
oOu ebrew aVe een ja cultic Esperanto?

Robert North (Rome)

Ihe tıtle and theme due LO au provocatıve 990) „Was °Bıblica Hebrew
language?“. I here Was sımılar 9’7/1 tıtle otf Ullendorff. Much of the documentatıon
ere Was involved 992 Bibhlica research c  „brain' the Bible2. Now ıll be

C  CHIYV SOTINC d1alogue wıth Rendsburg’s Diglossia and wıth SOMIMC insıghts of
arbını As for the Esperanto, ıt 111 ope  y help toward the solution of question
hıch Was scarcely pose before ıp Davıes 9972 H. 1DI1Ca. Hebrew
ex1isted used anguage, then how and why dıd it COTMNC or1ginate”?

au Man y mini-languages

We INa Yy egın wıth (OQUT rendıtion of this statement of Knauf 11) A 1$ undenı1able
that the Hebrew parts of the Old Testament AaIc in code 1iC has all the earmarks
of natural anguage lımıtedly-recogn1izable phoneme SySiem,
vocabulary, ‘dA1alects’ lıke ymnıc and prosalc, and ECVCN hıstory, from archaıic
Judges 3, hrough standard-classıcal, down “sub-classıc’ O  ele Sırach and
Qumran. But entirely eren' question 1S whether that language WAas CVCT spoken
DyCould Hebrew have been a cultic Esperanto?  Robert North S.J. (Rome)  The title and theme are due to Knauf’s provocative 1990 „Was ‘Biblical Hebrew’ a  language?“l. There was a similar 1971 title of Ullendorff. Much of the documentation  here was involved in my 1993 Biblica research on „brain““ in the Bible?. Now will be  added chiefly some dialogue with Rendsburg’s Diglossia and with some insights of  Garbini. As for the Esperanto, it will hopefully help toward the solution of a question  which was scarcely posed before Philip Davies in 1992: If biblical Hebrew never  existed as a used language, then how and why did it come to originate?  Knauf’s many mini-languages  We may begin with our rendition of this statement of Knauf (p. 11). „It is undeniable  that the Hebrew parts of the Old Testament are in a code which has all the earmarks  of a natural language: a limitedly-recognizable phoneme system, a grammar, a  vocabulary, ‘dialects’ like hymnic and prosaic, and even a history, from archaic  Judges 5, through standard-classical, down to ‘sub-classic’ Qoheleth, Sirach and  Qumran. But an entirely different question is whether that language was ever spoken  by anyone ... Indeed even as a wriften language in no time or place did Biblical  Hebrew ever serve as a means of communication (letters, permits, receipts)“.  Facile refutation of these bold statements springs immediately to mind. What of the  Lachish Letters? the tax-receipt „for the king“ ostraca? the Siloam inscription? the  Gezer calendar? and the Deir ‘Alla Balaam documents? Knauf is well aware of  these, and takes them up one by one, with observations which he claims tend to  prove his own thesis.  In general what he aims to show is that these inscriptions were indeed part and proof  of genuinely used language; but he means by this rather many separate languages,  none of which can be reasonably called „biblical Hebrew“®3.  Knauf focuses chiefly the northerly dialects, or what he calls rather „the Israelite  languages“ in plural. His clearest case is the word for „year“, which is $t [Sat(t)], not  Sana(t) as in what he calls Judaean (which in this case happens to coincide with  E.A. Knauf, War „Biblisch-Hebräisch‘“ eine Sprache?, ZAH 3 (1990) p. 11-23.  R. North, Brain and Nerve in the Bible, Bib. 74, 1993, p. 577-587.  Note further Knauf’s Place Name Provinces in Semitic-Speaking Ancient Near East, PLPS A/8/i,  1956, p. 83-110; and fn. 53 below. In A. Säenz-Badillos, A History of the Hebrew Language, tr. J.  Elwolde, Cambridge 1993, p. 62-64, The Language of the Inscriptions, is quite updated, including  ‘Ajrud, Izbet Sart“a, the silver Nm 6:24, and the ivory pomegranate; on p. 42 Mesha is suggested to  have used an Israelite scribe; and p. 54 accounts for the obsolescence of greater Akkadian influence  demanded by H.P. Bauer (1910; Historische Grammatik with P. Leander, 1922).  202Indeed CVCDO as wrılten anguage In time place dıd 1DI1Ca.
Hebrew VE AaSs INCAanNs of cCcommuniıcatıon (letters, permits, rece1pts)””.
Facıle refutatıon of these bold statements springs ıimmediately mınd What of the
Lachısh Letters? the tax-rece1pt 101 the Kıng  06 ostraca? the S1ıloam inscription? the
Gezer calendar? and the Deir Balaam documents? Knauf 18 ell of
these, and takes them ONC by ONC, wıth observatıons 1 he claıms tend LO

hıs ( W) thesıs.
In general what he a1MsSs sShoOow 1S that these inscr1ptions WEIC indeed part and proo
of genumely used anguage; but he INCAalNs by thıs rather IHLAFLY separate Janguages,
NONE of1C Can be reasonably called 95  1011C3. Hebrew“.
Knauf focuses chiefly the no:  erly dıalects, what he ca rather „the Israehte
languages” plura. Hıs clearest Casc 18 the word for „ vVear, 1C 15 f Sat(t)| NOt
Sanaft) ASs In what he ca udaean (whıch thıs Casc happens colncıde wıth

Knauf, War „Bıblısch-Hebräisch" eiıne prache?, (1990) 11:73
North, Braın and Nerve the© Bıb 74, 1993, NS TE T

ote further Knauf’s aCe Name Provınces emitic-Speakıng Ancıent Near East, PLPS A/8/,
1956, and e10W. Saenz-  los, Hıstory of the Hebrew Language,
Elwolde, Cambrıidge 1993, 62-64, The Language of the scr1ıptions, 1s quıte updated, including
JIUud, bet S  a, the siılver Nm 6:24,; and the 1VOTY megranale; 4°) Mesha 1s suggested
have sed Israelıte scribe; and aCCOUNTS for the obsolescence of ecaler Akkadıan influence
demanded by Bauer Hıstorische 'amma]l wıth eander,
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1D11Ca. Hebrew). Thıs sSat 18 ONC of the only e1g real OUNS In the Samarıa OStraca;
and along wıth INOTC obscure phonemic and grammatıcal detaıls 15 saıd that
„1sraehte” al least Was anguage Knauf invokes ere the fact that
Phoenicıan and Ugarıtıic also use Salt for YCAaL. He hereby tO make of thıs fact

crıteriıon ofno  erly pertinence dıstinct from the „Judaean anguag  c Thus ıt 15
bıt surprisıng that the rest of his artıcle carcely ollows an Y relevance of

Phoenicıan OT SVCD Ugaritic“.
Ihe TIeE Gezer alendar, ate' around 900 when (Gezer WAas under North-Israel rule
4S in Kgs 9,15, sShows both sımılarıties and dıfferences VIS-A-VIS the eır
(called here Sukkoth) inscr1ptions. Thıs fact constitutes the 1e basıs for
maılntamıng that there Was nOot ONC but several (North-)“Israelıite““ anguages, LONC of
aWAas really ‚„„‚standard“®>
au 16 ermakes remarkable statement IC IMaYy render „Whıle the
profane |Sukkoth| Inscr1ptions of the SaImnc Tum already ShoOow DUTIC Aramaıc, the
language of the Bıleam Inscr1pt10ns 18 nol yel Aramaic, hut also longer
Canaanite‘®. ese last words, hıch ave italıcızed, INnaYy be taken IIC NOT
of COUTSC that the Aramaıc anguage Was Just then first comiıing into existence,
but rather that 0Ca group’s usec of Aramaiıc borrowıngs Was Just then becoming

that there Was question of henceftforth callıng theır anguage ‚„Aramaılc““
instead ofwhatever ıt had been called before/.

Knauf 13 disapproves 1gay, You Have No ther Gods; sraelıte Relıgıon the
Lıight of Hebrew Inseriptions, arvard em.: 31. tlanta 19806, for aılıng dıstınguıish north and
south concludıng eIYy from eophorıc NaIincs that polytheism Was NOT prevalen! the
bıiblıcal strictures WOU. ead Coastal Phoenicıan aC| the rich 1D11Ca:! Hebrew
Aramaıc „substratum‘“, 5SdyS Young, Dıversity Te-  SC Hebrew, FATL 5) Tübıngen 1992,
63-) 7 > addıng that Phoenıicıan/Aramaıc represent „the battle of prestige-languages fOr the role
of lingua franca Syria-Palestine“ [D 203-5 hıis reViIeW of Knauf]; further The „Northerners““ of
the Israelıte Narratıve Kgs Kgs R Kgs 101, (1995) 63-70 The „eEXtreme 1eW  SC
apparently attrıbuted note arbınl, that Phoenicıan ıtself the language sed North-
srael, 15 concluded be untenable chapter of the 1992 doctorate of Francoiuse Briquel-
atonnet, Hebreu du ord Phenicıen: etude comparee de deux alectes cananeens, LoP 23
(1992) Even Punic (as ell outh-Arabıan 15 included Dy Scott, Archaic
Features of anaanıtfe Personal Names the Hebrew €. HSM 4 $ 1990
ote acDon: Ome 18  cuve Characteristics of sraelıte Spoken Hebrew, BıOr 32 1975,

162-175, wıth whom Radday and Ore, Genes!1Ss, Authorship-Study Oomputer-
Ss1ıste«| Statistical ingu1st1cs, Rome Bıblıcal Institute 1985, AaQTCC that the anguage of dırect
speech dıffers notably fIrom that ofnarratıve.
„A stage before definıtive separatıon of Aramaıc from anaanıte'  0. the 1e6W ofH- üler, Die
Sprache der eXie VOon Deir ° Alla Kontext der nordwestsemitischen Sprachen mıt einigen
Erwägungen /usammenhang der schwachen erbklassen, 1991, (1-)3 „Bast-
OT Canaanıte"“, SCC Jackson, The Onıle Language of the Iron Age, HSM Z hico
1983 77-80 Abınadab seal Knauf 23 Aufrecht, Corpus fOnıte Inser1iptions,

