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Until recently, the study of Hebrew and Aramaic borrowings into the
Greek lexicon was limited to learned and ecclesiastical loans of earlier
periods, while later evidence was ignored or misinterpreted. Little attention
was given to the forms of Jewish-Greek coexistence and language contacts
resulting from it. This paper argues that the lexical influence of Jewish
languages and of Judeo-Greek in particular can be traced in numerous
Greek dialects of modern period. A number of loans, usually credited to
Turkish, has also entered SMG. The classification of Hebrew and Aramaic
borrowings based on semantic criteria is proposed and examples of each
category adduced.
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An extensive description of the Hebrew and/or Aramaic (HA) loanwords is an
ambitious task that cannot be ventured at the present stage of research. Our
paper will (1) address the way these loanwords are presented in lexicological
studies and major MG dictionaries, (2) suggest a theoretical framework for
studying these loanwords and (3) adduce examples for the major groups of
loanwords.

Almost every monograph on history or lexicography of the Greek
language readily recognizes the lexical influx from Hebrew and Aramaic in the
Hellenistic period. E.g., N. Andriotis wrote «Am6 ™v Ayia I'paer eodyoviat
AEEewc ePpaixée, Omag aidniotia, aurv, Baiov, BeeAleBobA, yeévva, lexwBdg,
popwvag, pdvva, upeaciag, Hdoyo, ZoBak, XdaBBazov, Zoravdg, Zepogeiy,
XepovBeiy, woavvd, ko ovopora, kabog Iabpiil, lakwbos, lwdvvns, Mapba,
Mapia, MatBaios, Miyani, Zopedv... kon and onutikég yAdooeg o albdg, #
vapdog x.6.» (1995: 55). It is clear from the above passage that Hebraisms are
seen as a kind of terminology resultant from a learned loaning process: lexemes
are acquired from books and not from actual speakers. Note also that N.
Andriotis is cautious, defining the source of affdg through a vague “Semitic
languages”, rather than through the more specific “Aramaic”.

The European tradition of Greek linguistics holds much similar views:
«O Tovdoiopdc ko o Xpiotiaviopds eonyoyav ALEEG onpitikés, apapoikég 1
eBpuiikéc, mpocapudlovrdg teg omv EMmvuc: ZdBBazov, caravds, Ildoyo,
Meaoiac» (Tonnet 1995: 52). Here loanwords are perceived as expressions of
religious influence in general, rather than terms from a particular book, and there
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is an allusion to the process of adaptation. Still, the loaning process is detached
from its participants, i.e. Greek-speaking Jews, proselytes, Judaizing sects, etc.

M. Triandaphyllidis in his classic monograph on the loanwords of the
medieval period, adduced the already mentioned ITdoya, caravic and aB8éc (the
latter as Syriac) (1909: 147), a number of derivatives from previously
assimilated proper names, such as wongiaxés, lalapdvw, pavonidrov (ibid.:
149) and a single new Hebrew loan péla < mazal “luck, happiness” with its
derivative xaxoualodog “ungliicklich” (ibid.: 146). However, Chadzidakis
believed that the latter lexeme should be derived from ualain. Generally,
Hebrew etymologies did not look particularly convincing in the beginning of
twentieth ¢entury, since very little was known about the extent and forms of
Jewish-Greek coexistence. Even the lexicon of E. Kriaras adds to the already
presented list but a few lexemes: élwno «doowmogy (Kriaras 1968: v. 5, 305),
CEpr «Béroapo» (Kriaras 1968: v. 7, 13).!

