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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

It is well known that Christians were among the early adopters
of Arabic as a literary and theological language in the wake of
the spread of Islam (Griffith 1986; 1988; 1997). Indeed, manu-
scripts of Christian texts—translations of holy texts and original
compositions intended to address theological issues resulting
from Islamic theological challenges of various kinds—are among
our earliest non-Quranic manuscripts in Arabic. As is to be ex-
pected, one of the earliest apparent goals of Christian written
production in Arabic was to provide written versions of the Bible,
and especially the Gospels, for monastic and lay usage. For that
reason, translations of the Gospels appeared early and often, be-
ginning already in the 8th century CE (Treiger 2018). Among
these early translations, manuscripts of what Hikmat Kashouh
(2012, 86-96, §4.3) has shown to belong to a single translation
family (which he has dubbed ‘Family A’), translated from Greek,
are especially common in the manuscript record. The most well-
known translation of the Gospels dating to this early period does
not, however, belong to Kashouh’s Family A; rather, it is an in-
dependent translation (which he dubs ‘Family H’), attested in a
single manuscript—Vatican Arabic MS 13! (henceforth Vat. Ar.
13)—which, in both style and translation philosophy, differs sig-

nificantly from other translations from the period.

! The MS is digitally available and freely accessible here:
https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS Vat.ar.13.

©2026 Phillip W. Stokes, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0517.01
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The significance of the Vat. Ar. 13, as Monferrer-Sala
(2013, 69) aptly puts it, “has always resided, primarily, in its
early date.” Guidi (1888, 8-9), followed by Graf (1944, 1:10), be-
lieved the manuscript dated to the 8th century CE, predating the
datable manuscripts of Kashouh’s Family A, such as Sinai Arabic
MS 72 (897 CE), by a century or more. However, Graf later
changed his mind and placed its composition in the 9th century
CE, which has been the majority position ever since (Griffith
2013, 51; Monferrer-Sala 2013; Schultess 2019, 184-86, §3.5;
Qabalan 2022; Monferrer-Sala and Qabalan 2023, 32-40).2 Thus,
the MS is more-or-less contemporary with a number of other
MSS; its continued importance is due not to its early date per se,
but rather the belief that, despite the date of Vat. Ar. 13, the text
itself “represents the earliest text of the extant AGM [= Arabic
Gospel Manuscripts]” (2012, 142, §5.1.5, emphasis original), a
theory that ultimately echoes F. C. Burkitt’s claim that Vat. Ar.
13 represents “the oldest monument of Arabic Christianity”
(1898, 136), a theory to which Sydney Griffith likewise assents
(2013, 251).

While Guidi, Burkitt, and now Griffith consider it the earli-
est translation tradition, Kashouh goes one step further, arguing
that the archetype for the translation was made already in the

pre-Islamic period, specifically in the 6th century CE, either in al-

2 Hjalm (2020, 74-76), however, disputes this dating on palaeographic
grounds, preferring a date in the 10th CE, the latter end of what Hanna
Qabalan (2022) proposes. Zaki (2022, 316-19, §3.1) agrees with Hjilm,
likewise locating the MS based on its palaeography to the 10th century
CE. On these issues, see further §1.0 below.



1. Introduction 3

Hirah or Nagran (2012, 156-63). In making his argument, Kash-
ouh relies heavily on the language of the manuscript. First, he
contrasts Vat. Ar. 13 with the other manuscripts produced in the
monastic milieu of southern Palestine. He first claims.

...the linguistic characteristics of h' [= Family H, MS wit-

ness 1, which is Vat. Ar. 13] are crucial because they are

unique and not shared with other manuscripts studied in

this study.... [These characteristics] strongly suggest that

the archetype of h' was produced before the seventh cen-
tury [CE]. (Kashouh 2012, 153)

Elsewhere, Kashouh makes straightforward claims about the lan-
guage of Vat. Ar. 13, including that “the linguistic features... are
of classical Arabic [sic],” further that “the linguistic characteris-
tics of South-Palestinian texts are almost absent from h',” and
still also that any “slight deviations from the Classical Arabic
[sic]... are also reflected in other Islamic Papyri of the eighth cen-
tury which do not belong to the South-Palestinian corpus” (2012,
148-49). Other scholars make similar kinds of claims regarding
the language. For example, when Sidney Griffith argues against
Kashouh’s theory of a pre-Islamic date (and either al-Hirah or
Nagran as provenance), maintaining instead that Vat. Ar. 13 was
likely produced in the 7th/8th centuries CE in the monasteries of
Palestine, he states flatly that “the surviving, early Arabic trans-
lations of non-biblical ecclesiastical texts... show the same archaic
linguistic features that one finds in the Bible translation (2013, 116-
17, emphasis mine). Presumably the point of Griffith’s remark in
this context is to counter Kashouh’s assumption that ‘Classical
Arabic’ features are completely absent in the texts produced in

the monasteries of southern Palestine.
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In light of this it is ironic and surprising that Monferrer-
Sala (2013, 71; also, Monferrer-Sala and Qabalan 2023, 24) em-
phasises the opposite aspects of the language of the MS, treating
Vat. Ar. 13 an example of ‘Middle Arabic’.

[Vat. Ar. 13] contains a number of features characteristic

of the medieval Christian Arabic manuscript tradition, in

which authors and translators sought to attain a classical

register, but often incorporated interferences from the ver-

nacular, giving rise to a continual alternation of Neo-Ara-

bic and classical elements. The linguistic phenomena

prompting these interferences shape the register known as

‘Middle Arabic’, although the phonetic peculiarities found

in the text derive not from this linguistic register but rather

from Neo-Arabic, which was shared by Christians, Jews,

and Muslims.

Similarly, Vevian Zaki (2022, 319-20, 83.2) begins her section
on the language of the Pauline Epistles attested in Vat. Ar. 13 by
asserting that “[t]he variety of Arabic used in... V13 [=Vat. Ar.
13] is rather different from Classical Arabic, and is generally re-
ferred to as Middle Arabic.”

How did these scholars arrive at such contradictory, indeed
mutually exclusive, analyses of the language of Vat. Ar. 13? Un-
fortunately, neither claim is fully grounded in a close study of the
distribution of whatever ‘Classical’ or ‘Middle’ features they iden-
tify. Indeed, no such study of this MS has yet been undertaken.
Blau (1966-1967, 33, §1.4.3.18) includes Vat. Ar. 13 in his work
on Christian Arabic, but he did not have access to the actual MS;
he relied on transcriptions from Guidi (Gospels) and Scholtz
(Epistles). As Kashouh points out (2012, 147-48, §5.1.5.4), Blau
rarely cites the MS (26 times, according to Kashouh 2012, 148),
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and, where he does, it is typically as an example of what he calls
“Classical Arabic influence” on Christian Arabic. Kashouh’s own
discussion of the language is relegated to a section titled “Some
of the Linguistic Characteristics and Translation Techniques of
H'” (2021, 153-67, §5.1.5.6). However, under “linguistic char-
acteristics,” the author includes only the following aspects of the
style and translation technique of the manuscript: (1) frequent
use of chains of synonyms for a single word in the Vorlage; (2)
addition of clarification expressions; (3) “sophisticated” terms
which “reflect the linguistic ability of the scribe” (155); (4) trans-
positions of paired words that are not attributable to textual var-
iants in the underlying Vorlage; (5) use of a “double translation”
for a single phrase; (6) harmonisation of the text. None of these
constitutes linguistic analysis. Any of the phenomena he observes
could apply regardless of what register or variety we identify
with the language of the text. Kashouh does express disagreement
with Blau over the latter’s inclusion of the MS in his treatment of
the corpus of Ancient South Palestinian MSS treated in his three-
volume grammar (1966-1967). Kashouh identifies a few features
that Blau considered non-Classical—such as lack of obligatory
singular verbal agreement when occurring before the subject—
and suggests Blau’s analysis is either problematic or, more fre-
quently, that Blau’s transcription (made without access to photos
of the MS) was faulty (2012, 148-49, n. 57). However, as we will
see throughout this book, many of Kashouh’s own claims about
the distribution of these features are inaccurate. For example, as
we will see in Ch. 7, plural verbal agreement with a following

subject is not at all uncommon in any of the portions of the MS,
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regardless of the scribal hand. The more fundamental issue to my
mind is the underlying assumption that Classical Arabic is a
clearly defined, and relatively uniform, linguistic category. As we
will see further below, this is also problematic, and leads to prob-
lematic analysis, here and in other works.

Monferrer-Sala’s study of a short portion (Matt. 11.1-19,
fols 15v-16v) of the manuscript concludes, contra Kashouh, that
the text is characterised by “Middle Arabic” and “Neo-Arabic”
features. However, no such feature is identified in the subsequent
discussion; indeed, the two terms are used only in the overview
to the MS, quoted above, never in the discussion of the text itself.
The remainder of the article is concerned with determining the
Vorlage—whether Greek or Syriac—and implications thereof. It
is not clear, without arguments based on close readings of the
text, how either author arrived at the classification of any feature
as “Middle Arabic” or “Neo-Arabic”; these categories are assumed
likewise to be linguistically defined and self-evident. Once again,
as we will see, this belief is unwarranted and leads to problematic
descriptors. Zaki’s (2022) discussion includes a handful of exam-
ples of features that, relying on Blau (1966-1967) and Hopkins’s
(1984) study of the early papyri, she considers examples of Mid-
dle Arabic, such as the belief that the lack of the hamzah diacritic
indicating a lack of the glottal stop, as well as the use of a broken
plural noun ‘abid ‘servants’ instead of the dual ‘abday ‘two serv-
ants’, which she states is “common in Middle Arabic,” presuma-
bly on the belief that this is not characteristic of Classical Arabic

(320). However, as we will see in the discussion featured in the
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coming chapters, the assumptions underlying Monferrer-Sala’s
and Zaki’s conclusions do not stand up to closer analysis.

To be fair to these authors, they are in each case relying on
established trends in scholarship on the language and linguistic
development of Arabic. Traditionally, scholars have assumed that
Classical Arabic was more or less equivalent, at least structurally,
to the language of Arabic speakers before the advent of Islam
(Rabin 1955; Blau 1966-1967, 19-20, §§1.1-1.2; 1977; 1999, 1-
18).2 Certainly, scholars have long recognised the diversity of lin-
guistic features attested in the corpora that constitute the sources
of the grammarians, such as the pre-Islamic poetry, the Quran,
and the Hadit (e.g., Rabin 1955; Zwettler 1978). When reading
Islamic-era texts, however, including the earliest papyri, as well
as Christian (and Judaeo-)Arabic manuscripts, the actual basis
for linguistic comparison is a register equivalent to what gets de-

scribed in later grammars of Classical Arabic, such as those of

% For an overview of the traditional paradigm within the context of the
evidence from the grammarians, see Versteegh (2014, 84). For his part,
Verstseegh takes a middle position, acknowledging evidence for the loss
of some features—such as nominal case—in some varieties of pre-Is-
lamic Arabic, but still considering a distinction between Old = pre-Is-
lamic Arabic and Neo = Islamic-era colloquials that are the ancestors
of modern dialects, the origin of which he places in the period of the
conquests (ibid., 84.3, especially 56-58, and §§8.1-3). It should be
noted here that in the second edition (2014, §3.2; first edition published
1997), Versteegh deals briefly with the evidence of the pre-Islamic in-
scriptions in, e.g., the Safaitic and Hismaic corpora, but does not accept
that they reflect Arabic, a position contrary to the one assumed here
throughout. On their classification as Arabic, see Al-Jallad 2018a).
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Wright (1896) and Fischer (2002), as if the grammar and writing
tradition were already uniform. The reason seems to be that,
while scholars acknowledge the diversity of features discussed by
early grammarians, such as Sibawayh (d. 180 AH/798 CE) and Al-
Farra’ (d. 209 AH/824 CE), they believe them to have selected and
prescribed for productive use only a small subset of these fea-
tures. For example, in his overview of Classical Arabic for The
Semitic Languages, Daniel Birnstiel (2018) begins by noting that
while “[t]he notion of Classical Arabic is fraught with problems,”
it can be thought of as referring to “the linguistic standard estab-
lished as a subset of the features described and deemed acceptable by
the 8th/9th-century Arab grammarians” (367, 81, emphasis mine).
Similarly, Retso (2011) details several aspects of the diversity at-
tested in the corpora that have traditionally been considered
Classical Arabic, but concludes that, for his purposes—the entry
on Classical Arabic in The Semitic Languages: An International
Handbook—it can be defined as “a variant within the Arabiyya, a
selection of features from it by the grammarian established as the
norm, a kind of linguistic Sari‘a” (783, §1, emphasis mine).
Despite the ubiquity of the belief that the early grammari-
ans prescribed a narrow set of features and proscribed most oth-
ers, however, it is largely ahistorical. In fact, while grammarians
like Sibawayh (d. 180 AH/796 CE) and al-Farra’ (d. 209 AH/824
CE) do occasionally express aesthetic preferences, or stigmatise a
particular form, in most instances they do not rule out the vari-
ants they mention, nor suggest they are non-normative. As Van
Putten (2022, 15-39, §82.1-2) demonstrates, in virtually every
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feature they document the grammarians report variants that con-
travene the textbook Classical Arabic, but which were accepted
by the grammarians as legitimate ‘Arabiyyah, and permissible in
the recitation of the Quran. This is not to say that eventual norms
did not emerge; they did. However, it is not at all clear when,
exactly, those norms emerged, especially outside of official
scribal contexts, and that these norms applied in every genre or
community. Van Putten also adduces some evidence that by the
10th century CE, many, though not all, of the salient features as-
sociated with Classical Arabic as described in textbooks seem to
have crystallised (2022, 227-30, §8.4). However, it must be em-
phasised that this analysis is based on a small data set—a few
MSS and comments by the grammarians—and there is good rea-
son to suspect that these sources are in fact not representative of
all communities and contexts. The important point here is that,
certainly when it comes to the centuries in which Vat. Ar. 13,
along with other early Christian MSS, were written, Classical Ar-
abic was not a distinct, linguistically defined lect or variety; there
existed lots of variation, most of which was still considered pres-
tigious. Further, the grammarians’ discussions, as diverse as they
are, depend on aesthetic and grammatical sensibilities of a subset
of informants, and the intellectual traditions to which they be-
longed. No doubt other, differing linguistic preferences would
have been forthcoming, but these are unfortunately mostly lost
to us.

Although the corpora and features gathered and discussed
by the grammarians—which, following both Rets6é (2011, 782-
83) and Van Putten (2022, 15-19), I refer to as the ‘Arabiyyah—



10 A Multipolar Approach to Early Christian Arabic

was diverse, recent scholarship has shown just how much more
linguistically diverse Arabic of the pre- and early Islamic periods
actually was. Epigraphic evidence has revealed varieties of Ara-
bic with features in every linguistic domain that differ from any-
thing the early grammarians and their corpora attest, including
dialects with a reduced nominal case system (e.g., Safaitic) and
in which the case system had apparently completely collapsed
(Al-Jallad 2015; 2018a; 2020a). Hardly confined to the pre-Is-
lamic period and non-literary compositions, close study of the
Quranic consonantal text shows that it reflects a Higazi dialect
that differed in various ways from the canonical reading tradi-
tions (Arabic gira’at) that developed for its recitation, as well as
textbook Classical Arabic (Van Putten and Stokes 2018; Van Put-
ten 2018a; 2022). The Quran in fact reflects a set of linguistic
developments that were already underway, and which formed
the basis of what became the Arabic writing system (Van Putten
2023). The bundle of Higazi dialects, and the writing system ap-
plied to their writing, spread with the Islamic conquests. Both
spoken varieties and writing tradition continued to evolve. The
dialects of the Higaz, and the writing tradition, formed what Al-
Jallad (2020, 57-78, 8§4) calls “Old Higazi,” which seems to have
constituted an early prestige variety in the early Islamic-era Le-
vant.

Over time, however, beginning in the late >'Umayyad and
early ‘Abbasid periods, the ‘Arabiyyah tradition, associated with
elite poetic production and used to legitimise tribal alliances and

socio-political leadership in the Muslim ’ummah (Webb 2016,
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884-5; Miller 2024, §88-9), became a supra-regional prestige va-
riety. One of the most significant linguistic implications of this
development was the association of the recitation of the Quran
with the nominal case morpho-syntactic inflection (Al-Jallad
2020, 69-73). The Quranic reciters all attest some version of the
archaic nominal case and verbal mood inflection that we can re-
construct to Proto-Arabic, with a few small modifications. That
said, the recitation traditions are not monolithic, even in this re-
gard,* and in virtually every other linguistic domain attest signif-
icant variation, often differing from later textbook Classical Ara-
bic norms (Van Putten 2022, 47-98, §3).

Evidence for the linguistic diversity of recitation traditions
is not relegated merely to the canonically transmitted gir@’at; a
large number of vocalised Quranic MSS, many of which do not
conform to any known gir@’ah, attest still more variants (Van Put-
ten 2019; Van Putten and Sidky 2024). While it might at first

* A particularly salient example of this is the phenomenon of al-’id¢gam
al-kabir ‘major assimilation,” in which two consonants across word-
boundaries assimilate when a short vowel intervenes: Sahru ramadana
> Sahr-ramadana ‘the month of Ramadan’ (Q2.185). This was wide-
spread among non-canonical readers, but among canonical readers is
characteristic primarily of >Abii ‘Amr’s reading tradition (Van Putten
2022, 201-3, §7.2.1), although Hamzah also attests a different but re-
lated phenomenon (ibid., 209, §7.2.6). The phenomenon of al-’idgam al-
kabir is multi-faceted, involving assimilation of identical consonants,
referred to as ’idgam al-mitlayna, and when the consonants share some
aspect of articulation but are not identical, referred to as ’idgam al-mu-
tagaribayn (Van Putten 2026, §1.6.1).
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glance seem like a stretch to contextualise Christian Arabic writ-
ings and MSS with non-canonical Quranic reading traditions,
even given the nascent states of the study of both, parallels are
in fact forthcoming. For example, in multiple vocalised Arabic
Gospel MSS dating from the 13th to the 15th centuries CE, a pe-
culiar pattern of pronominal suffix assimilation is attested where
the 3MsG suffix assimilates to a preceding i only when suffixed to
the preposition bi-; otherwise, no assimilation takes place: bi-hi,
but fi-hu / ‘alay-hu / ’abni-hu ‘1 will build it’, etc. (Stokes 2023a).
The same pattern is attested in a large number of 9th/10th CE
vocalised Quranic MSS, though the system is not characteristic of
any qir@’ah tradition known from the literary tradition (Van Put-
ten and Sidky 2024, esp. 43-45). These same Christian Arabic
MSS differ in other aspects of grammar from the grammar at-
tested in the vocalised Quranic ones with the same pronominal
assimilation, which makes it clear that a particular feature could
become prestigious independent of the others with which it co-
occurred in a particular MS or corpus.

The foregoing overview has significant implications for our
conceptualisation of Middle Arabic, especially as identified in
texts from the early Islamic period. Traditionally, Middle Arabic
was considered the equivalent of, e.g., Middle English or Middle
German, that is, a historical phase of the language in which a
purportedly synthetic Old Arabic, equivalent to the pre-Islamic
Arabic dialects and Classical Arabic, transitioned toward an ana-
lytic version of the language characteristic of Neo-Arabic (Blau
1966-1967, 19-21, 36-58, §1; 1977; 2022, 16-18; Versteegh
2014, 55-56, 88). This chronological definition has by now been



1. Introduction 13

virtually completely abandoned in favour of a typological, socio-
linguistic one, in which the phenomenon is related to the diglos-
sic nature of Arabic, with the term Middle Arabic used to refer to
“written Arabic of a mixed variety, irrespective of time” (den Hei-
jer 2012a, 8; Versteegh 2014, 253-57, §9.1).

The question we must ask in light of the foregoing discus-
sion regarding the significant diversity of the attested pre- and
early Islamic Arabic corpora is, what is mixed? The answer to
this question is typically that Middle Arabic consists of a mix of
Classical and vernacular Arabic. However, several assumptions
transcend the many scholarly differences undergirding the reg-
nant Middle Arabic paradigm. Since I believe these assumptions
are problematic, especially for this early period, in what follows
I will cite them explicitly and adduce examples of their ubiquity.
It should be emphasised here that the field of Middle Arabic stud-
ies is rich, and the conceptualisation and framing of varieties and
registers in each period is diverse, differing from scholar to
scholar.® I focus here only on a few regnant principles that I be-
lieve unite virtually all scholarship, and which I will contest, at
least in the context of early Islamic-era Arabic texts.

First, Arabic diglossia (on which, see Ferguson 1959), is as-

sumed to have always existed on a bipolar cline of prestige, and,

®> For an excellent introduction to the state of the field, see den Heijer
(2012a). A full representation of the various proposals to account for
the diversity attested in Middle Arabic is beyond the scope of this book.
The critique here is of a few principles that I believe undergird most
scholarship, regardless of subsequent framing, and which I believe are
anachronistic when studying the language of early Islamic-era texts.
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at least since the advent of Islam, one in which the H[igh] variety
was equivalent to Classical Arabic and the L[ow] variety the col-
loquial one: “All... now tend to agree that the phenomenon cov-
ered by [Middle Arabic] is a continuum, or a mix, between the H
variety (usually identified as Standard or Classical Arabic) and the L
variety (colloquial Arabic, also dubbed Neo-Arabic” (den Heijer
2012a, 6, emphasis mine)

The term Middle Arabic is used to refer to forms of Arabic

that are intermediate between the standard of Classical Ara-

bic and spoken vernacular Arabic. These constitute the two

poles of a diglossia. Such a diglossia has existed throughout

the history of Arabic and examples of Middle Arabic can

be found from the early Islamic period down to the present

day (Khan 2011, 817-18, emphasis mine)
Importantly, while virtually all scholars recognise that Classical
Arabic was historically pluriform in various aspects of style and
grammar, operationally it is equated with the normative, text-
book manifestation that is, ultimately, a product of the nahdah
movement in the 19th century CE. For example, in his important
article interrogating the meaningfulness of dividing pre-modern
Middle Arabic along confessional lines, Johannes den Heijer ad-
mits the following when establishing the point of departure for
defining Middle Arabic elements in early Christian and Judaeo-
Arabic texts.

...we need a relatively well-defined frame of reference to

distinguish between H and L elements, and it must be ad-

mitted that codified, normative CA [Classical Arabic] gram-

mar, despite its grey zones and its internal diversity in gram-

marians’ opinions, pretty much provides us just that.... In the
present context... we are compelled to stick to a ‘crude’
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dichotomy and accept the prescriptively intended criteria of

the Arab grammarians... to efficiently assess the dynamics

of a given text fragment within the socio-linguistic contin-

uum that is Middle Arabic (den Heijer 2012b, 56, emphasis

mine)

Similarly, in a chapter comparing Christian and Judaeo-Arabic
scribal conventions from the 18th and 19th centuries CE, Esther-
Miriam Wagner comments on the linguistic implications by ad-
mitting the following.

The point of reference will be an artificial, presumed Standard

Arabic of the Ottoman period, which is close to Classical

Arabic and Modern Standard Arabic. This approach is ad-

mittedly flawed and will inevitably draw criticism, as the

time period of the materials precedes the nahdah, during

which ideas of normative grammar informed by Classical

Arabic were again superimposed on Arabic. Yet there is no

real alternative, as for now Classical Arabic or Modern Stand-

ard Arabic are the only varieties with a prescriptive, fixed set

of rules, described in grammar books, against which any other

variety can be measured or compared. (Wagner 2018, 381,

emphasis mine)

Second, while there is tremendous diversity of perspective
on the nature of linguistic mixing in Middle Arabic texts, the
source of features in any Middle Arabic text is virtually every-
where assumed to reflect one of either of the poles on the bipolar
H/L spectrum, or the interaction thereof. In other words, features
are classified as either H/Classical ones, L/colloquial ones, or
ones resulting from the mixing of the two (sometimes referred to

as ‘Middle’ features). Middle features are almost universally con-
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sidered either (originally and historically, at least) pseudo-cor-
rections (on which, see Hary 2007) that became acceptable vari-
ants (Blau 2008, 73-74), or rather attempts at a hybrid compro-
mise grammatical form, again between the native colloquial
grammar of the author and the standard, classical form (e.g.,
Smith and Bellem 2012): “Middle Arabic is the language of me-
dieval A[rabic] texts in which classical, post-classical, and often
also NA [=Neo-Arabic] and pseudo-correct elements alternate
quite freely” (Blau 2002, 14)

Whatever the precise chronological delimitation, one can

agree to mean by Middle Arabic the language of numerous

Arabic texts, distinguished by its linguistically (and there-

fore stylistically) mixed nature, as it combines standard and

colloquial features with others of a third type, neither standard

nor colloquial Arabic, and as an intermediate, multiform va-

riety, product of the interference of the two polar varieties on

the continuum they bound (Lentin 2008, 216, emphasis

mine)
Drawing these two points together, I suggest that it is not an over-
simplification to say that the current Middle Arabic paradigm as-
sumes that what eventually becomes textbook Classical Arabic
has lain at the top of the sociolinguistic spectrum since the early
Islamic period, and that any subsequent Middle Arabic (sub)va-
rieties (on which, see further below) ultimately derive from mix-

ing features from colloquial grammars and that H[igh] register.®

® This is the case, again, even when positing a non-Classical feature that
became enregistered and, thus, a legitimate literary feature in its own
right for this or that community. When speculation about the origin of
such features is offered, they are, to my knowledge, always explained
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One of the implications of these two regnant beliefs is that
Middle Arabic is linguistically a negatively defined category, as
Jéroéme Lentin rightly notes: “To be more precise, Middle Arabic
encompasses all the attested written layers of the language which
can be defined as entirely belonging neither to Classical Arabic nor
to colloquial Arabic...” (Lentin 2008, 216, emphasis mine).

Lentin’s definition is profound and important, but, I con-
tend, not often appreciated. Given the generally accepted defini-
tion of Middle Arabic detailed above, labelling a text as ‘Middle
Arabic’ tells us only that it is not fully Classical Arabic (however
defined), not where the non-Classical features originated nor
whether those features were less or more prestigious in the au-
thor’s sociolinguistic milieu than features at home in the Classical
Arabic tradition (though, of course, this is implied by labelling
them ‘Middle’ features). Further, the appellation itself gives us no
clarity on the distribution of any purported ‘Middle’ feature.

Finally, when the H register is equated with Classical Ara-
bic, which is treated operationally, if not theoretically, as equiv-
alent with a narrow set of prescribed norms, priority in treat-
ments of Middle Arabic texts is inevitably given to those aspects
of the grammar that differ from Classical Arabic, which has the
unintended result of flattening the grammar. This is especially
true when it comes to certain morpho-syntactic features, such as
nominal case, verbal mood, and gender and number agreement,

where, as we have already seen, the assumption of a strict binary

either as pseudo-corrections or features that represent deliberate at-
tempts at hybridisation between the colloquial grammar and Classical
Arabic.
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between pre-Islamic dialects/Classical Arabic, on the one hand,
and modern dialects, on the other, is assumed. As we will see
later (Chs 5-7), discussions of these features in many scholarly
works amount to little more than a collection of non-standard
examples, the point of which is apparently to prove the ‘Middle’
nature of the language.”

I refer to this dominant paradigm in this book as the ‘bipo-
lar paradigm for Middle Arabic studies’ because in it there are
two primary sources of linguistic input from which features
emerge, Classical Arabic and colloquial Arabic, which exist as the
two distinct poles on a sociolinguistic spectrum, where H = Clas-
sical Arabic and L. = colloquial Arabic. However, despite the
widespread assumption that the same sources and sociolinguistic
registers existed since (before) the beginning of the Islamic pe-
riod, it is now increasingly a problematic one, especially for the
early Islamic centuries. First, while the linguistic diversity of the
‘Arabiyyah tradition is itself more profound than heretofore rec-
ognised, it is also clear that, as Marijn van Putten (2022, 16)
rightly notes, “the early grammarians only mark the start of this
negotiation” of what becomes normative Arabic, a process that
took centuries, and the contours and pacing of which are unclear.
More importantly for our purposes, close study of the other early

corpora—consisting of Old Higazi, the Quranic gird’at, vocalised

7 For this general trend, see the following list, which is far from exhaus-
tive: Blau (1966-1967; 1999); Knutsson (1974); Hopkins (1984);
Bengtsson (1995); Arbache (1994; 2008); Grand’Henry (2008). Exam-
ples from the discussion of specific features are found throughout the
following chapters.
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Quranic MSS, and, indeed, other early Christian Arabic composi-
tions—has revealed many features that do not become part of
normative Classical Arabic. The bipolar approach to the sources
of linguistic features in early MSS is therefore inadequate. Non-
normative ‘Arabiyyah features, as well as features completely un-
known in the ‘Arabiyyah, are amply attested in the MSS of the
oth and 10th centuries CE (and, indeed, later). Second, the as-
sumptions that features typical of what became normative Clas-
sical Arabic were by definition ubiquitously more prestigious
than others, or indeed that the crystallisation of these features
into a recognisable register that constituted the ubiquitous H lect,
are mostly anachronistic for the period during which Vat. Ar. 13
and the other Christian MSS were written.

Thus, if we intend to continue applying the term Middle
Arabic in reference to the language of a text in which features of
greater and lesser sociolinguistic prestige mix, it is important to
establish this ‘Middle’ nature by thorough study of the features
involved and comparison with relevant contemporary corpora. I
am of course not claiming that genuine examples of Middle Ara-
bic texts—in which features characteristic of normative Classical
Arabic and a contemporaneous colloquial dialect are mixed—do
not exist; undoubtedly, they do, especially in later periods (such
as the Mamluk and Ottoman periods). And I likewise do not claim
that Middle features—historical hyper/hypo-corrections that
have become enregistered—do not exist. Again, they undoubt-
edly do. The argument advanced in this book, however, is that,
especially for the period during which Vat. Ar. 13 and the other

early Christian MSS were produced, we must move from a bipolar
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paradigm to a multipolar one, in terms of both the range of
sources of linguistic features we allow to identify in a text, as well
as how we evaluate the prestige of the features.

It is worth briefly contrasting the present proposal
with Blau’s notion of “Standard Middle Arabic” and “Substand-
ard Middle Arabic,” by which he intended various literary
registers that intentionally incorporated Middle as well as Classi-
cal and colloquial features (2002, 14). For Blau, a “standard”
Middle Arabic variety incorporated relatively few Neo-Arabic (=
vernacular elements), whereas “substandard” Middle Arabic in-
corporated Neo-Arabic relatively frequently. More recently,
Grand’Henry has applied this concept more concretely in studies
of different MS witnesses to the same text from different loca-
tions, attempting to identify linguistic isoglosses that distinguish
what he calls “Sub-standard Middle Arabic” varieties (2008;
2012, 85-97). Thus, for both Blau and Grand’Henry, these varie-
ties were legitimate literary registers in their own right, though
apparently less standardised than, e.g., their conceptualisation of
Classical Arabic. Blau notes that, in addition to what he consid-
ered genuine pseudo-corrections (i.e., ones that result from “the
writer’s unsuccessful endeavour to imitate the classical lan-
guage”), these varieties were characterised by pseudo-correct
features that became enregistered as productive, as well as “lin-
guistic forms... absent both from his dialect and classical Arabic”
(2008, 73-74).

While some overlap exists between their approach and the
one promoted in this book, the “(Sub)Standard Middle Arabic”

paradigm is still characterised by the same assumptions, and,
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therefore, drawbacks highlighted above. Two aspects of this ap-
proach that contrast with the present proposal deserve to be high-
lighted, namely the range of sources of linguistic input and the
methodology by which vernacular elements are identified. For
Blau and Grand’Henry, the potential origins and sources of fea-
tures are still either Classical Arabic, Neo-Arabic, or the product
of some interaction of the two. Further, vernacular elements are
virtually always identified based on their corresponding presence
in a modern vernacular. This is especially glaring when it comes
to the analysis of nominal case and verbal mood, where the as-
sumption of a total loss prior to the earliest Middle Arabic texts
is ubiquitous.®

The multipolar approach here, on the other hand, operates
based on the principle that both the orthographic and linguistic
nature of these manuscripts can only be fully understood syn-

chronically when contextualised within the broader landscape of

8 This results in both the choice of features as well as their description
based on a departure from Classical Arabic grammar. For example, in
his 2012 study of recensions of the translation of Homily 41 of Gregoy
the Nazienzen from Greek into Arabic, Grand’Henry offers some brief
remarks on a handful of examples of non-Classical, Middle ortho-
graphic, phonetic, morphological, and syntactic features. However, in
order to identify and understand any possible register or literary vari-
ety, it is critical to understand the distribution and frequency of both
Middle and Classical features. Here again, recognising and taking seri-
ously the linguistic variation characteristic of Classical Arabic (and the
‘Arabiyyah), as well as other linguistic traditions (Quranic gir@’at, etc.),
rather than operating with a binary Classical/Middle dichotomy, re-
veals a more nuanced linguistic and sociolinguistic profile.
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pre- and early Islamic-era Arabic—written, spoken, and per-
formed—and diachronically when features are situated in rela-
tionship to a reconstructed Proto-Arabic. The goal of the book,
therefore, is to demonstrate the promise of this alternative ap-
proach to the study of Middle Arabic texts by illuminating signif-
icant synchronic and diachronic insights into the development of
Arabic varieties and registers, insights which are not forthcoming
when approached with the regnant assumptions, discussed
above.

In the approach outlined here, and by situating the features
attested in the MS in the context of the pre- and early Islamic
linguistic milieu, numerous features previously considered either
colloquial intrusions or pseudo-corrections can be more profita-
bly reinterpreted. In some cases, features treated as Middle Ara-
bic in fact reflect ones at home in the ‘Arabiyyah tradition, ones
associated with Quranic recitation, etc. For example, there are
places where *min °agl ‘for the sake of’ is spelled |>:s, which Blau
(1966-1967, 101-2) and others have interpreted as reflecting the
loss of the glottal stop typical of the dialects, and thus sub-stand-
ard. However, as we will see in Ch. 3, this realisation is typical
of numerous Quranic reading traditions (such as War§ ‘an
Nafi“s), and accepted by the grammarians as a legitimate variant
in the ‘Arabiyyah as well. Other features typically treated as sub-
standard and, historically at least, the result of pseudo-correc-
tion, especially non-Classical realisations of nominal case and
verbal mood can, I will argue, be more accurately interpreted as
reflecting the intentional interaction of different manifestations

of Proto-Arabic morpho-syntactic systems, each of which were
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considered prestigious in different contexts and depending on the
genre, as we will see in Chs 4 and 5.

In what follows, I argue that there were multiple registers
(or perhaps simply overlapping clusters of features), prestigious
to varying degrees depending on author and audience, that con-
stituted linguistic input for early Christian authors. While some
of these features are typical of what became normative Classical
Arabic, others are not. Conversely, I will argue that many features
typically considered characteristically Middle are, in fact, at
home in the ‘Arabiyyah tradition as described by the early gram-
marians, and/or in corpora typically considered classical by de-
fault, such as Quranic recitation traditions. I will also identify a
number of vernacular elements that are historically Middle; that
is, they reflect a stage in the evolution from Proto-Arabic and
anticipate a later stage attested in a modern dialect. And finally,
we will see that the four main scribes responsible for portions of
the MS witnessing the Gospel translations as it exists now demon-
strate different grammatical and aesthetic sensibilities. What one
scribe found preferable, and thus presumably prestigious, was
not the same as the others. I will argue that only by thoroughly
studying all these features, Classical and non-Classical, and doc-
umenting the range of their variation and distribution, can we
truly understand the linguistic behaviour of scribal authors. In so
doing, I hope also to model a compelling alternative to reluctant
reliance on textbook Classical Arabic as the point of departure
and basis of comparison when studying medieval texts.

Before beginning the study, however, some words about

the MS, and the methodology by which I approach its study, are
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due. It turns out that, despite the relatively straightforward codi-
cological evidence, it has occupied an outsized place in several

debates among scholars of early Arab Christianity.

1.0. Vatican Arabic MS 13: A Controversial

Composition

Vat. Ar. 13 consists of 179 folios of parchment, approximately 28
X 18 cm on average, though the dimensions vary across the MS.
Each folio contains somewhere between 19 and 22 lines, depend-
ing on the scribal hand. According to the Greek epigram on the
last folio of the MS, it originally consisted of the Psalms, all four
canonical Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, and the Pauline and
Catholic Epistles. Currently, however, the Psalms and Acts of the
Apostles have been completely lost, as have portions of the Gos-
pels. The Pauline corpus is intact. The following is a list of the
contents: Matt. 1.1-28.11; Mark 5.19b-16.8; Luke 3.31-7.71 and
the fourteen letters of Paul (which in this tradition include He-
brews) (Kashouh 2012, 145, §5.1.5.2).

The codex in its extant form is composed of sections copied
by four different scribal hands, which Kashouh (2012, 145) iden-
tifies as Hand A, Hand B, Hand C, and Hand D. A fifth hand (Hand
E) made a small number of emendations to the text of Hand A,
but did not otherwise contribute to the production of the MS and
is not included in the present study. It is clear that Hands A and
B operated concurrently, since they alternate on the recto and
verso of a single folio (64r/v) in the middle of a quire, and that
they represent the earliest layers of the text; Hand C restored por-
tions of the beginning of the Gospel of Matthew, with Hand D
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restoring two different sections in the Gospels after that. The text

and folios that each scribal hand is as follows:

Table 1: Text and folios produced by each scribal hand

Text Folios Scribal Hand
Matt. 1.1-6.18a 1-6v C

Matt. 6.18b-10.27a; Matt. 7-14; D
26.17b-28.11 47-54

Matt. 10.27b-26.17a; 15-46; A
Mark 5.19b-7.12a; 55-64r;

Luke 3.31-71 75-86

Mark 7.12b-16.8; 64v-74; B
Letters of Paul 87-179

On all of this there is unanimous scholarly agreement (Kashouh
2012, 145-47, 8§885.1.5.2-3; Schultess 2019, 176-96, 86.3; Zaki
2022, 314-25, §3; Monferrer-Sala and Qabalan 2023, 30).
There is considerable disagreement, however, over the da-
ting of the scribal hands. Most of the detailed palaeographic dis-
cussion has centred on Hand A, which attests features that Kash-
ouh (2012, 145-47, §5.1.5.3) identified as archaic, such as the
writing of the alif, which is formed with a right bent foot at the
base, and the heart-shaped medial ‘ayn / gayn. However, since
Hands A and B operated concurrently, and the latter does not
attest the same archaic letter shapes, Kashouh dates this coordi-
nated activity to around 800 CE. In her detailed study of early
Christian palaeography, however, Hjdlm argues that even the
weightiest of palaeographic archaisms, the right-leaning “alif, oc-
curs primarily at the beginning of a line, a practice that is attested
much later than the 8th/9th centuries CE, and combined with the

features of Hand B, concludes it was produced in the “early tenth
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century” (2022, 75). Zaki (2022, 316-19, §3.1), examining fea-
tures from Hand B, the scribal hand responsible for the Pauline
corpus, agrees based on a comparison with 9th-century cE MS
London, BL, Or. 8612. More recently, Hanna Qabalan (2022) un-
dertook a comparison of the orthography of Hand A in Vat. Ar.
13 with other MSS produced in the monasteries of Syria and Pal-
estine in the 9th century CE and argues for a date at the very end
of the 9th or the early 10th century CE. Regarding Hands C and
D, little beyond Kashouh’s speculation of a 10th-century CE date
for Hand C and 12th-century CE for Hand D, has been done (Kash-
ouh 2021, 93).° For the purposes of this study, I will remain neu-
tral on whether Hands A and B date to the 9th or 10th centuries
CE, and will speculatively adopt a 10th-century CE dating for
Hand C and a 12th-century dating for Hand D. None of the lin-
guistic analysis to follow, however, relies on these dates.

More speculatively, there has been significant debate over
the relative date of the translation itself. Kashouh argues for a
date in the late pre-Islamic period, either in al-Hirah or Nagran,
and relies on aspects of the language of the text to support this
contention. Kashouh’s arguments rely on two main contentions
(for the following, see Kashouh 2012, 168-71, §5.1.5.8). First, he
notes that, in a number of places, the scribes of Vat. Ar. 13 appear
to have mis-parsed a presumably dot-less form in an exemplar,
suggesting that they were unfamiliar with the vocabulary. Since

he places the composition of Vat. Ar. 13 around 800 CE, this

°In fact, in Monferrer-Sala’s and Qabalan’s (2023) critical edition, the
portions of the Gospels produced by Hand D are omitted; only Hands A,
B, and C are included (the focus being on the ‘archaic’ sections).
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would push the archetype of the translation still farther back into
the past. He likewise assumes that the vocabulary would not be
unfamiliar, even if the exemplar were obscured by lack of dots,
if the origin of the translation were the same monastic milieu as
the other Arabic Gospel MSS. Second, and more immediately rel-
evant for the present linguistic study, Kashouh compares a few
phrases from Vat. Ar. 13 with the purported lintel inscription on
a monastery from 6th-century CE al-Hirah. The source of the in-
scription, however, is Yaqiit al-Hamawi (d. 1229), a 12th/13th-
century CE geographer and historian, which makes the text ex-
tremely dubious. There is no reason to believe this is an accurate
representation of the purported inscription, if indeed it existed.
Further, the parallels he draws are vague and do not amount to
a strong case for connecting the MS with al-Hirah.'° Kashouh em-
phasises the perceived linguistic differences between Vat. Ar. 13
and the other Arabic Gospel MSS, asserting that “the language...
is dissimilar to the south Palestinian language and does not con-
tain the linguistic characteristics of any AGM [= Arabic Gospel
Manuscript] of this province” (Kashouh 2012, 168). Since the

present monograph constitutes the first and only treatment of the

'° For example, Kashouh highlights the use of the collocation of ix;
‘build a monastery/church’ in both, as well as the collocation of ¢
i s “forgive sin’, and the proliferation of the verbs > rahima ‘he was
merciful’, |5 gabila ‘he accepted’, and »| ’agama ‘he raised’. Needless
to say, these few lexical similarities are not compelling in the absence
of further evidence.
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language of the MS, however, it is unclear how such a determi-
nation could have been made. In any event, as we will see, this
claim is false, regardless of which scribal hand one examines.
Most scholars have rejected Kashouh’s proposal on histori-
cal grounds. Griffith (2013, 51) rightly points out that “this con-
clusion... is based on a series of ever more tenuous extrapola-
tions, which have as their anchor in real time an extant text,
probably copied in Palestine around the year 800 CE.” Kashouh’s
theory becomes even more problematic if the subsequent palae-
ographic studies noted above are taken into account, which put
the composition of the text closer to 900 CE (or perhaps later). It
is further clear that the leaps backward in time, even from 800
CE into the 6th or 7th century CE, based purely on mis-parsing an
original dot-less consonantal text are problematic, since these oc-
cur even in texts that had been well-known and studied, includ-

ing the Quran.!'! However, here again one gets the sense that

' One of the most famous examples of this is at Q6.57, where the
‘Utmanic Text is ambiguous, and can be read either as 5! u.a.m yaqdi -
haqqa ‘fulfils/determines/executes the truth’, or 3=JI ja_; yaqussu l-
hagga ‘he narrates/tells the truth’. The yaqdi reading was common in
Iraq, despite the problematic short spelling typically associated with the
jussive, which is ungrammatical here; the yaqussu reading was popular
among Higazi readers (Sadeghi 2013, 24, §2.1). Ibn Mas‘iid reportedly
read yaqdi bi-l-haqqi ‘judges according to the truth’, reflecting 24
4>JL, which differs from the ‘Utmanic recension. More similar to the
examples Kashouh identifies in Vat. Ar. 13 are, e.g., most readers read-
ing consonantal ..:wJl as munsa’at ‘lofty (L)’ at Q55.24 (though note
that Hamzah and >Aba Bakr read it with kasrah, e.g., munsi’at ‘elevated
(FPL)’, or most readers reading consonantal (.w as hati’at / hatiyat
‘your sins’ at two places, Q7.161 and Q71.23. °Abli ‘Amr, however,
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scholarly ascription of the language of Vat. Ar. 13 to the category
of ‘Middle Arabic’ is due, at least in part, to a desire to buttress
the contention that the MS is at home in the Palestinian monastic
milieu. While we can be confident that the location of the pro-
duction of Vat. Ar. 13 was indeed a monastery in the Levant, the
claim—often asserted as fact—that it was produced at Mar Saba
outside Jerusalem is not certain. Indeed, Schultess (2019, 177-
79) and Zaki (2022, 58-60, and also 314) both support a Syrian
provenance, which is not incompatible with the palaeographic
evidence (Hjalm 2022, 176). And while it is true that Kashouh’s
blanket claim that the MS lacks any features characteristic of MSS
definitely produced in the monasteries of Palestine is inaccurate,
it is also incorrect to assume that the language is identical across
scribal hands; indeed, as we will see, the language of Hand C is
significantly closer to that of the other Gospel MSS than to the
language of Hands A, B, and D.

It is thus clear that, while we scholars can deduce a great
deal about the production of the manuscript itself, the lack of a
proper linguistic study of Vat. Ar. 13 precludes a more accurate
and nuanced understanding, not just of the provenance—geo-
graphic and chronological—of the MS, but also the scribal culture

in which it was produced. This book attempts to fill that lacuna.

reads both of these as hatdya ‘sins’, as all readers do in all other places
where the consonantal form occurs. Note also that the pointings that
Kashouh identifies as errant might also reflect then-current words/
forms that simply did not continue in use and, thus, appear to us to be
mis-parsings.
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We will see throughout that a number of orthographic and gram-
matical differences characterise the different scribal hands, dif-
ferences that bear directly on the question of provenance and
complicate the binary picture presented in most discussions of
the MS. Before commencing our study, however, I will outline
the approach and methodology of the book, as well as its struc-

ture.

2.0. Methodology and Structure

In the following chapters, I undertake a thorough documentation
of the language of the Gospel portions of Vat. Ar. 13, comprising
the first 86 folios. For features that exhibit variation, I have col-
lected every instance and tagged it for all relevant information in
order to offer a quantitative analysis of the language, reducing
the number of impressionistic claims as much as possible. I com-
pare attested features in the MS with what is attested in other
relevant corpora, including especially other early Christian Ara-
bic MSS, the early Islamic papyri and inscriptional evidence,
Quranic MSS, the Quranic gira@’at traditions, and the ‘Arabiyyah
as recorded and described especially in the works of the gram-
marians Sibawayh and Al-Farr@’. I do not privilege later norma-
tive Classical Arabic; instead, I consider the distribution of each
feature within the attested linguistic diversity of the early Islamic
period. Further, in many cases we will encounter the same kind
of inter-MS linguistic variation attested in Vat. Ar. 13—charac-
teristic of much of the early Christian Arabic corpus and which

has traditionally been explained by appealing to pseudo-correc-
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tion or colloquial influence—in the context of other corpora ac-
cepted in the broader canon of ‘Arabiyyah/Classical Arabic. This
is especially true in the case of the Quranic gira@’at, which exhibit
tremendous variation, to the degree that a later literature—called
hugag ‘explanations’>—developed to explain how the mutually
exclusive feature profiles are at home in the ‘Arabiyyah. While
many of the arguments adduced in the hugag literature are at
odds with modern linguistic principles, and the goals are ideo-
logically motivated, I argue that the genre offers a methodologi-
cal corrective relevant for the analysis of early Islamic-era Arabic.
Specifically, the hugag authors maximally attempt to identify rea-
sons for a given feature, assuming intentionality, agency, and
competency, rather than presupposing a homogeneous norm and
that any deviation must have been unintentional. Throughout
this work, I attempt to make sense of variation, relying on sound
linguistic principles in a way that assumes competency, appeal-
ing to pseudo-correction only when no other possibility is forth-
coming.

In addition to synchronic analysis, I study the language var-
iation attested in Vat. Ar. 13 diachronically, situating it in the
scholarly conversation about the linguistic history of Arabic. To
that end, and where relevant, I reference features attested in the
pre-Islamic epigraphic record, medieval texts from later periods,
and indeed the modern Arabic dialects. Further, diachronic dis-
cussion engages with comparative Arabic and Semitic data to plot

linguistic forms relative to Proto-Arabic, not Classical Arabic. In

12 Also occasionally called tawgih literature.
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some cases, the normative Classical Arabic form, or one attested
in the ‘Arabiyyah, is archaic and more or less reconstructible to
Proto-Arabic. Elsewhere, though, the ‘Arabiyyah (or later norma-
tive Classical) feature is innovative. Additionally, when a feature
is clearly related to one that is attested in modern dialects, I at-
tempt to connect them diachronically. This is not necessarily be-
cause I believe the Arabic spoken by Christians in the 9th/10th
CE Levant is directly ancestral to any particular modern dialect;
rather, it is an example of how the ancestors of the modern dia-
lects, however conceptualised, might have evolved.

Finally, it is worth making explicit here that the goal of this
book is to provide a description of the language of the MS and to
contextualise it within the early Islamic period. This includes
studying the variation across scribal hands, which, as we will see
throughout the following chapters, is significant and relevant.
One implication of this is that this book is only secondarily a de-
scription of the grammar of the original translation, the contours
of which are adduced mainly when the same features or patterns
are consistent across hands. The focus here, however, is on un-
derstanding the language variation attested in the MS that we
have, which, as we have seen, is indisputably a product of the
‘Abbasid Levant, whether Syria or Palestine, and likely dates to
the late 9th/early 10th century CE.

The structure of the book is as follows. In Ch. 2, I address
the topic of the orthography attested across the MS, identifying
commonalities, but especially differences, between the scribal
hands. In Ch. 3, I attempt to derive some information about the

phonetics and phonology of the variety/varieties or register(s)
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reflected in the MS. Since these are of course related, there is a
certain amount of overlap between the discussions. In the end, I
decided to separate the topics, for two reasons. First, in Ch. 2, I
focus on methodology and argue that the assumptions that un-
derlie the practice of interpreting early MSS are wrong and
should be abandoned. So, I opted to separate that discussion (Ch.
2) as much as possible from my interpretation of the data from
Vat. Ar. 13 (Ch. 3). Second, and more practically, had I combined
the two, the resultant chapter would have been so long as to be
unwieldy.

In Ch. 4, I document the morphological forms for which
any amount of variation exists in the MS. Note that, as with syn-
tax (Ch. 8), I omitted certain categories in order to make the
length manageable. The criterion on the basis of which I decided
which forms were included or not was, again, variation: any
forms that are both well-known from across the early corpora and
which exhibited no variation were omitted. In Chs 5-7, which
are the longest of the book, I tackle aspects of the morpho-syntax
of the MS. Ch. 5 examines the distribution of nominal case mark-
ing, Ch. 6 studies verbal mood distribution, and Ch. 7 engages in
a thorough analysis of gender and number agreement patterns in
the MS. In each, every relevant form from the MS was included.
The chapters are, therefore, both longer and more data-heavy
than the others. While this makes them dense, I believe that this
approach is necessary to avoid the impressionistic claims of pre-
vious works, and results in a more nuanced and accurate picture

of the language, and, as I will show, de-exoticises them. Ch. 8
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studies various aspects of the syntax of the MS, and Ch. 9 con-
cludes the discussion, highlighting significant findings, implica-
tions thereof, and proposing several new directions for the future
of the field.

We turn now to the study of the language of Vat. Ar. 13,
beginning with the study of its orthography.



CHAPTER 2. ORTHOGRAPHY

As we have already noted, much of the work on the scribal exe-
cution of Vat. Ar. 13 has focused on palaeography; very little has
been detailed about the scribal orthographic practices therein.
The following discussion is not comprehensive, but rather focuses
on aspects that attest inter- and intra-scribal hand variation,
and/or otherwise recur across early Islamic-era manuscripts, es-
pecially Christian ones, many of which have often been anachro-
nistically compared with Classical Arabic spelling practices that
developed centuries later. Indeed, as we will see, differences be-
tween these early orthographic variants have often played a sig-
nificant role in exoticising early Christian Arabic texts, giving the
impression of much greater distance between Christian MSS and
others that are considered Classical by most, if not all, scholars.
Though I have left much of the discussion of phonetics and pho-
nology to Ch. 3, in some places the discussion below involves
phonetics and phonology of necessity. Chs 2 and 3 are therefore
best read together as advancing a single analysis, with the pre-
sent chapter focusing on the orthographic basis for judgments
about phonetics and phonology, and Ch. 3 reviewing and consol-
idating the evidence. Note that throughout the book I reproduce
the Arabic from MSS exactly as it occurs, so long as this is possi-
ble given the nature of the available fonts. I offer my interpreta-

tion of the text in a transcription provided below each example.

©2026 Phillip W. Stokes, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0517.02
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1.0. Consonantal Dotting

Previous scholars who have studied portions of the Gospels of
Vat. Ar. 13 have noted the lack of consistent dotting, among other
aspects of the orthography of the MS (e.g., Monferrer-Sala 2013,
72; Qabalan 2022; Monferrer-Sala and Qabalan 2023, 29). As far
as I can tell, however, none has ventured beyond the basic obser-
vation that the dots are inconsistently applied. Such incon-
sistency, and apparent randomness, was characteristic of Arabic
MSS, Quranic and non-Quranic, as well as papyri and inscrip-
tions, from the beginning of the Islamic period (Dutton 1999; Dé-
roche 2009, 117). Bursi (2018) demonstrates, however, that a
certain idiosyncratic preference for dotting certain letters, and
perhaps certain words, more frequently than others existed al-
ready in the earliest Islamic-era writing. A study of all the dotted
versus undotted forms from a single folio—15 recto and verso—
produced by Hand A shows that some letters are more frequently
marked than others.

Generally, we may observe that dots above the letter are
more frequently written relative to those under the letter. Fur-
ther, letters that are distinguished by a single dot are often less
likely to be dotted relative to those letters with the same skeletal
shape but that are distinguished by two or more dots. Special
mention should be made of the dal, which is less likely to be dot-
ted when it occurs in the relative pronoun series than when it
occurs in a noun or verb. The same appears to be true of the ya’.
This brief exercise is not meant to be exhaustive, since a full study
of the four main scribal hands and their dotting proclivities is

beyond the scope of the present study. Suffice it to say that close
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orthographic studies of this and other early Christian MSS remain

desiderata.

Table 2: Dotting frequency by letter on fol. 15r-v (Hand A)

Number (%) Number (%)

Grapheme with dot without dot
f 27 (77%) 8 (23%)
q> 36 (88%) 5 (12%)
y 72 (68%) 34 (32%)
d 5 (63%) 3 (27%)
n 61 (78%) 17 (22%)
t 21 (91%) 2 (7%)
s 6 (75%) 2 (25%)
b 42 (71%) 17 (29%)
t 7 (88%) 1 (12%)
g 9 (53%) 8 (47%)
h 4 (80%) 1 (20%)
Z 2 (100%) 0

d 6 (86%) 1 (14%)
Z 0 1 (100%)
g 4 (100%) 0

The presence or absence of dots on certain letters in
early Christian Arabic MSS (along with other corpora, such as the
early papyri) has traditionally constituted a source of purported
examples of non-Classical realisations of various sounds. For ex-
ample, the absence of dotting on the dal has been taken as evi-
dence for the merger of the voiced interdental with the voiced
stop, i.e., *d > d (Blau 1966-1967, 108, §15.2; Knutsson 1974,
88; Grand’Henry 1988, 234-91; Wagner 2018, 383, §2.6). Con-

versely, the presence of dots on the kursi ya’ was taken to imply

! The f@ in Vat. Ar. MS 13 is marked with a single dot above the letter.

2 The qdf in Vat. Ar. MS 13 is marked by two horizontal dots above the
letter.
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the absence of the hamzah, e.g., (,Sim ‘your blood’ is assumed to
necessarily reflect /dimayi-kum/ (Blau 1966-1967, 83-105, §11;
2002, 33-34, §17; Knutsson 1974, 69-76; Bengtsson 1995, 111—
14, §3.2.5.2; Grand’Henry 2006, 384; Monferrer-Sala 2015, 347,
81.4; Wagner 2018, 383, §2.5).

Obviously, in a scribal culture where there is a clear stand-
ard, adherence to that standard tells us little more than that the
scribe was able to achieve his goals, whereas we might infer a
good deal about the lack of adherence to said standards. Thus, if
consistent and ubiquitous dotting in cases of, e.g., the dal, or the
lack thereof (+ /- the hamzah diacritic) in the case of the kursi
ya@, were the norm, then the frequent or total divergence from
this practice might indeed constitute evidence for such changes.
In order to conclude that we have evidence for underlying pho-
netic differences based on purportedly deviant orthographic
practices, whether due to influence from the vernacular in a par-
ticular manuscript or imperfect knowledge of the standard, how-
ever, it is essential that we know exactly what scribal standards
actually existed at the time. That is, we should be able to say
confidently that they are in fact deviant. In the absence of some
kind of manual or textbook from (roughly) the time and location
of the production of the MSS, the best way to determine the kinds
of standards is to examine other contemporary MSS, papyri, and
inscriptions. The importance of establishing this is unfortunately
often not acknowledged or properly appreciated. Instead, norms
that are actually typical only of very recent Classical Arabic are
retrojected onto earlier texts, rather than examining practices

contemporaneous with the MS or corpus under discussion.
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When we look at contemporaneous material, we find that
each of the kinds of spelling practices attested here are also com-
mon in MSS, including of texts that are taken as indisputably
Classical Arabic, regardless of period. While Blau et al. assume
that the lack of dotting on the dal in Christian MSS is solid evi-
dence for the merger of interdental consonants with plain stops
(Blau 1966-1967, 108, §15.2), dot-less spellings are also encoun-
tered in Classical MSS as well, e.g., Classical kadalika spelled
GWas™ in Or. 298 (fol. 4r), and Classical kada spelled .S in Ar
3315 (fol. 17v). This should not be surprising; after all, the de-
velopment of the ’ihmal pointings was presumably due to the
need to indicate when dot-less consonants were intentionally dot-
less versus when the lack of dotting was merely stylistic (on the
development of which, see Witkam 2015). The phenomenon of
spelling dal without dots—indeed, spelling consonants with or
without their dots—is not in itself evidence for the intended pho-
netic realisation one way or the other. More compelling are in-
stances in which a MS attests spellings of *d by » along with con-
sistent spelling of *t with . Such cases are attested in later MSS
(Grand’Henry 1988, 234-91, MSS D and H, apud Grand’Henry
2006, 384, §1.2), though the numerically most common pattern
is the combination of > and 3 for *d, along with each of < and
&, and even dot-less forms, for *t (Knutsson 1974, 78-94, §5;
Bengtsson 1995, 114-20, §3.2.6). In Vat. Ar. 13, however, *t is
spelled either with & or without dots completely; no clear exam-

ples of « spellings are attested.® Thus, pace Monferrer-Sala

% Indeed, Blau (1966-1967, 106, §12.4) reports no certain instances of
*t > tin the corpus of MSS to which he had access at the time. That
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(2015, 348), the dot-less spellings of *d are not clear evidence of
this phenomenon in Vat. Ar. 13.*

More common, and more fundamentally problematic, are
the assumptions that underlie discussions of the glottal stop in
early Christian Arabic—and Middle Arabic, more broadly—MSS.
The most problematic of these assumptions from the perspective
of orthography is of the existence of a uniform ‘Classical Arabic
orthography’ already in the late "Umayyad and ‘Abbasid periods.®
For example, in the introduction to his section on orthography,
Blau (1966-1967, 61, 882.1-2) begins with the declaration that
“[i]ln no domain is the influence of CA [=Classical Arabic] so
decisive as in the realm of orthography.... Accordingly, the lin-
guist has to depend upon occasional deviations from the Classical
orthography for discerning phonetic features” (emphasis mine).

Often, scholars simply assume a uniform and stable ‘Classical’ or-

still does not prevent him from concluding that “it seems quite probable
that, as in sedentary dialects, th [ = *t] has developed into t” (ibid). To
illustrate the problematic nature of the assumptions on which such anal-
yses are built, it is sufficient to note here that, at the conclusion of the
passage just quoted, Blau refers the reader to §15.2, which is the section
in which he treats dot-less spellings of d.

* Monferrer-Sala (2015) treats not the Gospel portions but the Pauline
Epistles, which were likely produced by Hand B of the Gospel portions.
Nevertheless, the same principle and outcome are true in that portion
of the MS as in the sections with the Gospels.

> Assumptions about the realisation of the hamgzah in a purportedly uni-
fied ‘Arabiyyah and Classical Arabic impact the analysis of the phonetics
and phonologies of early MSS as well. These will be discussed in Ch. 3.
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thography, which forms the point of departure when treating spe-
cific phenomena. When discussing the realisation of the glottal
stop in the language of Christian Arabic copies of the book of
Judges, Knutsson claims that:

The fact that all the MSS—except for one or two special

words in some of them—regularly employ the two dots of

y@ even when this serves as kursi of hamza (thus, in cases

where the two dots of ya’ according to strict Classical Arabic

spelling should be omitted) is also most probably to be inter-
preted as an indication of the disappearance of the glottal

stop (1974, 60, emphasis mine).

In other words, scholars have assumed that the standard already
in the 8th/9th centuries CE was the ubiquitous inclusion of the
hamzah grapheme, as well as the consistent distinction between
ya@ as a consonant, which included dots, and kursi ya’, which
would lack them. When they subsequently find MSS that either
lack the hamzah grapheme, use it irregularly or only occasionally,
or find kursi ya’> with dots, they conclude that this is due to the
lack of glottal stop in the vernacular of the scribe, as well as (per-
haps consequent) lack of command of the unified standard (Blau
1966-1967, 83-92; Knutsson 1974, 65-77; Bengtsson 1995,
111-14, §83.2.5.2; Monferrer-Sala 1995, 347-48; Grand’Henry
2006, 384).

This approach, however, is untenable, as even a cursory ex-
amination of contemporaneous Classical MSS shows the same
variation was in fact the norm. Comparable Classical manuscripts
contemporaneous with the Christian Arabic MSS that are not
Quranic are very few in number. Nevertheless, those that exist

are fully compatible with the evidence from the Christian Arabic
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MSS, including Vat. Ar. 13. First, it must be clearly stated that
we do not know exactly when the hamzah sign was invented, let
alone when it became viewed as an indispensable part of the or-
thography. To my knowledge, the earliest evidence of the hamzah
sign in a dated Classical Arabic literary text is Or. 298, which is
a copy of *Abii ‘Ubayd al-Qasim b. Sallam’s Garib al-Hadit, dated
to 252 AH/866 CE.° In the MS, the hamgzah sign is used, but only
occasionally. For example, on the same folio—15r—the word
Say’an ‘something (AcC)’ is written without the hamzah, spelled
Lz, but the word takta’ib ‘she is downcast’, is written with the
hamzah atop the kursi ya’, which is written with dots. In another
place on the preceding folio (14v), the word g@’ilatun ‘malice’, is
written with dots on the ya@’, but without the hamzah sign, i.e., as
i\g\.é ‘calamity, disaster’.

Even Classical MSS that post-date Hands A, B, and C of Vat.
Ar. 13, and which are contemporaneous with Hand D, attest the
same uneven application of the hamzah, as well as the regular
dotting of kursi ya’. A good example of this is MS Dublin, Chester
Beatty Library, Ar. 3315 (henceforth Ar. 3315), a likely-11th ce-
untry CE copy of Ibn al-Nadim’s (d. 385 AH/995 CE) Kitab al-Fih-
rist.” On the same folio (2r), the form su‘ar@i ‘the poets (GEN)’ is
written with both final hamzah and the maddah, i.e., written ij&,
but the word ibtid@’i is written without either, i.e., written |.\.

On the following folio, the word ’asma’i-him is written with the

¢ The MS is digitised and accessed here: http://hdlhan-
dle.net/1887.1/item:2000455.

7 On the MS, see Arberry (1956, 31). The MS is digitised and accessed
here: https://cbl01l.intranda.com/viewer/image/Ar 3315/13/.
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maddah, no hamzah, and dots on the kursi y@, i.e., as WLN\. The
presence of the maddah implies the presence of the glottal stop,
despite the absence of the hamzah grapheme (Van Putten 2021,
205, in reference to this same form and word). A likely 10th-
century CE MS, Garret 598H, a copy of Ibn Sadan al-Razi’s Suwar
al-Quran wa-"Ayati-hi wa-Huriifu-hii wa-Nugzilu-hii, is another
roughly contemporaneous example of a Classical MS that attests
the hamzah, but only irregularly makes use of it. It also spells
kursi ya’ with dots and lacks the hamzah regularly on such nouns,
e.g., k!l (fol. 22v) spelling of Israel,® and the frequent spelling
of *mi’ah as either 4l or 4L, but not L.,

If we interpreted these spellings and this alternation as the
Christian Arabic MSS have heretofore been read, it would require
that we conclude that the glottal stop had been lost in the ver-
nacular of the scribes that produced these MSS, and that they
constitute Middle Arabisms in these otherwise Classical MSS.
However, a more likely and parsimonious interpretation is simply
that both the writing of the hamzah as well as dotting of the kursi
ya@ were acceptable orthographic practices, constituting allog-
raphy, and do not indicate an absence of the glottal stop in the
register(s) in which the scribe was composing the text. In this
vein we may recall that early Quranic MSS were only sparsely

dotted, and this was the case for early papyri and inscriptions as

8 Note that this form occurs in a citation of the Quran. Thus, even when
citing the Quran, spelling with hamzah is not required. It is possible that
something like >Ab@i Ga‘far’s hamzah bayna bayn—where a hiatus, but
not a full glottal stop, occurs between two vowels—is intended here. On
the hamzah bayna bayn, see Van Putten (2026, §1.5.4.3).
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well (see again the discussion in Bursi 2018 for details). No study
of which I am aware charts the development of orthographic
practices specifically related to hamzah marking, dotting of kursi
y@, etc., but there is no evidence that those norms existed at the
time of the writing of Vat. Ar. 13, or indeed many of the Christian
Arabic MSS written in the subsequent centuries.’®

Another related phenomenon that is often misinterpreted is
the dotting of final ya@’ in contexts where in normative Classical
Arabic the word ends in @, i.e., the so-called ’alif magsiirah. The
primary concern of Blau’s discussion of the alif maqgsiirah bi-siirat
al-y@ is documenting the alternation between spellings with final
« and the relatively frequent variant with final | (Blau 1966-
1967, 81-83, §10; so also Hopkins 1984, 22-25, §21; Knutsson
1974, 58-59, 8§3; Bengtsson 1995, 104, §3.2.3; Grand’Henry
1996, 5, n. 9); he does not mention or discuss the alternation of
dotted versus undotted forms. Dotting the ’alif magsiirah bi-siirat
al-y@ occurs regularly already from the earliest MSS, as they reg-
ularly occur in, e.g., Sinai Arabic MS 74 (9th CE), which attests
' and s on fol. 3rand s on fol. 4r. In a paper on the portion
of Vat. Ar. 13 that contains the Pauline Epistles, Monferrer-Sala
(2015, 346) suggests that dotted spellings of the ’alif magsiirah
bi-siirat al-y@ indicate ’imalah of a > é. However, this is very

problematic. Y& is a letter than can take dots, regardless of

° See Stokes (2022) for examples of Christian Arabic MSS from the
13th-15th centuries CE that attest the same practice, including Sinai
Arabic MSS 76 (13th century CE), 82 (13th century CE), 89 (13th century
CE), 90 (13th century cE), 91 (13thcentury CE), and 80 (15th century
CE).
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whether it is being used to write /a/, /€/, /i/, /y/, or indeed /°/.
It is clear that whether or not to dot the ya@’, including but not
limited to instances of ’alif magstirah bi-stirat al-ya’, was mostly a
matter of scribal preference. For example, unlike the scribe that
wrote Sinai Arabic MS 74, Stephen of Ramla, the monk and scribe
who wrote Sinai Arabic MS 72 (897 CE), typically did not dot y@’,
regardless of underlying realisation. Thus, we find Jiand z> on
fol. 4r, and he often left final ya’ undotted, even when represent-
ing underlying i, e.g., fol. 4r =& /3a‘bi/ ‘my people’. The same
variation is attested in the Classical MSS from the same period.
Or. 298 regularly leaves final ya’ undotted, regardless of the un-
derlying phonetic realisation, attesting each of . /hiya/ ‘she/it’,
6.‘,.& /summiya/ ‘it was called’, and ¢ /“ala/ ‘upon’ on the same
folio (4r). Ar 3315 attests both dotted and undotted forms, such
that on the same folio (1v) we find both Je and _s. At the same
time, final i is often written with a ya’ lacking ciots, such that a
quick perusal of the first five folios attests no examples of fi ‘in’
spelled s, but rather only _s. The presence or absence of dotting
does not appear to be significant for distinguishing between i /
ay, and a or °, until the modern period, and even then, not ubiq-
uitously, as a perusal of Egyptian newspapers will demonstrate.
I have argued that the above orthographic variation does
not in and of itself tell us about the underlying phonetic reality.
This is not, however, because orthography cannot possibly in-
form us about such matters. In addition to the point that we must
be sure about what was and was not standard in order to know

which deviations are true deviations and which are not, we can
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add that there is an important difference between random varia-
tion in spellings, on the one hand, and orthographic variants that
are in complementary distribution, on the other. If ‘ala is spelled
variously Je and Je with no discernible difference based on,
e.g., phonetic contéxt, then we cannot conclude anything about
the realisation of the final vowel one way or the other. However,
when words which in normative Classical Arabic ended in a from
III-Y roots are spelled with °alif maqsirah bi-surat al-ya, but
words ending in a from III-W roots are spelled with °alif, this is
not random, but complementary, distribution and, in the case of
the Quran where this difference is attested, indeed indicated a
difference in realisation of these sequences in the language be-
hind the writing tradition (Van Putten 2022, 133-35, §5.8). Ety-
mological *ayv sequences mostly shifted to € (< *ay < *ayv) in
the dialects of the pre-Islamic Levant and Higaz, whereas word-
final *awv shifted to @ as one can clearly discern from Quranic
rhyme (Van Putten 2017; Al-Jallad 2017; 2018). The important
point is that orthographic features can inform us about aspects of
the phonetic and phonological reality behind the text, but only
when we can be confident that (1) we know what orthographic
standards existed at the time, and (2) the variation is not ran-
domly distributed, but complementary.

Other than the variation between dotted and undotted let-
ters, there are instances in which a word can be clearly identified
based on context and yet is pointed otherwise. Clear instances of

this are infrequent; examples include the following.

e pointing ’ata ‘he came’ with a niin, as if Ul >ana ‘I’ on fol. 3v
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e pointing sirr ‘secret’ with three dots on top of the letter, as if
& Sarr ‘evil’, on fol. 5v
e pointing hagah ‘need, lack’ with a dot as if the first letter were

gim, «>\> on fol. 6v

Note that many of the clearest instances of this mis-parsing occur
in portions produced by Hand C. Kashouh (2012, 151-52; 2021,
180-82, 8§4.12) has identified a handful of additional examples,

though some are debatable.

