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Introduction
At the SaIinc iime ASs OUT earlıer study Wäas PhD thes1ıs by eıth
Massey WAas eing completed entitled The Concord of Collective Nouns and erDs

1D11Ca Hebhrew Controlled Study

assey has worked collective eneral the Deuteronomic hıstory
Dtr) Our study looked at ONC 1tem DY) &'  ople ACTOSS the enftire Hebrew

assey study Was focussed attemplng explaın the behaviour of verbs
wıth collective Ditr As the tıtle indicates OUT study had S  ng focus
the dıachronic and textual 15S50UC5S amnsıng Out of the study of

Neve  eless there 15 ımportant overlap specıfic Both studies arec be-
lleve ng the study of collective 1DI1Ca Hebrew sımılar dırection
Very ımportantly, both studies that the dıstrıbution of sıngular and plural
verbs wıth collective 15 nNOT sımply random but 15 ubject large egree
cCertaın rules mong the factors identified the study WEIC the
influence of kol “all„ and of word order assey has identified number of other
factors such 4S ordıinatıon of multiple verbs objects intervenıng between the verb
and ubject and specech T By focussing the history, he Was able
reach greater VE of sophisticatıon than Was achieved .. CAm” assey sShows
that Ditr has Certain rules 1C do nNOT SCCIN appIy the SaiIne WaYy other parts

—— — Y oung, ucAm Construed ıngular and ura| Hebrew Bıblical ex{is Dıachronic and
JTextual Perspectives,” ZAH 12 (1999) 45 Henceforth *cAm

thesıis University of Wısconsin-Madison 998 Miıcroform 90825726 1998 Henceforth
assey

aC) fact the MaJorı1ty of asseYy examples deal wıth 08/197 assey \“ ıindex
assey, 140 149
C cAm_’ Thıs work ell that of asseyYy, ends o0k “mechanıical” factors-
synchronic ell ASs dıiachronic and textual- explaın the dıstrıbution of sıngular and plura) orms
wıth collectıve OUNSs Thıs wıth the “eXpressive” suggested Dy Revell E.J
TIhe Designation of the Individual Expressive 'sage Biblical Narrative (Kampen 771e
229 Revell suggests for example that ” the clause presents ımportant ea] of the intended
COMMUNICATION the erb plura 221) On Revell and “eXpressive” SCcCC assey,
124 126 and cf 2 A
Verbal cO-ordination asseY, p.33 intervenıng objects assey, p.37 38 speech regıster
asseY, Verbal cCO-ordination and intervenıng objects end {O influence the erb be
plural ıle speech regıster favours sıngular verbs
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and Oahal Collective Nouns

of the Bible.© challenge for future research 15 discover rules applıcable NON-
OUTCECS assey, E, only eals wıth verbal CONCcOord wıth collective

Another challenge for future research 1S attempt explanatiıon of the interesting,
but dıfferent, patterns of other grammatıcal elements, especlally 1Tr PETSON PIO-
nomiınal suffixes, iıdentified in C cAm ”/
Massey 1S confident that the factors he iıdentifies Can explaın the majorıity of ‚UT-
TENCECS of sıngular plural verbal COncord wıth collectıve in Admauttedly
SOINIC of the explanatıons he presen SCCIIM ad hoc SInCce they arıse from only SMa
numbers of examples. Nevertheless, the eneral urs of hıs approac SCCIMN

sound, and the basıs for further work. Despıite all thıs, however, asseYy admıts there
1S residue of forms C defy analysıs. Here he sShows commendable of
the textual problems involved, outlıned In detaıl In “ cAm »8
Massey, 1ıke prev10us, less sophısticated discussions of collective9 eats al]
collective as undıfferentiated STOUD in hıs maın study.? He does, ıt should
be noted, mentıiıon that SOTNC items, for example CN  27 always sıngular in hıs
corpus. 19 He also discusses the ıdea that “Israel” m1g behave dıfferently than
C6 but 1N! evidence fOor thıs In Ditr 1! The PUILDOSC of the Current artıcle 1S {Oo

that 4S part of the HC  S sophistication in discussing collectiver ONe Can-
not aSSUINe that all collective 11l behave sımılarly. To demonstrate thıs poimnt,