To our knowledge, the HA loans during the modern period have not
been considered in any specialized monograph. Even terms with apparently
Jewish reference, such as yaydung with its derivatives or yaBpa, do not appear in
the dictionaries as direct borrowings from Jewish languages, but from Turkish:

Xoxduns o epovpyods twv Epaiov mov npoépyoviar and tv Iomavia?
ZYN.  paBivog [ETYM. < tovpk. haham] (Babiniotis 1998: 1966);
xexéuns (mopwy.) o pafivog tov Efpaiov tg Avatoirg, mov
katdyovron and v Ionavia [tovpk. haham (and 1o €Bp.) -n¢] (LKNE
1995: 1468); yayauixog (newwt.-  okwnt.) o EBpaiog mov mpoépyeton
ané v Ionavia [ETYM. < yaydung] (Babiniotis 1998: 1966);>

x4Bpa 1. m ovvayoyh tov Efpaiov 2. GopuBadng cuvykévipoon
[ETYM. n Aé&n avéyeton oto efp. hevra «ouvvabpoion, kowwvia,
napéar] (Babiniotis 1998: 1946); ydBpa (o1k.) [tovpk. havra] (LKNE

1995: 1456), etc.

In reality, the first word is derived from Heb. h¢ukam “wise”, and the
second from Aram. hdavra “synagogue”.* Still, it should be noted that the
differentiation between Turkish and HA loanwords is by no means easy, since
the Arabic lexemes incorporated into the Turkish lexicon are often phonetically
quite similar to the synonymous Hebrew or Aramaic, and their adaptation into
Greek may show identical results.® A systematic study of phonetics and
morphology of JG dialects and the loans from them would facilitate the correct
attribution,

In such recent lexicographical source as LKNE, one finds twenty
lemmata with an Aramaic source and eighty with Hebrew. If we eliminate
phonetic (Beed(efodA - BeAleBovd) and gender (EBpaiog - EBpaia) variants,
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names of letters (8ira, yéua) and semantic calques (didodog, dyyedog), there will
be about sixty loanwords, half of which are personal names. Thus, we are left
with approximately thirty common names, which include the abovementioned
Biblicisms and a handful of Semitic-based loans from European languages:
1gpepIada, xabaliotikds, a1wviouds, onurtikdg (characterized as "from French"),
yentios, 1amenkds ("from German"), oumpa KkatGumpa ("from Italian").
Interestingly, TaAuotd is believed to originate from Eng. Talmud. 6

Apparently, if the authors of these etymologies had been consistent in
indicating only the direct source of the loan (LKNE 1995: kB"), we would have
been left with one single loanword from Hebrew into Modern Greek, namely
KIUTovTs < kibuz. The sociolinguistic situation implied by such explanations is
that of absence of any direct contact between Greek and Jewish languages from
post-Hellenistic period until the creation of the state of Israel — something very
far from historical reality. Only a few recent publications acknowledge the
lexical impact of other Jewish languages besides Hebrew.®

The incongruity between the current state of knowledge on the history
of Greek Jewish communities on the one hand, and the meager linguistic
extrapolation from these historical data, on the other, is blatant. Unlike linguists,
scholars dealing with the history of Greece of any period, be it Hellenistic,
Byzantine, Venetian, Ottoman or Modern, are well aware of the presence of the
Jewish minority both in Greece proper and among the Greek-speaking diaspora.’
This minority was never numerous, and even then its numbers varied
substantially, but it was continuously present on Greek-speaking territory for
more than two thousand years. Since there is no reason to postulate substantial
breaks in Jewish presence on Greek territory, there are also no grounds to
postulate a break in the process of mutual language influence between the two
groups. Therefore, one should hypothesize the existence of loans from Jewish
languages during all periods of Greek: ancient, medieval and modern.

What Jewish languages should be considered as potential loan sources?
First and foremost, Jews who dwelled in Greece from the Hellenistic period
onwards, so called Romaniotes, are known to have spoken the language of their
environment, i.e. Greek, but their sociolect must have accommodated lexical
items relevant for Jewish lifestyle, e.g. religious vocabulary, terms of
community organization, etc. Such lexemes were inherited from Hebrew as the
sacred language, as well as from Aramaic as the main spoken Jewish language
of the first centuries of common era. An estimate of the materials that we have
analyzed to date suggests that Aramaic was by no means a negligible source of
borrowing. Another important detail that one should keep in mind is that the so
called “inherited Hebrew” on Greek territory might well have been represented
not only by its mainstream phonetic realization, but by a Samaritan one, since
Greece was rich in Samaritan communities.'® This increases the number of
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potential etymologies and makes the differentiation between Turkish and HA
loanwords still more difficult."

