
Upen uestion elatıng the Hebrew oote
Gosling (Shefheld)

The tıtle of thıs artıcle has een inspired by statement hıich 15 be found
study of the above root by who emarked thus ‘6In the lıght of thıs
evidence ıt must T1CINAaIN al thıs pomt ODCN question whether ealıng wıth
ONC roots.”

also true state that, thıs artıcle also derives from the present wriıter’ S
contribution olume of The Dichonary of CJassıcal ebrew, ı hıiıch the rOOT
gln examıned syntagmatically.“ During thıs intensive investigation the complex
FrOOLT treated whole, decision hıch rendered NCCESSATY bDy the story
of lex1ical tradıtion OU the u  1 (whether because of the emantıc Tangc of
gl dealıng wıth ONC rOOfTt two) hıch 15 19(0) under consıderation
remaıned uppermos the of the lexicographer. It 15, therefore, propose:
the SCODC of thıs study 118 investigate thıs question thoroughly,  A ,  —371 T7. that ON IMNaYy either
corroborate ÖT reject Even-Shoshan s attestatıon ofUh II3 order to arrTıve at
satısfactory answer to thıs question — 4S o whether dealıng wıth OMNC rOoot OT

roofs it aAapDPpCAars that there levels of approac (a) the evidence from
Comparatıve Semitic Phılology; (b) the evidence from the of the oot(s) the
Hebrew

(2) The Evıdence from Comparatıve Semitic ılology
By of the evidence Comparatıve Semitic Philology 15 meant

of the UuUsc semantı  y of thee root glh the Varyıng Semitic
languages. The use of the rooft glh ı Semitıic has been thoroughly investigated by
Cohen i hıis comprehensıve Dictionary”. BDB ı its evaluatıon of thıs root made
reference 18) abıic, Ethiopic, Aramaiıc and Syriac, and it appropriate
follow their classıfıcation, wıth the PTOV1SO that ONC mMust NO add Ugarıtic to thıs
1ist ofe languages”. sımılar evaluatıon of the cognate anguages has been
made INOTEe recently ı the 191  S Gesenius  6  f As far Arabiıc ı concerned the rooft gla
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CarITilcs both sSets of MCANINSS Lane has noted that the root gla 1fs

cConjugatıon CarTıics the of ‘“was hbecame clear, unobscured, xposed
VICW, splayed, laıd OPCI, sclosed, uncovered; WAdSs became aDDarenl, OVerT,
CONSDICUOUS, manıfest, NOLOTIOUS, plaın, obvıous evident. ” addıtion this
MCaNINS hıich the rOOoLt gla CaIT10>S, he has noted that it also CONVCYS C:  20 forth,
em1grate, dısperse oneself he dıspersed, leave, fee. For the sake of
completeness ıt also be noted that the root gla CaIT1les the 1t10N:; MCAaAMNS
of “have degree of baldness’, hıch May be SCCIH extension of its basıc
MCAaNINS of “he xposed VIEC  S7 Thus. when ONC EXamıınesSs the lex1ical usSec of the
'aDic FrOOL gla it appCars have sımılar semantic Talngc IO that of ıts Hebrew
counterpart However for the PUITDOSCS of thıs study 1l should be noted that
achere has divided h1is evaluatıon of thıs FrOOL 1INntOo [WO homonyms namely, gla
“Inveil‘and gla 1L, “leaVve, EV.  Ul  s that IT May be that should accept that
'aDıic ONCEC possessed the evolution of the language became

) It O  S appropriate that SCXammıınNne the of the cognate ro00t
Ethiopic

BDB ıts consıderatiıon of the Hebrew rOOL glh has deemed that 1T has L[WO cognate
LOO' Ethiopic, namely, glw and gly 10 the first of these Ethiopic ıt has

‚ However, SINCEC attempting tOapportioned the MCaMNSS. obducere, velare‘‘
consıder the evidence from Ethiopıic properly it Correct not take their word
for such evidence but CXaMMNe the usSsec of the FrOOTS glw and gly 111-

has noted that the rOOLt glw has SEeIs of MCAaAMNSS, the first of hıch he has
by the atın root obduco, and the second hıch he has by INcanls of