Lewıston 1989
Attention shoul| be called here the {)an Aramaıiıc inscr1iption then NOL yel dıscussed: ueC: La
stele arameenne de Dan, 101, 1994, 215-24l1; H.-P er, Die aramäısche SC} Von Tel
Dan, 8, 1995, 121-139 |and uraoka there, 11, 1998, 74-81]1; P-E Dıion, Balaam
1’ Arameen d’apres de NOUVCaUxX documents du VIII“ sıecle, bel 1991, MT
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Hıs 20 ll insıst that when 1D11Ca. Hebrew Caimnec into eing after the fall of
al Aramaıiıc Was nNOL only the O1I11C12. anguage there but also in part the anguage
of people’s aıly usSs  O Moreover already in footnote of hıs second pagc he
had stated, „Just the authors of OT ] dıssertations oday Can PICSUMC theır readers
know the maın kuropean languages and SOINC Latın, TCEC. Hebrew, Aramaıic, and
abıc, the author of Job expected of hıs publıc g00d owledge of Aramaıc
and smatterıng of Phoenıicıan and Arabic‘‘8 Though there Wäas 0OCCasıon for
mentionıng Ugarıtıc here. it IS emphasızed that Aramaıc Was IHNOIC famılıar the
1DI1Ca. people than Phoenicı1an was?.
ese references Aramaıc dIc mentioned in passıng because of what 11l CONCECITIN

farther But for Knauf they ATIC not Aas ımportant A4ASs the ex1istence of IMNAan Y MIN1-
Janguages, includıng Judaean and at least Israelıte, amıd what 1S called
‚„„Canaanıte"“ (and by SOTINC Moabıte, Edomute, Ammonite). Hıs Dro0 that INa Yy
min1ı-languages WEeIC In uUsc In the production of the inscr1pt10ns 1C dIicC

commonly attrıbuted 1DI1Ca. Hebrew, suffices for h1s orceftful conclusıon 21)
„Bıblıica. Hebrew Was NOLT Janguage that Was ECVCTI spoken by an yONC.Robert North 5.J.  His p. 20 will insist that when biblical Hebrew came into being after the fall of  Judah, Aramaic was not only the official language there but also in part the language  of common people’s daily use. Moreover already in footnote 4 of his second page he  had stated, „Just as the authors of [OT] dissertations today can presume their readers  know the main European languages and some Latin, Greek, Hebrew, Aramaic, and  Arabic, so the author of Job expected of his public a good knowledge of Aramaic  and a smattering of Phoenician and Arabic‘“8. Though there was no occasion for  mentioning Ugaritic here, it is emphasized that Aramaic was more familiar to the  biblical people than Phoenician was?.  These references to Aramaic are mentioned in passing because of what will concern  us farther on. But for Knauf they are not as important as the existence of many mini-  languages, including Judaean and at least two Israelite, amid what is called  „Canaanite“ (and by some Moabite, Edomite, Ammonite). His proof that so many  mini-languages were in use in the production of the inscriptions which are  commonly attributed to Biblical Hebrew, suffices for his forceful conclusion (p. 21)  „Biblical Hebrew was not a language that was ever spoken by anyone. ... There was  no updating of the spelling of the compositions which had been handed down, other  than their definitive literary formulation in the fifth century. ... Not only is Biblical  Hebrew no [used] language, but there was also no ‘Old-Hebrew’ in existence from  the 8th to the 6th century; there were just some five languages, distinct though  nearer to each other than to Phoenician and the other Canaanite languages“.  Ullendorff’s Proto-Mishnaic vocabulary pool  Knauf’s p. 11 is satisfied that Ullendorff no less than himself answers with an  emphatic No the question „Is Biblical Hebrew a language?‘“, though he must  immediately go on to reject what Ullendorff’s answer really means: Biblical Hebrew  8  Our Job is a translation from an original Aramaic, according to N.H. Tur-Sinai, The Book of Job: A  New Commentary, Jerusalem 1957, xxx; approved by Andre Lemaire, Aramaic Literature and  Hebrew Literature: Contacts and Influences in the First Millennium B.C.E., Ninth Congress C  (Jerusalem 1988) 9-24; p. 23; denied by Kaufmann there p. 55; and by G. Rendsburg, „Linguistic  Variation and the ‘Foreign Factor’ in the Hebrew Bible‘“, IsrOrSt 15 (1995) p. 179 though A. Ibn  Ezra had also favored an Aramaic Job original; advertence by James Barr, Comparative Philology  and the Text of the Old Testament, Eisenbrauns 1987, p. 226, amid four senses of Aramaism. -  Rendsburg’s Israel Oriental Studies 15,179 also rejects the view that the Job original had been  Arabic: F.H. Foster, Is the Book of Job a translation from an Arabic Original?, AJSL 49 (1932) p.  31-45; A. Guillaume, The Arabic Background of the Book of Job, in the S.H. Hooke Festschrift,  Promise and Fulfilment, ed. F.F. Bruce, London 1963, p. 106-127; and Studies in the Book of Job,  London 1968.  Little can be added from N.M. Waldman, The Recent Study of Hebrew: A Survey of the Literature  and Selected Bibliographies, Winona Lake 1989, p. 9-15 cognates, in Biblical Hebrew p. 1-78;  Aramaic Influence and Language Change [2 Kgs 18,26 ..]'p. 79-86. - The „common but altogether  untenable‘“ view that Old-Hebrew dialects arose from a post-Exodus Takeover (Landnahme)  attributed by Knauf p. 13 n. 7 to p. 110 of the Neukirchen 1985 edition of Winfried Thiel’s 1976  dissertation Die soziale Entwicklung Israels in vorstaatlicher Zeit could not be verified in the 1980  edition available to me.  204ere WAas

updatıng of the spellıng of the cComposıtıons IC had been handed down, other
than theır definiıtive lıterary formulatıon in the fıfth century.Robert North 5.J.  His p. 20 will insist that when biblical Hebrew came into being after the fall of  Judah, Aramaic was not only the official language there but also in part the language  of common people’s daily use. Moreover already in footnote 4 of his second page he  had stated, „Just as the authors of [OT] dissertations today can presume their readers  know the main European languages and some Latin, Greek, Hebrew, Aramaic, and  Arabic, so the author of Job expected of his public a good knowledge of Aramaic  and a smattering of Phoenician and Arabic‘“8. Though there was no occasion for  mentioning Ugaritic here, it is emphasized that Aramaic was more familiar to the  biblical people than Phoenician was?.  These references to Aramaic are mentioned in passing because of what will concern  us farther on. But for Knauf they are not as important as the existence of many mini-  languages, including Judaean and at least two Israelite, amid what is called  „Canaanite“ (and by some Moabite, Edomite, Ammonite). His proof that so many  mini-languages were in use in the production of the inscriptions which are  commonly attributed to Biblical Hebrew, suffices for his forceful conclusion (p. 21)  „Biblical Hebrew was not a language that was ever spoken by anyone. ... There was  no updating of the spelling of the compositions which had been handed down, other  than their definitive literary formulation in the fifth century. ... Not only is Biblical  Hebrew no [used] language, but there was also no ‘Old-Hebrew’ in existence from  the 8th to the 6th century; there were just some five languages, distinct though  nearer to each other than to Phoenician and the other Canaanite languages“.  Ullendorff’s Proto-Mishnaic vocabulary pool  Knauf’s p. 11 is satisfied that Ullendorff no less than himself answers with an  emphatic No the question „Is Biblical Hebrew a language?‘“, though he must  immediately go on to reject what Ullendorff’s answer really means: Biblical Hebrew  8  Our Job is a translation from an original Aramaic, according to N.H. Tur-Sinai, The Book of Job: A  New Commentary, Jerusalem 1957, xxx; approved by Andre Lemaire, Aramaic Literature and  Hebrew Literature: Contacts and Influences in the First Millennium B.C.E., Ninth Congress C  (Jerusalem 1988) 9-24; p. 23; denied by Kaufmann there p. 55; and by G. Rendsburg, „Linguistic  Variation and the ‘Foreign Factor’ in the Hebrew Bible‘“, IsrOrSt 15 (1995) p. 179 though A. Ibn  Ezra had also favored an Aramaic Job original; advertence by James Barr, Comparative Philology  and the Text of the Old Testament, Eisenbrauns 1987, p. 226, amid four senses of Aramaism. -  Rendsburg’s Israel Oriental Studies 15,179 also rejects the view that the Job original had been  Arabic: F.H. Foster, Is the Book of Job a translation from an Arabic Original?, AJSL 49 (1932) p.  31-45; A. Guillaume, The Arabic Background of the Book of Job, in the S.H. Hooke Festschrift,  Promise and Fulfilment, ed. F.F. Bruce, London 1963, p. 106-127; and Studies in the Book of Job,  London 1968.  Little can be added from N.M. Waldman, The Recent Study of Hebrew: A Survey of the Literature  and Selected Bibliographies, Winona Lake 1989, p. 9-15 cognates, in Biblical Hebrew p. 1-78;  Aramaic Influence and Language Change [2 Kgs 18,26 ..]'p. 79-86. - The „common but altogether  untenable‘“ view that Old-Hebrew dialects arose from a post-Exodus Takeover (Landnahme)  attributed by Knauf p. 13 n. 7 to p. 110 of the Neukirchen 1985 edition of Winfried Thiel’s 1976  dissertation Die soziale Entwicklung Israels in vorstaatlicher Zeit could not be verified in the 1980  edition available to me.  204Not only 15 1D1I1Ca
Hebrew ‚ used| anguage, but there Was also ‘Old-Hebrew’ in ex1istence from
the Sth the 6th CENTUTY; there WEIC Just SOINC 1ve languages, dıistinct oug
NEeAaTeT each other than Phoenicıan and the other (anaanıte lqnguages“.
Ullendor Proto-Mishnaic vocabulary pool

au 11 1S satıstıed that Ulendorff less than hımself ANSWETS wıth
emphatıc No the question „JIs 1DI1Ca. Hebrew language?”, though he must
immediately SO reject what Ullendor really INCcCans 1DI1Ca Hebrew

Our Job 15 translatıon firom or1gına. Aramaıic, accordıng Tur-Sinal, The 00k of Job
New Commentary, erusalem 195 7, approve: by Andre Lemaıire, Aramaıiıc ıtera] and
Hebrew ıterature: (Contacts and Influences the First Mıllennıum B Nınth Congress
erusalem 9-24:; 23 enle* by Kaufmann there 53 and by Rendsburg, „Linguistic
Vanılatıon and the ‘Foreign Factor the Hebrew Bıble", IsrOrSt 15 (1995) 179 oug] Ibn
K7ra had Iso favored Aramaıc Job or1ıgınal; advertence by James Barr, Comparatıve Philology
and the Text of the Old Testament, Eısenbrauns 198 7, 226 amıd four SCHNSCS of Aramaısm.
Ren  urg’s STa men es also rejects the 1eW that the Job or1gın. had een
Arabıc Foster, Is the o0k of Job anslatıon from Arabıc Or1ginal?, AIJISL (1932)
31-45; Guullaume, Ihe 'aDIiCc AaCKZTOUN! of the 00k of Job, the 00| Festschrıift,
Promise anden! ed. Bruce, London 1963, 106-127; and es the 00k of Job,
London 1968
Little be from Waldman, Ihe Recent Study of Hebrew Survey of the Literature
and ejecte« Bıblıographies, Wınona Lake 1989, 9-15 Cognales, Bıblıcal Hebrew 1-78;
Aramaıc Influence and Language ange 12 Kgs 18,26 79-86 The ggl but together
tenable'  .. 1eW that Old-Hebrew ecC ALr OSC from post-Exodus Takeover (Landnahme)
attrıbuted Dy S  auf 13 110 of the Neukıirchen 985 edıtıon of inirıe| 1976
dissertation DIe sozlale Entwicklung sraels vorstaatlıcher Zeıt COU.: NOTL be verıted the 980
edıtıon avaılable
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Was „lingulstic fragment‘ OT part of real language, namely the presumed „Old
Hebrew‘“ 1C meanwhıle continued in Uusec untıl it Was transformed into „Miıddle

Mishnaıc Hebrew Ullendorff reaches hıs conclusıons by approac. v
dıfferent irom au  S, Inquırın2 into the total ack in 1Dl1ca Hebrew of INnan
words wıthout MC real used anguage COU. nOot eX1st. (ne such WOrd,
incıdentally, Was bra 1C aCccounted for interest In the present problem
(fn.“ above).
UlNendorff SaYS, ”I sımply interested know whether the words, LOrms, and
constructions that happen tO in thıs of relatıvely modest S1ZE, IC
call the Hebrew 1  e’ WOULU be adequate iO SCIVC basıs for the ordınary ay-to-
day requiırements of normal specech community 19, erTre 15 word for „„Comb‘“ OT

