AR and M99Y in Ancient Hebrew™

David Talshir (Beer Sheva)

Number is an indispensable component of the noun in Hebrew — and in Semitic
languages in general — and consequently a noun’s plural and singular forms are
usually distinct. However, there are a few feminine nouns in Hebrew whose singular
form has ending ni-, distinct from the usual plural suffix of feminine nouns, so that
identifying number for such nouns may involve some difficulty.! For example, it is
difficult to determine, on morphological grounds alone, whether the noun N2 is a
plural or singular form and sometimes only the context can make the determination
possible: maan 2% mam ninon 127 0 “My mouth utters wisdom, my speech is
full of insight” (Ps 49:4), as agamst 2 T nnon “Wisdom has built her
house” (Prov 9:1).2 The word N3, besides being the piural of M3 is also the
name of a certain animal: 528" 9p3> XM RY MY WK N2 R M, “Take
now behemoth, whom I made as I did you; He eats grass, like the cattle” (Job 40:15).

How can one tell if 7p2 n2Y (2 Sam 17:29) is singular or plural? In Biblical He-
brew (BH), n()2ux is a smgular form, the taw apparently being one of the radicals.#
According to the masoretic text (MT), the plural form is MNDWR, as in Lam 4:5.5 It
seems that Rabbinic Hebrew (RH) perceived mpun as plural (cf. mpur =1 “four
dung heaps”, Exod Rab 10:7), and has produced from mauR the singular form:
MBUR, as back-formation: mbaray ma phyw nouR “A dung heap — the laws of
sacrilege apply to it and to the dung on it”, Tos. Mefila 1:19.6

This article will examine the plural forms of two commonly used nouns ending in
ni-, namely, NMX and N7V,

A Hebrew version of this article has been submitted for publication in the Jubilee Volume for Prof.

Abraham Tal.

The question may also be relevant for nouns in singular ending in 0°-, such as 072 in the Bible or

£wo*5 in Rabbinic literature.

Even if the afformative Ni- denotes here pluralis majestatis. See for instance: Gesenius’ Hebrew

Grammar, Oxford 1910, §124; Jolion-Muraoka, A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew (Rome, 1993),

§88Mk; B.K. Waltke, M.O’Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax, Winona Lake 1990, 120-124.

3 Aswell as a collective noun, as in M mena Nrbru (Job 12:7).

4 Thus, e.g., W. Baumgartner, J.J. Stamm, The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament,
Leiden 1994, s.v. noun.

5 Alsoat Qumran: MM2WR, 4Q179, fr. 1b, line 9.

6 E.Y. Kutscher, From the Work on the Historical Dictionary, LeSonenu 27-28, 1963-64, 283—4

(Heb.), suggested that this form reflects Amoraic Hebrew, but 7owR is frequent in the Tosefta, as

well as in the printed editions of the Mishna (in Kaufmann Ms. to Mishna Ketub 7:5 mpwi was

corrected to NMBWR).
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NIMR meaning “sisters”

In the small group of nouns ending in Ni- the form of NI (and probably also that of
ninn, “mother-in-law”) is to be included. This noun meaning “sister,” is of course
very common in the living language; it differs from the aforementloned feminine
nouns with Ni- ending in that the third radical is waw/yod.”

There are two plural forms of MR in the biblical text. One, in the classical books, is
R, which its pronominal state (that is, the base form that the pronominal suffixes
affix to it) is -NIMN; the other is MMR*, which its pronominal state is -NPR. This
second form (whose absolute form is PPTR* or NPMR*),8 occurs in the later biblical
books: in the prose framework of Job: D"!*n‘nx (1:4), 0N (42:11), and in 1 Chron
2:16: o nRy,® besides one occurrence in Ezekiel: 1m~m< (Bzek 16:52; with a
singular pronommai suffix). Another occurrence is the gere form "NPMR in Josh
2:13, reflecting the pronunciation tradition of the Rabbinic period (of which see
more below).

On the other hand, the ancient plural form MMX, -NNX in the pronominal state (the
absolute form was presumably NiTR* or NiNR™*), occurs in the ketiv of Josh 2:13:

MR, as well as in Hos 2:3: DD"mn&")'l and in Ezek 16:45, 52: JninR. This is proba-
bly the intention in several verses in the same chapter: JMMR (ketiv in v. 51),!10 and
T'RINR (gere in v. 51, ketiv in vv. 55 and 61).

Clearly, the written form of the plural pronominal state -MMX, as attested in the
earlier books of the Bible, is the ancient Hebrew form, and its similarity to the sin-
gular form might make it difficult to distinguish between singular and plural. In
most cases, the unvocalized text reflects the ancient form;!! undoubtedly, the ketiv of

See, e.g., D. Cohen, Dictionnaire des racines sémitiques, Paris 1970, 15. Note that the infinitive of
the ™5 verb type may sometimes be considered a plural form, since it ends in M-. Thus, for
example, N3y (Exod 32:18) is read in the Samaritan Pentateuch as Ny (and similarly in the
Peshitta).

To my mind, the absolute form NN is a secondary form in the western branch of Tannaitic
Hebrew. This is the normal form of the construct and the pronominal state, which supplanted the
absolute (just as the plural of %2y, “cart”, in colloquial Hebrew is attracted by the construct and
pronominal states: N2 instead of ni%w). See also E. Ben Yehuda, A Complete Dictionary of
Ancient and Modern Hebrew, Jerusalem-Berlin year, I, 146-147 (Heb.). See further below.

The Aleppo and Leningrad Mss. differ in their notation of the forms in the late books of the Bible
(the framework story of Job and Chronicles). The Leningrad Ms. reads the pronominal state -n'mx
as the ketiv, with accompanying gere -NTTK; it is difficult to see what the ketiv form represents if it
is to differ from the gere. It seems, as Dr. Y. Ofer suggested to me, that the copyist of Leningrad Ms
copied absent-mindely the gere forms into the text. In the Aleppo Codex, however, as might be
expected, there is only one form — the plural in defective spelling: N'mx.

If this is indeed to be understood as plural rather than singular.

