value... serves to
1%,V 1x, € 3%, 0 3x  carry the respective vowel"
7 881x,03x%,01x, A "without consonantal value, like
1%, V1X, L1, w 2x  N"

m  @85x,X44x,a10x, "usually rendered by... €..., when /h/: "zero/vowel mutation",
€1x, 0 2%, U 1%, 6 2x, sometimes transliterated with x" exceptionally y; when /x/: y,
YH+X 1%, A1X, V 2X exceptionally "zero/vowel mutation”
Y @155%,Y37%,x 2%, "usually not expressed, when //: "zero/vowel mutation”",
o 9X, € 12X sometimes transliterated with y" exceptionally y; when /g/: vy,
exceptionally "zero/vowel mutation”
Plosives
Knobloch Krasovec Yuditsky Brenno Flint
3 B216x,01x,01x, u1x,0 B, T, ¢ B B B
1X, P 1X, X 1X, ¥ 1X
1 Y 65%, %1%, p1x, X 1X "usually vy, sometimes x (especiallyat vy Y
the end of a name)"
T d147x%, p12x, 01x, B 1x "usually 5, sometimes T, 6" d )
v T24x, 01x, d1x "usually T, sometimes J, 6" T
> X 67x, p+x1x, x+) 3%, %X "Y; geminated: x, xy (Lxx), xx (variants  x X
8x, £ 1x, 01x, B 1x and Origen)"
D @106x, T+Q 4%, T 8%, "¢; geminated: 7, Tp (Lxx), ¢¢ (variants ¢ ®
M+¢ 1%, B 2x, @ 2x and Origen)"
P % 70x, §1x, ) 2% "usually x, sometimes ¥, y; geminated: x, x X

%y (Lxx), xx (variants and Origen)"
n  0108x,T37x,v+01x, @ "usually 0, sometimes 7, 8" 0 0
6%, % 1x, V 2%, p 1x
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Approximants

Yuditsky Knobloch Kras.
1 v'"no gemination... because not doubled in contemporary Greek" v27x,02x,{ v

v and ov "ov is used solely at the beginning of the syllable, mainly, 1x, 11x, w 2x, x

but not exclusively, to represent the particle 3-" 1%, 0+V 3X, P 1X
"weakened or shifted to’ in intervocalic position”

> tand7; "the presumably doubled y is indicated exclusively by 1"; 1142x%, @ 22%, oL "L Or
"weakened or shifted to’ in intervocalic position"; "no 1x ignored"
gemination... because not doubled in contemporary Greek"

Other
Yuditsky Knobloch Krasovec

1 ¢ "display[s] no gemination... because [the {54x,&1x,02x  "usually § 4
grapheme was| not doubled in contemporary sometimes ¢"
Greek"

5 A A 259%, p 1x A A

» W "gemination... is irregular” K 316%,v19x, @ 5%, "wandv (atthe end p

X 1%, 01, 0 1x, B 2x of a name)"
1 v "There are four cases of apparent replacement v 300x, u10x, p 2x, "vand p (at the end
of m by n in Mercati's palimpsest, as in Aramaic ¥ 1x, @ 10x of aname)"
and Rabbinic Hebrew.... In one case, it occurs at
the beginning of the word.... In the Septuagint
this change is not infrequent, especially in final

position"
> 0o 0 61x,B1x,83x  a/
3 0o o 69x,{2x,T+0 -
1X, @ 1%, & 1x
7 p; "in the Hexapla the consonant p is not P 342x,313%,A1x, p P

doubled... the Septuagint occasionally attests to v 2x,y 1x, @ 2x
retention of the gemination of "
v o : o 32x "o /¢, within a name o
W: 0166x, £ 2x,{  occasionally
1%, @ 2X double ¢"

Table 2: Previous summaries of "regular correspondences" of consonants

Table 3 summarises 5 attempts made to establish the "regular correspondences"
of vowels: 4 of the authors summarised in Table 2 remain the same (Knobloch,

1995, PP- 555-563; Flint, 1998, p. 131; Krasovec, 2010, pp. 103-108; Yuditsky, 2013, pp.

20

I presume that Flint here uses the final form graph «¢» to represent the similar looking
ligature that denotes <ct>.
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8o6b-oga). Blau (1983) and Brenno (1968) do not collate vowels, so are not
included. Instead, I have introduced a statistical collation of correspondences
between Heb. and Grk. graphemes by Brenno (1943, pp. 247-432). These authors
define the entities that are being transcribed differently, so I have aligned their
summaries, but list for each separately their definition of the vowel on the left. I
use the Tiberian vowel sign if the author refers to the vowel by name, e.g. for
Yuditsky the vowel "a" is transcribed by "«", for Branno the vowel "patah" when

n,n nmn

closed (cl.) by "o" 21x, for Knobloch "a" by "a" 23%, "@" 1, "n" 1, etc.

Yuditsky Brenno Knobloch™ Krasovec FL
ala L op:e7x, @ |° a241x, £10%,0 9%, w 8,1 6%, | o a

74X, o 362X at 2x, @ 2x, 1 2x

cl.: 0 21x . op: 186x, £13%, & 9%, 1 3%, @
4%, 0 4%, 0V 1X, 0L 1X
cl.: £10x, 0 6%, A 4%, D 1x

7. a78x, € 3%, D 1x, W 2x, oL 2X, |

1X

T, o23%, D 1x, 1) 1x

e . M139%, € . M101X, E 11X, A 7%, 13%,0 3%, D |. ¥, "exceptionallyeore" | 7
34X, | 4% 1X, 0L 1X, OV 1%
1) 48%, €12, & 9%, L 5X, OV 4X, 0
2x, W 1x, @ 1x, 11X, 0L 1X, Ol 1x
5o 6bx, @ 2x, 1 1x ». ai, v), "exceptionally € or
et
T a16x, @ 2%, € 2%, 01X, W 1X, |

1X

21 n.n

Knobloch uses the undefined abbreviations "d" and "p", which I take to stand for
(d)efective and (p)lene, cf. p. 549.

22

"The letter a is also used for the vowel sign Segol where this corresponds to an A-sound,
for instance in the segolate type of names in pausal forms." (Krasovec, 2010, p. 105). This claim
seems nonsensical, as when in pause Tiberian /e/ > /o/.



