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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1. BACKGROUND

A convenient point to begin telling the story behind this book is in the
1990s with the so-called “maximalist” and “minimalist” (or “traditionalist” and
“revisionist”) controversy.' It was then that we saw the publication of writings
by Knauf,? Davies,® and Cryelr,4 which in one way or another looked to
undermine the conventional linguistic chronology of preexilic Early (or
Classical or Standard) Biblical Hebrew (EBH, CBH, or SBH) developing into
postexilic Late Biblical Hebrew (LBH). To these, Ehrensvird® and Hurvitz® tried
to offer strong rebuttals, emphasizing the relevance of external linguistic
controls, such as the nature of the language of monarchic-era inscriptions and
the Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS). But these only managed to intensify the debate
rather than resolve it, which in turn led to the publication of a pivotal collection
of essays in a book edited by Young.” The contributors later became known as,

! Before this time, in the 1970s and 1980s and earlier, arguments over the history of
Biblical Hebrew centered mainly on the nature and date of the Priestly material in the
Pentateuch.

2E. A. Knauf, “War ‘Biblisch-Hebriisch’ eine Sprache?,” ZAH 3 (1990): 11-23.

3 P. R. Davies, In Search of ‘Ancient Israel’ (2d ed.; JISOTSup 148; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1995),97-101.

*F. H. Cryer, “The Problem of Dating Biblical Hebrew and the Hebrew of Daniel,”
in In the Last Days: On Jewish and Christian Apocalyptic and Its Period (ed. K.
Jeppesen, K. Nielsen, and B. Rosendal; Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 1994), 185-98.

M. Ehrensvird, “Once Again: The Problem of Dating Biblical Hebrew,” SJOT 11
(1997): 29-40.

® A. Hurvitz, “The Historical Quest for ‘ Ancient Israel’ and the Linguistic Evidence
of the Hebrew Bible: Some Methodological Observations,” VT 47 (1997): 301-15.

"1. Young, ed., Biblical Hebrew: Studies in Chronology and Typology (JSOTSup
369; London: T&T Clark, 2003).
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in the words of Zevit, “consensus scholars” and “challengers.” But the dialogue

did not end there either. It continued in three sessions of meetings of the Society
of Biblical Literature in San Antonio (2004), Philadelphia (2005), and Vienna
(2007), and the proceedings were published in the journal Hebrew Studies’ and
in a book edited by Ben Zvi and others."

Meanwhile, Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvird who had unexpectedly
abandoned the ship of the “consensus scholars” while descending Mt. Scopus in
the late 1990s, wrote the two-volume work Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts
(LDBT)."" Our aim was to review and critique previous scholarship on the
linguistic dating of biblical writings, and also to propose, on the basis of many
case studies, a new perspective on the language of Biblical Hebrew (BH): not
only is the linguistic dating of biblical writings unfeasible, but the distribution of
linguistic data in the Masoretic Text (MT) of the Hebrew Bible suggests that
EBH and LBH are better explained in general by a model of co-existing styles of
literary Hebrew throughout the biblical period. It goes without saying that our
argument in LDBT has not convinced everyone. Nevertheless our co-authored
books provoked a second series of interchanges in another five sessions of
meetings of the Society of Biblical Literature in New Orleans (2009) and
Atlanta (2010). The proceedings of those sessions, and some additional
contributions, have been published in a book edited by Miller-Naudé and
Zevit.'> At the same time that book was being put together, Hornkohl and Kim

8 7. Zevit, review of 1. Young, ed., Biblical Hebrew: Swudies in Chronology and
Typology, RBL 8 (2004) (http://www .bookreviews.org).

® HS 46 (2005): 321-76; 47 (2006): 83-210.

"E. Ben Zvi, D. V. Edelman, and F. H. Polak, eds., A Palimpsest: Rhetoric,
Ideology, Stylistics and Language Relating to Persian Israel (Perspectives on Hebrew
Scriptures and Its Contexts 5; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2009).

"I. Young, R. Rezetko, and M. Ehrensviird, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts,
Volume 1: An Introduction to Approaches and Problems, Volume 2: A Survey of
Scholarship, a New Synthesis and a Comprehensive Bibliography (BibleWorld; London:
Equinox, 2008).

'2C. Miller-Naudé and Z. Zevit, eds., Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew (LSAWS 8;
Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2012). The editors acknowledge that the impetus for the
conference sessions and collection of articles was LDBT (C. Miller-Naudé and Z. Zevit,
“Preface,” in DBH, xi). There were five sessions, not four as stated by the editors in the
preface, which were co-sponsored by the Society of Biblical Literature and the National
Association of Professors of Hebrew, and there were twenty speakers: 2009: two
sessions, nine presentations (Zevit, Dresher, Naudé, and Holmstedt; Polak, Cook, Forbes,
Paul, and Joosten); 2010: three sessions, eleven presentations (Bar-Asher Siegal,
Ehrensvird, Roger Good [not included in DBH], and Notarius; Rezetko [not submitted to
DBH], David Emanuel [not included in DBH], Bloch, and Cohen; Pat-El, Young [not
submitted to DBH], and Hurvitz).
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completed and published Ph.D. dissertations related to the topic."” It is clear that
LDBT has kicked up a lot of dust among Hebraists and biblicists.'*

In spite of its historical precursors, it is crucial that we state clearly and
emphatically that the core of the present book is not an extension or defense of
LDBT’s main ideas or a rejoinder to the responses to LDBT."> LDBT was

'3 A. D. Hornkohl, “The Language of the Book of Jeremiah and the History of the
Hebrew Language” (Hebrew; Ph.D. diss., Hebrew University, 2011), published as idem,
Ancient Hebrew Periodization and the Language of the Book of Jeremiah: The Case for a
Sixth-Century Date of Composition (SSLL 74; Leiden: Brill, 2014); D.-H. Kim, “The Use
of Linguistic Evidence in the Dating of Biblical Hebrew Texts: A Sociolinguistic
Evaluation” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 2011), published as idem, Early Biblical
Hebrew, Late Biblical Hebrew, and Linguistic Variability: A Sociolinguistic Evaluation
of the Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts (VTSup 156; Leiden: Brill, 2013).

' Many have interacted with the books, praising or criticizing, agreeing or
disagreeing, sometimes misunderstanding or misrepresenting the content or
argumentation. Leaving private emails to the side, we are aware of well over one-hundred
sources of interaction, including conference sessions, course syllabi, personal blogs,
discussion groups and mailing lists (Ancient Near East 2, Biblical Studies, B-Hebrew),
online journals (The Bible and Interpretation), M.A. theses and Ph.D. dissertations,
journal articles and books, ongoing theses and dissertations, and other research projects
underway. Aside from brief entries in journal announcements and booklists (DTT, JSOT,
ZAW, ZBG), we are aware of the following full-scale reviews: S. Holst, SJOT 24 (2010):
145-48; J. Joosten, Babel und Bibel 6 (2012): 535-42; M. Wang, OTE 24 (2011): 533—
46; and Z. Zevit, “Not-So-Random Thoughts on Linguistic Dating and Diachrony in
Biblical Hebrew,” in DBH, 455-89. Hendel interacts with LDBT in an informal context:
R. Hendel, “Unhistorical Hebrew Linguistics: A Cautionary Tale,” The Bible and
Interpretation (September 2011) (http://www bibleinterp.com/opeds/hen358022.shtml).
Forbes focuses on LDBT’s test of accumulation: A. D. Forbes, “The Diachrony Debate:
Perspectives from Pattern Recognition and Meta-Analysis,” HS 53 (2012): 7-42. As for
the criticisms, the most frequent ones are that LDBT (supposedly) is anti-diachronic in its
outlook, lacks or abuses historical linguistic theory and method, misrepresents or
exaggerates the fluidity of language during the Hebrew Bible’s long history of
composition and transmission, and has a problematic explanation related to “style”; and
then there are various sorts of cherry picking, red herring, straw man, and ad hominem
arguments. On the other hand, it is unfortunate that some major studies proceed as if
there has been no controversy at all in recent decades, or pretend that LDBT had never
been published (cf. the remark in Zevit, “Not-So-Random,” 457). Two recent examples
that proceed silently or dismissively are O. Cohen, The Verbal System in Late Biblical
Hebrew (trans. A. Aronsky; HSS; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2013); W. M.
Schniedewind, A Social History of Hebrew: Its Origins through the Rabbinic Period
(AYBRL; New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013).

'3 For our replies to some of the writings mentioned above, see appendix 3, and M.
Ehrensvérd, “Diachronic Change in the Biblical Hebrew Verbal System,” in DBH, 181—
92; R. Rezetko, review of R. M. Wright, Linguistic Evidence for the Pre-Exilic Date of
the Yahwistic Source, JTS 60 (2009): 605-9; idem, “What Happened to the Book of



4 Historical Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew

principally a book about the linguistic dating of Biblical Hebrew texts (or
writings).'® This book is about the historical linguistics of Biblical Hebrew

Samuel in the Persian Period and Beyond?,” in A Palimpsest: Rhetoric, Ideology,
Stylistics and Language Relating to Persian Israel (ed. E. Ben Zvi, D. V. Edelman, and
F. H. Polak; Perspectives on Hebrew Scriptures and Its Contexts 5; Piscataway, NIJ:
Gorgias, 2009), 237-52; idem, “The Spelling of ‘Damascus’ and the Linguistic Dating of
Biblical Texts,” SJOT 24 (2010): 110-28; idem, “Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew: Review
of an Approach from the Perspective of Paraleipomenon” (review-essay of R. B. Good,
The Septuagint’s Translation of the Hebrew Verbal System in Chronicles), HS 52 (2011):
397—-409; idem, “Evaluating a New Approach to the Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts”
(review-essay of D.-H. Kim, Early Biblical Hebrew, Late Biblical Hebrew, and
Linguistic Variability: A Sociolinguistic Evaluation of the Linguistic Dating of Biblical
Texts), JHS 13 (2013) (http://www jhsonline.org); idem, “The Qumran Scrolls of the
Book of Judges: Literary Formation, Textual Criticism, and Historical Linguistics,” JHS
13 (2013) (http://www jhsonline.org); idem, “The (Dis)Connection between Textual and
Linguistic Developments in the Book of Jeremiah: Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism
Challenges Biblical Hebrew Historical Linguistics,” in Empirical Models Challenging
Biblical Criticism (ed. R. F. Person, Jr. and R. Rezetko; SBLAIL; Atlanta: SBL Press,
forthcoming); R. Rezetko, I. Young, and M. Ehrensvird, “A Very Tall ‘Cautionary Tale’:
A Response to Ron Hendel,” The Bible and Interpretation (September 2011)
(http://www bibleinterp.com/articles/rez358028.shtml); I. Young, “Late Biblical Hebrew
and the Qumran Pesher Habakkuk,” JHS 8 (2008) (http://www jhsonline.org); idem, “Is
the Prose Tale of Job in Late Biblical Hebrew?,” VT 59 (2009): 606-29; idem, “What Is
‘Late Biblical Hebrew’?,” in A Palimpsest: Rhetoric, Ideology, Stylistics and Language
Relating to Persian Israel (ed. E. Ben Zvi, D. V. Edelman, and F. H. Polak; Perspectives
on Hebrew Scriptures and Its Contexts 5; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2009), 265-80; idem,
“Collectives: Biblical Hebrew,” in EHLL 1:477-79; idem, “‘Loose’ Language in 1QIsa",”
in Keter Shem Tov: Essays on the Dead Sea Scrolls in Memory of Alan Crown (ed. S.
Tzoref and I. Young; Perspectives on Hebrew Scriptures and Its Contexts 20; Piscataway,
NIJ: Gorgias, 2013), 89—112; idem, “Patterns of Linguistic Forms in the Masoretic Text:
The Preposition i1 ‘From’,” in Interested Readers: Essays on the Hebrew Bible in Honor
of David J. A. Clines (ed. J. K. Aitken, J. M. S. Clines, and C. M. Maier; Atlanta: Society
of Biblical Literature, 2013), 385-400; idem, “The Greek Loanwords in the Book of
Daniel,” in Greek through the Ages (ed. T. V. Evans and J. Aitken; Leuven: Peeters,
forthcoming).

16 Several important clarifications in LDBT in this regard are often overlooked by
our critics: “[ W]e have limited the scope of our work to linguistic dating of biblical texts.
We will not say much about the relative dating of linguistic features, or linguistic change,
except when it pertains to the dating of the texts” (LDBT 1:4); “Note that historical
linguistics, rather than the dating of texts, is much more commonly concerned with the
relative dating of linguistic features, i.e. linguistic change, and the mechanisms of such
change...” (LDBT 1:61 n. 32); and of course we did not deny language variation and
(ongoing) change in ancient Hebrew: “It is an axiom of linguistics that languages change
over time” (LDBT 2:94). Again we refer the reader to appendix 3 where we discuss some
misunderstandings and misrepresentations of LDBT.
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language (linguistic forms and uses). The framework of LDBT was the marginal
discipline of “linguistic dating of texts” as practiced by some Hebraists and
biblicists. The framework of this book is historical linguistics, a major area of
research in the humanities and social sciences that is applied to countless
premodern and modern languages, ranging from Akkadian in ancient Iraq to
Zuni in modern New Mexico. For reasons we discuss in chapter 2 these different
fields of research, linguistic dating and historical linguistics, are altogether
different topics and they are based on completely different theoretical and
methodological foundations. The present book does, however, develop in detail
several of the ancillary matters in LDBT. First we summarize those matters and
others which together constitute the central issues of this book (1.2). Then we
describe the specific objectives of the monograph (1.3). Finally we present the
new terminology we use for describing the broad contours of language variation
in ancient Hebrew (1.4).

1.2.ISSUES

We should begin the discussion of central concepts and practices which lie
at the core of this book by underlining several matters that are not in doubt or
under consideration. First, along with many Hebraists and biblicists we
acknowledge the literary antiquity and complexity of the Hebrew Bible.!” The
writings that make up the Hebrew Bible have their roots in at least the early
monarchic period in the early first millennium B.C.E., and the long and
complicated history of production, which involved the telling, writing, editing,
and copying of the biblical stories, lasted until early in the Common Era.
Second, ancient Hebrew, spoken and written, was not a static entity that never
changed. “All languages change all the time (except dead ones). Language
change is just a fact of life; it cannot be prevented or avoided.”'® Campbell’s
pronouncement is equally true for ancient Hebrew. And there is no doubt in our
minds that the history of Hebrew is reflected in the Hebrew Bible. Third, the
theories and methods of contemporary historical linguistics can and should be
applied to ancient Hebrew in general and the language of the Hebrew Bible in
particular. And it is precisely here, in the application of historical linguistics to
the language of biblical writings, where this book seeks to make headway. We
believe, however, that progress will come only on the heels of thoughtful and
thorough consideration, in a historical linguistic framework, of key theoretical
and methodological issues and questions such as those that follow.

17 See, for example, D. M. Carr, The Formation of the Hebrew Bible: A New
Reconstruction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011).

'8 L. Campbell, Historical Linguistics: An Introduction (3d ed.; Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2013), 3.
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Objective. What is the normal objective of diachronic linguistic research? Is
it descriptive or prescriptive? Is its focus on linguistic description or linguistic
dating? What are the differences between historical linguistics and linguistic
dating? What circumstances would there have to be for the prescriptive
undertaking of linguistic dating to be possible?

Sources. What counts as evidence in historical linguistics? What are the
inherent limitations of using old writings as sources of data in historical
linguistic analysis? What problems are introduced when the sources of data are
non-authentic, composite, and/or unsituated in time and place? What importance
do historical linguists give to the evaluation of the quantity and quality of the
sources of the data? How much does the nature of the sources matter? Do all
sources have equal value? Does it matter whether the sources of data are literary
or non-literary (documentary)? What is the normal attitude of historical linguists
toward literary writings and religious literature in particular? To what degree are
literary writings amenable to historical linguistic analysis? How much attention
should be paid to the text type, genre, degree of poeticality and/or orality, and so
on, of the sources? What is the place of philology in historical linguistic theory
and method? And so on.

Variation. What is language variation? What kinds of variation occur in
language? What extra-linguistic/independent factors condition language
variation? What is the difference between stable, unstable, and stabilized
language variation? How can language variation in particular writings and
corpora of writings be empirically defined in terms of quantity and quality? How
important is it to control for dialect, text type, genre, and other parameters in
studies of language variation? What is the relationship between language
variation in speech and language variation in writing? To what degree do written
sources, especially literary sources, constrain language variation? What are
reliable sample sizes and token frequencies for analyses of language variation?
How does language variation in individual speakers/writers relate to language
variation in groups of speakers/writers? What is language change? What is the
difference between language “change,” “innovation,” “diffusion,” and related
terminology? What kinds of change occur in language? What is the difference
between conscious and unconscious language change and why does it matter?
What is the relationship between language variation and language change? And
so on.

Periodization. What is a language period(s) (or phase, stage, state)? Is the
idea of a language period even valid? How can a language period be isolated?
What set of linguistic facts should exist in order to establish empirically a
language period? What degree of linguistic heterogeneity is acceptable to be
able to continue to talk about a language period? How does the language of
individual speakers/writers relate to the language of a language period as a
whole? How little or much time can a language period be? How do language
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variation and (ongoing) change relate to language periodization? What is a
language transition(s)? Is the idea of a language transition even valid? How can
a language transition be isolated? And so on.

1.3. OBJECTIVES

This book does not look to address, much less to give exhaustive treatments,
of all the abovementioned issues and questions; nor does it aim to be a general
introduction to the theories and methods of historical linguistics or language
variation and change. Rather, our objectives are more modest and more focused
on issues which we deem crucial for diachronic linguistic research on BH. We
have three main goals in this book.

First, we explore the objective and sources of historical linguistics and the
variation and periodization of language, from both theoretical and
methodological standpoints, and from cross-linguistic and cross-disciplinary
perspectives. We begin by examining these issues largely independent of the
writings, theories, and methods of Hebraists and biblicists (chapter 2; parts of 4
and 7), and then we look more closely at the relevance of our findings for BH
(chapters 3—10). In particular, we aim to underline what we believe are
significant shortcomings in research on the history of BH, and suggest some
prospective solutions to these problems.

Second, having explored general issues related to language variation and
change (chapter 2), we introduce and illustrate several methods which can
advance and enrich historical linguistic research on BH: cross-textual variable
analysis (CTVA; chapters 4-6) and variationist analysis (VA; chapters 7-9). A
summary of modern-day text-critical perspectives on the Hebrew Bible is an
essential prelude to CTVA (chapter 3). The first method we introduce, CTVA,
compares language variations in different versions of the same writing. The
CTVA includes a general introduction to theory and method and various non-
biblical illustrations (chapter 4). The second chapter on CTVA looks at language
variations in a series of synoptic passages in the MT (chapter 5)."° The third
chapter on CTVA focuses on language variations in manuscripts/witnesses of
the book of Samuel (chapter 6).20 The second method we introduce, VA,
compares changing proportions of occurrence of two or more language variables
in different writings. The VA includes a general introduction to theory and
method and extra-biblical illustrations (chapter 7). Assorted VA lexical and
grammatical studies follow in the next two chapters, respectively (chapters 8-9).
In addition to exploring language variation and change, the application of CTVA

192 Sam 22//Ps 18, 1 Kgs 22//2 Chr 18, 2 Kgs 18-20//Isa 36-39, and 2 Kgs 24—
25//Jer 52.

% The MT, Qumran scrolls of Samuel (1QSam, 4QSam®, 4QSam®, 4QSam°), and
selected data in the Septuagint (LXX).
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and VA to BH helps to clarify the nature of these (literary/religious) sources of
ancient Hebrew.

The stimulus for the chapters on CTVA and VA is the notion that the
determination of facts (or data) precedes the articulation of theories (or ideas).”!
Our contention is that much theorizing on the history of BH has been based
more on extra-linguistic assumptions, intuitions, and ideologies than on the
linguistic details of the biblical writings themselves. Any theory of the history
and periodization of BH must take account of at least two sorts of linguistic
facts: variation of forms/uses in the MT Bible (VA) and variation between the
MT and other textual traditions (CTVA). Therefore this book is more than
“mop-up work” of any paradigm, whether ours or others’. It is mainly about
data-mining. As such our focus is on the question of what rather than why
(causes) and how (mechanisms.).22

Third, we operate from cross-linguistic and cross-disciplinary perspectives.
On the one hand, we include insights not only from general historical linguistics
but also, to varying degrees, from studies of other Ancient Near Eastern and
Indo-European languages.” On the other hand, our fact-gathering incorporates a

! The application of the scientific method to language involves the following steps:
gather and observe some data, make some generalizations about patterns in the data,
develop hypotheses that account for these generalizations, test the hypotheses against
more data, and revise and retest the hypotheses to account for any new data. See A.
Carnie, Syntax: A Generative Introduction (3d ed.; Introducing Linguistics 4; Chichester:
Wiley-Blackwell, 2013), 7-18.

22 Clearly we must establish the linguistic facts before we attempt to explain them.
See J. M. Anderson, Structural Aspects of Language Change (Longman Linguistics
Library 13; London: Longman, 1973), 1-2; Campbell, Historical, 322-23. In addition,
the explanation of linguistic facts requires input from various other disciplines in the
humanities and social sciences, such as history, archaeology, geography, anthropology,
psychology, and sociology, and such an undertaking is a step beyond this book’s
intentions. Finally, Dresher claims that a “model” of the history of BH is needed in order
to use linguistic criteria to date the biblical writings (B. E. Dresher, “Methodological
Issues in the Dating of Linguistic Forms: Considerations from the Perspective of
Contemporary Linguistic Theory,” in DBH, 19-38 [23, 35]). However, this book deals
with historical linguistics instead of linguistic dating, and in historical linguistic theory
the determination of facts naturally precedes the articulation of theories (or models).

2 The cross-linguistic approach we have in mind here is not the comparative
method, diachronic typology, and so on. Rather, the idea is that comparison with
historical linguistic study of other languages (comparative historical “linguisticography”),
that is, what is done, and how and why, may provide helpful analogies for supporting
and/or correcting theoretical and methodological aspects of diachronic linguistic research
on ancient Hebrew. See the remarks on various languages in LDBT 1:4647, 61-62, as
well as the use of premodern English in Dresher, “Methodological.” The cross-linguistic
approach can be considered an extension of the principle of uniformity.
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joint “history of texts—history of language” approach (i.e., CTVA; chapters 4-6)
and also the quantitative approach of variationist historical sociolinguistics (i.e.,
VA; chapters 7-9). We are setting our aim high, but not unreasonably or
unrealistically so. Kabatek’s comment on the study of the history of Spanish—a
topic we return to later—articulates our thoughts well and gets to the heart of
this book:

The postulated reform of historical linguistics [which combines the history of
texts and the history of language] may seem utopian or too complex if on the
one hand it includes a variationist perspective and on the other discursive
traditions [= the history of texts] are taken into account. But we think that the
proposal, although it complicates things, does not complicate them in an
arbitrary and artificial way, but rather by proposing a more adequate [research]
model, justified by the objects themselves and, therefore, corresponding to the
most fundamental objective of scientific study>*

The motivation behind the integrated or interdisciplinary approach to the
history of BH which we are proposing is rooted mainly in our experience
working with scribally-created writings, whether with literary-critical, text-
critical, or historical linguistic intentions. Perhaps an equally important factor,
however, is the growing unease we have felt while participating in the linguistic
dating/historical linguistics debate of the past decade. Our sense is that
meaningful conversation, and determined collaboration, between Hebraists and
biblicists, historical linguists, literary critics, and textual critics, and so on, is
long overdue. Several scholars have argued that literary- and/or text-critical
studies should pay more attention to historical linguistics.”> We have frequently

24 J. Kabatek, “Las tradiciones discursivas del espafiol medieval: historia de textos e
historia de la lengua,” Iberoromania 62 (2005): 28-43 (41; emphasis added). The original
statement is: “La postulada reforma de la lingiiistica histérica [que combina la historia de
los textos y la historia de la lengua] parece a lo mejor utépica o demasiado compleja si
por un lado se incluye una perspectiva variacionista y por otro lado se tienen en cuenta
las TD [tradiciones discursivas]. Pero pensamos que la propuesta, aunque complique las
cosas, no las complica de manera arbitraria y artificial, sino proponiendo un modelo mas
adecuado, justificado desde los objetos mismos y, entonces, correspondiente al objetivo
mas fundamental del estudio cientifico.”

» R. D. Holmstedt, “The Nexus between Textual Criticism and Linguistics: A Case
Study from Leviticus,” JBL 132 (2013): 473-94; J. Joosten, “Textual Developments and
Historical Linguistics,” in After Qumran: Old and Modern Editions of the Biblical
Texts—The Historical Books (ed. H. Ausloos, B. Lemmelijn, and J. Trebolle Barrera;
BETL 246; Leuven: Peeters, 2012), 21-31; idem, “Textual History and Linguistic
Developments: The Doublet in 2 Kgs 8:28-29 // 9:15-16 in Light of 2 Chr 22:5-6,” in
Textual Criticism and Dead Sea Scrolls Studies in Honour of Julio Trebolle Barrera:
Florilegium Complutensis (ed. A. Piquer Otero and P. Torijano Morales; JSJSup 157;
Leiden: Brill, 2012), 133-45.
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said that historical linguistics should not (in fact, cannot) proceed apart from
literary and textual criticism.”® But, given especially the nature of the sources of
data for ancient Hebrew, this really should not be an either/or effort. That it is
often one-dimensional is partly due to this or that scholar’s feeling that one
discipline is more objective or authoritative than another, but it is also one of the
harmful effects of specialization. Our hope is that this book has some success in
“communicating across the academic divide.”*’

1.4. TERMINOLOGY

In this book we usually talk about particular linguistic items and the specific
writings and manuscripts where they appear. And we focus mainly on BH.
Sometimes, however, it is helpful to speak about linguistic forms/uses in terms
of their occurrence in the entire corpus of ancient Hebrew writings. Following
some others, we have decided to use the phrase “Classical Hebrew” for the four
premishnaic corpora: the Hebrew inscriptions, Ben Sira, the DSS, and the
Hebrew Bible.”® Furthermore, although it is customary to speak about two main
types or periods of Biblical Hebrew, Golden Age or Early, Classical, or Standard
BH on the one hand, and Silver Age or Late BH on the other,29 we will
sometimes use “Classical Hebrew” and speak instead about linguistic forms/uses
that are “standard” in the classical corpus and others that are “peripheral” or
“non-standard” in the same corpus.”® By forms/uses that are “peripheral” or

% For example: “The text-critical dimension of language study has too often been
ignored in biblical scholarship. Yet it is, logically, an issue that must be discussed before
any conclusions are drawn from the extant texts” (I. Young, “Concluding Reflections,” in
BHSCT,312-17 [312]).

2 M. H. Strober, “Communicating Across the Academic Divide,” The Chronicle of
Higher  Education  (http://chronicle.com/article/Communicating-Across-the/125769/;
cited January 2, 2011); cf. idem, Interdisciplinary Conversations: Challenging Habits of
Thought (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2011).

% DCH 1:14, 30—66; J. F. Elwolde, “Developments in Hebrew Vocabulary between
Bible and Mishnah,” in The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira: Proceedings
of a Symposium Held at Leiden University 11—14 December 1995 (ed. T. Muraoka and J.
F. Elwolde; STDJ 26; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 17-55 (48-55); W. Th. van Peursen, The
Verbal System in the Hebrew Text of Ben Sira (SSLL 41; Leiden: Brill, 2004), 1-5, 401—
2. Schniedewind, Social, 5-6, also includes early Rabbinic Hebrew in his corpus of
Classical Hebrew.

¥ For additional terminology see LDBT 1:7. Here we are setting aside the small
corpus of so-called Archaic Biblical Hebrew (ABH) writings.

3 Other descriptions might be normative, common, central vs. non-normative,
uncommon, non-central, marginal. Of course in reality ancient Hebrew was more
complex than even the conventional three-stage model allows (chronologically,
regionally, and otherwise). See, for example, the discussion of “The Linguistic Status of
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“non-standard” in the classical corpus, we mean those that are considered to
characterize “Late Biblical Hebrew,” which we here label “Peripheral Classical
Hebrew.” So, in summary, we sometimes refer to “Standard Classical Hebrew”
(SCH) and “Peripheral Classical Hebrew” (PCH) throughout this book.

At this point we need to make several clarifications. First, we are not using
“standard” and “peripheral” as they appear in studies of dialect geography or
historical dialectology. Rather, SCH and PCH are merely descriptive labels for
linguistic items which occur more or less frequently in the surviving written
specimens of ancient Hebrew. Second, SCH and PCH are general tags,
subjective labels, which we do not intend to quantify, since ultimately we feel it
is more productive to speak about specific (and sometimes normalized and
proportional) numbers of linguistic items in particular writings and manuscripts.
Third, using PCH instead of LBH allows us to circumvent persistent confusion
over the meanings and connotations of “late” and LBH as well as judgmental
views of LBH as something “less-than-classical.” For example, very often it is
the case that scholars label some linguistic item as “LBH” when that item occurs
infrequently in the postexilic writings of Esther—Chronicles or does not appear
there even once.

Biblical or Ancient Hebrew” in R. Holmstedt, “Issues in the Linguistic Analysis of a
Dead Language, with Particular Reference to Ancient Hebrew,” JHS 6 (2006)
(http://www jhsonline.org). We look closely at the issue of periodization in chapter 2
(2.5) and chapter 9 (9.5).

3! We have discussed this issue in many publications. As an example—it is simple to
cite many other examples in the writings of many other scholars—Pat-El has written
about several syntactic changes from “CBH” to “LBH.” One of those changes, the rise of
the causal subordination particle on the basis of Se/— alongside other particles such as ™,
appears only twice in BH, in Jonah 1:9 (5 7w~1) and Qoh 8:17 (wx 5w1), and never in
the “late” or “LBH” books of Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles. For the
full discussion see N. Pat-El, “Syntactic Aramaisms as a Tool for the Internal Chronology
of Biblical Hebrew,” in DBH, 24563 (254-59). Pat-El’s argument that the “distribution
[in Jonah, Qoheleth, and various Aramaic and post-Classical Hebrew sources] makes it a
perfect candidate for an Aramaism” is plausible, but her further comment that “it replaces
an earlier particle” is problematic (ibid., 258). We might ask in what sense do two
occurrences in all of BH of the Se/— construction replace *2 (not counting other particles)
when the latter appears thousands of times in BH, in “early” and “late” writings alike,
including hundreds of times in the books of Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and
Chronicles where the Se/— construction is unattested? Furthermore, we would argue, even
if the use of this feature in Jonah and Qoheleth is late, it has only minimal value for
establishing the internal chronology of BH, or for the “linguistic dating” of biblical
writings to the late or postexilic period (ibid., passim), since none of the “early” books of
Genesis—Kings or even the undisputed “late” books of Esther—Chronicles have this
construction.






Chapter 2

Historical Linguistics:
Key Issues for Biblical Hebrew

2.1. INTRODUCTION

For thousands of years people have been thinking about language, its
origins, and the relationships between languages. Yet it is commonplace to
situate the roots of present-day historical (or diachronic) linguistics in the late
eighteenth century, developing from philology, and especially in the nineteenth
century, with the development of the comparative method." In this chapter we
explore some topics of contemporary historical linguistic theory and method
which, in our estimation, are especially relevant nowadays to the study of

! See, for example, L. Campbell, “The History of Linguistics,” in The Handbook of
Linguistics (ed. M. Aronoff and J. Rees-Miller; Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics;
Oxford: Blackwell, 2003), 81-104 (85-93); W. P. Lehmann, Historical Linguistics: An
Introduction (3d ed.; London: Routledge, 1992), 23-45. Accordingly, Gesenius, whom
many consider to be the “father” of diachronic study of ancient Hebrew, wrote his history
of the Hebrew language in the early nineteenth century. See W. Gesenius, Geschichte der
hebrdischen Sprache und Schrift: Eine philologisch-historische Einleitung in die
Sprachlehren und Worterbiicher der hebriischen Sprache (Leipzig: F. C. W. Vogel,
1815). Gesenius’s History was, of course, a product of its time, and it should be used
cautiously. For discussions of Gesenius’s “limited critical insight and too empirical
grammatical views” on the one hand, and his reliance on the writings of de Wette on the
other, see, respectively, T. K. Cheyne, Founders of Old Testament Criticism:
Biographical, Descriptive, and Critical Studies (London: Methuen & Co, 1893), 53—65;
J. Rogerson, Old Testament Criticism in the Nineteenth Century (London: Fortress,
1985), 50-57; LDBT 1:65-69; cf. J. Joosten, “Wilhelm Gesenius and the History of
Hebrew in the Biblical Period,” in Biblische Exegese und hebrdische Lexikographie: Das
., Hebrdisch-deutsche Handwérterbuch* von Wilhelm Gesenius als Spiegel und Quelle
alttestamentlicher und hebrdischer Forschung, 200 Jahre nach seiner ersten Auflage (ed.
S. Schorch and E.-J. Waschke; BZAW 427; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2013), 94-106. For a
short summary of the history of diachronic study of ancient Hebrew see LDBT 1:8-9; cf.
1:1-9; 2:1-71.

13
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ancient Hebrew. Our focus is on the four key issues and questions that we
introduced in chapter 1 (1.2): the objective of diachronic linguistic research
(2.2), the written sources of historical linguistics (2.3), language variation and
change (2.4), and language periodization or states and transitions (2.5).

2.2. OBJECTIVE

Historical linguistics is the study of language in its temporal dimension. In
this section we base our comments regarding the objective of diachronic
linguistic research on Fischer’s and Lightfoot’s statements on the historical
linguist’s main duties.

The primary tasks of the historical linguist are to give a description of the
historical linguistic facts at particular moments in time, to show how linguistic
utterances change when they are compared over a period of time, to describe
what general mechanisms are involved in or underlie these changes, and,

2 We give several other definitions as illustrations, each with its own nuances and
emphases, from short and simple statements like Jensen’s and Trask’s to longer and more
elaborate accounts like Bussmann’s: “Historical linguistics is the study of language
change by comparison of a language at two (or more) points in time” (C. Jensen,
“Historical Linguistics,” in Encyclopedia of Linguistics [ed. P. Strazny; 2 vols.; New
York: Fitzroy Dearborn, 2005], 1:461-64 [461]); “historical linguistics: The branch of
linguistics which investigates the processes of language change, which attempts to
identify all types of historical and prehistoric connections between languages, and which
tries to establish genetic relationships between languages...” (R. L. Trask, The Dictionary
of Historical and Comparative Linguistics [Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press,
2000], 150); “diachronic linguistics: Systematic description and elucidation of all
linguistic changes through time (internal historical linguistics) with regard to external
facts such as political history, cultural influences, social change, territorial changes,
language contact (external historical linguistics) among others”; “historical linguistics:
Subdiscipline of general linguistics concerned with developing a theory of language
change in general or of a specific language. This comprises, among others, the following
subareas: (a) representation of the origins and development of individual languages and
language groups (through internal and, where actual linguistic data are lacking, external
reconstruction); (b) development of a typology of processes leading to language change
(types of phonological, morphological, syntactic, semantic changes); (c) explanation of
individual processes of change or universal types of change with special reference to
articulatory phonetics, cognitive psychology..., sociolinguistics, and communication
theory; and (d) study of the origin and the spread of language-internal and language-
external changes” (H. Bussmann, Routledge Dictionary of Language and Linguistics
[trans. and ed. G. Trauth and K. Kazzazi; London: Routledge, 1996], 304, 513—-14).
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finally, to provide an explanation of the changes that take place in these
linguistic utterances.’

The linguist’s job is to describe properties of some stage of some language and
to offer explanations for why they should be the way they are. Historical
linguists provide descriptions for two or more stages and, where possible, offer
explanations for why things changed. They try to provide accurate descriptions,
showing how people actually spoke in the past or speak at the present time, and
they provide explanations for why structural changes took place.*

The central goal, the ultimate aim, of the historical linguist is to explain how
and why variation and change occurred between different moments of time in
the history of a language.’ Note therefore the words “mechanisms” and
“explanation(s)” in Fischer’s and Lightfoot’s statements. In keeping with the
objectives of this book (chapter 1, 1.3), however, we are mainly concerned with
the question of what, rather than why (causes) and how (mechanisms), although
we do not entirely neglect these other matters.

Description. The noteworthy words in Fischer’s and Lightfoot’s statements
are “describe” and “description(s).” Historical linguistics is about describing,
comparing, classifying, or giving a detailed account of things as they are.
Prescription, in the sense of “linguistic dating of texts,” is seldom if ever on the
mind of the historical linguist.

Facts. Fischer and Lightfoot speak about “facts,” ‘“utterances,” and
“properties.” The object of historical linguistics is the facts of language, sounds,
forms, and uses. The object is not the sources of the linguistic data, or writings,
much less in the sense of “linguistic dating of rexts.”

Stages. Lightfoot explicitly refers to “stages,” but the concept is latent in
Fischer’s references to “at particular moments in time” and “over a period of
time.”® Historical linguistics is concerned with the description of linguistic facts

* 0. Fischer, Morphosyntax: Functional and Formal Perspectives (Oxford Surveys
in Syntax and Morphology 2; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 11-12 (emphasis
original).

“D. Lightfoot, The Development of Language: Acquisition, Change, and Evolution
(Blackwell/Maryland Lectures in Language and Cognition 1; Malden: Blackwell, 1999),
2-3 (emphasis added).

5 “Historical linguistics is chiefly concerned with how and why language changes”
(Anderson, Structural, 11; emphasis added); “The ultimate aim of historical linguistics is
to explain the causation of linguistic change” (J. Milroy, Linguistic Variation and
Change: On the Historical Sociolinguistics of English [Language in Society 19; Oxford:
Blackwell, 1992], 20 [emphasis original]).

% “One needs a good knowledge of a language and its diachronic stages in order to
describe and explain the changes that take place therein” (Fischer, Morphosyntax, 5); “it
will be emphasized throughout that a thorough knowledge of the various synchronic
stages in the history of a language is necessary in order to be able to discover and explain
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in two or more stages of a language such as, for example, Old, Middle, Early
Modern, and Modern English, or Medieval, Golden-Age, and Modern Spanish.
We examine the concept of stages or periodization in 2.5.

Sources. Another important issue in Fischer’s and Lightfoot’s discussions is
the nature of the sources, the quantity and quality of linguistic data they are able
to provide to the historical linguist, and their selection.” We examine the issue of
sources in 2.3.

We should briefly elaborate on two other matters which are implicit in
Fischer’s and Lightfoot’s discussions: relative vs. absolute chronology and real
vs. apparent time.

Relative vs. absolute chronology. Historical linguistics is normally
concerned with the relative temporal relationship of linguistic facts. The
difference between relative and absolute chronology is nicely summarized in the
entries for these words in Campbell and Mixco’s glossary of historical
linguistics. Note also the correlation between chronology, dating, and extra-
linguistic information.

chronology With respect to linguistics, the order in which language changes
occur, or the arrangement of these changes according to this order. There are
two types of linguistic chronology, absolute and relative chronology...absolute
chronology The assignment of linguistic events to a specific date in the past.
Absolute chronology for linguistic events usually depends on correlations of
linguistic facts with information about dating from outside of linguistics. For
example, when linguistic forms are found in written material, conclusions that
the linguistic form must predate the time of the writing are safe...relative
chronology The apparent order in which linguistic changes took place. A
linguistic change takes place at some particular time, and different changes
taking place at different times have a temporal order or sequence, some earlier,
others later, though usually the exact time of the changes cannot be determined
directly. However, based on the linguistic evidence, it is often possible to
determine the temporal order (sequence) of the changes without exact dates—
their relative chronology...?

Real vs. apparent time. Real time, and real-time change, are generation-
based, and focus on the language of people at different times, in different time

the changes that take place” (ibid., 5-6); “in order to compare utterances from different
periods” (ibid., 12); and so on.

" Fischer, Morphosyntax, 12-14 (1.1 What counts as evidence in historical
linguistics?” and “1.1.1 What texts do we use as the basis for comparison?”’), 43-45 (“1.3
Where to find the evidence”); Lightfoot, Development, 8-12 (“1.2 The Records, our
Witnesses”).

8 L. Campbell and M. J. Mixco, A Glossary of Historical Linguistics (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2007), 2-3 (“absolute chronology”), 31 (“chronology”),
169-70 (“relative chronology”).
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periods. In contrast, apparent time, and apparent-time change, are age-based, and
center on the language of people of different ages, in the same time period. In
other words, apparent time is concerned with language variations between
younger and older speakers or writers who are living in the same era.” Fischer’s
and Lightfoot’s statements on historical linguistics are oriented toward real time;
however, when the available sources permit it, inevitably because of extra-
linguistic knowledge about the speakers or writers (e.g., year of birth), some
sociolinguistic and historical sociolinguistic research examines apparent-time
change."

In light of the foregoing discussion, we stress that diachronic linguistic
research, or historical linguistics, is a descriptive task linked to particular facts,
stages, and sources of language, issues we address in more detail below and in
the other chapters of this book. In contrast, linguistic dating, dating
linguistically, dating on the basis of linguistic criteria, dating writings using
language, and so on, are, for historical linguists, marginal at best and irrelevant
at worst. Outside BH and biblical studies it is uncommon to find any mention,
much lelsls any sustained discussion or application, of the concept of “linguistic
dating.”

° For basic definitions see Campbell and Mixco, Glossary, 14, 164. For lengthier
treatments see P. Cukor-Avila and G. Bailey, “Real Time and Apparent Time,” in The
Handbook of Language Variation and Change (ed. J. K. Chambers and N. Schilling; 2d
ed.; Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics; Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2013), 239-62;
G. Sankoff, “Age: Apparent Time and Real Time,” in ELL 1:110-16; and especially W.
Labov, Principles of Linguistic Change, Volume 2: Social Factors (Language in Society
29; Malden: Blackwell, 2001), 43-112.

"% For a very enjoyable discussion of apparent-time change in the present, see S.
Tagliamonte, “So Different and Pretty Cool! Recycling Intensifiers in Toronto, Canada,”
English Language and Linguistics 12 (2008): 361-94. For examples of studies of both
real-time and apparent-time changes in historical data see chapters 45 in T. Nevalainen
and H. Raumolin-Brunberg, Historical Sociolinguistics: Language Change in Tudor
England (Longman Linguistics Library; London: Pearson Education, 2003), 53—109.

! Those experienced in the field or familiar with the literature know this intuitively.
Others might, for example, search and compare results for “linguistic dating” and
“historical linguistics” on http://www.googlefight.com and http://www.worldcat.org. Or
note, for example, that the words “date,” “dates,” “dated,” “dating,” and “dat(e)able” are
found only fifty-six times, and never with a prescriptive meaning, in the sense of
“linguistic dating,” in The Handbook of Historical Linguistics (ed. B. D. Joseph and R. D.
Janda; Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics; Malden: Blackwell, 2003). Similarly, we
were unable to find any relevant references to the notion of “linguistic dating” in the
twenty volumes of The Cambridge History of the English Language (ed. R. M. Hogg et
al.; 6 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992-2001) and the fourteen
volumes of the ELL. Dating, in the sense described above, is apparently also unmentioned
in literature on grammaticalization (personal communication from Elly van Gelderen). In
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Discussions of “dating” in historical linguistics relate to four main areas.
First, some seek to date linguistic changes and borrowings (i.e., linguistic facts,
not texts); however, as we will see (2.3), it is clear in such discussions that the
dating is a function of philology and hinges on extra-linguistic information.'
Second, most mentions of dating have to do with glottochronology,
lexicostatistics, stylochronometry, and linguistic paleontology; but, aside from
disputes over their reliability, these techniques have nothing to do with the
linguistic dating of written compositions in the way it is advocated and practiced
by some Hebraists and biblicists. 13 Third, nonetheless, there have been
occasional stabs at the linguistic dating of texts with respect to some non-
biblical writings; yet, on close inspection it becomes clear that these have been
executed on the basis of preconditions, usually the availability of adequate
control corpora (i.e., sufficient quantity and quality of other dated and localized
manuscripts; 2.3), that do not hold for biblical writings (chapter 3, 3.3).]4 Two
examples are La Chanson de Roland and Historia de la donzella Teodor."” The
former is the product of multiple authors of which the earliest lived in the tenth
century. The latter originated in the second half of the thirteenth century. Both
compositions have been dated on the basis of phonological criteria and an
abundance of Medieval French and Medieval Spanish documentation,
respectively. A third example, and arguably the best known and most widely

contrast, the above mentioned publications are replete with references to dated
inscriptions and manuscripts. We turn to this issue in 2.3.

12 See, for example, the statement in Campbell, Historical, 391-92, and the five
examples on the following pages (392-96). We discuss this issue further in 2.3.2.

3 On glottochronology and lexicostatistics see Campbell, Historical, 448-58;
Campbell and Mixco, Glossary, 70-71, 104; M. Makihara, “Swadesh, Morris (1909—
1967),” in ELL 12:303—4. On stylochronometry see L. L. Stewart, “Computational
Stylistics,” in ELL 2:769-75 (770). On glottochronology and linguistic paleontology see
P. Heggarty, “Linguistics for Archaeologists: Principles, Methods and the Case of the
Incas,” Cambridge Archaeological Journal 17 (2007): 311-40.

14 See the brief discussion of this issue and the other examples and publications cited
in LDBT 1:61-62; cf. J. B. Kofoed, Text and History: Historiography and the Study of
the Biblical Text (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 142 n. 93. Note also the
sobering conclusions regarding “linguistic dating” in E. M. Cook, “On the Linguistic
Dating of the Phoenician Ahiram Inscription (KAI 1),” JNES 53 (1994): 33-36; M. O.
Wise, “Accidents and Accidence: A Scribal View of Linguistic Dating of the Aramaic
Scrolls from Qumran,” in Studies in Qumran Aramaic (ed. T. Muraoka; AbrNSup 3;
Louvain: Peeters, 1992), 124-67; reprinted in idem, Thunder in Gemini: And Other
Essays on the History, Language and Literature of Second Temple Palestine (JSPSup 15;
Sheffield: JSOT, 1994), 103-51.

'3S. E. Farrier, “A Linguistic Dating of the Oxford ‘Chanson de Roland”” (Ph.D.
diss., Cornell University, 1986); 1. J. Rivera and D. M. Rogers, Historia de la donzella
Teodor: Edition and Study (Binghamton: State University of New York Press, 2000),
xviii—xxiii.
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discussed, is Beowulf. The poem was composed sometime in the eighth to tenth
centuries and has survived in a single manuscript dated c. 1000 (Nowell Codex
or Cotton Vitellius A. XV).

Accordingly, in several recent discussions of the linguistic dating of biblical
writings, Kofoed and Dresher cite some studies of Old English poems and
Beowulf in particular as supporting examples. Kofoed summarizes the book by
Amos on linguistic means of determining the dates of Old English writings, and
suggests that it offers “linguistic possibilities for dating the texts in question”
and is a “demonstration of certain linguistic tests—especially regarding
vocabulary—as valid criteria for linguistic dating.”'® Dresher opines that in
some cases the problem of dating BH writings is similar to dating Old English
writings, as in the case of trying to date the language of Old English poems like
Beowulf, and then he cites several sentences from Klaeber’s edition of the poem
on the value of linguistic criteria for dating Beowulf, apparently intending it to
be an encouraging word about the possibility of dating BH writings on the basis
of linguistic criteria as well."”

However, despite the optimistic thinking of Kofoed and Dresher, many
others have concluded that the studies of Amos and Klaeber give less than
persuasive evidence for linguistically dating the composition (not the
manuscript) of Beowulf, whether absolutely or relatively. Thus Mitchell and
Robinson, in their authoritative edition, conclude:

The main reason for the collapse of the scholarly consensus which had
previously prevailed is the undermining of confidence in linguistic means of
determining dates for Old English texts...Most of the presumed linguistic
measures of the dates of texts have not stood up to close scrutiny...Also, this
and the other linguistic tests are subject always to the vagaries of scribal
transmission: scribes delete or add demonstratives, respell words, and even
deconstruct contracted forms through analogy...For all of these reasons many
scholars recently have been persuaded to reject linguistic tests, and the
chronology of Old English poetry which had been built on the basis of
linguistic features has been set aside. Without linguistic dating, we are left with
more subjective criteria such as style, appeals to archaeology, supposed
historical allusions, and the searching out of proper names from Beowulf in

16 J. B. Kofoed, “Using Linguistic Difference in Relative Text Dating: Insights from
other Historical Linguistic Case Studies,” HS 47 (2006): 93—114 (106, 109; emphasis
original; cf. 103-9). The book by Amos is A. C. Amos, Linguistic Means of Determining
the Dates of Old English Literary Texts (Cambridge, MA: Medieval Academy of
America, 1980).

17 Dresher, “Methodological,” 20-22, 31-33, 37. The book by Klaeber is F. Klaeber,
Beowulf and the Fight at Finnsburg (3rd ed.; Boston: D. C. Heath, 1950).
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royal genealogies and attempting to deduce dating (and localization) from
them.'®

A fourth area of historical linguistics where dating is an issue is discussed
below in the remarks on Middle English dialectology and anchor texts and the
fit-technique (2.3.3).

In summary, diachronic linguistic research, or historical linguistics, aims to
describe linguistic facts. A prescriptive aim, in the sense of “linguistic dating of
texts,” is uncommon, is attempted only when certain prerequisites are met, and
even then it frequently gives unreliable or disputed results. This observation
contrasts with Hebraists’ and biblicists’ recourse to the “linguistic dating of
texts,” generally related to their conviction that it is an objective method which
gives dependable results.'” But the tide is turning. Others are recognizing its
long list of shortcomings and are incorporating conventional historical linguistic
theory and method in their scholarship.*® Paying more attention to the written

18 B. Mitchell and F. C. Robinson, Beowulf: An Edition (Malden: Blackwell, 1998),
8-10. See also R. E. Bjork and A. Obermeier, “Date, Provenance, Author, Audiences,” in
A Beowulf Handbook (ed. R. E. Bjork and J. D. Niles; Lincoln: University of Nebraska
Press, 1997), 13-34 (18-28). In the concluding paragraph they state: “Until new facts
surface, all we can say with assurance when asked when, where, by whom, and for whom
the poem was composed is that we are not sure” (Bjork and Obermeier, “Date,” 33).
Similarly, Hogg remarks, “despite considerable investigation, it seems impossible to give
an accurate chronological account of the poetry on the basis of the linguistic forms in the
poems” (R. M. Hogg, “Introduction,” in The Cambridge History of the English
Language, Volume 1: The Beginnings to 1066 (ed. R. M. Hogg; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), 1-25 [19]). This conclusion had been reached much earlier in the
collection of essays edited by Chase which documents one of the most important
“inconclusions” in the study of Old English. See especially A. Cameron, A. C. Amos, and
G. Waite, with the assistance of S. Butler and A. D. Healey, “A Reconsideration of the
Language of Beowulf,” in The Dating of Beowulf (ed. C. Chase; Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1981), 33—75 (especially 33-37); K. S. Kiernan, “The Eleventh-Century
Origin of Beowulf and the Beowulf Manuscript,” in The Dating of Beowulf (ed. C.
Chase; Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1981), 9-21.

1% See, for example, LDBT 1:16-18, 60—64.

» Examples are Kim, Early (cf. Rezetko, “Evaluating”) and several of the
contributors to DBH. In the latter, all five contributors to Part 2—Dresher, Naudé, Cook,
Holmstedt, and to a lesser extent Givon—inject a breath of fresh air into the debate on
diachrony in BH by breaking free from several old-fashioned presuppositions and
advocating new methods for documenting and explaining language variation and change
in BH. In contrast, of the contributors to Part 3, only Bar-Asher Siegal decisively
separates himself from “linguistic dating,” whereas most of the other contributors
continue to regard “linguistic dating” as a viable objective of historical linguistics, mainly
because the conventional periodization of BH remains the indispensable presuppositional
framework in which they undertake their analyses of the language.
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sources of historical linguistics (2.3) and the sources of BH (chapters 3—6) will
inevitably reinforce this trend.

2.3. SOURCES
2.3.1. GENERAL DISCUSSION
The selection and evaluation of the sources of linguistic data have

Sfundamental importance in most books on historical linguistics whether they are
general in scope or fixed on a particular language.”' Let us return to Fischer and

21 J. Aitchison, Language Change: Progress or Decay? (2d ed.; Cambridge
Approaches to Linguistics; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 19-31; C. L.
Allen, Genitives in Early English: Typology and Evidence (Oxford Linguistics; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 25-31; Anderson, Structural, 11-17; R. Anttila, An
Introduction to Historical and Comparative Linguistics (New York: Macmillan, 1972),
31-46; A. Arlotto, Introduction to Historical Linguistics (Lanham, MD: University Press
of America, 1972), 11-28; Campbell, Historical, 373-404; Fischer, Morphosyntax, 12—
14, 43-45; M. Hale, Historical Linguistics: Theory and Method (Blackwell Textbooks in
Linguistics 21; Malden: Blackwell, 2007), 19-26; J. M. Herndndez Campoy and J. C.
Conde Silvestre, eds., The Handbook of Historical Sociolinguistics (Blackwell
Handbooks in Linguistics; Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012), 123-210 (chapters 7-11
by various authors); H. H. Hock and B. D. Joseph, Language History, Language Change,
and Language Relationship: An Introduction to Historical and Comparative Linguistics
(2d rev. ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2009), 63—110; H. M. Hoenigswald, Language Change
and Linguistic Reconstruction (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), 4-12; R. D.
Janda and B. D. Joseph, “On Language, Change, and Language Change—Or, Of History,
Linguistics, and Historical Linguistics,” in The Handbook of Historical Linguistics (ed.
B. D. Joseph and R. D. Janda; Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics; Malden: Blackwell,
2003), 3—180 (14-23, 40-42); R. J. Jeffers and 1. Lehiste, Principles and Methods for
Historical Linguistics (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1979), 160-71; W. Labov,
Principles of Linguistic Change, Volume 1: Internal Factors (Language in Society 20;
Oxford: Blackwell, 1994), 10—-11; R. Lass, Historical Linguistics and Language Change
(Cambridge Studies in Linguistics 81; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997),
16-21, 44-103; Lehmann, Historical Linguistics, 46—-64; Lightfoot, Development, 8—12;
S. Luraghi and V. Bubenik, “Historical Linguistics: History, Sources and Resources,” in
Continuum Companion to Historical Linguistics (ed. S. Luraghi and V. Bubenik;
London: Continuum, 2010), 1-36; T. Nevalainen and E. C. Traugott, eds., The Oxford
Handbook of the History of English (Oxford Handbooks in Linguistics; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2012), 19-154 (chapters 1-11 by various authors); D. Ringe and J. F.
Eska, Historical Linguistics: Toward a Twenty-First Century Reintegration (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2013), 1-2; H. Schendl, Historical Linguistics (Oxford
Introductions to Language Study; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), 11-15; A. L.
Sihler, Language History: An Introduction (CILT 191; Amsterdam: John Benjamins,
2000), 186-207; J. Smith, An Historical Study of English: Function, Form and Change
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Lightfoot and their remarks on sources. Fischer, in her discussion of the
comparability of utterances from different periods, proposes that the sources of
data ideally should be homogeneous groups of original writings which are
similar in dialect, text type, genre, and style, and hopefully sharing similar social
dimensions such as the age, gender, class, and rank of writers as well 2 As for
originality, original manuscripts and non-original copies which may have been
edited, she remarks: “Because the edited texts are, as it were, an interpretation of
the primary material, it could be said that they constitute secondary sources
rather than primary ones.”> Nonetheless, Fischer also knows that the situation
for historical linguistic research is often far from ideal, but even in such a
situation the researcher still owes an explanation about the sources of data:
“There is no real solution to this except that it is important in any investigation
to make quite clear which texts have been chosen, why these texts and not
others, and to indicate the possible shortcomings in the results due to the
paucity of suitable texts.”**

Turning to Lightfoot, he bases his discussion of the sources of data on
Lass’s exemplary treatment of the issue, citing the short illustration of the last
line of the prologue of Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales.”> Any standard edition says:

And he bigan with right a myrie chere
[And he began with right merry cheer]
His tale anon, and seyde as ye may heere.
[His tale straightway, and said as you may hear.]

But in some other editions the last line is:

His tale anon, and seyde in this manere.
[His tale straightway, and said in this manner.]

Lightfoot comments:

We do not have the manuscript that Chaucer wrote, only later copies; and the
oldest of those copies give both versions. This example shows how much
scribes and editors are willing to change a text deliberately, in order to meet
some self-imposed standard. Then, of course, there may be accidental errors in
copying. So it is not obvious what Chaucer wrote. Nor is it obvious exactly

(London: Routledge, 1996), 13-38; D. Wanner, The Power of Analogy: An Essay on
Historical Linguistics (TiLSM 170; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2006), 28-37.

22 Fischer, Morphosyntax, 12—14, 43-45.

> Ibid., 44.

2 1bid., 14 (emphasis added).

% Lightfoot, Development, 8—12; cf. Lass, Historical, 16-21, 44—-103. There are
eighty-three surviving manuscripts of the Canterbury Tales from the late Medieval and
early Renaissance periods.
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how Chaucer himself would have pronounced what is written. Masses of truly
fascinating detective work has been devoted to questions like these. The texts
are witnesses to the past, but, as always, the testimony of witnesses cannot be
taken at face value and must be evaluated carefully...The different versions of
Chaucer’s prologue show how ruthless editors can be *°

Schneider’s treatment of sources of data for studies of language variation
and change deals with many important issues and is cited in many other
discussions. * The central section of his treatment looks at four basic
requirements for written texts to be useful for variationist analysis, and for
historical linguistic analysis in general, and then he discusses some
characteristics of five major text types of writings. In his estimation the
fundamental prerequisite is:

Texts should be as close to speech, and especially vernacular styles, as
possible...This condition largely excludes formal and literary writing—such
texts may be of marginal interest, but, being shaped by prescriptive traditions
and conventions, they normally display categorical, invariant usage and fail to
reflect natural speech behavior and associated processes.?

Hence his categorization of text types according to their proximity to speech
begins with recorded speech, which includes interviews, transcripts, trial
records, and the like, and ends with invented speech, or literary dialect. In
between these two opposites he situates recalled speech, such as ex-slave
narratives, imagined speech, such as letters and diaries, and observed speech, or
commentaries.” While letters are not totally without shortcomings, they are
often datable and localizable, as well as ubiquitous in the historical records of

% Lightfoot, Development, 8-9 (emphasis added).

