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Ihe Influence of the Classical rammar iın the Hebrew rammar

Carlos del Valeuez Madrid

In the history of Arabıc STaMmMaAar, ere 1S persistent question that always
Current speclalısts in Arabıc, the question of the orıgın of Arabıc STaIINAT, Whıle do NOT
aArc delve into thıs question here, ere 1s related ON concerning the or1gın of Hebrew
STaININAr, For regards the question of or1g1ins, there exıists notable dıfference between the
or1g1ins of Arabıc STaIMmMar and that of Hebrew grammar..

The ICason for thıs dıfference rests in the fact that there ex1sts unanımous and
general CONSCNSUS that historically speakıng, Hebrew STamMMar, that 1S, the STaMMMar that Was
born ıth Saadıa Gaon, then followed Dy the STaILNar that emerged in paln, had ıts immediate
Or1g1ns in the Masora and ın Arabıc grammar-. do a(0)1 wısh question thıs CONSCHNSUS
There 1S NOT [CasSson doubt that hıstorically Hebrew STaMMar derived TOmM the Masora and
Arabıc ZTamMmMar,

Rather the question that wısh broach ere 1S whether there WEeTIC other influences
behind the beginnings of Hebrew STaIMar ap. TOM OSse Just mentioned. More specıfically,
the question 15 whether ıts or1g1ns, Hebrew STamMmMar Wäas influenced by classıcal Tree
STAINMAar the ON hand, and by classıcal atın STamMmMar the other.

f DOSC this question ere today, ıt 1S not because fee] prodded Dy the Current
treatment of the question of Or1g1ns in the hıstory of Hebrew STAaIMMAAT, but because research
into ancıent Hebrew grammatıcal wrıtings forces raıse the question.

Be that ıt May, readıng of ancılent Hebrew ogrammatıcal wrıtings o1ves enough
ICasSonN DOSC the question about the possible influence of the classıcal Tree and Latın

Hebrew STaMaar. refer the 1st of gramatical-massoretical terms first publıshed
by Baer-Strack, then bDy Mann and lastly by Nehemia Allony”. In thıs ıst -reshima-, hat
Allony traced back tO the eıghth century (1n an Y CAaSCc the 1st 15 VeErY ancıent), ere ALr SOTINEC

fıfty terms, and 'our introduced by the word lashon:

See Michae!l CARTER, 188 origines de la grammaıire arabe”, Revue des Etudes Istamiques 4()
(1972) 69-97; Kees VERSTEEGH, Fee: Elements IN Arab Linguistic inking. Leiden, E rıll, 1977 Gjerard

“Nahw”, The Encyclopaedia of Islam., Ed. el alıı Leıden. rıill, 9953

See the study of Prof. ene “Linguistic Literature Hebrew” In 16, 52ss

BAER The Dikduke ha-te amim des FonNn hen Moschen ben Ascher und
andere Ite grammatisch-massorethische Lehrstücke Feststellung 2e1Ines richtigen Textes der hebräischen

miıt Benutzung zahlreicher alter Handschriften ZUM ersien lale vollständig herausgegeben. Leipzıi  S  g 1879
(new edited Dy LOEWINGER, Jerusalem A HIX 'om 110  S HIX ANN, “On the Terminology

arly Massoriıtes and Grammarıans’”, au 'aupı Anniversary Volume. Leipzig 1926. 43 7-445:;: ALLONY,
“Reshimat munahım gara’ıt me-ha-me’a ha-sheminit”, ejer ha-Zikkaron le-B Kongrin Tel AVIV 964 324-65
(new edited In Mehqare lashon we-sifrut 104-44)
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lashon Aaramıl
leshon kasdım
leshon godesh
leshon yishma im VEWÜHLIN

that the Aramaean language the Chaldean language the Hebrew anguage and the Arabıc
and ree language(s) { hıs ancıent 1ıst merely StTates the erus,. wıthout noliing anythıng
OU! 1ts utilıty DUrDOSC FOor Mann the erms the 1ıst sei Out the informatıon ideally
order do bıblıcal ınterpretation Greek would be required for example for COrreCct

interpretation of the Bıble such Danıel 1C| enumerates several usıcal iInstruments
ıth ree (gi1tros pesaniterın synphonia) The signıficance utilıty of Greek W d>

nNOT clear Allony He hought that TrTee would be sed for the work of translatiıon that Was

carrıed Out that per10d But he uncertalı QU! thıs and the possı1ıbılıty of readıng
' nstead of yewanim relyıng readıng of manuscrıpt where holem appCars the
W Yonim therefore would nOot INecCcan the Greek language but rather would be term

character1ızıng the Arabs CTCI11CS and OPPTICSSOIS
But the whole Ontext of the manuscrıpt thıs ast suggestion of Allony

nNOT unwarranted and unacceptable prefer understand the phrase leshon yishma Tim
VeEWANIM the Arabıc and Greek languages

