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Introduction:
Honoring the Pedagogical Legacy of
Professor Jo Ann Hackett

Jeremy M. Hutton
University of Wisconsin—Madison

and

Aaron D. Rubin
Pennsylvania State University

The present volume comprises a set of contradictions. It is simultaneously a
Festschrift—usually conceived as a collection of essays honoring a colleague,
teacher, and friend—and a volume designed with the graduate classroom in
mind and organized around a few common themes. And whereas a few of the
essays are typical exemplars of the genre of “introductory” or “overview” essay
and reflecting engagement with the wider approaches to the disciplines at hand,
many of the articles herein are specialized papers featuring a theoretical or
methodological orientation appropriate to specific modes of study. This format,
then, does not fit easily within any of the genres that are common within the
fields of Biblical Studies and Northwest Semitic Philology. Yet, the constituent
essays of this volume have been composed with two purposes: First, despite
their eclectic and broadly-interested diversity of topics, these papers all attempt
to grapple with specific problems associated with one of three topics that Profes-
sor Jo Ann Hackett has devoted her career to understanding: philological study
of the Northwest Semitic languages; the study of epigraphic exemplars of those
same languages; and the religious traditions of Israel and its neighbors in the
Southern Levant, as reconstructed from the perspective(s) offered in the Hebrew
Bible. Secondly, these articles are all oriented towards the educational context of
graduate-level students of these same fields of study. These complementary
goals are modeled on both the research and pedagogical work of Professor
Hackett.

When we first began to conceptualize the most fitting way to honor Profes-
sor Hackett’s professional legacy, we were certain that some standard features of
Festschriften remained relevant: we wanted to present in Professor Hackett’s
honor a collection of high-level essays that allowed a distinguished group of
scholars to present their most recent work on themes that were generally conso-
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nant with those that Professor Hackett has written upon so eloquently in her own
distinguished career. For this reason, we chose the three-fold rubric of epigra-
phy, philology, and Israelite religion as the touchstones of the essays. At the
same time, we attempted to avoid several of the commonly-voiced criticisms of
Festschriften: they are too scattered, with essays departing far afield from the
central interests of the honoree; they lack a cohesive sense of pushing the
boundaries of the field, with contributors often retreating into their comfort
zones, outlining or restating previous works; and, relatedly and most distasteful
to potential publishers, they have no single utilitarian value—their academic
scatteredness and typically massive size (and, correspondingly, their often pain-
ful cost) make them virtually unsellable except to the small coterie of colleagues
and students wishing to honor the legacy of the celebrated scholar. In order to
combat these oft-cited deficiencies of Festschriften, we decided on a model that
we hope will prove useful for a wider range of scholars.

Two useful innovations move this book from a straightforward categoriza-
tion as a Festschrift into a less-well-defined rubric that possesses benefits for use
in the classroom. First, we invited contributions from selected individuals with
an eye towards compiling a book that presents a variety of topics—both more
general and more advanced, more traditional and more cutting edge—
comprising a cross-section of the studies currently being undertaken in North-
west Semitic philology. Secondly (and relatedly), we departed from the standard
model of Festschriften in which it is mostly established colleagues—and only a
few of the honoree’s students—who are invited to contribute. Although a book
full of essays by all of Professor Hackett’s friends and colleagues could easily
have filled many more pages than encompassed in the current volume, we opted
for a more streamlined, more innovative format. In this book, Professor Hack-
ett’s former students and Doktorkinder (Bembry, Callender, Ellison, G. J. Ham-
ilton, M. Hamilton, Hutton, Pat-El, and Wilson-Wright)—and even future
Doktorgrosskinder (Bonesho and Greene)—have authored a relatively large
proportion of the essays. Two of the invitees—Parker and Vayntrub—were in-
vited on the strength and innovation of their scholarship rather than on the basis
of any personal connection to Professor Hackett (although the latter has served
on an SBL steering committee with the honoree). This divergence from common
Festschrift practice allowed us to introduce readers to pioneering fields of study
that might otherwise have gone un- or underrepresented.

In addition to these structural innovations, we consciously designed this
book to honor the pedagogical legacy that Professor Hackett has established in
her decades of service as assistant professor in the Department of Religion at
Occidental College (1979-1984); visiting lecturer at Weston School of Theolo-
gy and Harvard University (1984—1985); Mellon Scholar in the Dept. of Near
Eastern Studies at Johns Hokins University (1985-1986); assistant professor in
the Dept. of Religious Studies at Indiana University (1986—1990); Professor of
the Practice of Biblical Hebrew and Northwest Semitic Epigraphy in the De-
partment of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations at Harvard University
(1990-2009); and, now, Professor in the Departments of Middle Eastern Studies
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and Religious Studies at the University of Texas, Austin (2009—present). Profes-
sor Hackett’s work in the classroom has positioned her as a consummate feach-
er, and it is this aspect of her work that we most wish to honor by assembling a
group of essays that both exemplify traditional approaches and employ new the-
oretical frameworks in researching the Northwest Semitic languages and their
associated texts and religious traditions. Moreover, our selection of the Society
of Biblical Literature’s Ancient Near Eastern Monograph series, of which a sub-
stantial benefit is its distribution in the form of open access PDF files, permits a
wider readership, both in the graduate classroom and by researchers at large,
than is typically the case for sparsely disseminated specialist volumes. We be-
lieve that this volume’s suitability to the graduate classroom—due to both its
content and the medium in which it appears—will facilitate its wider acceptance
and application in the field as a whole. If cost-effectiveness and breadth of dis-
semination benefit pedagogical methodology, this unconventional medium will
add further value to the book’s contents.

Professor Hackett is well trained to investigate a variety of subjects, having
earned her PhD from Harvard University under the luminaries Frank Moore
Cross and Thomas O. Lambdin. The breadth of her capabilities spans from the
early history of Biblical Hebrew and the other Northwest Semitic languages to
the religious rituals associated with child sacrifice. These two interests were
combined in her doctoral dissertation, subsequently published as The Balaam
Text from Deir ‘Alld." In that study, Professor Hackett argued that the dialect
found in the Deir ‘Alla inscription should be regarded as closer in type to Ca-
naanite than to Aramaic,” although she has more recently expressed some reti-
cence to continue this identification in light of the discovery of the Tel Dan In-
scription (and its attestation of the yagtul-preterit in Aramaic) and other argu-
ments for Tel Dan as a dialect of Northwest Semitic that did not share in many
of the specific innovations distinguishing Canaanite and Aramaic from their
mother language, Proto-Northwest Semitic.’ Na‘ama Pat-El and Aren Wilson-
Wright challenge the general consensus, arguing here in favor of Professor
Hackett’s original categorization in their chapter, “Deir ‘Alla as a Canaanite
Dialect: A Vindication of Hackett” (ch. 1). They do so on the basis of two lin-
guistic isoglosses that the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions share with the (other) Canaan-

1. Jo Ann Hackett, The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla, HSM 31 (Chico, CA: Scholars
Press, 1984); see also eadem, “The Dialect of the Plaster Text from Tell Deir ‘Alla,” Or
53 (1984): 57-65.

2. Eadem, Balaam Text, 124.

3. Personal communication with J. M. Hutton. For the view of the dialect as an oth-
erwise undifferentiated form of NWS, see John Huehnergard, “Remarks on the Classifi-
cation of the Northwest Semitic Languages”; P. Kyle McCarter, “The Dialect of the Deir
‘Alla Texts”; and Dennis Pardee, “The Linguistic Classification of the Deir ‘Alla Text
Written on Plaster,” all in The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla Re-Evaluated: Proceedings
of the International Symposium Held at Leiden 21-24 August 1989, ed. Jacob Hoftijzer
and Gerritt van der Kooij (Leiden: Brill, 1991), respectively, 282-93, 87-99, esp. 97; and
104-5.
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ite dialects: “a relative pronoun derived from a grammaticalized form of *’afar-
‘place’” and “a systematic morphological and syntactic distinction between the
infinitive absolute and the infinitive construct in the G stem” (p. 19).

Professor Jo Ann Hackett served for eighteen years as Director of the Bib-
lical Hebrew program in the Department of Near Eastern Languages at Harvard
University, and has authored a textbook designed to guide students through the
basic grammar of Biblical Hebrew in a single semester.” As a result of the rigor
and precision with which she executed these duties, Professor Hackett is well
regarded in Biblical Hebrew pedagogical circles. But not only is she regarded by
her colleagues and former students (of which group both Rubin and Hutton are
members) as an excellent instructor; her students have typically achieved excel-
lence in the classroom as well—a fact measured in part by the widespread dis-
tribution of her students in academic stations. As director of the Biblical Hebrew
program at Harvard University, Jo Ann oversaw countless hours of translation
from Hebrew to English (not to mention English to Biblical Hebrew), and men-
tored scores of teaching assistants and teaching fellows in courses such as Intro-
ductory Biblical Hebrew, Intermediate Biblical Hebrew, the ominously titled
“Rapid Reading,” and the downright terrifying “Turbo-Hebrew”. The curricu-
lum that Professor Hackett was beginning to implement at Harvard with “Turbo-
Hebrew” along with Professor John Huehnergard, her husband and sometime
co-author, continues to be followed at the University of Texas, Austin, where
doctoral students read the entire Hebrew Bible during their time in coursework.
In each one of these classroom settings, Professor Hackett is patient but stern;
she demands grammatical precision combined with a fluid translation. Hutton
recalls that once, after a particularly offensive butchering of a passage in 1 Sam
14, in which he translated the defeat (makka) with the modifier ‘great’ (assum-
ing gadola), Professor Hackett forced him to concede that, “well, the battle
wasn’t that great.” Jo Ann’s sharp eye and blistering wit provides her students
an exceptional model and exacting instructor throughout the several required
semesters of Biblical Hebrew, Ugaritic, and Northwest Semitic Epigraphy.

Professor Hackett’s rigorous research in the philological study of Biblical
Hebrew and her longstanding tradition of excellence in Northwest Semitic lan-
guage instruction is honored in several essays in this volume.

John Huehnergard provides a summary of Hebrew nominal morphology,
tracing Hebrew lexemes to their underlying Proto-Northwest Semitic forms and
consolidating the semantic patterns resulting from this study (ch. 2). This chap-
ter comprises a thorough reworking of the section on nominal morphology in the
unpublished, and long-anticipated (and often surreptitiously photocopied) “Out-
line of Historical Hebrew Grammar” that Huehnergard co-authored with his and
Professor Hackett’s mentor at Harvard, Thomas O. Lambdin.

Gary A. Rendsburg surveys biblical uses of dialect shifting in order to cap-
ture and render more realistically geographic or social details (ch. 3). The inves-

4. Jo Ann Hackett, 4 Basic Introduction to Biblical Hebrew (Peabody, MA: Hen-
drickson, 2010).
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tigated texts therefore comprise literary exemplars of the phenomenon known as
“style-switching” in modern socio-linguistic studies.

Jason A. Bembry investigates the epigraphic and biblical occurrences of the
Aramaic verbs apparently derived from the roots VHWK and VHLK, attempting
to determine the historical origination of the former. Bembry argues that the
latter root served as the source of the former, which underwent a process where-
by the medial */ was lost, on analogy with the semantically related and phono-
logically similar VSLQ in Aramaic (ch. 4).

F. W. “Chip” Dobbs-Allsopp takes an unconventional approach to the issue
of ancient written Hebrew poetry. He analyzes written poetry as “emergent,” in
that the technology of writing was first employed only imperfectly, inchoatively
to capture Hebrew poetry. Dobbs-Allsopp problematizes this interface of the
graphic nature of writing and the auditory modes of poetic recitation; without an
appreciation of the unique matrix of poetic orality that underlies and informs the
written biblical text, our understanding of biblical poetry remains incomplete
(ch. 6).

Jo Ann’s tough but forgiving guidance also served as a model for many of
her students through several semesters of teaching under her supervision. Before
neophyte language instructors embarked on each of their teaching posts, Jo Ann
(and Professor Beverly Kinzele of the Harvard Divinity School) engaged them
in several sessions on second language acquisition. It was in these sessions that
most students were first introduced to the problems associated with translation
as objects worthy of consideration in their own right. Jo Ann never pursued the
problems raised at these sessions at the theoretical level, preferring instead to
deal with them as pragmatic matters related to second language instruction in a
modern institutional setting. However, two of the essays in the present volume
deal explicitly with issues associated with the phenomenon of translation.

Steven E. Fassberg investigates the lexical correspondences in evidence be-
tween the (Hebrew) Masoretic Text and the (Aramaic) Targum Ongelos, specif-
ically as regards the verbs meaning ‘to walk.” In contrast to Bembry (see above),
Fassberg concludes that VAWK comprised a root separate from VHLK, and that
the two demonstrate a complicated and overlapping pattern of distribution along
with V'ZL (ch. 5). Although the essays by Bembry and Fassberg arrive at almost
diametrically opposed conclusions, we regard this as an homage to the kind of
debate that Professor Hackett encourages in her own graduate classes.

As Jeremy Hutton and Catherine Bonesho have demonstrated in their paper,
the pragmatic issues of translation extend far back in time. One task with which
Semitic Philology has not sufficiently grappled is the formulation of theoretical
approaches through which modern researchers can understand how translators in
antiquity conceived of and practiced their craft—including the material consid-
erations governing what counts as a “translation” (ch. 12).

Another component of Professor Hackett’s research and teaching duties
comprised the study of Northwest Semitic epigraphy. This focus of Professor
Hackett’s career is honored in several essays dealing directly with epigraphic
texts in Proto-Canaanite, Ugaritic, Phoenician, and Hebrew.



6 JEREMY M. HUTTON AND AARON D. RUBIN

Gordon J. Hamilton explores two methodological principles governing the
validity of epigraphic studies. First, Hamilton espouses a “temporally-forward”
analysis of typology, in which researchers utilize the growing corpus of early
linear inscriptions as a basis of comparison.’ Second, he cautions against an
over-hasty move from the palaeographic analysis of an inscription to its linguis-
tic analysis. Hamilton views this tendency among modern epigraphers as being
fueled by advances in communicative technology as well (ch. 7).

A similarly meticulous analysis of palaecography is carried out by John L.
Ellison, who studies “The Scribal Art at Ugarit.” Employing a process that can
only be described as “experiential epigraphy” (following the terminology of
John Edmondson),® Ellison demonstrates that the implements and procedures of
Ugaritic scribal culture are recoverable. Fittingly, this essay condenses much of
Ellision’s expansive dissertation, which he completed under Professor Hackett’s
tutelage, and we are pleased to present this study here (ch. 8).”

In her study of the Gezer Inscription (now commonly recognized as exem-
plifying Phoenician language and scribal character), Jacqueline Vayntrub
demonstrates how vital it is that epigraphic study be tempered with and com-
plemented by an anthropologically informed investigation. In so doing, she re-
analyzes the “calendar’s” genre, assigning it instead to the wider rubric of “Wis-
dom Literature,” since it serves to “transmit and transform experiential and
technical knowledge through a written medium” (p. 202; ch. 9).

One significant hurdle habitually encountered in the study of epigraphic
media is access to high-quality photographs of the inscriptions under scrutiny. In
the last several decades, improved photographic quality and the increasingly
electronically-based character of research have rendered possible wider, faster,
and more useful distribution of epigraphic images. One of the most important
and useful innovations of the last decade or so has been the application of Re-
flectance Transformation Imaging to Northwest Semitic Epigraphy. In their
chapter describing the benefits and pitfalls of the practice, Nathaniel E. Greene
and Heather Dana Davis Parker reflect on the future of this imaging technique
(ch. 10).

Christopher A. Rollston presents evidence leading to the conclusion that the
so-called “Ivory Pomegranate Inscription” is a forgery. Although previous stud-
ies have given detailed palacographic and material arguments in support of the
same position, Rollston’s approach here is more circumstantial: he approaches
the epigraph from the perspective of someone who has long been paying atten-
tion to the motivations for and the techniques of forgery. In this essay, Rollston

5. A recent addition to the Northwest Semitic epigraphic corpus is an inscribed pi-
thos from Khirbet Qeiyafeh, published recently by Yosef Garfinkel et al., “The 'ISba‘al
Inscription from Khirbet Qeiyafa,” BASOR 373 (2015): 217-33.

6. Jonathan Edmondson, “Inscribing Roman Texts: Officinae, Layout, and Carving
Techniques,” in The Oxford Handbook of Roman Epigraphy (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2015), 121.

7. John L. Ellison, “A Paleographic Study of the Alphabetic Cuneiform Texts from
Ras Shamra-Ugarit” (PhD diss., Harvard University, 2002).
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cautions against the over-quick acceptance of unprovenanced epigraphic finds
and the reactionary dismissal of suspicions of forgery because of any assump-
tions predicated on the lack of skill on the forgers’ part (ch. 11).

As noted above, Professor Hackett’s study of the Deir “Alla inscription
combined philological rigor with acute attentiveness to issues of religious tradi-
tions. She continued to perform research on these same themes in subsequent
works, especially in her own contribution to a volume in honor of her teacher,
Frank Moore Cross.® Professor Hackett’s engagement with the religious milieu
of Iron Age Israel is reflected in the three essays in the final section of this vol-
ume.

Mark W. Hamilton offers a new theoretical framework through which to in-
vestigate early Israelite and Judahite religion. Following recent theoretical ap-
proaches to Religious Studies, he proposes that we should conceptualize Israel-
ite religion as a form of communication. This reconfiguration of our investigato-
ry matrices—along with the concomitant adoption of a “storytracking” ap-
proach—permits a historicizing method that allows us to reconstruct the reli-
gious history of Israel while at the same time doing justice to the literary nature
of our sources (ch. 13).

Although we have not explicitly centered this volume on a fourth major
theme of Professor Hackett’s research—the study of women in ancient Israel’—
Susan Niditch picks up on this theme with her investigation of women’s vowing
practices as related by the Hebrew Bible. She finds that the institution of wom-
en’s vows is frequently “an arena for tension within families,” through which
women could exert independence and self-determination, and against which a
husband or father might attempt to impose his will (p. 334). In this essay,
Niditch incorporates much recent theoretical work in religious studies, particu-

8. Jo Ann Hackett, “Religious Traditions in Israelite Transjordan,” in Ancient Israel-
ite Religion: Essays in Honor of Frank Moore Cross, ed. Patrick D. Miller, Paul D. Han-
son, and S. Dean McBride (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987), 125-36; see also eadem, “Some
Observations on the Balaam Tradition at Deir ‘Alla,” B4 49 (1986): 216-22; and eadem,
“Response to Baruch Levine and André Lemaire,” in The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla
Re-evaluated: Proceedings of the International Symposium Held at Leiden, 21-24 August
1989, ed. Jacob Hoftijzer and Gerritt van der Kooij (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 73-84.

9. See, e.g., Jo Ann Hackett, “In the Days of Jael: Reclaiming the History of Women
in Ancient Israel,” in Immaculate and Powerful: The Female in Sacred Image and Social
Reality, ed. Clarissa Atkinson, Constance Buchanan, and Margaret Miles (Boston: Bea-
con, 1985), 15-38; eadem, “Women’s Studies and the Hebrew Bible,” in The Future of
Biblical Studies: The Hebrew Scriptures, ed. Richard E. Friedman and H. G. M. William-
son, SemeiaSt (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987), 141-64; eadem, “Rehabilitating Hagar:
Fragments of an Epic Pattern,” in Gender and Difference in Ancient Israel, ed. Peggy
Day (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 1989), 12-27; eadem, “Can a Sexist Model Liber-
ate Us? Ancient Near Eastern ‘Fertility” Goddesses,” Journal of Feminist Studies in Reli-
gion 5 (1989): 65-76; eadem, “Violence and Women’s Lives in the Book of Judges,” Int
58 (2004): 356—64; and eadem, “1 and 2 Samuel,” Women's Bible Commentary, ed. Car-
ol A. Newsom and Sharon Ringe (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1992), 85-95 (and
revisions thereof in 1998 and 2012).
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larly centered on the rubric of “personal” (as opposed to “public”) religious ex-
pression (ch. 14).

Finally, Dexter E. Callender utilizes cognitive theory to investigate and
harmonize two themes held in common between the Mesopotamian Adapa myth
and the creation account. Because the ingestion of food is an activity fraught
with danger, the social aspects of eating and drinking become a site of singular
importance with respect to the interaction of language, cognition, and human
interaction. Likewise, the donning of clothing communicates important social
messages. Callender leverages these observations of cognitive analysts in order
to provide an innovative reflection on the “Primal Human” envisioned in both
Genesis 1-3 and the Adapa Myth (ch. 14).

Collecting and editing these essays has proved to be a labor of love. Like
Professor Jo Ann Hackett’s simultaneously collegial encouragement and stern
admonishment, this task has forced us to think more broadly, challenged us to
go beyond our everyday comfort zones, and persuaded us to engage a wider
world of scholarship than we typically inhabit. That is simply par for the course
when studying under and alongside Jo Ann.
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Deir ‘Alla as a Canaanite Dialect:
A Vindication of Hackett

Na ‘ama Pat-El and
Aren Wilson-Wright
The University of Texas, Austin

For almost fifty years, epigraphers, biblical scholars, and Semitists have debated
the linguistic identity of the plaster texts from Deir ‘Alla, Jordan. Jo Ann Hack-
ett—this volume’s honoree—played a crucial role in this debate. In her 1980
Harvard dissertation, Hackett went a long way toward establishing the correct
text of these inscriptions and interpreting their language. She also provided co-
gent arguments for identifying the language of the inscriptions as Canaanite.
Since 1980, her initial identification has received both support and criticism. In
this paper, we adduce new data in support of her identification as a tribute to her
legacy of research and teaching. Along the way, we will review some principles
that will be useful in the classification of the Northwest Semitic languages.
Scholars have classified the Deir ‘Alla texts in essentially four ways: (1) as
Aramaic; (2) as Canaanite; (3) as a mixed language; and (4) as a separate branch
of Northwest Semitic. In the interest of conserving space, we will review only a
few examples of each proposal. In the editio princeps, Jacob Hoftijzer and Gerrit
van der Kooij classified the Deir ‘Alla texts as Aramaic, based on the mistaken
identification of the Aramaic definite article -”." Subsequently, a few proponents
of an Aramaic identification introduced temporal distinctions into the equation.
Ernst Axel Knauf, for example, calls the texts “Proto-Aramaic,” while Manfred
Weippert argues that they represent “a peripheral language which is not yet Ar-
amaic, but is about to become Aramaic.”” Jo Ann Hackett, by contrast, classified
the texts as Canaanite, based on a refined reading of the inscriptions, which un-
earthed several features that either cannot be Aramaic (such as the N stem,
which is not found in Aramaic), or are attested in Canaanite (I-weak infinitives

1. Jacob Hoftijzer and Gerrit van der Kooij, Aramaic texts from Deir ‘Alla (Leiden:
Brill, 1976), 301-2.

2. Ernst Axel Knauf, review of The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla, by Jo Ann Hack-
ett, ZDPV 101 (1985): 189-91; Manfred Weippert, “The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla
and the Study of the Old Testament,” in The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla Re-Evaluated:
Proceedings of the International Symposium Held at Leiden 21-24 August 1989, ed. Ja-
cob Hoftijzer and Gerrit van der Kooij (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 163.
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with -7 and consecutive waw).’ Later, Baruch Halpern offered further support for
her classification.* Others have treated the Deir ‘Alla texts as a mixed language.
Klaus Beyer regards the texts as Aramaic with Canaanite features, while Ste-
phen Kaufmann places them near the Aramaic end of a dialect continuum
stretching from the Transjordan to Syria.” Finally, John Huehnergard classifies
the language of the Deir ‘Alla texts as a separate branch of Northwest Semitic
independent of Canaanite and Aramaic, based on the fact that none of the fea-
tures found in the inscriptions is conclusively Aramaic or Canaanite.’

Overall the debate has hinged on the distinction between Aramaic and Ca-
naanite. But what linguistic features characterize these languages? In a 1991
article, Huehnergard identified three innovative features that the Canaanite lan-
guages share:’ (1) the shift of the 1.c.sg. independent pronoun from *’anakii to
’andki and the subsequent shift of *%and to “ant and *qataltii to qatalti;® (2) the
shift of the D- and C-stem perfect bases from *qattil and *hagqtil to gittil and
higtil, respectively;’ and (3) the generalization of -ni as the 1.c.pl. possessive

3. Hackett, The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla, HSM 31 (Chico, CA: Scholars Press,
1984), 123-24.

4. Baruch Halpern, “Dialect Distribution in Canaan and the Deir Alla Inscriptions,”
in “Working with No Data”: Semitic and Egyptian Studies Presented to Thomas O.
Lambdin, ed. David M. Golomb (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1987), 133.

5. Klaus Beyer, “The Languages of Transjordan,” in Languages from the World of
the Bible, ed. Holger Gzella (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2011), 125. Stephen Kaufman, “The
Classification of North West Semitic Dialects of the Biblical Period and Some Implica-
tions Thereof,” in Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress of Jewish Studies (Panel
Sessions: Hebrew and Aramaic languages) (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1998), 53.

6. John Huehnergard, “Remarks on the Classification of the Northwest Semitic Lan-
guages,” in The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla Re-Evaluated: Proceedings of the Interna-
tional Symposium Held at Leiden 21-24 August 1989, ed. Jacob Hoftijzer and Gerrit van
der Kooij (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 285-86.

7. Ibid., 285-86. See also Jo Ann Hackett and Na‘ama Pat-El, “On Canaanite and
Historical Linguistics: A Rejoinder to Anson Rainey,” Maarav 17 (2010): 177-78, for a
recent discussion of these features.

8. Compare, inter alia, Hebrew katab-t ‘1 wrote’, Punic cora-thi ‘I called’ (Plaut.,
Poen. 940a/930), Moabite mlk-ty ‘1 ruled’ (KAl 181:2), and Amarna Canaanite na-ad-na-
ti ‘I gave’ (EA 73:38).

9. Compare Hebrew D dibber ‘he spoke’ (Gen 12:4) and C himtir ‘he made it rain’
(Gen 2:5) and Amarna Canaanite C hi-ih-bé-e /hihbi’e/ (EA 256:7). The form of the
Phoenician D-stem can be inferred from Greek and Latin transcriptions such as sillech
and sillec ‘he sent’, and Punic forms such as Ayds ‘he renewed’. The palatalization *4 >y
of the causative prefix in the Phoenician C perfect may provide evidence for the vocaliza-
tion hiqtil as noted by W. Randall Garr, Dialect Geography of Syria-Palestine, 1000-586
B.C.E. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2008), 58-59. For a detailed account of this
change, see John Huehnergard, “Historical Phonology and the Hebrew Piel,” in Linguis-
tics and Biblical Hebrew, ed. W. R. Bodine (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 209—
29.



DEIR ‘ALLA AS A CANAANITE DIALECT 15

and objective suffix.'’ None of these features appears in the Deir ‘Alla inscrip-
tions.

In a separate article, Huehnergard identified three innovative features that
characterize Aramaic: (1) a definite article in -% (2) the loss of the N-stem; and
(3) the feminine plural morpheme -an."' Some of these features are stronger
evidence of an Aramaic provenance than others, however. The definite article is
an areal phenomenon that cut across most branches of Central Semitic and took
different forms in different subgroups. Areal features cannot be considered
shared innovations unless they affected a proto-language before it split into dif-
ferent daughter languages. We do not know a priori that the definite article had
already spread to Proto-Aramaic, so the definite article is not a good diagnostic
feature. The loss of the N-stem is also not a strong diagnostic feature. Shared
loss is not a good indicator of genetic relatedness, because even closely related
languages can lose features at different times. Both Phoenician and Hebrew, for
example, lost the inherited Semitic case system, but at different rates.'> Further-
more, languages that are more distantly related may be prone to lose the same
feature based on their shared typological poise."” Put differently, the shared loss
of the N-stem in the various Aramaic dialects could be an illusion caused by
multiple instances of loss in the prehistory of these dialects. Only shared innova-
tions, therefore, should be used for subgrouping.'*

The Deir "Alla inscriptions do not qualify as Aramaic according to
Huehnergard’s criteria. They lack a definite article; have a feminine plural
marker which ends in -#, not -n (assuming p‘l¢ in I, 5 is plural); and contain at
least two N-Stem verbs (nsbw ‘they took their place’ in I, 6 and n‘nk ‘he sighed’
in II, 12)." But this has not prevented other scholars, such as Stephen Kauf-
mann, Joshua Blau, and Josef Tropper, from identifying additional Aramaic-like
features in the Deir ‘Alld inscriptions.'® Such features include the representation

10. Compare Hebrew salm-é-nii ‘our image’ (Gen 1:26) and yasSalloh-é-nii ‘he sent
us’ (Gen 19:13), Amarna Canaanite ru-Su-nu ‘our head’ (EA 264:18) and ti-mi-tu-na-nu
‘you kill us’ (EA 238:33), and perhaps Phoenician pvBaBov < *rabbatVni ‘our lady’
(KAI 175:2). The situation in Phoenician can only by hypothesized since we have no
direct evidence for the quality of this vowel or even its existence. See Jo Ann Hackett,
“Phoenician and Punic,” in Cambridge Encyclopedia of the World’s Ancient Languages,
ed. Roger D. Woodard (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 375.

11. John Huehnergard, “What is Aramaic?” Aram 7 (1995): 282.

12. For the survival of the genitive in Phoenician see Rebecca Hasselbach, “Phoeni-
cian Case in Typological Context,” in Linguistic Studies in Phoenician, ed. Robert D.
Holmstedt and Aaron Schade (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2013), 199-225.

13. For the notion of typological poise see N. J. Enfield, “On Genetic and Areal
Linguistics in Mainland South-East Asia: Parallel Polyfunctionality of ‘acquire,”” in Are-
al Diffusion and Genetic Inheritance: Problems in Comparative Linguistics, ed. A. Y.
Aikhenvald and R. M. Dixon (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 284-85.

14. Robert Hetzron, “Two Principles of Genetic Reconstruction,” Lingua 38 (1976):
95.

15. Hackett, Balaam Text, 111-14, 117.

16. Kaufmann, “Classification of North West Semitic Dialects,” 48-49, 51-52;
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of the Proto-Semitic emphatic lateral *#” by gdp, the realization of the 3.m.sg.
possessive suffix as <WH> on plural nouns, and the lexemes br ‘son’ and hd
‘one’. None of these features, however, prove useful for conclusively classifying
the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions as Aramaic, as we will show below.

In several words, gdp represents the etymological *{ (i.e., the emphatic lat-
eral fricative), as in most Aramaic inscriptions (but cf. Sefire I A 28), but contra-
ry to known Canaanite inscriptions.'” This feature only shows that Deir ‘Alla is
written in Aramaic orthography. It does not prove that the language of the Deir
‘Alla inscriptions underwent the presumed sound change that underlies Aramaic
orthography and, even if it did, a single sound change does not reliably indicate
genetic relatedness.'® Typologically, there are only a small number of possible
sound changes that can occur and thus distantly related or even unrelated lan-
guages may undergo the same change. Both English and ancient Egyptian, for
example, underwent a change of @ to 4, the same change that took place in Ca-
naanite and is known to Semitists as the “Canaanite Shift.”

In the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions, the 3.m.sg. suffix pronoun assumes the con-
sonantal form <WH> on a preposition with a plural base 7 ‘to’ (I, 1, 4) as in
Aramaic, but in contrast to the known Canaanite languages. At first glance, this
feature appears to speak strongly for an Aramaic identification. But in his study
of Syro-Palestinian dialect geography, Randall Garr argued that this ending is
the result of a generally accepted Northwest Semitic sound change: *ay-hii
<YH> became *aw-hii <\WH> by regressive assimilation.'’