. From the first of these definıtions ıtthe Latın rOOfSsS velo, obvelo, elo operio “
be detected that the Ethiopic rOoTt glw roughly equates the Hebrew FrOOT gIh wıth

Latın obduco be rendered bythe of “depart, INLO exıle
“Tead, draw before draw fOo  77 However, when hıis second set of INCAMNNES 15

examıned they correspondence wıth the Hebrew FrOOTt glh S1INCC Dıllmann
rendered these bDy SUCCESS1ION of Latın whose basıc 15 that of

..  COVET, OVET We 11O  S proceed to consıder the second Ethiopic root ely WN1C!
has noted being cognate the 'aDbıc root Zld, and 16 he has

defined by INEeCAans of the Latın reteXoO, manıfesto, explico, declaro®When
these MCaMNILNSS examıned ıt be clearly SCCIH1 that gly equates INOTC 0)8 less
the Hebrew root gLh wıth the “of uncover. reveal the Latın rO! he
has sed to ne gly bear the MCAaANINS of 6,  un  veıl unravel exhıbıt make publıc
UNnIO. sef forth show. declare Ihus when ON CXAaMı16Ss the lex1ical UuUsc of the

glw and gLy they ould 18 the Samıc rangc of that
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ttrıbuted Hebrew glh The only caveat hıch be recorded agaınst the above
ySI1S andNof the Ethiopic FrOOTS glw and ely wıth Hebrew S glh 15 that

Leslau ı hıis Comparatıve Dıctionary consıders that the Ethiopic rOOT glw should
nNOTt be equated wıth Semitıic gli/u, but wıth gll/gwI‘* What thıs INCAanNls practical
terms for the ofI15 that it 15 only the Ethiopic rOOT 21y hıch
mMay be truly valuated wıth Hebrew gIh Thıs evaluatıon of the evidence from
Ethiopic mMeans that 1fs root ely only equates the Hebrew glh when 1T 15 used
denote the of “ UNCOVET, reveal‘; and that, consequently, there 15 rOOTt
Ethiopic hıch be compared to the Hebrew eglh erb of motion. For thıs
1CAason ıt better IO hold wıth Dillmann, Brockelmann"® and Blachere*’
that the Ethiopic rOoOTt glw be equated wıth Semitic gli/u, and nOot wıth gLl/gwI
We shall NO proceed CX amlnNnec the cognate uUusc Aramaıc
BDB consıderatiıon of the Hebrew root lh has deemed that 1T 15 cognate the
Aramaıc gl his treatment of thıs latter root Jastrow has treated the forms

le Ia and gala ogether under ONC rOoT and has therefore proposed that
ealıng wıth OMNC Aramaıc FrOOT and nOoTt 10 thıs rOOT 1fs Peal conjugatıon

he has ttrıbuted two seftfs ofMCaNlINgs thus 6,  TE  veal, UNCOVCI, ınto eX1le, aWA4Y,
disappear ””> However, it 15 important {O TECORNISC the datıng of the lıterature that he
15 dealıng wıth, hıch according  l  _ hıs introduction INaYy be consıdered to be either
first second century BC 19 Thus, for PUTDOSCS what TEQ UTE 15 treatment
that deals wıth the Aramaıc FrOOT gly/gl” antıquıity Such eatmen! been
provıde' by oftı)zer who has noted that the FrOOT gLy, 15 the earlhıer form of
o7., Aramaiıc exXTis wıth the INCAaMNINS of “dISCOVET, reveal””*) He has
NOW, however, revised hıs earlıer work and has noted that the root gly wıth
the al reveal UNCOVET both Offticıal and eWIS Aramaıc and wıth the

INto exıle EWIS. Aramaıc oni The presented by 1DI1Ca|
Aramaıc 15 of COUTSC iragmentary ONMNC but 15 nevertheless worthy ofote for the
sake of completion 1DI1Ca Aramaıc the rOOt gl the Peal wiıth the

ofedısclose' , and only the qje: wıth the IN of “deport .
Ihus, when ONMNC CXamMıınes the lex1ical uUusec of the Aramaıiıc FrOOT gly/gl” ıt aAPDPCATrS
have sımılar semantıc range that of ı1fs Hebrew cCounterpart.