2 E. W. Schneider, “Investigating Variation and Change in Written Documents,” in
The Handbook of Language Variation and Change (ed. J. K. Chambers, P. Trudgill, and
N. Schilling-Estes; Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics; Malden: Blackwell, 2002), 67—
96; adapted and reprinted in The Handbook of Language Variation and Change (ed. J. K.
Chambers and N. Schilling; Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics; 2d ed.; Chichester:
Wiley-Blackwell, 2013),47-81.

2 Schneider, “Investigating,” 2002:71; 2013:59. Schneider’s other three basic
requirements are mentioned in chapter 7 (7.2).

¥ Ibid., 2002:72-81; 2013:60-68. For additional discussion of these text types one
might consult, for example, J. C. Conde Silvestre, Sociolingiiistica Historica (Madrid:
Gredos, 2007), 4246, 51-52; and chapters 7-11 in Herndandez Campoy and Conde
Silvestre, eds., Handbook, 123-210.
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many languages,” so that frequently they are a preferred source of data in
diachronic linguistic studies.’'

In contrast to the sources of data mentioned in the previous paragraph,
literary writings have some limitations and are sometimes used uncritically even
by practicing historical linguists. Schneider emphasizes that literature tends to
overuse stereotypical markers but reduce variability (i.e., conformity to a literary
standard or normative dialect), and its authenticity may be questionable.** To
state the main problems concisely: literary writings, in contrast to non-literary
or documentary sources, often are unauthentic (unoriginal), composite
(heterogeneous), and unsituated in time and place (undated and unlocalized),
and because the writers often are anonymous or unidentifiable, social
dimensions like age, gender, ethnicity, rank, social class and network, and so
on, are uncertain as well. For these reasons, widely held views among historical
linguists are that “...literary (especially poetic) materials have to be used with
extreme care, and treated (where other materials exist) as secondary and a bit
suspect” (cf. Fischer’s remark on edited texts as secondary sources, above), or
“the use of literary texts as material for diachronic study [is] inadequate.”**

Given the “bad data” problem of historical linguistics’>—coincidental and
fragmentary survival of documents and kinds of documents, inadequacy of many
orthographic systems for recording phonetic details, absence of negative
evidence associated with grammaticality judgments, and so on**—it would be

30 Schneider, “Investigating,” 2002:75-77; 2013:64—66.

3 In addition to the English and Akkadian studies we cite below (2.3.3 and 2.3.4,
respectively), see G. A. Martinez, “Topics in the Historical Sociolinguistics of Tejano
Spanish, 1791-1910: Morphosyntactic and Lexical Aspects” (Ph.D. diss., University of
Massachusetts - Amherst, 2000), 42—45; and the articles, especially those by van der Wal
and Rutten, and Martineau in Touching the Past: Studies in the Historical
Sociolinguistics of Ego-Documents (ed. M. J. van der Wal and G. Rutten; Advances in
Historical Sociolinguistics 1; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2013).

32 Schneider, “Investigating,” 2002:79-81; 2013:68.

33 Lass, Historical, 69.

3 R. B. Sevic, “Early Collections of Private Documents: The Missing Link in the
Diachronic Corpora?,” in Langue and Parole in Synchronic and Diachronic Perspective:
Selected Proceedings of the XXXlst Annual Meeting of the Societas Linguistica
Europaea, St Andrews 1998 (ed. C. Beedham; Amsterdam: Pergamon, 1999), 33747
(337).

3'W. Labov, “Some Principles of Linguistic Methodology,” Language in Society 1
(1972): 97-120 (98); idem, Internal, 11.

3 Hernandez and Schilling discuss seven main problems of sources we have to
contend with in historical (socio)linguistic research: representativeness, empirical
validity, invariation, authenticity (purity in texts), authorship, social and historical
validity (historical and socio-cultural background), and standard ideology. See J. M.
Hernandez Campoy and N. Schilling, “The Application of the Quantitative Paradigm to
Historical Sociolinguistics: Problems with the Generalizability Principle,” in The
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precipitous and reckless to throw out literary sources from the start. And as a
matter of fact one can point to some examples of critical and fruitful use of
literary sources in diachronic linguistic research.”’ Yet it must be emphasized
that such studies inevitably consider data from both literary and non-literary
sources and often the results are contrary to what one might expect. For
example, Anipa examines a series of grammatical variables in Golden-Age
Spanish (sixteenth and seventeenth centuries), such as the rivalry between haber
and rener (both “to have™) as main verbs to express the concept of possession.*®
He uses two sources of data: five literary writings of the period between 1524
and 1604, and thirteen linguistic works (or grammars) of the period between
1492 and 1625.%° His attention is focused on the continuity aspect of variation,
an issue that historical linguists have frequently neglected. He shows “that
contrary to conventional belief, the so-called archaisms in Golden-Age Spanish
[literary writings] did persist in speech for a long time and thus continued to be
an active part of the linguistic repertoire of speakers throughout that period.”*
“Moreover, the contrast between the two sources [literary and linguistic]
constitutes a realistic reflection of the contrast between the relatively restricted
scope of the written norm and the characteristically rich dimensions of spoken
language.”*' And he gives this warning: “For the investigation of linguistic
variation, especially into historical states of language, the disastrous
consequences of perceiving language only in its written form cannot be
overemphasized.”** In summary, variant linguistic forms and uses in literary
writings, especially the less common items, may actually reflect various

Handbook of Historical Sociolinguistics (ed. J. M. Herndndez Campoy and J. C. Conde
Silvestre; Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics; Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012), 63—
79.

37 See the examples cited in Schneider, “Investigating,” 2002:80; 2013:68; and
especially K. Anipa, “The Use of Literary Sources in Historical Sociolinguistic
Research,” in The Handbook of Historical Sociolinguistics (ed. J. M. Herndndez Campoy
and J. C. Conde Silvestre; Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics; Chichester: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2012), 170-90.

BK. Anipa, A Critical Examination of Linguistic Variation in Golden-Age Spanish
(Berkeley Insights in Linguistics and Semiotics 47; New York: Peter Lang, 2001).

¥ Ayres-Bennett also explores the matter of sources of data, and combines
information from literary, metalinguistic, and other non-literary writings in her analysis
of language variation and change in seventeenth century France (W. Ayres-Bennett,
Sociolinguistic Variation in Seventeenth-century France [Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004]). “The metalinguistic texts exploited comprise a range of
documents including volumes of observations and remarques on the French language,
dictionaries, formal grammars, and linguistic commentaries, notably on grammatical
texts” (ibid., 7-8).

0 Anipa, Critical, 229.

' Tbid., 230.

*1Ibid., 230.
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communicative functions rather than language change as such. Again, as
Lightfoot says, literary writings—and we should remind ourselves that biblical
writings are literary writings—“cannot be taken at face value and must be
evaluated carefully.”

2.3.2. PHILOLOGY

Old writings, old literary writings in particular, and especially old literary
writings of religious character such as the Bible, Vedas (Sanskrit), Avesta
(Avestan), Quran (Arabic), and so on,* have limitations (secondary, edited,
unknown place and time of writing, etc.) and require evaluation before they can
be utilized for historical linguistic analysis. What are their composition and
transmission histories? What is known about the identities and activities of their
authors, editors, and scribes? Questions like these are crucial and should be
resolved or as a minimum deliberated as part and parcel of any historical
linguistic undertaking.** Thus philological analysis is necessary because in

4 Archaic religious writings such as these are written in standard (traditional,
conservative) language varieties which are marked by varying degrees of invariance
(missing the heterogeneity of speech or non-formal varieties of writing), archaism
(retention or imitation of old or obsolete linguistic items), compositeness (rewriting and
adaptation to new communities and situations), and secondariness (availability only of
copies rather than original manuscripts). For some general remarks on the linguistic
properties of religious (as opposed to secular) writings see Campbell, Historical, 289-91;
Janda and Joseph, “Language,” 16—17, 14041 n. 21; Schendl, Historical, 14-15.

* The role of philology in historical linguistics is routinely addressed in the
literature. See the citations in n. 21. For example, in his short introduction to historical
linguistics, Schendl comments on the sources of evidence and the task of philology:

The hypotheses of the historical linguist depend crucially on the
interpretation of the data. It is not just a matter of the amount of data available
but primarily of their quality. To evaluate the quality of old texts, we have to
find out as much as possible about their extralinguistic context (such as the
author, scribe, purpose, and location of a text, etc.), and about the textual
tradition, including the original form and date of composition and copying.
This is the task of the philologist, for whom auxiliary disciplines such as
history and paleography, the study of ancient writing, are of major importance.

Only very few old texts are in the author’s own hand, and even these may
show various kinds of textual errors. Mostly they are the result of multiple
copying by different scribes in different regions and over a long period of time.
Some texts are compilations by a specific author from linguistically divergent,
possibly orally transmitted original sources, as with Homer’s Iliad and
Odyssey, or the Rigveda, the oldest collection of religious texts written in
Sanskrit. Such textual history may result in linguistically composite texts with a
mixed language, full of scribal errors due to negligence or insufficient
competence in the language(s) or varieties of the original. These different
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reality many and often most or all the sources of data which historical linguists
work with are far from the ideal of authentic, non-composite, dated, and
localized manuscripts (they are “philologically ambiguous”).*

Let us begin with “philology.” What is it? Its meaning and the tasks it
embraces have changed through the years. Campbell describes philology this
way:

Philology has to do primarily with the use of written attestations of earlier
stages of languages, and with how the information from written forms of a
language can be used to determine aspects of that language’s history—with the
methods for extracting historical linguistic information from written sources.
The investigation of written records has always been important in historical
linguistics...

Philology is understood in different ways. Sometimes it is taken to be
merely the study of some classical or older language—in this sense we see
university departments and professional journals dedicated to Classical
philology, English philology, Germanic Philology, Nordic philology, Romance
philology, and so on. Sometimes philology is understood to mean historical
linguistics as practiced in the nineteenth century, since what today is called
historical linguistics was earlier often referred to as ‘philology’, as in ‘Indo-
European philology’. In another sense of the word, philology is understood as
the scholarly activity that attempts to get systematic information about a
language from written records. Definitions of philology range across these
varied notions: the intensive study of texts, especially old ones; the humanistic
study of language and literature, considering both form and meaning in
linguistic expression, combining linguistics and literary studies; the history of
literature and words; the systematic study of the development and history of
languages; and the study of written records to determine their authenticity,
original form, and meaning. Definitions of philologist involve these notions,
meaning a collector of words and their etymologies; a humanist specializing in

linguistic layers, whether dialectal or diachronic, must be disentangled and

scribal errors detected before the text can be used as data for forming

hypotheses about specific stages of a language. Furthermore, old texts are often

translations, e.g. from Latin into Old English, or from Greek into early Gothic

or Old Church Slavic, so that we have to reckon with linguistic influence from

the original language (Schendl, Historical, 14-15).

4> We are using “manuscripts” in a general sense to mean any written text of
language on clay (and pottery), paper (and papyrus), skin (leather, parchment, etc.),
stone, wood, metal, linen, wax, and so on. Manuscripts may be originals (autographs) or
copies (of originals or copies). It is common to differentiate literary from non-literary or
documentary sources, the latter including such writings as archival documents (contracts,
deeds, receipts, etc.), inscriptions, letters, and so on. Non-literary sources are usually
context-specific or occasion-bound and often they are explicitly dated, or easily dated on
the basis of extra-linguistic evidence.
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classical scholarship; and a person who engages in philology (historical
linguistics).

One aim of philology is to get historical information from documents in
order to learn about the culture and history of the people behind the text;
another aim is to examine and interpret older written attestations with the goal
of obtaining information about the history of the language (or languages) in
which the documents are written. This second aim is the most common in
historical linguistics today...

In the use of philology for historical linguistic purposes, we are concerned
with what linguistic information can be got from written documents, with how

we can get it, and with what we can make of the information once we have
.46
1t...

Like many others,*” Campbell gives “philology” a broad meaning and
application, and that is how we understand it in this book: philology is the full
range of critical scholarship on written documents, including textual criticism,
literary analysis, epigraphy, paleography, history, and so on. What did the author
write? When and where? What did s/he mean? Was the original writing edited?
Was it changed when it was copied? If so, how? It should be emphasized that a
primary objective of philology is the dating and localizing of writings.*® In this
regard it is essential to distinguish dates of composition and dates of
manuscripts, and to find out as much as possible about what happened to the
writings in the lapse of time that separates them. Accordingly textual criticism,

4 Campbell, Historical, 373, 391; cf. Campbell and Mixco, Glossary, 151-52.

47 «[P]hilology can be considered to be the study of texts, with all that implies: first,
determining exactly what the author of a text actually wrote; then, determining what the
author said; then, determining what the author meant” (P. T. Daniels, “Philology,” in
Encyclopedia of Linguistics [ed. P. Strazny; 2 vols.; New York: Fitzroy Dearborn, 2005],
2:824-26 [824]); “Philology is the study of texts in the broadest sense. The preliminary
task of philologists includes recovering and establishing the documents themselves,
determining the orthography, grammar, and lexicon of their language, and reconstructing
their history and context. Then their real work begins: interpreting the texts and the entire
culture that underlies them. Among the subdisciplines of philology are epigraphy,
paleography, and diplomatics (the study of documents)” (P. T. Daniels, “Writing
Systems,” in The Handbook of Linguistics [ed. M. Aronoff and J. Rees-Miller; Blackwell
Handbooks in Linguistics; Oxford: Blackwell, 2003], 43-70 [76]); “Today the term is
understood as denoting all those aspects of historical linguistics which crucially depend
upon the scrutiny and interpretation of written documents” (Trask, Dictionary, 252). See
also D. C. Greetham, Textual Scholarship: An Introduction (Garland Reference Library
of the Humanities, 1417; New York: Garland, 1994), 9-10; J. Ziolkowski, “‘What Is
Philology?’: Introduction,” in On Philology (ed. J. Ziolkowski; University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1990), 1-12 (6-7).

“8 Dating linguistic changes and borrowings, especially the absolute dating of these,
depends on dating the writings where they are found (e.g., Campbell, Historical, 391—
96).
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“the study of the history of the content of texts,” plays a central role in
philological analysis and consequently in historical linguistics,” and this is the
aspect of philology we focus on in chapters 3—6.

A short excursus related to BH is appropriate here. Over the years Hebraists
and biblicists have occasionally addressed the relationship between (historical)
linguistics and philology.” Holmstedt stands out among recent contributors.’' In
a 2006 article he discusses the relationship between these disciplines, arguing
that they are complementary approaches (“neither chronological [i.¢., sequential]
nor hierarchical” approaches) which differ mainly in their object of study:
linguistics is “system” oriented and philology is “text” oriented.” In a 2012
article he continues this line of reasoning.”® Holmstedt’s main point, if we may
be allowed to make a sweeping statement, is that (historical) linguistics is
concerned ultimately with the abstract language system which produced, or
which “stands” behind, the output in the written texts or textual artifacts (or:
what the language was when it was alive vs. the attestation of the language in a
recorded medium). Consequently, he argues, the whole idea of “linguistic dating

* Daniels, “Philology,” 825.

% In chapter 3 we look closely all the recent discussions of textual criticism by
scholars of BH to understand precisely how they view the “text” in their historical
linguistic/linguistic dating analysis.

3l See also J. A. Cook, “Detecting Development in Biblical Hebrew Using
Diachronic Typology,” in DBH, 83-95 (83-85; cf. 88—89 [“philologically datable], 92—
93 [“philological dating”]). In her introduction to this collection of articles Miller-Naudé
notes that some of the contributors distinguish “between the text of the Bible as linguistic
artefact and the linguistic system(s) of Biblical Hebrew” (C. Miller-Naudé, “Diachrony in
Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic Perspectives on Change and Variation,” in DBH, 3—15 [10]).
Only Cook and Holmstedt explicitly discuss the distinction (cf. Dresher,
“Methodological,” 23).

52 For example: “To summarize, then, linguists have as their goal the system of
language, whereas philologists have as their goal a better understanding of the meaning
of the text being observed, and language is simply the primary means to that end”
(Holmstedt, “Issues”); “Whereas philologists study specific texts, linguists study
linguistic systems and even the internal (mental) grammars of native speakers. Whereas
philologists privilege the finite corpus and are reticent to hypothesize beyond the extant
data (in good Bloomfieldian fashion), linguists recognize that no corpus represents the
infinite set of sentences available to the native speaker” (ibid.). He cites Bodine and
Gleason as the catalysts of his argument: W. R. Bodine, “Linguistics and Philology in the
Study of Ancient Near Eastern Languages,” in “Working with No Data”: Semitic and
Egyptian Studies Presented to Thomas O. Lambdin (ed. D. M. Golomb and S. T. Hollis;
Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1987), 39-54; H. A. Gleason, “Linguistics and
Philology,” in On Language, Culture, and Religion: In Honor of Eugene A. Nida (ed. M.
Black and W. A. Smalley; The Hague: Mouton, 1974), 199-212.

3 R. D. Holmstedt, “Historical Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew,” in DBH, 97-124
(98-101). He cites Hale as the catalyst of his argument. See Hale, Historical, 19-26.
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of texts” is incongruous since linguistics is not tasked with “texts” as such;
rather, texts and the dating of texts are the domains of philology. He speaks
therefore about “(the) philological text(s).” Holmstedt’s argument is sensible in
the context of Chomsky’s distinction between I-language (internalized language;
Language) and E-language (externalized language; /anguage), which stands
behind Hale’s discussion, which in turn stands behind Holmstedt’s.>

While we certainly agree in principle with Holmstedt’s general distinction
between (historical) linguistics and philology, specifically that the two
approaches ultimately have different objects (“system” vs. “text,” respectively),
we nevertheless find his understanding of philology to be slightly off. It is
inadequate because, with regard to BH, it is too limited in its conceptual sphere
and temporal reach. What precisely is the philologist supposed to find out about
the texts? In his 2006 article Holmstedt cites several passages from Campbell’s
(see above) and Bodine’s discussions which describe the philological task, and
he remarks specifically that “philologists have as their goal a better
understanding of the meaning of the text being observed,” and, “Philologists
read the texts, sort through the data, establish what is available, and categorize it.
Minimally, a philologist tells us what is there to study, and maximally, the
reconstruction of the grammar that he provides may be accurate.”” But, we ask,
what point in the development of the text does the philologist seek? In his 2012
article Holmstedt clarifies his view. He suggests that “the philological text
should be very much like the text-critical goal of the last redaction,”® referring
to Tov’s distinction between two stages or processes, one of literary formation
(composition/editing; “‘authors”/“editors”) followed by one of textual
transmission (“scribes”), and suggesting that the “philological text” which the
historical linguist researches is the finished literary product that stands at the
beginning of textual transmission. But, we ask, why stop there? Holmstedt’s
stopping point seems arbitrary. And it falls short of distinguishing dates of
composition and dates of manuscripts, and finding out as much as possible about
what happened to the writings in the lapse of time that separates them. Tov’s
view represents the conventional view of literary and textual critics: “Most of
the biblical books were not written by one person nor at one particular time, but
rather over many generations.”’ So, if the aim is to describe the development of
the Hebrew language during the first millennium B.C.E., then why base the
analysis on a reconstructed text that stands at the very end of hundreds and

4 See Hale, Historical, 8-10.

35 Holmstedt, “Issues.”

% Holmstedt, “Historical,” 100 (emphasis original); cf. 100 n. 2.

STE. Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (3d ed.; Minneapolis: Fortress,
2012), 166. This, and the fact that it is often difficult or impossible to separate literary
and textual developments, strictly defined, is the reason for a chapter on textual and
literary criticism in Tov’s authoritative introduction to textual criticism.
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perhaps many hundreds of years of literary growth? *® And how would
Holmstedt’s approach deal with some biblical books, such as Jeremiah, which
reached a final state more than once? In sum, with regard to BH, philology and
the reconstruction of a “philological text” should include the full range of
critical scholarship on written documents, including both their composition and
transmission stages.

The disconnect between historical linguistics and philology—the latter
embracing the entire panoply of critical scholarship on written documents,
including textual criticism—is not unique to BH studies. In chapter 1 (1.3) we
cited Kabatek’s call for a “reform” of historical linguistic research on Medieval
Spanish, advocating an approach that conjoins the history of language and the
history of texts. His invitation indicates that the problem extends beyond BH
studies. In fact, the origin of the disengagement can be traced back to the
dramatic growth of academic specialization since the nineteenth century, when
the “philological triad” of language, text, and literature also broke down.> This
situation began to change only in recent decades.”

8 Note that Hale, on whose discussion Holmstedt bases his own, actually speaks
about “the date of the original composition of the ‘text’ (Hale, Historical, 19) and “the
chronologically earliest composition” (ibid., 22), and says the philologist’s aim is to
“establish the date of its original composition, and formulate a hypothesis about the form
the text had at the time of composition” (ibid., 21). Needless to say, a “last redaction”
(Holmstedt) is hardly the same as an “earliest composition” or “original composition”
(Hale).

% On the rise of specialization see Strober, Inferdisciplinary, 11-15. On the
breakdown of the “philological triad” see J. Boartnes, “Lotman, Bakhtin, and the Problem
of a Semiotics of Culture,” in Changing Philologies: Contributions to the Redefinition of
Foreign Language Studies in the Age of Globalisation (ed. H. L. Hansen; Copenhagen:
Museum Tusculanum Press, University of Copenhagen, 2002), 77-88 (77-78), which
references H. Jordheim, Lesningens vitenskap: Utkast til en ny filologi [The Science of
Reading: Toward a New Philology] (Oslo: Oslo University Press, 2001). On the
deterioration of textual criticism in biblical studies, especially as a component of biblical
exegesis, see M. H. Goshen-Gottstein, “The Textual Criticism of the Old Testament:
Rise, Decline, Rebirth,” JBL 102 (1983): 365-99; J. C. Trebolle Barrera, “Redaction,
Recension and Midrash in the Books of Kings,” BIOSCS 15 (1982): 12-35 (12—-14); cf.
R. Rezetko, Source and Revision in the Narratives of David’s Transfer of the Ark: Text,
Language and Story in 2 Samuel 6 and 1 Chronicles 13, 15-16 (LHBOTS 470; London:
T&T Clark, 2007), 55-57.

% Qur remarks here are general in scope. Later we look at the reintegration of
philology, especially textual criticism, in historical linguistic research on English (2.3.3,
chapter 4, 4.3.1), French (chapter 4, 4.3.2), and Spanish (chapter 4, 4.3.3). The rejoining
of textual criticism and biblical exegesis in the scholarship of some biblicists (see
previous note) is a dialogue that is just beginning between textual critics and historical
linguists of BH (see chapters 3—6).
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The contributors to the volume Textual Parameters in Older Languages
argue that “linguistic analysis of an older language may depend crucially on
variable properties of the textual data themselves.”® Examples of textual
parameters include text type, genre, poeticality, orality, dialect, writer
demographics, scribal influence, cultural status, and whether a text is a
translation from another language.®® In the volume’s first article, which is a
revision of the conference lecture that inspired the volume, Fleischman explores
the relationship of (historical) linguistics to philology, arguing that the two
disciplines have conspired—unwittingly, she believes—to produce grammatical
descriptions of text languages based as much on the fantasies and desires of their
practitioners as on the testimony of the texts, the “native speakers” of text
languages.” This unfortunate situation exists because, on the one hand, textual
critics have often neglected to take to heart that “I’écriture médiévale ne produit
pas des variantes, elle est variance,”64 and, on the other hand, “traditional
[language] histories have tended to evacuate too many variable elements from

og. C. Herring, P. van Reenen, and L. Schesler, “Preface,” in Textual Parameters
in Older Languages (ed. S. C. Herring, P. van Reenen, and L. Schgsler; CILT 195;
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2000), vii—viii (vii).

25, C. Herring, P. van Reenen, and L. Schesler, “On Textual Parameters in Older
Languages,” in Textual Parameters in Older Languages (ed. S. C. Herring, P. van
Reenen, and L. Schgsler; CILT 195; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2000), 1-31 (1).

8 S Fleischman, “Methodologies and Ideologies in Historical Linguistics: On
Working with Older Languages,” in Textual Parameters in Older Languages (ed. S. C.
Herring, P. van Reenen, and L. Schgsler; CILT 195; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2000),
33-58. Other excellent discussions of the indissoluble link between historical linguistics
and philology (especially textual criticism), which accentuate their complementariness
(and also in a general, or hypothetical, way their different objects of study, i..,
“system”/“theory” vs. “text”/“data”), are R. M. Hogg, “Linguistics, Philology, Chickens
and Eggs,” in English Historical Linguistics 1992: Papers from the 7th International
Conference on English Historical Linguistics, Valencia, 22-26 September 1992 (ed. F.
Moreno Fernidndez, M. Fuster, and J. J. Calvo; CILT 113; Amsterdam: John Benjamins,
1994), 3-16; articles in Historical Linguistics and Philology (ed. J. Fisiak; TiLSM 46;
New York: de Gruyter, 1990), especially A. Ahlquist, “Paragraph 16 of Audacht
Morainn: Linguistic Theory and Philological Evidence” (1-10) and M. Rissanen, “On the
Happy Reunion of English Philology and Historical Linguistics” (353—69); and articles in
“Section 1: Linguistics and Philology” of Studies in the History of the English Language
II: Unfolding Conversations (ed. A. Curzan and K. Emmons; TEL 45; Berlin: de Gruyter,
2004), especially D. Minkova, “Philology, Linguistics, and the History of [hw]~[w]” (7—
46).

% Fleischman, “Methodologies,” 47; citing B. Cerquiglini, Eloge de la variante:
histoire critique de la philologie (Paris: Seuil, 1989), 111 (emphasis added). English:
“medieval writing does not produce variants, it is variance.” Cerquiglini’s vision is
discussed in relation to the Hebrew Bible and other Ancient Near Eastern writings in G.
D. Martin, Multiple Originals: New Approaches to Hebrew Bible Textual Criticism
(SBLTCS 7; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010), 28-31.



Historical Linguistics: Key Issues for Biblical Hebrew 33

the data they have wanted to consider, insufficiently aware perhaps that
language change has its very roots in language variation.” ® Fleischman
concludes her article by suggesting that the way past this dilemma is a dual
application of the notion of variation: reconstitute philology (or textual
criticism) on a new foundation of intrinsic textual variation, and utilize the
theory and method of variationist historical sociolinguistics to provide a more
solid foundation for the description of language variation in texts.
Fleischman’s remarks on Medieval French resonate closely with those of
Kabatek on Medieval Spanish (see chapter 1, 1.3). Our view is that their
suggested twofold text-critical and variationist approach to heavily processed
and highly variant literary writings may also enhance our understanding of BH,
and for this reason a large part of this book is dedicated to cross-textual variable
analysis (chapters 4—6) and variationist analysis (chapters 7-9).

2.3.3.ILLUSTRATION: ENGLISH
So far we have mentioned various facets of research on premodern English,

French, and Spanish. A closer look at English helps to illustrate some of the
basic source/philology problems that historical linguists have to confront.®

S F leischman, “Methodologies,” 51; citing R. A. Lodge, French: From Dialect to
Standard (London: Routledge, 1993), 9.

% Fleischman, “Methodologies,” 52.

7 We look more closely at Akkadian in the next section and Spanish in chapter 4
(4.3.3). On the history of English see J. Algeo, The Origins and Development of the
English Language (6th ed.; Boston: Wadsworth, 2005); C. Barber, J. C. Beal, and P. A.
Shaw, The English Language: A Historical Introduction (2d ed.; Cambridge Approaches
to Linguistics; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009); A. Baugh and T. Cable, A
History of the English Language (5th ed.; Oxford: Routledge, 2002); A. Bergs and L.
Brinton, eds., English Historical Linguistics: An International Handbook (2 vols.; HSK
34; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2012); L. J. Brinton and L. K. Arnovick, The English Language:
A Linguistic History (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006); D. Crystal, The
Cambridge Encyclopedia of the English Language (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2003); J. Culpeper, History of English (2d ed.; Language Workbooks; London:
Routledge, 2005); B. A. Fennell, A History of English: A Sociolinguistic Approach
(Blackwell Textbooks in Linguistics 17; Malden: Blackwell, 2001); D. Freeborn, From
Old English to Standard English: A Course Book in Language Variation Across Time (3d
ed.; Hampshire: Macmillan 1992); E. van Gelderen, A History of the English Language
(Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2006); Hogg et al., eds., Cambridge History; R. M. Hogg
and D. Denison, eds., A History of the English Language (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2006); S. Lerer, Inventing English: A Portable History of the Language
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2007); E. M. Millward and M. Hayes, A
Biography of the English Language (3d ed.; Boston: Wadsworth, 2010); H. Momma and
M. Matto, eds., A Companion to the History of the English Language (West Sussex:
Wiley-Blackwell, 2008); L. Mugglestone, ed., The Oxford History of English (Oxford:
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Scholars conventionally divide the history of English into four main periods
(also called stages or states):68

Table 2.1
Outline of the History of English
Periodization Dates Events Examples
Old English c¢. 500-1100 Germanic Anglo- Beowulf (8th—10th
(OE) (some: ¢. 450— Saxon invasion of centuries)
1100) Britain (c. 449)
Middle English c. 1100-1500 Norman invasion Geoffrey Chaucer
(ME) (some: c. 1050— of Britain (1066) (c. 1343-1400)
1500)
Early Modern English | c. 1500-1800 William Caxton’s William
(EModE) (some: c. 1450— printing press Shakespeare (c.
1800) (1476) and roughly | 1564-1616)
the beginning of
the Renaissance in
England
Modern English c. 1800—present Independence of Charles Dickens
(ModE) (some: c. 1650 or American colonies | (1812-1870)
1700 to present) (1776) and end of
the British
monopoly on the
English language

Some do not make a rigid distinction between EModE and ModE, speaking
instead of a single ModE period from c. 1500 to the present. Others divide the
ModE period into Late Modern English (LModE) and Present Day English
(PDE) with the latter beginning c. 1900. In any case our attention in this book is
mainly on ME. Also, note that the simplicity of this sketch, which in fact is
based principally on external historical events, disguises numerous difficulties,
vertical (dialect) and horizontal (chronology), which we discuss below.

The written record of English is copious and continuous, including
countless numbers of onomastic, epigraphic, and manuscript sources extending
over a millennium (c. 1000—present). The sources are available as originals,

Oxford University Press, 2006); Nevalainen and Traugott, eds., Handbook; 1. Singh, The
History of English: A Student’s Guide (London: Hodder Education, 2005); Smith,
Historical.

68 This periodization is repeated with minor variations throughout the standard
literature (see the preceding note). The outline here mainly follows Fennell, History, 1-2.
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copies, facsimiles, and editions,” and in electronic corpora (CD, online, etc.)
which are linguistically tagged to facilitate lexical and grammatical analysis.”
The following summary only deals with OE and ME since the written evidence
for English skyrocketed following the introduction of the printing press in
England in the late fifteenth century.

Old English.”" The Dictionary of Old English Corpus (DOE Corpus)’* is the
most complete collection of OE writings. It includes more than 3,000 texts,
excluding some variant texts of individual writings, and has more than
3,000,000 words. ° As for manuscripts proper (discounting onomastics,

% The sources available in the principal British libraries (British Library, Cambridge
and Oxford libraries) are cataloged in N. R. Ker, Catalogue of Manuscripts Containing
Anglo-Saxon (Oxford: Clarendon, 1957); N. R. Ker, A. J. Piper, A. G. Watson, and I.
Cunningham, Medieval Manuscripts in British Libraries (5 vols.; Oxford: Clarendon,
1969-2002); P. R. Robinson, Catalogue of Dated and Datable Manuscripts, c. 736—1600,
in Cambridge Libraries (2 vols.; Cambridge: Brewer, 1988); idem, Catalogue of Dated
and Datable Manuscripts, c. 888—1600, in London Libraries (2 vols.; London: The
British Library, 2003); A. G. Watson, Catalogue of Dated and Datable Manuscripts, c.
700-1600, in the Department of Manuscripts, the British Library (2 vols.; London: The
British Library, 1979); idem, Catalogue of Dated and Datable Manuscripts, c. 435-1600,
in Oxford Libraries (Oxford: Clarendon, 1984).

" More than sixty corpora are cataloged in the Corpus Resource Database (CoRD),
part of VARIENG, the Research Unit for the Study of Variation, Contacts and Change in
English at the University of Helsinki (http://www helsinki.fi/varieng/CoRD/). For a
narrative description of the many electronic resources available for the historical
linguistic study of English, see O. M. Traxel, “Resources: Electronic/Online Resources,”
in English Historical Linguistics: An International Handbook (ed. A. Bergs and L.
Brinton; 2 vols.; HSK 34; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2012),2:1131-48.

"'In general on OE see the works cited in n. 67, especially volume 1 of The
Cambridge History of the English Language, as well as the following brief articles which
include references to most of the widely-cited monographs: C. L. Allen, “English, Old
English,” in ELL 4:181-84; D. Minkova, “Old English,” in Encyclopedia of Linguistics
(ed. P. Strazny; 2 vols.; New York: Fitzroy Dearborn, 2005), 1:777-80. The following
summary of sources for OE is based on Crystal, Encyclopedia, 10, 27; D. Denison and R.
M. Hogg, “Overview,” in A History of the English Language (ed. R. M. Hogg and D.
Denison; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 142 (35); van Gelderen,
History, 48, 204; C. Hough, “Evidence from Sources prior to 1500,” in The Oxford
Handbook of the History of English (ed. T. Nevalainen and E. C. Traugott; Oxford
Handbooks in Linguistics; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012), 37—49; K. A. Lowe,
“Resources: Early Textual Resources,” in English Historical Linguistics: An
International Handbook (ed. A. Bergs and L. Brinton; 2 vols.; HSK 34; Berlin: de
Gruyter, 2012),2:1119-31 (1119-25); and online descriptions of various resources.

"2 http://www.doe.utoronto.ca; cf. http://www helsinki.fi/varieng/CoRD/corpora/DO
EC/index.html.

3 The York-Toronto-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Old English Prose (YCOE) is based
on the DOE Corpus and includes all the major OE prose works (http://www-
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inscriptions, etc.) there are about 400. Many of these are dated and localized
with confidence. Few date to before 700 and most date to after 900. About
30,000 lines of OE poetry (e.g., Beowulf) have survived in four major
manuscripts (Exeter Book, Junius Manuscript, Nowell Codex, Vercelli Book;
dated c. 950—-1000), but overall poetry comprises only about five percent of the
manuscript corpus. It has been estimated that the manuscripts have about 24,000
different lexical items of which only fifteen percent are still in use today. There
is a considerable variety of text types, documentary and literary, prose and
poetry, and secular and religious in nature.

Middle English.” There is considerably more documentation for ME than
OE, altogether tens of thousands of texts. However, a substantial part of the
writings in the early ME period are in French and Latin (following the Norman
conquest of England in 1066). Writings in English began to accumulate in the
thirteenth century. Large (but incomplete) collections of ME texts are
incorporated in A Linguistic Atlas of Early Middle English (LAEME; covers c.
115071325),76 which includes 168 texts and more than 800,000 words, and A
Linguistic Atlas of Late Mediaeval English (LALME; covers c. 1325-1450),”
which includes more than 1,000 texts.”® Once again, there is a considerable

users.york.ac.uk/~lang22/YCOE/YcoeHome .htm). It contains one-hundred texts and
about 1,500,000 words.

™ A helpful presentation of the types of OE texts, based on texts included in the
Helsinki Corpus of English Texts (cf. http://www .helsinki.fi/varieng/CoRD/corpora/
HelsinkiCorpus/index.html), is given in L. Kahlas-Tarkka, M. Kilpio, and A. Osterman,
“Old English,” in Early English in the Computer Age: Explorations through the Helsinki
Corpus (ed. M. Rissanen, M. Kytd, and M. Palander-Collin; TEL 11; Berlin: de Gruyter,
1993),21-32.

"> In general on ME see the works cited in n. 67, especially volume 2 of The
Cambridge History of the English Language, as well as the following brief articles which
include references to most of the widely-cited monographs: D. Minkova, “Middle
English,” in Encyclopedia of Linguistics (ed. P. Strazny; 2 vols.; New York: Fitzroy
Dearborn, 2005), 1:688-91; J. Smith, “English, Middle English,” in ELL 4:176—180. The
following summary of sources for ME is based on Crystal, Encyclopedia, 34; Denison
and Hogg, “Overview,” 35; van Gelderen, History, 112—13; Hough, “Evidence”; Lowe,
“Resources,” 1125-28; and online descriptions of various resources.

" Completed by Laing and Lass in 2008; http://www.lel.ed.ac.uk/ihd/laemel/
laeme1 .html; cf. http://www helsinki.fi/varieng/CoRD/corpora/LAEME/index.html.

7 Completed by McIntosh, Samuels, and Benskin in 1986; http://www.lel.ed.ac.uk/
ihd/elalme/elalme.html.

8 The Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle English, second edition (PPCME2)
has fifty-five texts and about 1,200,000 words (http://www.ling.upenn.edu/histcorpora/
PPCME2-RELEASE-3/index.html).
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variety of text types, again documentary and literary, prose and poetry, and
secular and religious in nature.

The preceding broad-brush-stroke review of the large number of early
English textual resources might lead one to think that there are relatively few
source/philology difficulties related to the historical linguistic description of OE
and ME. That would be a wrong conclusion. Indeed, in her summary of
resources Lowe describes the corpus of OE as “comparatively small” (!) and that
of ME as having a “comparative scarcity of sources” (!),** and then there are
“general problems in terms of uneven diatopic and diachronic coverage, the
uncertainties of dating and localization, together with broader issues relating to
manuscript production and scribal practice.”®' Here we restrict our comments to
ME since it figures in both our discussion of periodization (2.5) and our
introduction to the theory and method of variationist analysis (chapter 7).

“The most striking fact about Middle English is that it exhibits by far the
greatest diversity in written language of any period before or since.”®* The
period is often called “the age of dialects,”™ “the dialectal phase of English,”™
and so on. Scholars have conventionally (but, admittedly, simplistically)
identified five dialects of ME: Northern, East Anglian, Midland (East and West),

™ Once again, a helpful presentation of the types of ME texts, based on texts
included in the Helsinki Corpus of English Texts (cf. http://www.helsinki.fi/varieng/
CoRD/corpora/HelsinkiCorpus/index.html), is given in S. Nevanlinna, P. Pahta, K.
Peitsara, and I. Taavitsainen, “Middle English,” in Early English in the Computer Age:
Explorations through the Helsinki Corpus (ed. M. Rissanen, M. Kytd, and M. Palander-
Collin; TEL 11; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1993), 33-51.

801 owe, “Resources,” 1119, 1125.

¥ Ibid., 1119.

82 J. Milroy, “Middle English Dialectology,” in The Cambridge History of the
English Language, Volume 2: 1066—-1476 (ed. N. Blake; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992), 156206 (156). Note especially this comment about variation in
early ME writings: “If we compare two twelfth-century texts, such as the Peterborough
continuation of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle (East Midland) and Layamon’s Brut (South-
west Midland), we could not be blamed for believing that they are in different languages.
The differences between them are of the same order as the differences between modern
Dutch and standard German: the Brut retains the OE case-inflexions and grammatical
gender, whereas the Peterborough Chronicle, even though it is an earlier document, has
lost most of these. But not only is there considerable divergence berween different texts,
there is also normally great variability (particularly in spelling and inflexional forms)
within the texts” (Milroy, Linguistic, 131).

8 R. M. Hogg, “English in Britain,” in A History of the English Language (ed. R. M.
Hogg and D. Denison; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 352—83 (370).

8 B. M. H. Strang, A History of English (London: Routledge, 1970), 224.
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Southeastern, and Southwestern. 8 The dialectal differences between these
regions are more obvious than in OE because there are more written specimens
available from different areas and because there was not a literary standard,
unlike Late Old English (Winchester Standard; until late eleventh century) and
Late Middle English (Chancery Standard; after late fifteenth cen'[ury).86 Written
ME shows substantial variability at every linguistic level, both diachronically
and diatopically, and scholars frequently remark that more substantial changes
took place in ME than in any time before or since.”” ME is often called “the
period of weakened inflections,”™ a reference to the decay of the inflectional
system and the related shift toward more rigid (SVO) word order (i.e., change
from a synthetic toward an analytic language).

In light of the varieties of language, chronological and dialectal, in the ME
period, we want to summarize, in a nutshell, two issues: manuscript
dating/localization and scribal practices.® Or, given that ME is far from a
coherent or homogenous entity, how do scholars put manuscripts and scribes,
and their varieties of language, in order in time and place?

Manuscript dating/localization. Some sources, usually of the documentary
type but occasionally of the literary kind, are able to be situated securely in time
and/or place on the basis of prima facie extra-linguistic evidence. For example,
an inscription may sit in situ or explicitly give its origin; a colophon may give
details related to the author or scribe, and date and location of a text’s
production; or paleographers and codicologists may be able to situate the script
or decoration of a manuscript. These sorts of writings are primary witnesses, or
“anchor texts.” They are the starting point. Other writings, however, especially
literary ones, lack sufficient indications of their origin, and therefore they have
to be situated on linguistic grounds. These sorts of writings are secondary
witnesses. So, for example, in terms of ME, primary witnesses are “charters,

8 Milroy, “Middle,” 172. ME Northern corresponds to OE Northumbrian; ME
Midland (East and West dialects) corresponds to OE Mercian; ME Southeastern
corresponds to OE Kentish; ME Southwestern corresponds to OE West Saxon.

8 Van Gelderen, History, 133-34; Milroy, “Middle,” 156.

87 Baugh and Cable, History, 158; Milroy, “Middle,” 156. Note especially this
comment: “At the beginning of the period English is a language that must be learned like
a foreign tongue; at the end it is Modern English” (Baugh and Cable, History, 158).

88 Barber, Beal, and Shaw, English, 167.

% This short review is based on the many publications since the 1960s of McIntosh,
Samuels, Benskin, Laing, Williamson, and Lass, linked to the Institute for Historical
Dialectology at the University of Edinburgh (http://www.ppls.ed.ac.uk/lel/groups/
institute-for-historical-dialectology). Many of their publications are cited in LAEME and
LALME. For more recent works see, for example, K. Williamson, “Middle English:
Dialects” and “New Perspectives, Theories and Methods: Historical Dialectology,” in
English Historical Linguistics: An International Handbook (ed. A. Bergs and L. Brinton;
2 vols.; HSK 34; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2012), 1:480-505 and 2:1421-38, respectively.
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dealing with such matters as leases, bonds, and alliances, marriages, testaments,
and also record books (ecclesiastical and lay) recording the proceedings of
courts and local administrations,” and secondary witnesses are generally literary
texts, whether prose or poetry and secular or religious.” English historical
linguists sometimes use a method called the “fit-technique” to situate secondary,
especially literary, texts within a matrix of securely dated and localized texts. In
short, the linguistic forms (usually spellings) of anchor texts serve as a network
within which to fit the language of the literary texts through a process of
elimination or triangulation. The end result is a set of explicitly dated/localized
texts and otherwise “fitted” texts which are situated in a particular year or
quarter of century and a specific city or county. In the end, therefore, there are
documentary anchor texts, literary texts with specific (temporal/geographical)
associations, and literary texts with provisional associations based on linguistic
criteria.

Scribal practices. An interesting outcome of LAEME/LALME’s fit-
technique work is the discovery of various kinds of scribal practices or strategies
in the composition and transmission of medieval English manuscripts. This is
especially noticeable in regard to texts whose language is not fitted or placed
because it is dialectally mixed. In other words, some texts are composite,
meaning that they contain the linguistic forms of two or more scribes. Altogether
three archetypal scribes have been found:

e  The copier, or mirror-copyist, who provides an exact copy of an earlier
text (linguistic conservation/retention)

e  The translator, who completely translates a text into his own dialect
(linguistic modernization/updating)

e  The mixer, who copies and translates during scribal work, thus creating a
linguistically  composite  text  (linguistic =~ mixing/contamination;
Mischsprache [“mixed language”]’")

The LALME survey includes analyses of the outputs of more than 2,500 scribes,
representing at least one-third of the extant ME corpus, and it concludes that at
least 60% of their texts are translations, 30—-40% are Mischsprachen, and
authorial originals and copies are negligible. In other words, most scribes tended
to update partially or completely the language of the (mainly literary) works
which they copied. They were mainly “translators” or “contaminators.””* As for

* Williamson, “Middle,” 485; idem, “Perspectives,” 1424.

°! Note that Mischsprache in this context relates to the result of scribal copying
rather than a mixture in actual spoken language.

2 See M. Benskin and M. Laing, “Translations and Mischsprachen in Middle
English Manuscripts,” in So meny people longages and tonges: Philological Essays in
Scots and Mediaeval English Presented to Angus McIntosh (ed. M. Benskin and M. L.
Samuels; Edinburgh: The Middle English Dialect Project, 1981), 55-106 (79).
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Mischsprachen, they reflect layers of use by different individuals and can be
likened to archeological sites. Given adequate documentary evidence, and
potentially multiple versions of a text, it is possible to use the fit-technique to
uncover, to some extent at least, the various hands that created a composite
work.”

Before we move on to an additional language illustration we should say a
brief word about letters. We mentioned letters above in our discussion of
Schneider’s treatment of sources of data. By letters we mean private and official
correspondence. Because letters often closely approximate spoken language, and
because private letters in particular are frequently written by non-professional
and relatively inexperienced writers, they have often been a primary source for
studies of language variation and change in premodern English. It is also an
added benefit of letters that frequently the social dimensions of the writers are
known, such as age, gender, ethnicity, rank, social class and network, and so on,
and so they are especially valuable for historical sociolinguistic studies.”*

2.3.4.ILLUSTRATION: AKKADIAN

Akkadian, an extinct Semitic language of ancient Mesopotamia, is attested
in hundreds of thousands of texts, documentary and literary, prose and poetry,
and secular and religious in nature, spanning more than 2,500 years, and a great
many of those are dated with a high degree of certainty.”” A recent study by
Deutscher entitled Syntactic Change in Akkadian was able to focus on Akkadian
letters spanning 2,000 years. Letters, he states, “are available from the earliest to
the latest period of the language, and they form a very stable genre spanning a
period of two millennia. They are ideally suited for linguistic study, because
(unlike much of the material available to us from ancient languages) they give a
very close idea of what the spoken language must have actually been like.”*® In
the same context, he notes that he avoids the study of literary (poetic) texts

% See M. Laing and K. Williamson, “The Archacology of Medieval Texts,” in
Categorization in the History of English (ed. C. J. Kay and J. Smith; CILT 261;
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2004), 85-145.

% See, for example, A. Bergs, Social Networks and Historical Sociolinguistics:
Studies in Morphosyntactic Variation in the Paston Letters (1421-1503) (TEL 51; Berlin:
de Gruyter, 2005); Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, Historical.

% G. Deutscher, Syntactic Change in Akkadian: The Evolution of Sentential
Complementation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 17-18; N. J. C. Kouwenberg,
“Diachrony in Akkadian and the Dating of Literary Texts,” in DBH, 433-51 (433). For a
summary of archives and libraries in Middle and Neo-Assyrian and Babylonian areas see
O. Pedersén, Archives and Libraries in the Ancient Near East 1500-300 B.C. (Bethesda,
MD: CDL, 1998), 80-120, 130-213.

% Deutscher, Syntactic, 23; cf. xv, 4, 18-19, 23-30 for additional remarks on the
sources.
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because the language “is highly stylized, and at a remove from the spoken
language.””” Similarly, Luukko in Grammatical Variation in Neo-Assyrian
focuses on letters in particular, because unlike other sorts of compositions, like
literary writings, “one may assume that letters give the most reliable information
on the spoken language.””®

Furthermore, unlike non-literary writings such as (unedited) letters, the
sources of the literary writings are characterized by a high degree of textual
fluidity and linguistic variation.” For example, the Gilgamesh Epic is an
example of a relatively stable Ancient Near Eastern writing. However, in
Young’s study of the epic he found that while large- or edition-scale variants
had reached their end in the extant first millennium B.C.E. copies, the texts had
not yet achieved stability in terms of lesser-level variants. Specifically, he found
that the manuscripts of the epic exhibit linguistic variants (conservatively
defined; see chapter 4, 4.5.1) against each other every ten or less words. For
example, manuscripts C and J, both from Ashurbanipal’s library in seventh
century B.C.E. Nineveh, preserve about 350 words in common with each other,

7 1bid., 23.

B M. Luukko, Grammatical Variation in Neo-Assyrian (SAAS 16; Helsinki: The
Neo-Assyrian Text Corpus Project, 2004), 17; cf. 17-19 for additional remarks on the
sources. In particular, regarding literary sources, he comments: “I have left aside royal
inscriptions, literary (e.g. myths), administrative and economic texts, trade documents,
astrological reports and oracle queries because they contain a more conservative
linguistic form than the one attested in letters” (ibid., 19).

% Ancient Near Eastern literary works, including those of the Hebrew Bible, were
produced over a long period of time, and clearly the precise transmission of the writings
was not the norm (i.e., not literatim or mirror-copying; see 2.3.3). For detailed
substantiation of this point see Carr, Formation, 3—149, where most of the relevant
secondary literature is cited and/or discussed. Other related contributions are D. R.
Dobrusin, “The Nature of Ancient Northwest Semitic Copying Practices as Reflected
through Variants” (Ph.D. diss., Columbia University, 1987); R. Hobson, Transforming
Literature into Scripture: Texts as Cult Objects at Nineveh and Qumran (BibleWorld;
London: Equinox, 2012); Martin, Multiple; R. F. Person, Jr., The Deuteronomic History
and the Book of Chronicles: Scribal Works in an Oral World (Ancient Israel and Its
Literature 6; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2010). Many helpful observations are
also given in M. Worthington, Principles of Akkadian Textual Criticism (Studies in
Ancient Near Eastern Records 1; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2012). Similar matters in Homeric
literature are treated in G. D. Bird, Multitextuality in the Homeric Iliad: The Witness of
the Ptolemaic Papyri (Hellenic Studies Series; Cambridge, MA: Center for Hellenic
Studies, 2010); M. Herbert, “‘Almost Knowing How to Read’: Scribes as Creative
Partners in Homeric Transmission” (Ph.D. diss., University of Washington, 2009). We
discuss Carr’s and Person’s work on BH in chapter 3 (3.5.4).
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and these exhibit about forty linguistic variants, or one every 8.6 words on
average.'”

Many of these linguistic variants reflect the later scribal transmission of the
writings. As George states in his masterful edition of the Gilgamesh Epic: “As
the epic passed through its various versions the text was susceptible to the
influence of the prevalent vernacular dialects.”'”" Using the language of LALME,
it is a translation or Mischsprache. However, note that the presence of a list of
“late” linguistic forms—forms we are fairly certain are late due to our plethora
of dated non-literary texts—does not lead him to conclude that the Gilgamesh
Epic itself is late. For example, the presence of “anarchic [sic] spellings of final
vowels,” which is a process “already well entrenched in the seventh century”'®?
in some manuscripts, does not cause him to date the text in the mid-first
millennium B.C.E.'"™ He is aware that the linguistic forms of scribal copies
simply vary in scribal transmission. Note also the discussion by Kouwenberg of
the way linguistic evidence has figured in attempts to date the composition of
Enuma Elish. Throughout the discussion, the scholars involved assume that “the
predominance of late features” is due to “the process of copying in the late
period” or “result[s] from a conscious modernization that the scribes undertook
to make the work more accessible and/or more romantic (romantischer) by
means of artificial archaisms.”'® Akkadian scholars are well aware that while
“[s]Jome tablets can be dated on the basis of the ‘colloquialisms’ that they

%1 Young, “Textual Stability in Gilgamesh and the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in
Gilgamesh and the World of Assyria: Proceedings of the Conference Held at
Mandelbaum House, The University of Sydney, 21-23 July 2004 (ed. J. Azize and N.
Weeks; ANES Supplement 21; Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 173—-84. A still more striking
example of variation in contemporaneous writings is provided by the three parallel
Phoenician versions of the Karatepe inscription from the eighth century B.C.E. kingdom
of Que in southern Anatolia. Despite being, we might presume, versions of the “same”
text produced at the same time, they still exhibit variants at a rate of about one every
thirteen words. This provides a very sobering insight into the fluidity of even “original”
texts.

0T AL R. George, The Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic: Introduction, Critical Edition
and Cuneiform Texts (2 vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 1:435.

"% 1bid., 1:439. On the loss of case distinction in first millennium Akkadian see W.
von Soden with W. R. Meyer, Grundriss der akkadischen Grammatik (3d ed.; AO 33;
Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1995), 99 (§63e). George notes that, despite the
substantial number of exceptions he lists, the Kuyunjik manuscripts of Gilgamesh are
relatively more successful in their reflection of the case endings (George, Babylonian,
1:439), whereas late forms are much more common still in Late Babylonian manuscripts,
so much that “T have not thought it instructive to document them in the same way” (ibid.,
1:442).

193 George dates the production of the Standard Babylonian epic to the later part of
the second millennium B.C.E. (George, Babylonian, 1:28-33).

104 Kouwenberg, “Diachrony,” 445.
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contain—intrusions from the vernacular of the scribe...[a]n entirely different
matter is the date of composition of a scientific or literary work.” 193 Thus,
“[e]ven though individual manuscripts of literary texts may still be datable on
grounds other than language, generally speaking, the date of composition of a
literary work cannot be established on the basis of linguistic criteria.” ' In
summary, historical linguists of Akkadian, like historical linguists of English, do
not generally hold the presupposition that the linguistic particularities of the
extant manuscripts of literary works represent the details of the language of the
“original” authors of those works. If so, second millennium B.C.E. literary works
like Gilgamesh or Enuma Elish would be dated to some time in the mid-first
millennium B.C E.'”

"% 1bid., 443.

1% bid., 448. In contrast: “The nonliterary texts show clear differences according to
dialect (Babylonian or Assyrian) and historical period (old, middle, or late).
Consequently, they are easy to date on both external criteria of provenance and physical
characteristics and internal criteria of language, syllabary, and paleography” (ibid., 448).

197 In chapter 3 (3.6.7) we cite some views on source/philology issues by specialists
of the Ancient Near Eastern languages of Aramaic and Ugaritic. Another interesting case
in point is the Indo-European language of Hittite, the language of ancient Anatolia
(largely in modern-day Turkey). Hittite was written during the seventeenth through the
thirteenth centuries B.C.E. (c. 1650—1180). It is attested in over 30,000 cuneiform tablets
and tablet fragments. The current catalog of Hittite texts lists nearly 1,000 writings
covering the panorama of documentary and literary genres, such as historical,
administrative, legal, mythological, ritual, and so on (http://www.hethport.uni-
wuerzburg.de/CTH/). For a summary of archives and libraries in Hittite areas see
Pedersén, Archives, 42-80. As expected there were many changes in Hittite over its
attested 500 year history, which is conventionally divided into three major stages, Old,
Middle, and New/Neo-Hittite. Many Hittite compositions and tablets are securely dated
on the basis of philological criteria, and in the 1960s—-1980s Hittitologists developed
methods for situating “floating” texts (those lacking direct testimony to date of
composition, especially religious writings) among the securely dated ones. Thus the
Chicago Hittite Dictionary indicates both date of original composition and date of copy.
(The language of copies, morphology and syntax, was frequently updated by scribes.)
These issues are summarized in T. Bryce, The Kingdom of the Hittites (2d ed.; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2005), 380-82; H. A. Hoffner and H. C. Melchert, A Grammar
of the Hittite Language, Part 1: Reference Grammar, Part 2: Tutorial (Languages of the
Ancient Near East 1; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2008), 1:2-3; and S. Luraghi,
Hittite (Languages of the World/Materials 114; Munich: Lincom Europe, 1997), 1-3. A
clear illustration of historical linguistic method in research on Hittite is D. M. Meacham,
“A Synchronic and Diachronic Functional Analysis of Hittite -ma” (Ph.D. diss.,
University of California, Berkeley, 2000). He traces the frequency and syntactic and
pragmatic distribution of the connector (coordinating conjunction) -ma through the entire
history of Hittite. The secure dating and sufficient completeness of the sources are
considered crucial to the success of the project (Meacham, “Synchronic,” 23-26; cf. 34,
117-19, 192-94, 291-317). Meacham makes several observations which are especially
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In the preceding discussion of sources and philology we have talked about
some general issues of historical linguistic research and specific aspects of work
on English and Akkadian. We repeat several of our main points.

e  The nature of the sources of data, and their selection and evaluation, that
is, their philological analysis, are fundamental issues in historical
linguistic research.

e  Documentary sources are generally considered primary witnesses for
language variation and change, whereas literary sources are mostly
avoided or deemed secondary and used cautiously.

e Literary writings often reflect a literary standard or normative dialect of
writing, do not approximate speech, and are subject to the vagaries of
scribal transmission. Consequently they are not considered to be primary
or neutral witnesses to natural states of language usage or original
compositions.

e All sources, and especially literary sources, must be carefully evaluated,
keeping in mind that the origin and linguistic profile of a manuscript are
not coterminous with the provenance and language of a(n) (original)
composition.

e  Even in unfavorable circumstances, when literary writings are unauthentic,
composite, undated, and/or unlocalized, it may still be possible to make
great gains, when there is sufficient documentary evidence, to sort out,
date, and localize the various hands that contributed to the text.

The bottom line is that historical linguistics and philology (broadly defined, as
above) are inseparable. The historical linguist has to be concerned with literary-
critical and text-critical matters, with the whole gamut of text production. There
are signs that a “scholarly rapprochement” is emerging in the historical
linguistic and philological work of scholars of Medieval languages such as

relevant in this context. First, “since the language of rituals and festivals is questionable
with regard to which features are truly archaic or contemporary..., none has been
included for Neo-Hittite” (Meacham, “Synchronic,” 26). Second, “the use of -ma in some
MH texts [Middle Hittite, c. 13801200 B.C.E.] seems to agree with that in OH texts [Old
Hittite, c. 1600—1450 B.C.E.], while other texts indicate transition or affinity with NH
texts [Neo-Hittite, c. 1380—1200 B.C.E.]” (Meacham, “Synchronic,” 192). The second
point illustrates the fact that contemporaneous specimens may exhibit opposite trends in
their selection of variable forms/uses. In other words, some writers are more conservative
in their linguistic choices and some are more progressive. See the next section and
chapter 7 (7.3.5, 7.3.6). As a final note to this section, we regret that two substantial and
seemingly promising volumes on the (linguistic) dating of Egyptian literary writings
came into print and were brought to our attention after the present book was completed:
G. Moers et al., eds., Dating Egyptian Literary Texts (Lingua Aegyptia, Studia
Monographica 11; Hamburg: Widmaier, 2013); A. Stauder, Linguistic Dating of Middle
Egyptian Literary Texts (Lingua Aegyptia, Studia Monographica 12; Hamburg:
Widmaier, 2013).
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English, French, and Spanish.'” Lowe’s words on OE and ME are fitting: “We
forget at our peril that (to adapt a phrase) chaque texte a son histoire.
Each...must be interrogated in a way that is sensitive to the individual
mechanics and manifold complexities of its production and history. Without this
requisite spadework, we build our house on sand.”'”

