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It has long been realızed in 1DI1Ca. Hebrew ZTamMMar that collective nouns! such as

aJm ”peop e 9 2Z20YV „natıon“”, OT ayi ..  „armY , egularly construed wıth verbs A

both sıngular and plural.% It has also for long time been emarked that in ate
1DI1Ca Hebrew (LBH post-exilıc 00ks, especılally Chronicles, there 15
tendency for thıs varıatıon g1ve WaYy to almost exceptionless construction of the
collective OUNS A4AS plura Thus, COMPAaITC Chronicles 1:13 weha L  am NASUÜU ura

NAaSver! „„and the people wıth ıts parallel in Samuel Z 18 weh
(sıngular verb)?. Thıs 15 thus put OrWAaTr:' A generally accepted feature of LBH.4

The plan in the study 1S focus the word ai]m „people ASs partıcularly
promiınent member of the class of collective NOUN\NS, and investigate not only the
Masoretic text MT) but other Hebrew eXTits Such study ralses questions about the
relatıonshıp between textual study of the Hebrew and the wrıting of
hıstorıical gTammmar ofHebrew

Many thanks due Professors Avı urvıtz and Vıctor Sasson who read earher drafts of thıs
artıcle and by theır stimulating COmMMEents greatiy ımproved it. Any auU| hıch stil] remaın
naturally responsıtbılıty.
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Construed Sıngular and ura Hebrew Bıblical exXtis

(1) Ihe (According to Leningrad eX B19”)

(a) Wiıth er

Introduction fo(1)

TIhe startıng poınt for thıs study of the 1S the eningra‘ €exX dSs printed ın the
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. Followıing 15 of the numbers of times am as

ubject 15 construed wıth sıngular OT plura. verbs. The specıfic verbs 1T' DCISON
perfect and imperfect, and partıcıples. The fırst column records the number of times

sıngular plura verb Wäas the fırst erb construed wıth am The second column
ShOWSs the total number of verbs construed wıth am.. The basıc crıterion for thıs
inıtiıal SUPVCY Was sımply that the word am Was the unamb1gu0us subject of the
verb. It Was felt be premature make dıstinctions already at thıs poıint. Ihus
distinetion 1Ss made in the between maın clause verbs („the people e SCC

above) and those in subordinate clause (e.g Ex 5l „Jet people iın order that
they m1g hold feast er dıstiınctions ase word order ll be
attempted later, In

Was decıded to nclude phrases where a\ım 15 the governing 110 in COonstruct
chaın, 1ıke „the people of Judah‘“‘ (e.g I1 Kgs 14:21)>, but xclude of double
subjects (e.g „„all the people°Am Construed as Singular and Plural in Hebrew Biblical Texts  (I)  The MT (According to Leningrad Codex B19*).  (a)  With Verbs  Introduction to Table 1  ©  The starting point for this study of the MT is the Leningrad Codex as printed in the  Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. Following is a table of the numbers of times “am as  subject is construed with singular or plural verbs. The specific verbs are third person  perfect and imperfect, and participles. The first column records the number of times  a singular or plural verb was the first verb construed with “am. The second column  shows the total number of verbs construed with “am. The basic criterion for this  initial survey was simply that the word “am was the unambiguous subject of the  verb. It was felt to be premature to make distinctions already at this point. Thus no  distinction is made in the table between main clause verbs („the people fled,“ see  above) and those in a subordinate clause (e.g. Ex 5:1: „let my people go in order that  they might hold a feast ...‘“) Further distinctions based on word order will be  attempted later, in table two.  It was decided to include phrases where “am is the governing noun in a construct  chain, like „the people of Judah“ (e.g. II Kgs 14:21)>, but to exclude cases of double  subjects (e.g. „all the people ... and the commanders of the forces,“ II Kgs 25:26),  and appositional phrases such as „my people, Egypt“ (Isa 19:25). Thus also, once a  pronoun related to °am which could be taken as the subject of the verb intervened  between “am and a verb, the counting in column two was stopped. We discuss  pronouns and the more general patterns beyond these particular types of verbs  below.  It should be noted that assembling such a list sometimes invélves choices in difficult  contexts. Thus in some cases where it was decided to leave out an example because  it was judged that the relationship between a verb and “am was too problematic or  vice versa other scholars may feel more confident in their understanding.  Nevertheless, the intention is not so much to provide exact figures, but rather an  impression of the general trend of the evidence. In this context it should also be  remarked that the numbers are simply too small for any meaningful statistical  analysis. It is a matter rather for scholarly assessment of probabilities. The figures in  brackets express the percentage of singular verbs in relation to the total number of  verbs in each book, but these again are intended as mere guides helping comparison  of the various books, not as in any way prescriptive.  5  \As does also e.g. Kropat, Syntax der Chronik (note 3), p.29.  ZAH XIM1  1999  49and the cCommanders of the fOrces,.; 1{1 Kgs
and apposıtıonal phrases such d 9 ,my people,E (Isa Thus also, OMNCEC

DIONOUN elated aim 1C. COU. be taken the ubject of the verb intervened
between am and verb, the counting In column Was stopped. We discuss
PITONOUNS and the INOTE general patterns beyond these partıcular types of verbs
eIi0W

should be noted that assemblıng such lıst sometimes invölves cho1lces In dıfficult
Thus in SOTINC where ıt Was decıded leave Ouft example because

ıt Was Judged that the relatıonshıp between verb and am Was OO problematıc OT
VICe other scholars IMNaYy feel INOTC confident In theır understandıng.
Nevertheless, the intention 15 not much provıde 1gures, but rather
impression of the eneral trend of the evıdence. thıs context ıt should also be
remarked that the numbers AaIc sımply tOO sSma for anı y meanıng statıstical
analysıs. It 15 atter rather for scholarly assessment of probabılıties. The 1gures in
brackets CADICSS the percentage of sıngular verbs ın relatıon the total number of
verbs in each book, but these agaın AIc intended d INEeTIC guldes helping Comparıson
of the Varlıous ooks, not 4S in WaYy prescriptive.

As 0€es Iso C opal SYNLAX der Chronik note p.29
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lan Y oung

1l) am 2A8 subject of verbs, verall figures

Book® ırst erb (% Total er! (%
singular) sıngular)

SIn Plural Sın ura
Genesis’
Exodus® 35 73 60) 36 43 46)
Leviticus? 33) 20)
Numbers!© 68) 73 23 50)
Deutero- 50) 13 35)
nomy‘
Joshua!2 37) 28)
Judges!5$ 47) 18 33
Samuel!4 36 53) 46)
Kings> e 3() 33) 16 25

Books wıth examples do nOotL
Gen 41 4 9
Inıtial verb sıngular KEx 1:20; 4:31; 3e1Ze 8:18; ÖM 3 9 In 14:5; 15:16, 1 ö 16:4; R 3, 3, 6;
18:13, 14, l ‚ 19:9. 16, A 20:18-19, Z 24:3; 32 1, 6, 7" 2 34 33:4, 10, 10; 34:10; 366
Inıtial erb plural: Ex 5Ll 7:16, 2 9 l 9 9:1, K 10:3 14:31; 15:24; 16:30; 17:4:; 19:8, 1 ’ l ’ Z
20:18; 24°2, 7! 323 33 33:8; 36:5
Inıtıal erb singular: LEeV 9:24 Plural Lev 20:2,

10 Inıtial verb sıngular Num 1E B 1 , 3 9 213 20:]1, 3’ 213 6) f 22:5 11; 239 2 , 24:14; 2A5
Inıtial erb plural Num 11:8, 13, 353: 12:16; 14:1, IL 39-40; 31:32
Inıtial erb sıngular eut 4:33; 9:12; 27:16-26; 28:33; 31:16.
Inıtial erb plural eut S78 25) 10:11; IS 20:11; 2715
Normally parallel eXpress10ns WCIC counted OCCUITENCE:! SINCE, shown below, they
ave the potential Vary from each ther. Nevertheless, ıt decıded ount euteronomYy
27:16-26 ON' 4S not g1ve completely balanced picture of the book. thıs
DasSsSagc and 1ts importance, SCcCC e10W.

12 Inıtial erb sıngular: Josh 4:11; 6:20, 20-21; 8:20; 24:16, AE

13
Inıtial erb plural Josh 3:16; 4:10, 1 ’ D: 6 3 2 9 8:11, 1 ‚ l 9 10:21; 24:24
Inıtıal erb sıngular Judg 513 (vs accent), l 9 9:36, 4 '9 43; 20:8; 212 9’
Inıtial verb plural: Judg 2  'g 7, H1: 8’ 37 4 ’ 10:18; 11:11; 16:24; 21:4
Inıtıal erb singular: Sam 4:3, 4) 9:13; 10:11; M:12: 12:18; 13:6. S, 11; 14:3, 2 9 2 9 2 9 2 ’ 30, 31,
3 x 3 9 4 9 15:15, 21 I2 Sam 1  9 E DE 6:19; 15212 I, 3’ 18:3 6) 1 5 19:3 4, 4, 9, 10,
4 9 A0 12 22°11
Inıtial verb plural Sam 2:24 6:19; ö 1 ‚ 10:24; 11:4, 5, 7, 1 9 ILD 13:4. 6, Ta 14:33, 3 $ 4 ’ 41,
45; 17030 26:5; 306 SamZ G f O 3 ‚ 3 9 13:34; 14:15; ISZ7 2 9 30; 4, . 75 20:15;z
23

15 Inıtial erb sıngular: ] Kgs 3:8; 5 LE 16:16, 2 'g 18:24, Kgs 6:30; F416; 8:21; 1:14 (see
elow, ote 26) 20; 21:24; 232
Inıtıal erb plural ] Kgs 1:39, 40, 40; 3  , 8:50, 66; D3 9’ l 'g 16, 30; 16:15; 18:2]1, 3 „ 3 9 19:21;
272:44 Kgs 4:41, 42, 43; BA7,; 2 9 11:18; 12:4; 14:4. U 15:4, 3: 18:36; 21:24
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Construed Singular and Plural Hebrew Bıblical exts

Isajahl® 13 62) 62)
Jeremiah!/ 3U) 28 24)
E7zekijell& 10) 13 (7)
0sea
Joel
Amos
1Ca|
Nahum
abakkuk
Zephanıah
Haggaı N © ©O —n Orn ELE R En SO H4 E S  ©(Total 33) N © ©O i Oa E N D l Okı K  G 33)
Psalms20 50) 38)
Job?2! (0) (0)
Proverbs22
Lamenta- W3 G3 :W C] MM v C — (0) W3 6) B' © a (0)
tions23
Daniel24
Ezra- 13 13) (9)
Nehemiah25>
Chronicles26 25 11) 31 (9)
16 Inıtıal erb sıngular: Isa 1  , 3  , 3:13 8 l 9 9:12, 1 9 29:13; 30:19; 32:18; 52:4 @

Inıtial erb plural Isa 9:1, 8’ 25:3; 30:5, 6’ 43:21; 63:18; 65:10
Inıtial verb sıngular: Jer Z l 9 0:22; 23133 26:9; SIiZ: 48:46; 49:1; 5():41
Inıtıal erb plural Jer 23L 3 'g 4:22; 23-24, 31: 6:21; 14:10, 11-12; 15:1-2, 16:10; 18:15;
31:14; 33:24; 35:16: 36:9 41:13, 14; 50:6 (Oere; Ketib 18 sıngular!)18 Inıtial erb sıngular Ezek 33:6
Inıtıal erb plural zek 1I3:21: 22:29; 24:19; 3302 31 39:13; 45:16; 46:3,19 Inıtıal erb sıngular Hos 4:14; 10:5; Mic Hab 3:16; Zeph 1:11

20
Inıtial erb plural Hos 1E Joel 2:26, 2 $ 13 3:18; Zeph SE Hag 2‚
Inıtial erb sıngular: Ps 73:10; 81:12, 1 9 102 l 9
Inıtial erb plural Ps 8:44-45; 59:12; 74:18; 857 89:16-17
Job 34:20

22
23

Prov ]: 29:2. 2’
Lam 111
Dan 9:26; 12

2r Inıtial erb sıngular Ezra 4:4-5; Neh 5°‘13
Inıtial erb plural Ezra Sl 11, 1 9 13; 10:1, 9! Neh 8:1, 5! 6, 9’ 1 '9 l 9 112
For Ezra-Nehemiah SCC H.G Wiılliamson, Ezra, Nehemiah l ’ Waco,
D.XX1-XXil. For d contrary posıtion sCcCC Garbini, 1StOory and Ideology In Ancient Israel ondon,

p.157-158. eıther CaSc, both 00 present quıite sımılar treatment of am Therefore,
ave generally treated them unıty. Polzin’s 1visıon of Nehemiah SCC elow, wıth
ofte 81

26 Inıtial erb sıngular. {{ Chron 0:543 10:5; 23:13
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lan Young

It 15 clear that of those 00 wıth ten OT IMNOTC examples, three stand out 4s havıng
conspicuously lower proportion of sıngular verbs than plura Ezekıel, Chronicles
and zra-Nehemiah The evidence from Chronicles and zra-Nehemi1 1S the basıs
of the belıef that collective NOUNS such AaSs aJm WEeIC almost always construed AaSs

plurals ın ate 1DI1Ca. Hebrew Rooker has recently argued that the evıdence from
Ezekıel should be understood in the Confexti of zekıel  S Janguage eiıng transıtional
irom Early 1DI1Ca Hebrew

Influence ofKol „all“

Fırstly, before proceeding, mMust ask the question whether the patterns of sıngular
and plura verbs in Varı0us 00 In the dIC condıtioned by other lınguistic
factors 1C arıse from the context of each Ihus it should be noted that
nclude wıthın the 1gures gıven above AICc those instances 1C involve the word
kol ”a In ‚„‚and all the people answered“ (Ex 24:3) It 15 possiıble that thıs
decısıon IMaYy change the proportions of inıtıal verbs slıghtly in favour of plurals. The
book mMoOst affected, Samuel, has by count 24 examples of inıtıal verbs wıth kol,
of C 15 plura. and only sıngular (=38% ingular), IC 15 somewhat
lower than the verall ratıo of sıngular plural in Samuel.28 The other 00 1C
have number of examples sShow less of devıatıon irom theır proportions. TIhus
Exodus has 6/10 sıngular, 1C. 15 exactly its verall proportion of sıngular fo plura
in the first column of the a  e, above. Nevertheless, verall ıt be the Casec

that WeTC TEITMOVC all the examples wıth kol the proportion of sıngulars WOU.
increase somewhat.2? However, thıs WOU not s1ignıficantly affect the overall
patterns1 the fOcus of thıs study.

Inıtial erb plura| hron M:43: 16:306, 43; 29:9 hron 6:39; 7:14; 10:9 10, 16; 1249 20:33:;
218 23:6, l 9 217 26:1; AUZ 30:3, 13; 32:4, 8’ 331 25 23 361

'hron 23:13 (par I1 Kgs 11 14) has singular participle, followıing sıngular verbal adjective
actıng partıcıple (cf. BDB, p.270b). We have 'ea] the verbal adjective neutrally 1.e. neıther
counting ıt verb, NOT seeing ıt aAs grounds not Ount the following partıcıple.
Rooker, Ezekiel, Nole 4), p.94-96.