2.0. Plene versus Defective Spellings of a

Spellings of word-internal @ in Vat. Ar. 13 are mostly plene,
spelled as expected with |. In a few places, however, an archaic
defective spelling is attested. Specifically, the number
talat(ah/ina) is spelled defectively across scribal hands.
(1) UGy 2l el 35 slasly (51v)
w-ntlq f-rdd tlk ’l-tltyn drhman
‘And he went and returned those thirty coins’
(2) bl clisde o gl o Lae 18 1Sy (741)
w-k’n qd md’> mn ’l-nh’r hyn slbw-h tlt s>t
‘And three hours had passed from the day when they cru-
cified him’
(B bt il dae sie 15481 3 (..@_N (25r)
[-’n-hm qd ’¢’mw’ ‘nd-y mnd tlth ’y’m
‘Because they have stayed here with me for three days’

This spelling is common with this word specifically in other
Christian Arabic MSS (Blau 1966-1967, 77-79, §9); examples of
talat(ah/in) spelled defective in early Christian MSS include.
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(4)  aw 2l ol Jas (Sinai Arabic MS 154, 120r)
mnd tm’n w-tltyn snh
‘Thirty-eight years ago’
(5)  (sie pmesia pll b (,.@J oY (Sinai Arabic MS 74, 35r)
[-’n I-hm tlth ’y’m mqymyn ‘nd-y
‘They have stayed here with me for three days’
(6) il aney s areg aile e |3 e s (Sinai Arabic MS 70, 16r)
f->€ tm’r’ mn-h m’yh w-mn-h styn w-mn-h tltyn
‘And it produced fruit, some one hundred-fold, some sixty-
fold, and some thirty-fold’

Defective spelling was still common well into the early Islamic
period (Diem 1979, 255-56; Hopkins 1984, 11-14, §10), though
it became increasingly relegated to high-frequency words (Van
Putten 2023b, 114-15, §3.3). The defective spelling of talatah
seems to have remained widespread, though, for centuries, since
it is found still in, e.g., in MS Garrett 598H (Ibn Sadan al-Razi’s
Suwar al-Qur’an wa-’dyati-hi wa-Hurifu-hii wa-Nugzilu-hii), 4k
Y| talatat °alaf ‘three thousand’ on fol. 4v. This practice contin-
ues to be the norm in subsequent Classical orthographic practice
(Ibn Al-Sarrag, Kitab al-Hatt, 186).

Defective spellings are attested in proper names that have
plene versus defective variants in Vat. Ar. 13. This is the case
with, e.g., sulayman ‘Solomon’, spelled ...\. (instead of yl..l.)
on fol. 1r and fol. 19r, and ibrahim ‘Abraham’ spelled o ) (in-
stead of (,.?a\,g\) on fol. 1r and fol. 2v. The defective spellings
should be considered the default for Classical orthography (see
already Ibn Al-Sarrag, Kitab al-Hatt, 166—67). Early Christian
MSS, including Arabic Gospel MSS, largely spell these names de-
fectively, but some early MSS spell them plene (e.g., 214, in the



2. Orthography 49

9th-century CE Vatican Borg. Arabic MS 95, fol. 3r), and this pat-

tern becomes very common in subsequent centuries (see, e.g., Si-

nai Arabic MSS 82, 90, 80, 112).

Other examples of defective spellings of long a@ occur in iso-
lated cases, such as salah ‘righteousness’ and salih ‘righteous’,
both on fol. 64r:

(7) sl oladl &)l LS 4y Jos) 6 ) C_L,a)\ Le C_L,a)\ w35l Ll
y’yh’ °l-mwdb °l-slh m’ ’l-slh °ldy *‘ml b-h km’ °’rt ’l-hy°h °l-
b’ldh
‘Oh, righteous teacher, what righteousness must I do to in-

herit eternal life?’

Interestingly, Ibn al-Sarrag (Kitab al-Hatt, 167) mentions the eli-
sion of the °alif in spellings of salih when used as a proper name.
Examples of demonstrative pronouns and adverbs of manner in
which the deictic prefix ha is spelled plene versus defective will
be discussed below in Ch. 4, §§4.2 and 4.5.

3.0. Quranic versus Classical Spellings

As we have already seen, the early Islamic period was a time of
continued evolution in the orthographic practices associated with
writing in the Arabic script. Many of the innovations that became
characteristic of normative writing in Arabic are clearly Higazi
and spread due to the influence of the Quran (Van Putten 2023b).
Some spelling practices common in the Quranic consonantal text,
however, gradually fell out of practice, largely due to differences
between the ways in which words were spelled versus their pro-

nunciation in the ‘Arabiyyah and, eventually, normative Classical
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Arabic. In other words, the spelling of these words was classi-
cised. Two groups of words are relevant for our study of Vat. Ar.
13, namely (1) forms in which a post-consonantal glottal stop is
not written with ’alif, and (2) a group of words—some nativised
loanwords, others native Arabic words—that are spelled with
word-final s-, despite its pronunciation in Classical Arabic with
word-final a@. Quranic and non-Quranic spellings alternate for
both categories in Vat. Ar. 13.

In the Quranic consonantal text, and in early orthogra-
phy,*° including Classical orthography, an etymological post-con-
sonantal glottal stop is not represented by °alif. Thus, one finds
*yas’alu ‘he asks’ spelled in the Quranic consonantal text |.. in-
stead of Jl., / J;ng, and *’af’idah ‘hearts’ spelled o5 instead of
ol / szl (Diem 1976, 257, 259). It has long been recognised
that the orthographic patterns attested in the Quranic consonan-
tal text reflect ones suited to write a variety that had lost *’ (e.g.,
Rabin 1951, 130; Diem 1976 257), and recent studies of the
Quran-internal evidence, including evidence from rhyme, con-
firms that the language of the Quran likely lacked the glottal stop
in most contexts (Van Putten 2018b; 2022, 120-22, §5.2). In Vat.
Ar. 13, most instances of etymological glottal stop in post-conso-
nantal position are spelled in accord with the eventual standard,
with °dlif, e.g., «ilb Classical tam’aninah ‘peacefulness’ (fol.

171), ¢\ » Classical mar’ah ‘woman’ (fol. 57v), and, albeit rarely,

% Hopkins (1984, 29-30, §26) reports the same commonality in the
early Islamic-era papyri, and dlif in such positions is regularly omitted
in other Christian Arabic MSS as well (Blau 1966-1967, 99-100,
§11.5.1).
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JlL.; ‘he asks’ (fol. 69r)." The Quranic spellings are, however, the
default ways to write imperfects, imperatives, and nouns of the
root *S°L.

(8) ol fuu Jr (26V)
g1 ysl tPmyd-h
‘He began asking his disciples’
(9)  aes wdax (331)
gt tsl-h
‘She began asking him’
(10) ahws U (..iu\ ("ej Jus (35r)
f-@’L -hm ’sl-km ’n’ mslh
‘Then he said to them, “I will ask you about a matter””’
(11) ke (83V)
sly-ny
‘Ask (FSG) me!’
The default spelling of 3MPL yas’aliin ‘they ask’, conversely, is
with the alif:
(12) b3l o) pgigimmny 2w asload] Gguamy lila> (73V)
g’ yhswn ’lI-gm’h b-hrs w-yhtwn-hm °n ys’lw fylts
‘They started inciting the crowd and goading them to ask
Pilate’

' T have not noted certain examples of *C’ and C’u in the Gospel por-
tions of Vat. Ar. 13. Possible examples are the spellings ., and 152, /
s ‘beginning’, which could reflect underlying *bad’i and bad’u, but
could also reflect metathesised forms badi’ and badu’. See the discussion
in Chapter 3.1 below.
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13) 45}5\.“% %;,U\ ) Ls:); %54*"‘ QW\ u" s;.U\ (._fﬁ\ (.3,3 (8v)
f-bkm *bw-km °ldy fy °l-smw’t *hry ywty °l-hyr’t °ldy ys’lin-h
‘So how much more is your father in heaven able and will-
ing to give good things to those who ask him’

(14) ) e LY o o iy il Lo (17V)
f-gwlw’ ys’lwn-h w-yqwlwn hl yhl °l-’br> ywm °l-sbt
‘They began asking him and saying, “Is it allowed to heal
on the sabbath?’”

Thus, there is a singular versus plural distinction in the spelling
attested in Vat. Ar. 13, where singular forms are overwhelmingly
spelled as in the Quran, but the plural forms are virtually all
spelled with “alif. This is actually reminiscent of the early (7th-
century CE) Quranic MS San‘a’> DAM 01-29.1, where | is used to
write the glottal stop even in places where, in Classical orthogra-
phy, we would expect to find a glide / kursi, e.g., Q14.37 o3}
’af’idah ‘hearts’ (Puin 2011, 170, 173; Van Putten 2018b, 111-
14, §9). This MS also attests ;L. at, e.g., Q21.23 and Q43.19,
but |.;in Q21.23.

The other group of nouns that exhibit non-Classical but
Quranic spellings in Vat. Ar. 13 are the *fa‘awah-stem nouns that
include the following: salah ‘prayer’, hayah ‘life’, and zakah
‘alms’. While these nouns eventually came to be written sl-, re-
flecting their pronunciation in Classical Arabic, in the Quranic
consonantal text they are spelled o5- when not suffixed with a pro-
noun. When a pronominal suffix is attached, however, they are
spelled with the ’alif, as in Classical Arabic. Thus, their Quranic
distribution is +;L» ‘prayer’ but (._i;‘j\,,a ‘your prayers’. While this

was traditionally seen as a purely orthographic practice (Jeffery
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1938), it seems likelier that both spellings reflect underlying pro-
nunciations, e.g., unsuffixed /saloh/ but suffixed /salatu-kum/
(Al-Jallad 2017; Van Putten 2017, 64-67, §10; 2022, 123, §5.3).
Quranic spellings of salah and hayah are attested. The latter oc-
curs once with Quranic spelling, e.g., o5~ on fol. 15v, but is more
frequently spelled classically, e.g., sL> as on fol. 64r, among oth-
ers. The noun salah, however, is frequently spelled as in the
Quran, with the same peculiar distribution + /- pronominal suf-

fixes.

(15) cj,\,,a.}\ o L;.Xg s Q\ ujzgx},a u“cj\ (66V)
>-lys hw mktwb n byt-y yd® byt °l-slwh
‘Is it not written that my house will be called a house of
prayer?’
(16) eshally ppnall W o= 5o ¥ [ Ladl il Lty (28)
w-hd’ °’l-gns mn ’l-§y’tyn P yhrg P b-l-swm w-’l-slwh
‘This kind of demon does not leave except by prayer and
fasting’
A7) oSO G {ohsedle b S0l oS I3l My (671)
w-ldlk °>qwl I-km °n kl m’ s’ltmw{-h} fy sP’t-km...
‘For that reason, I say to you that everything you ask for in
prayer...’
(18) gdlo pgh sy (691)
ttwyl-hm sP’t-hm
‘Their making their prayers long’
It appears that of all the nouns characterised by this spelling in
the Quran, it was retained longest with salah, perhaps marginally

with hayah, but the spellings of the other nouns were apparently

classicised earlier on. For example, the noun zakah occurs in Vat.
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Ar. 13, but only with the classical spelling oS3l (fol. 69r), never
as o,S; in the Gospels of Vat. Ar. 13."

4.0. Final ’alif versus ya’ in III-Y/W Roots

The Higazi spelling conventions attested in the Quran distinguish
between sounds that in Classical Arabic were all realised as a.
There are three sources of what in normative Classical Arabic is
realised as a: (1) *a (as in, e.g., the demonstrative element da),
(2) *awV (III-W roots, like da‘a < *da‘awa ‘he invoked, called’,
and ‘asa ‘stick, rod’ < *‘asawV), and (3) *ayV (III-Y roots, like
ramad ‘he threw’ < *ramaya, and the ¥sG elative fula < *fulayV)
(Van Putten 2017). The realisation of III-Y roots was by and large
different from that of *a and III-W roots (Al-Jallad 2015, 47,
83.2.3; 2017, 153-56, §5.1; Van Putten 2017), in both the pre-
Islamic Levant, as well as the language of the Quran (Van Putten
2022, 133-35, 85.8). Spellings in the Quran reflect this, with the
first two categories (*@ and *awV) being spelled with alif and the
third category (*ayV) spelled almost ubiquitously with ya’. This
spelling was, with one exception, maintained and adopted to
write Classical Arabic, despite the fact that, in the predominant
pronunciation tradition for Classical Arabic they are realised the

same, namely a.'* This variation in pronunciation existed early

' Marijn van Putten (p.c.) informs me that o,S; is spelled o\S; more fre-
quently than, e.g., o5 is spelled s>.», in the early Quranic MSS. Thus,
the spelling of this word in Vat. Ar. 13 patterns with other early MSS
evidence.

13 The exception is that in Quranic (and frequently in early inscriptions
and papyri), this sequence is spelled with a ya’ even with a pronominal
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on, and led to spellings of words from each of the categories in
ways that are not characteristic of Quranic orthography, nor with
what became normative in Classical Arabic practice. While spell-
ings of the first two categories with ya’ instead of ’alif occur in
Vat. Ar. 13, far greater in number are III-Y roots spelled with ’alif

instead of ya@’ / °alif magstarah bi-sirat al-y@.

4.1. Spellings of Final @ < *d@ and < *awV

Spellings of final a, whether < *a (e.g., hakada ‘thus, in this
way’) or < *awV (e.g., da‘d@ < *da‘awa ‘he invoked, invited’) are
almost always spelled with °alif in Vat. Ar. 13. This is to be ex-
pected, since, again, it is the case in the Quranic consonantal text.
The spelling with °alif quickly became part of normative orthog-
raphy in Classical Arabic MSS. Spellings of such words with ya’
or “alif magqsiirah bi-siirat al-ya’ are in general less common than
the opposite (Blau 1966-1967, 82-83; Hopkins 1984, 14-16,
§12), though they do occur. Examples, along with a discussion of
the phonetic and phonological implications of the patterns in Vat.
Ar. 13 will be discussed in Ch. 3, §2.0. In Hand C, hakada ‘thus,
in this manner’, is several times written JS'ls / siS' (e.g., on
fol. 1v and 4v). We will discuss the distribution of spellings of the

adverbs of manner in Ch. 4, §2.3.

4.2. Spellings of a < *ayV

I have counted approximately 303 instances of words from *ayV

roots in which the sequence was word-final (i.e., not followed by

suffix, e.g., Q2.258 43| ’ata-hu ‘he gave him,” instead of later Classical
orthography sbl.
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a pronominal suffix) in the Gospel portions of Vat. Ar. 13. Of
those, 160 (53 percent) are spelled with final ’alif, and 143 (47
percent) are spelled with the Quranic/Classical ya’ / ‘alif
magqsirah bi-siirat al-ya’. While roughly even numerically, there
are a number of factors that correlate with one or the other
spelling. The first is scribal hand, which, as can be seen in Table
3, shows a three-way distinction between Hands A and B, which
are roughly evenly split between the two spellings, Hand C,
which virtually always writes such forms with final ’alif, and
Hand D, which almost always uses typical Quranic and Classical
spellings.

Table 3: Spellings of *ayV sequences by scribal hand

ya’ / ’alif maqsirah

Hand bi-siirat al-y&@ "alif

A 82 (48%) 90 (52%)
B 20 (39%) 32 (61%)
C 1 (3%) 34 (97%)
D 40 (89%) 5(11%)

We will witness this pattern wherein the earliest hands cluster
together: Hand C is closest to other early Christian (and papyro-
logical) practices and Hand D is the most classical, across gram-
matical categories as well.

Grammatical form also correlates with likelihood of one
spelling over the other. For instance, verbs are frequently spelled
with final alif, mostly regardless of verbal form, although form
Il verbs are an exception, being mostly written with ya’ / °alif
magqsirah bi-sirat al-y@. Active verb data are given for each at-

tested form in Table 4.
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Table 4: Spellings of III-Y/W roots that would be spelled with ’alif
magsiirah according to Quranic and Classical orthography

Verb Form ’alif magsirah / ya ‘alif mamdiidah

I 18 (22%) 64 (78%)
I 3 (75%) 1 (25%)
I\Y 3 (38%) 5 (62%)
\Y% 1 (8%) 12 (92%)
VI 0 12 (100%)
VIII 2 (33%) 4 (67%)
X 1 (100%) 0

Each of the three form II spellings with ya’ / ’alif magsirah bi-
strat al-y@’ occur in the same verb, qu,a ‘he prayed’ (fols 53r,
72r), whereas the single case of a form II verb spelled with final
’alif is in a portion copied by Hand C, who spells samma ‘he
named’ as ... (fol. 4v). Passive verbs likewise attest the same
distribution, with form I and form IV overwhelmingly spelled

with final ’alif, and the one passive of form II spelled with ya’.

Table 5: Spellings of passive imperfects of III-Y roots

Verb Form ’alif magqsiirah / y@ ’alif mamdiidah

I 6 (18%) 27 (82%)
I 1 (100%) 0
1\ 0 4 (100%)

Nouns and particles, on the other hand, are much more
likely to be spelled with ya’ / ’alif maqsiirah bi-siirat al-ya@’. Of the
139 nominal and particle forms that derive from *ay(V) se-
quences, 108 (82 percent) are spelled with ya’ / ’alif maqsirah bi-
strat al-y@. These include nouns that are etymologically III-Y,
e.g., i, ‘villages’ (fol. 65r), o ‘youth’ (fol. 29v), and s ‘pow-
ers’ (fol. 70r), as well as nom}nal patterns with a suffixed a < *-
ayV, such as (s,s; ‘Gospel’ (fol. 411), o ‘right (FSG)’ (fol. 4v),
and ! ‘other (FsG)’ (fol. 61r). Likéwise included are nouns
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from derived stems, such as passive participles, e.g., ¢ ‘the
end’ (fol. 42v) and 6& ‘meeting place’ (fol. 11v). In the case of
two proper names, miisa (< *miisay) ‘Moses’ and yiisa (< *yiisay)
‘Joses/Joseph’ (a brother of Jesus), spellings with ya’ / ‘alif
magqsurah bi-strat al-y@ are ubiquitous, €.g., s / s (foOl.
31r) and 5/ e (fol. 48v). Several particle; thatend in a <
*ay(V) and are spelled with ya’ / ’alif maqsirah bi-surat al-ya@’
include =2 ‘when?’ (fol. 45v) and = ‘perhaps’ (fol. 27v). This
is very reminiscent of modern Qoltu dialects of Mesopotamia, in
which final *ayV sequences are regularly é (or i) on nouns, but

on verbs are a (Van Putten 2023a).

5.0. T@ marbutah versus ta’ maftiithah

One of the characteristics of Arabic orthography is identical
spelling of the FSG ending—with the consonant ha’>—in both the
absolute and construct state. This was not the case in the Naba-
taean orthography from which the Arabic one developed, but ra-
ther appears to have been a non-phonetic scribal development of
the Higazi spelling that was underway but not complete when
the Quran was set down in writing (Van Putten 2023b, 114-15,
83.4). Eventually, this word-final h@’ on FSG nouns was written
with two dots to indicate the dual pronunciation, pausal -ah and
non-pausal -at, and called t@’ marbiitah ‘tied ta”. While the ha’
instead of ta’ spelling convention was already very common in
the Quran, still about 22 percent of FSG nouns in construct in the
Quran’s consonantal text are spelled, as in Nabataean orthogra-
phy, with the t@’ maftithah (Van Putten and Stokes 2018, 164).

The shift of writing word-final -ah and -at with ha@’ regardless of
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realisation, an orthographic Higazism, continued to spread, but
the writing with t@’ held on in some phrases (e.g., I e 3
rahmat allah ‘the mercy of God’). Hopkins (1984, 44-46, §47.a—
b) notes that it is “not uncommon,” and is especially common in
phrases like rahmat allah ‘the mercy of God’, spelled e S
Blau (1966-1967, 116, §24.2), on the other hand, notes only a
few scattered examples of ta’ (called t@’ maftithah ‘open ta”) in
the early Christian MSS to which he had access.

Vat. Ar. 13 patterns with the other Christian Arabic MSS in
attesting only a handful of examples, all of which are in con-
struct. The clear examples I have noted in the Gospels include
asle =yl ‘which hour’ (fol. 43r), L3y .» =) ‘the daughter of Hero-
dia’ (fol. 83v), and a third example—(,ig 8 sl ‘the hardness
of your hearts’—in text added in the margin of fol. 31r, which
the scribe presumably omitted in error from the main text. Note
that the ta’> marbiitah in each scribal hand, including Hand D, is
identical to the final ha’ the convention of adding the two dots
of the ta@’ is not attested in the MS. The convention is not attested
in the contemporaneous Classical MS Or. 298 (9th/10th century
CE), nor the likely 10th-century CE MS Garrett 598, but is attested,
though inconsistently, in Ar 3315 (12th/13th century CE).

6.0. Spellings of *@’V Sequences

We have already noted that since the Higazi orthography did not
have a dedicated letter for expressing the glottal stop, and the
fact that the hamzah grapheme begins to be used in only the 9th
CE, and even then, only irregularly, it is often impossible to de-

termine in what phonetic contexts, if any, the glottal stop was
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intended by scribes of early MSS. In some cases, e.g., when the
’alif is consistently omitted, we can surmise that the scribe in-
tended to write a form that lacked it. As we will see in Ch. 3, such
spellings by omission occur in Vat. Ar. 13. Another category rel-
evant to a discussion of the orthographic practices attested in the
MS includes the combination of letters to spell sequences with an
etymological glottal stop. Specifically, in Vat. Ar. 13, the combi-
nation of etymological @ + glottal stop attests several ortho-
graphic strategies known from other MSS that deserve discussion.
We will begin with places with word-internal *@’V, followed by

(orthographically) word-final cases.

6.1. Word-Internal *a’V

The most common example of this sequence occurs with the ac-
tive participles of II-Y/W and II-’ roots, which are spelled as ex-
pect, i.e., with J, e.g., L3\ ‘the one who said’ (fol. 2r et passim).
The variation is mostly attested in other sequences, especially
*@’d. These etymological sequences are spelled in three different
ways in Vat. Ar. 13: (1) the combination of °alif + ya@ + ‘alif L),
which is primarily associated with form VI verbs and other de-
rived nominal forms from the root *R’Y and occurs in Hands A,
B, and C; (2) with a single alif ; or (3) by means of two consec-
utive “alifs \|. The spelling convention with consecutive °alifs is
attested in several scribal hands, but Hand D uses it to spell only
tara’a / yatara’a, while Hand C uses strategy (1), and Hand A uses
both (1) and (3). I have noted only one instance of @’a spelled

with a single °dlif, i.e., strategy (2).
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6.1.1. Combination of ’alif + y&@ + ’alif

(19) Ly 4 Lls (1v, Hand C)

w-tr’y’ Lh fy lrwy’

‘And he [an angel] appeared to him [Joseph] in the vision’
(20) Ll blays ol ol (28v, Hand A)

f-’n b-bn-y Syt’y’ [Syt’n’]** ytr’y’ l-h

‘Because my son is possessed by a demon that appeared to him’
(21) oWl sllod oSalun) s 39,¢ks (40r, Hand A)

tthrwn h’rg ’gs’d-km l-mr’y’h ’l-n’s

‘You clean the outside of your bodies to deceive the people’

6.1.2. Single “alif

(22) Lo L Lle (315 Les)) (341, Hand A)
rhm-n’ w-tr’f ly-n’ y’ syd-n’
‘Have mercy on us and show compassion to us, our master!’

6.1.3. Consecutive ’alifs

(23) e Sy el (28v, Hand A)

rhm-ny w-tr’f ly

‘Have mercy on me and show me compassion’
(24) LLly wse (,.@.S Ils (27v, Hand A)

f-tr” I-hm mwsy w-yly’

‘Then Moses and Elijah appeared to them’

4 Here and throughout, when a word is pointed in a way that I have
interpreted as a mis-pointing, I provide the transliteration as it is in the
text followed by my interpretation of the intended word between brack-
ets [].
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(25)

(26)
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ollsy Jslizd (42r)

l-ytn’wl rd”-h

‘In order to get his cloak’

iy 452 sled) e 2l (13 (53r, Hand D)

f-tra’a mlk mn ’l-sm&i l-yqwwy-hi w-ysg*-h

‘Then an angel from heaven appeared to strengthen and en-
courage him’

Relatedly, *@’ii sequences in the root R’Y are spelled with the

combination ’alif + ya@ + waw sl in Hands A and C, but with

only ’alif + waw in Hand D. Beyond of this root, the combination

’alif + consecutive waws is used.

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(31)

sl LV S0 Lyl (ST Lol (40r, Hand A)

l-wyl I-km ’yh’ ’l-ktbh w-"l-°hb’r ’l-mr’ywn

‘Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, you hypocrites’

Ll oSy wle 2 oasldl sy A o 5all ol (361, Hand A)

’n ’l-shrh ’lty rdl-h’ ’l-bn°wwn hy s’rt rkn °l-bn’

‘The stone that the builders rejected has become the cor-
nerstone’

O9s)ed) paezy LeS™ (Sv, Hand C)

km’ ysn‘ ’l-mr’wwn

‘As the hypocrites do’

i3 Y OV A1 ol Laglais ¥ oSS 5 bl (v, Hand C)
ngrw’ fy sdq’t-km P tflw-h’> qd’m °l-n’s I-’n P tr’ywn-hm
‘Beware in your almsgiving not to do it in front of people
so that you do not try to make them see [hypocritically]’
S P \)1..9 (48v, Hand D)
f-trw’ Ln’sin ktyryn

‘And they appeared to many people’
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Several of these spellings differ from the orthographic con-
ventions that eventually became part of normative Classical Ara-
bic. Both strategies (1) and (3) above are attested in other early
Christian Arabic MSS (Blau 1966-1967, 93-95), as well as the
early papyri (Hopkins 1984, 20, 27). Both scholars interpreted
strategy (1) as evidence for the loss of the glottal stop and a shift
> > y, presumably resulting in tardya / yatardya, or bannawiin in
place of banna’iin (Blau 1966-1967, 94-95; Hopkins 1984, 27).
Strategy (3), with two consecutive alifs, on the other hand, has
traditionally been interpreted as evidence for a non-standard at-
tempt to represent the glottal stop (Blau 1966-1967, 85-86,
811.1.1; Hopkins 1984, 20), though Knutsson (1974, 77) suggests
that such spellings reflect only underlying a. It is not clear, how-
ever, why this would not simply be written ||, and indeed his
own observation that the same scribe alternates oll | with ol »| ra-
ther affirms the use of the former to represent a glottal stop, since
the maddah is frequently used across corpora, including Classical
Arabic MSS, to indicate the presence of the glottal stop, whether
or not the hamgzah grapheme is used.'®

Regarding spellings with the y or w glides, the supposition
that such spellings indicate the loss of the glottal stop in these
contexts is prima facie possible; after all, the evidence from the
Quranic consonantal text is, with one or two exceptions, con-

sistent with the well-known reports that the dialects of the Higaz

!5 For example, in Ar 3315 (Kitab al-Fihrist, likely 11th century CE), one
spelling variant of gir@’ah ‘a reading’ is &3 (fol. 10r). For a discussion of
the maddah, see Van Putten (2021), and for many examples in Arabic
Gospel MSS, see Stokes (2022).
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had lost the glottal stop (Van Putten 2018b). However, while this
does indeed seem the likeliest interpretation, it is important to at
least mention another possibility, namely that the combination
of ) attested in these MSS is related to the graphemically iden-
tical digraph, attested in Quranic MSS, which is clearly used to
write a non-word-initial glottal stop (Van Putten 2018b, 109-11,
88; Al-Jallad 2021; examples from Al-Jallad 2021, 3-4): .l>
*§P’tu ‘1 came’, aw|y *bi-’dyati-hu ‘by his signs’, and )s.J! *al-si’a
‘the evil’. The main difference between the contexts in which the
digraph is used in Quranic contexts and in Vat. Ar. 13 is that in
the Quran it occurs only in high vowel contexts, whereas here it
does not. It is possible, though, that its usage to write word-me-
dial glottal stop was retained, but that its original distribution
was lost. Evidence for the phonetic realisation behind this
spelling will be further discussed in Ch. 3, §1.0 below.

Strategy (3) above, namely the use of consecutive alifs to
represent a glottal stop, while marginal in Vat. Ar. 13, is attested
not only in the Christian and early papyrological corpora, but
also in Classical MSS as well, typically to write *a’a and *a@a, but
also occasionally *C°a and, in rare cases, even *a’a. It is attested
in Ar 3315, the possibly 11th-century CE MS copy of Ibn al-
Nadim’s Kitab al-Fihrist, to write both *@’a, e.g., &4\ al-gira’ah
‘the reading’ (fol. 9v) and *a@’q, e.g., =\ 3 ‘the readings’ (fol. 10r),
along with *C°q, e.g., in ()| qur’an (fol. 17v). Writing @’a in this
way is a direct parallel with Vat. Ar. 13’s (3|5, which is most
likely a form VI verb from R’F, i.e., tar@’af ‘he felt compassion’,
but also *@a, e.g., o\\5, rid@’a-h(w) ‘his cloak’, and *a’q, e.g., —s\

ma’adib ‘banquets’ (fol. 69r). The sequence a@’at, i.e., where the
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final morpheme is the FPL ending, is in fact frequently spelled
with just two “dalifs, since, as we have already seen, the hamzah
grapheme was optional in many cases. Another Classical MS in
which such spellings occur regularly is Ar 3051, a MS of Ibn Hala-
wayh’s Kitab al-Badi® dating to 980 CE, where the same form is
attested, e.g., <l ha’at ‘the ha’s’ (fol. 15v).

Vat. Ar. 13 attests multiple orthographic variants for writ-
ing word-internal etymological glottal stop sequences. Im-
portantly, while neither orthographic practice becomes norma-
tive in later Classical Arabic MSS, both spellings are used in MSS
of texts that are otherwise universally considered Classical. Here
again we see evolution in what was typical reflected in various

scribal hands that make up Vat. Ar. 13.

6.2. Word-Final *@’V

Unlike word-internal *@V sequences, spellings of word-final
*@V'® in Vat. Ar. 13 are mostly consistent across scribal hands,
with “alif constituting the majority of cases. Exceptions are mostly
of two kinds: (1) the spelling of the plural demonstrative pro-
noun, which is spelled variously in Hands A and B as _Jsls / Jsla,
as Vs / Y, or Yyla / Yea; and (2) nouns endi;lg in *@’V,
which are spelled either ¢ or s. The latter category will occupy

!¢ These sequences were most likely *d@yV in Proto-Semitic and, based
on evidence from pre-Islamic inscriptions (e.g., Safaitic; see Al-Jallad
2015, 65) and modern Arabic dialects, were likely still realised thus in
Proto-Arabic (Van Putten 2018a, 207-9, §2.2). The spellings here sug-
gest that the *@y > *@ shift characterised the phonologies of Scribes A
and B.
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our focus here; the plural demonstrative will be discussed in Ch.
4 below.

A few nouns ending in *a@’V written with a final ya@ / °alif
magqsirah bi-siirat al-y@ occur in portions copied by Hands A and
C. The most common of these is the noun iftira’ ‘blasphemy’,
which occurs by my count at least six times, all in Hand A sec-
tions of the MS, and in each case is spelled with a final ya’ / “alif
magstrah bi-sirat al-y@, e.g., ¢3! / syl (see examples on fols
15v, 18v, 25r, 57v). The noun *‘adr@ ‘virgin’ is likewise written
with a final ya@’ / °alif maqsiirah bi-strat al-y@’, this time in a sec-
tion of the MS copied by Hand C, who spells it (s,.a| (fol. 1v).
These few forms constitute atypical spellings of this phonetic se-
quence in the context of Vat. Ar. 13, where the spelling is other-
wise consistently °alif in Hands A, B, and C, and a combination of
’alif + maddah and/or hamzah in Hand D.

(32) lasl (41v, Hand A)

btd’

Classical /ibtida’/ ‘beginning’
(33) >} (43r, Hand A)

)l_rg")

Classical /ar-riga’/ ‘the request; please’
(34) LJze (66v, Hand B)

om’

Classical /‘uzama’/ ‘chief (priests)’
(35) Ll (74v, Hand B)

’qud’

Classical /’inqida’/ ‘end (of the present age)’
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(36) Lzdl (4v, Hand C)

L-qd

Classical /al-qada’/ ‘the judgment’
(37) L=, (4r, Hand C)

rhm’

Classical /ruhama’/ ‘the merciful ones’
(38) LsY (8v, Hand D)

’l-nbya@’

Classical /al-’anbiya’/ ‘the prophets’
(39) ¢L..JI (7r, Hand D)

’l-sma’i

Classical /as-sama’i/ ‘heaven’

(40) ;L (54r, Hand D)

b-z@’i

Classical /bi-’iza’i/ ‘in front of’

These could simply be orthographic variants with no impli-
cation whatsoever for phonetic realisation (which will be dis-
cussed in Ch. 3 below), and indeed such spellings are attested in
other early Islamic-era corpora, and from a number of roots.
Christian corpus examples include: x| ‘dominion’, .2&!‘end,
3, ‘with a cloak’ (Blau 1966-1967, 90, §11.3.6.2). Examples
from early Islamic-era papyri include: S ‘rent’, ix. ‘full re-
ceipt’, and feminine singular colours like (s> ‘red (FsG)’ and
35 ‘black (FsG)” (Blau 1984, 23, §21.b). Nevertheless, it is im-
portant to note the distribution here in Vat. Ar. 13: spellings of
*@’V with ya@’ / ’alif magqsiirah bi-siirat al-y@ occur only when the
immediately-preceding consonant is r. R-adjacency also seems to
play some role in the orthographic representation of final *q,

whether it is spelled with °alif or ya’ / ’alif magqsirah bi-strat al-
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ya@. As we have already seen, nouns and particles are much more
likely to exhibit ya@’ / ’alif magqsiirah bi-siirat al-ya’ spellings than
verbs. Within this class, nouns ending in a final a that is r-adja-
cent are especially likely to be spelled this way, with 21/22 cases
(96 percent) spelled with ya@ / °alif magsiirah bi-strat al-ya’; all
other roots attest this spelling in 89/129 (75 percent) of in-
stances. This difference is significant via a Fisher’s exact test (p
= .0085). Further, the spellings that Blau and Hopkins report are
not fully contextualised, but many of the examples are either r-
adjacent forms as here, are preceded by an i-class vowel, or are
syntactically genitive. So, it is possible that these spellings reflect
the fronting (Arabic ’imalah) of *a when preceded by either r,
regardless of case, or in the context of an i-class vowel, whether
due to the stem (i.e., ifti‘al form VIII masdars) or case.

Despite being atypical of what eventually became norma-
tive Classical Arabic, in addition to the generalised ’imalah dis-
cussed above, various types of r-adjacent ’imalah occur in several
Quranic gir@’at. In °Abi ‘Amr’s reading tradition, any r-adjacent
final -a is realised as €, but otherwise no ’imalah occurs, e.g., dikré
‘memory’, but rama ‘he threw’ (Van Putten 2026, §1.6.3.2). A
more limited kind of r-adjacent ’imalah among Quranic readers is
limited to *ari sequences when the final i is the genitive case
marker, rather than, e.g., a shortened form of the 1¢sG suffix -i
‘my’. This occurs also in >Abti ‘Amr’s reading tradition, as well as
al-Dur1’s transmission of Al-Kisa’1. War$ ‘an Nafi¢ has the same
conditioning, but with a slightly less fronted realisation (like

/3a/): an-nahdri (instead of an-nahdri) and qardrin (instead of
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qararin), but al-gawari / al-gawari (instead of al-§awdri) (Van Put-
ten 2026, §1.6.3.3). R-adjacent ’imalah is even attested in isolated
instances in other reading traditions that do not otherwise attest
’imalah, such as the singular occurrence in Hafs ‘an ‘Asim’s read-
ing of g, > magre-ha ‘its course’ (Q11.41).

While these kinds of ’imalah do not involve final *@V se-
quences as far as I am aware, it is not unreasonable to surmise
that such patterns of ’imalah could have existed. It is unlikely to
be coincidence that r-adjacency is orthographically tied to the
spellings of these final *a (< *ayV) and *@’V contexts with ya@ /
’alif magstirah bi-siirat al-y@ in Vat. Ar. 13. Thus, we can posit the
possibility of underlying ré’, at least in the register or variety for
which the orthographic practices attested in Vat. Ar. 13 devel-
oped. Alternatively, it is possible that a word-final glottal stop
was lost in this context, leading to a merger with *a@, and thus the
same realisation, i.e., é. Alternatively, the spelling with ya’ / alif
magqstrah bi-siirat al-ya@ might reflect something like ay(i).

Whatever the case regarding Vat. Ar. 13, the minority spell-
ings from the papyri and Christian corpus, if truly random,
should be viewed the way we view the ’alif magsiirah bi-siirat al-
ya@ and °alif spellings of *a in the same corpora. These two spell-
ings were originally distributed based on etymological differ-
ences due to distinct phonetic realisations (é versus a, in this
case). This distinction, however, was eventually lost in many va-
rieties, including in normative Classical Arabic. This led to spell-
ings of a, usually with °alif, but alternating with ya’ / ’alif
magstrah bi-siirat al-ya@’, whether < *ayV or < *awV. Spellings of

final @’V sequences with alif or ya’ (or ’alif + ya’) may likewise
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have originally reflected an early orthographic distinction in-
tended to represent ’imalah based on genitive/non-genitive, or r-
adjacency. Once the phonetic peculiarities were lost, however,
the spellings quickly became disconnected from the original pho-
netic distinctions. They became for a time mere orthographic var-
iants that were lost completely once the more ubiquitous spelling
practices that became associated with Classical orthography had

spread sufficiently.

7.0. Spelling of *ra’aya ‘he saw’

The spelling of Classical ra’a in early Arabic writing varied con-
siderably, especially in the perfect conjugation. The 3MSG in the
Quranic consonantal text is |, with the exception of Q53.7, where
the classical spelling (¢!, is attested. 1st and 2nd person singular
spellings in early Quranic MSS are typically either .|, or .
The evidence suggests an underlying realisation of 3MsG /ra’/
and 1st and 2nd singular /rayt/ or /ra’ayt/ (Van Putten 2022,
138, §5.11). In the early papyri, spellings are typically either clas-
sical (!, or Quranic |, (Hopkins 1984, 29, §25b). In the Christian
corpus, these spellings occur alongside yet another variant,
namely s, / s, (Blau 1966-1967, 97-98, §11.4.2.1).7 In Vat. Ar.
13, the majority of instances are spelled classically, i.e., s, / ),

and 1st and 2nd ), (on, e.g., fols 26r and 28r). However, in one

7 For this form, cf. Hamzah and Al-Siisi ‘an *Abi ‘Amr, both of whom
read this as re’e. Perhaps the form (s, / (s, originally reflected *re’¢ >
re with the loss of intervocalic glottal stop. On this, see further Ch. 3,
§2.0 below.
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place, Hand B writes 3MSG (s, on fol. 66v. No examples of
Quranic 3MSG |, occur in the Gospel portions of Vat. Ar. 13.

8.0. ’Alif al-Wiqayah

The °alif al-wigayah refers to the use of a non-phonetic “alif, which
in late pre-Islamic, Quranic, and early Islamic-era inscriptions
and papyri marked word-final -7 or -aw sequences, whether nom-
inal or verbal, singular or plural (Van Putten 2023b, 115, §3.5).
It did not, however, otherwise mark word-final consonantal w,
such as the sequences -aw or -uww. Its distribution was thus based
on the underlying phonetics of the sequence. This differs from
what eventually became normative in Classical Arabic orthogra-
phy, where the ’alif al-wigadyah was used to mark the word-final
plural suffixes -ii and -aw only on verbs, but not nouns. In Vat.
Ar. 13, “alif al-wiqayah is used occasionally on nouns, though not
with the regularity that characterises the Quranic MSS, e.g.,
ad) mdmw’ °’l-snh ‘the teachers of the tradition’ (fol. 78r). It
further occurs in one instance following word-final *@’, |5, (fol.
86r, Hand A). Its occurrence here, if not reflecting a purely or-
thographic practice, may suggest that the glottal stop was real-
ised in this word, i.e., buril’ ‘innocence’, rather than buriw / bu-
ruww. Indeed, it is possible to read the example as a rare case of
“alif to spell the glottal stop. There are a few further examples of
this use of the °dlif, including, e.g., ~S, to spell *yakta’ib ‘he
despairs’ (fol. 71v, Hand B), instead of _.=S.. Elsewhere, though,
the same word is spelled with the ’alif al-wigayah (fol. 78r, where
it is spelled 4,J) by the same hand), so it is difficult to say more
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than that spelling variation was common in such sequences in the
case of nouns.

The ’alif al-wiqayah is common to mark word-final @ and
aw on verbs, including on singular verbs, e.g., I;=5Y & (,J Im°tl-
dw’... ‘I have not come to call...” (fol. 79r). Its absence is not
rare, however, whether the underlying is presumably -iI or -aw,

and is fairly common in portions of the MS produced by Hand B.

(41) lig (,.AL;; Ll &l sale (._@3‘51 (68r, Hand B)
[-’n-hm Imw °n-h >nm’ ‘n’>-hm b-hd’
‘For they knew that he meant them by this [what he said]’
(42) « o,z Jﬁ.d\j.éjo\.é (70v, Hand B)
f->rfw ’l-mtl w-"tbrw b-h
‘Then know this parable and consider it’
(43) (..Liu_)}\) J.JQJ\J {1} 3542 5 G o 51 .z J) (781, Hand A)
’ldyn °’tw mn gmy* qry yhwd{’} w-’l-glyl w->wryslm
‘Those who came from all the villages of Judah, the Galilee,
and Jerusalem’

The most frequent root where ’alif al-wigayah is omitted on 3MPL

forms is R’Y, which is spelled s, by Hands A and C.

(44) ao) oo o Sg.,a_i\ obp el kg g b oo 5 ool ol Lo
(1v-2r, Hand C)
f-m? r’w ’l-ngm frhw’ frh’> Sdyd’ w-dhlw’ °l-byt f-r’w °l-sby m¢
mrym ’m-h
‘Then when they saw the star they rejoiced greatly, then
they entered the house and saw the boy with Mary, his
mother’

(45) lley sl Lo bl fs VI Uik gy eed) ol e
(61r, Hand A)
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&1 ytqdm °ly-hm w-ywsy-hm w-yqwl °P yhbrw’ *hd’ b-m’ r’w w-
Oy’

‘He began ordering them and commanding them not to tell
anyone what they had seen and witnessed’

This is of course the spelling that is attested in the Quran, where
final -aw was not typically spelled with ’alif al-wigayah. The
spelling of ’alif al-wigdyah in Vat. Ar. 13 represents a transition
from Quranic/early-Islamic orthographic practices to the Classi-

cal practice of only marking MPL verbal endings.






CHAPTER 3. PHONETICS AND
PHONOLOGY

In this chapter, we will look at some cases where, based on the
orthographic discussion in Ch. 2, it is reasonable to infer some-
thing of the phonetics and/or phonology of the linguistic variety
(or varieties) reflected in the MS. This includes especially places
in which an etymological glottal stop occurred. Finally, a few
pieces of evidence for mergers of III-Y and III-W roots, as well as

a few other phonetic processes, will be discussed.

1.0. The Glottal Stop

The absence of the glottal stop already in the pre-Islamic dialects
of the Higaz is well known and long acknowledged among schol-
ars (Rabin 1951, 131-45; Blau 1966-1967, 84, §11; Hopkins
1984, 19-20, §19). However, at the same time, most of the rele-
vant scholars have assumed that while this is reflected in the or-
thography—in which no dedicated grapheme for the glottal stop
exists—that it was not true of the language of the Quran, nor a
feature typical of Classical Arabic, however defined (Rabin 1951;
Blau 1966-1967, 84, 811.1; Zwettler 1978; Hopkins 1984, 19).
Indeed, most scholarship has operated, often implicitly, under
the assumption that the realisation of the hamzah was uniform in
the ‘Arabiyyah, or prestige register, and that any scribe attempt-
ing to write Arabic would at least feign an attempt at represent-
ing it. This assumption undergirds Blau’s study of the early Chris-
tian Arabic corpus (1966-1967, 83-121, §811-24.4), where the

©2026 Phillip W. Stokes, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0517.03
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absence of the hamzah is “presumably to be interpreted as reflect-
ing an ancient orthographic habit preserved also through NA [=
Neo-Arabic] influence (2002, 32, 8§17, emphasis mine). Hopkins
begins his discussion of the glottal stop by asserting that its ab-
sence is “a phenomenon common to all non-Classical varieties of
Arabic” (1984, 19, emphasis mine). Indeed, most work on Middle
Arabic has adopted this position (cf. Grand’Henry 2006, 384,
81.2; Wagner 2010, 50-52, 84.3.8) even more explicitly than
Blau and Hopkins formulated it, as e.g., when Bengtsson states
that “[i]ln CA [= Classical Arabic] the phoneme /°/ is stable in
all positions” (1995, 108, §3.2.5), and continues to be the explicit
position of scholars such that Monferrer-Sala likewise asserts that
“unlike Classical Arabic, in which the phoneme hamza /°/ is stable
in all positions, in Neo-Arabic it is only realised in initial position”
(2015, 347, 81.4, emphasis mine).

The situation is not so simple, however. There is in fact sig-
nificant Classical precedent for the dropping of hamzah in various
phonetic contexts. First, it should be remembered that, as Marijn
van Putten has shown, orthographic patterns and internal evi-
dence (e.g., from rhyme) suggest that the language behind the
Quranic consonantal text lacked the glottal stop in most phonetic
contexts, retaining it only in word-final *-@’V contexts (Van Put-
ten 2018b; 2022, 121). As has been noted already, the loss was
generally attributed to tribes of the Higaz, the dialects of which
quite possibly formed an early (and prestigious) layer during the
’Umayyad period in the Levant (Al-Jallad 2020a, 63-67). Even
for the ‘Arabiyyah tradition, the early grammarians considered

dropping the hamzah acceptable in general, especially when
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there was uncertainty over whether it was etymological or not
(2022, 168-69, 8§6.5). Additionally, the Quranic gir@’at traditions
attest a number of hamzah realisation patterns, even when it was
clearly etymological. *Abii Ga‘far, for example, dropped pre-con-
sonantal hamgzah, lengthening the preceding short vowel:
mu’miniina > miminina ‘believers’, si’ta > Sita ‘you wish’,
ya’kulu > yakulu ‘he eats’ (Van Putten 2022, 156). According to
the transmission of al->’Azraq, Wars$ ‘an Nafi¢ dropped pre-conso-
nantal and intervocalic hamzah, but only when it was the first
consonant of the root: mu’miniina > miminiina ‘believers’,
ya’hudu > yahudu ‘he takes’, yu’ahhiru > yuwahhiru ‘he delays
someone’, but bi’sa ‘he was miserable’ and gi’ta ‘you (MSG) came’
not **bisa and **gita (Van Putten 2022, 157). Finally, in contexts
where a word beginning with a hamzah is preceded by a word
that ends in a consonant (Arabic naql), War$ ‘an Nafi¢ regularly
dropped the hamzah: man ’aslama > manaslama ‘the one who
submitted’. And Wars$’s reading tradition remains to this day pres-
tigious across North Africa, not only in the recitation of the
Quran, but also in other religious texts, such as Al-Jaziili’s Islamic
prayer book, Dal@’il Al-Hayrat (Van Putten 2021). Thus, while the
pattern over time in the pronunciation of Classical Arabic max-
imised conservatism, this was not, and indeed is still not always
the case, and there is little basis for retrojecting this priority onto
early Islamic-era MSS.

As discussed in Ch. 2, §1.0, many previous analyses of the
orthography of early papyrological and manuscript corpora make
anachronistic assumptions about the existence, and thereafter the

obligatoriness, of the use of the hamzah such that its absence was
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held to indicate the absence of the glottal stop. Instead, we saw
that the hamzah belonged to the same level of the orthography
as other vocalisations, which was rarely total or obligatory. Re-
latedly, the assumption of the feature as binary—either present
or absent where etymological—is likewise too categorical. It is
indeed possible for a variety to have retained the glottal stop in
one place but not others, as in the gira’at discussed above. We
should therefore consider evidence for a glottal stop in each pho-
netic context, rather than allowing evidence for its presence or
absence in one context to incline us to see the same in others.

Before we move to a discussion of the evidence for the glot-
tal stop, it should be acknowledged here that the only type of
evidence for its realisation in the portions produced by Hands A,
B, and C is orthography. This type of evidence is, as we have
already seen, opaque and open to multiple possible interpreta-
tions. Where little to no data exists for a particular context, I pre-
fer to leave the question open. Most of the deductions below are
based on spellings that, while rarely ubiquitous, are nevertheless
sufficiently attested to be meaningful. It is of course not certain
whether the way this text was written reflected the vernacular
realisations of the various scribes, or rather is primarily an or-
thography based on a non-native variety that the scribes found
prestigious. I remain neutral on this point; however, I do not find
it a meaningless question because, despite the fact that the man-
uscript was likely produced, and certainly housed, in a monas-
tery, there is good evidence that these translations were used in
services, whether solely monastic or also in local communities
(Griffith 1997, 26-29).
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Spellings of the glottal stop in various phonetic contexts
differ, sometimes within a single hand, and frequently across
hands. Table 6 provides most of the relevant examples for our
discussion. Note that spellings that are ubiquitous in the early
corpora, and/or where there is no variation across hands, are not
included here since very little can be deduced from such spell-
ings. Reconstructed readings will be discussed in the section to
follow.

Table 6: Spellings of etymological glottal stop sequences across scribal
hands

Spelling .
Context Reconstruction
(Hand)
okl (AB)
A /’idan/ ‘then, therefore’
3 (ABCD)
»PC okl (A) /’idan/ ‘permit! (MsG)’
> sl (B) /’ittini/ ‘bring (MPL) to me!’
ic ) (B) /itamar/ ‘they deliberated’
S\ (AD) /li-alla/ ‘so that not’
*Pa <l (A) /buri’at/ ‘she was healed’
L, (A) /ri’asa(’)/ or /riyasa(’)/ ‘chief priests’
st/ V51 gy (AD) /yVstahzi’in/ ‘they mock’
Oselres (A) /mumtali’tin/ ‘full (MpL)’
P O9Se (B) /muttaki’Gin/ ‘reclining (MpLY’
o5l (A) /hati’tin/ ‘sinners (M)’
Iy gzl (D) /vstahzii/ ‘mock! (MsG)’
*Pa <l (A) /sayyi’at/ or /sayyiyat/ ‘bad things’
i el (B) /hati’in/ ‘sinners (M)’
9 (AC) /riis/ or /ru’tis/ ‘heads’
wi o9y (A) /r’iis/ ‘heads’

oS (A) /kwis/ ‘cups’
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Context Spelling Reconstruction
(Hand)
. Ly, (AC) /Tw’ya/ or /riiya/ ‘vision’
vy L,(©) /rw’ya/ or /riyya/ ‘vision’
sC Jgsl (A) /vstan(n)t/ ‘tarry! (MPLY
~13 (ABCD) /qar2’tum/, /qaratum/ ‘you have read (MpL)’
o (AB) /badat/ ‘she began’
cid (A) /nasat/ ‘it grew’
. ezl (A) /Vmtalat/ ‘she/it was filled’
< (A) /raf/, /raf/ ‘he was compassionate’
ol | (ABCD) /Vmra’ah/, /Vmrah/ ‘a woman’
(9] /haza’at/, /hazat/ ‘she shook’
9l (A) /sa-uaddi/, /sa-uwaddi/ ‘I will carry out’
*au s (B) /yVaqré/ ‘he reads’
1,4 (ACD) /yugra’/, /yuqra/ ‘it is read’
oY @A) /la~in/, /layin/ ‘if
i cpledai (A) /mVtma’inn(a)/ ‘we feel confident’
S (B) /yVkt2’ib/ ‘he is downcast’
5 (B) /mukta’ib/, /muktayib/ ‘downcast (MsG)’
!y (ABCD) /ra’a/, /ray/ ‘he saw’
s (B) /ray/, /ré/ ‘he saw’
*a’d Al (A) /tawamary/ ‘they conspired’
Ol (A) /yVnSawan/, /yVnsw’an/ ‘they grow together’
3k (B) /ma’adib/ ‘banquets’
It (A) /badaw/, /badii/ ‘they began’
54 (B) /badii/, /baduw/ ‘they began’
i 9 (B) /bada’ti/, /badaw/ ‘they began’
Ol (A) /tV1gawn/ ‘you seek refuge’
Jskel (A) /Vmtalaw/ ‘they were filled’
154 (D) /Vbdi/, /Vbda’ii/ ‘begin! (mpL)’
i 6 (ABCD) /q@il/ ‘saying (MsG)’

446 (A) /n@iyah/, /nayiyah/ ‘far off (MsG)’
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Spelling .
Context Reconstruction
(Hand)
Sl (ABD) /tar@’af/ ‘he felt compassion’
*@a S (A) /tar@’af/ ‘he felt compassion’
olls, (A) /rada’(a)-h()/ ‘his cloak’
L5 (AQ) /taraya’/, /taraya/, /tarea/, /tare’d/ ‘he appeared to’
/yVtaraya’/, /yVtaraya/, /yVtareya’/, /yVtarea/
U (AC)
- ‘he appears to’
ca) 1
/muraya’ah/, /murayah/, /muréy2’ah/, /mur&ah/
ble (A)
‘appearance’
ii; (D) /tar®a/ ‘he appeared to’
o9k (A) /bann@’tn/, /bannawtin/ ‘builders (Nom)’
g5l (©) /mur®tn/, /murawiin/ ‘hypocrites (NOM)’
/ywrayii/, /yuréyi’t/, /yuret/
Inls (AC) ..
‘they act hypocritically’
@i /turayitn/, /tur€yi’tn/, /turétn/
oxls (AC) .
‘you act hypocritically (MpL)
/murayi’tn/, /muréyi’tn/, /muréin/
Ozl (A) .
‘hypocrites (NOM)’
1515 (D) /tar2t/ ‘they acted hypocritically’
sl (A) /muray?’/, /muray/, /murei/ ‘hypocrite’
*@i /murayi’in/, /muréyi’in/, /muré&in/
ol (AC) . . ,
hypocrites (OBL)
*au 5 (B) /tara”us/ ‘presiding over’
sy 4/ & (ABCD) /3ay’/, /Say/ ‘a thing’
L (A) /3ay’/, /Say’a/ ‘a thing’
o|,» (ABCD) /mar’ah/ ‘a woman’
. o, (A) /marah/ ‘a woman’
X )a
il (A) /tan’aninah/ ‘tranquility’
Ly (ACD) /badiyyan/, /bad’an/ ‘beginning’

*Coi#t < (A) /bad’i/, /badi’/, /badi/ ‘the beginning (GENY
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Spelling .
Context Reconstruction
(Hand)
Ot lsds (A) /bad’u/, /badw’/, /badii/ ‘the beginning (NOM)’
4 (B) /bad’u/, /badw’/, /baduw/ ‘the beginning (NOM)’
L1 (A) /Vbd(a)/ ‘begin! (MSGY
CV# e o (A) /lam yV§gtar(i)/ ‘no one dared’
1) (D) /Vbda’/ ‘begin! (MSG)’
Caal okl (A) /fa”idan/ ‘so then’
> s (AB) /min *Vgli/ ‘for my sake’
J=1 o (AC) /min *Vgl/ ‘for the sake of
c2a® o o (A) /min ayn/ ‘from where?’
Jos (BC) /min Vgl/ ‘for the sake of
== (BC) /min Vgli/ ‘for the sake of
o Ss¥/Jd ¥ (ABCD) /al-tla/ ‘the first (FSG)
Y5 (B) /al ila/ ‘the first (FSG)’

There are numerous patterns attested in these spellings, some of

which suggest the scribes—either all, or, in some cases, a sub-

set—aimed to indicate the presence of a glottal stop, while others

clearly indicate its absence. I will discuss a few examples of each

case, in turn.

In numerous places, the orthography seems to indicate, of-

ten intentionally, the presence of the glottal stop. This is most

evident in places where there are two “alifs, which are most com-

mon across hands in *@’a and *a’a phonetic contexts.

(46) olls, (Hand A)
/rada’(a)-h(w)/
‘his cloak’

! Across morpheme boundaries.
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(47) <l (Hands A, B, and D)

/tar@’af/

‘show mercy! (MSG)’
(48) <>k (Hand B)

/ma’adib/

‘banquets’
Similarly, in at least one place, an ’alif is spelled in place of what
in Quranic orthography would be a glide, e.g., o\, /yVkta’ib/
‘he is dejected’, instead of _.X;, which strongly suggests the
presence of the glottal stop. Both kinds of spellings are attested
in other early Islamic corpora. We have already seen the use of
consecutive °alifs in, e.g., the papyri and early Christian texts
(Blau 1966-1967, 85; Hopkins 1984, 20), LIl ‘our fathers (Acc)’,
and o\l = ‘whenever she wishes’, as well as some of our earli-
est Classical MSS, e.g., in Or 298 and Ar. 3315 (see examples in
Ch. 2, §86.0, above), to spell *@’V and *@’a sequences. Spellings
with an ’alif instead of a glide to spell *u’ and *i’ as well as *V’i
and *V’u are apparently rarer in these same corpora, although
they occur in early Christian Arabic MSS, e.g., U .J ‘we were
not ordered’, instead of s .J, and ..\ ‘he will believe’ instead
of .5, alongside s3i ‘he will harm’, instead of (¢35 (examples
from Blau 1966-1967, 85-86, §11.1.1). Regarding these, scholars
have correctly recognised that such spellings reflect scribal inten-
tion to represent the glottal stop.? In fact, spellings of etymologi-

cal glottal stop with °alif, in defiance of the Higazi orthographic

% For example, Blau (1966-1967, 85) suggests they are “an attempt to
prevent by this spelling the vernacular pronunciation without the glot-
tal stop.” Hopkins (1984, 20) reports “the writing of double alif to mark
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tradition, is attested in several early Quranic MSS, including
DAM 01-29.1, which is a fragmentary codex from the Great
Mosque of San‘@’ (Cellard 2018; Van Putten 2018b, 111-14, §9;
Sidky 2020, 157). In it, etymological glottal stop is written with
’alif instead of the glides ya@’ and waw: ;)\, y instead of ‘Utmanic
Text (shwys /wa-yas’aliina/ ‘and they ask’, (,S.?Le,- instead of
‘Utmanic Text (,wa- /gi’tu-kum/ ‘I came to you’, L) instead of
‘Utmanic Text 15! /’af’idah/ ‘hearts’, and oL instead of ‘Utmanic
Text 4. /sayyi’ah/ ‘bad (FSG)’ (see Van Putten and Sidky f.c. on
these spellings in the context of companion Quranic recitation
traditions).

More debatable are spellings of sequences with etymologi-
cal glottal stop with two glides to spell *’id and *i’i sequences
where the Quran would attest only one. In Vat. Ar. 13, these
spellings occur in several phonetic contexts. Most common are

such double-glide spellings in *’id and *i’i sequences.

(49) ysb\=)l (Hand A)
’I-b’tywn /al-hati’tin/ or /al-hatiytn/
‘the sinners’

(50) bl (Hand A; cf. Quranic ., bl Q12.29)
’l-B’tyyn /al-hati’in/ or /al-hatiyin/
‘the sinners’

(51) yslzes (Hand A)
mmtlywn /mumtali’in/ or /mumtaliytn/
‘filled (MPL)’

a glottal stop adjacent to a long @,” but argues it is “late, or confined to
literary texts... suggesting the influence of CA [ = Classical Arabic].”
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(52) ysSee (Hand B; cf. Quranic .Sz Q18.31)
mtkywn /muttaki’in/ or /muttakiytn/
‘reclining (mpL)’

(53) s 2w (Hand A; cf. Quranic y542e Q11.8)
ysthzywn /yVstahzi’lin/ or /yVstahziyiin/
‘they mock’

As the parallel spellings included with the examples show, the
‘Utmanic Text attests only a single glide, probably reflecting the
loss of the glottal stop, with a resulting *i’id > @ and *’f > i (Van
Putten 2018b; 2022, 120-22, §5.2). The spellings in Vat. Ar. 13
are common across early Islamic corpora, and become part of
Classical orthography. The question is whether these sequences
are better interpreted as glides indicative of a glottal stop, or ra-
ther a non-Higazi *i’id > iya and *’i > iyi.

Blau (1966-1967, 190, §91) contends that III-’> verbs have
universally merged with III-Y ones, and thus interprets these
spellings as reflecting underlying iyi / iyi (for examples, see 199-
200, 8101). In Vat. Ar. 13, there are pieces of evidence that sup-
port both i’V and iY/wV sequences. Supporting the presence of
an underlying glottal stop are spellings of III-’> roots with *V’V
sequences that are spelled with ’alif, rather than a glide, indicat-
ing the retention of the glottal stop in at least some of these roots,
e.g., Hand A &\, br’t /bur’iat/ ‘she was healed’ (fols 25v; 55v),
alongside Hand C w\;» hz’t /haza’at/ or /hazi’at/ ‘they mocked’.

There is, however, also evidence for a III-’ and III-Y root
merger in the MS as well. First, the single III-Y active participle
attested in the Gospel portions of the MS is spelled with two
glides as well, e.g. ;S b’kywn, presumably /bakiyiin/, ‘those
weeping’ (fols 56r; 80v). Additionally, most other examples of
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the 3rFsG perfect of *III-> roots are spelled without an ’alif, the
same spelling of *III-Y roots: i nst /naSat/ ‘it grew tall’ (fol.
21r), <! ’mtlt /Vmtalat/ ‘it filled up’ (fol. 22r) and <. bdt /ba-
dat/ ‘she began’ (fols 73r; 78r). These could, of course, merely
reflect the loss of the glottal stop in *a’a sequences, which indeed
appears to have been the case based on spellings like 3, rf /raf/
or /raf?/, from R’F ‘he was compassionate’ (fol. 84v). However,
spellings of apocopate and imperative forms of *III-’ roots, which
lack either an ’alif, e.g., .| °bd /Vbd(a)/ (fols 32v; 81v) instead
of **\ul ‘begin! (MSG)’, or a glide, e.g., x> (,J Im ygtr /lam
yVgtar(i)/ ‘he did not dare’ (fol. 69r) instead of **(s (,J,
strongly support the assumption of a partial merger of *III-> and
III-Y roots. It would seem, then, that there is good reason to see
the above spellings with two glides as indeed reflecting the shift
of *III-’ roots to the III-Y category, and thus *i’a > iyd and *i’i >
iyi.

Note, however, that the merger of paradigms is only partial
since, e.g., the second person perfects of *III-’ roots are spelled
with ’alif and not y@, e.g., ol gr’tm ‘you have read (MPL)’, and
not **,z 3. We might imagine that the glottal stop had been re-
tained in *a’C sequences, although this is challenged by the only
other relevant spelling, e.g., |5 ’stnw’ (fol. 80v) /Vstannii/ from
*Vsta’nil ‘be patient! (MPL)’, not **|sl.\. Further, the parts of the
paradigm in which there is overlap between *III-> and III-Y roots
involve short vowel sequences, either *a’a or *a’#. Returning to
the spellings of *III-’ imperfects and participles from above, there
is another problem with the assumption of *iyiin and *iyin reali-

sations underlying the spellings. Even if, as seems quite possible,
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*[II-> > III-Y merger had happened in this part of the paradigm,
other evidence for iyiin / iyin realisations of III-Y is lacking. After
all, in the modern dialects, we find only in, which is reflected
likewise in the Quranic spellings as well (cf. also ...JI for *al-
nabiyyin < *al-nab?’in ‘the prophets’ at Q2.61; Q3.21; Q4.69;
etc.). Most have posited therefore that ;S type spellings repre-
sent a hypo-correction (e.g., Khan 2007, 530). 55 is a fine can-
didate for hypo-correction in Vat. Ar. 13; however, the question
is whether the *III-’ spellings of the ...b\> type reflect the same
kind of hypo-correction.

While this is possible, I suggest another possibility, namely
that the spellings reflect the intentional targeting of a register or
variety with glottal stop in those positions. The choice to reflect
a glottal stop is, then, either to use an ’alif or homorganic glide
y@. It appears that alif, when used to represent the glottal stop
was mainly an option when the vowel preceding was a-class; oth-
erwise, a glide was preferred. If the merger of *III-> and III-Y roots
had occurred in the active participle paradigm, but the target va-
riety maintained *III-> as a distinct phonetic category, this could

lead to a hypo-correct spelling of III-Y participles by analogy:

e Vernacular: hatiin / hatin and bakiin / bakin
e Target: hati’iin / hati’in and bakiin / bakin
e Spelling: ysbls / bl >> %4, S,/ * S|

I see no reason to try to account for the spellings by positing a
different realisation of *#’ii and *i’i along with *iyii and *iyi, both
of which had likely already become i@ and i in the Higaz, and
which are universally thus in the modern dialects. Instead, the

question becomes how one writes the sequence i’i and i’i when
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the writing tradition reflected only @ and i. The hypo-correction
of III-Y participles was likely merely orthographic. The target va-
riety of Vat. Ar. 13 (especially Hands A and B) was, I contend, a
register that retained glottal stop in this context, but that the
merger of *III-° and *III-Y roots in that paradigm possibly char-
acterised the vernaculars (as it did the one behind the Quranic
consonantal text!).

While the orthographic practice of writing two consecutive
’alifs to indicate the glottal stop is virtually ubiquitous in *@a se-
quences, it occurs only once in the sequence *a’a, and the spellings
of other instances of *a’a, as well as of *a’i, are less clear but seem

to indicate its absence, reflecting *a’i > aw and *a’a > awa.

1.1. *a’iu

(54) o= (Hand A)
tigwn /tVlgawn?/
‘you will seek shelter’

(55) lsy (Hand A)
bdw’ /badaw?/
‘they began’

(56) skl (Hand A)
’mtlw’ /Vmtalaw?/
‘they were filled’

(57) s (Hand B)
bdw /badaw?/
‘they began’

(58) 's.! (Hand D)
’bdir’ /Vbdi?/
‘begin! (MPL)’
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1.2. *a’a

(59) Iy (Hand A)

tw’mr /tawamar?/

‘they conspired’
(60) olsizy (Hand A)

ynsw’n /yVnSawan?/

‘they (DU) grow’
(61) s, (Hand B)

ry /r€?/

‘he saw’
A few of these spellings should be qualified. First, while the 3pL
perfect ending of *bada’a ‘he began’ is typically spelled |5 or o, the
latter in a single example by Hand B, another Hand B form, .,
also may reflect an underlying glottal stop, i.e., /bada’i/. The
sequence | is attested in numerous places in the Quran, typically
spelling *@u(n) and *@iu sequences (Van Putten 2022, 248,
8A.2.3.8). Here, it is ambiguous, either reflecting an etymological
spelling, or perhaps a hybrid spelling, similar to what we find for
the (¢! sequence in the Quran (Al-Jallad 2021; Van Putten 2022,
251-54, §A.2.7). Likewise, the spelling »\s:u is opaque, since it
may theoretically represent either an a-theme vowel or u-theme
vowel in the imperfect, i.e., *yansa’an or yansu’an. If the latter, a
glide spelling would not indicate the lack of glottal stop. Among
the various attested forms, the strongest evidence for a glide in-
stead of glottal stop realisation is the spelling |5, where based
on other spellings we would expect |l or .U if something like

/ta’amar(a)/ were intended. Taken together, then, the evidence
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suggests the absence of the glottal stop in these two phonetic
contexts, but this is not certain.

Trickier still to interpret are sequences of long @ + glottal
stop + another long vowel (*@’a / *@i / *@i), not only in Vat.
Ar. 13, but also in other early MSS. Regarding *@’ii, two relevant
words, *banna’iin, spelled (45 br’'wwn ‘builders’ (Hand A, fol.
36r) and *murd’in, spelled »4s,» ‘hypocrites’ (Hand C, fol. 5v).
Based on Quranic orthography, we would expect underlying
banna’iin to be spelled with only one glide, i.e., ysls, and the use
of two waws might have originated in an attempt to a realisation
without a glottal stop, i.e., bannawiin (as apparently posited by
Hopkins 1984, 25, §21e, based on a few examples in the early
papyri). However, it eventually becomes the standard spelling,
and can hardly be read as precluding realisation of a glottal stop.
Whether the spelling here represents underlying awiin or @’iin de-
pends on the presence or absence of evidence for the realisation
of a glottal stop in *@’V sequences elsewhere in the MS. The use
of double-’alif spellings might be considered evidence for the re-
alisation of a glottal stop in this phonetic context as well. Also of
relevance is the fact that *-@’V sequences when V = a case vowel
and followed by a pronominal suffix are written with a homor-
ganic glide, for example g\ )| ‘their (dogs’) masters (GEN)’ (fol.
25v) and (,5)\.3\ ‘your ancestors (NOM)’ (fol. 80v). These spellings
are attested in the Quran as well, in the one phonetic context in
which the glottal stop was typically retained (2022, 121, §5.2).
However, spellings with and without a glide alternate in early
Quranic MSS, e.g., construct o);> and |;> both ‘reward (Nom)’, and
Van Putten (2022, 286-87, §A.4.11) speculates that the forms
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with the glides reflect the absence of the glottal stop, whereas the
use of just °alif reflected its retention, i.e., s> /gazawu/ but |;>
/gaza’u/. If so, their usage in Vat. Ar. 13 does not necessarily
affirm the presence of the glottal stop; since these spellings be-
come the basis for subsequent Classical orthography, in the
9th/10th century CE they could reflect either realisation (i.e.,
/awu/ and /ayi/ or /a’u/ and /@i/).

Evidence for *@i and *@’a is mostly confined to the spellings
of form III and form VI derived forms from the root *R’Y. In Vat.
Ar. 13, forms III and VI are spelled with combinations of glides or
glides + ‘alif in Hands A, B, and C as follows (see Table 7).

Table 7: Spellings of form III and form VI of *R’Y, Hands A, B, and C

Form III Form VI
Perfect — Lis
osls
Imperfect (U
Il
sl
Participle 093l [ Os e —
ol
Masdar ol —

Blau (1966-1967, 94-95, §11.4.1.1) reports these spellings in
other early Christian MSS, and Hopkins (1984, 27, §24a) likewise
reports this for the early papyri, though he cites only one instance
(4)5). Blau assumes a straightforward development from underly-
ing form III *yur@i > yurdyi and form VI *tar@’a > tardya, with
the loss of underlying glottal, i.e., *@’f and *@’i > dyi and ayil.

While *@’i > ayi is unproblematic, *@’i > dayii instead of awii is.
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We would expect 3MPL *yurd@ni, resulting in *yurawiin if the
glottal stop had been lost, and participial *mur@’iin > murawiin.
And indeed, this is what the lexicographers mention (Ibn Manziir,
Lisan Al-‘Arab, 15401): (3, yurawin ‘they see each other’. The
same can be said for the MPL form III participle, i.e., murawiin,
which is at odds with the spelling 5, ,+ in this and other Christian
MSS, though the expected 44!, is encountered once in Vat. Ar.
13, alongside 14 instances of y,),». So, for Blau the base form ayi
from the 3MsG imperfect spread throughout each paradigm. But
this levelling is not motivated if we are dealing with a straight-
forward loss of glottal stop from underlying *@’i and *a@’i. Neither
is the shift of form VI perfect *tara’a > *tardya particularly clear,
since the most natural outcome of *@a is simply a. Deriving the
attested spellings from an underlying *ra’a and tara’a via the loss
of the glottal stop is therefore not convincing.