Grammatical analysis indicates that the tradition reflected by ketiv forms in the Bible is generally
earlier than that reflected by the gere; nevertheless, at times the gere may preserve an earlier
reading. See, e.g., M. Cohen, Linguistic Analysis as a Key to Understanding the kethiv and qeri
System in the Biblical Text, Ph.D. dissertation, Jerusalem 1998, 301-2 (Heb.). Aramaic ketiv forms
in the Bible reflect earlier readings. See, e.g., Z. Ben-Hayyim, Third Person Feminine Plural in
Ancient Avamaic, Eretz-Israel 1, 1951, 135-9 (Heb.); S.E. Fassberg, The Origin of the Ketib/Qere in
the Aramaic Portions of Ezra and Daniel, VT 29, 1989, 1-12.
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the fem. plural pronominal form, -mMR, in Josh 2:13 and Ezek 16:51, is earlier than
the parallel gere forms. However, since the ketiv forms are not vocalized, one may
question the pronunciation: was it -NIMX or perhaps -NIMR? In other words, when
Rahab referred to her sisters in Josh 2:13 (as per the ketiv), how did she pronounce
the word: "nNiNX or "NiNN?

The reading handed down by the masoretes in Hos 2:3, D:‘n‘iﬂn'ﬂ and in Ezek 16
(with the exception of ']m"rm in v. 52) implies that the pronunciation of the ketiv in
Josh 2:13 was *ninN, that is, the pronominal state and construct of the plural were
both -nirX rather than -NiK.

Indeed, Bergstriisser, in his Hebrew grammar,!2 suggests that half-vowel [w] (as well
as [y]) when following a short vowel and preceding a long one is omitted together
with the preceding vowel, awd/ayd > 6, so that, for example, N170* > N, In his
view, the masoretes reconstructed the forms nigp, -N, NP and ni) by analogy,
their actual pronunciation being NIP*, -NIR*, Niwp* and ni* 13 If this rule was
indeed valid in regard to the pronunciation of nim as well, then the absolute form in
the singular differed from the plural in the vowel of the alef (N vs. NiMR), and the
construct/pronominal state -NiMR was common to both singular and plural, while the
distinction depending on the pronommal suffix (e.g., "MNN vs. "MINR).

In general, the thesis that the masoretes, working at a late stage in the development
of Hebrew, took the trouble to reconstruct the original form, and indeed so success-
fully, is problematic (e.g. if the pronunciation in their time was nisp, how did they
know how to turn the clock back and vocalize NI¥P?). Indeed, we now possess more
information about the Hebrew language, particularly of the Second Temple period,
and it is quite clear that, even if the above-mentioned rule (awdt > 6f) was active in
ancient Hebrew, it was only partially active, and many forms with a vowel before a
consonantal waw with vowel, preserved the /w/, or were pronounced without auxi-
lary vowel, as suggested by Gumpertz.! At any rate, in the Second Temple period
the consonantal waw left its imprint on such forms. !5

As noted, Bergstrisser argues that the vocalization NigP conceals the pronunciation
ni¥p. The available evidence, however, does not really support his argument. In
addltion to the absolute form according to the MT: nigp, which occurs twice (Exod
38:5 and Ps 65:9), there are two cases in the MT preset"ving the ancient ketiv form:

12 g, Bergstrisser, Wilhelm Gesenius’ Hebrdische Grammatik, Leipzig 1918, I, §17m.

13 Ibid., §170. However, Bergstrisser remarks that if the forms N8, WP, TR are not
reconstructed, the law must have been operative at a later date. E.Y. Kutscher, The Language and
Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll, Leiden 1974, 207, following Noldeke, suggests that the
plural forms ending in N¥1- reflect the influence of the Aramaic plural form NM)-; nevertheless, most
of the forms in this category do not occur in Aramaic.

Y.F. Gumpertz, Mivia’e Sefatenu; Studies in Historical Phonelics of the Hebrew Language,
Jerusalem 1953, 85 (Heb.). For a thorough treatment see E. Qimron, Diphthongs and Glides in the
Deed Sea Scrolls, Language Studies 2-3, 1987, 26970 (Heb.); and idem, Waw Denoting a Glide,
in: Homage to Shmuel; Studies in the World of the Bible, ed. by Z. Talshir et al., Beer Sheva,
Jerusalem 2001, 362-75 (Heb.).

Another possibility is that the law was effective in certain regions, or in certain periods, as a
dialectal variant.
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P (Exod 37:8; 39:4). The other biblical forms, both construct and pronormnal
state, are always -Ni¥p. On the other hand, there are several occurrences in 1QIsa? of
the construct (!) form with double waw: y % NP (Isa 40:28; 41:9). In Isa 41:5
there is even evidence of the sade being pronounced with a vowel: paxnm mixsp.16
Pesher Habakkuk IX, 14 cites the verse Hab 2:10: [D]'ny n1%p, but the same combi-
nation is spelled in the next column, X, 2, as in the MT: omy mxp. Add to it MxEp
5an in the War Scroll, I, 8. It follows, therefore, that M¥p was pronounced in the
Hebrew of First and Second Temple times with a double long vowel (gasawat,
gasa’ot or gasaot), though there were indeed alternative pronunciation traditions.
Some corroboration of this statement comes from the plural form of the word mn2.
The usual plural of this noun in the MT is NN, in both construct and absolute states
(13 times, including the book of Nehemiah); but we have three occurrences in Ezra
and Nehemiah of nin®, with consonantal waw, as a construct, in the phrase
9737 92 nre. This might seem to imply that both forms, long and short, were
used interchangeably. It is more probable, however, that the spelling nnB, with two
waws, also reveals the pronunciation of the form Mina. During the biblical period, in
both First and Second Temple times, the word MN® was pronounced with a diph-
thong, n1hnD, but usually spelled with one waw, as per the scribal usage: NNe.

It seems likely that Bergstrisser’s phonetic rule (elision of the waw with its vowel
before another vowel, vwy; > vy, or, at any rate, elision of the voweled waw, wv; >
v1) was valid in the Rabbinic period. This being surely the case as regards a shift of
accent in the construct and pronominal states. Thus, for example, the biblical phrase
DMIeM Ninen “the governors and the prefects” is attested in an early Mishna Bik.
33 (Kaufmann Ms.).!7 The masoretic text reflects the Rabbinic pronunciation tradi-
tion. Only where this would contradict the transmitted text were they forced to adapt
the vocalization. Since the books of Ezra and Nehemiah are characterized by a more
plene spelling, and the word was spelled with a double waw as well: nND, it was
vocalized in accordance with the original pronunciation wherever the text presented
two consecutive waws. ,

Accordingly, one might suggest that the usual plural form Nn also conceals the
pronunciation MXM/MMM as in Nehemiah. There are six occurrences of MM in the
late books of the Bible (Esther, Nehemiah and Chronicles), and only one in 1 Sam
1:4, Perhaps the pronunciation in biblical times, up to the end of the first millennium
BCE, was something like manaot,'8 as reflected by the forms mxan/mn, but the

16 7. Ben-Hayyim, The Samaritan Tradition and its Relationship with the Language of the Dead Sea
Scrolls and Rabbinic Hebrew, LeSonenu 22, 1958, 227 (Heb.).