Jews who came to Greece later spoke different languages, from Judeo-
Aramaic and Judeo-Arabic to Judeo-Italian, Yiddish and Judeo-Spanish.'? The
Hebrew and Aramaic lexemes, which these groups brought with them, were not
necessarily identical with those already existing in Judeo-Greek. Insofar as the
newcomers assimilated into the Romaniote communities, this lexical stock
might have also become part of Judeo-Greek. In places where the Jewish
communities were numerous enough to influence their language environment,
the loans from Jewish languages, including Hebraisms and Aramaisms, drifted
into the surrounding dialects. Some of them further reached the commonly
understood mainstream Greek.

The routes through which the Hebraisms and Aramaisms reached MG
dialects and standard MG are summarized in Figure 1.
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Fig. 1. Historical roots of Hebraisms and Aramaisms in MG dialects and
Standard MG. (Lines show already discovered examples of lexical borrowing;
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Spanish

Judeo-
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/
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Greek
Standard
Greek
Greek dialects

dashes denote possible routes of lexical enrichment).

Historical data help us to single out the geographical areas where one
may expect to discover Hebrew-Aramaic loans. These are regions with strong
Jewish presence, i.e. urban centers of Epirus, Aetolo-Acarnania and the adjacent
part of Northern Peloponnese, major Tonian Islands, Chalkida, Crete, Cyprus and
major Aegean islands, urban centers of Thrace, Macedonia and Thessaly. As we
shall sce, borrowed lexemes may be retained even in the regions where the
communities themselves have disappeared.

What kind of vocabulary should one expect to be borrowed from
Jewish languages? From the sociolinguistic viewpoint, Jews were a marginal
group of low social standing, and as such they could not provide a stylistically
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elevated vocabulary, therefore the loans from Jewish languages should be
looked for in low colloquial registers.

Semantically these loans seem to fall into the following categories: first,
religious expressions and cult realia that Jews brought with them. Term of this
group may either retain their Jewish character and become specialized
designations of Judaic realia or spread into the Christian usage. (Naturally,
further on they may acquire new, often mainly pejorative, meanings). A case of
specialized Judaic loanword is the already quoted yafpa (semantic development:
“gathering” > “place of gathering” > “place of gathering for Judaic worship”).
As an example of possible borrowing of second kind we would suggest the
lexeme

KiBotpy, 1o 1. 10 @épeTpo, T0 KVP. EVAVO KifdTI0, 6TO OMOi0 KOTA
napadoon tomobeteital To GOPA TOL VEKPOD Yo TNV TAPH 2. 0 TaoC,
T0 Gvotypa yng, oto omoio Tomofeteitan o vekpdg, Kabdg Kol T
TaQOTAAKQ: Tpla movldxia kdboviay atov Aidkov to kiBovpr [ETYM. <
ueov. kifovpiov < utyv. kidpiov, dAvelo mP. CYORTWOKNG TPOEA.,
OMOC EMPAPTUPEITAL Kot ad TV gpunveio g A. amd tov Hovylo:
«Awyvrniov dvoua eri wotnpiovy] (Babiniotis 1998: 893).

Since the semantic connection between “glass, bowl” and “grave” is
not an optimal one, an etymology from the Semitic root ¢gbr is to be preferred.
Hebr. gever, Aram. givra and Syr. gavra all mean “grave, tomb” (Klein 1987:
561). The specific source and period of borrowing are still to be specified, but
the Semitic hypothesis seems to provide a much better solution both
phonetically and semantically.