O  S approprliate consıder the of the Syrlac gl S1N1CC 1t 15 the final
cognate rOOT lısted by BD  D Payne Smuith has attrıbuted thıs FrOoot three Seitfs of

thus a) manıfesto, revelo:; pronunt10; IM1ETO,ough ıt should be
stressed he has restricted the latter of these the form gly.  22 The semantıc Tansc
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attested for gl 1S, therefore, to rendered in Englısh thus IN  ake publıc, ©  T,
unVveıl, UNCOVCT, proclaun, /9 depart  7 The usc of glg Syrlac 15
VeEIYy simılar that of glh Hebrew. TIhe fınal plece of evidence to be consıdered 1S
the of the cognate FrOOT Ugarıtıic.
As far Ugarıitic 15 concerned the S1X examples OI £2LV OCCULr ın the perfect ense
of the rool, o hıch Gordon has ttrıbuted the meanıng of “Tagye”  2223 his
examınation of the hıch ely he consıders that oly 15 cognate to the
'aDıic gla “emigrate , but that it 15 nNnOot SYN  us wıth b “CcCOMe, arrıve ;
ough thıs latter interpretation INay be OPDCJH question, SINCE other cholars ave
ttrıbuted it the meanıngz “approach, arItıve al, €ÜfCI'  2224 Whichever interpretation

adhere the ON thıng that 15 certaın 15 that iın Ugarıtıc gly 15 verb ofmotion.
It 1s NO  S time to consıder what conclusıons MaYy be deduced irom the evidence
hıch the Cognate Semitic Languages ave supplied. At the outsel, glance
of thıs evidence ould SCCI1N uggest that fırm conclusions be drawn irom
ıt. Thıs 15 partiıcularly the Cası 1f consıder the evidence hıch abıic, Aramaıiıc
and Syri1ac ave supplie us wiıth, SINCE they, al least, WOU. tend to uggest that

e  ıng wıth ONC Semuitic rOot whose semantiıc Talnlgc ENCOMLDASSCS the 1NUanNnces of
both motion ( “emigrate, ICINOVC, depart”), and revelatıon ( “UnCOVET, reveal”)
However, the sıtuation epicte bDy these languages, 1S, Say the least, complex
OIM  ® of such complexı1ty 15 the chronological spreadıng and datıng of these
languages, SINCE, Oscatı has noted, theır actual atıng from the second
millennıum to the cent. AD As far the languages e  ıng wıth

concerned theır chronological order May be defined thus Ugarıtic 300-
200 Hebrew 200-200 Aramaıc 900-200 Syrlac 00-1200
1C (classıcal) 400 040 AD:; Ethiopic 300 AD-modern times. Therefore, for

PDUTIDOSCS what 15 equıired 1S diıachronıic Teatmen of the FrOOLt gly in these
languages
As far the oldest of these anguages 15 concerned, namely, Ugarıtic, the rOOL gly

pDurely verb of motion, and noted above, has been rendered by “leave,
approach, artıve al, enter” without of revelatıon OTr uncovering being
detected. The posıtion wıth Aramaıc 1S that ıt indicate the ex1istence of ONC

root only, the eal ofhıch anguage CXDICSSCS the COncepts of ‘“reveal, disclose,
ınto exıle” However, ıt should be noted that. the latter CONcept 1S be found only in