2.4. VARIATION

Variation is the focal-point of sociolinguistics. In chapter 7 we look more
closely at the quantitative approach of variationist historical sociolinguistics, its
theory and method, and then in chapters 8—9 we analyze numerous lexical and
grammatical variables in BH from the variationist standpoint. Therefore in this
short section our aim is just to introduce on a basic level some concepts and
definitions which are good to have in mind from an early point in this book,
including the relationship between variation and change, the meaning of
“variation,” “change,” and several other terms, and linguistic and extra-linguistic
dimensions of variation.

Language variation is ubiquitous and language change is continuous. But
what is the relationship between variation and change? It is an accepted fact
among historical linguists that all change is preceded by variation. “Not all
variability and heterogeneity in language structure involves change; but all
change involves variability and heterogeneity” is the well-known
pronouncement by Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog in the conclusion of their
programmatic essay.''’ These ideas lie at the foundation of this book. Language
variation and language change are inseparable.''' They go hand-in-hand.
“Change is essentially variation projected in the temporal dimension.” '
Variation is the central problem of historical linguistics. The main task is to
explain it (2.2).

198 o far we have mentioned Fleischman on French (2.3.2) and Kabatek on Spanish
(chapter 1, 1.3). We will continue this discussion in chapter 4 (4.3). An excellent
summary of the situation in English studies is given in Smith, Historical, 13-15.

19 L owe, “Resources,” 1128. English: “each text has its own history.”

"9, Weinreich, W. Labov, and M. 1. Herzog, “Empirical Foundations for a Theory
of Language Change,” in Directions for Historical Linguistics: A Symposium (ed. W. P.
Lehmann and Y. Malkiel; Austin: University of Texas Press, 1968), 95-188 (188).

" Milroy, Linguistic, 1-2. This may seem like a commonsensical view but
strikingly only since the 1960s have sociolinguists resolved the so-called Saussurean
paradox: how can language continue to be used effectively as a vehicle for expression
and communication while it is in the process of a large number of changes? See R. M.
Millar, Trask’s Historical Linguistics (2d ed.; London: Hodder Education, 2007), 333—
34.

"2 M. J. Gordon, Labov: A Guide for the Perplexed (London: Bloomsbury, 2013),
161.
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But what are “variation” and “change”? The word “change” is used in
different ways in the linguistic literature. To this point we have spoken about
“variation and [i.e., followed by] change,” which is intentional, because we are
using “change” in the way many sociolinguists understand it, as the outcome of
diffusion in a community/society.'"” So, whereas some talk about innovation (in
a speaker/individual) and change (in a community/society), as we do, others,
especially in the generative tradition, refer to change (or: actuation; in a
speaker/individual) and diffusion (or: implementation; in a community/
society).'*

Linguistic variation is the occurrence of “competing” forms/uses with the
same meaning (or, simply, different ways of saying the same thing) in a single
speech community/society or variety of language.'” Frequently cited examples
are pig and pork (from Old French porc) in Middle English or na%an and mabn
(“kingdom”) in BH (e.g., mpT% navnn in Jer 28:1 vs. m'p72 mabn in Jer 49:34).
Before moving on to “change” we should distinguish variation from several
other similar terms. A linguistic variant is any one of two or more different ways
in which an item (sound, word, construction, etc.) exists in the same language at
the same time, whether spoken by different speakers or the same speaker on
different occasions.''® So, for example, pyx and pyr are two variants of the idea
“to cry” in BH, and one can say they are in variation with one another. A
linguistic variable therefore is the general or abstract feature, whereas the actual
instantiations of the variable are the variants.''” Thus 12907 and nmabn are
variants in variation of the variable “kingdom” and pp¥ and pyr are variants in
variation of the variable “to cry.” So, one could say that the study of variation
involves the search for consistent patterns in the use of two or more variants of a
variable. The context in which these variants occur is called the variable context.

113 For discussion see Janda and Joseph, “Language,” 12—14.

14 On the latter see Fischer, Morphosyntax, 4; Hale, Historical, 33—-47; cf.
Lightfoot, Development, 77-110.

1s Campbell and Mixco, Glossary, 217; Trask, Dictionary, 360-61.

116 Campbell and Mixco, Glossary, 216-17; Trask, Dictionary, 360.

7M. Meyerhoff, Introducing Sociolinguistics (London: Routledge, 2006), 8. Or:
“An essential construct in the study of linguistic variation is the linguistic variable, a
structural unit that includes a set of fluctuating variants showing meaningful co-variation
with an independent set of variables” (W. Wolfram, “Variation and Language:
Overview,” in ELL 13:333-41 [333]). We return below to the idea of independent
variables. Note that the terms “variation,” “variant,” and “variable” can occur alone, for
example, just “variation,” or preceded by “linguistic” or “sociolinguistic,” as in
“linguistic variation” or “sociolinguistic variable.” On “variable” also see Campbell and
Mixco, Glossary, 216; Trask, Dictionary, 359-60; and in more detail: J. A. Walker,
Variation in Linguistic Systems (New York: Routledge, 2010), 5-15; D. Watt, “Variation
and the Variable,” in The Routledge Companion to Sociolinguistics (ed. C. Llamas, L.
Mullany, and P. Stockwell; London: Routledge, 2007), 3—-11.
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Also, “variant” in the linguistic sense should be distinguished from the use of
the same word in textual criticism. A fextual variant is an alternative reading at
the same point in a different textual witness. Such a variant can be linguistic as
opposed to, for example, an orthographic or content variant. However, note that
textual variants between two texts and linguistic variants of a particular variable
may or may not coincide, that is, not all textual variants involve instantiations of
a particular linguistic variable.''®

We remarked above that we take “change” to refer to the outcome of
diffusion in a community/society. Change concerns the spread of forms/uses in
speech, and then, perhaps, their introduction and spread in writing. Thus the
Milroys distinguish sharply between innovation, which is the act of a speaker(s),
and change, which is the successful diffusion and integration of the innovation
in the language system.''® In other words, an innovation diffuses and then is
perceived as a change or, conversely, an innovation that does not diffuse is not a
change. One perspective is that a linguistic variant that fails to diffuse and
(practically speaking) replace another one is not a change.'” Another view,
given two competing variants, is that any ultimate shift in their conditions of
occurrence, whether frequency or environment, constitutes change. Here it
becomes necessary to introduce several associated ideas. Two variants may
occur in stable (or steady) variation, unstable (or dynamic or transitional)
variation, or stabilized (+ elimination) variation. Stable variation is not
change.'”' Stabilized variation may represent change, or completed change, if
the conditions of occurrence shifted. Unstable variation may be change in

99 ¢

18 The meaning of other terms such as “co-variation,” “variational,” “variationist,”
“variationism,” and “variability” should be clear in their respective contexts of usage.

19 See J. Milroy and L. Milroy, “Linguistic Change, Social Network and Speaker
Innovation,” JL 21 (1985): 339-84; cf. Milroy, Linguistic, 164-205.

120 For example: “In practice, therefore, a variable can be said to have truly changed
only when its earlier variant has completely dropped out—virtual non-use, at least;
otherwise, it has only developed a variant or variants, favoured in (written) standard
form. The eventual complete change may occur only after many centuries” (Anipa,
Critical, 27); “From that point forward [when it begins to spread] linguistic change
occurs in the context of variation unless and until an innovation becomes universal in a
speech community, when it is said to have ‘gone to completion.” During that part of its
trajectory one can study the change only by studying the variation in which it
participates...” (Ringe and Eska, Historical, 45).

121 Burthermore, stable variation may continue for generations, centuries, or
indefinitely, thus in “variational stasis.” See the discussions and examples in Campbell
and Mixco, Glossary, 30; Trask, Dictionary, 361. Labov discusses the stability of “(ing),”
“(th) and (dh),” and “negative concord” in English since probably the seventeenth
century (Labov, Social Factors, 85-92; cf. 74—120 on stable variables in general). Milroy
discusses the example of [h]-loss showing that the change from one phonetic realization
to another may take many centuries and may never be complete (Milroy, Linguistic, 137—
45). There are very many other examples of stable linguistic variation.
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progress/ongoing/underway, but it is not change or more precisely completed
change.'” Finally, and unfortunately, the quantitative approach of variationist
historical sociolinguistics cannot be altogether adequately applied and
appreciated until an innovation has diffused significantly in a speech
community/society, and this has an impact on the use of the method on written
sources, which often contain insufficient tokens for meaningful analysis.
Linguistic dimensions (or kinds or levels) of variation and change are well-
known and described in detail in the standard historical linguistic textbooks.
They may concern any class (noun, verb, etc.), unit (phrase, clause, etc.), or
structure (morphology, syntax, etc.) of language. More interesting here is the
concept of extra-linguistic dimensions of variation. It is common in historical
linguistics and sociolinguistics to distinguish dependent (or linguistic) variables
and independent (or extra-linguistic) variables. Related terminology includes
“constraints on variation” and “social correlates.” Language variation and
change (i.e., diachronic [historical/temporal] developments) are conditioned by
(synchronic) diatopic (dialect/region), diastratic (sociolect/society), diaphasic
(style, register), and diasituative (register, situation) circumstances.'* Generally
speaking, language usage, and change and resistance to change, are social
phenomena.'** “The social profiles of linguistic variables are unique in that no
two variables are exactly identical in terms of their linguistic and social
embedding.”'® Linguistic variables can be conditioned by the social attributes
of the sender (speaker, writer), the receiver (hearer, reader), and/or the setting
(context, situation).'”® Social factors that can pattern with people’s linguistic
choices include age, gender, ethnicity, rank, social class and network, and so on.
Unfortunately, it can be difficult or impossible to discern such demographic
factors in premodern sources of data, unless somehow the writers or others have

122 A helpful discussion of these issues is given in Ringe and Eska, Historical, 45—
48. A major theme of Milroy’s work is that from a sociolinguistic perspective an
innovation is not a (complete) change until it is agreed on and adopted by some
community of speakers (e.g., Milroy, Linguistic, 160, 221).

123 This “dia-system,” also called “dia-dimensions” or “sociolinguistic subsystems,”
is common in the continental European tradition of sociolinguistics. The four dimensions
of diachronia, diatopia, diastratia, and diaphasia are usually attributed to E. Coseriu, “Los
conceptos de dialecto, nivel y estilo de lengua y el sentido propio de la dialectologia,”
Lingiiistica espaniola actual 3 (1981): 1-32; cf. Bussmann, Dictionary, 304. These
various circumstances which together make up the hybrid nature of synchrony are also
referred to as “dynamic synchrony.”

' Milroy, Linguistic, 4-13.

125 T Nevalainen, “Synchronic and Diachronic Variation,” in ELL 13:356—63 (360).

126 Campbell and Mixco, Glossary, 216.
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provided extra-linguistic knowledge about the writers.'”” Other independent
variables include text type and genre (categorized as disituative variables).'”®

2.5. PERIODIZATION

The notion of language periodization, and language periods, stages, or
states,'” is a major idea of historical linguistics. We observed this previously in
the quotations from Fischer and Lightfoot, ™ it is routinely mentioned
elsewhere,'®! and it is inherent in talk about, for example, Old, Middle, Early
Modern, and Modern English, or Medieval, Golden-Age, and Modern Spanish.
These illustrations also highlight the related ideas of threefold division and a
middle (e.g., Old, Middle, and Modern English), the “middle” being a

127 This is one of the main reasons why letters have been a primary source of data in
some historical (socio)linguistic studies of premodern languages. The identities and/or
social situations of their writers are frequently known or can be determined.

128 We have remarked several times that our focus in this book is on the question of
what rather than why (causes) and how (mechanisms) language changes. In any case, we
should point out that theories of how and why languages change usually revolve around
binary oppositions such as internal/endogenous/linguistic vs. external/exogenous/extra-
linguistic, individual vs. group, formal vs. functional, and so on. Common explanations
relate to a variety of biological/physical, cognitive/psychological, functional, and social
factors. It seems though that language change is complex and defies a single sweeping
explanation. Thus Campbell says: “As the discussion of these examples (several of them
well known in the literature) shows, a broad view of language will be required in order to
explain linguistic change, a view which must include internal factors, external factors, the
structure of the language as a whole and how different parts of the language interact with
one another, the communicative and social functions of the language, the role of the
individual, the role of society/the speech community, and more—that is, the complex
interaction and competition among a large number of factors” (Campbell, Historical,
333). Several brief but clear discussions of theoretical aspects of language change are
Campbell, Historical, 322-45; S. Luraghi, “Causes of Language Change,” in Continuum
Companion to Historical Linguistics (ed. S. Luraghi and V. Bubenik; London:
Continuum, 2010), 358-70; Schendl, Historical, 67-80, 82-83. A list of proposed
explanations is given in Trask, Dictionary, 114-15.

129 Other terms are also used, such as eras, phases, etc.

130 Fischer, Morphosyntax, 5-6, 11-12; Lightfoot, Development, 2-3. Elsewhere
Lightfoot is even more explicit about this: “A fundamental prerequisite for work in
diachronic syntax is that one should be able to compare the grammars of at least two
stages of a language” (D. Lightfoot, Principles of Diachronic Syntax [Cambridge Studies
in Linguistics 23; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979], 5; cf. 5-7).

31 For example: “Plainly, the observation of change in a language does not amount
to a simple report: it requires observation of two states of a language and a guarantee of
some continuity between the two—an assurance that in some sense, these are two states
of the same language” (Labov, Internal Factors, 42); Anderson, Structural, 1; Arlotto,
Introduction, 5-6; Hoenigswald, Language, 3; and so on.
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“transition” between the old and the new, or the ancient and the modern. Ancient
Hebrew, itself considered the first of several successive stages of the Hebrew
language (usually called Classical, Medieval, and Modern Hebrew), is not an
exception, of course. BH is often thought of as having evolved through three
eras, ABH, EBH, and LBH. So also, ABH sits between Canaanite and EBH,132
EBH between ABH and LBH, Transitional or Exilic BH between EBH and
LBH, LBH between EBH and Qumran Hebrew (QH), and QH between (L)BH
and Mishnaic Hebrew (MH)."** It is very difficult to escape “threes,” “middles,”
and “transitions” in historical research on languages!

Language periodization seems like an intuitive and even innocent idea.'*
After all, it will seem obvious to many that two sentences like the following
ones come from different times and represent different stages of English, Middle
and Modern, respectively (or maybe somebody’s very poor spelling skills!):

In the bigynnyng God made of nouyt heuene and erthe. (Wycliffe’s Bible;
c. 1390)
In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. (JpS)

However, the familiarity and apparent simplicity of periodization actually
conceal some significant difficulties which are seldom pondered deeply, or so it
seems. Several of these problems are summarized in the following points.
Endpoints. A period or stage has a start and a finish. But in reality these are
arbitrary points in time. And they are based on the present moment, which of
course is always changing. Also, language variation and change are a continuous
process, so starts and finishes are empty at worst and fuzzy at best. Furthermore,
usually a division between linguistic periods is grounded on historical, literary,
and other factors rather than language itself. So, for example, Blake observes:

321t js sufficient to mention that aspects of the language of ABH are frequently
compared to Amarna Canaanite and Ugaritic.

133 See, for example, A. D. Hornkohl, “Biblical Hebrew: Periodization,” in EHLL
1:315-25. We return to the periodization of BH in chapter 9 (9.5). As a matter of
clarification note that in the present book we often use “QH” and the language of the
“DSS” interchangeably. “QH” is not restricted to the Qumran scribal practice or
manuscripts found in the eleven caves near Khirbet Qumran as opposed to “DSS” for
manuscripts from any of the Judean Desert sites.

13 However, to our surprise, we cannot recall having read a definition of language
“period” anywhere in the literature, or at least a definition based on linguistic criteria
(see, for example, Blake’s remark on the Cambridge History of the English Language,
below). We might venture to define one as a division of language with a (statistical)
combination of linguistic attributes which is not identical to another division of the same
language with its (statistical) combination of linguistic attributes. However, the
demarcation of the endpoints of such a “division” would be arbitrary.
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The Cambridge History [of the English Language] is divided into periods and
volumes on the basis of political, cultural and economic factors such as the
Norman conquest, the spread of printing and the declaration of independence by
the United States of America. The division is not based upon linguistic factors
such as the onset of the Great Vowel Shift, but it has in practice been easier to
put some linguistic changes in a single volume even though they should
according to the political history have been spread over two volumes.'*

Duration. Language periods can be short or long, at least in theory,136
though it is fairly customary for them to be given as hundreds of years, usually
because changes are seldom observable in short time frames. In this regard,
Lyons remarks:

Moreover the notion of diachronic development between successive states of a
language makes sense only if it is applied with respect to language-states that are
relatively far removed from one another in time...If we take two diachronically
determined states of a language that are not widely separated in time we are
likely to find that most of the differences between them are also present as
synchronic variation at both the earlier and the later time."’

Heterogeneity. The preceding quotation of Lyons continues with a reference
to “the fiction of homogeneity.”'*® While it is widely recognized that different
language periods are heterogeneous, that is, there is development from the old,
through the middle, to the modern period, it is generally assumed, at least in
practice, that the language of a particular period, that is, the old or the middle or
the modern one, is more or less static. This is, naturally, a myth, given that

35 N. F. Blake, “Premisses and Periods in a History of English,” in English
Historical Linguistics 1992: Papers from the 7th International Conference on English
Historical Linguistics, Valencia, 22-26 September 1992 (ed. F. Ferndndez, M. Fuster,
and J. J. Calvo; CILT 113; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1994), 3746 (37). Others
express similar ideas, such as Fennell, whose periodization we cited above in 2.3.3
(Fennell, History, 1-2).

136 “The span may cover ten years, a generation, a century, or even more” (F. de
Saussure, Course in General Linguistics [ed. P. Meisel and H. Saussy; trans. W. Baskin;
New York: Columbia University Press, 2011], 101; cf. 101-2).

373, Lyons, Language and Linguistics: An Introduction (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981), 58. Bynon speaks about “an optimal time-lapse of say four or
five centuries” for a systematic study of change, because “on the one hand the differences
between successive language states are then sufficiently large to allow the statement in
the form of rules of completed changes and on the other continuity is not at stake—one is
clearly still dealing with ‘the same language’” (T. Bynon, Historical Linguistics
[Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977],
6).

138 Earlier in the book he discusses “the fiction of homogeneity” in terms of dialect,
idiolect, and style (Lyons, Language, 24-27).



52 Historical Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew

languages are constantly varying and changing, and in multiple ways
simultaneously. We already mentioned diatopic, diastratic, diaphasic, and
diasituative variation, all of which relate to synchronous frames, whether they be
one instant or many years in length. Yet several other aspects of language
heterogeneity must be taken into account. It is frequently assumed that
individual speakers or writers share similar or identical language characteristics
and that all or most individuals mirror a group as a whole and vice versa. From
one perspective this is reasonable since communication depends on a core of
common linguistic facts and skills. But from a different angle it is problematic
and even erroneous. So, for example, in her study of tener (“to have”) plus past
participle in Spanish, Harre writes:

In the same way that some native speakers were more tolerant of the fener+past
participle construction than others, some writers will be more forward looking
in their use of language, and others will be more conservative. We must
remember this when using textual evidence, and should be wary of throwing
together examples of the construction taken from different authors, even when
they are from the same period.'*

This is an important point to remember for later in this book, when we discuss
how many Hebraists and biblicists have tended to carry out their historical
linguistic and linguistic dating work in the framework of two groups of books
(EBH and LBH). Another aspect of heterogeneity concerns different rates of
variation and change in different structures of language. In this regard, Finegan
observes that the conventional dates for Old, Middle, and Modern English are
more appropriate to a phonological than a grammatical history of English, since
Modern English morphology and syntax were largely established in their current
form by about 1400 (cf. Wycliffe’s version of Gen 1:1, above).'?

In an article on periodization in the discipline of European and world
history, Green argues that “[p]eriodization is among the most prominent and
least scrutinized theoretical properties of history,” and, “[o]nce firmly drawn and
widely accepted, period frontiers can become intellectual straitjackets that
profoundly affect our habits of mind—the way we retain images, make
associations, and perceive the beginning, middle, and ending of things.” "'
Periodization is really little more than an idealization with pedagogical
relevance, and it needs to be discussed more openly and pondered more deeply
in historical research on not a few languages, including, in our opinion, ancient

139C. E. Harre, Tener + Past Participle: A Case Study in Linguistic Description
(London: Routledge, 1991), 80. We return to this issue in chapter 7 (7.3.6).

"9 E. Finegan, “English,” in The World’s Major Languages (ed. B. Comrie; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1990), 77-109 (85).

"“I'W. A. Green, “Periodization in European and World History,” Journal of World
History 3 (1992): 13-53 (13).



Historical Linguistics: Key Issues for Biblical Hebrew

53

Hebrew. We will take up the challenge at the end of the second chapter on
variationist analysis (chapter 9, 9.5). But here, to illustrate further, we return to
the example of Middle English.

In her extensive tables and discussions of major syntactic changes in the

history of English, Fischer summarizes these three changes in this way:'*
Table 2.2
Examples of Major Syntactic Changes in the History of English
Syntax Old English Middle English Modern English

Operator-do'* Absent Infrequent, not Becoming fully
grammaticalized grammaticalized

Auxiliaries “have” “be”/*have” “be”/*have”; Mainly “have”

and “be” as forms “have” becomes

of perfect tense'** more frequent

Verb-object and VO/OV VO; OV becomes VO everywhere

object-verb word restricted

order'®

2. 0. Fischer and W. van der Wurff, “Syntax,” in A History of the English
Language (ed. R. M. Hogg and D. Denison; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2008), 109-98 (111-13); O. Fischer, “History of English Syntax,” in A Companion to the
History of the English Language (ed. H. Momma and M. Matto; West Sussex: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2008), 57-68 (60—62). Note that these three changes are not unique; almost all
the changes she discusses illustrate our main point.

143 For example: “Does he laugh?” (cf. *“Laughs he?”). This feature is also called
auxiliary or periphrastic do and do-support. For detailed discussion and illustration of this
change in English see D. Denison, English Historical Syntax: Verbal Constructions
(London: Longman, 1993), 255-91; Fischer and van der Wurff, “Syntax,” 112, 154-58;
A. Warner, “Variation and the Interpretation of Change in Periphrastic Do,” in The
Handbook of the History of English (ed. A. van Kemenade and B. Los; Blackwell
Handbooks in Linguistics; West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2006), 45-67.

14 For example: “She has returned” (cf. *“She was returned [with active voice]”).
For detailed discussion and illustration of this change in English see Denison, English,
340-70; Fischer and van der Wurff, “Syntax,” 111, 139—-42; M. Kyt6, “Be/have + past
participle: The Choice of the Auxiliary with Intransitives from Late Middle to Modern
English,” in English in Transition: Corpus-based Studies in Linguistic Variation and
Genre Styles (ed. M. Rissanen, M. Kyt6, and K. Heikkonen; TEL 23; Berlin: de Gruyter,
1997), 17-85; T. McFadden and A. Alexiadou, “Perfects, Resultatives, and Auxiliaries in
Earlier English,” Lingl 41 (2010): 389—425.

15 For example: “A man wants to harm you™ (cf. *“A man wants [to] you harm”).
For detailed discussion and illustration of this change in English see Denison, English,
27-58; Fischer and van der Wurft, “Syntax,” 113, 185-88; S. Pintzuk and A. Taylor,
“The Loss of OV Order in the History of English,” in The Handbook of the History of
English (ed. A. van Kemenade and B. Los; Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics; West
Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2006), 249-78.
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Fischer is fully aware of syntactic diversity in English dialects, and in ME in
particular,"*® so we are hardly citing these examples as criticisms of her, but only
to highlight the elasticity of changes, in this example syntactic changes, across
periods as they are conventionally imagined. Note especially the words/phrases
“infrequent,” “becomes more frequent,” “becomes restricted,” “becoming,” and
“mainly” in the ME and ModE columns. This illustration focuses on the
“stretchiness” of change in a chronological, or horizontal, dimension.

We have already discussed in some detail the regional, or vertical, linguistic
diversity of ME writings. It is so extensive that Milroy says “it is reasonable to
ask in what sense we are dealing with a single state or stage of language. We can
argue that the label ‘Middle English’ does not refer to a coherent entity, but to a
complex series of divergent, rapidly changing and intertwining varieties
retrospectively seen as transitional between ‘Old English® and ‘Modern
English.”” "’ This problem of ME as a language period has been carefully
scrutinized in two first-rate articles by Fisiak and Lass.

In “Linguistic Reality of Middle English,” Fisiak reconsiders the division of
the history of English with a focus on ME."*® He is particularly interested in the
present-day status of ME from the perspective of past scholarship and the
transmission of the scholarly tradition. He therefore takes account of more than a
hundred scholarly works reaching back over 150 years. He documents the extent
to which the secondary literature on English underlines the arbitrariness of the
endpoints of ME, the heterogeneity in between, and the problems of tripartite
division and transition. At one point he highlights the absence of an empirical
basis (statistical or other) for demarcating a state of ME and the transitions into
and out of it."* Later he concludes that ME as a whole it is not “a real entity” or
“a living dialect,” but rather, “a reconstruction...with deliberate selections of
and omissions of features...a conventional formulation...a generalization...an
idealization,” and so on: “Nobody ever spoke it or wrote it in this form [as in a
book on the history of English] but it is real in the sense that a few or many of

146 See, for example, O. Fischer, A. van Kemenade, W. Koopman, and W. van der
Wurff, The Syntax of Early English (Cambridge Syntax Guides; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001), 30-33.

47 Milroy, “Middle,” 157. Milroy’s authoritative article is full of insights on
linguistic variability in ME and ME language states (plural). In chapter 7 we return to
some of Milroy’s (and others’) general insights on language variation and change, and
language states and transitions, especially in his book Linguistic Variation and Change.
The approach he advocates involves less idealization of the database than is frequently
exhibited in historical linguistic research.

8 J. Fisiak, “Linguistic Reality of Middle English,” in English Historical
Linguistics 1992: Papers from the 7th International Conference on English Historical
Linguistics, Valencia, 22-26 September 1992 (ed. F. Fernandez, M. Fuster, and J. J.
Calvo; CILT 113; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1994), 47-61.

" 1bid., 57.
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the elements were employed at some point.”lso Fisiak refers approvingly to

Jones’s pronouncement that “[t]here is so much Middle English data that if
nonvacuous statements are to be made, they must be restricted to very small
parts of the grammars of texts within well-defined areas.”""

In “Language Periodization and the Concept ‘Middle,”” Lass casts his net
around Germanic before narrowing his focus to ME and, in contrast to Fisiak
who focuses mainly on the history of scholarship from the perspective of
secondary literature, he discusses a series of “typological characters” in thirteen
Germanic languages or language states, including ME."** His overall conclusion
is that language periodization and the concept “middle” have a threefold (!)
explanation: expository convenience, “triadism” or “triadomany” (i.e., “craze for
trichotomies™), and in some “fuzzy” way a kind of reality, although he is unsure
what kind of “reality” it is. Following a discussion of various philosophical
issues like those we have mentioned above,'” such as “a perpetual overlap of
threes,” Lass looks at hard facts on the ground, '™ first the loss of case
distinctions and grammatical gender in particular OE and ME texts in
comparison with conventional statements about their overall disappearance, and
second a matrix of ten archaisms, such as person/number marking on the verb,
which gradually disappear either partially or totally as one moves from Gothic,
through the histories of English, Icelandic, Swedish, German, and Dutch, to
Afrikaans (and Modern English). His arguments converge on two apparently
contradictory positions: (a) “there ‘is such a thing’ as a ‘Middle’ Germanic
language, though it’s now more diffuse than ever,” and (b) “Middle English is
not a ‘linguistic entity”” in the conventional perspective.'>

A concrete example will help to bring the situation home. *® The
Peterborough Chronicle, named after the monastery in Peterborough where it
was copied, is a version of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle that tells the history of

999

299

0 1bid., 58.

51 bid., 58. See C. Jones, An Introduction to Middle English (New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston, 1972), 2. Note also his remark earlier in the article where he talks
about replacing “Old English” by “the English of Alfred” or “the English of ZAlfric,” and
“Middle English” by “Chaucerian English” in order to get valid statements about the
evolution of English from one age to another (Fisiak, “Linguistic,” 52). We look at the
problematic issue of individual writers/writings vs. groups of writers/writings in chapter 7
(7.3.6 and elsewhere).

132 R. Lass, “Language Periodization and the Concept ‘Middle’,” in Placing Middle
English in Context (ed. 1. Taavitsainen, T. Nevalainen, P. Pahta, and M. Rissanen; TEL,
35; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2000), 741.

"3 Ibid., 8-19 (sections 1-5).

*Tbid., 20-35 (sections 6-10).

> Tbid., 34.

1% One might also consider case-rich and case-impoverished texts in early ME. See
Allen, Genitives, 126-31.



56 Historical Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew

England from 60 B.C.E. to the twelfth century C.E. The Peterborough version of
the chronicle (Manuscript E, Bodleian MS Laud 636) is unique because it
contains additions written by two different scribes, the First Continuation which
covers 1122—-1131, and the Second (or Final) Continuation which covers 1132—
1154. An interesting observation about the language of the Chronicle, which
contains both OE and ME specimens and which is more northern in its linguistic
character, is that the prefix ge- (which is still used in Dutch and German),"’
disappears in the Second Continuation (early twelfth century). So, for example,
one reads gewriton (cf. ModE written) in line 350, written before the year 960,
but numen (cf. Dutch genomen [“taken”]) in line 1,124, written after the year
1130. The prefix survived much later in southern dialects of English, going from
ge- to i-/y- to zero/nothing (e.g., gelufod, iloved/yloved, loved). Thus one reads
yronne (cf. ModE run) in line 8 of the prologue of Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales
(fourteenth century), but the prefix is absent from Sir Gawain and the Green
Knight (also fourteenth century). In short, on the basis of distribution in dated
and localized compositions and manuscripts, the prefix ge- disappeared, during
the ME period, several hundred years earlier in the north than in the south of
England. Thus, given the variability in actual texts, it is rather equivocal to talk
about the disappearance of ge- in “the Middle English period.”'*® It is crucial to
control for dialect in research on ME, because changes, sometimes the same
changes, transpired in different places at different times.'”

2.6. CONCLUSION

We have covered a lot of ground in this chapter. The four topics we have
surveyed—the objective of diachronic linguistic research, the written sources of
historical linguistics, language variation and change, and language periodization
or states and transitions—are foundational to the rest of this book. We have
explored these matters largely independently of the writings, theories, and
methods of Hebraists and biblicists. In the following chapters we walk over
much of the same ground again, in view of our discoveries in this chapter, and
with a focus on BH. Those chapters are deconstructive, in that we point out

157 Other common names are the preverb/preverbal ge- and the completive prefix.

158 For general discussion and additional illustrations see Fischer and van der Wurff,
“Syntax,” 141; E. van Gelderen, “Accelerated Grammaticalization in the Peterborough
Chronicle,” in The Language of the Peterborough Chronicle (ed. A. Bergs and J.
Skaffari; SEMLL 20; Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2007), 93—-110 (100-109); S.
Horobin and J. Smith, An Introduction to Middle English (Edinburgh Textbooks on the
English Language; Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2002), 54; H. F. Nielsen,
From Dialect to Standard: English in England 1154—1776 (North-Western European
Language Evolution, Supplement 21; Odense: University Press of Southern Denmark,
2005),42.

139 See Milroy’s remark in n. 82.
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some major weaknesses in recent research on the history of BH, and they are
also constructive, because we argue that cross-textual variable analysis and
variationist analysis can help scholars of BH to get a much better grasp on the
linguistic facts of BH, and therefore to formulate eventually a better history of
ancient Hebrew, regardless of what that history ultimately turns out to be. In
summary, our main contention is that historical linguistic study of BH should
aim to target, record, organize, and evaluate individual linguistic items, their
processes of variation and change, in specific compositions and manuscripts,
not only or mainly in the MT or in assemblages of biblical books or from the
perspective of the conventional (or any other) periodization of BH. By its very
nature this task will require a strong philological component, which is focused
on the composition and transmission histories of biblical writings, including
especially source and textual matters. To these topics we now turn.






Chapter 3

Textual Criticism:
Prelude to Cross-Textual Variable Analysis
of Biblical Hebrew

3.1. INTRODUCTION

In the previous chapter we saw that historical linguistic research is
dependent on an assessment of the nature of the sources. The first step in
diachronic linguistic analysis of ancient documents should be to investigate
which sources should be used, what sort of sources they are, what quantity and
quality of linguistic information they provide, and similar questions. No matter
how good the method, if the analysis is done on the wrong data, or based on a
false understanding of the character of those data, then the excellence of the
method is of no avail.

Let us illustrate this through a somewhat ridiculous story. A linguist decides
to investigate the language of the prophet Micah, which he naturally assumes is
evidenced by the biblical book of Micah. He knows that the prophet Micah lived
c. 700 B.C.E., and so considers that his analysis will provide valuable insight into
the language used in Micah’s time. The linguist does his analysis, using the
finest linguistic methods available, and presents his results. But the linguist has
made a fundamental error: he has analyzed the English language of the King
James Version of the book of Micah. Because he was unaware of the nature of
the source of linguistic evidence he was analyzing, he made the false assumption
that that evidence would give him an insight into the language of the prophet
Micah, when in fact the analysis is worthless, despite its methodological
brilliance.

Historical linguistic analysis of ancient Hebrew has habitually proceeded on
the assumption that the Hebrew language of the MT represents largely
unchanged the actual language used by the original authors of biblical writings.
We document this assumption in the work of some key Hebrew language
scholars in 3.4. This assumption, however, is out of line with the consensus view

59
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of specialists on the history of the text of the Hebrew Bible, who consider that
the details of the biblical writings were so fluid in their textual transmission that
we have no way of knowing with any degree of certainty what the original of
any biblical composition looked like. We document this consensus in 3.5. We
then move on to an evaluation of work on textual criticism by Hebrew language
scholars (3.6). This is followed by a discussion of important points in 3.7.
However, before we document the different views of historical linguists and
textual critics on the text of the Hebrew Bible, we make some introductory
comments on the discipline of textual criticism (3.2) and the sources of data for
ancient Hebrew (3.3).

3.2. BRIEF SYNOPSIS OF SOME TEXT-CRITICAL ISSUES

Textual criticism “is the study of the history of the content of texts.”" Or, in
relation to the Hebrew Bible, “[t]extual criticism deals with the nature and origin
of all the witnesses of a composition or text, in our case the biblical books.”?
Handbooks on textual criticism typically look at the necessity and objective of
textual criticism, the mechanisms of textual change, and the procedures of
textual criticism, and they give a description of the textual witnesses. In this
chapter and chapters 4-6 we deal with some aspects of these issues, but
obviously we do not intend for our discussions to replace the standard
introductions to this field of research.’ One matter, however, which is important
to keep in mind is various conceptions of what the “original” text of a biblical
writing could mean. Ulrich offers eight possibilities:

1. The “original text” of the source incorporated by an early author or tradent
(e.g., the Canaanite or Aramean stories incorporated by J).

2. The “original text” of the work produced by an early author or tradent (J,
Dtr, P).

3. The “original text” of the complete book, recognizable as a form of our
biblical book, as it left the hand of the last major author or redactor (e.g.,
the book of Exodus or Jeremiah).

4. The “original text” as it was (in developed form) at the stage of
development when a community accepted it as an authoritative book.

5. The “original text” as the consonantal text of the Rabbinic Bible (the
consonantal text that was later used by the Masoretes).

6. The “original text” as the original or superior form of the MT as
interpreted, vocalized, and punctuated by the Masoretes.

7. The “original text” as fully attested in extant manuscript witnesses.

! Daniels, “Philology,” 825.

2 Tov, Textual, 1.

3 See Tov, Textual, and the list of other introductory works to textual criticism cited
on his p. 1.
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8. The “original text” as reconstructed from the extant testimony insofar as
possible but with the most plausible conjectural emendations when it is
generally agreed that no extant witness preserves a sound reading.*

The aim of textual criticism can relate to one, several, or all of these levels. How
one approaches the text-critical task relates to one’s conceptions of (a) the
composition and transmission stages of the biblical writings and (b) the
definitions and relationship of literary criticism and textual criticism. While
contemporary text-critical scholars are able in theory to distinguish composition
from transmission stages and literary from textual approaches, it is difficult and
often impossible in practice to keep these matters separate, because the final
composition (or editorial) and early transmission stages of biblical writings,
strictly defined, overlapped substantially, and so both approaches must be used
in combination when seeking to trace the developments of biblical writings.’
Therefore, regardless of one’s posture on the objective of textual criticism as
such, the philological task of the historical linguist must incorporate both the
literary and textual approaches (see chapter 2,2.3.2).

3.3. SOURCES FOR BIBLICAL HEBREW

It is widely regarded to be the case that the Hebrew Bible is long-duration
literature, the final product of a complex process of composition and
transmission, whose content (including language) is authorial, editorial, and
scribal.® The Bible was produced by individuals and groups who lived in many
different times and places. Few will dispute the view that at least some of the
writings of the Bible, whether sources or books, had their written origins
sometime around the beginning of the first millennium B.C.E. Accordingly it is

*E. Ulrich, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Origins of the Bible (Studies in the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Related Literature; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 3—16 (13; cf. 12—
16).

> On the relationship between literary criticism and textual criticism see Tov,
Textual, 1-2, 161-90, 283-326; J. C. Trebolle Barrera, The Jewish Bible and the
Christian Bible: An Introduction to the History of the Bible (trans. W. G. E. Watson;
Leiden: Brill, 1998), 382-87, 390-403; and the discussion of the “textual-exegetical
approach” in Rezetko, Source, 55-68.

® Carr, Formation; J. C. Gertz, A. Berlejung, K. Schmid, and M. Witte, T&T Clark
Handbook of the Old Testament: An Introduction to the Literature, Religion, and History
of the Old Testament (London: T&T Clark, 2012); A. Rofé, Introduction to the Literature
of the Hebrew Bible (Jerusalem Biblical Studies 9; Jerusalem: Simor, 2009); T. Romer,
J.-D. Macchi, and C. Nihan, eds., Introduction a I’Ancien Testament (MdB 49; Geneva:
Labor et Fides, 2009); K. Schmid, The Old Testament: A Literary History (Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2012). Also see the discussions in LDBT 2:1-71 of individual books and groups
of books with particular reference to their linguistic characteristics.
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commonly believed in both traditional and progressive scholarship that the
writings of the Hebrew Bible reflect many different moments in time over
roughly a thousand-year period, from approximately the tenth century, if not
earlier in some instances,” to the second century B.C.E. The biblical writings
share the complications of other “philologically ambiguous” archaic religious
writings, written in a High dialect or standard literary language, and therefore
they require evaluation before they are usable as sources of data for historical
linguistic analysis.® Other problems are the relative sizes of individual books and
groups of books, and different genres. For example, it is difficult, and
statistically problematic,’ to compare the language of a long prose book like
Genesis with a short one like Ruth,'’ or of a long prose corpus like Genesis—
Kings with a short one like Esther—Chronicles.'' The most taxing issue,
however, is the nature of the manuscript evidence for BH.

The four premishnaic corpora which comprise Classical Hebrew, or all
Hebrew texts originally written prior to 200 C.E., are the Hebrew inscriptions,
the book of Ben Sira, the DSS (non-biblical and biblical), and the Hebrew Bible.
The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew offers the following statistics for the
number of words in these corpora:'>

7 In addition, including oral precursors would further lengthen this time frame.

8 See chapter 2 (2.3.2), especially n. 43. The literary control on language variation
and change in relation to BH is nicely stated in W. Chomsky, Hebrew: The Eternal
Language (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of America, 1957), 30-31, 46-—49.

 We discuss this issue in chapter 7 (7.3.7).

920,613 vs. 1,294 graphic units. To give an example of what we mean by graphic
units, 0i*21 is four words but only one graphic unit.

'1149,641 vs. 42,088 graphic units, and much of the latter is synoptic Chronicles.

"> DCH 8:9.
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Table 3.1
Sizes of Classical Hebrew Corpora
Corpus Number of Words / Percent of
Percent of BH Total Corpus
Hebrew Inscriptions 6,762/ 1.6% 1.25%
Wisdom of Ben Sira"’ 13,818/32% 2.56%
Non-Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls' 85,507 / 19.7% 15.86%
Hebrew Bible' 432,982 80.32%
Total 539,069 99.99%

These numbers and percentages, while not absolutely precise, are good estimates
of the absolute and relative figures. The Hebrew Bible has 432,982 words
whereas non-BH has 106,087 words (or 24.5% of BH). According to DCH “the
total amount of Hebrew text in sources outside the Bible (not counting the
biblical manuscripts from Qumran) is equivalent to about one-third of the
Hebrew Bible.”'® This is a high estimate and the numbers suggest that the actual
figure may be lower."”

The earliest sources of ancient Hebrew are inscriptions, or epigraphic texts,
most of which date to the monarchic or First Temple period. There are very few
Hebrew inscriptions from the postmonarchic or Second Temple period. These
are non-biblical writings, many of them are letters, and they deal with a large
variety of topics. It is noteworthy that while there is a fairly large number of

3 We do not discuss the book of Ben Sira in the following remarks. For some
general remarks and surveys of the language of the book see M. Kister, “Ben Sira,” in
EHLL 1:260-62; LDBT 1:266-79.

' DCH includes the Bar-Kokhba correspondence among the “Qumran and Related
Non-Biblical Texts.” Altogether fifteen letters written by Simon bar Kokhba, dated 132—
135 C.E., were found in the “Cave of Letters.” For some general remarks and surveys of
the language of the letters see U. Mor, “Bar Kokhba Documents,” in EHLL 1:254-58;
LDBT 1:231-37.

15 “Hebrew Bible” and the figure 432,982 include both the Hebrew and Aramaic
parts. The following discussion does not consider quotations of biblical writings in the
non-biblical DSS or rabbinic writings.

' DCH 8:7. Note the following qualification: “Where there are multiple copies of
the same text or work (as in the case of the Damascus Document or the Book of Jubilees,
of which 14 or 15 copies are known), for the purposes of the Dictionary we have regard
only to the one text. Thus a given word may occur in 14 different manuscripts of Jubilees,
but it will be noted and counted only once in the Dictionary” (DCH 1:33).

' Note DCH’s additional explanation with the higher percentages: “It becomes
evident that Ben Sira is about 3% of the size of the Hebrew Bible, while the non-biblical
texts of the Dead Sea Scrolls amount in length to almost 20% of the Hebrew Bible, and
the Inscriptions to over 2%...Together the non-biblical corpora are now equivalent in
length to about 30% of the Hebrew Bible” (DCH 8:10).
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texts (more than a thousand),'® they are mostly short or fragmentary, and
altogether they are a very small part of the corpus of ancient Hebrew (not much
more than 1%). “Because the epigraphic texts have not undergone the same
process of orthographic and linguistic standardization characteristic of BH texts,
they often provide corrective insights into the reconstruction of the
developmental history of the Hebrew language(s).”'” However, the size of the
corpus, the scope of the texts, and especially their genre (documentary, many
letters), make comparison of their language with the language of the literary
writings of the Hebrew Bible difficult, and there are significant linguistic
similarities and differences between the inscriptions and BH.?

The Dead Sea Scrolls are some 100,000 fragments discovered in caves
behind Khirbet Qumran and at various other nearby locales which comprise
about 930 reconstructed fragmentary manuscripts.”’ According to a common

"* See the list of texts in DCH 8:43-59; cf. G. L. Davies, Ancient Hebrew
Inscriptions: Corpus and Concordance (2 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1991, 2004). About 430 texts from the monarchic period are given in F. W. Dobbs-
Allsopp J. J. M. Roberts, C. L. Seow, and R. E. Whitaker, Hebrew Inscriptions: Texts
from the Biblical Period of the Monarchy with Concordance (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2005).

19 J. M. Hutton, “Epigraphic Hebrew: Pre-Roman Period,” in EHLL 1:835-42 (835).
Note also Miller’s comments: “At various points in the discussion, reference will be
made to linguistic analyses involving the Hebrew Bible, even though the Bible is within a
manuscript tradition and falls outside of the rubric of ‘epigraphic’ and even though
linguistic research on scribally redacted texts involves additional difficulties not
considered here” (C. Miller, “Methodological Issues in Reconstructing Language
Systems from Epigraphic Fragments,” in The Future of Biblical Archaeology:
Reassessing Methodologies and Assumptions: The Proceedings of a Symposium August
12—-14, 2001 at Trinity International University [ed. J. K. Hoffmeier and A. Millard;
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004], 281-305 [281 n. 2]); “Ultimately, linguists who analyze
biblical texts must reckon with a scribally redacted and transmitted text; there is no
‘direct and precise access to any one synchronic stage of ancient Hebrew’ [citing Barr]”
(C. Miller, “Linguistics,” in Dictionary of the Old Testament Historical Books [ed. B. T.
Arnold and H. G. M. Williamson; Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2005], 657-69
[659]). Miller expresses similar ideas in idem., The Representation of Speech in Biblical
Hebrew Narrative (HSM 55; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996), 14-29. One of the sources
she cites is C. H. J. van der Merwe, “An Adequate Linguistic Framework for an Old
Hebrew Linguistic Database: An Attempt to Formulate Some Criteria,” Journal for
Semitics 2 (1990): 72-89 (78-79). These authors do not pursue the implications of the
standardization and scribal redaction of the language of the Hebrew Bible for historical
linguistic research on BH.

O LDBT 1:143-72.

?! For the texts see the volumes of the Discoveries in the Judaean Desert; F. Garcia
Martinez and E. J. C. Tigchelaar, The Dead Sea Scrolls: Study Edition (2 vols.; Leiden:
Brill, 1997-1998); E. Ulrich, The Biblical Qumran Scrolls: Transcriptions and Textual
Variants (Leiden: Brill, 2010). For lists of texts and various kinds of statistics see DCH
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classification, about 350 are sectarian documents (37%), 250 are non-sectarian
documents or documents related to common Judaism (27%), 230 are biblical
manuscripts (25%),22 and 100 are unidentified writings (11%). One estimate is
that the surviving non-biblical scrolls contain 85,507 words. 3 As for the
surviving biblical scrolls, there are more than 45,142 graphic units®* or 94,000
words.” In total there are about 250 separate works (or “titles”) in multiple
copies. The dates of the manuscripts, which should be distinguished from the
dates of the compositions, are commonly assigned to the period between c. 250
B.C.E. and 68 C.E.*® About 700 of the manuscripts are in Hebrew, and the rest are

8:12-43; E. Tov, ed., The Texts from the Judaean Desert: Indices and an Introduction to
the Discoveries in the Judaean Desert Series (DJD 39; Oxford: Clarendon, 2002); idem,
Revised Lists of the Texts from the Judaean Desert (Leiden: Brill, 2009); idem, Textual,
93—111. Also see G. Geiger, “Manuscript Sources of Hebrew from the Judean Desert,” in
EHLL 2:569-72.

22 «“Within the Qumran corpus of some 930 texts, the biblical texts constitute 22%
(not counting the tefillin and mezuzot)” (Tov, Textual, 95). By “biblical” we mean
compositions in the MT Hebrew Bible. This is done for convenience. We do not mean to
enter into the complicated discussion of what was considered “biblical” in that era, on
which see, for example, M. M. Zahn, “Talking About Rewritten Texts: Some Reflections
on Terminology,” in Changes in Scripture: Rewriting and Interpreting Authoritative
Traditions in the Second Temple Period (ed. H. von Weissenberg, J. Pakkala, and M.
Marttila; BZAW 419; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011), 93—119, with extensive references; cf.
Young, “Loose,” 89-90.

2 DCH 8:9. There are 133,141 words if multiple copies of the same composition are
counted (M. G. Abegg, Jr., “Linguistic Profile of the Isaiah Scrolls,” in Qumran Cave 1,
Volume 2: The Isaiah Scrolls: Part 2: Introductions, Commentary, and Textual Variants
[ed. E. Ulrich and P. W. Flint; DJD 32; Oxford: Clarendon, 2010], 25-41 [25]).

 For the statistics and method see 1. Young, “The Biblical Scrolls from Qumran
and the Masoretic Text: A Statistical Approach,” in Feasts and Fasts: A Festschrift in
Honour of Alan David Crown (ed. M. Dacy, J. Dowling, and S. Faigan; Mandelbaum
Studies in Judaica 11; Sydney: Mandelbaum Publishing, University of Sydney, 2005),
81-139.

5 Abegg, “Profile,” 25.

% For the alternative suggestion of a first century B.C.E. date for the deposit of the
Qumran scrolls see 1. Young, “The Stabilization of the Biblical Text in the Light of
Qumran and Masada: A Challenge for Conventional Qumran Chronology?,” DSD 9
(2002): 364-90; idem, “Biblical Scrolls”; idem, “The Contrast between the Qumran and
Masada Biblical Scrolls in the Light of New Data: A Note in Light of the Alan Crown
Festschrift,” in Keter Shem Tov: Essays on the Dead Sea Scrolls in Memory of Alan
Crown (ed. S. Tzoref and I. Young; Perspectives on Hebrew Scriptures and Its Contexts
20; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2013), 113-19, picking up the work of G. L. Doudna, 4Q
Pesher Nahum: A Critical Edition (JSPSup 35; Copenhagen International Seminar 8;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 683—754; idem, “The Legacy of an Error in
Archaeological Interpretation: The Dating of the Qumran Cave Scroll Deposits,” in



66 Historical Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew

in Aramaic and a few in Greek. Much of the Qumran literature is prescriptive,
and prose is poorly attested, in contrast with BH, so it is difficult to compare the
language, especially the syntax, of significant portions of BH and QH.*” All the
writings of the Hebrew Bible are attested with the exceptions of Esther and
Nehemiah. However, the twenty-three attested biblical books (counting Ezra—
Nehemiah as one and the Twelve as one) are represented very unevenly. For
example, there are thirty-nine copies of Psalms and thirty-three of Deuteronomy,
but there is only one fragmentary copy of each of Ezra and Chronicles. Yet these
figures are misleading, because once parallel portions of multiple copies are
taken into consideration, much less than half of each of the biblical books of
Psalms and Deuteronomy, for example, has survived. This means that for the
contents of most biblical books—1QIsa” is the notable exception”—the earliest
Hebrew manuscript evidence is dated to the Middle Ages.”

There are two important medieval manuscript sources for the Hebrew Bible.
The first is the Masoretic Text, the rabbinic or received version of the Bible,
which has survived in thousands of medieval manuscripts.”® The most important
copies are the Aleppo (A; c. 925 C.E.) and Leningrad (L; 1009 C.E.) codices. The
Hebrew Bible (Hebrew and Aramaic), as represented in particular in Codex L,
has 432,982 words,” or 305,500 graphic units,” including approximately 8,435
unique lexemes.” We say much more below on the MT (and proto-MT) and

Qumran: The Site of the Dead Sea Scrolls: Archaeological Interpretations and Debates:
Proceedings of a Conference held at Brown University, November 17—19, 2002 (ed. K.
Galor, J.-B. Humbert, and J. Zangenberg; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 147-57; D. Stacey and G.
Doudna, with a contribution by G. Avni, Qumran Revisited: A Reassessment of the
Archaeology of the Site and Its Texts (BAR International Series 2520; Oxford:
Archaeopress, 2013); and 1. Hutchesson, “63 BCE: A Revised Dating for the
Depositation of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” QC 8 (1999): 177-94.

" We discuss specific aspects of the language of the DSS in chapters 6, 8-9.

% See chapter 4 (4.4.2.2). We give precise figures for the book of Samuel in chapter
6(64.2).

? The largest biblical scrolls are: (1) 1QIsa® (22,696 words, 24% of the Qumran
biblical corpus); (2) MurXII (4,834 words, 5%); (3) 1QIsa® (4,603 words, 5%); (4)
4QSam® (3,656 words, 4%) (Abegg, “Profile,” 25). Altogether these four manuscripts
comprise 38% of the Qumran biblical manuscript corpus.

3 On the MT see Tov, Textual, 24-74; cf. J. Olszowy-Schlanger, “Manuscripts of
the Hebrew Bible in the Middle Ages,” in EHLL 2:572-75.

31 DCH 8:9. According to BibleWorks the number is 432,596.

2 yor 23. According to TLOT 3:1445 the number is 305441, including 300,613
Hebrew units and 4,828 Aramaic ones.

3 According to BibleWorks, there are 7,727 unique Hebrew lexemes with 425,398
occurrences and 706 unique Aramaic lexemes with 7,198 occurrences.
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how textual critics and historical linguists use it. The other medieval manuscript
source for the Hebrew Bible is copies of the Samaritan Pentateuch (SP).34

To summarize, the sources of data for ancient Hebrew are rather scanty
compared to the evidence for other premodern languages, whether English or
Akkadian or any one of many other languages.” Additionally the non-biblical
sources for ancient Hebrew—Hebrew inscriptions, the book of Ben Sira, and the
non-biblical DSS—are rather inadequate “anchors” for comparison with the
language of the Hebrew Bible because of significant differences related to
corpora sizes, subjects, genres, registers, possibly dialects, and so on. These
limitations have to be factored into any historical linguistic analysis. As for the
Hebrew Bible itself, there are three principal manuscript sources: early and
fragmentary biblical DSS manuscripts and late MT and SP manuscripts. In
reality, however, all the textual evidence for the Hebrew Bible is relatively late.
The oldest manuscript evidence is already quite removed from the times of the
original authors. The Qumran scrolls date centuries, perhaps many centuries,
and in some cases maybe even a millennium, after the origins of the biblical
books or their constituent parts. Furthermore, results of literary and textual
analyses, *® and the analogy of production of other Ancient Near Eastern
literature, show that biblical writings evolved over time through a complex
writing and editing process. Therefore, to paraphrase Fischer’s statement,
“because the texts of the Hebrew Bible are edited, they are, as it were, an
interpretation of the primary material, and it could be said that they constitute
secondary sources rather than primary ones in the diachronic study of ancient
Hebrew.”*” In other words, from the perspective of general historical linguistic
theory and method, there is no primary evidence for BH; the evidence is
secondary (DSS, MT, SP) or tertiary (i.e., translational: Septuagint [LXX], Old
Latin, etc.) or tangential (inscriptions, non-biblical DSS, etc.). In short, the
textual witnesses are nonauthentic, composite, and largely unsituated in time and
place.”® The upshot of this difficult and uncomfortable situation for the historical

3 On the SP see Tov, Textual, 74-93; cf. M. Florentin, “Samaritan Pentateuch,” in
EHLL 3:456-57; LDBT 1:344 n.9.

35 Compare, for example, the descriptions of archives and libraries in the “western
alphabetic area” (the Levant) dating to the period 800-330 B.C.E. (Pedersén, Archives,
219-35) with those of Middle and Neo-Assyrian and Babylonian areas and Hittite areas
(see chapter 2,2.3.4).

3 There are many thousands of small and large differences between the existing
textual witnesses of the Hebrew Bible, including unintentional mistakes, intentional
changes, and various kinds of omissions (minuses), additions (pluses), and changes. This
is illustrated in chapters 5—6.

3 See chapter 2 (2.3.1).

3 1n a discussion of problems with modern editions of texts, Lass compares “[t]he
ideal model for a corpus or any presentation of a historical text” to “an archaeological site
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linguist is that the sources of data call for careful evaluation before they are used
in historical linguistic investigation, and while no source of data should be
denigrated, neither should any source of data be privileged. For example,
medieval manuscripts may possibly be better copies than much earlier ones,”
but at the outset the MT should not be considered a good or better text, or a bad
or worse text, but simply a text, a witness. Unfortunately, however, this is not
how things have gone in historical linguistic work on BH.

3.4. THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE MT IS THE ORIGINAL TEXT OF THE HEBREW
BIBLE

The simple equation that the language of the MT represents in detail the
language of original authors is evident in almost any sampling of the classic
work on the Hebrew language up to the present day. We offer here just a few
illustrations, drawn from the work of major scholars in Hebrew language study
over the last decades.

The assumption that the MT represents in detail the original text of the
Hebrew Bible is most evident when scholars comment on individual
peculiarities of the orthography of the MT as evidence of the spelling habits of
the original authors. Note Rooker’s discussion of the spelling of “David”:

In the book of Ezekiel, while the name 717 occurs only four times, it is
significant that one of these spellings is plene, identical to the pattern in the
postexilic works (34:23). Ezek 34:23 provides an early attestation to this trend,

or a crime-scene: no contamination, explicit stratigraphy, and an immaculately preserved
chain of custody” (R. Lass, “Ut Custodiant Litteras: Editions, Corpora and Witnesshood,”
in Methods and Data in English Historical Dialectology [ed. M. Dossena and R. Lass;
Linguistic Insights, Studies in Language and Communication 16; Bern: Peter Lang,
2004], 21-48 [46]). It is only a small step from reliance on a modern edition, or edited
text, to reliance on relatively late examplars of ancient editions, or edited texts, of biblical
writings, about which we know almost nothing with certainty about their
“contamination...stratigraphy...chain of custody.”

