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The Influence of the Classical Grammar in the Hebrew Grammar

Carlos del Valk}[ﬁguez - Madrid

In the history of Arabic grammar, there is a persistent question that seems always
current to specialists in Arabic, the question of the origin of Arabic grammar. While I do not
care to delve into this question here, there is a related one concerning the origin of Hebrew
grammar. For as regards the question of origins, there exists a notable difference between the
origins of Arabic grammar and that of Hebrew grammar'.

The reason for this difference rests in the fact that there exists a unanimous and
general consensus that historically speaking, Hebrew grammar, that is, the grammar that was
born with Saadia Gaon, then followed by the grammar that emerged in Spain, had its immediate
origins in the Masora and in Arabic grammar’. I do not wish to question this consensus.
There is not reason to doubt that historically Hebrew grammar derived from the Masora and
Arabic grammar.

Rather the question that I wish to broach here is whether there were other influences
behind the beginnings of Hebrew grammar apart from those just mentioned. More specifically,
the question is whether at its origins, Hebrew grammar was influenced by classical Greek
grammar on the one hand, and by classical Latin grammar on the other.

If I pose this question here today, it is not because I feel prodded by the current
treatment of the question of origins in the history of Hebrew grammar, but because research
into ancient Hebrew grammatical writings forces us to raise the question.

Be that as it may, a reading of ancient Hebrew grammatical writings gives us enough
reason to pose the question about the possible influences of the classical Greek and Latin
grammar on Hebrew grammar. [ refer to the list of gramatical-massoretical terms first published
by Baer-Strack, then by Mann and lastly by Nehemia Allony’. In this list -réshima-, that
Allony traced back to the eighth century (in any case the list is very ancient), there are some
fifty terms, and four introduced by the word lashon:

! See Michael G. CARTER, “Les origines de la grammaire arabe”, Revue des Etudes Islamiques 40
(1972) 69-97; Kees VERSTEEGH, Greek Elements in Arab Linguistic Thinking. Leiden, E.J. Brill, 1977; Gérard
TROUPEAU, “Nahw”, The Encyclopaedia of Islam. Ed. C.E. BOSWORTH et alii. Leiden, Brill, 1993.

# See the study of Prof. Tene “Linguistic Literature Hebrew” in EJ 16, 1352ss.

®S. BAER - H.L. STRACK, The Dikduke ha-te‘amim des Ahron ben Moscheh ben Ascher und
andere alte grammatisch-massorethische Lehrstiicke zur Feststellung eines richtigen Textes der hebrdischen
Bibel mit Benuizung zahlreicher alter Handschrifien zum ersten Male vollstindig herausgegeben. Leipzig 1879
(new edited by D.S. LOEWINGER, Jerusalem 1970), XXVIII-XIX (from now DT); . MANN, “On the Terminology
of the Early Massorites and Grammarians”, Paul Haupt Anniversary Volume. Leipzig 1926, 437-445; N. ALLONY,
“Réshimat munahim qara’it me-ha-me’a ha-sh&minit", Sefer ha-Zikkaron IE-B. Kongrin. Tel Aviv 1964, 324-63
(new edited in Mehgare lashon wé-sifiut 11: 104-44).



lashon dramit

léshon kasdim

leshon qodesh

[Eshon yishma' ‘elim u-yéwanim,
that is, the Aramaean language, the Chaldean language, the Hebrew language and the Arabic
and Greek language(s). This ancient list merely states the terms, without noting anything
about its utility or purpose. For Mann the terms in the list set out the information ideally in
order to do biblical interpretation. Greek would be required, for example, for a correct
interpretation of the Bible, such as Daniel 3, 5 which enumerates several musical instruments
with Greek names (gitros, pesanterin, synphonia). The significance or utility of Greek was
not clear to Allony. He thought that Greek would be used for the work of translation that was
carried out in that period. But he is uncertain about this and suggests the possibility of reading
yonim, instead of yéwanim, relying on reading of a manuscript where a holem appears on the
waw. Yonim, therefore, would not mean the Greek language, but rather would be a term
characterizing the Arabs as enemies and oppressors.

But given the whole context of the manuscript, this last suggestion of Allony seems to
me not unwarranted and unacceptable. I prefer to understand the phrase [éshon yishma"elim
u-yéwanim as the Arabic and Greek languages.

