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Introduction!

One of the LLLOTC interesting combiınations of negatıve wıth the infinıtıve CcConstruct
1S V infinitive.2 Thıs construction has long been regarde: AaSs aıt of LBH
It 15 described In everal and articles,* but owledge it has

NOLT been the object of anı Yy exhaustive None of the and artıcles
EVCN COINC close cıtıng al] the instances, let alone analyze them Thıs has led

conclusıons that aTc In Opınıon, that ıt 15 LBH and Can be sed
late-date and that all OCCUTITENCES of 1'1 negatıng ınfınıtıve Can be
analyze ONC construction. In the ollowıng, 11l ShOow why

I1 The double status ofx

15 essential realıze that T\ 1S sed in dıifferent WaYS In BH:4 indıcate
non-ex1istence 0)4 absence and 4aSs sımple negatıve. The syntactic properties of the

SCS aTC quıte dıfferent and for PUuTDOSC here ave chosen examples
involving infinıtıves illustrate thıs (1) and (2) aATIcC examples of the first UsScC

MT D anı N D}
And there Wwas INan 111 the ground (Gen Z3)
81 an V

For there 15 NO-OM! besides YOU fOo redeem ıt. 4:4)
In both the infinıtıve phrases SCTVC a4as complements, and the sentences WOUuU
be orammatıcal wıthout them, IS D IN man Was non-ex1istent’ and n V’N, °there
15 O-OMN! besides you In indıicates non-ex1istence absence and in WaY does ıt
negate the intinıtıves. Ihe ollowıng examples ShOw how Can UusSsc IX
negate infiınıtıves.

Many thanks Peursen, Leıden, for (10) suggestions.
Abbrevıations 1D11Ca| Hebrew; BHS Hebraıca tuttgartens1a; Mıshnaıic Hebrew;
LB  — Late Bıiıblical Hebrew;: SBH 1D11Cal Hebrew; Qumran Hebrew.
E.g. Ewald, Hehbhrädische Sprachlenhre, (for full references, SCC bıblıography); Drıver, Tenses,
8202; Gesenius/Kautzsch/Cowley, Grammar, Soisalon-Sommen, ° Der VUuSs CONs

") arm1ıgnac, ‘Emploı1 de la negatıon T' Qimron, '"ebrew ead Sea Scrolls, S400.12;
oüon/Muraoka, Grammar, 160]; Peursen, ‘Negatıon’; urVvItZ, urther Comments
See oüon/Muraoka, (GGrammar,, and uraoka, Emphatic, 109

146



Negatıng the Infinitive 1DI1Ca Hebrew

IW M D1DM mimw> D5WA 1R 7UR man
f those who dıd not deserve drınk the CUuUp mMust TIN. ıt. (Jer

> Wan7a 70n YYWTDRN Nin? I
For there Was no entering the Ing's gate lothed wıth sackcloth (Est 4:2)
Here V 1S DUTIC negatıve. As SC ıt, the infinıtive phrase 1S the ubject of each
clause and In (4) T 15 the sole predicate whereas in 3 DDSWO IX 18 the predicate.>

1L The impersonal UN infinıtive construction

(4) 15 almost always cıted das example of the USC of IX negafte infinıtives. {It 18
example that exactly matches MOST of the instances of S assoc1ı1ated wıth

infmiıtıves, and er. it matches modern Hebrew usage.®© It 15 ımportant otfe
that it 1s ımpersonal construction, NOotT 18 be onfused wıth the personal Sinfinıtıve construction, SC (12)-(1 eI0W {t be rendered lıterally into Englısh
N .  there 15 ıng  (as in ‘there 15 entering the Kıng’s gate’) and ıt Can Cal
slıghtly dıfferent MO values of ack of perm1ss1ıon and possıbılıty. Note also that
]5 negates the ole clause opposed tOo (18)-(2 eI0W The absence
of in thıs and other uscs of IX infinıtive does nOoT SCCIN sıgnıficant. Thıs 15 in
accordance wıth the fact that the absence of wıth infinıtives in
sometimes to ave sıgnıficance, especılally when the infinıtive, d in the IXinfinıtıve construct10ns, 15 the ubject of clause./ The uscC wıthout in 9); 13
16) and 18) certamly 118 be the SdadIinec d the paralle instances wıth 3 and
when found wıth the infıinıtıve the S infinıtive constructions 15 probably part of
the non-semantıc, external wrappiıng of speach.® The SdadIne DSOCS for the paralle
construction ofw infimıtive, SCC 4/5) eIOW.

As the instances Show, surface word order 15 not sıgnıfıcant eıther 4S it 15 the
constituent sStructure that 1S dec1isıve. Compare, (/) wıth (8) where the CON-

