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Introduction

Diachronic studies of biblical Hebrew' have a long history, dating back as far as 1815 where
Wilhelm Gesenius published his Geschichte der hebrdischen Sprache.” Until ten or fifteen years
ago, controversy in this field of studies was fairly limited*- scholars usually took as departure the
chronology prevalent in biblical studies and did not question the general validity of this chronology.
Sometimes linguistic arguments contributed to the dating of books, but since extra-biblical, linguis-
tic evidence from the early period is quite scarce, linguists were dependent on having a number of
biblical texts they could use as baselines to establish the history of the language. What was needed
was at least two corpora dateable to different periods and showing consistent linguistic differences.

It was clear that such two corpora existed: there are small but consistent differences in the
Hebrew of two groups of texts, the Hebrew of Genesis-2Kings on the one hand, and the Hebrew of
Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles on the other. The former is sometimes known as
‘early biblical Hebrew’,* and the latter usually as ‘late biblical Hebrew’.> As the terms suggest, the
first group was dated earlier, to pre-exilic times, and the second group later, to post-exilic times.
Scholars regarded EBH as a standard language which LBH writers® attempted at reproducing and
failed. Therefore, LBH was held to be a deteriorated form of the standard language.

When, in recent years, dispute over chronology has broken down the consensus of the pre-
exilic dating of the former group of baseline texts, this was bound to affect the field of diachronic
language studies — if revisionist scholars wanted to date the bulk of the biblical texts to exilic or
post-exilic times, they would have to explain the linguistic differences. Some scholars in the last
decade or so have presented a broad linguistic defence of the revisionist view,” and among them
Fred Cryer presents the most daring hypothesis. He argues that the linguistic differences in the bib-
lical texts are in fact negligible and concludes that this lack of diversity can mean only one thing,
i.e. the biblical texts were written within a short time span.®

Cryer raises important questions, questions that need answers. Of what nature are the differ-

ences between the two commonly accepted strata of BH? Could the biblical texts not have been

' = BH. Other abbreviations used: early biblical Hebrew = EBH; late biblical Hebrew = LBH; noun phrase = NP;
Qumran Hebrew = QH.

? For full references, see bibliography.

? See Rooker’s Jforschungsgeschichte, ‘Diachronic Study of Biblical Hebrew’.

4 Others: “classical biblical Hebrew’, or ‘standard biblical Hebrew’.

% For considerations on the use of the term, see Olafsson, ‘Fact or Fiction?’.

6 Throughout the dissertation | use the term *writers” in the sense of whoever is responsible for the (more or less) final
linguistic form of the texts. For the intricate question of the relationship between writers, scribes, copyists, and texts, see
the references in n. 151 below.

’ Knauf, ‘War ‘Biblisch-Hebriisch’ eine Sprache?’; Davies, /n Search of ‘Ancient Israel’, 142-05; Cryer, ‘Problem of
Dating’; Davies, ‘Linguistic Analysis versus Social History’; de Caén, ‘Minimalist Programme’; cf. also Elwolde,
‘Hebrew Vocabulary’; Schiile, *Zur Bedeutung der Formel wajjehi”; Syntax der althebrdischen Inschriften, 1-3, 182-86,
192-95,

¥ Problem of Dating’.



written at one go? Are there any certain linguistic baselines to establish the earliness and lateness of
different types of BH? Cryer, who is not known first and foremost for his linguistic work, comes as
the outsider and asks how we know what we think we know. For ages we have worked on the basis
of assumptions and perhaps the time has come to reconsider the validity of these assumptions. Are
they mere assumptions or do they rest firmly on established facts?

From the opposite side of the battle a traditionalist scholar has argued against the revisionist
endeavour strictly from linguistic arguments. Avi Hurvitz, in three articles in the last five years has
argued that linguistic considerations in themselves necessitate a pre-exilic date for the EBH texts.’
He points to numerous colloquial slips in the Hebrew of post-exilic texts that give their authors
away as post-exilic, concluding that EBH was outdated after the exile and that post-exilic writers
could not have been able to write texts in this type of Hebrew.

This is where parts of the present dissertation come in, the chapters three and four. I believe
that there is room for a critical review of both Cryer’s and Hurvitz’s work. In chapter three, I review
Cryer’s article and argue, firstly, that there are in fact small, but recognizable and consistent differ-
ences between the Hebrew of the two corpora in question. Secondly, I argue that there are baselines
that with high probability establishes EBH as an earlier form of Hebrew than LBH. These baselines
are the extra-biblical, linguistic material which even though it is scarce, provides enough informa-
tion to confirm the validity of this assessment. However welcome Cryer’s work is in that it forces us
to rethink what we know and why, it turns out that his arguments do not hold water and will have to
be dismissed.

In chapter four I review Hurvitz’s work on this subject and argue that he does not successfully
defend the traditional dating as the only possible dating from a linguistic perspective. In fact, the
linguistic evidence seen in isolation goes in the opposite direction. suggesting that the (final lin-
guistic form of the) EBH texts date(s) to post-exilic times. [ make two points in this regard, 1) LBH
has not been substantiated as a deteriorated form of EBH, and may rather be the result of a different
stylistic taste with one group of writers, and 2) some of the biblical books on clear evidence date to
post-exilic times, and yet they are written in EBH. Since this is the best linguistic match for the dis-
puted EBH texts, an unbiased and purely linguistic dating would date the disputed EBH texts to the
same time as the datable EBH texts, i.e. after the exile.

As to the contents of the first two chapters, the first chapter has the least bearing on the dia-
chronic theme of the dissertation: the subject of the chapter is the definite article and it takes as its
departure a hypothesis proposed by James Barr, supported by the standard reference grammars of
BH, that the definite article in Hebrew sometimes is unrelated to determination. Barr argues that the -

BH shows the article in a process of change and that it ends up in a closer relationship with deter-

* *Quest for “Ancient Israel™, ‘Relevance of Biblical Hebrew Linguistics™: *Can Biblical Texts be Dated Linguisti-
cally?".
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mination. The chapter presents my analysis of BH article usage where I argue that the definite arti-
cle always is directly related to determination. This makes any diachronic explanation superfluous.

The chapter is followed by an excursus where I pursue the question of article usage into mish-
naic Hebrew.'® Here, scholars have made a similar claim of the definite article sometimes being
unrelated to determination. [ argue, again, that the definite article even in mishnaic Hebrew always
is related to determination.

Chapter two analyzes a BH syntactic feature in depth, the different options of negating the in-
finitive. It tumms out that there are a few such options, some of which are generally held to have dia-
chronic implications and are used to late-date texts. I point to overlooked examples of these con-
structions in EBH texts, concluding that they only with caution can serve in defining texts in which

they appear as LBH.

' Throughout the dissertation I use this term as equivalent to ‘tannaitic Hebrew’, i.e. the Hebrew of the earliest rabbini-
cal sources, including the Mishna.
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1. Deter mination of the Noun

|. Introduction

Definiteness is one of the most intricate probl@migguistics. It is difficult to describe and eat
gorize in a precise manner, and the term ‘fuzzggates’ has, with justice, been used in this cate-
gorization® Even in BH, there is a dispute over basic categtion of the use of the quintessential
means of expressing definitenéshge definite article: The two comprehensive rafeeegrammars
Gesenius/Kautzsch and Jolion/Muraoka, in additidgheanore or less generally accepted catego-
ries of use of the article make use of a categdrghvthey describe as not having to do with
definiteness in the sense that we knoWit.this category they group the instances of eaf the
article they cannot fit into the generally acceptategories, instances where the Hebrew definite
article, in German and English respectively, isl¢aibe expressed by an indefinite article.

James Barr discusses this problem at length apebarthat it is a diachronic feature, the bibli-
cal texts showing the article in a process of cleadntp a closer connection with determinatfon.
The central part of Barr’'s argument is the catedowd in the two grammars, ostensibly showing
that the article can be unrelated to determinattargustin Muller in a response to Barr has argued
that when a language has the opposition determvsiegon-determined, it does not use the definite
article with non-determined worddHe offers an alternative analysis of some of Bagxamples
but does not discuss the many additional examplésaed by Barr and the two grammars. In the
following, | will take a closer look at the 67 exples adduced to substantiate the existence of the
category’

! See Chesterma@n Definitenessespecially pp. 192-196.

2 See Chesterma@n Definiteness4.

% Gesenius/Kautzsch, §126q: “Eigentiimlich ist derbrédischen die Verwendung des Artikels, eime einzelne,
zunachst noch unbekannte und daher nicht ndheegtinbmende Person oder Sactteeine solche zu bezeichnen,
welche unter den gegebenen Umstanden als vorhamakim Betracht kommend zu denken sei. Im Deutsshet in
solchen Fallen meist der unbestimmte Artikel” [rtalics, M.E.].

Jouion/Muraoka, under the headingperfect Determinatigrg137m: “A thing which is not determinate in thane
sciousness of the writer or of him who is addressasdmetimes specifically determinate in itsdiErefore the noun
takes, or can take the article. This use of thielartcharacteristic of Hebrew, is rather frequéintan only be translated
in English bya, sometimes certain..”.

Note that Gesenius/Kautzsch in 81269 describesahe category in the following way: “in eigenturhkc Weise zur
Bezeichnung von Personen oder Dingen, die insaféher bestimmt sind, als sie in einer gegebenehl&ge natur-
gemass in Betracht kommen und demgemass vorausgesetden mussen (sé&. g-s)”. This description is adequate
with regard to the 24 instances | group in seclfibr\ssociative usbelow. However, my argument is that this use is
not ‘eigentimlich’, but in line with regular assative use of the definite article.

* “Determination’ and the Definite Article’.

® ‘Artikelfunktionen’.

® The examples are found in Gesenius/Kautzsch, §1.26id Jotion/Muraoka, §137m-o, and many of thesrcied in
both grammars. Barr only cites one example notddarthe two grammars.



I will argue, like Miiller, that it in all likelihood does not exist and show that most of the exam-
ples when carefully analyzed are examples of regular article usage. When the nouns in question are
perceived as non-determined and translated as such, it is because we are not sufficiently familiar
with ancient Hebrew language and culture and hence do not possess the contextual information the
articles refer to. In the following, analyzing all the given examples, I will show which information
the use of the article could have presupposed. In addition, I will place each instance in one of the
generally accepted categories of article use, anaphoric use, larger situation use, associative use, ge-
neric use, idiomatic/non-functional use, cases of non-determination, and textual corruption.7 In
many of the cases this categorization is not certain, but the important thing is that they are all likely
to belong to generally accepted categories and not to the proposed category of non-determination.

When Barr’s category is shown to probably not exist, this should refute his claim that use of the

definite article in biblical texts has diachronic implications.
I1. Anaphoric use

The definite article is said to be used anaphorically when the NP refers to something that has just
been mentioned, as in I saw a dog and a cat. The dog chased the cat. Five of the examples could

belong to this category:
1. The escaped band ["7277] came and reported this to Abram (Gen 14.13)8

Scholars usually understand this verse as relating that a fugitive from the battle between Kedor-
laomer and the rebelling kings reaches the great trees of Mamre to tell Abraham about the events.
They understand the article here as either generic in some sense or unrelated to determination.
However, »"527 in itself does not necessarily have to be understood as “the one who escaped”, it
could alternatively be understood collectively as “those who escaped”, as Noldeke su ggests.9 He

29

believes 727 to be a parallel of Arabic °as-sar i hu “the band of helpers”, *al-‘aduwwu, “the en-
emy”,10 and ’as-Sar 7 du, “the escaped (band)”. If this is true, the use of the article could be
explained in a straightforward way: in v. 10 a group of fugitives are mentioned: “the rest fled to the
hills”. Now, by ‘the rest’, £* X7, is meant that part of the fugitives that did not fall into the tar pits
in the Valley of Siddim. It is likely, then, that the definite article with v"52 in v. 13 refers to this

band of fugitives that escaped all the way to the great trees of Mamre to report the events to Abram.

7 The first four of these categories are very thoroughly examined for English in Hawkins, Definiteness and Indefinite-
ness.

¥ Throughout the dissertation I supply my own translations of the biblical texts. Sometimes, especially in the last chap-
ter, | tacitly rely on the New Revised Standard Version.

® In Neue Beitriige,n. 5, p-79.

' Notice that ‘the enemy” also is a collective noun in English.



2. In the twelfth year...the band that had escad@!{] from Jerusalem came to me (Ezk 33.21)

Here too the article probably has anaphoric refaxeiihe prophecy mentions a band of fugitives
(fyIPh) in 24.26(-27), and the best way to understandi#imite article in 33.21 is as referring to
the band of fugitives prophesied there. This urides|the general assumpttbthat 25.1-33.20 is
an insertion.

3. Live in the boothstKSB] for seven days (Lev 23.42)

The Israelites were told in v. 34 that the feadt/k8h begins at such and such a day. Therefore,
when they are told to live it/KSh, on the textual level, it could be a direct refeeto v. 34. The
article could even be interpreted as associatimegedooths would be a natural part of a feast of
booths.

4. The LORD said to Moses: “Make a snake and pup ibn a poledi]...” So Moses made a
bronze snake and put it up on the paslé][(Num 21.8-9)

This may be anaphoric reference though not inietlgtiogical sense: the pole in v. 9 refers to the
pole in v. 8 even though the latter is not specific

5. Now Moabite raidersp/m ydidé] used to enter the country each spring. Once velniee Israel-
ites were burying a man, suddenly they saw the banaiders {lidch] (2Kgs 13.20-21)

Possibly, though perhaps not very likely, there eamly one band of raiders every year, hahee
band.

[I1. Larger situation use

The article can be used where both speaker andheare general or specific knowledge that the
referent is present in the larger situation surding the utteranc¥ Eleven of the examples proba-
bly belong to this category. We cannot expect tbeustand the reference of all the articles in this
category, since it is impossible at this time towrexactly what belonged to the larger situation in
those days. In (6)-(12), the article seems to refénown places at the time that we just happén no

1 See, e.g., ZimmerlEzechiel 579.



to have other references to in our sources. Naiethins category still is real even if it turns ot
many of the biblical texts were written much latean the events they purport to describe. In that
case, some of the referents may indeed have bé@mwn to both speaker and hearer (/author and
reader) at the time, but the article still suggémtsiliarity and would in that case serve as aohet
cal device.

6. The angel of the LORD found Hagar near the ggh #y[] in the desert, the spring by the
road to Shur (Gen 16.7)

This was probably a known spring, and in additibis a case of cataphotfareference: ‘the spring
in the desert, [i.e.] the spring by the road torShu

7. When he reached a certain plgggMB], he stopped for the night (Gen 28.11)

As has been suggested in the literature, the agicdbably refers to the fact that Jacob came to a
known place, i.e. the holy place at Bethel.

8. He and his two daughters lived in the caug|[B] (Gen 19.30)

‘The cave’ probably refers to a known cave (as GieséKautzsch themselves consider).
9. The mule went under the thick branches of aelaak pl/dth hlah] (2Sam 18.9)

‘The large oak’ was most likely a known oak.

10. They took Absalom, threw him into the great|pitth tjPh] in the forest (2Sam 18.17)
‘The great pit’ was probably a known pit.

11. He found him sitting under the oak trekah] (1Kgs 13.14)

A known oak tree.

12. There he went into a caver[Mh] (1Kgs 19.9)

12 As when someone says to a guest: I'll just go dtmthe grocery store - the guest may either knpeciically
which grocery store is meant, or have general kedge that there always is a grocery store to bedf@lose to where
more people live.



A known cave.

13. The virgin hml[h] shall be with child (Isa 7.14)

It is a vexed question to whohml[h refers. It could be to Isaiah’s wife, to Ahaz’ (faeed) wife,
to the mythologicahml[ etc., nevertheless, there are good reasons &vbedhat a specific and
hence definitéml[ is meant.

14. Moses fled from Pharaoh and went to live inistidvhere he lived by the weltgBh] (Ex 2.15)

When Moses goes to live by the well in Midian, aafic, well known well may be meant. Alter-
natively, ‘the well’ may be determined since is@nething that is always found where people
live.**

15. There the angel of the LORD appeared to hiffames of fire from within the busHmBh] (Ex
3.2)

This may have been a specific bush by Horeb, drgper the story about the angel of the LORD ap-
pearing in a bush was so well known that the a&iElused.

16. Then the LORD sent the venomous snak@sGh py jih] among them (Num 21.6)

It may have been a known form of punishment forll®&D to send in The Venomous Snakes,
even though the use of the article does seem strang

V. Associative use

The very common associative use of the definitelaris when the referent is associated with
something that has just been mentioned, as havemjiomed a book and then referringhetitle,
theauthor etc. As the former category, this categsimyuite culture dependent, since, in order to
know what can be associated with what in a givdtuj it is necessary to know the culture well.

13 cataphoric reference: the information needed ttetstand the reference is supplied immediately\aétels.

14 Asthe hospitakan be used in English - “I spent my entire holidtthe hospital; “we stayed in Madrid byhe hos-
pital”. In both these cases, the article probably agoeeathe hearer’s general knowledge that hospat@verywhere
where people are. Similar institutions have thielartn English (and other European languages theatrethe bus
(perhaps alsthe moviey etc.



17. Then the birds of prey came down on the caesdbgh] (Gen 15.11)

The birds of prey are associated with the presefhcarcasses.

18. After they embalmed him, he was placed in tifércin Egypt [/raB] (Gen 50.26)

The coffin is associated with the fact that Jos#ipd and was embalmed.

19. But Jael, Heber’s wife, picked up the tent papd the hammertpQvh] (Jdg 4.21)

The hammer is associated with the tént.

20. Then Manoah took a young goat...and sacrificed the rock fiiXh] to the LORD (Jdg 13.19)

The rock is probably associated with the sacrifieeshe natural place for the sacrifices to take
place. It could even be a case of non-functionalafghe articlé?®

21. They put their heads in the baskgjgiDB] and sent them to Jehu (2Kgs 10.7)

The baskets are associated with the command ipréwous verse to transport the heads to Jezreel.
22. | signed and sealed the deegbB] (Jer 32.10)

The deed is associated with Jeremiah buying the fie

23. On that day, the escaped band will come to/telithe newsfiylPh] (Ezk 24.26)

The band of fugitive$ may have been associated with the tribulationphesied in the previous
verse - in the biblical literature there alwaysmedo be a group that escapes from battles and

tribulations, and if there was not, it is oftentsthexplicitly (as in, for instance, Josh 10.29:43)

24. The servantr[ih] ran and told Moses (Num 11.27)
25. The servant girhjpCh] was to go and inform them (2Sam 17.17)

5 This is the easiest way to explain the presentkeoérticle. Miiller ‘Artikelfuntionen’, 327, sugses that the article
can be used because Jael is known for her achyihgl Sisera with the hammer and the pole. See(ého

18 For this usage, see below.

7 As Miiller suggests, ‘Artikelfunktionen’, n. 16, $22.

18 For this understanding of the word, see (1) aj@l@ve.



26. They did not realize that Joseph could undedstaem, since the interpretdylMh] was among
them (Gen 42.23)
27. The messengeaty(Mh] came and told David (2Sam 15.13)

These four examples may represent a kind of adsaxiticle, used as the articlethre waiter in
restaurants, usualthe waiteris used even though there several waiters arondd ifferent wait-
ers often wait the same tablhe doctoris another example. These articles are not refgto a
specific person, but to a type. It is worth notihgt the Septuagint has a definite article in@lirf
instances. This seems to suggest that the Greelkiggeaudience of the Septuagint could identify
the referent as a type, since no specific persorbeddentified. No conclusions can be built upon
the evidence of the Septuagint, but it certainlyuggestive, especially since the Septuagint not
automatically translates the Hebrew article witdraek definite article - this can be shown by a
comparison of the 67 examples of Gesenius/Kautzkailgn/Muraoka, and Barr, with the Septua-
gint where many are rendered definite but a sigaufi number is not.

Alternatively, some or all of the articles may afjpossessive pronourss servanttheir ser-
vant girl, his interpreterhismessenger. It is then another type of associath@eaand it equals
our: | tookthe carthis morning, wheréhe car= my car Yowell Aziz has made a quantitative ex-
amination of the referential differences betweeweel of 552 pages by Najib Mahfouz in Arabic
and the English translation of it.He finds that no less than 346 times are Arabimsavith defi-
nite article translated into English NP’s contaginpossessive pronoth.

Another thirteen of the examples probably belonthis category:

28. He selected a choice, tender calf and gawehitst servantr{[ih] (Gen 18.7)
29. He put them on his donkeynjjh] (Ex 4.20)

She got on her donkey/fjh] (1Sam 25.42)

He saddled his donkey/pjh] (2Sam 17.23)

Saddle my donkew][mjh] for me (2Sam 19.27)

Saddle my donkey[mjh] for me (1Kgs 13.13)

30. His master shall pierce his ear with his gwkB] (Ex 21.6)

Then you shall take your aw{rMB] (Deut 15.17)

31. When a slaveowner strikes a male or femalesshath his rod fhVB] (Ex 21.20)
He went against him with his rodibyvB] (2Sam 23.21)

32. Moses said to Aron: “take your cend@ijjh]...” (Num 17.11, cp. 16.17)
33. He struck the donkey with his stafffiB] (Num 22.27)

19 Explicit and Implicit Reference’.
2 Explicit and Implicit Reference’, 137-38.



34. Then an Israelite man came and brought hisaviith woman§ynydMh] into his family (Num
25.6)

We are told in v. 1 that the Israelite men begaindolge in sexual immorality with Moabite
women, and this explains that a man can bhisdvioabite (Midianite) woman home.

35. He entered her tent and she put her covelnkygdB] over him (Jdg 4.18)
The covering could even be one that was assoaomtatexpected to be in the tent.

