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hence leavıng Out of the maın discussıon Burney’s entries dealıng wıth syntax? and
general vocabulary.®
Not surprisingly, all USapCcS of the second CISON femıinıne uffixes ending KY, and
the second PCISON femıinıne ingular PTONOUN ty dIec OUnNn: direct speech, wıthın
these chapters. They A1C addressed the prophet’s WIdOow and the of
Shunem, mostly by the prophet sha, but also by the of Shunem’s usband
(2 Kıngs 1-37; 1-6) exclusıvely uUscs 'ky, whıiıle sharıng Jty wıth the
husband The ONC 1C| the husband uscsS Jty (4:23), also evıidences the
particıple orm hikty What 15 important note, however, AIC the larger number of
standard forms of these uffixes and 1C| aAaDDCAI the AamImne

dealıng wıth these.
Ihe sıngle USC of the demonstrative PTFrONOUNJN Zn 15 In the words of Elısha the
linde: Aramean soldiers (2 Kings 6:19) 15 important notfe that ıt 15 NnOTf used

ıts OW) but coupled wıth the masculine zeh
Burney points the IN of Aramaiıc form for the infinıtıve CONSIrucfkt Kıngs

185 behis$tahawayatı. Thıs IS the words of the Aramean Naaman the prophet
We should note, however, that thıs 15 the second uUsScC of thıs grammatıcal

Category, the infınıtıve construct, for the AIn verb, "to DOw down", the SAa

C  'g and that the first infinıtıve CONSIruCLt 15 the standard form: lehi$tahawot.

The non-Syncopation of the definite artıcle after the preposıtion OCCUTS In Kings
the words of the Israelıite kıng, could fıt wıth the theory proposed below. The

distribution of examples cıted GKC, p.112 (n) could indicate hat the nONn-syncopatıon Was

departure from classıcal style which became INOTIC COMMMODN iın ate. Bıbliıcal Hebrew. We ofe
also that the unusual UuUscs of °ad which Burney cıtes p.20 AI be found in the words of
the ookout observing the approach of Jehu.
For thıs and hat follows, cf. the evidence that speech ın Hebrew lıterature tends contaın ıts

peculiarıties of diction MacDonald, Ome Dıstinctive Characteristics of Israelıte
Spoken Hebrew, A 1975, p.162-17/5. We should nOoL ASSUMC, however, that therefore
ave verbatım representations of the spoken language. Speech tends be translated into the
Hıgh language when ıt apPPCAars wriıtten form In diglossıc socıeties: Ferguson, Dıiıglossıa,
Word n 1959, p.334. (For pre-exilic Hebrew diglossıa sıtuatıon, SCC below).
0)i) the other hand, ıt 15 dıfficult TawWw definıte conclusions about the antıcıpatory
pronominal suffix, gıven ıts dıstrıbution GR&,; p.425-426. Nor eed ıt be sıgnıfıcant that
there proportionately larger number of K{ of the indefinıte UuUsc of "ehad ın stories which
do NOL deal wıth Jerusalem Judeans, gıven Samuel and Kıngs 10, and the
volume of storiıes Samuel and Kıngs hıch actually do deal ıth events north of Jerusalem.
In Casc cCannot be certaın that the aAaPPCAaTaNCcC of these lınguistic features ın these {eEXTISs

anythıng INOIC than coincıdental, and therefore Canno!| draw reliable conclusions from
thıs section of Burney’s evidence.

Burney pomnts OuL, there aAIc SOM words characteristic of the SOUTCCS, and number of
hapax legomena which could also be dialectal. However, the dıfficulty, wıthout much larger
OTrp of texts, 15 affırmıng that hıs 15 certammly the ASC. It has long been suspected that the
Aramaısms aAaDDCAT local colour In order characterize the Arameans foreigners. For
example, the roof SDG "tOo suffice” In Kıngs 1' ‘9 which Burney cıtes, aAaPDPCAars in the words of
the Aramean kıng: cf. oung, The Dıphthong *ay in Edomiute, TW 57 1992, ‚/-3 and
references.
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Ihe relatıve PITONOUN $ 1C| 15 wıdely consıdered northernısm In the pre-exilic
peri0d aDDCAaIS only ONCE these chapters, Kings 6:11./7 Thıs 15 in the words of
the Aramean king hıs servants. The rest of the uUsc>S of the relatıve PFrONOUN
these chapters dAdIiICcC of the standard aser
ınally, there 15 the word "ykh Kıngs 6° 13 Thıs agaın ın the speec of
the Aramean kıng hıis Servants.
TOoOom thıs sample of the forms Burney’s lıst, maYy e the following, the
varıant grammatiıcal forms aDDCAaT direct speec All, wıth the exception of the