11l here that both of the words translatable d “"congregation, assembly,”
“Edaäh (MI; henceforth “edah) and gahäal (57>; henceforth gahal), dısplay dıfferent
features both when compared fo am .  ople”, and each other.12 Ihe presentatiıon
of the materı1al 11l generally follow the format of .. ‘Am 297

See.  9 for example, the remarks the SOUTCE assey, D  M  » “the Southern OCcument”
(Massey, p.  -  > and ate Bıbliıcal Hebrew (Massey, p.108, 199) 1s be note: that assey,
eVIEWS kol INOTC sıgnificant factor than o0e€es “""Am Ö p.32, presumably because the o0k
of amuel, which 18 maJor component of Massey’s5 ısplays clear preference for kol
am wıth plura: Concord.
.. (Am’vp
E.g. assey, p.125-126. As assey, p.62,136,138 eic correctly tales, there 15 [OOIN here

Bfor Revell eXpress1ve” (see above, olte 4) [ hıs WOU. NOL be the maın explanatıon for
varıation of erb number wıth collective NOUNS, but ıt 1S possıble and plausıble explanatıon for
ıtems hat defy expectations.
See, IOr example, 'opat, Die yntiaxX des Autors der Chronik verglichen mit der seiner Quellen
W 16; G1essen, olzın, Late Biblical Hebrew Toward Än Historical
Iypology of Biblical "ebrew Prose (Missoula, Rooker, Biblical eDrew In
Transition The Language of the 'ook of Ezekiel 9 $ Sheffield, ®10 assey, p.17

l
12

assey,(r
For the dıfferent NUances of gahal and “"edah SCC Müller, H.-P “mp qahal assembly,  9 Jenn1, B:}
Westermann, Iheological Lexicon of the (Hd Testament (trs Bıddle; Peabody,

p.1118-1126.
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Il 'ah

(1) The (According to Leningrad eX

(a) Wiıth Ir Person Perfect an Imperfecter an Participles’®
(1) subject of verbs, verall figures

ingular

Si  ngular  ngular _  \
Exodus _ iÄExodus O0

Josh  Judg (47)
Jeremıuiah 100 O1%„  013011.|.1I.;Plural__  S  ;  ;  C& kE W e ıE R E T E“  % Singular  }  20  Z1  35  100  {33)373 (50)1D T1EeT) 1 NDIEN 1i NT COı (SsSIDS ] CO

18 clear from the above that there ATrc Many fewer examples of than of
cam.16 Therefore, ONC Must be CVECN IMOTC cautious when interpreting thıs data The
percentages AIC presented merely make cComparıson eastler.
Thıs asıde, however, ıt 1s also noticeable from the above that the proportion of
sıngular verbs wıth 1S consıderably less than wıth am Thıs 1$ best SCCH when
viewing the book wıth the argest number of examples of eda. Numbers, where the
percentage 18 21% as opposed 68% wıth am.17
In .. CAm” it Was discovered that word order Was sıgnıfıcant factor In influencıng
whether verb wıth a'm Was singular plural. !6 Generally when the subject DIC-
cedes the verb the trend 18 strongly toward plural verbs. Numbers, actually, W ds

exception 18 thıs, wıth sıngular EVCNMN INOTC promınent in its subject-verb sentences

13 For further informatıon the ıtems included thıs SCC “‘Am,’ p.49 addıtıon hat 1S
saıd there, the expression kol “Adat  A hene yisrda _ N ”2 MD 55) “all the
congregatiıon of the SONMNS of Israel” 15 exclude: here. Presumabily because of the plural lement
“SOnS”, thıs expression 1Ss invarıably onstrued plura!