% On this issue see R. Browning, “Recentiores Non Deteriores,” BICS 7 (1960): 11—
21; Hale, Historical, 19-26; C. Martone, “‘Recentiores non deteriores’: A Neglected
Philological Rule in the Light of the Qumran Evidence,” in From 4QMMT to
Resurrection: Mélanges qumraniens en hommage & Emile Puech (ed. F. Garcia Martinez,
A. Steudel and E. J. C. Tigchelaar; STDJ 61; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 205-15; G. Pasquali,
Storia della tradizione e critica del testo (2d ed.; Florence: Arnoldo Mondadori Editore,
1952), 41-108; Tov, Textual, 274; cf. Kofoed, Text, 33—112; idem, “Using,” 93-114
(especially 101-3). In chapter 4 (4.4.2.2) we look again at the prima donna example of
1QIsa® and MT Isaiah, studied in detail by Kutscher and cited often by historical
linguists.
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and we conclude that this tendency to write the name of 717 as plene was
beginning to increase in frequency in the exilic period.*’

In other words, the MT of Ezekiel, even down to details such as the plene and
defective spelling of individual words, reflects the exact wording that left the
pen of Ezekiel himself. Another, more recent example is found in Rendsburg’s
article on the language of the newly discovered Hazon Gabriel inscription. Here
Rendsburg wonders: “Does the author of Jer 26:18 utilise the ‘long’ spelling [of
‘Jerusalem’ 05w1], since the passage quotes Mic 3:12 with the ‘short’ spelling
[i.e. D5w1]2”* In other words, the MT represents even the spelling choices of
preexilic authors. Moving out to the level of individual word choice, Rendsburg
offers another example of assumed textual stability. In a carefully argued study
of the language of the Song of Songs, he states: “In actuality, the only piece of
linguistic evidence which serves the scholar to date the book in the post-exilic
period is the presence of the Persian loanword ©778 ‘orchard, garden’ in
4:13...7* In other words, the text of the Song of Songs is thought to have been
copied so precisely that this one loanword is imagined as being reliable evidence
of the language used at the time of the book’s composition. **

Two of the most influential scholars in forming approaches to study of
ancient Hebrew are Kutscher and Hurvitz. Since Hurvitz’s work stretches up to
the current date and he provides explicit comments on textual criticism, we will
discuss his work in 3.6.2. Kutscher is a good example of an older scholar who
equates the MT with the original text of the Hebrew Bible. Note how Kutscher’s
seminal study of the language of 1QIsa” takes the MT as simply “the Bible,”

“M. F. Rooker, “Dating Isaiah 40—-66: What Does the Linguistic Evidence Say?,”
WTJ 58 (1996): 303—12 (306).

4G A Rendsburg, “Hazon Gabriel: A Grammatical Sketch,” in Hazon Gabriel:
New Readings of the Gabriel Revelation (ed. M. Henze; SBLEJL 29; Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2011), 61-91 (66 n. 23).

“2G. A. Rendsburg, “Israclian Hebrew in the Song of Songs,” in Biblical Hebrew in
Its Northwest Semitic Setting: Typological and Historical Perspectives (ed. S. E.
Fassberg and A. Hurvitz; Publication of the Institute for Advanced Studies, Hebrew
University 1; Jerusalem: Magnes, 2006), 315-23 (318).

*In a co-authored publication on the Song of Songs, Noegel and Rendsburg include
an excursus on text-critical issues (57-62) and discuss in more detail the relevance of
o718 for dating the book (174-84). See S. B. Noegel and G. A. Rendsburg, Solomon’s
Vineyard: Literary and Linguistic Studies in the Song of Songs (SBLAIL 1; Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2009). They consider and accept that the text of Song of
Songs, originally written in c. 900 B.C.E., was updated in the postexilic period in this
single instance. They frankly admit, however: “Readers who are aware of our (that is,
both authors’) scholarship will know that generally speaking we are reticent to enter into
such matters—that is to say, typically we treat only the Masoretic Text in our research”
(Noegel and Rendsburg, Solomon’s, 181).
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which may be contrasted with Qumran and other biblical texts.** The MT is “the
canonized text,”* “the standard text,”*® “a/the model ’[ext(s),”47 and so on. In
contrast, other texts are “popular” or “vernacular” texts.* The SP and the LXX
(he generalizes from LXX Isaiah to all the Septuagintal texts *) are
characterized by “their uninhibited approach to the canonized text...scribal errors
abound in all of them, [and] they all underwent conscious editing.”50 The MT is
“the Bible,” which may be contrasted with Qumran and other biblical texts.’’
“Since care was not taken to preserve these popular texts from all the various
forms of corruption, they naturally came to differ from the Masoretic Text in
many details.”” It is clear from his discussion that the language of “the Bible”
(MT) is in detail the language of the time of the authors. Hence, for example,
Kutscher can tell when the same linguistic form is being used as an archaism or
as a late Aramaism because he knows that some compositions like Genesis,
Deuteronomy, or Samuel are the oldest biblical writings, while other
compositions like Daniel are later, and in detail the language of the MT reflects
the language of the original forms of these biblical compositions. As one
example out of hundreds, note the simple statement: “The words 55n, non are
native Hebrew—we already find them in Gen. xxi 7 and II Sam. xxiii 2.”>® This
statement makes no sense at all except on the assumption that not only are
Genesis and Samuel “early” writings that predate the time that Kutscher
suggests such “Aramaisms” could be ascribed to actual Aramaic influence, but
the specific details of those written texts have not been changed since that early
time.™*

Another influential scholar is Polzin. His often-cited Late Biblical Hebrew:
Toward an Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose shares the assumption
that the details of the MT reflect the language of the original composition.

*E. Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll
(1QIsa") (STDIJ 6; Leiden: Brill, 1974), 50.

*Ibid., 77.

*Ibid., 78, 85.

7 Ibid., 82-83, 85-86.

* Ibid., 77-89, passim.

* Ibid., 74.

*1bid., 77.

5! bid., 77-89, passim.

2 bid., 79. Kutscher’s approach is reflected in the bizarre situation where some
works on Hebrew language include non-MT witnesses to the biblical text in their “Index
of Extra-Biblical References.” See, for example, M. F. Rooker, Biblical Hebrew in
Transition: The Language of the Book of Ezekiel (JSOTSup 90; Sheffield: JSOT, 1990),
213-14.

33 Kutscher, Isaiah, 26.

3 For additional discussion of Kutscher’s views on 1QIsa® see chapter 4 (4.4.2.2)
and Young, “Loose.”
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Polzin has been criticized for his over-precise use of statistics drawn from small
samples,” but the assumption behind this approach is what interests us here,
which is one of (near) total textual stability. Thus, when Polzin remarks that the
“Nehemiah’s Memoirs” section of the book of Nehemiah “prefers to construe
singular collectives...as singular,” he means that there are two cases of singular
and one of plural.”® Or, when he notes that the ground stratum of the P source
“prefers to construe singular collectives in the plural rather than in the singular,”
he means the statistic of ten plural to nine singular.” This is especially
remarkable when we remember that the difference between the two forms is
usually simply the presence or absence of the plural marker waw at the end of
the verb.

In 3.6 we discuss further examples of Hebrew language scholars who make
a close connection between the language of the MT and the language of the
original authors of the biblical compositions.

3.5. CURRENT SCHOLARSHIP ON THE TEXT OF THE HEBREW BIBLE
3.5.1. THE CURRENT CONSENSUS

Language scholars, as we have indicated, commonly work from the
assumption that the MT provides detailed evidence of the linguistic forms used
by the original authors of biblical compositions. This assumption is
diametrically opposed to the current consensus of textual critics, and indeed
most conventional biblical scholars, as to the production history of the Hebrew
Bible. We discuss here the general picture painted by scholars of the history of
the Hebrew Bible text, then in 3.5.2 we focus on the specific question of the
“original” text of the Hebrew Bible which is often assumed by language scholars
to be accessible in the form of the MT.

There is substantial agreement between experts on the main points of a
model of the emergence of the BH text. The text-critical consensus holds that
“the biblical text is the result of a continuous process of redactional activity.”*®
“[N]one of the texts in the O[1d] T[estament] are original in the sense they have

35 See Rooker, Biblical, 39; cf. 1. Young, “‘Am Construed as Singular and Plural in
Hebrew Biblical Texts: Diachronic and Textual Perspectives,” ZAH 12 (1999): 48-82
(69-70).

8 R. Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew: Toward an Historical Typology of Biblical
Hebrew Prose (HSM 12; Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1976), 73, 84.

7 Ibid., 98, 103.

8 K. De Troyer, Rewriting the Sacred Text (SBLTCS 4; Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2003), 1.
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not been edited.”” “All one needs to do is to think about the long and
complicated editorial histories of the biblical books to recognize that the texts of
our biblical books are very far from the traditionally envisioned ‘Moses and the
Prophets and the Sages’, and to realize that the quest for the ‘original text’ is
naive in the extreme. The books grew organically and dynamically over the
centuries, in what we can call new and expanded editions or revised literary
editions.”® “[I]n many instances what has become normative in the MT is
actually not the most original form of a text. Naive assumptions about the value
of the MT for establishing what was taking place at the earliest stages of the
production of any text must be abandoned.”®" “In the case of the Hebrew Bible it
is difficult to define what the ‘original’ means, since each book is the product of
a complicated and often unrecoverable history of composition and redaction.
The ‘original text’ that lies somewhere behind the archetype is usually not the
product of a single author, but a collective production, sometimes constructed
over centuries, perhaps comparable to the construction of a medieval cathedral
or the composite walls of an old city.”% “Due to the high level of textual
variation in the extant fragments of the Scrolls, we can now better appreciate the
nature of the biblical text in the prerabbinic period. Put simply, the expression
‘the biblical text,” which was used in the previous sentence, is a misnomer.
There was no single version of the Bible that one could point to as the biblical
text, but rather many different texts. The textual variety in this early period in
both minor details and major features is striking...”® “Scholarly analysis can
only attempt to recapture primary formulations underlying the current major
Hebrew and translational versions, but cannot achieve the reconstitution of one
primary text from which they derive, much less the biblical authors’ ipsissima
verba...It has become manifest that the further back the history of the biblical
text is traced and the older the biblical manuscripts collated, the wider their

¥ A. Aejmelaeus, “Septuagintal Translation Techniques—A Solution to the Problem
of the Tabernacle Account,” in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings: Papers
Presented to the International Symposium on the Septuagint and Its Relations to the
Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Writings (Manchester 1990) (ed. G. J. Brooke and B.
Lindars; SBLSCS 33; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 381-402 (398).

% E. Ulrich, “The Text of the Hebrew Scriptures at the Time of Hillel and Jesus,” in
Congress Volume Basel 2001 (ed. A. Lemaire; VTSup 92; Leiden: Brill, 2002), 85-108
(86).

®'G. J. Brooke, “The Qumran Scrolls and the Demise of the Distinction between
Higher and Lower Criticism,” in New Directions in Qumran Studies: Proceedings of the
Bristol Colloquium on the Dead Sea Scrolls, 8—10 September 2003 (ed. J. G. Campbell,
W.J.Lyons, and L. K. Pietersen; LSTS 52; London: Continuum, 2005), 2642 (35).

62 R. Hendel, “The Oxford Hebrew Bible: Prologue to a New Critical Edition,” VI
58 (2008): 324-51 (332).

S M. Segal, “The Text of the Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” Materia
giudaica 12 (2007): 5-20 (6).
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textual discordance.”® “The text of the Hebrew Bible is in a state of radical
uncertainty. That means that we cannot be sure about any word or phrase in
Hebrew Bible texts we have today that these were the words and phrases of their
original author.”® “What ended as a stable and unchangeable text for each book
had for centuries been pluriform and dynamically growing, in the form of both
major new editions and minor expansions or errors, through the repeated
creativity of anonymous religious leaders and thinkers, priests and scribes.”®
Such quotes could be multiplied almost endlessly, since the views expressed
in the previous paragraph are the consensus views of text-critical scholars on the
text of the Hebrew Bible.”’” To conclude this documentation of the consensus,
however, we will now focus on Tov’s Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible,
widely considered to be the authoritative standard handbook in the field, the
third edition of which has recently appeared,®® which provides a wealth of

g, Talmon, “Textual Criticism: The Ancient Versions,” in Text in Context: Essays
by Members of the Society for Old Testament Study (ed. A. D. H. Mayes; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), 141-70 (142, 162).

%D. J. A. Clines, “What Remains of the Hebrew Bible? Its Text and Language in a
Postmodern Age,” ST 54 (2001): 76-95 (81).

8 E. Ulrich, “From Literature to Scripture: Reflections on the Growth of a Text’s
Authoritativeness,” DSD 10 (2003): 3-25 (5).

 For many additional references, see the collections of articles in H. Ausloos, B.
Lemmelijn, and J. Trebolle Barrera, eds., After Qumran: Old and Modern Editions of the
Biblical Texts—The Historical Books (BETL 246; Leuven: Peeters, 2012); N. David, A.
Lange, K. De Troyer, and S. Tzoref, eds., The Hebrew Bible in Light of the Dead Sea
Scrolls  (FRLANT 239; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2012); H. von
Weissenberg, J. Pakkala, and M. Marttila, eds., Changes in Scripture: Rewriting and
Interpreting Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple Period (BZAW 419; Berlin:
de Gruyter, 2011); and also consult R. J. Miiller, J. Pakkala, and B. ter Haar Romeny,
Evidence of Editing: Growth and Change of Texts in the Hebrew Bible (SBLRBS 75;
Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2014).

%8 Tov, Textual. Another older, but still standard, work is Ulrich, Dead. For Ulrich’s
most recent views see idem, “Clearer Insight into the Development of the Bible—A Gift
of the Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls and Contemporary Culture: Proceedings of the
International Conference Held at the Israel Museum, Jerusalem (July 68, 2008) (ed. A.
D. Roitman, L. H. Schiffman, and S. Tzoref; STDJ 93; Leiden: Brill, 2011), 119-37,
idem, “The Evolutionary Composition of the Hebrew Bible,” in Editing the Bible:
Assessing the Task Past and Present (ed. J. S. Kloppenborg and J. H. Newman; Atlanta:
Society of Biblical Literature, 2012), 23-40; idem, “The Evolutionary Production and
Transmission of the Scriptural Books,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls: Transmission of
Traditions and Production of Texts (ed. S. Metso, H. Najman, and E. Schuller; STDJ 92;
Leiden: Brill, 2010), 209-25; adapted and reprinted in Changes in Scripture: Rewriting
and Interpreting Authoritative Traditions in the Second Temple Period (ed. H. von
Weissenberg, J. Pakkala, and M. Marttila; BZAW 419; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011), 47-64;
idem, “The Fundamental Importance of the Biblical Qumran Scrolls,” in The Hebrew
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documentation of the current state of play in the field of Hebrew Bible textual
criticism. Tov states: “However, one thing is clear, it should not be postulated
that M [the MT] better or more frequently reflects the original text of the
biblical books than any other text.”® “The fact that these different texts were
found in the same caves reflects a textual plurality at Qumran and in the country
as a whole between the 3" century BCE and the 1* century CE.”” “The textual
variety reflected in the four groups of texts...provides a good overview of the
condition of the biblical text in the Second Temple period.””" “The textual
reality of the Qumran texts does not attest to three groups of textual witnesses,
but rather to a textual multiplicity displaying an unlimited number of texts.”’*
“Most of the biblical books were not written by one person nor at one particular
time, but rather over many generations.””” “The textual diversity visible in the
Qumran evidence from the 3™ century BCE onwards is probably not
representative of the textual situation in earlier periods, when the text must have
been much more fluid.””* “[I]t appears that the editorial process that is assumed
for most biblical books presupposes previously written texts.”” “[S]Jometimes
the process of literary crystallization occurred more than once in different
periods when additional literary developments took place after the completion of
the initial composition.”’® “[T]he absence of major differences between early
texts of a book does not imply that greatly deviating copies did not exist at an
carlier stage. It merely means that such copies have not been preserved.””’
“When creating new copies, scribes altered the transmitted text, first as authors /
editors-scribes, and later as copyists-scribes. Editorial freedom...is also reflected
in changes in orthography and morphology.” ™ “The assumption of textual
plurality in that period [i.e., of the Qumran scrolls] is now accepted among
scholars.””

In other words, in contrast to the modern paradigm regularly assumed by
Hebrew language scholars, where a book, once published, remains in the same
form, ancient books, according to the scholarly consensus, did not maintain a
static form, but developed continuously over time. Critical scholarship has

Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. N. David, A. Lange, K. De Troyer, and S.
Tzoref; FRLANT 239; Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011), 54-59.

0 Tov, Textual, 11-12.

" 1bid., 110.

" bid., 110.

2 1bid., 159.

7 Ibid., 166.

" 1Ibid., 166 n. 24.

3 1bid., 181.

" Ibid., 182.

" 1bid., 182.

8 1bid., 184.

" 1bid., 186 n. 79.
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always held it to be axiomatic that the current forms of the biblical text were the
result of a long process of growth and redaction, as for example with the long
history of theories on the formation of the Pentateuch. What is now emphasized
by textual critics is that we can see the last stages of the same processes
hypothesized by earlier scholars in the textual evidence for multiple forms of the
biblical books preserved from the last centuries B.C.E.*

The evidence comes primarily from placing the Qumran scrolls, the SP, and
the LXX alongside the MT to reveal a rather startling variety of biblical texts. It
must be emphasized that this startling variety is evident even given the
extremely fragmentary nature of our textual evidence, with no texts older than
approximately 250 B.C.E. and complete texts of biblical books generally much
later than this. Despite the very fragmentary textual evidence, it is still the case
that we have in our possession radically different texts of most books of the
Hebrew Bible. A classic example is the shorter and longer editions of the book
of Jeremiah. The shorter version, attested in the LXX and Qumran scrolls is a
sixth (17%) shorter than the longer (MT) edition. This means that over 3,500
words of MT Jeremiah are not represented in the shorter version. Differences
involve the presence or absence of some whole sections, but most commonly
there is just simply more material in the parallel sections of the MT. Second, the
longer and shorter editions differ in important ways in the arrangement of the
common material. Most prominently, the chapters of oracles against the foreign
nations, which are found near the end of MT Jeremiah, are found in the middle
of LXX Jeremiah.® The extant evidence for the Hebrew Bible includes
thousands of variants, both large-scale and in minor details like language. This
situation leaves the language scholars’ assumption, that the minor details of one
text (the MT) reflect the language of authors that can be situated in a particular
time and place, very unlikely. As the next section shows, the “original” text
which many language scholars seem to assume they are studying is unattainable.

3.5.2. THE ORIGINAL TEXT OF THE HEBREW BIBLE

In contrast to historical linguists’ assumption that the details of the MT
reflect the details of the original text composed by an original author at a
locatable time, current text-critical scholarship views the quest for an original
text, even in macro-features, never mind small peripheral details such as
language, as an impossible task. A recent detailed review of scholarship on the
question has been published by Debel.* After reviewing the opinions of a range

80 See, for example, Tov, Textual, 283-326; Ulrich, “Hebrew Scriptures,” 85-86.

81 See Tov, Textual, 286-94.

8 H. Debel, “Rewritten Bible, Variant Literary Editions and Original Text(s):
Exploring the Implications of a Pluriform Outlook on the Scriptural Tradition,” in
Changes in Scripture: Rewriting and Interpreting Authoritative Traditions in the Second
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of scholars, he sums up the current situation in regard to the quest for the
original text of the biblical books: “Textual critics are bereft of all hope to be
able to reconstruct an ‘original text’,” and “[a]s a consequence, the traditional
conception of textual criticism as reconstructing the ‘original’ text of the
Hebrew Bible appears as an ill-fated undertaking—a vain quest for a holy grail
which one can never hope to find.”*

One of the scholars discussed in Debel’s review is Tov, whose authoritative
standard handbook, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, we have already
extensively cited. Tov’s book is a particularly important representative of the
scholarly consensus that Debel has outlined. Tov writes: “[T]he textual evidence
does not point to a single ‘original’ text, but a series of subsequent authoritative
texts produced by the same or different authors...the original texts(s) remain(s)
an evasive entity that cannot be reconstructed...Some biblical books, such as
Jeremiah, reached a final state more than once...the original text is far removed
and can never be reconstructed...the Judean Desert scrolls [our earliest biblical
manuscripts] reflect a relatively late stage of the textual development.”®* “In
discussing the topic of the Urtext, scholars often confuse the question of the
original text of the Bible with that of the original text of M. However, M is but
one witness of the biblical text, and its original form was not identical to the
original text of the Bible as a whole.”® “We disregard the ipsissima verba of the
biblical authors and oral formulations of the biblical books since both are
beyond our evidence.”*® “Our definition does not refer to the original text in the
usual sense of the word, since the copy described here could have been preceded
by earlier literary crystallizations.” “However, now more than ever it seems
that there never was an ‘archetype’ or ‘original text’ of most Scripture books.
For most biblical books, scholars assume editorial changes over the course of
many generations or even centuries. If this assumption is correct, there never
was a single text that may be considered the original text for textual criticism;
rather, we have to assume compositional stages, each of which was meant to be
authoritative when completed.”® In other words, the pluriformity of the textual
evidence indicates the likelihood that all biblical texts in our possession are the
products of previous and currently undocumented stages of literary growth.”

Temple Period (ed. H. von Weissenberg, J. Pakkala, and M. Marttila; BZAW 419; Berlin:
de Gruyter, 2011), 65-91.
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8 «But the developmental composition of the biblical books shows that ‘the original
text’ is a naive and unattainable concept, often based on an unnuanced view of an Urtext”
(Ulrich, “Clearer,” 124 n. 7).
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It seems evident, therefore, that the Hebrew Bible comes from a world
where the precise copying of texts was not the norm.” Instead, the text-critical
consensus, based on solid evidence of real manuscripts, indicates that whereas
some core elements remained the same, the outward form of the biblical texts
was in constant flux.

In the context of a model where biblical texts were composed like modern
books, at one time, and thereafter remained basically the same, it is obvious that
one might expect to detect differences in the way language is used by the
authors of various books at the particular times of their composition. In the
context of the text-critical consensus, where texts were written and rewritten
over centuries, ideas such as that there is a “date” when a single “author” wrote
a biblical book and that therefore the book reflects only the language of one
place and time are anachronistic. Since every biblical text contains within it a
chronology of earlier and later composition, the idea that biblical books or
chunks thereof represent the language of one particular time (and place) appears
to be extremely unlikely.

Rather than the default position being the assumption that the language of
the writings is reflective of the language of original authors, the burden of proof
is in fact squarely on anyone who would claim to operate according to such a
method.

3.5.3. EVALUATING VARIANTS IN TEXTUAL CRITICISM

Textual criticism involves two main procedures: the collection and the
evaluation of textual evidence. It is sometimes assumed by outsiders to text-
critical work that textual critics are able to use their methods to reconstruct an
“original” text of the Bible. This is not the case, particularly in regard to the
Hebrew Bible, where we have seen scholars more and more coming to the
conclusion that the “original” text of the Hebrew Bible is not something we will
ever discover. We must remember that our highly variant textual evidence still
only preserves limited snapshots of a relatively late stage in the textual history
of the biblical books. We quoted Tov earlier, in fact, giving his opinion that
“[t]he textual diversity visible in the Qumran evidence from the 3™ century BCE
onwards is probably not representative of the textual situation in earlier periods,
when the text must have been much more fluid.”®' Therefore, we state again:
The pluriformity of the textual evidence indicates the likelihood that all biblical
texts in our possession are the products of previous and currently undocumented
stages of literary growth. Given the likelihood that the further we go back the
less like our current texts the ancestors of the biblical books would be, we can

% See the literature cited in chapter 2, n. 99.
*! Tov, Textual, 166 n. 24.
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see that we really have no firm evidence of the shape of the biblical text until it
begins to be evidenced by actual texts, in the earliest Qumran scrolls from the
third century B.C.E 2

But if not the original, surely textual critics can discover the earlier of two
or more variant readings? In fact, again, there is no certainty to any of the results
of textual criticism. All that is really certain in most cases is that we have
multiple texts with multiple variants. Everything beyond that point depends on
constructing a reasoned argument. It is true that some cases seem more
compelling than others. It is, for example, easier for most scholars to see how in
MT Deut 32:8 the reading “sons of Israel” arose as a reaction to the perceived
polytheism of the reading attested in the LXX and 4QDeut’, “sons of God,” than
the reverse.” However, the large majority of variants are open to dispute as to
what might be the earlier reading. There is no mechanical procedure that leads to
a correct evaluation of such textual variants. In regard to “textual rules” such as
the age of the textual witnesses, or preference for the more difficult reading or
the shorter reading, Tov concludes that they “should be used sparingly and with
full recognition of their subjective nature...The upshot of this analysis, then, is
that to a large extent textual evaluation cannot be bound by any fixed rules. It is
an art in the full sense of the word, a faculty that can be developed, guided by
intuition based on wide experience...many arguments have differing impacts on
scholars and often no decision is possible...This procedure is as subjective as
can be.””* The variety of positions that scholars can take on textual variants are
evident when considering the scholarly opinions recorded in the commentary on
the linguistic variants between Qumran Samuel and the MT (chapter 6 and
appendix 2). In fact, as we discuss, the major approaches followed by the
scholars are not the only approaches to evaluating the nature of those variants.

The evaluation of linguistic variants presents special problems. First, it is
not the case that if scholars consider a particular section, sentence, or phrase to
be earlier or later, that the specific linguistic forms found in the earlier text are
therefore original to it; this in fact depends on the scribal practice.
Consideration of the evidence we present from parallel texts, which are often

%2 “Let us say that the guess in the previous paragraph is correct, and that the further
we go back in time the greater is the distance of the biblical text from the MT (and other
known texts). If we postulate the existence of the ancestors of some of the biblical texts
in say, ¢.600 BCE, what would they have looked like? Would we even recognize some of
them as the same texts? Although speculative, the scenario we have sketched is quite
possible, and raises fundamental issues for all students of the Hebrew Bible” (Young,
“Biblical Scrolls,” 126-27).

% Tov, Textual, 248-49.

°* Ibid., 280-81 (emphasis original).

% We might recall the discussion of scribal practices in the composition and
transmission of medieval English manuscripts in chapter 2 (2.3.3). We return to this issue
in chapter 4.
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identical in all features except linguistic forms, will show that language changed
independently of larger-scale textual variation. Second, it is regularly the case
that linguistic variants are effectively synonymous readings in terms of their
effect on the meaning of a passage. What difference does it make to the meaning
of a passage if in “from the” the preposition is separate to the following definite
article (7 jn) or attached to it (7n)? In such cases, scholars have no basis for
evaluating the variants except their prior theories as to the linguistic form which
they expect to be used, based on the usage elsewhere in the composition in
question, or on the supposed linguistic usage the scholar considers typical of the
chronological era when they consider the composition to have been written.
Since Hebrew lacks sufficient external controls to establish the forms of
language used in various times and places and by different authors, we argue
that such arguments are usually circular. To begin, the typical usage of a
composition or chronological era is constructed on the basis of late texts that
have likely been subject to change during scribal transmission; on this uncertain
basis, other variant texts are judged “earlier” or “later” in regard to their
linguistic usage. But if all our current texts have demonstrably been subject to
large-scale change of distinctive linguistic features, as is indicated by the studies
of parallel texts in the MT (chapter 5), and of MT and Qumran Samuel (chapter
6), what solid basis do we have to decide in any individual case, which linguistic
form is more original? Tov’s opinion, “with regard to many small details...it is
virtually impossible to ascertain at which stage they developed,””® seems
particularly appropriate in regard to linguistic variants.

3.5.4. NEW APPROACHES TO THE NATURE OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE
3.5.4.1. INTRODUCTION

Much standard work on the evaluation of textual variation has proceeded on
the understanding that the most common causes of textual change are accidental.
This is, for example, the standard approach of the main scholars who have
discussed the text of Samuel, and who we cite in the study of the MT and
Qumran Samuel. Thus Cross et al. state: “most scribal errors are inadvertent.””’
This is an especially revealing comment that only seems to make sense on the
assumption that all textual change is an “error,” since otherwise it would be
redundant to say that “errors are inadvertent,” since usually it is understood that
nobody normally intends to make an error. Be that as it may, we regularly see
scholars such as McCarter and Cross et al. explaining textual variations as

% Tov, Textual, 326.
7TE. M. Cross, D. W. Parry, R. J. Saley, and E. Ulrich, Qumran Cave 4, Volume 12:
1-2 Samuel (DJD, 17; Oxford: Clarendon, 2005), 79.
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mechanical errors. Thus, for example, where one text has a paronomastic
infinitive absolute plus finite verb, whereas the other just has the finite verb, the
typical explanation offered is that the shorter text is the result of scribal
oversight (see Qumran Samuel, 4.5.1).”® Other approaches to the evaluation of
such minor variants are available, however. In this section we discuss recent
work by two scholars whose research indicates that in ancient texts like the
Hebrew Bible minor rephrasings, such as the use of different linguistic forms,
were an accepted part of “accurate” transmission of the text. This sort of
approach would further create the expectation that the linguistic forms of the
biblical texts were fluid in ancient times, and make it even less likely that the
linguistic forms of any of our late texts would preserve the language of the
original authors of those writings.

3.5.4.2. RAYMOND F. PERSON, JR. ON THE ORAL MINDSET OF ANCIENT SCRIBES

In a series of publications, Person, following in the footsteps of such
scholars as Parry, Lord, and Foley, has pointed out the similarities between the
way Israelite scribes seem to have treated the biblical text, and the way oral
performers are documented to view the nature of language. Among the many
implications of this, he points out that while for people (like us) with a literate
mindset, a “word” usually means a graphic unit and hence “David sought God”
and “David sought from YHWH” (2 Sam 12:16) are quite different groups of
“words,” oral poets and people with an oral mindset see a “word” as a unit of
meaning, and hence both “David sought God” and “David sought from YHWH”
are not variant, but the same “word.”” This realization has profound effects on
our evaluation of variants in biblical manuscripts. Person explains: “[T]he

% In this book when we say “Qumran Samuel” followed by a section number we are
referring to our commentary on language variations between the MT and Qumran Samuel
manuscripts in appendix 2. A narrative summary of our general findings is provided in
chapter 6.

“R. F. Person, Jr., “A Rolling Corpus and Oral Tradition: A Not-So-Literate
Solution to a Highly Literate Problem,” in Troubling Jeremiah (ed. A. R. P. Diamond, K.
M. O’Connor, and L. Stulman; JSOTSup 260; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press,
1999), 263-71; idem, Deuteronomic History, 41-68; idem, “Orality Studies and Oral
Tradition: Hebrew Bible,” in Oxford Encyclopedia of Biblical Interpretation (ed. S. L.
McKenzie; 2 vols.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 2:55-63; idem, “Text
Criticism as a Lens for Understanding the Transmission of Ancient Texts in Their Oral
Environments,” in Literacy, Orality, and Literary Production in the Southern Levant:
Contextualizing the Creation of Sacred Writing in Ancient Israel and Judah (ed. B. D.
Schmidt; Atlanta: SBL Press, forthcoming); idem, “The Ancient Israelite Scribe as
Performer,” JBL 117 (1998): 601-9; idem, The Deuteronomic School History: History,
Social Setting, and Literature (SBLSBL 2; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2002),
83-101.
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ancient Israelite scribes’ oral mentality allowed for variation as they copied
texts. That is, since their understanding of ‘word’ probably included what we
would call phrases and lines, what they possibly understood as a faithful copy of
their Vorlagen we would understand as containing variants.”'® “When they
copied their texts, the ancient Israelite scribes did not slavishly write the texts
word by word, but preserved the texts’ meaning for the ongoing life of their
communities in much the same way that performers of oral epic re-present the
stable, yet dynamic, tradition to their communities.”'"" “Rather than copying the
texts verbatim in a good literate manner (what we expect of ourselves), the
ancient Israelite scribes performed the texts faithfully for their communities in
their act of copying, often without changing what they would understand as a
‘word.” However, their understanding of ‘word’ and ours differ; therefore they
produced texts with what we perceive as variants.”'®> “[A]ny text that has
undergone multiple occasions of such copying could diverge significantly,
according to our modern perspective, from its earliest version, as what the
ongoing tradition required as the meaningful context of the literature continued
to change.”'® In line with Person’s suggestions, we should not expect the
linguistic details of the biblical writings to be copied exactly, but rather to be
quite fluid. This expectation is fully confirmed in our studies of parallel
passages in the MT (chapter 5) and of the Qumran manuscripts of Samuel and
MT Samuel (chapter 6).

3.5.4.3. DAVID M. CARR ON MEMORY VARIANTS

Carr has written a major study of textual transmission in the ancient
world.'™ Building on the work of Person and others, and especially on his
earlier work demonstrating the oral-written nature of ancient biblical texts,'” he
investigates the different ways in which traditions transmitted by memorization
manifest different sorts of variation from texts transmitted by purely literary
means.' In particular, he stresses the importance of “memory variants” in this
sort of transmission. All examples of oral-written transmission of literary texts,
whether from the Ancient Near East, the Classical world, or the medieval world,
exhibit these memory variants, which especially affect the details of the text that
do not impact in a major way on the meaning of the composition, thus

100 person, “Ancient,” 608.
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104 Carr, Formation, 11-149.
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prominently involving linguistic variants. Although we use the term “variants”
here, Carr points out that “[iJn cases of memory variants, the shifts probably
were seen as reproductions of what was essentially the ‘same’ tradition.”'"’
When he turns to the Hebrew Bible, Carr finds “a preponderance of exactly the
sorts of variation that scholars in non-religious disciplines have explained as the
result of recall of memorized texts: exchange of synonymous words, word order
variation, presence and absence of conjunctions and minor modifiers, etc.,”'®
“syntactic variation that does not appear to be linked to diachronic shifts in the
language or differences in the semantic content being expressed,” '”
“addition/subtraction of minor particles, exchange of semantically equivalent
words or phrases, shifts in order, etc.,”'"" and “replacing an archaic or otherwise
odd term in the given text with a more contemporary or understandable text
from its parallel.”'"" He concludes about the biblical manuscripts that we
currently have as evidence for earlier forms of the biblical text: “all biblical
manuscripts in general, are a product of a centuries-long process of oral-written
textual transmission that has blurred the contours of earlier recensions,”''? “the
documented fluidity of the textual tradition is but the tip of the iceberg of
broader phenomena of scribal coordination, memory variants, and the like that
occurred over centuries of transmission of biblical texts and that add a
significant degree of imprecision to any attempt to reconstruct their transmission
history.”""® Carr is here mostly concerned with the difficulties in reconstructing
earlier larger-scale stages of textual growth, but it can easily be seen that if such
reconstruction is very difficult, it would likely be almost impossible to
reconstruct the earlier linguistic features of the biblical texts.'* On the basis of
Carr’s work one would predict that the distinctive linguistic features of biblical
texts would be very fluid between different manuscripts of the same
composition. This expectation is completely fulfilled by the data we present
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"% Tbid., 33.

' Ibid., 58.
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history, linguistic features are only an approximate and precarious tool in the historical
placement of Hebrew texts” (ibid., 132).
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from parallel passages in the MT (chapter 5) and from a comparison of the MT
and Qumran Samuel (chapter 6).l 15

3.6. RECENT DISCUSSIONS OF TEXTUAL CRITICISM BY HEBREW LANGUAGE
SCHOLARS

3.6.1. INTRODUCTION

In 3.4 we introduced the view of Hebrew language scholars that the MT in
effect represents the original text of the Hebrew Bible. We mentioned the
examples of Rooker, Rendsburg, Kutscher, and Polzin.'"® In 3.5 we showed that
this view is diametrically opposed to the current consensus of text-critical
specialists. In this section we evaluate in more detail some recent work by
Hebrew language scholars on textual criticism. We discuss the examples of
Hurvitz, Holmstedt, Joosten, Polak, Zevit, and others.

At the start it is worth pointing out that this assumption—i.e., MT = original
text—is reflected in a general way in that histories of ancient Hebrew—unlike
introductions to historical linguistics or, for example, studies of the history of
English (see chapter 2''")—persistently fail to discuss or even mention the
nature of the sources, transmission issues, or philological analysis.'"® For
example, the most widely-cited histories of the Hebrew language are by
Kutscher and Séenz-Badillos.'”® Neither has anything to say about these matters.
Both authors simply assume the originality—the antiquity and reliability in a
wholesale way—of the details in the MT. More recently, Schniedewind talks
frequently about “textual artifacts” and “written artifacts,” which “are the
products of a scribal community,” '™ and in a short discussion of

5 On 4QSam? see Carr, Formation, 61-63.

16 See chapter 4 (4.4.2.2) further on Kutscher.

"7 Furthermore, even on the rare occasion when an author chooses to omit such a
discussion, Hock comments that “practicing historical linguists usually cannot divorce
themselves from philological work” (H. H. Hock, Principles of Historical Linguistics [2d
ed.; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1991]: 5).

"8 1t is arguable that many of these scholars employ a crypto-synchronic or quasi-
diachronic approach since they purport to discuss diachronic developments in BH
language, yet for all intents and purposes, that is, in their actual method, they negate
diachronic developments in the literary and textual realms of the Hebrew Bible. Many
scholars working on the history of the Hebrew Bible’s language are far less historically
oriented than they seem.

"9E. Y. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language (ed. R. Kutscher; Jerusalem:
Magnes, 1982); A. Sdenz-Badillos, A History of the Hebrew Language (trans. J. Elwolde;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993).

"% Schniedewind, Social, 9.
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“methodological problems” he mentions the limited corpus of biblical and non-
biblical Hebrew literature,'*' but his only remark on the nature of those sources
closely follows Kutscher’s thinking (see above), and in fact he cites Kutscher’s
study of 1QIsa" in support.'**

3.6.2. AVIHURVITZ

We begin with Hurvitz, because he has directly addressed the text-critical
problem in a number of publications over his long career,'” and because his
view on this matter has been adopted regularly by others in support of their own
MT-based approach to the historical study of BH.'** In his seminal 1972
monograph, The Transition Period in Biblical Hebrew, the final section

! Tbid., 21-23.

122 «“A main literary source, the Hebrew Bible, was largely known from medieval
manuscripts, until the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls provided witnesses as early as
the third century B.C.E. Even the Dead Sea Scrolls come to us quite removed from the
autographs and incorporate some changes in their transmission [n. 76]” (ibid., 21; cf. the
reference to Kutscher’s study of 1QIsa® on p. 212 n. 76). What, we might ask, about
changes in the (proto-)MT during its transmission? The comments above apply equally of
course to (synchronic) grammars of BH (GKC, JM, etc.). An exception is the textbook on
syntax by Waltke and O’Connor. They explicitly include sections on
“Synchronic/Diachronic,” “History of the Biblical Text,” and “Masoretic Text” (WO
§1.4-6, pp. 11-30). In particular, they remark, “The history of that language [BH] is
bound together in part with the history of textual transmission...” (WO §1.3.2, p. 8), and
they candidly admit, “Unless the text had been faithfully transmitted, the work of both
comparative Semitic philologists and biblical scholars attempting to date the text...would
be impossible” (WO §1.6.2a, p. 23).

' In addition to the works cited below see the discussions of “Objectivity,”
“Masoretic Text,” “Literary Revision,” and “Linguistic Modification” in LDBT 1:16-18
where there are references to (and quotations from) many other of Hurvitz’s publications.

124 The following large-scale contributions are several of many possible examples:
R. L. Bergey, “The Book of Esther—Its Place in the Linguistic Milieu of Post-Exilic
Biblical Hebrew Prose: A Study in Late Biblical Hebrew” (Ph.D. diss., Dropsie College
for Hebrew and Cognate Learning, 1983), 21; G. A. Rendsburg, Linguistic Evidence for
the Northern Origin of Selected Psalms (SBLMS 43; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990), 16—
17; A. J. C. Verheij, Verbs and Numbers: A Study of the Frequencies of the Hebrew
Verbal Tense Forms in the Books of Samuel, Kings, and Chronicles (SSN 28; Assen: Van
Gorcum, 1990), 12—-13; R. M. Wright, Linguistic Evidence for the Pre-exilic Date of the
Yahwistic Source (LHBOTS 419; London: T&T Clark, 2005), 13—15. Rooker’s words are
unequivocal: “Another premise adopted by modern researchers in diachronic study is the
accepted postulate that the Massoretic Text be accepted in foto in this kind of linguistic
analysis” (Rooker, Biblical, 57; he cites A. Hurvitz, The Transition Period in Biblical
Hebrew: A Study in Post-Exilic Hebrew and Its Impilcations [sic] for the Dating of
Psalms [Hebrew; Jerusalem: Bialik, 1972], 67).
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discusses these issues.'> Throughout the book Hurvitz argues that a number of
psalms are shown to have been composed in the postexilic period due to an
accumulation of late linguistic features. The final section addresses the objection
that the psalms in question could have been composed in the early period, but
the late linguistic features were added in their textual transmission in the late
period, or through other means such as reworking for liturgical use in the
Temple. Hurvitz’s major response to this is to admit that it is possible, but to
argue that the burden of proof is on anyone who claims that such changes
happened, since all we have are the texts in our hands, which have these
features. ' In a major 1982 study, A Linguistic Study of the Relationship
between the Priestly Source and the Book of Ezekiel, Hurvitz again admits that
an ancient text like the MT “was subject to mistakes and corruptions over the
long course of its transmission.” '’ However, he suggests that we have no
alternative but to use the MT, rather than try to reconstruct a supposed early text,
if our aim “is to seek facts and avoid conjectures.”'*® In a 2006 article, Hurvitz
responds to Young’s argument that “Biblical Hebrew linguistic features were
transmitted by the scribes with a great degree of fluidity” and that “[w]e cannot
be certain that the linguistic profile of the text we have is that of the original
author.”'® His response contains another version of the “burden of proof”
argument, and is worth quoting in full:

This line of argumentation relies on circular reasoning: first it is assumed that
“the scribes” drastically changed the original wording of the MT and then it is
concluded that since the original wording was extensively modified, it does not
reflect the actual language of the original composition. In any case, the point of
departure for the theory suggesting unlimited “fluidity” of the textual tradition
underlying the MT is not corroborated by factual evidence and must be viewed
as a conjectural assumption.'*

Arguments about the “burden of proof” can run into the objection of why one
side of an argument should have more burden of proof than another, but as
formulated by Hurvitz this argument is cogent. If we had no evidence that the

125 Hurvitz, Transition, 182-84; cf. 67.

126 Ibid., 182.

127 A. Hurvitz, A Linguistic Study of the Relationship between the Priestly Source
and the Book of Ezekiel: A New Approach to an Old Problem (CahRB 20; Paris: J.
Gabalda, 1982), 19; cf. 18-21, 153.

2 bid., 19.

1297, Young, “Biblical Texts Cannot Be Dated Linguistically,” HS 46 (2005): 341—
51 (349, 351).

130 A. Hurvitz, “The Recent Debate on Late Biblical Hebrew: Solid Data, Experts’
Opinions, and Inconclusive Arguments,” HS 47 (2006): 191-210 (210 n. 69; emphasis
original).
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language of biblical texts was altered (whether drastically or not), and if indeed
the MT was the only linguistic form of the texts that we knew, then suggestions
that the language of the MT might have been (drastically) changed in its prior
scribal transmission would remain possible, but conjectural, and any such
suggestion would require evidence to back it up. The problem with Hurvitz’s
argument is that a great deal of such evidence actually exists. In fact, Young’s
article to which Hurvitz’s 2006 article is responding provides a fair amount of
evidence, and makes reference to four earlier articles by Young which provide
further data. Even in 1972, when Hurvitz first made this argument, much
evidence of this nature was known. Under the influence of Kutscher, however,
Hurvitz presumably viewed the non-MT evidence from the Qumran scrolls and
the SP as “non-biblical.” It is in fact Hurvitz who is caught up in a circular
argument: Since the MT is assumed to be virtually identical to the language of
the original authors of biblical compositions, it is then concluded that variant
non-MT linguistic evidence is only evidence of late corruption of the original
language.

It is evident from all his work that Hurvitz is only willing to admit that the
scribal corruptions introduced into even the MT were minor. Thus, in 1972 he
was willing to admit that sporadic late linguistic features could have come into
early psalms, but suggested that an accumulation of such features was strong
evidence of an actual composition in the late period.”*! It is interesting to note,
however, the sort of accumulations of linguistic features which Hurvitz
considers significant. He begins with Ps 145, perhaps because this is a
particularly straightforward or impressive case, and discusses nine linguistic
forms occurring eleven times in the 152 words of the psalm.'*> Among other
examples he discusses just two forms in the forty words of Ps 133,"* and eleven
forms used a total of forty-one times in the 1,064 words of Ps 1 19."** Even in the
psalms with what he considers a significant accumulation, therefore, we are only
dealing with a very small proportion of the linguistic forms in them. This sort of
approach is characteristic of Hurvitz’s other work as well. For example, he
considers seven linguistic forms in the 749 words of the Prose Tale of Job to
provide significant evidence of the late date of the author of this composition.'*
These seven forms generally involve very precise details such as the use of the
preposition 5 rather than another preposition,*® n&t *InNK rather than 12 *INK

B! Hurvitz, Transition, 182.

"*21bid., 70-107.

" Ibid., 156-60.

**Ibid., 130-52.

135 A Hurvitz, “The Date of the Prose-Tale of Job Linguistically Reconsidered,”
HTR 67 (1974): 17-34; cf. Young, “Prose.”

136 Hurvitz, “Prose-Tale,” 23, 25-26; cf. Young, “Prose,” 613—15. The forms are
oohy H9am (“he will pray for you”) rather than with Tpa, and 5y awnmb (“to present
himself before”) rather than with "a5.



Textual Criticism: Prelude to CTVA of Biblical Hebrew 87

»B7 one item of Vocabulalry,138 and even the vocalization of T

57139

for “after this,
rather than T for “while.

The way that Hurvitz describes the introduction of errors and corruptions
into the MT is revealing of his basic assumptions about the nature of the MT and
the textual transmission of the biblical books. He concedes that “it is but natural
that even the extreme holiness and outstanding care which accompanied the
Book of Books could not completely prevent textual accidents.”'* Hurvitz’s
understanding of the whole history of the textual transmission of the biblical
texts is an anachronistic projection of the situation in the medieval or more
correctly modern period back to the B.C.E. period, a position in complete
contrast to the consensus of scholars working on the history of the text that we
sketched in 3.5. It is also contradicted by the evidence of the MT itself. We
show that the less common linguistic features which are the focus of Hurvitz’s
attention were almost totally stripped off the biblical texts in transmission, as is
shown by the fact that very few are shared by parallel texts in the MT (chapter
5), never mind the evidence of non-MT biblical texts as exemplified in our study
of Qumran Samuel (chapter 6 and appendix 2).

In his 1972 book, Hurvitz actually offers further discussion of text-critical
issues which is not reproduced in his later work, in particular a discussion of the
parallel texts 2 Sam 22//Ps 18.'*! Unfortunately, Hurvitz does not provide his
own research on these texts, but rather gives his impression of other studies. He
suggests that Ps 18 is later than 2 Sam 22, and that this is revealed by a few
linguistic developments, such as more Aramaisms, the replacement of some rare
words with more common ones, and more plene orthography. He takes this as
indicating that even the textual transmission of an early text did not lead to an
accumulation of late linguistic features in it comparable to the psalms he
considers late.'*> We would agree with Hurvitz that textual transmission often
did not involve the addition or subtraction of large numbers of what have been

137 Hurvitz, “Prose-Tale,” 24-25; cf. Young, “Prose,” 614.

138 «Receive” (5ap). See Hurvitz, “Prose-Tale,” 20-23; cf. Young, “Prose,” 609—11.

1% The other two suggested “late” features (“The Satan,” and the syntax of “there
was a man...and his name”) are rejected as being candidates for late linguistic forms in
Young, “Prose,” 611-13, 617-18.

0 Hurvitz, Linguistic, 19.

! In another article Hurvitz examines two other closely related passages in the
books of Samuel and Psalms. See A. Hurvitz, “Originals and Imitations in Biblical
Poetry: A Comparative Examination of 1 Sam 2:1-10 and Ps 113:5-9,” in Biblical and
Related Studies Presented to Samuel Iwry (ed. A. Kort and S. Morschauser; Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1985), 115-21. Rezetko makes a brief but pertinent comment on
Hurvitz’s article in R. Rezetko, “Dating Biblical Hebrew: Evidence from Samuel-Kings
and Chronicles,” in BHSCT, 215-50 (242 n. 79).

2 Hurvitz, Transition, 183—-84.
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considered late linguistic items.'*> However, a major difference is that Hurvitz

assumes that the only variety of literary Hebrew that could be written in the
postexilic period was “Late Biblical Hebrew” like in Esther, Daniel, Ezra,
Nehemiah, and Chronicles, while we have argued that the Hebrew of those
books was a peripheral form of Hebrew, whereas Standard Classical Hebrew
remained the usual form of literary Hebrew throughout the biblical period.'** It
would, furthermore, have been helpful if Hurvitz had specified which linguistic
forms he judges to be late according to his criteria. In our previous investigation
of these parallel texts, attempting to follow Hurvitz’s method, we found that
both texts had the same number of “late” linguistic forms (six) although there
was very little overlap in the specific forms between both texts.'*® Furthermore,
six features in 382//394 words is not too dissimilar to the proportions of late
linguistic forms to words in other texts that Hurvitz thinks display a significant
accumulation of late linguistic features. In this current volume, in our study of
this parallel passage in chapter 5, we find reason to agree with Hurvitz’s
judgment that Ps 18 has less linguistic peculiarities than 2 Sam 22. However,
Hurvitz’s claim that these two texts might be evidence that major linguistic
changes did not occur in textual transmission is undermined by our finding that
almost none of the less common linguistic features are shared by both texts. On
the contrary, the language is fluid to a degree far beyond what is assumed by
Hurvitz.

To this point we have discussed Hurvitz’s views on textual criticism.
However, as one might expect, his ideas on textual transmission extend to the
entire production history of biblical writings, including authorial, editorial, and
scribal matters. In other words, contrary to contemporary historical linguistic
practice which takes very seriously the careful evaluation of the sources of
linguistic data (see chapter 2, 2.3), Hurvitz “deal[s] exclusively with biblical
texts in the way in which they have crystallized and in the form in which they
now stand—regardless of textual alterations, literary developments and editorial
activities which they may or may not have undergone during their long
transmission.”'*® Hurvitz has no regard for such matters because, he believes,
“they lie in areas about which we have no direct information or actual facts,”
and consequently “[o]nly after the linguistic analysis of the actual texts has been
completed without interference is there room to proceed and consider the
findings...in a broader, non-linguistic framework.”'*’ Such a view, however, is

143 On 1QIsa® see chapter 4 (4.4.2.2) and Young, “Loose,” 101-9.
14 For example, LDBT 2:88-89, 96-99; Young, “Loose,” 94-96.
5 I DBT 1:135, 137; Young, “Loose,” 110-11.

146 Hurvitz, Linguistic, 21.

“71bid., 153.
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indefensible and wholly inadequate from the perspective of normal historical
linguistic theory and method (chapter 2, 2.3).'**

3.6.3. ROBERT HOLMSTEDT

Holmstedt is an example of a younger scholar who wishes to advance the
field of Hebrew (historical) linguistics with the application of more sophisticated
methods. In several publications he responds to arguments in LDBT about the
nature of biblical writings. Thus he references “the nature of the texts
themselves” and acknowledges “the complexities of composition and textual
traditions” of the Bible. '* However, it is apparent from his subsequent
discussion that Holmstedt has not yet grasped the full extent of the issues
involved. He argues: “The text-critical argument is sometimes set up as an
obstacle to historical linguistics, in general, and to the dating of texts, in
particular. Admittedly, the reconstructive process is challenging, whether the
goal is textual or philological; but the challenge should not be exaggerated.”'*
The relationship of historical linguistics to textual criticism is one thing, but
Holmstedt’s continued hope to date or sequence BH writings based on language
indicates his misunderstanding of the nature of the biblical texts. His following
comments indicate that he thinks that textual critics are able to sift through and
sequence variants and thus reconstruct an earlier text; in fact he considers that
this is what we were doing in LDBT."' As we have indicated, very seldom in
linguistic matters, without prior opinions as to linguistic chronology (for which
we do not have sufficient externally dated and localized texts), can we decide
which form is earlier and later in textual evaluation (3.5.3). Even then, this does
not mean we have arrived at anything like the form of the text from the time of
the original author, which is what would be required for linguistic dating or
sequencing. To be fair, Holmstedt does not claim to be looking for the original
author’s text: “Rather, the philological text should be very much like the text-

18 In a recent article Hurvitz echoes the same views in relation to the terminology of
genealogical records in Genesis—Joshua and P as a whole, concluding even that all
“editorial activities and literary modifications...all these textual developments” must
have been completed before the Second Temple period. See A. Hurvitz, “Terminological
Modifications in Biblical Genealogical Records and Their Potential Chronological
Implications,” in Hebrew in the Second Temple Period: The Hebrew of the Dead Sea
Scrolls and of Other Contemporary Sources (ed. S. E. Fassberg, M. Bar-Asher, and R. A.
Clements; STDJ 108; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 105-16 (116).

149 Holmstedt “Historical,” 98.

0 1bid., 100-101.

! bid., 101.
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critical goal of the last redaction.”'> This is a pleasing attempt to deal seriously

with the text-critical issues (he cites the then-current second edition of Tov’s
Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible). However, it is difficult to see how this
would work as Holmstedt wishes. As we have seen, and as Holmstedt quotes
Tov as saying, not only do we have several different “last redactions” for many
books, with quite different linguistic profiles in individual linguistic features but,
even then, all of our current surviving texts are removed, presumably by several
editions, from any forms of texts contemporaneous with the dates of the original
compositions, which is what Holmstedst still hopes to find. Even if there is some
sort of scholarly consensus on the date of the original composition of a biblical
writing, that still does not mean we have established the date of the linguistic
features in it. In other words, there is not a one-to-one correspondence between
textual/literary chronology and linguistic chronology. Because of this
misunderstanding of the textual situation, Holmstedt’s cautious statements are
still not cautious enough. For example: “The linguist’s task is therefore not
merely extracting linguistic data in a naive way but, rather, dating (relatively)
the discernible layers and establishing a (relative) linguistic chronology.” '
Without an adequate corpus of dated (and localized) texts, how are we meant to
tell early from late in our thoroughly mixed textual evidence for the Hebrew
Bible? Every biblical text is likely to contain a mixing of early and late
language. * When it comes to application in his case studies, Holmstedt
discusses fairly precise details and statistics of small numbers of linguistic items
in whole books of the MT.

In another publication Holmstedt rightly acknowledges that “the history of
the text and the history of the language are inextricably bound to each
other”"*>—although his article seems to be framed as a language lesson of sorts
for textual critics'>°—but here again we see a focus on some details of the kind
which so easily and frequently change in the process of textual transmission. In

132 1bid., 100 (emphasis original). In chapter 2 (2.3.2), we discuss Holmstedt’s view
on the relationship between (historical) linguistics and philology, arguing that his
philological method falls short of what is needed.

%3 Ibid., 100.

13% Compare the remarks on Middle English, anchor texts, and the fit-technique in
chapter 2 (2.3.3).

"> Holmstedt, “Nexus,” 473; cf. 475, 492.

'3 And for Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvird in particular (ibid., 474-75; cf. 491—
92). Note these comments: “changes in language may actually guide the reconstruction of
the textual history” (ibid., 475); “linguistic changes represented by the variants may in
some cases precede the identification of the earlier text” (ibid., 475); and “linguistic
analysis plays a critical role in the process of reconstructing the textual relationships”
(ibid., 491). And in the conclusion he cites Tov’s Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible
for its lack of interaction with “Biblical Hebrew grammar” and “linguistic analysis”
(ibid., 491).
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this particular case he argues from the perspective of language typology that the
MT (B19%) 171 is older than the 4QLev” &7 in Lev 1:17, and the MT (B19%)
Qere 8171 (feminine singular) is older than the Kethiv X371 (masculine singular) in
Lev 25:33. The difference in the first verse is the consonants waw/yod whereas
in the second it is the vowel hirig. While Holmstedt may be correct about the
ongoing yet incomplete reanalysis of pronominal syntax in BH, in our view he
too easily discounts the possibility of “transmission error” or “scribal error” in
minutiae of this sort.””” Furthermore, he overlooks other relevant text-critical
data, including 8171 in 4QExod-Lev' of Lev 1:17 and /871 variation in the
MT-group of Lev 25:33, which may not change his overall linguistic argument,
but they are relevant to the actual distribution and diachronic interpretation of
linguistic phenomena in BH. In any case, we agree that “textual critics and
Hebrew linguists [should] work more closely with each other.”'*®

3.6.4. JAN JOOSTEN

We now move on to discuss two authors who have not only worked on
Hebrew language issues, but also have done serious work on the textual
criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Joosten and Polak.

Joosten is one of the most active scholars investigating the relationship
between textual criticism and the study of the language of the Hebrew Bible."’
He explicitly refers to aspects of the consensus view on the text of the Hebrew
Bible. For example, he says “the text of Samuel-Kings continued to evolve for a
long time beyond the original composition and edition of the Book,”'® and “the
texts remained fluid even after the influence of Chronicles on Kings
happened.”'®!

Joosten may be criticized, however, for his inconsistent application of his
text-critical knowledge to his language study. We have shown that the consensus
views on the history of the text, outlined above, are simply incompatible with
the necessary presupposition of old-style language scholars who make claims
such as that the details of the MT reveal the language of original authors of
biblical compositions, that is, a very high level of textual stability in detail.
Joosten, however, still wishes the old approach to Hebrew language to be

7 1bid., 478, 480.

¥ Tbid., 473.

159 Joosten, like Holmstedt (3.6.3), rightly acknowledges that “there is a place to
reflect further on the interplay of these disciplines” and, also like Holmstedt, he cites
Tov’s Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible for failing to “contain a chapter, or even a
section, on the history of Hebrew” (Joosten, “Textual Developments,” 21).

190 Joosten, “Textual History,” 134.

1 Ibid., 143; although this implies that complex intertextuality between books was
limited to a definable period.
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correct, and this means that regularly when he moves from textual criticism to
language study, his views on the text both explicitly and implicitly become
rather different to those of a modern textual critic. Indeed, Joosten’s views begin
to conform rather closely to the necessary presupposition of old-style language
scholars that the text of the Hebrew Bible has been transmitted in detail so
exactly that the current text is almost identical to the text and hence language
that left the pens of the original authors.