1 t"original

long 1": v, €t

long: €1 28x, |*
1239, 1) 6x,
€ 4x

short: ¢
107X, 119X,
o 24%

def: 1 11x, 1€t 1%, € 1x

sh.: € 58x%, & 50x%, 1 28%, 0 6%, U
7%, D 2X, 1) 1x
def: 1 8x, 1 1x

L155X%, Al 15%, & 8x, lEL 10X, 0 1X,
£1X, 01X, A 1X, W 1X

1103X, AL 11X, 1] 5%, @ 2X, & 3X, €
2%

l.: tor et "B... prefers...

long i as €1, whereas... A
prefers ("

sh.: "rarely t... much more

frequently « and €"

5x in H

aov;in H

"Original
long u...
open, final,
unstressed
"Twig

1 W 3%, 00 i

e | E57X, a31x | 037%,1 8%, E9x%,09X%, 11X, V1x |, normally..,
sometimes | &45x, 0 11%, || €74%, 0 13%,1 8%, @ 2x,011x, w | exceptionally: v (when
L~ [i] & 39x 2X, 000 1X, U 1X followed by 17), « (in

segolates)™

aa _E17X, 63X | 041X, E11X, 0 3%, L1X, T 2X, @ a, €

1x
A 149X%, € _ a181x, £ 38x%, 018x%, J 10%, W
69x,L5%, D | 6x,1 2X, 0V 2x
31x

0 w; "open, L:o19%, ® w 62x, 014X, 013X, € 2X, 1] 2X, |
final, 217X, 0V §5X 1x
unstressed.| sh.: 0 6x ® 35%, 018x, WL 4%, & 3x, 0v 2x, | sh.: "rarely represented”
... original €1x
long 0": ov W 70X, AV 4%, & 5, 0V 3%, @ 2x, |0 usually w or o; some cases|i w

aL1X, ¥) 1X, 00 1X

w 38%, AV 4%, 0V 4%, 1] 4%, 0 2X,
€1X, 000 1X, 0L 1X, @D 1X, L 1X
012X, & 3X, W 2X, 0V 1X

def: o 4%, 0 4%, 0V 3%, W 2x, &
2%

. ov "in a sharpened
syllable the Lxx usually
writes the vowel o....
Sometimes... also in a
toneless closed syllable"

144, 3
ov+vowel
5%, 0 (in
closed
unaccented

syllable) 2x

0V 34X, @ 7X, 0V 5X, 0 1X, WV 1X
0U 55X, 0 3%, & 3X, 0V 4X, W 4X,
1) 2X, [ 2%, A 1X, AL 1X, EL1X, WV

1X

ov, sometimes w

Table 3: Previous summaries of "regular correspondences"” of vowels
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Knobloch's (1995) quantitative data are qualitatively impoverished because he
does not evaluate the text-critical basis for each individual spelling. In contrast,
Bronno's (1943) statistics benefit from his text-critical and philological analyses.
There is need to gather further data of this kind.

Yuditsky (2013) helpfully contextualises the regular correspondences
established by previous research within Sem. and Grk. pronunciation and
paleography. There is scope to extend the depth of this analysis.

Krasovec's (2010) work is riddled with terminological confusion. This is
particularly acute when discussing the representation of vowels, generating
numerous anacronistic and poorly notated statements such as "In Greek, Patah is
sometimes transliterated with e," (p. 104). The immediate context makes clear that
by "Patah" KraSovec means the vowel sign, which "indicates a short a". Yet this sign
did not exist until centuries after his dataset. By "e" he seemingly intends to denote
the grapheme <e>, rather than intending to associate the Hebrew grapheme < _>
with the Grk. phoneme /¢/ or /e/. His grammatical description of the Heb. vowel
system appears exclusively shaped by the dated grammar of Kautzsch & Cowley
(1910). Despite his idiosyncracy (or perhaps because of it), KraSovec advances some
unique observations worthy of note, particularly that gutturals are sometimes
directly transcribed by Greek vowel signs, rather than just effecting Greek vowel
changes (pp. 98-99).

Bronno's (1968) and Flint's (1998) regular correspondences summarised above,
as well as Yuditsky's (2017, pp. 21-60) summary of phoneme correspondences,
provide means of comparison for the H and G" traditions in our dataset.

Blau's (1983) argument relies heavily on the distinction between transcriptions

in Ezra-Nehemiah and the rest of the Lxx. There are some relevant items in 2
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Esdras he does not discuss, and more significantly he never discusses comparative
evidence from 1 Esdras.

A general critique of previous investigations of transcriptions is that they have
often failed properly to account for features of either Grk. or Sem. This situation
has sometimes resulted in complete misunderstanding of the data and their

significance, as will be illustrated in the following discussion.

2.4.1 Consonants

The consonant systems of Aram. and Heb. from the Biblical to Medieval

periods can be described using the inventory of 37 phones presented in Table 4.

Bilabial |Labiodental |Dental |Alveolar |Postalveolar |Palatal |Velar [Uvular |Pharyngeal | Glottal
Plosive p t¥ k
b d ?
ph t, th F ke 819
Nasal m n
Trill s R
Fricative S z
t v |0 d R ) X y|x h ¢ |h
Lateral
- {
Fricative
Approximant j w K,
Lateral
. 1
Approximant

Table 4: A phonetic inventory to describe Hebrew and Aramaic consonants

Biblical Heb. originally possessed 25 consonant phonemes /°, b, g, d, h, w, z, h,
*htyk L, mn,s 5%, p s qrS$ St/ and 22 graphemes to represent them <,3,3 8
N, LpLe e w0, B0 e m 0,1, (Yuditsky, 2013). Tib. possessed 22
consonant phonemes as a result of the mergers /*h > h/, /*¢ >/, /$ > s/ (Blau, 1983;
Khan, 2012, p. 93). However, since /$/ and /$/ had both been represented by <w>,

the original distribution of /$/ was preserved in the oral reading tradition of the
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biblical text. The phonemic contrast between /s/ and /$/ when represented by <w>
was later encoded by the Masoretes with contrastive dots <> : <w>.