14 The references Exod 123 6, 47; Lev 4:13; sıng 9:5) 24:14, 16; Num 1:18; 10:3; 14:1
sıng.), 2) 1 15:24, 3 $ 20:2, 11 (sıng.), 2 $ 211# Sıng.); 35:24, 250 25i Josh 9:18; 2216 Jdg 20:1
Sing.); ZETÜ,; 13; Jer 3():20 sıng Ps 78 sıng ZZIP 614

15
16

Le the comparable figure for am for those 00 SCC “‘Am‚’ p.50-51
Whereas mentions only examples, the comparable for am mentions 393

1/ umbers has examples of compared wıth 25 of am
I8 ucAm”,w
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“FEdah and Collective Nouns

1l) 4S subject following an preceding first verb

(a) Verb-Subject Sentences
Book First erb Sing53  P  UT  First Verb _  % Sing.

Plural
Exodus
Levıticus O8 K
Numbers
oshua

Judges
erem1ah

M” R M
(b) Subject- Verb Sentences
Book First erb 9% Sing.

Sing Plural
Exodus
Levıtıcus
Numbers
Joshua

0 00
A OS  A

ven INOTC in the Case of thıs than in L aTiC dealıng wıth SMa
figures here. The trend, ookıng agaın especlally al Numbers, 15 for the proportion of
sıngular verbs o be noticeably lower than for am Whereas iın Numbers there Wäas

hıgh percentage of sıngular verbs ın subject-verb sentences wıth am, both of the
examples relatıng Aaic plural.

Some OSS1 Explanations
Why do the verbs wıth ShOWw consistent tendency toward greater pluralısa-
tıon than those wıth am 1vidıng the Pentateuch into OUTCCS has surprising
results. The ımportant lınguilstic work of Polzın defines the generally accepted COMN-
nts of the document of the Pentateuch.!? Hıs actually contaıns almost
al] of the sıngular verbs wıth In the Pentateuch. It contaıns sıngular {Oo
plural verbs (25% singular), eavıng the rest of the Pentateuch wıth only sıngular fo

plural verbs (10% singular).<0 Another WaYy of ookıng at the evidence, however, 1S

19 Polzın, Late Biblical "ebrew note 101-102
20 (the groundwor| of P) Exod 125 6‚ Lev 9:5; Num 1:18; 14:1 sıng. Z 10, 35; 202 sıng.

PS secondary addıtions P) LEeV



lan Young

18} uggest that the proportion of sıngulars 18 not dıfferent the total proportion for
the Pentateuch taken ASs whole.2l Thıs ralses the ou Hi mentioned in
.. (Am ’, whether the statıstics for in thıs Casc reflect the OUTCES of the 1DIl1Ca.
00 Just simply the verall rat10s of the 00 eing sampled?22 OQur workıng
hypothesı1s emaıns that the book 15 the basıc unıt of study.£5
Does obey dıfferent rules 18} those outlıned in “l:Am 9‚ and especlally Dy
Massey”? Or do those rules sımply appIiy dıfferently than am° One 1IMpOor-
tant factor influencıng pluralısatıon iıdentified bDy both assey and us 1s the
of the word kol “all” before the NDNOUN 16 kol ha‘edäah (nnn 25) **all the a_
tion””.24 1S noticeable that Ouf of the E examples cıted In the tables above, have
kol (53%) In COomparıson, the SaIllc 00 4S contaın have aiım wıth verb
163 tiımes, of 1Cc only 26 have kol (16%) Sıgnificanily, ıle Numbers has
oughly sımılar proportion of kol wıth 47%), it does nNOT contaın
single example of kol wıth am
In addıtion the much greater prevalence of kol wıth ıt should be noted that

kol behave dıfferently than aim kol Of the OCCUITENCES of
kol, in only ONC 1S the verb sıngular (6%) On the CONTrary, noted In OUT

