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PREFACE 

This study is offered with a healthy mixture of hope and fear. The 
hope is that readers might find the individual arguments regard-
ing the relevant linguistic features as significant as the author 
finds them and their cumulative strength sufficiently convincing 
to warrant reassessment of certain entrenched views. If so, the 
research will have had the desired corrective result. 

The fear is that the arguments here will be deemed too nar-
row and focused on linguistic and orthographic details to be of 
broad interest to biblical scholars and that the suggested impli-
cations will be considered too extreme to merit due consideration. 
As formulated, the proposals do not necessarily contradict long-
held and cherished views, like scholarly consensus (such as it is) 
on the fundamentals of the Documentary Hypothesis or accepted 
theory and methods concerning ancient Hebrew diachrony and 
BH periodisation. They do, however, challenge certain extreme 
and simplistic notions associated with the relevant dominant par-
adigms. It is left to others to utilise the arguments and conclu-
sions presented here for the further support, refinement, con-
struction, and/or demolition of hypotheses and approaches. 

The impetus for this book crystallised gradually in the 
course of previous research, including courses, lectures, articles, 
and, especially, my two previous monographs (Hornkohl 2014a; 
2023). Each of the two books focuses, in its own way, on collec-
tions of linguistic features characterised by diachronically signif-
icant distributions—whether they distinguish the late pre-exilic, 
exilic, and early post-exilic TBH of Jeremiah from more standard 
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pre-exilic CBH and post-Restoration LBH (Hornkohl 2014a) or, 
where the two are dissonant, the typologically early written com-
ponent of Tiberian CBH from the sometimes later and secondary 
corresponding pronunciation component (Hornkohl 2023). 
Those studies largely accepted as axiomatic the regnant dichoto-
mous view of BH, which divides it into pre-exilic CBH and post-
Restoration LBH. Such an approach is adequate to explain the 
vast majority of the data. Even so, during examination of the lin-
guistic phenomena highlighted in those studies, there came to 
light a minority of features characterised by distributional pat-
terns that seemed to warrant a more finely tuned paradigm, spe-
cifically, one capable of comprehending a linguistic distinction 
between the CBH of the Pentateuch and the CBH of the relevant 
Prophets and Writings. The present book collects and examines 
in detail a series of such features, weighing possible explanations 
in light of the dominant approaches and considering the relevant 
theoretical ramifications. 

Having expended the effort to write the book, it should be 
obvious that I believe there is something of value here for biblical 
and language scholars alike. Yet it bears mentioning that years of 
hesitation in writing up these results were only rather recently 
overcome by the cumulative weight of the evidence, which had 
the effect of transforming a hunch based on a few intriguing ex-
amples into a full-fledged hypothesis supported by a series of case 
studies. 

Even so, the potentially far-reaching ramifications, which 
some may find troubling—if not downright objectionable—are 
not lost on the writer. Indeed, I have at times, and for various 
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reasons, felt uneasy with the interpretation of the data and the 
implications. All I can say is that I was not pursuing this line of 
inquiry when I initially stumbled on the data. Rather, it flowed 
organically out of the honest (or honestly self-deluded) work of 
collecting, examining, and interpreting the data. This, in turn, led 
to the steadily growing conviction, notwithstanding some reluc-
tance, that ‘there is actually something to this’ worth sharing with 
fellow members of the guild—whatever they end up thinking 
about it. 

Aaron D. Hornkohl 
October 2024



 

 
 



INTRODUCTION 

Despite notable objections (especially Young, Rezetko, and Eh-
rensvärd 2008; Rezetko and Young 2014), the dominant para-
digm of BH periodisation remains fundamentally dichotomous: 
Iron Age II CBH versus post-Restoration LBH (Hornkohl 2013; 
Hurvitz 2013). Additional strata are sometimes postulated: pre-
classical ABH, ostensibly reflected in a few cases of biblical po-
etry (see, e.g., Mandell 2013), and late pre-exilic, exilic, and early 
post-exilic TBH, considered by some an intermediate stage be-
tween CBH and LBH proper (see, e.g., Hornkohl 2014a, 14–15, 
fn. 39; 2016a). But if recent critiques have eroded confidence in 
linguistic methods for periodisation of pre- versus post-exilic 
texts, they have drastically reduced optimism regarding finer-
grain chronolectal distinctions. The problematic nature of the ev-
idence—limited, fragmentary, ambiguous, multivalent, textually 
fluid, etc.—make for a daunting evidentiary situation, leading 
some to doubt the real-world temporal associations of the rele-
vant periods, in favour of a paradigm according to which all ap-
parent chronolects are deemed contemporary styles (Young, 
Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd 2008; Rezetko and Young 2014). 

Against such an epistemologically fraught background, the 
topic of the present volume may seem at best ill advised, at worst 
a fool’s errand. The main question is Can CBH be divided into 
chronological sub-chronolects? Certain preliminary considerations 
seem to militate against even entertaining such a question. 

For one, scholars with expertise in ancient Hebrew dia-
chrony have heretofore been content with a unified CBH chrono-

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.00



2 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew   

lect sufficiently broad to encompass the Torah, the Former Proph-
ets, and the pre-exilic Latter Prophets and Writings, declining to 
venture more granular chronological distinctions.1 CBH is broadly 
associated with the four hundred years of the Iron Age II period, 
1000–600 BCE—approximately the monarchic period, according 
to biblical historiography. Since, however, CBH includes tradi-
tions of content that predate that period, the reason for catego-
rising so much material as a single chronolect must be due to 
linguistic similarity. And this is indeed the case. Allowing for ex-
pected language variety reflecting such factors as geography, reg-
ister, genre, and group or personal style, CBH is remarkably uni-
form, especially the narrative sections in the Torah and Former 
Prophets. Based on this stylistic affinity alone, it is heuristically 
valid to lump the lot together as CBH. 

Assuming the above association between the CBH portions 
of the Bible and the monarchic period, it seems likely that their 
production involved both the incorporation of earlier sources and 
the composition of new material. It is also clear that CBH mate-
rial was later subjected to further literary and textual treatment. 
At issue here is the linguistic character of early sources in the 
hands of later writer-editors. However the linguistic profile of 
pre-monarchic sources may have differed from that of material 
composed in the monarchic period, the differences seem largely 
to have been levelled during the process of compilation, as CBH’s 
broad linguistic homogeneity leaves very few traces of chrono-

 
1 Exceptional in this regard are several studies by Elitzur (2015; 2018a; 
2018b; 2019; 2022), which, though not limited to linguistic features, 
nevertheless propose diachronic diversity within CBH. 
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lectal distinctions. Further levelling may have occurred as a re-
sult of Second Temple editorial and textual activity. 

Even so, CBH is not completely homogenous. This is hardly 
surprising. Notwithstanding the effects of secondary levelling, 
scholars discern non-chronological linguistic diversity in the Bi-
ble’s constituent works, noting differences related to such factors 
as genre, source, sociolect, regional dialect, register, and literary 
device (e.g., Rendsburg 1990a; 1990b; 2002a; 2002b; 2006; 
Young 1993). Given its apparent historiographical range, it is not 
unreasonable to entertain the possibility that one might also dis-
cern diachronic variation within CBH. Even if detectable in only 
a minority of features, so as to pose no real challenge to the stand-
ard CBH–LBH dichotomy, the existence of meaningful patterns 
might entail reconsideration of our understanding of periodisa-
tion. The purpose of this study is precisely to investigate cases of 
perceptible patterns of diachronic variation within CBH and to 
assess their broader implications. 

And, indeed, apparently meaningful patterns of language 
variation within CBH are discernible, with the clearest variations 
in usage patterns distinguishing the Pentateuch from the remain-
ing CBH works of the Prophets and Writings. 

But neither the evidence nor the explanation for the appar-
ent distinction is straightforward. For this reason, methodology 
is of paramount importance. The following sections detail meth-
odological strictures, obstacles that must be overcome, and re-
sponses to various criticisms of approach. 
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1.0. Methodology 
Diachronic analysis and linguistic periodisation in any language 
are predicated on the known chronological status of control texts. 
In the case of ancient Hebrew, securely dated material is limited 
and is datable within only approximate ranges. For this reason, 
rigorous methodological strictures are required. 

1.1. External Controls 

Securely dated texts relevant to BH divide into two groups, early 
and late. The early evidence consists of a comparatively limited 
assemblage of Iron Age II Hebrew (and cognate) inscriptional ma-
terial (from roughly 1000–600 BCE). Representing a later time-
span is a much more extensive collection of biblical and extrabib-
lical Hebrew (and cognate) material from the Second Temple pe-
riod (roughly 600 BCE–300 CE). Undisputed LBH sources include 
Esther, Daniel, Ezra–Nehemiah, and Chronicles. Late extrabibli-
cal Hebrew material includes the DSS and other material from 
the Judaean Desert; Persian, Hellenistic, and Roman era epigra-
phy; Ben Sira; and Rabbinic material. Late extrabiblical non-He-
brew material includes various Aramaic corpora, the Syriac Pe-
shiṭta, and Greek and Latin transcriptional material. The BA of 
Ezra and Daniel represents late non-Hebrew biblical evidence. 

The linguistic evidence of these control groups can be uti-
lised to assess the diachronic status of the Hebrew of biblical (and 
extrabiblical) texts of unknown date. Since, however, the cache 
of early comparative data is relatively small, disproportionate ev-
identiary significance necessarily attaches to the Second Temple 
material. In effect, the question becomes Based on concentrations 
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of late linguistic features distinctive of Second Temple texts, can a 
composition of unknown date be affirmatively proven late based on 
its inclusion of such a concentration? 

1.2. Isolating Diagnostically Late Linguistic Features 

To avoid impressionistic arguments grounded in mere intuition, 
the gold-standard methodology employed by Hebraists consists 
of a three-pronged procedure to isolate late linguistic features for 
inclusion in an inventory of language elements positively diag-
nostic of Second Temple Hebrew. The three criteria are (1) late 
biblical distribution, (2) classical biblical opposition, and (3) ex-
trabiblical confirmation (Hurvitz 2013, 334–35; 2014, 9–10). 
While these criteria may be applied to features from any domain 
of the language—phonology, morphology, syntax, lexicon, ono-
mastics, pragmatics, semantics, sociolinguistics—for purposes of 
illustration, an onomastic example will suffice: the proper name 
-Yeshuaʿ’, a late contraction (involving elision of heh and dis‘ יֵשׁועַ 
similation of o- and u-vowels) of  ַע  ,Joshua’ (Hurvitz 2014‘ יְהוֹשֻׁׁ
130–32). 

1.2.1. Late Biblical Hebrew Distribution 

For consideration as potentially diagnostic of LBH, a given lin-
guistic feature must satisfy the criterion of exclusive or predomi-
nate late distribution. For example, use of the form  ַיֵשׁוע in BH 
(29×) is restricted to late texts: Ezra (10×); Nehemiah (17×); 
Chronicles (2×). On this basis, one may proceed to the next cri-
terion. 
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1.2.2. Classical Biblical Hebrew Opposition  

Having established a given feature’s late biblical distribution (see 
§1.2.1, above), the criterion of classical biblical opposition helps 
to ensure that its absence from CBH material is meaningful, and 
not an accident of the Bible’s limited linguistic coverage. Return-
ing, then, to the example  ַיֵשׁוע, its alternative  ַע  is frequent in יְהוֹשֻׁׁ
CBH texts (217×; it also occurs in LBH 1 Chron. 7.26), demon-
strating ample opportunity for use of  ַיֵשׁוע outside LBH. Its ab-
sence from CBH is thus shown not to be a chance result of the 
narrow confines of the biblical corpus, but diachronically signif-
icant—apparently indicating that the late form  ַיֵשׁוע was not yet 
available when CBH writers composed their works. 

The relevant distinction between CBH and LBH is especially 
conspicuous when comparing (1) and (2): 
(1) ‘…according to the word of the LORD, which he spoke by Joshua 

the son of Nun ( עַ  ֻׁ֥ בִן־נֽוןיְהוֹשֻׁׁ )’ (1 Kgs 16.34) . 
(2) ‘…for from the days of Yeshua the son of Nun ( ועַ   וןיֵשׁׁ֨ בִן־נֻׁ֥ ) to that 

day the people of Israel had not done so.’ (Neh. 8.17) 

1.2.3. Extrabiblical Confirmation 

Especially relevant in the case of rare biblical features, satisfying 
the criterion of extrabiblical confirmation demonstrates that a 
given apparently late feature is not just narrowly characteristic 
of one or a few biblical writers, but broadly characteristic of the 
Second Temple linguistic milieu. One also verifies its absence 
from early inscriptions, confirming it to be uncharacteristic of 
Iron Age II. The form  ַיֵשׁוע is evidenced in late extrabiblical He-
brew (QH; JDH; DSSBH; Ben Sira), Second Temple Aramaic (BA; 
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JDA; Syriac), and ancient transcriptional material (LXX; NT; Vul-
gate), but missing from Iron Age II epigraphy. Its classical biblical 
absence and late biblical distribution are thus corroborated by 
similar situations, respectively, in pre- and post-exilic extrabibli-
cal sources. 

1.3. Linguistic Periodisation on the Basis of 
Accumulation 

Since linguistic diversity in BH reflects diachronic as well as non-
diachronic factors—both primary and secondary—such that cer-
tain features especially characteristic of LBH occasionally crop 
up elsewhere in BH, the linguistic periodisation of a composition 
may be established only on the basis of an accumulation of diag-
nostically late features relative to its length (Hurvitz 2013, 335; 
2014, 10–11). The presence of late features in a text of unknown 
chronological provenance in anything less than a significant con-
centration is open to any number of non-diachronic explanations, 
whether linguistic (dialect, register), stylistic (genre, style switch-
ing), or secondary (redactional, textual). 

2.0. The Problem of External Pre-Monarchic 
Hebrew Evidence 

Adherence to the above methodological guidelines helps to com-
pensate for the relative paucity of Iron Age II, i.e., monarchic era, 
data, but a more significant evidentiary gap faces researchers fo-
cusing on pre-monarchic Hebrew, as there is little to no extrabib-
lical Hebrew source material from before 1000 BCE to which os-
tensible early CBH may be compared.  
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Consider, by way of example, the onomastic distinctiveness 
of biblical sources depicting pre-monarchic historiography, as 
discussed below, ch. 1. The scarcity of theophoric names contain-
ing the morpheme yahu in the Pentateuch, Joshua, Judges, and 
Samuel distinguishes this material from both biblical material 
that deals with the monarchic age and Iron Age II epigraphy, not 
to mention later Hebrew (and cognate) sources. It is tempting to 
conclude that the onomasticon of Genesis–Samuel reliably pre-
serves pre-monarchic naming traditions in which yahu names 
were yet to gain popularity. While this may indeed be the case, 
one must acknowledge that a lack of contemporary external con-
trol texts confirming a lack of yahu names in the pre-monarchic 
onomasticon, in the form of Bronze Age (pre-1200 BCE) or Iron 
Age I (1200–1000 BCE) Hebrew inscriptions, is an obstacle of con-
siderable significance—though the existence of contemporary 
cognate evidence sometimes partially compensates for the ab-
sence of relevant Hebrew evidence (see, e.g., ch. 1, §3.0; ch. 2, 
§3.0). 

Indeed, much of the evidence analysed in this volume 
shows the typological priority and/or special conservatism of the 
Hebrew of the Torah compared to other CBH works, but confirm-
atory external evidence of the antiquity of the Torah’s language 
is often difficult, and sometimes impossible, to adduce. 

3.0. The Polyvalence of the Linguistic Testimony 
of the Tiberian Biblical Tradition 

Another challenge is the composite nature of the linguistic testi-
mony presented by the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. In any given 
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text, this may consist of associated, but potentially distinct, layers 
of tradition, including strictly consonantal form, partial marking 
of vowels via matres lectionis, vocalisation signs, cantillation ac-
cents, and paratextual Masora. Though interrelated, allowance 
must be made for the possibility that these components reflect 
dissonant layers of linguistic tradition. The ketiv-qere mechanism 
formally acknowledges hundreds of cases of divergence between 
the written and pronunciation components of the Tiberian tradi-
tion, Masoretic treatises note additional cases, and scholars have 
identified still more (many conveniently collected in Hornkohl 
2023). Obviously, such polyphonic, and at times discordant, lin-
guistic testimony, sometimes comprising diachronically distinct 
‘witness statements’, complicates historical linguistic research. 
The proper response is neither to ignore the complexity nor sum-
marily to abandon all hope of meaningful results, but to meet the 
challenge head on by disentangling the disparate strands of evi-
dence and constructing a historical narrative that comprehends 
them. 

4.0. Literary Development and Textual Fluidity 
Some scholars, emphasising the complicated compositional de-
velopment of biblical texts and the vagaries of their transmission 
as reconstructed on the basis of comparison with ancient textual 
witnesses, express extreme pessimism regarding the possibility of 
a diachronic approach to BH and of the linguistic periodisation 
of biblical texts (e.g., Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd 2008, 
I:341–60; Carr 2011, 131–32; Rezetko and Young 2014, 59–116). 
There is no denying the reality of such complications nor the 
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challenge that they constitute for diachronic approaches. If sec-
ondary interventions are so pervasive as to have obfuscated the 
original linguistic profile of biblical compositions, then dia-
chronic linguistics is out of the question. But it is methodologi-
cally indefensible to prejudge the evidence as irremediably ob-
scured without having first investigated it. The historical reliabil-
ity of the data relative to each feature must be assessed on a case-
by-case basis. As it turns out, and as diachronically sensitive He-
braists have repeatedly pointed out, extreme pessimism regard-
ing the accessibility of solid historical linguistic data proves un-
warranted, as it is contradicted by period-specific distribution 
patterns in the case of numerous linguistic features. Had the ad-
mittedly complex compositional and transmissional processes 
that biblical texts undoubtedly underwent irretrievably distorted 
their chronolectal profiles, one would not detect discernible dia-
chronic accumulations (or absences) of diagnostically late fea-
tures in specific texts. The fact that one does demonstrates that 
secondary developments, while not to be ignored, were not so 
extensive as to obliterate useful amounts of primary data. In sum, 
in pursuing the diachronic approach to BH and the linguistic pe-
riodisation of biblical compositions, one does not shy away from 
compositional and textual complexity, but neither does one make 
of it more than it is—a complication to be acknowledged and 
tackled feature-by-feature. 
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5.0. The Question of Late Imitation of Classical 
Style 

On the basis of the unambiguously late linguistic profile of all 
compositions solidly dated to the Second Temple period on non-
linguistic grounds, there is broad consensus among diachroni-
cally sensitive Hebraists that the ability to reproduce passable 
CBH was not common among Second Temple writers. Late writ-
ers consistently betray the linguistic milieu in which they wrote 
in the form of post-classicisms, not just occasionally, but in un-
missable accumulations. This includes texts couched in biblical 
style, e.g., the Temple Scroll (11Q19), presented as the words of 
God revealed to Moses at Sinai (Qimron 1978a; 1980, 239ff; Ya-
din 1983, I:34; Hornkohl 2016b; 2021a), Ps. 151 (11Q5 28), 
pseudepigraphically ascribed to King David (Carmignac 1963, 
377; Hurvitz 1967; Polzin 1967; Schuller 1986, 9; Smith 1997), 
and so-called Reworked Pentateuch/Rewritten Bible scrolls, e.g., 
4QReworked Pentateuch (4Q158; 4Q364–367) and 4QCommen-
tary Genesis A (4Q252), where even small additions and bridging 
material exhibit appreciable accumulations of late features 
(Hornkohl 2016b; 2021a).  

Critics of linguistic approaches to periodisation question 
the assumption that late scribes could not produce good CBH. 
After all, Muslim scribes steeped in Qurʾanic Arabic could write 
flawless Classical Arabic long after the 7th century CE (Blau 1997, 
28). Likewise, 19th-century Jewish writers composed works in 
passable BH during the Haskala. Might not Second Temple writ-
ers have been similarly possessed of such imitative powers? 
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The problem is one of historical context. The aforemen-
tioned late Muslim and Jewish writers worked in environments 
in which their respective scriptural chronolects had been canon-
ised and were universally recognised and accepted. By most ac-
counts, this was not the situation of Second Temple Judaism… 
especially if one holds that large portions of the Hebrew Bible, 
including the Pentateuch, were still in a process of composition 
in this period. And even if sizeable parts were in existence, nei-
ther their broad acceptance nor accessibility may be assumed.  

As an extensive composition of disputed date, the Priestly 
source may serve as a useful example. Considered since Wellhau-
sen’s time a programmatic exilic or post-exilic account of Israelite 
history, legislation, polity, and cult, as a historical source, it has 
long been regarded with extreme suspicion, thought to project 
back into the Mosaic era ideological anachronisms reflecting 
much later times. The question is how much of P was newly com-
posed in Second Temple times and how much pre-dated its pur-
ported fusion with other Pentateuchal sources. Having noted con-
temporary consensus on the pre-exilic provenance of other Pen-
tateuchal sources, Wellhausen (1885, 9–10) remarks as follows 
on P: 

It is only in the case of the Priestly Code that opinions dif-
fer widely; for it tries hard to imitate the costume of the 
Mosaic period, and, with whatever success, to disguise its 
own…. The Priestly Code… guards itself against all refer-
ence to later times and settled life in Canaan…: it keeps 
itself carefully and strictly within the limits of the situation 
in the wilderness, for which in all seriousness it seeks to 
give the law. It has actually been successful, with its mov-
able tabernacle, its wandering camp, and other archaic 



 Introduction 13 

details, in so concealing the true date of its composition 
that its many serious inconsistencies with what we know, 
from other sources, of Hebrew antiquity previous to the 
exile, are only taken as proving that it lies far beyond all 
known history, and on account of its enormous antiquity 
can hardly be brought into any connection with it. 

Wellhausen says precious little about language (cf. 1885, 390, 
ch.IX.III.2). By contrast, specialists who have focused on P’s ter-
minology often emphasise its antiquity (Grintz 1974–1975; 
Rendsburg 1980; Hurvitz 1974a; 1982; 1983; 1988; 2000; Zevit 
1982; Paran 1983; Milgrom 1970; 1978; 1991–2001, 5–13 et pas-
sim; 1992, 458–59; 1999; 2007). For such experts, P’s pre-exilic 
linguistic profile stands as insurmountable evidence of its early 
date. By contrast, for scholars convinced of P’s late provenance, 
its language serves as a prime example of the possibility of suc-
cessful linguistic archaising over long stretches of text (Cross 
1973, 322–23; Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd 2008, II: 15–16, 
and the scholarship mentioned there).  

In this connection, a crucial question revolves around the 
nature of the exemplar(s) that P might have imitated. The obvi-
ous candidates are the other Pentateuchal sources. But the very 
fact that source critics can so easily distinguish P from J, E, D, 
and H implies that these were not P’s models. Nor could it have 
been Ezekiel, Ezra–Nehemiah, or Chronicles, whose linguistic 
profiles P’s chronolect typologically predates. One is left with the 
possibility that P imitated an early source or sources character-
ised by pre-exilic cultic concerns and phraseology. But is this not 
tantamount to affirming the existence of early Priestly material? 
Indeed, Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd (2008, II:16–17) list 
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several revisions of the Documentary Hypothesis that posit both 
a pre-exilic P and a lengthy period of Torah compositional devel-
opment extending into the Persian Period. They reasonably con-
clude: “Early material in P does not prove that the Priestly Source is 
early” (17, italics in the original). Yet this surely depends on the 
extent of P’s early material. The more substantial the proportion 
of early material in P, the less potentially flawless Persian Period 
CBH material it presents. The simplest explanation for its com-
paratively classical linguistic profile is that a significant majority 
of P is pre-exilic. 

We face contradictory claims—on the one hand, that late 
writers could not compose flawless CBH; on the other, that CBH 
and LBH were contemporary styles, equally available to writers 
during the Second Temple period. The amount and nature of the 
data virtually preclude verification or falsification. Given the ex-
tant evidence, the approach adopted here is that CBH and LBH 
are literary reflections of genuine First and Second Temple 
chronolects and that certain exceptional late writers might, over 
short spans of text, passably simulate CBH. As exceptions, such 
cases do not disprove the general validity and viability of the 
framework. 

6.0. Distributional Variety of Features Typical of 
the Classical Biblical Hebrew Sub-chronolects 

In the majority of the cases discussed in this volume, linguistic 
diversity within pre-exilic Hebrew divides the CBH of the Penta-
teuch from that of the non-LBH Prophets and Writings. This ap-
plies to 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology (ch. 2), qal versus hifʿil 
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forms of יס"ף (ch. 3) (but see below), construct מְאַת versus abso-
lute  ֵהאָ מ  ‘hundred’ (ch. 4), qal internal passive versus nifʿal mor-
phology (ch. 5), צע"ק versus זע"ק (ch. 6), 1CPL נַחְנו versus אֲנַחְנו (ch. 
7), FS  הוא versus  הִיא (ch. 8), FPL  -ן  versus  -נָה  (ch. 9),  נער versus 
-with feminine singular referent (ch. 10), abstract nouns end נערה 
ing in -ūt (ch. 11), and orthography (ch. 12). 

Exceptional in this regard is the onomasticon with and 
without yahu names (ch. 1), from the perspective of which the 
watershed appears to divide the pre-monarchic naming traditions 
seen in Genesis–Samuel and the monarchic traditions in such 
books as Kings, Isaiah, and Jeremiah. 

In the specific case of qal versus hifʿil forms of יס"ף (ch. 3), 
though the shift to hifʿil had clearly taken place by the time of 
LBH, evidence of secondary orthographic development in the 
Prophets makes it difficult to pinpoint more precisely the histor-
ical depth of the development (see below, §8.0). 

7.0. Early Variation versus Secondary 
Contemporisation 

The prevalence of feature sets exhibiting inner-CBH diversity sep-
arating the Torah from the rest of CBH may seem to some suspi-
cious. Since CBH as a whole, whatever its content, patterns as a 
chronolect of Iron Age II, approximately 1000–600 BCE, it is not 
immediately obvious that the Torah should necessarily be distin-
guished by typologically early features. The fact that it is might 
result from its incorporation of pre-monarchic traditions preserv-
ing facets of especially ancient linguistic profiles. Circumstantial 
evidence ostensibly indicating the early crystallisation of the 
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Torah’s textual and linguistic traditions include, inter alia, its 
3rd-century BCE translation into Greek, the comparatively infre-
quent incidence of ketiv-qere dissonances in the Pentateuch (Barr 
1981, 32–33; Tov 2004a, 204, fn. 25); the disproportionate rep-
resentation of Torah texts among the palaeo-Hebrew DSS (Tov 
2004b, 246); and the occurrence at Qumran and in the Judaean 
Desert of long scrolls apparently containing multiple books of the 
Torah (Tov 2004b, 75). Tov (2004b, 252–53; 2012, 188–89) em-
phasises that the Torah in general did not escape levels of textual 
and linguistic fluidity seen in other biblical (and non-biblical) 
material. He also notes, however, that “[t]exts written in the 
paleo-Hebrew script were copied more carefully than most texts 
written in the square script…” and that “…these manuscripts 
were copied with equal care as the proto-Masoretic scrolls” (Tov 
2004b, 253). Since Pentateuchal material is common in both 
groups, this comes as empirical evidence of the relative stability 
of the textual and linguistic tradition of the Torah in the proto-
Masoretic tradition. 

Yet, it is worth considering an alternative hypothesis: 
namely, that the CBH found in the Pentateuch, Prophets, and 
Writings was once more homogenous in regard to the features 
discussed in this volume and only secondarily diverged, in the 
course of redaction and transmission. Specifically, while the lin-
guistic antiquity of the Torah was preserved thanks to its early 
consolidation and perceived sanctity, the CBH of the Prophets 
and Writings was treated less conservatively, being allowed to 
shift, even if only slightly, in the case of certain details, under the 
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pressure of the conventions of a changing literary register, as seen 
in LBH and other late forms of classical Hebrew. 

Such an alternative hypothesis is regularly entertained in 
the treatments of features included in this volume. In some cases, 
especially those in which differences are largely restricted to the 
written tradition, an explanation involving secondary contempo-
risation excluding the Pentateuch often seems as likely as one 
assuming more deeply rooted diversity. In others, though, the ev-
idence seems to preclude such an explanation. A theory of sec-
ondary development fails to explain apparent diachronic varia-
tion involving onomastica with and without yahu (ch. 1), the tri-
valent character of 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology (ch. 2), con-
struct מְאַת versus absolute  ֵהאָ מ  ‘hundred’ (ch. 4), qal internal pas-
sive versus nifʿal morphology (ch. 5), and צע"ק versus זע"ק (ch. 6). 

8.0. Linguistic versus Orthographic Explanations 
Related to the question of whether the distinctiveness of the CBH 
of the Pentateuch vis-à-vis CBH outside the Pentateuch is rooted 
in the earliest layer of tradition or resulted from secondary de-
velopment is the matter of truly linguistic versus merely ortho-
graphic diversity. The main problem is the vocalic opacity of de-
fective orthography and the ambiguity of plene spelling, coupled 
with the possible secondary status of the pronunciation(s) re-
flected by matres lectionis and the vocalisation tradition. 

For example, in the Pentateuch, when it comes to 1st-per-
son wayyiqṭol morphology, III-y verbs are regularly represented 
by short forms, e.g., 18) ואעש of 21 cases; see below, ch. 2, §1.0, 
Table 3). In the case of hifʿil and qal II-w/y forms, this is also true 



18 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew   

of 1CPL forms, where orthography and vocalisation regularly 
agree on short morphology, e.g.,  ב סָב and (Gen. 43.21) וַנָֻׁ֥שֶׁׁ  .Deut) וַנָֻׁ֥
2.1) (7 of 8 relevant cases), but not of 1CS forms, where the or-
thography seems to presuppose short morphology, but the vocal-
isation reflects long morphology, e.g.,   אַשְׁלִך  and (Deut. 9.21) וָֽ
ץ ֻ֖ –6 of 8 relevant cases; see Hornkohl 2023, 431) (Lev. 20.23) וָאָָקֻׁ
33, for discussion). In the CBH Prophets and Writings, by contrast, 
long morphology is relatively common in all verb classes, com-
prising around half of all occurrences (see below, ch. 2, §3.0). In 
this volume and elsewhere (Hornkohl 2023, 397–99, 414–19), 
short and long 1st-person wayyiqṭol spellings are, on the basis of 
such evidence, and notwithstanding a degree of uncertainty and 
a few 1CS counterexamples with apparent secondary vocalisation, 
construed as linguistic, rather than mere orthographic, variants. 
In other words, just as III-y short ואעש is assumed to differ mor-
phologically from long הואעש , so too are short ואשלך and  ואקם 
considered morphologically distinct from long ואשליך and  ואקום, 
respectively. 

A measure of doubt similarly attaches to some defective 
and plene (way)yiqṭol spellings of יס"ף, such as ו(סף(וי and  ספו)וי)ו, 
which are variously interpretable as qal or hifʿil, the latter with 
long or short morphology (see below, ch. 3). 

The degree of uncertainty only increases when it comes to 
the features discussed in chs. 8–11. Here, from the perspective of 
the combined written-reading Tiberian tradition, Pentateuchal 
and non-Pentateuchal forms differ only in terms of the written 
component, while, in terms of the pronunciation tradition, they 
are indistinguishable. Thus, in the case of FS הוא versus הִיא (ch. 
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8), FPL  -ן  versus  -נָה  (ch. 9), and נער versus נַעֲרָה with feminine sin-
gular referent (ch. 10), a scholar might legitimately side with the 
vocalisation tradition and view the spellings as no more than un-
orthodox written representations of standard pronunciations.  

According to the approach adopted in the present study, by 
contrast, a non-standard written form for which the traditional 
vocalisation demands the standard pronunciation is not uncriti-
cally dismissed as a mere spelling variant. Rather, the possibility 
that the written tradition reflects a distinct pronunciation tradi-
tion is seriously entertained. This means that the unorthodox 
Pentateuchal written forms of the features discussed in chs 8–11 
are interpreted as linguistically divergent from the more standard 
forms found elsewhere in CBH, reflecting a pronunciation tradi-
tion different from that preserved in the received Tiberian pro-
nunciation component—this notwithstanding the levelling effect 
of the Tiberian vocalisation, which has brought the written forms 
into phonological conformity with standard pronunciation. 

9.0. Inner-Pentateuchal Diachronic Variation 
It is instructive at this juncture to revisit the useful example of 
the Priestly source briefly explored above (§5.0). While there is 
broad agreement among Hebraists that P is not written in LBH, 
not all scholars consider it a manifestation of CBH proper. For 
instance, on the basis of various grammatical developments, Pol-
zin (1976, 85–122, but cf. 168–69) sees the core Priestly material 
as transitional between the CBH of the combined JE material, D, 
and the Court History, on the one hand, and LBH Chronicles, on 
the other. Subsequent investigation of TBH, however, has helped 



20 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew   

to establish a more accurate diachronic contextualisation for P. 
Hurvitz (1982) shows that the Hebrew of P antedates that of Eze-
kiel, and Rooker (1990) and Hornkohl (2014a) show, respec-
tively, that the Hebrew of Ezekiel and of Jeremiah are transi-
tional between CBH, including P, and LBH. Shin (2007) convinc-
ingly does the same for Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi; Dobbs-
Allsopp (1998) does so for Lamentations; and Paul (2012) and 
Arentsen (2020) make a strong TBH case for Second Isaiah (chs 
40–66). P may lie somewhere between more prototypical CBH 
and TBH compositions (but see below), but with the category of 
TBH so crowded with compositions presenting linguistic profiles 
typologically more advanced than P’s, and with P’s Hebrew more 
similar to that of the core CBH books than that of the TBH mate-
rial, P is arguably better considered an instantiation of CBH than 
of TBH. 

Even so, on the basis of the prevailing JEDP relative dating 
of the Documentary Hypothesis (Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd 
2008, II:12), one might expect P to pattern typologically later 
than the other Pentateuchal sources as well other CBH texts. To 
cite a rather famous example, some take P’s nearly exclusive use 
of the 1CS independent subject pronoun  אֲנִי instead of אָנֹכִי ‘I’ as 
evidence of the source’s relative lateness—in line with LBH and 
other post-exilic forms of Hebrew and with Aramaic (Giesebrecht 
1881, 251–58; S. R. Driver 1898, 155–56, n. †; cf. Hornkohl 
2014a, 108–11, especially fn. 4, for counterarguments and bibli-
ography). 

Similarly, Hendel (2000) argues “the complementary dis-
tribution of yālad (Qal) for ‘beget’ in the J source and hôlîd (Hiphil) 
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for ‘beget’ in the P source is attributable to a diachronic develop-
ment in Classical Biblical Hebrew,” i.e., not diachronic develop-
ment between CBH and LBH. On the other hand, he dates P to 
the time of the Exile or the early Persian Period (Hendel 2000, 
46). 

To clarify this matter, the phenomena discussed in this vol-
ume were subjected to source-critical analysis, relying on the 
identification of sources given by Friedman (1989, 246–55). This 
seemed particularly appropriate in cases of features where typo-
logical alternants occurred within the Torah. The results of the 
source-critical analysis of the twelve phenomena treated herein 
are somewhat equivocal, but certainly do not point unambigu-
ously to P’s relative lateness, whether in the Pentateuch, specifi-
cally, or in CBH, more generally. In several instances, no discern-
ible differences between sources could be detected. This applies 
to onomastica with and without yahu names (ch. 1), 1st-person 
wayyiqtol morphology (ch. 2), צע"ק versus זע"ק (ch. 6), 1CPL  נַחְנו 
versus אֲנַחְנו (ch. 7), FS הוא versus  ִיאה  (ch. 8), and נער versus  נַעֲרָה 
with feminine singular referent (ch. 10). 

In other instances, various typologically significant tenden-
cies emerge, P patterning with a CBH profile slightly later than 
that of one or more of the other Pentateuchal sources. Thus, in 
the case of qal internal passive versus nifʿal morphology (ch. 5), 
J is typologically early in its preference for qal passive morphol-
ogy, while P and E both show statistically similar patterns of 
mixed usage, while no Pentateuchal source conforms to the nifʿal 
dominance of key verbs seen in CBH outside the Pentateuch. 
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When it comes to FPL  - ן  versus  -נָה  (ch. 9), all sources with 
more than a single case show some degree of mixing vowel- and 
consonant-final morphology, J and E presenting more balanced 
usage, P exhibiting definite preference for  - נה , though with 
widely divergent distributions depending on book (consistently  - ן  
in Genesis–Exodus and  -נה  in Leviticus–Numbers). 

In ch. 11, if lexemes ending in -ūt are to be deemed espe-
cially characteristic of late forms of ancient Hebrew, then their 
Pentateuchal concentration in P may be significant.  

Finally, with regard to several features, P stands out as ty-
pologically early. This holds for qal versus hifʿil forms of  יס"ף (ch. 
3), construct מְאַת versus absolute מֵאָה ‘hundred’ (ch. 4), 1CPL  נַחְנו 
versus אֲנַחְנו (ch. 7), and orthography (ch. 12). 

10.0. Structure of the Monograph 
The features discussed in this volume have been divided into two 
groups. The first group is presented in Part I, which consists of 
six chapters, each dedicated to a set of variants that reflect inner-
CBH typological diversity perceptible in the combined Tiberian 
written and reading biblical tradition, i.e., in both its consonantal 
and pronunciation components. In practice, this means that the 
linguistic variation is sufficiently rooted in the consonantal text 
that divergences could not be levelled, or could be only partially 
levelled, in the pronunciation prescribed by the vocalic compo-
nent. In some cases, orthographic intervention, in the form of the 
addition of internal matres lectionis, seems to indicate relatively 
early secondary linguistic development that obscured more an-
cient linguistic detail.  
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In Part II, the second group of features is represented by 
four chapters on sets of alternants that are here considered lin-
guistic in nature, but could legitimately be deemed mere ortho-
graphic variants, as well as a final chapter on orthography. In 
these cases, inner-CBH variation is perceptible only at the level 
of the written component of the Tiberian biblical tradition, in-
cluding consonants and matres lectionis, but is not manifest on the 
level of vocalisation. Indeed, from the perspective of the oral 
reading component, no variation obtains, the pronunciation tra-
dition levelling all variants in line with the standard BH forms 
(see above, §8.0).



 



 

PART I: 
VARIATION PERCEPTIBLE IN THE 
COMBINED TIBERIAN BIBLICAL 
READING-WRITTEN TRADITION 



 



1. THE ONOMASTICON WITH AND
WITHOUT YAHU NAMES 

Biblical scholars through the years have pointed to patterns of 
diachronic significance in the selection of personal names. A pre-
liminary observation was made by Wellhausen in his Prolegomena, 
in line with his argument for a late date for the Priestly source. 
Commenting on several personal names in the book of Numbers, 
he noted (1885, 390, ch.IX.III.2): 

The study of the history of language is still at a very ele-
mentary stage in Hebrew. In that which pertains to the lex-
icographer it would do well to include in its scope the 
proper names of the Old Testament; when it would proba-
bly appear that not only Parnach (Numbers xxxiv. 25) but 
also composite names such as Peda-zur, Peda-el, Nathana-
el, Pag’i-el, Eli-asaph, point less to the Mosaic than to the 
Persian period, and have their analogies in the Chronicles.1 

More recently, expanding on work by Meek (1936, 32; 1939), 
Hoffmeier (2005, 223–25) observes a noticeable concentration of 

1 The Hebrew forms of the names (and their references) are ָֽך  .Num) פַרְנָֽ
צֽור/פְדָה־צֽור/פְדָהצֽור ,(34.25  ,(Num. 1.10; 2.20; 7.54, 59; 10.23) פְדָה 
ל ל ,(Num. 1.8; 2.5; 7.18, 23; 10.15) נְתַנְאֵל ,(Num. 34.28) פְדַהְאֵֻ֖  פַגְעִיאֵֻ֖
(Num. 1.13; 2.27; 7.72, 77; 10.26), and ף לְיָסָֻ֖  ;Num. 1.14; 2.14; 3.24) אֶׁ
7.42, 47; 10.20) (cf. Black and Menzies’s English translation, where 
Phag’i-el of the original German edition is mistakenly given as Pazi-el). 
Since all these names appear in Numbers alone, the evidentiary support 
for Wellhausen’s claim that they point to the Persian period is rather 
flimsy. Crucially, it is not based on evidence that holds up to the stric-
tures of accepted modern procedures (see above, Introduction, §1.0). 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.01
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Egyptian names in the Pentateuch, especially among Levites (see 
also Friedman 2017, 32–34, and the bibliography that he cites). 
Moving eastward, Noth (1968, 18) noted that the use of names 
with -ṣūr- and -ammi- in Numbers is paralleled in the Bronze Age 
Mari letters, which predate the late 19th century BCE.2 See also 
the more recent and broader discussion of Rahkonen (2019) on 
the strong correlation between personal names in the Pentateuch 
and the 2nd-millennium BCE Northwest Semitic onomasticon, 
both of which differ palpably from the Iron Age II Hebrew ono-
masticon, as seen in biblical and extrabiblical sources alike. 

1.0. Yahwistic Names in Biblical Hebrew and 
Beyond 

Returning to the Graf-Wellhausen Documentary Hypothesis, one 
of the most conspicuous differences between the sources that pur-
portedly comprise the Pentateuch involves designations of the Is-
raelite deity. While the Yahwist uses Yhwh throughout his narra-
tive sections, that name goes unused in the work of the Elohist 
until Exod. 3.13–15 and in the Priestly source until Exod. 6.2–3. 
Rounding out the picture, Deuteronomy employs Yhwh. 

Mainstream critical scholarship interprets this diversity as 
inconsistency among the Pentateuch’s sources concerning the 
timing of the Tetragrammaton’s revelation. Yet, this should not 
overshadow significant points of agreement among the reputed 
sources. Beyond concurring on the specific name Yhwh, of pri-
mary significance for purposes of the present chapter is the fact 
that the sources jointly reflect a Hebrew onomasticon generally 

2 I am grateful to James Bejon for this citation. 
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devoid of Yahwistic names. This is remarkable given the ubiquity 
of such theophoric names in biblical and extrabiblical sources re-
flecting the period of the monarchy and later. Whatever the pro-
cess of the Torah’s literary development, whenever it began and 
finished, and however one is to interpret, literarily and histori-
cally, its complicated depiction of the name’s explicit or implicit 
revelation, the sources are unanimous that knowledge of the 
name Yhwh had little effect on the pre-monarchic Hebrew ono-
masticon. Indeed, the Pentateuch includes just two names with 
any form of the Tetragrammaton, in both cases a prefix:  ַע  יְהוֹשֻׁׁ
‘Joshua’ and ד בֶׁ  .Jochebed’ (see Hornkohl 2014a, 86, fn. 35)‘ יוֹכֶׁ
This dearth of yahu names also holds true for the books of Joshua, 
Judges, and Samuel. In sum, from the perspective of Yahwistic 
names, the onomastic tradition of the Torah, along with that of 
other biblical books depicting the pre- and early monarchic pe-
riod (including Ruth), differs dramatically from the onomasticon 
of the monarchic period and beyond in terms of the presence or 
absence of yahu names. 

2.0. Diachronic Trends 
The anthroponymic trend with clearest diachronic import in BH 
involves the distinction between long and short forms of theo-
phoric names with suffixes based on the Tetragrammaton. Iron 
Age inscriptions are matched by CBH texts in showing preference 
for the long form  - ָהוי , while post-exilic extrabiblical Hebrew and 
Aramaic, as well as LBH and BA, show strong partiality for the 
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abbreviated form  3.- יָ ה Hornkohl (2014a, 87) provides the follow-
ing table of names ending in long  - ָהוי  or short  - ָהי  in the standard 
Tiberian biblical tradition. 
Table 1: Masoretic biblical distribution of personal names ending in 
long and short forms of the theophoric suffix based on Yhwh 

Book long (%) short (%)   Book long (%) short (%) 
Judges 2 (100 )  ---   Zephaniah 1 (20 )  4 (80 )  
Samuel 4 (33.3 )  8 (66.7 )    Zechariah 1 (7.1 )  13 (92.9 )  
Kings 248 (76.3 )  77 (23.7 )    Malachi --- 1 (100 )  
  (1 Kings 102 [85.7 ]  17 [14.3] )   Proverbs --- 1 (100 )  
  (2 Kings 146 [70.9 ]  60 [29.1] )   Esther --- 1 (100 )  
Isaiah 62 (96.9 )  1 (3.1 )    Daniel --- 9 (100 )  
Jeremiah 241 (74.4 )  83 (25.6 )    Ezra 1 (1.3 )  77 (98.7 )  
Ezekiel 4 (66.7 )  2 (33.3 )    Nehemiah --- 185 (100 )  
Hosea --- 2 (100 )    Chronicles 275 (57.6 )  202 (42.4 )  
Amos --- 4 (100 )      (1 Chronicles 85 [33.5 ]  169 [66.5] ) 
Obadiah --- 1 (100 )      (2 Chronicles 190 [85.2 ]  33 [14.8] ) 
Micah --- 1 (100 )    Total 839 (55.5 )  672 (44.5 )  

In line with what has already been said (§1.0), the biblical 
distribution of names bearing long and short theophoric suffixes 
based on Yhwh begins with the book of Judges, excluding entirely 
the Torah, as well as Joshua. To be sure, according to the figures, 
the book of Samuel also exhibits relatively limited use of the rel-
evant names (just 12 total: 4 long, 8 short). Names ending in 
a form of the relevant suffix accumulate appreciably only in 

 
3 The two biblical corpora that buck these trends are the CBH books of 
the Twelve (Hosea, Amos, Obadiah, Micah, Zephaniah), on the one 
hand, and LBH Chronicles, on the other; for details, see Hornkohl 
(2014a, 88–89). On the predominantly (but not exclusively) northern 
use of names ending in -יו  -yaw, with elision of the heh, see Hornkohl 
(2014a, 85 and n. 33) and the references there. 
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Kings, Isaiah, Jeremiah, the Twelve, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and 
Chronicles. 

The situation of names with one of the corresponding the-
ophoric prefixes, ֹיְהו -  or ֹיו - , is somewhat more complex. This is 
due partially to a smaller pool of tokens, to lower frequency of 
forms, and to the exceptional preponderance of certain names in 
particular texts. For example, the names  ַע  Joshua’ in the‘ יְהוֹשֻׁׁ
Hexateuch and יוֹנָתָן/יְהוֹנָתָן ‘Jonathan’ in Samuel skew the data in 
the relevant books, where beyond these names, Yhwh-based an-
throponyms are rare. For purposes of the present discussion, the 
most pertinent point is the aforementioned rarity of names pre-
fixed by ֹיְהו -  or ֹיו -  in the Pentateuch compared to most of the rest 
of the Hebrew Bible. 

Beyond the Pentateuch, as already stated, those books de-
picting the pre-monarchic period, i.e., Joshua and Judges, also 
display a dearth of Yhwh-based names, as does Samuel, focusing 
on the early monarchy. Literature focusing on the divided mon-
archy shows a dramatic uptick in use of Yhwh-based names. In 
the case of the pre-exilic books, the preference is for the long 
ending  - ָהוי , whereas post-exilic books show a strong predilection 
for the short  - ָהי  form of the suffix. Crucially, the Masoretic bibli-
cal evidence is confirmed by non-Masoretic biblical sources and, 
more importantly, by extrabiblical material, both early and late. 
This latter material is of immense importance, because, unlike 
the biblical evidence, it was not subject to secondary changes in 
the course of scribal transmission. Thus, Iron Age epigraphy 
shows overwhelming dominance of the long  -יהו  suffix, whereas 



32 Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

in Persian and Hellenistic inscriptions, NBDSS texts, 1QIsaa, and 
RH, short  -יה  forms are the norm. 

3.0. Interpreting the Data 
The question is how to interpret the infrequency of theophoric 
names based on Yhwh in biblical texts that appear to reflect pre-
monarchic naming practices, especially the Pentateuch. An argu-
ment based on the absence of these names is, by definition, an 
argument from silence. But is the silence historically meaningful? 

According to what is perhaps the most straightforward in-
terpretation of the evidence, the preserved anthroponymic usage 
patterns may be considered representative of different historical 
chronolects. Thus, working backwards, the LBH and late ex-
trabiblical dominance of  - ָהי  names reflects onomastic practices 
from the Restoration period, i.e., post-450 BCE, on; the books de-
picting the period of the divided monarchy reflect naming tradi-
tions of the period spanning approximately 900–450 BCE; and ma-
terial recounting pre-monarchic events preserves onomastic con-
ventions redolent of a time before 900 BCE. 

The foregoing scheme raises numerous issues, apparently 
flying in the face of mainstream source critical and linguistic the-
ories alike. 

3.1. Source Criticism 

In terms of compositional development, many scholars remain 
convinced of Wellhausen’s exilic or post-exilic dating of the P 
source. As was shown in the quote from Wellhausen at the begin-
ning of this chapter, however, he largely excluded linguistic 
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evidence and argumentation, which has subsequently been ex-
ploited to challenge his view (Rendsburg 1980; Hurvitz 1974a; 
1982; 1988; 2000). 

Moreover, the significance of the apparent affinity he saw 
between a short list of compound names in Numbers and similar 
names in Chronicles pales in comparison to the significance of 
the onomastic disparity between the Torah, almost completely 
devoid of Yahwistic names, and those books dated securely to the 
exilic and post-exilic period on the basis of their language, which 
show regular use of such names. Whenever the P source may 
have been composed, from the perspective of Yahwistic names, 
its onomastic tradition can hardly be said to be that of exilic or 
post-exilic times. 

Pre-empting the farfetched contention that the Torah’s on-
omasticon was artificially fashioned, so as to avoid mention of 
Yahwistic names, one may point to the inconvenient presence of 
the two yahu names that do appear there. According to P, Moses’s 
mother goes by the Yahwistic name ד בֶׁ  Jochebed’ (Exod. 6.20)‘ יוֹכֶׁ
in the same chapter in which the name Yhwh is revealed (Exod. 
6.2). Unless she is thought to have undergone an undisclosed 
name change, P’s narrative implies that she bore her Yahwistic 
name prior to the revelation of the Tetragrammaton.4 Had there 
been a conscious effort to expunge all Yahwistic names from the 
Torah, it is surely strange that this case should have been left as 
is. 

 
4 See Segal (1967, 4). The classification of the passage as belonging to 
P is according to Friedman (1989, 250). 
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Perhaps somewhat less problematic is the distribution of 
the name  ַע -Joshua’, as the relevant personage is not men‘ יְהוֹשֻׁׁ
tioned until after the Tetragrammaton has been revealed accord-
ing to all sources and since use of the alternant name  ַהוֹשֵׁע ‘Hosea’ 
(Num. 13.8, 16; Deut. 32.44) can be interpreted as evidence of 
Yahwistic renaming. At any rate, use of  ַע -Joshua’ is as prev‘ יְהוֹשֻׁׁ
alent in E as it is in P, the latter also employing  ַהוֹשֵׁע ‘Hosea’.5 

3.2. Chronolects and Linguistic Periodisation 

Turning to diachronic linguistics, scholars who deal with ancient 
Hebrew diachrony are generally content to distinguish between 
pre-exilic CBH and post-exilic LBH. Though pre-classical ABH is 
variously acknowledged in some biblical poetry (Mandell 2013) 
and TBH is recognised by some scholars as a viable chronolect 
linking CBH and LBH (Hornkohl 2014a, 14–15, fn. 39; 2016a), 
few attempt to divide CBH into monarchic and pre-monarchic 
sub-strata. However, this is precisely where a straightforward 
reading of the onomastic data seems to lead. 

To be clear, the issue here is not, strictly speaking, the date 
of the Pentateuch’s compilation, redaction, or even, necessarily, 
composition, but rather the historical depth of its linguistic tra-
ditions and the degree to which the historical representativeness 
of their naming patterns was kept intact as they were transmitted 

 
עַ  5  ;E—Exod. 17.9, 10, 13, 14; 24.13; 32.17; 33.11; Num. 11.28 :יְהוֹשֻׁׁ
Deut. 31.14, 14, 23; P—Num. 13.16; 14.6, 30, 38; 26.65; 27.18, 22; 
32.12, 28; 34.17; Deut. 34.9; Dtr1—Deut. 1.38; 3.21, 28; 31.3, 7.  ַהוֹשֵׁע: 
P—Num. 13.8, 16; Dtr2—Deut. 32.44. 
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orally, written down, and retransmitted.6 It would seem that the 
Torah (along with the rest of biblical literature depicting pre- and 
early monarchic historiography) reflects naming traditions that 
differ from those of the rest of CBH and of LBH. This is presuma-
bly because the Yhwh-based patterns shown by extrabiblical in-
scriptions to be popular from the 8th century BCE on had not yet 
become entrenched in earlier centuries, and that the books of the 
Pentateuch (and Joshua, Judges, and Samuel) preserve such ear-
lier anthroponymic traditions. 

Even if the language of the Pentateuch saw significant his-
torical development, it should not be particularly surprising that 
its onomastic tradition should prove especially resistant to 
change. According to Anderson (2007, 92–93), “Names tend to 
institutionalize…. Institutionalized naming traditions in general 
tend to be or become very conservative, whatever the original 
source of the names.” No matter the exact compositional process 
that produced the Torah and other biblical material reflecting 
pre-monarchic historiography, their onomastic tradition seems 
characteristic of a historical reality different from that of CBH 
material depicting the monarchic period and of LBH and late ex-
trabiblical sources. 

 
6 For differential treatment of diachronically significant detail among 
ancient writers, see Steiner (2005, 240–43) on Josephus’s treatment of 
names with gutturals and Hornkohl (2014a, 85) on Ben Sira’s treatment 
of -yahu suffixed names.  
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3.3. The Absence of Extrabiblical Pre-monarchic 
Hebrew Sources 

Despite the plausibility, perhaps even probability, of the argu-
ments advanced, evidence sufficient for their verification remains 
tantalisingly lacking. This is due to gaps in chronologically con-
temporary extrabiblical evidence. 

The characteristic use of pre-exilic monarchic  -יהו  and post-
exilic  - יה  is firmly corroborated by extrabiblical sources in He-
brew and Aramaic, and even farther afield in Akkadian (Abraham 
2024, esp. 149–51), but for the apparent pre-monarchic onomas-
ticon of Genesis–Samuel, no such direct extrabiblical Hebrew cor-
roboration is available. True, the aforementioned study by 
Rahkonen (2019) shows similarity between names in the Penta-
teuch and those used more broadly in 2nd-millennium BCE Mes-
opotamia. For Akkadian specifically, Abraham (2024, 139) says 
explicitly that “[t]here are no… attestations of Yahwistic names 
in Babylonian records from pre-exilic times” beyond a single pos-
sible case from the late 7th century BCE. This concords with Hess’s 
(1993) findings on Amarna personal names and with Van Soldt’s 
(2016) on Ugaritic theophoric names, which lists include no Yah-
wistic forms. While consistent with the general absence of Yah-
wistic names in Genesis–Samuel, this evidence is mainly negative 
and circumstantial—a resounding silence in contemporary 
sources in related languages. More direct extrabiblical onomastic 
evidence, in the form of Hebrew (or Canaanite) inscriptions from 
the pre-monarchic period, remains a desideratum, in the absence 
of which we are left with a narrative that fits the facts, but re-
mains without extrabiblical corroboration. 
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Even so, the likelihood that the Torah’s onomasticon (and 
that of other biblical material containing pre-monarchic tradi-
tions) reliably portrays pre-monarchic anthroponymic patterns 
may be strengthened if the onomasticon proves to be just one of 
several features distinguishing pre-monarchic CBH from monar-
chic CBH, as the rest of this book seeks to substantiate.