Like Aramaic, the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions use the words br ‘son’ and hd
‘one’, while the known Canaanite languages use bn and ’hd. This is not a reason
to consider the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions Aramaic, however. These forms resulted
from sound changes—apharesis of the initial “aleph in the case of /d, and a shift
of *n (i.e., a vocalic dental nasal) to r in b**—and, as mentioned above, sound
changes are poor indicators of genetic relatedness. Lexical items are not good
indices of genetic relatedness either since they are the first items to be borrowed

Joshua Blau, “Reflections of the Linguistic Status of Two Ancient Languages with Cul-
tural Ties to Hebrew,” Leshonenu 69 (2007): 218 [Hebrew]; Josef Tropper, Die Inschrift-
en von Zincirli: Neue Edition und vergleichende Grammatik des phonizischen, samd-
lischen, und aramdischen Textkorpus, ALASP 6 (Miinster: Ugarit-Vorlag,1993), 311.

17. Examples include gb'n 1, 10; yghk 1, 11; and hqrqt 1, 15. Hackett, Balaam Text,
91. To account for this orthographic convention, Richard Steiner suggests a change of *#
to *q” with several intermediate steps. Richard C. Steiner, The Case for Fricative Laterals
in Proto-Semitic, AOS 59 (New Haven: American Oriental Society, 1977), 39-41.

18. Hebrew reflects a similar case, where its Phoenician orthography hides the fact
that it did not undergo the same sound changes that Phoenician did. See Richard Steiner,
“On the Dating of Hebrew Sound Changes (*/ > h and *g > ) and Greek Translations (2
Esdras and Judith)” JBL 124 (2005): 229-67.

19. Garr, Dialect Geography, 107.

20. For the shift of *z to » in the Aramaic and Modern South Arabian words for
‘son’ see David Testen, “The Significance of Aramaiac r < *n,” JNES 44 (1985): 143-46.
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in situations of language contact.”’ In addition, the forms br ‘son’ and Ad ‘one’
are not exclusive to Aramaic. Forms with r appear in the Modern South Arabian
languages, and /d occurs in several Modern Arabic dialects. Furthermore, the
noun br does not occur as an independent noun (e.g, ‘he is my son’), but only as
part of Balaam’s name. Names and their components do not provide a good
source of linguistic features, because they often stand outside of the prevailing
linguistic system. The Kilamuwa Inscription (KA 24:1), for example, identifies
its patron as klmw br hy[’], but is written in Phoenician, a Canaanite language.
The use of br only shows that Balaam had or was thought to have had an Ara-
maic name by the original authors of the text.

The Deir “Alla inscriptions do not seem to exhibit any of the known, inno-
vative features of Aramaic or Canaanite. Because of this under-determination,
Huehnergard argued that the Deir “Alla inscriptions must represent an independ-
ent branch of Northwest Semitic; indeed, given the features discussed above, no
other conclusion is possible.”” Nevertheless, we suggest that Huehnergard’s ar-
guments require revision. Since the known Canaanite features are all vocalic,
and often affect short vowels or interior long vowels, they cannot be detected in
most Iron Age Inscriptions. Short vowels are almost never indicated in Iron Age
alphabetic inscriptions, and vowel letters for medial long vowels only become
common at the end of the Iron Age.” In fact, the only Canaanite feature that can
be detected in Iron inscriptions is the shift of gatalti to gataltr, provided this
form is written with a final yod, as in the Mesha Stele (e.g., mlkty in line 2).

To remedy this problem, we have recently proposed two additional features
of Canaanite that can be detected in primarily consonantal texts: (1) a relative
pronoun derived from a grammaticalized form of *’afar- ‘place’; and (2) a sys-
tematic morphological and syntactic distinction between the infinitive absolute
and the infinitive construct, at least in the G stem.?* These features, we contend,

21. Sarah G. Thomason, Language Contact: An Introduction (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2001), 70-71.

22. Huehnergard, “Remarks on the Classification,” 282-93. Identifying the Deir
‘Alla inscription as Northwest Semitic fout court carries its own risks. The two features
that Huehnergard attributes to Northwest Semitic also prove difficult to detect in primari-
ly consonantal inscriptions. The systematic double pluralization of gVt nouns as
qVtalima does not show up in any Iron Age alphabetic orthography. The shift of initial
w- to y- does, but sound changes are not particularly useful features for classification.
Na‘ama Pat-El has proposed another Northwest Semitic feature: the use of ‘a/ to negate
non-indicative verbs. Using this criterion, the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions do qualify as
Northwest Semitic because the divine council instructs the goddess S[amas?] 7 thgy ‘do
not remove it!” (I, 7). See Na‘ama Pat-El, “On Verbal Negation in Semitic,” ZDMG 162
(2012): 36-38.

23. Frank Moore Cross and David Noel Freedman, Early Hebrew Orthography: A
Study of the Epigraphic Evidence, AOS 36 (New Haven: American Oriental Society,
1952), 19-20, 31, 43, 57.

24. Na‘ama Pat-El and Aren Wilson-Wright, “The Features of Canaanite: A Reeval-
uation,” ZDMG, forthcoming.
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are both shared and innovative within the known Canaanite languages and also
occur in the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions. We will briefly reiterate our proposal below.

RELATIVE PRONOUN

With the exception of some Arabic dialects, most of the Semitic languages re-
tain the Proto-Semitic relative pronoun *zJ in some form or another. Most of the
known Canaanite languages, however, have largely replaced this form with an
innovative relative pronoun.”’ Hebrew uses “iSer and §eC-; Moabite (KAl
181:29) and Edomite (Horvat ‘Uza, line 4)26 use %7;*" and Standard Phoenician,
Ammonite, and the language of the Khirbet el-Mudeiyineh incense altar use %.**
Huehnergard has argued persuasively that “sr, %, and §- are all reflexes of the
common Semitic noun *’afar- ‘place’, and do not derive from the inherited Se-
mitic relative.” Therefore, the use of these relatives constitutes a shared innova-
tion of the Canaanite branch, as Hackett recognized already in 2004.”° This fea-
ture is particularly useful for classifying epigraphic texts, since relative pro-
nouns are a common grammatical feature and occur frequently in votive texts.”!

25. The Akkadian relative §a masks the native relative pronoun in Amarna Canaan-
ite. The Proto-Semitic relative does not disappear completely from the Canaanite lan-
guages. Byblian Phoenician still uses a derivative of zJ as the relative pronoun (e.g, KA/
1:1), while Biblical Hebrew preserves a few vestiges of zJ/ in poetic texts (e.g., Exod
15:13).

26. See the readings suggested in David Vanderhooft, “The Edomite Dialect and
Script: A Review of the Evidence,” in You Shall Not Abhor an Edomite for He Is Your
Brother: Edom and Seir in History and Tradition, ed. Diana V. Edelman (Atlanta: Socie-
ty of Biblical Literature, 1995), 142.

27. Scholars have long suspected that Ammonite and Edomite were Canaanite lan-
guages, based on their geographic proximity to known Canaanite languages and forms
like Ammonite ‘Ammon (cf. Arabic ‘Amman) and Edomite ‘4kbor (personal name; Gen
36:38; cf. Hebrew ‘akbar ‘mouse’; Hans Bauer “Die hebrédischen Eigennamen als spra-
chlische Erkenntnisquelle,” Z4W 48 [1930]: 74), which apparently reflect the Canaanite
shift. They were not able to prove this identification due to the paucity of sound evidence
and the nature of Iron Age orthography.

28. The editio princeps of this inscription appears in Paul E. Dion and P. M. Michéle
Daviau, “An Inscribed Incense Altar of Iron Age Il at Hirbet el-Mudéyine (Jordan),”
ZDPV 116 (2000): 1-13.

29. John Huehnergard, “On the Etymology of the Hebrew Relative Se-,” in Biblical
Hebrew in Its Northwest Semitic Setting: Typological and Historical Perspectives, ed.
Steven E. Fassberg and Avi Hurvitz (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2006), 124-25.
Na‘ama Pat-El, “The Syntax of 'aser and seC Yet Again,” in Language and Nature: Pa-
pers Presented to John Huehnergard on the Occasion of His 60th Birthday, ed. Rebecca
Hasselbach and Na‘ama Pat-El (Chicago: The Oriental Institute, 2012), 319-27, contra
Robert D. Holmstedt, “The Etymologies of Hebrew ‘dser and seC-,” JNES 66 (2007):
177-92.

30. Hackett, “Phoenician and Punic,” 377.

31. One of the most common votive formulae has the form item dedicated followed



DEIR ‘ALLA AS A CANAANITE DIALECT 19

THE MORPHOLOGY AND SYNTAX OF THE INFINITIVES

Several branches of Semitic use the form *qatal as the G stem infinitive, which
led Joshua Fox to reconstruct it as the Proto-Semitic infinitive in his study of
Semitic noun patterns.32 Biblical Hebrew, by contrast, uses two infinitives, each
with its own unique morphological pattern, in almost every verbal stem: the in-
finitive absolute and the infinitive construct.”> Morphologically, the infinitive
absolute reflects the Proto-Semitic *qatal form, while the infinitive construct
comes from an otherwise uncommon *quzul pattern. Syntactically, the infinitive
absolute assumes adverbial functions (e.g., barék ‘dbarek-aka “1 will surely
bless you”; Gen 22:17) and may be governed by independent pronouns, while
the infinitive construct takes on nominal functions, e.g., as a subject (e.g., ha-
16(°) tob lani sub misrayma “Is it not better for us to return to Egypt?”’; Num
14:3) and may take pronominal suffixes. These differences can also be seen in
other known Canaanite languages, at least in the G stem.”* And while the vocali-
zation of these two infinitives in the non-Hebrew Canaanite languages is not
perceptible in Iron Age orthography, morphological differences between the two
infinitives become apparent for I-y and IlI-y verbs when compared with He-
brew.’® For example, the infinitive construct of ysb in Ammonite is /-sb¢ (Tell el-
Mazar Ostracon II1:3) matching Biblical Hebrew /d-sSebet, and the infinitive
construct of Alk in Phoenician is [-lkt (KAI 2:1), corresponding to Hebrew /a-
leket (contrast the Phoenician infinitive absolute ilk [KAI 27:21], corresponding
to Hebrew halok).*® Differences in syntax are also apparent. The infinitive con-
struct may take pronominal suffixes and be governed by a preposition: Moabite
b-hithm-h “when he was fighting (Dt inf.) me” (KA/ 181:19) and Phoenician /-
mlk-y ‘of my ruling’ (KAI 14:1). Conversely, the infinitive absolute can function
adverbially (Ammonite m¢ ymtn ‘they will surely die’ Amman Citadel Inscrip-

by a relative and a verb of dedication. We would like to thank Jeremy Hutton for sharing
a list of Northwest Semitic dedicatory formulae, which he compiled from KA.

32. Joshua Fox, Semitic Noun Patterns, HSS 52 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns,
2003), 179.

33. The infinitive construct of the pual/Dp-stem is unattested. J. M. Sola-Sol¢,
L’infinitive sémitique (Paris: Librairie ancienne Honoré Champion, 1961), 69-104; and
Steven E. Fassberg, “The Overlap in Use between the Infinitive Construct and the Infini-
tive Absolute in Biblical Hebrew,” in Shai le-Sara Japhet: Studies in the Bible, Its Exege-
sis and Its Language, ed. Moshe Bar-Asher et al. (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 2007), 427—
28 [Hebrew].

34. Again, Amarna Canaanite is the outlier. The Akkadian infinitive gatal- camou-
flages native Amarna Canaanite infinitive morphology and is used in all syntactic posi-
tions. Not surprisingly, the Horvat Uza ostracon—the only connected Edomite text—does
not contain any infinitives.

35. Plautus’s Poenulus provides some evidence for the vocalization of the Phoenici-
an infinitive construct. In this play, Plautus transcribes /-p‘/ as li-ful, corresponding to
Hebrew /li-p‘ol < *la-pu‘ul (Poen. 945).

36. For the Tell el-Mazar ostraca see Khair Yassine and Javier Teixidor, “Ammonite
and Aramaic Inscriptions from Tell EI-Mazar in Jordan,” BASOR 264 (1986): 45-50.
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tion 2) and be governed by independent pronouns (Phoenician w-gr? ‘nk [KAI
10:2]). Such a distribution of infinitival patterns is unattested in other Semitic
languages. We have therefore suggested that this feature is a shared innovation
of the Canaanite branch.

DEIR ‘ALLA AS A CANAANITE LANGUAGE

The Deir “Alla inscriptions exhibit both of these features, and must therefore be
considered Canaanite. Line one of combination I identifies the protagonist as
[blm brbflr s hzh “lhn h? ([bil‘am birub‘ulr ‘as hoze(h) ‘ilohin hii’) “Balaam,
son of Beor who sees the gods.” Emile Puech and Helga and Manfred Weippert
have argued that °s represents the common noun s ‘man’ in construct with the
following verbal clause,’” but this is unlikely. Third person perfect verbs only
rarely take an independent pronoun, so /izh is best interpreted as a participle
here, which makes Azh “Ihn h” a nominal clause. Construct relatives, however,
almost never govern nominal clauses. Of all the Semitic languages that permit
construct relatives, there are only five examples with a following nominal
clause, all in Biblical Hebrew, and never with the noun 7s (Lev 7:9; Isa 51:7;
Ezek 22:24; Zeph 2:1; Job 3:15).°

Another possibility, raised by a reviewer of this paper, is that the syntagm °§
hzh “lhn h” should be interpreted as %s hoze(h) “ilohin hii’, namely, “he is a man,
seer of god”. We find this unlikely. While the combination %5 + participle is
found in Hebrew, it is used as a nominal modifier, not a predicate. There are
perhaps a handful of examples of the ‘he (is)’ + 75 + participle syntagm in He-
brew (¥ sariia® hii(?) “he is a leprous man”; Lev 13:44).*° On the other hand
there are several dozen examples of “dser + participle.*’ This is not to say that
the reviewer’s proposal is incorrect, but rather that it is less likely than the inter-
pretation we are proposing. Therefore, *§ most likely represents the relative par-
ticle ‘as, as Hackett suggested in 1980.*'

37. Emile Puech, “L’inscription de la statue d’Amman et la paléographie ammon-
ite,” RB 92 (1985): 24. Helga Weippert and Manfred Weippert, “Die ‘Bileam’-Inschrift
von Tell Dér “Alla,” ZDPV 98 (1982): 84.

38. Felice Israel argues that the relative °§ cannot come from the common noun 7is
‘man’ because a lexicalized form of %5 serves as an indefinite pronoun in Biblical He-
brew. See Felice Israel, “Il Pronome Relativo Nell’Area Cananaica,” in Mélanges David
Cohen: Etudes sur le langage, les langues, les dialects, les littératures, offertes par ses
éleves, ses collegues, ses amis, ed. Jérome Lentin and Antoine Lonnet (Paris: Mai-
sonneuve et Larose, 2003), 340.

39. Other possible examples are found in Gen 25:27 and 39:2.

40. Furthermore, professional terms for prophets, like hoze, ro’¢ or nabi?, are not
found in construct with *¢lohim (or YHWH), with the exception of 1 Kgs 18 in the con-
text of the Baal prophets. In other words, while “is *¢/6him is a common term for a type of
prophet, “is hoze “¢lohim and similar terms are not attested.

41. Hackett, Balaam Text, 31.
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The Deir “Alla inscriptions also exhibit two morphologically and syntacti-
cally distinct infinitives.*> Although the inscriptions do not provide enough data
to show a systematic distinction between the two—as is to be expected for such
a short text—the two infinitives conform to the patterns we expect on the basis
of Hebrew and other Canaanite languages. In I, 3—4, Balaam ‘wept grievously
(bkh ybkh)’ at the portent of El’s oracle. Here, the infinitive absolute bkh—
matching Hebrew baké (1 Sam 1:10; cf. the infinitive construct békot in Gen
43:30)—is used adverbially with a finite verb.* The two infinitive constructs in
combination II, by contrast, behave differently. Both infinitive constructs are
governed by the preposition /-: [-hlg ‘to destroy’ in line 11 and /-d*t ‘to know’ in
line 17. More importantly, /-d‘t matches the Hebrew infinitive construct /a-da‘at
(Gen 3:22; cf. the infinitive absolute yadoa* in Gen 15:13) in terms of its conso-
nantal structure, suggesting a morphological distinction between infinitive con-
struct aﬁd the infinitive absolute, much like we see in other Canaanite lan-
guages.

CONCLUSION

Building on Jo Ann Hackett’s foundational work on the Deir “Alla inscriptions,
we have argued that the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions record a Canaanite language.
Our identification relies on two new innovative features that we claim character-
ize the Canaanite languages: 1) a relative pronoun derived from a grammatical-
ized form of *%afar- ‘place’; and 2) a systematic morphological and syntactic
distinction between the infinitive absolute and the infinitive construct in the G
stem. These features are particularly useful because they can be detected easily
in primarily consonantal texts, unlike previous features. Hopefully, they will
help in classifying other Iron Age texts that are unearthed in the future.
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Biblical Hebrew Nominal Patterns’

John Huehnergard
The University of Texas, Austin

for Jo, who “sees patterns, consistency,
order, and finds the excitement in

.. . . . 1
scholarship in discovering this order”

The present paper reviews Biblical Hebrew noun patterns, listed according to
their Proto-(Northwest) Semitic ancestors.” An understanding of noun patterns

" This paper is dedicated with love to my life-partner and best critic, who knows
Biblical Hebrew far better than I do. The paper is an extensive revision of part of an
outline for a graduate seminar on the historical grammar of BH. I wish to thank Sarah
Baker, Robert Holmstedt, Thomas O. Lambdin, Na‘ama Pat-El, Aren Wilson-Wright,
Philip Zhakevich, and the many students who have, over the years, offered suggestions
for improvement and clarification; I am especially grateful to the editors of this volume,
Jeremy Hutton and Aaron Rubin, for their careful reading of an earlier draft. Naturally,
responsibility for what follows rests with me.

Abbreviations: abs. = absolute (form); adj. = adjective; Akk. = Akkadian; Arab. =
Arabic; Aram. = Aramaic; BabH = Babylonian Hebrew; BH = Biblical Hebrew; cst.
construct; Eth. = classical Ethiopic (Gaaz); f(em.) = feminine; G = guttural consonant or
r; Hex. = Hexaplaric transcription; infin. = infinitive; Kt = Kethib; m(asc.) = masculine;
obl. = oblique; PCS = Proto-Central Semitic; pl. = plural; PNWS = Proto-Northwest
Semitic; PS = Proto-Semitic; ptcpl. = participle; Qr = Qere; Sab. = Sabaic (Ancient South
Arabian); sf. = pre-suffixal; sg. = singular; TH = Tiberian Hebrew; Ugar. = Ugaritic; * =
proto-form, reconstructed form; > = becomes, develops into; < = derives from.

Transliteration of Hebrew follows the academic style of SBL Handbook of Style (p.
26), except that (i) final 77 is not represented when it serves as a vowel letter: m2iv 16ba,
77 sdde; and (ii) spirantization is always indicated, as in these two examples.

1. Jo Ann Hackett, “The Study of Partially Documented Languages,” in Semitic
Linguistics: The State of the Art at the Turn of the Twenty-First Century, ed. Shlomo
Izre’el, I0S 20 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2002), 68.

2. Lists of noun patterns appear in standard reference grammars of Biblical Hebrew,
such as GKC; Hans Bauer and Pontus Leander, Historische Grammatik der hebriischen
Sprache des Alten Testaments (Halle: Niemeyer, 1922; repr., Hildesheim: Olms, 1962);
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and their historical backgrounds allows the student to compare words that
appear quite different but nevertheless reflect the same underlying structure, and
thus deduce that those words may share similar morphological and semantic
information.’ Examples that are well-known even to beginning students are the
patterns 5vp gorel for the Qal active participle and 510p gatil for the Qal passive
participle. But other examples are less obvious. The following substantives® all

H. S. Nyberg, Hebreisk Grammatik (Uppsala: Almqvist & Wiksells, Hugo Gebers, 1952);
and Paul Jolion and Takamitsu Muraoka, 4 Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, 2nd ed., SubBi
27 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2007), as well as, e.g., in Paul de Lagarde,
Uebersicht iiber die im Aramdischen, Arabischen und Hebrdischen iibliche Bildung der
Nomina (Gottingen: Dieterich, 1889); Jacob Barth, Die Nominalbildung in den
semitischen Sprachen, 2nd ed. (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1894); Eduard Konig, Historisch-
kritisches Lehrgebdude der hebrdischen Sprache mit comparativer Beriicksichtigung des
semitischen iiberhaupt, 3 vols. (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1881-1897); Carl Brockelmann,
Grundpriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der semitischen Sprachen, 2 vols. (Berlin: von
Reuther, 1908-13); David Yellin, Toldot hitpatxut ha-dikduk ha-‘ivri, ‘im miskele ha-
Semot ba-lason ha-fivrit (Jerusalem: Kohelet, 1944-45); Rudolf Meyer, Hebrdische
Grammatik, 3rd ed., 4 vols. (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1969); and J. P. Lettinga, Grammatica
van het Bijbels Hebreeuws, 12th ed. by M. F. J. Baasten and W. Th. van Peursen (Leiden:
Brill, 2012). Note also the following works, which are however descriptive rather than
historical in orientation: 1. Avinery, Heical Hammishqalim: A Thesaurus of the Hebrew
Radical Nouns (Tel-Aviv: Izre’el, 1976); Satul Barkali, Luax ha-Semot ha-Salem, 3rd ed.
(Jerusalem: Reuven Mas, 1973); James L. Sagarin, Hebrew Noun Patterns (Mishqalim):
Morphology, Semantics, and Lexicon (N.p.: Scholars, 1987). The presentation of the
noun patterns in the present paper takes into account more recent comparative and
historical work on Semitic nouns, particularly that of my former student Joshua Fox,
Semitic Noun Patterns, HSS 52 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2003), and of course my
own studies. While there are also references to other recent works, there has been no
attempt to be complete in that regard, and other relevant articles have undoubtedly been
overlooked.

3. An insightful overview of the semantics of noun patterns is offered in Bruce K.
Waltke and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 1990), 83-94. Like Waltke and O’Connor, Joshua Blau (Phonology and
Morphology of Biblical Hebrew: An Introduction, LSAWS 2 [Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2010]) also presents noun patterns according to their synchronic rather than
their historical patterns, remarking (p. 274) that “[f]rom a practical viewpoint of learning
nominal patterns, it generally seems more advantageous to arrange the material
synchronically.” As noted in this and the following paragraphs, however, there are also
important benefits to be gained from a knowledge of the historical patterns underlying
Hebrew nouns.

4. Throughout this paper, we will adhere to the traditional distinction between
substantives (substantival nouns), such as house, and adjectives (adjectival nouns), such
as old. Of course, the latter are frequently substantivized in Hebrew, as in other Semitic
languages: 1p1 zageén ‘old, old man’. When the distinction is not relevant, the non-specific
“noun” is used for both categories.
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derive from the pattern *qitl, which frequently denotes the action of a verb or
the result of that action (see below, §B.1.b): 721 zéker < *dikr- ‘memory’, 111 hén
< *hinn- ‘favor’, AR3 ka’éb < *ki’b- ‘pain’, M3 pari < *piry- ‘fruit’, ynw sema*
< *sim*- ‘report’.

In addition, knowledge of underlying patterns helps one both to elucidate a
great deal of the allomorphic variation that characterizes so much of Biblical
Hebrew noun morphology, and in turn to recognize such variation. For instance,
the presuffixal forms of most of the words cited in the preceding paragraph
retain the original *gi#/ pattern more transparently than do the absolute forms:
21 zikr-6, AN hinn-6, M8 piry-6, WY Sim*-6 (but "ARD ko’eb-i irregularly
because of the medial “alep).

Finally, because Hebrew underwent many phonological developments
(sound changes), Hebrew nouns frequently have a different shape from their
cognates in other Semitic languages that did not undergo such developments.
Awareness of the underlying—original or historical—pattern of a Hebrew noun
allows us to discover such cognates with more confidence. In the same vein,
comparison with other Semitic languages indicates that some patterns were not
attested in early Semitic, so that forms that seem to exhibit such patterns in
Hebrew are generally to be accounted for otherwise, either as the result of early
sound changes or as loanwords; see below, §B.3.b(4), on Hebrew gofil forms,
and §C.1.c, on Hebrew gitfil forms. Similarly, the rigorous observation of the
operation of regular sound rules within the history of Hebrew also indicates that
certain other patterns are not native to Biblical Hebrew, and thus that nouns
exhibiting those patterns may be loanwords; see below, §B.3.a, on Hebrew gatal
forms.

Throughout the paper the paradigmatic root used is g-t-/ (g-/ for
biconsonantal nouns, g-/-/ for geminate roots). For reasons of space, only forms
without preformatives (such as m- and #-) and sufformatives (such as -on) are
presented; reduplicated forms (such as the qulqu/ form TR godqod ‘[top of]
head’) are also omitted. The presentation of the patterns is subdivided according
to vowel quality and vowel length; they are arranged as follows:’

A. Biconsonantal Forms
1. CvC
a. *qal
b. *qil
c. *qul
2. CvC
a. *qal
b. *qil
c. *qul

5. The words cited under each pattern are representative samples only, not intended
as comprehensive lists. An alphabetical list of words cited appears at the end of the paper.
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B. Triconsonantal Forms without Doubling
1. CvCC
a. *qatl
b. *qitl
c. *qutl
2. CvCvC
. *qatal
. *qatil
. *qatul
. *qital
. *qutul
3. ovCvC
a. *qatal
b. *qatil
c. *qatil
d. *qital
e
f.

o0 o

. *qutal
*qutil
4. CvCvC
a. *qatal
b. *qatil
C. Triconsonantal Forms with Doubled Second Radical
1. CvCCvC
. *qattal
. *qattil
. *qattul
. *qittal
. *quttal
f. *quttul
2. CvCCvC
. *qattal
. *qattil
. *qattul
. *qittal
. *quttal
. *quttil
D. Triconsonantal Forms with Doubled Third Radical: CvCvCC
a. *qgatall
b. *gatill
c. *qatull
d. *qutull

o0 o

[¢]

o o0 o

Within each subsection, forms are presented according to root type (where this
is significant), in the following order: Sound, I-Guttural, II-Guttural, III-
Guttural, I-n, lI-n, [I-w, 1lI-y, lII-w, IlI-y, Geminate. Forms marked with
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feminine *-at or -f, where attested, appear immediately after the corresponding
unmarked forms.

When a general meaning may be associated with at least some examples of
a pattern, it will be noted. For each subtype, the normal Hebrew allomorphs
(abs. = absolute, cst. = construct, sf. = presuffixal [before the “light” suffixes]),
sg. and pl., are given.

Preforms of Hebrew words are cited with a final hyphen to indicate the
earlier presence of a case-vowel, e.g., *dam- ‘blood’ for nominative *damu,
genitive *dami, accusative *dama. Note the following representations of the
Proto-(Northwest) Semitic sibilants, with their reflexes:®

P(NW)S Hebrew Syriac Akkadian Arabic
*s S (W) N N s
*§ s (@) s § §
g s () s s s

Also represented as affricates, like *s = Hebrew s (0), are P(NW)S */z =
Hebrew z (1) and *s = Hebrew s (%).

A. Biconsonantal Forms
1. CvC: *qal, *qil, *qul

a. *qal
(1) Sound: 5p gal, cst. 9p qal, sf. “5p qgal-; pl. ©9p galim, cst. "7p qalé (9p

qalé in participles of II-w/y verbs, by paradigmatic pressure).

Isolated substantives: *dam- > 07 dam ‘blood’, *yad- > 7! yad ‘hand’.
(For the substantives 2 ‘@b ‘father’, n& “ah ‘brother’, and on *ham
‘father-in-law’, see below under *gat/ IlI-w, §B.1.a.6.)

Active participles of triradical roots II-w/:’ *ba’- > X2 ba’ ‘entering’
(pl. cst. 'R ba’é), *qam- > 0P qam ‘rising’.

6. For this view of the Proto-Semitic sibilants, see, inter alios, Richard C. Steiner,
Affricated Sade in the Semitic Languages (New York: American Academy for Jewish
Research, 1982); Alice Faber, “Semitic Sibilants in an Afro-Asiatic Context,” JSS 29
(1984): 189-224; ecadem, “Akkadian Evidence for Proto-Semitic Affricates,” JCS 37
(1985): 101-7; Leonid Kogan, “Proto-Semitic Phonetics and Phonology,” in Semitic
Languages: An International Handbook, ed. Stefan Weninger in collaboration with
Geoffrey Khan, Michael P. Streck, and Janet Watson, Handbiicher zur Sprach- und
Kommunikationswissenschaft 36 (Berlin: de Gruyter Mouton, 2011), 55-151.

7. These forms probably had a long medial vowel in Proto-Northwest Semitic, e.g.,
*qam-, which was reduced in Proto-Hebrew to a short vowel, *qam-, by analogy with the
same change in the perfect. See John Huehnergard, “Features of Central Semitic,” in
Biblical and Oriental Essays in Memory of William L. Moran, ed. Agustinus Gianto,
BibOr 48 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 2005), 176-78.
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Fem. (i) *qal-t: abs. and cst. n9p gélet, sf. "9 qalt-; pl. MinYp gol-at-
ot (with repetition of the fem. marker, as -at, *qal-at-ot).

Isolated substantives: *dal-t- > N7 délet ‘door’, *qas-t- > NYp géset
‘bow’; for N2 bat ‘daughter’, see *qil-t, below (§b).

Verbal substantives from triradical roots Il-w/:* *nah-t- > nny ndhat
‘rest’, *sah-t- > NNW Sahat ‘pit’; see also *gal-at > goéla in §A.2.a,
below.

(For npT da‘at “‘to know’ < *da'-t- < *di*-t-, see qil-t.)

Fem. (ii) *qal-at: n9p qgala, cst. n9p galat, sf. 09 galat-.

Isolated substantives: *Qam at- > R ‘ama ‘female slave’ (pl. ninnR
‘amahot < *am-ah-at’), *$ap-at- > naw $apa ‘lip’ (dual *Sap-at-
aymy > OMaW Sapdtdyim), *san-at- > NIV §and ‘year’ (pl. 0w/
samm/sano_t but Northern Hebrew *san-t- > nw = [$att]').

(2) II-why: *saw- > nW Se, cst. N sé ‘sheep’ (see n. 18, below).

b. *qil
(1) Sound: abs., cst. and sf. 5p geél; pl. ©9p gélim, cst. *7p galé or '3p gelé
(the latter because of paradigmatic pressure).

Isolated substantives: *%l- > 58 ‘el ‘god’ (pl. @9 “&lim and, more
often, D’ﬁ5§ elohim < *il-gh-tima, in which *-gh- is an ancient
Semitic plural marker'"), *s- > pp ‘és “tree’.'” The two substantives
*bin- >1a bén ‘son’ (pl. irregular *ban-ima > 073 banim) and *sim-
> oW $ém ‘name’ have suffixal forms <13 ban-, nW Sam- (and
sometimes cst. forms -1 ben-, "DW Sem-). ! (Note also the forms of
‘two’: masc. *0(i)n- aymv > oW $(@)ndyim, fem. *Oin-t-aymv
reformed as D'V Stdyim. )

8. With reduction of original *a to *a in a closed syllable, i.e., nah-t- < earlier *nah-
(a)t- (< *nawah-at-). On this phonological process, see John Huehnergard, “gatil and
gotil Nouns in Biblical Hebrew,” in Sha ‘arei Lashon: Studies in Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Jewish Languages Presented to Moshe Bar-Asher, ed. A. Maman, S. E. Fassberg, and Y.
Breuer (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 2007), 1:¥3—*45, esp. ¥*10—*13.

9. Cf. Sab. pl. ‘mh ‘female slaves’. In these forms, *-ah is probably a vestige of an
ancient plural marker; compare *-@h in 09 “élohim < **il-Gh-ima in §A.1.b(1), below.

10. See Jo Ann Hackett, “Hebrew (Blbllcal and Epigraphic),” in Beyond Babel: A
Handbook for Biblical and Related Languages, ed. John Kalter and Steven L. McKenzie
(Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002), 142.

11. The sg. A9 “¢loah < *’ilah- is probably a backformation from the extended pl.
form, already in Proto-Central Semitic.