In order understand the utilıty DUrDOSC of the gramatical-massoretical er of
the 1ist cruc1al NOW hat Dunash ben Labrat cıted the Ialn body of the 1ıst the
introduction of HIS Teshuvot agalnst Menahem ben Saruqg He consıders the erms presenlg

repertory of knowledge NCCCSSaL Y for accCcurate philological work bıblıcal Hebrew In
BT erms the istıng states the knowledge NCCECSSALY for al understandıng of

1TsHebrew Composıtlıon of book the interpretation of language -he wrıtes-
and rules, 18(0)! poss1ıble eXcept for DETSOI who kKkNnOws how connect e1Ir

foundatıons and borders”
51177711 VBUANI Q*’DMiN 1022 11109 50 [*13 [{° NX 51

51213171 1 710?:1 7 WX> AaX
Dunash Iso introduces the erms lashon -l/eshon AFAMIYVYVIM —- arabiyyim but he

suppressed reference leshon kasdım and leshon VEVUANIM Thıs indicates that Dunash dıd noTt

DIVC Greek the signıfıcance that the author the authors of the reshima DdaVvC that language
In an y even the eighth nınth CENTUTY ere Was aAaWareness of the lınguistic

importance of Greek for biblical and for understandıng of Hebrew
In SOTLIC wrılın tracıng the beginnıngs of Hebrew STammar there AdIc number of

Conceptions NOTL10NS and ıdeas that ave theır OT1SIN the classıcal Greek and atın STAa
refer {O the Diqduge ha-te the Commentary of Dunash ben 1 amım the Sefer

Yesira and the Teshuvot f Dunash ben Labrat agaınst Menahem (all of the Xth century).
TIhe fırst tWO POSC crıtical problem. We ave {WO crıtical edıtions of the Diqduge ha- Te'UMUN,
ON Dy Baer-Strack” and another by Dotan.® otan edıtion lacks the clearly lınguistic

Nehemya Allony “Hagdamat Dunash ]ı Teshuvot le ahbere Menahem ” Beth ra 22 (1965)
SW ıın 24 Teshubot de Dunash ben Labrat Ed Säenz-Badıllos ranada 980 135) efer Teshuvot Dunash
ben Labrat Ed Filıpowskı London 855 5a) de] alle Rodriguez, La Escuela hebrea de Cordoba
Madrıd 1981 466ss)

C{r notfe bn m
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sections found in Baer-Strack’s edıtion. Yet Ose missıng sections reflect VeIrIy ancıent
tradıtions, hence belong the or1g1ıns of Diqduge ha-te amim.

ere aIie VeETY few fragments efit of the rab orıgınal of Dunash ben Tamım
commentary the Sefer Yesira, although do ave several Hebrew translatıons, SOTINC of
them ıth clear S1QNs of reworking. erıitical edıtıon of thıs work 1S absolutely
However, the data that wısh uUsSec ere aAic found In all the Hebrew translatıons of the
Perush, thus offering well-founded suspicıon that they COLMNC TOmM the rab or1ginal.

| anguage progressive chain

frequent metaphor in classıcal Greek and Latın lıterature 1S that of Janguage
progressive chaın, runnıng Tom v siımple elements, the phonemes, the etters, LO the
complex uniıty OUuUnNn! in word and in the speech. Gorgl1as (V-IV Century before Christ) defined
language ..,  an extraordıinarıly powerful realıty that through physıcally reduced and
imperceptible INCals Cal Outf works that could be called divine” (log0s dunastes me2as estin
hos smikrotato sömalı kal afanestäato theiotata erga apotelei)'.