of Shunem’s usband, dICc spoken by the prophet Elısha by Arameans.
No form 15 used by both and the Arameans.8 In evaluatıng thıs evidence,
must first of all be cautious about the word these conclusions, iInCce have
dealt wıth only D relatıvely smalIll number of forms. Nevertheless, the liımıted
evidence suggests certaın conclusions. The fact that there AIc numerically INOTE
standard forms In these chapters than the varıants MaYy be explaine In ON  r of
WaYS. Eıther the standard forms WEIC orıginally 1alec uSages which have been
"ixed" at earlhier of the hıstory of the text, OT there 15 CONSCIOUS varıatıon
Dy the author(s) of those between standard and non-standard lınguistic forms.
10 back u the second alternative dIC observatıons. Firstly, ıf revVisıon of the
LtEeXT Wäas undertaken, the question arıses about why ıt Was inconsistent, eavıng
scattering of non-standard uUSaßcS. Secondly, there be obvıous
intentionally the placement of certaın of the varıant elements. Thiıs 15 especılally
the Casec wıth the Aramaıc-lookıng infinıtive CONnstrucft Kıings 18 which
AaDDCATS closely ollowıng ıfs standard equıvalent. Thıs suggests intentional
layıng standard and varıant forms.

has long been noted that ıt 15 feature of 1DI1CcCa. style characterize foreigners
by the use of peculıar lınguistic eXpress10ns. Into thıs CatlegorYy WOU evıdently fall
the unusual forms discussed above 1C| AaDDCAL in the mouths of Arameans.
en, AS far OUT knowledge SOCS, these linguistic forms dIeC appropriate for the
characters who use them 1.e. Aramaısms the mouth of Arameans.? In thıs
connection, however, the sole dDDCAFanNnCce of Kıngs, In the mouth of the
Aramean kıng, 15 S problem We do NOL know of thıs word in OUT Aramaic SOUTCES
at all.10 We must therefore raıse the possıbilıty that beside genuıne foreign and
dıalectal forms, the Hebrew author COUuU also draw body of lıched "nOon-
standard" forms. 'TIo0 draw OM modern analogies, whıle parodies!! of foreign
dıalectal speech wiıll utilıze certaın language features 1C dICc felt be absolutely
characteristic of the target of the parody (e.g Ja German; Och Aye Scottish!?),

On the text of thıs 'g SCC Montgomery, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary ON the
ook of Kings (ed. Gehman; ECC) inbur 1951, D.  ’ and Cogan and Tadmor,
OD.CIH (n.2), p./2-73.

It mMay nOof be sıgnıfıcant, but ıt 15 worth noting that Eliısha SCS the word ayyeh (2 Kgs
14) Oopposed the Aramean kıng’s "ykh (2 Kgs 13), cf. Iso Elısha’s 'andh  (a en ın Kgs

See ofte
10 Garr, Dialect Geography of Syria-Palestine, 000-586C Philadelphia, 1985, p.85;cf. Kaufman, "Si’gabbar, Priest of Sahr in Nerab", JAOS 9 ’ 197/0, p.2/70-271.11 Opposed genuıne iımıtatıon, 5SaYy, by character aCc{Ior.