„SpoOon””, though the uUusSCcC of these 15 fırmly attested by arCheoOlL0g£Y.
In Hebrew there AIic SOINC 300,000 words In all, but only SOTINC 7500
different words 253 as compared wıth of SINa and 500,.000
words of arge Englısh dıctionary. Moreover of the 0O-some words, there 18 only
ONC sıngle OCCUITENC of al least 1500, OT perhaps 4S Man Yy as one-thırd 2672
14) 244() in Rabıin’s estimatell. It SC obvıous that only quıir: of chance saved
these words from perıshing in the oblıyıon O mMust ave been the fate of the
other words usefu ıf 1DI1Ca. Hebrew had been real sed anguage
„ TO consıder that IC 1s preserved in the Masoretic texi 4S sufficıent SVn for the
lımıted needs of aıly ıfe in ancıent Palestine“‘ 15 fallacy pıllorıed by
Driver!2. ng calculates, .tne known 1D11Ca. Hebrew vocabulary
represent OVCI fifth of the 0Ca stock of North-west Semitic words In uUsc between
400 and 400 BD Ullendor footnote purports g1ve Irom letter of1g
SOINC justificatıon for thıs „Z100my, pessimistic" calculatıon. More relevant WOU. ıt
have been otfe that the rg sStatement glıdes casually from 99-  1D11Ca. Hebrew“‘
to „Northwest Semitic”; and In fact aDPCAIS nNOL in the adjacent artıcle the 1D11Ca
anguages (by Ryder), but in section of the „Archaeology“ artıcle entitled 39 lg
from garı the Bıble“ almost ıfT1g consıdered ıt be obvıous that the
vocabulary-poo Oouft of16 the measly 7500 words of 1Dl1Ca Hebrew have been
saved from extinction nNCLIuUde: also the not-so-dıifferent „Ugarıtıc dıalect of
Canaanite‘14

10 Ullendor{ff£, Is Bıblical Hebrew Language”?, 34, 1971, 241 (-2 hıs) Studıes
Semitıic Languages and Civiılızations, Wıesbaden 1977, (-17)

Rabın, Millim bod”döt, Ensiqlopediyd mMigradit, Jerusalem 1962, vol 4, 1066-70
Ullendorff ttrıbutes hıs figure of 1500 apaxX „Jewı1s) Encyclopedia Vl,; 776-9”

12 Drıiver, Hebrew otes, 68, 1949, 58 Hıs Colloquialısms the OT, Melanges arce
ohen, Hague 1990, 1S IHNOIC elevant Rendsburg ei0W

13 Albrıght, Ihe Archaeology of the Ancıent Near East, eake’s Commentary the Bible“,
ed. aC) London 1962, (n 68 there, yder <stimates only SOINC 5000 separate
words the Bıble (instead of VT 7500, „„LOO low'‘  C6 SaysS Ullendorff 243 n.12)
Stephen aufmann, TIhe Classıficatıon of the North West Semuitıc 1Qalects of the 1DI11Ca| eT10|
and Oome Implıcations ereo(f, Nınth OT Congress of Jewısh Studıies pane]l Hebrew
and amaı1Cc), ed. Bar-Asher, Jerusalem 1988, 41-55, aimed sShow that the
Deır Jla inscr1ptions slıghtly INOTC Aramaıc than anaanıle, begıns 41 wıth Cyrus
Ordon’s latest ever-changing 1eW: garıtıc and Bıblıcal Hebrew the SaInec language (n 1965
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Thıs VICEW chared Dy the VE Outfset of Ullendorit’s 241 3 AA M6
maJor part of the 1S wriıtten in (C'anaanıte tongue clearly dıistinguished from
|Danıel/Ezra| Aramaıic. Whıle ave owledge of the prec1ıse na of the
language spoken Dy the Hebrew ımm1grants into (Canaan, ıt 15 lıkely that from
linguistic pomint of 1eW the OWCECS INOTC the vanquıshed Canaanıtes than to the
CONquerıng Hebrews‘“.
Leavıng asıde the historıical presupposıtion of „1mmi1grants” (from Z2Yyp SVCN

ultımately from Ur Harran) „vanquıshıng" Canaanıtes, 1C. WOUuU 240
unchallenged oday, the above cıtatıon neatly the prec1se question wıth;

dIiC concerned. What indeed WadsS that Janguage spoken by the SO-Calle: „Hebrew
imm1grants” gyptian (?) Eß after 400 VCcCn 100 there:; ıf nOot, the Amarna-
WISe crumblıng 1an of theır „Or1g1ns‘“? INOTC plausıbly, the anguage of their
long wanderıng through Aram, 1C had somehow meanwhıle replace Amarna-
Akkadıan d the internatıonal Janguage”?)
In spıte 15 sSayıng that do nNOT know, Ullendorff11l end by holdıng that
knOow quıte ell 250 20) ıt Was roto-Hebrew anguage Ihe
requıre already ‚„„‚Canaanite““}> picked the Irınges of 2yp before the
„Vanquls  @7 Out of15 1DI1Ca Hebrew drew relatıvely Sma. part, but 1C
went being sed untiıl ıt Was transformed ogradually into the basıcally identical
Miıddle Hebrew, spoken Miıshnaıc Hebrewl®6.
By WaY of proof, assumın 2 d „obvı1ous” that the Mishnaic Hebrew ell descr1ibed
Dy ega. Was the ‚„„‚continuatiıon of 1D11Ca Hebrew, Ullendorft only SOTINC few
of the 300 ıt „retrieves‘” 1ıle losıng TIhe surprisıng absence of S  N>  S
n  „hour firom the had already been studıed by James Barr!®s 10 thıs AIicC

chieily ‚COM . spoon””, and ‚„kitchen““!?. Ultimately Ullendorff be sayıng

wıth 00 he had held that garıtic 1$ Canaanıte dıialect). But garıtiıc 1s not VMn be
classed wıth Canaanıte, held lau On TODIems of Polyphony and chaısm garıtic Spelling,

15
JAOS 58 (1968) 523-6, and (Grammar of 1DIl1Ca|l Hebrew, Wıesbaden 1976,

INay be doubted that exXxegeles commonly make Hebrew the anguage of Adam and Eve (Knauf
39 13 but „the language of the Patrıarchs Was [already the anguage of Canaan  .. accordiıng

Miıreıille Hadas-Lebel, Stori1a lıngua ebraıca IL;:hebreil, trO1Ss mM1 d’hıistoire
Vanna Lucattını Vogelmann, Fkırenze 1994, 13
See also Fellman, The ınguistic Status of iıshnaıc Hebrew, o 1977, 218 amely, Is
Targumıic Aramaıiıc 1N1C Hebrew? Reflection drashıc and Targumic Rewording of
Scripture, JJS 45, 1994, (070] Palestinian Language, The Study of
Ancıent Judaısm, ed. Neusner, Hoboken 1982, vol 2’ 201-3 (= En Schramm,
Hebrew Language Scholarshıp er 1D11Ca| Languages Hebrew): 4, 211-4, 15 preitty
much liımıted Masoretic. He ühller, Zur Theorıe der STOTISC. vergleichenden Tamm al
dargestellt sprachgeschichtlichen Kontext des Althebräischen, Kaye, ed:; Semitic es

Honor of Wolf Leslau Z Wıesbaden 1991, 104 15 SCCS Ullendorff’s 1/
Sfrom colloquıialızation of dıction) elevant gradu: USC af the partıcıple supply
ack of dıstinction between present and future the standard-bıiblical „fıentisch” ongform-
preformatıve.

L7 Segal, Mishnaıic Grammar, Englısh 192’7 reprinted 1958 „but the 936 Hebrew on S0OC5S
far beyond ıf

18 Barr, Bıblical Words for Tıme, London 1969; Semantıcs of Bıblıcal anguage, Oxford 1962
So Kutscher, Hıstory of the Hebrew Language, erusalem/Leıden 1982, 135 „Non-
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Needful words not OUnN! in the must ave COIMNMNC from somewhere; qui
INanYy of them turn In the ıshnah; Erg0 1shnah must represent the total and
real anguage of1C 1DI1Ca. Hebrew g1ves only Iragment.

Rendsburg: Hebrew 4S mutan(t, ıke gyptan an Arabic

In turnıng 1O  S endsburg’s Dıiglossıa, IMay note al ONCC that he claıms
reach conclusıons fully in emen wıth thıs engthy cıtatiıon irom Ullendorftff:
A Tne Janguage of the ıshnah, primcıpally derived from these oral SOUTCCS, Wäas in
fact the product of the colloquıial sed urıng the 1DI1Ca. per10d; the amalgam of ıts
tandard and sub-standar: Vvers1onsCould Hebrew have been a cultic Esperanto?  Needful words not found in the Bible must have come from somewhere; - Atqui:  many of them turn up in the Mishnah; - Ergo: Mishnah must represent the total and  real language of which Biblical Hebrew gives us only a fragment.  Rendsburg: Hebrew as mutant, like Egyptian and Arabic  In turning now to Rendsburg’s Diglossia, we may note at once that he claims to  reach conclusions fully in agreement with this lengthy citation from Ullendorff:  „The language of the Mishnah, principally derived from these oral sources, was in  fact the product of the colloquial used during the Biblical period; the amalgam of its  standard and sub-standard versions ... Perhaps BH, in its Masoretic garb, is simply  the literary counterpart to the Mishnaic colloquial‘“2%. To this Rendsburg frankly  adds that this view, and also similar insights of Chomsky and Bendavid, have really  anticipated the conclusions which he himself will have reached2!. He points out how  he hopes to have gone farther.  The principal base of Rendsburg’s Diglossia is Kurt Sethe’s 1925 demonstration that  we possess literary Egyptian in six successive stages, of which each is the colloquial  „used“ form of the preceding one: Old Egyptian becomes Middle Egyptian, New  Egyptian becomes Demotic, and especially Demotic becomes Coptic22. This  simplified model was used also by Pulgram to show a similar development of  Latin??. Independently but in basic agreement, diglossia has been detected also in  Arabic by Corriente and Blau?2*. Rendsburg maintains (p. 31) „Biblical Hebrew  remained relatively stable [while] popular Hebrew underwent the development  found in all languages ... finally becoming attested as Mishnaic Hebrew“‘.  biblical Hebrew Vocabulary: ... 3. New Hebrew elements. Here belong those elements which most  probably existed in the original stock of Hebrew, but do not appear in BH [mostly agriculture; no  list] but /“ho/ ‘spleen’ is a good example (Arabic cognate fuhal)‘“. I am grateful for a letter of John  Pairman Brown (Nov. 5, 1992) on the „thousands of words‘“ in Mishnaic Hebrew not in the Hebrew  Bible, including „Old Semitic“ pyl, „elephant, ivory“ in Kilaim 8,6 for Ezek 27,25 and possibly a  mks „publican‘“ of origin different from the „tax‘“ of Nm 31,28; but the rest he indicates are  admittedly post-biblical.  20  G. A. Rendsburg, Diglossia in Ancient Hebrew, AOS 72, New Haven 1990, p. 15-16 from  21  Ullendorff p. 249 = p. 11.  W. Chomsky, Hebrew, the Eternal Language, Philadelphia 1964, p. 161; A. Bendavid, Leshon  ha-migra? ?o0 leshon hakamim? Tel Aviv 1951, *1967-71 (ü-Ishon).  22  K. Sethe, Das Verhältnis zwischen Demotisch und Koptisch und seine Lehren für die Geschichte  der ägyptischen Sprache, ZDMG 79, 1925, p. 290-318; his diagram in English in Rendsburg,  Diglossia p. 29. - H.-W. Fischer-Elfert, Randnotiz zur spätägyptischen Diglossia (P BM 10298),  23  GöMisz 127 (1992) p. 44-47.  E. Pulgram, Spoken and Written Latin, Lg. 28, 1950, 458-486.  24  J. Blau, The Beginnings of Arabic Diglossia: a Study of the Origins of Neoarabic, AfAsL 4/4, 1977,  p. 1-28; F. Corriente, Marginalia on Arabic Diglossia and Evidence Thereof in the Kitab al-Agani,  JSS 20, 1975, p. 38-61; S. Altoma, The Problem of Diglossia in Arabic: a Comparative Study of  Classical and Iragi Arabic, Harvard diss. 1969; B.H. Hary, Multiglossia in Judaeo-Arabic, Cairene  Purim Scroll, EtJudMedv 14, Leiden 1992.  207Perhaps in ıts Masoretic garb, 1S sımply
the 1terary Counterpart the Miıshnaic colloquial“20, To thıs Rendsburg Irankly
adds that thıs VIEW, and also sımılar insıghts of Chomsky and endavıd, ave really
antıcıpated the conclusions 1C he himself 111 ave reached21 He pomnts Ouft how
he opes ave SONC farther.
Ihe princıpal base of Rendsburg’s Dıglossıa 18 Sethe’s 925 demonstration that