As an example of a statement that fits much more closely with old-style
language scholarship and is rather far from the modern text-critical consensus,
note: “Hebraists must always be aware that the text on which they base their
observations may not be a perfect replica of the original, but may contain errors
or scribal revisions.”'®* This makes it sound very much like Joosten’s view of
the text of the Hebrew Bible is that the details of the MT are basically sound,
only requiring a small amount of textual work to repair blemishes. Note also, for
example, “the classical corpus received occasional corrections and updates.”'®®
This is not quite as strong a belief in the originality of the MT as is shown by
scholars like Hurvitz, but it does not sound too far away. One symptom that
Joosten is not a great distance from Hurvitz and others in this matter is his habit
of talking about how many times a linguistic form is found in “the Bible,”
meaning the MT alone. For example: “In the Bible, 070 + perfect is attested
only twice...”'®

Admittedly, Joosten is more willing than other scholars to suggest that
language items (generally ones that do not fit his theory) are “text-critically
doubtful,” by which he means there is an attested variant at those places.'®

162 Joosten, “Textual Developments,” 21. There are additional references to “the
original text” (ibid., 21, 22), “the original author” (ibid., 26, 26), and “the original
Hebrew text” (ibidl, 26). At the end of this article Joosten talks about “the textual
multiplicity characterizing the Hebrew Bible” (ibid., 31), but this concept makes very
little practical impact on his approach to the details of the text, as we show here.

163 J. Joosten, “Imperative Clauses Containing a Temporal Phrase and the Study of
Diachronic Syntax in Ancient Hebrew,” in Hebrew in the Second Temple Period: The
Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and of Other Contemporary Sources (ed. S. E. Fassberg,
M. Bar-Asher, and R. A. Clements; STDJ 108; Leiden: Brill, 2013), 117-33 (131).

164 Joosten, “Textual Developments,” 23.

1% In the article under discussion see ibid., 25, 27-30. Other examples include idem,
“A Neglected Rule and Its Exceptions: On Non-Volitive yigrol in Clause-Initial
Position,” in Ev wdoy ypauuarixyi xai copig: En pasé grammatiké kai sophia: Saggi di
linguistica ebraica in onore di Alviero Niccacci, ofm (ed. G. Geiger; SBF Analecta 78;
Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press, 2011), 213-19 (217-18); idem, “Diachronic
Aspects of Narrative Wayhi in Biblical Hebrew,” JNSL 35 (2009): 43-61 (50 n. 18, 56—
57); idem, “The Disappearance of Iterative WEQATAL in the Biblical Hebrew Verbal
System,” in Biblical Hebrew in Its Northwest Semitic Setting: Typological and Historical
Perspectives (ed. S. E. Fassberg and A. Hurvitz; Publication of the Institute for Advanced
Studies, Hebrew University 1; Jerusalem: Magnes, 2006), 135—47 (138 n. 7, 143 n. 16);
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However, the assumption of textual stability is even present when he is making
comments about text-critical variants: “The occasional presence of late linguistic
features in pluses of the MT can be observed in the Books of Kings.”'% His
discussion makes it clear that he thinks that the language of the plus remained
stable in its textual transmission once it was added to the rest of the text, which
also remained the same in all minor details until appearing in the MT. In fact,
the language of all parts of all biblical compositions varies in our textual
evidence. Nevertheless, Joosten can make an astonishing statement such as “the
fact that purportedly late grammatical features turn up, in the CBH corpus,
precisely in passages that are to be qualified as secondary on other grounds,
shows that the language-historical approach is well-founded.”'®” What Joosten
bases this extraordinary statement on is that when he comes across a list of less
common linguistic forms, some of them are in passages that can be called into
question based on known variants. In the study that immediately precedes this
statement, he points out textual variants in relation to 4 of 6 of the exceptional
linguistic forms he is discussing (“non-volitive waw + YIQTOL”'%). However,
in his earlier case study in the article, he lists eighteen cases of “waw +
imperfect expressing a non-volitive meaning.” Of these, he notes that four of
these are “text-critically uncertain.”'® Given how fluid the text of the Hebrew
Bible is in our earliest textual witnesses, the fact that he can only find four cases
involved in a textual variant (22%) seems surprising. The fact that a small
proportion of these exceptions turn up in known textual variants is only what we
would expect given the state of the text. Even the more impressive case study,
where 4 of 6, or two thirds of the forms are involved in variants, is not out of the
bounds of the rates of variation of some forms we discuss when just comparing
the MT with Qumran Samuel. Joosten’s further implication that supposedly
“late” language forms only turn up in text-critically dubious passages (“precisely
in passages that are to be qualified as secondary on other grounds™) and that this
proves the old chronological approach right is also not based on actual data. Our
ecarlier study showed the appearance of supposedly “late” linguistic forms in
every one of a variety of passages across all types of Hebrew,'” which surely
cannot all be found in known variants to the text, which is what Joosten seems to
mean by “secondary.” Here the assumption that old-style language scholarship
is correct seems to drive Joosten’s conclusions. This is the only way it seems
possible to understand those places where Joosten claims that the conclusions of

idem, “The Distinction between Classical and Late Biblical Hebrew as Reflected in
Syntax,” HS 46 (2005): 327-39 (330).

166 Joosten, “Textual Developments,” 28.

1 Ibid., 30.

18 Tbid., 29-30.

1% 1bid., 25.

170 LDBT 1:132-36.
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the old-style language approach provide a reliable reference point for deciding
textual matters, as for example: “Fortunately, where redaction-historical
considerations remain inconclusive, historical linguistics provides some
firmness.”'”!

The suspicion that Joosten thinks that the MT preserves in detail the
language of the original authors of biblical compositions seems confirmed by
the fact that the focus of much of Joosten’s work on the Hebrew language is on
the same sort of small details which other scholars have focused on, and which
we have found are highly changeable in all our textual evidence, both in the MT
and in non-MT biblical texts. To be fair, not all of Joosten’s work deals with
these features,172 however our focus in this section is on his understanding of the
text of the Hebrew Bible, and it is the various examples of his concentration on
small details that are particularly revealing in this matter. As one example, we
continue a quote from earlier, where Joosten says: “In the Bible, 07v + perfect is
attested only twice, but in Qumran Hebrew it is found eight times.”'” Such a
remark views the specific distribution of a very small number of forms as
significant. In another context, Joosten discusses a total of nine verbal forms in
the roughly 63,000 words of the core LBH corpus as evidencing a significant
linguistic change.'” He states that the appearance of three linguistic forms
would be enough for him to be sure the Pesher Habakkuk text is postexilic.'”
Or, Joosten sees significance in five examples of the unusual word order
temporal phrase—imperative.'”

In another article, Joosten attempts to tie in his linguistic study with the
issue of the multiple editions of Jeremiah we mentioned earlier (3.5.1), by
pointing to some “late” linguistic elements in additional material in the MT."”’
However, even this study is disappointing. In regard to his main argument that
the extra material in MT Jeremiah is particularly marked by “late” linguistic

17! Joosten, “Textual History,” 138.

172 For example, he discusses the directive ke, which is used 752 times in his early
corpus and ninety-seven times in his late corpus, although admittedly he soon turns to
much rarer sub-categories of this large data-set to press home his point. See Joosten,
“Distinction,” 337-38.

173 Joosten, “Textual Developments,” 23.

174 Joosten, “Distinction,” 330. Actually, however, there are only eight examples,
and these are concentrated in five verses. See Ehrensvird, “Diachronic,” 181-83.

175 1. Joosten, “The Evolution of Literary Hebrew in Biblical Times: The Evidence
of Pseudoclassicisms,” in DBH, 281-92 (284-85).

176 Joosten, “Imperative,” 123.

77 J. Joosten, “L’excédent massorétique du livre de Jérémie et I’hébreu post-
classique,” in Conservatism and Innovation in the Hebrew Language of the Hellenistic
Period: Proceedings of a Fourth International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead
Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira (ed. J. Joosten and J.-S. Rey; STDJ 73; Leiden: Brill, 2008), 93—
108.
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features, the small number of features he discusses (matched by “late” features
in the common text) and their peripheral nature (hardly any feature he cites
being commonly mentioned in standard discussions of LBH) do not appear to
make a very successful case. For our present discussion of Joosten’s text-critical
assumptions when dealing with language, it is important to note how rare the
linguistic items he cites really are in all the sources. For example, his first
example is the use of DN as a noun “day,” which only occurs in the Bible,
according to him, in Jer 33:20 and Neh 9:19. In regard to his overall argument,
since every biblical text seems to contain at least a sprinkling of LBH
features,'”® it is unsurprising that extra sections of MT Jeremiah have some LBH
features, just as does the common text of Jeremiah—which is itself, in any case,
hardly to be assumed to be the “original text” of Jeremiah! A more realistic
impression is gained by noting how the additional text in Jeremiah contains the
usual mixture of SCH and PCH features. For example, in Jer 27:1-10,'"°
alongside the addition of a typical PCH feature (theophoric ending on name—yah
[v. 1]), we find the prominent addition of typical SCH features (125nm [“reign”;
v. 1]; 2R [“I”; v. 6]; DR plus suffix [vv. 7, 8; v. 10 is forced]; n"m [“and it will
be”; v. 8]). In other words, the additions in MT Jeremiah seem to share the same
language style as the common text, in the sense that their language is a mixture
of mostly Classical Hebrew with a few supposedly late Hebrew elements.'®
Again, we notice the way that Joosten focuses on small details in the MT, and
how his conclusions are dictated by his presuppositions.

On occasion, Joosten becomes so embroiled in the old-style language
approach to the text of the Bible that he, without discussion, cites non-MT
biblical texts as evidence of late, postclassical Hebrew developments, for
example as with his citation of 4QGen® and the SP as evidence of postclassical
use of the noun on.'®" Or note his bald statement: “The Samaritan tradition, as

'8 LDBT 1:132-36.

17 Conveniently presented by E. Ulrich in S. White Crawford, J. Joosten, and E.
Ulrich, “Sample Editions of the Oxford Hebrew Bible: Deuteronomy 32:1-9, 1 Kings
11:1-8, and Jeremiah 27:1-10 (34G),” VT 58 (2008): 352—-66 (363-64).

"% This is not to deny that certain linguistic forms might be characteristic of the
extra material in Jeremiah, just to deny that the extra material is notably characterized by
the usual features considered typical of PCH. For the linguistic profile of the extra
material see, for example, H.-J. Stipp, “Linguistic Peculiarities of the Masoretic Edition
of the Book of Jeremiah: An Updated Index,” JNSL 23 (1997): 181-202. More recently,
see Hornkohl, Ancient, and the interaction with this publication in Rezetko,
“(Dis)Connection.”

181 Joosten, “L’excédent,” 96.
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reflected in both the written text and the oral reading of the Samaritan
Pentateuch, goes back to roughly the same period as the [Qumran] scrolls.”'®

In summary, Joosten seems to struggle to bring together successfully his
work in the two fields of textual and language study. His apparent unwillingness
to call into question the old-style chronological approach to BH leads him, on
occasion, to abandon what he knows about the text of the Bible in favor of
presuppositions of textual stability in extreme tension with the consensus view
of Hebrew Bible textual critics.'®

3.6.4.1. EXCURSUS: JOOSTEN ON “PSEUDOCLASSICISMS”

In a number of publications Joosten has suggested that he can identify
instances of “pseudoclassicism” (or “artificial recycling”) in late biblical or
postbiblical texts. By this he means cases where late authors studied old texts
and tried to imitate their classical language, but they unconsciously stumbled on
small details, using old words or constructions in a different sense than the
earlier writers.'™ For Joosten this shows that Classical BH was not a native
language for them, but rather an acquired language.'® This is already a strange
beginning, since it is widely considered that BH was always a High dialect or
standard literary language that nobody spoke (at least in that form) throughout
most of the biblical period, whether early or late.'*® Nevertheless, this apparently
is Joosten’s working framework: Assuming that early biblical authors were
native speakers of BH, while late authors were not, the errors of late authors are
due to their lack of native “feel” for the language.

When Joosten looks at the data, it is clear that this framework has already
determined what he will find and how he will explain it. Thus, for example, he

182 5. Joosten, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Septuagint in Mutual Illumination,” in
Florilegium Lovaniense: Studies in Septuagint and Textual Criticism in Honour of
Florentino Garcia Martinez (ed. H. Ausloos, B. Lemmelijn, M. Vervenne; BETL 224;
(Leuven: Peeters, 2008), 245-52 (246).

'8 Additional remarks on Joosten’s text-critical work in relation to historical
linguistics are given in LDBT 1:78-80; 2:158 n. 84; Rezetko, “Qumran.” Note especially
our discussions of directive he, an example to which Joosten persistently returns,
notwithstanding specific corrections of his data and criticisms of his arguments. Again, in
this volume see chapter 6 (6.3.1.2.1), chapter 9 (9.4), and Qumran Samuel (5.2).

1847, Joosten, “Pseudo-classicisms in Late Biblical Hebrew, in Ben Sira, and in
Qumran Hebrew,” in Sirach, Scrolls and Sages: Proceedings of a Second International
Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls, and Ben Sira, and the Mishnah, Held
at Leiden University, 15—-17 December 1997 (ed. T. Muraoka and J. F. Elwolde; STDJ
33; Leiden: Brill, 1999), 14659 (150).

185 Joosten, “Evolution,” 286. By this he means not that Hebrew itself was foreign to
them, but that their native Hebrew was a late, postclassical form of the language, so that
they were unfamiliar with some of the earlier, classical language items.

186 1 DBT 1:173-79; Young, “Pesher Habakkuk.”



Textual Criticism: Prelude to CTVA of Biblical Hebrew 97

discusses the appearance of the word p™p (“violent”?) in the Pesher Habakkuk,
which Young uses as part of a demonstration that Pesher Habakkuk writes in a
very classical style of Hebrew, much closer to Standard Classical Hebrew than
the so-called Late Biblical Hebrew books. Joosten labels this a pseudoclassicism
because in the genuine Classical Hebrew of the biblical writings, the word is
only found in poetry. “The use of a poetic word in a prosaic context seems to
reflect artificial reuse.”'®” The first point we would raise is the problem that
Joosten considers that this word was used as a native idiom by biblical authors,
and he also considers that it was not, since it was only used in poetic style. If
this word was part of the native language repertoire of early writers, then
presumably it could also be used in prose as well as poetry. Pesher Habakkuk’s
use of it in less elevated prose, rather than just the elevated style of poetry,
would seem to be an argument, if anything, that this linguistic feature was a
feature of the writer of Pesher Habakkuk’s natural language. Only Joosten’s
presuppositions prevent this obvious conclusion.

The second point is more important, since it relates to all of Joosten’s cases
of pseudoclassicism. Joosten’s basic observation is simply that a writer has used
an idiom differently to anything we find in the Hebrew Bible, or at least in what
Joosten considers “early” Hebrew. It is only Joosten’s prior commitment to his
theory that late authors made mistakes in their “classical” Hebrew because they
were not native users of the language that leads him to describe this different
usage as a mistake, a pseudoclassicism. Let us, however, apply Joosten’s
method to the preexilic Hebrew inscriptions, our earliest evidence for Hebrew,
and sources definitely from the period when Joosten thinks that Classical
Hebrew was being used as a native idiom. Here we find in the Arad ostraca the
use of Ty as a noun, “remainder.” In BH, the word is only used as an adverb,
“still, yet, again.”'®® There seems no reason (except that we know that it is
absurd because of the date of the sources) that we should not equally apply
Joosten’s arguments to this linguistic item. Because the author of the Arad
ostraca did not use the word Ty in the same way as in BH, he clearly
misunderstood the BH form, which he was obviously trying to imitate, and
therefore produced this pseudoclassicism. This example makes it evident that
Joosten’s presuppositions about the usage of literary Hebrew in various eras
dictate the conclusion that he draws that differences from BH in non-biblical
texts are errors produced by the failure of late authors to successfully imitate
BH. There seems no reason why we could not otherwise argue that different
uses of language show that the late authors too were masters of literary Hebrew
and were confident enough to use it on occasions differently to earlier writers.'®

187 Joosten, “Evolution,” 285-86.
188 | DBT 1:162.
189 See Young, “Pesher Habakkuk.”
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As an additional example of “pseudoclassicism,” in several articles Joosten
has studied 890 Piel + 7 n& + X (“to fill one’s hand”) in Chronicles.'"” He
argues: “Two of the Chronicles passages [1 Chr 29:5; 2 Chr 29:31] have nothing
whatsoever to do with consecration or induction to a priestly office,” and, “In
the third passage [2 Chr 13:9], the notion of ordination does come up, but it is
doubtful whether the idiom ‘to fill the hand’ expresses it.”'*' These passages, he
claims, are concerned with donations, giving, generosity. Thus:

We may conclude that the meaning of the expression “to fill the hand” is
different in Classical BH and Late BH. While in CBH it means “to ordain to a
priestly office”, in LBH it means “to bring an offering”. The latter meaning
probably reflects interpretation on the basis of the component parts. By the time
of the Chronicler, the old idiomatic expression had fallen into disuse and its
global meaning had been forgotten, at least by some readers of the Hebrew
Scriptures.'®

There are numerous problems with Joosten’s argumentation. First, even if
Joosten’s analysis of the language were correct, why must the difference be
interpreted as a chronological development rather than a synchronic variation in
usage?'” Second, Joosten (following Paran) offers an interpretation of these
passages that many other translators, lexicographers, and commentators would
disagree with. For example, Snijders examines the various texts, including 2 Chr
13:9, and concludes: “The conclusion must be that [T* n& K&5n] is either a
general designation for the ordination of priests or constitutes an integral part of
such ordination...The rite of hand-filling refers pars pro toto to the consecration
of priests.” " Third, Joosten cites Hurvitz’s four late-dating criteria of
distribution, opposition, extra-biblical attestation, and accumulation,195 but his
analysis of 891 Piel + T nR + X disregards two of these criteria. As for
opposition, the question arises, how then do late writers express “to ordain to a
priestly office”? Presumably if this construction lost this meaning then some
other expression replaced it. What is that expression? Joosten’s treatment is
incomplete without this information. Turning to extra-biblical attestation,
Joosten mentions the much later targums,'*® but in an article largely dealing with

19 First in Joosten, “Pseudo-classicisms,” 150-59, and more recently in idem,
“Evolution,” 288-90.

1 Joosten, “Evolution,” 288, 289.

192 Ibid., 289.

193 We are not the first to ask this question. See, for example, V. A. Hurowitz,
review of M. Paran, Forms of the Priestly Style in the Pentateuch, HS 32 (1991): 15662
(161).

9 TDOT 8:297-308 (304; cf. 301-7).

195 Joosten, “Evolution,” 284.

1% Ibid., 290.
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QH'" he overlooks the occurrences of this construction in the scrolls. The
language of the few (partially) attested examples in the biblical scrolls has not
been updated to avoid the “fallen into disuse” or “forgotten” expression (Exod
29:33, 35; Num 3:3; cf. Exod 28:41). More significantly, the Temple Scroll uses
the construction with the “early” or “classical” meaning (11Q19 15:15-16;
35:6—7).198 Ben Sira also retains this usage (45:15).199 The evidence is sparse,
but these extra-biblical examples make it very unlikely, though not impossible,
that the earlier writers(s) of Chronicles misunderstood the expression.

In conclusion, we cite Joosten’s own cautions about his work on
pseudoclassicisms: “[D]efinitive demonstration of the pseudo-classical character
of a given usage will often prove difficult, or even impossible. Alternative
explanations are almost always feasible...”*"

3.6.5. FRANK POLAK

Polak is more successful than Joosten in indicating how his language study
can fit with the nature of the biblical writings. Polak’s research on dividing
biblical texts into “eclaborate” and “lean” styles is based on such factors as
syntactic complexity over large stretches of text, rather than just sporadic
details. He is aware that details of the text are variant in our textual witnesses.
For example, he says “many ancient lexemes have been lost in the transmission
process.”™' He argues, however, for the stability of the linguistic features that
are the focus of his study on the basis of the transmission history of the Roman
Law of Twelve Tablets. He says:

Originating in the middle of the fifth century B.C.E., this text has been
transmitted to us in quotations in later legal literature. Although the
morphology shows that the text has been subject to various transformations, the
syntactic structure, which often tends to parataxis, has largely been preserved,
in spite of the fact that later Latin literature manifests a clear preference for
complex hypotactic structures.”

"7 Ibid., 283-88.

8 TDOT 8:307; Garcia Martinez and Tigchelaar, Dead, 2:1236-37, 1254-55; 1.
Maier, The Temple Scroll: An Introduction, Translation & Commentary (JSOTSup 34;
Sheffield: University of Sheffield Press, 1985), 35; cf. 24. Other possible examples are
1Q28b 5:17 and 4Q401 22:2.

199 The issues and data that Joosten fails to consider are an example of neglect of the
principle of accountability that we discuss in chapter 7.

20 Jo0sten, “Pseudo-classicisms,” 151.

L F. H. Polak, “The Book of Samuel and the Deuteronomist—A Syntactic-Stylistic
Analysis,” in Die Samuelbiicher und die Deuteronomomisten (ed. C. Schifer-
Lictenberger; BZAW 188; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 2010), 34-75 (69).

2 Ibid., 69.
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Our aim here is not to engage Polak’s suggestion,”” but rather simply to note
this argument as an example of a scholar offering a suggestion that takes
seriously the actual state of the texts of the Hebrew Bible. Realizing that the
linguistic details of the text are not reliable indicators of the language of earlier
stages in the textual history of the biblical books, Polak has attempted to identify
larger structures that, even if in individual features vary, might be argued to
persist during scribal transmission.

3.6.6.ZIONY ZEVIT

Zevit has offered a detailed critique of the relevance of the current
consensus on the history of the BH texts for the study of the language of the
biblical texts.”®* It should be immediately noted that Zevit himself views what he
offers in this section in a different way, since he does not show an awareness of
the consensus we sketched in 3.5, and he persistently claims that what we, for
example, say about that consensus simply reflects our own views. For example,
he takes us to task for saying: “[FJor the purpose of linguistic dating there is no
basis for privileging the MT of biblical books over other texts of those
books.”® It can be seen from what we have already discussed that this is merely
a routine statement of the consensus of text-critical specialists on the texts of the
Hebrew Bible, which we indicated by citing scholars such as Tov and Ulrich
earlier in that chapter of LDBT which Zevit is criticizing. However, Zevit labels
this our own view, and chides us for not understanding the significance of the
Qumran discoveries! Elsewhere Zevit gives advice on how we could approach
the study of linguistic variation in non-MT manuscripts.”® It is interesting that
he never refers to the data on this we present in LDBT, nor to our own various
publications on textual criticism, the Qumran biblical manuscripts in general,
and specific linguistic studies of linguistic variation in Qumran texts and the
Samaritan Pentateuch. *”’ Instead, he states: “They provide no evidence,
however, to indicate that what could have happened in theory did occur in
fact.”**® This appears to be another version of the “burden of proof” argument

23 However, we do engage his suggestion at several points in chapters 4-9.

%04 Zevit, “Not-So-Random,” 46061, 465-76. In addition to the remarks below, see
the other related comments in Rezetko, “Qumran,” and in appendix 3.

205 7evit, “Not-So-Random,” 471, citing LDBT 1:359.

206 7evit, “Not-So-Random,” 469 n. 9.

27 We immodestly cited about a dozen of them in LDBT 1:343 n. 6 and 1:348 n. 18,
and more are available in the bibliography.

208 Zevit, “Not-So-Random,” 466.
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we discussed in regard to Hurvitz,** but Zevit’s version is lacking even more in
substance given that we have in fact provided so much evidence.

Zevit deals with the variations in parallel texts that we had already cited as
evidence of textual and linguistic fluidity. He asserts: “2 Samuel 22//Psalm 18
reflects textual variations tolerated within the preexilic period.”*'* He provides
no evidence for this claim, and it seems to arise simply from the necessity for
the MT copies of these texts to accurately reflect the details of preexilic Hebrew.
We wonder whether Zevit would follow his own logic and assert that all the
other variants attested for these texts, in Qumran Samuel and elsewhere, stem
likewise from the preexilic period? If so, the text was already very fluid in the
preexilic period and, regardless of when it happened, the less common language
details of the text dramatically changed so that we cannot know what the
language of the original authors looked like. We suspect that if it was really
Zevit’s idea that the texts were very variant in the preexilic period, but were then
copied exactly during the postexilic period, this would be seen as rather bizarre
by text-critical scholars.

Zevit then gives his own history of the biblical text, which seems to be his
own construction based on the impressions gathered during his reading. It is
interesting that most of his citations of Tov’s work are from his book Scribal
Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert "'
and not directly from his work on textual criticism (which he cites only once),
and what he gets out of Tov’s work is rather far from Tov’s own views, cited
above. Ulrich’s work is only cited in a footnote where he acknowledges that
Ulrich has “a different opinion.”*'* Zevit considers that the stage of “the
composition and final production of the biblical texts” is not documented in any
manuscripts.””” This is already in dramatic contrast with the views of textual
critics such as Tov and Ulrich who we cited in 3.5.1 as considering that the DSS,
the SP, and the LXX provide evidence for the last stages of this literary
formation.

When we get to the period when texts are attested, Zevit’s view is that “by
the time of their attestation, the proto-Masoretic texts reflect a stable type, the
wording and orthography of which were set, for all practical purposes.”*"

2 Notice the very similar wording in ibid., 467 (emphasis original): “The
theoretical possibility of what might/could have happened in the compositional process is
first deemed probable, and then actual for the subsequent copying process.”

> Ibid., 467.

2B, Tov, Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the
Judean Desert (STDJ 54; Leiden: Brill, 2004).

212 7evit, “Not-So-Random,” 471 n. 13. He thanks Ulrich for email communication
and for referring him to one of his articles.

> Ibid., 468.

' Ibid., 471.
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“[Tlhey were copied with greater care than other types of biblical
manuscripts.”*"> Unfortunately, one of the two manuscripts that Zevit cites as
examples of proto-MT manuscripts is 4QSam”. Presumably he has misread
Tov’s book on scribal practices to mean that since 4QSam® has a very
conservative orthography, similar to but slightly more archaic than the MT, this
means that it is the same as the MT in other details as well. In fact, as is clear
from any publication on the text of 4QSam”, its text varies at a high rate from
the MT. We show in chapter 6 (6.4.2) that 4QSamb differs from the MT in a
non-orthographic variant about once every 5—6 words. This cannot be what
Zevit means by a stable type of text.

Overlooking this error, it is difficult to know what Zevit views as the
significance of the relative stability of the proto-MT manuscripts among
themselves. It will be understood by now that even if Tov views the emerging
proto-MT group of texts as commonly carefully copied in the late Second
Temple period, this does not imply that they are necessarily better
representatives of earlier stages of the text. Rather it tells us how this type of
text, which Tov in this period relates to the Jerusalem Temple,”'® was treated in
this late period when it had, according to Tov, achieved some sort of status.?!”

> Ibid., 471.

218 For his view of Temple-related (proto-MT) and Temple-unrelated (biblical DSS)
texts, see ibid., 469-71, 475-76.

217 For the connection between the proto-MT and the Temple, see Tov, Textual, 30—
31. Note also other remarks by Tov on the matter of “preference” and especially
“preference for MT”: “When evaluating the quality of 9%, one should realize that the
preference for M within Judaism does not necessarily imply that it contains the best
(earliest) evidence of the Scripture text; both the Hebrew parent text of ® [the LXX] and
several Qumran manuscripts reflect excellent texts, often better and/or earlier than t”
(ibid., 26-27). “Readings of 9t are often preferable to those found in other texts, but this
statistical information should not influence decisions in individual instances, because the
exceptions to this situation are not predictable. When judgments are involved, statistical
information should be considered less relevant, although it certainly influences scholars
unconsciously. Furthermore, 9% is no more reliable than ® or certain Qumran texts. The
application of this rule reflects an inappropriate preference for WM (ibid., 273).
Elsewhere he says: “At that time [3rd—2nd centuries B.C.E.], the MT manuscripts were
embraced by certain circles only, while others used different, often older, manuscripts. [n.
64] My own intuition tells me that more often than not the LXX reflects an earlier stage
than MT both in the literary shape of the biblical books and in small details” (E. Tov,
“The Nature of the Large-Scale Differences between the LXX and MT S T V, Compared
with Similar Evidence in Other Sources,” in The Earliest Text of the Hebrew Bible: The
Relationship between the Masoretic Text and the Hebrew Base of the Septuagint
Reconsidered [ed. A. Schenker; SBLSCS 52; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature,
2003], 12144 [143]). Tov’s view about the connection between the MT and the Temple
is shared by van der Kooij, van der Woude, and also Young, which is ironic since Zevit is
criticizing the text-critical views of Young and Rezetko. Zevit either is unaware of or
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Does Zevit, however, view it as evidence that the MT is a carefully copied
exemplar of what is virtually the original text of the Bible? He goes so far as to
say that the proto-MT “reflects a very conservative manuscript tradition vis-a-
vis other biblical text types at Qumran,”*'® and so this may be what he is
implying. Indeed it is difficult to know what other position would help his
implicit argument that the MT preserves in detail the language of original
authors, since the idea that biblical compositions may be dated on the basis of
their language, which he holds, requires this sort of view. If any significant
changes have happened to the linguistic details of the text during its
transmission, the use of a few details to describe the language and hence date of
a biblical author is impossible. However, Zevit does not actually say this, and
offers other qualifications such as that some non-MT witnesses “reflect less
conservative or different scribal traditions that must be accounted for by
scholars because they too reflect old editions.”*" The fact that Zevit floats the
idea that non-MT manuscripts might reflect “old and different” traditions is an
interesting concession, but perhaps it is not wrong to infer that “old and less
conservative” is the more significant part of the quote for Zevit’s actual views.
Whatever Zevit might be trying to say in his reconstruction of the history of
the biblical text, he immediately returns to his prior claim that no evidence has

chooses to ignore Young, “Stabilization,” 36970, 382-90. Others do not accept the
connection between the proto-MT and the Temple. See, for example, Ulrich, “Clearer,”
124-26; idem, “Fundamental,” 56-58. In the latter, note especially his remarks on
Josephus and Chronicles, both of which were, presumably, associated with the Jerusalem
temple, but in many ways did not use the (proto-)MT. Furthermore, literary and textual
critics frequently and cogently argue that the current MT in many details reflects editorial
revision in the last centuries B.C.E. around the turn of the era. For several specific
examples dealing with 1 Sam 1-2 see A. Aejmelaeus, “Corruption or Correction? Textual
Development in the MT of 1 Samuel 1,” in Textual Criticism and Dead Sea Scrolls
Studies in Honour of Julio Trebolle Barrera: Florilegium Complutensis (ed. A. Piquer
Otero and P. Torijano Morales; JSJSup 157; Leiden: Brill, 2012), 1-17; idem, “Hannah’s
Psalm in 4QSam®” in Archaeology of the Books of Samuel: The Entangling of the
Textual and Literary History (ed. P. Hugo and A. Schenker; VTSup 132; Leiden: Brill,
2010), 23-37; idem, “Hannah’s Psalm: Text, Composition, and Redaction,” in Houses
Full of All Good Things: Essays in Memory of Timo Veijola (ed. J. Pakkala and M.
Nissinen; Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society 95; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2008), 354-76. More generally and with references to further literature see
Carr, Formation, 166-78; A. Schenker, “Der Ursprung des massoretischen Textes im
Licht der literarischen Varianten im Bibeltext,” Textus 23 (2007): 51-67. We return to
this issue and the book of Samuel in chapter 6. In summary, even if the proto-MT had, in
a certain period, a special status in connection with the Jerusalem Temple, this does not
mean that it is the “best” text or never changed.
28 7evit, “Not-So-Random,” 471.
¥ Ibid., 471.
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been presented by us: “Despite this, no evidence has been presented illustrating
that the language in the texts reflecting these different editions differs
linguistically in significant ways from the proto-Masoretic texts.”**" This is quite
an extraordinary claim, given what Zevit must know about 1QIsa” and the SP at
least, even if he has not read other studies, such as Young’s study of 4QCant".
Perhaps “differs linguistically in significant ways” is what is at issue for Zevit.
Perhaps he means, quite rightly as we argue in this book, that the basic features
of BH do not significantly change during scribal transmission, so that, for
example, Classical Hebrew does not change into Rabbinic Hebrew? However,
Zevit’s work on language, in line with other scholars who try to date writings on
linguistic grounds, finds great significance in the less common linguistic
features of the texts,””' and as we have shown elsewhere and demonstrate
extensively again in this book, those linguistic forms do change a lot. Therefore,
it is not correct for Zevit to claim that there is no evidence of such significant
changes.

One final comment worth noting occurs toward the end of the section
describing the inadequacy of our understanding of the history of the text.**
Zevit marvels that LDBT “does not undertake to bolster its claim with irrefutable
examples based on Qumran data.”*>* We did in fact present data from the DSS
and the SP where the MT had what Zevit would probably consider “late”
language features where the non-MT texts had the “early” equivalents. Indeed,
we presented the majority of the data preserved in Qumran Samuel for the
directive he.* It is difficult to know why Zevit is unimpressed by this data.
Surely, the fact that the non-MT texts have “earlier” Hebrew in them should be
good evidence for Zevit to take their witness seriously. Perhaps, though, the
important issue is Zevit’s use of “irrefutable.” Perhaps Zevit assumes that
textual critics are able to irrefutably prove which of two variant texts is earlier
and which later? We have already noted the difficulties with evaluation of
variants (3.5.3), and pointed out that unless one has a prior idea of what
direction linguistic changes were going, based on dated and localized evidence,
it is even more difficult to decide in cases of linguistic variation. We would have
thought that the forms we discussed fitted that last criterion for Zevit at least, but
perhaps he has a different view of the possibilities for textual evaluation.

In conclusion, Zevit has not made a cogent case for his approach to textual
criticism. What he does present as a defense of the old approach to BH is in

0 Ibid., 471.

22! See, for example, his appeal to eight items of “late” vocabulary, and to the
relative frequency of matres lectionis in Z. Zevit, “Dating Ruth: Legal, Linguistic and
Historical Observations,” ZAW 117 (2005): 574-600 (592-94).

222 Actually, the understanding of the leading scholars in the field such as Tov and
Ulrich.

23 7evit, “Not-So-Random,” 472.

** LDBT 1:350-51.
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direct contradiction to the consensus views of experts on the history of the text
of the Bible, and it is completely incongruous with the data of the surviving
witnesses to the text of the Bible.

3.6.7. OTHER AUTHORS IN DIACHRONY IN BIBLICAL HEBREW

The recently-published book Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew is intended to
be a state-of-the-art presentation of historical linguistic research on BH. It
should therefore have included, we would argue (cf. chapter 2, 2.3), serious
interaction with and evaluation of the written sources of ancient Hebrew.
Unfortunately, there is very little mention of literary-critical and text-critical
issues in the volume as a whole. In this section we look at those few times the
subject of textual criticism is mentioned or relevant, apart from those authors
dealt with elsewhere in this chapter.

Miller-Naudé makes a couple of statements on the relevance of the topic,
without going further into detail.** It is at least welcome to see the issue on the
agenda for leading language scholars.

Dresher seems to agree that “the biblical books appear to have been revised
heavily, and the language of the original composition of the early books may
have been updated,”**® and that this textual fluidity may make dating texts not
only difficult, but indeed, citing us, “anachronistic and irrelevant.”**’ This is
certainly a major improvement on the idea that the MT is the original text,
although when it comes to application Dresher still cites percentages of small
details with the defense of the Labovian dictum “we have to make the best of
very bad data.””®® This raises the question of when we should ask whether the
data are simply too bad to do some of the things Dresher attempts to do with
them.

Givon’s article is an example of a piece that is strong on linguistic theory,
but weak on understanding the nature of the sources.’” Apart from the
problematic issue of which compositions Givon chooses for the construction of
his linguistic continuum, it is clearly a fundamental assumption that the
language of the MT of these compositions presents reliable information in detail
about the language of the original authors. We do not mean to single Givén out
here, since this approach is so pervasive among Hebrew language scholars.

5 Miller-Naudg, “Diachrony,” 10, 12.

226 Dresher, “Methodological,” 22.

27 Ibid., 24.

28 Ibid., 23.

29T, Givén, “Biblical Hebrew as a Diachronic Continuum,” in DBH, 39-59.
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Naudé first discusses the stabilization of the biblical text in the context of a
single writer finishing his text,”" which has nothing to do with the actual
historical issue of when and how the textual fluidity of the B.C.E. period became
the textual stability of the C.E. period. Later he acknowledges: “The problem
with biblical texts is that they are so heavily mediated: they were transmitted
through multiple editors and copyists.”*"' It is good to see Hebrew language
scholars becoming aware of such issues, but it is unclear that Naudé has come to
a satisfactory conclusion as to how this fact impacts his scholarship, since the
following paragraphs do not relate clearly to this statement and a few pages later
he cites a Qumran biblical text as a contrast to “BH” (= the MT)!**

Cook is another good example of a language scholar seriously trying to
grapple with the linguistic data.” He does not dispute the text-critical evidence
we have provided and tries to get around the problem by using “diachronic
typology,” in other words, common directions of grammatical development
documented cross-linguistically. This is a positive approach, and it appears to
hold more promise than Holmstedt’s approach, since it need not be based on
some perceived chronology of the biblical writings, although it is disappointing
when, in application, the data from biblical texts (meaning the MT) consist of
relatively small numbers of biblical forms that are analyzed for their frequency
and remarks are made about the supposed date of these books. This still implies
that Cook thinks that the distribution of small details in the MT is significant
evidence of the language of original authors. Contrast this with large-scale
variations in frequency of linguistic forms such as are found in MT and Qumran
Samuel, or in other non-MT biblical texts.

Forbes and Andersen’s article receives attention in the context of our
discussion of the spelling of “David” in Qumran Samuel (2.1), since this is one
of the major case studies in their article, which deals with the spelling patterns
of the MT. It is a puzzling article for a number of reasons. First, it constructs a
theoretical model of how spelling might have changed in the textual
transmission of ancient texts, rather than observing the actual data. Because it is
totally theoretical, the article assumes that orthographic change is due to the
gradual introduction of “copying errors.”*** Total replacement of one spelling by
another in non-MT texts, as seems to be evidenced in the case of “David,” which
the article discusses only in light of the MT, is hardly a case of error, but rather
of systematic spelling change. Second, in light of the consistent changes of
spelling of “David” in different manuscripts of Samuel, their suggestion that on

20§ A. Naudé, “Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew and a Theory of Language Change
and Diffusion,” in DBH, 61-81 (64-65).

> Ibid., 74.

*2 Ibid., 76.

23 Cook, “Detecting.”

24 See, for example, A. D. Forbes and F. I. Andersen, “Dwelling on Spelling,” in
DBH, 127-45 (129-32).
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the basis of a statistical analysis of the spelling in MT Samuel “one might have
considerable confidence in the assertion that ‘the composer(s) of Samuel likely
never spelled “David” plene,”” sounds strange. Presumably a statistical analysis
of the consistent spelling in 1QSam/4QSam” or 1QIsa” would lead to an equally
confident conclusion that the composers always spelled “David” plene. A final
puzzling feature of the article is the impression it conveys that orthography is
relevant to the main discussion of the volume in which it appears, Diachrony in
Biblical Hebrew, about whether one can use linguistic criteria to tell the
difference between an early preexilic Hebrew and a late postexilic Hebrew.
Nowhere in the article is there mention of the fact, clearly stated in Andersen
and Forbes, Spelling in the Hebrew Bible, that all MT orthography is
postexilic.”

Bloch shows some awareness of variant texts, discussing for example a
variant in Isa 14:8.7° However, the article is mainly a discussion of the
distribution of unusual forms in the MT. For example, he lists the occurrences of
the suffix —mw in the MT of Exod 15 and Deut 32 without even mentioning the
divergent distributions of these forms in 4QExod° and the SP.*

Fassberg begins his article by stating: “The Kethiv/Qere perpetuum 873 of
the 3fs independent pronoun is attested 120 times in the Pentateuch, as well as 3
times in the Prophets and Writings.”>*® By “Pentateuch” he means of course the
MT Pentateuch. Although he mentions the theory that this is a peculiarity of the
manuscript tradition lying behind the MT,”’ he never discusses the considerable
non-MT textual evidence from Qumran and the SP that is relevant to the
question, even though he cites references that discuss it, and hence must have
been aware of it. This would seem to indicate that Fassberg only considers the
MT as evidence of BH.

25 B 1. Andersen and A. D. Forbes, Spelling in the Hebrew Bible: Dahood
Memorial Lecture (BibOr 41; Rome: Biblical Institute, 1986), 312. Andersen and Forbes
argue that spelling patterns of the MT could reflect a relative chronology of canonization.
For example, the Torah is more defective than other works, and hence this might be
evidence that it was canonized earlier (ibid., 313—-16). However one assesses this claim,
we should be clear that Andersen and Forbes’s work is not claiming that the biblical
orthography in general is anything but “late.”

26y, Bloch, “The Third-Person Masculine Plural Suffixed Pronoun —mw and Its
Implications for the Dating of Biblical Hebrew Poetry,” in DBH, 147-70 (156).

27 Ibid., 156 n. 20; and for the textual evidence see I. Young, “The ‘Archaic’ Poetry
of the Pentateuch in the MT, Samaritan Pentateuch, and 4QExod®,” AbrN 35 (1998): 74—
83.

28 g E. Fassberg, “The Kethiv/Qere R, Diachrony, and Dialectology,” in DBH,
171-80 (171).

3 Ibid., 172, and his caricature of the argument on p. 177.
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Notarius only makes vague references to “some textual and linguistic
fluctuations™ in the complex poetic texts she discusses.”*’ As is common with
older-style Hebrew language study, she treats the details of the MT as reliable
evidence of the language of the archaic period when she understands these texts
to have been composed.

Bar-Asher Siegal only mentions issues of variant texts as interesting
sidelights,*' however this is probably not a major problem for his argument
which relies rather on large-scale variations between BH and Rabbinic Hebrew,
rather than on the details which vary in the manuscripts.

Pat-El makes no references to issues of textual variation, although she
indirectly does in her suggestion that many northern linguistic features of the
text were leveled by southern scribes.”*” Instead, as is common with old-style
Hebrew language scholars, she considers minor details of the MT to be
significant evidence of the language of original authors, including details of
vocalization.**

Paul is explicit that he considers the collection of minor linguistic details of
the MT that he presents as evidence of the original language of Second Isaiah.
“They are important because their attestation in the prophecies of Second Isaiah
provides scholars of the history of Hebrew with a date.”***

Rendsburg discusses many specific details of language, which he takes as
evidence of the language of original authors or indeed their northern, Israelian
sources, with no reference to non-MT biblical texts. 2

Cohen’s article is the only one included under the sub-heading “Text-
Critical Considerations” in the volume’s “Contents.” Cohen’s openness to text-
critical considerations in this and other publications is commendable. That said,
however, a criticism of Cohen is that his understanding of textual criticism is
rather far from the view of the text held by scholars like Tov and Ulrich
mentioned above (whom he does not reference), and rather close to the idea that
the MT is the “original” text of the Bible. His opening sentence mentions
“proper textual analysis including occasionally, when absolutely justified, minor
textual emendations of the MT.”**® This sounds very much like the position of

20 T, Notarius, “The Archaic System of Verbal Tenses in ‘Archaic’ Biblical
Poetry,” in DBH, 193-207 (194).

21 B Bar-Asher Siegal, “Diachronic Syntactic Studies in Hebrew Pronominal
Reciprocal Constructions,” in DBH, 209-44 (226 n. 34, 227 n. 36).

22 pat-El, “Syntactic,” 257 n. 37.

> Ibid., 254 n. 28.

24§ M. Paul, “Signs of Late Biblical Hebrew in Isaiah 40-66,” in DBH, 293-99
(294).

3 G. A. Rendsburg, “Northern Hebrew through Time: From the Song of Deborah to
the Mishnah,” in DBH, 339-59.

#6 C. Cohen, “Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew Lexicography and Its Ramifications
for Textual Analysis,” in DBH, 361-75 (361).
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Hurvitz that the MT is the original text of the Bible, but has very occasional
textual blemishes. Contrast this with the text-critical consensus that the MT
should be thought of as just another text, and is certainly not to be assumed to be
the original text of the Bible. Cohen’s assumptions about the nature of the
biblical text come through in all his discussions. Thus, for example, he states
that the second person singular feminine suffix —f is attested “especially in the
much later books of Jeremiah and Ezekiel,”*" ignoring the regular appearance
of this form in the SP. If it were not for the belief that the MT is the original
text, it would be obvious that the simplest solution would be that this
typologically older form has been lost elsewhere through textual updating in the
MT. At the very least, this possibility would be explored. The article focuses on
details of the MT. He concludes: “[TThe positive results of this example clearly
demonstrate the need for a proper diachronic perspective in BH textual analysis,
especially as an additional justification for textual emendations of the MT (even
for minor textual emendations).”**® But most of the “facts” about diachronic
developments in BH were constructed from the details of the MT, which we
have indicated are very fluid. They are not fluid for Cohen, who pays attention
to the text only within the constraints of a conviction that the MT is almost
completely in all its details the language written by the original authors.

The authors of the three articles in the section “Comparative Semitic
Perspectives on Diachrony” all make important points about the problems that
the textual history of the biblical writings make for historical linguistic study, in
contrast to the sources for the languages they study. Sokoloff points out:

Apart from literary texts such as the Proverbs of Ahigar, preserved in a fifth-
century B.C.E. copy of an earlier text, and the Aramaic material in the biblical
books of Ezra and Daniel, all of the first millennium B.C.E. texts are original
and can be dated definitely either on internal or external grounds. Hence from
the point of view of a diachronic study, questions of textual transmission are

irrelevant.?*

7 Ibid., 362-63 n. 6.

> Ibid., 371.

29 M. Sokoloff, “Outline of Aramaic Diachrony,” in DBH, 379405 (379). Compare
Pat-El’s statement to the same effect: “In order to show the merits of historical syntax for
comparative Semitic linguistics, I have chosen Aramaic as the main source of data. This
choice is not random. .. Aramaic has a large number of attested dialects spread over a vast
geographical area. Unlike some other languages (Classical Arabic and Biblical Hebrew),
texts in Aramaic were not harmonized to a point where their original features were
blurred. Thus, this language is suitable for syntax reconstruction. It has a long
documented history (circa 3,000 years)...” (N. Pat-El, Studies in the Historical Syntax of
Aramaic [Perspectives on Linguistics and Ancient Languages 1; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias,
2012], 7-8 [emphasis added]).
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And in his conclusion he says: “Because the provenience and date of nearly all
of the first-millennium B.C.E. sources are known, the diachrony of these
[linguistic] items can be followed.”*° Lam and Pardee say:

It may appear obvious, but the discrete nature of the Ugaritic corpus is an
important factor in relation to diachronic analysis. The Hebrew Bible comes to
us as a single composite text, shaped through layers upon layers of redaction,
and further mediated through centuries of scribal transmission. Thus, the
identification and isolation of distinct text-stages (or sources) for diachronic
analysis is itself hypothetical. By contrast, the Ugaritic data consist of distinct
tablets (approx. 2000 texts at last count), each of which (more or less)
represents a single event of inscription in antiquity. In theory, then, it ought to
be possible to arrange them in a chronological sequence. To put it another way,
the “sources” have already been delineated.?!

Kouwenberg notes: “Thus, generally speaking, Akkadian texts are ecasy to date
on the basis of both linguistic and nonlinguistic criteria. This does not apply,
however, to literary texts.””* All the biblical texts we have are of course late
copies of literary writings. It is interesting that these three articles have such a
clear idea of the problems with using the biblical writings for historical
linguistic analysis, whereas the bulk of the articles directly about BH itself
struggle with coming to terms with such issues. Presumably this is because such
a radical reorientation is required to get away from the manner in which Hebrew
language scholarship has previously been undertaken. Finally, we wonder why
in this regard the editors of Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew did not seek to
compare the three ‘“comparative Semitic perspectives on diachrony” with
perspectives on “diachrony in Biblical Hebrew,”> seeing that the issue of
sources is taken very seriously in non-BH historical linguistic research (see
chapter 2, 2.3).

3.7. DISCUSSION

All of the evidence currently available paints the same picture: while the
basic features shared by almost every BH writing are quite stable in their textual
transmission, the specific linguistic details of the biblical compositions were
fluid, in particular the less common linguistic forms.

20 Sokoloff, “Outline,” 401.

»1J.C.P.Lam and D. Pardee, “Diachrony in Ugaritic,” in DBH, 407-31 (409).

2 Kouwenberg, “Diachrony,” 437. See the discussion of Akkadian in chapter 2
(2.34).

233 See Miller-Naudé, “Diachrony,” 11-12.
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The basic features shared by almost every BH text are quite stable, so that
our surviving texts give us no reason to doubt that the basic features of BH were
characteristic of earlier compositional stages of the biblical books. Examples of
basic features include the use of wayyigtol in narrative, TWR as the relative
pronoun, or NXT as the feminine singular demonstrative pronoun, as opposed to
the situation in Rabbinic Hebrew where we find the absence of wayyigtol, and
common use of the relative w and the feminine singular demonstrative 1.

The specific linguistic details of the biblical compositions were fluid, in
particular the less common linguistic items. As we have documented, there is a
very large amount of work that has been done on BH which has attempted to
find significance in small differences in the linguistic usage of, say, Ezekiel, and
to consider that MT Ezekiel preserves linguistic peculiarities of the prophet
himself. Very prominent examples of this are the many attempts to argue for the
date of a biblical composition on the basis of its language in its MT form.>>* The
data from the MT parallel passages and non-MT biblical manuscripts (chapters
5-6 and appendixes 1-2), viewed in light of the consensus of textual critics
about the text of the Hebrew Bible, indicates that such attempts at precision are
undermined by the fluidity of just this sort of “distinctive” data in the textual
transmission of the biblical books.

In fact, all scholars that we are aware of agree that preexilic biblical
writings have undergone fundamental updating. It is universally agreed that the
script and orthography of preexilic inscriptions give evidence of the script and
orthography in which preexilic texts would have been written. Most scholars
consider that many biblical writings have their ultimate origin in the preexilic
period. However, no attested biblical text, not even the earliest from Qumran,
reflects preexilic script and spelling. The orthography of all known biblical
manuscripts evidences a later stage than the spelling of the preexilic Hebrew
inscriptions™ and must reflect systematic scribal reworking of the biblical texts.
If one were to take the forms of orthography of our current texts as evidence of
the original date of their authors, we would have fairly solid proof that no
biblical composition dates earlier than the Persian period. However, most
scholars acknowledge that the current form of the biblical text is irrelevant for
the date of the original composition.*®

2% See the thorough documentation of this point in LDBT 2:1-71.

35, Young, “Late Biblical Hebrew and Hebrew Inscriptions,” in BHSCT, 276311
(308-9); LDBT 1:150-52. For the very rare traces of earlier spelling practices see, for
example, I. Young, “Observations on the Third Person Masculine Singular Pronominal
Suffix -H in Hebrew Biblical Texts,” HS 42 (2001): 225-42.

26 We noted above the statement by Andersen and Forbes: “The spelling in the
textus receptus still reflects a stage in the transmission of the text that is later than pre-
exilic times” (Andersen and Forbes, Spelling, 312).
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Other cases where systematic reworking of early biblical texts is
presupposed by many scholars may be added to this one. For example, many
scholars think that at least some biblical writings date back in some form to the
second millennium B.C.E. However, despite a very few possible archaisms, even
a text so widely cited as archaic as the Song of the Sea in Exod 15, is still
characterized by numerous linguistic forms that do not match with our other
evidence for second millennium B.C.E. Northwest Semitic.”>” If these texts (or
any other Pentateuch writings) are indeed very early, the most obvious appraisal
of their linguistic form is that they have undergone a comprehensive linguistic
revision.

Another example is the complete absence from the Hebrew Bible of what
are usually considered distinctive features of preexilic Israelian (northern)
Hebrew as evidenced in inscriptions. It is regularly assumed that (many)
writings in the Bible have their ultimate origin in the north.”® The complete
absence of traces of the features known from inscriptions such as the theophoric
ending on personal names 1"~ rather than 177°~, or the form nw rather than nw for
“year” would seem to indicate linguistic revision on a large scale.

Where does this leave historical linguistic study of the biblical writings? We
can still do linguistic analysis on the biblical texts, but we need to be clear about
what we are doing. Only large-scale and basic features of the language of the
biblical compositions are likely to go back to earlier stages of their literary
composition. We may also offer linguistic analyses of less common features, but
we must not imagine that if such features appear say, in the MT of Jeremiah, we
are likely talking about the actual details of the language of the prophet Jeremiah
himself.

An interesting question is whether there are cases of “deviant” (less
common) language about which we can still have some degree of confidence
that they go back to the earliest compositional stages of the biblical book in
question? We suggest that an argument can be made for such in exceptional
circumstances. In particular, it seems to us that a case can be made that the
pervasively different language of Qoheleth and the Song of Songs was always a
feature of those books. Certainly this would not apply to the details of the

7 An obvious example is the absence of the second millennium B.C.E. case system
on nouns, even from the consonantal skeleton of the text, as evidenced in feminine
singular nouns ending with /e instead of faw. On “Archaic Biblical Hebrew” see LDBT
1:312-40 (on Exod 15 see especially 334-38); R. C. Vern, Dating Archaic Biblical
Hebrew Poetry: A Critique of the Linguistic Arguments (Perspectives on Hebrew
Scriptures and Its Contexts 10; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2011), 81-129.

28 See, for example, G. A. Rendsburg, “A Comprehensive Guide to Israelian
Hebrew: Grammar and Lexicon,” Orient 38 (2003): 5-35; idem, Evidence; idem,
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, 2002); idem, “Northern”; Noegel and Rendsburg, Solomon’s.
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language of MT Qoheleth or MT Song of Songs. The Qumran evidence
indicates that there were texts with different linguistic profiles in details of each
of these books.”® What we mean, however, is that there is a case that can be
made that the overall “non-classical” (or PCH) linguistic forms of these books
can be traced back to their earliest composition.

Another interesting question relates to the status of the so-called “Late
Biblical Hebrew” books of Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and Chronicles. We
have agreed with earlier scholars such as Hurvitz that these five books in the
form we know them are distinguished by their quantifiably higher accumulations
of some linguistic features that are less common in most other MT biblical
books. We do not have access to significant non-MT evidence for the text of
these books, but a general question is whether these accumulations of less
common linguistic features are sufficiently large-scale to make the case that the
distinctive linguistic profiles of these books in their MT form go back to their
earliest compositional stages. Young has a couple of times speculated on the
basis of what he described as an “optimistic” text-critical position that took it
that these linguistic profiles could possibly be traced back to the earliest
compositional layers.® It seems to us now that there is even less reason for
Young’s optimism. First, even in the late, fragmentary evidence in our
possession, there are isolated cases where a large accumulation of “late”
linguistic features is added to a section of a manuscript, which raise the
possibility that such accumulations in the LBH books could be due to textual
processes, not original composition. **" Second, we are still talking about
accumulations of individual details, the very details which are so fluid in textual
transmission. While we could argue that it is the overall openness to linguistic
variety that is the large-scale and pervasive feature of these texts, alternative

> In particular 4QCant® has a high proportion of linguistic variants, including
distinctively different distributions of some linguistic features. See 1. Young, “Notes on
the Language of 4QCant®” JJS 52 (2001): 122-31.

260 Young, “Concluding,” 315-16; idem, “What,” 263.

261 Young, “Loose,” 109-10. See also the sample selected from 1 Chr 13, 15-17,
which is parallel to a sample from 2 Sam 6-7, discussed in LDBT 1:133-34. Samuel has
six PCH features, whereas the Chronicles parallel in this case has a significantly higher
accumulation of twelve PCH features. While at first glance this amounts to adding only
six PCH features to the total, when we look closer, we find a lack of overlap between
many of the PCH forms. This lack of overlap in parallel texts is further evidence that the
linguistic forms in the text, specifically here the PCH forms, are due to the scribal
transmission of the texts, not the chronological position of the “original author.” Only
three PCH forms are shared between both texts, which means that actually Chronicles has
nine unique PCH forms which are unparalleled in Samuel. This text shows it is
theoretically possible to add enough PCH forms to change the profile of a text from SCH
to PCH.
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explanations of what amount to, at the end of the day, not very many linguistic
features, are perhaps equally possible. Thus Carr

raises the question of whether part of the late linguistic profile of books such as
Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, Esther, Daniel, Song of Songs, and other relatively
marginal books in the Hebrew Bible results from the freer way that they were
transmitted, while the relative lack of late linguistic isoglosses in the
Pentateuch might result from the extra care taken in its textual transmission.**

We must remind ourselves that varied as our textual evidence is for the
Hebrew Bible, it is still only very late and very fragmentary. We recall Tov’s
opinion: “The textual diversity visible in the Qumran evidence from the 3™
century BCE onwards is probably not representative of the textual situation in
earlier periods, when the text must have been much more fluid.”*** Without an
adequate corpus of dated extra-biblical texts and, more importantly, early
biblical manuscripts situated in time and place, we can only speculate about how
much the language of our current texts varies from that of the putative preexilic
originals of some of the books. We offer one such speculation in chapter 9 (9.4).

All of the evidence from parallel texts in the MT indicates that the current
texts of the biblical books are late, thoroughly revised and reworked versions of
earlier texts whose distinctive linguistic features are lost to us. The evidence

2 Carr, Formation, 128. Carr’s suggestion receives circumstantial support from
Trebolle’s description of different books and groups of books which were processed
differently:  “differently copied and preserved...transmitted...composed and
edited...translated. ..quoted...ordered...interpreted. . .authorized.” See J. C. Trebolle
Barrera, “A ‘Canon Within a Canon’: Two Series of Old Testament Books Differently
Transmitted, Interpreted and Authorized,” RevQ 19 (2000): 383-99; idem, “Qumran
Evidence for a Biblical Standard Text and for Non-Standard and Parabiblical Texts,” in
The Dead Sea Scrolls in Their Historical Context (ed. T. H. Lim, L. W. Hurtado, A. G.
Auld, and A. Jack; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2000), 89—-106. To these discussions one can
add observations on linguistic choices in E. Ben Zvi, “The Communicative Message of
Some Linguistic Choices,” in A Palimpsest: Rhetoric, Ideology, Stylistics and Language
Relating to Persian Israel (ed. E. Ben Zvi, D. V. Edelman, and F. H. Polak; Perspectives
on Hebrew Scriptures and Its Contexts 5; Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2009), 269-90; and
also observations on language variations in relation to ritual texts, especially with
reference to the Pentateuch, in Hobson, Transforming. As for Young’s theory, admittedly
it was a little more sophisticated than, for example, simply relating the language of the
book of Ezekiel to the prophet Ezekiel himself. He stated that it was “related not just to
the outlook of the original authors of these works but also to the groups who nurtured the
original traditions” (Young, “Concluding,” 316). Thus, even if the current linguistic
profiles cannot be traced back to the earliest compositional layers, the accumulation of
uncommon linguistic features could be evidence at least of the scribal history of the
current text of these books, in line with Carr’s suggestion just quoted.