The Aram. portions of Ezra "were originally produced in Achaemenid Imperial
Aramaic"; however the text has been penetrated by "later orthographic
conventions and grammatical forms (as well as a few Hebraisms)" (Beyer, 1986, p.
19). In Tib., the same consonant inventory is used to pronounce Biblical Aram. and
Heb.

The consonant systems of Grk. from the Classical Attic to Medieval periods can

be described using the inventory of 28 phones presented in Table 5.

Bilabial | Labiodental | Dental | Alveolar | Palatal| Velar | Glottal
Plosive p t k
ph b th d kb g
Nasal m n ]
Trill r
Fricative * Bl £ v |0 d|s z X y|h
Approximant ]
Lateral 1
Approximant

Table 5: A phonetic inventory to describe Greek consonants

Classical Attic possessed 15 consonant phonemes, /p, t, k, pb, th, kb, b, d, g, m, n,
], 1, s, h/ and 17 graphemes to represent them <B,v, 3,46, % A v, & T p, 6, T, ¢, X,
P> (Allen, 1987, pp. 12-61). The phonetic realisation of several of these phonemes
had shifted by Modern Grk. However, the phonemic structure of the consonant
system remained stable throughout the Koine period into the modern era, with the
one exception that the voiced environmental allophone of the sibilant gained

phonemic status in the Byzantine period [z] > /z/.
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2.4.1.1 Plosives and Fricatives
The PS consonant system was a series of triadic oppositions at common points
of articulation between the features [voiced] : [voiceless] : [ejective] (Goldenberg,
2013, p. 65). The reflexes of some PS plosives and sibilants are different in Aram.

and Heb., Table 6 (Rosenthal, 2006, p. 18 §17; Kogan, 2011, p. 55).

PS Heb. Aram. PS Heb. Aram. PS Heb. Aram.
*t t t *d d d *t t t

*t S t *d z d *t S t

*s s s *z zZ z *$ $ $

*é s <

*g C <

*c C 4

Table 6: Differing Reflexes of PS consonants in Aramaic and Hebrew

Nevertheless, the two languages share the same synchronic phonemic
structure.
In Tib., most plosives are distinguished by point of articulation, resulting in g9

phonemes across 6 points of articulation, Table 7 (Khan, 2012).

Bilabial |Dental [Alveolar |Palatal |Velar |Uvular | Glottal

ts
p* b d h 3] khgg ?

Table 7: Tiberian plosive phonemes

The voiced palatal plosive [3] is an allophone of /j/ and discussed in §2.4.1.4.
Phonemes realised at the pharynx and glottis have some distinctive complexities,
the glottal plosive /?/ is therefore treated separately in §2.4.1.5.

Attic Grk. possessed g plosives in a series of triadic oppositions between the

features [voiced] : [unaspirated] : [aspirated], Table 8 (Allen, 1987, pp. 12-33).
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Bilabial |Dental |Velar
p t k
ph b th d kb 8

Table 8: Attic Greek plosive phonemes

(a) Aspiration

Konig (1881, pp. 36-38 §8e) supposed that the transcription of Heb. /k/ with Grk.
<x> in word-final position reveals an environmental allophone with phonetic
similarity to /h/ (Knobloch, 1995, p. 14). Instead the usual representation of Heb. /k,
p, t/ by Grk. <x, ¢, 0> is evidence these consonants were aspirated (Kutscher, 1965;
Khan, 2013a).

(b) Fricativisation

The Tib. fricative allophones of the stops in post-vocalic position are well
known /b, p,d, t, g k/ - [v, £, 8, 6, B, x] / V_. Kahle (1959) controversially claimed
these fricative realisations were an innovation by the Masoretes, citing in support a
Tannaitic instruction for reciting the shema, transcriptions of these letters in Sec.,
and Jerome's discussion of the o in Dan 11:45 17788 (pp. 102-10). He was followed by
Garbini (1960) on the basis of Hebrew transcriptions in Akk., Grk., and Lat. (p. 24).
Kutscher (1965) advanced the definitive refutation of this view, a key argument
being that Aram. /bgdkpt/ are, as for Heb., always transcribed the same in Grk.
script, yet Garbini and Kahle acknowledge fricative allophones in the case of
Aram. (pp. 24-27). The Grk. data have been interpreted variously (Gray, 1936;
Torczyner, 1937; Lisowsky, 1940, p. 121; Murtonen, 1981, p. 69; Waldman, 1989, p. 85),
and some contend that transcriptions cannot be brought to bear upon the issue at
all (Speiser, 1926, pp. 380-381; Barr, 1967, pp. 9-11; Moscati, 1980, pp. 27, §8.10).

Knobloch (1995) highlights the argument that the voiced uvular fricative [g] /

V_ allophone of Heb. /g/ <3> could not co-exist with the voiced velar fricative [y]
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phoneme /*$/ <v>, and that the graphemes used to represent them are never
confused (p. 13). On this basis if transcriptions demonstrate that /*$/ existed in the
time of the rxx, then it would stand to reason that /g/ was not fricativised.
Contrary to this claim, Blau (1979) has argued that this precise state of affairs did
exist at the time of the translation of the rxx (p. n §3.1). Furthermore,
phonemically contrasting voiced velar and uvular fricative phonemes are attested
within languages as diverse as Aleut in Alaska (Bergsland, 1959, p. 8) to Dime in
Ethiopia (Seyoum, 2008, p. 9). The existence of fricative phones at velar and uvular
positions therefore does not necessitate their being confused, and the lack of
graphic confusion between <3> and <v> is therefore a weak argument from silence.

If the voiceless uvular fricative [x] / V_ allophone of Heb. /k/ existed
simultaneously to the phoneme /*h/, also [x], then they sounded similar. Segal

(1927) cites the following (40) as an example of <> : <>> "mutation” in Mishaic
Heb. (p. 28 §43).

