STUDIA ORIENTALIA
EDITED BY THE FINNISH ORIENTAL SOCIETY
51:14

AN ARAMAIC INCANTATION BOWL
FROM BORSIPPA

ANOTHER SPECIMEN OF EASTERN ARAMAIC ’KOINE”

APPENDIX:

A CRYPTOGRAPHIC BOWL TEXT OR AN ORIGINAL FAKE?

BY
TAPANI HARVIAINEN

HELSINKI 1981



ISBN 951-95075-7-4

ISSN 0039-3282

Helsingin yliopiston monistuspalvelu
Painatusjaos Helsinki 1981



TAPANI HARVIAINEN

AN ARAMAIC INCANTATION BOWL FROM BORSIPPA

Another Specimen of Eastern Aramaic "Koiné"

The Aramaic incantation bowl dealt with in this article was purchased by
a Finn in Borsippa (Birs Nimrud), Iraq, in 1973. The bowl was broken into
two bigger and three smaller pieces, but since all the plieces were
preserved, the purchaser was able to glue the bowl together. The joints
scarcely hamper the reading of the text (see plates 1 and 2 at the end of
this article). The bowl remains in the private collection of the pur-

chaser.

The bowl is made of light brown, fine clay. It is 15.5 cm in diameter,
the flat base measuring 4.5 cm in diameter; the height is 4.5 cm, and the
thickness of the sides 0.4 cm. The beginning of the text is written hori-
zontally in three lines inside of the base (centre), while the main part
flows upward in spiral form in 13 coils reaching the brim of the bowl.
The ink is black and well preserved. On the outside there is no trace of

writing.

1 The line numbers refer to the coils which begin with the word RMIDN, so
that a new, numbered line begins with the word which occurs on the sup-
posed radius leading from the centre through X of NMIDX to the brim.

For Aramaic incantation bowls in general, their date (3rd-7th centuries
AD), and function, see C.D. Isbell, The Story of Aramaic Magical Incan-
tation Bowls (Biblical Archeologist, Vol. 41, No. 1, 1978, p. 5-16,
henceforth: Isbell BA), T. Harviainen, A Syriac Incantation Bowl in the
the Finnish National Museum, Helsinki. A Specimen of Eastern Aramaic
"Koiné" (Studia Orientalia 51:1, pre-print Helsinki 1978), p. 3-5, and
the literature quoted there.

In this connection I wish to mention the emenadations which Prof. Franz
Rosenthal has made in the reading of the Syriac incantation bowl
published by me earlier (see above). His translation of lines 9-10 "He
who makes (mSawwé€, cf. Mandaic) peace is found not guilty in the Judge-
ment; he who makes corruption is burnt in the Fire" (mtql' from Vql®
"to burn", not from Vtql) is more probable than my "(from him) who sets
victorious peace in (with) his Judgement, who sets the staggering
destruction in fire". Similarly, "flee" in line 12 and 12* should be
"fly", I am grateful to Prof. Rosenthal for this private note.
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The Script and Spelling

When compared with numerous other incantation bowl texts, this one stands
out for the skill and care of its writing. The forms of the square script
letters conform well to those presented by J.A. Montgomery in the first
column (bowl 7) of Plate xxxix of his book Aramaic Incantation Texts from
Nippur.l However, §h§2 and §h§ are not distinguishable; nor are §d§ and
§r§, the distinction between §w§ and §y§ (and sometimes §n§) usually
having to be made on the basis of the context rather than the outer shape.
The same is true of §b§ and §k§ as well as §s§ and final §m§. In the last
two coils, the writer, cramped for space, has had to reduce the size of
characters, thus considerably complicating the interpretation of this

part.

The spelling is well-nigh consistent. The main deviation appears in the
words n?0¥ (in lines 1, 3, and 11), n?%?%, ann?n (both in line 7), n170R0,
na?pn (both in line 9), and NYIN (line 11), in which the ending of status
determinatus is §h§ instead of §'§ elsewhere in the text. 11N N1 (line

5) belongs possibly to the same group. N?hY, n?977%, Ann?x, and AYIN
represent words which are determined generically; however, this expla-
nation does not cover other cases. The plural forms of masculine nouns
terminate in §y§. §y§ indicates [i] and [e] vowels also in other positions
(e.g. imp. 1771y, centre); on the other hand, the cases where §y§ seems to
correspond to a "shewa" vowel (Nnﬁ’!, prefixes of paccel) are accounted
for by other factors (see below, p. 8 and 23). The pronominal suffix of
the 3. pers. masc. is always spelled with §-yh§, whereas §-h§ indicates

its feminine counterpart (e.g. N?7N?1, N?7, 17117171 contra N?A10 and N1).

The text includes a considerable number of words which do not occur in

other incantation texts.

Text

(2) 27n23223% n2ne 2xAN 72 27n22172%7 A2ne 10 Xnox (1) 27 AATT 0 o177ap1 yhe
101 NNRYUXR 101 RNP1Y 1R athne 2nnna (3) 7pn71 n7Y7 NANT DR 721 ?PRAN 12

1 University of Pennsylvania, The Museum, Publications of the Babylonian
Section, Vol. III. Philadelphia 1913.
2 The symbols §-§ indicate a grapheme.
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A70 1AN TN w22 0yT7R (4) 72 101 KNI TN NDPAN

NHH?I NN?I71 KIT?721 (5) NOWAYZ 17770¥1 1771729 1?77DN 1?0NPRY 17070 17777A
XNY72PN RDAND?RT NAYIAT 7A7XT NIT?1 1IN N2 JIN?RNDT RITDPA NIITTIA NTTR
NI2TT 7R?R K77 T2 NIATNT N?7A714 KN?172T 72700 797207 KD?A NNAQINT (6)
RONIDT 12724101 NIN?DT KON KNIpT (7) Npn?% N2 y?OT MNP ONOD 71 17T
1702797 ¥ 17712709 17a%12 117037311 111073 ANNTRT KI1TINY N277977T Nnnen
17 M1 PRAN N2 7703737 KYTNOKAA 73 10 11077711 117an2a (8) 17aa7Ten
(9) m1737K2 PATTRA 7N77p2 173KR7ND KN70 DIPA 17071 TN ARPNT KD?X 72 QD17
1717721 ®?2Y% av 7121 77X¥?7R1 731078 171071 ?IN70D 1770 19770 1¥N11 1700
(10) 71278 211ANIN1 K?I0I 7NN A2 7707977271 ANTNT NATN 11 4017 117 nY
N1?7Y¥ 1N PNDA 2 ?7N7372Y% 17317292721 0731709711 47112770711 17117017]
NIU?Y% nY7n 1n1 Na7Y% apnn TNY RONDN NN?70DR TRY KARP2

A777y2 A7 177021 N?IAPN 17701 a?n7a (11) 1777K1 271071 XN?1 ONNN?)
20T AND AYN 17RPANY 1?TIAN 17781 7NAN N1 ?70?17D 07001 27DKR 4717177
2170031 7p?2 2127 92 (12) AYINT KRNADT RANANAY A?RY NPTy 17DR1 A?nmyp

ANIN D1PAT1 KAOAD?XT 772709 D12 KON 72 7?7A7170%7 077 1127770 KT RNTMID)
X171 DID?YDT APAPTIYA TRAN N2 ?7A717) 07001 17PN 210 NPTIY 001 7M1IT?)