263 Tov, Textual, 166 n. 24.
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indicates that the most basic features of BH remained textually stable over the
corpus as a whole. However, no reliance can be placed on any of the
manuscripts currently in our possession that they provide us specific information
about the particular linguistic usage of any of the authors of the individual
compositions in the corpus.

3.8. CONCLUSION

Finally, returning outside textual variation and transmission matters to the
broader issues of sources and philology, we are met nearly across the board by a
deafening silence in BH historical linguistic and linguistic dating literature. A
review of scholarship shows undeniably that there is almost a complete absence
of assessment of the nature of the sources of data and philological analysis in the
sense of the full panoply of critical scholarship on written documents. In this
chapter we have mentioned many of the major language “players” and
publications in the field and we have found no reason to change our appraisal of
the state of research.”® In the vast majority of cases scholars go no farther than
citing Kutscher’s study of 1QIsa” in support of the antiquity and reliability of the
MT or Hurvitz’s proposal that historical analysis of BH should be based on the
MT. (Hurvitz, of course, was a student of Kutscher.) We have commented on
Kutscher’s work above (3.4 and 3.6.1) and we return to it in chapter 4 (4.4.2.2).
When all is said and done, however, given conventional historical linguistic
theory and method related to matters such as the ones we have discussed in this
chapter (cf. chapter 2), we think it is ironic that several scholars have chided
Tov’s Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible for its lack of interaction with
“Biblical Hebrew grammar” and “linguistic analysis” and for failing to “contain
a chapter, or even a section, on the history of Hebrew,” when in fact the far
more egregious error is the virtual absence of any philological (literary, textual,
etc.) considerations whatsoever in almost the entirety of BH historical linguistic
and linguistic dating literature. In conclusion, just as “it should not be postulated
that 9% better or more frequently reflects the original text of the biblical books
than any other text,””*” so also it should not be postulated that the language of

%% 1n order of appearance in this chapter, we have mentioned or discussed some
writings of Rooker, Rendsburg, Kutscher, Polzin, Sdenz-Badillos, Schniedewind,
Hurvitz, Bergey, Wright, Holmstedt, Joosten, Polak, Zevit, including articles and books,
noteworthy histories of the Hebrew language, the major set of articles in the recently
published Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew, and so on. And in our reading of the
Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics, which we have cited at various
points above, we have found no significant discussions of these issues, even when such
discussions might be expected given the recent debate about the history of ancient
Hebrew.

265 Tov, Textual, 11-12.
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the MT better or more frequently reflects the “original” language of the biblical
authors than any other text.”* In the following chapters we aim to explore some
facets of BH language in light of the issues we have raised in these first three
chapters of this book.

%6 We stress that we are not simply MT “bashing” or jettisoning the general
“antiquity” and “reliability” of the MT, nor for that matter any other text. However,
descriptive words like these must be qualified in accordance with the issues related to MT
and non-MT texts which we discuss in this chapter. Furthermore, it is entirely expected
that ancient scribally-created writings like those of the Hebrew Bible, individually and
collectively, will contain various kinds of archaisms and innovations, relics and updates,
antique and “modern” elements, and so on. The anchor-drag development of such
writings naturally relates to both their linguistic and non-linguistic content, the latter
including such matters as cultural, historical, political, and religious phenomena. For
example, with regard to the book of Samuel, see the references in point 5 on
“synchronisms” in Rezetko, Source, 10—12 n. 24. Moreover, what we are describing here
naturally applies also to the different copies of those writings (i.e., MT and non-MT
alike) when they have been transmitted in multiple copies, such as we find with the
variety of (albeit many fragmentary) copies of individual biblical books. Therefore,
again, our objective is not to discard the MT, but rather, to deprivilege it in historical
linguistic research, in accord with modern text-critical practice (above) and normative
historical linguistic theory and method (chapter 2, 2.3).



Chapter 4

Cross-Textual Variable Analysis:
Theory and Method

4.1.INTRODUCTION

In this chapter we aim to accomplish the following objectives. We begin by
introducing three common procedures for the capture and analysis of linguistic
variables in written sources, intra-, inter-, and cross-textual analysis, with a
special focus on the latter (4.2). Then we give some illustrations of cross-textual
variable analysis in English, French, and Spanish writings (4.3). Next we give a
synopsis of past research on parallel texts in the MT Bible and on biblical
writings that have survived in multiple manuscripts, in particular the MT, DSS,
and LXX (4.4). Finally we summarize several additional issues, including the
kinds of variants that are observable between parallels and manuscripts, and
scribal practices related to biblical manuscripts (4.5).

4.2. SKETCH OF CROSS-TEXTUAL VARIABLE ANALYSIS

In an article on grammatical variables' Auer and Voeste describe three
methods of “data capture” for the analysis of variants in a historical perspective.’
The first method, “intra-textual” variable analysis, “examines the frequency and
range of variants in one text or a corpus of texts that has been compiled for this
purpose and is treated as a single text,” such as the Nuremberg chronicle or a
corpus of texts such as the lettres provinciales.” The second method, “inter-

"' A variable, we recall, is a set of two or more variants that may be used
alternatively to say the same thing (cf. chapter 2,2 4).

2 A. Auer and A. Voeste, “Grammatical Variables,” in The Handbook of Historical
Sociolinguistics (ed. J. M. Herndndez Campoy and J. C. Conde Silvestre; Blackwell
Handbooks in Linguistics; Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012), 253-70 (259-61).

3 Ibid., 259; cf. the remark on “intra-textual variation” in the section “Authenticity
(purity in texts)” in Hernandez Campoy and Schilling, “Application,” 68.
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textual” variable analysis, compares “the results of two or more intra-textual
investigations,” such as the Nuremberg chronicle and other incunabula, “thereby
changing the external determinants such as time or place.”* The third method,
“cross-textual” variable analysis, “compares the variants in different versions of
the same text.”” On this last method they add:

The main purpose of this method is to focus on the alterations from one version
to another in order to detect a pattern of deliberate changes. As a precondition,
it requires successive textual records, such as concept, draft, first manuscript,
and fair copy, or different copies or editions of the same text. This method is
favored by scholars such as those working on the tradition of the Bible or on
European legends like Melusine or Tristan and Iseult which were retold in
numerous sources. In contrast to an intra- and inter-textual analysis, this
method seeks to compare the variants as single items in different versions line
by line and paragraph by paragraph...This approach, comparing different
versions, is particularly suited to uncovering differences and similarities
between texts when such differences are not evident in an inter-textual
examination.®

So, for example, Auer and Voeste give the following illustration of variants of
the German preterite form in third person singular and plural in two manuscripts
of the Melusine:’

4 Auer and Voeste, “Grammatical,” 260.

5 Ibid., 260; cf. the remark on “variation...across manuscripts” in the section
“Invariation” in Hernandez Campoy and Schilling, “Application,” 68.

® Auer and Voeste, “Grammatical,” 260-61. Apparently Voeste coined the name
“cross-textual variable analysis” (personal communication from Anja Voeste). She used
“crosstextuelle Variationsanalyse” in her article A. Voeste, “Den Leser im Blick: Die
Professionalisierung des Setzerhandwerks im 16. Jahrhundert und ihre Auswirkungen auf
die Orthographie der Druckausgaben der »Melusine«,” in Zeichensprachen des
literarischen Buchs in der friihen Neuzeit: Die yMelusine« des Thiiring von Ringoltingen
(ed. U. Rautenberg, H.-J. Kiinast, M. Habermann, and H. Stein-Kecks; Munich: de
Gruyter, 2013), 129-50. A similar phrase appears in “the crucial importance of analyzing
textual and cross-textual W[ord]O[order] variations in synchrony and diachrony for
understanding change” (R. Sornicola, E. Poppe, and A. Shisha-Halevy, “Introduction,” in
Stability, Variation and Change of Word-Order Patterns Over Time [ed. R. Sornicola, E.
Poppe, and A. Shisha-Halevy; CILT 213; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2000], ix—xxxi
[xix; emphasis added]).

7 Auer and Voeste, “Grammatical,” 261; cf. Voeste, “Leser,” 137. The details of the
manuscripts are in Auer and Voeste, “Grammatical,” 268 n. 4; Voeste, “Leser,” 137.
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Figure 4.1
Reproduced by permission of Blackwell Publishing Ltd

In this book the quantitative approach of variationist historical
sociolinguistics, which we are calling variationist analysis, and which we
develop in chapters 7-9, is an application of intra-textual variable analysis, since
we treat the Hebrew Bible and Classical Hebrew more generally as a single
(complete and closed) corpus of writings, though the individual constituents
obviously do not come from the same time and place. Cross-textual variable
analysis (or cross-textual comparison), the focus of this chapter and chapters 5—
6, focuses on different texts or manuscripts of the individual writings within this
corpus, such as the MT and Qumran scrolls of Samuel. The method is applied
analogously to parallel or synoptic writings in the Hebrew Bible (MT), since in
the case of such writings it is relatively certain that one was originally dependent
on another, unless both were dependent on a common source. The essence of
CTVA is that divergent texts or manuscripts of the same composition, which we
call multiversion literature, can be used by the historical linguist, or historical
sociolinguist, to explore, classify, and count individual variations, groups of
variations, and, if any, patterns of variation, and these in turn can be used as a
foothold to gain insight into the reasons behind those variations, including
diachronic, diatopic, diastratic, diaphasic, diasituative, and/or other
sociolinguistic determinants of variation (see chapter 2, 2.4). In our case, we are
mainly interested in changes in manuscripts and possible (ongoing or
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completed) changes in language which they may represent, and ultimately we
seek a deeper comprehension of the contours of language variation and change
in the scribally transmitted literature of the Hebrew Bible. Our hope is that our
application of CTVA will be received as a way to begin to deal with the “very
bad data” problem of Biblical/Classical Hebrew, while avoiding two extremes:
emphasizing the extensive manuscript variation so much that we despair and
admit defeat or, conversely, overlooking, neglecting, and dismissing it as if it
were imagined or irrelevant.®

4.3. EXAMPLES FROM ENGLISH, FRENCH, AND SPANISH
4.3.1. ENGLISH

The comparison of chronologically or diatopically different versions of the
same writing (CTVA) is quite a traditional method in historical linguistic
research. An especially noteworthy source of data is Bible translations. Thus
both Campbell and Hock, for example, use Bible translations in English to
introduce and illustrate language variation and change, giving a Bible passage in
a translation from each of the conventional periods of English (OE, ME,
EModE, ModE) and discussing various orthographical, phonological,
grammatical, and lexical differences between them.” German and Spanish Bible
translations also have been the object of in-depth historical linguistic research.'®

8 “True, historical data can be characterized as ‘bad’ in many ways, but we would
rather place the emphasis on making the best use of the data available....This requires
systematicity in data collection, extensive background reading and good philological
work, in other words, tasks that are demanding and time-consuming but by no means
unrealizable” (Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg, Historical, 26).

o Campbell, Historical, 5-8; Hock, Principles, 2-8. Indeed citations from English
Bible translations are ubiquitous in historical linguistic publications. For a general survey
of English Bible translations in the framework of English historical linguistics, focusing
mainly on language standardization in the history of English, see T. Kohnen,
“Standardization: Bible Translations,” in English Historical Linguistics: An International
Handbook (ed. A. Bergs and L. Brinton; 2 vols.; HSK 34; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2012),
1:1039-50.

10On German see, for example, H. Giinther, “,,...und hélt den Verstand an*“—Eine
Etiide zur Entwicklung der deutschen Interpunktion 1522—1961,” in Deutsche Grammatik
in Theorie und Praxis (ed. R. Thieroff, M. Tamrat, N. Fuhrhop, and O. Teuber;
Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer, 2000), 275-86; F. Simmler, “Zur Entwicklung der Stellung
des Pridikats in Aussagesitzen in biblischen Textsorten vom 9. bis zur Mitte des 16.
Jahrhunderts,” in Historische Textgrammatik und Historische Syntax des Deutschen:
Traditionen, Innovationen, Perspektiven (ed. A. Ziegler; Unter Mitarbeit von Christian
Braun 1; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010), 33—-54. On Spanish see, for example, A. Enrique-
Arias, “On the Usefulness of Using Parallel Texts in Diachronic Investigations: Insights
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But CTVA studies of this kind are not limited to Bible translations, since many
other works have been translated multiple times, such as translations into
English of Boethius’s De consolatione philosophiae (Consolation of
Philosophy)." In this section, however, we will use a handful of other examples
from writings in English, French, and Spanish to illustrate some aspects of
CTVA.

Multiple manuscripts of a single writing, and changes in time and/or place
and/or between scribal practices, combine to allow many possible explanations
of differences between the manuscripts, encompassing synchronic and/or
diachronic linguistic factors among others. Here we summarize three studies in
order to give a feel for some of the relevant issues.'> For our first illustration we

from a Parallel Corpus of Spanish Medieval Bible Translations,” in New Methods in
Historical Corpora (ed. P. Bennett, M. Durrell, S. Scheible, and R. J. Whitt; CLIP 3;
Tiibingen: Gunter Narr, 2013), 105-16; idem, “Ventajas e inconvenientes del uso de
Biblia medieval (un corpus paralelo y alineado de textos biblicos) para la investigacién en
lingiiistica historica del espafiol,” in Diacronia de las lenguas iberorromdnicas: nuevas
aportaciones desde la lingiiistica de corpus (ed. A. Enrique-Arias; Madrid:
Iberoamericana, 2009), 269-83. There are many surviving translations of the Bible into
Spanish, beginning with the Biblia alfonsina in c. 1280. An excellent resource is the
online Biblia Medieval (http://bibliamedieval.es; direct link to the corpus:
http://corpus.bibliamedieval.es). Undoubtedly there are many other studies of language
variation and change in biblical texts in many other languages. Currie, for example, uses
examples from Welsh Bible translations and other documents, and Janse from Greek
New Testament manuscripts. See O. Currie, “Word Order Stability and Change from a
Sociolinguistic Perspective: The Case of Early Modern Welsh,” in Stability, Variation
and Change of Word-Order Patterns Over Time (ed. R. Sornicola, E. Poppe, and A.
Shisha-Halevy; CILT 213; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2000), 203-30; M. Janse,
“Stability and Change of Word Order Patterns Over Time,” in Stability, Variation and
Change of Word-Order Patterns Over Time (ed. R. Sornicola, E. Poppe, and A. Shisha-
Halevy; CILT 213; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2000), 231-58. Zeldes compares two
digitized versions of the Gospel of Matthew in Polish, taken from the Gdansk Bible,
originally printed in 1606, and the Warsaw Bible, first published in 1975 (A. Zeldes,
“Data-Based Methods for Historical Grammar and Lexicon Extraction in a Diachronic
Corpus” [M.A. thesis, Humboldt University of Berlin, 2007]).

' See the layout and commentary on the parallel texts of this work in Millward and
Hayes, Biography, 429-317.

12 Many other publications could be discussed here. Larger-scale items which we
have consulted include L. M. D. Caon, “Authorial or Scribal? Spelling Variation in the
Hengwrt and Ellesmere Manuscripts of The Canterbury Tales” (Ph.D. diss., Leiden
University, 2009); C. Elsweiler, Layamon’s Brut between Old English Heroic Poetry and
Middle English Romance: A Study of the Lexical Fields ‘Hero’, ‘Warrior’ and ‘Knight’
(MUTUEP 35; Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2011); D. P. O’Donnell, “Manuscript
Variation in Multiple-Recension Old English Poetic Texts: The Technical Problem and
Poetical Art” (Ph.D. diss., Yale University, 1996); S. N. Sandvold, “Scribal Variation in a
Legal document: A Study of the Bounding of Barmston” (M.A. thesis, University of
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return to LAEME." Laing discusses early ME writings surviving in more than
one version, giving a selection of examples and explaining their value as a
whole.'* Then she selects a single writing for closer inspection, the Poema
Morale. This sermon was written c. 1170-1190 and due to its continuing
popularity it survives in seven manuscripts dating from c. 1175-1300. Laing
gives a parallel layout of six lines (61-66) from the seven manuscripts—there
are between 270 and 400 lines in total, depending on the manuscript—which
display a considerable degree of linguistic variation in lexicon and grammar
(e.g., case, number, and gender distinctions). Among other things she shows that
linguistic differences may be the result of diachronic and/or diatopic variation;
older exemplars may be less conservative linguistically than newer ones and
vice versa; copied texts may be linguistically mixed for reasons other than
diachrony; and she calls attention to the importance of documentary texts of
known dates and places for sorting out diachronically and/or dialectally mixed
language (cf. chapter 2, 2.3.3).

Our second English example is Nevalainen’s analysis of two EModE
editions of The Book of Common Prayer, the Second Edwardine Book of
Common Prayer (1552) and its revision under Charles II in 1661, the Book of
Common Prayer (1662)."° She discusses five types of morphosyntactic revision:
the third person singular present indicative endings -4 and -s,'° the personal
pronouns thou/thee and ye/you, the definite article, the nominative relative
pronouns which and who, and the indicative plurals be and are. The latter two
illustrations are treated in more depth and consideration is given to a variety of
possible conditioning factors. What Nevalainen shows is that revision of the

Stavanger, 2010); M. Swan and E. M. Treharne, eds., Rewriting Old English in the
Twelfth Century (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000); O. M. Traxel,
Language Change, Writing and Textual Interference in Post-Conquest Old English
Manuscripts: The Evidence of Cambridge, University Library, Ii. 1. 33 (MUTUEP 32;
Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2004); D. Yerkes, The Two Versions of Werferth’s
Translation of Gregory’s Dialogues: An Old English Thesaurus (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1979).

"> The remarks on the prologue of Chaucer’s Canterbury Tales (chapter 2, 2.3.1) and
ME manuscript dating/localization (anchor texts and fit-technique) and scribal practices
(chapter 2,2.3.3) are background to the present discussion.

M. Laing, “A Linguistic Atlas of Early Middle English: The Value of Texts
Surviving in More than One Version,” in History of Englishes: New Methods and
Interpretations in Historical Linguistics (ed. M. Rissanen, O. lhalainen, T. Nevalainen,
and I. Taavitsainen; TEL 10; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1992), 566—81.

'3 T. Nevalainen, “Change from Above: A Morphosyntactic Comparison of Two
Early Modern English Editions of The Book of Common Prayer,” in A Reader in Early
Modern English (ed. M. Rydén, I. Tieken-Boon van Ostade, and M. Kyt6; Frankfurt:
Peter Lang, 1998), 165-86.

'S We illustrate this change in chapter 7 (7 4).
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Book of Common Prayer could be regressive, reverting to an older standard of
usage, or largely up-to-date and in keeping with contemporary usage, or in some
rare cases even moderately progressive if compared with other literary varieties,
and furthermore some internal changes can involve a fair amount of systematic
internal variation or heterogeneity and need not always agree with the latest
standard developments.'” Another aspect of Nevalainen’s study anticipates our
discussion of change from above vs. below in chapter 7 (7.3.3). The changes she
describes are illustrations of “learned change,” or “conscious implementation of
change in a prestigious area of language use. In other words, attention is directed
to the role of conscious selection in shaping a prestigious functional variety, as
opposed to the natural selection that is taking place in the more inclusive spoken
standard of the time.”"® “Change from above” is non-natural change and it can
reverse the natural direction of change in a given grammatical system.

Our final English illustration is Grund’s study of the Mirror of Lights, a ME
alchemical text from the fourteenth century that survives in nine more or less
complete copies from the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.'’ He argues that, for
this writing and others,

The variation among the manuscripts obviously opens up a number of tricky
questions and provides challenges for text editors as well as historical linguists.
Among the most fundamental issues are whose usage is actually reflected in the
manuscripts and to what extent all the data in the manuscripts are valid for
historical linguists. These issues are intricately connected, and the answer to the
second question depends on how the first issue is approached.*

In particular, he shows that the manuscripts differ greatly in how they employ
the anaphoric pronouns he and it and the author underscores that “linguistic
studies based on one version would provide very different results from those
using another version as the source,”?! and, “the nature of the source may have
an impact on the quantitative results as well as qualitative conclusions about a
certain case of morpho-syntactic variation.”** In short, it is highly problematic
and clearly impractical from a methodological perspective to separate research
on the history of the text from the history of the language in the text.”

17 Nevalainen, “Change,” 169, 185.

" Ibid., 167.

' P. Grund, “Manuscripts as Sources for Linguistic Research: A Methodological
Case Study Based on the Mirror of Lights,” JEL 34 (2006): 105-125.

*Tbid., 116.

*' Ibid., 105.

*1Tbid., 111.

2 In another publication where he also addresses the connection between these
disciplines Grund reminds us that “many historical texts may have been copied many
times by multiple people, who may have modified the text in various ways. What we thus
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4.3.2. FRENCH

Winters’s article on manuscript variation and syntactic change in Old
French texts of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries is an early exploration of the
link between textual variants and language variations and changes that raises
questions and “with them a consciousness of the possibilities that still lie in what
seem to be already well studied versions of medieval texts.””* Thus she walks
over a lot of ground in a short space. She begins by noting that there have been
few attempts to connect these disciplines—we recall that she was writing only
two decades ago—and indicating that Old French has several advantages for this
kind of research because of the large quantity of manuscripts which cover a wide
number of subjects and genres. Winters speaks about three types of variants,
slips and errors, between which the line is not very clear, and true variants,
which may be unconscious, or conscious in which case the scribe himself may
act as editor. She pinpoints three dimensions that must be kept in mind as one
explores the linguistic significance of variants: time, space (dialect), and style
(“stylistic flourish”). One example she gives is variation between a subjunctive
in hypothetical sentences in one manuscript (e.g., face) and an indicative in
another one (e.g., fait/fet). Here one might expect time to be the salient
dimension, and therefore the difference could attest to change in progress, but it
is equally possible that “we are witnessing the work of the scribe as talented
editor, subtly changing the nuances of the sentence in question,” or “semantic
nuancing.”> In her conclusion she underlines two main reasons for why scribes
willfully chose a particular variant as a way of improving the text. One is “a
straightforward belief that the text is not comprehensible in the form presented
by the document being copied.”” The other is “some kind of less direct desire to
change the text, at times to bring it closer to the regional dialect of the scribe, at
others to make it more modern or, although this is hard to make precise, to make
it more elegant or clever or better presented.”*’

have is a text with several co-authors or co-constructors, and the linguistic variation may
be a reflection of these different co-constructors’ usage.” See P. Grund, “Textual History
as Language History? Text Categories, Corpora, Editions, and the Witness Depositions
from the Salem Witch Trials,” SN 84 (2012): 40-54 (48).

M. E. Winters, “Manuscript Variation and Syntactic Change,” Text 5 (1991): 131—
43 (141).

*1bid., 137.

*°Tbid., 140.

* Tbid., 140.
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4.3.3. SPANISH

Some of the most reflective and systematic work on CTVA has been carried
out on Spanish literature of the Medieval and Golden ages, tenth—fifteenth and
sixteenth—seventeenth centuries, respectively. Once again we recall Kabatek’s
decade-old call for a “reform” of historical linguistic research on Medieval
Spanish, advocating an approach that links the history of language and the
history of texts (chapter 1, 1.3).”® Ferndndez-Ordéiiez and Sénchez-Prieto are
two scholars who in particular have been at the vanguard of the new approach.”
Even so, however, the interdisciplinary text-critical and historical linguistic
approach remains in its infancy and many theoretical and methodological issues
and problems require more thorough investigation. Thus Ferndndez-Ordéiiez, in
the context of surveying a series of grammatical variants in the manuscript
tradition of the General estoria (“General History”) and discussing the common
disengagement between textual and linguistic scholarship, remarks:
“Unfortunately we still lack a theory of textual criticism that allows us to
calculate the degree of linguistic divergence between the original and the copies
that have transmitted it to us, or that allows us to specify which aspects of
grammar are more subject to variation and to quantify the degree of possible
transformation at each level compared to the others.”” In other words, the task,
and how to go about it, of quantifying and qualifying the language variations
that regularly appear in premodern Spanish literary writings which have been
preserved in multiple manuscript copies remains a scholarly desideratum.

Yet there are a significant number of younger scholars who are responding
to the call. A notable example is Pons Rodriguez, whose edited volume Historia
de la lengua y critica textual (“History of Language and Textual Criticism”)

2 Kabatek, “Tradiciones,” 41.

» See, for example, I. Ferndndez-Ordofiez Herndndez, “Transmision manuscrita y
transformacion ‘discursiva’ de los textos,” in Actas del VI Congreso Internacional de
Historia de la Lengua Espariola (ed. J. J. de Bustos Tovar and J. L. Girén Alconchel; 3
vols.; Madrid: Arco/Libros, 2006), 3:3033—45; P. Sdnchez-Prieto Borja, “La lengua como
problema en la edicién de textos medievales,” in Tradiciones discursivas: edicion de
textos orales y escritos (ed. R. Santiago, A. Valenciano, and S. Iglesias; Madrid: Instituto
Universitario Seminario Menéndez Pidal - Editorial Complutense, 2006), 117-62.

% Fernandez-Ordoiiez, “Transmision,” 11 (http://www.uam.es/personal_pdi/filoy
letras/ifo/publicaciones/14_a.pdf; cited March 20, 2013). The original statement is:
“Desgraciadamente todavia carecemos de una teorfa de la critica textual que nos permita
calcular el grado de divergencia lingiiistica entre el original y las copias que nos lo han
transmitido, o que nos permita especificar qué aspectos de la gramdtica estdn mds sujetos
a variacién y cuantificar el grado de transformacién posible en cada nivel en comparacién
con los restantes.”
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brings together numerous insightful articles on this topic.” In her introductory
essay she, like Fleischman (see chapter 2, 2.3.2), unites the disciplines of textual
criticism and historical linguistics (or language history) via the notion of
variation or “variant,” with the hope that the simultaneous application of both
disciplines “allows us to distinguish, from observing what varies from copy to
copy, strata of diffusion of linguistic changes underway and areas of grammar
susceptible to change where [scribal] interventions are concentrated.”** The
subsequent articles in the volume, as Pons remarks, aim to show the
“convergence” between the two disciplines. Two articles in particular are
especially relevant in connection with the objective of the present book. Both
focus on method. The following summaries are necessarily brief in the present
context, and we only seek to underline several aspects of method in each article.

Rodriguez Molina examines interchanges between simple and compound
verb tenses (e.g., salié vs. es salido vs. ha salido) in dozens of manuscripts
(thirteenth—eighteenth centuries) of ten Medieval Spanish writings (thirteenth—
fourteenth centuries).” It is widely recognized that the split ser/haber auxiliary
system of early Spanish gradually evolved, during the fifteenth—seventeenth
centuries, into the use of haber only.** Rodriguez’s aim is to trace the
reverberations of this language change in the transmission histories of specific

3 L. Pons Rodriguez, ed., Historia de la lengua y critica textual (Lingiiistica
iberoamericana 29; Madrid: Iberoamericana, 2006).

2. Pons Rodriguez, “Introduccion: La historia de la lengua y la historia de las
transmisiones textuales,” in Historia de la lengua y critica textual (ed. L. Pons
Rodriguez; Lingiiistica iberoamericana 29; Madrid: Iberoamericana, 2006), 9-17 (11).
The original statement is: “[Partiendo de que el concepto variante, fundamental en esta
manera de operar en critica textual, tiene como subclase el apenas empleado de variante
lingiiistica, y observando que la variante es una unidad de andlisis conocida y muy
manejada en la lingiiistica actual, en este volumen se quiere mostrar la convergencia de
critica textual y lingiiistica (mds concretamente, historia de la lengua) a partir de esa
unidad, cuya aplicaciéon] nos permite diferenciar, a partir de la observacion de qué se
varfa de copia a copia, estratos de difusién de cambios lingiifsticos en marcha y zonas de
gramatica susceptibles al cambio donde se concentran las intervenciones.”

33 J. Rodriguez Molina, “Tradicion manuscrita y gramdtica histérica: los tiempos
compuestos en los textos medievales,” in Historia de la lengua y critica textual (ed. L.
Pons Rodriguez; Lingiifstica iberoamericana 29; Madrid: Iberoamericana, 2006), 19-67.
Rodriguez studies various writings related to Alfonso X (Estoria de Espaiia, General
estoria, Calila y Dimna), Gonzalo de Berceo (Vida de San Milldn de la Cogolla, Vida de
Santo Domingo de Silos, Milagros de Nuestra Sefiora), Pedro Lépez de Ayala (Crdnica
del Rey don Pedro y del Rey don Enrique), Bocados de oro, Libro de Alexandre, and
others.

3 R. I. Penny, A History of the Spanish Language (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1991), 166; idem, Variation and Change in Spanish (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000), 212.
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writings. His basic findings are that there are 124 substitutions in the surviving
manuscripts: 76 simple — compound verb vs. 12 compound — simple verb, and
32 ser — haber vs. 4 haber — ser. In his estimation the evidence suggests
mainly modernization by scribes, as opposed to archaism,” and the changes are
highly patterned, rather than random.

Octavio de Toledo Huerta takes a different approach. Whereas Rodriguez
examines a single linguistic variable in the manuscripts of many writings,
Octavio de Toledo studies a range of morphosyntactic variables in two nearly
contemporaneous and perhaps authentic manuscripts of a single composition, El
Crotalén (c. 1555).”7 Octavio de Toledo’s aim is to illustrate the kinds of
morphosyntactic options which a single writer or scribe could produce in the
sixteenth century. He presents the results of his investigation as a typology or
“variational map” of several dozen different types of linguistic variants, such as
gender allomorphs, la artilleria — el artilleria, rejection of duplication of direct
object, y dexémosle a él — y dexemos a él, and so on. According to his analysis
the regular changes or systematic modifications from manuscript G to
manuscript R are fundamentally aesthetic or stylistic,™ whereas the irregular
changes or unsystematic modifications from manuscript G to manuscript R
relate to ongoing language changes of the sixteenth century.*

Octavio de Toledo and Rodriguez make many helpful observations on
specific and general matters, the latter including the reality of scribal
modification of language, inadvertent and deliberate, during manuscript
transmission; the danger of basing conclusions, regarding particular language
changes in particular writings, on single manuscripts or editions based on single
manuscripts; the need to consider the representativeness and reliability of the
available sources in all historical linguistic research; and so on. Both authors
also acknowledge the embryonic character of their studies, realizing they are
walking in relatively uncharted territory—both cite Fernandez-Ordéfiez and
Séanchez-Prieto as the exceptions—and both also quote a remark by Ferndndez-
Ordéiez, similar to the one we gave above, regarding the absence of a method
for calculating “linguistic distance” between originals and copies and copies of
copies.”’ So, for example, neither contributor calculates or discusses degrees of
change and continuity between the individual manuscripts they examine. Many
facts are enumerated, and certain patterns of change are observed, but the details

3 Rodriguez Molina, “Tradicion,” 43.

3 Ibid., 39, 44-45.

3 A. S. Octavio de Toledo Huerta, “Varia lectio y variaciéon morfosintactica: el caso
del Crotalon,” in Historia de la lengua y critica textual (ed. L. Pons Rodriguez;
Lingiiistica iberoamericana 29; Madrid: Iberoamericana, 2006), 195-263.

3 Ibid., 238-39, 244-45,255-56.

% Ibid., 245-46, 255-56.

40 Octavio de Toledo Huerta, “Varia,” 196-97; Rodriguez Molina, “Tradicién,” 19,
26.
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are not analyzed quantitatively in a scientific manner. We do not say this
because we find some fault with their contributions, but because it illustrates
how much work remains to be done. Questions like these come to mind: Which
language forms and uses change, which do not, why, and why not? How do
changes in copies of individual writings relate to larger trends of change in
corpora of writings? How is this variation reflected in multiple copies of the
same writing which are separated by a distance in time?

Here is where it is possible to break new ground, in studies of Spanish, also
of English and French, for example, and certainly of languages like BH where
research of this kind lags far behind. The contributors to Historia de la lengua y
critica textual use various sorts of CTVA of multiversion writings, but they do
not take the additional step, as suggested by Kabatek and several others, of
implementing variationist historical sociolinguistics, or variationist analysis. In
fact, in the entire volume there are only a very few fly-by-night references to
sociolinguistics, *' one to “sociolingiiistica laboviana” (“Labovian socio-
linguistics”), ** and one to the “paradigma variacionista” (“variationist
paradigm™).* Clearly, much more work remains to be done, on Spanish, and
much more so on BH which, we repeat, lags far behind contemporary historical
linguistic theory and method in this area, and many others.

We conclude this discussion of English, French, and Spanish with the
following observations regarding method. First, as for the scope of CTVA, the
examples we have cited deal with either one linguistic variable in manuscripts of
one (Grund) or multiple writings (Rodriguez) or many or all linguistic variables
in manuscripts of a single writing (Laing, Nevalainen, Octavio de Toledo).
(Winters’s article is more general in its scope.) Ideally, CTVA will deal with all
linguistic variables in all manuscripts of all writings of any particular language
and literature, but in most cases this would be a massive undertaking so some
sort of compromise must be sought. Second, linguistic differences between
manuscripts may be attributed to a variety of reasons. Diachronic, diatopic, and
stylistic factors are the notable ones, but there are others, and no study can
proceed on the basis that many or all differences are due to one particular
reason, and not another one, because the complexity of language variation and
change, and the idiosyncrasies of scribal practices, combine to allow different
explanations in different situations. It must also be emphasized that differences
between manuscripts and writings may be regular or random, and there is not an
absolute one-to-one connection between the systematicity of variants and
particular diachronic, diatopic, or stylistic dimensions. Third, no area of
language is immune from variation and change, whether due to natural

#! Pons Rodriguez, Historia, 90, 305 n. 12, 306, 315.
“1bid., 319.
“ Ibid., 196 n. 1.
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developments in the history of the language, or manipulation of the written
materials in the hands of scribes, and these are not necessarily related, or
unrelated, phenomena. In particular, in relation to all three languages discussed
here—English, French, Spanish—sounds, forms, and uses, including notably
morphological and syntactic items, are all shown to change in the transmission
of texts. Fourth, it is worthwhile to underscore again that scribes did all kinds of
things to texts for all sorts of reasons. They felt different levels of freedom and
constraint. They had different linguistic behaviors. They transmitted the writings
they copied according to different standards of accuracy depending on the
contexts and purposes of the copying. Finally, other observations mentioned
above include, for example, the fact that older exemplars of writings may be less
conservative linguistically than newer ones, and vice versa, and variation
between manuscripts may influence quantitative and/or qualitative conclusions
about particular cases of language variation and change. With these thoughts in
mind we now turn to BH.

4 4. BIBLICAL HEBREW
4.4.1. PARALLELS

This discussion anticipates chapter 5. Comparison of linguistic differences
in parallel (or synoptic) material in the Hebrew Bible has a long history that
goes back at least to the time of Gesenius, and it has a widespread application
that characterizes almost all major publications, from his time to ours, on
diachrony in BH. This is readily confirmed with a glance at any history of
Hebrew (Kutscher, Sdenz-Badillos, etc.) or any one of many monographs on
particular biblical writings (Kropat, Polzin, etc.).* The pervasiveness of the
approach is nicely stated in an article by Joosten when he says, “The main
principles of Hurvitz’ approach, however, are by all means adumbrated in
Gesenius.”* By this he means also the comparison of language in parallel (MT)
material, which is as vital and extensive in the work of Hurvitz as it was central
and critical to Gesenius:

The difference between early and late biblical Hebrew can also be established
by a comparison of texts that were, inner-biblically, quoted or reused in later
writings. The best example of this phenomenon is provided by the parallels

4 For documentation see LDBT 1:18-19, 26-27, 40, 68-69. Note, for example, this
explicit remark by Sdenz-Badillos: “Work in this field demands precise methods. If we
begin by comparing writings that we know for certain to be post-exilic, such as 1 & 2
Chronicles and Ezra-Nehemiah, with parallel pre-exilic texts, like Samuel-Kings (which
runs parallel to Chronicles), we can discover many differences between the two periods”
(Séenz-Badillos, History, 115-16).

= Joosten, “Gesenius,” 100.
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between Samuel-Kings and Chronicles. Gesenius lists a number of instances
where an older form in Samuel-Kings has been replaced with a later one in
Chronicles: orthographical variants include 717 vs. 777, pwnT vs. pwnTT, and
DpPR1 vs. DIpR] (in 1 Kgs 8:20; 2 Chr 6:10); an example of a morphological
change is that of n;‘gpg to m:'?r;, “reign;” lexical instances include 7713 vs.
N9, “corpse,” and NiNaT vs. NiToa, “rafts.”*

Unfortunately, however, Gesenius’s approach, and therefore also Hurvitz’s
approach—as Joosten observes, Hurvitz, and we might add his precursor
Kutscher, merely assumed Gesenius’s approach—has many shortcomings.

To begin, the method is somewhat simplistic. In the end it amounts to little
more than the following four-part equation:

MT Samuel-Kings and the language of MT Samuel-Kings are early.*’
MT Chronicles and the language of MT Chronicles are late.

MT Chronicles is a rewriting of MT Samuel-Kings.

Therefore, by comparing passages and words in early MT Samuel-Kings
vs. late MT Chronicles we can objectively determine what early/preexilic
and late/postexilic BH looked like, respectively.

B

Does this approach hold water? Not really. In chapter 5 we discuss various
problems with it, especially regarding Samuel-Kings and Chronicles, and we
test the expected outcome of the approach by systematically examining four sets
of parallel passages in the MT.*® There is really only a single undeniable
(partial) truth in this equation: Chronicles as a whole is a postexilic (or “late)
composition. It is simply assumed, but altogether unproven, even unargued, that
Samuel and Kings are preexilic or “early” compositions, that the language of
any of these books is representative of a single particular early or late stage of
BH, that Chronicles is a rewriting of Samuel and Kings in general and in its
details, that the comparison of particular forms/uses in these (MT) books tells us
anything about diachronic linguistic development, and so on. These are issues
which fall within the domain of philological analysis, and they require
corroboration, yet Gesenius, Hurvitz, and many other historical linguists have
not engaged in this sort of critical analysis of the biblical sources, their content,
and their relationship with one other. In short, the method is uncritical, and it
neglects to consider a number of important points. Here we simply list several
about which we will say more in later chapters:

“Tbid., 98; cf. 99. See Gesenius, Geschichte, 37-44.

47 Technically speaking, of course, all the references here to “MT” should be to
“proto-MT.”

482 Sam 22//Ps 18; 1 Kgs 22//2 Chr 18; 2 Kgs 18-20//Isa 36-39; 2 Kgs 24-25//Jer
52.
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e Restricted to the MT as if it were the “original” text

e  Unexamined literary—linguistic circularity

e Neglect of non-diachronic explanations (diatopic, diastratic, diaphasic,
diasituative, etc.)

e  Disregard for extra-linguistic factors (editorial, textual, etc.)

e Random extraction of examples (several as if they fit a pattern, inattention
to continuity/invariability, etc.)

e  Presumption of linguistic synchronism between compositions and
manuscripts (i.e., manuscripts of earlier compositions must have earlier
language than manuscripts of later compositions and vice versa)

In short, the kinds of issues we have discussed above with regard to CTVA, and
English, French, and Spanish, are altogether neglected in historical linguistic
research on BH.*

4.4.2. MANUSCRIPTS
4.4.2.1. GENERAL

This discussion anticipates chapter 6. To our knowledge there has been very
little methodical comparison of the language of the Qumran biblical scrolls and
the MT. The notable exception is Kutscher’s work on 1QIsa* and MT Isaiah
which is cited frequently in other language-related publications. In addition
Young examined 4QCant” and, partly, 1QIsa®, and Rezetko studied the Judges
scrolls (1QJudg, 4QJudg?, 4QJudgb).50 The overall absence of such work is
somewhat unsurprising since, first, many language scholars have strong feelings
about the antiquity and reliability of the MT vis-a-vis the Qumran biblical
scrolls (chapter 3), and, second, research of this sort is still in its infancy in
historical linguistics (4.3). For the most part, and comparable to the situation for
MT parallels, language scholars tend to cite just several examples of differences
between the MT and the scrolls in support of a particular argument, and usually
this is done under the assumption that the MT has earlier linguistic forms/uses.
This approach is evident in articles and monographs on particular BH writings
and language issues and in surveys of the language of the scrolls.”' Yet as a rule

* This is amply documented in LDBT 1:45-110 and in other publications cited
therein.

% Otherwise, we are aware of some unpublished conference publications and
doctoral work in progress. In other publications we have looked in varying degrees of
detail at various items of language in the DSS biblical manuscripts and the MT. See the
works cited in LDBT 1:341-60, especially 348 n. 18, and in chapter 1, n. 15 of the present
book.

>l Some aspects of the language of the DSS are discussed in chapters 4-9. In
addition to Kutscher’s monumental study (discussed below), good surveys of the
language of the (biblical/non-biblical) DSS are found in the following publications: M. G.
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historical linguistic and text-critical approaches rarely join forces in evaluating
systematically the language of biblical writings in the various manuscript
sources.

Abegg, Jr., “The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls After Fifty
Years: A Comprehensive Assessment (ed. P. W. Flint and J. C. VanderKam; 2 vols.;
Leiden: Brill, 1998-1999), 1:325-58; idem, “The Linguistic Analysis of the Dead Sea
Scrolls: More Than (Initially) Meets the Eye,” in Rediscovering the Dead Sea Scrolls: An
Assessment of Old and New Approaches and Methods (ed. M. L. Grossman; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010), 48-68; idem, “Profile”; S. E. Fassberg, “Dead Sea Scrolls:
Linguistic Features,” in EHLL 1:663—69; idem, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Language
of Jewish Scriptures,” in The Hebrew Bible in Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. N.
David, A. Lange, K. De Troyer, and S. Tzoref; FRLANT 239; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 2011), 129-36; idem, “The Dead Sea Scrolls and Their Contribution to the
Study of Hebrew and Aramaic,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls in Context: Integrating the
Dead Sea Scrolls in the Study of Ancient Texts, Languages, and Cultures (ed. A. Lange,
E. Tov, and M. Weigold, in association with B. H. Reynolds III; 2 vols.; VTSup 140;
Leiden: Brill, 2011), 1:127-39; J. Joosten, “Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek in the Qumran
Scrolls,” in The Oxford Handbook of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. T. H. Lim and J. J.
Collins; Oxford Handbooks in Religion and Theology; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2010), 351-74; E. Y. Kutscher, “Hebrew Language: The Dead Sea Scrolls,” in
Encyclopaedia Judaica (ed. F. Skolnik; 22 vols.; 2d ed.; Detroit: Thomson Gale, 2007),
8:634-39; idem, History, 93—106; T. Muraoka, “Hebrew,” in Encyclopedia of the Dead
Sea Scrolls (ed. L. H. Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam; 2 vols.; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), 1:340-45; E. Qimron, The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls
(HSM 29; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986); E. Qimron and J. Strugnell, Qumran Cave 4,
Volume 5: Migsat Ma ‘ase Ha-Torah (DJD 10; Oxford: Clarendon, 1994), 65-108; G. A.
Rendsburg, “Qumran Hebrew (With a Trial Cut [1QS]),” in The Dead Sea Scrolls at 60:
Scholarly Contributions of New York University Faculty and Alumni (ed. L. H. Schiffman
and S. Tzoref; STDJ 89; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 217-46; Sdenz-Badillos, History, 130—46;
Schniedewind, Social, 164—90. There are also many relevant contributions in the five
international symposia on the Hebrew of the DSS: T. Muraoka and J. F. Elwolde, eds.,
The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira: Proceedings of a Symposium Held at
Leiden University 11-14 December 1995 (STDJ 26; Leiden: Brill, 1997); idem, Sirach,
Scrolls and Sages: Proceedings of a Second International Symposium on the Hebrew of
the Dead Sea Scrolls, and Ben Sira, and the Mishnah, Held at Leiden University, 15-17
December 1997 (STDJ 33; Leiden: Brill, 1999); idem, Diggers at the Well: Proceedings
of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira
(STDJ 36; Leiden: Brill, 2000); J. Joosten and J.-S. Rey, eds., Conservatism and
Innovation in the Hebrew Language of the Hellenistic Period: Proceedings of a Fourth
International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls & Ben Sira (STDJ 73;
Leiden: Brill, 2007); S. E. Fassberg, M. Bar-Asher, and R. A. Clements, eds., Hebrew in
the Second Temple Period: The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and of Other
Contemporary Sources (STDJ 108; Leiden: Brill, 2013). See also LDBT 1:250-79.
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In addition to the publications discussed in the following sections we can
point to three articles that take good first steps toward remedying the neglect of
CTVA in studies of BH (although they approach the subject from outside the
theoretical and methodological framework of CTVA that we are describing
here). Fassberg points to two reasons why, in his opinion, the DSS biblical
manuscripts have not drawn much attention: many have only recently been
published and “the biblical documents, on the whole, parallel the Masoretic
text.” Following the lead of Kutscher and Muraoka he then summarizes almost
fifty variants of some eighteen syntactic variables (e.g., presence vs. absence of
he locale, simple tense vs. waw consecutive plus verb) in manuscripts (DSS and
MT) of six biblical books (Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Isaiah, Jonah, Psalms)
and he gives about thirty more representative variants in manuscripts of these
and several other books (Numbers, Deuteronomy, Judges, Kings, Jeremiah). He
concludes: “The picture that emerges from a comparison of syntactic features in
multiple copies of biblical books is clear: in the case of many variants, one
syntagm or form is well attested in Classical Hebrew whereas the second is well
known from post-classical Biblical Hebrew, namely Late Biblical Hebrew,
Tannaitic Hebrew, or Samaritan Hebrew.”” He also says: “A comparison of
multiple copies of a biblical book, e.g., the copies of Isaiah, reveals that late
features can be found in all of the manuscripts (not necessarily the same feature
in each manuscript), yet all manuscripts also show some classical features, and
so no one manuscript can be labelled syntactically early or syntactically late;
rather each manuscript is syntactically mixed.”* Fassberg does not claim to give
comprehensive data and so his study should not be faulted for incomplete
coverage of the features and books he discusses. But there are several other
problems with his method. He does not clearly establish “directions” of variation
between the DSS and the MT with regard to each variable or calculate the
frequency of those variations including both change and stability. In general he
seems to conclude that the variation is unsystematic or random since he speaks
about “the random mixing of different syntactic features.”” This leads to an
equally significant problem since “the random mixing of different syntactic
features” is an observation which he applies only to the DSS manuscripts in
comparison with the MT which therefore is envisioned as the “earlier” or
“original” text: “[A]n earlier text has been reworked linguistically by scribes,
who, consciously or unconsciously, were inconsistent in adapting the older

>2'S. E. Fassberg, “The Syntax of the Biblical Documents from the Judean Desert as
Reflected in a Comparison of Multiple Copies of Biblical Texts,” in Diggers at the Well:
Proceedings of a Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Ben Sira (ed. T. Muraoka and J. F. Elwolde; STDJ 36; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 94—109
(95).

> 1bid., 106.

> Ibid., 107.

 1bid., 107.
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literary language to the Hebrew of the period in which they lived.”*® Elsewhere
he speaks about “deviations from the MT,”” “the norm in the MT,”® and with
regard to several syntactic features in poetry it is difficult to determine which “is
original and which is late.””” In short, Fassberg clearly has an MT bias, which is
typical of historical linguistic research on BH as we have shown (see chapter 3).
Several other criticisms are that he gives no analyses of the variants but simply
assumes they have a diachronic explanation; his evaluation is guided by the
conventional periodization of BH and post-BH; and some of the forms/uses he
discusses are uncharacteristic even of the stated periods.

In the beginning of his article Fassberg refers to an article in the same
volume by Muraoka.”” Muraoka’s procedure is similar to Fassberg’s. He begins
by telling us that his approach follows in the footsteps of Kutscher, Bendavid,
Qimron, and Smith. He then studies “twelve morphosyntactic or syntactic
isoglosses” (e.g., verb complementation, verb tenses) in the first forty chapters
of 1QIsa”, commentaries on biblical books, parabiblical texts, and the Temple
Scroll (11Q19). In actuality he looks at more than twelve variables since many
of his twelve points treat multiple issues. Both Fassberg and Muraoka make
many helpful observations, but compared to Fassberg’s study, Muraoka cites
many more examples of variants, pays more attention to counter examples, and
at least allows for other explanations alongside diachrony (e.g., dialect,
sociolect, idiolect, style, register). But in other aspects Muraoka’s study is
subject to the same criticisms as Fassberg’s, such as lumping together all the
data without identifying patterns and proportions in individual books and
manuscripts. Furthermore, in one issue in particular Muraoka is even more
blatant than Fassberg: “The basic point of departure of my presentation is that
one should be able to learn about the nature of Qumran Hebrew (henceforth:
QH) by analysing cases where Qumran biblical texts differ and deviate from the
standard biblical text, namely the MT.”®" And, true to form, all of Muraoka’s
case studies and observations are construed in the context of “the Hebrew
original” and “the underlying biblical text” by which of course he means the MT
Bible. We are repeatedly told that only the DSS “add,” “change,” “depart,”
“deviate,” “modify,” “replace,” “substitute,” or “retain,” and so on, in relation to
the MT. The opposite scenario is not contemplated.

EEINT3

>0 Ibid., 107.

>’ Ibid., 101.

> Ibid., 104.

*Ibid., 108; cf. 102, 107-8.

% T Muraoka, “An Approach to the Morphosyntax and Syntax of Qumran
Hebrew,” in Diggers at the Well: Proceedings of a Third International Symposium on the
Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira (ed. T. Muraoka and J. F. Elwolde; STDJ
36; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 193-214.

%' Ibid., 193.
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Abegg’s article also looks at syntactic variants in the DSS biblical
manuscripts compared to the MT.  He candidly admits, “Muraoka’s
methodology describes my own in this study,”® after citing the quote given in
the preceding paragraph (“The basic point of departure...”). He cites Kutscher’s
book and Fassberg’s article as other important forerunners of his study.
Accordingly, Abegg’s study exhibits the same bias toward the MT and its
language that we have come to expect among language scholars, which is
somewhat surprising to us since we would regard Abegg as firstly a textual
critic. Be that as it may, alongside the neutral text-critical terms “pluses” and
“minuses,” Abegg uses words such as “add,” “addition,” “replace,”
“replacement,” and so on, always in relation to the DSS, and we suspect that his
view coincides with the common one that the MT is more or less identical to the
“original” text of the Bible. In his introductory remarks Abegg also offers the
interesting statement that “[t]here are approximately 6,000 real variants and
90,000 total words in the biblical scrolls from the Judean Desert,” and so he
estimates “the overall real variation rate among the biblical scrolls” to be
“approximately 6 to 7 percent.”® In terms of data, Abegg says, “Surprisingly, an
initial study that I undertook using the 20 syntactic categories in Elisha
Qimron’s The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls revealed no discernible influence
among the biblical scrolls. A survey of the ongoing debate concerning the nature
of Late Biblical Hebrew, however, proved much more fruitful.”® Hence his
brief case studies deal with “the influence of Late Biblical and Qumran Hebrew
syntax on the biblical manuscripts from the Dead Sea Scrolls.”® Abegg focuses
on overall statistics of pluses and minuses, or, more accurately, additions and
subtractions in the scrolls, rather than specific manuscripts and variants (cf.
Fassberg’s and Muraoka’s articles). In his estimation the data sometimes verify

%2 M. G. Abegg, Jr., “The Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls and Second Temple Hebrew
Syntax,” in Celebrating the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Canadian Collection (ed. P. W. Flint, J.
Duhaime, and K. S. Baek; SBLEJL 30; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2011),
163-72.

% Ibid., 164.

 Ibid., 166 with n. 12.

% Ibid., 165.

% Ibid., 166-71. Abegg summarizes “five sample categories of the syntactic
influence of Post-Biblical Hebrew on the biblical scrolls” (ibid., 165). The categories are
(1) the increase [sic] of the direct object marker N (ibid., 166—67); (2) the verbal system,
including the decrease [“stability”] of the consecutive forms (ibid., 167-68) and the
increase of the waw plus simple imperfect (ibid., 168); (3) the increase of the active
rather than the passive verb for the impersonal construction (ibid., 168-69); (4) the
Aramaic factor, including the increase of 5p for bR (ibid., 169), the increase of % for H&
(ibid., 169-70), and the decrease of the afformative - (ibid., 170); and (5) the infinitive,
including the increase of 5 plus infinitive construct (ibid., 170) and the decrease of the
infinitive absolute (ibid., 170-71).
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the conventional EBH-LBH continuum, they sometimes correct it, and in other
cases they suggest some new areas of exploration, yet as a whole they seem to
show remarkable stability between the MT and the DSS biblical manuscripts in
terms of syntax.”’” Abegg’s article as a whole has some interesting data and
ideas. We will return in particular to his estimates of frequency of variants and
stability of syntax. In other ways, however, Abegg’s study does not fare any
better than Fassberg’s and Muraoka’s. We already mentioned his bias toward the
MT. Also, some of the data that he cites are doubtful, such as his figures for
paragogic nun in BH, to mention just one example.”® And this same example
illustrates a more serious problem with Abegg’s method. Like Fassberg and
Muraoka, Abegg lumps together all the data without identifying patterns and
proportions in individual books and manuscripts.” So, for example, Abegg
points out a very slight net loss of paragogic nun in the DSS biblical manuscripts
compared to the MT (“less than one-half of one percent”). However, irrespective
of the MT bias and the relative triviality of the “loss,” observations of this kind
are meaningless in a historical linguistic framework when, for example, one
notices “losses” like 21% to 8% from MT Deuteronomy to MT Samuel, or 15%
to 0% from MT Exodus to MT Leviticus. In summary, the three studies we have
summarized take good first steps, but their flawed presuppositions and methods
are equally apparent.

4.4.2.2 . ISAIAH

Without a doubt the single most important work on the history of Hebrew to
incorporate manuscript evidence is Kutscher’s monumental study of 1QIsa®.”
Their fame, that is, Kutscher’s, his book’s, and 1QIsa®s, go hand in hand.
Kutscher, Rosén claims, “created Hebrew and Aramaic historical linguistics”
and “gave birth to the vital methodological symbiosis of philology and
linguistics.””" His book is referenced ubiquitously in the historical linguistic
literature on ancient Hebrew since its initial publication in Hebrew in 1959,
probably more than any other work. And 1QIsa” is obviously the most prized,

57 On the matter of stability see ibid., 171. For example, “4QDeut**.. .tops the list at
2.5 syntax variants per 100 words.”

% Ibid., 170. See LDBT 2:123-26.

% He does, however, at least make this remark in his case study of 5y for x: “It
might seem logical that drilling deeper into the statistics would show a differing set of
manuscripts for each migration” (Abegg, “Biblical,” 169).

0 Kutscher, Isaiah.

"' Ibid., 9, 10. This claim remains true for the historical linguistic study of ancient
Hebrew despite our argument that the practice of these disciplines by Kutscher and others
has some serious flaws in historical linguistic theory and method.
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best known, and most studied manuscript of all the DSS.” As for content,
Kutscher’s monograph thoroughly examines 1QIsa* in comparison with the MT
and other textual witnesses, with regard to matters of orthography, phonology,
morphology, proper nouns, and Aramaic, “basic” BH, LBH, and MH influences.
It is a treasure trove of linguistic insights.

However, the work also has some shortcomings, and others often press the
book’s argument beyond its intentions. We have commented already on aspects
of the author’s approach to the biblical text” and the reception history of his
view in many subsequent language-related publications.” The book is not an
“impartial” analysis of linguistic variants in biblical manuscripts. Here we offer
four additional observations.

First, we reiterate two points regarding biblical manuscripts in general when
it comes to historical linguistic research: One manuscript should not be
privileged over another one (whether 1QIsa” or L) and a newer textual artifact
(L) may have earlier language than an older one (1QIsa®).” Kutscher ignored the
first point and overtly argued the second one.”® A related issue is the relationship
between the linguistic and literary/textual dimensions of these manuscripts, but
this matter is outside the scope of the present book.”’

"2 E. Tov, “The Text of Isaiah at Qumran,” in Writing and Reading the Scroll of
Isaiah: Studies of an Interpretive Tradition (ed. C. C. Broyles and C.A. Evans; 2 vols.;
VTSup 72; Leiden: Brill, 1997), 2:491-511 (494-99); E. Ulrich, “Our Sharper Focus on
the Bible and Theology Thanks to the Dead Sea Scrolls,” CBQ 66 (2004): 1-24 (2—4).
1QIsa” is the only DSS biblical manuscript to have an entry in the Encyclopedia of
Hebrew Language and Linguistics: T. Muraoka, “Isaiah Scroll (IQIsa"),” in EHLL 2:343—
48. 1QIsa" is also the only biblical manuscript published in the DJD series to have a
separate detailed introduction to its language: Abegg, “Profile.”

3 Chapter 3 (3.4,3.6.1); 44.1.

™ Chapter 3 (3.6.2); 4.4.2.1.