12. The substantives 51/5'n hél/hél ‘rampart’ and pr/p'n héq/hégq ‘bosom’ may also
be *gil forms, but the etymologies of both are uncertain.

13. On these forms, see David Testen, “The Significance of Aramaic r < *n,” JNES
44 (1985): 143-46.

14. See Robert D. Hoberman, “Initial Consonant Clusters in Hebrew and Aramaic,”
JNES 48 (1989): 25-29.
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Verbal adj. of triradical roots II-w/y:"> *gir- > 23 gér ‘sojourner’, *mit-
> nn met ‘dead’.

Fem. (i) *qil-t: abs. and cst. np gélet, sf. "Aop qilt-.

Isolated substantives: cst. NWR *Eset “wife of < *%i§-t- (< *7s-t-, fem. of
YR S ‘man’),'® *in-t- > np ‘e ‘time’;'” with *i > a: *bin-t- > na
bat ‘daughter’ (with suffix "na bitt-1), *gin-t- > N3 gat ‘wine-press’
(plural nip3 gittor).

Infin. cst. of many roots I-w and of some roots I-n: I-w: *lid-t- > 77
lédet “to bear’ (\/ *w-I-d; cf. 017 leda, below), *$i*-t- > NRY sé(’)t ‘to
go out’ (\N*w-§-7), *0ib-t- > nAY sébet ‘to sit’ (\/ *w-0-b); also I1I-G
*di-t- > *da'-t- > nw1T dd‘at ‘to know’ (\ *why-d-f; cf. nvT dé‘a,
below); I-n: *gif-t- > nwy géSet ‘to approach’ (\Nn-g-0), in-t- >
*titt- > np teét ‘to give’ (\/n t-n).

Fem. (ii) *gil-at: n9p géla, cst. n9p qolat, sf. NP galat-; pl. nop gélot.

Isolated substantive (numeral): *mi’-at- > A8 mé’a ‘hundred’.

Infin. and verbal substantive of some roots I-w: *di*-at- > w7 dé‘a ‘to
know’ (cf. dd‘at, above), *lid-at- > 75 leda ‘to give birth’ (cf. Ny
lédet, above) *sin-at- > 7MW Sénd « o n) ‘sleep’.

(2) I=y: ? *piy- > N3 pe, cst. and sf. pv — pi > '8 pi (cf. "aR “abi)
‘mouth’."®

c. *qul 7:5p *qol(?), pl. 09p galim (also 09 *qolim?), cst. "7p qalé
Isolated substantive: *mut-, pl. *mut-ima > 00NN matim ‘men’ (cst. NN
moaté; also nom. sg. "IN mati- in names such as nowinn motisélah;
cf. AKk. mutu, and Amorite and Eblaite personal names with mut- ).

15. Like the participles of verbs II-w/y with medial *a, such as *qam-, for which see
§A.l.a.(1), above, with n. 7, these forms also probably had a long medial vowel in Proto-
Northwest Semitic, e.g., *mit-, which was reduced in Proto-Hebrew to a short vowel,
*mit-, by analogy with the perfect.

16. 1t is difficult to account for the phonology of nwy “éSet as a cst. form of Yy
%i§5a; more likely, therefore, “2Set is the cst. of a fem. counterpart of %5, i.e., originally
*/sat- — 7ist- > ’ist- (vowel shortening in a closed syllable; see n. 8 above) > ‘éset. See
Carl Brockelmann, Die Femininendung t im Semitischen (Breslau: G. P. Aderholz, 1903),
15; Bauer and Leander, Historische Grammatik, 617, Lettinga, Grammatica, 73.

17. Cf. AKk. inu ‘when’, Aramaic ‘anta, ko-‘enet ‘now’. It is also possible, but less
likely, that np ‘et derives from *fid-t-, from the root \/*w/y- -d ‘to appoint’; cf. Akk. ittu
‘characteristic’, with cst. idat.

18. The Proto-Semitic form of ‘mouth’ is uncertain, but *piy- accounts for most of
reflexes in the various languages. It is also difficult to reconcile the absolute forms pe and
Se with their respective cst. forms, pi and sé. For the former, see Alexander Militarev and
Leonid Kogan (Semitic Etymological Dictionary, vol. 1: Anatomy of Man and Animals
[Miinster: Ugarit, 2000], 195-97), who reconstruct *pay- rather than *piy-; for the latter,
see eidem, Semitic Etymological Dictionary, vol. 2: Animal Names (Miinster: Ugarit,
2005), 280-82, who, as we do here, reconstruct *saw-.
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Fem. *qul-t: abs. and cst. n7p golet, sf. “np qgolt-.
Verbal substantive of a root II-w: *hud-t-"° > nya boset ‘shame’.

2. CvC: *qal, *qil, *qul
a. *gal ?: abs., cst., and sf. 52/5ip qol/qél.

Isolated(?) substantives: *gay- > "ia gdy ‘nation’ (pl. géyim; cf. Amorite
ga’-/gay- “tribe’*"). Probably also 2iT dér ‘generation’, Hin hol
‘sand’, %ip qdl ‘voice’; for the proto-forms of these, cf. Aramaic dar,
hal, gal, but note also Arab. dawr, gawl, and AKk. diiru ‘perpetuity’,
which show the pattern *qaw!/ rather than *qal.

Probably also verbal adjectives like *dad- > 737 dod ‘beloved’, *tab- >
2iv t6b (cf. Aram. and Akk. dad, tab).

Fem. *qal-at: n%ip qéla, cst. n7ip gdlat, sf. -n%ip golat-.

Verbal substantive: *qam-at- > nnip goma ‘height’ (unless < *gawmat;
but cf. Arab. gama).

b. *qil: abs., cst., and sf. 9p qil; pl. ©%p gilim / ©ip gilot.

Isolated substantives: *7s- > WK 7§ ‘man’ (pl. DWIR ‘andasim < *anas-
ima),”" *r- > P Sr ‘city’ (pl. oW ‘arim, perhaps < far-ima <
*iyar-ima),”* *qir- > p gir ‘wall’, *$th- > W $iah ‘bush’.

Infin. cst. and verbal substantives of triradical roots 11—y (i.e., *giy/ >
*qil): *giyl- > *gil- > 5% gil ‘rejoicing, to rejoice’, *diyn- > *din- >
"1 din ‘judgment, to judge’.

Fem. *gil-at: n'yp qila, cst. n9p gilat, sf. np gilat-.

19. *bub-t from earlier *bi16-(a)t, with vowel shortening in a closed syllable (see n.
8, above); cf. nwia bisa, below.

20. See Michael Streck, Das amurritische Onomastikon der altbabylonischen Zeit,
vol. 1: Die Amurriter, Die onomastische Forschung, Orthographie und Phonologie,
Nominalmorphologie, AOAT 271.1 (Miinster: Ugarit, 2000), 89, 320-21 (who, however,
considers both the Amorite and the Hebrew forms to derive from *gawy-).

21. The sg. WK 7§ and pl. DWIR “anasim derive from suppletive roots, the former
from V*-w/y-s; cf. Sabaic s’ ‘man’ (see Peter Stein, Untersuchungen zur Phonologie und
Morphologie des Sabdischen [Rahden: Marie Leidorf, 2003], 56 n. 59) and the element is
in NWS personal names in Late-Bronze Age Akkadian texts from Emar such as I§-Dagan
‘man of Dagan’. It is not possible to derive s from the same root as its plural, which
exhibits the root V%n-s, also attested in WiIR ‘énds ‘person, people’ (for which see below,
§B.3.e).

22. Le., perhaps an old broken plural, from a root V%-y-r. So also L. Kogan, “Three
Problems in the Historical Grammar of Hebrew,” Anuari 18 (1995): 13. Note the unique
pl. oW ‘ayarim in Judg 10:4. Since, however, @ remains in the pl. cst. ™ ‘aré, rather
than reducing to a (cf. 'R’ yamé, the pl. cst. of 0" yom ‘day’, which does exhibit
reduction; see below, §B.1.a.4.b), perhaps the pl. of ‘city’ derives from a suppletive (or
biform?) root Viror, thus *arr-ima > ‘arim; cf. Sab. %, pl. *rr ‘citadel, hill-town’, as
Kogan also tentatively suggests (if so, the unique o 'p ‘ayarim would be either a relic pl.
of ‘ir or a secondary innovation).
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Verbal substantives of triradical roots II-y: *biyn-at- > *bin-at- > 032
bina “understanding’, *qiyn-at- > *qin-at- > n3'p qina ‘dirge’.

Cf. also nwx “eset, under *gil-t, above §1.b.

c. “*gil: abs., cst., and sf. 5p qil; pl. 1P giilim / 1y gilot.

Isolated substantives: D10 siis ‘horse’ (a loan from Indo-European),”
*Qiar- > e sir ‘cliff’; for mY Liah ‘tablet’, see n. 25 below.

Infin. cst. and verbal substantives of triradical roots II-w/y (i.e., *quwl,
*quyl > *qil): *buw’z- > *bii’z- > 12 biiz ‘contempt’, *fuyb- > *tib-
> 2 b ‘goodness’, *ruwm- > *ram- > 031 rum ‘height, be high’.

Fem. *giil-at: n'9p qiila, cst., n9p giilat, st., 0P qiilat-.

Infin. and verbal substantives of triradical roots II-w: *buw6-at- >
*biif-at- > nWIa bisa ‘shame’ (cf. nwa boset, above, under *qul),
¥siip-at- > N0 sipa ‘storm-wind’.

B.  Triconsonantal Forms without Doubling

1. CvCC: *qatl, *qitl, *qutl
Note: in Sound roots the patterns *qatl, *qitl, *qutl and the corresponding
feminine patterns *qatlat, *qitlat, and *qutlat regularly form plurals with
the bases *gatal-, *qital-, *qutal-, i.e., with -a- inserted between the second
and third radicals (except in some hollow and geminate roots), a vestige of
the broken (internal) plural system inherited from Proto-Semitic.

a. *gatl. See the discussion below, following *gif/.
(1) Sound: abs., cst. 2op gétel, sf. Svp gatl-; pl. ©90Vp gatalim, cst. 0P
qatlé.
*abn- > 128 *ében ‘stone’, *ars- > pIR “éres ‘earth’, *kalb- > 252
kéleb ‘dog’, *malk- > '['7?3 mélek ‘king’, *abd- > 720 ‘ébed ‘slave’.
A few verbal substantives(?): *ha'sd- > Ton hésed ‘kindness’.
Fem. *qatlat: n70p qatla, cst. n9op qatlat, sf. NP qatlat-; pl. nYOP
gatalot, cst. iiyop qatlot.
*malk-at- > 12390 malka ‘queen’, *$alm-at- > N ‘alma ‘young
woman’.
Infin. or verbal substantive of some stative verbs: *aOm-at- > npWUR
‘asma ‘(to be) guilt(y)’.
Some *gatlat > *gitlat?: note NWA2/NWID kabsa/kibsa ‘lamb (f)’,
nnYW/NNY Salma/simla ‘cloak’.
2) II-G
(a) II-” *ra’s- > *rdas- > [r0§], written WA ro(?)s ‘head’, pl. *ra‘as-
ima > *ra’asim > [rasIm] (loss of intervocalic 7), written D"WX?

23. See Hayim Rabin, “Words in Biblical Hebrew from the Indo-Aryan Language of
the Near East,” in Sefer Shemu‘el Yeyvin, ed. S. Avramski et al. (Jerusalem: Ha-Hevrah
le-heker ha-Mikra be-Yisra’el ‘al yad hotsaat Kiryat sefer, 1970), 462-97 [Hebrew].
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ra(?)sim; similarly *$a’n- > *$an- > 182 so(")n ‘flock’.

(b) Other *qaGl: gaGal (= cst.), sf. gqaG(a)l-; pl. gaGalim, cst.
qaG(a)lé: *lahb- > anH ldhab ‘flame’, *nahl- > Smi ndhal
‘stream’, *na‘r- > 1 nd'ar ‘young man’, *sahr- > W Sdhar
‘dawn’, *Gagr- > WV Sd‘ar ‘gate’. But also géGel in *lahm- > on?
léhem ‘bread’ and *rahm- > won7 réhem (also DM raham)
‘womb’.** (See also below under quzl 1I-G for 50 “ohel ‘tent’ and
21 mohar *bride-price’.)

Fem.: gaG(a)la:

*nahl-at- > 79N nahald ‘possession’, *na‘r-at- > nWI na‘ara
‘young woman’.
Infin. or verbal substantive: *‘ahb-at- > N0 ‘ahdba “(to) love’.
(3) HI-G: *gatG > gétaG:
*dar'-> Y zéra® ‘seed’, *gamh- > nnp gémah ‘flour’.
But III-": *par’- > 873 pére’ ‘onager’.
4) I-w: qaw125

(a) abs. 7P gawel, cst. and sf. 5ip qol: *awn- > ‘awen ‘trouble’ (pl.
DR ?onzm) *mawt- > My mawet ‘death’, *awl- > 5 ‘awel
‘injustice’ (cst. W ‘éwel, Sf. PWw ‘awld), *tawk- > TR tawek
‘midst’; note also the I1I-G forms RW Saw(”) ‘emptiness’ < *saw’,
m rewah ‘interval’ < *rawh-.

(b) abs., cst., and sf. 5ip gél: *’awn- > iR *6n ‘vigor’ (pl. DR *6nim),
*yawm- > D" yom ‘day’ (pl. o yamim < *yam-ima
[<PS *yawam-ima?; cf. ‘ir, under gil], st. " yamé), *sawt- > VW
§or ‘whip’ (pl. oW $6tim), *Gawr- > W §or ‘bull’ (pl. oMW
Sowarim). Some of these may be < *qal (q.v., above).

Fem. *qawlat:

77 ‘awlad ‘injustice’ (once N7y ‘6la; pl. miviy 6161);*® perhaps also
forms such as nRip goma ‘height’ (but see *qal-at, above).

24. 1t is difficult to account for the segals in onY léhem and DM réhem, vs. the
patahs in the other forms II-G, such as 913 ndhal; the medial guttural in both léhem and
réhem was originally *h, but that is also true, e.g., of W Sdhar ‘dawn’. (A. Rubin,
personal communication, suggests that perhaps the final m in léhem and réhem might
have been a factor.)

25. The two reflexes of *gawl in BH, gawel and gél, appear to be randomly
distributed. Note that o' for monophthongized [ydm] appears in the Siloam Inscription.

The substantive mb liiah ‘tablet’ probably derives from */awh-, which is the form of
its cognates in Arab. and Eth.; for the change of *aw to *i after */, see Richard C.
Steiner, “Lulav versus *lu/law: A Note on the Conditioning of *aw > & in Hebrew and
Aramaic,” JA0OS 107 (1987): 121-22.

26. In "W ‘awla, the irregular preservation of the diphthong aw in an unstressed
syllable is probably due to pressure from the near-synonym 90 ‘Gwel; a similar pressure
probably also accounts for the preservation of aw in the suffixal form of the latter, 7w
fawlo.
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(5) IIy: *qayl: 9} qayil, cst. and sf. °p gél.
*ayl- > R ‘ayil ‘ram’ (pl. ©R “élim), *bayt- > A bdyit ‘house’
(pl. ©n2a battim < ?77), *zayt- > n zdyit ‘olive’ (pl. LY zétim),
*hayl- > 7n hayil ‘might’ (pl. ©91 hayalim), *ayn- > v ‘dyin ‘eye,
spring’ (pl. nixY ‘ayandt), *ayr- > M ‘ayir ‘young donkey’ (pl.
oW ‘Gyarim), ¥sayd- > T sdyid ‘provisions’, *tays- > WM tdyis
‘he-goat’ (pl. oW'n tayasim).

Fem. *qaylat: n'?p géla, cst. n"9'p gélat, sf. -n1p gélat-.

‘ayl-at- > nPR éla ‘0ak?’ , *sayd-at- > nTY séda ‘piece of meat’,
*$ayb-at- > W séba ‘old age’; perhaps also *aym-at-(?) > Ny
’éma ‘dread’.

(6) III-w: one or more of the substantives a8 ‘b ‘father’, nx “ah ‘brother’,
and on *ham ‘father-in-law’, which have cst. forms in -7 (e.g., a8
‘abi), probably derive from *gatw forms originally, with loss of the
third radical w, compensatory lengthening of the following case-
vowel, and subsequent shortening of that vowel in a closed syllable,
e.g., for ‘father’, *’abwum > *'abim > *abum, and, with further loss
of mimation and case-vowel, > */ab > 28 ’ab; but construct genitive
*abwi > *abi > 2R ‘abi and sf. *abi- ka > TR ’abika ‘your (ms)
father’.”® In the pl. of n& ‘ah ‘brother’, the second radical was
originally doubled: *?ab@ -ima > omR ‘ahim (cf. Akk. ahhi
‘brothers’).

Note also, however, *$ahw- > *$dhii, pausal InY Sahii ‘swimming’,
"W Salw-i ‘my prosperity’.

Fem.: *ahw-at- > *apat- > ning “ahét ‘sister’, pl. *ah(h)awdat- > sf.
minR ‘ahwot-ay ‘my sisters’ (Kt also w1th w >y as in NIMKR
’ahayotek) *hamw-at- > *hamat- > ninn *hamét ‘mother-in-law’.
But note also *salw-at- > MW Salwa ‘quictude’.

(7) Ul—y: *qaty > *qity; see qztl [I-y; but note also the fem. form M5
“alya ‘fat tail (of a sheep)’.

(8) Geminate: *qall: abs. and cst. 5p gal, sf. “5p qall-; pl. ©%p gallim, cst.
P qallé (rarely, in substantives, 0'9%p galalim, cst. "9 qal(2)1é).

Isolated substantives: *kapp- > 93 kap ‘palm’, *qass- > W gas ‘chaff’,
*Saqq- > PV Saq ‘sack’; with final m, usually %7 gal: *yamm- > o
yam ‘sea’, *amm- > 0y ‘am ‘people’ (also DY ‘am; pl. *am(a)mima
> 0RY/ORRY ‘ammim/ Gmamim).

27. Cf. Ugar. bhtm ‘houses’, presumably for /bahatima/ < *bayatiima. For recent
suggestions to account for the unusual form o'na battim, see Kogan, “Three Problems,”
12-15; Romain Garnier and Guillaume Jacques, “A Neglected Phonetic Law: The
Assimilation of Pretonic yod to a Following Consonant in North-West Semitic,” BSOAS
75 (2012): 135-45.

28. Aren Wilson-Wright, “Father and Brother as III-w Nouns in Semitic,” forth-
coming in BSOAS. All three substantives may have had this shape originally, or only one
or two, with direct analogy affecting the other(s).
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Verbal adjectives of stative roots (early PS *qalal): *dall- > 57 dal
‘poor’, *rabb- > 17 rab ‘much’, *hayw- > *hayy- > 'n hay ‘alive’
(for the original root, cf. Eth., Sabaic, and Mehri k-y-w), *ra®- > 1
ra’ ‘evil’, *tamm- > on tam ‘complete’ (with *a > a before m);
substantivized: *sarr- > 9% sar ‘adversary’, *sarr- > 9 sar ‘chief’.

Fem. *qallat: n9p qalla, cst. n%p qallat, sf. N9 gallat-; pl. 15 qallot.
*amm-at- > 7R ‘amma ‘cubit’, *kall-at- > ﬂ‘?a kalla ‘bride’.

Substantivized adjectives: *hayw-at- > *hayy-at- > 7’13 hayyad ‘animal’,
¥sarr-at- > Y sara ‘distress’, *sarr-at- > 77 sara ‘princess’.

Some *gallat > *qillat? See *qitl, geminates.

b. *qitl. See the discussion following the examples.
(1) Sound: abs. and cst. Yop/ovp gétel/gétel, sf. “op qitl-; pl. ©hop
gatalim, cst. "70p qitlé.

Isolated substantives: *i6l- > YW el ‘tamarisk’, *figl- > Sy égel
‘calf’, *idr- > W feder ﬂock’ #inly > *zz- > 1 ez “female
goat’.

Frequently derived from transitive verbs, denoting the result of the
verbal action: *dikr- > 121 zéker ‘memory’, *hidr- > a0 héder
‘room (enclosure)’, *hilg- > pYn héleq ‘portion (division)’, *nidr- >
T3/ néder/néder ‘vow’.

Often an abstract substantive (overlaps with the preceding sense):
*hirg- > 30 héreg ‘murder’, *imgq- > pny ‘@meq ‘valley (depth)’,
*qi'sp- > 93D qésep ‘anger’.

Fem. *qitlat: n90p qitld, cst. n9op gitlat, sf. -n9op gitlat-; pl. rYop
gataldt, cst. n‘vwv qitlot; in 1-G, > Getla, etc.

Isolated substantives: *gibt-at- > w13 gib'a ‘hill’, *hing-at- > 7oN hitta
‘wheat’, *him’™at- > nRnRN hem”a ‘curd’, *9gl-at- > ‘l’mJ fegla
‘heifer’.

Deverbal: *dim*-at- > nunT dim'a ‘tears’, *dign-at- > nipY zigna ‘old
age’, *himd-at- > 10 hemda ‘desire’, *minh-at- > 70N minha
‘gift’, *imh-at- > AONW Simha ‘joy’.

Infin. or verbal substantive: *yir’-at- > nRY yir'a ‘(to) fear’, *sin’-at- >
-mzw sin’a ‘(to) hate
*”an&—at- see also qatlat above.

) I *ql’l>'71§z? goel ™

29. Cf. *%an6-at- in Syriac and AKk.; but note also the rare Akk. substantive isSum
‘woman’, which also exhibits i, like BH “ssa. The suppletive pl. ©W3 nasim ‘women’
derives from a common Semitic word for ‘people’, *nis-; cf. Ugar. pl. /nasiima/ ‘men’,
Akk. pl. nisi ‘people’.

30. It may be that *gi’/ > [qgl], i.e., underwent loss of 7 and compensatory
lengthening, and that the vocalization ga’é/ is a hypercorrection on the part of the
Massoretes; see Frank R. Blake, “Pretonic Vowels in Hebrew,” JNES 10 (1951): 250;
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Isolated substantives: *bi’r- > AR2 ba’er ‘well’, *0i’b- > 1N za’eb
‘wolf”, *ri’m- >R ra’em ‘wild ox’, *siir-> IRY Sa’er “flesh’.
Verbal substantive: *ki’b- > 2R3 ka’eb ‘pain’.
Fem.: *fi'nat- > n®n ta’énd ‘fig-tree’.
(3) -y > *qil, q.v., above.
% -G
(a) =" *di0’- > RYT dése’ ‘grass’, but *hit- (i.e., [hit*-*v] > [hit’]) >
RV her(?) ‘sin’.
(b) Other I-G: *qétaG/qétaG: *dibh- > nay zébah ‘sacrifice (what is
offered)’, *tibh- > N2y tébah ‘slaughter’, *sim* > ynw sema®
‘report (what is heard)’.
(5) HI-y: *gity (including < *gaty).
(a) *qity > *qiti > abs. and cst. "0p gati, sf. ~VR/7VR qity-/qety-; pl.
o"opR gatayim.
Isolated and verbal substantives: *biky- > 232 baki ‘mourning’,
*hi'sy-> 'xn hasi ‘half* (sf. ~x¥n hesy-), *kzly— > 93 kali “vessel’
(sf. ™52 kely) *piry- >3 pori ‘fruit’ (sf. "‘ID/"‘ID piry-/pery),
*’_szby > 1% sabi ‘beauty’, *siby- > AW Sabi ‘captivity’ (sf. 2w
Siby-).
Originally *qatl: *gady- > *gidy- > 13 godi ‘kid’ (Arab. jady,
Aram. gadya), *Qaby- > *Qiby- > 2% sabi ‘gazelle’ (Arab. faby,
Syriac fabya, AKk. sabitu); perhaps also *lahy- > *liky- > 1%
Iohi ‘cheek’ (Arab. lahy, Akk. lahi; but BH sf. "I:l? lehéy-,
Aram. /iy@ may indicate an original *git/).
Fem.:
(1) *qityat > 7R qitya: *qiry-at- > WP girya ‘city’, *siby-at- >
MV Sibya ‘captivity’, pl. *kilay-at- > ni"93 kalayoét ‘kidneys’.
(ii) *gitvat — *qitit (by analogy with masc. *qiti) > n"op qotit:
3 bakit ‘mourning’, 3 borit ‘covenant’, NAY Sabit
‘captivity’.
(iil) *gati + -a(t) > Mop gativa: Ay sabiya ‘gazelle ().
(b) by analogy to sound roots, *gity > npR/nvR qéte/qéte
23 béke ‘mourning’, N3 hége ‘moaning’, N¥R gése ‘end’.
(6) Geminate: *qill > abs. and cst. b gél, sf. 5p gill-; pl. 5p/nibp/obHp
qillim/-6tlqalalim, cst. “9p/"99p qillé/gil(2)lé.
*imm- > o8 ‘eém ‘mother’ (pl. MinR ‘“immdr), *giz’z- > w gez
‘fleece’, *hinn- > 0 hen ‘favor’, *hif9- > yn heés ‘arrow’ (pl. O'x¥n
hissim), *0ill- > 5% sel ‘shadow’ (pl. D"?'gg salalim).
Fem. *qill-at > n%p qilla: *midd-at- > 7T midda ‘measure’ (pl. niTn
middoy), *pinn-at- > 738 pinna ‘corner’ (pl. Niaa pinndy).

Joshua Blau, On Pseudo-Corrections in Some Semitic Languages (Jerusalem: Israel
Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1970), 27-30.
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Discussion: *qatl and *qitl Nouns.”'

As is well known, there is inconsistency in the development of gat/ and
gitl nouns in Tiberian Hebrew. The problem becomes even more complex
when other vocalization traditions of BH are taken into account, such as the
Babylonian pointing tradition®® and the Greek transcriptions in the second
column of Origen’s Hexapla,” as shown by the gat/ and gifl forms in the
following paradigms:

Tiberian Babylonian Hexapla
*qatl mélek  malki malak  malki malk(7)
? sédeq  sidqi sadaq  sadqi sedq(7)
? géreb  qirbi qarab  qirbi qerb(7)
*qitl séper  sipri separ  sipri sepr(7)
*qill leb libbt lab labbi leb(bi)

There is also considerable disagreement among the traditions with regard to
individual forms. For Tiberian gatli, the Hexapla has get/i in almost half of
the attested forms (e.g., TH "277 darki = Hex. derkhi, TH 701 hasdi = Hex.
esdi; TH *wWa3 napsi = Hex. nephsi, TH "1 raglay = Hex. reglai). The
Babylonian forms also often differ from their Tiberian counterparts (e.g.,
TH *302 bitni = BabH batni, TH 1277 darké = BabH dirké, TH "1p gibri =
BabH gabri, TH 030 ragléhem = BabH rigléham).

Further, even within Tiberian there exist many *git/ nouns that appear
as both gétel and gétel: e.g., YU/Yw yésa?yésa‘ ‘rescue’, H03/503
késel/késel “folly’, T/"T3 néder/néder ‘vow’, mMeym¥l nesah/nesah
‘perpetuity’, Yn0/onD sémel/sémel ‘image’, oW/ Sétep/sétep “flood’.

No strlctly phonologlcal solution will account for all of these
inconsistencies. In an important study, however, Lambdin points out the
following significant data:*

31. The following discussion relies heavily on an unpublished manuscript of T. O.
Lambdin. See also his article cited in n. 34, below.

32. See Israel Yeivin, The Hebrew Language Tradition as Reflected in the
Babylonian Vocalization, 2 vols. (Jerusalem: Academy of the Hebrew Language, 1985
[Hebrew]).

33. See Einar Brenno, Studien iiber hebrdische Morphologie und Vokalismus auf
Grundlage der mercatischen Fragmente der zweiten Kolumne der Hexapla des Origenes
(Leipzig: Brockhaus, 1943); Gerard Janssens, Studies in Hebrew Historical Linguistics
based on Origen’s Secunda (Leuven: Peeters 1982).

34. Thomas O. Lambdin, “Philippi’s Law Reconsidered,” in Biblical Studies
Presented to Samuel Iwry, ed. Ann Kort and Scott Morschauser (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 1985), 135-45. An alternative approach is taken by E. J. Revell, “The
Voweling of ‘i-type’ Segholates in Tiberian Hebrew,” JNES 44 (1985): 319-28. Revell
also points to certain specific consonants as factors; but his purely phonological approach
and his claim that “There is no need to invoke ‘analogy’” (p. 327) are difficult to accept,
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85% of the *qatl/*qitl nouns (sound roots only) in which the middle
radical is a sonorant, i.e., /, m, n, or r, have gétel (not gétel) as
their only non-suffixal form (e.g., 720 mélek ~ *251 malki, 17
qéreb ~ 27 qirbi).

83% of the forms whose middle radical is not one of the sonorants
have *gitl- as the suffixal base (e.g., PTX sédeq ~ "PT% sidqi, 790
séper ~ ™90 sipri).

These facts suggest that *qat/ and *qifl nouns underwent a partial
redistribution on the basis of a phonological factor, namely, the presence or
absence of a sonorant /, m, n, or r as the middle radical (below, R =/, m, n,
7), as follows:

(1) early Hebrew *a was pronounced [e] before a consonant cluster,
provided the first consonant of the cluster was not a sonorant (i.e.,
a=[e]/_C,C, C, #R): *sadq(?) > sedq(1);

(2) early Hebrew *i was also pronounced [e] before a final consonant
cluster, when the first consonant of the cluster was a sonorant (i.e.,
i =[e] / __RC#): *qirb > gerb (> géreb, but qirbi); in the
Hexaplaric transcription, e and i were written as e (epsilon);

(3) in Tiberian Hebrew Hebrew, *a became e before a final consonant
cluster (i.e., a > e/ C__C,C,#): malk > melk (> mélek, but malki);

(4) in Tiberian, unstressed e became i sedqi > PR sidqr;
in Babylonian, e became a (sddaq, qgarab).

Thus, there was a merger of original *gatl and *gitl patterns in some
phonetic environments, and biforms of the type gétel/qétel will have arisen
because of the ambiguity of the suffixal form *gitl- (< *gatl and *qit]).
Even with these rules, however, exceptions and inconsistencies remain,
such as Tiberian *72p ‘abdi (with a due to initial *?). For some of these, it
must perhaps be assumed that Hebrew inherited biforms from PNWS:
*ragl-/*rigl- (*rigl- elsewhere in Semitic), *dark-/*dirk-, etc.*®

c. *qutl
(1) Sound: abs. and cst. Y0P gotel, sf. “Hop qotl- (rarely -5op qutl-,
especially before a labial); pl. oovp/ovp/Y0R ga/d/otalim, cst.
“op gotlé.
Isolated substantives: *udn- > nIR ’ozen ‘ear’ (dual DR ‘ozndyim),
*qurn- > 114 goren ‘threshing-floor’ (pl. Mimy/niza ga/drandt),
*urp- > W ‘orep ‘(back of) neck’, *surs- > W §ores ‘root’ (pl.
DWW *Sordsim).

especially when the non-Tiberian traditions are taken into consideration.

35. Note also *malk- and *milk- in various NWS languages; see W. H. van Soldt,
“The Vocalization of the Word mlk King in Late Bronze Age Syllabic Texts from Syria
and Palestine,” in Hamlet on a Hill: Semitic and Greek Studies Presented to Prof. T.
Muraoka on the Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday, ed. M. Baasten and W. Th. van
Peursen, OLA 118 (Leuven: Peeters, 2003), 449-71.
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Abstract substantives from stative roots: *urk- > IR orek ‘length’,
*qudl- > 913 godel ‘greatness’, *husk- > TWh hosek ‘darkness’,
*yusr- > W yoser uprlghtness *fumq- > pny ‘omeq ‘depth’,
*ulr- > WY ‘oer ‘wealth’, *rugiz- > 11 rogez ‘agitation’.

Verbal substantives from active roots, denotlng the result of the verbal
action: *%ukl- > 92K ’okel ‘food (what is [to be] eaten)’, *umr- > 0K
omer ‘speech’.