DTN 11771 D?PTN PR?N 177701 72....00 NNTYXAT KRY?ND REN11 AxnT 17 (13)

IAN NDAND?NT 772708 TP N1 DID? M1A7 A2 1?A7X XINYT KARIDY AR RPA7)
170 1NN

Translation

Hear (pl.) and accept the Lord, who has warned, Yahwe! (1) Salvation from

the heavens for Keyanihaye (2) bar Hatai and everything he has, and he

will be saved (3) by the mercies of the heavens from the curse and from
| the (deliverance) spell and from the necklace charm and from weeping and
from all (4) evil. Amen, Amen, Selah!
Condemned (Cut off), banned (perforated), and anathematized, forbidden
(bound), clasped (split), and attached are the curse (5) and the vow and
the invocation (mishap), the scream, the dishonour (curse), the disgrace,
| the fault, you (pl.) who harass, the idol temple (?), the vow of gods, and
the word of ishtars, the counter-charm (6) of ghosts, the highway robber,
the protector-demons of streets, the rattle of roof, baz (-demon), the
ayay-sound (?) of desert, the light-beings outside of the town, that
which oppresses in it (= town), the whisper (7) of cormers, the running of

the crescent (destroyer) (-demon), and the multitude (practice) of the
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accursed oath of night and vision of day time. They will be bound, and all
the idol-spirits will return against their summoner and against their
sender. (8) They will pass by and move away from every side of the sur-—
roundings of Keyanihaye bar Hatai and from Rabbi Josef bar 'Imma who has
sworn this (sc. incantation) and from his (= K's) home in the strong name
of three angels, Sariel, Mazdat (?), (and) 'Ekhrum. (9) And through a
powerful band (remedy) these angels will be exorcists (??) and boundaries
between good and evil and they will be a guard and (+ one word) for him,
Rabbi Josef bar 'Imma who has sworn this (incantation), and for Keyanibaye
bar Hatai. They (10) will guard and save and encourage and maintain Keya-
nihaye bar Hatai against the evil eye and the envious female watcher and
the male plotter and the female backbiter (or: ...the evil eye and the
envious gaze and the intrigue and the imprecation).

Sealed is the house and the people living in it, and they (= angels) enter
(11) his house and mount his/its roof and guard him, his cattle and his
properties. Bound and sealed is Keyanihaye bar Hatai as to his body,
closed and sealed are the three hundred members of his body with the bond
of the signet-ring of the heavens and with the seal of the band of the
earth, (12) so that you, all evil demons and moaners and impure females,
will not come to him, Keyanihaye bar Hatai. In the name of the idol—
spirits and ishtars and for the sake of the name of 'Ar'ar (?) and Yedu'el
and Ram-we-Nissa. Again bound and sealed is Keyanihaye bar Hatai with the
signet-ring of Great Selitos (7) (13) .... and the crushed...of nets
(??)....and its power, ayay (77)..... the gods and the oath(s) and the
bowl (?), your God, Sariah, Yahwe, Jesus, the Ho(ly) Gho(st) (?), the

idol-spirits, and the ishtars. Amen, Amen, Selah!
Commentary
Centre

1yne and 17719 are genuine J(ewish)A(ramaic) pl. imperative forms; §y§ in
17717 indicates a "full" vowel.l In Syriac the ending §w§ is mute for
native vocalizations; in Mandaic sg. imperatives are used also for the pl.

and in the sparse pl. forms there is an ending -un / —iunz.

1 Cf. J.N. Epstein (1770pOX), N?711 n70IR 71197 (A Grammar of Babylontan
Aramaic. Jerusalem 1960), p. 38 and 44.

2 See R. Macuch, Handbook of Classical and Modern Mandaie (Berlin 1965),
p- 258.
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71 and ?? are variants of YHWH.l

a1 pa. pf. "to warn, admonish", on the other hand '"to illumine, emit
light".2 Cf. Ezekiel chap. 3 where "warning" (170T0) occurs several times;
this chapter could well belong to the favourite literature of Jewish

magicians.
Line 1

n?nY "heaven(s)" or "his (sc.Yahwe”s) name", occurs also in line 11 where,

at least, '"heavens" is more probable.

770173173 does not appear in other bowls. The name seems to be a composition
of the roots Vkwn and Vhyy, but its vocalism remains questionable. [kyani-

bEyE]{+ "my vigour lives / revives" is just one possibility among others.
Line 2

2pN?1 = ?DNN?1 etpe. impf. As a result of the weakening and confusion of
the laryngeal consonants,S §'§ has been dropped. As for the prefix of impf.
§y§ pro §n§, see below, p. 22,

Line 3

The exact meaning of NNMNYYN remains to be assertained; "deliverance spell"

is suggested by Levine.6

NNPIN = NAF1Y "necklace charm". The spelling with an erroneous §'§ instead

c . . = 7
of §°§ occurs twice in other Aramaic bowl texts. Cf. 7DN?1 above.

1 For variants, see Montgomery, p. 273, and C.D. Isbell, Two Aramaic Incan-—
tation Bowls (Bulletin of the American School of Oriental Research,
Number 223, 1976, p. 15-23, henceforth: Isbell BASOR), p. 23.

2 M. Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yeru-
shalmi, and Midrashic Literature (Reprint, New York 1950), p. 382.

E.S. Drower and R. Macuch, A Mandaic Dictionary (Oxford 1963), p. 163-
164.

3 For biblical verses and phrases in bowl texts, see S5.A. Kaufman, A Unique

Bowl from Nippur (Journal of Near Eastern Studies, Vol. 32, 1973, p. 170-

174) and the literature mentioned there. See also C.D. Isbell, Corpus of

the Avamaic Incantation Bowls (SBL Dissertation Series 17. Missoula,

Montana 1975, henceforth: Isbell), p. 195 (list of quotations from Scrip-

ture) .

Cf. 778m 11 Bar-haye, Montgomery, p. 275.

See Harviainen, p. 14 & 26-27 and the literature mentioned there.

For different interpretations, see idem, p. 24.

Isbell BASOR, p. 16, line 1, and Montgomery 12:9 (= Isbell 23:9).

~ O L
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Line 4

Most of the verbs have both a legal and a concrete signification; 1?n?7n
= "excommunicated" or "perforated",l 1?1738 = "inserted, clasped,

fettered" or "split, broken open".
Line 5

" s |l3 "n £ " : ] a
¥n?7yp = "invocation or "mishap" as in Mandaic.

xNM2Y has §w§ added on the top of line between §y§ and §h§. §y§ does not

"shewa' vowel

occur elsewhere in this text as a counterpart of an expected
; : ; 5 . ‘

which is found in JA NADIYT, cf., below, p. 23. Thus §y§ is either an

error pro §w§ which has been added later or the pattern is dissimilar to

that of JA, appr. [siwh’tad].

N797 "dishonour, curse", cf., however, Mandaic gq(u)lala 1 "snare, trap".6
N117771 = (1) "contempt, disgrace', (2) "prison, lock", (3) ”slit".7
Meanings (1) and (2) are possible here, but the context N17V?n — N797p

lends more support to the first one. §dbzywn?§ in the Syriac bowl of the
Iraqi Museum, 44107, line 117 is most probably the same word, to be read
§w—bzywn?§, cf. also the context §w-qll' w-bzywn? w—bgywn'§.8 The word is
not mentioned in Syriac dictionaries, but the language of bowl texts does
not show respect for boundaries between literary dialects. NT?1 in Mont-
gomery 5:3 (= Isbell 10:3) may belong to the same root rather than to Vbzz

"to spoil, plunder"ﬁ X11771 does not occur elsewhere in bowls known to me.

1 Mandaic pe. = "to excommunicate'" (Drower-Macuch, p. 153) = Syriac afCel
(J. Payne Smith, A Compendious Syriac Dictionary. Reprint, Oxford 1976,
p. 158). According to Jastrow JA pe. means "to perforate", pa. "to
excommunicate'" (p. 503-504).