It remains to be verified whether and to what extent Jewish religious
realia may lose their Jewish or/and religious connotations as a result of
reinterpretation of certain rites or conventions by Christian population. E.g., a
common Hebrew word kasher has been traced by lexicographers in the Ioannina
region: kacép (1o) «koBap6. AéEn EPpaixn v omoiav ypnoiporolodv pévo ot
EBpaior yia va dnidvovv 611 10 kpéag £xel SwaPactel amd tov yoxdun N Mo
xabapé» (ILEG Hz. Ioavv. . 659: 79)."* Naturally, this record reflects a rather
imperfect understanding, since according to the Jewish law it is not the
cleanness per se and not a rabbi’s prayer that make the meat kosher. A similar
expression was also recorded for Rhodos: xkacépi twv EBpaiwv “10 kaTdAANAO
kpéag Bpnokevtiknc yie m ypnot tov Efpaiov (sic!)” (ILEG Pod. x. 534: 130).
It is notable that in Rhodos one finds also such expressions as xduvw kacépi
«oyilor: Exaua ta podya pov kagépr and yivouar kaoépr «oyifopaw, echoed by
Cypriote £8kalev to kagépt «t0 Eoyoen: éBkalev to Bparaiv tov kagépy (ILEG
Kvump. y. 227: 18). In our opinion, these lexemes might not originate from Fr.
casser, as a lexicographer of ILEG has suggested, but rather from Turkish kesir

211



“dissection, partition, fraction”, cf. kesmek “cut, cut out, stab” (TRS 1931: 570),
while their vocalism was influenced or/and reinforced by the semantically
similar Judeo-Greek form. '*

Another important group of loanwords stems from professional
terminology in the widest sense of the word, i.e. from the characteristic
vocabulary of the spheres in which Jews were traditionally active. In this
category we would include trade terms, together with so called “secret
languages” of the tradesmen, names of typical articles sold by Jewish merchants,
medical and magic vocabulary, and perhaps also terminology of various crafts,
although so far we have no convincing examples of the latter.

It can be shown that the designation of the popular cheese xaoép: is a
Jewish loanword, pace its treatment in major dictionaries:

NuickANPo kat kitpivo Tupi TOV MOPUCKEVALETAL OO AVAUIKTO YEAQ
npoParov ka1 ayelddog LYN. kaokofdh [ETYM. < Turk. kager]
(Babiniotis 1998: 850);

£i8og oxAnpov kiTpvov tuprov and npdfeto yaha, Aydtepo oxAnpo Kat
aApopd amd keporotop < Turk. kaser -1 (LKNE 1995: 672)."°

The alleged Turkish provenance of this lexeme looks unconvincing in light of
Turkish lexicography where this noun is given also' with the meaning “kosher
for Jews™: kasar 1. a type of cheese produced in the vilayet of Edirne; 2. kosher
(TRS 1931: 546).

Because of Talmudic dietary prohibitions and their rabbinical
interpretations (cf. S<ulh®an Aruk, Yore De‘a 115, 2 et al.), a number of Jewish
communities refrained from eating cheese of gentile provenance. In order to be
kosher, the cheese had to be prepared from milk that has been milked in the
presence of a Jew, curdled with help of exclusively vegetarian coagulants and
pressed afterwards by Jewish hands. Naturally, these restrictions complicated
the production process and increased the price of the final product. Yet constant
demand for it created an entire network spreading through the Mediterranean
from Sicily to Egypt and from Crete to Constantinople.'® The sources referring
to the particular sort of cheese (judiscu, caseum judaicum) also as caciocavallo
(Bresc 2002), point to it as a precursor of our xaoép:. The cooperation between
Christians and Jews in making and trading this cheese caused the spread of the
Jewish dietary term into universal usage.

A magic term of Jewish provenance might be have been cauraui6,
inasmuch as popular beliefs attribute to this harmless lizard various effects on
animals and humans: 7
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oapiouiol k. cauiopifr (haik.) 1. pkpn evkivim covpd ... 2. (UTQ.-
okonT.) veapd Gtopo pikpéowpo kot evkivito [ETYM. < pov.
oauapifiov, k. onuIt. apync. Aev QoiveTL TEICTIKT| 1) CVAY®YT) OTO apY.
oavpidiov, pe peov. Tpon oe *oauvidiov (nf. xaumoj - akamnoj)
Ko, eV ovveyeia, pe avadmAactacpd g TpdIG CVAA. gau-(1)au-idr/-
i61] (Babiniotis 1998: 1584); cf. pecaiwvikd ko icog onu. apyng (ibid.:
1592);

ooptouifr 1. gidog modd Hkpig cavpag ... 2. (e1p.) YopoKTnpiopds

vy @vBpomo pikpoV avactiuatog [-0u pov. *ooutauifiov (npP. pov.

oouopuifiov) vrokop. Tov ooutduvd(og) -1ov (ano ta gfp.) pe apop. [nd

> 00] kor amhonw. Tov SuthoV cuvpe. [0 > O] -idr: mpooapu. oTO
emibnpo -i61] (LKNE 1995: 1194).