In order to understand the utility or purpose of the gramatical-massoretical terms of
the list it is crucial to know that Dunash ben Labrat cited the main body of the list in the
introduction of his Téshuvor against Menahem ben Saruq. He considers the terms as presentig
a repertory of knowledge necessary for accurate philological work in biblical Hebrew. In
other terms the listing states the knowledge necessary for an appropriate understanding of
Hebrew. “The composition of a book on the interpretation of language™ -he writes-, “on its
precepts and rules, is not possible except for a person who knows how to connect their
foundations and borders™

DAY RABYANT RPPAN (WD N2 790 Y3 fane R
M2 MT AR MK PR? R 2

Dunash also introduces the terms lashon -l€shon dramiyyim wa-darabiyyim, but he
suppressed reference to /éshon kasdim and [Eshon yévanim. This indicates that Dunash did not
give Greek the significance that the author or the authors of the réshima gave that language.

In any event, in the eighth or ninth century there was an awareness of the linguistic
importance of Greek for biblical exegesis and for an understanding of Hebrew.

In some writings tracing to the beginnings of Hebrew grammar, there are a number of
conceptions, notions and ideas that have their origin in the classical Greek and Latin grammar.
I refer to the Digduge ha-té 'amim, to the Commentary of Dunash ben Tamim on the Sefer
Yésira and to the Teshuvor of Dunash ben Labrat against Menahem (all of the Xth century).
The first two pose a critical problem. We have two critical editions of the Digduge ha- Té ‘amim,
one by Baer-Strack’ and another by A. Dotan. Dotan’s edition lacks the clearly lmguxstlc

* Nehemya Allony, “Hagdamat Dunash li-T€shuvot le-Mahberet Menahem™, Beth Mikra 22 (1965)
52, lin. 24; Téshubot de Dunash ben Labrat. Ed. A. Saenz-Badillos (Granada 1980, 13*); Sefer Téshuvot Dunash
ben Labrat. Ed. Z. Filipowski (London 1855, 5a); C. del Valle Rodriguez, La Escuela hebrea de Cérdobe
(Madrid 1981, 466ss),

5 Cfr. note 1.
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sections found in Baer-Strack’s edition. Yet those missing sections reflect very ancient
traditions, hence belong to the origins of Digduge ha-té ‘amim.

There are very few fragments left of the Arab original of Dunash ben Tamim ‘s
commentary on the Sefer Yésira, although we do have several Hebrew translations, some of
them with clear signs of reworking. A critical edition of this work is absolutely necessary.
However, the data that we wish to use here are found in all the Hebrew translations of the
Perush, thus offering a well-founded suspicion that they come from the Arab original.

I.- Language as a progressive chain

A frequent metaphor in classical Greek and Latin literature is that of language as a
progressive chain, running from very simple elements, the phonemes, the letters, to the
complex unity found in word and in the speech. Gorgias (V-IV century before Christ) defined
language as “an extraordinarily powerful reality that through physically reduced and
imperceptible means carry out works that could be called divine” (logos dundstes mégas estin
hos smikrotdtd sémati kai afanestdto theidtata érga apotelei)’.

Another concept that we find in the classical authors is that of language as expression
of the feelings of soul (Esti men oun ta en téi phonéi tén en te psykhé pathemdton symbola)®.
Aristotle again expresses those ideas in his Poetics: “Tés dé léxeds hapasés tad’ esti td méré,
stoikhefon, syllabé, syndesmos, arthron, onoma, rhéma, ptdsis, logos™,

This same idea of the language as a progressive chain is expressed clearly by Varro:
“Artis grammaticae initia ab elementis surgunt, elementa figurantur in litteras, litterae in
syllabas coguntur, syllabis comprehenditur dictio, dictiones coguntur in partes orationis, partibus
orationis consummatur oratio”, that is, “grammar arises from sounds, the sounds are represented
by letters, the letters are united in syllabes, with the syllabes the word is formed, the word
stablishes parts of the discourse, and with parts of the discourse speech is realized™".