28 Kol wıth singular: Sam 12:18; 14:24 Sam 31835 6:19; ER2, &: 19:9, 4 C 20:12
Wıth plural Sam 10:24; 11:4, 1 $ 12:19; ERT: 14:34 11 Sam 2:28; 432 3 , 3 9 15:23, 23 30; 18:4,

29 GKC 146c, p.467 nOotfes that usually kol 15 treated attrıbute of the NO! that the predicate
usually umber and gender wıth the NO! evertheless, thıs CaSı! there 15 evidently
residual influence from kol towards pluralısatıon of the predicate.
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Construed ingular and ura| Hebrew Bıbliıcal eXiIs

(1vV) Influence of Word er

The second column of the above („Total Verbs“ shows much hıgher
proportion of plurals sıngulars than the fırst column. Thıs reflects the fact long
bserved that n|O ınfrequently the construction begıns in the sıngular (especıially
when the predıicate precedes...), but 1s carrıed 0  ö after the collective subject has een
mentioned, in the plural.‘“39 Thus the possıble patterns in nclude mMoOst
promımnently, inıtıal sıngular OT plura verb, ollowe' Dy strıng of other plura!
verbs. Havıng sıngular verbs In IOW, dSs in Exodus 17:3bö}1 1S quıte unusual. No
example Was Oun 1C began wıth plura verb, then swıtched sıngular
verb.32

The tendency CONstrue plura. the further aAaWAaY from the ubject ONe 15
poss1ıble factor affecting the profiles in certaın 00 TIhus there 15 observable
tendency Construe the first erb d plura when the ubject am appCAars before the
verb. Thıs 15 shown eI0O0W In Iwo

aJm A subject ollowing an preceding first verb.

(1) Verb-SubjJect (2) Subject-Verb
Book Fırst erb (% Fırst erb (%

sıngular sıngular
Sın lar ural SIn lar ura

Genesı1ıs
Exodus 373 85) 11)
Leviıtıcus 50) (0)
Numbers 11 61) 86)
Deuteron- 91 \ i D Er Fr C CD | m A H83) (0)
OMMY
Joshua 40) 29)
Judges 33) A1)
Samuel 36 19 65) 19)
ings 13 48) 16 11)
Isaıah { I5 ST CN U/ 38)

30 GKC 145g, p.463
thıs the Samarıtan Pentateuch, SCC e10W. ther examples of sıngular verbs include

Josh 24:16 (the combıiınatıon „answered and sa1d““ Sam 19:10 (wyhy Nıph"al partıcıple); Kgs
37

3:8 (parallel Nıph“al verbs).
Note, however, Exodus 16:46 SV) „and the people (ha  C ,  Aam) ouf (singular ver! and
gather ura ver! day’s portion CVETIY day, that INayo them (sıngular pronominal suffix
ver! whether they ll walk (sıngular ver! . The PTONOUN, however, clearly intervenes and
influences the followıng verb, thus the fiınal erb 15 noLt ON of those counted the ble ote that
thıs erb Iso 15 plural the Samarıtan Pentateuch.
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eremıah 50) 21)
Ezekıel (0) 29)
Total XII 29) 43)
Psalms 3#) 33)
Job (0) T — C H— v< C TI
Proverbs W C C V CO a m \O \O € — © qamen- (0)
atı1ons
anıe 10Ezra- 1'7) (0)
ehnem1a.
Chronicles 15 12) (9)
TOomM thıs SCC HOW sıgnıficant word order be Focussing only those
sentences where the erb precedes am, MoOst of the 00 achieved hıgher
proportion of sıngular verbs. Thus Exodus, already hıgh in sıngular verbs, reaches
R 59% in thıs CategorYy. contrast, in Subject-Verb sentences, Exodus proportion of
singulars 15 VE 1L0W iındeed We Otfe that the Book of eremı1ah 15 peculıar ın that
the overwhelmıing word order ın ıts aJm sentences 15 subject-verb, and thıs 15
revealed ave drastıically atitfecte:| 1ts profile in ON  @ Nevertheless, ıt 15 clear
that the results from not unıformly dıfferent irom those of ON  ®

Interestingly, certaın 00 actually ShOW decline in sıngular verbs when the erb
precedes a[jJm Note that Numbers ole prefers singular verbs overwhelmingly
In Subject-Verb sentences, and has correspondıing drop ıts proportion of sıngular
verbs compared ble ON when only Verb-Subject sentences counted.
sımılar tendency 15 promınent also in Judges. Finally, should ote that CVCN when
the evıdence 15 viewed thıs WAaYy, there 1S sS{T1 SaD, albeıt nOot wıde, separatıng
Chronicles, zra-Nehemiah and Ezekı1el from those other 00 wıth sıgnıfıcant
number of examples. There 15 S{i1 consıderable indıvıdualıty in the profiles of the
Varlıous 00

(V) Participles

Partıcıples functionıng d predıicates have been nNnCcCIude: er SOINC hesıtatıon) ın
the above 1gures Thıs 1S the basıs that they SCCIMN apPpPCaI in sımılar syntactıcal

fo the perfect and imperfect verbs whose ubject 15 ajm Indeed there 15
SOINC textual evıidence that finıte verbs COU. chıft become partıcıples and vice
versa.>> Note, however, that EVecnNn WeTIC TEeEINOVEG the partıcıples from the above
es, the 1gures WOU not change sıgnıficantliy. ee it must be admıtted that

33 'IThus COMDAaIC Sam 18:5 rfect) and 4QSam’ artıcıple). Iso note the arıant note:
Kennicott elow, note 51) Isa 3():19 1M]  ecC| 'arıant partıcıple BHS recommends
rea| the partıcıple Isaıah, comparıng the Syrl1ac version and the Targum Furthermore,
partıcıples ave always figured the discuss10n, SCC 'opal NnNOole 3.).



°“Am Construed ingular and ura)| Hebrew 1DI11Ca. exts

due the SMa numbers of partıcıples in sentences 1t 15 dıfficult to QIVC
definıte AaDNSWCI to the question of whether partıcıples do fact behave sımılarly 118
the perfect and imperfect verbs theır correspondıng 00 It m1g be expected
for example that there 15 tendency Subject-Ver' word order sentences
where the verb 15 partıcıple that unusually hıgh proportion of partıcıples m1g
be plura Thıs 15 observable amue where of e1g partıcıples attested d the
inıtıal erb sentences only ONC 15 sıngular However ıf should be
emphasızed that the solution ere 15 probably not that amue eats participles
dıfferently the other verbs Instead ote that it 15 the Casec that S1X of the
plura: partıcıples Samuel found ollowıng the ubject amue has Wr
tendency to put anYy erb 1C ollows the subject iInto the plura There 15 clear
evidence that partıicıples AIc eing treated dıfferently the other verbs for other
1CAason than that they almost always found subject-verb sentences wıth the
normal CONSCQUCNCECS of thıs word order the number of the erb each book 35

There thus unamb1ıguo0us evidence at thıs stage indıcate that it 15 WTON£
nclude partıcıples discussıon along wıth the other SOTITS of verbs an Yy

Casc mMust emphasıze that ECVCN WeIC partıcıples ultımately shown
behave dıfferently to perfect and imperfect verbs 1910)91% of the 00 has
partıcularly noticeable proportion of partıcıples sentences thıs factor 15

unlıkely to work as verall solution the ıfferıng proporti10ns of sıngular and
plura verbs sentences

(vl) Niph*“al verDxDs

Fınally, another „mechanıcal"“ factor 1C mıght be consıdered 15 whether erb
stem such the Nıph"al m1g behave dıfferently Thıs 15

worth earıng mınd, S1INCC there certamly fo be preponderance of
sıngulars the examples found, but the evidence 15 LOO base fıirm
conclusıons ıt 316

ura partıcıples 1 Sam 33 26 Sam 13 15 23 z 15
ingular partıcıple I1 Sam 15

35 JTotal partıcıples the 'en]!  C] UINC Ouft at three sıngular plural and the OVEe!
excludıng amue al 8-13
ura| partıcıples Ex 36:5 Jag 9:37 ] Kgs 1:40 15 (par I Kgs 12:4 14:4
15:4 35); I Chron 27:2 33:17/ 13 (Ex 5 and Neh 8:9 ın Verb-
Subject sentences)
Sıngular partıcıples Ex Num Jdg 43 1 Kgs 11 'hron 23 13 Ps 4!
(all subject-verb sentences)316 Nıph“al verbs in thıs SUTVCY included Ex Josh {} Sam (the only plural)
(not Inı  a 1 Kgs (two verbs); Jer Ezek 33 (Ezekıiel's only Sıngular erb al all!)
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(vil) Discernable Principle Behind Choice of Singular Plural?

We have thus found far that ıle SOINC contextual factors ATC relevant the
proportions of sıngular and plura verbs in a'm sentences, they do not SCCIMN able to
provıde eneral explanatıon for the choice of sıngular 0)4 plura: verbs In these
CONTEX It cCorrect Sa y that the overriding factor in mMoOst especılally
those involvıng inıtıal verbs, Was choıice by the wriıter 0)8 scrıbe 4S 1C WaYy

CONSiIrue the collective NO aJm Thiıs 1S especıally clear in Casc ıke Judges
6-3 erse 36 has a’a sayıng „Behold, there COMIMC people down  C6 RV) hinneh-
C -  a'im yöred. 3° a’a repeats hıs comment, but thıs time the erb 15 in the
plura: hinneh-‘am yoredim.
One m1g of COUTSC arguc that the choıice of sıngular ÖT plura erb 15 explicable by
SOMTIIC semantıc distinction such 4S whether the author conceıved of the people actıng
AaSs ole 0)8 dSs man INnd1v1C0uals However, 1SCarde thıs A productive
eOrYy due number of factors. Fırstly, m1g wonder why, In the Casec of
inıtıal siıngular verb, if the sıngular idea 15 {r  9 the next erb 1S almost always
plura: econdly, the impressi0n gaıned by comparıng dıfferent ooks, C Exodus
wıth Judges, Was that verbs ıIn VE sımılar WEIC treated INOTC accordıing
the tendency of the book than accordıng SOMIMEC clear semantıc princıple. Thırdly,
CVCIN wıthın the SdaIillc DOoOk, parallel OI NCcCar parallel ShOwWw varıabılıty In the
number of the erb wıth aJm We have already eferred Judges 6-3 Another
example in the 1S OUnN! when Exodus 5:24 15 compared wıth 17  > The context
ın both VEeISCS 15 the SaInec the people have wate: „„and the people murmured
agalnst Moses.““ However In Exodus 15 the has sıngular verb, 1le in chapter
A the erb 1s plura Fourthly, the am of ingenulty requıred fınd SUOILC

semantiıc dıstinction mplıed Dy the usc of dıfferent number of verb wıth a'm
renders arge proportion of such explanatıons unconvincıng due theır
subjectiviıty. Thus, ONC COU. perhaps uggest ın Judges 6-37 that the first erb 15
sıngular SINCEe a’a SCECS the people d SIOUD, 1ıle ın the followıng he SCCS

them ASs INanı y indıvıduals, hence the verb 1S plura It 15 possıble that such
cons1ıderations played SOINC part In the choosing DIOCC>SS, but belıeve it
impossı1ble discover an Yy hard and fast rules that the authors mMust ave ollowe
ven In regarı 18 influential „mechanıcal” factors such 4S word order, author-
1al/scribal choıce 1S ST1 evıdent in the dıstrıbution of the sıngular and plura forms.

It 1s clear also In the mMan In the Chronicler 1C dIc parallel wıth Samuel
ings that seft of „rules  66 for construing the erb wıth aIam Wäas not eıng

ollowe throughout the 1DI1Ca. lıterature. These parallel ommonly
cıted dSs evidence of the Chronicler updatıng the Janguage of hıs OUTICCS ın favour of
the eneral LBH tendency cConstrue collectives almos exclusıvely plurals,
SInce MOStT of varıatıon in the paralle ınvolve sıngular verb ın
Samuel Ings appearıng as plura in Chronicles.$/ As asıde, otfe that thıs 1S

3°7] See the examples C1ite: by 'opal Gerleman, Polzın and Rooker (notes and 4).
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nOt always the Case I1 Chronicles 10:5 15 ONe of the Lalt‘ sıngular verbs in am
sentences in Chronıicles, whereas in the paralle in ings 125 the erb 15 plura: It
has long been realızed, of9 that ıt Was 19(0)1 the version of amue and
ıngs 1C orme! the Chronicler’s sources.38

arlabılıty, such ave etaıled, wıthın the Sda1i1lc SCHIC of lıterature, CVCN
between virtually iıdentical sentences, WOU. SCCIMN to rule out CONVINCINZ lınkage
of the grammatıcal treatment of a[Jm wıth the type of lıterature in 3C ıt 15 found,
C.g pDOEMIY prose.?? a  er, varıabılı 15 the NOorm wıthın most 00 and mMoOst

ıIn the 1DI1Ca ex(fs, 1ssue to 1C return in section 4(c)

Pronouns and er features

We have chosen partıcıples, and 1T PCrSON perfect and imperfect verbs 4S the
inıtıal focus of thıs study because they have been SCOCII] d showıng pattern of
16 COuU be taken d reflecting chronologıca progression from early late
Hebrew The of other lınguistic forms most notably wıth am
ShOows interesting patterns, but these dIc somewhat dıfferent those of the verbs.

(1) First an Second Person Forms, Adjectives

Not all lınguistic forms that be construed wıth aJm sShow equa. varıabılı of
number. Thus, ıle ırd PCISON verbs, DIONOUNS, pronominal suffixes eic the
MOStT varıable, second and first PDCrSON forms much less varıable In regar fırst
DErSON forms, Exodus 17:3 and Deuteronomy 31:16-18 WeTE the only examples oun
in where the aim speaks and refers ıtself in the first PCISON sıngular (Exodus
L3 hıldren cattle). Otherwise ajm refers 10 iıtself d WE“  ..

The second DETrSON forms dIC INOTEC varıable, especılally in the Pentateuch and saılah,
but agaın the overwhelmıing tendency throughout the 1DI1Ca 00 1S prefer the

38 Gerleman note Lemke, „The Synoptic oblem the hroniıcler  s story““, 58
(1968) p.349-363. Thıs observatıon, of9 0€es notL absolve from avıng explaın the
lınguistic features of the actua|l teXiIs possession cf. Hurvitz, „l1erms and Epithets Relatıng

the Jerusalem Temple Compound the ook of 'onıcles The Linguistic Aspec
Wright, Freedman, urvıtz (eds), Pomegranates and Golden Studies In Biblical,
Jewish, and Near Astern Ritual, Law, and Literature In Honor of Jacob Milgrom ınona Lake,

30
p.181 61

The only poetic examples worth specıial ote the unusual number of sıngular verbs Num 23
(two roW), and Num 23:24 1ıve but influenced by the word „J110n“?). Both aAIC, furthermore,
subject-verb sentences. As nole: however, thıs preference for sıngular subject-verb sentences 15
1Cal of the ook of Numb
ttention. CI} general. Prof. Sasson for thıs 1ssue
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plural Thus for example Samuel DG 9' amue saı1d to the people (ha‘am)
The Lord, who appoıinted Moses and Aaron and who brought yOUI fathers
(°aboötekem) from the land of Egypt NO therefore stanı STl (hityassebü;
imperatıve) and ll enter into Judgement wıth yOUu (”ittekem) before the LOr
Imperatıve verbs mostly overwhelmingly plural, although d number of sıngular
forms found ın Isaıah, the Mınor rophets, and Psalms.40 Attrıbutive adjectives
such dASs rab 06  „ZT| eat almost always singular.“! Partıcıples sed attrıbutives
ShOW varıatıon, but these quıte rare.42 Thıs leaves us wıth the 1r PCTISON forms
ASs the most varıable element represented by sıgnıficant number of examples in
1DI1Ca Hebrew in relatıon am, and therefore thıs section of the study 1ll
continue concentrate uDON them.