Various scholars have discussed the influence of BH in the early strata of the Mishna. In regard to
our subject see H. Albeck, Introduction to the Mishna, Jerusalem, Tel Aviv 1959, 129 (Heb.). An
interesting remark in this context was made by LH. Weiss, Studien iiber die Sprache der Mischna,
Vienna 1867, 4 (Heb.): “I would like to comment on the Mishna in Bikkurim 3:3: o20m ninzn
BNRTPS DRET 02 — but the officials leading the people were called M2 only during the time
that Judea was under Persian rule, and I do not know of this noun from the Mishna; we may
therefore suppose that this Mishna in its essence is very old.”

nyn is apparently the original form (the construct is always written with games; cf. manatu in
Akkadian), while 71 could be a back-formation from the plural; just as n$p is a back-formation
from nigp (which itself evolved from ni1%p), which is the plural of NER/NEP.

17
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conservative spelling used only one waw (as in the case of Nign). At a later stage,
around the time of Rabbinic literature, the final vowels underwent monophthongiza-
tion, the way it appears in the Mishna: MR, as in NN #5821 012 ponbun TR
“They send on the festival day only [prepared] portions of [food]”(Bik 1:9). The
biblical vocalization reflects this pronunciation wherever there was no need to
change the spelling; traces of the original pronunciation (NN, N1IN) were pre-
served only in the book of Nehemiah, where the text would not permit adaptation of
the vocalization to the current written word.

The absolute plural form of NIMX does not occur in the Bible, but it would presuma-
bly have been nPmx* or nhinR*, Judgmg from the two alternatives used in Tannaitic
Hebrew: nimy and nmR.19 The only plural forms occurring in the biblical text are
in the pronormnal state; as already noted, these are -nN (-MIM8/-nnR) in classical
Hebrew and -nny in LBH (Late Biblical Hebrew). If the vocalized consonantal
waw was indeed elided in the biblical period, the plural form of nim¥ was pro-
nounced in both absolute and construct forms as MR, so that the distinction be-
tween the plural and singular of MINMX was obscured. It was surely necessary to en-
sure distinction between these forms in such a widely used word. Just as we have
evidence that the plural forms in construct/pronominal state of MIM2 and M¥P were
pronounced with a diphthong or a longer vowel than usual (-n02, -N%P), and the
pronominal state of MY was pronounced with a final diphthong -ni7Y (“edawat-) to
emphasize the plural, we may surmise that in this case too the consonantal waw was
not elided in the pronunciation of the plural, and the word being pronounced
*ahawat, or “ah(d)wot.20 It was only because of the masoretic practice not to write

19" The $awa under the her was originally a Sawa mobile (pronounced before yod as quiescent Sawa
[§awa medium]); hence the vocalization should probably be hatef. 1. Ben-David, The Absolute Form
of Some Nouns in the Singular and the Plural, Le$onenu 41, 1977, 237-40 (Heb.), argues that the
plural of MAR in the absolute state could not have been NIMY, but must have been NPNR, with a
quiescent §awa, as in the pronominal state, and as attested conmstently by Ms. Kaufmann. In his
view, if this were a §awa medium, one should expect that ket to be vocalized with hatef patah. On
the other hand, the vocalization NN has been defended by J. Blau, On the Reconstruction of
Absolute Forms, ibid.: 304 (Heb.); M. Bar-Asher, The Plural Forms of Ghét, in: The Tradition of
Mishnaic Hebrew in the Communities of Italy [= “Eda ve-Lason 6], Jerusalem 1980, 121-5 (Heb.).
The arguments are as follows: (i) The Arabic parallel >ahawat is an exact parallel of PiTN. (ii) The
vocalized text of the Bible contains instances of §awa medium realized as §awa, rather than as hatef;
under a guttural: 71°5v3, o, o ; for some reason, this is particularly common before yod:

mm, T, M, etc. Bar- Asher in a later article, The Different Traditions of Mishnaic Hebrew,

in: Workmg with No Data; Semitic and Egyptian Studies Presented to Th. O. Lambdin, 201,

rightly proposes to distinguish between eastern and western branches: N was the pronunciation
in the eastern tradition, that is, in Babylonia and its sphere of influence (Yernemte manuscripts of
the Mishna), while in the western tradition, that is, in the Land of Israel and its sphere of influence,
the pronunciation was NMIN.

There are only a few occurrences of two consecutive waws in the middle of a word. Since it is
impossible to vocalize one letter (waw) with two different vowel signs, both waws are written in
such cases: MY [gere: NMEY] (1 Sam 25:18); oY (2 Sam 23:4); M) [gere: Nd] (Isa 3:16,
and in the Qumran Isaiah Scroll: [RJ&1); Man [gere: M) (1 Sam 20:1). Rarely, one finds double
waw denoting a consonantal waw: \M¥p (gere: TMEP] (Exod 37:8; 39:4). The word 1 occurs
only four times with two waws, out of 233 occurrences in the Bible. The word N1 occurs eight

20
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double waw. Even in the middle of a word, the word was spelled with a single waw.
And since the pronunciation of final diphthong at the time of the masoretes’ activi-
ties was simplified (wé > @), they treated it as a mater lectionis. It follows that the
form behind the spelling of the plural pronominal state -mnX is therefore -NX and
not necessarily -NiX;2! that is to say, the original reading concealed by D;'hinzj in
Hos 2:3 is 2NN,

The advantage of this thesis is that it postulates a definite (and quite plausible) pho-
netic distinction between the construct form in singular (-niR) and in plural (-nR).