This idea of the progression of language is to be found in some ancient Jewish
writings. In a writing such as Digduge ha-té ‘amim :

NTTNINT NTTAIRG N1AYAT NY1AYTAL ANDT AN23 ROPRT RNPRA 1hLT 1R SROW

n1Tipaa
"', that is, the chain is set out as follows: néqudot, otiyyot, tebot, kétab, migra. Migra , the
Bible, is equivalent here to oratio or logos.

Dunash ben Tamim (10th Cent.) has simplified the chain into four links that, he says,
are taken from the first book of the author of the Logic, that is, from Aristotle:

® Sefer digduge ha-té ‘amim le-R. Aharon ben Moshe bar Asher. Jerusalem 1968.
1 Gorg B 11 (8), 290:17, in Hermann DIELS, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. Berlin 1954,

® Aristoteles, De interpr. 16a2, en Aristotelis categoriae et liber de interpretatione. Ed. L. Minio
PALLUELO. Oxford 1949.

® Poetica 1456B 20 (Aristote Poétique. Ed. J. HARDY. Paris 1975).

'O M. Terenti Varronis de lingua latina que supersunt. Ed. Georgius GOETZ - Fridericus SCHOELL.
Lipsiae 1910, 228.

"' DT, pag. XXVIIL
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apyYDLa oYty ,hawnn ,"%aT ,havna
that is, writing, speech, thought, the reality/things",
oh gvoTIanh g¥aaTh 92w 111ANN N19RR TWRNN B3 (PR J1Ahh 2bb HDaY
PEhitinat hawhpat 91a7a% 2*haa 7253 NIRIPR YA'h QBARRA Q'RYPI
It is interesting to observe that Dunash attributed the chain to Aristotle, and that he connects
speech with thought and with reality, things, inyanim',

IL.- The vowels and the consonants

In Hebrew grammar the vowel is understood in terms of its important function in
word formation. The vowel is called melek, moshel, ab, rabba. And from its feature as mover
of the consonant, it is called ténu‘a, hana’a.

In classical Greek and Latin grammar the vowel is understood in its physiological
aspect. A vowel is a sound (vox) that can be pronounced by itself and by itself constitutes a
syllable. It does not need the help of a consonant to be pronounced.

From a collection of the definitions of the vowel and the consonant offered by Greek
and Latin grammarians, let it suffice to cite the definitions of Elio Donato: vocales -quae per
se proferuntur et per se syllabam faciunt; consonantes mutae -quae nec per se proferuntur
nec per se syllabam faciunt".

"2 Commentary to the Sepher Yesira, (=CSY, of ben Tamim) Ms. NY 1908-1909, pag. 9. Cfr, Menasche
Grossberg, Sefer Yezira ascribed to the Patriarch Abraham with Commentary by Dunasch ben Tamim (hebr.).
London 1902.

12 Munich, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, 65r.

14

NYNAN BThWY BYAWS 5B N1RMNDT TARD KON IDWIH R N1THIN BYhWY avweh hBR A
WHIAW TYA%30H 20 THAR 212THY 212TH TIDY RON 3R ntham

Munich, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, 65r.

YRNP 11 1000 ARTPVAR BYRYPAN PIWHN MDbR PIWRYN BbbA TRIR P1whh Hha
"HBARY 1A ,AN03 A% NINIPR DANRD DRYRINT BUITYHR QYAYABA DA YD RRYIIUN
avavanoh

Munich, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, 60v (but he eumerates only three)

:7292 NINIPR hDATRA BURYPI Bh BYOTIA0 BYYATH DAW J1tahh MDA TR J1%Ah 1D hDaY
opYDd ohavvat haheal AtaTal hathaa

Berlin, (CSY) Cod hebr oct 243.

