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Introduction:
It has long been noticed that the Ics perfect forms of amed-he verbs in the pıel often
contaın SCFE under the second adıcal (Gesen1us Z); but there ave been
convincing explanations 4S o why hıs form appCAaIS. We ıll ShOow that these Ics
forms aATIc the regular result of previously unnoted sound rule Thıs SCFE also OCCUTS
in hıphıl and ıthpae forms, 1Cll be examıned and analyzed eI0W
The paradıgmatiıc forms of the piel perfect for 'amed-he verbs contaın IrIq under
the second adıcal in the first and second PCTISON forms, 1C. Can be traced back

earlıer IN FOor example, usıng the Hebrew ro0ot mns, derive:

PCan pıel perfect 3Ims (pattern: *gittila) * SIWWIYG Heb SIWWA (*/1ya/ /a:/)
PCan pıel perfect 7ms (pattern: *gittilta) * siwwiyta Heb SiwwIta (*/1y/ /1:/)

Likewise, Can derive:

PCan pıel perfect Ics (pattern * gittilti) * siwwIyti Heb SIwWwItL (*/1y/ Er
Why, then, do often fiınd CFE under the second rOOT adıcal (e.g siwweti 1ın Lev
6038 Deu Sa Isa

OSS1 Solutions:
ere ATIC four possıble OUTCOCS for the CFE,

We Can that the SCFE 18 the COrreCTi form, derıved ay. Bauer-Leander
($57n) and Bergsträsser ($300) belıeve thıs be the Casec For example, Bauer-
Leander derive Heb pitteti *pnattaiku. eIr reconstruction 15 problematic Man Yy
levels, 4S 18 an Y attempt sShow that the SCFE 1S the hıstorically “correct” vowel.
Huehnergar (1992) has convincıngly showed that must TeCONSTITUC PNWS pıel
*gattil-, PCan * gittil-. Therefore Bauer-Leander’s reconstruction from *gattala
form 18 highly unlıkely. Some SEL INnaYy attempt derive form 1ıke SIWWILL
* siwwayti, Just 4S SC dibh. * Aibbirti by Phılıppi"s Law, cf. Lambdin 1985,
Huehnergard Thıs 1$ option if we posıt the followıng chronology:

WON. lıke siıncerely Professor Jo Hackett, and especlally Professor John Huehner-
gard for theır Manı Corrections and suggestions. Thanks Iso Ronald for hıs helpful COI -
recti1ons. Any and Opin10ns mıne alone.
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Phılıppi"s Law
1y

Thıs chronology 15 unlıkely, however. Fırst, Phılıppi"s Law 15 late sound change.
Second, thıs chronology WOU produce SCFE ın all first and second PCTISON pıel
forms. But these forms, eXcept lcs, always x hıbıt hiriqg Bauer-Leander claım that
thıs 15 analogy wıth the IFLq of the gal (e.g banıti). We m1g eXpecCTt then that

WOU. SCC alternatıon of Iriq and CFE in these forms, A in the lcs, but thıs
happens There{fore, thıs 15 hıghly unlıkely cenar10, and the followıng chro-

nology 185 certamly COTITECT

1y /1/
Phılıppi"s Law

second option 15 o attrıbute the SCFHE contamınation from the pua!l (as ell 4S
the nıphal and hophal), where the SECrE 18 erıved regularly. For example:

PCan pual perfect Ics (pattern * guttal-) * suwwayti Heb SuWWEH (*/ay/ /e/)
Thıs analogıcal change rather unlıkely, 4A5 the pıel 15 far INOITC than
the pual And agaln, why only the Ics?

11 option 1s O uggest that the SCFE INay ave been created by analogy wıth
the lamed-aleph verbs, 1C have SCHE oughout the entire pıel perfect paradıgm.
Lamed-he and lamed-aleph verbs aATIc occasıonally onfused in B and fall together
ın later Hebrew, thıs may SCCII plausıble suggestion. However, wıth such
analogy, WOUuU CXPECI SCC the reflexes throughout the amed-he piel paradızm,
and yel SCHE AaDDCAIS only the Ics form.

ou option 15 formulate NC  S sound rule of dıssımılation:
ı> iC C ın stressed posiıtion

This be ogıcal explanatıon, and 18 supporte: by the fact that In the pıel,
the non-paradıgmatıc CFE aAaDDCAaLs only In the fırst PCISON sıngular.