2 Jastrow, p. 1266. Drower-Macuch, p. 373. Cf. also Akkadian pakdru (aram.

Lw. ?) "(Hinde usw.) fesseln" (W. von Soden, Akkadisches Handwdrterbuch,

Band I1I. Wiesbaden 1972, p. 812a); I am grateful to Prof. Jussi Aro for

this reference and other valuable remarks.

See Montgomery, p. 84.

Mandaic giria 1, giriata 2 = "mishap, strife, pollution; incantations,

spells", Drower-Macuch, 412.

In Syriac bowl texts the word is spelled with §w§, see Harviainen, p.

22-23, and V. Hamilton, Syriac Incantation Bowls (an unpublished disser-—

tation, Brandeis University, Department of Mediterranean Studies, 1971.

Dissertation Abstracts 71-30,130), p. 197.

Jastrow, p. 1266, = "ecry".

Drower—-Macuch, p. 406.

Jastrow, p. 153.

See Harviainen, p. 9 & 11, note 18. Original publication: J. Teixidor,

The Syriac Incantation Bowls in the Iraq Museum (Sumer, Vol. XVIII,

Baghdad 1962, p. 51-62), p. 54-56.

9 See also below, p. 11.

~
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An Aramaic Incantation Bowl 9

N1?D70 appears in other bowls only in the Iraqi Museum bowl mentioned

above in which it is spelled §h§ywn'§.1 A noun pattern corresponding to
. 2 _— 2 . :

N17070 occurs in Syriac (Shetyand'§),” not in other Eastern Aramalc

dialects.

117031 "you (pl.) who harass'", act. part. pl. + enclitic suff. 2. masc.
pl. For the meaning, cf. especially Syriac Vkts pass. part. 'vexed or

harassed by a demon".3

730 N1 remains obscure. Who could Bath Hannah (or the daughter of Eve /
Hawwah) be in this context? A demon or a relative of Keyanihaye harassed
by demons? The translation "idol temple" goes back to Persian &loon
bot-khana "idol temple; tavern" (&= but "idol, image, any figure that is
an object of adoration").aln this case, however, 711N N11* would be a more

probable spelling.

xn7n, spelled with to %°s as in Montgomery 6:9 (= Isbell 11:9), "word",
according to Levine "imprecation".5 The second §1§ may represent the doub-
ling of [1], cf., however, Mandaic minilta with the dissimilation of [ll],6

JA ﬂzyg?, and n%7'7n below in line 10.

xn%apn, $m§ and §b§ are almost faded away and thus the reading of the word
remains uncertain. Possibly = N7177 "counter-charm'" found in many bowl

texts.8
Line 6

NNN1IN seems to be derived from the Hebrew term 11K "Totengeist"g, the

plural pattern follows the analogy of NIN / AN — NNiI1N "father(s)".

McCullough mentions 7711KR "ghosts'" in his Bowl A, line 2.1O However, the

See Harviainen, p. 9

Payne Smith, p. 138, "fault, slight sin".

idem, p. 232.

F. Steingass, A Comprehensive Persian—English Dictionary (London, s.a.
[1892]), p. 154-155.

According to C. Bartholomae (Altiranisches Wérterbuch. Strassburg 1904,
c. 968, s.v. butay) but "Gotzenbild" occurs also in Middle Persian.

5 B.A. Levine, The Language of the Magical Bowls (in J. Neusner, A History
of the Jews in Babylonia V, Later Sassanian Times. Studia Post-Biblica,
Vol. XV. Leiden 1970, p. 343-375), p. 355-356.

Macuch, p. 51. Drower-Macuch, p. 268. 7 Jastrow, p. 792.
Montgomery, p. 86 and 142 (similarly ?D?a before ?717%).

L. Koehler - W. Baumgartner, Hebridisches und aramdisches Lexikon zum
Alten Testament (Dritte Auflage, Lieferung I. Leiden 1967), p. 19-20.

10 W.S. McCullough, Jewish and Mandaean Incantation Bowls (Near and Middle
East Series, 5. Toronto 1967), p. 3-5.

s
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reading of this word (probably to be read 1117K 'they") is rather doubt-

ful.1

According to Montgomery and Isbell, ND?A means ''side; familiar spirit".2
In this text, at least, the Syriac and Mandaic signification ”marauder”3
is preferable, since ND?A is followed by 7772vT "of roads, highways".
However, the context implies that "the highway robber" is rather a demon
than an ordinary bandit.

27700 "protector-demons', cf. Mandaic mataraia "watcher, purgatory-demon,

purgatoryudweller"a and Syriac §ma§§er§y5'§ Mcustos.

1 McCullough™s publication raises several more questions. According to the
photograph of the bowl (published in McCullough, p. 2) the following
interpretation is at least as possible as that of the author’s.

(2) 1°3xYn apnn 170K 1?92N 7N0p2YEY NE 7NaYIaT7rT 7ot wat?in (1)
NIN 92 17TIARAT ANN??E N? O11PAD71 T117N NNGTAD 72 7ANAT Aama 7y 170077
21817 NAT K70 077D KNOYNR 12 7aNaT AY%?7A?7 Nnn 17230 na 7xnbowrTy (3)
NNBY7NN 72 7aNAT TP OYNT ANpTY?A Onn 17XT (4) xnenn 1l

(1) Haliziwa, 'El'el, Dil-re'u®el, Sari'el, and Shelishi'el enter (and)
come (or: they come), these five angels (2) who afflict through the
mouth (= word, command) of Babhai bar Mahlaphta. And they will tread the
the dedication(-prayer)s of Mahbarzin bar Hawwa (3) and of Shelam'el
bath Maredukh under the foot of Babhai bar Mahlaphta. Shut is the life
which is in him, Babhai bar Mahlaphta, (4) who is tied and sealed with
the signet-ring of 'El Shaddai. Of Babhai bar Mahlaphta.

McCullough:

(2) 1°O8%n nenn IR N7TN 7R7R29707 N7IR 7R7Y?79777 77N7N 27290 (1)
177728 TNNN?27 N7 71P2271 ]72IX NAO7AN 11 72K1 T A2 %y 177An 71
n11 NPND?IP KNGYND 12 72N2 T NY77A°7 AND 71T 01 7RR77E1717 (3) N70N)
NN 72 72N T TR YR T NARTY?A OAnt 77¥ T (4) xna7nn 11 2aNa 1

(1) Girt are E1-El, Dilricel, Sariel, and Shlishiel; be gone, ye five
angels (2) who are afflicting the house of Babai, son of Mahlapta, with
ghosts; and they will bind Qyymthd M'brzyn with a millstone; (3) the
Jerusalemite, daughter of Mruduk, (is) under the protection (or "good
luck™) of Babai, son of Mahlapta, (and of) Qristia, mistress of Babai,
son of Mahlapta; (4) this (lit. "which") is tied and sealed with the
signet-ring of El Shaddai belonging to Babai, son of Mahlapta.

According to Isbell (p. 3), however, "'Bowl A' is very clear and legible,
and there is little to add to McCullough”s transcription, translation,
or commentary to it." Discrepancies of this kind complicate the evalu-
ation of bowl texts for linguistic purposes.

Montgomery, p. 142-143. Isbell, p. 162 (vocabulary, no. 178).

Payne Smith, p. 69. Drower-Macuch, p. 76 and 91.

Drower-Macuch, p. 241. 9

C. Brockelmann, Lexicon Syriacwn” (Halis Saxonum 1928, henceforth: Brok-
kelmann, Lexicon), p. 562.

[ Ve S
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Xn7171 “streets", cf. Mandaic biria 1, pl. biriatal and Syriac §berrI£5'&

pl. §beryitd'§ "street, broad place"z.