36. They spread his [=Gideon’s] manttdnCh] (Jdg 8.25)
The sword of Goliath...is here wrapped in his mafitkeCB] (1Sam 21.10)

The last of these two cases is dubious.

37. Abimelech took his axe(sh/idrQh] in his hand (Jdg 9.48)
38. When he had entered his house, he took his frikavh] (Jdg 19.29)
39. Michal took an idol and laid it on the bed...adered it with her garmendyBB] (1Sam 19.13)

Or perhaps some form of clothes associated witlbéae

40. She let them down by her rodéjB] (Josh 2.15)

1bjB dyr/h may, alternatively, be a case of non-functional ofsthe articlé’ and the expression
would then simply mean “to let down/to lower”.

V. Genericuse
As the European article languatfesiebrew uses the artiofenerically It can be used when the
reference is not specific, referring either to wtele genus? or to any member of the genus, as

often incomparisons

41. As the shepherd[rh] rescues from the mouth of the ligmgh] (Am 3.12)

2 This is the view of MeyeDeterminationsverhaltnissd0. For the term ‘non-functional use of the deficsee below.
% The horse is a mammatc.
B Asin Lev 11 passim



42. It will be like when a man flees from the lignah], and the beatbph] meets him...and the
snake [ jih] bites him (Am 5.19%
43. Like the scrollfpSK] (Isa 34.4)

It is frequent in utterances that havgemeralor hypotheticalcharacter:

44. For instance, a man may go into the forest higmeighbour to cut wood, and as he swings his
axe to fell the treel[h] (Deut 19.5)

In this hypothetical utterancethetree” is possible in English.

45. There were seven hundred chosen men who weteleded each of whom could sling the
stone fbaB] at the hair fir[Ch] and not miss (Jdg 20.16)

In this general statement, ‘stone’ and ‘hair’ canmassibly have specific reference and they take
the generic article in Hebrew, even though a gerdafinite article is not good in an English trans-
lation.

46. When the lionyfah] or the bearl{Dh] would come and carry off a sheep, | would goratte
(1Sam 17.34-35§

In this general statement, the generic definitielarts possible in English.

47. So the prophet said, “Because you have notembtthye LORD, as soon as you leave me, the lion
[hyrah] will kill you”. And after the man went away, thien [hyrah] found him and killed him
(1Kgs 20.36)

Even though not exactly hypothetical, the firserehce could not be specific, and a generic defi-
nite article seems acceptable in English. The ¥ahg definite article with the specific lion that
actually found him and killed him is not an altdgatlogical anaphoric reference, nor a usual ge-
neric reference. It is found in English, howevarutterances such &sook a walk in the forest to-
day, and | sawwhefox Here, ‘the fox’ (probably) has the generic agielven though the speaker
saw one specific fox.

% This is ‘the central case’ in Barr's argumentatiand is the first of Gesenius/Kautzsch’s exampBes, as Miiller,
‘Artikelfunktionen’, 323, explains, it is regulaegeric article usage, since these are typicalnah@pecific dangerous
animals. In addition, it is a comparison, and #rifances the probability of the generic articledeised.



48. You would plunge me into the pitjjvB] (Job 9.31)
This is hypothetical, and the definite article ce@ptable in English.

49. | will send the hornet[rXh] ahead of you to drive the Hivites, Canaanites Hdittites out of
your way (Ex 23.28)

Generic reference seems reasonable in this caselemegh the meaning o{rxh is not certain,
and it is possible to use a generic definite articlEnglish.

50. And he sent out the Ravdir[h]...and he sent out the doy@/'h] (Gen 8.7-8)

These could be cases of generic reference evegtireogeneric reference with (what seems to be)
specific individual is rare (but see [47] aboveagriiaps the microcosm of Noah’s Ark enhances the
likelihood of finding this kind of reference, thenphasis lying on the type of bird he sends out as
opposed to the specific individual. Our use ofdeénite article in fables provides a possible anal
ogy?® “One day in the great woods, it happened thatitime the wolf, and the sheep met...”. The
Septuagint uses the definite article here, and #dgiain, would suggest that the Greek-speaking
audience could understand the reference.

V1. ldiomatic/non-functional use

The article is used in Hebrew, as in most, if ibEaropean article languages in idiomatic expres-
sions where it often must be analyzed as non-fanatf’ Some of the 67 examples, then, probably
belong in this category:

51. OTk etc.)rpSB (Ex 17.14; Num 5.23; 1Sam 10.25; Job 1523)

To write in ‘the’ scroll in BH simply means to weilown?® The article has no function in this ex-
pression.

52. He hanged the king of Ai on the trégh] (Josh 8.29)

% | analyze this and the next example like Miillértikelfunktionen’, 324.

% This suggestion is by no means a new one.

2" Miiller, ‘Artikelfunktionen’, 320-22. See the worké Grimm, Untersuchungerand Laca, ‘Universalitat und Einzel-
sprachlichkeit’, in which the general linguistiqasts of non-functional article use are discussed.

% Jer 32.10 does not belong here, see (22). A Biressipn with non-functional article usage that iesn generally
understood and correctly translatedyrigB Ipn, “to fall for the sword”.
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Likewise, “to hang someone on ‘the’ tree” simplyans “to hang someone”, like English “throw-
ing in the bin” means “throwing away”. There areatber occurrences of “hanging on the tree”
without specific reference in BH, but in the Temgleroll from Qumran, 113164.8-12, it is found
with the definite article four times, most probahlithout specific reference, and in the Nahum Pe-
sher, 4QpNah 1.8, we firk[h I[ yj witl, “for the one hanged alive on the tree”, also wihspe-
cific reference’

53. The word of the LORD came to Abram in the vigji@jVB] (Gen 15.1)

This may also be an example of non-functional rtise, “to see in the vision” = “to see in a vi-
sion”.

54. Once it happenegd/h yhy] (1Sam 1.4; 14.1; 2Kgs 4.8, 11, 18; Job 1.6, 1B[@Gen 39.11])

This must be an idiomatic expression, with a parall colloquial EnglishYou knowthe other day

| met so and so and we did so and s@hether or not the article can be analyzed asfaoctional

is not certain. One could argue that what folloles éxpression, i.e. the narration of what occurred,
did happen on a specific dayo(f a certain dayt happened that...”), and that the article therefor
must be cataphoric. On the other hand, a betteslaaon may bednceit happened that...”, and

the article could then be said to be non-functional

The article is used witmeasurements

55. Take an omerij[h] of manna (Ex 16.32)

56. He...wrung out the dew — a bowlfdbph] of water (Jdg 6.38)

57. Twenty eight cubitshflaB] long and four cubitshMaB] wide (Ex 26.2)

58. The ephahhpyah] and the bathtBh] are to be the same size (Ezk 45.11)
59. The shekellgVh] is to consist of twenty gerahs (Ezk 45.12)

The use of article with measurements could alterelgtbe categorized as larger situation use, but
in any case, it is not reasonable to see it apime@ble in terms of determination. In the two last
examples it is possible to use the definite arfitlan English translation.

The use of article witdistributivemeaning is found in Hebrew:

#| reach the same conclusion here as Mdyeterminationsverhéltnissd0.
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60. A cart from every two leadengdclh] (Num 7.3)
61. He offered a bull and a ram on each akBa\B] (Num 23.2)
62. A thousand men from each of the tridé#/[] of Israel(Num 31.4)

The nouns here refer to each of the pragmaticalgvant referents, and they can therefore be de-
termined by means of the article.

V1. Cases of non-deter mination

Two of the examples are probably not examples td#rdenation at all since only the rectum is
definite:

63. God spoke to Israel in visions of the nidttyllh tarm] (Gen 46.2)
64. But Jael...picked up a peg from the tdhah dty] (Jdg 4.215*

In most cases where the rectum is definite, therregs also definite. This does not hold for all
cases, howevéf,and among them probably (63) and (64).

VIII. Textual corruption

65. [1Xh (1Kgs 6.8)

[yXy in v. 6Q should, logically, be amended[tx, which would give direct anaphoric reference.
66. And she made him sleep upon her knees, ancldled for a manval] (Jdg 16.19)

There is a possibility that the presence of thielarhere could be due to corruptidh.cannot ex-
plain howwvya could be determined.

67. The Israelite woman’s son and an Israelite [ylamcth] began fighting (Lev 24.10)

%0 All Qumran quotes in the dissertation are from@i&ROM The Dead Sea Scrolls Electronic Reference Lihrary
except for the quote from 4Q368 (no. [81] on p.®R)ch is from Wacholder and Abeddnpublished Dead Sea
Scrolls Fascicle 3, 135-39.

%1 See n. 14 above.

%2 See, e.g., 2Sam 23.144yd[ halm hdCh tqlj and Josh 7.2tja r[nc trDa. For a thorough treatment of this subject,
see BaasterBepaaldheid en onbepaaldheid

% Jouion/Muraoka, §147djives a number of exampleswél where the presence of the article can be duertoo
tion. For an instructive discussion of the subggbossibly added articles, see Barr, “Determimatiand the Definite
Article’, 325-33.
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It is, likewise, hard to see holarcy could be determined. Perhaps the word was mist@ken
tylarcih two words before, and supplied with the articlealgcribal mistake. It is worth noticing
that the Samaritan Pentateuch does not have ateawithylarcy.

| X. Conclusion

Of the 67 examples put forth in defending the clthat a special category of use of the definite
article is found in BH, only a handful eluded asfattory explanation in terms of regular article
usage when a closer examination was undertakeer @tbblematic examples could be brought
forth, but very few would turn out to be inexplitab and after all, the article is used over 30.000
times in the biblical text¥’ So if ten or twenty occurrences cannot be acceliotesatisfactorily,
there is no reason to believe that article usadgHns deviant from what is found in other article
languages. Moreover, if we grant that, for instamsamples (5), (14), (15), (16), (25), (40), (66),
and (67) are not accounted for satisfactorily, theyot have enough in common to constitute a
category of article use of their own. | suggest thstances such as these, where the explanations o
why the article is used do not seem entirely reallen merely should be considered an object of
further study.

As mentioned in the introduction, the hypothedithe use of the article having chronological
implications is rendered very unlikely as the pregubcategory is shown not to be real.

3 According to Jenni and Westermafiheologisches Handworterbuch, 531.
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Excursus: The Definite Articlein Post-Biblical Hebrew

The use of the definite article in biblical and pbiblical Hebrew is remarkably similar to the use
of the definite article in western European langsadh category of Hebrew article use that would
happen not to be found in one European languageelg to be found in the next. For BH, this
holds for all categories of article use, excepttifier proposed category dealt with in chapter one
above. The category has been proposed also fonaishebrew, and in the following | will show
why this category probably does not exist thereeeit’

Gavriel Birnbaum analyzes the use of the articlthe Mishna and makes use of a category
which he callgtyh [udyy, superfluous determinatiéhHe refers to Gesenius/Kautzsch, brings some
of their examples to show the existence of thegmatein BH, and then proceeds to analyze the
mishnaic material. He provides examples from timetéd ma’asematerial in the Mishna, quoting
seven, what he calls certain, examples where heearpat the article is used with words that are
not definite and hence is superfluous. He feelsttiexre are abundance examples of this category in
mishnaic Hebrew, but he is not sure how to dististgthis category from the category of generic
usage since he believes that most of the sentefitles Mishna do not denote things that have
happened but rulings of halacha to hypotheticalences. | shall return shortly to the use of the
article in halachic sentences, but first | shalirmine Birnbaum’s sevema’aseexamples, and for
convenience | quote them in Danby’s translatiore fitst two are in (1):

1. Shabb24.5: It once happened...that [on the Sabbath] skeyped up the light-hole/pMh] with
a pitcher and tied a pdidygMh] with reed grass [to a stick] in order to find duthere was in the
roofing an opening of one square handbreadth or not

The first exampler/aMh, as you can see, Danby translates “the light-holethe preceding line we
are told,r/aMh ta +yqg/P “they may stop up a light-hole”, and here we atd that once it happened
that theyr/avh ta liqgP, “stopped up the light-hole”. This may not be dmaqic reference in a
strictly logical sense since the firgaMh is generic, but/avh ta liqgP certainly is dependent on
r/aMh ta +ygg/P in the Hebrew as in the English and cannot be densd indefinite.

% In the Dead Sea Scrolls, it seems that there@saich difficult examples. | examined the artigtea corpus con-
sisting of 1QRule of the Community, 4QMMT, 1QWar@t 11QTemple Scrdll 1QHabakkuk Pesher, 3QCopper
Scroll, and even the Damascus Docunfiemh the Geniza, but | found no examples that cdneldised to support the
proposed category, on the contrary, all the aiskemed to fit the well-established categoriestiafle use. The many
lacunae in the texts naturally make it more diffi¢a be sure in some cases, and in other cask®fdaowledge of
the cultural context makes it difficult to identifige referents.

% Determination of the Nouand ‘Generic Determination’.
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The second examplegygMh, is probably determined because it was naturaate fahdygm in
one’s house. Many utensils today can takeah#ociativé’ article, e.g. having mentioneckitchen
it is possible to refer tthe grater thetoaster, etc., since these utensils are assomstieditchens.

2.Kil. 4.9: It once happened in Zalmon that a man planiggineyard in rows sixteen cubits
[apart], and trained the foliage of every two rdo®ne side and sowed over the cleared layibl ]

and on another year he trained the foliage towtlrelplace that had been sown and sowed over the
fallow land [riBh].

The two examplegylh andriBh, also have the definite article in Danby’s tratistaand these arti-
cles are probably associative, the cleared anthtlwev land being associated with the work in the
vineyard just like the foliage is. There is no @aso consideryih andriBh indefinite.

3. Pesah.7.2: Rabban Gamaliel once said to his slave T&a,and roast the Passover-offering for
us on the grill ilKsah]".

hlKsah is translated “the grill”, and it is either refieng to the grill that was natural for Rabban Ga-
maliel's servant to use (perhaps related to theeafentioned use with kitchen utensils), or it is th
non-functional use of the articfroasting it ‘on the grill’ simply meaning roastiitg

4. Sukk.2.5: Once when they brought cooked fob@ljTh] to Rabban Johanan b. Zakkai to taste...

This article is probably also associative sincengand drinking is what one does in thekkah
Therefore the food is associated with 8wkkahand can take the article.

5.Yebam16.6: Moreover it once happened at Zalmon thata oalled out, “A serpenvjlih] has
bit me, such-a-one, the son of such-a-one, anddyang”.

The last exampleyjlh, indeed seems very strange at first sight. Howetierreferent in question is
an animal, and animals can sometimes take théeairtiovhat seems to be a strange generic uSage.
We have a striking parallel in the Aram&lermopolispapyrus 5, 8: “And as for me, a snakgj|

had bit me and | was dying..:” Perhaps we see the whole genus in the individuade to us they

37 See chapter one, 1V, above.

3 See chapter one, VI, above.

39 See chapter one, V, above.

“0See Porten and YardeAiramaic Documenisl 8, from where the translation is taken. Theelieen some dis-
agreement as to whether tieof hyij marks the emphatic state or the feminine absotate sut seen in the light of the
parallel fromYebamothit is perhaps more likely that it marks the entjhstate (in théHermopolispapyri, the em-
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are alike, and therefore use the generic articteil& to this is the use of the article with fitghe
mentioning of animals in some fairytales, e.g. \Wwf’ in Little Red Riding Hood. In any case, |
maintain that the words in question are semanyicitermined.

Moshe Azar takes Birnbaum'’s theory a bit furthdde argues explicitly that “a non-specific
noun can take the article and stay non-specifieiihd in this category he mostly includes examples
from halachic sentences, referring only to two aiwre examples, (4) and (5) above. He also briefly
refers to the existence of this category in BH givés an example from thgar Kochvaletters,
“...that | put the chaingujlbk t] on your feet™? To put the chains on someone’s fdaiwever, is
probably idiomatic with the non-functional use bétarticle, and does not belong in this category.

He analyzes two halachic examples and then prexadeimber of analogous examples. His
two model examples are (6) and (7):

6. Pe’a5.5: If a man gave the poaqy[h] aught in exchange [for their gleanings] what {tigeve]
in exchange for his is exempt [from Tithes].

He argues: “...the noumn[h, even though formally determined, is non-specii@cause everyone
who has exchanged or will exchange (generic-gnowiit) the poor will always do this with poor
people who are not all the poor people, but onky enmore individuals from among the po8t”.

7.B. Mes.1.4: If a man saw lost propertiyajxMh] and fell upon it and another came and seized it,
he that seized it has acquired title to it.

He argues: “The sentence...contains a determinedspecific noun, and not a generic noun, be-
cause the event in question is randemn], and becauskayxMh denotes any member from the ge-
nus and not all of the genu®”.

These analyses cannot be corrgiitfh in (6) andhayxMh in (7) are generf€and it is precisely
the article that forces a generic reading. Sinesaliwo and all the other examples he brings are
halachic, their content is general or hypothetara this, naturally, enhances the likelihood of
finding generic nouns. Had the article not beerdute words had been non-specific, and in (7) it
is possible neither in English nor in modern Hebtewse the generic definite article, and therefore
we find non-specifizero articlein Danby’s translation — lost property. Nevertlsslethis does not

phatic state morpheme generally is markedt by See FolmerAramaic Languagen. 768, p. 470, and Muraoka and
Porten Egyptian Aramaicsection 18d. Many thanks to Margaretha Folmedfawing my attention to this passage.
“L‘Definite Article in the Mishna’ andWlishnaic Hebrew Synta235-52.

2 Mishnaic Hebrew Synta®48, my translation M.E.

3 See Benoit, Milik, and de Vaukes grottes de Murabba'a159-162.

“‘Definite Article in the Mishna’, 23, my translati, M.E.

* ‘Definite Article in the Mishna’, 25, my translati, M.E.

“% Provided thah + plural can be termed generic at all, see Cheste;On Definiteness36-38.
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allow us to conclude that the noun in questiomis-gpecific in mishnaic Hebrew. There is cer-
tainly such a thing, in English as in Hebrew, as-specificdefinites for instance:

8. 11QTemple Scrdll 20.15-16: They shall offer to YHWH an offeringifin the rams and the
lambs, the right thighyinyh giv], the breasthzjh], [...] and the forelegl[lirzah] as far as the shoulder
bone [ikvh px[]...

These four NP’s are definitand non-specific, but that is not the case in Azexamples.

That which seems to lead Azar astray, is his natiogeneric’. Azar believes that a generic
noun refers to all the members of a set, and hestdks definition from a general linguistic articl
but that analysis of genericness has been reblitted true, rather, that generic reference isrrefe
ence to avholeset, and that makes a difference, for that whsctaid about a set does not have to
be true of all its members. Some examples takan the general linguistic literature should make
this clear: the truth-value diie otter is a much-loved animalnot reduced by the existence of ot-
ters here and there that no one likds.fact, “genericdheis generalizing in the direction of what is
normal or typical for members of a class, whichyadmetimes coincides with what is true of all
the members™ The following examples are particularly instrueti¥

9. In Canada, professionals hunt the beaver

No one will argue here that professionals in Cartadd all existing beavers, but they hunt the class
‘beavers’, just as in (6) “he who exchanges with ploor” exchanges with the class ‘poor’ and not
all existing poor people. We could have had a nmesic noun instead of the generic noun:

10. In Canada, professionals hunt beavers

but it is the articles that show whether an NPeisagic or non-specific. This goes for Hebrew as
well, and in Azar’s examples, versions without énécle might very well have been just as accept-
able as the extant ones, and in these versionagtlngs in question would have been non-specific.
However, this should not lead us to believe thatrtbuns with articles in the extant versions are
non-specific.

“"Werth, ‘Articles of Association’, rebutted in Chesnan,On Definitenessespecially p. 78.
“8 Chestermar®n Definiteness76.

“9 Robbins Definite Article 239.

* Burton-Roberts, ‘Generic Definite Article’, espalty p. 443.
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2. Negating the Infinitive

|. Introduction

The many ways BH combines negatives with the iifi@iconstruct are presented in this chapter.
One of the more interesting combinationgast infinitive. The construction has long been re-
garded as a trait of LBH syntax and it is descrilmeseveral grammars and artickedut to my
knowledge it has not been the object of any exihaisteatment - no grammar or article cites all
the relevant instances. In the following, | willsshhthat the construction is found in EBH more than
usually assumed, questioning its status as a hddlofd.BH syntax. In addition, | will make the
observation that the construction is used in twgsyas a general rule or command without per-
sonal reference and as an individual rule or conthwath overt personal reference.

II. Thedouble status of #a

It is essential to realize thaa is used in two different ways in B¥:1) to indicate non-existence or
absence and 2) as a simple negative. The synfaojperties of the two uses are quite different and
for my purpose here | have chosen examples invglvifinitives to illustrate this. (1) and (2) are
examples of the first use:

L mITON 202 TN DTN

And there was no man to till the ground (Gen 2.5)
2.5%35 5T D

For there is no one besides you to redeem it (BRuth

In both cases, the infinitive phrases serve as temmgnts, and the sentences would be grammatical
without them;ya pda “man was non-existent” anat1iz -ya, “there is no one besides yota indi-

cates non-existence or absence and in no way tlnegate the infinitives. The following two ex-
amples show how BH can use to negate infinitives.

3.y Ny oion MIPYS ouDwn PRTOUN 1T
If those who did not deserve to drink the cup naustk it (Jer 49.12)
4. p wnaba 79mn wEToR X125 PR D

1 E.g., EwaldHebraische Sprachlehyg&321c; Driver,Tenses§202; Gesenius/Kautzsch, §114l; Soisalon-Soininen
‘Der Infinitivus constructus mit’; Carmignac, ‘Emploi de la negatiep@’; Qimron, Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls
8400.12; Jouion/Muraoka, 8124l, 160j; Hurvitz, ‘Fet Comments’; van Peursen, ‘Negation’.