 



2. 1ST-PERSON WAYYIQṬOL
MORPHOLOGY 

Depending on verb class, 1st-person wayyiqṭol verbs in Tiberian 
BH may exhibit up to three alternative patterns: short (< PS aq-
tul), long (< PS aqtulu/a), and augmented (< PS aqtulan[na]) 
(also known as ‘pseudo-cohortative’).1 See Table 1. 
Table 1: Short, long, and augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol forms in the 
Tiberian tradition2 

Strong III-y hifʿil qal II-w/y 
1CS  שְׁלְחָה שְׁלַח, וָאֶׁ ה וָאֶׁ עֱשֶׁׂ עַשׂ, וָאֶׁ קָם, וָאָקום, וָאָקומָה  וָאָעֵַ֫ ד, וָאָעִיד, וָאָעִידָה  וָאַַ֫  *וָאַָ֫
1CPL ה  וַנִשְׁלַח, וַנִשְׁלְחָה עַשׂ, וַנַעֲשֶׁׂ קָם, וַנָקום, וַנָקומָה *וָנָעֵ ד, *וָנָעִיד, *וָנָעִידָה וַנַַ֫ *וַנַָ֫

Though each of the morphological patterns finds representation 
throughout the biblical text, their respective distributions exhibit 
discernible diachronic correlations. These distinguish not just 
LBH from CBH, but also the CBH of the Torah from the rest of 
CBH.3 

1 For various opinions on the proto-Semitic antecedents to the various 
forms, see, among others, Rainey (1986, 4, 8–10); Talshir (1987, 589); 
JM (§§114a–f, 116a–c); Bloch (2007, 143); Blau (2010, §4.3.3.3.4 and 
the note there); Dallaire (2014, 108–11); Khan (2021, 322–23); Sjörs 
(2021a; 2021b). 
2 For the sake of convenient comparison, the table includes both docu-
mented and reconstructed forms. See Hornkohl (2023, 386, fn. 4, 426–
34) on the reconstructions.
3 Recent discussions include Talshir (1986; 1987); Revell (1988, 423); 
Qimron (1997, 177; 2008, 153–54); Bloch (2007); Hornkohl (2014a, 
159–71; 2023, 385–439); Gzella (2018, 29–35); Khan (2021, 319–40); 
Sjörs (2021a; 2021b). 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.02
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1.0. Late Biblical Hebrew and Post-Exilic Sources 
LBH 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology is distinctively character-
ised by high incidence of long and augmented forms, which each 
come at the expense of shorter alternatives. Hornkohl (2023, 388, 
392) presents the following tables, Table 2 showing the incidence 
of augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology, which excludes 
III-y forms, and Table 3 showing the incidence of long III-y 1st-
person wayyiqṭol morphology. 
Table 2: Incidence of augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol (ואעידה ,ואקטלה, 
 forms across representative ancient Hebrew corpora (ואקומה

MT 
BDSS NBDSS SP 

Ben 
Sira Torah Proph. Non-LBH+ 

Writings 

LBH+ 

4/105 
(3.8%) 

19/254 
(7.5%) 

   8/26    
(30.8) 

69/127 
(53.9%) 

21/55 
(38.2%) 

23/31 
(73.3%) 

34/106 
(32.4%) 

4/7 
(57.1%)  

Table 3: Incidence of long 1st-person III-y forms (e.g., ואעשה) across rep-
resentative ancient Hebrew traditions 

MT 
BDSS NBDSS SP Ben 

Sira Torah Proph. Non-LBH+ 
Writings 

LBH+ 

3/21   
(14.3%) 

38/66  
(57.6%) 

7/13 
(53.8%) 

18/25  
(72%) 

7/10  
(70%) 

10/11  
(90.9%) 

21/22  
(95.5%) 

2/2 
(100%) 

In both categories, the statistics show that LBH+ opts for the 
longer alternative—augmented forms in the case of non-III-y 
verbs, long forms in the case of III-y verbs—far more frequently 
than other parts of the Bible.4 

 
4 Hornkohl’s (2023, 385–439) study compares CBH to LBH+, the latter 
a broader category than the core LBH corpus of Esther, Daniel, Ezra–
Nehemiah, and Chronicles, that also includes Ps. 119 (Hurvitz 1972, 
130–52); Job 1–2; 42.7–17 (Hurvitz 1974b; cf. Young 2009; Joosten 
2013); and Qohelet (Delitzsch 1877, 190–99 et passim; Driver 1898, 
474–75; Hurvitz 1990; 2007; Schoors 1992–2004; Seow 1996; cf. 
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The LBH+ predilection for long 1st-person wayyiqṭol mor-
phological alternatives also obtains beyond III-y verbs, i.e., in the 
case of hifʿil and qal II-w/y verbs (see Hornkohl 2023, 393–96, 
for detailed discussion). Table 4, which focuses on consonantal 
morphology alone (see below on the pronunciation tradition), is 
reproduced from Hornkohl (2023, 394). 
Table 4: Incidence of long 1st-person III-y (ואעשה), hifʿil (ואעיד), and qal 
II-w/y (ואקום) wayyiqṭol forms: number of long forms out of number of 
combined short, long, and augmented forms (percentage long) 

  MT 
 

BDSS 

 
NBDSS 

 
SP 

 
Ben 
Sira  

Verb 
Class 

Torah Proph. 
Non-

LBH+ 
Writings 

LBH+ 

 III-y 3/21   
(14.3%) 

38/66  
(57.6%) 

7/13 
(53.8%) 

18/25  
(72%) 

7/10  
(70%) 

10/11  
(90.9%) 

21/22  
(95.5%) 

2/2 
(100%) 

hi
fʿi

l 

hifʿil 
long 

1/12 
(8.3%) 

14/33 
(42.4%) — 9/21 

(42.9%) 
0/2 
(0%) 

2/5  
(40%) 

10/13 
(76.9%) 

2/2 
(100%) 

hifʿil 
aug. 

0/12 
(0%) 

3/33 
(9.1%) — 10/21 

(47.6%) 
2/2 

(100%) 
3/5 

(60%) 
3/13 

(23.1%) — 

hifʿil 
long + 
aug. 

1/12 
(8.3%) 

17/33 
(51.5%) — 19/21 

(90.4%) 
2/2 

(100%) 
5/5 

(100%) 
13/13 
(100%) 

2/2 
(100%) 

qa
l 

II-w/y 
long 

0/6  
(0%) 

9/15 
(60%) 

1/3 
(33.3) 

14/21 
(66.7%) 

0/3  
(0%) 

0/3  
(0%) 

4/5  
(80%) — 

II-w/y 
aug. 

0/6  
(0%) 

1/15 
(6.7%) 

2/3 
(66.7%) 

7/21 
(33.3%) 

1/3 
(33.3%) 

3/3 
(100%) 

1/5 
(20%) — 

II-w/y 
long + 
aug. 

0/6  
(0%) 

10/15 
(66.7%) 

3/3 
(100%) 

21/21 
(100%) 

1/3 
(33.3%) 

3/3 
(100%) 

5/5 
(100%) — 

to
ta

l long 
4/39 

(10.3%) 
61/114 
(53.5%) 

8/16 
(50%) 

41/67 
(61.2%) 

7/15 
(46.7%) 

12/19 
(63.2%) 

35/40 
(87.5%) 

4/4 
(100%) 

long + 
aug. 

4/39 
(10.3%) 

65/114 
(57%) 

10/16 
(62.5%) 

58/67 
(86.6%) 

10/15 
(66.7%) 

18/19 
(94.7%) 

39/40 
(97.5%) 

4/4 
(100%) 

 

Fredericks 1988; Young 1993, 140–57)—all material of unknown date 
the linguistic profile of which dates them to the post-Restoration period. 
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Forestalling the objection that this corpus-centric presenta-
tion obscures inner-corpus variation of potential linguistic signif-
icance, Hornkohl (2023, 399–404) compares book by book, con-
cluding—despite outliers—that these figures indeed give a repre-
sentative picture of the linguistic profiles of the constituent com-
positions. 

Crucially, the above data also demonstrate late non-Maso-
retic biblical and extrabiblical confirmation of the late tendencies 
seen in the Tiberian LBH+ distributions of augmented and long 
1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology. From this perspective, the evi-
dence of the BDSS and NBDSS is especially important, as, once 
produced near the turn of the era, these corpora were subject to 
no further scribal transmission (see Hornkohl 2023, 404–7, for 
detailed discussion).  

2.0. Classical Biblical Hebrew and Pre-Exilic 
Sources 

Tiberian CBH texts display 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphological 
unity, corporately contrasting with LBH+, as well as diversity, 
with some texts, but not all, showing significant commonalities 
with LBH+ and other late non-Masoretic and extrabiblical He-
brew sources. 

Against the late predilection for lengthened augmented 1st-
person wayyiqṭol morphology with  -ה ָָ , CBH corpora generally 
eschew forms of this type. Table 2, from above, is reproduced 
here as Table 5 (facing page) for the sake of convenience. 
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Table 5: Incidence of augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol (ואעידה ,ואקטלה, 
 forms across representative ancient Hebrew corpora (ואקומה

MT 
BDSS NBDSS SP 

Ben 
Sira Torah Proph. Non-LBH+ 

Writings 

LBH+ 

4/105 
(3.8%) 

19/254 
(7.5%) 

   8/26    
(30.8) 

69/127 
(53.9%) 

21/55 
(38.2%) 

23/31 
(73.3%) 

34/106 
(32.4%) 

4/7 
(57.1%) 

While all the above corpora reveal some use of augmented 1st-
person wayyiqṭol morphology, only those comprised of material 
composed in the Second Temple period—Masoretic LBH+, the 
NBDSS, and Ben Sira—reveal majority augmented morphology. 
The significant minorities seen in other corpora are also im-
portant, though they arguably reflect a variety of factors. The el-
evated percentage in non-LBH+ Writings evidently indicates a 
correlation between augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology 
and poetry (Hornkohl 2023, 401–2). Comparable proportions in 
the BDSS and the SP show the effects of late secondary develop-
ments in otherwise classical material, evidencing both classical 
and late features—though it should be noted that the fragmen-
tary state of the BDSS renders their testimony somewhat chal-
lenging to interpret (Hornkohl 2023, 404–11). 

In addition to the morphological similarity uniting CBH 
texts that has just been discussed, they also divide with respect 
to an important distinction, that is, incidence of short versus long 
1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology in the case of III-y, hifʿil, and qal 
II-w/y verbs. Table 6 (overleaf) gives the totals of forms per cor-
pora according to the relevant lines in Table 4 (above). 
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Table 6: Incidence of long 1st-person III-y (ואעשה), hifʿil (ואעיד), and qal 
II-w/y (ואקום) wayyiqṭol forms across representative ancient Hebrew cor-
pora 
 MT     

Verb 
Class 

Torah Proph. 
Non-

LBH+ 
Writings 

LBH+ BDSS NBDSS SP 
Ben 
Sira 

III-y 
long 

3/21  
(14.3%) 

38/66  
(57.6%) 

7/13 
(53.8%) 

18/25  
(72%) 

7/10  
(70%) 

10/11  
(90.9%) 

21/22  
(95.5%) 

2/2 
(100%) 

hifʿil 
long 

1/12 
(8.3%) 

14/33 
(42.4%) — 9/21 

(42.9%) 
0/2 
(0%) 

2/5  
(40%) 

10/13 
(76.9%) 

2/2 
(100%) 

II-
w/y 
long 

0/6  
(0%) 

9/15 
(60%) 

1/3 
(33.3) 

14/21 
(66.7%) 

0/3  
(0%) 

0/3  
(0%) 

4/5  
(80%) — 

total 
long 

4/39 
(10.3%) 

61/114 
(53.5%) 

8/16 
(50%) 

41/67 
(61.2%) 

7/15 
(46.7%) 

12/19 
(63.2%) 

35/40 
(87.5%) 

4/4 
(100%) 

Conspicuous here is the Tiberian Torah, the only corpus in which 
long 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology is rare. Notably, other CBH 
corpora—the CBH Prophets and non-LBH+ Writings—display 
comparatively frequent use of long 1st-person wayyiqṭol forms, 
similar to LBH+ and late non-Masoretic biblical and extrabibli-
cal corpora. 

Incidentally, the typological antiquity of the Tiberian To-
rah’s preference for short 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology and 
general lack of augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology find 
confirmation in the (admittedly foreign, but cognate) ancient Mo-
abite of the Meshaʿ Stele. Here III-y 1st-person wayyiqṭol forms 
are consistently short, e.g., ואעש ‘and I made’ (ll. 3, 9), וארא ‘and 
I saw’ (l. 7), ואבן ‘and I built’ (l. 9), ואשב ‘and I captured’ (l. 12). 
At the same time, forms eligible for augmented morphology show 
no indication thereof, e.g.,  ואהרג ‘and I killed’ (ll. 11, 16),  ואהלך 
‘and I went’ (ll. 14–15), ואקח ‘and I took’ (ll. 17, 19–20),  ואסחב 
‘and I dragged’ (l. 18), ואמר ‘and I said’ (l. 24), ואשא ‘and I carried’ 
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(l. 30), and וארד ‘and I descended’ (l. 31). Anticipating the possi-
ble objection that a final a might have been realised, but not or-
thographically represented (i.e., spelled defectively), it is rele-
vant to note the apparent marking of final a in such forms as  בללה 
‘at night’ (l. 15) and בנה ‘he built’ (n. 18), which lead one to ex-
pect that similar orthography would have been employed in the 
case of augmented wayyiqṭol morphology, had it been used. 

To summarise, Tiberian CBH compositions unite when it 
comes to infrequency of the augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol mor-
phology so typical of LBH+ and other later material, but divide 
when it comes to the use of long, rather than short, 1st-person 
wayyiqṭol morphology in the case of III-y ( ואעשה), hifʿil (ואעיד), 
and qal II-w/y (ואקום) verbs. The Masoretic Pentateuch is largely 
devoid of such forms, while in the CBH Prophets and non-LBH+ 
Writings they are common, appearing in proportions that ap-
proach those characteristic of LBH+ and additional late sources. 

3.0. Interpreting the Data5 
The Meshaʿ Stele’s exclusive use of short III-y 1st-person way-
yiqṭol (ואעש) forms and lack of augmented wayyiqṭol ( ואקטלה, 
 forms tally with the Masoretic Torah’s preference (ואקומה ,ואעידה
for short 1st-person morphology. Likewise, the striking affinity 
for long and augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol forms among late 
non-Tiberian biblical traditions—the BDSS, the SP—and late ex-
trabiblical sources—the NBDSS, Ben Sira—is strong evidence of 

 
5 The ensuing discussion is a slightly abridged version of Hornkohl 
(2023, 413–26). 
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the historical authenticity of the Masoretic LBH+ preference for 
long and augmented wayyiqṭol morphology. 

The argument advanced to this point is consistent with, but 
does not exhaust, the evidence. The data sustain more far-reach-
ing conclusions. Not only are long 1st-person wayyiqṭol forms—
 the norm in Tiberian LBH+ and other late—ואקום ,ואעיד ,ואעשה
written traditions; they are also common in what is generally 
considered CBH material outside the Pentateuch, e.g., the CBH 
Prophets and non-LBH+ Writings, where their incidence is closer 
to that seen in MT LBH+ than to that of the MT Torah (Talshir 
1986, 6–8; 1987).  

Against the background of the associations already estab-
lished—i.e., classical short, on the one hand, and late long and 
augmented, on the other—how are the specific profiles of the 
CBH Prophets and non-LBH+ Writings—characterised by the ap-
parently early distribution of long 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphol-
ogy, but not augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology—to be 
explained?  

Since long morphological forms (ואקום ,ואעיד ,ואעשה) are 
absent from the Torah’s written tradition, but common in the rest 
of the MT—again, not just in LBH+, but outside the Pentateuch 
more generally—one might venture the hypothesis that long 
forms were not originally characteristic of any CBH material and 
pin the difference between the CBH of the Torah (where short 
forms dominate) and CBH outside the Torah (where long forms 
are quite standard) on late scribes. These copyists—it seems rea-
sonable to conjecture—might have more assiduously preserved 
the ancient morphological integrity of the Torah than that of the 
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rest of CBH, which was contemporised in the direction of LBH+ 
under the influence of Second Temple morphology. If so, 1st-per-
son wayyiqṭol morphology in the Torah’s written tradition would 
be historically more pristine and authentic than its counterpart 
in the rest of CBH, which shows many signs of secondary devel-
opment. The theory is attractive, but can be no more than par-
tially correct, as it is contradicted by important data points. 

Key in this connection is the unambiguous written evidence 
of long 1st-person III-y (ואעשה) and augmented (ואעידה ,ואקטלה, 
 ,forms. See Chart 1 (reproduced from Hornkohl 2023 (ואקומה
416). 
Chart 1: Incidence of long 1st-person III-y (ואעשה) and augmented 1st-
person (דה ,ואקטלה)(ואק)ו(מה ,ואע)י forms across representative ancient 
Hebrew traditions as percentage of potential cases 

Generally speaking, the frequency of long (ואעשה) forms posi-
tively correlates with the frequency of augmented (ואקטלה, 
 forms. That is, the use of one often goes hand in (ואקומה  ,ואעידה
hand with the use of the other. Both are largely lacking in the MT 
Torah, but are common in MT LBH+ and in other late corpora, 
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biblical and extrabiblical alike. The glaring exception in this re-
gard is the MT Prophets, where long forms are comparatively fre-
quent (57.6 percent), but augmented forms are rare (7.5 percent). 

Returning to the speculative hypothesis proffered above, 
i.e., that 1st-person wayyiqṭol forms may have been more or less 
uniformly short throughout CBH and only outside the Torah were 
contemporised in line with late linguistic customs—on this as-
sumption, it would be reasonable to expect a marked increase in 
both long III-y forms and augmented forms in CBH outside the 
Torah. And this for the following reason: if late scribes appended 
final heh to originally short 1st-person III-y wayyiqṭol forms ac-
cording to Second Temple convention, i.e., changing ואעש to 
 then it is reasonable to expect that they would do the same ,ואעשה
where necessary to expand the use of augmented forms, changing 
 etc., since these were no less characteristic of ,ואקטלה to ואקטל
Second Temple Hebrew.  

Crucially, this situation does not obtain. Against the norm 
in the MT Torah, and similarly to MT LBH+ and other late cor-
pora, the CBH Prophets and non-LBH+ Writings show an affinity 
for long 1st-person III-y wayyiqṭol (ואעשה) forms. At the same 
time, similar to the MT Torah and against the convention in MT 
LBH+ and other late texts, augmented ( ואקומה ,ואעידה ,ואקטלה) 
forms are largely absent from the CBH of the Prophets. From the 
admittedly narrow perspective of 1st-person wayyiqṭol forms, 
then, the written tradition of the MT CBH Prophets is that of nei-
ther the MT Torah nor MT LBH+, but reflects some sort of typo-
logically transitional phase between Pentateuchal CBH and 
LBH+. 
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Less compelling is the explanation proffered by Talshir 
(1986, 5–8; 1987). On the basis of minority augmented 1st-per-
son wayyiqṭol morphology in the Torah and the Prophets, Talshir 
reasons that augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology early 
on co-existed with short 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology, the 
latter dominant in the Torah, the former at one time more prev-
alent in the Prophets. Talshir speculates that, for unknown rea-
sons, later scribes secondarily expunged and replaced augmented 
1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology in the Prophets with what he 
views as completely artificial long 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphol-
ogy. This arbitrary move was, in Talshir’s view, based on analogy 
with the late merger of indicative long and volitive augmented 
1st-person yiqṭol seen in some Second Temple sources, whereby 
the formerly semantically distinct forms were no longer morpho-
logically distinguished. With synonymous 1st-person wayyiqṭol 
forms at their disposal, scribes opted for the morphologically sim-
pler. Exactly why this should have happened when LBH and other 
late forms of Hebrew prefer the augmented 1st-person wayyiqṭol 
form is unclear, especially as any secondary movement in the 
CBH Prophets may have been contemporary with the composi-
tion of LBH texts. 

We appear to be left with three typological profiles involv-
ing 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphology: 

(1) nearly uniformly short (ואקם ,ואעד ,ואעש) and standard 
  ;morphology (< PS aqtul) in the CBH of the Torah (ואקטל )

(2) commonly long (ואקום  ,ואעיד ,ואעשה) and standard ( ואקטל) 
morphology (< PS aqtulu/a), but rarely augmented 
morphology in the CBH of the Prophets; 
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(3) commonly long ( ואקום ,ואעיד ,ואעשה) morphology (< PS 
aqtulu/a) and commonly augmented (ואעידה ,ואקטלה, 
 .+morphology (< PS aqtulan[na]) in LBH (ואקומה

A note on the MT non-LBH+ Writings: their incidence of long 
 ,forms is similar to that of the MT Prophets (ואקום  ,ואעיד ,ואעשה)
but Psalms especially shows a comparatively high incidence of 
augmented ( ואקומה  ,ואעידה ,ואקטלה) forms. Given the uncertainty 
inherent in the linguistic periodisation of poetry, it is difficult to 
determine whether this relatively frequent use of augmented 
forms is a function of chronolect, poetic genre, another factor or 
factors, or some combination thereof. 

It bears explicit acknowledgment at this point that the pro-
posed chronological interpretation of the typology is at odds with 
certain views common in biblical studies, not least those that see 
the Torah and other CBH biblical material as products of the post-
exilic period and/or that reject language as a reliable diachronic 
indicator when it comes to an oral recitation tradition written 
down and transmitted over centuries. The position advocated 
here is not that alternative evidence should be deprivileged in 
favour of orthographic and linguistic evidence, but that the latter 
should receive due attention and be integrated with evidence 
gleaned from other approaches. 

But these results also arguably necessitate a revision of the 
dominant dichotomous linguistic periodisation of BH. Most dis-
cussions of ancient Hebrew diachrony distinguish post-exilic (or, 
more accurately, post-Restoration) LBH from pre-exilic CBH, es-
chewing any finer sub-divisions (for overviews, see Hornkohl 
2013; Hurvitz 2013). While this chronolectal division adequately 
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comprehends most diachronic variety in BH, it leaves other data 
unexplained. Some scholars, therefore, also recognise pre-classi-
cal (i.e., pre-1000 BCE) poetic ABH (Mandell 2013)—though 
there is no consensus as to its significance for dating the relevant 
compositions. A number of scholars also support the notion of an 
intermediate category between CBH and LBH termed TBH (i.e., 
600–450 BCE; for a list of such scholars, see Hornkohl 2014a, 14–
15, fn. 39; 2016a). Differences of opinion revolve around such 
questions as the correlation between language style and date of 
composition; the heuristic value of positing more or fewer divi-
sions; and the location of the boundaries between proposed 
chronolects and liminal cases. Whether they are accepted or not, 
the addition of ABH and TBH does not suffice to explain the in-
ner-CBH diachronic diversity under discussion here. 

Certain aspects of 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphological di-
versity are consistent with the regnant bipartite CBH–LBH divi-
sion, notably, the high frequency of short (ואקם  ,ואעד ,ואעש) mor-
phology in the written tradition of the Tiberian Torah and the 
Meshaʿ Stele, on the one hand, and, on the other, the rarity of 
short morphology and the concomitant accumulation of aug-
mented (ואוקמה ,ואעידה ,ואקטלה) morphology in Tiberian LBH+ 
and other biblical and extrabiblical sources that reflect Second 
Temple Hebrew. 

Yet the proposed typology also arguably challenges at least 
one component of the regnant diachronic linguistic paradigm. In 
the distributions of the 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphological vari-
ants in the Tiberian written tradition, one confronts a situation 
that calls for greater nuance than what typically characterises 
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diachronic discussions. This is because the three-stage diachronic 
division of material based on the distribution of 1st-person way-
yiqṭol morphology can only with difficulty be squeezed into a di-
chotomous CBH–LBH framework. Nor, on the surface, is it con-
sistent with the existing tripartite ABH–CBH–LBH paradigm, or 
even with the maximally nuanced ABH–CBH–TBH–LBH arrange-
ment. This is because the pertinent distributional combinations 
of short, long, and augmented 1st-person morphology do not cor-
respond to any of the proposed paradigms, instead respecting dif-
ferent boundaries. The distinction between the CBH of the Torah 
and the CBH of the relevant Prophets and Writings, on the one 
hand, and the unity of the non-LBH+ Prophets and Writings, on 
the other, seem to indicate diachronic isoglosses that do not co-
incide with the borders of TBH, but land squarely within CBH, 
thereby calling for finer shading within what is conventionally 
termed CBH. 

Preliminarily, two explanations suggest themselves. One 
option is that the Torah’s written linguistic tradition is, as it 
seems, typologically older than that of the rest of CBH, in which 
case there may be some justification to distinguishing between 
chronological sub-strata within CBH, i.e., CBH1 and CBH2, both 
typologically prior to TBH and LBH (see Elitzur 2015; 2018a; 
2018b; 2019; 2022).  

One may, alternatively, envision a scenario in which origi-
nal CBH short 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphological dominance 
gave way to secondary diversity when material outside the Torah 
was contemporised—not according to LBH, but in line with 
norms typologically transitional between those of the MT Torah 
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and LBH proper, that is, of a period when long (ואעיד ,ואעשה, 
 ,ואעידה  ,ואקטלה ) forms were in wide use, but augmented (ואקום
 were not yet in vogue. In this case, what appears to be (ואקומה
CBH2 would be a result of the contemporisation of CBH in line 
with post-CBH but pre-LBH conventions. 

There is some concrete data supporting what otherwise re-
mains quite theoretical conjecture. Hornkohl (2023, 401, Table 
8) shows broadly similar proportions of long and augmented 
morphology in Joshua, Judges, Kings, and Isaiah compared to 
TBH Jeremiah and Ezekiel. However, the approach cannot ac-
count for Samuel’s exclusive employment of long morphology 
(13/13 cases), but rare usage of augmented forms (7/25 cases). 
Finally, in the interests of methodological parsimony, one should 
suspend judgment on the notion that TBH influence on CBH best 
explains the emergence of the sub-chronolect CBH2. If no other 
feature discussed in this volume necessitates such an explanation, 
it should be judged unlikely. 

As for actual historical dates, the Meshaʿ Stele fortuitously 
furnishes chronologically fixed control data—albeit in a Canaan-
ite language cognate, and geographically peripheral, to ancient 
Hebrew, rendering its relevance to the latter somewhat question-
able. If the monument’s consistent use of short instead of long or 
augmented (III-y, hifʿil, qal II-w/y) and standard instead of aug-
mented (strong, hifʿil, qal II-w/y verbs) morphology can be con-
strued as more or less representative of the situation in ancient 
Hebrew, then its 840 BCE date usefully serves as a solid historical 
data point for purposes of historical linguistic comparison. The 
Tiberian Torah’s CBH1 1st-person wayyiqṭol morphological tradi-
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tion is consistent with mid-9th century BCE Moabite evidence, 
while the combination of forms found in LBH+, which is con-
firmed by late non-Masoretic and extrabiblical material, seems 
datable to post-450 BCE. This would seem to leave the period of 
the 8th–6th centuries BCE for the morphological combinations 
typical of CBH2 and TBH texts from the Prophets and Writings. 
Interestingly, this diachronic division is largely consistent with 
that seen in the case of the BH onomasticon (above, ch. 1). 

It also bears mentioning that there is no perceptible con-
centration of typologically late forms in any single Pentateuchal 
source. J has three forms; E has two; P has one; and Dtr1 has two.6 

Finally, one should mention a degree of dissonance be-
tween the linguistic traditions reflected in the consonantal text, 
on the one hand, and the vocalisation and accentuation, on the 
other. In the Pentateuch and the Prophets especially, many ap-
parently short hifʿil and qal II-w/y written forms—which, accord-
ing to the approach here, presuppose pronunciations associated 
with short morphology—are realised in the reading tradition 
with long morphology. See Table 7 (facing page). In this way the 
pronunciation tradition lines up more closely than the written 
tradition with Second Temple Hebrew—though it is important to 
note that (a) the Torah specifically preserves short morphology 
in the vocalisation of 1cpl wayyiqṭol forms and (b) the develop-
ment seen in the vocalisation of CBH beyond the Torah reflects 
the continuation of a developmental trend already underway in 

 
6 J: Gen. 24.48; 32.4; Num. 21.30 (?); E: Gen 41.11; 43.21; P: Num. 
8.19; Dtr1: Deut. 1.16, 18. 
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the corresponding written tradition (for detailed discussion, see 
Hornkohl 2023, 426–35). 
Table 7: 1st-person short and long hifʿil and qal II-w/y wayyiqṭol mor-
phology in the Masoretic reading tradition of the Torah 

Singular Plural 
Short ך ד־ל֔וֹ (Lev. 26.13; Deut. 29.4) וָאוֹלֵֻׁ֥ גֶׁ  (Gen. 43.7; Gen. 44.24) וַנַ 

ב שֶׁׁ  (Gen. 43.21) וַנָֻׁ֥
ב  (Num. 31.50) וַנַקְרֵֵ֞
סָב  (Deut. 2.1) וַנָֻׁ֥

 (Deut. 2.34; 3.6) וַנַחֲרֵם
Long  (Gen. 24.47; Deut. 10.5) וָאָשִׂם

א  (Exod. 19.4) וָאָבִֻׁ֥
ץ ֻ֖  (Lev. 20.23) וָאָָקֻׁ
ל  (Lev. 20.26) וָאַבְדִֻׁ֥
אַשְׁלִך   (Deut. 9.21) וָֽ

ים  (Num. 21.30) וַנַשִִּׁ֣

Invariable א ֹֻׁ֥ א (Gen. 24.42) וָאָב ֹֹ֕  (Deut. 1.19) וַנָב



 



3. QAL VERSUS HIFʿIL FORMS OF  יס"ף

Throughout the Hebrew Bible, two verbs that share the root  יס"ף 
compete in the meaning ‘add, do again’: qal יָסַף and hifʿil הוֹסִיף. 
Their synonymy is demonstrated by the example pairs in (1)–(8), 
with qal and hifʿil forms presented in odd- and even-numbered 
examples, respectively: 

ףוְלאֹ־ (1) וֹם מוֹת֔וֹ יָסַׁ֨ ת־שָׁאול  עַד־יִּׁ֣ ל לִרְא֤וֹת אֶׁ שְׁמואֵֵ֜

‘And Samuel did no more see Saul until the day of his 
death…’ (1 Sam. 15.35)

יִם   (2) ת־מִצְרַ  ם אֶׁ ֤ ר רְאִיתֶׁ י אֲשֶׁׁׁ֨ א כִִּ֗ ֹֻׁ֥ יפו  הַי֔וֹם ל םתֹסִִ֛ וֹד עַד־עוֹלָֽ ם עֻ֖ לִרְאֹתָֻׁ֥  
‘…For the Egyptians whom you see today—you shall no 
more see them again.’ (Exod. 14.13) 

ךָ  (3) ֶ֑ ית חָכְמָתֶׁ י מַרְבִִּׁ֣ י חֲצִֻ֖ גַד־לִ֔ א הֻׁ ִֹּׁ֣ פְתָ וְהִנֵה  ל היָסַֹ֕ עְתִי  עַל־הַשְמועָֻ֖ ר שָׁמָֽ ֻׁ֥ אֲשֶׁׁ  
‘…And behold, half the greatness of your wisdom was not 
told me; you have surpassed the report that I heard. (2 
Chron. 9.6) 

חָכְמָה   (4) פְתָ  הוֹסַ֤ צִי  הַחֵֶ֑ י  גַד־לִֻ֖ א־הֻׁ ֹֽ ל פְתָ    וְהִנֵֻׁ֥ה  וָט֔וֹב  הוֹסַ֤ ה  חָכְמָה   ל־הַשְמועָֻ֖ אֶׁ

עְתִי  ר שָׁמָֽ ֻׁ֥ אֲשֶׁׁ

‘…And behold, the half was not told me. You have accumu-
lated1 wisdom and wealth beyond the report that I heard.’ 
(1 Kgs 10.7) 

א־ (5) ֹֽ ה וְל ת־הַיוֹנָ֔ הוַיְשַׁלַח  אֶׁ יו עֽוֹד יָסְפָֻׁ֥ שׁוב־אֵלָֻ֖  
‘…and he sent forth the dove, and she did no more return 
to him again.’ (Gen. 8.12) 

1 Or ‘you have surpassed in wisdom and wealth’. 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.03
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א־ (6) ֹֽ פְלָה  ל יףנָֽ ל  תוֹסִִּׁ֣ ת יִשְׂרָאֵֶ֑ ק֔ום בְתולַֻ֖  
 ‘She has fallen. She will no more rise, the virgin of Israel.’ 

(Amos 5.2) 
ה וְיָסַפְתָׁ֨  (7) לֶׁ שׁ הָאֵֽ ל הַשָלֻׁ֥ ים עַֻ֖ שׁ עָרִ֔ לְךָֻׁ֥ עוֹד  שָׁלִּׁ֣  
 ‘…then you shall add three other cities to these three.’ 

(Deut. 19.9) 
יפו  (8) יםוְיוֹסִֻׁ֥ וֹת חַיִֽ ךִָּ֗ שְׁנִּׁ֣ לְְּ֝  
 ‘and years of life will be added to you.’ (Prov. 9.11) 

As things stand in the extant combined Tiberian written-reading 
tradition, hifʿil forms outnumber qal forms.2 Intriguingly, how-
ever, neither stem boasts a complete paradigm. Especially con-
spicuous is the apparent absence of the qal prefix conjugation 
(but cf. below), whether in yiqṭol or wayyiqṭol forms. Table 1 (fac-
ing page) summarises the paradigms. 

The discussion that follows focuses on the distribution of 
the two stems, with particular sensitivity to diachronic trends. To 
avoid combining diachronically diverse layers of evidence, it is 
necessary to separate morphologically unambiguous written (i.e., 
purely consonantal) forms from ambiguous written forms, as the 
latter were amenable to secondary processes of morphological 
reinterpretation in the pronunciation tradition(s) reflected in or-
thographic developments (the addition of matres lectionis) and vo-
calisation and/or remain morphologically ambiguous.  

 
2 According to the Groves-Wheeler (1991–2016) electronic tagged da-
tabase available with the Accordance software, the figures are qal 36 
and hifʿil 173. Yet, since many forms, especially in the prefix conjuga-
tion, are morphologically ambiguous or have been wrongly classified as 
hifʿil, these figures ought to be viewed with suspicion.  
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Table 1: Summary paradigms of qal and hifʿil  יס"ף 
Form qal hifʿil 
suffix conjugation הוֹסִיף יָסַף 

participle מוֹסִיפִים יסְֹפִים 
prefix conjugation —3 יוֹסֵף/יוֹסִיף  
wayyiqṭol —3 ף  וַיוֹסִיפו /וַיסֶֹׁ
infinitive construct לְהוֹסִיף 4לִסְפוֹת /סְפוֹת 

imperative סְפו — 

external passive 5— נוֹסַף 

1.0. Unambiguous Written Evidence 

1.1. The Tiberian Masoretic Tradition 

Table 2 (overleaf) presents the statistics relevant to those forms 
with unequivocal consonantal shapes in qal and hifʿil, i.e., suffix 
conjugation, participle, infinitive, and imperative. According to 
purely consonantal evidence—i.e., excluding evidence for stem 
differentiation based on matres lectionis and vocalisation—the 
picture is relatively clear. Qal forms—such as suffix conjugation 
,dominate in CBH—ספו and imperative ,יספים participle ,יסף 6 
whereas LBH shows preference for consonantally unambiguous 

 
3 According to the standard I-y/w qal pattern, the expected Tiberian pre-
fix conjugation form would be יֵסֵף*, wayyiqṭol ף סֶׁ  .but see below ;*וַיֵַ֫
4 Cf. Moabite לספת (Meshaʿ [KAI 181] l. 21); see below, fn. 6. 
5 Cf. BA hofʿal וסְפַת  .was added (FS)’ (Dan. 4.33)‘ הֻׁ֥
6 These figures include the qal infinitival forms  וֹת  and (Num. 32.14) לִסְפִּׁ֣
וֹת   despite the III-y (rather than I-y) morphology, on the ,(Isa. 30.1) סְפֻׁ֥
grounds that their stem morphology is transparent. By contrast, the qal 
qere ף  is excluded, since it is not part of the (יוסף Sam. 27.4; ketiv 1) יָסַֻׁ֥
consonantal tradition, whereas the stem of the ketiv is ambiguous.  
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hifʿil morphology—such as suffix conjugation הוסיף, participle 
 The overall CBH qal to .להוסיף  and infinitive construct ,מוסיפים
hifʿil ratio is 33:5 (Pentateuch 16:1, Prophets 16:3, non-LBH+ 
Writings 0:1), whereas LBH shows a reverse trend of 1:6. 
Table 2: MT distribution of unequivocal forms of qal יָסַף and hifʿil הוֹסִיף 
(see §4.1 for citations) 

Book qal hifʿil   Book/Corpus qal hifʿil 
Genesis 2 0   Ezra 0 1 
Leviticus 7 1   Nehemiah 0 1 
Numbers 3 0   Chronicles 1 1 
Deuteronomy 4 0   Pentateuch 16 1 
Judges 2 0   Prophets 16 3 
Samuel 4 0      Former  8 3 
Kings 2 3      Latter  8 0 
Isaiah 5 0   Writings 1 7 
Jeremiah 2 0      Non-LBH+ 0 1 
Psalms 0 1      LBH+ 1 6 
Qohelet 0 3   TOTALS 33 24 

1.2. Extrabiblical, Non-Tiberian, and Cognate Sources 

Maintaining the focus on unambiguous qal and hifʿil consonantal 
forms (suffix conjugation, participle, infinitive construct, imper-
ative), we find that the same diachronic pattern seen above in 
the case of the Tiberian consonantal evidence is discernible in 
extrabiblical and non-Tiberian biblical consonantal material. The 
incidence of unambiguous qal and hifʿil forms in classical and 
post-classical corpora is summarised in Table 3 (facing page). 
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Table 3: Distribution of unequivocal forms of qal  יָסַף and hifʿil הוֹסִיף in 
the MT, Extrabiblical Sources, and Non-Tiberian Biblical Material (see 
§4.2 for citations) 

Corpus qal hifʿil  Corpus qal hifʿil 
Meshaʿ (KAI 181) 2 0  NBDSS 2 16 
Zakkur (KAI 202) 0 1  Ben Sira 0 3 
BDSS 16 4  Mishna 1 75 
SP 18 0     

Reflecting early patterns of stem usage outside Masoretic 
BH, the mid-9th-century Moabite of the Meshaʿ Stele, the BDSS, 
and the SP, show dominant use of qal forms. The BDSS and the 
SP, however, paint a mixed picture. As biblical traditions rooted 
in antiquity, they unsurprisingly exhibit persistence of early qal 
dominance. At the same time, as Second Temple manifestations 
of BH, they also show the effects of the influence of late linguistic 
conventions in stem distribution of יס"ף verbs. In the case of the 
BDSS, the fragmentary nature of the evidence permits only ten-
tative observations. Even so, if the few relevant cases can be 
taken as more broadly representative, it is worth highlighting a 
noticeable trend of opting for hifʿil rather than qal, which occurs 
in at least three (and possibly four) of six cases (all involving the 
participial form at Deut. 5.25): 
ים 4Q37 3.7 || MT) אם מו[ס  י  פים  4Q83 f9ii.13 || MT) ו֯הוספתי ;(Deut. 5.25 אִם־יסְֹפִִּׁ֣
י [וספים]י   אם ;(Ps. 71.14 וְהוֹסַפְתִִּ֗  (4Q41 5.7 || MT ים [וסיפים]כי מ ;(Deut. 5.25 אִם־יסְֹפִִּׁ֣  
(4Q129 f1R.13 || MT ים ס֯יפים[אם מו ;(Deut. 5.25 אִם־יסְֹפִִּׁ֣  (4Q135 f1.4 || MT אִם־
ים ים ;(Deut. 5.25 יסְֹפִִּׁ֣ ים 4Q137 f1.31 || MT) א֯ם מ/יספ  ים̇יספ אם   ;(Deut. 5.25 אִם־יסְֹפִִּׁ֣  
(XQ2 1.6 || MT ים  Deut. 5.25).7 אִם־יסְֹפִִּׁ֣

 
7 Several instances of the participle corresponding to MT Deut. 5.25 
may have been influenced by the presence of mem in the preceding 
word, but this obviously does not apply to [וסיפים]כי מ  (4Q129 f1R.13).  
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As for the SP—despite superficial similarity between it and 
the MT concerning the preservation of qal  יָסַף, there are signifi-
cant differences, all pointing to SH’s relative typological lateness. 
First, in the case of I-y verbs, the Samaritan tradition routinely 
replaces wayyiqṭol with non-converted we-qaṭal forms: not only is 
 wyūsīfu ויוסיפו read as qal wya ̄̊sǝf (cf. the unequivocally hifʿil ויסף
Deut. 20.8), but so, too, is feminine ותסף wta ̄̊sǝf (Gen. 4.2; cf.  תוסף 
tu sǝf Gen. 4.12; תוסיפון tūsīfon Gen. 44.23). Second, against MT 
qal, the SP sometimes has piʿʿel, e.g., MT   וְיָסַפְתִי || SP ויספתי wyas-
safti ‘and I will continue’ (Lev. 26.18; see also Lev. 26.21; Deut. 
19.9).8 Third, as demonstrated below, in three of the eight in-
stances in which old qal yaqṭel9 prefix conjugation forms are ar-
guably preserved in the MT Pentateuch, the SP written and/or 
reading tradition evinces an unambiguous hifʿil; see ף  SP || תֹסֵֻׁ֥
ף ;tūsǝf (Gen. 4.12) תוסף ֵ֣ ף ;tūsīfu (Deut. 13.1) תוסיפו SP || תֹס   || אֹס ֵ֗
SP אוסיף ūsǝf (Deut. 18.16). 

Likewise, unequivocal hifʿil usage is frequent in late ex-
trabiblical sources, e.g., the NBDSS, the Mishna, and Ben Sira. 
Qal usage, by contrast, is exceptional and conditioned, limited to 

 

Though some apparently qal 3rd-person weqaṭal forms in the DSS are 
given to analysis as instances of hifʿil (or qal) wayyiqṭol or we-yiqṭol, e.g., 
 MT Isa. 29.19; cf. the following paragraph on וְיָסְפ֧וּ || 1QIsaa 23.29) ויספו
the SP), the prevalence of mater waw in I-w/y hifʿil yiqṭol forms in the 
DSS (26 of 28 cases) makes it likely that the forms identified above as 
weqaṭal are indeed instances of the qal suffix conjugation. 
8 On pielisation as a feature of Second Temple Hebrew, see Hornkohl 
(2023, 253–88) and the references mentioned there. 
9 Alternatively, a form like Samaritan tūsǝf can be analysed as an origi-
nal yaqtul, whereby *tawsup > *tōsup > *tōsip (due to dissimilation). 



 3. Qal versus hifʿil Forms of ף"יס  63 

biblical citation and allusion. No unambiguous qal forms appear 
in Ben Sira. Notably, the two qal cases in QH come in the ‘rewrit-
ten Bible’ or ‘reworked Pentateuch’ material of 4QCommentary 
Genesis A (4Q252 1.18, 20), where the language was undoubt-
edly influenced by its CBH source (MT Gen. 8.12). In other cases, 
tellingly, QH has transparent hifʿil morphology against a more 
ambiguous MT form, e.g.,   ולוא תגרע מהמה  עליהמהתוסיף  לוא  ‘you will 
not add to them and you will not subtract from them’ (11QTa 
[11Q19] 54.6–7) || ףלאֹ־ ֵ֣ נּוּ  תֹס  ֶּֽ ע מִמ  ַ֖ א תִגְר  ֹֹ֥ יו וְל עָלָָ֔  (MT Deut. 13.1), לוא  

הזואת עוד  לשוב בדרךתוסיף    ‘You shall no more again return that way’ 
(11QTa [11Q19] 56.17–18) || and וֹד ַ֖ה עֶּֽ ז  ךְ ה  ר  ֹ֥ ד  וּב ב  וּן לָשׁ֛ א תֹסִפֵ֗ ֵֹ֣  MT) ל
Deut. 17.16), and ולוא  יוסיפו  עוד  לעשות כדבר  הזה בקרבכה ‘and they 
will no more do that sort of thing among you again’ (11QTa 
[11Q19] 61.11) || א־ ֶֹּֽ פוּוְל ע  יסִִֹ֨ ר הָרָׁ֛ דָבָֹ֥ וֹד כ  וֹת עֵ֗ עֲשׂ֜ ךָ  ל  ֶּֽ ַ֖ה בְקִרְב  ז  ה   (MT Deut. 
19.20). Likewise, the sole case of qal morphology in the Mishna 
(Soṭa 9.5) was inherited from the Bible (MT Deut. 20.8).10 

With specific reference to the incidence of indisputable 
hifʿil consonantal forms in non-Tiberian biblical material: the 
late-9th–early-8th-century Old Aramaic instance of  הוספ]ת ‘I 
added’ (Zakkur [KAI 202] B.4–5) is solid evidence of early hifʿil 
usage. It may be seen as supporting evidence for the authenticity 
of the lone instance of unambiguous hifʿil in the Tiberian Torah, 
יף  though textual and interpretive questions ,(Lev. 19.25) לְהוֹסִֻׁ֥
leave some doubt (see below). 

 
10 Note also the Mishna’s combined written-reading testimony of  בַל 
 Thou shalt not add’ (Zevaḥ. 8.10, 10, 10), where the vocalisation‘ תוֹסֵ)י(ף 
in Codex Kaufmann conforms to that of the Tiberian tradition  ף  לאֹ־תֹסִֵּׁ֣
(MT Deut. 13.1). Cf. תוֹסִיף בַל  in printed editions. 
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2.0. Ambiguous Consonantal Evidence, 
Orthography, and Vocalisation 

Conspicuously absent from the foregoing account are the prefix 
conjugation forms yiqṭol and wayyiqṭol. Exempting such forms 
from the initial survey is necessary, because purely consonantal 
prefix conjugation forms are morphologically ambiguous, dis-
posed to both qal and hifʿil interpretations. The morphology is 
often clarified thanks to the inclusion of mater yod and via une-
quivocal vocalisation, but these might involve the imposition of 
secondary morphological interpretations. Moreover, even some 
vocalised forms are morphologically equivocal. 

2.1. The Morphology of (way)yiqṭol  יס"ף Forms 

2.1.1. Wholesale (way)yiqṭol Hifilisation? 

Given the unequivocal qal shapes of most of the suffix conjuga-
tion, imperatival, infinitival, and participial forms cited above, it 
would be reasonable to expect, with Ginsberg (1934, 223), that 
the corresponding qal prefix conjugation form would be of the 
typical I-y/w pattern, i.e., yiqṭol ף ס  ף and wayyiqṭol *י  ס  י ֵּ֫  From .*ו 
this perspective, a vocalised form such as ף  there will (not) be‘ תֹסִֶּֽ
again’ (Exod. 11.6) should be identified as an original qal form, 
which might be expected to yield Tiberian  ף ֶּֽ ס  -that was second ,*ת 
arily realised with hifʿil pronunciation in line with Second Temple 
tendencies. Thus, in plene spellings such as יסיף ,יוסף, and  יוסיף, the 
waw and/or yod matres might reasonably be considered second-
ary. Even the apparently early consonantally unambiguous hifʿil 
infinitive יף  arouses scepticism, the context more (Lev. 19.25) לְהוֹסִֹ֥
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suited, in Ginsberg’s opinion, to the Samaritan  להאסיף, presuma-
bly ‘to gather’.11 On Ginsberg’s view, then, the expected Tiberian 
CBH paradigm is qal ף ף-יָס  ף -יסֹ  ס  ף -*י  -ס  ת*)לָ( פ  ס  , with the hifʿil para-
digm ף-יוֹסִיף-מוֹסִיף-הוֹסִיף  late and secondary. If so, all )לְ(הוֹסִיף-*הוֹס 
apparently CBH hifʿil realisations, whether indicated by matres 
lectionis, by Tiberian vocalisation signs, or by a combination of 
the two, are anachronistic. To sum up: Ginsberg’s view is that the 
mixed CBH paradigm is the result of the artificial extension of 
the post-exilic hifʿil paradigm to pre-exilic qal spellings amenable 
to hifʿil realisation. 

One conspicuous upshot of the hifʿil reinterpretation of 
original qal forms is that the distribution of the two stems blurs 
the otherwise straightforward picture of diachronic development 
presented on the basis of purely consonantal evidence above 
(§1.0). Because a certain number of originally qal yiqṭol forms 
were apparently recast as hifʿil, the rather tidy diachronic picture 
sketched above based on consonantally unambiguous forms is 
distorted due to apparent secondary qal > hifʿil shifts in the 

 
11 In the passage’s context of harvesting, ‘gather’ is at least as apposite as 
‘add’. Vulgate congregantes reflects the former; LXX πρόσθεμα, Onqelos 
 the latter. The Samaritan evidence is itself ܘܢܘܣܦܘܢ  and the Syriac ,לְאוֹסָפָא 
varied: the Targum has  למכנשה ‘gather’, against Arabic  ليضاعف ‘multiply’. 
For the meaning ‘gather’ one expects qal  לאסף in Samaritan as well as 
Tiberian Hebrew; indeed, the hifʿil is otherwise unknown. Also, as noted 
above, the Samaritan pronunciation līsǝf reflects neither  לאסף nor  להאסיף, 
but seemingly  להסיף ‘bring to an end’. Cf. MT  ון  tūsīfon תוסיפון  SP || תאֹסִפֵ֞
(Exod. 5.7), where, again, the context is amenable to both ‘con-tinue’ and 
‘gather’. Similar cases of possible conflation occur within the Tiberian 
tradition:  אס"ף and  סו"ף in Jer. 8.13 and Zeph. 1.2,  אס"ף and  יס"ף in 1 Sam. 
18.29 and 2 Sam. 6.1 (see Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 143, 213). 
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realisation of ambiguous spellings. The basically diachronic sup-
pletion described above, consisting of classical qal and late hifʿil, 
is complicated by a situation of seeming synchronic suppletion 
within CBH, in which only those qal forms impervious to hifʿil 
reinterpretation—(we)qaṭal, participle, imperative, infinitives 
construct and absolute—preserved their original stem, while the 
remaining (way)yiqṭol forms shifted to hifʿil. The suppletive na-
ture of the paradigm is especially conspicuous in morphologically 
divergent forms in proximity. Consider the contrasting stems in 
the following examples of verses in close context: 

(9a) ... ף סֶׁ ה׃  וַיִֹ֛ ת־הַיוֹנָֻ֖ה מִן־הַתֵבָֽ ח אֶׁ שַׁלַֻׁ֥  
 ‘…and he again sent forth the dove from the ark.’ (Gen. 

8.10b) 
(9b) ...א־ ֹֽ הוְל יו עֽוֹד׃  יָסְפָֻׁ֥ שׁוב־אֵלָֻ֖  
 ‘…and (the dove) did not again return.’ (Gen. 8.12b) 
(10a) ...ף יו...  וְיָסַֻׁ֥ וֹ עָלֶָ֑ חֲמִשִׁתֻ֖  
 ‘…and he must add a fifth of it thereupon…’ (Lev. 27.27b) 
(10b)  ֹו ף....חֲמִשִׁיתֻ֖ יו׃  יסֵֹֻׁ֥ עָלָֽ  
 ‘…a fifth of it he must add thereupon.’ (Lev. 27.31b) 
(11a) א־ ֹֽ ל׃  יָ֤סְפווְל ץ יִשְׂרָאֵֽ רֶׁ ֻׁ֥ וֹא בְאֶׁ ם לָבֻ֖ י אֲרָ֔ עוֹד  גְדודִֵּׁ֣  
 ‘…and the bands of Arameans no longer came into the ter-

ritory of Israel.’ (2 Kgs 6.23b) 
(11b)   ה ים וְכִֹּׁ֣ י אֱלהִֻ֖ ה־לִֻׁ֥ ה־יַעֲשֶׁׂ ף...כֹֽ ... יוֹסִֶ֑  

 ‘…thus will God do to me and thus will he repeat…’ (2 Kgs 
6.31a) 

(12a) ...ו עַל־שָׁנָֻ֖ה... שָׁנִָ֛ה  סְפֻׁ֥  

 ‘…add year upon year…’ (Isa. 29.1) 
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(12b)  י ן הִנְנִֻׁ֥ ףלָכִֵּ֗ ֻ֖ה...  יוֹסִִ֛ עָם־הַזֶׁ ת־הָֽ יא אֶׁ לְהַפְלִֻׁ֥  
 ‘Therefore, behold, I will again do wonderful things with 

this people…’ (Isa. 29.14)12 
(12c) ים וְיָסְפ֧ו ה...  עֲנָוִִ֛ יהוָֻ֖ה שִׂמְחֶָ֑ בַֽ  
 ‘And the meek will increase joy in the LORD…’ (Isa. 29.19) 

2.1.2. An Alternative Approach 

On the face of it, Ginsberg’s view is straightforward and compel-
ling, adequately explaining most of the evidence. It fails, how-
ever, to account for certain significant details. The specific con-
stellation of spelling and vocalisation characteristic of the  "ף יס  
prefix conjugation forms seems to reflect a situation more com-
plex than the wholesale application of post-exilic hifʿil morphol-
ogy and phonology wherever pre-exilic qal consonantal spelling 
made it possible. 

