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Words Originating in the Ketiv

Despite the fact that, where the ketiv (the written text) differs from the 
reading tradition, the living element of biblical vocabulary is the one 
reflected by the qere (the canonical reading of the text), a number of ketiv-
words later found their way into Hebrew usage. They include ְטרֹום (qere 
בּוָנה qere) ּתֹוָבָנה ,(ֶטֶרם  where a mater lectionis is not read as written; certain ,(ּתְ
obscene words, substituted in the qere by euphemisms, such as ֲעפֹוִלים 
(qere ְטחֹוִרים), ֶחְריֹוִנים (qere ְביֹוִנים ,(ֵמיֵמי ַרְגַלִים qere) שין ,(צֹוָאה qere) חרי / חרא ,(ּדִ
 words read as two separate ;(שכ״ב qere) שג״ל the verb ,(מֹוָצָאה qere) ַמְחָרָאה
ones, as ִאים ִאים qere) ֵחְלּכָ ֵאיֹוִנים ,(ֵחל ּכָ ֵאי יֹוִנים qere) ְגּ  with בל״י and the verb ;(ְגּ
reference to temporal concepts (qere כל״י). Some, such as שג״ל and שין even 
generated derivatives, hence ל ּגָ יָנן and ,ִמׁשְ ֶנת ,ׁשֵ ּיֶ  respectively. Certain ,ׁשַ
ketiv-words have also been exploited for stylistic aims.

Noam Mizrahi

 Body Parts’: Interpreting an Enigmatic‘ תכמי בשר
Lexeme of Qumran Hebrew

The form תכמים, attested a dozen times in Qumran Hebrew, has perplexed 
commentators and lexicographers ever since the first scrolls were published. 
It has been recognized, on contextual grounds, to belong to the semantic 
field of body parts, but its exact interpretation as well as its etymology 
and linguistic history have eluded scholars thus far. The present analysis 
confirms that the word belongs to the terminological realm of partonomy, 
proposing that the lexeme is etymologically related to biblical Hebrew 
,’shoulder‘ שכם  but that the given form is most probably an Aramaic 
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loanword. The paper explores the phonological and textual evidence for 
the process of borrowing, and traces the semantic development of the 
term from denoting a specific organ (‘shoulder’) to the general notion of 
‘body part’, on the basis of both internal and comparative evidence. Finally, 
it reconstructs a possible path of borrowing through the technical use of a 
specialized body of literature, namely, magical spells and medical recipes, 
especially against serpents.

Ohad Abudraham

Three Mandaic Incantation Bowls from 
the Yosef Matisyahu Collection

Early Mandaic is known from two types of sources: the great literary 
works, such as Ginza Raba, Qolasta, and The Book of John, on the one hand, 
and numerous magical texts written on clay bowls and lead scrolls, on 
the other. Although these two source types to some extent overlap with 
respect to their date of origin, they differ significantly with respect to 
transmission and the date of their documentation. Whereas the earliest 
extant Mandaic literary manuscripts are no older than the sixteenth century 
C.E. and have undergone centuries of copying and linguistic editing, all the 
epigraphic sources go back directly to Late Antiquity (4th–7/8th century 
C.E.) and attest to the earliest known phase of the Mandaic language. 
Published here for the first time are three Mandaic earthenware bowls from 
the collection of Mr. Yosef Matisyahu, accompanied by a transcription, 
translation, commentary, linguistic notes, and photographs. The first 
bowl (YM 1) contains the formula “Punqit Lilita, the youngest of her 
sisters”, which is paralleled by three unpublished Mandaic magic bowls, 
whereas the remaining two bowls (YM 2 and YM 3) carry the well-attested 
formula “I Stand upon a Wreath of Ether”, known from more than fifteen 
published and unpublished sources. All three bowls, and especially the 
first one, contribute to our knowledge of the Mandaic language. Their 
most noteworthy linguistic feature is the unique status of the shewa mobile 
and shewa quiescent.
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Uzzi Ornan

False Rules and Unnecessary Exceptions

The need to add special diacritical signs (niqqud) to the Hebrew sacred 
books led Hebrew scholars to create a grammar for the written language 
in which these signs received emphasis to the neglect of real linguistic 
phenomena. Thus, for example, a dot (dagesh) inside a letter received 
special grammatical attention, whereas a letter with no dot was considered 
the default. This is demonstrated with respect to the /b, k, p/ group with 
its double pronunciation, as well as for other cases, such as shewa, or 
gemination of the final consonant at the end of a word.

