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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-
rensvard 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 Ehrensvard 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
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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.! 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-

! 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 I 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-
shitta, 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
v ‘Yeshua®, a late contraction (involving elision of heh and dis-
similation of o- and u-vowels) of pwin ‘Joshua’ (Hurvitz 2014,
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 vw» in BH
(29 x) is restricted to late texts: Ezra (10 X ); Nehemiah (17 x);
Chronicles (2 x). 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
81.2.1, 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 v, its alternative vwin’ is frequent in
CBH texts (217 x; it also occurs in LBH 1 Chron. 7.26), demon-
strating ample opportunity for use of v 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 i 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 LOrRD, which he spoke by Joshua
the son of Nun (113712 vwin?)’ (1 Kgs 16.34).

(2) “...for from the days of Yeshua the son of Nun (p3-7a viv») 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 vwr 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 1(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-gere 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 Ehrensvird 2008,
1:341-60; 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.



Introduction 11

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, I1:34; 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; 40364-367) 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 Qur’anic 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
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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 Ehrensvard 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 Ehrensvard (2008, 11:16-17) 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 wayyiqtol morphology (ch. 2), gal versus hifil
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forms of 7"p* (ch. 3) (but see below), construct nxn versus abso-
lute n&n ‘hundred’ (ch. 4), qal internal passive versus nif‘al mor-
phology (ch. 5), p"yx versus p"yr (ch. 6), 1CPL 111 versus 1rR (ch.
7), Fs X versus 81 (ch. 8), FPL - versus nJ- (ch. 9), 71 versus
np1 with feminine singular referent (ch. 10), abstract nouns end-
ing in -it (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 gal versus hif il forms of §"o* (ch. 3),
though the shift to hifl 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-gere 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 wayyiqtol morphology (ch. 2), con-
struct nK&n versus absolute nxn ‘hundred’ (ch. 4), qal internal pas-

sive versus nif‘al morphology (ch. 5), and p"px versus p"y1 (ch. 6).

8.0. Linguistic versus Orthographic Explanations

Related to the question of whether the distinctiveness of the CBH
of the Pentateuch vis-a-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 wayyiqtol morphology, IlI-y verbs are regularly represented
by short forms, e.g., wyx1 (18 of 21 cases; see below, ch. 2, §1.0,
Table 3). In the case of hifil and qal II-w/y forms, this is also true
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of 1cpL forms, where orthography and vocalisation regularly
agree on short morphology, e.g., 2w11 (Gen. 43.21) and 201 (Deut.
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., 77wx)1 (Deut. 9.21) and
PRI (Lev. 20.23) (6 of 8 relevant cases; see Hornkohl 2023, 431-
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 wayyiqtol spellings are, on the basis of
such evidence, and notwithstanding a degree of uncertainty and
a few 1¢s counterexamples with apparent secondary vocalisation,
construed as linguistic, rather than mere orthographic, variants.
In other words, just as III-y short wyx is assumed to differ mor-
phologically from long nwyni, so too are short THwxt and op
considered morphologically distinct from long T5wx1 and D1pNy,
respectively.

A measure of doubt similarly attaches to some defective
and plene (way)yiqtol spellings of q"v*, such as qo(1)" and 190(1)n,
which are variously interpretable as gal or hiffil, 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 &1 versus &7 (ch.
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8), FPL i- versus - (ch. 9), and 71 versus w1 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 (85.0). 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
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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 Ehrensvard
2008, 1I1:12), 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 "R instead of "2ix ‘T" 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 yalad (Qal) for ‘beget’ in the J source and hélid (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), p"px versus p"yr (ch. 6), 1CPL 1m
versus 1R (ch. 7), Fs 80 versus 87 (ch. 8), and 71 versus mw
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 gal internal passive versus nif‘al 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 nif‘al

dominance of key verbs seen in CBH outside the Pentateuch.
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When it comes to FPL j- versus 13- (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 ni-, though with
widely divergent distributions depending on book (consistently i-
in Genesis—Exodus and 13- in Leviticus—Numbers).

In ch. 11, if lexemes ending in -iit 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 gal versus hif il forms of q"o* (ch.
3), construct nxn versus absolute nxn ‘hundred’ (ch. 4), 1¢PL 1M
versus MR (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.!

More recently, expanding on work by Meek (1936, 32; 1939),

Hoffmeier (2005, 223-25) observes a noticeable concentration of

' The Hebrew forms of the names (and their references) are 7378 (Num.
34.25), wyn7a/menT7a/7e n72 (Num. 1.10; 2.20; 7.54, 59; 10.23),
5878 (Num. 34.28), H&in3 (Num. 1.8; 2.5; 7.18, 23; 10.15), H&win
(Num. 1.13; 2.27; 7.72, 77; 10.26), and qoo% (Num. 1.14; 2.14; 3.24;
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



28 Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew

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 -siir- and -ammi- in Numbers is paralleled in the Bronze Age
Mari letters, which predate the late 19th century BCE.? 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

2T 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: vwim
‘Joshua’ and 7221 ‘Jochebed’ (see Hornkohl 2014a, 86, fn. 35).
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 37’-, while post-exilic extrabiblical Hebrew and

Aramaic, as well as LBH and BA, show strong partiality for the



30 Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew

abbreviated form °-.> Hornkohl (2014a, 87) provides the follow-
ing table of names ending in long »7- or short ’- 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

% 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 - -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, -in’ or -7, 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 pwin ‘Joshua’ in the
Hexateuch and iniim/ini ‘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 -in or -1 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 17’-, whereas post-exilic books show a strong predilection
for the short m- 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 - suffix, whereas
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in Persian and Hellenistic inscriptions, NBDSS texts, 1QIsa? and

RH, short - 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 - 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 7221 ‘Jochebed’ (Exod. 6.20)
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.* 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.

* 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 pwin ‘Joshua’, as the relevant personage is not men-
tioned until after the Tetragrammaton has been revealed accord-
ing to all sources and since use of the alternant name pwin ‘Hosea’
(Num. 13.8, 16; Deut. 32.44) can be interpreted as evidence of
Yahwistic renaming. At any rate, use of YWin’ ‘Joshua’ is as prev-

alent in E as it is in P, the latter also employing vwin ‘Hosea’.?

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

® pwin: E—Exod. 17.9, 10, 13, 14; 24.13; 32.17; 33.11; Num. 11.28;
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; Dtr,—Deut. 1.38; 3.21, 28; 31.3, 7. vvin:
P—Num. 13.8, 16; Dtr,—Deut. 32.44.
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orally, written down, and retransmitted.® 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.

® 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 11°- and post-
exilic - 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 WAYYIQTOL
MORPHOLOGY

Depending on verb class, 1st-person wayyiqtol 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’).! See Table 1.

Table 1: Short, long, and augmented 1st-person wayyiqtol forms in the
Tiberian tradition?

Strong II-y hifiil qal II-w/y
lcs | nowa1,n7wRT | NDRYL, US| ATLRY,TERYTEND | NIRRT ,DIPR] ,DRRY
1cpL| nnbwn ,nowan | npn ol | aTa* ,Tont Ten* | nmipn ,oipn ,opitt

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.?

! For various opinions on the proto-Semitic antecedents to the various
forms, see, among others, Rainey (1986, 4, 8-10); Talshir (1987, 589);
JM (88114a-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); Sjors
(2021a; 2021b).

% 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);
Sjors (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 wayyiqtol 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 wayyiqtol morphology, which excludes
I1I-y forms, and Table 3 showing the incidence of long III-y 1st-
person wayyiqtol morphology.

Table 2: Incidence of augmented 1st-person wayyigtol (750pRI, ATYRI,
nmpRY) forms across representative ancient Hebrew corpora

MT
Torah Proph. Non-LBH+ LBH+ | BDSS NBDSS SP

Writings
4/105 19/254 8/26 69/127 | 21/55 23/31 | 34/106 | 4/7
(3.8%) (7.5%) (30.8) (53.9%) | (38.2%) (73.3%) |(32.4%) | (57.1%)

Ben
Sira

Table 3: Incidence of long 1st-person III-y forms (e.g., MWYN1) across rep-
resentative ancient Hebrew traditions

MT

Torah Proph. Non-LBH+ LBH+ | BDSS NBDSS| SP :’i’;
Writings

3/21  38/66 7/13  18/25| 7/10 10/11 | 21/22 | 2/2

(14.3%) (57.6%)  (53.8%)  (72%) | (70%) (90.9%)|(95.5%) | (100%)

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

* 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 wayyigtol mor-

phological alternatives also obtains beyond III-y verbs, i.e., in the
case of hifl 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 (nwywy), hifil (7°px1), and qal
II-w/y (opR1) wayyiqtol forms: number of long forms out of number of
combined short, long, and augmented forms (percentage long)

MT
Non-
Verb Ben
Cluss | TOTaN  Proph. LBH+ LBH+ BDSS NBDSS| SP | .
Writings
Ly 3/21 38/66 7/13  18/25 | 7/10 10/11 | 21/22 | 2/2
(14.3%) (57.6%) (53.8%) (72%) | (70%) (90.9%) | (95.5%) |(100%)
hiftil 1/12  14/33 9,21 | 0/2 2/5 | 10/13 | 2/2
long | (8.3%) (42.4%)  (42.9%)| (0%) (40%) |(76.9%)|(100%)
~ |hifil | 0/12  3/33 10/21 | 2/2 3/5 | 3/13
i:\aug. (0%) (9.1%)  (47.6%)|(100%) (60%) |(23.1%)|
hiftil
long + 1712 17/33 B 19/21 | 2/2 5/5 | 13/13 | 2/2
aug, (8.3%) (51.5%) (90.4%) | (100%) (100%) | (100%) |(100%)
o-w/y | 0/6  9/15 1/3 14721 | 0/3 0/3 4/5
long (0%) (60%) (33.3) (66.7%)| (0%)  (0%) | (80%) |
m-w/y | 0/6  1/15 2/3 7/21 | 1/3 3/3 1/5
S |aug. (0%) (6.7%) (66.7%) (33.3%)](33.3%) (100%) | (20%) |
II-w/y
long + 0/6 10/15  3/3 21721 | 1/3 3/3 5/5 B
aug, (0%) (66.7%) (100%) (100%) |(33.3%) (100%) | (100%)
long 4/39 61/114 8/16  41/67 | 7/15 12/19 | 35/40 | 4/4
3 (10.3%) (53.5%) (50%) (61.2%) |(46.7%) (63.2%) | (87.5%) |(100%)
Ellong +| 4/39 65/114 10/16 58/67 | 10/15 18/19 | 39/40 | 4/4
aug. [(10.3%) (57%) (62.5%) (86.6%)|(66.7%) (94.7%) |(97.5%) |(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 wayyiqtol 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 wayyiqtol 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 wayyiqtol morphology with n::-, 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 wayyigtol ("50pR1, TTYNI,
nmpx1) forms across representative ancient Hebrew corpora

MT
Ben
Torah Proph. Non-LBH+ LBH+ | BDSS NBDSS SpP Sira
Writings

4/105 19/254 8/26 69/127 | 21/55 23/31 |34/106| 4/7
(3.8%) (7.5%) (30.8) (53.9%) | (38.2%) (73.3%) | (32.4%) | (57.1%)

While all the above corpora reveal some use of augmented 1st-
person wayyiqtol 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 wayyigtol 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 wayyiqtol morphology in the case of III-y, hif‘l, 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 (nwyx), hif<l (Tpx1), and gal
I-w/y (opR1) wayyiqtol forms across representative ancient Hebrew cor-
pora

MT
Non-
Verb on Ben
Torah Proph. LBH+ LBH+ | BDSS NBDSS Sp .
Class .. Sira
Writings

Iy | 3/21  38/66 7/13 18/25 | 7/10 10/11 | 21/22 2/2
long [(14.3%) (57.6%) (53.8%) (72%) | (70%) (90.9%)|(95.5%) | (100%)

hifil | 1/12 14/33 . 9/21 0/2 2/5 10/13 2/2
long | (8.3%) (42.4%) (42.9%)| (0%) (40%) |(76.9%) | (100%)
- 0/6 9/15 1/3 14/21 0/3 0/3 4/5

w/y —

(0%)  (60%) (33.3) (66.7%)| (0%)  (0%) | (80%)
long

total | 4/39 61/114 8/16 41/67 | 7/15 12/19 | 35/40 4/4
long [(10.3%) (53.5%) (50%) (61.2%)|(46.7%) (63.2%)|(87.5%) | (100%)

Conspicuous here is the Tiberian Torah, the only corpus in which
long 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology is rare. Notably, other CBH
corpora—the CBH Prophets and non-LBH+ Writings—display
comparatively frequent use of long 1st-person wayyiqtol 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 wayyiqtol morphology and
general lack of augmented 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology find
confirmation in the (admittedly foreign, but cognate) ancient Mo-
abite of the Mesha“ Stele. Here III-y 1st-person wayyiqtol forms
are consistently short, e.g., wyx1 ‘and I made’ (11. 3, 9), 81 ‘and
I saw’ (1. 7), ja ‘and I built’ (1. 9), awxs ‘and I captured’ (1. 12).
At the same time, forms eligible for augmented morphology show
no indication thereof, e.g., 7181 ‘and I killed’ (1. 11, 16), 7578
‘and I went’ (1. 14-15), npx ‘and I took’ (11. 17, 19-20), anoNs
‘and I dragged’ (1. 18), 7n&1 ‘and I said’ (1. 24), ®wx1 ‘and I carried’
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(1. 30), and 7% ‘and I descended’ (1. 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 1552
‘at night’ (1. 15) and n1a ‘he built’ (n. 18), which lead one to ex-
pect that similar orthography would have been employed in the
case of augmented wayyiqtol morphology, had it been used.

To summarise, Tiberian CBH compositions unite when it
comes to infrequency of the augmented 1st-person wayyiqtol 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
wayyiqtol morphology in the case of IlI-y (nwpR1), hifil (TpRY),
and qal II-w/y (oypxy) 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 Data®

The Mesha“ Stele’s exclusive use of short III-y 1st-person way-
yigtol (wyr1) forms and lack of augmented wayyigtol (nHopxy,
nTyRy, nmpRy) forms tally with the Masoretic Torah’s preference
for short 1st-person morphology. Likewise, the striking affinity
for long and augmented 1st-person wayyiqtol forms among late
non-Tiberian biblical traditions—the BDSS, the SP—and late ex-

trabiblical sources—the NBDSS, Ben Sira—is strong evidence of

®> 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 wayyiqgtol 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 wayyiqtol forms—
AWYRI, TYRI, DIpRi—the norm in Tiberian LBH+ and other late
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 wayyiqtol morphol-
ogy, but not augmented 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology—to be
explained?

Since long morphological forms (nwyKi, T'YRI, DIPKRIY) 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



2. 1st-person wayyiqtol Morphology 47

rest of CBH, which was contemporised in the direction of LBH +
under the influence of Second Temple morphology. If so, 1st-per-
son wayyiqtol 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 (Awyx1) and augmented (A50PRI, ATPNI,
nmpRy) forms. See Chart 1 (reproduced from Hornkohl 2023,
416).

Chart 1: Incidence of long 1st-person IlI-y (mwyx1) and augmented 1st-
person (nbopwy, aT()pRy, nn(1)pR1) forms across representative ancient
Hebrew traditions as percentage of potential cases

100

100 M long nwy augmented 1HopK
90
80
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57.6 58.3 57.1
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20 14.3
7.5
10 I 3.8
0
MT Torah MT Prophets MT Non- MT LBH+ BDSS NBDSS SamPent Ben Sira
LBH+
Writings

Generally speaking, the frequency of long (nwyx1) forms posi-
tively correlates with the frequency of augmented (n5vpNy,
YRy, 1mpRY) forms. That is, the use of one often goes hand in
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 wayyiqtol 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 Ill-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 wayyiqtol forms ac-
cording to Second Temple convention, i.e., changing wyxi to
WK, then it is reasonable to expect that they would do the same
where necessary to expand the use of augmented forms, changing
SopK1 to NHVPNI, etc., since these were no less characteristic of
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 wayyiqtol (nwyx1) forms. At the same
time, similar to the MT Torah and against the convention in MT
LBH+ and other late texts, augmented (nbopxy, ATYRI, NRIPRY)
forms are largely absent from the CBH of the Prophets. From the
admittedly narrow perspective of 1st-person wayyiqtol 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 wayyiqtol morphology in the Torah and the Prophets, Talshir
reasons that augmented 1st-person wayyiqtol morphology early
on co-existed with short 1st-person wayyiqtol 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 wayyiqtol morphology in the Prophets with what he
views as completely artificial long 1st-person wayyiqtol 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 yiqtol seen in some Second Temple sources, whereby
the formerly semantically distinct forms were no longer morpho-
logically distinguished. With synonymous 1st-person wayyiqtol
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 wayyigtol
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 wayyiqtol morphology:

(1) nearly uniformly short (wyxi, Ty8y, opR1) and standard
(5vpr1) morphology (< PS aqtul) in the CBH of the Torah;

(2) commonly long (Awyx, Tyx, D1pR1) and standard (Sopxy)
morphology (< PS aqtulu/a), but rarely augmented
morphology in the CBH of the Prophets;
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(3) commonly long (hwyxy, TyKRI, 01pR1) morphology (< PS
agtulu/a) and commonly augmented (75VPRI, ATYPNI,
nmpR1) morphology (< PS aqtulan[na]) in LBH+.

A note on the MT non-LBH+ Writings: their incidence of long
(NwypRy, TN, D1pRY) forms is similar to that of the MT Prophets,
but Psalms especially shows a comparatively high incidence of
augmented (n5vpr1, ITYRI, NMPRY) 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 wayyiqtol morphological di-
versity are consistent with the regnant bipartite CBH-LBH divi-
sion, notably, the high frequency of short (wpx3, TR, DPKRY) mor-
phology in the written tradition of the Tiberian Torah and the
Mesha“ Stele, on the one hand, and, on the other, the rarity of
short morphology and the concomitant accumulation of aug-
mented (nbopxy, ATYRY, ANPIRY 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 wayyiqgtol 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-
yiqtol 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., CBH; and CBH,, 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 wayyigtol 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 (nwpR, TYNI,
o1pR1) forms were in wide use, but augmented (nbopRy, NTYNY,
nMpRY) were not yet in vogue. In this case, what appears to be
CBH, 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 CBH,. If no other
feature discussed in this volume necessitates such an explanation,
it should be judged unlikely.