(40) Mikvaot 9:4 Segal's analysis Jastrow's (1903) analysis (p. 711)
Rt "from 15 wet" "=
'and soilings of"
The problem with this, and many other of Segal's examples of supposed
"mutations" in the Mishnah, is that the variation is not a copyist error, but a

n

lexicalised language feature. It therefore does not "show" as Segal claims "that
there was also a hard pronunciation of the m, as in earlier BH." (p. 28 §43).
Neverthless, I do take it is as evidence for the pathway /k/ [x] - /*h/ [x] - /h/ at

some point prior to the writing of the Mishnah, and hence further reason to

believe in the antiquity of the fricative allophone of /k/.
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In modern Grk., the voiceless unaspirated series /p, t, k/ remain unchanged.
However, all voiced /b, d, g/ and voiceless aspirated /p®, th, kP/ plosives have
become fricatives: /v, d, y/ and /f, 0, x/ respectively, but plosive realisations are
retained after nasals (Arvaniti, 1999, pp. 1-2).”

Teodorsson (1977) finds in Egypt that /g/ - /y/ for a minority of literate koine
speakers already by 250 Bc (p. 253). The shift had spread to the majority by 150 Bc,
with the environmental allophones [j] / _[e, i] and [g] / [nasal]_ (pp. 254-55).
Gignac (1976) concludes that /b/ — /*B/ (his data are also from Egypt) by the ap 1st
c. (p. 63), but "omission of {8 after u" is evidence that /*/ - [b] / /m/_ (p. 70). He
sees a more gradual change in /d/, which - [d] / _/i/V from the ap 1st c. [d] / _/i/
from the 3rd c., the full phonemic shift in all positions -~ /d/ was complete by the
4th c. (p. 63). Gignac also finds frequent interchange of <y, 6, ¢> with <x, 1, 7>,
indicating loss of aspiration, in the environments /s/_, _[aspirated], /], r, n, m/_,
and _/1, , n, m/ (pp. 86-98).

Horrocks (2010) accepted Gignac's chronology, which is adopted as the working
model here (p. 170). Gignac explicitly notes that there is a lack of evidence for
fricativisation of the aspirates in his data (pp. 98-101), to which Horrocks brings to
bear the results of various studies of datasets from outside Egypt, concluding (p.
171):

that fricativization in the Koine began in various areas outside Egypt during the Hellenistic

period and that it had been widely, though by no means universally, carried through by the
end of the 4th century ap.

*  Hence the development of modern orthography to represent the phonemes /b/ <um>,

/d/ <vt>, [g/ <yx>, which in a large number of cases are attested in Lehnworter, Gastwirter or
Fremdworter.
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Horrocks acknowledges that the evidence is "meagre". Nevertheless it is
impossible to move forward without adopting some sort of working assumption,

and Horrocks' judgement on the matter is a reasonable point of departure.

(c) Emphatic Articulation
In Tib. the descendent of the uvular ejective plosive is the advanced uvular /q/.
The two remaining emphatic phonemes /t, s/ are pharyngealised [t%, s%], as are the
emphatic allophones /z/ [z%], /p/ [p*] and /r/ [1*] (Khan, 2012, pp. 88-89, 91-92;
Edzard, 2013). The distribution of [p%] is confined to Dan 11:45 372, and so not of

relevance to our dataset.

(d) Assimilation & Dissimilation Involving Nasals
L may attest examples of regressive assimilation of Heb. /b/ to a following nasal,

if these are not merely cases of graphical error (Tov, 2012, p. 230):

(1) (a) 1Kgsiz:2 (b)  2Chrio:2
SN2 Lo SN2 el

(42) 1Kgsiz:2
man K
s Q
Grk. /g/ regularly assimilated — [] / _/m/. Therefore, <y> came to be used to
represent this velar nasal sound, which was also an allophone of /n/.

Dissimilation of geminate consonants to [nasal]+consonant is a productive
feature in Aram.
(€) Devoicing of /b, g, d/?
Bergstrésser (1918) claims that Heb. /b, g, d/ / _# ~ Grk. <x, ¢, 6> in 1xx and
Josephus evidences occasional word-final devoicing in Heb. (p. 40 §61). However,

spelling variations in the Grk. papyri also demonstrate /b/ : /p/, and even more so
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Grk. /g, d/ : [k, t/ | _$ such that Gignac (1976) concludes many speakers possessed
"a single velar /k/ and dental /t/ phoneme" (pp. 76-86). Examples:*

(43) g/~ [k/ wovart (for yovatt) PRyl. 160c, ii.16-17 (D 32)

(44) [k/-/g/ yvptov (for xvptov) PPrinc. 141.1 (AD 23)

(45) [d/~/t/ vte (for ™vde) PMich. 254-5.1 (aD 30/31)

(46) [t/ - /d/ undpoc (for untpoc) SB 5109 (AD 42)

(47) /b/~>[p/  emmarov (for emBarrov) SB 9391 (ap 3rd/4th c.)

(48) [p/~-/b/ nepPyc (for mepummc) BGU 912.41 (AD 33)

The correspondences Bergstrisser mentions may reflect Heb. devoicing, but

transcriptions cannot be appealed to as evidence of this until Grk. explanations

have been ruled out.

(f) Greek and Tiberian Compared
The phonemic and graphemic plosive and fricative systems of Tib. and Grk. are

compared in Table 9.

* Note that /b, g, d, p, k, t/ do not occur word-finally in native lexemes, so one would not

expect to find examples of the phenomenon in that specific environment.
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Koine Greek Tiberian
Graphemes | Phonemes Allophones Allophones|Phonemes|Graphemes
<m> Ip/ [p] =
. Lo ¢ /p/ <B>
<¢> /p/ [p" — "}~ f] ]
o It/ (1] [t9] It/ <>
[t"] It/ -
<> ey [th > 0] e
[6]
x> K/ (K] Lq] Ll b
[k"]
[k/ <>
<> /kb/ [kh - x]
[x]
<B> /b/ [b->*B->V] [b] /b/ <a>
[v]
<> /d/ [d-d] [d] /d/ <>
3]
(8]
(g ] /gl <>
g/ [¥]
<Y>
[n] (see section on nasals)
/n/

Table 9: Tiberian and Greek plosive and fricative systems compared

2.4.1.2 Nasals and Liquids
Tib. and koine Grk. both possessed 2 nasal phonemes /m, n/ and 2 liquids /1, r/.
Word final <pu> : <v> in transcriptions have been taken to indicate "dialectal
differences in Biblical Hebrew, or that Hebrew final nasals were not clearly
articulated." (Knobloch, 1995, p. 14; cf. Bauer, Leander, & Kahle, 1922, pp. 28-29,
§2v). Yet, the loss, interchange, or assimilation of nasals is frequent in Grk.;
transcriptions are therefore insecure evidence for this being a Sem. feature

(Gignac, S.J., 1976, p. 111).
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(a) Allophones

Grk. /n/ had the allophone [1] before velar plosives. The voiced velar plosive /g/
was articulated as [y] before the bilabial nasal /m/, and because of this the
grapheme <y> came to be used to represent the sound ] (Allen, 1987, pp. 35-37;
Joseph, 2014, p. 82a). The digraph <yy> is therefore ambiguous, representing either
/ng/ or /gg/ (Allen, 1987, pp. 38-39).