Another CONCEDL that fınd In the classıcal authors 1S that of language expression
of the feelings of soul (Esti Men OUN fa fe1 phonei fon fe psykhe pathemäatön symbola)®.
Arıstotle agaın CADICSSCS those ideas In h1s Poetics “ 1 es de lexeÖös hapases tad’ st1 ta mere,
stoı1kheion, syllabe, syndesmos, arthron,- rhema, ptösI1s, 10g20s550

hıs SsSame iıdea of the language progressive chaın 15 expressed clearly by Varro:
“ Artiıs grammatiıcae inıtila ab elementis Surgun(t, elementa figurantur in ıtteras. ıtterae in
syllabas cCoguntur, syllabıs comprehenditur dıctio. dıctiones In oratıon1s, partıbus
oratiıonis nsummatur oratıo”, that 1S, "”grammar arıses TOmM sounds, the sounds AaIc represented
by letters, the etters dIC unıted In syllabes, ıth the syllabes the word 1S formed, the word
stablishes Darts of the discourse, and ıth Darts of the discourse speech 1s realized””®.

hıs idea of the progression of anguage 1S be found In SOTIIC ancıent Jewiıish
writings. In writing such Diqduqge ha-te amım
1 N) 113 1217 12313 Ma n 2a N 57 NDa TI 1D NS

N171DJA
' that 1S, the chaın 15 seti Out ollows: nequdot, of1yyoft, tebot, ketab. MIGra. Migra the
Bıble, 15 equıvalent ere Oratıo log0s.

Dunash ben Tamım Cent:) has sımplıfıed the chaın into our ınks that, he SdYy S,
Aare en tTom the first book of the author of the Logıc, that 1S, TOM Arıstotle:

6 ejer diqduge ha—{é amim le-R. Aharon hben '0Si barer. Jerusalem 1968

Gorg aaaa (8). in Hermann Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. Berlıin 1954

Arıstoteles, De Interpr. 16a2, Aristotelis categoriae el er de interpretatione. Ed Miını1o
Oxford 949

Poetica 20 (Aristote Poetique Parıs

1OM Ierenti Varronis de lingua latina GuUE Supersunl. Ed Georgius Friıdericus CHOELL
Lipsiae 1910, 228

11 D, pag.K
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7373 Man 1a Man
that 1S, wriıting, speech, hought, the reality/things‘“.
al OB 11a5 A m m 008 ıannn IW 552 "DXN 11a mi 35

Sa ] "1 1031 aAM 5 N1R1PD 121779 Na m "xNYDJ
It 15 interesting observe that Dunash attrıbuted the chaın rıstotle, and that he cConnecCtIs
speech ıth thought and ıth realıty, things, inyanim'®.
11.- Ihe vowels an the cConsonants

In Hebrew STAaIMIMMNar the vowel 1S understood iın erms of its ımportant function ıIn
word formatıon. The vowel 1S called melek, moshel, ab, rabha And TOm its eature
of the CoOnsonant, ıt 1S called fenu ’a hana’a.

In classıcal ree‘ and Latın STaInNar the vowel 1S understood ın ıts physiological
aSpecT. vowel 1S sound VoX that Cal be pronounced by iıtself and Dy iıtself constitutes
syllable. 0€eSs NOT eed the help of CONSONAN! be pronounced.

Tom collection of the definıtions of the vowel and the cConsonant offered by Greek
and Latın grammarıans, let ıt suffice ıte the definıtions of Elıo Donato vocales -qUaAE Der

proferuntur el Der syllabam faciunt; CONSONANIeES mulae -QUUAE NecC Der proferuntur
NeEC Der syllabam faciunt‘?.

12 Commentary the Sepher Yesirq, CSXX of ben Tamım) MSs. 8-19 pDag. Menasche
Grossberg, efer Yezıra ascribed the Patriarch Abraham WIth Commentary Dy Dunasch ben ITamiıim (hebr.).
London 1902

Munıich, Cod hebr 92, 65r.
14

m 3ı m in n 9 m':a in in NSN 1Wr 11NIN aDn >N
S D 7127 aaD 7109 NSN mIN 7an

Munich, Cod hebr 92, 65r.

*XN D3 1171°} 11W53\ MN1DUJD Q APaM 1W 5 1W N 552 ”N 1105 - 135 1
'3a B 129 ‚ J kn Sr e ND1D XDa m510170 a“ 3D n m ”N 10 5

!