As for actual historical dates, the Mesha“ 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 (II-y, hifl, qal 1I-w/y) and standard instead of aug-
mented (strong, hifil, 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 CBH, 1st-person wayyiqtol 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 CBH, 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 Dtr, has two.®

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 hiftil 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 wayyiqtol 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; Dtr;: 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 hifl and gal II-w/y wayyiqtol mor-
phology in the Masoretic reading tradition of the Torah

Singular Plural
Short 79181 (Lev. 26.13; Deut. 29.4) 151311 (Gen. 43.7; Gen. 44.24)
2w (Gen. 43.21)
2975 (Num. 31.50)
201 (Deut. 2.1)
ona (Deut. 2.34; 3.6)
Long oy (Gen. 24.47; Deut. 10.5) oW1 (Num. 21.30)
N2 (Exod. 19.4)
PR (Lev. 20.23)
5728) (Lev. 20.26)
TowR) (Deut. 9.21)
Invariable Nani (Gen. 24.42) N33 (Deut. 1.19)







3. QAL VERSUS HIFIL. FORMS OF §"o*

Throughout the Hebrew Bible, two verbs that share the root q"o*
compete in the meaning ‘add, do again’: gal 7o and hiffl q'oin.
Their synonymy is demonstrated by the example pairs in (1)-(8),
with gal and hif‘il forms presented in odd- and even-numbered

examples, respectively:

(1) inin o7 HIRYNR NiIRYY HRIDY 90K
‘And Samuel did no more see Saul until the day of his
death...’ (1 Sam. 15.35)

(2) oY%iy-Tw Tiv DNRYS 19°0N &S DI BYR R DR YR "D
‘...For the Egyptians whom you see today—you shall no
more see them again.’ (Exod. 14.13)

(3)  *mypy WK NINWNop nod! ToRAN AT 8N oI K7 am
‘...And behold, half the greatness of your wisdom was not
told me; you have surpassed the report that I heard. (2
Chron. 9.6)

(4)  npnwnmoy 210y hnan nooin nan papin wNa TNy M
‘...And behold, the half was not told me. You have accumu-
lated! wisdom and wealth beyond the report that I heard.’
(1 Kgs 10.7)

(5)  Tiv vhHx-2W o0 KD NdtaTNR WM
‘...and he sent forth the dove, and she did no more return
to him again.’ (Gen. 8.12)

! 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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(6) & N2 o oin~NY 10)
‘She has fallen. She will no more rise, the virgin of Israel.’
(Amos 5.2)

(7)  nin Wown S0 0w Wow Ty 17 nooy
‘...then you shall add three other cities to these three.’
(Deut. 19.9)

(8) o™n niw 97 19701
‘and years of life will be added to you.” (Prov. 9.11)

As things stand in the extant combined Tiberian written-reading
tradition, hif‘il forms outnumber gal forms.? Intriguingly, how-
ever, neither stem boasts a complete paradigm. Especially con-
spicuous is the apparent absence of the gal prefix conjugation
(but cf. below), whether in yiqtol or wayyiqtol 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 gal 36
and hif<l 173. Yet, since many forms, especially in the prefix conjuga-
tion, are morphologically ambiguous or have been wrongly classified as
hifil, these figures ought to be viewed with suspicion.
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Table 1: Summary paradigms of gal and hif'l q"o

Form qal hif<il
suffix conjugation qo? q'0in
participle ja)ae) [sjfalie}fal
prefix conjugation —3 noi/roP
wayyiqtol —3 q0"/39'011
infinitive construct niap/nispy* oY
imperative 1890 —
external passive 7ol -3

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 gal and hiffl, 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
qo°, participle o'ap’, and imperative 180—dominate in CBH,®

whereas LBH shows preference for consonantally unambiguous

® According to the standard I-y/w qal pattern, the expected Tiberian pre-
fix conjugation form would be 7™, wayyiqtol no*1*; but see below.

4 Cf. Moabite naoh (Mesha [KAI 181] 1. 21); see below, fn. 6.

® Cf. BA hof‘al nooin ‘was added (Fs)’ (Dan. 4.33).

® These figures include the gal infinitival forms niao% (Num. 32.14) and
nisp (Isa. 30.1), despite the III-y (rather than I-y) morphology, on the
grounds that their stem morphology is transparent. By contrast, the gal

gere ap? (1 Sam. 27.4; ketiv qov) is excluded, since it is not part of the
consonantal tradition, whereas the stem of the ketiv is ambiguous.
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hifiil morphology—such as suffix conjugation 77, participle
oo, and infinitive construct 50115, The overall CBH gal to
hifl 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 gal 7o’ and hifil 5'oin
(see §84.1 for citations)

Book qal hif<il | Book/Corpus qal hifil
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+ O 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 gal and hif‘il 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 hifil 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 gal yo* and hif‘l 5'oin in
the MT, Extrabiblical Sources, and Non-Tiberian Biblical Material (see
84.2 for citations)

Corpus gal hif<il Corpus gqal hiftil
Mesha‘ (KAI 181) 2 0 NBDSS 2 16
Zakkur (KAI 202) O 1 Ben Sira 0 3
BDSS 16 4 Mishna 1 75
SP 18 O

Reflecting early patterns of stem usage outside Masoretic
BH, the mid-9th-century Moabite of the Mesha‘ Stele, the BDSS,
and the SP, show dominant use of gal 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 §"o* 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 hiftil rather than gal, which occurs
in at least three (and possibly four) of six cases (all involving the
participial form at Deut. 5.25):

oo'd[i B (4Q37 3.7 || MT mao-ox Deut. 5.25); *naowni (4Q83 £9ii.13 || MT
'nooim Ps. 71.14); [cvgo1]’ or (4Q41 5.7 || MT orapi-or Deut. 5.25); [2'a01]n
(4Q129 f1R.13 || MT oop-oR Deut. 5.25); oo0[1n ois (4Q135 1.4 || MT oy
oap’ Deut. 5.25); 0ho7/n ok (4Q137 f1.31 || MT orap-ox Deut. 5.25); o'op» or
(XQ2 1.6 || MT o'go-og Deut. 5.25).”

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 [B°5"5i]n '3 (4Q129 f1R.13).
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As for the SP—despite superficial similarity between it and
the MT concerning the preservation of qal 7o, 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 wayyiqtol with non-converted we-qatal forms: not only is
qom read as gal wydsaf (cf. the unequivocally hif<l 1970 wyiisifu
Deut. 20.8), but so, too, is feminine qom wtésaf (Gen. 4.2; cf. qoin
tisaf Gen. 4.12; pa'oin tiasifon Gen. 44.23). Second, against MT
qal, the SP sometimes has pi“el, e.g., MT ’nao7 || SP *naom wyas-
safti ‘and I will continue’ (Lev. 26.18; see also Lev. 26.21; Deut.
19.9).2 Third, as demonstrated below, in three of the eight in-
stances in which old qal yaqtel’ prefix conjugation forms are ar-
guably preserved in the MT Pentateuch, the SP written and/or
reading tradition evinces an unambiguous hif‘l; see qph || SP
qoin tisof (Gen. 4.12); nph || SP o oin tisifu (Deut. 13.1); oK ||
SP yoir iisof (Deut. 18.16).

Likewise, unequivocal hifil 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 gal 3rd-person weqatal forms in the DSS are
given to analysis as instances of hif€il (or gal) wayyiqtol or we-yiqtol, e.g.,
1907 (1QIsa® 23.29 || 3901 MT Isa. 29.19; cf. the following paragraph on
the SP), the prevalence of mater waw in I-w/y hif‘il yiqtol forms in the
DSS (26 of 28 cases) makes it likely that the forms identified above as
weqatal are indeed instances of the gal suffix conjugation.

8 On pielisation as a feature of Second Temple Hebrew, see Hornkohl
(2023, 253-88) and the references mentioned there.

? Alternatively, a form like Samaritan tiisaf can be analysed as an origi-
nal yaqtul, whereby *tawsup > *tosup > *tosip (due to dissimilation).
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biblical citation and allusion. No unambiguous qgal forms appear
in Ben Sira. Notably, the two gal 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 hifil morphology against a more
ambiguous MT form, e.g., 7nnn yxn 8191 nnarhy 9010 815 ‘you will
not add to them and you will not subtract from them’ (11QT*®
[11Q19] 54.6-7) || 3mn pin 89 P qon-&5 (MT Deut. 13.1), &>
Ty NRIA 7773 2w 9010 ‘You shall no more again return that way’
(11QT® [11Q19] 56.17-18) || and Tiv M1 7772 WY paon 8y (MT
Deut. 17.16), and n1237pa 71 7272 mwyd W ior 8191 ‘and they
will no more do that sort of thing among you a8’ (11QT*
[11Q19] 61.11) || 372 N1 Y7 1272 TiY Nitvp? 10089 (MT Deut.
19.20). Likewise, the sole case of gal morphology in the Mishna
(Sota 9.5) was inherited from the Bible (MT Deut. 20.8).°

With specific reference to the incidence of indisputable
hifil consonantal forms in non-Tiberian biblical material: the
late-9th—early-8th-century Old Aramaic instance of n]aoin ‘I
added’ (Zakkur [KAI 202] B.4-5) is solid evidence of early hif‘il
usage. It may be seen as supporting evidence for the authenticity
of the lone instance of unambiguous hif‘l in the Tiberian Torah,
7oiny (Lev. 19.25), though textual and interpretive questions
leave some doubt (see below).

19 Note also the Mishna’s combined written-reading testimony of 5a
q(")oin ‘Thou shalt not add’ (Zevah. 8.10, 10, 10), where the vocalisation
in Codex Kaufmann conforms to that of the Tiberian tradition qph-x>
(MT Deut. 13.1). Cf. 9°0in b2 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 yiqtol and wayyiqtol. Exempting such forms
from the initial survey is necessary, because purely consonantal
prefix conjugation forms are morphologically ambiguous, dis-
posed to both gal and hiffl 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)yiqtol 4"0* Forms

2.1.1. Wholesale (way)yiqtol Hifilisation?

Given the unequivocal gal 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., yigtol qo** and wayyiqtol q0%*. From
this perspective, a vocalised form such as jon ‘there will (not) be
again’ (Exod. 11.6) should be identified as an original gal form,
arily realised with hif‘il pronunciation in line with Second Temple
tendencies. Thus, in plene spellings such as qov, 9'0°, and 5oy, the
waw and/or yod matres might reasonably be considered second-
ary. Even the apparently early consonantally unambiguous hifil

infinitive q’pin? (Lev. 19.25) arouses scepticism, the context more
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suited, in Ginsberg’s opinion, to the Samaritan 7"o&nY, presuma-
bly ‘to gather’.!! On Ginsberg’s view, then, the expected Tiberian
CBH paradigm is gal qo™-q0*-q07*-q0-nao(5)*, with the hifil para-
digm aoin-groin-goi-qoin*-goin(;) late and secondary. If so, all
apparently CBH hifil 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 hif il paradigm to pre-exilic gal spellings amenable
to hifil realisation.

One conspicuous upshot of the hif il reinterpretation of
original gal 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
(81.0). Because a certain number of originally qal yiqgtol forms
were apparently recast as hifil, the rather tidy diachronic picture
sketched above based on consonantally unambiguous forms is

distorted due to apparent secondary qal > hifSl shifts in the

! In the passage’s context of harvesting, ‘gather’ is at least as apposite as
‘add’. Vulgate congregantes reflects the former; LXX mpdofepa, Ongelos
xoDixY, and the Syriac L aawasa the latter. The Samaritan evidence is itself
varied: the Targum has nwionb ‘gather’, against Arabic _asl2J ‘multiply’.
For the meaning ‘gather’ one expects gal 7oxr> in Samaritan as well as
Tiberian Hebrew; indeed, the hiffl is otherwise unknown. Also, as noted
above, the Samaritan pronunciation lisaf reflects neither o8 nor 77o8n5,
but seemingly 7on% ‘bring to an end’. Cf. MT paoxn || SP paoin tisifon
(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: 4"ox and "o in Jer. 8.13 and Zeph. 1.2, 4"ox and q"o* in 1 Sam.
18.29 and 2 Sam. 6.1 (see Ben-Hayyim 2000, 143, 213).



66 Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew

realisation of ambiguous spellings. The basically diachronic sup-
pletion described above, consisting of classical qal and late hif*il,
is complicated by a situation of seeming synchronic suppletion
within CBH, in which only those gal forms impervious to hif*il
reinterpretation—(we)qatal, participle, imperative, infinitives
construct and absolute—preserved their original stem, while the
remaining (way)yiqtol forms shifted to hif‘il. 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:

(92) :mapaTn MPATNR MY q0%...
‘...and he again sent forth the dove from the ark.” (Gen.
8.10b)
(9b) :Tiy PHR-2IW NoDTRY...
‘...and (the dove) did not again return.” (Gen. 8.12b)
(10a)...r% inwnn qon...
‘...and he must add a fifth of it thereupon...” (Lev. 27.27b)
(10b):1H 70° imwnn....
‘...a fifth of it he must add thereupon.’ (Lev. 27.31b)
(11a) 5877 Pe3 8i27 DR T3 T 190789
‘...and the bands of Arameans no longer came into the ter-
ritory of Israel.” (2 Kgs 6.23b)
(11b)...q01 131 ooy 5 nppris...
‘...thus will God do to me and thus will he repeat...” (2 Kgs
6.31a)
(12a)...mw5 mw 190...
‘...add year upon year...” (Isa. 29.1)



3. Qal versus hif'il Forms of "o 67

(12b)...ma-opi-ng 8%e07 (01 37 127
‘Therefore, behold, I will again do wonderful things with
this people...” (Isa. 29.14)"?

(120) ..07RY M3 DY 1907
‘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 §"o
prefix conjugation forms seems to reflect a situation more com-
plex than the wholesale application of post-exilic hifil morphol-
ogy and phonology wherever pre-exilic gal 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 yigtol (< PS yaqtul), i.e., jussive,
hifil forms in contexts better suited to full yigtol (< PS yaqtulu)

morphology and indicative semantics, e.g.,

(13) 72 AQ2°NA 9RIN7 MATRINR TpN 7
‘When you work the ground, it will no longer yield to you
its strength.” (Gen. 4.12 || SP qoin tiisaf)

12 For more on this construction see the discussion below, §2.2, on ex-
amples (21)-(22).
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(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)
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-+-T192 10K 1091 YOV 01 INWMRNNR 09Y) WTHITTN KON WK NX)

‘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 90 ydsaf;

see also Lev. 5.24; 27.31; Num. 5.7)

PR 3T I ARTI0 APTRY AZ90 DHXTDI I3 K1 IIW AH)

‘And now, stay here then tonight you, too, that I may know

what more the LORD will say to me.” (Num. 22.19 || SP qo*

ydsf)

9P RN Nipp? MY Nk DONR MED IR WK 1370792 DR
B RN YN N

‘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 1a'on tidsifu)
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‘...Iwill not again hear the voice of the LORD my God or see

this great fire any more, lest I die.” (Deut. 18.16 || SP g0

isaf)

:o077 9N 037 ANaW) 0% ADR 2.

‘...and famine I will add upon you and will break your sup-

ply of bread.” (Ezek. 5.16)

:0™M7D DMWY DNANR Hoix &Y.

‘...Iwill no longer love them.” (Hos. 9.15)
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(20) 9i7 "W 01 &7 PR 0YivaTn oy &% D oy 27 op...
aini|

‘...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)"3

While a certain degree of overlap between jussive and indicative
patterns is known to characterise the use of yigtol forms in BH
(see, e.g., GKC §109d, k; JM §114l), the frequency of the phe-
nomenon in the case of yo*-7'0in arguably calls for closer inspec-
tion—Ilest 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 gal yiqgtol represents three Proto-
Semitic vocalic patterns, namely yafwl, yaf‘il, and yif‘al, the for-
mer two considered active and the latter stative. Dominant He-
brew yigtol is the reflex of original yafwl and, due to various pho-
nological and analogical processes, many original yaf‘l and yif‘al
verbs also developed yigtol forms. Only a minority of verbs pre-
serve reflexes of their original yafil or yif‘al patterns, especially

those with weak or guttural radicals and/or those included in the

.....

:03% 727 7WR3 (Deut. 1.11) is semantically ambiguous in terms of both
vocalisation and context. It is analysable as a gal indicative yiqtol or
active participle ‘the LORD will add’ or as a gal or hifil jussive ‘may the
LorD add’, but cf. the ensuing undoubtedly volitional 7727 ‘and may he
bless’. MT Deuteronomy exhibits use of both unequivocal gal and hifil
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 yaf‘il seems to have been par-
ticularly vulnerable to analogical levelling, with genuine reflexes
preserved in gal I-y forms, e.g., 77 (< *yarid), and in the prefix
conjugation of 1n3, e.g., i (< *yantin). Blau (2010, 222) accounts
for the rare preservation of yafil thus:

Two factors cooperated in ousting yafl: 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, yaf il was reinterpreted as hifl (which be-

fore the lengthening of the characteristic i also had the

form of yaftil).
As examples, consider the BH qal forms in weqatal *niin ‘and I
will defend’ (2 Kgs 19.34; see also 20.6) and infinitive absolute
1133 ‘defending’ (Isa. 31.5), along with the corresponding yigtol 13’
‘(he) will defend’ (Isa. 38.6; see also Zech. 9.15; 12.8). Though
the yiqtol forms have the appearance of short hifl jussives, a
more fitting contextual analysis is that they are old indicative gal
yigtol (specifically, yafil) forms. In RH, however, one finds une-
quivocal hifil forms, e.g., imperatival pn ‘defend!” (‘Aravit,
Fourth Blessing).'* Similarly, within the Bible and beyond there
is evidence of the secondary reinterpretation of gal '2’-j3-13 ‘un-
derstand’ as hifl pa-pan-pan, of gal ow-ow-o ‘put’ as hifl
o'w-o'wn-o'wi, and—most relevantly—of gal n7i-n73-n7 as hiffil

4 The same may hold true of QH. The expression 1y 131 ‘strong defend-
ers’ (4Q403 f1i.25; 4Q405 f3ii.17) is interpretable as an instance of the
hif<l participle (see the analysis of the Academy of the Hebrew Lan-
guage’s Historical Dictionary Project online Ma‘agarim), but Abegg
(1999-2009) and Wise, Abegg, and Cook (2005) construe *13n here as a
noun, i.e., ‘shields of’. In Second Temple Aramaic, the verb is C-stem.
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n1i-n7in-n7in. In all cases, an ambiguous qal yigtol form seems to
have been interpreted as hif‘il, leading to the secondary creation
of unequivocal hif€l suffix conjugation, participial, and other
forms. Such shifts coincided with a long-term, broader move
away from the gal pattern in favour of stems perceived as having

greater semantic iconicity.®

2.2. Reconsidering the Evidence

Having illustrated likely cases of qal > hiffil reinterpretation, in-
cluding in the specific case of original yafil forms, we are well
positioned to consider the specific case of forms of gal 5o’ versus
those of hifil qoin. As it turns out, one need not assume with

Ginsberg that a prefix conjugation vocalisation such as qp* in

will say’ (Num. 22.19) is necessarily a secondary, anachronistic,
and artificial misapplication of Second Temple jussive hif il pho-
nology and morphology to an indicative form with the intended
qal realisation qo™*. Rather, as Huehnergard (2006, 466-71; see
also JM §75f) has shown, though resembling a misused hifil jus-
sive, Tiberian yosef is in reality a passable, if exceptional, reflex

of a qal I-w/y verb with an original yaf<l pattern.'® This means

!> On hifilisation as a feature of Second Temple Hebrew, see Hornkohl
(2023, 209-51) and the references cited there.