WOUuU be prudent al thıs pomnt o0ok for other forms that WOU have been SUS-

ceptible thıs sound rule, however, upDON examınatıon ıt that NONC ex1st. We
m1g mention the form AF (Jdg T  9 Gen 29:19, 1Kı 2135 but ote that ıle VEIY
close, the second geminate [AV and the word-final make it inelıg1ıble.

18 unclear whether thıs dissımılatiıon rule 1S ecarly (Bıblıcal) late (Masoretic). It
INaYy be the Casc that during the per10d of attestation, the rule 15 a sound change in
PTOQTCSS. Joüon claıms that the SCVE 1S the usual vowel In the pıel Ics
perfect, but thıs 18 NOT exactly the CAasc It does SCCIMN that the SCFE 18 LNOTC lıkely

less verbs, whereas the forms sSiwwiti and qiwwiti tend
have Iriqg
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Note that waw-consecutive perfect form WOU. nOot be susceptible fo thıs sound law
4aSs it 15 gıven above, SInCe these forms have the ultıma. The constraımint

thıs rule 18 however, SInCe forms wıth object suffixes always contaın
iriqg However, find that they behave exactly daSs the sımple perfect forms, wıth-
Ouft eXception. There{fore, must 4aSSUuUmnNe a chronology,

1C C1, In stressed posıtion
Shifting of STITESS in waw-consecutive forms

ere 15 other good evidence that thıs order 18 COrreCct If word-fina WEOETC

or1ıgınal in form 1ıke anp2h, WOU. CXPECI reduction in the pro-pretonic vowel
(c£. pAmp>).) Now let examine all of the relevant data

Piel ata
ere aiCcC 128 'amed-he Ics pıel perfects in the 1  e, 24 ofn AIC aW-CONSCCU-
tive forms.2 Just different OUunNn! though 1118 15 bDy far the MmMoOst
Occurrıng 62 times. The following Z forms aDPCAI wıth SE}

Lev 831
Lev 0:18
Deu 2071
Isa 1nn1P
Isa 13:3
Isa 45:17
Isa 49:4 m55
Jer 49:10 7753
KEze 14:9
Eze 31-15 TW
Joel 4:21 ]
Psa 384713

Waw-Consecutive:
Sam 8:17(b)

Jer 2114 AT
Jer 336 m5
Eze 6:12 m9955
Eze 7: 8 m955
Eze 3015 m955
Eze 04347 m9531
Eze 26:4 TON
K7e Y 7105

See lau (1971) for discussion of thıs Sstress shift.
ave nNnOoTt included Psa 50:21 FV which 1s parse: by InNOSstT the ICcs piel perfect of ı MT, and

'anslate: by MOST Ics Irom D3 °to be ılent
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Joe 4:21 Y
Nah 3:5 — nnw7m

Note that there be much higher percentlage of waw-consecutive forms
wıth SCFE (11/24 waw-consecutive perfects VEISUS 12/104 sımple perfects). Actually,

be INOTC u:  5 should nOoTt nclude the forms wıth object suffixes and
35/104), SINCEe they AIc not elıg1ble for the sound rule Once subtract these forms,
the proportions become waw-Cconsecutive perfects VEISUS sımple DCI-
fects The percentage of waw-consecutive forms 18 ST1 much hıgher, ın fact LNOTC 5!
but INnaYy sımply be coincıidental. The form SIWWILL, 1C frequently in the
perfect (56 times; 29 times wıthout object suffix, yel only times SIWWEt), 15
oun only ONCEC 4ASs waw-consecutive, and hence skews the percentage bıt n
subtract Out all of the SIWWILL forms, (29 tiımes) SCC that the rat1ıo becomes
The tendency for IFig {O the INOTC verbs 1s mySster10us. Perhaps
they WCEIC “corrected” al SOTTIC point by edıtor?