(11) Third Person orms, especially Pronominal Suffixes

f start wıth Chronicles, 7zra-Nehemiah and Ezekıel, three 00. i F both
have number of uSagcS of am and heavıly prefer to usc plura verbs wıth ıt,

few surprises. Each of these 00 Sscs overwhelmiıngly plura: forms of
PFrONOUNS eic wıth am. 7zra-Nehemiah actually has sıngular forms at all and
zekıel example 15 1ITICU. context _ 43 Chronicles, the Mr  9 does ave
few examples. the Casc of ırd DCISON pronominal suffixes NO UNS, verbs and
preposıtions, found 34 examples relatıng aiam Of these only WeIC sıngular
(or 6% for the sake of S1ving easıly comparable 1gure Of these, interestingly,
ONC (I1 Chron 1:11) 1S in pasSsSagc unparalleled in the of Kings.““
It 15 nOot possı1ble, however, fo SaYy that thıs 1L0W number of sıngular forms 15 elated
the correspondıing 10W number of ırd PDEeTrSON sıngular verbs wıth am In Chronicles
tabulated above. When ONe the other o0ks, fınd X al M-
dence between the of the verbs and the number of other sıngular forms ın
those 00 Thus eremı1ah has 6’7 thırd PCISON suffixes, but only three (at most) of
these sıngular (or 4.5%). ® It 15 not possıble AIguC that eremı1ah 15 un1que, due

Isaıah 26:20; Miıcah 6:3,5; Psalms 7: 78:1; 81:9 ote that the examples irom Psalms and 78
ave the suffix —(1 „emphatıc"“ imperatıve) ‚OU| thıs perhaps have impeded SCT1.
tendencıies levelliıng?

eXception 15 zek 3:5 example of predicatıve adjective the plura! 15 Ex 5:5
42 The impression gıven 18 that the on of sıngular and plural particıples used attrıbutive

adjectives corresponds the onof the PDCTSON pronominal suffixes dıscussed elow,
1.e sıngular prominent Pentateuch and Isaıah, plural the NO elsewhere.

43 Ezek 13:10 hü”
The ther example 18 Chron Kgs Passages such 11 Chron 6:3411 present problem

that ONC may ave extiende! speech hıch discusses NC introduced subject ajm For the
tatıstıcs quoted thıs section, counting liımıted such pasSsSagceS the CCUITENCE:! the fırst

VerscSs fter the of am They thus intended be indıicatıve, nolt precise.
45 Jer 211 (a Tiqgqun Sopherim); 15:8. (both extually and contextually dıfficult; the er emmnıne

erusalem /).
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perhaps ıts hıgh number of Subject-Verb sentences When IMNMOVC tOo amue
and Kıngs, the 00 sed in MmMoOst demonstratiıons of the dıfferences between
Early 1DI1Ca| Hebrew and the LBH of Chronicles, fınd sımılar pıcture. gaın
usıng 1r“ IS suffixes fınd that out of 16 examples in Samuel, only
singular (12.5%).46 Out of D examples 1ngs, agaın only AIcCc sıngular (8%).*/
Thus ıt o0€Ss not SCCI poss1ıble to make Oout convincıng Casc that the Chronicler’s
preference for plurals ın these aspects of hıs language 1S due the date of hıis
composıitıon. Except for the verbs wıth 1C egan thıs study, the Chronicler’s
eatmen of a'm 15 not clearly dıfferent that In other 1DI1Ca books.48

Thıs saıd, ıt should be pomted out that there SOINEC 1DI11Ca. 00 1C sShow
strıkıng dıfference the Just esCcCr1De: Thus the three Pentateuch 00
wıth sıgnıfıcant numbers of am sentences have much hıgher proportion of
sıngular forms. Thıs 15 nOot only in ırd pPCrSON forms but second PCrSON forms d

ell Thus, for example, Exodus 33  Un „You ”attem) stiff-necked people
am) If for sıngle mMoOoment should aMOoN£ yYyOu (beqgirbekäa) then WOU.
CODNSUMIC you (wekillitika). NO put off yOoUI ornaments (“edyeka irom upon
yYOou (me“aleka) that mMay know what do wıth yOoUu 10 gıve r comparıson
wıth the other 00 ll agaln CONCcentrate 1r DEerSON suffix forms.
Exodus counted singular forms (32%), in Numbers (44%), and ın
Deuteronomy FA (20%) It should be noted that ONC enCcounters mıxtures of
sıngular and plura. forms CVCN wıthın the SaInlec VeISCS Thus Deuteronomy Bl
„JI1he Lord saıd ave SCCII] thıs people and it (hu SIng 1S stiff necked
people Let alone and ll destroy them (pl.) and blot Out theır pl.) ALllc from
under heaven, and 11l make yOoUu into natıon miıghtıier and greater than hım
(sıng

robably the MoOst interesting book of all IS saılah It ll be noted the tables of
verbs above, that saıah 1s ON of the 00 wıth sıgnıficant leanıng toward
sıngular forms of the erb wıth am, in fact preferring sıngular forms for the inıtıal
verb nearly two-thirds of the time verall and Over three-quarters of the
time in verb-subject sentences (table As have SCCH, however, the sıtuatıon
wıth the verbs does not necessarıly ave d correlatıon wıth other grammatıcal forms.
T'hus, have SCCII that although amue has INOTC sıngular forms for the inıtıal verb
than plural, ıt has VE 10W number of, for instance, 1Tr PCISON sıngular
pronominal suffixes. Exodus and Numbers, ıle also havıng OVCTI 50% preference
for sıngular verbs ın the inıtial posıtıon cshowed 30-45% proportion of sıngular
1r PCrSON suffixes. saıah, however, 1C shares sımılar proportion of sıngular
verbs, actually has sıgnıficantly dıfferent profile in regar the other ogrammatıcal
forms. o0osing 1r DEeTrSON suffixes agaın, saıah has of these and A of these

Sam 9:16; 14:30.46  47 1 Kgs 11 Kgs 8:21
48 We ıt WOU. be dangerous al present argu| that zra-Nehemiah’s ack of sıngular Orms

18 sıgnificant, gıven the VeETY small numbers CVi the much arger books lıke Jeremiah. Thıs SOTrTt
of should be based broader base.
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dIC singular (66%) Interestingly, ‚e ONC dıvıdes the book in LWO, iıne of the plura.
forms and only sıngular found in the second half of the book, makıng the
profile of the halves of the book quıte dıfferent and increasıng the proportion of
sıngular forms iın the first half of the book 83%)! One COU. explaın thıs
dıchotomy ıIn the book of saıah dSs elated the chronologıcal dıfference between
Fırst and Second Isaıah, OT equally ıt InNay be elated the fact that saıah
have been coplied ın halves, 1.€. the book has separate scr1ıbal histories.“?
Thus In relatıon the Masoretic ext A4Ss presented in BHS Can SaYy the
followıing: regar partıcıples, and 1IT! PDErSON perfect and ımperfect verbs,
three 00 stand Oout by havıng sıgnıfıcant preference for construmg am plura

Ezekıel, Chronicles, and zra-Nehemiuiah In regards the other grammatıcal
forms, exemplıfied by 1T! PCISON pronomiınal suffixes NOUNS, verbs, and
preposıtions, these three 00 dIC merely of wıder number of00 wıth
extireme preference for plural forms wıth am In Contras these 00ks, other
0o0ks, moOst notably Isaıah, have r preference for sıngular forms, NOT only in
verbal forms but also in the suffixes.

(c) Varlants ıthin the Masoretic Tradıtion

Masoretic manuscrı1pts from the ı1ddle Ages generally represent of almost
complete textual unity.>° The dıfferences between these Varıo0us manuscrı1pts,
collected in such work d that of Kennicott,>! overwhelmıngly involved wıth
mınute detaıls such AaSs the absence of medial vowel-letters. Nevertheless,
it should be noted that number of varıants ınvolve plural sıngular verbs 1n the
aJm sentences discussed in thıs artıcle. Thus, for instance, ıle the BHS text al
Joshua 24:724 reads WAayYyO Meru ha‘äm, Kennicott 1ve manuscrıpts 1C
have the erb In the sıngular. To g1ve iıdea of the extent of these varıants, ON

should note that there S1X verbs aitfecte: each in Exodus and Numbers,
accordıngz Kennicott.>* Very interestingly, partıcıples almost involved in
varıatıon ın number accordıng Kennicott.>®

See Co0ok, AT he Dichotomy of 1QIsa”““. Kapera ed). Intertestamental ESSAyS In Honour
Jözef Adeusz Milik (Krakow. p./-24, wıth references earlıer ıterature ote that

VI the inıtial verbs ste| ble into the halves of the book, OLC aITIVeES 10-5 (67%)
for the first half and Sa (50%) for the second, 1gnıfıcant, ıf nOot strıkıng dıfference. f ONC

dıivıdes the verbs ble v verb-subject sentences, the roportions OS! iıdentical 7 (3
(78%) and 3.1 (75%), but dıfferent subject-verb sentences e (50%) ()- (0%). One mMust

always remember, however, how Sma! the numbers of examples
5() TIhe phrase 15 from Tov, Textual Criticism FYew Bible (Minneapolis/Assen/Maastrıcht,

5.35
Kennicott, 'etus Testamentum Hebraicum Cum Variis Lectionibus (2 volumes; Oxford, 1776-

572 Ex 14:31; I2 20:18; 24:3, 7, DE Num 11:8, I> 14:39-40; 28:3; 7, 25:2 ote that there 18
consıstent mMoOovemen! sıngular plural plural sıngular, although the er IMNOTC

DNUINETOUS.
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evaluatıng such varıants ON must be caut1o0us. Fırstly, it 15 doubted by INa y
textual cholars whether ON COU make compellıng Casec that anı y of these varıants
reflects ancıent tradıtion, rather than eiıng merely varıants created by normal
scribal PTOCCS5SCS durıng the 1ıddle Ages themselves.>4 econdly, Man of the
varıants AIc attested by only Sma. number of manuscrIıpts. Of number of
manuscrIipts ıtself mMay be ıllusıon, SInNCEe INaDn y manuscrIıpts COuU have been
copıed from ONC SOUrCe.>> Thıiırdly, ıt should be noted that the problem of varıatıons
between sıngular and plural verbs 15 not absolutely 1mıted involvıng
collective nouns.>© Such varlat1ons, 16 orthographically quıte mınor In the
Casec of perfect and imperfect verbs involvıng only the CONsoNant WW WeTC not

in the scr1ıbal tradıtion. Of COUISC they WeTC not anywhere Calr dSs

COMMON 4S the varıabılıty, SeVCN ın medieval manuscrI1pts, ın spellıng of medial
vowel letters. Nevertheless, the 1na. vowel verbs, SINCe the word Was complete
both wıth OT wıthout ıt, Was also ubject fo certaın amoun of varıabılı 1C Was

generally held ın eCc by of the grammatıcal context. However, in
ıke collective NOUNS where the tradıtiıon had long accepted both sıngular and plura
verbs construed wıth them the grammatıcal context WONU. not ave orme: such
barrıer. Thus the endings such verbs SCCIN fo ave Oorme!‘ Category whose
potential for varlıabılıty lay somewhere between the mediıal vowel letters and the rest
of the consonantal text.

In these verbs, the other ogrammatıcal elements construed wıth aiım ShOw
much less varıabılıty. When they do VaLrY, interestingly, ıt 15 nOot usually between
sıngular and plural, but rather changes of pCrSON. Ihus for example, Ex 135 10 yOUTr
fathers‘“‘; varıant: „QUuX fathers‘‘.

The claım in thıs section 15 not that these varıatı1ons in medieval manuscrIıpts
necessarıly reflect ancıent varıatı1ons in the 1DI1Ca. Rather wısh
emphasıse what such varlatiıons ImMnay tell us about scrıbal techniques.>/ It 15 ell
accepted that by the medieval per10 secrıbes copyıng Bıblical WOIC extremely

53 exception 15 Sam 26:5 ONC manuscrI1pt. The sh1: from predicatıve attrıbutive partıcıple 15
1Iso attested, SCC Jdg 9:43, and cf. note 33 above for varıation involving imperfect and
partıcıple
See Goshen-Gottstein, „Hebrew Bıblical ManuscrIipts Their Hiıstory and Iheır ace the

on,  c ıbl (1967). p.243-290; CTOSS, „Problems of etho« the Textual
Criticısm of the Hebrew Bıble,““ O'Flaherty (ed.), The Critical UdYy of Sacred Texts,

55
erkeley, 1979,-Tov, Textual NOle 50),; p.39
Tov, note 50). p.39

56 Sometimes the real| influenced by the immediate ontext C Sam 14:33 where the
immediate Ontext 15 ambiguous: the singular erb „„and he sa1ıd“ (referring au 1s plural ON

5/
manuscrı1pt.

Goshen-Gottstein, ‚Hebrew manuscrı1pts““ Nnote 54), p.249-250: „| I’]hese wıtnesses provıde
excellent iıllustration of ynamıcs, and they deepen knowledge of the development of the

the echnical sense.““
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scrupulous in copyıng the text that lay before them, in theory, down the last letter
Nevertheless, it 1S clear that psychologically, ECVOCN for these medieval scr1ıbes, there
Wäas d dıfference between the status of medial vowel letters and the rest of the
cConsonan(ts, that eıther consciously OTr unconsciously such vowel letters COU.
occasıonally be (or subtracted) wıthout drastıc CONSCYUCNCCS. ımılarly,
WOU. uggest that the Samllc DTOCCSS be observed, albeıt lesser extent, wıth
1ına vowel letters verbs, especılally those in ContiexX suc. wıth collective
nouns) 1C WeTe ambıguous ‚> to 1C Was the approprıiate number for the verbs.