' Huehnergard details three routes of phonological development for
original I-w prefix conjugation forms: (a) w > y, e.g., [&" < *yiySan <
*yiwsan; (b) elision of w, e.g., 2w, 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., °¥* < PS
*yassur < PS *yawsur. The preservation of w in *yawsip > qoi is, thus,
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that the ostensibly ill-fitting jussive-like hif€l forms in indicative
contexts in examples (13)-(20) above are alternatively analysa-
ble as aptly employed indicative forms with vocalisations tracea-
ble to archaic gal morphology.'” The same can be said of conso-
nant-final wayyigtol forms (i.e., forms without vowel-final suf-
fixes), which, despite their hifil-like phonology, may also be an-
alysed as having gal morphology, e.g., ...n7%7 70 ‘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 hif(il, namely, (a) all vowel-final and similar prefix conjuga-
tion (yiqtol and wayyiqtol) forms, i.e., plural forms with an open
penultimate syllable, like 38 nixa% poon &5... “...you will no more
see my face’ (Gen. 44.23) and ink X3 Tiv 1907... *...and they con-
tinued still to hate him’ (Gen. 37.5), where the expected reflexes
of archaic gal yafil are paon* and 10, respectively, and (b)
consonant-final forms bearing a long i theme vowel (whether in-
dicated by mater yod, hireq, or both), e.g., 1°0* ‘he must (not) ex-
ceed’ (Deut. 25.3).

according to Huehnergard (2006, 466, fn. 39) “an analogical counter-
vention of the sound rule” in (¢) which would otherwise have resulted
in **yissop. Huehnergard (2006, 459, 467-68) opines that yaf‘il here
ultimately developed from yaftl, but this does not affect the argument
here.

7 To be sure, identically vocalised short yigtol (jussive or preterite)
forms also occur, e.g., IR 127 M 90" ‘May the LorD add’ (or “The LORD
has added for me another son!”) (Gen. 30.24); 7272 Tiv "% 737 qpih"n_z
m10 ‘Do not speak any more to me about this matter’ (Deut. 3.26). These
are equally analysable as gal or hiffil.
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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 gal morphology with secondary
hifiil vocalisations. Qal preservation was likely conditioned on re-
semblance to hiftil, even if this involved the apparent use of jus-
sive forms in indicative contexts. Phonetic recasting took place
where the original gal phonology could not easily be reconciled
with hif‘l realisation, e.g., 1201 > 19Di.

In addition to suppletive forms in close proximity, as in ex-
amples (9)-(12) above, the recasting of original gal morphology
with hif il phonology sometimes occasioned genuinely awkward

combinations, e.g.,

(21) ...mamoYRTNR RN 401 130 139
‘Therefore, behold, I am again doing wonderful things
with this people...” (Isa. 29.14)

(22) :mw M wpn TRrOp qoi ...
‘...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 131 with a pronominal suffix and
yiqgtol are exceedingly rare. A participle is expected. Second, 1st-
person "33 does not concord with 3rd-person qoi. Rather than
positing elision of the glottal stop in a hif‘il prefix conjugation
form, hinni °osif > hinni yosif,'® it may be that the intended con-
struction in both cases was qoi* "137*, with a qal participle (cf. the

relevant critical notes in the BHS apparatus).

8 See Khan (2013, 100; 2020, 252-53) for the historical Tiberian pro-
nunciation of "3 as hinni.
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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 gal 90’ and hiffl 5'oin. It has also been
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 hifil 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 gal 5v°. Table 4 (facing page) displays
the distribution of unambiguous consonantal forms of gal 5o’ and
hifil qoin seen above (Table 2) alongside the distribution of the
relevant MT (way)yiqtol forms, whether qal, hifil, 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 gal qo’ and
hifil qroin, the various Masoretic corpora exhibit conspicuous dif-

ferences of apparent diachronic significance.
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Table 4: MT distribution of forms of gal yo’ and hiffil q'oin (see §§4.1
and 4.3 for citations).

unequivocal prefix conjugation vocalisation

Book consonantal | indicative hifil ambiguous
gal  hifil qal defective plene jussive/wayyiqtol

Genesis 0 5 0 6
Exodus
Leviticus
Numbers
Deuteronomy
Joshua
Judges
Samuel

Kings

Isaiah
Jeremiah
Ezekiel
Hosea

Joel

Amos

Jonah
Nahum
Zechariah
Psalms

Job

Proverbs
Ruth
Lamentations
Qohelet
Esther

Daniel

Ezra
Nehemiah
Chronicles
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w
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O OO OO0 O OO WOOHrRPROOOORRPRFPFONWDRMOINOAOODN
N OOOONWFRFNOOTCTITOHHPNMNOHRHOR
NOOHKRMFEFOOOWUMFK OOOOOOKONR
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Table 5: MT distribution of forms of qgal 4o and hif‘il 9'vin according to
corpus

unequivocal . . S

prefix conjugation vocalisation
consonantal
. hif<il ambiguous
qal  hifil qal defective  plene jussive/wayyiqtol

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 +*° the three types of evidence agree, in that
there is virtually no dissonance among them: (a) hif‘il morphol-
ogy predominates to the near exclusion of gal in unequivocal con-
sonantal forms; (b) vocalisation of yiqtol is exclusively hif¢il; and
(c) hiftil prefix conjugation vocalisation is consistently matched
by exclusively plene hif‘il orthography.?’ The morphological har-
mony among consonantal text, vocalisation, and matres lectionis

in Persian Period material tallies with additional evidence

9 0On LBH+ as distinguished from LBH, see above, ch. 2, fn. 4.

%0 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.?!

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 gal—with the problematic 70in% (Lev. 19.25) the
single arguable exception (see above, §2.1 and fn. 11)—but yigtol
vocalisation is divided—eight gal and fifteen hiffl. Intriguingly,
however, only four of the fifteen yigtol forms with indisputable
hifiil vocalisation have equally unambiguous plene hiffil 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 gal consonantal forms and the rare in-
cidence of plene orthography with mater yod signalling hif‘il mor-
phology contrast with rather common—though by no means uni-
versal—hifil 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 gal phonol-

ogy (see above, §2.1).

*! Intriguingly, the lone gal outlier in LBH+ is nao’ (2 Chron. 9.6 ||
napin 1 Kgs 10.7), which involves the late usage of a characteristically
classical gal parallel to hif il 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 gal
in unequivocal consonantal forms and evidence for hif‘il yiqtol,
but noticeably greater affinity than in the Pentateuch between
hifil vocalisation and hiftil plene orthography of yigtol forms. A
further point of contrast with the Pentateuch is the infrequency

in the Prophets of archaic gal vocalisations.

3.2. Diachronic Considerations

Some preliminary points are in order in reference to the historical
depth of the hifilisation of gal 7o’ in the Tiberian reading tradi-
tion. First, though the vocalisation in the Pentateuch and the
Prophets is almost certainly somewhat anachronistic—involving
the hifil reinterpretation of several gal 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 gal qv:. In its use of unambiguous plene hif‘il
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 gal qo’
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 hif(il 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 > hiffil 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—0in% (Lev. 19.25); napin (1 Kgs 10.7); *nooim (2 Kgs
20.6); aon (2 Kgs 24.7); *navim (Ps. 71.14)—and extrabiblical
Iron Age epigraphy—isi|aoin (Zakkur [KAI 202] B.4-5)—shows
that Hebrew #7oin should be considered not an exclusively late
innovation, but merely one whose dominance is restricted to late
compositions, in which case the degree of hiftil 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 hif"il
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 gal 7o?, con-
sider Table 6, which shows the incidence of plene-spelled hif‘il
(way)yiqtol forms with expected long i theme vowel out of all
such forms according to MT corpus.

Table 6: Plene hifil (way)yiqtol forms with expected long i theme vowel

out of all hif il (way)yiqtol 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
yiqtol forms where a long i-vowel might be expected, we find that
explicit hifil 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 hifil
orthography is employed to the total exclusion of potential gal
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)yigtol
was still largely amenable to realisation according to gal mor-
phology. Beyond the Pentateuch, there is a strong and increasing
tendency to utilise (way)yiqtol spellings exclusive to hifl. It is
reasonable to assume that such spellings in LBH accurately reflect
the post-exilic hif il usage common to Second Temple Hebrew ma-
terial noted above.

How to account for the high degree of hif‘il yigtol forms in
CBH outside the Pentateuch is a more complicated question. It
may be, of course, that the relatively high incidence of hif‘il 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 gal morphology
gradually gave way to one of increased hif‘il usage due in part to
hif<l-like qal yiqtol forms. This second stage was characterised by
the continued use of both consonantally unambiguous and am-
biguous gal forms as well as by an increase in the use of conso-
nantally and orthographically unambiguous hifl 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—nhif*il
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, hifil 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 hifl spelling in the
Prophets vis-a-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)yiqtol forms of 50 and #0in. What
is clear is that, whatever its origin, there is more in the way of
qal-hif<l suppletion to deal with in the Prophets than in either
the Pentateuch or LBH+.

Yet, the possibility that the gal-hifil 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 7"v, it is difficult to decide how to interpret
(way)yiqtol forms like qov(3) in the Prophets. While the secondary

hifilisation of such forms is clearly connected with the expanded
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use of transparently hifl suffix conjugation, participial, infiniti-
val, and imperatival forms, it is logical to assume that these latter
forms arose due to prior hifl reinterpretation of ambiguous
(way)yiqtol forms. In other words, it is entirely reasonable to
posit that the hifil analysis of ambiguous (way)yiqtol spellings
preceded and, indeed, led to the development of unequivocal hifil
consonantal qgatal, 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)yigtol
forms were already read as hif‘il, but other forms were still largely
qal. By contrast, in LBH+ nearly all forms are unambiguously
hif<l, while the Torah, despite a few unambiguous hif<l conso-
nantal and orthographic forms, along with rather common hif*il
vocalisation of otherwise ambiguous spellings, regularly exhibits
spellings entirely amenable to gal interpretation as well as a size-
able minority of (way)yiqtol vocalisations reconcilable with gal
morphology. If so, the alleged ‘imposition’ of hif<il morphology
via the secondary insertion of mater yod and/or unambiguous
hif<l vocalisation may not be an artificial imposition, after all. It
may rather be a case in which original hifil morphology was sec-
ondarily disambiguated via the use of mater yod and/or dedicated
hifil vocalisation. If the hifil orthography and vocalisation of
(way)yiqtol forms in the Prophets is in any way representative of
their earliest chronolect, then the difference between the CBH of
the Torah, with multiple gal-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 hiffl in the Pentateuch may be considered authentic
early precursors of eventually more extensive hif il morphology.

Rounding out the discussion, it is worth reporting results of
an examination of distribution of gal and hif‘il 5"o* forms accord-
ing to purported Pentateuchal source (per Friedman 1989, 246—
59). See Table 7.

Table 7: gal and hiffil forms of §"o* according to purported Pentateuchal
source

Form J E P Dtr; Dtr, Other
s
T qal 2 1 9 2 0 2
g
)
=
S hif<il 0 0 1 0 0 0
contextual/vocalic gal 1 1 4 0 0 2
% plene orthographic hifil 1 0 0 0 1 2
i
Yol
A~

defective vocalic hiftil 5 4 0 1 0 3

ambiguous 5 7 0 2 0 0

Since nearly all unambiguous consonantal forms are gal, no sin-
gle source shows a concentration of typologically late hif il con-
sonantal forms. The one source with such a form, P, also shows
the highest incidence of unambiguous gal consonantal forms.??

When it comes to prefix conjugation forms, P also shows the

22 And it should be recalled that the lone hifiil 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 gal 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 hifil, defective vocalic hifl, or am-
biguous forms. In sum, considering only unequivocal consonantal
and orthographic evidence, there is broad preference for typolog-
ically early gal over later hifil morphology, with no source devi-
ating in favour of hifil. P, with 13 of 14 forms demanding or

amenable to gal analysis, is particularly conservative.
4.0. Appendix

4.1. Table 2 Citations

Qal: noo? (Gen. 8.12 [J]); a7 (Gen. 38.26 [J]); qpn (Lev. 22.14 [P]); ’*n.{ap;] (Lev.
26.18 [P]); 'naon (Lev. 26.21 [P]); qo71 (Lev. 27.13 [P]); qp;f (Lev. 27.15 [P]);
qo7f (Lev. 27.19 [P1); apn (Lev. 27.27 [P]); 390 (Num. 11.25 [E]); nigoh (Num.
32.14 [P]); qon1 (Num. 32.15 [P]); qp° (Deut. 5.22 [Dtry]); oav® (Deut. 5.25
[Dtr,]); naon (Deut. 19.19 [Other]); 190n (Deut. 20.8 [Other]); 1007 (Judg.
8.28); 907 (Judg. 13.21); 3007 (1 Sam. 7.13); 11ap’ (1 Sam. 12.19); qu; (1 Sam.
15.35); 1907 (2 Sam. 2.28); 1v’ (2 Kgs 6.23); naoh (2 Kgs 19.30); napy (Isa.
26.15a); nap: (Isa. 26.15b); 190m (Isa. 29.19); niso (Isa. 30.1); navh (Isa. 37.31);
190 (Jer. 7.21); qp7 (Jer. 45.3); nav (2 Chron. 9.6 || mapin 1 Kgs 10.7); hifil:
7oin’ (Lev. 19.25 [P1); napin (1 Kgs 10.7 || mad 2 Chron. 9.6); 'navim (2 Kgs
20.6); 901 (2 Kgs 24.7); *havim (Ps. 71.14); 'nabim (Qoh. 1.16); *nadim (Qoh.
2.9); 70in (Qoh. 3.14); aoinh (Ezra 10.10); oooin (Neh. 13.18); aoih (2
Chron. 28.13).