The book of Ezekıiel 15 MOsSst interesting, Aas in thıs book thıs sound rule 118 be
completely regular. The book of Isa1ah 15 nearly regular. Thıs May sımply be CO1N-
cıdence, especılally SINCE the TOOT F1 does nNnOoTt In Ezekıel In the fiırst PCISON
perfect, but note that of the five OCCUTITTENCES of AdIic in Isaı1ah The forms
wıth iriq in these 00 dIiIec

Isa 8:17(a) TD unexplaıined.
Isa 4:)24 unexplained.
Isa 26:9 ATTVN used wıth object su1fix, therefore negates

the sound rule
Isa 38 :13 the contexT, Qumran, and Targum uggest that there 18

really dıfferent verb here. See BHS critical
Isa 51:16 OS sed wıth object suffix
Eze 5:10. 033 1210 3():26 BA the res cCannot be doubled, and

the COmMpensatory lengthenıng of the preceding iriqg SCFE (*/zırrıyti/
/zerı1t1/) negaftes the sound rule.*

K7e 2731 ala lo sed wıth object suffix
Eze 29:12, 3():23 DA sed wıth object SuIlixX, plus rooft 18 rr

Hence, all Ics pıel perfect forms In Ezekıiel, and all but tWO forms in Isaıah, Can be
expained by regular sound rules. hıghlıght these 00 above o ote the ICRU-
arı of the forms here, and also illustrate how Can explaın SOTINC forms wıth
Iriq
Hiphil ata
The hıphıl tOo complicates things slıghtly, because fınd slıghtly eren
ern Unliıke In the pıel, the Ics forms (wıthout object suffix) nearly always

Hence the rule of C  5y lengthening mMust be ordered before the NC  S sound rule T’hıs 1s
expected, the doubling of res ave een given rather early.
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take SCTE. In addıtion, Ssere Occasıonally aAaDPDCAaIs in other PCTSONS, whereas in the pıel
ıt does.
ere aATrc 78 hıphıl Ics forms of dıfferent amed-he» of 1C are WaW-
consecutive forms. Almost wıthout exception, the Ics forms xhıbıt SCcFE when
bare, and Iriqg when they take object SuL In fact, the only unexplainable
form 18 TVn in Pro 5:13 Other unexpected forms explainable.
The form N In Exo 4:15 and 15a zD odd, 4S it should not be elıgıble
for OUT sound rule We COU. sımply posıt analogy wıth the rest of the amed-he
verbs. However, also fiınd the formsT In Exo A4°17 and MM in Pro 4:11,
where CXPECCL IFig because of the suffixes. therefore suggest that thıs verb 1s
conjugated analogy wıth the hıphıl of the VE wus 4 The form TORON in
Mic 6:3 should also be inelig1ıble for OUT sound rule, agaın because of the object suf-
f1x suggest that thıs form INaYy be analogous lamed-aleph verbs, due the alep
In the ro0f The form N In 3:5 InaYy also be created by such analogy,
SInNCe the inıtıal pata should make ıt inelıg1ible for the sound rule, but SCC eSIO0W for

INOTC lıkely explanatıon.
One MaYy also question whether pe-guttural forms such 4S Jdg 6:8 m0, Eze 26:3
MM should be aiiecte: by the Ssound rule The sımple perfect form Can be
plaıned in ONC of WdY5S. We dSSUuImne chronology,

1 ( in stressed posıtıon
D A EGEC- (*hıtleti heYel@eti)