One intriguing piece of evidence in this connection is the 
comparatively high incidence, especially in the Masoretic Penta-
teuch, of what look to be short yiqṭol (< PS yaqtul), i.e., jussive, 
hifʿil forms in contexts better suited to full yiqṭol (< PS yaqtulu) 
morphology and indicative semantics, e.g., 
 

ה  (13) אֲדָמָ֔ ת־הִָּׁ֣ עֲבֹד  אֶׁ י תַֽ ף כִ֤ א־תֹסֵֻׁ֥ ֹֽ ך   ל הּ לֶָ֑ תֵת־כחָֹֻ֖  
 ‘When you work the ground, it will no longer yield to you 

its strength.’ (Gen. 4.12 || SP תוסף tūsǝf) 
 

12 For more on this construction see the discussion below, §2.2, on ex-
amples (21)–(22). 



68 Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

ישִׁתוֹ    (14) ת־חֲמִֽ ם וְאֶׁ שׁ יְשַׁלִֵּ֗ דֶׁ א מִן־הַקֵֹ֜ ר֩ חָטָׁ֨ ת אֲשֶׁׁ ף וְאִֵּׁ֣ ן...   יוֹסִֵּׁ֣ וֹ לַכהֵֶֹ֑ ן אֹתֻ֖ יו וְנָתַֻׁ֥ עָלָ֔  
 ‘And for what he has done amiss in the holy thing he must 

make restitution and a fifth of it he must add thereupon 
and he will give it to the priest...’ (Lev. 5.16 || SP יסף ya ̄̊sǝf; 
see also Lev. 5.24; 27.31; Num. 5.7) 

ה  (15) דְעָ֔ יְלָה וְאִֵּׁ֣ ם הַלֶָ֑ ֻ֖ ִ֛ה גַם־אַתֶׁ א בָזֶׁ ו נָֻׁ֥ ה שְׁבׁ֨ ףמַה־וְעַתִָּ֗ י׃  יסֵֹֻׁ֥ ר עִמִֽ יְהוָֻ֖ה דַבֵֻׁ֥  
 ‘And now, stay here then tonight you, too, that I may know 

what more the LORD will say to me.’ (Num. 22.19 || SP  יסף 
ya ̄̊sǝf) 

ת   (16) וֹת  אִֵּׁ֣ ו לַעֲשֶׂ֑ וֹ תִשְׁמְרֻ֖ ם אֹתֻׁ֥ תְכֶׁ֔ ִּׁ֣ה אֶׁ ר אָנֹכִי  מְצַוֶׁ ֤ ר אֲשֶׁׁ ףכָל־הַדָבִָּ֗ יו    לאֹ־תֹסִֵּׁ֣ עָלָ֔

נו׃ פ  ֽ ע מִמֶׁ א תִגְרַֻ֖ ֹֻׁ֥  וְל
 ‘Everything that I command you, it you will be careful to 

do. You must not add to it or take from it.’ (Deut. 13.1 || 
SP תוסיפו tūsīfu) 

ף ... (17) א אֹסִֵּ֗ ִֹּׁ֣ ה    ל ֻׁ֥ רְאֶׁ א־אֶׁ ֹֽ את ל ִֹ֛ ה הַז שׁ הַגְדלָֹֻׁ֥ ת־הָאֵׁ֨ י וְאֶׁ ת־קוֹל  יְהוִָּׁ֣ה אֱלהָ֔ עַ  אֶׁ לִשְׁמֹׁ֨

א אָמֽות׃  ֹֻׁ֥ וֹד וְל  עֻ֖
 ‘…I will not again hear the voice of the LORD my God or see 

this great fire any more, lest I die.’ (Deut. 18.16 || SP  אוסיף 
ūsǝf) 

ף...וְרָעָב   (18) ם׃  אֹסִֵּׁ֣ חֶׁ ם מַטֵה־לָֽ ֻ֖ י לָכֶׁ ם וְשָׁבַרְתִֻׁ֥ עֲלֵיכֶׁ֔  
 ‘…and famine I will add upon you and will break your sup-

ply of bread.’ (Ezek. 5.16) 
א אוֹסֵף   ... (19) ֹ֤ ם ל ים׃ אַהֲבָתָ֔ ם סֹרְרִֽ ֻ֖ כָל־שָׂרֵיהֶׁ  

 ‘…I will no longer love them.’ (Hos. 9.15) 
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חֲרָיו    (20) וְאַֽ ם  עוֹלָ֔ מִן־הִָּׁ֣ הְיָה   נִֽ א  ֹ֤ ל הו  כָמִֹּ֗ וְעָצ֔ום  ב  רִַּׁ֣ ף...עַם  יוֹסֵ֔ א  ִֹּׁ֣ וֹר    ל דֻׁ֥ עַד־שְׁנֵֻ֖י 

 וָדֽוֹר׃ 

 ‘…a great and powerful people; their like has never been 
before, nor will be again after them through the years of all 
generations.’ (Joel 2.2)13 

While a certain degree of overlap between jussive and indicative 
patterns is known to characterise the use of yiqṭol forms in BH 
(see, e.g., GKC §109d, k; JM §114l), the frequency of the phe-
nomenon in the case of ף -arguably calls for closer inspec הוֹסִיף –יָס 
tion—lest a factor specific to this verb be (partially) responsible 
for the unexpectedly high degree of apparent mismatch between 
morphology and modality. 

Of general relevance is an observation made by Blau (2010, 
21–23). It is widely held that BH qal yiqṭol represents three Proto-
Semitic vocalic patterns, namely yafʿul, yafʿil, and yifʿal, the for-
mer two considered active and the latter stative. Dominant He-
brew yiqṭol is the reflex of original yafʿul and, due to various pho-
nological and analogical processes, many original yafʿil and yifʿal 
verbs also developed yiqṭol forms. Only a minority of verbs pre-
serve reflexes of their original yafʿil or yifʿal patterns, especially 
those with weak or guttural radicals and/or those included in the 

 
13 The form ף ם in יסֵֹ֧ תְכֶׁ֔ ך אֶׁ ים וִיבָרִֵּׁ֣ ף פְעָמִֶ֑ לֶׁ ִּׁ֣ ם אֶׁ ֻ֖ ם כָכֶׁ ִ֛ ף עֲלֵיכֶׁ ם יסֵֹ֧ י אֲבֽוֹתֵכִֶּׁ֗ ה אֱלהִֵּׁ֣  יְהוֵָ֞

ר ֻ֖ ר  כַאֲשֶׁׁ ֻׁ֥ ם׃  דִבֶׁ ֽ לָכֶׁ  (Deut. 1.11) is semantically ambiguous in terms of both 
vocalisation and context. It is analysable as a qal indicative yiqṭol or 
active participle ‘the LORD will add’ or as a qal or hifʿil jussive ‘may the 
LORD add’, but cf. the ensuing undoubtedly volitional ך  and may he‘ וִיבָרִֵּׁ֣
bless’. MT Deuteronomy exhibits use of both unequivocal qal and hifʿil 
forms. For purposes of the present study, the form in Deut. 1.11 is clas-
sified as a jussive of ambiguous stem. 
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category of ‘stative’ verbs. Original yafʿil seems to have been par-
ticularly vulnerable to analogical levelling, with genuine reflexes 
preserved in qal I-y forms, e.g., ד ר   and in the prefix ,(yarid* >) י 
conjugation of ן ן ,.e.g ,נָת   Blau (2010, 222) accounts .(yantin*>) יִת 
for the rare preservation of yafʿil thus:  

Two factors cooperated in ousting yafʿil: Philippi’s Law, 
shifting stressed i in closed syllables to a and transferring 
it into the pattern having a as the characteristic vowel; 
and, even more, yafʿil was reinterpreted as hifʿil (which be-
fore the lengthening of the characteristic i also had the 
form of yafʿil). 

As examples, consider the BH qal forms in weqaṭal י נּוֹתִׁ֛  and I‘ וְג 
will defend’ (2 Kgs 19.34; see also 20.6) and infinitive absolute 
וֹן ֵ֛ן  defending’ (Isa. 31.5), along with the corresponding yiqṭol‘ גָּנֹ֥ ׁ֛  יָג 
‘(he) will defend’ (Isa. 38.6; see also Zech. 9.15; 12.8). Though 
the yiqṭol forms have the appearance of short hifʿil jussives, a 
more fitting contextual analysis is that they are old indicative qal 
yiqṭol (specifically, yafʿil) forms. In RH, however, one finds une-
quivocal hifʿil forms, e.g., imperatival  הגן ‘defend!’ (ʿAravit, 
Fourth Blessing).14 Similarly, within the Bible and beyond there 
is evidence of the secondary reinterpretation of qal יָבִין-בָן-בָן  ‘un-
derstand’ as hifʿil  בִין בִין-ה  יָבִין-מ  , of qal  יָשִים-שָם-שָם  ‘put’ as hifʿil 

שִים שִים -ה  יָשִים-מ  , and—most relevantly—of qal ה- יָרָה ה- ירֶֹׁ יוֹרֶׁ  as hifʿil 
 

14 The same may hold true of QH. The expression מגני עוז ‘strong defend-
ers’ (4Q403 f1i.25; 4Q405 f3ii.17) is interpretable as an instance of the 
hifʿil participle (see the analysis of the Academy of the Hebrew Lan-
guage’s Historical Dictionary Project online Maʿagarim), but Abegg 
(1999–2009) and Wise, Abegg, and Cook (2005) construe מגני here as a 
noun, i.e., ‘shields of’. In Second Temple Aramaic, the verb is C-stem. 
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ה- הוֹרָה ה - מוֹרֶׁ יוֹרֶׁ . In all cases, an ambiguous qal yiqṭol form seems to 
have been interpreted as hifʿil, leading to the secondary creation 
of unequivocal hifʿil suffix conjugation, participial, and other 
forms. Such shifts coincided with a long-term, broader move 
away from the qal pattern in favour of stems perceived as having 
greater semantic iconicity.15 

2.2. Reconsidering the Evidence 

Having illustrated likely cases of qal > hifʿil reinterpretation, in-
cluding in the specific case of original yafʿil forms, we are well 
positioned to consider the specific case of forms of qal  ף  versus יָס 
those of hifʿil  הוֹסִיף. As it turns out, one need not assume with 
Ginsberg that a prefix conjugation vocalisation such as ף ֹ֥  in יסֹ 

ה מַה־... דְעָ֔ ף וְאִֵּׁ֣ ר  יסֵֹֻׁ֥ דַבֵֻׁ֥ יְהוָֻ֖ה  ‘…that I may know what more the LORD 
will say’ (Num. 22.19) is necessarily a secondary, anachronistic, 
and artificial misapplication of Second Temple jussive hifʿil pho-
nology and morphology to an indicative form with the intended 
qal realisation ף ס   Rather, as Huehnergard (2006, 466–71; see .*י 
also JM §75f) has shown, though resembling a misused hifʿil jus-
sive, Tiberian yōsēf is in reality a passable, if exceptional, reflex 
of a qal I-w/y verb with an original yafʿil pattern.16 This means 

 
15 On hifilisation as a feature of Second Temple Hebrew, see Hornkohl 
(2023, 209–51) and the references cited there. 
16 Huehnergard details three routes of phonological development for 
original I-w prefix conjugation forms: (a) w > y, e.g.,  ַׁןיִיש  < *yiyšan < 
*yiwšan; (b) elision of w, e.g., יֵשֵׁב, whose related imperative and infini-
tive also lack the first radical; (c) in the case of verbs with a dental/cor-
onal consonant in second position, assimilation of w, e.g.,  ֹיִצר < PS 
*yaṣṣur < PS *yawṣur. The preservation of w in *yawsip > יוֹסֵף is, thus, 
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that the ostensibly ill-fitting jussive-like hifʿil forms in indicative 
contexts in examples (13)–(20) above are alternatively analysa-
ble as aptly employed indicative forms with vocalisations tracea-
ble to archaic qal morphology.17 The same can be said of conso-
nant-final wayyiqṭol forms (i.e., forms without vowel-final suf-
fixes), which, despite their hifʿil-like phonology, may also be an-
alysed as having qal morphology, e.g., ף סֶׁ ת...  וַתִֹּׁ֣ דֶׁ לָלֶׁ֔  ‘And she again 
gave birth…’ (Gen. 4.2).  

Contrasting with these, however, are forms in which the 
spelling and/or vocalisation allow for no interpretation other 
than hifʿil, namely, (a) all vowel-final and similar prefix conjuga-
tion (yiqṭol and wayyiqṭol) forms, i.e., plural forms with an open 
penultimate syllable, like א ֹֻׁ֥ ון  ...ל וֹת תֹסִפֻ֖ י לִרְאֻׁ֥ פָנָֽ  ‘…you will no more 
see my face’ (Gen. 44.23) and ...פו וֹד וַיוֹסִֻׁ֥ א עֻ֖ ֹֻׁ֥ אֹתֽוֹ שְׂנ  ‘…and they con-
tinued still to hate him’ (Gen. 37.5), where the expected reflexes 
of archaic qal yafʿil are תֹסְפון* and וַיוֹסְפו*, respectively, and (b) 
consonant-final forms bearing a long i theme vowel (whether in-
dicated by mater yod, ḥireq, or both), e.g., יף -he must (not) ex‘ יסִֶֹ֑
ceed’ (Deut. 25.3). 

 

according to Huehnergard (2006, 466, fn. 39) “an analogical counter-
vention of the sound rule” in (c) which would otherwise have resulted 
in **yissop . Huehnergard (2006, 459, 467–68) opines that yafʿil here 
ultimately developed from yafʿul, but this does not affect the argument 
here. 
17 To be sure, identically vocalised short yiqṭol (jussive or preterite) 
forms also occur, e.g., ף י  יְהוִָ֛ה יסֵֹ֧ ן  לִֻ֖ ר בֵֻׁ֥ אַחֵֽ  ‘May the LORD add’ (or ‘The LORD 
has added for me another son!’) (Gen. 30.24); ף אַל־ וֹסֶׁ ר תִּ֗ י  דַבֵֻׁ֥ וֹד  אֵלִַ֛ ר עֻ֖ בַדָבָֻׁ֥  

ֽה  Do not speak any more to me about this matter’ (Deut. 3.26). These‘ הַזֶׁ
are equally analysable as qal or hifʿil. 
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To summarise: it would seem that in the case of prefix con-
jugation forms, the Tiberian reading tradition mixes the conser-
vation of authentic reflexes of qal morphology with secondary 
hifʿil vocalisations. Qal preservation was likely conditioned on re-
semblance to hifʿil, even if this involved the apparent use of jus-
sive forms in indicative contexts. Phonetic recasting took place 
where the original qal phonology could not easily be reconciled 
with hifʿil realisation, e.g., פו < *וַיוֹסְפו   .וַיוֹסִֻׁ֥

In addition to suppletive forms in close proximity, as in ex-
amples (9)–(12) above, the recasting of original qal morphology 
with hifʿil phonology sometimes occasioned genuinely awkward 
combinations, e.g., 

ן  (21) ףלָכִֵּ֗ י יוֹסִִ֛ ֻ֖ה...  הִנְנִֻׁ֥ עָם־הַזֶׁ ת־הָֽ יא אֶׁ לְהַפְלִֻׁ֥  
 ‘Therefore, behold, I am again doing wonderful things 

with this people…’ (Isa. 29.14) 
ף ...  (22) ה׃ הִנְנִי  יוֹסִִּׁ֣ ה שָׁנָֽ שְׂרֵֻ֖ שׁ עֶׁ יךָ חֲמֵֻׁ֥ עַל־יָמֶׁ֔  
 ‘…Behold, I am adding fifteen years to your life (Isa. 38.5) 

The constructions in (21)–(22) are doubly dubious. First, expres-
sions involving the presentative הִנֵה with a pronominal suffix and 
yiqṭol are exceedingly rare. A participle is expected. Second, 1st-
person הִנְנִי does not concord with 3rd-person יוֹסִף. Rather than 
positing elision of the glottal stop in a hifʿil prefix conjugation 
form, hinnī ʾōsīf > hinnī yo sīf,18 it may be that the intended con-
struction in both cases was הִנְנִי יוֹסֵף*, with a qal participle (cf. the 
relevant critical notes in the BHS apparatus). 

 
18 See Khan (2013, 100; 2020, 252–53) for the historical Tiberian pro-
nunciation of הִנְנִי as hinnī. 
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3.0. Interpreting the Data 
The discussion to this point has substantiated a degree of disso-
nance between the Tiberian written and reading traditions re-
volving around forms of qal ף  It has also been .הוֹסִיף and hifʿil יָס 
noted that the dissonance is not equally characteristic of all parts 
of the MT. Further, in addition to the layers of evidence available 
in the consonantal and vocalic components of the Tiberian tradi-
tion, the related, yet semi-independent layer reflected in the use 
of mater yod for unambiguous representation of hifʿil may be in-
terrogated. Though caution must be exercised with spelling prac-
tices infamous for variation (Barr 1989; cf. Andersen and Forbes 
2013), the three-way relationship among the consonantal text, 
vocalisation, and plene orthography is worth exploring in connec-
tion to the hifilisation of qal יָסַף. Table 4 (facing page) displays 
the distribution of unambiguous consonantal forms of qal ף  and יָס 
hifʿil הוֹסִיף seen above (Table 2) alongside the distribution of the 
relevant MT (way)yiqṭol forms, whether qal, hifʿil, or of ambigu-
ous stem. Table 5 (p. 76) combines the data from Table 4 on in-
dividual books, presenting them in corporate totals.  

When it comes to the distribution of forms of qal ף  and יָס 
hifʿil  הוֹסִיף, the various Masoretic corpora exhibit conspicuous dif-
ferences of apparent diachronic significance. 
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Table 4: MT distribution of forms of qal יָסַף and hifʿil הוֹסִיף (see §§4.1 
and 4.3 for citations). 

Book 
unequivocal 
consonantal 

prefix conjugation vocalisation 
indicative 

qal 
hifʿil ambiguous 

jussive/wayyiqṭol qal hifʿil defective plene 
Genesis 2 0 1 5 0 6 
Exodus 0 0 0 4 1 3 
Leviticus 7 1 3 0 0 0 
Numbers 3 0 2 0 0 3 
Deuteronomy 2 0 2 4 3 1 
Joshua 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Judges 2 0 0 6 3 2 
Samuel 5 0 0 4 9 13 
Kings 2 3 0 3 4 1 
Isaiah 5 0 0 2 10 2 
Jeremiah 2 0 0 0 1 0 
Ezekiel 0 0 1 1 0 1 
Hosea 0 0 1 1 1 0 
Joel 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Amos 0 0 0 0 4 0 
Jonah 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Nahum 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Zechariah 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Psalms 0 1 0 0 6 1 
Job 0 0 0 0 6 5 
Proverbs 0 0 0 3 7 3 
Ruth 0 0 0 0 1 0 
Lamentations 0 0 0 0 3 0 
Qohelet 0 3 0 0 2 0 
Esther 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Daniel 0 0 0 0 0 1 
Ezra 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Nehemiah 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Chronicles 1 1 0 0 7 2 
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Table 5: MT distribution of forms of qal יָסַף and hifʿil הוֹסִיף according to 
corpus  

 

unequivocal 
consonantal  prefix conjugation vocalisation 

qal hifʿil qal hifʿil ambiguous  
jussive/wayyiqṭol defective plene 

Pentateuch 13 1 8 11 4 4 
Prophets 15 3 3 11 36 1 
  (Former 9 3 0 6 18 1) 
  (Latter 6 0 3 5 18 0) 
Writings 1 7 0 3 30 6 
  (non-LBH+ 0 1 0 3 22 5) 
  (LBH+ 1 6 0 0 8 1) 
TOTAL 29 11 11 25 70 11 

3.1. Harmony and Dissonance within the Combined 
Tiberian Consonantal, Orthographic, and Vocalic 
Tradition 

3.1.1. Tiberian Late Biblical Hebrew+ 
Thus, in MT LBH+19 the three types of evidence agree, in that 
there is virtually no dissonance among them: (a) hifʿil morphol-
ogy predominates to the near exclusion of qal in unequivocal con-
sonantal forms; (b) vocalisation of yiqṭol is exclusively hifʿil; and 
(c) hifʿil prefix conjugation vocalisation is consistently matched 
by exclusively plene hifʿil orthography.20 The morphological har-
mony among consonantal text, vocalisation, and matres lectionis 
in Persian Period material tallies with additional evidence 

 
19 On LBH+ as distinguished from LBH, see above, ch. 2, fn. 4. 
20 The relevant distribution in the non-LBH+ Writings seems similar, 
but the dearth of unequivocal consonantal forms precludes certainty. 
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confirming a special affinity between the Tiberian vocalisation 
and the period in which LBH+ texts were composed.21 

3.1.2. The Tiberian Pentateuch 

The rest of the MT is characterised by more or less conflicting 
totals. Consider the Pentateuch: unequivocal consonantal forms 
are nearly all qal—with the problematic יף  the (Lev. 19.25) לְהוֹסִֻׁ֥
single arguable exception (see above, §2.1 and fn. 11)—but yiqṭol 
vocalisation is divided—eight qal and fifteen hifʿil. Intriguingly, 
however, only four of the fifteen yiqṭol forms with indisputable 
hifʿil vocalisation have equally unambiguous plene hifʿil spelling. 
This situation obviously contrasts with the one described above 
for LBH+ texts. Whereas there is consonantal, vocalic, and or-
thographic harmony in LBH+, striking dissonance obtains in the 
Pentateuch. Unambiguous qal consonantal forms and the rare in-
cidence of plene orthography with mater yod signalling hifʿil mor-
phology contrast with rather common—though by no means uni-
versal—hifʿil vocalisation. The complexity of the combined Tibe-
rian written-reading tradition in the Pentateuch is further mani-
fested in the rather frequent preservation of archaic qal phonol-
ogy (see above, §2.1). 

 
21 Intriguingly, the lone qal outlier in LBH+ is  ָפְת  || Chron. 9.6 2) יָס ַ֕
פְתָ  ַ֤  Kgs 10.7), which involves the late usage of a characteristically 1 הוֹס 
classical qal parallel to hifʿil in what is conventionally considered earlier 
material. The Chronicler’s penchant for classical features, even where 
his ostensible sources have late alternatives, is conspicuous within LBH. 
It is evident in the case of several features; see Hornkohl (2014a, 35, fn. 
97, 88–89, 108, 177, 187–88, 197, 208, 245, 320). 
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3.1.3. The Tiberian Prophets 

The books of the Prophets appear to occupy a sort of intermediate 
position between the Pentateuch and LBH+. The Prophets ex-
hibit significant discord between evidence for preservation of qal 
in unequivocal consonantal forms and evidence for hifʿil yiqṭol, 
but noticeably greater affinity than in the Pentateuch between 
hifʿil vocalisation and hifʿil plene orthography of yiqṭol forms. A 
further point of contrast with the Pentateuch is the infrequency 
in the Prophets of archaic qal vocalisations. 

3.2. Diachronic Considerations 

Some preliminary points are in order in reference to the historical 
depth of the hifilisation of qal יָסַף in the Tiberian reading tradi-
tion. First, though the vocalisation in the Pentateuch and the 
Prophets is almost certainly somewhat anachronistic—involving 
the hifʿil reinterpretation of several qal forms in line with Second 
Temple tendencies unambiguously seen in late consonantal evi-
dence—in no part of the Hebrew Bible is the vocalisation compo-
nent of the combined Tiberian biblical tradition the lone witness 
to the hifilisation of qal יָסַף. In its use of unambiguous plene hifʿil 
spellings, both the orthographic component (represented by ma-
ter yod) and the purely consonantal component (excluding ma-
tres) also evince results of hifilisation. What is more, since conso-
nantal and orthographic evidence for the hifilisation of qal  יָסַף 
substantially predates the advent of the Tiberian vocalisation 
signs, it would appear that the medieval Tiberian reading tradi-
tion reliably reflects a far earlier shift. To be more specific, the 
historical depth of the Tiberian vocalisation finds confirmation 
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in the unequivocal hifʿil evidence found in MT LBH+, the biblical 
and non-biblical DSS, the SP, Ben Sira, and RH, which combine 
to show clearly that the qal > hifʿil shift reflected in the vocali-
sation of the Tiberian reading tradition had already by Second 
Temple times profoundly impacted morphology. 

Second, unambiguous consonantal evidence of hifilisation 
in CBH—יף פְתָ  ;(Lev. 19.25) לְהוֹסִֹ֥ ַ֤ י  ;(Kgs 10.7 1) הוֹס  פְתִֵ֣  Kgs 2) וְהֹס 
יף ;(20.6 י ;(Kgs 24.7 2) הֹסִֹ֥ פְתִֵ֗  and extrabiblical—(Ps. 71.14) וְהוֹס 
Iron Age epigraphy— תהוספ]  (Zakkur [KAI 202] B.4–5)—shows 
that Hebrew  הוֹסִיף should be considered not an exclusively late 
innovation, but merely one whose dominance is restricted to late 
compositions, in which case the degree of hifʿil vocalisation in the 
Tiberian reading tradition of CBH texts is best seen as the Second 
Temple extension and standardisation of a development already 
underway in First Temple times. 

Yet, the Second Temple characterisation of the Tiberian vo-
calisation should also be nuanced. As has been shown, especially 
in the Pentateuch, the reading tradition betrays opposing tenden-
cies: on the one hand, secondary hifilisation; on the other, pho-
nological reflexes explicable as instances of conditioned preser-
vation of archaic qal morphology. That the preservation of the 
latter was possibly facilitated by passable resemblance to hifʿil 
forms in no way detracts from the reliability of the testimony. 
Also, while the rarity of such vocalisations from Masoretic BH 
beyond the Pentateuch, or their complete absence therefrom, 
may be casual, seen together with similar cases of disparity be-
tween Pentateuchal and non-Pentateuchal CBH collected in this 
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volume, it is also interpretable as evidence that the Tiberian read-
ing tradition of the Torah is especially conservative. 

Focusing on the relationship between the vocalisation and 
the orthographic tradition regarding hifilisation of qal יָסַף, con-
sider Table 6, which shows the incidence of plene-spelled hifʿil 
(way)yiqṭol forms with expected long i theme vowel out of all 
such forms according to MT corpus. 
Table 6: Plene hifʿil (way)yiqṭol forms with expected long i theme vowel 
out of all hifʿil (way)yiqṭol forms with expected long i theme vowel per 
MT corpus 

 plene/total percentage plene 
Pentateuch 4/15 26.7 
Prophets 36/47 76.6 
   (Former Prophets 18/24 75) 
   (Latter Prophets 18/23 78.3) 
Writings 30/33 90.9 
   (non-LBH Writings 22/25 88.5) 
   (LBH+ 8/8 100) 

The statistics constitute arguable evidence of linguistically signif-
icant orthographic development within the MT. Concentrating on 
yiqṭol forms where a long i-vowel might be expected, we find that 
explicit hifʿil spellings constitute a minority of the cases in the 
Pentateuch, come in three-quarters of the cases in the Prophets, 
and are the norm in the Writings, including LBH+, where hifʿil 
orthography is employed to the total exclusion of potential qal 
spellings. Crucially, the plene percentages reflect various degrees 
of agreement between the orthographic and vocalisation compo-
nents of the combined Tiberian tradition. 
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Whenever its constituent texts were composed, the written 
form of the Masoretic Pentateuch seems to reflect a stage in or-
thographic development during which the spelling of (way)yiqṭol 
was still largely amenable to realisation according to qal mor-
phology. Beyond the Pentateuch, there is a strong and increasing 
tendency to utilise (way)yiqṭol spellings exclusive to hifʿil. It is 
reasonable to assume that such spellings in LBH accurately reflect 
the post-exilic hifʿil usage common to Second Temple Hebrew ma-
terial noted above. 

How to account for the high degree of hifʿil yiqṭol forms in 
CBH outside the Pentateuch is a more complicated question. It 
may be, of course, that the relatively high incidence of hifʿil spell-
ings in non-Pentateuchal CBH is due partially to the anachronis-
tic application of late linguistic conventions to this material, an 
enterprise from which the Pentateuch was (partially) exempted, 
due presumably to its relatively early compilation and/or special 
venerated status. 

A reasonable hypothesis for historical development might 
run as follows. An early situation of dominant qal morphology 
gradually gave way to one of increased hifʿil usage due in part to 
hifʿil-like qal yiqṭol forms. This second stage was characterised by 
the continued use of both consonantally unambiguous and am-
biguous qal forms as well as by an increase in the use of conso-
nantally and orthographically unambiguous hifʿil forms. Depend-
ing on the realisation and spelling of ambiguous forms, various 
manifestations of suppletion might obtain, whether original or 
secondary.  
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Intriguingly, the sorts of suppletion encountered in the 
Masoretic corpora described above show a certain diachronic 
progression. The clearest situations are in LBH+ and the Penta-
teuch: whereas LBH+ texts show virtually no suppletion—hifʿil 
dominant according to all components of the tradition—much of 
the suppletion in the Pentateuch seems to be secondary—qal 
dominant both consonantally and orthographically, hifʿil re-
stricted chiefly, though not exclusively, to vocalisation, and even 
then, far from consistent. 

The nature of the suppletion in the Prophets is more diffi-
cult to interpret. Is it organic, secondary, or a mixture of the two? 
The nature of the evidence all but precludes certainty. The 
greater use of mater yod for unequivocal hifʿil spelling in the 
Prophets vis-à-vis the Pentateuch may be due to a secondary 
spelling revision that impacted non-Torah CBH material more 
than the CBH of the Torah. Limited support for such a theory 
emerges from the fact that, in comparison to the Pentateuch, the 
Prophets show increased incidence of plene spelling with both yod 
and waw in the relevant (way)yiqṭol forms of יָסַף and הוֹסִיף. What 
is clear is that, whatever its origin, there is more in the way of 
qal–hifʿil suppletion to deal with in the Prophets than in either 
the Pentateuch or LBH+. 

Yet, the possibility that the qal–hifʿil suppletion in the books 
of the Prophets may be partially organic in nature should not be 
dismissed out of hand. On the assumption of an originally unified 
qal paradigm of יס"ף, it is difficult to decide how to interpret 
(way)yiqṭol forms like ו(יוסף( in the Prophets. While the secondary 
hifilisation of such forms is clearly connected with the expanded 
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use of transparently hifʿil suffix conjugation, participial, infiniti-
val, and imperatival forms, it is logical to assume that these latter 
forms arose due to prior hifʿil reinterpretation of ambiguous 
(way)yiqṭol forms. In other words, it is entirely reasonable to 
posit that the hifʿil analysis of ambiguous (way)yiqṭol spellings 
preceded and, indeed, led to the development of unequivocal hifʿil 
consonantal qaṭal, participle, infinitival, and imperatival forms. 
If so, the Prophets exhibit precisely the constellation of forms ex-
pected for a corpus that reflects a chronolect where (way)yiqṭol 
forms were already read as hifʿil, but other forms were still largely 
qal. By contrast, in LBH+ nearly all forms are unambiguously 
hifʿil, while the Torah, despite a few unambiguous hifʿil conso-
nantal and orthographic forms, along with rather common hifʿil 
vocalisation of otherwise ambiguous spellings, regularly exhibits 
spellings entirely amenable to qal interpretation as well as a size-
able minority of (way)yiqṭol vocalisations reconcilable with qal 
morphology. If so, the alleged ‘imposition’ of hifʿil morphology 
via the secondary insertion of mater yod and/or unambiguous 
hifʿil vocalisation may not be an artificial imposition, after all. It 
may rather be a case in which original hifʿil morphology was sec-
ondarily disambiguated via the use of mater yod and/or dedicated 
hifʿil vocalisation. If the hifʿil orthography and vocalisation of 
(way)yiqṭol forms in the Prophets is in any way representative of 
their earliest chronolect, then the difference between the CBH of 
the Torah, with multiple qal-amenable orthographic and vocalic 
forms, and the CBH of the Prophets, where such forms are com-
paratively rare, may be interpreted as diachronic in nature, an 
isogloss separating typologically distinct sub-chronolects. It also 
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goes without saying that the few clear orthographically transpar-
ent cases of hifʿil in the Pentateuch may be considered authentic 
early precursors of eventually more extensive hifʿil morphology. 

Rounding out the discussion, it is worth reporting results of 
an examination of distribution of qal and hifʿil  יס"ף forms accord-
ing to purported Pentateuchal source (per Friedman 1989, 246–
59). See Table 7. 
Table 7: qal and hifʿil forms of יס"ף according to purported Pentateuchal 
source  

 Form J E P Dtr1 Dtr2 Other 

Co
ns

on
an

ta
l 

qal 2 1 9 2 0 2 

hifʿil 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Pr
ef

ix
 

contextual/vocalic qal 1 1 4 0 0 2 

plene orthographic hifʿil 1 0 0 0 1 2 

defective vocalic hifʿil  5 4 0 1 0 3 

ambiguous 5 7 0 2 0 0 

Since nearly all unambiguous consonantal forms are qal, no sin-
gle source shows a concentration of typologically late hifʿil con-
sonantal forms. The one source with such a form, P, also shows 
the highest incidence of unambiguous qal consonantal forms.22 
When it comes to prefix conjugation forms, P also shows the 

 
22 And it should be recalled that the lone hifʿil case in question consti-
tutes an interpretive, and perhaps textual, crux (see above, §2.1 and fn. 
11). 
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highest incidence of pseudo-jussive forms, i.e., contextually in-
dicative forms in which archaic qal vocalisation has been pre-
served, though these are also found in J, E, and Friedman’s Other 
source in Deuteronomy. Finally, again in relation to prefix con-
jugation forms, in contrast to all other sources, P shows no inci-
dence of plene orthographic hifʿil, defective vocalic hifʿil, or am-
biguous forms. In sum, considering only unequivocal consonantal 
and orthographic evidence, there is broad preference for typolog-
ically early qal over later hifʿil morphology, with no source devi-
ating in favour of hifʿil. P, with 13 of 14 forms demanding or 
amenable to qal analysis, is particularly conservative. 

4.0. Appendix 

4.1. Table 2 Citations 
Qal: ה ף ;(Gen. 8.12 [J]) יָסְפָֻׁ֥ ף ;(Gen. 38.26 [J]) יָסַֻׁ֥  .Lev) וְיָסַפְתִי   ;(Lev. 22.14 [P]) וְיָסַ֤
26.18 [P]); י ף  ;(Lev. 26.21 [P]) וְיָסַפְתִ֤ יָסַף ;(Lev. 27.13 [P]) וְיָסַֻׁ֥  ;(Lev. 27.15 [P]) וְְ֠
יָסַף ף ;(Lev. 27.19 [P]) וְְ֠ פו  ;(Lev. 27.27 [P]) וְיָסַֻׁ֥ וֹת ;(Num. 11.25 [E]) יָסָֽ  .Num) לִסְפִּׁ֣
32.14 [P]); ף ף ;(Num. 32.15 [P]) וְיָסִַּׁ֣ ים ;(Deut. 5.22 [Dtr1]) יָסֶָ֑  Deut. 5.25) יסְֹפִִּׁ֣
[Dtr1]);  ָׁ֨וְיָסַפְת (Deut. 19.19 [Other]); ו ו ;(Deut. 20.8 [Other]) וְיָסְפִּׁ֣  .Judg) יָסְפֻ֖
ו ;(Judg. 13.21) יָ֤סַף ;(8.28 פְנו ;(Sam. 7.13 1) יָסְפִּׁ֣ ף ;(Sam. 12.19 1) יָסַ֤  .Sam 1) יָסַׁ֨
ו ;(15.35 ה ;(Kgs 6.23 2) יָ֤סְפו ;(Sam. 2.28 2) יָסְפֻׁ֥ סְפֵָ֜ פְתָ  ;(Kgs 19.30 2) וְיָׁ֨  .Isa) יָסַ֤
26.15a);  ָפְת וֹת ;(Isa. 29.19) וְיָסְפ֧ו ;(Isa. 26.15b) יָסַֻׁ֥ ה ;(Isa. 30.1) סְפֻׁ֥ סְפֵָ֜  ;(Isa. 37.31) וְיָׁ֨
ו ף ;(Jer. 7.21) סְפֻׁ֥ פְתָ  ;(Jer. 45.3) יָסַ֧ פְתָ  || Chron. 9.6 2) יָסַֹ֕  :Kgs 10.7); hifʿil 1 הוֹסַ֤
יף פְתָ  ;(Lev. 19.25 [P]) לְהוֹסִֻׁ֥ פְתָ  || Kgs 10.7 1) הוֹסַ֤ י ;(Chron. 9.6 2 יָסַֹ֕  Kgs 2) וְהֹסַפְתִִּׁ֣
יף ;(20.6 י ;(Kgs 24.7 2) הֹסִֻׁ֥ פְתִי   ;(Ps. 71.14) וְהוֹסַפְתִִּ֗ פְתִי ;(Qoh. 1.16) וְהוֹסַ   .Qoh) וְהוֹסַ֔
יף ;(2.9 יף ;(Qoh. 3.14) לְהוֹסִ֔ ים ;(Ezra 10.10) לְהוֹסִֻ֖ יף ;(Neh. 13.18) מוֹסִיפִ֤  2) לְהֹסִֻׁ֥
Chron. 28.13). 

4.2. Table 3 Citations 
Qal. Meshaʿ (KAI 181): לספת (l. 21); יספתי (l. 29); BDSS: 1) יספתQIsaa 20.27 || 
פְתָ  פְתָ  || 1QIsaa 20.28) יספתה ;(MT Isa. 26.15 יָסַ֤  1QIsaa 23.7) ספי ;(MT Isa. 26.15 יָסַֻׁ֥
ו ||  1QIsaa 24.7) ספות ;(MT Isa. 29.19 וְיָסְפ֧ו || 1QIsaa 23.29) ויספו ;(MT Isa. 29.1 סְפֻׁ֥
וֹת || ף || 4Q24 f9i+10–17.22) ויסף  ;(MT Isa. 30.1 סְפֻׁ֥  יסף  ;(MT Lev. 22.14 וְיָסַ֤
(4Q41 5.2 || ף פְתָ  || 4Q56 f16ii+17–20+20a.11) יספת ;(MT Deut. 5.22 יָסֶָ֑  MT יָסַ֤
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Isa. 26.15);  ה]̇ויספ  (4Q56 f22–23.3 || ה סְפֵָ֜ ̇סופי  ;(MT Isa. 37.31 וְיָׁ֨  (4Q64 f1–5.4 || 
ו יסף{ו} ;(MT Isa. 29.1 סְפֻׁ֥  (4Q135 f1.1 || ף  || 11Q1 5.4) ויספתי ;(MT Deut. 5.22 יָסֶָ֑
י ף || 11Q1 6.2) ויספ ;(MT Lev. 26.21 וְיָסַפְתִ֤  || 11Q1 6.4) ויספ ;(MT Lev. 27.13 וְיָסַֻׁ֥
ים̇יספ ;(MT Lev. 27.19 וְיָסַף || 11Q1 6.9) ויספ ;(MT Lev. 27.15 וְיָסַף  (XQ2 1.6 || 
ים ף wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף :MT Deut. 5.25); SP יסְֹפִִּׁ֣ סֶׁ  ya ̄̊sēfa || MT יספה ;(Gen. 8.10) וַיִֹ֛
ה ף wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף ;(Gen. 8.12) יָסְפָֻׁ֥ סֶׁ ֹׁ֨ ף wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף ;(Gen. 18.29) וַי סֶׁ  .Gen) וַיֹ֧
ף ya ̄̊sǝf || MT יסף ;(25.1 ף wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף ;(Gen. 38.26) יָסַֻׁ֥ סֶׁ  יספים  ;(Exod. 9.34) וַיִֹּׁ֣
yūsīfǝm || MT — (Exod. 20.15d || Deut. 5.25);  ויסף wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ף  .Lev) וְיָסַ֤
ף  wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף ;(22.14  ;(Lev. 27.15) וְיָסַף  wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף ;(Lev. 27.13) וְיָסַֻׁ֥
ף wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף ;(Lev. 27.19) וְיָסַף wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף  wya ̄̊sǝf ויסף ;(Lev. 27.27) וְיָסַֻׁ֥
|| MT ף סֶׁ ף wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף ;(Num. 22.15) וַיֹֻׁ֥ סֶׁ  wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף ;(Num. 22.25) וַיֹֻ֖
ף וֹסֶׁ ף wya ̄̊sǝf || MT ויסף ;(Num. 22.26) וַיֻׁ֥  || ya ̄̊sǝf (Deut. 5.19) יסף  ;(Num. 32.15) וְיָסִַּׁ֣
MT  ף ים  yūsīfǝm (Deut. 5.22) || MT יספים ;(Deut. 5.22) יָסֶָ֑  :NBDSS ;(Deut. 5.25) יסְֹפִִּׁ֣
[ה]יס֯פ֯  ;(4Q252 1.19 || Gen. 8.22) יספה  (4Q252 1.20); Mishna:  וְיָסְפו (m. Soṭa 8.5 
|| Deut. 20.8). Hifʿil. Zakkur (KAI 202): הוספ]ת (B.4–5) BDSS: מו פים [אם  י  ס   
(4Q37 3.7 || MT ים י 4Q83 f9ii.13 || MT) ו֯הוספתי ;(Deut. 5.25 אִם־יסְֹפִִּׁ֣  .Ps וְהוֹסַפְתִִּ֗
מ ;(71.14 [וסיפים]כי   (4Q129 f1R.13 || MT ים מו ;(Deut. 5.25 אִם־יסְֹפִִּׁ֣ ס֯יפים [אם   
(4Q135 f1.4 || MT  ים ים  ;(Deut. 5.25 אִם־יסְֹפִִּׁ֣ אִם־  MT || (?) (4Q137 f1.31) א֯ם מ/יספ 
ים  1QpHab) לוסיף  ;(1QS 6.14) להוסיף ;(1QS 2.11) והוסיפו :Deut. 5.25); NBDSS יסְֹפִִּׁ֣
 לה ̇]וסי[ף ̇ ;(1Q14 f8–10.7) לוסף  ;(1QHa 9.37) הוסיפו ;(1QpHab 11.15) לוסיף֯  ;(8.12
(4Q265 f4ii.3); [ו]הוסיפו  (4Q286 f7i.8); וסיפו ̇ה  (4Q298 f3–4ii.6);  4) הוסיפוQ298 
f3–4ii.7);  ̇̇וסיף ה  (4Q299 f30.5); להוסיף (4Q416 f2iv.7); 4) הוסףQ418 f81+
81a.17);  ֯כם]כ֯הו֯סיפ  (4Q502 f3.1); להו֯ס֯י֯ף (4Q503 f15–16.10); 4) להוסיףQ525 
f1.3); Ben Sira:  מוסיף (SirA 1r.16 = Sirach 3.27); להוסיף (SirA 1v.25 = Sirach 
 ;(Kil. 5.6) הוֹסִיף ;(Kil 1.3) הוֹסִיף :Mishna ;(SirC 2r.7 = Sirach 5.5) להוסיף ;(5.5
 וְהוֹסִיף  ;(Shev. 3.3) מוֹסִיף  ;(Shev. 3.2b) מוֹסִיפִין ;(Shev. 3.2a) מוֹסִפִין ;(Kil. 7.8) הוֹסִיף
(Ter. 4.3); הוֹסִיף (Ter. 4.4a); לְהוֹסִיף (Ter. 4.4a); לְהוֹסִיף (Maas. 1.1); מוֹסִיף (Maaser2 
4.3a); מוֹסִיף (Maaser2 4.3b); מוֹסִיף (Maaser2 4.3c); מוֹסִיף (Maaser2 5.5);  הוֹסִיף 
(Orla 1.5); מוֹסִיף (Eruv. 7.7a); מוֹסִיף (Eruv. 7.7b); ⟦ ֶׁׁש⟧מוֹסִיפִין  (Pesah. 1.6a); הוֹסִיף 
(Pesah. 1.6b); ⟦ ֶׁׁש⟧ מוֹסִיפִין  (Pesah. 1.6c); לְהוֹסִיף (Yoma 3.7a); מוֹסִיף (Yoma 3.7b); 
 ;(Sukk. 5.5a) מוֹסִיפִים ;(Sukk. 3.15) מוֹסִיפִים ;(Yoma 7.5) מוֹסִיף ;(Yoma 4.4) מוֹסִיף
 ;(Meg. 4.1) מוֹסִיפִים ;(Taan. 2.2) ומוֹסִיף ;(Sukk. 5.5c) מוֹסִיפִים ;(Sukk. 5.5b) מוֹסִיפִים
 ;(Ketub. 5.1) לְהוֹסִיף ;(Ketub. 3.4) מוֹסִיף ;(Meg. 4.2b) מוֹסִיפִים ;(Meg. 4.2a) מוֹסִיפִים
 ;(Sota 9.1) מוֹסִיפִים ;(Ned. 3.1) מוֹסִיף ;(Ketub. 5.9) ומוֹסֵיפין ;(Ketub. 5.7) מוֹסִיפִין
 .BabaM) מוֹסִיף ;(BabaM. 4.8a) מוֹסִיפִים ;(ʿArayot 11) מוֹסִיף ;(Qidd. 4.4) מוֹסִיפִין
4.8b); מוֹסִיף (BabaM. 4.8c); מוֹסִיף (BabaM. 4.8d); מוֹסִיף (BabaM. 4.8e); הוֹסִיף 
(BabaM. 6.5);  מוֹסִיפִין (Sanh. 1.5);  מוֹסִיפִין (Sanh. 1.6); מוֹסִיפִין (Sanh. 5.5);  לְהוֹסִיף 
(Sanh. 11.3); הוֹסִיף (Mak 3.14); מוֹסִיפִין (Shevu. 2.2); מוֹסִיפִין (Ed. 2.1); הוֹסִיף (Ed. 
 ;(Menah. 13.6) מוֹסִף ;(Zevah. 1.3) הוֹסִיף ;(Ed. 8.1) הוֹסִיף  ;(Ed. 2.1) שׁ֯מ֯ו֯ס֯יפִין ;(2.1
 ;(Arak. 2.3c) מוֹסְיפִין ;(Arak. 2.3b) מוֹסְיפִין ;(Arak. 2.3a) מוֹסְיפִין ;(Bek. 6.8) הוֹסִיף
 .Arak) ומוֹסִיפִין  ;(Arak. 2.5c) ומוֹסִיפִין ;(Arak. 2.5b) ומוֹסִיפִין ;(Arak. 2.5a) ומוֹסִיפִין 
 ;(Mid. 3.1) הוֹסִיפו ;(Arak. 8.3) מוֹסִיפִין ;(Arak. 8.2) מוֹסִיפִין ;(Arak. 6.2) מוֹסִיף ;(2.6



 3. Qal versus hifʿil Forms of ף"יס  87 

 ;(Yad. 1.1) מוֹסִיפִין ;(Yad. 1.1) מוֹסִיפִין ;(Maksh. 2.4) הוֹסִיפו ;(Tamid 5.1) מוֹסִיפִין
 .(Yad. 4.2) הוֹסִיף

4.3. Table 4 Citations 
For unambiguous consonantal forms, see above, §4.1. Prefix conjugation—
qal: ף א־תֹסֵֻׁ֥ ֹֽ ף ;(Gen. 4.12 [J]) ל  Lev. 5.16 [P], 24 [P]; 27.31 [P]; Num. 5.7) יוֹסִֵּׁ֣
[P]); ף ף ;(Num. 22.19 [E]) מַה־יסֵֹֻׁ֥ א ;(Deut. 13.1 [Other]) לאֹ־תֹסִֵּׁ֣ ִֹּׁ֣ ף ל אֹסִֵּ֗  (Deut. 18.16 
[Other]);  ף א ;(Ezek. 5.16) אֹסִֵּׁ֣ ֹ֤ אוֹסֵף   ל  (Hos. 9.15); א ִֹּׁ֣ ף  ל יוֹסֵ֔  (Joel 2.2); defective 
(way)yiqṭol pointed as hifʿil: סִף ף ;(Gen. 8.21a [J]) אְֹ֠ פו  ;(Gen. 8.21b [J]) אֹסִֻׁ֥  וַיוֹסִֻׁ֥
(Gen. 37.5 [J]); פו ון ;(Gen. 37.8 [J]) וַיוֹסִ֤ ון ;(Gen. 44.23 [J]) תֹסִפֻ֖  Exod. 5.7) תאֹסִפֵ֞
[E]); ון ף ;(Exod. 9.28 [E]) תֹסִפֻ֖ ף ;(Exod. 10.29 [E]) אֹסִֻׁ֥ פו  ;(Exod. 11.6 [E]) תֹסִֽ  תֹסִִּ֗
(Deut. 4.2 [Dtr1]); פו ון ;(Deut. 13.12 [Other]) יוֹסִִּׁ֣ פו  ;(Deut. 17.16 [Other]) תֹסִפִּ֗  יסִֹׁ֨
(Deut. 19.20 [Other]);   פו פו   ;(Judg. 3.12) וַיסִֹ  פו ;(Judg. 4.1) וַיסִֹ   ;(Judg. 10.6) וַיסִִֹּׁ֣
פו   פו   ;(Judg. 13.1) וַיסִֹ  ף ;(Judg. 20.22) וַיסִֹ  ף ;(Judg. 20.28) הַאוֹסִׁ֨  ;(Sam. 14.44 1) יוֹסִֶ֑
פו פו ;(Sam. 3.34 2) וַיסִֹֻׁ֥ פָה ;(Sam. 5.22 2) וַיסִֹֻׁ֥  ;(Kgs 19.2 1) יוֹסִפ֔ון ;(Sam. 12.8 2) וְאֹסִֻׁ֥
פו ף ;(Kgs 20.10 1) יוֹסִֶ֑ ף ;(Kgs 6.31 2) יוֹסִֶ֑ ף ;(Isa. 29.14) יוֹסִִ֛ ף ;(Isa. 38.5) יוֹסִִּׁ֣  תוֹסִֻׁ֥
(Ezek. 36.12); פו פִי ;(Hos. 13.2) יוֹסִִּׁ֣ ף ;(Zeph. 3.11) תוֹסִ֧ ף ;(Prov. 10.22) יוֹסִֻ֖  תוֹסִֽ
(Prov. 19.19); ף יפו :plene (way)yiqṭol pointed as hifʿil ;(Prov. 23.28) תוֹסִֽ  תֹסִִ֛
(Exod. 14.13 [J]); יף יף ;(Deut. 25.3a [Other]) יסִֶֹ֑ יף  ;(Deut. 25.3b [Other]) יסִֹׁ֨  תֹסִֻׁ֥
(Deut. 28.68 [Dtr2]);   אוֹסִיף (Josh. 7.12); יף יף ;(Josh. 23.13) יוֹסִֵ֜  ;(Judg. 2.21) אוֹסִ֔
יף יף ;(Judg. 10.13) אוֹסִֻ֖ יף ;(Judg. 20.23) הַאוֹסִִּ֗ יף ;(Sam. 3.17 1) יוֹסִ֔  .Sam 1) יסִִֹּ֗
יף ;(20.13 יף ;(Sam. 25.22 1) יסִֶֹ֑ יף  ;(Sam. 3.9 2) יסִִֹּׁ֣ יפו  ;(Sam. 3.35 2) יסִֹ֔  .Sam 2) יסִֹ֤
יף ;(7.10 יף ;(Sam. 7.20 2) יוֹסִֻׁ֥ יף ;(Sam. 14.10 2) יסִֹֻׁ֥ יף ;(Sam. 19.14 2) יוֹסִ֔  Kgs 1) יוֹסִ֔
יף ;(2.23 יף ;(Kgs 12.11 1) אוֹסִִּׁ֣ יף ;(Kgs 12.14 1) אֹסִִּׁ֣ יפו ;(Kgs 21.8 2) אֹסִִּ֗  ;(Isa. 1.5) תוֹסִִּׁ֣
יפו יף ;(Isa. 1.13) תוֹסִִּ֗ יף ;(Isa. 10.20) יוֹסִׁ֨ יפִי  ;(Isa. 11.11) יוֹסִׁ֨ יף  ;(Isa. 23.12) תוֹסִֻׁ֥  תֹסִֻׁ֥
(Isa. 24.20);   יפִי יפִי   ;(Isa. 47.1) תוֹסִ  יפִי ;(Isa. 47.5) תוֹסִ  יף ;(Isa. 51.22) תוֹסִֻׁ֥  .Isa) יוֹסִִ֛
יפו ;(52.1 יף ;(Jer. 31.12) יוֹסִֻׁ֥ יף ;(Hos. 1.6) אוֹסִֵ֜ יף ;(Amos 5.2) תוֹסִִּׁ֣  ;(Amos 7.8) אוֹסִֻׁ֥
יף יף ;(Amos 7.13) תוֹסִֻׁ֥ יף ;(Amos 8.2) אוֹסִֻׁ֥ יף ;(Jon. 2.5) אוֹסִִּׁ֣ יף ;(Nah. 2.1) יוֹסִֻׁ֥  .Ps) יוֹסִֻׁ֥
יף ;(10.18 יף ;(Ps. 41.9) יוֹסִֻׁ֥ יף ;(Ps. 61.7) תוֹסִֶ֑ יפו ;(Ps. 77.8) יסִֹֻ֖ יף ;(Ps. 78.17) וַיוֹסִִּׁ֣  יסִֹֻׁ֥
(Ps. 120.3); יף יף ;(Job 17.9) יסִֹֻׁ֥ יף ;(Job 20.9) תוֹסִֶ֑ יף (Job 34.32) אֹסִֽ סִ֤ ֹֹ֘  ;(Job 34.37) י
יף יף ;(Job 38.11) תֹסִֶ֑ יפו  ;(Job 40.5) אוֹסִֽ יפו ;(Prov. 3.2) יוֹסִֻׁ֥ יף  ;(Prov. 9.11) וְיוֹסִֻׁ֥  תוֹסִִּׁ֣
(Prov. 10.27); יף יף ;(Prov. 16.21) יסִֹֻׁ֥ יף ;(Prov. 19.4) יֹֹ֭סִיף ;(Prov. 16.23) יסִֹֻׁ֥ וֹסִִּ֗  אְּ֝
(Prov. 23.35); יף יפו ;(Ruth 1.17) יסִֹ֔ יף ;(Lam. 4.15) יוֹסִֻ֖ יף ;(Lam. 4.16) יוֹסִֻ֖  .Lam) יוֹסִֻ֖
יף ;(4.22 יף ;(Qoh. 1.18a) וְיוֹסִֻׁ֥ יפו ;(Qoh. 1.18b) יוֹסִֻׁ֥ יפו ;(Chron. 14.13 1) וַיסִֹ֤  1) יוֹסִ֤
Chron. 17.9); יף יף ;(Chron. 17.18 1) יוֹסִׁ֨ יף ;(Chron. 22.14 1) תוֹסִֽ  .Chron 2) אֹסִִּׁ֣
יף ;(10.11 יף ;(Chron. 10.14 2) אֹסִִּׁ֣  jussive/wayyiqṭol forms ;(Chron. 33.8 2) אוֹסִִּ֗
of ambiguous stem: ף סֶׁ ף ;(Gen. 4.2 [J]) וַתִֹּׁ֣ סֶׁ ף ;(Gen. 8.10 [J]) וַיִֹ֛ סֶׁ ֹׁ֨  Gen. 18.29) וַי
[J]); ף סֶׁ ף  ;(Gen. 25.1 [E]) וַיֹ֧ ף ;(Gen. 30.24 [J]) יסֵֹ֧ סֶׁ ף ;(Gen. 38.5 [J]) וַתֹ֤  אַל־יסֵֹ֤
(Exod. 8.25 [E]); ף סֶׁ ף   ;(Exod. 9.34 [E]) וַיִֹּׁ֣ סֶׁ ל־תֹׁ֨ ף ;(Exod. 10.28 [E]) אֶׁ סֶׁ  .Num) וַיֹֻׁ֥
22.15 [E]); ף סֶׁ ף ;(Num. 22.25 [E]) וַיֹֻ֖ וֹסֶׁ ף ;(Num. 22.26 [E]) וַיֻׁ֥  Deut. 1.11) יסֵֹ֧
[Dtr1]); ף וֹסֶׁ ף ;(Deut. 3.26 [Dtr1]) אַל־תִּ֗ סֶׁ ֹׁ֨ ף ;(Judg. 9.37) וַי וֹסֶׁ ף ;(Judg. 11.14) וַיֻׁ֥ סֶׁ  1) וַיִֹּׁ֣
Sam. 3.6); ף סֶׁ ֹׁ֨ ף ;(Sam. 3.8 1) וַי סֶׁ ף ;(Sam. 3.21 1) וַיֹֻׁ֥ סֶׁ ף ;(Sam. 9.8 1) וַיֹ֤ אסֶׁ ִֹּׁ֣  .Sam 1) וַי
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ף ;(18.29 וֹסֶׁ ף ;(Sam. 19.8 1) וַתֻׁ֥ סֶׁ ף ;(Sam. 19.21 1) וַיִֹּׁ֣ ף ;(Sam. 20.17 1) וַי֤וֹסֶׁ וֹסֶׁ  1) וַיׁ֨
Sam. 23.4); ף סֶׁ ף ;(Sam. 2.22 2) וַיֹ֧ סֶׁ ֹׁ֨ ף   ;(Sam. 18.22 2) וַי סֶׁ ֹׁ֨ ף ;(Sam. 24.1 2) וַי  2) וְיוֹסִֵּׁ֣
Sam. 24.3); ף וֹסֶׁ ף ;(Kgs 16.33 1) וַיׁ֨ וֹסֶׁ ף  ;(Isa. 7.10) וַיִּׁ֣ סֶׁ ף ;(Isa. 8.5) וַיִֹּׁ֣ וֹסֶׁ  .Ezek) וַתֻ֖
ף ;(23.14 ף ;(Ps. 115.14) יסִֵֹּׁ֣ סֶׁ ף ;(Job 27.1) וַיִֹּׁ֣ סֶׁ ף ;(Job 29.1) וַיִֹּׁ֣ סֶׁ ף ;(Job 36.1) וַיֹֻׁ֥ יסֶֹׁ  וַ֧
(Job 42.10); ף ף ;(Job 40.32) אַל־תוֹסַֽ וֹסֶׁ ף ;(Prov. 1.5) וְיִּׁ֣ וֹסֶׁ וֹסְףְּ  ;(Prov. 9.9) וְיִּׁ֣  אַל־תֻׁ֥
(Prov. 30.6); ף וֹסֶׁ ף ;(Est. 8.3) וַתִּׁ֣ סֶׁ ף ;(Chron. 21.3 1) יוֹסֵף֩  ;(Dan. 10.18) וַיֹ֧ וֹס  יַ֖  Chr 2) ו 
28.22).