4.2. Table 3 Citations

Qal. Mesha® (KAI 181): nao5 (L. 21); *nav* (1. 29); BDSS: nao* (1QIsa® 20.27 ||
nap’ MT Isa. 26.15); nnao* (1QIsa® 20.28 || nap: MT Isa. 26.15); *av (1QIsa® 23.7
|| 390 MT Isa. 29.1); 100 (1QIsa® 23.29 || 1901 MT Isa. 29.19); mav (1QIsa® 24.7
|| niso MT Isa. 30.1); qom (4Q24 f9i4+10-17.22 || qon MT Lev. 22.14); qo°
(4Q41 5.2 || o MT Deut. 5.22); nav’ (4Q56 f16ii+17-20+20a.11 || nag* MT
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Isa. 26.15); nJaon (4Q56 f22-23.3 || nif)pf] MT Isa. 37.31); o0 (4Q64 f1-5.4 ||
190 MT Isa. 29.1); qo*{1} (4Q135 f1.1 || ap* MT Deut. 5.22); *naon (11Q1 5.4 ||
'naon MT Lev. 26.21); aom (11Q1 6.2 || 501 MT Lev. 27.13); aom (11Q1 6.4 ||
qom MT Lev. 27.15); som (11Q1 6.9 || qon MT Lev. 27.19); oo’ (XQ2 1.6 ||
o0’ MT Deut. 5.25); SP: non wydsaf || MT qof (Gen. 8.10); nov» yaséfa || MT
nop? (Gen. 8.12); qom wydsaf || MT 5p% (Gen. 18.29); qom wydsaf || MT qo% (Gen.
25.1); 90 ydsaf || MT g0 (Gen. 38.26); 5o wydsaf || MT foh (Exod. 9.34); oo’
yisifom || MT — (Exod. 20.15d || Deut. 5.25); qom wydsaf || MT qpn (Lev.
22.14); qon wydsaf || MT qp1 (Lev. 27.13); qom wydsaf || MT qo7 (Lev. 27.15);
qom wydsaf || MT qon (Lev. 27.19); qon wydsaf || MT qo1 (Lev. 27.27); non wydsaf
[| MT qp%1 (Num. 22.15); fom wydsaf || MT 701 (Num. 22.25); jom wydsaf || MT
qoin (Num. 22.26); 90 wydsaf || MT qon (Num. 32.15); 50° ydsaf (Deut. 5.19) ||
MT qp? (Deut. 5.22); o'ap* yisifom (Deut. 5.22) || MT 9o’ (Deut. 5.25); NBDSS:
nao’ (4Q252 1.19 || Gen. 8.22); [n]5%” (4Q252 1.20); Mishna: 1907 (m. Sota 8.5
|| Deut. 20.8). Hif‘il. Zakkur (KAI 202): n]aow1 (B.4-5) BDSS: o'a°d[m ox
(4Q37 3.7 || MT oao-ox Deut. 5.25); 'naowni (4Q83 £9ii.13 || MT *hopim Ps.
71.14); [oao1]n "3 (4Q129 f1R.13 || MT o'av-ox Deut. 5.25); 0''0[1n DR
(4Q135 f1.4 || MT oav-ox Deut. 5.25); 0'507/n bR (4Q137 £1.31) (?) || MT oy
o'a0° Deut. 5.25); NBDSS: 120 (1QS 2.11); 50115 (1QS 6.14); 1015 (1QpHab
8.12); o5 (1QpHab 11.15); 12011 (1QH? 9.37); oty (1Q14 £8-10.7); n[*o1]n>
(4Q265 f4ii.3); 1vo11[1] (4Q286 f7i.8); 1901 (4Q298 f3-4ii.6); 12011 (4Q298
f3-4ii.7); poin (4Q299 £30.5); yoind (4Q416 f2iv.7); join (4Q418 {81+
81a.17); oma]awind (4Q502 f3.1); 5°0inY (4Q503 f15-16.10); o1 (4Q525
f1.3); Ben Sira: 5o (SirA 1r.16 = Sirach 3.27); go11% (SirA 1v.25 = Sirach
5.5); o5 (SirC 2r.7 = Sirach 5.5); Mishna: yoin (Kil 1.3); yoin (Kil. 5.6);
aoin (Kil. 7.8); ravin (Shev. 3.2a); pa'oin (Shev. 3.2b); a'oin (Shev. 3.3); oim
(Ter. 4.3); 7roin (Ter. 4.4a); 77oin? (Ter. 4.4a); oin’ (Maas. 1.1); aoin (Maaser2
4.3a); goin (Maaser2 4.3b); a'0in (Maaser2 4.3c); qoin (Maaser2 5.5); 7'0in
(Orla 1.5); apin (Eruv. 7.7a); a'oin (Eruv. 7.7b); paoin[w] (Pesah. 1.6a); q'oin
(Pesah. 1.6b); ra'oin[w] (Pesah. 1.6¢); 77oin% (Yoma 3.7a); a'oin (Yoma 3.7b);
a'0in (Yoma 4.4); 7oin (Yoma 7.5); o'a'0in (Sukk. 3.15); o'o'pin (Sukk. 5.5a);
o'2°oin (Sukk. 5.5b); oa'oin (Sukk. 5.5¢); 7'oim (Taan. 2.2); o'a'oin (Meg. 4.1);
oooin (Meg. 4.2a); ova'oin (Meg. 4.2b); 7oin (Ketub. 3.4); aoiny (Ketub. 5.1);
rowin (Ketub. 5.7); raoim (Ketub. 5.9); foin (Ned. 3.1); o'apin (Sota 9.1);
rooin (Qidd. 4.4); aoin (‘Arayot 11); o'o'oin (BabaM. 4.8a); foin (BabaM.
4.8b); aoin (BabaM. 4.8c); a'pin (BabaM. 4.8d); foin (BabaM. 4.8e); q'oin
(BabaM. 6.5); ra'oin (Sanh. 1.5); ro'oin (Sanh. 1.6); ra'oin (Sanh. 5.5); goin’
(Sanh. 11.3); a'0in (Mak 3.14); raoin (Shevu. 2.2); raoin (Ed. 2.1); yoin (Ed.
2.1); pooinw (Ed. 2.1); yoin (Ed. 8.1); yoin (Zevah. 1.3); qoin (Menah. 13.6);
aoin (Bek. 6.8); praoin (Arak. 2.3a); pa'oin (Arak. 2.3b); pa'pin (Arak. 2.3c);
raoim (Arak. 2.5a); pooint (Arak. 2.5b); popimy (Arak. 2.5¢); povpimy (Arak.
2.6); qoin (Arak. 6.2); aoin (Arak. 8.2); rapin (Arak. 8.3); 1a'pin (Mid. 3.1);
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raoin (Tamid 5.1); 12°0in (Maksh. 2.4); paoin (Yad. 1.1); paoin (Yad. 1.1);
70in (Yad. 4.2).

4.3. Table 4 Citations

For unambiguous consonantal forms, see above, §4.1. Prefix conjugation—
qal: aon Ny (Gen. 4.12 [J]); api* (Lev. 5.16 [P], 24 [P]; 27.31 [P]; Num. 5.7
[PD); ap+-nn (Num. 22.19 [E]); qon-&5 (Deut. 13.1 [Other]); 70k &9 (Deut. 18.16
[Other]); 7ok (Ezek. 5.16); hoir &9 (Hos. 9.15); adi 8 (Joel 2.2); defective
(way)yigtol pointed as hif<il: no¥ (Gen. 8.21a [J]); qok (Gen. 8.21b [J]); 1wpin
(Gen. 37.5 [J1); 190 (Gen. 37.8 [J]); poon (Gen. 44.23 [J]); ndoxn (Exod. 5.7
[ED); pnaon (Exod. 9.28 [E]); qok (Exod. 10.29 [E]); aoh (Exod. 11.6 [E]); 1000
(Deut. 4.2 [Dtr,]); 1001 (Deut. 13.12 [Other]); paon (Deut. 17.16 [Other]); 100
(Deut. 19.20 [Other]); jab% (Judg. 3.12); 3abn (Judg. 4.1); 1907 (Judg. 10.6);
1ap% (Judg. 13.1); 39b% (Judg. 20.22); q0ira (Judg. 20.28); api* (1 Sam. 14.44);
1907 (2 Sam. 3.34); 1907 (2 Sam. 5.22); 1ooK] (2 Sam. 12.8); paoi (1 Kgs 19.2);
1api (1 Kgs 20.10); npi (2 Kgs 6.31); qpi* (Isa. 29.14); qoi* (Isa. 38.5); qpin
(Ezek. 36.12); 1001 (Hos. 13.2); *apin (Zeph. 3.11); yoi (Prov. 10.22); join
(Prov. 19.19); qpin (Prov. 23.28); plene (way)yiqtol pointed as hif<l: 12'oh
(Exod. 14.13 [J]); 770* (Deut. 25.3a [Other]); 70" (Deut. 25.3b [Other]); 300
(Deut. 28.68 [Dtr,]); froir (Josh. 7.12); 501" (Josh. 23.13); 'dix (Judg. 2.21);
aoix (Judg. 10.13); aoira (Judg. 20.23); 509 (1 Sam. 3.17); a0° (1 Sam.
20.13); a0 (1 Sam. 25.22); 90 (2 Sam. 3.9); 9°0° (2 Sam. 3.35); 12°p° (2 Sam.
7.10); 701 (2 Sam. 7.20); 9°0° (2 Sam. 14.10); 707 (2 Sam. 19.14); 7701 (1 Kgs
2.23); 9oir (1 Kgs 12.11); 9ok (1 Kgs 12.14); 970K (2 Kgs 21.8); 312°pin (Isa. 1.5);
100 (Isa. 1.13); 907 (Isa. 10.20); a0 (Isa. 11.11); *2'pin (Isa. 23.12); 70N
(Isa. 24.20); ’obin (Isa. 47.1); o0in (Isa. 47.5); o'0in (Isa. 51.22); aoi (Isa.
52.1); w1 (Jer. 31.12); g7oix (Hos. 1.6); 90in (Amos 5.2); 70k (Amos 7.8);
50in (Amos 7.13); 70ixk (Amos 8.2); 7pix (Jon. 2.5); a0 (Nah. 2.1); aoi (Ps.
10.18); o (Ps. 41.9); apin (Ps. 61.7); a0’ (Ps. 77.8); 10in (Ps. 78.17); y0*
(Ps. 120.3); a'0* (Job 17.9); apin (Job 20.9); yok (Job 34.32) 0% (Job 34.37);
gon (Job 38.11); yoix (Job 40.5); 1°0i (Prov. 3.2); 120 (Prov. 9.11); 3'0in
(Prov. 10.27); q0* (Prov. 16.21); g0 (Prov. 16.23); q0* (Prov. 19.4); goix
(Prov. 23.35); 90" (Ruth 1.17); 12'0¥ (Lam. 4.15); 707 (Lam. 4.16); 7o (Lam.
4.22); goin (Qoh. 1.18a); v (Qoh. 1.18b); 1a°p%1 (1 Chron. 14.13); 1woi (1
Chron. 17.9); a0# (1 Chron. 17.18); #aoin (1 Chron. 22.14); 7ok (2 Chron.
10.11); g0k (2 Chron. 10.14); 9'0ir (2 Chron. 33.8); jussive/wayyiqtol forms
of ambiguous stem: qom (Gen. 4.2 [J]); q0% (Gen. 8.10 [J]); 7% (Gen. 18.29
[J1); 9% (Gen. 25.1 [E]); qp°* (Gen. 30.24 [J1); qom (Gen. 38.5 [J1); q0"H%
(Exod. 8.25 [E]); av% (Exod. 9.34 [E]); Aon5x (Exod. 10.28 [E]); av% (Num.
22.15 [E]); q0n (Num. 22.25 [E]); qoi (Num. 22.26 [E]); qp° (Deut. 1.11
[Dtr;]); qoin-5x (Deut. 3.26 [Dtr;]); 9051 (Judg. 9.37); qoin (Judg. 11.14); q01 (1
Sam. 3.6); av%1 (1 Sam. 3.8); qo" (1 Sam. 3.21); 7% (1 Sam. 9.8); foxNn (1 Sam.
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18.29); qoim (1 Sam. 19.8); qo% (1 Sam. 19.21); fpin (1 Sam. 20.17); qoin (1
Sam. 23.4); qo% (2 Sam. 2.22); 7% (2 Sam. 18.22); {o* (2 Sam. 24.1); 901 (2
Sam. 24.3); qo# (1 Kgs 16.33); qoin (Isa. 7.10); aon1 (Isa. 8.5); qoim (Ezek.
23.14); qp° (Ps. 115.14); 5001 (Job 27.1); qo% (Job 29.1); o™ (Job 36.1); jo0
(Job 42.10); qoin-5% (Job 40.32); apin (Prov. 1.5); a0 (Prov. 9.9); foin-Hx
(Prov. 30.6); q0im (Est. 8.3); av*1 (Dan. 10.18); hoi (1 Chron. 21.3); fpin (2 Chr
28.22).



4. CONSTRUCT nin VERSUS
ABSOLUTE 181

1.0. The Numeral ‘Hundred’ in Ancient Hebrew

Ancient Hebrew exhibits two forms of the numeral hundred when
followed by a noun: construct n&n and absolute nxn. Their dis-

tribution in biblical and extrabiblical material is not random.!

1.1. Iron Age Epigraphic Hebrew

Iron Age Hebrew epigraphy has just one relevant instance. Here
the grammatical state of the numeral is construct: nnIR n[&]m
‘and a hu[nd]red cubits’ (Siloam 11. 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
nKn or absolute nxn. Since a given expression may only ever have
occurred with one of the two forms, it is instructive to consider

expressions co-occurring with both forms. See Table 1 (overleaf).

! See Moshavi and Rothstein (2018), on indefinite numerals in construct
generally, and (117-18) on constructions with nxn 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
o178 ‘bases’ 1 Exod. 38.27 (P) 0
vR ‘people’ 0 4 Judg. 7.19; 20.35; 1 Kgs
18.13; 2 Kgs 4.43
798 ‘thousand’ 4 Num. 2.9 (P), 16 8 1 Kgs 20.29; 2 Kgs 3.4, 4;
(P), 24 (P), 31 (P) 1 Chron. 5.21; 21.5; 22.14;
29.7; 2 Chron. 25.6
RR/NIRR ‘cu- 0 11 1 Kgs 7.2; Ezek. 40.19, 23,
bits’ 27,47,47;41.13, 13, 14,
15; 42.8
oi ‘days’ 3 Gen7.24(P);83| O
(P); Est. 1.4
123 ‘talents’ 4 Exod. 38.25 (P), 5 2 Kgs 23.33; Ezra 8.26; 2
27 (P), 27 (P); 2 Chron. 25.6; 27.5; 36.3
Chron. 25.9
03 ‘silver’ 1 Neh. 5.11 4 Deut. 22.19 (Other) (||
SP); Judg. 16.5; 17.2, 3
N7 ‘countries’ 0 3 Est. 1.1; 8.9; 9.30
D'R®313 ‘prophets’ 0 1 1 Kgs 18.4
oawha nivw 0 2 1 Sam. 18.25; 2 Sam. 3.14
‘Philistine fore-
skins’
o'npa ‘times’ 0 2 2 Sam. 24.3 || 1 Chron.
21.3
iN¥ ‘sheep and 0 1 1 Kgs 5.3
goats’
o'p(1)nY ‘raisin 0 2 1 Sam. 25.18; 2 Sam. 16.1
clusters/cakes’
PR ‘summer 0 1 2 Sam. 16.1
fruit (figs)’
nv'wp ‘monetary| 0 2 Gen. 33.19 (E) (|| SP);
units’ Josh. 24.32
137 ‘chariots’ 0 2 2Sam. 8.4 || 1 Chron. 18.4
Y ‘years’ 17 Gen. 5.3 (R), 6 4 Gen. 17.17 (P); 23.1 (P);
(R), 18 (R), 25 Isa. 65.20, 20
(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)
oY ‘measures’| 0 1 Gen. 26.12 (|| SP)
TOTALS 30 53
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In BH, just four collocations occur with both forms of ‘hun-
dred’: a9% ‘thousand’, 723 ‘talent’, qp3 ‘silver’, and mw ‘year’.
Broadening the perspective, this is also true of nnR/MnK ‘cu-
bit(s)’, preceded by construct n&n in Iron Age epigraphy (above,
§1.1), but by absolute n&n 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).

(1) ...onoRIYy NRM DEZRNINWI 928 D Dras mnn’ 0"ipano2
‘All those numbered of the camp of Ephraim, according to
their divisions, are 108,100 [ = one hundred thousand...].’
(MT Num. 2.24)

(2) =708 DR 531 A28TIRD DIRNR DRI 9N...

‘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)

(3) Wb 378 N8 NREy A0 722 DK M
‘The hundred talents of silver were for casting the bases of
the sanctuary...” (MT Exod. 38.27)

(4) 3717221 9937120 R0 PR Widm...

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

(5)  Apan NRNI DIPRI DI DAY DIPRTY 0FA2 07 RIIIWY
‘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)?

%> The phrase qpan n&m here is enigmatic. ESV takes it as ‘percentage’.
Others view it as a corruption of nxwWn ‘loan of’, here in the sense of
‘interest of, collateral of’ (see the critical apparatus in BHS).
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(6) ¥R D7 NRLIMPRNR W)
‘And he restored the 1,100 [= one thousand, one hun-
dred...] pieces of silver to his mother.” (Judg. 17.3)
(7) M RT3 DRI
‘And Abraham was a hundred years old’ (MT Gen. 21.5).
(8) :59p maw nrMTIa ROINM MIAY MW NRATA WD 3.
‘...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 n&n and absolute nxn 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
MY ‘year’), exhibits decisive affinity for the construct form (in-
cluding with the word mw ‘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 nxn, 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—in n&n ‘a hundred shields’
(1QM 9.13); or n&n ‘a hundred days’ (4Q266 f10ii.1); 7]R¢ I8N
‘a hundred sheep and goats’ and nowi nxm ‘and a hundred cham-
bers’ (11Q19 44.6)—and one is a biblical quotation—#oa nxn ‘a
hundred (pieces of) silver’ (11Q19 65.14 || qo2 nxn Deut. 22.19).
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 nxi: 73]Ww nXA ‘a hun-
dred years’ (4Q1 £5.9 || Gen. 35.28) and five instances of absolute
nxn: new]p nxn ‘a hundred monetary units” (MurX f1.3 || Gen.
33.19; mw nx&n ‘a hundred years’ (1QIsa? 55.3 [2x] || 1Q8 28.4
|| 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 nxn with a corresponding
form of ‘hundred’ in the SP are paralleled by construct nxn mdt.
The SP lacks a corresponding form three times in Gen. 5 (vv. 18,
25, 28), while there are ten cases of SP construct nxn mdt 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 o'nx&n ‘two hun-
dred’). Additionally, in two cases SP construct n&n mdt parallels
MT absolute nxn (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 nxn md: ‘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 n&n is unattested, while examples of abso-
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lute n&n are plentiful (40 X ).? These latter include cases of collo-
cations that in earlier sources utilise the construct alternative,
specifically, nnx n&n ‘a hundred cubits’ (m. ‘Eruvin 3.3, 3; 8.10;
m. Middot 4.7; 5.1, 2; m. >Oholot 14.3; 17.1; cf. Iron Age epi-
graphic Hebrew, §81.1, above) and or n&n ‘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 n&n is ex-
tremely rare, and seems to obtain only in direct allusion to BH.

Compare the following examples from the Babylonian Talmud:

(9) 737 22 ARA Y AR R TENRA (A7) 9% na
‘My daughter, fan me with a fan, and as a gift I will give
you a hundred packages of spikenard’ (b. Bava Mesia‘ 86a)
(10) "npxH qoam 702 nrA TN 'NaT .92 DR R¥IN ANKR 5027 NTNa
0
‘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 n&n does not necessarily persist in RH. Consider exam-
ple (11).

*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. ‘Eruvin 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 Mesia‘ 3.8; m. Bava Batra
9.5; m. Sanhedrin 4.5; m. Hullin 6.4, 4; m. ‘Arakhin 3.5; 6.2; m. Keritot
5.3, 3; m. Middot 4.7; 5.1, 2; m. >’Oholot 14.3; 17.1; m. Nega‘im 8.4.
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(11) ~wa Hnna" mw ywm oywn 13 70 DN Iywa DR AR
MW AR W v e LW Nk DYawt wan a3 nm Lnony
DAY NRA 12 NN IPAR PR "TOW YN Y DU pawt NI 0w

JPIW NRMY OWANRI 0N Yaw P AW apy e v v
‘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 ‘Olam 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 ‘Olam Rabba preserves BH construct nxn (in
the non-literal allusion to Gen. 25.7 and the quotation of Gen.
47.28). In another instance, BH absolute nxn 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):
8o ARA ‘and a hundred ewes’ (1. 20), 710 nxm ‘and a hundred
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cows’ (1. 20), nwia nxm1 ‘and a hundred women’ (1. 21, 22). The
Second Temple Aramaic convention is demonstrated by the Tar-
gums and the Peshitta, 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’, nxn and n&n, 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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(82.1) 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
nxn than the extant Masoretic tradition does, but that these were
replaced with absolute nxn 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 CBH, and
CBH,. 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 CBH, 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 Perspective*

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 Tn& or NN ‘one’ is available in indefinite expres-
sions, because the numeral ‘one’ typically follows the noun it
modifies. In the case of yaIx “four (F)’, ww ‘six (F)’, ninw ‘eight
(F)’, and "y ‘ten (F)’, there is no possibility of marking a distinc-
tion in state, as the respective construct and absolute forms are
identical. Though such a distinction theoretically exists in the
case of absolute wnn ‘five (F)’, versus construct wnn ‘five (F)’, ab-
solute pay ‘seven (F)’, versus construct paw*, and absolute pwn
‘nine (F)’, versus construct pwn*, the construct forms obtain only
in fixed expressions involving more complex numerals, e.g., wnn
nirn ‘five hundred’ and nqp paw ‘seventeen’, but generally not
with following nouns (the sole possible exception being ketiv
op mnr-wnn ‘five cubit reeds’, gere o nijn-wnn ‘five hundred
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.