Perhaps the original form of the verbal substantive of certain other
verbs, preserved in, and regularized as, the sf. form of the Qal Infin.
cst.: VP gotl-; see *qatal, below, §B.3.a.

Fem. *qutl-at: n'0p qotla (occasionally n70p qutla, especially before a
labial), cst. nvp qotlat, sf. -nop qotlar; pl. rdVP/NYOR
qatalot/qotalot, cst. VP gotlot.

Isolated substantive: *$url-at- > 77w ‘orla ‘foreskin’.

Verbal substantives: *ukl-at- > 1728 ‘okla ‘food’, *hukm-at- > nnan
hokma ‘wisdom’, *hurb-at- > 72N horba ‘ruin’, *tuhr-at- > 700
tohord ‘purification’, *fum”™at- > NNV tum’a ‘uncleanness’, qurh-
at- > 1My gorhd ‘baldness *rug’z-at- > 37 rogzd ‘quivering’.

(2a) I *qu'l: '7&7 427617 sometimes 58p ¢o()l, 5ip qol.

*pu’r- > 713 bor, and Kt R2, “pit’.

*bu’s- > WRA ba’a5 ‘stench’, *mu’d- > TRN ma’od ‘muchness’. [ORY
la’om people (gathering?)’ is probably a *qutull form; see §D.d,
below.] But note also *fu’r- >8R to’ar ‘form’, like other II-G.

Fem.: *bu’s-at- > nWR3a bo’§d ‘noxious weeds’.

(2b) Other II-G: qual *pu‘l— > byh po‘al ‘deed’, *ruhb- > a1 rohab
‘width’; TI=A: *muhr- > 90n mohar ‘bride- prlce *suhm- > DnYw
Soham “‘carnelian(?)’; but *uhl- > SaR “ohel, pl. *uhalima >
DOR/DYIN ‘o/0halim,’ *buhn- > 103 béhen ‘thumb’.*®

(3) II-w: > *qal, q.v., above.

4) 1I-G: gotaG. *urh- > MR ‘orah ‘way (going)’, *gubh- > A1} gobah
‘height’.

36. As with *gi’l > go’el (see above, n. 30), it may be that *qu’/ regularly > [qol],
which was hypercorrected to ga’6! by the Massoretes in most instances.

37. Since the cognates of “ohel and mohar are gatl forms (e.g., Arab. “ahl, AKk. alu;
Arab. mahr, Syriac mahra), it is also possible, though less likely, that the ancestors of the
Hebrew forms were likewise gatl/ forms, in which however the medial % ceased to be
pronounced, with compensatory lengthening of the a to a, followed by the action of the
Canaanite shift; i.e., *ahl- > *%al- > [0l] and *mahr- > *mar- > [mor] (cf. the
development of *ra’s- > ras, above), later hypercorrected to [*0hel] and [mdhar] with re-
insertion of the % in a spelling-pronunciation. Cf. also above on qu¢/ forms II-’ such as
ma’od < *mu’d-.

38. The pl. cst. ni3na boahondt is from a biform *bahon < *bihdan-; cf. Arab. dialectal
biham (with n > m, probably by assimilation to the labial b), beside “ibham, and Akk.
ubanu < *’ibhan- (with assimilation of *i to *u before b).



BIBLICAL HEBREW NOMINAL PATTERNS 41

(5) II-w: perhaps *tuhw- > 31 tohi and *buhw- > 103 bohii (one of these
probably formed by direct analogy with the other).

Fem.: note pl. *urawat- > niIR ‘urawdt ‘manger’, cst. NIMR/N™IN
urwot/ uryot.

(6) I-y: *quty > 0p/op ga/oti, sf. =R qoty-.

Isolated substantives: *uny- > %R ‘oni ‘fleet’, *Qury- > MY sori
‘balsam’ (but cf. Ugar. zrw /zurwu/).

Verbal substantives: *huly- > "9 holi ‘sickness’, *yupy- > (pausal) 2
Yopi (cst. '3 yapi) ‘beauty’, *uny- > ‘oni “affliction’; *ru’y- >3
ro’i ‘sight’.

Fem.: ’oni + -a > 7R ‘oniyd ‘ship’.

(7) Geminate: *qull: abs. and cst. 5p gal, sf. “5p qull-; pl. ©%p qullim, cst.
o qullé.

Isolated substantives: *dubb- > 27 dob ‘bear’, *muhh- > nid moah
‘marrow’.

Verbal substantives: *hugq- > ph hog ‘statute’, *hurr- > 2 hor ‘hole
(something bored)’ (pl. 0™ horim < *hurrim), *murr- > 2 mor

‘myrrh (bitterness)’, *u‘z’z- > 1 oz ‘strength’, *rubb- > 29 rob
‘multitude’, *ruf->p3 roa’ ‘evil’, *tumm- > oR tom ‘completeness’.

Fem. *qull-at: n9p quila, cst. n9p qullat, st. n9p qullat-; pl. nivp qullot.

Isolated substantives: *umm-at- > AR *umma ‘people’, *gull-at- >
% gulla ‘basin’.

Verbal substantives: *hugq-at- > npn hugqa ‘statute’, *sukk-at- > 120
sukka ‘booth’, *tumm-at- > QRN *tummda ‘integrity’.

2. CvCvC: *qatal, *qatil, *qatul, *qital, *qutal, *qutul
Note: Patterns with *i and another high vowel (*gitil, *qitul, *qutil) are
not reconstructable for Proto-Semitic and are not native to BH.

a. *qatal

(1) Sound: Yvp gatal, cst. Y0P gatal, sf. “90p gatal-; pl. VP gatalim, cst.

op girle.”
Note: A few substantives and adjectives of this pattern have suppletive

stems, with doubled third radicals (i.e., *gatall-), before endings (see
D, below, for examples); in a majority of these the third radical is a
sonorant (I, m, n, r): Y03 gamal ‘camel’, pl. ©9n3 gomallim; 107
qatan ‘small’, fs 73Vp gotanna, mp TWOP gotannim; 1Y Sapan
‘badger’, pl. 0uaY Sapannim; further, pl. niave palaggor ‘streams’;
note also perhaps the (poetic) sg. ™V Saday <*Sadayy-(?) = NIV
sade < *sadaw- ‘field’.

(2) Il—weak: ? *qawal/qayal > *qal > 9ip gél(?): e.g., MR *6r ‘light’.

39. On the phonetically problematic word WaT dobas ‘honey’, see Alexey Yuditsky,
“dobas and Similar Forms,” Lesonenu 71 (2009): 281-86 [Hebrew]. For substantives
with the pattern gatal, see *qatal (below, §B.3.a).
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(3) lll-weak *qataw/yv: n0R qate, cst. "R gateé; pl. DVR qatim, cst. VP
gaté (these forms also reflect *qcml III-weak; see below, §c); but
note also *‘anaw- > ‘@naw ‘poor’.

(4) Geminate: galal (substantives; for most *galal adjectives, see *qall
above).

Isolated substantives: *adam- > ©IR “addam ‘person, humanity’,
*haday- > MN haze ‘breast (of an animal)’, *nahar- > 303 nahar
‘river’, *naway- > M nawe ‘steppe’, pl. *panawima > 08 panim
‘face’, *paras- > w1 paras ‘horse’, *rapam- > o7 raham ‘vulture’,
*Sadaw- > TV Sade ‘field’.

Some *qatal substantives may reflect old collectives (plurals): *bagar-
> 3 baqar ‘cattle’, *daqan- > 191 zdqan ‘beard (whiskers?)’,
*matar- > 00 matar ‘rain’, *ganaw- > Nip qane ‘reed(s)’, *Oalal- >
59w Salal ‘plunder’.

Abstract verbal substantives: *’afam- > DWR ‘asam ‘guilt’, *dabar- >
n27 dabar ‘word’, *hama's- > onn hamas ‘violence’, *kadab- > 212
kazab ‘lie’, *nagam- > 0p3 nagam ‘vengeance’, *amal- > v ‘amal
‘labor(s)’, *@ama’- > KXY sama’ ‘thirst’, *qa'saw- > n¥p gase ‘end’,
*ragab- > 2v7 ra‘ab ‘hunger’, *Sakar- > 72V sakar ‘wages’.

Adjectives from stative roots: *hada8- > WIn hadas ‘new’, *hakam- >
0on hakam ‘wise’, *halag- > P halag ‘smooth’, *yagar- >
yaqar ‘precious’, *yasar- > W yasar ‘straight’, *laban- > 1237 laban
‘white’, *nabal- > '7;; nabal ‘foolish’, *rahab- > 117 rahab ‘wide’,
*sapal-> 590 Sapal ‘low’. Note also *halal- > 59 halal ‘pierced’.

Fem. *qatal-at: n70p gatala, cst. n20p gitlat, sf. -nvp gitlat-; pl. ﬁ'?(gp
qgatalot, cst. n‘mv qltlot

Note: A few feminine words exhibit allomorphs of the form *qatal-t:*
e.g., *fatar-at- > n0Y ‘dtara ‘crown’, but cst. *atar-t- N0 ‘aréret.

Isolated substantives?: *adam-at- > TR “ddama ‘ground’, *qa‘ar-at-
> wp ga'dra ‘dish’; singulative (nomen unitatis) *namal-at- > 171]
namald ‘ant’.

Abstract verbal substantives: *barak-at- > N3 barakd ‘blessing’,
*naqam-at- > NNPI nagdma ‘vengeance’, s/dzafaq at- > NpYY/NpY
s/za‘aga ‘cry’; from stative adjectives *qatal: *nabal-at- > 1’2;;
nabala ‘folly’, *anaw-at- > My ‘anawa ‘humility’; from unattested
stative adjectives *qatal: *da’ag-at- > N7 do’aga ‘anxiety’,
¥sadaq-at- > NPT sadaqa ‘righteousness’.

40. See Richard C. Steiner, “Vowel Syncope and Syllable Repair Processes in Proto-
Semitic Construct Forms,” in Language and Nature: Papers Presented to John
Huehnergard on the Occasion of His Sixtieth Birthday, ed. Rebecca Hasselbach and
Na‘ama Pat-El, Studies in Ancient Oriental Civilization 67 (Chicago: Oriental Institute,
2012), 365-90.
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*qatil
(1) Sound: Hvp gatel, cst. Yop gatal, sf. “50p gatel-; pl. Y0P gatélim, cst.
op giflé.

Note: (a) The sg. cst. form Svp gotal is probably the result of
analogy to *qatal forms, after the falling together of the plural
cst. forms:*!

yisreé : zigné :: yasar : X = zaqan.

(b) A few forms of the pattern *gatil have cst. (but not sf.)
forms *gatl (or *qitl?): e.g., *katip- > N3 katép ‘shoulder’,
cst. *katp- > 903 kétep; similarly 773 gader ‘wall’, cst. 773
géder; 77! yarek ‘thigh’, cst. 77 yérek; 722 kabed ‘heavy’, cst.
722 kabad and 732 kébed. These alloforms may be compared
with their Arab. cognates, some of which occur in biforms,
such as katif/katf/kitf, warik/wark/wirk. 1t is not clear whether
these alternations reflect true biforms going back to PS or an
early vowel reduction rule, as proposed recently by Steiner
(i.e., abs. *qatilu, cst. *qatilu > *qatlu).”* (Cf. in this regard
fem. forms cited above of the type abs. mvy ‘arara <
*atarat-, cst. NV ‘atéret < *atart-.)

Isolated substantives: *yatid- > T yated ‘peg’, *'aqib- > 1py ‘dgeb
‘heel’, *rahil- > 5 rahel ‘ewe’; also 13 gader, 77 yarek, an3
katep, discussed above.

Adjectives from stative verbs: *dagin- > 11 zagen ‘old’, *tami’- > Rnv
tamé’ ‘unclean’, *kabid- > 7212 kabéd ‘heavy’ (also ‘liver’), *Qami’-
> Rny same? ‘thirsty’, *raglb > 2y ra‘eb ‘hungry’, etc.

Abstract substantive: *gaq'zil- > o1 gazel ‘robbery’.

Fem. *qatil-at: nY0p gatela, cst. nyvp/nvp gitlat/qatélat, sf. -noop
[-nvp gitlat- Jgotélat-; pl. ribop garelot, cst. ibYP gitlot.

Note (a) In the sg., the expected cst. and sf. forms nYvp/NYVP
qitlat/qitlat- (by the rule of shwa), as in *nabil-at- > 1‘7:1.1
nabela ‘corpse’, cst. N723 niblat, sf. in%21 niblaté, have often
been replaced by analog1cal re-formations that avoid the stem
allomorphism: *barik-at- > N33 baréka ‘pool’, cst. na7a
barekat; cf. also "n23 nobélati.

(b) A few words exhibit allomorphs from *gatil-t (see n. 40):
e.g., *bahim-at- > abs. N3 bohémd ‘animal’ and cst.
(*bohamat > *bihmat >) N3 behémat, but sf. *bahim-t- >
“PRR3 bahemt-; abs. *gadir-at- > N7 gadeéra ‘wall’, but also
*gadir-t- > N3 goadéret; *amin-t- (7) > (*imitt? >) npY
*6met ‘truth’ (sf. "Ny “amitt-).

(c) A small number of nouns, for which the expected pattern is
*qatil-at, have instead doubled third radicals (i.e., *qatill-at);

41. T. O. Lambdin, personal communication.
42. Steiner, “Vowel Syncope.”
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see D, below.

Isolated substantives: *bahim-at- > N3 bohémd ‘animal’, *barik-at-
> 11273 baréka ‘pool’.

Substantives from (sometimes unattested) *qatil adjectives: *hasik-at-
> nown haseka ‘darkness’, *mahir-at- > 70 mohérd ‘haste’,
*mali’-at- > 189N moale’a ‘fullness’, *nabil-at- > N1 nobela
‘corpse’; from active roots: *ganib-at- > n233 gonéba ‘thing stolen’,
*tarip-at- > N9 farépa ‘torn flesh’.

Abstract substantives: *harig-at- > N300 haréga ‘slaughter’, *palit-at-
> nvh8/nvha palé/éta ‘escape’, *sarig-at- > NP Soréqa ‘hissing’.

(2) II-weak: PS *qayil > PHeb *qil > 5p qél: e.g., *mit- > n mét ‘dead’:
cf. *qil above (§A.2.b).

(3) Nl-weak *gatiw/y: 7YR gate, cst. TP gateé: e.g., *dawiy- > M7 dawe
All°, *wapiy- > 0D yape ‘fair’, *qasiw- > nwp qdse ‘hard’; *gatiw/y
falls together with *qataw/y (above, §a), as in *haday- > mn haze
‘breast (of an animal)’, *qanaw- > n3p gane ‘reed(s)’.

c. *qatul: Sop qatol, cst. Hop gatol (“Hvp gatol-), sf. ~Hvp gatol-; pl. oHvp
gatolim, cst. "Jop gatolé.

Fem. *qatul-at: n70p qatola; pl. nop gatolot.

Note: The pl. cst. ’?'Dp gotolé is at variance with the form *'?pp qitlé
from *gatal and *qatil. gatolé has replaced expected gif/é because of
the merger of 6 < *u with 6 < *@, the latter an irreducible vowel.

Adjectives from stative roots: *gabuh- > R23 gaboah ‘high’, *gadul- >
973 gadol ‘big’, *tahur- > 110 (ahor ‘clean’, *qadus- > WIp qados
‘holy’, *qarub- > 27p qarob ‘near’, *rahuq- > P rahog ‘distant’.

Note: There has been some mixing of the pattern *qaful with forms of
another adjectival pattern, *qafull, in which the third radical is
doubled. The masc. sg. of *qatul and *qatull ultimately merged (i.c.,
gatol) by regular sound rules. For *gatull, see below, §D.c.

d. “*qital
(1) Sound: Hvp gétal, cst. Hop/Hvp/Hop gatal/qétel/gétel, sf. ~Sop/i~Hop
qatal-/qatl-; pl. D"?'(Qp/ﬁ‘)(gp qatalim/ot.

An infrequent pattern for substantives, which seems to be related to
*qitl; note that the pl. base of the latter is *gital-.

*himar- > 00 hémar ‘bitumen’, */ibab- > 125 lebab ‘heart’ (cst. 229
Iabab, sf. =235 labab-; pl. N33y lababot; cf. *libb- > 27 [éb, pl. niay
libbot, also ‘heart’), *nikar- > 123 nékar ‘foreignness’ (cst. =23
nékar-), *inab- > 20 fénab ‘grapes’ (usually pl. "2 ‘Gnabim),
*§ilas- > Yoy sela’ ‘rib’ (cst. *§il*- > yoy/yoy sela’séla’, sf. ~yHy
sal’-; pl. owe/niyhy salasim/-61), *Si‘ar- > W sé‘ar ‘hair’ (cst. WY
Safar, also *$i'r- > WV Sa‘ar, sf. WW/MWY Safar-/sa‘ar-; cf. the
singulative *$a'r-at- > nWW Sa‘dra ‘a hair’), *sikar- > W Sekar
‘strong drink’.



BIBLICAL HEBREW NOMINAL PATTERNS 45

(2) Nl-weak: *mifay- (sg.) > cst. Npn moa'e, reinterpreted as pl. cst. "R
ma‘é, st. un mefayik ‘gut’ (cf. Arab. mi‘an < *mi‘ay-un).

*qutul

Sound: abs., cst., and sf. 50p gatol; pl. ©hop gatolim, cst. 0P gatalé.

Note: This pattern falls together with Hop gatol from *qgital and *qutal
(below), and thus the -6- remains unreduced in the pl. cst., contrary
to expectation (cf. *gatul, above). The original form of ‘713? qatol
substantives can be determined only through comparison with
cognates in other languages.

A rare substantive form: *bukur- > 922 bakor ‘“firstborn’, *hulum > D"?l_'j
halom ‘dream’.

Fem. *qutul-t: abs. and cst. nYop gotolet, sf. "PYOP/ AR gotolt-/
qatult-.

Note: Some nouns of the pattern nYop gatolet may reflect original
*qvtalt-t, through a process of re-analysis (cf, e.g., *Qalald-at- >
WYY $a2l05a, cst. NWHY Saloset three)
*hurus t- > cst. WAN haroset ‘carving’, *kutub-t- > cst. nan3
kotobet ‘mark’, *kutun-t- > nINa katonet ‘tunic’ (blform of nim2
kuttonet; see quttul, below), *nuhus-t- > nYn1 nahoset ‘copper’ (sf.
TN nohodti, AWM nahustah; dual DMWNI nahustdyim; cf. Arab.
nuhas) *nuSur-t- > MW na‘oret ‘tow (ﬁber) *qutur-t- > noR
qatore_t ‘smoke’ (sf. mp gororti), *sukub-t- > nIdW *Sokobet
‘copulation’ (only sf. "RV Sakobt-).

CvCVC: *qatal, *qatil, *qatual, *qital, *qutal, *qutil

*qatal
(1) Sound: Ybp gatal, cst. and sf. Yop garol; pl. 90p garolim, cst. Fop
gatolé.

Isolated substantives (rare): numeral *Qalaf- > WHW salos ‘three’;
substantives in Ji~ -6n, some of which may reflect early PS biradicals
with the sufformative *-an: *'adan- > 18 “adon ‘lord’ (cf. Ugar.
fladu/ and /’adanu/ ‘father, lord’); *atan- > 1inX ‘atén ‘female
donkey’ (Comm. Sem. *atan-); *garan- > i3 garén ‘neck’ (cf.
Arab. jiran, BH ning3 gargordt ‘neck’); *lasan- > 1% lason
‘tongue’ (cf. Ugar. /lasanu/; other Sem. cognates all reflect */isan-;
cf. Egyptian ns, Coptic las; Berber irs < ils).

Agent nouns (cf. Eth. ptcpl. qatali); rare: *bahan- > 1in3 bahon
‘assayer’, *yagas- > Wip? yaqos ‘fowler’ (1x, vs. *yaqis- > W
yaqis 3x; see *qatil, below, §B.3.c), *asag- > pwy fasoq
‘oppressor’ (more common in Mishnaic Heb.: 1inv fahdn ‘miller’,
nyh a6z ‘speaker of a foreign language’, piNo saréq ‘wool
comber’).
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Note: Nouns with the pattern gatal in the absolute are loans from
Aramaic: 2N katab ‘writing’, 190 sapar ‘calculation’, 17p garab
‘battle’.

Qal Infinitive absolute (so also Ugar., Akk.): 5op gatol; the sf. form of
this pattern was replaced by that of another verbal noun, *qutl- >
“50p qol-.

Fem. qatal-at: only numeral *alaf-at- > W W $alosa ‘three’ (cst. —
nwhw $aloser).

(2) II—weak *qaw/yal > *qal: 5ip qél: e.g., DiW $6m “placing’.
(3) lll-weak gataw/y: qato: e.g., Nia bano ‘building’.

Fem. qataw/y-at (?): *qatot, cst. nivp gatot.

Only the Infin. cst. of verbs [lI-weak: e.g., *banay-at- > *banat- > cst.
ni13 banot ‘to build’.

b.  *qatil®
(1) Sound: vp gatil, cst., sf. 50p gatil; pl. 0P gatilim, cst. 0P gatilé.

Isolated substantives (?; rare): *samir-(?) > W Samir ‘thorns, flint’.

Verbal substantives (?; perhaps all substantivized adjectives; see next
entries); frequently used for agricultural terms:* *pagir- > x3a basir
‘vintage’, *zamir- > R zamir ‘pruning’, *harif- > W haris
‘plowing’.

Common adjectival pattern:

from stative roots: *ha'sid- > Ton hasid ‘kind, pious’, *na‘im- >
oW1 na‘im ‘pleasant’, *sagir- >y sa‘ir ‘little’;

from active roots (passive): *%a'sir- > OR “asir ‘bound, captive,
prisoner’, *kalil- > 993 kalil ‘complete(d), whole’, *$akir- >
"W Sakir ‘hired, hireling’.

Very often substantivized (cf. the last three words above): *masih-
> n'wn masiah ‘anointed one’, *nabi’- > N2 nabi? ‘prophet
(called)’, *nagid- > 73 nagid ‘leader (foremost)’, *nasi’- > X1
nasi’ ‘prince (raised)’, *palit- > ©0*99 palit ‘escapee’, *paqid- >
P8 pdqid ‘chargé’, *$a'ir- > YW $a‘ir ‘buck (hairy)’.

Fem. *qafil-at: n0p qotila, cst. N70p gotilat, sf. -nop gatilat-; pl.
nop gatilot.

Verbal substantives:* *halik-at- > n29n halika ‘going’, *halip-at- >
no'on *halipa ‘change’, *salth-at- > N9 saliha ‘forgiveness’.

Substantivized adjectives: *galil-at- > 293 golila ‘circuit (bounded)’,
*half's-at- > nwhn *halisa ‘plunder’, *ha'sid-at- > n1oON hdsida

43. See Huehnergard, “gatil.”

44. See Aaron J. Koller, The Semantic Field of Cutting Tools in Biblical Hebrew:
The Interface of Philological, Semantic, and Archaeological Evidence, CBQMS 49
(Washington, DC: The Catholic Biblical Association of America, 2012).

45. In Mishnaic Hebrew, fem. gafila became the regular gal verbal noun. See
Huehnergard, “qatil,” *9.
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‘stork (kind)’.

(2) Il-weak *gaw/il: 9°p gil, q.v. above; e.g., *Sayim- > *§im- > OV Sim
‘placed’ (passive ptcpl.).

(3) Hl-weak *gafiw/y: *0p qati, cst. "0p gati; pl. ©"0P gatiyim.
*naqiy- > "pa nagi ‘free’, *‘aniy- > ‘ani ‘poor’.

Fem. qatiw/y-at: m0p qativa.

*alfy-at- > Y Gliya ‘roof-chamber (upper)’.

(4) Svp gatil (= cst., sf.); pl. 9P gatilim, cst. "0 gatilé.
5’(?9 gotil forms are substantives, at least some of which may
plausibly be considered substantivized adjectives. If Dvp garil
reflects a genuine Hebrew pattern, it must derive from earlier *qitil
or *qutil, neither of which is certainly attested elsewhere in Semitic
(note that P(NW)S *gasil > Heb. >vp qatil; see above). Thus it is
likely that most gatil forms are loans from Aramaic (or elsewhere),
although the pattern probably became established in Hebrew once a
number of loans had entered the language.
598 “elil ‘worthlessness’, 72 badil ‘alloy’, m™M3 boriah ‘bar’, 723
gabzr ‘lord’ (Gen 27:29, 37 perhaps by analogy with the fem. ppy=t!
gobira ‘lady’; cf. n723 gobéret below), N hazir ‘pig’, 703 kosil
“fool’, 103 kapir, ‘lion cub’, %3 nasib plllar prefect’.

Note the fem. N33 gabéret, sf. "A723 gabirt-, in which the unusual abs.

may be a backformation on the basis of the more common suffixal
form (i.e., *gabir-f).

c. *qatul
(1) Sound: Hvp garil, cst., sf. 50p gatil; pl. VR gatilim, cst. VP
qgatilé.
An adjectival pattern:
Stative roots: *'afiim- > DY fasim ‘strong’, *arim- > DY
‘ariim ‘clever’.
Generalized as the Qal passive participle for active roots: *katith->
N3 katib ‘written’, *patith- > mna patiah ‘open(ed)’, etc.
Substantivized: *harig-** > Pn harus ‘gold (yellow)’, *yasii‘-
v yasia® ‘couch (mat spread out)’, *Oabiir- > 2Y Sabir
‘fracture’.
Abstract verbal substantives: *dakir- > 21 *zdkir ‘males (coll.)’,
*na’iim- > cst. DRI na’iim ‘utterance’, *sabii’- > V1Y Sabia* ‘week’
(dual Dwaw sabu‘aytm but pl. D’Q;@?/ﬂ'}];g} Sabu‘ot/-im, with
irregular retention of @); unclear: *yaqiis- > Wip? yaqis ‘fowler’ (3x,
vs. *paqds- > Wi’ yaqos 1x); see *gatal, above, §B.3.a).
Fem. *qatiil-at: 19%0p gatila, cst. N90p gatilat, etc. These fall together

46. Proto-Semitic *yariis- (and/or *xurdas-); see John Huehnergard, “Akkadian /s and
West Semitic *h,” in Studia Semitica III, ed. Leonid Kogan (Moscow: Russian State
University for the Humanities, 2003), 105 n. 6.
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with, and are largely indistinguishable from, *qutiil-at, q.v. below,
§f.

Substantivized adjectives: *batiil-at- > nn2 botila ‘young woman
(weaned?)’, *sabi'-at- > N1V Sabi'a ‘oath’, *samit-at- > nYINY
Samii‘a ‘report (what is heard)’.

Abstracts (overlap semantically with preceding): *gabir-at- > N33
gobiira ‘strength’, *yabii*-at- > NV yasi‘a ‘rescue’, *qabir-at- >
n1ap gabiird ‘burial’.

(2) II-weak *gawhil: 9p qil, e.g., *mawil- > *mil- > 0 mil
‘circumcised’; for forms like W sim, see gatil, above.

(3) Mll-weak: e.g., *baniiy- > 113 baniiy, fs N2 baniiyd, mp 02 baniyim
‘built’.

d. *qital
(1) Sound: abs., cst., and sf. 510p gatdl; pl. D91OP gatdlim, cst. *7i0p gatdlé.
These merge with 50p qatol from qutul and *qutal, and can be
identified only on the basis of comparative evidence.
Isolated substantives: *bihdn- > pl. cst. niana bahonot ‘thumbs’ (see n.
38 above), *dira‘- > pi7Y zordéa® ‘arm’ (also a rare, late biform piTIN
‘ezréaf, with prothetic syllable), *himar- > 9inn hamoér ‘male
donkey’, *tiham- > 0inn tahom ‘sea’.
Fem. *gital-at: n770p gatola, etc.
Isolated substantives: *bisar-at- > miwa basora ‘tidings’, *ibad-at- >
n73Y ‘aboda ‘service, labor’ (Arab. ‘zbada)
2) -~ Note for expected **¢CoC, forms like 7R “ezor ‘waistcloth’,
with é rather than ¢ in the first syllable.
(For 71"7;;5 eloah ‘god’ < *%lah-, see above, §A.1.b, withn. 11.)

e. *qutal: abs., cst., and sf. 510p gatdl; pl. ©70P gatdlim, cst. "7i0p gatdlé.

These fall together with '7U7 gatol < *qutul and *qital, q.v.

Isolated substantives and abstracts: *unas- > WiR ‘“éndés ‘person,
people’ (Arab. (w)nas, Aram. (7é)nds), *bural- > Wina bards
‘juniper’, *ruhab- > 1iN7 rahob ‘open area, plaza’.

Fem. *qutal-at: n9ivop qatdla, etc.
*luban-at- > 111:'7 Iobona ‘frankincense’ (Arab. luban).

See also qutult above, for *qutal+t.

. *quual’
(1) Sound: abs., cst., and sf. H0p gatil;*™ pl. 9P gatilim, cst. Fop

47. See C. W. Gordon, “Qatiil Nouns in Classical Hebrew,” AbrN 29 (1991): 83-86.
48. gatiil < *qutil results from dissimilation: the first of two u vowels becomes *i,
which then reduces to 2 in open syllables: *qutil > *qitil > gatil. (For the intermediate
stage, cf. perhaps Amarna Canaanite ki-lu-bi ‘cage’, although that writing might also
represent [koliibi], since it was not possible to write [o] in cuneiform.) Similarly *quztul >
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qatillé.

Note: In Arab., *qutil forms are (a) verbal substantives, and (b) broken
plurals (originally collectives).

Isolated substantives: *Oubitb- > 2321 zobiib ‘fly’ (Aram. dibba(ba),
Arab. dubab, Akk. zubbu), *kulib- > :H‘?:B kaoliib ‘basket’, *kuriib- >
2113 kariib ‘cherub’.

Collectives: *gubil- > %133 gobil ‘territory, border’, *gudiid- > 7113
godiid ‘band, troop’, *lubiis- > W11 lobis ‘clothing (> garment)’,
*rukits- > Wid7 rakiis ‘possessions, property’.

Abstract verbal substantives: %3 gomiil ‘recompense’, 9 yobil
‘produce’; note also the abstract plural forms *bupiir-ima > 0 N3
bahiirim ‘youth’, *butil-ima > ©9N2 batilim ‘virginity’, *duqin-
ima > NPT zaqiinim ‘old age’, *nufiir-ima > 013 na'irim ‘youth’.

Fem. *qutil-at: n‘?mp gatila, etc. These fall together with *qatiil-at,
q-v.

N33 *gobila = 123 gabiil, NP3 gamiila = 913 gamil.
(2) -7 for expected **¢CuC, ’eCuC occurs; cf. I-? gital forms such as
‘ezor, above.
D1aAR ‘ebiis ‘crib’; POR ‘étin ‘yarn’, 1R ‘émiin ‘trust’, MOR ‘eésir
‘bond’.
Fem.: perhaps nyng “émina ‘fidelity’ (or *qatil-at).

4. CvCvC

a. *qatal: Y0P qotal, cst. Y0P gotal, sf. 90p gotal-; pl. 0P gotalim, cst. 0P
qotaleé.
A rare substantive pattern: *alam- > 0% ‘6lam ‘long time.*
The words 221w S6bab ‘apostate’ and '7’?1'37 ‘olal ‘child’, from roots II-
w, show reduplication of the final radical; i.e., they are gawlal forms.
The forms i3 gézal ‘young bird> and 57ia géral ‘lot’ seem to reflect
a rare *gawtal pattern (for the former, cf. Arab. jawzal and, with
metathesis, Syriac zugalla; for the latter, also with metathesis, Arab.
Jjarwal ‘gravel, pebbles’). The word 2212 kékab ‘star’ derives from a
reduplicated biradical, *kawkab- < *kabkab-.

*qittul and *quytiil > *qittil, for which see further below, §C.1.1.