One MaYy thus uggest 1erarchy of varıabılı in the normal PIOCCSSCS of scr1ıbal
transmıssıon. The MOST varıable elements WeTiIC medial vowel letters. Next ıIn order of
varıabılı COMIMEC 1na. vowel letters ın amb1ıguo0us 9 1.e for PUTDOSCS
especıally includıng the OT absence of the plura. marker W  s perfect and
imperfect verbs in aJm sentences Much 199(0)8% than thıs Category ın the
edieva. texXfis the PCISON, number and gender of PTFONOUNS and partıcıples ın
amb1ıguo0us CONTtEXTS As ave mentioned, these rarely change ın edieva
X and in the pronominal suffixes, for example, DCISON LNOITIC varıable than
number. Fınally, the rest of the consonantal text ShOWSs almost complete invarlabılıty
in the edieva. per10 It should be noted that the maın PTOCCSSCS leadıng to the
creatiıon of these varıants, al least by the edieva per10d, WeTiIC seemiıingly
UNCONSCIOUS, rather than, SaY, CONSCIOUS a1ım revise the texi

(2) Ihe Samaritan Pentateuch

(a) Comparison ıth

The Samarıtan Pentateuch sShows Stron. distinction between the sefts of
evıidence ave discussed. The verbs 1C the ubject of the tables above
csShow faır egree of varıabılı from and SVCN wıthın the Samarıtan tradıtion.
The DTONOUNS eic wıth am almost invarıant. The only exception to thıs that WAas

found 1s Exodus 111 where the Samarıtan has °nwtm (wıth 1r PCrSON plura
masculıne su1ffix for °“annoOto (sıngular suffix).>®

thıs almost complete agreeme: between the and Samarıtan
Pentateuch, the construction of perfect and imperfect verbs sShows g0o0od deal of
varıabılı in number. NO example of varıatıon Was found ınvolvıng partıcıple,
however. S1ince there 15 SOM varıabılı wıthın the Samarıtan tradıtıon ıtself ıIn
regar these verbs, Usc AS startıng pomint the text recently publıshed by
Tal.>° In Exodus fınd that the number of the initial erb wıth am varıes ten

58 Note, however, that the subject 1:9) 15 „the people of the chıldren of Israel“‘, thıs mMay be
ontamınated by these ther Jlements from being a DUIC “am-sentence.

59 T:  $ The Samarıtan Pentateuch Edited According Ö(C) of the Shekhem Synagogue (Tel
Avıv,
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tımes, consısting of Casecs where 18 sıngular and Samarıtan plural, and
three of the opposite. © Thıs excludes Exodus 20:18 where the Samarıtan has

extra, sıngular erb before the plura partıcıple are‘ by Among other (non-
inıtıal) ın Exodus notice that the unusual phenomenon of sıngular
verbs in IO  S in Exodus 17:3 15 resolved into the INOTE singular-plural
order in Samarıtan text.6l

In Leviıticus, the only sıngular form of an y description elated am, the erb In
Lev 9:24 1S also plura in Samarıtan Pentateuch. Numbers has tWO dıfferences in
inıtijal verbs, ONe eing singular in and plura in Samarıtan Pentateuch, the other
eing the opposite.°2 Deuteronomy has eleven consecutive where Samarıtan
Pentateuch has the repeated formula „and the people SaYy °Amen’“ in Deut
27:16-26 in plural, whereas has them all sıngular. It should be noted that the
Samarıtan text thus achleves consıstency in thıs passSagc SInCce both ıt and ave
[WO plura verbs in 15 „and the people and 5SaYy °‘Amen)‘‘ If 0)91>

of thıs PasSsapc d havıng been wrıtten Dy „or1ginal”“ author who orıgınally
construed am d sıngular OT plura. OT both, then ONC must concede that somewhere
In the textual transmıiıssıon of either the OT the Samarıtan ext thorough
revisıon Was undertaken, changıng plura fo sıngular OT sıngular plura) We
return thıs pomint later

Excursus: The Samariıtan Pentateuch a Source for Ancient Hebrew

It 15 ımportant in thıs context discuss the place of the language of the Samarıtan
Pentateuch 4S for ancıent Hebrew Thıs 15 because it has been In
much recent scholarshıp to treat the varıatı1ons of the Samarıtan Pentateuch solely aAs
evidence of late form of Hebrew.®$ ee ıt must be admıtted that promiınent
characteristic of the Samarıtan Pentateuch 1s that ıt often has language
features In places where the Pentateuch has archaıc OT otherwiıse unusual OTr
dıfficult lınguistic items.64 It has een suggested that the Samarıtan text 1Ss aımıng for
the consistency of Janguage 1C 15 obvıously ackıng in the MT ©>
Nevertheless, ONEC should not OW these promiınent features completely elımınate

5() Singular plural Ex 1:20 4:31; LEZ7 20:18-19; 24:3; 33:10, Plural sıngular Ex 15:24;
16:30; 24°)
ote the varıant real nNOotTte: Von Gall, Der Hebrdische Pentateuch der Samarıiıtaner
(Glessen, for thıs

62
63

Num 123 14°1
Kutscher, The Language and Inguistic Background of the Isaich Scroll 10Isa“ eıden,
p. 15, 73-74

64 Waltke, „Ihe Samarıtan 'en!  UC| and the ext of the Old Testament,“ Payne (ed),
New Perspectives the Old Testament (Waco, p.213-220; idem, Prolegomena the
Samaritan Pentateuch thesis, arvard University, p.285-300.65 Talmon, „1he Samarıtan Pentateuch,“ 1 7INt 1951), p.146-148.
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all eviıdence from the Samarıtan text as testimonYy Early 1DI1Ca. Hebrew In thıs it
WOU be ell heed recent work in the 16 of textual erıtic1ısm. The anguage of
the Samarıtan Pentateuch 15 only of wıder phenomenon of updatıng In the
Samarıtan text Thus in eneral in textual eriticısm there has been tendency
diıscount the varıant Samarıtan readıngs evidence for the „Oor1ginal” texit of the

because ıt 15 clear that the Samarıtan text contaıns mMan secondary readıngs
when compared the Pentateuch. However, ..  „Many does nOot equa. „a ven
f ıt be admıtted that the Samarıtan Pentateuch LNOIC often has the infer10r readıng
(linguistically 0)8 otherwıise) compared wıth the thıs does not automatıcally
INCcCanNn that all Samarıtan varıants ATC necessarıly infer10r. Every sıngle varıant in the
Samarıtan text needs be evaluated, nOot instantly assumed to be due to late edıtıng
of the text.06 As 15 clear firom the Qumran scrolls, the Samarıtan text 15 almost
CVEIY detaıl VE ancıent text.©7 Fınally, ıt 15 of the Casec that Eeven eadıng
a 1S decıded be later element ın the text, ST1 15 of interest, SInce ıt provıdes
evidence for the WaYy the 1D11Ca. text and Janguage WeIC transmıtted by ancıent
scr1bes.

Consistent enden in the Samarıtan Text?

Our specıfic Casec of the grammatıcal number of a\m wıth verbs cannot be treated in
terms of anı Yy „general tendencı1es“ of the Samarıtan text. TIhus ONC COU. get the
impress1on from the scholarly lıterature that the Samarıtan Pentateuch generally
DUTrSUCS polıcy of construmg the erb wıth am 4S plural.98 In actual fact, ıle thıs
COU. be saı1d be the Casc in Deut Z the rest of the Samarıtan evidence certamly
does not pomnt thıs dırection. Outsıde of Deuteronomy, of the 13 dıfferences
between the Samarıtan text and Pentateuch, ıt 1S certaınly irue that the maJorIity
nıne sıngular Samarıtan plura However, lookıng al these alone
obscures the fact that the Samarıtan Pentateuch maıntaıns virtually the Samnec

proportions of sıngular plura verbs in ıts a'm sentences Thus, Exodus, the book
MOST affected, changes firom havıng 60% sıngular verbs in inıtıal posıtıon In ble

53%% ere be patternıng In the varıati1onse for example, the
question of word order ea wıth In We do nOot in anı y Casec end wıth
consıstent text. Nor do have text whose proportions dIiC ın an y WaYy sımılar
Chronicles Whatever INAaYy be the sıgn1ıficance of the ONC ratio of the chıft of
singular plura verbs in the Samarıtan tex(t, cshould not lose S12 of the fact that
CVCIY 1r Casc represents sıtuatiıon where the erb 15 plura Samarıtan s
sıngular. It 15 nOot SOINC presumed consıstent tendency of the Samarıtan Pentateuch

66 Tov, „Crıteria for Evaluatıng Textual Readıngs: Ihe Limitations of Textual Rules,“ HTh 75

67
(1982), p.435; (CTOSS, „Problems note 54), p.54; Tov, Textual NOole 50), p.298-299.
10Vv, Textual NOle 50), p.80-100.

68 Gerleman, 5ynoptic (note 3 9 ja (he explıicıtly makes cComparıson wıth Chronicles); ‚on
„Samarıtan Pentateuch““ note 65), p.147-148; Waltke „Samarıtan Pentateuc! note 64), p.219, cf.
Prolegomena note 64) > p.297-298; Kutscher, Isaiah Scroll NOole 63), p.398
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1C. 15 ımportant, but the realızatıon of how inconsıstently OUT have
transmıtted the number of the verbs wıth am, fto the extent that ONC time Ouft of
CVEIY S1IX and Samarıtan Pentateuch dısagree thıs feature

(c) Varlants ıthin the Samaritan Tradition

It should be noted that Just as wıth the Masoretic tradıtion, tO0O the Samarıtan
tradıtıon varıants wıthın ıtself d fo the number of aIm sıng Von Gall’s
edition,®? note agaln that these varıants 19(0)1 concerned wıth and such
lıke, but OMNCEC agaın solely wıth the perfect and imperfect verbs have been
discussıng. Ihe trend of the varıants in Von all 1s that they mostly sıngular
verbs, in place of plural. /° Thus the Samarıtan evidence ‚upports the hıerarchy of
varlabılı discovered in the edieva manuscrıpts, large extent. We agaın
fınd that the 1na. vowel letter sed mark the plura. perfect and imperfect verbs
has eve of varıabılı somewhere between that of the medial vowel letters, and
that of the rest of the consonantal texL. However, comparıson wıth WOU. SCCII

indıcate that the PTrONOUNS and partıcıples dIiC nearly dS invarıant d the rest of the
consonantal texi

(3) umran 1C2. Manuscripts

1le arge ın number, the vast majJorıity of the Qumran 1DIl1Ca. manuscrıpts 1C
have been publıshed extremely iragmentary Therefore the amount of data
comıng from them 1s quıte Sma. and the followıng Judgements dIc lıkely be
impress10n1stic.
As m1g be expected by NO there 15 evidence of varlıatıon in the grammatıcal
number of verbs in am sentences gaın, changes in number In PIO-
nouns/pronominal suffixes than the verbs. Nevertheless, there INOTEC

varıatıon In thıs Category than WAas found in the edieva OT Samarıtan tradıtion.
One of the few examples ıIn SULVCY 15 interestingly the SaIllc passSagc provıde:
the only Samarıtan Pentateuch example Exodus 9-12 In 2QExod” reads
wim‘Am Construed as Singular and Plural in Hebrew Biblical Texts  which is important, but the realization of how inconsistently our texts have  transmitted the number of the verbs with °am, to the extent that one time out of  every six MT and Samaritan Pentateuch disagree on this feature.  (c)  Variants Within the Samaritan Tradition  It should be noted that just as with the Masoretic tradition, so too the Samaritan  tradition preserves variants within itself as to the number of “am. Using Von Gall’s  edition,°® note again that these variants are not concerned with pronouns and such  like, but once again solely with the perfect and imperfect verbs we have been  discussing. The trend of the variants in Von Gall is that they are mostly singular  verbs, in place of plural.7’® Thus the Samaritan evidence supports the hierarchy of  variability discovered in the Medieval MT manuscripts, to a large extent. We again  find that the final vowel letter used to mark the plural on perfect and imperfect verbs  has a level of variability somewhere between that of the medial vowel letters, and  that of the rest of the consonantal text. However, comparison with MT would seem  to indicate that the pronouns and participles are nearly as invariant as the rest of the  consonantal text.  G)  Qumran Biblical Manuscripts  While large in number, the vast majority of the Qumran Biblical manuscripts which  have been published are extremely fragmentary. Therefore the amount of data  coming from them is quite small, and the following judgements are likely to be  impressionistic.  As might be expected by now, there is evidence of variation in the grammatical  number of verbs  in  am sentences. Again, changes in number in pro-  nouns/pronominal suffixes are rarer than the verbs. Nevertheless, there seems more  variation in this category than was found in the Medieval MT or Samaritan tradition.  One of the few examples in my survey is interestingly the same passage as provided  the only Samaritan Pentateuch example - Exodus 1:9-12. In 2QExod® verse 12 reads  wtm ... y[r]bw ... ySrsw for MT ’tw ... yrbh ...yprs. In contrast to most of the textual  evidence discussed so far, participles7?! and second person forms’? are involved in  69  See note 61.  70  E.g. Ex 17:2 variants have two singular verbs, rather than a singular-plural pattern. Note that this is  also a variant registered by Kennicott for the MT tradition.  Z  72  For participles see note 33.  Examples of variations involving second person forms are found at Deut. 4:33 in 4QDeut”: MT  $m°t „you (m.s.) heard‘“, 4QDeut” $m“tm „you (m.pl.) heard‘; and the shift of person at Deut 31:17  in 4QDeut“: MT w“zbtym „and I will abandon them (m.pl.)“, 4QDeut“ „... you (m.s.).“  Note also ?/tJh for MT °tm at Ex 13:4 in the text called 4QDf. Note that the intention in this section  1999  65  ZAH XI/1y[Ir]bw‘Am Construed as Singular and Plural in Hebrew Biblical Texts  which is important, but the realization of how inconsistently our texts have  transmitted the number of the verbs with °am, to the extent that one time out of  every six MT and Samaritan Pentateuch disagree on this feature.  (c)  Variants Within the Samaritan Tradition  It should be noted that just as with the Masoretic tradition, so too the Samaritan  tradition preserves variants within itself as to the number of “am. Using Von Gall’s  edition,°® note again that these variants are not concerned with pronouns and such  like, but once again solely with the perfect and imperfect verbs we have been  discussing. The trend of the variants in Von Gall is that they are mostly singular  verbs, in place of plural.7’® Thus the Samaritan evidence supports the hierarchy of  variability discovered in the Medieval MT manuscripts, to a large extent. We again  find that the final vowel letter used to mark the plural on perfect and imperfect verbs  has a level of variability somewhere between that of the medial vowel letters, and  that of the rest of the consonantal text. However, comparison with MT would seem  to indicate that the pronouns and participles are nearly as invariant as the rest of the  consonantal text.  G)  Qumran Biblical Manuscripts  While large in number, the vast majority of the Qumran Biblical manuscripts which  have been published are extremely fragmentary. Therefore the amount of data  coming from them is quite small, and the following judgements are likely to be  impressionistic.  As might be expected by now, there is evidence of variation in the grammatical  number of verbs  in  am sentences. Again, changes in number in pro-  nouns/pronominal suffixes are rarer than the verbs. Nevertheless, there seems more  variation in this category than was found in the Medieval MT or Samaritan tradition.  One of the few examples in my survey is interestingly the same passage as provided  the only Samaritan Pentateuch example - Exodus 1:9-12. In 2QExod® verse 12 reads  wtm ... y[r]bw ... ySrsw for MT ’tw ... yrbh ...yprs. In contrast to most of the textual  evidence discussed so far, participles7?! and second person forms’? are involved in  69  See note 61.  70  E.g. Ex 17:2 variants have two singular verbs, rather than a singular-plural pattern. Note that this is  also a variant registered by Kennicott for the MT tradition.  Z  72  For participles see note 33.  Examples of variations involving second person forms are found at Deut. 4:33 in 4QDeut”: MT  $m°t „you (m.s.) heard‘“, 4QDeut” $m“tm „you (m.pl.) heard‘; and the shift of person at Deut 31:17  in 4QDeut“: MT w“zbtym „and I will abandon them (m.pl.)“, 4QDeut“ „... you (m.s.).“  Note also ?/tJh for MT °tm at Ex 13:4 in the text called 4QDf. Note that the intention in this section  1999  65  ZAH XI/1VSFTSW for >tw‘Am Construed as Singular and Plural in Hebrew Biblical Texts  which is important, but the realization of how inconsistently our texts have  transmitted the number of the verbs with °am, to the extent that one time out of  every six MT and Samaritan Pentateuch disagree on this feature.  (c)  Variants Within the Samaritan Tradition  It should be noted that just as with the Masoretic tradition, so too the Samaritan  tradition preserves variants within itself as to the number of “am. Using Von Gall’s  edition,°® note again that these variants are not concerned with pronouns and such  like, but once again solely with the perfect and imperfect verbs we have been  discussing. The trend of the variants in Von Gall is that they are mostly singular  verbs, in place of plural.7’® Thus the Samaritan evidence supports the hierarchy of  variability discovered in the Medieval MT manuscripts, to a large extent. We again  find that the final vowel letter used to mark the plural on perfect and imperfect verbs  has a level of variability somewhere between that of the medial vowel letters, and  that of the rest of the consonantal text. However, comparison with MT would seem  to indicate that the pronouns and participles are nearly as invariant as the rest of the  consonantal text.  G)  Qumran Biblical Manuscripts  While large in number, the vast majority of the Qumran Biblical manuscripts which  have been published are extremely fragmentary. Therefore the amount of data  coming from them is quite small, and the following judgements are likely to be  impressionistic.  As might be expected by now, there is evidence of variation in the grammatical  number of verbs  in  am sentences. Again, changes in number in pro-  nouns/pronominal suffixes are rarer than the verbs. Nevertheless, there seems more  variation in this category than was found in the Medieval MT or Samaritan tradition.  One of the few examples in my survey is interestingly the same passage as provided  the only Samaritan Pentateuch example - Exodus 1:9-12. In 2QExod® verse 12 reads  wtm ... y[r]bw ... ySrsw for MT ’tw ... yrbh ...yprs. In contrast to most of the textual  evidence discussed so far, participles7?! and second person forms’? are involved in  69  See note 61.  70  E.g. Ex 17:2 variants have two singular verbs, rather than a singular-plural pattern. Note that this is  also a variant registered by Kennicott for the MT tradition.  Z  72  For participles see note 33.  Examples of variations involving second person forms are found at Deut. 4:33 in 4QDeut”: MT  $m°t „you (m.s.) heard‘“, 4QDeut” $m“tm „you (m.pl.) heard‘; and the shift of person at Deut 31:17  in 4QDeut“: MT w“zbtym „and I will abandon them (m.pl.)“, 4QDeut“ „... you (m.s.).“  Note also ?/tJh for MT °tm at Ex 13:4 in the text called 4QDf. Note that the intention in this section  1999  65  ZAH XI/1Yrboh YVDFS In contrast MOStT of the textual
evidence discussed far, participles ”! and second PCTSON forms 2 dIC involved in