POSSCSS 1terary Egyptian S1X SUCCESSIVE 1a:  9 of1C each 15 the colloquıial
„uscd” form of the preceding OM  O Old Egyptian becomes ıddle Egyptian, New
kEgyptian becomes Demotic, and especlally Demotic becomes Coptic?2, Thıs
sımplıfıed MO Was sed also Dy Pulgram o show sıimılar development of
Latin2>. Independently but In basıc dıgloss1ıa has been detected also in
1C by Corriente and Blau24 Rendsburg maımintaıins 31) 99-  1D11Ca. Hebrew
remaıned relatıvely stable popular Hebrew underwent the development
found al] languagesCould Hebrew have been a cultic Esperanto?  Needful words not found in the Bible must have come from somewhere; - Atqui:  many of them turn up in the Mishnah; - Ergo: Mishnah must represent the total and  real language of which Biblical Hebrew gives us only a fragment.  Rendsburg: Hebrew as mutant, like Egyptian and Arabic  In turning now to Rendsburg’s Diglossia, we may note at once that he claims to  reach conclusions fully in agreement with this lengthy citation from Ullendorff:  „The language of the Mishnah, principally derived from these oral sources, was in  fact the product of the colloquial used during the Biblical period; the amalgam of its  standard and sub-standard versions ... Perhaps BH, in its Masoretic garb, is simply  the literary counterpart to the Mishnaic colloquial‘“2%. To this Rendsburg frankly  adds that this view, and also similar insights of Chomsky and Bendavid, have really  anticipated the conclusions which he himself will have reached2!. He points out how  he hopes to have gone farther.  The principal base of Rendsburg’s Diglossia is Kurt Sethe’s 1925 demonstration that  we possess literary Egyptian in six successive stages, of which each is the colloquial  „used“ form of the preceding one: Old Egyptian becomes Middle Egyptian, New  Egyptian becomes Demotic, and especially Demotic becomes Coptic22. This  simplified model was used also by Pulgram to show a similar development of  Latin??. Independently but in basic agreement, diglossia has been detected also in  Arabic by Corriente and Blau?2*. Rendsburg maintains (p. 31) „Biblical Hebrew  remained relatively stable [while] popular Hebrew underwent the development  found in all languages ... finally becoming attested as Mishnaic Hebrew“‘.  biblical Hebrew Vocabulary: ... 3. New Hebrew elements. Here belong those elements which most  probably existed in the original stock of Hebrew, but do not appear in BH [mostly agriculture; no  list] but /“ho/ ‘spleen’ is a good example (Arabic cognate fuhal)‘“. I am grateful for a letter of John  Pairman Brown (Nov. 5, 1992) on the „thousands of words‘“ in Mishnaic Hebrew not in the Hebrew  Bible, including „Old Semitic“ pyl, „elephant, ivory“ in Kilaim 8,6 for Ezek 27,25 and possibly a  mks „publican‘“ of origin different from the „tax‘“ of Nm 31,28; but the rest he indicates are  admittedly post-biblical.  20  G. A. Rendsburg, Diglossia in Ancient Hebrew, AOS 72, New Haven 1990, p. 15-16 from  21  Ullendorff p. 249 = p. 11.  W. Chomsky, Hebrew, the Eternal Language, Philadelphia 1964, p. 161; A. Bendavid, Leshon  ha-migra? ?o0 leshon hakamim? Tel Aviv 1951, *1967-71 (ü-Ishon).  22  K. Sethe, Das Verhältnis zwischen Demotisch und Koptisch und seine Lehren für die Geschichte  der ägyptischen Sprache, ZDMG 79, 1925, p. 290-318; his diagram in English in Rendsburg,  Diglossia p. 29. - H.-W. Fischer-Elfert, Randnotiz zur spätägyptischen Diglossia (P BM 10298),  23  GöMisz 127 (1992) p. 44-47.  E. Pulgram, Spoken and Written Latin, Lg. 28, 1950, 458-486.  24  J. Blau, The Beginnings of Arabic Diglossia: a Study of the Origins of Neoarabic, AfAsL 4/4, 1977,  p. 1-28; F. Corriente, Marginalia on Arabic Diglossia and Evidence Thereof in the Kitab al-Agani,  JSS 20, 1975, p. 38-61; S. Altoma, The Problem of Diglossia in Arabic: a Comparative Study of  Classical and Iragi Arabic, Harvard diss. 1969; B.H. Hary, Multiglossia in Judaeo-Arabic, Cairene  Purim Scroll, EtJudMedv 14, Leiden 1992.  207fınally becoming attested d Mishnaic Hebrew‘“.

bıblical Hebrew ocabulary:Could Hebrew have been a cultic Esperanto?  Needful words not found in the Bible must have come from somewhere; - Atqui:  many of them turn up in the Mishnah; - Ergo: Mishnah must represent the total and  real language of which Biblical Hebrew gives us only a fragment.  Rendsburg: Hebrew as mutant, like Egyptian and Arabic  In turning now to Rendsburg’s Diglossia, we may note at once that he claims to  reach conclusions fully in agreement with this lengthy citation from Ullendorff:  „The language of the Mishnah, principally derived from these oral sources, was in  fact the product of the colloquial used during the Biblical period; the amalgam of its  standard and sub-standard versions ... Perhaps BH, in its Masoretic garb, is simply  the literary counterpart to the Mishnaic colloquial‘“2%. To this Rendsburg frankly  adds that this view, and also similar insights of Chomsky and Bendavid, have really  anticipated the conclusions which he himself will have reached2!. He points out how  he hopes to have gone farther.  The principal base of Rendsburg’s Diglossia is Kurt Sethe’s 1925 demonstration that  we possess literary Egyptian in six successive stages, of which each is the colloquial  „used“ form of the preceding one: Old Egyptian becomes Middle Egyptian, New  Egyptian becomes Demotic, and especially Demotic becomes Coptic22. This  simplified model was used also by Pulgram to show a similar development of  Latin??. Independently but in basic agreement, diglossia has been detected also in  Arabic by Corriente and Blau?2*. Rendsburg maintains (p. 31) „Biblical Hebrew  remained relatively stable [while] popular Hebrew underwent the development  found in all languages ... finally becoming attested as Mishnaic Hebrew“‘.  biblical Hebrew Vocabulary: ... 3. New Hebrew elements. Here belong those elements which most  probably existed in the original stock of Hebrew, but do not appear in BH [mostly agriculture; no  list] but /“ho/ ‘spleen’ is a good example (Arabic cognate fuhal)‘“. I am grateful for a letter of John  Pairman Brown (Nov. 5, 1992) on the „thousands of words‘“ in Mishnaic Hebrew not in the Hebrew  Bible, including „Old Semitic“ pyl, „elephant, ivory“ in Kilaim 8,6 for Ezek 27,25 and possibly a  mks „publican‘“ of origin different from the „tax‘“ of Nm 31,28; but the rest he indicates are  admittedly post-biblical.  20  G. A. Rendsburg, Diglossia in Ancient Hebrew, AOS 72, New Haven 1990, p. 15-16 from  21  Ullendorff p. 249 = p. 11.  W. Chomsky, Hebrew, the Eternal Language, Philadelphia 1964, p. 161; A. Bendavid, Leshon  ha-migra? ?o0 leshon hakamim? Tel Aviv 1951, *1967-71 (ü-Ishon).  22  K. Sethe, Das Verhältnis zwischen Demotisch und Koptisch und seine Lehren für die Geschichte  der ägyptischen Sprache, ZDMG 79, 1925, p. 290-318; his diagram in English in Rendsburg,  Diglossia p. 29. - H.-W. Fischer-Elfert, Randnotiz zur spätägyptischen Diglossia (P BM 10298),  23  GöMisz 127 (1992) p. 44-47.  E. Pulgram, Spoken and Written Latin, Lg. 28, 1950, 458-486.  24  J. Blau, The Beginnings of Arabic Diglossia: a Study of the Origins of Neoarabic, AfAsL 4/4, 1977,  p. 1-28; F. Corriente, Marginalia on Arabic Diglossia and Evidence Thereof in the Kitab al-Agani,  JSS 20, 1975, p. 38-61; S. Altoma, The Problem of Diglossia in Arabic: a Comparative Study of  Classical and Iragi Arabic, Harvard diss. 1969; B.H. Hary, Multiglossia in Judaeo-Arabic, Cairene  Purim Scroll, EtJudMedv 14, Leiden 1992.  207New Hebrew elements Here belong those ‚Jlements hıch MOoOst
probably ex1ısted the or1gınal STOC: of Hebrew, but do nOoTt ‚ar mostly agrıculture;
lıst] but fhol spleen’ 15 Zz00d example (Arabıc Cognale uhal)“ grateful for er of John
Paırman Brown (Nov 5’ the „thousands of words‘“ Mishnaic Hebrew NOL the Hebrew
S, includıng „Old emitic  . DYl, „elephant, 1VOrYy““ Kılaım 8) for KEzek Z Z5 and possıbly
mkcs „publıcan of or1gın dıfferent from the R: E of Nm 31L28; but the rest he indicates
admıttedly post-bıiblıcal.

20 endsburg, Dıiglossıi1a Ancıent Hebrew, AOS 7 '9 New Haven 1990, 15-16 from
Ullendor{ff p. 249 11

Chomsky, Hebrew, the Eternal Language, Phıladelphıa 1964, 161; CENdaVIl| Leshon
ha-migra” leshon hakamiım? Tel Avıv 1951, 21967-71 (ü-Ishon).