X?72712 = Syriac §girgdyd'§ "clangor, excitatio" from the root Vgrgy
"rostris compulsatis clangorem dedit".3 As for NIAPNT X722, cf. Syriac

and JA §bar 'eggird'§ "demon'", 'Poltergeist".

287N NYP T1 remains obscure. In Montgomery 5:3 (= Isbell 10:3) N9%%7m1 N1721
...DTIYN as well as X?7T2 8717?11 in Isbell 52:3-4 may conceal a similar
expression.4 Certain occurrences of K77 N1 are also questionable in this
respect. A demon by the name of baz or biz is known to Mandaeans.5 TNTN

is obviously an onomatopoetic word; it seems to occur also in line 13.

21771 "(Mand.) light—beings"ﬁ; however, 7177 "weapons' or "].osses"7 is a

reading of quite the same probability.
Nn?p = [qayyama] or [qayma] "being, standing, existing'.

Y?n act. part. from the root Vhws "to squeeze, press closely", cf. T7X7N

(a case of laryngeal confusion) in Montgomery 1:11 (= Isbell 1+11)

XUN?Y "whisper, charm", the pattern tallies with Mandaic 1ih§a8, not with
Syriac or JA §1eb§§5'§.9

Line 7

XN1p "(street—)corner', pl. with §-t§ "when used figuratively"lo.

; : O i |
NUN?1 "running" as in JA and Mandaic.

NIN?D obviously = sahra £ in Mandaic. Among many interpretations proposed

1 Drower-Macuch, p. 62.

2 Payne Smith, p. 55. Cf. Isbell 68:4: XN?171 77N "the Lord of the Streets"

()i

3 Brockelmann, Lexicon, p. 131.

4 NT?1 could be derived from the root Vbzz "to spoil, plunder", see above,
p. 8.

5 Drower-Macuch, p. 46 and 60.

6 idem, p. 166.

7 JA ¥3771 T = "weapon; ornament'", II = "restriction, loss", Jastrow, p.
393; Mandaic zainag 1 = "weapon; fetter(s)", 2 = "harm, damage, loss,
mischief", Drower—Macuch, p. 158.

8 Drower-Macuch, p. 236.

9 Payne Smith, p. 241. Jastrow, p. 704.

10 Payne Smith, p. 520.
11 Jastrow, p. 1473. Drower-Macuch, p. 433.
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for the term,1 "crescent spirit' may gain support from the 'running'
mentioned as a characteristic of this demon, also the vocalism with an
i-sound in the first syllable could be more closely related to JA 217D
and Mandaic siraz "moon" than to (Syriac) §sdrha'§ "corruptor, destroyer".
However, if the word is a metathesis of §srh'§ as proposed by Niéldeke,

§h§ in NIN7D is to be read §h§.

172410 = either N?7A1D ,?A1D0 I = "multitude, largeness'" or X7A1D II = "walk;
study; practice, usage', which ocecur in JA,3 but not in other Eastern

Aramaic dialects (+ suff. 3. pers. fem. sg.).

NNRYR obviously paccel pass. part. fem. from the root Vsmt (/t/ of the
feminine suffix is assimilated into the last root consonant) = "accursed,
excommunicated, banned". Dictionaries do not mention a noun with the prefix

§m-§ of this root.

N11770 "vision", the genuine Aramaic form instead of the hebraizing N1177TN

which also appears in bowl texts.4
NnINT "of day time', spelled as in Syriac (§'Im5m§).5

1170N?71 = 117DNN?3, the mute §'§ has been dropped, similarly 17DANT in
Montgomery 4:4 (= Isbell 5:4) and DN?1 in Montgomery 19:14 (= Isbell 21:
14). For the prefix §n—-§ of this and following verbs (pro ?pn?, line 2),

see below, p. 22.

1110371, the root Vkmr is attested in a meaning suited to the context,
viz. "to return", only in Mandaic and Modern East Aramaic ("Assyrian').
Pa“Cel implied by the spelling bears, however, a transitive signification,
"to send back", which does not make sense here. Thus we have to interpret

the form as ethpaccal in which /t/ is assimilated into the first root

1 "erescent-spirit, sorcery-spirit", "Zauberer", "Verderber'", "corruptor,
destroyer'", for the sources of proposals, see S. Niditch, Incantation
Texts and Formulaic Language: A New Etymology for lwmry® (Orientalia,
Vol. 48, 1979, p. 461-471), p. 463, fn. 12.

Drower-Macuch, p. 310: "demon'"; for occurrences in Mandaic bowl texts,
see E.M. Yamauchi, Mandaic Incantation Texts (American Oriental Series,
Vol. 49. New Haven, Conneticut 1967), p. 343,

2 J. Levy, Worterbuch iiber die Targumim und Midraschim (Zweite Auflage.

Berlin und Wien 1924), Dritter Band, p. 485, s.v. N)AD, N1QD, 107D,

Drower-Macuch, p. 329 sira 1. FAT T T

Jastrow, p. 961.

See Isbell, p. 165 (vocabulary, no. 274).

Payne Smith, p. 13.

See Drower-Macuch, p. 218-219,.

[=a BV, I = )
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consonant.1 This verb with the assimilated /t/ occurs also in the Syriac
bowl Hamilton 16:5 (§nkmrwn§, Hamilton and Teixidor: "may they be made

mournful — and may there fall upon their master their invocation“).2

1713°n9, §y§ indicates that the vocalism resembles that of Mandaic
(patikra) and deviates from JA and Syriac (§pe5§5;5'§).3 After 1701712
status determinatus would be expected pro st. abs. here. For the suffix

17n- (17n%13, 1?13717, and 170277wD), see below, p. 21-22,

Line 8

1172071 = 1172yn23, §°§ has been dropped as §'§ above in 7pn? (line 2)

and 1170021 (line 7), similarly 71%van 1172<y>n1 10?7707 in Isbell 43:6.

1107771 "they will depart", the confusion of laryngeal consonants has
called forth various neologisms of the roots Vzwh, VzwC, Vzhh, and VEEE,A
¢f. NT?T in Montgomery 3:2 (= Isbell 8:2), TIWY?T?NT etc. in Montgomery 7:5
(= Isbell 3:5), 1?n?7?nM1 in Isbell 39:4, and TIN?T?0T in Isbell 43:6.

N1TN = Mandaic hdara and Syriac §hegﬁr§‘§ "district round about", pl.

. 5
"surroundings".

Rabbi Josef bar "Imma is not attested in other bowl texts known to me. He
is probably the actual writer of the bowl text, not an authority on

exorcists like Joshua bar Perat_mia.6
171 is the genuine Eastern (Babylonian) Jewish title pro Palestinian ?17.

N?NT seems to be pf. of pecal of the root Vymy "to swear" spelled with

an initial §'§ as in Syriac8 (cf. ?N?N?N in the bowl text published by

1 See Mandaic counterparts in Drower-Macuch, p. 218, and Macuch, p. 267.

Assimilated forms are common also in JA, see Epstein, p. 50. However,

J. Malone ("Mipipo N12ya" ¥ noNANA 172 73v71 11707 Yy maya ,N'm L

N NTINN 1721 [Observations of Linguistic Similarity Between the

Babylonian Aramaic of "H&lakot Pésuqot" and Mandaic], Leshonenu 37,

1973, p. 161-164) mentions this phenomenon as one of the features

shared with Aramaic of the H#1akot PEsuqot and Mandaic (p. 161, § 2.3.).

Iraqi Museum, no. 60960, published by Teixidor, p. 59-61.