Alternatively, it is possible that the spellings in Christian Ar-
abic MSS reflect a historical metathesis of Perfect *r@’aya >
*raya’a / Imperfect *yur@iyu > yurdyi’u, and Perfect *tar@’aya >
taraya’a / Imperfect *yatar@®ayu > *yataraya’u. While this might
at first seem unprecedented, it is in fact compatible with the be-
haviour of form I *ra’aya in the Quranic consonantal text, which
is |, in the 3MsG perfect, as well as with Higazi forms that the gram-
marians and lexicographers adduce, especially /r@’a/ (and, for
*na’aya, /n@’a/; see Al-Farr@, Lugat Al-Qur’an, 80-81; Van Putten
2022, 292-93, §8§85.11; A.4.17). Van Putten argues against a me-
tathesis because of the behaviour of the 2sG alternation between
<., and ., spellings, which he interprets as underlying /rayt/,

and thus suggests 3sG *ra’aya > *raya > *ra’. However, it is also
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possible that the metathesis took place in only the third person,
i.e., *rc’aya > *raya’a, with subsequent resolution of the triph-
thongs *raya’a > *r&a (> r@), but *ra’aytu > *raytu (> rayt).
If the metathesis hypothesis correctly accounts for the form
I forms reported by the grammarians and reflected in the Quranic
spellings, and perhaps reflected in the minority spelling s, in
Hand B (and other Christian MSS; see Ch. 2, §7.0), it can also
more completely account for the spellings and behaviour attested
in the early Christian spellings, including in Vat. Ar. 13. The form
IIl spelling ;!5 would make sense as reflecting historical
*turd@yi’un. If the glottal stop was not intended to be realised, then
the same spelling might reflect turdyiin < *turdyi’iin, whereas,
again, the traditional development of *tur@’iin > turdyiin is un-
expected. The form III masdar o\)),» would have originally been
*murdya’ah (> murdyah, assuming loss of glottal stop). Likewise,
according to this proposal, the form VI perfect L5 reflects
*tar@ya’a, with possible loss of the glottal stop resulting in taraya.
The form VI imperfect L)z originally reflected *yataraya’u >
yatardya’, and, if reflecting the loss of glottal stop, still conceiva-
bly represents yatardya. Whether or not a glottal stop was in-
tended to be read in Vat. Ar. 13 is unclear; however, the present
proposal can, I argue, account for the spellings more successfully

than the proposal made by Blau et al.®

3 Lane (1863, I: 999) assumes something similar when he cites forms
such as, e.g., (..i\;\) and 3\;\;2 which he attributes to “transposition,” and
suggests the MS from which the forms were drawn might originally
have reflected V‘;u) and :b\j»
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We have seen significant evidence that the glottal stop in
*a’a sequences was lost in most cases, but that is not true in all
cases, especially in the spelling of the word /,»| °'mr’h ‘a woman’.
Such a spelling might, however, reflect a plene spelling of long a,
i.e., imrah. This was likely the realisation in the language of the
Quranic consonantal text, although the ‘Utmanic Text attests de-
fective spellings of this word, e.g., — ! /imrat/ (Q3.35; Van Put-
ten 2018b, 108). In any case, Vat. Ar. Ms 13 attests evidence that
*i’a and *a@’i sequences retained the glottal stop, such as the per-
fect passive from *BR’ spelled <, ‘she was healed’ instead of
**«y . For *@’i, in addition to the spelling mentioned above of
yVkta’ib as oS ‘he is dejected’ instead of **__:S,, note also the
spelling of natma’inna as ;L5 ‘we feel peace’ (fol. 84r) rather
than ** . .Ja5. Blau (1966-1967, 98) considers -,l.); spellings a
kind of blended spelling. While possible, it is the same spelling
one finds in the Quran for *la-’in .,¥ and *fa-’in ... There was
therefore a spelling convention for representing a sequence that,
if targeting a variety in which the glottal stop was retained in
those contexts, was easily transferable to other such contexts.

Post-consonantal glottal stop appears to have been regularly
realised when not across morpheme boundaries, as in, e.g., 4l
tm’nynh ‘peace, tranquillity’, presumably /tam’aninah/, as well as
the nearly ubiquitous spelling o|,» mr’h ‘a woman’, presumably
/mra’ah/. However, ol alternates in two places (fols 25v and 55v)
with the spelling s » mrh, presumably /marah/. There are two main
exceptions to this pattern. First, as discussed in Ch. 2, §3.0, forms of

the root *S’L are overwhelmingly written with Quranic spellings
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that lack the ’alif, e.g., 4. mslh *mas’alah ‘matter, question’. Sec-
ond, cases of what is presumably *bVd’ ‘beginning’, are spelled with
a final glide instead of °alif, which might indicate a loss of glottal
stop: Hands A and C L.y ‘beginning (AcC)’, which may variously re-
flect /badyan/ or /badiyyan/, but presumably not /bad’an/, for
which we would expect \.. A vocalised form produced by Hand D
is written (., bdyan ‘beginning (Acc)’, which is still vague, as it
could reflect a retention of the spelling original to the MS, but
pointed to represent /bad’an/, or it could reflect /badiyyan/. An-
other form occurs in a Hand A section written .\ -« mn ’l-bdy
‘from the beginning’, which could reflect /min al-badi/, a glottal
stop realisation such as /min al-bad’i/ or, with metathesis, /min al-
badi’/. Finally, both Hands A and B produce forms in the nomina-
tive written with the glide waw: Hand A \s.J ’l-bdw”’ ‘the beginning
(Nom)’ (fol. 63v) and Hand B &)=l o0y bdw °-hlygh ‘the beginning
of creation’ (fol. 70r). In Quranic orthography, spellings ending in
largely occur on words ending in consonantal /w/, whereas |y occurs
with words ending in /ii/ or /aw/ (Van Putten 2022, 249, §A.2.3).
However, given the variability in spellings of final - / -aw in the
MS (on which, see Ch. 2, §8.0 above), it is impossible to determine
for sure whether these spellings reflect forms with a glottal stop,
such as /w’/ or /’u/, or rather something closer to /uw(w)/ or /i/.

Similar variation is attested in spellings of post-consonantal
glottal stops. In the context of morpheme boundaries (in Arabic
naql ‘transportation’), the realisation of the glottal stop varies by
scribal hand. Hand A consistently writes alif in such contexts,
suggesting the realisation of the glottal stop, e.g., J=! ... mn ’gl-
y ‘for my sake’, presumably /min agli/, and | u" mn ’yn ‘from
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where?’, presumably /min ’ayn(a)/. Hand B attests both, but
tends to write these sequences without “alif, suggesting the elision
of the glottal stop in this context: |~ ..» mn gl ‘for the sake of’
(fol. 69v), but also o mngl-y ‘for my sake’ (fol. 69v), presum-
ably /minagli/, and" N JI wP ‘the first (FsG)’ (fol. 72r), presuma-
bly /aliila/.* Finally, Hand C attests only spellings that omit °alif,
e.g., Jo» mngl ‘for the sake of (fol. 4v), presumably also
/minagli/. Such spellings without “alif are well attested in early
corpora, both Christian (Blau 1966-1967, 101-2, §11.6.1.1) and
the papyri (Hopkins 1984, 30-33, §27). Such spellings are often
categorised in simplistic binary fashion as in opposition to Clas-
sical Arabic, but it should be noted that the Quranic recitation
tradition of War$ ‘an Nafi‘ regularly exhibits the elision of ham-
zah in this position, e.g., *man ’aslama > man_aslama ‘the one
who submitted’. In this practice the definite article counts as a
part of the word, e.g., al-’ard > al ard ‘the earth’.

Due to the ubiquity of these assumptions among Middle Ar-
abists, it is worth lingering on a methodological point here. Con-
temporaneous with the writing of much of the corpora of early
papyri, inscriptions, and the Christian Arabic corpus—treated in
Blau (1966-1967) and including also the earliest scribal hands

(Hands A, B, and C) in Vat. Ar. 13—we have evidence of Quranic

* Both >Ab{i ‘Amr and Nafi¢ attest this in, e.g., JyV! Isle ‘the first ‘Ad’
(Q53.50). >Abii ‘Amr reads it /‘adalldla/, with assimilation of tanwin to
the subsequent definite article and elision of the glottal stop following
the article. Nafis transmitters attest two subtly distinct realisations:
Qaliin has /adallw’la/ and Wars has /adallalaay.
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recitation practices, whether in vocalised MSS or the transmis-
sions of (subsequently canonical) gira’at that witness to the same
practices, which, in the early written corpora, are considered ev-
idence of deviations from Classical Arabic. In addition to the eli-
sion of the glottal stop in nagql contexts, Blau (1966-1967, 102-
4) and Hopkins (1984, 30-33) both highlight the word-initial eli-
sion of glottal stop when preceded by prefixes, indicated by the
lack of ’alif spellings, e.g., 4355 ‘by his brotherhood’ < *bi-
‘uhuwwati-hi and o\ ‘for days’ < li-’ayydm and L, ‘and also’ <
*wa->aydan alongside o3l ‘and its indemnification’ < fa-’inqadu-
hii. Both further highlight spellings of the vocative ya + glottal
stop-initial words where the initial °alif is unwritten, e.g., |l
‘Oh, Israell’ < ya ’isr@’il and o\ ‘Oh, my father!’ < ya ’abi.
Again, these are treated as deviéltions from a Classical standard,
presumably due to vernacular influence. But, in addition to being
the regular Quranic spellings, the optional dropping of the ham-
zah in this position is typical of Hamzah and Hi$am ‘an Ibn ‘Amir
when the word is in pause: li-’anna > liyanna# / li-’anna#, along-
side, e.g., *fa’ti > fat# / fa’t# (Van Putten 2026, §1.6.2.5). Spell-
ings without ’alif following the vocative particle are typical of the
Quran, and reflected in the same reading traditions, e.g.,
ya(a).iblis# / ya(a) °iblis ‘Oh, Satan!’ (Van Putten 2026).

The realisation of the glottal stop intended by the scribes
that produced Vat. Ar. 13 reflects both intra- and inter-hand var-
iability. As we have seen, much of the variability has at least
loose parallels in other corpora that are considered Classical by

definition. That is not to say that the scribes intended to reflect a
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particular Quranic reading tradition. It does, however, contextu-
alise the variation and demonstrate that the conservative/archaic
manifestation of the glottal stop typical of subsequent norms was
not the only one acceptable in earlier periods. The Quran itself,
as well as subsequent reading traditions, all reflect similar kinds
of variation. Based on the spellings detailed above, we can sur-
mise the realisation of the glottal stop, or the lack thereof, in the
following phonetic contexts (note that a question mark indicates
evidence that is suggestive, but not decisive).

Table 8: Summary of evidence for glottal stop by phonetic context
across scribal hands

Context Hand A Hand B Hand C Hand D
4 >’ (?) >’ (?) —
‘.':#Jv -
#u >u(?) > u (?) — > u
)'c#)V *#)l' - )l_ - )l_
(< *)V)) (< )'c)i))
" > a ;
*’a . — > ’a
> iya
PRy *a’i > a’i (?) > a’i — > a’i
*a’u > a’u (?) > a
*a’a > a > a > a’a > a’a
*Pq > Pf
> i
*i > i (?) > i (?) — ?)
> i (?)
- > i’a (?)
> iya (?)
oy > wi (?) > Wil
*u’i > uwi (?) )
> 1 (?) >1u(?)
> aw (?)
*a’ll > aw _ >1a(?
> a’ti (?) ?
> aY/Wa _
o >a(?)
*a’a €9 g
- > a’a
> a’a (?)
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Context Hand A Hand B Hand C Hand D
*a’i > @i > @i > @i > @i
*Vy — - - —
*a’a > a’a > a’a — > a’a
*a’ > @i (?) > @i (?)
> @l
, *@’ll > @i (? > @l
v @ @
> a’a
*d)d > d)d (?) _ > d)d
?)
*Vy# *a’V >a(?) >a(?) =>a¢) > a()
*V)Jv -.':a)Ju _ > aJ)u (?) _

> ay (?) >ay(?) > ay(?)

vy/w? fay’ >ay’ (?) >ay’ (?) > ay (?) el
> Ci (?)
*Ci > Ci’ (?) —
> Ci(?)
*Cy >Cu(? > Cu(?
*Cu >Cw (?) > Cuw(?) —
>Cu(?) > Cu(?)
*Ca > Ca > Ca > Ca > Ca
s *Ci’ > C(V) > C(V) —
v *Ca > Ccv) >CW) —
>Ca
C# v *C#_’a > C’a > C’a >Ca —
(?)

2.0. Realisations of *a, *-ay/wV and *-&@

The long vowel a surfaces as a realisation in various corpora of
Arabic as the reflex of what in Proto-Arabic were originally dis-
tinct phonetic sequences. These include especially: *a, *ay/wV,
and *@V. In Vat. Ar. 13, spellings of each of these sequences are
potentially revelatory of their phonetic realisation, and we will
discuss each in turn.

As we have already seen in Ch. 2 (882.0; 4.1), instances of
long @ are most commonly spelled plene, though in a few words

are spelled defectively. An exception is the final *a in the adverb
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of manner hakada ‘thus, in this way’, which is spelled in portions
produced by Hand C as iS'\» / 4’ in addition to the more
typical 145" and \iSa. This spelling is attested in various corpora,
including the early Christian (Blau 1966-1967, 83, §10.2.2), pa-
pyri (Hopkins 1984, 15, §12e, though here mostly without ha,
i.e., ©iS / &), and indeed Classical (Wright I, 266, §340a).
While it is likely that a form like *kadi is reminiscent of modern
dialectal forms like dialectal cidi ‘so, like this’ (Watson 2006, 23,
§2.1), it was clearly a legitimate orthographic by-form of
(ha)kada and does not clearly indicate a realisation other than a
here.

As we saw in Ch. 2 (884.0; 6.0), word-final *awV is usually
spelled with °alif whether on nouns or verbs across scribal hands.
Proto-Arabic *ay, as well as *ayV and *ayV sequences, however,
attest interesting distributions in portions produced by Hands A
and B. First, III-Y nominal roots pattern with particles that end in
*ay in overwhelmingly being spelled with final s / s, whereas
verbal III-Y forms are mostly spelled with |. This suggests that, as
in modern Mesopotamian Qoltu dialects, nouns and adjectives
from III-Y roots were realised with /&/ or /i/, but III-Y verbs were
realised with /a/: busré ‘good news’ and tiibé ‘blessed’, but bana
‘he built’. Second, it was noted that word-final @ < *ayV and
word-final *@V sequences were spelled with s / s when pre-

ceded by a ra@’.

2.1. *ayV

(62) Y (Hands A, B, and D)
’l-’hry /al-uhré/
‘the other (FSG)’



3. Phonetics and Phonology 101

(63) (s,:v (Hands A and B)
bsry /busre/
‘Gospel, good news’
(64) (s, (Hand C)
’l-dry /al-‘adré/ or /al-‘adre/
‘the virgin’
(65) (s (Hands A, B, and D)
qry /qure/
‘villages’
(66) S (Hands A and B)
’l-sk’ry /al-sakarée/
‘the drunkards’

2.2. *a’V

(67) Y\ (Hand A)
ftry /al-Vftire/
‘blasphemy’
In Hand B, this appears to affect *a’V in the realisation of a his-

torically III-’ imperfect, the imperfect *yVgra’:

(68) 54

yqry /yvqre?/
‘he reads’®

® This is incidentally further evidence for the retention of the glottal
stop in *a’C sequences, since we find S this context ubiquitously in
Vat. Ar. 13, never ** .z 3 or ** 3. Interestingly, the latter spelling oc-
curs once in the papyri, cited in Hopkins (1984, 28, n. 8). It could reflect
a hybrid spelling, combining historical glottal stop with pronunciation
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Indeed, r-adjacency is the context which is most determi-
native of s / (s spellings instead of }, to the point that even when
compared only with other spellings of III-Y nominal forms, the
difference is statistically significant (p = .0085 via Fisher’s exact
test). I suggest the most natural interpretation of this distribution
is that ra’ triggered a fronting (imalah) of *a and *@ > é and &,
respectively. While this might at first glance seem strange, as
noted in Ch. 2.0, §6.2, this is in fact characteristic of a number of
Quranic gira@’at traditions, though the specifics differ. The distri-
bution here appears to be most similar to what is attested in >Abii
‘Amr’s gira’ah with a generalised ’imalah, though here it applies
to *-@’V sequences as well.®

For the most part, these spellings and evidence for r-adja-
cent ’imalah of a are limited to word-final sequences due to the
fact that virtually all eligible roots are r-final or otherwise r-me-
dial with root-final Y, i.e., bst, gry, fry, etc. The main exception
is the root *R’Y. In form I, most hands spell the perfect as (|,
However, we have already noted that in Hand B, the form I per-
fect is spelled both (|, and (). Neither of these is the typical
Quranic spelling, which is instead |,, possibly reflecting /ra’/, alt-
hough (!, likely reflecting /ra’€/, occurs twice (Q53.11, 18)
(Van Putten 2022, 292, §A.4.17). The spelling (s, reflect a fronted

ya’, i.e., /qarét/, or it could be an example of the digraph spelling his-
torical glottal stop, i.e., /qara’t/ (Al-Jallad 2021; Van Putten 2022, 251-
54, §8A.2.7).

¢ Such generalised r-adjacent ’imalah is attested in vocalised Quranic
MSS that do not follow any known reading tradition, e.g., in Arabe 325f.
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realisation of Quranic /r3’/, i.e., /r&/. Alternatively, it might re-
flect a development from something like Hamzah’s and Al-Siisi
‘an °Abi ‘Amr’s realisation of Quranic !, i.e., re’¢ > ré. If so,
along with the spelling of *yVqgra’u as &, and *Vftira’ as 3|,
we can conclude that the r-adjacent ’imalah is separate from the
phonemic ’imalah that distinguishes nominal and verbal forms
attested in Vat. Ar. 13.

Finally, it is worth explicitly considering why final *@V in
*Vftir@’ is written here defectively, that is, only with an (s instead
of \. Word-final (¢! is attested in the manuscript when writing
the plural demonstrative pronoun, e.g., Vs, as well as when a
word ending in *a@ has the 1sG suffix attached, e.g., !,»| *hr-y
‘my granary’. Otherwise, as we have already seen, word-final
*@’V sequences are spelled simply with |. This three-way distinc-
tion may reflect the absence of the glottal stop in that context
word-finally, but retained when non-word final, especially if we
allow for either ¥ to be an orthographic by-form (which, as
we will see in Ch. 4.0, §2.0, it is within and across MSS), although
it is possible that a pronunciation with the glottal stop was a mat-
ter of register mixing. The use of the combination ! would in
this scenario be associated explicitly with writing the glottal stop:
&8 /Vftiré/ but )»l /ahre’i/. The sequence (¢! occurs fre-
quently in early Quranic MSS, where it likely reflected a hybrid
spelling, combining etymological glottal stop + the ya’ that char-
acterised the pronunciation after the lack of the glottal stop: (s>
/8ly/ ‘it was brought’, 4s /miyah/ ‘one hundred’, —.Ls /5it/ ‘you
(MsG) want’, <ls /Sayy/ ‘a thing’, as well as across morpheme

boundaries when a word contains a ya’ subsequently, e.g., o2l
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/biy-yayyam/ ‘in the days of...” (Diem 1980, §8§127-28; Al-Jallad
2021; Van Putten 2022, 251-54, §A.2.7). It seems sensible,
though, that a scribe could deduce that the same digraph was
associated with the glottal stop based on this distribution. This
would have implications for the form III and form VI spellings of
*R’Y, discussed above. If | is indeed associated with the glottal
stop, the above L5 and ()5, might instead reflect something like

/tar@a/ and /yuré’tin/ (with ’imalah), respectively.

3.0. Other Phonetic Processes

Evidence for other phonetic processes is limited to one-off spell-
ings. One example is the assimilation of the person marker tV on
the form V verb *tVt(V)zawwag ‘you (MSG) marry’, which in one
place (fol. 83v) is spelled T tzwg, suggesting *tVt(V)zawwag >
tVzzawwag. Another example is the consistent spelling of the pas-
sive of the 3FsG form V from *WFY, *tuwuffiyat ‘she died’ as .4
twfyt, rather than **ss twft, the latter of which would presum-
ably reflect dialectal tawaffat.



CHAPTER 4. MORPHOLOGY

Morphological variation is well known from the early Christian
and papyrological corpora, and recent studies have further em-
phasised both the diversity of forms in the pre- and early Islamic
corpora of Arabic, as well as their potential impact on our under-
standing of the linguistic geography of early Islamic Arabic (Al-
Jallad 2015; 2018a; 2020a; Van Putten 2022, §5). While Vat. Ar.
13 attests mostly well-known forms, their usage is often varied
throughout the manuscript, both within and across scribal hands.
In keeping with the theme of this study, the variation is further
witness to a dynamic process of selection, with scribes choosing
forms and features based on grammatical sensibilities that differ

from scribe to scribe.

1.0. Personal Pronouns

The morphological forms of the pronouns, both independent and
pronominal suffixed, are for the most part exactly as one would
expect based on other early Islamic-era Arabic texts, including
the Quran and the ‘Arabiyyah, as well as other contemporaneous
Christian Arabic MSS. The attested independent forms are listed
in Table 9 (overleaf). Noteworthy here is 3FsG form «», which

occurs in pause.

©2026 Phillip W. Stokes, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0517.04
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Table 9: Attested independent pronouns

SG PL DU

3m G/ g

- s
3F B Ad (35v) °
2M o) =)

~ Lo
2F | —_
1c U oS N/A

(69) «n o) o U ode Y 1Ly 1) (35V)
#bw’ w-@’lw’ PP Um I-n’ mn ’yn hyh
‘They answered and said, “We do not know where it is
from”

Such a pausal form has a direct parallel in the Quran, at Q101.10,
which reads
(70) s G BT

wa-ma ’adra-ka ma hiyah

‘And what will make you realise what that is?’
It seems that the Quranic spelling does indeed reflect original hi-
yah, given the rhyme, and this seems to be most likely for Vat.
Ar. 13 as well.! Luckily, Hand D provides a vocalised form of the
3rpPL suffix, which (unsurprisingly, given the preferences of this
scribe) is the classical form Ji hunna.

The complete paradigm of suffixed pronouns is attested, the

morphology of which is unremarkable. The paradigm follows.

! Pronouns that ended in -h (< *t) were possibly much more common
at one point, since the retention of the final short a on 3MSG and 3FSG
forms in many modern dialects is plausibly due to protection from this
-h, before it was elided in speech (Al-Jallad 2014).
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Table 10: Attested object pronominal suffixes

SG PL DU

3M o- -
- s

3F (a- oA

2M - -
ol e

2F - oS-
1c S T b- N/A

2.0. Deixis

The demonstrative pronoun series attested in Vat. Ar. 13 is, with
one exception, identical with what the early grammarians refer
to as the Higazi variants, which are ubiquitous in the Quran.
These are characterised in the proximal set by the obligatory ad-
dition of a prefixed ha. Obligatory ha prefixes on the proximal
demonstrative pronouns is apparently a Higazi innovation.
Demonstrative pronouns with a prefixed ha are unknown in the
pre-Islamic epigraphic record from the Levant. In Safaitic, for ex-
ample, attests MSG d /da/ and FsG t /ti/ (Al-Jallad 2015, 80),2
and cpL ’ly /°ulay/ or /’ulay/ (Stokes 2020a), while the Namarah
inscription attests FSG *n /ti/ (Fiema et al. 2015, 414). According

to the grammarians, while ha demonstrative pronouns are known

2 Note that Al-Jallad (2015, 80) adduces evidence for a FDU demonstra-
tive from a single Safaitic inscription that apparently includes a prefixed
ha: [ zhd bn m4 bn fdg h-bkrtn {h}d ‘by Zhd son of M‘l son of Fdg are
these two she-camels’. If this is indeed a demonstrative, he conjectures
that it represents underlying /haday/ or /hada/. However, he reports
that the h glyph on the rock is badly damaged, and, if so, the final word
may not constitute a demonstrative at all.
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in the Nagd, there they alternate with forms without it, i.e., MSG
da and FSG di, whereas in the Higaz the ha is obligatory (Al-Farr@,
Lugat al-Qur’an, 22; Van Putten 2022, 104).

The main source of variation across Vat. Ar. 13 is ortho-
graphic. In singular and dual forms, the orthographic variants in-
volve plene versus defective spellings of the prefix ha, as well as
the application, or lack thereof, of consonantal dotting. The MpL
proximal demonstrative attests the greatest orthographic varia-
tion, including plene versus defective spellings of the ha, as well
as three different ways of spelling the final sequence. Each of the

major variants is listed in Table 11.

Table 11: Proximal demonstrative pronouns by scribal hand

Hand| wMmsG FSG MDU FDU MPL
s (29v)
aI3la (44v) o
13t (171) <Y (311)
A o3l (39v)| -pla (38r)
s «Ysa (141)
U.:Ju (35V) )
Yl (461)
odn, sda yﬁ (46r)
B —_— —_— %;j\.a (72V)
C — - _
fda sYn (141)
olda (52v) ”,Y
D Sen (121) | ¢ (50r)
s (50V) o e

For the MsG and FsG forms, I have not given folio numbers for

those forms which are ubiquitous, or nearly so, opting instead to
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provide them only for forms that occur only marginally, or, in
the case of the MPL forms, when a sufficient number of ortho-
graphic by-forms exist in order to facilitate easy access to these
spellings.

The spelling variation in the case of the MPL proximal
demonstrative is typical, not only of early Christian Arabic MSS,
but other corpora as well (Blau 1966-1967, 132-35, also ns 23
and 27). Some scribes attest a preferred variant, while others use

multiple ones. Examples of the former include.

(71) ae gy gl J3 Vol e 2 S (._S (Sinai Arabic MS 154, 101v)
Im ykn Sy mn h’wl’ gbl °ldy wld mn-h
‘There was nothing before what came from him’

(72) Mo W1 ey lnall Lol ol o 5 Jow o0 S,
(Sinai Arabic MS 72, 6v)
w-kl mn yhl Sy mn °wly ’l-ws’y’ ’l-sg’r w-lm °l-n’s hd’
‘And everyone who abrogates anything from these minor
commandments and teaches people likewise’

Examples of intra-scribal variation include.
(73) 2 Llogh (Vs yp od>ly |> o (Sinai Arabic MS 74, 7v)
mn hl w’hdh mn hwPly °l-ws’y’ °l-sg’r
‘Whoever abrogates one of these minor commandments’
(74) Vsmazs Y gls olos) 0,587 ol 5y oSy LLLS) &las o
(Sinai Arabic MS 74, 82v)
mn ms’bg °qs’t w-kws w-"hr’t ktyrh ’sb°h h’wl’y tsn‘w’
‘You practice washing cups and pitchers and many other
things like these’

The orthographic variation seems to have been paralleled by a

great deal of dialectal variation in its realisation as well, and this
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was already the case in the pre- and early Islamic period. The
grammarians document some of this variation. Al-Farra’ (Lugat
al-Qur’an, 22) reports that the Quray$ and those around them
(wa-man gawara-hum) realised it as ha’ula@’i, whereas some prom-
inent tribes of the Nagd had either °ulé or ha’ule, and still others
from ‘among the Arabs’ (ba‘d min al-‘arab) drop the first ’alif, thus
attesting hawld@’i. The Quranic consonantal text attests V;a,
though based on comments by Al-Farra’, Van Putten (2022, 104)
argues that the Quranic evidence is most compatible with
ha’ula@’i.

The spellings attested in Vat. Ar. 13, even in the same hand,
such as Hand A, may either be purely orthographic variation for
the same underlying form, or instead represent multiple morpho-
logical forms. The most explicit spellings are of course in Hand
D, two of which are clearly Classical ha@’ul@’i, and the third of
which is compatible with that realisation. The spellings ¥ s» and
Y s are compatible with h@’ul@’i, or a form without the hamzah,
e.g., ha’ulay, whereas the spellings and Jsl» / Jsl» might reflect
such forms, but could also reflect a Na%gdi-like ha’ula / ha’ule.®
The Quranic spelling ¥ ;», and the plene by-form Y,l» suggest ei-

ther h@’ul@’i or ha’ula, but could also be spelling conventions that

3 Van Putten (2022, 104) helpfully notes that Al-Farra’ explicitly writes
’alif maqsirah with a ya@’, not an °dalif, and likely intended an ’imalah
pronunciation, which is how his Quranic gir@’at teacher, Al-Kisa’i, re-
cited ’alif magsiirahs. The spelling Y ;», the Quranic spelling, is not com-
patible with this, but could represent a Higazi spelling convention while
the others are more reflective of contemporary pronunciation.
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mask the pronunciation. Because of the commonality of ortho-
graphic variation within one and the same MS, and here even by
the same scribal hand, it is impossible to know whether we are
dealing with morphological diversity or, perhaps more likely,
simple orthographic variation.

The distal demonstrative pronoun series in Vat. Ar. 13 is,
with one exception, likewise identical to the set that the early
grammarians attribute to Higazi dialects and the Quran, which
are characterised by an infixed li- in the SG forms (Al-Farra’, Lugat
al-Qur’an, 11). Again, the pre-Islamic Arabic dialects of the Le-
vant lack the li infix, as suggested by Safaitic FSG tk /tika?/ (Al-
Jallad 2015, 84), as did the Nagdi dialects of the peninsula, ac-
cording to the grammarians (Al-Farra@’, Lugat al-Qur’an, 11), and
so these forms represent Higazi innovations (Al-Jallad 2020a,
61-63). The attested forms in Vat. Ar. 13 are listed in Table 12

below.

Table 12: Distal demonstrative pronouns by scribal hand

Hand MSG FSG MDU MPL
A S, (.5\1; (441, 791, 80r) | &lu3 (33v) | el
B Sl3, el e, (,Sb (70r1) sl
C _ | =

2Us, 15 (51v) . )

This Higazi series of demonstrative pronouns is by far the
most common in the early Christian corpus, so Vat. Ar. 13 is char-
acteristic in that regard. Of the early Gospel MSS, the one excep-
tion to this ubiquity seems to be Sinai Arabic MS 70, which attests
both dalik(a) and dak(a), though the latter is primarily in inter-

rogative and adverbial phrases.
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(75) Lol &l s 5 15y 5 oy 5,55 gy 1 813 s (6V)
md d’k bd’ ysw* ykrz w-qwl twbw’ qd dn’ mlk °l-sm’
‘From that time he began preaching and saying, “Repent,
for the kingdom of heaven has drawn near”

(76) V.@.QJ& JeaVl 23 (Y o By ot are s (161)
f-dnt mn-h tPmyd-h w-@’lt I-h [’y d’k b-’l->’m¢’l tklm-hm
‘Then his disciples came to him and said to him, “Why do
you talk to them in parables?””

The MDU form daynnika (or daynika) occurs in Vat. Ar. 13 once,
and is typical of other early Arabic Gospel MSS.

(77) ame Woo pddl 2l Elii3g (Sinai Arabic MS 74, 64v)

w-dynk l-lsyn °ldyn slb> m‘h

‘And those (DU) two thieves who were crucified with him...’
In one early Gospel, Sinai Arabic MS 72, a different form, appar-
ently daynak(a), is attested.
(78) ol LS ame Lo -l -l S35 (B5V)

w-dyn’k °l-Isyn °’ldyn slb’> m“h y‘yur’-h

‘And those two thieves who were crucified with him were

cursing him’
The spelling of the MPL form in Vat. Ar. 13 is identical to the
Quranic spelling, and presumably reflects Higazi ’ula’ik(a), or
perhaps a hamzah-less form, such as ‘ulayik(a). Al-Farra’ distin-
guishes between Higazi ’ula@’ika and different groups from among
the Nagdi tribes, some of whom attest either °uléka, °ulléka, or
‘ulélika, but none of these Nagdi forms are attested in Vat. Ar. 13
or the other early Christian MSS. Elsewhere in this corpus, the
plene and defective spelling of the Higazi form is the norm, with

both spellings occurring in some cases within the same MS.
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(79) Yal 155 ;.J.a s opddl ELJsls (Sinai Arabic MS 75, 22v)
w-"wlyk ’ldyn dyw”’ f-Im ykwnw’ *hl’
‘And those who were invited were not worthy’
(80) Jylodl gy 5 o axlll L) pgmnchy ) LY 0
(Sinai Arabic MS 75, 11v)
’n *wl’yk °ldyn ylbswn °l-ty’b ’l-lynh hm fy bywt ’l-mlwk
‘Those who wear soft clothes are in the houses of kings’
Lastly, Vat. Ar. 13 attests addressee agreement in six in-
stances, all of which involve the FSG distal demonstrative pro-
nouns in the phrase VW\ ;..ih & fy tlkm °I-’y’m ‘in those days’.
(81) laally sl 23 dns oY1 (ST iy (70V)
w-fy tlkm °l-’y’m b‘d dlk °l-dyq w-’l-dnk
‘And in those (FSG + PL) days, after that hardship and dis-
tress’
(82) pLYI oS 3 papeas U5 e g oy )l i) 131 Ul e &Y
(79r1)
[’n-h s-tty ’y’m °d’ ’rtf °l-Tws ‘n-hm nd dlk yswmwn fy tlkm
Iy’m
‘Because there will come a day when the bridegroom will
ascend from them, and then they will fast in those days (FSG
+ pL)’

The same phrase is attested without address agreement. In the
following example, Jesus is addressing a group.
(83) auasy s ALY s ol Yy (421)
w-lw-P °n tlk °l->y’m tqsr w-tsgr
‘And if those days do not shorten...’
It is thus optional, as it apparently is in the Quran (Van Putten

2022, 278). Such addressee agreement was in pre-Islamic poetry,
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and the Quran, regular on any distal demonstrative pronoun, but
here is relegated to the FSG and in one set phrase. As such, it is
probably a stylistic feature meant to license its literary quality,

and perhaps echo the language of the Quran specifically.

2.1. Locative Adverbs

The early Arabic grammarians report two series of locative ad-
verbs, which, as with the demonstrative pronoun series, are dis-
tinguished by the presence of a prefixed ha- in the near series and
an infixed li- on the far series. The compound forms of the far
adverbs, with infixed li, are attributed to the dialects of the Higaz,
whereas those that lack infixed li are attributed to the tribes of
the Nagd (Al-Farrd’, Lugat al-Qur’an, 47-48). Thus, we have
Nagdi hunaka and Higazi hunalika. For the near series, Al-Farra’
(Lugat al-Qur’an, 22) reports that the distinction between Higazi
and Nagdi dialects is that, in the former, the ha prefix is obliga-
tory on all locatives (and demonstratives), whereas in the Nagdi
dialects, the hd is optional. In the Quran only ha-compound forms
occur (Van Putten 2022, 104-5, §4.5). This all contrasts with the
epigraphic record from the pre-Islamic Levant, in which virtually
all attested forms lack ha (Al-Jallad 2015, 79-86, §4.9; Al-Jallad
2020a, 26).

The distribution of locative adverbs in Vat. Ar. 13 is inter-
esting. The near set is ubiquitously Higazi, regardless of scribal
hand. I found no examples of hund, only hahund. In the far series,
both Higazi and Nagdi forms occur. Their distribution, however,

is not evenly distributed across scribal hands; instead, as we see
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in Table 13, different hands display different rates of one over

the other.

Table 13: Deictic adverbs by scribal hand

Hand Near Far

Lala La s Sa
A 20/20 (100%) 0/20 | 35/41 (83%) 6/41 (17%)
B 5/5 (100%) 0/5 2/4 (50%) 2/4 (50%)
C — — 3/6 (50%) 3/6 (50%)
D 4/4 (100%) 0/4 | 2/12(17%) 10/12 (83%)

Hand A and Hand D display opposite preferences, with the earlier
Hand A overwhelmingly using the Higazi hunalika, and the late
Hand D vastly preferring the Nagdi hundka. Hands B and C
equally use both forms. Clearly, the scribes’ grammatical and lex-
ical preferences differed. As we have seen, Hand D is closest to
what becomes normative prose-style Classical Arabic, and his
preference here for hunaka, which becomes the default norm sub-
sequently, fits the same pattern. On the other hand, the strong
preference of Hand A for hunadlika fits a context in which Higazi
grammatical forms were more prestigious.

Hands B and C are closest to the kinds of variation found
in the other early Gospel MSS. For example, Sinai Arabic MSS 74
(9th century CE) and 72 (897 CE), representatives of Kashouh’s
Family A (on this family from a textual standpoint, see Kashouh
2012, 86-96, 84.3), as well as Sinai Arabic MS 70 (10th century
CE, Family D; Kashouh 2012, 123-25, §5.1.1) attest near hahuna

but far hunaka:
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(84)

(85)

(86)

(87)
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ol o e 0 & Osadl Ogdedy ¥ sy WUl Lials o) V'Q Js8l !
(Sinai Arabic MS 74, 37v) <5 b L

’myn °qwl I-km °n °hn’ °n’s wqwf P ydwqwn ’l-mwt hty yrwn

bn °’l-’ns’n ’ty’ fy mlk-h

‘Truly I say to you that there are people standing here who

will not taste death until they see the son of man coming in

his kingdom’

gt o s awsdl 35,5 &>~ (Sinai Arabic MS 74, 54v)

hyt tkwn ’l-gth hn’k tgtm* ’l-nswr

“Wherever the corpse is, there the vultures will gather”

kol a3l o)l J Lals fpuda) s JB8y (Sinai Arabic MS 70,

32r)

w-q’l -tPmyd-h °glsw’ h’hn’ °ly °n °dhb ’sly

‘And he said to his disciples, “Sit here while I go pray”’

Hadel g Bln o Bly e ) sllaily anly ) iy gl o U

(Sinai Arabic MS 70, 5r)

f-@°’L I-h °nhd w-hd ’l-sby w->m-h w-"ntlq °ly msr w->qym hn’k

hty >Im-k

‘And he said, “Get up and take the boy and his mother and

go down to Egypt and stay there until I tell you™

Sinai Arabic MS 75 (10th century CE, Family C; Kashouh 2012,
112-23, §4.5), however, attests primarily hahuna and hunalika:

(88)

W@;\mwdwdgf,w)\wmuuuwgoyw
(15v) Lals

f-@’w I-h lys h’hn’ °P hmsh °rgfh w-hwtyn f-@°l I-hm ysw* tw-

ny b-hm h’hn’

‘And they said to him, “We only have five loaves and two

fish here.” And Jesus said to them, “Bring them here”
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(89) 4 pgilog) ald) 028" D) Ellin minzy odé (151)
f-Im ysn® hn’lk *y’t ktyrh l-qlh >ym’n-hm b-h
‘And he did not do many signs there because of their lack
of belief in him’

Thus, the shift over time from Higazi to Nagdi forms in normative
Classical Arabic prose appears to have happened more quickly

with the far locative than the near one.

2.2. Relative Pronouns

Unlike with demonstrative pronouns, the grammarians do not in-
dicate a clear division between Higazi and Nagdi dialects when
it comes to the form of the relative pronoun series. Al-Farra’
(Lugat al-Qur’an, 11) reports two main variants. One of these is
that the tribe of Hudayl was famous for inflecting the MpL form,
i.e., “alladiina (NOM) / alladina (0BL). The other is a comment he
makes that some Arabs (ba‘d al-‘arab) do not distinguish between
SG and pL forms, apparently using a generalised ’alladi, regardless
of the number of the referent, as in 415 1J6 L &, » ‘Tpassed the
ones who said that’. However, the pre-Islamic epigraphic record
from the Levant makes it clear that the pre-Islamic Arabic varie-
ties from the Levant made use of a form identical to what in the
Quran, and subsequent Classical Arabic prose, is the determina-
tive pronoun, namely dii / di / da, “the one of” (Al-Jallad 2018a,
326; Al-Jallad 2020a, 49). These include Safaitic d (MSG), d / d’t
(FsG), and dw (MpL) (Al-Jallad 2015, 85-88), as well as 17 dw in
the Namarah inscription (Cantineau 1978, 49). The °alla-based
forms are retentions of demonstrative forms from Proto-Central

Semitic, paralleled by Hebrew min halldze et al. and Ugaritic hnd
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‘this (MSG)’. Al-Jallad (2018a, 8ff; 2020a, 60) argues that the di-
alects of the Higaz innovated the relative pronoun based on these
inherited demonstrative forms, which spread to other peninsular
varieties (as they occur in pre-Islamic poetry), but not north into
the Levant until after the Islamic conquests (see also Van Putten
2022, 101-2, §4.2).

In Vat. Ar. 13, the same relative pronouns that occur in,
e.g., the Quran, and which seem to be the predominant forms
across corpora, are likewise used. The typical orthographic vari-
ation involving the presence or absence of consonantal dotting,
as well as the spelling of the MpPL form with one lams or two,
occurs within and across scribal hands. The only morphological
variation of consequence is in the FPL, where both allati and al-

lawati occur. See Table 14 for the attested forms.

Table 14: Relative pronouns by scribal hand

Hand MSG FSG MDU MPL FPL
31541 (431)
A Sl (779) | i/ |
JW\ (44v)
3\,l) (741)
B e/l )| — | i/ |
i - S (74v)
C —_ O.“:JJ\ /O.“’JJ\ —
D Sdidsn | L | oNiEsy)

The two forms of the FPL relative pronoun—’allawati and
’allati—are both well known from other corpora. One of these,
“allati, occurs in the Quran, though the other Quranic variant,

spelled consonantally both ¥l and J, is not attested in Vat. Ar.
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13.* The ’allawati variant is frequently mentioned as the main al-
ternative to °allati in later Classical Arabic texts (e.g., in Wright
I: 271). In this case again, early variation in Vat. Ar. 13—with
both Hand A and Hand B, the earliest two hands using both var-
iants—gives way to the more typical Classical form ’allati in the
latest scribal hand (D). The early hands differ from the other
early Arabic Gospel MSS, which attest a FPL relative pronoun
’ltyn, presumably ’allatin(a):

(90) londl o g on) o5 il dmy o o 08 o Alr OIS
(Sinai Arabic MS 72, 36r) wwis]
w-k’n hn’k nswh ktrh ynzrn mn byd “llityn kun ’tbn l-ysw‘ mn
’l-glyl l-yhdmn-h
‘And there were many women watching from far off who
had followed Jesus from Galilee to serve him’
O1) g o 0l Ll Sl (G lae gpe Ll Gl aiy dam
(Sinai Arabic MS 70, 29v) g ,ally sl - ldnay
hynyd ysbh mlk °l-sm’ Srh ‘d’ry tlk °ltyn *hdn srug-hn w-hrgn
ystgbln ’l-htn w-’l-rws
‘The kingdom of heaven is like ten virgins, who took their
lamps and went out to greet the bridegroom and wedding
procession’

The form ’allatin(a) is straightforwardly an analogical creation:
MSG “alladi : FSG allati :: MPL alladina : X = ’allatina. Whether or
not this was purely a literary creation, or was generated by a

speech community, and thus at least at one point part of a spoken

* This form was read variously, including alldy and ’all@i, both of which
possibly lie behind the consonantal text. For arguments in favour of
/allay/, see Van Putten (2022, 280, §A.4.5).
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vernacular, is unclear. In any event, by the 11th century CE, the
form that becomes typical of Classical Arabic prose, °allati, be-

comes the typical form used in the Gospel MSS:

(92) Wl o5y pemabian i) Y1 (gl opbund Laedl 6580 4025 Sim
(Vatican Borgiana Arabic MS 71, 43v) .zl
hynydan tsbh mlkwh °l-sm’ I-Srh ‘d’ry °Pty *hdn ms’byh-hn w-
hrgn l-lg° °l-htn
‘Then the kingdom of heaven is like ten virgins who took
their lamps and went out to meet the bridegroom’
(93) oy ol ds) W (g le i Ll o Sle aa5 da
(Sinai Arabic MS 69, 40r) .zl Ll
hynyd tsbh mlkwt ’l-sm’ -t ‘d’ry ’IP’ty *hdn ms°byh-hn w-hrgn
l-lg°’ °l-htn
‘Then the kingdom of heaven is like ten virgins who took
their lamps and went out to meet the bridegroom’

2.3. Adverbs of Manner

Likewise, adverbs of manner that are built on ka + demonstra-
tive pronouns attest either the prefixed ha in, e.g., *hakada ‘in
this way’, or the infixed li in, e.g., *kadalika, in all but one in-
stance. As in other categories, there is both inter- and intra-
scribal hand orthographic variation in the spelling of the prefixed
ha, whether plene or defective. See Table 15 (facing page). Pre-
sumably the distribution of hakada and kada, as well as that of
kadalika and kadaka, reflect the same kind of dialectal
Higazi/Nagdi distinctions that characterise the distribution of the
relevant pronominal forms, though I have not found this explic-

itly mentioned by grammarians like Al-Farrd’.
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Table 15: Adverbs of manner by scribal hand

Hand *hakada *kadalik *kada
A 1S (80V), 14iSa 14S5 14S™ (82v)
B 1Sl
@ISla (1, 31, 4v), cusls | cldsS,, cllus
¢ (4v), 1iSs (4r), 1iSa (4V) B
D 13

These compound forms—with ha and li—are the ones attested in
the Quran, as well as in the early Christian Arabic MSS. Hand D
is the only scribal hand to attest exclusively defective spellings,
and Hand C is the only scribal hand to spell final *a with both
’alif and ya@’ (dotted and undotted). Such (sis” / s.S spellings are
known from other corpora, including early Islamic-era papyri
(Hopkins 1984, 15, §12.3) and Christian MSS (Blau 1966-1967,
83, 810.2.2), and is in fact attested in MSS of texts universally
considered to be written in Classical Arabic (Wright 1896,
I:266a).

2.4. Presentatives

Additionally, deictic elements are combined and used as present-
atives in Vat. Ar. 13. Occasionally, the MSG demonstrative pro-
noun is used in this way, though, unlike in normative Classical
Arabic, it occurs here with a plural referent (see Fischer 2002,
146-47, §248; Blau 1966-1967, 464, §363.2).
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(94) ol b alnb Jow ¥ b cpshaiy Sl 13Ls (171-17)
h’d’ ’rb’w-k yflwn m’ P yhl fl-h fy °l-sbt
‘Here are your disciples doing what is not allowed to do on
the Sabbath’

As in Classical Arabic corpora, the combination of independent
pronoun + da / di / ’ul@’i, the latter element typically lacking ha,
can be used as a presentative (Fischer 2002, 147, §279a).

(95) p omd 8 gy ) (1) Lod Wbl 1352 M5 i (51V)
‘nd dlk huwd’ ’l-muslim Im’ r’y °n ysw¢ qd $¢b ndm
‘Then, behold the betrayer, when he saw that Jesus had
been condemned, he felt regret’

When the deictic particle ha is present, however, it often stands
in front of the pronoun, e.g., ha-’ana da, etc. (Fischer 2002, 147,

§279Db). Such constructions are likewise attested in Vat. Ar. 13.

(96) 48y LSy Lol (SII L)) I3LILe s (40V)
f-l-dlk b’ °n’> @ °rsl ’ly-km °nby’ w-hkm’ w-ktbh
‘For this reason here I am sending to you prophets and
sages and scribes’

(97) ) e gl (S 1iLs (141)
h’nd’ °rsl-km k-’l-bhmi byn ’l-dy’b
‘Here I am sending you like cattle among wolves’

(98)  whoy 2dl ]y i 5 asldl sl sy lg Y smomal g S
ool sl b (53V)
w-q’l I-hm °hg‘'w’ ’l-’an wa-stryhit’ hahydh °l-s>h qd hdrt wa-
bn ’l-b3r yslm fy °ydy °l-htah
‘And he said to them, “Lie back and relax, here the hour
has arrived and the Son of Man will be handed over into
the hands of sinners™
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In the Quran, a similar vocative construction, but with the ha
element prefixed to both the pronoun and the demonstrative el-
ement, occurs (,.Lc & (,.Q Lod (oo Yon V:JU: ha-antum hawula’
hagagtum fi-ma la-kum bi-hi Glm ‘Here you are, having argued
about that of which you have no knowledge’ (Q3.66) (see Van
Putten 2022, 279 for reference, the reconstructed phonetic reali-
sation, and the translation). This is attested once in the Gospels
of Vat. Ar. 13.
(99) sy LY oo Liahy 3 Yl o>ils (64V)

h’nhn *wl qd rfdn’ gmy* °l-’Sy’ w-shbn’>-k

‘See, we are the ones who have left everything and followed

?

you

Another construction, consisting of the deictic ha + object
particle ’iyya + pronominal suffix occurs occasionally in the MS,
although the writing in this portion of the folio is slightly faded,
so it is not certain.

(100) sz Mo oLl o) Liala CQWJ\ ol kB e ("Q JB 4 (42r)
f-’n @’l -km hynyd q’yl °n °l-msyh ’hn’ °w h”’y’-h f-P tsdqw’
‘And if anyone tells you at that time, “The messiah is
here!” or “Here he is!,” do not believe it’

Finally, there is a hybrid form of sorts, in which the deictic par-
ticle ha immediately precedes the FSG demonstrative pronoun
hadihi.
(101) oy 8 L Al osnls odoe b By (677)
w-q’l I-h y° ‘gym-y h°hdh °l-tynh °lty I‘'nt-h’ qd ybst
‘And he said to him, “My Lord, here this fig that you
cursed has withered!”
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While the latter is, as far as I know, unattested in the corpus

of Christian Arabic MSS roughly contemporary with Vat. Ar. 13,
presentatives of the sort ha + pronoun + demonstrative do oc-
cur. There, however, gender agreement is often neutralised, with
either the pronominal element, the demonstrative, or both (for
other examples, see Blau 1966-1967, 466, §365).
(102) Ly} Wiy Joos l)dall 6342 (Sinai Arabic MS 74, 2r)

hwdh °l-‘dr’ thbl w-tld °bn’

‘Behold, the virgin will be with child, and will give birth

to a son’
(103) Ll sy Joos |)dsll 1352 (Sinai Arabic MS 72, 3v)

hwd’ ’l-‘dr’ thbl w-tld *bn’

‘Behold, the virgin will be with child, and will give birth

to a son’

Elsewhere, the combination ha@ + pronoun is attested, as in the
following example from Sinai Arabic MS 69 (1056 CE).
(104) Wl sy Lo Jsedl _als (61)

h’hy °l-btwl thbl w-tld *bn’

‘Behold, the virgin will be with child, and will give birth

to a son’

Occasionally, just ha is used, as in Sinai Arabic MS 111 (13th
century CE).
(105) Gl A, J>s gl e (31)

h’ ’l-‘dry thbl w-tlid °bnan

‘Behold, the virgin will be with child, and will give birth

to a son’

Vat. Ar. 13 stands out among the early Christian Arabic MSS in

the diversity of forms attested. Gender agreement, but perhaps
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not number agreement, is operative in Vat. Ar. 13, whereas it is
not always so, or at least not consistently so, in other early Chris-
tian MSS.

2.5. Vocative Constructions

Both ya and (ya) ’ayyuha occur in vocatives across Vat. Ar. 13.
Ya is often, though not always, spelled defectively when follow-
ing words beginning with ’alif: _BY! s¥,, ‘Oh, you sons of
snakes!’ (19r). There are a number of set phrases involving ya +
noun, many exhibiting characteristic shortening of the 1sG pro-
nominal suffix, as in °abati, or the suffixed elements -a and -ah
(on which, see Fischer 2002, 95-96, §§157b-58), or the reduced
nominal form sah(i) (< *sahibi) (Fischer 2002, 96, §159). The
following is a complete list of vocative constructions that occur
in the Gospels of Vat. Ar. 13.

2.5.1. ya ’abat(i)

(106) sl oy oy U SCa) JBy I3 i gy Sl o) U3 b
(A71) 2\,
fy dlk ’l-zm’n °¢’b ysw* ‘nd dlk w-q’l *skr I-k y’bti rb ’l-sm’w’t
w-l-rd
‘At that time Jesus answered then and said, “I thank you,
Father, Lord of Heaven and earth™

2.5.2. ya ’abatah

(107) o oo b 23 108 0 sl U Jiiy Joas Lam (530)
fva-gv‘l yslli w-yqiil }"/’ ’bta-h °n kan °ly c_ill% sbyl f-l-ygr ‘n-ni
‘And he began praying, “O Father, if there is a way, let
[this cup] pass from me™
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2.5.3.
(108)

2.5.4.
(109)

2.5.5.

(110)

2.5.6.

(111)

2.5.7.

(112)
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ya bunayy(i)

la b & Sl Al Jis (11)

f-@’l I-dlk °l-muhbbal tq y’ bnyyi

‘And he said to that lame man, “Believe, O my son!”’

ya ‘agabah

L) o aslor s (Sl oloee U 10y omend 09y )l U3 (613
(351)

f-r’y dlk ’rb’w-h f-t'gbw’ w-@’lw’ y’ ‘gb’-h I-I-tynh kyf ybst s>‘h
n I'n-k’

‘And his disciples saw that and were amazed and said,

“Whoa! How did the fig tree dry up immediately when he
cursed it?!”

ya sahi

Lals I edss LS 7 Lo U & s (370)
f-@’LlI-h y’ s°h kyf dhlt °ly h’hn’
‘And he said to him, “Hey you, how did you enter here?””

ya habatah

gy gmio ol el slin L o L S8 (57V)

f-@’L -k’ d“y y’ hbt’-h ’l-bnyn °n ysb'w’ bdw’

‘And he said to her, “O woman, let the sons eat and be
filled first”

ya hada

d/\.«pjwj.@.bé\ﬁusQwﬂddﬁjd\ogw\w(78r)
f-md ’ysw¢ yd-h °’ly-h w-@’l I-h qd Syt y’ hd’ f-tthr mn brs-k
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‘And Jesus stretched out his hand and said to him “I want

'777

[to heal you], O man, so be healed from your leprosy

2.6. Compound Interrogative *lima ‘why?’

A number of interrogative pronouns occur in Vat. Ar. 13, all of
which are known from other corpora, though the frequency and
distribution of several are rather unique and deserve note (see
below, Ch. 8, §2.0). One of those interrogatives attested here is
*lima ‘why?’, which is ubiquitously spelled short, as V‘S’ in Vat.
Ar. 13.

(113) Jaad 9)\ s ~ (161)
Im hrgtm °ly °l-qfl
‘Why have you come into the desert?’
(114) ol Yl o el e ] (31V)
[m td'w-ny s°’lh’ lys sth °P °llh °l-w’hd
‘Why do you call me righteous? There is no one righteous

except God alone’

The short spelling is by far the more common in, e.g., the Quran,
though long spellings of *lima and other compound interroga-
tives containing *md, occur (Van Putten 2022, 281, §A.4.7). I
have not encountered it in the other early Christian Arabic MSS,

and Blau does not mention its occurrence either.

2.7. Suffix Conjugation Passives of II-Y/W Roots

The vocalisation of the passive of perfectives of II-Y/W roots, the
so-called ‘hollow’ verbs, constituted a point of diversity in the

pre- and early Islamic period. The grammarians Sibawayh (Al-
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Kitab, IV: 342-44) and Al-Farra’ (Lugat al-Qur’an, 14) both men-
tion three possible realisations (examples of *quwila ‘it was said’):
(1) qila, according to Al-Farra’ typical of the dialects of the Higaz;
(2) qiila, typical of Faq‘as and Dubayr, branches of the >Asad con-
federation; and (3) qiila,® typical of the Qays, ‘Uqayl, and the
‘common people’ of the *Asad confederation. The Higazi form, as
expected, is the only form represented in the Quranic consonan-
tal text, written J3, and this is the only form attested in Hands
A, B, and D. In the portions produced by Hand C, however, we
find both the |3 spelling as well as, in two instances, 3l In fact,
the latter is used twice whereas the former only once.

This spelling of II-Y/W root passives with a prefixed ’alif in
the suffix conjugation is well known from other early Christian
Arabic MSS (Blau 1966-1967, 161), including not only Js! and
other II-Y/W roots, such as ;.| ‘it was driven’, but also II-’ roots,
like el ‘he was asked’, and even geminate II=1Il, i.e., geminate,
roots, e.g., > )}i ‘T was restored’. Blau (1966-1967, 160-61) argues
that these spellings are the result of a reanalysis of the verb stem
of this class of verbs, from form I to form IV, apparently by anal-
ogy due to overlap in the passive of the imperfective: yugam :
’ugim :: yuqal : X = °uqil. However, this spelling remains in use
in later Christian MSS, dating in some cases into the 15th century

CE (or later), when vocalisations make it likely we are dealing

® This third form is the subject of some debate. Sibawayh describes this
as ’iSmam, which Van Putten (2022, 30-31, including n. 8) argues is
characterised by lip rounding, which results in a high /y/ vowel best
represented when long as /ii/ and when short as /ii/. I have followed
this convention here throughout.
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with an underlying qiila realisation. Note the following pair of
verses from Sinai Arabic MS 80 (1469 CE), where on the same
folio both spellings are used, each written with a dammah over
the ya’.
(115) 51 &l pamems 25 (10V)

qd smtm °n-hu *qyul

‘You have heard that it was said...’
(116) 5 &l zzame 15 (10V)

qd smtm °n-hu qyul

‘You have heard that it was said...’

It might be tempting to think of the dammah in this case as
merely orthographic, perhaps to indicate the passive realisation,
but the same spelling is the one used in, e.g., Ibn Halawayh’s
Kitab al-Badi‘ when he reports on the giila variant among Quranic
readers (see, e.g., MS Ar. 3051, 25v; note that the spelling there
is J;é, with the dammah on the qaf, whereas in the Christian MSS
it is more commonly written on the ya’). Stokes (2022, 169-71)
suggests that qgiila was a popular realisation of II-Y/W passive
forms in the suffix conjugation, but that, as Higazi forms spread
and became prestigious, the Higazi form qila spread as well. Such
a realisation, closer to the passive of form IV, could have led to
the reanalysis Blau proposes.

Another alternative worth mentioning here is that the ’alif
represents a prothetic vowel appended due to the elision of short
vowels in open, unaccented syllables. The historical passive of
*QWL was presumably *quwila. However, the three surface forms
mentioned by the early grammarians—qiila, gila, and giila—were

likely the results of different intermediate forms. For example,
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qtla is best understood as reflecting *quwila > quwula (vowel
harmony) > qiila, whereas the opposite harmony likely stands
behind qila, i.e., *quwila > *giwila (> *qiyila) > qila. The third
variant, giila, is trickier, but might reflect *quwila > *quyila. The
Christian spellings | versus 3l can straightforwardly be read as
/qytl/ versus /Vqyil/ or even long /qyiil/ versus /Vqyiil/
(where V = a non-phonemic prothetic vowel of indeterminate
quality), both of which < *qyiil < quyiila. This stress may appear
at first rather strange, since we expect antepenultimate stress in
these cases. However, the Christian Arabic corpus in general at-
tests spellings with prothetic °alifs, which Blau (1966-1967, 62—
63, §3.3) interprets as evidence of a (historically) penultimate
stress shift: .| /Vsgir/ ‘small’ and o, ,»23| /VqSa‘rirah/ ‘shud-
ders’. Vat. Ar. 13, while typically rather conservative in this as-
pect of its orthography, attests two spellings that appear to con-
stitute evidence for prothesis: £, presumably /Vmliik/ ‘kings’
(fol. 29r) and (,.ALEJ\ presumably /Viga-hum/ ‘he found them’ (fol.
56r). Internal passives with the same stress pattern are attested
in a number of modern dialects, e.g., in Najdi: srig alongside sirg
‘it was stolen’, contrasted with active sirag ‘he stole’ (Ingham
2008, 332, §2.2.4.5).

Whatever the underlying realisation might have been, the
important point here is that Hand C, alone among the scribal
hands in Vat. Ar. 13, reflects an orthographic innovation primar-
ily associated with—and attested in—the writing tradition at-
tested in other Christian MSS from the Levant.
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2.8. Apocopates of Geminate Verbs (II =III Roots)

It is well known that imperatives and apocopates of geminate
(II=1I1I) roots have two possible shapes, according to the gram-
marians, either vCCvC or (v)CvCC, e.g., Vrdud or Vrudda/u. The
former, unmetathesised form is characteristic of dialects of the
Higaz, whereas the latter, metathesised form is associated with
the Nagd (Sibawayh, Al-Kitab, III: 529-32). The Quran attests
both, but the Higazi form is much more frequent than the Nagdi
one (Van Putten 2022, 108, gives the count of 43 instances of the
Higazi versus only eight of the Nagdi). Likewise, Vat. Ar. 13 at-
tests both unmetathesised/Higazi and metathesised/Nagdi forms.

Note the following examples.

2.8.1. Unmetathesised Forms

(117) s, & SIS (,J o Lsb (15v, Hand A)
twb’ I-mn Im yskk fy mr-y
‘Blessed is the one who does not doubt me’

(118) o 3 el b &y SUlSe o 5 hoed) g JB e ) (ST 31 5
bodd S oy 0556 sy (6 ll o By (oo o s B ISesy

(67r Hand B) J

’l-hq °qwl I-km °n mn q’l I-hd’ °’l-gbl 21 mn mk’n-k w-q fy °l-
bhr tm Im yskk fy nfs-h bl ywmn w-ysdq °n °ldy yqwl-h ykwn
w-ytm f-l-ykn I-h m’ ¢’l
‘Truly I tell you that whoever says to this mountain,
“Move from your spot and fall into the ocean!” and then
does not doubt himself but has faith and believes that
what he says will happen, let whatever he says happen’
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(119)

(120)

(121)

2.8.2.

(122)
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s SISy sllis) J 0055 el L ) SE ol 4 U85
(47v, Hand D)
wa-q’l la-hu w-"n sakka °l-n’s fyk °gm‘ina wa-hdlw-k Im *hdl-
k w-lm *skk fy-k
‘And he said to him, “Even if everyone doubted you and
forsook you, I would not forsake you nor doubt you™
b S e Y sl (Sl o) o) ) JWB gaen) Ol
(411, S b e Mo Ui gl UL ) g 2y S iy
Hand A)
b ’yswe f-q’l I-hm *hdrw’ °n ydl-km °hd l-’n-h s-y’ty ktyr b-
’sm-y w-ygwl kl w’hd mn-hm °n-y °n’ °l-msyh hq’ f-ydll b-hm
n’s ktyr
‘Jesus answered and said to them, “Beware that no one
lead you astray, because many will come in my name and
each one will say, “I am truly the Messiah,” and many

996

people will be led astray by them
oz o A il anendl 4 e sl 4y i (ST 81 o)
(30r, Hand A)

’l-hq ’qwl I-km l-yfrhn b-h °>$d mn frh-h b-’l-ts‘h w-"l-tsyn Ity
Im tdll

‘Truly I tell you that he will rejoice more than his rejoicing
in the 99 who did not go astray’

Metathesised Form

Els Ul el V'S asrmea) b 1580w ol Lnall &) JB (71v, Hand B)
@’LI-h ’l-sf °n Skw”’ fy-k *gm‘wn Im 5k °’n’ fy-k

® Note in this example the difference between the subjunctive of form

IV, which exhibits the expected form ydl, presumably /yudill(a)/, and

the jussive of form I tdll, presumably /tVdlul/.
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‘Peter said to him, “Even if all of them doubt you, I will

not doubt you™
(123) sl il om0l > o5 (57v, Hand A)

w-Im yhb °n y‘Im b-mk°n-h °hd

‘And he did not want anyone to know where he was’
(124) (V4 NS 3 ~ (50r, Hand D)

Im yrudd Ty-hm gwaban

‘He did not reply to them’
Interestingly, the metathesised versus unmetathesised forms are
not equally likely across the MS; rather, different scribes appear
to have preferred one or the other. In fact, most examples occur
in portions copied by Hand A; Hands B and D attest only one
unmetathesised form each, by my count, against at least four me-
tathesised forms. Hand A therefore apparently preferred the
Higazi unmetathesised form, whereas Hand D preferred the me-
tathesised one. This fits the pattern of these two scribal hands in
other domains of grammar as well, where Hand A prefers Higazi
forms, but Hand D prefers those forms that become normative in
Classical Arabic. This is a pattern we have seen, and will continue

to encounter, throughout this study.

2.9. Imperatives of I-> Roots

Imperatives of I-’ roots typically attest two forms, one when pre-
ceded by a proclitic wa- or fa-, and another when not. Histori-
cally, this was due to a phonetic rule, whereby *’V’ sequences
became °V, so *’ti ‘bring! (MSG)’ becomes °it. This would not op-

erate, however, with the proclitics fa- / wa-, i.e., *fa-’ti / *wa-’ti.
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In the Quran, this resulted in the following by-forms (Van Putten
2022, 271).

(125) .1 (Q10.15) / =L (Q2.258)

’it / fat

‘come! (MSG)’ / ‘bring! (MsG)?
This same allomorphy is reflected in the ‘Arabiyyah corpus as well
(Fischer 2002, 128, §§237-38).

(126) = / s
i) / Calsly or Laldly
ugur / wa-gur
’italif / wa-"talif
‘reward! (MSG)’
‘unite! (MSG)’

In Vat. Ar. 13, imperatives of I’ roots occur in both contexts.
When not preceded by fa- or wa-, the Quranic and Classical forms
occur mostly as expected:

(127) Slles o 5Vl Sliey 8 Loa d) Slas Lidomy 0l cpdls Y o)
(33r) Use
’ydn I-°bn-y h’dyn ’n ygls’ m“k *hd-hm’ n ymyn-k w-I-’hr ‘n
Sm’l-k fy mlk-k
‘Permit these two sons of mine to sit with you, one on
your right and the other on your left, in your kingdom’

7 Van Putten (2018b; 2022, §5.2) argues convincingly that the language
behind the Quranic consonantal text reflects the loss of the hamzah in
this position. Therefore, *fa’ti was likely realised as fat in the Higazi
dialect behind the Quran.
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(128) Lals Jla ss (61V)
sytw-ny b-h ly Whn
‘Bring him to me here’
In at least one instance, however, the imperative of ’adina ‘he
permitted’, is attested with a prefixed fa-, but spelled as if it were
unprefixed:
(129) W Je &gl ol J ol col oS o) dew b & Jis L)l ol
(241) )
’#b ’l-sf’ f-@’l I-h y’ syd °n knt *nt f-’ydn l-y °n ’ty-k 1y °l-m’
‘Peter answered and said to him, “Lord, if it is really you,
then let me come to you on the water™

If the phonetic rule that determined the allomorphy were still
active, we would expect the spelling 3. It is possible, then, that
this is a hyper-correction, where the scribe misused a form asso-
ciated with a register with phonetic rules that were not active in
the register(s) and varieties with which he was more familiar.
Alternatively, we might imagine that use of ;i) here merely re-
flects a generalisation of ’idan to all contexts. In this case, the
spelling ;.. would represent a kind of pausal spelling that was

not characteristic of, e.g., the Quran.

2.10. Nouns Ending in *-@ + Pronominal Suffix

In two places in the Gospels of Vat. Ar. 13, both in sections copied
by Hand A, we find nouns ending in -a (< *é¢ < *ay(V)) with

pronominal suffixes. These should theoretically result in the same
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realisation, but they do not. In one case, we get the expected out-
come, spelled with °alif + pronominal suffix, whereas in the
other we find the text pointed as if with a ta’ marbiitah.
(130) Lz o)l wsle a) =L oS Ll (37V)
f-Im’ k’n b-hr’-h> m’tt °l-mrh ’yd’
‘And then it had all happened, the woman died as well’
(131) Y jzbpg lagiomb llay e 1)) 3 ke oluly (431)
w-tnt’n ythn’n fy °l-rh> m® yntlq b—"’hdt—hmJ w-yrfd ’l->hry
‘And two women (FDU) will be grinding at the mill to-
gether; he will take one and reject the other’

The phenomenon exhibited in the latter example, whereby
a noun ending in *-a was reanalysed as ending in -a(h), could be
related or identical to the one discussed by Blau (1966-1967,
117-18, §24.3.1.1), who suggests that the homophony between
the two outside of construct led to their conflation, which is at-
tested in modern dialects. A possible alternative explanation for
the above examples from Vat. Ar. 13 is that the consonantal
spelling of the Ur-text from which Hand A copied exhibited an
archaic spelling that the scribe did not recognise. In the Quran,
as well as a few early epigraphic inscriptions, III-Y roots are
spelled with a y@ (though often without dots, which were op-
tional), even when a pronominal suffix was included, as a conso-
nantal rendering of the following illustrates: ('..g.u\ los > A ool s
f-ma ’atani llahu hayrun mimma ’atakum ‘What Allah has granted
me is far greater than what he has granted you’ (Q27.36). Histor-
ically, this spelling reflected the difference between final *-aw(V)
(< II-W roots), which were realised -a in the Quran, and *-ay(V)
(< III-Y roots), likely realised -€ in the Quran (Van Putten 2017;



4. Morphology 137

2022, 133-35, §5.8). Once the realisation of both as @ became
widespread and normative, the orthography shifted over time to
reflect this. The shift in orthographic habit happened, in general,
fairly quickly, with remnants only sparsely attested.® And it turns
out that precisely this form, °’thda-huma, seems to retain this
spelling longer than most other eligible words, although it was
not otherwise common in early Christian Arabic MSS (Blau 1966—
1967, 237, §§8129.2). Indeed, I suggest that the scribe encoun-
tered skeletal lLugu~I, did not recognise it, and interpreted it as

reflecting an underlying ta’.

2.11. Elative/Superlative of hayr ‘better’

The adjective hayr ‘good’ and its antonym Sarr ‘bad, evil’ function
in the ‘Arabiyyah and Quran also as comparative/superlative ad-
jectives (al-tafdil) with no alternation in morphology. Subse-
quently, comparative/superlative forms for both based on the
typical morphology—namely ’af‘al—were created: ’ahyar ‘bet-
ter/best’ and ’asarr ‘more/most evil’. These occur in a number of
corpora, including Judaeo-Arabic and Christian Arabic MSS, but
also MSS in which otherwise Classical Arabic norms are charac-
teristic (Blau 1966-1967, 233, §126; Hopkins 1984, 112, §90;
Fischer 2002, 77, §124.2). In Vat. Ar. 13, both hayr and *hyr (pre-
sumably °ahyar, but also possibly ’ahér; on the latter, see Blau

1960, 50, 840b) occur. Once again, however, the distribution is

® As in, e.g., Or. 298, a MS of Garib al-Hadit, with L@.jj and Lg_g}s-i (fol.
2r, In. 14).
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by hand, with Hand A using the older form, and Hand C opting

for the newer, analogical one:

(132) )U@&O\y%mw\ojﬁwopg\&x&&}ﬁ45‘>!
(63r, Hand A bis) o\ el pmeedl

[-’n-h hyr -k °n tdhl °ly hy’h mlkwt °l-sm’ b-I’ yd mn °n tq‘ fy
n’r ’l-ghym w-l-k yd’n
‘Because it is better for you to enter into the life of the
kingdom of heaven without a hand, than for you to fall
into the fire of hell with both hands’

(133) > &R S IS Yy oyl o Aty Juzy o) S 5V (4v—
5r, Hand C bis)
*hyr Ik °n ydl w’hd mn *ws’l-k w-P kl gsd-k yq© fy ghnm
‘If it better for you that one of your members be lost but
your whole body not fall into hell’

Hand C once again patterns with other early Christian Arabic
scribal patterns against the other scribal hands, which attest var-

iant forms.



CHAPTER 5. MORPHOSYNTAX:
NOMINAL CASE

It is well-known that Classical Arabic attests a set of inflectional
morphemes to mark nominal case and indefiniteness on SG nouns
and/or unboundness on SG, DU, and PL nouns, referred to in Ara-
bic as ’i‘rab (case markers) and tanwin (nasalisation). Based on
comparative Semitic and internal Arabic evidence, the Classical
Arabic system can in general be reconstructed for Proto-Arabic
(Hasselbach 2013, 322-26, §6.5; Al-Jallad and Van Putten
2017).! The ’irab and tanwin morphemes reconstructible for
Proto-Arabic, and assumed in the analysis throughout the chap-

ter, are as follows (see Table 16, overleaf).?

! Jonathan Owens has frequently (1998a; 1998b; 2006-2009; 2015) ar-
gued against the existence of the case system that is reconstructed here
in Proto-Arabic, and indeed questioned whether a single Proto-Arabic
can be posited to have existed at all. See Huehnergard (2017, 12-14)
and Al-Jallad and Van Putten (2017a; 2017b) for thorough discussions
of Owens’s methodological assumptions, as well as problems associated
with reconstructing multiple proto-Arabics, both with and one without
case, based on the absence of nominal case in modern dialects. The ev-
idence for the existence of the morpho-syntactic nominal case inflec-
tional system reconstructed here, both within Arabic and in numerous
related Semitic languages, is more than sufficient for its reconstruction
in Proto-Arabic (on Proto-Semitic case, and the evidence from Arabic,
see also Hasselbach 2013).