" Carlos DEL VALLE RODRIGUEZ, Historia de la gramdtica hebrea en Espania. Vol. I: Los origenes
(Menahem, Dunash y los discipulos). Madrid 2002, 46-47 (from now HGHE). Cledonio: vocales... sine quibus
logui non possumus... consonantes... eo quod cum vocalibus sonant (Excerpta ex commentariis Donati, H.
KEIL, Grammatici latini, Lipsiae 1923, V.26; from novs KEIL); Servio: vocales dicuntur quia per se sonant et
per se syllabam faciunt et nullae aliae litterae sine ipsis possunt syllabam facere. Consonantes dicuntur quia
non naturali, sed mixtae cum vocalibus proferuntur (Commentarius in Artem Donati. KEIL IV, 2, pag. 421);
Sergio: dictae sunt autem vocales quod per se prolatae et solae positae syllabam faciunt (Explanationes artis
Donati, KEIL 1V, 2, pag. 475); Pompeyo: vocales dictae sunt ea ratione quoniam per se vocalem impleant. Quid
est per se? Ceterae litterae non aliter exprimunt sonum suum nisi iungant sibi vocalium sonos (Commentum
Artis Donati, KEIL V, pag. 100); Prisciano: Ex his vocales dicuntur quae per se voces perficiunt vel sine quibus
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The two elements that characterize the vowel in classical Greek and Latin grammar
(sound that is pronounced by itself and that does not need speech organs for pronounciation)
are to be found in the commentary of Dunash ben Tamim. On the contrary, consonants
cannot be pronounced by themselves but need the speech organs:

NIWHA NTTRIR U NTTRIRD TRWD DIPh NIRYERR N1RWRA N1NATE LLURTThIR
"hBa BhW "ibD WHWA 19RA PR RN DD 1193 h12 'R LN1hd RIRBR
aha "2 N1BBIAND N1DY R NITIRL A0 1BTYY BhRY LLN1AWRA RS N1haTn
Bha't B'R9W3 B ha B"RON B'WAA hW 14PN WK NITNIRD ANW gvBetann

IDWIIN 1N

vox literalis proferri non potest (Institutionum grammaticarum, KEIL II-IIL Lib 1_8}.'; Charisius: vecales sunt
quae per se proferuntur et per se syllabam faciunt (Artis grammatici Libri V., KEIL 1,3.5); Diomedes: mutae
sunt quae sine auxilio vocalium non possunt enuntiari (Artis grammaticae Libri I[ll, KEIL I, pag. 423); Dionisio
Tracio: “(the vowels, phonéenta, are so called,) “because they by itself sound” (HGHE 1, 39); fonéenta mén
ekdlesan dsa kai kath’ eautd foneitai kai meth’ etéron (Dionisios Halicarnasessis, De compesitione verborum,
sect. 14); “ta meén fonéenta esti kath® eautd ekfonoumena ta dé sumféna kaloamena kath’ autd mén ouk ékhei
tina fiisin ekfonéseds, meta de ton fonéénton suntithémena ekfoneitai kai auta (Simplicius, In Aristotelis physicorum
libros commentarios, vol. 10, p. 12227).
'® Pparis, (CSY) Alliance H 370A, fol. Ir; NY, JThS Ms. 1908-1909, pag. 1.
gow 139PR TWR NTINIRD TR BYBBYANR 3ha T2 NIBBIND hibh anm aY¥TIpa ‘a2 1T A
1WB/IANT IR @RAY B'RY DA BYh YRR aYWwah
NY, (CSY) JThS Ms. 1908-1909.
DNTUNAR VYN RYAY B8R NTTRIRD ARWS DIPN NINTYDR NIDWRA NINATRY N1DAI DTN B
nina NIRLBR NWAN
NY (CSY) JThS Ms. 1912/2,
8*ha BYROR BYWHA ThY NARRY N1TNIRA ARYW RIBABIR NYas ah NITIPA A2 BTN A M)
TDWIINT 12TH NTNIR DY NN ARW IRYY ahat avnhba
Varsovie, (CSY) Jewish Museum 616.

NTENIRD IRW NIDBIANY TRIAW NIBIBINT NIBBIINR N1DDT NIPDA NTTNIN WO 1R W o
NIPSAN N1N2TRAR HWHWH HBNA "3 RIRINAT NIRIDY A3 NIWAAY RIR9R ZhW 139RRW
NTTAIRD 992 NIRRT N5

Munich, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, fol. 60r.

T2 130RRW NTNIND ARW MBIDAND 1RAW NIBADAIND RIDT1 NIPSA RTTRIR WHW anp WY Y
N19a% NIPHRN NTNATRA WA NORA 13 NIRINAT NIRIED N1A9IW NIWSAT NIRYAR ah
NITNIR 990 hIR0N

Parma, (CSY) Ms. 3018, fol. 90.