The default articulation of Tib. /r/ was either a voiced advanced uvular roll [g]
or frictionless continuant [g ] (Khan, 2013c). It was articulated as an emphatic
apico-alveolar roll [1] "when preceded by 1%ownxzr or followed by 1% and when
either resh or one of these consonants has shewa." (Khan, 2012, p. 92).

The default articulation of Grk. /r/ was a voiced alveolar trill [r]. Word-initially
and as the second element of double /rr/ it was voiceless [r] (Allen, 1987, pp. 41-45).

Knobloch (1995) collates debate over whether double <pp> in Grk.

transcriptions is sufficient evidence for gemination of Heb. /r/ (p. 15).”

(b) Greek and Tiberian Compared

The phonemic and graphemic nasal and liquid systems of Tib. and Grk. are

compared in Table 10.

25

Yes: (Gesenius, 1815, p. 192 §50.2.b.;; Brockelmann, 1908, p. 68 §41.ee.p; Kautzsch &
Cowley, 1910, p. 79 §22s; Bauer, Leander, & Kahle, 1922, p. 222 §24s). No: (Bergstrisser, 1018, p. 152
§28b).



77

Koine Greek Tiberian Hebrew
Graphemes | Phonemes | Allophones | Allophones | Phonemes | Graphemes
<A> v 1] 1] ] <5>
[r] [%/x.]
<p> x/ T x/ <>
[x] [x']
<p> /m/ [m] [m] /m/ <>

<v> [n]

/n/ [n] /n/ <>
o [n]

Ig/ [g] (see section on plosives and fricatives)

Table 10: Tiberian and Greek nasal and liquid systems compared

2.4.1.3 Sibilants
Tib. developed from a prior phonemic system containing 5 sibilants /z, s, s, §, §/.
4 are alveolar sibilants distinguished by the features [voiced] : [voiceless] :

[pharangealised] : [lateral]. 1 was postalveolar. Koine Grk. possessed 1 sibilant

phoneme /s/.

(a) Emphatic Articulation Again
Grk. transcriptions have been deployed as evidence in the discussion of
whether the emphatic sibilant /s/ was pharyngealised [s%] or affricated [ts]
(Kutscher, 1965, pp. 39-41; Steiner, 1982, pp. 1-2, 40-41). Flint's (1998) correspondence
[s| ~ «¢» (for /st/) in the Milan Palimpsest suggests an affricated realisation (p. 131).
It is likely that there are multiple strands of evidence on this matter because there
were multiple sibilant systems in antiquity.
The distribution of the emphatic allophone [z] of /z/ is unknown (Khan, 2012,
p. 88).
(b) Heb./Aram. /$/
The grapheme <w> was polyvalent, representing the lateral alveolar /$/ and
: <v> in material from

postalveolar /$/ sibilants (Blau, 1977). Confusion of <o>

Qumran evidences that /$§ - s/ by the 2nd c. Bc (Beyer, 1984, pp. 102-103).
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(c) Grk. [2] - /z/ and Compound Graphemes

In classical Attic <{> had the value /sd/ [zd], but already by Aristotle's time was
sometimes realised as [z], as in modern Grk. (Allen, 1987, p. 58). The default
articulation of Grk. /s/ was voiceless, but - [z] /_C. Gignac (1976) observes in the
papyri that <c> "is frequently replaced by" <> in this environment (p. 120). The
use of <{> in environments other than _C is evidence of the emerging phonemic
status of /z/ (Horrocks, 2010, p. 171; Goldstein, 2014).

Two Grk. graphemes represent consonant clusters that include the sibilant: <€>
= /ks/ and <> = /ps/. The compound value of <{> was known to the translator of
Joshua G, given the transcription of the lexeme 77wy 'Ashdodite’ as alwtiac, a
spelling continued in 2 Esdras G (e.g. Josh 13:3;1 Sam 5:3).

The name 871y 'Ezra’ has different spellings in different MSS, but within most
MSS has a consistent spelling, e.g. elpa- A, ecpa- B, and ecdpa- S, all with the
addition of Grk. morphological inflection. Given Gignac's observation from the

papyri mentioned above, it is likely that B's spelling is the oldest.
(d) Greek and Tiberian Compared

The phonemic and graphemic sibilant systems of Tib. and Grk. are compared in

Table 11.
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Koine Greek Tiberian
Graphemes | Phonemes | Allophones | Allophones | Phonemes | Graphemes
[s%] Is] <x>
/] S/ <>
<o> [s]
[4>s] /8] <>
/sl
[s] [s] <o>
[z] i /z/ <>
< (2]
[sd/ [zd]
<0> /th/ [th>0] (0] It/ .
[t"]
<E> /ks/ [ks]
<> /ps/ [ps]

Table 11: Tiberian and Greek sibilant systems compared

2.4.1.4 Approximants

Ancient Grk., Heb. and Aram. all possessed 2 approximants, /w/ and /y/. Attic
Grk. /w/ was lost "at an early date" and in classical Grk. /y/ "is not attested as a
separate phoneme in any of the dialects." (Allen, 1987, pp. 48, 51). The second
element of Grk. diphthongs took on an increasingly consonant-like status. As such,
this feature of the Grk. vowel system will be discussed here. After the
fricativisation of Grk. /g/, <y> came to be used to represent approximants [j] and
[w] in foreign words, and vowel glides before Grk. front vowels (Gignac, S.J., 1976,
pp. 71-72).