Prev10uSs study that am kol behaves dıfferently in dıfferent 00 C creating
somewhat greater pluralısatıon in Samuel, but not in Exodus.2> For those 00
contamıng am kol 1S OUnN! 726 tımes, and of the corresponding verbs AIiC

sıngular (46%)
Thıs factor alone O long WaY toward explainıng the much hıgher pluralı-
satıon of than am. That kol Can ead {O pluralısatıon 18 nOotL N6  S d1SCOVverYy,
but the prevalence of kol wıth coupled wıth that noun’s greater sensitivıty 1160
that factor, mark out as dıfferent am .26 I hat thıs 15 true observatıon
rather than perhaps INCIC fluke due 118 the much maller sample ar sentences
than am, 1s confirmed when investigate other detaıils of the behaviour and Treat-
ment of

(b) Pronouns an other features

(1) Second Person Forms an Adjiectives
Generally, second DCISON forms (imperatiıve and pronouns) WCCIC plural wıth a'\m
However, exceptions Occurred, and indeed Exodus, Numbers, Deuteronomy and

Ola| Pentateuch sıngular 18 plura) 18%. alone sıngular plura 18%
22 .. ‘Aln,’ p. 70
23
24

. cAm’v p.69, and c1. Barr, The Variable Spellings of the Hebrew (Oxford, p.21
“‘Am, 9 p 52> asseYy, p.29-30

25 ucAm‚ 5‚ D32 Samuel had 380 sıngular verbs (vs 53% overall) its am sentences, stil]
contrast kol.

26 Most of the sıngular ıtems ave features iıdentified by assey myself influencıng the choice of
the sıngular. Thus, three Nıphal verbs (Lev 8 Jdg 20:4: Jer SCC ncAm’7 p.35 assey,
p.506-57, and OMNC 15 form of hayah ““to be” SCC asSseYy p.56
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and Collective Nouns

Isaıah showed varıabılı ın the pronouns.4/ Wıth fınd sıngular ımpera-
tive in Jeremuiah 6:18, but otherwiıse the few examples plural.28
As wıth am, attrıbutive adjectives wıth arc singular.4? Whereas SOTINC varlıla-
tion Was OUN! wıth partıcıples sed as attrıbutives wıth am, only plural 15 attested
wıth “edah.>0

1l) 1r Person Pronominal uLlxXes
The study am focussed the 1T‘ PCISON pronominal suffixes referring the
NOUN to demonstrate that these lınguistic features x hıbıt dıfferent patterns those
of the verbs already discussed. I hus, ıle MOSstT ooks, regardless of theır atmen
of the verb, evidenced overwhelmingly plural LIorms, certaın o0ks, especılally Kx0oO-
dus, Numbers, Deuteronomy and Isaıah, devıated from thıs by havıng sıgnificant
proportion of sıngular forms. To focus the 00 that also usc Exodus had
32% sıngular forms and Numbers 44% 31
1r PCISON pronomiınal suffixes wıth behave quıte dıfferently. Only ON
singular form WAas OUuUnN! in the entire Hebrew 1  © in salm 7:8 32 As mentioned,
wıth am Numbers had 44% sıngular forms. In relatıon o however, 1T'
PCISON pronominal suffixes WEeIC Oun!| but not OC of them Was sıngular. Once
agaıln, therefore, the evidenceS that ASs a collective NOUN behaves dıf-
erently am

(C) Variants ıthin the Masoretic Tradition
The combinatıon of 1L0wW percentage of sıngular verbs wıth alongside the
almost complete absence of other sıngular grammatıcal elements that 18
overwhelmingly assoc1ılated wıth plura grammatıcal elements In the Hebrew
In addıtiıon, Varlıles from am in hat the dıfference between sıngular and plural
also involves of gender 1 feminıne sıngular to masculıne plural. ese
elements combined INncan that 15 treated quıte dıfferently In the Varıous textual
tradıtions than 1s am
Given the almost complete textual unıty In Masoretic manuscrı1pts irom the 1ıddle
Ages, the number of times varıations between singular and plural verbs wıth am
WEeTIC attested in the collection Dy Kennicott®® 15 quıte hıgh Ihus in Exodus and

27 .. cAm’„-
28 ote the eNnN1ıCO varıatıon Jer 6:18 discussed below. ura imperatives found Num

16:24, Second PEIrSON imperfect verbs found Num 6:26 and Lev 90:5 No second PETSON
independant DTFrONOUNS attested.