69 See ote 61
70 E.g. Ex 17:2 varıants have sıngular verbs, rather than singular-plural ote that thıs 1s

Iso arılant registered by Kennicott for the tradıtion.

N
For partıcıples SCC note
Examples of varıations ınvolving second PCTISON Orms found al eut. 4:3%3 4QDeut”
SM %r „yOUu m.S.) hear . 4QDeut” SM “{m „yOUu Mm.p! hear o  * and the chı: of DCISON eut Al

4QDeut“ w‘zbtym „and wiıll on them m. pl )« 4QDeut‘ >5 yOu m.s.)
ote Iso for *m al Ex 13:4 the text called ote that the intention thıs section
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SOMIMNEC varıatıon at thıs of the tradıtion. Nevertheless, m1g be expected by
NO the largest proportion of examples of varıatıon found {O involve 1IT!
DCISON perfect and imperfect verbs. Ihus C 4QNumb at Num 1:35 has sıngular
HNS for plural. $ The impress10n g1ven by the relatıvely few egıble XTIS 15
that the general proportion of dısagreements from ersus agreements wıth
WOU be sımılar that found in the Samarıtan Pentateuch, 1.:e about ONC ıIn SIX. Of

wıth INOTIC complete manuscrı1pts ONC COU: perhaps clearly dıscern
tendencıes In indıvıdual In thıs regar' the almost complete IQIsa”, although
accordıng Kutscher ıts „lingulstic anomalıesIan Young  some variation at this stage of the tradition. Nevertheless, as might be expected by  now, the largest proportion of examples of variation are found to involve third  person perfect and imperfect verbs. Thus e.g. 4QNum”® at Num 11:35 has singular  ns‘ for MT plural.’3 The impression given by the relatively few legible contexts is  that the general proportion of disagreements from MT versus agreements with MT  would be similar to that found in the Samaritan Pentateuch, i.e. about one in six. Of  course, with more complete manuscripts one could perhaps clearly discern  tendencies in individual texts. In this regard the almost complete IQIsa“, although  according to Kutscher its „linguistic anomalies ... reflect the Hebrew and Aramaic  currently spoken in Palestine towards the end of the Second Commonwealth‘“74,  provides us with no clear evidence in regard to “am sentences. Thus although in the  much quoted example in Isaiah 9:18 the verb is plural to MT singular, the reverse is  the case in Isaiah 63:18. Nevertheless, it must be admitted that the other two  examples (not initial verbs) in the scroll are plural to MT singular. 75  The evidence from the Qumran scrolls, therefore, fits in with our suggested  hierarchy of variability. Final vowel letters in ambiguous contexts are found to  exhibit variability only second to medial vowel letters. The difference is that the  other categories of evidence, participles, pronouns and the like exhibit a much higher  degree of variability than was the case in either the MT or Samaritan traditions.  is to deal with the actual Biblical scrolls, rather than Biblical texts used in other genres. 4QDt has  actually recently been argued to be not a biblical manuscript, but a selected or exerpted text. Texts  of this genre may share specific textual characteristics different to the Biblical scrolls. See J. A.  Duncan, „Considerations of 4QDt in Light of the 'All Souls Deuteronomy' and Cave 4 Phylactery  Texts,‘“ in J. Trebolle Barrera and L. Vegas Montaner, The Madrid Qumran Congress (Leiden,  1992), vol. I, p.199-215, esp. p.203, 206. However, with such fragmentary texts, and at such an early  stage of investigation, there are many uncertainties in this sort of judgement. We have thus decided  to classify everything on the list of E. Ulrich, „An Index of the Passages in the Biblical Manuscripts  from the Judean Desert“ DSD 1 (1994), p.113-129; DSD 2 (1995), p.86-107 as „Biblical  manuscripts.““  73  This reading is paralleled neither in the MT nor Samaritan Pentateuch. Other variants include two  verbs in 2QExod” 1:12; three in 4QDeut“ 31:16-17; and Josh 6:5b in 4QJosh*. This last example is a  little more complicated than normal since it is a III-He verb form and hence involves the change of  one vowel letter for another, not merely the presence or absence of the waw, thus MT w‘Iw,  4QJosh* wIh.  74  Kutscher, (note 63), p.3.  75  Isa 6:10 has one plural verb in a cluster of singulars; Kutscher, /saiah (note 63), p.399: „it would  seem that the scribe erred here.“ In Isa 30:19, both MT and the scroll have a third person singular  verb as the first verb after “am. In the MT the following verb is second person singular, but in the  scroll it is plural. The text consulted was M. Burrows (ed), Z7he Dead Sea Scrolls of St. Mark's  Monastery Volume I The Isaiah Manuscript and the Habakkuk Commentary (New Haven, 1950).  Note that the variations come from a wide variety of text „types“ from Qumran. Thus e.g. 4QNum”  is classed as „pre-Samaritan‘, 4QSam“ as „non-aligned“ yet related to the Vorlage of the Septuagint,  and IQIsa® as „Qumran practice“ according to Tov's classification: Tov, Textual (note 50), p.99,  109, 116.  66reflect the Hebrew and Aramaıc
currently spoken In Palestine towards the end of the Second Commonwealth‘‘/4,
provıdes us wıth clear eviıdence In regard am sentences Ihus although ın the
much quoted example in saıah 0:18 the erb 1S plura sıngular, the TEVETITSEC 15
the Case In saılah 63:18 Nevertheless, ıt must be dmıiıtted that the other
examples (not inıtıal verbs) In the scroll plura singular. />
The evıidence from the Qumran scrolls, therefore, ıts in wıth suggested
1erarchy of varıabılıty. ına vowel etters in amb1gu0us found
exhı1bıt varıabılı only second mediıal vowel letters. The dıfference 15 that the
other categories of evıdence, partıcıples, PTONOUNS and the 1ıke exhı1bıt much hıgher
degree of varıabılı than Was the Casc ın eıther the ÖT Samarıtan tradıtions.

15 deal wıth the actual 1D11Ca|l scrolls, rather than Bıblical texfis sed ther 4QDEr has
aC! recently een argued be not bıblical manuscrI1pt, but selecte: exerpted texL. Texts
of thıs SCHIC MaYy share specıfic textual characterıistics dıfferent the Bıblical scrolls. See
Duncan, „Consıderations of 4QDt Light of the 'All Souls euteronomy' and Cave ‚ylactery
Texts, ” TeDolle Barrera and Vegas ontaner, The Madrid mran Congress eıden,

vol L, p.199-215, CSD. p.203, 206 However, wıth such fragmentary texis, and al such early
stage of investigation, there INanı uncertainties thıs sSort of jJudgement. We have thus decıded

classıfy eve! the 1ıst of Ulrich, „An Index of the Passages the 1D11Ca| anuscrıpts
from the ean esert““ DSD (1994), p.113-129; DSD (1995), p.86-107 1D11Ca!
manuscrI1pts.”

73 Thıs real 15 paralleled neıther the NOT Samarıtan Pentateuch. ther varlants include
verbs 2QExod” KIZ: three 4QDeut” 31:16-17; and Josh 6:5b 4QJosh” Thıs last example 15
ıttle INOTEC complicated than normal SINCE ıt 15 11-He erb form and hence involves the change of
ONC vowel er for another, not merely the absence of the WaW, thus W,
4QJosh” w“1L

74 Kutscher, NOole 63), p.3
73 Isa 6:10 has ONC plural erb cluster of sıngulars; Kutscher, Isaiah NOote 63), p.399 ‚3{ WOU|

SCOCINMN that the scribe erred ere.  C6 Isa 30:19, both and the scroll have DCISON sıngular
erb the first verb after a'm the the ollowıng erb 18 second CISON sıngular, but the
scroll ıt 15 plural The texti COns! Burrows (ed), The Dead Sea Scrolls of SE Mark's
Monastery Volume The Isaiah 'anuscript and the abakkuk Commentary (New Haven,
ote that the varlations OMIMe irom wıde varlety of text „types” from Thus C 4QNum’”
15 classed „pre-Samarıtan"", 4QSam’ „non-alıgned" yel elated the Vorlage of the Septuagint,
and 1QIsa” 35 practice‘  ‚66 according Tov's classıfıcation: JTov, Textual (note Ü), p.99,
109, 116
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General Discussion(4)

(a) Summary of the Evidence

Many scholars ave noted the peculıarıtiıes of Chronicles’ treatment of collective
NOUNS such 4S am, and thıs has usually been ttrıbuted to Chronicles’ chronologıca
posıtıon. In SUTVCY found sufficıent evidence wıth those cholars
who SCcC Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, and Ezekıel d unusual in the fact that these
00 in the overwhelmıing number of use plura verbs wıth am d subject.
What has less often been noted by cholars 15 that other peculıar patterns of
EINECISC when ONC the uUsc of other grammatıcal categories wıth am The
most varıable Category of these found to be 1r PCISON pronomiınal suffixes
attached preposıt1ions, NOUN\NS, and verbs. Here discovered that Chronicles,
Ezra-  ehemiıah and Ezekıel fıt ın wıth much arger SIOUD of other 00 in havıng
practically sıngular 1r PCISON suffixes construed wıth am In thıs aspect, for
instance, Chronicles’ SOUTCES Samuel and ings dIC vVeLIYy sımılar the of
language of Chronicles Nevertheless, found that other 00 had sharply
dıfferent pattern of Thus, ıle the Pentateuch generally has much hıgher
proportion of 1T PCISON sıngular pronomıiınal suffixes, the most unusual book 1S,
wıthout Ou' saıah, and especılally the fırst half of the book, wıth overwhelm-
ıng preference for ıngular forms.

Chronological Interpretation

Havıng discovered these patterns in the Masoretic text, the question becomes ONC of
interpretatıon. As mentioned, the domiınant explanatıon of the peculıarıtıes AaSs

regards the eatmen of the verb wıth am iın Chronicles, zra-Nehemuiah, and
Ezekıel has been chronologıcal. That 1S, Chronicles and zra-Nehemuiah, if nNnOL by
the SaImne author, /© at least both representatıve of ate 1.e post-exılıc 1Ca.
Hebrew zekıel  s language reflects the chıft durıng the exıle irom pre-exılıc pOStT-
exılıc Hebrew

(1) Collective OUuUnNns in Danıiel an Esther

As prelımınary remark, ıt must be stated that the specıfic of the word am
does nOot OW ON confidently state that other o0oks, whose content DT'  S

post-exilic datıng, ıke anıe and Esther, share the of Chronicles ın

76 See the diıscussıon Wiılliamson, Israel In the 'D0Ks of Chronicles (Cambridge,
p.5-70.
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construmg collectives ıke am consistently as plura Thus in anıe. the [WO verbs
sed in 9:26 and 1241 wıth ajm both singular. Also, EVCNMN though ın 132
have three plura elements wıth cam‚77 also fınd ırd PCISON sıngular suffix in
the form »  'elöhaw S  er; singular grammatiıcal elements also slıghtly outnumber
plurals. /& If such p WEeIC found be eneral in these 00 ıt WOUuU
undermıne confidence that the tendency z collectives almost exclusıvely a4s

plurals Was eneral feature of ate 1DI1Ca. Hebrew, and COUuU support posıtıon
1ıke Rendsburg’s that thıs Was feature of the Chronicler’s idiolect (1.e hıs
indıvıdual dialect). ””
Unfortunately, ıt 15 dıfficult achleve INOTC certaiınty thıs question due fO the
ack of the SaInc volume of informatıon 1C Chronicles provides. Thus, for
instance, collective ıke gahal „congregatıon" 15 not attested al all in either Danıel

Esther The attested collectives in the Hebrew of these 00 aAIc VeC and
theır testiımony 15 ambiguous. ®0 TIhus fiınd helö „h1s ..  arm y In anıe 1:26
construed wıth sıngular erb However, Chronicles iıtself o  „arImYy wıth
inıtıal sıngular erb twıce (2 Chron 16:7; opposed ONCE wıth plura
verb (2 Chron ÖOr, In anıe 9:11 fiınd the expression „all Israel“‘ wıth
plura) verb, but thıs 15 the solıtary Therefore, the evidence 15 tOO

be compellıng. Nevertheless, the number of times collectives construed ASs

sıngular in anıe and Esther certainly does not OW ON egree of confıdence
that these 00 treated collectives in the SaInlec WaYy dASs dıd Chronicles and

7zra-Nehemuyuah It should be noted that Polzın, ıIn fact, laımed that the
treatment of collectives Was unıform throughout all the ate 1DI1Ca. Hebrew 00
He mentions both the „Nehemuiah’s emoIirs‘“ section of the book of Nehemuiah, and
Esther dsSs ıfferıng irom Chronicles In thıs regard.®!