G. Babiniotis correctly rejects the Greek etymology in favor of a Semitic one.'®
The exact source is difficult to establish because both Biblical hapax s/amamit
(Pr. 30:28) and its collateral form in Jewish Palestinian Aramaic and Syriac
samamit would give the same reflection in Greek, namely cauauifiov.”

Unlike these widely known examples, which have entered standard
Greek, the sub-standard language and particularly its dialectal forms have
absorbed a much greater number of Hebrew and Aramaic lexemes that originate
from Jewish peddlers and merchants jargon. Of course, the Semitic vocabulary
in Greek jargons never reached the proportion it had in Polish, Ukrainian or
Russian with large Jewish groups residing on their territory. To give but a few
illustrations from Ianniote dialect: xamaplaBavd@ (sic, with two accents!)
“«téhog mAvTOVY - 1 Epdom peta&d mTwANTOY Ko ayopactod mov dnioi THV
ovykatdfeon ... oe ovpeépovoa TR’ (Bongas 1964: 458) from Heb. kapara le
‘awonot “[let it serve as] an expiatory victim for [our] sins; guéf «eviaEew
(Petropoulos 1991: 174) from Heb. emer “true!” with its antonym oékep, 70
«yénox (ibid.) from Heb. sheker “lie”.

A good example of an adapted loanword is e, pl. W(éde¢ from Heb. ze
“this”,*° via JG pronoun zc “he”, used also in the meaning «o t&5€, Gravtoc»
and applied to Turkish soldiers and other undesirable persons. Following the JG
semantics, in the clandestine language of Kataguylavoi it means «katdokonog»
(Vogiatzidis 1921: 156). In common modern Ianniote it seems to mean generally
«o TOmOg (mepimarytikd)». As a noun, it entered the common Greek vocabulary
of the underworld, see e.g. the song

Kobva préunn tov kepté cov
No gyoaprom0ei o 1leg cov (Butterworth 1975: 143),
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where it is usually glossed as «gpactig, Aeyfpevog, evOOPEPSUEVOC)
(Petropoulos 1991: 125).

The last, but not the least, group of loans is the so-called emotional
lexicon, represented mainly by abusive words. No particular reasons for
borrowing from Hebrew or Aramaic should be looked for here, since this a
constantly renewing part of the vocabulary of every language. As emotional
words and expressions with time loose part of their emotional force, they require
replacement by stronger synonyms, often of foreign origin. To start with a
positive example, I. Vilaras uses the expression oty (w7 pov! «£161 v £x®
xahd» (Vilaras 1995: 578), which is a literal translation of Hebr. be htayay!, a
shortened version of the oath “[I swear by] my life!” [Even-Shoshan 1993: v 1,
687].

Ianniote dialect is particularly rich in HA derogatory lexicon, e.g.
Koutodu’ ( < xeproduy), 1o «o edpyvpog EPparogy, ocvvlnu. oamo Iowv.
(Bongas 1964: 152) — from Heb. gamzan; maclds, o «o cayhog avdpag, o
Aeyapevogy (Petropoulos 1991: 174), macidtos «yaloydpevoo» (ibid.), both
eventually from pasul “despiseable, unapplicable, useless”; tdyas, 0 «KOAO»
(ibid.) from Heb. tahdat “the same”; youdp «xalds avBpomog, kovtdo» (ibid.)
from Heb. k0amor “donkey”.