49. A form *'alam- appears in most West Semitic languages. But Arab. and Eth.
‘alam may be loans from Aramaic (for references, see Wolf Leslau, Comparative
Dictionary of Ge ‘ez (Classical Ethiopic) [Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1987], 61), in which
case ‘alam- is a specifically NWS word, in which the ending -am may have been
adverbial originally (with the final mimation preserved, probably, by the presence of an
enclitic -mv; see Horace D. Hummel, “Enclitic mem in Early Northwest Semitic,
Especially Hebrew,” JBL 76 [1957]: 85-107, esp. 95; Hackett, “Hebrew,” 140); for the
use of a frozen adverbial form as a substantive, cf. English “it took forever to finish.” The
original root of *'alam- would thus have been *"-w/y-/.
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The following words are certainly or probably loans: onin hétam ‘seal’
(from Egyptian), vaia/paip k/géba® ‘helmet’ (from Hittite), 2w
Sopar ‘ram’s horn’ (from Sumerian, via Akk.), and the fem. nna
kotéret “capital (of a pillar)’ (pl. nn3 kotarot; from Egyptian?).”’

b. *qatil
(1) Sound: abs. and cst. Y0P gorel, sf. “30p qotal-; pl. TP gotalim, cst.
"21]? qotalé.
Fem. *qatil-t: abs. and cst. n9vp gotélet, sf. 0P qotilt-; pl. NP
qotalot;
*qatil-at: N70p gotala, cst. NPVP gotalat, sf. NP gotalat-; pl.
nYvp gotalot.

The Qal active participle: *katib- > an3 koteb ‘writing, writer’, fem.
*katib-t- > NN kotébet, *katib-at- > NAN3 kotaba.

Frequently substantivized: *kahin- > 113 kohén ‘priest’, ¥sapir- > qnb
sopér ‘scribe’; perhaps also *¢arib- > 27 ‘oréb ‘raven’.

(2) II—weak: *’ayib- > 2R "0yeb ‘enemy’.
(3) Ill-weak *qatiw/y: NP gote, cst. VP gote; pl. ©vVP gotim, cst. "VP
qoté.

Fem. *qatiw/y-at: n0p qota, cst. (based on abs.) nvp gotat; pl. nbp

qotot.
*ra‘iy- > W7 rofe (m), *rafiy-at- > 1w ro'a (f) ‘shepherd’; *hamiy-
at- > nnin héma ‘wall (protector)’, *aliy-at- > N9y ‘6la ‘offering
(riser)’, *qariy-at- > n7ip qéra ‘rafter (meeting)’. But note also the
fem. ptcpl. biforms n32/73a bona/boniya.

C. Triconsonantal forms with Doubled Second Radical’’
1. CvCCvC: *qattal, *qattil, *qattul, *qittal, *quttal, *quttul
Note: Patterns with *i and another high vowel (*qittil, *qittul, *quttil)

are not reconstructable for Proto-Semitic and are not native to BH.

a. *qattal
(1) Sound: Yvp gattal, cst. Yop qattal, sf. “50p gattal-; pl. ©HvR qattalim,

50. The etymology of n7ay ‘opéret ‘lead’ is uncertain; it is presumably connected
with Akk. abaru ‘lead’ (Syriac “abara and Arab. ‘abar are both loans of the Akk. word).
If these are cognate, perhaps we are to reconstruct Proto-Semitic *$ab/par(-t)-, with *a >
*u in BH before the labial, thus *gupar-t > ‘opéret. In the Akkadian form, the second a
may have been short originally, preserved by the following 7, as in nakaru and Sikaru; *g
was occasionally lost in Akkadian with no change in the vowels, as shown by Leonid
Kogan, “g in Akkadian,” UF 33 (2001): 263-98.

Note also 19iR/19iR ‘6pan/’6pan ‘wheel’, pl. 039X ‘6pannim, thus earlier *qatall (cf.
Ug. dpn, but also Syriac pl. “upné).

51. See in general Joshua Fox, “Gemination in C, of Noun Patterns in Hebrew and
Other Semitic Languages,” Lesonenu 61 (1998): 19-30 [Hebrew].
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cst. "20p qattalé.

Note: Since Arabic and Aramaic nouns of occupation and related words
often have the pattern gattal, the BH pattern '7\9,? qattal is also
sometimes said to derive from PS *qatfdl.sz But the latter should
become BH Yvp gattol, with the Canaanite shift of *3 to o (on
*qattal > qattol, see below). Further, Akkadian exhibits both *qattal
and *qattal for such nouns; for example, ‘thief’ is Sarraqum, since
the second vowel undergoes vowel harmony (i.e., has the form
Sarruqum) in the Assyrian dialects of Akkadian, a process that
affects only short a, not long @ Finally, fem. forms such as nya
yabbéset ‘dry ground’ also indicate an original short vowel in the
second syllable (i.e., *yabbas-t).

An adjectival pattern denoting habitual or durative action: *hatta’ >
Non *hanta’ ‘sinful’, *h/hallas- > w‘vn hallas ‘weak’, *naggah- > N33
naggah ‘prone to goring’, *sallah- > nyo sallah ‘forgiving’,
*awwal- > ‘awwal ‘unjust’, *qanna’- > R3p qanna’ ‘jealous’.

Frequently substantivized, as an agent noun or noun of occupation:
*ayyal- >R ‘ayyal ‘stag (leader?)’, *gannab- > 233 gannab ‘thief’,
*dayyan- > 17 dayyan ‘judge’, *tabbah- > nav tabbah ‘cook, guard’,
*sabbal- > 520 sabbal ‘bearer’.

Fem. *qattal-at: n99p qattala, cst. n99p qattélet (< *qattal-t),;

*qattal-t: abs. and cst. N9VR qartélet (see also *qattil-t, below);

-G qattaGat.

*ayyal-(a)t- > nPRINPR ‘ayyala/ayyélet ‘doe’ (cf. ) ‘ayyal), pl.
*tabbah-at- > NiN2AY tabbdhdt ‘cooks’, *yabbas-(a)t- > MY/NYD
yabbdsa/yabbéset ‘dry ground’; the names of various diseases:
*dallag-t- > DR%1 dalléget ‘inflammation’, *yabbal-t- > no
yabbélet ‘running sore’, *yallap-t- > n9%9 yallépet ‘scab’, *qaddah-t-
> NNTR qaddahat ‘fever’ (some of these may be *qattil-t, q.v.,
below).

Abstract substantives: *bassar-at- > nWwa bassara ‘dearth’, *hatta’
(a)t- > nron/nRYnN hatta’a/hattd’t ‘sin’; perhaps also *addar-t- >
nIR ‘addéret ‘glory, cloak’ (sf. ‘addart-; but cf. IR ‘addir
‘mighty’); probably also substantives like *sallah-t- > nn%¥ salldhat

52. Theodor Noldeke, Manddische Grammatik (Halle: Waisenhaus, 1875), 120 n. 2,
plausibly suggested that the pattern gattal for nouns of occupation in Arabic was
borrowed from Aramaic, and several other Semitists concurred. Not, however, Eduard
Konig, Hebrdisch und Semitisch: Prolegomena und Grundlinien einer Geschichte der
semitischen Sprachen nebst einem Exkurs iiber die vorjosuanische Sprache Israels und
die Pentateuchquelle Pc. (Berlin: Reuther & Reichard, 1901), 57-61; idem,
Lehrgebdude, 11/1, 89-90. See also Kjell Aartun, “Uber die Grundstruktur der
Nominalbildungen vom Typus gattal/qattol im Althebrdischen,” JNSL 4 (1975): 1-8.

53. See also Viktor Christian, Untersuchungen zur Laut- und Formenlehre des
Hebrdischen (Vienna: Rudolf M. Rohrer, 1953), 133-34.
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‘dish’, ¥sappah-t- > nnay sappdhat ‘jar’.
(2) II-Guttural

(a) With virtual doubling (II-"/4/h): *qaGGal > qeGal:>* *kahhas- >
wna *kehas ‘deceptive’.

Fem. (i) *qaGGal-t > qaGélet: *bahhar-t- > N3 bahéret ‘bright
spot (scar)’, *gahhal-t- > nn3 gahélet ‘coal’, *sahhap-t- >
nanv Sahépet ‘consumption’.

Fem. (ii) *qaGGal-at > qeGala: *bahhal-at- > 13 behala
‘dismay’, *lahhab-at- > 120y lehaba (cst. *lahhab-t- > nan?
lahéber) ‘flame’, *na”a's-at- > NYR] ne’dsa ‘contempt’,
*nahham-at- > 7N *nehamd ‘comfort’.

(b) With compensatory lengthening (II-r): *qaGGal > qaGal (with
irreducible @ in the first syllable): *harras- > wAn haras
‘artificer’, *parras- > W12 paras ‘horseman’.

Fem.: *harrab-at- > nam haraba ‘dry ground’, *sarra‘t- npy
sard‘at ‘leprosy’.

(3) Il-weak: cf. *dawway- > 17 dawwday ‘faint’.

Fem. *qattaw/y-at > 1R qatta: *7hawway-at- > MR/Mn *Fawwa/

hawwa ‘desire’.

b. *qattil

Note: A Proto-Canaanite sound change must be posited:
a>v/ #C_C1C1V1; i.e., *gattil- > *qittil- and *qattul- > *quttul-;
feminine and plural forms of such adjectives followed suit
analogically, but derived nouns of the patterns *qattil-t and *qattil-t
did not (nor did the Piel Infin. Cst., which > 5vp gattél because of the
association between Infin. Cst. and Imperfect forms).”

(1) Sound: abs. and cst. Yop gittél, sf. 5vp gittal-; pl. ©9VPR gittalim, cst.
2P qittalé.

Adjectives denoting physical condition: *affir- > oK ‘itter and
*pa's'sih- > N2 pisséah ‘lame’, *gabbih- > nay gibbéah ‘bald’,
*gabbin- > 123 gibbén ‘hump-backed’, *‘awwir- > Gwwer ‘blind’,
*alliy- > 90 *GIi ‘upper’ (only in fem. nbw 4lli), *aqqis/0- > Wpp
figges ‘twisted’, *paqqih- > npa piggeah ‘having good vision’.

Note also D"WHW Sillésim, 0'wan ribbé‘im ‘third, fourth (generation)’.

Abstract substantives derived from *gattil adjectives: *gabbih-t- >
nnas gabbdhat ‘baldness’, *awwir-t- > NN ‘awwéret ‘blindness’.

54. The seghol in the first syllable of forms such as Wn3 *kehas and N3 behala is
the result of a regular sound rule, by which short a becomes e before a virtually doubled
guttural when @ (games) appears in the following syllable; note, e.g., *'ahhima > DR
‘ahim ‘brothers’ but 1R “eha(y)w ‘his brothers’; i ha-‘ir ‘the city’ but 0™ he-‘arim
‘the cities’.

55. John Huehnergard, “Historical Phonology and the Hebrew Piel,” in Linguistics
and Biblical Hebrew, ed. Walter R. Bodine (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns), 209-29.
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See also the names of various diseases n'?pp qattélet listed above
under *qattal.
(2) II-Guttural, with compensatory lengthening (examples are II-r):
*qiGGil > *qéeGel:
*harris- > WAn heres ‘deaf’, *qarrih- > n1p géréah ‘bald’.
Fem. *qaGGil-t > *qaGélet: *qarrih-t- > nnp qardhat ‘baldness’.
(3) II-Guttural and ITI-weak:

(a) With virtual doubling: *qaGGiw/y- >*qiGGiw/y- > qiGe: *sahhiy-
> ny *sihe (only cst. Y siké) ‘parched’.

(b) With compensatory lengthening: *qaGGiw/y- > *qiGGiw/y- >
qéGe: *ga”iy- > nR3 gé’e ‘proud’, *kahhiw- > *kéhe (only fem.
nn2 keha) ‘failing (of eyes, wicks), faint’.

c. *qattul: by the same Proto-Canaanite rule noted just above under *qattil,
*qattul forms without fem. -t probably > *quftul > Sop qittol (see f,
below); for gattol, see *qattal (§2.a, below).

Fem. *qattul-t: n90p qattolet.

*bassur-t- > M2 bassoret ‘dearth’, *kappur-t- > n1b3 kapporet
‘cover’.

d. *qittal: Yop ginal

A rare pattern: *%'s'sar- > TR issar ‘vow’ (but with suffix, 7708
Esar-ah < *i'sar-, i.e., qztal) Note forms with suffix -én, such as
*Oikkar-an > 11721 zikkaron ‘remembrance’; IlI-weak *niggay-an >
1"'@3 niggdyon ‘purity’.

e. *quttal: Yop quital

A rare pattern: *'sullam- > 090 sullam ‘ladder’ (hapax; cf. AKk.
simmiltu). (Arab. *quttal is adjectlval e.g., hullab ‘deceptive’.)

Fem. *quttal-t: n’gpg quitélet: R kussémet ‘spelt’, nvap qubbd‘at
‘cup’.

£, *quptul: > *qittul > 50p qittdl, including some *quttul < *qattul.

Note: Most examples of the pattern Sop gittol probably derive from
earlier *quttul, by means of a Proto-Canaanite sound rule by which
the first two u vowels dissimilated to i;>® thus, *quttul > *qittul >
*qittol. (For *quttul elsewhere in Semitic, note the Babylonian Akk.
D verbal adjective and Infin.) Some of the *quftul forms are
themselves probably reflexes of still earlier *qatful (cf. the Assyrian
Akk. D forms), as suggested above §b under *qattil: thus, *qattul >
*quttul > *qittul > BH S0p qittol.

abs. and cst. Yop/510p qittol/qittol; pl. ©5p qittdlim, cst. *Fop qittolé.
Note that Hbp qittol is also the reflex of earlier *giftal and *quttal
(below, §§2.d and 2.¢).

Adjectives, frequently substantivized: *gubbur- > 2323 gibbor ‘mighty,

56. See W. Randall Garr, “On Vowel Dissimilation in Biblical Hebrew,” Bib 66
(1985): 572-79; Huehnergard, “Historical Phonology,” 222 n. 54; Kogan, “Three
Problems,” 7-10.
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warrior’, > *pullud- > 1% yilléd ‘born’, *sukkur- > 2% Sikkor
‘drunken, drunkard’; perhaps also *pu's'sur- > =i yissor
“faultfinder’, *suppur- > b sippor ‘bird’ (note Aram. seppar, Arab.
Susfir, Akk issiru, Ugar. fusstru/), *qummus/0- > Winp qimmaés
‘thistles (thorny)’, *quppud- > 78p qippod ‘porcupine (rolled up?)’
(Arab. qunfud, Eth. ¢"anfoz; Aram. qup(pa)da).

Possibly also from *qugtul is the sole example of a Pual Infinitive, 233
gunnob ‘to be stolen’ (Gen 40:15; cf. the Babylonian Akk. D Infin.),
without dissimilation to *gittul (because of paradigmatic pressure).
But the pattern *guftal is also possible; note the Ugar. D Infin.
/quttalu/.

Fem. *quitul-t > *qittul-t. n70p gittolet.

Perhaps *subbul-t- > naw §ibbolet ‘ear of grain’ (Arab. sunbul(a),
Aram. Subbalta, AKk. Subultu, Eth. sab(ba)l). Note also *kuttun-t- >
nIP3 kuttonet (a biform of katonet < *kutun-t-) ‘tunic’, without
dissimilation (Akk. loanword).

2. CvCCVC: *qattal, *qattil, *qattil, *qintal, *quital, *quitil

a. *gattal: Sop qattol.
A rare adjectival pattern: *ganna > Rip ganné’ ‘jealous’ (= Nip
qannd’ < *qanna’-), substantivized *rattag- > PP rattég ‘chain’
(i.e., ‘binding’?).
Perhaps the rare Piel Infin. Abs. 59p gatt6l, although the -6- may be the
result of analogy with Qal Sop garol (alternatively, the form may
derive from *qattul): e.g., 881 rappo? (Exod 21:19).

b. *qattil
(1) Sound: abs., cst., and sf. 2vp gattil; pl. R qattilim, cst. *op
qattilé.
Fem. *qattil-at: n70p qattild, etc. (once, *qattil-t: pausal NV Sallatet
‘ruling’).

Adjectives: *abbir- > ARk ‘abbir and *ammi's’- > YRR ‘ammis
‘mighty’, *kabbir- > 23 kabbir ‘great’, *alliz- > vhy *alliz
‘jubilant’, *saddig- > p*1¢ saddig ‘just’; uncertain: *lappid- > 185
lappid ‘torch’.

(2) II-Guttural, with compensatory lengthening (II-r): *qaGGil > qaGil:
*barrih- > 13 bariah ‘fugitive’, *arrig- > v faris ‘terrible’,
*parris- > "8 paris ‘violent’ (but cst. paris < *paris; perhaps a loan
from Akk.>®).

57. The preform *gubbur- is more likely than *gibbar- or *gabbar-, despite the
Aram. and Arab. cognates that exhibit the latter patterns; see Huehnergard, “Historical
Phonology,” 222 n. 55.

58. Huehnergard, “gatil,” *27.
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*qattil
(1) Sound: abs. and cst. D10 gattiil; pl. ©90R qattilim, cst. "0P gattilé.

Fem. *qattil-at: n"90p qartila, etc.

A rare adjective pattern: *alliip- > 398 ‘allip ‘tame, friend(ly)’,
*hannin- > 130 hannin ‘merciful’, *qass?itb- > 2Wp *qasdsib
‘attentive’, *@akkiil- > 912V Sakkiil ‘bereaved’.

Fem. sg. and pl. as abstract substantives (rare): *battith-at- > ninwa
battithot ‘security’, *bakkiir-at- > N3 bakkiirét ‘early ripeness’,
*n’abbir-at- > 11an habbiird ‘blow, clout’.

A small number of isolated substantives (some perhaps substantivized
adjectives): *allip- > M9R ‘alliip ‘chief, *fabbir- > a0 *tabbir
‘apex(?)’, Mammud- > 1Y ‘ammid ‘pillar’, *‘attid- > IRV *attid
‘male goat’ (but Arab. ‘atiid, Akk. a/etiidu).

(2) II-Guttural, with virtual doubling: *qaGGil > qaGiil.

*rahhiim- > DINY rahim ‘compassionate’; also *bahhiirima > 0™ N3

bahiirim, the pl. of N3 bahiir (*qatil) “young man’. %

*qittal: Diop qittdl; qittol is also the reflex of earlier *qurtul (above, §1.1)
and *quttal (below, §e).
A very rare pattern, possibly attested only in (early NWS) loanwords,
such as 713 kinnor ‘lyre’ (cf. Aram., Ugar. kinnar).

*quttal > *quttol > 5iop qitrél (dissimilation; see above, at *quttul); gittol is

also the reflex of earlier *quttul and *qittal (above, §§1.f and 2.d).

A very rare pattern, like *qgiftal possibly attested only in (early NWS)
loanwords, such as {in7 rimmoén ‘pomegranate’ < *rummon-
< *rumman-; cf. Aram. rumman (loaned into Arab. rumman, Eth.
rom(m)an; note also AkK. lurimtu/lurmi/nurmii, Ugar. lrmn).

Note also the unique Pual Infin. 233 gunnob; see above, under *quttul

(§1.9).

*quitil: > *qittal (dissimilation; see above, at *quttul, §1.1).
(1) Sound: 50p gittiil.

Verbal substantives of Piel verbs: *Suppuy— > ’192 sippiiy ‘plating’,
*sullim- > oYW Sillam ‘requital’, *sugqi's’- > PpY  Sigqiis
‘detestation > detestable thing’; more often in the pl.: *bukkiir-ima >
023 bikkarim  ‘first-fruit’,  *guddip-ima > ©DTy giddipim
‘defamation’, *hulliil-tma > w©'5n hillilim ‘rejoicing, praise’,

59. The pattern of BH pl. 0™n2 bahiirim corresponds to Ugar. /bahhuru/ ‘lad’ (John

Huehnergard, Ugaritic Vocabulary in Syllabic Transcription, rev. ed., HSS 32 [Winona
Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2008], 84, 387), although the latter has a short vowel in the
second syllable. The BH sg. 7912 bahiir, a *qatiil form rather than the expected *bahiir <
*bahhiir-, may be the result of the word having been associated with the originally
unrelated root b-h-r ‘to choose’, in a kind of folk-etymology.
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*kuppiir-ima > O 183 kipptirim ‘atonement’, *mulli’-ima > D’tjz';??;
millii’im “setting’, *sullith-ima > o'W Sillihim ‘parting (gift)’.

From other stems: *suppiin- > 190 sippiin “ceiling’ (Qal), *sugqiiy- >
MPW Sigqiiy ‘drink’ (Hiphil).

Rarely adjectival: *ummid- > 3% limmid ‘instructed’ (Piel),
*907%0%- > my Szziz ‘strong’ (Qal); these were originally
substantives: W 'rr,;_s‘? s limmiid ‘man of instruction’ > ‘instructed
man’, etc.

Fem. qlltul at: 1?1(97 qgittilla, etc
*bukkiir-at- > 121 bikkira ‘early fig’, *sullim-at- > nmbw
*Sillima ‘requital’.

(2) II-Guttural
(a) Virtual doubling: pl. *nu?”ip-ima > ©aRI ni’upim ‘adultery’,
*nuhhim-ima > 0RN3 nihitmim ‘comfort’.
(b) Compensatory lengthening (II-»): *durrii®- > 377 zéria® ‘sowing’

(Qal).
D. Triconsonantal Forms with Doubled Third Radical: CvCvCC

a.  *qatall: fs nYop gotalla; mp ©'9vp gatallim, fp niup gatallot.

Apparently a rare biform of *qatal note the following:

Adjectives: pl. niphn halaggor “flattery’ (cf. pon halag < *halag-
‘smooth’); 1VR qatan (< *gatan-) ‘small’, but fs N30P gatannd, mp.
DI0R gatannim.

Substantives: 903 gamal (< *gamal-) ‘camel’, pl. D903 gamallim; pl.
nisha pelaggot ‘streams, divisions’.

Aramaic loanwords(?): DaR ‘agam ‘marsh’ (pl. IR “dgammim; but
cst. IR ’agme from Akk.); 0710 hddas ‘myrtle-tree’ (pl. 70
hadasszm)

b.  *qatill: only fem. *qatill-at: n90p gatilla.
A rare pattern for verbal substantives: *kalimm-at- > nn2 kalimma
‘insult, 1gn0m1ny’ *qahill-at- > 79np qohilla assembly’, *samitt-at-
> 'llgmy Somittd ‘remission’.

c.  *qatll: Yop gatol; pl. ©9op gotullim; fem. *qatull-at: n0p gotulla; pl.
noop qatullot.
Note: *qatull adjectives seem originally to have denoted primarily
features of external appearance. The masc. sg. Yop qarol merged with
the reflex of *gatul (above, §B.2.c).
*adumm- > 0IR ‘adom ‘red’, *'amuqq- > phy ‘amoq ‘deep’, *aqudd-

60. On ©717 hddas, see David Testen, “Semitic Terms for ‘Myrtle’: A Study in
Covert Cognates,” JNES 57 (1998): 281-90.



BIBLICAL HEBREW NOMINAL PATTERNS 57

> TP ‘agod ‘striped’, *sahurr- > W §ahor ‘black’ (fem. sg. nINW
Sahora < *sahurr-at-).

d. *qutull: ’7'(99 qatol; pl. D’?\gp gatullim, fem. *qutull-at: .‘l’?\gp qoatulla

(some perhaps *qatull-at ?).

masc.: *lu’umm- > ORY lo’om, pl. 0B, lo’ummim ‘people’.

fem.: many abstract verbal substantives:*' *upudd-at- > Mny ‘ahuzza
‘possession’, *gu’ull-at- > n83 ga’ulla ‘redemption’, *gudull-at- >
n973 godulla ‘greatness’, *hunukk-at- > N30 hanukka ‘dedication’,
yurubf-at- > WY yaruSSa ‘inheritance’, *kuhunn-at- > N33
kohunna ‘priesthood’, *sugull-at- > 7930 sogulla ‘possession’,
*puqudd-at- > 7R3 paquddd ‘oversight’.
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Style-Switching in Biblical Hebrew

Gary A. Rendsburg
Rutgers University

It is a pleasure to contribute this essay in honor of Jo Ann Hackett, who has
done so much to foster Biblical Hebrew pedagogy and research during her
several decades of teaching both at Harvard University and more recently and
presently at the University of Texas. Moreover, one of the texts surveyed in this
article, namely, the Balaam narrative (Num 22-24), relates to our honoree’s
early work on the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions.'

The term “style-switching” in the title of this article refers to the intentional
use of language to reflect either (1) the foreign setting of a particular story, or
(2) the foreignness of a particular character. The employment of “literary
dialect” (to use a more-or-less synonymous term) constitutes a brilliant example
of the use of language in the service of literature, devised by the skillful authors
of the biblical text.

We begin with two stellar narratives that utilize the former type, stories in
Genesis which convey the reader from the main geographical context, that is, the
land of Canaan, to the foreign land of Aram. In the former locale, various
Canaanite dialects, Hebrew prime among them, were spoken. In the latter land,
Aramaic, a closely related but not mutually intelligible language, was used.
Accordingly, when Abraham’s servant visits the family homeland in Gen 24,
with the goal of obtaining a bride for Isaac, we must assume that the
conversation takes place in Aramaic. Similarly, when Jacob spends twenty years
living with his uncle Laban in the land of Aram in Gen 29-31, one will assume
that the characters (including Jacob and his two wives, Leah and Rachel)
conversed in Aramaic. And yet the stories are narrated in Hebrew and the
characters speak Hebrew.

To add the local color, however, the storywriter peppers his prose with
Aramaic words, forms, and grammatical usages, in order to evoke the Aramean
atmosphere. By so doing, both the camera (as it were) and the language
transport the reader to the land of Aram. Had the prose been written in Aramaic,
the Israclite reader would not have been able to understand the proceedings—
but by writing in Hebrew with an admixture of basic Aramaic, the storywriter

1. Jo Ann Hackett, The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla, HSM 31 (Chico, CA: Scholars
Press, 1984).
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was able to allow the consumer of this literature to enjoy the narrative to its
fullest.

ASIDE NO. 1: A basic parallel from our own experience may be helpful. When we
(as Britons, Americans, etc.) watch a World War II movie, the entire dialogue is
in English, but the Nazis speak a German-tinged English. Their German accent
comes through at all times, and their English is sprinkled with words and
phrases such as “Achtung,” “mach schnell,” “jawohl, mein Kommandant,” and
the like. Had the Nazis spoken in German, subtitles would have been
necessary—and of course this option is sometimes followed in cinematic
production. But in movie classics such as “Casablanca,” “Stalag 17,” and so on,
the Germans speak English, though with their native tone audible throughout.”

But back to our Genesis stories set in Aram. Actually, the narrator does
something more than simply have the characters speak in Aramaic-tinged
Hebrew. Just as frequently he narrates the story itself (in typical third-person
voice) with Aramaic-tinged Hebrew instead of standard diction. By so doing, the
author transports his readership to the foreign land to an even greater extent.

1. GENESIS 24

We begin our survey with Gen 24. While the contemporary reader, even the
trained Hebraist, may not recognize the foreignness of these forms and words at
first blush, I am quite certain that the ancient Israelite listening to this text would
have identified the following features as atypical Hebrew, flavored with a hint of
Aramaic. In an attempt to keep the material below accessible for the general
reader, including the beginning student of Hebrew, I present only the bare
minimum of linguistic data. The reader interested in a fuller treatment is invited
to consult my previous studies on the subject.’

2. Though in the latter film, the Nazis also speak German at times, without subtitles.
Clearly the hand of producer, director, and co-screenwriter Billy Wilder is present here.

3. Gary A. Rendsburg, “Some False Leads in the Identification of Late Biblical
Hebrew Texts: The Cases of Genesis 24 and 1 Samuel 2:27-36,” JBL 121 (2002): 23-46;
and idem, “Aramaic-like Features in the Pentateuch,” HS 47 (2006): 163-76. I refrain
from providing additional footnotes with page numbers for each item registered below;
suffice to note that all of the usages discussed are treated in the cited articles. See now
also idem, “What We Can Learn about Other Northwest Semitic Dialects from Reading
the Bible,” in Discourse, Dialogue, and Debate in the Bible: Essays in Honour of Frank
Polak, ed. Athalya Brenner-Idan, Hebrew Bible Monographs 63, Amsterdam Studies in
Bible and Religion 7 (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2014), 161-64, §§2—4, though
in more of an outline format. For the most succinct summary, see idem, “Style-
Switching,” EHLL 3:633-36.
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1. The stage is set already in the land of Canaan, with Abraham’s instructions to
his servant, during which he twice uses the expression DMWY ’:l"?g; ‘God of
heaven’ (vv. 3, 7). This phrase occurs elsewhere in the Bible only in late texts:
Jon 1:9; Ezra 1:2; Neh 1:4, 5; 2:4, 20; 2 Chr 36:23, all under the influence of
Aramaic 87V A% ‘God of heaven’. This epithet of God is attested in Aramaic
texts in the Bible (Dan 2:18, 19, 37, 44; Ezra 5:12; 6:9, 10; 7:12, 21) and in such
extrabiblical documents as the Elephantine papyri (e.g., Cowley 30:2 = TAD A
4.7:2).

2. The phrase 3120 Dizan 2% hwr Npn &b WK . . . awe) ‘Tadjure you. . .
that you not take a woman for my son from amongst the daughters of the
Canaanite’ (v. 3) utilizes an unusual idiom for vowing. The verb p”avw ‘vow’
(gal, niphal), ‘adjure’ (hiphil) typically is followed by the particle D& serving as
the negator (‘no, not’); see, for example, Gen 21:23; 1 Sam 19:6; 30:15 [2x];
Song 2:7 [2x]; 3:5 [2x]; 5:8; Neh 13:25 [2x]; etc.)—but that is not the case in
Gen 24:3. Instead, Abraham’s words to his servant employ the Aramaic-style
idiom. In fact, the wording in Gen 24:3 is a calque (loan translation) of the
Aramaic phrase.® In short, the ancient Israelite listener to this story would have
stopped at this point and said something like, “wait a minute, that’s not how we
speak Hebrew”—but that, of course, is precisely what the author intended.

3. AND 4. In v. 17 we read of the initial words spoken by the servant to the
woman at the well (Rebekah, of course): TTan D-vYR K1 PRNIT ‘cause-to-
flow-forth for me please a bit of water from your jug’. Our attention is directed
to two lexemes.

The first is the verb K"ny (hiphil) ‘cause-to-flow-forth’ (or more simply
‘give drink’). The root occurs elsewhere in the Bible only in Job 39:24 (albeit
with different nuance), a book replete with Aramaisms—not because Job is a
late composition necessarily, but rather because the setting of the book, in the
Transjordanian desert fringe, prompts such usages (see below, §IX). The
broader Aramaic picture provides some further usages of the root 87n3. While it
is true that one never finds the verb in regular or frequent use within Aramaic,
the evidence is sufficient to allow the conclusion that an ancient Israelite would
have recognized the Aramaic-ness of the verb.

The second item is the noun T2 ‘jug, pitcher, vessel’, which occurs a
remarkable nine times in Gen 24 (vv. 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 20, 43, 45, 46). This
word is well attested in diverse Aramaic dialects, whereas it is restricted in the
Bible to certain settings only, our story prime among them. The author’s use of
this distinctive word nine times in Gen 24 is part of his effort to create the
Aramean atmosphere.

4. As witnessed by the manner in which the Targumim render the standard Hebrew
imprecation formula.
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5. Several verses later we encounter the verb 17y “pour (liquids)’ (v. 20), the
only such case in the Bible. Once more we are dealing with a verb better attested
in Aramaic, meaning both ‘pour (liquids)’ and ‘flow’.

6. The reader is frozen for a moment by the phrase A% IXRWA WM ‘and the
man is gazing at her’ (v. 21): (a) because of the pause in the action, as the
servant observes the woman’s actions; and (b) because of the employment of the
hapax legomenon 7"RY (hithpael) ‘gaze, watch’. True, the corresponding
Aramaic verb typically connotes ‘stay, delay, hesitate’, so that the semantics are
not identical, but once more we may observe (pun intended?) how an Aramaic-
style lexeme is employed in Gen 24 to enhance the literary effect.’