(11) Chronological Development ıthin Samuel and ngs

It should also be noted that ILNOTC mınute investigatıon of of the 00 wıth
sıgnıficant number of CCUITENCOCS, amue and Kıngs, o0€es not achleve
remarkably dıfferent results than AdIc presented for the 00 d ole Thus and
{{ amue dısplay almost equa. proportions of inıtıal sıngular and plura verbs

F} Oonstruct ending and verbs.
78 Fıve PCeTSON masculıne sıngular suffixes, four plural; plural particıples, sıngular
79 Rendsburg, „Late Bıblıcal Hebrew and the ate of .“ (1980). p.67
8() ote that there Man collectives construed sıngular the Aramaıc section of Danıel, SCC C

„the beasts of the field“ and „„all flesh*“ Dan However, the Aramaiıc evidence 1s not SCCI1
elevant thıs CasSC, ci. opat, y yniaxX der Chronik note p 74‚ Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew
NOole p.42
Polzın separates ‚Nehemıu: Memoıirs‘“ (Neh BF and 12:27-13:31) from the rest of the book of
Nehemiah. collectives SCC Polzın, Late Biblical Hebrew NOole 3 > p.73 (Nehemuiah’s Memoıirs),

(Esther)
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each other.82 and 11 Iıngs do dıffer slıghtly INOTES from each other, but there
sıgnıfiıcance in thıs varıatıon if ON wıshed Aarguc for chronologica

development in the language of the book d the subject toward the
exıle. Note that 1{1 ings has the higher proportion of sıngular verbs OVeT Kings.®
Narrowıing the focus SV further, SCcC that althoug the fırst half of {{ 1Ings has
hıgher proportion of sıngular OVeT plura verbs than the second half of 11 1ngs,
those specıific chapters dealıng wıth the per10 from Josjiah’s reign the exıle
actually have LHNOIC sıngular than plura verbs sed wıth a'Jm TIhus there
clear evidence of chronologıca development wıthın ings in thıs matter .64 Instead,
when sıgnıfıcant number of examples 15 found, the proportions of sıngular and
plural verbs wıth a\ım in the Varı0us parts of these 00 SCOIN generally conform

the verall proportions of the book in 1C they found. Thıs 15 remıminıscent of
the opınıon of James Barr that the meanıng unıt for the study of varıable Hebrew
spellıng patterns in the 1S the book and nNOT the purported SOUTCECS that make
the book.®> Nevertheless, ONC should nOot forget what Wäas discovered about the
halves of the book of Isa1ah (above, wıth otfe 49)

u Polzin’s Ireatment of Collectives

Whıle the ubject of SOUTCES wıthın 00ks, thıs 15 also convenıent place
discuss Polzıiın’s uUSe of the eatmen! of collectives dS of hıs attempt date
the language of the Priestly OCuUumMen! in the Pentateuch. Although VC few of the
aim sentences fall wıthın Polzin’s of pP,66 nevertheless, wısh make
few eneral remarks. Polzın dıfferentiates parts of the P-document: Pg (the
groundwork of and secondary addıtions P) 87 One of the features 1C
Polzın 1N! unıtıng both Pg and agaınst Polzin’s samples of earlıer classıcal
Hebrew 1s the increasıng tendency fo treat collective NOUNS as grammatıcally plura)
Polzın fırstly IN that collectives dSs plurals times.$®
Investigating hıs examples, ON wonders whether construction 1ke „all the
congregatıon of the SONS (pl.) of Israel““ (Ex 16:1, 1S really strictly collective and
not sımply plural? One also wonders whether CVEIY sıngular collective c

82 Samuel 72 sıngular 21 plura. (51%); amue. 18-15 (55%)
83 Kıngs FF (29%); Kıngs &.13 (38%) ote that I1 Kıngs’ proportion of plurals 15 boosted by the

repetition of the ormula „the people still acrıtıed and burned incense‘“, hıch 15 used Kgs
22:44; Kgs 12:4; 14:4; 15:4, 35
I1 Kıings chapters D (42%); chs 14-21:1-6 (14%) including three SCS of the formula note:
the Prev10us nole; chs. 22 2-0(100%). I wısh Prof. Avı urVvıtz for bringing thıs 1Ssue

ttention.
85 Barr, The arıable Spellings of the Hebrew Bible Oxford, p.21 the relevance of Barr

work SCC further EeI0W.
86 Only Ex 36:5:; 6, Lev 9:24 ID 36:5 has plural verb, the ther sıngular (wıth Levıticus

following wıth plural verbs).
57 Polzın, Late Biblical Hebrew nole 3 '9 p.87
XS Ibıd., p.98
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Polzın cıtes ısplays the SaInlc pa  mn and proportion of varıatıon AaSs a'’m Note that
althoug! Polzin’s examples happen be mostly verbs in verb-subject relatıonshıp,
thıs 15 nOot always the Case (e.g Gen 48:6) In anı y event, proportion of sıngular

plura verbs, GCVEeEn strictly in verb-subject relatıonshıp, WOU nOot be partıcularly
emarkable in the context of the first column of LWO, above. It 15 hıgher
proportion (47%) than, for example, the 00 of Joshua and Judges, and
comparable wıth 1ngs eremı1ah Polzın 15 nOot dealıng wıth 00 of but
rather theır presumed SOUTITCCS Thus, Polzin’s „JE“ sample, made of
from Exodus and Numbers has P ratıo of siıngular plura. elements wıth
collectıves (78%).®? Thıs 1S much hıgher than anı y proportion for am achi1eved in
thıs study, eXcept for the proportions derıved from focussıng verb-subject
sentences alone. Interestingly, f ON combınes the 1gures for the 00 of Exodus
and Numbers from 2 above, ON arrTıves at T7T7% proportion of sıngular
plura: verbs. Thıs ralses the question whether Polzın s statıst1cs reflect the SOUTCECS of
the 1DI1Ca. 00 ÖOI Just sımply the verall rat10s of the 00 he 1s samplıng? We
111 return thıs pomt later ven granting Polzin’s statıst1cs, there 15 ST1 of COUTSC

the problem that typologically later form of Janguage need NOLT be chronologıcally
later. %0

ımılar appIiy Polzin’s findıng that sıngular collectives AaSs

plurals times.?! Sınce Polzın 1s effectıvely arguıng that the relatıve proportions
reflect chronologıca. progress10n, ıt 15 iımportant note that they aIic potentially
quıte misleadıng. The clearest example of thıs 1S the realızatıon that S1X of hıs
examples ofplura verbs relate the uUusSscC of the HıphCil of bw? In almost identical
context wiıthın the of S1X VEeISCS ıIn Exodus 35 24i Indeed, the maJorıty of
Polzin’s examples ın general COINC from Exodus 35-36 They overwhelmiıngly relate

phrases such d>S „„CVEITY INan who Ea gaın ON wonders whether these SOTTS of
collectives behave In the Same WaYy ASs do the words ıke a'm „DeOPIE ” and gahal
„cCongregation" whiıich make the maJorıty of Polzin’s examples ın Chronicles
Note also that EVvVecn takıng Polzın’s 1a  S fgures, the proportion of sıngular plural 15
nNnOt much dıfferent C eremı1ah ın OM  a When ONC also that 17 Out of
hıs examples involve kol ”a and 13 subject-verb word order sentences,
must ser10usly Oou whether chronology 15 the overriding factor at work In these
VEeEISCS

(IV) Non-Bıi  1ical Qumran Documents

In favour of the chronologica interpretation of the eviıdence relatıng tOo verbs wıth
am presented in the above m1g be the tendency bserved In ımportant NOMN-

X99 Ibıd., p.98
Davıes, In Search of „Ancient Israel“ 148; 16 p.103 olzın s

Over-precise UsScC of SÜUICS SCC Rooker, FEzekiel NOole 4), p39
olzın, Late Biblical ebrew note 3 9 p.103
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1DI1Ca. Qumran documents eaft am A plura Qıimron provıdes enumeratıon
for am, relatıng that ıt 15 construed times dASs plura and only times singular.?2
However, ıt should be noted ere that Qımron to ave NCIude: in thıs
not only verbal forms, but all possıble grammatıcal forms together, 1€e includıng
pronomiınal suffixes. Counting in thıs WaYy WOUuU ead CVON book 1ıke Samue|l
comıng out wıth heavy preponderance of plural forms, SINCEe ıt 15 only the verbs In
Man Yy 00ks, both C6  „early and „late”, 1C provıde sıgnıfıcant number of sıngular
forms. The maJorıty of HIS examples COINC from the Communıity Rule, War Scroll
and Temple Scroll eckıng these references, although ONC WOU that
there ir preference for plura verbs wıth am, ONC should ote both that
there much fewer of these than superfic1al eadıng of Qımron WOU indıcate,
and the of these CCUTITENCES 1s ımıted but ONC poss1ıble type of 1DI11Ca|

Note that there actually only inıtial verbs that WOU. be lowed In
thıs study In these three crolls number of Qimron’s references ATC unacceptable,
for instance War Scroll 6:9; 16:7; and 1713 where the ubject of the verb 15 not Just
the people, but the Levıtes ASs ell Also, Temple Scroll 29:"7 and 59:13 contaın
varıatiıons the formula „I 111 be theır God and they be people*”, 1C 15
made upD ınvarıably of plura. grammatıcal elements throughout the 1Ca tradıtion.

Of the inıtıal verbs In the three Scrolls, the Communıity ule has plural,
the War Scroll three plural, 1ı1le the Temple Scroll has ONC plura. and ON sıngular.
1ıle OTIC INaYy be impressed that all the small) number of grammatıcal elements
construed wıth am in the first crolls AIc plural, few observatıons need be
made. Fırstly, In CVCIY OCCUTTENCE but ONe of „people in these three crolls
accordıng to Qımron’s lıstıng, the word order 15 subject-verb. The ONC time that the
verb precedes the subject, the erb 15 sed ın the sıngular 58:6) Furthermore,
each of the CUITEDNC of „people‘ before plura verb involves the word kol ”a
Thıs 1ıts 1n wıth the tendencıies of the Masoretic 1DI1Ca text discussed above
favour plura. verbs both when the ubject „people precedes the verb, and when the
word kol 1S involved. fact. the combinatıon of kol wıth subject-verb nCce
OCCUTS [WeNTLY times ın the am sentences ea wıth ıIn the tables above, and of these
only {[WO of the verbs dIC ın the singular.?* Thus, OIC m1g 5Sd y that the Qumran
Hebrew 15 not VE dıfferent what m1g be expected 6CVecn of arly 1DI1Ca
Hebrew under such CIrcumstances.

One must certaınly admıt that if it indıcates anythıng the evıdence at least irom the
Community Rule and War Scroll indıcates preference for takıng a'm A plura.
Nevertheless, the pomts noted above make the testimonYy of these crolls INOTEC

amb1ıgu0us than ıt WOU at fırst SCOCIHN It 1S perhaps ell ear in mınd that
althoug Qumran Hebrew Call be safely NCIude: wıthın the TOAa| CategorYy of
Classıcal Hebrew, the lınk between Qumran Hebrew and ate 1DI1Ca. Hebrew 15 nOot

92 Qıimron, The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls anta, p.83 For the lımıts of theu
Covered by hıis investigation SCC pagc
Ex 18:14 (Nıph"al partıcıple), Sam F3
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uncomplıcatedly direct.%4 The construction of am 4as plura. in certaın Qumran exXTis
mMaYy be better explaıned in terms of preference for partıcular syntactical
construction 16 led almost inevıtably to am eing construed 4S plura Thus, the
evıdence from these Qumran 15 only strictly comparable to SmMa. sub-section
of the 1DI1Ca. evıdence.

(v) The Mishnah

The chronologıca. interpretation of the evidence INay also be strengthened by appeal
the overwhelmıng tendency of the 15. treat am aASs plura Ireatment of

a'm sıngular in the printed text of the 15 15 almost non-existent. >
Nevertheless, note that despiıte thıs almost total ack of optionalıty ıIn the number of
am, the medieval 15. manuscrı1pts STl reflect SOTINC varıatıon ın thıs matter.%6
One COUuU. AaIgUC from the ıshnah GE} and the Qumran crolls evidence
that post-Bıblical Hebrew took aiam d plura. almost exclusıvely. Ezekıel,
Chronıicles, and zra-Nehemiu: WOU. thus reflect that thıs PTOCCSS Was ell
underway in the ex1ılıc/post-exilıc per10d, in distinction earlıer 1DI1Ca Hebrew
IC} treated am dASs optionally sıngular 0)8 plura.
As wıth the Qumran evıdence, however, ONC must noOotfe few pomts 1C make the
evıdence of the 15 LNOTC amb1ıgu0us Most ımportant 15 the question of
the relatıonshiıp of the Janguage of the ıshnah the 1DIl1CcCa Hebrew tradıtion. It 15
wıdely accepted In recent scholarshıp that Miıshnaic Hebrew 15 nOot sımply genetic
descendant of 1DIl1Ca. Hebrew, ın the that ate 1DIl1Ca Hebrew eventually
mutated into Miıshnaıic Hebrew a  er, Miıshnaıic Hebrew 1S taken aSs form of
language that co-ex1isted wıth 1DI1Ca Hebrew for SOIINC per10 of time.?27 It 1S thus

Sa y that the late attestatıon of Miıshnaiıc Hebrew 06€Ss not INGE: that form of
language wıth (many of) those characteristics dıd not ex1ist much earlıer ın time.
Therefore the specıfic characterıistics of Mishnaiıc Hebrew nOot necessarıly late
ven ıf ONC WIS ırectly cConnect Chronicles eic wıth Miıshnaic Hebrew ın
theır treatment of am, thıs need not be expressed in pureiy chronologıca: terms

04 orag, Hebrew ‚Oome Typological Observatıons"“, VmzT38 (1988) p.148-164.
05 the edıtion of the text by hılıp Blackman (second e  On, the only sıngular

grammatıcal lement discovered the CISON sıngular suffıx the word üba‘ ägebö
Sotah should be note:| that NC WOU.: actually eXpeCI ıtuatiıon INOITIC lıke the varıabılı of
the Bıblical evidence 1eW of the gener: remarks collective 1OUNS by Segal,
rammar of Mishnaic Hebrew (Oxford, p.2

96 TIhus note that the well-regarded manuscrı1pts au A5S50 and Parma De Rossı 138 have

0’7
sıngular, rather than plura: erb wıth am Tamıd F3
See C Rendsburg, Diglossia In Ancient eDbDrew (New Haven, Y oung, Diversity In
Pre-Exilic Hebrew (Tübingen, -For convenıent summarıes of recent scholarshıp, wıth
bıblıography, SCC. Steiner, ’7A olloquialısm Jer S14 from the cestor of alCc
Hebrew,“ ISS (1992), Saenz-Badıllos, istory of the Few Language
ambrıdge, p.166-173.
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Chronicles, Ezekıel, and zra-Nehemiah (and Man Yy Qumran Scrolls”) may have
sımply been those 00 wrıtten in geographical/socıal mıhlıeu 16 WAas heavıly
influenced by proto-Miıshnaıc Hebrew, d opposed to other contemporary wrıitings.