29
3()

.. cAm” p.58 K‚g Num 4:35 ha‘edäh här:ı  'a  ä“  Eäh hazö $ °°thıs vı)] congregatıion.”
“ Am: p.58 See Num 14:35; 16:11; B Kgs 5 'hron
ucAm’-

32 Psalm 7:8 1S hıttle surprisıng that hıle the subject 15 “the assembly of the peoples (1&’ummim)”
1.e. wıth plura) element, thıs 15 followed (Le subject-verb sentence) by sıngular erb and the
sole sıngular ırd PCErSoN Su111x relatıng “edah the Bıble “alehäh “Over ıt (h )u take the
masculıne sıngular suffıx the problematic Jer 30:20 (see ote 3 $ below) refer aCco! nol the
“edah

33 Kennicott, etus Testamentum Hebraicum Cum Variis Lectionibus (2 volumes; Oxford, 7.706-
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Numbers alone, WEeTIC affected.?4 In CONITTF. to of COUTSC, the
dıfference between singular and plural perfect and imperfect verbs wıth aım 15 the
mmer absence of the ına W  Z

urveyıng all the examples of in the Hebrew e’ only ONC example of
varıation Was OUnN! in Kennicott relatıng the verbs ın ONC, above. 'Thıs 15 the
strange Casc of masculıne sıngular verb iın tWO manuscrı1pts wıth the verb 6C  send’”
Judges 21453 The only other varıatıon in relatıon the number of relates
the femminıne singular imperatıve de “know!” Jer 6:18, IC manuscr1pts
rıng into lıne wıth the normal pluralising tendency wıth thıs NOUN, hence d“c  &,
Noticeably, these examples relate the ınımal Lype of orthographiıc varıations
ur characterise am s textual varlıations in that they involve only ONC letter, and
that lectionis.
In another feature, therefore, 1S Oun be dıfferent {O am The amount of
textual varıatıon iın relatıon {to the number of perfect and imperfect verbs wıth aim
led the proposa. of 1erarchy of varlabılıty. The amount of varıabılıty of the 1na.
vowel letter in such ambıgu0us Context Was considered be closer in scale the
varlabılıty of medial vowel letters in manuscrı1ıpts than the almost complete invarı-
abılıty of the rest of the consonantal text.9> In strong contrast, Varıous factors make
varlatıon of number wıth In the medieval manuscr1pts VETIY Iaic One factor 1s
that 15 much INOTC ommonly plural than am, hence scr1ıbes WOUuU be less
used see1ıng elated o singular orammatıcal elements. Second, most CON-

requıre far INOTC drastıc orthographic change alter sıngular femmiıne
masculıne plural.
(2) The Samaritan Pentateuch
One Out of CVEIY S1X inıtlal perfect and imperfect verbs wıth am shows varıant
number ın the Samarıtan Pentateuch when compared to the MT.36 In’agreement wıth
the siıtuation etaıle': above ın relatıon the edieva manuscrI1pts, however,

sShows virtually varıatıon between these OUTCCS The only varıant be
mentioned 15 in Numbers 19:35: where the Samarıtan reads plural imperatıve in
place of the infinıtıve absolute. Thıs chıft AaWdaYy firom usıng the infinıtıve ab-
solute 18 feature of the Samarıtan Pentateuch.*” Once agaın, therefore, fınd

be dıfferent a'm

34 ucAm” p.60.
35
16

ucAm’y p.62
ucAm’ 7 &r As ase text UuSec Tal, The Samarıtan Pentateuch FEdited According MS
Ö(C) of the Shekhem ynagogue (Tel AVIV, wıth reference the varıants recorded Von

Gall, Der Hebräische Pentateuch der Samariıitaner (Glessen,
37 al  B, ‘T ’he Samarıtan Pentateuch and the Text of the Old estament, ” Payne (ed),

New Perspectives the Hd Testament (Waco, p.215-216; cf. ıdem, Prolegomena the
Samaritan Pentateuch (PhD thesı1s, arvard Universıity, p.289-291.
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(3) Qumran ica Manuscripts
In regard the CONnNcord of perfect and imperfect verbs wıth am, Qumran 1C2.

seemed 1{8 VarY irom al sımılar rate the Samarıtan Pentateuch 58 In
Contrast thıs, however, nOot sıngle example Wäas OUnN! where texti irom the
Judean Desert dıisagrees wıth the in respect tOo concord wıth “edah.??