22 Sethe, DDas Verhältnis zwıschen Demotisch und Koptisch und seıne ehren dıe Geschichte
der ägyptischen Sprache, DMG 7 , 1925, 290-318; h1is dıagram Englısh Rendsburg,
Diglossıa H- Fıscher-Elfert, Randnotiz spätägyptischen Dıglossia 10298),

23
(JOMiıszZ L7 (1992) 44-47

ulgram, Spoken and en Latın, Lg 28, 1950, 458-486
Blau, The Beginnings of Arabıc Dıglossıa: Study of the Orıgins of Neoarabıc, fAsL 4/4, 1977,
1-28; Corrıiente, Margınalıa 1C Dıiglossıa and Evıdence Thereof the Kıtab al-Aganı,

JSS 20, 197/5, 38-61; Altoma, Ihe oblem of Diıgloss1a 1C Oomparatıve Study of
Classıcal and Iragı :abıc, arvard dıss. 1969; Hary, Multiglossıa Judaeo-Arabic, Calrene

CTO. EtUJudMedv 14, Leıden 1992
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Robert North s J

Though thıs conclusıon does SCCIH Support OT coincıde wıth Ullendorff, INaYy
here interpose cautıion. Ullendorff pre-bıblıca existing proto-Mıshnaic
anguage wıth extensive vocabulary-poo from IC 1D11Ca. Hebrew then drew
the relatıvely few words ıt needed Thıs procedure turn upsıde-down the
Sethe-Rendsburg model, in 1C 1D11Ca. Hebrew WOU. be the pre-existing
standard, and Mishnaic ıts colloquıal corruption iCc only later hecomes standard.
Thıs 15 doubtless the INOTC VIEW ECVCN 1O We adIc amılıar wıth the
apparently Ssıimılar phenomenon of classıcal Latın eing progressively colloquial-
ized A it continues ın UuUuscC for the preservatıon of rel1g10us tradıtions.
The bulk of Rendsburg’s Diglossıa 1S devoted enumeratıng long lısts of In
1C OUT Hebrew 15 „ungrammatıcal" OT does not conform ıts INOTEC

ommonly attested norms2>. ese for hım pomt within OUT ıtself,
sometimes but Dy only ın eported oral StatementSs, port10ns of the „second
anguag  cc real used language 1D11Ca people It must be admitted that much
of what call COrruptions mistakes In the usec of standard language, dIic ın fact
elements of the nascent 0Ca varlıati1onsa call ‚„„‚dıalects““. But ıt 1s far from
clear that sımple tabulatıon of the ungrammatıcalıtıes OCCummng wıthıin the uUuse of
tandard anguage, suffices and constitute „second language‘26,
Moreover Rendsburg 1S careful Justify the fact that he seeks these evidences solely
wıthın the Masoretic text, admıtting ıts inadequacıIes. And as for the archeologically
attested inscriptional materıals of the relevant per10d, 1C loom arge for Knauf
and indeed for MOST Semitists, Rendsburg courageously maımintaılns 37Z) „BYy and
arge the anguage [of the SMa of Iron Age Inscr1pt1ons from Israel| 15
identical and few colloquialısms SCCIN ave penetrated them“27
Fınally IMNaYy call attention echo of Rendsburg’s posıtıon ıIn the arresting
tıtles of the key chapters perber’s Historical (Grammar. er the tıtle
„1Wwo Hebrew dialects combıned form 1DI1Ca Hebrew?. he devotes hundred

pre-Masoretic pronuncılatıon, largely preserved Iirom Hebrew in Jerome’s
COmMMentarıes but irom TrTee ın hıs onomastıca. er ubhead AT WO dıialects of
1DI1Ca. Hebrew““ he asSSsSerTtTTts that Israe]l and AdIC the respectıve homelands of
these dialectal dıfferences Hıs other key chapter bears the tıtle AT BO composıte
character of the Bıble‘* perber’s emphatıc declaratıons AIC supporte Dy VETYVY

2 Rendsburg has publıshed INanı speclalized word-studıes SUppON of his thesı1s, includıng The
ern Orıgın of „Ihe Last Words of Davıd"“, Bıb 69, 1988, 113-121: More the Hebrew
$ibbölet, IN 39 1988, 255-8; The onıte Phoneme I1/, 269, 1988, 73-79;
Morphological Evıdence for Regıonal Dialects Ancıent Hebrew, Lingulstics and 1D11Ca.
Hebrew, ed. Odıne, Wınona Lake 1992, 65-88; Linguistic Evıdence for the ern
Orıgın of ejecte: Sa.  S, SBL mMmOnNOgrap. 43, tlanta 99() 29) Phoenicıan scr1bes wrote the
account of the Temple-bulldıng and dedicatiıon); Israelıan Hebrew Features enes1is 4 $ Maarav
8) 1992, 161-170

26 See DNOW Fredericks, No!  z Israelıte Ihalect the Hebrew Bıble? uest1ons of
Methodology, HebStud 57 1997, 7-20

27 Hıs insısts that hıs understandıng of „cColloquialısms““ dıffers oreatly irom that of
Abramson, olloquialısms the (Jld Testament, Semit1ics ”71-2, 1-16 meanıng rather iıdıoms.
nsupportive of Rendsburg 15 Olafsson, Dıglossia Ancıent Hebrew and ıts Graphic
Representatıion, the ZapkıewI1CZz memorI1al, FolOr 28, Warsaw 1991, 193-205; fıg
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but dense mMass of cıted C  » 1C constıitute verıtable miıine for
research-scrutiny, but aATIc hard 118 UsSCcC for evaluatıon of whether they tend LNOTC
favor the Knauf posıtion OT its alternatives28.

aVviılle’s ill-starred paralle ıth Coptic
In 1e6W of the iımportance hıch optic has for the Sethe-Rendsburg mo  E ıt imperatıve
dıspose of 1e6W understandably passe VeT complete sılence by modern CEXDEerItSs And fact
despite the prestige of the Schweich Lectures and of hımself eXCcavator of Maskhuta and
Yehudıiyya, avılle pronouncements the OT1g1ns f 1D11Ca Hebrew Aarc embarrassıngly mingled
wıth Outdate: fantasıies, immediately and adequately refuted by Gressmann2? What then
forced 5a y ere of the who for er pioneered the 1e6W that 1D11Ca| Hebrew Was
19(0)1 „used“ language but artıficıal ıterary creation”?
avılle earlhlıer volume and ıts subsequent French form start ouft squarely wıth the assertion that the
Pentateuch Was wrıitten Amarna-style cune1form, conformity wıth Moses’ background>®. In
supporting thıs VIEW, he 1fs 73 that ıf bram AS Aramean had brought from
esopotamıa INOTEC Cursıve anguage than his uUundoubte« cune1form, it WONU.: ave een Aramaıc
and nOot Hebrew y“hüdit. Also, oughout theır Egyptian STay the Israelıtes ‚Ways consıdered
themselves Arameans, that the UsSscCc of thıs Janguage In the ventual Jephantıne diıaspora Inay not
be consıdered abandonmen: of theıir lınguistic 'adılı1on
The 1915 CAWEIC: Lectures start out wıth chapter the deficıencies of the Hıgher Criticism,
1C| note: TOM Hoonacker the preface Shows approva. for avılle viewS1
Cune1form 15 dıscussed the second SC  ©. and Aramaıc the hırd. IThus In OLC of these 00
o€Ss he gel around explainıng hıs 1e6W ofhat Bıblical Hebrew really Wäas, and hOow ıt A10OSC.
That task W ds left for hıs 920 French volume the evolution of Egyptian and ıts relatıon the
Semitic languages*2. Hıs essential laım 1s that the 1D11CAa| 00ks, including HN1OW the Prophets
wrıtten mostly Aramaıic, WETC transceribed fter 176 into entirely 11C alphabet invented for
that PUTDOSC, and that Just In the AsSCcC of optiıc sweeping change COU: NOT remaın merely
matter of xternal form, but involved revisıon of the anguage of composıtıon ıtself. On the analogy
wıth Coptic, Navılle claımed that square-scr1pt Hebrew invented utilıze and unıte the Varlous
Aramaıc-relate: cQAalectal dıfferences actually use33

28 Sperber, Hıstorical (ırammar of 1D11Ca| Hebrew Presentation of Problems wıth
Suggestions theır Solution, Leıden 1968

29 Gressmann, L’archeologıe de l’Ancıen Testament, RThPh (NS 1916, 26-53;
avılle acıng of the early Arameans, startıng from esopotamıa.

30 Navılle, Archaeology of the (Old Testament: Was the Old estamen: Wrıtten Hebrew?, Library
of 1STOTIC: Theology, London 1913, 11 L’Archeologıie de L’A' 1A Qı ete crıt
Hebreu?, Segond, arıs/Neuchätel Sal date

37
Naviılle, Ihe ext of the Old estament, CNAWEIC| Lectures 1915, London 1916
Navılle, L’e  Jution de la langue egyptienne des angues sem1t1ques, Parıs 1920; 152-178,

ebreu; hıs 154 proceeds C  eIIy from the fact that ‚optıc HCW writing-system aseı
princıple absolutely dıfferent from that prevıously USC, thıs change wrıtiıng yehüdit the NC  S

(Bıblıcal Hebrew) alphabet Was made by „the rabbiıs‘® 1LICal the Chrıistian CTa 158) though Ezra
had ‚„unıted“ the ole Bıble Aramaıiıc 191)

37 Naviılle, La aute Critique dans le Pentateuque, Parıs/Neuchätel 1921, further answered the
‚„„Courteous‘” umbert, M.E Navılle el la crıtique du Pentateuque, RThPh N® 38, 1921,
59-88, cıting Doumergue, Moise la Genese d’apres Naviılle, Parıs 920 See recently
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Rab-Shageh Speaking Yehudit an Aramaic

We 11l return 19(0) tO pomt 1C ave SCCH varyıngly emphasızed Dy all the
above scholars, the prominence and indeed domıinance of Aramaıiıc I the
Varı0Ous dialects la1ımed be identifiable in the background of the 1D11Ca. Hebrew
record>+. Thıs siıtuatiıon 15 MOST vigorously and piıcturesquely exemplıfied in the
ep1isode of Kgs 18,26 Sennacher1 officıal, called the Rab-Shageh, Camec and
stood before the Wa of Jerusalem, and called fOor the kıng COINC and ear hım
The kıng, Hezekı1ah, sent instead the miıinister and assistants®>. 10 them,
ostens1bly, 15 esse the lengthy and eloquent speech of VEISCS 19475
Only wıth learn ıtems of great importance. The Rab-Shageh’s
words WeTIC really intended nOoTt for the kıng h1ıs three officıals but for the
beleaguered populatıon of Jerusalem who WEEIC lıstening. the harangue has
been, thus far al least, In what 15 called y 'hüdit, „the language of Jud . Clearly
dismayed by the force otf hıs argumen!ts, the trı10 ask hım continue iın Aramaıc
instead.
Thıs episode ralses 1SSUES enormously MOMENTOUS for OUT present discuss1ion: 1SSUES
y} 0 Ad1C passed OVCI wıth surprısıng brevıty and A4SSUTaNCE by almost all the
COMMENTATOTS Like Begg In the New Jerome Commentary, they mostly Sa y that
y ' hüdit Was Just word for (bıblıcal) Hebrew 1n Neh 13,24, and that Aramaıiıc Was

known only by the hıghly educated>®©. adds that only wıth the Pers1i1an per10
Aramaıic had become the anguage of the general population?/. Specıalıze studies
Dy Ben-Zv1 and others pomt the greater complexıty of the situation>®.
The I1HNOTC recent researches 16 ave been cıtıng above tend regar! the
y'hüdit of Kgs 18,206 dSs term for the language actually spoken ın aıly uUSC,
differing from 1D11Ca. Hebrew and varyıngly akın to ne1ghboring language-uses 1ike
Ammonuite and Aramaıc iıtself. The Casc of Job 15 especlally noticed (fn.® above).
(Gjarbin1’s brief advertence In the English volume of hı1ıs ever-forceful and or1gınal