It 15 NnOL important whether Scotsman constantly SCcs the eXpression "Och Aye only
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other features used will be from the general Category of "funny speech",
1C| Duilt from mıshmash of ManYy eren varıetlies of "non-standard"
language.!$ Parody for the sake of characterization does not rely total dCCULACY
for ıts effectiveness. The apPpCATrance of C.B. text MaYy thus not directly be
evidence of 0Ca. 1alec! varıation aft all. On the contrary, ıt maYy ıtself be lıterary
eXpress1i0n, ecognized by the intended audıence marker of "foreign
speech"
We NO  S furn asıde consıder SOM of the conclusiıons 1C have been drawn
firom the Kings materı1al relatıon the question of "northern Hebrew Fiırstly,
the femminıne sıngular demonstratıve PrTrONOUNJN zoh has been consıdered
northernism.1* Thıs ase‘ ıts apPCAaTraNnCce four SE AIcCc apparently
elated the northern gdom. We belıeve thıs be misleadıng readıng of the
eviıdence. In the form ZO, ıt aDDPCAaIS only Hosea 7:16 Thıs 15 clearly northern
te  a TIhe other three ommonly cıted aAaPPCATaNncCS of thıs demonstrative PrONOUN
supposedly northern all iınvolve ıdıomatic paırıng wıth the masculine zenh
We have already mentioned Kıngs 6:19 1C) aDPCAaIS the words of
udges 18:4 and Kings 14:5 both CONCETN the expression kazonh wekazenh. Kıings
14:5 15 the words of the Lord the northern prophet ıJa Jud 18:4, however,
although northern setting (the hıghlands of Ephraim) 15 actually the words of
the oung Leviıte" from BethlehemOwho had Joine wıth the 10 of the
SLOTY. In thıs connection ıt 15 interesting notfe that the other of thıs
expression kAazoh wekazeh 15 the speec) of Kıng aVl the Bethlehemite
Samuel 1123 Thus, although INnay nofe that all the of thıs
ıdıom dIiIC OUnN! speech, ıt does not SCCI1I lıkely that ıt 15 be taken 4S

specıfic marker of only ONe type of speech. Thıs may, rather, be aASec of the
attractıon of partıcular ıdıom the lıterary representation of direct speech, !>
possıbly part of pool of eneral markers of foreign/dialectal speech. Once
iree ourselves irom the connection zoh northern, realıze that ıts other
OCCUITENCCS, Ezekiel 40:45 (the ange speakıng zekıe and eie2 24;
DD 18; Z 9:13; 1IrS! CISON monologue style? ) need nOoTt be explaine
of direct indırect northern influence these (nor ee: Mishnaiıc
Hebrew).!®
TIhe relatıve PIONOU$}N F 15 VC) ommonly consıdered marker of eıther pre-exilic
northern Or post-exilic southern Hebrew Ihere AdIc number of apparently quıte
stirong arguments 1C| support the northern connections of 15 quıte possibly
used the exclusıon of z  aser  z“ the Song of Deborah in Judges 3: chapter 16

that the audıence ımmediıately ıdentify the dialect being parodied.
13 Here it 1s harder give clear examples Since the Lype of "error” varıes wıth the INndıv1dua:
style of ach "performer". Note, however, commonly, the replacement of Englısh au wıth “ar

"ll' for "will" the tendency of all parodies of Asıans include elements ıke Al so!
14 See recently: Dayıla, Qoheleth and Northern Hebrew, Maarav 5'! 1990, p.83;
Rendsburg, op.cit (n.4), p.89.

NSee nofe A above.
16 CH. also the UuUsSCcC of zZu 15 demonstrative ın Habakkuk 1214 eic. The preceding paragraph 15

modificatıon of somewhat uncritical acceptlance of on northernısm 1nN: Dıiversıity In
Pre-Exılıc 'ebrew (FAT 9); Tübingen, 199
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de.  S wıth the northern trıbes the exclusion of Judah.!/ par' from the tıtle (4:1),
ıt 15 used exclusively the Song of Ongs. Some scholars have suggested that the
strange anguage and acquaıintance wıth northern geographical locatıons thıs
ork aAIfe be xplained by northern orıgın for the Song. $ aDDCAISs three times

the storıes about the Manassıte udge Gıdeon (see ppendix, below). Ihe
misleadıng impression has sometimes been gıven of standard northern Hebrew
1C) employe: S ıts regular relatıve PrONOUN opposed 'aser the south
However, neıther the Song of Deborah NOL Song of ONgs wriıtten what might
be consıdered andar: Bıblical Hebrew. Judges belongs the Archaıc Bıblical
Hebrew style 1C| had much greater varıant forms than andar:':

Hebrew.1? TIhe anguage of the Song of Songs, whiıle avıng OmMme affınıtıes
wıth that of the Song of Deborah, unique.“ The problem wıth consıdering the
anguage of these texts standard northern Hebrew 15 brought into sharp
focus by the [070) of 0osea and Amos. These eıgh CeNLUTrYy prophets
preache: the northern gdom ven though Amos Wäas southerner,
PIESUMC he used form of language famılıar his hearers. However, abın has
noted number of OCCaS1ons, the MOSL remarkable ing about these SOUTITCCS 15
theır simılarıty of anguage that of contemporary Judean sources.21 'Ihıs 15
especlally SUr. INn the CasSc of the issue at hand, the status of the relatıve PrFrONOUN
$ Both Hosea and Amos exclusıvely uUse aser. IThere Wäas clear-cut dıstinetion
between standard Hebrew the north and south the atter of relatıve