See Drower-Macuch, p. 366, Jastrow, p. 1254, and Payne Smith, p. 471.

See Montgomery, p. 130 and 139.

Drower-Macuch, p. 131. Payne Smith, p. 128.

For Joshua bar Perahia, see J. Neusner, A History of the Jews in

Babylonia V, Later Sassanian Times (Studia Post-Biblica, Vol. XV.

Leiden 1970), p. 235-241.

7 H.L. Strack, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash (transl., New York
1969), p. 303, note 9.

8 Payne Smith, p. 193, s.v. §yima', "Tmd'§.

[= B I = R VLR (S ]
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Smelik, line 3; hardly afel which would be spelled (’)n1n1u);l in this
case the final §h§ indicates the object suffix of the 3. pers. fem. sg.
referring to the incantation in its totality. A suffix of the 3 pers.
masc. would require a §y§ between §m§ and §h§, see above, p. 4. Thus,
e.g. '"who is his mother'" is improbable. Similarly the fact that §y§ is

lacking makes imperfect forms (with a suffix) unlikely.

pnTTn-angel is not attested in other bowl texts; the name seems to be

i 2
Persian.
01127N = "how exalted!"
Line 9

1¥N seems to equal Syriac §Ce§§E§'§ "bandage; binding up; remedy, pre-
scription"B, §'§ pro §°§ derives its origin from the confusion of lar-
yngeals. The final §'§ is either forgotten or the form is a status con-—

structus, i.e, "with help of the Mighty one”s band".

17701 "these" as in Mandaic and Syriac.4 In JA 1790 occurs in earlier
Tractates of the Talmud (Nedarim etc.) as well as in the Geonic litera-
ture; it is found also in a number of Aramaic bowls.s However, ?1i is

the standard form of JA.6

171171, see below, p. 21-22.

231019, there is no suitable derivative from the root Vprh in Aramaic
dictionaries.7 Persian ol »» Sy pari-kiwan "exorcist, magician"8 (+ §y§,
the Aramaic plural ending) offers a tempting explanation; however, pari
goes back to pairika- "Zauberin, Hexe"g,which would require a §y§ (and
obviously also §k§) between §r§ and §h§. Thus the meaning of this word

remains uncertain.

1 K.A.D. Smelik, An Aramaic Incantation Bowl in the Allard Pierson Museum
(Bitbliotheca Orientalis, Jaargang XXXV, 1978, p. 174-175).

2 Cf. Ahura-mazdah, Malatog, Malala, Mazdai, Mazda-data (F. Justi,
Iranisches Namenbuch. Marburg 1895, p. 7-10, 201) & ?N1TTD in Isbell 19.

3 Payne Smith, p. 423. NYa¥XN "finger" might also be possible here as
status constructus; the word is of fem. gender, and thus N97pN cannot
be its attribute.

4 Drower-Macuch, p. 121. Payne Smith, p. 104, s.v. §han§.

5 Epstein, p. 24.

W.H. Rossell, 4 Handbook of Aramaic Magical Texts (Shelton Semitic

Series, Number II. Ringwood Borough, New Jersey 1953), p. 28, § 4.10.

Epstein, p. 23.

Could the enigmatic ﬂ(l]ﬂ197 (Ezek. 13:20) occurring in a prophecy

against magic bands be reflected in this term? For Ezekiel quotations,

see Kaufman, p. 171-172, and above, p. 7.

-~
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77X¥?n "boundary" or "rope—bridge";1 in the text Isbell 57:7, however, the
word occurs with the meaning "corner" (= Mandaic migra;z Isbell: "the

four borders of the house of Bahram-GuSnasp").
w219 1v 7171, masc. sg. st. abs. forms in a neuter signification.
270?973, a mistake pro ??n?17J,

. . e . .'n i
N?1D1, possibly = Syriac §n turyd'§ "observatio"”, i.e. an abstract noun

with the ending §-y§ as in Syri&z-:.‘q

231A01/77/0 could be a Persian term, but its meaning and etymology are

not clear to me.

1137X accords with the "dialectal and Geonic" 1117K "they" in JAS (cf.
Mandaic Afnun and Syriac §hennon§, §'ennon§);6 contrary to them, the

usual JA counterpart is 11)7K, 311§.?
Line 10
For the prefix §ny-§ of the following verbs (paccel), see below, p. 23.

17117TN8?1, on the basis of other verbs we would expect a transitive
(causative, pa el) sense also here. The root Vphz has a general meaning
of "being reckless, wanton'" or "boasting". With a positive intention
paccel may be roughly construed in this context as "to encourage,
harden'.

N711737371, the root Vkikl (from Vkwl) does not occur in Aramaic. It

"and

seems to be a loan from the 0ld Testament, from a passage such as

Joseph provided his father, his brothers, and all his father”s household

with food (Gen. 47:12, Revised Standard Version), or "a man”s spirit

will endure sickness" (Prov. 18:14, RSV). In Hebrew 7272 means also "to
i /B

arm, fit out".

8 Steingass, p. 246.
9 Bartholomae, c. 863.

1 Jastrow, p. 828, s.v. 1¥n, NX(?)n I & II. Hardly = Iranian &invat-
bridge.

2 Drower-Macuch, p. 269.

3 Brockelmann, Lexicon, p. 426.

4 See Th. Néldeke, Syrische Gramnatik (Leipzig 1880), p. 76, § 137.
However, N?11U1 would be the spelling expected.

5 Epstein, p. 20.

6 Macuch, p. 154. Noldeke, p. 42.

7 Epstein, p. 20.

8 Jastrow, p. 643.
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NN73DN from the root Vsky "to look, look out, foresee, hope". A noun
*masszﬁ’ does not occur, in any event, in dictionaries, and thus KN?723DN
seems to be the active participle st. det. sg. (or pl.) of paccel (or
af®el) = "female watcher(s), speculator(s) (sc. with the evil eye)".1

Cf., however, awnn and N770 below.

xnnpn "envious' as in Mandaic and Syriac,2 found also in the bowl texts
Isbell 38:4 (the envious eye) and Isbell 42:9 (the evil and envious eye).

In JA Vhsm means "to muzzle" or "bright and hard, flinty" (pass. part.).

X179 18NN and the following RI¥?% N7Yn are analogous expressions in which
"heart" and "tongue" are the active organs. 1¥Nn (masc.) and n7'n (fem.)
are in status constructus. However, their grammatical structure is not
clear. The former seems to be an act. part. of the stem paccel, appr. =
"plotter",4 but as its counterpart, we would expect n79ynn* in the second
idiom.5 I€ nYYn is considered a participle, NI®?7 N77n could mean

", female backbiter". However, the occurrence of NN77n in line 5 above
leads us to surmise that NN?2DR, 1wnn, and nYYn were nouns (or infini-
tives) at any rate, appr. "the envious gaze and the thought of heart (=

intrigue) and the word of tongue (= imprecation)'.
n?an?, for the suffix, see below, p. 19-21.

17778, according to the context = 1777y from the root VTI1 "to enter".

Similar spellings are well attested in Mandaic.6

The entrance of helping and protective spirits who come to a house (and
onto its roof) in order to defend it against calamities is an idea found

also in other bowl texts,7 as well as in a version of the Syriac Book of

See Drower-Macuch, p. 330, Jastrow, p. 989, and Payne Smith, p. 376.

Drower-Macuch, p. 151. Payne Smith, p. 151.

Jastrow, p. 488.

See Payne Smith, p. 160-161, Jastrow, p. 508-509, and Drower—-Macuch,

p. 154. The shadings of the root and its stems vary in dialects.

A noun *mhZb' does not occur in Aramaic dictionaries.