* 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 Six
w % ow % v % wey %
Pent 56 97 2 3 Pent 13 72 5 28
Proph 27 59 19 41 Proph 4 40 6 60
Writ 3 43 4 57 Writ 0 0 5 100
LBH 1 20 4 80 LBH 0 0 5 100
nw % onhw % Seven
Pent 33 97 1 3 mwavy % waw %
Proph 16 59 11 41 Pent 56 80 14 20
Writ 3 75 1 25 Proph 15 44 19 56
LBH 2 67 1 33 Writ 13 68 6 32
Three LBH 11 8 2 15
mwow % why % Fight
Pent 18 42 25 58 nnw % mnw %
Proph 13 33 26 67 Pent 2 50 2 50
Writ 4 36 7 64 Proph 0 0 3 100
LBH 4 40 6 60 Writ 0 0 2 100
v % vw % LBH 0 0 2 100
Pent 2 9.5 19 90.5 Nine
Proph 1 4 27 96 mwn % wevn %
Writ 0O 0 7 100 Pent o — 0 —
LBH 0O O 5 100 Proph 0 0 1 100
Four Writ 0O — 0 —
mwaar % myam % LBH 0 — 0 —_
Pent 0 0 10 100 Ten
Proph 1 6 16 94 mwy % Ty %
Writ 0O 0 1 100 Pent 3 14 18 86
LBH 0O — 0 — Proph 3 14 18 86
Five Writ 2 0 2 50
nwhn % nwvnn % LBH 2 67 1 33
Pent 15 11 85

2
Proph 0 0 12 100
Writ O — 0 —
LBH 0
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It is difficult to discern an overall trend. In the case of the numer-
als ‘two’,” ‘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., 791 071w oWHw1 ‘and
thirty-two kings’ (1 Kgs 20.1). The sole exception is 0™ 3w DwaIR
‘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)

5 5 o | o - - - - -
Pent. 89 3118 25 |0 11({2 11|13 5|56 14|/2 2|0 0|3 18
Proph. 41 30/13 26 |1 16({0 1214 6|15 19/0 3|0 1|3 18
LBH 3 5(4 710 0|0 0|0 5|11 2|10 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|4 7 |0 170 1/15® 0(15° 8|0 0|0 O|1 2
SP 91 0°/18 25 |0 10/2 10|14 5|53 14|2 2|0 0|3 17
BenSiral| 2 0|0 O |0 0|0 O|O O|1 0|0 O|O O|O0 O
RH 669 9145 211|13 765 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

¢ Excluding 4Q51 9e-i.2, where the text is unclear.

7 o'a13 nyaawy ‘and four wings’ (4Q73 £2.6) || oo pyawy (MT Ezek.
10.21).

8 o nww ‘six days’ (4Q132 £3-4.1; 4Q136 f1.13; 4Q140 f1.14; 4Q145
f1R.7) || o'n npaw ‘seven days’ (MT Exod. 13.6).

? o nya[w ‘sleven days’ (4Q30 £32i+33.4) || o'n' nwWY ‘six days’ (MT
Deut. 16.8); o%n1 nyaw? ‘into seven channels’ (1QIsa® 11.5) || npaw?
o9m3 (MT Isa. 11.15).

10 payma 2w $éni kéritbam ‘two cherubim’ (SP Exod. 25.18) || o372 073w
(MT Exod. 25.18); o™y 1w $éni idom ‘two witnesses’ (SP Deut. 17.6) ||
ovw 071w (MT Deut. 17.6); maayn "nw Sitti marrekot ‘two arrays’ (SP Lev.
24.6) || mioqwn o'pw (MT Lev. 24.6).

! All cases of 0w come in citations of 01y 1w | *8-5p (Deut. 17.6; Sota
6.3 [3x]; Mak. 1.7, 9 [2X]). All cases of o’n¥ come in a citation of
Ezek. 41.23-24 (Mid. 4.1 [2x]).
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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

1w—Gen. 10.25; 24.22; 25.23, 23; 27.9; 32.8, 11; 41.50; Exod. 2.13; 26.19, 19,
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
(gere); Jer. 24.1; Ezek. 37.22; Zech. 11.7; Song 4.5; 7.4; 1 Chron. 1.19; ouaw—
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; *nv—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; o'nw—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

nwHw—Gen. 30.36; 40.12, 13, 18, 19; 42.17; Exod. 3.18; 5.3; 8.23; 10.22, 23;
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; nw5w—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; ww—Gen. 18.6; 38.24; 1 Sam. 13.21 (?); wHw—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

nyar—Judg. 11.40; nyaw—Gen. 2.10; 14.9; Exod. 25.34; 26.32, 32; 28.17;
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
nwnan—Num. 3.47; 18.16; nwnn—Gen. 47.2; Exod. 21.37; 26.27, 27, 37, 37,
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; wnn—Ezek.
42.16; wnn—Gen. 5.6, 11, 15; 11.32; 12.4; 25.7; 43.34; 45.6, 11, 22; Exod. 26.3;
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

nww—Exod. 16.26; 20.9, 11; 23.12; 24.16; 31.15, 17; 34.21; 35.2; Lev. 12.5;
23.3; Deut. 5.13; 16.8; Josh. 6.3, 14; 1 Kgs 11.16; Ezek. 46.6; nww—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

nyaw—Gen. 8.10, 12; 31.23; 50.10; Exod. 7.25; 12.15, 19; 13.6; 22.29; 23.15;
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

nyaw—Num. 23.1, 1, 1, 14, 29, 29, 29; 28.19, 27; Deut. 7.1; 16.9, 9; 28.7, 25;
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

ninw—Gen. 17.12; 21.4; ninw—Exod. 26.25; 36.30; 1 Sam. 17.12; Jer. 41.15;
Ezek. 40.41

nwywn—2 Sam. 24.8

nwy—Gen. 31.7, 41; Lev. 27.5; Judg. 17.10; Isa. 5.10; Jer. 42.7; Neh. 5.18; 2
Chron. 36.9; mwy—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
NIF'AL 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
(nif‘al), D-stem (pi“‘el), and C-stem (hif‘il), with no accompanying
semantic change.! Among the affected early stem patterns was
the apophonic passive of the G-stem, commonly known as the gal
internal passive.

The fate of the gal internal passive in BH is an oft-recounted
tale.? 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.

! 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 Bottcher (1866-1868, 1:98—
105); Barth (1890); Lambert (1900); Blake (1901, 53-54); GKC (§52¢);
Ginsburg (1929; 1934; 1936); Williams (1977); WO (373-76); Hughes
(1994, 71-76); JM (858); 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 gal 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 gal 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 gal 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 qutal > quttal, 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 pu“al.

In other cases, like that of the prefix conjugation of the
strong verb, where expected yuqgtal > yigqdtél, consonantal forms
amenable to reinterpretation were simply read with alternative

passive morphology, i.e., as the more dominant nif‘al.
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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 yuttal form underwent no change, but, due to simi-
larity to the C-stem internal passive form, was readily analysable
as hof‘al (huf‘al).

Finally, there are cases, such as that of the participle of
strong verbs and I-y verbs—expected, respectively, to yield gal
passive qutdl and yiitdl, but resulting in quttdl and yuttdl—where
the gemination created resemblance to D-stem passive pu‘“al,
with the lack of the characteristic D-stem prefix -1 betraying the
original gal 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

Expected Received

Verb class Form . . Description
paradigm paradigm

e qutal quttal > pu“al

Strong PART qutdl quitdl > pu“al (w/0 -n)
PC yuqtal yigqdtel > nifal
e yiital yuttal > pu“al

I-y PART yiatdl yuttdl > pu“al (w/o -n)
PC yiital yiwwdtel > nifal
SC nutal nittal > nif‘al

I-n PART nutdl nitdl > nifal
PC yuttal yuttal  qal passive (= hufal) 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 ini
‘give’—first qal internal passive, then nif‘al—in the following:
(1) n...inona i vips 97 WK i07m vpnn oo inon1 han 397
TTpana K7 | 72 Mhum WIian 232 AR by nwhw o Tes
877 33 TiN3 901 B 1RaNG *3 SR 3 Fina
‘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 (gal 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 (nif‘al) to them among the people of Israel.’
(Num. 26.54, 62)

1.2. Late Disappearance of the gal Internal Passive

Related to the secondary replacement or reinterpretation of orig-
inal qal internal passive forms is the conspicuous infrequency of
the gal 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 gal 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 gal 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 nif‘al evidence for certain
common verbs with both gal internal and nif‘al passive morphol-
ogy. Thus, in the case of ;"ni, 15 of the 31 cases of unambiguous
consonantal nif‘al forms come in the very restricted range of LBH,
while for 7" the proportion is 11 of 17 (13 of 19, if the two cases
of nufal are included). In the same LBH material, there is no in-
stance of the gal internal passive of 1"n1 and just one of the gal
internal passive 7"%.2 Note the replacement of gal passive forms
in Samuel (even-numbered examples) with nif‘al forms in Chron-
icles (odd-numbered examples) in the following pairs of con-

trasting examples:

(2) 1302 77 177 N2
‘These were born (gal passive) to David in Hebron.” (2 Sam.
3.5)

(3)  ihama T hww
‘six were born (nif‘al) to him in Hebron’ (1 Chron. 3.4)

(4) Nz T2 MOy
‘He too was born (qal passive) to the Raphaites’ (2 Sam.
21.20)

(5)  xo7nY 7Y NInTON
‘He too was born (nif‘al) to the Raphaites’ (1 Chron. 20.6)

Significantly, the late reinterpretation of gal 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

3 1"na: nif‘al—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; 1">: gal passive—1 Chron.
1.19; nif‘al—Qoh. 4.14; 7.1; Ezra 10.3; 1 Chron 2.3, 9; 3.1, 4, 5 (nuf‘al);
7.21; 20.6, 8 (nuf‘al); 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 Nif‘al Morphology

Given the tenor of the discussion above, focusing on examples of
late and secondary movement from qal passive to nif‘al morphol-
ogy,* one might be tempted to conclude that nif‘al forms are uni-
versally late. Such would be a misreading of the evidence. The
use of nif‘al 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 nif‘al evidence from sources unaffected by the vagaries of
scribal transmission or secondary development of the reading tra-
dition, such as nif‘al forms in Iron Age Hebrew inscriptions, e.g.,
the imperative “nwn ‘take care!” (Lachish 3.21), the infinitive
3planb ‘to be he[wn]’ (Siloam 1.2), and the prefix conjugation
form np> ‘be taken’ (Arad 111.4).°

Turning to the Hebrew Bible, many intransitive verbs are
commonly represented by unequivocal nif‘al consonantal forms
in CBH texts, with little to no evidence of gal synonymy. Thus,

7191 ‘separate (intr.)” has consistent nif‘al spelling and vocalisation

* Additional cases of secondary nifalisation involve gal verbs with sta-
tive, medio-passive, intransitive, and weakly transitive semantics that
shift to nif‘al (see Hornkohl 2023, 183-208).

®> N-stem mixi ‘groan’ occurs in the 8th-century Deir ‘Alla inscription
(KAI 312 B.12).



5. Qal Internal Passive versus nif‘al Morphology 113

throughout BH. Likewise, though a vestige of gal WxW ‘remain’ is

attested once in CBH (1 Sam. 16.11), the synonymous nif‘al 18w

is unambiguously represented in all biblical chronolects.®

Since nif‘al morphology was available at an early date, it is

only logical that classical texts might show evidence of qal-nif‘al

synonymy as a result of early nifalisation. And, indeed, this is

precisely what one finds. Consider the combination of apparently

synonymous qal passive and nif‘al patterns used in close in prox-

imity in:

6)

()

TR :DR3 DR 1T NNR N LW INDRTNK IR T DR WR N2
:R171 1902 "3 DY &Y Thy! opi ik Di-OR
‘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, nif‘al). But if the slave survives a day or two,
he may not be avenged (qgal internal passive), for the slave
is his money.’ (Exod. 21.20-21)
MR7R OIR3 T7APRR 7R ORY PWORTOR DR 1R 09200
JIRWY YRR RN TR TIN3 DA RIV YUK 0NN 10D
T N TRTORY 12 7770 TR NP7 HR ARINTDX
‘When they had crossed, Elijah said to Elisha, “Ask what I
shall do for you, before I am taken (nif‘al) 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)

¢ See Hornkohl (2023, 203, fn. 16) for further unambiguous consonan-

tal evidence of nif‘al morphology in CBH.
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Also relevant in this connection is the instance of gere—ketiv

in the following example:
(8) a3 %y npasa ninvy buppim rian bwiy npaw nim (K] iny
TR IR T200 RN O M
‘Let seven of his sons be given (ketiv nif‘al, gere qgal 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 nif‘al 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 gal 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 nif‘al forms with little to no evidence of gal
competition, as seen in unambiguous biblical and extrabiblical
consonantal evidence; (b) early synonymy of gal and nif‘al forms,
as seen in unambiguous biblical and extrabiblical consonantal ev-
idence; (c) late standardisation of nif‘al 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 gal passive morphological domi-
nance via the opportune reinterpretation of consonantal forms

amenable to secondary nif‘al 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 gal internal passive. Despite the reality of
authentic nif‘al forms and of blurring due to secondary nifalisa-
tion in CBH texts, the gal 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 nif‘al encroachment. By
the time of LBH, by contrast, the gal 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 gal internal passive,
several significant distributional patterns emerge.” These include
comprehensive nif‘al dominance, i.e., the general absence of gal
passive morphology from all strata of BH; CBH preference for qal
passive versus LBH preference for nif‘al morphology; and inner-
CBH differences in gal passive and nif‘al 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 gal passive or nif‘al forms in Iron Age Hebrew epi-
graphic sources, that the relevant gal 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 nif‘al
forms are frequent in post-biblical Hebrew, including material
independent of BH (NBDSS, Ben Sira, RH).

2.2.1. Comprehensive nif‘al Dominance

Consider the respective gal internal passive and nif‘al data for the
roots n"3 ‘be cut, cut off’ and *"&7 ‘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 nif‘al 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.
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Table 2: n"92—Qal internal passive versus nif‘al

nif‘al
consonantal vocalisation
qal passive consonantal  (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; nif‘al—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: *"87—Qal internal passive versus nif‘al

nif‘al
consonantal vocalisation
qal passive consonantal  (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; nif‘al—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;® 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; 7.12°

In both cases, unambiguous consonantal evidence for nif‘al mor-
phology substantially outweighs that for gal internal passive.'°
This, in turn, makes it probable that some portion of the ambig-
uous consonantal forms are also authentically nif‘al—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 nif‘al, which forms

continued to serve in later Hebrew.!!

8 Excluded from the count of consonantal nif‘al forms of *"&7 is the form
nix7? in phrases of the type 7% M 38-n& hix1, (Exod. 34.24; see also
Deut. 31.11; Isa. 1.12). Though the pointing reflects nif‘al realisation,
the consonantal form consistently reflects original gal morphology; see
Hornkohl (2023, 55-66, esp. 56-57).

? Included in the list of ambiguous consonantal forms of *"x7 with nif‘al
vocalisation are the three cases of nix75 cited in the previous footnote.

1% In terms of semantics: in the case of n"12, the gal passive form is used
only with inanimate subjects; the nif‘al 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 *"x&", the lone qal pas-
sive has an inanimate subject and the sense of ‘be seen, visible’, which
features are also possible for the nif‘al (e.g., 1 Kgs 6.18). It would thus
seem in all cases that, at the very least, the nif‘al could have been used
wherever the gal passive was (though perhaps not vice-versa).

' Nif‘al n™32 and *"&1 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 nif‘al alterna-
tives—namely, 7" ‘be born’—shows consistent gal passive dom-
inance in CBH consonantal evidence against nif‘al dominance in
LBH, along with suspiciously common nif‘al vocalisation of mor-
phologically ambiguous written forms in CBH texts. See Table 4.

Table 4: 7"—Qal internal passive versus nifal

nif‘al
consonantal vocalisation
qal passive consonantal (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; nif‘al—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 (nuf<al); 7.21; 20.6, 8 (nuf‘al); 22.9; 26.6;'? 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 [gere];
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
nif‘al 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 nufal ¥751 (1 Chron 3.5; 20.8).
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‘ambiguous’ column are all prefix conjugation forms vocalised as
nif‘al. One might expect the proportions of qal passive and nif‘al
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 gal Internal Passive and nif‘al
Distributional Patterns within Classical Biblical

Hebrew

Several verbs exhibiting both gal internal passive and nif‘al 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 gal passive
in favour of nif‘al. Crucially, though, the significant shift—be it
reduction in gal internal passive usage or increase in nif‘al 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: n"pb—Qal internal passive versus nif‘al

nif‘al
consonantal vocalisation
qal passive consonantal (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; nif‘al—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 n"pH are expressed exclu-
sively via the gal 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 nif‘al usage is found only outside the Torah—
especially in the prose of the Former Prophets.