NITNIRD TIRW NIBIBDIND 1IPIW NIWABIRT NIBIABDIND NID NIPSH NTTAIR WHY ahp W e
NIPSNR ATNRTRR HWOWH AYNA "0 NIRINAT NIRSY NS AIWAR NTNIR B0 "0 139 PRY
NTNIR D95 NN RYDa

Praga, (CSY) Jewish Museum 47.

NIATR BNT AR 19K BN YD BhA M317" RS NYhY ARWHY YDA BRY YR aht A nYnaTRh anp
"AND NAN NRD BYWY RS R 1NDWR 1hR hhN RU¥IR5 398 D51 R "2 Mhbwh aXwhY

(CSY) Paris, Heb 763, fol. 7r; Parma, Ms. 2784, fol. 83r; BL, Add 15299, fol. 11v.
nivhnprh m':pn 1392TR NYTTRIN WA RSN A
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Thus vowels are pronounced by themselves, while consonants need the help of the
vowels for their sound. The terms used to describe vowels, using the diverse translations or
adaptations are:
médubbarot N1727D (they are pronounced -by themselves)
nigg€lot N19A1 (they are manifested -by themselves)
nehégot N1ANA (they are pronounced -by themselves)
mitna’a’ot N1YWVAND (they are mobilized- pronounced- by themselves).

Other terms, na’or (N1B3), ménana’ot (N1VIVIV), mamsi 'ot-ha-gol (NINTXDR
211 underscore the function of the vowel as mobilizer of the consonant. The term (N2 2nm),
rafot (N199) point to the physilogical condition of vowels, pronounced without help of the
organs of speech; the same is true of the term nim$&kot ha-gol (21PN N1AWNRA). It is
possible that the terms rabbot (N12"), ddanot/adaniyyot (N'13TR), that denote the dominant
function of vowels, are based on translation errors'”.

On the other hand, the terms used to describe the consonants are: illémot (N1RIR),
illémim  (B*R9R), heréshot (NWNN), heréshim (B"WAN), hdawmot (NIRINN), nahot
(NIN3), nahim (8*N3), nehtamot (NTRNNY), ne’lamim (*P9BI), “Alumot (NIRIDY),
shokénot (N1321W), §¢fakot (NINBW).

The vowel is a sound that in and of itself has sonority. The consonant, on the other
hand, has no sound. For that reason, it is called deaf, mute, occult, close.

In one place, Dunash explains the reason why the vowels are called oriyyor halaqut
-because while all other sounds are “hard”, vowels are “soft”; otiyyor ha-meshek, because all
other sounds are delimited and cannot be lengthened except with the help of vowels; ofiyyot
ha-dibbur, because all other sounds are hidden and cannot be pronounced without the aid of
the vowels; otiyyot ha-qol, because all other sounds cannot be voiced without these'®.

Another characteristic of vowels is that they are pronounced without the help of the
organs of speech”. So says Dunash ben Tamim:

Munich, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, 64 v.

'7 Probably, the translator or new adaptor confounded rafot (N199) with rabbot (N137) and from that
came to ddanot/ddaniyyor (N13'TR), opposed to Sefakor (NTNBW),

T8 nitnIRY NIRYIRN NN YPIDIRA ARAN "hBaY PITRTH Yona DN BN9PA Bh

NIPDA JRT NIWP 19aW 1ABR NIPTIAN NITNIN INTRAIDIPA NITNIRT 91270 NIRRT N1RTWRN
"B 91270 NTAIN INRPAT RONG RDON NISWRA 13K NI 15aW DY JBh NN NP
1|9 91 R 90w 5D DIPN NTTNIR IR NDRI ROR 119390 2R NIRRTT h1aaT jhaw
noRa NOR

Munich, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, fol. 65v.

1NMPAT 91PN NTTNIRY RYADA NITNINT JWBA NITNIRT NIPISRN NRDIRN Y933 DNR BINAPYY
12D NIXATHEE DhW JWRH RITHIR IRAPAT ATRSNN BT RIWR B912AW NIPBhN NTNIR
1725 1983 N9ON 970 09133 PTRW 91PN NITAIN INIPAT TONA BNIR

Berlin, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, fol. 65v.
'° “Porque las vocales suenan por si, no hiriendo alguno de los instrumentos con que se forman las
consonantes, mas solamente colando el espiritu por lo angosto de la garganta e formando la diversidad dellas en

la figura de la boca” (Antonius NEBRISSENSIS, [Gramdtica Castellana]. Salamanca 1491, 1.4); “Est autem
vox secundum Aristotelem in libro de anima secundo, aeris respirati ab anima in partibus vocalibus percussio ad
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229 1993 ND 9N Oh'haTRY ahh8n aht N1NaTR ARRR 71N 110 RLD
PRbh R NIRIPR hBWNR NORD

The vowels possess degrees of nimbleness. The slightest is patak™, followed by hireq™
and ending by Sureg™.