4. CONSTRUCT מְאַת VERSUS
ABSOLUTE  מֵאָה 

1.0. The Numeral ‘Hundred’ in Ancient Hebrew 
Ancient Hebrew exhibits two forms of the numeral hundred when 
followed by a noun: construct  מְאַת and absolute מֵאָה. Their dis-
tribution in biblical and extrabiblical material is not random.1 

1.1. Iron Age Epigraphic Hebrew 

Iron Age Hebrew epigraphy has just one relevant instance. Here 
the grammatical state of the numeral is construct: [אמה אומ [ת   
‘and a hu[nd]red cubits’ (Siloam ll. 5–6). 

1.2. The Masoretic Tradition 

In the MT, the ratio of construct to absolute forms is 30:53, but 
the respective totals show uneven distribution. In the Pentateuch, 
construct forms outnumber absolute by a margin of 27:5. The rest 
of the MT exhibits the reversed trend of 3:48—0:34 in the Proph-
ets, 3:14 in LBH. Recalculated according to recognised chrono-
lects, in CBH the ratio is 27:39, in LBH 3:14.  

Some HUNDRED + NOUN collocations utilise only construct 
 Since a given expression may only ever have .מֵאָה or absolute מְאַת
occurred with one of the two forms, it is instructive to consider 
expressions co-occurring with both forms. See Table 1 (overleaf). 
1 See Moshavi and Rothstein (2018), on indefinite numerals in construct 
generally, and (117–18) on constructions with  מאת specifically. Their 
discussion is largely synchronic. 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.04
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Table 1: Nouns that occur in collocations after construct and absolute 
forms of ‘hundred’ 
Noun Construct Absolute 
 Count References Count References 
  bases’ 1 Exod. 38.27 (P) 0‘ אֲדָנִים
 people’ 0  4 Judg. 7.19; 20.35; 1 Kgs‘ אִישׁ

18.13; 2 Kgs 4.43 
ף לֶׁ  thousand’ 4 Num. 2.9 (P), 16‘ אֶׁ

(P), 24 (P), 31 (P) 
8 1 Kgs 20.29; 2 Kgs 3.4, 4; 

1 Chron. 5.21; 21.5; 22.14; 
29.7; 2 Chron. 25.6 

-cu‘ אַמוֹת/אַמָה
bits’ 

0  11 1 Kgs 7.2; Ezek. 40.19, 23, 
27, 47, 47; 41.13, 13, 14, 

15; 42.8 
 days’ 3 Gen 7.24 (P); 8.3‘ יוֹם

(P); Est. 1.4 
0  

 ,talents’ 4 Exod. 38.25 (P)‘ כִכָר
27 (P), 27 (P); 2 

Chron. 25.9 

5 2 Kgs 23.33; Ezra 8.26; 2 
Chron. 25.6; 27.5; 36.3 

ף סֶׁ  ||) silver’ 1 Neh. 5.11 4 Deut. 22.19 (Other)‘ כֶׁ
SP); Judg. 16.5; 17.2, 3 

 countries’ 0  3 Est. 1.1; 8.9; 9.30‘ מְדִינָה
 prophets’ 0  1 1 Kgs 18.4‘ נְבִאִים

פְלִשְׁתִים עָרְלוֹת  
‘Philistine fore-
skins’ 

0  2 1 Sam. 18.25; 2 Sam. 3.14 

 .times’ 0  2 2 Sam. 24.3 || 1 Chron‘ פְעָמִים
21.3 

 sheep and‘ צאֹן
goats’ 

0  1 1 Kgs 5.3 

קִים( ו)צִמֻׁ   ‘raisin 
clusters/cakes’ 

0  2 1 Sam. 25.18; 2 Sam. 16.1 

 summer‘ קַיִץ
fruit (figs)’ 

0  1 2 Sam. 16.1 

 monetary‘ קְשִׂיטָה
units’ 

0  2 Gen. 33.19 (E) (|| SP); 
Josh. 24.32 

ב כֶׁ  chariots’ 0  2 2 Sam. 8.4 || 1 Chron. 18.4‘ רֶׁ
 years’ 17 Gen. 5.3 (R), 6‘ שָׁנָה

(R), 18 (R), 25 
(R), 28 (R); 11.10 
(R), 25 (R); 21.5 
(P); 25.7 (P), 17 
(P); 35.28 (P); 

47.9 (E), 28 (P); 
Exod. 6.16 (P), 
18 (P), 20 (P); 

Num. 33.39 (R) 

4 Gen. 17.17 (P); 23.1 (P); 
Isa. 65.20, 20 

 measures’ 0  1 Gen. 26.12 (|| SP)‘ שְׁעָרִים
TOTALS 30  53  
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In BH, just four collocations occur with both forms of ‘hun-
dred’: ף לֶׁ ף ,’talent‘ כִכָר ,’thousand‘ אֶׁ סֶׁ  .’year‘ שָׁנָה  silver’, and‘ כֶׁ
Broadening the perspective, this is also true of אמות/אמה ‘cu-
bit(s)’, preceded by construct מאת in Iron Age epigraphy (above, 
§1.1), but by absolute מאה in BH (including the SP, below, §1.5) 
and elsewhere. Taking into account only these expressions, the 
ratio of construct to absolute is 26:21 overall, 24:3 in the Torah, 
and 2:18 elsewhere. Consider examples (1)–(8). 

יִם  (1) פְרִַּ֗ ים לְמַחֲנִֵּׁ֣ה אֶׁ דִֵ֞ ל־הַפְקֻׁ ת כָֽ ם... מְאַֻׁ֥ ה לְצִבְאֹתֶָ֑ ים ומֵאָֻ֖ נַת־אֲלָפִֻׁ֥ ף ושְׁמֹֽ לֶׁ ִ֛ אֶׁ  

 ‘All those numbered of the camp of Ephraim, according to 
their divisions, are 108,100 [= one hundred thousand…].’ 
(MT Num. 2.24) 

ם ...  (2) ת־אֲרִָ֛ ל אֶׁ י־יִשְׂרָאֵ֧ ו בְנֵֽ ד׃ מֵאָהוַיַכׁ֨ חָֽ וֹם אֶׁ י בְיֻׁ֥ ף רַגְלִֻ֖ לֶׁ ֻׁ֥ ־אֶׁ  

 ‘And the people of Israel struck down of the Syrians 
100,000 [= one hundred thousand] foot soldiers in one 
day.’ (MT 1 Kgs 20.29) 

י  (3) שׁ מְאַת  וַיְהִִּ֗ דֶׁ ת אַדְנִֵּׁ֣י הַקֹ֔ ת אֵֵ֚ קֶׁ ף לָצִֶּׁ֗ סֶׁ ר הַכֶׁ֔ כִכִַּׁ֣  

 ‘The hundred talents of silver were for casting the bases of 
the sanctuary…’ (MT Exod. 38.27) 

ץ ...  (4) רֶׁ שׁ  עַל־הָאָ֔ נֶׁ ן־עֹׁ֨ ה וַיִתֶׁ ב׃ מֵאָֻׁ֥ ר זָהָֽ ף וְכִכַֻׁ֥ סֶׁ ֻ֖ כִכַר־כֶׁ  

 ‘…and he laid on the land a tribute of a hundred talents of 
silver and a talent of gold.’ (2 Kgs 23.33) 

ם ו (5) ֶ֑ ם ובָתֵיהֶׁ ֻ֖ ם זֵיתֵיהֶׁ ֻׁ֥ ם כַרְמֵיהֶׁ ִ֛ וֹם שְׂדתֵֹיהֶׁ ם כְהַיִּ֗ א לָהֵֶׁ֜ תהָשִׁיבו֩ נָׁ֨ ף   מְאַׁ֨ סֶׁ ֤ הַכֶׁ  

 ‘Return to them this very day their fields, their vineyards, 
their olive orchards, and their houses, and the hundred 
pieces of silver’ (Neh. 5.11)2 

  
 

2 The phrase ף סֶׁ ֤ ת הַכֶׁ  .’here is enigmatic. ESV takes it as ‘percentage ומְאַׁ֨
Others view it as a corruption of מַשַאת ‘loan of’, here in the sense of 
‘interest of, collateral of’ (see the critical apparatus in BHS). 
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ף־ו  (6) לֶׁ ֽ ת־אֶׁ ב אֶׁ הוַיִָ֛שֶׁׁ וֹ מֵאָֻׁ֥ ף לְאִמֶ֑ סֶׁ ֻ֖ הַכֶׁ  

 ‘And he restored the 1,100 [= one thousand, one hun-
dred…] pieces of silver to his mother.’ (Judg. 17.3) 

ן־  (7) ם בֶׁ תוְאַבְרָהָֻ֖ שָׁנֶָ֑ה  מְאִַּׁ֣  

 ‘And Abraham was a hundred years old’ (MT Gen. 21.5). 
ן־ ...  (8) עַר בֶׁ י הַנִַּ֗ הכִִּׁ֣ ן־ מֵאָ֤ א בֶׁ חוֹטֶׁ֔ השָׁנָה  יָמ֔ות וְהִַּׁ֣ ל׃  מֵאָֻׁ֥ לָֽ שָׁנָֻ֖ה יְקֻׁ  

 ‘…for the young man shall die a hundred years old, and 
the sinner a hundred years old shall be accursed.’ (MT Isa. 
65.20) 

Most collocations are indefinite, but instances including the 
definite article are found with both structures, e.g., examples (3) 
and (6). 

Turning to the matter of Source Criticism, consider Table 2. 
Table 2: Incidence of construct  מְאַת and absolute  מֵאָה according to pur-
ported Pentateuchal sources (per Friedman 1989, 246–59) 

 Construct Absolute 
E 1 1 
P 17 2 
R 8 0 
Other 0 1 

As the construct form dominates in the Pentateuch, it is unsur-
prising that no source should exhibit marked preference for the 
absolute form. Still, it is worth noting that routinely late-dated P, 
though showing minority use of the absolute form (with the word 
-year’), exhibits decisive affinity for the construct form (in‘ שָׁנָה
cluding with the word שָׁנָה ‘year’), accounting for a large share of 
the construct forms. R also uses the construct form exclusively, 
whereas E shows mixed usage between two occurrences, while 
Freidman’s Other source in Deuteronomy shows a single instance 
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of absolute morphology. The most conspicuous tendencies are 
those of P and R, which differ markedly from the dominance of 
the absolute form in non-Pentateuchal CBH and LBH. 

1.3. The Non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls 

In the NBDSS, there are four cases of construct מאת, but only 
one—4Q159 f1ii.8—is independent of BH influence, the remain-
ing cases being based on BH—4Q252 1.7 || Gen. 7.24; 4Q252 1.9 
|| Gen. 8.3; 4Q364 f8i.2 || Gen. 35.28. Absolute cases number 
five; of these, four are independent—מאה מגן ‘a hundred shields’ 
(1QM 9.13); מאה יום ‘a hundred days’ (4Q266 f10ii.1); [ ןמאה צוא 

‘a hundred sheep and goats’ and  ומאה נשכה ‘and a hundred cham-
bers’ (11Q19 44.6)—and one is a biblical quotation—מאה כסף ‘a 
hundred (pieces of) silver’ (11Q19 65.14 || ף סֶׁ אָה כִֶּׁ֗  .(Deut. 22.19 מִֵּׁ֣
These figures relevant to independent usages—four absolute, one 
construct—indicate that the absolute form is more characteristic 
than the construct form of the linguistic milieu in which the 
NBDSS were composed. 

1.4. The Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls 

The BDSS exhibit one instance of construct  נה]מאת ש   :מאת  ‘a hun-
dred years’ (4Q1 f5.9 || Gen. 35.28) and five instances of absolute 
שיטה]מאה ק֯  :מאה  ‘a hundred monetary units’ (MurX f1.3 || Gen. 
 a hundred years’ (1QIsaa 55.3 [2x] || 1Q8 28.4‘ מאה שנה ;33.19
|| Isa. 65.20 [2x]). In all cases, the BDSS form corresponds to that 
of the MT. Little of diachronic import can be said on the basis of 
these facts, as the material is fragmentary and there is full agree-
ment between the BDSS and the MT. 
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1.5. The Samaritan Pentateuch 

Due to textual differences of a non-linguistic nature, the SP has 
more cases of HUNDRED + NOUN constructions than the MT. Over-
all, its ratio of construct to absolute is 36:3 (compare 27:5, in the 
case of the MT Torah, above, §1.2). In most cases, the SP matches 
the MT in terms of the grammatical state of the numeral ‘hun-
dred’. Thus, all cases of MT construct מְאַת with a corresponding 
form of ‘hundred’ in the SP are paralleled by construct מאת mā̊  t. 
The SP lacks a corresponding form three times in Gen. 5 (vv. 18, 
25, 28), while there are ten cases of SP construct מאת mā̊  t in Gen. 
11 not paralleled by MT ‘hundred’ (vv. 12, 14, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 
22 have no parallel numeral; vv. 23 and 32 have מָאתַיִם ‘two hun-
dred’). Additionally, in two cases SP construct מאת mā̊  t parallels 
MT absolute  מֵאָה (Gen. 17.17; 23.1). Significantly, these two in-
volve the specific expression ‘a hundred years’, which in the Mas-
oretic Pentateuch shows a construct form 17 times, and an abso-
lute form just twice. It seems that, in line with its penchant for 
linguistic harmonisation, the Samaritan tradition levelled the two 
exceptional cases in line with the majority. This means that the 
SP preserves absolute מאה mā̊  ː  ‘hundred’ only in the case of ex-
pressions with no documented construct alternative in the Penta-
teuch (Gen. 26.12; 33.19; Deut. 22.19). 

1.6. Rabbinic Hebrew 

RH shows strong predilection for the absolute form. Focusing on 
the Mishna, construct מאת is unattested, while examples of abso-
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lute מאה are plentiful (40×).3 These latter include cases of collo-
cations that in earlier sources utilise the construct alternative, 
specifically, מאה אמה ‘a hundred cubits’ (m. ʿEruvin 3.3, 3; 8.10; 
m. Middot 4.7; 5.1, 2; m. ʾOholot 14.3; 17.1; cf. Iron Age epi-
graphic Hebrew, §1.1, above) and  מאה יום ‘a hundred days’ (m. 
Nazir 2.10; 3.4; cf. Tiberian and Samaritan BH, §§1.2 and 1.5, 
respectively). In RH beyond the Mishna, construct מאת is ex-
tremely rare, and seems to obtain only in direct allusion to BH. 
Compare the following examples from the Babylonian Talmud: 

ככרין דנרד   מאהבתי הניפי לי)ה( במניפיך ואני אתן ליכי  (9)  

 ‘My daughter, fan me with a fan, and as a gift I will give 
you a hundred packages of spikenard’ (b. Bava Meṣiaʿ 86a) 

ככר הכסף לצקת"    מאתככר. דכת' "ויהי    מאת בנתינת הכסף אתה מוצא   (10)

 וג'.
 ‘But with regard to the giving of the silver to the Taber-

nacle you find only one hundred talents, as it is written: 
“And the hundred talents of silver were for casting” (Exod. 
38.27).’ (b. Bekhorot 5a) 

When the RH usage is independent of BH, the absolute form ob-
tains (9). Only under the influence of a BH allusion is the con-
struct alternative preserved (10). But even under BH influence, 
construct מְאַת does not necessarily persist in RH. Consider exam-
ple (11). 

 
3 M. Demai 7.7, 7, 7, 7, 7, 7, 7; m. Terumot 4.7, 10; 5.1, 2, 3, 4; 9.5; m. 
Shabbat 16.3; m. ʿEruvin 3.3, 3; 8.10; m. Ketubbot 4.3; 5.1, 5; 13.7; m. 
Nazir 2.10; 3.4; m. Bava Qamma 4.5; m. Bava Meṣiaʿ 3.8; m. Bava Batra 
9.5; m. Sanhedrin 4.5; m. Ḥullin 6.4, 4; m. ʿArakhin 3.5; 6.2; m. Keritot 
5.3, 3; m. Middot 4.7; 5.1, 2; m. ʾOholot 14.3; 17.1; m. Negaʿim 8.4. 
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אבינו אברהם בשעה שנימול היה בן תשעים ותשע שנה "בהמולו בשר   (11)
שנה  מאה  שנה. "ויהיו חיי שרה    מאתערלתו". ומת בן חמש ושבעים ו

ושמונים  מאה  ועשרים שנה ושבע שנים שני חיי שרה". יצחק אבינו מת בן  

 שנה".  מאתשנה. "ויהיו ימי יעקב שני חייו שבע שנים וארבעים ו

 ‘Our father Abraham at the time that he was circumcised 
was ninety-nine years old “In his circumcising of his fore-
skin” (Gen. 17.24)’. And he died at the age of a hundred 
and seventy-five years [≈ Gen. 25.7]. “And Sarah’s life 
was a hundred and twenty-seven years—the years of Sa-
rah’s life” (Gen. 23.1). Isaac our father died at the age of 
a hundred and eighty years [≈ Gen. 35.28]. “And the days 
of Jacob’s life were a hundred and forty-seven years” 
(Gen. 47.28).’ (Seder ʿOlam Rabba 2) 

Instructive in example (11) is the varied treatment of forms of 
‘hundred’ in the RH retelling of BH source material. Twice the 
composer of Seder ʿOlam Rabba preserves BH construct מְאַת (in 
the non-literal allusion to Gen. 25.7 and the quotation of Gen. 
47.28). In another instance, BH absolute  מֵאָה is retained (in the 
quotation of Gen. 23.1). In the remaining case, the BH construct 
is brought into line with the standard RH absolute (in the allusion 
to Gen. 35.28). This is typical of RH citation of BH: a combination 
of verbatim quotation, reformulation retaining linguistic archa-
isms, and rephrasing with contemporary forms. 

1.7. Cognate Sources 

Both Old and Second Temple Aramaic have regular recourse to 
the absolute form of ‘hundred’. OA usage is seen in the four rele-
vant cases in the Tell Fekheriye bilingual inscription (KAI 309): 
 and a hundred‘ ומאה סור ,and a hundred ewes’ (l. 20)‘ ומאה סאון
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cows’ (l. 20), ומאה נשון ‘and a hundred women’ (ll. 21, 22). The 
Second Temple Aramaic convention is demonstrated by the Tar-
gums and the Peshiṭta, which consistently resort to the absolute 
form of ‘hundred’, even when rendering a construct form in the 
MT. 

2.0. Interpreting the Data 

2.1. Diachrony 

Based on the biblical and extrabiblical distribution of the con-
struct and absolute forms of ‘hundred’, מאת and  מאה, respec-
tively, certain diachronic conclusions can be drawn. The most 
obvious would seem to be that CBH allowed for the use of both 
the construct and the absolute forms, generally and in the case of 
specific collocations. Thus, Tiberian CBH shows a construct to 
absolute ratio of 27:39, whereas the same ratio in LBH is 3:14. 
Crucially, the late abandonment of the construct form in writing 
independent of BH influence is confirmed by Second Temple ex-
trabiblical corpora, especially the NBDSS and RH. A single case 
of the construct form in Iron Age Hebrew epigraphy, OA’s use of 
the absolute form, and mixed usage in the BDSS and the SP sup-
port the reliability of the general impression of distribution re-
flected in Tiberian CBH. 

2.2. The Linguistic Exceptionality of the Torah 

A second phenomenon of apparent diachronic import is the con-
spicuous distinction between the Hebrew of the Torah and the 
Hebrew of the rest of the Bible. In other words, without denying 
the validity of the difference observed in the previous section 
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(§2.1) between CBH, on the one hand, and LBH and other Second 
Temple forms of Hebrew, on the other, there is also a clear-cut 
division between the Hebrew of the Torah (Tiberian and Samar-
itan, alike), joined by Iron Age epigraphy, and the Hebrew of all 
other ancient sources, including, critically, all non-Pentateuchal 
CBH. The relevant ratios of construct to absolute are MT Torah 
27:5, SP 36:3, rest of MT 3:48 (Prophets 0:34, Writings 3:14). 

This state of affairs demands an explanation that takes into 
account not just the distribution of the specific linguistic feature 
under examination, but additional traits discussed in this volume, 
by dint of which the linguistic profile of the Torah is exceptional. 

2.2.3. Explanation 1: Differing Approaches to Preservation 

According to what is perhaps the least contentious hypothesis, 
ancient scribes accorded the Torah special reverence not ac-
corded to other biblical material, on account of which they took 
special care to preserve its linguistic profile, including archaic 
features, which in non-Pentateuchal material they were some-
what less careful to preserve, allowing the infiltration of later al-
ternatives. If so, then one might reasonably suppose that the CBH 
of the Prophets may once have presented more cases of construct 
אַתמְ   than the extant Masoretic tradition does, but that these were 

replaced with absolute מֵאָה as Second Temple scribes allowed 
non-Pentateuchal CBH to shift in the direction of the Hebrew of 
their own milieu. There seems to be nothing in the distribution 
of the two forms of ‘hundred’ to contradict the reality of such a 
scenario. 
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2.2.2. Explanation 2: Diachronic Diversity within Classical 
Biblical Hebrew 

The suitability of such an explanation in this specific case does 
not, however, prove its correctness here or in general. Indeed, 
parsimony dictates preference for the theory that accounts for the 
broadest swathe of data. While an approach that assumes second-
ary contemporisation of non-Pentateuchal CBH in the direction 
of Second Temple Hebrew plausibly accounts for many differ-
ences between Pentateuchal CBH and non-Pentateuchal CBH, it 
cannot account for all of them. Chs 1–2 in the present volume 
deal with features the specific distributions of which are difficult 
to explain as the result of such a process. It has been argued that 
these must rather be considered characteristic of typologically 
distinct CBH sub-chronolects, tentatively labelled CBH1

 and 
CBH2. Crucially, a theory hypothesising phases within CBH can 
account for all differences between Pentateuchal and non-Penta-
teuchal CBH. The reality of artificial linguistic development in 
the course of transmission must be taken seriously, but it was 
evidently not so pervasive as to reshape the general profile of a 
given biblical chronolect. In general, the ostensible CBH2 remains 
distinct from TBH and LBH. Thus, even if this subphase of CBH 
is deemed (partially) a result of secondary processes, a distinction 
between it, i.e., retouched early material and TBH and LBH, i.e., 
authentically later material, is perceptible. 
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3.0. Excursus: The Grammatical State of the 
Numerals 1–10 in Ancient Hebrew in 
Historical Perspective4 

It might be wondered whether the developments seen in the case 
of forms of the numeral ‘hundred’ were part of a broader process 
of development involving the grammatical state of cardinal nu-
merals modifying nouns in indefinite constructions. In this con-
nection, not all forms are relevant or show a distinction. No con-
struct form of חָד -one’ is available in indefinite expres‘ אַחַת or אֶׁ
sions, because the numeral ‘one’ typically follows the noun it 
modifies. In the case of אַרְבַע ‘four (F)’, ׁשֵׁש ‘six (F)’, ה  eight‘ שְׁמֹנֶׁ
(F)’, and ר שֶׁׂ -ten (F)’, there is no possibility of marking a distinc‘ עֶׁ
tion in state, as the respective construct and absolute forms are 
identical. Though such a distinction theoretically exists in the 
case of absolute ׁחָמֵש ‘five (F)’, versus construct ׁחֲמֵש ‘five (F)’, ab-
solute בַע שַׁע  and absolute ,*שְׁבַע seven (F)’, versus construct‘ שֶׁׁ  תֶׁ
‘nine (F)’, versus construct תְשַׁע*, the construct forms obtain only 
in fixed expressions involving more complex numerals, e.g.,  ׁחֲמֵש 

שְׂרֵה five hundred’ and‘ מֵאוֹת  seventeen’, but generally not‘ שְׁבַע עֶׁ
with following nouns (the sole possible exception being ketiv 
ים  ים five cubit reeds’, qere‘ חמש־אמות קָנִִ֛ וֹת קָנִִ֛  five hundred‘ חֲמֵשׁ־מֵאֻׁ֥
reeds’ [Ezek. 42.16], but the realisation of the ketiv cannot be 
known). Table 3 (facing page) gives the MT distribution of forms 
where a distinction in grammatical state obtains. 

 
4 See Moshavi and Rothstein (2018) for a synchronic discussion of the 
grammar of indefinite numerical construct phrases in BH. 
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Table 3: Incidence of construct and absolute forms of numerals in the 
MT (for citations, see below, §4.0)

Two 
 % שנים  % שני  

Pent 56 97 2 3 
Proph 27 59 19 41 
Writ 3 43 4 57 
LBH 1 20 4 80 
 % שתים  % שתי  

Pent 33 97 1 3 
Proph 16 59 11 41 
Writ 3 75 1 25 
LBH 2 67 1 33 

Three 
 % שלשה  % שלשת  

Pent 18 42 25 58 
Proph 13 33 26 67 
Writ 4 36 7 64 
LBH 4 40 6 60 
 % שלש  % שלש  

Pent 2 9.5 19 90.5 
Proph 1 4 27 96 
Writ 0 0 7 100 
LBH 0 0 5 100 

Four 
 % ארבעה  % ארבעת  

Pent 0 0 10 100 
Proph 1 6 16 94 
Writ 0 0 1 100 
LBH 0 — 0 — 

Five 
 % חמשה  % חמשת  

Pent 2 15 11 85 
Proph 0 0 12 100 
Writ 0 — 0 — 
LBH 0 — 0 — 

Six 
 % ששה  % ששת  

Pent 13 72 5 28 
Proph 4 40 6 60 
Writ 0 0 5 100 
LBH 0 0 5 100 

Seven 
 % שבעה  % שבעת  

Pent 56 80 14 20 
Proph 15 44 19 56 
Writ 13 68 6 32 
LBH 11 85 2 15 

Eight 
 % שמנה  % שמנת  

Pent 2 50 2 50 
Proph 0 0 3 100 
Writ 0 0 2 100 
LBH 0 0 2 100 

Nine 
 % תשעה  % תשעת  

Pent 0 — 0 — 
Proph 0 0 1 100 
Writ 0 — 0 — 
LBH 0 — 0 — 

Ten 
 % עשרה  % עשרת  

Pent 3 14 18 86 
Proph 3 14 18 86 
Writ 2 0 2 50 
LBH 2 67 1 33 
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It is difficult to discern an overall trend. In the case of the numer-
als ‘two’,5 ‘six’, and ‘seven’, a trend of diminishing use of the con-
struct seems clear. In the case of ‘four’, ‘five’, and ‘ten’, the con-
struct form is consistently rare. In the case of ‘three’, both con-
struct and absolute forms occur and are stable. Cases of ‘eight’ 
and ‘nine’ are too rare to sustain much in the way of argumenta-
tion. 

These trends find a degree of confirmation in non-Tiberian 
biblical material and extrabiblical sources, but there are also in-
consistencies. See Table 4 (facing page). Instability in the gram-
matical state of ‘two’ in the MT Prophets, MT LBH, the NBDSS, 
and the BDSS—with preference for the construct, but also some 
documentation of the absolute—contrasts sharply with over-
whelming use of the relevant construct forms in the MT Penta-
teuch and the Mishna (with absolute forms in the latter only in 
citations of the Torah). The growing use of absolute forms of ‘six 
(M)’ and ‘seven (M)’ is confirmed by similar distributions in non-
Tiberian and extrabiblical material, but LBH is an outlier when it 
comes to ‘seven (M)’. The same is true of absolute ‘eight’, the in-
frequency of which in BH makes it difficult to discern any trend 
there. ‘Nine’ is virtually undocumented in BH, but is strongly con-
struct in RH. The numeral ‘ten’ shows preference for the absolute 
state throughout all sources. The SP is in general agreement with 
the MT, sometimes harmonising minority forms. 

 
5 Excluded from counts of the numeral ‘two’ are cases involving the 
decades, e.g., ‘twenty-two’, as these almost uniformly (15 of 16 times) 
involve absolute forms of the numeral ‘two’, e.g., ך לֶׁ ִ֛ ָֽיִם מֶׁ ים ושְׁנַֻׁ֥  and‘ ושְׁלשִׁׁ֨
thirty-two kings’ (1 Kgs 20.1). The sole exception is ים יְלָדִֽ ושְׁנֵֻ֖י  ים   אַרְבָעִֻׁ֥
‘forty-two children’ (2 Kgs 2.24). 
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Table 4: Incidence of construct and absolute forms of numerals in the 
MT, non-Tiberian BH, and late extrabiblical sources (for citations, see 
below, §4.0) 
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ם ש

 

ת 
ש
של

 

ה 
ש
של

 

ת 
בע
אר

 

ה 
בע
אר

 

ת 
ש
מ
ח

 

ה 
ש
מ
ח

 

ת 
ש
ש

 

ה 
ש
ש
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ת 
שר
ע
 

ה 
שר
ע
 

Pent. 89 3 18 25 0 11 2 11 13 5 56 14 2 2 0 0 3 18 

Proph. 41 30 13 26 1 16 0 12 4 6 15 19 0 3 0 1 3 18 

LBH 3 5 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 5 11 2 0 2 0 0 2 1 

NBDSS 15 4 8 15 0 5 0 0 0 5 21 37 0 2 0 0 7 10 

BDSS 9 2 46 7 0 17 0 1 158 0 159 8 0 0 0 0 1 2 

SP 91 010 18 25 0 10 2 10 14 5 53 14 2 2 0 0 3 17 

Ben Sira 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

RH 669 911 45 211 13 76 5 45 0 32 8 20 1 10 13 2 6 88 

Since no general trend is discernible, it is difficult to con-
textualise the treatment of ‘hundred’. The only thing that can be 

 
6 Excluding 4Q51 9e–i.2, where the text is unclear. 
כנפים 7 יִם || and four wings’ (4Q73 f2.6)‘ וארבעה  כְנָפַֻ֖ ע   .MT Ezek) וְאַרְבַֻׁ֥
10.21). 
 six days’ (4Q132 f3–4.1; 4Q136 f1.13; 4Q140 f1.14; 4Q145‘ ששת ימים 8
f1R.7) || ים ת יָמִֻ֖  .seven days’ (MT Exod. 13.6)‘ שִׁבְעַֻׁ֥
ים || s]even days’ (4Q30 f32i+33.4)‘ ש[בעת ימים 9 ת יָמִֻ֖ שֶׁׁ  six days’ (MT‘ שֵֻׁׁ֥
Deut. 16.8); נחלים ה || into seven channels’ (1QIsaa 11.5)‘ לשבעת   לְשִׁבְעִָּׁ֣
ים  .(MT Isa. 11.15) נְחָלִ֔
ים || šēni kērūbəm ‘two cherubim’ (SP Exod. 25.18) שני כרובים 10 בִֻ֖ ָֽיִם כְרֻׁ  שְׁנַֻׁ֥
(MT Exod. 25.18); שני עדים šēni īdəm ‘two witnesses’ (SP Deut. 17.6) || 
ים  .šitti mārrēkot ‘two arrays’ (SP Lev שתי מערכות ;(MT Deut. 17.6) שְׁנִַָּֽׁ֣יִם עֵדִִּ֗
וֹת  || (24.6 עֲרָכֻ֖ יִם מַֽ  .(MT Lev. 24.6) שְׁתַֻׁ֥
11 All cases of שְׁ נַיִם come in citations of ים י ׀ שְׁנִַָּֽׁ֣יִם עֵדִִּ֗  Deut. 17.6; Sota) עַל־פִִּׁ֣
6.3 [3×]; Mak. 1.7, 9 [2×]). All cases of  ְׁיִםתַ ש  come in a citation of 
Ezek. 41.23–24 (Mid. 4.1 [2×]). 
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said is that, similar to the case of ‘hundred’, the Torah shows high 
proportions of construct ‘two’, ‘six’, and ‘seven’, which elsewhere 
in BH (but not necessarily in other late sources) show majority 
absolute usage. In a limited sense, then, preference for the con-
struct forms of these numerals may be considered distinctive of 
the CBH of the Pentateuch. 

4.0. Citations 
 ,Gen. 10.25; 24.22; 25.23, 23; 27.9; 32.8, 11; 41.50; Exod. 2.13; 26.19, 19—שני
21, 21, 23, 25, 25; 34.1, 4, 4; 36.24, 24, 26, 26, 28, 30, 30; 37.7; Lev. 5.7, 11; 
12.8; 14.10, 22; 15.14, 29; 16.5; 23.13, 17, 19, 20; 24.5; Num. 6.10; 11.26; 
15.6; 28.9, 9, 12, 20, 28; 29.3, 9, 14; Deut. 4.13; 5.22; 10.1, 3; 19.15; Judg. 
3.16; 11.38; 1 Sam. 10.2; 28.8; 30.12; 2 Sam. 4.2; 8.2; 12.1; 14.6; 1 Kgs 2.32, 
39; 6.23, 34, 34; 7.18, 24, 42; 12.28; 20.27; 2 Kgs 5.22, 23; 7.14; 10.8; 17.16 
(qere); Jer. 24.1; Ezek. 37.22; Zech. 11.7; Song 4.5; 7.4; 1 Chron. 1.19; שנים—
Exod. 25.18; Deut. 17.6; Josh. 2.1; Judg. 11.37, 39; 15.13; 1 Sam. 25.18; 1 Kgs 
5.28; 10.19; 17.12; 18.23; 21.10; 2 Kgs 2.12; 17.16 (ketiv); Ezek. 21.24; 40.39, 
39, 40, 40; 41.18; Zech. 4.3; Neh. 6.15; 2 Chron. 4.3, 13; 9.18; שתי—Gen. 4.19; 
19.8; 29.16; Exod. 25.12, 12; 26.17; 28.7, 9, 14, 23, 26, 27; 30.4; 36.22; 37.3, 
3, 27; 39.16, 16, 19, 20; Lev. 5.7, 11; 12.8; 14.4, 22, 49; 15.14, 29; Num. 6.10; 
10.2; Deut. 14.6; 21.15; 1 Sam. 1.2; 2.21; 6.7, 10; 10.4; 13.1; 2 Sam. 13.6; 1 
Kgs 6.32, 34; 7.16; 2 Kgs 5.22, 23; Isa. 7.21; Ezek. 37.22; 41.24; Amos 3.12; 
Prov. 30.15; Neh. 12.31; 1 Chron. 4.5; שתים—Lev. 24.6; 2 Sam. 2.10; 1 Kgs 3.16; 
2 Kgs 2.24; (8.17, 26; 15.2, 27; 21.19;) Jer. 2.13; Ezek. 23.2; 40.9; 41.3, 22, 23, 
24; 43.14; Zech. 5.9; 2 Chron. 33.21 
 ;Gen. 30.36; 40.12, 13, 18, 19; 42.17; Exod. 3.18; 5.3; 8.23; 10.22, 23—שלשת
15.22; 19.15; Lev. 12.4; 27.6; Num. 10.33, 33; 33.8; Josh. 1.11; 2.16, 22; 3.2; 
9.16; Judg. 14.14; 19.4; 1 Sam. 10.3; 2 Sam. 20.4; 24.13; 1 Kgs 10.17; Amos 
4.4; Jon. 3.3; Est. 4.16; Dan. 10.3; 1 Chron. 21.12; 2 Chron. 10.5; שלשה—Gen. 
6.10; 18.2; 29.2, 34; 40.10, 16; Exod. 2.2; 25.32, 32, 33, 33; 37.18, 18, 19, 19; 
Lev. 14.10; Num. 15.9; 28.12, 20, 28; 29.3, 9, 14; Deut. 17.6; 19.15; Josh. 18.4; 
Judg. 7.16; 9.43; 1 Sam. 2.21; 10.3, 3; 11.11; 13.17; 30.12, 12; 2 Sam. 6.11; 
14.27; 18.14; 24.13; 1 Kgs 6.36; 7.4, 12; 12.5; 2 Kgs 2.17; 9.32; 23.31; 24.8; 
Isa. 17.6; Amos 4.7; Jon. 2.1, 1; Job 1.17; Dan. 10.2; 11.2; 1 Chron. 13.14; 
21.12; 2 Chron. 36.2, 9; שְלש—Gen. 18.6; 38.24; 1 Sam. 13.21 (?); שָלש—Gen. 
11.13, 15; Exod. 23.14, 17; 27.1; 34.23, 24; 38.1; Lev. 19.23; Num. 22.28, 32, 
33; 24.10; Deut. 4.41; 14.28; 16.16; 19.2, 7, 9; Judg. 9.22; 16.15; 1 Sam. 20.41; 
2 Sam. 13.38; 21.1; 1 Kgs 2.39; 7.4, 5; 9.25; 10.22; 15.2; 17.21; 22.1; 2 Kgs 
13.18, 19, 25; 17.5; 18.10; 24.1; 25.17; Isa. 16.14; 20.3; Jer. 36.23; Ezek. 40.48, 
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48; 41.22; Amos 4.8; Job 1.2; 42.13; 1 Chron. 21.12; 2 Chron. 8.13; 9.21; 13.2; 
31.16 
 ;Gen. 2.10; 14.9; Exod. 25.34; 26.32, 32; 28.17—ארבעה ;Judg. 11.40—ארבעת
36.36, 36; 37.20; 39.10; Judg. 9.34; 19.2; 20.47; 1 Sam. 27.7; 1 Kgs 7.2, 30; 
18.34; 2 Kgs 7.3; Ezek. 1.6; 10.9, 14, 21; 40.41, 41, 42; Zech. 2.3; Job 42.16 
 ;Gen. 47.2; Exod. 21.37; 26.27, 27, 37, 37—חמשה ;Num. 3.47; 18.16—חמשת
36.32, 32, 38; Lev. 27.6; Num. 11.19; Josh. 10.26; Judg. 18.2; 1 Sam. 6.4, 4; 
17.40; 21.4; 22.18; 2 Kgs 6.25; 25.19; Ezek. 8.16; 11.1; 45.12; חֲמש—Ezek. 
 ;Gen. 5.6, 11, 15; 11.32; 12.4; 25.7; 43.34; 45.6, 11, 22; Exod. 26.3—חָמש ;42.16
27.1, 1, 18; 36.10; 38.1, 1, 18; Lev. 27.5, 6; Josh. 14.10; 1 Sam. 25.18, 18; 2 
Sam. 4.4; 1 Kgs 6.10, 24, 24; 7.16, 16; Isa. 19.18; Jer. 52.22; Ezek. 40.7, 30, 48, 
48; 41.2, 2, 9, 11, 12; 2 Chron. 6.13, 13 
 ;Exod. 16.26; 20.9, 11; 23.12; 24.16; 31.15, 17; 34.21; 35.2; Lev. 12.5—ששת
23.3; Deut. 5.13; 16.8; Josh. 6.3, 14; 1 Kgs 11.16; Ezek. 46.6; ששה—Gen. 30.20; 
Exod. 25.32; 26.22; 36.27; 37.18; 2 Sam. 2.11; 5.5; 6.13; 2 Kgs 15.8; Ezek. 9.2; 
46.4; Est. 2.12, 12; 1 Chron. 3.4; 8.38; 9.44 
 ;Gen. 8.10, 12; 31.23; 50.10; Exod. 7.25; 12.15, 19; 13.6; 22.29; 23.15—שבעת
29.30, 35, 37; 34.18; Lev. 8.33, 33, 35; 12.2; 13.4, 5, 21, 26, 31, 33, 50, 54; 
14.8, 38; 15.13, 19, 24, 28; 22.27; 23.6, 8, 18, 34, 36, 39, 40, 41, 42; Num. 
12.14, 14, 15; 19.11, 14, 16; 28.17, 24; 29.12; 31.19; Deut. 16.3, 4, 13, 15; 1 
Sam. 10.8; 11.3; 31.13; 1 Kgs 8.65, 65; 16.15; 20.29; 2 Kgs 3.9; Ezek. 3.15, 16; 
43.25, 26; 44.26; 45.23, 23; Job 2.13, 13; Est. 1.5; Ezra 6.22; Neh. 8.18; 1 Chron. 
10.12; 2 Chron. 7.8, 9, 9; 30.21, 23, 23; 35.17 
 ;Num. 23.1, 1, 1, 14, 29, 29, 29; 28.19, 27; Deut. 7.1; 16.9, 9; 28.7, 25—שבעה
Josh. 6.4, 6, 6; 18.2, 5, 6, 9; Judg. 8.14; 16.7, 8; 1 Sam. 6.1; 2 Sam. 21.6; Isa. 
11.15; Jer. 32.9; 52.25; Ezek. 39.12, 14; Zech. 3.9; 4.2; Job 1.2; 42.8, 8; Ruth 
4.15; 1 Chron. 15.26, 26 
 ;Exod. 26.25; 36.30; 1 Sam. 17.12; Jer. 41.15—שמנה  ;Gen. 17.12; 21.4—שמנת
Ezek. 40.41 
 Sam. 24.8 2—תשעה
 Gen. 31.7, 41; Lev. 27.5; Judg. 17.10; Isa. 5.10; Jer. 42.7; Neh. 5.18; 2—עשרת
Chron. 36.9; עשרה—Gen. 24.10, 22; 45.23; Lev. 27.7; Num. 7.14, 20, 26, 32, 
38, 44, 50, 56, 62, 68, 74, 80; 11.19, 32; Josh. 22.14; Judg. 6.27; 20.10; 1 Sam. 
1.8; 17.17; 25.5; 2 Sam. 18.11, 15; 1 Kgs 5.3; 7.38; 11.31; 14.3; 2 Kgs 13.7; 
25.25; Jer. 41.1, 8; Amos 6.9; Zech. 8.23; Ruth 4.2; Ezra 1.10



 



5. QAL INTERNAL PASSIVE VERSUS
NIFʿAL MORPHOLOGY 

Over the course of its history, ancient Hebrew underwent many 
morphological developments. One such development was a long, 
gradual, and increasingly pervasive process of reorganisation of 
derivational verbal morphology involving stem (binyan) move-
ment, whereby many formerly G-stem (qal) verbs were trans-
ferred by language users to alternative stems, primarily N-stem 
(nifʿal), D-stem (piʿʿel), and C-stem (hifʿil), with no accompanying 
semantic change.1 Among the affected early stem patterns was 
the apophonic passive of the G-stem, commonly known as the qal 
internal passive. 

The fate of the qal internal passive in BH is an oft-recounted 
tale.2 Beyond acknowledging its existence in BH, scholars have 
noted several important features relevant to the diachronic evo-
lution of Hebrew. As early as the Iron Age, the form seems to 
have been in the process of being replaced by alternative forms. 

1 For extensive discussion of such shifts, along with additional bibliog-
raphy, see Hornkohl (2023, 183–318). On nifalisation specifically, see 
Hornkohl (2021b; 2023, 183–208). 
2 Important scholarly discussions include Böttcher (1866–1868, I:98–
105); Barth (1890); Lambert (1900); Blake (1901, 53–54); GKC (§52e); 
Ginsburg (1929; 1934; 1936); Williams (1977); WO (373–76); Hughes 
(1994, 71–76); JM (§58); Sivan (2009, 50–51); Blau (2010, 217–18); 
Reymond (2016); cf. Garbini (1960, 130 fn. 5). See Chomsky (1959, 
xvii–xix, 103 fn. 146) for opinions on the qal internal passive among 
medieval Jewish grammarians. 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.05
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This process later accelerated and expanded, resulting in many 
cases of suppletion due to secondary replacement, reinterpreta-
tion of original morphology, and the eventual disuse of the form 
in favour of alternative morphology. After summarising these de-
velopments, the present chapter will consider an additional topic: 
whether distinct, diachronically meaningful patterns of qal inter-
nal passive use and non-use can be discerned within CBH. 

1.0. The qal Internal Passive in the Tiberian 
Masoretic Tradition 

1.1. Secondary Developments and Suppletion 

Investigation of the qal internal passive is complicated by the fact 
that, in many cases, the original qal passive pronunciation of 
forms has been eclipsed by secondary realisations. In some in-
stances, the new pronunciation differed only slightly from the 
expected qal passive realisation. 

For example, in the suffix conjugation of the strong verb, 
where expected quṭal > quṭṭal, the gemination was probably due 
to a spontaneous phonological process that allowed for preserva-
tion of the u-vowel iconically associated with passive voice (Su-
chard 2019, 110, fn. 31). Because in this case the u-vowel was 
short, without gemination, it would likely otherwise have short-
ened to shewa; but the gemination also resulted in a form identi-
cal to that of the D-stem passive puʿʿal. 

In other cases, like that of the prefix conjugation of the 
strong verb, where expected yuqṭal > yiqqā̊  ṭēl, consonantal forms 
amenable to reinterpretation were simply read with alternative 
passive morphology, i.e., as the more dominant nifʿal. 
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In both of the above situations, it is important to note that 
the secondary developments brought the morphology into line 
with Second Temple linguistic conventions. 

In still other cases, e.g., the prefix conjugation of I-n forms, 
the expected yuṭṭal form underwent no change, but, due to simi-
larity to the C-stem internal passive form, was readily analysable 
as hofʿal (hufʿal). 

Finally, there are cases, such as that of the participle of 
strong verbs and I-y verbs—expected, respectively, to yield qal 
passive quṭā̊  l and yūṭā̊  l, but resulting in quṭṭā̊  l and yuṭṭā̊  l—where 
the gemination created resemblance to D-stem passive puʿʿal, 
with the lack of the characteristic D-stem prefix  מ -  betraying the 
original qal passive morphology. The treatment of several of the 
most common verb classes is summarised in the following table. 
Table 1: Expected qal passive and received suppletive passive paradigms 
of common verb classes 

Verb class Form Expected 
paradigm 

Received 
paradigm Description 

Strong 
SC 

PART 
PC 

quṭal 
quṭā̊  l 
yuqṭal 

quṭṭal 
quṭṭā̊  l 

yiqqā̊  ṭēl 

> puʿʿal 
> puʿʿal (w/o מ- ) 
> nifʿal 

I-y 
SC 

PART 
PC 

yūṭal 
yūṭā̊  l 
yūṭal 

yuṭṭal 
yuṭṭā̊  l 

yiwwā̊  ṭēl 

> puʿʿal 
> puʿʿal (w/o מ- ) 
> nifʿal 

I-n 
SC 

PART 
PC 

nuṭal 
nuṭā̊  l 
yuṭṭal 

niṭṭal 
niṭṭā̊  l 
yuṭṭal 

> nifʿal 
> nifʿal 
qal passive (= hufʿal) vocalism 

The specific constellation of forms, characterised by suppletion 
involving predictable revocalisation, reinterpretation, and irreg-
ularity is readily explained as a result of secondary processes. 

Another indication of the secondary character of the sup-
pletion is the occurrence of morphologically distinct cases of 
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passives in proximity. Consider the instances of passives of  נָתַן 
‘give’—first qal internal passive, then nifʿal—in the following: 
יו   (1) דָ֔ י פְקֻׁ ישׁ לְפִִּׁ֣ וֹ אִֵ֚ יט נַחֲלָתֶ֑ ט תַמְעִֻ֖ ה  נַחֲלָת֔וֹ וְלַמְעַֹ֕ ב תַרְבֶׁ ן  לָרִַּ֗ תַֻ֖ ו  יֻׁ נַחֲלָתֽוֹ׃... וַיִהְיִּׁ֣

ו   א הָתְפָקְדִּ֗ ִֹּׁ֣ י ׀ ל עְלָה כִִּׁ֣ שׁ וָמֶָ֑ דֶׁ ן־חִֹּׁ֣ ר מִבֶׁ ף כָל־זָכָֻ֖ לֶׁ שְׂרִים  אֶׁ֔ ה וְעֶׁ ם שְׁלשָׁ֤ דֵיהִֶּׁ֗ פְקֻׁ

י לאֹ־  ל כְִ֠ ןבְתוֹך  בְנִֵּׁ֣י יִשְׂרָאֵ֔ ל׃  נִתַ֤ י יִשְׂרָאֵֽ וֹך בְנֵֻׁ֥ ה בְתֻ֖ ם  נַחֲלָ֔  לָהֶׁ
 ‘To a large tribe you shall give a large inheritance, and to a 

small tribe you shall give a small inheritance; to every tribe 
shall its inheritance be given (qal internal passive) in pro-
portion to its list…. And those listed were 23,000, every 
male from a month old and upward. For they were not 
listed among the people of Israel, because no inheritance 
was given (nifʿal) to them among the people of Israel.’ 
(Num. 26.54, 62) 

1.2. Late Disappearance of the qal Internal Passive 

Related to the secondary replacement or reinterpretation of orig-
inal qal internal passive forms is the conspicuous infrequency of 
the qal internal passive in Second Temple Hebrew sources, in-
cluding LBH, SH, Ben Sira, QH, and the Tiberian reading tradition 
of CBH texts (Hughes 1994, 76, fn. 20; Reymond 2016, 1138–40; 
Qimron 2018, 221–22; Hornkohl 2023, 185–87, 194, 196–97, 
199, 202, 203–7). Indeed, the qal internal passive is completely 
unproductive in RH (Sharvit 2004, 45; Reymond 2016, 1141, fn. 
37; Hornkohl 2023, 198). 

1.3. Late Expansion of Morphological Alternatives for 
the qal Internal Passive 

A further confirmation of the secondary and late character of the 
morphological shifts under discussion is the disproportionately 
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late incidence of purely consonantal nifʿal evidence for certain 
common verbs with both qal internal and nifʿal passive morphol-
ogy. Thus, in the case of 15 ,נת"ן of the 31 cases of unambiguous 
consonantal nifʿal forms come in the very restricted range of LBH, 
while for יל"ד the proportion is 11 of 17 (13 of 19, if the two cases 
of nufʿal are included). In the same LBH material, there is no in-
stance of the qal internal passive of  נת"ן and just one of the qal 
internal passive  3.יל"ד Note the replacement of qal passive forms 
in Samuel (even-numbered examples) with nifʿal forms in Chron-
icles (odd-numbered examples) in the following pairs of con-
trasting examples: 
ה  (2) לֶׁ ו אִֵ֛ לְדֻׁ֥ בְרֽוֹן יֻׁ ד בְחֶׁ לְדָוִֻ֖  
 ‘These were born (qal passive) to David in Hebron.’ (2 Sam. 

3.5) 
בְר֔וֹן נֽוֹלַדשִׁשָה   (3) וֹ בְחֶׁ ־לִּׁ֣  
 ‘six were born (nifʿal) to him in Hebron’ (1 Chron. 3.4) 
וא  (4) ד וְגַם־הֻ֖ לַֻׁ֥ ה יֻׁ לְהָרָפָֽ  
 ‘He too was born (qal passive) to the Raphaites’ (2 Sam. 

21.20) 
וא   (5) ד וְגַם־הֻ֖ א נוֹלַֻׁ֥ לְהָרָפָֽ  
 ‘He too was born (nifʿal) to the Raphaites’ (1 Chron. 20.6) 

Significantly, the late reinterpretation of qal passive forms 
as D- and C-stem passive forms is also in line with Second Temple 
linguistic trends, as the broader processes of both pielisation and 

 
 ;nifʿal—Est. 2.13; 3.14; 5.3, 6; 7.2, 3; 8.13; 9.12, 13, 14; Dan. 8.12 :נת"ן 3
11.6; 1 Chron. 5.20; 2 Chron. 2.13; 18.14; יל"ד: qal passive—1 Chron. 
1.19; nifʿal—Qoh. 4.14; 7.1; Ezra 10.3; 1 Chron 2.3, 9; 3.1, 4, 5 (nufʿal); 
7.21; 20.6, 8 (nufʿal); 22.9; 26.6. 
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hifilisation are acknowledged phenomena associated with later 
forms of ancient Hebrew (Hornkohl 2023, 209–88). 

1.4. The Antiquity of Nifʿal Morphology 

Given the tenor of the discussion above, focusing on examples of 
late and secondary movement from qal passive to nifʿal morphol-
ogy,4 one might be tempted to conclude that nifʿal forms are uni-
versally late. Such would be a misreading of the evidence. The 
use of nifʿal and, therefore, the potential for nifalisation were not 
restricted to post-exilic times. Though there is a meaningful as-
sociation between nifalisation and the Second Temple period, the 
relationship is not exclusive.  