Munıich, Cod hebr 02, 60v (but he eumerates oniy three)
7T ND1D rma 'NA mND r RDan 535378 >> W annn 2a92 ”N Jan 55 An b

a “ 403 37 D Br Wa Sa W Maa

B?rlin, Cod hebr OCt 243
15 Carlos DEL RODRIGUEZ, Historia de la gramatica hebrea Espana. Vol. Los origenes

enahem, Dunash I0S discıpulos). Madrid 2002, 46-47 rom NO edonı0 vocales... sSIne quibus
Oqui AON CONSONANIE: quod CYUi  3 vocalibus sSonanil cerpta cCommentarıls Donatı,
KEIL; rammatici latinl. Lipsiae 1923, V.26; from 1O0' Servio: vocales dicuntur qUu1a DEr SOoNnNant el

Der syllabam faciunt el nullae aliae litterae SINE IDSIS pPOoSSunl syllabam facere. Consonantes dicuntur Qquia
AON naturali, sed mixtae CUM vocalibus proferuntur ( Commentarius In Artem Donatı. KEIL Z pag, 421):
Serg10: dictae Sunl vocales quod DEr prolatae el solae positae syllabam faciunt (Explanationes Aartıs
Donatı, KEIL A Da 475); Pompeyo vocales dictae Sunl ratiıone quoniam DEr vocalem impleant. Quid
e2s[! DEr sce? Ceterae litterae ANON aliter exprimunt ISI jungant I3l vocalium (Commentum
Artis Donatıi, KEIL Ya pa 100); Priscıiano his vocales dicuntur QUAE per perficiunt vel SINe quidus
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The [WO elements that characterize the vowel In classıcal Greek and Latın STaMMar
(sound that 1s pronounced Dy ıtself and that oes not eed speech OTgAaNS for pronouncılatıon)
ATrC LO be tfound ın the Commentary f Dunash ben Tamım. On the CONIirary, CONSONAaNTS

be pronounced Dy themselves but eed the speech
Z11AN . 11 MIN - 14 5 DDn 1iNTISYDD Ta T33D ZA11NIN

'R353 aa  E 15575 \ >5 1>5N5 i ND 37 Br Bn IN AI
m } Rn ; nın C177 N171Da S 8 5112 ND N > ' TV aD
A 3a3 B5 3333 a An  E "MwN 1 INM N  E

104 aM 95455 18 }
VOX literalis proferri NON poltesi (Institutionum grammatıcarum, KEIL - Lib 1.8).; Charıisius: VOrlo

PEr proferuntur e{ PEr syllabam faciunt (Artis grammatıcı F1 KEIL ESSX Diomedes: ulae
SUunfl GUAE SINe Aauxilio vocalium ANON DOSSUNt enuntiarı (Artis grammaticae F1 IIL, K EIL L, Dag, 423); Dionisio
Tracı0: “(the vowels, phöngenta, AIr alled,) “because they Dy ıtself sound” E 39); fönegenta men
ekadlesan 0Sa kal kath' eauta föneitai kal meth eteron (Dionisio0s Halıcarnasessis, De Compositione verborum,
sect 14): “"ta men fönegentä est! eautäa ekfönoüuümena ta de umföna kaloümena auta men ouk el
tına füsın ekföneseös, metäa de tön föneentön suntithemena ekföneitail kal auta (Sımplicius, In Aristotelis physicorum
/ibros cCommentar10s, vol 10, 12227)

16 Parıs, jance 370A, fol T: N J{IhS Ms. 8-19 pPas.
Cr W "wXxN 1R N  E en , N1DDaND n1ı5 alnk| *714 A x

Nn :,} 51 533 C753

JTh  N Ms 08-19i
NN LA T1a en1 N W5 21R Nn1NTSYDD Nn12WD3 TIa R3 1NIN d

ıma

J'TIh:  N Ms 912/2
C153 C  E 12 DNW 1 1NS N Nn1D2D2an nıa e 1714 & G 1

VD 13N) Y11N n 1E NN N N ' *1127 ”an 5D

VarsovIie, Jewiısh Museum 616

Z17NM "NW DAaW m1D 5h 11N w> MD u 7:
nnn Nn - 5 >N 5 1 n 1R 1150 7122 1UW 1Wn 11W 12 7DNW

11 gn Ya en 153}

Munich, Cod hebr 92, fol. 60r.