*2 See Joiion/Muraoka, §160g, and Muradkaphatic 109.
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For there was no entering the king’s gate cloth&l sackcloth (Esth 4.2)

Herea is a pure negative. As | see it, the infinitivergde is the subject of each clause and in (4),
ya is the sole predicate whereas in (#Pvm #a is the predicaté®

I1.+a + infinitive as general rule

(4) is almost always cited as an example of theofiga to negate infinitives. It is an example that
exactly matches most of the QH instancesacdssociated with infinitives, and further, it magsh
modern Hebrew usagélt is interesting that it does not have persoa@nence, as opposed to the
examples (12)-(17) below. | shall analyze thisves different constructions, using the terms ‘gen-
eral’ and ‘individual® rule (/construction) respectively. The generatman be rendered literally
into English as “there is no...ing...” (as in “th@s no entering the king’s gate”)/“one should
not/must not/cannot/needs not...”, and it carrieked#t modal values of lack of permission, pos-
sibility, and necessit}f Note also thata negates the whole clause as opposed to (18)-&dyb
The presence or absencel oh this and other uses 94 + infinitive does not seem significant. This
is in accordance with the fact that the presenabeence of with infinitives in BH sometimes
seems to have no significance, especially whemfivative, as in theya + infinitive constructions,
is the subject of a clauséThe use without in (9), (15), (16), and (18) seems to be the sasria
the parallel instances with andl when found with the infinitive in thga + infinitive construc-
tions is probably part of the non-semantic, extemepping’ of speechi® The same goes fdrin
the parallel construction afl + infinitive, see (75) below.

As the instances show, surface word order is igaifgcant either since it is the constituent
structure that is decisive. Compare, e.g., (7) @@hwhere the constituent structure is the same

>3 When | use the terms ‘subject’ and ‘predicatethiis article, | use them in the sense of logicaljsct and predicate.
Therefore, | see the negative, baator al, as the predicate since this is the more univensalthe infinitive clause is
the more specific. See Baasten, ‘Nominal claudeg&;, for the distinction between grammatical, ladji@nd psycho-
logical subject. Brockelmaniijebraische Syntax15g, also sees these infinitives as subjectragnto the view of
Qimron,Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolfd, who believes the infinitive to be the pretkcia at least some of the in-
stances.

Alternatively, one could analyze (4) and similanswuctions as if a dummy subject ‘there’ was imipiin :ya. ya

would then also function as the head of the prédjdhe complement of which in this case is the le/lotause (this is
the view of Swiggers, ‘Nominal Sentence Negatidrg, if | understand him correctly). But the difface in that case
between the infinitival complement here and inanses such as (1) would be that it is here gransaibtindispensa-
ble since theja here is the negating and not theya indicating non-existence or absence.

> Glinert, Modern Hebrew§28.4.

%5 By ‘individual’ | mean the opposite of generaé.irestricted to a person or a group’.

* Throughout this chapter, | shall not distinguigtivibeen the differences in the modal nuances, Hytiohe different
syntactic properties of the constructions.

*" See Jolion/Muraoka, §124 | and m, and note theufition within a single sentence cited there,

Do 25 wpnh 2i nmam vy mn

Behold, to obey is better than sacrifice, and tarken than the fat of ranfgSam 15.22).
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though the surface word order is different. Compdse (12) with (13) and (15) - all three instances
have identical constituent structure as far antduative, the prepositional phrase, and the infmit
is concerned even though the surface word ordalt three is different.

| have found ten more (possible) instances ofjgreeratya + infinitive construction, (5)-(11):

S.20Wn% TX 72T Ny202 DIAMN TRTEYR 3A2IIUS 30273

For there is no taking back an edict written innlaene of the king and sealed with the king’s ring
(Esth 8.8)

6.15 BRZ TN Wia% ASUSTTRY INY AYIUSTRY SION Y XM 7277 Eny

You have sown much, but bring in little; eatingt there is no being satisfied; drinking, but thisre
no getting drunk; putting on clothes, but theraasbeing warm for anyone (Hag 1.6)

In the four instances in (5) and (6), as in {@negates the whole clause. Proposingjthmdicat-
ing non-existence or absence would not make sartbese instances, because it would result in
preposterous translations, like:

5. *There exists no one to take back an edict...

However, (6) cannot with certainty be said to lggeaeral rule since the 2. person plural verb in the
beginning of the quote continues in the infinitihadsolute and hence might imply personal refer-
ence with the infinitives construct. In that ca®g,would belong with the instances quoted in IV
below.

In the following five instances, (7)-(10), it istnclear whether thga associated with the in-
finitive is the negatinga or the:ya indicating non-existence or absence:

7.0NT0Y TIRG TIRYD R D wmRuRa 85 wa

Here we are before you in our guilt, for thereasstanding before you because of this/for there is
no one [here] to stand before you because of BHaga(9.15)

8.23:07% oY TN

And there is no standing against you/and thereagifts] no one to stand against you (2Chr 20.6)
9.77% T TN

There is no comparing with you/there is [=exists]ane to compare with you (Ps 40.6)

10.p735 1R oIt R 1oy

To it there is no adding and from it there is narg/to it there is nothing to add and from it thés
nothing to take (Qoh 3.14)

%8 Azar has used this term in Hebrewpbdh Iv tyfms alh, tymxyjh ‘hpyf['h, ‘The Definite Article’, 27.
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The difference in meaning between the two optigria each case very slight, and this makes it
hard to decide which one is the more likely. Sonadican say is that (7) - (10) are possible candi-
dates to the construction.

Prov 17.16 is another instance where the statys ©f unclear:

1121 Mo Ap’ Sozmma s Are?
Why should a fool have a price in his hand to bugdem, when he has no mind? (Prov 17.16)

All modern translations and commentaries availébl®e understand the verse according to the
constituent analysis apparent in the translatiavapbut the Vulgate translates according to a dif-
ferent analysis:

11". Quid prodest habere divitias stultum cum s#@Ee emere non possit
What good is it for a fool to have wealth when harot buy wisdon?

None of the commentaries available to me notetthsialternative analysis is possible, but three
linguistic authorities analyzga as negating the infinitive’. This analysis, yielding a translation like
(11") may be correct and it makes quite good sane context. This may, then, be another in-
stance of the genergd + infinitive construction.

V. #ya + infinitive asindividual rule

As mentioned, of instances wheygnegates the infinitive we can distinguish betwgeneral and
individual rules. One good reason for making sudistinction, apart from the fact that it can be
done, is that the peculiar distribution of the dandions shows that native Hebrew speakers may
have felt the distinction - the general rule usia isequent use in Ben Sira and GHyut the indi-
vidual rule use - as far as | can see - is onbsétd there twice, and instead QH uksésl + yiqgtol.

In mishnaic Hebrew, the general rule use is attestee while the individual rule use is frequ&nt.
The individual rule can be rendered literally itoglish as “for X, there is no...ing...” (as in ffH,
there is no entering the king's gate”)/“X should/naust not/cannot/needs not...”, and like the gen-
eral rule it carries the different modal valuesaak of permission, possibility, and necessity.) (52
an example of the individugh + infinitive construction:

%9 The Vulgate understand$i hnkj as a hendiadys.

0 Kénig, Syntax §397f; BergstrasseGrammatik,vol. 2, §11m; MuraokaEmphatic 102.
®1 See the instances below, (52)-(69).

62 See below, (83) - (86).
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12,5725 192752708 12URTIN PRDYTR E1100 B
And so the Levites no longer need to carry thertadage or any of the things for its service (1Chr
23.26)

The two constructions differ in that the subjecthed assumed underlying clause, the clause usually
used for translation into English, is personal anert, governed by a preposition. This preposi-
tional phrase may then, together with) be analyzed as the predicate of the clause whéhe
other constructiortja is the sole predicate. So the predicate of (13 isWl1 (ug) (with ya func-
tioning as head) and the subjecttb[ I wlK-1K-tay :KvMh-ta tacl.

I have found 5 more (possible) instances of thévidual :ya + infinitive construction in BH:

13.on7ay Syn e o’ R

They did not need to depart from their service (28515)
14.5%7wma panb ww nhTR

And it is not for us to put any man to death ira&dr(2Sam 21.4)

The syntactically most straightforward way of remihis is to takeya as the subject)l :ya as the
predicate and the infinitive phrase as a complenpirritthe resulting translation is difficult:

14°. *We do not have a man to kill in Israel

Another possibility is to reganda as the preposed object of the infinitive, as isicwn in Ara-
maic. This feature is not common in BH, but theeesome occurrenc®sand among them this in-
stance, because this analysis results in the cotiéxnecessary translation in (14). It is then an
occurrence of the individugh + infinitive construction.

With the prepositiorta® and:ya following the infinitive we have:

15.00 PR 20N
They cannot do good either (literally: and doingds not with them/in them) (Jer 10.5)

CE.QnmmN TowaNty owd opm SparTia owa onn Niaf

That the violence done to the seventy sons of barlbmight come ani lay their bloodupon Abimelech their brother
(Jdg 9.24)

See Gesenius/Kautzsch, §142f n. 2 and Carmignacatlmaisme biblique et qumranien’. See also @&la parallel,
unambiguous instance in Ben Sira. The word ordeoimsmon in Aramaic, see Folmétamaic Language536-42.

% Note that it is the preposition and not the objeatker, even though the preposition here hasoime 6f the object
marker.
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As in the previous instances, the prepositionahphiassociated witfa provides the subject of the
underlying clause used in the English translataomd again the absencelofloes not seem signifi-
cant.

Provided thaaCm can be regarded as an infinitive, there is anatigance that belongs here:

16.5022 gD D257
You need not carry it on your shoulders/you doheote (it as) a burden on your shoulders (2Chr
35.3)

There seems to be a few instances in BH of infiegiwith an-prefix.° It would make sense here
to regardaCm as an infinitive seeing that the constructionhattcase is parallel to the other in-
stances of the individuah + infinitive construction, (12)-(15). The othertmm, regardingCm as a
mere noun as expressed in the alternative traos|as also a possibility.

It is likewise unclear whether (17) belongs here:

17.725m% 1m0 8p2 IR mab PN
The house of Ahaziah had no one to assume powetloy&ingdom/The house of Ahaziah could
not assume power over the kingdom (2Chr 22.9)

The difference in meaning between the two optignas was the case in (7)-(10), very slight and
again it is very hard to decide which option is there likely.

V. #a asan internal negator

Apart from these twga + infinitive constructions wherga negates whole clauses we find in-
stances ofja negating an infinitive where functions as an ‘ind negator in nominal com-
pounds™®® as (most probably) in (18) and (19% here negates only a clause fragment and not the

whole clause:

18.1°377 TR D3 DD MIRTON

Be not like a horse or a mule, without understagdi?s 32.9)

19.n3p5mnb muh R WIpnT oWenI oo 3

For all the priests who were present had sanctifiethselves, without regard to their divisions
(2Chr 5.11)

% See Jotion/Muraoka, §49e.
% This term is used by Swiggers, see ‘Nominal Sexetétegation’, 176.
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Unless theya + infinitive constitutes a nominal clause of thaivn in (18) and (19), these instances

do not belong with either the general or the indlinl construction. There is no indication that they

are separate clauses and | see no good reasoreshgttould be considered as such. (20) and (21)
are two more possible instancesyafnegating an infinitive without negating the clause

20.xm RS 075 WM
And they took for themselves until they could caroymore (2Chr 20.25)

As in (16), this depends on whether or not we egardaCn as an infinitive. As opposed to the
construction in (16) witluhl +ya, the construction withal + infinitive is not attested anywhere else
in BH. On the other hand, the verbal sense is tiegeiestionable and therefore | see it as (at least)
parallel to an infinitive. The construction gdl + infinitive is in use in QH’

21.mmmaor e Ty PRD
Because he does not turn to the sacrifice (Litgrallt of no turning to the sacrifice) (Mal 2.13)

The editors of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia baithat the text probably should read, “he re-
fuses”, and noyam, but as the text standg functions as an internal negator.

V1. Proposed instances of #a + infinitive where#a in fact does not negate theinfinitive

Other instances that scholars have classifiegh asinfinitive constructions are not instances @ th
negatingya and should be treated separately. (1) is oneriostand also:

22.oomoxm WRG R02IDTPR oM
And there is no present to bring to the man of @&bm 9.7)

This is not the negatingg, :ya here indicates the absence of a gift to bring. imfieitive phrase is a
mere complement, just as in (1) and¢®).

571QM 18.2, 1QHA11.27; 16.28. See, HurvitZransition Periog 39; QimronHebrew of the Dead Sea Scrol€0.09;
van Peursen, ‘Negation’, 237.

% Num 20.5 is another example that matches (22¢bttan (1) and (2) since the word combined wittalso is the
object of the infinitive:

iR PR o

neither isthere any water to drink

Eskhult, ‘Verbal Syntax in Late Biblical Hebrew'l 9regards the use gé as e.g. in (22) as similar to the uses de-
scribed in 11l and IV above, the difference beimgmf modality in that the use in cases such asig2#t modal.
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23.mm WMy 0D RS 29 773 YD TRreR mm

O LORD, it is nothing for you to help/there is nwedbesides you to help/there is no one like you to
help between the mighty and the weak (2Chr 14.10)

240505 75NN

If you have nothing with which to pay (Prov 22.27)

Again the infinitive phrases serve as complements.
VII. Thegeneral al + infinitive construction

Scholars have noted that + infinitive has a close parallel &l + infinitive.®® The following three
instances seem to match the gengaat infinitive construction completely.

25.pnyn 2wtoy Uinh NS D

For there was no driving out the inhabitants ofglan (Jdg 1.19)
26.mm ow2 b NS D on

Hush! For there is no mentioning the name of th&kDQAmMos 6.10)
27.0m5770R "D omoRT 1NN nRS NS

There is no carrying the ark of God except forltbeites (1Chr 15.2)

Sometimes the infinitive continues a preceding &8 virtually has the value of a finite forthl
have found two such infinitives precededalyin BH:

28. m=2% wrpnS ’5Y G2 Aot a5 noa mm ran psy 5

And because he polluted his father’s couch hisibght was given to the sons of Joseph the son of
Israel, and he was not enrolled in the genealoggraing to the birthright (1Chr 5.1)

29.71555 rmwinS X9 MR umn Y wIDTa

And when he humbled himself the wrath of the LORDh&d from him, and he did not destroy him
completely (2Chr 12.12)

As opposed to (25)-(27), the infinitive phrase doesseem to be the subject but rather the predi-
cate, together withl. The subject is understood from the context. Tiwsdanstances, then, are of

However, | do not see the usefulness in takingethegether because in (22) and similar cagesggates the noun and
not the infinitive.

% Driver, Tenses§202; Jotion/Muraoka, §160j; Hurvitz, ‘Further Goents’, 136.

0 Jotion/Muraoka, §124p.
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a quite different character than any of the attegéet infinitive constructions and are excluded
from the comparisof:

VIIIl. Theindividual al + infinitive construction

With a prepositional phrase between the infinitwmelal we have a syntactic match of the individ-
ualya + infinitive construction. | have found four inataes of the individual + infinitive con-
struction in BH®

30.vounanr ny1h ooh NibT

Is it not for you to know justice (Mic 3.1)

31.ny71% o35 x5

Is it not for you to know (2Chr 13.5)

32.mxt2 ombmb oob &b

It is not for you to fight in this battle (2Chr 2Q)

33.mmh e iy 7RG

It is not for you, Uzziah, to burn incense to t@RD (2Chr 26.18)

" There are two instancesalf + infinitive that do not form clauses of their olvat are complements to a verb:
a.>pimS 85 S &S inb 1owirNS opby piam @wam) 5o

Every one comes to shame through a people who tanoiit them, neither for help nor for profit (189.5)
b.1275 x9S PIMG NS wyTn2 797 122 oMBY M3 M oPWSY Maeph Ry ROTT nwa

At that time it will be said to this people anderusaIem “A hot wind from the bare he|ghts indesert toward the
daughter of my people, not to winnow or cleanset @11)

None of the attested uses:@f+ infinitive match these.

Further, there are two instancesaB + infinitive:

.15y 527 Mg 852 A2 pmIUR janSoa iR

Or used a stone, by which a man may dle and witbeeing him cast it upon him (Num 35.23)

d. a5 8ib2 ooy onbriba AooTopun Mb

Why do you spend your money for that which'is netlol, and your labour for that which does not Baflsa 55.2)
In (c) and (d) the use @B + infinitive comes close to the usex@f + infinitive in (19) and (20) respectively.

2 And | have found three instancesabfnegating a nominal clause with an infinitive abjeat that show a similar
surface syntax (cp. [3]):

a.12 miby’ 103 K5

Itis not rlght to do so (Ex 8.22)

b. mvsn 2w wh 2% KiSn

Would it not be better for us to go back to Egyyptih 14.3)

c. Wb M2 nab 1y oobNs

You have nothlng to do with us in building a hots@ur God (Ezra 4.3)
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I X.yTIbl + infinitive

The most common negative with infinitivegTdbl.” This combination occurs 86 times in BH, al-
most exclusively in EBH texts, and it never congés a nominal clause, it is always a complement,
and almost always of a preceding verb. An example:

34.m21 PTEIY P NP3 DY PR SR TMR NP5 BTSN NN
So the priests agreed that they should take no moreey from the people, and that they should not
repair the house (2Kgs 12.9)

None of the attested uses:af+ infinitive are comparable td1bl + infinitive, except perhaps
(29).

X. Positive counter partsto the negated constructions

Both the general and individugd/al + infinitive constructions have positive countetpa(35) -
(40) are examples of the positive counterpart efjgmeral:ya/al + infinitive constructions.

35. 7omm sy 27w Son Smwnby prnb unon’

One cannot turn to the right hand or to the leftrfranything that my lord the king has said (2Sam
14.19)

36. 77nIo8 777277 W

Should one speak on your behalf to the king (2K@8}

37.21535 My 1RITIMR:

3 Other negatives used with infinitives in BH:

yIBm is used twice:

A7 TN PINTON BNUITD M NP3t 53

Because the LORD was not able to bring them intkddahd which he promised them (Deut 9.28)

b. 55 omwwn “Han

Because he has nothing left (Deut 28.55)

yTIBm is also used twice:

C.O7? VIUITUN PINTON MIT BYTAN NU37 MM oAb noan

Because the LORD was not able to bring this peinptethe land which he swore to give to them (NurilB)
d. Jnyat onoan s 2TON um

You played the harlot with the Assyrians, becausewere insatiable (Ezk 16.28)

The use oflBm andyTIBm with infinitives comes close to the usewyaf in (21).

Finally,yTIB-d[ is used with an infinitive five times, all in tfiermula:

e. T HrrRwn by

Until there was no survivor left to him (Num 21.3%eut 3.3; Josh 8.22; 10.33; 2Kgs 10.11)

" Note thatva pa functions as a negative here, providing anothealfgh to the generaja/al + infinitive construction
(va =wy).
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Which one must curb with bit and bridle (Ps 32.9)
38.7tv5 vunbn

Should one help the wicked (2Chr 19.2)

39.95 niby’

What should one do (2Kgs 4.13; Isa 5.4; 2Chr 25.9)
40. ompp WYHIR Wt niznd

It was necessary to strike five or six times (2K§s19)

And counterparts to the individual constructionghwarious prepositions:

AL.nms M MR MR 72 nn% Tow)

And | would have given you ten pieces of silver angirdle (2Sam 18.11)
42.piy5 wby T277°

We must do as you have said (Ezra 10.12)

43.07mR> PO ey

And their duty was to distribute to their breth(@&eh 13.13)

44.75m7 T2 e N

And our part shall be to surrender him into thegksrhand (1Sam 23.20)
45.7mm 277 75 nnb mme

The LORD is able to give you much more than thidh25.9}°

In the Hebrew inscriptions, | have found no inseof negated infinitives, nor any examples of
positive counterparts to thg/al + infinitive constructions’

Xl. Theevidencefrom Ben Sira

As far as | can see, the individuglal + infinitive constructions are not attested in E&#ra, but
the generala + infinitive construction is attested six or sevgnes:

> Ktiv: Gyrbdk.

6 Syntactically related instances:

a.y1 oopy niwyb T SxSu

Itis in my power to do you harm (Gen 31.29)

b. 922 Nnpe oMy Ty 15 29

It would have been better for us to serve the Hggptthan to die in the wilderness (Ex 14.12)

C. X2 522 "My Ri2% Tpa DivoN

If it seems good to you to come with me to Babylome (Jer 40.4)

7| used as corpus Ahitutdandbook of Hebrew Inscriptiondlegated infinitives are attested in one Punicaoduple
of Aramaic inscriptions, see Hurvitz, ‘Further Coemis’, exampleg andr, pp. 140-43. There are also attestations in
biblical Aramaic (Dan 6.9; Ezra 6.8) and in Syrigee NoldekeSyrische Grammatjlg286 (e.g. Prov. 6.30 in Syriac).
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46.onm R 55 7235 Ry Sown 5T pmab

One should not despise a poor man who is wisepaadhould not honour any man of violence
(10.23 [A+]B)"®

47. myn wpa5 Swwa PR 5

For in Sheol there is no seeking of joy (14.16 A)

48.7m85 TN

One should not say (39.21Band 39.34 Bmg)

49.1wwn Y wpab TR

And with it there is no need to seek (other) supft0.26 B+M)

(50) is ambiguous:

50.omm manb ™r PR
One cannot consider his life a fifehis life is not to be considered a life (40.29-HI))

This is either the generga + infinitive construction and themj is the preposed object, or alterna-
tively, wyj is the subject of the verbal act contained initifiaitive. The infinitive is then either
gaf® or nif'al where the is elided.