When UusSsec the terms "subject’ and ‘predicate’ thıs artıicle. UsScC them the of logıcal
subject and predicate. Therefore, SCC the negatıon, be ıt x NS, the predicate SINCEe thıs 1s the
IHNOIC unıversal and the infinıtive clause 1s the TLNOTC specıfic. See Baasten, ‘Nominal clauses’, 1-2,
for the dıstiınction between grammatıcal, logıcal, and psychological subject.
Alternatıvely, ON could analyze (4) and sımılar constructions ıf dummy subject “there’
implicıt S V WOU. then also on the head of the predicate, the complement ofhıch
thıs ‚AS5C 18 the ole clause (thıs 1s the 1eW of Swiggers, Nomiına Sentence egatıon’, 178,
derstand correctly). But the dıfference that CasSı between the infinıtıval complement ere
and instances such (1) WOU. be that it 15 ere grammatıcally indıspensible SINCE the x here 15
the negatıng TN and not the TS indıcatıng non-ex1istence absence.
1ıne] Modern Hebrew, 528.4
See oüon/Muraoka, rammar 8124 and note the fluctuation single sentence C1ite.
there: D17 >N 3200 WDn 23 mTaTO IW ‚T3an Behold, obey 15 er than sacrıfıce, and
hearken than the fat of rams. S5am
OS! Azar has comed thıs term Hebrew, 5y MIDOTNDN, DU, “CIhe

teie‘,
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artın eNSVAar!

tıtuent iructure 15 the Samne though the surface word order 15 dıfferent Compare
also 12) wıth 13) and wıth 15) all three instances have identical Constıtuent
iructure dASs far the ne the preposıtional phrase and the infinıtıve 15

concerned though the surface word order all three 15 dıfferent
have oun ten INOTC (possıble) INnsStTancCces of the impersonal S infinıtıve

CONstTITUuCLLiON (3) (11)
5y V 7207 D 7703} 72877DW 1N S

FOr there 115 takıng back edict wrıtten the of the kıng and sealed wıth
the kıng 118. S 8)

55 mm 5S-1) i 5 —i178 m178 —3E15 D55N AY7O ; Man
You have SOWLNX much, but TIng 1  €} eating, but there 15 eing satısfıed;
drinkıng but there 15 getting drunk: putting clothes, but there 15 eing
Walilin fIor an yOoNC (Hag
In the four Instances (5) and (6) A 4), S negaltes the ole clause Proposing
the VN indıcatıng nNnON-ex1istence absence WOu not make CNUSC these instances
because il WONU. result preposterous translatıons 1ıke

*'] here eX1STS ON take back edıict

In the followıng 1ve iInstances (-7) 10) 1T 15 nOT clear whether the IX aSsoc1ated
wıth the infinıtıve 15 the negatın VN OT the IX indıcatıng 19(0)41 eX1IsStTeNCeE OT absence

NT 519 759 —5y |N 759 1335n
Here AlIC before YOou OUT gul for there 15 standıngz before VYOU because of
1S/10T7T there 15 ONC ere| stand before yYOUu because of thıs (Ezr 15)

un S DD ]'O
And there 15 standıng agaınst you/and there 15 |=eXI1StS| ONC stand agaınst
yOUu (2 20

T' DN 1D 175
ere 15 COIMDAMLNS wıth you/there 15 |=ex1stS| ONC COMPAIC wıth yYOUu (Ps

y 35 N m7D IN 95519
TIo ıt there 115 addıng and irom it there ı15 takıng/to it there ı15 nothıng add and
from ıt there 1ı15 nothıng take (Qoh 14)
Ihe dıfference MCAaNıN£ between the OpT10NS 15 each Case VC. slıght and
thıs makes 1ıt hard decıde IC ONC 15 the INOTC lıkely SO all Cal Sa y 15 that
(7) 10) dIiC possıble candıdates the CONStruCcCII0:
TOV 16 15 another nstance where the Ius of IX 15 unclear

11 S55 ı HID nup? 51557AA 7 Cr30 b
Why cshould fool ave hıs hand buy w1sdom, when he has mınd”?
TOV 16)
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Negatıng the Infinıtive 1D11Ca. Hebrew

AIl modern translatıons and niarıes avaılable understand the
accordıng the CONSTILUENT analysısn the translatıon above but both the
Septuagıint and the Vulgate translate accordıng dıfferent analysıs

11 Quı1d prodest habere dıivıtlas stultum CU sapıentam HON possıt
What g00d 15 1 for fool have wealth when he NnnoOo Duy w1ısdom

LU er UTNPSEV PTIWATA XOPOVL KTNOXOOXL YXD OO LAV XKAPDÖLOC ÖUVNOETAL
Why has the fool wealth? FOr senseless INan 11l not be able purchase wısdom

None Öf the T1ES avaılable otfe that thıs alternatıve analysıs 15

possıble but three lıngulstic authorities analyze [ as1 the infinıtıve 10 Thıs
analysıs ylıeldıng translatıon 1ke (11 INaY be COTrITECT and 1T makes g0o0od

the context maybe SV better than the usual analysıs Thıs INaYy then
be another of the impersonal 1'1 infinıtive CONSTITUCLLiON

The personal IX infinıtive construction

As mentioned of Instances where VN negates the infinıtıve Cal distinguish
between ımpersonal and personal CONstruction One g0o0od 1Cason for makıng
such dıstiınction apart from the fact that Il Cal be done 15 that 1t that nalıve
Hebrew speakers dıd it the ımpersonal Construction 15 frequent UsSCc Ben Sıra
and but the personal CO far d Can SCC 15 only attested there
twıce and instead UsSscs x /NSs ımperfect In J annaıtıc Hebrew 2 the
impersonal cConstruction 15 attested OTNCEC 1le the personal CO  107 15 irequently
used 13 12) 15 example of the personal CONSTruction

m335 5557„5-N} 15WD7 mN S- m5555 D3}
And the Levıtes longer eed tO Cd. the tabernacle (T of the Ings for ıts
SET1 VICE 2326)
Ihe CON:!  OoNs dıffer that the subject of the assumed underlyıng clause the
clause usually used for translatıon iInto Englısh 15 personal and Overt governed Dy
preposıtion. Thıs preposıtional phrase IMaYy then, ogether wıth VN, be analyze dSs the
predicate of the clause where 1 the other constructi0on, VN 15 the sole predicate. So
the predıicate of 15 1\ m55 (D3) WI IX functionıng d Cal and the subject ı15
maan 5s 5555755-N} 15WD7 mRS