We miıght TeeC transcriıptions shed SOINC 1g thıs chronology, but ONC
must be Wa Orms 1ıke Psa 35:15 evvnOL> (= 73V) and Psa 3():4 ee)\ .9 m\2n)
suggest that both of the above changes have already taken place However, ıt 1S often
the Casec that the vowels in Tee transcrıptions dıfferent from theır Tiıberian
Counterparts. For example, the form Psa X9:46 EETN! MD) InaYy pomnt PIO-
nuncı1ation DDDM. However, TeEE sometimes Can represent Tiberian Lriq
Compare the form Psa 3():2 ÖEAALOXUN m7 %7), where , C, all represent hiriqg!
hesıtate to mentıion ree forms HeTE: and do not do elsewhere, they create ad-
dıtıonal problems far beyond the of thıs
Another solution, IC avo1ds the need for rule-ordering, 15 sımply Sa y that in
the form mDn the inıtial Yı 1s the surface (phonetic) representation of underlyıng
onemic Dr (see Addendum below). As for the waw-consecutive forms, the
patah, the OMgZ1INS of 1C aAIic unclear, should OC OUT sound rule er the
pata should be considered late, OT the form 1$ merely analogous the sımple PCI-fect in conjugation. Wıth these pe-guttural waw-consecutive forms Can MoOStT
lıkely nclude the form VT in Nah 53 mentioned above. Here the res 1S eNaV-
ing 4S d gu  ral, 4S ıt does in other sıtuations (cE Ecc 222 N T).

There VC) few pe-yodh 'amed-he verbs, and all eXcept ıvm Tal‘ I7° 1S the only ONC attested
the lsl 2nd PCTISONS the perfect.

Greek 'Orms taken from Brenno (1943)
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Every other hıphıl Ics perfect form adheres OUT sound rule Note that the ata do
not nclude the ktivD Jer 20 (for the gere SCC discussiıon of 2mp below)
OT the root F wıth etymologıcal he Eze 24
In general the forms for the other DCTSONS regularly xhıbıt IFLq, wıth handfıul of
EXCEPUONS Al attested Icp forms x hıbıt IFiq, and forms dIiIcC attested The
other second PCIrSON forms aAiCc as ollows
2fs forms AICc attested Isa %3 mö Jer 11 7393275970 IV form geFe m\ 39)
and Nah 137977 The Jeremuah form COu poss1ıbly be explaıned 4S regular d
the dıalect of Jeremiuah the femmnıne ending —1 but the um form 15 ST1
unexplaiıned and do nOot fiınd ere the 2fs pıel perfect Strangely, thıs rOOT 15
attested imes the 2ms but Contaıns Sere It 15 impossible IO conclude
what the egular pattern for thıs form 15 there 15 lıttle evidence But 1t 15 safe

SaYy, ase: the other CONjugalıons that CXpeCI LIFig
2mp 18 forms AICc attested of16 ATIC Wa  < CONSECULLVES from dıifferent TOOTIS
We do not expect fınd sere here SINCEC 2mp forms ave ultımate ires: ell
the WTITON£ 1na. vowel o irıgger the sound rule However, do fiınd [WO forms wıth
Sere Jer 20 D 0777,7 15 GeFeE form, but clearly the Correct ON ase context.
Eze 11 D3 15 also unexplainable, but note that thıs ı15 the root OUuUnN! ıth
SCcre the 2fs forms.
2ms 55 forms aAIic attested 20 ofc dIiC Wa  < CONSECULLVES from different

Just forms cContaın unexpected :Sere only of1C 15 explaiınable
Exo 21 P - unexplaıned.
ExoO 372 mb _ unexplained.
ExoO SN poss1bly influenced by rMN ,7} 1C appCATrSs twıice

thıs verse?
Hos Yrnı — unexplained.
Psa 119 102 VT We have already SCCI that thıs ro0t forms ıts hıphıl

by analogy wıth De-YO: lamed-aleph verbs (namely NX)
Note that of the four unexplainable forms [WO dIiCc Orme!'! from the rOOT 51 and [WO
dICc orme from rOOT egınnıng NUÜU.  > OT H-Z unable attach anı y
sıgnıficance these facts Iso otfe that the TrOOT T OCCUTS four the
2ms each wıth expected Iriqg
TOom examınatıon of all the ata it 15 clear that the for the hıphıl 15 much
INOTC regular than the handbooks m1g uggest Fırst PDCrSON sıngular has Just ONC

unexplaıned aAaDPCATANCC of Iriq The other PDCISONS have VC few unexplained a
ofsere 1C Must attrıbute analogy CITOTL.