The evidence irom the prophets 15 backed u by iragment of
inscription, ate: also the miıd-eight cCenturYy, irom Samarıa. reads F, wıth
clear word ivyıder aiter the resh, makıng ıt extremely probable that ıt 15 the word
"Aser .22 The relatıve PrFONOUN K does nOL SCCIN have been the fırst choıice

17 On ba DE  &.  or in Jud ST SCC Bolıing, Judges Introduction, Translation and Oommentary
Anchor Bıble, New ork 1975, p.115, whi explaıns ıt OUuUnNn .  1n the place”".

Drıiver, An Introduction the Literature of the Old Testament, Oth edıtıon, Edıinburgh,
1913 p.436-453; ollowed by Rendsburg, op.cıt (n.4), p.11.19 Young, The Style of the Gezer Calendar and Ome "Archaic Bıblical Hebrew" Passages,
VT 42, 1992, p.362-375.

On these Songs SCC Diversity n. p.157-1 It 15 nNOoL the language of these Songs
alone that indicates connection wıth northern Hebrew, but rather the lear northern
connections of the Song of Deborah. Note, however, the Caveal thıs lıne of argument
p.165-166 of Dıiversity.21 Rabın, Short History of the Hebrew Language, Jerusalem, 197/3, p.33; The Emergence
of Classıcal Hebrew, ın: Malamat (ed.), The Age of the Monarchıies: Culture and Socıiety,
World 1story of the Jewish People 1/5B, Jerusalem, 1979, D.  9 Leshonam shel Amos
Hoshea, Luria (ed.), Iyyunım be-Sefer Ire-Aser, Jerusalem, 1981, p.117- Certaıin
pecularities of Hosea’s language mMaYy represent features of Samarıa Hebrew. Nevertheless,
these peripheral features do not affect the lear unıformıty wıth the language of the southern
prophets.

Sukenik, ote Fragment of Israelıte Stele Found al Samarıa, 1936,
p.156; Bırnbaum, The Sherds, J Crowfoot, Kenyon, The Objects fromSamaria, London, 1957, p.33-34. There arc Hebrew epıgraphic attestations of the relatıve
Garr, OD.CI n p.85. There seventh century attestation seal that has been
varıously consıdered Phoenician Avıgad, I1wo Phoenicıan Votive Seals, 16, 1966,
p.248) Ammoniute (e.g Sıvan, On the Tammar and Orthography of the Ammoniıte
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standard northern Hebrew. Returning Kings, fınd thıs observatıon be
borne out by the sıngle UuUsSscC of SP- Kıngs 6:11 In the "northern" narratıves 1n
Kıngs, >  aser 15 used normally, whereas SC- 15 used only here. Hf the StOry Kings
derıves from northerners, thıs 15 fact evidence that the northerners themselves
thought SC- Was strange form aDDCAaI standard lıterary tex(t, reserving ıt for
characterizing foreigner (the Aramean kıng) Therefore, ONCEC leave asıde NON-

standard ong of Deborah, Song of Songs), ıt becomes clear that the relatıve
PrONOUNJN $ CannoTt be Jassed standard form northern Hebrew Further, ONCE

thıs 15 acknowledged, ıt mMay become easıer that $ Can appCar nOTt only INn
pre-exilic northern €  9 but also non-standard form pre-exilic southern
texts.25
par irom the forms used characterize the Arameans foreigners, almost all
of the rest of the non-standard elements have discussed dIC the words of the
prophet Thiıs of COUTITSC may be merely accıdental, due the fact that
15 the maın character those particular chapters. Alternatively, ıt May be genuıne
attempt by the author of those stories characterize Elisha Dy hıs speech. We aAre

LOO much the dark about the features of eren Hebrew dıalects be SUTC

whether the audıence WOU have recognized the peculiarıties attrıbuted hım A

giving aWdY the place of the prophet’s or1gın. It 15 interesting, however, that Elısha
does NO share an y of hıs pecuharıties ıth the Tameans They A characterized
dıfferently. ven INOIC signıficant, when urveyıng Burney’s evidence, 15 the ack of
COINMON peculiarıties of speec| wıth Elısha’s master, the 15  ıfe Elyah. Elıyah 1S,
nevertheless, at least ONCC characterized by dialectal peculiarıties. Thıs 15 Ome of
hıs most memorable words, Carmel, Kıngs 18 2 It has long been
realızed that the ord E  SIQ turnıng asıde" represents interchange of SIN wıth
samekh.2 Sımılarly, have argue: elsewhere that the ord $T1ah, earlıer In the
AInc '9 15 connected sühah In Isajah meanıng "ofal”, giving meanıng
"to defecate". Thus, thıs 15 also dsSc of interchange of SIM ıth samelch.2 Elıjah
and Elısha aAic therefore both characterized In Kıngs by peculıiarıties of speech.
However, they ATre characterized dıfferently.
It maYy be f that the author(s) of these storı1es in Kıngs had at theır 1SpOsa.