The shift from the absolute form NPIR* to NPN*, which may crop up in LBH by
way of dissimilation is almost mdlspensable for distinction between singular and
plural. There are some instances to such dissimilation. The plural form nnmR*22
became NIMR, just as MM (ketiv in 1 Sam 20:1) became N¥); the parallel of
D0 NN (I Kgs 5:6) is 00w ni™KR (2 Chron 9:25); as against the MT’s i (Isa
8:7, and elsewhere), the 1QIsa® has 'M13,23 while the spelling in 1 Chron '12:16 is
PRTa.24

The problem of distinguishing the singular and plural forms of MIMX was not unique
to Hebrew. In Old Babylonian ahdtu designates “sister,” while ahhdtu is “sisters”; at
a later stage of Babylonian, apatu became the plural form as well.25 It would seem
that there, too, the rule of the elision of consonantal waw with vowel was effective:
ahudtu >ahdtu, and a way was surely found to distinguish the two forms.

In Ugaritic, the plural of aht, “sister,” is also aht (in the construct state): n“mt bn aht
b°l, “the most beautiful among Baal’s sisters.”26 It may be supposed that there was
some vowel-based distinction between the singular and the plural, but there was a
spelling problem there too.

times with two waws, perhaps to differentiate it from the singular. There are a few further
occurrences of two consecutive waws in the late books of the Bible: Esther 4:8: 351 (in the other
five times the spelling is defective); Neh 9:14: nm¥m1 (the other 183 occurrences with defective
spelling); and also MMMD as mentioned above (Ezra 8:36; Neh 2:7, 9; the more usual form is mna).
It is because of the system of defective spelling that m¥nn nX onRwh in Exod 12:17 could be
interpreted as either M1 (“unleavened bread”) or M¥M (“commandments™) in Targum Neophiti
(the Septuagint and the Samaritan read M¥MN in the singular); this ambiguity is the basis for the
exposition in the Mekhilta, Tractate Pisha 9, Lauterbach, I: 74: “mgnn n) onanwh. R. Josiah says:
Do not read it so but M¥RT N anYae. Just as one should not be slow when making the mazzah,
lest it leaven, so one should not be slow to perform a religious duty.” See also M. Zippor, On
Transmission and Tradition, Tel Aviv 2001, 173.178 (Heb.).

21 Contra Z. Ben-Hayyim, The Gleanings of Ephraim, in: Hebrew and Arabic Studies in Honour of J.
Blau, Tel Aviv, Jerusalem 1993, 110, who suggests explaining the spelling *mn, i.e., "N"MR (in
Josh 2:13), as the plural of nn®, which is attested in Official Aramaic. However, there is no
evidence whatever of MR in Hebrew.

22 Whether it was pronounced dhaot or *dhawat; cf. the changes in the construct state of the plural
nMYniNI (Zeph 2:6).

;3 In my mind, the vocalization of 10173 conceals the original pronunciation 1173

However, there is also a reverse process: as against Ishmael’s son M"22, so called in MT to Gen
25:13; 28:9; 36:3, the Samaritan version consistently reads mx2).

25 See, e.g., CAD, vol. I, Chicago, 1964, 171-2.

26 KTU 110 11, line 16. The Rins rightly conclude from the word bn that @t is a plural; S. & Sh. Rin,
Acts of the Gods, Philadelphia 1996°, 359.

113



David Talshir

A similar problem is evident in Hebrew’s sister language, Aramaic. The plural form
is not attested in Ancient Aramaic; however, in the Sam’al dialect of the Hadad
inscription, lines 28 and 31, we read [1]nn*R, that is, “his sisters,” perhaps indicating
that the plural form was not 1(")R, with suffix 11-, but ()R (*’hdn).27 Indirect
support for this conjecture comes from Official Aramaic. While there is no attesta-
tion in this dialect for the plural, the absolute form of the singular is 1N, not NnR.28
The difference between the singular and plural forms was probably very slight,2°
which ultimately must have motivated the establishment of a more distinct plural
form.30

The earliest evidence of the usual Aramaic plural 1'TR appears in Nabatean docu-
ments from El-Hejra, northern Saudi Arabia, dated to the beginning of the first
millennium CE: amnR (= “his sisters”) and onmnR (= “their sisters”),3! and from
Mahoz “Eglatain south of the Dead Sea, dating to the end of the first century CE:
MR (“his sisters™).32

In Late Aramaic, both Western and Eastern, J(1)1R and 8n(Y)M™ employ as the
plural of (R)Nr(R).33 Perhaps two of the Eastern dialects are worthy of special men-
tion. Since Syriac carefully preserves pronunciation through vocalization signs, it is
important to be sure that this word was pronounced “ahwata.

27 Seel].CLL. Gibson, Textbook of Syrian Semitic Inscriptions, vol. I, Oxford 1975, 75.

28 The reading in Cowley no. 75, line 8, mmnN should be emended (MNoow). See B. Porten, A.

Yardeni, Anthology of Documents from Ancient Egypt, vol. 1, Jerusalem 1986, 244 (Heb.). See also

T. Muraoka, B. Porten, 4 Grammar of Egyptian Aramaic, Leiden 1998, 75.

For example, in the construct state: - vs. -NOX; but it should be remembered that the pronominal

suffixes in Aramaic are the same for singular and plural.

Muraoka and Porten, Grammar of Egyptian Aramaic, loc. cit., rightly note that in Ancient Aramaic

the plural of 712%, which is of the same pattern as 7NN, was 19U (e.g, MM2R in the Sefire Inscription,

I, line 16), which, beginning with Official Aramaic, became 1%2% (e.g., "MBY in Proverbs of

Ahigar, line 132).

31 See, e.g., G.A. Cooke, A Text-Book of North-Semitic Inscriptions, Oxford 1903, 224.228; J.
Hoftijzer, K. Jongeling, Dictionary of North-West Semitic Inscriptions, vol. I, Leiden 1995, 31; J.F.
Healey, The Nabataean Tomb Inscriptions of Mada'in Salik, Oxford 1993, 72.

32 Nahal Hever no. 2 line 2. See Y. Yadin et al, The Documents from the Bar Kokhba Period in the

Cave of Letters, Jerusalem 2002, 208; [K. Beyer, Die aramdische Texte vom Toten Meer, vol. I,

Gottingen 1994, 168, read mistakenly XMy N1, instead of RN ®n12. See the book mentioned in

the beginning of this note: 80.] Interestingly, a Nabatean document from Hegra (J. Cantineau, Le

nabatéen 1, Paris 1930, 86) contains the word nnny, that is, “his [the maker of the tomb’s] sisters.”

The omission of the waw was an error, and this form presents no trace of the ancient plural JI8.