The generadl + infinitive construction is also attested in B&ina:

51.m2 5x xoand ww bo &b
One should not bring every man home (11.29 A)

The object precedes the infinitive as in (14). ©oeld argue that this example stands out from the
other examples sina may belong tdk and is not negating the whole clause. | maintaany-

ever, that this is the same construction as imther instances of general + infinitive whereal

is the sole predicate negating the whole clause.

8 All Ben Sira quotes are froffheBook of Ben Sirpublished by The Academy of the Hebrew Language.
" In BH, there is no attestation of the gahuf in the sense of “to consider something as somgtttint bvj in the
nif'al is used this way. Usually the prepositiois used, but there are examples comparable totgiswith ndk:
a.i> wawm nimo) )RS

Are we not regarded by him as foreigners (Gen 31.15

b. 2 2oyeNy 3

For they were considered faithful (Neh 13.13)

8 The infinitive is neutral in respect of voice,ins

0% wwn M

And the gate was to be closed (Josh 2.5)

See Jouon/Muraoka, §124s.
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XI1. The evidence from Qumran
In QH we also find the general infinitive constioas with bothya andal. With #ya:

52. 137 5o R Sy mzb R

And there is no infringing even one of his word®§L3.10-11)

53. muwnh R

And there is no altering anything (1QS 3.16)

54.7130m=10 Sy 2vwnb PN

And there is no replying to your reproach (= [SBRH" 15.28-29)
55.7> 715 [

And it was not possible to wave the hand (fQB.33)

56.oun mowh R

And it was not possible to take a step (£Q#B.34)

57.15p omd>

And it was not possible to silence the voice dfQH* 16.35-36)
58.712nm=1n Sy 2vwnb PN

And there is no replying to your reproach (= [SUQH* 20.30-31)
59.orpm 2SN

And there is no transgressing their laws (1Q34#23

60.77m mab memwnS T PR

There will no longer be any joining with the houseluda (CD 4.1}
61. [1]am5 R

And there is no interrupting her (4Q184 1.12)

62.017wmn RN a[T]p[naS] 7R s/ malmrwn RS0 2SN
For they cannot come before or after their appdititaes (4Q266 2.1.2/4Q268 1.4)
63.12Ww1> TR

There is no returning it (4Q270 2.2.10)

6472 Mavd R

And there is no transgressing his command (4Q383) 14

65. w5 R1 P RS IR MY

With him there is a light that cannot be inspectedcan one know... (4Q392 1.7)
66.0%2%> w[]p armS anb PR

And there is no bringing dogs into the holy cam@394 8.4.8)
67.ovw[7]prmn o5 oraS PR
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And there is no feeding them from the sacred f@8306 1-2.3.11)
68. Jn2 275 PR

[And] there is no mixing with[ (4QOFd10.2.3)

69. pprb R

And there is no[ (4QOFd12.3)

Since we do not have the context in all instansesie of these are not certain. Some are also am-
biguous in the same way as (7) - (10), but we tiflrsafely say that the construction is quite fre-
guently used in QH. The same goes for the geadralinfinitive construction:

70.mmwR 25 w2 e nobh

And not to walk in the stubbornness of a guiltyiébQS 1.6)

71.o0mmm S1n nRnaS R omny 0P R9 o1Epa SR 127 Hion amx 5103 Twsh x
IR PIM S RN

And there is no infringing any of God'’s orders cemtng their appointed times, and there is no ad-
vancing their appointed times and no retarding aeyaf their feasts, and there is no straying from
his reliable precepts (1QS 1.13-15)

72.1mRn 2wh R

And there is no turning from him (1QS 1.17)

73.5mnwr v b Kb

And there is no straying to the left or to the ti¢QS 3.10)

74.0mon Ik oY 23170051 momh j15 N

And there shall be no reproaching or arguing withrmen of the pit (1QS 9.16)

75.5% S1om 1397 Ton x>

And there shall be no changing one’s path becataeyowickedness (1QS 9.20)

76.112727 Sy 7mavb x1b

There is no transgressing your command (1Q2124)

77. ]2v0m5 x5

And there is no replying (1G+23.12-13)

78. ]12r5 x5

And there is no separating[ (1OR5.14)

79. 285> mwanb xbw 2o

It is written that there is no letting it mate wahother species (4Q396 1-2.4.6)

80. 1w y1th N>

8 The Damascus Document is quoted from the editid@rashi, The Damascus Document Reconsidered
82 without I and with the same meaning as corresponding inssamith|.
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And that there is no sowing of one’s field (4Q398.4.7)

As far as | can see from an examination of Charetws Graphic Concordance, the individadl

+ infinitive construction is not attested in th&tteat the base of that (which is the large majait
QH texts). The Wacholder/Abegg concordafidepwever, revealed two examples of the individual
¥a + infinitive construction:

81.yx 2wnd 5 pwr®

And he shall not give back the fruit of his toilJ@68 10.2.57
82.7wn> MK P2 525 My PR

And it is not for him to separate light from darksg4Q392 1.5)

XI11. Theevidence from mishnaic Hebrew

There are no examples of the gengeat infinitive construction in the Mishna, and irhet tan-
naitic Hebrew texts there is only one exantfle:

83. 05w MM TnRw M a7 Sy S PR

There is no arguing against the words of him whakepand the world came into being (Mekhilta b-
shallah 6§’

However, the individuala + infinitive construction is quite frequently usedthe Mishna in the
common phrase in (84), and further in (85) and:(86)

84.1115/Am5 oy N

One should not say/ardife

85. veb b 1w

| cannot explain it (Mishna Pesahim 9.6)
86. muy> 15 N

We should not do (Mekhilta b-shallai%)

8 Wacholder, Abegg, and Bowleynpublished Dead Sea ScrolEascicle 4.

8 We would expect the infinitive hifil to haveyedas a vowel letter, but thi@dis sometimes not written by Qumran
scribes (albeit usually when the infinitive is poéfixed byl); see QimronHebrew of the Dead Sea Scrols .

8 For the source of this quote, see n. 30 above.

8 See Sharvit, ‘Modal Infinitive Sentences’, 419-28n Peursen, ‘Negation’, 228 .

87 Ed. Horovitz-Rabin, 112.

8 pérez Fernande@rammar of Rabbinic Hebrev48.
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The Hebrew Bar Kochva letters have no negateditivias >
X1V. Summary and discussion

| have made two distinctions in this paper, oneveen the negatinga and theya indicating ab-
sence or non-existence, and another between tlaingga with infinitive, with and without overt
personal reference.

It is clear thatja negating an infinitive in BH, even though sparsahgsted, is not one but sev-
eral constructions. Two of them were more intengstihe ones | have termed the general and the
individual construction. They have an importanhthin common in that they both have a modal
value, but the argument to distinguish between theas partly that it can be done, there is a clear
semantic and syntactic difference between themparnitly that native speakers of Hebrew may
have done it: one of the constructions, the generguite frequently attested in the Hebrew of Ben
Sira and of the Dead Sea Scrolls whereas the otftvjdual construction is attested there only
twice. The opposite situation holds in mishnaic té@h one attestation of the general construction
and many of the individual. As for the matching stoactions withal - they are both attested in
BH, but only the general construction is atteste@H. Some authorities believe that the usalof
is stronger than the use:@f,”* butl see no way of substantiating this. In addition1Q$S 3.10
([52] and [73]) the two are used in the same liiving the impression that they were (or at least
could be) used indiscriminately, at least in QH.

The most interesting question involved is whetherconstructions witha are useful in the
linguistic dating of texts. As mentioned, scholaase long regarded what they saw as one con-
struction as late and Avi Hurvitz, Anton Schoornsd &hoon-Leong Sedtwall use the occurrences
in Qoh 3.14 to date Qohelet late. Some caution Ineayarranted here because, as mentioned in
connection with (10), the occurrences are ambigudnd if we grant that these are indeed occur-
rences of thgeneralconstruction, we should grant the remaining amdniguoccurrences in |ll,
(6)-(9) and (11), to count as occurrences of thmeeg@ construction too. So, in addition to the two
occurrences in the probable LBH of Qohelet, thiggius four attestations in the LBH of Esther,
Ezra, and Chronicles, (4), (5), (7), and (8), I fn the otherwise EBH of Hagg#iPsalm 40,
and Proverbs, (6), (9), and (2*f).

8 Ed. Horovitz-Rabin, 86.

% See Milik in Benoit, Milik, and de Vaux.es grottes de Murabba‘A155-68; Kutscher, ‘The Hebrew Letters of Bar
Koseba’; NavehQn Sherd and Papyrud06-17.

L Driver, Tenses§202; Hurvitz, ‘Further Comments’, n. 16, p. 136.

92 Hurvitz, ‘Review of Fredericks’, 145-47; Schoofie Preacher183-84; Seow, ‘Dating of Qohelet’, 663-64.

9 But note the reservation stated in connection Y@}tin the inclusion of the Haggai occurrenceswiite general con-
struction.

% As for Haggai's Hebrew being EBH, see the arguménthapter four belowp@ssin); as for a brief description of
the language of Proverbs, see Hurvitz, ‘HebrevhefRersian Period’, 217.
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In addition, sound methodology requires that we stzow that any word or construction that is
presumed to be LBH has a counterpart in EBH tHétsfuthe same function, a so-called linguistic
contrast. Such contrasts have been proposed focohistructionyTIbl + infinitive andal/la +
yiqtol.®> As foryTIbl + infinitive, as mentioned in connection with (3#)is used as a complement
mostly continuing a verb and never independenttydoes not provide a contrast. As édfla +
yigtol, it has overt personal reference and (ndli)re. constitutes a verbal clause. Both these fea
tures are in opposition to our construction, spdsit this as a linguistic contrast is not straigiit
ward. Howeveral/la + yigtol is sometimes used with an impersonal nrepas a general com-
mand/request and in that way does provide a cankdsetter match exists in EBH texts, however,
the generadl + infinitive construction, but there are only twocurrences in EBH, (25) and (26).
The positive counterpart to the general constrastimccurs more often, see (35) - (40), another in-
dication that the general and:ya + infinitive constructions might have been in us&BH, albeit
not very frequently.

It is noteworthy that the construction is frequenBen Sira and the Dead Sea Scrolls, and this
greatly enhances its likelihood of being an LBHt@ee, but due to its occurrences in EBH texts, it
should be used with caution to late-date the laggwd Qohelet or of any other text.

Similarly, the evidence regarding timelividualya + infinitive construction is not entirely con-
clusive either. We have four unambiguous occurrent®H, (12) - (15): two in the LBH of
Chronicles, one in the (mostly) EBH of Jerenifemnd one in the EBH of 2Samuel. This gives two
EBH and two LBH occurrences, and if we allow thébgguous instances to count, (16) and (17),
we get two more LBH occurrences. Since the constnuds attested in QH and is frequent in
mishnaic Hebrew, and since we have a better litigugentrast iral/la + yigtol than before, it
seems likely that it is a late construction, allagiested in EBH as wef.

As with the general construction, we have a matche individualal + infinitive construction,
(30) - (33), but the evidence from the distributadrthat is inconclusive, one occurrence in Micah,
three in Chronicles, and none in Ben Sira and thad5ea Scrolls: it is possibly more frequent in
LBH but there is not enough evidence to substantlas.

Since the tweya + infinitive constructions have most of their fe@s in common, it is worth-
while also to consider their distribution togethaut even so there does not emerge a clear picture
of LBH distribution. It is very likely to be an LBifeature, but it is clear that it also occurs inHEB

% See BergeyBook of Esther75-77, and ‘Late Linguistic Features’, 71; Setiting of Qohelet’, 663; Hurvitz,
‘Further Comments’passim

% Cf. the remark by RabifEntwicklung der hebraischen Sprachi&, “Bei Jeremia finden sich...syntaktische Kon-
struktionen, die eher dem Mishnahebréaischen al&ldssischen Sprache entsprechen”.

7 Albeit only twice, (81) and (82).

% For the existence of LBH features in EBH texts, pe60 below.
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3. Fred Cryer and the Question of Dating

In an article from 1994° Frederick Cryer sets out to demonstrate on liniguigounds that the
biblical texts were written within a short time gp&le argues that the Hebrew of the biblical texts
displays such a lack of diversity that a diachrategelopmenf® could not have taken place. Un-
less, therefore, the texts have been “systematiogliiated as to language”, a hypothesis Cryer dis-
cards'® they must have been written “more or less at anegat least over a relatively short pe-
riod of time” % Cryer first argue’§® that diversity is expected in the language ofgesganning
several centuries. He compares with some Germangubges, each of which displays an
impressive diversity when texts from the beginrang from the end of this millennium are taken
together. He points out that this kind of linguiddiversity is nowhere to be found in the Hebrew of
the biblical texts.

Cryer goes on to examine possible explanationiigiack of diversity. The lack of
phonological and morphological diversity may be tuéhe orthography being at fault, and “it is
possible that a fair amount of both phonological arorphological development of the Hebrew
language has simply gone unrecorded in the consalirtant of the Hebrew Bible®* The lack,
however, of syntactical and lexical variation rensaiaccording to Cryer, inadequately explained.
Concerning the syntax, he asks why there is no@igndevelopment in the verb-subject-object
(VSO) word order within BH towards the post-bibli¢aishnaic) subject-verb-object (SVO) word
order!® Such a development might be expected if BH had bease over several centuries.
Likewise, a development in vocabulampuld be expected if it is assumed that the langweas at
the base of literature from the period of the mohgmuntil well after the exile. Nevertheless, it is
“well able to avoid use of much of the standardatedHebrew vocabulary, just as it also reveals
only faint and few traces of Aramaic influenc&®In addition, Cryer would have expected to find
the presence of an Arabic influence on BH: “If @nporary insights into the late emergence of the
biblical text...are correct, then the absence afbia is also a silence that cries out to the heav-
ens”’

% Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating'.

10 gych a development would be expected to have falleer if the language of the texts spans severalides.

191 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, n. 25, p. 193.

192 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 192.

193 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 186-87.

194 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 189.

195 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 190.

1% Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 191.

197 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, n. 23, p. 191. Thisdiof argumentation is circular: first there arsumsptions regarding
“the late emergence of the Biblical text” (n. 25,193), assumptions which lead Cryer to expecint fArabisms” (p.
192) and “Arabic loans” (n. 23, p. 191). Then, wimenfacts can be adduced to demonstrate the expbAcabic influ-
ence, explanations are being provided in ordectoant for “the absence of Arabic” (n. 23, p. 191).
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Subsequently, he offers some possible explanatmribese facts. Regarding the word order,
BH is not entirely a VSO language, in that “simathispeech passages” to a certain extent employ
SV(O) word order'®® Regarding the problem of vocabulary, he obsetvasthe extant texts in
middle Hebrew are “quite rarefied contexts”, hetites hardly surprising that the Hebrew of the
OT does not reflect their usag€®. The “virtual absence” of Aramaic influence he aips by the
fact that the Hebrew Bible is “a work that attemgusntessentially to define the Jewish religio-
national consciousness”. Hence it would avoid the af a language that “enjoyed the status of an
internationalingua francd.**® And “the lack of Arabic loans could be equally hdismissed on
the grounds that the Arabs settled on the peripbEBalestine, rather than towards its centre and,
furthermore, that in late times the Jews did ne@elen unproblematic relationship to the Arabic-
speaking Idumeans, which might have led them tecionsly shun Arabisms** However, Cryer
chooses to disregard these attempts to accoutitéddack of diversity, pointing out the much sim-
pler hypothesis that “the texts are in fact writtemore or less theameHebrew”, and this brings
him to his (already mentioned) conclusion, thatliidical texts must have been written “more or
less at one go, or at least over a relatively speribd of time™*2

In the second part of the artic¢f€,he goes on to review a recent work by Arian Vétfiand
concludes by questioning the usefulness of stedistirguments in dating BH texts, on the grounds
that there are not enough “baselines” to estaltfismecessary measurements. | intend here to
comment mostly on the first part of Cryer’s article

Cryer argues that cross-linguistic parallels (epkfired with some Germanic languages) sug-
gest that a language cannot be in use for as waglousand years without changing drastically.
However, this is not necessarily so. If we comptrewith other classical Semitic languages, we
find that written standard Arabic might providesetul parallel. It has changed remarkably little
over roughly the last millennium and a hHffeven though Arabic vernaculars have changed dras-
tically. Indeed, the vernaculars have had a centdiimence on the written language; nevertheldss, i
remains broadly similar. As | will point out belotinere is evidence for a similar development and
state of something like diglossia in BH, strengthgrihe case for a the comparison with Arabic.

As for syntax the matter may be more complicated than Cryesgmts it. Cryer takes word
order as an example, but he does not mentionjsrceimnection, an article by Talmy GivétS.
While perhaps not equally convincing in all respe@ivon actuallyid point to evidence of word

198 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 191.

199 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 191.

10 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 191, italics original.

1 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 192.

12 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 192, italics original.

13 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 193-98.

14 verheij, Verbs and Number8ut see Verheij's critical review of Cryer, ‘EgPl Late?’.

15 cf. BeestonThe Arabic Language Todalut see also the critical remarks by Blau in ‘@gtic Trends’. On diglos-
sia in Arabic, see Corriente, ‘Arabic Diglossia’.

116 The Drift from VSO to SVO in Biblical Hebrew'.
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order development in BH. Others have pointed teokinds of syntactic development in BH.
Cryer himself mentions the works of Arno Kroffaand Mark Smith2 The latter concludes that
therehasbeen a development in the use ofw@\wconsecutive in the biblical peritd and the
former study is, despite its age, still an impartstndy of syntactic differences within BH. In yet
another study by Mats Eskhdff the author concludes, among other things, regauitiie dia-
chronic aspect&*

...there is a development in the verbal systene@ards the suffix conjugatioqtl, which has almost exclusively turned
into a preterite form: it is scarcely used in perfative utterances; isubj-qtl clauses it has ceased to describe the state
of affairs of a situation; there is a loss in usafeqtl as the so-called perfect consecutive...

The prefix conjugation is hardly used any mordéscribe ongoing actions in the past, i.e. itsiearsharacter
has faded away...

Rich material on the development of the syntaxnevghin BH, is to be found in the monumental
work of Abba Bendavid®? and in the work of Menahem Kadd&fi.The study of Yechezkel
Kutscher is also very importatft'

As for the developments wrocabulary a much larger amount of work has been done thdm w
syntax. Some of the most important scholars her®andavid, Kutscher, and Avi HurvitZ,
whose studies (books as well as articles) haveaapgén the last four decad€8So, even in re-
cent years, much serious work has been done ifigkds Cryer has little to say about this schojarl
work. Also, he does not discuss in detail any ef¢bncrete linguistic features suggestive of a po-
tential diachronic development, just as he doeseanbusly address the question of whether or not
two linguistic strata in the biblical texts candiscerned - EBH and LBEf If Cryer is right in his
assumption that there has been no historical dpretat within BH, he should, in order to
demonstrate this, have to address specificallygtiestion of why, and how, there seem to exist in
the biblical corpus two linguistically distinct less, only one of which - that recorded in the

17 syntax des Autors der Chronik

18 \waw-Consecutive

119 gmith, WawConsecutive27-33.

120y/erbal Aspect and Narrative Technique.

1215 119. See pp. 106-109 for a useful overviewradtures of Later Usage as Isolated in Recent Regea

122 giblical Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrewspecially the second volume. Cryer does not mefieeence to any book or
article written in modern Hebrew, and he makesregfee to Israeli scholars in one footnote only3(mpp. 185-86).

123 post-Biblical Hebrew Syntax and Semantics

1241saiah

125 Hurvitz, Transition Period lays out the methodology for the isolation of LB##tures. Hurvitz has also published
his methodological considerations in ‘Linguistigt€ria’ and he has recapitulated them in ‘Contipiaibd Innovation’.
126 For additional references, see Rooker, ‘Diachr&tialy’.

127 For a useful overview over some of the featurethefatter stratum, and the books that belong &ee Hurvitz,
‘Hebrew Language in the Persian Period’, and high8y re-worked version, ‘Early and Late’. A similoverview is
found in Naveh and Greenfield, ‘Hebrew and Aramds&e also the survey in Sdenz-Badilldistory, 112-160; this
book in its original Spanish edition is mentiongdQryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, n. 3, p. 186.

| leave out the question of a possible third stratarchaic BH, said to be found in some of the pbembedded in
Genesis-2Kings. For an investigation of this problsee Robertsoiarly Hebrew Poetry
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undisputed post-exilic compositions (Esther, Dartigka, Nehemiah, Chronicles) - is familiar with
numerous “neologisms” not attested in biblical sexaditionally assigned to the pre-exilic period.

The hypothesis that has so far been in vogue dmchvCryer does not cope with, is as fol-
lows!?® What has been labelled EBH was the current liydearguage of Jerusalem (and Judah)
before the exile, where it was probably also thekep language. It changed character after the ex-
ile, when the spoken language is presumed to heaeged to a kind of proto-mishnaic Hebr&w.
EBH continued to be used as the written languaggekiowledge of it was in decline, and therefore
words and expressions from the spoken vernaculga{egd a footing. Thus a new phase in the
history of the language was brought about, namely.L

Cryer’s statement that “a number of scholars firbglieve in a sharp distinction between ‘late
biblical Hebrew’ and a sort of ‘standard biblicagttew™*° is, then, not completely accurate. First
of all, it is not a matter of “a number of scholai. the rich bibliography listed in Sdenz-Badil-
los). Secondly, as far as the linguistic datafiisetoncerned, it would be more precise to taliehe
in terms of aecognizablalifference and not sharp distinctiorbetween the two strata involved.
Accordingly,a priori, we cannot expect to find diversity on the scalgeCis looking for. Again,
according to the traditional hypothesis, beingdtamdard literary language, EBH was in many re-
spects the same throughout the biblical perioddsaweloped relatively little, as is the case with
standard Arabic. Thepokenanguage developed rapidly and came to be usedieally, also as a
literary mediunt>* This might explain why, in the post-biblical petianost notably at Qumran, we
find texts written in different kinds of Hebrew ékproto-)mishnaic Hebrew and BH.