Both the Vulgate and the understan:ı a ı HJD dASs hendiadys
Önıg, Syntax Bergsträsser (G(rammaltik vol Sllm uraoka Emphatic 102

12
See the instances e1I0W 52) 69)

the Hebrew of the 18! and ther early abbıinıc SOUTCECS
13 See e10W 83) 806)
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ave found INOTC (possıble) instances of the personal S infinıtıve CONSITUCILION

177 355 55 1\
They cdid not eed epaı irom theır SCIVICE (2 355

ON mam WIN 135-V
it 15 not for pul ea Israel 2 Sam

Ihe syntactically MmMoOst straightforward WaY of readıng thıs 15 z N 4S the
ubject 535 IX the predicate and the infinıtıve phrase ds complement but the
resultiıng translatıon 15 dıfficult

14° *We do nOt ave INan {tO kıll Israel

The only other possı1bıilıty 15 regar! IN d the prepose object of the infıinıtıve dASs

15 Aramaıc Thıs feature 15 not but there AIc SOTINC

occurrences14 and them thıs instance because thıs analysıs results the
contextually translatıon 14) and il 15 then VCHFICHGE of the personal
15 ınfinıtıve CONStTrucCLiON
Wıth the prepos1ıt10n mx 15 and I followıng the infinıtıve have

15 DIIxN IX 077(1

They Cannn do g00d either (hıterally: and o1ng g00d 1IN noTt wıth them/ın em (Jer

As the instances the preposıtional phrase assoc1ated wıth IM provıdes
the ubject of the underlyıng clause sed the Englısh translatıon and AYaln the
absence of does nOT SCCIMN be sıgn1ıficant
TOV1dEe: that U7 Can be regarde: A infinıtıve there 15 another that
belongs ere

16 AD w 555 T
You eed not Ca 1T YOUI shoulders/you do not have (1t as) burden YOUT
shoulders (2 35

af 720° DD m35 7377 ya 7r win5
That the violence Oone the seven! SOMS of Jerubbaal miıght COILLC and O lay eır blood uDON
imelec. theır rother (Jdg 24)
see Gesenius/Kautzsch/Cowley, yrammar and Carmıgnac ‘Un Al amnalsSınec ıblıque
M arm1gnac claıms ave been the first 1SCOVer thıs eal but he
overlooked the pPassagc Gesenius/Kautzsch/Cowley, Yrammar showıng that Kautzsch discovered

before See also 51) for parallel unambıgu0us 1ns  ce Ben Sıra
Thıs word order Aramaıc SCCer Aramaıc Language

E ote that the preposılion and nNOTL the object marker Vn though the preposılion ere has the
form of the object marker
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Negatıng the inılıve Bıblical Hebrew

ere be few instances of infimıtıves wıth prefix 16 It WOu
make ere regard R7 as infinıtıve SCCINS that the CONstruction that
Casec 15 parallel 1{8 the other instances of the personal I infinıtıve Onstruction
(12) (15) The other optıon regardıngz 7 as INCTC NOUN as expressed the
alternatıve translatıon 15 also possı1ıbilıty
It 15 lıkewıise unclear whether 17) belongs ere

5a5 u05 Jr m55 V
The house ofazıa had ONC aSSUmMme W OVCI the kıngdo  e house of
Ahazıah COU. not ASSUINC W! OVeT the kıngdom (2
The dıfference INCAaNINS between the OpT10NS 15 a4as Wds the Casec (7) 10)
VE slıght and it 15 v hard to decide 1C Ooptıon 15 the INOTEC lıkely

V internal negaftor

Apart from these x infinıtıve CONS  CUONS where S negates ole clauses
find of V5 ne  1 infinıtıve where S functions d internal

negator nomınal compounds’!/ as (most probably) 18) and (19)
18 [an IX 55 *102 YrN
Be not lıke horse OT mule, wıthout understandıng. (Ps 2°)

mip m7 S änuib I WT D NI 0797131715s
For all the priıests who WG present had sanctıfıed themselves, wıthout regard
theır dıvisıons (2 11)
Unless the infinıtıve cConstitutes nomiınal clause of theır OW: 18) and 19)
these 1NSs do not belong wıth either the personal the impersonal CONSITUC-
t107n ere 15 indıcatıon that they dIiC clauses and SE g00d I1Cason

why they should be consıidered ASs such 20) and (21) dIiC INOTC poss1ıble
instances of VN negalıng infinıtıve wıthoutnthe clause

20 73 R7 aln i ö99n
And they took for themselves untıl they COU. Cal INOTC (2 Chr Z

As (16) thıs depends whether not Can regar! R7 ASs infinıtıve. As
opposed the construction 16) wıth m5 1, the construction wıth R7
infınıtiıve 115 nOot attested anywhere else 1 On the other hand, the verbal 15
here unquestionable and therefore SCC it 4s (at least) paralle to infinıtıve The
CONSTITUCLIO of R7 infinıtıve 15 usc 1&