7. In v. 38, while relating his story, the servant quotes Abraham as having
instructed him as follows: 125 MWR ANRY "ONaWHR™HR1 7o ARTAHR N DR
“but rather unto the house of my father you should go, and unto my famlly, and
you shall take a wife for my son’. Our attention is drawn to the initial phrase “D&
N5, which normally in Hebrew means ‘if not’ (Gen 4:7; 18:21; etc.), but which
in our passage means ‘but rather’. This too represents the Aramaic usage,
attested as earlier 8 Ix, later 8%, which actually passed into Hebrew in the
post-biblical period and continues until the present day with the force of ‘but
rather’.

8. The final example from this episode is the noun niTan ‘choice gifts’ (v. 53),
which once more evokes an Aramaic usage. Elsewhere in the Bible this word is
attested in Ezra 1:6; 2 Chr 21:3; 32:23—that is, in Late Biblical Hebrew under
the direct influence of Aramaic. Its presence in Gen 24 is due to another reason,
as we have outlined here, to flavor the narrative with Aramaic-like features in
order to create the proper ambiance.

ASIDE NO. 2: Before proceeding to our second text from the book of Genesis
(chs. 30-31), it may be useful to transition here from ancient Hebrew to modern
English (both British and American) literature—to remind the reader that the
technique described herein continues to reverberate. Nineteenth-century authors,
in particular, it seems, were fond of casting their prose in the local dialect—in
Britain one thinks of Charles Dickens and Elizabeth Gaskell, in America writers
such as Mark Twain and George Washington Harris stand out. One single word
from the works of Mrs. Gaskell, representative of Lancashire English, will
suffice to illustrate: ‘liefer’, in the sense of ‘gladly’, as in: “I’d liefer sweep th’

5. In addition, one notes the use of NXAWN alliterationis causa (“for the purpose of
alliteration”) as it evokes the sounds of other words in close proximity, namely, DV (v.
18), arwy (v. 19), nhwY, (v. 19), aRWYH (v. 20), arwm (v. 20), WM (v. 21), ninwY (v.
22), wRi (v. 22).
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streets” (North and South) and “I would liefer live without fire” (Mary Barton).®
Such examples, of course, could be multiplied, for Mrs. Gaskell, for the
aforecited authors, and for countless more not mentioned here—but this single
illustration from English literature hopefully helps the reader new to the subject
of “style-switching” or “literary dialect” with the point under consideration in
Biblical Hebrew prose.

II. GENESIS 29-31

And with that digression into English literature we may return to our main
subject. The second narrative in the book of Genesis set in the land of Aram,
namely, chs. 29-31, the account of Jacob in the household of Laban, provides
ample additional specimens of this literary technique. Interestingly, the author
does not introduce Aramaic-like features in ch. 29, perhaps because Jacob is still
a recent arrival (notwithstanding the passage of seven years [see v. 20]). When
we continue reading in chs. 30-31, by contrast, the text is once again heavily
flavored with atypical lexical and grammatical features—atypical in Hebrew,
that is, but representative of Aramaic.

The linguistic features embedded in the story of Jacob in the land of Aram
were first studied by Jonas Greenfield.” His pathfinding research focused on
three items, as follows:

1. The verbs g7 ‘and he (sc. God) removed’ (31:9) and >¥n ‘he (sc. God)
removed’ (31:16) are based on the root 97%1 (hiphil), which typically in Hebrew
means ‘save, rescue’, but in these two instances means ‘remove, take away’,
which connotation it bears in Aramaic (in addition to ‘save, rescue’). Note that
the first is spoken by Jacob to his two wives, Rachel and Leah, while the second
is spoken by the two wives themselves, whose native language in ‘real life’, of
course, was Aramaic.

2. At the end of Gen 31:23 we read 'r;g'?;}a 7732 inR PaT ‘and he (sc. Laban)
overtook him in the Mount of Gilead’. In Hebrew the verbal root 727 means
‘stick, adhere, cling’ (both gal and hiphil). This is true of the Aramaic cognate
as well, though in this language the verb gains the additional meaning
‘overtake’. The author of our narrative took full advantage of this linguistic
datum by introducing P2 ‘and he overtook’ at this key point in the storyline.

6. For guidance, see Wendy A. Craik, Elizabeth Gaskell and the English Provincial
Novel (London: Methuen, 1975). For some instances in American literature, see Michael
Ellis, “Literary Dialect as Linguistic Evidence: Subject-Verb Concord in Nineteenth-
Century Southern Literature,” American Speech 69 (1994): 128-44.

7. Jonas C. Greenfield, “Aramaic Studies and the Bible,” in Congress Volume
Vienna 1980, ed. John A. Emerton, VTSup 32 (Leiden: Brill, 1981), 110-30, esp. 129—
30.
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For the reader unfamiliar with this usage, the author “explains” it, as it were,
two verses later with the phrase 2pp»™n& 127 37 ‘and Laban overtook Jacob’,
utilizing the standard Hebrew lexeme, the hiphil of 3”1 (see, for example, Gen
44:4,6).

3. In Gen 31:28, Laban says to Jacob, *nia% 1237 pwi? 1nwvs &7 ‘and you did
not allow me to kiss my sons and my daughters’. Only here in the entire Bible
does the verbal root W01 mean ‘allow, permit’; elsewhere it carries the meaning
‘abandon, forsake’. The background for this unique usage was brilliantly
deduced by Greenfield: in Aramaic a single verb p”aw means both ‘leave,
abandon’ and ‘allow, permit’, so that the clever Israelite author—placing much
demand on his reader’s knowledge and equal cleverness—extended the
semantics of the Hebrew verb W v1 from typical ‘leave, abandon’ to include
‘allow, permit’ as well.

Building on the strong foundation laid by Greenfield, I was able to identify
numerous other elements of “style-switching” within Genesis 30-31.* These
include the following:

4. The word T3 “fortune’ (30: 11) used in the naming of Gad, occurs only here in
the Bible as a common noun.’ In Aramaic, on the other hand, it is the common
word for ‘fate, fortune’.

5. In 30:20, upon the birth of Zebulun, Leah states: 2iv 721 nk | 07O8 7721
‘God has provided me with a good provision’ (or perhaps, ‘God has granted me
a good dowry’). This passage includes the only two attestations of the root 7721
‘provide, supply, give’ (once as verb, once as noun) in the Bible. The root is part
of the standard Aramaic lexis.

6. The following expression in Gen 30:28 attracts our attention: "2 372 n2p3
nInRY ‘designate your wage for me, and I will give it’. The verbal root 27p2
typically bears the core meaning ‘bore, pierce’, though in this instance by
extension it comes to mean ‘mark, specify, designate’ (as a parallel, note the
derivation of English/Latin ‘designate’, from °‘sign’, that is, ‘incise, make a
mark’, etc.). This meaning is attested in the later Palmyrene and Nabatean
dialects (also in later Amoraic Hebrew, presumably as a borrowing from
Aramaic); while in Syriac the related noun form means ‘weight’, a connotation
which also fits the passage in Gen 30:28, when one recalls that wages were paid
in silver weighed out (before the invention of true money). The only other

8. In addition to the aforecited article in Hebrew Studies, see my earlier study: Gary
A. Rendsburg, “Linguistic Variation and the ‘Foreign’ Factor in the Hebrew Bible,” I0S
15 (1996): 177-90, esp. pp. 182—83. Note that item no. 6 below is identified here for the
first time.

9. The term occurs elsewhere in Isa 65:11 as the name of a foreign deity
Gad/Fortune.
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attestation 2”p1 ‘mark, specify, designate’ in the Bible is Isa 62:2, as a true
Aramaism, in the words of Second Isaiah, living in Babylon in the sixth century
BCE, during which time and place Aramaic was in standard usage.

7. The noun o"w’n ‘he-goats’ in 30:35 is rare in Hebrew (in fact, it seems always
to be used for style switching effect'’), though common in (at least Western)
Aramaic dialects.

8. The noun 15 ‘almond’ (30:37) occurs only here in the Bible; it is the Aramaic
word for this tree/nut, used here instead of standard Hebrew Tpw ‘almond’.

9. The noun w7 ‘troughs’ (30:38, 41) reflects Aramaic, in which the root
"7 ‘run’ corresponds to Hebrew 717 ‘run’. Thus one reconstructs the semantic
development of the word for ‘trough’ as derived from ‘runner’."

10. The 3rd person feminine plural form mnMM ‘and they (sc. the female
members of the flock) were in heat’ (30:38) reflects Aramaic morphology with
y- before the root and -na following. The standard Hebrew form would be
nInnm*, with #- and -na affixed to the root.

11., 12., AND 13. In Gen 31:7, Jacob says to his two wives: "I2wnn& 970m
o nwy ‘and he changed my wage ten times’, with reference to Laban’s
treatment of his nephew/son in-law. In v. 31, Jacob addresses Laban with more
or less the same expression: 031 N7WY *M2wnng 79nm ‘and you changed my
wage ten times’. The wordmg in v. 7 contains no less than three Aramaic-like
features: two lexical (both repeated in v. 31) and one grammatical.

(a) The verb 7751 ‘change, exchange’ occurs in other contexts in Hebrew
(e.g., Gen 41:14, with reference to changing one’s clothes), but with reference to
monetary or fiscal change or exchange, the usage is rare.'” It will come as no
surprise, by this point, to learn that this usage has greater currency (pun
intended?) in Aramaic (especially the Jewish Palestinian Aramaic dialect).

(b) The noun o ‘times’ is another non-standard Hebrew term (limited to
our two verses), but which is more common in Aramaic.

(c) In v. 7, the verbal form a5nm in standard Biblical Hebrew would
constitute a wagatal form, pointing to the future; in the present instance,

10. See Rendsburg, “Aramaic-like Features in the Pentateuch,” 167 n. 11; and idem,
“What We Can Learn,” 175, §15.2.

11. By way of comparison, note the English words “runner” and “runnel” meaning
‘small stream, rivulet’. More significantly, see also the technical meaning of “runner” =
‘a channel along which molten metal runs from the furnace to the mould’ (OED s.v.
runner, def. 11.9.c.); as well as “runnel” in the sense of a man-made conduit, as in this
1883 citation: “Small runnels are generally chiselled for the purpose of conducting the
water into the cistern” (OED s.v. runnel, def. 2).

12. Elsewhere only Lev 27:10.
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however, the tense is clearly past, hence, ‘and he changed’, on par with Aramaic
usage.

14. The unique usage represented in 1% 737 392°5p ‘by not telling him’ (31:20)
bespeaks Aramaic, which uses an especially large number of compound
particles based on 5 (e.g., "o8 5, 23 v, nan b, poy Y, ow Y, etc.””), even if
*52 Sy itself is not attested (to the best of my knowledge).

15. The form *na33 ‘I was robbed’ (31:39 [2x]) constitutes an inflected passive
participle (note the suffix "n-, borrowed from the suffix- -conjugation paradigm,
yet attached to the participle here), a most unusual grammatical form. Such
forms are known from later Jewish Palestinian Aramaic,'* and one will assume
that they were current in earlier Aramaic as well, including the dialect assumed
for the conversation between Jacob and Laban, and/or at the time of the
composition of Gen 30-31.

16. Our final example takes us one verse beyond the two chapters considered
here, though there can be no doubt that its presence in Gen 32:1 is part of the
same literary portrayal—especially since the action still concerns Laban and
Jacob’s family. The linguistic element is DX ‘them’, as opposed to standard
Hebrew DR ‘them’. 1

Now, 'if this were not enough to carry the reader/listener into an Aramean
context, the author of this material included one final zinger as well: a pure
Aramaic two-word expression, RITAY 73 ‘mound of witness’ (31:47), in the
mouth of Laban, equaling Hebrew 'rxJ’?J ‘mound of witness’ (written as one
word), expressed by Jacob.'® The introduction of this pure Aramaic phrase
serves as an explicit reminder that the characters have been speaking Aramaic
all along, and not Hebrew—just as Shakespeare’s single phrase et tu, Brute?
(Julius Caesar, Act 3, Scene 1) suffices to remind the theatergoer that Julius

13. Michael Sokoloff, 4 Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic (Ramat-Gan:
Bar-Ilan University Press, 1992), 406-8; and Michael Sokoloff, 4 Dictionary of Jewish
Babylonian Aramaic (Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 2002), 863.

14. See Gustaf Dalman, Grammatik des jiidisch-paldstinischen Aramdisch (Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1905), 284.

15. For a related instance, see below, §11II, item no. 11.

16. True, the location of this place in the land of Gilead (see Gen 31:23, 25), where
one assumes a Transjordanian dialect of Canaanite was spoken (indeed, of the type
present in the Deir ‘Alla inscription, as elucidated by our jubilarian [see above, n. 1]), is
at some remove from Aramaic-speaking territory. Be that as it may, the story wishes to
represent this spot as the border between Hebrew-speaking Jacob(ites) and Aramaic-
speaking Laban(ites). All of this aside, for our present purposes, with an eye to stylistic
and narratological concerns, the two-word Aramaic phrase in the mouth of Laban
remains the final zinger in the narrative.
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Caesar and his cohorts have been speaking Latin all along, and not Elizabethan
English.

We now turn to the second type of style-switching, in which foreigners are
present in the land of Canaan, and hence their diction appears as non-standard
Hebrew. The most major biblical composition which employs this technique is
the story of Balaam (Num 22-24). In this narrative, the geographical setting
remains in the land of Canaan,'” but the main character is an Aramean prophet
brought from Pethor (=Pitru), in the heart of Aramean territory, by Balaq king of
Moab to curse the people of Israel. Accordingly, Balaam’s oracles—comprising
the key component of his presence in the story—are heavily tinted with
Aramaic-like features.

ASIDE NO. 3: Again we may point to a parallel from the oeuvre of William
Shakespeare, most conspicuously in Henry V. For in this play, the English
military leader Captain Gower is joined by three others in the campaign, Captain
Fluellen of Wales, Captain Macmorris of Ireland, and Captain Jamy of Scotland.
Captain Gower speaks standard English, no different from the standard speech
of his king or other members of the royal family. The dialects of the other three
military men, by contrast, each bears traits of the English used in the
neighboring lands. The most striking one, which would have been recognized by
the contemporary theatergoer immediately, is the phrase “look you”, uttered by
Fluellen twenty-two (!) times during the performance, including a staggering
eleven times in Act III, Scene 2, with the remaining eleven scattered throughout
the remainder of the play. The phrase, by the way, still may be heard in Welsh
English to the present day. Furthermore, even the character’s surname rings with
the audience, for in Welsh it clearly would have been Llewellyn or Llywelyn.
But since the English have great difficulty in pronouncing the voiceless alveolar
lateral fricative [1] (to use the technical term for this phoneme and its official
International Phonetic Alphabet symbol), they typically replace the sound with
the combination [fl]; compare “Floyd” for “Lloyd”—as reflected already in the
Shakespearean adaptation “Fluellen”.

The Irish officer Captain Macmorris also has distinctive aspects in his
English (e.g., “Chrish” for “Christ”), but most foreign of all are the speeches of
the Scot, Captain Jamy, which are virtually unintelligible to one attending the
play, a fact which no doubt reflects the reality of an Englishman’s (in)ability to
understand a Scot ca. 1600."® Consider, for example, these lines (Henry V, Act
III, Scene 2):

17. To be more specific, the land of Moab, on the other side of the Jordan River,
within what I would call “greater Canaan”, and in any case certainly within the Canaanite
linguistic purview, since Moabite is a dialect of Canaanite (along with Hebrew,
Phoenician, etc.).

18. In some cases, not much has changed, one could say. See the playful description
by Bill Bryson, Notes from a Small Island (London: Doubleday, 1993), 366—67, 369-70.
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By the mess, ere theise eyes of mine take themselves
to slomber, ay’ll de gud service, or ay’ll lig i’

the grund for it; ay, or go to death; and ay’ll pay

’t as valourously as I may, that sall I suerly do,

that is the breff and the long. Marry, I wad full

fain hear some question ’tween you tway.

—which is so difficult that further comment hardly is necessary."

III. NUMBERS 23-24

With this digression into English literature serving as background for what
follows, we may proceed to our analysis of Balaam’s oracles embedded within
Num 23-24. The following linguistic traits, all signifying Aramaic more so than
standard Hebrew, serve to signal the foreignness of the main character, as
revealed through his own speech.”

1. The reduplicatory plural form of the common noun 97 ‘mountain’ occurs in
the phrase 07p™777n ‘from the mountains of old” (23:7). The standard Hebrew
construct form is *377 “‘mountains of” (32x).

2. The noun ©™¥ ‘mountains’ in 23:8 in the a-line of the couplet, replaces
standard Hebrew 01 ‘mountains’, here paired with nipas ‘hills’ in the b-line
(the only such case in the Bible). The form ©m¥ evokes Aramaic ™0
‘mountains’, and no doubt reflects an attempt to include that Aramaic word in
the poetry.”'

19. For elucidation and further information on the speech of all three non-English
officers, see Dennis Freeborn, From Old English to Standard English, 3rd ed. (New
York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2006), 322-23, with Text Commentary Book 16.2.

20. The first effort in this direction was the seminal article by Stephen A. Kaufman,
“The Classification of the North West Semitic Dialects of the Biblical Period and Some
Implications Thereof,” in Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress of Jewish Studies:
Panel Sessions: Hebrew and Aramaic Languages (Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish
Studies, 1988), 41-57, esp. pp. 54-55. Another important study is Shelomo Morag,
“Rovde Qadmut,” Tarbiz 50 (1981): 1-24, many of whose interpretations are accepted in
what follows. The most comprehensive treatment of this material is Clinton J. Moyer,
Literary and Linguistic Studies in Sefer Bil‘am (Numbers 22—24) (PhD diss., Cornell
University, 2009), 14-192.

21. The form o™ uses the Old Aramaic orthography still, in which the emphatic
interdental /z/ is represented by ¥ s (before the shift to v ¢ occurred). In fact this
orthography occurs still in the Adon letter, line 8, where ‘he guarded’ appears as 921 (and
not expected T01).
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3. The phrase 2Wnm &9 o311 ‘and among the nations he [sc. Israel] is not
reckoned’ (23:9) includes an unusual usage. The hithpael verb 2wWnmn® ‘is not
reckoned’ bears not its usual reflexive connotation (i.e., ‘does not reckon
himself”), but instead occurs with passive voice—exactly as occurs with the T-
stem in Aramaic (in standard Hebrew one expects the niphal for the passive).

4. The noun P27 ‘dust-cloud’ in 23:10 occurs only here, but is explicable via its
cognates in Samaritan Aramaic, Christian Palestinian Aramaic, and Akkadian.?2

5. The expression o™W? nin, lit. ‘death of the upright’ (23:10), was elucidated
by Menahem Kister as the opposite of the Aramaic expression nnb mn ‘evil
death’ in Nerab tomb inscription, no. 1 (KA 225), line 10—and indeed this
entire biblical verse shares much in common with Nerab tomb inscription, no. 2
(KAI 226), lines 3—4.%

6. In 23:18 Balaam addresses Balaq with the words *Tv n21873. The phrase
frequently is translated ‘give-ear to me’, but a problem arises since the verb ;"1R
(hiphil) typically governs the preposition 9% or -5, both meaning ‘to’ (see
especially Deut 1:45, Ps 77:2, Job 34:2).** We elect, accordingly, to interpret the
expression differently, with *70 meaning ‘my warnings’, closely related to the
noun *TY ‘covenant, testimony’ occurring repeatedly in the Aramaic Sefire treaty
texts (KAI 222-224).

7. The noun Wn3 ‘divination’ occurs in 23:23; a bit further on one encounters the
plural form o"wny ‘divinations’ in 24:1 within the prose narrative. These are the

22. H. L. Ginsberg, “Lexicographical Notes,” ZAW 51 (1933): 309. I take the
opportunity to correct the information presented in my earlier publications, which
mentions a Syriac cognate, though none exists: Rendsburg, “Aramaic-like Features in the
Pentateuch,” 169; and idem, “What We Can Learn,” 164, §4.4. I am grateful to Jan
Joosten (University of Oxford) for calling this error to my attention. As indicated above,
the Aramaic evidence comes not from Syriac, but rather from Samaritan Aramaic and
Christian Palestinian Aramaic, for which see, respectively, Abraham Tal, A Dictionary of
Samaritan Aramaic, 2 vols. (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 2:812—-13; Friedrich Schulthess,
Lexicon Syropalaestinum (Berlin: Reimer, 1903), 188; and Michael Sokoloff, A
Dictionary of Christian Palestinian Aramaic, OLA 234 (Leuven: Peeters, 2014), 387-88.

23. Menahem Kister, “Some Blessing and Curse Formulae in the Bible, Northwest
Semitic Inscriptions, Post-Biblical Literature and Late Antiquity,” in Hamlet on a Hill:
Semitic and Greek Studies Presented to T. Muraoka on the Occasion of his Sixty-Fifth
Birthday, ed. M. F. J. Baasten and W. Th. van Peursen, OLA 118 (Leuven: Peeters,
2003), 325.

24. The only other collocation of the verb 118 (hiphil) and the preposition T is in
Job 32:11 oynian-Tv 1y ‘I listen to your wise-sayings’. Note, however, that in this
instance the preposition introduces the speech heard, not the one speaking.
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only two attestations of this noun in the Bible, though it is well distributed
across Aramaic dialects with the meaning ‘augury, divination’.

8. The fossilized form ox3 ‘said, spoken, uttered’” is used with reference to
human speech (to introduce words delivered by Balaam) in 24:3—4 (3x), 24:15-
16 (3x). This rare usage in the Bible (almost always the form introduces divine
speech, especially within the prophetic books) occurs elsewhere only in northern
settings in the Bible, that is, in the area of Israel geographically closest to Aram.
While the word is not attested in Aramaic per se, most likely Hebrew D1 finds a
cognate in Eblaite,” which once more takes us to the general region of Aram,
even if the floruit of Ebla was at the end of the Early Bronze Age, a millennium
and then some before Aramaic first emerges in the written record.

9. The verbal form 193 ‘inclining’ (or perhaps ‘standing tall’”’) in 24:6 retains
the third root-letter yod, as in Aramaic. We have just noted two possible
meanings for this verb, though a third one also may be present, namely ‘be
damp’ (vb.), ‘moist’ (adj.), known from Syriac,” especially given the overall
intent of this verse, with the recurrent water imagery: 973 "5 N2 ¥ ohma
079D OTIRD NI PRI B9nRD ‘like palm-trees 1nclln1ng, like gardens along the
river, like aloes planted by YHWH like cedars along the water’.

10. The noun na%n ‘kingdom’ in 24:7 constitutes the classic Aramaic form of
this noun, in place of the standard Hebrew form na%nn ‘kmgdom The former
term, in its fuller spelling na%n, entered Hebrew as a genuine loanword from
Aramaic with the passage of time, so that it comes to dominate in books such as
Ezra-Nehemiah (8x), Chronicles (28x), Esther (26x), and Daniel (16x), all
written during the post-exilic period. The attestation in Num 24:7, however, is to
be explained otherwise, as part of the style-switching effect achieved by the
author, who places this vocable in the mouth of Balaam.

25. The term “fossilized” means that the verb is not productive, it never occurs in
any other form, it is not conjugated, and so on—so that all 377 occurrences of the word
are in the same form.

26. See Cyrus H. Gordon, “Vocalized Consonants: The Key to um-ma/en-ma/ora,”
in The Tablet and the Scroll: Near Eastern Studies in Honor of William W. Hallo, ed.
Mark E. Cohen, Daniel C. Snell, and David B. Weisberg (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press,
1993), 109-10; and Gary A. Rendsburg, “Hebrew Philological Notes (1),” AS 40 (1999):
29-30.

27. See Menahem Moreshet, “1©3 D*'?ljga,” Bet-Migra’ 48 (5732): 51-56; and
Morag, “Rovde Qadmut,” 15-16, esp. n. 54.

28. For the verb, see J. Payne Smith, 4 Compendious Syriac Dictionary (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1903; repr., Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1998), 336. For the
adjective, see Michael Sokoloff, 4 Syriac Lexicon (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns;
Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2009), 910.
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11. The word oiPnigy ‘their bones’ in 24:8 includes the pronominal suffix D%
‘their’ added to a plural noun ending in ni-. Standard Biblical Hebrew prefers
the form D:;-, while Late Biblical Hebrew prefers the form 0i1*:- as a result of
Aramaic influence.” In the case of the Balaam narrative, however, we are firmly
within Standard Biblical Hebrew, save for the Aramaic-like features branding
Balaam’s speech. And while not every instance of D~ ‘their’ in pre-exilic
texts is an example of style-switching, in the present instance, in the mouth of
Balaam, this is most likely the proper explanation.”

12. The full phrase in which the preceding form occurs is the following:
D7) DnhgY) ‘and their bones he gnaws’ (24:8). The linguistic oddity here is
the verbal root D73 ‘gnaw bones’, a denominative verb based on the Aramaic
noun 073 ‘bone’.

In short, the Balaam oracles are filled with Aramaic-like usages, which
together serve the purpose of the style-switching employed by the ancient
Israelite author.

IV.2 KINGS 5

Another section of the Bible which employs this second type of style-switching
concerns the interplay of the Arameans and the Israelites in 2 Kgs 5—6. Here one
finds at least two forms (one in each chapter) which reflect the native Aramaic
speech of the speakers.’’

1. The first is Naaman’s use of the Aramaic form of the infinitive construct
TMNAYAA ‘in my prostrating myself” while addressing Elisha (2 Kgs 5:18).%2

2. The second is spoken by the king of Aram, who uses the interrogative 2R
‘where” when addressing his servants (2 Kgs 6:13), again, as per Aramaic usage

29. For general discussion, see Avi Hurvitz, 4 Linguistic Study of the Relationship
between the Priestly Source and the Book of Ezekiel, CahRB 20 (Paris: Gabalda, 1982),
24-27. For the most recent treatment, see Moshe Bar-Asher, “Leshon Qumran ben ha-
Migra’ li-Leshon Hazal (‘Iyyun ba-Se‘if be-Morfologya),” Meghillot 2 (2004): 137-49.

30. For a related feature, see above, §1I, item no. 16.

31. See lan Young, “The ‘Northernisms’ of the Israelite Narratives in Kings,” ZAH 8
(1990): 63-70.

32. Note, however, that Naaman uses the more proper Hebrew form mr_jm:u‘n'? earlier
in the verse. This may be an instance of morphological variation for the sake of variation,
on which see Robert J. Ratner, “Morphological Variation in Biblical Hebrew Rhetoric,”
in Let Your Colleagues Praise You: Studies in Memory of Stanley Gevirtz (Part 2) (ed.
Robert J. Ratner et al.) = Maarav 8 (1992): 143-59. Be that as it may, the Aramaicizing
form nonetheless was placed in the mouth of an Aramean general visiting the land of
Israel—and not in the mouth of a local native speaker of Hebrew.
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(in standard Hebrew the stem of this interrogative means ‘how’, not ‘where’).*®
There are many more Aramaic-like features within these chapters, which no
doubt enhance the literary effect,”® though I limit myself to mentioning these
two specific items, since these are the ones which the author placed in the
speech of the Aramean characters.

V.JOSHUA 9

A third and less well-recognized illustration of style-switching with reference to
foreigners in the land of Israel occurs in Joshua 9, with reference to the Hivites
resident in Gibeon. These people claim to have come from a distant land (cf.
Josh 11:3; Judg 3:3, which situate the Hivites in the territory from Mt. Hermon
northward to Lebo-Hamath), though now they reside in Gibeon in the heartland
of the central hill country (specifically, within the territory of Benjamin).
Several linguistic features of their speech appear to represent their foreign (or in
this case, immigrant) status.

1. The first is the syntagma of the demonstrative pronoun placed before the
noun, a feature known from Aramaic and Phoenician (that is to say, in languages
spoken in the homeland of these Hivites), witnessed three times in Josh 9:12—13:
13AN% | 77 ‘this our bread’; " NiT&1 n%R1 ‘these bottle-skins of wine’; and 178
191 3rhinbw ‘and these our clothes and our shoes’.”

2. The second item is Josh 9:24 nypn ‘and we did’, which is wholly irregular
and unique in the Bible: (a) the expected form is the apocopated wya (Jer
35:10); and (b) while long wayyigtol forms of 175 (III-y) verbs occur, the final
vowel is always /e/ segol, not /&/ sere as here (cf. GKC §75hh). One suspects,

33. For the Aramaic usage, see, e.g., Tg. Onq. to Gen 37:16, Tg. Jon. to Judg 8:18,
both rendering Hebrew na'R, Peshitta to Gen 3:9, rendering Hebrew m& (the specific
form there is N2’} ‘where are you?’). Variant forms (especially those beginning with Ae
instead of aleph) occur in other Aramaic dialects. For basic bibliography, see Edward M.
Cook, A Glossary of Targum Onkelos (Leiden: Brill, 2008), 10; and Sokoloff, Syriac
Lexicon, 33-34 (and the references there).

34. See William Schniedewind and Daniel Sivan, “The Elijah-Elisha Narratives: A
Test Case for the Northern Dialect of Hebrew,” JOR 87 (1997): 30337, esp. 323-25, for
instances of what the authors call “literary stylizing” (p. 323). Or these other features—
appearing as they do in the third-person narrative but not within the speech of the
Aramean king and his general—may simply be elements of Israelian (northern) Hebrew,
on which see Gary A. Rendsburg, Israelian Hebrew in the Book of Kings, Occasional
Publications of the Department of Near Eastern Studies and the Program of Jewish
Studies, Cornell University 5 (Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2002).

35. See Gary A. Rendsburg, “Simug Bilti Ragil $el Kinnuy ha-Remez ba-Migra’:
‘Edut Nosefet le-‘Ivrit Sefonit bi-Tqufat ha-Miqra’,” Shnaton 12 (2000): 83—88.
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accordingly, that this form signifies another attempt by the author to portray the
immigrant speech of the Hivites, even though we lack supporting cognate
evidence in this instance.

As such, the non-standard usages in the speech of these Hivites of Gibeon
may be considered as a special sub-type of style-switching, namely, immigrant
speech (or better, the literary representation thereof).*®

VI. 2 SAMUEL 14

Style-switching also may occur within inner-Hebrew contexts (in which case the
definition presented in the second paragraph of this essay may require a slight
tweaking). The best illustration of this occurs in 2 Sam 14, in which the
presumably Judahite author of the David story incorporates Israclian Hebrew
(IH) elements into the speech of the wise woman of Tekoa (to be associated with
Tekoa of the Galilee, not Tekoa near Bethlehem). IH traits include the
following.”’

1. In telling her tale, the woman of Tekoa employs the locution TORANR TNRA
‘the one [struck] the other’ (2 Sam 14:6) to express the correlative or reciprocal,
whereas standard Biblical Hebrew uses the collocation 17 N& WK ‘one the
other’ (lit. ‘each man his friend’) (e.g., Exod 21:18), or the similar expression
TORTTR YR ‘one the other’ (lit. ‘each man his brother’) (e.g., Exod 32:27).8
The expression employed by the woman of Tekoa finds parallels in Aramaic
XTN oy KT (e.g.,, Tg. Onq. and Tg. Ps-J. to Exod 26:3 [bis], with similar
constructions in Tg. Neof. 871 5ap5 871 and Sam. Tg. A7TNRY 77TNR) or in
Aramaic-tinged Hebrew in Job 41:8 182 K.

2. Later in the narrative, during her response to David’s question if Joab had
played a role in her performance, the woman of Tekoa uses the particle of
existence W& ‘there is, there are’ (2 Sam 14:19), attested elsewhere only in TH
texts (Mic 6:10; Prov 18:24—the latter with plene spelling ¥'R), in contrast to
standard Biblical Hebrew W}.”

3. Immediately following are the two irregular forms 2nwn% rnnb ‘to go-right
and to go-left’ (2 Sam 14:19): the former not irregular to a great extent, though

note the defectiva spelling, without the first root-letter yod indicated; the latter
more so, since the expected ‘alep is elided. And while we cannot state

36. See idem, “Foreigner Speech: Biblical Hebrew,” EHLL 1:903—4.

37. See also idem, “What We Can Learn,” 166, §7 (in more schematic presentation).

38. Paul Joiion and T. Muraoka, 4 Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, 2 vols., SubBi 14
(Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1991), 2:546—47.