(a) Heb./Aram. /w/

From about the 8th c. Bc the graphemes <1>, <*> were also used to indicate
vowels in some words. In the Biblical period, the standard pronunciation of /w/
was as a bilabial approximant [w] (Blau, 2010, p. 103 §3.4.8.1). In Tib. the default

realisation of /w/ was as a labio-dental, and its "pronunciation as [w] was
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restricted to contexts where it was preceded or followed by a u vowel." (Khan, 2012,
p- 88). The development was at least under way in Mishnaic Heb., evidenced by <>
as reflex of Biblical Heb. <2> (49), and its use to transcribe Lat. /v/ (50) (Segal, 1927,

Pp- 34 §55, 35 §58).

(49) Sotah1:7y

o ~Biblical Heb. V523
'he has disfigured her'
(50) Negaim 11:1
1% ~Lat. velum
'and velum'

(b) Heb./Aram. Jy/

Samaritan Heb. /y/ dissimilates to /’/ (Ben-Hayyim, 2000, p. 90 §1.5.3.2).

The default realisation of Tib. /y/ was as a palatal unrounded approximant [j],
but when marked with dagesh was realised as a voiced palatal plosive [3] (Khan,
2012, p. 89). With the biblical period in view Blau (2010) describes /y/ as presenting
"fewer complexities" than /w/ (p. 105), and absence of any evidence it would seem
reasonable to suppose that Tib. fortition of geminate /yy/ is a post-biblical
development. Segal (1927) claims that in Mishnaic Heb. the phoneme "seems to
have been pronounced very much like & (spiritus lenis)" on account of its "frequent
mutation with 8." (Segal, 1927, pp. 35 §56, §58). However, all the evidence Segal
cites for lenition of /y/ is of <*> as a reflex of Biblical Heb. <x>, never the other way

around. Example:
(51) Zevachim 51

R ~Biblical Heb. vxw
'the remainder of'
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In at least some cases, other explanations may better account for Segal's data.
(49) could equally well be explained as the collapse of consonantal /’/ into a glide
[JoPore] — [[jore], or simply a vowel —» [fiore].

The transcription of word-initial /y/ by <t> has been interpreted as evidence for
the collapse of /y/ into a mere vowel sound (Kautzsch & Cowley, 1910, pp. 83, §24€).
Such cases are more readily interpreted as /y/ - /’/ than Segal's evidence (i.e. [jo] -
[?1] / #_). Knobloch (1995) qualifies the strength of these data by observing "that
Greek has no way to indicate Heb. y other than by i." (p. 15). However, in some
words a vowel sign is transcribed after initial <> (e.g. #1032) suggesting a
consonantal realisation, and therefore making transcription without a following

vowel more potentially significant.

(c) Greek Diphthongs

The Grk. diphthongs /ei/ and /ou/ monophthongised in the 8th/7th c. Bc,
producing the long vowels /e: -» it » i/, and /o: > u: - u/ (Horrocks, 2010, p. 161). At
an early date /u/ <v> had shifted to a front close rounded vowel /y/.26 In the
classical period "/yi/ (vt) had begun to merge with /y:/, and this then fell together
with /y/." (Horrocks, 2010, p. 162).

From the late 5th c. Bc, the long diphthongs /a:i/, /o:/, and /e:i/ had
monophthongised to /a:/, /o:/, and /e:/, though "[i]n word-final position... there
was at least a partial restoration of [e:i] (nt) from the end of the 3rd century BC."

(Horrocks, 2010, p. 163). They were represented respectively by the graphemes <at>,

% Beware the potential for confusion between Heb./Aram. /y/, a consonant phoneme

realised as a palatal approximant [j], and Grk. /y/, a vowel phoneme realised as a close front
rounded vowel [y]. An alternative sign for one or the other phoneme could have been adopted,
but to help the reader follow my references to secondary literature I have chosen to adopt the
very deeply entrenched conventions of Heb. and Grk. linguists in using this sign to refer to their
respective phonemes.
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<wt>, and <>, which after monophthongisation were inconsistently simplified to
<>, <w>, and <n)>. <1> was sometimes confused with <&1>, which had been used to
represent the long vowel /e:/ into which /e:i/ collapsed (Horrocks, 2010, p. 163). The
Byzantine grammarians marked these etymological diphthongs with subscripted
iota: <q>, <w>, and <y>. The short diphthongs /ai/ <at> and /oi/ <ot> also
eventually monophthongised, the first collapsing into /¢/ <e>, the second into /y/
<v> (Allen, 1987, pp. 79-81). In contrast, diphthongs ending in v (yv, ev, av)
developed a consonantal element, /éu, eu, au/ - /éw, ew, aw/, which eventually
fricativised to /ef, ef, af/ before a voiceless consonant and /év, ev, av/ before a
voiced consonant or vowel (Horrocks, 2010, pp. 166-170).

Thus, while <v> alone would not be an obvious grapheme to transcribe Heb./
Aram. /w/, <v> after a vowel / V_ would be an appropriate representation. A
significant problem with some previous attempts to describe "regular
correspondences” such as Knobloch's statistics in Table 2 (p. 63) is that they lack

such contextual information.

(d) Greek and Tiberian Compared
The phonemic and graphemic approximant systems of Tib. and Grk. are

compared in Table 12.
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Koine Greek Tiberian Hebrew
Graphemes| Phonemes Allophones Allophones | Phonemes | Graphemes
<ov> /au/ [au > aw > af/av]
<ev> /eu/ [eu>ew > ef/ev]
[V]
[eu>ew>e:f/
<> /en/
ev] /w/ <>
u:/ [u:]
<ov>
/ [u] [w]
<v> fu>yl/ [u>y]
<or> /oi>y/ [0i/0] > a(?) > y]
<vr> /ui >yi>vy:/ [ui/u) > yi>y:]
/a:i>a:/ [a:i/a:j > a:]
<o
/ai > e/ [ai/a] > e]
<ne lei>e:/ [eri/e) > e:] il
<o /o:1> o0/ [0:1/0:) > 0] Iyl <>
< /i/ [i]
<er> /ei>1i:/ [i:]
(7]

Table 12: Tiberian and Greek approximant systems compared

2.4.1.5 Gutturals

Biblical Heb. and Aram. possessed 6 guttural consonantal phonemes, /°, h, *h, h,
*&, ¢/, but only 4 graphemes to represent them, <v ,r7,i7 ,8>.