12 DNW 11 "NW DAa m15n 11N w> C117 W
15a49 nnn HTEa W >5 w >3 117 Nn1D1ND A Ü 1W m 151 Cr

1E 7n n in N S33

Parma, MsS. 3018, fol. 90

13 "NW DW nm N11MIN w> 1179 W ” v
nnn Ya T an W 5W - T © a n 11n 1251 1YMIN 1r %. 127 DNW

1IN n N 533 15A43

Traga, Jewiısh Museum 47
C1}) ‘Arı 1>5N Ü ean m3 a ala 71023 ala 3} alah — Yı 2a 75n ala

A NnnXN 'D C] 91 1"n5WD ID MN N 3y ' 5 C7N n n M nın Wn NN

Parıs, Heb 763, fol HT Parma, Ms 2784, fol S3r; BL, Add fol ilv

nınnn AD Ta a T T1 MIN W >5 v >N A
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hus vowels pronounced Dy themselves, whıiıle Consonants need the help of the
vowels for elr SOUNd. The erms sed descrıibe vowels, usiıng the diverse translatıons
adaptatıons aAIe®

medubbarot r (they pronounced -by themselves
niggelot N A (they dIC manıfested _by themselves)
nehegot NAAMSa (they pronounced -by themselves
mıtna a’ot HID Da eV AdIC mobiliızed- pronounced- Dy themselves).

er erms, a ol (A124), mena na ’ot (A124043)D), mamsi ot-ha-qol
21PM) underscore the function of the vowel mobilızer of the cConsonant. The term AW IN
rafot (2N157) point the physılogıical conditıion of vowels. pronounced wıthout help of the
OTgans of speech; the Samne 1S irue of the term nimsekot ha-qol (DIPM n13aWRJ). 1S
possıble that the erms rabbot (A127), adanot/adaniyyot (N147N), that denote the dominant
function of vowels, Aase| translatıon errors'”'.

On the er hand, the terms used describe the cConsonants aIec illemot N1DDN),
illemim a"DDN), hereshot (A1WAM), hereshim (9*WNM), hätumot 9 nahot
(NINI), nahim (9*NJ), nehtamot» ne lamım» alumot e  »
shokenot»sefahot ANINDW).

The vowel 1S sound that in and of ıtself has SOonorIty. The consonant, the other
hand, has sound. For that FrCaSON, it 15 called deaf, mule, occult, close.

In 0)81% place, Dunash explaıns the [CAasSON why the vowels dIc called otiyyot halaqut
-because whiıle all er sounds Arc “hard”, vowels AiIc “Soft”‚ ofiyyot ha-meshek, because all
er sounds delımıted and CannoTt be lengthened eXCcept ıth the help of vowels:;: otıyyot
ha-dibbur, because all er sounds Adrc hıdden and cCanno' be pronounced without the aıd of
the vowels: otıyyot ha-qol, because all other sounds annot be voiced wıthout these'®.

Another characteristic of vowels 15 that they AIc pronounced wıthout the help of the
of speech‘"”. So SdayS Dunash ben Tamım:

Munich, Cod hebr 92,
1/ robably, the translator ÖOr NeE'  S adaptor confounded rafot (A197) wıth rabbot (M1a7) and from hat

Camc adanot/adaniyyot N127N), opposed sefahot (A1INDW
15 m94 NN na Y11NN 157517 19a » 17Pp M 4> 335 N O*"NAPS 71

nın Ian N1WD 1DW 12572 bl ela N1"'AIN 1NPS!D1DM 1913 SE NN 1W RNM
' > SE SN 1 3IN 18 D41 m Sn 9 in NN Nnı NN 11 12DW ' 10R NN 1NPRJ1

35100 155W19 21 V'N 1DW '5'> 21R 113N 1NNAPS) jn n 39 m NSöN AD 131317 n
>Na NSN

Munich, Cod hebr 92, fol. 65V.

18 1P431 DD 111 NMU3TMDM 1' 1WDRN 111737 ) brlr laln NDR°S1DN Ya -r N ”N AP4)
15754 N1YAa1DD Cr W 19R N1731N 18 P nnn 5} Nnı 51535 A Dhn 11MIN

T3 »N NSöN 21 VW DD N11NIN 1NPS1 »Na aNnıN

Berlıin, Cod hebr 92, fol. 65V.