No “sharp distinction” exists, then, between the strata, only relatively subtle, but recogniz-
able, differences, and it takes the utmost carestnmthency of method to distinguish between
them. The compelling argument in favour of makinig distinction is thérequencyof the differ-
ences and their distribution pattern within thdibd literature, since it is the twaorporathat dif-
fer from each other, and since the specific LBHUess often are found also in post-biblical He-
brew, thus providing a clear continuum in the higtaf the Hebrew language.

Cryer argues that previous work in the field “canlay claim to scientific status” since there
was no access to comprehensive statistical (comfmogeiistic) reasoning, and that therefore “there
has been no way to control the results scholars haved at™*? This cannot be true. After all, the

128 As | will argue in chapter four below, this tradital hypothesis has its own weaknesses. The sitegething is that
Cryer does not seriously address this hypothesis.

129 Assuming that EBH was ever a spoken language. Eviewas not, it does not affect the basic thekist knowledge
of the language known as ‘biblical Hebrew’ declirsmaine time after the exile, which is what schotatkering to this
hypothesis stress.

For a comprehensive survey of a diglossia-likeesitaBH, see RendsburBjglossiag but see Blau’s correct criticism of
Rendsburg’s use of the term diglossia, in ‘StrueirBiblical and Dead Sea Scrolls Hebrew'.

130 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 192.

131 Diglossia, and the process in which the spokeguage in a diglossia, in certain circumstances,esoim be used
also in writing is described in Ferguson, ‘Digl@ssi

132 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 194.
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linguistic research of BH made its monumental agimeents long before the invention of the com-
puter. The only adequate way of controlling resultthis field, then, is to have a number of difer
ent scholars working with established methods @&edfshey arrive at roughly the same results. In
this way the results certainhavebeen controlled. Furthermore, Verheij's compuitgguistic study
confirms the results of previous work in the figilden he finds a difference in the language of
Samuel/Kings on the one hand and Chronicles oottier. The results of previous work in the field
are also confirmed in an article by Frank Pdflyhere the author by a computer-aided examina-
tion of thenoun-verb ratian many of the narrative biblical texts confirnhe ttraditional linguistic-
philological periodization of BH literature.

Now, to be sure, all this does not necessarily@tbat the differences between the two types
of Hebrew are indicative of two distinct historigariods. One could argue that the differences are
simply due to geographical or social factors. kgwithout saying that the probability of this op-
tion can be drastically reduced only if it were §ibke to show, on the basis of non-biblical data,
that the language of one biblical group conformexternal sources dated to an earlier period and
that the language of the other group conforms teraal sources dated to a later period.

Cryer claims that we do not have sufficient “based” to establish the earliness or lateness of
parts of the biblical corpot&' and that the assignment of dates are “the rebakegesis and not
linguistic facts”**® This may be true to a certain extent, but the lesethat we have, the dateable
extra-biblical, linguistic evidence, provides udiwan outline of the history of the Hebrew lan-
guage, even though it is a very rough outline. Bvislence suggests a difference in time between
the language of the two groups: the linguisticdess proper to LBH are almost absent from the
small corpus of pre-exilic inscriptions that we Bakut by and large they are prevalent in post-bib-
lical Hebrew™*® In the pre-exilic inscriptions, however limitecethorpus may be, theage found,
on the contrary, distinctive features indicativeE@H.*” As we shall see, the problem here is that
none of the inscriptions conform completely to BRiHowever, the match is close enough for us to
see clearly that the language of the inscriptisrdaser to EBH than to LBH.

| will analyze the language of two inscriptionsrfr Jerusalem, the Siloam Tunnel inscription
and the Siloam Royal Steward inscriptignpoth dated to c. 700. They are only six and tlires
long respectively, but they provide precious infation about the kind of Hebrew we must assume
was written in Jerusalem at the time. Even thobgly tepresent genres not matched by the biblical
texts, it is quite clear that the language of tieeriptions is very close to EBH. Furthermoresit i

133‘New Means...New Ends’.

134 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’197.

135 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, 198.

136 For abundance examples of this, see the worken#8vid, Kutscher, and Hurvitz.

137 See Torczynet,achish 17; Hurvitz, Transition Period 177-79; Rabin, ‘Hebrew and Aramaic’, 1012; Huzyit
‘Quest for “Ancient Israel™, 307-10.

138 As shown by Knauf, ‘War ‘Biblisch-Hebraisch’ eiS@rache?’; cf. also Schiile, ‘Zur Bedeutung der febrm
wajjehi; Syntax der althebraischen Inschriftdn3, 182-86, 192-95.
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clear that the language in these few lines onlyletshone feature more characteristic of LBH than
EBH. On the other hand, the inscriptions contamea&lements that are used only, or predomi-
nantly, in EBH. Note however that the criterionvalgich one judges a text to be EBH is absence of
LBH features rather than presence of EBH featurezsnost significant EBH features are pre-
served in LBH. Still, the presence of the followifogir features in the two inscriptions is notewor-
thy.

1. hbgnh rbd hyh hzi (Siloam Tunnel inscr., line 1).
This kind of introduction, albeit without ttgh, is found three times in EBff but not in LBH.
2. baohl...dv[bw (Siloam Tunnel inscr., line 2).
di[bw + infinitive is found in EBH but not in LBH.
3. bhav sk (Royal Steward inscr., line 1).
There is a tendency in EBH fdsk to precedéhz, while the opposite is true in LBH, where the
more usual order issky bhz.*** Being a tendency, no categorical conclusions eagirawn from
this one occurrence, but since the inscriptiondainrother elements matching EBH it is significant
that this, and not the other order is found here.
4. ..h If rva (Royal Steward inscr., line 1).
This title is attested in biblical texts only in BREompositions and is absent from LBHisltat-
tested, on the other hand, in pre-exilic Hebrewssaad in Akkadianga eli..)*?

The one LBH feature in the inscriptions is the 4use of introductoryhy in the temporal

clauses beginning witth[b (I. 1) andub (I. 3),**3but note that introductomy is not used at all in
the narrative sections of the pre-exilic inscripg*

139 Cf. Renz and Rélligdandbuch 178-189 and 261-265.

140 hfmvh rbd har (Deut 15.2),

jxrh rbd hz (Deut 19.4),

smh rbd hai (1Kgs 9.15).

11 Hurvitz, ‘Diachronic Chiasm’. See also Hisansition Period 104, for a summary of the findings in the artidlais
change in order is attested also in extra-bibkcairces, see ‘Diachronic Chiasm’, 248-51.

142 cf. Avigad, ‘Epitaph of a Royal Steward’, espelyidl44-45.

1430n the less frequent use of introductdgy in LBH, see KropatSyntax des Autors der Chron®2-23; Eskhult,
‘Verbal Syntax in Late Biblical Hebrew’, 91-92; &flso Kestersorense Usagell.

144 This fact has led Schiile to argue that introdyctor is a late phenomenon, introduced into EBH writihgsedac-
tional activity, ‘Zur Bedeutung der Formehjjehi; Syntax der althebraischen Inschrifter82-86.
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The main difference between these inscriptionsiEBH is in vocabulary, in that the Siloam
Tunnel inscription uses two nouns unknown to B#,(l. 3) andhban (1. 1 [2x]**9). The root of the
latter is well known from BH, whereas the root lo¢ former is uncertain. This difference might,
however, be ascribed to the difference in genresagect matter between the inscriptions and the
biblical writings in that the biblical texts nowleedescribe the digging of tunnels. However, as
noted by Victor Sassarf® in possible opposition to the inscription BH ub&fT for Hezegiah’s
tunnel, nothban.

There is probably also differences in morpholdbg, third feminine singular gatal bfh being
written tyh in the Siloam Tunnel inscription, line 3. Thisgienerallyhtyh in BH.**” Thetyh of the
inscription does not necessarily reflect a difféfenm, it might reflect the same form as biblical
htyh written defectively. The likelihood of this, howay is diminished by the fact that final matres
lectionis are found throughout the inscription. #rey morphological difference is the fonfr
(I. 4). Apart from one instance (Jer 6.21), thempoalways has the suffi in BH.**8

There is also a difference in orthography, thdidaborthography reflecting an exilic/post-ex-
ilic spelling practice with a more extensive useratres lectionis and the predominant use a$ a
marker of the suffix for third masculine singulathereas the inscriptions generally hseHere,
indeed, we have a clear indication, supported hly biblical and extra-biblical sources, that the
orthography of the EBH texts conforms to an explast-exilic spelling practice. So, in order to ar-
gue that they were written in pre-exilic times, onest assume that they have undergone a revision
which levelled their spelling with texts of thedaperiod:*® However, no such evidence has been
produced to unequivocally show that the langd&gef EBH reflects a similar process of levelling
and modernizatiof®* As noted above, the data at our disposal, botlichiand extra-biblical, ex-
hibit, rather, a picture of linguistic change, eeting developments from EBH to LBH.

Summary and Conclusions. Cryer does not make a convincing case for higrctaat linguistic
considerations support the revisionist school hyesis™>?i.e. that the bulk of the biblical texts
were composed or thoroughly revised in Persiancantdillenistic times>?

145 perhaps the latter occurrence in line 1 is a \ddpm, but probably not the first. The occurrerédban(h) in line 3-
4 may be either the same noun or a verbal formS@$son, ‘Siloam Tunnel Inscription’.

146 Sjloam Tunnel Inscription’, 116.

147 There are a couple of occurrences of third feneisimgular qatal forms withotit, see for instance 2Kgs 9,37, cf.
Kutscher History, 67.

148 See YoungDiversity, 105.

149 Cf. KutscherHistory, 66.

150 At any rate, in the domains of syntax and vocatyul@ which Cryer refers.

151 Note, however, Young's interesting research os sibject in ‘Archaic Poetry’sAm Construed as Singular and
Plural’, and ‘Notes’. In these articles Young psitt evidence of possible scribal linguistic upagudf texts and shows
how we cannot know to what extent our texts haventreworked in antiquity. A similar case for sctiliaguistic up-
dating of texts can be found in Fishbalmgerpretation 55-63; see further ToW,extual Criticism Ulrich, ‘Canonical
Process’; Wise, ‘Accidents and Accidence’.

152 Cf. the studies mentioned in n. 7 on p. V above.

133 |n chapter four below we shall see that one cakersach a case, but on different grounds.

41



Evaluating the validity of Cryer’s theory, | hageamined it from three different angles:

1. Adherence to strict methodological procedureadvancing linguistic arguments relating to the
study of potential diachronic phenomena within BH;

2. Proficiency in the actual linguistic analysistloé primary sources involved;

3. Competence in coping with rival scholarly pasis.

As already noted above, in all of these aspectstiiy here under consideration reveals grave de-
ficiencies, both on the factual and interpretatexeels. As far as the first aspect is concernegleCr
does not adhere to any strict methodology. No sertliscussion is to be found on linguistic criteria
which might be employed in attempts seeking toalgiessible late features within the biblical
corpus (for instance, comparative study with exkiitdical sources, like the Siloam Inscription on
the one hand and post-biblical Hebrew on the otl#ex¥or the second, it is remarkable that in a
paper specifically devoted to “The Problem of DgtBiblical Hebrew and the Hebrew of Daniel”,
no concrete Hebrew examples are cited and discdigspdrposes of illustration. This turns the
discussion in Cryer’s paper into a theoretical eisernot significant for studying the actual biklic
texts; i.e. for “dating biblical Hebrew”.

And, finally, little notice is taken of previoussearch. Ignoring scholarly publications directly
relevant to the study of LBH (particularly in moddtlebrew but also in European languages) pres-
ents the reader with a distorted picture offlbeschungsgeschichtnd its achievements. For in-
stance, as | have quoted, when Cryer states thdtd4dals only faint and few traces of Aramaic
influence”. The studies | have mentioned eari?égnd publications Cryer cité2> make it clear
that the Aramaic influence on BH, on the contranyst rather be said to be quite pervasive.

Cryer should be applauded for raising this impdrissue and making us rethink why we dis-
tinguish between two types of BH, and why we coais@he of them later than the other. But his
arguments in favour of dismissing the traditiongbdthesis are not strong enough to be considered
further.

134 E g., Bendavid and Naveh/Greenfield.
135 Cryer, ‘Problem of Dating’, n. 3., pp. 185-86 (RabHistorical Background’, and Kutscheijstory).
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4. Avi Hurvitz and the Question of Dating

|. Introduction

For two centuries, scholars have pointed to comsistifferences in the Hebrew of certain biblical
texts and interpreted these differences as refigdtie date of composition of the tekt$Until the
1980’s, this was quite uncontroversial as the lisigtifindings largely confirmed the chronology of
the texts established by other means: the Hebre3eoksis-2Kings was judged to be early and that
of Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chroniadsetlate. In the current debate where revision-
ists have questioned the traditional dating, lisgjaiarguments in the dating of texts have come
more into focus. In the preceding chapter, | re@dwan attempt to use linguistic arguments in fa-
vour of the revisionist position. In the followingintend to critically examine some linguistic ar-
guments adduced to support the traditional posiaod reviewing the arguments, | will point to
weaknesses in the linguistic dating of EBH textpr-exilic times. When viewing the linguistic
evidence in isolation it will be clear that a pesilic date for the (final linguistic form of th&BH
texts is more likely.

The Israeli scholar Avi Hurvitz is well known farguing that linguistic considerations force us
to stick to the traditional dating of the texts. ¢h®es not give priority to historical or theolodica
arguments in this dating:

“[Als far as datingextsis concerned...it is precisely the evidencdéaofyuagewhich must take precedence over his-
torical and theological arguments?

His argument runs along the following lines. Thexest in the biblical texts at least two (on the-su
face not very different) types of Hebrew, one ofakhis more similar to pre-exilic inscriptions, and
one which is more similar to post-biblical Hebréivne bulk of the biblical texts is written in the
first type of Hebrew. The latter being a post-exilipe of Hebrew and in addition a deteriorated

156 As mentioned in the introduction, the German sah@lesenius started this trend in 1815 withGeschichte der
hebraischen Sprache

157 Further, “[t]he antiquity of a given corpus—in dapguage, at any period of time—ought to be eistadd, in the first
place, by the linguistic profile of its texts”, atttie historical ageof the extant biblical texts can only be deterrdine
after the language in which they are written hanlqgroperly placed along the linguistic continuurasented by BH”,
‘Can Biblical Texts be Dated Linguistically?’, 14italics original. See also his ‘Relevance of BibliHebrew Lin-
guistics’, 22*. It would strengthen his case ifdmuld point to other text corpora where this wasecepted method. |
know of none.

Other BH scholars also lend credence to linguidiing, e.g. Rooker: “...the diachronic study of Hebrew language
which has proven itself to be trustworthy and otiyecin dating biblical texts...”, ‘Dating Isaiah 486’, 303.
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and more aramaized version of the first typshows that post-exilic writers no longer knew How
write pre-exilic Hebrew. In Hurvitz’'s words:

“[1t would be a gross error to assume that thetqgodic authors, whose writing habits are opemgarded in the LBH
corpus, were able to accurately reproduce the taddstyle of Classical/Standard BH without slipgrégng their own
linguistic background?®*®

When this is the case, he argues, EBH texts must foaind their final linguistic form before the
exile. Hurvitz’s linguistic dating of texts doestrgn further than distinguishing between pre- and
post-exilic*®°

Apart from the weakness inherent in the effottiriguistically date text$®* there are two
weaknesses in this argument. One is that Hurvitzadiner scholars have not shown that EBH was
the standard language that LBH writers tried tagdpce. In other words we have no clear indica-
tions that LBH is a deteriorated form of EBH, andtivg LBH may have been a stylistic choice for
biblical writers. But the crucial weakness is thaine prophetic books show that both semi-poetic
and narrative EBH was in use after the exile. Heatkast some post-exilic writers knew how to
write EBH which, in turn, increases the likelihooidLBH being a stylistic choice for post-exilic

writers. In the following, | shall elaborate on $keetwo points.
II. The differences between thelinguistic layers of BH

As pointed to in chapter three above, there arsistant differences in the language of two groups
of biblical books giving rise to the terms EBH drlBH. The question remains how to interpret
these differences. Here | shall first briefly sumthe differences, analyze a few points of interest
and then turn to the question of interpretation.

I maintain, then, that there is no question thate are differences between 1) the Hebrew of
Genesis-2Kings and other books on the one hand?)tié Hebrew of Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Ne-
hemiah, Chronicles, and others books on the ofliezy are small but noticeable and by no account

158 |f we include Polak’s work (‘The Oral and the Weit’), we can add that this form of Hebrew is veritin a more
literal register as opposed to the more oral regist the first type.

139:Can Biblical Texts be Dated Linguistically?’, 158ee also his ‘Relevance of Biblical Hebrew Lirsgigls’, 32*:
“...the language of the fifth century, which is untaleably post-exilic”, and cf. hia Linguistic Study153.

180 Cf. Davies'’s observatiorii( Search of ‘Ancient Isragl102) that scholars do not use linguistic arguméntlecid-
ing whether J stems from the tenth or the sixthurgnbut often use linguistic arguments in deaidivhether texts
stem from the seventh of the fifth century. Hisetation is quoted and more or less confirmed bgvhiz) ‘Relevance
of Biblical Hebrew Linguistics’, 32*.

1811t is quite conceivable that later writers woultbkv an earlier form of their language well enouglptoduce texts in
it (for an example from another time and place,Ble@, ‘Structure of Biblical and Dead Sea Scrélebrew’, 28:
“there were Arabic authors who wrote in a late peiin a purely classical style and succeeded iidawpnot only
neo-Arabic forms, but also post-classical form$he likelihood of this going unnoticed is highee less we know of
the history of a language, and apart from the HglB#ble which we are trying to date, our knowledggre-Qumran
Hebrew must be said to be extremely limited.
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do they seem to be the result of idiosyncrasiesrafle writers, as there are features that are fre-
guent in some or all books belonging to one growap are less frequent in the other group. In addi-
tion we saw in chapter three above that datablaiblical evidence makes it very likely that the
first group is reflecting an earlier type of Hebrtévan the second.

Vocabulary. The vocabulary of LBH is characterized by the pneseof more Aramaic loanwords
than EBH, and in both groups the Aramaic loanwamssometimes used side by side with their
Hebrew counterparts, in many cases very probabiseasvariants. A further difference is that
whereas about 15 of the Aramaic loanwords in LBitndtely are of Persian origin, no such words
are found in EBH. To a certain extent the groups &vour different prepositions, LBH again
showing more Aramaic influencé?

Morphology. The higher frequency of a few morphological feasushared with Aramaic sets LBH
apart from EBH-*

Syntax. More importantly, as syntax tends to be more coagime than vocabulary, there also are
differences in the syntax between the two groupd,véith regard to many of these differences,
again, LBH is closer to Aramaic. The nominal syrgsaews only a few differences, such as more
occurrences of the double plural construction instauct chains (as igylyj yr/B6), thequiviscon-
struction (=the repetition of nouns asuip p/y) with prefixedlK, and uncountables and collectives
construed as pluraf§? More differences are found in the verbal syrif®hut the differences in
nominal and verbal syntax are all differences @gérency: the syntactic features of one group are
also found in the other, and some of these featthies, have a significantly higher frequency in
one of the group¥®

Style. Scholars have noted in LBH a tendency to usedoagntences with the verb placed towards
the end®’

152 For the question of Aramaisms, see WagAeamaismenHurvitz, ‘Chronological Significance’.

183 See previous note.

184 E g., KropatSyntax 8-13. Gewirtz, ‘Syntax and Style’, argues that éixistence of the double plural and ¢juivis
construction in early northwest Semitic literatprecludes the conclusion that it is characteristiate Hebrew. How-
ever, there is a marked difference in frequencyben the two groups and this fact is not change@éwyirtz’s, oth-
erwise interesting, research.

185 E g., verbal suffixes, compared to the constructibta + suffix, are more common

Temporal constructions of the tygéfgb(l) are found much more commonly without introductgy

Yigtol is less common in the past

Qatal is more common in the past and less commadas other functions

Weqatal in the apodosis after a condition is lesaroon

Periphrastic construction afh + participle signifying cursivity is more common

For a discussion of these and other differenceskEs&hultVerbal Aspect and Narrative Techniqu®3-20; ‘Verbal
Syntax in Late Biblical Hebrew'. See also below.

18| have found this important fact explicitly statedly twice in the literature, Rabifncyclopaedia Biblicd/I, s. v.
tyrb[, col. 70, “[Late biblical Hebrew] changed to ate@r extent the frequency of the grammatical amdsyntactic
forms without adding to them” [my translation, M;EEskhult,Verbal Aspect and Narrative Techniqué, “It is not so
easy to isolate features of late usage. It is a@lmedusively a matter of tendency in some diracfiine only exception
would be loan-words of Persian origin)”; 119, itis all a matter of tendency in one directiorother”.

87 Naveh and Greenfield, ‘Hebrew and Aramaic’, 126kliilt, Verbal Aspect and Narrative Techniqud 7-118, 120;
Polak, ‘The Oral and the Written'.
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Scholars have made an additional stylistic obsEnvaelevant to the discussion here. They
have noticed a certain kind of uniformity in EBEkt® not shared by LBH texts. From many per-
spectives one cannot say that EBH texts are unifeitnregard to language u&® but from a
grammatical point of view there is at leasteatain uniformity, the EBH grammatical features be-
ing employed with a certain regularity througho®tHEtexts. As opposed to thispmelLBH writers
(idiosyncratically?) ussomegrammatical EBH features more, and others use gtlaenmatical
EBH features moré&>®

Some points of detail. | have come across only two syntactic traitsnatad to be characteristic of
one group and not found at all in the other: theigiple as a narrative form exclusive to LBH, and
the infinitive absolute as a word of command exgkiso EBH. In the following | will examine
these claims and a few other points of detalil.