75 See chapter 3 (3.3).

7 On the first point see chapter 3 (3.4). On the second point see Kutscher, Isaiah,
77-79.

" For example, the official editors of 1QIsa® believe: “With regard to most
individual linguistic features, 1QIsa” does exhibit a later profile; however, with regard to
the development of the text, the case is the reverse. These seven major secondary
additions indicate that MT displays a later stage of textual development than that of
1QIsa’, even if the linguistic features of MT did not undergo as much updating as those
of 1QIsa™ (E. Ulrich and P. W. Flint, Qumran Cave I, Volume 2: The Isaiah Scrolls:
Part 2: Introductions, Commentary, and Textual Variants [DJD 32; Oxford: Clarendon,
2010], 90; cf. E. Ulrich, “The Developmental Composition of the Book of Isaiah: Light
From 1QIsa® on Additions in the MT,” DSD 9 [2001]: 288-305 [290]). However, Ulrich
and Flint’s overall argument regarding the literary/textual relationship between 1QIsa®
and MT Isaiah is contested in D. Longacre, “Developmental Stage, Scribal Lapse, or
Physical Defect? 1QIsa®s Damaged Exemplar for Isaiah Chapters 34-66,” DSD 20
(2013): 17-50; H. G. M. Williamson, “Scribe and Scroll: Revisiting the Great Isaiah
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Second, it is often thought that the linguistic status of 1QIsa" is
characteristic of the DSS biblical manuscripts as a whole. For example,
Schniedewind’s remark that “[e]ven the Dead Sea Scrolls come to us quite
removed from the autographs and incorporate some changes in their
transmission” is accompanied by an endnote with “Kutscher, Language and
Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll.”’ Such a connection between rthe
DSS biblical manuscripts and the 1QIsa® manuscript is not uncommon,
especially in discussions of the language of the manuscripts. However, Kutscher
regarded 1QIsa" as a “popular” or “vernacular” text”” and he indicated that other
manuscripts are not examples of such texts:

What are the sources at our disposal for contemporary Hebrew and Aramaic?
To begin with we have the other Scrolls found near the Dead Sea.
Unfortunately however, their value for us is limited. The reason for this is not
that they were written later, but rather, since their style is archaistic, that they
do not reflect the contemporary colloquial idiom.%

In other words, Kutscher seems to want to distinguish the language of 1QIsa”
from the language of other contemporaneous manuscripts, presumably also other
biblical ones.”!

Scroll from Qumran,” in Making a Difference: Essays on the Bible and Judaism in Honor
of Tamara Cohn Eskenazi (ed. D. J. A. Clines, K. H. Richards, and J. L. Wright;
Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2012), 329-42. However, note that Longacre and
Williamson do not discuss many details of the manuscripts such as those brought to the
fore in commentaries, and in C. Cohen, “A Philological Reevaluation of Some
Significant DSS Variants of the MT in Isa 1-5,” in Diggers at the Well: Proceedings of a
Third International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and Ben Sira (ed.
T. Muraoka and J. F. Elwolde; STDJ 36; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 40-55; J. Hoegenhaven,
“The First Isaiah Scroll From Qumran (1QIs") and the Massoretic Text: Some Reflections
with Special Regard to Isaiah 1-12,” JSOT 28 (1984): 17-35 (20-21).

8 Schniedewind, Social, 21, 212 n. 76. Note also this remark by Holmstedt: “Due to
the accidents of history, the chronological sequence of artifacts may not reflect the
chronological sequence of the linguistic data they contain. For example, most of us think
that Masoretic codices, such as B19a, often preserve earlier data than the corresponding
manuscripts from Qumran” (Holmstedt, “Historical,” 98). Holmstedt does not cite
1QIsa”, or any other DSS manuscript, but like many others he may have 1QIsa® in the
back of his mind.

” Kutscher, Isaiah, 77-89, passim.

% 1bid., 15.

81 Whatever the intrinsic value of 1QIsa®, “no generalizations should be made” since
“none of the scrolls found at Qumran is representative of the ensemble of Qumran texts”
(Tov, “Isaiah,” 495). Similarly: “The more than 210 biblical texts found in Qumran do
not share any major textual, linguistic, or scribal characteristics; they were written in
different periods and at different places, and are textually and linguistically
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Third, Kutscher regarded 1QIsa® as a linguistically modernized text.** Thus
he compared the “model” text ([proto-]MT) with the English “Authorized
Version” and the “vernacular” text (1QIsa”) with the English “Revised Version.”
The former continued to be transmitted even after the latter with its modernized
language had been produced.® However, what does Kutscher mean by
“modernized”? While Kutscher describes Aramaic, “basic” BH, LBH, and MH
elements in the manuscript, attentive reading of his monograph suggests that he
means mainly Aramaic and MH “colloquial” influences, not LBH. This
observation has gone unappreciated. So also, Young has shown independently
that the linguistic characteristics of the core LBH books of Esther—Chronicles

are not predominant in 1QIsa".*

4.4.2.3. SONG OF SONGS

4QCant” is a relatively variant DSS biblical manuscript.*> Young examines
a series of “Aramaisms” in the manuscript and suggests that “either 4QCant”
represents a revision of the original linguistic form preserved in the MT, or the
MT represents a revision of the original linguistic form preserved in 4QCant”.”*
The former explanation would relate to “the addition of Aramaic, or at least later
Hebrew” to 4QCant® while the latter would involve “correct[ing] the
language...toward a more classical form of Biblical Hebrew.”®” He concludes
that “we simply cannot be sure which linguistic forms...represent the more
original.”® He then stresses “that the linguistic profiles of the attested Biblical
books cannot simply be assumed to represent the form of language used by the
‘original author’. Instead, language, as with all other features of the emergent

heterogeneous” (E. Tov, “Dead Sea Scrolls: Orthography and Scribal Practices,” in EHLL
1:669-73 [669-70]). Note also this remark: “Some texts exemplified by 1QIsa’...display
a great number of differences in orthography and morphology, whereas the relation is
reversed in the texts exemplified by 4QSam®...: differences in morphology and
orthography are few, in contrast to the large number of other types of differences in both
major and minor details” (Tov, Textual, 105; cf. 105-7).

82 The fact that 1QIsa” is a linguistically modernized text suggests that (some/many)
“late” features in other biblical texts can also be the result of scribal reworking, but we
will not go down that road at this precise moment. See Rezetko, “Spelling,” 125-26;
Young, “What,” 260; and Carr’s suggestion which we cited in chapter 3 (3.7).

83 Kutscher, Isaiah, 84—85.

8 Young, “Loose.”

8 The manuscript has one variant from the MT every 5.1 words (graphic units)
(Young, “Biblical Scrolls,” 101, 104-5).

86 Young, “Notes,” 127. He adds that this is a simplified formulation that leaves out
a third possibility: “Neither text represents the ‘original author’s’ language” (ibid., 127 n.
34).

7 1bid., 128.

% Ibid., 129.
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Biblical text, was subject to constant revision at the hands of the scribes who
passed the material down through the generations.”® Noegel and Rendsburg are
in essential agreement with Young’s position, though they would change the
framework of the discussion to regional dialectal variation: “[T]he linguistic
profile of 4QCant” provides additional evidence for the claim that the Song of
Songs is a northern composition.””

4.4.2.4. JUDGES

Rezetko studies a series of linguistic variants between the MT and the three
fragmentary DSS biblical manuscripts of Judges (1QJudg, 4QJudg®, 4QJudg").”
He views his article as a pilot attempt to combine literary-critical, text-critical,
and historical linguistic approaches. He concentrates especially on the language
of the plus of Judg 6:7-10 in the MT compared to 4QJudg®. His main argument
is that MT Judges is essentially characterized by “early” language in additions
and variants that are derivative and late when compared to the readings in the
DSS. More generally, he suggests, given the combined frequency of linguistic
variants in these manuscripts of Judges, that we might expect to find hundreds of
linguistic variants between the MT and the DSS, and between the scrolls
themselves, if they had survived completely. He considers that the result of his
“interdisciplinary exercise” is that future research on the history of BH will have
to contend more earnestly with the “fluidity” (or “changeability”) of language
and the “non-directionality” (or “patternlessness”) of linguistic variants in
biblical manuscripts.

4.4.2.5. SEPTUAGINT

The Septuagint, which includes the Greek translations of the Hebrew Bible,
has been used in several different ways in relation to the historical linguistic
study of ancient Hebrew. The first centers on the translators and their knowledge
of Hebrew. The basic idea is that the translators misunderstood certain words,
forms, and uses in the Hebrew Bible, especially in the portions written in “early”
Hebrew, because over time the Hebrew language evolved, and so the translators
spoke a later variety of Hebrew in which the “earlier” items had new meanings,
and consequently they translated them according to the new meanings, not the
old ones. In other words, influence from colloquial Hebrew, and also Aramaic,
misled the translators into misreading the Hebrew Bible in the light of post-
biblical Hebrew. This approach is especially prominent in the writings of

¥ 1bid., 130.
% Noegel and Rendsburg, Solomon’s, 5762 (61).
! Rezetko, “Qumran.”
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Joosten, who calls the phenomenon “pseudoclassicism.” This kind of data is not
the object of CTVA and so we will not discuss it any further in this book.”
Another way that the Septuagint has been used is to detect additions or changes
in the (later) MT, which are also linguistically “late,” by pointing to minuses or
alternative words, forms, or uses in the (earlier) Septuagint. In other words, a
translator correctly translated something in his copy of the Hebrew text, or he
did not translate something because it was not in his copy, and then the Hebrew
changed. Trebolle gives a slightly different kind of example, one which does not
seem to have any diachronic linguistic importance. He gives the illustration of
the adverb of negation bx used absolutely without a verb.” This use is found
mainly in Samuel-Kings and in each case the Old Greek translation (supported
by the Old Latin) presupposes the presence of a verb after the negation. In other
words, the expected verb was lost in the (proto-)MT which resulted in a
questionable construction in the MT. In the framework of historical linguistics,
this approach is again most prominent in the writings of Joosten. Most of his
examples deal with minuses in the LXX of language items that he considers
linguistically late in the MT.” This is a helpful avenue of research. However,
none of the cases he deals with are systematic.” Systematic CTVA of BH and
LXX texts is a wide-open field of research which, despite the difficulties of
retroverting Greek into Hebrew for the purpose of linguistic comparison, may
prove rewarding. We include some illustrations in chapter 6 (6.3.2 and
elsewhere) in our CTVA of MT and Qumran Samuel.”

2 For some remarks on Joosten’s examples and argumentation in relation to
“pseudoclassicisms” see chapter 3 (3.6.4.1); LDBT 1:69-70, 78-80; 2:106—8; Rezetko,
“Qumran,” 48-56. A similar approach is taken in R. Good, The Septuagint’s Translation
of the Hebrew Verbal System in Chronicles (VTSup 136; Leiden: Brill, 2010). See the
remarks in Rezetko, “Diachrony.”

% J. C. Trebolle Barrera, “Los manuscritos biblicos del Mar Muerto: Historia y
critica del texto de la Biblia después de Qumran,” in El viaje lingiiistico de la Biblia (ed.
J. M. Delgado; Granada: Universidad de Granada, 2011), 237-55 (251). See BDB 39,
a.(b)(B). The references are Gen 19:18; 2 Sam 13:16; 2 Kgs 3:13; 4:16; 6:27; Ruth 1:13
(cf. Judg 19:23).

% This approach is also adopted in Hornkohl, Ancient.

% Some comments on Joosten’s examples are given in chapter 3 (3.6.4); LDBT
2:158; Rezetko, “Qumran,” 67.

% Other small-scale illustrations are given in LDBT 1:121, 351-52, 355-57; 2:116—
17,120-23. Some of the examples cited in LDBT 1:348 n. 18 also involve the LXX.
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4.5. ADDITIONAL MATTERS
4.5.1. KINDS OF VARIANTS IN BIBLICAL MANUSCRIPTS

A textual variant is an alternative reading at the same point in a different
textual witness. Variants between manuscripts relate to all kinds of
phenomena.97 For the purposes of this book we are inclined to follow a general
scheme that distinguishes between orthographic, linguistic, and content
variants, *® although almost any variant may potentially have linguistic
significance. Linguistic variants relate to changes in morphology and syntax.
Content variants include lexical and exegetical changes. We discuss many
morphological, syntactic, and lexical variants in parallels and manuscripts in
chapters 5-6 and in appendixes 1-2. An issue of special interest is syntactic
complexity and stability in textual transmission. In chapter 3 (3.6.5) we
mentioned Polak’s view on this issue and his illustration of the Roman Law of
the Twelve Tablets. It is in fact widely recognized that syntax is less susceptible
to linguistic modification in textual transmission than morphology and
vocabulary, for example.” This does not mean, however, that scribes left
untouched the syntax of the writings they copied.'®

4.5.2. SCRIBAL PRACTICES IN BIBLICAL MANUSCRIPT TRANSMISSION

In this and the previous chapters we have discussed various aspects of
scribal practices in the transmission of Ancient Near Eastern and medieval
European writings. Here we underscore just several points in relation to the
scribal transmission of BH writings. The first point is that the available
manuscript evidence from the Second Temple period indicates that trying to
separate sharply between authors, editors, and scribes is pointless and
anachronistic. It probably cannot be done and if so only in theory and not in

7 On differences created during textual transmission, accidental/unintentional (i.e.,
error) vs. deliberate/intentional changes, small- vs. large-scale changes, pluses/additions
vs. minuses/omissions vs. substitutions/interchanges vs. rearrangements/reorderings, and
so on, see Tov, Textual, 219-62.

% Hobson, Transforming, 8-28; cf. Young, “Textual,” 177-80.

% LDBT 1:118 n. 12. This is due to the complexity of syntax which, for example,
specifies kinds, numbers, and orders of constituents in noun and verb phrases and
independent and dependent clauses. We say more on this issue in chapter 7 (7.3.7).

19 The English, French, and Spanish case studies we cite above in 4.3 involve
morphosyntactic and syntactic variation in multiversion literature, i.e., in textual
transmission. Recall also Pat-El’s comment, cited in chapter 2 (3.6.7), about the
“harmoniz[ation]” and “blurr[ing]” of syntax in Classical Arabic and BH texts in their
transmission processes.
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practice.'”’ The second point we want to make is that the transmitters of the
“biblical” writings in the Second Temple period did all kinds of things to texts
for all sorts of reasons.'® And, because there is a complete absence of
documentary evidence which would enable us to sort out various diachronic and
diatopic characteristics of the transmitted writings, we have no objective basis
for determining which of the scribes who copied the various writings were
“copiers,” “translators,” or “mixers,” using the terminology of LAEME/
LALME."” The best we can do is lay out the various texts side by side, compare
them piece by piece, make detailed observations about variant words, forms, and
uses, and suggest possible explanations for the differences. And we cannot
assume a priori that those differences relate to time, place, style, or any other
single independent factor.

4.6. CONCLUSION

In this chapter we introduced CTVA, reviewed some applications to
English, French, and Spanish multiversion literature, and summarized some
related approaches to biblical parallels and manuscripts. In our estimation there
is a lot of room for applying and improving CTVA of our Hebrew Bible sources
in a historical linguistic framework. Chapters 5-6 work toward this objective.
Our method, especially in chapter 6, is more similar to Laing’s and Octavio de
Toledo’s in that we deal with the gamut of textual variants and linguistic
variables without restricting ourselves to selections of these. The steps involved
are observation, categorization, quantification, and, to a lesser degree,
explanation. We are especially interested in these kinds of questions with regard
to language variants in parallels and manuscripts: What changes happen
between the sources (and which do not)? Are they pluses/minuses, substitutions,
or rearrangements? What kinds of changes are they? Are they lexical,
morphological, or syntactic? How frequent are the changes? Are they sporadic

OI'M. A. Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon,
1985), 85, passim, 543; S. Talmon, “The Textual Study of the Bible—A New Outlook,”
in Qumran and the History of the Biblical Text (ed. F. M. Cross and S. Talmon;
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975), 321-400 (380-81); E. Tov, “The Writing
of Early Scrolls: Implications for the Literary Analysis of Hebrew Scripture,” in L Ecrit
et I’Esprit: Etudes d’histoire du texte et de théologie biblique en hommage a Adrian
Schenker (ed. D. Bohler, I. Himbaza, and P. Hugo; OBO 214; Fribourg: Academic,
2005), 355-71 (361 n. 17); idem, Textual, 240, passim. Tov speaks about “literary-
editorial,” “editorial-scribal,” “textual-literary,” “authors/editors-scribes,” “authors-
scribes,” “editors-scribes,” “copyists-scribes,” and so on, but in theory he wishes to
distinguish “authors-scribes and editors-scribes” from “copyists-scribes.”

192 On approaches of Qumran scribes to their Vorlagen see Person, Deuteronomic
School, 74-78; cf. 79-81,99-100; Tov, Scribal, 7-8, 17, 24-28.

193 On these types of scribes see chapter 2 (2.3.3).

9 <
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or recurrent? Are the changes patterned (systematic)? Or are they random
(coincidental, unsystematic)? How do the changes relate to the conventional
“early”/“late” or SCH/PCH (EBH/LBH) categories? And, in relation to
variationist analysis (chapters 7-9), how do changes in copies of individual
writings relate to larger trends of change in the corpus of writings? Or, stated
differently, how do the two different variational maps relate to one another?
What follows in chapters 5-6 is a mere first step toward answering such
questions.



Chapter 5

Cross-Textual Variable Analysis:
Parallel Passages

5.1. INTRODUCTION

In the previous chapter we introduced theoretical and methodological issues
related to cross-textual variable analysis. In this and the following chapter we
explore a selection of biblical writings using the general approach of CTVA,
which especially in the case of the parallel passages we have tailored to our own
objectives. The studies in this chapter could be developed further and many
other linguistic items and parallel texts could be investigated. Our hope in fact is
that others will follow up and do this. But our own objectives are more modest
in the framework of this book. In this chapter we aim to accomplish the
following objectives. First, we will briefly survey the wide range of “parallels”
in the Hebrew Bible and some helpful study aids (5.2). Second, we will examine
a single linguistic variable, "1™ in introductory temporal clauses, in the parallel
writings of MT Samuel-Kings and MT Chronicles (5.3). Third, we will
summarize our research on less common linguistic variants in four sets of
parallel writings in the MT: 2 Sam 22//Ps 18, 2 Kgs 24-25//Jer 52, 2 Kgs 18—
20//1sa 36-39, and 1 Kgs 22//2 Chr 18, with a few other additional passages
included among these (5.4). What we mean by “less common” forms/uses and
why these are significant are matters we explain below.

5.2. SYNOPSIS OF PARALLELS AND RESOURCES
5.2.1. PARALLELS
The study of parallel materials in the Hebrew Bible has crucial importance

in historical linguistic and linguistic dating research on BH (see chapter 4,
4.4.1). And in other venues we ourselves have discussed various practical issues
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related to the use of such material.' The importance of the parallel material is
underlined in Tov’s Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible where he points out
that “[i]t is exactly these parallel biblical passages that prompted the
development of textual criticism of Hebrew—Aramaic Scripture, because they
necessitated the comparison of texts.”” As illustrations of differences created
during scribal transmission and/or exegesis he discusses the inner-biblical
parallels Gen 10:1-29//1 Chr 1:4-23 and Ps 14//Ps 53 in the MT.? He points out:
“Some of these parallel sources are based on ancient texts that already differed
from one another before they were incorporated into the biblical books, and
which additionally underwent changes after they were transmitted separately
from one generation to the next.”* He also points out: “Likewise, beyond the
Torah, the differences between parallel sections in Joshua // Judges and Samuel—
Kings // Chronicles were not harmonized much during their textual
transmission.”” What is important to observe then is that the parallel materials in
the Hebrew Bible were different already in their “prebiblical” or “precanonical”
stage and these differences were usually not harmonized in the later editing and
transmission of the writings (see further 5.4.2.1).

The quantity of parallel material in the Bible and its potential for historical
linguistic research has largely gone unappreciated.® The exceptions to this
statement are the use which has been made of Samuel-Kings//Chronicles (see
chapter 4, 4.4.1, and below), and some rather unmethodical work on parallels
between the Priestly material in the Pentateuch and the book of Ezekiel.” One
could point, for example, to a large number of duplicates (or doublets and
triplets) in the Pentateuch, such as two stories of creation (Gen 1:1-2:4a//Gen
2:4b-25), or three stories of a wife/sister in danger (Gen 12:10-20//Gen 20:1—
18//Gen 26:6—11), or three versions of the Decalogue (Exod 20:1-17//Exod

! For example, see LDBT 1:68-69, 71-81, 103-5, 137, 353-58; Rezetko, “Dating”;
idem, “‘Late’ Common Nouns in the Book of Chronicles,” in Reflection and Refraction:
Studies in Biblical Historiography in Honour of A. Graeme Auld (ed. R. Rezetko, T. H.
Lim, and B. A. Aucker; VTSup 113; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 379—417; idem, Source. On the
language of 2 Sam 6//1 Chr 13, 15-16 see LDBT 1:103-5; Rezetko, Source, passim; on
the language of 1 Kgs 22//2 Chr 18 see LDBT 1:137, 353-58. At many other places in
LDBT we comment on the language of parallel materials in the Hebrew Bible.

> Tov, Textual, 17 n. 26.

?Ibid., 12-17.

*Ibid., 12; cf. 28, 181, 220.

> Ibid., 80 n. 131; cf. 258-59,279.

® We do not need to enter here into what precisely constitutes “parallelness.” All the
texts we will discuss are widely recognized to be “parallels” of each another. For one
discussion of this matter in relation to Samuel-Kings//Chronicles see Verheij, Verbs, 17—
18.

" Hurvitz, Linguistic; Rooker, Biblical.
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34:10-28//Deut 5:6-18), and so on.® So also there are different versions of some
Pentateuchal writings in other biblical books, such as the versions of the
Passover celebration with slight differences in language in Exod 12:1-20, Deut
16:1-8, and 2 Chr 35:1-19. It is often overlooked that Chronicles itself has
material that is parallel to biblical books other than Samuel-Kings. We have
already mentioned Genesis, Exodus, and Deuteronomy in this regard, but other
parts of the Pentateuch, Former Prophets, Latter Prophets, and Writings could be
mentioned, although not a small amount of this material relates to names in
genealogies.9 In addition to other parallels that we have mentioned in this and
the preceding paragraphs, there are many smaller parallels within and between
individual biblical books.

5.2.2. RESOURCES

There are a variety of tools that can help with examining parallel materials
in the Hebrew Bible. Books by Bendavid, Kegler and Augustin, and Vannutelli
have synopses of Hebrew texts in parallel columns.'® The best synopses of
biblical texts in English, which can help to identify general “parallelness,” are
those of Endres, Millar, and Burns, and another one by Newsome.'' Another
helpful resource is Sperber’s A Historical Grammar of Biblical Hebrew which
has many helpful collections of data and observations on parallel MT (and MT

8 See the short summary in R. E. Friedman, “Torah (Pentateuch),” in ABD 6:605-22
(609) and the parallel summaries of sources in J. E. Carpenter and G. Harford-Battersby,
The Hexateuch According to the Revised Version (2 vols.; New York: Longmans, Green,
and Co., 1900), 1:272-79 (JEP); O. Eissfeldt, Hexateuch-Synopse: Die Erzdihlung der
fiinf Biicher Mose und des Buches Josua mit dem Anfange des Richterbuches (Leipzig:
Hinrichs, 1922), 89-108 (LJEP).

o See, for example, the summaries in A. Bendavid, Parallels in the Bible (Jerusalem:
Carta, 1972), 6; J. Kegler and M. Augustin, Synopse zum Chronistischen Geschichtswerk
(2d ed.; BEATAJ 1; Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1991), 10-22.

19 Bendavid, Parallels; Kegler and Augustin, Synopse; P. Vannutelli, Libri Synoptici
Veteris Testamenti, seu, librorum Regum et Chronicorum loci paralleli (2 vols.; Scripta
Pontificii Istituti Biblici; Rome: Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1931). Bendavid includes
parallels between Chronicles and other books (Bendavid, Parallels, 14—167) and parallels
between other books (ibid., 169-219).

'], C. Endres, W. R. Millar, and J. B. Burns, Chronicles and lIts Synoptic Parallels
in Samuel, Kings, and Related Biblical Texts (Collegeville, MD: Liturgical, 1998); J. D.
Newsome, Jr., A Synoptic Harmony of Samuel, Kings, and Chronicles: With Related
Passages from Psalms, Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezra (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1986). We
have excluded so-called harmonies which aim to combine the disparate parallels into a
supposedly unified and coherent whole. There is a helpful summary of the contents and
layouts of the Hebrew synopses in Endres, Millar, and Burns, Chronicles, xvii—xviii.
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vs. non-MT) phenomena.'* Finally, the Old Testament Parallels module in
Accordance is a helpful resource that enables the researcher to examine 435 sets
of parallel texts, or in some cases very similar wording in different texts, in both
the MT and translation, but the large number of sets of texts in this database
should not fool one to think it is complete or even nearly complete for all
parallel writings in the Hebrew Bible.

5.3. SINGLE LINGUISTIC VARIABLE APPROACH

Our first CTVA illustration looks at *7" in introductory temporal clauses in
synoptic MT Samuel-Kings and MT Chronicles."” A variable, repeating what
we have said before, is a set of two or more variants that may be used
alternatively to say the same thing. In this short case study “the same thing” is
not understood as a specific moment in time such as 9p23a 1" (“and it came to
pass in the morning”) but as the more general phenomenon of 1" in
introductory temporal clauses. The six constructions that we focus on here are
(in descending order of frequency in the MT): "1 + prepositional noun phrase,
MM + 2/2 + infinitive construct, 1" + IWRI, "M + independent sentence, M +
", and 1" + 12nR.M

Differences in parallel texts have played an important role as evidence, or at
least as illustration, in some arguments for the decline of introductory temporal
clauses with *1" in LBH or Hebrew of the Second Temple period. For example,
in a discussion of the date of the book of Job, Joosten makes the following
comments:

Narrative *nm “and it happened,” invariably followed by a temporal
phrase, is much more typical of classical prose than of LBH. There are around
three hundred instances of it in the books of Genesis through 2 Kings, but only
around thirty-eight in the LBH corpus. With its five attestations in 46 verses
(1:5, 6, 13; 2:1; 42:7), the prose tale comes close to the proportion observed in
classical texts.

More significant than these statistical data is that one of the patterns of
narrative " in Job is completely lacking in LBH. The sequence wayhi ki gatal

2 A. Sperber, A Historical Grammar of Biblical Hebrew: A Presentation of
Problems with Suggestions to Their Solution (Leiden: Brill, 1966).

3 Other studies of verb-related issues in parallel material include S. Japhet,
“Interchanges of Verbal Roots in Parallel Texts in Chronicles,” HS 28 (1987): 9-50; P. J.
A. Kieviet, “De infinitivus constructus in het boek Kronieken: Syntactische en
semantische studies” (M.A. thesis, Leiden University, 1997); idem, “The Infinitive
Construct in Late Biblical Hebrew: An Investigation in the Synoptic Parts of Chronicles,”
Dutch Studies on Near Eastern Languages and Cultures 3 (1997): 45-73; Verheij, Verbs;
T. Zewi, “Biblical Parallels and Biblical Hebrew Syntax,” ZAH 17 (2006): 230—46.

4 See GKC §111g, p. 327.
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is attested 16 times in Genesis—2 Kings. It recurs nowhere else, in the Bible or
in Postbiblical Hebrew, except in Job 1:5...The absence of this pattern in later
texts is not due to accident. Several scholars have observed that temporal *>
becomes obsolete in LBH. Note that where Samuel-Kings has narrative "
followed by a °3 clause, Chronicles has a different type of syntax: [2 Sam 7:1:
aw 2 ;1 Chr 17:1: 2w 9wK2d M) As in the case of iterative wegatal, the
syntax of the prose tale conforms to Classical Hebrew in a way that
distinguishes it markedly from LBH."

In addition to his citation of 2 Sam 7:1//1 Chr 17:1, Joosten also says: “Similarly
2 Sam 6:13 [y7px *3 *nn] and 1 Chr 15:26 [1pa *nn], although the rewriting [in
Chronicles] in this case is more radical.”'® With these thoughts in mind let us
look at some parallel data in the MT.

Overall in synoptic Samuel-Kings//Chronicles the texts are identical, or
very similar, in sixteen sets of passages. They are:

Table 5.1
Similar Introductory Temporal Clauses with *7" in Samuel-Kings and Chronicles
Constructions in Samuel-Kings and Chronicles Number
"™ + prepositional noun phrase 6"
"M + 2/2 + infinitive construct 6'8
T+ TWRD 1"
"7 + independent sentence 0
MM+ 0
T+ 127NN 320

In contrast, these books have divergent constructions in eleven other sets of
passages. These are summarized in the following table. For the sake of clarity

15 J. Joosten, “Linguistic Clues as to the Date of the Book of Job: A Mediating
Position,” in Interested Readers: Essays on the Hebrew Bible in Honor of David J. A.
Clines (ed. J. K. Aitken, J. M. S. Clines, and C. M. Maier; Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2013), 347-57 (353-54); cf. idem, “Diachronic Aspects,” 48-50, 54 n. 27, 56—
57; Kim, Early, 107-9, 116; Rezetko, “Dating,” 236.

16 Joosten, “Clues,” 364 n. 24.

71 Sam 31:8//1 Chr 10:8; 2 Sam 7:4//1 Chr 17:3; 2 Sam 11:1 ( mawn nawnd *mm
nR¥ np9)//1 Chr 20:1 (nr NP5 mawn nawn b mm); 1 Kgs 9:10 (qepn nm; of. LXX
elxoat €ty)//2 Chr 8:1 (ppn im; of. LXX xal éyéveto peta elxoot émy); 1 Kgs 14:25//2 Chr
12:2; 1 Kgs 14:28//2 Chr 12:11.

'8 1 Kgs 8:10//2 Chr 5:11; 1 Kgs 12:2//2 Chr 10:2; 1 Kgs 15:21//2 Chr 16:5; 1 Kgs
22:32//2 Chr 18:31; 1 Kgs 22:33//2 Chr 18:32; 2 Kgs 22:11//2 Chr 34:19.

192 Kgs 14:5//2 Chr 25:3.

02 Sam 8:1//1 Chr 18:1; 2 Sam 10:1//1 Chr 19:1; 2 Sam 21:18//1 Chr 20:4.
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and completeness, for each variable we give both “directions” of (possible)
linguistic variation, even though there are no attested examples of some
constructions in some books.

Table 5.2
Different Introductory Temporal Clauses
with/without *i" in Samuel-Kings and Chronicles

Samuel-Kings | Chronicles | Nr. References/Constructions
la | *A" + prep. 1+ prep. 1 2 Kgs 22:3 (v 7wy ninwa )/
noun phrase noun phrase 2 Chr 34:8 (7Owp nnnw niwa)
1b | 1+ prep. " + prep. 0 |-
noun phrase noun phrase
2a | 7"+ prep. wayyiqtol 1 1 Kgs 22:2 (7™ rewSwn mawa )/
noun phrase 2 Chr 18:2 (0w pph 7m)
2b | wayyigtol ™M + prep. 0 -
noun phrase
3a | 7" + prep. 13 0 =
noun phrase
3b | R ™M + prep. 1 2 Kgs 12:18 (n5p )/
noun phrase 2 Chr 24:23 (7by miwn nawpnd i)
4a | m+a/0+ 1+ + 2 1 Kgs 8:54 (mbaa *nm)//
inf. const. inf. const. 2 Chr 7:1 (mbaa)

2 Kgs 12:11 (@mgn2 )/

2 Chr 24:11 (om&ID...npa M)
(Note that Chronicles’ bnm&121 continues
a plus that begins with *7" + prepositional
noun phrase.)

4b | v+ 2/0+ M+ 2/0+ 0 -
inf. const. inf. const.
Sa | M +23/0+ wayyigqtol 1 1 Kgs 9:1 (mbaa )/
inf. const. 2 Chr 7:11 (527)
5b | wayyigtol M +2/0+ 0 -
inf. const.
6a | ‘M +2a/0+ minus 0 -
inf. const.
6b | minus T+ /2 + 1 | 2Kgs 10:13 (xxn &)/
inf. const. 2 Chr 22:8 ( n"3-Dy KIT* LAWND TN

NRAM ARMR)
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Samuel-Kings | Chronicles Nr. References/Constructions
7a | "M+ ind. periphrastic 1 2 Kgs 8:21 (op R mm)//
sentence tense 2 Chr 21:9 (op "nm)

(Note that LXX Chronicles has xai
gyéveto xal Hyéphn.>")

7b | periphrastic MM + ind. 1 2 Sam 6:16 (82 M PR )/
tense sentence 1 Chr 15:29 (82 mn* m"a PR M)
(Note that 4QSam® has " and LXX
Samuel has xal éyéveto tiic xtfwrod

mapayoudvys.’>)
8a | "M+ M+ 2/2+ 1 2 Sam 6:13 ("2 ')/
inf. const. 1 Chr 15:26 (7tpa nm)

(Note that 4QSam® has 1°m and LXX
Samuel has xai foav...”)

8b | "M +a/h+ M+ 0 —
inf. const.
9a | "M+ M+ TWRD 1 2 Sam 7:1 ("2 )/
1 Chr 17:1 (wR2 "n"M)
9b | mM + WKRD WM+ 0 =

What can we say about introductory temporal clauses with 1" on the basis
of these textual data? As for numbers, MT Samuel-Kings has a minus of *7" on
three occasions (3b, 6b, 7b), and MT Chronicles on five (la, 2a, 4a [x2], 5a),
and three times the parallel texts have alternative formulations using 7" (7a, 8a,
9a). However, the plus beginning with nya "1 in 2 Chr 24:11 (4a), and the
possibility that *3 "1™ is secondary in MT 2 Sam 6:13 (8a), work to even out the
proportions of pluses/minuses in synoptic Samuel-Kings and Chronicles. It is
clear that there is no single direction or consistent pattern of linguistic change
overall. In fact, the predominant trends are the relative stability of common
constructions in the parallels, followed by unpredictable interchanges of
common or equally “early” constructions, and finally textual variations related
mainly to less common BH constructions, here ' + independent sentence and
'™ + "2. Turning to usage, a number of relevant observations can be made, but
here we limit ourselves to the following. In regard to the passages cited above, it

2! Joosten argues that the Chronicler omitted the pronoun and Chronicles has
periphrastic syntax (Joosten, “Diachronic Aspects,” 57). However, in the light of LXX
Chronicles, the earlier reading and when it changed are unclear.

22 Joosten suggests that the syntax in Chronicles may be periphrastic (ibid., 57). In
our view, however, in the light of 4QSam® and LXX Samuel, the opposite situation, that
MT Samuel may be periphrastic, seems more likely. See LDBT 1:104; Rezetko, Source,
236-38.

2 It is questionable whether MT Samuel’s *2 " is “original” or the earliest attested
reading (Rezetko, Source, 189-96).
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is often stressed that MT Samuel-Kings lacks examples of 1 + prepositional
noun phrase and 1 + 2/2 + infinitive construct (1b, 4b) whereas " +
independent sentence and 1" + 2 are absent from MT Chronicles (8b, 9b). The
conclusion drawn from these observations is that 1 + prepositional noun phrase
and 1 + 2/2 + infinitive construct are later Hebrew constructions whereas 1" +
independent sentence and ' + '3 are earlier ones. These are possible
explanations of the synoptic data. However, several of the interpretative and
text-critical matters we mentioned above raise some doubt about the simplicity
and cogency of this approach. For example, so-called early " + "2 in MT 2
Sam 6:13 is probably a secondary (i.e., late) rewording. Furthermore, we are
dealing with a very small number of examples, and also with many small details
of language, both of which considerations should induce a measure of caution. It
must also be kept in mind that we have no independent means of determining
when, and by whom, whether by authors or editors, the linguistic differences
between the synoptic passages arose. Usually it is assumed by language scholars
that the Chronicler, or the author of (MT) Chronicles, changed the language of
(MT) Samuel-Kings, but this is merely an assumption, and not an innocuous
one to rely on as a general working principle once literary-critical and text-
critical matters are taken into consideration.”* Thus it is often possible, and even
probable, that particular “early” linguistic forms/uses are relatively late(r)
developments in the texts of the BH writings. Finally, a VA of introductory
temporal clauses with/without 7" in BH would help to clarify the situation.

5.4. MULTIPLE LINGUISTIC VARIABLES APPROACH
5.4.1. INTRODUCTION

As we noted above there are many parallel passages in Hebrew Bible, that
is, sections that are considered to represent two versions of the same
composition. We look here at three of the most prominent, 2 Sam 22//Ps 18, 2
Kgs 24-25//Jer 52, and 2 Kgs 18-20//Isa 36-39. In addition we look at a section
of synoptic Kings and Chronicles, 1 Kgs 22//2 Chr 18.7

Our focus here is on the transmission of the linguistic features of these
parallel texts. It is accepted by all scholars that each of these sets of parallel
writings represents two versions of the same composition. They give us thus an

> In this regard we discuss the relationship between Samuel and Chronicles in
chapter 6 (6.2).

% Elsewhere we have examined the language of another set of parallel passages, MT
2 Sam 6 and MT 1 Chr 13, 15-16. See LDBT 1:103-5, 133-34; Rezetko, Source; idem,
“What.” Note that the following discussions of these parallel passages depart from the
canonical order because we felt the presentation of the evidence had a more logical flow
by presenting it this way. In addition, we discuss the Kings//Chronicles parallel last since
it is usually considered separately to the other parallel passages.
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excellent opportunity to investigate how stable the language features of the
biblical compositions were during their textual transmission. It is obvious that if
the language of the biblical compositions was transmitted with great accuracy,
the parallel texts should share a high proportion of distinctive linguistic features,
which might then be reasonably claimed to go back to the earliest stage of
composition. In other words, the linguistic peculiarities of the MT could be
argued to preserve the linguistic peculiarities of the authors of the biblical
compositions. Of course, this would not be proved, since other explanations
would need to be excluded. For example, the parallel transmission of the texts
within the Masoretic tradition might have led to the levelling of linguistic
features in parallel texts. Or the common language features might witness to an
earlier common ancestor of the two texts, but not necessarily to the language of
the earliest composition layer. Nevertheless, if the language of the MT
represents the end product of a faithful transmission of the linguistic features of
the biblical compositions, it necessarily follows that this should be reflected in
these parallel texts. If, on the contrary, the linguistic features of these parallel
texts turn out to be in any significant way divergent, this would be strong
evidence that the details of the language of the biblical compositions have not
been carefully or faithfully preserved in textual transmission.

At first glance it seems that the claim of linguistic stability has been
fulfilled. The largest proportion of linguistic forms in the parallel texts is shared
in common in the sets of texts. This is evident just by glancing at a randomly-
chosen page of Bendavid’s Parallels in the Bible where differences between the
parallels are highlighted in red. However, on closer investigation it turns out that
the majority of linguistic forms are basic features of Hebrew grammar which are
the most common and regular forms of Classical Hebrew. We discover at least
that the basic features of BH, such as the standard use of wayyigtol in narrative,
or the correct use of the object marker N® or the definite article, or the standard
use of the relative TWR, are stable to a very high degree. We do not have, for
example, one text with standard grammar, and the other resembling the very
unusual grammar of Qoheleth or Song of Songs. This is an important conclusion
since it supports the reliability of the biblical manuscripts as witnesses to the
basic structures of ancient literary Hebrew.

However, what if we investigate beneath this standard surface? In this study
we look at linguistic forms that are both involved in a clear linguistic opposition
with other forms, and which are the less common forms in the MT as a whole.
By “linguistic opposition” we mean, according to the simple, classic sense well
known from the works of Hurvitz,26 that the linguistic feature is equivalent in
meaning and used in place of another linguistic item(s). In other words, there are
two or more linguistic forms that, to the best of our current knowledge, alternate

%6 For introduction and bibliography see LDBT 1:21.
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in their use in the same linguistic context (i.e., variants in a variable context).
Thus the linguistic variants are two or more ways of saying the same thing.”’ It
is important to note, however, that unlike the methodology of Hurvitz, we have
not focused here on issues of “early” vs “late,” EBH vs. LBH, or SCH vs. PCH.
We are looking more broadly at any BH linguistic forms involved in a linguistic
opposition. Thus, for example, the verb IR (“to say”) is commonly found used
with either & or  for “to” in all supposed strata of BH. The two forms are used
in the same contexts and are considered to have the same meaning. This is an
obvious case of linguistic opposition that is not usually discussed in diachronic
linguistic investigations. While both linguistic forms are far from rare, it is still
the case that the use of H& is much more common than the use of 5. The form
with 5 therefore is clearly involved in a linguistic opposition to the form with 5x,
and is the less common of the two forms in BH as a whole. The demand for
linguistic opposition is necessary because our knowledge of ancient Hebrew is
so fragmentary that a linguistic form’s relative rarity in the MT could very easily
be due to chance. Thus, we do not include a number of rare forms, such as
hapax legomena, in our main study (although we do note such forms in the
supplementary notes to each section), since we did not judge that we could
establish a reliable linguistic opposition for these forms.

By “less common” we mean simply that, having established a linguistic
opposition, we look into which of the two forms is less frequent in the Hebrew
Bible. We emphasize that “less common” is not being used synonymously with
“rare.” For a form to be less common in the MT, in fact, means that we
investigate a number of linguistic forms that are very common, and one could
say regular in the MT. Thus, to give an additional example to the one in the
previous paragraph, the unforced use of nNX plus suffix, instead of attaching an
object suffix directly to the verb, is common, and indeed characteristic of large
sections of the MT Bible. However, it is still the case that in most sections of the
MT, the use of verbal suffixes is the majority form,28 and therefore we include
the unforced use of NR plus suffix as a less common form with a linguistic
opposition to the form where the suffix is attached directly to the verb.
Nevertheless, along with such commonly attested forms, there are also,
obviously, rare forms, usually where the rare form seems clearly to be in
linguistic opposition to a better attested form.

To sum up: Our methodology here is very simple, and hopefully, therefore,
transparent. We are considering any linguistic form that has a linguistic
opposition to another form, and is less common than that other form. In this

" In chapter 7 (7.3.7) we discuss the principles of synonymy and accountability.

2 See Polzin, Late, 28-30, 93, 100, and also Qumran Samuel (4.3.7). Polzin notes
that the P material in the Pentateuch has a strong and atypical preference for nX plus
suffix. If we were studying P material in this section, this local strong preference would
need to be taken into account when defining what is the less common linguistic form.
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chapter, therefore, although we cover many linguistic variants, we do not cover
all linguistic variants, since the two texts may not be in opposition to each other,
or a rarer form may not be in opposition to the more common form. We
obviously do not have scope to justify every linguistic form that we have not
included. Hopefully the very simple methodology being used will allow scholars
to easily follow why we have not included these forms. However, to give an
example of a form that we did not include, 2 Kgs 19:19 has a case of X1
(“please™) that the parallel in Isa 37:20 does not have. While the decline in the
use of R1 in some texts has been considered significant, there is no obvious
linguistic contrast, since the verse without the X3 is not obviously missing it, and
therefore we did not include it. So too, in 2 Kgs 19:23//Isa 37:24, Kings uses a
cohortative form (7R1aR7) that Isaiah lacks (X12K1), but the two texts are not
necessarily in linguistic opposition, and are saying slightly different things.

This is, as far as we know, the first time that a study of this type has been
conducted for BH. We put it forward in the hope that other scholars will find it
useful and perhaps be able to refine it even further. In such a study, there are
many judgments that have to be made such as, for example, regarding which
forms are in opposition to each other. Undoubtedly, in addition, we will have
missed the occasional shared less common form, or not appreciated the
significance of all variants.”” Nevertheless, it does not seem likely that a study
following the same methodology as ours will arrive at greatly different statistics
than we give here. At the very least, we believe that we have arrived at a very
clear result. The basic, common linguistic features of BH were highly stable in
the textual transmission of these parallel texts, and hence we suggest, of the
biblical writings in general. In contrast, the less common linguistic forms were
highly variable. Both these results are significant, demonstrating that while the
distribution of less common linguistic forms in our current texts is unlikely to be
evidence of the earliest compositional stages of biblical literature, the basic
linguistic features of BH are likely to reflect the earliest stages.™

¥ We have drawn on our previous experience analyzing linguistic variants, done a
great deal of searching the MT on our own for what is common and uncommon, and
consulted standard references such as BDB, HALOT, GKC, JM, WO, and C. H. J. van der
Merwe, J. A. Naudé, and J. H. Kroeze, A Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar (Biblical
Languages: Hebrew 3; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999).

3 Or at least we have no evidence to contradict this assumption.
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5.4.2.MT 2 SAMUEL 22//MT PSALM 18
5.4.2.1. INTRODUCTION

It is universally acknowledged that 2 Sam 22 and Ps 18 “are two versions of
a single original composition.””' Cross and Freedman state: “The importance of
this poem for the study of textual transmission can scarcely be
overemphasized.”** McCarter discusses the reasons for the many divergences
between the two texts® focusing on literate scribal processes: “The several
divergences that do exist are scribal in origin and correspond to the categories of
change that take place in the transmission of any ancient text (modernization of
grammar and spelling, scribal errors, glosses, etc.).”** However, many see the
variations between the texts as having a variety of other explanations alongside
the mere mechanics of scribal transmission. These include early oral variations,
perhaps in different communities,” and adaptation of Ps 18 to the liturgical
needs of worship in the Jerusalem Temple.*® It is pointed out that we cannot
assume that the development was solely in the direction of greater divergence
from each other. Thus Cross and Freedman suggest: “Subsequent developments
involved the interaction of the texts upon each other, and a strong tendency

ST, Young, “Psalm 18 and 2 Samuel 22: Two Versions of the Same Song,” in
Seeking Out the Wisdom of the Ancients: Essays Offered to Honor Michael V. Fox on the
Occasion of His Sixty-Fifth Birthday (ed. R. L. Troxel, K. G. Friebel, and D. R. Magary;
Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 53-69 (53).

**F. M. Cross and D. N. Freedman, Studies in Ancient Yahwistic Poetry (SBLDS;
Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1975; reprinted in The Biblical Resource Series; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 82.

3 For a discussion of these divergences which includes a quantification of how
many there are, see Clines, “What Remains of the Hebrew Bible? Its Text and Language
in a Postmodern Age”; updated with special attention to 4QSam® in D. J. A. Clines,
“What Remains of the Hebrew Bible? The Accuracy of the Text of the Hebrew Bible in
the Light of the Qumran Samuel (4QSam®),” in Studies on the Texts and Versions of the
Hebrew Bible in Honour of Robert Gordon (ed. G. Khan and D. Lipton; VTSup 149;
Leiden: Brill, 2011),211-20.

#*Pp K. McCarter, II Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes and
Commentary (AB 9; Garden City: Doubleday, 1984), 473.

* For example, P. C. Craigie, Psalms 1-50 (WBC 19; Waco: Word, 1983), 171-72;
Young, “Psalm 18,” 69. As we have discussed (chapter 3, 3.5.4), there is no reason to
think that such “oral” variants would have ceased after the text had been written down.

3 For example, Craigie, Psalms 1-50, 171-72.
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toward harmonization.””” Carr also has recently emphasized the influence of
parallel texts on each other.™

5.4.2.2. GENERAL COMMENTS

This discussion is based on features with linguistic oppositions (1.1) and
rare features without linguistic oppositions (1.2) that are listed and annotated in
appendix 1.%

The basic features of Classical Hebrew remain the same in the parallel texts,
but once we move to forms that have options and where one form is less
common than another, the less common (but not necessarily rare) linguistic
features show a high degree of fluidity. This is summarized in the following
table:

Table 5.3
Summary of Forms with Oppositions in
MT 2 Samuel 22//MT Psalm 18

Shared Forms Samuel Only Psalms Only Total
4 18 10 32
12.5% 56.25% 31.25% 100%

Once we move away from the basic, common features of Classical Hebrew, only
4 of 32, in other words 12.5% or only 1 of 8 of the less common linguistic
forms, are shared by both of the two texts of this one composition. The non-
basic linguistic forms of this composition were highly fluid in its textual
transmission. When we look at the four shared forms we find that they are each
well-attested features of MT Hebrew: the use of 927 (“to speak™) plus
preposition % (1*°), and of nx plus suffix, both in the prose introduction (2), and
the poetic forms for “foundations” (11) and “bronze” (21). It is notable that two
of the four shared forms are in the prose introduction. If we remove them we get
the following picture:

37 Cross and Freedman, Studies, 82.

38 Carr, Formation, 18-19, 30, 45-48, 61, 90-98. The results below would seem to
indicate that at least in regard to the uncommon linguistic features of the two texts, they
had very little influence on each other, since almost no uncommon forms overlap.

¥ For a layout of the parallel texts in Hebrew see Bendavid, Parallels, 61-62. For
layouts in English see Endres, Millar, and Burns, Chronicles, 115-19; Newsome,
Synoptic, 64-69. 2 Samuel 22 and Ps 18 are two of the passages we discuss in LDBT in
relation to LBH accumulation (LDBT 1:135, 137).

0 This and the following numbers in parentheses refer to the number of the feature
in the left-hand column in the tables in appendix 1.
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Table 5.4
Summary of Forms with Oppositions in
MT 2 Samuel 22//MT Psalm 18 (Poetry Only)

Shared Forms Samuel Only Psalms Only Total
2 18 10 30
6.67% 60% 33.33% 100%

We thus find almost no overlap between the less common linguistic forms of
these two parallel texts of the same composition, texts both transmitted in the
same MT textual tradition. This seems to be strong evidence that in regard to
these features our current texts are unlikely to provide any access back to the
linguistic features of the earliest stages of composition of this chapter. However,
this picture might be tempered slightly by other considerations. We should first
note that a number of very rare linguistic items without linguistic oppositions
(appendix 1, 1.2) are attested in both texts. This could be due to factors such as
that the rarity of these forms in the MT is simply an accident of preservation, but
in some cases it is possible that other factors, such as the memorable nature of
an unusual expression led to its survival in textual transmission, or indeed being
introduced from one text to the other through harmonization, as mentioned
above.

The second consideration relates to the problem of preterite verbal forms in
the poem, that is, defined simply, the use of a prefix verb without preceding
conjunction to refer to a single action in the past.*' These are argued by some
scholars to be archaisms especially characteristic of some old poems such as 2
Sam 22//Ps 18. However, there are a number of problems with including them as
uncommon language forms. First, some have called into question the very
existence of archaic preterite verbs.** Second, it is notoriously difficult to
understand the verbal system in poetry, so definitions of what is uncommon or
unusual are unclear. Third, it is difficult further to exclude other possible
translation options as iterative or future yigtol forms in a great many cases. For
example, 2 Sam 22:7a could be translated, “In my distress I called (preterite:
RIpR) YHWH,” and one could point to the wayyigtol form later in the verse, “and

*! For an introduction see LDBT 1:321-26. For discussions of verbal usage in poetry
see, for example, J. Joosten, The Verbal System of Biblical Hebrew: A New Synthesis
Elaborated on the Basis of Classical Prose (Jerusalem Biblical Studies 10; Jerusalem:
Simor, 2012), 411-34; T. Notarius, The Verb in Archaic Biblical Poetry: A Discursive,
Typological, and Historical Investigation of the Tense System (SSLL 68; Leiden: Brill,
2013).

2 A. Niccacci, “The Biblical Hebrew Verbal System in Poetry,” in Biblical Hebrew
in Its Northwest Semitic Setting: Typological and Historical Perspectives (ed. S. E.
Fassberg and A. Hurvitz; Publication of the Institute for Advanced Studies, Hebrew
University 1; Jerusalem: Magnes, 2006), 247—-68.
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he heard (Ynw") my voice from his temple.” However, the first verb could also
be understood as iterative, the author calling on God repeatedly,43 and God’s
hearing of it as a single event. Fourth, if there are large concentrations of
preterite verbs in some poetic texts, can they be labeled uncommon in such a
text as this? Fifth, and finally, given the options for understanding these verbal
forms, in particular that they can often be understood in line with core features
of the Hebrew verbal system, such as the regular functions of the yigtol, they
may not have come under the category of uncommon forms from the point of
view of how they were understood by later scribes, even given that they were
originally archaic preterite verbs. These factors have led us to exclude these
verbs from our discussion so far. For what it is worth, in a maximal listing of all
yigtol forms without preceding waw for which a case can be made that a
preterite translation is a likely option in 2 Sam 22//Ps 18, we come up with
thirty-nine forms.* In relation to these forms there are twelve variants, where
only one of the parallel texts has the prefix verb in question in a potentially
preterite form,45 thus 30.77% or about 1 of 3 are variant. This is a significant
rate of variation, but in comparison to the other categories of linguistic forms we
have discussed, this represents an exceptional level of stability that is probably
due to various factors discussed above.

5.4.3. MT 2 KINGS 24-25//MT JEREMIAH 52
5.4.3.1. INTRODUCTION

It is generally considered by scholars that this passage was taken from
Kings into Jeremiah at a late stage in the redaction of the book of Jeremiah.
Thus, for example, Lundbom says: “The present chapter is largely—but not
entirely—a repetition of 2 Kgs 24:18-25:30, which was added to the Jeremiah
book at a later time. The book of Jeremiah proper ends with 51:64: ‘Thus far the
legacy of Jeremiah,” something similar exists in First Isaiah, where chaps. 36-39

* See, for example, Notarius, Verb, 165, 169.

* We judged to be probably non-preterite yigtols the relevant verbs in 2 Sam (//Ps
18) 22:9,26 (x2), 27 (x2), 28 (x2), 29, 30 (x2), 34,47, 50.

> We include as parallel cases where the two texts have different vocabulary as long
as both have a potentially preterite prefix verb. Forms without variants: 2 Sam (//Ps 18)
22:5,7a,7b, 8,17 (x3), 18, 19, 20, 21 (x2), 22, 23, 36, 37, 38b, 40, 42 (different roots),
43b (different roots), 44b (different roots), 44c, 45 (x2), 46a, 49 (x2). Forms with
variants: 2 Sam (/Ps 18) 22:7c (Sam wayyigtol), 7d (Sam no parallel), 12 (Sam
wayyigtol), 14 (Ps wayyigtol), 16 (Ps wayyiqtol), 38a (Sam cohortative), 39a (Sam
wayyigtol), 39b (Ps infinitive), 39c (Sam wayyigtol), 41 (Sam wayyigtol), 43c (Sam two
verbs, Ps one verb, three different roots), 44a (Sam wayyigtol).
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are a later add-on repeating portions of 2 Kings 18-20.”*° This is an especially
interesting case of parallel passages, since we actually have a third, partial
parallel in Jer 39:1-2, 4-10//2 Kgs 25:1-7, 9-12//Jer 52:4-11, 13-16, which is
corgmonly considered to be a secondary insertion of material also found in Jer
52.

5.4.3.2. GENERAL COMMENTS

This discussion is based on features with linguistic oppositions (2.1) and
rare features without linguistic oppositions (2.2 and 2.3) that are listed and
annotated in appendix 1.*

The basic features of Classical Hebrew remain the same in the parallel texts,
but once we move to forms that have options and where one form is less
common than another, the less common (but not necessarily rare) linguistic
features show a high degree of fluidity. This is summarized in the following
table:

Table 5.5
Summary of Forms with Oppositions in
MT 2 Kings 24:18-25:21; 25:27-30//MT Jeremiah 52:1-27, 31-34

Shared Forms Kings Only Jeremiah Only Total
10 14 13 37
27.03% 37.84% 35.14% 100%

Once we move away from the basic, common features of Classical Hebrew, only
27.03% or around one in four of the less common linguistic forms, are shared in
common between the two texts of this one composition. The non-basic linguistic
forms of this composition were highly fluid in its textual transmission. When we
look at the ten shared forms we find that they are generally well-attested
linguistic forms in the MT, albeit less common than their alternatives. The ten

4 7. R. Lundbom, Jeremiah 37-52: A New Translation with Introduction and
Commentary (AB 21B; New York: Doubleday, 2004), 512; cf. M. Cogan and H. Tadmor,
I Kings: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 11; New York:
Doubleday, 1988), 320-21; W. L. Holladay, Jeremiah 2: A Commentary on the Book of
the Prophet Jeremiah Chapters 2652 (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1989), 439; R.
F. Person, Jr., The King—Isaiah and Kings—Jeremiah Recensions (BZAW 252; Berlin:
de Gruyter, 1997), 5.

T Thus, for example, Holladay describes these verses as “a duplicate or adaptation
of 52:4-16 = 2 Kgs 25:1-12” and “secondarily inserted” (Holladay, Jeremiah 2, 291,
292).

8 For layouts of the parallel texts in Hebrew see Bendavid, Parallels, 157-64;
Kegler and Augustin, Synopse, 216-19. For layouts in English see Endres, Millar, and
Burns, Chronicles, 337-49; Newsome, Synoptic, 257—69.
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forms include three cases of n& plus suffix (10, 23, 24), two cases where a
temporal clause with "1 is the less common form (2, 28), a well-attested
alternative for the number “eleven” (1), a name formed with —yah instead of
—yahu (20), the (non-linguistic?) title “head priest” (21), nx for “with” (33), and
(probably the best candidate for a genuinely unusual form), a case of wegqatal for
non-iterative past (34).

As we mentioned, there is in fact a third text which offers a partial parallel
to 2 Kgs 25//Jer 52, found in Jer 39. Once this third parallel text is brought into
the picture we find a further seven less common linguistic forms not paralleled
with the other two texts, and one case where Jer 39 disagrees with one of the
less common forms shared by both other texts (hence the reduction of the shared
forms and the addition of 0.5 to both Kings and Jer 52 below). If we add Jer 39
to the table above we get the following picture:

Table 5.6
Summary of Forms with Oppositions in
MT Jeremiah 39:1-2, 4-10//MT 2 Kings 25:1-7,9-12//MT Jeremiah 52:4-11,13-16

Shared Forms Kings Only Jeremiah 52 Jeremiah 39 Total
Only Only
9 14.5 135 7 44
2045% 32.95% 30.68% 1591% 100%

Thus, once we introduce a third MT parallel text into the mix, the proportion of
shared less common linguistic forms falls even further to 20.45% or just 1 of 5.
There is little doubt, based on what we find in our study of MT and Qumran
Samuel (chapter 6 and appendix 2), that the addition of further, non-MT texts
would lead to a yet further reduction of shared linguistic features beyond the
core of basic features of Classical Hebrew and a rise in the number of less
common linguistic forms not shared by all texts. We are not fortunate enough to
have any Qumran fragments of these parallel texts, Hebrew texts being the most
useful for the current study since on many occasions the subtle differences
between variant Hebrew linguistic forms are not reflected in translation.
Nevertheless, despite these limitations, we still have some hints that further texts
of this passage would not agree even on the few cases of agreement we found
between the MT versions of the text. Thus, while in 2 Kgs 25:18//Jer 52:24 MT
Jeremiah shares with MT Kings the name Seraiah with —yah instead of —yahu
(20), as well as disagreeing over the name Zephaniah (Jeremiah)/Zephaniahu
(Kings; 22), neither of these names is present in LXX Jeremiah, removing
another case of agreement. Further, the Vetus Latina text of Jer 52:26 does not
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reflect “and he took them,”* one of the cases where MT Kings agreed with MT

Jeremiah on the presence of nN& plus suffix (23). We thus reduce the number of
less common linguistic forms shared by all witnesses to just seven, or 15.91% or
less than 1 of 6. It is quite conceivable that with more Hebrew witnesses to this
text, the proportion of agreement on these linguistic forms could approach zero.
The very low proportion of agreement over optional, less common linguistic
forms indicates that the linguistic features of the biblical compositions were
transmitted with a high degree of fluidity.