“Porque 1as vocales SueNan pOTr S1, hirıendo alguno de 105 instrumentos COI quc forman las
CO!  S, INas solamente colando e] espiritu DOr 19 angosto de la ' ormando la diversidad dellas
Ia i1gura de Ia boca” (Antonius NEBRISSENSIS, IGramädtica Castellana]. Salamanca 1491, 4); “*bet autem
VOX secundum Arıstotelem In TO de anıma ‚ecundo, aerıs respirat| ab anıma in artiıbus vocalıbus percussio ad
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M *m in in 71N SIRa R am 55n *11179 Ya MD L11 SA 'rn
20 km jn in 19 2A11 DW >N m

The vowels DOSSCSS degrees of nımbleness. Ihe slıghtest 1S patah‘, followed by hireq“
and ending Dy sureq”.

For thıs ICadsoOon the vowels called awirtyot, that 1S, the sounds formed ıth the alr
of the lungs, because appropriately they do not eed the intervention of the OT£ans of
speech.

24 m M b dn dın 1 - 5115 Da V A JN 11549 11 }
Whıle the notion of the vowel sound pronounced wıthout the help of the OISahls of

the speech, ıth only the alr of the lungs, derives Tom classıcal Greek and Latın STaINal, ıt
1S possıble that it 1S reflected in the term al-harf al-häwiy of Arabıc grammarians“”. The
phılosopher Avıcenna (980-1037) deseribes the three maın vowels of Arabıc ıth SOILNC traıts
tTom classıcal TrTee and Latın STaIMMAar: “In regard the alıf sound and ıts companıon the
fatha (=vowel a) thınk that it 15 produced by the em1ssion of lıttle alr flows TOmM the
lungs) wıthout obstructions. In relatiıon the sounds WW and ıts companıon the damma
(  =  vowel thınk that ıf 15 produced Dy the emission of alr ıth small narrowing of the
artıculation and ıth SOMMEC inclination height. In regards the sounds ya and ıts
companıon the kasra (  ==  vowel 1) thınk that ıt 15 produced Dy the em1ssion of alr wiıth slıght
arterı1am” (REUCHLIN, Rudimentorum hebraeorum...Liber Primus Basıleae, S.8., 4.): “tes  ä arteri1as sunekhous&s
O Dneüma, kal tou stomatos aplö skhematisthentos, tes de Z10SSES auden pragmateoumenes, all’ eremouses
(Dionisius Halıcarnassensis, SIEINTHAL Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft bei den Griechen unı
Römern mıt besonderer ÜCKSIC: auf die ogl Berlıin 8063,579

Munich, Cod hebr 92, fol O5V.;
M KW >N '3 n in n E e M1 am 5109 Cr 1 nıa1 W ”

aln N1D15D
Munich, Cod hebr 92, ID.

JA MTMM IM- O 4 m m k 5115 .31 N5 MN YY N 1' N NSN rm J'N
p in In VN YY DA D3A3 NSN N r ' an 5Wnl aa 1W 5 M  T

Munich, Cod hebr 92, fol 60r
m. „ 750* FN YY 1 aan b 31 Ya ın NM N M1ın NYI

JTh  N Ms. 08-19 pag.3
22

nıa TE 1105 171952 NM 5W S N NN 119 1D3 N 11 7170 na m. n
JTh: Ms 08-19 pag.3

23

'nr N Ya i 18310 7 7D W r Pa -n A 37 MA13R3 w} 150° 710

JThS Ms 08-19 DaL-

Berlin, Cod hebr OCT 243, fol 65

Mubarrad, uqladaı 292c, cıted Dy [)an Becker, Meqorot arabiyim le-digduqo shel ONG Ibn
andı Tel Avıv 1999, EF
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39726narrowing of the articulatıon and ıth SOMC inclinatıon lowness

111.- Ihe par! of speech

Classıcal Greek and Latın divide speech (or the sentence) into eight
According ] )ionisıius Tracıus Greek has OUuNn (Onoma), erb (rhema), particıple (metokhe),
artıcle (arthron), DFrONOUNM (antonumia), preposıtion (pröthesis), adverb (epirrema), CON] unction
(sundesmos)“”. TIhe Samec dıvisıon 1S found in Latın STammMaär, eXcept that due ıts speclal
morphological structure, Latın acC the artıcle. Yet Latın oes the eight
because it divıdes the adverb into adverb and interjection.

In Arabıc grammarl speech (or the sentence) 1s dıvıiıded iın ree noun, verb.,
particle /ism, fl $ harf). Hebrew grammarlans TOom Saadıa (jJaon and the grammarlans of the
Spanısh school follow the SaIillc divisıon.