2 As Pat-El (2012) shows, the definite article is not reconstructible to
the ancestor of Arabic, called Proto-Central Semitic, but rather spread
areally over time among these languages. Proto-Arabic almost certainly

©2026 Phillip W. Stokes, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0517.05
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Table 16: Case (’irab) and nasalisation (tanwin) reconstructible for
Proto-Arabic

State NOM GEN ACC
-un -in -an
ABS . o .-
oS kitab-un S kitab-in LS kitab-an
SG
-u -1 -a
CST . .
oS kitab-u oS kitab-i oS kitab-a
-ani -ayni
ABS N . .
obls™ kitab-ani oS kitab-ayni
DU
-a -ay
CST L L
LS kitab-a 2\ kitab-ay
-una -ina
ABS Lo o
0sd\b talib-iina oL talib-ina
MPL
-1 -i
CST
(1) s\ talib-u b talib-i
at-un at-in
ABS
oUW talibat-un oUW talibat-in
FPL
at-u at-i
CST L e
oUW talibat-u oUW talibat-i
u-g a-g
ABS . .
35l Yaswad-u 350 Yaswad-a
Diptote .
-u -1 -a
CST

’r“i >aswad-u ’r“i ’aswad-i:,.j aswad-a

lacked a definite article (Al-Jallad 2022), so the [-definiteness] feature
of tanwin on singular triptotic nouns is not reconstructible to Proto-Ar-
abic. Rather, as in Proto-Semitic, nasalisation (tanwin) served to mark
unbound/absolute state on nouns, as it still does with the DU and sound
MPL in numerous pre-modern Arabic corpora, including the Quran, early
Christian Arabic MSS, and early Islamic-era papyri, in addition to the
‘Arabiyyah.
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Based on transcriptions, as well as orthographic patterns in
the epigraphic record, it is clear that already in the pre-Islamic
period this system had been reduced in some varieties, and lost
completely in others (Al-Jallad 2015; 2017a; 2018a; Al-Jallad
and Van Putten 2017). For example, evidence suggests that in the
varieties represented in the Safaitic corpus of inscriptions, tanwin
had been lost, along with nominative and genitive inflection (a
loss of word-final high vowels), but the accusative was retained
(Al-Jallad 2015, 69-72, §4.6). In his explication of the traditional
position regarding the linguistic history of Arabic, which centred
around the presence/absence of the case (and verbal mood) sys-
tem, Blau (1977) considered varieties in which case was lost to
have been peripheral, believing that most pre-Islamic varieties of
Arabic in the peninsula retained it until the period of the Islamic
conquests. However, close study of the Quranic consonantal text
suggests rather that already in the 6th century CE, if not earlier,
the Proto-Arabic case system had been reduced in the Higaz, and
tanwin lost completely (Van Putten and Stokes 2018; Van Putten
2022, 182-92). In a study of the Damascus Psalm Fragment, Al-
Jallad (2020a, 69-73) has suggested that a continuation of
Higazi-like dialects similar to that seen in the Quran, which he
calls ‘Old Higazi’, constituted the first literary and colloquial
prestige variety(ies) in the *Umayyad period in the Levant, such
that the language of the Psalm fragment, with its vestigial accu-
sative and (possible) retention of the genitive in non-word final
position, represented a further evolution of the kind of partial

case system attested in the Quran.
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Christian monastic writing in Arabic began already in the
’Umayyad period (Griffith 1997), and, as Al-Jallad (2020a) has
persuasively argued, is part of a literary tradition that initially
reflected not only a Quranic/Higazi-based orthography and writ-
ing tradition, but Higazi linguistic features as well, presumably
including at most a partial case system. It was only subsequently,
toward the end of the Umayyad period, that the archaic case
system associated with the gasidah poetic corpus became prestig-
ious, with its full ’irab + tanwin on triptotic nouns, and it was
likely then that it was imposed on the oral recitation of the Quran
(Al-Jallad 2020a, 63-73; Van Putten 2022, §§7.1-3). In this con-
text, it is not clear when, and to what degree, the nominal case
system was seen as a particularly meaningful feature among
Christians (and others). Stokes (2023a; 2023b) looked at numer-
ous Christian MSS, ranging from the 9th to 15th centuries CE, and
found that the system attested in the Quranic consonantal text
was often, though not ubiquitously, present, but occurred along
with orthographic conventions adapted to represent various non-
Quranic and non-Classical usages of tanwin. Thus, the spread of
the archaic system of ’irab and tanwin as a sine qua non of high
literary style and performance, apparently associated with in-
creasing popularity of the qasidah as a vehicle for legitimacy
among contenders to the leadership of the early Islamic commu-
nity (Webb 2016, Chs 5-6; Al-Jallad 2020a, 69-73; Miller 2024,
883, 8-9), likely gained popularity only in a very uneven fashion,
and, in the early Christian writings at least, seems to have com-

peted with other offshoots of Proto-Arabic case. Any analysis of
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nominal case in early Islamic-era texts must therefore resist a tel-
eological approach that assumes the ubiquitous prestige of one
manifestation over another. Relatedly, examinations of this fea-
ture in pre-modern Arabic corpora should pay attention to the
different components of the system individually. It is possible for
case to be retained, e.g., when non-word final, but lost elsewhere,
such as when word final, or for one element to be retained while
the others lost (as in Go%z, for example, which retained the ac-
cusative but initially merged, and then lost, the nominative and
genitive). Further, as will be argued below, different case systems
can co-occur in one and the same text. Priority should thus be
given to thorough documentation and description, and contextu-
alisation within the linguistic landscape of the early Islamic pe-
riod.

The present chapter aims to describe the manifestations of
the nominal case system visible in the consonantal spelling of
Hands A, B, and C, as well as both the consonantal spellings and
vocalisations of Hand D. For each, parallels from other relevant
early corpora will be adduced to contextualise the data. As we
will see, the case system attested in Vat. Ar. 13 is very close to
the one reconstructible for Proto-Arabic, much more so than in
contemporary Gospel MSS, though sharing features with the lat-
ter as well. We begin with spellings of triptotic case inflection,

followed by DU and, finally, sound MPL inflection.

1.0. Nominal Case on Triptotes

Of the triptotic inflectional categories, indefinite accusative is the

only one that is visible in consonantal spellings of nouns, unless
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they end in either t@’ marbiitah® or final long-vowel sequences, in
which no case is visible. For that reason, we begin our discussion
of triptotes on singular and broken plural patterns with the accu-
sative, based on the distribution of spellings with the ’alif that
marks the indefinite accusative, called in Arabic ’alif al-tanwin
(85.1.1). After looking closely at the distribution of the ’alif al-
tanwin, we will look at genitive (85.1.2) and nominative inflec-
tion (85.1.3) as attested in Hand D, the only hand that indicates
word-final short case vowels. Following these categories, we
study a subset of nouns—five in number, and therefore referred
to in Arabic grammar as al-’asma’ al-hamsah ‘the five nouns’—the
triptotic inflection of which is characterised by a long vowel,
spelled plene, when in construct (§5.1.4). The data from another
subset of triptotes the spelling of which indicates the case of the
noun in consonantal spellings is the so-called ’asma’ mamdiidah,
nouns ending in *@’V, will then be examined (85.1.5). When a
pronominal suffix is added to nouns in this category, their case is
represented orthographically with a glide homorganic with the
quality of the case vowel (when nominative or genitive), i.e., L.
’sm’ ‘names’, but (..:ajLM;\ ’sm’w-hm ‘their names (nom)’ / (..@LM\
’sm’y-hm ‘their names (GEN)’ / V.h\.‘s.w\ >sm’-hm ‘their names (ACC)’.
The final kind of triptotic noun for which we have data is the
noun *bVd’, ‘beginning’, which is spelled with a final glide indi-

cating case (85.1.6).

% The feminine ending *-at was possibly diptotic in Proto-Arabic. For
the evidence and arguments, see Van Putten (2017b).
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1.1. Accusative / Alif al-Tanwin and Fatha(tan)
Spellings

Across the MS as a whole, virtually all alif al-tanwin spellings—
approximately 99 percent—occur in accusative contexts. The ’alif
al-tanwin thus primarily serves in Vat. Ar. 13 to mark accusa-
tives—objects, adverbs, and nouns governed by subordinating
particles like *’inna and *’anna—corresponding to the system in
the Quran, the ‘Arabiyyah, and indeed as is reconstructible for
Proto-Arabic. The data on the distribution of ’alif al-tanwin /
fatha(tan) across the entire MS is presented in Table 17.

Table 17: Number of ’alif al-tanwin in total number of indefinite accu-
sative contexts, whole MS

’alif al-tanwin No ’alif al-tanwin Total

Accusative Contexts 664 31 695
Non-Accusative Contexts 7
Total 671

As part of this system, if a noun is spelled with °alif al-tanwin
(+ /- fathatan in Hand D), any orthographically eligible attribu-
tive adjective modifying the noun is typically written with it as
well. In six places, however, a ‘Dialectal Tanwin’ distribution is
attested, in which the noun is spelled with the relevant inflection,
but the adjective lacks it. Of these, five of six (83 percent) occur
in Hand D sections, with another in a section copied by Hand C.

Examples of this practice include.
(134) L UG- 4136, (511, Hand D)
w-q@’luw’ I-h hqan yqyn’
‘And they said to him, “very truly...”
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(135) o>y asles Y 1y g (.J = v.i;t»- o C\’ 25 (53r, Hand D)
qd blg min gaf’y-km hty Im tshrw’> my s’tan w’hdh
‘Your eyelids became so heavy that you were not able to
stay awake with me even one hour?’
(136) ok aepl Ay Sle & 5w 109 (51, Hand C)
w-mn shr-k myl-> w’hd °shb-h mylyn
‘Whoever makes you go one mile with him, go with him
two miles’
While some of these occur in contexts that may be considered
pausal, that is not universally the case, as can be seen in the last
example. Such a ‘Dialectal Tanwin’ distribution of case marking
occurs in genitive contexts as well, and is paralleled by other cor-
pora (see 8§4.0 below).

There are two categories of difference from the Proto-Ara-
bic case system as it relates to the distribution of ’alif al-tanwin
attested in Vat. Ar. 13: (1) accusative spellings in non-accusative
contexts, and (2) lack of accusative marking on eligible words in
accusative contexts. The first kind of atypical inflection occurs
when a nominal form is written with °alif al-tanwin, but occurs in
a non-accusative syntactic context. There are by my count seven
such forms, though it should be noted this number counts nouns
and attributive adjectives separately. In keeping with a pattern
attested in numerous domains of the grammar of the MS, these
examples—which cluster in a few verses—each occur in direct
speech. All examples occur in portions of the MS produced by
Hand A. The contexts, along with each example, are provided as

follows.



1.1.1.

(137)

1.1.2

(138)

1.1.3

(139)

1.1.4

(140)
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Predicate of Nominal Clause

=ty e Lo Lol L old) oYY Lol (311)

f-lys’ °’l->n ’tn’n bl °nm’ hm’ gsd’ w’hd’

‘So they (du) are no longer two, but rather they are one
flesh’

. ’ahad ‘someone’

Mwsbﬁm\»\ﬁ@vjjbﬁfwd\w\b\)@rb
(38v) &3

f-Im yqdr °hd’ mn-hm ’n ygb-h mrgw® w-lm ygtr *hd’ mn-hm

Ty mslt-h bd dlk

‘And no one of them was able to rebut him, and no one of

them dared to ask him anything after that’

. Subject of Passive Verb

Lis gl o Ciad Wy s ol e Loy Y Y (821)

[’n-h P ygtn’ mn °l-grs tyn’ w-P yqtf mn °l-‘wsg nb’
‘Because a fig is not picked from a thornbush, nor is a
grape picked from boxthorn’

. Final Noun in ’Idafah

knt gryb’ gyr morwf’

‘I was a stranger, unknown...’

In the first example above, it is possible that the scribe un-

derstood the negator laysa to subsequently imply kan. The accu-
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satives gsd’ w’hd’ ‘one body’ in the verse above may also be ex-
plained by appealing to such an implied verb or particle.* Alter-
natively, it is possible that the use of the adjective wahid triggered
tanwin. This is common in other Gospel MSS, as well as other
medieval corpora, and indeed the modern dialects, as we will see
below (§4.0). Such an effect of ’ahad is evident in the second ex-
ample, where it is twice marked with tanwin while in subject po-
sition. The nominative syntactic contexts mentioned above—
nominal predicates, the word ’ahad, and subjects of passive
verbs—are among the few contexts in which the nominative is
explicitly marked by Hand D (see §1.3 below).

The second kind of non-prototypical inflection consists of
nouns in accusative contexts that are not spelled with ’alif al-
tanwin. While examples of the absence of inflection occur in
Hands A, B, and C, Hand C is disproportionately represented, ac-

counting for over a third (10/31 = 32%) of such examples de-

* Such accusatives of apparently implicit verbs or particles are attested
frequently in the Quran, e.g., in Q4.164-65.
LSS ot 201085 B0 da T3 8 o A SiEa 5L
LS s 80 067 J250 5d B3 ) o B 505 i a2 S
‘There are messengers (ACC) whose stories We have told you already
and other messengers (ACC) We have not. And to Moses Allah spoke
directly. All were messengers (AcC) delivering good news (0BL) and
warnings so humanity should have no excuse before Allah after the
coming of the messengers. And Allah almighty, all-wise’

There is no explicit verb or particle that triggers the accusative in the
two instances of rusulan at the beginning of the verses. Presumably,
there is an implied kan or ’inna.
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spite Hand C contributing only 8 percent of the length of the Gos-
pel portions of the MS (7/86 folios). This difference can best be
illustrated by comparing the numbers and percentages of accusa-
tive forms in accusative versus non-accusative contexts broken
down by scribal hand (Tables 18-21).

Table 18: Number of alif al-tanwin in total number of accusative con-
texts, Hand A

’alif al-tanwin No °alif al-tanwin Total

Acc. Contexts 403 14 417
Non-Acc. Contexts 7
Total 410

In Hand A, who produced the largest portion of the Gospels in
the MS, 98 percent of spellings with °alif al-tanwin occur in syn-
tactically accusative contexts, and 97 percent of accusative con-
texts attest forms spelled with °alif al-tanwin.

Table 19: Number of ’alif al-tanwin in total number of accusative con-
texts, Hand B

’alif al-tanwin No dlif al-tanwin Total

Acc. Contexts 124 5 129
Non-Acc. Contexts —
Total 125

In Hand B, 96 percent of accusative contexts attest inflection with
?alif al-tanwin, and a full 100 percent of such spellings occur in
accusative contexts.

Table 20: Number of °alif al-tanwin in total number of accusative con-
texts, Hand C

’alif al-tanwin No “alif al-tanwin Total
Acc. Contexts 34 10 44
Non-Acc. Contexts —
Total 34
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In Hand C, 100 percent of spellings with “alif al-tanwin occur in
accusative contexts, yet only 77 percent of accusative contexts
attest eligible forms marked with °alif al-tanwin.

Table 21: Number of °alif al-tanwin in total number of accusative con-
texts, Hand D

’alif al-tanwin No ’alif al-tanwin Total

Acc. Contexts 107 2 109
Non-Acc. Contexts —
Total 107

In Hand D, 98 percent of accusative contexts attest spellings with
“alif al-tanwin, whether or not explicitly marked with fathatan,
and 100 percent of alif al-tanwin and/or fathatan spellings occur
in accusative contexts.
A minority of instances of case marking—or lack thereof—

are interesting and worth discussing. In two places in Hand A
sections, diptotes of the fa‘@’il and ’afa‘il broken plural patterns
in accusative contexts are spelled with °alif al-tanwin.
(141) gla) adl 0,58 w) >~ Sllia O V‘S) (22v)

w-lm yhrg hn’lk gr’yh’ ktyrh l-qlh >’ym’n-hm

‘But he did not do any more miracles there among them

because of their little faith’
(142) Llellda Ly Lyl 0 (78V)

l-qd r’yn’ ywm-n’ hd’ *“gyb’

‘We have seen miracles this day’
Two topics of la as an absolute negator (called in Arabic la al-
ndfiyah li-l-gins ‘the la that negates the genus’), both in portions
produced by Hand D, are written as if with different outcomes,
and both differ from what becomes the normative pattern, in

which the negated noun is in the accusative, but lacks tanwin.
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(143) ¢h Y L”S:J\ (..@_JK (13v)

k-’l-bhm Ity P’ r* I-R’

‘As the livestock who are without a shepherd’
(144) LS Gys S (54v)

f-P hwfan ‘Ty-km’

‘Do not be afraid’
In the second, the negated noun hwf ‘fear’ is accusative, but
marked also with tanwin. In the first example, by contrast, the
noun is spelled without the final glide y, suggesting a non-accu-
sative realisation, either /ra‘in/, or possibly /ra‘/ without a final
vowel, but presumably not /ra‘iya/. Note that this verse from the
Gospel of Matthew (9.36) contrasts with the same verse from the
Gospel of Mark (6.34), there in a Hand A section, which has the
more prototypical realisation:
(145) ;;“J Y L.SJ\ (..@_J\ O 1518 H_ﬁ}! (84v, Hand A)

[-’n-hm k’nw’ ysbhwn ’l-bhm °lty P r’y -k’

‘Because they resembled the livestock who are without a

shepherd’

This is one among a number of places where the grammatical
sensibilities of the different scribes that produced the tapestry of
Vat. Ar. 13 vary. This is also a syntactic context that led to sig-
nificant variation in the Christian Arabic corpus as well as among

the Quranic readers, as we will see further below (§4.0).

1.2. Genitive

Unlike accusatives, which can be seen in all hands due to the
consonantal alif al-tanwin spellings, genitive and nominative in-

flection is marked orthographically by means of short vowel only
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on most triptotic nouns. Only Hand D utilises full vocalisations,
and is thus the only hand whose sections might attest either. Fur-
ther, even in MSS in which vocalisations are utilised, and in
which the case system is fully in line with the Proto-Arabic one,
genitive and nominative are often optionally omitted.® For this
reason, I have not counted the total number of genitive contexts
in Vat. Ar. 13; rather, I have documented the contexts in which
genitive marking occurs, noting trends that appear to be relevant.

The genitive is much more frequently marked in Vat. Ar.
13 than the nominative is, a relative ratio that is quite common
across MSS, as we will see further below (§4.0). By my count, a
word-final kasra(tan) occurs 136 times in the portions of the MS
composed by Hand D. Of those, 134/136 (99 percent) occur in
genitive contexts. The factors that determine whether or not a
noun or adjective in the genitive is marked with a kasra(tan) are
not always clear. However, some factors, both syntactic and mor-
phological, seem to correlate with an increased likelihood of be-
ing marked.

First, the syntagm noun + adjective appears to correlate
with an increase in explicit case marking in the genitive. In

25/136 cases (18 percent) the syntagm involves nouns that are

5 This is so common that I consider it to be the norm, rather than the
exception, especially in MSS that date as roughly contemporaneous
with Vat. Ar. 13. For example, a perusal of Ar. 3315 will show that the
nominative and genitive are explicitly written with dammatan and kas-
ratan in a minority of cases; the accusative is regularly indicated conso-
nantally with °alif al-tanwin, but fathatan are similarly used inconsist-
ently.
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followed by attributive adjectives. Interestingly, however, the ad-

jective is not always marked, leading to a distribution identical

to ‘Dialectal Tanwin’, i.e., noun-Vn + adjective-g¢. Note the fol-

lowing examples.

1.2.1.
(146)

(147)

1.2.2.

(148)

(149)

Both Noun + Adjective Marked

oo TS o s gt S IS (9)

k-dlk kl sgrtin s’lhtin ttmr tm’ran hasanatan
‘Likewise, every good tree produces good fruit’
QLo ey § gy iz (481)

htf ysw* b-swtin “lin

‘Jesus shouted with a loud voice’

‘Dialectal Tanwin’ Distribution

kel oyl B B ks b el GBS e B il

(48v)

f-If-h fy sb’ybi knnan h’lsin nqyy w-dfn-h fy gqbrin gdydin mn

hg’rtin mnqwrh

‘And they wrapped him in pure, new linen and buried him

in a new tomb in a newly-carved rock’

Jizy by el Jomgy By s Sl L e ) sl
(54V) wloe

f-’ntlq ’l-mr’tyn mn ‘nd °’l-qbr msrtyni b-hwfin w-wglin $dyd

w-frhin w-gadlin ‘zym

‘Then the two women left the grave quickly with great

fear and awe, and great joy and enthusiasm’

It is tempting to read these examples circularly, as in line with

the pattern of pause in non-poetic Classical texts, where both the

case vowel and tanwin are dropped in pause. And indeed, the
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places where kasratan is missing in the above examples appear to
co-occur with a natural break in the flow of the narrative as one
might read it aloud. However, there are places that appear to be
in pause, but are nevertheless marked with the genitive, as in the

following example:

(150) 13,slacs £ ool Y o)l wl= bl oda f-5 ol W Jew Y1,
(51v) &3 3 agrw Lod
w-q’lw’ P yhll I-n’ ndhl hdhi °l-dr’hm hz’nti ’l-rb I-’n-h’ tm dmin
f-°wrw’ fy-m’ byn-hm fiy dlk
‘And they said, “It is not permissible to deposit these de-
narii in the Lord’s storehouse because it is blood money,”
so they consulted together on the matter’

The phrase tmn dmin, lit. ‘price of blood’, is in the same kind of
break in the flow of the narrative that, e.g., Sdyd in the phrase
wglin Sdyd w-frhin ‘and great fear and joy’ in example (149) above
is, yet it is marked with kasratan, whereas sdyd is not. We cannot
therefore simply conclude that the distribution of kasratan merely
replicated typical Classical Arabic pausal patterns. Perhaps some
interaction with oral performance, possibly related to contempo-
rary spoken Arabic, or at least a previously living one, is at play
here.

Second, adverbials consisting of nouns of time + ’id are

often, though not always, marked with kasratan.

hynydin yswmwn
‘At that time they will fast’

(152) el ) opr el Ly 5 yilla 65y ol JB (11V)
q’l I-hm ysw* °’ntlgw’ f-hrgw’ s’tydin mn °l-rglyn
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‘Jesus said to them, “Get out!”, and they immediately left
the two men’
(158) dos J oo 055 (90)
w-ktyryn yqwlwn l-y ywmydin
‘And many will say to me that day...’

Third, the presence of a 3MSG pronominal suffix is also fre-
quently marked with a kasrah, attesting the assimilation of the
vowel of the pronominal suffix to the (usually implicit) genitive.
In fact, 30 of the 136 examples of genitive marking (22 percent)
I have included here are instances of this pronominal suffix as-
similation.

(154) dye J) sllasls axele o agis (121)

f-nhd mn s>t-hi f-’ntlq °ly mnzl-hi

‘Then he got up immediately and went to his house’
(155) 2 Y1 oot po (S 08" (471)

k’n mtkyan m¢ tPmyd-hi °’l-’tny ‘asr

‘He was reclining with his twelve disciples’
Perhaps relatedly, other forms of word-final h@’ attract explicit
genitive marking. For example, the name Allah, which of course
ends in a ha’, though not of course a 3MsG suffix, is marked when

genitive.

(156) ‘;’J\ A 2lde sl (52v)
’gsm Ty-k b-’llhi °’l-hyy
‘T swear to you by the living God’
(157) 4l osShe b s o Snm 40,380 sl ol I (47V)
’ly °l-ywm °ldy ’$rb-h m“km gdydan fy mlkwti °llhi
‘Until the day I drink it [wine] with you anew in the king-
dom of God’
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(158) Lyl el S o) ogall n ks 355 (49V)
nagg nfs-k mn ’l-mwti °n knt l-lhi °bnan
‘Save yourself from death if you are the son of God’

And nouns that end in a ta’ marbiitah, likewise correlate with
higher rates of genitive marking (23/136 — 17%).
(159) anz2s Bsb By 0,uly @w ol o (11V)
tmm °n °l-qty“ b-’srhi rq’ fwq hdbtin
‘Then the whole herd went up onto the hill’
(160) i1 s il aghp anllal) 3 (ST U1 LuSs (14v)
wa-km’ °>qwl I-km fy °l-zulmti qwlw-h °ntm fy ’l-nuwri
‘And what I say to you in the darkness, you all say in the
light’
(161) 4l3; A8 e s (131)
f-dnt mn hudubi rd’y-hi
‘So he drew near to the edge of his cloak’

While kasra(tan) is almost always written in a genitive con-
text, in two instances a kasrah is marked word-finally on a noun
that does not stand in a genitive context. In the first example, the
noun, which ends in a ta@’ marbiitah, is marked with a kasrah de-
spite being a direct object.

(162) )l ali= el el J55 ol W oy V1 1) (51V)
w-@’lw’ °P yhill I-n’ °n ndhl hdhi °l-dr’hm hz’nti °l-rb
‘And they said, “It is not permitted to deposit these denarii
in the storehouse of the Lord™

Perhaps the scribe assumed the presence of a preposition and
pointed as genitive without adding the preposition. Otherwise, as
we will see, there are numerous parallels in other vocalised Chris-

tian MSS in which nouns ending in ta@’ marbiitah are pointed with
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a kasra(tan), regardless of syntax. The other example is syntacti-
cally nominative.
(163) & _;j}!\) Sgall sl CY\ hewary (14V)
w-syslm °l-°h °h’-hu I-I-mwti w-’-’bi ’bn-hu
‘And brother will give up his brother to death, and the
father his son’

Two possible explanations present themselves to explain this us-
age of the kasrah. Either there was a lapse due to the preceding
genitive of the noun mwt ‘death’, or perhaps the kasrah here is
not a case vowel, but rather is a prothetic vowel anticipating the
noun ’bn ‘son’, which typically begins with hamzat al-wasl, e.g.,

something like wa-1-’abi bn(a)-hu.

1.3. Nominative

The nominative case is explicitly marked only a handful of times
in the sections produced by Hand D. It is in fact quite common
for the nominative to be least frequently marked of the three
cases (Stokes 2023a, 290-91). There are by my count only 13
examples of damma(tan), all of which occur in nominative syn-
tactic contexts. The syntactic distributions of damma(tan) are
listed in Table 22.

Table 22: Nominative inflection by syntax

Syntactic Context Instances
Topic of Nominal Sentence 1
Predicate of Nominal Sentence

Topic of Existential Sentence w/ kana

Topic of Negative Existential Sentence w/ laysa
Subject of Active Verb

Subject of Passive Verb

WA= NDN
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In several cases, the marking of tanwin again follows a ‘Dialectal
Tanwin’-like distribution.
(164) ks jus oS (111)
f-k’n hdwun ‘zym
‘And there was a great calm’
(165) A o Oy o\.é}\),;fgj@ ola ylSy (48v)
w-k’n hn’k nswtun ktyr w’qf’t yngzrn mn bydin
‘And there were many women standing and watching
from far off’

This includes not only noun + adjective syntagms, but also noun
+ prepositional phrase ones as well. Nouns with explicit nomi-
native marking often seem to correlate with a relatively high de-
gree of specificity, translatable as ‘a certain...’. The following ex-

amples illustrate this.

(166) 4:SI o an, JWss (11V)

f-@’l rhtun mn °l-ktbti

‘And a certain group of the scribes said [...]’
(167) auddl sﬁj\ ab 2l eyl ’@5 < (54v)

’ty qwmun mn *wlyk °l-srth °ly °l-mdynh

‘A certain group of those guards came to the city’
Elsewhere, the function of the noun marked with the nominative
is similar to the adverb of specificity (Arabic tamyiz), but is in the
nominative instead:
(168) (s b 3a Ul _Jad 2l 2ty o (b Vihang (471)

wa-gluw’ yqv;/lwna l-h wahidun fa-w’hdun l-lliy °n’> huwa y’

syyd-ye
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‘And they started saying to him one by one, “Am I him,
master?”’®

Finally, of the topics of nominal sentences and subjects of verbal
sentences, those marked with tanwin tend to be backed, thus oc-
curring farther from the predicates than in unmarked sentences.
(169) % il o o) Zue Spall o o Lo (91)

hl tgny mn ’lI-Swk ‘nbun *w mn ’l-gyl tynun

‘Can a grape be picked from a thistle bush? Or a fig from

a thicket?’
(170) ’é\.\;’- Sk ey (10r)

w-tht ydy hd’mun

‘And there are servants under my command’

As we will see below (84.0), each of these categories has parallels
in other MSS.

1.4. ‘The Five Nouns’ (al-’asma’ al-hamsah)

A further manifestation of triptotic nominal case inflection in-
volves five nouns on which morpho-syntactic case is realised via
a long vowel, spelled plene, when in construct. These nouns—’ab
‘father’, ’ah ‘brother’, fum ‘mouth’, ham ‘father-in-law’, and the

6 The nominative instead of accusative here is attested in Classical texts,
such as the introduction to Ibn Halawayh’s Kitab al-Badi‘ (pg. 4).

Aolgp oy el B en Sl 83 Syl ey
wa-"ag‘alu l-huriifa 1-saddata fi l-hawasi muhrigatan bi-smin wahidun fa-
wahidun
‘T have put the rare variants in the margins, citing it by name [as op-
posed to single-letter sigla] one by one’

I thank Marijn van Putten for this reference.
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determinative dii ‘the one of/with’—are referred to together as
‘the Five Nouns’ (Arabic al-’asma@’ al-hamsah). The evidence from
these spellings thus provides insight into nominal case inflection
even in a manuscript that is otherwise unvocalised. There are 96
occurrences of eligible forms in the Gospel portions of Vat. Ar.
13. The data on their inflection and syntax is detailed in Table
23.

Table 23: Inflectional forms by syntactic contexts, whole MS

Nom. Form Gen. Form Acc. Form Totals

Nom. Context 18 — 1 19
Gen. Context — 48 — 48
Acc. Context 1 — 28 29
Totals 19 48 29 96

In keeping with the trend from other triptotic inflectional
categories already discussed, the majority of instances of these
nouns inflect as expected based on the case system reconstructi-
ble for Proto-Arabic, and, in the case of ‘the Five Nouns’, as is
attested in the Quran as well as the ‘Arabiyyah. In the Gospels of
Vat. Ar. 13, 95 percent of nominative forms occur in nominative
contexts; 100 percent of genitive forms occur in genitive con-
texts; 97 percent of accusative forms occur in accusative contexts.
Contextually it is the same, with 95 percent of nominative con-
texts attesting a nominative form, 100 percent of genitive con-
texts attesting a genitive form, and 97 percent of accusative con-
texts attesting a genitive form.

The only two examples of non-normative case inflection
both occur in the initial portion of the Gospel of Matthew, which
was produced by Hand C.
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(A71) olisdy Lonyely i) S5 gzl o (3V)
w-mn s>t-hm trkw” °l-sfynh w-"bw-hm’ w-lhq’-h
‘And they immediately left the boat and their father and
followed him’

As one of only two instances of atypical inflection, it is hard to
determine what to make of this, though a generalised nominative
is possible.” In the second example, the subordinating conjunc-
tion kama ‘as, just as’, immediately precedes the noun ’ab ‘father’
in the accusative.
(172) S L s sl VS\J.\ LS els o) oYl S (5v)

kwnw’ °I-’n °ntm k’mlyn km’ °b’-km °ldy fy °l-sm’ k’ml

‘Now, be perfect, just as your father in Heaven is perfect’
We might assume an implicit ’anna was part of the phrase in-

tended by the scribe, thereby triggering the accusative.

1.5. Final Glides + Pronominal Suffixes (Casma’

mamdiidah)

In the Quran, and consequently in Classical orthography, nouns
ending in *-@’ with a pronominal suffix are spelled with a glide
between the root and the suffix corresponding to nominal case:

gaza’u-hii ‘his penalty (NoM)’ would be spelled 4);>, the genitive

7 Interestingly, in other early Arabic Gospel MSS from the same milieu,
atypical inflection occurs at the same place. For example, the MSS in
Kashouh’s Family A (2012, 86-96), including SAr. MS 72, SAr. MS 74,
and Vat. Borg. Ar. 95, each of which dates to either the 9th or 10th
centuries CE, all attest the genitive g in this context.
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would be spelled 45>, and the accusative would be spelled o|;>-.®
These nouns are referred to in Arabic as °asma mamdidah
‘lengthened nouns’, because they end in an ’alif mamdiidah, a
term which the grammarians reserved for those nouns that ended
in *-@ that contrasted with forms that ended in -a, regardless of
whether the latter was spelled with ¢ or |, both of which spell-
ings the grammarians referred to as °alif maqgsirah (Van Putten
2026). In Vat. Ar. 13, the combination of final *@ + pronominal
suffix is, with one exception, consistently spelled with a glide ho-
morganic with the underlying vowel. In almost every instance,
the glide corresponds to the prototypical case based on the syn-

tax. The data are presented in Table 24.

Table 24: Inflectional Forms in Syntactic Contexts, whole MS

Nom. Form Gen. Form Acc. Form Totals

Nom. Context 35 — — 35
Gen. Context — 50 1 51
Acc. Context 3 — 14 17
Totals 38 50 15 103

8 This is consistent and ubiquitous in the Cairo Edition of the Quran,
but, as Van Putten (2022, 286-87, §A.4.11) notes, both spellings with
and without the glides are attested in the earliest Quranic manuscripts.
He interprets this general pattern as indicating a situation in which the
glottal stop had been optionally retained in these roots, and spellings
with the glides reflect the absence of the glottal stop, whereas spellings
that lack the glides reflect its retention (287). By the time of the com-
position of Vat. Ar. 13, by which time the orthographic norms could
very well have changed, it is not clear whether the glottal stop had been
retained here, or whether glide spellings would represent the diph-
thongs /aw/ and /ay/.
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Across all hands, 92 percent of nominative forms occur in
nominative contexts, 100 percent of genitive forms occur in gen-
itive contexts, and 93 percent of accusative forms occur in accu-
sative contexts. The regular spelling of glides, and their very con-
sistent correspondence with the pattern we would expect based
on the system reconstructed for Proto-Arabic, suggests either the
retention of the glottal stop and the presence of short case vow-
els, or, if the glottal stop was not realised, a corresponding diph-
thong/monophthong: nominative @’u or aw, genitive @’ or ay,
and accusative @’a or a.

The three instances of nominative forms in accusative con-
texts occur in portions of the text that were copied by the earliest
two hands (twice in Hand A and once in Hand B). The two exam-

ples produced by Hand A have similar wording.

(173) gd dyity sl 3 osll s Juoms (599)
w-g1 ysl ’rb’w-h fy ’l-tryq w-yqwl l-hum
‘And he started asking his disciples along the way and say-
ing to them...’

(174) ¢ Jsdsg o5l Axy Jo-y (621)
w-g1 yIm ’rb’w-h w-yqwl I-hm
‘And he started teaching his disciplines and saying to
them...’

In the one example from Hand B, while the context makes clear
that the noun should be the direct object, it is possible to read it

otherwise.
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(175) (.JLJ\ C\j)\ c)\ o 0)\.”9.;3 c«};ﬁ (70]?)
f-ygm* ngy’w-h mn ’rb* ’rw’h °l-°Im
‘And he will gather his elect from the four winds of the
earth’

While the actor is clearly the son of man/Jesus, the scribe per-
haps read geomd @S A passive verb with the subject, ‘his elect’, in
the nominative. The final example from Hand C is less clear be-
cause it is spelled without a glide.
(176) olo= g g5 01 Jal e gddl els (3r)
dlk °ldy Ist b-’hl °n °nz‘ §s¢ hd’-h
‘The one before whom I am unworthy to stoop down to
untie the laces of his sandals’

The accusative spelling, which reflects no glide, is actually un-
marked in terms of case, so it is not certain that this represents
an example of accusative inflection rather than a glide-less
spelling, d la the Quran. As noted above (n. 8), most early
Quranic MSS attest combinations of glide and glide-less spellings;
the ubiquity of glide spellings is a characteristic of the Cairo Edi-
tion (Van Putten 2022, §A.4.11). If the spelling was not intended
to reflect a glide, however, it is, as far as I can tell, the only ex-

ample in the text of the Gospels in Vat. Ar. 13.
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1.6. The Noun bVd’ ‘beginning’

Five instances of a form of the noun *bVd’® ‘beginning’ occur
spelled with a glide, either 152, / s or s... However, if the un-
derlying form were indeed /bad’V/, we would not expect a glide
spelling. The spellings would rather suggest either the loss of a
post-consonantal glottal stop in this form, resulting in underlying
/bVduw(w)/ and /bVdiy(y)/, or perhaps, if the glottal stop were
retained, some kind of metathesis with the case vowel, i.e.,
*bVd’u > *bVdu’ and *bVd’i > *bVdi’. In favour of the assump-
tion that the glide corresponds to case inflection is the fact that
spellings with both w and y occur, the latter in genitive context:
(A77) el sl 0 b oSl gladd (S il o) oST 031 Lol o
(311) o8 i
mwsy >nm’ °dn l-km °n ttlqw’ ns’-km l-qs’wh qlwb-km f->’m’> mn
’l-bdy f-lys hkd’ k’n
‘Moses permitted you to divorce your wives because of the
hardness of your hearts, but it was not this way from the
beginning’

Each of the other four instances, however, are spelled with a w,
despite the fact that none is in a nominative context (they are

three genitive and one accusative contexts, respectively).

° Lane (1863, 163.3) cites by-forms with a-, i-, and u-class vowels. Since
none of the forms is vocalised, I have left the initial vowel quality un-
specified.
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(178) 1y 1S3l Lugils Luds 5l e Lols (63V)

f->’m’> mn °l-baw’ f-’nm’ hlg-hm’ ’llh dkr’ w-"nty

‘But from the beginning God created them male and fe-

male’
(179) aidsd) sy o alie S V.S (70r)

Im ykn mtl-h mn bdw °l-hlygh

‘There has not been one like it since the beginning of cre-

ation’
(180) 15k lymeds ol ol olials o3 (57V)

d% y’ hbt’h °’l-bnyn °n ysb'w’ bdw’

‘Let (FSG) the sons get their fill first’
As we have already seen, triptotic case inflection in Vat. Ar. 13
is very close to that reconstructed for Proto-Arabic, and the sys-
tem attested in, e.g., the Quranic consonantal text. This might
reflect a generalised nominative form, and its presence in direct
speech contexts may mean we are dealing with another inten-
tionally vernacular expression. This seems especially likely in the
case of the final example, where the noun appears to function
adverbially; cf. modern dialectal >awwal “firstly’ instead of formal
’awwalan.

To summarise the evidence from triptotic case marking on
singular and broken plural nouns, the majority of the evidence
corresponds with a case system essentially identical to the one
reconstructible for Proto-Arabic. We will have space to compare
and contrast the evidence from Vat. Ar. 13 with other corpora,
pre- and early Islamic, in §4.0 below. Before contextualising the
data for the nominal case inflection, however, we must first ex-

amine dual and sound masculine plural inflection.
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2.0. Dual Case Inflection

Dual case inflection occurs on nouns and adjectives and inflects
for two cases: nominative and oblique, the latter occurring in
genitive and accusative syntactic contexts. The inflection for the
nominative of nouns and adjectives is *-ani, spelled in consonan-
tal texts /-, and the oblique inflection is *-ayni, spelled in conso-
nantal texts -.-. A total of 171 dual nominal forms occur in Vat.
Ar. 13. The distribution of the forms and the syntactic contexts
in which they occur are provided in Table 25.

Table 25: Dual inflectional forms and their syntactic contexts, whole
MS

Nom. Form Obl. Form Totals

Nom. Context 36 4 40
Obl. Context 10 121 131
Totals 46 125 171

Correlating forms and contexts, 78 percent of nominative forms
occur in nominative contexts, and 97 percent of oblique forms
occur in oblique contexts. Fully half of the nominative forms that
occur in oblique contexts involve the numeral ‘two’, whether on
its own or as a part of the compound number ‘twelve’, which is
common in references to the twelve apostles. Each of these occurs

in sections produced by Hand B.

(181) e iVl alyl or bis e JI > (66V)
hrg ’ly byt ‘ny’ m* ’rb’b-h ’I-’tn’ $r
‘He went to Bethany with his twelve disciples’

(182) axgsd Ldae ) sl e L3V) o) gy o) I35 ) o3 (710)
tm °n yhwd’ ’l-shrywty *hd °l-’tn’ St °ntlq °ly ‘gm’ °l-khnh
‘Then Judas Iscariot, one of the twelve, went out to the
chief priests’
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A pair of examples nicely illustrates the tendency of *itnan to be
nominative, regardless of syntax, even when dual inflection oth-
erwise occurs as expected. In sections copied by Hand A, it occurs
in the first of parallel verses—Matt. 19.6 and Mark 10.8—as the
predicate of laysa, but in the nominative. In the verse from Mark

10, however, the oblique is attested on the noun nds.

(183) Iy b Lo Wit Jy ol oY) L s (311)
f-lys’ °l-’n ’tn’n bl >'nm’ hm’ gsd> w’hd’
‘So they (DU) are no longer two, but rather they are one
flesh’

(184) dly dem Len ool oY) Lol iy T LeadIST (0155
(63v)
w-ykwn’n kP-hm’ gsd> w’hd’ f-lys hm’ °l->n n’syn bl hm’ gsd
w’hd
‘Then they will be together one body, and they are no
longer two people, but they are one body’

It is possible that itnan, especially as a part of the common com-
pound ‘twelve’, was generalised in the nominative and intention-
ally used because of its familiarity, even though the scribes were
able to inflect the dual otherwise as expected. This is attested in
other corpora, as we will see below (84.0).

Conversely, one of the four examples of oblique forms in
nominative contexts involves the compound ‘twelve’ referring to
the twelve disciples, which occurs in a portion composed by
Hand D.

(185) aaglo! 0lgh i Y LY LG (13v)
f-’m’ ’lrb@ °l-’tny Sr f-hdh >sm’w-hm
‘And as for the twelve disciples, these were their names...’
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These differences, which pattern by hand, suggest different gram-
mars that the scribes felt free to employ even when copying from

an underlying text that exhibited a different grammar.

3.0. Sound Masculine Plural Case Inflection

Adjectives and other substantives that have the option of plural-
isation by means of the MpL suffix inflect for two cases: nomina-
tive *-iina, spelled (s, and oblique *-ina, spelled ..-. A total of
267 instances of sound MPLs, almost all of them adjectives, occur
in the Gospel portions of Vat. Ar. 13. The distribution of inflec-
tional forms and the syntactic contexts in which they occur is
presented in Table 26.

Table 26: Sound MPL inflectional forms and their syntactic contexts,
whole MS

Nom. Form Obl. Form Totals

Nom. Context 107 9 116
Obl. Context 1 149 150
Totals 108 158 266

As can be seen from these data, sound MPL morphology in Vat.
Ar. 13 is overwhelmingly in line with the system as reconstructed
for Proto-Arabic. Approximately 99 percent of nominative forms
occur in nominative contexts, and 94 percent of oblique forms
occur in oblique contexts. Unlike with dual inflection, non-pro-
totypical inflection typically consists of oblique forms in nomina-
tive contexts. The lone example of a nominative form in an
oblique context occurs on a noun that is a direct object in a co-

ordinated clause far removed from the verbal predicate.
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(186) luall ¢ lgl osdnally adliseall ZIP [PRENvR N s a) Is 39
(4r)
w-qrbw’ °ly-h gmy¢ ’l-mdnqyn b-I’mr’d ’l-mhtifh w-’l-
m‘dbwn b-nw’¢ ’l-‘d’b
‘And they brought to him all of those afflicted with differ-
ent illnesses and those suffering from different ailments’

The tendency for nominative marking distant from the topic of
the nominal sentence, or from the verbal predicate in a verbal
one, might be in evidence also in sentences in which the first
noun is inflected atypically in the oblique, but the second one as

expected in the nominative.

(187) 5 el SO L ool L (21v)
f-’m’ °l-hs’dyn f-hm ’l-mPykh °l-mqrbwn
‘As for the harvesters, they are the companion angels’
(188) dises ¢ lrgl e 09 Ay Sy o cprnieg slas gy oS (25v)
k’n m“hm ‘m’h w-mq‘dyn w-hrs w-sl w-"hrwn b-hm *wg**
mbhtlfh
‘And with them there were the invalid and the mute and
the lame and others who were ailing with different ail-

ments’

The latter example might reflect an interpretation of the first wa-
in the verse as a waw al-ma‘yyah, which triggers the accusative
(Fischer 2002, 175-76, §328b), whereas the second wa- intro-
duces a separate, coordinated group, i.e., ‘And with them there
were invalid with the mute and lame, as well as others who were
ailing with different ailments’. Otherwise, both might be exam-

ples of the shift to nominative the farther removed the noun gets
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from the head or subordinating particle (on which, see §4.0 be-
low).

Of the nine oblique forms in nominative contexts, two
nouns recur: muq‘adin ‘invalid, lame’ and ‘assarin ‘tax collectors’.
Yet another, hassadin ‘harvesters’, occurs only once but is simi-
larly a noun that describes a group that was common in society,
and might have been familiar enough to be intentionally used in
the one form—a generalised oblique—that would be familiar to
the audience. We saw above that ‘two’ and ‘twelve’ often inflect
differently from other dual nouns, though, in that scenario, a dif-
ferent MPL case—the oblique, rather than the nominative—was

generalised.

4.0. Comparison with Other Corpora

The basis of comparison here is, first and foremost, the system
reconstructed for Proto-Arabic. While what becomes normative
Classical Arabic more or less preserves this, the ‘Arabiyyah tradi-
tion, as well as the Quranic gir@’at, are not homogeneous. Indeed,
especially regarding the alternation of accusative and nomina-
tive, aspects of non-prototypical case inflection in Vat. Ar. 13 are
paralleled in either the ‘Arabiyyah or the Quranic gira’at or both.
As is to be expected, significant parallels occur in the early Is-
lamic-era papyri, and especially the other early Christian MSS.
Unfortunately, most aspects of the case system as attested in the
early papyri are only impressionistically described. However,
published quantitative data are available for one feature in the
early papyri, namely al-’asma’ al-hamsah (Kootstra 2022), and

quantitative data for all aspects in several early Christian Arabic
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MSS are recently published (Stokes 2023a; 2023b). I have further

complemented this data with data from two early theological

treatises, one preserved in SAr. 154 (referred to here, following

Swanson 2014, as Apology) dating to the late 8th or early 9th
century (Swanson 2014, 40-42), and the other (referred to here,
following Griffith 1992 [1986], as Summa Theologiae Arabica)
preserved in BL 4950 dating to 867 (or 877) CE (Griffith 1992
[1986], 117-38). The MSS referred to below include the follow-

ing (in approximate order of date of composition).

Table 27: List of MSS

MS Shelf Mark MS Abbreviation Contents and Date of
Composition
Sinai Arabic MS. 154 SAr. 154 Theological treatise

British Library MS. 4950 BL 4950

Sinai Arabic MS. 74 SAr.
Sinai Arabic MS. 72 SAr.
Sinai Arabic MS. 54 SAr.
Vatican Borg. Arabic MS. 95 Vat.
Sinai Arabic MS. 71 SAr.
Sinai Arabic MS. 70 SAr.
Sinai Arabic MS. 75 SAr.
Sinai Arabic MS. 106 SAr.
Sinai Arabic MS. 69 SAr.
Vatican Borg. Arabic MS. 71 Vat.
Sinai Arabic MS. 112 SAr.
Sinai Arabic MS. 90 SAr.
Sinai Arabic MS. 89 SAr.
Sinai Arabic MS. 76 SAr.

74
72
54
Borg. Ar. 95
71
70
75

106

69

Borg. Ar. 71
112

90

89

76

Apology, late 8th/early 9th
CE

Theological treatise Summa
Theologiae Arabica,
867/877 CE

Gospels, 9th cE

Gospels, 897 CE

Gospels, 9th/10th cE
Gospels, 9th cE

Gospels, 10th cE

Gospels, 10th cE

Gospels and theological
treatise Burhan, 10th c
Gospels, 1056 CE

Gospels, 1065 CE

Gospels, 11th cE

Gospels, 1259 cE

Gospels, 1289 cE

Gospels, 1285 cE

Gospels, 13th cE
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I have included Gospel MSS from the 9th to 13th centuries CE in
order to help contextualise not only the earliest scribal hands at-
tested in Vat. Ar. 13, likely dating to the late 9th or early 10th
century CE, but also Hand D, which is more fully vocalised and
possibly dates to the 12th or 13th century CE.

We begin by contextualising the data for the distribution of
the ’alif al-tanwin within this larger group of MSS. Rather than
repeating every detail, I have opted instead to focus on the dis-
tribution by looking at two categories of data. The first category
in Table 28 (below), “’alif al-tanwin in Acc. Contexts,” reflects the
number and percentage of nominal forms with ’alif al-tanwin that
occur in accusative contexts. This gives a sense of how frequently
nouns (and adjectives) written with ’alif al-tanwin occur in accu-
sative versus non-accusative syntactic roles. The second category
is the number and percentage of accusative contexts in which an
eligible (indefinite, triptotic, not ending in a t@’ marbiitah) noun
or adjective occurs and in which the noun or adjective is marked
with ’alif al-tanwin. These two categories are not the same, and
indeed the respective percentages in many early MSS differ. Even
if a majority of nouns with °alif al-tanwin occur in accusative con-
texts, it is still possible for only a small number and percentage
of accusative contexts to attest forms spelled with °alif al-tanwin.
For example, if nine of ten forms with °alif al-tanwin occur in ac-
cusative contexts, that is 90 percent in the first category. How-
ever, if only ten of 200 accusative contexts attest a form with °alif
al-tanwin, then that is only 5 percent in the second category of
the same MS.
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Table 28: *Alif al-tanwin spellings and accusative contexts in early Ara-
bic Gospel MSS*?

’alif al-tanwin in Acc. contexts w/
acc. contexts ’alif al-tanwin
SAr. 154 (late 8th/early 9th cE) 53/72 (74%) 53/116 (46%)

MS

SAr. 74 (9th cE)

BL 4950 (867/877 CE)

SAr. 72 (897 cE)

SAr. 70 (10th cg)
SAr. 75 (10th cg)
SAr. 106 (1056 cE)
SAr. 76 (13th cE)

Vat. Ar. 13

133/139 (96%)
123/131 (94%)
180/188 (95%)
183/201 (91%)
475/584 (81%)
225/237 (95%)
431/475 (91%)
651/661 (99%)

133/280 (48%)
123/191 (64%)
180/336 (54%)
184/236 (78%)
475/617 (77%)
225/305 (74%)
377/431 (88%)
661/677 (98%)

The two categories reveal different patterns, especially in most
early Christian MSS. On the one hand, °alif al-tanwin was over-
whelmingly used to mark nouns in syntactically accusative roles.
Vat. Ar. 13 fits this trend, although, at 99 percent, it has the high-
est ratio of ’alif al-tanwin spellings to accusative syntactic func-
tion of any Christian MS heretofore studied. Still, several other
early MSS attest ratios of over 90 percent. On the other hand, the
number of accusative contexts in which an eligible noun occurs
and is marked with ’alif al-tanwin is typically much lower. In
other words, while “alif al-tanwin was mostly used, as, e.g., in the
Quran, to mark accusatives, the overall number of accusatives
marked was mixed, with some MSS marking less than half. In this
regard, Vat. Ar. 13—with nearly ubiquitous marking of eligible
accusative nouns with ’alif al-tanwin—is noteworthy compared
with Christian MSS produced in the 9th and 10th centuries CE.

10 The data on SAr. 74, SAr. 72, SAr. 70, SAr. 75, SAr. 106, and SAr. 76
are taken from Stokes (2023a, 264). The data for SAr. 154 and BL 4950
are based on my tallies directly from the MSS.
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All early Christian MSS studied heretofore spell a minority
of nouns in non-accusative contexts with ’alif al-tanwin. As we see
in Table 29, the contexts in which non-accusative spellings with
?alif al-tanwin occur in Vat. Ar. 13 are the same as in other Chris-
tian MSS. However, Vat. Ar. 13 stands out in having many fewer
examples of these, in terms of both raw number of occurrences
and overall percentage of ’alif al-tanwin spellings.

Table 29: Number/Percentage of nominal forms with “alif al-tanwin in
non-accusative contexts'!

’alif al-tanwin to mark

MS non-standard roles
SAr. 154 (late 8th / early 9th CE) 19/72 (26%)
SAr. 74 (9th CE) 6/139 (4.3%)
BL 4950 (867/877 CE) 8/131 (6%)
SAr. 72 (897 CE) 8/188 (4.3%)
SAr. 70 (10th cE) 8/201 (4%)
SAr. 75 (10th CE) 109/584 (19%)
SAr. 106 (1056 CE) 12/237 (5%)
SAr. 76 (13th CE) 44/475 (9%)
Vat. Ar. 13 7/661 (1.1%)

As we can see, a figure of only seven such spellings out of 661
forms with ’alif al-tanwin stands in contrast to other MSS, in
which nearly that number occur with only a fraction of the total
number of eligible nouns counted. Most of these are either sub-
jects of passive verbs (2/7), predicates of nominal clauses (2/7),

and the word ’ahad (2/7). These are, however, the main contexts

1 The data for SAr. 74, SAr. 72, SAr. 70, SAr. 75, SAr. 106, and SAr. 76
are taken from Stokes (2023a: 292-296); the data for SAr. 154 and BL
4950 are based on my tallies directly from the MSS.
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in which parallels are amply found in other early corpora, includ-

ing especially early Christian MSS, and this pattern became even
more frequent in later, vocalised MSS (Stokes 2023a, 291-306,

§3.4). Examples of nominal predicates spelled with °alif al-tanwin

in the early MSS include the following.

(189)

(190)

(191)

(192)

(193)

(194)

L bimes Ll o1 o) s L LS J6 o6 (SATr. 74, 451)

f-n @l Lkm? Sy’ f-qwiw’ °n °l-rb °ly-h’> mht’g’

‘And if anyone says anything to you, then say that the

Lord has need of it’

S b WSS Jals o 0IS” o)y (SAT. 70, 12v)

w-"n k’n lys b-"hl f-s’m-km r’g® ’ly-km

‘And if they [the people] are not worthy, then your greet-

ing will come back to you’

aalale) J.c\.é)\ L>sws (SAr. 70, 12v)

mstwgb’ ’l-f1 I-t°m-h

‘The worker has earned his food’

kol 3less elall abs 03 06 L Lol (SAr. 75, 40v)

’l-mlh tyb’ f~’n dhb t'm °l-mlh f-bm’d’ yumlh

‘The salt is tasty, but if the taste of the salt goes, how can

it be made salty again?’

iy Lol Ly Y1 aaoely 4adS1 ) o) e aaledly (BL 4950,

27r)

w-’l-s°hd Ty °n °llh ’l-klmh b-lhm-h °I’h’> w’hd’ w-lhm’ w’hd’

‘And the witness to the fact that God is the word in its

flesh, one God and one flesh...’

Lole e &l oW oy Uins alams 0y sl S350 0f A b
(SAr. 154, 1071) lins

f->hb °llh °n yhzy *blys w->n yg‘l-h dyf’ w-byn l-I-n’s °n-h ‘bd’

sy’ dYyf
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‘So God desired to disgrace the devil and make him weak,
and make clear to humanity that he was but a rebellious
and weak slave’

Further, the noun °ahad ‘someone’, along with wahid ‘idem’, is
often marked with ’alif al-tanwin in these MSS, regardless of syn-

tax.

(195) 1S lu=| 4 g ol 4 Y (SAr. 154, 122r)
P yryd ’n ywmn b-h *hd’ krh’
‘He does not want anyone to believe in him by force’
(196) 1> L rliny (.J Y 4 16 (SAr. 72, 24r)
q’w’ I-h I’n-h Im yst’gr-n’ *hd’
‘And they said to him, “Because no one has hired us™
(197) e 4 ool 14| Do 0l &l pals ol ot | (SAT. 70, 277)
y> mu‘lm °mr n’mws ’n-h >’n m’t °hd’ w-lys l-h bnyn
‘Teacher, the Torah commands that, if a man dies and
does not have children...’
(198) e \L—\jj Ji, (SAr. 80, 34v)
w-q’l l'w’hdan mn-hm
‘And he said to one of them...’

A related phenomenon, wherein *$ay’ ‘something’, is spelled with

’alif al-tanwin regardless of syntax.
(199) o3l)) Lis sjoem Y (SAr. 154, 1071)
P y‘gz-h 5y’ ’r’d-h
‘Nothing he desires is impossible for him’

The parallels include also subjects of intransitive and passive

verbs.
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(200) 15 ¢l s ot o) cmd) 3 s 3ls g) J o5 (SAT. 75, 32v)
tm @’l -hm m’@’ yhl fy ’l-sbt °n yu‘ml hyr’ °’m 3r’
‘Then he said to them, “What is permissible to be done on

the Sabbath? Good or evil?””’

(201) 1S Logiy IS anl)) b o Bgo JB (501 ) Lnp) 8 o3 e
(SAr. 75, 3v)
hynyd tm qwl °rmy” °l-nby ’ldy @’l swt’ sum* fy °l-r’mh bk’ w-
nwh’ ktyr’
‘Then the proclamation of Jeremiah was fulfilled, who
said, “A voice is heard in Ramah, much crying and weep-
ing”’

(202) ik Y oglikasl Us 43 1=,y (SAL. 69, 20V)
w-sr’g’ qd dn’ “ntfw-h P ytfy
‘A lamp soon to be extinguished is not put out’

In each case, the earliest MSS had only one method for indicating
tanwin on such nouns, namely the ’alif al-tanwin. Once vowel
markings for marking kasratan and dammatan proliferated, there
theoretically existed three means for indicating tanwin. On the
other hand, vocalised Gospel MSS increasingly made use of
tanwin, mainly kasratan, to mark these same functions, regardless
of context, and tended to use °alif al-tanwin only to mark proto-
typical accusatives (see also further below).

In addition to the numerous parallels with other early
Christian MSS, several places in Vat. Ar. 13 with °alif al-tanwin
and/or fathatan spellings in places that are, from the perspective
of later normative Classical Arabic non-standard, reflect variation
that is attested in the ‘Arabiyyah and/or the gira@’at. For example,
as we saw above, two instances of diptotic broken plural pat-

terns—\=,| >~ ‘signs (Acc)’ and L.\¢| ‘miracles (Acc)—were
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spelled with °alif al-tanwin, in defiance of Classical spelling prac-
tice. The spellings of diptotes in Classical orthography was based
on Quranic/Higazi spelling conventions, in which diptotes in the
accusative are usually spelled without the °alif al-tanwin, i.e.,
zlor —->el.12 Yet, the Quran actually attests the spellings of
accusatives with ’alif al-tanwin, in pausal position, mostly in a
single Surah, Q33: Uslzll /az-zuntina/ ‘the assumptions’ (Q33.10),
N 4 ) /ar-rasiila/ ‘the messenger’ (Q33.66), and “....J| /as-sabila/
‘the way’ (Q33.67). To be sure, such spellings are not the norm
in the Quran; in fact, they are mostly confined to one Surah al-
’Ahzab. Nevertheless, such long spelling was clearly an option,
which, whatever the phonetic realisation of the accusative Hand
A intended (whether -an or -@), the scribe felt free to use in some
contexts.

Another example of such features that fit within a broader
picture of early ‘Arabiyyah is the variation in the realisation of
case and tanwin after la as an absolute negator, i.e., as la li-ndfiyat
al-gins ‘the la that negates the category’. For example, we saw
that Hand D marks a noun in one clause as accusative with
tanwin, but another in the nominative without tanwin. In fact,
several inflectional types—nominative and accusative with

tanwin—are attested in, e.g., the Quranic gira@’at. Indeed, the

2 Van Putten and Stokes (2018, 161-63) argue that this spelling was
due originally to the loss of final short vowels, which led diptotes such
as gara’ih and ’a‘agib to be unmarked when word-final: *garayihu/a >
*$arayih. The occurrence of diptotes spelled with ’alif al-tanwin would
then reflect register or dialect different from the one in which the ma-

jority of the Quran was delivered, perhaps for purposes of rhyme.
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Quranic readers regularly differ from each other over the inflec-
tion of both the case and presence/absence of tanwin in clauses
negated with ld. Incidentally, in the common Quranic phrase Y
(,Sﬁ,\.c 45 (Q43.68), or the near parallel (,.@.J.c s Y (Q10.62),
most readers recite this in the nominative with tanwin, i.e., la
hawfun ‘alaykum / ‘alayhim ‘there is no fear for you’; however,
according to both his transmitters, the reader Ya‘qiib recited it in
the accusative and without tanwin, i.e., la hawfa ‘alaykum /
‘alayhum.'® While there are no exact parallels to the example
above in which hawf is in the accusative with tanwin among the
canonical readers, there is a non-canonical reading tradition in
which such inflection does occur. Al-Hasan Al-Basri (d. 110
AH/728 CE), the famous Basran grammarian and Quranic reader
(though not canonical), read the phrase 43 ., Y oS els “that
book, there is no doubt in it’ (Q2.2) exactly as in Vat. Ar. 13, with
accusative and tanwin: la rayban fi-hi (Mufradat Al-Hasan Al-
Basri, pg. 210).!* Whatever one thinks about his reading, it is dif-
ficult to argue that Al-Basri would read such forms based on ig-

norance of good Arabic grammar!

13 1t is possible that this represents a difference in interpretation, e.g.,
that those who read it la hawfun do so because a specific fear—of judg-
ment—is being negated, rather than all kinds of hawf. The 3MmpL pro-

nominal suffix after -ay in Ya‘qiib’s reading is the Higazi form that lacks
vowel assimilation, ‘alayhum, rather than ‘alayhim.

!4 T thank Marijn van Putten for this reference. See also Van Putten and
Sidky (f.c.) for more on Al-Hasan Al-Basri and a discussion of the vari-
ants attested in his reading tradition in the context of para-Uthmanic
Quranic textual traditions.
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Still, one might argue that inter-reader differences cannot
fully explain the intra-scribal hand variation from Hand D in Vat.
Ar. 13, where forms with and without tanwin are attested follow-
ing la. In fact, though, the same Quranic reader often inflected
nouns in the same syntactic context differently, even in the same
verse. The clearest example of this is in Q2.197,'> where the
nouns rafat ‘intimate relations’, fusiiq ‘foul language’, and gidal
‘disagreement’ are each negated by la, but in several reading tra-
ditions, such as those of Ibn Katir and >Abt ‘Amr, the first two
nouns are inflected in the nominative with tanwin, whereas the
third is accusative without it: fa-la rafatun wa-la fusaqun wa-la
gidala fi l-hagg ‘there is no intimate relations, nor foul language,
nor arguing during the pilgrimage [to Mecca]’. According to Ibn
Halawayh (d. 370 AH/980 cCE), the reason for the nomina-
tive/tanwin of the first two is that the la is functioning as laysa
with regard to these two nouns, rather than as the absolute ne-
gation la, but not with the final noun gidal (Al-Huggah, 94).
Though this seems a bit strained, it is nevertheless possible that
semantic considerations did play a role. One could argue that
such variation should not surprise, since virtually all Quranic
readers read Q2.2 as la rayba, but all instances of _3,> Y as la
hawfun, while conversely, the same reader—Al-Hasan Al-Basri—
who reads la rayban fi-hi in Q2.2 reads la hawfa ‘alayhim at Q2.38
(Mufradat Al-Hasan Al-Basri, pp. 210, 214)!

This is important data and context to consider when ana-

lysing inflectional differences in early Arabic MSS. It seems that

'* The relevant portion in consonantal script reads: b cossles A.;:j G>J\
= & I Vg Gd Vg 3y Mo ol b 2.
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often semantic considerations played at least some role in inflec-
tional patterns following la. Returning to the two examples from
Hand D, in the first, C\J Y gd\ (,.@.,JK ‘as cattle among the
wolves’, it is perhaps significant that the negated la clause occurs
as a part of a syndetic relative clause, thereby modifying a spe-
cific subset of livestock, namely those without a shepherd. Such
specificity might have been felt to be too narrow for la to carry
the negation of a whole gins ‘category’. In the end, while there
were presumably reasons that the scribe chose different inflec-
tions for the two different attested forms, it is often difficult to
recover them.

Both dammatan and kasratan are attested in Hand D, the
lone significantly vocalised portion of Vat. Ar. 13, primarily to
mark nominative and genitive, respectively. As we saw, kasratan
is used with significantly higher frequency—at 136 to 13, about
ten times more frequently—than dammatan. This follows a com-
mon pattern across many MSS (Stokes 2023a, 289-90; 2023b,
884.2.2-3). In Vat. Ar. 13, with two exceptions, every instance of
kasratan occurs in a genitive context, and each instance of dam-
matan occurs in a nominative one. This is another place where
the grammar of Hand D differs from that in other vocalised Chris-

tian MSS, as can be seen in Table 30.
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Table 30: Number and percentage of damma(tan) and kasra(tan) spell-
ings that occur in expected contexts'®

Vat. Ar. 13
SAr. 89 SAr. 90 SAr.112 SAr.76

(1285 ce) (1281 ) (1259 ) (13thcr) 2ndD

(12th cE)
damma(tan) in 1/1 2/3 6/6 14/19 13/13
Nom. Contexts (100%) (67%) (100%) (74%) (100%)

kasra(tan) in 63/96 33/57 98/129 103/156 134/136
Gen. Contexts (66%) (58%) (76%) (66%) (99%)

While dammatan is fairly commonly restricted to nominative con-
texts in the Arabic Gospel MS corpora, kasratan is frequently used
to mark many of the syntactic functions, and the same set of

words, as in earlier MSS marked with “alif al-tanwin.

(203) LIl Jlo Jwil ol ol JUs of (SAr. 112, 31r)
w m?’ Ly slt’nin °n 1 b-m’l-y m’ °§°
‘Or do I not have authority to do with my money what I
wish?’

(204) ) 1 V) s | oy (SAT. 89, 311)
w-lys °hdin §’lh °P °llh °l-w’hd
‘There is no one righteous except God alone (or: the one
God)’

(205) )l N gavil u...S\ L)) 6 L o5 de= (SAr. 82, 9r)
hynydin tm m’ ¢@’l-hu ’rmy’ °’l-q@’yl swtin sm¢ fy ’l-r’mh
‘Then what the prophet Jeremiah said was fulfilled, who

2

said “A voice is heard in Ramtha

In the same MSS, kasratan is especially common in this usage

when orthography would forbid the use of °alif al-tanwin, such as

16 The data for SAr. 89, SAr 90, SAr. 112, and SAr. 76 are taken from
Stokes (2023a, 296-304).
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when the noun ends in ta@’ marbiitah or is an ism mamdiid (i.e.,
ending in *-@°).
(206) <ol sl I based alosl =3k sl Ll ,LAJ\ L.| (SAr. 84,
36r)
’yh’ ’l-mUm °l-s°lh °y sPh >ml-h I-thsl -y hy’tin °bdyyh
‘Oh, righteous teacher, what good thing must I do to ob-
tain everlasting life?’
(207) 5w o3 o5 axdlo 8 i cja..w o~ (SAr. 91, 71)
lys tstty® $grtin s’lhh ttmr tmr sw’
‘A good tree cannot produce bad fruit’
(208) s dll 5 oI - (Leiden Or. 561, 127v)
lys I-km fy °llhi mhbtin
‘You do not have the love of God’
While this interchange of fathah and kasrah is extremely rare in
Vat. Ar. 13, the fact that words ending in ta’ marbiitah make up a
significant percent of the nouns that get explicit kasra(tan) mark-
ing might nevertheless be related.

It was noted above that, in many instances, especially with
kasratan, the distribution of tanwin in Hand D is similar to that of
‘dialectal tanwin’, in which a noun is marked with tanwin but a
following adjective is not, or where a noun is more likely to be
marked when followed by an attributive prepositional phrase or
verbal clause (Blau 1999, 167-212; Stokes 2020b). This distribu-
tion occurs rarely in the early Arabic Gospel MSS, but becomes
very common in later, vocalised ones. Note that this ‘dialectal
tanwin’ distribution occurs regardless of whether or not the case

is prototypical from the standpoint of Proto-Arabic or not.
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(209) Lot [y s aallall 5 Jbsll sl (SAr. 112, 5v)

’1-5D ’1-g’ls fy °l-glmh ngr nwran ‘zym’

‘The people sitting in darkness has seen a great light’
(210) WG & umews 23 o) 1>, 151y (Vat. Borg. Ar. 71, 12r)

w-’d’ rglan *brs qd sgd l-h @’y

‘And a leprous man bowed before him, saying...’
211) aaly Jlpiae s ~1 50 b by (SAT. 112, 3V)

w-fy tryqin *ubry mdw’ °ly bld-hm

‘And they went to their country by a different way’
(212) b 5,08 oy amlls 3 508 57 2S5 2UIST (SAT. 82, 16v)

k-dlk kul sgrtin s’lhh tsn® tmrtin tybh

‘Likewise, every righteous tree produces righteous fruit’
(213) 6@) <, @\;J\ @WJ\ JG (Leiden Or. 561, 18r)

q’l ’l-msyh °lI-z’r¢ rbun wfyy

‘The Messiah said, “The sower is a faithful Lord™
This feature is amply documented, not just in Christian corpora,
but also in medieval Judaeo-Arabic and Muslim compositions as
well (Stokes 2020b; 2021, 638-39).

Vat. Ar. 13 is thus similar to many other MSS, Christian and
otherwise (including those considered Classical), in that the fre-
quency of case-related vocalisations is: ’alif al-tanwin > kasratan
> dammatan. In terms of the distribution of kasratan especially,
it likewise patterns with other corpora in the ‘dialectal tanwin’-
like distribution of these vocalisations. Compared with the other
Gospel MSS for which we have detailed data, however, it is rela-
tively more conservative in terms of the distribution of case, with
kasratan rarely (if indeed ever) used to mark non-genitive func-
tions. The case system as it manifests on singular triptotic nouns

is thus very similar to what is reconstructible for Proto-Arabic,



186 A Multipolar Approach to Early Christian Arabic

and the system—including the variation—attested in the Quranic
qir@’at and ‘Arabiyyah.

In the category of al-’asma’ al-hamsah inflection, the data
from Vat. Ar. 13 once again on the whole shows more archaic
patterns than that in other early MSS and papyri, although, as
Table 31 shows, this conservatism is mainly remarkable when all
three cases are taken together. Several other MSS attest conserva-
tive realisations of, e.g., nominative inflection (BL 4950 and SAr.
70, both early MSS), or accusative (Vat. Borg. Ar. 71 and the cor-
pus of early Arabic papyri). Typically, MSS or corpora will attest
one or two inflectional categories that are quite conservative and
one that is less so. In general, most forms that are atypical from
the standpoint of Proto-Arabic case are nominative forms in non-
nominative contexts (for the early Arabic papyri, see Kootstra
2022, 390-91; for the Arabic Gospel MSS, see Stokes 2023b, 11—
12). One of the two examples in Vat. Ar. 13 involves a nominative
form in a syntactically accusative context.