See Joüon/Muraoka, Tammar 549e
17 Thıs tEe)  3 comed Dy wıggers SCC OM1nNa| Sentence Negatıon 176
18 1Q. 18 1QH”" 7 28 See urvıtz Post-exilic 'ebrew, Qımron '"ebrew ead Sea

Scrolls 5400 09 Peursen, ‘Negatıon RE
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MD MS a 17
Because he does nOot the sacrıfıce (Literally: Out of turnıng the
sacrıf1ce). (Mal Zs43)
The edıtors of BHS belıeve that the text probably should read ‘he refuses’, and
nOot VD, but as the text stands, IX functions as internal negator.

VI ropose instances of IX infinıtive where IN in fact does not negate the
infiniıtive

er instances that cholars ave classıtfıed as IM infinıtive constructions aIic

certamly nOotTt instances of the negatıng VN and should be treated separately. (1) 1$ ONC

instance, and ere follow SOINC INOTC

D NT NM UT 177073
And there 18 present to briıng 18 the INan of G0d Sam 9:17))

Thıs 15 nOot the negatıng VN, VN here indıcates the absence of g1ift MNg TI he
infinıtive phrase 15 INeTC complement, Just d In (1) and (2)
D3 TT RD 13 in DD HEG

Lord, ıt 15 no for yYOUu help/there 1S NO-ONMN! besides yOUu help/there 185
ONE 1ıke yYOUu to help between the mighty and the weak. 2 10)
24 DW 7277 RDN
If YOU ave nothıng wıth IC DaY. (Prov

gaın the infinıtıve phrases SCIVC 4S complements.

VIL Ihe impersonal w infinitive construction

CNOoOlars ave noted that IX infinıtıve has close paralle In \ infinitive.1? The
followıng three instances SCCII be impersonal and match the ımpersonal 15
infinıtıve construction completely.
25 DD 5;zji-ng5 ea b
For there Was no drıving Out the inhabıtants of the plaın (Jud 1:19)

KT DW3 ar wbs Dr
us For there 18 mentioniıng the Name of the Lord mos 6:10)
D 0270 DDNM 11INUDN a w
ere 15 Carryıng the ark of God eXcept for the Levıtes. 193:2)

Drıver, Tenses, 8S202; ! oüon/Muraoka, rammar )J; UrVItZ, "Further Comments 136
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Negatıng the Infinıtive 1D11Ca. Hebrew

Sometimes the infinıtıve CONTLINUES preceding verb and virtually has the value of
finıte form 2() ave found such infinıtıves precede: by w5s

28 555 mam w N -13 A9OV 3355 rmı x 55bm5)
And because he pollute: h1s ather's couch his 1  1g Wäas the SONS of
Joseph the SON of Israel and he Was nOt enrolle: the genealogy accordıng the
birthrıght. Chr
29 bal man w ıMT S 137979 192277123
And when he humbled hımself the wrath of the Lord turned from hım, and he d1ıd
not destroy hım completely (2 Chr I2)
As opposed 25:) 27) the infinıtive phrase does 19(0)1 SCCIMN be the ubject but
rather the predıicate together wıth wbs The ubject 15 understood from the CONTEXT
ese instances then AI of dıfferent character than anı y of the attested
IX infinıtıve CO  ONnNs and AIic exclude! irom the COMDAMSON

111 The personal w5s infinıtıve construction

Wıth preposıtional phrase between the infinıtıve and wb have SyNTaCTILC
match of the personal 15 infinıtıve ONsSTIructhioOon have OUN! four iINnsStances of the
personal w5 infinıtıve CONStrucCci0 72

20 oUuüon/Muraoka rammar
There stances ofxb infinıtıve that do nNnOL form clauses of theır O0 W] but complemen!

erb
bay3s5 wı „r 5 v 5 5y b 517 W 55

Every ONC cshame rough people who :annoTt profit them, neıther for help 18(0)8 for pro
(Isa

m baı -n u 5 7} . 171 MJa
555 5 ma5t5 w HUrUna 7 m737
At that time ll be saıd thıs people and Jerusalem, „A hot wınd from the bare heıgats ı the
ese!] OWArT! the aughter of people, nNnOL WINNOW cleanse**. (Jer 11)
None of the ttested SCS of VS infinıtıve Maic| these
Further, there instances ofö infinıtıve

5y E3 al in ö a ME Jan 2532
(r sed stone, DYy which INnaYy dıe, and wıthout Cast ıt uUpDON 3523)

u05 wibs5 DD UY mS wa 921200M —a
Why do yOou spen| YOUr for that whiıch ı not TCal and yYOUr OT for that 1C 0€S NOl

satısfy. (Isa s
(c) and (d) the USC of w5öx infinıtıve close the uUusS«ec of N infinıtıve 19) and 20)

respectıvely
27 aVe found tÄhree instances of w negalıng nomınal clause wıth infinıtıve subject that