Ihe Samaritan Pentateuch(vl)

The evidence from the Samarıtan Pentateuch 15 often tiıed ın wıth the evidence from
Mishnah and Qumran Scrolls ASs indıcatıng general tendency of Post-Bıblica
Hebrew tO construe collective OUuUNSs 4S plura As ave already SCCIL, however,
the impress10n sometimes gıven, that the sıtuatıon in the Samarıtan Pentateuch 15
comparable wıth that in Chronıicles, 15 sımply erroneous. 98 One COUuU perhaps SCC it
as significant that when the Samarıtan Pentateuch dıffers from in respect
sıingular plura verbs wıth am, ıt devıates in favour of plura twıce often
singular. However, AdS ave already argued, the Samarıtan Pentateuch cannot be
treated 4S ıf ıts devıatıons all sımply later than the Also, the where the
Samarıtan Pentateuch has sıngular verb where has plura. do nNnOoTt SCCII pomnt

anı Yy clear pluralısıng tendency. Thus the Samarıtan Pentateuch Can only provıde
V weak support for the chronologıca. interpretation of the evıdence.

Ir Person Pronominal u1lıXes

chronologıca interpretation of the distrıbution of1r PDETSON pronominal suffixes
In aJm sentences 15 also possı1ıble, 1f INOTC problematıc. One WOU have and
Justify why Isaıah 1S far dıfferent the other 1D11Ca. 00 One COU explaın
the Pentateuch’s intermediıiate posıtıon due 118 the mixıing of early and late
sources.?9 One COUuU. also explaın the Deuteronomistic hıstory 00 A4Ss havıng been
redacted around the Samllec per10 d eremıah and Ezekıel Thus ONC WOU. ave
chıft in durıng the of the seventh cen! from strong preference for
sıngular forms (the first half of saıah, the early Pentateuchal SOUrCEeS) strong
preference for plural (Imost of] the rest of the Bıble). Thıs eOrYy WOU. perhaps
into problems when dealıng wıth the Psalms, and Mınor rophets. Both of these
00 have proportionately sıgnıficant minorıity of sıngular forms, often clustered
ın chapters OT sect1ons generally consıdered late by cholars Note for instance the
strıng of sıngular grammatıcal forms in Obadıah 13-14, echnarıa. 1309 OI salim

ese objections COu be however, by suggesting that

08 See above, wıth note
99 the lımıted examples hıch fall Polzın’s ‚O]  u of texis, all examples found WECIC

plural Ex 6:7-8; Lev 9  s 2 '9 2 9 Num 13:32.
100 For the second (vs “ of Psalm late SCC Hurvitz, Bein Lashon on

erusalem, p.164-169.
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Occasıonal clusterings such A these ın late 00 dI6 due to the influence of the
earlhıer style late authors.

(c) Textual Interpretation

(1) Methodological Issues

basıc methodologıcal 1ssue 1C must be raısed 1S hOow confıident be that
the patterns observe ın 1DI1Ca texti due the or1ıgınal authors of
those works, rather than eıng result of the scribal transmıssıon of those books?
number of the arguments for the chronologıca. interpretation of the evıidence Arec
vulnerable thıs approach. In partıcular, the evıdence irom Qumran and the
ıshnah Can be interpreted In LLLOTC than ONC WadYy One INayYy, for instance, accept that
the non-Bıblical Qumran crolls and the ıshnah evidence that In the Second
Temple per10d and later there WEIC In ex1istence non-Bıiblıical 1 dısplayed
sımılar pluralısıng tendency to the recei1ved text of Chronicles eic However, rather
than akıng these dS addıng the Casc that ate Classıcal Hebrew in general
construed am consistently plural, OMIC COUuU. AIgUuC that these sSımply indıcate
that there WeTC cırcles of secribes ın ex1ıstence in the later per10 who COUuU ave een
inclined update the language of 1DI1Ca. eXTis in thıs WdYy Wıth Chronicles and
E7zra-Nehemiah ONC wonders whether theır lateness of composıtıon made them
achleve ‚„„cCanon1cal““ later than other 1DI1Ca o0oks, 1C that theır
text and hence theır anguage Wäas ın general 199(0)8% avaılable for updatıng than the
O  er LLOTIC authorıtatıve books?101 Whether thıs possı1ıbılıty has anı y valıdıty OT nOo(,
ıt 1S clear that Case be made that at least SOINC scr1ıbes in the Second Temple
er10 took ıt uDOoN themselves update the anguage of theırX 102 OT nOol.
We ONCEC agaın the famous words of Kutscher regardıng IQIsa“ that ıts
„Lingulstic anomalıes reflect the Hebrew and Aramaıc urrently spoken In
Palestine towards the end of the Second Commonwealth.‘‘102 That 1S, Kutscher
cons1ıdered that thıs version of saıah had been lınguistically revised and updated, in
comparıson wıth the of saıah

Unfortunately, there 15 VE much that 15 unknown about the hıstory of the 1DI1Ca
text The Qumran 1DI1Ca ex(is, for instance, 1ıle much er than prevıo0usly
known AdIcC ST1 VE far removed from the time of the orıgınal authors 103 The scr1bal

101 sımılar suggestion 1s Gerleman, Synoptic Studies note 3 9 p6_9 although he belıeves that ıt
the INOTE prest1gous teXiIs hıch WeIC subject eater scribal actıvıty hıs Opını10n, make

them o0k LLNOIC archaıc.
102 See Ofe 63 lınguistic up! further‘ Fıshbane, Biblical Interpretation In Ancıent

Israel (Oxford, 10v, Textual Nole 50), p.259-260; altke, „„5amarıtan Pentateuch““
NOle 64) p.213-220.

103 The anıel manuscrı1pts miıgh perhaps be the losest time. ( 10V, ‚Hebrew 1DI1Ca.
Manuscrıipts from the ean ese] Theır ontrıbution CX Criticism’, IISt (1988). p.8
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PTrOCCSSCS SCC evidenced In the Qumran eed not have been the rule in
preceding centurIies, especılally d the 1DI1Ca text’s changed in the Varıous
communitıies. We do not know hOow representatıve the Qumran eXiIs ATC of the
of the 1DI1Ca. text ıIn theır OW tıme, not speak of the precediıng centurIies. The
numeriı1ical preponderance of the proto-M' I in the latter Second Temple Period104
probably us INOIC about the sSOC10-rel1g10us ackgroun of the time than the
value of the as wıtness „orı1gıinal" form of the text We are STl stuck
somewhere the chaın of scrıbal transmıssıon of exX{s, left wıth only clues 4S

what m1g ave transpıred before thıs time.

Nevertheless, ıt should be noted that recent work Dy textual cholars has had much
SaYy the question of whether the 15 be consıdered „the“ text of the S,

in the that ıt represents ın SOTINC diırect WaYy the „Or1ginal” text of the
Theır aNnSWCI 15 that the 1S by mMeans uncomplıcatedly the „best“ text of the

One MmMaYy refer the recent standard work by COMMMON ıdea IM
modern text-erıtics 1s the „decentralızıng" of the The 1s 1O  Z SCOCI A

merely „a texti of the 1  © rather than „the“ text. The Qumran 1DIl1Ca , in
partıcular, ave indıcated dıversıty in the forms of the 1D1l1Ca 00 ıIn the
later Second Temple per10 The preservatıon of the has been SCCH dS INOTC

lıkely due ıts lınk wıth the Surviıving authoritatıve ıIn udaısm 1.€e 1N1C
udaısm Sımilar thıngs mig be sa1d about the preservatıon of the Samarıtan texti

Dy the Samarıtans, indeed about the TEeE Septuagınt by the Church. 107 IThe fact
that these managed SUFVIVE, ıle others dıd no(, Was unlıkely fo ave been
because they WeTC necessarıly super10r wıtnesses or1ginal form of the
They dIC consıdered most lıkely have been chosen for relig10us-polıtical ICaAaSONS,
rather than the basıs of SOTINC ratıonal method of text evaluation.108

TIThus when dıscussınz 1D11Ca. Hebrew, ON mMust be careful fo keep clearly In mınd
the of the SOUTCES It 15 longer poss1ıble ASSUMIC that sımply
represents the or1gınal 1DIl1CcCa9 and that the other Hebrew 1DI1Ca sımply
represent later pervers10ns of the or1gıinal. Kutscher’s great study of IQIsa” has done

disservıce Hebrew anguage scholarshıp, by influencıng MNan scholars
consc10usly OT unconsc10usly thınk in thıs WaYy For those engaged in the
Iıngulstic study of the Hebrew 1  €, therefore, must always bear ıIn mınd
alternatıve explanatıon for the patterns diıscover in That 1S, textual, rather

104 10V, Textual NOolte 50), p.115
105 See note
106 The phrase 15 from Ulrıch, „Ihe 1DI1Ca| Scrolls from (Qumran Cave VerVIeW and

Progress epO! theır Publiıcation", (1989), p.223 C also der oude, „I1he
ead Sea Scrolls: Ome Issues”“, SEÄ (1992),-

107 addıtıon the references Cite: notes and 106, SCC J1ov, ern Textual Outlook
ase: the Qumran Scrolls‘“, HUCA (1982), p.11-27, CSD. p.19

108 Albrektson, „Reflections the Emergence of Standard exti of the Hebrew Bıble",
(1978). Mr Professor Sasson has raısed the question of whether these factors need be

SCCNH mutually exclusıve.
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than lınguistic explanatıon. One Cannot, in 1eW of the OpIn10ns of the textual
scholars, sımply wıthout diıscussıon treat the althoug: ıt 15 convenient, and the
only complete wıtness the Hebrew text of the entire Jewısh scriptures ıf ıt
represents the VE words of the orıgınal authors. Thıs it May be, but merely

thıs WOUuU be VE dangerous indeed

ecent cholars workıng thıs hıistory of 1DI1Ca. Hebrew have 4ase' themselves
quıte naturally the Hurvitz, ONC of the eadıng scholars, has stated the
methodological dılemma clearly. He 15 quıte AaWAAaTeEe that the language of the eXis he
15 investigatıng COUuU reflect late scrıbal updatıng of much earlıer works. He 15 also
aWAAaTe that the 15 ubject miıstakes and corruptions. Nevertheless, he correctly
states that lınguistic investigatıon must base ıtself actual X not reconstructed

hypothetical UNCSs Therefore he consıders the en ofproo 15 uDON an yONC who
wıshes deal wıth another texti than the Thıs 1S undoubtedly ell
consıdered pomt of VIeEW, and probably reflects the best approac where textua!
evidence 15 avaılable Nevertheless, ONC must beware of letting thıs posıtıon become

CXCUSC for sımply 1gnoring the long hıstory behind the text. Investigators of the
language of the Hebrew must always bear in mınd the textual perspective
when interpreting theır indıngs.

1l) Scrıbal Interpretation of the KEvidence egardıng theer

In iıne wıth what has been salıd, Must therefore 1O  S DOSC the question whether
there AaIc an y grounds 1C WOU ead ser10usly entertaın textual
explanatıon of OUT indıngs relatıng fo the grammatıcal number of am The evıdence

have escr1De! above relatıng the edieva. Masoretic manuscrI1pts, the
Samarıtan Pentateuch, and the Qumran 1DI1Ca showed that the dıistinction
between plura. and sıngular in perfect and imperfect verbs Wäas faırly volatıle In the
Varıo0us scrıbal tradıt10ons. Thıs 15 much INOTC the Cadsc than 5SdYy, the iırd DCISON
pronomiınal suffixes. It WOU. be possıble, therefore, o Aarguc irom thıs evıidence that
at least the dıfferences in proportions of sıngular VEOISUS plura verbs in Varlıous
1DI11Ca. 00 In the due the PIOCCSSCS of scr1bal transm1ssıon, rather than
reflecting the orıgınal shape of the book. IThus COU. ECVECN cons1ıder that the
seemımngly random mıxture of sıngular and plura verbs wıth am reflects the steady
but aphazarı accumulatıon of the Judgements (or mistakes) of INany scribes AdSs
the grammatıcal number of am Agaınst thıs, however, ıt mMust be emarked that
there 1$ 1CAaSON expect grammatıcal consistency from the 1DI1Ca authors, ıf the
present exXits have ındeed granted us CONntTtact wıth theır or1ginal style It 15 clear
that ıt 15 not only in OUT specıfic Casc that all the exXTis urrently ave dısplay
remarkable varıety. On the contrary, all of 1DI1Ca INar marked by
109 Hurvitz, Linguistic Study of the Relationship Between the Priestly Source and the ook of

FEzekiel New Approach Old Problem, (Parıs, p.19 ole: wıth approva. by
Rendsburg, Diglossia Nolte 97),- See Iso UrVItZ, Bein Lashon NOole 100), p.182-184.

76



Construed ıngular and ura|l Hebrew 1DI1Ca. exts

ack of unıformıty ın usage. 110 Theref{fore, ıle the detaıls of the dıstrıbution of
forms ll ave changed, ave rCasSonNn, accordıng cCurrent owledge of
the CX prior1 SUDDOSC that e must ave started out eıng
grammatıcally consıistent.