Table 31: Number and percentage of forms of the ‘Five Nouns’ that oc-
cur in expected contexts'’

MS Nom. Gen. Acc.
Early Arabic Papyri (7th-9th ce)  130/252 (52%) 502/508 (99%) 58/65 (89%)
SAr. 154 (late 8th/early 9th cE) 1/4 (25%) 2/2 (100%) 1/2 (50%)
BL 4950 (867/877 CE) 3/3(100%) 24/25(96%)  4/8 (50%)
SAr. 72 (897 cE) 10/13 (77%) 15/20 (75%) 9/17 (53%)
SAr. 70 (10th cE) 10/10 (100%) 17/24 (71%) 14/20 (70%)

7 The data for SAr. 72, SAr. 70, Vat. Borg. Ar. 71, and SAr. 76 are from
Stokes (2023b, 9-15); the data for the early Arabic papyri are taken
from Kootstra (2022, 391); the data for BL 4950 and SAr. 154 are based
on my tallies of these features directly from the MSS.
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MS Nom Gen Acc

SAr. 69 (1065 cE) 4/7 (57%) 15/19 (79%) 10/13 (77%)
Vat. Borg. Ar. 71 (11th cg) 10/12 (83%) 22/22(100%) 20/20 (100%)
SAr. 76 (13th cE) 10/11 (91%) 20/20 (100%) 16/19 (84%)
Vat. Ar. 13 18/19 (95%) 48/48 (100%) 28/29 (97%)

When it comes to spellings of al-’asma’ al-mamdiidah, nouns
that end in world-final *-@’, we have already seen that classically
these nouns are spelled with a homorganic glide that matches the
quality of the case vowel, when followed by a pronominal suf-
fix.'® The accusative spelling is indistinguishable in consonantal
spelling from a glide-less spelling, and could theoretically be un-
marked for case, as is in early Quranic MSS. In Vat. Ar. 13, only
one possible instance of such an unmarked spelling occurs, with
the other two non-prototypical spellings being the nominative
form in accusative contexts. In the other early Christian MSS for
which we have data, however, these unmarked/glide-less spell-
ings were more common. In most instances where an explicitly
nominative or genitive spelling does not occur in the MSS listed

in Table 32, the spelling is glide-less.

'8 In the Quranic consonantal text, final *@u was occasionally spelled
with a combination of alif + glide when the noun is in construct with
a following noun. For a list of the spellings and their locations, as well
as a discussion of the implications for the underlying phonetic realisa-
tions of these instances, see Van Putten (2022, 245-48).
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Table 32: Number and percentage of final glide forms that occur in ex-
pected contexts'®

Nom. Form in Gen. Form in Acc. Form in

MS
Nom. Context Gen. Context Acc. Context

SAr. 154 (late 8th/early 9th ce) 1/5 (20%) 7/13 (54%) —

BL 4950 (867/877 CE) 0/4 7/20 (35%) —

SAr. 72 (897 cE) 0/1 4/6 (67%) 2/2 (100%)
SAr. 70 (10th cE) 0/1 11/12 (92%) 4/4 (100%)
SAr. 69 (1065 cE) 2/3 (67%) 7/12 (58%)  3/3 (100%)
Vat. Borg. Ar. 71 (11th cE) 1/3 (33%) 6/10 (60%) 1/1 (100%)
SAr. 76 (13th cg) 1/1 (100%) 8/9 (89%) 3/3 (100%)
Vat. Ar. 13 35/35 (100%) 50/51 (98%) 14/17 (82%)

Of the earliest Christian MSS, Vat. Ar. 13 is by far the most Clas-
sical in its orthographic representation of the cases, and its case
system is the closest, as far as we can tell, to that of Proto-Arabic.
Still, it is not qualitatively unique. In the Summa Theologiae Ara-
bica of BL 4950, for example, nominative and genitive spellings
with and without the corresponding glides occur.
(214) Laglon) s 16 W pgr adliseadl LaY) 2es oY (BL 4950, 22v)
[-’n b‘d °I-’Sy’ ’l-mhtlfh gwhr-h’ qd ttfq °sm’w-h’
‘Because the names of some of the things that differ in
terms of their nature are nevertheless shared’

but

(215) slily dl L) oyl & ol (Ul wileyl 5> (BL 4950, 3v)
hq ’ym’n-h °ldy £t b-h ’l-hw’ryyn rsul °’llh w-nby’-h
‘The truth of his faith, which the disciples, messengers of
God, and his prophets brought’

!9 The data for SAr. 72, SAr. 70, SAr. 69, Vat. Borg. Ar. 71, and SAr. 76
are taken from Stokes (2023b, 5-25); the data for SAr. 154 and BL 4950
are based on my own tallies directly from the MSS.



5. Morphosyntax: Nominal Case 189

and

(216) wlewe JVsle £y (BL 4950, 9r)
w-l-dlk ©d °ly sm’y-h
‘And because of that, he returned to his heavens’

but

(217) I8 Je Sy ) JlesV e Slax s L] 1l (BL 4950,
16r)
f-@’w’ lys-n’ nrgm-k Uy °I->m’l °’l-hsnh w-lkn ‘ly °ftr’-k
‘And they said, “We will not stone you because of good
deeds, but rather because of your blasphemy””

The Apology in SAr. 154, perhaps the earliest Christian text so far
known, attests a genitive/non-genitive distinction when it comes
to spellings, with | and (s| both occurring in genitive contexts, but
only the glide-less form in nominative contexts.
(218) 4Ll and) Je (SAr. 154, 114r)

Ty ’lsnh °nby’y-h

‘By the mouths (lit. tongues) of his prophets’

and

(219) oLl axdl Je (SAr. 154, 124r)
Ty ’lsnh °nby’-h
‘...of his prophets’

but

(220) 4! 58 oLy (SAT. 154, 1061)
w-"nby’-h yrgbwn °ly-h
‘And his prophets beseech him’
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This is reminiscent of the Damascus Psalm Fragment, in which
remnants of the genitive are attested on a few nouns in the geni-

tive when followed by pronominal suffixes (Al-Jallad 2020a, 22).

(221) Bn avbavidp [bi-?atwani-hum] ‘with their graven images’
(v. 58); Classical bi-’awtani-him
(222) Pn pevyoutétndp [bi-menhiitéti-hum] ‘with their high
places’ (v. 58); Classical bi-manhiitati-him
(223) wbA afarvp [mitl 2abay(i)-hum] ‘like their fathers’ (v. 57);
Classical mitla >aba’i-him
This may therefore suggest that, in the variety behind SAr. 154,
a partial case system—genitive/non-genitive—was retained in
non-word-final position. Evidence for a more robust sort of par-
tial case system is perhaps reflected in the distribution of spell-
ings in the Quranic consonantal text, where only accusative was
retained in word-final position, but full inflection in non-word-
final position (Van Putten and Stokes 2018). It is worth noting
here that Van Putten has argued that the hamzah was lost in most
phonetic contexts, but, based on the evidence from rhyme, as
well as these spellings, was occasionally retained on al-’asma’ al-
mamdiidah when non-word final (Van Putten and Stokes 2018;
Van Putten 2022, 120-22, §5.2; 286-87, §A.4.11).
Finally, in some early Gospel MSS, such as SAr. 72 and SAr.
74, the spelling ) occurs with nouns in genitive and nominative

position, but not accusative.

(224) (2 13l (..iﬂb,;u (SAr. 72, 15r)
f-’bn’y-km b-m’d’ yhrgw-hm
‘And your sons, by what [power] do they exorcise them
[demons]?’
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(225) 505 o o bl bl LS S o gleas (SAr. 71, 2r)

w-tqwlwn lw kn’ fy ’y’m °b’y-n’ Im nkn sr’k’y-hm

‘And you say, “If we had been alive in the days of our

forefathers, then we would not have been their partners™
(226) (,.@.«\.c Okl A3 ww@ (Vat. Borg. Ar. 71, 35r)

w-gm’y-hm qd ytsltwn Ty-hm

‘And their rulers lord over them’
Blau (1966-1967, 89, §11.3.6.1) notes such spellings occasion-
ally across the early Christian Arabic corpus. Stokes (2023b, 17—
25) argues against the default assumption that these were hyper-
corrections, proposing several alternative possibilities. One is
that it might reflect the use of the digraph (¢! to indicate the pres-
ence of a non-word-initial glottal stop, contrasting with glide-less
| spellings (on the evidence for this usage outside of the Christian
MSS discussed here, see Al-Jallad 2021). It is possible that the
glide spelling reflects the loss of the glottal stop in this position,
but even in the other early MSS, this is far from certain. We might
speculate that high vowels merged, either *u,*i > 3 or i, so that
an accusative non-accusative binary emerged: a/i versus a, the
former of which was spelled with the  glide.” However, it is
relevant to note that spellings with (| in nominative contexts
across the MSS occur only with heavy suffixes, i.e., CVC. This is,

in fact, the only place where they occur in the Damascus Psalm

%0 The shift is well attested among, e.g., modern Arabic dialects. In some
cases, i is the default realisation of the historical high vowels, as in, e.g.,
Najdi Arabic (Ingham 2008, 328, §2.1.3). The merger of historical high
vowels to a is also well-known, as in the Jewish dialect of Baghdad
(Mansour 2006, 234, §2.2.2.2).
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Fragment. We could perhaps interpret the i-vowel insertion here
as merely epenthetic, rather than reflecting a retained case
vowel: *@hum / *@kum > &@ihum / @ikum. If so, then the evi-
dence from glide/glide-less spellings for case retention on ’asma’
mamdiidah suggests a cline, from full retention, as in Vat. Ar. 13,
to partial inflection, as in SAr. 154 and perhaps BL 4950, to total
loss, or at most accusative versus non-accusative, as perhaps in
the other early Gospel MSS.

Before moving to dual and MPL inflection, it is worth briefly
contextualising the inflection of bVd’ ‘beginning’, as attested in
Vat. Ar. 13 by the spellings with glides, with other early MSS that
attest the same form. A comparison with those MSS for which we
have reliable quantitative data is as follows.

Table 33: Number and percentage of bVd’ spellings that occur in ex-
pected contexts®

Nom. Forms in Gen. Forms in

Ms Nom. Contexts Gen. Contexts
SAr. 74 (9th cE) 2/2 (100%) 4/4 (100%)
SAr. 72 (897 CE) 2/2 (100%) 4/4 (100%)
SAr. 70 (10th) 1/1 (100%) 2/2 (100%)
SAr. 71 (10th CE) 3/3 (100%) 2/2 (100%)
SAr. 75 10th CE) — 3/3 (100%)
Vat. Ar. 13 — 1/5 (20%)

The data are somewhat surprising. Of the early Gospel MSS in
which some form of bVd’ is attested, the inflection in Vat. Ar. 13

is the least conservative, mostly attesting a generalised nomina-

2! The data for SAr. 74, SAr. 72, SAr. 70, SAr. 71, and SAr. 75 are taken
from Stokes (2023b, 27).
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tive form. It is possible that the word was perceived as more for-
mal, thus triggering a more conservative inflectional pattern
among the scribes that produced the other Gospel MSS, whereas,
in Vat. Ar. 13, it is mainly in direct speech, and perhaps was felt
to be less formal. If so, it may point to a different provenance, or
different sociolinguistic context for the Ur-text of the Gospel at-
tested in Vat. Ar. 13. This is speculative, of course, but the con-
trast between the other triptotic inflectional patterns in Vat. Ar.
13, which are very conservative, and that of bVd’ is striking.
The inflection of the dual and sound MPL in the early cor-
pora for which we have quantitative data contrast with the pat-
terns of triptotic case inflection primarily in that, especially in
the early MSS, the nominative forms are relatively rare in any
context, whereas the oblique occurs in most contexts. Compared
with other MSS, the dual in Vat. Ar. 13 is consistently more con-
servatively inflected, though a significant increase in typical in-
flection patterns (as classified from the standpoint of the Proto-
Arabic case system) can be seen in MSS from the 11th and fol-
lowing centuries CE. The data for dual forms and their syntactic

distribution are provided in Table 34.
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Table 34: Number and percentage of dual forms that occur in expected

contexts??
MS Nom. Forms in Obl. Forms in
Nom. Contexts Obl. Contexts
SAr. 154 (late 8th/early 9th CE) 0/5 25/28 (89%)
SAr. 74 (9th cE) 3/16 (19%) 21/28 (75%)
BL4950 (867/877 CE) 2/11 (18%) 30/31 (97%)
SAr. 72 (897 CE) 3/27 (11%) 40/46 (87%)
SAr. 70 (10th cE) 4/16 (25%) 48/56 (86%)
SAr. 75 (10th cE) 10/35 (29%) 90/115 (78%)
SAr. 69 (1065 CE) 13/19 (68%) 42/46 (91%)
SAr. 76 (13th CE) 15/18 (83%) 50/52 (96%)
Vat. Ar. 13 36/40 (90%) 121/131 (92%)

As we saw above (§2.0), many of the nominative forms in oblique
contexts consist of the number ‘two’ or the compound ‘twelve’. It
is tempting to see behind such instances a broader trend of a sin-
gle dual form generalised in the vernacular. Al-Jallad (2020a, 68)
has suggested that such a colloquialism stands behind the (in)fa-
mous Quranic phrase in y>.J s ¢, which the majority of ca-
nonical Quranic readers interpret as ’inna hadani la-sahirani, ‘In-
deed, these two are sorcerers!” (Q20.63). The nominative here
would be ungrammatical in the ‘Arabiyyah grammatical tradi-
tion, with the oblique form expected instead. More recently, how-
ever, Van Putten (2023c) has argued in favour of an original
reading ’in hadani la-sahirani, with ’in al-muhaffafah ‘lightened
’in’. If true, since the ‘lightened ’in’ does not trigger the accusa-

tive, it does not constitute evidence of a generalised nominative

2 The data for each MS is based on my tallies directly from the MSS for
the purpose of this study.
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dual in the Quran. Whatever the case may be, the generalisation
of a single form of the word ‘twelve’, either the historical nomi-
native or oblique, is a common feature of Christian translations
of the Gospels. In most Gospel MSS, including the earliest datable
texts, the nominative form of ‘twelve’ is generalised, despite the
fact that the oblique seems to have been generalised everywhere

else.

(227) i LY easds & é,,z o8 Ll o8 Lls (SAr. 74, 58v)
f-Im’ k°n °l-ms’ k’n mtky m tPmyd-h °l-’tn’ $r
‘Then when it was evening, he was reclining with his
twelve disciples’

(228) |\l Lo Jie L) 155 (SAT. 72, 241)
tdynw’ °tn’ Sr sbt *sr’yl
‘You will judge the twelve tribes of Israel’

(229) dials jie WO axeoy ¢ 5uml o5 Ll (SAr. 106, 19r)
f-m? tm ’yswC wsyt-h I-I-’tn’ $r timyd
‘Then when Jesus had finished giving his command to the
twelve disciples...’

In some later Gospel MSS, however, the opposite occurred, with
the oblique form generalised, as in Hand D. As with Hand D, in
these later MSS, dual inflection is often otherwise in accordance

with the system as attested in the ‘Arabiyyah.

(230) Ll jie §£Y\ arey pddedl ol V‘l’ o) s 531y (Leiden
Or. 561, 15th cg, 27v)
w-"ntwy sy ’n ylm b-’l-byt ’l-mqds w-m‘h °’l-’tny Sr hw’ry’
‘And Jesus decided to go to the temple, and the twelve
disciples were with him’
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Dual inflection of ‘twelve’ appears to be one area where different
scribal hands attest different grammars. This perhaps reflects in-
tentional usage of a colloquial form due to the frequency and fa-
miliarity of the term ‘the twelve (disciples)’. The same kind of
generalisation of one form to all contexts is also attested in the
MPL in some MSS, as we will see directly.

As with dual inflection, Vat. Ar. 13 is characterised by a
very conservative inflection of the MpL. Unfortunately, there are
no published quantitative data available for MPL inflection in any
MS of which I am aware. The data in Table 35 is based on my
own tallies of this feature in a few early MS.

Table 35: Number and percentage of sound MPL forms that occur in ex-
pected contexts®

MS Nom. Obl.

SAr. 154 (late 8th/early 9th CE) 4/6 (25%) 68/79 (86%)
BL 4950 (867/977 CE) 2/38 (5%) 60/60 (100%)
SAr. 72 (897 CE) 4/41 (10%) 95/96 (99%)
Vat. Ar. 13 107/116 (92%) 149/150 (99%)

In Vat. Ar. 13, all but one oblique context attests an oblique form.
The one counterexample involves coordination of several nouns,
the last of which is in the nominative. Examples of the shift from
oblique to nominative with increased distance or coordination
occur in other corpora, including the ‘Arabiyyah. For example,
returning to the topic of absolute negation with la: if la immedi-
ately precedes the negated noun, it is typically in the accusative

and lacks tanwin; if, conversely, anything intercedes between the

% The data for each MS in this table are based on my own tallies directly
from the MSS.
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two constituents, such as a prepositional phrase, the negated is
in the nominative and has tanwin (Wright 1896, 11:68-69), e.g.,
les Jst Y 1a gawl-a fi-ha ‘there is no injurious force in her’, but V¥
J s e 1d fi-hd gawl-un ‘idem’.

Oblique forms occurring in nominative contexts is the norm
in the other MSS consulted as part of this study. In SAr. 154, in
fact, the only nominative form that occurs is the word for ‘disci-
ples’, hawariyyiin, which is always nominative. However, the
word for ‘Jews’, bani ’isr@’il, is always oblique, regardless of syn-
tax. Conversely, in BL 4950, the form for ‘disciples’ is always
oblique, i.e., hawariyyin. We have already seen this phenomenon
with the compound phrase ‘the twelve’, referring to the disciples,
in Vat. Ar. 13 and other MSS as well. It seems likely, therefore,
that the few examples of recurring oblique forms in nominative
contexts that we encounter in Vat. Ar. 13 are likewise terms that
have been generalised in contemporary spoken Arabic and pre-
sumably were intentionally used due to their familiarity and
ubiquity.

Despite the relative dearth of data for the sound MPL com-
pared with other categories, we nevertheless see an intriguing
distinction between triptotic case inflection—manifested in the
accusative, the ‘five nouns’, ’alif mamdiidah, and bVd’ inflection—
on the one hand, and diptotic dual and MPL inflection, on the

other. While significant variation occurs in the former, there is

24 A similar trend is attested in the domain of verbal mood, wherein a
tendency to revert to indicative forms in non-indicative contexts distant
from the subordinating particle is said to have been quite widespread.
On this practice, see Ch. 6, §3.0.
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very little in the latter in the 9th- and 10th-century MSS; the rise
in inflection of the dual and sound MpL lags behind singular trip-
totic categories by over a century. One possible interpretation of
this trend is that the Quranic and ‘Arabiyyah system of nominal
case inflection on triptotic nouns was more salient earlier on, and
perhaps specifically more saliently associated with written regis-
ters and higher formality, than were the dual and MPL categories.
One reason for this in general could be the relative rarity of the
latter two categories compared with the former. Another factor
could be the significance of triptotic inflection in the traditions
behind the ‘Arabiyyah, which were likely becoming more associ-
ated with the register of Quranic recitation, in addition to other
kinds of linguistic sophistication and performance (see again, Al-
Jallad 2020a, 69-72). Whatever the reason, it is another piece of
evidence cautioning against the assumption that all aspects of
nominal case inflection were regarded as equally important, and
perhaps equally prestigious, or even indeed part of a singular sys-
tem or register. In any event, Vat. Ar. 13 is not just more con-
servative/archaic in its nominal case inflection than other early
Arabic Gospel MSS, perhaps the more remarkable aspect of it in
this regard is the degree to which dual and sound MPL inflection

was as conservative/archaic as singular triptotic inflection.



CHAPTER 6. MORPHOSYNTAX:
VERBAL MOOD

The Proto-Arabic verbal system inherited a set of modal inflec-
tions on the imperfective/prefix conjugation from Proto-Central
Semitic that distinguished three moods: indicative, volitive, and
jussive/apocopate (Huehnergard 2005, 164-65). The morpholog-
ical inflection was distinguished on most singular forms by short
vowels (indicative -u, volitive -a) or the absence of a vowel (jus-
sive/apocopate). With the 2rsG and MPL forms, there was a two-
way distinction between indicative and non-indicative, indicated
by the presence of a suffix -na (indicative) or its absence -¢ (vol-
itive and jussive). The primary innovation of Arabic to this sys-
tem is the subjunctive use of the volitive marked on singular
forms with -a, which is primarily triggered syntactically when-
ever an imperfect is subordinate to another verb or particle (Al-
Jallad 2018a, 319).

This system in the ‘Arabiyyah is largely determined syntac-
tically, with the following particles and contexts triggering either
the subjunctive or jussive.

Subjunctive-triggering Particles: subordinating ’an, future
negator lan, intentive or purposive li-

Jussive-triggering Particles and Contexts: lan(ma) past
tense negator; (fa)-li expressing indirect commands;
wishes; protasis and/or apodosis of conditionals

©2026 Phillip W. Stokes, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0517.06
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There are further verb-like particles, often (though not always)
followed by the nominaliser ’an, that can be used to express var-
ious epistemic nuances, such as ‘asa ‘perhaps’, etc. (Fischer 2002,
109-10, §196). The system of morpho-syntactic mood inflection
of the strong verb reconstructible to Proto-Arabic, and which will
serve as the point of departure and basis for comparison, is given
in Table 36 (spellings according to Quranic/Higazi orthography).

Table 36: Reconstructed morpho-syntactic inflection of Proto-Arabic
modal system, strong roots

Mood 3MSG 2FSG 3MPL
Indicative J& yaqul-u - taqtuli-na  o9lkid yaqtuli-na
Subjunctive ;& yaqtul-a

& taqtuli-p I3, yaqtulil-g
Jussive J=& yaqtul-g i

In addition to ‘strong verbs’, another category, predictably
called ‘weak verbs’, comprises a number of root types, including
II=1II (i.e., geminate) roots, as well as roots with glides in one or
more positions of the verb root. For our purposes the important
ones to note are II-Y/W and III-Y/W roots, i.e., those with glides
in the second or third position of the verb root. Due to Proto-
Semitic sound laws, the following reductions in vowel length oc-
curred *CV,Y/WC# > CV,C# and CV,Y/W# > CV,# (for de-
tailed discussions and proposed developments of these sequences
from Proto-Semitic through their manifestations in various Proto-
Central Semitic languages, see Suchard 2016 on II-Y/W roots and
Suchard 2017 on III-Y/W ones). These changes resulted in jus-
sive/apocopate forms manifested with short vowels, and classi-
cally spelled short: yakun (instead of **yakiing) / yabni (instead

of **yabni). The changes are likewise responsible for the short
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realisation of the vowel of 2MSG imperative forms, which are like-
wise classically spelled short: kun (instead of **kiin) and (V)bni
(instead of **(V)bni). The paradigm for Proto-Arabic, with spell-
ings in Quranic/Higazi orthography, is shown in Tables 37-38.
Table 37: Reconstructed morpho-syntactic inflection of Proto-Arabic
modal system, II-Y/W and III-Y/W roots (prefix conjugation)

Mood 3MSG 2FSG 3mPL
gsSvyakinu 5SS takiinina 5, yakiinina
Indicative
= yabni o tabnina 03w yabniina
asSs yakina
Subjunctive
(s~ Yabniya & 355 takdni 1554SS, yakinii
‘ oS yakun' o+ tabni \yy yabnii
Jussive
o= yabni

! In both the Quranic consonantal text and the gasidah poetic corpus,
there is another form of this verb specifically, written in the Quranic
consonantal text 4L and recited as /yaku/ in both the gir@’at and the
qasidah poetry. For an argument that the realisation underlying the lan-
guage of the Quranic consonantal text was /yak(u)/, the result of a set
of changes that are reconstructible as *yakun > *yaku > *yak, see Van
Putten and Stokes (2018, 168-70). This form does not occur in the Gos-
pels of Vat. Ar. 13, or indeed any portions of the MS, as far as I am
aware, nor does it occur in the other early Christian MSS consulted for
this study.
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Table 38: Reconstructed morpho-syntactic inflection of Proto-Arabic
modal system, II-Y/W and III-Y/W roots (imperatives)

Mood 2MSG 2FSG 2MPL
oS kun @}f kiini IS kiini
Imperative -
o) (V)bni L;;g\ (V)bni Iy} (V)bnit

While the distribution of modal forms in Vat. Ar. 13 corre-
sponds to a significant degree with this reconstructed verbal sys-
tem, there are nevertheless differences in a minority of cases pri-
marily in two aspects: (1) the distribution of indicative versus
non-indicative forms and (2) short versus long spellings of jus-
sives and imperatives. The goal of this chapter is to investigate
the distribution of these differences, with reference to this Proto-
Arabic system. As elsewhere, however, the most relevant com-
paranda will be not just the ‘Arabiyyah data adduced by the gram-
marians, but also Quranic gira’at, early Islamic-era papyri, as well
as modern dialects, but especially the other Arabic MSS produced
by Christians in Syria and Palestine.

Before beginning the analysis, a word about methodology
is due. I have made every effort to record every instance of an
eligible imperfect and include it in the data presented in this
chapter. However, in non-vocalised hands (especially Hands A-
C), indicative and subjunctive forms are distinguishable only in
the FsG, dual, and MPL forms. So, for example, the strong verb
3MSG =X, could be indicative, subjunctive, or jussive; it is im-
possible to know which from the consonantal form of the word
alone. Likewise, jussive forms are distinguishable from Subjunc-
tive ones only in the singular (excluding 2FsG), when the root is
II-Y/W or III-Y/W. In many cases, then, all that can be specified
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about a verbal form from its consonantal spelling is that it is non-
indicative. In order to explore the distribution of different modal
forms with as much clarity as possible, I categorised verbal forms
based on two factors, namely morphological form and syntactic
context. In terms of verbal form, I reserved the designation ‘jus-
sive’ for II-Y/W and III-Y/W roots spelled short in the singular,
and labelled forms like S /158, with the more general ‘non-
indicative’ label. Thus, J<.. is labelled ‘jussive’ but 1,:% is la-
belled ‘non-indicative’. Where a II-Y/W or III-Y/W form is spelled
long in a jussive context, I have used the designation ‘non-jus-
sive’. So, in cases of, e.g., ng_r' (.J I have labelled such a form ‘non-
jussive’. Finally, when an imperative of II-Y/W and III-Y/W roots
is spelled long, I use the designation ‘long imperative’. Therefore
a form such as _:w! is labelled ‘long imperative’, contrasting with
U, which I désignate ‘short imperative’.

As we will see, modal inflection is largely congruent with
the system attested in the Quran and ‘Arabiyyah, and recon-
structible to Proto-Arabic, wherein main verb contexts predomi-
nantly trigger indicative forms and subordinated syntactic con-
texts trigger non-indicative ones. In some syntactic contexts,
however, there is a degree of variation that requires explanation.
In §1.0 I address variation in category (1) above, detailing the
syntactic contexts in which both indicative and non-indicative
forms occur (instead of just one, as would be expected from a
purely syntactically determined distribution of forms). I will ar-
gue that this variation is not random, and that a number of fac-

tors account for the majority of the variation. These factors in-
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clude contextual, semantic, pragmatic, and morphological con-
siderations. In 82.0 I address the question in category (2) above,
i.e., whether the jussive mood consisted of a separate modal cat-
egory or not based on short versus long spellings of jussives and
imperatives. I will show that the variation here again is not ran-
dom, but patterned, and represents a change-in-progress in which
the morphological distinction between apocopates is being lost.
This change is more advanced in III-Y/W roots than in II-Y/W
ones, and is perhaps affected by syntagm, with lam + jussive be-
ing affected more than (fa)-li + jussive. I will then compare this
data with that taken from other Arabic Gospel manuscripts, and
draw on relevant parallels from other corpora, including the
‘Arabiyyah, Quranic gira’at, and contemporary inscriptional evi-
dence in §3.0, showing that each phenomenon in (1) and (2) has

ample parallels in various early Islamic-era corpora.

1.0. Form and Function: Indicative and

Non-Indicative Forms and their Contexts

Indicative and Non-Indicative verbal forms in the vast majority
of instances occur prototypically across the MS. There are a num-
ber of syntactic contexts, however, in which both indicative and
non-indicative forms occur, as Table 39 shows.

Table 39: Indicative/non-indicative verbal forms and their syntactic
distribution, all hands

Indic. Non-Indic.
Totals
Contexts Contexts
Indic. Forms 529 (97%) 17 (3%) 546
Non-Indic. Forms 22 (10%) 206 (90%) 228
Totals 551 223 774

Significance (Fisher’s exact test) p=.00001
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Non-Indicative forms in indicative contexts occur more fre-
quently than indicative forms in non-indicative contexts across
all portions of the Gospels, and the difference is significant. While
the same basic distributions characterise the different scribal
hands, one important difference emerges when the data are bro-
ken down by hand.

Table 40: Indicative/Non-Indicative forms and their syntactic contexts,
Hand A

Indic. Contexts Non-Indic. Contexts Totals

Indic. Forms 337 (97%) 11 (3%) 348
Non-Indic. Forms 10 (7%) 141 (93%) 151
Totals 347 152 499

Table 41: Indicative/Non-Indicative forms and their syntactic contexts,
Hand B

Indic. Contexts Non-Indic. Contexts Totals

Indic. Forms 106 (99%) 1 (1%) 107
Non-Indic. Forms 4 (15%) 23 (85%) 27
Totals 110 24 134

Table 42: Indicative/Non-Indicative forms and their syntactic contexts,
Hand C

Indic. Contexts Non-Indic. Contexts Totals

Indic. Forms 20 (83%) 4 (17%) 24
Non-Indic. Forms 2 (11%) 16 (89%) 18
Totals 22 20 42

Table 43: Indicative/Non-Indicative forms and their syntactic contexts,
Hand D

Indic. Contexts Non-Indic. Contexts Totals
Indic. Forms 66 (99%) 1 (1%) 67
Non-Indic. Forms 6 (19%) 26 (81%) 32
Totals 72 27 99
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Hand C once again differs notably from Hands A, B, and D. In those
hands, non-indicative forms in indicative contexts occur with a
higher relative percentage than indicative forms in non-indicative
contexts. In Hand C, however, the opposite is true, with indicative
forms in non-indicative contexts relatively more frequent.

Understanding the attested variation is the goal of the rest
of this section. We will see that semantic, syntactic, and morpho-
logical factors combine to explain the vast majority of the varia-
tion. The data based on syntactic context for all hands is pre-
sented in Table 44. Note that for both indicative and non-indica-
tive forms, the percentages in parentheses are for the construc-
tion (i.e., read horizontally), not of all indicative or ion-indicative
forms. Thus, in the first row, 98 percent of imperfects in main
verb clauses with simple present, present continuous, or gnomic
semantics are indicative.

Table 44: Syntactic contexts and the distribution of indicative versus
non-indicative forms

;‘I(l)(:rl:s Non-Indic.
Construction Forms Totals

(% of (% of Total)

Total) 0

Impf. — Present/Continuous/
Gnomic Semantics

Impf. — Future Semantics 73 (94%) 5 (6%) 78
sa(wfa) + Imperfect 8 (73%) 3 (27%) 11
Coordinated Circumstantial

86 (98%) 2 (2%) 88

0, J—
. Clause (Hal) 39 (100%) 39
Main Impf. — after
. 0 0,
Verbs badea/sa‘ala/kana 152 (99%) 1 (1%) 153
Syndetic Relative Clause 46 (96%) 2 (4%) 48
IAsyndetic Relative Clause 5 (83%) 1 (17%) 6
Subordinate Clauses — 0
ma/kayfa 22 (100%) — 22

Interrogative Clause 29 (91%) 3 (9%) 32
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115‘1(1)(:::1:5 Non-Indic.
Construction Forms  Totals
(% of (% of Total)
Total) 0
Negated Main Verb 28 (90%) 3 (10%) 31
Negated Negated Main Verb of Relative 4 (100%) o 4
Main Clause
Verb i i
erbs Negated Interrogative + Main 13 (93%) 1.7%) 14
\Verb
Adver- |Subordinated — Adverbial
0, J—
bial Clause 3 (100%) 3
fa + Imperfect 3 (27%) 8 (73%) 11
Resulta-
tive wa + Imperfect — 1 (100%) 1
Clauses Asyndet}c Clause — Result of . 3 (100%) 3
Imperative
Subordi- |hatta + Imperfect (“until”) 3 (60%) 2 (40%) 5
nating .
Conjunc- la‘alla + pronoun/Noun + Im- 7 (100%) . 7
. perfect
tions
Comple- Pan + Imperfect 3 (5%) 55 (95%) 58
ment lan + Imperfect 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 2
Clauses |Complement of da‘a 3 (100%) — 3
Pur li + Imperfect 4 (8%) 44 (92%) 48
Clalll)::: likay + Imperfect 1 (100%) — 1
kay-md + Imperfect — 1 (100%) 1
Negated |kay-la/likay-la + Imperfect 2 (29%) 5 (71%)
Purpose (falla/li-’an la /li-’alla/’an + la 0 0
Clauses |+ Imperfect 1(6%) 17 (94%) 18
Condi- [Protasis of ’ida 1 (100%) — 1
tional  |Apodosis of ’in 1 (100%) — 1

Some of the variation can be seen as reflecting speaker/au-
thor stance, or what we might call ‘speaker-oriented modality’>—
that is, reflecting a true modal nuance—in defiance of a strict
syntactic distribution. This effect is noticeable especially in the
subset of contexts in which a non-indicative form occurs in a syn-

tactic context that normally triggers the indicative. Where the

21 thank one of the reviewers of the book for suggesting this phrase.
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commitment to, or certainty of, the action from the point of view

of the speaker is lower, non-indicatives can occur. For example,

non-indicatives occur several times in interrogative clauses.

(231) Ll gl Oladl ydlas of dk; |y )5 Uly £BYI sY 4l (191)
y’wld 1Py w-n’ tqdrw’ 1y °n tntqw’ b-l-hyr’t w->ntm ’sr’r
‘Oh, you sons of vipers, how are you able to speak good
things even though you are evil?’

(232) s b ol s leas (,.5 KB ad LST JB ol 4 slly olallsl

(661) o\xias

’t1°-h w-ty’-ny b-h f->n @’l I-km’ fy-h @’yl Im tsn® hd’ *‘w m’
hd’°’ldy tsn®n
‘Untie it and bring it to me, and if anyone says something
to you about it, such as “Why are you doing this?” or
“What is this that you are doing?””’

Another context that occasionally triggers the use of non-indica-

tive forms involves the negation of the main verb of a clause.

(233) L) oshas ppeds D6 Jylll gk il 0l (391)
w-’ldyn ytlbwn-h’> w-yrydwn ’l-dhwl f-I° td‘w-hm yslwn °ly-h’
‘Those seeking it [the kingdom] and who want to enter
they do not allow them to reach it’

(234) ol o) S ke sede ¥ WSOV alial) s 0 oY) lylaians (70V)
f-’styqztw’ °l->’n mn snh °l-gflh I-’n-km P tImw mt’ y’ty rb °l-
byt
‘So stay alert and beware the tradition of ignorance, be-
cause you do not know when the lord of the manor will

come’

Main verbs expressing future action, and especially in passive

voice, are non-indicative in several places across the MS.



(235)
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155105 Oypds ) - Ld 155105 M 15 Y (8r)

P tdynuw’ l-yl td’nuw”’ f-b-’l-dyn °’ldy tdynwn td’nw’

‘Do not judge, so that you are not judged, for by the same

way you judged, you will be judged (SUBJ)’

)@s@\ﬁ\jhe\éﬁiyﬁ\\jwﬁi\\}}ug)wjb—LJé
(32v) >

f-m’ @w ’lPwilwn B’lw’ °n-hm s-y‘tw’ ’ktr mn dlk f->tw’ hm

yd’ dyn’r dyn’r

‘So when the first [to be hired] came, they expected that

they would be given (SUBJ) more than that, but they were

also given each a denarius’.

There seems further to be a correlation between non-indicative

form and the semantics associated with verbs of ability.

(237)

(238)

Lol o) Vpaaeds O I 092-lly ass Y el ol el Lol

(26v)

y’yh’ ’l-R’yfwn °l-mr’ywn °l-hdwn b-l-wgwh thsnw’ °n tfhsw’

’dym ’l-sm’

‘Oh you who fear, you hypocrites, you can (SUBJ) discern

the redness of the heavens...’

pls b Lbs jusdly sl L 959SG o) 1o, ¥ &3 e o Je
(791) g g )

q@’L-hm ‘nd dlk P yqdrw’ °n ykwnw’ °bn’ ’l-ng’d w-’l-hdr sy’m’

m’ d’m °l-rws m-hm

‘Then he said to them, “The groomsmen cannot (SUBJ) fast

while the bridegroom is with them™

Elsewhere, syntax seems to play a role. For example, a non-

indicative form occurs once in the context of an asyndetic relative

clause.
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(239) assa asdls (..@J J== (53v)
ga‘al I-hm ‘al’mh yrfw-h’
‘He made a sign for them that they know (NON-INDIC)’
In at least one instance, a non-indicative occurs in what I suggest
is a coordinate clause that expresses the result of the preceding
main clause.
(240) wlye poor e s 1Sy pgishaid vl e gl Cy (14V)
w-ytb ’l-bnwn 1y °b’y-hm f-yqtlwn-hm w-ykwnw’ mnsqqyn
‘nd gmy* ‘w’n-h
‘Sons will attack their fathers and kill them, and will con-
sequently be cut off from all their kinsmen’

As we will see in §3.0 below, non-indicatives occur in these con-
texts in multiple other Arabic corpora, pre-modern and modern.
Indicative verbs occurring in syntactically non-indicative con-
texts likewise seem at least in some instances to reflect a modal
nuance, this time a high commitment to the veracity of the action
from the point of view of the speaker/author. This is perhaps es-
pecially the case in the few examples of an indicative form fol-

lowing the subordinator an.

(241) wiley o) ople 51 (62V)
w-k’nw’ yh’'nwn °n ys’lwn-h
‘And they were embarrassed to ask (INDIC) him’

(242) )l o) b ad) ol Loy SByle oSUI 06 oY) easgnts 6 (61)
f-P tsbhw-hm °l-’n f-’n °b>-km “rf b-m’ tht’§wn °ly-h qbl °n
ts’lwn-h
‘So do not be like them, for your Father who is in heaven
knows what you need before you ask (INDIC) him’
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In both examples, the verb in the subordinate clause does not
express a wish or intent, but rather an act that is assumed to oc-
cur. The occurrence of the indicative (or the perfect) after ’an in
such contexts is well-known, even in Classical Arabic (Wright
1896, 1I:19; see further §3.0 below). A similar explanation is
likely behind the occurrence of the Indicative after the subordi-

nating conjunction hatta with the meaning ‘until’:

(243) o el oo s sl sl Y g als ol oS3 U1 ol
(271) 65,50 3 Sude Lol ) anle
w-’l-hq °>qwl I-km °n R’hn’ qwm’ P ydwqwn ’l-mwt w-In ysl ’ly-
hm hty y“ynwn °bn ’l-bsSr mgbl’ fy mlkwt-h
‘The truth I tell you, there are people here who will not
taste death, and it will not reach them, until they see (IN-
DIC) the Son of Man coming in his kingdom’

Here again, the lack of intent, coupled with the expectation of
the veracity of the event, likely triggers the use of the indicative
instead of non-indicative.

A firm commitment to the action, or its negation, may also
be responsible for the use of the Indicative following the future
negator lan in the following example from Hand C.

(244) Ll oSl IV oslsas LYy 4l (,Sj Bsdy (.J ol (4v)
’n Im yfwq br-km °l-ktbh w-’l-°>hb’r In tdhlwn ’ly mlkwt °l-sm’
‘If your righteousness does not exceed the scribes and the
Pharisees, you will certainly not enter (INDIC) into the
Kingdom of Heaven’
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As in other early Christian Arabic MSS, the future negator lan is
relatively rare in Vat. Ar. 13. The only other instance of the ne-
gator lan occurs in a section copied by Hand A, where it is fol-

lowed by a non-indicative.

(245) Lgawniy Ladl o Se 1ol ) (291)
[n tigw’ mlkwt °l-sm’ w-n‘ym-h’
‘You will not find refuge in the Kingdom of Heaven and
its paradise’

It seems likely that these two forms represent differences in the
grammars of the two scribes. Interestingly, of the six instances of
atypical modal inflection in Hand C, four of six (67 percent) in-
volve indicative forms, each of which occurs in a context in
which the statement is absolute or made with high confidence
from the point of view of the speaker/narrator.

Another category where we find consistent use of the indic-
ative, where we would expect non-indicatives is in asyndetic
clauses following the command da“ ‘let...!", expressing the intent
of the command (see, e.g., Fischer 2002, 211, §412).

(246) (2l ooy LS’)AM £ 2 L;M\ (111)
’tb“ny w-d° ’l-mwty ydfnuwn mwt>-hm
‘Follow me, and let the dead bury (INDIC) their own’
(247) slaxdl gl uj\ o 0lsicy Lanses Ogﬁj (21n)
w-lkn d‘w-hm’ ynsw’n gmy® °’ly *w’n °’l-hs’d
‘But rather, let them both [wheat and tares] grow (DU IN-
DIC) together until the time of the harvest’
(248) pagmaas Yy oo 5 JUbYI o> o) Sy (641)
w-@’l -hm d'w’ ’I’tfl ydnwn mn-y w-P tmn‘w-hm
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‘And he said to them, “Let the children come (INDIC) to me
and do not prevent them™

It is not immediately clear why the indicative would be used in-
stead of the non-indicative in these verses. While it is possible to
appeal to, e.g., hypercorrection, I suggest that we are dealing
with a translation effect, in this case from the Peshitta likely un-
derlying this portion of the text. In each case, the combination
translated with da‘(i) + indicative in Syriac is sbiiq(ii) ‘leave,
let!” + active participle. In Syriac, the participle can occur in a
number of different kinds of subordinate clauses, including as the
object of another verb.? Given the consistency of the use of the
indicative in the MS to translate this construction, it seems plau-
sible that it reflects the equation of the Arabic indicative with the
Syriac participle, and the translation philosophy in these cases
overrode any modal implications.

While most of the examples can be explained without ap-
pealing to a kind of hypercorrection, one context in which indic-
atives occasionally occur instead of non-indicative forms, and
where another explanation is not always immediately forthcom-
ing, is that of purpose clauses. These examples include imperfects
with li- and (li)kay, as well as the negative particles li-’an la and

likay-la.

® On this construction in Syriac, especially in the Syriac New Testament
translations, see Noldeke (1904, 214, §272). Incidentally, this is also
true of the participle in Christian Palestinian Aramaic (Schultess 1924,
87).
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(249)

(250)

(251)

(252)
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o lrly golind o gy DS e o) (U1 (80V)
’ldyn ’tw-h l-ysm‘wn kPm-h w-lybrw’ mn ’sqg’m-hm w-"wg>‘-
hm
‘They who came to him came to hear (INDIC) him talk and
to be healed (NON-INDIC) of their sickness and pain’
WS B S s Sl ey aSIl e L &l k)
(68r) axe Lgogh znd
’rstw’ ’ly-h qwm’ mn ’l-ktbh w-mn ’sh’b hyrwds l-ymkrw b-h
fy klmh l-ystrqwn-h’> mn-h
‘They sent to him [Jesus] a group of scribes, and from the
supporters of Herod, in order to trick him (NON-INDIC) by
some word, that they might duplicitously get (INDIC) it
from him’
a35-YNy o9 sl ol o LaS™ Elals o a0l (ol Y s s e Y
(5v) JU\ ety et L;.S af}ﬂ.’
[’n me’ flt sdgh P’ tn’dy b-’l-qrn qd’m-k km’ ysn‘ ’l-mr’wwn
w-’l->hdwn b-’l-wjwh... I-ky ymdhwn mn ’l-n’s
‘For whenever you do your act of kindness, do not an-
nounce with the trumpet before you as the hypocrites
do... so that they will be praised (INDIC) by people’
ijw\ﬂr_@bbw(@w&\&?ﬁﬂﬁ&&u}
D95y bl Oy el lpae Y (S adl e e
(20V) pgeisls sl o pgpol
hq’ I-‘mr-k °qlb hd’ ’I-§D w-Im ysm‘w’ b->d’n-hm °I° sm® tqyl’
w-gmdw’ >‘yn-hm ‘n ’l-bsr l-ky I’ ybsrw’ b->yn-hm w-ysm‘wn
b-’d’n-hm w-yfkrwn b-qlwb-hm tm yqblw’ f->Sfy-hm
‘Truly, the hearts of this people have become wicked, and
they have only heard dully, and they have closed their
ears from truly seeing, in order that they not see (NON-
INDIC) with their eyes and hear (INDIC) with their ears and
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do not perceive (INDIC) with their hearts, then they would
accept [the message] (NON-INDIC), I would heal them’

In these cases, translation effect is unlikely, not least because in
several of the above examples both the expected subjunctive and
unexpected indicative forms occur, sometimes one after the
other, whereas the underlying Vorlagen—whether Syriac or
Greek—both use the same verbal forms for each verb in the se-
ries. It is possible that examples such as these were due to occa-
sional influence from a dialect in which the subjunctive was ex-
panding as the unmarked imperfect in all syntactic contexts (on
which, see further in §3.0 below), and that the scribe(s) hyper-
corrected. However, other possibilities exist, such as that distance
from the subordinating particle led to an increased likelihood of
indicative inflection. In the final example, it is possible that the
two indicative verbs were seen, not as contingent upon the first,
but subsequent, which led to a sense that the indicative was more
appropriate than the non-indicative. As we will see below in §3.0,
examples of this kind of inflectional asymmetry between indica-
tive and non-indicative are attested in no less a corpus than the
Quranic gira’at.

In addition to the semantic, syntactic, and translational fac-
tors discussed above, a morphological factor—the presence of a
pronominal suffix—has a significant effect on the likelihood of
non-indicative forms occurring in indicative contexts. Multiple
studies of early corpora noted the apparent correlation between
pronominal suffixation and an increased likelihood for the non-

indicative to occur, regardless of syntax (see most notably Blau
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1966-1967, 264-65). The only study to attempt to study the ef-
fect statistically did not find a statistically significant effect,
though the data was suggestive (Stokes 2024a, 376). The data for
Vat. Ar. 13 is presented in Table 45.

Table 45: Effect of pronominal suffixes on occurrence of non-indica-
tive forms in indicative contexts

Indic. Form in Non-Indic. Form in

Suffix Indic. Context  Indic. Context
+ Pronominal Suffix 93 (92%) 8 (8%)
— Pronominal Suffix 436 (97%) 14 (3%)

Significance (Fisher’s exact test) p = .043

Though the data set is small, it is statistically significant in Vat.
Ar. 13. The occurrence of a pronominal suffix clearly correlates
in a non-random way with the use of the non-indicative form.

Note especially the following examples.

(253) sy s Al ypikoman lobaoms (78V)
w-gw’ ymgdwn °llh w-ysbhw-h
‘And they began glorifying (INDIC) God and praising him
(NON-INDIC)’

(254) e Lhoy pSary o ol lladly oSialy 0 150y (STas! by

(Br—v) 1Sy229 05 05 7oy )

hbw’ *‘d’-km w-b’rkw’ mn yl‘n-km w-"flw’ ’l-hyr b-mn ybgd-
km w-slw’ Iy °ldyn yshrw-km krh w-ytrdw-km
‘Love your enemies and bless the one who curses you. Do
good to whoever hates you, and pray for those who hate-
fully scorn (NON-INDIC) you and who persecute you (NON-
INDIC)’
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In several places it is difficult to know whether the choice of form
is driven by the morphological factor of pronominal suffixation
or by some other semantic or syntactic factors discussed above.
(255) o3ls dls Ll ) (Sliz 42y (54V)

w-hw ytqddm-km °ly °l-glyli hn’k t“ynwu-h

‘And he will go ahead of you to Galilee, there you will see

(NON-INDIC) him’

It is unclear, and impossible to determine, whether the future se-
mantics or rather the pronominal suffix is primarily responsible
for the non-indicative verbal form in the above verse. Elsewhere,
though, the effect of the pronominal suffix seems more straight-

forwardly important:

(256) L lshasy 1g,0l Lay 6Ll CL:;:A!\ asdy sl Y LU L L
(861) goobel loboisy 0} oo o ol 05ISTLy o2l
m’ b’l °’rb’y-k P y‘mlwn b-bd‘h °I-’Sy’h w-rw’y’t-hm w-m’ *mrw’
w-mlw’ bl yh’lfw-hm w-y’klwn ’l-hbz mn gyr °n ygslw’ ’ydy-
hm
‘Why do your disciples not act according to the teaching
of the elders and their stories and what they commanded
and practiced, but instead they contradict (NON-INDIC)
them, and they eat (INDIC) bread without washing their
hands’

In this verse, two verbs occur consecutively, the first with a pro-
nominal suffix and non-indicative, whereas the second lacks the
pronominal suffix and is indicative.

Overall, the distribution of indicative and non-indicative

modal forms in Vat. Ar. 13 is mostly syntactically determined,



218 A Multipolar Approach to Early Christian Arabic

but with variation in certain contexts due to several semantic fac-
tors, such as salience of the subject, speaker/author positionality
related to the degree of commitment to the action, the morpho-
logical factor of pronominal suffixation, and, in the case of one
underlying Syriac syntagm, perhaps due to a translational formu-
laic effect. It remains to be seen whether the category of the apoc-
opate, which historically characterised both the finite verbal
mood of the jussive, as well as the imperative, remained distinct
morphologically in the language attested in Vat. Ar. 13. We turn
now to a study of short versus long spellings of the jussives and
imperatives of II-Y/W and III-Y/W roots in the MS.

2.0. Long versus Short Spellings of Jussives and
Imperatives of II/III-Y/W Roots

The jussive/apocopate, also called ‘short imperfect’, is attested in
Vat. Ar. 13 in several syntactic contexts, especially including fol-
lowing the negative adverb lam to negate the simple past or the
present perfect, in the (fa)-li syntagm to express a wish or order,
as well as the protasis and apodosis of conditional particles, es-
pecially ’in, and following la to express the negative imperative.
As with any unvocalised manuscript, so in Vat. Ar. 13, the jussive
is distinguishable from the subjunctive only in II-Y/W and III-
Y/W roots. While there are no examples of indicative forms in
the above syntactic categories, there are both plene/short and de-
fective/long spellings of II-Y/W and III-Y/W root jussives and im-
peratives. In fact, almost a quarter (27/114 = 24 percent) are

spelled long. However, as can be seen in Table 46, when we break
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down the distribution of long versus short spellings by root type
(that is, whether II-Y/W or III-Y/W), a clear trend emerges.

Table 46: Correlation between root type and spelling of Jussives/Im-

peratives
Spelling II.Y/W III-Y/W Totals
Plene Spelling 7 20 27
Short Spelling 58 29 87
Totals 65 49 114

Significance (Fisher’s exact test) p = .0003

The morphological category of root type is a significant factor in
determining the likelihood of plene versus defective spellings of
jussives and imperatives. The defective/short spelling of II-Y/W
roots (89 percent) is much more frequent than that of III-Y/W
roots (59 percent).

Root morphology is not the only factor that impacts the
likelihood of a short versus long spelling, however; syntax also
has an effect. It is possible, for example, that certain cues, such
as the presence of particles like lam and li-, triggered short spell-
ings more frequently than, e.g., with imperatives. Table 47 pre-
sents the data for weak roots by syntactic category.

Table 47: Spelling variation of weak roots by syntactic category, jus-
sives versus imperatives

Spelling Jussives Imperatives Totals
Plene Spelling 11 16 27
Short Spelling 54 33 87
Totals 65 49 114

Significance (Fisher’s exact test) p = .0742

The results of the comparison between syntactic categories re-

vealed no statistically significant difference between spellings of
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jussives compared with imperatives, though the p value is cer-
tainly suggestive of a tendency for imperatives to be spelled plene
more than jussives. We might wonder whether within the cate-
gory of jussives there is a tendency for one to be spelled short
versus another. In Table 48, I provide the data and statistical
analysis for the two largest categories of jussives, those following
(fa)li- to express a wish and those following lam to negate the

past tense.

Table 48: Impact of syntax on short versus long imperfect spellings

Spelling (fa-)li lam
Short 16 40
Long 0 11

Significance (Fisher’s exact test) p = .1024

The difference in the data does not reach the level of significance.
Nevertheless, the fact that 20 percent of the examples of lam +
jussive are spelled long, whereas there are no examples of plene
spellings of jussives in the (fa)-li syntagm, again suggests some
kind of distinction in the grammar of the scribes responsible for
the MS. One possibility is that behind this trend stands the nas-
cent generalisation of lam as a negator for all tenses and contexts,
a development well-attested in later corpora (Lentin 1997, 764—
67; Wagner 2010, 132-60).* Alternatively, there may have been
some phonetic difference between the realisation of verbal forms
following lam and (fa-)li, with perhaps the latter preserving a

short realisation longer than the context following lam by virtue

4 See also numerous references to this feature, with both verbal and
nominal clauses, from the Ottoman period in the collection edited by
Esther-Miriam Wagner (2021).
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of its clitic status, i.e., *fd-1(i)-takun but *lam yakiun > lam yakiin,
though this must of course remain a matter of speculation.

In the case of long versus short spellings of jussives and
imperatives, unlike with the indicative/non-indicative contrast
examined above, there seems to be an important correlation be-
tween scribal hand and tendency towards certain spellings. The
data are presented in Table 49.

Table 49: Long versus Short spellings of jussives and imperatives by
scribal hand

Spellings Hand A Hand B Hand C Hand D
Short Spellings 153 (92%) 53 (91%) 26 (77%) 71 (99%)
Long Spellings 13 (8%) 509%) 8(23%) 1(1%)
Totals 166 58 34 72
Significance (X?) p = .0017

The two earliest hands, Hand A and Hand B, both attest roughly
the same proportions of short versus long spellings, essentially
writing one in ten jussive or imperative forms long. As we have
seen in other domains of the grammar, Hand C tends to be the
least classical/normative when it comes to spelling these forms,
being over twice as likely to use a long spelling as Hands A and
B. Here as elsewhere, Hand D, the latest scribal hand, hews clos-
est to the norms of classical spelling, with only one long spelling
of a jussive out of 72 instances. These differences in hands do
reach the level of statistical significance via a X* test.

To sum up, the primary factors increasing the likelihood of
plene versus short spellings of jussives that can be identified and
reach the level of statistical significance are root type and scribal

hand. Interestingly, the earliest hands (Hands A and B) stand in
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the middle of the spectrum of spelling tendencies, while one re-
storative hand (Hand C) much more freely spells jussives and im-
peratives long, whereas the latest hand (Hand D) brings spellings
into line with classical orthography in all but one instance. As in
other corpora, and probably inherited from the Ur-text from
which the present copy was made, III-Y/W roots are much likelier
to be spelled long than II-Y/W roots (Stokes 2024b). This is per-
haps best illustrated with the following example, taken from the
Lord’s Prayer in Matthew 6, in which the jussive of the II-Y/W
root is spelled short, but the jussive of the III-Y/W root is spelled
long.
(257) hrpse oS5 SliSle oL Shanl oy Landl 3 1 L) (61)

b>-n’ ’ldy fy ’l-sm’ tqds *sm-k t’ty mlkwt-k tkn msyt-k

‘Our Father who is in heaven, hallowed by your name.

Your kingdom come (plene), your will be done (short)....’

3.0. Comparison with Other Corpora

3.1. Comparison of Indicative and Non-indicative

Forms and Their Contexts

The modal system outlined above shares the same morphological
forms with the ‘Arabiyyah corpus, the three forms of which can
certainly be reconstructed to Proto-Arabic (Huehnergard 2017;
Al-Jallad 2018; Stokes 2024a). As we have already seen, in the
Proto-Arabic system, the subjunctive and jussive forms seem to
have been largely syntactically determined, with only secondary,

if any, reference to the speaker’s/writer’s position with respect to



6. Morphosyntax: Verbal Mood 223

the action of the verb (as pointed out many times, e.g., in Cowell
1964, 343).

There are nevertheless areas in which semantics and
speaker positionality are factors specifically in the choice of in-
dicative versus subjunctive in the ‘Arabiyyah tradition. For exam-
ple, while the subordinating particle °an typically triggers the
subjunctive, this is not universally the case. It triggers the sub-
junctive mainly when the clause expresses intent or purpose; oth-
erwise, the indicative (or a perfect) follows, e.g., %L., / (b u‘ + 140
’alamu an nama / yanamu ‘I know that he slept / is sleeping’
(Fischer 2002, 109, §196b1). An instance of the indicative com-
plement of the verb ‘alima ‘he knows’ + °an occurs in the Quran

at:

(258) e 553 G 136 (S OB e of e S (38 4
(Q73.20) &% oSae byS5n ol 1o ole A1
wa-llahu yuqaddiru l-layla wa-n-nahara ‘alima ’an lan tuhsi-
hu fa-taba ‘alay-kum fa-qra’ii ma tayassara mina l-qur’an
‘alima ’an sa-yakinu min-kum marda
‘God alone keeps precise measures of the day and night.
He knows that you are unable to endure this, and has
turned to you in mercy. So recite whatever you can from
the Quran. He knows that some of you will be sick...’

Variation between an + subjunctive and ’an + indicative occurs
in Vat. Ar. 13, and indeed other early Gospel MSS (Stokes 2024a,
392-96), and this semantic distinction appears to have played a
role in the early Christian MSS in general. Note the following

pairs.
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(259)

(260)

(261)

(262)

(263)

(264)
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ab ossiy o) pdas WU ST Lo (BL 4950, 11r)

fy-m’ k’n ’l-n’s ‘tydyn °n yqwlwn fy-h

‘While people were ready to say (INDIC) something about
it’

ol dl e &;)\.a 1555 ol oo & Yy (BL 4950, 10r)

w-I’ bd mn °n ykwnw’ h°wly 1y *hd *mryn

‘These must be (NON-INDIC) on one of two sides’

Lels Ul oSOV g 25 o) (senens] (SAT. 75, 20v)
-tstty‘wn ’n tsrbwn ’l-k’s °lty °n’ $rb-h’

‘Are you able to drink (INDIC) the cup that I drink’

sk o) s 0ly (SAr. 75, 12r)

w-"n Sy-tm °n tqgblw’

‘And if you wish to accept (NON-INDIC)’

B0l I e Jes o ol e o8 s ol LG (SAT 70,
24v)

f-’m’ °n tglswn ‘n ymyn-y *w ‘n Sm’l-y lys l-y °n ’u‘ty

‘But that you may sit (INDIC) on my right or on my left,
that is not mine to give’

o5y 9 1,5e oadsly o) gomt & 15 23ls (SAr. 70, 31r)

w-tmrw’ Uy ysw °n y’hdw-h mkr> w-yqtlw-h

‘And they conspired together against Jesus to take him
(NON-INDIC) by deceit and then to kill (NON-INDIC) him’

Syntactically, verbal complementation consists of the ’an

+ yafal pattern in Vat. Ar. 13, with the subordinating particle,

and most other Christian MSS regularly attest it as well; however,

almost all of the early Christian MSS also attest a serialised verbal

sequence without °an, in roughly equal numbers as the ’an +
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yaf‘al syntagm.> The same kind of semantic considerations are at
play in the following.
(265) srdy gl ol (..@_5 Je g5 Oy (SAr. 74, 32r)
w-"n ysw¢ @’l I-hm lys yht’¢$wn ydhbwn
‘And Jesus said to them, “They do not need to go (INDIC)””
(266) &5l o9l B gty sl o3 (SAr. 74, 271)
hwdh ’m-k w-"hwt-k h’rg yrydwn yklmw-k
‘Here are your mother and brothers outside; they want to
talk (NON-INDIC) to you’

If Al-Jallad’s (2020a) argument about the spread of Old Higazi
dialects in the wake of the Islamic conquest of the Levant is ac-
curate, then the co-occurrence of these two syntagms may reflect
a transitional state between the once-ubiquitous ’an + yaf‘al
means for syntactical complementation and the serial verb con-
structions of the modern dialects.

The impact of semantics on modal inflection is known from
the corpus of Quranic gira’at, where the readers occasionally dis-
agreed over the interpretation and appropriate inflection of a sin-
gular imperfect verb. The quintessential example involves the

(in)famous controversy over the correct mood of the verb yakiin

> The one exception among the eight MSS included here (see Table 49,
above) is BL 4950, which attests only ’an + yaf‘al complementation.
Note that the ’an + yaf‘al syntagm is likely a post-Proto-Arabic innova-
tion, perhaps a Higazi one (Al-Jallad 2022, 116). The pre-Islamic dia-
lects represented in the Safaitic corpus, for example, attest a nominal
form instead of a finite verb in complement clauses (Al-Jallad 2015,
182-84, 816.1). Modern dialects mostly attest a serial verb construction
similar to the one attested in the Christian corpus detailed here.
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in the Quranic phrase, kun fa-yakiin ‘be, and it is/will be’ (in, e.g.,
Q2.117; Q3.59; Q19.35), which was read by the majority as in-
dicative, i.e., kun fa-yakiinu, but by Ibn ‘Amir as a subjunctive,
i.e., as kun fa-yakiina. The crux of the disagreement was over how
to interpret the relationship between the imperative kun ‘be!’,
and the imperfect after the particle fa. Imperfects following fa- in
the subjunctive often express the result or consequence of the
first verb, prompting the grammarians to label this fa al-sababiy-
yah ‘the causal fa'. Prescriptively, in order to qualify as fa al-sab-
abiyyah, and therefore trigger a subjunctive, the preceding verbal
phrase should include one of the following: an affirmative or neg-
ative imperative; an expression of a wish or hope; an interroga-
tive; a negative statement (Wright 1896, 11:21-22; Nasser 2015,
92). In the example of kun fa-yakiin, there are no syntactic con-
straints on either indicative or subjunctive readings. Despite that,
almost all readers, and virtually all subsequent grammarians, re-
jected the soundness of the subjunctive reading.

All rebuttals of the subjunctive rely on semantic (or theo-
logical) arguments. For example, >Abu ‘Ali al-Farisi offered an
elaborate refutation of the subjunctive inflection in this phrase
by contending, among other things, that the fa cannot be fa al-
sababiyyah because, if it were, you should be able to paraphrase
any such sentence as if it were a conditional. So, in the sentence
idhab fa-u‘tiya-ka ‘go so that I give you something’, you can re-
phrase it sensibly as ’in dahabta a‘taytu-ka ‘if you go, I will give
you something’. However, according to al-Farisi, since that would
be rather meaningless in the phrase kun fa-yakiin (e.g., ‘be some-

thing so that it will be something’), the fa here cannot be fa al-
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sababiyyah, and thus the verb should be indicative rather than
subjunctive (Nasser 2015, 93). The point for our purposes is not
so much whether or not the subjunctive is semantically prefera-
ble in this instance; rather, it is (1) to show that semantic and
other contextual factors could at times determine whether an in-
dicative or subjunctive was used, despite the syntax, and (2) to
demonstrate that even those well versed in the system would oc-
casionally disagree over which inflection was more appropriate.

Other examples of intra-reader variation that were less con-
troversial, but nevertheless involve differing semantic interpreta-
tions of a Quranic verse that resulted in indicative versus sub-

junctive readings include the following:

(267) iy e o 1 Lo o Joold ol 380 g0 o o0 3
] (Q31.6) 13
wa-mina n-ndsi man yastari lahwa l-haditi li-yudilla ‘an sabili
llahi bi-gayri ‘ilmin wa-yattahida/u-ha huzuwan “ul@’ika la-
hum ‘adabun muhinun
‘But there are some who employ theatrics, only to lead
others away from Allah’s way—without any knowledge—
and to make a mockery of it. They will suffer a humiliat-
ing punishment’

Hafs, Hamzah, and al-Kisd’1 read yattahid as subjunctive
yattahida-ha ‘in order to make a mockery of it’ (or ‘thereby mak-
ing a mockery of it’?), while the rest read it as indicative

yattahidu-ha ‘And they make a mockery of it’.
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(268) ) JQMYJ>¢O\%@»G¢.\§\“&U@&)\U§$LAO\

Gl 3 b ol a5 8 8 Casg eE W By o, 50

(Q4.33-35) 2t 2 o) b

3 %in yasa’ yuskini r-riha fa-yaglalna rawakida ‘ala zahri-hi

’inna fi dalika la-’ayyatin li-kulli sabbarin Sakkirin, 3* *aw

yiibig-hunna bi-md kasabii wa-ya$fu ‘an katirin, * wa-

ya‘lamu/a lladina yugadiliina fi °ayyatind ma lahum min
mabhisin

33 If He wills, He can calm the wind, leaving the ships

motionless on the water. Surely in this are signs for who-

ever is steadfast, grateful ** Or He can wreck the ships for

what the people have committed—though He forgives

much—?°so those who dispute about our signs may know

that they have no refuge’

Nafi¢ and Ibn ‘Amir read it as an indicative yaTamu ‘And those
who know...’, whereas all other readers read it as a subjunctive
ya‘lama ‘So that they may know...’

Such variation garnered significant attention by grammar-
ians who wrote analyses and explanations of the different read-
ings, often supplementing with linguistic commentary of various
kinds. One of the most prolific of these scholars was Ibn Hala-
wayh (d. 980 CE/370 AH), who wrote several treatises, including
’Irab al-Qira’at al-Sab® wa-Ilalu-ha ‘The Inflection of the Seven
Readings and their Causes’, as well as al-Huggah fi al-Qira@’at al-
Sab‘ ‘The Evidence for the Seven Readings’. Ibn Halawayh'’s dis-
cussion of Q42.35 is complex and more intriguing. He suggests
that the indicative reading reflects a new clause, not dependent
on what precedes it (isti’naf), whereas the rest who read the sub-

junctive interpret it as dependent on what precedes. Following
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these brief comments, however, Ibn Halawayh mentions that the
grammarians of Basra and Kiifah disagree over the verb, with the
former arguing it is actually/underlyingly(?) magziim (= jus-

sive), but made subjunctive just like the verb in:

(269) 1y Ko Iher S0 A g g B LA o s
(Q3.142) )
’am hasibtum an tadhulii l-gannata wa-lamma ya‘lami llahu

lladina gahadii min-kum wa-ya‘lama l-sabirina
‘Do you think that you will enter Paradise without Allah
proving which of you truly struggled for his cause and

patiently endured?’

The Basrans, however, argued that the subjunctive reading is
preferable and that it reflects a meaning as if there were an un-
derlying ’an present, as if the verse read: an ya‘lama lladina
yugadiliina ‘So that those who dispute will know...” (’Irab, 285).
There are a number of parallels to these patterns in Vat. Ar.
13, especially when the conjunctions fa- and wa- could be inter-
preted as introducing either sequential acts or ones dependent,
usually in a causal way, on what precedes. Note the following
examples:
(270) 3V Jole JSy 2 lpa¥1 JS7 a0 e lyoncd 48D ol (o) v
(21v)
yrsl °bn ’l-bsr mPykt-h f-ymyzw’ ‘n mlkwt-h kl ’l>mw’g w-kl
°mly °l-’tm
‘The Son of Man will send his angels for them to keep out
of his kingdom all envy and all of the evil doers’
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(271)  wgislaid ooy u“ Ol S g (14v)
w-ytb ’l-bnwn Uy °b’y-hm f-yqtlwn-hm
‘And sons will attack their fathers and then kill them’
(272) sagind gy 039,25 Y o) o o (,de (59v)
w-lkm >yn tm °ntm P tbsrwn b-h’ f-tfhmw’
‘You have eyes but you will not see by them, thereby un-
derstanding’

In the first example, it is possible that only the initial verb, fol-
lowing fa-, was felt to be resultative but the rest indicative of
future events. The subsequent examples offer close analogues to,
e.g., Q31.6.

In a few places, Ibn Halawayh notes that differences over
indicative versus subjunctive inflection between readers were
due to certain tendencies to prefer one or the other depending on
the length of the sentence. One such instance is:

@73) 25 L o Sl 555 o o G5 V) 0 IR T 20 08 g
L (Q42.51) S Bl B Gwdl 5
wa-ma kana li-baarin ’an yukallima-hii llahu ’illa wahyan
’aw min war@i higabin ’aw yursila/u rasilan fa-yiihiya/i bi-
’idnihi ma yasa’u ’inna-hi ‘aliyyun hakimun
‘It is not possible for a human being to have Allah com-
municate, except through inspiration, or from behind a
veil, or by sending a messenger-angel to reveal whatever
He wills be his permission. He is surely most high, most
wise’
Nafi reads both as indicative yursilu and yiithi, while the rest of

the readers read them as subjunctive yursila and yiihiya. Here, Ibn
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Halawayh argues that Nafis Indicative reading is due to the ten-
dency of ‘the Arabs’ (al-‘arab) to revert to the nominative the
longer and more complex the sentence.
274) @) ) ad) o I o) o 13) el 5 ez Clrab,
279)
wa-dalika ’anna al-‘araba ’ida tala al-nasaqu haragi min al-
nasbi ’ila al-raf
‘That [the nominative reading] is due to the fact that the
Arabs, when the coordination [of elements] gets long,
they leave the subjunctive (nasb) for the nominative

(raf)’.

This pattern of non-indicative verbs at the beginning of a sen-
tence, followed by indicatives the more coordinates are added, is

attested in numerous places in Vat. Ar. 13 as well:

(275)  wekoyy ogald 4y yoid a8l angSN Ledae ol b Wy 2l 0y
Wkt g agrmy (B Oshhany aigdig & O iy i) I
(65r)
w-"bn °l-bsr yslm fy ’ydy ‘gm’ ’l-khnh w-l-ktbh f-y5gw b-h l-l-
mwt w-yslmwn-h w-ydf'wn-h °ly ’l-§wb w-ysthzywn b-h w-
ygdrwn-h w-ybsqwn fy wgh-h w-yqtlwn-h
‘And the Son of Man will be handed over to the chief
priests and the scribes so that they can sentence him to
death, and they will hand him over and give him up to
the people, and they will mock him and betray him and
spit in his face and then they will kill him’

We further saw above that several subordinating particles,
namely hatta ‘until; so that’ and °an ‘that’, can trigger either the

subjunctive or indicative in Vat. Ar. 13. Such variation after hatta
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is well documented, even in descriptions of textbook Classical
Arabic (e.g., Wright 1896, II: 20-21; Fischer 2002, 109, §196b1).
Indeed, the semantic differences between the two usages were
not always clear depending on the context, a fact which led to
different interpretations of the same text. For example, there is a
variant in the Quran, at Q2.214, where Wars ‘an Nafi‘ reads o>
axa \},;J cp Wy Jsw )\ Js4; as hattd yaqiilu l-rasiilu walladina *amani
ma‘a-hii, instead of the otherwise-ubiquitous hatta yagqiila, reflect-
ing a shift from intentive ‘so that even the messenger and the
believers with him cried out’ to adverbial ‘until the messenger
and the believers with him cried out’. Other early Christian MSS
attest similar variation between indicative and non-indicative in-
flection after hatta, depending on syntax. Specifically, when hatta
is used to express purpose, it is virtually always followed by the
non-indicative, whereas when it means ‘until’, it can trigger ei-

ther mood, as the following examples from SAr. 74 illustrate.

(276)  (p lseed) Igakay 1y 08 > (SAr. 74, 53r)
hty yqdrw’ ytgw® Lmhtryn
‘So that they are able (NON-INDIC) to deceive the elect’
(277) sz g 155Ul Lyl oo Iyimend 43 ol Liglss anie (4l
(SAr. 74, 19v)
w-’y mdynh tdhlwn-h’ °w qryh f-s-tbhtw’ mn *wgb-h’ f->mktw’
hty thriw’
‘And any town or village you enter, you should look for
the most deserving and stay [wth them] until whenever
you leave (NON-INDIC)’
(278) iVl oy s > Osadl gedy ¥ 3y WUl Lala o) (,_Q Jsl opal
(SAr. 74, 37v) Lo 5 L3l
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’myn ’qwl I-km °n h’hn’ °n’s wqwf I ydwqwn °l-mwt hty yrwn

bn °’l-’ns’n ’ty’ fy mlk-h

‘Truly I tell you that there are people standing here who

will not taste death until they see (INDIC) the son of man

coming in his kingdom’
The distinction between the second and third examples, and
therefore the reason for non-indicative versus indicative modal
inflection, seems to be the specificity and certainty of the event
from the perspective of the speaker. In the first, Jesus sends the
disciples out and gives them instructions on what to do when
they stay in various places. The verb thrgw’ ‘you leave (NON-IN-
DIC)’ refers to a very abstract, unspecified time and event; it is
rather gnomic ‘whenever you might leave’. In the second exam-
ple, however, the event—the coming of the son of man at the end
of the present age—is a very specific, vivid event, about which
the speaker, Jesus, is certain and committed. The difference here
again seems to be one of speaker positionality relative to the
event, its specificity, and its certainty, with verbs referring to
events to which the speaker is more committed more likely to be
indicative.