In fact, the abovementioned yaydunc is also used in many dialects as a
derogatory term, e.g. «&oynuoo» (ILEG Evp. Bpvo. x. 657: 129); «xaloc»
(ILEG Zop. 875% 65); «yaloyehaotécy (ILEG Maked. Epatvp. . 1116: 70);
«nmotéviog, amofrakopévocy (ILEG Maked. Agokart. x. 1124: 74; y. 942: 37);
«opaotioto Ppépocy (ILEG Moxed. Apdopep. 1197/25; Tlpodpopog Bepoiag x.
Zrou.; Maked. IMd. x. 920: 91, k. a.), etc.

Several maledicta of HA origin acquired nation-wide status:

oayAdg, -1, -0: yw. KT. wov 10 Yopoktnpilelr éAlenym coPapdmrag
Kol mepieyopévoy, avontog: cayid Bibiio || avBpwmog elagpdg
nov Afyel | K@vel avonoieg, Tov M CvUTEPLPOPG TOL Eivar GayAr,
avon: coydoi  veapoi [uov. oayids iowg < EAvor. ooyvog
‘uodakdc (yokpéag)’]  (LKNE 1995: 1198);

oayAdc 1. autdg mov Aéyer N kavel avonoiec... ; 2. (e101kdT.) OVTOG
7ov Adyet Gvoota aoteia... ; 3. moAD amioikog, avovoiog [ETYM. peov.,
apép. etopov, mb. < pryv. gaxvis «TPLYEPOG, AdLVARODH... T, Kot
aAAn droym, < capidc (Tlovt.) < moAodt. oadiog, @Alog T. TOV apy.
cabpos. Kapia ord 11g 300 anodyelg Sev EPUNVEDEL IKOVOMOMTIKG T
onpactoh. eEéén] (Babiniotis 1998: 1593).

More than a dozen nominal and verbal derivatives demonstrate the popularity of
the expression: odyla, 77 : N cayiapdpa (EKQp.) ~ umdyia / oeyiec uwovyieg, Yo
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avonto Aoyw [gayi(6g) -a (avadp. oynw.)....], coxlaudpe n, cayiapapitoa 1,
caylauapakiag, coyiaudpog, oaxiauopifo, odyiag, o: o coxlapapas [coxi(a) -
acl, saylaumotyias, o; coylaurovyia, n (LKNE: ibid., also in Babiniotis: ibid.),
caylitoa 5, caylokoddovvo, t0; oayrds o [ywp. mAnd.] (Auik.) owTog OV EwvaL
oayrog (only in LKNE).

In our opinion, this word could be explained much easier from Heb.
sakal “stupid, foolish”, while the dialect forms, such as cidgylac (ILEG Moxed.
Kaotop. x. 1003: 66; Zteperd. Znapt(6v) (Aperoyic Axapvaviag) x. 1057: 199,
202; Hr. KovkovA. x. 1023: 672; Zreperd. Navmaxt. . 1058: 39) might be also
based on the corresponding Aramaic prototype.

Finally, such current colloquial term as

umdyaio {xwpic TAn6.} KATAGTACT) PEYAANG CVYXLOTG, AVAKAT®OOVPAL:
apyioav va pwvalovy Aot ualt ki €éyive ~ ... [ETYM. nyopupntikn A£En
UE GYNUOTICUO Kat’ avaAoyiav mpog TO kpdtalo, pomaio, Gpdwalo]
(Babiniotis 1998: 1146)

seems to originate finally from Heb. behala «fright, dismay, terror, confusion»
(Klein 1987: 65), cf. Aram. bahal “to be frightened, excited” (Sokoloff 2002:
86). Interestingly, this word was also borrowed into German: einen Bachel
machen (Kreuzer 2001: 112). However, an unexpected reflection of hei as y
shows the possibility of indirect borrowing or, perhaps, the elusiveness of our
knowledge of Judeo-Greek phonetics.

Further research in HA loanwords in MG should address primarily the
phonetics and morphology of Judeo-Greek dialects, morphological adaptation of
the loans (see Krivoruchko 2002), as well as the language contacts between
Greek and other Jewish languages.