PARTICIPLE AS NARRATIVE FORM Mark Smith is the proponent of the theory of plagticiple used as
a simple narrative form in LBH, as for instancéIj*®

L.y EIRURY BN 2T WY TR 20700
And all the king’s servants, that warethe king’'s gate, bowed, and reverenced Hamaih (E2)

He claims that this use is found in EBH direct disse but not in narrative. His criterion for segin
the participles in (1) as narrative forms is preahiyn that the text perfectly well could have used
wayyiqtols. However, Mats Eskhult regards (1) ali a® Smith’s other examples as cursive use of
the participle}’* and this seems very likely. None of the examptesent us from seeing the parti-
ciple used in its normal cursive function. It igdrthat wayyiqtols would suit the texts equallylyel
but it is precisely because the participle is ubadl we must see them as cursive. EBH has exam-
ples of use of the participle that could well bgangled as simple narrative use since they could be
meaningfully replaced by wayyiqtols:

2.9%0375p wrR oawt mTTn pewi Sy Tom
And the king of Israel and Jehoshaphat the kinguofah sat each on his throne (1Kgs 22.10)

18 5ee, e.g., Driver, ‘Elohist’, for examples of difént language use in the different sources, od®ed, Biblical
Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrevor abundance examples of (general) BH languagiation.

19 E g., the widespread use of the infinitive absohg a continuance form in Esther (as evidenfem the examples
listed in Eskhult, ‘Verbal Syntax in Late Biblicklebrew’, n. 30, p. 90), but note that most LBH teas are shared
between LBH texts (because this is what constituR#s features). For a thorough argument in favdUEBH texts
being of one ‘flavour’ and LBH texts being of indiwally different ‘flavours’, see Bendavi@jblical Hebrew and
Mishnaic Hebrewd, 60-80.

170 smith, WawConsecutive28; ‘Grammatically Speaking’, 307; in addition dpeotes the following examples, Esth
2.20; 8.17; 9.3 (‘Grammatically Speaking’, 307).
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3.90x% 12 o3y oo
And all the prophets prophesied so, saying (1Kg&22

But because the participle is used, we regard ¢higa¥ actions as having a cursive charatfein
order to safely assign a new function to the pigfgove would need at least a few unambiguous
examples of this use. Until we have that, it iSgnable to remain conservative in this regard.
INFINITIVE ABSOLUTE USED AS COMMANRD It is possible that the infinitive absolute useddom-

mand is not found in LBH. Eskhult examines a corpussisting of the non-parallel parts of
Chronicles, the Nehemiah memoirs (1.1-7.5; 12.281)3 and Esther, and he does not find the in-
finitive absolute used for command at’aflin undisputed LBH texts outside of his corpus\éda
not found it eithef”* The use is well attested in BH: Smith counts 48ances’® However, one of
the examples on Smith’s list is taken from an LEMttincluded in Eskhult’s corpus:

4. FMRY MINDTA B OIY o WY WRWn ontIy oumy vy mnet XS oab Ry (nexe)

DT WY TMUnD wR DSUIY 2wt nmnen TRym

And | said to them, “Do not let the gates of Jeleisabe opened until the sun is hot; and while they
stand guardet them shut and bar the doors; and appoint gdesdsamong the inhabitants of Je-
rusalem, one at his watch station and anotheiwoimt fof his own house.” (Neh 7.3)

Gotthelf Bergstrasser readsym as a continuation of the preceding two yiqtols Bskhult re-
gards it as replacing a finite vef§,but it is easier, with Smith, to read it simplyaaord of com-
mand, equivalent of an imperative. In order to riég@d continuing the yiqgtols, one would have to
accept the change of subject and the presenceiof@rative as the immediately preceding form,

1verbal Aspect and Narrative Techniqud 3-14. Polak, however, agrees that the paréiégpturning into a narrative
tense, but it seems that he does not distinguiskdes instances where the use of participle derotesvity and the
alleged use of the participle as a simple narrdtiven, ‘The Oral and the Written’, n. 23, p. 63.

172 Other examples include 1Sam 1.13; 1Kgs 1.5.

173 +verbal Syntax in Late Biblical Hebrew’, 90; sels@Kropat,Syntax des Autors der Chronik3; Polzin Typology

of Biblical Hebrew Prose43; KutscherHistory, 82; Schattner-Rieser, ‘L’hébreu postexilique’020215-16.

174 But note the ambiguous forbirqu in the probable LBH of Qohelet (for a convincingeaf Qohelet being LBH,
see Schoorg he Preachéy in 4.17, which might be considered an infinitalesolute used as imperative, as Fredericks,
arguing for an early date for Qohelet’s languagdighes,Qoheleth’s Language85; Schoors hesitantly prefers other
options,The Preacherl79.

175 predicative Infinitive Absolute’, 259. All of thee are acceptable to me, except theele:and jgrhy in Ezk 24.10
(Smith does not say which two of the four possdtieices in this verse he regards as infinitive®hibs, but if he is
gathering data from the Westminster Theological iBary Hebrew Morphology and Lemma Database [=WTM; R
lease 3, 1998-99 - WTM serves as basis for lemuttatiz in theBibleWorks for Window4.0 computer program]
which analyzes these two as infinitive absolutes, tae other two candidates in the verse as impegthe is referring
to pth andjqrhi) andrFq in Am 4.5. For argumentation concernijurhi andrFg, see n. 177, and regardipmth, when
there is nothing to prevent us from seeing it asrgrerative, we should not see it as an infinithbsolute.
GoddardHebrew Infinitive Absolutes0-61, counts about forty instances of infinitakesolute used as command (this
work was unavailable to me so | am relying her@@uote in Eskhult, ‘Verbal Syntax in Late Bibli¢déébrew’ n. 28,
p. 90).
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the yigtols being more at a distance of the infieiabsolute. While this is not impossible, theeoth
option is easier.

The presence of a conjunction beforevs should not lead us to automatically assume that it
is a continuation/replacement form. There is atrursive parallel in Ezekiel, the only (other) in-
stance of infinitive absolute used as command pletdy): '’

5.132) Min? 10N 103 STp BITOY MoUT MM Y R 13 02
For thus says the Lord GOD: Bring up an assembdyresgthem, give them up to trouble and plun-
der (Ezk 23.46)

Whether one regard&yn as imperative or infinitive absolute, the easieaywo understanghy is
as a word of command, regardless of the conjunction

Neh 7.3 is important because it is the only caa@idor the infinitive absolute used as an
imperative | have found in undisputed LBH tes.
NARRATIVE WEQATAL. Another syntactic feature believed by some schatacharacterize LBH
and set it apart from EBH, is narrative wegaf@However, the work on this subject by Hermann
Spieckermann shows that this clearly is a featowad no less in EBH than in LBH?
MODAL #ya + INFINITIVE. The use of modaja + infinitive is also believed to characterize LBbiit,
as | have argued in chapter two above, this i@aaertain an LBH feature as usually held.
hyh + PARTICIPLE A feature characteristic of LBH is the ratherginent use of the periphrastic con-
struction ofhyh + participle'® but some clarification is needed. Takamitsu Mugab#s recently

178 BergstrasseGrammatik vol 2, §12m; Eskhult, ‘Verbal Syntax in Late Biall Hebrew’, n. 30, p. 90.

7 On Smith’s list, another two forms are preceded byt these are problematic and cannot count dsefuparallels:

1) jgrhyin Ez.24.10 is not an infinitive absolute but arpamative — thgatai in the last syllable shows this (infinitive
absolute, as opposed to the imperative, has ariciily longsere which requirepatas furtivuminstead of vowel
change with third-guttural verbs, see e.g. BaudrlazanderGrammatik 846s and §51q).

2) rFaquin Amos 4.5 is more likely an imperative (even thbuolion/Muraoka, §123x, albeit hesitantly, reg#rds
an infinitive absolute). The singular form is inpmsition to the six plural imperatives in this &hd preceding
verse but such fluctuations are not uncommon in IRHAMos, e.g., in the following passages | haumtbexam-
ples of fluctuation of number and/or gender, 4.3-22-23; 6.1-7; 9.11.

178 Byt see n. 174. Note that another volitive usattissted in 1Chr 15.22, the infinitive absoluter¢hesed as equiva-

lent of the injunctive yiqtol:

RIT 20 D K@D o7 RPN OMBITR 3TN

Chenaniah, leader of the Levites in music, wadrectdthe music, for he understood it

In Esth 2.3 and 6.9 the infinitive absolute congisan injunctive yiqgtol.

9 Driver, Tenses158-59; Gesenius/Kautzsch, §112pp; RaBimtax of Biblical Hebrewd2 (‘wepaal to denote the

past andveyipal to denote the future becomes more and more frégen translation, M.E.]); GarrDialect Ge-

ography 186; RookerBiblical Hebrew in Transition100-02.

180 Juda unter Assur in der Sargonidenz&20-30. Note that whereas Spieckermann poimsitmtive wegatal forms

in theMesad HaSavyahu ostracon, this is severely questioned &ppert, ‘Petition eines Erntearbeiters’.

Verheij, Verbs and Number87, and Eskhult, ‘Verbal Syntax in Late Bibli¢#kbrew’, 84-85, both find no evidence in

support of seeing this construction as belongingfiyhto LBH.

181 Driver, Treatise 170; Morag, ‘Qumran Hebrew’, 160; Eskhierbal Aspect and Narrative Techniqud 3-14;

Gibson,Davidson’s Hebrew Grammat 38; Eskhult, ‘Verbal Syntax in Late Biblical Helv', 89.
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argued that this syntagm is too frequent in EBHéaaid to be characteristic of LBEf. This is
correct when you count the occurrencebybf+ participle!®® but Eskhult argues that LBH more
often shows this syntagm expressaugsivity, as in (6), and this is correct:

6. 8371737 "> SSunny ooMa iy oM v
And they were three days in gathering of the sptoivas so much (2Chr 20.25)

In his rather small corpus (the non-parallel paft€hronicles, the Nehemiah memoirs, and Esther)
Eskhult counts 24 instances that clearly belontigcategory, whereas | have found only 30 clear
instances in the much larger corpus of Genesis@kih- a clear difference in frequency. More-
over, the construction is quite frequent in .

I nter pretation. What we have, then, is two types of BH, very ambut not indistinguishable.
One represents an earlier stage of the languagehbaother. As for syntax, we do not find signifi-
cant traits that are found exclusively in one greupe differences are differences in frequency.
Some questions arise at this point. Were LBH wsitgtempting to write EBH? Did they think
that they were writing EBH when they were in facitiwg LBH? Or was LBH their preferred style
of writing? Did LBH writers more or less consciousise more loanwords (being more open to for-
eign influence), or did they not know Hebrew fromaaic so well? These are interesting ques-
tions and authorities in the field have come ughwiifferent answers. Generally LBH writers are
looked upon as imitators as opposed to innovat8mnd as stated above, their Hebrew is seen as a
deteriorating form of EBH. Scholars point espegitdl deterioration of the verbal system in this
connection®” and among them Takamitsu Muraoka is the most@kji arguing this point® In
the following | shall discuss his arguments.

182 Muraoka, ‘Participle in Qumran Hebrew’, 195.

183 Excluding passive participles and participlestafise verbs, Muraoka, ‘Participle in Qumran Hebraseunts 124
instances in the biblical texts.

184 Gen 1.6; 39.22; Deut 9.7, 22, 24; 28.29; 31.2¢;11d; 11.10; 19.1; 1Sam 2.11; 2Sam 3.17; 4.3;%¥5; 13.23;
15.32; 1Kgs 5.1, 24; 12.6; 20.40; 2Kgs 8.21; 91814, 17.25, 28, 29, 32, 33, 41. | am not countirstgnces where, as
Eskhult correctly points ouY/erbal Aspect and Narrative Techniqud 4, and ‘Verbal Syntax in Late Biblical He-
brew’, 89, the formhyy seems to be the introductghy not forming a syntagm with the participle.

185 See QimronHebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolst00.01.

18 polzin, Typology of Biblical Hebrew Pros8, 74; Rabin, ‘Hebrew and Aramaic’, 1014; Huryitzanguage of the
Priestly Source’, 84; Naveh and Greenfield, ‘Hebeswl Aramaic’, 120-21; Schattner-Rieser, ‘L’hébpastexilique’,
215; Hurvitz, ‘Continuity and Innovation’, 4; Blalgtructure of Biblical and Dead Sea Scrolls Hebré&a-22;

Joosten, ‘Pseudo-Classicisms’, 147-48; Hurvitzn®éblical Texts be Dated Linguistically?’, 154-5; also the
handy collection of quotes in Qimron, ‘History cduy Hebrew’, n. 5, pp. 350-52. Note that Hurvi&en Sira:
Lexicographical Aspects’, 85, does consider thesinigy that the post-exilic writers were not imfbrs but innovators.
187 See Kutscheistory, 45; Naveh and Greenfield, ‘Hebrew and Aramai2(-21; QimronHebrew of the Dead Sea
Scrolls 81; Morag, ‘Qumran Hebrew’, 155; Smith, Wa&wensecutiveXII-XIll; Saenz-Badillos,History, 129.

Note that | am referring to scholars who are poipto thedeteriorationof the verbal system — other scholars, such as
Kropat, Eskhult, and Verheij, have studied the LBbal system and compared it with EBH, but haveaieed de-
scriptive.
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He states that “[t]he later books show clear sifngradual collapse or deterioration of the
classical tense system”. He goes on to cite fagtamces that “[n]o textual emendation can im-
prove”, 7-10:

7.0772% Y AR DYIRD MRE ARSI 00282 P02 WK OUTONT T XTI

PR PYTS 0D TIRTIN ORI LAMIRT Y N3 P85 jnK 122578 nNEm

You are the LORD, the God who chose Abram and brbhign out of Ur of the Chaldeans and
gave him the name Abraham; and you found his Heiinful before you, and made with him a
covenant ...and you have fulfilled your promise, you are righteous (Neh 9.7-8)

8. MM TP M3 T T PIWSZ N PRISM ONIW YOY DR NS UK B

...from the time that | appointed judges over my pedgrael; and | will subdue all your enemies.
Moreover | declare to you that the LORD will buyidu a house (1Chr 17.10)

9.£TIoN T TRURT EINT TN 0N PINIRG TIRY ARy 3Im

You have also spoken of your servant’s house fyreat while to come. You regard me as someone
of high rank, O LORD God (1Chr 17.17)

10. oox7n "I WOy TPRM Y un omRnn opam on o

But King Rehoboam made in place of them shieldsrohze, and committed them to the hands of
the officers of the guard (2Chr 12.10)

In (7), (9), and (10) we find weqatal where we wbekpect wayyiqtol, but as mentioned above,
narrative wegatak no less a feature of EBH. In EBH, we also haveecurrence of a string of
wegatals in a wayyiqtol context:

11.nwmen wm nRDY TOURTTIN D021 P2ERTTAN I2W) NIN2TTIN 0N NI
He removed the high places, broke down the pilkamg, cut down the sacred pole. He broke in
pieces the bronze serpent (2Kgs 18.4)

In the string in (7) in addition to the weqatalslamayyiqtol, there is also an infinitive absolute i
its function of continuing a preceding verb. Thisétion is known in EBH even though, in the ex-
tant EBH texts, it is not found precisely in conti@e with narrative wegatals. The sequence does

In this connection, a note should be made of Jasteteresting research in ‘Pseudo-Classicismskmdwledging the
difficulties in establishing that LBH is an attentptimitate EBH, he shows how some LBH expressiight be inter-
preted as if the author was trying to use an EBhh feut misunderstood it and hence used the tercomstruction in a
wrong way. If many more examples of this were fguhd type of research would prove a better wagstablishing
the LBH writers as imitators and not innovators.

188 Jotion/Muraoka §119za-b.
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seem slightly odd, but it should be noted thas & semi-poetic te¥t’ where oddities of verbal us-
age are more common than in proge.
In (8) we find a non-past wayyiqtol. This is notgossible in EBH:

12,03 T2 TIIM IR NS YN MM M wEan MR
Why then look with greedy eye at my sacrifices amydofferings that | commanded, and honour
your sons more than me (1Sam 2.29)

Muraoka goes on to note the admittedly odd verbalin Qohelet? He then notes the replacement
of hyhy for hyhi. I have found only one LBH examplelghy that is clause initial and hence directly
could be replaced kyhy, 1Chr 12.18. Herbyhi certainly would be expected according to EBH us-
age. But the preceding clause isiarclause and therefore the non-use of apodwdiw here is the
rule rather than the exception in LBBf.Such usage, with asyndetic yigtol is not commoB&H,
but there are examples, such as Ex 22.6. It igchrinowever, thdtyhi is used very infrequently in
LBH: of the almost 400 BH occurrences of the foamly five are found in the clear LBH text§
Finally he points to yigtol and short weyiqtol deelly replacing wegatal, using the following
example:

13.950on I TRuD? WeR Y ¥R I 237 ToROY MY £°30 o) 0wy

ThYS Mo PR TIman opy 1 XD 237 N pinsan w105 15%% eum IR Ton KA
mn5R 53 Mpna KI3D ™S O TR MORY IRTTYING TRYN TING TRW TR ST voN N2 L

In those times many shall rise against the kinthefsouth. The lawless among your own people
shall lift themselves up in order to fulfill thesion, but they shall fail.

Then the king of the north shall come and throvsmgeworks, and take a well-fortified city. And
the forces of the south shall not stand, not evempikcked troops, for there shall be no strength to
resist.

But he who comes against him shall take the actiensleases, and no one shall withstand him. He
shall take a position in the beautiful land, arld&lt shall be in his power.

He shall set his mind to come with the strengthisfwhole kingdom (Dan 11.14-17)

18 Kittels edition of the Biblia Hebraica does noeymetic lay-out for the text whereas the Biblisbkgca Stuttgar-
tensia does lay it out as poetry.

10 gee e.g. Niccacci (‘Biblical Hebrew Poetry’, 91), Biblical]H[ebrew]P[oetry] remains a mystery frothe point of
view of the verbal system used while prose shosuststantial coherence”.

¥ This is not necessarily due to its lateness ds$em has arguetlanguage of QoheletB9-68, 190-197, an argu-
ment, however, that Muraoka does not seem to ac8&p9za n. 1.

1925ee Kropat, Syntax, 70-71; Qimrdtiebrew of the Dead Sea Scrof00.19; RookeBiblical Hebrew in Transi-
tion, 120-22; Eskhult, ‘Verbal Syntax in Late Bibliddebrew’, 87-88 (see the examples in n. 20, p. &®);Peursen,
‘Conditional Sentences’, 218-2%grbal Systen313-16, 18.

193 2x in Nehemiah, 3x in Chronicles and none in Bstbaniel, Ezra; see Polzifiypology of Biblical Hebrew Prose
56; Rendsburg, ‘False Leads’, 39.
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Short weyigtol with indicative meaning is indeederan EBH prose, but Elisha Qimron does count
nine certain instancé&? among them the following:

14. o823 520 ISt TYT DY TNDD T DONUPD U381 DU OTONT Nyl N3N 19
After that you shall come to Gibeath-elohim, at pheece where the Philistine garrison is; there, as
you come to the town, you will meet a band of petpi{1Sam 10.5)

Muraoka’s examples are examples of differenceseiguiencies of verbal usage. None of them need
to be interpreted as deterioration. Due to lac&wdlence, therefore, it seems preferable to stay de
scriptive: what we have is not so common EBH syiitdraits that (except for narrative wegatal)
are more common in LBH (or vice versa).

One possible argument in favour of seeing LBH dstariorated form of EBH might be the
fact that LBH contains both EBH traits and neolaggs- when many or most EBH forms are pre-
served instead of being abandoned in LBH, one eafilan may be that writers attempted at writ-
ing EBH and failed. And another possible argumeay tve the relative linguistic uniformity in
EBH texts versus the relative lack of linguistiagfarmity in LBH texts pointed to above — one may
interpret this as a result of a continuous prei@sitribal tradition which was broken off by the ex
ile, this in turn giving rise to individual postiég writers without a strong tradition being uneon
sciously idiosyncratic and erring in their balaitéhe use of EBH forms.

These are quite possible explanations of thetgituabut not the only conceivable ones. It
seems clear enough that EBH writers were adheoigttadition that LBH writers knew but (for
reasons unknown) were not bound by. LBH writers imaye felt free with regard to the EBH tra-
dition and therefore used those traditional elesémt appealed to them and introduced new ele-
ments when it suited them. Interestingly, not elidars see in all LBH deteriorated Hebrew.
Chaim Rabin believed that the Hebrew of Ben Sitaictvis close to LBH, and the deviations of the
Chronicler from the [presumeiorlagein Samuel/Kings are not results of deterioratlaut, rather
the result of a changed stylistic taste.

The problem is our lack of knowledge. The caseqyf,, Latin is different: Latin has served as
written language for two millennia, and lookingtathistory we can see writers at times writing
very good Latin and at other times we see Latinatag from the standard by influence of the

194:Consecutive and Conjunctive Imperfect’, 154-5581Note, however, that he assumes that this usageot
originally found in EBH and therefore he believleege nine cases to be errors.

19 Goldfayn (Vord Order and Timel36) is of a similar opinion in this regard.

19 Historical Background’, 152. Kister, ‘Contributiq 304-07, is of the same opinion regarding Bema,Sind so is
van PeurserVerbal Systend4-46, 51-52.