The important point here is not that all of the examples of
non-indicatives in syntactically indicative contexts (or vice versa)
attested in Vat. Ar. 13 are of the same kind as the variants at-
tested in the gira’at; rather, it is that while in the majority of cases
the syntax alone determine which modal form would be used, the
modal system was never purely syntactic. Various semantic, prag-

matic, and contextual factors played a role in determining which
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modal form was used, especially between the indicative and sub-
junctive, and led to variation in early corpora, even ones, such as
the Quranic gira’at, that are by definition included in the corpora
of Classical Arabic. The kinds of variation in Vat. Ar. 13 should,
therefore, be seen as well within the kinds characteristic of many,
if not all, early Islamic-era corpora. However, whereas normative
preferences developed among the grammarians, which led to a
reduction in such variants in the grammatical tradition connected
with Classical Arabic, this type of variation remained character-
istic of medieval corpora, such as other Christian Arabic MSS,
and continues until modern times in the Arabic dialects.

In a recent article, Stokes (2024a) conducted a data-driven
analysis of the distribution of modal forms in six early translations
of the Gospels into Arabic the provenances of which are thought
to be the same monastic milieux (Mar Sabas and Mar Chariton,
both near Jerusalem, as well as possibly southern Syria) and the
dating of which is approximately the same as Vat. Ar. 13 (9th-
10th centuries CE). For a comparison, see Table 50. The collection
of examples from Vat. Ar. 13 in which a Non-Indicative form oc-
curs in an Indicative context for semantic or pragmatic reasons has
numerous parallels in these early Christian MSS.

Table 50: Comparison of early Christian MSS—number and percentage
of indicative/non-indicative verbs and their contexts

Indic. forms Non-indic. forms

MS in indic. in non-indic.
contexts contexts
SAr. 154 (Apology, late 8th/early 9th cg) 89/101 (88%) 26/42 (62%)
BL 4950 (Summa, 867/877 CE) 60/67 (90%) 16/24 (67%)
SAr. 74 (Gospels, 9th cg) 117/266 (44%) 246/270 (91%)

Vat. Borg. Ar. 95 (Gospels, 9th/10th cg) 136/292 (47%) 290/313 (93%)
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SAr. 72 (Gospels, 897 cE) 96/285 (34%)  298/312 (96%)
SAr. 71 (Gospels, 10th cE) 174/310 (56%)  189/223 (85%)
SAr. 75 (Gospels, 10th cE) 235/330 (68%)  309/338 (91%)
SAr. 70 (Gospels, 10th cE) 147/171 (86%)  300/314 (96%)
Vat. Ar. 13 (Gospels) 529/551 (96%)  206/223 (92%)
3.1.1. Non-Indicative Forms in Interrogative Clauses

(279)

(280)

(281)

3.1.2.

(282)

(283)

oa Bldll liie a3l g6 oanally 1 S5 S (BL 4950,
6v)

-f-P tdkrw’ b-"l-sgyrh qlwb-hm ’l-§’fyh ‘qwl-hm °l-glyz nzr-hm
‘Do you not remember the small-hearted, the weak-
minded, and the short-sighted?’

S5l 5 a0y S 13l vgf J (SAT. 72, 111)

@l -hm I-m°@ ttfkrw? L8t fy qlwb-km

‘He said to them, “Why do you think evil in your hearts?””
) 4o 135 (23ly 1sLa) ) JUss (Vat. Borg. Ar. 95, 271)

f-@’L -hm I-m°d’ w-"ntm tt‘dw’ wsyh °llh

‘Then he said to them, “Why do you also transgress the
command of God?””

Non-Indicative Forms in Negated Main Verbs

Segp ollel o> @j& N (,.»J < ly (SAr. 154, 115v)

w-"nt byt lhym P tkwny hqyrh fy slt’n yhwh

‘And you, Bethlehem, are not least among the rulers of the

Jews’

i Osben Yy S sy 0 WL Yy oty gl ola
(BL 4950, 7V) aguslS 3 s ladl ahass Los

lys yfdlw-h ly-hm b-Sy... w-I’ yb’lw’ °n ydhlw’ °’l-kn’ys w-I

ymlwn b-Sy m-m’ t‘ml-h ’l-ns’ry fy kn’ys-hm
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(284)

(285)

3.1.3.

(286)

(287)

(288)

3.1.4.

(289)
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‘They do not prefer it to them at all... and they do not care
to enter the synagogues, nor do they do anything like
what the Christians do in their churches’

Lol Sy aall LY iy o o) J6 (SAT. 74, 11v)
q@’l I-hm lys yht’gw’ °l->qwy’ °ly °l-tbyb w-lkn ’l-mrd’

‘He said to them, “The well do not need the doctor, but
rather the sick do”

NPT PRIV (,_@f}! (SAr. 70, 27v)

[-’n-hm yqwlwn w-P yfiw’

‘Because they talk but do not act’

Non-Indicative Forms as Main Verbs with Future

Semantics

o Ly gy smeiloy (SAT. 72, 291)
w-s’tsm‘w’ b-hrwb w-"hb’r hrwb

‘And you will hear of wars and rumours of wars’

gdlazails doze) gﬁJ\ 43senally (SAr. 72, 26V)

w-l-m‘mwdyh ’lty *tmd s’t‘tmdw’

‘And the baptism into which I am baptised you will also
be baptised’

515 4y Iy ) -pdl (Vat. Borg. Ar. 95, 11v)

b-’l-dyn °ldy tdynw’ b-h td’nw”’

‘By the measure you judge, you will be judged’

Non-Indicative Forms in Asyndetic Relative Clause

Iokans piasn oily (SOMo 3 s 5 ISy (SAr. 75, 21v)

w-kl Sy tslw’ fy sPt-km w->ntm mwmnyn ttw’

‘And anything you ask in prayer, believing, you will be
given’



6. Morphosyntax: Verbal Mood 237

(290) 15, > & s (SAr. 70, 19v)
w-lys I-hm Sy y’klw’
‘They have nothing to eat’

(291) VSJLCL«."- = gl ogieg lshoa wguny sluis o gie (SAr. 74, 52v)
mn-hm tqtlw’> w-mn-hm tslbw’ w-mn-hm tgldw’ fy gm’“t-km
‘Some of them you kill, and some of them you crucify, and
some of them you whip in your assemblies’

3.1.5. Variable Inflection: Verbs of Ability

(292) 5285 |swesd Lol a9 L) (SAr. 72, 20r)
’m’ wgh °l-sm’ f-thsnw’ tqdw’
‘As for the appearance of the heavens, you can (NON-INDIC)
determine’

(293) (,.@,)\ RYSIWE SR EE I 32} s 13l (SAr. 72, 31v)
w-d’> m’ ’rdtm tstty‘wn thsnwn ’lyhm
‘And whenever you want you are able (INDIC) to give alms
to them’

The prevalence of such occurrences is much higher in the other
early Christian MSS than in Vat. Ar. 13. Verbs in interrogative
clauses, for example, were indicative across the other eight MSS
shown in Table 50 between 52 percent of the time, on the high
end, and 11 percent of the time, on the low end (Stokes 2024a,
379-80), whereas in Vat. Ar. 13, indicative forms still occur 91
percent of the time. Negated main verbs (with la) in the six Ara-
bic Gospel MSS are indicative in between 59 percent of cases, on
the high end, and 5 percent of cases, on the low end, whereas in
Vat. Ar. 13 they are indicative in 90 percent of the cases. Thus,
the grammar of verbal mood in Vat. Ar. 13—at least as concerns
Hands A, B, and D—sits between that of the other early Gospel
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MSS, on the one hand, and the Quran/Old Higazi, as well as the
‘Arabiyyah corpus, on the other, and is often much closer to these
non-Christian corpora. Hand C patterns even more closely with
the trends in the Christian corpus than these other scribal hands.

Stokes (2024a) argued that the enlarged role of semantics
and speaker positionality relative to the act of the verb reflects a
living development, based in no small part on the significant
number of direct parallels between the patterns attested in both
the early Gospel MSS and the modern dialects (Stokes 2024a,
406-10, for examples and analysis). If true, then it suggests that
the composers of the other early Gospel MSS targeted a more
vernacular register, whereas the scribe(s) that composed Vat. Ar.
13 intentionally targeted a system closer to that of, e.g., the
Quran/Old Higazi/‘Arabiyyah. Another bit of evidence in favour
of this interpretation is the fact that 31/39 (80 percent) of the
examples of syntactically unexpected modal forms occur in direct
speech, a fact that may suggest a desire on the part of the
scribe(s) to license different registers for direct speech versus nar-
rative.®

Indeed, modern dialects that morphologically distinguish
between an indicative and subjunctive imperfective often display
inter- and intra-dialectal variation in precisely the same contexts.
In interrogative contexts, for example, Brustad (2000, 236) shows

that while both Cairene and Damascene Arabic use the bi- prefix

¢ This phenomenon is perhaps responsible for some minority, perhaps
colloquial, forms in the Quran (Al-Jallad 2020a, 68-69; Reynolds
2023). It is further attested in other Arabic Gospel MSS (see, e.g.,
Stokes, Abou-Khatwa, and Leube 2024, 824).
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with indicative verbs, and omit it in subjunctive contexts, the for-
mer often uses the subjunctive in some interrogative contexts
where the latter can use either (examples from Brustad 2000,

236). In Egyptian, the non-indicative is quite common.

(294) ¢sls s (Egyptian)

tisrabi Say?

‘Would you [like to] drink (NON-INDIC) some tea?’
In Syrian, both forms can occur (Brustad 2000, 236, 238).

(295) sl o (Syrian)
btisrabi Say?
‘Would you like to drink (INDIC) some tea?’

but

(296) ¢sls Yy 5545 Loc! (Syrian)
’a‘mel >ahweh, walla Say?
‘Shall I make (NON-INDIC) coffee, or tea?’

This also occurs in Moroccan dialects that make use of the t- pre-
fix to mark the Indicative (Brustad 2000, 237).

(297) $J ot I aded) s (o) Liv—ide a0 85 J3l (Mo-
r(;cchn) ) " )
‘uwwal morra tansri gllaba—t‘aqali °uhti, dik ag-gllaba i
Sriti-li?
‘[it was] the first time I bought a jellaba [type of dress]—
remember (NON-INDIC), sister, that jellaba you bought

me?’

Brustad likewise reports that in numerous dialects with In-

dicative/Subjunctive distinction, the Subjunctive occurs in
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clauses modifying an indefinite head, i.e., an asyndetic relative

clause (Brustad 2000, 239).

(298) &l 355 b ey Al &) Ly alg Liss gp Lomins (Syrian)
mustahil honi ‘an[d]na wahid yigbal Sinnu yahud binat ma
tkiin ‘azra’

‘It’s impossible here for anyone to agree (NON-INDIC) to
marry a girl who isn’t/might not be a virgin’

(299) Sl Mixl> & 3525 s3l& (Moroccan)
gadi t5fi §i haga lli ma t‘agb-ek i
‘You will see something that you might not like (NON-IN-
DIC)’

The occurrence of the minority of non-indicative forms in syntac-
tically indicative contexts in Vat. Ar. 13, as well as those in other
corpora, thus likely belonged to living language and apparently
constitute possible options for writing. Again, the system in Vat.
Ar. 13 is much closer to the strictly syntactically determined dis-
tribution characteristic of what becomes Classical Arabic. The im-
portant point to be made here is that, even in a system that was
primarily syntactic, it was possible for two different people to see
the same text, interpret the semantics differently, thereby trig-
gering indicative or subjunctive modal inflection, as we saw in
the case of the Quranic readers. While either indicative or non-
indicative subsequently became the preferred inflection, de-
fended in the huggah literature, this later normativity should not
be retrojected onto earlier MSS composed when variation was

clearly normal.
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3.2. Comparison of Long versus Short Spellings of

Jussives and Imperatives of II/III-Y/W Roots

We have seen that there were two significant factors in the dis-
tribution of long versus short spellings of jussives/apocopates
and imperatives: (1) root type, with jussives and imperatives
from III-Y/W roots much likelier to be spelled long than forms
from II-Y/W roots, and (2) scribal hand. The two earliest hands,
Hand A and Hand B, both spell approximately 10 percent of these
forms long. Hand C more than doubles that, whereas the latest
hand, Hand D, spells only 1/72 long.

Long spellings are also well-known from the early corpus
of Christian Arabic texts. Blau (1966-1967, 185-96; 2002, 45,
877) discusses this phenomenon and connects it to the loss of
verbal mood in Islamic-era Arabic, but without any frequency or
distributional description thereof.” Stokes (2024b) attempted to
redress this by a quantitative and distributional study within and
across a small corpus of Christian Arabic Gospel MSS. In it he
shows that in six MSS—each of which dates to the 9th or 10th
century CE—short spellings are less common than long spellings

in the majority of syntactic contexts, but that root type appears

7 Likewise, Hopkins’s discussion is little more than a description of the
phenomenon buttressed by a scattering of examples and vague claims
that, e.g., short forms are of “decidedly less frequent occurrence” than
the longer spellings (1984, 85). Further, there is no sense of whether a
difference exists between the likelihood of II-Y/W root forms to be
spelled long or short relative to III-Y/W ones. A close study of this phe-
nomenon in the early papyri, and indeed the early epigraphic inscrip-
tions, remains a desideratum.
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to have been the most significant factor in determining the like-
lihood of short versus long spellings. Of those six MSS, 5/6 (83
percent) of the MSS attest highly significant differences between
II-Y/W and II-Y/W roots, the former being much likelier than
the latter to be spelled short (Stokes 2024b, 328), as here in Vat.
Ar. 13. Table 51 places Vat. Ar. 13 in the context of these and
other early Christian Arabic MSS, some of which I document here
for the first time. Vat. Ar. 13, while more conservative than the
other early Christian MSS studied so far, nevertheless attests the
same distribution.

Table 51: Short out of all spellings of eligible forms by root type across
early MSS

MS II-y/w Im-Yy/w
SAr. 154 (late 8th/early 9th CE)  24/41 (59%) 8/22 (36%)
BL 4950 (867/877 CE) 36/45 (80%) 0/9
SAr. 74 (9th cE) 10/40 (25%) 0/26
Vat. Borg. Ar. 95 (9th/10th CE) 13/38 (34%) 2/24 (8%)
SAr. 72 (897 CE) 31/49 (63%) 6/27 (22%)
SAr. 71 (10th cE) 28/36 (78%) 2/8 (25%)
SAr. 75 (10th cE) 45/53 (85%) 11/30 (37%)
SAr. 70 (10th cE) 15/29 (52%) 7/19 (37%)
Vat. Ar. 13 58/65 (89%) 29/49 (59%)

When we contextualise this Christian data set with other
evidence from the early Islamic period, it turns out that this pat-
tern seems to have been widespread, if not ubiquitous, even
among Muslims. Long spellings of III-Y/W roots, especially im-
peratives, are amply attested in early Islamic-era papyri (Hopkins
1984, 83-84, §81a; 85-86, §82d), and inscriptions, including one

of the earliest and most famous building inscriptions from the
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Islamic period, ‘Abd al-Malik’s inscription on the Dome of the
Rock in Jerusalem (Kessler 1970, 6):8
(300) upr ol (oot Dbty sy o S gl
’llhm sly Ty rswl-k w-bd-k ‘ysy *bn mrym
‘Oh God, bless (LONG IMPV) your messenger and slave, Je-
sus, son of Mary’

In fact, the spelling of imperative *salli long is virtually ubiqui-
tous in the early Islamic period material. For example, its use is
amply attested in the epigraphic inscriptional record, of which
the following inscription, likely from the late 1st or early 2nd
century AH / late 7th or early 8th century CE from Suwaydrah,
modern Saudi Arabia, is representative (Al-Rasid 2008, 129).
(301) oree o ol Jo o (gl

’llhm sly Ty ’l-gsm bn mhmd

‘Oh God, bless al-Qasim son of Muhammad’
The spellings of II-Y/W roots, however, are much more fre-
quently defective in the inscriptions. Note the following exam-

ples, also from Al-Suwaydah, which are typical (Al-Rasid 2008,
92, 94).

8 No long spellings of apocopate forms are attested in the Quranic con-
sonantal text. In one place (Q63.10), an apocopate form occurs in a
resultative clause headed by wa- where we would expect a subjunctive
instead. Most readers read it >akun in accordance with the consonantal
text; however, one reader, >Abii ‘Amr, reads it as subjunctive °akiina, in
defiance of the consonantal text (Van Putten 2022, 288, n. 93).
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(302) Loy & Sy Sl oy (omd) a2l 0 Ml
’llhm °gfr 1-ysy bn ’l-hrt w-kn b-h rhym’
‘Oh God, forgive Isa son of al-Harit, and be (SHORT IMPV)
merciful to him’
(303) lpoas 415 5 Jomon) Joo 5 gl
’llhm tb ly °sml bn zyd twbh nswh’
‘Oh God, forgive Ismail son of Zayd a sincere repentance’

Returning to the Christian data, II-Y/W versus III-Y/W impera-
tive forms witness the same trend (see Table 52). The Christian
MSS thus fit into a larger set of developments wherein II-Y/W
roots retained the morphological distinction between apocopate
and non-apocopate (or were at least spelled thus) longer than III-
Y/W roots did.

Table 52: Short spellings of 2MSG imperatives by root type’

MS II-Y/W nl-y/w
SAr. 154 3/3 (100%) 2/3 (67%)
BL 4950 4/5 (80%) —

SAr. 74 8/17 (47%) 0/18
Vat. Borg. Ar. 95 8/14 (57%) 3/20 (15%)
SAr. 72 9/16 (56%) 4/22 (18%)
SAr. 71 4/5 (80%) 0/5
SAr. 75 16/16 (100%) 11/24 (46%)
SAr. 70 5/8 (63%) 7/16 (44%)
Vat. Ar. 13 12/14 (86%) 19/28 (68%)

° The data for each of the MSS is based on tallies I have made directly
from the MSS for the purposes of this study. In all MSS other than Vat.
Ar. 13, eligible forms were collected from the first 25 percent of each
MS.
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Vat. Ar. 13 patterns with the other early MSS in another
way, namely in the tendency to write jussives in the (fa)-li syn-
tagm universally short, but with jussives after lam variably short
or long (see Table 53, overleaf). Given the fairly wide range in
percentages of short spellings in lam + jussive contexts across
these MSS (35-80 percent in those MSS which attest both syn-
tagms), the fact that in every case all instances of (fa-)li + jus-

sives are spelled short is clearly of significance.

Table 53: Short spellings of jussives according to syntagm across MSS

MS (fa-)li After lam

SAr. 154 — 19/45 (42%)
BL 4950 — 32/49 (65%)
SAr. 74 — 2/28 (7%)

Vat. Borg. Ar. 95 — 4/27 (15%)
SAr. 72 6/6 (100%) 14/32 (45%)
SAr. 71 2/2 (100%) 21/30 (70%)
SAr. 75 3/3 (100%) 22/33 (67%)
SAr. 70 3/3 (100%) 7/20 (35%)
Vat. Ar. 13 16/16 (100%) 40/50 (80%)

We might therefore imagine that the levelling of the morpholog-
ical form with the long vowels in II-Y/W and III-Y/W roots pro-
ceeded in two vectors, one morphological, affecting III-Y/W roots
more quickly and totally than II-Y/W roots, and one syntactic,
affecting lam + jussives earlier than other contexts.

This broad pattern, attested across the Levant and Western
Arabia in both textual and epigraphic data, is noteworthy and
requires some explanation. This tradition of the writing of early
Arabic across mediums clearly does not replicate Quranic orthog-
raphy, where short spellings are ubiquitous. I am further unaware
of any early Quranic MSS in which such alternations are attested.

It thus appears that there was no prohibition against updating
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the spellings of certain forms, likely reflecting evolution in con-
temporary spoken varieties of Arabic, when producing non-
Quranic MSS, at least in the initial centuries of the Islamic era.
That does not mean, of course, that the Quranic orthography—
which would eventually become the norm in professional con-
texts, in addition to literary ones—was not already used, and was
perhaps indeed associated with certain genres or especially pres-
tigious in certain circles. But it is to suggest that the practice of
updated writing attested in the various sources was not restricted
to Christians, and, based on its usage in the inscription on the
Dome of the Rock, was apparently not stigmatised in such con-

texts.



CHAPTER 7. MORPHOSYNTAX:
GENDER AND NUMBER AGREEMENT

Gender and number agreement in Arabic is perhaps best known
for two phenomena, both of which can be considered a kind of
‘deflected agreement’: (1) when inanimate plural nouns trigger
FSG and (2) when verbs preceding their nominal subjects display
gender but not number agreement, being obligatorily singular
(Ferguson 1989). While both (1) and (2) are regular features of
what becomes normative Classical Arabic, and indeed are oblig-
atory in Modern Standard Arabic, multiple studies have shown
that the Classical language is in this (and other) ways the odd
variety out. For example, Hanitsch’s studies (2021; 2022; 2023;
2024) have demonstrated that the Quranic pattern is much more
varied, with plural nouns triggering MSG, FSG and PL agreement,
depending on a number of semantic factors, such as animacy and
saliency, and syntactic factors, such as distance from the head
noun and pre- versus post-nominal position. Bettega and
D’Anna’s tome (2023) integrates the Quranic system with data
from pre- and early Islamic poetry, along with descriptions by the
grammarians, to argue that the Classical innovations mentioned
above began in the early Islamic period and rapidly took hold in
literary circles, possibly based on L1 transfer from Persian or
Greek. They add ample data from modern dialects, further cor-
roborating studies by, among others, Kirk Belnap (1991; 1993;
1999), and Belnap and Gee (1994), as well as Kristen Brustad

(2000), who show that the modern dialects exhibit a more varied

©2026 Phillip W. Stokes, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0517.07
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pattern of agreement, in which plural nouns can trigger either
singular or plural agreement, depending on many of the same
factors they (and Hanitsch for the Quran) identify in the earliest
available pre-modern corpora. Stokes (2024c) is the first study of
a corpus of texts produced by Christians in the monasteries of
southern Palestine that quantifies agreement patterns in six trans-
lations of the Gospels and an original composition, and finds the
same sets of factors at play, though with perhaps some evidence
for nascent interaction with the animacy-based system that be-
comes ubiquitous in Classical Arabic literary contexts. At the risk
of oversimplifying, it appears that virtually all non-Classical cor-
pora heretofore examined—ancient and modern—evince an
agreement system based on a number of semantic factors, includ-
ing not only animacy, but individuation/saliency, as well as syn-
tactic ones.

This chapter is first and foremost dedicated to determining
what patterns of agreement are attested in the Gospel portions of
Vat. Ar. 13, and whether they pattern with non-Classical corpora,
Classical Arabic, or somewhere in between. The focus will be on
agreement with plural nouns, since agreement with singular
nouns is unremarkable. To study this phenomenon, I have docu-
mented every plural noun, as well as collective nouns, modified
by any of the following modifiers: verbs, adjectives (attributive
or predicative), personal pronouns, relative pronouns, and
demonstrative pronouns. Each modifier was classified as pre- or
post-nominal. The patterns of pre- versus post-nominal agree-

ment differ, as we will see. Following the practice of recent schol-
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arship, I refer throughout to the head noun with the term control-
ler, and any modifier with the term target. We begin with post-
controller variation (81.0), focusing on instances of FSG agree-
ment with plural controllers (81.1), followed by MSG agreement
with plural controllers (§1.2). We will then look at occurrences
of dual (81.3) and FpL agreement (§1.4), determining to what de-
gree they were still functional and distinct categories, and what,
if any, factors were at play in determining their usage. Lastly, we
look at the minority of cases where post-controller targets with
nonhuman animate and inanimate controllers trigger MPL agree-
ment (§1.5). The second macro-section is dedicated to looking at

patterns in pre-controller target agreement (§2.0).

1.0. Post-Controller Agreement

I have chosen to begin with post-controller data. This is primarily
because there are significantly more post-controller targets than
pre-controller targets, and there is indeed more variation in the
various categories than with pre-controller targets. This is one
reason why Bettega and D’Anna (2023, 147) argue that the post-
controller order can and should be considered more canonical in
Arabic.

1.1. Feminine Singular Target Agreement with Plural

Controllers

Singular target agreement with plural controllers is a phenome-
non attested in our earliest Arabic corpora, and remains a feature
of all attested varieties of Arabic, pre-modern and modern, and

Vat. Ar. 13 is no exception. As elsewhere, it is helpful in the case
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of Vat. Ar. 13 to distinguish between FSG and MSG target agree-
ment. While this mostly affects the target category of adjectives,
I have decided to dedicate a separate section (§1.2) to address
MSG agreement with plural controllers. FSG target agreement with
plural controllers is, of course, well-known and common across
attested varieties of Arabic, pre-modern and modern, and Vat. Ar.

13 is no exception.

(304) ;i Llagll Ol il (641)
’nt °rf b-’l-ws’y’ ’l-mnzlh
‘You know the revealed (FSG) commandments (BPL)’
(B05) Leab)) ilse o Lo AN S e ST Lyl ISy (S o
(25v) Lo
n‘m y’ syd-y w-l-kI’b ’yd’ t’kl mn °l-ksr °lty tsqt ‘n mw’yd
rb’b-h’ f-thy’
‘Yes, my lord, but even dogs (BPL) eat (FSG) from the
scraps that fall from their (FSG) masters’ tables, and
thereby live (FSG)’
(306) sy Cazgls Ere oS3 Wﬂ:‘f o TS L) peblad) colSy
(771) ) ) peaned) 51 2L
w-k°nt ’l-Sy’tyn *yd’ thrg mn ktyr mn-hm °d k°nt tsrh w-thtf w-
tqwl °n-k °nt ’l-msyh ’bn °llh
‘And the demons were also being driven out (FSG) from
many, then they were (FSG) screaming (FSG) and crying
out (FSG) and saying (FsG), “Indeed, you are the Messiah,
the son of God™

This section attempts to identify the most important factors in-
volved in determining the use of FsG instead of plural agreement

with any particular plural controller.
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In Vat. Ar. 13, the two most important factors in determin-
ing FSG versus plural target agreement are (1) animacy of the
controller and (2) type of target. In order to investigate the im-
pact of animacy, I grouped the types of controllers that are mod-
ified by a target and plotted them along the ‘Animacy Hierarchy’,
which was first applied to a corpus of Cairene Arabic in Belnap
(1999), and articulated relying on crosslinguistic evidence by
Corbett (2006). At the high end of the hierarchy are humans, fol-
lowed by collective nouns that refer to a group of humans, then
divine beings, animals, and at the low end, inanimates. I have
also found it meaningful to distinguish another group of nouns,
often, and so here, referred to as ‘human collective’ nouns. These
include the following: ’ahl ‘people’; gawm ‘people’; sab / Su b
‘people(s)’; nas ‘people’; niswah ‘women’; raht ‘a group’; gam* /
gumii‘ ‘masses, crowds’; mahfal / mahdafil ‘masses, crowds’; katir
‘many people’; and ba‘d ‘some people’. Target type was relatively
straightforward to investigate, with targets classified as adjective,
pronoun (personal, relative, demonstrative), or verb. As can be
seen in Table 54, the lower on the animacy hierarchy the con-

troller is, the likelier it is to trigger FSG agreement.

Table 54: Singular versus plural agreement patterns by animacy type

Controller Type FSG MSG DU/PL  Totals
Human PL 5 (1%) 12 (2%) 493 (97%) 510
Human coLL 28 (7.5%) 28 (7.5%) 308 (85%) 364
Divine PL 23 (52%) — 21 (48%) 44
Animal pL 35 (85%) — 6 (15%) 41

Inanimate PL 223 (85%) 4 (1%) 36 (14%) 263
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When we look at the pattern by target type, the trend across the
MS is that, when all controllers are considered together, adjec-
tives are likelier to attest FSG agreement than pronouns, which
are in turn likelier than verbs (adjective > pronoun > verb).

Table 55: Post-controller FSG agreement with plural controllers by tar-
get type, whole MS

Adjective Pronoun Verb
Totals 103/208 (50%) 92/352 (26%) 88/616 (14%)

We can thus say that adjectives modifying plural inanimate con-
trollers are most likely to attest FSG agreement.

Of course, the matter is not quite so simple. These two fac-
tors are not independent of each other, and indeed interact in an
interesting and significant way. While it is true that, when target
type is investigated independently of animacy, the order in terms
of likelihood of attesting FSG agreement with plural controllers is
adjective > pronoun > verb, when animacy of the controller and
type of target are considered together, we find that the ranking
of likelihood based on target type changes depending on the ani-
macy of the controller.

Table 56: FSG agreement with plural controllers based on animacy and
target type, whole MS

Adjective
FSG + Relative
Controller Pronoun Verb
FSG broken Pronoun
plural
Human PL 2/46 (4%)  8/46 (17%) 0/128 3/313 (1%) 0/10

Human colL  12/25 (48%) 15/25(60%) 2/109 (2%) 13/213 (6%) 1/10 (10%)
Divine PL 9/16 (56%) 12/16 (75%)  2/7 (29%) 12/21 (57%) —

Animal pL 5/6 (83%) 6/6(100%) 7/12(58%) 16/16100%) 7/7 (100%)
Inanimate PL. 75/89 (84%) 83/89 (93%) 78/94 (83%) 42/52 (81%) 23/27 (85%)
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What emerges is a significant difference in target order between
animate nouns, including collectives, on the one hand, and inan-
imate controllers on the other. For the human/human collective
group, after adjectives, verbs are more likely to attest FSG agree-
ment than pronouns (adjective > verb > pronoun). Divine and
animal controllers seem to occupy a middle position, with adjec-
tives and verbs equally likely to trigger FSG agreement, but both
more likely than pronouns (adjective ~ verb > pronoun). How-
ever, with inanimate controllers, the frequency of FSG target
agreement is approximately the same regardless of target type.
In other words, while target type is an important factor for ani-
mate nouns, whether human, divine, or animal, it is much less so
for inanimate controllers, where animacy appears to be the pri-
mary factor in triggering FSG instead of plural agreement.

The conclusion that targets modifying controllers on the
low end of the animacy hierarchy almost always attest FSG agree-
ment, regardless of target type, is further supported by looking
at the few apparent counterexamples to this trend. The only
counterexamples to non-FSG target agreement with inanimate

controllers are typically dual:

(B07) Logn Ay ks (ody S pmn i 5l el D) Oy shnze ¢ Ly 8 )

(15r) Ledl 3 sl (._i.“g\]a\ 09

“lys qd yb’>* sfwr’n {b}tmn ’w b-‘qd mrwf w-lys ysqt w’hd
mn-hm’ dwn °mr °by-km ’ldy fy ’l-sm’

‘Can two birds not be sold for a certain price or by a

known contract, but not one them (bu) will fall without

the command of your father who is in heaven’
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(309)
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e ooy 3 3155 b ol sl Ly STy (791)

w-lkn ylg* *L-hmr *Lhdyth fy zq°q §dd w-yhfzn gmy®
‘Rather the new wine is put in new wineskins so they are
both (DU) preserved altogether’

Lo 3o B ol BolST o e i) Gacd) 0 lsbs 51 Lo (77V)
f-lm’ ’tw miw’ mn °l-smk °l-sfyntyn gm® hty k’dt’ °n tgrq’ w-
trsy’

‘So when they came, they filled the two boats with fish,
to the point that they (DU) were about to sink (DU) and
were anchored (DU)’

The few instances of non-FSG relative pronoun agreement are

MSG, a pattern known from other corpora (see below, §3.0), as in

the following example from Hand C:

(310)

LU ol VS.NSJ\ & 1sJssg Vgadas Vg gl 33155 ol LSN) GV lokaor
(2V) o2y

2w’ ’l-n °tmer °ldy twfq ’l-twbh w-P tznw’ w-D tqwlw’ fy

’nfs-km ’n °b>-n’ ’brhym

‘Now produce the fruit (BpL) that (MSG) is appropriate

(FsG) for repentance, and do not think and say to your-

selves that we have Abraham as our father’

The lone example of FPL agreement with an inanimate controller

is one instance FPL verbal agreement modifying the controller

’amwag ‘waves’, which occurs in a portion of the MS produced by
Hand A.

(311)

Lade ol8 a1 0V L 2 l5aV) 1S (23V)
w-i’nt I’ mw’g trgn-h’ I-°n ’l-ryh k’nt Ty-h’
‘And the waves were tossing (FPL) it [the ship] because

the wind was hard against it’
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In this instance, the saliency of the waves in the narrative was
sufficiently high to trigger FPL verbal agreement. As we will see
below, saliency and individuation play a role in triggering either
FSG or plural agreement with nouns higher up the animacy hier-
archy. However, again, in the case of the lowest categories on the
hierarchy, animals and inanimate controllers, animacy appears
to be the primary consideration (for a similar conclusion based
on data from the Quran, see Hanitsch 2022).

The impact of textual saliency and individuation is more
significant with nouns higher on the animacy hierarchy. FSG
agreement with such controllers is often in contexts in which the
controller is viewed as an unindividuated whole, whereas plural
agreement occurs in contexts where the same controller is more
highly salient or individuated. Bettega and D’Anna (2023, 180 et
passim) indicate the semantics of FSG as [ —individuated]/[ —sa-
liency] and the plural as [+individuated]/[ +saliency]. Khan
(1988, 469-70) provides an important discussion of various se-
mantic and pragmatic features that serve to increase the individ-
uation and/or saliency of a noun, including definiteness (versus
indefiniteness), specificity (versus abstractness), concreteness
(versus abstractness), humanness (animacy), and textual promi-
nence (versus being textually incidental). The latter seems to be
especially significant in the choice of FSG versus plural target
agreement. In the following pair of examples, the same noun,
’anbiya@’ ‘prophets’ triggers FSG and plural agreement, respec-

tively.
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(312) S arsoll LVl (Shl) s 1S (80V)
Wkd flt °b>’w-km b-’l->nby’ °’l-m’dyh qbl-km
‘Your ancestors did the same thing to the prophets who
came (FSG) before you’

but
(313) Sosb ol LIS LY g 01 (8V)

*hdrw’ °I-’nbya’ ’l-kdbh °ldyn y’twn-km

‘Beware the false prophets who (PL) come (PL) to you...’
In the first example, ’anbiya’ refers to all of the prophets that had
come before the present generation. No particular prophet, or
even group of prophets, is in view. The degree of individuation
is quite low, thus the controller is [ —individuated]. In the sec-
ond, however, a specific group—false prophets to come, presum-
ably at the end times—is in view. This increase in the individua-
tion, or perhaps more accurately here, in specificity, of the refer-
ent is likely responsible for the plural agreement. The controller
can thus be thought of as [+ individuated].

Other sets of examples in which the same controller triggers
either FSG and plural agreement in ways that also seem best ex-
plained as aligning with the degree of individuation and saliency
in the narrative can be adduced. The following pair of verses fea-
ture the same controllers, this time katabah wa-’ahbar ‘scribes and

Pharisees’, triggering either FSG or plural agreement:

(314) Luall & 0slSl (,.Q\.; Looagla) Y iy bl LVl ) claoed

(78V) ollasdly

f-gt ’l-ktbh w-l-°hb’r ttr’tn w-tqwl I’rd’y-h m’ b’l-km t’klwn
m©°l-$°r w-’l-ht’h
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‘Then the scribes and Pharisees began talking amongst
themselves and said (FsG) to his disciples, “Why do you
eat with tax collectors and sinners?””’

but

(315) wgow Lad (sl ;L Wy 481 s (781)
f-bdt ’l-ktbh w-’l-’hb’r yqwlwn fym’ byn-hm
‘Then the scribes and Pharisees began saying (MPL)
amongst themselves...’

In the first example, the focus is not on the scribes and Pharisees;
rather, the whole point of the pericope is to provide an oppor-
tunity to highlight the difference between Jesus and his disciples,
who eat with tax collectors and sinners, and the other Jewish
groups who do not. They are, in other words, relatively incidental
to the narrative. This is likely why FSG agreement occurs through-
out here. In the second text, however, the narrative focuses on
the activities of the scribes and Pharisees, whose activities are
integral to advancing the narrative, and providing a contrast to
the actions of Jesus and his disciples, thereby triggering plural
target agreement.

Several examples of this semantic distinction between low
saliency/individuation and FSG agreement on the one hand, and
high individuation and plural agreement, with divine controllers
can also be adduced. In the following examples, the same con-
troller, mal@’ikah ‘angels’ triggers either FSG or plural agreement.
In addition to textual prominence, the contrast can here also be
thought of as one of collectivity versus heterogeneity/particular-
ity (Cowell 1964, 423, apud Brustad 2000, 23):



258 A Multipolar Approach to Early Christian Arabic

(316) laaslyw Jo Gllase S &l o5 & wsSs 4Y (3r)
1’n-h mktwb n-h ywsy b-k mPkt-h f-thml-k Ty sw’d-h’
‘For it is written that he will command his angels concern-
ing you, then they will carry (FSG) you in their (FSG) arms’

but

(B17) jladly Sl o S 50 (Il (g 5 0550 NS
(221) )b oy 3991 (B )l 05l
kdlk ykwn fy mnthy ’l-°lm yhrg ’l-mPykh ymyzwn byn °l-hy’r
w-L-sr’r w-ylqwn ’l-$r°r fy *hdwd mn n’r
‘It will be like this at the end of the age. The angels will
go out and distinguish (MPL) between the good and the
evil, and they will cast (MPL) the evil into a pit of fire’

In the first cited text, the angels are viewed as a collective; the
narrative focus is on Jesus, not the angels. In the second verse,
however, the angels are in focus as the agents of the climax of
the narrative, namely the separation of the good and evil at the
final judgement. The FSG target agreement in the first fits the se-
mantic [ —individuation] pattern, whereas the second triggers an
expected plural to indicate [ +individuation].

Once more, the same distinction between collectivity ver-
sus particularity can trigger FSG versus plural agreement with hu-
man collective controllers as well. Note the following pair, both
of which feature the collective noun $a‘b ‘people’, once with FSG
and another with plural agreement.

(318) sl hlad o5 n I sty all Sl oSas gz (36V)
s-tntz¢ mn-km mlkwt °llh w-tsyr ’ly $b ttmr tm’r’ s’lhh
‘The kingdom will be taken from you and given to a peo-
ple who produces (FsG) righteous fruit’
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but

(319) bl 1,31 e ol b el by i) ey ol o5l Jalald 51
" / (501) a6 4 1,Jbs
k’nat I-1-°ml “dh °n ytlq l-I-$bi rjulan *syran fy ’l-iyd m-mn
’r’duw’ ’tl’q-h tlbw’ ’ily-hi fyhi
‘The ruler [Pilate] had a custom of releasing to the people
a prisoner during the festival [of Passover] whom they
(mpL) wanted released, whom they requested (MPL) from
him’
In the first verse, another sab ‘people’ is mentioned, but it is not
known nor specified what people; the important point is that an-
other sab can be found. In the second one, however, a specific
$a‘b in a specific context—the crowd present in Jerusalem at Pass-
over—is foregrounded. To use Dror’s framework, the collective
in the first example is viewed more holistically, whereas the sec-
ond is distributive (2016, 104). Returning to Khan’s clines of in-
dividuation, the $a‘b in the first example is non-specific/generic,
whereas the second is more specific.

While the focus here so far has been only on FSG target
agreement, Bettega and D’Anna (2023, 156-63) argue that, in the
corpora they study, broken plural versus sound plural agreement
in adjectives contrast in the same way that FSG versus sound plu-
ral agreement does. That is, for adjective targets, both FSG and
broken plural convey [ —individuation]/[ —saliency], but sound
plural conveys [+individuation]/[+saliency]. Stokes (2024c)
provided data that suggest the same patterns hold for the other
early Arabic Gospel MSS from the monasteries of south Palestine.

Whether the same contrast is evident in Vat. Ar. 13, how-

ever, is unclear. The strongest data in favour of categorising FSG
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and broken plural together is actually the significant increase in
FSG target agreement with broken plural controllers. Controllers
that are broken plural trigger FSG target agreement much more
frequently than dual or sound plural controllers do. In the presen-
tation of the table in Table 57 below, I have included dual along
with sound FPL and MPL because, as we will see below (§1.4), dual
can trigger both dual and plural agreement patterns in Vat. Ar.
13, (although removing them does not change the pattern or its

statistical significance).

Table 57: FSG target agreement by nominal plural type

Broken Plural DU/FPL/MPL

FSG Agreement 255/552 (46%) 16/313 (5%)
Significance (Fisher’s exact test) p = <.00001

Despite the clear significance of this trend, a relationship with
regard to FSG and BPL target agreement is not easily demonstrated
by minimal pairs, examples in which the same plural noun oc-
curs—in one triggering broken plural and in the other plural
agreement—where the semantics seem to reflect this [ +/—indi-
viduation] / [+ /—saliency]. In fact, broken plural target agree-
ment often occurs alongside either FSG and MPL target agreement,

with no apparent distinctions. Note the following examples.

1.1.1. Broken Plural + mpL

(320)  ans il SLb VI S0 oy odonn o] ol L 151 (451)
’d’> & °bn ’l-bsr fy mgd-h w-gmy mPykt-h ’I-’th’r °l-mqdsyn
m“h
‘When the son of man comes in his glory, and all of his
pure (BPL) and holy (MPL) angels are with him’
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(321) saall il (.J) Olrinay 13Le Ly 15187 28 Lagd JB plallay Las Ly
(661)
f-byn’> hm?’ ytlg’n @’l I-hm’ qwm I’nw’ wqwf’ m’d’ ysn®n w-
Im ttlg’n °lI-fw
‘Then while they were untying [the foal], a group of peo-
ple who were (MPL) standing (BPL) nearby said to them
(DU), “What are you doing? And why are you untying the
foal?”

1.1.2. Broken Plural + FsG

(322) Al dvnas Ll i p Sl acsdl CLe Ui (44v)
f-dn’ s°hb ’l-hmsh °l-qn’tyr f-rf< ’rb’h-h’ hmsh *hr
‘Then the one with five silver talents came and brought
five others (BPL) he gained from them (FSG) as interest’
(323) Llall bl oda opr 0l iy iy 0 JS5 (4V)
w-kl mn ynqs wsyh w’hdh mn hdh °’l-ws’y’ ’l-sg’r
‘And whoever loosens just one of these (FSG) minor (BPL)

commandments...’

In the first two examples, broken plural agreement co-occurs
with plural agreement, whereas in the second two it co-occurs
with FSG agreement. Perhaps it is most accurate to say, then, that
broken plural agreement is unmarked for individuation/saliency
in Vat. Ar. 13, whereas FSG agreement is marked for [ —individ-
uation]/[ —saliency] and sound plural agreement is [ +individu-
ation]/[ +saliency]. That said, I included broken plural data in
the tables above in order to facilitate comparisons with the data
presented in Bettega and D’Anna (2023), and given the evidence

for nominal broken plural forms triggering FSG agreement.



262

A Multipolar Approach to Early Christian Arabic

In addition to the semantic factor of individuation/sali-

ency, one syntactic factor—distance of the target from the con-

troller—interacts with agreement. Specifically, targets farther

from the controller are likelier to attest plural over FSG (or dual)

agreement compared with targets closer to the controller. In the

following examples, FSG and dual target agreement is more likely

to switch to plural the farther from the controller the targets are.

(324)

(325)

(326)

Wl 5l 3 0l sl ieal) ) 1S (80V)
w-k’n °hl °l-mhfl b-’sr-h ytlbwn qrb-h w-’l-dnw”’ ’ily-h
‘And the assembled crowd in its entirety was asking (PL)
to come close to him’
S g LS wsls Al oYl o) gy jsezy 087 4
T AL Ll DU 03 ey 50 (B S8 23 Y (558
(84v) 5L Jlg
w k’n b-swr w-syd’n °l-‘@yb w-’I1-’y’t °lty k’nt fy-km’ *w w
k°nt ’l-qwy °lty k’nt fy-kn fy swr w-syd’n °dn [-£’b °hl-h’ f-ftr’s
w-l-rm’d
‘If the miracles and signs that have happened among you
(pU) had happened in Tyre and Sidon, or if the powers
that are among you (PL) had been in Tyre and Sidon, then
their people would have repented with sackcloth and
ashes...’
bﬂﬁﬁjﬁuuwwﬁww\my%&aﬁw
U el gl oY B Oy Ladly gsls e odem o6
(86V) sirags 521 0sillin s w2lilioyy
km’> hw mktwb °n hd’ ’l-§b >nm’ ykrm-ny b-$fty-h f->m’ qlwb-
hm f-hy mntzhh ‘n-y bydh mn b’dt-y w-nm’ ynskwn l-y b’tl’
[’n-hm y‘lmwn ’Pm °l-n’s w-ws’y>-hm w-yb’lfwn ’mr-y w-
wsyty
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‘As it is written, “This people, while they (sG) honour me
with its (sG) lips, their (pL) hearts are far from me and
from worship of me. They are devoted to me (PL) in vain,
because they (pL) know the teachings of men and their
commandments, but they (PL) transgress my order and my
command”’

(327) w2l Lady oo b 0.8 wlelax )3 (23r)
f-r’y gm’°t ktyrh f-rhm-hm w-3f° *mr’d-hm
‘And he saw a multitudinous crowd (¥sG), and he had
compassion on them (PL) and healed their (pL) sicknesses’

As we will see below (83.1), this is well-attested in other corpora
as well.

Finally, the presence of certain quantifiers, such as kull,
gami‘, and bi-’asri + pronoun (‘each, every; all; the whole’) sig-
nificantly increases the likelihood that singular agreement will
occur with plural controllers. The results are shown in Table 58.
Note that I removed have broken plural targets from considera-
tion because of their nebulous status when it comes to individu-
ation. For the purposes of understanding the effect on this partic-
ular feature, I counted dual as an example of plural target agree-
ment. Thus, singular = MSG and FsG and plural = MDU, FDU, MPL,
and FPL.

Table 58: The effect of quantifiers on occurrence of singular versus
plural target agreement with plural controllers

+ Quantifier — Quantifier

FSG Target/Total 115/274 (42%) 246/938 (26%)
Significance (Fisher’s exact test) p = <.00001

The following pair of texts, both featuring the noun mahdfil, are

illustrative.
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(328) 395 ool o2 Lin iy Ll lowodl oon (181)
f-gbt l-mh’fl b->sr-h’ w-q°lt Il hd’ hw °bn d’'wd
‘And the crowds were amazed in their (FSG) entirety and
said (FsG), “Maybe this is the Son of David™’

but

(329) Lipgrms 5 oY oy ol B 05 Jilown ) o gyl - 50
B4v) | LY I agd
f-hrg ’ysw¢ f-ngr °ly mb’fl ktyrh f-rf -lhm w-rhm-hm 1->n-hm
k’nw’ ysbhwn °l-bhm °lty P r’y I-h’
‘Then Jesus left and saw many (FsG) crowds, and he had
compassion on them (PL) because they (PL) were (PL) re-
sembling (pL) the livestock that lack a shepherd’

This pattern is presumably because such quantifiers tend to em-
phasise the collective whole, which, as we have seen, is a seman-
tic property associated with FSG agreement.

In summary, FSG target agreement with plural controllers is
most strongly associated with animacy, although FSG agreement
with inanimates is not (yet) total or obligatory. Semantically, FSG
agreement appears to carry a meaning of [—individuation]/
[ —saliency], whereas sound plural agreement is associated with
[ +individuation]/[ +saliency]. Syntactically, distance from the
controller was seen to increase the likelihood of plural agreement
over FSG or dual agreement. Finally, the presence of quantifiers,
especially those that construe the plural controller as a whole,
increased the likelihood that FSG agreement would be used in-
stead of plural agreement. Across these factors, target type inter-

acts with agreement pattern, such that adjectives were generally
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likelier than other types to attest FSG agreement, followed by pro-
nouns, with verbs least likely to attest FSG agreement, though this
also depends on animacy. Interestingly, the factors identified
above as conditioning FSG agreement with plural controllers are
not the same as those involved with MSG target agreement, to a
discussion of which we now turn, before considering dual and

plural target agreement patterns.

1.2. Masculine Singular Target Agreement with

Collective and Plural Controllers

While the most common kind of post-controller singular target
agreement with plural controllers by far is FSG, MSG agreement is
not rare. Adjectives are the most common target type to attest
MSG agreement. The distribution of MSG agreement by target type

and controllers by animacy is presented in Table 59.

Table 59: MSG target agreement by target type and controller animacy

Controller ADJ RELPN PN Verb Totals
Human pL 10 — — 2 12
Human COLL 15 1 5 8 29
Inanimate PL — 3 1 — 4
Totals 25 4 6 10 45

The examples of MSG agreement with inanimate controllers are
mostly relative pronouns; otherwise, MSG agreement is a charac-
teristic of agreement with human controllers, both plural and col-
lective.

More than half of all MSG targets with human controllers
are adjective targets, all but one of which (24/25) are of the fa‘il

pattern, which, along with fa<il, are often MSG, regardless of the
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gender of the target, even in corpora that are universally consid-

ered Classical Arabic, e.g, ,:5 (s\ws) >, rijalun (nis@’un) katirun
‘many men (women)’ (Fischer 2002, 75, §120.1). Actually, these

MSG fa‘il adjectives account for all but two of the MSG targets with

human plural controllers; the remaining two are examples of gen-

eralised 3MsG inflection of laysa.

1.2.1. fatil

(330)

(331)

1.2.2.

(332)

(333)

Ll aladlly 587 slamdl ol (13V)

’n ’lI-hs’d ktyr w-’l-flh qlyl

‘The harvest is plentiful but the workers are few’
lisly 58 sgums Sla 1S (48v)

w-k’n hn’k nswtun ktyr w’qf’t

‘And there were many women standing there’

laysa

el My oo LaadIST 080y amg el aaly ol ) ¢ s
(63V) dmly dm Lan s ol oY) Lun
w-l-yd‘ °l-rgl °b>-h w->m-h w-ylhq b-zwgt-h w-ykwn’n kP’-hm’
gsd’ wha’ f-lys hm’ °l->n n’syn bl hm’ gsd w’hd
‘Then let the husband leave his father and his mother and
join with his wife, then they will be together one body,
and they are no longer two people, but they are one body’
b d ) o Lo el Yy Ll gm0 o sl 131 la¥ oY
(68V) il S S Ldl b o
[’n ’lPmw’t °d’ nbtw’ lys ytzgwn ’l-ns’ w-P ’l-ns’ ’yd’ ytzgwn
’l-rg’l bl hm fy °l-sm’ k-mP’ykh ’llh
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‘Because the dead, when they are resurrected, they do not
marry women, nor do women marry men; rather, they are
in heaven like God’s angels’

While a generalised MsG inflection of laysa and kana is well-at-
tested in various corpora (83.0 below), in the first example of
laysa here, it is possible that it functions as a sentential negator
of what follows (see Ch. 8, §1.0 for more discussion). If the latter
is how the verse was intended, then it would not count as a post-
controller target. However, given its context in the middle of the
verse, and following the dual verb yakiinan, I have included it as
an example here.

Human collective nouns are often morphologically MSG
and, by definition, reflect a corporal, non-individuated meaning.
Thus MsG with collectives is more common across target types.
Agreement with human collectives in Vat. Ar. 13 is thus fre-
quently syntactic, rather than semantic. So, if the noun is MSG
(e.g., gam® or sa‘b), then singular agreement—when it occurs in-
stead of plural agreement—will be morphologically MsG; if the
noun is FSG (e.g., gamd‘ah) or broken plural (e.g., gumii‘ or

mahadfil), singular target agreement will be FSG:

(334) 3 arl o g1 oS il ol sy 015 U Jamdd Jib il o3
(82v) gl ¥l i Jae Llw! JI
tm °ltft f-@°L I-I-mhfl °ldy k°n ytb*-h ’l-hq >qwl l-km °n-y lm °gd
fy °l’sr’yl mtl hd’ ’l-’ym°n
‘Then he turned and said to the crowd that (MSG) was fol-
lowing (MsG) him, “I tell you the truth that I have not
found in all of the house of Israel such faith™”

but
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(335) o aiasy Slle pliasy Slamp Jslowadl {} Ui L oglyl & JB
(55V) 4L &
q’l I-h °’rb’w-h y’> syd-n’ {} ’l-mh’fl tzhm-k w-tdgt-k w-ttd’yq
Ty-k mn kl n’hyh
‘His disciples said to him, “Master {} the crowds are clos-
ing in on you and pushing against you and crowding you

7

from every side

The semantic and syntactic dynamics at play in MSG versus plural
agreement with human plural and human collective controllers

are the same as we saw in §1.2 above.

1.3. Feminine Plural Target Agreement

FPL target agreement is perhaps the most variable across corpora,
from the ancient to modern periods. Bettega and D’Anna (2023,
166-71, §2.5) make the important point that the normative Clas-
sical (and Modern Standard) Arabic pattern in which FLP agree-
ment occurs only when the controller is a human FpPL is, in fact,
the outlier rather than the norm. They show that in pre-Islamic
poetry, the Quran, as well as those modern dialects that retain
morphological distinction between MPL and FPL, FPL agreement is
regular for non-human plural controllers, regardless of morphol-
ogy. In Vat. Ar. 13, however, the vast majority of the 82 FPL tar-

gets modify human FpPL controllers.

Table 60: Animacy of controllers with FPL target agreement

Human Human coLL. Inanimate
FPL Target Agreement 79/82 (96%) 1/82 (<2%) 2/82 (>2%)

Only two of the 82 FPL targets modify inanimate controllers, one

of which modifies cities in Matt. 11.21, .,;,, ‘Chorazin’ and ..
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13l ‘Bethsaida’, which in the context are symbolic of humans

and are directly addressed in the speech of the narrative (the

other, as we saw above, is an example of FPL verbal agreement

with the noun *amwag):

(336) ils” o .1l s b M Lol iy sS L U ) o3 e s

(16V) Lelal U 03) gldemsy j3 b o Sub il ) (sl

f-@°’l ‘nd dlk ’l-wyl I-k y° kwrzyn w-l-wyl I-k y’ byt sy°’d’...lw
k°nt ’l-qwy °lty k’nt fy-kn fy swr w-syd°n ’dn [-tab °hl-h’
‘Then he said, “Woe to you, Chorazin, and woe to you,
Bethsaida... if the wonders which occurred in you (FpL)
had occurred in Tyre and Sidon, then their (FSG) people
would have repented””

The use of the FPL here is in fact a bit unusual, since we would
expect either FDU for strict, syntactic agreement, or MPL for se-
mantic agreement. Given the isolated nature of the example,
however, it is difficult to say more. The point to be stressed here
is the restriction of FPL to human female controllers, which is
nearly total in the MS.

On the other hand, although FPL human controllers are es-
sentially the only controllers that trigger FPL agreement in Vat.
Ar. 13, FpPL controllers are, in a minority of cases, attested trig-
gering MPL target agreement. The breakdown of the agreement
data with human FpPL controllers is provided in Table 61 (over-
leaf).
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Table 61: Plural human female nouns and agreement’

FPL Target MpL Target Broken plural

Agreement Agreement Target Agreement

Female Nouns

65/75 (87%) 7/75 (9%) 1/75 (<1%)

(broken plural + rpL)

It is not always clear why the MPL is used when the FpL is clearly

the default target agreement for female human nouns. A number

of the instances of MPL agreement with FPL controllers occurs in

direct speech, which might reflect an attempt to represent a ver-

nacular pattern in order to lend authenticity to the text.

(337)

(338)

o5l i ) 81 08 g ) s o il 2136 L1 Cinas) Lals

(43v)

f-Im? *ntsf °lI-lyl f-’d>-hn b-h’tf yqwl hd’ °l-rws qd °qbl *hrgw’

f-tlgqw-h

‘Then in the middle of the night they (rpL) heard a shout,

saying ‘Here is the bridegroom; go out (MpPL) and meet

(mpL) him’

asw op ) IV allal | (.SL”,\)\.;,.WV PSRNV JNCE) (VS | RN
(44r) S ol

f-’¢bn °l-°qlt f-qln [1-h P ys“n’ w-y’>-km bl ’ntlqn °ly °’ldyn

ybt'wn f-’btn I-kn

‘Then the wise [virgins] answered (FPL) and said (FPL), “It

[the oil] might not suffice for us and you (MPL); go (FPL)

to those who sell and buy (FPL) some for yourselves (FpL)”’

! The two remaining targets not represented in the table are MSG, both

the adjective katir, which, as has already been noted above (81.2) is

frequently MSG regardless of the gender and number of the controller.
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In both cases, the controllers are groups of human females, which
mainly trigger FPL agreement, but occasionally MpL, as in the ver-
bal imperatives in the first example or the pronoun suffix in the
second. Bettega and D’Anna argue that innovations in the system
of gender and number agreement—in this case, the innovation is
the generalisation of MPL target agreement to FPL controllers—
often begin in the pronominal system (2023, 272-73). It is thus
possible that the use of the 2MPL pronominal suffix in the second
example is intended to index that aspect of the vernacular. This
is also attested, with greater frequency, in other early Gospel MSS
(on which, see further below in §3.1).

Finally, a few instances of this phenomenon occur for rea-
sons not recoverable, since, e.g., the MPL target is embedded in
narrative, not direct speech, and FPL targets of the same target

type are frequent in the same text:

(339) < ghny r\ = YR RESN| (P s O Q))]b_;i s Q\.‘é\} ufj
g e oS Ll 5 01 W el g a2l
(74r/v)
w-kn w’qf’t mn b‘yd nswh ynzrwn mn-hm mrym ’l-mgdl’nyh
w-mrym ’m y‘qwb °l-’sgr w-ywsy w-s’lwm “llw’ty °d k’n fy °l-
8lyl kn yshbn-h w-ytdn I-h
‘And there were (FPL) some women standing (FPL) far off
watching (MPL), among them (MPL) were Mary Magda-
lene, Mary the mother of Jacob the younger and Joseph,
and Salome, who (FPL), when he was in the Galilee, fol-
lowed (FpPL) and served (FPL)’

Whatever the reason behind the occasional occurrence of MPL tar-

get agreement with human FpPL controllers, the fact remains that
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FPL target agreement is by far the most common with human FpL
controllers, but virtually never occurs with nouns lower on the
animacy cline. Implications of this will be further discussed in
§3.0 below.

1.4. Dual Target Agreement

Unlike the other kinds of target agreement studied so far, dual
target agreement is largely a phenomenon of pre-modern corpora
and Modern Standard Arabic; it is virtually absent in modern di-
alectal Arabic (with the exception of the so-called ‘pseudo-dual’,
on which see Blanc’s classic 1970 study).? Dual agreement is well
attested in Vat. Ar. 13 across animacy and target type categories.
When either a noun in the dual, or two singular nouns occur as
the controller of a target, the vast majority (93 percent) trigger
dual target agreement; the rest trigger either FSG or plural agree-
ment. The data for the MS is presented in Table 62.

Table 62: Target agreement with dual controllers

DU MPL FSG FPL
221/248 17/248 6/248 3/248
DU Controllers
(89%) (7%) (>2%) (<2%)

There is a single possible instance of MSG agreement with the tar-
get laysa and a preceding dual controller (ragul wa-zawgah ‘a man

and his wife’). The other targets in this portion of the text are

2 Interestingly, these pseudo-duals trigger different agreement patterns
across dialects, whether primarily FSG (as in, e.g., Bahraini Arabic, see
Holes 2016, 349) or FPL (as in, e.g., Bedouin Tunisian dialects, on
which see Ritt-Benmimoun 2017, 267, apud Bettega and D’Anna 2023,
99, n. 75).



7. Morphosyntax: Gender and Number Agreement 273

dual, so this likely reflects a more general trend for laysa, along
with kana, to attest MSG agreement in certain contexts.

Instances of MPL target agreement with dual controllers of-
ten correlate with increased distance from the controller. Note
the following example, in which two disciples are sent ahead to
inquire about the place where Jesus was to eat the Passover meal.
The initial verb and pronoun attest dual agreement, whereas sub-
sequent verbs attest MPL agreement:

(340) ans Jory LosTlilowd agaol IV Lillas) Logd JBg als)) e cplsy )b
(711) o) ) s oy ) gl Lol sly o5l Lo 4
f-’rsl rd’yn mn ’rd’y-h w-q’l -hm’ “ntlq’ °ly °l-mdynh f-s-ylq’
km’ rgl m®-h °n’fyh m’ *tb'w-h w-"dhlw’ ’l-mwd‘ ’ldy ydhl f-
gwlw l-rb °l-byt
‘And he sent two disciples from among his disciples and
he said to them (DU), “Go (DU) into the city and a man
with a water jug will meet you (DU). Follow (PL) him and
enter (DU) the place he enters, and say (PL) to the owner
of the house...”

This is in line with the trend seen with the shift from singular >
plural agreement (and indeed elsewhere, as seen in Ch. 6, §3.0,
affects verbal mood as well), wherein distance from the control-
ler strongly correlates with various kinds of syntactic and inflec-
tional shifts.

Elsewhere, the use of dual/plural appears to be associated
with a heightened saliency or agency, whereas singular agree-

ment occurs in contexts where the opposite is the case:
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Sl o sl i (613 ol sl ol e Uiy 015)
(771) padiban goheis Lo Iy 3 A3 o3 I oy 00l
w-k’n w’qf Ty s’hl °l-bhyrh hyn’s’r [gyn’s’r] f-r’y sfyntyn
w’qftyn 1 s’hl °l-bhyrh w-nzr °’ly qn’s qd hrgw’ mn-h’ ygslwn
ms’yd-hm
‘And he [Jesus] was standing on the shore of the Lake of
Ginosaur and he saw two boats sitting (FDU) on the short
of the lake, and he saw fishermen who had come from
them (FSG) and were cleaning their nets’

In this example, the same dual controller—safinatayn ‘two

boats’—triggers dual verbal adjective agreement when their po-

sition is the focus, but when the focus shifts to the fishermen who

were cleaning nets, agreement shifts from FDU to FSG.

It is worth explicitly noting that while plural animal and

inanimate controllers almost always trigger FPL (or broken plural)

target agreement, dual animal and inanimate controllers regu-

larly trigger dual target agreement

(342)

(343)

W\CL&UUMQ\UY};@W&BWJBQBW@Q\
(34r)

ty’>-ny b-hm?’ f-n @’l Lkm’ @’yl fy-hm’ Sy’ qwl’ I-h °n syd-n’
yht’g ’ly-hm’

‘Bring them [‘ayr wa-gahs] (DU) to me, and if anyone says
anything about them (DU), tell him that our master has
need of them (pu)’

oA ol bagde oy ) C Lo Lyl SIS, (44v)
w-kdlk °yd’ s’hb ’l-qnt’ryn rbh ly-hm’ gnt’ryn *hryn
‘Likewise, the one with two silver talents made another
(pU) two silver talents’ profit off of them (DU)’
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While animacy can and does interact with agreement even in the
dual, leading to (F)SG agreement with controllers low on the ani-
macy hierarchy, it is rare and much less common than FSG agree-
ment with plural controllers low on the hierarchy. This, and the
above example, supports the notion that the dual, by virtue of its
rather marked implications, by default heightens the individua-
tion/saliency of the controller relative to the singular or plural.
Another dimension to the data emerges when we break it
down further. When we look at both dual and non-dual agree-
ment by hand, as we see in Table 63, we find that when dual
agreement is not selected, the choice is typically MpL. Hands A
and D, however, both alternate with FSG; this is regular for Hand

A, but occurs only once with Hand D.

Table 63: Agreement with DU controllers across scribal hands

Hand DU MSG FSG MPL FPL
A 91 1 5 7 —
B 49 — — 5

C 19 — — 2 —
D 58 — 1 3 1

One interpretation of this data is straightforward: this distribu-
tion reflects a historically middle distribution, in which the dual
target agreement is still mostly living, but is beginning to give
way to the plural. This is reflected in modern dialects, which have
lost the dual as a target agreement pattern. Alternatively, we
might imagine that the dual was by the 9th or 10th centuries CE
already more or less moribund in contemporary spoken varieties.
In that case, this distribution could reflect a compromise of sorts,

between living grammars and the target register of the scribes, in
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which the dual was still common, if not obligatory.® This sort of
compromise—wherein a feature is used to some degree according
to two different registers, with two different patterns—is similar
to what Bellem and Smith (2012) argue for in order to under-
stand the distribution of certain features in a 13th-century CE
Yemeni text produced by Ibn Mugawir. Evidence for this among
other Christian MSS will be discussed in §3.1 below. Whichever
interpretation we opt for, one aspect of the grammars of the dual
that clearly differs by scribal hand is the likelihood of dual agree-

ment based on target type, as can be seen in Table 64.

Table 64: Target agreement with dual controllers

Hand ADJ PN Verb RELPN DEM
A 9/10 (90%) 42/52 (81%) 39/40 (98%) 1/1 (100%) 1/1 (100%)
B 2/2 (100%) 17/17 (100%) 31/37 (84%) — —
C 2/2 (100%) 10/10 (100%) 7/9 (78%) — —
D 9/10 (90%) 26/27 (96%) 24/28 (86%) 1/1 (100%) —

% In, e.g., the Quran, dual agreement is typical, but not ubiquitous. The
most convincing example of plural agreement with a dual controller not
involving semantic agreement (ad sensu) occurs in two separate verses
of Stirah Rahman, namely Q55.46, 56.

01 Y3 el ) il o O3Sl o fg L ol 4 U I
“46 But such as fears the station of his Lord, for them shall be two gardens
(DU)... °® in which (FPL) are maidens restraining their glances, untouched

before them by any man or ginn.’

The difference is that in the Quran, plural agreement with inanimate
FDU nouns is FPL, not MPL as (mostly) in Vat. Ar. 13. I thank Melanie
Hanitsch for this reference and very stimulating discussions of the dia-
chronic development of the dual based on the Quran and other corpora.
She is currently working on a paper on the dual as a historical category,
which no doubt will add much to nuance the present discussion.
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In Hands B and C, and to a lesser extent in Hand D, verbs less
commonly exhibit dual agreement with dual controllers than ad-
jectives and pronouns. In Hand A, however, verbs (along with
relative and demonstrative pronouns) are most likely to exhibit

it, followed by adjectives, and pronouns least likely.

1.5. Masculine Plural Agreement with Non-Human

Animate and Inanimate Plural Controllers

Whereas human plural and human collective controllers, as ex-
pected, frequently trigger MPL post-controller target agreement,
such MPL agreement with non-human animate and inanimate plu-
ral controllers occurs as well. The main category of nominal con-
trollers that trigger MPL agreement in Vat. Ar. 13 is divine beings,

specifically angels and demons.

(344) i) SO o ) o & b1 L 13} (60V)
’d’> m’ °t fy mgd °by-h m® mPykt-h ’l-mqdsyn
‘When he comes in the glory of his father with his holy
(MPL) angels’

(345) C_SWJ\ Gl gy (,.@.sb lg e o) iy B2 oSy (771)
w-k’n yzgr-hm w-ymn‘-hm ’n yhbrw’ b-n-hm y‘rfwn-h b->n-h
l-msyh
‘And he was rebuking them (MPL) and preventing them
(mpL) from telling (MpL) that they (MpPL) know that he is
the messiah’

The use of MpL with divine beings likely stems from their similar-
ity to humans (cf. Hanitsch 2024, 45).
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2.0. Pre-Controller Agreement

As one would expect, the majority of pre-controller targets con-
sist of demonstrative pronouns and verbal predicates; I counted
only three adjectives in pre-controller contexts, two of which in-
volve so-called ‘improper annexation’ (Arabic ’idafah gayr al-
hagqiqiyyah), in which an adjective occurs as the first term of a
construct phrase with the head that it modifies. Note that, as is
typical in this construction, though synchronically analysed as a
construct, the adjective still agrees with the head noun like other
attributive adjectives in Arabic (on the diachrony of this con-
struction, see Pat-El 2012). The two examples attested in the MS
involve controllers that are inanimate, and both of which trigger
FSG agreement in the target.
(346) g2l spadl copdl bocab g\ [ERN] gl o o Js
(12r/v)
q’l I-hm lys yht’g °l->shh’ °ly tbyb bl ’l-mrdy °l-$dydh *mr’d-hm
‘He said to them, “The well do not need a doctor, but ra-
ther those sick with bad maladies do™
(347) (g5 asnall a2 aloly (75V)
w-rsl-ny 1-’$fy °l-dyfh qlwb-hm
‘And he sent me to heal the brokenhearted’

There is a sharp distinction in pre-controller agreement in
the category of demonstratives—wherein individuated human
nouns almost always trigger plural agreement, but human collec-
tives and inanimates virtually always trigger singular agree-
ment—and verbs, the vast majority of which exhibit singular
agreement, regardless of animacy. This is not a ubiquitous trend,

however, and both human plural and human collective nouns



7. Morphosyntax: Gender and Number Agreement 279

trigger plural verbal agreement in a minority of cases (no other

animacy type does, though). The data is presented in Table 65.

Table 65: Pre-controller singular agreement with plural controller by
target type and controller animacy

Controller DEMS Verbal Predicates
Human pL 1/5 (20%) 158/172 (92%)
Human COLL 7/8 (88%) 94/99 (95%)
Divine PL — 4/4 (100%)
Animal pL — 6/6 (100%)
Inanimate PL 44/49 (90%) 52/52 (100%)

With demonstrative targets, human plural nouns rarely trigger
singular agreement, whereas for both human collectives and in-
animate plural nouns, singular agreement is the norm. The sole
example of singular demonstrative agreement with plural human
nouns occurs in a verse where there are technically two control-
lers, the first a FSG noun and the second a broken plural one. We
may assume that the FSG demonstrative is due to the fact that it
precedes the FSG noun
(348) LS (g oty L by iy Sl ods asladl e oy o S8
(19v)
f-@’l I-h rgl mn °’l-gm°h hdh °m-k w-hwt-k wqwf br’> w-hm
yrydwn kPm-k
‘And a man from the crowd said to him [Jesus], “Here
(FSG) are your mother and your brothers standing (BPL)
outside and they (MPL) want to talk to you™

Regarding plural inanimate controllers, they almost always trig-
ger FSG agreement. The five examples of non-FSG demonstrative

target agreement with plural inanimate controllers are all dual,
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highlighting the saliency of the dual category for individuation,
even for controllers at the low end of the animacy hierarchy.

One of the primary differences between pre- and post-con-
troller target agreement is the phenomenon whereby pre-control-
ler verbal targets tend to lack number agreement. In normative
Classical Arabic, lack of number agreement becomes obligatory,
regardless of the animacy of the controller. In the ‘Arabiyyah,
some corpora attest this lack of number concord, while others
attested regular plural agreement, a phenomenon the grammari-
ans called °akaliini al-bardgit ‘the fleas ate [i.e., bit] me’ (on
which, see Guillaume 2011). In Vat. Ar. 13, the vast majority of
pre-controller verbal targets attest a lack of number agreement,
with only 19/339 (5 percent) of verbal targets attesting plural
agreement. All examples with plural pre-controller verbal agree-
ment are with either human plural or human collective nouns;
no verbal target of an animal or inanimate controller occurs.

When broken down by scribal hand, however, it is clear
that one hand, namely Hand C, diverges from the patterns at-
tested in the other three.

Table 66: Singular versus plural pre-controller verbal agreement, by
scribal hand

Hand PL SG Totals
A 12 (6%) 190 (94%) 202
B 2 (4%) 52(96%) 54
C 3(23%) 10 (77%) 13
D 2(3%) 68(97%) 70

Totals 19 (6%) 320 (94%) 339
Significance (X?) p = .0304
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Hands A and B, and the latest Hand D, each attest plural agree-
ment at around the same rate, between 3-6 percent. Hand C at-
tests a rate of about 23 percent, almost five times more frequent
than the other hands. Indeed, this difference reaches the level of
statistical significance. Here again, Hand C patterns with trends
attested in other early Gospel MSS more frequently than the other
scribal hands do (see further in §3.0). Once again, we can say
that Hands A and B pattern together, Hand C patterns more with
the other early Christian MSS, and Hand D moves closest to what
becomes the normative Classical pattern.