Especially important in this connection is early unambigu-
ous nifʿal evidence from sources unaffected by the vagaries of 
scribal transmission or secondary development of the reading tra-
dition, such as nifʿal forms in Iron Age Hebrew inscriptions, e.g., 
the imperative השמר ‘take care!’ (Lachish 3.21), the infinitive 
קבלהנ]  ‘to be he[wn]’ (Siloam 1.2), and the prefix conjugation 

form ילקח ‘be taken’ (Arad 111.4).5 
Turning to the Hebrew Bible, many intransitive verbs are 

commonly represented by unequivocal nifʿal consonantal forms 
in CBH texts, with little to no evidence of qal synonymy. Thus, 
 separate (intr.)’ has consistent nifʿal spelling and vocalisation‘ נִפְרַד 

 
4 Additional cases of secondary nifalisation involve qal verbs with sta-
tive, medio-passive, intransitive, and weakly transitive semantics that 
shift to nifʿal (see Hornkohl 2023, 183–208). 
5 N-stem נאנח ‘groan’ occurs in the 8th-century Deir ʿAlla inscription 
(KAI 312 B.12). 
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throughout BH. Likewise, though a vestige of qal  ָׁאַרש  ‘remain’ is 
attested once in CBH  (1 Sam. 16.11), the synonymous nifʿal  ְׁאַר נִש  
is unambiguously represented in all biblical chronolects.6 

Since nifʿal morphology was available at an early date, it is 
only logical that classical texts might show evidence of qal–nifʿal 
synonymy as a result of early nifalisation. And, indeed, this is 
precisely what one finds. Consider the combination of apparently 
synonymous qal passive and nifʿal patterns used in close in prox-
imity in: 
ישׁ   (6) ה֩ אִׁ֨ י־יַכֶׁ וֹ  וְכִֽ חַת יָדֶ֑ ת תִַּׁ֣ ט ומֵֻ֖ בֶׁ ת־אֲמָתוֹ  בַשֵ֔ וֹ א֤וֹ אֶׁ ת־עַבְדֵ֜ םאֶׁ ם יִנָָקֵֽ ך  נָקֹֻ֖ ׃ אַֻׁ֥

א  ִֹּׁ֣ ד ל יִם יַעֲמֶֹ֑ וֹ יוֹמַֻ֖ וֹם אֻׁ֥ ם  אִם־יִ֛ קַ֔ וֹ הֽוא׃ יֻׁ י כַסְפֻ֖  כִֻׁ֥
 ‘When a man strikes his slave, male or female, with a rod 

and the slave dies under his hand, he shall surely be 
avenged (qal, nifʿal). But if the slave survives a day or two, 
he may not be avenged (qal internal passive), for the slave 
is his money.’ (Exod. 21.20–21) 

ם   (7) רֶׁ ֻ֖ בְטֶׁ ך  ה־לָ֔ עֱשֶׁׂ ֽ אֶׁ ה  מִָּׁ֣ שְׁאַל   ל־אֱלִישָׁע   אֶׁ ר  אָמַ֤ הו  לִיֵָ֜ וְאֵׁ֨ ם  כְעָבְרִָּ֗ י  ח  וַיְהִִּׁ֣ לָָקִַּׁ֣ אֶׁ

וֹל  יתָ לִשְׁאֶ֑ ר הִקְשִִּׁׁ֣ אמֶׁ ֹֻ֖ י׃ וַי ָֽיִם בְרוחֲךָֻ֖ אֵלָֽ י־שְׁנַֻׁ֥ יהִי־נִָ֛א פִֽ ע וִֽ ר אֱלִישָׁ֔ אמֶׁ ִֹּׁ֣ ך וַי מֵעִמֶָ֑

י  ה אֹתִֵ֜ ח אִם־תִרְאֶׁׁ֨ קָ֤ ֽה׃ לֻׁ א יִהְיֶׁ ֹֻׁ֥ יִן ל ן וְאִם־אַֻ֖ י־לְךִָּׁ֣ כֵ֔ אִתָך  יְהִֽ  מֵֽ
 ‘When they had crossed, Elijah said to Elisha, “Ask what I 

shall do for you, before I am taken (nifʿal) from you.” And 
Elisha said, “Please let there be a double portion of your 
spirit on me.” And he said, “You have asked a hard thing; 
yet, if you see me being taken (qal internal passive) from 
you, it shall be so for you, but if you do not see me, it shall 
not be so.”’ (2 Kgs 2.9–10) 

 
6 See Hornkohl (2023, 203, fn. 16) for further unambiguous consonan-
tal evidence of nifʿal morphology in CBH. 



114 Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

Also relevant in this connection is the instance of qere–ketiv 
in the following example: 
תַןKינתן ]  (8) ה אֲנָשִׁים   [ יֻׁ נו שִׁבְעָ֤ יר  ־לֵָ֜ ול בְחִִּׁ֣ ת שָׁאֻ֖ ה בְגִבְעַֻׁ֥ יהוָ֔ עֲנום  לַֽ יו וְהוָֹקַֽ מִבָנָ֔

ן׃  תֵֽ י אֶׁ ך אֲנִֻׁ֥ לֶׁ ֻ֖ ר הַמֶׁ אמֶׁ ֹֻׁ֥  יְהוֶָ֑ה ס וַי
 ‘Let seven of his sons be given (ketiv nifʿal, qere qal internal 

passive) to us, so that we may hang them before the LORD 
at Gibeah of Saul, the chosen of the LORD.’ (2 Sam. 21.6) 

Given the historical depth of passive encoding via nifʿal morphol-
ogy in BH, there seems no reason to doubt the antiquity of either 
component of the tradition here. If so, this is simply “a genuine 
instance of early textual fluctuation” (Hornkohl 2023, 206; cf. 
Hughes 1994, 76). 

2.0. Usage Patterns in Classical Biblical Hebrew 
Based on the foregoing description, it is apparent that any dia-
chronic account of the development of the qal internal passive in 
ancient Hebrew must take into account the intricacies of a com-
plicated combination of facts, including, among other things, (a) 
early development of nifʿal forms with little to no evidence of qal 
competition, as seen in unambiguous biblical and extrabiblical 
consonantal evidence; (b) early synonymy of qal and nifʿal forms, 
as seen in unambiguous biblical and extrabiblical consonantal ev-
idence; (c) late standardisation of nifʿal morphology at the ex-
pense of formerly dominant qal passive morphology, as seen in 
unambiguous biblical and extrabiblical consonantal evidence; (d) 
secondary subversion of early qal passive morphological domi-
nance via the opportune reinterpretation of consonantal forms 
amenable to secondary nifʿal realisation, as seen in BH reading 
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traditions associated with the Second Temple period—i.e., the 
specific period associated with (c)—e.g., the Tiberian and Samar-
itan pronunciation traditions. 

2.1. Classical Biblical Hebrew versus Late Biblical 
Hebrew 

There is a marked distinction between CBH and LBH when it 
comes to usage of the qal internal passive. Despite the reality of 
authentic nifʿal forms and of blurring due to secondary nifalisa-
tion in CBH texts, the qal internal passive remains well repre-
sented in the relevant material. It was evidently still a productive 
element within CBH grammar, at least in the case of specific 
verbs, notwithstanding already pervasive nifʿal encroachment. By 
the time of LBH, by contrast, the qal internal passive had largely 
fallen into disuse, a situation confirmed by late extrabiblical 
sources and, to some extent, by non-Tiberian biblical material 
with late affinities. 

2.2. Variations in Usage involving Classical Biblical 
Hebrew 

Despite displaying a great deal of linguistic diversity, CBH is gen-
erally considered sufficiently homogenous to be regarded as a 
single chronolect. Based on affinities with Iron Age epigraphic 
Hebrew, CBH seems broadly to reflect the literary language prac-
tices of Iron Age II, approximately 1000–600 BCE, or, in terms of 
biblical historiography, the monarchic period. Yet, a large section 
of the CBH corpus deals with pre-monarchic times and, as such, 
may incorporate earlier traditions, including linguistic material. 
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While there is little reason to challenge the general correctness 
of the CBH label or its literary and historical associations, it is 
legitimate to wonder whether language change is discernible 
within CBH. 

When it comes to the matter of the qal internal passive, 
several significant distributional patterns emerge.7 These include 
comprehensive nifʿal dominance, i.e., the general absence of qal 
passive morphology from all strata of BH; CBH preference for qal 
passive versus LBH preference for nifʿal morphology; and inner-
CBH differences in qal passive and nifʿal distributional patterns. 
In order properly to contextualise the discussions that follow, it 
is important to note that none of the relevant roots are repre-
sented by qal passive or nifʿal forms in Iron Age Hebrew epi-
graphic sources, that the relevant qal passive forms occur outside 
Tiberian BH only in non-Tiberian biblical traditions (BDSS, SP) 
or in extrabiblical allusions to Tiberian BH (e.g., m. Makhshirin 
1.1–6, in reference to Lev. 11.38), and that the relevant nifʿal 
forms are frequent in post-biblical Hebrew, including material 
independent of BH (NBDSS, Ben Sira, RH). 

2.2.1. Comprehensive nifʿal Dominance 

Consider the respective qal internal passive and nifʿal data for the 
roots כר"ת ‘be cut, cut off’ and רא"י ‘be seen, appear’ in Tables 2 
and 3 (facing page). 

 
7 In the following sections, the discussion is limited to verbs with both 
qal internal passive and nifʿal representation. It is further restricted to 
verbs with more than just a handful of occurrences, as the rest are too 
rare to have statistical significant distributions. Possible semantic dis-
tinctions are dealt with on a case-by-case basis, as necessary. 



 5. Qal Internal Passive versus nifʿal Morphology 117 

Table 2:  כר"ת—Qal internal passive versus nifʿal 

 consonantal  
qal passive 

nifʿal 

consonantal 
vocalisation 

(consonantally  
ambiguous)  

Torah 0 23 5 
Fmr Prophets 1 3 6 
Lat. Prophets 1 9 13 
Non-LBH Writings 0 3 8 
LBH 0 0 3 

qal passive—consonantal: Judg. 6.28; Ezek. 16.4; nifʿal—consonantal: Gen. 
17.14 (P); Exod. 12.15 (P), 19 (P); 30.33 (P), 38 (P); 31.14 (P); Lev. 7.20 (P), 
21 (P), 25 (P), 27 (P); 17.4 (P), 9 (P); 18.29 (P); 19.8 (P); 20.17 (P), 18 (P); 
22.3 (P); 23.29 (P); Num. 9.13 (P); 15.30 (R), 31 (R); 19.13 (P), 20 (P); Josh. 
3.16; 4.7, 7; Isa. 22.25; 29.20; Jer. 7.28; Joel 1.5, 16; Obad. 1.10; Nah. 2.1; 
Zeph. 1.11; Zech. 9.10; Ps. 37.28, 34, 38; vocalisation (consonantally ambig-
uous): Gen. 9.11 (P); 41.36 (E); Lev. 17.14 (P); Num. 11.33 (E); 15.31 (R); Josh. 
3.13; 9.23; 2 Sam. 3.29; 1 Kgs 2.4; 8.25; 9.5; Isa. 11.13; 48.19; 55.13; 56.5; Jer. 
33.17, 18; 35.19; Hos. 8.4; Obad. 1.9; Mic. 5.8; Zeph. 3.7; Zech. 13.8; 14.2; Ps. 
37.9, 22; Job 14.7; Prov. 2.22; 10.31; 23.18; 24.14; Ruth 4.10; Dan. 9.26; 2 
Chron. 6.16; 7.18 
Table 3: רא"י—Qal internal passive versus nifʿal 
 

consonantal  
qal passive 

nifʿal 

consonantal 
vocalisation 

(consonantally  
ambiguous) 

Torah 0 17 31 
Fmr Prophets 0 14 9 
Lat. Prophets 0 6 6 
Non-LBH Writings 1 3 4 
LBH 0 6 4 

qal passive—consonantal: Job 33.21; nifʿal—consonantal: Gen. 8.5 (P); 9.14 
(P); 12.7 (J); 35.1 (E); 48.3 (P); Exod. 3.16 (E); 4.1 (E), 5 (E); 16.10 (P); Lev. 
9.4 (P); 13.7 (P), 7 (P), 14 (P), 19 (P); 14.35 (P); Num. 14.10 (P), 14 (J); Judg. 
13.10, 21; 19.30; 1 Sam. 1.22; 3.21; 2 Sam 17.17; 1 Kgs 3.5; 6.18; 9.2; 10.12; 
11.9; 18.1, 2; 2 Kgs 23.24; Isa. 16.12; Jer. 13.26; 31.3; Ezek. 10.1; 21.29; Mal. 
3.2; Ps. 102.17; Prov. 27.25; Song 2.12; Dan. 1.15; 8.1, 1; 2 Chron. 1.7; 3.1; 
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9.11;8 vocalisation (consonantally ambiguous): Gen. 1.9 (P); 12.7 (J); 17.1 
(P); 18.1 (J); 22.14 (R); 26.2 (J), 24 (J); 35.9 (P); 46.29 (J); Exod. 3.2 (J); 6.3 
(P); 13.7 (E), 7 (E); 23.15 (E), 17 (E); 33.23 (E); 34.3 (J), 12 (E), 20 (J), 23 (J); 
Lev. 9.6 (P), 23 (P); 13.57 (P); 16.2 (P); Num. 16.19 (P); 17.7 (P); 20.6 (P); 
Deut. 16.4 (Other), 16 (Other), 16 (Other); 31.15 (E); Judg. 5.8; 6.12; 13.3; 2 
Sam. 22.11, 16; 1 Kgs 8.8, 8; 9.2; 18.15; Isa. 1.12; 47.3; 60.2; Ezek. 10.8; 19.11; 
Zech. 9.14; Ps. 18.16; 42.3; 84.8; 90.16; Dan. 1.13; 2 Chron. 5.9, 9; 7.129 

In both cases, unambiguous consonantal evidence for nifʿal mor-
phology substantially outweighs that for qal internal passive.10 
This, in turn, makes it probable that some portion of the ambig-
uous consonantal forms are also authentically nifʿal—in agree-
ment with their vocalisation. If these verbs ever had productive 
qal internal passive forms, the figures indicate that by the CBH 
period, they had been effectively eclipsed by nifʿal, which forms 
continued to serve in later Hebrew.11 

 
8 Excluded from the count of consonantal nifʿal forms of רא"י is the form 
יךָלֵרָאוֹת    in phrases of the type לֵרָאוֹת  ת־פְנֵי  יְהוִָּׁ֣ה אֱלהֶׁ֔ אֶׁ  (Exod. 34.24; see also 
Deut. 31.11; Isa. 1.12). Though the pointing reflects nifʿal realisation, 
the consonantal form consistently reflects original qal morphology; see 
Hornkohl (2023, 55–66, esp. 56–57). 
9 Included in the list of ambiguous consonantal forms of רא"י with nifʿal 
vocalisation are the three cases of לֵרָאוֹת cited in the previous footnote. 
10 In terms of semantics: in the case of כר"ת, the qal passive form is used 
only with inanimate subjects; the nifʿal most commonly occurs with hu-
man subjects, but is also used for the cutting (off) of non-human sub-
jects (e.g., Num. 11.33; Josh. 3.13; Job 14.7). For  רא"י, the lone qal pas-
sive has an inanimate subject and the sense of ‘be seen, visible’, which 
features are also possible for the nifʿal (e.g., 1 Kgs 6.18). It would thus 
seem in all cases that, at the very least, the nifʿal could have been used 
wherever the qal passive was (though perhaps not vice-versa). 
11 Nifʿal כר"ת and רא"י are reflected in unequivocal consonantal evi-
dence in QH, RH, and Ben Sira. 
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2.2.2. Classical Biblical Hebrew against Late Biblical 
Hebrew 

In line with what was said above (§§1.2; 2.1), the distributional 
pattern of one root with common qal passive and nifʿal alterna-
tives—namely,  יל"ד ‘be born’—shows consistent qal passive dom-
inance in CBH consonantal evidence against nifʿal dominance in 
LBH, along with suspiciously common nifʿal vocalisation of mor-
phologically ambiguous written forms in CBH texts. See Table 4. 
Table 4: יל"ד—Qal internal passive versus nifʿal 
 

consonantal  
qal passive 

nifʿal 

consonantal 
vocalisation 

(consonantally  
ambiguous) 

Torah 11 3 8 
Fmr Prophets 6 1 3 
Lat. Prophets 4 1 1 
Non-LBH Writings 6 1 7 
LBH 1 11 0 

qal passive—consonantal: Gen. 4.26 (J); 6.1 (J); 10.21 (J), 25 (J); 24.15 (J); 
35.26 (P); 36.5 (P); 41.50 (E); 46.22 (P), 27 (P); 50.23 (E); Judg. 13.8; 18.29; 
2 Sam. 3.2 [ketiv], 5; 21.20, 22; Isa. 9.5; Jer. 20.14, 15; 22.26; Ps. 87.4, 5, 6; 
90.2; Job 5.7; Ruth 4.17; 1 Chron. 1.19; nifʿal—consonantal: Gen. 21.3 (P), 5 
(P); 48.5 (P); 1 Kgs 13.2; Hos. 2.5; Ps. 22.32; Qoh. 4.14; 7.1; Ezra 10.3; 1 Chron. 
2.3, 9; 3.1, 4, 5 (nufʿal); 7.21; 20.6, 8 (nufʿal); 22.9; 26.6;12 vocalisation (con-
sonantally ambiguous): Gen. 4.18 (J); 10.1 (P); 17.17 (P); 46.20 (P); Lev. 
22.27 (P); Num. 26.60 (P); Deut. 15.19 (Other); 23.9 (Other); 2 Sam. 3.2 [qere]; 
5.13; 14.27; Isa. 66.8; Ps 78.6; Job 1.2; 3.3; 11.12; 15.7; 38.21; Prov. 17.17 

Throughout CBH, the qal internal passive dominates over the 
nifʿal in unambiguous consonantal forms (by a margin of 27:6). 
In LBH, the trend is reversed (1:11). The forms tallied in the 

 
12 This count excludes the two cases of nufʿal נולְדו (1 Chron 3.5; 20.8).  
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‘ambiguous’ column are all prefix conjugation forms vocalised as 
nifʿal. One might expect the proportions of qal passive and nifʿal 
morphology among the consonantally ambiguous forms to resem-
ble those of the consonantally unambiguous forms in each respec-
tive portion of the Hebrew Bible, but this cannot be confirmed. 

2.2.3. Distinctive qal Internal Passive and nifʿal 
Distributional Patterns within Classical Biblical 
Hebrew 

Several verbs exhibiting both qal internal passive and nifʿal forms 
show interesting distributions within the Hebrew Bible, in gen-
eral, and within CBH, more specifically. All very clearly exhibit 
the aforementioned dichotomy between CBH and LBH (and other 
late forms of ancient Hebrew), with late disuse of the qal passive 
in favour of nifʿal. Crucially, though, the significant shift—be it 
reduction in qal internal passive usage or increase in nifʿal us-
age—coincides not with the onset of LBH, but within CBH, dis-
tinguishing the CBH of the Torah from the CBH of the relevant 
works in the Prophets and Writings. See Tables 5–7. 
Table 5: לק"ח—Qal internal passive versus nifʿal 
 

consonantal  
qal passive 

nifʿal 

consonantal 
vocalisation 

(consonantally  
ambiguous) 

Torah 5 0 0 
Fmr Prophets 2 7 0 
Lat. Prophets 7 1 0 
Non-LBH Writings 1 0 0 
LBH 0 2 0 
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qal passive—consonantal: Gen. 2.23 (J); 3.19 (J), 23 (J); 12.15 (J); 18.4 (J); 
Jdg. 17.2; 2 Kgs 2.10; Isa. 49.24, 25; 52.5; 53.8; Jer. 29.22; 48.46; Ezek. 15.3; 
Job 28.2; nifʿal—consonantal: 1 Sam. 4.11, 17, 19, 21, 22; 21.7; 2 Kgs 2.9; 
Ezek. 33.6; Esth. 2.8, 16 

Passive semantics in the case of לק"ח are expressed exclu-
sively via the qal internal passive in the CBH of the Torah. While 
use of the qal passive is also characteristic of CBH beyond the 
Torah—especially so in the high rhetoric and poetry of the Latter 
Prophets—clear-cut nifʿal usage is found only outside the Torah—
especially in the prose of the Former Prophets. 
Table 6: נת"ן—Qal internal passive versus nifʿal 

 
consonantal  
qal passive 

nifʿal 

consonantal 
vocalisation 

(consonantally  
ambiguous) 

Torah 3 2 7 
Fmr Prophets 4 3 5 
Lat. Prophets 0 11 24 
Non-LBH Writings 1 0 2 
LBH 0 15 13 

qal passive—consonantal: Lev. 11.38 (P); Num. 26.54 (P); 32.5 (P); 2 Sam. 
21.6 [qere]; 1 Kgs 2.21; 2 Kgs 5.17; Job 28.15; nifʿal—consonantal: Exod. 5.18 
(E); Lev. 24.20 (P); 2 Sam 21.6 [ketiv]; 2 Kgs 18.30; 19.10; Isa. 36.15; 37.10; 
51.12; Jer. 21.10; 32.4, 4; 34.3; 37.17; 38.3, 3; 39.17; Est. 2.13; 3.14; 5.3, 6; 
7.2, 3; 8.13; 9.12, 13, 14; Dan. 8.12; 11.6; 1 Chron. 5.20; 2 Chron. 2.13; 18.14; 
vocalisation (consonantally ambiguous): Gen. 9.2 (P); 38.14 (J); Exod. 5.16 
(E); Lev. 10.14 (P); 19.20 (P); 26.25 (P); Num. 26.62 (P); Josh. 24.33; 1 Sam. 
18.19; 25.27; 2 Kgs 22.7; 25.30; Isa. 9.5; 29.12; 33.16; 35.2; Jer. 13.20; 32.24, 
25, 36, 43; 38.18; 46.24; 51.55; 52.34; Ezek. 11.15; 15.4; 16.34; 31.14; 32.20, 
23, 25, 29; 33.24; 35.12; 47.11; Job 9.24; 15.19; Qoh. 10.6; 12.11; Est. 3.15; 
4.8; 6.8; 8.14; Dan. 11.11; Ezra 9.7; Neh. 10.30; 13.10; 1 Chron. 5.1; 2 Chron. 
28.5; 34.16. 

When it comes to passive semantics of  נת"ן, the Torah 
shows mixed, nearly balanced usage. The CBH Prophets and LBH, 
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by contrast, show pronounced preference for nifʿal. This is espe-
cially true of the Latter Prophets and LBH, which corpora exhibit 
nifʿal to the total exclusion of qal passive. This picture is based 
on unequivocal consonantal evidence. The nifʿal vocalisations of 
ambiguous consonantal forms may be assumed to be variously 
authentic or secondary in line with the relevant consonantal evi-
dence of the respective corpus, though each assumption is unver-
ifiable conjecture which can be neither confirmed nor discon-
firmed. 
Table 7: נק"ם—Qal internal passive versus nifʿal 
 

consonantal  
qal passive 

nifʿal 

consonantal 
vocalisation 

(consonantally 
ambiguous) 

Torah 3 1 0 
Fmr Prophets 0 2 2 
Lat. Prophets 0 5 1 
Non-LBH Writings 0 0 0 
LBH 0 1 0 

qal passive—consonantal: Gen. 4.15 (E), 24 (J); Exod. 21.21 (E); nifʿal—con-
sonantal: Exod. 21.20 (E); Judg. 16.28; 1 Sam. 18.25; Isa. 1.24; Jer. 15.15; 
46.10; Jer. 50.15; Ezek. 25.15; Est. 8.13; vocalisation (consonantally ambig-
uous): Judg. 15.7; 1 Sam. 14.24; Ezek. 25.12 

Involving admittedly few tokens, majority use of qal inter-
nal passive in the Pentateuch gives way to exclusive use of nifʿal 
in the rest of the Hebrew Bible (with a few instances of nifʿal 
vocalisations of ambiguous consonantal forms). Thus, the shift 
from qal passive to nifʿal appears to be an inner-CBH develop-
ment. 
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3.0. Interpreting the Data 
According to the foregoing investigation of passive morphologi-
cal options, an unmistakable diachronic pattern of usage emerges. 
Generally speaking, the early typological situation was one of 
mixed qal passive and nifʿal usage. From this there eventually 
evolved a situation of nifʿal dominance. Some verbs show this 
very distribution of qal passive and nifʿal forms (§§2.1; 2.2.2). In 
the case of other verbs, however, in agreement with broad evi-
dence for early nifalisation, the ostensible substitution of qal pas-
sive with nifʿal was largely complete by the age of the most an-
cient CBH texts, such that there is little to no evidence of qal 
passive usage (§2.2.2). Finally—and most intriguingly for the ar-
gument sustained in this volume—the passive morphology of 
some verbs exhibits an evident diachronic development that, ra-
ther than distinguishing CBH from LBH, distinguishes the CBH of 
the Torah from both the rest of CBH (Prophets and Writings) and 
LBH. 

As in other such cases discussed in this monograph, two 
non-mutually exclusive explanations suggest themselves. Accord-
ing to one hypothesis, the CBH of all biblical corpora once 
showed rather more homogenous usage patterns of qal passive 
and nifʿal morphology, but in the process of redaction, compila-
tion, and transmission, scribes allowed greater influence of late 
linguistic conventions—in this case, nifʿal encroachment—in the 
CBH of the Prophets and Writings than they did in the case of the 
Torah’s CBH—this owing to the Pentateuch’s relatively early 
crystallisation and to the high status it held among readers. 
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There is some evidence supporting this view, but it is far 
from unequivocal. Where possible, apparently original qal pas-
sive forms were reinterpreted as nifʿal or analysed as hufʿal (hofʿal) 
forms in the Tiberian reading tradition. Also, certain non-Tibe-
rian biblical sources and traditions known for their Second Tem-
ple linguistic affinities, such as the contemporised BH of 1QIsai-
aha and the SP, especially the latter’s pronunciation tradition, 
tend to replace the qal internal passive with alternatives, be they 
passive, impersonal, or active (Kutscher 1974, 362; Ben-Ḥayyim 
2000, 177; Reymond 2016, 1138–41; Hornkohl 2021b, 8–9; 2023, 
194). By contrast, many qal passive forms in Tiberian BH are par-
alleled by forms amenable to qal passive analysis in the BDSS. 
Moreover, as noted above, the biblical qal passive morphological 
tradition seems quite stable in extrabiblical material that cites BH. 
Crucially lacking is any smoking-gun evidence of textual material 
representing the CBH Prophets and Writings exhibiting their pre-
sumed greater early use of qal passive morphology. 

The alternative hypothesis is that the various Masoretic 
corpora by and large faithfully preserve typologically distinct us-
age patterns of passive morphology, especially in unambiguous 
consonantal forms. The Torah’s typologically early affinity for qal 
passive forms in the case of several verbs contrasts with the ty-
pologically later preference for the nifʿal forms of such verbs in 
the CBH Prophets and Writings. This state of affairs does not nec-
essarily imply the early composition of the Tiberian Torah in its 
extant form—though this well may be the case—but it does seem 
to indicate the preservation of a typologically early linguistic tra-
dition, which tallies with the notion that the content of the 
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Pentateuch, whenever it achieved its ultimate form, incorporates 
genuinely ancient, i.e., pre-monarchic, material in a form that 
preserves pre-monarchic linguistic features. 

At this juncture, it is opportune to consider the distribution 
of the relevant passive morphological alternatives in the sources 
that purportedly comprise the Pentateuch. Table 8 displays the 
figures for the verb forms above according to purported source 
(per Friedman 1989, 246–59). 
Table 8: Statistics of qal internal passive and nifʿal forms of specific 
verbs per purported Pentateuchal source 
ת " כר   J E P R Other   ן " נת  J E P R Other 

  qal pass. 0 0 0 0 0    qal pass. 0 0 3 0 0 
  nif. 0 0 21 2 0    nif. 0 1 1 0 0 
  ambig. 0 2 2 1 0    ambig. 1 1 5 0 0 
י " רא ם "נק               

  qal pass. 0 0 0 0 0    qal pass. 1 2 0 0 0 
  nif. 2 4 11 0 0    nif. 0 1 0 0 0 
  ambig. 9 7 11 1 3    ambig. 0 0 0 0 0 
ד " יל        TOTALS      

  qal pass. 5 2 4 0 0    qal pass. 11 4 7 0 0 
  nif. 0 0 3 0 0    nif. 2 6 36 2 0 
  ambig. 1 0 5 0 2    ambig. 11 10 23 2 5 
ח " לק         Totals w/o  ת" כר  and  י " רא  

  qal pass. 5 0 0 0 0    qal pass. 11 4 7 0 0 
  nif. 0 0 0 0 0    nif. 0 2 4 0 0 
  ambig. 0 0 0 0 0    ambig. 2 1 10 0 2 

Focusing on the totals, the high number of unambiguous conso-
nantal nifʿal forms (36) is conspicuous. This is misleading, though, 
as a large proportion of this figure (32) consists of forms of  כר"ת 
and רא"י, neither of which show any cases of qal internal passive 
morphology. Narrowing the focus to roots represented by both 
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qal passive and nifʿal morphology, several important usage pat-
terns emerge. J shows strong preference for qal internal passive 
morphology, while E and J are similar in terms of the relative 
frequencies of qal passive and nifʿal morphology. Significant here 
is the persistence of qal passive morphology in all relevant 
sources, with preference for qal passive forms in verbs showing a 
nifʿal alternative. This is in line with the general trend character-
istic of the Torah observed above, i.e., its typological con-serva-
tism in its rather common maintenance of qal passive morphol-
ogy relative to synonymous nifʿal morphology. Notably, this dis-
tinguishes all putative Torah sources from the CBH of the Proph-
ets and the Writings (see Tables 5–7, above, with the relevant 
discussions). It also reveals the affinity of P, which many regard 
as an exilic or post-exilic composition, to J and, especially, E re-
garding passive morphology, as well as its clear distinction from 
LBH, late non-Tiberian biblical sources, and late extrabiblical ma-
terial.



 זע"ק  VERSUS צע"ק .6

The distribution of the synonymous roots  צע"ק and  זע"ק in ancient 
Hebrew sources is not haphazard.1 Rather, a diachronic trend is 
perceptible (Hornkohl 2014a, 78–82). Both roots are well repre-
sented throughout the Masoretic biblical tradition as well as in 
non-Masoretic biblical and late extrabiblical material; neither is 
attested in Iron Age Hebrew epigraphy.2 On the basis of the evi-
dence, an early minority form,  זע"ק, appears to have supplanted 
its majority counterpart, צע"ק, in late sources. But the sources 
also seem to reveal a gradual process, with an intermediate pe-
riod of mixed usage, albeit with certain interesting exceptions. 
Within this broad picture there is clear evidence of a distinction 
between CBH and LBH, but also, intriguingly, possible signs of 
diachronic development within CBH. 

1 The synonymy of lexemes with the roots צע"ק and  זע"ק is seen in nouns 
and verbs, e.g., the nouns  ְהקָ עָ צ  (20×) and  ְהקָ עָ ז  (18×) ‘(out)cry’, the 
qal verbs (×48) צָעַק and (×61) זָעַק ‘cry out’, nifʿal (×6) נִצְעַק and נִזְעַק 
(6×) ‘be mustered’, hifʿil (×1) הִצְעִיק and (×7) הִזְעִיק ‘muster’. It is also 
seen in the use of alternant forms in proximity, e.g., the nouns in Gen. 
18.20–21; Jer. 48.3–5, 34; Neh. 5.1, 6; the qal forms in Judg. 10.10, 12, 
14; Ps. 107.6, 13, 19, 28; Neh. 9.4, 27–28; noun and qal verb combina-
tions in 1 Sam. 4.13–14; Isa. 65. 14, 19; Jer. 25.34, 36; 48.3–5, 20, 31, 
34; Neh. 9.4, 9, 27–28. 

Etymologically, the situation is unclear. For example, BDB (277a, 
858a) paradoxically considers זע"ק a biform of צע"ק, but simultaneously 
cites distinct Arabic cognates in زعق and صعق. 
2 The reconstructed OA form צע[קה ‘outcry’ in Sefire Treaty Text 1 (a.30; 
ca. 750 BCE) is, unfortunately, broken; see CAL s.v. צעקה.

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.06
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1.0. The Hebrew of the Second Temple Period 
In the standard Tiberian biblical tradition, both roots are com-
mon, with a צע"ק to  זע"ק ratio of 76:91. See Table 1 for the fre-
quency statistics of the relevant verbal and nominal forms. 
Table 1: Tiberian biblical distribution of verbal and nominal forms with 
the roots צע"ק and זע"ק by book 
 זע"ק  זְעָקָה הִזְעִיק נִזְעַק זָעַק צע"ק  צְעָקָה הִצְעִיק נִצְעַק צִעֵק צָעַק 

Genesis 3 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 0 1 1 
Exodus 10 0 0 0 5 15 1 0 0 0 1 
Numbers 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Deuteronomy 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 
Joshua 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 
Judges 2 0 4 0 0 6 7 4 2 0 13 
Samuel 0 0 1 1 2 4 12 1 2 0 15 
Kings 7 1 1 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 1 
Isaiah 5 0 0 0 1 6 6 0 0 3 9 
Jeremiah 3 0 0 0 4 7 8 0 0 6 14 
Ezekiel 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 5 
Hosea 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Joel 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Jonah 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 
Micah 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
Habakkuk 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 
Zephaniah 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Zechariah 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Psalms 5 0 0 0 1 6 5 0 0 0 5 
Proverbs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Job 2 0 0 0 3 5 1 0 1 1 3 
Lamentations 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 
Qohelet 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Esther 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 3 
Ezra 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Nehemiah 1 0 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 2 4 
Chronicles 1 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 4 
Total 47 1 6 1 21 76 60 6 7 18 91 



ק "צע .6   versus ק "זע  129 

The most conspicuous tendency of obvious diachronic import is 
that of Second Temple material. Tiberian LBH shows a pro-
nounced preference for זע"ק. Thus, the ratio of צע"ק to זע"ק in the 
LBH corpus consisting of Qohelet, Esther, Nehemiah, and Chron-
icles is 3:12. 

Significantly, LBH is joined by several late extrabiblical and 
non-Masoretic biblical corpora in its preference for זע"ק over  צע"ק. 
The root צע"ק is entirely absent from the non-biblical DSS, 
against 16 instances of זע"ק, in four of which זע"ק parallels Mas-
oretic 3:צע"ק 

י (1) ק מַה־ אֵלֶָ֑ תִצְעַֻ֖ ה   ל־מֹשֶׁׁ֔ ר  יְהוָה   אֶׁ אמֶׁ ֹ֤  וַי

י  לִּ֗ תזעק מה  אִּ֗ [ל מושה א]  הִּ֗ יהָ  [וִּ֗  ויואמר 
 

 ‘The LORD said to Moses, “Why do you cry out to me?”’ (MT 
Exod. 14.15 || 4Q365 f5ai.4) 

 

ה (2) ל־   יְהוִָּ֗ ק  אֶׁ ה׃  וַיִצְעִַּׁ֣ ֽ ר  מַה־נִשְׁתֶׁ ה  לֵאמֹֻ֖ ֻׁ֥ ם עַל־מֹשֶׁׁ  וַיִל֧נו הָעִָ֛

הִּ֗  אלִּ֗  ]ָ  שִּ֗ [אמור ל מה נשתה  ויזעק  מוִּ֗  [ ל מושהעִּ֗ עם   וילוןִּ֗  ָהִּ֗
 

 ‘So the people murmured against Moses, saying, “What can 
we drink?” And he/Moses cried out to the LORD’ (MT Exod. 
15.24–25 || 4Q365 f6aii+6c.10) 

    
 

3 In light of the ‘biblical’ character of these quotations/allusions, the 
suitability of the label ‘non-biblical’ for the texts in which they are em-
bedded is debateable. Though arguably anachronistic, it is employed 
here for the sake of simplicity, reflecting the eventual distinction be-
tween what was canonised and what was not. It makes no claim as to 
how contemporary authors and scribes thought of the texts. 
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יר  (3) ה לאֹ־ בָעִ֔ צָעֲָקִָּׁ֣ ר   ִּׁ֣  עַל־דְבַר   אֲשֶׁׁ
[ ה]זעקלוא  בעיר  לִּ֗ דבר אשר    עִּ֗
 

 ‘because she did not cry out in the city’ (MT Deut. 22.24 || 
11Q19 66.2–3) 

 

הּ (4) יעַ  לָֽ ין מוֹשִֻׁ֖ ה  וְאֵֻׁ֥ רָשָׂ֔ נַעֲרָה  ]  הַמְאִֹּׁ֣ ה  הנער[  ketivהַֽ הּ  צָעֲקִָּ֗ ה מְצָאֶָ֑ ֻ֖ י בַשָדֶׁ  כִֻׁ֥

 כי ָבשדה  מצאה  זעקה  הנערה  המאורשה  ואין מושיע לה 
 

 ‘for he met her in the field: the engaged woman cried out, 
but there was no one to rescue her.’ (MT Deut. 22.27 || 
11Q19 66.7–8) 

Cases of זע"ק outnumber those of צע"ק in the BDSS as well; 
in this material the ratio of צע"ק to זע"ק is 11:27, with five cases 
in which biblical צע"ק is paralleled by BDSS זע"ק, e.g.,4 

וץ קוֹלֽוֹ (5) יעַ  בַחֻ֖ א־יַשְׁמִֻׁ֥ ֹֽ א וְל א יִשֶָ֑ ִֹּׁ֣ ק  וְל א יִצְעַֻ֖ ֹֻׁ֥  ל

עק  ולוא ישא ולוא ישמיע בחוץ קולו   לוא יז 
 

 ‘He will not cry out or shout; he will not publicise himself 
in the streets.’ (MT Isa. 42.2 || 1QIsaa 35.11) 

 

ם (6) ם  יוֹצִיאֵֽ ם וְּֽ֝מִמְצֽוקתֵֹיהִֶּׁ֗ ֶ֑ ר  לָהֶׁ ל־יְֹ֭הוָה  בַצִַּׁ֣ ו אֶׁ  וַיִצְעֲקִּׁ֣

יקותיהם  וישיעם  ו אל יהוה  [ צרב֯] להם ממצ  עק   ויז 
 

 ‘They cried out to the LORD in their distress; he delivered 
them from their troubles.’ (MT Ps. 107.28 || 4Q88 3.19–21) 

Likewise, in Aramaic sources the preference for זע"ק is very 
strong. The 5th-century BCE Egyptian Aramaic documents from 
Elephatine contain derivations of both roots, but nearly all later 
material, including BA, QA, and Syriac in general, employs  זע"ק 

 
4 The other three instances of interchange are MT Isa. 33.7 || 1QIsaa 
27.7; MT Isa. 46.7 || 1QIsaa 39.12; and MT Isa. 65.14 || 1QIsaa 52.21. 
The opposite interchange takes place in MT 2 Sam. 2.23 || 4Q11 f3–4.4. 
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to the exclusion of  צע"ק. Decisively, TA favours זע"ק even where 
the MT has צע"ק. Contact with Aramaic was likely a factor in the 
post-exilic Hebrew drift toward preference for זע"ק over  צע"ק. 

Rounding out the picture, the use of  צע"ק persists in other 
late biblical and extrabiblical material—Ben Sira, SH, and RH—
in the face of the encroachment of זע"ק. This is to be expected for 
Ben Sira, known for his archaising penchant, as well as for the 
SP, which in this instance outstrips even the Tiberian Torah in 
antiquarian fervour—apparently levelling the minority  זע"ק cases 
safeguarded in the Masoretic Pentateuch to harmonise with ma-
jority צע"ק. For its part, RH is an unexpected outlier among Sec-
ond Temple Hebrew traditions, anomalously preferring  צע"ק over 
 For considerations on the .(see Hornkohl 2014a, 81, fn. 28) זע"ק
potential methodological difficulty occasioned by RH’s preserva-
tion of  צע"ק against the late encroachment of זע"ק, see below, 
§2.0. 

2.0. Classical Biblical Hebrew 
CBH differs from LBH and other late material in terms of the rel-
ative distributions of צע"ק and  זע"ק. Contrasting appreciably with 
LBH’s strong predilection for  זע"ק over (12:3) צע"ק, the Tiberian 
Torah displays a more decisive reverse preference for צע"ק over 
 Based on this information alone, it is reasonable to .(27:2) זע"ק 
argue for a diachronic difference. One might also posit a post-
exilic shift. However, the story is more complicated than this. See 
Table 2 (overleaf). 
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Table 2: Tiberian biblical distribution of verbal and nominal forms with 
the roots צע"ק and זע"ק by section 
 זע"ק  זְעָקָה הִזְעִיק נִזְעַק זָעַק צע"ק  צְעָקָה הִצְעִיק נִצְעַק צִעֵק צָעַק 
Pentateuch 19 0 0 0 8 27 1 0 0 1 2 
Prophets 18 1 6 1 8 34 45 6 6 10 67 
  Former  10 1 6 1 2 20 20 6 4 0 30 
  Latter  8 0 0 0 6 14 25 0 2 10 37 
  the Twelve 0 0 0 0 1 1 7 0 2 0 9 
Writings 10 0 0 0 5 15 14 0 1 7 22 
  non-LBH 8 0 0 0 4 12 7 0 1 2 10 
  LBH 2 0 0 0 1 3 7 0 0 5 12 

While exhibiting persistence of צע"ק, the CBH Prophets and non-
LBH Writings are also characterised by significant זע"ק usage. Ac-
cording to these statistics, then, the precise nature of the late de-
velopment at issue lies not in the increased usage of זע"ק per se, 
since its derivatives are common in many CBH texts, but in the 
non-use of צע"ק, non-use that is characteristic exclusively of LBH 
and other late sources. 

Having precisely defined the nature of the diachronic de-
velopment in question, we are equipped to return briefly to the 
aforementioned ‘problem’ of late material, such as RH, that does 
not partake therein. Methodologically, a late source’s preserva-
tion—even consistent preservation—of a single characteristically 
classical feature in no way contradicts its overall late linguistic 
periodisation. This is because early features remained available 
to late writers. The regnant diachronic approach permits the per-
sistence of early features; it excludes the possibility of consist-
ently thorough classical style on the part of late writers. More 
problematic in the present context would be the regular occur-
rence of a late feature in early material, but since no CBH text 
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with more than a single potential case is entirely free of instances 
of צע"ק, there are no grounds for methodological concern.  

The figures in Table 2, above, highlight the contrast be-
tween the clearcut dominance of זע"ק in LBH and the still-signif-
icant incidence of צע"ק in CBH, but this broad characterisation 
obscures a degree of distributional variation at a more granular 
level. As such, it is worth making a few observations on specific 
books and larger corpora in the Tiberian tradition. 

First, though the corpus-centric statistics in Table 2 are gen-
erally representative of the figures associated with their constit-
uent works, as depicted in Table 1, above, the book of Kings is 
an exception. With a 9:1 ratio of צע"ק to זע"ק, Kings is a definite 
outlier among the books of the Prophets and in this regard is 
more reminiscent of the books of the Torah. 

Second, given the probable pre-exilic origin of several of 
the constituent works in the Twelve (Minor Prophets), their 1:9 
ratio of  צע"ק to  זע"ק is somewhat unexpected. One wonders 
whether the current preference for זע"ק might be partially artifi-
cial, a result of secondary levelling in favour of the more preva-
lent Second Temple form.5 This is mere conjecture, though, as 
there is no tangible textual evidence to support the theory. 

Third, on the basis of the difference between the CBH 
Prophets, with pronounced dominance of  זע"ק, and the non-LBH 
Writings, with nearly balanced use of צע"ק and זע"ק, it would be 

 
5 See Hornkohl (2014a, 88) for a similar explanation of corpus-wide 
harmonisation behind the otherwise anomalous dominance in the 
Twelve of names ending in the short theophoric suffix - יָה  rather than 
long -יָהו . 
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reasonable to speculate as to the possible influence of genre—
perhaps the archaic or archaising style of poetry prolonged the 
use of the perceived old צע"ק, when contemporary prose style 
would more regularly opt for זע"ק. 

3.0. Interpreting the Data 
While the widely accepted CBH–LBH dichotomy of ancient He-
brew periodisation is consistent with a great deal of diachronic 
variety in BH and has largely withstood scholarly scrutiny, finer 
gradations—such as early poetic ABH and late pre-exilic, exilic, 
and early post-exilic TBH—have been suggested, with mixed re-
views. None of the diachronic paradigms reflected by these 
chronolects seems a good fit for the biblical distribution of  צע"ק 
and זע"ק. 

Recapping the pertinent statistics from above, the צע"ק to 
-ratio in the principal biblical sections according to the Tibe זע"ק 
rian tradition are reproduced in Table 3. 
Table 3: Tiberian distribution of צע"ק and  זע"ק in the principal biblical 
sections 

 זע"ק  צע"ק  
Pentateuch 27 2 
Prophets 34 67 
Non-LBH Writings 12 10 
LBH 3 12 

As observed above, while LBH, with rare usage of צע"ק, differs 
from CBH, where צע"ק is common, this is not the only shift per-
ceptible in the data. The LBH reduction in  צע"ק is obviously re-
lated to increased use in זע"ק. Crucially, however, this latter de-
velopment evidently took place before LBH’s heyday. While rare 
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in the Tiberian Torah, זע"ק is common elsewhere in CBH, and 
dominant in the CBH Prophets. The main question, then, is how 
to interpret the obvious numerical disparity between the CBH of 
the Tiberian Torah and the CBH of the relevant books in the 
Prophets and Writings when it comes to the use of  זע"ק. 

It is first of all worth asking whether the distribution of 
forms in the Tiberian Torah is genuine. Despite some evidence of 
textual variation involving  צע"ק and זע"ק in the text of the Penta-
teuch, it does not materially alter the picture that emerges from 
the MT. As mentioned above, the SP, which shows greater inci-
dence of  צע"ק than the MT Torah—to the total exclusion of  זע"ק—
decisively supports the authenticity of Tiberian Pentateuchal par-
tiality for  צע"ק. For their part, the shifts from  צע"ק to זע"ק in DSS 
material in examples (1)–(4) above are evidence of textual insta-
bility. Yet, as the DSS renditions are in line with Second Temple 
linguistic conventions, they should arguably be considered con-
ditioned secondary developments, rather than evidence of ran-
dom textual fluidity. 

If the Tiberian linguistic tradition is to be regarded as his-
torically reliable in this detail, then perhaps the most straightfor-
ward explanation for the conspicuous difference in the use of  זע"ק 
between the CBH Prophets and Writings, on the one hand, and 
the Torah, on the other, should be seen as a function of inner-
CBH diachronic development. According to a reading of the evi-
dence that assumes some temporal correlation between content 
and linguistic tradition, it is reasonable to hold that צע"ק and  זע"ק 
coexisted as far back as BH reaches, with  צע"ק the dominant op-
tion. Subsequently, but prior to the post-Restoration period of LBH, 



136 Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

 ,though, crucially ,צע"ק  saw increased usage at the expense of זע"ק 
use of the latter persisted in a substantial minority of cases. Fi-
nally, only some post-Restoration corpora exhibit the exclusive 
employment of זע"ק to the total exclusion of צע"ק (though other 
late sources continue to utilise צע"ק). If the scenario outlined here 
is correct, then the process according to which זע"ק gained total 
ascendency (in some late material) was long and gradual, begin-
ning with relatively early proliferation of זע"ק forms, i.e., in CBH, 
and culminating with virtual abandonment of צע"ק in LBH and 
similar material. 

According to the approach advanced here, the frequency of 
 constitutes an isogloss distinguishing the CBH of the Torah זע"ק
from the CBH of the relevant Prophets and Writings. In theory, 
this difference might be organic, accurately reflecting genuine 
linguistic patterns characteristic of the period in which the mate-
rial in question was composed. This presupposes a fairly stable 
linguistic tradition in the face of the vicissitudes of compositional 
development and textual transmission. It also can be interpreted 
to mean that the Tiberian Torah, whenever it achieved its extant 
form, reliably preserves details of a recognisably early form of 
CBH. Given the differences in content between the relevant sec-
tions of the Bible, this linguistic difference may be understood as 
one of several manifestations of real-world diachronic diversity 
between CBH sub-chronolects, i.e., a pre-monarchic Pentateuchal 
linguistic tradition, CBH1, and a monarchic linguistic tradition in 
the Prophets and Writings, CBH2. 

According to an alternative approach, the extant linguistic 
picture is to be seen at least partially as a product of secondary 
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processes. Notwithstanding a dearth of textual evidence to sup-
port the notion, it may be that all CBH texts—in the Pentateuch, 
Prophets, and Writings—once showed similar distributions of 
 .the former dominating the latter, as in the Torah ,זע"ק  and צע"ק
While Second Temple scribes managed meticulously to preserve 
the linguistic situation in the Pentateuch, they were less consci-
entious when it came to material outside the Torah, allowing con-
temporisation of the language under the influence of late Hebrew 
and Aramaic linguistic tendencies. While in line with the discus-
sions on certain features treated in this volume, a dearth of con-
crete evidence for textual variation in this specific case leaves the 
suggestion in the realm of conjecture and arguably makes it less 
convincing than the argument for organic typological difference 
outlined above. 

Even less compelling is the argument that the dominance 
of צע"ק in the Tiberian Torah is artificial. The dissonance in suc-
cessive verses between ת הּ outcry’ (Gen. 18.20) and‘ זַעֲָקִַ֛  if‘ הַכְצַעֲקָתִָ֛
according to its outcry’ (Gen. 18.21) would have been a prime 
target for linguistic levelling, if such a procedure had been im-
plemented to achieve consistency. Rather, this linguistic irregu-
larity in the Tiberian Torah, albeit slight, can be taken as an in-
dication of the authenticity of its linguistic tradition. As observed 
above, one need look no further than the SP for the implementa-
tion of artificial homogenisation in the case of this feature. 

It is worth noting in this connection that the distribution of 
the two roots does not seem to be a function of putative source. 
Basing source identification on Friedman (1989, 246–55), the 
two occurrences of זע"ק in the Tiberian Torah come in the 
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Yahwist’s Gen. 18.20 and the Priestly Exod. 2.23b. Both sources 
also more frequently utilise צע"ק—J: Gen. 4.10; 18.21; 19.13; 
27.34, 34, etc.; P: Exod. 3.15; 14.10, 15. 

This leaves us with one of two historical reconstructions, 
each of which presupposes not only a difference between CBH 
and LBH, but different sub-forms of CBH. Whether the distribu-
tional pattern seen in the Torah was also once more characteristic 
of the CBH Prophets and Writings or not, as things currently 
stand, the CBH of the Torah and LBH look like early and late 
diachronic extremes, respectively, with the CBH Prophets and 
Writings somehow transitional between the two. Crucially, how-
ever, the ‘transitional’ CBH of the Prophets and Writings is typo-
logically distant from LBH and also distinct from the TBH that 
some scholars associate with the late pre-exilic, exilic, and early 
post-exilic periods.



7. 1CPL נַחְנו VERSUS  אֲנַחְנו

There are three variants of the 1CPL independent subject pronoun 
in BH. The standard form, with some 120 occurrences, is  אֲנַחְנו 
(pausal  אֲנָחְנו). The RH-like form אנו comes as the ketiv form (read 
according to the qere as standard  אֲנַחְנו) in Jer. 42.6 (see Hornkohl 
2014a, 125–28, for recent discussion and references). The form 
 .comes just five times in BH (Gen. 42.11; Exod (נָחְנו pausal) נַחְנו
16.7, 8; Num. 32.32; Lam. 3.421). 

1.0. Distribution Outside Tiberian Biblical Hebrew 
Standard BH אֲנַחְנו is also typical of the BDSS, the NBDSS, and SH; 
it is a minority form in RH, where it is used in the more formal 
registers of prayers and blessings, as well as in quotations or im-
itation of the Bible. The form אָנו dominates in RH and is also 
known from QH (approximately 20×). The form נחנו is found in 
Iron Age inscriptional Hebrew (Lachish 4.10–11) and possibly 
once in a highly fragmentary NBDSS text (2Q29 f1.2). 

Beyond Hebrew, forms like אֲנַחְנו are found in Aramaic, 
Phoenician, and Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian; forms like 
 are found in Arabic, Ethiopic, and Early and Middle Akkadian נַחְנו
(Elitzur 2018a, 94). 

1 The apparent case in 2 Sam. 17.12 is wrongly included in some refer-
ence works, e.g., the Groves-Wheeler (1991–2016) electronic database. 
In view of the syntax, BDB (59b) correctly identifies the relevant form 
in the expression יו  וְנִַּׁ֣חְנו עָלָ֔  as a weqaṭal in the sense ‘we will descend 
upon him’ (see also Elitzur 2018a, 94, fn. 27). 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.07
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2.0. Typology 
The RH form אָנו is generally held to be a secondary, inner-He-
brew, development, based either on 1CS אֲנִי (e.g., Sáenz-Badillos 
1993, 184; Fernández 1997, 18; Blau 2010, §4.2.2.6.1; see Horn-
kohl 2014a, 125. fns 58, 60 for further references) or the 1CPL 
object/possessive suffix (GKC §32d). There is debate among 
scholars as to the typological priority of  ֲנו חְ נַ א  versus  ַנו חְ נ . Accord-
ing to one approach,  ַנוחְ נ  is the primitive form, the initial ʾalef 
having been added on the basis of analogy to the 1CS pronouns 
ינִ אֲ   and  ָיכִ נֹ א  (e.g., JM §39a Blau 2010, §4.2.2.6.1; see Hornkohl 

2014a, 125. fn. 53, and Elitzur 2918a, 94, for further references). 
This is in agreement with Hetzron’s (1976) principle of archaic 
heterogeneity. Others (e.g., Harris 1939, 78–79; Kutscher 1982, 
§42) think the form beginning with ʾalef the earlier of the two, 
the loss of the initial glottal stop attributable to that consonant’s 
weakness. 

3.0. Interpreting the Data 
The distributional evidence and typological considerations argu-
ably point to נַחְנו as an archaic form. Table 1 (facing page) pre-
sents the distribution of נַחְנו and אֲנַחְנו within the principal sec-
tions in Tiberian BH. As evidence of the antiquity of the form 
without ʾalef, JM (§39a) notes that  נַחְנו appears four times in the 
Pentateuch. Its documentation in Iron Age Hebrew epigraphy is 
also significant. Conversely, its appearance in TBH Lamentations 
should not be considered diachronically diagnostic, because the 
form without ʾalef was needed there for purposes of the acrostic. 
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Table 1: Incidence of נַחְנו and אֲנַחְנו within the principal sections in Ti-
berian BH 

 אֲנַחְנו  נַחְנו  
Torah 4 28 
Former Prophets 0 32 
Latter Prophets 0 19 
Non-LBH Writings 1 11 
LBH 0 31 

Regarding the situation in the Pentateuch—standard ּחְנו -domi אֲנ 
nates. Elitzur (2018a, 94) observes that ּחְנו  is restricted in the נ 
Torah to quoted speech within narrative, though it is important 
to note that even in such quotations, standard ּחְנו -is more com אֲנ 
mon. Even if ּחְנו חְנוּ  is typologically more ancient that נ   in terms ,אֲנ 
of ancient Hebrew diachrony, both forms appear to have been 
available for usage in CBH. Further, linguistic development was 
such that, according to the historical snapshot offered by CBH 
texts, it is clear that ostensibly secondary ּחְנו -had become es אֲנ 
tablished as the standard form. The form ּחְנו  can in no way be נ 
classified as characteristic of any form of CBH, whether of the 
Torah or of the relevant Prophets and Writings. The most that 
can be said is that the CBH of the Tiberian Torah uniquely pre-
serves the typologically archaic form ּחְנו  with no trace of it in ,נ 
the rest of CBH or, for that matter, in the combined written-read-
ing Samaritan tradition of the BH of the Torah, where all forms 
of the 1CPL independent subject pronoun are standard אנחנו 
ā̊  nā̊  nnu. 