For this reason the vowels are called awiriyot, that is, the sounds formed with the air
of the lungs, because appropriately , they do not need the intervention of the organs of
speech.

2g"9ah R "Ha 31N NN AN NN YIRS

While the notion of the vowel as a sound pronounced without the help of the organs of
the speech, with only the air of the lungs, derives from classical Greek and Latin grammar, it
is possible that it is reflected in the term al-harf al-hdwiy of Arabic grammarians®. The
philosopher Avicenna (980-1037) describes the three main vowels of Arabic with some traits
from classical Greek and Latin grammar: “In regard to the alif sound and its companion the
fatha (=vowel a) I think that it is produced by the emission of a little air (that flows from the
lungs) without obstructions. In relation to the sounds waw and its companion the damma
(=vowel u) I think that it is produced by the emission of air with a small narrowing of the
articulation and with some inclination to height. In regards to the sounds yd and its
companion the kasra (=vowel i) I think that it is produced by the emission of air with a slight

arteriam” (REUCHLIN, Rudimentorum hebraeorum...Liber Primus. Basileae, s.a., 4.); “tés artérias sunekhotsés
to pnélima, kal tofi stématos aplés skhématisthéntos, tés dé glossés audén pragmateouménés, all’ éremoiisés
(Dionisius Halicarnassensis, en H. STEINTHAL , Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei den Griechen und
Romern mit besonderer Riicksicht auf die Logik. Berlin 1863,579,

2% Munich, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, fol. 65v.;

ADWAR RINR *925 129%3 ND N THANAIWNT Bh9IBE @01 N1IATH RIRIND B WY 5
nbn P NIMEE

Munich, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, ib.
21
119301 NTAN 1140 9127H *HaR "H2 WD 791 K95 ARIN D RYY* 95K ROR DA (hnb)
739 ANMD 32033 NOR NYYY 135K By nbwny prawh WSR3 hhY
Munich, (CSY) Cod hebr 92, fol. 60r
N9 p*bb* ARY™MA NBIAN R 21270 ¥93 95X J7I¥ "5aR hXY™MN P RYTY A1Y R
NY, (CSY) JThS Ms. 1908-1909, pag.3.
22
NIWHNRA AT JIWSN H1bA YNA1 9AWA 39BH S¥N XApA DR RINY T N19PA hD InD)
NY, (CSY) JThS Ms. 1908-1909, pag.3.
29
B'nbwh RYAY "H5 nbbih BN NatNIh ' g7PW APk NT'A2 2NTY RH 1 ARI9PA RS YRt 1D
NY, (CSY) JThS Ms. 1908-1909, pag- 3.
24 Berlin, (CSY) Cod hebr oct 243, fol. 65.

25 Mubarrad, Mugtadab 292c¢, cited by Dan Becker, Mégorot ‘arabivim le-digdugo shel R. Yona Ibn
Ganah. Tel Aviv 1999, 77.
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narrowing of the articulation and with some inclination to lowness™.

IIL.- The parts of speech

Classical Greek and Latin grammar divide speech (or the sentence) into eight parts.
According to Dionisius Tracius Greek has: noun (énoma), verb (rhéma), participle (metokhé),
article (drthron), pronoun (antonumia), preposition (préthesis), adverb (epirréma), conjunction
(sundesmos)”’. The same division is found in Latin grammar, except that due to its special
morphoelogical structure, Latin lacks the article. Yet Latin does conserve the eight parts
because it divides the adverb into adverb and interjection.

In Arabic grammar speech (or the sentence) is divided in three parts (noun, verb,
particle /ism, fi'l, harf). Hebrew grammarians from Saadia Gaon and the grammarians of the
Spanish school on follow the same division.