5 nY9n could be explained as (1) a pass. part. of the stem pe., found in
Syriac (Payne Smith, p. 273, = "eloquent"), (2) an act. part. of pa.
without the prefix §m§, cf. examples provided by G. Dalman (Grammatik
der jiidisch-paldstinischen Araméisch. Leipzig 1894, p. 229-230), or,
most easily, (3) a case of haplography pro n77nn.

6 See Yamauchi, p. 346, s.v. VCII, and Drower-Macuch, p. 20, s.v. ALL II.

7 Cf. Isbell 49:11; Harviainen, HB, lines 7-9, and IMB, lines 7t-9%; and

C.H. Gordon, Two Aramaic Incantations (Biblical and Near Eastern Studies.

Essays in Honor William Sanford LaSor. Grand Rapids, Michigan 1978, p.

231-244), ZRL 48, line 6, p. 233-234.

ol e
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Protection copied in AD 1802/3 (!).1 These clauses seem to lend support
to the conclusion that at least one of the purposes conceived for magi-
cal bowls was to serve as a combined prison and food cup of spiritus

familiares, >
Line 11

The number of the members of Keyanihaye”s body, viz. three hundred, is
exceptional. In Aramaic bowl texts the usual amount is 248 (e.g. Isbell
44:8, 46:5, 53:14) which agrees with the number mentioned elsewhere in
Jewish traditions. In contrast, later generations of Syrians possess 366

members.

n7pY NPTy = "the signet-ring of the heavens" or, less probably (cf. lines

2-3), "the signet-ring of his (sc. God”s) name''.

NNIDT most probably = NMDNT "of the band, bundle".4 Another interpret—
ation would be "of the princess",5 but "a princess of the earth" occurs
nowhere else. NID?N which Isbell believes to mean '"prince" is also rather
"a band, bind", at least in his text 50:3-4 & 7, cf. the parallelism with

"the signet-ring". The same may be true of §sdt'§ in Hamilton 18:10.
Line 12

27nn1, obviously from the root Vnhm "to make noise, roar, moan'". The end-

ing §-y§ seems to be a kind of nisba.

XN?P1Y could be an equal nisba formation as ?7nN1, now with the fem. pl.
ending = "impure females (sc. demons)"; cf. masc. MU in Montgomery 29:7

(= Isbell 37:7: "impurities") in a similar list of tormentors.

01PN, according to Jastrow "in the name of; for sake of (preventing)".6
However, the difference between D1¥1 and DI¥N remains vague in our two

occurrences.

AN and 7K17? are not present in other texts known to me. §r§ and §d§ are

1 H. Gollanz, The Book of Protection (London 1912. Repr. Amsterdam 1976),
Cod. A § 15, p. 11-12.

See Harviainen, p. 5, fn. 6, and p. 10, note 6.

See Gollanz, Cod. A § 12, p. 9, and § 23, p. l6.

See Jastrow, p. 57, s.v. NJP?¥ TI.

Cf. NID "prince" in Isbell 3:17, 57:5, and 58:4,12.

The idea of a relationship between microcosm and macrocosm is not
unknown in bowl texts, see Harviainen, p. 16.

6 Jastrow, p. 1536.

(%, B FL R
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not discernible; in addition, the final §r§ of 'Ar'ar may be a final §k§.

N¥?11 DY, a loan from Isa. 6:1 and 57:15 (Nyg] D), RSV: "high and lifted
up", "the high and lofty One") where the expression occurs as a name of

God.

P12, the first §s§ is uncertain. Names of spirits with a final §s§ are
numerous in magical texts, and no doubt, every magician could coin new

ones. D1V?YD does not appear in other texts known to me.
Line 13

The following letters and words are rather well preserved and legible.
However, they remain incomprehensible. The publications of incantation
bowls abound similar obscure passages,l but obviously many of them result

from the lack of a final insight unlocking the correct interpretation.

N1n, if the reading is correct, NIN refers to this bowl itself;2 as a

rule the bowls are called NDNJ, KRY?DP, or KNp1?)2,

N7, spelled with §5§ as in Hebrew (5@r-Yah), cf. N2 in Geller B, line
10.3 A good example of the vacillation between §§§ and §s§ is provided by
the third bowl of Borisov, in which we first have 07700 ¥ W and N1 NOID
later on.a

D1D? is a transcription of the Greek form "Incolg; cf. DPPIN? in Isbell

52:3 as well as the Syriac §yhws§ and its variations in Geller A.S

T7 M1, the first two letters are annoyingly faded, but if the reading is
correct, we may be concerned here with an abbreviation of riha' (d®-)
qudsa' "the Holy Ghost"; this kind of abridgement is a usual phenomenon

in Syriac and Jewish manuscripts. Jesus (G§M)6 and the Holy Ghost (ruha d-

qudéa)7 are well attested in Mandaic texts where both of them bear a

See e.g. ZRL 48 published by Gordon, p. 233-236.

= JA NIRD "thing, vessel, garment', Jastrow, p. 796.

3 M.J. Geller, Two Incantation Bowls Inscribed in Syriac and Aramaic
(Bulietin of the School of Oriental and African Studies. University of
London. Vol. XXXIX, 1976, p. 422-427), p. 426. According to Geller N?7W
means "the princes", which could be true in an older text. Here,
however, the masc. pl. ending is §-y§, not §-y'S§.

4 A.Y. Borisov (A.SI. BopucoB), 2nurpaduueckKkue 3amMeTKH. YeTHpe apa-

MeHCKHe MaruuecKue damu IpmuTaxa (Snmuepaguwa Bocmowa XIX, 1969, p.

3-13), p. ll. These four bowls have not been mentioned by Isbell in his

Corpus.

Geller, p. 424-425.

Drower-Macuch, p. 358.

Idem, p. 428, 406.

b=
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negative connotation. Taking into account the syncretistic nature of bowl
texts the appearance of names of this kind in a "Jewish" bowl is not
quite surprising, cf. also the end of the sentence XAIAD?X1 77123709 "the
idol-spirits and the ishtars'. The magicians endeavour to influence their

g . . 1
own gods and spirits as well as their antagonists.

Linguistic Remarks

In this bowl there are a considerable number of words and constructions
which deviate from JA. Most of them, however, have counterparts in other

Fastern Aramaic dialects. These features could be classified as follows:

Mandaic Mand. & Syr. Syriac Others

7177 7 (line 6) ND7A (6) N1707°n (5) Pref. -7 (2)
Nen'7 o (6) 22700 (6) N?7A712 (6) an77n (5)
Vvana  (7) NN?7171 (6) Nanx (7) Suff. 1720-, 17-
N137n9 (7,12,13) NN (8) anx (8) (7,9)
n7an? (10, pl. + suff.) 1770 (9) (N)axn (9) N1 (9)

xnonn  (10) 1R (9) 27001 (12)
xnnw (12)
The lexical deviations — surprising numerous in a rather short text like
this one - may be attributable to our imperfect knowledge of JA; the same
is true in regard of nominal patterns, although it is probable that koiné-

trends would influence these areas of language most readily.