Koine Grk. possessed 1 guttural /h/ ("the aspirate") that was phonemic in word-
initial position. From the ap 1st c. the aspirate began to be marked in Attic
inscriptions using a superscripted half eta symbol <F>, antecedant to the later
rough breathing mark <'> (Threatte, 1980, p. 97). In other environments, the
feature [aspiration] does exist, but merely as an environmental allophone, e.g.
when double /rr/ occured word-medially, the second consonant was aspirated

(Allen, 1987, p. 41). The aspirate "did not prevent elision or crasis, nor have any
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effect on positional quantity” (Allen, 1987, p. 54). The existence of the aspirate can
be detected in compounds where ¢ - Ch.
(a) Weakening

The glottal plosive /’/ is sometimes elided in the Tiberian vocalisation, and on
four occasions is marked with dages so as to prevent elision in reading (Gen 43:26;
Lev 2317; Job 33:21; Ezr 8:8). Variant spellings involving graphemes for the
gutturals in texts from Qumran and the Mishnah are evidence for the weakening of
the gutturals (Segal, 1927, p. 28 §43; Tov, 2012, pp. 233-234).

(b) /*h/ and /*q/

<r> represented a voiceless velar fricative /*h/ [x] (~ ¢) and a voiceless
pharyngeal fricative /h/ [h] (~ ). <v> represented a voiced velar fricative /*g/ [y]
(~¢) and a voiced pharyngeal fricative // [T] (~ & ). <m> is transcribed by <@> if /h/
or <x> if /*h/ (Blau, 1983, p. 43 [147] §12) and <v> by <@> if [/ or <x> if /*§/ (Blau,
1983, p. 5 [109] §6). The mergers /*h > h/ and /*§ > “/ took place over the period of
the translation of the rxx books, hence the gradual disappearance of
representations with <y, y>. Blau traced these mergers and in this way
demonstrated that 2 Esdras was translated last (Blau, 1983, pp. 71, §15.1). Before
Blau's definitive analysis, there was much debate about the inconsistent reflexes of
<> and <y> (Konig, 1881, p. 1.8; Riizicka, 1908; Bauer, Leander, & Kahle, 1922, pp.
190-91, §14g; Moritz, 1926, p. 86; Harris, 1939, p. 63; Muraoka, 1971; Moscati, 1980, p.
§8.49; Murtonen, 1981, pp. 68-69; Knobloch, 1995, pp. 11-12)

There were some interactions with Blau's position (e.g. Murtonen, 1986, pp.
5-6), but the most significant development was made by Steiner (2005) who
compared transcriptions in 2 Esdras with those outside the Lxx and so, also noting

Josephus' use of 1rather than 2 Esdras, dated 2 Esdras to the ap mid-2nd c. (p. 264).
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(c) Representation
Gutturals are the most difficult consonants to represent in Grk., and have
therefore given rise to the widest array of interpretations in the analysis of
transcriptions. Compare:

Murtonen (1981, p. 68):

the glottals are practically never represented by a transcription sign,

Yuditsky (2013, p. 8o5b):

"..in the Septuagint, a helping vowel can occasionally be found in the vicinity of original
gutturals,”

Krasovec (2009, pp. 22, 24):

"n = usually rendered by a vowel (often by € in the beginning, in the middle, and at the end of
the name)."

Even if the reflexes of gutturals are agreed to exist, there are various options
concerning their interpretation. Krasovec evidently believes the guttural sound is
being rendered. An alternative view is that the vowel does not represent the
guttural per se, but is a helping sound where the gutural is articulated at the vowel
onset.”” Knobloch (1995) suggests short vowels may merely have been used to
retain syllable structure, much like the use of the apostrophe in modern

transcriptions of Hebrew (p. 220).

“” This interpretation is, ironically, the precise opposite situation to the use of guttural
graphemes in Heb. and Aram. in transcriptions of foreign words to act as silent carriers of the
vowel.
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2.4.2 Vowels

Differences between Lxx vowels and the Tib. vocalisation have been explained
as textual corruption or names read as different nominal types (Brenno, 1940), the
differences between the Heb. and Grk. vowel systems (Bergstrisser, 1918, pp. 59,
§10c; Staples, 1927, p. 6), diachronic differences between Lxx Vorlage Heb. and Tib.
Heb. (Staples, 1927, p. 7; cited by Roberts, 1951, p. 48), the supposed "artificiality" of
the Tib. vocalisation system (Staples, 1927, p. 7), and different Heb. reading/
pronunciation traditions (Kutscher, 1982, pp. 106, §175). Knobloch (1995) lists even
more explanations (pp. 15-16).

In order to make significant progress beyond this morass of interpretations, it is
necessary to recognise the synchronic and diachronic breadth of the Heb., Aram.

and Grk. vowel systems.
2.4.2.1 Hebrew and Aramaic Phonemes and Graphemes

PS possessed 6 vowel phonemes (Joiion & Muraoka, 2006, p. 33 §6b; Blau, 2010,

p. 111 §3.5.5.1; Rendsburg, 2013, p. 105b), Figure 1.

Figure 1: The Proto-Semitic vowel system with phonemic length distinctions

Additionally, PS possessed two diphthongs /*aw/ and /*ay/.
Heb. and Aram. orthography initially had no way to represent vowels, but 4

graphemes came to be associated with vocalisation: <> ,1,7 %>. In particular from
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the 8-7th c. Bc <3> and <> were inconsistently used to represent /*u:/ and /*i:/
(Weinberg, 1985, pp. 1-4). For the most part, the distribution of these "plene
spellings” in texts still correlates with historical vowel length. Different systems for
representing vowels were developed by the Tiberian, Babylonian and Palestinian
Masoretes from the ap 7th c. and by the Samaritans from the ap 10th c. These
traditions reveal diversity within and between the pronunciation systems they
were developed to represent.