As in the case of additional features discussed in this vol-
ume, one must question the historical depth of the distinction 
between the Tiberian Torah and the rest of Tiberian CBH. Is the 
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restriction of the employment of typologically archaic ּחְנו  in the נ 
Torah against its absence in the rest of CBH authentic, or might 
חְנוּ  have once occurred elsewhere in CBH, but have been levelled נ 
in compositional and/or transmissional processes? The textual 
evidence is insufficient to point decisively one way or the other.2 

The source critical situation is presented in Table 2. 
Table 2: Incidence of ּחְנו חְנוּ and נ   according to purported Pentateuchal אֲנ 
sources (per Friedman 1989, 246–55)3 

 אֲנַחְנו  נַחְנו  
J 1 17 
E 0 3 
P 3 3 
Dtr1 0 4 
Other 0 1 

Assuming the correctness of the theory that ּחְנו  is typologically נ 
and diachronically prior to ּחְנו -it is interesting that all pur ,אֲנ 
ported Pentateuchal sources exhibit usage of standard ּחְנו  that ,אֲנ 
use of ּחְנו  ,is shared by both J and P, and that P, of all sources נ 
exhibits the usage profile most consistent with preservation of 
archaic usage.

 
2 Elitzur (2018a, 93–94) discusses two further distinctive Pentateuchal 
forms:  ָלאֵ ה  for  ָהלֶׁ אֵ ה  ‘these’ and  ֶׁבשֶׁׂ כ  for  ֶׁשׂ בֶׁ כ  ‘sheep’. As these have no 
clear typological priority vis-à-vis their standard alternants, however, 
they are merely noted here. 
חְנוּ 3 חְנוּ ;Gen. 42.11 (J); Exod. 16.7 (P), 8 (P); Num. 32.32 (P)—נ  —אֲנ 
Gen. 13.8 (J); 19.13 (J); 29.4 (J); 37.7 (J); 42.11 (J), 13 (J), 21 (E), 31, 
(J), 32 (J); 43.8 (J), 18 (E); 44.9 (J), 16 (J); 46.34 (J); 47.3 (J), 19 (J), 
19 (J); Exod. 10.26 (E); Num. 9.7 (P); 10.29 (J); 20.4 (P), 16 (J); 32.17 
(P); Deut. 1.28 (Dtr1), 41 (Dtr1); 5.3 (Dtr1), 25 (Dtr1); 12.8 (Other). 



PART II: 
VARIATION LIMITED TO THE WRITTEN 

COMPONENT OF THE TIBERIAN 
BIBLICAL TRADITION 



 



8. FS הוא VERSUS  הִיא

The dominant written form of the FS independent subject pro-
noun across ancient Hebrew sources and traditions is )היא)ה. Its 
pronunciation in Tiberian is hī, in Samaritan ī. These data are in 
line with broader Semitic evidence. From this perspective, the 
written component of the Tiberian tradition of the Pentateuch 
represents a conspicuous outlier. Whereas the combined Tiberian 
written-reading tradition in the MT Prophets and Writings rou-
tinely exhibits the unified orthographic-vocalic form  הִיא (in 282 
of 291 cases), in the Torah such unity is rare (just 18 of 212 
cases). Instead of הִיא, standard outside the Pentateuch and in an-
cient Hebrew more generally, the 3FS independent pronoun in 
the Tiberian Torah is most of the time written הוא, but consist-
ently pointed and read as a qere perpetuum as 1.הִיא 

Two questions call for answers. First, how to explain the 
anomalous spelling הוא for 3FS referents in the written compo-
nent of the Tiberian Torah? Second, how to account for the fact 

1 The figures above include four occasions in the Hebrew Bible where 
readers are explicitly instructed via the ketiv-qere mechanism to read FS 
 is written (Deut. 13.6; 1 Kgs 17.15; Isa. 30.33; Job הוא where MS הִיא
31.11) and five further cases in which the ketiv-qere gives the opposite 
instruction, namely, to read MS הוא for written FS 1) היא Kgs 17.15; Ps. 
73.16; Job 31.11; Qoh. 5.8; 1 Chron. 29.16). Thus, 1 Kgs 17.15 and Job 
31.11 each involve both changes. The figures should be taken as repre-
sentative, but scholars differ on their counts. Throughout the MT, writ-
ten-reading agreement on הִיא comes in approximately 300 of 500 in-
stances. 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.08
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that the distribution of the anomaly is limited to the written com-
ponent of the Tiberian Torah? 

1.0. Explanations for the Spelling  הוא with 3FS  
Referents 

Broadly speaking, explanations for the routine written-reading 
mismatch in the Tiberian Pentateuch come in two types: graphic 
and linguistic.  

1.1. Graphic Explanations 

According to a well-rehearsed argument in favour of a graphic 
origin for the phenomenon, the written component of the Tibe-
rian Torah is said to go back to a manuscript characterised by 
defective spelling, where the 3MS and 3FS independent subject 
pronouns shared the written form 2.הא Subsequently, either mater 
waw was mechanically inserted, even where הא represented the 
3FS independent pronoun, or formerly distinctive waws and yods 
became too similar to distinguish (as seen in some DSS manu-
scripts) and were uniformly copied as waws. No attempt was 
made to correct the anomalous forms out of respect for the sanc-
tity of the Pentateuch (for various renditions of the proposed 
course of events, see GKC §32l; Cross 1998, 222–23; JM §39c).  

Of course, these explanations leave several nagging ques-
tions unanswered, especially the matter of why only in the word 
 she’, and in no other word, the yod was consistently mistaken‘ היא

 
2 Defective spellings of the 3MS form are found in Iron Age epigraphy, 
e.g., Arad 18.10, 12; Kuntillet ʿAjrud 9.1; Lachish 21.5; Meshaʿ (KAI 
181) 6, 21; Deir ʿAlla (KAI 312) 1. 
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for a waw. Fassberg (2012, 171–72) also observes that such a me-
chanical graphic account fails to explain the Masoretic Penta-
teuch’s 18 exceptions in which the written and reading traditions 
agree on FS הִיא. 

1.2. Linguistic Explanations 

Linguistic explanations also come in different flavours. 

1.2.1. An Epicene 3CS Independent Subject Pronoun 

One linguistic proposal is that the written component of the Ti-
berian Torah preserves an otherwise undocumented epicene 3CS 
pronoun ה)ו(א hū, which the corresponding reading tradition 
brought into line with the more standard convention of distinct 
3MS and 3FS forms, as elsewhere in the Tiberian tradition and in 
ancient Hebrew more generally (Green 1872, 96; Lambert 1931, 
35, fn. 3; Rendsburg 1982; Tropper 2001; Morgenstern 2007, 49–
50; Elitzur 2018a, 84–88). Difficulties with this approach include 
(a) absence of the alleged feature outside the written component 
of the Tiberian Pentateuch; (b) a distinction between 3MS and 3FS 
morphology throughout BH grammar, including that reflected in 
the written component of the Tiberian Pentateuch; and (c) a dis-
tinction between 3MS and 3FS morphology in the Semitic lan-
guages more broadly.3 

 
3 Distinctions in masculine and feminine inflectional morphology are 
not necessarily matched by gender distinction in pronouns. My friend 
and colleague Geoffrey Khan notes (personal communication) that in 
many NENA dialects the gender distinction has been lost in pronouns, 
but not in inflection. 
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1.2.2. Variant 3FS Morphology 

If, as argued above, arguments focusing on graphic confusion and 
epicene morphology are to be rejected, then a different sort of 
linguistic explanation must be sought. One such approach has 
been explored by Cohen (2007, 113–15), with further support 
supplied by Fassberg (2012). According to this view, the  הוא 
spelling common to the 3MS and 3FS independent subject pro-
nouns in the written component of the Tiberian Torah reflects 
distinct morphological forms, respectively, 3MS *huʾa> *huwa or 
*hūw and 3FS *hiʾa > *hiwa or *hīw, which in the corresponding 
Pentateuchal reading tradition, and the Masoretic biblical read-
ing tradition more generally, shortened to hū and hī, respectively. 
While limitations inherent in the extant data make it impossible 
to prove such a proposal, the approach is consistent with several 
facts. First and foremost, it makes sense of the otherwise anoma-
lous 3FS spelling הוא in the written component of the Tiberian 
Torah. Moreover, it is not incompatible with the minority DSS 
spelling  היאה, which can be viewed as the explicit plene spelling 
of a comparatively archaic form (Qimron 1986, 57–58; 2018, 
261–62; cf. Kutscher 1974, 433–34). In positing the contempora-
neous use of two allomorphs of the 3FS independent subject pro-
noun, it also comprehends diversity seen more generally in BH 
pronominal morphology. Finally, if the Pentateuchal written tra-
dition’s occasional use of standard FS היא in face of dominant FS 
 is in any way indicative of the degree of its use, its agreement הוא
with the dominant hī realisation of the Tiberian reading compo-
nent of the Torah is reminiscent of the relationship between other 
dissonant written and reading features, involving the levelling of 
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disparate features in favour of early alternants, sometimes even 
via the extension of minority options, in agreement with Second 
Temple conventions. 

Before proceeding, however, it is worth pausing to consider 
potential complications in the suggested approach. According to 
the development of the 3FS independent subject pronoun hypoth-
esised by Cohen (2007, 114–15), at some point *hiʾa developed 
to *hiwa. Yet, as Fassberg (2012, 175, fn. 13) notes, this is hardly 
the expected phonological development, a y glide being expected 
contiguous to an i-vowel, as in Arabic   هِي. If a realisation such as 
*hiwa or *hiw (Fassberg 2012, 177) stands behind the spelling of 
FS הוא in the Tiberian Torah, then perhaps the unexpected shift 
of hiʾa to hiw(a) came about due to analogical pressure from the 
corresponding—and more common—3MS form, where the devel-
opment *huʾa to *huwa is expected. Here it is worth noting the 
tendency in the Semitic languages to simplify contrastive mor-
phology between opposing masculine and feminine forms via 
analogy, such that forms formerly distinguished by multiple fea-
tures are ultimately distinguished by fewer or just one, e.g., 
Proto-Semitic 2MPL -tum(u) and 2FPL -tin(n)(a) developing in He-
brew to -tɛm and -tɛn, respectively (with a similar reduction in 
distinguishing features in other Semitic languages, too). 

As to development of the putative realisation *hiw(a)—ac-
cording to Fassberg (2012, 177), FS הוא in the written component 
of the Tiberian Pentateuch may conceivably reflect the realisa-
tion *hū—due not to original epicene morphology, but to pho-
netic neutralisation along the lines of *hiwʾa > *hiwa > *hiw > 
hū. Alternatively, *hiwʾa may have eventually developed the 



150 Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

standard 3FS realisation hī.4 For while the diphthong iw most 
commonly resolves to ū in ancient Hebrew, the alternative devel-
opment to ī is not unknown (Blau 2010, 97, §3.4.3.3). 

2.0. Interpreting the Data 
Whatever the correct explanation for FS הוא in the Tiberian Pen-
tateuch—whether due to graphic or linguistic factors—the phe-
nomenon raises a series of additional questions. Why the distinc-
tion between the Tiberian Torah’s written component and the 
testimony of all other ancient Hebrew witnesses? Why the dis-
tinction between the written component of the Tiberian Torah 
and the combined written-reading tradition of the rest of the Ti-
berian Bible? Why the apparent distinction between the written 
component of the Tiberian Torah and the Tiberian Torah’s corre-
sponding vocalisation component? What, if any, diachronic ram-
ifications are there? 

If the phenomenon in question is purely graphic, there are 
several potential diachronic implications. It has been demon-
strated that the books of the Tiberian Torah share a particularly 
defective orthography vis-à-vis the rest of the Tiberian Bible (An-
dersen and Forbes 1986, 285, 313–14; below, ch. 12). While the 
spelling הא is no longer characteristic of Tiberian manuscripts, 
the assumption that it might once have been is not inconsistent 
with the relatively defective orthography of extant Tiberian ex-
emplars. Whether such הא spellings were once more common in 

 
4 The extant Tiberian realisation  הִוא hī differs from *hiw, the latter pre-
supposing the Tiberian pointing הִוְא; cf. שָׁוְא ‘vanity, falseness, empti-
ness’.  
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the Prophets and Writings cannot be determined. One might con-
tend that the apparent conflation of הוא and היא in the Penta-
teuch—in contrast with their rather consistent distinction in the 
rest of the Bible—is evidence that the mater was added to origi-
nally defective spelling in the Pentateuch, but was organic in the 
Prophets and Writings. But this is simplistic. It is just as possible 
that defective הא was formerly common throughout the biblical 
text, that an indistinct mater was secondarily added throughout, 
but that only in the Pentateuch was anomalous FS  הוא preserved 
due to the Torah’s early crystallisation and perceived sanctity. In 
the rest of the Bible, conversely, scribes may have felt freer to 
correct the text in line with standard usage. Nothing can be said 
with any certainty. 

The possible diachronic import of the linguistic alternatives 
is also extremely speculative and complicated. The proposal of 
an epicene 3CS independent subject pronoun הוא has been re-
jected above. But entertaining its acceptance for the sake of ar-
gument, the distinction between the written component of the 
Torah, on the one hand, and the reading component of the Torah 
together with the combined written and reading tradition of the 
rest of the Bible, on the other, would presumably be explained 
according to one of two scenarios. The Torah’s written compo-
nent uniquely preserves unconventional morphology either be-
cause its traditions alone actually date to a time when that mor-
phology was in use or because a once more common morphology 
has been specially preserved in the written component of the To-
rah, while it was superseded by later, more conventional 
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morphology in the Torah’s reading tradition and in the combined 
written-reading tradition of the Prophets and Writings. 

On the Masoretic Pentateuch’s 18 exceptions in which its 
written and reading traditions agree on FS  הִיא—while any me-
chanical graphic explanation cannot account for these, the lin-
guistic alternatives are only marginally more successful. The ran-
dom distribution of the lot, found scattered among purported 
sources in Genesis–Numbers (see below, end of this section), be-
lies any simplistic source-critical explanation.5 The most compel-
ling suggestion would be that these exceptions reflect early pen-
etrations, whether primary or secondary, of standard 3FS pro-
nominal into the Torah’s anomalous majority 3FS pronominal 
morphology. In the case of many other features discussed in this 
volume, the CBH1 of the Torah is distinct from non-Pentateuchal 
CBH2, but includes a minority of features standard in CBH2.  

The preferred explanation here, that MS and FS הוא in the 
written component of the Tiberian Torah reflect the distinct pro-
nunciations hu(wa) and hiw(a), respectively, raises some of the 
same, and more complicated, diachronic possibilities. On the ba-
sis of Fassberg’s (2012, 175–77) critique of Cohen’s (2007, 113–
15) theory, Hornkohl (2023, 168) has sketched the schematisa-
tion of various paths of development for the 3FS independent sub-
ject pronoun in ancient Hebrew, as seen in Figure 1 (facing page). 

 
5 Gen. 14.2; 19.20; 20.5; 26.7; 38.25; 40.10; Exod. 1.16; Lev. 5.11; 
11.39; 13.6, 10, 21; 16.31; 20.17, 18; 21.9; Num. 5.13, 14. 
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Figure 1: Reconstructed developmental paths for the 3FS independent 
subject pronoun in ancient Hebrew 

          5a  6a    7a 
          *hiy  hī    ī 
1  2  3  4          7b 

*hiʾa-tu  *hiʾat  *hiʾa  *hiya          *hū 
          5b  6b     
          *hiwa  *hiw     
                7c 
                hī 

From a typological perspective, perhaps the most significant 
point to observe is that the realisations proposed as underlying 
the written and reading components of the Tiberian Torah, 
namely, *hiwa and *hiy, each represent developments from the 
single conjectural form *hiya. If diachrony comes into the picture, 
it would involve the possible secondary levelling of a once more 
diverse situation in accordance with a later situation of uni-
formity. Perhaps the 3FS realisation *hiw(a) and the correspond-
ing spelling הוא were once found more commonly in the pre-Ti-
berian Bible, i.e., beyond the Pentateuch, but were brought into 
conformity with Second Temple linguistic conventions in the 
CBH Prophets and Writings, and preserved only in the Penta-
teuch, thanks to its early consolidation and revered status. 

While all the explanations entertained above are possible, 
none can be considered more than conjecture. Given the dearth 
and nature of the evidence, such conjecture is useful—even nec-
essary—for attempting to construct narratives that explain the 
relevant facts. From this perspective, the explanation proposing 
synchronic allomorphs is arguably more plausible than the 
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respective alternative explanations assuming graphic confusion 
or an epicene pronoun. Whatever the case may be, all theories 
are compatible with arguments that account for the difference 
between the written and reading components of the Tiberian To-
rah and for the affinity between the reading component of the 
Tiberian Torah and the combined written-reading tradition of Ti-
berian CBH Prophets and Writings. 

Finally, it is worth noting that the distribution in the Pen-
tateuch of majority FS הוא and minority FS  היא is not a function of 
putative source, as the incidence of both forms cuts across the 
sources. 
 



9. FPL -ן  VERSUS - נָה

Across ancient Hebrew sources and traditions, the dominant form 
of the FPL verbal suffix is vowel-final 1.- נה In terms of biblical ma-
terial, this is true of the written and reading components of both 
the Tiberian biblical tradition and the SP, as well as of BDSS man-
uscripts. Beyond biblical sources, it is also true of QH and the 
Mishna (see Hornkohl 2023, 171–81 for further references and 
discussion). A minority alternative is orthographically conso-
nant-final  -ן . At issue in the present chapter is the character and 
biblical distribution of this minority form within the Masoretic 
tradition, which is often arguably levelled in the Tiberian pro-
nunciation tradition via the apparently secondary addition of a 
final vowel, resulting in the anomalously defective vowel-final 
graphic combination  - ָן . Both forms plausibly derive from PS -na 
(cf. Arabic). 

In terms of frequency, the prefix conjugation (yiqṭol, way-
yiqṭol) is the only category for which meaningful patterns may be 
perceived and, as such, is the focus of the present chapter. The 
FPL imperative and the infinitive construct with 3FPL suffix occur 
too infrequently for the detection of distributions of any signifi-
cance. Nor are their respective patterns of incidence sufficient 
materially to alter conclusions based on the distribution of the 
prefix conjugation. 

1 See Blau (2010, 203–4, §§4.3.3.1.2n–4.3.3.2.1n) on the ancient He-
brew FPL endings in the broader comparative Semitic context. 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.09
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1.0. The Combined Tiberian Biblical Tradition 
Hornkohl (2023, 172) presents the following tabulation of FPL 
prefix conjugation forms in the Tiberian biblical tradition (ac-
cording to L). 
Table 1: Distribution of 2/3FPL prefix conjugation forms in Tiberian BH 
(see Hornkohl 2023, 179, for citations) 

ן -נָה   ֶ -  ָ ן -נָה   -ן  ֶ -  ָ  -ן

Genesis 15 1 12  Obadiah 1 0 0 
Exodus 7 0 11  Jonah 0 0 0 
Leviticus 10 0 0  Micah 4 0 0 
Numbers 11 0 1  Zechariah 9 0 1 
Deuteronomy 1 0 2  Malachi 1 0 0 
Joshua 3 0 0  Psalms 20 0 0 
Judges 5 0 0  Job 12 0 0 
Samuel 15 0 3  Proverbs 10 0 0 
Kings 8 0 0  Ruth 16 0 0 
Isaiah 37 0 0  Song of Songs 1 0 0 
Jeremiah 29 0 0  Lamentations 3 0 0 
Ezekiel 58 0 7  Esther 2 0 0 
Hosea 4 0 0  Daniel 4 0 0 
Joel 1 0 0  Nehemiah 1 0 0 
Amos 3 0 0  Chronicles 4 0 0 
     TOTAL 295 0 1 

Several facts emerge from the statistics. First, vowel-final orthog-
raphy and pronunciation dominate, with a comparatively small 
minority of consonant-final spellings and a lone instance where 
consonant-final pronunciation coincides with consonant-final 
spelling in the form of  -ן  ֶ . Notwithstanding the extant Masoretic 
vocalisation, it is reasonable to speculate that consonant-final 
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orthography implies formerly more frequent consonant-final pro-
nunciation (more on this below). 

Second, consonant-final spellings are not evenly distributed 
throughout the biblical text. Instances of FPL prefix conjugation 
forms terminating in  - ן  accumulate appreciably in the Penta-
teuch, where they account for more than a third of the cases, i.e., 
27 of 71. Indeed, the Torah accounts for over 70 percent of the 
38 cases of FPL prefix conjugation forms ending in  -ן  in the Mas-
oretic Hebrew Bible. 

Within the Pentateuch the distribution is uneven. Conso-
nant-final forms are common in Genesis (13 of 28 cases) and 
dominant in Exodus (11 of 18), and, though few, also in Deuter-
onomy (2 of 3); in these books the ratio of  -נה  to  -ן  is 23 to 25. By 
contrast, consonant-final spellings are absent from Leviticus (out 
of 10 cases) and nearly so in Numbers (1 of 12). 

Beyond the Pentateuch, consonant-final forms are rare, ac-
counting for just 11 of the 224 cases of FPL prefix conjugation 
forms. They are found in just three loci. In Samuel, one-sixth of 
the 18 cases show  -ן , while Ezekiel, with more FPL prefix conju-
gation forms than any other book, has an incidence of just over 
1 in 10 (7 of 65), which is similar to Zechariah’s 1 in 10. 

2.0. The Pentateuch 
The conspicuous concentration of FPL  -ן  in the Pentateuch, espe-
cially Genesis, Exodus, and Deuteronomy, is remarkable. The ab-
sence of  - ן  forms in Leviticus might lead one to assume that the 
distribution of  -נה  versus  -ן  is, perhaps at least in part, a function 
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of putative source. As Table 2 shows, the data seem to point in a 
different direction. 
Table 2: FPL prefix conjugation forms with -נה  and -ן  according to re-
puted source (identification of sources according to Friedman 1989, 
246–55; for citations, see below, §5.0, Table 4) 

 -ן -נה 

J 9 10 
E 13 8 
P 21 6 
DTR1 1 1 
Other 0 1 
 44 26 

All sources with more than a single case of each alternant show 
some degree of mixing of vowel- and consonant-final FPL prefix 
conjugation morphology. In J and E the figures for both forms 
are significant. For its part, P shows definite preference for  -נה , 
though consistently has  - ן  in Genesis–Exodus and  -נה  in Leviticus–
Numbers. If the purported sources showing mixed usage were at 
one time more consistent in this regard, or if P in Leviticus and 
Numbers once showed greater heterogeneity, is impossible to de-
termine, as original tendencies may well have become blurred in 
the processes of redaction and transmission. 

In this connection, it is worth mentioning that individual 
sections show a mixture of forms (even if reflecting a single pu-
tative source): Gen. 19 (J): 2  -נה ן-  2 , ; 41 (E): 9  -נה ן-  2 , . Consider 
the combination of forms in the following short spans.2 

 
2 Beyond the Pentateuch, note also the mixture of forms in 1 Sam. 18.7; 
Ezek. 16.55. 
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ר֩   (1) אֲשֶׁׁ יִם  הַמֶָ֑ וֹת  קֲתִּׁ֣ בְשִֽׁ ים  בָרֳהָטִֻ֖ ל  פִצֵ֔ ר  ִּׁ֣ אֲשֶׁׁ ת־הַמַקְלוֹת   אֶׁ ג  אןָ  וַיַצִֵּ֗ ֹׁ֨ אן  תָב ֹ֤ הַצ

אן   ֹ֔ הַצ כַח  לְנִֹּׁ֣ מְנָה  לִשְׁתוֹת   וֹת  וַיֵחַֻ֖ ל־הַמַקְלֶ֑ אֶׁ אן  ֹֻ֖ הַצ ו  חֱמֻׁ֥ וַיֶׁ לִשְׁתֽוֹת׃  ן   בְבֹאָֻׁ֥

דְןָ  ים׃ וַתֵלִַּׁ֣ אִֽ ים וטְלֻׁ דִֻ֖ ים נְקֻׁ דִֻׁ֥ אן עֲקֻׁ ֹ֔  הַצ
 ‘He set the sticks that he had peeled in front of the flocks 

in the troughs, that is, the watering places, where the flocks 
would come to drink. And since they bred when they came 
to drink, the flocks bred in front of the sticks and so the 
flocks brought forth striped, speckled, and spotted.’ (Gen. 
30.38–39 [J]) 

בָה   (2) וְגַם־נִצֶָ֑ י  מָתִֻ֖ אֲלֻׁ מָה  קָֻׁ֥ וְהִנִֵ֛ה  ה  ֔ הַשָדֶׁ וֹך  בְתִּׁ֣ מִים   אֲלֻׁ ים  מְאַלְמִ֤ חְנו  אֲנֵַ֜ וְהִנֵה 
ינָה  וְהִנֵ֤ה  בֶׁ  ם תְסֻׁ תֵיכֶׁ֔ מִֹּׁ֣ יןָ אֲלֻׁ ֻ֖ שְׁתַחֲוֶׁ י׃ וַתִֽ מָתִֽ  לַאֲלֻׁ

 ‘Behold, we were binding sheaves in the field, and behold, 
my sheaf arose and stood upright. And behold, your 
sheaves gathered around it and bowed down to my sheaf.’ 
(Gen. 37.7 [J]) 

As Barr (1989, 127–30) observes, most of the verbs in ques-
tion occur too infrequently in FPL forms to extrapolate much from 
their incidence. The exception is הָיָה ‘be’, with 44 cases total. In 
the Torah, the ratio of  -נה  to  - ן  is 11 to 9; elsewhere it is 19 to 5. 
This is in line with the observation made above regarding the 
uniqueness of the Torah in evincing forms with  -ן . It is no surprise 
that the most commonly occurring verb is the one that most fre-
quently preserves irregularity.3 

Finally, no obvious phonological or prosodic factor govern-
ing the selection between alternants is apparent. 

 
3 In this connection it is worth mentioning that all cases of ן- in P, which, 
again, are restricted to Genesis–Exodus, involve the verb (×6) הָיָה. By 
contrast, in Leviticus, P has only the - נה  form of (×2) הָיָה. 
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3.0. Orthographic versus Linguistic Explanations 
As in other cases of apparently defective spelling of final ā̊  -vow-
els—most notably, 2MS verbal  -ת  and nominal  -ך  (see Hornkohl 
2023, 101–44) and נער with feminine singular referent (see be-
low, ch. 9)4—though the phenomenon is explicable in purely or-
thographic terms, the combined Tiberian written-reading tradi-
tion furnishes evidence of pronunciation diversity supportive of 
a morphological, i.e., linguistic, explanation. 

Standard feminine plural morphology in BH comes in both 
vowel- and consonant-final alternatives. Consult Table 3. 
Table 3: FPL morphological variety in Tiberian Biblical Hebrew5 
 -ן -נה 

2FPL independent pronoun 4 1 
3FPL independent pronoun 48 — 
2FPL nominal suffix (affixed to noun/preposition) 4 14 
3FPL nominal suffix (affixed to noun/preposition) 68 180 
2FPL suffix on infinitive construct — 1 
3FPL suffix on infinitive construct 4 6 
3FPL suffix on verb (finite or participle) — 9 
FPL imperative 17 5 

In a few categories, Masoretic BH exhibits no morphological va-
riety, but in many there seems to have been some degree of di-
versity or fluctuation. Intriguingly, in all the above categories, 

 
4 Hornkohl (2023, 103, fn. 3) also lists the 3FS object/possessive suffix 
הָ - יִֶׁ , e.g.,  ָיה יהָה to her’, not‘ אֵלֶׁ  ’now‘ עַתַה with qere עת and the ketiv ,*אֵלֶׁ

(Ezek. 23.43; Ps. 74.6); cf. the consistent form עת in Iron Age Hebrew 
epigraphy (Arad; Lachish; Murabbaʿat). 
5 Cf. also the problematic 2FPL נָה ֻׁ֥   .(Amos 4.3) וְהִשְׁלַכְתֶׁ
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the written and pronunciation components of the tradition are in 
harmony, agreeing on vowel- or consonant-final morphology, 
with no indication of dissonance between spelling and vocalisa-
tion. 

In this context of FPL morphology, the endings of the prefix 
conjugations stand out. According to the pronunciation tradition, 
just a single case—the poetic   ין הְיֶׁ   they will be’ (Gen. 49.26)—is‘ תִֽ
consonant-final. All other cases of consonant-final orthography 
are pointed   - ָן , i.e., as vowel-final, in opposition to the consonant-
final realisation expected of the written form. Yet the anomalous 
character of this spelling for final ā̊  , for which a mater heh is ex-
pected (and most often present), coupled with the known oscil-
lation between vowel- and consonant-final FPL morphology more 
broadly, almost certainly points to a phonological distinction be-
hind the orthographic diversity (Andersen and Forbes 1986, 180–
81; Barr 1989, 130–31; Hornkohl 2023, 174). The view adopted 
here is that the spelling  - נה  reflects vowel-final realisation and 
that the spelling  -ן  originally reflected consonant-final realisa-
tion. In line with Second Temple convention, however, the reali-
sation of  -ן  was almost universally levelled for purposes of lin-
guistic harmonisation with the dominant vowel-final alternative, 
thereby creating the consonantal-vocalic dissonance preserved in 
the anomalous  - ָן  of the extant combined Tiberian written-reading 
tradition. The consonant-final ending of poetic   ין הְיֶׁ   ’they will be‘ תִֽ
(Gen. 49.26) was presumably left as is due to its embedding in 
archaic poetry, where non-standard morphology was more read-
ily tolerated. 
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4.0. Interpreting the Data 
Vowel- and consonant-final variation in FPL morphology seems to 
be an ancient feature in Hebrew and the Semitic languages, more 
broadly (Blau 2010, 203–4, §§4.3.3.1.2n–4.3.3.2.1n). As noted 
above, each can be derived from PS -nā. As such, both the  - נה  and 
ן-   FPL prefix conjugation morphological alternants may be consid-
ered early. By contrast, based on Second Temple biblical and ex-
trabiblical evidence, there is no doubt that vowel-final prefix con-
jugation (and imperatival) forms eventually came to dominate as 
standard. With just a few exceptions, this is seen in the combined 
Samaritan written-reading tradition, the BDSS, Jerome’s Latin 
transcriptions, Ben Sira, the QH of the NBDSS, and RH (Hornkohl 
2023, 174–77). 

It is, then, reasonable to postulate a situation of early di-
versity in FPL prefix conjugation morphology that gradually gave 
way to standardisation of vowel-final forms. The difference be-
tween the consonantal and vocalic components of the Tiberian 
tradition can be interpreted as a result of the manifestation of 
distinct phases in this process, with the orthography preserving 
an earlier phase of diversity and the vocalisation showing later 
extension of vowel-final morphology. From this perspective, it is 
not surprising that Tiberian LBH evinces total agreement be-
tween its constituent written and reading components, or that the 
consonant-final form is comparatively rare in TBH Ezekiel and 
Zechariah. The preservation of a mixed picture of vowel- and ap-
parent consonant-final morphology in the Torah, with a sizeable 
minority of FPL  -ן  endings, along with the rather smaller minority 
in Samuel, also fits with the proposed theory. 
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The diachronic development as described does not, how-
ever, explain every fact. What of CBH texts that contain FPL prefix 
conjugation forms, but eschew completely the use of consonant-
final morphology? And, especially, why such a dichotomy be-
tween the CBH of the Torah and the CBH of the relevant works 
in the Prophets and Writings when it comes to the preservation 
of consonant-final FPL morphology? While in any situation of vi-
able alternants language users may consistently opt for one over 
the other—as in Leviticus and Numbers in the Torah (though in 
the Torah, too, there may be a degree of secondary blurring)—
one wonders whether the nearly homogenous use of FPL  -נה  in the 
CBH Prophets and Writings is authentic. It is possible—though 
neither provable nor disprovable—that the lop-sided preference 
for vowel-final  -נה  in CBH outside the Torah is artificial, the re-
sult of the secondary imposition of post-exilic morphological 
norms on an Iron Age II situation that otherwise, as in the Torah, 
would have shown greater morphological diversity. For its part, 
the Torah may have better preserved ancient heterogeneity by 
dint of its relatively early consolidation and perceived sanctity. 
While this account is by no means certain or, for that matter, 
even necessary, the hypothesised textual preservation of primary, 
diachronically authentic, data combined with secondary features 
variably applied within the biblical corpus, explains the dia-
chronically complex dichotomy involving FPL prefix conjugation 
morphology in the CBH of the Tiberian Pentateuch and beyond. 
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5.0. Appendix 
Table 4: FPL Prefix Conjugation Forms in the Tiberian Pentateuch Ac-
cording to Putative Source (per Friedman 1989, 246–55) 
 -ן -נה 
Genesis   חְנָה   (J) 3.7 וַתִפָקַ 
   ָ ין ֧  (J) 19.33 וַתַשְָׁקֶׁ

 ָ ין ֵ֜  (J) 35 וַתַשְׁקֶׁ
 ָ ין ִ֛ תַהֲרֶׁ  (J) 36 וַֽ

בְנָה     (J) 24.61 וַתִרְכַ 
כְנָה  (J) 61 וַתֵלַֻ֖

 

   ָ ֻ֖ין  (P) 26.35 וַתִהְיֶׁ
   ָ ין ֻׁ֥  (J) 27.1 וַתִכְהֶׁ
מְנָה  ָ  (J) 30.38 וַיֵחַֻ֖ אן ֹׁ֨  (J) 30.38 תָב

 ָ דְן  (J) 39 וַתֵלִַּׁ֣
רְנָה    (E) 31.14 וַתאֹמַֻ֖
   ָ שְׁן  (E) 33.6 וַתִגַ֧

 ָ ין ֽ שְׁתַחֲוֶׁ  (E) 6 וַתִֽ
  ָ ין ֻ֖ שְׁתַחֲוֶׁ ינָה   (J) 37.7 וַתִֽ בֶׁ   (J) 37.7 תְסֻׁ
ינָה  ֻ֖  (E) 41.2 וַתִרְעֶׁ

דְנָה תַעֲמִֹ֛  (E) 3 וַֽ
לְנָה  (E) 4 וַתאֹכִַּׁ֣
עְנָה    (E) 7 וַתִבְלַ 
ינָה ֻ֖  (E) 18 וַתִרְעֶׁ
לְנָה    (E) 20 וַתאֹכַ 
אנָה ִֹּׁ֣  (E) 21 וַתָב

 
 

ינָה  (E) 53 וַתִכְלֶֹׁ֕
ינָה  (E) 54 וַתְחִלֵֶׁ֜

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  ָ עְן  (E) 41.24 וַתִבְלַ 
 ָ ֻ֖ין  (E) 36 תִהְיֶׁ

ין     הְיֶׁ   (J) 49.26 תִֽ
Exodus אנָה ֤   (E) 1.10 תִקְרֶׁ

 ָ אן ֤  (E) 1.17 וַתִירֶׁ
 ָ ֻ֖ין  (E) 18 וַתְחַיֶׁ
 ָ רְן  (E) 19 וַתאֹמַ֤

אנָה  ִֹּׁ֣  (J) 2.16 וַתָב
נָה  (J) 16 וַתִדְלִֶּׁ֗
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אנָה    (J) 16 וַתְמַלֶׁ 
אנָה ֹֹ֕  (J) 18 וַתָב

 
 

 ָ רְן  (J) 2.19 וַתאֹמַֹ֕
רְנָה   (E) 8.5 תִשָאַֽ

רְנָה  (E) 7 תִשָאַֽ
 

   ָ אן ֤  (E) 15.20 וַתֵצֶׁ
   ָ ֻ֖ין  (P) 25.27 תִהְיֶׁ
    ָ ין הְיֶׁ   (P) 26.3 תִֽ
   ָ ִּׁ֣ין  (P) 27.2 תִהְיֶׁ
   ָ ין הְיֵֶׁ֜  (P) 28.21 תִֽ

 ָ ין הְיֶֹׁ֕  (P) 21 תִֽ
Leviticus ינָה ֶ֑  (P) 4.2 תֵעָשֶׁׂ

ינָה ֻ֖  (P) 13 תֵעָשֶׁׂ
ינָה ִ֛  (P) 22 תֵעָשֶׁׂ
ינָה ֻ֖  (P) 27 תֵעָשֶׁׂ

 

ינָה  ֶ֑   (P) 5.17 תֵעָשֶׁׂ
ינָה    (P) 7.30 תְבִיאֶׁ֔
אנָה  ֻׁ֥   (P) 10.19 וַתִקְרֶׁ
ֽינָה   (P) 23.15 תִהְיֶׁ

ינָה  (P) 17 תִהְיֶׁ֔
ינָה ֶ֑  (P) 17 תֵאָפֶׁ

 

Numbers   ָ אן ִּׁ֣  (J) 25.2 וַתִקְרֶׁ
בְנָה   (P) 27.1 וַתִקְרֵַ֜

דְנָה תַעֲמֵֹ֜  (P) 2 וַֽ
 

ִּׁ֣ינָה   (P) 35.11 תִהְיֶׁ
ֻׁ֥ינָה  (P) 13 תִהְיֶׁ
ֽינָה  (P) 14 תִהְיֶׁ
ִ֛ינָה  (P) 15 תִהְיֶׁ

 

ֻ֖ינָה   (P) 36.3 תִהְיֶׁ
ֻ֖ינָה  (P) 4 תִהְיֶׁ
ִּׁ֣ינָה  (P) 6 תִהְיֶׁ
ֻׁ֥ינָה  (P) 6 תִהְיֶׁ
ינָה  (P) 11 וַתִהְיֵֶׁ֜

 

Deuteronomy ינָה ֻ֖   (DTR1) 1.44 תַעֲשֶׁׂ
   ָ ין  (Other) 21.15 תִהְיֶׁׁ֨
   ָ אן  (DTR1) 31.21 תִמְצֶׁׁ֨



 



WITH FEMININE נערה VERSUS נער .10
SINGULAR REFERENT

In most manifestations of ancient Hebrew, nouns with the root 
 and the basic meaning ‘young male’ and ‘young female’ are נע"ר 
morphologically distinguished, e.g., Tiberian  ַרעַ נ  and  ַהרָ עֲ נ , the 
feminine bearing a dedicated feminine singular suffix. In the case 
of biblical material, this is true of the pronunciation component 
of the aforementioned Tiberian Masoretic tradition, the com-
bined Samaritan written and pronunciation tradition, and BDSS 
material. Beyond biblical sources, the same distinction is made 
in QH, Ben Sira, and RH. 

1.0. Dissonance in the Tiberian Torah 
Partially exceptional in this connection is the written component 
of the Tiberian Masoretic tradition. While throughout the Proph-
ets and the Writings—in CBH and LBH alike—the Tiberian writ-
ten and reading components agree on the morphologically dis-
tinct feminine singular form נַעֲרָה, the written component of the 
Masoretic Pentateuch represents an outlier. Here, in 34 of the 35 
instances where the tradition’s pronunciation component pre-
scribes reading  נַעֲרָה, the written component is  1.נער 

1 The information pertinent to MT is based on L. Notably, however, the 
tradition as reflected in L is confirmed by Talmudic discussions of the 
lone case of plene נַעֲרָה in Deut. 22.19 (y. Ketubbot 3.9 || y. Sanhedrin 
7.11; b. Ketubbot 40b), over which considerable exegetical energy was 
expended. 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.10
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Cases of FS )נער)ה are limited to three loci in the Pentateuch: 
Gen. 24; 34; Deut. 22. In the eight relevant cases in Genesis,2 the 
written form נער is simply vocalised with a final -ā̊  , as  ָנַעֲר, with 
no explicit ketiv-qere guidance. From the perspective of its defec-
tive ending, i.e., lacking a final mater heh, it is a case of implicit 
qere perpetuum. 

In 26 of the remaining 27 cases in the Torah, all in Deut. 
22,3 readers are explicitly instructed via the ketiv-qere mecha-
nism—consisting of the consonant-vowel combination  ָנַעֲר within 
the main text and an accompanying marginal note with the con-
sonants  נערה—to pronounce vowel-final נַעֲרָה instead of the pro-
nunciation one might naturally associate with written נער, i.e., 
 .נַעַר

In just one instance in the Torah, the orthographic and pro-
nunciation components of the tradition agree on morphologically 
feminine singular ה נַעֲרָ֔  the young woman’ (Deut. 22.19). The‘ הַֽ
uniqueness of this form within the Pentateuch receives overt 
acknowledgement in the Masoretic paratext via the marginal 
note   בתור  מל    ל  no other plene (spelling) in the‘ לית מלא בתורה = 
Torah’. 

The distribution of the various forms is not obviously a 
function of putative source, as all cases in Genesis belong to J, 
while all those in Deuteronomy belong to the Law Code (‘Other’, 
according to Friedman 1989, 246–55). 

 
2 Gen. 24.14 (J), 16 (J), 28 (J), 55 (J), 57 (J); 34.3 (J), 3 (J), 12 (J). 
3 Deut. 22.15 (Other), 15 (Other), 16 (Other), 20 (Other), 21 (Other), 
23 (Other), 24 (Other), 25 (Other), 26 (Other), 26 (Other), 27 (Other), 
28 (Other), 29 (Other). 
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2.0. Explanations 
Two issues require clarification: first, the apparent dissonance be-
tween the written and vocalic components of the Tiberian Torah 
manifest in mismatched consonant-final spellings and vowel-final 
realisations; second, the resulting disparity between the Tiberian 
Torah, evincing the aforementioned dissonance, and the rest of 
the Tiberian Bible, where the written and reading components of 
the tradition are in agreement, and other ancient Hebrew sources. 
There are two basic approaches: orthographic and linguistic. 

2.1. Orthography 

One possibility is that the distinctions in question are purely or-
thographic, not linguistic, in nature. On this argument, Tiberian 
BH consistently reflects morphologically distinct masculine sin-
gular and feminine singular forms, but in most cases in the Torah 
the feminine singular is written with defective vowel-final or-
thography. Feminine singular  ָנַעֲר is thus, it is argued, a case of 
qere perpetuum akin to other instances of final -ā̊   with no accom-
panying mater heh, thus resembling the minority 2/3FPL ending  - ָן  
(more commonly  -נָה , but see above, ch. 9) and the majority 2MS 
endings  -ָך  and  - ָת  (less commonly  -כָה  and  - תָה ) (GKC §17c; cf. 
Hornkohl 2023, 101–44). From the narrow perspective of the To-
rah, the spelling נער for a feminine singular referent cannot be 
considered anomalous, as this is by far the dominant spelling 
throughout the corpus.  

If the dominant feminine singular written form נער in the 
Masoretic Torah is to be chalked up to spelling convention, the 
distinction between the Torah, on the one hand, and the Prophets 
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and Writings, on the other, is also purely orthographic. The Torah 
might preserve archaic orthography, whereas the Prophets and 
Writings show more standard vowel-final orthography. Such 
spelling trends might have some diachronic significance, with the 
defective orthography considered characteristic of early texts and 
the plene of later texts, but it is important to acknowledge the 
possibility of secondary processes having profoundly blurred 
original spelling practices. For example, while it seems likely that 
the plene spelling of cases of נערה in Esther are authentic, perhaps 
cases in Judges were once spelled נער and only secondarily stand-
ardised in conformity with late spelling practices. By the same 
token, perhaps early cases of Pentateuchal נער with feminine sin-
gular reference were preserved, while certain cases of נערה in the 
Torah were secondarily shortened under the influence of the ma-
jority form נער there—though the existence of a lone plene form 
 in the Torah at Deut. 22.19 seems to militate against the נַעֲרָה
notion of wholesale secondary harmonisation in the Tiberian 
written component of the Pentateuch. 

Summing up the potential diachronic significance of the or-
thographic explanation, a plausible hypothesis is that the written 
component of the Masoretic Torah reflects archaic spelling con-
ventions. While these conventions may also have been operative 
in extra-Pentateuchal CBH texts, they have been superseded by 
the more standard spelling with final mater heh, probably due to 
secondary scribal intervention. If CBH texts beyond the Torah 
ever knew the defective vowel-final orthography, the difference 
between them and the Torah, i.e., preservation of the defective 
vowel-final orthography in the Torah and secondary imposition 



 with Feminine Singular Referent 171 נערה  versus נער .10 

of the standard plene vowel-final orthography elsewhere in CBH, 
is probably due to the relatively early literary unification of the 
Torah and to special reverence, whereby its orthography became 
fixed earlier than that of the rest of BH, including other CBH ma-
terial. 

Notwithstanding what has been said, a compelling argu-
ment against a fundamentally orthographic explanation for  נער 
with a feminine singular referent in the Torah lies precisely in its 
oddness. From the broader perspective of the entire Masoretic 
Bible, as well as other biblical traditions and extrabiblical ancient 
Hebrew sources, the defective spelling of the -ā̊   suffix in any fem-
inine singular form is anomalous in the extreme. Why are there 
not more feminine substantives with defective -ā̊   suffixes? 

2.2. Language 

A more reasonable proposal is that the distinction between the 
Tiberian Torah’s written form נער for a feminine singular referent 
and נערה elsewhere in Tiberian BH, and in every other ancient 
Hebrew tradition and source, is linguistic in character. If so, then 
the written and reading components of the Tiberian biblical tra-
dition in the Torah reflect slightly dissonant manifestations of 
Hebrew. 

The basic idea here is that the Tiberian Torah’s written 
component preserves a form of ancient Hebrew with an epicene 
lexeme נער in the gender-neutral sense of ‘young person’. The us-
age is often compared to Greek ὁ παῖς ‘the child (M)’ versus ἡ παῖς 
‘the child (F)’ (cf. English baby, infant, child, adolescent, youth, 
teenager). While many BH terms for pre-adults have distinct 
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masculine and feminine forms, many (apparently) do not, em-
ploying unmarked morphology generally associated with mascu-
line gender, e.g., רַע  עול ,’nursing child‘ יוֹנֵק ,’weaned‘ גָמול ,’seed‘ זֶׁ
‘nursing child’, עוֹלֵל ‘child’, עוֹלָל ‘child’, וָלָד ‘child’,  טַף ‘children’. 
Perhaps ancient Hebrew נער was also early on a member of this 
morphologically ungendered category and only later developed 
distinct feminine singular morphology (Gesenius 1815, 162; 
Elitzur 2018a, 84–86).  

Against the proposal of an epicene understanding of נער, 
one might raise the matter of feminine morphosyntactic agree-
ment. In nearly every case of consonantal  נער where the referent 
is feminine, there obtains feminine agreement with a finite verbal 
form, participle, adjective, or pronoun. Clearly, even if נער with 
a feminine singular referent might lack feminine morphology, it 
was construed as grammatically feminine. Yet, this is not an in-
surmountable difficulty for the proposal, as several BH lexemes 
that lack feminine morphology and normally trigger masculine 
agreement can receive feminine morphosyntactic treatment with 
feminine referents, e.g., ֹדב ‘bear’ (2 Kgs 2.24; Isa. 11.17),  גָמָל 
‘camel’ (Gen. 32.16),  בָקָר ‘cattle’ (Gen. 33.13; Job 1.14). Cf. also 
the use of the morphologically masculine plural אֱלהִים ‘gods’ for 
the feminine singular referent ת רֶׁ  Ashtoret’ (1 Kgs 11.5) (JM‘ עַשְׁתֹ֔
§§134c–d). Thus, morphosyntactic feminine agreement does not 
fatally contradict the hypothesis that נער may once have been 
gender neutral. 

Potential counterevidence of a different sort is the existence 
of unequivocal feminine plural forms alongside allegedly epicene 
 seems to serve for both genders in the נער  While written .נער
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Torah when the referent is singular, with just one exceptional 
case of written נערה, arguable support for early gender distinction 
may be seen in the occurrence of gender-distinct plural forms in 
the Torah. The apparent gender-flexible character of masculine 
plural נערים, with both generic (Exod. 10.9) and strictly mascu-
line (Gen. 14.24; 22.3, 5, 19; 25.27; 48.16; Exod. 24.5; Num. 
22.22) referents, is unsurprisingly. More significant is the femi-
nine plural—does not feminine plural נְעָרוֹת presuppose the exist-
ence of a corresponding dedicated feminine singular  נַעֲרָה? Con-
spicuously glaring in this connection is the use of feminine plural 
-in Gen. 24.61, in a passage including five cases of consonan נְעָרתֹ
tal נער with feminine singular reference; see also Exod. 2.5. Could 
semantics be a determining factor? The dedicated feminine plural 
form in Gen. 24.61 has the secondary meaning ‘female servants’, 
in contrast to the preceding feminine singular forms, which have 
the more basic sense of ‘young woman’. The same sense of female 
servant also applies to the only other feminine plural form in the 
Torah, at Exod. 2.5. These few cases are intriguing, but ultimately 
insufficient as evidence. One can only speculate that early epi-
cene נערים-נער secondarily developed feminine plural נערות, from 
which, in turn, dedicated feminine singular נערה was possibly 
back-formed. 

3.0. Interpreting the Data 
Whether נער with feminine singular referent is best interpreted as 
an orthographic or linguistic phenomenon, the distinction be-
tween the CBH of the Torah, with נער, and the CBH of the Proph-
ets and Writings, with נערה, demands an explanation. Perhaps the 
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most straightforward argument would centre on the antiquity of 
the Patriarchal and Mosaic traditions. Notwithstanding the com-
posite nature of the extant Torah (as represented in various He-
brew traditions and ancient translations) and the date it reached 
its basic formation, the content in some fashion reflects pre-mo-
narchic times. It is not too farfetched to hypothesise that the lan-
guage, too, might preserve pre-monarchic features. 

Several pertinent considerations must be mentioned. First, 
while such a view is not necessarily at odds with the still-influ-
ential Graf-Wellhausen and similar source-critical approaches, it 
obviously must engage with them, especially with claims that 
large sections of the Torah were written in the exilic or post-exilic 
period. Crucial as evidence in this regard is the linguistic contrast 
between acknowledged post-exilic Hebrew material and all pur-
ported Pentateuchal sources. Persian and Hellenistic Period writ-
ings consistently exhibit concentrations of diagnostically late lin-
guistic features uncharacteristic of any part of the Pentateuch, 
where the language, despite a degree of diversity, is thoroughly 
classical. 

On the other hand, the chronolect of the Pentateuch is by 
and large the same as that of the CBH Prophets and Writings. 
According to a simple view of biblical historiography, this is to 
be expected for the books of Joshua and Judges, which also pur-
port to recount pre-monarchic history, and perhaps also for Sam-
uel, which deals with the origins of the monarchy, but one might 
expect the obvious emergence of a later chronolect or sub-
chronolect in Kings and the pre-exilic Latter Prophets, much of 
which material deals with the period of the divided monarchy. 
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While the preservation of old language as part of ancient tradi-
tions may be a decisive factor in the subdivision of CBH into ear-
lier and later substrata, it is inadequate to explain both the ex-
tensive diachronic similarity of all CBH material and the distri-
bution of the specific linguistic features examined in the present 
monograph, which sometimes extend beyond the confines of the 
Pentateuch (e.g., certain features of the pre-monarchic onomas-
ticon), but often exhibit patterns that clearly distinguish the Pen-
tateuch from the rest of CBH. 

As in other cases, perhaps the best approach is to interpret 
the extant evidence as a combination of both primary ancient 
features and secondary developments. According to one version 
of such an approach, CBH sources in general—Torah, Prophets, 
and Writings—may once have been more widely characterised 
by cases of נער with feminine singular referent, perhaps alongside 
more innovative  נערה, and in the course of compilation, redaction, 
and/or transmission during the Second Temple period or there-
after, cases of  נער with feminine singular referent in the CBH 
Prophets and Writings were standardised in line with contempo-
rary, i.e., post-exilic, conventions. Due to its early consolidation 
and revered status, the Torah, by contrast, largely escaped the 
secondary levelling processes applied to the rest of CBH. This 
does not preclude the possibility of the late addition of brief in-
sertions to the CBH corpus. If material was added to CBH mate-
rial—Torah, Prophets, or Writings—these would likely have been 
adapted to the prevailing norms of the section in question— נער 
in the Torah, נערה elsewhere. Against this, the difficulty of 
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successful late imitation of classical style, even in short additions, 
should not be ignored (see above, Introduction, §5.0).



11. ABSTRACT NOUNS ENDING IN -ŪT

Elitzur (2018a, 88–92) presents an interesting discussion on a 
distinction between the Pentateuch and the rest of the Bible when 
it comes to abstract nouns ending in -ūt. Basing his analysis on 
König (1895–1897 2/1, 205–6), but excluding words with vowel-
final base forms, e.g., פְדות ,כְסות ,בָרות—in which cases the ū is a 
part of the root and the ending is actually -t—Elitzur (2018a, 88 
and fn. 15) observes: 

Abstract nouns ending in -ūt are rare in the Pentateuch and 
are usually written defectively, without waw, whereas in 
the Prophets/Writings they are frequent and are generally 
spelled plene, with waw…. Note, however, that a final 
stressed ū vowel, which is not in the construct state or de-
clined, is also usually written plene in the Pentateuch. Nev-
ertheless, in the instances examined here, the spelling is 
defective. 

He then provides a table showing that the relevant absolute forms 
of the lexemes  ַתלֻׁ בְ ג  ‘twistedness’,  ְתדֻׁ בֵ כ  ‘heaviness’,  ְתיתֻׁ רִ כ  ‘di-
vorce’,  ִתנֻׁ כֵ סְ מ  ‘storage’,  ֵתדֻׁ ע  ‘testimony’,  ְת)י(תֻׁ מִ צ ‘perpetuity’, 
 rebelliousness’ come 45 times in‘ שְׁרִ)י(רות erectness’, and‘ קוֹמְמִיות
the Torah and are written with defective -ūt in 35 of those cases.1 
These and other nouns ending in -ūt come some 115 times outside 
the Torah and are written plene on 114 of those occasions. The 
obvious question is whether the regularity of defective spelling 

1 The ten cases of plene -ūt involve  (×1) קוֹמְמִיות and (×9) שְׁרִ)י(רות. 
Elitzur (2018a, 89) notes only one case of  ת  in the Torah, but this כְרִיתֻׁ
should be corrected to two. 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.11
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of the suffix in the Pentateuch is to be explained as due to mis-
match between the written and reading components. In other 
words, does the rarity of plene -ūt in the Pentateuch imply that a 
significant portion of the words with defective -ūt originally 
ended in a different suffix, so that the realisation -ūt was second-
arily imposed under the influence of later linguistic norms? 
Elitzur (2018a, 90, fn. 19) raises several possibilities as to the 
nature of the alternative ending, without committing himself to 
any of them. 