However., Diqduqe ha-Te’amim presen dıvısıon of speech into eight parts that,
evidently, oes not derıve TOM Arabıc gramımmnal, but reasonable, TOmM classıcal
Greek and Latın
1a23 1a7n 31 a Pıa Plalrlah 11 N'1MWN 2700 '°

25 um bn y in 1D
Certainly, ere 15 problem in the identificatiıon of these erms But think that the

identificatiıon one Dy Baer 15 largely acceptable: (shemot), partıcles (otot/otiyol), number
(gahal), verbs (mil.lot), (temurot), adjectives (debeqgot), infinıtıve adverb (masdir-
ol), artıcle (en habdala).

ertaınly, the order of thıs dıyısıon oes not coincıde ıth classıcal Greek Latın
But ıt coincıdes in the number and for the MOST part in ontent 15 Iso legıtimate SCS in
thıs divisıon reflection of classıcal Greek and atın gTamnar Dy WaY of dırect indırect
influence.

I he levels of significance

Protagoras had already distinguıished diverse levels of sign1ıficance in speech, that, in
fınal analysıs, dIc diverse aspects of verbal actıon. ese generaly called moods modes.,
that 1S partıcular seTi of inflectional forms of verb CXDTITCSS whether the action ıt
denotes 15 conceived fact in SOINC other MAaNnNneT. He Protagoras distinguished: indıcatıv
(eukhölen), optional (erötesin), subjunctive (apokrisin), imperatıve (entolen)”. Quintilian
refers ese modes: “"Protagoran transeo, quı interrogandı, respondendi, mandandı, precandı

30quod eukhölen dixit, solas

The Arabıc text In lan ar, “Desecription aero-cinetique des voyelles d, u, hebreu”, Orientalia
58 (1989) 531s.
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unas ben Labrat in hıis introduction the Teshuvot agalinst Menahem ben Darug
akes clear and unequ1ıvocal reference these several verbal moods. He Say>S Menahem
that whoever wishes write book exegesI1is Hebrew STaININar must ave SOINC
mınımum knowledge of the dıfferent verbal modes. He lısts five: indicaltive (asseveration),
interrogatıve, exclamatory, Iimperative and request
W3 M1 - > \ 1 4 Yl An 1D an Ka p da B e& '50NDM 57a7 g

We ave here, then, the levels of the speech, the moods modes of speech,
expressed Dy classıcal Greek and Latın authors.

V,- The division of the sounds

In the Sefer Yesira the sounds dIC dıviıded in fıve categories accordıng their
artıculation ın the mouth Al the Hebrew grammarlans then followed thıs division, several
ıth SOMIMeEe critic1sm. (nven the antıquiıty of the Sefer Yesira, it 15 clear that thıs dıvisıon
o0€es nNnot derıve TOom Arabıc STaMMAar.

ere dıfferent Opınıons about the orıgın of thıs dıivısıon. For Abraham Epstein the
dıvisıon derives TOom Tee and Latın grammarians”“. According Yehuda Liebes”, ıt 15
possıble that the author of Sefer Yesira derıved the dıyısıon TOom Indıan grammarlans who
might ave een known in the West durıng the Hellenistic per10d. We do not fınd the
divisıon of the sounds into 1ve categories classıcal ree and Latın grammarılans, but

NOW that they did know the System of artıculation into different parts of the speech”“.
So do NOLT exclude the possible influence of classıcal Greek and Latın

CO  NS

From all the points examıned ere INaYy conclude that when the first wriıtings
Hebrew the Mediterranean basın, specıfically in No:  A Afrıca and Palestine,
vestiges of classıical Greek and Latın culture WEIC still alıve. Theır influence could be
verıfied in the wrıtings that have examıiıned. present dIiIc noOot in posıtıon Say
whether thıs influence of the Greek Latın classıcal world Wds direct, indirect through
Syriac Arabiıc. But hat 15 sufficıently lear 15 that the influence went beyond the iıdeas and
principles of Arıstotelıan logıic.

We Iso verıltlıed that the poıints of ontact ıth classıcal ree: and atın WEeIC not
longlıved. Eventually hat WOoN Out Wäas the STamMar of Arabıc inspıration first promote
by Saadıa (Jaon and then by the Spanısh phılologıcal school

But thınk that it 1S of interest set Out facts such those presented ere allow for
198(0)8+* accurate knowledge of the ideas that wWerTe present al the fırst Stages of the hiıstory of

Hebrew Srammar.
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