(4) Summary
Was therefore OUN! to trongly dıffer from am in number of WaYy>. Fiırst, ıt

tends prefer plural elements wıth ıt tO much hıgher egree than am One 1M-
portant factor in thıs be the tendency attach kol “all” it INOTC

frequently, and the fact that kol much INOTEC trongly demands the plural in
wıth ıt than does am kol. Second, the treatment of in the Varı0ous

Hebrew textual tradıtions 18 in ong contrast to that of am Whereas am ShOws
hıgh egree of varıabilıty in the textual tradıtion, 15 relatıvely V stable

111

(1) The (According to Leningrad eX B194)
(a) Wiıth Ir Person Perifect and Imperfecter an Participles
(i) a subject of verbs, verall figures

—__ |Singular  i l Plural
Exodus  0  |1

KingsA S|
Ezra

2
(Totalı .. _ 14E s E D T RSS  „1110  AA | NN || O  =  B E N N

(% sıngular 20%)
38 “‘Am,’ p.65-66.
30 See 4QpaleoGen-Exodl Exod K3 4QExod“ 12:47; 4QLev“ 4:13; MasLevb HELn 4QNumb 16:3

26:9 3329 ev/deNumM Z 4QJudg 21:13 4QJer“ AaBICC wıth the
understandıng Jer 3():20 referring ‘““testimony” emmnne), not “"congregation”, 1C. might
cast susp1cıon the 1LaAIc UuUsSs«cC of the femmnine sıngular the of thıs

4() The references Exod 12:6. Lev 4:14; Num 22:4 Sam 17:47; Kgs 8:14 (sıng.,); Jer 50:9; E7zek
23:47; 32:23 sıng K7zra 10:1, 1 ‘9 Neh S:13! 8:17; hron 13:4 hron 6:3 Sing.); 2
1ng.); 29:28, 31; 3 5 3():23
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{It ıll be SCCIL that mMoOst 00 have VE few examples of gaha wıth verbs. X am-
ples AIC most in the ate 1DI1Ca. Hebrew 00 of Kzra, Nehemiah and
Chronicles Since it has provıde s1ignıficant number of examples in discussions of
the eatmen of collective NOUNS in those o0ks, it 1Ss iımportant ask whether ıts
behavıour 15 siımılar the MmMOSstT sıgnıficant contrıbutor, am
TOM the above ta  e’ it Can be SCCH that gaha wıth verbs 18 treated AaSs overwhelm-
Ing1y plural. Word order 15 nOoTt factor. Only three references, involvıng all of the
non-attrıbutive partıcıples, aIic subject-verb sentences [|wo of them provıde half of
the of sıngular verbs wıth gahal, 1C SOCS agamınst what m1g have een
expected the basıs of am where subject-verb sentences, especlally involviıng
partıcıples, tended favour plura: concord.“#
As wıth gaha OCCUTS much INOTC often wıth kol “a11”‚ than am, 1.e& Out of
20 times (55%) However, uniı kol gaha 1s not overwhelmingly plural.
Instead, there AIic sıngulars and plurals (27%) 1Cc 15 close LO, albeıt higher
than, the verall proportions of sıngular VS plural verbs (20%) Kol gaha 15 the
favoured construction in Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles, eing OUnN!: in Out of the