SIN le text from EWIlS. Aramaıc, whose PIO VCNANCC INay be ate| the 2Ind cent.
BC* The earlıest attested of the Aramaıc FrOOLT gly/gl” 15 In per1
AramaıiıcCINay ate' 600-3 0O BC), hıch St. ege] has ttrıbuted the
meanıng enthüllen” the Peal, hıle the meanıngz Verbannung führen ” 15

ttrıbuted tO the aje: only“” 15 interesting note that thıs 15 exactly the piıcture
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that 15 presented by the evidence of 1DI1Ca. Aramalıc, the qje| of hıch yıe the
concept of “deport  7 Does thıs lender evidence uggest that the of “deport,
lead ınto exıle” was or1ginally solely the property of the causatıve conjugation?
When ONEC examınes the Syrilac Janguage the evidence uggest the existence
of ON FrOOT only; ough, certaın diıchotomy 1S to be found the fact that,
Payne Smiıth has noted, the meanıng “migro ” 1S restricted to the form gly, and not
gl° 28 The examınatıion of the evidence of the 1C language WOU tend ead us

the conclusion that dealing wıth ON rool, SInce in 1C the rOOT gla
CXDICSSCS the of ‘“was became clear, unobscured, exposed VIEW,
splayed, Iaıd ODCII, sclosed, uncovered; became apparent, OVerT,
CONSPICUOUS, manıfest, NOLOTIOUS, plaın, Oobvıous evıident ” as ell that of ..  ZO
forth, emgrate, dısperse oneself or be spersed, leaVC, flee 29 However, ıt INay be
that Classıcal 'aDıc MaYy be Judged 118} be 11070 recent arrıval the Semitic
to defend absolutely the premise that dealıng wıth only ONe rOOL. The last
anguage be examıned 15 that of Ethiopic which, surprisingly, SCS FrOOTfS to
CXPICSS the covered by Hebrew’s gIh Ihe question aIC, 4S noted
above, glw and gly, the former of hıch Ccarrıes the meanıng ‘“Tead, draw efore,
draw 7  Ö, hıle the latter Carrıes the meanıng “uUnNVel, unravel, e&  T, make publıc,
UNIO.  .9 seft forth, ShoWw, declare” The evidence thus examıned does sShow that In
Ethiopic Z least the conveyed by Hebrew’s glh expressed by two FrOOTS
The only caveat that be expressed thıs detection 15 that hıle the FrOOT glw
does CADICSS the Concept ofmotion bDy such NUanNces n[ d, draw before, draw 272  O
it also CAPICSSCS Concepts that exactly the opposıte of those expressed Dy glh
namely “COVET, ver  7 The evidence provıde by Ethiopic INay judged be
of un1ıque character, SINCEe, d Dıllmann and Bezold ave noted, it has
preserved INOTEC antiıque of the Semitic MOrpho10£gYy and SYM than that
hıiıch IMay be found the other Semitic languages3 Y Whıle the SaJmnec jJudgement 15
often applıed tOo the ancıent morphological forms WAN1C 'aDıc has preserved,
Dıllmann and Bezold of the opınıon that thiopic has preserved INa of the
antıque and Lal‘ uSagcS, of WAA1C 19)(0 has left ce whatsoever. INAaYy be,
therefore, that Ethiopic has preserved OTS where the other Semuitic languages
such Aramaıc and Arabıc ave retaıned only OM  ® 137 ON accepts that such 15 the
CasSc, and if the evidence provıde: Dy Ugarıtıc be thıs SCeNAar1O ogether
wıth the lender evidence Aramaıc and Syriac then ıt Inay be that the n for the
ex1istence OIg and eZLh 1{ be Justified.
(D) The Evıdence from the 'ebrew

NO  S proceed to examıne the evidence proviıded Dy the UsScC of the (07011(5J) in the
Hebrew The examınatıon of the evidence from the Hebrew seeks
evaluate whether there WEIC o0TfsS eLh eing verb of revelatıon hıch
CADITCSSCS the of that Concept such A4Ss “UNCOVET, reveal’, whereas gIh