Whereas post-controller singular agreement with plural
controllers is typically FSG, pre-controller verbal targets often
manifest MSG and FSG, even with the same controller. When the
controller is human, it seems that MSG and FSG might occupy dif-
ferent slots on the cline of individuation, with MSG at the very

bottom, lower even than FSG. See the following pairs of examples.

2.1. Human

2.1.1. ’aba’ ‘forefathers, ancestors’

(349) WSHb) e b e 1asls (’SJ\"\ Jos b 15leST6 Lyl 0l (40V)
w-"ntm ’yd’ f-kmlw’ m’ ‘ml ’b’'w-km f-tmw’ Ty m’ 1 ’b’w-
km
‘But you likewise complete the work that your forefathers
did (MsG), and you bring about what they did (MsG)’

(350) v&u aoldl LY e} e 1Sl (80V)
h’kd’ flt ’b>’w-hm b-’->nby’ ’l-m’dyh qbl-km
‘Your forefathers did (FsG) the same thing to the prophets
of the past who were before you’
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2.1.2.

(351)

(352)
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’ahbar ‘religious leaders; Pharisees’

Lo o usls fymaz-] (,.@,&.«\) FERH) el 3 &) LY ol L (38r)
f-Im’ r’y °l-°hb’r °n-h qd qm© °l-zn’dqh w-’skt-hm gtm‘w’ b-’sr-
hm m®

‘But when the Pharisees saw (MSG) that he had defeated
the Sadducees and silenced them, they gathered alto-
gether’

oS o0l b 1y sla LV e (181)

f-hrgt ’l°hb’r f-ts*wrw’ fy mr-h l-yhlkw-h

‘Then the Pharisees left (FSG) and discussed the matter of

him [Jesus] together, in order to destroy him’

2.2. Human Collective

2.2.1.

(353)

(354)

2.2.2.

(355)

gumii‘ ‘crowds’

Oed) fror o ol b ogasl U3 Q,o,d\ g Lals (231)

f-Im? sm€ °l-gmw< dlk *tb‘w-h fy ’l-ybs mn gmy* ’l-mdn

‘But when the crowds heard (MsG) that, they followed him
into the wilderness from all the surrounding cities’
&p\@gwﬁd\ohdm&\ﬁgbbdﬁj@ig\w
(13v)

f-tgbt l-gmuw* w-@’lt m’ r’y qt °hd mtl hdh ’l-gryhh fy bny
sryl

‘And the crowds were amazed (FSG) and said, “No one has
seen a miracle like this among the Israelites™

mahdfil ‘crowds, masses’

f-m? sm¢ dlk ’I-mh’fl glw’ yt‘@bwn mn tlym-h
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‘And when the crowds heard (MsG) that, they began to be
amazed by his teaching’

(356) LigilsoV b, olalsy Leadamy LS Lo gus vl laos

(34r) L)) Lo U oY 509

f-&lt °l-mh°’fl tnthr-hm’ l-yskt> w-gP-hm’ yzd’d’n rf° [’sw’t-
hm’ w-yqwl’n y’ syd-n’ rhm-n’
‘The crowds began (FSG) to chide them so that they would
be silent, but they began raising their voices even more,
saying “Oh Lord, have mercy on us!””

In each set, the context of the verses with MSG verbal agreement
appears focused on the groups as faceless units, as homogeneous
wholes acting in unison. In three of four (75 percent) of the ex-
amples with FSG agreement, the groups still act in unison, but
there is reported speech, adding saliency and agency to the action
not present in the other examples.

Nevertheless, the trend is for nouns higher on the animacy
hierarchy to trigger MSG more commonly than controllers with
low animacy.

Table 67: MSG versus FSG on singular pre-controller verbal targets by
controller animacy

Controller MSG FSG
Human PL 145/160 (91%) 15/160 (9%)
Human COLL 79/94 (84%) 15/94 (16%)
Divine 2/4 (50%) 2/4 (50%)
Animal 3/6 (50%) 3/6 (50%)
Inanimate 11/53 (21%) 42/53 (79%)

Based on the data in Table 67, it appears that the main divide is
between human and non-human controllers. Non-human animate
controllers equally attest MSG and FSG agreement. Inanimates typ-

ically trigger FSG agreement; however, a sizable minority of cases
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involve MSG verbal agreement. Seven of these 11 (64 percent)
examples of MSG agreement with inanimate plural controllers are
from Hand B sections, with the other four from Hand A. The dis-
tribution of these MsSG targets differs between the two hands in
an interesting way. All four of Hand A’s examples of MSG agree-
ment occur with the verb kan, and in each case it serves to mark
existential or possessive predication, contexts in which grammat-
icalisation of the 3MSG is quite common, as in the following ex-

amples.

(357) LS wils” A ol¥ly Coloeadl gl guzs 08 ) (16V)
Iw k°n b-swr w-syd’n ’L-&yb w-Ly’t Ity knt fy-km?
‘If the signs and wonders which took place in you [cities]
had occurred (MsG) in Tyre and Sidon...”

(358) L.l = al G 9SGy oS lad) alzely clls & a3l (31v)
f-’ntlq f-b¢ m’l-k w->t-h °l-ms’kyn w-ykwn -k hz’nh fy ’l-sm’
‘So go and sell your wealth and give it to the poor, and
you will have (MSG) a treasure in heaven’

Hand B, however, uses pre-controller 3MSG verbs in a broader
array of contexts, which is illustrated nicely in an example from
the Gospel of Mark (15.25-26):

(359) wse aad S W3 oSy wlels c b asdn o Jlgdl 0 Lize U3 1S
(74r) u\,f =
w-k’n qd md’> mn ’l-nh’r hyn slbw-h tit st w-k’n qd ktb qsh
mwt-h fy kt’b
‘And it was (MSG) about nine in the morning when they
crucified him, and the story of his death had been rec-
orded (MSG) in a book’
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Both of these categories are well documented from other
Arabic corpora, pre-modern and modern (83.2), and especially
clauses with kana, laysa, and sar, which are often used for exis-
tential predications, including possessive constructions, and typ-
ically result in greater distance between the verbal target and its
controller. Another factor that is apparently significant in deter-
mining whether gender agreement occurs (i.e., FSG), or is neu-
tralised (resulting in MSG), is the type of plural. We have already
seen that FSG post-controller targets occur overwhelmingly with
animate controllers that are broken plural rather than sound plu-
ral. This is once again the case here, with FSG occurring much
more frequently with broken plural than with sound plural (see
data in Table 68). And while few in number, paucal plural (e.g.,
’af‘ul) morphology tends to elicit FSG agreement.

Table 68: MsSG versus FSG pre-controller verbal agreement based on
plural form of controller

BPL/Paucal pPL Sound FPL
FSG Agreement 41 2
MSG Agreement 3 6

Significance (Fisher’s exact test) p=.0001

The difference turns out to be statistically significant. In fact, the
distinction is even starker when we consider the fact that, of the
two examples of FSG agreement with FPL controllers, both are in
a series of controllers with either a broken plural or following
FSG. Although the tendency for sound FPL inanimates to trigger
MSG pre-controller verbal agreement, rather than FsG, might at
first appear to be the opposite of expectations, the phenomenon

is also attested in the Quran (see further §3.2).
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3.0. Comparison with Other Early Corpora

3.1. Post-Controller Data

Numerous studies provide both quantitative data and close anal-
ysis of gender and number agreement in the pre-Islamic qasidah
poetic corpus, the Quran, as well as several early Christian Arabic
MSS. Comparing the data from Vat. Ar. 13 with these corpora
reveals significant points of continuity, but with some notable
differences. First and foremost, we saw that FSG agreement in Vat.
Ar. 13 is inversely related to the position of the controller on the
animacy hierarchy, with FSG agreement increasing the lower the
controller sits in terms of animacy. This trend is ubiquitous in the
early corpora.

Table 69: Post-controller FSG agreement along animacy cline, pre- and
early Islamic corpora*

MS Human Humancoi. Divine Animal Inanimate
Qasa’id 4/78 (5%) — — 18/45 (40%) 59/96 (62%)
Quran 15/59 (25%) — — 11/26 (42%) 339/454 (75%)
SAr.154  2/44(5%) 8/107 (8%) 1/6(17%) 2/2(100%) 50/68 (74%)
BL4950 12/57 (21%) 12/54 (22%) 13/25 (52%) — 103/130 (79%)

SAr. 74 4/237 (2%) 29/126 (23%)17/32 (53%) 14/40 (35%) 69/91 (76%)
SAr.72  1/195(<1%)19/116 (16%) 3/12 (25%) 6/18(33%) 64/98 (65%)
SAr.75  1/277 (<1%) 9/130 (7%) 0/15 9/22. (41%) 54/87 (62%)
SAr.70  25/296 (9%) 21/97 (22%) 7/17 (41%) 16/19 (84%) 53/90 (59%)
Vat. Ar. 13 5/510 (1%) 28/364 (8%) 23/44 (52%) 35/41 (85%) 223/263 (85%)

* Data for the qas@’id poetic corpus and the Quran taken from Bettega
and D’Anna (2023, 207). Data for SAr. 74, 72, 75, 70, and BL 4950
taken from Stokes (2024c, 149). Finally, the data for SAr. 154 is based
on my own tallies for the purposes of this study.
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However, whereas the Classical and Modern Standard Arabic pat-
tern of obligatory FSG agreement with inanimate plural control-
lers is not attested in any of the MSS, Vat. Ar. 13 seems to be
much closer to such an agreement system than these other MSS
and corpora. As we saw above, plural agreement is extremely
rare with inanimate plural controllers. The primary counterex-
amples to FSG agreement are either MSG with the relative pro-
noun, or dual controllers, which even in Classical Arabic would
likely likewise trigger dual agreement. Only one example of FPL
with inanimate plural controllers was recorded. Thus, while the
other early Christian MSS—including four translations of the
Gospels—attest a system that reflects most of the dynamics of the
pre-Islamic one, Vat. Ar. 13 witnesses significant movement to-
ward the one that becomes ubiquitous in Classical Arabic.
Target type also correlates with the likelihood of FSG versus
plural agreement in Vat. Ar. 13, and this is another place where
the same trends are observable in other early corpora. In the pre-
Islamic poetic and Quranic corpora, Bettega and D’Anna (2023,
263) show that personal pronouns are most likely to attest FSG
agreement, followed by verbs, with adjectives least likely: pro-
noun > verb > adjective. Vat. Ar. 13, on the other hand, pat-
terns with the early Christian Arabic corpora and modern gender-
distinguishing dialects in attesting the opposite order, with ad-
jectives most likely and pronouns least likely to attest FSG agree-
ment when plural controllers are considered together regardless
of animacy: adjective > verb > pronoun (for the other early
Christian Arabic MSS, see Stokes 2024c, 120-21). However, in
the Christian corpus, including now Vat. Ar. 13, target type and
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animacy interact in this regard. Specifically, while adjectives are
overwhelmingly more likely to attest FSG agreement than either
verbs or pronouns when modifying human PL and human collec-
tive controllers, with inanimate plural controllers the Christian
corpus is much closer to the gasidah and Quranic corpora. This
shows up across the early Arabic corpora (Table 70).

Table 70: FsG agreement for human plural, human collectives, and in-
animate plural controllers by target type, early Christian MSS

Human Plural Human Collective Inanimate
MS ADJ  VERB PN ADJ  VERB PN ADJ  VERB PN
6/68 | 18/19 8/12 19/33
SAr. 154| 0/2 0/28 0/12 0/2 0/34
9%) | (95%) (67%) (58%)
BL. 4950 1/5 6/16  3/30 3/4 1720 5/27 | 21/29 12/18 52/68
(20%) (38%) (10%) | (75%) (5%) (19%) | (72%) (67%) (77%)
SAr. 74 1/39 17121 1/71 | 18/25 7/62 4/37 | 32/43 21/27 13/14
’ B%) (<1%) A%) | (72%) (11%) @11%) | (74%) (78%) (93%)
1/101 14/23 3/63 1/28 | 18/30 23/34 15/24
SAr.72 | 0/29 0/57
(1%) 61%) (G%) (4% | (60%) (68%) (63%)
1/32 4/16 3/75 2/35 | 12/24 16/28 13/22
SAr. 75 0/172 0/68
(3%) (25%) (4%) ©%) | (50%) (57%) (59%)
SAr. 70 3/28 17/181 3/79 | 10/17 8/49 3/28 | 16/24 18/34 6/16
’ 11%) (9%) 4%) | 59%) (16%) (11%) | (67%) (53%) (38%)
Vat. Ar. | 2/46  3/313 0/128 12/25 13/213 2/109 | 75/89 44/51 78/94
13 (4%) (1%) (48%) (6%) (2%) | (84%) (86%) (83%)

As we see here, the only exception is BL 4950, which attests the
order verb > adjective > pronoun with plural human control-
lers. Otherwise, human plural and human collective controllers
ubiquitously trigger FSG on adjectives more frequently than verbs
or pronouns. With inanimate plural controllers, the tendency is
much higher among verbs and pronouns. Only two MSS (SAr. 154

and SAr. 70) attest the adjective > verb > pronoun order, and
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the only examples of pronoun > verb > adjective are with inan-
imate plural controllers. Indeed, the pronoun is likeliest to attest
FSG agreement almost exclusively when the controllers are inan-
imate.

Table 71: Order of frequency for post-controller FSG agreement by tar-
get type and animacy

Order Human pL. Human coLL Inanimate PL Totals
ADJ > verb > PN* 70,13 72,70,13 154,70 7
ADJ > PN > verb 74 4950, 75 — 3
ADJ > verb = PN 75 74 — 2
verb > ADJ > PN 4950 — 13 2
verb > PN > ADJ — — 72 1
verb > PN = ADJ 72 — — 1
PN > verb > ADJ** — — 74,75 2
PN > ADJ > verb — — 4950 1
PN > verb = ADJ — 154 — 1

*Modern Dialectal System

**Qld System

FSG was seen to carry the same semantics of [ —individua-
tion]/[ —saliency] that scholars have reported in the pre-Islamic
qasidah and Quranic corpora (Belnap 1999; Bettega and D’Anna
2023; Hanitsch 2023). The following examples, each adduced by
Bettega and D’Anna, attest human plural controllers triggering
FSG agreement which, for semantic and pragmatic reasons, indi-

cate [ —individuation].
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(360)

(361)

(362)
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@

1T g Gl b B Jpt s o B

gulbun tasaddaru bi-d-duhiili ka-’anna-ha ginnu l-Badiyyi
rawadasiyan ’aqdamu-ha

‘Bold men threatening (FSG) each other with blood re-
venge, as if they (FsG) were the jinn of al-Badiyy, whose
feet are firm’ (Labid, 71, apud Bettega and D’Anna 2023,
161) )

S Gz il § 5 (50505 LS B 5,080

yu/dahdﬂna r-rwisa ka-ma tudahdi hazawiratun bi->abtahi-
ha l-kurina

‘They cause the heads to roll on the ground, as strong boys
roll (FsG) balls in their (FSG) playgrounds’ (‘Amr, 97, apud
Bettega and D’Anpa 2023/, 161) )

S ke S5 A SIS v

wa-ma ’amwalu-kum wa-la *awladu-kum bi-llati tuqarribu-
kum ‘inda-na zulfa...

‘It is not your wealth nor your children that (FsG) shall
bring (FSG) you nigh in nearness to Us...” (Q34.37, apud
Bettega and D’Anna 2023, 210)

This is attested in the other Gospel MSS from monastic milieux
dating to the 9th and 10th centuries CE (Stokes 2024c, 113-19.
§3.1.1).

(363)

ol Ll VS”\” L;:.S\ ) LY s lslade| (SAT. 70, 9V)
*htfzw’ mn °l->nby’ ’l-kd’bh °lty t’ty-km b-1b’s ’l-hrf’n
‘Beware the false prophets who (FSG) will come (FSG) to
you dressed as sheep’

However, in the other early Arabic Gospel MSS this FSG versus

dual/plural distinction is mainly attested with non-human plural

controllers. Note the following pairs and the contrast.
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3.1.1. Animal Controllers

(364) Liny 39 Long> Lgne laiey bgy o bl ol (SAr. 74, 451)
tgd’n ’t'n mrbwt w-fw’> m-h’> hlw-hm’ w-qrbw-hm’
‘You (DU) will find a colt tied up and a foal with it, so
untie (L) them (DU) and bring them (DU) both’

(365) e loudy Lpde S Ino b lsaxly Y 15 39 (SAr. 74, 457)
w-qrbw’ °I-tn w-l-fw’ f-wd‘w’ ty’b-hm Ty-h> w-glsw’ ly-h’
‘Then they brought the colt and foal and they put their
garments on them (FsG) and sat on them (FsG)’

3.1.2. Inanimate Controllers

(366) ;s Lawdl g3 (SAr. 72, 301)

gw’t ’l-sm’ ttzlzl

‘The powers of the heavens will shake (FSG)’
(367) olelay >Jls @)\ o) g da 4 s (SAr. 72, 10v)

mn hw hd’ ’ldy °n °l-ryh w-’l-bhr yty“-h

‘Who is this man whom the wind and the sea obey (DU)?’

In the first set of examples, the animals—a coat and foal—

are both involved, but whereas in the first they are the focus, in
the second the focus is more on the activities and agency of the
crowds. In the second set of examples, the ‘powers of the heavens’
are treated as an indistinct whole, whereas in the second exam-
ple, the objects have agency and act, obeying Jesus and thereby
serving as examples to those who witness Jesus’s miracles. It was
in a similar context—the wind tossing the ships on the Sea of
Galilee—that the single example of FPL verbal agreement with an
inanimate plural controller occurred (§1.1). The usage of FSG
with inanimate plural controllers in Vat. Ar. 13 is, compared with

the robustness of this trend in the gasidah poetic corpus, the
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Quran, and even the other early Gospel translations, as well as
the modern dialects, rather limited. Indeed, of these MSS and
corpora, Vat. Ar. 13 is the most Classical-like (for a nice visual
summary of typical Classical and Modern Standard Arabic agree-
ment patterns, see Bettega and D’Anna 2023, 167, Table 2.30).

Finally, FSG agreement with plural controllers was seen to
be much likelier in Vat. Ar. 13 when the controller was broken
plural instead of sound plural, such that the difference was both
impressionistically stark (FSG agreement with 46 percent of bro-
ken plural controllers but only 5 percent of sound dual or plural
ones) and statistically significant. The same trend is consistently
attested in the gasidah and Quranic corpora, the modern dialects,
and the other early Christian Gospel MSS (Bettega and D’Anna
2023, 161, 209-10; Stokes 2024c, 119). In the early Christian
corpus, for example, three out of four (75 percent) of the Gospel
MSS attest FsG with human plural controllers only when the con-
trollers are broken plural, and in the fourth (SAr. 70), there are
only two counterexamples.

The phenomenon of MSG agreement in Vat. Ar. 13 is pri-
marily associated with human controllers, mainly human collec-
tives, as well as adjectives of the pattern fal. In Vat. Ar. 13, the
singular agreement option is syntactic (i.e., morphologically MSG
human controllers trigger MSG agreement, but morphologically
FSG or broken plural nouns trigger FSG agreement), but the se-
mantics seem mostly to align with what we saw for FsG, since
both singular and plural agreement options are available for most

human collectives. The only collective that attests MSG, FSG, and
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plural agreement is Sab ‘people’, but even there, MSG and plural

are by far the most common agreement; FSG is only attested once.

(368)

(369)

(370)

baske |5 o)y aallall 3 o) Casd) (3V)

1-5D ’I-g’ls fy ’l-glmh r’y nwr’ gym’

‘The people sitting (MSG) in darkness has seen (MSG) a
great light’

il [t s it 1 ety al Sle (S g (36V)
s-tntz¢ mn-km mlkwt °llh w-tsyr ’ly $b ttmr tm°’r> s’lhh

‘The kingdom of God will be taken from you and go to a
people that produces (FSG) righteous fruit’

Wi o Y 0k Iymoy (,.S) ) 1da (20r1)

hd’ ’lI-§b w-Im ysm‘w’ b-’d’n-hm °P sm® tqyl’

‘This people has barely heard (mMpL) with their (MPL) ears’

Such examples are likewise rare in the other early Christian MSS

for which we have data. The examples of MSG agreement with

plural nouns from the first 25 percent of each of the Gospels stud-

ied in Stokes (2024c) are all collectives, though animal collec-

tives rather than human ones.

(371)

(372)

asB Ldl b s (161)

f-& tyr ’l-sm’ f-’kl-h

‘Then the birds of the sky came (MSG) and ate (MSG) it’

Sl ) (B e Yy e Yy 5 Y Lol L) b g )
(8V) s s 5 odd) s gl

ngrw’ °ly tyr ’l-sm’ °n-h’ P tzr w-P thsd w-P tgm¢ fy ’l-hz’yn

w-bw-km ’l-sm’wy y‘wl-hn *-f-lys *ntm °fdl mn-hm

‘Look at the birds of the sky, how they do not sew (FsSG)

nor reap (FSG) nor gather (FSG) in storehouses, but your

heavenly father provides for them (FPL). Are you not more

valuable than them (MPL)?’
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This contrasts with human collectives in other corpora, including
the Quran as well as modern dialects, in which three possibilities
exist: (1) syntactic (wherein agreement simply matches the gen-
der/number of the controller), (2) semantic agreement via FSG
with [—individuated] nouns, and (3) semantic agreement with
[ +individuated] nouns (Bettega and D’Anna 2023, 88, 217-22,
83.4.1). Note the following examples from the Quran (taken from
Bettega and D’Anna 2023, 217).

.

(373) ks 33 sl 146 0 £ 55 (Q54.20)
tanzi‘u n-ndsa ka-’anna-hum °a‘gazu nahlin munqa‘irin
‘Plucking up men as if they were stumps of uprooted
(MsG) palm-trees’

(374) s i3l JH53 ¢4)3 (Q26.148)
wa-zuriin wa-nahlin talu-ha hadimun
‘Sown fields, and palms with slender (FsG) spathes’

(375) 36 Ak | it J5315 (Q50.10)
wa-n-nahla basiqgatin la-ha tal‘un nadid
‘And tall (FPL) palm-trees with spathes compact’

Thus, while both singular and plural agreement with plural con-

trollers are options in the early Christian corpus, the alternation

between MSG and FSG appears to be largely syntactic, except in
cases with an adjective target of the fal pattern.

The choice of singular versus plural agreement with plural
controllers is, finally, affected by two further factors, namely the
distance from the controller and the presence/absence of certain
quantifiers. Regarding the first, in Vat. Ar. 13 increased distance
from the controller tends to increase the likelihood of plural

agreement, even if earlier targets are SG. This is, again, a feature
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attested elsewhere, in the pre- and early Islamic corpora on the
one hand (Blau 1966-1967, 292-95, §188; Bettega and D’Anna
2023, 264), and the modern dialects on the other (Belnap 1991,
86-87; Holes 2016, 334-37; Bettega and D’Anna 2023, 105-7).
The use of certain kinds of qualifiers likewise affects target agree-
ment across Arabic corpora, both pre-modern and modern. Rele-
vant to Vat. Ar. 13 is that especially kull ‘each, every; all’ is
widely documented as correlating with higher likelihood of FsG
agreement (Ritt-Benmimoun 2017, 272, on Tunisian; Bettega
2017, 163, on Omani; Bettega and D’Anna 2023, 95, for discus-
sion of Najdi data and trans-dialectal comparisons). Stokes
(2024c, 125) found a similar effect for kull and quantifiers with
similar meanings, such as gami* ‘all, the whole’.

The matter of plural target agreement—both whether plu-
ral agreement occurs and, if so, which plural—is quite complex.
Bettega and D’Anna (2023, 162, see especially Table 2.27) show
that, in the pre-Islamic gasa’id and Quranic corpora on the one
hand, and modern gender-distinguishing dialects of Arabic, on
the other, FPL target agreement is the type of plural agreement
for several groups, including: (1) [+individuated]/[ +salient]
human female plural controllers, (2) [+ individuated]/[ + sali-
ent] non-human animate plural controllers, and (3) [+ individu-
ated]/[ +salient] inanimate plural controllers. Interestingly,
some early Christian MSS, such as the early theological treatises
Apology (SAr. 154) and Summa Theologiae Arabica (BL 4950), pat-
tern with the gasidah and Quranic (and modern dialectal) cor-

pora. But the early Gospel MSS, as well as Vat. Ar. 13, reflect a
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system in which FPL agreement is almost totally restricted to plu-

ral female human controllers, as we can see in Table 72.

Table 72: Animacy of controllers that trigger FPL agreement®

Human

MS Human pL COLL Divine Animal Inanimate
SAr. 154 (Apology) — — — —  6/6(100%)
BL 4950 (Summa) 4/9 (44%) — — 5/9 (56%)
SAr. 74 41/41 (100%) — — — —

SAr. 72 36/68 (53%) 29/68 (43%) — 1/68 (2%) 2/68 (2%)
SAr. 75 52/67 (78%) 11/67 (16%) — — 4/67 (6%)
SAr. 70 43/51 (84%) 5/51 (10%) 1/51 (2%) — 2/51 (4%)
Vat. Ar. 13 79/82 (96%) 1/82 (<2%) — — 2/82 (>2%)

Each of the early Arabic Gospel MSS attests FPL agreement pri-
marily with human controllers; the chief difference is that in the
other Gospel MSS, FPL agreement regularly occurs with human
collective nouns, whereas in Vat. Ar. 13 this is virtually never the
case. Thus, while the early corpora—including two early Chris-
tian theological treatises composed in Arabic—attest FPL with
multiple kinds of controllers, the Gospels increasingly attest it
only with group (1) of the preceding paragraph. Vat. Ar. 13 is
here again the most similar to what becomes normative Classical
Arabic of all the early MSS for which we have quantitative data.

Whereas FPL agreement in these MSS is increasingly rele-
gated to targets modifying human female plural controllers, the
latter group does not always trigger FPL target agreement. We saw

above that, in 9 percent of instances from Vat. Ar. 13, human

5 Data for SAr. 74, 72, 75, and 70 taken from Stokes (2024c, 124). Data
for SAr. 154 and BL 4950 based on my own tallies for the purpose of
this study.
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female plural controllers trigger MPL agreement. In the other Ar-
abic Gospel MSS, an even greater number of such controllers trig-
gers MPL agreement.

Table 73: Plural target agreement patterns triggered by human female
plural controllers®

MS FPL Agreement MPL Agreement BPL Agreement
BL 4950 (Summa) 3/4 (75%) 1/4 (25%) —

SAr. 74 41/69 (59%) 28/69 (41%) —

SAr. 72 31/38 (82%) 2/38 (5%) 5/38 (13%)
SAr. 75 36/48 (75%) 5/48 (10%) 7/48 (15%)
SAr. 70 37/49 (76%) 9/49 (18%) 3/49 (6%)
Vat. Ar. 13 65/75 (87%) 7/75 (9%) 1/75 (<1%)

Stokes (2024c, 145-48) argued that these data represent a
change-in-progress, with the MPL (and, with adjectives, the bro-
ken plural) expanding at the expense of the FPL. A similar kind of
process likely occurred in the ancestors of the modern dialects
that lack gender distinction in the plural, where the common plu-
ral form is historically MpL (Bettega and D’Anna 2023, 133-38).
The category of dual target agreement is distinct from the
previous categories because our direct evidence for it is confined
to pre-modern corpora of written Arabic; while modern Arabic
dialects retain dual morphology and semantics on nouns, none
attests dual agreement with any target category. Dual agreement
is by and large consistent in the gasidah and Quranic corpora.
Hopkins reports that dual agreement occurs alongside both (M)pPL

and FsG target agreement in the papyri, but unfortunately, reports

5 Data for SAr. 74, 72, 75, and 70 are taken from Stokes (2024c, 125).
Data for BL 4950 are based on my own tallies for the purpose of this
study. No human female plural controllers are attested in SAr. 154.
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no distributional data (1984, 94-96, §84). The distribution of
agreement with dual targets across these early Christian MSS can

be seen in Table 74.

Table 74: Agreement patterns with dual controllers across early Chris-
tian MSS’

MS DU MPL/BPL FPL FSG MSG
SAr. 154 (Apology)  21/23 (92%) — — 2/23 (8%) —

BL 4950 (Summa) 41/49 (84%)  2/49 (4%) — 3/49 (6%) 3/49 (6%)
SAr. 74 71/113 (63%) 37/113(33%) 2/113 (<2%) 3/113 (>2%) —

SAr. 72 76/103 (74%) 22/103 (21%) 2/103(2%) 3/103 (3%) —

SAr. 75 113/132 (86%) 3/132(2%) 16/132(12%) — —

SAr. 70 111/127 (87%) 5/127 (4%) 7/127 (6%) 3/127 (>2%) 1/127 (<1%)
Vat. Ar. 13 221/248 (86%) 17/248 (7%) 3/248 (<2%) 6/248 (>3%) 1/248 (<1%)

When compared with the early Christian MSS, the distribution of
agreement patterns with dual controllers is clearly within the
general pattern attested across the corpus. Most dual controllers
trigger dual agreement; otherwise, plural is more common than
singular. MPL is usually, though not always, more common than
FPL, the latter being restricted in most MSS to two females. How-
ever, in SAr. 75, the MS in which the FpPL with dual controllers is
by far the most common, it occurs with several inanimate con-
trollers as well. FSG is almost always more common than MSG
across the MSS (BL 4950 attests the same number of FSG and MSG

targets).

7 The data for this table is entirely based on my own tallies from the
MSS. For SAr. 74, 72, 75, and 70, the data are from the first 25 percent
of each MS. The data from SAr. 154 and BL 4950 are, as always, from
the entirety of the treatises.
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Non-dual agreement with dual controllers is affected by nu-
merous factors, the most significant of which appears to be dis-
tance from the controller, which, as with other categories, in-
creases the likelihood of plural agreement the farther from the
controller the target occurs. Such an effect of distance on target

agreement can be seen in the following examples.

(376) 2Vl &lls IS b esels L+ L (SAT. 74, 18V)
£l hrg £w-h fy kl tlk ’Lrd
‘But when they left (MDU), they told (MPL) everyone of him
in that region’
(377) olo} sy 4,0 ook I Lkl Logd JIBy scbawDl o oy gy o)
(SAT. 70, 24v) L Lily ayle _tmer Lgnoy abogy o

rsl ysw rglyn mn tPmyd-h w-@’l I-hm’ “ntlq’ °ly hdh ’l-qryh
w-tgd’ ’t'n mrbwth w-m“h’> gh$ hiw-h’> w-"ty’ b-h’

‘Jesus sent two of his disciples and said to them (pu), “Go
(pU) to this village and you will find (DU) a colt tied up
and a foal with it. Untie (MpL) them and bring (DU) them”’

Singular agreement instead of dual or plural agreement seems
primarily to correlate with animacy. I have not identified any
pairs of examples in which the same dual controller triggers sin-
gular and dual/plural agreement in the early Christian Arabic
MSS other than Vat. Ar. 13. Note the following examples from
other early Christian MSS, in which singular agreement with se-

ries of nouns seems to reflect inanimacy:
(378) Uiy L (s o ogally adesil) NI V) (SAr. 154, 136v)
Im t2°l ’l-htyh w-l-mwt tgry fy-n’ w-tqhr-n’
‘Sin and death still live (FSG) in us and oppress (FSG) us’
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(379)

(380)

(381)
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s Y Sy s )Yy Ll (SAr. 72, 30r)

’L-sm’ w-l-’rd tbur w-kPm-y P ybur

‘Heaven and earth pass away (FSG), but my words will not
pass away’

oSl 093 o 2 e e Y L dlyy i 0ol ) pas )
(SAr. 70, 13r)

>-lys sfwryn yb’“n b-fls w-w’hd mn-h’ P yq¢ ‘ly °lI-’rd mn dwn
’by-km

‘Are two birds not sold (MDU) for a cent? And not even
one of them (FSG) will fall to the ground without your fa-
ther [knowing]’

e éJm Yy dl L D as L) sl esdl 23 LB (Vat. Ar. 13,
42v)

f-’m? dlk °l-ywm w-tlk °l-s*h f-P y‘rf-h’ >hd w-D ytl ly-h’
‘But as for that day and that time, no one knows it (FSG)
or can discern it (FSG)’

When the dual controller is human, however, the tendency to

shift to plural agreement increases:

(382)

(383)

ol gl bl S o il s o) e
(BL 4950, 4r) sl

l-twbyh ’ryws w-bwly ’l-mftryyn Ty °llh °l-klmh bn ’llh fy *d°ft-

hm ’y’-h ’ly °’l-hlq

‘In order to rebuke Arius and Paul [of Samosata] the blas-

phemers against God the Word, the Son of God, for their

(mpL) adding him to creation’

Sl L1 g aduoeall 0 Slis LS (SAT. 72, 361)

w-k’nt hn’k mrym ’l-mgdlyh w-mrym ’1-°hr’ $1s’t

‘And Mary Magdalen and the other Mary were both there

sitting (FPL)’
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The grammars of the scribes that produced these MSS differed in
these regards, however. This can be illustrated nicely in the fol-
lowing pair of examples, each of which is the same verse from
two MSS that belong to the same translation family (Kashouh’s
Family A).
(384) V'{ﬁ\ 093 u'pjﬂ\ gkc ) Y e Ilgg pendty Olely oy size )
(SAr. 74, 20v)
>-lys sfwryn yb’“n b-flsyn w-w’hd mn-hm P yq* ly ’lI-’rd dwn
*bw-km
‘Are two birds not sold (MDU) for two cents? And not even
one of them (vpL) falls to the ground without your father
[knowing]’
(385) oSyl 033 2V e o ¥ Login dolyy Bl lels (p)panas )
(SAr. 72, 13r)
-lys sfwryn yb’“n b-rb’t w-w’hd mn-hm’ P yq¢ ‘ly °l-’rd dwn
’bw-km
‘Are two birds not sold (MDU) for a cent? And not even
one of them (MDU) falls to the ground without your father
[knowing]’

As mentioned in §1.4 above, we are faced with two possible
explanations of the reality underlying the distribution and pat-
terns attested in agreement patterns with dual controllers. One
possibility is that the dual was still a living feature in the spoken
varieties of the Levant in the late *Umayyad and early ‘Abbasid
periods, but was giving way to plural agreement, a process which
became total in the ancestors of the modern dialects (Stokes
2024c, 126-27, 144-48, §83.1.3; 5). In favour of this interpreta-
tion is the likelihood that the dual was functional at least on ad-

jectives, verbs, and pronouns in Proto-Arabic (Al-Jallad 2022, 61,
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82.1.2), and therefore was lost in favour of the plural in the an-
cestors of the modern dialects. In favour of the interpretation of
dual agreement as having already been largely supplanted,
thereby reflecting engagement with another register, is the fact
that in SAr. 74, perhaps the earliest of all the Gospel MSS studied
here, the dual, while attested, is significantly less common than
in later Gospel MSS. Of course, both SAr. 154 and BL 4950 are
also early and attest nearly ubiquitous dual agreement. But in
those two MSS, the non-dual agreement with dual controllers is
not the same as in the later Gospel MSS. In SAr. 154 and BL 4950,
the alternatives to dual agreement are virtually all singular; in
the later Gospel MSS, however, the dual alternates most fre-
quently with the plural.

I suggest tentatively, then, that the dual as an agreement
category was possibly reduced already to a significant degree in
the 8th century CE in living varieties of Arabic, replaced increas-
ingly by the plural. At the same time, it was also clearly prestig-
ious, perhaps due to an association with the language of the
Quran (and, over time, the ‘Arabiyyah). Christian authors seem
initially to have made use of it mostly in theological texts in
which they address, at least ostensibly, non-local, and even non-
Christian, audiences. The language of the Gospels was more fre-
quently vernacularising/colloquialising, especially early on, but
over time the dual became increasingly integrated. This engage-
ment led to a dynamic kind of grammatical compromise between
different varieties/registers (as suggested by Bellem and Smith
2012). It should be emphasised here, though, that while dual

agreement in this scenario can be thought of as prestigious, it is
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not binary; there is no reason to posit that scribal authors ap-
proached dual agreement through the lens of a binary and simply
failed to ubiquitously apply the ‘rule’. The same factors at play in
(F)sG versus plural agreement with plural controllers seem also
to have been at play in dual versus singular/plural agreement.

There are thus continuities and discontinuities among the
authors of early Christian texts regarding the category of dual
target agreement. First, it is worth stressing again that, whether
living or not, the dual is a functional agreement category in the
corpus; even in the MS in which it occurs the least with dual
controllers (SAr. 74), it still accounts for over half of the agree-
ment patterns. When singular agreement is chosen, it is typically
either to indicate [—individuation]/[—saliency], or, increas-
ingly, lower animacy. The plural option differs among the MSS,
with a few preferring FPL, but most opting for MPL agreement.
This can possibly be interpreted as evidence for the nascent
breakdown of dual target agreement, and the expansion of the
MPL as the general plural marker. Vat. Ar. 13 sits comfortably in
this picture of early Islamic-era variation.

Finally, as we saw in §1.5 above, MPL is an agreement op-
tion for non-human controllers, though mostly with humanoid
beings like angels and demons. A few cases were seen with body
parts, either as a deliberate colloquialism (since each of the six
examples occurs in direct speech) or reflecting their prominence
and saliency. Such MPL agreement with non-human controllers is
well attested in other corpora, pre-modern and modern. Ha-
nitsch’s (2024) study of this phenomenon in the Quran identifies

29 instances of such agreement in that corpus. She concludes that
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most of these represent one of two strands of development, both
of which become more common by the modern dialectal period:
(1) metonymy, with an inanimate referent indicative of both the
object and humans, and (2) a group of inanimates that are un-
derspecified for animacy, many of which have human-like quali-
ties.

Certainly, divine beings are very human-like and this is
likely why they regularly (though not ubiquitously) trigger MpL
agreement in Vat. Ar. 13 and other early MSS. The examples with
paired body parts could theoretically be cases of metonymy, alt-
hough I do not think this is as likely, since in each case the dis-
tinction is between a person having only one of the paired body
parts and entering paradise and retaining both but going into the
fire of perdition. Thus, the body parts do not really stand for the
person. MPL agreement with non-human controllers occurs in
other early Christian corpora as well. In each, MPL targets occur
with divine beings, and in three they occur with animal control-
lers, too. A handful of instances in each occurs with inanimate
controllers, some of which provide nice parallels to those Ha-
nitsch adduces from the Quran.

Table 75: Kind and number of non-human controllers that trigger MpL
agreement in early Christian MSS

MS D1Y1ne Animals Inanimates
Beings

SAr. 154 5 — 4

BL 4950 11 — —

SAr. 74 14 15 3

SAr. 72 9 7 10

SAr. 75 14 11 2

SAr. 70 8 — 9

Vat. Ar. 13 18 — 6
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In many cases, the inanimate controller is a city or region that is
metonymically linked to the population, thereby naturally trig-

gering MPL agreement:

(386) 1515y 03Vl 655 prory w39 IS pup)l &) e
(SAr. 72, 4v) aabllasey osbams 03,Y) g 3 4w (srdonay
hynyd hrgt ’ly-h *rwslym w-kl °l-yhwdyh w-gmy*¢ kwrh °l-’rdn
w-k’nw’ ystbgwn mn-h fy nhr ’l-’rdn w-y‘trfwn b-ht’y’>-hm
‘Then Jerusalem, and all of Judea and the whole area
around the Jordan river went out (FSG) to meet him. And
they were (MPL) being baptised (MPL) by him in the river
and acknowledging (MpL) their (MPL) sins’

This is common across the MSS and is the most straightforward
kind of metonymy attested therein, though again note its absence
in Vat. Ar. 13, where such examples attest a strict syntactic agree-
ment pattern.
Elsewhere, the link is possible and, to use Hanitsch’s con-
cept, the animacy is underspecified.
(387) am o piian G5 Y ) fly deonlly okl JuaS” (SAr. 154,
100v)
k-mtl ’l-nfs w-’l-gsd w-’l-rwh P nfrq b‘d-hm mn b‘d
‘As with the soul, the body, and the spirit: we do not dis-
tinguish them (mpL) from each other’
(388) padonsy Wl oSles S 6l 5l (SAr. 74, 5v)
f-’wr’-h kl mmlk’t °l-“lm w-mgd-hm
‘And he showed him all of the kingdoms of the earth and
their (mpL) glory’
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(389) sl oy oloom gl oy cptd) sdotldl 5l sty (SO
(SAr. 70, 28r) cwub ISy bgadl allae 05imes
’n-km tsbhwn °l-gbwr °l-musydh °ldyn yrw’ mn h’rg hs’n w-
mn d’hl mhswh ‘z’m °’l-mwt’> w-kl tmt
‘You resemble the well-built (FSG) graves, which seem
(mpL) from the outside beautiful (BPL) but inside are
stuffed (FsG) with the bones of the dead and every filth’

In the first example from the theological treatise Apology, the
parts of a person—soul, spirit, and body—are by definition un-
derspecified, since they occupy a nebulous state between ‘thing’
and ‘person’. The noun mmlk’t ‘kingdoms’ likewise could refer to
the physical and material wealth of these kingdoms, but also to
their populations. The final example is interesting because the
controller gbwr ‘graves’ triggers FSG agreement with adjectives,
but plural agreement with the relative pronoun and verb. A close
connection between graves and the dead people inside could lead
to this ambiguity between inanimate and (at least categorically)
animate.

In one or two places, though, as mentioned above, inani-
mates are conceptualised as acting, thereby presumably increas-
ing their similarity to humans and trigger MPL agreement, as in

the following examples.

(390) osnle; > Jlg @)\ Ul lda 48 -0 (SAr. 74, 161)
mn hw hd’ °ldy °l-ryh w-l-bhr yty‘w-h
‘Who is this that even the wind and the sea obey (MPL)
him’

(B391) s Y NSy 9555 2y Vly Slsledl (SAT. 70, 29V)
Tsmwt w-l-rd ygwzwn w-kPm-y P ygwz
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‘The heavens and the earth pass away, but my words will
not pass away’

Relative to the Quranic evidence, on the one hand, and the other
early Christian MSS included here, on the other, Vat. Ar. 13,
along with the theological treatise Summa Theologiae Arabica,
only sparingly attests MPL agreement with non-human control-
lers, reserving it mostly for the most humanoid of controllers,

namely divine beings.

3.2. Pre-Controller Data

There is in Arabic a general tendency across all corpora—pre-
modern and modern, written and spoken—for pre-controller tar-
gets to agree with controllers in gender but not number, with the
target singular even when modifying plural controllers (for mod-
ern dialects, see Brustad 2000, 67; on pre- and early Islamic cor-
pora, see Bettega and D’Anna 2023, 145-52, §2.3.9). The gram-
marians treat this as the default, contrasting it with a phenome-
non in unspecified dialects that they call °akaliini I-baragit ‘the
fleas bit/ate me’, in which number agreement was the norm. The
early Quranic commentator *Abi ‘Ubaydah (d. 207 AH/822 CE)
considered this phenomenon to be typical of less formal registers
(Guillaume 2011, 283-84). And indeed, it is not present at all in
the mu‘allagat, nor in the Quran, except for two marginal in-
stances;® otherwise, singular pre-controller verbal agreement is

ubiquitous in both corpora.

8 Bettega and D’Anna (2023, 163-64, n. 146) address the two Quranic
verses in question (Q21.3 and Q21.71). They conclude that since both
occur following a string of plural targets (which were post-controller),
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Full number agreement with pre-controller verbal targets
is, however, an attested phenomenon in writing from the early
Islamic period. Hopkins (1984, 138) reports only two instances
of pre-controller verbal agreement in the plural. It is more wide-
spread in the early Christian Arabic corpus of MSS. Blau notes
this, but unfortunately makes somewhat contradictory claims
that do not clarify its frequency or distribution, stating at one
point that “[t]here exists a marked tendency to bring the preced-
ing verb into strict concord in number with its subject,” but also
that “...at least partly through the influence of CA [= Classical
Arabic], even verbs preceding subjects denoting several persons...
remain in the singular” (1966-1967, 275, emphasis original).
Stokes (2024c) offered quantitative analysis of number agree-
ment with pre-controller verbal targets in the five Christian MSS
included in that study. In Table 76 (facing page), a comparison
of singular versus plural agreement with pre-controller verbal
targets from those five MSS, Vat. Ar. 13, as well as SAr. 154 is
provided.

these can be considered instances of attraction. While this is likely true,
it is worth making the point explicitly that if such attraction were to
occur in a Christian (or Judaeo-)Arabic MS, it would count as a ‘Middle
Arabic’ feature. However, its presence in the Quran has not landed the
latter text in anyone’s category of ‘Middle Arabic’, for likely obvious
reasons.
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Table 76: Singular versus plural agreement with pre-controller verbal
targets in early Christian MSS°

MS SG PL

SAr. 154 (Apology) 78/87 (90%) 9/87 (10%)
BL 4950 (Summa) 54/57 (95%) 3/57 (5%)
SAr. 74 76/110 (69%) 34/110 (31%)
SAr. 72 75/150 (50%) 75/150 (50%)
SAr. 75 128/163 (79%) 35/163 (21%)
SAr. 70 117/146 (80%) 29/146 (20%)
Vat. Ar. 13 318/337 (94%) 19/337 (6%)

While Vat. Ar. 13 is very close to attesting the obligatory singular
‘deflected’ agreement pattern characteristic of the mu‘allagat and
Quran, it is not unique in this among early Christian MSS. In fact,
the theological treatises Apology (SAr. 154) and Summa Theolo-
giae Arabica (BL 4950) both attest nearly ubiquitous singular
agreement with pre-controller verbal targets. The two Gospel
MSS from Kashouh’s Family A, SAr. 74 and SAr. 72, attest some-
thing much closer to the modern dialectal distribution, with the
tendency for pre-verbal controllers to be singular but with plural
triggered by various pragmatic considerations (on which, see
Brustad 2000, 67-69, §2.3.2, and further bibliography therein).
Among those singular pre-controller verbal targets, MSG
and FSG agreement are once again not evenly distributed. The
distinction between MSG and FSG in Vat. Ar. 13 occasionally varies
depending on individuation/saliency, with MSG representing the
least individuated, less even than FSG. With human collective con-

trollers, agreement is often syntactic, that is, dependent on the

° Data for SAr. 74, 72, 75 and 70, as well as BL 4950, are from Stokes
(2024c, 142, Table 27). The data for SAr. 154 are based on my own
tallies of the data for the purposes of this study.
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morphology of the noun, with morphologically MSG collectives
triggering MSG verbal agreement and morphologically FSG and
broken plural nouns triggering FSG verbal agreement. Elsewhere,
it seems to be dependent on animacy, with nouns lower on the
animacy hierarchy more likely to trigger FSG agreement than
nouns higher up the animacy hierarchy. As is shown in Table 77
below, the same general trends are also operative in the other
early Christian MSS as well.

Table 77: MSG versus FSG pre-controller verbal targets of plural control-
lers across early Christian MSS*°

Human L. . .
MS MSG/FSG Human OLL Divine Animal Inanimate

20 (71%) 23 (79%) 2(40%) 1(100%) 5 (36%
SAr. 154 (Apology) MSG (71%) 23 (79%) 2 (40%) 1 (100%) 5 (36%)

FSG 8(29%) 6(21%) 3(60%) — 9 (64%)
MSG  8(53%) 11 (85%) — — 2(11%)
BL 4950 (Summa)
FSG 7 (47%) 2 (15%) 4 (100%) — 16 (89%)
SAr. 74 MSG 16 (64%) 8 (40%) — 2(50%) 4 (20%)
FSG 9 (36%) 12 (60%) 3 (100%) 2(50%) 16 (80%)
SAL 72 MSG 22 (73%) 8 (47%) — 3(75%) 8 (36%)
FSG 8(27%) 9(53%) 1(100%) 1(25%) 14 (64%)
SAr. 75 MSG 74 (97%) 12 (71%) 1 (100%) 2(33%) 9 (29%)
FSG 2(2%) 5(29%) — 4 (67%) 22 (71%)
SAL. 70 MSG 37 (58%) 10 (48%) — 2(50%) 5(21%)
FSG 27 (42%) 11 (52%) 4 (100%) 2 (50%) 19 (79%)
MSG 145 (91%) 79 (84%) 2 (50%) 3(50%) 10 (19%)
Vat. Ar. 13

FSG 15 (9%) 15(16%) 2(50%) 3(50%) 42 (81%)

In each MSS, human plural controllers trigger MSG pre-con-
troller verbal agreement more frequently than FsG, likely strict

syntactic agreement based on the morphology of the noun. In

19 The stats for each MS in this table reflect tallies I made directly from
the MSS for purposes of this study.
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others instances, as in Vat. Ar. 13, the distinction between the
two seems to be one of individuation/saliency, with MSG repre-
senting the lowest degree of individuation/saliency, and FSG
slightly higher. This is perhaps especially the case in SAr. 70,
though agency specifically seems to play a role in the distinction
in that MS. Note the following pair of examples.
(392) Lty L3 oy o IS ymamy Gl) I ) s - 55 (SAT.

70, 26v)

f-brg ‘byd-h *wlyk °ly °’l-trq w-gm'w’ kl mn wgdw’ ’Sr’ar’ w-

hy’r’

‘And those slaves of his went (MSG) into the roads and

gathered everyone they were able to find, evil and good’
(393) ads Cads Cow sle 4 I (SAr. 70, 16v)

f-@’lt I-h ‘byd-h thb ndhb nnqy-h

‘And his slaves said (FSG) to him, “Do you want us to go

and pick it?”’
In the first example, the subject, ‘byd ‘slaves’, goes out and gath-
ers, but is otherwise indistinct and can be thought of as [ —indi-
viduation]. In the second, however, while still relatively un-indi-
viduated, the group speaks, and thus gains a degree of textual
prominence and narrative significance, and even agency, all of
which work together to trigger FSG instead of the completely ge-
neric MSG agreement. This is attested with other frequently oc-
curring nouns in SAr. 70 as well. For example, the noun tI’myd
‘disciples’, triggers both MSG and FSG roughly equally; however,
FSG occurs when the primary action of the group is speaking (this
effect of speaking is seen in the previous examples from SAr. 70

above as well).
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(394)

(395)

(396)

(397)
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Alfc«zJ\ \M@uj}gﬁ}\o.ugéuw\wow‘)’ﬂddké (SAr.
70, 19v)

q’lt I-h timyd-h mn °yn l-n° fy hdh °l-bryh hubz n$b¢ hd’ ’l-gm¢
kl-h

‘They his disciples said (FSG) to him, “Where will we get
bread enough to satiate this whole crowd in the desert?””
(..@,w&: JaYl 15 (Y & By sueD aze 55 (SAr. 70, 21v)
f-dnt mn-h tPmyd-h w-@’lt I-h -’y d’k b-’I->m¢t’l tklm-hm
‘Then they came near (FSG) to him and said (FSG) to him,
“Why do you thus speak to them in proverbs?””

0N dxs drs ariod) g";\ ot A2 (SAr. 70, 10v)

sd ysw ’ly °’l-sfynh s‘d m“-h t’'myd-h

‘Jesus got into the boat [and] his disciples got in (MSG)
with him’

Lol o andl ods s (A S 1By ey LoDl L3y (SAT. 70,
25v)

w-nzr ’l-tPmyd w-¢bw’ w-@’lw’ kyf ybst hdh °’l-tynh mn s>t-
hJ

‘And the disciples saw (MsG) and were amazed, and said
“How did this fig tree dry up immediately?””

While a few possible examples of a semantic contrast be-

tween FSG and MSG agreement can be found in the other MSS, the

majority of instances of FSG and MSG agreement with human plu-

ral controllers can be characterised as free variation. The follow-

ing two pairs of examples are illustrative of the kind of variation

that occurs across most MSS.
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(398) L”SSJL:A Olsds Le ] Y C_MM.U 354 L1 JLis (SAr. 154, 125v)
f-@°L°hb’r °l-yhwd I-I-msyh P tsm‘ m’ yqwlwn h’wly
‘And the Jewish religious leaders said (MSG) to the Mes-
siah, “Do you not hear what these people are saying?””’

(399) wgd 1ab (52 jlood) e 396 d) L) cmen| Ui (SAr. 154, 110v)
l-qd ’gtm‘t *hb’r ’l-yhwd ‘ly ’l-hw’rywn f-@’lw’ [-hm
‘The Jewish religious leaders gathered (FsG) against the
disciples and said to them...’

(400) iz Iug doadll) mos Ll (SAr. 74, 42v)
f-lm’ sm* °l-tPmyd bhtw’ g§d’
‘Then when the disciples heard (MsG), they were greatly
amazed’

(401) WL pgoln; 015y {oli} by oDl aJl =i (SAr. 74, 6v-71)
tqdmt °ly-h tP’myd-h w-fth {f-h} w-k’n y‘lm-hm q’yl’
‘His disciples came (FSG) to him, and he opened his mouth
and was teaching them, saying...’

It is possible that some aspect of the pragmatics of the narrative
in each case led to the preference for MSG or FSG agreement, but
I was not able to find pairs of examples that clearly demonstrate
what those pragmatic or semantic factors might be.

Worth noting is that while FSG agreement with plural inan-
imate controllers is clearly the norm, each MS attests a minority
of cases in which MSG agreement occurs. The overwhelming ma-
jority of instances of MSG agreement, however, involve the verbs
kan ‘he/it was’, and sar ‘it/he was, became’, as well as the negator
laysa ‘it/he is not’, and typically express existential or possessive
predications in which the distance between the verbal head and
the controller is increased. These account statistically for the

largest share of MSG agreement with plural inanimate controllers.
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In SAr. 154, for example, three out of five (60 percent) instances

of MSG agreement with inanimates occur in such constructions.'!

The following examples are illustrative.

(402)

(403)

(404)

(405)

(406)

2] & 0,55 0508 il s 08 i) (SAr. 154, 136v-1371)
l-qd k’n I-bny *sr’yl ‘ywn ktyrh fy ’rd-hm

‘The sons of Israel had (MsG) many eyes in their land’

o Yy alas o ) (SAr. 154, 132r)

lys I-h htyh w-P ’tm

‘He has (MSG) neither sin nor iniquity’

3 e iy Lewsl 4 Lo (BL 4950, 20v)

s’r I-h ’sm’ w-nsb mn dlk

‘He obtained (MSG) a name and lineage from that’

@....,u CQ.WJ ool d oS e (SAr. 74, 74v)

mn k’n I-h °’dnyn l-ysm® f-I-ysm¢

‘Whoever has (MSG) two ears to hear, let him hear’

o5l wiSe 03l Sl ST ) lsdl) P S OIS J 4 (SAr.
72, 14r)

[’n-h lw k°’n fy sdwm ’l-qw’t °lty k’nt fy-k °dn mktt hty °l-ywm
‘Because if the wonders that have happened among you
had happened (MSG) in Sodom, then it would have re-
mained until today’

112/2 (100%) examples from BL 4950; 6/8 (75%) examples from SAr.
74; 6/8 (75%) examples from SAr. 72; 7/9 (78%) examples from SAr.
75; 4/5 (80%) examples from SAr. 70; and 7/10 (70%) examples from
Vat. Ar. 13. These data are based on my own tallies for the purpose of
this study.
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(407) g 35! g odd I8 iy 4t aas Yl Liala W o) o s
(SAr. 75, 15v) Lala
f-@’w’ I-h lys I-n’ ’hn’ °P hmsh ’rgfh w-hwtyn f-q°1 I-hm ysw®
’tw-ny b-hm h°hn’
‘Then they said, “We only have (MsG) five loaves and two
fish with us.” And he said to them, “bring them here
(408) ol ol el s (SAr. 70, 26v)
w-lys Ty-k ty’b °l-rs
‘You are not wearing (lit. ‘there are not (MSG) on you’)
wedding clothes’

This gender neutralisation in VSO contexts is a well-known
and amply documented phenomenon in Arabic corpora from the
earliest period to the modern dialects (for Classical Arabic, see,
among many others, Russell 1984; Ferguson 1989; Fassi Fehri
1988, 133; on non-human controllers in the Quran, see Hanitsch
2023; and on modern dialects, see Brustad 2000, 67-69). In her
detailed study of gender agreement patterns in VSO verbs with
non-human controllers in the Quran, Hanitsch (2023) identifies
four (interconnected and interacting) factors that tend to increase
the likelihood of MSG, instead of FSG, agreement: (1) increased
distance between verb and controller, (2) FPL instead of broken
plural (which instead correlates with FSG agreement) nominal
morphology, (3) singular forms that are lexically MSG, and (4)
inanimate rather than non-human animate referents.

In Vat. Ar. 13, as we saw previously, two of these—‘actual’
distance and type of plural—are significant, though the former
seems to be the primary factor in most examples. While the other

Christian MSS attest distributions that are suggestive, only the
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data and distributions attested in the Quran (p = .0020) and Vat.
Ar. 13 (p = .0001) rise to the level of statistical significance.'?

Table 78: Impact of plural type on MSG versus FSG pre-controller verbal

agreement

Source MSG/FSG BPL/Paucal Sound FPL

ouran MSG 27 (12%) 14 (31%)
FSG 207 (88%) 31 (69%)
MSG 8 (57%) 0

SAr. 154 FSG 6 (43%) 3 (100%)
MSG 2 (10%) 0

BL

4950 FSG 18 (90%) 1 (100%)

MSG 1 (1%) _

SAr. 74 FSG 20 (95%) —
MSG 1 (7%) 1 (50%)

Ar. 72

SAr. 7 FSG 14 (93%) 1 (50%)
MSG 5 (21%) 1 (25%)

SAr. 75 FSG 19 (79%) 3 (75%)
MSG 3 (12%) 1 (50%)

Ar.

SAr. 70 FSG 22 (88%) 1 (50%)

MSG 3 (7%) 6 (75%)
Ar 1
Vat. Ar. 13 FsG 41 (93%) 2 (25%)

One note of relevance is that, by the time the early Christian MSS
studied here were written, most inanimate plural controllers at-
test broken plural rather than sound FpL morphology.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that Brustad (2000, 67)
identifies verbs that are part of idioms the subjects of which are
intended to express time among contexts that favour gender neu-

tralisation in pre-controller verbs and that, thus, tend to occur

12 Data for the Quran are taken from Hanitsch (2023, 34). Note that her
numbers are based on the reading of Hafs ‘an ‘Asim. Data from all other
MSS are based on tallies I made from the MSS for the purposes of this
study.
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with generalised MSG agreement. As we saw in Vat. Ar. 13, Hand
B in several instances attests forms in which verbal clauses that

express the passage of time attest gender neutralisation.

(409) clele e oIS Lds (Vat. Ar. 13, 74r)
f-Im’ k°n st s°t
‘And when it was (MSG) six o’clock...’

(410) olele eliophr o Sl o Lz 48 0lSy (Vat. Ar. 13, 74r)
w-k’n qd md’> mn ’l-nh’r hyn slbw-h tlt s>t
‘And when three hours had passed (MsG) from the time
when they crucified him...’

It is likely that ‘actual’ distance, the use of kan, and the expres-
sions of time interact to increase the tendency for MSG instead of

FSG agreement.






CHAPTER 8. SYNTAX

Syntax in general is an under-studied domain of the grammar of
Arabic, especially of Christian and Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts,
which are typically examined only insofar as they differ from
what is presumed to be normative for Classical Arabic. Further,
translations are afforded even less attention in the area of syntax
due to the assumption that any deviations from the purported
standard are due only to translation effect from the language of
the Vorlage, without considering the possibility that they repre-
sent genuine witnesses to varieties or registers of Arabic (Blau
1966-1967, 20, §1.3; Vollandt 2018, 453-55, §84-5). As Stokes
(2024a; 2024b) shows, however, many of these features show lit-
tle to no translation effect and, in any event, such an effect must
be demonstrated rather than assumed. While this chapter does
not pretend to be an exhaustive study of the syntax of Vat. Ar.
13, let alone capture the diversity of comparable early Arabic
manuscripts, the goal is to highlight aspects of syntax that attest
variation both within and across MSS from this period. As we will
see, in each case, the variation attested can be sensibly inter-
preted within what we know of Arabic historically, and in the
context of the variation attested in these sources, without any
need to appeal to substrate or translation effect.

1.0. Negation

Several negative particles occur in Vat. Ar. 13, with verbal nega-
tion characterised by a plurality of negators depending on the
clause type. The attested particles, along with their contexts and
semantics, are listed in Table 79 (overleaf).

©2026 Phillip W. Stokes, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0517.08
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Table 79: List of negators and their contexts

Negator Usages Negates
+ imperfect present/continuous/future
y + jussive/imperfect imperative
+ energic imperative

+ noun absolute

Y,..N + imperfect
. neither... nor
Y, + nominal clause
Y SIS IS + imperfect purpose
. . verbal complements &
M| + imperfect )
subordinate clauses
M + imperfect purpose
+ noun w/ verbal . .

ol Y irrealis

clause

+ perfect past/present perfect
L + imperfect present
+ nominal clause nominal clause
. interrogative present/
+ imperfect . L
. . . continuous/imminent future

Wi/ Ll /b

+ perfect

interrogative past/

present perfect

+ nominal clause
+ imperfect

+ perfect

nominal clause
present/future

past

+ nominal clause

interrogative nominal clause

+ apocopate/imperfect

past/present perfect/

protasis and apodosis

+ subjunctive/imper-

fect

future/future in apodosis

+ imperfect

warning/negative

imperative
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Note that, for la + jussive, lam + jussive, and lan + subjunctive,
I have also listed the imperfect, based on the distribution detailed
above in ch. 6. I likewise use ‘imperfect’ in the box below to stand
for both ‘indicative’ and ‘subjunctive’.

Each negator listed here is known and well attested in other
contemporaneous Arabic corpora, and the distribution of most is
typical of later Classical norms.

La is the most commonly-used negator, especially of verbs,
typically negating the present—simple or present continuous—
and the future.

(411) 09,58 Y L gpmams ¥ ol o3 0131 Sy (59V)
w-l-km °d’n tm °ntm P tsm‘wn b-h’> w-U tfkrwn
‘And you have ears, but then you do not hear with them
nor do you consider [what you have heard]’
(412) om0 o5 g";\ KTV PRVIEN BT o1y (391)
w-"ntm f-I tigwn-h’ w-P tslwn °ly Sy mn nym-h’
‘But you, you will neither find refuge in it nor arrive at its
respite’
The continuous aspect in the past relative to the narrative is also
within the domain of the imperfect, and la can negate this as well.
(413) L& aou V‘S) gy Y LSl gend! oSS (72v)
f-k’n ’yswe s’kt’ I’ yntq w-lm ygb-h Sy’
‘But Jesus was quiet, not speaking, and he did not answer
him [Caiaphus] at all’

When followed by a non-indicative imperfect, la can indicate a

negative imperative:
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(414) UL o) (Sl 3 1ydaiy ks Vg 4yl 38l (sl Lad) Y1 Dylacr|
(2V) o2y
2w’ ’l1-°n °1-tmer ldy tw’fq ’l-twbh w-P tznw’ w-tqwlw’ fy
’nfs-km ’n °b’>-n’ ’brhym
‘Now, produce the fruit that befits repentance, and do not
believe and say to yourselves, “Our father is Abraham™

La can categorically negate a noun (for the variation in case on
the subject of these negated clauses, see Ch. 5, §4.0). Combina-
tions of other particles with the negator la include °alla to negate
subordinated verbs, including verbal complements, as well as li-
“alla, kay-la, and likay-la to indicate negative purpose clauses, and
(1a) wa-la, which negates subsequent elements of the sentence.
(415) ool 3 Vol 5 S \ybhoas (531)

fa-stw’ Ly tdhli@’ fy °l-tg’rb

‘Therefore, pray so that you do not fall into temptation’
(416) wwb _xsdl 3 oky MSI (70v)

lkyl yq¢ fy °l-sD ftnh

‘So that a riot does not brew among the crowd’
(417) S Yj(.&;z o qu_auwb LI L) (711)

’m’ °n’ f-lys fy kl hyn byn-km w-I’ ‘nd-km

‘But as for me, [ am neither always among you nor always

with you’

Much less frequent, but more varied in usage, is the negat-
ing function of ma. It can occur with either the imperfect to ne-
gate the present/future (11 times) or the perfect to negate the
past/present perfect (15 times). In both cases, however, it is
mostly restricted to interrogative contexts, typically consisting of

’a (fa) ma + verb:
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(418) 4y el ol Jas d-f Lab () L (13V)
m’ r’y qt °hd mtl hdh °l-gryhh
‘No one has ever seen a miracle like this’
(419) LS LaYloda oy Ll (411)
>m’ trwn hdh °I-’Sy’ kl-h’
‘Do you not see all of these things?’
(420) awis ow o) 4 Lesl (49V)
>f-m’ yqdr *n yhy nfs-h
‘Is he not able to save himself?’
(421) Lz oY) e L) (731)
-m’ tgyb °’l-’n Sy’
‘Will you not respond at all now?’
(422) ans OIS a9 on oo 3l 34ls & Lo (.3\4,5 L) (17Vv)
m’ qritm m’ sn¢ d’wd °d grt hw w-mn k’n m“h
‘Have you not read what David did when he and those
who were with him got hungry?’

In a single example, the disciple Peter is addressing a woman who
claims he was with Jesus. He responds using ma to negate the

imperfect without an interrogative meaning.

(423) Ly U el L S (51n)

klla m’ >lm ma tqwlyn

‘I swear I do not know what you are saying!’
This usage could be an example of intentional usage of a collo-
quialism in direct speech. Two bits of evidence support this sup-
position. First, in the narrative, the addressees rely on Peter’s ac-
cent as evidence of his Galilean origin. Second, this is the only
place where ma + verb occurs outside of the interrogative syn-

tagms mentioned above.
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In two places, both in contexts of direct speech, ma occurs
followed by a nominal clause. In one, the meaning is apparently
a negative interrogative, ‘are you not...?’, whereas in the other,
the context points to straightforward negation, although a non-

negated interrogative meaning cannot be ruled out.

(424) 55l el ol L & JB5 (501)

wa-q’l I-h m’ °nt mlk °l-yhiid

‘And he said to him, “Are you not the king of the Jews?”
(425) ) Uy ol L (50v)

m’ l-k w-l-dlk °’l-barr

‘Do not have anything to do with that innocent man’*
Other than these examples, however, there is little evidence in
the grammar of Vat. Ar. 13 of a shift to generalised ma.

Whereas ma negates the past mostly in interrogative con-

texts, the verbal negator lam is commonly attested, always fol-
lowed by an imperfect (and, as we saw in Ch. 6, §2.0, typically,
though not always, followed by a morphological apocopate when

the distinction is evident in spelling), and negates the simple past

! Instead of ‘what do you have to do with him?’ I favour the interpreta-
tion of the ma here as a negator because of the context, in which, after
sending Pilate this message, his wife says:

%:fb\gl}\w&@rﬁj\w&dy
[-’n-y qd slbt °’l-ywm fy hlmi mn °gl-hi *Sya’ ktyrh
‘Because I have suffered many things in a dream today about him’

Thus, the context suggests that she is instructing him not to have any-
thing to do with Jesus, rather than asking him whether he has any busi-
ness dealing with him.
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or the present perfect in non-interrogative contexts. Indeed, nu-
merically it is by far the most common means of negating the
past.
(426) axd) gsu) . L (501)

f-Im ygb-hu ’ysw* ’l-bth

‘But Jesus did not reply to him at all’
(427) 4> Gy o) (32V)

Im yst’gr-n’ *hd

‘No one has hired us’

The semi-verb negator laysa can be described as negating

three kinds of predication: nominal, verbal, and sentential.

1.1. Nominal

(428) 4l wyShs 5 = poey 1a | o (69T)
[st y’> hd’ b-mntzh ‘n mlkwt ’llh
‘You are not far from the kingdom of God’

1.2. Verbal
lys ybq’ W’hn’ hgr ‘ly hgr

‘A stone will not remain here on top of another stone’

1.3. Sentential

(430) > Jo gmablo L) .1 (331)
’—lys"’nm"’ q’tt-ny ly dynr
‘Is it not the case that you agreed with me to do the work
for a dinar?’
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When laysa negates a verb, it virtually always negates an imper-
fect, and more commonly the present (24/30, 80 percent of in-

stances) than the future (6/30, 20 percent of instances).

(431) leze tfj‘ BN gl o~ (791)
lys yht’g ’l-’sh’ °ly mttbb
‘The healthy do not need a doctor’

(432) Ble b8 JS (535 s Blin o 5 ond W U U sl
(4v)
w-’l-hq °qwl l-ka ’n-ka st thr§ mn hn’ka hty twdy kl fls ‘ly-ka
‘Truly I tell you that you will not leave from there [prison]
until you repay every penny you owe’

In one place, however, laysa negates the past tense with a perfect
verb, though this could be analysed as a sort of negated cleft con-

struction.

(433) LK i e (311)
f-lys hkd’ k’n’
‘For they were not always like this’

Across Arabic corpora, laysa can either inflect as a suffix
conjugation, regardless of tense/aspect, thereby displaying per-
son/gender/number agreement with the controller, or it can
manifest as an invariable laysa. In Vat. Ar. 13, there is evidence
for both inflectional and invariable manifestations. Of the 42 in-
stances where conjugation, or the lack thereof, can be clearly cat-
egorised (i.e., contexts in which the controller is not 3MSG), over
half—23/42 (55 percent)—are conjugated. The data is broken
down in Table 80 (facing page). Note that the ‘undetermined’
category represents instances of 3MSG laysa where the controller
1S MSG.
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Table 80: Conjugated versus invariable laysa, whole MS

Conjugated Unconjugated Undetermined
laysa 23 19 63

When we break down the number of conjugated versus un-
conjugated instances of laysa by type of predication, we find that
most examples of invariable 3MSG agreement occur in negative
cleft constructions, including to negate existential predication,
which is in keeping with what we noticed about the broader
trends of generalised 3MSG forms of verbs like kan, sar, etc (ch.
7, 8§3.2).

Table 81: Conjugated versus unconjugated laysa by predication type

Predication Conjugated Unconjugated
Nominal 15/21 (71%) 6/21 (29%)
Verbal 8/12 (67%) 4/12 (33%)
Sentential /Existential 0/9 9/9 (100%)

Note the following examples of invariable laysa to negate senten-

tial and existential predicates:

(434) o 0y Jodl L) (5 9 e 5 O oy mnaS
(35r) U3 Jmds >dl b aBy S

lys k-sny‘t-y b-hdh ’l-tynh tsn‘wn qt bl lw qltm l-hd’ ’l-gbl zl
mn mk’n-k w-q¢ fy ’l-bhr f1 dlk
‘It is not that you will merely do what I have done to this
fig tree, but if you said to this mountain, “Go up from your
place and fall in the sea!”, it would do it’

(435) oby=y o s Yl Lials e ) (23V)
lys ‘nd-n’ h’hn’ °’ hmsh qrs w-hwt’n
‘We only have five loaves and two fishes here with us’

Inflecting laysa in verbal and nominal clauses include the follow-

ing.
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(436)

(437)

(438)

(439)
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C“’\*'U\ bl de (17V)

w-Ist ’tlb °l-db’yh

‘T do not request sacrifices’

oM be ledas Lo (65V)

[stm’ tlm’n m’ ts’n

‘You (DU) do not know what you ask’

RO INT v.:;\ (,:M.J\ (7r)

>-[stm °ntm b-dlk *hry

‘Are you all not more important than that?’
w-Istm °ntm ’l-mtklmyn bl rwh ’l-qds

‘You are not the ones who speak, rather the Holy Spirit is

)

Examples of instances of non-inflecting laysa in verbal and nom-

inal clauses include.