However, Digduge ha-Té ‘amim presents a division of speech into eight parts that,
evidently, does not derive from Arabic grammar, but as seems reasonable, from classical
Greek and Latin:
ntTERRT NIPATRY ATIRNn NIRRT ShphT NTNIRNY AIRWA HATRR SR

e FGREIE

Certainly, there is a problem in the identification of these terms. But I think that the
identification done by Baer is largely acceptable: nouns (shémor), particles (ofot/otiyot), number
(gahal), verbs (mil.lof), pronouns (témurot), adjectives (debegot), infinitive or adverb (masdir-
ot), article (en habdala).

Certainly, the order of this division does not coincide with classical Greek or Latin.
But it coincides in the number and for the most part in content. It is also legitimate to see in
this division a reflection of classical Greek and Latin grammar by way of direct or indirect
influence.

IV.- The levels of significance

Protagoras had already distinguished diverse levels of significance in speech, that, in
final analysis, are diverse aspects of verbal action. These are generaly called moods or modes,
that is a particular set of inflectional forms of a verb to express whether the action or state it
denotes is conceived as fact or in some other manner. He Protagoras distinguished: indicativ
(eukhélén), optional (erdtésin), subjunctive (apdkrisin), imperative (entolén)”. Quintilian
refers to these modes: “Protagoran transeo, qui interrogandi, respondendi, mandandi, precandi

quod eukhdlén dixit, partes solas putat™.

26 The Arabic text in Ilan Eldar, “Description aéro-cinétique des voyelles a, u, 1 en hébreu”, Orientalia
58 (1989) 531s.

2T HGHE, vol. L.
28 DT 71 (pag. 61).
2° Diog. Laert. 1X, 53.

30 1nst. 111.4,10-
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Dunash ben Labrat in his introduction to the Téshuvor against Menahem ben Saruq
makes a clear and unequivocal reference to these several verbal moods. He says to Menahem
that whoever wishes to write a book on exegesis or on Hebrew grammar must have some
minimum knowledge of the different verbal modes. He lists five: indicative (asseveration),
interrogative, exclamatory, imperative and request

FRWRAY AT RRTIPY ADRWY RTAR DWRR NaT 929 OYbORRN BUATADL DAY

We have here, then, the levels of the speech, the moods or modes of speech, as

expressed by classical Greek and Latin authors.

V.- The division of the sounds

In the Sefer Yésira the sounds are divided in five categories according to their
articulation in the mouth. All the Hebrew grammarians then followed this division, several
with some criticism. Given the great antiquity of the Sefer Yésira, it is clear that this division
does not derive from Arabic grammar.

There are different opinions about the origin of this division. For Abraham Epstein the
division derives from Greek and Latin grammarians. According to Yehuda Liebes”, it is
possible that the author of Sefer Yésira derived the division from Indian grammarians who
might have been known in the West during the Hellenistic period. We do not find the
division of the sounds into five categories among classical Greek and Latin grammarians, but
we know that they did know the system of articulation into different parts of the speech™.

So we do not exclude the possible influence of classical Greek and Latin grammar.

CONCLUSIONS

From all the points examined here we may conclude that when the first writings on
Hebrew grammar appear in the Mediterranean basin, specifically in North Africa and Palestine,
vestiges of classical Greek and Latin culture were still alive. Their influence could be
verified in the writings that we have examined. At present we are not in position to say
whether this influence of the Greek or Latin classical world was direct, or indirect through
Syriac or Arabic. But what is sufficiently clear is that the influence went beyond the ideas and
principles of Aristotelian logic.

We also verified that the points of contact with classical Greek and latin were not
longlived. Eventually what won out was the grammar of Arabic inspiration as first promoted
by Saadia Gaon and then by the Spanish philological school.

But I think that it is of interest to set out facts such as those presented here to allow for
a more accurate knowledge of the ideas that were present at the first stages of the history of
Hebrew grammar.

81 Téshubot 13*21; EHC 467.
22 Mi-qgadmoniyyot ha-Yéhudim 2. Jerusalem 1957, 182.
33 Ars poetica in Sefer Yetsira (in Hebr.). Tel Aviv 2000, 236,

34 H. STEINTHAL, Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei den Griechen und Rémern mit besonderer
Riicksicht aud die Logik. Berlin 1863., 561.

113