of non-standard lınguistic forms. 'These they used wıthıin the standard
fframework of theır storıes of characterizatiıon hrough speech. Ihe
AI L[ESOUICCS WCIC utilızed by the Archaic Bıblical Hebrew style of 1C|

Findıings, 14, 1982, p.229) On thıs basıs ıt 15 NnOL unreasonable suggest that Was nOL
only NOWN ın Hebrew varıant relatıve PFrONOUN,

E.g Qoheleth On Qoheleth Y ıversiin p.140-158. In thıs connection MOTC
consıderation should be gıven the sıgnıfıcance of the apPCAarance of SC- in Lamentations four
times. It usually taken that Lamentations Wäas written by eyewıtness the Babylonıian
capture of Jerusalem in 586 (e.g Fohrer, Introduction the Old Testament, London,
1968, p.298) The usc of SC- by author from Jerusalem in the per10d ımmediately after the
destruction of the first temple would SCCIM ımply that $C- Wäas already part of the language of
Jerusalem the late pre-exilıc per10d at least. Note, however, ın lıne wıth (OUT evidence from
Kings, that both chapter of Lamentations AIC put into the mouth of
foreigners.

BDB, p.691
See thıs iınterchange, provısıonally, Diversity p.1/71-173, 190-191
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used part of iıts poetic repertoire the varıation between standard and NON-
standard lınguistic elements.26 The question arıses where these varıant forms CaInlc
from. Elsewhere have argue: that pre-exilic Hebrew 15 best understood
diglossıa sıtuation, wıth Bıblical Hebrew the Hıgh anguage OVCTI multitude of
(07041 dialects.?/ It Wäas irom the LESOUTCES provıde| by these OCa 1alects that the
Bıblical authors WEIC able draw. Wıthiın thıs dıglossıa sıtuation, ıt 15 clearly
mistake ASSUMC that there Was merely ON  ® "northern" and ON "southern"
Hebrew beneath the surface of andar:'‘ Bıblical Hebrew the pre-exilıc per10d.
Despite INanYy of disagreement, ıt the conviıction of modern scholarshıp that
ettled Israel Canaan Was the result of D PDIOCCSS of bringing together eıther
eater OTr lesser number of diverse elements.28 Diversity of or1gın WOU. imply
dıversıty of anguage, albeıt usually concealed beneath the High anguage Nor 15
thıs diversity onfıned basıc north-south sphıt, althoug ıt 15 certaınly also true
that Man Yy C the southern and northern trıbes havıng fundamentally eren
prehistories.“? ven the southern grouping 1C Came be the kıngdom ofa
despite contamıng less "triıbes" than the northern grouping, Came absorb other
SI0OUDS lıke the Calebites, Kenıites, Kenizzıites, and Jerahmeelites, quıte from
the trıbe of Simeon.> It WOU therefore be great equale andar':
Bıblical Hebrew wıth "the" Judean lalect. IThere WEIC lıkely MAanNYy southern dıalects
Just there WEIC Man Yy northern dıalects, and standard Hebrew WAas not ıdentical
ıth anYy OM  e of them Ihe Shıbboleth SLOTY Judges 42 1- already wıtnesses
the fact that the Hebrew authors WeTe well of eren dıialects mM
STOUDS generally classıfıed N "northerners".31 The evidence irom Kings also shows

AdWaTENESS of multiplicıty of dıialects IM people who COUuU. equally be
enerally classıfıed "northerners".
Once SCC that the northern narratıves INn Kings dIC NOTt peppere al random wıth
non-standard linguistic features, but rather that these non-standard features AL

See the artıcle. cıted ın nofte Another possible example of dialectal varıation which could
be added those mentioned the artıcle. 15 the 9{8} merely orthographic varıatıon between
rws$ and for "poIson" in eut 32-37
27 Diversity (n passım.