Notes

! The data of E. Kriaras and LKNE were searched with the help of the electronic versions
under

2 The claim that yaydunc refers only to Sephardic rabbis is widespread in historical
literature (e.g., Levy 1994: 43) and seems to be based mainly on the terminology of
rabbinical responsa. Still, ayéunc (ILEG loann.) and ayau (Dalven 1995: 154) were
terms for “rabbi” in Ioannina community.

% This lexeme looks more like Judeo-Spanish hahamiko (Bunis 1993: 215; 2003: 222)
that was adapted to Greek declination in —og, than a proper Greek formation yaydunc + -
iKoG.

4 Hebrew and Aramaic lexemes are transliterated according to the system of the Academy
of Hebrew Language (basic version).
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% See below on xacépr. Such examples are numerous, e.g. West Cretan vavrip: “rare”
(Ksanthinakis 2001: 344), viewed on formal linguistic grounds, may be considered as
resulting from either Turkish nadir or Hebrew nadir.

8 We are not going to discuss these and other similar attributions here. Still, one should be
aware that many Semitic etymologies of LKNE are imprecise.

7 Cf. Xadzisavvidis 1999: 617-618.

® E.g., Papakyriakou 1997: 16.

® See Bowman 1985; De Lange 1996; Levy 1994. Starr 1939, 1949, etc.

10 Gee van der Horst 1998, 2001. A recent dictionary of Samaritan Aramaic by A. Tal
(2000) is a valuable addition to the lexicography of the region.

"' In Samaritan pronunciation s <ureq-qibbus® and h¢olem are merged into one phoneme
(Morag 1971: 1142), which makes such etyma as e.g. kurban and korban
undistinguishable.

12 The list is by no means exhaustive.

13 The ILEG archive materials are quoted by region, manuscript and page. Abbreviations
may be consulted in the first volumes of the dictionary.

"1t is unclear, whether such meaning of 1o xkaciépr as “TOpTOKEAAL PETPIOV pEYEAOVG
7OV XEL 0TIV KOPLOY TOV VIO TOV QAOOV KoL éva pikpookonikd noptokairaxt” (ILEG
Nag. x. 232: 32) should finally be reduced to a Jewish or a Turkish etymon.

13 Cf. Papakyriakou 1997: 160.

'6 See Bowman 1985: 114, Jacoby 1997: 526-9 (Crete); Bresc 2002: 118-121 (Sicily).

Y In Aramaic, the word is associated with samam “to be medically dangerous” (Sokoloff
2002: 382). E.g. cou(y)aufdByovlo “moid pikpd kan xwpig kpdko afyd kétag mov (kard
m Aaikm wio) €xer paet «oap(Yayubor» ” (Ksantinakis 2001: 457).

'8 Needless to say that the acceptance of Semitic etymology cannot go in hand with
postulating an original form with nasal insertion. Other variants (gauiauidr, colauiot,
oopiopion, see Babiniotis 1998: 1592) and dialect forms with palatalization effects, such
as Cret. 8(yapapbog (Ksantinakis 2001: 457), may be easily explained from couauiGiov.

' As is proven by masora, until late Middle Ages schwa had no phonemic status and its
gronunciation was similar to that of the adjacent vowels (cf. s/fomo > Zoloudv).

% [dz] is a standard realization of Heb. [z] in Greek communities, see Matsa 1971: 243,
Drettas 2003: 338.
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Hepiinyn

Zto Gpfpo efetdloviar or Saveleg Aéferg g KNE kou tov NE Swkéktov and v
Apyaia EBpaiki ko v Apoapaiki). Yrnoompiletan nog or yAwooeg tov Efpainv
vmipEav mnyéc tétowwv daveiov kot mpoteivetan 1 Tafvépnon twv davelov pe Bdaon
onuacoroyikd kpripla. E&axptBdvovial ot moAmiég Kal TPOTACCOVIAL 0t KAVOUPYIES
gTVpOAOYiEG Yo Tig AEEELS yaydung, xdBpa, kacépt, ki1Boipl, cayAdg, urdyoio K.q.
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