Berchem, L’egyptologue geneVOI1S Edouard Naviılle, (jeneve 1989, Cıte' Dy Leclant the S  zn
(1991) 126-7

34 Chaım Rabın, „The Emergence of AasSs1ıCa| Hebrew“, The OL. story of the Jewısh People
(The Age of the Monarchies I1 Culture and Socılety, ed. Malamat) /1-78, eg1NSs by Ca thıs
or1gin „„surrounded by MYyS  b but cıtes wıth approval the role of Aramaıc Moscatı,
semi1tico nord-ovest, the Festschrift for Lev1 Vıda. Studı orjentalısticı, Roma 1956, vol
E 202-221 ote Von oden, Gab bereıts vorexıilıschen Hebräisch Aramaısmen der
Bıldung und der Verwendung der erbalformen?, 4, 1991, 32-45 No! also h1is Sprache,
enken und Begriffsbildung AT, Maınzer adamıe gelst./SOZ. Abh. N® 1973, 34-40

35 Bordreuıil, srael, sa Roı1s 18,18; 19,2| PIODOS de la carrıere ”’Elyaqgım: du Dagc

316
majordomo (?) Sem. 41s 1991s) 81-87; fg

Begg, Kıngs, New Jerome Bıblıcal ommen!  5 ed. Brown, al., Englewood NJ

1990, 182
3°/
38

(0]  S, Kıngs, Word Comm. Z3, Waco 1985, 258
CeN-.  V1 Who TOte the Speech ofbshakeh and When”?, 109, 1990, 79-92 MUC| ater

than the three Curren! VIEWS: ssyrıan Aramean Judahıte called ssyrıan real Judean|.
See also ıllard, ease speak Aramaıic: urıed Hıstory 2 1989, 67-73 |and hıs TIhe

Knowledge ofWrıting Iron Age Palestine, 4 ‘9 1995, 207-217].
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attacks 1DI11Ca. » insısts that yehüdıt „Was certamly not used In the
monarchiıcal per10d denote the anguage of the Israelıtes of the kıngdom:  6C
and consıders anachronistic in 701 international („imper1al®® Aramaic>?.
But 4S for the S10N of SOMe kınd(s) of Aramaıc around Jerusalem, already In
057/ had OCCasıon pomt out that dıagram of the dıstinguished Haum
Rosen, aimed prımarıly ShOw the dıvergences of other West-Semutic dialects irom
Moabıte, really PTITOVCS 1D11Ca. Hebrew INOTC dıfferent irom Moabiıte than irom
1D1I1Ca Aramaic4%0. everal CXpEeTTS oday maıntaın that the Varıous speech-usages
attested in the 1DI1CcCa homeland all form „lingulstic continuum:“‘ wıth Aramaic“!.
We must ere take into acCcount the hıstorıical connections previously always
assumed ex1ist between the Aramaıc-speakıng „Arameans“ and the 1DI11Ca people
from egınnıng {Oo end of what the us about them has been generally
agree from Deut 26,5 that theır „‚father“ Wäas called Aramean al ONC of the
earlhıest stages al 1 they AIc encountered. ven ıf Abraham, and wıth hım the
racıal ZSI0OUD of1C he OrMe! 1e€ part already (allegedly in Mesopotamıa, 1S
called Aramean, it 15 far from clear that these „earlıer ameans‘‘ dIic identical wıth

CVCON elated the racıal entity 1C much later became promment there4+2 It 1S
these „later Arameans:‘‘ whose Aramaıc anguage irom roughly the Iron Age became
the extremely ımportant medium of cCommuntıcatıon throughout the ole 1ıddle
ast 4S far a4s Elephantıne.

SVCON ıf Abraham 15 called Dy the Same amnec Aramean 12 later became
4S ethnic designatiıon in the Sa”amne AaICd, ıt 15 not attested fact that the

Aramaılc langzuage WAas spoken Dy an Y „„Abrahamıc clan‘“©. ıt 15 eIy that such
mi1gratory SIOUD WOU. Cal wıth them SOI Janguage dıalect of their OW.  9 and
{O that extfent (ambıguously) „Aramaılc‘“. The attested fact of proto-Hebrews SOTINC
kınd of Arameans COU. retaın its valıdıty ESEVCN In the recently-burgeoning
supposıtion that the 1D11Ca. people had an y Inside Mesopotamıa at all,
and that theır „remembrance‘“ of them 15 mythical®>.

30 arbını, StOry and Ideology Ancıent srael, London/Phiıladelphia 1988,
Rosen, Ha- Ivrit se-Länü, OQur Hebrew Language the 1g of Linguistics, Tel Avıv 1955,

dıagram TeVIEW 23 1957, 3858-391
Notably (Garr, Dhalect cOographYy of Syria-Palestine 000-586 BG Phıladelphia 1985,

472
205, anaanıte Hebrew rather NCar Aramaıic;: rejected by Knauf, R 13

Bowman, Arameans, Aramaıc, and the 1|  €, f 1948, 65-90; Greenfield, Aramaıc
Studies and thee 980 Vienna Congress, V'T.S 3 ‘9 e1 1981, 111-130; OT, On the
ole ofAramaıc the Ssyrıan mpire, the Festschrift for TINCE ikasa, ed. MoTrI1,
al., Wıesbaden 1991, 419-423; 47° aCCEeDIS „the abılıty of ssyrlan LV delıver
eloquent speech the ° Judean d6C

41 North, Symposium the Israel’s Orıgins (Roma Accademıa de1 Lincel, Feb. 10-11,
Bıb 6 E 1986, 44(00)-44 8 acceplance of thıs of meeting hıch he had played

large along wıth INqUIrYy hıs VIEWS present ‚OpI1C, Professor (nNovannı arbını
under date of January 30, 1994, kındly informed he feels that „brillan! approaches (Knauf,
CN  ‚OT: tend obscure the real problem of the ONg1NS of bıblıcal Hebrew, namely „the
artıfıclalıty of the Masoretic interpretation and the corruption of bıbhıcal CX comparıng the
vowels ofgen’s Secunda hıch force complete rewriting of the Joüon and esen1us-Kautzs:
STAIDINALS
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Iso eing redimensioned nowadays 15 the far INOTC emphatıc 1DI1Ca
„remembrance‘ of lıberatıon from Egypt, after soJourn there of SOINC undred(s
of) Dy Abraham himselfbriefly and then by all hıs descendants. Some take the
„„400 years“” as mystıical number typıcal number-exaggeratıon, as meanıngz
really 9 ’4 generat1ons”. But EVCN thıs mınımum 15 decısıve per10d of time In 1C
the uUuscC of theır OW) anguage by minorI1ty STOUD WOU. be lıkely ave g1ven WaVY
LO the UusSsScCc of (or notable contamınatıon by) the OTINCI12. 0C2a language
Acts FAZZ SdYy>, poss1ıbly d lıterary flourısh, that Moses Was gıven educatıon
Egyptian scholarshıp. Some X have noted that Egyptian court-tramnıng
WOU. ave nclude: also Mesopotamıan laws and language**. The Amarna letters
<Show that cune1form Was indeed then chancery anguage for gypt's dealıng EVecn

wıth necarby anaan And despite Naviılle there remaılns food for hought in the
questlon, „What anguage did the (wandering”) 1D11Ca. people uSseC * and in the fact
that 1DI1Ca. Hebrew ShoOows viırtually of gyplan influence in
vocabulary.
ese few hıstorıical facts (Or argely possibilities opened Ouft by the 1DI1Ca text)
tend perhaps Support the „linguistic continuum““ 1e6W Aramaıc ıtself, SOINC

('anaanıte dialect-varıant of it, Wäas already the elles „used“ language of the
1D11Ca. people at the time of theır installatıon in (Canaan. Thıs Wäas the egınnıng of
theır hıstory an yWAay, accordıing currently popular VICEW; but the SamImnec Judgement

In anı y plausıble interpretation of theır ‚recorded“ hıstory. The question thus
becomes, not much when OT where, but rather how and why „Bıblıca Hebrew‘““
Was invented be the ehıcle of theır tradıtions.

Philip Davies’ solely soclo-polıitical Or1g1ins of Hebrew

Precisely tOo thıs question head-on AaDNSWCI has NO  < been 1Mfered, not an Y
lınguistic grounds at all, bDy hıghly or1ıgınal and thought-provokıng volume
1Cc riısks being rejected out-of-han: 4S destructive of the ole basıs of both the
Jewiıish and the Chrıistian religions®. It in fact that the Ole of Hebrew

and its anguage, wıth purely CLvil aım havıng nothıng do wıth relıgıon
CXCEDL slıghtly A part of unıtiıve eneral culture, WEIC created Out of nothıng
(though incorporatıng SCTapS of tradıtıon) Dy scribes paıd Dy the Persıan government

support theır takeover G1 admınistration In Judah46
ese (heurıstic) scr1ıbes WETC organızed in four maın „colleges:., named for (1)
Moses, the ega documents; (2) aVvl| the lıturgıcal OECWUY; (3} 5Solomon, w1sdom:
(4) dizzyıngly named for rıght, because ıt had (not ‚WOU. have

Cazelles, Etudes le ode de |’Alhance, 1946, has thoroughly studied these problems.
45 Phılıp Davıes, CAaTrC| ofcıen! Israel®®: 143, Sheffield 1992 6, „Who TOle the

Bıbliıcal ıterature, and Where”?*; ch. 7, „How Was the 1D11CA| ltera| Tıtten, and Why
120 „„an exerc1ıse ımagınatıon whose 15 purely heurıstic NOLT be taken hypothesıs”,

46
but re: set fO:  &. 13 0-3) not merely ‚ypothesıs but fact
Ssee however amıeson-Drake, Secribes and Schools Monarchic srael, socl1o-archeological
approach: 109, 116e 1991
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121) „a hıghly optimıstıic VIEW of what Was hıstorical‘“. Actually the role assıgned
the scribes 15 not dıfferent from that filled Dy T1g In hıs CENTUY:

„preserving, annotatıng, amplıfyıng  66 and erudıtely makıng acceptable
conservatıve populace the er tradıtıons. ‚A ne production of large-scale and
complete hıstory from the creation to the egınnıng of the |Persian-era: 117]
socılety of Was not the primary task“‘ 152). but rather classıfyıng, COPY1Ing,
and hıllıng the gaps of SCIADS of Varlous existing Iragmentary crolls However, these
salarıed scrıbes (far dıfferent from Albrıght) had Invent the verall tradıtion.
.. There L AN pre-exıistent hıstory be wrıtten about, ‘tradıtion), and Varıous
ACCOUNTS had al first 118 be inventedCould Hebrew have been a cultic Esperanto?  p- 121) „a highly optimistic view of what was historical“. Actually the role assigned  to the scribes is not so different from that filled by Albright in his century:  „preserving, annotating, amplifying‘“ and eruditely making acceptable to a  conservative populace the older traditions. „The production of a large-scale and  complete history from the creation to the beginning of the [Persian-era: p. 117]  society of Yehud was not the primary task“ (p. 132), but rather classifying, copying,  and filling the gaps of scraps of various existing fragmentary scrolls. However, these  salaried scribes (far different from Albright) had to invent the overall tradition.  „There was no pre-existent history to be written about, no ‘tradition’, and so various  accounts had at first to be invented ... Such an absence follows from what I have said  [in chapters 1-5] about the non-existence of ‘ancient Israel’,, (p. 132; note further p.  119 on the „non-Exodus‘“ and Egypt).  We have perhaps been unfair in thus leaping to the „colleges‘“ and their function  without first following the sociological presentation of why such scribes must have  existed in the allegedly Ezra’s day*’. We begin with the arresting statement of p.  107, „Even in modern societies with 90% literacy, fewer than 1% write books“. No  source is indicated for this plausible-enough statistic, nor is it implied whether or not  another percent or more write for periodicals. And as for the likely „reading public“  of the 95% non-literate societies, readers must have been mostly among those who  wrote the books: surely much less than the above 1%, though p. 108 seems to admit  as many as 5% of Judah as scribal. „Writing is an economically supported activity ..  [arising] from ideological, economic, and political preconditions (p. 106). ... The  origin of biblical literature [is] certainly within the temple and court“, cooperating  even if possibly as two separate power-centers suggested in the Ezra books*8. In any  case, despite their non-religious aim, the Temple would have been the depository of  scribal products (p. 111)*°.  Finally (though already p. 102), „Biblical Hebrew“, despite exegetes’ claims of early  and late and Knauf’s north and south, was an „artificial scribal language“ (p. 104),  created by scribes partly (pure) Aramaic-speaking, partly („colloquial/oral‘“)  „Hebrew“-speaking. This Bildungssprache is a post-Iron-Age-Judah scholarly  construct, scarcely differing from that claimed by Knauf. Why this creation of the  scribes was necessary for embodying their socio-political content is not made clear  and is ultimately not the focus of Davies’ interest. His later chapters will go on to  explain how the purely civil-political („Bible‘) books produced by the (heuristic!)  %0 The „lien social‘“ plays no relevant role in C. Fontinoy, La langue, lien social; ombres et incertitudes  concernant les origines de ]’hebreu biblique, in the Festschrift for E. Lipinski, Immigration and  Emigration within the Ancient Near East, ed. K. Van Lerberghe & A. Schoors, OLA 65, Louvain  1995, p. 65-77; perhaps more in S.B. Noegel, Dialect and Politics in Isaiah 24-27, Aula Orientalis  48  12, 1994;, p. 177-192.  Intriguing though not mentioned here is the Temple of Haggai explained as a bank in operation:  David Clines at Rome SBL meeting.  49  „The Significance of the Temple Archive‘“ is a subtitle on p. 40 of Roger T. Beckwith, „Formation  of the Hebrew Bible“, in J. Mulder, ed., Mikra, CRINT 2/1, Assen/Philadelphia 1988, p. 39-86; but  despite Beckwith’s titles, his whole article is really only about the Canon, with no hint of scribal  activity or the origins of Biblical Hebrew (nor is there anything here relevant on p. 21-23, „The  Scribes‘“ by M. Bar-Ilan).  213Such absence ollows from what have saıd
(ın chapters 1-5| about the non-ex1istence of “ancıent Israel’,, 132 nNnoTte er
119 the „non-Exodus‘“ and ZYyp
We ave perhaps been unfaır thus eapıng the „colleges“ and theır nction
wıthout fırst followıng the soci1ologıical presentation of why such scr1ıbes MUST have
ex1isted in the allegediy Ezra’s day*/ We egın wıth the arresting statement of
107, „Even In modern socıletles wıth 90% lıteracy, fewer than 1% wriıte books‘‘ No
SOUTCEC 15 indicated for thıs plausıble-enough statıstic, NOT 15 it mplıed whether not
another percent OT INOTEC wriıte for periodicals. 4S for the lıkely „readıng pu
of the 905% non-hterate socletles, readers mMust ave been mostly those who
WF the 00 surely much less than the above 1%, though 108 admıt
A4as INanYy 5% of 4S crıbal „Wrıting 1S economıcally supporte: actıvıty
[arısıng| from iıdeological, eCONOMIC, and polıtical precondıtions 106)Could Hebrew have been a cultic Esperanto?  p- 121) „a highly optimistic view of what was historical“. Actually the role assigned  to the scribes is not so different from that filled by Albright in his century:  „preserving, annotating, amplifying‘“ and eruditely making acceptable to a  conservative populace the older traditions. „The production of a large-scale and  complete history from the creation to the beginning of the [Persian-era: p. 117]  society of Yehud was not the primary task“ (p. 132), but rather classifying, copying,  and filling the gaps of scraps of various existing fragmentary scrolls. However, these  salaried scribes (far different from Albright) had to invent the overall tradition.  „There was no pre-existent history to be written about, no ‘tradition’, and so various  accounts had at first to be invented ... Such an absence follows from what I have said  [in chapters 1-5] about the non-existence of ‘ancient Israel’,, (p. 132; note further p.  119 on the „non-Exodus‘“ and Egypt).  We have perhaps been unfair in thus leaping to the „colleges‘“ and their function  without first following the sociological presentation of why such scribes must have  existed in the allegedly Ezra’s day*’. We begin with the arresting statement of p.  107, „Even in modern societies with 90% literacy, fewer than 1% write books“. No  source is indicated for this plausible-enough statistic, nor is it implied whether or not  another percent or more write for periodicals. And as for the likely „reading public“  of the 95% non-literate societies, readers must have been mostly among those who  wrote the books: surely much less than the above 1%, though p. 108 seems to admit  as many as 5% of Judah as scribal. „Writing is an economically supported activity ..  [arising] from ideological, economic, and political preconditions (p. 106). ... The  origin of biblical literature [is] certainly within the temple and court“, cooperating  even if possibly as two separate power-centers suggested in the Ezra books*8. In any  case, despite their non-religious aim, the Temple would have been the depository of  scribal products (p. 111)*°.  Finally (though already p. 102), „Biblical Hebrew“, despite exegetes’ claims of early  and late and Knauf’s north and south, was an „artificial scribal language“ (p. 104),  created by scribes partly (pure) Aramaic-speaking, partly („colloquial/oral‘“)  „Hebrew“-speaking. This Bildungssprache is a post-Iron-Age-Judah scholarly  construct, scarcely differing from that claimed by Knauf. Why this creation of the  scribes was necessary for embodying their socio-political content is not made clear  and is ultimately not the focus of Davies’ interest. His later chapters will go on to  explain how the purely civil-political („Bible‘) books produced by the (heuristic!)  %0 The „lien social‘“ plays no relevant role in C. Fontinoy, La langue, lien social; ombres et incertitudes  concernant les origines de ]’hebreu biblique, in the Festschrift for E. Lipinski, Immigration and  Emigration within the Ancient Near East, ed. K. Van Lerberghe & A. Schoors, OLA 65, Louvain  1995, p. 65-77; perhaps more in S.B. Noegel, Dialect and Politics in Isaiah 24-27, Aula Orientalis  48  12, 1994;, p. 177-192.  Intriguing though not mentioned here is the Temple of Haggai explained as a bank in operation:  David Clines at Rome SBL meeting.  49  „The Significance of the Temple Archive‘“ is a subtitle on p. 40 of Roger T. Beckwith, „Formation  of the Hebrew Bible“, in J. Mulder, ed., Mikra, CRINT 2/1, Assen/Philadelphia 1988, p. 39-86; but  despite Beckwith’s titles, his whole article is really only about the Canon, with no hint of scribal  activity or the origins of Biblical Hebrew (nor is there anything here relevant on p. 21-23, „The  Scribes‘“ by M. Bar-Ilan).  213The
org1in of 1D11Ca. lıterature 1S| certamly wıthın the temple and COUIT“, cooperatıng
CVCN if poss1ıbly power-cenfters suggested In the 71a books48 In anı Y
CasSC, despite theır non-rel1g10us aım, the Temple WOU ave been the depository of
crıbal products 11177
Fınally though already 102), 99-  1011CQ. Hebrew“, despite exegetes’ claıms of early
and late and au north and south, Was „artıfıcılal crıbal language‘“ 104),
created by scrıibes pa Aramaıc-speakıng, pa („colloquıial/oral‘“)
„Hebrew“-speakıng. Thıs Bildungssprache 15 post-Iron-Age-Juda: scholarly
CONSTrucCT, scarcely dıffering from that laımed Dy Knauf. Why thıs creation of the
scr1bes Was IOr embodyıng theır soc10-polıtical CONLent 1$ NOT made clear
and 1s ultımately not the focus of Davıes’ interest. Hıs later chapters ıll SO {O
explaın hOow the purely cıviıl-polıitica. „Bible”) 00 produce: by the (heuristic!)
4] Ihe „len SOc1al“® plays elevant role Fontinoy, La angue, ıen sOC1al; ombres incertitudes

rmnan les or1gines de ”hebreu ıblıque, the estscC] for Lıpınskı, Immigration and
Emigration wıthın the Ancıent Near kast, ed. Van Lerberghe Schoors, LA 65, Louvaın
1995, 65-77; perhaps INOTC Noegel, Dıialect and ol0cs Isaıah 24-27, ula Orientalis

48
1 1994, 177-192
Intrıgumg though not mentioned here 15 the emple of aggal explaıned operatıon:
avı 1nes Rome SBL meeting.
„IThe Sıgniıficance of the Temple vVve  ‚06 IS SU! of oger Beckwiıth, „Formatıon
of the Hebrew Bıble"““, ulder, ed., Mikra, CRINT Z Assen/Phıladelphia 1988, 39-86; but
despite BeckwI tıtles, hıs ole artıcle 1S really only QU! the Canon, wıth of scr1ibal
act1vıty the OTg1INSs of Bıblıcal Hebrew (nor 1s there anythıng ere elevant 21-23, „Jhe
Scr1bes‘ by Bar-llan).
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crıbal colleges later became sacred (Scripture) and canonıical. If he has gıven
challengıng MO for the How and Why of the conftent of the 0o0ks, must ST1L
seek MO! for the How and Why of the or1g1ın of 99-  1D11Ca. Hebrew‘““.