39. Gary A. Rendsburg, “Millat ha-Qiyyum WR,” Mehqgarim be-Lashon 9 (2003):
251-55.
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unequivocally that these forms reflect the speaker’s northern regional dialect,*
or even her colloquial speech, there is a good chance that they do, or in the very
least add to the literary portrayal of the wise woman of Tekoa.*'

VII. ISAIAH 21:11-12

Our next illustration of style-switching removes us from Biblical Hebrew prose
and takes us to the domain of poetry, or to be more specific prophecy. The
passage to be presented here borders on what I have termed “addressee-
switching”, with reference to the prophetic oracles to the foreign nations*—
though given the specific wording, Isa 21:11-12 seems better suited to the style-
switching umbrella.”® These two verses, which constitute the oracle to Dumah (=
medieval-modern Diimat al-Jandal, in present-day northwestern Saudi Arabia),**
portray the speech of individual denizens of that city or region.*’ In biblical
times the language of the region was Ancient North Arabian (ANA),* with a
possible admixture or adstratum of Aramaic. This is borne out in the language of
Isa 21:11-12, as seen in the following relevant linguistic elements:

1. Verse 11 (on which see below) describes someone calling to the watchman
enquiring about the night. In v. 12, the watchman commences his response with
7222703 72 7R ‘morning has come, and also the night’, with the atypical verbal
root 7"NX ‘come’, known more commonly from Aramaic, ANA (in Safaitic, the
best-attested dialect, at least), and Arabic ('ata). The standard Hebrew verb, of
course, is 8”12 ‘come’.

40. Note that these two verbs are particularly susceptible to non-standard forms. The
standard (or at least expected) forms appear in Gen 13:9, but there is something atypical
about one or the other verb in all other instances: Isa 30:21; Ezek 21:21; 1 Chr 12:2.

41. Naama Zahavi-Ely, “‘Turn Right or Left’: Literary Use of Dialect in 2 Samuel
14:19?” HS 53 (2012): 43-53.

42. Gary A. Rendsburg, “Addressee-switching,” EHLL 1:34-35.

43. See the classic study by Chaim Rabin, “An Arabic Phrase in Isaiah,” in Studi
sull’Oriente e la Bibbia, offerti al P. Giovanni Rinaldi del 60e compleanno (Genoa:
Studio e Vita, 1967), 303-9; along with the brief comment by Kaufman, “Classification,”
55.

44. Though note the reference to Seir, placing us closer to the southern reaches of
greater Canaan, in v. 11.

45. For more on ancient Dumabh, including references in Assyrian texts, see Israel
Eph’al, The Ancient Arabs (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1982), 120-21.

46. Even if only three Ancient North Arabian inscriptions have been found at
Dumah. I am grateful to Ahmad Al-Jallad (Leiden University) for this information, for
the other ANA linguistic data to follow, and for the reference in n. 53 below.



STYLE-SWITCHING IN BIBLICAL HEBREW 81

2. AND 3. The watchman then continues with the phrase 1y2 j1yan-ox ‘if you
would enquire, enquire’, which includes two items of interest:

(a) The root 17"¥a (>"v2) ‘seek, enquire’ is an atypical Hebrew lexical feature,
used elsewhere in BH only in Obad 1:6 (note the Edomite context!),* though it
is exceedingly well known and productive in both Aramaic* and Arabic (as the
root b-g-y), and once more known also from ANA (again, Safaitic dialect).

(b) One also notes the atypical morphology, with the third root-letter yod
retained in both instances, jyan and Y3, the former a 2.m.pl. prefix-
conjugation form, and the latter a m.pl. imperative form. One cannot say that
this too is a feature of Aramaic, for generally Aramaic agrees with Hebrew in
the elision of the ydd, though in this case both ANA and Arabic (at least to some
extent) provide the cognate morphology.*’

4. Finally, the watchman concludes his enigmatic words in v. 12 with 1nx 12y
‘return, come’. Our attention is drawn to the last word, which again attests to the
root 7"n& ‘come’ and which once more reflects retention of the third root-letter
yéd, this time in a suffix-conjugation form.>

5. In light of these atypical lexical and grammatical features, one is tempted to
identify another one in v. 11, which has the voice from Seir calling as follows:
9nTn R AR Y ‘Watchman, what of the night? Watchman, what says
one?’ Now, quite possibly the second clause simply repeats the first one, using a
different morphology for the word ‘night’, with 2*7 (even though normally this is
the construct form) instead of 722.°" On the other hand, one must countenance
the possibility that %7 introduces something new, to wit, the 3.m.sg. suffix-
conjugation of the verbal root 7"on ‘say’ (piel), spelled plene here, in imitation

47. That is, with the meaning ‘seek, enquire’, which is presented in HALOT, 1:141,
as nya (I), and in DCH, 2:236, as nya (II). The homonymous verbal root 73”v2 (*"¥2) means
“swell, bulge, protrude” (Isa 30:13; 64:1). Somewhat oddly, BDB, 126, subsumes both
meanings under a single lemma, though then sub-divides the entry with the separate
connotations.

48. For convenient references, see Cook, Glossary of Targum Ongelos, 37. See also
the entry at the Comprehensive Aramaic Lexicon (http://call.cn.huc.edu/), using the CAL
Lexicon Browser, s.v., B(Y.

49. See the discussion in Edward Lipinski, Semitic Languages: Outline of a
Comparative Grammar, OLA 80 (Leuven: Peeters, 1997), 432. Incidentally, the Great
Isaiah Scroll from Qumran (1QIsa’, col. 16, line 29) uses the standard Hebrew forms
7wan and wa.

50. Though in this case, the Great Isaiah Scroll from Qumran (1QIsa®, col. 16, line
29) retains the non-standard morphology, agreeing with MT in its use of 1°NX.

51. Hence, this would be another instance of morphological variation, on which see
above, n. 32.
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of the earlier key word, to create a graphic play between 719°2» and n.” The
context would certainly permit this interpretation, as per my translation above.
And if this be the case, then once more we have another lexeme associated more
regularly with Aramaic.™

VIII. PROVERBS 31:1-9

A second poetic text which may qualify as an illustration of style-switching is
the snippet of Massa material in Proverbs 31:1-9, presenting the reader with
proverbial wisdom emanating from this locale in the Syrian Desert.”* The
clearest instances of atypical linguistic usages that color this composition as
foreign, with hints of Aramaic once more, are as follows:

1. Three times in Prov 31:2 we encounter the word 72 ‘son’, as opposed to
standard Hebrew 72 ‘son’.

2. The form 13%9» ‘kings’ in Prov 31:3 employs the masculine plural nominal
ending 1; instead of standard Hebrew o .

IX.JoB

No survey of style-switching in the Bible would be complete without mention of
the book of Job, though naturally the composition is far too extensive to enter
into detailed analysis here. Suffice to say that the geographical setting occurs in
a foreign land, to wit, the land of Uz, in the area where the southern Syrian and
northern Arabian deserts meet—and that the main characters (Job and his three

52. One final note concerning the Great Isaiah Scroll from Qumran (1QIsa®): in this
case the scribe created a perfect graphic match, since both forms appear as 2°7 (col. 16,
line 28).

53. The verb does not appear in ANA, though the noun mly appears in a Safaitic
inscription with the apparent meaning ‘word’. See Michael C. A. Macdonald, Muna Al-
Mu’azzin, and Laila Nehmé, “Les inscriptions safaitiques de Syrie, cent quarante ans
apres leur découverte,” CRA 140.1 (1996): 435-94, esp. 484-85.

54. Though to be honest, this interpretation requires reading against the Masoretic
accents accompanying the first three words of v. 1 :7ax e WwR R¥7 770 28M7 137,
with the ‘atnah on 777 requiring something like “the words of Lemuel (the) king; (the)
oracle which his mother taught him.” Presumably this reading arose within the Masora
due to the identification of Lemuel with Solomon in Jewish tradition (the earliest source
for this appears to be Qoh. Rab. 1:2); hence the need to shift the major pause in the verse
by one word, though the grammar becomes strained thereby. Once more, see Kaufman,
“Classification,” 54-55. For the location of Massa, see Eph’al, Ancient Arabs, 218-19.
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friends) are all associated with lands in the general region (see Job 1:1; 2:11).%
This will explain why the book is replete with both Aramaic and Arabian lexical
and grammatical features—far too numerous to inventory here.’®

* * *

The texts surveyed herein (Gen 24; Gen 30-31; Num 23-24; Josh 9; 2 Sam 14;
2 Kgs 5; Isa 21:11-12; Prov 31:1-9; Job) illustrate well the use of language in
the service of literature. The ancient Israelite literati knew their language well,
were able to differentiate “standard” and “native” Hebrew usages from
“dialectal” and “foreign” (especially “Aramaic-like”) words and phrases, and no
doubt could depend on at least the well-educated segment of their audience to
both apprehend the results and take pleasure in the effort.

WORKS CITED

Bar-Asher, Moshe. “Leshon Qumran ben ha-Miqra’ li-Lshon Hazal (‘lyyun ba-Se‘if be-
Morfologya).” Meghillot 2 (2004): 137-49.

Bryson, Bill. Notes from a Small Island. London: Doubleday, 1993.

Cook, Edward M. 4 Glossary of Targum Onkelos. Leiden: Brill, 2008.

Craik, Wendy A. Elizabeth Gaskell and the English Provincial Novel. London: Methuen,
1975.

Dalman, Gustaf. Grammatik des jiidisch-paldstinischen Aramdisch. Leipzig: Hinrichs,
1905.

Ellis, Michael. “Literary Dialect as Linguistic Evidence: Subject-Verb Concord in
Nineteenth-Century Southern Literature.” American Speech 69 (1994): 128-44.
Freeborn, Dennis. From Old English to Standard English. 3rd ed. New York: Palgrave

Macmillan, 2006.

Eph’al, Israel. The Ancient Arabs. Jerusalem: Magnes, 1982.

Ginsberg, H. L. “Lexicographical Notes.” Z4AW 51 (1933): 308-9.

Gordon, Cyrus H. “Vocalized Consonants: The Key to um-ma/en-ma/oR1.” Pages 109—-10
in The Tablet and the Scroll: Near Eastern Studies in Honor of William W. Hallo.
Edited by Mark E. Cohen, Daniel C. Snell, and David B. Weisberg. Bethesda, MD:
CDL Press, 1993.

55. In which case, we return to the first type of style-switching, as with §§I-II above,
with the story set in a foreign land.

56. Again see Kaufman, “Classification,” 54-55, for a concise statement. In greater
detail, and with an eye to literary effect, see the series of recent articles from the pen of
Edward L. Greenstein, including: “The Language of Job and Its Poetic Function,” JBL
122 (2003): 651-66; and “The Invention of Language in the Poetry of Job,” in Interested
Readers: Essays on the Hebrew Bible in Honor of David J. A. Clines, ed. James K.
Aitken, Jeremy M. S. Clines, and Christl M. Maier (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2013), 332-46.



84 GARY A. RENDSBURG

Greenfield, Jonas C. “Aramaic Studies and the Bible.” Pages 110-30 in Congress Volume
Vienna 1980. Edited by John A. Emerton. VTSup 32. Leiden: Brill, 1981.

Greenstein, Edward L. “The Invention of Language in the Poetry of Job.” Pages 33246
in Interested Readers: Essays on the Hebrew Bible in Honor of David J. A. Clines.
Edited by James K. Aitken, Jeremy M. S. Clines, and Christl M. Maier. Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2013.

. “The Language of Job and Its Poetic Function.” JBL 122 (2003): 651-66.

Hackett, Jo Ann. The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla. HSM 31. Chico, CA: Scholars Press,
1984.

Hurvitz, Avi. 4 Linguistic Study of the Relationship between the Priestly Source and the
Book of Ezekiel. CahRB 20. Paris: Gabalda, 1982.

Jotion, Paul, and T. Muraoka. 4 Grammar of Biblical Hebrew. 2 vols. SubBi 14. Rome:
Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1991.

Kaufman, Stephen A. “The Classification of the North West Semitic Dialects of the
Biblical Period and Some Implications Thereof.” Pages 41-57 in Proceedings of the
Ninth World Congress of Jewish Studies: Panel Sessions: Hebrew and Aramaic
Languages. Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, 1988.

Kister, Menahem. “Some Blessing and Curse Formulae in the Bible, Northwest Semitic
Inscriptions, Post-Biblical Literature and Late Antiquity.” Pages 313-32 in Hamlet
on a Hill: Semitic and Greek Studies Presented to T. Muraoka on the Occasion of
his Sixty-Fifth Birthday. Edited by M. F. J. Baasten and W. Th. van Peursen. OLA
118. Leuven: Peeters, 2003.

Lipinski, Edward. Semitic Languages: Outline of a Comparative Grammar. OLA 80.
Leuven: Peeters, 1997.

Macdonald, Michael C. A., Muna Al-Mu’azzin, and Laila Nehmé. “Les inscriptions
safaitiques de Syrie, cent quarante ans apres leur découverte.” CRAI 140.1 (1996):
435-94.

Morag, Shelomo. “Rovde Qadmut.” Tarbiz 50 (1981): 1-24.

Moreshet, Menahem. “91 0°7713.” Bet-Miqra’ 48 (5732): 51-56.

Moyer, Clinton J. Literary and Linguistic Studies in Sefer Bil ‘am (Numbers 22—24). PhD
diss., Cornell University, 2009.

Payne Smith, J. 4 Compendious Syriac Dictionary. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1903. Repr., Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1998.

Rabin, Chaim. “An Arabic Phrase in Isaiah.” Pages 303-9 in Studi sull Oriente e la
Bibbia, offerti al P. Giovanni Rinaldi del 60e compleanno. Genoa: Studio e Vita,
1967.

Ratner, Robert J. “Morphological Variation in Biblical Hebrew Rhetoric.” Pages 14359
in Let Your Colleagues Praise You: Studies in Memory of Stanley Gevirtz (Part 2).
Edited by Robert J. Ratner et al. = Maarav 8 (1992).

Rendsburg, Gary A. “Addressee-switching.” FHLL 1:34-35.

. “Aramaic-like Features in the Pentateuch.” HS 47 (2006): 163-76.

—— “Foreigner Speech: Biblical Hebrew.” EHLL 1:903-4.

——— “Hebrew Philological Notes (I).” HS 40 (1999): 27-32.

. Israelian Hebrew in the Book of Kings. Occasional Publications of the

Department of Near Eastern Studies and the Program of Jewish Studies, Cornell

University 5. Bethesda, MD: CDL Press, 2002.




STYLE-SWITCHING IN BIBLICAL HEBREW 85

. “Linguistic Variation and the ‘Foreign’ Factor in the Hebrew Bible.” /OS 15

(1996): 177-90.

. “Millat ha-Qiyyum wR.” Mehqgarim be-Lashon 9 (2003): 251-55.

. “Simug Bilti Ragil $el Kinnuy ha-Remez ba-Miqra’: ‘Edut Nosefet le-‘Tvrit

Sefonit bi-Tqufat ha-Miqra’.” Shnaton 12 (2000): 83-88.

. “Some False Leads in the Identification of Late Biblical Hebrew Texts: The
Cases of Genesis 24 and 1 Samuel 2:27-36.” JBL 121 (2002): 23-46.

——. “Style-Switching.” EHLL 3:633-36.

. “What We Can Learn about Other Northwest Semitic Dialects from Reading the
Bible.” Pages 160-78 in Discourse, Dialogue, and Debate in the Bible: Essays in
Honour of Frank Polak. Edited by Athalya Brenner-Idan. Hebrew Bible
Monographs 63. Amsterdam Studies in Bible and Religion 7. Sheffield: Sheffield
Phoenix Press, 2014.

Schniedewind, William, and Daniel Sivan. “The Elijah-Elisha Narratives: A Test Case
for the Northern Dialect of Hebrew.” JOR 87 (1997): 303-37.

Schulthess, Friedrich. Lexicon Syropalaestinum. Berlin: Reimer, 1903.

Sokoloff, Michael. 4 Dictionary of Christian Palestinian Aramaic. OLA 234. Leuven:
Peeters, 2014.

. A Dictionary of Jewish Babylonian Aramaic. Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University

Press, 2002.

. A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic. Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University

Press, 1992.

. A Syriac Lexicon. Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias,
2009.

Tal, Abraham. 4 Dictionary of Samaritan Aramaic. 2 vols. Leiden: Brill, 2000.

Young, Ian. “The ‘Northernisms’ of the Israelite Narratives in Kings.” Z4H 8 (1990): 63—
70.

Zahavi-Ely, Naama. “‘Turn Right or Left’: Literary Use of Dialect in 2 Samuel 14:19?”
HS 53 (2012): 43-53.







4
The Aramaic Root ‘To Go’—
HWK or HLK?

Jason A. Bembry
Milligan College

INTRODUCING THE PROBLEM

The true verbal root for one of the verbs meaning ‘to go’ in Old Aramaic has
been a matter of dispute for some time among Semitists. There are a variety of
forms whose shape makes it difficult to determine the true three-letter root.
Some suggest that prefix conjugation forms such as yhk ‘he goes’ come from the
root HWK. In these forms, they argue, the medial waw is lost, obscuring the un-
derlying root. Others suggest that the true root is HLK, a root well attested in
Biblical Hebrew and Ugaritic, and then provide various explanations for the
missing /amed. An array of scholars occupies each side of the debate. Theodor
Noldeke, Hans Bauer, Pontus Leander, Franz Rosenthal, and Randall Garr favor
the root HWK. Others, such as André Dupont-Sommer, Giovanni Garbini, Her-
bert Donner, and Jacob Hoftijzer suggest that the true root is HLK.

In this study I reexamine the positions on this question, list the occurrences
of the verbal forms and their contexts among the oldest Aramaic inscriptions,
and make some suggestions in support of the verbal root HLK in Aramaic.

REVIEW OF POSITIONS
SCHOLARS SUPPORTING HWK
Although Theodor Noldeke is the scholar most often cited in support of the root
HWK,' the first scholar to posit the existence of the root HWK in Aramaic was,

to my knowledge, Adalbert Merx. Merx was also the first to associate the puta-
tive Aramaic root HWK with the Ethiopic root HWK.> Noldeke is cited positive-

1. Theodor Néldeke, “Die araméischen Papyri von Assuan,” Z4 20 (1907): 142 n. 1.
2. Adalbert Merx, Chrestomathia Targumica (Berlin: Reuther, 1888), 190.
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ly by Bauer and Leander.’ Similarly, Randall Garr suggests that HWK is the
only root meaning ‘to go’ attested in Old Aramaic.® Garr also connects these
forms with the Ethiopic root HWK, and posits that the root serves as an isogloss
distinguishing Aramaic from the other Northwest Semitic dialects.” What these
linguists have in common is their reliance on Noldeke. Often this reliance is
presented with no further supporting argumentation. In his Aramaic grammar,
Franz Rosenthal proposes two roots found in complementary distribution. He
lists both HWK (‘to go’), found only in G-stem prefix conjugation and infinitive
forms and HLK (‘to walk about’) found in the D- and C-stem participles.’ Koeh-
ler and Baumgartner list both roots. They consider HWK to be hypothetical
(marked with an asterisk in their lexicon), citing Bauer-Leander,” and HLK is
presented as a regular entry.® Jastrow lists only HLK.’

SCHOLARS SUPPORTING HLK

Those who posit HLK as the underlying root explain the unexpected Aramaic
forms lacking the medial /amed by referring to the anomalous forms of the same
root in Biblical Hebrew where it is the Aé that is lost in many of the inflected
forms. The explanation given by Rainer Degen is that one must assume that the
prefix conjugation forms attest an assimilation of the /amed into the 4é.'"’ André
Dupont-Sommer cites the forms of this verbal root in the Sefire inscriptions and
states that they all come from the root HLK.'' The same observation is made by
Emil G. Kraeling regarding the Aramaic papyri from Elephantine.'> Giovanni
Garbini likewise assumes the root HLK to be the basis for forms with this se-
mantic value in Old Aramaic."” A number of Aramaic grammars that have ap-

3. Hans Bauer and Pontus Leander, Grammatik des Biblisch-Aramdischen (Hildes-
heim: Georg Olms, 1981), 144 §46b.

4. W. Randall Garr, Dialect Geography of Syria-Palestine, 1000-586 B.C.E. (Phila-
delphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985), 144.

5. Garr, Dialect Geography, 145.

6. Franz Rosenthal, 4 Grammar of Biblical Aramaic, 7th, exp. ed. (Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz, 2006), §169.

7. HALOT 2:1859b.

8. HALOT 2:1860a.

9. DTTML 352b.

10. Rainer Degen, Altaramdische Grammatik, AKM 38.3 (Wiesbaden: Deutsche
Morgenldndische Gesellschaft, 1969), §64.

11. André Dupont-Sommer, Les inscriptions araméennes de Sfiré (Paris: Imprimerie
Nationale, 1958), 40.

12. Emil G. Kraeling, The Brooklyn Museum Aramaic Papyri: New Documents of
the Fifth Century B.C. from the Jewish Colony at Elephantine (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1969), 311.

13. Giovanni Garbini, “Nuovo materiale per la grammatica dell’aramaico antico,”
RSO 34 (1959): 50.
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peared in the past few decades also list HLK as the root with the meaning ‘to
>14
£0.

AN ARGUMENT FOR HLK

As noted earlier, I would like to suggest that the evidence for these forms of the
verb ‘to go’ in Aramaic points to HLK as the true verbal root. In what follows 1
set forth three supporting arguments for my suggestion. First, I note the preva-
lence of the verbal root HLK in the other Northwest Semitic languages. Second,
I return to the 1907 article by No6ldeke where the suggestion regarding the puta-
tive root HWK has its genesis, and I note both the brevity of the comment, and
the concomitant hesitancy with which he proffers it. Additionally, I address the
cogency of the supposed Ethiopic connection with the verbal root HWK. Third, 1
turn to another verbal root in Aramaic that behaves similarly in its prefix conju-
gation and suggest that this root might help us explain by analogy how these
anomalous forms of HLK came to be.

UBIQUITY OF HLK IN NORTHWEST SEMITIC

As we begin to address the question regarding the explanation of these unique
forms, one important consideration is the ubiquity of the verbal root HLK in the
surrounding Semitic landscape. Certainly, an argument that suggests that Ara-
maic must employ the same verb for the meaning ‘to go’ as most other Semitic
languages that surround it would not be persuasive on its own. It is well known
that languages have lexical isoglosses marking them as unique. Yet in this case
we are faced with an option: the underlying root is either a virtually unique iso-
gloss, as Noldeke and his cogeners would have it, or the various inflections
demonstrate unexpected permutations of a rather common Semitic root, a root
that shows anomalous permutations in other Semitic languages that attest the
root. The root HLK appears in Ugaritic, dating the root’s earliest historical attes-
tation in the twelfth century BCE.'” Phoenician attests the root HLK in the sev-
enth-century inscription on the plaque from Arslan Tash (KAI §27.21) in what is
either an imperative or infinitive absolute form. Cross and Saley analyze the
form Alk in the inscription as an imperative ‘go forth’.'® The plaster texts from

14. See Alger F. Johns, A4 Short Grammar of Biblical Aramaic (Berrien Springs,
Mich.: Andrews University Press, 1972), 99. More recently, see Frederick E. Green-
spahn, An Introduction to Aramaic, RBS 46 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2003), 62, 223. Most recently see Andreas Schuele, An Introduction to Biblical Aramaic
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2012), 86.

15. Gregorio Del Olmo Lete and Joaquin Sanmartin, 4 Dictionary of the Ugaritic
Language in the Alphabetic Tradition (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 1:337.

16. Frank Moore Cross, Jr. and Richard J. Saley, “Phoenician Incantations on a
Plaque of the Seventh Century B.C. from Arslan Tash in Upper Syria,” BASOR 197
(1970): 4e6.
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Deir ‘Alla (KAI §312) attest a G participle 4lk in combination 2, line 7, rendered
‘traveler’ by Jo Ann Hackett.'” Additionally an imperative form appears as lkw
in combination 1, line 5, suggesting derivation from the root HLK.'"® A further
imperative in the form of /k (m. sg.) appears in the Moabite Mesha Inscription
(KAI §181), attesting the same form seen numerous times in Biblical Hebrew
from the root HLK. The Mesha Inscription provides further attestation of an un-
derlying root HLK in the form of a prefix conjugation w 'hlk with the meaning
‘and I went’. So the root HLK appears in Ugaritic, Phoenician, Moabite, the lan-
guage of Deir ‘Alla, and Hebrew. These numerous attestations of the root HLK
constitute a consistent picture of usage throughout the Levant.

RELIANCE ON NOLDEKE’S BRIEF SUGGESTION

The scholars who posit HWK as the true root behind the forms meaning ‘to go’
in Aramaic typically cite Noldeke’s 1907 article, often with little further argu-
mentation. When we examine the case made by Noldeke, we should be disap-
pointed at both its brevity and the lack of conviction with which Noldeke him-
self made the observation. The suggestion to posit a verbal root HWK appears in
a footnote with Noldeke noting simply that “It seems incorrect to me to derive
our forms from Alk” (“Unsere Formen zu hlk zu ziehen scheint mir unrichtig”).
Noldeke goes on to say that one can associate these forms with the Ethiopic
HWK, meaning ‘to agitate’, but he is also aware of the differences in transitivity
between the two meanings.'” At the end of his brief comments about this root in
the footnote, Noldeke cites Merx’s Chrestomathia Targumica wherein Merx
posited the underlying root as HWK.?® This abbreviated discussion constitutes
the apparent basis for a number of citations among the Semitists who posit the
root HWK.

PARALLELS WITH THE ROOT SLQO

Finally, even though the loss of a lamed is not a normal phenomenon in Arama-
ic, there is another verb that behaves in a way similar to HLK. The root SLQ ‘to

17. Jo Ann Hackett, The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla, HSM 31 (Chico, CA: Schol-
ars Press, 1984), 30. The word “combination” refers to the plaster fragments on which the
texts appear. The fragments have been organized into two large combinations (labeled 1
and 2) and several smaller combinations. The relationship between the two remains an
open question. See eadem, “Deir ‘Alla, Tell (Texts),” ABD 2:129-30.

18. Eadem, Balaam Text, 39. See the glossary at the end of Hackett’s book (p. 128)
where the root Alk is connected to these two forms.

19. Noldeke, “Araméischen Papyri,” 142 n. 1. The Ethiopicist Wolf Leslau is not
convinced of this connection between Aramaic and Ethiopic, calling Noldeke’s sugges-
tion “unlikely” (Wolf Leslau, Comparative Dictionary of Ge ‘ez [Wiesbaden: Harrasso-
witz, 1991], 220).

20. Merx, Chrestomathia Targumica, 190. Merx provides no discussion about this
theory.
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go up’ attests a similar pattern in its prefix conjugation forms in which the medi-
al lamed is lost. In what follows I trace the examples of these forms that appear
in the earliest Aramaic inscriptions at Tel Dan and Sefire and suggest that loss of
lamed in this verbal root can elucidate the phenomenon in the root HLK.

TEL DAN (K47 §310). In the Tel Dan Inscription there seems to be an attestation of
the prefix conjugation of SLQ. In line 2 of fragment A the phrase by ys[q] ap-
pears with the possible meaning ‘my father went up.’ In line 3, just below this
phrase in line 2, we have by yhk. The phrase in line 3 is certain and the meaning
is most likely ‘my father went’, analyzed as a yagtul preterite.”' The gép in the
form on line 2 ("hy ys'q") is not fully preserved in the form, as is indicated by the
half-brackets surrounding the letter. The bottom portion of the vertical tail is all
that remains. The tail is consistent with the other attestations of ¢gép on the three
fragments.”” Furthermore, the reconstructed gdp is assumed by a number of
epigraphers who have examined the fragment.”

SEFIRE (K47 §222-224). The Sefire Inscriptions attest several forms of the root
SLQO demonstrating the loss of the medial lamed. In the first Sefire Inscription,
KAI §222, there are two occurrences of the 3.m.pl. form of the prefix-
conjugation. The first one appears in the first section (section A), line 5, where
the parties involved in the treaty are listed. The relevant portion of line 5 reads:
w'm bnwh zy ysqn b’srh (“and with his sons who arise in his place...”) The
meaning of the root SLQ here has a more abstract or metaphorical meaning of
‘to go up/arise’ in that it is synonymous with generational succession.

In the third section (section C) of the same stele, a similar phrase appears
with the same connotation of generational succession. The voice behind the in-
scription, presumably Mati‘el, speaks of the sons and grandsons who will come
after him. The relevant portion of lines 3—4 reads: bry zy ysqn b’sry (“my
[grand]son who will arise in my place”) Again, the meaning of the root SLQ
conveys the more abstract sense of dynastic succession.

In the third stele of the Sefire collection, KAI §224, the form ysq appears
four times in three successive lines. All four express the sense ‘(if) it arises (to
your mind)’ (lines 14, 15a, 15b, and 16) similar to our English idiom ‘comes to
mind’.

21. See Takamitsu Muraoka, “Linguistic Notes on the Aramaic Inscription from Tel
Dan,” IEJ 45 (1995): 19. For the validity of assuming the presence of the yagtul preterite
more broadly in Aramaic, see Jo Ann Hackett, “Yaqgtul and a Ugaritic Incantation Text,”
in Language and Nature: Papers Presented to John Huehnergard on the Occasion of his
60th Birthday, ed. Rebecca Hasselbach and Na‘ama Pat-El, Studies in Ancient Oriental
Civilization 67 (Chicago: Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, 2012), 111.

22. See George Athas, The Tel Dan Inscription, JSOTSup 360 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic, 2003), 128, for a complete set of images of every gdp in the Tel Dan Inscrip-
tion.

23. See Avraham Biran and Joseph Naveh, “An Aramaic Stele Fragment from Tel
Dan,” IEJ 43 (1993): 87. See also Muraoka, “Linguistic Notes,” 19.
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Within this set of verbal forms attesting the loss of a medial /amed in the
root SLQ within the earliest Aramaic inscriptions from Tel Dan and Sefire, one
can see a potential similarity in the forms of the verb ‘to go’ attested from the
same time.**

THE OCCURRENCES OF HLK IN OLD ARAMAIC AND IMPERIAL ARAMAIC

I now turn to examine the forms of the verb that derive from either HLK or
HWK. 1 will include the oldest exemplars among the inscriptional evidence, but I
will also include a few later forms to show how the pattern attested early on is
continued in later centuries.

TEL DAN. I return to the Tel Dan inscription for the first example. This inscrip-
tion is dated to the ninth century BCE by a number of epigraphers.” As I noted
earlier, the form yhk appears in line 3 of fragment A. This form should be parsed
as a G prefix-conjugation 3.m.sg. The stated subject would appear to be the
word just before it, translated as ‘my father’. The context is difficult to recon-
struct with certainty, given the lack of completed lines in this inscription. The
context appears to be a reference to the death of the speaker’s father. Biran and
Naveh reconstruct this clause as “And my father lay down, he went to [his an-
cestors].”*® The form here is likely the oldest attestation of the verbal form with
the missing /amed.

SEFIRE. In addition to Tel Dan the Sefire Inscriptions provide a number of exam-
ples of the root HLK. The terminus ante quem for these inscriptions is 740 BCE,
making these texts slightly later than the Tel Dan Inscription.”” Their early date
provides important attestations for these verbs in Old Aramaic.

Sefire (KAI §§222-224) attests three forms relevant to our discussion. In
§222 A:24 the form is yhkn, analyzed as a G prefix conjugation 3.m.pl. (‘they
will go”). The third stele has two occurrences of the verb in question. In §224:5
the form wyhkn is analyzed as a G prefix-conjugation 3.m.pl. with a conjunctive
waw. The instructions begin in line 4 with whn yqrq mny qrq (“Now if a fugitive
flees from me”) and in line 5 the conditional clause continues anomalously with
a plural form: wyhkn (‘and they go’). In line 6 the verbal form is ’hk, analyzed as
a G prefix-conjugation 1.c.sg. The subject of the verb is the person speaking the

24. In the Hebrew Bible there is one occurrence of the verbal root SLQ in Ps 139:8.
The form in this verse, ‘essaq is a G prefix-conjugation, 1.c.sg. The medial /@med is lost
in this form, possibly an Aramaic loanword (so BDB 701b).