See, e.g., Th. Noldeke, Compendious Syriac Grammar, London 1904, §146. True, Bar-Asher, in his

article cited in n. 19, “Eda ve-LaSon 6, 61, points out that the Aramaic translation of Josh 2:13

(which is part of the Haftarah for the Selah Torah portion) in the Taj has *m:R. However, this form

is “contaminated” by Hebrew influence (and in fact does not appear in all editions of the Taj).

Neither is the form PANTMR, occurring in two manuscripts of the Targum to Job 1:4, native

Aramaic; it is surely a corruption of 1"7INMMK. On the other hand, the double translation of that verse

has the plural 2W"NMR, which is not distinguished from the singular. See D. Stec, The Text of the

Targum of Job, Leiden 1994, 2*.

29
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The other dialect is Mandaic, which has two plural forms: ahuata and (less com-
mon) ahauata.3* This alternation of plural forms has its parallel in RH: nins/ninme.
Common to most of the Semitic languages is that they found a way to desxgnate the
plural form of MR, using an ending in which a half-consonant (w/y) has a long
vowel (-wat, -wan, -yot),3% in order clearly to differentiate it from the singular.

In principle, there may be a parallel in the word ®nn¥, “oath,” in Eastern Aramaic.
The original form was probably nRnin (> ), from the root 8. This form was
used in Egyptian Aramaic (e.g., Cowley no.l4, lines 4, 9). However, even in this
dialect one also finds ™ (AM 785 = “deed of oath” in Cowley no. 59, line 1),
with the glottal plosive elided between the vowels. Since determination disappeared
in Eastern Aramaic dialects, the definite form X0 was used to designate “oath”
(in Syriac, Mandaic, Babylonian Aramaic; and even in Ongelos Targum, e.g.,
X177 RNRiM2 as the translation of M5KRM MY2W in Num 5:21). The suffix xn-
general]y demgnates the plural, but since the mem has a games (a vestlge of the
disappeared alef), it is no longer possible to distinguish between “oath” and “oaths,”
both being designated by 8. 36

NIy vs. NITTY

The BH N1y is a pluralis tantum. Within the semantic field reserved for the basic
tencts of the Jewish religion,37 it belongs to the domain of religious obligations.
While it originally had the meaning of “admonishments,” it evolved in Hebrew as a
designation for “divine commands or decrees;”8 thus: Awn 198 “These are the
decrees” (Deut 4:45); T'r T 1pPD “Your precepts and decrees” (Ps 119:168).

On the basis of both grammatical considerations (preservation of the sere in declen-
sion) and the similar meaning of the Hebrew word mTwn (parallel to 770 in Isa
8:16, 20, in the sense of “law”) and the word X7 = “custom” in Palmyrene and
Syriac — the root of N7Y might be 7"w.39

34 QeeES. Drower, R. Macuch, A Mandaic Dictionary, Oxford 1963, s.v. “ahata.”

33 E.g., P.R. Bennett, Comparative Semitic Linguistics, Winona Lake, 1998, 129.

36 The Peshitta has Rraw in the singular, “oath,” but 'm order to distinguish the singular from the

plural the forms Xnnwd and XM evolved for * ? with ®mnm as the plural; see C.

Brockelmann, Syrrscke Grammatik, Leipzig 1955, 58 In Mandalc NN is common to plural

and singular, but the authors of the standard Mandaic dictionary mistakenly understand it as plural

only (s.v. “mumata”).

Commenting on how the Hebrew language reflects Jewish culture, Morag writes: “The cultural-

religious identity of Hebrew speakers brought about the creation of new lexemes, and the

introduction of new — or different — content in existing lexemes... This is particularly true with
regard to the areas of cult, law and spirit.” Sh. Morag, The Beginning of Hebrew and the Distinctive

Character of Hebrew, in: idem, Studies in Biblical Hebrew, Jerusalem 1995, 18 (Heb.).

38 Sh. Morag, The Study of Biblical Hebrew. Etymology and Semantics, ibid.: 136-42 (Heb.).

39 Akkadian adi does not support this etymology, but the word is apparently not native to Akkadian.
See E.Y. Kutscher, Samaritan Aramaic, Tarbiz 37, 1968, 410 (Heb.); M. Weinfeld, Bond and
Grace, LeSonenu 36, 1972, 86 (Heb.). The noun pattern .‘I")El is rare in Hebrew. See 1. Avineri,
Heical Hammishqalim; a Thesaurus of the Hebrew Radical Nouns, Tel Aviv 1976, 438-9 (Heb.).
Ch. Rabin, Linguistic Studies, Jerusalem 1999, 74-5 (Heb.), proposes an etymology from the root
Y, citing the Arabic gdw (“feeding”). This proposal is however dubious. See also C. Werman,

37
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In (Middle and Neo-) Akkadian a similar plural, adi, adé was used in the sense of
“covenant, treaty” (between a suzerain and a vassal) or “sworn obligation™ (in the
singular);%0 in Ancient Aramaic as well the plural forms 17, *7v, 874! occur in the
sense of “covenant” (in the singular).#? Even if these forms are not native to their
languages, they tell us something of the form (pluralis tantum) and meaning (“cove-
nant, treaty”) of N7y,

The original meaning of “admonishments” evolved, through “decrees,” to assume a
further meaning: “covenant, treaty,” particularly a unilateral covenant or covenant
with God,*? since divine decrees provide the basis for the existence of the Divine
covenant.#* If the status of MY N2 is of a hendiadys,*5 this is reflected in the
verse YA INM3a MBS “for those who keep his covenant and decrees” (Ps
25:10),46 and in "Y1 N2 “My covenant and My decrees”(Ps 132:12). The MT
reading understands the word r7y as singular.47

Te‘udah. On the Meaning of the Term, in: Fifty Years of Dead Sea Scrolls Research, ed. by G. Brin,
B. Nitzan, Jerusalem 2001, 231-43 (Heb.).

Probably only in pluralis tantum. See, e.g., J. Black (et al), A Concise Dictionary of Akkadian,
Wiesbaden 2000, 5.

The plural suffix here parallels the “masculine” plural suffix in Hebrew. Some scholars have
expressed preference for the Qumran 1QIsa" version for Isa 33:8: @™Ip ORM N2 727 (instead of
0"y in the MT), given the parallel 2. If so, we have yet another plural form not necessarily
denoting a plural. See H.R. Cohen, Biblical Hapax Legomena in the Light of Akkadian and
Ugaritic, Ann Arbor, 1975, 42-4.