That there should be linguistic differences betwthentext in Samuel/Kings and the parallel texthronicles is not
surprising, since the books differ with regard gereda and thus are removed from one another ihogg@nd perhaps
also in time.
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writers’ mother tongué?’ In this case we know what the standard is, anénveev that the writers
knew that there was a standard. This kind of infatfam is not available to us with regard to B
The likelihood of LBH being the result of a styiischoice rather than imitation increases if at
least some LBH and EBH texts could be shown to $tem roughly the same time, because the
imitation hypothesis presupposes that EBH was ¢edtidat the time of the LBH writef8? From
the point of view of traditional dating this mighe said to be the case with the partly LBH of Eze-
kiel >°° considered to date from the first half of the Isizentury where knowledge of EBH is con-
sidered to be intaéf! but below | will show that EBH was in use evereathe exile, thus increas-
ing the likelihood of a coexistence of EBH and LBH.

[11. Post-exilic EBH

As stated above, the second weakness of Hurvitgisn@ent is that it is clear that EBH was in use

in post-exilic times: most scholars date the baafldsaiah 40-66°% Joel, Haggai, Zecharigf® and
Malachi to (very late exilic/) post-exilic timé%} even though complete consensus pertains to Hag-
gai and Zech 1-8 only. Some authorities make thevitng statements regarding the language of
these books™

On Isaiah 40-66:

Hurvitz: “...like the language of Haggai and Zechhriaand to an even greater extent - the languagecbnd
Isaiah” is well anchored in classical Hebrew amelimprints of late biblical Hebrew are quite sgahfmy
translation, M.E¥®

Chaim Rabin: “...fast vollkommenes klassisches Helotii?*’

On Joel:

7 See e.g. Bloomfield,anguage 490.

1% The same goes for QH. We know from the finds an€an that at that time different types of Hebrevstd si-
multaneously — QH and a kind of proto-mishnaic Helrand for biblical texts, BH. No new texts weoemposed in
BH so it is quite possible that the ability to wrthis language had vanished. But there is notifiagindicates that they
thoughtthey were writing BH when in reality they were tivrg QH. As Naudé writes (‘Qumran Hebrew Syntax'6},
“[clonsidering the number of texts produced by @hemran community as well as their relative coheeeitds hard for
anyone to believe that QH could be an imitatioBbif'.

199°5ee, e.g., Hurvitz's statement quoted above @ p.

20 For Ezekiel being partly LBH, see Hurvitx,Linguistic StudyRooker Biblical Hebrew in Transition

201 Hyrvitz, A Linguistic Study153.

22 The question of whether one should distinguisiwben a second and third Isaiah is irrelevant taltseussion here.
203 Even though the consensus is not so strong wiiredeto Zech 9-14.

24 g5ee, e.g., the overview in GrabBagdaic Religion in the Second Temple Peribs+19, and the literature there cited.
205 Even though (understandably) slightly outdated, Bever's view of the language of these bodk&roduction 505.
2% Hebrew Language in the Persian Period’, 215 (arand Late’, 21).

27 Entwicklung der hebraischen Spraché.
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Hurvitz: “With regard to language no decisive prémfits lateness has been adduced...” [my transiabE.F%®

On Haggai and Zechariah:

Hurvitz: “...the language of [Haggai and (first) Zactah] has still not recognizably moved away frdassical
biblical Hebrew...It seems that the reason fag thirooted mainly in the character of the promhigtrature which
tends to be formulated in a semi-poetic languadanguage that differs from prose in its stronigesdnce to the
classical style and in its avoidance of cleardistic innovations. But it is also possible thagtbrical-
chronological factors brought this about: The ddteomposition of Haggai and Zechariatthe beginningf the
Persian period; and it is possible that at tietthe language of the Bible was still preserveitsipurity to a
greater extent than in the years after that.” frapslation, M.E., italics origin&{®

Walter Baumgartner: “...an Haggai und Zacharia l&&st noch keinerlei Veranderung beobachteh.”

On Malachi:

Hurvitz: “With regard to language the clear latbligial Hebrew features are absent in the Book -Hairto what
we found in Haggai and Zechariah.” [my translatibhE.]***

| will argue that the language of these boskSBH rather than beingoseto EBH because

1) EBH texts contain LBH features, occasionallyregkear LBH features, and

2) no clear LBH features are shown to occur inghssoks, and the limited number of LBH fea-
tures that scholars point to in the books can st twely tentatively be ascribed to LBH.

Few detailed diachronic analyses of the langubgdboks have appeared. | know of the works
of Andrew Hill and Mark Rooker, and in addition, iiiz has sometimes analyzed words that ap-
pear in these books as LBH.

Hill. Hill, in his doctoral dissertation, two articlesycha commentary thoroughly analyzes the lan-
guage of the books of Haggai, Zechariah, and Makawth finds a few imprints of LBH on it. He
finds it to be earlier than the secondary additimnB (P), but later than JE, D, and the groundwork
of P (F).2*2He bases his research on Robert Polzin's typcbgicproacti*® This approach relies

208 Hebrew Language in the Persian Period’, 216.

29 Hebrew Language in the Persian Period’, 215 (arEand Late’, 20).

#10von der hebraischen Sprache und ihrer GeschicB@9; note, however, that he regards the langagiyalachi as
belonging with Ezra and Nehemiah (in agreement Witlker, Introduction 505), a view which is in opposition to what
I will argue below. Also in opposition to my viewsRendsburg’s recent statement about the langofaigaggai and
Zechariah (among others) clearly dating from thesida period, ‘False Leads’, 23.

21 ‘Hebrew Language in the Persian Period’, 216 (mland Late’, 21). Also Sznejder, “...the bookdHafggai,
Zechariah, and Malachi...are in correct biblical laage, i.e., there are no traits of the mishnaiguage in them”,
‘Literary Hebrew Language’, 306 [my translation,BJ.

#2Book of Malachi: Its PlageDating Second Zechariah’; ‘Dating the Book of Isehi’; Malachi. A New Translation
395-400.

213 5eeTypology of Biblical Hebrew Prose
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mainly on syntax but allows for vocabulary to coatplthe typological picture of a given text. Pol-
zin developed a list of 19 syntactical and 84 legraphical features characteristic of the language
of the Chronicler and argued that these were (raptess) characteristic of LBH in general. He
compared these features to P and concluded thafband P were influenced by LBH and hence
could be placed between EBH and LBH.

Polzin’s 19 syntactical features are quite prolagoifrom the perspective of the dating of the
language, and only about five can be shown to iodytand usefully reflect LBH. Gary Rendsburg
has showed thi§;> and his research is corroborated by Ziony Zeit ldorvitz2*® With regard to
the language of P, Hurvitz has consistently shoalestrands of it to be EBH-’

However, since Hill's is the only detailed lingticsanalysis of these books, it is worthwhile to
take a closer look at the LBH syntactic features tte finds in one or more of the books of Haggai,
(first and second) Zechariah, and Malatfii:

1. Preference for verbal suffixes instead®f+ suffix. This tendency is found in Zech 9-14 dne
same tendency is found in LBH where it is generstisnewhat stronger than in Zech 924%The
tendency continues in Q#°

2. Increased use @ in the nominative case. There is one occurrenétaggai and one in Zech 1-
8, but as Rendsburg shows, this feature probalibuisd with more or less the same ratio through-
out BH?*

3. Collectives construed as plurals. Haggai hasethpllectives construed as plurals (1.2, 12, 14)
against one construed as singular (1.12) whichrdaggto Hill might place it closer to LBH than
EBH. However, all three plural cases invopJeas subject found in the contdoeforethe verbs,
and as lan Young has show&dthis highly increases the likelihood of findingrbe in the plural,

in EBH and LBH alike.

#4pp. 85-122.

2151 ate Biblical Hebrew and the Date of ‘P".

218 7evit, ‘Date of P, 493-501; HurvitZA Linguistic Study163-70. Note also Hill's critique of some of Fals fea-
tures, ‘Dating Second Zechariah’, 114.

27 See ‘Once Again: The Linguistic Profile of thedatly Material’ and the literature cited therein.

#8Book of Malachi: Its Place47-75.

219 according to Hill's calculationsBook of Malachi: Its Place47-51), Chronicles shows a ratio of ca. 10:lawofr
of the verbal suffix, and the non-memoir portiofitNehemiah has 23 verbal suffixes and do nottase suffix at all.
Zech 9-14 shows a ratio of ca. 5:1 which is simtitathat of Ezra and the Nehemiah memoirs, antile thore than ?
which has a ratio of ca. 4:1. JE and D on the dtlaed have a ratio of ca. 2:1. See also Striedth&’, 77; Bergey,
Book of Esther85-89; Frederick®Qoheleth’s Languagel48-150; Muraoka, ‘Verb Complementation’, 97-88khult,
‘Verbal Syntax in Late Biblical Hebrew’, 88; Muraak'Morphosyntax and Syntax’, 202-04.

220 9imron,Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scroigl00.08.

2L ate Biblical Hebrew and the Date of ‘P”, 66. Wever, for a different evaluation, see Krof@yntax des Autors
der Chronik 2, and the literature there cited; Scho®t® Preacherl91-92; Schattner-Rieser, ‘L’hébreu postexilique’
216; see also RookeBjblical Hebrew in Transition88-90, but note that Rooker, even though he guRtndsburg,
does not address his arguments (according to Rerglghe feature is found 52 times in BH, and amibiegn 28 in
Genesis-2Kings [albeit partly in clusters], agasesten in Chronicles, four in Nehemiah, and orn@aniel).

222:.Am Construed as Singular and Plural’, 53-54; note his critique of Polzin’s work on this categorsim Con-
strued as Singular and Plural’, 69-70.
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4. Decreased use of the infinitive absolute as canthand in paronomastic constructions. These
uses of the infinitive absolute are not found irghla and Malachi. The infinitive absolute as com-
mand is not found in Zech 9-14 either (it is foundech 6.10), but as we have seen above, this use
of the infinitive absolute is a fairly uncommon tieiee of BH in general.

5. Decreased use of the infinitive construct BitandK. As Rendsburg points off Polzin is quite
vague about this point, and to my knowledge no egirsnt research has confirmed this as a trait of
LBH.

6. Decreased use . Zech 9-14 and Malachi display this feature (dtpugech 9-14 does not
useyhyi at all). Rendsburg points out that this featureduate an uneven distribution in EBH

texts??* and Hill correctly (albeit tentatively) ascribdsst feature to what he calls ‘the poetic ten-
dencies of “oracular prose®?

7. Increased use of infinitive construct withHaggai and Zech 1-8 show a high frequency of this
feature, but, as it turns out, not significantlgter than many EBH text&®

It turns out that there is very little to go oml®(1) and (4) point to a tendency in the directio
of LBH, that is one feature in each of the bookslafjgai, Zech 9-14, and Malachi. In the absence
of other LBH grammatical features, this seems messonably explained as instances of personal
style.

Subsequently, Hill looks for possible LBH wordstive books by taking a list of 100 candidates
for LBH words and checking to see how many are doarhis books$?” 84 of his LBH words are
Polzin’s 84 lexicographic features of LBH mentiorsabve, and 16 are the LBH words and expres-
sions Hurvitz lists in two articleS® He finds the following LBH lexicographic features:

1. Non-use ofkna.??° Haggai and Zech 1-8 uge exclusively**°
2. Use ofg[z instead ofy[x.%** The rootg[z is used once in Zech 6.8, amfk is not found in the

book. Both roots are found throughout EBH and LBAdrethough there is a preferencedprin

2231 ate Biblical Hebrew and the Date of ‘P”, 68.

224E g., it occurs but seven times in the book of Benomy:; ‘Late Biblical Hebrew and the Date of':FF0.

22> His hesitation in relying on ‘poetic tendenciastihe books is probably due to his view that theygenerally com-
parable to narrative prose. He argugsdk of Malachi: Its Place4-5) for the narrative nature of the texts byrefce
to research by Hoftijzer ota (‘Remarks Concerning the Use of the Partit)eand the research of Andersen and
Freedman on prose particles in generiddea 57-66). The frequency df and the other prose particles in the books
point to them as being all narrative prose (exéepZech 9). Note however that a couple of instanafeverb gapping
in the oracles of Malachi, in 1.6 and 3.24, spegdirest this - O’ConnorH{ebrew Verse Structuréd24-25) argues that
this is a trait found in poetry only (even thoughiléf [‘Patterns of Ellipsis’] points to example$ this in direct dis-
course embedded in narrative texts [e.g., Gen £2K@s 6.27]).

226 po|zin himself admits that the difference in freqay between parts of his EBH texts and LBH is igége, Typol-
ogy of Biblical Hebrew Prose0.

22'Book of Malachi: Its Place86-108.

228:The Date of the Prose-Tale of Job’ and ‘The Enitkeof Language in Dating the Priestly Code’.

229 Hill, Book of Malachi: Its PlaceB7-88; see also Driver, ‘Elohist’, 222; Hurvit Linguistic Studyn. 35, p. 169;
FredericksQoheleth’s Languagel41-46; Schoors, ‘Pronouns in Qoheleth’, 71-M2e Preacher47-48; Schattner-
Rieser, ‘L’hébreu postexilique’, 196.

230 Note Hurvitz’s remarkA Linguistic Studyn. 35, p. 169) that isometexts “[the use ofia] represents simply a sty-
listic peculiarity which does not necessarily refleBH usage...”.
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LBH writings.>** However, of the 91 BH occurrences of the rootydeh are found in Esther,
Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles, and thexeeag., 15 occurrences in Samuel, 11 in
Judges, and seven in Isaiah 1-39. Usage of thecamotherefore not be said to point in the directio
of LBH.
3. Use of postpositiverl in the sense of “a lot of* This use is found in Zech 14.14. It is attested
once in Job (26.8* and twice in 1Kings (1.19, 25), but in Chronidieis found 19 time$>® Out-
side of Chronicles, however, it is found but onecé&lehemiah (9.25) and once in QH (11Q14.9),
and it is found neither in Ben Sira nor in the MiahTherefore it seems that this is not an expres-
sion pointing to LBH but attributable, rather, keetpersonal style of the author of Chronicles.
4. Use oftgxim, “pipe/casting’®*® This word is found, in different meanings, in Zeth (“pipe”)
and 2Chr 4.3 (“casting®j’ only. It is not found in post-biblical Hebrew. baronological implica-
tions can be ascribed to the use this word in Zeaiha
5. Use offc with definite article’*® This word is found in Zech 3.1, 2, and in the prae of Job
(passim.?* Arguing for the lateness of the prose-tale of Miryitz points out that a definite im-
age of The Satan is a concept that emerges intiates. If he is right, this would shathe textof
Zech 1-8 to be late since it refers to this exitngtistic concept. It has little bearing on whetber
notthe languagef the text is late.
6. Use ofl[ bXyth in the sense of “present oneself before/take astatsd on the side of” with the
preposition governing a person (or G6#)This is found in Zech 6.5, Job 1.6; 2.1(2x); 2Chrl3,
and in QH, 1QSa 1.20. Hurvitz argues that thisl&@expression when it means to stand next to or
before someone. The EBH linguistic contrast isrttoge usual combinatioml bXyth (also found
in LBH, Ben Sira, and QH). In the sense of taking’'s stand on the side sbmethingwe do find
I[ bXyth in EBH (Num 23.3, 15; Hab 2.1; Ps 36.5), but thidy subtle distinction between the two
uses ofl [ bXyth is correct. However, the scarcity f bXyth (pers.) and the fact that it in BH is
found mostly in texts that are otherwise EBH makeésubtful whether this is a genuine LBH ex-
pression or if it might not have been an optioEBH.

Again, none of the six features with any confidepoint to LBH.

ZLHill, Book of Malachi: Its Placed3.

#3235ee also Kutschelsaiah 34 and 314.

23 Hill, Book of Malachi: Its Placed5; for an in-depth diachronic semantic analgsithe different uses dirl, see
Margain,Essais de sémantiqu@9-96; cf. also his ‘Anachronismes linguistiquey .

234 Note however that the parsing of this verse isigotus.

2%51Chr 12.41; 22.3, 4, 8; 29.2, 21; 2Chr 2.8; 9;11814; 17.5; 18.1, 2; 24.11, 24; 30.13, 24; 32%,note also the
very similar uses in 2Chr 11.23 and 16.8.

28 Hill, Book of Malachi: Its Place97.

%37 But note that the parallel verse in 1Kings (7.84$ a different noumgxy.

238 Hurvitz, ‘The Date of the Prose-Tale of Job’, 1®-Rill, Book of Malachi: Its Plagel02, 104.

29 The noun is found in EBH in the sense of “adversdn the sense of “accuser”, the word is alsonfdwithout arti-
cle in Ps 109.6 and 1Chr 21.1.

240 Hyrvitz, ‘The Date of the Prose-Tale of Job’, 25-Riill, Book of Malachi: Its Placel05.
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Rooker. Rooker, more or less explicitly arguing for anhgigentury date of the text, analyzes some
features of the Hebrew of Isaiah 40-66 and comphiers to LBH features of Ezeki&l He points

to nine orthographical, morphological, lexical, atdistic features (analyzing four of them) where
Isaiah 40-66 consistently shows EBH usage and witigkeusage is found in Ezekiel, and he states
in his conclusion that “...Ezekiel, from the exilienod as well as post-exilic Hebrew literature al-
ways indicates later linguistic features than theedind in Isaiah 40-66*

Hurvitz. A few times in his writings, Hurvitz points to wis and expressions in Isaiah 40-66, Joel,
Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi that appear to tee ldave found the following.

1.br[m, “west”, Isa 43.5, 45.6, 59.78%br[m, instead of the usug}, is used once in the Hebrew
parts of Daniel and seven times in Chronicles,imgnto the possibility that it is a late word. How-
ever, it occurs six more times in the Bible, thtieges in Isaiah 40-66, once in the EBH Psalms 75
and 107, and once in Psalm 103. Psalm 103 useswords that point to late language, but it is not
a clear LBH text** In later Hebrew the term replaggsand it is found in Aramaic, usually used in
the Targumim for the Hebrewy. So with eight out of its fourteen BH occurrent@snd in clear

LBH texts and with its continuity in post-biblichllebrew, it is possible that the word indicates
LBH. However, with five occurrences in otherwiseHER:xts, it is doubtful if the word was not an
option also in EBH.

2.djaK, “together”, Isa 65.25% As fordjak, the biblical distribution is more congenial wih in-
terpretation as a late term: One occurrence in @bghmne in Nehemiah, three in Ezra, and one in
Chronicles. The term is found in AramaadjK, “together”, and is used fabjy in the Targumim,

but djaK it is not found (in the sense of “together”) insptiblical Hebrew. Isaiah 40-66 uses the
usual termDjy nine times. With its seven occurrences in BH andardinuity, it is still quite pos-
sible that this was an LBH word. But the questiemains whether its presence in the otherwise
EBH of Isaiah 40-66 not shows that the word alse a@aoption in EBH.

3.fbv, Zech 1.7, and sk, Zech 7.12*° In Zechariah we have these two occurrences ofbglBaian
month name. These are indeed clear indicators f Bbut Hurvitz correctly does not regard
them as important for the dating of the languageefprophet since they appear only in super-
scriptions?*® In the main body of the book, in 7.3, 5; 8.19,fimd references to a number of
months but all are referred to in the common EBHest

241Dating Isaiah 40-66'.

242:Dating Isaiah 40-66’, 312.

243 Hurvitz, Transition Period 113-16; ‘Hebrew Language in the Persian Peridtl5 (= ‘Early and Late’, 21).

244 Hurvitz, Transition Period 107-30.

245 Hurvitz, ‘Hebrew Language in the Persian Peri@d’ (= ‘Early and Late’, 21).

248 Hyrvitz, ‘Hebrew Language in the Persian Peri@d’s (= ‘Early and Late’, 20).

247 See Wagner\ramaismen20; cf. also the short note by Friedberg, ‘A N@lue’, but note the critique by Larsson,
‘Book of Esther’, and see the response by Friedbatgde Caén, ‘Dating the Composition’.

248 For the linguistic and other differences betweenguperscriptions and the main bodies of proplhetiks, see
Floyd, ‘Nature of the Narrative and the Evidencéreflaction’.
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4.hLgm, “scroll”, Zech 5.1, Z*° Otherwise the word occurs in Jeremiah (14x, atliapter 36), in
Ezekiel (4x), and Psalm 40 (1x). In post-biblicaliew it only occurs in mishnaic Hebréw.
Hurvitz shows how the word enters into northweshiiie languages fairly late (it is not attested in
Ugaritic or Canaanite) and may be an LBH word. &biial Hebrew distribution of it, lacking in
clear LBH texts as well as in QH and Ben Sira mdk&sconclusion tentative.

5. rx/a(h) tyB, “storehouse/treasure-house”, Mal 323bThe expression occurs two more times in
BH, Neh 10.39 and Dan 1.2. The common BH word $torehouse/treasure-housetida, in the
singular or the plural, withoutyB. rx/a(h) tyB is quite possibly attested once at Quritaand it is
frequent in mishnaic Hebrew and in Aramaic, anthemTargumim it serves as translation of BH
rx/a. This is possibly an LBH expression, even thougtscarcity in the Hebrew prior to the
Mishna necessitates caution in this pronouncement.

6. ljrv #Mj, “gracious and compassionate”, Joel ZX3 hese two words are combined 11 times in
BH, but three times the order is the oppositg, uijr, Exodus, Psalms 86 and 103. Outside of Joel,
the ordenljrv 4j is found in Jonah, Psalms 111, 112, ¥3Jehemiah (2x), and Chronicles. As
pointed to in chapter three above (p. 40) with réga*sK andbhz, LBH seems to prefer a different
word order than EBH. This may also be the case pjth <, but Hurvitz points to no extra-bibli-
cal evidence to substantiate this. The scarcith@fphrase in EBH and the presence of the order
wigru 4Ny in the otherwise EBH of Joel make it uncertainat both word orders were an option in
EBH.