1.0. Diachrony 
The use of nouns ending in -ūt is commonly seen as especially 
characteristic of post-exilic forms of ancient Hebrew (see, e.g., 
Hornkohl 2011, 161, fn. 763, and the references there). Cohen 
(2012, 371–73) problematises this characterisation, noting, 
among other things, comparable numbers of lexemes in the Torah 
and LBH. Elitzur (2018a, 90, fn. 17) accepts Cohen’s view, argu-
ing that  

[t]he source of the error is the failure to distinguish be-
tween the different lexemes in counting the occurrences; 
the many occurrences of the lexeme מַלְכות in the late bib-
lical books tipped the balance. The use of the word  מַלְכות 
is one of the characteristic features of LBH, apparently un-
der the influence of Aramaic. 

Yet, Cohen’s methodology is open to question. It is not clear that 
counting lexemes is sufficient. The example of מַלְכות itself (on 
which see Hornkohl 2014a, 318–25; Hurvitz 2014, 165–70) 
shows that one must also be sensitive to the frequency of tokens 
of given lexemes, especially as the LBH corpus is far smaller than 
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that of either the Pentateuch or non-Pentateuchal CBH. The prev-
alence of nouns in -ūt in Aramaic and RH is also a factor to be 
given due weight in discussions of the diachronic character of the 
ending in BH. Finally, if the lexemes under discussion in this 
chapter are deemed to be words that end in a suffix other than -ūt, 
this would obviously reduce the number of CBH cases of words 
with that ending. For example, the lone ostensible form of char-
acteristically post-exilic מַלְכות in the Torah is in the Oracles of 
Balaam in Num. 24.7, the language of which is considered by 
several scholars ABH (see Mandell 2013, 325). Though the lex-
eme’s diagnostic lateness is not necessarily contradicted by spo-
radic early usage (Hornkohl 2014a, 6, fn. 15), it is interesting to 
note that the specific form מלכתו in Num. 24.7 is written defec-
tively, opening up the possibility that it was intended to reflect 
כָתוֹ תוֹ rather than מְלֻׁ   2.מַלְכֻׁ

2.0. Interpreting the Data 
There is no denying the orthographic distinctiveness of the abso-
lute forms of the nine -ūt-final lexemes, both within the Torah 
and within the Hebrew Bible. As Elitzur (2018a, 88) observes 
based on Barr (1989, 113–14), stressed u-vowels in closed sylla-
bles in absolute and undeclined forms are normally written plene 
in the Tiberian Torah, specifically, and in Tiberian BH, more gen-
erally. Moreover, the same ending is nearly always written plene 
outside the Torah. 

The question is whether this glaring distinction is merely 
orthographic in nature or reflects diverse morphology. If it is 

 
2 I thank my friend and colleague Ben Kantor for this observation. 
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even partially linguistic, then some portion of the cases would be 
explicable as instances of alternative endings secondarily inter-
preted as words ending in -ūt in conformity to more standard, 
and possibly later, Hebrew. It is, of course, also possible that de-
fective spellings of the -ūt ending were also once more frequent 
in CBH beyond the Torah, and only secondarily became plene in 
the process of textual growth and transmission. 

Some evidence for the possible orthographic character of 
the distinction between the Torah and the Prophets and Writings 
comes in the minority plene spelling of עֵדות ‘testimony’ (27× de-
fective in the Torah; 8× plene) and in the plene spellings of 
 rebelliousness’ (1×) in the‘ שְׁרִ)י(רות erectness’ (1×) and‘ קוֹמְמִיות
Tiberian Pentateuch. If these are early plene spellings, or at least 
plene spellings in line with early pronunciation, then they confirm 
the possibility of -ūt forms in the Torah. Of course, they in no 
way necessitate the -ūt interpretation of defectively spelled forms 
in the Torah. Also, it is not impossible that their plene spelling is 
itself secondary, early evidence of reinterpretation of the mor-
phology in line with a different, presumably later, morphological 
system, which the reading tradition reflected in the vocalisation 
only extended. 

 Due to the nature of the evidence, little can be said with 
certainty. The Tiberian Torah certainly exhibits archaism in this 
regard, but it is unclear whether the archaism in question is 
merely orthographic or morphological. 

Source-critically, most occurrences of -ūt lexemes in the To-
rah come in P (38 of 45). Of these, most spellings are defective 
(29 of 38). The other sources show incidence as follows: E (1 
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defective); R (1 defective); Dtr1 (2 of 3 defective); Other (2 defec-
tive). The relevant citations per Friedman (1989, 246–55) are: 
ת ת ;defective: Exod. 28.22 (P); 39.15 (P)—גַבְלֻׁ  ;defective: Exod. 14.25 (E)—כְבֵדֻׁ
ת ת ;defective: Deut. 24.1 (Other), 3 (Other)—כְרִיתֻׁ  defective: Deut. 8.9—מִסְכֵנֻׁ
(Dtr1); ת  ;defective: Exod. 16.34 (P); 25.16 (P), 21 (P), 22 (P); 26.34 (P)—עֵדֻׁ
27.21 (P); 30.6 (P), 6 (P), 26 (P), 36 (P); 31.7 (P), 18 (P); 32.15 (E); 34.29 (P); 
38.21 (P); 39.35 (P); 40.5 (P), 20 (P); Lev. 24.3 (P); Num. 1.50 (P), 53 (P); 4.5 
(P); 7.89 (P); 9.15 (R); 10.11 (P); 17.22 (P); 18.2 (P); plene: Exod. 26.33 (P); 
40.3 (P), 21 (P); Lev. 16.13 (P); Num. 1.53 (P); 17.19 (P), 23 (P), 25 (P); 
ת  ;plene: Lev. 26.13 (P)—קוֹמְמִיות ;defective: Lev. 25.23 (P), 30 (P)—צְמִ)י(תֻׁ
 plene: Deut. 29.18 (Dtr1)—שְׁרִירות

If -ūt endings are especially characteristic of later forms of an-
cient Hebrew, their accumulation in the Torah in P may be sig-
nificant. The apparent significance of this fact is tempered, 
though, by the frequency of ו(ת(  accounting for 35 of the 45 ,עֵדֻׁ
occurrences in the Torah and 35 of the 38 in P, as well as by the 
appearance of nouns ending in -ūt in other purported Penta-
teuchal sources.



 



12. ORTHOGRAPHY

In each of the eleven foregoing chapters, it has been argued that 
inner-CBH distinctiveness separating the CBH of the Tiberian To-
rah from extra-Pentateuchal CBH may be linguistic and dia-
chronic in nature. Chs 1–7 dealt with features on which the writ-
ten and reading components of the combined Tiberian tradition 
agree on such distinctiveness. Chs 8–11 focused on distinction 
only as far as the written component is concerned, the pronunci-
ation component smoothing out distinctions in conformity to the 
combined Masoretic biblical written-pronunciation standard out-
side the Pentateuch. In other words, the features discussed in chs 
8–11 involve apparent dissonance between the written and pro-
nunciation components in the Torah, while the two components 
are in sync in regard to the relevant features in the rest of the 
Masoretic Bible.  

There is, of course, an alternative view. One may view the 
features discussed in chs 8–11 as instances of purely orthographic, 
rather than linguistic, peculiarity. In that case, FS הוא, the femi-
nine plural yiqṭol suffix  -ן , and נער with a feminine singular refer-
ent are to be considered linguistically identical to their respective 
forms as written and vocalised in the MT beyond the Torah, the 
difference being restricted to the level of their written represen-
tation (consisting of consonants plus matres lectionis). While the 
inaccessibility of the full phonological reality behind such writ-
ten forms makes a purely orthographic explanation for such fea-
tures in the Torah impossible either to prove or to disprove, the 
broad context of the discussions above—coming after chs 1–7, in 

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.12
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which mere orthographic explanations are inadequate to account 
for the diversity—favours a linguistic rather than orthographic 
explanation. 

This does not, however, mean that the orthography of the 
Masoretic Pentateuch should be considered unremarkable in the 
context of that of the rest of the Bible, in general, and of CBH, 
more specifically. Indeed, the overall defective nature of the To-
rah’s orthography is distinctive within the MT. The significance 
of this fact may be questioned. For while meaningful correlations 
between orthography and chronology can be drawn—defective 
spelling customs chronologically preceding plene spelling cus-
toms—the reality of secondary developments in the spelling of 
the relevant Tiberian biblical evidence raises doubts as to its au-
thenticity and reliability, i.e., to the depth of its historical testi-
mony. The question boils down to whether meaningful early data 
can be perceived among the noise of secondary developments. 

1.0. The Development of Ancient Hebrew Spelling 
The spelling in the earliest uncontested Hebrew texts is most 
compellingly interpreted as largely defective in terms of medial 
vowels and plene in terms of final vowels (Zevit 1980 traces the 
development). Several apparent instances of plene medial vowels 
may be explained as diphthongs or as historical spellings thereof, 
e.g., בעוד ‘while still’ (Siloam l. 2),  מוצא ‘spring’ (Siloam l. 5), 
whereas several apparent cases of word-final defective vowels are 
explicable as non-Tiberian consonant-final variants, עת ‘now’ 
(Arad 2.1; 3.1; 18.3; 40.4; Lachish 2.3, 3; 3.4; 4.1, 2), הית ‘there 
was (FS)’ (Siloam l. 3), והנ ‘and behold’ (Arad 40.9). Bona fide 
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word-medial plene spellings include ארור ‘cursed’ (Silwan tomb l. 
 the covenant’ (Ketef Ḥinnom‘ הברית ,man’ (Arad 40.7, 8)‘ איש ,(2
מהפקיד ו ,(1.4  ‘and you will commit them into the charge (Arad 
 .good’ (Lachish 4.2)‘ טוב ,to warn’ (Arad 24.18)‘ להעיד  ,(15–24.14

No text in the Masoretic Bible is characterised by spelling 
conventions as regularly defective as those of the Iron Age He-
brew inscriptions. Contrast, for example, the consistent medial 
defectiveness of the nominal plural endings  -ם  -im and  -ת  -ot in 
the inscriptions with their regular plene orthography in all BH 
evidence. This means either that the earliest biblical texts were 
written later than the inscriptions or, alternatively, that their or-
thography, once more defective, was updated over the course of 
their literary and textual development and transmission. 

Evidence for the latter alternative is forthcoming from sev-
eral DSS versions of biblical texts. Whereas most biblical manu-
scripts from Qumran and other sites in the Judaean Desert are 
characterised by orthography as plene as, if not more plene than, 
that of the MT, a few manuscripts exhibit consistently more de-
fective orthography. It is reasonable to interpret these as offering 
a slightly earlier snapshot of the biblical spelling tradition than 
that seen in the Tiberian tradition. 

1.1. Pre-Tiberian Orthography 

1.1.1. 4QDeuteronomyd (4Q31) 

4QDeutd (4Q31) presents a version of Deut. 2.24–36 and 3.14–
4.1 textually approximate to MT Deuteronomy, with plusses of 
 || in 4QDeutd 2.17 על in 4QDeutd 1.6 || MT Deut. 2.25 and of את
MT Deut. 3.27 and a minus of  -ו in 4QDeutd 2.2 || MT Deut. 3.15. 
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The most conspicuous difference between the two is ortho-
graphic. While both texts utilise final and medial matres lectionis, 
and while the texts frequently exhibit defective and plene spell-
ings in the same places, on the thirteen occasions where they dif-
fer, it is 4QDeutd that consistently presents the more defective 
spelling, apparently preserving a typologically earlier ortho-
graphic portrait than that exhibited in MT Deuteronomy. 
4QDeutd (4Q31) 1.5–17 [link] || MT Deut. 2.24–36 

 
 הזההיוםמהמלח   בו ת֯ג֯רוהרשהחלארצוואתהאמריחשבוןמלךסיחןאת

ן ת־סִיחֹׁ֨ שְׁב֧וֹן ...אֶׁ ך־חֶׁ לֶׁ ֽ י מֶׁ אֱמֹרִִ֛ וֹ הָֽ ת־אַרְצֻ֖ ל וְאֶׁ שׁ הָחִֵּׁ֣ וֹ רֶָ֑ ר בֻ֖ וֹם וְהִתְגָֻׁ֥ ה׃ הַיִּׁ֣ ה מִלְחָמָֽ   הַזִֶּׁ֗

ו֯ן אשר הש֯מ֯ים  כלתחתהעמיםפניעלויראתךפחדךתתאחל שמעךתא   ישמע 
ת אָחֵל   ים עַל־פְנֵי   וְיִרְאִָּׁ֣תְךָ֔  פַחְדְךָ   תֵ֤ עַמִ֔ חַת הָֽ יִם תַֻ֖ ר כָל־הַשָמֶָ֑ ֤   שִׁמְעֲךָ֔        יִשְׁמְעון   אֲשֶׁׁ

שלוםדברי חשבון מלך סיחן   אל   קדמת מדברממלאכיםואשלח.מפניךוחלוורגזו
ו ו וְרָגְזֻׁ֥ שְׁלַ֤ח וְחָלֻ֖ יךָ׃ וָאֶׁ ֽ ר קְדֵמ֔  מַלְאָכִים   מִפָנֶׁ ל־סִיחֻ֖  תוֹמִמִדְבִַּׁ֣ ך ןוֹאֶׁ לֶׁ ִּׁ֣ וֹן מֶׁ שְׁבֶ֑ י חֶׁ וֹם דִבְרֵֻׁ֥   שָׁלֻ֖

ךבדבארצךלאמר  אעברה  ף֯ בכסכלושמאל   א   ימין אסור לא אלך בדרך ר 
ה עְבְרִָּׁ֣ ר׃ אֶׁ ךָ לֵאמֹֽ ך בְאַרְצֶׁ֔ רֶׁ ֻׁ֥ ך  בַדֶׁ רֶׁ ֻ֖ א אֵלֵֶ֑ך בַדֶׁ ֹֻׁ֥ ור ל ין אָסֻ֖ א יָמִֻׁ֥ ֹֽ לוושְׂמ כֶׁ ף  ל׃ אִֹּׁ֣ סֶׁ ֤   בַכֶׁ

רגלי  כאשר אעברה   רק שתיתיוליתתןבכסףומיםואכלתיתשברני  לי    עשו ב 
נִי   לְתִי תַשְׁבִרֵ  יִם וְאָכַ֔ ף ומִַ֛ סֶׁ ֻׁ֥ י בַכֶׁ ן־לִֻ֖ יתִי תִתֶׁ ק וְשָׁתִֶ֑ ה  רַֻ֖ עְבְרָֻׁ֥ ר אֶׁ י׃ כַאֲשֶׁׁׁ֨ י בְרַגְלָֽ שׂו־לִֵ֜   עָֽ

 הירדן    תאאעבראשרעד ב֯ע֯ר֯  הישבים  והמואביםבשעירהישביםעשובני
ו בְנִֵּׁ֣י שְׁבִים   עֵשִָּׂ֗ יר הַיֹֽ ים בְשֵׂעִ֔ וֹאָבִ֔ ים וְהַמִּׁ֣ ר הַישְֹׁבִֻ֖ ד בְעֶָ֑ עֱברֹ   עַ֤ ֽ ר־אֶׁ ֽ ן אֲשֶׁׁ ת־הַיַרְדֵ֔   אֶׁ

 כי  בו ע֯ברנוהחשבוןמלךןסיח   אבה ולאלנונתןאלהינויהוהראש   ר֯ץהאאל
ץ ל־הָאָֹ֕רֶׁ ר־יְהוָֻׁ֥ה  אֶׁ ינו אֲשֶׁׁ ן אֱלהֵֻ֖ א נֹתֵֻׁ֥ ִֹּׁ֣ נו׃ וְל ה לָֽ ך סִיחֹן   אָבִָּ֗ לֶׁ ִּׁ֣ שְׁב֔וֹן מֶׁ נו חֶׁ וֹ הַעֲבִרֵֻ֖ י־ בֶ֑  כִֽ

ןלבבואתואמץרוחואתאלהיך ו֯ה֯ יההקשה ך  ב תתו ל֯מ֯ע  ד   א֯מ֯ר֯  ויזהה כיום י 
ה הִקְשָׁה֩  יךָ יְהוָׁ֨ וֹ אֱלהֵֶׁ֜ ת־רוחִּ֗ ת־לְבָב֔וֹ וְאִמֵץ   אֶׁ עַן אֶׁ וֹ לְמִַ֛ וֹם בְיָדְךָֻ֖  תִתֻׁ֥ ֽה׃ כַיֻׁ֥ ר הַזֶׁ אמֶׁ ֹ֤   וַי

צו אאתשתלר֯  רש החל ארצוואתסיחןאתלפניךתתהחלתיראהאלייהוה  ר 
י יְהוָה   ה  אֵלַ֔ תִי   רְאִֵּ֗ חִל  ת הַֽ יךָ תִֵּׁ֣ ן לְפָנֶׁ֔ ת־סִיחֹֻ֖ וֹ אֶׁ ת־אַרְצֶ֑ ל וְאֶׁ שׁ הָחִֵּׁ֣ ת רָ֔ שֶׁׁ ֻ֖ ת־אַרְצֽוֹ׃ לָרֶׁ  אֶׁ

  נולפני אלהינו   יהוה  נ֯הוויתיהצהלמלחמהעמווכלהואלקראתנוסיחןויצא
ן וַיֵצֵא֩  נו סִיחֹׁ֨ וֹ ה֧וא לִקְרָאתֵֵ֜ ה וְכָל־עַמִ֛ ָֽיִתְנִֵ֛הו לַמִלְחָמָֻ֖ הְצָה׃ וַֽ ינו יְהוָֻׁ֥ה יָֽ  לְפָנֵֶ֑ינו אֱלהֵֻ֖

 ל  כאתונחרםאה֯ה֯י֯  בעת   ו֯ עריכלאתונלכדעמוכלואתבנוואתאתוונך
ָֽך וֹ וַנַֻׁ֥ ת־בְנוֹ אֹתִ֛ יו וְאֶׁ ד בָנָֻ֖ ת־כָל־עַמֽוֹ׃ וַנִלְכֹ֤ ת־כָל־עָרָיו   וְאֶׁ ת  אֶׁ וא  בָעִֵּׁ֣ נַחֲרֵם   הַהִ֔ ת־כָל־ וַֽ  אֶׁ

ה   שריד  רקהשארנולאוהטףוהנשיםמתםעיר המ   ר֯ים העושלללנובזזנו הב 
יר ם  עִִּׁ֣ ים מְתִ֔ ף וְהַנָשִֻׁ֖ א וְהַטֶָ֑ ֹֻׁ֥ ק הִשְׁאַֻ֖רְנו ל יד׃ רַֻׁ֥ ה שָׂרִֽ נו בָזִַָּֽׁ֣זְנו הַבְהֵמָֻ֖ ל לֶָ֑ ים ושְׁלַֻׁ֥ עָרִֻ֖   הֶׁ

רוהעארנןנחלשפתעלאשרמערערלכדנואשר  הי֯ת֯ה   א֯ ל הגלעד    ועד בנחל אשר י 
ר ֻׁ֥ ר  אֲשֶׁׁ עֲרעֵֵֹ֡ דְנו׃ מֵֽ ר֩  לָכָֽ חַל אֲשֶׁׁ ן עַל־שְׂפַת־נַׁ֨ יר אַרְנֵֹ֜ ר וְהָעִׁ֨ ֤ חַל   אֲשֶׁׁ ד בַנַ  א וְעַד־הַגִלְעָ֔ ֹ֤ יְתָה   ל  הָֽ
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4QDeutd (4Q31) 2.1–21 || MT Deut 3.14–4.1 
 

הזהוםהי֯  ד֯ עיאיר ו֯ת  חהבשןאתשמועלאתםויקראוהמעכתיהגשוריגבול
ול י גְבֻׁ֥ י הַגְשׁורִֻ֖ עֲכָתִֶ֑ ם וַיִקְרָא֩  וְהַמַֽ ת־הַבָשָׁן   עַל־שְׁמ֤וֹ אֹתָׁ֨ ת אֶׁ יר חַוִֹּׁ֣ ד יָאִ֔ וֹם עַֻ֖ ה׃ הַיֻׁ֥ ֽ  הַזֶׁ

ארנןלנח    עד  הגלעד     מןֵֵ֛֛ת֯ינת י֯ ולגדולראובניהגלעד  אתנתתיולמכיר
יר תִי ולְמָכִֻ֖ ד׃  נָתַֻׁ֥ ת־הַגִלְעָֽ י אֶׁ אובֵנִׁ֨ י וְלָרֻׁ תִי וְלַגָדִֵ֜ ן  עַד־נִַּׁ֣חַלוְ  מִן־הַגִלְעָד   נָתַ֤  אַרְנֹ֔

וגבלירדןוה והערבה. עמון בני גבול ל֯ הנחיבקועדוגבלהנחלתוך
וֹך ל הַנַֻ֖חַל תֻׁ֥ ֶ֑ ק וְעַד   וגְבֻׁ חַל יַבִֹּׁ֣ ול הַנַ֔ י גְבֻ֖ העַמֽוֹן׃  בְנֵֻׁ֥ עֲרָבָֻ֖ ן וְהָֽ ל  וְהַיַרְדִֵּׁ֣ ֶ֑  וגְבֻׁ

אצו   חהמזר֯  הפסגה אשדת תחת  המלחיםהערבהים ועד כנרתמ  אתכם  ו 
ת רֶׁ ד מִכִנִֶּׁ֗ עֲרָבָה   יָ֤ם וְעַׁ֨ לַח  יִָּׁ֣ם הָֽ חַת  הַמֶׁ֔ ת תִַ֛ חָה׃  הַפִסְגָֻ֖ה אַשְׁדֹֻׁ֥ ו מִזְרָֽ ם  וָאֲצִַּׁ֣ תְכֶׁ֔  אֶׁ

ז֯את הארץ֯   את לכם נתן אלהיכם ה֯ יהולאמרההיא ת  בע   חלצים לרשתה  ה 
ת וא  בָעֵֻׁ֥ ר הַהִֻ֖ ם יְהוִָּׁ֣ה לֵאמֶֹ֑ ן  אֱלהֵיכִֶּׁ֗ ם נָתַׁ֨ ץ לָכֵֶׁ֜ ת־הָאָרֶׁ֤ הּ הַזאֹת   אֶׁ יםוחֲל לְרִשְׁתָ֔  צִִּׁ֣

ת֯י֯  ומקנכם כםטפ֯   םיכנ֯ש֯  רק֯     חיל בני  כל ישראל   בני ח֯י֯כ֯םאלפניתעברו  ידע 
ו עַבְרִּ֗ ם לִפְנִֵ֛י תַֽ ֻׁ֥ ל אֲחֵיכֶׁ י־יִשְׂרָאֵֻ֖ יִל׃  בְנֵֽ ק כָל־בְנֵי־חָֽ ִּׁ֣ם רְַ֠ ם   נְשֵׁיכֶׁ ם   וְטַפְכֶׁ עְתִי ומִקְנֵכֶׁ  יָדַֹ֕

נהמכי ה   יני֯ח    א֯שרעד   לכם֯  נתתי אשר בעריכם ישבו לכם רב ק  ו  אחיכםל     י֯ה 
ֻׁ֥ה י־מִקְנֶׁ ב כִֽ ֶ֑ם רַֻ֖ ם יֵֽשְׁבו   לָכֶׁ רֵיכֶׁ֔ ר בְעִָּׁ֣ ֻׁ֥ תִי אֲשֶׁׁ ם׃  נָתַֻ֖ ֽ ד לָכֶׁ יחַ  עְַ֠ ר־יָנִׁ֨ ה  אֲשֶׁׁ ם   ׀ יְהוָֻׁ֥ אֲחֵיכֶׁ   לַֽ

ל֯ה֯  יהוה אשר הארץ  את הם  גם וירשו ככם הירדןרבעב֯  להם נתן  כ֯ם  יא 
ם   ו כָכֶׁ ם וְיָרְשִּׁׁ֣ ץ גַם־הֵ֔ ת־הָאָֹ֕רֶׁ ר אֶׁ ִ֛ם יְהוָ֧ה אֲשֶׁׁׁ֨ ן אֱלהֵיכֶׁ ם  נֹתֵֻׁ֥ ֻ֖ ר לָהֶׁ בֶׁ ן בְעִֵּׁ֣  הַיַרְדֵֶ֑

בתם הושע  ואת   לכם נתתי אשר לירשתו איש וש  ההיא בעת צויתי  י 
ם ישׁ וְשַׁבְתִֶּׁ֗ שָת֔וֹ אִֵ֚ ירֻׁ ר לִֽ ֻׁ֥ תִי אֲשֶׁׁ ם׃  נָתַֻ֖ ֽ ת־יְהוֹשִּׁׁ֣  לָכֶׁ יתִי עַ ווְאֶׁ ת צִוֵ֔ וא  בָעֵֻׁ֥  הַהִֻ֖

יכםאהוהי   עשה אשר  כל את הראת עיניך לאמר לההא֯  המלכים֯  לשני ל֯ה 
ר ִּׁ֣יךָ לֵאמֶֹ֑ ת  עֵינֶׁ ר אֵת֩  הָראִֹֹּ֗ ה  כָל־אֲשֶׁׁׁ֨ ם   יְהוָ֤ה עָשֵָׂ֜ ים לִשְׁנֵי   אֱלהֵיכֶׁ ה  הַמְלָכִִּׁ֣ לֶׁ   הָאֵ֔

אם ל֯א  שמה עבר אתה אשר  הממלכת  לכל יהוה יעשה  כן ר   יהוה כי   תי 
ה ֤ ן־יַעֲשֶׁׂ ר תוֹלְכָל־הַמַמְלָכ֔  יְהוָה   כֵֽ ֻׁ֥ ה אֲשֶׁׁ ר אַתָֻ֖ מָה׃  עֹבֵֻׁ֥ א שָֽׁ ֹֻ֖ ירָאֶ֑  ל י םותְִ   יְהוִָּׁ֣ה כִֵ֚

  אדני   לאמר י֯אההבעתיהוהלא  ואתחנן      לכם הנלחם  ה֯ו֯א   אלהי֯כ֯ם֯ 
ם וא אֱלֽהֵיכֶׁ֔ ם הֻ֖ ם׃ הַנִלְחָֻׁ֥ ֽ ָֽן ס  לָכֶׁ תְחַנַֻ֖ ל־יְהוֶָ֑ה וָאֶׁ ת אֶׁ וא בָעֵֻׁ֥ ר׃  הַהִֻ֖  אֲדנִָֹּׁ֣י  לֵאמֹֽ

 אשר החזקה ידךואתגדלךאתעבדך  את    להראת  החלת אתה יהוה
ה ה יְהוִִּ֗ חִל   אַתָ֤ ת־עַבְדְךָ֔  ת וֹלְהַרְאִּׁ֣  תָ  וֹהַֽ ֽ ת־גָדְלְךָ֔  אֶׁ ת־יָדְךָֻ֖  אֶׁׁ֨ ה וְאֶׁ ר הַחֲזָָקֶָ֑ ֤   אֲשֶׁׁ

 ואראה  נא  ע֯ברהאוכגבורתךכמעשיךיעשהאשר ץ֯ רב֯א֯ ו בשמים אל  מי
יִם מִי־אֵל   ץ בַשָמִַּׁ֣ ה ובָאָרֶׁ֔ ֻׁ֥ ר־יַעֲשֶׁׂ יךָ אֲשֶׁׁ ֻ֖ ךָ׃  כְמַעֲשֶׁׂ ֽ א וְכִגְבורתֶֹׁ עְבְרָה־נִָּ֗ ה   אֶׁ רְאֶׁ   וְאֶׁ

זההטובההרהירדןרבעב   אשר  הטבה הארץ  את  ד ויתעב      והלבנון ה 
ץ ת־הָאִָּׁ֣רֶׁ הוֹהַט אֶׁ ר בָ֔ ֻ֖ ר אֲשֶׁׁ בֶׁ ן בְעִֵּׁ֣ ר הַיַרְדֵֶ֑ וֹב הָהָֻׁ֥ ֻ֖ה הַטִ֛   רוַיִתְעַבֵׁ֨  וְהַלְבָנֽוֹן׃  הַזֶׁ

 דבר  תסף  אל לך ב֯ ראלייהוהויאמראלי שמע ולא למענכם בי יהוה
ם בִי   יְהוָֻׁ֥ה עַנְכֶׁ֔ א לְמִַּׁ֣ ֹֻׁ֥ ע וְל י שָׁמַֻ֖ ר  אֵלֶָ֑ אמֶׁ ֹׁ֨ ך אֵלַי   יְהוָ֤ה וַי ףוֹאַל־תִּ֗  רַב־לָ֔ ר סֶׁ   דַבֵֻׁ֥

ה֯ עהזהרב֯ד֯ב֯  עוד אלי   ותימנה וצפנה    ים  עיניך֯  אוש הפסגה ראש על ל 
י וֹד אֵלִַ֛ ר עֻ֖ ֽה׃  בַדָבָֻׁ֥ אשׁ    ׀ עֲלִֵּׁ֣ה  הַזֶׁ ִֹּׁ֣ ה ר א הַפִסְגִָּ֗ ִ֛יךָ וְשָֻׁׂ֥ נָה  יָ֧מָה עֵינֶׁ נָה  וְצָפִֹ֛  וְתֵימָֻׁ֥

 וחזקהו יהושע  ת֯ אווצ֯    הזה הירדן  את תעבר לא֯   כי נ֯י֯ך֯ בעיוראה ומזרחה֯ 
חָה ה ומִזְרָֻ֖ ֶ֑יךָ ורְאִֵּׁ֣ א  בְעֵינֶׁ ֹֻׁ֥ ר כִי־ל ן תַעֲבֹֻ֖ ת־הַיַרְדֵֻׁ֥ ֽה׃  אֶׁ ו הַזֶׁ עַ  וְצַֻׁ֥ ֻ֖ ת־יְהוֹשֻׁׁ הו אֶׁ   וְחַזְָקִֵּׁ֣

1 
14 

2 
15–16 

3 
16–17 

4 
17–18 

5 
18 

6 
18–19 

7 
19–20 

8 
20 

9 
20–21 

10 
21 

11 
21–22 

12 
22–24 

13 
24 

14 
24–25 

15 
25–26 

16 
26 

17 
26–27 

18 
27–28 
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י֯  יעבר הוא כיואמצהו אשר ץ֯ האר  את  אתם   ינ֯ח֯ל והוא הזה העם לפנ 
הו וא וְאַמְצֵֶ֑ ר כִי־הִּׁ֣ ם לִפְנֵי   יַעֲבִֹּ֗ ה הָעִָּׁ֣ םוֹא לייַנְחִִּׁ֣  וְהוא   הַזֶׁ֔ ץ  תָ֔ ת־הָאָֻ֖רֶׁ ר אֶׁ ֻׁ֥   אֲשֶׁׁ

    פעור בית מול ב֯גיא ונשבתראה
ה׃  ֽ ב תִרְאֶׁ יְא וַנִֵּׁ֣שֶׁׁ ול בַגָ֔ ית מֻ֖  פ  פְעֽוֹר׃ בֵֻׁ֥

   .לעשותאתכםמלמדאנכיאשר המשפטים֯   אלוחקיםה֯   אלשמעישראלועתה

ה ל וְעַתִָּׁ֣ ע יִשְׂרָאִֵּ֗ קִים   שְׁמַ֤ חֻׁ ל־הַֽ ים אֶׁ ל־הַמִשְׁפָטִ֔ ר וְאֶׁ ֧ י אֲשֶׁׁ ד אָֽנֹכִִ֛ ם מְלַמֵֻׁ֥ ֻ֖ תְכֶׁ וֹת אֶׁ  לַעֲשֶׂ֑

19 
28 

20 
28–29 

21 
4.1 

The orthographic discrepancies are collected in the Table below. 
Table 1: Summary of orthographic discrepancies between 4QDeutd 
(4Q31) and MT Deuteronomy 

DSS MT Gloss 4QDeutd 
(4Q31) 

MT 
Deut. 

תוֹקְדֵמ֔  קדמת  ‘Kedemoth’ 1.7 2.26 
ןוֹסִיחֻ֖  סיחן  ‘Sihon’ 1.7 2.26 
א ושמאל  ֹֽ לוושְׂמ  ‘or left’ 1.8 2.27 
יםוחֲל חלצים צִִּׁ֣  ‘equipped’ 2.5 3.18 
הושע עַ ויְהוֹשִּׁׁ֣  י   ‘Joshua’ 2.9 3.21 
ת וֹהַמַמְלָכ֔  הממלכת   ‘the kingdoms’ 2.11 3.21 

אם ר  ירָאֶ֑  תי  םותְִ  ‘you will (not) fear 
them’ 2.11 3.22 

חִל   החלת  תָ  וֹהַֽ  ‘you have begun’ 2.13 3.24 
ת וֹלְהַרְאִּׁ֣  להראת   ‘to show’ 2.13 3.24 
הוֹהַט הטבה בָ֔  ‘the good’ 2.15 3.25 
ףוֹתִּ֗  תסף סֶׁ  ‘do (not) continue’ 2.16 3.26 
לייַנְחִִּׁ֣  ינ֯ח֯ל  ‘he will give possession’ 2.19 3.28 
םוֹא אתם תָ֔  ‘them’ 2.19 3.28 
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1.1.2. 4QPalaeoJobc (4Q101) 

One of twelve DSS biblical scrolls written in palaeo-Hebrew script 
(see Tov 2004b, 246–48; 2012, 97, fn. 163, 123, 207), 4QPalaeo-
Jobc (4Q101) is a highly fragmentary manuscript with a single 
textual difference vis-à-vis MT Job in [איחל]ה  (f3.4) || ל  MT) אֲיַחֵֶ֑
Job 14.14). Beyond this, all differences are orthographic, with 
4QPalaeoJobc consistently exhibiting more defective spelling 
than L (see Seow 2011). 
4QPalaeoJobc (4Q101) f1–2.1–10 [link] || MT Job 13.18–27 
 

 1   י֯ ◦א                                            

א  ק׃  הִנֵה־נָֹ֭ צְדָֽ י אֶׁ י־אֲנִֻׁ֥ עְתִי כִֽ דִַּ֗ ט יְָּ֝ כְתִי מִשְׁפֶָ֑  18 עָרִַּׁ֣

 2   ואגוע[]

ע׃ ָ גְוָֽ ישׁ ָָוְאֶׁ ה אַחֲרִִּׁ֣ י־עַתָֻ֖ י כִֽ יב עִמָדִֶ֑  19 ָָָֽֽֽמִי־הוֹ֭א יָרִִּׁ֣

 3  תראס לא[              

ר׃  סָתֵֽ א אֶׁ ִֹּׁ֣ יךָ  ָָל פָנִֶּׁ֗ ז מְִּ֝ י אָֻׁ֥ עַשׂ עִמָדִֶ֑ תַיִם אַל־תִַּׁ֣  20 אַך־שְֹׁ֭

 4 

נִי׃ ל־תְבַעֲתַֽ מָתְךִָּ֗ אַֽ אֵֻׁ֥ ק וְְּ֝ י הַרְחֶַ֑  21 כַפְךָ מֵעָלִַּׁ֣

 5 

נִי׃  ר וַהֲשִׁיבֵֽ דַבִֵּ֗ ֶ֑ה אֽוֹ־אְֲּ֝ עֱנֶׁ ֽ י אֶׁ  22 וקְרָא וְאָנֹכִִּׁ֣

 6 נ֯י

נִי׃ י הֹדִיעֵֽ י וְְּ֝חַטָאתִִּ֗ שְׁעִֻׁ֥ וֹת פִֽ וֹת וְחַטָאֶ֑ י עֲוֹנִּׁ֣ ה לִֹ֭  23 כַמִָּׁ֣

 7 לך   איב

נִי לְא יר וְתַחְשְׁבֵֻ֖ יךָ תַסְתִֶ֑ ֻׁ֥ מָה־פָנֶׁ ך׃ וֹלָֽ  24 יִֵּׁ֣ב ָָָלָֽ

 8 רדףת ש־

ִּׁ֣ה עָלֶׁ שׁ הֶׁ שׁ יָבִֵּׁ֣ ת־קַֻ֖ וֹץ וְאֶׁ ף תַעֲרֶ֑ ף׃ נִדִָּׁ֣  25 ָָתִרְדֹֽ

 9   נערי  עונת ָָָ  ֵ֛  י־כי

נִי עֲוֹנֻׁ֥  וֹת וְְּ֝תוֹרִישִֵּׁ֗ י מְררֶֹ֑ ב עָלִַּׁ֣ י־תִכְתִֹּׁ֣ י׃ ות נְעוֹכִֽ  26 רָֽ

 10   ארחתי  

וֹר כָל־אָרְח י וְתִשְׁמֻׁ֥ ד ׀ רַגְלִַּ֗ ם בַסַׁ֨ שֵׂ֤ ה׃ וֹוְתָֹ֘ ֽ י תִתְחַקֶׁ גְלִַּ֗ י רְַּ֝ י עַל־שָׁרְשֵֻׁׁ֥  27 תֶָ֑

 
  

https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-298681
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4QPalaeoJobc (4Q101) f3.1–8 || MT Job 14.13–18 

 
      ֵ֛  ָָָ  1 ־ש֯א֯ ̇בָ

ן י יִתֵׁ֨ ךָ  מִ֤ ֶ֑ וב אַפֶׁ סְתִירֵנִי עַד־שִּׁׁ֣ נִי תַֹ֭  13 ׀ בִשְׁא֬וֹל ָָָתַצְפִנִֵּ֗

 2 זכרניות   חק

נִי׃ ק וְתִזְכְרֵֽ י חִֹּׁ֣ ית לִֻ֖ שִֻׁׁ֥   תָ֤

תימ־אם  3 ־גב ו 

י   י צְבָאִִּׁ֣ ֻׁ֥ה כָל־יְמִֵּׁ֣ חְיֶׁ ר הֲיִַ֫ בֶׁ ות גִֶּׁ֗  14 אִם־יָמֻׁ֥

 4   בא֯ ־עד האיחל

ל   עַד־בְִּּ֝֗  ֶָֽ֑ךָ וֹאֲיַחֵֶ֑ עֱנֶׁ ֽ י אֶׁ י׃ תִקְרָא וְאָנֹכִִּׁ֣  14–15 א חֲלִיפָתִֽ

 5 תכ   ידיך ה̇מ֯ע֯ש ל

י־  ף׃ כִֽ יךָ ָתִכְסֹֽ ִּׁ֣ ה יָדֶׁ מַעֲשֵֻׂ֖  לְֽ

 

16–15 

 6 חטאתי־־לאָָ    תספר צעדי תהע

י תִסְפֶ֑  תָה צְעָדִַּׁ֣ י׃וֹעַֹ֭ וֹר עַל־חַטָאתִֽ שְׁמִּ֗ א־תְִּ֝ ֹֽ   ר ל

 7 עוני־ פשעי֯ ָָָָ    צררת֯ ח

ם ִּׁ֣ יר וֹבִצְרִּׁ֣  חָתֻׁ י׃ ָֽפִשְׁעִֶ֑ ל עַל־עֲוֹנִֽ תִטְפִֹּ֗  17 וְַּ֝

 8 ל  נפ־

ק מִמְקֹמֽוֹ׃ עְתַֻׁ֥ ור יֶׁ וֹל וְְּ֝צִּ֗ ל יִבֶ֑ אולָם הַר־נוֹפִֵּׁ֣  18 וְֹ֭

The orthographic discrepancies are collected in the Table below. 
Table 2: Summary of orthographic discrepancies between 4QPaleoJobc 
(4Q101) and MT Job 

DSS MT Gloss 4QPaleoJobc (4Q101) MT Job 
איבל יִֵּׁ֣בוֹלְא   ‘as an enemy’ f1–2.7 13.24 

תוֹעֲוֹנֻׁ֥  עונת  ‘iniquities’ f1–2.9 13.26 
יונְע נערי רָֽ  ‘my youth’ f1–2.9 13.26 
יוֹאָרְח ארחתי תֶָ֑  ‘my paths’ f1–2.10 13.27 
אוֹבְִּּ֝֗  בא֯   ‘coming of’ f3.4 14.141 
ר וֹתִסְפֶ֑  תספר   ‘(you) count’ f3.6 14.16 
צררב רוֹבִצְרִּׁ֣    ‘in a bundle’ f3.7 14.17 

 
1 Seow (2011, 64–65) omits this example from his list of orthographic 
discrepancies between 4QPalaeoJobc and MT Job. 
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Admitting that the fragmentary character of 4QPaleoJobc 
(4Q101) leaves a great deal unknown, in the extant material it 
consistently presents more defective spelling than the relevant 
MT material. 

See further on 4QSamuelb (4Q52) in §2.0, below. 

1.2. Proto-Tiberian Orthography 

Along with evidence of pre-Tiberian biblical orthography charac-
terised by comparatively early typological defectiveness, there is 
also Second Temple and late antique evidence of proto-Tiberian 
orthography, which is largely consistent with Tiberian orthogra-
phy proper (as seen in L and A). 

1.2.1. 1QIsaiahb (1Q8)  

Ulrich and Flint’s (2010, II:200) comparison of MT Isaiah and 
1QIsaiahb (1Q8) determined there to be 161 cases of ortho-
graphic deviation and 622 individual textual variants (some con-
sisting of several words). Even so, no diachronically meaningful 
pattern of distinction was detected. Indeed, most of the variants 
between these two editions of Isaiah mirror the frequent disa-
greements among the book’s various Masoretic manuscripts, so 
that 1QIsab should be classified, in the words of its editors, “as 
belonging to the textual group that eventually emerges as the 
Masoretic family” (Ulrich and Flint 2010, II:200). 
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1QIsaiahb (1Q8) 16.1–26 || MT Isaiah 38.11b–40.52 
י֯ ָ ס֯ע  י נד֯ו֯ר֯ ָֽ       161. ע   קפדתיונגלה֯ מ֯ני כאהל ר 
.3811b–12  וֹד ם עֻ֖ יט אָדִָ֛ לאַבִֻׁ֥ דֶׁ וֹשְׁבֵי חָֽ דְתִי  12׃ עִם־יֻׁ֥ י קִפַׁ֨ ל רעִֶֹ֑ הֶׁ י כְאִֹּׁ֣ ה מִנִֻ֖ ע וְנִגְלִָ֛ י נִסַ֧  דוֹרִִּ֗

לימני ־כארג חיי מדלה יבצעני מיום עד 2 ש  ס עגור֯ ָָֽֽ    ל֯י֯לה ת   אצפצףכ֯ן  ָ כסי 
נִי 12, 14 יְלָה תַשְׁלִימֵֽ וֹם עַד־לַֻ֖ נִי מִיֻׁ֥ ה יְבַצְעֵ֔ ג חַיַי  מִדַלִָּׁ֣ ף 14׃ כָאֹרֵ֤ ן אֲצַפְצֵ֔  כְס֤וס עָגור  כִֵּׁ֣

 לי והוא־ראדבר ואמ  ־מהָָ ָֽ    ערבני  יל־ה֯וה חשקהאהגה כיונה דלו עיני למרום י 3
נִי 15–14 י עָרְבֵֽ שְׁקָה־לִֻׁ֥ י עָֽ ֻ֖ה כַיוֹנֶָ֑ה דַל֤ו עֵינַי  לַמָר֔וֹם אֲדנָֹֻ֖ הְגֶׁ וא 15׃ אֶׁ י וְהִּׁ֣ מַר־לִֻ֖ ר וְאָֽ ה־אֲדַבֵֻׁ֥  מָֽ
שי  מר־שנותי על־ 4 ָָָָָָָֽֽ   נ֯פ  ָָ ָָ ו ולכליאדני עלָָ י  ח   חיי רוחיָָ  ב֯הן  ־הם י 

י 15–16 ר נַפְשִֽׁ י עַל־מַֻׁ֥ ה כָל־שְׁנוֹתַֻ֖ ֻׁ֥ דַדֶׁ ה אֶׁ י 16׃ עָשֶָׂ֑ ן  חַיִֵּׁ֣י רוחִ֔ ו ולְכָל־בָהֶׁ חְיֶ֑ ם יִֽ ִּׁ֣ י עֲלֵיהֶׁ  אֲדנָֹֻ֖
מני והחיני חת֯ ו 5  ◦ל֯י֯ כי השלכתשחת לי֯ מר ואתה חשקת נפשי מ֯ ־לשלום מרָ הנה  ָָָָֽֽֽֽ     ל֯י 

נִי וְהַחֲיֵֽנִי 16–17 כְתָ  17׃ וְתַחֲלִימֵֻ֖ י הִשְׁלִַ֛ י כִֻׁ֥ חַת בְלִ֔ קְתָ נַפְשִׁי  מִשִַּׁ֣ ה חָשַׁ֤ ר וְאַתֵָ֞ י מֶָ֑ וֹם מַר־לִִּׁ֣  הִנֵֻׁ֥ה לְשָׁלֻ֖
ך מות יהללך לאלא כי ָָֽֽ     גוך כל חטאי  ָ אחרי  6 רדי  ־ש֯אול תוע  ו  ו֯ י  ר  אל־ישבר   ב֯ו 

י 18–17 י גֵוְךָֻ֖ כָל־חֲטָאָֽ ל־ 18׃ אַחֲרֵֻׁ֥ וֹר אֶׁ ו יֽוֹרְדֵי־בֻ֖ א־יְשַׂבְרֻׁ֥ ֹֽ ךָ ל ֶ֑ ת יְהַלְלֶׁ וֶׁ ךָ מִָּׁ֣ ֻ֖ וֹל תוֹדֶׁ א שְׁאִ֛ ֹֻׁ֥ י ל  כִִּׁ֣
ם כמוני אב לבנים יודע יחי חי הוא יודך הָָָָֽֽֽֽ   אמתך   7 מתך  ו   יהוה להשיעני ָָָָֽֽֽֽ   אלה א 

ךָ 20–18 ֽ י 19׃ אֲמִתֶׁ י חִַ֛ ים יוֹדִֻ֖   חַֻׁ֥ ב לְבָנִ֔ וֹם אִָּׁ֣ וֹנִי הַיֶ֑ ךָ כָמִּׁ֣ ֻ֖ וא יוֹדֶׁ ךָיהֻׁ֥ ֽ ָָָָאֲמִתֶׁ ָָ ל־ ָָ נִיוֹיְהוָֻ֖ה לְה 20׃ עַ אֶׁ  שִׁיעֵֶ֑
  
אמר ישעיהו ישאו דבלת תאניםָָָָָֽֽֽֽֽ   בית יהוה ־עלָ ימי חיינו ־כלָָָָָ ונגנותי ננגן  8 י   ו 

ה 21–20 ית יְהוָֽ י חַיֵֻ֖ינו עַל־בֵֻׁ֥ י נְנַגִֵָֽ֛ן כָל־יְמֵֻׁ֥ ים 21׃ ונְגִנוֹתַ֧ ת תְאֵנִֶ֑ לֶׁ ִּׁ֣ ו דְבֶׁ הו יִשְׂאֻ֖ ר יְשַׁעְיָ֔ אמֶׁ ִֹּׁ֣  וַי
י֯הו מה   ָָָָֽֽֽֽ    השחין ויחי ־וימרחו אל 9 לה בית יהוה  אותויאמר ח֯ז֯ק  ע  י א   כ 

ֽחִי 22–21 ין וְיֶׁ ל־הַשְחִֻ֖ ו עַֽ ה 22׃ וְיִמְרְחֻׁ֥ ית יְהוָֽ ה בֵֻׁ֥ ֻ֖ עֱלֶׁ י אֶׁ וֹת כִֻׁ֥ ה אֶ֑ ר חִזְקִיָֻ֖הו מִָּׁ֣ אמֶׁ ֹֻׁ֥  ׃ ס וַי
10  
א שלח מרדך בלאדן ֵֵֵֵֵֵ֛֛֛֛֛֛ 11 י   חזקיהו־לבבל ספרים ומנחה א־בלאדן מלך־ןב  ָָָ בעת הה 
ל־חִזְקִיֶָ֑הו 1 1 ה אֶׁ ים ומִנְחָֻ֖ ל סְפָרִֻׁ֥ ִ֛ ך־בָבֶׁ לֶׁ ֽ ן מֶׁ ן־בַלְאֲדָ֧ ֽ לְאֲדָן בֶׁ ך בְַ֠ ח מְרדִַֹּׁ֣ וא שָׁלֵַ֡ ת הַהִֵ֡  בָעִֵּׁ֣

ישמע֯ כי חלה ויחזק  12 ָָָָָָָָֽֽֽֽֽֽ ו  שמח  ָָ ָָ ף֯ ־ת֯ ־ע  ָ וי   הכס 
ק 2–391. חֱזָֽ ָֽיֶׁ ה וַֽ י חָלָֻ֖ ע כִֻׁ֥ וֹ  2׃ וַיִשְׁמַֹ֕ ית נְכתֵֹ֡ ת־בִֵּׁ֣ ם אֶׁ ם  חִזְקִיָהו  וַיַרְאִֵּׁ֣ ח עֲלֵיהֶׁ ף֩   [נכתה]וַיִשְׂמִַּׁ֣ סֶׁ ת־הַכֶׁ  אֶׁ
זהב ואת־ואת 13 את  ־ה  י֯ם ו  מ   אשר נמצא־בית כליו ואת כל־השמן הטוב ואת כלָָָָ    הבש 
ים 2 ת־הַבְשָׂמִֵ֜ ב וְאֶׁ ת־הַזָהָׁ֨ א  וְאֶׁ ר נִמְצָֻ֖ ֻׁ֥ ת כָל־אֲשֶׁׁ יו וְאִֵ֛ ית כֵלָ֔ וֹב וְאֵת  כָל־בִֵּׁ֣ ן הַטִּ֗ מֶׁ ִּׁ֣ ת ׀ הַשֶׁ  וְאִֵּׁ֣

רת֯יו לאבא 14 שר֯ ־צ     ממשלתו־הראם חזקיהו בביתו ובכל־לאהיה דבר א 
ם 2 רְאָ֧ א־הֶׁ ֹֽ ר ל שֶׁׁ ר אְֲ֠ א־הָיִָּׁ֣ה דָבִָּ֗ ֹֽ יו ל צְרתֶָֹ֑ מְשַׁלְתֽוֹ בְאֹֽ וֹ ובְכָל־מֶׁ  ׃ חִזְקִיִָ֛הו בְבֵיתֻ֖

א  וויבֵֵֵ֛֛֛  15 י  ב  יהו הנ   ם  ־אלא ישע 
ך ָָֽֽ וַיָבאֹ   3 3 לֶׁ ֻ֖ ל־הַמֶׁ יא אֶׁ יםיְשַׁעְיִָּׁ֣הו הַנָבִ֔ ו ׀ הָאֲנָשִִּׁׁ֣ ה אָמְרִּׁ֣ יו מָֻׁ֥ ר אֵלֵָ֜ אמֶׁ ֹׁ֨  חִזְקִיֶָ֑הו וַי

ין יבאו א֯לי֯ך֯ ָ א֯לה ה 16  י֯א֯ וָ ומ֯א 
ל 4–3 ֽ י מִבָבֶׁ או אֵלַֻ֖ ה בָֻׁ֥ ץ רְחוָֹקִָ֛ רֶׁ ֧ הו מֵאֶׁ ר  חִזְקִיָ֔ אמֶׁ  ֹ יךָ וַי או אֵלֶׁ֔ יִן  יָבִֹּׁ֣ ה ומֵאַ  לֶׁ ר 4׃ הָאִֵּ֗ אמֶׁ ֹֹ֕  וַי

ר֯ ח֯ מ 17 י֯אמ  ך ו   היה דבר אשר לא־אשר בביתי ראו לא־ה֯ ראו ב֯ב֯י֯ת 
א־ 4 ֹֽ ר ל ֻׁ֥ ר אֲשֶׁׁ א־הָיָֻׁ֥ה דָבִָ֛ ֹֽ ר בְבֵיתִי  רָא֔ו ל ֤ ת כָל־אֲשֶׁׁ הו אִֵּׁ֣ ר חִזְקִיִָּ֗ אמֶׁ ִֹּׁ֣ ךָ וַי ֶ֑ ו בְבֵיתֶׁ ה רָאֻ֖  מָֻׁ֥

◦◦◦ א֯י֯ת֯ם  הר 18 ר  צ  ָָָָ ◦ ב֯א   ־חזקיהו שמע דבר־ישעיהו אל◦◦מ◦ ָָ
יוֹם בְאיהִרְאִיתִֻ֖  6–4 ה צְבָאֽוֹת 5׃ צְרתָֹֽ ע דְבַר־יְהוָֻׁ֥ ל־חִזְקִיֶָ֑הו שְׁמַֻ֖ ר יְשַׁעְיָֻ֖הו אֶׁ אמֶׁ ֹֻׁ֥  הִנֵה   6׃ וַי

ם י 19  היום הזה בבל־שר בביתך ואשר אצרו אבתיך עדא֯ ־כלָָ ָ   ב֯א֯י֯ם֯ ו֯נ֯ש֯א֯ ָ מ֯י 
ל 6 ֶ֑ ֻ֖ה בָבֶׁ וֹם הַזֶׁ יךָ עַד־הַיֻׁ֥ ִ֛ ר אָצְר֧ו אֲבתֶֹׁ ךָ וַאֲשֶׁׁׁ֨ ר בְבֵיתִֶּׁ֗ ִּׁ֣ א ׀ כָל־אֲשֶׁׁ ים בָאִים  וְנִשִָּׁ֣  יָמִִּׁ֣

ר  י֯ה֯ו֯ יות־לא 20 מ   ר֯ ד֯ב֯ר֯ א 

 
2 See Ulrich and Flint (2010, I:127, Plate LXII) for image. 
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ה 7–6 ר יְהוָֽ ר אָמַֻׁ֥ ר דָבָֻ֖ א־יִוָתֵֻׁ֥ ֹֽ ים  7׃ ל חו וְהָיו  סָרִיסִ֔ יד יִקֶָ֑ ר תוֹלִֻ֖ ֻׁ֥ ר יֵצְא֧ו מִמְךִָ֛ אֲשֶׁׁ יךָ אֲשֶׁׁׁ֨  ומִבָנֵֶׁ֜
ל ב 21  יהוה אשר דברת ויאמר־ישעיהו טוב דבר־חזקיהו אלָ ו֯י֯א֯מ֯ר֯  ָָָ    מלך  בבל ָ ה֯י֯כ 
ל 8–7 ֽ ך בָבֶׁ לֶׁ ֻׁ֥ ל מֶׁ ר 8׃ בְהֵיכַֻ֖ אמֶׁ ֹֹ֕ רְתָ וַי ר דִבֶַ֑ ִּׁ֣ וֹב דְבַר־יְהוָֻ֖ה אֲשֶׁׁ הו טֻׁ֥ ל־יְשַׁעְיָ֔ ֽ הו  אֶׁ ר חִזְקִיָ  אמֶׁ ֹ֤  וַי

מ֯ת֯ ב֯י֯ כי יהיה ש 22    ⟦   ⟧.   מיל֯ו֯ם֯ ו֯א 
י 8 ת בְיָמָֽ ֻ֖ אֱמֶׁ וֹם וֶׁ ִ֛ה שָׁלֻׁ֥ י יִהְיֶׁ  פ   ׃כִֻׁ֥

מר  נחמו נ 1 23 ו  עמ֯י֯ יא   לב ירושלם וקראו אליה כי מלא־ח֯מ 
ם 1 2–1.40 ֽ ר אֱלהֵיכֶׁ י יאֹמַֻ֖ ו עַמִֶ֑ ו נַחֲמֻ֖ לְאָה   2׃ נַחֲמֻׁ֥ י מָֽ יהָ כִ֤ ו אֵלֶׁ֔ ם  וְקִרְאִּׁ֣ ב יְרֽושָׁלִַ  ו עַל־לֵ֤  דַבְרֵ֞

ה֯  24 נ  ה  עו   ־ָ י֯ נרצ 
יהָ  3–2 ֽ יִם בְכָל־חַטאֹתֶׁ ה כִפְלַֻ֖ י לָקְחָה  מִיִַּׁ֣ד יְהוָ֔ ה עֲוֹנֶָ֑הּ כִ֤ י נִרְצָֻ֖ הּ כִֻׁ֥ ר 3  ס ׃  צְבָאָ֔ א בַמִדְבָֹ֕ וֹל קוֹרֵ֔  קִּׁ֣

וה ישרו    25  הר וגבעה ישפלו־גיא ינשא וכל־יה 
ינו 4–3 ה לֵאלהֵֽ ה מְסִלָֻ֖ ך יְהוֶָ֑ה יַשְרו  בָעֲרָבָ֔ רֶׁ ִּׁ֣ ו דֶׁ ר 4׃ פַנֻ֖ א וְכָל־הַֻׁ֥ יא  יִנָשֵׂ֔ לו  כָל־גֶׁ ה יִשְׁפֶָ֑  וְגִבְעָֻ֖

ו֯ר֯ והיה העקב למ 26  בשר יחדיו כי־י֯ש 
ים  5–4 עָקֹב  לְמִישׁ֔וֹר וְהָרְכָסִֻ֖ ֽ הוְהָיָה֤ הֶׁ ו 5׃ לְבִקְעָֽ וֹד יְהוֶָ֑ה וְרָא֤ו כָל־בָשָׂר  יַחְדָ֔ ה כְבִּׁ֣ י ָָֽֽ וְנִגְלָֻ֖  כִִ֛

Table 3: Summary of plene versus defective orthographic discrepancies 
between 1QIsaiahb (1Q8) and MT Isaiah 

DSS MT Gloss 1QIsaiahb (1Q8) MT Isaiah 
עַ ייוֹדִ  יודע     ‘will make known’ 16.7 38.19 
שִׁיעֵנִיוֹלְה להשיעני  ‘to save me’ 16.7 38.20 
אוויב  and he came’ 16.15 39.3‘ וַיָבאֹ 
א֯י֯ת֯ם  הר םיהִרְאִיתִ    ‘I have showed them’ 16.18 39.4 

◦◦◦ ר  צ  ◦ ב֯א  צְרתָֹיוֹבְא   ‘in my treasures’ 16.18 39.4 

Relative to MT Isaiah, 1QIsab col. 16 presents just five ortho-
graphic discrepancies. In four of them, MT Isaiah exhibits the 
more plene spelling, while in the one case 1QIsab has the fuller 
spelling.3 These few instances of divergence pale in comparison 

 
3 Additional differences are ס  ;(MT Isa. 38.14) כְסוס || (1QIsab 16.2) כסי 
שְׁקָה || (1QIsab 16.3) חשקה  ;(MT Isa. 38.14) אֲדנָֹי || 1QIsab 16.3) יה֯וה  עָֽ
(MT Isa. 38.14);  ם כמוני וֹם || (1QIsab 16.7) היו  וֹנִי הַיֶ֑  אלה  ;(MT Isa. 38.19) כָמִּׁ֣
(1QIsab 16.7) || ל ל || (1QIsab 16.9) אל  ;(MT Isa. 38.19) אֶׁ  .MT Isa) עַֽ
א ;(38.21 י  וא  || (1QIsab 16.11) הה   The lack in 1QIsab of .(MT Isa. 39.1) הַהִֵ֡
a parallel to נִי׃ יְלָה תַשְׁלִימֵֽ וֹם עַד־לַֻ֖ י מִיֻׁ֥ ר כָל־עַצְמוֹתֶָ֑ ן יְשַׁבֵֻ֖ י כֵֻׁ֥ אֲרִ֔ ר  כָֽ קֶׁ יתִי עַד־בֹׁ֨  MT) שִׁוִ֤
Isa. 38.13) is due to parablepsis—the final part of v. 12 is identical to 
that of v. 13. Returning to his source text after writing out v. 12, the 
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to the number of cases of orthographic agreement. Considering 
both pure matres lectionis and probable remnants of diphthongs 
(i.e., historical spellings) in the Tiberian tradition, there are 32 
agreements between 1QIsab col. 16 and the parallel material in 
MT Isaiah, along with two further cases of apparent waw-yod in-
terchange (assuming correct interpretation on the part of the ed-
itor). 