See, e.g., Hoftijzer/Jongeling, Dictionary (above, n. 31), 824-5. J.C. Greenfield, Linguistic Criteria
in the Sefire Inscription, LeSonenu 27-28, 1964, 308 (Heb.), points out the similarity of Ps 25:10:
P 2 )5, “those who keep his covenant and His decrees” and ™y %) in the Sefire
Inscription I, 7-8.

In accord with the attractive proposal of M. Parnas, édiit, édot, édwat in the Bible, against the
Background of Ancient Near Eastern Documents, Shnaton 1, 1975, 235-46 (Heb.). He rightly notes
that the Aramaic Targums treat 0% as the equivalent of both 12 and 0P, and that the same
verbs are associated with these nouns. I. Knohl, The Sanctuary of Silence, Jerusalem 1992, 136
(Heb.), stresses the unilateral obligations of the covenant. See also C. Werman, op. cit. (n. 39).
Morag explains the semantic relationship between N1y, “covenant,” and 7", “to admonish, warn,”
as follows: “It would seem that the connotation of “admonishment” and that of “covenant, pact” are
interconnected, the link being one of metonymy. The background of the metonymy: By the nature
of things, covenants and pacts involved admonishments and warnings, implying that the
connotation of admonishment came first. The semantic development would thus have been:
‘admonishments’ > ‘pact containing admonishments’ > ‘pact’.” Sh. Morag, Layers of Antiquity —
Some Linguistic Observations on the Oracles of Balaam, Studies on Biblical Hebrew, Jerusalem
1995, 56 (Heb.). In Morag’s view, D™V* denoted “admonishments” in Num 23:18:
DX N2 MW TR = “Give ear to my admonishments, son of Zippor!” If so, perhaps N7V was
originally pronounced N1y, with gameg rather than sere.

45 E.Z. Melammed, Two Which are One in the Bible, Tarbiz 16, 1945, 173-89 (Heb.).

46 Cf also 03 WA WR TAFY .NM3 L TPn “His laws.. the covenant.. the warnings He had
given them,” 2 Kgs 17:15

Perhaps reflecting a phenomenon of depluralization. See M. Altbauer, On Tavlin, Hamin and...
Eskimosim, LeSonenu la-‘Am 4.1 (fasc. 33), 1953, 24-28 (Heb.).
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This tension between form (plural) and denotation (singular)*® brought about a
deviation from the original form NITY in two opposite directions, in a sort of double
polarization.#® On the one hand, the form NTTY in the sense of “unilateral covenant”
became a genuine singular, while on the other, in the sense of “precepts, decrees,” it
became a genuine plural.

I. The word became an unambiguous, genuine singular by means of a slight (but
exceptional) change of ending: 6f was changed to @, N7V > M.

Contrary to RH, in which the meaning of N1 is “testimony,”? the meanings of
mTy in BH are (1) “the covenant with God™5! and (2) “the divine precepts as a
whole, the laws”; these are in fact the meanings of N7y (“the body of divine com-
mands as a whole”).52 Examples of the first meaning (“covenant™): M7V NI
(Exod 26:33), parallel to N™21 17X as in Josh 3:6%3 — the Ark in which the divine
precepts are deposited;34 nwi1 nn% (Exod 31:18), parallel to n™an rmb of Deut
9:9.55 Example of the second meaning (“laws”™), in which ™0 / map: M mn
LR M iy L. ntan “The teaching of the Lord is perfect... the decrees of
the Lord are enduring...” (Ps 19:8). In Ps 122:4 M7V means “habit™.

It would seem, therefore, that in these and other verses the original form was N7y
(MwT* PR, MIRRY M N*), and only at a later stage in the evolution of He-
brew was NV changed to N17Y in order to adapt it to singular usage. Clear evidence

for that>6 is the Qumran formulation of MTwn 1N (Exod 26:33) in 4Q364 fr. 17,

48 If the form in pluralis tantum has only one meaning, it is not difficult to adapt the appropriate

syntactic usage, such as o3 omann; however, in such cases of equivocal words, one singular
(“covenant”) and the other plural (“decrees”), there may arise some ambiguity.

49 Cf. E.A. Speiser, The Pitfalls of Polarity, in: idem, Oriental and Biblical Studies, Philadelphia 1967,
433-54.

50 In BH 7w may also denote “testimony,” as in Exod 20:16: 7p¢ v w13 myun K5 “you shall not
give false testimony against your neighbor”; see Z. Ben-Hayyim, The Literary and Oral Tradition
of Hebrew and Aramaic amongst the Samaritans (=LOT), vol. III (2), 87, line 15. To my mind, the
usage of MY in the late meaning of “testimony” is the main philological proof that Joash
Inscription is a forgery. See D. Talshir, Is Joash Inscription Forgery?, Aqaddem 23, 2003, 6-7
(Heb.).

51 Morag’s distinction (Studies on Biblical Hebrew, 138) between the secondary meanings of m=2 and
MY seems rather forced. He himself cites a sizable list of verbs for which both words occur as
objects (pp. 139-41).

52 In Ben Sira, the word is used as both BH and RH; as in BH: Ttowmy MmN “his decrees and laws”
(45:5); Tiovn wxnS M N “give commitment (as in Akkadian) to those whom you created in
the beginning” (36:20). And as in RH: mmx1 2w M7y “the testimony to his generosity is
trustworthy” (31:23).

53 The more common expression in the Bible is ™ M2 1R, The meaning of MY may have been
specialized relative to the meaning of N3, as suggested by Knohl, ibid. 136-8.

34 Cf. 2 Chron 6:11: “And there I have set the Ark containing the Covenant (1*2) that the Lord made
with the Israelites.” Y.M, Grintz, Archaic Terms in the Priestly Code, Le$onenu 39, 1975, 170-2
(Heb.), explains m7v, on the basis of Ancient Egyptian, in the sense of “alliance, association.”

:2 Again, in abbreviated form, n7p7 in Exod 25:15.

See Qimron, in: Homage to Shmuel (supra, n. 14): 370.

117



David Talshir

line 3: MwR 11R.S7 It is thus clear that the form MY is an alternate of the plural
form n(w, used to denote a singular, not an independent word derived from =1p.58
Contrary to what we find in biblical dictionaries, the rules of Hebrew grammar do
not admit a suffix M- which becomes n’- or M- in the plural.>® The plurals of nouns
that end in M- have the suffix n¥- or ni*-: N™W60, or Nivw. 6!