29
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ould be considered 18 be verb of motion and WOU. CAPICSS the NUAaNCES of
“depart, disappear”.
When ONC examınes the actual CUTTENCE:! of glh “depart, disappear‘ (on the
supposition that it aC ex1sted rOOT In ıts OWN rıght) ONC fiınds that
accordıng to Even-Shoshan attestation O1 £. ıt in the Oal SUOTIIIC 28 tiımes;
in the Niphal only ON the Hiphil SOIINC 38 times:; and the Hophal SOINC

times. Thıs investigation further reveals that, the of the Hiphil and Hophal
con]jugatıons, hıch CXPICSS theNof “take ınto exıle, be taken into exıle‘,
un1que 18 thıs rooft and not sed al L The sole of the Niphal
in Is 3812 15 textually OU! SINCE BHS noted that the Vulgate thıs
OCCasıon has rendered the Niphal ofgl “he rolled I  UD , and therefore, the
emendation w'nagal. Thıs emendatıon 15 partıcularly attractıve, SINCEe ıt o1ves

(
A Acredence the ollowing ”Ohäal “shepherd’s fent‘,  227 1Cc the shepher ould

surely TEIMOVC by rollıng ıt We NO left solely wıth the Oal hıch
SOTINC 2 times wıth the UancCce of motion; whereas gLh SOINC AL times iın the
Oal wıth the Uuance of revelatıon. As far the Oal of g 15 concerned ıt 15
NCCCSSALY 1stinguls between ıts prımary meanıng and ıts “extended”’ meanıng,
both ofhıch intransıt1ve. By €Cprimary,7 meanıng what 1S meant 15 ıts sımple
as verb of motion where ıt CONVCYS such NUaAanNces ..  20 forth, depart, disappear';
and 1S tO be found such 47127 Is 2411 12; Ho 10s 208 Pr 2725
By contrast, the “developed” “he captıvıty, ınto captivity ” and 15 be
found such CX} Jg 830 D19 723 2521„J1' 52»7 Is I13 49»1 Jr 13
393 1s Ds 67 1117 Mc II6 ILm 13 Of these, the last irom Lm 13 15 deserving of
further comment, SInCe that partıcular text has been the ubject of scholarly
31  investigatio  B thıs latter study, alters has subjected the FOOL glh
intensiıve investigation and in the COUTSC of oIng has noted that, MNalX
ave ttrıbuted 110 eLh passıve meanıng, G&  15 ZONC ınto captıvıty, 15 taken captıve ,
hıch 1s also derıved irom theır interpretation that the Iludes 18 the
abylonıan captıvıty. er not the aC) refers to the abylonıan
captıvıty the fact remaıns that exegetes SCCII tOo have mı1ıssed the pomt that the root
L 15 ere used wıth “statıve” 1LIUAalNCc”. “he captıvıity . Its UsSc thıs tO
denote state 15 surely wıth the usSsec of the other perfects 1n 1-5, hıch
the author of Lamentations has surely sed 18 denote the sıtuation of distress of
Judah, that ahwe May be moved involvement in it. Thıs Uusc of the perfect tOo
denote condiıtions of dıistress In the poetic laments of the Hebrew 15 ONC,
hıch attention has already been drawn by the present wriıte

the above analysıs attention Wäas drawn the primary meanıng of glh IL, namely
forth, depart, disappear . further noted that, thıs meanıng 15 be found in

such CX 42127 Is 2411 12; Ho 10s 20»8 Pr 2725 10 thıs lıst May be
Is 491 and 67, since In these latter the root glh 1S paralleled by

Salters, “Lamentations i 1g irom the History of ExegesI1s”, Word INn SCASON:
ESSays IN Honour of hılham 'cKane (ed Martın and Davıes), Sheffield 986

Goslıing, SyntaxX of Hebrew Poetry: An Examıination of the uUsSsc of Tense In DOEMTYy
ıth partiıcular reference the o0k of Job + 1426 npublıshe: Ph  T Thesis, University of
Andrews 1994
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the ro0oft SWr hıch there INCals “depart, remoVve . Thıs INCAanls that, the “developed”
“be captıvıty, ınto captivity ' is 18 be found in such XTS Jg 830