Masc. Pl. + Suff. 3. Pers. Masc. Sg.

n7an? (line 10) is not necessarily a plural form, although Keyanihaye
hardly lived alone in his house. However, in bowl texts, we have a number
of similar cases in which the suffix added to a masculine plural consists
of §h§ only (pro §-why§). Such examples in Aramaic bowls are N711 "his
sons" in Isbell 2:4, 33:2, and 61:5, 111 (idem) in Isbell 70:3, and nP1?7%
"to his wives" in Isbell 60:11 as well as prepositions supplied with suf-
fixes 11Ny "after him" in Isbell 60:11 and n?Y7y "over him'" in Isbell
6414, 65:3, and 67:5 (7).2

1 See Isbell BA, p. 9-10.

2 "Regular" forms are also represented in bowls: ?n1117y1 (Isbell 53:7),
20110 (Isbell 23:6, twice), ?n1nTp (Isbell 8:11 and 12:11 where there
is a mistaken §t§ pro §h§, cf. Montgomery 8:11), ?mn?Tp (Isbell BASOR,
Part III:1, p. 18), and 7M7Yy (Isbell 12:16).
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We encounter the same phenomenon in Syriac bowls. In Hamilton 1:11 and
1:14 §bnfi§ means "his sonsg", which occurs also in HB published by me
(line 2);1 the prepositional cases are §qdmh§ (Hamilton 6:10 and Harvi-
ainen, line ?),2 §Clyh§ (Hamilton 10:6},3 and §°1k§ (probably fem.,
Hamilton 8:3).

In Mandaic, masc. nouns with this suffix are identical in singular and
plural, thus edﬁ ([idi]) means either "his hand" or "his hands", cf. also
§bnh§ "his sons”, §'hh§ "his brothers"”, and §°1h§ / §°1'wh§ in Mandaic
incantation texts.* A parallel development has taken place in Modern East
Aramaic dialects: [b@tu] = "his house" or "his houses",5 [Caine] = "hig

eye" or "his eyes".6

According to Montgomery, this phenomenon is a Mandaism.7 However, on the
basis of Modern East Aramaic we may now consider the change to be a
general trend of development in Eastern Aramaic. Bowl texts bridge the

gap which has existed between Mandaic and Northern Modern dialects in

this respect. In favour of the argument that the difference between singu-—
lar and plural forms has disappeared and was not substituted by another
distinction, the pseudo-correct ?A1IART ?MINTE 10 ?2A70¥ 1M1 711707 10

in the fourth bowl text published by Borisov8 is also a clear proof.

As for other personal suffixes, the vacillation of plene and defective
spellings in bowls complicate the decision. However, the preponderance of

defective incidences seems to support the conclusion that the masc. nouns

1 Harviainen, p. 6 and 16.

2 idem, p. 7 and 19. Contrary occurrences are §qdmwhy§ (Hamilton 10:5) and
§qdmwh§ (Hamilton 9:8). :

3 Contrary occurrences are §Cylwﬁ§ and §Ly1wh§ in its duplicate (Hamilton
9:8,9 and 10:15.

4 See Macuch, p. 158, and Yamauchi, p. 90.

5 See Th. Noéldeke, Grammatik der neusyrischen Sprache am Urmia-See und
Kurdistan (Leipzig 1868), p. 147, § 77, and K.G. Cereteli (Tsereteli,
LepeTenu), COBpPeMeHHHN acCHPUHCKUA A3HK (Moscow 1964; also in
Italian [Naples 1970], English [Moscow 1978], and German [Leipzig 1978]).

6 0. Jastrow, Laut- und Formenlehre des neuaramiischen Dialekts von Midin
im Tur €Abdin (Zweite Auflage. Bamberg 1970), p. 52, § 47 (in fHUroyd the
form of the article distinguishes between singular and plural also in
nouns supplied with suffixes).

7 See Montgomery, p. 30, 125, and 172. 131 and n7Y mentioned on p. 172 by
him refer, however, to a feminine owner and thus are irrelevant in this
question., Also in our bowl the fem. suffix is a mere §-h§ (see above, p.
4).

Rossell (p. 38-39) mentions the phenomenon and considers the suffix
§-why§ to be "borrowed from Reichsaramdisch".
8 Borisov, p. 12.
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and prepositions had lost the distinction between singular and plural

also when other suffixes were added to them.

Fem. Pl. Endings pro Anticipated Masc.

In 170377p0 YY1 1703777 %y 1712709 120710 11103201 1170(N)n7 (line 7)
17713709 should be of masc. gender (cf. the opposition between 1712719 and
XNAND7N) . Similarly we have no reason to suppose that the angels mentioned
in line 8 were feminine. Nevertheless, 17113, which twice refers to them,
is impf. of 3. pers. fem. pl. The letters §w§ and §y§ are not always dis-
tinguishable in bowl texts, and if we had no more examples, we could
easily read §w§ instead of §y§ in these words. However, the following
phrases reveal that the confusion of masc. and fem. possessive suffixes
of plural forms was one of the development trends in Eastern Aramaic. In
.. T1I<?>80n 1n 112?13 J1<7>DN NMU<1>71 77127081 7300 11<P>91 ?70N9°T 11a1
<. 170710 JI<7>DR ... KDAP?] NDII7XY 7227T 772709 73 NI 7<>T7)
(Isbell 58:1-3) we have feminine forms referring to groups consisting of
both masc. and fem. demons; on the other hand, masc. forms occur instead
of the anticipated fem. possessive suffixes and fem. plurals of parti-
ciples in J1AN777N1 jlﬂ’n0151 Ja0TIvY Jiatean 7raw NONPAN 7P 17P710
...1n (Isbell 57:7) and in 117797TH 17271 ... NORPAN 7v1 J?077 170712

1171[?] 7721y 17717DN 1101722121 (Isbell 57:8).

This phenomenon does not appear in Eastern Middle Aramaic dialects, not
even in Mandaic where there is a tendency to favour masc. sg. forms in
verbs irrespective of the gender of the subject(s)l and in which differ-
ent possessive suffixes are well preserved; the same applies to Modern
Mandaic.2 However, Modern East Aramaic reveals a parallel development
concerning suffixes at least. The difference between genders is retained
only in the suffixes of the singular; in the plural the feminine forms
have disappeared and have been replaced by their masc. countarparts.3

Similarly, masc. pl. participles have been substituted for fem. pl, st.

1 See Yamauchi, p. 142-143, § 10.16.

2 Macuch, p. 159-160.

3 Cereteli, p. 31-32. A. Siegel, Laut- und Formenlehre des neuaramdischen
Dialekts des Tir Abdin (Beitrige zur semitischen Philologie und Lin-
guistik. Heft 2. Hannover 1923. Repr. Hildesheim 1968), p. 68.
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. , : i g L
abs. forms in Modern East Aramaic as well as in Modern Mandaic.  In bowl
texts this tendency has given rise either to "modern" constructions like
those in the last two examples or, pseudo-correct constructions which are

visible in our bowl as well as in the phrase Isbell 58:1-3 cited above.

It is possible that also 1711 derives from the same development although
in its larger form. In Mandaic masculine imperfects are often used
instead of feminine, and imperative forms except that of the 2. pers.
masc. sg. are obviously restituted, as well as in Syriac (there is no
genuine imperfect left in Modern Mandaic).2 Likewise, the Modern East
Aramaic imperative has only the mase, form in the plural (imperfect has
disappeared there also).3 Thus 17111 may result from a dialect in which
genders were no longer distinguished in the plurals of the imperfect,

i.e. 17111 could be a pseudo-correct feature in this bowl text.

§y§ as a Prefix of the Imperfect

The prefix §y§ of ?pn? (line 2) is exceptional here but well documented
in other Aramaic bowls, cf. Rossell: "In the 3rd. masc. sg., either 7, 1,
or 7 may occur. Both preformative ? and 1 occur in a ratio of 2 to 1 to
preformative 9. In the 3rd. plural masculine, the preformative ? occurs
in a ratio of 3 to 1 to preformative 1 and in a ratio 7 to 1 to prefor-
mative 7." According to him, "7 seems to be limited to the Jussive" and
"may well reflect Accadian substratum' (?)'é §1§ occurs also in Mandaic
bowls, but the sole occurrence of §y§ is §1'ymty'§ "he may not reach"

in the incantation Yamauchi 22:94.5 The present spelling of Mandaic indi-
cates, however, that §y§ is no Hebraism of JA, but originates from

spoken dialects in which /y/ has been retained in this position or, more

likely, is a Western feature.6

1 Cereteli, p. 31-32. Siegel, p. 104.

Macuch, p. 280 and 278 (pro Classical Mandaic napga(n) etc.).