sShow simılar surface SynlaxX (cp 31)
15 my S 17153 w5s

nOot rıght do (Ex 22)
hieha A 1W 555 2105 N

Would ıt nOL beer for back ZYyp' (Num
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MEWITUIIN mu55 m55 NS
Is ıt not for yYOou know Justice. (Mic
31 mu75 555 b
Is ıt not for yYOUu tO know (2 (r 13
37 MT D  e m55 w
It ı15 not for yYOou fıght ı thıs (2 17)
33 5 pn 7U 7277
It ı15 nOot fOr YOU, zzıah, tOo burn ıNCENSC o the Lord. (2 18)

m555 infinıtıve

Ihe MOST 1VC wıth infinıtıves 15 Yn 23 Thıs combinatıion OCCUTS X6
imes almost exclusıvely SBH :XTS and 17 CONsTLIitutes nomınal
clause it 15 always complement and almost always of preceding verb An
example
34 [3 7T3 D m5555 DDn MN MOSal m555 Qa
So the priests agree that they should take IMOTC Iirom the people, and that
they should NOLT the house (2 Kgs
None of the attested SCS of 1\ infinıtive aIic comparable m555 infinıtıve
eXcept perhaps 19)

ım55 Ma min 335 m55
You have nothıng do wıth buıldıng house (30d. (Ezra

23 Other negatıves used wıth infinıtives ı
557 ; sed twıice:

55 2a7N VARTU ON w 5 »11ı 1° mö55 557
Because the Lord NOT able brıng them into the lJand which he promiısed them Cu! 28)

D b a R TE 55
Because he has nothing left (Deut 725 55)
m55 also sed tWICE

m5 UAaWIUyEUN VONT-ÖN 1 1 DUU wa b TT kr b m5a
Because the Lord Was not able bring thıs people into the land hıch he BIVC them.
(Num 16)
d. 7MyDO m5a YWN YaSN
You played the arlo wıth the SSyr1ans, because yYOUu WEeETC insatiable. (Ezek 28)
The USC of55 and m5a wıth infinıtıves close the UScC ofND ZU
Y,Ya sed wıth infinıtıve 1ve iiımes all the formula

17yboa
NL there SUTV1VOTL left hım
(Num 21 eu: Josh F7 33 Kgs 11)
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egatıng the Infinıtıve 1D11Ca. Hebrew

Posıtive counterparts to the negated constructions

Both the personal and impersonal VR/ND infinıtıve CONsStTructiONs ave
counterparts 33) 40) aATic examples of the Counterpart of the impersonal
VN/ND infinıtıve CONSITUuCLION

35 7207 17 A N 557 >al ela l yan? DRZ4
One tO the Mg hand OT fto the left irom anythıng that ord the kıng
has sald. (2 Sam 19)
316 72077D 125595 N
Should ONC spea yOUL behalf the kıng (2 Kgs 13)
zr m51 179 192M7
Whiıch ONC mMust curb wıth bıt and bridie (Ps 3
38 u55 i b
Should ON help the wıcked (2
30 mu a
What c<hould ONC do (Z Kgs 13 Isa A

HlmlE mi555
It Was strıke fıve S1X times times. (2 Kgs 13 19)

Counterparts the personal CONS  10NS

mu 5 33955 7a12
We must do a4s yYOUu ave sald. (Ezra 12)

MN 13 17 9 ı1LW 77 mmS 55379
And WOUL. ave yOou ten DICCCS of sılver and Zr (2 Sam 18 11)
43 m enmNyS ST mmS
And theır duty Was dıistrıbute theır brethren (Neh 13 13)

7207 47 14307 135
And OUT D be urrender hım into the kıng hand Sam 2320)
45 K A 77 mn5 m5 (Dfi
The OT!15 able DIVC YOUu much INOTC than thıs (2 25 9)26
In the Hebrew INSCY1PUONS have found instances of negated infinıtıves HOT aD Y
examples ofp  1 Counterparts the VR/ND infinıtıve CON:  10NS T

ote that functhons negatıon here provıdıng another paralle]l the ımpersonal VR/ND
infinıtive CONsSITUCHON (WN w“)

25 tıb T 1272
26 Syntactically elated instances:

DD mıu S La NSn
It ı DOWCI do you harm. (Gen 3129)

@aa Y AA 135 7105
WON. ave eener for SCIVC the Egyptians than dıe the wılderness (ExX 12)

555 177 . olal 1D 105
Itf g00d yOoUu COINC wıth Babylon COINC (Jer
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x1I Ihe evidence irom Ben Sıra

As far Aas Call SCC, the personal VN/ND iınfıinıtıve construction 15 not attested in Ben
Sıra, but the impersonal [ infinıtıve construction 15 attested S1X OT tiımes:

ONM IIN 5 555 15 S55 577 moya5 1’N
One should not despise POOT INan who 15 WISE, and ONC should nOT honour anı Y Ian

of violence |A+]B)
wp37 S93n VS

For in eo there 15 seekıng Of Joys
48 „awS I
One should not 5Say Bl+2 and 39:34 Bmg)

1207 HU 539 I
And wıth it there 15 need seek other) Support B+M)

50) 15 ambıgu0us:
50) I7 ubblake M I
One consıder h1ıs 1ıfe life28/ hıs 1fe 1S not be be consıdered 1ıfe

Thıs 15 either the impersonal IM infinıtıve construction and then y 15 the
prepose object, OT alternatıvely, a 15 the ubject of the verbal aCtTi contaıned in the
infinıtıve. The infinıtıve 15 then eıther qal<? nı where the ! 18 elıded
The impersonal w infinıtıve construction 15 also attested in Ben SIira:

51 M7 x wa mS WON 5 V
One c<hould nOT nng CVCIY INan ome

Ihe object precedes the infinıtıve d ın 14) One COU. that thıs example
stands Out from the other examples SINCE w5 INa Yy belong „ and 15 not negatıng
X sed COTDUS Ahıtuv, AandDoOoo. of Hebrew Inscriptions. Negated infinıtıves ttested ON

Punıc and couple of Aramaıc inscr1ptions, CS UrVItLZ, urther Comments’, examples and
I here also attestations Bıblıcal Aramaıc (Dan Kzra 6:8) and Syriac (Nöldeke, Syrische
Grammaltik,

28 there 18 attestatıon of the gal of ı 1372 the of %9 consıder something somethıing’
but UT the T’al 15 sed thıs WAaYy. Usually the preposıtıon 15 used, but there examples
comparable thıs ONC where there 15

55 330 mD3 IDn
Are nNOL regarded byhim foreigners. (Gen

13WM) D3
29

kor they WETIC consıdered faıthful. (Neh
Ihe infinıtıve 1s NEU! respectk ofVO1Ce,
07 a Y

the gale be closed 0S 2:5)
See oüon/Muraoka, Grammar,
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the ole clause. maıntaın, however, that this 15 the SaIinle construction 4S in the
other instances of ımpersonal v5 infinıtive where 5 18 the sole predicate negatıng
the ole clause.

X11 The evidence firom Qumran

In also fınd the impersonal infinıtive construction wıth both 1fi and wbs Wıth
S
\ 157 JN 517 u55 15
And there 15 inirınging EVCN ON of hıs words. 1Q5 3.10-11)
53 mı35 V)
And there 15 alterıng anythıng (1Q5 3.16)

E NN „ \w 175
And there 15 replyıng yOUI reproach. /.28-29)
M A man 1
And ıt WAas nOoTt poss1ıble WAaVC the hanı!ı  Q 6.33)
56 D3 m7 1757
And ıt Was nOoTt poss1ıble take step 5.34)

7 Sra V}
ıt Was NOT poss1ıble ralse the VO1Ce. 6.35-36)

58 PE RDE} 51 u55 U7
And there 15 replying yOUTr reproach.
59 Qr IM 9505 [

there 15 transgressing theır laws. bıs 3:2.:2)
60 e 1r m55 man 710 15
OTE 111 longer be aD Y Jomnıng wıth the house of Juda (CD 4.11)
61 [ Ja0T® 15
And there 1S interrupting her (4Q184 1.12)
62 1Da 5 E
And| there 15 mIixıing wıth E (4QOrd”
63 ]an 18
And there 15 (4QOrd” W2:3)
64 HU 95 u55 175
And there 15 transgressing hıs cCcommand. (4QapPs” 14.3)
65 m555 wln m55 555 18
And there 15 bringing dogs into the holy Camıp (4QMMT B58)
66 DW [ ] mS55 V

there 15 feeding them irom the sacred food (4QMMT B7/1)
67 D:r 9777 n o[-]p[nn>] I va D 1720 m(1 D7p°7 IU
For they Cannot COTIC before OT after theır appominted times. (40Q266 217

1.4)
68b
ere 15 returnıng it. (4Q270
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]ln VN) P RD N ”V
Wıth hım there 1s 1g that Cann:! be inspected NO Can ıt be known (4Q392 1

Since do noLt ave the Context all instances, SUOTILIC of these AICc not certaın.
Some also amb1ıguo0us in the SaInıc WaYy ASs C 7) 10) but Can STL safely Sa y
that the construction 15 quıte frequently used in The SAaImnc DSOCS for the
impersonal s infinitıve construction:

70 FDUN 55 7T 1V m555 wböt
And nOL alk in the stubbornness of gu1lty eart 1Q 1.6)

Dr n7p9 N95bö D T7S02 ON Ya A 55157 JN 5455 uu \w böt
ON T7 955 N5 (1 12 107172 5457 mwn N5
And there 15 inirınging of orders concernıng theır appointe tiımes, and
there 15 advancıng theır appomte times and retardıng an yONC of theıir feasts,
and there 1S strayıng irom hıs relable pr  p (1Q5 1.13-15)

905 w 35böt
And there 15 turnıng from hım 1Q5S LE
73 O9 7AU) vry 5155 w 5

there 1S strayıngz the leit the rıght 1Q5S 3.10)
\la WIIN \5n5nn5 ul m595 w35 MN}

And there chall be reproachıng arguıng wıth the INCH of the pıt 1Q5S 9.16)
F& 541 5957 19 CJa w 15430

there be changıng one’s path because of wıckedness. 1Q5 9.20)
A 51y 59505 w95

ere 15 transgressing YOUTr command.
\w N 151

And there 15 replying 24 12
78 55 w 559

there 1s separatıng
79 mN SS 5 N ö1 BA 2
It 15 wrıtten that there 185 letting it mate wıth another specı1es. (4QMM I LE)
[ .1 ya 75 517
there 15 SOWIN£ of one’s 1e. and (4QMM I /8)

As far Can SCC from examınatıon of Charlesworth’s Graphıc Concordance, the
personal w5s infinıtıve construction 15 not attested ın the at the base of that
(whıch 1s the large maJorı1ty of texts) The Wacholder/Abegg concordance,
however, revealed examples Öf the personal VN infinıtıve construction:

Sı U3} 575 55 N}
And he nOot g1ve back the 3  1ıt of hıs to1l (4Q3668 10.2.5)}!
3() ıthout and wıth the SaINC meanıng correspondiıng instances wıth

We WOU| eXpect the infinıtıve T’ıl ave yod vowel etter, but thıs yod 1$ sometimes nOlL
wriıtten DYy Qumran scrıbes (albeıt usually when the infinıtive 1s nOL prefixed by SCC Qımron,
'ebrew of the Deaa'pSea Scrolls,
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82 yum7 RE 7a 557535 U V
And ıt 15 nOoTt for hım separate 1g from darkness (4Q392 1.5)

Xx 111 The evidence from Tannaitıc Hebrew

eTre aIic examples of the impersonal N infinıtiıve construction In the 1S.  a"
and in other Tannaıtıc Hebrew there 1S only ONC example:><
83 m50 rrr1] D A 5y b I
ere 1S arguıng agamınst the words of hım who spoke and the WOT. CAallc into
eing e  1  a b-shalla 6)°5
However, the personal S infinıtıve construction 15 ell attested in in the

phrase

1172/ 535 7D S
You should not say/argue... (e:g Mekhiulta Nezıgın 13) 34

And further

85 mn 5 {b x
Nno explaın ıt. (Mıshna Pesahım 9.6)

S6 mwu 5 135 I
We should nOot do (Mekhilta b-shalla 1)S>
TIhe Hebrew Bar Kochba letters have negated infinitives.2©

XIV Summary an discussion

have made [WO important distinctions In thıs OTMIC is between the negatıng IX
and the N indiıcatıng absence non-ex1istence, and ONC 15 between the negatıng VN
wıth infinıtıve, constructed ımpersonally and the ONC constructed personally.

have shown that IX negatıng infinıtıve In SVCNON though sparsely attested, 15
not ONC but everal constructhons. 1Iwo of them WCIC ILNOTC interesting, the ODNCS
have termed the personal and the ımpersonal construchon. The argument
distingu1s between them Was pa that it Can be done, there 15 clear semantıc and
syntactıc dıfference between them, and partly that natıve speakers of Hebrew SCCIN
o ave done it ONC of the constructions, the iımpersonal, 15 quıte irequently attested

32 Ssee Sharvıt, Modal Infinitive Sentences’,- Peursen, egatıon’, 228
33 Horovıtz-Rabiın, 4A

35
Horovıtz-Rabın, 299; Pere7z Fernändez, rammar of Rabbinic ebrew, 148
Horovıtz-Rabın,

316 See Mılık Benoıt eds.) Les groties de 'urabbha alt; Kutscher, ‘“The ebrew Letters of Bar
Koseba ave! Om Sherd an Papyrus 6-F7
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the Hebrew of Ben Sıra and of the ead Sea crolls whereas the other personal
cConstructio 15 attested there only twıce Ihe DpO Tannaıtıc
Hebrew ONC attestatıon of the impersonal CONstruction and of the personal As
for the matchıng COns  OnNns wıth 5 they aIic both attested but only the
impersonal construction 15 attested Some authorities belıeve that the uUusc of
w5s 15 stronger than the USCc of I 3'7 but SCC WdYy of substantıatıng thıs In
addıtiıon 1Q5S 192 and the dIiC sed the Samnle lıne S1VIN8 the
IMPTrCSS1O0N that they WeTC (or at least COU be) sed indıscrimınately, al least
The MOST interesting qu involved 15 whether the CON:  NS wıth x AdIiICcC

use the lınguistic datıng of As mentioned scholars ave long regarde
what they Sa  Z ASs ON CONSTITUCLLO as late and Hurvıtz Schoors and Seow3S all uUusec

the OCCUITENCE: Qoh tO date Qohelet late Thıs 15 VC. doubtful Fırstly, A

mentioned cConnection wıth (10), the OCCUITENCECS ATC amb1ıg2u0us econdly, ıf
grant that these ee: OCCUITENCECS of the impersonal CO  on 17 15 attested
for SUTC Esther and Haggaı only, (4) (6) ese 00 AdICcC ate! clear internal
evıdence A pDOst ex1l1c but there 15 VC. 1  D dıfference between them
Whereas Esther sShows Nan y LBH features Haggaı Shows NONC On the CONTrarYy,
Haggaı 15 T1iLten SBH 39 and AIgUIN£ that the author WTO hıs chapters
perfect SBH EXCECDL for the that CONTA1LN: the three INnstances of the impersonal
I infinıtıve CONstruction WOU. be bad methodology I[hıs 15 all the IMNOTEC when
the DerSpeCl1Ve 15 broadened ıf nclude the S1X amb12u0us (7) 11)

the discussıon A OCCUITENCECS of the CO  on do gel another LBH
INSTanCESs (Ezra and Chronicles) but then also gel the [WO CCS Qohelet
the datıng of the Hebrew of 16 15 1spute: and ODNC Proverbs the Hebrew of
a 15 mostly SBH wıth few of LBH and ONC salm 4.() C 15 SBH
All Can SaYy the basıs of thıs dıstrıbution 15 that the CO  on slıghtly
INOTC frequent LBH but there 15 not nearly enough eviıdence for aD y kınd of
certaınty In addıtion sound methodology FCQqULICS that Can sShow that word