(440)

(441)

(442)

S els abe . J(65v)

lys tyh dlk *Ly

‘Giving that is not for me’
gmijﬁﬁy"}fg&ﬂb\m (71r)

’m’ °’n’ f-lys fy kl hyn byn-km w-P ‘nd-km

‘But as for me, I am not always with you or among you’
I e Lah Ll Yoo Ll s o Vsl 131 0l5aY) (68V)
’mw’t °d’ *nbtw’ lys ytzgwn °l-ns’ w-P °l-ns’ ’yd’ ytzgwn °l-
rgl

‘The dead, when they are raised from the dead, they will
not marry women, nor will women marry men’
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(443) o s a3 aes 0md Vg 43 ates Jld s o o )
(81r-82v) axdls |Lui ez
lys $grh s’lhh ttmr tm’r’> hbyth rdyh w-P $grh hbyth rdyh tqdr
Tty °n ttmr tm’r’ s°lhh
‘A good tree cannot bear bad fruit, nor is a bad tree able
to produce good fruit’

The distribution of conjugated versus unconjugated forms
of laysa is also not even across the MS; rather, they tend to cluster
in the two earliest scribal hands, Hand A and Hand B, as we see
in Table 82.

Table 82: Conjugated versus unconjugated forms of laysa by scribal
hand

Hand Conjugated Unconjugated
A 10/24 (42%) 14/24 (58%)
B 4/8 (50%) 4/8 (50%)

C 3/4 (75%) 1/4 (25%)
D 6/6 (100%) 0/6

The earlier hands attest inflecting and invariable laysa about
equally, whereas the later hands, especially Hand D, inflects laysa
ubiquitously.

The inflection, or lack thereof, of laysa has often occupied
a significant place in scholarship that has distinguished between
Classical and Middle Arabic, with laysa in the former purportedly
fully inflectional but increasingly invariable in the latter (Recken-
dorf 1921, 40; Blau 1978; 1999, 87; Hopkins 1984, 153, §156).
The shift is therefore conceived of as one from an earlier stage,
in which laysa is fully inflected, regardless of syntax, and a later
stage, in which the 3MsG form is generalised (Blau 1966-1967,
305-8, §204): *laysa*nfecting > Jqysq~inflecting, However, both the
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‘Arabiyyah and later Classical Arabic, as well as the Quran, attest
invariable laysa, especially to negate existential predication, as
well as for sentential negation.
(444) Lal D o e W 3 (Q53.58)

laysa la—hli min diini llahi kaSifatun

‘None but Allah can disclose it’ (lit. ‘It (FSG) [the ap-

proaching hour] does not have a revealer except for Al-

lah”)
(445) Nl \ia e .J (from Fischer 2002, §323b)

laysa ‘an hada nas’alu-ka

‘We are not asking you about that’
(446) U, u)& f\ & V'; JJ (from Reckendorf 1921, 47)

laysa hum fi >amri ‘ali mitla-na

‘They [are] not [involved] in the matter of Ali as we [are]’
As we have seen, these are the kinds of predication that are most
likely to trigger invariable laysa in Vat. Ar. 13. And this appears
to be true of other early Christian Arabic MSS as well. While un-
inflected laysa is indeed the norm in each of the three types of
predication—nominal, verbal, and existential/sentential—the in-
flected form can occur in nominal and verbal predications, but I
have not found an instance in existential/sentential predications.

Note the following examples from SAr. 72.

1.4. Nominal Clause

(447) 1o Sl 3 0pinay o (SAT. 72, 3V)
lyst b-sgyrh fy mlk yhwd’
‘You are not least in the ruling of Judah’
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1.5. Verbal Clause

(448) Gkl b lsinay ¥ S La) o (SAr. 72, 19V)
lyst °8 lky P yd‘fw’ fy °l-tryq
‘T do not want them to grow faint along the way’

1.6. Existential/Sentential

(449) oLVl oy o) J5y Lo (SAT. 72, 197)

lys m’ ydhl ’l-fum yngs °lI-’ns’n

‘It is not what enters the mouth that defiles a person’
(450) Ighniy 1iSs sl ]I (SAT. 72, 7v)

>-lys ’l-gub’h hkd’ yfw’

‘Do the tax-collectors not also act this way?’
(451) ol osnS alde ) plus) Sls 206 (SAT. 72, 271)

f-’bsr hn’k *ns’n lys Ty-h kswh °l-rs

‘He saw a man there who did not have wedding attire on’
Thus, while obligatory person/gender/number agreement with
laysa in nominal and verbal predications does distinguish, e.g.,
the poetic corpus and the Quran from the early papyri and Chris-
tian Arabic corpora, each attests a similar dichotomy between
nominal and verbal predicates, on the one hand, which at least
can attest inflection, and existential/sentential negation, on the
other, which does not.

It is further debated whether the quasi-verbal inflection of
laysa was original or rather was a secondary development. The
etymology of laysa has long been debated, with opinions histori-
cally divided between those who posit a Northwest Semitic exis-
tential *yit (or *’it) / la yit (or *la ’it), the latter of which was
loaned into Arabic from Aramaic (cf. Lipiiski 2001, §47.10) and
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those for whom it instead represents a retention in Arabic from a
Proto-Semitic existential *’ays / *la ’ays ‘there is/is not’ (Macel-
aru 2003). More recently, Al-Jallad (2018b) has argued against a
direct loan from Aramaic, proposing instead two possibilities: (1)
a loan from Neo-Assyrian las$u/laisu, or (2) derivation (perhaps
Proto-Northwest Semitic) *la + yit / °it and loaning into Arabic
via a North Arabian language like Taymanitic, rather than di-
rectly from Aramaic. Whichever route it took, Al-Jallad convinc-
ingly argues that it was most likely a loan, and that subsequent
phonological changes (e.g., reduction of di/triphthongs), coupled
with the similarity in form between laysa and other middle-weak
(II-Y/W) roots, led to its analysis as a member of that class (Al-
Jallad 2018b, 117).

Since it is apparently a loan, the attested languages in
which *1a yit /’it occur indicate that it was originally uninflected.
Further, since where secondary inflection developed, it is unlike
what is attested in Arabic, it stands to reason that the original
form in Arabic was invariable, and that the semi-verbal inflection
of laysa in Arabic is a secondary development. It is less clear
whether the loan occurred already in Proto-Arabic, or rather took
place in a dialect/spectrum (such as, e.g., Higazi dialects), and
then spread from there to others. The presence of uninflected re-
flexes of lays, such as lays, lés, las, and lis, in pre-modern (e.g.,
Andalusi; see Corriente 2013, 126) and modern dialectal Arabic
(Wilmsen 2016), combined with the evidence from the ‘Arabiy-
yah, the Quran, and the early Islamic-era corpora, can be read as
suggesting that laysa was originally borrowed as an existential or

sentential negator. As its use expanded to include nominal and
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verbal clauses, person/gender/number agreement was inno-
vated, as Al-Jallad (2018b, 117) suggested, in the form of a suffix
conjugation similar to that found with II-Y/W roots. This inflec-
tion, however, was simply a carrier for the inflection based on
superficial similarities. We might speculatively suggest, if Al-Jal-
lad’s proposal of a Taymanitic (or another language in Northwest
Arabia) is correct, that the loan into Arabic occurred in the Higaz,
which is why the inflection in nominal and verbal clauses is com-

plete there. This can be visualised as follows:

Loan Expansion Higazi(?)
Neg. Existential *lqysq ™~ fecting laysa ™~ "fiecting laysa ™~ "flecting
Nom. Clauses _ > laysa ™ ecting > laysq * fectng
Verb. Clauses _ laysa~ "ecting laysa* ectng

Inflecting laysa had clearly spread already in the pre-Islamic pe-

riod, since it occurs in pre-Islamic poetry as well, e.g., in >Imrii 1-

o

Qays’s ’aya l-Hind, verse seven, which reads Ji\ L5 sk f;.ﬁj wa-
lastu bi-di ratyatin *immarin ‘1 am not one of rrﬁla/ny weaknesses’. It
likely further spread in the early Islamic period, as Old Higazi
became the prestige variety of the early "'Umayyad state, though
perhaps mainly (solely?) as a part of a literary register, and
hardly, if at all, spreading into spoken varieties.

The strength of this proposal is two-fold. First, it takes se-
riously that laysa was most likely loaned into Arabic, and that the
form loaned into Arabic lacked the person/gender/number in-
flection typical of Classical and Quranic laysa, which was an Ar-
abic-internal development. Second, it takes seriously the divi-

sion, attested in every corpus, including the Quran and Classical
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Arabic, as well as the Middle and Modern Arabic evidence, which
points to an uninflected form in existential and sentential con-
texts. Rather than positing a total loss of inflection, which would
be unique to laysa, I argue here that laysa did not “become, as a
rule, invariable” (Blau 1966-1967, 305, §204.1), but that it be-
came variable only in certain places. The higher frequency of
conjugation in Vat. Ar. 13 than in other early Christian Arabic
compositions could indicate the greater prestige of Higazi forms,
which is evident in other parts of the grammar.

Before moving on from the topic of negation, it is worth
pointing out that while negating the future tense is accomplished
most frequently by either la or laysa, the negator lan does occur,
though only four times. The negator lan is similarly rare in other
early Gospel MSS (such that Blau 1966-1967, 301-16, §§201-14,
does not mention it at all). It is not clear whether there is a se-
mantic or pragmatic distinction between la and laysa to negate

the future on the one hand, and lan on the other.

2.0. Interrogatives

Numerous interrogative particles and phrases are utilised in the
text of Vat. Ar. 13, all of which are well known from and attested
in other corpora, pre-modern and modern. A full list of interrog-

atives attested is provided in Table 83 (facing page).
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Table 83: Attested interrogatives and their meanings/usages

Arabic Meaning/Usage
di b ‘Why?’
. ‘Why?’
Ul ‘Why (What is wrong with you)?’
L (+nominal clause) ‘What?’
13 (+verbal clause) ‘What?’
13Le ‘With what?’
ke [ (e ‘When?’
eI ‘Until when?’
sl L—gi S ‘Until when?’
J ‘Is it...perchance?’
o ‘Yes/No Question’
| “Yes/No Question’
o ‘Is it / have not...?’
‘Is it / have not...?’
) /
hS ‘How?’
G ‘How?’
(5 ‘How many?’
o (’5 ‘How many?’

General interrogative sentences can be headed by either |»
hal for general questions, or | ’a where the answer is ‘yes/no’.
(452) aaldsd ULV S Jo Jals oV les SLly) & o 51 J6y (481)

w-q’la *hrwn gyr *wlyk d'w’ ’l-’n f-I-nngr hl y’ty ’yly’s I-thlys-
h

‘And others, different than those, said, “Wait, let us see

(if) will Elijah comes to save him”
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(453) 1o fomsl o) JB Jsls Jo e o | 4 L (34V)

f-@’w’ I-h ’-tsm* m’ yqwl h°wly ¢’l I-hm *ysw‘ n‘m
‘Then they said to him, “Do you hear what these people
are saying?” and Jesus said to them, “Yes™

Notable is the occasional use of the shortened form (,.S lima ‘why?’

but the long form 3L bi-mada, instead of o~ bima, which is not
attested.

(454)

(455)

bl e o (31V)

Im tdw-ny s’Ii’

‘Why do you call me righteous?’

s 13l oSV VL Ll 2 s il Sl (18V)
w-n knt °’nm’ °hrg °l-Sy’tyn b-I-’b’lys f-wld-km b-m’d’
yhrgwn-hm

‘If T cast out devils by means of demons, then by what
means do your sons cast them out?’

The primary means for asking ‘why?’ in Vat. Ar. 13 is JL L ma

bal + pronoun/noun:

(456)

(457)

el me 0slST Sl L alo)Y sy bl LYy Sl e
(78v) O s oladll g

f-gt ’l-ktbh w-’l-°hb’r ttr’tn w-tqwl I-’rd’y-h m’ b’l-km t’klwn

m©°l-$°r w-’l-ht’h w-tsrbwn

‘Then the scribes and Pharisees began to talk and say to

his disciples, “Why do you eat and drink with tax collec-

tors and sinners?””’

Yl sb o) (e el ol edeis 4SOV L L 1By o9, ) allud (281)

f-s’l-h °’rb’w-h w-@’lw’ m’ b’l ’l-ktbh yqwlwn ’n ’ly’syn ynbgy

n y’ty ‘wl

‘And his disciples asked and said to him, “Why do the

scribes say that Elijah must come first?””
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(458) 45 Uy uly Uglalaey Lis-low) Wl wiuge Lo sl L)l JL L 14,
(24r-24v)
w-¢’lw’> m’ b’l rb’y-k yb’lfwn m’ ‘hdt-h °ly-n’ $y’h-n’> w-
gm’w-n’ w-mrw-n’ b-h
‘And they said, “Why do you disciples break what our an-
cestors and elders bound us to and commanded us?”’

Although the context of the questions headed by ma bal is often
one of dispute with another group, or frustration with the action,
this does not seem to dictate that ma bal be used instead of lima,
as can be seen from the following example where lima is used
despite the context clearly indicating disapproval on the part of
the group asking the question.
(459) yinll oliles g olaseas 13l Bssy 1587 o8 Lagd B olilla; Los Lo
(661)
f-byn’ hm?’ ytlg’n @°’l I-hm’ qwm k’nw’ wgwf’> m’d’ tsn®n w-Im
ttlg’n ’I-fw
‘And while they (DU) were untying [it], a group of people
who were standing nearby said to them, “What are you
doing and why are you untying the donkey?””’

In one instance, the phrase ¢J L ma la-k(a) occurs in a context
where the question strongly implies disapproval and frustration.
(460) =SS Gl gLVl 28l L JBy (241)

w-q’ly’ n°qs °l’ym’n m’ I-k Skkt

‘And he said to him, “Oh, you who lack faith—why did

you doubt?””’

Also frequent and notable is the usage of |« la‘all(a), typi-
cally as a subordinating conjunction meaning ‘perhaps’, but also,

in some cases, apparently as an interrogative.
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abaiod) loalds o) Ol ) xals 131 V‘Q"j (21r)

[l-km °d’ ql‘tm °l-z2w’n °n tql'w’ °l-hnth

‘Perhaps, when you pluck out the chaff, you will also

pluck out the wheat’

) o iy g il (36V)

[‘lI-hm yhzwn w-ysthywn mn °bn-y

‘Perhaps they will be ashamed and respect my son’

lylamg 180 3 ol ko (o Sn Ay} d\ S s J6
(471) (ool b 30 Ul ) Dl Dl & (ol

qala °’l-hq {’qwl} I-km °nn {w’hd mn-km} yslm-ny f-s>-hm dlk

gdda wa-gli’ yqwlwna l-h wahdun f-wahdun [l-i °n’ huwa

¥y’ syyad-i

‘He said to them, “Truly {I tell} you, that {one of you}

will betray me.” And that troubled them greatly and they

began saying to him, one at a time, “Is it I, master?””

W\Q\Www}\&@\wﬁ\mﬂ&\o\wﬂ

(33r) i Lo Jloy

qd Syt °n *ty hd’ °’l-’hr km’ *tyt-k *w [l-y Ist mslt’ °n ’stn° b-

m’l-y m’ Syt

‘I desire to give this last worker the same as I have given

to you, or am I not able to do with my money what I

want?’

3.0. Nominal Predicates

In both the Quran and the ‘Arabiyyah, predicates of nominal sen-

tences are often marked by the preposition bi, especially when

headed by the verb kan ‘he/it was’, or negated by either ma or
laysa (Fischer 2002, 156, §294d; Van Putten 2022, 108-9, §4.10),
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€.8., spiuzy SO (,.5 lam takun bi-sagiratin ‘She was not small’. Ac-
cording to the grammarians, this was not associated with their
Higazi/Nagdi dialectal divide, except in the details of the use of
ma. According to Al-Farra’, Higazi dialects rarely drop the bi in
such cases, e.g., ma zaydun bi-q@’imin ‘Zaid is not standing’, but,
when they do, Higazi dialects inflected the predicate in the accu-
sative. Nagdi dialects, on the other hand, inflected the predicate
in the nominative case (Al-Farr@’, Lugat al-Qur’an, 28). The Higazi
construction is known in the grammatical tradition as ma al-
higaziyyah ‘the Higazi ma’, and is typically illustrated by the
Quranic |, \d»a L ma hada basara ‘This is not a man’ (Q12.31).
In Vat. Ar. 13, nominal predicates are frequently marked
by the preposition bi-, especially following kan ‘he/it was’, laysa
‘he/it is not’, or ’ida ‘behold!’” Note the following examples.
(465) —ds” Jlsw Ida o) 146y (23v—24r)
w-q’lw’ °n hd’ b-hy’l kdb
‘And they said, “This is a false apparition”
(466) oy comes I o s o J oS Lla o] sl o JG (301)
@’L I-h ’ysw€ Ist b-q’yl l-km sb* mr’r bl ’ly sb‘yn mrh
‘Jesus said to them, “I am not telling you seven times, but
rather seventy times™
(467) ol 155 o wgaled) Gdgly sdnall aadgll o sual 3 e Js o
(36v) L
tm q’l ‘nd dlk I-‘byd-h °n °l-wlymh ’l-m‘dh w-wlyk °l-m’dwbyn
Im ykwnw’ b-’hl I-h’
‘Then he said to his slaves, “The feast [is] ready but those

2

guests were not deserving of it
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(468) 43)«5\ o ©sly ] \J\} (61r)
w-"d’ y[b]-swt yn’dy mn ’l-mznh
‘And behold, there was a voice from the cloud’

Unmarked nominal predicates following, e.g., laysa and kan also
occur, though, as in the Quran, these instances are less numerous
than those with bi.

(469) (Sl o sy ool ) by predSiall 5l iy (69V)

w-Istm °ntm ’l-mtklmyn bl rwh °l-qds yntq Ty ’lsnt-km
‘You are not speaking but rather the Holy Spirit speaks
upon your tongues’

No instances of ma negating a nominal predicate in the accusa-

tive (ma al-higaziyyah) are attested in the Gospels of Vat. Ar. 13.

4.0. Temporal Adverb Clauses

Temporal adverbs in Vat. Ar. 13 can occur syndetically, as a noun
of time at the head of the adverbial clause. This is especially com-

mon with the nouns sa‘ah ‘hour, moment’ and hin ‘time’.

(470) Lowd) d ol Ll 10 dres a5l fsans Cja.,,,p\ ol s (3r)
f-Im’ °n ’stbg ’ysw* w-s>‘h s’d mn ’l-m’ *nftht I-h ’l-sm’
‘Then when Jesus had been baptised, as he came out of
the water, the heavens opened up to him’

(471) oY) lls IS5 el a2 5 4ol (13V)
f-s’h hrg mn-h °lI-Sytan tklm dlk ’l-’hrs
‘And as soon as it [the demon] left him, that mute man
spoke’

(472) 9,9 A welo o alld anay > (20V)
hyn ysm®h f-ygbl-h mn s>t-h b-frh w-srwr
‘When he hears him then he accepts him immediately
with joy and happiness’
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Adverbs also occur asyndetically, most frequently consisting of a
noun of time followed by the noun ’id ‘then, at that time’, but can
also include other compound phrases, such as $l3 we ‘inda dalik
‘then, at that time’, as well as prepositional phrases, especially fi
dalika al-zaman ‘at that time’. Nouns in such constructions can

also be followed by ma. This is especially common following ’ida.

(473) L. & T (&)\f oY Vsmgly I 3l i (41)
hynyd *frhtw’ w-"bhgw” I->n tw’b-km gzyl fy °l-sm’
‘Then rejoice and be glad, because your reward is great in
heaven’
(474) aiedl 158, ol daelo 0dwd g;Lo CSL‘» (23v)
f-’lh Uy tPmyd-h styd °n yrkbw’ °’l-sfynh
‘Then Jesus directed his disciples to get into the boat’
(475) Jbwadl e a4l L;S\ Emmn o & sl U3 e (3r)
‘nd dlk °ntlg rwh °l-qds b-ysw* ’ly ’l-qfr l-ymthn-h ’l-mh’l
‘Then the Holy Spirit took Jesus out into the desert so that
the devil could test him’
(476) @))5\ o Laveny § st o8 ole ) s = (171)
fy dlk ’l-zm’n k’n ysw* ytms® byn *l-zrw*
‘At that time, Jesus was walking in the fields’
(477) ope3dg L 136 (1V)
f-°d’> m’ wgdtmw-h
‘Then whenever you find him...’

Another kind of compound temporal adverbial phrase that
stands asyndetically at the head of the clause is the combination
of a noun of time + 3rd person pronoun suffix, meaning ‘imme-
diately, at that moment’. In these cases, the pronoun suffix mod-

ifies a referent in the narrative and therefore inflects for person
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and number. The most common phrase is min sa‘ah + pronoun,

but others occur as well.

(478)

(479)

(480)

(481)

(482)

oo Ll L;3‘51 ol Y g lgsas JBy axeles ope g W&ﬁ (24r)
f-klm-hm *ysw* mn s’t-h w-@°’l tqww’ w-P thwfw’ I-’n-y °n’ hw
‘Then Jesus immediately talked to them and said, “Take
heart and do not fear, for it is I’

k) glasly O e 00l LeS™ s angi g0 iy 4} Loé (V)
f-Im’ °ntbh ywsf mn nwm-h sn km’ ’mr-h mlk °l-rb w-"ntlq
lylt-h

‘And when Joseph woke from his sleep, he did as the an-
gel of the Lord had ordered him, and he set out immedi-
ately’

el oo o) e calils (10V)

£-qlt ‘n-ha -hmma mn sa‘t-ha

‘Then the fever left her immediately’

Lgzell o Lgie! ciaisls (13v)

f-’nfthat *yn-hma mn sa‘t-hma

‘Then their eyes were opened immediately’

aind] 1575 H:&Lﬂ o9 (3V)

w-mn s>‘t-hm trkw” ’l-sfynh

‘And they immediately got out of the boat’

Such a construction, with a 3rd person pronoun suffix that in-

flects for gender/number, occurs only marginally in, e.g., the
Quran and Classical Arabic (Blau 1979):

(483)

-

b gele 330 330 Dot 258 Y6 55 555750011 (Q9.28)
al-musrikiina nagasun fa-la yaqrabu l-masgida l-harama
ba‘da ‘ami-him hada

‘The idolaters are unclean, therefore they should not ap-
proach the holy mosque after this year’
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(484) Ligesy Lageld Lo (Blau 1979, 35)
sara laylata-huma wa-yawma-huma
‘The two of them walked day and night’

The same construction, especially min sa‘ah + 3rd person pro-
noun is, on the other hand, frequent in some early Christian Ar-
abic MSS.

(485) LugSLd plohar Loge) ) oo amber (B o) ) )
(SAT. 70, 61) slimdy Laally arpind] S5 Logisl oy Lonle s
nzgr °’ly >hwyn *hryn fy sfynh m¢ zbdy °by-hm’ yslh’n $b’k-hm’
f-d®-hm’ w-mn s’t-hm’ trk’ °l-sfynh w-’b’>-hm’ w-lhq’-h
‘And he saw two other brothers in a boat with Zebedee,
their father, repairing their nets, and he called them and
immediately they left the boat and their father and fol-
lowed him’
(486) = ;eryy r Jomd sl o 3 bls aesd) s () S
(SAr. 74, 55V) ,bls aus
w-mk’n-h °ldy °hd °’l-hmsh qn’tyr dhb mn s’t-h f-‘ml b-h’ rbh
*hr hmsh qrtyr
‘And there, the one who had taken the five talents went
immediately and worked and gained five other talents’

A reflex in the modern dialects is common, though as far as I
know in each dialect the pronoun suffix is typically 3FSG, regard-
less of the gender of the referent, such as Damascene wa’ta ‘at
that time’ (Lentin 2006, 549, §2.2.2) < *wagqta-ha, and Egyptian
sadtha < *sda‘ata-ha and wa’tdha < *wagqta-ha, iidem’, and
yawmat-a ‘that day’ (Brustad et al 2008, 484).% The use of 3rd

2 The -t element in yawmoatd is likely related to the *-at suffix, perhaps
in its function as an individuator/specifier (Brustad et al 2024, 484).
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person pronoun suffixes in this phrase is common across the Se-
mitic languages, though with the exception of the Ethio-Semitic
languages, where it grammaticalised further into a definite arti-
cle, the suffix was typically 3MmsG, regardless of context
(Huehnergard and Pat-El 2012). Huehnergard and Pat-El argue
convincingly that, rather than functioning as a pronoun, this us-
age reflects an originally anaphoric demonstrative one (so, e.g.,
yawma-hit ‘that day’ rather than ‘his/its day’), a function of pro-
nouns retained in all Semitic languages with the exception of Ar-
abic (2012, 37-40, §4). Fully inflecting 3rd person pronoun suf-
fixes in Arabic therefore represent an innovative reanalysis,
fuelled perhaps by the unique lack of the anaphoric use of the
3rd person pronouns in Arabic.

Further parallels with modern dialectal usages of sa‘ah in-

clude the use of both DEF-sd‘ah and DEM + DEF-sd‘ah construc-

tions.

(487) e Sy — St ob Sl Qb Blg aslldl b gl o) Jg
(12v)
w-q’l °n *bnt-y twfyt °l-s°*h w-n’ °tlb °ly-k b->n {t}’ty f-td yd-
k -w

‘And he said, “My daughter just died and I am asking you
to come and put your hand on her”

(488) s h;S\ & o) acll) oln & L)) d) s (84r)
f-@°lt I-h °’ryd fy hdh ’l-s’h °n tdf °ly r’s ywhnn
‘And she said to him, “I want you now to deliver me the
head of John™

In many modern dialects, reflexes of *ha(di) al-sa‘ah, and perhaps

also *al-s@‘ah, meaning ‘now’ occur, including Baghdadi hassa,
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Khartoum hassi / hassa‘, Jordanian hassa‘, and Palestinian issa(“)
/ essa(9) (see, e.g., Watson 2006, 23-24, §2.2; Brustad et al 2024,
pp. 481-82, §9.1.2.4). The fact that both examples occur in direct
speech could reflect another instance of colloquial-esque lan-
guage being used intentionally, though of course words for ‘now’
are perhaps likeliest to come up in direct speech rather than nar-

rative.

5.0. Numerals

The morphosyntax of numbers in Arabic is famously complex.
Several aspects of the (morpho)syntax of numbers in Vat. Ar. 13
attest variation that merits discussion here. These include varia-
tion in the (in)famous feature of gender polarity in the numbers
3-10, wherein numbers modifying masculine nouns are marked
with -ah / -at, but nouns that are feminine do not, as well as the
variation in the position/distribution of the definite article in
number phrases. This is mostly observed in Vat. Ar. 13; however,
when the number three occurs, the form *talatah is used regard-
less of the gender of the counted noun.
(489) olelo o Sy e BT o Lol e olele Al & T o
(32v)
tm hrg fy tith s>t mn °l-nh’r... tm hrg fy st w-fy ts€ st
‘Then he went out at hour three (i.e., 9am)... then he went
out at hour six (i.e., noon) and at hour nine (i.e., 3pm)’
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(490) ..oMile g s LIS ie Led) oS an Sl e
(43v) <Ml ey

‘nd dlk tSbh mlkwt °l-sm’ Sr °bk’r... f-hms mn-hn kn “ql’t...
w-hms &hl’t
‘Then the kingdom of heaven resembles ten virgins... five
of whom were wise... and five foolish”

(491) oLl Call e (i) dnas 0 coanbs 131 (35 S5 L) (B9V)
>-m’ tdkrwn °d’ t‘mt mn hmsh °rgf hmsh ’lf *ns’n
‘Do you not remember when I fed five thousand people
from five loaves’

Another feature characterised by variation in Vat. Ar. 13 is
definiteness marking of number phrases. Fischer (2002, 81,
8129b, n. 4) reports that the definite article can be prefixed to
only the number, only the counted noun, or both. Each of these
three strategies is attested at least once in the MS.

(492) bl avesdl el ) el sllass (44V)
f-ntlq dlk ’ldy >ty °l-hmsh qn’tyr
‘Then the one whom he gave five talents left’
(493) LLa) avesdl Clo L (44V)
f-dn’ §°hb ’l-hmsh °l-qn’tyr
‘Then the one with five talents approached’
(494) o)) jae e J.Jod\u»rf@;- ad>ly (41)
w-lhg-h gm¢ kbyr mn °’l-glyl w-mn $r °l-md’yn
“Then a large crowd from Galilee and the Decapolis fol-
lowed him”

Finally, the kind of plural morphology used following num-
bers varies across Vat. Ar. 13. In most cases, a paucal plural form,
where one exists, is attested. This, I suggest, includes forms of

‘thousands’ that are spelled _s)\ at various places.
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(495) olst Call an ) oo g podl Sl n IST) ] il 1S (591)
w-k’n ’l-qwm °ldyn ’klw’> mn dlk °l-hbz nhw mn °rbh °lf *ns’n
‘And the crowd that ate from that bread was around four
thousand men’

(496) oy Cill e 5l GlI3 o 1S o1 28l s (851)
‘dd °’l-qwm °’ldyn ’klw’ mn dlk °l-hbz hmsh °If rgl
‘The number of the crowd that ate from that bread was
five thousand men’

The spelling could reflect the singular, perhaps based on contam-
ination with mi’ah ‘a hundred’, which is ubiquitously singular af-
ter the numbers 3-10. However, Lane (1863, §80.2) mentions
’aluf, though, according to him, it occurs only after the number
‘three’. This was likely a matter of variation historically, and that
the paucal plural, rather than the singular, is intended here is
suggested by the fact that numbers from 3-10 trigger paucal plu-
ral forms elsewhere. This includes the paucal form _i¢ )| after the
numeral aws ‘five’, presumably ’arguf (or °argif), which is not
mentioned in Lane (1863, §1113.2), who instead lists °argifah.
Recall the example, cited above, in which both &)l and i)l oc-
cur after aw.s ‘five’.
(497) ol) Call ez (i) das o connbs 131 (39 S5 L) (59V)

-m’ tdkrwn °d’ t‘mt mn hmsh °rgf hmsh °lf °ns’n

‘Do you not remember when I fed five thousand people

from five loaves’

In another place (23v), however, the same numeral is fol-
lowed by _a¢), presumably the plural rug(w)f, which Lane (ibid.)
lists as a plural of multitude. A further example involves the in-
terpretation of the word 3 ‘loaf of bread’, which Lane (1863,
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82514.2) spells qurs(ah) and lists as a synonym of hubz(ah). The
spelling in Vat. Ar. 13 could reflect quras, which Lane (ibid.) men-
tions as a plural of qursah; this plural form is supported by the
form of the numeral seven, s exhibiting gender polarity in that
case. However, elsewhere 3 occurs after kam, which usually
triggers the singular form, and in the same verse 3 is modified

by both & and 4!

(498) o By 2 o A WG ol o (Sie (23 oS paen) o) JU
(261) 2 axcd) s Jolisb.. s o
q’l I-hm ’ysw* km grs ‘nd-km mn °l-hbz @’lw’ I-h sb‘ w-Sy mn
smk sg’r... f-tn’wl tlk °l-sb‘h grs
‘Jesus said to them, “How many loaves of bread do you
have with you?” They said to him, “Seven, and a few
small fish”... Then he took those seven loaves...’

This kind of agreement variation between the same number and
counted noun is attested in other early Christian MSS as well.

Compare the following examples:

(499) wvnas ol . Fl Sy was i Dby el s (s ) i
(Ar. 74, 55V) lgde oy 51 0L
f-tqdm °ldy °hd °I-hms wzn’t f-qrb I-h hms wzn’t *hr... hdh
hmsh wzn’t *hr rbht ly-h’
‘Then the one who received the five talents came and pre-
sented him five other talents... Here are five other talents
I earned on them [the five original talents]’
(500) iz ancdl ¥y OV dasd Ol el 193505 Y g gagis Lol
(Vat. Borg. Ar. 95, 29r) 3V ax )Y
-m’ tfhmw’ w-P tdkrii® °l-hms hbz’t I-hmsh °Uf... w-P °l-sb‘h
hbz’t I-’rb‘h °I’f



(501)
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‘Do you not understand nor remember the five loaves for
the five thousand [...] or the seven loaves for the four
thousand?’
ClSo S g ey e s Ll Gl iy e
by ogre 003l oy e 0dsl odabdl {acesdly)
(SAr. 70, 30r)
hynyd ysbh mlk ’l-sm’ $Srh ‘d’ry... w-hms mn-hn kn hkym’t
{w-"l-hmsh}?® $hl’t *hdn surg-hn w-lm y’hdn m“hn zyt’
‘Then the kingdom of heaven resembles ten virgins... and
five of them were wise, but the five foolish virgins took
their lamps but did not take any oil with them’
Olad 5 g s Ll ie Ll OSe asd dae
(SAr. 75, 57V) Lghw 4y
hynyd tsbh mlkwt ’l-sm’ §r ‘d’ry... hmsh mn-hn kn hlym’t w-
hmsh sfh’
‘Then the kingdom of heaven resembles ten virgins... five
of them were wise and five foolish’

Blau (1966-1967, 366-70, §247) lists a number of contexts

that he adduces which increase the likelihood of invariable nu-

meral forms marked with -ah, especially when they follow the

head noun, but he also supposes that the general trend was to-

wards the generalisation of -ah forms. Whether this is the case,

however, is less certain. In SAr. 74, the difference is apparently

between narrative and direct speech, which, as we have seen in

® The scribe forgot to write the word and went back and wrote it above

oMalsdl. This could be why it is definite, whereas the first mention of

the wise five virgins is not, as well perhaps as why it attests the -ah

whereas the first does not.
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Vat. Ar. 13 (and elsewhere), seems to have been a factor in de-
termining the linguistic forms used. The example from SAr. 70
could reflect a pattern wherein the singular form of the noun
lacking -ah, regardless of the gender of the noun referent—and
the agreement it triggers with other targets—determined the
form of the numeral. In SAr. 75, the numerals with -ah occur in
a distributive sense, following the head noun ‘five of them... and
five of them’. Such a context would likely trigger the use of
the -ah numeral in virtually all Arabic corpora (Fischer 2002, 81,
§129b, n. 5). In any case, the morphosyntax of numerals in the
Christian Arabic corpus remains underexplored and deserves a
fresh and detailed treatment. Such a treatment, however, remains

outside of the scope of this chapter.

6.0. Participles

Participles in Vat. Ar. 13 function as adjectives, substantives, and,
when the predicate of a nominal clause, with verbal semantics as
well. The vast majority of instances of the participle in the Gospel
portions of Vat. Ar. 13 function either as adjectives or substan-
tives. The syntax of participles functioning as adjectives is unre-
markable, so I will comment here only on instances in which the
participle functions either as a substantive with verbal semantics
or as a verbal predicate.

Quite commonly, the participles functioning substantively
with verbal semantics occur as the first term in a construct with
a noun that is semantically the object of the verb the participle
expresses. The objects are marked definite either by means of the

article or a pronoun suffix. The tense value for those participles
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in construct can be either present/future or past, whereas the
‘improper annexation’ typically communicates a past tense (or
perhaps perfective aspect) (Sibawayh, Al-Kitab, 164-81; Van Put-
ten 2024, 307-10).

(503) ol =it b JBy (241)
w-qg’ly’ n’qs ’l-’ym’n
‘And he said, “Oh, you who lack faith (lit. ‘lacker of
faith”)”
(504) (..N\ le Sy (21v)
w-kl °mly °l-’tm
‘And all the evildoers (lit. ‘doers of evil’)’
(505) abadl JlaeVl Ll (177)
I-’mly >-d’l °l-tqylh*
‘Those who have born heavy burdens’
In addition to the construct, such substantivised participles can
be followed by an object in the accusative. Places where this oc-
curs unambiguously are rare, and the participle in these construc-
tions in Vat. Ar. 13 is definite, but the object is indefinite:
(506) 4 [jLed 0 poal) azel) 0 ey lsgiing lskins (18V)
tmtlw’ w-tSbhw” b-’l-sgrh °l-hbyth °l-mtmrh tm’r’ syyh
‘They were like the bad tree which has born bad fruit’

Elsewhere, definite objects of the verb are marked by the prepo-

sition Ii.

* Note the parallel construction in the Quran, which reads s\l soeiod)
‘the ones who establish prayer’ (Q22.35).
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(507) s (9 2lElly (161)
’l-g°hrwn -l1-Shwt
‘Those who conquer the passions’
(508) sl ojle ST oy Ma Vs (16V)
f-@’w’ hd’ rgl °kl $°rb [-I-hmwr
‘And they said, “This man is a glutton and drinker of

wine””’

Such a usage of li is more common with participles, but occurs
with both participles and finite verbs more commonly when the
object precedes the verb: ma kunna li-I-gaybi hafizina ‘we did not
protect the secret’ (Reckendorf 1921, 249). It is well attested in
the Quran as well, e.g., 5y b);U (.i.ff u\ s &2 S ):9\ >afti-ni fi
ru’ya-ya ’in kuntum li-r-ru’ya ta‘buriina ‘explain to me my vision,
if you can interpret the vision’.

Another especially common usage of the substantive parti-
ciples occurs with the root qwl, where quotations of prophetic
speech from the prophetic biblical texts are reported in a way
that parallels the use of the suffix conjugation, with which it is
occasionally paired in the narrative, and thus can be interpreted
as reflecting a past or present perfect meaning.

(509) JleaVly pob el blal) 1 old e 1 JB e oS (21V)
l-ykml m’ ¢°’L ’llh ‘ly Is’n ’l-nby ’l-q’yl °fth fm-y b-’l->mt’l
‘In order to fulfil what God said (suffix conj.) on the
tongue of the prophet who said (participle), “I open my
mouth with parables™

(510) LELry) fazow &) L) o) s glad e L3 L oS (10V)
l-ykml m? qil °ly lsan $‘ya ’l-nby °l-q’yl °n-h yhtml *wga‘-na
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‘In order to fulfil what was said (suffix conj.) on the
tongue of Isaiah the prophet, who said (participle) “He
bears our pains™

In another place, Jesus responds to a question about whether he
is indeed the son of God, to which he responds that it is the one

questioning him, rather than he, who has claimed that.

(511) &3 Ll el (52v)

’nt °l-q’yl dlk

‘You are the one who has said (claimed) that’
This once again matches the description of the grammarians, who
note that, a nominalised past tense meaning of the participle is
possible as long as it takes the definite article, thereby making it
equivalent to alladi fa‘ala ‘the one who has done’ (Al-Kitab 1:182-
84; Van Putten 2024, 308).

Participles can also function as verbal predicates in Vat. Ar.

13, expressing either present or future tense. In most cases, the
participle in predicative position is indefinite.
(512) o oo 2l C)le U1 (76V)

n’ “rf b-k mn °nt

‘T know who you are’
(513) e L S I ) JBy (77V)

w-@’l I-h °n-y b ’ly-k y’ syd-y

‘And he said to him, “I am asking you, master™
(514) by o Jood) Jood Slalsl S s 1301 (161)

h’n’d’ mrsl mPk-y °m’m-k l-yshl °lI-sbl byn ydy-k

‘Behold, I am sending my messenger before you to make

the paths easy for you’
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(515) ol oo I asils Lly (751)
w-"n’> d’f-h °ly mn ’hbbt
‘And I will give it to whomever I want’
(516) luxle J oy s ol dS s ellons Ul 4 J3y (31)
w-q’l Lh n mty-k hd’ kl-h °n hrrt ly s’¢d’
‘And he said to him, “I will give you all of this if you bow
before me™”
(517) had oo 2l ply g dny S C,.a_él\ (46r)
’l-fsh k’yn b’d ywmyn w->bn ’l-bsr s-yslm Ll-yslb
‘Passover is in two days and the son of man will be handed

over to be crucified’

Participles functioning as verbal predicates ubiquitously express
a present/future tense meaning, which again fits the Quranic ev-
idence, as well as the description of the grammarians, who assert
that for a past tense meaning the definite article, or the construct,
is required (Al-ZamahsSari, Al-Mufassal, 100, apud Van Putten
2024, 309). No examples of the participle in Vat. Ar. 13 unam-
biguously attest an indefinite verbal predicate with past tense or
perfect aspect, as in most modern dialects (Brustad et al. 2024,
315-20, §5.2.4).

7.0. Direct Objects

Direct objects in Vat. Ar. 13 are in general marked in ways that
are, from a comparative perspective, unremarkable. A few in-
stances are marked, however, and deserve some brief remarks

here. For example, verbs of motion in Vat. Ar. 13 typically take
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a direct object, especially the verb ’ata ‘he came’, although indi-
rect objects also occur.
(518) 133, padasp 0desds 1 05 (531)

tmm °ty t’myd-h f-wgd-hm rqiidan

‘Then he came to his disciples and found them sleeping’
(519) 6,58 Jiloes olsl 13 (58V)

qd °t>-h mh’fl ktyrh

‘Many crowds came to him’
In a few places, a verb of motion takes two objects, and in those
cases the first is a direct object while the second is marked with
a prepositional phrase.
(520) el agss JI o) >0 LG (581)

f-t’ bhr ’l-glyl ’ly thwm °l-Sr °l-md’yn

‘Then he came to the sea of Galilee, to the region of the

Decapolis’

We have already seen with participles that the direct object
of fientive verbs can be introduced by li, and in a few places this
occurs with finite verbs as well, primarily when the object pre-
cedes the verb.

(521) E et Je)) yis s‘N‘ <Y (14r)

[-hwPy -ty Sr ’rsl ysw¢

‘These twelve Jesus sent out’
This is the same pattern reported for and attested in the ‘Arabiy-
yah and subsequent Classical Arabic tradition, where an object
that precedes the verb is obligatorily marked by li (Fischer 2002,
113, §203).

Lastly, in two places, the usage of the pronominal object

marker ’iyya is worth noting. In the first example, in Matt. 26.15,
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the second, indirect object of the verb sallam ‘he betrayed,
handed over’, occurs as a pronoun suffixed to ’iyya instead of the
expect object of a preposition (li or ’ila).
(522) \,S\f\ ks Ll 65 sskames (,_i,w sl L (,.@J Jis (46v)
f-@’L -hm m’ °ldy ysr-km °n t§lw-h l-y w-n’ ’slm-h °y°>-km
‘And he said to them, “What would you be willing to give
me if I hand him over to you?””’

Here, the Syriac Vorlage introduces the indirect object as ex-
pected with the preposition s, and while a Greek calque cannot
be ruled out, it should be noted that, in the Greek, the indirect
object hiimin ‘to you (PL)’ precedes the direct object auton ‘him
(Acc)’, the opposite of the Arabic text.

A third example of ’iyya usage that is interesting from the
point of view of the grammatical tradition is its use to mark a
predicate in a basic nominal clause.

(523) oLl 35 &3l st JBs (53v)

w-qala °’ldy ’gbl-hu huwa *y’-h

‘And he said, “The one whom I kiss is him (lit. ‘he is

him’)”’
This usage parallels the famous debate referred to in Arabic as al-
mas’alah al-zunbiiriyyah ‘the hornet question’, which involved a
grammatical debate between the Basran grammarian Sibawayh
and the Kiifan grammarian and Quranic reader Al-Kisa’1 over the
correct construction of the final clause of the sentence: kuntu
’agunnu ’anna l-‘aqraba ’asaddu las‘atan mina z-zunbiri fa-’ida
huwa hiya / ’iyya-ha ‘1 always thought that the scorpion had a

more painful sting than the hornet, and it is true’. The question
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centred on whether the final clause should be rendered with sub-
ject pronouns (fa-’ida huwa hiya), which was Sibawayh’s prefer-
ence, or with an object pronoun in second position (fa-’ida huwa
’iyya-ha), as Al-Kisa’1 contended (Versteegh 2014, 72). Despite
Sibawayh’s eventual position as the master of Arabic grammar,
Al-Kisa’1 won the debate, both in terms of the incident (decided
surreptitiously by planted Bedouin informants in the crowd), as
well as the popularity of the construction.

Before moving on, mention should be made of several ex-
amples of the fronting of the object suffixed to ’iyya, which par-

allels various Quranic usages:

(524) ol oy 4y ) el ol i Jodyg Oloecd) 0 (631 g 131y
(28r) ls2bls
w-d’> swt yn’dy mn °’l-sh’b w-yqwl hd’ °bn-y °l-hbyb °ldy b-h
srrt ’y’-h f-tyw?
‘And then there was a voice from the cloud calling and
saying, “This is my beloved son in whom I am pleased;
obey him!”’

In this passage (Matt. 17.5), the fronted pronoun likely also
serves to highlight the distinctiveness of Jesus over against both
Moses (representing the Torah/Law) and Elijah (representing the
prophets): it is to him that you will listen primarily, more than
any of the others.>

Another example of a fronted pronoun suffixed to the par-

ticle ’iyya is.

°I am indebted to an anonymous reviewer of the book for this point.
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(525) (’5‘”\ o) ypmalind) Ly J 530 (._Qj L;*‘\ Ly (81r)

w-"y’-km *‘ny w-l-km >qwl ’yh’ ’lI-s’m‘wn *hbw’ >‘d>-km

‘And you I address and to you I say, “Love your enemies™
This is of course reminiscent of various Quranic passages, most
famously ‘it 3013 X% B0 iyyaka nabudu wa-iyyd-ka
nasta‘inu ‘It is you al(;ne whom \;ve worship and you alone whom
we ask for help’ (Q1.5). It seems likely that this stylistic variant
was incorporated in Vat. Ar. 13 to parallel and intentionally

mimic Quranic style.

8.0. The Energic

The energic verbal form, which is equivalent to the subjunc-
tive + suffixed -n(na), is typically used either to establish cer-
tainty from the perspective of the speaker, and thus frequently
with oaths. In positive contexts, it is ubiquitously preceded by la,
as in the Quran. Here, it is mostly used in oaths, but at least once
occurs in a future context that clearly indicates speaker certainty
that the act will occur. The energic occurs also in a negated con-
struction, preceded by la, functioning as a kind of intensive neg-

ative imperative. Examples of both include the following.

8.1. Positive

(526) Ls ) oaxly b Jyp o) B 2Vl Slland) g oST Jh o)
(49) LoVl byl e iy
’l-hq ’qwl I-km [-tzwin ’l-sm’w’t w-’l-rd gbl °n tzwl y’ w’hdh

*ht w’hd mn °’l-twr’h w-’l-’nby’
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‘Truly I tell you, the heavens and the earth will surely pass
away before one jot or tittle passes away from the Torah
and the Prophets’

Hozs o (G mndly el 4 n A3l 4 i (ST )
(30r)

’l-hq ’qwl I-km l-yfrhn b-h °’§d mn frh-h b-’l-ts‘h w-"l-tsyn ’lty
Im tdll

‘Truly I tell you that he will surely rejoice more in it [the
recovered sheep] than in the 99 that did not go astray’
oY ol gsllasel A1 wST) (520)

Lks Jlty *©-ny-h’ *b-y 1-$rbnn-ha

‘The cup that my father has given me, I will surely drink
it’

8.2. Negated

P t‘tnn qds-km [-I-kPbi w-P tignn mrg’n-km w-gwhr-km >m’m
’l-hn’zyr

‘Do not cast your holy thing to the dogs, nor your jewels
before the pigs’

The energic is apparently not frequent in other early Christian

Arabic MSS, but Blau does document its occurrence relative to

the spelling phenomenon wherein the *la is spelled plene (mostly)

before the 1csG form of the energic, i.e., il Y 4 shall turn’
(1966-1967, 70, §8.2). Most of the forms Blau mentions express

a certain future.
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9.0. Verbal Form Variation

In a few places in Vat. Ar. 13, verbal forms from the same root
vary with no apparent distinction in meaning. This is especially
common with form II and form III/VI verbs of the roots brk ‘bless’,

and bsr ‘proclaim the gospel’. Note the following examples.

9.1. bsr

(530)  pgaslte & (,.L'..j,m%! s e fax) (83r)
’ntql mn hn’lk l-ybsr w-ylm fy md’yn-hm
‘He went out from there to proclaim the gospel and to
teach in their cities’

(531) oy ila S lawadly Hsanes lsaYly (85V)
w-l>mw’t ynbtwn w-’l-ms’kyn ytb’Srwn
‘...and the dead are resurrected and the outcast are pro-
claimed the gospel’

9.2. brk

(532) W,.s o Lede A8 e axed) Jylas (58V)
f-twwl °l-sb‘h ’I-’rgf f-brk ly-h’ tm ksr-h’
‘Then he took the seven loaves and blessed them and then
broke them’

(533) L;g‘ HSJ’ o) Sl Ll Vsads (451)
hlmw’ y’yh’ ’l-mbrkwn °’ldyn brk-hm °b-y
‘Come, you blessed ones, whom my father blessed’

(534) (,.G,J.c Iy 99y 8ok &2y o 4l & rehex (641)
f-’html-hm Ty dr’*-h tm wd‘ yd-h ly rwws-hm w-b’rk ‘ly-hm
‘Then he carried them in his arms and put his hand on
their heads and blessed them’
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(535) ol oy SYI 8L (411)

mb’rk ’l-’ty b->sm °l-rb

‘Blessed is the one who comes in the name of the Lord’
Such form variation is common across Arabic corpora, pre-mod-
ern and modern, including, it should be emphasised, the ‘Arabiy-
yah as described and documented by the early grammarians. In
his Lugat al-Qur’an, Al-Farra’> mentions many examples of verb
form alternations, usually, according to him, distributed dialec-
tally. Note the following examples of his (page numbers all from

Lugat al-Qur’an).

e Higazi form III yur@ina ‘they act hypocritically’ versus
Qays/Tamim/°Asad form II yura”iina ‘idem.’ (37)
e Higazi form II yubassir ‘he gives good news’ versus ‘some Ar-

abs’ using form I yabsur ‘idem.’ (48)

Incidentally, whenever the grammarians mention such variation
for a word or root that Vat. Ar. 13 uses, the attested form con-

forms to Higazi usage.

10.0. Pluractionality

Pluractionality refers to a morpho-syntactic property of the verb
that serves to distinguish either a plurality of events, as opposed
to a singular one, or as here, to a plurality of participants (New-
man 1980; Mattiola 2017; 2020). In Vat. Ar. 13, a few instances

suggest that verbal forms II and V could have been associated
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with a plurality of objects (form II) and subjects (form V). Typi-

cally, the passive of form I is either internal or form VII when the

subject is either singular or a paucal plural.

(536)

(537)

(538)

Lol & Cments) Lol 0 s sy (31)

w-s’h s’d mn °l-m’ *nftht l-h °l-sm’

‘And when he came up out of the water, the heavens were
opened up to him’

Logzelo o Lageel oeniils (13V)

f-’nftht *yn-hm’> mn s>t-hm’

‘And their eyes were opened immediately’

alal) Jhodel o 8l sl S ol (32506 (481)
f-’nsqq hg’b ’lI-hykl s>tydin b->tnyn mn ’I-h ’ly *sfl-hi

‘Then the veil of the temple was rent in two, from top to
bottom’

However, in one place, form V is used instead of form VII. The

only difference between contexts in which form VII and form V

were used is that the latter occur only with plural subjects.

(539)

sloat e S slis) cadly sl Cooudly oyl diidy
(48r) -y allall

w-tSqqt °l-hg’rh wa-taftht ’l-gbwr wa-nbt °¢sad ktyr mn

’gsadi °l-thryn

‘Then the rocks split into pieces and the graves were

opened up and many of the bodies of the pure were res-

urrected’

The number of examples where the same root occurs in form VII

and form V with a passive meaning is admittedly quite limited.

Nevertheless, pluractionality is attested as a feature of forms II
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and V elsewhere in Arabic. In the Quran, note the following al-
ternation between forms I (the passive of which is often form VII)

and II (the reflexive/passive of which is frequently form V).

10.1. Form I dabaha

(540) &% 1,405 5 570 A1 &) (Q2.67)
’inna llaha ya’murukum ’an tadbahit baqaratan
‘Indeed, God commands you to sacrifice a cow’

10.2. Form II dabbaha

w

(541) 55 5,400 (Q2.49)
yudabbihiina *abn@’a-kum
‘[the people of Pharoah] are sacrificing your sons’

10.3. Form I salaba
(542) 515 G 5,8 U5 (Q4.157)

wa-ma qatalii-hu wa-ma salabii-hu
‘But they neither killed him nor crucified him’

10.4. Form II sallaba

(543) ot SN 7 (Q7.124)
tumma la-’usallibanna-kum °agma‘ina
‘Then I will crucify you (mpL) all’
Such pluractionality is similarly attested across dialects from

Egypt and eastward.® In Damascene Arabic, for example, one can

5 This distribution was reported for numerous dialects based on inform-
ants from Egypt, Jedda (Saudi Arabia), and Bahrain in a presentation
by Marijn van Putten at the Arabic Linguistics Forum in Vienna, Austria,
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find la ta’tof haz-zuhiir ‘Don’t pick those flowers’ or la to’attif haz-
zuhiir ‘idem.’, but **1a to’attif haz-zahra ‘Don’t pick this flower’ is
ungrammatical (Cowell 1964, 253).

on 4th September, 2025. For each dialect, form II was used when the
object was plural, form I was grammatical only when the object was
singular.



CHAPTER 9. CONCLUSIONS

The foregoing chapters have analysed the language attested in
the MS witness to one of our earliest translations of the Gospels
into Arabic. The MS—Vatican Arabic MS 13—has featured prom-
inently in scholarly discussions, not only of pre- and early Is-
lamic-era Christian literary production, but also monastic scribal
culture. Language has been a significant focus in those discus-
sions, despite the fact that no systematic linguistic study of any
portion of the MS had yet been undertaken. Further, the assump-
tions that underlie the various positions on the dating and prov-
enance of Vat. Ar. 13 and its composition reflect overly simplis-
tic, and often anachronistic, beliefs about the synchronic and di-
achronic realities of the Arabic linguistic landscape in the pre-
and early Islamic periods. In each domain of grammar, as well as
writing traditions and orthographic practices, we have seen that
contemporary corpora—even ones treated by default as part of
the broader Classical Arabic canon, such as the gira’at—are char-
acterised by much of the same kinds of variation attested in Vat.
Ar. 13 and other early Christian MSS. Above and beyond the lin-
guistic particulars, however, the goal of this book has been to
embody an alternative approach to the study and contextualisa-
tion of pre-modern Middle Arabic texts, namely, by showing that
both the language and the sociolinguistic implications thereof
must be reconstructed as much as possible by availing ourselves

of all potentially-relevant comparanda.

©2026 Phillip W. Stokes, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0517.09
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There are many implications of the arguments and data ad-
duced herein for the study of this particular MS, for early Chris-
tian writing, and for the linguistic landscape of the period; I will
restrict myself here to discussing what I consider the most signif-
icant. First, the differences in writing practice and grammar will
nuance answers to questions about the MS itself. As we have seen
throughout, the grammar of Hand A, and to a lesser extent Hand
B, is characterised by a preference for Old Higazi/Quranic forms,
whereas later hands made use of other, non-Higazi ones. For ex-
ample, we saw a strong preference in Hand A for the Higazi forms
of the jussive of geminate (II=III) verbs, whereas later hands
moved toward the Nagdi forms that become more popular in the
‘Arabiyyah and Classical tradition. We saw the same trend in, e.g.,
the locative adverbs, where use of hunalika decreases with each
hand in favour of hunaka. When we compare aspects of the writ-
ing and linguistic profiles of the different scribes, Hand C is most
similar to the other early Christian MSS indisputably produced in
Palestine. Thus, rather than being viewed as the product of one
place, it seems likely that the original MS—presumably the prod-
uct of Hands A and B—was produced elsewhere, possibly a mon-
astery in southern Syria (as proposed by Schulthess 2019 and
Zaki 2022)—but, at some point later, brought to one of the mon-
asteries of Palestine, where Hand C filled in part of the damaged
sections of the MS.

A second implication is that there is no longer any reason
to begin with the assumption that any early Christian (or non-
Christian) author was by default attempting to write normative

or textbook Classical Arabic. This is not to say that many features
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that became normativised as Classical features were not used or
considered prestigious; indeed, we have seen many of them at-
tested in each of the four scribal hands attested in Vat. Ar. 13.
Rather, the contention here is that the textbook Classical Arabic
that is often assumed to represent the point of departure for Ar-
abic composition had not yet crystallised in a way that was ubig-
uitous. This is plainly evident in the gir@’at themselves, which
clearly interact and draw from the linguistic tradition of the
‘Arabiyyah, but do so in ways that are not consistent and which
cut against what would later become Classical Arabic norms. If
we are unwilling to conclude that inconsistent application of
grammatical rules, or partial manifestation of a linguistic feature
(e.g., realisation of the hamzah) is sub-standard in a gira’ah, then
there must be something demonstrable in the Christian (or any
Middle Arabic) writing that makes that conclusion substantially
likelier to warrant the label. Rather, as I have argued throughout,
the features that are attested in the gira’at, both transmitted and
ones derived from the vocalised Quranic MSS, as well as variation
typical of the ‘Arabiyyah tradition itself, overlap substantially
with features from Vat. Ar. 13 (and other early Christian MSS).
The fact that these same features in the latter corpus are regularly
treated as examples of sub-standard, or Middle, features, whereas
they are not in the latter, is based on assumptions that I do not
believe can hold any longer.

Relatedly, by expanding the horizon beyond later textbook
Classical Arabic, on the one hand, and colloquial features only
insofar as they are attested in modern dialects, on the other, we

discover a great deal about the linguistic nature of the varieties
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and registers with which scribal authors in the Levantine monas-
tic milieu were familiar and from which they drew. A salient ex-
ample of this is ’imalah, which, as I have shown in Chs 2 and 3,
reflects (at least) two different kinds, one attested in modern di-
alects—a phonemic distinction between verbs ending in *aya and
nominals ending in *ay(V)—as well as one paralleled in contem-
porary gir@’at traditions, in which *a and @ sequences were
fronted/raised to € and &> when r-adjacent. Neither feature is typ-
ical of later, normative Classical Arabic, but the latter is well-
attested in the Quranic recitation tradition, and, based on clues
from contemporary orthographic practices, seems to have been
fairly common as well.

Throughout the book, parallels with the Quranic gira@’at
have featured especially prominently. This is for two reasons.
First, many features typical of the early Christian MSS are at-
tested in some subset of Quranic recitation traditions, whether
canonical ones or ones reflected only in the vocalised MS tradi-
tion. This itself is significant; indeed, it seems as though a pri-
mary reference for many Christian scribal authors when integrat-
ing non-local and vernacular elements was popular Quranic read-
ing practices, perhaps even more than the ‘Arabiyyah. We should
perhaps not be surprised by this. After all, scribal authors were
engaged in understanding the challenges posed by Islam, and
they often displayed detailed knowledge of the Quran and inte-
grated its language, vocabulary, and phraseology into their
works. It is only natural, then, to assume familiarity with the
ways Muslims read the Quran. Second, the disposition to lan-

guage in the gira’at is one in which aesthetic and grammatical
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sensibilities varied. Given the ways in which the grammarians
talk about certain variants—as qabih ‘ugly’ or yustahsan ‘to be
preferred’—it seems that this kind of approach to linguistic vari-
ation was common in the period during which Christians wrote.
This is quite different from the bipolar paradigm traditionally as-
sumed, in which a single, ubiquitous register reigned, and au-
thors felt bound to at least attempt to reproduce it. I have argued
here that, whether the source was oral or written, the evidence
from this and other MSS was a permeability between features
that made variation natural, at least in certain genres.

In describing the language of these MSS, I have adopted the
same approach that scholars have when studying virtually every
other corpus, pre-Islamic and modern, which is to collect the data
and attempt to use the tools of synchronic and diachronic linguis-
tic analysis to identify the patterns of the grammar. This contrasts
historically with the approach to Middle Arabic, which assumes
a single target and focuses on purported deviations from that
norm. But taking inspiration from the hugag literature on varia-
tion in the grammatical tradition and the gir@’at, I begin by as-
suming grammatical coherence, appealing to explanations of
pseudocorrection or grammatical mistake only when no other ex-
planation is forthcoming. I hope further to have demonstrated
the importance of beginning with thorough documentation and
study of the language of a MS or corpus, without assuming what
one expects to find. For these purposes, quantitative data is key,
especially for features like morpho-syntactic ones with a compli-

cated and varied distribution. Quantification does not remove the
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interpretive element, of course. However, it places the interpre-
tation on solid empirical grounds and allows for easier and more
accurate comparison across MSS and corpora.

Finally, I conclude by contending that the regnant sociolin-
guistic paradigm for conceptualising and studying Middle Arabic,
while a necessary corrective to the simplistic historical model
which it critiqued, is based on a faulty assumption about the na-
ture of diglossia in Arabic. This is not the place to study whether
and to what degree what we call Classical Arabic was prestigious
in various places. Rather, it is to suggest that the bipolar H-L
continuum, on which H = Classical Arabic and L. = colloquial
Arabic, cannot be anachronistically retrojected onto earlier peri-
ods. Instead, the synchronic sociolinguistic reality must be recon-
structed through close reading and comparison of texts. The one
offered here of Vat. Ar. 13 shows that many features not typical
of Classical Arabic were popular and considered equally prestig-
ious, if not more so, than ones that became part of Classical Ara-
bic. Classical Arabic was only the end point of one particular in-
tellectual tradition. No doubt it became dominant in centres of
power later on, but it clearly did not oust all others, even much
later than the period under discussion here. In any event, as we
have seen with Hand C, it is clear that, for many Christian au-
thors, local features—even ones associated with the vernacular—
were preferred, especially perhaps when writing genres intended
for lay usage, such as Bible translations.

Vat. Ar. 13 serves as a witness to Christian engagement

with local and broader patterns in Arabic composition and lin-
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guistic performance. By adopting the multipolar approach imple-
mented and advocated for here, which contextualises the MS
with other such sources—epigraphic, papyrological, textual, and
intellectual—we gain a unique window into the (socio)linguistic
world and grammatical sensibilities of those outside of Basra and
Kiifah in the 9th / 10th centuries CE.






APPENDIX. ONOMASTIC AND
LEXICAL NOTES

A.1. Proper Names

In Vat. Ar. 13, some names are characterised by a single morpho-
logical form, either because they only occur once, or because the
persons and places to which they refer were stable in Arabic, e.g.,
s | s ‘Moses’. The latter group of names is often at odds
with Christianised forms of the name, drawn from Greek and Syr-
iac, and close to/identical with the Muslim forms of the name,
e.g., J=\» ‘Abel’. A list of such names is given in Table A.1 (over-
leaf).

Other names are characterised by the same basic form, but
show variant spellings across the MS. In some instances, the dif-
ference is the presence or absence of dots (e.g., Lxi! / Law! isayd
‘Isaiah’ and 34, / p~39,.» ‘Herod’). An interesting by-form is
found in the spelling of Pilate’s name, which usually starts with
fa but once with ba@’, e.g., bMsé / L. This is presumably
due to the fact that both Greek and Syriac constituted Vorlagen
for the MS (Monferrer-Sala 2013), with the form _.b>., bilatos
reflecting a Greek origin < mildtos *pilatos, the bilabial voiceless
unaspirated stop /p/ is spelled with /b/, the closest sound in the
contemporary phonetic inventory, but the Syriac spelling is di-
rectly calqued: wa\\.a fyltws > .LMs. A list of these from the
Gospels is found in Table A.2 (pg. 375). Note that an * marks the

most common form in Vat. Ar. 13.
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Table A.1: Names with only one form and one spelling in the Gospels

Name Arabic Folio

Moses | o 68V
Sodom and Gomorrah |, ssle psus 14r

Tyre and Sidon Oldery oo 80r-80V
Abel Jla 40v
Daniel Jlils 41v
Solomon Croe 19r
Jairus Shlse 55r
Phoenician S 57v
Syria / Al-Sam el 57v
Philip s 59v
Caesaria Philippi orsidd 4l 59y
Kinneret / Ginosar el 85v
Chorazin RS 16v
Bethsaida 13bes 16v
Bartimeus b 2 ok 65V
Andrew syl 69v
Golgotha el 73v
Emmanuel Jlsiles 1v
Rachel ) 2r

Archelaeus oS 2r
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Table A.2: Names with one form but spelling variation

Name Arabic Spellings Folio

Jlt® 76r

Israel
Jl! 14v
L”M‘ 3v
Las)* 1v

Isaiah
i) 86r
Lads 10v
39)5% 34v

David
251> 13r
b 50r

Pilate
™ 50r
29 2r

Herod
u»i}jyh 83r

Finally, and most interestingly, a number of names are
characterised by multiple forms. In the case of many names, each
morphological form has spelling variation as well. In order to
make it clear where I see a difference in form, on the one hand,
and spelling, on the other, in Table A.3 (overleaf and following
page) I have left borders between variant forms, and removed
them between spelling variants of the same form.
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Table A.3: Names with multiple morphological forms and spellings

Arabic )
Name Folio
Forms
@w 1v; 3r; 3v; 14r; 14v
Jesus @M«g\* 3r; 3v; 61r
@,ﬁ.ﬁ\ 65v
Lo 35v; 60v; 62v; 65v; 671; 67Vv; 77v; 83r; 83v;
> 83v; 84r
John iy 3r
u‘"ﬁ‘ 16r; 56r; 60r; 65r; 79r; 83r; 83v; 83v; 84r
ols 16v
et 16r; 60r1; 60v; 61r; 61r-61v, 74r, 761, 831
L 27v, 28r, 60v-61r; 61r-61v
Elijah
(W3] 74r
ol 48r
Oyrams™ 77v; 80r
Simon Oyrad™ 13v; 14r; 50v; 77v
Olraw 47v; 50r
('J-ig)}‘* 24r
('J“"‘i)}‘* 2v
Jerusalem
V’Lﬂ)}‘ 2v
Jeldi® 2r
Galilee
poEs 30v
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Arabic .
Name Folio

Forms

o>l oS 16v
Capernaum

psb 4 82r

4V s 54r
Magdalene

aleci 47v
Gethsemane

oblud> 71v

The alternative forms in a few names seem to reflect a borrowed
form over an Arabicised one. For example, the two forms of the
name ‘Galilee’—>\> and |l>Jl—respectively reflect an Aramaic
loan, with the word-final Aramaic definite article in galila, and an
Arabicised one with the definite article in al-galil.

The forms of two names are especially interesting and wor-
thy of further discussion. The first is the default form of the name
Elijah, which throughout the MS is .,..\Jl. While the others can
be unambiguously connected with Greek (_,-\.;)) or Syriac (LJl and
L¢))), the form ,..\)) is otherwise attested only in the Quran at
Q37.130, where it is spelled consonantally as ... JI. Tradition-
ally, this has been either interpreted as a reference to Elijah, or
the ‘progeny of Yasin’, with Yasin here equated with Muhammad
(Gami© al-Bayan, vol. 23:94). Kashouh (2012, 164-65,
§5.1.5.6.3.4) discusses this at length, arguing that ...l as a ref-
erence to Elijah reflected a pre-Islamic Christian Arabic usage. It
is not clear whether Kashouh believes this usage is reflected in
the Quran, but that by the time of the exegetes this term was
unfamiliar to many, hence the reassignment of the name to
Muhammad, or whether the Quran itself reflects a bungling of
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the name. The latter is perhaps reflected in the writing of the
name with a space, indicating, as in the later interpretive tradi-
tion, a folk etymologisation of the term as °al = family + yasin
= proper name. In any event, while Kashouh takes this as further
evidence for a pre-Islamic Arabian origin to the translation, this
is far from certain. Clearly knowledge of this name as referring
to Elijah persisted into the 9th century CE, when al-Tabari wrote
Gami* al-Bayan. It is important to note, as Kashouh does, that this
is the only early Arabic Gospel MS known to us that uses ...lJl
for Elijah. I suggest, pace Kashouh, that this usage, combined
with other Islamic names (e.g., habil for ‘Abel’), and the clearly
Islamic vocabulary (on which, see §A.2 below), reflects inten-
tional engagement with the language of the Quran and Quranic
discourse. This has, as we have seen throughout the preceding
chapters, been a theme of the language of the MS as we have it.

The forms for the name of John are interesting for two rea-
sons. The first is distributional: the forms often co-occur on the
same folio, within a few lines of each other. For example, on fols
83r-v, each of >, and > occur, without any change in refer-
ent (both are to John the Baptiser). Further, the form of the name
which became typical in Islamic tradition, and continues among
Arab Christians in Arabic until today, L, is clearly closely re-
lated to the Aramaic awa. ywhnn /ytihanan/, which is attested in
Arabic with two spellings, > and another with a long vowel
ob>s. The latter form perfectly represents the presumed pronun-
ciation of the Aramaic. Less clear is the spelling ..>. It could be
that it reflects penultimate stress, /yiihdnan/, or perhaps just a
calqued spelling of the Aramaic.

The question remains how to understand the relationship
between the form of the name derived from Aramaic, yithanan or
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yithanan and the more well-known Arabicised form yithanna. One
strategy that is especially common between Semitic languages is
morphosemantic matching, where a combination of morphologi-
cal and (folk) semantic equivalency leads to the use of a native
name or form in place of the original one. This is likely the case
for names such as Gsa ‘Jesus’ and the Islamic form of the name
for John, yahya (Al-Jallad and Al-Manaser 2021). Unlike yahya,
however, names with a spelling that suggests yithanan or yithanan
have yet to be found. Names from the etymologically related root
hnn are attested in, e.g., Safaitic and elsewhere. Perhaps a hybrid
form was created, based on similarities between hannan and
yithanan. This still leaves unexplained the variant yithanna. One
possibility is that yithanan was Arabicised as yithannan, which
would be stressed on the penultimate, i.e., yithdnnan. If this oc-
curred in dialects that subsequently underwent the same *an >
a shift that resulted in the accusative a, this would result in
*yithannan > yithannd, matching the form as it spread. Since this
shift apparently occurred in Nabataean Arabic (Al-Jallad 2018a),
and in Higazi Arabic (Van Putten and Stokes 2018), I suggest that
this is a likely scenario to explain an otherwise perplexing form.

A.2. Lexicon

Throughout the MS, vocabulary that are drawn from, or interact
with, Islamic vocabulary are not rare. Table A.4 (overleaf) is a
list of such vocabulary. Kashouh (2012, 159-67) presumes such
vocabulary was added later, after the spread of Islam, which is of
course possible, but purely speculative.
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Table A.4: Islamic-inspired vocabulary from Vat. Ar. 13

Vocabulary Meaning

o ollasd) ‘the devil’

Sy s ‘God’

peias 3 b ‘correct path’

il oo ‘the way of God’

45 ‘tax’

e ‘tradition’

(e A ‘tradition of Moses’

) s ‘the laws of the tradition’
v ‘pulpit’

(,.SN\ sl ‘torture’

Sy ‘prophets’

Sy = ‘prophet’

= ‘he married’

dJiadl Loyl ‘the revealed commandments’
Logy L ‘truly’

(.,LmiJ\ ‘the betrayer (= Judas Iscariot)’

Given the translation style, and the style of the Arabic (on
which, see especially Monferrer-Sala 2013; 2015), it is perhaps
unsurprising that calquing is relatively rare. One expression that
is directly calqued from Syriac and used frequently throughout
Vat. Ar. 13, but is, to my knowledge, not attested in the other
early Christian Arabic corpus, is es>s)l, Js| lit. ‘taker(s) of the
faces’, which is a calque of Syriac ~a~- ,omi nasbeé b-afe lit. ‘takers

of the noses’, which is used to mean ‘hypocrites’. Likewise, direct
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borrowings from Aramaic are rare, but do occur, e.g., use of the
root *sn’ for ‘to hate’, instead of Arabic roots such as krh in fols
80v-81r, although it is also possible that this is a retention in
Arabic, since it is spelled $n’. However, since Aramaic loans with
both § (< *s') and s (< *s® and *s®) are realised in early Arabic

with both $§in and sin, it is impossible to say for sure.
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