Ibid., p.11-19.
29 Implied In the mManYy varıatıons of the theory that the uLeah" trıbes (of whom Judah Was the
only ONe which remaıned polıtically sıgnıfıcant) and the "Rachel" trıbes (Ephraim, Manasseh,
Benjamin) arrıved ın Canaan 1n [WO quıte separate See Rowley, From JosephJoshua Bıblical Tradıitions in he Light of Archaeology, London, 1950; Noth, TIhe istoryof Israel, 2nd ed Edınburgh, 1965, p.85-90

Noth, OD.CI (n. Bright, Hıstory of Israel, 3rd edıtion, Phıladelphia, 1981,
p.136-137; de Vaux, The Settlement of the‘ Israelıtes in Southern Palestine and the Orıginsof the Trıbe of Judah, In Frank and eed e  S I ranslating and Understanding the
Old Testament, Nashvıille, 1970, p.108-134,

Ephraim and Gılead. ote that sıbılants WEIC Iso at issue in the characterization of the
Gıleadite Elyah. Gılead fOo be d separate trıbal STOUD Judges: RS H.-J Zobel,Stammesspruch nd Geschichte, BZA 95, Berlın, 1965, p.97-98. The lınguistic evidence
proviıded by thıs incıdent would be ‚VCnN INOTITC sıgnıfıcant Noth’s interpretation (op.cit inp.61) of Jud 12:4 1S Correct 1Le. that the Gıleadites WETC themselves Ephraimite settl_ers. We
should NO CXDeCL VecCn "trıbes" be lınguistically homogeneous.
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used controlled envıronments, wıthin d standard framework, lose strong
piece of evidence that standard northern Hebrew Was eren essentials from
standard southern Hebrew. Burney’s statement that "certain peculiarities of dietion
probably belong the dialect of OT Palestine 15 frue the extent that these
non-standard forms mMaYy (but need not) have been drawn from number of
Israelıte 1alects They do noC, however, wıtness systematic dıfference of
standard northern Hebrew from standard southern Hebrew

S Judges
In connection wıth the PTrEeVIOUS discuss1ion, ıt &oflh mentioning the UuUsSCcC of the
Gıdeon storıes Judges 6-8 Thıs SOM dıfferences the pattern Sa W

Kings. Ihe fırst USC, Jud 17 used ımılarly Kıngs, that ıt 15 the
words of Gıdeon the Lord The other uSCS, however, dIC NnOL speech. In
12 ıt AaDDCAIS the colourful (hence T1  a sayıng llhk e sand that Se) 15 uDON the
seashore for number“". In 8:206, furthermore, ıt aDDCAIS straıght narratıve
about "chat (Se) WCIC uDON the kıngs of Mıdıan" The author of thıs
narratıve, therefore, uUusecC hıs non-standard elements not only
characterize Gıdeon’s speech, but aving done thıs ıntroduces them aft other points
of the eneral narratıve, almost lıke "ocal colour". Thiıs cshOows that eren authors
used non-standard inguistic forms eren WaYyS theır narratiıves. The
characterization of Gıideon MaYy be both "old tiıme  m and "foreign" (LE Manassıte),
irom the author’s perspective. Note agaın, however, that the basıs of the Kıngs
evidence, CannolL be certaın that Was element of Gıdeon’s 0Ca 1alect and
not SIımMpIy "typ  l" non-standard form.

Ahstract:

Burney’s conclusion that the language of the "northern" narratıves Kıngs (1 Kıngs
Kıngs 10) exhıbıts certaın pecuharıtıies that maYy be traced "northern Hebrew" has been

generally accepted. Upon investigation, however, the varıant grammatıcal forms furn ouft be
concentrated In the specch of the characters In the stories, and aArc mixed In wıth larger
number of theır "standard" equıvalents. Thıs pattern suggests the conclusıon that they AI sed

INCanls of characterızatiıon V1a "peculıar" speech. hat the lınguistic features aAIc noft always
necessarıly reflection of the actual dialect of the characters maYy be suggested by the usec of
the relatıve S by the Aramean kıng. In fact, the WaYy that the author(s) of these stories the
varıant forms Casts doubt the commonly repeated conclusion that features such $ and
the demonstratıve zoh WEIC standard characteristics of "northern Hebrew". On the con(irarYy,
these varıant lınguistic forms WEIC drawn by the Bıbliıcal authors from the multiplicıty of
dialects hıich lay beneath the standard language of pre-exilıc Israel and Judah.
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