Hithpael Data
ere dIic VEIY few examples of fırst and second PCISON ame: he ıthpae perfects
the However the ONCS do fınd follow regular a  ern Sere AaDDCATS the
sole Ics form Irig aAaDDCAIS elsewhere The attested forms dIiCc
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Ics Jer 16 171193
2ms Kı 26 IVaDEuT ; Pro MI5 7777
2fis Jer 50)24P Kı mbln la
2mp Num 34 FYY3NTALT)

We Can also nclude here the lone hıStaphel of the root KT ere AIC slıghtly INOTC

examples of thıs root than there of the ıthpae The D:  € 15 the Samnme

Ics Sa 16 E 1Sa 15 3() 174717 2Kı 18 AT

ere aIc four 7ms and 1ve 2mp forms all wıth paradıgmatıc hirig
Note that the hıthpael forms cannot be explained by the N  < sound rule We Can

Proto-Hebrew form *hıtgattıl but certaınly NOtT **hitgıttil Ihus for the rOOT
ı 15) eXpecCt

PCan Ics perfect * hitrappiyti Hehbh ** hitrappiti
PCan 2ms perfect * hitrappiyta Heb hitrappita

But ase‘ the SMa amount of evidence avaılable it that the ıthpae has
egular pattern of Ssere the Ics VS Irig the other first and second DETrSON forms
{ hıs pattern 15 most lıkely analogıcal to the Salillc for ame: he verbs the
pıel and hıphıl
Conclusions
AIl of the above evıdence ugg! that the posıted sound rule 15 Correct and dırectly
ffects both the pıel and hıphıl Conjugatıons The sound rule does nNOLT apply the
ıthpae the forms of2 aAIc analogıcal those 1C AdIiC aiiecte: It should be
mentioned that there 15 effect the gal pual hophal
endum
In addıtion the Tiıberian Hebrew materı1al analyze: above ave also riefly
examıned the relevant forms attested wıth Babylonı1an vocalızation ahle
Unfortunately, only the Tollowıng three amed-he pıel Ics perfects AdIiCc attested/: Jer

19a Kze 15 A Psa 7 wnw1P ese aATrc exactly the forms 1N!
Tıberian Hebrew Hıphıl forms dIc slıghtly better attested. We fınd Gen ()
Uahalalah and Y T Exo 18 7D, Sam 18 m951 (Tıb m\ 2ym), Sam

MD (Tib Änslgn): Jer 21 9337717 We also fınd the following tWO 7ms
forms: Exo 373 m517 (Tib my Chr m2a97 ote also that fınd the
expected forms for other PCISONS. Chr 3° 1309077 (Tib 13°1D7)), Sam 24
Dr N 7 (Tib D NAN)

Compare Aramaiıc Ätgattal Arabıc tagattala
Due font restramts Babylonıan vowel DO1INIS represented ere wıth Tıberian S1805
reproduce the Orms exactly ahle has printe: them Vowels ften OM1 by Babylonıan
scribes the reader 11 nolce ere
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ese forms ShOw that the sound rule 15 effect for Babylonıan Hebrew ell
Tiıberian Only ONC Babylonıan form has Sere where Tıberian has Ir1q, though CON-

sidering the SMa number of Babylonıan data, ıt 15 reasonable to AaSSUMMEC that
WOU find INOTC differences ıf had INOTC evidence. Note also the different Treat-
ment of inıtial SCEqQUENCES Thıs 15 er proo that the phonetic changes affect-
INn thıs occured later than the propose sound rule
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Abstract:
The interchange between SECVE and hiriq under the second adıcal of 'amed-he verbs In the pıel perfect
Ics has long een noticed (Gesen1us Z); but has een convincingly explaıined. ımılarly, the
interchange of Sere and Iriq in Varlıous PCTSONS of the hıphıl (Ges $/7dee) and hıthpael (Ges Z
The aNCcC of SErE In the pıel and hiphıl Ics Orms be attrıbuted previously unnoted
regular sound rule Furthermore, upoNn examınatıon of all the elevant Orms in the © it becomes
clear that the alternatıon of SCrE and hiriq follows rather regular pattern, particularly in the hıphıl.

Man of the Orms 1C| SCECIN violate hıs sound rule be explaine ther grounds
The conjJugatıon of the hıthpael forms, which NnOT susceptible the sound rule, has een en
TOmM that of the pıel and hıphıl.
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