OCCUITENCCS
As Wäas mentioned above, OVCTI half of the OCCUITENCECS of gaha wıth erb AIc OunNn!
in ate 1D11Ca. Hebrew 00 Ezekiel. Ezra-Nehemuiah, and Chronicles in
partıcular WEeTIC the 00 MmMoOst CONSPICUOUS because of theır low proportion of SIN-
gular verbs wıth am .42 Previous scholarshıp concluded that ıt 1S feature of LBH
Construe collective in eneral 4S plural (almos consistently. It COU. there-
fore be suggested that the profile of gaha In preferring mostly plural elements 1S due

the fact that ıt OCCUTS mostly in 00 that take collectives plural an yWaYy
However, there 1S danger that thıs ar  u 1s ase circular reason1ıng. In fact,
CONLrary expectations, of the sıngular forms dICc OUuUnN! in the LBH 00 Only

sıngular verb (a partıcıple) 1S OUuUnN! 1n Early 1DI1Ca Hebrew OUurces The numbers
of examples VeErIYy sma but the poss1bılıty must be raısed that gahal, throughout
all of 1DI1Ca. Hebrew, normally Ooccurred wıth plural grammatıcal elements.
We thıus have possıble interpretations of the INCALIC data. I he first 15 that gaha
behaves ıke am and the lLow proportion of sıngular verbs wıth gaha In arly ıblı-
cal Hebrew OUTCCS 1S PDUIC chance. The proportion of singulars in the ate 1DI1Ca.
Hebrew OUTCECS 15 nOot OO0 far dıfferent irom the figures for the SaImInc 00 ın rela-
tion am. Ihe second interpretation 1S that gaha behaves dıfferently am In
that throughout 1DI1Ca Hebrew only V occasıonally dıd ıt devıate from ıts NOI-

mal connection wıth plural grammatıcal elements.

(b) Pronouns an er Features
Attrıbutive adjectives wıth gahal, aASs wıth aim and ATic OUnN! in the SINZU-
lar.43 Apart from these and apart from the sıngular verbs discussed above, gaha 18

.. cAm’9 4- Participles the above 1ist Kgs 8:14//2 hron 6:3 (both smg )) and hron
28

47 C 51
43 E:g :  gahal rab ‚ZEe) 38:4) Ezek Z 15 eXception, where plura: 18 OUN! wıth am, SCC ucAm’a

p.58 n.4  —

76



“Edah and Collective Nouns

assoc1lated overwhelmingly wıth plural grammatıcal elements. Thıs 15 closer the
profile of than of a\m In fact there 18 only ON of these other grammatıcal
elements IC 15 sıngular, and it 15 rather remarkable In Jeremiah 50:9, the CÄDICS-
sS10N geh g0yim gedölim COMIDANY of natıons” WI1 plural
grammatıcal elements!) 15 ollowe: Dy plural verb we‘arkd ..  and they aITaYy
themselves’”, but then by 1IT' PCISON sıngular suffix hissaw ““h1s theır) arrows’”” 44
The NCcar complete preference for plural in regard 118 these grammatıcal features
WOU SCCIN {O ınk gaha INOTC closely wıth than wıth am Thıs MaYy be
relevant (8) the discussıon above in regard to the verbs. It should be noted that ATC
nOT quıte as off In regard (8) evidence for these other grammatıcal elements d
for the verbs in Thus, whereas Numbers registered only ON verb 5
it contaıns several other grammatıcal elements, all of them plural. Note Numbers
20:10 °Moses and Aaron gathere: the congregatıon (haqgahal) before the rock and
he sa1d them lahem) ° Usten (Sim Wr rebels (hammörim) ring forth
water for yOUu läkem) from thıs rock‘?” ese forms AIc especılally sıgnıfıcant in
VIEW of Numbers’ relatıvely hıgh proportion of sıngular elements in relatıon am,
mentioned previously.
(c) Variants ıthin the Masoretic Tradition
In regard it Was suggested that factors inhıbıted the SO  - of textual
{lu1ldıty in regard number that character1ızes am Fıirst Was the fact that 15
much INOTC consistently treated (as plural) throughout the Hebrew than am
Second, the shıft from sıngular plural Was much INOTC complex orthographically
SINCEe the change from femmimine sıngular masculıine plural (or ViICce versa) requires
the interchange of graphemes not merely the OT absence of ON al the end