In JA the final §n§ of feminine participles of plural is often dropped,
thus X1Nd may be fem. pl. = 11n3, see E.Y. Kutscher, Aramaic (Encyclo-
paedia Judaica, Vol. 3. Jerusalem 1971, c. 259-287), c. 280-281.
Macuch, p. 257-258 and 274-275.

Cereteli, p. 52. Siegel, p. 146-147 and 170.

Rossell, p. 48-49.

Yamauchi, p. 116, § 9.5.

Or did the magicians consider the ancient Imperial Aramaic y- more
impressive than the prosaic n-?

[ IV, R = WO
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§ny-§ as the Prefix of PaCel

As mentioned above (p. 4), §y§ occurs as the counterpart of an anticipated
"shewa" in addition to the prefixes of paccel (17117171 etc. in line 10)
only in Nn&7x and there also §y§ hardly indicates an original ''shewa" (see
above, p. 8). Malone has called attention to similar forms of paccel in
the HA13kot Pésiqot (D??7?n, 11717n°n, 077?h). Although the prefix is
spelled plene only in the participles in that text while in Mandaic §y§
(or §°§) appears regularly in the prefixes of participles only when
suffixed and, in addition to them, in the prefixes of the imperfect,
Malone is inclined to see here one of those features which link the
language of the Halakot PEsuqot with Mandaic.l In our case the conformity
is more evident, and we can conclude that §y§ in the prefixes of paccel
indicates a "full" vowel (%) as in Mandaic.2 Consequently, we have here
one more isogloss which testifies in favour of the larger dispersion of

the Mandaic dialect type in the past.

k kK

Features which could be called Eastern Aramaic koiné seem to be found
almost in every bowl text. Unfortunately, the publishers of texts have
usually been satisfied with the interpretation of the contents of the
texts. No doubt many of the exceptional features have been normalized
since they have seemed like mistakes to the publisher. In the absence of

clear photographs it is no easy task to trace phenomena of this kind.

In conclusion we may enumerate the koiné features which are exhibited by

just two bowls, our bowl here and the Syriac bowl published by me

earlier:

(1) Confusion of laryngeal consonants.

(2) Phonetic spellings (e.g. §ny-§, §1-'nSh§) which may indicate devi-
tions between spoken and literary dialects.

(3) Pronouns which do not conform to the boundaries of literary dialects.

(4) Easy transfer of nouns and different noun formations from one dialect

to another.

1 See Malone, p. 163, § 2.7. and footnotes 13x-15.
2 idem. Macuch, p. 127-128, § 80.
3 Harviainen, esp. p. 26-28.
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(5) Conformation of masc. plural nouns supplied with possessive suffixes
to the corresponding singular forms; similar development in prep-
ositions which follow the pattern of masc. plurals when supplied
with suffixes.

(6) Confusion of genders occurring in pronominal suffixes of the plural
and possibly also in impf. forms of the plural in verbs.

(7) Use of the impf. prefix §y-§ besides the Eastern §n-§.

The realization of /a/ as [&] or [o] (indicated by §w§) is well attested
in many bowl texts,l but does not appear in these two incantations, cf.,

however, 1 in 711019 (?? line 9).

Among the literary Eastern Aramaic dialects, Mandaic provides us with the
most counterparts of these phenomena, a fact which may be a consequence

of the less solid literary usage of this dialect. Also Modern East Aramaic
dialects are worth looking into in this respect. The most startling detail
is the impf. prefix §y-§, which testifies that this koiné is not identical
with any known type of Eastern Aramaic. Teixidor has divided the Syriac
script of the bowls published by him into Palmyrene Syriac and Edessene
Estrangelo.2 Perhaps the Palmyrene type of script was not the only loan
from Western regions in Mesopotamia; together with other cultural contacts
also dialect features (immigrants, magicians?) may have reached areas

where Eastern Aramaic was spoken.

1 See Rossell, p. 20-21, § 3.15, and Hamilton, p. 55, § 3.9.
2 Teixidor, p. 61.

APPENDIX
A CRYPTOGRAPHIC BOWL TEXT OR AN ORIGINAL FAKE?

Among the antiquities presented by the Iraqi Government to HM Carl XVI
Gustaf, the King of Sweden, there is a small bowl with a "text" written

in four circular lines inside the bowl. The lines are separated by circles
inscribed with the same ink. The bowl which belongs to His Majesty’s
collection is now preserved in the Museum of Mediterranean and Near

Eastern Antiquities (Medelhavsmus&et) in Stockholm.l

1 I am greatly obliged to Husgerddskammaren (The Royal Household Office)
for their kind permission to publication.
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The characters with which the text is written do not represent any known
alphabet. Thus the bowl may be inscribed by an illiterate magician for an
analphabet client. However, the number of different characters, viz. 22
(some of them are uncertain), gives rather the idea that we are here
dealing with a cryptographic text in which Aramaic letters have been
replaced by new, magic characters.l All the characters are written separ-
ately and quite carefully. They have the following forms: ud, .9, J’,Z
L.v,¢,. 1, v.6.C, o, ""t"’"” Ak, 0, N, U ne, N, U,
and Y.

The inseription is quite short and does not indicate (possible) word
boundaries. Thus, a deciphering remains haphazard, and my attempts have
not met with success. Nevertheless, I here wish to publish two photo-
graphs of the bowl, as this kind of inscription is obviously not unique.
According to Montgomery there are in the University of Pennsylvania
Museum about 30 bowls which he classifies as "original fakes'". They are
"inscribed with letters arbitrarily arranged, or with pot-hooks, or even
in some cases with mere scrawls." In addition to them "there are a few
texts which are fairly written...and may be in some non-Semitic tongue,
whether, for example, in Pahlavi,..." Montgomery s description of the bowl
no. 2954 closely resembles the bowl discussed here: "One of the neatest

of the (sc. fairly written T.H.) bowls, No. 2954, containing only four
cirecular lines of inscription, interested me as presenting a novel alpha-
bet; but I soon came to the conclusion that this is but another "fake",
produced we may suppose by some learned impostor — or wag.“3 As far as I
know, no photograph of this inscription has been published and the same is
true of the other exceptional bowls mentioned by Montgomery. A comparison
of this suspect material may, however, give us useful information on
ancient Mesopotamian superstitions and, at least, answer the questions

raised by Montgomery almost half a century ago.

1 Cryptogrammic spellings are well attested in bowl texts, see Isbell BA,
p. 14-15, and his article Some Cryptograms in Aramaic Incantation Bowls
(Journal of Near Eastern Studies, Vol. 33, 1974, p. 405-407).

2 A similar sign occurs in Isbell 63, three times in line 1 and once in
line 7.

3 Montgomery, p. l4.



Pl. 1. Bowl from Borsippa.
Photo Museovirasto (National Board of Antiquities and

Historical Monuments, Helsinki), Timo Syrjdnen 1979.

Pl. 3. The Bowl Presented to HM Carl XVI Gustaf.

Courtesy of Medelhavsmuséet (The Museum of Mediterranean

and Near Eastern Antiquities, Stockholm).



Pl. 2. Text of the Borsippa Bowl.

Photo Museovirasto, Timo Syrjdnen 1979.
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