25. See Avraham Biran and Joseph Naveh, “The Tel Dan Inscription: A New Frag-
ment,” IEJ 45 (1995): 17. This date continues to be held by later assessments; e.g., Chris-
topher A. Rollston, Writing and Literacy in the World of Ancient Israel: Epigraphic Evi-
dence from the Iron Age, ABS 11 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010), 51.

26. Biran and Naveh, “New Fragment,” 13.

27. Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Aramaic Inscriptions of Sefire, rev. ed., BibOr 19A
(Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1995), 19.
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words of the stele, giving directions to the readers. The instructions regarding
what to do with the fugitives are set forth, followed by the prepositional phrase
‘until I come’ ('d 'hk).

ELEPHANTINE. To illustrate how the pattern of usage extends further in time, I
include verbal forms from the fifth-century Aramaic papyri from the Jewish
colony living in Elephantine. In Kraeling 3 (74D B3.4) a contract regarding a
house is the context for the form in line 23 reading wkl 'Srn zy yhkn ‘I byt’ “and
all the lumber which will go into that house.” The verb yikn should be analyzed
as a G prefix-conjugation 3.m.pl., translated as ‘will go’. In Kraeling 10 (TAD
B3.11) the form yhk (G prefix-conjugation, 3.m.sg.) appears in line 15, which
reads “If he [i.e., a potential litigant] goes into court, he shall not win.” Kraeling
7 (TAD B3.8) attests two uses of the verb in question (lines 24 and 28). Both
forms are thk (G prefix-conjugation 3.f.sg.), translated as ‘she will go’.

Although Cowley 71 (TAD C1.2) is rather fragmentary, it provides two
more examples of verbal forms relevant to our discussion. In lines 4 and 6 the
form thk (G prefix conjugation, 2.m.sg.) appears in a context of instruction, ren-
dered as ‘you will go’. An identical form, thk (G prefix-conjugation, 2.m.sg.),
appears in Ahiqar (74D C1.1), line 86, translated ‘you will go’. Two identical G
prefix-conjugation forms, thk (‘she will go’), appear in Cowley 15 (TAD B2.6)
in lines 25 and 28. Cowley 8 (7AD B2.3), line 22, contains the form %k, a G
prefix-conjugation 1.c.sg. (‘I will go’). Finally, Cowley 10 (74D B3.1), line 19,
attests the form yhkwn, a G prefix-conjugation 3.m.pl., translated as ‘they will

>

go’.

Outside of prefix conjugation forms of the root HLK, the form mhlk, a D
participle, appears in Ahiqar (7AD C1.1), line 40, and Segal 5 (TAD B8.3), line
4.* The graphic appearance of the consonants 4é, lamed, and kap in these forms
further strengthens the notion that the true root of the verbal forms that appear in
the prefix conjugation is actually HLK.

SOLUTION — ANALOGY
The solution to the question regarding the Aramaic verb ‘to go’ comes down to

two possibilities which can be formulated as questions. Is it more likely that
Aramaic has departed from the use of HLK, a verbal root attested in numerous

28. J. B. Segal, Aramaic Texts from North Saqqdra with Some Fragments in Phoeni-
cian (London: Egypt Exploration Society, 1983), no. 5, line 4. Note also that Hoftijzer
and Jongeling list the suffix conjugation form il/kw in the Deir ‘Alla texts as well. See
Jacob Hoftijzer and Karel Jongeling, Dictionary of the North-West Semitic Inscriptions
(Leiden: Brill, 1995), 1:281. I have omitted it above because I am convinced that the
language of Deir ‘Alla is distinct from Aramaic. See, e.g., P. Kyle McCarter, “The Dia-
lect of the Deir ‘Alla Texts,” in The Balaam Text from Deir ‘Alla Re-evaluated: Proceed-
ings of the International Symposium Held at Leiden 21-24 August 1989, ed. Jacob
Hoftijzer and Gerritt van der Kooij (Leiden: Brill, 1991), 97; and John Huehnergard,
“Remarks on the Classification of the Northwest Semitic Languages,” in ibid., 282.
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surrounding Northwest Semitic languages and replaced it with the root HWK, a
root that only appears in Ethiopic and is attested there only as an intransitive
verb meaning ‘to agitate’? Or is it more likely that the Aramaic verbal root un-
derlying the forms noted above are simply Aramaic variations of the ubiquitous
root HLK. If we opt for the latter we see that these verbal forms that omit the
lamed look remarkably similar to another Aramaic root, SLQ, meaning, ‘to go

up’.

I suggest that an analogy occurred within the Aramaic morphological sys-
tem, HLK : YHK :: SLQ : YSQ. My suggestion is certainly not an absolutely new
solution. Bauer and Leander mention this possibility, but quickly dismiss it.*’ In
Noldeke’s 1907 article, he too indicates that some might opt for such a compari-
son.’’ T would like to suggest that this analogy is indeed plausible. I would say
that it is even more plausible than positing a separate verbal root rarely attested
and confined to one segment of this group of Semitic languages.

One might question what factors precipitated such an analogy between the
two roots. I provide here a few observations that address this particular question.
We begin with the verbs’ respective meanings. Since both verbs convey motion,
they inhabit the same general semantic field. This connection might have led to
the kind of analogy I am positing. This is particularly true if we consider that the
imperatives of these verbs would be used quite frequently in daily language;
speakers would have had ample opportunity to hear them and employ them in
similar contexts. A similar phenomenon can be observed in the Biblical Hebrew
roots NTN ‘to give’ and LOH ‘to take’. Both G imperatives of these two roots
involve the loss of the initial consonant: teén ‘give!” and gah ‘take!’ Like these
two Biblical Hebrew verbs, Aramaic SLQ and HLK inhabit a similar contextual
proximity that could have contributed to the suggested analogy. That both verbs
appear in close proximity in the Tel Dan Inscription (A 2, 3) is perhaps a further
indication that both verbs are at home in the same general semantic sphere.

The analogy is also invited by the way the two verbs employ similar
sounds. The vocalization generated by the combination -LK from HLK and -LQ
from SLQO might have encouraged the analogy. Admittedly, the lamed — vowel —
kap sound, derived from the root HLK, was not identical to the sound made by
lamed — vowel — gop, derived from the root SLQ, since gop was an emphatic
plosive, while the ka@p was an unvoiced plosive. Both, however, were articulated
in the velar region. I would suggest, therefore, that they shared essential features
to encourage an analogy in a speaker’s mind.

The ready availability of morphological analogy, driven by semantic prox-
imity and the similar phonology in spoken versions of the two verbs, favors
HLK as the root underlying the Aramaic forms discussed here. Basing the de-
velopment of the form yhk on the analogy HLK : YHK :: SLQ : YSO makes more
sense than assuming an Ethiopic connection with its verb meaning ‘to agitate’.

29. Bauer and Leander, Grammatik, 144.
30. Noldeke, “Araméischen Papyri,” 142 n. 1.
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Positing this analogy inevitably leads to a chronological question. We simp-
ly cannot know, give the paucity of the material, when this analogical process
began to take place. Our oldest inscriptional sources for Old Aramaic indicate
that the change had been made before the ninth century BCE, the date of the Tel
Dan Inscription.’’ Language change is indeed a slippery enterprise, and the fac-
tors precipitating the unexpected forms of the roots HLK and SLQ remain hidden
for now.** Despite these uncertainties, the analogy explanation’s assets outweigh
the liabilities. The analogy simply provides a better—and, I would say, sim-
pler—explanation for the forms in Aramaic lacking the /amed.
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5
Translation Technique in Targum Ongelos:

The Rendering of Hebrew 7751

Steven E. Fassberg
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem

[. INTRODUCTION

Targum Ongelos is an early translation of the Hebrew Bible, whose composition
is usually assigned to the end of the Middle Aramaic period (200 BCE-200
CE)." The Targum has influenced the study of the Hebrew Bible beginning al-
ready in Talmudic times.” Its influence is especially striking in the Middle Ages
where one finds frequent references to Targum Ongelos by Rashi and other me-
dieval exegetes and grammarians when explicating difficult words and passag-
es;’ it is also clearly visible in the language of medieval Aramaic compositions.*

1. E. Y. Kutscher, “The Language of the ‘Genesis Apocryphon’: A Preliminary
Study,” in Aspects of the Dead Sea Scrolls, ed. Chaim Rabin and Yigael Yadin, ScrHier 4
(Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1958): 2-3, 9-11; idem, “Aramaic,” EncJud® 2:347; Edward
M. Cook, “A New Perspective on the Language of Ongelos and Jonathan,” in The Ara-
maic Bible: Targums in their Historical Context, ed. D. R. G. Beattie and M. J. McNama-
ra, JSOTSup 166 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1994), 150. The earliest attested Tar-
gumic fragments to the Pentateuch are found in 4Q456 from Qumran, whose paleography
dates to the second century BCE. The text is not identical to that of Targum Ongelos,
however. See Joseph A. Fitzmyer, “The Targum of Leviticus from Qumran Cave 4,”
Maarav 1 (1978): 5-23.

2. Abraham Tal, “The Role of Targum Ongelos in Literary Activity During the
Middle Ages,” in Aramaic in Its Historical and Linguistic Setting, ed. Holger Gzella and
Margaretha L. Folmer, VOK 50 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2008), 159-63; Willem F.
Smelik, “Targum in Talmud,” in idem, Rabbis, Language and Translation in Late Antig-
uity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 325-431.

3. See, e.g., Isaac Avineri, w1 9211 (Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, 1979-1985),
2:11 [Hebrew]; Aharon Maman, Comparative Semitic Philology in the Middle Ages from
Sa‘adiah Gaon to Ibn Barin (10th—12th C.), trans. David Lyons, SSLL 40 (Leiden: Brill,
2004), passim.

4. Abraham Tal, “The Status of Targum Ongelos in Medieval Aramaic Works,”
Lesonenu 65 (2003): 261-78 [Hebrew]; idem, “Role of Targum Ongelos.”
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Even in the modern period Targum Ongelos continues to have a significant ef-
fect on the interpretation of the Hebrew Bible. Formulations and explanations
originating in the Targum show up repeatedly in Jewish translations of the He-
brew Bible.’

Little if anything is known about the identity of the translator of Targum
Ongelos. Some have identified him with Aquilas the proselyte, who lived during
the second century CE, and translated the Hebrew Bible into Greek.® More is
known, however, about the method of translation employed in the Targum.
There have been several general studies on the topic (A. Berliner, Y. Qorah, S.
D. Luzzatto, and R. Posen)’ as well as specific investigations of words and
phrases (e.g., R. Hayward, M. L. Klein, B. Grossfeld, and D. Golomb).® In this
essay I shall examine the way in which Targum Ongelos translates the biblical
verb 7751, not only for what it contributes to our understanding of the transla-

5. E.g., for the influence of Targum Ongelos on a modern Jewish English transla-
tion, see Harry M. Orlinsky, ed., Notes on the New Translation of the Torah: A Systemat-
ic Account of the Labors and Reasoning of the Committee that Translated the Torah
(Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1970), passim. For the influence of Targum
Ongelos on modern Jewish Neo-Aramaic translations, see Yona Sabar, “Targumic Influ-
ence on Jewish Bible Translations in Neo-Aramaic,” 4S 1 (2003): 55-65.

6. Louis Jacob Rabinowitz, “Onkelos and Aquila,” EncJud® 15:433-34; Tal, “Role
of Targum Ongelos,” 159—-62; Willem F. Smelik, “The Faces of Aquila,” in idem, Rab-
bis, Language and Translation in Late Antiquity (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2013), 434-99.

7. Abraham Berliner, Targum Onkelos: Text nach Editio Sabbioneta V.J. 1577 (Ber-
lin: Gorzelanczyk, 1884), vol. 2; Yahya Qorah, pw5 Xa9n, printed in the Yemenite edi-
tion of the Pentateuch 7N 9n2 50, commonly referred to as the 5731 axnn (Jerusa-
lem: Yosef Hasid, 1970); Samuel David Luzzatto, Philonexus, sive de Onkelosi Chaldai-
ca Pentateuchi versione, Dissertatio hermeneutico-critica [D1370 5P IPNA TAKRA 73 AMK
MIINA PN PINT MR OY A7Y 0 0opnR] (Vienna: Anton Schmid, 1830) [He-
brew]; Rafael B. Posen, The Consistency of Targum Onkelos’ Translation (Jerusalem:
Magnes, 2004) [Hebrew].

8. Robert Hayward, “The Memra of YHWH and the Development of its Use in Tar-
gum Neofiti 1,” JJS 25 (1974): 412-18; Bernard Grossfeld, “The Relationship Between
Biblical Hebrew 12 and o1 and Their Corresponding Aramaic Equivalents in the Tar-
gum — Py, TOR, MR: A Preliminary Study in Aramaic-Hebrew Lexicography,” ZAW 91
(1979): 107-23; Michael Klein, “Converse Translation: A Targumic Technique,” Bib 57
(1986): 515-37; David M. Golomb, “The Targumic Renderings of the Verb [histah®wot:
A Targumic Translation Convention,” in “Working with No Data”: Semitic and Egyptian
Studies Presented to Thomas O. Lambdin, ed. David M. Golomb with the assistance of
Susan T. Hollis (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1987), 105-18.

9. The Targum will be cited according to the edition of Alexander Sperber, The Bi-
ble in Aramaic: The Pentateuch according to Targum Onkelos (Leiden: Brill, 1992). The
supralinear Babylonian vocalization in Sperber’s edition is presented here with the corre-
sponding Tiberian vowel signs. The data for this study were gathered through Accord-
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tion technique of Ongelos, but also for what light it might shed on the use of the
Hebrew verb and on the importance of the comparative and philological method
for biblical studies.

The verb 7757 is attested more than 310 times in the Pentateuch, primarily
in the gal stem, eleven times in the Zithpael, and eight times in the hiphil. This
constitutes a sizeable database for examination. Three verbal roots usually trans-
late the forms of 7757: 77 (peal), 7797 (pael), and 5"1R (peal).'® There is gen-
eral consistency in their use and distribution."'

II. THE DATA
1.9"n
The verbal root 7”11 is attested in Aramaic only in peal and only in the imper-
fect and infinitive.'? It shows up in Old Aramaic, Egyptian Aramaic, Biblical

Aramaic, the Aramaic Dead Sea Scrolls, and in a late manuscript of the Samari-
tan Targum." In later Aramaic corpora and dialects the root disappears entirely

ance Bible Software and verified through an examination of Sperber’s edition. The con-
cordance compiled by Hayim Jehoshua Kasovsky (Ozar Leshon Targum Onkelos Con-
cordance, 2 vols. [Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1986]) was also consulted.

10. The hiphil of 7757 is usually translated by other Aramaic verbs: n"2 (peal; Gen
31:20, 21, 22, 27; Exod 14:5); "5 (aphel; Deut 28:36), 9727 (pael; Exod 14:21; Lev
26:13; Deut 8:2,15; 29:4), and "2 (aphel; Num 17:11). Only once does one find the use
of 751 (pael; Exod 2:9), which translates the irregular Hebrew hiphil form *2%°73. On
possible exegetic or midrashic reasons for the translation, see Posen, Consistency, 90-91.
See also Grossfeld, “Relationship.”

11. A glance at Targum Jonathan to the Former Prophets reveals a similar pattern of
translating 7751 by 777, 7757, and 1R,

12. Though some have viewed the verb as a secondary derivation from 7751 (e.g.,
Gustaf Dalman, Grammatik des jiidisch-paldstinsichen Aramdisch, 2nd ed. [Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1927], 317), there is no evidence for the elision or assimilation of /amed in
Aramaic (the example of what looks like assimilation in p®’ ‘he will go up’ from p"50 is
probably the result of attraction to its antonym nin® ‘he will go down’ from nni), and
thus is it better to assume a different root, viz., medial-w/y, as suggested by Theodor
Noldeke, “Die aramdischen Papyri von Assuan,” Z4 20 (1907): 142; and Hans Bauer and
Pontus Leander, Grammatik des Biblisch-Aramdischen (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer,
1927), 144. Cf. Bembry (in this volume) for an argument supporting a secondary deriva-
tion from 7751

13. Steven E. Fassberg, “Salient Features of the Verbal System in the Aramaic Dead
Sea Scrolls,” in Aramaica Qumranica: Proceedings on the Conference of the Aramaic
Texts from Qumran in Aix-en-France 20 June — 2 July 2008, ed. Katell Bertholet and
Daniel Stokl Ben Ezra, STDJ 94 (Leiden: Brill, 2010), 69—-70.
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and is replaced by 5"1x. There are sixty-five examples of 7”17 in Targum Onge-
los.

() It translates the imperfect (indicative and modal uses) of the verb 7797, e.g.:

Gen 33:12
T92P% TR T3 D107 DR
MT 77335 N1 N3 Ipos o

Exod 32:23
RINTP 1207 1707 81D T
MT 1738% 129 WK D798 19nww

Exod 32:34
TR T 1IN K
MT 7395 722 2850 M0

Deut 20:6
T2 20 T RN 2RIT RIA3
MT i3 2m 720 1950 851 b7 yprws wkn—m

In two passages it translates the imperfect of the verb 8”12:

Gen 20:13
0% 037 INR 535
MT nipw Ri23 WK Dipna—3 58

Exod 18:23
obwa T AmnR By
MT oiywa 830 inpnop

(b) It translates waw-consecutive forms expressing the future, e.g.:

Lev 26:23
WP MR PAIM b NTINN PYRI DX
MT "R 10 BR37m "2 19IN 87 N7R3DR

Lev 26:27-28
137 PNA Ny AR WP RTR 100 MY 1Hapn 8Y 871 0R
MT "prnnna DRy "HI20) "R3B DY 72 Whwn &7 Nt DR)

Deut 26:2
RINKRY TAM 8O0 Mwm
MT Dippaog 22 8yp3 AHY)

(¢) In one example it follows a waw-consecutive form that continues a series of
imperatives:
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Gen 19:2
PAMIRD PAIM NRTRPM N2°937 INORY I NaTaY nvab v T
MT 832777 DR DRR2WAY 0237 N 1% DRTaY Aoy 8T 1I0

(d) It translates the infinitive construct, e.g.:

Exod 4:21
Denk annk Janna
MT nnrign w7 70273

Deut 2:7
™77 RIT RITTD I 0N TR T2 a0
MT 70 5730 13180708 9027 VT,

Deut 8:6
AT IPNT INMRA Toan®
MT v2772 naby

(e) The infinitive 7M occurs also in non-translational additions:

Gen 49:6
P 1 nm &Y Tanh prwieanga was ma &S pama
MT *722 TRn-o8 O70pa "Wo1 ¥anox b1ba

Lev 16:21
RIITNY F0Y PAT 923 T2 NHwN
MT 773700 AR W83 M)

Deut 33:18
oHwIa R¥TYIN T "r:mn'? 2003 2wwn
MT T2nRa 2w

2. 750

The verb 7791 occurs twenty-nine times and only in the pael stem. It first shows
up in Official Aramaic, continues into both Eastern and Western Late Aramaic,
and survives into Western Neo-Aramaic (Ma‘lula, Bax‘a, and Jubb‘adin). Un-
like 777, its forms are not limited to translating the imperfect and the infinitive
construct. Furthermore, 7750 has an inherent lexical property (Aktionsarf) of
durativity and iterativity, which 7”17 does not.

(a) It translates the gal participle, e.g.:

Gen 2:14
MNRT ®MTAS THAR K10 NHIT ARMON 801 OWY
MT wWix npTp 7207 87 Y10 WHwn amn o
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Gen 24:65
RIMNTPH ROpNa THIAT *277 X123 1A RIS NANR)
MT unRIp? 193 1200 NI73 WRO™R T307758 H8m

Exod 2:5
X737 5 12500 RanHw 8303 Sy 'non’ ayas na nnnn
MT ain -5 nabn poapn Ra-5w P hvena Tim

(b) It translates the gal perfect, e.g.:

Exod 14:29
ROWA™ 19%95 SR 1)
MT nwar3 1257 o870 pm

Num 24:1
RWNI MATHY 119K 1a12 1012 790 /)
MT oWni n8NpY? DYeI"DYO3 T2

Deut 4:3
ya 852 N2 THIT 8723 52 R
MT 9ipe-5p3 "anK 727 WK U077 3

(c) In one passage the perfect of 7751 translates a waw-consecutive expressing
the past:

Deut 1:19
RN RPAT K27 K127 52 0 RIDHI 3NN R1YON
MT w377 &35 51130 72720752 NR 750 2900 ven

In two other passages the participle translates a gal waw-consecutive in the
14
past:

Gen 7:18
X7 78R HY KM RHADT RYIR HY KT R0 KD 19PM
MT o 38750 303 T2 PIRT™9L TR 127 0970 1720

Exod 9:23
RYIR Dy ROWR RIDM
MT ngg wR 720m

(d) It is attested once translating the ga/ infinitive (as opposed to several exam-
ples of 7"1):

Lev 18:4
N2 RI%AG pavn R M
MT o3 n3R? 1Awn nhn NN

14. The use of the participle turns the translation of the MT independent clause into
a circumstantial clause.
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(e) It translates all hithpael forms of 7751 (participle, perfect, imperfect, waw-
consecutive, imperative), e.g.:

Gen 3:8
NN ?"?UD bR T RN :7p nwnw
MT 132 79000 DRy M Yipng Wown

Gen 5:22
T ROYMTA TN oM
MT owoRa-nx 7iin 7900m

Gen 13:17
RyIRa TOH0 O
MT p83 12000 0P

Exod 21:19
8122 790 o oR
MT pina 72007) 03270

(f) In one passage it translates a hiphil imperative:

Exod 2:9
TR R0 D on
MT h1n 72008 290

3.971R

5718 is a common general verb of movement (‘go, walk, come’) that is well at-
tested in all periods and dialects of Aramaic. It occurs one hundred and seventy-
eight times in Targum Ongelos for MT 7751.

(a) It translates the imperative, e.g.:

Gen 12:1
TR MR TR TYIRA 19 TR
MT 728 mam nT2inm 73D 717717

Exod 2:8
SR nyna na nb o
MT %35 nbna-na AY-nKm

Exod 5:18
1MHa BRI
MT 72w 335 hn

(b) It translates the infinitive absolute (by either a participle or an infinitive),
e.g.
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Gen 8:3

P2 PO RYIN Y0 XM 1AM

MT 21y 777 pagn Spn o0 129n
Gen 26:13

271 30 IR K123 K3

MT 5331 9157 722

Gen 31:30
RO7IR Hrn 1w
MT n2%7 777 no)

(c) It translates the infinitive construct with prefixed /amed, e.g.:

Gen 11:31
W27 RYIRS Srnd *RT02T NN PARY pan
MT iz nyax 1y oia agn ook kgn

Exod 3:19
Srah 0MYAT RIHN NN PR KD IR
MT o0 0agn 720 DN 1Ny 3

Exod 13:21
X951 K Srnb
MT 2% opb 02,

(d) It translates the imperfect and waw-consecutive forms expressing the future
(indicative and modal), e.g.:

Gen 3:14
71 0 52 D0 K1ay rn Ton Sy
MT 720 1792 538R 2901 720 JN3oD
Gen 24:58

DR NANARI TR RI23 0P POTON A2 1NR1 AP 1
MT T2 RN A WORTDY 3900 P28 1IN IRI7 WP

Gen 34:17

Sy RIN12 0 92T b 810 1Hapn KD oR)

MT 3322 R 1BNR7) Y107 139K 1WRYN Ko oK)
Gen 45:28

TR SR

MT 2871 798

(e) It translates the perfect and waw-consecutive forms expressing the past, e.g.:

Gen 13:3
midon’
MT *pon’ 791
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Gen 31:19
my oo S
MT iz8en 15 797 1371

Num 22:21
ANRIA 277 oY '7'[&3] MINKR DX ™I
MT 280 70D 721 NI w1

Num 32:41
Nnansd ' wad '7'(’& awan 23 'R"1
MT opmineng 7997 120 w33 T

(f) It translates a waw-consecutive form continuing an imperative:

Exod 17:5
Yoy 772 20
MT p2%m 7713 np

Though 5”18 does not have an inherent lexical property of durativity and itera-
tivity like 775n, it is used sometimes in durative or iterative contexts, and it may
translate a participle, imperfect, infinitive absolute, and infinitive construct, as
seen in some of the examples above as well as below:

Gen 13:5
PIOWM PO Y NN DAIAR DY DIRT 015Y N1
MT o9aR1 Wp2rRe 0 D12RNR 7907 0% oN

Exod 5:7
1323 PO PR TIRTRTI HRnKTM 1aab Nk kb K10 end paoin 8
Rian o
MT 135 Dff7 WWP 159: D7 DWHY Hinna 0392771377 DR? 130 N7 PHONN &7

Gen 12:9
KT S0 SR 01ar Hon
MT na3an vion 777 0938 yen

Exod 13:21
N5 8 b
MT no71 opP 0%y

III. ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY

This short study of the way in which Targum Ongelos translates Hebrew 7771
demonstrates that the translator(s) of the Targum was sensitive to grammatical
forms and nuances of the Hebrew verb. In Targum Ongelos three Aramaic verbs
7™, 7790, and 9”18 occur where the MT has a form of the verb 775n. 918 is
the most frequent, it translates all the different grammatical forms of 775n
(perfect, imperfect, imperative, participle, infinitive construct, infinitive abso-
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lute, and waw-consecutive forms), and, thus, is the unmarked translational
equivalent. Less common are the Aramaic verbs 77171 and 7757, neither of which
is attested translating a Hebrew infinitive absolute. 7731 and 7”57 overlap in
translating the Hebrew imperfect and infinitive construct, and although 7”1 is
attested in Aramaic only in the imperfect and infinitive, it is, nonetheless, more
than twice as frequent as 775n. Of the three Aramaic verbs, it is 7791 that is
marked for durativity and iterativity. This is clear from its occurrences where the
Hebrew text has a participle (Ma%n ,00%7 ,n2%7 ,7%7) and forms of the hithpael
T5nnn (neither 7737 nor 5”18 translate T9nnm): the former (participle) is durative
by nature and the latter (hithpael) may be durative or iterative.

The pael of 775n is noteworthy in the light of its Biblical Hebrew piel cog-
nate, which occurs twenty-five times in the Hebrew Bible, but only in the
Prophets and Writings.'> BDB notes that the Hebrew piel 77511 is “chiefly poet.
& late” and in addition to sometimes being synonymous with the gal, it also has
a durative meaning of ‘walking around.”'® Like the piel and hithpael of 7"5n,"
the Aramaic pael 7791 has the same non-telic and durative/iterative force. It may
not be coincidence that the late use of the Hebrew piel 18 751 is contemporane-
ous with the Aramaic pael 779n.

Bauer and Leander viewed 77171 and ”1X as suppletive forms." It should be
noted, however, that both verbs overlap when translating the imperfect and in-
finitive construct and that 7”51 is also partially suppletive with both verbs. In
additi%l, 7™ and 1R overlap to a limited extent with 7757 in marking dura-
tivity.

15. In the Targum to the Prophets, the occurrences of Hebrew 77511 in piel are trans-
lated three times by pael 7751 (1 Kgs 21:27; Isa 59:9, and Ezek 18:9) and in a fourth
passage there is a completely different reading (Hab 3:11).

16. BDB, 235. Other modern lexicons similarly translate the piel forms of 7”51 as
non-telic and durative: e.g., ‘move about’ (HALOT 247), ‘wandeln’ (Gesenius, Hand-
worterbuch'®, 277), ‘go about’ (DCH 2:556).

17. On the use of piel and hithpael with the same meaning, see G. Bergstrésser,
Hebrdische Grammatik (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1929), 2:98; E. A. Speiser, “The Durative
Hithpa‘el: A tan- Form,” JAOS 75 (1955): 118-19.

18. Piel 77971 is common in Second Temple Period Hebrew: it occurs in Ben Sira, the
Dead Sea Scrolls, and Tannaitic Hebrew.

19. Bauer and Leander, Grammatik, 144.

20. That 578 and 777 are not exact synonyms can be seen in the Genesis Apoc-
ryphon from Qumran where both verbs occur side by side, 511 51 op (1Q20 XXI 13;
the first two verbs echo and, in fact, translate the biblical paxra 75ann o1p Gen 13:17), as
well as in the following example from Targum Jonathan, where both occur in the same
verse translating Biblical Hebrew 77511, but one (7797) occurs where the Hebrew verb is
durative and the other (5"18) occurs when the Hebrew verb is not:

2 Sam 2:29

71902 93 IR RITT N2 17230 RIT R09H 93 RIWIH 199957 2120 11K

MT 133023722 9990 1123708 173971 NI 020 92 13 wa s 1YL N
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6
Inscribed in Vocality

F. W. Dobbs-Allsopp
Princeton Theological Seminary

M. O’Connor maintained that much biblical poetry appears “comparably close
to the oral poetic situation”' and recently I have tried to elaborate this idea, by
detailing and specifying the nature of the orality that informs so much of the
Bible’s poetry.” To state that the roots of biblical verse are oral in nature will
elicit little surprise. After all, it has now been over a century since H. Gunkel
started articulating his program of form criticism, at the heart of which stood the
unshakable conviction that the poems and stories of ancient Israel and Judah
emerged initially as oral productions.’ The recent spate of monographs in the
field on the broad topic of orality and literacy has underscored the overwhelm-
ing and thoroughgoing orality of ancient Israelite and Judahite culture in gen-
eral.* Here I consider the textuality that eventually preserves this poetry and

1. M. O’Connor, “Parallelism,” in The New Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and
Poetics, ed. Alex Preminger and T. V. F. Brogan (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1993), 878.

2. F. W. Dobbs-Allsopp, “An Informing Orality: Biblical Poetic Style,” in idem, On
Biblical Poetry (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 233-325. The present essay is a
slightly adapted version of material from that chapter. It is a pleasure to offer it in
celebration of the life and work of my good friend and colleague, Jo Ann Hackett. In
particular, my reflections here on the textuality of biblical poetry are meant to honor Jo
Ann’s own formative contributions to our philological understanding of the textuality of
the biblical world, as epitomized, above all, in her work on the Balaam texts from Deir
‘Alla.

3. Hermann Gunkel’s most elaborate statement on the topic comes in his The Leg-
ends of Genesis, trans. W. H. Carruth (Chicago: Open Court, 1901). But the assumption
pervades most of his writings from the turn of the century on. For a thorough and critical
overview of Gunkel and his scholarship, see Martin J. Buss, “Gunkel in His Context,” in
idem, Biblical Form Criticism in Its Context, JSOTSup 274 (Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic, 1998), 209-62. Both Walter J. Ong (Orality and Literacy: The Technology of
the Word [London: Methuen, 1982], 173) and R. C. Culley (“An Approach to the
Problem of Oral Tradition,” VT 13 [1963]: 113) credit Gunkel’s influence with the
widespread assumption in the field about the informing orality of so much biblical
literature.

4. See esp. Susan Niditch, Oral World and Written Word: Ancient Israelite Litera-
ture (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996); William Schniedewind, How the Bible
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suggest that, contrary to the typical position of modern biblical scholarship, the
textuality of biblical poetry is an “emergent” form of textuality, a textuality
forged at the interface with orality, and thus a textuality in which the traditional
techniques and tropes of orality remain critical to the production and successful
reception of poetry. That is, in a number of important respects biblical poems,
even once written down, are decidedly more oral and aural than not.

* * *

To describe the textuality of biblical poetry as “emergent” is to emphasize its
nascent and non-static nature and to resist the idea that mere textuality
immediately gives way to fully-fledged literate or monolithic conceptions. To be
sure, the modern literary study of the Bible almost fro