519 175 2521"J1‘ 52,7 Is )13 Jr 13 393 15 I5 71117 Mc 116 Lm 13 When
the aforesa1d lıst of exXis 15 examıned it be SCCH that, wıth the exception of
15199 theır almost inclusıve object of reference 15 eiıther the ssyrıan exıle OT the
abylonıan exıle. Ihus the eXTISs hıch refer the ssyrlan exıle Jg 830
7923 (both Deuteronomic compositions) Is Iı3 15 I6 /1117; hıle the abylonıan
exıle 1s eferred IO 2521„J1‘ 5277 In 13 393 Mc 116 Lm 13 thıs latter lıst
the text from Micah 1S taken IO refer the abylonıan exıle being post-exilic
ddition the work of Micah*? TOM thıs examınatıon of these texTis it ould SCCII
that the aCcTt of resettlement hıch involved takıng natıons into captıvıty has o1ven to
gIh ıts developed of “he IN captıvıty, ınto captıviıty , and 1ın thıs
connection it should be noted that the Hiphil and Hophal conjugations refer wıthout
exception the abylonıan captıvıty. exception thıs noted above tOo
be that of 1519 and it NO  S appropriate examıne thıs OIg Il
When ONC examınes the arous Englısh translatıons ıt that theır Varıous
renderings ave been tOO influenced Dy the developed ofgLh ML, namely “be
captıvıty, ınto captivity , SINCE they vırtually in ecemen rendering thıs
text ..  'Vou exıle from YVOUF country” However, if attention be o1ven
what has been defined the prımary meanıng of thıs rool, then INOTEC apt
translatıon of thıs text WOU be ..  'Vou em1grant from YOULT country
Therefore, the result of thıs investigatiıon of 519 1S that ıt also 110  S be
lassed example of the primary OI g I, hıch 15 of d verb of
motion. practical terms what thıs INCAaNs 15 that 10 of the 23 GCCUITENCEC OI g

NO  S been shown 118 the Uallce of motion Dy such renderings d> ..  20
forth, depart, disappe: r  er, however, thıs evidence 1S sufficıent 118 PIODOSC
the separate ex1istence of verb of motion egl 1S mMatter for the conclusıon of thıs
artıcle, o hıich NO  S
The evidence thus reviewed from the Hebrew does ShOW that the roOTt glh
not only x hıbıts the establıshed NUAaNncCces such d “be IN captıvıty, Iinto captıvıty”,
but also primary forth, depatrt, 1sappear’ hıch indicates that ıt must
consıdered be verb of motion, and in thıs connection ıt 1S worth underlınıng the
fact that ıt 15 used in parallelısm wıth the FrOOT SWr “depart, TeMOVE”). Thıs uUsSsec OI g
11 verb of motion ties 1n ell wıth what 1S known of the FrOOT ly in garılıc,
has been noted above. In addıtion, ONC INay cıte the fact that of the Semitic
anguages Ethiopic usecs s namely, glw and 21y the
expressed by Hebrew’s glh However, these discoverles by themselves not
sulficıent Justify the postulatıon of ZLh d ro0ot hıch ould be separate and
distinct from gl 1 SINCE owledge of the ancıent Semuitic languages INaYy be
Judged to be fragmentary, although, ıt COU.: be argued that the ex1istence of

In Ethiopic INaYy PICSCIVC INOTEC antıque stage of Semitic morphology and
SyntaxX Since owledge of the cognate Semitic languages 1S O00 agmen
finalise conclusıon the direction of recognition of elh by ıtself, ıt

that the best that ONC do 15 uggest that the evidence reviewed above

33 Smith, “Micah-Malach:i”, Word Bıb if:al Commentary Vol 23 Waco 1984
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INay be suggest1ve of the ex1istence of elh separate rool, and underline that
ıts erb of motion the Hebrew INay help 118} substantıate thıs
proposal

Abstract

The icle thus presented 15 the 1ıt of the present writer’s lexical contribution the Dictionary
of Classıcal 'ebrew. In thıs study the author seeks examıne the question relatıng the Hebrew
rooft glh whether dealıng ıth ON rOOT The question 15 then examıned by
levels of 1) the evidence from Comparıitive Semitic Linguilstics; 2) the evidence from the
Hebrew ıtself. TIhe conclusion 15 therefore, that the evidence examıned mMay be understood
supporting the proposa that gIh {{ dıd ex1ist In its right and separate irom eLh
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