The Tib. pronunciation system was the most prestigious, but has not survived in
living use. It has been reconstructed from analysis of vocalised MSS and the
descriptions of Medieval grammarians. By the 7th c. length distinctions had mostly
lost phonemic status, and the number of vowel phonemes distinguished by quality

had expanded to 7 (Khan, 2012, pp. 94-95), Figure 2.

a

Figure 2: The Tiberian 7 vowel system

Phonemic length may have persisted in the Tib. tradition to some degree, but
the precise nuances of the phonemic value of length in this tradition are beyond
our scope. The phonemic representation of all Tib. vowels will therefore be
presented without indication of length distinctions.

The Babylonian pronunciation system has, to at least some extent, been

preserved in the liturgical language of Yemenite Jews. It is similar to the Tib.
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system, but does not distinguish /a/ and /¢/, so only possesses 6 vowel phonemes

(Khan, 2013d), Figure 3.

Figure 3: The Babylonian 6 vowel system

Compared to Tib., the Palestinian pronunciation system neither distinguishes
/o/ and /a/, nor /e/ and /e/. This feature is preserved by the Sephardi tradition
(Blau, 2010, p. 119 §3.5.6.7.2). The Ashkenazi tradition is also descended from
Palestinian (Khan, 2013b, p. 347b). There is some confusion in the MSS between /o/
and /u/, indicating that the sounds [o] and [u] were collapsing into a single

phoneme. Palestinian possessed 5 vowel phonemes (Heijmans, 2013), Figure 4.

a

Figure 4: The Palestinian 5 vowel system

In Samaritan Heb., the collapsing of /o/ and /u/ that is apparently underway in
Palestinian has hardened such that they have combined to become
complementary allophones of a single phoneme /u/ realised as [u] in open

syllables and [o] in closed syllables, Figure 5.
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Figure 5: The Samaritan 5 vowel system

A list and graphical summary of typical reflexes of PS vowels in Tib. can be
found in Jolion & Muraoka (2006, pp. 39-40), presented with modifications in
Figure 6. PS phonemes are listed across the top and bottom, while the Tiberian

phonemes are listed in the middle.”®

1 a u
/‘?\C&U O/L\O\ 0
C&U  C&S C&U OV&S C&S C&U  C&S C&U
1 e J
! / *
' /" s’ !
C&S C&S
I v I
. * v
*ix *ay a: *aw *u:

Figure 6: Reflexion of Proto-Semitic vowels in Tiberian

PS vowels are reflected differently in Palestinian than in Tib. Figure 7 presents
the reflexion of PS short vowels (top and bottom) in Tib. (2nd line) and Palestinian

(3rd line). Because Palestinian lacks the phonemes /e/ and /o/, this tradition better

*  Key: O: Open syllable; C: Closed syllable; S: Stressed syllable; U: Unstressed syllable.
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preserves the original distribution of the PS short vowels, which have partially

merged in Tib.

i e € a o 0 u
i e a 0 u
*i *a *u
Figure 7: Reflexion of short Proto-Semitic vowels in Tiberian and Palestinian

Vowel quantity was only marginally phonemic in the Medieval pronunciation
systems. Some find evidence from transcriptions in the rxx and H, as well as
statements by Origen and Jerome, that length distinctions may still have been
phonemic as late as the Byzantine era. The Tib. vowel graphemes will be presented
in Figure 13.

2.4.2.2 Greek Phonemes and Graphemes

Alexander's death in 323 Bc left Grk. speakers ruling from Macedonia and Egypt
in the West, to the equivalent of modern day Pakistan in the East. The situation
elevated the Great Attic dialect (already in use in some places outside of Greece) to

become a common spoken language (koine) across this region.”

*  There was no especially linguistic reason for Great Attic to have become established in
this way. It was merely the outcome of historical circumstances.
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Allen's (1987, pp. 62-79) reconstruction, Figure 8, remains the orthodox
description of Classical Attic vowels, which is very close to the Grk. that became

the widespread koine after 323 Bc before the first Lxx books began to be translated.

1y I yI u:
e o:
¢ Q
€ a:
a a:

Figure 8: The Classical Attic vowel system

This system underwent extensive simplification to become the 5 vowel
inventory of Modern Greek (MG), with no phonemic length distinctions. Figure 9

has been adapted from Arvaniti (1999, p. 3) and (2007, p. 120).

1D
10

Figure 9: The Modern Greek 5 vowel system

The majority of the changes from Classical Attic to MG took place during the
koine and Roman periods, i.e. the period covering the translation of the entire Lxx
corpus, and the creation of the text groups «', ¢, ¢, ¢, and G". Almost all were
brought to completion even among the most conservative speakers during the
early Byzantine period, i.e. when the most important Lxx witnesses were being
created. Developments in simple vowels were mostly complete by the end of the

AD 4th c. (Schwyzer, 1938, pp. 232-234; Allen, 1987, p. 78). This date is roughly
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contemporary with the terminus ad quem for G", which is at least as old as Lucian
(d. 312). The only exception is the merger /y/ - /i/, which is given variously as
8th-10th c. (Schwyzer, 1938, p. 233), 9th-10th c. (Horrocks, 2010, p. 169), or simply
"end of the millennium" (Allen, 1987, p. 69). Similarly, the fricativisation of the
second element of diphthongs ending in <uv> may be associated with the
fricativisation of /b/ (Allen, 1987, p. 80). The Gothic and Armenian alphabets are
insecure evidence for this change having occurred by the ap 4th c., but Cyrillic
provides secure evidence that the change had certainly taken place by ap gth c.
(Allen, 1987, p. 32). These final changes therefore occurred after the creation of A,
B, S and the "Caesarean" corrections on S (cf. Jongkind, 2013, pp. 10-11), but before
the creation of V and almost all the minuscules.*

The most significant data we have for reconstructing the development of Koine
Grk. during this period are spelling variations in (a) Attic inscriptions and (b)
Egyptian papyri. Teodorsson (1974) and (1978) makes some radical claims for the
chronology of developments in Attic, but Threatte's (1980) analysis remains the
orthodox exposition of these data. Two key studies survey the Ptolemaic
(Teodorsson, 1977) and Roman/Byzantine data (Gignac, S.J., 1976) from Egypt.
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