Table 6: ;"n1—Qal internal passive versus nif‘al

nif‘al
consonantal vocalisation
qal passive consonantal  (consonantally
ambiguous)
Torah 3 2 7
Fmr Prophets 4 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 [gere]; 1 Kgs 2.21; 2 Kgs 5.17; Job 28.15; nif‘al—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 "ni, the Torah

shows mixed, nearly balanced usage. The CBH Prophets and LBH,
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by contrast, show pronounced preference for nif‘al. This is espe-
cially true of the Latter Prophets and LBH, which corpora exhibit
nifal to the total exclusion of gal passive. This picture is based
on unequivocal consonantal evidence. The nif‘al 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: 0"p3—Qal internal passive versus nif‘al

nif‘al
consonantal vocalisation
qal passive consonantal (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); nif‘al—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 gal inter-
nal passive in the Pentateuch gives way to exclusive use of nif‘al
in the rest of the Hebrew Bible (with a few instances of nif‘al
vocalisations of ambiguous consonantal forms). Thus, the shift
from qal passive to nif‘al 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 nif‘al usage. From this there eventually
evolved a situation of nif‘al dominance. Some verbs show this
very distribution of gal passive and nif‘al forms (8§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 gal pas-
sive with nif‘al was largely complete by the age of the most an-
cient CBH texts, such that there is little to no evidence of gal
passive usage (82.2.2). 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 gal passive
and nif‘al morphology, but in the process of redaction, compila-
tion, and transmission, scribes allowed greater influence of late
linguistic conventions—in this case, nif‘al 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 nif‘al or analysed as huf‘al (hof‘al)
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-
ah® and the SP, especially the latter’s pronunciation tradition,
tend to replace the gal internal passive with alternatives, be they
passive, impersonal, or active (Kutscher 1974, 362; Ben-Hayyim
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 gal passive analysis in the BDSS.
Moreover, as noted above, the biblical gal 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 gal 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 nif‘al 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 gal internal passive and nif‘al forms of specific
verbs per purported Pentateuchal source

n"aa J E P R Other| "m J E P R Other
galpass. 00 0 0 O galpass. 0 O 3 0 O
nif. 00212 O nif. 0 1 1 0 O
ambig. 0221 0 ambig. 1 1 50 0
"R o"pa

galpass. 00 0 0 O qal pass. 1 2 00 O
nif. 4110 O nif. 0 1 00 O
ambig. 97111 3 ambig. 0O 0 0 0 O
T TOTALS

gqalpass. 52 4 0 O galpass. 11 4 7 0 O
nif. 00 3 0 O nif. 2 6 36 2 0
ambig. 1050 2 ambig. 11 10 23 2 5
n"pb Totals w/0 "33 and *"&°
galpass. 50 0 0 O galpass. 11 4 7 0 O
nif. 00 0 0O O nif. 0 2 40 O
ambig. 00 0 0O O ambig. 2 1 100 2

Focusing on the totals, the high number of unambiguous conso-
nantal nifal forms (36) is conspicuous. This is misleading, though,
as a large proportion of this figure (32) consists of forms of n"32
and *"&7, neither of which show any cases of gal internal passive

morphology. Narrowing the focus to roots represented by both
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qal passive and nif‘al morphology, several important usage pat-
terns emerge. J shows strong preference for gal internal passive
morphology, while E and J are similar in terms of the relative
frequencies of gal passive and nif‘al morphology. Significant here
is the persistence of gal passive morphology in all relevant
sources, with preference for qal passive forms in verbs showing a
nifal 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 gal passive morphol-
ogy relative to synonymous nif‘al 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.
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The distribution of the synonymous roots p"yx and "y in ancient
Hebrew sources is not haphazard.! 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.? On the basis of the evi-
dence, an early minority form, p"y1, appears to have supplanted
its majority counterpart, p"yx, 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.

! The synonymy of lexemes with the roots p"yx and "1 is seen in nouns
and verbs, e.g., the nouns npwy (20 X) and npwr (18 X) ‘(out)ery’, the
qal verbs pyy (48 x) and pu1 (61 X) ‘cry out’, nif'al pwy1 (6 X) and pun
(6 x) ‘be mustered’, hif il pven (1 X) and pwrn (7 X) ‘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 gal 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 p"yr a biform of p"py, but simultaneously
cites distinct Arabic cognates in ;¢j and ..

2 The reconstructed OA form np[y¥ ‘outcry’ in Sefire Treaty Text 1 (a.30;
ca. 750 BCE) is, unfortunately, broken; see CAL s.v. npyx.

© 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 p"yx to p"yr 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 p"yx and p"pr by book

PYY pUY puwl pwwn npby pUPN P pun pwra opur pUpr
Genesis 3 0 0 0 3 6 |0 O 0 1 1
Exodus 10 0 O 0 5 15| 1 0 0 0 1
Numbers 3 0 0 0 0 3|0 O 0 0 0
Deuteronomy 3 O 0 0 0 3 |0 O 0 0 0
Joshua 1 0 O 0 0 1 |0 1 0 0 1
Judges 2 0 4 0 0 6 |7 4 2 0 13
Samuel 0 O 1 1 2 4 (12 1 2 0 15
Kings 7 1 1 0 0 9 |1 O 0 0 1
Isaiah 5 0 0 0 1 6 |6 O 0 3 9
Jeremiah 3 0 O 0 4 7 |8 O 0 6 14
Ezekiel 0O 0 O 0 0 0 |4 O 0 1 5
Hosea 0O 0 O 0 0 0 |2 O 0 0 2
Joel 0O 0 O 0 0 0|1 O 0 0 1
Jonah 0O 0 O 0 0 0|1 O 1 0 2
Micah 0O 0 O 0 0 0 |1 O 0 0 1
Habakkuk 0O 0 O 0 0 0 |2 O 0 0 2
Zephaniah 0O 0 O 0 1 1 |0 0 0 0 0
Zechariah 0O 0 O 0 0 0 |0 O 1 0 1
Psalms 5 0 0 0 1 6 |5 O 0 0 5
Proverbs 0 O 0 0 0 0 |0 O 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 0O 0 O 0 0 0 |0 O 0 1 1
Esther 0O 0 O 0 0 0 |1 O 0 2 3
Ezra 0O 0 O 0 0 0 |0 O 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
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The most conspicuous tendency of obvious diachronic import is
that of Second Temple material. Tiberian LBH shows a pro-
nounced preference for p"y1. Thus, the ratio of p"yx to p"yr 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 p"yr over p"yx.
The root p"pr is entirely absent from the non-biblical DSS,
against 16 instances of p"yr, in four of which p"yr parallels Mas-

oretic p"pu:3

(1) ox pognmn AWRTOR M pRN
BHR pymn an awin SR] Al Spsm
‘The LORD said to Moses, “Why do you cry out to me?”” (MT
Exod. 14.15 || 4Q365 f5ai.4)

(2) nim R PLYN ARWITR TRRY  NwhHp opn v
2] YR AWin pym anwi an R[S awin 519 opa in
‘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 + 6¢.10)

*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.



130

(3)

(4)
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AT

Tpa [A]pyr K1Y WK 2T 5

‘because she did not cry out in the city’ (MT Deut. 22.24 ||

11Q19 66.2-3)

Ay wWin PR ABIRRD [Win ketiv] 1wan nppe ARYD A1w1 73
n% Ywin PRI AWIIRDN AN ApYT ARYA 7TW3A D
‘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 p"yr outnumber those of p"yx in the BDSS as well;

in this material the ratio of p"yx to p"yr is 11:27, with five cases

in which biblical p"p¥ is paralleled by BDSS »"y1, e.g.,*

()

(6)

Tip pina wpwrKD K@ 87 puw N

P PIna powr R RY R ppi RS

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

DRVYP DiPnPWERY D7 g3 MATOR UL

oYW DR RN ond [A8]a M HR IpYn

‘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 p"yr 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 p"yr

* The other three instances of interchange are MT Isa. 33.7 || 1QIsa®
27.7; MT Isa. 46.7 || 1QIsa® 39.12; and MT Isa. 65.14 || 1QIsa® 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 p"yr. Decisively, TA favours p"pr even where
the MT has p"yx. Contact with Aramaic was likely a factor in the
post-exilic Hebrew drift toward preference for p"yr over p"yx.

Rounding out the picture, the use of p"p¥ persists in other
late biblical and extrabiblical material—Ben Sira, SH, and RH—
in the face of the encroachment of »"yr. 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 p"pr cases
safeguarded in the Masoretic Pentateuch to harmonise with ma-
jority p"px. For its part, RH is an unexpected outlier among Sec-
ond Temple Hebrew traditions, anomalously preferring p"px over
»"v1 (see Hornkohl 2014a, 81, fn. 28). For considerations on the
potential methodological difficulty occasioned by RH’s preserva-
tion of p"yr against the late encroachment of p"yr, see below,
82.0.

2.0. Classical Biblical Hebrew

CBH differs from LBH and other late material in terms of the rel-
ative distributions of p"y¥ and p"yr. Contrasting appreciably with
LBH’s strong predilection for p"pr over p"yr (12:3), the Tiberian
Torah displays a more decisive reverse preference for p"y¥ over
»"vr (27:2). Based on this information alone, it is reasonable to
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 p"px and p"pr by section

PYY ppY puvl puvn npuy pUPRIPLT pul pUuta Apur pU
Pentateuch 19 0 O 0 8 271 O 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
theTwelve 0 0 0 O 1 1|7 0 2 0 9
Writings 10 0 0 0 5 1514 0 1 7 22
nonlBH 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 p"yx, the CBH Prophets and non-
LBH Writings are also characterised by significant »"pr usage. Ac-
cording to these statistics, then, the precise nature of the late de-
velopment at issue lies not in the increased usage of p"yr per se,
since its derivatives are common in many CBH texts, but in the
non-use of p"y¥, 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 p"yx, there are no grounds for methodological concern.

The figures in Table 2, above, highlight the contrast be-
tween the clearcut dominance of p"yr in LBH and the still-signif-
icant incidence of p"yx 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 p"yx to p"pr, 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 p"yx to p"ypr is somewhat unexpected. One wonders
whether the current preference for p"pr might be partially artifi-
cial, a result of secondary levelling in favour of the more preva-
lent Second Temple form.° 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 p"yr, and the non-LBH

Writings, with nearly balanced use of p"yx and p"y1, it would be

> 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 n*- rather than
long n-.
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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 p"yr, when contemporary prose style

would more regularly opt for p"pr.

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 p"yx
and p"yr.

Recapping the pertinent statistics from above, the p"p¥ to
p"y1 ratio in the principal biblical sections according to the Tibe-
rian tradition are reproduced in Table 3.

Table 3: Tiberian distribution of p"y¥ and p"pr in the principal biblical
sections

p'ye p"yr
Pentateuch 27 2
Prophets 34 67
Non-LBH Writings 12 10
LBH 3 12

As observed above, while LBH, with rare usage of p"py, differs
from CBH, where p"p¥ is common, this is not the only shift per-
ceptible in the data. The LBH reduction in p"yx is obviously re-
lated to increased use in p"y1. Crucially, however, this latter de-

velopment evidently took place before LBH’s heyday. While rare



6. P"yx versus p"yt 135

in the Tiberian Torah, p"yr 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 p"yr.

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 p"yx and p"yr 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 p"yx than the MT Torah—to the total exclusion of p"y1—
decisively supports the authenticity of Tiberian Pentateuchal par-
tiality for p"yx. For their part, the shifts from p"yx to p"yr 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 p"yt
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 p"yx and p"yr
coexisted as far back as BH reaches, with p"yx the dominant op-

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

According to the approach advanced here, the frequency of
P"yr constitutes an isogloss distinguishing the CBH of the Torah
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, CBH;, and a monarchic linguistic tradition in
the Prophets and Writings, CBH,.

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
p"pr and p"yr, the former dominating the latter, as in the Torah.
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 p"yx in the Tiberian Torah is artificial. The dissonance in suc-
cessive verses between npurt ‘outery’ (Gen. 18.20) and nnpuyan ‘if
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 p"pr 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 p"yr—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.
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There are three variants of the 1cPL independent subject pronoun
in BH. The standard form, with some 120 occurrences, is 13mR
(pausal 11m8). The RH-like form 118 comes as the ketiv form (read
according to the gere as standard 1m1R) in Jer. 42.6 (see Hornkohl
2014a, 125-28, for recent discussion and references). The form
1131 (pausal 11n3) comes just five times in BH (Gen. 42.11; Exod.
16.7, 8; Num. 32.32; Lam. 3.42%).

1.0. Distribution Outside Tiberian Biblical Hebrew

Standard BH 1R 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 1% dominates in RH and is also
known from QH (approximately 20 X ). The form 1ns 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 1umix are found in Aramaic,
Phoenician, and Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian; forms like
111 are found in Arabic, Ethiopic, and Early and Middle Akkadian
(Elitzur 2018a, 94).

! 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 1% 1un) as a weqatal 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 1R is generally held to be a secondary, inner-He-
brew, development, based either on 1cs & (e.g., Sdenz-Badillos
1993, 184; Fernandez 1997, 18; Blau 2010, §4.2.2.6.1; see Horn-
kohl 2014a, 125. fns 58, 60 for further references) or the 1CpPL
object/possessive suffix (GKC 832d). There is debate among
scholars as to the typological priority of 11mi& versus 11m1. Accord-
ing to one approach, 1 is the primitive form, the initial ’alef
having been added on the basis of analogy to the 1cS pronouns
1R and "2k (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,
842) think the form beginning with ’alef 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 11m1 as an archaic form. Table 1 (facing page) pre-
sents the distribution of 1n1 and 31mix within the principal sec-
tions in Tiberian BH. As evidence of the antiquity of the form
without ’alef, JM (§39a) notes that 11am1 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 ’alef was needed there for purposes of the acrostic.



7. 1CPL 11n3 versus 1NN 141

Table 1: Incidence of 1n3 and 1R within the principal sections in Ti-
berian BH

unI MR
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 1mi& domi-
nates. Elitzur (2018a, 94) observes that 111 is restricted in the
Torah to quoted speech within narrative, though it is important
to note that even in such quotations, standard 1118 is more com-
mon. Even if 1111 is typologically more ancient that 11y, in terms
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 1m& had become es-
tablished as the standard form. The form 1113 can in no way be
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 1ni, with no trace of it in
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 1cpPL independent subject pronoun are standard umix
dndnnu.

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 1mni in the

Torah against its absence in the rest of CBH authentic, or might

1113 have once occurred elsewhere in CBH, but have been levelled

in compositional and/or transmissional processes? The textual

evidence is insufficient to point decisively one way or the other.?
The source critical situation is presented in Table 2.

Table 2: Incidence of 11131 and 1n1K according to purported Pentateuchal
sources (per Friedman 1989, 246-55)°

uNI AR
J 1 17
E 0 3
P 3 3
Dtr! 0 4
Other 0 1

Assuming the correctness of the theory that 111 is typologically
and diachronically prior to 1mig, it is interesting that all pur-
ported Pentateuchal sources exhibit usage of standard 11mR, that
use of 1y is shared by both J and P, and that P, of all sources,
exhibits the usage profile most consistent with preservation of

archaic usage.

2 Elitzur (2018a, 93-94) discusses two further distinctive Pentateuchal
forms: H&n for n9&n ‘these’ and 23 for w13 ‘sheep’. As these have no
clear typological priority vis-a-vis their standard alternants, however,
they are merely noted here.

® 3m—Gen. 42.11 (J); Exod. 16.7 (P), 8 (P); Num. 32.32 (P); 1mx—
Gen. 13.8 (J); 19.13 (J); 29.4 ()); 37.7 (N); 42.11 (), 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 ()); Exod. 10.26 (E); Num. 9.7 (P); 10.29 (J); 20.4 (P), 16 (J); 32.17
(P); Deut. 1.28 (Dtr!), 41 (Dtr'); 5.3 (Dtr!), 25 (Dtr!); 12.8 (Other).
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8. FS N1i1 VERSUS N1

The dominant written form of the Fs independent subject pro-
noun across ancient Hebrew sources and traditions is (7)&n. Its
pronunciation in Tiberian is hi, in Samaritan i. 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 &' (in 282
of 291 cases), in the Torah such unity is rare (just 18 of 212
cases). Instead of &', 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 X317, but consist-
ently pointed and read as a gere perpetuum as 8°7.*

Two questions call for answers. First, how to explain the
anomalous spelling &1 for 3Fs referents in the written compo-

nent of the Tiberian Torah? Second, how to account for the fact

! The figures above include four occasions in the Hebrew Bible where
readers are explicitly instructed via the ketiv-gere mechanism to read Fs
&1 where MS 81 is written (Deut. 13.6; 1 Kgs 17.15; Isa. 30.33; Job
31.11) and five further cases in which the ketiv-qgere gives the opposite
instruction, namely, to read MS &1 for written FS &1 (1 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 X' 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 &1 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 &n.> Subsequently, either mater
waw was mechanically inserted, even where &n 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 §321; 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

K71 ‘she’, and in no other word, the yod was consistently mistaken

% Defective spellings of the 3Ms form are found in Iron Age epigraphy,
e.g., Arad 18.10, 12; Kuntillet ‘Ajrud 9.1; Lachish 21.5; Mesha‘ (KAI
181) 6, 21; Deir ‘Alla (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 X7.

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 3¢S
pronoun K1) hii, 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.?

® 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 3rs 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 &1
spelling common to the 3mMS and 3FS independent subject pro-
nouns in the written component of the Tiberian Torah reflects
distinct morphological forms, respectively, 3Ms *hu’a> *huwa or
*hiiw and 3Fs *hi’a > *hiwa or *hiw, which in the corresponding
Pentateuchal reading tradition, and the Masoretic biblical read-
ing tradition more generally, shortened to hii and hi, 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 8111 in the written component of the Tiberian
Torah. Moreover, it is not incompatible with the minority DSS
spelling n&'n, 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 &1 in face of dominant Fs
811 is in any way indicative of the degree of its use, its agreement
with the dominant hi 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 *hi’a 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 .. If a realisation such as
*hiwa or *hiw (Fassberg 2012, 177) stands behind the spelling of
FS 811 in the Tiberian Torah, then perhaps the unexpected shift
of hi’a to hiw(a) came about due to analogical pressure from the
corresponding—and more common—3MS form, where the devel-
opment *hu’a 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 -tem and -ten, 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 811 in the written component
of the Tiberian Pentateuch may conceivably reflect the realisa-
tion *hii—due not to original epicene morphology, but to pho-
netic neutralisation along the lines of *hiw’a > *hiwa > *hiw >

hii. Alternatively, *hiw’a may have eventually developed the
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standard 3Fs realisation hi.* For while the diphthong iw most
commonly resolves to i in ancient Hebrew, the alternative devel-
opment to i is not unknown (Blau 2010, 97, §3.4.3.3).