The Esperanto mMO

{t does not SCCII unreasonable seck In modern experiıence paralle for the alleged
ancıent creatıon Gl artıfıcıal Janguage The best known 1S Esperanto, wıth [WO
miıllıon wıthın the USA wherefore the prest1210us ern anguage
Assocıatıon ffered in Chicago sem1nar in Esperanto, but ONC cshowed up)>%
The Janguage Was invented in 3 d Dy the Polısh oculıst and ingulst Ludovic
Zamenhof. He combıned Indo-European elements chiefly of estern ‚urope,
„hopın (esperanto that it WOU. become easıly-learne second anguage for
internatıional uUusSc
It dıd in fact ave relatıvely quic. and wıde acceplance chiefly 1n Europe; and ıts
unıversal organızatıon founded al Rotterdam in 908 has rece1ved recognıtıion from

It 15 sed al least 0)1109% each week for Vatıcan NCWSCAST; and ıts Bıblıa
Revuo publıshed al Ravenna SInCe 964 has only recently been renamed. How INaD Y
Eisperanto ave OUuUnN! ıt be of genulne practicalı rather than Just fad OT

c  „hope 1S of COUTSC hard decide.>!
In aD y CasSC, the word and CONCEPL of Esperanto 4S artıfıcıal language made by
combinıng elements of the actually sed languages in ıts ncarby ackground, 15 19({8)  S

widely understood and utiıliızed. As thus defined, ıt 15 evıdently applıcable o the
sıtuatiıona has been laımed for the late OT1g1NSs of 1D11Ca Hebrew But almost
equally instructive INaYy be the differences in CONCEPL between the [WO, and
the question of why such artıfıcıal language should be invented.
All the recent researches IC ave been investigatıng, though often usıng
sensatıional tıtle 0)4 approach, ultımately claım C  eIIYy that 1D11Ca. Hebrew Wäas

lıterary CVCN poetic anguage, somethıng beyond the easıly-recognized fact that
lıterary wrıting 1S identical wıth oral UusSc in aıly ıfe by the relevant

people>2, And thıs claım really 15 aceptable all who have ser10usly studıed 1DI1Ca.
Hebrew and ave SOTIINNC acquaıntance wıth the inscriptional materıals of the cognate
then-contemporary anguages and especlally of Aramaıic.
Doubtless moOost of those who ave dedicated theır lıves the study of the tend

thınk of its language A the real vıtal existing realıty, In cComparıson wıth 1C all

50 Martın M.E.M.O.[-randum ; Cen 108 (1991) 4A71
51 Levın, Can Artıficıal Language be More than Hobby”, Aspects of Internationalısm,

Language and @; ed chmond (8 PDapcCISs Esperanto from 198 5-90 conferences of the
Center for World anguages), 1993, =

52 cıt opposıtıon Davıes’ purely secular-polıtical not rel1g10us or1gın, INn1Ss er 43
above) still holds the (viırtually unıversal) majJorıity opinıon that bıblıcal Hebrew involves
1mıfte:« number of LEXIS, „„all of rel1g10us or1g1in”” and of postexılıc redaction, hence (01 nOoT

represent the lıterarızatıon of the ‚„„‚whole‘“ of the anguage ommonly spoken al erusalem before the
‚xıle
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those cognaltes dIc INeTC hadows OT ‚DINOITS But moment’s reflection WOL. force
these scholars AaBICC that in the known hıistorical background ıt Was rather Aramaıc
1C held the posıtıon of the MOStT ıimportant and real wiıdely sed and influentijal
Janguage Moreover the Canaanıte inser1ptional materıals In part ShOW closer
relatıons wıth Aramaıc than wıth 1D11Ca. Hebrew
It nevertheless WOU. ave been rather colossal achıevement, far surpassıng
Zamenhof’s, to ave invented Out of the ole CIO brand-new language for
VC restricted hlıterature destined have the importance of 1DI1Ca Hebrew in WOFr.
hiıstory. Oose who maintaın, OT AdIiIC al least not uniavorable (O, such hypothesıs,
SCCINMN ave g1iven but attention the phySıca. CiIrcumstances in
16 such change WOUL. ave been made.
Davıes 15 audacıo0us exception, though focusıng the CONTeEeNnNT rather than the
language-or1ginatıon ıtself. er exception, though totally unınfluential ONC,
Was Navılle He maıntaıned that it Was about the time of 15 when SOTIIC

ımportant Jewısh authorıiıties turned pullıng theır rel1g10us tradıtions into the 191  <

language of theır OW creatıon. „Creation“ of COUTSC here Can only INCanN In the
Casc of Esperanto, recombinıng elements of amılıar existing languages. Naviılle Wäas

quıte explicıt In claımıng that the CINCISCHCC of the Coptic anguage Was example
of sıimılar procedure, though the ‚„‚whodunıit”““ emaılns obscure. He er laımed
that In the Cadsec of Coptic thıs WAäas done for greater CONven1leNcCe and access1bılıty,
SINCEe the NC language WOU ave been INOTC easıly used than 1ts Egyptian
predecessor ubject IO much corruption and dıvergence. Thıs WOU be Iirue also
of the MOC noted A sed Dy endsburg.
But it 1kelıer that the motive fOor introducımmg the 1C  S and invented 1D11C2Q.
Hebrew anguage WOU. ave been Just the opposıte. Ihe a1ım Wäas not wıder
access1bıilıty, but the preservatıon of sacred tradıtiıons In AICanNec and tual
language, 26 the people WOUuU recogn1ze A only vaguely amılıar. To
thıs extient 1DI1Ca. Hebrew WAäas something 1ıke medieval Latın, understood and ECVCN

sed wıth great facılıty Dy the clergy scr1ba: schools!), but chiefly fOor the
perpetuatıon and discussıon of rel1g10us tradıtions. 15 thus In fact that MOST
scholars both Jewiısh and Chrıstian doubtless regard the OT1Z21NSs of Mishnaıiıc Hebrew,
rather than a4as the ampler preexisting anguage irom 1C 1DI1Ca Hebrew WAäas
drawn accordıng tO Ullendorftft.
As for the date of thıs great changeover, the Zra-per10 be agree by all
who do not er anı y other specıfic proposal. For the ımplantatıon of 11IC  <

language, the eed of C1vıl authorıty postulated by Davıes agree Dy Knauf>>
Exegetes in eneral relate thıs per10d, culmınatıon of immediately-preceding
crıbal actıvıties in Babylon, the actual formulatıon and ordering of OUTI

Pentateuch (-Kıngs) Jerome wrote „I ave objections whether yOUu wısh call
Moses the author of the Pentateuch sdras the revIiser (instaurator) of the SAaLL1C

53 Knauf, ZAH 3, „„d standard language PICSUILCS specıfic socıal and polıtic condıtions,
notably admınıstration that establısh and ımpose lt“‚ INVO. hıs en Aramäaer den
Griechen Alphabet vermuittelt‘”?, 1 $ 1987, 45-45% |NOW SC D5ass, 1a alphabetica, OBO
102, Frıbourg/Wiıesbaden further Knauf’s Mıdıan, Wıesbaden 1985, 137
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work‘“>4 IThus also Bellarmıne 95  ntı the tiıme ofsdras, the Scriptures WEIC

not edıted in the form of 00 avaılable in CasS Y and convenılent form, but WEEIC

dispersed Varı0us annals and PaDCISs 14 Kgs But it Was Esdras who
after the aptıvı collected and edıited them in sıngle addıng fo
Deuteronomy the last chapter concerning the ıfe of Moses., and Varı0us other
transıtional remarks‘*>>.

remaıns s1gnıfıcant and in eed of explanatıon that amıd the lavısh praıse of
Nehemiah and others in Sırach 49,11 B.C.) Ezra 15 otally unmentioned. Thıs
eal Garbıinı and others maıntaın that Ezra ex1isted and 15 1C
fabricatıon of scr1bes tOo 1Impose authorıty upon theır tamperıng wıth received ME
In 159 ‚„wıth thıs NamMmce, IC OD CVCI bore, there really Camnec into eıng
that ° Juda1ısm W.  1C. through Pharısa1sm, has COMNC down OUT OW days’, ead
Sea Scrolls inchuded‘>®6. Admiıtting that much of hıs argumentatıon 1S plausıble,
ave maıntaiıned that ıt WOU. ST1L hold g00d ın the lıkelihood that Kzra really
ex1isted INOIC OT less the functions hıs 00 attrıbute hım, but Was

„mythologized” Dy later scribes.>/
Ihat thıs COU. ave Occurred for the imposition of theır „newly created“ 1D11C2a
Hebrew N6 the time of Sırach be altogether exciude: But remaın
always spe of „hypothetical construct“‘ 1€ despite the erudıte reason1ngs

ave surveyed above retaıns chiefly „heuristic"” value.

54 Adversus Helvıdıum, ch. Mıgne 23 (Hıeronymus 2), 190; Dogmatıc and Polemical orks, ed.
Fathers of the UrCc. 5 9 ashıngton 1965, wıth note; the on of

gnazıa anlelı, La verginıta Marıa, 70, Roma 1988, adı ote the
prolıferation of Jewısh tradıtıon regardıng Ezra’s .„‚Tunzıone restauratrıce"”; and her 43 notes that
che there SCS 7bis (and Shis but wıth S, though Miıgne has ell 1cCe „1O avo1d
confusıon wıth the <sual citatıon of Mıgne  c. Her 7bis 15 er's 21894 264, her SDLS 15 hıs
10, her 15 hıs and her fınal number h1ıs (though he has 45 by miısprin! for 15
274)

55 Bellarmıne, Controvers1iae: the 1/21 Mılan edıtıon 166) Cıite: Hoonacker, De
composıtione ıtterarıa ei de or1gine moOsaıica Hexateuchit1 disquıisıtio hıstor1co-critica, posthumously
publıshed Dy Coppens, Verhandelıngen der Vlaamse Academıe Letteren Brussels 1949,
78; the text 0€Ss 5Sd y A (vita) of Moses rather than ‚„„‚death“ SUOTIIC CXCgEIES INOIC

elevant.
56 arbını, Hıstory and Ideology above) 169; the cıtatıon 18 from the oOutset of the artıcle

133 Sacchı, Stor1a del mondo giuda1ico, Turın 1976, 51 But (Gjarbini 155 admıts the parallel
of Ezra wıth the Moses of Ogg1n, Hıstory of srael, from the Beginnings the Bar Kochba
Revolt, London/Philadelphia 1984, 133-7 „historically elusıyve“ ıgure „put use  66 only the
exılıc per10d. relatıon ogg1ın’s 276 1S mentioned his privately expressed agreemen) wıth
arbını

W North, 7ra (person). 1992, vol 27 RT
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Abstract
ere ave een five approaches ShOW that the Vorlage of Masoretic Hebrew Was
en anguage invented for that OSC, nNnOot ‚VET anywhere In actua: UuUsSCc. au claım 18
ase| lınguistic analysıs of the INnSCr1pt10Ns dıscovered DYy archeology, AI ONg 1C he finds fıve
dialects close Aramaıc but OMNC ıdentical wıth 1DI1Ca| Hebrew Ullendorff sShows that the SMa
vocabulary of Hebrew insufficıent for the needs of used language, and W as drawn from the
arger vocabulary pool of eXIS proto-Mıshnaic Rendsburg’s Diglossia 1mMs fiınd wıthın the
ungrammatiıcalıties of the Hebrew evidence of existing separalte 1lalects He, ıke the
understandably forgotten ploneer Navılle, bases himself chiefly COmparıson wıth the transıt irom
Demuaotic Egyptian Coptic. No ONC of these really faces the question of when and how such
sıgnıfıcant change WOU. ıkely have een made, untıl Davıes Ocates ıt by entirely polıtico-economic
and not lıngu1istic analysıs the Ezra-era. Conclusıion: the alleged change WOu ave een sımılar
the creatiıon of Esperanto Out of ne1ghboring languages but facılıtate wıder USC, whereas Bıbliıcal
Hebrew WOU. ave een rather A1lCallCc medium protect sacred wrıtings
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