chares wıth the characterıistic of only occasıonally eing attested wıth
singular grammatıcal elements. However, ıt shares wıth am the fact that the INOVC
from plural sıngular In the perfect imperfect verb 18 VC sımple orthographıi-
cally In lıne wıth these factors, gaha 1S closer to am than {O in ıts eatmen!
by the edieva scr1bes. In fact, almost the Samne proportion of examples of verbs
dIC aTiiecte: 4S wıth a'm However, the dıfference 1S that 1ıle sometimes everal
manuscr1pts ABICC the varıatiıon 1ın regar| am, pıcally it 1s only ON INanNlu-

scr1pt involved wıth gahal.*>
(2) The Samaritan Pentateuch
In 1ne wıth the SMa number of verbs used wıth gaha in the Pentateuch, only ON
varıatıon 18 OUuUnNn! in the Samarıtan fext Thus the has plural verb al Numbers
27 :4 (“they 111 ıck up„) whereas the Samarıtan Pentateuch has siıngular. Thıs 1S

44 Thıs be example of gahal sed quantıtive term, approaching the “multitude”,
which makes the sıngular suff1ıx ‚ven INOTC remarkable On thıs use of gahal SCC üller, u5nP”
NOle 12),

45 The exception of manuscrı1pts wıth the erb °bOow down'  29 hron 29:20 INnaYy be due the
unıque features of that verb, wıth the sıngular already exhıbıting final Wa W, More 1CQ. 15
hron 300:23 where the 1nı erb 1S sıngular ON manuscrI1pt.

P



lan Young

parallel {tOo the number of times the Samarıtan has singular erb wıth am COITC-

sponding to plura. verb in the MT .46

(3) umran 1CcC2. Manuscripts
As wıth example Was OUuUnNn! where the Qumran 1DI1Ca. manuscrı1pts
evidenced varıatıon in relatıon to the number of gahal.*7
(4) Summary

isplays its OW profile, sometimes simılar o am, and sometimes INOTC

sıimılar Like but unlıke am, gaha has VE 10W proportion of
sıngular elements elated it. The possı1bilıty Was raised that gaha 15 mostly plura:
in ate 1DI1Ca. Hebrew sımply because it Was generally plural in an Y part of the
Hebrew 18 treated somewhat INOTC flu1dly than in the Masoretic
textual tradıtion, but not as flu1dly Aa am

Concluding Remarks
It clear irom the above discussıon that am, and gaha each ave theır
OW. indıvıdual characteristics. In the future scholars Must be careful not alk
about “collective nouns’” as d} undıfferentiated mass.48 Thıs, and the ımportant work
of assey discussed above, INCAan that in the future research collective
theır behavıour In Varlous parts of the Hebrew 1  6, and an y diachronic other
conclusions ase thıs, mMust be done at much INOTC sophisticated eve than has
previously been the Casc

Abhstract:
The words and gahal ‘“congregation, assembly‘  g fall into the general Calegory of collective
OUuUns Like am eople which studied ZAH (1999), p  e  , they sShOw concord wıth
both sıngular and plura: grammatical referents. However, it 15 demonstrated ere that beyond thıs
general sımılarıty, ach of these three collective exhi1bıts dıfferent grammatıcal characteriıstics.
Hence it 1S argue‘ that collective OUNS cshould not be discussed single, undıfferentiated ‚ate-

ZOTY. nstead, ach has 1ts OW lınguistic profile.
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46 ucAm’ p.64-65, 73 argucs agaınst see1ing consıstent pluralısıng endency the Samarıtan
Pentateuch.

4] See 4QLev“ 4:14:; 4QNumb 20:12; 4QEzek* 23:4 7 SA number of references, and all marked
damaged!

48 The anguage of c cAm”’ C p.48 needs be revised 1g of thıs, although the iıdea had already
suggested ıtself that the collective OUNs m1g ave indıvıdual characterıistics SCC p.70
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