2.0. Interpreting the Data

Whatever the correct explanation for Fs 8171 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-a-vis the rest of the Tiberian Bible (An-
dersen and Forbes 1986, 285, 313-14; below, ch. 12). While the
spelling & 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 &n spellings were once more common in

* The extant Tiberian realisation 81 hi differs from *hiw, the latter pre-
supposing the Tiberian pointing &i; cf. X1 ‘vanity, falseness, empti-
ness’.
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the Prophets and Writings cannot be determined. One might con-
tend that the apparent conflation of &1 and &1 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 &1 was formerly common throughout the biblical
text, that an indistinct mater was secondarily added throughout,
but that only in the Pentateuch was anomalous FS &1 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 &1 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 &'n—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.> 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 CBH, of the Torah is distinct from non-Pentateuchal
CBH,, but includes a minority of features standard in CBH,.

The preferred explanation here, that Ms and FS 8171 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 3fFs independent
subject pronoun in ancient Hebrew

5a 6a 7a
» *hiy » hi > i
1 2 3 4 7b
*hi’a-tu » *hi’at » *hi’a » *hiya — » *hii
5b 6b
» *hiwa » *hiw —
7c
» hi

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 811 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 811 and minority FS &1 is not a function of
putative source, as the incidence of both forms cuts across the

sources.



9. FPL |- VERSUS 13-

Across ancient Hebrew sources and traditions, the dominant form
of the FPL verbal suffix is vowel-final n1-.! 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 j-. 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 j-. Both forms plausibly derive from PS -na
(cf. Arabic).

In terms of frequency, the prefix conjugation (yigtol, way-
yiqtol) 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.

! See Blau (2010, 203-4, §84.3.3.1.2n-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)

N R N

Genesis 15 1 12 Obadiah 1 0 0
Exodus 7 0 1 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 0 0 Psalms 20 0 0
Judges 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 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 j;:-. 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 |- 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 j- 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 ni- to j- 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 {-, 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 j- in the Pentateuch, espe-
cially Genesis, Exodus, and Deuteronomy, is remarkable. The ab-
sence of |- forms in Leviticus might lead one to assume that the

distribution of ni- versus i- 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 ni- and i- according to re-

puted source (identification of sources according to Friedman 1989,
246-55; for citations, see below, §5.0, Table 4)

- I
J 9 10
E 13 8
P 21 6
DTR! 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 -,
though consistently has j- in Genesis—Exodus and 13- 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 ni-, 2 1-; 41 (E): 9 n1-, 2 ;-. Consider

the combination of forms in the following short spans.?

2 Beyond the Pentateuch, note also the mixture of forms in 1 Sam. 18.7;
Ezek. 16.55.
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(1) 1¥gn N3P WK o0 NinpYa ovpn)a O8s W hivpnarny 3n

nippROToR XY MMM NinYY 1833 1IN NED N2y hingd

DRV DVTRI BYTRY NG T

‘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 [JD

(2)  nagrroy "Dags MR M ATwD Tina Deby DRbNn uniy nm

PIEPRY PINAVRL DNRZY NI30N M)

‘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 [JD

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 ' ‘be’, with 44 cases total. In
the Torah, the ratio of ni- to - 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 j-. It is no surprise
that the most commonly occurring verb is the one that most fre-
quently preserves irregularity.?

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 j- in P, which,
again, are restricted to Genesis-Exodus, involve the verb mi (6 X). By
contrast, in Leviticus, P has only the 13- form of 77 (2 X).
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3.0. Orthographic versus Linguistic Explanations

As in other cases of apparently defective spelling of final d-vow-
els—most notably, 2mMS verbal n- and nominal 7- (see Hornkohl
2023, 101-44) and 1 with feminine singular referent (see be-
low, ch. 9)*—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 Hebrew?®

m- -
2FpL independent pronoun 4 1
3FPL independent pronoun 48 —
2rpL nominal suffix (affixed to noun/preposition) 4 14
3rpL nominal suffix (affixed to noun/preposition) 68 180
2FpL suffix on infinitive construct — 1
3rpL suffix on infinitive construct 4 6
3rpL 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,

* Hornkohl (2023, 103, fn. 3) also lists the 3Fs object/possessive suffix
m-, e.g., "8 ‘to her’, not niPYx*, and the ketiv ny with gere nny ‘now’
(Ezek. 23.43; Ps. 74.6); cf. the consistent form ny in Iron Age Hebrew
epigraphy (Arad; Lachish; Murabba‘at).

® Cf. also the problematic 2FPL nip2%wm (Amos 4.3).
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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 P*nn ‘they will be’ (Gen. 49.26)—is
consonant-final. All other cases of consonant-final orthography
are pointed J-, 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 d, 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 ni- reflects vowel-final realisation and
that the spelling j- originally reflected consonant-final realisa-
tion. In line with Second Temple convention, however, the reali-
sation of j- 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 ;- of the extant combined Tiberian written-reading
tradition. The consonant-final ending of poetic {»nn ‘they will be’
(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, §84.3.3.1.2n-4.3.3.2.1n). As noted
above, each can be derived from PS -na. As such, both the ni- and
I- 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 j- 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 13- in the
CBH Prophets and Writings is authentic. It is possible—though
neither provable nor disprovable—that the lop-sided preference
for vowel-final ni- 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)

-

]_

Genesis nanpam 3.7 (J)

n1299m 24.61 (J)
n12om 61 (J)

ninnm 30.38 (J)

nnpNm 31.14 (E)

nnwm 37.7 (J)
nryIm 41.2 (E)
n1%a8m 4 (E)
nwam 7 (E)
nrpam 18 (E)
n1558m 20 (E)
mxam 21 (E)

nr9m 53 (E)
nr9nm 54 (E)

Exodus mxpn 1.10 (E)

mNam 2.16 (J)
nym 16 (J)

rRwm 19.33 (J)
rpwm 35 (J)
nm 36 (J)

mim 26.35 (P)

rnam 27.1 (J)

183n 30.38 (J)
1Tom 39 (J)

Jwsm 33.6 (E)
mnawm 6 (E)
nraon 37.7 (J)

19am 41.24 (E)
JTian 36 (E)

an 49.26 (J)
JRrm 1.17 (E)

nm 18 (E)
s 19 (E)
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nINoRm 16 (J)
mNam 18 (J)
TnRm 2.19 (J)
nRwn 8.5 (E)
nywwn 7 (E)
Jrem 15.20 (E)
mnn 25.27 (P)
nn 26.3 (P)
mnn 27.2 (P)
inn 28.21 (P)
Iinn 21 (P)
Leviticus nripvn 4.2 (P)
nripyn 13 (P)
nrwon 22 (P)
nripyn 27 (P)
Ariyn 5.17 (P)
nr&an 7.30 (P)
mxpm 10.19 (P)
nyam 23.15 (P)
nman 17 (P)
nraxn 17 (P)
Numbers JRpm 25.2 (J)
n29pm 27.1 (P)
nyThYm 2 (P)
nrnn 35.11 (P)
nman 13 (P)
nyan 14 (P)
non 15 (P)
mmnn 36.3 (P)
nyman 4 (P)
nan 6 (P)
nman 6 (P)
nrinm 11 (P)
Deuteronomy nripn 1.44 (DTRY)
1nn 21.15 (Other)
Ix¥nn 31.21 (DTRY)







10. 7p3 VERSUS 77931 WITH FEMININE
SINGULAR REFERENT

In most manifestations of ancient Hebrew, nouns with the root
7"y1 and the basic meaning ‘young male’ and ‘young female’ are
morphologically distinguished, e.g., Tiberian 2v1 and w3, 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 77p3, 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 11, the written component is 7y1.!

! 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 mp1 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 (1)1 are limited to three loci in the Pentateuch:
Gen. 24; 34; Deut. 22. In the eight relevant cases in Genesis,> the
written form 23 is simply vocalised with a final -d, as w3, with
no explicit ketiv-qgere guidance. From the perspective of its defec-
tive ending, i.e., lacking a final mater heh, it is a case of implicit
qgere perpetuum.

In 26 of the remaining 27 cases in the Torah, all in Deut.
22,3 readers are explicitly instructed via the ketiv-gere mecha-
nism—consisting of the consonant-vowel combination 7p1 within
the main text and an accompanying marginal note with the con-
sonants n7p1—to pronounce vowel-final 771 instead of the pro-
nunciation one might naturally associate with written 7wy, i.e.,
vl

In just one instance in the Torah, the orthographic and pro-
nunciation components of the tradition agree on morphologically
feminine singular n3n ‘the young woman’ (Deut. 22.19). The
uniqueness of this form within the Pentateuch receives overt
acknowledgement in the Masoretic paratext via the marginal
note N2 %n % = nmina 85n n*b ‘no other plene (spelling) in the
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 (), 3 (J), 12 (J).

% 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 71 is thus, it is argued, a case of
gere perpetuum akin to other instances of final -4 with no accom-
panying mater heh, thus resembling the minority 2/3FPL ending j-
(more commonly 13-, but see above, ch. 9) and the majority 2Ms
endings 7- and n- (less commonly 712- and nn-) (GKC 8§17c¢; cf.
Hornkohl 2023, 101-44). From the narrow perspective of the To-
rah, the spelling 2p1 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 21 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 771 in Esther are authentic, perhaps
cases in Judges were once spelled 71 and only secondarily stand-
ardised in conformity with late spelling practices. By the same
token, perhaps early cases of Pentateuchal 21 with feminine sin-
gular reference were preserved, while certain cases of 71 in the
Torah were secondarily shortened under the influence of the ma-
jority form ap1 there—though the existence of a lone plene form
m7w1 in the Torah at Deut. 22.19 seems to militate against the
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
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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 -1
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 -d suffix in any fem-
inine singular form is anomalous in the extreme. Why are there

not more feminine substantives with defective -d suffixes?

2.2. Language

A more reasonable proposal is that the distinction between the
Tiberian Torah’s written form 21 for a feminine singular referent
and 171 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 71 in the gender-neutral sense of ‘young person’. The us-
age is often compared to Greek ¢ mais ‘the child (M)’ versus % mais
‘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., v ‘seed’, 713 ‘weaned’, pii* ‘nursing child’, 5
‘nursing child’, 5% ‘child’, 5%iy ‘child’, 7% ‘child’, qv ‘children’.
Perhaps ancient Hebrew 9p1 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 -3,
one might raise the matter of feminine morphosyntactic agree-
ment. In nearly every case of consonantal 7p3 where the referent
is feminine, there obtains feminine agreement with a finite verbal
form, participle, adjective, or pronoun. Clearly, even if a1 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., 27 ‘bear’ (2 Kgs 2.24; Isa. 11.17), 03
‘camel’ (Gen. 32.16), 7pa ‘cattle’ (Gen. 33.13; Job 1.14). Cf. also
the use of the morphologically masculine plural o'i%% ‘gods’ for
the feminine singular referent mpwy ‘Ashtoret’ (1 Kgs 11.5) (JM
88134c-d). Thus, morphosyntactic feminine agreement does not
fatally contradict the hypothesis that 2p1 may once have been
gender neutral.

Potential counterevidence of a different sort is the existence
of unequivocal feminine plural forms alongside allegedly epicene

9p). While written 7p1 seems to serve for both genders in the
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Torah when the referent is singular, with just one exceptional
case of written 17y, 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 o3, 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 ninp) presuppose the exist-
ence of a corresponding dedicated feminine singular n7w1? Con-
spicuously glaring in this connection is the use of feminine plural
nAp; in Gen. 24.61, in a passage including five cases of consonan-
tal 7p1 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 pi-0"Ww1 secondarily developed feminine plural n1yps, from
which, in turn, dedicated feminine singular n7y1 was possibly

back-formed.

3.0. Interpreting the Data

Whether 21 with feminine singular referent is best interpreted as
an orthographic or linguistic phenomenon, the distinction be-
tween the CBH of the Torah, with 3, and the CBH of the Proph-

ets and Writings, with 717y1, demands an explanation. Perhaps the



174 Diachronic Diversity in Classical Biblical Hebrew

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 7p1 with feminine singular referent, perhaps alongside
more innovative 173, and in the course of compilation, redaction,
and/or transmission during the Second Temple period or there-
after, cases of 7y1 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—p3
in the Torah, nap1 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 -UT

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 -iit. Basing his analysis on
Konig (1895-1897 2/1, 205-6), but excluding words with vowel-
final base forms, e.g., M13, Mo, MT8—in which cases the i1 is a
part of the root and the ending is actually -t—Elitzur (2018a, 88
and fn. 15) observes:

Abstract nouns ending in -iit 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 i1 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 n%13 ‘twistedness’, n722 ‘heaviness’, nnom2 ‘di-
vorce’, niaon ‘storage’, NI ‘testimony’, nn(’)ny ‘perpetuity’,
nynnip ‘erectness’, and M (°)7W ‘rebelliousness’ come 45 times in
the Torah and are written with defective -iit in 35 of those cases.’
These and other nouns ending in -iit 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

! The ten cases of plene -it involve n¥nnip (1x) and M)W (9 X).
Elitzur (2018a, 89) notes only one case of nn™3 in the Torah, but this
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 -iit in the Pentateuch imply that a
significant portion of the words with defective -iit originally
ended in a different suffix, so that the realisation -iit 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 -iit 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

[tlhe source of the error is the failure to distinguish be-

tween the different lexemes in counting the occurrences;

the many occurrences of the lexeme ma%n in the late bib-

lical books tipped the balance. The use of the word ma%mn

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 m:'?f_: 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 -t 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 -iit,
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 ma%n 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 125 in Num. 24.7 is written defec-
tively, opening up the possibility that it was intended to reflect
inaYn rather than ina%n.2

2.0. Interpreting the Data

There is no denying the orthographic distinctiveness of the abso-
lute forms of the nine -it-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

21 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 -iit in conformity to more standard,
and possibly later, Hebrew. It is, of course, also possible that de-
fective spellings of the -iit 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 n1Tp ‘testimony’ (27 X de-
fective in the Torah; 8 X plene) and in the plene spellings of
nvnnip ‘erectness’ (1 X ) and nn(*)7W ‘rebelliousness’ (1 X) in the
Tiberian Pentateuch. If these are early plene spellings, or at least
plene spellings in line with early pronunciation, then they confirm
the possibility of -it forms in the Torah. Of course, they in no
way necessitate the -iit 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 -iit 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); Dtr! (2 of 3 defective); Other (2 defec-
tive). The relevant citations per Friedman (1989, 246-55) are:

nya13—defective: Exod. 28.22 (P); 39.15 (P); n7a3—defective: Exod. 14.25 (E);
nnma—defective: Deut. 24.1 (Other), 3 (Other); nispn—defective: Deut. 8.9
(Dtr'); nTv—defective: Exod. 16.34 (P); 25.16 (P), 21 (P), 22 (P); 26.34 (P);
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);
nn()ny—defective: Lev. 25.23 (P), 30 (P); nynnip—plene: Lev. 26.13 (P);
mmw—plene: Deut. 29.18 (Dtr')

If -iit 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 n(3)7v, accounting for 35 of the 45
occurrences in the Torah and 35 of the 38 in P, as well as by the
appearance of nouns ending in -iit 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 87, the femi-
nine plural yiqtol suffix j-, and 21 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., Tpa ‘while still’ (Siloam 1. 2), 8w ‘spring’ (Siloam 1. 5),
whereas several apparent cases of word-final defective vowels are
explicable as non-Tiberian consonant-final variants, np ‘now’
(Arad 2.1; 3.1; 18.3; 40.4; Lachish 2.3, 3; 3.4; 4.1, 2), n°n ‘there
was (FS)’ (Siloam 1. 3), 1m ‘and behold’ (Arad 40.9). Bona fide
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word-medial plene spellings include =& ‘cursed’ (Silwan tomb 1.
2), vk ‘man’ (Arad 40.7, 8), n"1an ‘the covenant’ (Ketef Hinnom
1.4), n7pam ‘and you will commit them into the charge (Arad
24.14-15), 7pn> ‘to warn’ (Arad 24.18), 2w ‘good’ (Lachish 4.2).
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 o- -im and n- -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. 4QDeuteronomy* (4Q31)

4QDeut? (4Q31) presents a version of Deut. 2.24-36 and 3.14-
4.1 textually approximate to MT Deuteronomy, with plusses of
nx in 4QDeut? 1.6 || MT Deut. 2.25 and of 5y in 4QDeut? 2.17 ||
MT Deut. 3.27 and a minus of -1 in 4QDeut? 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 4QDeut! that consistently presents the more defective
spelling, apparently preserving a typologically earlier ortho-
graphic portrait than that exhibited in MT Deuteronomy.
4QDeut? (4Q31) 1.5-17 [link] || MT Deut. 2.24-36

YA B ABNDA 12 23R wA YRR IR AN I0RA 9Wn TO0 e AR 5
At ofa :nRnon 12 NaY W) SN0 RN nRA 1awn-ToR roTng... *

TR AR YW TWR DAYA 59 AR B°BPH %38 59 TR TTRS N SR ©
oY hpnw WK opwn o nnp 0Ap BeToY I0RT 7108 nR Ny *

1% 135 pawn 750 o SR TR NaTAL oonbh RYwN PaEn O s 7
DT9W 3T 113WN T2R 1D NVTR I3TRR D390 MW 7390 1om ) *°

4933 538 HRAWY PR MOR KD TOR T2 TAT2 TEINI AT9PR ARG 8
023 22K (INDWI 1Y DR KD ToR TIT3 T3 TN MAUN hNY 2

" WY TWRI Y3 TIAYR P TNRY h JRR 55353 B°B1 YRY9NI 395w ©
iy KD 29372 MAVR POV 7NN 9023 D RN hawn 228

TN N 998 TR TV 993 0awn BRI YW 8w 1wy w33 10
TIR0TNR N2RRTIWN T WA DAY Daxinm Towa bawin by pa ¥

312 117297 [I3WR OB [0 NaR 891 U5 JAI WY AT TUR pARA O 1
™2 1310307 WD ToR 100 A3 871 32 108 Aoy Ml PO 2

G

SRR F O T3 1NN A% 1355 A PRI AT FI8 TROK At Awpa 12
N 1A D T2 100 1wR7 122508 PaKY Mmng 08 nim hwpn 30

WAR AR AW WA 5NN IR AR e AR 72385 AR SRR A8 O A 13
AIRTNR DY, W N0 RN IOTNR 7307 nn inonp agy Ox