Nevertheless, comparıson wıth the Man other categories of lıngulstic varıatıon
embedde! In 1DI1Ca. CX (e.g the constant swlitching between SYNONYIMNOUS
words) sShows OIC clear dıfference that seftfs the varıety in am sentences
somewhat ap Thıs 1s that, aft certaıin stage, seemmngly sometime toward the end
of the Second Temple er10 ıt longer became acceptable fo make changes CVOIN

of the scale of the substitution of YNONYM, into the CX Both the Masoretic and
Samarıtan tradıtıons eached thıs stage of conservatism. 1! Thıs mean the effective
end of such materıal varıants by the time of medieval manuscrıpts. On the other
hand, despite the ea of letter perfect copyıng in the Masoretic tradıtion, ıt 15 clear
that changes WeEIC ST1 Occurrıng ıIn the ven OUT edieva Masoretic
manuscrIıpts ave revealed us psychologıcal 1erarchy in the „‚exact” copyıng of
the text. At ON end of the scale, the overwhelmıing majJorıty of dıfferences In the
Masoretic manuscrıpts fo do wıth the OI absence of mediıal vowel
etters. They thus ST1 varıable egree At the other end of the scale,
however, ASs ave Just mentioned, scrıbal changes such A4as rephrasıngs, 0)8

substitution of paralle words, 16 must ave been instrumental ın eadıng fo the
textual varıety evidenced ın the Qumran scrolls, effectively prohıbıted. At the
Samnlle time ave noted ıIn regard fo the edieva. manuscrIıpts, the 1na W

markıng the plura of perfect and imperfect verbs in amb1ıgu0us such d

wıth collectıve OUNs 15 unstable Thıs instabılıty, ıIn 1eW of the much greater
stabılı of the consonantal text, WOU. SCETIN indıcate that the scrıibes treated the
plura! endıng in am sentences LHNOTC 1ıke the medıiıal vowel letters than the
consonantal text

If thıs observatıon 15 COrrect WOU| thus be approachıng the varıatiıons between
sıngular and plura verbs wıth am irom the WTONS angle ıf grouped them
ogether wıth other SOTrTS of textual varıatıons C substitution of words, phrases
etc.112 The phenomena under dıscussıon in the present artıcle WOUu ave INOTC of
relatıonshıp wıth the varıabılı of the spellıng of medial altres lectionis In the
Hebrew EeXTISs than wıth the other aspects of textual eriticısm. In thıs connection ıt
should be noted that the patterns of dıstrıbution of iınıtıal sıngular and plura verbs
wıth am aAIc VE remminısScent of the mMan tabulatıons of plene and defective

110 See Bendavıd, Leshon Nole 3 9 p.13-59
111 For these developments SCcCC Sanderson, An Exodus Scroll from Oumran 4Opaleo "xod” and

the Samaritan Tradition anta, p.261-306, CSD. p.303-306. FOr example of varıatıon
involving SYNONYINS, SCcCC the alternatıon kaplyad „han' al the end of ONC of the parallel texXiIs
1{1 Sam Psalm

112 Le such the of the erb ‚MO hear‘  A. the Samarıtan Pentateuch opposed the
of Ex 20:18; such onof Consonants 1QIsa” 0:X „all the people :houted c)$

„all the people knew (Wd‘w) 0.
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spellıngs of words provide Dy James Barr in hıs The Variable Spellings of the
Hebrew Bible 113 Thus, ONC m1g produce the followıng for the inıtıal verbs
wıth a\m In Samuel 13-14

Sıngular verb: 13:6 13:8 3:11 14 :3 1424 4'26 4:26 4:28 4:30
Plural verb: 13:4 13:6 13:7/

4372 4:45ıngular verb: 4:31
Plural verb: 4:3%3 4:34 4:40 4:41 4:45

Some of the contextual factors outlıned earlıer in the artıcle COuU be nvoked to
explaın SOINC of the varıatıon in these chapters. However, belıeve it WOU. be
V dıfficult to provıde verall interpretatiıon that WOU convıncıngly that
such patterns WeEIC produce sımply by the mechanıiıcs of the language Note rther
that fınd the Same patterns that Barr describes In the spellıng of the internal
MAatr: lectionis. We fınd both „rapı alternatıon““ between the possıble forms,
AaSs ell 4S OC spellıngs”, where OC form apPCAaIs number of times ın IO It
WOU therefore be possıble interpret the patterns ofplura and sıngular verbs wıth
a\m AS part of the general varıatıon between the Varı0ous optional spellings of words
in the Hebrew One COu then follow Barr ın seeıng these varıatiıons 4A5 eing
evıdence nOot for the spellıng practices of the orıgınal authors, but sımply of the last
scrıbes of the text 114 One of the possıble motives for maıntenance of the varıety of
spellıngs 1C Barr sugg! 15 sımply that the scrıbes the artıstic effect
produce by such varıiation.1!

Thıs approac the evidence WOU. INncan that fınally have clear crıterion
separate the treatment of the partıcıples irom the perfect and imperfect verbs. Thus,
ıle partıcıples varıable iın form in the received eXTis (e.g Judges 9:36-37), they
SCCIN ave become viırtually 1Xe: in the later scr1bal tradıtions. TIhus the scrıbal
hıstory of the partıcıples connects them LINOTC closely fo the maın consonantal text
(the dıfference between sıngular and plura partıcıple 15 of the OI

absence of consonantal Me  S ÖT {AW) than the lectionis, wıth 1C the
plura: endings of the perfect and imperfect verbs INOTC closely cohere.

One must next consıder the pecıal of Chronicles, zra-Nehemuiah, and
Ezekıiel 1n the 1g of the textual approac suggested above. We recall that ıt 15 the
consıstent pluralısatıon of perfect and imperfect verbs ın these 00 1C
dıstiınguıishes theır treatment of am irom other, „earlıer“ 00 ıke Samuel 0)4

eremı1ah Ou. thıs be explaıned in terms of the scribal hıstory of these books‘? In
terms of the analogy wıth the spellıng of the internal lectionis suggested In

113 See note 85
114 E.g. Barr, Variable Spellings NOote 85), p.199
115 Ibid., p.194-195.
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the Prev10us paragraph, ıt should be noted that consistency of spellıng of certaın
otherwise varıable forms 15 attested wıthın indıvıdual 00 Thus, ote the Casec of
ha-l6? „1S n“ The Book of Samuel 15 example of book that consıstently spells
thıs expression plene 1.e€ wıth W (34 tiımes). On the other hand, Chronicles spells
it consistently defectively (18 times). 116
Beyond the analogy wıth medial lectionis, however, the observable facts
from the eX{is ShOw only Occasıonal random m'  V  'g sıingular plural, and
plura: sıngular, in the verbs. They do nOot for the MOST part g1ve the pıcture of
wholesale, consıstent changes in verbs wıthın dıfferent vers1ions of 00Kks, but only
mıinorıty of varıant If ONC WeTI®C to postulate the basıs of the general textual
evidence that large number of verbal forms had been changed sıngular plura. in
Chronıicles, 0)41% WOUuU wısh to SCC evidence of IMOTES arge scale revisıon of text
than the occasıonal observable ın OUT exXts For mediıal mMmaltres lectionis, fOor
example, OUT Qumran clearly evidence varıety of quıte dıfferent spellıng
es On the contrary, it 15 hard to fınd evidence of large scale devıatıon from the

patterns of the spellıngs of sıngular and plura. verbs wıth am in OUT other
Hebrew Thıs sald, however, ave already suggested that there mMaYy be OMNC

exception fo thıs sıtuation. Thıs 15 the cursıng Mt Ger1izım in Deuteronomy
Z especlally VeTITSES 15-26, ın and Samarıtan Pentateuch. Here. ıle both

plura verbs wıth am in 15 the 15 thenceforth consıistently
sıngular, 1ıle the Samarıtan continues consistently plura As noted above, ıf ON

belıeves there Wdas ONCEC orıginal texT, 1C construed aim as sıngular 0)8 plura. OT

both, somewhere In the textual transmıssıon of eıther OT both OT Samarıtan
Pentateuch, Oroug revisıon Was undertaken, makıng the and Samarıtan
consistently dıfferent at thıs pomnt. It 15 therefore poss1ible fo arguc that ave
evidence 1Cu: ‚e- large scale revisıon of verbs wıth a'm COUuU ave been
undertaken in Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah and Ezekıel, S1ving the hıgh preference
for plura verbs observable in OUTr Curren) possıble motivatıon for thıs COU.
be the desıre produce A INOTEC consıstent text. 117 Nevertheless, in thıs ıt
should be noted that have nOot discovered actual evidence of consıstent changıng
of these Janguage features in the of scr1ıbal transmıssıon AC105S55 ole tOXT,
rather than short, homogenous sectlion.

116 Ibid., p.155-158. For. another example, SCcCC Barr’s discussıon of Chronicles treatment of the Namne

aVl| (p.161, 166) ote especlally Barr  w COomment p.158 25° Chronicles, partıcular,
capable of stanı  atıon, and ON gIyconvwrary the of ther boo

117 Ihus C Talmon, ‚„‚5Samarıtan Pentateuch““ NOolte 65), p.146 „[Chronicles] has long been ecognized
embodyıng systematısed texT. thıs VeETY book, INOIC than others, including Sam.-  gS,

cholars have discovered emendations of late ors who intended produce lınguistically and

7 exegetically straı1ghtforward text.“
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I7 er Grammatical Features

Wıth the other grammatical features construed wıth am, exemplıfıed by the 1r
PCrSON pronominal suffixes, the pıcture 1S agaın dıfferent. Whıle VE occasıonally

observe these forms changıng in the per10 of the scr1ıbal tradıtıon for IC
have evıdence, they AIC for the MmMoOost quıte stable ven 0ug| the ırd DCISON
pronomiınal suffixes WEIC potentially varıable, do not SCcCC s1ıgnıfıcant
varıatıon in the in hands As ll always be the CadsSc unless discover
INa Yy, much er 1DIi1Ca CX than have, such observatıon (01 not INcan

they COU. not ave been much INOTE unstable ın earlıer per10 Nevertheless, the
avaılable evidence pomnts to stabılıty, seemingly of sımılar order the rest of the
consonantal text.

(5) Conclusions

We ave discovered {tWO patterns relatıng the grammatıcal atm of am in the
1D11Ca Wıth partıcıples, perfect and imperfect verbs the 00 of Chronicles,
Ezra-Nehemuiah, and Ezekıel stand oOut by havıng am almost always construed wıth
plura forms of these verbs. In regar other Janguage features, especlally 1Tr
PCeTrSON suffixes, it 15 saıah, and lesser extent the Pentateuch ooks, 16 stand
Out due theır hıgh proportion of sıngular elements wıth a'm In regar these
tWO grOoupS of evıdence ave presented possıble WaYysS of interpreting them
On the ON hand, IMay follow chronologica: interpretation. On the other,
MaYy arguc that the evıdence 15 explıcable due fo the textual hıstory of the 00 in
question.
We must 1978)  S attempt we1g: these explanatıons in the balance It 15 important

remember Hurviıtz’s striıcture at thıs poımnt, that although the ex1istence of varıant
1Dl1Cca. eXTis and the influence of scrıbes ın formıng present eXTiIs always
poss1ble, must deal wıth the actual eX! in front of usS, and the actual evidence
have. Thus, must declare textual explanatıon of the dıstrıbution of the OEr
grammatıcal elements exemplıfıed by the 1r PCISON suffixes be uNnproVCN.
Always mMust bear in mınd that there MaYy be scr1bal DIOCCSSCS hıdden irom usSs

1C caused, SaYy, the Book of Isaıah, to favour sıngular suffıxes. Nevertheless,
the princıple of dealıng wıth actual CX and evıdence, there 15 sımply not enough
evıdence for varıabılı in these Janguage features in the textual evıdence to support
the textual interpretatıon. ÖOne thıs m1g be tOo suspend Judgement in the
hope that extens1ve, earlıer textual evidence becomes avaılable ÖOr, the CUIT!
evidence ON m1g prefer chronologıca explanatıon 0)8 erhaps OIC 30
explaıned Isa1ah’s posıtıon as due to 1alecC factors.

regar! the ırd PCISON perfect and imperfect verbs (but no(t, seemiıngly, the
partıcıples), 0)91% 1S firmer ground when arguıng for textual interpretatıon.
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Firstly, the varıabılı in all branches of the textual tradıtıon in regard these forms,
coupled wıth the analogy wıth the varıabılı of the internal Ires lectionis, WOU.
SCECINMN arguc VE strongly that the specıfic dıstrıbution of sıngular and plura forms
ın CX 15 not ırectly due the orıgınal authors of those eXiIs Thus ıt 15 even

possıble that, for example, the Book of Samuel orıginally dısplayed un1ıform
treatment of the grammatıcal number of verbs eferring am, and that the
Iinconsistency 15 due fo long and haphazard scr1ıbal treatment of these forms. ven
if ON elleve: that Samuel Was or1ginally wrıtten wıth mixture of sıngular and
plural verbs, due perhaps specıfic NUaNnNcCces intended by the author be conveyed
by the dıfferent numbers, ST1 the eneral varıabılı evıdent in the textual evıdence
WOU tend arguc that the specıfic dıstrıbution of forms in the of Samuel 15
unlıkely reflect the dıstrıbution iın the most ancıent form of the book Thus, for
example, ONC m1g wısh declare extremely doubtful Polzin’s usc of faırly prec1ise
statiıstics that the dıistrıbution of these features ıIn the P-document reflects ıts
date of composition.
In regar. the interpretation of the mostly consıstent plura verbs wıth am ın
Chronıicles, Ezra-Nehemuiah, and Ezekıel, poımnts mMay be made both sıdes. In
favour of the textual interpretation there 15 the demonstrably close relatıonshıp
between the varıable spellıng of ına Wa verbs in amb1g2u0us CONTEXTIS and the
arıable spellıng of ınternal atres lectionis. For the consıstent spellıng of these few
00 INa Yy invoke the analogy wıth Occasıonal words eıng pelled consıstently
In regard internal matres lectionis In indıvıdual 00 opposed general
varıabılı in other 1Ca. books. 118 We MaYy also pomint 18 the ımposıtıon of
consistency the Passagc in Deuteronomy Z In the and Samarıtan
Pentateuch. However, mMust admıt that al present the textual approac AC SOl
evidence of thıs SO  _ of consistency eiıng mposed arger textual unıts in regard
theır treatment of am That 1S, 1ıle actually ave In possess1on varıant
1DI1Ca wıth sıgnificantly dıfferent spellıng patterns ın regar fOo internal

lectionis, do not ave the SdaiIlle evidence for the 1na. W verbs ın
am sentences (admıttedly much INOTEC specıfic case). 1oment’s consıderatiıon of
the normal understandıng of the relatıonshıp between Chronicles and its SOUTCCS In
Samuel-Kıiıngs ll of COUISC sShow that scholars have usually presumed that the
Chronicler Was ın fact engaged in Just such updatıng of the anguage However,
the specıfic pomnt under debate here 15 whether there 15 al y eviıdence 106 COUuU
ead ON suggest that ın thıs Casc al least the updatıng Was not actually undertaken
by the Chronicler hımself, but rather the later scr1ıbal tradıtıon.

The chronologica interpretation In regar! Chronicles, zra-Nehemiah and
Ezekıel, the contrary, has SOINC strong, ıf nOot unassaılable, eviıdence in its favour.
Thus there 15 the colıncıdence that it 15 only the three exılıc/post-exılıc 00 1C
dısplay thıs consistency ın preferring the plura wıth aJm Also, despıite other WdYy>
of see1ing theır evıdence, ıt 15 fact that the ead Sea Scrolls and ıshnah

118 See above, wıth note 116
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SOUTCCS attested irom late per10 Therefore, there 15 S{T1 much be saı1d for the
chronologica interpretatıon. Nevertheless, the ımiıted evıdence from anıe and
Esther WOU. SCOCIN to indıcate that not all ate 1DI1Ca. Hebrew OUTICCS WOEIC d

consıstent in theır preference treat ai'm 4S plura Therefore, ON m1g) wısh
consıder regional/dıalectal favours (as ell as chronological?) lınkıng the three
o0oks, Chronicles, 7zra-Nehemiah and Ezekiel It 15 perhaps irom thıs angle, rather
than sımply 4S wıtness chronologıca development, that the evıdence from
Miıshnaic and (Qumran Hebrew should be SscCcMHh

Abstract

has long een realızed that collective NOUNS such am „people‘“ regularly construed wıth
both sıngular and plural verbs Bıbliıcal Hebrew. Thıs study investigates the SyN! of am the
MT, Samarıtan Pentateuch and the Qumran 1D11Ca. crolls not only wıth verbs, but 1Iso C wıth
pronominal suffixes. It investigates the opınıon that ertaın 00 CONsStMIrue am plural due the
ate date of theır composition. ome support 18 found for thıs posıtıon. However, ıt 15 IMpO!
investigating Bıblical Hebrew bear miıind the long textual story behind the Curren' form of the
books From thıs perspective rıval thesıis 15 investigated, that the CUrren! palterns of grammatıcal
concord wıth am texXfis the result of the scr1bal transmission of the texis, not the „origınal"
author’s intention.
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