This is also demonstrated for the prefixes for the future tense ʾ, t, y, n 
which are used in all verbal forms, whereas they are vocalized separately for 
each form. Shown here is that there is no need to regard these changes as 
special morphological phenomena, since they all are the result of phonetic 
rules, which act on all Hebrew words, not necessarily the sphere of verbs 
alone. The author concludes that Hebrew grammar should rely on spoken 
Hebrew rather than on the written letters with diacritical signs that were 
added in the eighth century, after Arabic replaced the original languages 
of the conquered countries under the Moslem rule.

Amir Gaash

A Reexamination of the Karaite Treatise Identified as 
“Sefer ha-Pitron of Jacob Tamani b. Moses”

Reexamination of the Karaite treatise identified by S. Pinsker and others 
as Sefer ha-Pitron of Jacob Tamani b. Moses (who allegedly died in 958 
and was buried in the cemetery of Chufut-Kale) led to the conclusion 
that there is no reliable evidence for this identification. Moreover, the 
evidence suggests that this work is a Byzantine Karaite translation of an 
Arabic original. Thus, it appears that the Hebrew version was created in 
Byzantium in the latter two-thirds of the eleventh century, based on an 
eleventh-century Arabic original probably composed in Jerusalem.
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Cyril Aslanov

Michel Masson, Du sémitique en grec, Paris: Alfabarre, 2013, 340 pp.

In this book, the French Hebraist Michel Masson reassesses the issue 
of Northwest Semitic loanwords (mainly Phoenician and Aramaic) in 
ancient Greek. The first part of the book is dedicated to travelling words 
that entered the Greek lexicon as a result of commercial contacts between 
Phoenicians and Greeks in the Eastern Mediterranean. Here the author tries 
to adopt an intermediate position between Pierre Chantraine’s isolationist 
position, according to which Greek borrowed just a few words from 
Semitic, and Martin Bernal’s diffusionist methodology that tries to ascribe 
a Semitic etymology to as many Greek words as possible. However, the 
balance between the two is not always maintained and it appears that 
Masson’s position is closer to Bernal’s diffusionism than to Chantraine’s 
isolationism. This is particularly obvious in the second part entitled 
“Nouvelles perspectives”, where Masson tries to find Semitic etymologies for 
words bearing a very general meaning. Some of the proposed etymologies, 
e.g., ῥάπτω ‘to sew’, for which he wants to recognize an avatar of Semitic 
rpʾ ‘to heal’ (pp. 228–229; see also ἀσκέω on 229–230, and χαράσσω on 
230–231), rely on a superficial likeness between the assumed Semitic 
etyma and the Greek lexemes. Moreover, Greek etymology has made some 
progress with the publication of Robert Beekes’ Etymological Dictionary of 
Greek where Indo-European etymologies are proposed to fill the lacunas 
in Chantraine’s Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque.

There are additional flaws in Masson’s book; for example, the explanation 
for the abundance of Semitic loanwords in the ancient Greek lexicon, 
which the author grounds in the questionable assumption that archaic 
Greek literature, like the Homeric poems, was intended for an aristocratic 
audience who allegedly appreciated Phoenician culture (pp. 283–284). 
Assessment of the linguistic register of Homeric poetry is difficult, however. 
Also problematic is the assertion that the adoption of Phoenician letters 
triggered the massive introduction of Semitic loanwords to archaic Greek 
(pp. 204–211). This can be easily rejected if we consider that the Iliad, the 
first literary text attested in Greek after the adoption of the Phoenician 
alphabet around the eighth century, existed in the form of an oral epic 
before this date and nonetheless already contains many Semitic loanwords. 
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Broadly speaking, in many instances, Masson is too eager to ascribe 
Greek words without known etymologies to a Semitic origin. A detailed 
critique of individual instances is found in the review.

Tzvi Novick

Elitzur A. Bar-Asher Siegal, Introduction to the Grammar of Jewish 
Babylonian Aramaic (LOS III/3), Münster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2013, 361 pp.

Elitzur Bar-Asher Siegal’s new grammar of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic is 
intended to serve both as a study grammar (with vocabulary and exercises 
for each chapter) and as a reference grammar. It is distinguished by the 
extent to which it is informed by all aspects of modern linguistics, and by 
the fact that, departing from the methodology espoused by E. Y. Kutscher, 
it makes use of the entire corpus of manuscripts rather than identifying a 
“most reliable” set of manuscripts and making it alone the object of study. 
By virtue both of its synthesis of previous scholarship and especially its 
numerous innovative claims, the book represents an essential tool for 
the study of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic and a major impetus for further 
research into this and other Aramaic dialects.
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