110385 AR M SAY nene enbnd 1w 531 81 19AKTPY [0 xe 14
w307 IR M A e ARnoR? L5 NN BHRTPY 11D Ry 39

55 R BIAY 857 Npa e 59 o b wmp 5o AN WS N ne g 1B

"2 IR B NI NP3 DTN TN AU NN i3 3TN ink T 7
09w 551 195 1R ANNAn P T WIRwR &Y SO BYwIm 8RR T 16
DR TR0 432 113 ARNAT P T RWA K apm owim onn Ty

AR &S TYD3n TV Haa wR T 1 A3 Rew SY aw TR uTsh Tos V7
N THRINTI 903 IR THM IR Y0 notop oK fpn Ta’ aws 2%


https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-298663
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4QDeut! (4Q31) 2.1-21 || MT Deut 3.14-4.1

At BYA Y T NIA TW3R AN 19w Y SRR KIP NP R S1as !
{7 DD TR TR Nin {WanTny inw-hp onk Ripn nappm mwn a1

5N Ty TYYn 1 PRI A ey TvbIn AR SRR Tenb 2
TR M) TP D03 T IAINGY) HTRONITNR ANy AR 1O

533 Frvm natwm ey a Ma Sren pay s Yan Snsn pin S
DAN TTYM MW 7Y 33 123 Ynin PR T Yan Yman Tin 7

DMK 1YRT ARSI 13057 NTWR NN MbAn BY ASTYA 8° T naon ¢
DN 1RRY AN N30RN NTWR NNR naRn 0y 13wn o) T ndan Y

Dwbn nwAb NREA PARA DR 025 1N3 DMK A BN KeER NS ®
¥ion ARYY, DN P nR 037 103 0208 M IhRE M9 npa

SAYT D23 B350 DWW P71 S MMa b3 YW 113 D3R sasb 1awn ©
A B3P DR80) 0w T MIaTha DRIIa DK b 1apn 1

BorARb M RS WwR Ty B35 *NnI WK 03MPa 1w 0ab a1 Iph 3 7
DOR? | EWR T 00 N0y MWK 023 v 0R7 10 mpnm 2

7R 933 oY 1N DASK M WK PIRA R 0N 03 WM B33 8
T30 7303 D07 101 0TOR M 0N pIRDTNS D703 WM B2 ¥

SOFA NP2 ML YW NR1 035 "INl WK Inwh wr onaw ©
RIND NP3 IPiY BWITNND 1037 AN) WK YT, WK opawy 2

5811 Bvabnn wh 0Bk AN WY WK 53 IR ARAD 7Y RS 10
noR7 o9onn vy byaby M by K52 Ty k) Tep hae 2

Mo ONPR RS AR 98P AR WK Nabnana Yab mm vy o 1
M 2 DIRTR KD RY TaY nnR WK nidbnnnoah M nppry 2

TR DRY KA AYS A0 58 ponxt 0ab onban RiA BN 12
TR 7RR? RN NP3 MTOR 1IN © 1027 DNYIN 8N DT *

WK APTAA TT A 7Y AR TT29 DR NRINY AR Anx e 1
WK ARIND TTIORY TPTINR 7120708 nigyay Hivnn nns nim >

ORI RI AN TANISIST TOYRS Fop aws PR oawa O n
RN RITTIADR DTN TRRRD TRLTIVR PIRI Dpwa ORn 2

apnm paabm A S19A 99 [T 93P WK 1200 pIRA NR 18
apnn 713357 N1 2107 07 1770 T2 WK Naten Py 2
927 o0 SR TH 39 598 AT RN U8 paw 8D Daipnd a m 1

737 qRIATHR 77737 R M RN R YW 891 02wnY Y3 M 26

nIm nIoY O Y Rl 13000 wRA Y Ady A 9333 iy r 7
PR TIBYY N TP RYY ORI WRT | MR g 1373 TR R

WP YW AR I T TN DR 9apn KY 02 Tpa asT anom 18
WRIM VWITNA 12) A [TPOTNR D290 N7 TPR AR Anqi *
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WK PARA IR ONR SRR K1 A 0P S385 13 K10 05 IAuE 0
W PIRTTIR DOIR TN KM A0 07 85 13 N ange 2

o A Y R v A 2

TP BN TH5H Y938 TUR D0aWNN R BYPRA OR pEw Sxaws ang 2
NI DN TN 3N WK DDEYRTOR BRNNTON YOY SR npm
The orthographic discrepancies are collected in the Table below.

Table 1: Summary of orthographic discrepancies between 4QDeut!
(4Q31) and MT Deuteronomy

4QDeut! MT
DSS MT Gloss
(4Q31) Deut.
nnTp ninTp ‘Kedemoth’ 1.7 2.26
mno 1o ‘Sihon’ 1.7 2.26
HROWT - DINnDR ‘or left’ 1.8 2.27
obn owhn ‘equipped’ 2.5 3.18
por Wiy ‘Joshua’ 2.9 3.21
nabnnn nidbnnn ‘the kingdoms’ 2.11 3.21
.. ‘you will (not) fear

DRI DIRTD them’ 2.11 3.22
nona hivnn ‘you have begun’ 2.13 3.24
nRINY  NiRaY ‘to show’ 2.13 3.24
mavn N3 ‘the good’ 2.15 3.25
qon qoin ‘do (not) continue’ 2.16 3.26
Plaby >mr  ‘he will give possession’ 2.19 3.28

onR onix ‘them’ 2.19 3.28
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1.1.2. 4QPalaeoJob® (4Q101)

One of twelve DSS biblical scrolls written in palaeo-Hebrew script
(see Tov 2004b, 246-48; 2012, 97, fn. 163, 123, 207), 4QPalaeo-
Job® (4Q101) is a highly fragmentary manuscript with a single
textual difference vis-a-vis MT Job in n[5mi] (£3.4) || b (MT
Job 14.14). Beyond this, all differences are orthographic, with
4QPalaeoJob® consistently exhibiting more defective spelling
than L (see Seow 2011).

4QPalaeoJob® (4Q101) f1-2.1-10 [link] || MT Job 13.18-27

oR
PIYN 38D I 0AYR maw Ry 1

1

PR WIRN OHY 92 YTRY 37 N5 D 2
DR UINR AL TRY I s
JAOR KD PIBR I8 TTRY wyn O 3
INoR X7 Tior 1 THY YRR DHYTR ¥
4

230pan7oR TNDRT P un 792

5

PIW AT MK 2R N 2

1T YANDI Yws IR M 5 ans ©
23pTR fINeNT Wwa nixem nisy 7 npa
5 2085 ssawnm Ron T8 an% 7

T2 AR y3wnm Tpon ey

790 W3 WP ORI PIwn §13 795 8
TN W3 VRN PR 9 mapy >

M\YI DY IR KR 95}9 3590 99 °
23 Niziy *3$ing niyhn HY ahana *

nnaR 59 w9y To3 owi 1°
:RADR 537 WIw-Hp JpinRH2 Ninwn 93 | T3 ol ¥


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

I8N W TP SITNON vIsEn SRYA poon !
TAR WY 37R0R Miswn Yikwa | n B

syt pn S R 2
D3I P Y2 IR

N3 Y 93 AR 923 Niy ox 3
Ry 02 M n3d mnos

JI988 93381 XD FeHR R TY nHN 4
TR 2181 KPR 2p2on Rid-T Sy

3 §oan T MwpnH
219020 T w1

nNeR 9y Jwn 85 anon e nny °
nRYnTHY AWK “ison TTvy ARy

31y 5p Hevni Sywa 9xs enn 7
23ip~op S8oni pws iya onn

10PRD PRY N N Y83 95 o ®
:inpnn pRYr M Yiar Hoirmn ohir 18
The orthographic discrepancies are collected in the Table below.

Table 2: Summary of orthographic discrepancies between 4QPaleoJob*
(4Q101) and MT Job

DSS MT Gloss 4QPaleoJob® (4Q101) MT Job
85 iRy ‘as an enemy’ f1-2.7 13.24
nny N ‘iniquities’ f1-2.9 13.26
"Y1 ") ‘my youth’ f1-2.9 13.26
MAAR - pinR ‘my paths’ f1-2.10 13.27
Ra Nid ‘coming of’ 3.4 14.14!
Taon Tiaon ‘(you) count’ 3.6 14.16
77%3 92 ‘in a bundle’ 3.7 14.17

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

See further on 4QSamuel® (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. 1QIsaiah® (1Q8)

Ulrich and Flint’s (2010, I1:200) comparison of MT Isaiah and
1QIsaiah® (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 1QIsa® 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, I1:200).
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1QIsaiah® (1Q8) 16.1-26 || MT Isaiah 38.11b-40.52

SETER DA AR IR AN POITT SR vawrrny T O vIas

1.16

TSP "W DR 30 M2 yRI M 1T 3oy Tib ok v R

AEERN {3 M D0 aHYN MO Ty B vEpEay A5TH YR SN

NEaEN 12 Y DIDD M4 aown NPTTY ORN M1DR3) N7TH N XaRD

NI 55 9ART 2TR A 13 Y apwn i ornb s 57 Ave A3

R TZTIDNT BTN 10 003 B pwR TR oA e 15T mita nan

SFTY % {73 525 PR oY IR wal 9 Sy snuw 99 AT awy

"I I 037037 N ORI 16 0Was WY plweh3 Ty My

nabwi 2 o ARwA "Wwal NpwR AR AN Y 9p 8bwh Ain R andnn
P22V *2 "9 NOWR Wl ApWN AR IR 270 0wy man 7 enna anonm
bR 913 #71 awr 8 1550 mn TN R 890 RoO[ Y T NR

"R MITI 12N T MR T7IR SiNY KD 2 18 ronha i 0
dPWRS M TORR AR YT 07135 AR M2 OFD T RIN MO TR
WinG M 2° RN “OR LYTP 0327 28 010 32 TIP N0 0T 10 TNy
D7IRN NO2T IRW? PR ARE 1 1v2 5P YR Y 59 133 T

DIRD N22T WYY MDY 08N 2 mm mathp arn o3 133 "ping

MY NP AHHR D SR A0 WPPIA R T pRwn OR mnn

D ) IR MUK "2 NI AR PRIN AN 2 ) PRWnTOR

PPN O AN3EI B¥I90 Y33 7Y INYa 13 1TRYA 7T nhw 8N nya
WERIIOR NI 0790 93277720 17873713 TI87E T30 ndY Mo npa !

q00n NN FIN93 7°2 NI BN IRIT BFOP Anwh prim abn v Pnwi
hoanmny [Mnaa] 1753 RNy DX RN DIoY noWn  :pim AN "2 YaY
N3 9wR 55 Nt ¥5 nva 5o n Sien jewn DR oAWan nx ama nR
RN3 WK N1 19D maths DRy 2100 1WA | DR DBRRTTIR 3TN
HWRR 5939 15733 1R BNTR 89 AWK 937 0 KD TANENG
ARPWRRHIM 1022 1RIN DRITNG WK 13T MR rReRa
DIRG9 A US98 P ORn 8 KA e Rian
DWIRA | DR 7D YR MR ITPIN ToRIOR X230 ITPY) Nan 3
T8 533D D INI APIRT PARD TR 9RRY THOR 1R PRAT NHRA
N #5030 O8 18T NRIMT PING IERIN TRRN TN KD Pim 1ok
N5 T 937 70 85 98T 5923w 59 DR SRR 9AKRY 7R3 180 AR
“NY WK 12T MY IR 022 WROD DR RN 0NN 70022 187 7
A3 MINGY AP 59T POW VP 58 %P ofoo 0000988 BATRAA
T30 © NiRAY MMTIIT YRV ITRITTOR TP 0N O oRTYiNg DR
533 575 BFA T TR 988 WK 733 R Y2 KD 0'RA iR
522 ™D DRATTY THIR 1ER WK 7022 WD | RPN DRI O
DO I INPY THIN TR T0D 1IN TWR TIPTS5 90K 93T e &

2 See Ulrich and Flint (2010, 1:127, Plate LXII) for image.
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D00 1 INRY TN WK TA0 WY WK TIIM 7 R 3TNy 7

TNY FAZT TR T 92T 290 WYY 9% PR ARRY Y23 7on HAa 2

N AT WK MIIT 30 mpwroR dnipin apsn * a3 op a7

5973 PART B9 FET 99 2

5 7R3 NRR) DY 2 ’

857 53 5o a1 B5wrr a5 Sy 1T 595N R AY AR R =

PR "3 TR TP BPWIY 3700 193 2 1oToR N R apmaapna T 2

53703 &P Hip FPaNen 993 5585 i TR APy 9 i A% T Asae 24
13702 8P ip 3 © pnNenTa Dpon nim TR NPy M nyu v Aakay P
Haws apan 99 591 xer 8 Y awney dhon A3wa i i 79T 18 %
VRY ARAN 02 KUY RyOp 4 arioNy mpon mawa W mm e P

3 PR WA 53 I8 M 99 758 fypah Bvesm WY apyn av 26

2 VI W20 1M M TR A S wpat wem vk appn wm

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

DSS MT Gloss 1QIsaiah® (1Q8) MT Isaiah
Y VU7 ‘will make known’ 16.7 38.19
nywnh  wing ‘to save me’ 16.7 38.20
R1an Nan ‘and he came’ 16.15 39.3
or'RI7  onan ‘T have showed them’ 16.18 39.4
00oo¥RI 'pIYiN3  ‘in my treasures’ 16.18 39.4

Relative to MT Isaiah, 1QIsa® col. 16 presents just five ortho-
graphic discrepancies. In four of them, MT Isaiah exhibits the
more plene spelling, while in the one case 1QIsa® has the fuller

spelling.® These few instances of divergence pale in comparison

* Additional differences are o'o2 (1QIsa” 16.2) || vw3a (MT Isa. 38.14);
M (1QIsa” 16.3 || 378 (MT Isa. 38.14); npwn (1QIsa” 16.3) || npwy
(MT Isa. 38.14); *nna oin (1QIsa® 16.7) || oin 2ina (MT Isa. 38.19); nHr
(1QIsa” 16.7) || 5% (MT Isa. 38.19); & (1QIsa® 16.9) || v (MT Isa.
38.21); &0 (1QIsa® 16.11) || 153 (MT Isa. 39.1). The lack in 1QIsa® of
a parallel to »3%wn n%%Tw DI *NinYY=H2 3V 12 MR HRA-TY MY (MT
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 1QIsa® 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 1QIsa® 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 1QIsa’.

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]* || MT Lev. 1.1-9; 2.1-11
5A%n ¥R M 9271 awn S g !
R YR M FT AwRTOR xgpn

AAARY SR 12 R 727 98Y TYIn
RRRI 98D 12708 78T hKD TRin >
7 MY AP Don AP eI ER 3
N M2 13 0gn P oiv oy 2
AR 12PN R ™ paA A nnan 4
"Ny 127p0 INETTIY TR3TTIR NN
a1 9pan NP 1YY oR oap S
221 anTn hiap Myron :opiap P
29 T Snr nna Sk wanp oan ©
2P Twin SNk NNgOR 1AM 0NN
WRI Y 7 A0 M aab urh ik 7
WNT 5Y I 7001 i ek e inr 4B
12 NR VAW $oY N3 B v Abyn 8
130K WY Y 97 7 g b
AR 992 93P M aeb pan °
T8 i aampat M e a0
namn Sy 870 AN W oTA R oaAoR 1O
Fama-op o737y 1PN 0737 NR BI00
NR VWEmM IR Snr npa dwr 3 U
IR OWaM STRin Ok MngTws 30 O°
AR %93 9ns NN ANk fon Ay 12
108 "da unal ennid Ank nan Agbn. 7
wrn Sy By 9993 namA Yy we fasn 1B
SWRTTOD ORY W1 NAMITOY WK 090
NR OYARIA AN 893000 AR YA M
TR OmnID NR Dinga P pa owy ¢
wRn Yy ws ovewn Sy 1an neioxan P
WD WK BYDITOD IT807NK WND)
oA PR PPA9Y 930p1 namn HY e 10
DR3P PRI IR cnamaoy wr
A A5 ananen Yaa nr ndn aopm Y
AWK oY ANAma Ha0TNR 1090 TOPM

* 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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Ein Gedi Burnt Leviticus Scroll col. 2 || Lev. 2.1-11
B73595 1998 532 5N A fsal by s 2
e TN paoN Aeam iy v
52 Sy nunwin Asbon wenp 850 own papy 8
“92 5p Ainwn hnbon inp Non oYn PR
ARatan ARSI AR 00 wopm an;aby ¢
ANATRN ANIINTNR 1097 TOpM ANIaY

AR W mRam MY A ek S
AR Mhm s iy s 2

ni vac nifWRn owIp wip raan any - 6
1D IPRD DYTR WIR v ey
A mOA nYo N naRA AR AP 3pn 7
hien ni5n no M0 noRD MR 137 29PN
Bri vac inwa i nwn med spepes pdwa nha 8
"DR] O W3 DMWY nign ppm pYa nzta

iAwa nHa nHo Tia7p nampa Sy nman °
W3 "M% N 7237p NANBRTOL ANIR
ThY npen ona ANk fne aannen
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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
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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 1l. 6 and 8, re-
spectively, while that between MT Lev. 2.6 and 7 may be recon-

structed in the lacuna in col. 2 1. 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 ™7 is char-
acteristic of CBH, whereas plene 717 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 7(*)17 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 77 and plene 717, 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 77, Hornkohl (2014b, 647-49, 653-67) includes
forms (and derivatives) of the numeral vw ‘three’ and the qal
infinitive construct as plene forms especially characteristic of LBH
and other Second Temple forms of Hebrew.>

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 obwi for nhwi, pwnaT for
»PwnT, and the theophoric suffix i*- for 11°-, 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
4QSam® (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 CBH, and CBH, 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 CBH, of the Torah and
the CBH, 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

© 2024 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0433.13
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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 wayyiqtol 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 Ehrensvard 2008, 11:13, 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 CBH; 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-CBH,—
CBH,-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
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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 CBH,, substantially representative of the pe-
riod 1000-800 BCE, albeit possibly preserving some earlier fea-
tures of pre-monarchic traditions, and CBH,, 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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sub-chronolects, weighs alternative explanations for distribution patterns that appear to
have chronological significance, and considers broader implications for Hebrew diachrony
and periodisation and for the composition of the Torah.
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