Although this change in the ongmal vowel of the word (& > 1) is exceptional in
Hebrew,02 the form M1y is clearly well rooted in an ancient tradition and by no
means the creation of the masoretes; indeed, the ancient translations (Greek, Ara-
maic and Latin) translate the word accordingly (uaptdpiov, RMITID, festimonium,
respectively). In fact, however, these translations, unlike the MT did not differenti-
ate between MY and -NiTY/NiTY, interpreting the very numerous forms NY7Y, A9y,
N7y (about 80) as the singular MY63 (rarely reflecting the plural of MY,
peptipLe).64 The Samaritan Pentateuch, too, does not distinguish between M1y and
Ny (idot); consequently, the same is true of their Aramaic translation (the reliable J
Ms.), which renders every M1 and 1Y in the Pentateuch as a plural: TnR1T00, that
is, “testimonies” (but XM7Y in Gen 31:47 is translated correctly as a singular:
nnYo).63

This evidence is reinforced by Hebrew Bible traditions other than that of the Tibe-
rian Masora. For example, the Babylonian tradition for 2 Chron 23:11 reads niTyn

37 See E. Tov, S. White, DJD 13 (Cave 4, viii), Oxford 1996, 223. The editors note evidence for
erasure of the second waw. However, an examination of the photograph shows that the “evidence”
is merely a tear in the papyrus, and their proposal to read the word as M"™wn is dubious. The
definite article attached to the construct state is puzzling; it may attest to weakening of the
pharyngeals; see E. Qimron, The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls, Atlanta 1986, §200.11: 25-26.
Qimron has in fact shown (in an appendix to his article in Homage to Shmuel [supra, n. 14]: 375)
that the defective spelling in the phrase NN |1 is typical of an & vowel but not of %, which is
generally spelled plene.

See, e.g., the Baumgartner/Stamm Lexicon, s.v. MY; cf also H. Simian-Yofre, “Tw.,” in:

Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, ed. by G. Botterweck, vol. 10, 1999, 497.

60 Asin nimn (Jer 37:15); N5 (Dan 8:22), but with no dages in the yod!

61 The Hexaplaric tradition of the Septuagint to Jer 37:15 transcribes the aforementioned mmn as

afe)viwh. This is the usual plural in the Mishna. For example, Kaufmann Ms., Bava Matz. 3:4, reads

ne.

There are indeed a few forms with suffix n3- which take the plural pronominal suffixes when

declined: "N (Num 14:33); 0n’s (Isa 54:4); N2 (Jer 3:8); TMatn (Ezek 16:15); o2nay

(Zeph 3:20). However, these are not plural forms, but abstract nouns that do not normally have

plurals. Moreover, such forms are not confined to a u vowel, as witness such examples as "2,

708y, See Gesenius, §91; Bauer-Leander: §253b.

The exceptions are two verses in headings of psalms: M7y (@) (Ps 60:1; 80:1). The word N1y

in the verse “[Jehoiada) placed upon him the crown and the mv” (2 Kgs 11:12) is obscure, but the

ancient translations unhesitatingly rendered it as an abstract noun derived from 1p. Interestingly, the

MT of Gen 31:47 juxtaposes Aramaic RDTI770 to the Hebrew .

64 See S.H. Blank, The LXX Renderings of Old Testament Terms Jfor Law, HUCA 7, 1930, 280-81.
The original meaning of the Latin testamentum is “testimony,” but this usage seems to be a calque
from rabrikn. See G.B. Sarfatti, Semantic Aspects of Hebrew, Jerusalem 2001, 28-29 (Heb.).

65 See Z. Ben-Hayyim, LOT, vol. IV, Jerusalem 1977, 202 (Heb.); A. Tal, A Dictionary of Samaritan
Aramaic, Leiden 2000, 570-2.
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rather than MY of the MT;% 5 M in Ps 119:88 becomes 150 MY in the
Psalms Scroll from Qumran Cave 11.57 The MT seems to represent a complementary
(and rather strange!) distribution between MY/N7Y and N1IY*/rw. The undeclined
form (absolute or construct) is MITY/NTY, which becomes N1W*/MY in declension
(depending on the spelling in the MT).68

There may be another example in the Bible of suffix ni- changing into nMi-, to em-
phasize the singular usage. The form ni5%97 occurs four times in Ecclesiastes, of
which two occur as one constituent of a hendiadys: maw/mbom nivSm (1:17;
2:12). Only once does the MT read M55 (with Sireq), in the phrase v M55
(10:13). Perhaps the adjective induced an unambiguous singular form.

This complementary distribution, associating each form with its specific vowel
(MY in the absolute state; N17Y when declined), is unusual, and most probably was
not used in the living language.69

II. The word becomes an unambiguous plural through expansion of the plural suffix
M- N1 > n17w,70 in analogy with the above-mentioned relationship between nimy
and m*nx/n‘nnx

The form n'I‘ISJ* is not attested in the MT. The plural is attested twice in the Penta-
teuch in the absolute state, in defective spelling: N7y (Deut 4:45; 6:20), indicating
that the plural suffix did not originally contain a consonantal waw. The other 34
occurrences of the plural are in declined forms, divided between /77w in defec-
tive spelling (the dalet with holem)’! and Tn/7'niTY with consonantal waw. The
masoretic reading was presumably N7V in the absolute state and -N17Y in the pro-
nominal state;’2 only where the transmitted text did not permit this vocalization
were the masoretes forced to transmit the short form: N, The scribes of the Judean
Desert Scrolls generally use the form with a double waw. For example: "1 in

66 1 Yeivin, The Hebrew Language Tradition as Reflected in Babyloman Vocalization, vol. 11,