CONSTruCtTI0: that 15 presumed be LBH has cCounterpart SBH that fultılls the
SAaLlLlCc function, -called lıngulstic contrast Such have been propose
fOr thıs construction, m555 infinıtıve and / imperfect. As for m555
infinıtıve, as mentioned ı connection wıth (34), ıt 15 used AS complement mostly
continumg verb and independently and does nNnOoLT provıde CONTIras As for

3'/ Driver Tenses, 5202 urVvıtz erComments 136
38 uUrvıtz Review of TEdeTIC: a E Schoors The Preacher 183 SOW atıng of

39
Qoheleth 663
See UrVITZ “The Hebrew Language the Persian Peri0od’ 215 and arly and Late The
anguage of |Haggaı and TOTO echarı has ST1L nOolL recognızably moved AaWdYy from SBH

that the for thıs 15 rooted maınly the character of the prophetic ıtera| hıch
tends be formulated sem1-poel1c Janguage anguage that dıffers from 1fSs
adherence the classıcal style and avoıldance of clear lIınguistic iInnOovalons mY translatıon,
M.E.|

40 See urvıtz Continu1nty and Innovatıon for excellent introduction the methodology of
dıstınguıishıng LBH from SBH
See Bergey, The 00k of sther 75 y and Late Linguistic Features, 71 urvıtz ‘Further
Comments pPaSSın SOW atıng of Qohelet 663
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xD/Dx imperfect, it 15 personal construction and (naturally) ıt constitutes verbal
clause. Both these features dIiC in opposıtıon ()UT constructi1on, posıt thıs 4S

lınguistic contrast 15 not straıghtforward. However xD/>x imperfect 15 sometimes
sed wıth X& impersonal meanıng A eneral command/request and that WaY
does provıde Contras better match does exıist In SBH exX(ISs, however, the
impersonal b infinıtiıve construction, but there AIc only OCCUITENCES in SBH.
(Z23) and 26) I he posıtıve counterpart to the impersonal constructions OCCUTIS INOTEC

often, SCC 35) 40) another indıcatıon that the impersonal wb and IX infinıtıve
constructions WETIC in UuUsc in SBH., albeıt not VEIY Irequently. S50, wıth distrıibution
1ke thıs, it 15 not VC. helpful that the construction 15 irequent in Ben Sıra and the
DSS and it should not be sed fo date Qobhelet OT an Y other text late
Sımlarly, the personal N infinıtıve construction 15 NOt of much help eıther. We
have four unamb1ıgu0us OCCUITENCCS in 42Z) 13 In Chronicles, ONC in
Jeremıiah and OTNC 1in Samuel Now, the Hebrew of Jeremiah sShows SOTLIC S1g2Ns of
lateness, but ıt 15 mostly SBH. in thıs Casec it sıdes wıth Samuel 16 o1VvES [WO
SBH and LBH OGCCHITENGES If OW the ambıgu0ous instances ‘5 16)
and 17) gel INOTC LBH CCUITENCOCS, but SInce the construction 15 nNOot
attested in the Hebrew of Ben Sıra and only twıice In though irequently in
thıs 15 by far not enough eviıidence 118 jJudge the construction dASs late GCVen though
ave better lıngulstic In ND/Dx imperfect than before As wıth the
ımpersonal constructi10on, ave perfect match in the personal > infinıtıve
construction, 30) 33 but the evıdence from the distrıbution of that 15 also
inconclusıve, ONC OCCUITENCE in 1Ca and three in Chronicles ıt 15 poss1ibly INOTC

irequent In LBH but agaın, there 15 not nearly enough evidence substantıiate thıs
ven ıf ON does NOT divıde and CONGUCT have attempted, and CcCONsıders the
personal and the ımpersonal I infinıtıve constructions together, there o0€es NOT
CINCTSC pıcture of LBH dıstrıbution. Ihe slıght overweıght of amb1ıgu0us LBH
instances Cannot 1n an y WaYy be used the constructions 4S late
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Abstract:

N ombıned wıth infinıtıve 18 ommonly regarded sıngle construction and aıt of Late
Bıblical Hebrew S5yntaxX sed date bıblıcal ate However, close analysıs sShows that T5
infinıtıve 1S not ON but several constructions: irstly, there 15 lear syntactıc dıfference between the
negatıng IS and V indıcatıng absence non-exıistence, and secondly, there 15 lear semantıc and
syntactic dıfference between negatıng T5 infinıtıve sed ıIn personal and ımpersona|l constructi0ons,

dıfference that 1S Iso reflected the distrıbution of the constructions in post-bıbliıcal Hebrew
subsequent examınatıon of the dıstrıbution of the negatıng V infinıtıve constructions the
Hebrew Bıble shows that both constructhons AaICc attested wrıtten Standard 1D11Ca: Hebrew,
and they CCUT only slıghtly LHNOTITC equently 1n ate Bıblical Hebrew erefore, CCUITENCEC:! of
negatıng VN infinıtıve not be sed arguc that gıven text 15 ate

Address O, author:
Martın Ehrensvärd, Dept of Semitic Studıies, Faculty of Theology, Unı1iversıty of
arhus, XO000 Aarhus C Denmark
E-ma1i christen@teolog1.au.dk. Telefax +4 5

164