5.4.4.MT 2 KINGS 18-20//MT ISAIAH 36-39
5.4.4.1. INTRODUCTION

Three positions have been taken by scholars in regard to the relationship
between these parallel passages. Most popular has been the idea that these
chapters were taken from Kings into Isaiah; however, a number of scholars have
argued the reverse. A third position is defended by other scholars, that both
Kings and Isaiah drew on a text that was written for an earlier composition no
longer extant. All scholars are agreed, however, that these parallel texts are
versions of one original composition. However, none of these theories implies
that, for example, the exact MT of Kings was taken over in to the MT of Isaiah,
but they acknowledge that later textual development has occurred in both the
Isaiah and Kings sections to give us the current MT forms of these chapters.™

5.4.4.2. GENERAL COMMENTS
This discussion is based on features with linguistic oppositions (3.1) and

rare features without linguistic oppositions (3.2) that are listed and annotated in
appendix 1.”'

P -M. Bogaert, “La vetus latina de Jérémie: texte trés court, témoin de la plus
ancienne Septante et d’une forme plus anciene de I’hébreu (Jer 39 et 52),” in The Earliest
Text of the Hebrew Bible: The Relationship between the Masoretic Text and the Hebrew
Base of the Septuagint Reconsidered (ed. A. Schenker; SBLSCS 52; Atlanta: Society of
Biblical Literature, 2003), 51-82 (76).

% For surveys of scholarly views on these chapters see, for example, B. S. Childs,
Isaiah (OTL; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2001), 260-62; Person, Kings, 5; P. K.
Tull, Isaiah 1-39 (Smyth & Helwys Bible Commentary; Macon, GA: Smyth & Helwys,
2010), 523-25; H. Wildberger, Isaiah 28-39: A Continental Commentary (trans. T. H.
Trapp; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2002), 360—-64.

3! For layouts of the parallel texts in Hebrew see Bendavid, Parallels, 144-53;
Kegler and Augustin, Synopse, 198-211. For layouts in English see Endres, Millar, and
Burns, Chronicles,299-321; Newsome, Synoptic, 217-41.
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The basic features of Classical Hebrew remain the same in the parallel texts,
but once we move to forms that have options and where one form is less
common than another, the less common (but not necessarily rare) linguistic
features show a high degree of fluidity. This is summarized in the following
table:

Table 5.7
Summary of Forms with Oppositions in
MT 2 Kings 18:13; 18:17-20:19//MT Isaiah 36:1-38:8; 39:1-8

Shared Forms Kings Only Isaiah Only Total
22 27 14 63
34.92% 42 .86% 22.22% 100%

Once we move away from the basic, common features of Classical Hebrew, only
3492% or about 1 of 3 of the less common linguistic forms are shared in
common between the two texts of this one composition. The non-basic linguistic
forms of this composition were highly fluid in its textual transmission. When we
look at the twenty-two shared forms we find that, although less common, very
few of them are rare: masculine plural for feminine plural (3), “say” plus lamed
(8), five cases of HR/5Y interchange (14, 40, 47, 48, 51), some less common
collocations of verbs with prepositions (17, 20, 35), two cases of n& plus suffix
(23, 32), two cases of paragogic nun (31, 36), the divine name 37X instead of the
Tetragrammaton (42), the infinitive absolute as a command (49), and absence of
the directive he (54). More rare are two items of vocabulary (27, 62), the form of
the infinitive construct of “to bear” (28), the use of “rebuke” plus beth (29), and
the spelling of the third person masculine suffix with ke instead of waw (61).

Technically, these are not the only less common linguistic forms in the
parallel texts 2 Kgs 18-20//Isa 3639, since we have in fact left out of reckoning
two longer passages that are pluses with no parallel in the other text, that is, 2
Kgs 18:14-16 and Isa 38:9-20. In appendix 1 (3.3) we note another ten less
common linguistic features in these pluses, which would make the overall
statistics for 2 Kgs 18—20//Isa 3639 look thus:

Table 5.8
Summary of Forms with Oppositions in
MT 2 Kings 18:13; 18:17-20:19//MT Isaiah 36:1-38:8; 39:1-8
including Unparalleled Passages MT 2 Kings 18:14-16 and MT Isaiah 38:9-20

Shared Forms Kings Only Isaiah Only Total
22 33 18 73
30.17% 4521% 24.66% 100%
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In fact, as we discussed in relation to the Kings//Jeremiah parallels, the
more texts we have, the more variants we find, and the fewer less common
linguistic forms are shared between our textual witnesses. Thus, not only does
1QIsa add a significant number of linguistic variants into the mix for these
chapters,” but it also presents a variant in 5 of 22 forms shared between MT
Kings and MT Isaiah, or about 1 of 4 of the cases. This involves the removal
from the list of shared forms of the following: both cases of paragogic nun (31,
36), one case of H8/5Y interchange (48), one infinitive absolute as command
(49), and a third person masculine singular suffix with se (61). Even without
adding in all the extra variants of 1QIsa", this would reduce the proportion of
shared forms thus:

Table 5.9
Summary of Forms with Oppositions in
MT 2 Kings 18:13; 18:17-20:19//MT Isaiah 36:1-38:8; 39:1-8
including 1QIsa® in Relation to 22 Forms Shared between MT Kings and MT Isaiah

Shared Forms Kings Only Isaiah Only Total
17 33 18 68
25% 48.53% 26.47% 100%

However, the more texts we have, the more variants we find, and 1QIsa® has
quite a few additional linguistic variants in these chapters, boosted by some
cases of repeated linguistic forms where 1QIsa® consistently prefers forms that
are less common in the MT, such as —yah names. A quick survey of the variants
of 1QIsa” identified a further fifty-eight linguistic variants in these chapters,
which would make the following proportions:

Table 5.10
Summary of Forms with Oppositions in
MT 2 Kings 18:13; 18:17-20:19//MT Isaiah 36:1-39:8//1QIsa® 36:1-39:8

Shared Forms MT Kings® MT Isaiah® 1QIsa® Only Total
17 33 18 58 126
13.49% 26.19% 14.29% 46.03% 100%

Even though MT Kings and MT Isaiah only agree with each other on less
common linguistic features about a third of the time, comparison with 1QIsa”
shows that this rate of linguistic similarity is high compared with other non-MT

52 See the list of variants in Ulrich and Flint, Isaiah.

3 We have removed the word “only” from these headings, since on a number of
occasions 1QIsa” shares linguistic forms included in either of these columns. The figures
for 1QIsa® however only include those forms not counted in the other columns.

>* See the preceding footnote.
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biblical texts. Whatever we might think of the specific linguistic variations of
1QIsa", texts such as it with very different linguistic features to the MT indicate
the scale of changes that can happen to the linguistic features of biblical writings
in their transmission, and give us pause to wonder what other major linguistic
changes might have happened before our textual evidence begins, for example,
before the time when (MT) Kings and (MT) Isaiah started their separate textual
transmissions from a presumably common ancestor. Only an adequate corpus of
early dated biblical manuscripts could help us to begin to answer such questions.

5.4.5.MT 1 KINGS 22//MT 2 CHRONICLES 18
5.4.5.1. INTRODUCTION

The book of Kings shares much common (synoptic) material with
Chronicles. This common material is shared either because Samuel-Kings and
Chronicles were based on a common source or because Chronicles was based
on a form of Samuel-Kings.” There is far too much material to do a full study,
so we have chosen as our example of these synoptic passages 1 Kgs 22:4-35//2
Chr 18:3-34, which we have studied previously, although focusing then on only
so-called late linguistic features of both passages.”® Here we discuss the more
general phenomenon of less common linguistic features.

5.4.5.2. GENERAL COMMENTS

This discussion is based on features with linguistic oppositions (4.1) and
rare features without linguistic oppositions (4.2) that are listed and annotated in
appendix 1.

The basic features of Classical Hebrew remain the same in the parallel texts,
but once we move to forms that have options and where one form is less
common than another, the less common (but not necessarily rare) linguistic
features show a high degree of fluidity. This is summarized in the following
table:

5 R. K. Duke, “Recent Research in Chronicles,” CBR 8 (2009): 10-50 (23-25). The
form of Samuel-Kings used in this theory is understood to be an earlier form of Samuel—
Kings than is found in the MT, that is, a Vorlage that was closer to the Old Greek and
Qumran scrolls like 4QSam® than to the MT of Samuel-Kings. See further our discussion
of this issue in chapter 6 (6.2).

% LDBT 1:134,137,353-58.

57 For layouts of the parallel texts in Hebrew see Bendavid, Parallels, 111-12;
Kegler and Augustin, Synopse, 175-77. For layouts in English see Endres, Millar, and
Burns, Chronicles, 233-36; Newsome, Synoptic, 162—67.



166 Historical Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew

Table 5.11
Summary of Forms with Oppositions in
MT 1 Kings 22:4-35//MT 2 Chronicles 18:3-34

Shared Forms Kings Only Chronicles Only Total
9 16 7 32
28.13% 50% 21.88% 100%

Once we move away from the basic, common features of Classical Hebrew,
only 28.13% or less than 1 of 3 of the less common linguistic forms, are shared
in common between the two texts of this one composition. The non-basic
linguistic forms of these texts were highly fluid in textual transmission. When
we look at the nine shared forms we find that most of them are well-attested
linguistic forms: infinitives absolute in place of finite verbs (21, 22), “fight
with” using the preposition n& (24, 25, 26), R (“to say”) with % (30), and "1
plus participle (32). Less well attested are the use of “wR for "3 (13), and
especially the transitive use of 9311 (8). We note further that over half of the
shared forms are clustered together within two verses, that is, the two cases of
infinitives absolute in place of finite verbs (21, 22), and the three cases of “fight
with” using the preposition nNR (24, 25, 26). Perhaps this clustering reduced the
forms’ salience as unusual forms and hence increased their stability in textual
transmission?

Given the history of research on the material shared by Samuel-Kings and
Chronicles, a couple of striking points stand out. The first is that the proportion
of shared less common linguistic features is higher in these texts than in other
texts which we have investigated: 2 Sam 22//Ps 18 and 2 Kgs 24-25//Jer 52, and
not much less than in 2 Kgs 18-20//Isa 36-39. It is evident that scholars have
started from the presupposition that Chronicles altered the language of its
sources, and indeed they have seen this as a characteristic feature of Chronicles.
In fact, we find that the linguistic variations in this synoptic chapter are a little
less frequent than in some other MT parallels.

The second point to note is how disproportionate the amount of unusual
linguistic features found in Kings is to the relatively few less common linguistic
features in Chronicles. Chronicles gives the impression of a text that has been
standardized in its language to a greater extent than Kings.”® These observations
are relevant to the distribution of the “late” linguistic features we have noted
elsewhere. Quite contrary to expectations, “late” BH Chronicles has fewer “late”
BH features than “early” BH Kings (seven vs. eight). Furthermore, only three
“late” features are shared in common, each text more than doubling its
accumulation of “late” features, but in different ways.” In this passage,
therefore, leaving aside the common use of verbal suffixes (the third shared

%8 See Young, “ ‘Am,” 74-79 (especially 79, with references).
% LDBT 1:134, 137, 353-58; Young, “Loose,” 110.
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“late” feature), of the other fifteen linguistic forms involved in these “late”
features of both texts (counting multiple attestations of the same phenomenon),
only two (13%) are shared between both texts. The time has come to move on
from the idea that such changeable linguistic items give us solid evidence of the
language and hence date of “original” authors.

5.5. GENERAL DISCUSSION OF PARALLEL PASSAGES

The data in this chapter, especially with regard to the parallel passages, and
in both prosaic and poetic parallels, all paint the same picture. On the one hand,
it is a significant observation that the very basic features we associate with
Classical Hebrew are stable in our witnesses to the biblical text. No parallel text,
for example, changes basic features so that it looks more like MH than BH. On
the other hand, scholars in the past have drawn important conclusions based on
the distribution of optional, less common linguistic forms in the MT, arguing
most prominently that certain linguistic peculiarities enable us to date the
composition of biblical writings. Even scholars trying to move beyond linguistic
dating still struggle with the inherited idea that the language of the MT
represents the language of the original authors of biblical writings. But contrary
to these opinions, the very low proportion of agreement over these forms
indicates that these non-basic linguistic features of the biblical compositions
were transmitted with a high degree of fluidity. No pair of parallel texts, even
though transmitted in the same MT textual tradition, shares more than about 1 of
3 (34.92%) of these less common linguistic features, and in the poetic section of
2 Sam 22//Ps 18 the proportion of shared forms goes down as low as only 1 of
15 (6.67%) shared features. Furthermore, we repeat our finding that the more
texts we have, the more variants we find.

All of the evidence from parallel texts in the MT indicates that the surviving
texts of the biblical books are late, thoroughly revised and reworked versions of
earlier texts whose distinctive linguistic features are lost to us. We would like to
emphasize the word “distinctive” in this statement. We say again that the basic
features shared by almost every BH writing— “early ” and “late,” MT and non-
MT—are quite stable, which is not unexpected since BH as a whole is a
standard literary language,” so that the surviving manuscripts give us no reason
to doubt that the basic features of BH were characteristic of earlier
compositional stages of the biblical books.’' Examples of basic features include
the use of wayyigtol in narrative, WX as the relative pronoun, or NNT as the
feminine singular demonstrative pronoun, as opposed to the situation in MH

% See chapter 2 (2.3.2), especially n. 43.
81 This is of course not the same as proving that they were actually characteristic of
early compositional layers.
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where we find an absence of wayyigtol, common use of the relative W and the
feminine singular demonstrative 11. However, there is a very large amount of
work that has been done on BH which has attempted to find significance in
small differences in the linguistic usage of, say, Ezekiel, and to consider that MT
Ezekiel preserves linguistic peculiarities of the prophet himself. ®* Very
prominent examples of this are the many attempts to argue for the date of a
biblical composition on the basis of its language in its MT form. The data from
the MT parallel passages indicate that such attempts at precision are undermined
by the fluidity of just these sorts of “distinctive” data in the textual transmission
of the biblical books.

It is evident, in fact, that all the categories used as evidence of “late”
language are involved in the variants in the parallel passages. We have already
noted in previous publications that while 2 Sam 22 and Ps 18 each has six “late”
linguistic features, none of them overlap precisely between the two texts.”’ So-
called late linguistic items involved in variants in these two chapters include
cases of non-assimilated jn before a noun without the definite article, long III-
He wayyigtol (i.e., with final he retained), a wa’eqtlah verb (wayyiqtol plus
cohortative), preference for the preposition 5y, the long masculine plural suffix
on a feminine plural noun (27'N1-), and so on. In other parallels we find in
addition, for example, names formed with the theophoric ending —yah,
variations in the use of NX plus a suffix rather than the verbal suffix, “late”
vocabulary like the noun mabn (“kingdom, reign”), masculine plural suffixes
instead of feminine plurals, non-iterative past use of the wegatal verbs, TWR for
"3 in complement clauses, and non-use of directive he.

5.6. CONCLUSION

In summary, all the evidence from the parallel texts in the MT itself points
in the same direction: Large-scale and basic features of Classical Hebrew only
relatively rarely show variation. Less common features of Classical Hebrew are
highly fluid, and the current distribution of such forms cannot be relied on as
evidence of the language of particular authors at particular times and in
particular places.** Nevertheless, it is precisely these less common features that
have played a big role in historical linguistic and linguistic dating studies of BH
writings.

62 See, for example, the discussion of Rooker’s views on Ezekiel’s spelling of
“David” in chapter 3 (3.4).

8 See LDBT 1:135,137; Young, “Loose,” 110-11.

%4 In addition, the fluidity of linguistic items in MT parallels and in MT and non-MT
biblical manuscripts has at least two other implications. It affects: (1) rates of
accumulation of so-called late linguistic features in biblical writings (see the discussions
of linguistic accumulation in LDBT); and (2) rates of diffusion of particular linguistic
changes underway (as illustrated in chapter 4,4.3.1, and in chapters 8-9).
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Finally, to conclude, in this chapter we have not talked about overall rates
of linguistic variants or summarized general kinds of linguistic variants in
biblical writings (MT parallels or MT/non-MT manuscripts).”> We take up these
issues in the next chapter in our treatment of MT Samuel and the Qumran scrolls
of Samuel.

% These are matters we mentioned in chapter 4 (4.6).






Chapter 6

Cross-Textual Variable Analysis:
Samuel Manuscripts

6.1. INTRODUCTION

We have documented that there has been a tendency for scholars of BH to
conduct their research and draw their conclusions on the assumption that the MT
is, in effect, the original text of the Hebrew Bible (chapter 3, 3.4, 3.6). We
mentioned that prominent voices such as Kutscher led scholars to think that
linguistic variants in non-MT biblical manuscripts were deviations from the
original language used by the biblical authors. And we mentioned that some
scholars have even classified non-MT biblical manuscripts as non-biblical. We
have also documented that this MT-centered attitude is at odds with the
consensus of experts on the history of the text of the Bible (chapter 3, 3.5). Thus
Ulrich talks about “the decentralization of the MT as the text of the Hebrew
Bible,” since “the Qumran scrolls show that the textual form of the MT was not
always the central text of the Hebrew Bible, but is simply one of several forms
that existed in antiquity.”’ With an eye to scholars who have seemed unaware of
current scholarship on the text of the Bible, who might still be focused solely on
the MT, we began our application of CTVA (chapter 4) by discussing the results
of our study of linguistic variants in parallel passages within the MT itself, which
indicate clearly that less common language features were transmitted very
fluidly even within this one (MT) textual tradition (chapter 5).

Once free of the assumption that the MT is the only text of the Bible with
linguistic evidence to consider, we may next consider the language of non-MT
Bible manuscripts. The fact that these offer different linguistic features has been
known since the beginning of critical scholarship on the Bible, since the
Samaritan Pentateuch was known well before the discovery of the Qumran

! Ulrich, “Clearer,” 122-23 (emphasis original). Ulrich goes on, in fact, in these
pages, to criticize the assumption that the Tiberian Hebrew of the MT is “the original
language.”
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scrolls. However, already by the beginning of the nineteenth century this
evidence was marginalized in the influential work done by Gesenius.* So too,
evidence of quite different linguistic features was known right from the
beginning of the study of the Qumran scrolls, in the form of 1QIsa®, whose
evidence was also marginalized, as we have discussed earlier, by the influential
work of Kutscher. In fact, 1QIsa" is just the best preserved of a number of texts
that broadly share a number of orthographic and linguistic features, which Tov
labels “Qumran scribal practice.”” Other texts beyond this group with highly
variant linguistic details have also been discussed, such as 4QJudg” and
4QCant”.* In this chapter we continue our application of CTVA by summarizing
the results of our detailed study of linguistic variants between the MT and
Qumran Samuel.

This chapter proceeds along the following lines. First, we summarize
research on the book of Samuel (6.2). We look in particular at views on the
book’s production, including its composition and transmission, and we recap the
most important textual witnesses to the book. Second, we offer several
illustrations of linguistic variants in the textual witnesses to the book (6.3).
These illustrations deal mainly with the MT and the biblical DSS, but we also
give some examples related to the LXX, and then we discuss the relevance of
linguistic variants to the issue of accumulation of LBH items in BH writings.
Third, we evaluate the range of linguistic variants between the MT and Qumran
scrolls of Samuel in relation to the types, statistics, and patterns of variation
(6.4).

Before we enter into these other matters, however, we should say a few
words about why we selected Samuel and not some other book as the object of
this research. Our reasons are summarized in the following points. First, the
language of (MT) Samuel specifically (and of the Former Prophets generally)
has been considered a leading example of early or preexilic or Golden Age
Hebrew and thus has figured centrally in many accounts of “early” vs. “late”
Hebrew.” Second, and in contrast to the preceding point, aside from 1QIsa®

% For Gesenius, the history of BH “until its extinction” is essentially the history of
the MT Bible (4-68), and other evidence, such as the LXX and SP, is principally part of
“the history of the Hebrew language as an extinct language, or the history of Hebrew
linguistics” (Gesenius, Geschichte, 69—136). See further the remarks on Gesenius in
chapter 2, n. 1, and chapter 4 (4.4.1).

3 Tov, Scribal, 261-73; idem, Textual, 100-105.

4 Rezetko, “Qumran”; Young, “Notes.”

5 Thus, for example, Wellhausen said: “With regard to the Jehovistic document, all
are happily agreed that, substantially in all events, in language, horizon, and other
features, it dates from the golden age of Hebrew literature, to which the finest parts of
Judges, Samuel, and Kings, and the oldest extant prophetical writings also belong,—the
period of the kings and prophets which preceded the dissolution of the two Israelite
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which we discussed previously,® the linguistic characteristics and linguistic
variants of other Qumran scrolls have largely gone unappreciated, thus the
Qumran scrolls of Samuel which, while long recognized as relatively rich
sources of textual evidence, have not generally been noted for their unusual
linguistic profiles.” The preceding points are two general reasons as to why we
thought a study of the language of Samuel would be interesting. But we should
probably confess up front that in fact we just happen to like the book a lot, or at
least one of us does! There are nevertheless several other practical reasons for
our selection of this book. First, Samuel is one of the longest books in the MT
Bible, third after Kings and Chronicles in terms of words, or second after only
Kings in terms of graphic units. This means that the book might be expected to
supply altogether more varied linguistic material than many and probably most
other books in the Bible, such as, for example, the book of Ruth. Second,
Samuel has the advantage that it is (partially) represented by four Qumran
scrolls (1QSam, 4QSam™*), and while it does not fare as well as, for example,
Isaiah which is represented extensively in 1QIsa® and numerous other scrolls,
Samuel is actually much better off than most other biblical books, and the
manuscript 4QSam” in particular is a sizeable textual witness compared to most
other biblical scrolls.® Third, the extensive 4QSam® scroll also shares the

kingdoms...” (J. Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the History of Israel [Edinburgh: A. & C.
Black, 1885], 9). Similarly, Driver remarked: “The purest and best Hebrew prose style is
that of JE and the earlier narratives incorporated in Jud. Sam. Kings: Dt. (though of a
different type) is also thoroughly classical...” (S. R. Driver, An Introduction to the
Literature of the Old Testament [9th ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, 1913], 505; cf. 124).
Likewise, we find that the most frequently cited biblical books in grammars such as
Jotion—Muraoka’s are Genesis and Samuel, and we may safely presume that it is largely
these books about which they speak when they say: “This grammar, especially the
syntax, is based mainly on classical prose texts, and good narrative texts in particular”
(JM §3d, p. 11 n. 1; emphasis added).

6 See chapter 3 (3.4) and chapter 4 (4.4.2.2). Several other books and manuscripts
are cited in chapter 4 (4.4.2).

7 Note, for example, Tov’s remark: “Some texts exemplified by 1QIsa®...display a
great number of differences in orthography and morphology, whereas the relation is
reversed in the texts exemplified by 4QSam®...: differences in morphology and
orthography are few, in contrast to the large number of other types of differences in both
major and minor details” (Tov, Textual, 105). Similarly, the language of Samuel is not
discussed in the articles by Abegg, Fassberg, and Muraoka that we surveyed in chapter 4
(4.4.2.1). For example, Abegg refers to Samuel only once (Abegg, “Biblical,” 167), and
in his conclusion he mentions several manuscripts that have “notable syntactic variation,”
and the manuscripts he mentions specifically are 4QExod-Lev', 4QDeut"?, 4QKgs, and
4QXITI* (ibid., 172).

8 Only the following scrolls attest more than 1,000 graphic units (in canonical
order): 4QpaleoExod™, 4QNum®, 4QSam®, 1QIsa®, 1QIsa®, MurXIl, and 11QPs®. Only the
following scrolls attest more than 5% of the graphic units of their respective MT books
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interesting characteristic that it, like 1QIsa’, is regarded as a “non-aligned” (and,
as for 4QSam”, also close to the presumed Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX) in its
textual character, as opposed to some of the other extensive scrolls which are
considered proto-Masoretic or pre-Samaritan in Tov’s classification.” However,
at the same time, 4QSam® is not variant from the MT in an excessive or
abnormal way, and in fact the rate of variation between these is quite average in
the context of the scrolls more generally. We discuss statistical matters related to
Qumran Samuel in more detail in 6.4. Fourth, and finally, we explain in our
discussion of textual witnesses why the “poor” MT of Samuel is not an obstacle
to our qualitative and quantitative analysis in this chapter.

6.2. BRIEF SYNOPSIS OF THE PRODUCTION OF THE BOOK OF SAMUEL

The composition-transmission history of Samuel is complex. Over time,
assessments of the book’s production have moved from traditional Jewish and
Christian views of a mostly unified book, to a combination of two or more
horizontally interlaced layers or strands, to a slightly edited arrangement of
vertical end-to-end blocks or documents, full circle to final-form readings of the
book as a relatively cohesive whole. Today many in one way or another may
still favor the third option, that Samuel is primarily made up of earlier sources,
such as the so-called Court History/Succession Narrative (2 Sam 9-20 + 1 Kgs
1-2), which at some point in time (a) Deuteronomistic editor(s) included, with
minimal intervention, in a larger more or less unified History reaching from
Deuteronomy through Kings (the so-called Deuteronomistic History). Recently,
however, other views have gained momentum, including the view that some
“early” sources are later supplements in the book’s developmental history. An
example is the Court History/Succession Narrative in general and the Bathsheba
story (2 Sam 11-12) in particular.10 Whatever the truth is in this case, the overall

(in canonical order): 4QpaleoExod™, 11QpaleoLev®, 4QNum®, 4QSam®, 1QIsa®, 1QIsa’,
4Qlsa®, 4QlIsa°, MurXIl, 4QXIIE, 11QPs*, 4QCant®, 4QCant®, 4QLam, 5QLam®, and
4QDan’. The numbers were determined on the basis of graphic units in MT books in VOT
and graphic units in biblical DSS in Young, “Biblical Scrolls.”

® Tov, Textual, 107-10.

10 For various takes on these views see A. G. Auld, Samuel at the Threshold:
Selected Works of Graeme Auld (SOTSM; Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004), 45-61, 207-8,
218-19; R. C. Bailey, “Samuel, Books of,” in Eerdmans Dictionary of the Bible (ed. D.
N. Freedman; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000), 1163-65; K. De Troyer, “Looking at
Bathsheba with Text-Critical Eyes,” in The Hebrew Bible in Light of the Dead Sea
Scrolls (ed. N. David, A. Lange, K. De Troyer, and S. Tzoref; FRLANT 239; Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2012), 84-94; J. W. Flanagan, “Court History or Succession
Document: A Study of 2 Samuel 9-20 and 1 Kings 1-2,” JBL 91 (1972): 172-81; S.
Frolov, “Succession Narrative: A ‘Document’ or a Phantom?,” JBL 121 (2002): 81-104;
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scholarly consensus is that the book evolved into its current form in the MT
through a lengthy period of literary and textual development. It is recognized by
most scholars that the book contains some of the oldest (preexilic) Israelite
historiography, by literary critics that the book has postexilic additions and
alterations, and by textual critics that the text(s) of the book was fluid until
around the Common Era.'' In such a framework therefore, talking about “the

S. L. McKenzie, King David: A Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 34—
35, 155-61; idem, “Ledavid (for David)! ‘Except in the Matter of Uriah the Hittite’,” in
For and Against David: Story and History in the Books of Samuel (ed. A. G. Auld and E.
Eynikel; BETL 232; Leuven: Peeters, 2010), 307—13; idem, “The So-Called Succession
Narrative in the Deuteronomistic History,” in Die sogenannte Thronfolgegeschichte
Davids: Neue Einsichten und Anfragen (ed. A. de Pury and T. Romer; OBO 176;
Freiburg: Universititsverlag, 2000), 123-35; T. Romer, The So-called Deuteronomistic
History: A Sociological, Historical and Literary Introduction (London: T&T Clark,
2005), 94-95, 147; J. C. Trebolle Barrera, “Samuel/Kings and Chronicles: Book
Divisions and Textual Composition,” in Studies in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran, and the
Septuagint Presented to Eugene Ulrich (ed. P. W. Flint, E. Tov, and J. C. VanderKam;
VTSup 101; Leiden: Brill, 2006), 96-108; J. Van Seters, In Search of History:
Historiography in the Ancient World and the Origins of Biblical History (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1983), 277-91; idem, “The Court History and DtrH,” in Die
sogenannte Thronfolgegeschichte Davids: Neue Einsichten und Anfragen (ed. A. de Pury
and T. Romer; OBO 176; Freiburg: Universititsverlag, 2000), 70-93.

"' Hebrew Bible introductions and Samuel commentaries discuss such issues. For a
bibliographical survey from a leading expert see A. G. Auld, “1-2 Samuel,” in Oxford
Bibliographies Online: Biblical Studies (http://www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/
document/obo-9780195393361/0b0-9780195393361-0086.xml). State-of-the-art research
is collected in A. G. Auld and E. Eynikel, eds., For and Against David: Story and History
in the Books of Samuel (BETL 232; Leuven: Peeters, 2010); C. Edenburg and J. Pakkala,
eds., Is Samuel among the Deuteronomists? Current Views on the Place of Samuel in a
Deuteronomistic History (SBLAIL 16; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2013); P.
Hugo and A. Schenker, eds., Archaeology of the Books of Samuel: The Entangling of the
Textual and Literary History (VTSup 132; Leiden: Brill, 2010). Among recent
introductions see G. Hentschel, “Die Samuelbiicher,” in Einleitung in das Alte Testament
(ed. E. Zenger; 7th ed.; Kohlhammer Studienbiicher Theologie 1,1; Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 2008), 230-38; C. Nihan and D. Nocquet, “1-2 Samuel,” in Introduction a
I’"Ancien Testament (ed. T. Romer, J.-D. Macchi, and C. Nihan; MdB 49; Geneva: Labor
et Fides, 2009), 358-83. Rezetko surveys recent scholarship and lists numerous data
supporting the complexity of Samuel’s preexilic, exilic, and postexilic production
(Rezetko, Source, 7-15 [especially 10—-12 n. 24]). In chapter 3, n. 217, we cite
Aejmelaeus, Carr, and Schenker as examples of scholars who argue that the current MT
in many details reflects editorial revision in the last centuries B.C.E. Other articles relevant
to Samuel in this regard are available in Ausloos, Lemmelijn, and Trebolle Barrera, eds.,
After Qumran; David, Lange, De Troyer, and Tzoref, eds., Hebrew; Miiller, Pakkala, and
ter Haar Romeny, Evidence; Piquer Otero and Torijano Morales, eds., Textual; von
Weissenberg, Pakkala, and Marttila, eds., Changes.
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date” of “the book™ is, from these scholars’ perspective, no less than misleading
and in actual fact inconceivable.'

The view that “the text” of Samuel did not reach its final form until c. 100
C.E. is often contested by language scholars, and some literary scholars. Many
Hebraists, for example, would say that indicators of LBH in MT Samuel are
very limited or totally absent from the book, and therefore in their view the book
in its MT form must date mostly or entirely to the preexilic period. Actually,
though, such an assessment does not reflect the linguistic facts of the book (see
below) and its validity anyhow is contingent on the conventional EBH-LBH
periodization. Moreover, it is in fact the case that empirical evidence has
survived for the late stage of the book’s development, and—actually—for this
late stage only. We remind the reader that there is no manuscript evidence for
the text of the Hebrew Bible prior to the third century B.C.E. The main evidence
for the text of Samuel comes in the form of the Qumran scrolls and the Greek
translation.

As a generalization the scholarly consensus is that the Chronicler and the
Greek translator “worked from a version of Samuel rather like 4QSam” had
been, when still complete,” and in MT Samuel “we find two main sorts of
difference: accidental loss and separate development.”" Rezetko, for example,
has argued on the basis of the Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and other textual witnesses
of Samuel and Chronicles' that “Samuel’s editors in the period of the Second
Temple considerably reshaped an earlier version of the story of David’s ark
transfer. Consequently, many textual and linguistic details attested in MT 2 Sam
6 are secondary and often later than details in the parallel texts of MT 1 Chron
13, 15-16.”" Refinements and explanations of the general statements here,
especially regarding the complex matter of the Greek translation and recensions
and their relationships to the MT and Qumran Samuel, are available elsewhere
and so we will not go into more detail about them here.'®

2 See Rezetko, “What,” 239-41.

B A.G. Auld, I & IT Samuel: A Commentary (OTL; Louisville: Westminster John
Knox, 2011), 5.

4 MT, 4QSam®, LXX*, LXX®, LXX" (boc,e,), other LXX manuscripts, Aquila,
Symmachus, Theodotion, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Josephus, Targums, Peshitta, Jacob of
Edessa, Vetus Latina, Vulgate, etc.

15 Rezetko, Source, 3.

16 0On the Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and other witnesses and the textual criticism of
Samuel see Auld, I & II Samuel,4-7; Cross et al., Samuel, 25-27,221-24,252-54; F. M.
Cross and R. Saley, “A Statistical Analysis of the Textual Character of 4QSam® (4Q51),”
DSD 13 (2006): 46-54; P. Hugo, “Text History of the Books of Samuel: An Assessment
of the Recent Research,” in Archaeology of the Books of Samuel: The Entangling of the
Textual and Literary History (ed. P. Hugo and A. Schenker; VTSup 132; Leiden: Brill,
2010), 1-19; R. W. Klein, I Samuel (2d ed.; WBC 10; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2008),
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For the purposes of this book we have made regular use of the following
text-editions and other resources related to the texts of Samuel:

MT Samuel BHS

Qumran Samuel 1QSam: Barthélemy17
4QSam®: Cross, Parry, and Saley18
4QSam": Cross, Parry, and Sa\ley19
4QSam®: Ulrich®
As a matter of convenience we refer to “Cross et
al., Samuel” when citing any of the above-
mentioned publications in DJD 1 and 17. In another
publication Ulrich provides the texts and variants
for all four scrolls.?!

LXX Samuel LXX: Rahlfs*
LXXE: Brooke, McLean, and Thackeray23
LXX": Ferndndez Marcos and Busto Saiz**

xxv—xxviii, xxxix—xl; F. H. Polak, “Samuel, First and Second Books of,” in Encyclopedia
of the Dead Sea Scrolls (ed. L. H. Schiffman and J. C. VanderKam; 2 vols.; Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000), 2:819-23; A. Ravasco, “La storia del testo di Samuele
alla luce della documentazione di Qumran” (Ph.D. diss., University of Pisa, 2009), 27—
39; Rezetko, Source, 31-38; E. Ulrich, “A Qualitative Assessment of the Textual Profile
of 4QSam®,” in Flores Florentino: Dead Sea Scrolls and Other Early Jewish Studies in
Honour of Florentino Garcia Martinez (ed. A. Hilhorst, E. Puech, and E. J. C.
Tigchelaar; JSJSup 122; Leiden: Brill, 2007), 147-61.

D. Barthélemy, “Livres de Samuel,” in Qumran Cave 1 (ed. D. Barthélemy and J.
T. Milik, with contributions by R. de Vaux, G. M. Crowfoot, H. J. Plenderleith, and G. L.
Harding; DJD 1; Oxford: Clarendon, 1955), 64—65.

8. M. Cross, D. W. Parry, and R. J. Saley, “51. 4QSam®” in Qumran Cave 4,
Volume 12: 1-2 Samuel (ed. F. M. Cross, D. W. Parry, R. J. Saley, and E. Ulrich; DJD
17; Oxford: Clarendon, 2005), 1-216.

F. M. Cross, D. W. Parry, and R. J. Saley, “52. 4QSam®,” in Qumran Cave 4,
Volume 12: 1-2 Samuel (ed. F. M. Cross, D. W. Parry, R. J. Saley, and E. Ulrich; DID
17; Oxford: Clarendon, 2005), 219-46.

*E. Ulrich, “53. 4QSam®,” in Qumran Cave 4, Volume 12: 1-2 Samuel (ed. F. M.
Cross, D. W. Parry, R. J. Saley, and E. Ulrich; DJD 17; Oxford: Clarendon, 2005), 247—
67.

*! Ulrich, Biblical, 259-322.

22 A. Rahlfs, ed., Sepmuaginta: Id est Vetus Testamentum graece iuxta LXX
interpretes (2 vols. in 1; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1979).

2 A. E. Brooke, N. McLean, and H. St. J. Thackeray, The Old Testament in Greek
(9 parts in 3 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1906—1940).

24 N. Fernandez Marcos and J. R. Busto Saiz, El Texto Antioqueno de la Biblia
Griega, Volume 1: 1-2 Samuel (Textos y Estudios ««Cardenal Cisneros)> de la Biblia
Poliglota Matritense 50; Madrid: Instituto de Filologia, Consejo Superior de
Investigaciones Cientificas, Departamento de Filologia Biblica y de Oriente Antiguo,
1989).
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Digital Resources In addition to the MT and LXX resources available
in Accordance, BibleWorks, and Logos, we use
Accordance’s Dead Sea Scrolls Biblical Corpus and
Biblical DSS Manuscripts Variants module.

Commentaries In our research for this book, especially as it relates
to appendix 2, and in addition to the discussions of
variants in the DJD volumes (cited above), we have
made regular use of the commentaries by Auld,
Driver, McCarter, Smith, Tsumura, and Ulrich »

Two final remarks will bring this section to a close. First, in keeping with
our treatment of textual criticism in chapter 2, like other textual critics our
standpoint on the texts of Samuel is well-expressed by the words of Ravasco
who says, following a detailed treatment of textual variants, “The original text of
Samuel is not directly represented by any witness in particular...Each witness
therefore may have either primary or secondary variants, and no one represents
the text of Samuel.”*® Consequently, when undertaking text-critical research on
Samuel it is ideally necessary to study each variant independently in order to
determine possible explanations for variants between the texts. However, as we
explained in chapter 3 (3.5.3), the synonymy of linguistic variants effectively
makes it impossible in many, and probably most, cases to determine the relative
sequence of linguistic forms/uses, and so often all we can do is make
observations about the texts without drawing any definitive conclusions.

» Auld, I & II Samuel; S. R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text and the Topography
of the Books of Samuel, with an Introduction on Hebrew Palaeography and the Ancient
Versions, and Facsimiles of Inscriptions and Maps (Oxford: Clarendon, 1890); P. K.
McCarter, I Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Notes and Commentary (AB
8; Garden City: Doubleday, 1980); idem, /I Samuel; H. P. Smith, A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Samuel (ICC; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1899); D.
T. Tsumura, The First Book of Samuel (NICOT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007); E.
Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus (HSM 19; Missoula, MT: Scholars
Press, 1978). For the purposes of this book we have not made systematic use of the
following commentaries which also have many relevant text-critical observations: A. A.
Anderson, 2 Samuel (WBC 11; Dallas: Word, 1989); Klein, I Samuel; O. Thenius, Die
Biicher Samuels (KEHAT; Leipzig: Weidmann’sche Buchhandlung, 1842); J.
Wellhausen, Der Text der Biicher Samuelis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1871).
Note, however, that many of Thenius’s and Wellhausen’s insights are incorporated in the
commentaries we have regularly considered.

26 Ravasco, “Storia,” 254; cf. idem, “Reflections on the Textual Transmission of the
Books of Samuel,” RevQ 23 (2008): 405-13 (412). The original statement is: “Il testo
originale di Samuele non ¢ direttamente rappresentato da nessun testimone in
particolare...Ogni testimone quindi pud avere varianti primarie o secondarie, € nessuno
rappresenta il testo di Samuele.”
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Second, we remarked above that the “poor” MT of Samuel is not an
obstacle to our qualitative and quantitative analysis in this chapter (6.1). The
“poor” state of the text has to do mostly with its shortness, due to many
instances of haplography, but otherwise the texts of this book present the same
kinds of pluses, minuses, substitutions, and rearrangements, both unintentional
and intentional, which we find in other biblical writings. MT Samuel is a
perfectly readable book and its linguistic features are as analyzable as those of
other biblical books. Tsevat expresses the matter well:

Although Samuel has the reputation that its text is among the worst of the OT
books, this is not evident to the ordinary reader. Whereas innumerable textual
difficulties, commonly traced to corruptions and expansions, often frustrate the
simple understanding of Ezekiel and some other books, the reader of Samuel
advances through chapter after chapter without being arrested by significant
difficulties traceable to deterioration of text. This is not to deny that Samuel has
its share of obstacles to understanding because of textual corruption...But the
generalizing condemnation of the Received Text...is probably occasioned by
the existence of a relatively great variety of different text forms rather than by
its obscurity.”’

6.3. ILLUSTRATIONS OF LINGUISTIC VARIANTS IN THE BOOK OF SAMUEL
6.3.1.DSS VARIANTS
6.3.1.1. SYNOPSIS OF DSS VARIANTS

We introduced CTVA in chapter 4 (4.4.2) where we also reviewed some
previous work on biblical manuscripts from within this general framework,
although apparently we are the first to use “cross-textual variable analysis” in
the context of BH studies. In the remainder of this chapter we illustrate and
evaluate linguistic differences between the MT and Qumran Samuel (6.3 and
6.4). A variable, we will recall, is a set of two or more variants that may be used
alternatively to say the same thing, and linguistic variants, we also will recall,
are to be distinguished from orthographic and content variants. Since, however,
almost any textual variant may potentially have linguistic significance, we
generally understand linguistic variants to be the kinds of things, morphological
and syntactical, that are discussed in grammars of BH (GKC, JM, WO, etc.).

Appendix 2 contains an extensive commentary on linguistic variants
between the MT and Qumran Samuel. In this book we refer to this commentary
as “Qumran Samuel.” We do not claim that we have identified and/or discussed

> M. Tsevat, “Samuel, I and IL,” in The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible: An
Hllustrated Encyclopedia: Supplementary Volume (ed. K. Crim; Nashville: Abingdon,
1976),777-81 (777).
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and/or examined thoroughly every linguistic variant between these sources. We
may have overlooked or misjudged some examples. Furthermore, our
discussions in appendix 2 could be amplified substantially by including more
textual witnesses, more points of view and textual and literary arguments by
commentators, and even more detailed discussion of many linguistic matters. It
is also important to realize that we have not treated reconstructed variants,
including reconstructions dependent on space considerations, even though some
of them seem extremely likely. Below we summarize the types, statistics, and
patterns of variation we have discovered (6.5). But before we do that we give a
summary of some key findings and we discuss several examples in more detail
(directive he and iterative wegatal).

Despite the relative lack of attention to the linguistic features of the Qumran
Samuel manuscripts, we discovered a high degree of linguistic variation between
them and the MT. Once again, this conformed to the pattern we discovered in
regard to the parallel passages (chapter 5 and appendix 1). In general the basic,
common features of BH remain relatively stable in the texts. Thus, for example,
although we discuss fifteen cases of variants related to the definite article
(Qumran Samuel, 5.4), these still represent a small proportion of the overall
usage of this very basic Hebrew feature. Once we move to less common features
of Classical Hebrew, however, the degree of linguistic variation becomes quite
striking. Due to the fragmentary nature of the evidence for Qumran Samuel, in
many cases we are left with only a few cases of variation, representing a high
proportion of the attested cases, but not knowing whether this high proportion of
variation would remain high if we had more evidence preserved. For example,
only two cases are preserved where one text has a paragogic nun on a verb, and
neither is paralleled in the other text (Qumran Samuel, 4.6). Is this an indication
of a high rate of variability of this feature in the manuscripts, or is it just due to
the accident that only these two examples are preserved?

Given even the limitations of the evidence, it is the case that there are very
many linguistic features that exhibit a high degree of variation in the textual
witnesses to Samuel. To give an impression of this linguistic diversity we
summarize some significant results of studies which involve more than a very
few examples:

e 4QSam® and 1QSam always disagree with the MT and 4QSam"® on the
spelling of “David” (Qumran Samuel, 2.1).

e In1 of 3 cases (3/9,33.33%) the first person singular independent pronoun
is subject to textual variation (Qumran Samuel, 3.1.1).

e In 4 of 9 cases (44.44%) where at least one of the texts attests NX plus
suffix there is evidence of a variant reading (Qumran Samuel, 4.3).

e  There is a total of ten cases where either a Qumran Samuel manuscript or
the MT attests a paronomastic infinitive absolute, and only half the time
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(5/10, 50%) do both manuscripts agree on the presence of the infinitive
(Qumran Samuel, 4.5.1).

e  Although there are disagreements about the interpretation of a number of
forms, in any case we have no examples (0%) where the MT and Qumran
Samuel agree on the use of the predicative infinitive absolute (Qumran
Samuel, 4.5.2).

e The MT of Samuel is well known for mixing the form of the name
Jonathan (jnar) with Jehonathan (jn7Y). 4QSam®, however, always has
Jehonathan, while 4QSam® always has Jonathan (Qumran Samuel, 5.1).

e  Of the fifty-three examples where at least one of the texts has the
preposition 9y, 22 (41.51%), or more than 2 of every 5 of the uses of the
preposition, are not found in the other text (Qumran Samuel, 6.1).

e  Of the ninety examples where at least one of the texts has the preposition
5K, 35 (38.89%), or nearly 2 of 5 of the uses of the preposition, are not
found in the other text (Qumran Samuel, 6.2).

e  Contrary to the distinctive feature of MT Samuel, where in regard to
“from the” there is an even mix of assimilated (—11) with non-assimilated
(=1 1) nun forms, 4QSam® has an 11-0 preference for the non-assimilated
form (Qumran Samuel, 6.3).

e  There are twenty-three occasions where one or more of the witnesses has
the preposition oy, with a rate of variation of 7/23 (30.43%), or
approaching 1 of 3 (Qumran Samuel, 6.6).

e  Of the fourteen cases where either the MT or Qumran Samuel has the
preposition NR (“with”), we have a rate of variation of 4/14, or 28.57%, or
more than 1 of 4 (Qumran Samuel, 6.6).

e In half (4/8, 50%) of the cases where at least one of the texts has N1
(“please™), there is a variant (Qumran Samuel, 6.14).

e  There are very many interchanges of vocabulary (Qumran Samuel, 7).

These results illustrate the general trend of the evidence from Qumran
Samuel and the MT for less common linguistic forms to exhibit a high level of
variation. They fit well with all the considerations we have discussed so far,
from the general picture of the nature of the biblical text held by specialists
(chapter 3), to the actual evidence from the MT itself in its parallel passages
(chapter 5). Basic features of BH remain stable in the transmission of the text, at
least as far as our current evidence goes. Less common features are highly
variant, and the current distribution of such forms in the MT cannot be used as
solid evidence for drawing conclusions about the linguistic usage of individual
authors, or of particular historical periods. That a text which exhibits so much
fluidity in its fragmentary, late-attested witnesses (not to mention what went on
before this time) could be used as fairly precise evidence of the language of an
original author some hundreds of years earlier, in fact seems wildly implausible.



182 Historical Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew

6.3.1.2. ILLUSTRATIONS OF DSS VARIANTS
6.3.1.2.1. DIRECTIVE HE

Our first detailed example of linguistic variation in the MT and Qumran
Samuel is the directive he. The predominant uses of the directive (or locative) he
(n7-) in the MT are to express movement toward a place, location at a place, and
movement through time.*® The afformative appears primarily on nouns, both
common and proper, and on adverbs. As for chronology, it is argued that the
directive he decreased in frequency from “early” to “late” Hebrew (LBH, QH,
MH).29 In this section we limit our observations to variations, pluses and
minuses, in the MT and Qumran Samuel. A commentary on the differences
between the manuscripts is given in Qumran Samuel (5.2). The CTVA of this
feature is developed further by a VA and more detailed discussion, including
discussion of variations between manuscripts of other biblical writings, in
chapter 9 (94).

Here is what we find when we look at the actual facts of the manuscripts. In
thirteen instances the MT and Qumran Samuel agree on the presence of the
directive he:

Table 6.1
Agreements between the MT and Qumran Samuel Manuscripts on Directive He

MT =4QSam® (x9) | 1 Sam 2:19 (A nv); 3:19 (A¥IR); 14:32 (A¥IR); 30:25 (nHym); 2
Sam 2:12 (nnpax); 5:1 (<annan), 9 (nnva); 12:16 (hxaR); 20:10
(N¥IR)

MT = 4QSam® (x3) | 1 Sam 20:41%° (n¥nw); 21:2 (723); 22:9 (721)

MT =4QSam° (x1) | 2 Sam 14:31 (An"an)

In contrast to the thirteen agreements, in nine other instances the MT and
Qumran Samuel disagree on the presence of the directive he, which is a plus two
times in the MT and seven times in Qumran Samuel:

28 See, for example, GKC §90a—i, pp. 248-51; JM §93c—, pp. 256-58; WO §10.5,
pp- 185-86.

» See, for example, Joosten, “Distinction,” 337-38.

% In LDBT we mistakenly wrote 4QSam?® 2 Sam 20:14 instead of 4QSam® 1 Sam
20:41 (LDBT 1:350 n. 21).
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Table 6.2
Disagreements between the MT and Qumran Samuel Manuscripts on Directive He
He in MT // He not in DSS

2 Sam 4:3 MT: an'na o'nRaN 11727 (“And the Beerothites fled to Gittaim™)
4QSam®: o[*]ns o'n1an 112°[1] (“And the Beerothites fled to Gittaim™)

2 Sam 8:2 MT: [¥I8 DM 29w 5ana 077m (“And he measured them with the line
making them lie down on the ground”)

4QSam®: P[] on[x 20wn Yana o71am] (“And he measured them with
the line making them lie down on the ground”)

Table 6.3
Disagreements between the MT and Qumran Samuel Manuscripts on Directive He
He not in MT // He in DSS

1 Sam 5:9 MT: 1R 1207 *InR 7 (“And it was after they moved it”)
4QSam®: N3 120 MINK ' (“And it was after it came to Gath™)

1 Sam 5:11 MT: ow o'rHRi 7 780 71723 (“The hand of God was very heavy there”)
4QSam™: nn[w o'mMHRA PIR K132 TR 71730] (“...very heavy, when the
ark of God came there”)

1 Sam 21:1 MT: i 82 00 79 op7 (“And he arose and left; and Jonathan went
to the city”)

4QSam®: 7Yn K3 iam 79 07 (“And he arose and left; and Jonathan
went to the city”)

1 Sam 27:11 | MT: na 8aab 717 -85 w1 WK1 (“And David did not leave alive a
man or a woman to bring to Gath”)

4QSam™ nna R[*an5 17 e &Y MWK weKi] (“And David did not leave
alive a man or a woman to bring to Gath”)

2 Sam 2:29 MT: oann w821 (“And they came to Mahanaim™)
4QSam®: nma[nn] (“...to Mahanaim™)

2 Sam 3:27 MT: paan 212k awn (“And Abner returned to Hebron™)
4QSam®: An[12n] 7[3ax 2]w" (“And Abner returned to Hebron™)

2 Sam 15:29 | MT: obwi onHRA PAIRTOR AR prix 2w (“And Zadok and Abiathar
returned the ark of God to Jerusalem”)

4QSam™: Abw[1 oHRA PR DR IN"aRY PrIR awn] (“And Zadok and
Abiathar returned the ark of God to Jerusalem”)

There are two pluses in the MT compared to 4QSam®, six pluses in 4QSam”
compared to the MT, and one plus in 4QSam” compared to the MT. *! The nature
of the biblical manuscript evidence does not permit us to determine with
certainty where the directive he was added and omitted, but in the balance of
cases it seems more probable that the MT has a secondary reading.”

There are twenty-two cases where either the MT or Qumran Samuel attests
a form with the directive he. The grammar is comparable in these sources. There

3! In addition, 4QSam® has a word with directive he and the entire word absent from
the MT (1 Sam 20:36, n7'yn).
32 See the discussions of individual variants in Qumran Samuel (5.2).
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are no consequential differences in usage. Of these cases, 9 of the 22 are cases
where these manuscripts of Samuel differ from each other. This means that the
use of this linguistic form varies in 41% of the attestations. Of the nine cases of
variation, seven of them, or about 78%, are cases where it is the MT that is
missing the directive he.

There are 103 occurrences of directive he in MT Samuel, which follows
only the MT books of Genesis, Joshua, and Ezekiel in its frequency of usage of
this particle. The Qumran manuscripts of Samuel unfortunately have not
survived to attest most (88,33 or about 85%) of the MT tokens. Therefore we
cannot know where else the MT and Qumran scrolls agreed or disagreed in these
cases, just as we cannot know where else the Qumran scrolls—agreeing or
disagreeing with each other—had the directive he compared to zero-instances in
the MT.*

We look further at the directive ke in chapter 9 (9.4) and in Qumran Samuel
(5.2). For now we can draw the following conclusions. First, the language of
biblical writings was changed by editors and scribes, and it is reasonable to be
somewhat suspicious about the individual occurrences of linguistic items. In this
section we have looked at one feature in manuscripts of one book, and we have
found that the occurrences of that feature were very fluid in the late(st) stage of
Samuel’s development. Second, because there are so many occurrences of the
directive he in MT Samuel, and because there are more pluses than minuses in
the Qumran scrolls, it seems likely that the particle had a relatively common
pattern of usage in earlier forms of the book. However, elsewhere in BH the
directive he occurs much less frequently and/or there is minimal or no
manuscript evidence beyond the MT, and therefore we can be much less certain
about the history of addition and omission of directive ke in those books.

6.3.1.2.2. ITERATIVE WEQATAL

Our second detailed example of linguistic variation in the MT and Qumran
Samuel is iterative weqatal. The weqatal verb, or waw plus gatal, usually relates
to the (relative) future in BH,* and less often to a single action in the (relative)
past,36 or to iterative (or repeated) action in the (relative) past.37 Here our focus

3 103-13-2=88.

3% Zero-instances are cases where a linguistic variant could have been used but was
not. Compare, for example, the plus of the directive he in 77"yn 8125 (MT 2 Sam 17:17)
with the minus in 7pn 8135 (MT 2 Sam 19:4). The absence of the directive ke in the
latter is a zero-instance.

33 For example: 0vTayb 035 11»m 212 'NK oronb Sav-or (“If he is able to fight with
me and kill me then we will become your servants”; 1 Sam 17:9a).

38 For example: WwRI-9Y NWNI Y1) (031 M TTNR MRw wabm (“And Saul clothed
David with his garment and he put a bronze helmet on his head”; 1 Sam 17:38a).




Cross-Textual Variable Analysis: Samuel Manuscripts 185

is mainly on the use of wegatal for iterative action in the past.” As for
chronology, it is argued that iterative wegqatal decreased in frequency from
“early” to “late” Hebrew, and in fact that it never occurs in LBH and later
literature (QH, MH).” In this section we focus mainly on variations, pluses and
minuses, in the MT and Qumran Samuel. A commentary on the differences
between the manuscripts is given in Qumran Samuel (4.4, and in several other
sections cited below).

The table overleaf gives the agreements and disagreements between the MT
and Qumran Samuel manuscripts in relation to iterative wegatal.

37 For example: an "8 1PN »INR AREM (“And I would [used to] go out after
it and I would strike it and I would rescue [it] from its mouth”; 1 Sam 17:35a).

¥ In addition to “iterative” and “repeated,” other related terms are “customary,”
“frequentative,” “habitual,” and so on. Some other terms used in the literature include
“continuous,” “durative,” “imperfective,” and the like. However, “customary,” etc. and
“continuous,” etc. are not identical concepts, the former more closely related to an
activity and the latter to a state. On the iterative and other uses of wegatal in past-time
contexts see, for example, GKC §112e-1, dd, gg-hh, kk, oo, rr-tt, pp. 331-32, 335-39;
IJM §119u-za, pp. 373-77; WO §32.2-32.3, pp. 525-42 passim; S. R. Driver, A Treatise
on the Use of the Tenses in Hebrew and Some Other Syntactical Questions (3d ed.;
London: Oxford University Press, 1892), §120-121, 130-134, pp. 142-49, 158-64. Here
we will not enter into a discussion about the stress distinction between wegqatqdlti (Joosten:
w® + QATAL) and wegatalti (Joosten: WEQATAL), or conjunctive/copulative/simple/
etc. waw and consecutive/conversive/relative/etc. waw, respectively, the former generally
linked to a single past action and the latter to a future action or an iterative past action.
See, for example, Joosten, Verbal, 15-16, 223-28 (w® + QATAL), 288-308
(WEQATAL).

3 See, for example, Joosten, Verbal, 402—4; cf. idem, “Clues,” 352-53; idem,
“Disappearance”; idem, “Gesenius,” 104.
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Table 6.4
Agreements and Disagreements between

the MT and Qumran Samuel Manuscripts on Iterative Wegatal*®

1 Sam 2:16

MT: ARRI Twa1 MKRN TWRD 7o NP1 2570 D2 PvoR? T0p WRA THR T0RY
[%5] 1% (“And [if] the man said to him, ‘Surely let them burn first the
fat, and take for yourself anything your soul desires,” and he would
say, ‘No [Qere]...””)

4QSam™ 75 np1 [25n]n DY MR 90RY 1Man P O A[A]RT wWRA I
RH AART Twa1 MKN WK 9190 (“And [if] the man would answer and
he would say to the priest’s servant, ‘Let the priest burn first the fat,
and take for yourself everything which your soul desires,” and he
would say, ‘No...””)

1 Sam 2:19

MT: nnv e 1 anbym nR H-nwyn 1op »vm (“And his mother
would make a little robe for him and she would bring it up to him
year by year...”)

4QSam®: nmrrr o 1Y AnS[Ym K 15] nwyn [1op »ym] (“And his
mother would make a little robe for him and she would bring it up to
him year by year...”)

1 Sam 2:20

MT: AR AWKRATA P T Mn DW RKRTINWRTTING AIPORNR HY 7121
1npnb 1235 mh Sxw awk mHrwn nnn (“And Eli would bless
Elkanah and his wife, and he would say, ‘May YHWH give you seed
from this woman in place of the request the he requested from
YHWH,’ and they would go to his place.”)

4QSam®™ jn Pt 1o [Mn] ohw AnkY [Inwk nR1 mIphIR nR 115y 70m
MpRY WA 21 MY nlYRwn qwk [MHRwA NInn DR IwRD
(“And Eli would bless Elkanah and his wife, saying, “May YHWH
repay you with seed from this woman in place of the request that you