7. wmjrB by, “return graciously”, Zech 1.18? This is the only BH occurrence pfnjrB “gra-
ciously” in combination with the verbv, but once at Qumran, in the Isaiah scroll, a fofrthe
verbbv from Isa 52.8 is supplied willynjrB. This very rare expression may be late, but such a
pronouncement can only be made with a high dedraacertainty.

8. tyi, “corner”, Zech 9.15>° Outside of Zechariah, the word occurs in BH onlys 144.12°"

with a slightly different meaning, “cornerstonefi. post-biblical Hebrew it is not found before
mishnaic Hebrew. Hurvitz shows how in the Targunttsa word is used to translate various He-
brew words for “corner”, “side”, “end’hiP, [Ix, txq, haP. Again, the scarcity of pre-mishnaic oc-
currences makes it uncertain if it indicative délzess.

29 Hurvitz, ‘The Expressiomps tLn’, esp. 40-42.

%0 Even though there is a possible occurrence iagnient at Qumran, 4Q421 8.2, which readsps.tl[ . This might
be reconstructedps tl[gm.

1 Hurvitz, ‘rxia(h)-tyb'.

%2|n a reconstruction in the 3QCopper Scroll, 8ek Blurvitz, Fxia(h)-tyb’, n. 10, p. 81 and the literature there cited.
253 Hurvitz, Transition Period 104-06.

%4 These three are acrostic psalms and all thregreemes are in thiline, so there the word order is forced.

% Hurvitz, Transition Period 49.

2% Hurvitz, Transition Period 164-65.

%7 This part of Psalm 144 contains some words thatimedate, see HurvitZransition Period 164-69.
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Interpretation. In the otherwise EBH of Isaiah 40-66, Joel, Haggeachariah, and Malachi we

find some features thatightbe imprints of LBH. How, then, should we interpitat fact? Our

texts taken together are of the same length as d&laso the fairly small number of ambiguous
words and expressions we have found is not impresaind actually, even clearly late features are
found in EBH text$>® The most instructive example of this is the wtikdn®°
guent (about 80 of its 91 BH occurrences) in Estbaniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles where

which is very fre-

it to a large extent replaces the earlier telnkdsm andhkillm. The extra-biblical evidence is equally
convincing: It is an Aramaic loanword and is usechkImm andhkilIm in the Targumim, and in
post-biblical Hebrew it almost completely replatesse two wordsliklm, however, is found in

EBH texts, e.g. once in Numbers, 1Samuel, and 1¥ibgt this fact does not make it an EBH
word, nor does it make Numbers, 1Samuel, and 1Kif}$ texts — LBH words are simply some-
times found in EBH texts. The crucial point is Heeumulation of such features as is most notable
in Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronities.

Close scrutiny of Isaiah 40-66, Joel, Haggai, Aeelin, and Malachi might very well reveal
more items that might be imprints of LB, but | wonder if this is any different from at legsrts
of Genesis-2King$®? As a preliminary test | looked for LBH imprints ¢me very small corpus of
1Sam 1-3%°| found no LBH words there, and in 1Sam 3, | fomwdLBH grammatical features.
But in 1Sam 1 and 2, there is a number of LBH gratical feature$®*

1. Use of the prepositioH instead ofla. Three occurrencé8®

28 5ee Qimron, ‘History of Early Hebrew’, 350, ané fierature there cited.

%9 5ee HurvitzTransition Periog 79-88; Margain, ‘Anachronismes linguistiques’; B@rgey,Book of Esther31-35;
Rooker, ‘Diachronic Analysis’, 139-40; Schattnees&ar, ‘L’hébreu postexilique’, 202-03.

20 ¢f, Hurvitz in e.g. ‘Continuity and Innovation’lss Margain’s remark, “Certain traits...ne prouvenigen”,
‘Anachronismes linguistiques’, 43. Attempts havemenade at defining single chapters of Genesis-@Kas reflect-
ing LBH and hence being late, see e.g. Rofé, ‘Bletlof Rebekah’ (late-dating Gen 24), but suckratits have been
met with due criticism, see Qimron, ‘History of Barebrew’, n. 7, p. 352 (noting Rofé’s research), will say...that
if we press the evidence too much we may find mranye such “late” chapters in classical BH and thestroy the
credulity of the whole approach. Hurvitz rightly phasized that a text can be considered with confidas late only if
it contains a substantial number of late featurescf."also Rendsburg, ‘False Leads’, 24-35.

%1 Driver has a list of items for Joeldel and Amas24) of whichl/s seems the only likely candidate for an LBH word.
Likewise Hill, Book of Malachi: Its Placel08-31, carries out a lexical study of Malachil dinds a couple of features
he regards as being concurrent with LBH (see &isri[8] on p. 130), of which the robag Il (“defile”) seems to be
the only likely candidate for an LBH feature.

262 cf. Eskhult’'s assessment, n. 166 above, and Qisiremark in n. 260.

23 Note that Rendsburg recently has argued that 1ISarare northern compositions, ‘False Leads’, 3774&o of
Brettler's (‘1 Samuel 1-2") three suggestions f@H.features in 2Sam 2.27-36: the infinitive abselujbll continuing
a finite verb in 2.28, and the possible Aramajgayrbhl in 2.29, have been correctly rebutted by RendsfEaise
Leads’, 37-39). As to Brettler’s third LBH featutbe non-use of apodotidn 2.36, see n. 269 below.

4By ‘L BH grammatical features’ | mean features kmow EBH found more often in LBH.

2651.10, 13; 2.11; see Krop&yntax des Autors der Chronikl-42; Striedl, ‘Esther’, 77; Wagnekramaismenn. 1a,
p. 143; cf. Goshen-Gottstein, ‘Linguistic Structuf®8; Muraoka, ‘Morphosyntax and Syntax’, 204n\Reursen,
Conditional Sentences’, 236-40. Note, however, tiatwo prepositions may interchange too muchBinKsee the
opposite substitution in 2.34 and 3.12, and thg l@t of EBH interchanges in Sperbktistorical Grammar 631-33)
for the substitution ofa for 1] to count as an LBH feature; cf. the hesitatiofriedericks Qoheleth’s Languagel51-
53) and SchoorsThe Preacher200-01) in counting the interchange as an LBHuiea
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2. Preference for verbal suffixes insteadaf+ suffix. 17 verbal suffixé§® against no non-forced
instances ota + suffix.?’

3. Use ohyh + participle to express cursivity® One occurrence (2.11).

4. Non-use of apodotidn front of verbs. Two occurrences (2.16,%8)

5. hlfqai-pattern. One occurrence (2.28].

6. Peculiar use of verb forms. (At least) threeuonces: frequentative wayyiqtol (1.7; 2.16) and
non-past wayyigqtol (2.29)*

Of these, (2)-(5) are clearer LBH features thgra(id (6), but still, this is a remarkable fre-
guency of LBH grammatical features. With this fregay of LBH features, 1Sam 1-3 is not char-
acteristic of the corpus of EBH texts as a whoi#,ibgoes to show that EBH texts can contain a
number of LBH features and still count as EBH tektseems fair, then, to regard Isaiah 40-66,
Joel, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi as EBH tdRkey have their (expected) share of features that
maybelong to LBH, and no clear LBH features.

In sum, at least some post-exilic writers knew howrite just as good EBH as that of Gene-
sis-2Kings. And it is important to note that thesst-exilic prophetic texts only partly consist of
the semi-poetic, oracular prose - parts of thestart common (prophetic) narrative, see e.g. Hag
1.12-14; 2.10-13; Zech 1.4, 8-13; 2.1-7; 3.1-6:%.4.11-5.3; 5.5-6.11; 6.14-15; 7.11-14.

With the most reliable evidence of post-exilic EBE#mming from prophetic literature, from
the point of view of traditional dating this migtdunt simply as a continuation of prophetic jargon.
But even if this were so, and if it were possildeshow that EBH was pre-exilic Hebrew, the fact
would remain that the exile did not put an enchdctual ability to produce this form of Hebrew.

V. Post-exilic Hebrew
From the end of the exile and until the close ef@umran corpus, then, there is attested at least

four types of Hebrew, EBH, LBH, general QH, andradkof proto-mishnaic Hebrew (The Copper
Scroll; Migsat Maase ha-Torah). How are we to view the differences leetvthe extant forms of

261 6 (2x), 7, 11(2x), 13, 19, 20, 22, 24 (3x), 28, 25, 29; cf. n. 219 above.

%7 The two instances dh + suffix in 1.23 are forced because the verbs laseffix already, and the one in 2.28 is
forced because the verb is an infinitive absolute.

28 See above, pp. 48-49.

29 5ee above p. 51 and the references in n. 192 eAd$Burg (‘False Leads’, 39) correctly notes indhse of the non-
use of apodoticin 1Sam 2.36, this is a feature also found in oE®H texts, but my point here is that it is a teat
more frequently found in LBH.

20K ropat,Syntax des Autors der Chroniks; QimronHebrew of the Dead Sea Scro810.122; Talshir, ‘Develop-
ment of the Imperfect Consecutive Forms’; Moragym@an Hebrew’, 154-55; Eskhulerbal Aspect and Narrative
Technique106; Jolion/Muraoka, 847d.

271 1Sam 1 uses many different verb forms in waysrtfight seem peculiar, but Joosten has explainad thell in
‘Tenses in | Samuel 1’; see also van der Merweu@ure of | Samuel 1'. For the tendency to usevérd forms in
peculiar ways in LBH, see the discussion of JouamAdka, 8§119za-b, above pp. 49-52 and the refesénae 187.
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post-exilic Hebrew? Jackie Naudé’s recent publicetihave clarified mattef$? Drawing upon
modern linguistic research in language charigjae first clarifies the concept ‘language’ and then
the concept ‘changé”? Language, he explains, is best seen as idioleputput of a single
speaker, because language as e.g. a socio-patitinaépt has proved unfruitful in linguistic re-
search.

Regarding the concept ‘change’, he stresses thertance of distinguishing between the con-
cept of ‘change’ and the concept of ‘diffusion’.H@nhge’, he explains, is the imperfect transmission
of language from mother to child, giving rise tthierto unknown forms, whereas ‘diffusion’ is the
spread of such forms.

Within this terminology, within the domain of syixtit means that no change has occurred
between EBH and LBH, what has happened is a diffusi LBH of changes that had already taken
place in EBH. The actual changes we see are iddhmain of vocabulary (e.g. loanwords ulti-
mately of Persian origin). QH does not show margnges from LBH, but rather, in Naudé’s
words, “a large diffusion of forms that changedtia transition of Hebrew towards Late Biblical
Hebrew”?"

As for exilic and post-exilic BH Naudé suggestattive might “proceed from the presupposi-
tion of a coexistence of different styles of wiggisomewhere in a continuum between two poles,
namely Late Biblical Hebrew and Early Biblical Hetr".>"®

As for QH he believes it is “a situation wherefelieént grammars [i.e. idiolects]...exist next to
each other in the author’s/speaker’s miAd”.

It is not within the scope of Naudé’s work to eiplwhythere are differencé® but he pro-
vides an elegant descriptive framework of the datifferences that we see.

We can now turn to linguistically date the dispLEEBH texts>’® This is quite simple: Do we
have EBH texts that are datable in regard to thendtion pre-exilic/post-exilic? Yes, as we saw
above, at least some EBH texts, prophetic oracidcammon (albeit prophetic) narrative alike,
date to post-exilic times. This means that lingogly we (with due caution) should date tiee
maining EBH texts to around the time of tdatableEBH texts, i.e. sometime after the exile, since

2721 anguage of the Book of Ezekiel’ and ‘Qumran HabrSyntax'.

23 He puilds especially on Hal&heory and Methadunavailable to me.

2741 anguage of the Book of Ezekiel’, 61-65.

273 :Qumran Hebrew Syntax’, 128.

2781 anguage of the Book of Ezekiel’, 60. Note thatrelies on the traditional dating of EBH texts.

277 :Qumran Hebrew Syntax’, 116.

2’8 Eor opinions in this respect, see Blau (‘StructfrBiblical and Dead Sea Scrolls Hebrew’, 30, padsin) who
operates with three post-exilic types of HebrewH, Beneral Qumran Hebrew and the language oMhgat Maase
ha-Torah. The presence of these different typétebrew side by side he explains by analogy withdieid\rabic
where different schools and traditions, accordm@lau, resulted in different types of middle Amaleixisting at the
same time. See also Davids Search of ‘Ancient Isragl103-05) who believes that the reason may be kggaal, the
differences between EBH and LBH being differenceegister (for a socio-linguistic study of BH [frothe point of
view of a traditional dating of the texts], see @@ ‘Variations in Biblical Hebrew’).

219 But note the reservation expressed in n. 161 atimtdinguistic dating cannot take into accourt plossibility that
older looking texts may have been written latembnigers who commanded the older language.
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none of the inscriptions are as good matches gs,Haggai or Zech 1-8 in that their Hebrew dif-
fers from EBH in orthography, morphology, and lexi¢® ‘Post-exilic’ is still very unspecific, but
with our limited knowledge of the linguistic situat it seems prudent to stay unspecific.

V. Summary

In order to test the conclusions of Avi Hurvitydve adopted his approach of giving linguistic con-
siderations precedence in the dating of BH textss @lating only pertains to the final linguistic

form of the texts and does not have a bearing cethven or not it was written earlier and re-worked
later since various old forms of Hebrew are foumdll subsequent stages of the language. This also
means that the presence of older forms not nedlysslaows the language of a text to be older, but

it is the absence of newer forms that shows thisth@ strength of consistent similarities with pre-
exilic inscriptions pointed to in chapter three abahe Hebrew of Genesis-2Kings and other books
was deemed to be earlier than that of Esther, Ddfuea, Nehemiah, and Chronicles, which on the
strength of similarities with post-biblical Hebrevas deemed to be later. The relative dates of the
language thus seem indisputable.

Deciding the absolute dates of the language isgher, a different matter. Due to scarcity of
sources for the relevant periods, Hurvitz is convath the distinction of pre- versus post-exilic,
and here there is no question for him: EBH is pideeand LBH is post-exilic.

However as we saw in chapter three above, evergthBBH is close to the Hebrew of pre-ex-
ilic inscriptions, it does not conform to them eely, even with the ones closest to it: the veryrsh
Siloam inscription contains a couple of words amwinis unknown to or very rare in BH. Given no
alternatives, it would be quite satisfactory toedBBH to around the time of this form of Hebrew
because different forms of Hebrew at other timeghzeen known to coexist. But, as pointed to
above, there are texts that EBBHesconform to entirely, even with regard to the preseof occa-
sional LBH features, and these texts are posteexilerefore, if one gives precedence to linguistic
considerations, without ruling out a pre-exilicelane would prefer a post-exilic date for the (fina
linguistic form of the) EBH texts.

In this way EBH comes closer to LBH in time, susiggg that there may have been a coexis-
tence of these two forms of BH, just as there wegexistence of typologically earlier and later
types of Hebrew at Qumran. The discussion of tHerénces between EBH and LBH concluded
that these differences may have been the resalthedr a stylistic choice or of an unsuccesful at-
tempt at imitation. The increased likelihood ofaexistence of EBH and LBH was deemed to di-
minish the likelihood of LBH being the result ofitation.

280 Cf. p. 41 above; see also Knauf, ‘War ‘Biblisch-tibch’ eine Sprache?’.
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Dansk sammenfatning - Studier | bibelsk hebraisk
syntaks og datering

Neaerveerende afhandling bestar af fem studier s@krevet og udgivet uafhaengigt af hinanden. De
er blevet opdateret og forsynet med interne hemggm.

De farste to studier, som udgar kapitel et og eksdn hertil, omhandler brugen af den
bestemte artikel i bibelsk og efterbibelsk hebramgkermere betegnet en saerlig brug af artiklen som
papeges af enkelte forskere og af de starre graikieatl denne kategori, som ikke er kendt fra
andre artikelsprog, samles de forekomster af arikbrug som synes uforklarlige og hvor den
bestemte artikel synes at fungere som ubesterkebriilan har desuden fremfart at kategoriens
eksistens kan have diakrone implikationer da detdeseat forekomsterne af kategorien aftager
med tiden. | afhandlingen analyseres alle til katem anfgrte forekomster, og det forsgges
godtgjort at denne ikke eksisterer da forekomstatieekan forstas som normal brug af den
bestemte artikel. Hermed overfladigggres antagelfahkategoriens eksistens kan have diakrone
implikationer.

| kapitel to sgges kortlagt de forskellige bibetgbraiske mader at anvende naegtelser sam-
men med infinitiver. Visse af disse kombinationetages normalt at veere klare kendetegn pa sen
bibelsk hebraisk. Det bekraeftes i kapitlet at delsginligvis er kendetegn péa sen bibelsk hebraisk,
men det papeges at forsigtighed er ngdvendig dardeommer oftere end hidtil antaget i tekster
skrevet pa tidlig bibelsk hebraisk.

De sidste to kapitler placerer sig i diskussioogndatering af bibelsk hebraisk. Forskere
har interesseret sig for bibelsk hebraisk sproghiesi de seneste tohundrede ar, og indtil fait ti t
femten ar siden var der relativt fa kontroversedetie omrade. Det skyldes at sprogforskere tog
udgangspunkt i den kronologi der var konsensus gamimeltestamenteforskningen uden at stille
spgrgsmalstegn ved denne kronologi. Sommetideikrspgoglige overvejelser i datering af bager,
men eftersom der udover Den hebraiske Bibel kudténfa sproglige vidnesbyrd for den tidlige
periode, var sprogforskere afthaengige af at haveettke daterbare bibelske tekster som kunne
bruges til at etablere sproghistorien. Man havdsg ior mindst to korpora som kunne dateres til
forskellige perioder og som udviste regelmaessigegiige forskelle.

Det blev klart at sddanne to korpora fandtes:dd@&n raekke mindre men regelmaessigt
forekommende forskelle i sproget mellem to grupgddgekster, sproget i Genesis til Kongebggerne
pa den ene side og sproget i Ester, Daniel, Ezhehias og Kranikebggerne pa den anden.
Farstnaevnte blev dateret tidligere, far eksiletsidgtnaevnte senere, efter eksilet, og derfor lean d
betegnes som hhv. tidlig bibelsk hebraisk og sbelbk hebraisk. Man ansa tidlig bibelsk hebraisk
som det standardsprog som de sene bibelske foefattien held forsggte at reproducere. Sen bi-
belsk hebraisk blev derfor anset som vaerende ftiilliglsk hebraisk i forfald.
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Eftersom der for tiden ikke er konsensus om denmgeltestamentlige kronologi idet man
har sat spgrgsmalstegn ved den fareksilske datafidg pa tidlig bibelsk hebraisk affattede tekster
pavirkes ogsa sproghistorieforskningen — hvis femister gnsker at sendatere stgrstedelen af de
gammeltestamentlige skrifter, ma de forklare degiige forskelle. Et lille antal forskere har i de
senere ar argumenteret for en sendatering af spmmblandt disse preesenteres den dristigste hy-
potese af Fred Cryer. Han haevder at de sprogligidtle de gammeltestamentlige skrifter imellem
er ubetydelige og konkluderer at de ma stammedtaamme tidsrum.

Cryer stiller spgrgsmal som er veesentlige og s@avkr svar. Er de sproglige forskelle de
gammeltestamentlige skrifter imellem betydeligerllbetydelige? Kunne de gammeltestamentlige
skrifter veere skrevet i samme tidsrum? Findes desuer Den hebraiske Bibel daterbare pejle-
maerker der kan etablere et omrids af den hebraslaghistorie?

Fra den modsatte side i kontroversen har denlsk@sprogforsker Avi Hurvitz argu-
menteret mod de revisionistiske ideer udfra spgeglirgumenter. Han papeger at eftereksilske for-
fattere gentagne gange gennem traek fra talespmiget at de er sene, og haevder at disse derfor
ikke formaede at skrive tidlig bibelsk hebraisk.d&n grund ma teksterne pa tidlig bibelsk hebraisk
veere blevet til for eksilet.

Afhandlingen sgger at pavise at begge disse positier forfejlede. | kapitel tre gennemgas
Cryers argumenter, og det papeges at der er sm&larerog regelmaessigt forekommende for-
skelle i sproget de to korpora imellem. Dernaesegép det at det hebraiske indskriftsmateriale
fungerer som pejlemaerker og sandsynligger at tlibglsk hebraisk er en tidligere form for he-
braisk end sen bibelsk hebraisk. Cryers arbejdelkomment for s vidt det maner til refleksion,
men det viser sig at hans argumenter ma afvises.

| kapitel fire gennemgas Hurvitz’'s arbejde, ogloleter klart at han ikke forsvarer den tradi-
tionelle datering som den eneste mulige udfra etgdigt perspektiv. Set i isolation viser det sig a
sproglige overvejelser gar det mere sandsynlitgtkater affattet pa tidlig bibelsk hebraisk stammer
fra eftereksilsk tid. Der peges pa to ting i deforbindelse, 1) sen bibelsk hebraisk fremstar ikke
som tidlig bibelsk hebraisk i forfald og kunne lig vel vaere et resultat af visse forfatteresstili
tiske valg, og 2) visse eftereksilske bager visggasveere skrevet pa tidlig bibelsk hebraisk. Ba d
omdiskuteredskrifter affattet pa tidlig bibelsk hebraisk spliggpasser bedst ved siden af de
daterbareskrifter affattet pa tidlig bibelsk hebraisk, eih sproglig datering antage at de stammer
fra samme tid, dvs. efter eksilet.
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