It is also worth noting that 1QIsab col. 16 evinces paragraph 
divisions in two of three places where the relevant MT portion 
has either closed or open spacing markers (the reconstruction of 
the broken text in the case of the third leaves no space for a di-
vision). All of this points to the proto-Tiberian character of 1QIsab. 

1.2.2. Ein Gedi Burnt Leviticus Scroll 

According to preliminary analyses (Segal et al. 2016; Tov et al. 
2019), this scroll, found in the remains of the Ein Gedi syna-
gogue, dates to a period ranging from the late 1st century CE to 
the late 4th century CE. It was damaged by fire between the late 
3rd/early 4th centuries CE and ca. 600 CE, and subsequently dig-
itally unrolled and scanned. The first two columns  are to date the 
only columns to have received careful examination.  

 

scribe mistook the end of v. 13 for the end of v. 12, resulting in omission 
of the former between vv. 12 and 14. 
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Ein Gedi Burnt Leviticus Scroll col. 1 [link]4 || MT Lev. 1.1–9; 2.1–11 
 

ו מא̊ משה וי־רא אלויק̊  1 י  בר̊ יהוה אל   הלד 
ה  1 ֶ֑ ל־מֹשֶׁׁ א אֶׁ ר וַיִקְרָֻ֖ ל וַיְדַבֵ֤ הֶׁ יו מֵאֹֻׁ֥  יְהוָה  אֵלָ֔
 רתבני ישראל ואמ̊ ־בר אלד לאמר מוע 
ד  2–1 ל־בְנֵ֤י יִשְׂרָאֵל   מוֹעֵֻ֖ ר אֶׁ ר׃ דַבֵֵ֞  וְאָמַרְתִָּׁ֣ לֵאמֹֽ
ה   3  מןיקריב מכם קרבן ליהוה̊ ־כי ם אדםאל 
יהוֶָ֑ה מִן־  2 ן לַֽ ם קָרְבָֻ֖ ִ֛ יב מִכֶׁ י־יַקְרִֻׁ֥ ם כִֽ ם אָדִָּ֗  אֲלֵהֶׁ֔
ן   4 בקר ־הבהמה מ   הצאן תקריבו א̊ת  ־מןוה 
ת־  יבו אֶׁ אן תַקְרִֻ֖ ֹ֔ ה מִן־הַבָקָר  ומִן־הַצ  הַבְהֵמִָּ֗
 קרבנכם  5  הבקר זכר  ־עלה קרבנו מן־אם  
ר 3–2 ר זָכָֻׁ֥ ה קָרְבָנוֹ  מִן־הַבָקָ֔ ם׃ אִם־עֹלָ֤ ֽ  קָרְבַנְכֶׁ
ריב־תמים יקריבנו אל 6  פתח אהל מועד יק 
יב  ל מוֹעֵד  יַקְרִִּׁ֣ הֶׁ תַח אֹ֤ ל־פְֶּׁ֝ נו אֶׁ ֶ֑ ים יַקְרִיבֶׁ  תָמִֻ֖
ו לרצנו לפני יהוה  7 מ̊ך ידו על ראש  את   וס 
וֹ  4–3 אשׁאֹת֔וֹ לִרְצנֹֻ֖ ִֹּׁ֣ ל ר ך יָד֔וֹ עַֻ֖ ה׃ וְסָמִַּׁ֣ י יְהוָֽ  לִפְנֵֻׁ֥
  
 בן     ט את עליו  ושחה ונרצה לו לכפר להע   8
ט 5–4 יו׃ וְשָׁחִַ֛ ר עָלָֽ וֹ לְכַפֵֻׁ֥ ה לֻ֖ ה וְנִרְצָֻׁ֥ ן הָעֹלֶָ֑ ֻׁ֥ ת־בֶׁ  אֶׁ
ק̊ר 9 ר  לפני יהוה וה  ב̊ק   אהרן יבו בניה 
ר לִפְנִֵּׁ֣י יְהוֶָ֑ה  ן הַבָָקָֻ֖ י אַהֲרֹ֤ הִקְרִיבו בְנֵׁ֨  וְְ֠

ם ו־ה̊נים את הכ 10  המזבח־ על הדם־ו אתרק  זה̊ד 
ם   ת־הַדָ֤ ו אֶׁ ם וְזָרְקׁ֨ ת־הַדָ֔ הֲנִים  אֶׁ כֹֽ חַ   הַֽ  עַל־הַמִזְבֵ 

ח אהל מ̊ ־ב אשרסבי 11  ט אתפת 
יב 6–5 ד׃  סָבִ֔ ל מוֹעֵֽ הֶׁ תַח אֹֻׁ֥ ֻ֖ ר־פֶׁ  אֲשֶׁׁ ת־   יט אֶׁ  וְהִפְשִֻׁ֖

 אהרן  אתה לנתח  חונת   ה̊ העל 12
יהָ׃   7–6 ֽ הּ לִנְתָחֶׁ ח אֹתָֻ֖ ה וְנִתַֻׁ֥ י הָעֹלֶָ֑ נָתְנו בְנֵׁ֨ ן  וְְ֠  אַהֲרֹ֧

 ־ן̊ אש עלהכה 13 מזבח ו     האש־ערכו עצים עלה 
שׁ׃  ים עַל־הָאֵֽ ו עֵצִֻ֖ חַ וְעָרְכֻׁ֥ שׁ עַל־הַמִזְבֵֶ֑ ן אֵֻ֖  הַכהִֵֹ֛

רן הכהוערכ 14 י א̊ה  נ   ם  אתנים את הנתחיו ב 
ו 8 ים וְעָרְכִּ֗ הֲנִ֔ ת־  בְנֵ֤י אַהֲרןֹ  הַכִֹּׁ֣ ים אֶׁ ת הַנְתָחִ֔  אֵֵ֚

את הראש 15  הא̊ש־העצים אשר על־הפדר על־ ו 
אשׁ  ֹֻ֖ ר  הָר ִּׁ֣ ר עַל־הָעֵצִים  אֲשֶׁׁ דֶׁ ת־הַפֶָ֑ שׁוְאֶׁ  עַל־הָאֵ֔

לאשר  16  ם בו וכרעיו ירחץ במיוקר המזבח ־ע 
ר  9–8 ֻ֖ חַ׃אֲשֶׁׁ יִם  עַל־הַמִזְבֵֽ ץ בַמֶָ֑ יו יִרְחִַּׁ֣ וֹ וכְרָעָֻ֖  וְקִרְבֻׁ֥

 הכל המזבחה עלה אשה־ כ̊הן אתוהקטיר ה 17
ן   יר הַכהֵֹ֤ ת וְהִקְטִׁ֨ ה הַכלֹ  ־ אֶׁ ה אִשֵֻׁ֥ חָה עֹלִָ֛  הַמִזְבֵ֔

  

 
4 See also the image and drawing in Segal et al. (2016, 5, 20). 

https://ia801008.us.archive.org/31/items/engedi-scroll/EnGedi-MasterView-scale-hires.png
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 בני אהרן הכהנים־והביאה אללבנה  ן̊ עליה  ונת 2
ן 2–1 יהָ  וְנָתַֻׁ֥ ֻ֖ ל־בְנִֵּׁ֣י אַהֲרןֹ  הַכהֲֹנִים   עָלֶׁ הּ אֶׁ הֱבִיאִָּ֗ ֽ ה׃ וֶׁ  לְבֹנָֽ
 כל̊  מלא קמצו מסלתה ומשמנה עלוקמץ משם  3
ל  הּ עַֻ֖ וֹ מִסָלְתָהּ  ומִשַמְנָ֔ מְצִּ֗ א קֻׁ ִֹּׁ֣ ם מְל ץ מִשֵָ֜  כָל־  וְקָמַׁ֨
ז̊ אזכרת־תר הכהן  אילבנתה והקט̊  4  בחהה̊ המ 
יר  הּ וְהִקְטִׁ֨ ן  לְבֹנָתֶָ֑ תהַכהֵֵֹ֜ חָה  אַזְכָרָתָהּ  ־ אֶׁ  הַמִזְבֵ֔
הוה̊  והנו   5 ח  לי   המנחה־תרת מןאשה ריח ניח 
ת 3–2 רֶׁ ה׃ וְהַנוֹתֶׁ  חַ לַיהוָֽ יחַ נִיחֹֻ֖ ה רֵֻׁ֥ ה   אִשִֵ֛  מִן־הַמִנְחָ֔
ש̊  6 ם  מא  שי  ש קד  ו  י ילאהרן ולבניו קד  כי   vac  הה   ו 
י 4–3 ים מֵאִשֵֻׁ֥ דָשִֻׁ֖ שׁ קָֽ דֶׁ ן ולְבָנֶָ֑יו קֹֻׁ֥ ה׃  ס   לְאַהֲרֹֻ֖ ָָָ    יְהוָֽ יָ  וְכִֻׁ֥
רבן̊  7 תמנחהתקרב ק  צ  ה תנור  סלת ח̊לות מ  אפ   מ 
ן  ב קָרְבַֻׁ֥ ת חַל֤וֹת מַצתֹ   תַקְרִִ֛ לֶׁ ור סִֹּׁ֣ ה תַנֶ֑ ה מַאֲפִֵּׁ֣  מִנְחָֻ֖
מ̊  בלולת 8 ם̊ בשמן   ן ורקיקיבש  צות  משחי  אם   vacמ   ו 
ן 5–4 מֶׁ ת בַשֶׁ֔ ן׃  ס   בְלולִּׁ֣ מֶׁ ים בַשָֽ חִֻׁ֥ וֹת מְשֻׁׁ י מַצֻ֖  ורְקִיָקֵֻׁ֥    וְאִם־  
ָָָ ק̊רבנך ־מנחה על 9 ָָ ן  ָ ת ב̊לולה בשמ  ל   ס 
ֶָֽ֑ךָ  ת קָרְבָנֶׁ מַחֲבַֻ֖ ה עַל־הַֽ ת מִנְחָֻׁ֥ לֶׁ ן סִֹ֛ מֶׁ ֻ֖ ה בַשֶׁ  בְלולָֻׁ֥

 א̊תה פתים ויצקת עליה מצה תה   10
ֽה׃  6–5 ה תִהְיֶׁ  מַצָֻׁ֥   ים   יהָ פָת֤וֹת אֹתָהּ  פִתִ֔ ֻ֖  וְיָצַקְתָֻׁ֥ עָלֶׁ

רבנך̊ מרמנחת ־אםשמן מנ   11  חשת  ק 
ה   7–6 ן מִנְחָֻ֖ מֶׁ  שֶָׁ֑   וא׃  ת    ס   הִֽ ת  וְאִם־מִנְחַֻׁ֥ שֶׁׁ ֻ֖ ֶָֽ֑ךָ  מַרְחֶׁ  קָרְבָנֶׁ

מ  ־ה̊באת אתושמן תעשה  סלת ב 12  רחה אשנה 
ר  8–7 ֧ ה אֲשֶׁׁ ת־הַמִנְחִָּ֗ ה׃ וְהֵבֵאתִָּׁ֣ אֶׁ ֽ ן תֵעָשֶׁׂ מֶׁ ֻ֖ ת בַשֶׁ לֶׁ  סֹֻׁ֥

 קריבה אל  יעשה 13  הכהן  
ן  ל־הַכהֵֹ֔ ה לַיהוֶָ֑ה וְהִקְרִיבָהּ  אֶׁ לֶׁ ה מֵאֵֻ֖ ִ֛  יֵעָשֶׁׂ

ן מןוההמזבח  ־אל והגישה̊  14  המנחה ־ ר̊ים הכ̊ה 
ן  9–8 ים הַכהֵֹ֤ חַ׃ וְהֵרִׁ֨ ל־הַמִזְבֵֽ הּ אֶׁ  מִן־הַמִנְחָה  וְהִגִישָֻׁ֖

יחרתה והקטיר המזאזכ  ־את 15  בחה אשה̊ ר 
יחַ   ה רֵֻׁ֥ חָה אִשִֵ֛ יר הַמִזְבֵֶ֑ הּ וְהִקְטִֻ֖ רָתָ֔ ת־אַזְכִָּׁ֣  אֶׁ

 המנחה לאהרן־ניחח ליה̊  16
ה׃  10–9 חַ לַיהוָֽ  נִיחֹֻ֖ ן  ה לְאַהֲרֹֻ֖ ת  מִן־הַמִנְחָ֔ רֶׁ  וְהַנוֹתֶׁ 

נחה ־כלָ י̊ יהוה   דש קדשים מאשולבני̊ו̊ ק̊  17  המ 
שׁ 11–10 דֶׁ ה   ולְבָנֶָ֑יו קֹֻׁ֥ ה׃ כָל־הַמִנְחִָּ֗ י יְהוָֽ ים מֵאִשֵֻׁ֥ דָשִֻׁ֖  קָֽ
 שאר־לש̊ה̊ חמץ כי כ  תקריבו ליהוה לא תעאשר  18
ר  ֤ ה אֲשֶׁׁ ֻ֖ א תֵעָשֶׁׂ ֹֻׁ֥ ה ל יבו  לַיהוָ֔ י כָל־שְׂאֹר    תַקְרִ  ץ כִ֤  חָמֵֶ֑

The Ein Gedi burnt Leviticus Scroll is proto-Masoretic in every 
sense of the term—orthographically, textually, and in terms of 
content it is identical to MT Leviticus as preserved in L. The 
agreement extends to paragraph divisions (parshiyyot): the closed 

Ein Gedi Burnt Leviticus Scroll col. 2 || Lev. 2.1–11 
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divisions (parshiyyot setumot) in between MT Lev. 2.3 and 4 and 
between 2.4 and 5 correspond to vacats in col. 2 ll. 6 and 8, re-
spectively, while that between MT Lev. 2.6 and 7 may be recon-
structed in the lacuna in col. 2 l. 11. 

1.3. Inner-Tiberian Orthographic Development 

Scholars have also detected diachronically meaningful spelling 
variation within BH, especially that distinguishing CBH from LBH 
material. A well-known example is the spelling of the proper 
name David. Freedman (1983) argues that defective דוד is char-
acteristic of CBH, whereas plene דויד of LBH and late non-Maso-
retic biblical and extrabiblical material (see also Gesenius 1815, 
30; Kutscher 1974, 5, 99–100; Qimron 1978b, 146; 1986, 91; 
Greenfield and Naveh 1984, 120–21; Andersen and Forbes 1986, 
6–9; Rooker 1990, 68–71; JM §3a, n. 5; Hurvitz 2014, 88–91).  

Others downplay the diachronic significance of ortho-
graphic variation in the specific case of דו)י(ד and more generally 
(Rezetko 2003, 223–24; Rezetko and Young 2014, 456–59; cf. 
Hornkohl 2014b, 654). For such sceptics, orthographic instability 
carries with it the possibility that the current Masoretic distribu-
tion of defective דוד and plene  דויד, as well as of other spellings 
cited as diagnostically early or late, is the result of secondary 
processes, in no way representative of the earliest forms of the 
relevant texts. 

Specialists more optimistic about the diachronic signifi-
cance of such spellings do not deny the reality of orthographic 
instability and variation, but merely hold that meaningful pat-
terns have been preserved despite secondary processes. Thus, 
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along with דויד, Hornkohl (2014b, 647–49, 653–67) includes 
forms (and derivatives) of the numeral שלוש ‘three’ and the qal 
infinitive construct as plene forms especially characteristic of LBH 
and other Second Temple forms of Hebrew.5 

In a series of publications, Andersen, Freedman, and Forbes 
utilise three disparate analysis techniques—clustering, scaling, 
and seriation—to investigate spelling in the Tiberian tradition of 
the Hebrew. On the results of seriation, it is worth quoting An-
dersen and Forbes (2013) in full: 

Seriation uses the characteristics of analyzed objects to or-
der them in terms of some underlying attribute(s), typi-
cally time in archaeological contexts. Andersen and Forbes’ 
seriated text portions lie along a time gradient, beginning 
with Exodus, running throughout the other Torah books, 
proceeding through the Former and Latter Prophets, on to 
the Writings, ending with Ezra-Nehemiah. The portion po-
sitions exhibit scatter, suggesting that time is not the only 
operative underlying variable. 
Andersen and Forbes argue that the data demonstrate that 
the received spellings of the Hebrew Bible are neither en-
tirely random nor completely rule-governed, but rather 
contain both ‘signal’ (remnants of evolving spelling con-
ventions) and ‘noise’ (random fluctuations introduced dur-
ing text transmission). When properly analyzed, these per-
turbed data show that spelling practice was, in fact, de-
pendent on vowel type, on vowel stress level, and on text 
portion, and that the text portions can be projected onto a 

 
5 Hornkohl (2014b, 648–53) also discusses ירושלים for דרמשק ,ירושלם for 
יה- and the theophoric suffix ,דמשק  for - יהו , but these written differences 
reflect distinct phonological realities and are thus not merely ortho-
graphic in nature. 
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time line, with Exodus as the earliest and Ezra-Nehemiah 
the latest. 

2.0. Orthographic Distinctiveness of the Tiberian 
Torah 

Andersen, Freedman, and Forbes also reveal interesting details 
about the Torah specifically. Their studies involving clustering 
and scaling demonstrate, among other things, (a) that spelling in 
the Tiberian Torah, while not homogenous, both unifies the 
books of the Pentateuch and sets them apart from the rest of the 
Masoretic Bible; (b) that Torah orthography is conservative, i.e., 
comparatively defective; and (c) that the Pentateuch’s conserva-
tive defectiveness, while not untouched by late penetrations of 
plene orthography, correlates meaningfully with typologically 
early conventions (Andersen and Forbes 1986, 285, 312–314; 
2013, 610–11; Freedman 1992, 10–12; see also Cross 1966; 
1985). 

Intriguingly, when it comes to the historical periodisation 
of the reputed Pentateuchal sources, orthographic evidence pat-
terns like linguistic evidence. Just as all Pentateuchal sources 
show CBH constellations of features to the exclusion of LBH al-
ternatives, so the spelling of the Torah is classical across all 
source material. It is worth quoting Andersen and Forbes (1986, 
314) at length: 

So far as spelling is concerned, the most conservative book 
in the Pentateuch is Exodus, followed by Leviticus, Num-
bers, Genesis, Deuteronomy. That is, Exodus and Leviticus 
have by far the most old-fashioned spelling in the entire 
Bible; and they are dominated by priestly material. There 
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is a lot of P in Numbers too, and about one quarter of Gen-
esis is P. So, the more P, the older the spelling. This means 
either that old spellings were still in use in priestly circles 
well after the Exile, or—more likely—that the P document 
is actually a pre-exilic composition, and that the whole of 
the Pentateuch was complete by the time of the onset of 
the Exile. 

Certain claims are more dubious. For example, though 
Cross reasonably opines that the orthography of the Tiberian Pen-
tateuch is not as developed as that of other parts of the Bible, his 
use of the term ‘pristine’ (1966, 86) in reference to the Torah’s 
spelling seems unfortunate. Not only do Andersen and Forbes 
(1986, 314) note the vagueness of the term, but, as has been 
demonstrated above (§1.1), certain biblical DSS manuscripts pre-
sent clear evidence of apparently more pristine pre-Tiberian or-
thography in the Torah. 

It is also worth entertaining the possibility, often raised 
elsewhere in this volume, that conservative spelling conventions 
now especially characteristic of the Pentateuch may once have 
been more broadly typical of what Andersen and Forbes call the 
‘Primary History’ (Torah and Former Prophets). They quote 
Breuer (1976, XXXII) as saying “The Jewish sages took tremen-
dous pains clarifying the orthographic text of the Torah, but did 
not exercise the same care with respect to the text of the prophets 
and hagiographa.” Limited evidence of orthographic develop-
ment in the Former Prophets emerges from a comparison of 
4QSamb (4Q52) and MT Samuel, spelling in the former only 
slightly more defective than in the latter (Andersen and Freed-
man 1989). Limited evidence of the preservation of typologically 
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early defective spellings in the Former Prophets may be adduced 
from MT Kings, presenting orthography nearly as conservative as 
that of the Torah (Andersen and Forbes 1986, 314–15). 

Even so, the fact that the extant orthographic differences 
between the Torah and Former Prophets in the Tiberian tradition 
can be explained as due to secondary interventions in the latter 
does not necessarily mean that they should be so explained. Such 
an explanation arguably fits the data in the case of several lin-
guistic features discussed in the preceding chapters, but it is un-
suitable in the case of others (see above, Introduction, §7.0), 
where the specific distributional patterns are better explained on 
the assumption of sub-chronolects. If simplicity is a priority, and 
a single comprehensive explanation is preferable to a combina-
tion of different explanations, then a hypothesis positing dia-
chronically distinct CBH sub-chronolects explains the most data, 
with no need to assume that secondary contemporisation, while 
a reality, is the main factor responsible for the distinction be-
tween CBH1 and CBH2 language and orthography. 

3.0. Summary 
In sum, notwithstanding the obscuring effect of secondary fea-
tures, quantities of primary data sufficient for periodisation are 
perceptible. These show a distinction between CBH and LBH ma-
terial, as well as a distinction between the CBH1 of the Torah and 
the CBH2 of the Prophets—though there is some question as to 
whether the orthographic distinction between the Torah and the 
Former Prophets is due, at least partially, to secondary develop-
ments allowed to affect the Prophets more than the Torah. In any 
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case, it remains possible that the linguistic and orthographic con-
servatism seen in the Torah is related to the antiquity of the rel-
evant traditions, whenever they were first committed to writing 
or reached their extant form. It is again worth quoting Andersen 
and Forbes (1986, 313) at some length: 

The Torah was canonized first and canonized early. The 
usual critical theories do not place this event earlier than 
the time of Ezra. If it was a matter of recognizing an old 
and already fixed text, that would permit an earlier canon-
ization. But if it was a matter of publishing an edition, in-
cluding post-exilic priestly works (document P), then we 
have to explain why that work does not display more evi-
dence of the influence of post-exilic spelling; more partic-
ularly, why it is so different in its spelling from the con-
temporary work Ezra-Nehemiah. 

Since purported P material, traditionally regarded as among the 
latest in the Torah, differs conspicuously from LBH in both lan-
guage and spelling, patterning as typologically earlier than both 
LBH and TBH, it is more likely substantially to reflect pre-exilic 
provenance. 

While the reality of secondary orthographic developments 
finds support in the evidence, an argument can be made that such 
processes were not sufficient to account for all changes. Only the 
assumption of inner-CBH diachronic development accounts for 
certain linguistic distinctions, making it likely that this also con-
tributed to the orthographic and linguistic discrepancies that 
might otherwise be explained solely on the basis of secondary 
processes.



CONCLUSION 

The main question addressed in this book is whether an array of 
linguistic and orthographic features that distinguish the Tiberian 
Torah from the non-LBH Prophets and Writings should be inter-
preted as evidence of inner-CBH diachronic development. While 
scholars debate the quantity of early and late material in the CBH 
corpus, there is broad agreement that its composition extended 
over centuries. According to one common scholarly view, this 
would have run from approximately 1000 BCE to 600 BCE, though 
the material might well incorporate far earlier traditions and 
have undergone modification till the Hellenistic period or beyond. 
In theory, even the maximal span of four hundred years accorded 
to CBH in the approach adopted in this volume should have pro-
vided ample scope for linguistic evolution, which one might rea-
sonably expect to manifest in chronologically distinct isoglosses. 

In practice, however, many factors have contributed to ob-
scuring the effects of inner-CBH diachronic evolution: the possi-
ble reduction of oral material to written literature; the semi-opac-
ity and ambiguity of the writing system; such secondary pro-
cesses as levelling due to scribal convention and deliberate or 
accidental intervention; the imposition on the written text of a 
related, but semi-independent oral reading tradition—to name 
but a few complicating elements. The limited sample size of the 
Tiberian biblical corpus is also a significant issue, made only 
slightly less problematic by recourse to a range of helpful evi-
dence: non-Tiberian biblical material, ancient textual witnesses 
in various languages, extrabiblical Hebrew texts, and cognate 
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sources. According to the approach adopted in this book, such 
factors complicate, but do not preclude diachronic investigation. 
Rather than insurmountable barriers, they are hurdles to be taken 
seriously and overcome by means of judicious use of the evidence, 
sound methodology, due consideration of alternative explana-
tions, and reasonable and creative interpretation of data, with 
recognition of the potential implications. 

Methodologically, this study confronts two major issues. 
One, which is raised in every chapter, is the possibility that the 
extant distinctions between the CBH of the Pentateuch and the 
CBH of the Prophets and Writings were not representative of the 
earliest forms of the texts, but developed secondarily, in the 
course of compositional evolution and transmission. Often con-
sidered above is the possibility that a feature once broadly com-
mon to all CBH texts was preserved only in the Torah, and super-
seded in the Prophets and Writings by a variant feature standard 
in TBH or LBH. Only in the case of a few features, most notably, 
the onomasticon with and without yahu names (ch. 1) and 1st-
person wayyiqṭol morphology (ch. 2), does the nature of the evi-
dence seem to rule out this possibility. The notion of historically 
deep, rather than secondary, variation seems marginally more 
appropriate in the case of other features, too. 

When it comes to the features discussed in chs 8–11, a sec-
ond methodological consideration concerns distinguishing be-
tween purely orthographic variation and written variation of gen-
uinely linguistic significance. Conscious of the linguistic semi-in-
dependence of the written and reading components of the Tibe-
rian biblical tradition, the approach here is deliberately maximal 
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in its interpretation of written diversity. Where spelling differ-
ences of potential linguistic significance arise, these are taken se-
riously, and the possible linguistic import is entertained. While 
such linguistic interpretations may not convince all, or even most, 
readers, it is surely advisable to note the features and to weigh 
alternative explanations. All too often, the distinctiveness of such 
written features goes unnoticed or is uncritically assumed to be 
purely orthographic, with little to no consideration of non-ortho-
graphic alternatives.  

At a more theoretical level, in the context of this study, it 
was at the outset recognised that the principal research question 
necessarily carries with it a challenge to specific elements or con-
ceptions of at least two entrenched scholarly paradigms that are 
regularly cited in discussions on the periodisation of biblical lit-
erature, generally, and of the Pentateuch, more specifically—
namely, the Documentary Hypothesis and the dichotomous CBH–
LBH division of biblical language and literature. No direct chal-
lenge to either theory is proposed here, but the results, though 
mixed, arguably call into question certain rigid versions of each 
approach. 

The late dating of P has been challenged repeatedly by a 
minority of both language and literary scholars (see Young, 
Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd 2008, II:13, for a partial list of such 
scholars), and the findings here largely support the challengers, 
as material classified as P patterns, like the rest of the Torah, as 
CBH. Whether the evidence here raises more fundamental ques-
tions about the traditional critical division into sources is left for 
others to evaluate. 
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It is also worth noting in this connection that there is noth-
ing in the data that marks the author of P (or of any other Penta-
teuchal source) as an especially gifted post-Restoration writer ca-
pable of flawless CBH. P shares thematic concerns with TBH, LBH, 
and late extrabiblical compositions, but looks like none of them. 
While sufficiently different in style from other Pentateuchal 
sources to be identified by experts, P by and large shares with 
them CBH1 style. According to the extant evidence, late writers 
struggled to compose CBH even over short spans. The possibility 
of an exception to this rule, capable of long stretches of perfect 
CBH, cannot be definitively excluded, but seems remote and is 
devoid of solid evidentiary support. 

The dichotomous paradigm of pre-exilic and post-exilic BH, 
while heuristically valid and practically helpful in the case of 
many features and compositions, has often been modified to com-
prehend greater nuance. For example, TBH and ABH are today 
accepted by some. The distribution of features traced in the pre-
sent monograph tallies with none of the accepted divisions, de-
manding instead the recognition of diachronic diversity within 
CBH, which might lead to an overall schema of ABH–CBH1–
CBH2–TBH–LBH. Given the number and enormity of evidentiary 
uncertainties, it is tempting to leave the schema unaccompanied 
by an absolute chronology. But in a study so focused on dia-
chrony and periodisation, such an omission would be unaccepta-
ble. So, acknowledging the dearth and problematic nature of pris-
tine evidence in the extant sources, along with the complicating 
reality of intervening secondary development, one might reason-
ably, but tentatively and approximatively, associate CBH with 



 Conclusion 207 

1000–600 BCE, TBH with 600–450 BCE, and LBH with 450 BCE on 
(the real-world temporal associations of ABH remain unclear). 
Based primarily on the evidence in chs 1–2 above, one can fur-
ther divide CBH into CBH1, substantially representative of the pe-
riod 1000–800 BCE, albeit possibly preserving some earlier fea-
tures of pre-monarchic traditions, and CBH2, reflecting 800–600 
BCE. 

As to the broader questions of BH diachrony and linguistic 
periodisation, it will be clear from this study that the author is 
far more optimistic than many regarding what may be reasonably 
argued on the basis of the data. It would be preferable to achieve 
certitude. But given the quantity and nature of the evidence, per-
haps the best that can be hoped for is the integration of plausible 
narratives of high explanatory value. Here the writer seeks to ac-
count for apparent inner-CBH variation, in the hopes that the ex-
planations can be usefully integrated into broader understanding 
of the development of ancient Hebrew and of the composition 
and transmission of the Hebrew Bible.
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ha-Mizraḥ ha-Qadum 4, edited by Moshe Weinfeld, 39–262. 
Jerusalem: Neuman. 

———. 1986. The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Atlanta: Schol-
ars Press. 

———. 1997. ‘A New Approach to the Use of Forms of the Im-
perfect without Personal Endings’. In The Hebrew of the 
Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira: Proceedings of a Symposium 
Held at Leiden University, December 1995, edited by Taka-
mitsu Muraoka and John F. Elwolde, 174–81. Studies on 
the Texts of the Desert of Judah 26. Leiden: Brill. 

———. 2008. ‘The Type ה בְנֶׁ  in the Hebrew of the Dead Sea וָאֶׁ
Scrolls’. In Conservatism and Innovation in the Hebrew Lan-
guage of the Hellenistic Period: Proceedings of a Fourth Inter-
national Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and 
Ben Sira, edited by Jan Joosten and Jean-Sébastien Rey, 



222 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

149–54. Studies on the Tests of the Desert of Judah 73. Lei-
den: Brill. 

———. 2018. A Grammar of the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls. 
Jerusalem: Ben-Zvi. 

Rahkonen, Pauli. 2019. ‘Personal Names of the Pentateuch in the 
Northwest Semitic Context: A Comparative Study’. Scandi-
navian Journal of the Old Testament 33/1:111–35. 
doi.org/10.1080/09018328.2019.1600259 

Rainey, Anson F. 1986. ‘The Ancient Hebrew Prefix Conjugation 
in the Light of Amarnah Canaanite’. Hebrew Studies 27:4–
19. 

Rendsburg, Gary. 1980. ‘Late Biblical Hebrew and the Date of 
“P”’. Journal of the Ancient Near Eastern Society 12:65–80. 

———. 1982. ‘A New Look at Pentateuchal HWʾ’. Biblica 63:351–
69. 

———. 1990a. Diglossia in Ancient Hebrew. American Oriental Se-
ries 72. New Haven, CT: American Oriental Society. 

———. 1990b. Linguistic Evidence for the Northern Origin of Se-
lected Psalms. SBL Monograph Series 43. Atlanta: Scholars 
Press. 

———. 2002a. Israelian Hebrew in the Book of Kings. Occasional 
Publications of the Department of Near Eastern Studies and 
the Program of Jewish Studies, Cornell University 5. Be-
thesda, MD: CDL. 

———. 2002b. ‘Some False Leads in the Identification of Late 
Biblical Hebrew Texts: The Cases of Genesis 24 and 1 Sam-
uel 2:27–36’. Journal of Biblical Literature 121:23–46. 

file://///Mac/Dropbox%20for%20Business/Current%20Projects/SBL/11.%20SBL%202024%20(San%20Diego)/doi.org/10.1080/09018328.2019.1600259


 References 223 

———. 2006. ‘Aramaic-Like Features in the Pentateuch’. Hebrew 
Studies 47:163–76. 

Revell, E. John. 1988. ‘First Person Imperfect Forms with Waw 
Consecutive’. Vetus Testamentum 38:419–26. 

Reymond, Eric. 2016. ‘The Passive Qal in the Hebrew of the Sec-
ond Temple Period, especially as Found in the Wisdom of 
Ben Sira’. In Sibyls, Scriptures, and Scrolls: John Collins at 
Seventy, edited by Joel Baden, Hindy Najman, and Eibert J. 
C. Tigchelaar, 1110–27. Supplements to the Journal for the 
Study of Judaism 175. Leiden: Brill. 

Rezetko, Robert. 2003. ‘Dating Biblical Hebrew: Evidence from 
Samuel–Kings and Chronicles’. In Biblical Hebrew: Studies in 
Chronology and Typology, 215–50. London: T. & T. Clark. 

Rezetko, Robert, and Ian Young. 2014. Historical Linguistics and 
Biblical Hebrew: Steps toward an Integrated Approach. An-
cient Near Eastern Monographs 9. Atlanta: SBL. 

Rooker, Mark F. 1990. Biblical Hebrew in Transition: The Language 
of the Book of Ezekiel. Journal for the Study of the Old Tes-
tament Supplement Series 90. Sheffield: Journal for the 
Study of the Old Testament Press. 

Sáenz-Badillos, Angel. 1993. A History of the Hebrew Language. 
Translated by John F. Elwolde. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press. 

Schoors, Antoon. 1992–2004. The Preacher Sought to Find Pleasing 
Words: A Study in the Language of Qoheleth. 2 vols. Orien-
talia Lovaniensia Analecta 41, 143. Leuven: Departement 
Orientalistiek. 



224 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

Schuller, Eileen M. 1986. Non-Canonical Psalms from Qumran: A 
Pseudepigraphic Collection. Harvard Semitic Studies/Har-
vard Semitic Museum Studies 28. Atlanta: Scholars Press. 

Segal, Michael, et al. 2016. ‘An Early Leviticus Scroll from En-
Gedi: Preliminary Publication’. Textus 26:1–30. 

Segal, Moshe H. 1967. The Pentateuch: Its Composition and Its Au-
thorship and Other Biblical Studies. Jerusalem: Magnes. 

Seow, Choon L. 1996 ‘Linguistic Evidence and the Dating of 
Qohelet’. Journal of Biblical Literature 115:643–66. 

———. 2011. ‘Orthography, Textual Criticism, and the Poetry of 
Job’. Journal of Biblical Literature 130/1:63–85. 

Sharvit, Shimon. 2004.   החטיבה העברית:  הלשון  בתולדות  פרקים 
יחידה ג': לשון חז"ל —הקלסית . Tel-Aviv: The Open University of 

Israel. 
Shin, Seoung-Yun. 2007. ‘A Lexical Study on the Language of 

Haggai–Zechariah–Malachi and Its Place in the History of 
Biblical Hebrew’. PhD dissertation, The Hebrew University 
of Jerusalem. 

Sivan, Daniel. 2009. ‘The Internal Passive of G-Stems in North-
west Semitic Languages’. In Mas’at Aharon: Linguistic Studies 
Presented to Aron Dotan, edited by Moshe Bar-Asher and 
Chaim E. Cohen, 47–56. Jerusalem: Bialik. 

Sjörs, Ambjörn. 2021a. ‘Notes on the Lengthened Imperfect Con-
secutive in the Samaritan Pentateuch’. Journal of Semitic 
Studies 66:17–26. 

———. 2021b. ‘Notes on the Lengthened Imperfect Consecutive 
in Late Biblical Hebrew’. In New Perspectives in Biblical and 
Rabbinic Hebrew, edited by Aaron D. Hornkohl and Geoffrey 



 References 225 

Khan, 275–98. Cambridge Semitic Languages and Cultures 
7. Cambridge: Open Book Publishers and University of 
Cambridge Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies. 
doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0250.12 

Smith, Mark S. 1997. ‘How to Write a Poem: The Case of Psalm 
151a (11QPsa 28.3–12)’. In The Hebrew of the Dead Sea 
Scrolls and Ben Sira: Proceedings of a Symposium Held at Lei-
den University, December 1995, edited by Takamitsu Mu-
raoka and John F. Elwolde, 182–208. Leiden: Brill. 

Steiner, Richard C. 2005. ‘On the Dating of Hebrew Sound 
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yiqṭol), 39–53 
BA (Biblical Aramaic), 4, 6, 29, 

59 n. 5, 130 
BDSS (Biblical Dead Sea 

Scrolls), 40–45, 47, 61, 85–
86, 93, 97, 102–3, 116, 124, 
130, 139, 155, 162, 167 

Ben Sira, 4, 6, 35 n. 6, 40–41, 
43–45, 47, 61–63, 79, 86, 
103, 110, 116, 118 n. 11, 
131, 162, 167 

BH (Biblical Hebrew), 1, 4–5, 7, 
9–11, 23, 28–29, 39, 50–51, 
54, 61, 69–70, 79, 91, 93, 
95–97, 100 n. 4, 102–4, 107, 
113–14, 116, 124, 134–35, 
139–41, 147–48, 156, 160, 
169, 171–72, 179, 185, 197, 
206–7 



250 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

binyan, 107 
Canaanite, 36, 53 
CBH (Classical Biblical He-

brew), 1–3, 6–8, 11, 14–21, 
23, 29, 30 n. 3, 34–35, 37, 
39, 40 n. 4, 42–54, 59–60, 
63, 65–66, 79, 81–83, 89, 
93, 97–99, 104, 108, 110, 
112–16, 118–24, 126–27, 
131–38, 141–42, 153–54, 
163, 167, 170–71, 173–75, 
179–80, 183–84, 197, 199, 
201–7 

CBH1, 52–53, 99, 136, 152, 
201, 206–7 

CBH2, 52–54, 99, 136, 152, 
201, 207 

Chronicles, 4–5, 13, 19, 27, 30, 
31, 33, 40 n. 4, 60, 75, 111, 
128–29, 156 

chronolect, 1–2, 12–15, 32, 34, 
50–51, 53, 83, 89, 99, 113, 
115, 134, 136, 174, 201 

classical opposition, 5–6 
concentration, 4–5, 7, 22, 27, 

54, 84, 157, 174 
construct, 15, 17, 22, 59, 60, 

66, 89–105, 155, 160, 177, 
198 

contemporisation, 15, 17, 53, 
99, 137, 201 

copyist, 46 
Court History, 19 

D(euteronomy), 13, 19, 34 n. 5, 
54, 84–85, 87, 142, 158, 
165, 181 

Daniel, 4, 30–31, 40 n. 4, 75, 
156 

defective, 17–18, 75–76, 84–
85, 87, 146, 150–51, 155, 
160, 168–71, 177–78, 180–
81, 184–86, 189, 191, 193, 
197, 199–201 

Deir ʿAlla, 112 n. 5, 146 
Deuteronomy, 28, 60, 69, 75, 

85, 92, 128, 156–57, 165, 
168, 185–86, 188, 199 

dialect, 3, 7, 147 n. 3 
Documentary Hypothesis, 14, 

20, 28, 205 
DSSBH (Dead Sea Scrolls Bibli-

cal Hebrew), 6 
E(lohist), 13, 19, 21–22, 28, 34, 

54, 84–85, 87, 90, 92, 117–
19, 121–22, 125–26, 142, 
158, 164–65, 180–81 

Egyptian, 28, 57, 130 
Ein Gedi Burnt Leviticus Scroll, 

194–96 
ending, 22, 30, 31, 133 n. 5, 

155 n. 1, 157, 161–62, 168–
69, 177–81, 185, 198 

epicene, 147–49, 151, 154, 
171–73 

epigraphy, 4, 7–8, 31, 79, 89, 
91, 97–98, 127, 140, 146, 
160 



 Subject Index 251 

Esther, 4, 30, 40 n. 4, 75, 128–
29, 156, 170 

Ethiopic, 139 
Exodus, 22, 75, 128, 156–58, 

159 n. 3, 164, 198–99 
extrabiblical confirmation, 5–6, 

42 
Ezekiel, 13, 20, 30, 53, 75, 128, 

156–57, 162 
Ezra, 4–5, 13, 30–31, 40 n. 4, 

60, 75, 85, 90, 105, 111 n. 
3, 119, 121, 128, 198–99, 
202 

Former Prophets, 2, 80, 117, 
119, 120–22, 141, 200–201 

gender, 147 n. 3, 171–73 
Genesis, 8, 11, 15, 22, 36, 60, 

63, 75, 128, 152, 156–58, 
159 n. 3, 164, 168, 199–200 

genre, 2–3, 7, 50, 134 
Greek, 4, 16, 171 
Habakkuk, 128 
Haggai, 20 
harmonisation, 94, 102, 133 n. 

5, 161, 170 
heh, 5, 30 n. 3, 48, 161, 168–70 
hifilisation, 64, 71 n. 15, 74, 

78–80, 82, 112 
hifʿil, 14–15, 17–18, 22, 39, 41, 

43–45, 53–55, 57–87, 107, 
127 n. 1 

historiography, 2, 8, 35, 115, 
174 

hofʿal, 59 n. 5, 109, 124 

Hosea, 30, 34, 75, 128, 156 
II-w/y, 17, 39, 41, 43–45, 53–

55 
III-y, 17–18, 39–41, 43–45, 47–

48, 53, 59 n. 6 
infinitive, 59, 60, 64, 66, 70, 

112, 155, 160, 198 
intransitive, 112 
Iron Age II, 1–2, 4, 6–8, 15, 28, 

115, 163 
Isaiah, 15, 20, 30–31, 53, 60, 

75, 128, 156, 191–94 
J(ahwist, Yahwist), 13, 19–22, 

28–29, 33–34, 36, 54, 84–
85, 87, 117–19, 121–22, 
125–26, 138, 142, 158–59, 
164–65, 168 

JDA (Judaean Desert Aramaic), 
7 

JDH (Judaean Desert Hebrew), 
6 

Jeremiah, 15, 20, 30–31, 53, 
60, 75, 128, 156 

Jerome, 162 
Job, 40 n. 4, 75, 128, 156, 189–

90 
Joel, 69, 75, 87, 117, 128, 156 
Jonah, 75, 128, 156 
Josephus, 35 n. 6 
Joshua, 5–6, 8, 29–31, 34–35, 

53, 75, 128, 156, 174, 188 
Judaean Desert, 4, 16, 185 
Judges, 8, 29–31, 35, 53, 60, 

75, 128, 156, 170, 174 



252 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

ketiv, 59 n. 6, 100, 104, 114, 
119, 121, 139, 160 n. 4 

ketiv-qere, 9, 16, 114, 145 n. 1, 
168 

Kings, 15, 30–31, 53, 60, 75, 
102, 128, 133, 156, 174, 201 

Kuntillet ʿAjrud, 146 
Lachish, 112, 139, 146, 160, 

184–85 
Lamentations, 20, 75, 128, 140, 

156 
late distribution, 5 
Latin, 4, 162 
Latter Prophets, 2, 80, 117, 

119–22, 141, 174, 198 
LBH (Late Biblical Hebrew), 1, 

3–7, 14–15, 17, 19–21, 29, 
30 n. 3, 32, 34–35, 39–40, 
49–53, 59–60, 76 n. 19, 77 
n. 21, 81, 89, 93, 97–99, 
101–3, 110–11, 115–17, 
119–23, 126–27, 129, 131–
36, 138, 141, 162, 167, 178, 
197–99, 201–4, 206–7 

LBH+, 40–48, 50–52, 54, 60, 
76–80, 82–83 

levelling, 2–3, 19, 22–23, 70, 
94, 131, 133, 137, 142, 148, 
153, 155, 161, 175, 203 

Leviticus, 22, 60, 75, 156–58, 
159 n. 3, 163, 165, 194–96, 
199 

lexeme, 22, 127 n. 1, 171–72, 
177–80 

lexicon, 5 
long (1st-person wayyiqṭol), 18, 

39–49, 50, 52–55 
LXX (Septuagint), 7, 65 n. 11 
Malachi, 20, 30, 156 
matres lectionis, 9, 17, 22–23, 

58–59, 65, 76, 183, 186, 
194 

Meshaʿ Stele, 44–45, 51, 53, 61 
methodology, 3–5, 178, 204 
Micah, 30, 128, 156 
Middle Akkadian, 139 
Mishna, 61–63, 86, 94–95, 102, 

155 
Moabite, 44, 54, 59 n. 4, 61 
monarchic period, 2, 29, 31, 

35–36, 115 
morphology, 5, 14–15, 17–18, 

21–22, 39–47, 49–55, 59 n. 
6, 60, 63–64, 67, 69, 71–73, 
76–77, 79, 81, 83–85, 93, 
107–9, 111–14, 116, 118, 
120, 123–26, 147–49, 151–
52, 158, 160–63, 172, 179–
80, 204 

Mosaic, 12, 27, 174 
Murabbaʿat, 160 
Nahum, 75 
NBDSS (Non-biblical Dead Sea 

Scrolls), 32, 40–45, 47, 61–
62, 86, 93, 97, 102–3, 116, 
139, 162 



 Subject Index 253 

Nehemiah, 4–5, 13, 30–31, 40 
n. 4, 60, 75, 128–29, 156, 
198–99, 202 

NENA (North-eastern Neo-Ara-
maic), 147 n. 3 

Neo-Assyrian, 139 
Neo-Babylonian, 139 
nifalisation, 107 n. 1, 112–13, 

115, 123 
nifʿal, 15, 17, 21, 107–26, 127 

n. 1 
Northwest Semitic, 28 
noun, 15, 70 n. 14, 89–90, 94, 

100, 127 n. 1, 160, 167, 
177–79, 181 

NT (New Testament), 7 
Numbers, 22, 27–28, 33, 60, 

75, 128, 152, 156–58, 163, 
165, 199–200 

numeral, 89, 94, 100–4, 198 
nun, 6, 177 
OA (Old Aramaic), 63, 96–97, 

127 n. 2 
Obadiah, 30, 156 
onomasticon, 8, 15, 27–29, 31, 

33, 35–37, 54, 175, 204 
P(riestly Code/source), 12–14, 

19–22, 27–28, 32–34, 54, 
84–85, 87, 90, 92–93, 117–
19, 121, 125–26, 138, 142, 
158, 159 n. 3, 164–65, 180–
81, 199–200, 202, 205–6 

paradigm, 1, 51–52, 58–59, 65–
66, 82, 109, 134, 205–6 

participle, 59–60, 61 n. 7, 66, 
69 n. 13, 70 n. 14, 73, 83, 
109, 160, 172 

passive, 15, 17, 21, 59, 107–26 
Patriarchal, 174 
Pentateuch, 3, 8, 11–12, 14, 

16–17, 21, 28–29, 31–32, 
34–36, 45–46, 54, 60, 62–
63, 67, 76–82, 84, 89, 92, 
94, 102, 104, 122–23, 125, 
131–32, 134–35, 137, 140–
41, 145–47, 149–54, 157, 
158 n. 2, 163–64, 167–68, 
170, 174–75, 177–80, 183–
84, 199–200, 204–5 

Persian Period, 14, 21, 27, 76 
Peshiṭta, 4, 97 
pielisation, 62 n. 8, 111 
piʿʿel, 62, 107 
plene, 17–18, 64, 74–78, 80, 82, 

84, 85, 87, 148, 167 n. 1, 
168, 170–71, 177–81, 184–
86, 193, 197–99 

poetry, 1, 34, 43, 50, 121, 134, 
161 

pre-monarchic, 2, 7–8, 15, 29, 
31–32, 34–37, 115, 125, 
136, 174–75, 207 

prefix, 29, 31, 58, 59, 62, 64, 
67, 70–73, 75–76, 84–85, 
87, 108–9, 112, 120, 155–
58, 161–64 

preposition, 160 



254 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew 

pronunciation, 9, 17–19, 22–
23, 41, 54, 58, 64, 65 n. 11, 
108, 115, 124, 145, 152, 
155–57, 160–61, 167–68, 
180, 183 

proto-Masoretic, 16, 196 
PS (proto-Semitic), 39 n. 1, 49–

50, 67, 71 n. 16, 149, 155, 
162 

Proverbs, 30, 75, 128, 156 
Psalms, 50, 60, 75, 128, 156 
pseudo-cohortative (1st-person 

wayyiqṭol), 39 
puʿʿal, 108–9 
QA (Qumran Aramaic), 41, 130 
qal, 14–15, 17–18, 20–22, 39, 

41, 43–45, 53–55, 57–85, 
87, 107–26, 127 n. 1, 198 

qaṭal, 62, 66, 83 
qere, 59 n. 6, 100, 104, 114, 

119, 121, 139, 160 n. 4 
qere perpetuum, 145, 168–69 
QH (Qumran Hebrew), 6, 63, 

70 n. 14, 110, 118 n. 11, 
139, 155, 162, 167 

Qohelet, 40 n. 4, 60, 75, 128–
29 

redaction, 16, 34, 123, 158, 175 
regional variation, 3 
register, 2–3, 7, 17, 139 
Reworked Pentateuch, 11, 63 
Rewritten Bible, 11, 63 
RH (Rabbinic Hebrew), 32, 70, 

79, 94–97, 102–3, 110, 116, 

118 n. 11, 131–32, 139–40, 
162, 167, 179 

root, 57, 116, 119, 125, 127–
30, 132, 137, 167 

Ruth, 29, 75, 87, 105, 117, 119, 
156 

Samuel, 8, 15, 29–31, 35–36, 
53, 57, 60, 75, 111, 128, 
156–57, 162, 174, 200 

scribe, 11, 46, 48–49, 98, 123, 
129 n. 3, 137, 151, 194 n. 3 

Second Isaiah, 20 
Seder ʿOlam Rabba, 96 
SH (Samaritan Hebrew), 62, 

110, 131, 139 
short (1st-person wayyiqṭol), 
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