Jerusalem 1985, 757 (Heb.).
67 J.A. Sanders, The Psalms Scroll of Qumran Cave 11, Oxford, 1965, 31.
68 An exception is the form MW7 (undeclined) in Deut 4:45; 6:20, perhaps because N1y in these
verses is part of a compound phrase whose other constituents are plurals, 20EURM DPAM MY
There is no other sentence in the Bible that opens with H‘DR and continues with a singular noun, as if
the text were DwBYRM DPMM MW7 198, The masoretes were therefore forced to use a plural
(which is the original form).
Words maintaining such an alternation of @#/a, as in 5w/, are rare. Jotion listed the following
pairs in his Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, §88Ln: misn/man (RH); nivispn/mivspn  (RH);
RUian/nan (Syriac), N‘mn/bmn (Syriac). One can compare such an alternation of @& in final
closed stressed sylable of 1Y verbs, binyan gal, in consruct infinitive (excluding verbal noun): 13
(Ps 38:17; 46:3), m> (Num 11:25; Josh 3:13), yi> (Isa 7:2), Nn2 (2 Kgs 3:5); as against A
(Num 13:23), o2 (Ps 76:10; Prov. 28:12), 2wia (Ps 126:1), 7o (Isa 7:17) [Thanks are due to R.
Garr for this notice]. There is also alternation of o/u in closed unstressed sylable in the participle of
binyan hof*al: T (Exod 25:40), T (e.g. Exod 26:1), man (Bzek 9:2), nnun (Prov. 25:26); as
against 7541 (2 Sam 20:21), 33un (2 Kgs 4:32), P20 (Ps 22:16), 378h (Ezra 8:27).
70 Cf. nim, migp, Nip.
71 The only exceptional form, "0y, occurs in Ps 78:56 (instead of the expected PRI, because of
the spelling with waw).
72 Gee Qimron, Diphthongs and Glides (supra, n. 14), 275-6.
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1Q22, fr. 1, col. V, line 1; IR M1 T8 [Jpswm wap P in CD XX, 30-31;
ete.”3

According to Bauer & Leander,’4 as well as Meyer,’> the form 7Y with
consonantal waw as the plural of N1y was created under the influence of the Ara-
maic plural suffix 1)-, which was used in plurals of nouns ending in 1-. Morag offers
the interesting proposal that N1 “was born by attraction to Mn.”76 Perhaps,
however, it might be preferable to explain this unusual phenomenon — diphthongi-
zation of the plural ending — as a particular case of lexical necessity: Since N7V may
also denote “covenant,” the need was felt for an unambiguous form, not merely the
pluralis tantum, to designate the plural (Msn). Accordingly, the plural ending of
nouns derived from roots in which the third radical is yod (n11-) was superimposed
on a noun of a different type, to indicate that the plural was genuine.”’

Conclusion

1. The two forms considered above, NiTY and NINY, are feminine nouns ending in -
ot. This is also the common plural ending for feminine nouns. In Hebrew of the First
Temple period, the form NIMR/NITR was used as the plural of MM, In contrast, N1y
had no need of a plural, being itself a plural form (though indeed pluralis tantum).
This situation evolved further in the Second Temple period. Since consonantal waw
tended to be elided between vowels, the plural form of nim resembled the singular
form (NIMR/NIMX > NINR), and so dissimilation gave rise to an unambiguous alterna-
tive: n'nm&* > N, The latter took the place of the ancient form in the later books
of the Bible — the prose framework of Job and the book of Chronicles (besides an
early precursor in Ezek 16:2), and then in RH.

2. The original, ancient pronunciation, of both M7Y and —MTY was N¥TY, in the
sense of either “covenant” or “decrees.” On the one hand, as this is a plural form
(pluralis tantum), the suffix -uz replaced -t in order to denote the singular meaning
of “covenant.” On the other hand, in order to stress the plural form in the sense of
“decrees,” an unambiguous plural marker was needed, giving rise to the plural end-
ing -awat (generally reserved for nouns derived from roots with third radical yod or
waw): NYU*.

3. The unvocalized written forms, recorded by the masoretes as they found them, as
against the gere forms, reflect an early stage in the evolution of Hebrew. One thus
concludes that the spelling in Josh 2:13: "mnR, was used in Ancient Hebrew to des-
ignate the plural “my sisters,” and should probably be pointed *ninx.

73 See, e.g., Qimron, ibid., 269-70. However, in 4Q372, fr. 1, line 28: TNV occurs in parallel with
[n]n.

74 In their grammar: 608h.

75 R, Meyer, Hebrdische Grammatik, 11, Berlin, 1969°, 77 (§56, 2b).

76 Studies in Biblical Hebrew, 138 n. 8.

77 Just as in Late Aramaic the suffix Rm-was also grafted onto nouns not derived from 5 roots, such
as KNI or ROIINK, so the suffix Ni- was added in Hebrew to nouns not derived from * +5 roots,
since it was understood by Hebrew epeakers as a plural morpheme.
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4. The gere forms of the masoretes reflect a later stage in the evolution of Hebrew,
compared with the unvocalized written forms. Thus, the gere in Josh 2:13, TN, is
common to the declined forms occurring in the biblical books of the Second Temple
period.

Excursus: Through the Masoretic Text

Lambert, Ginsberg, Ben-Hayyim and Qimron have pointed out various grammatical
features whose pronunciation has been obscured by the grammar of RH (which was
the masoretes’ language):

(i) waw consecutive + a verb in past tense was originally waw + an infinitive desig-
nating an ongoing action, such as: P78 15 N MR (PRM=) MRM (Gen
15:6].18

(ii) The names for the days of the week indicate a syntactic shift in the status of the
ordinal number.” The combination 01 + ordinal number was originally treated as a
construct-like form, as in *@@n oY TIP3 MM 27w 1M (Gen 1:31); SN Tam
02w 01 MR (Gen 2:3). Since the masoretes’ tradition was the Rabbinic tradition,
which generally considered such phrases as adjectival, e.g., "¥*aun @171 as in RH,
these phrases, when following a preposition, were vocalized as determined:
"Wawn o132 nawm (Gen 2:2). Indeed, the late biblical books prefer the adjectival
phrase to the construct form, so that PRI D is replaced by 1wWR"7 @1 (Dan
10:12; Neh 8:18).80

(iif) Lambert,3! followed by Ginsberg in an article entitled “Through the Masoretic
Text,”82 showed that internal passive verbs were vocalized as far as possible as
external passive. For example, the verb f]ﬁw‘? occurs 117 times in the Bible, all in
binyan gal, with only 14 exceptions which are in nifal. Nevertheless, binyan nifal,
which was common in RH, occurs only in future forms such as 1707, which was
probably pronounced 7702, as the passive of the gal; that is to say, biblical occur-

T T

rences of the verb 7" are limited to binyan gal alone.

(iv) Ginsberg made another important observation:83 When the second letter of the
radical is one of N"92713, it receives a dages in 5 + infinitive gal, but not in the
forms 5v23, 5v83 (e.g., WahY as against Waba, wWabs). This difference reflects the
predominant period of RH, when the biblical forms Sypa, Svod disappeared, while
the infinitive form, 599‘?, conformed to the imperfect ('ﬁDE}‘_, L)':J;m, etc.), including
the dages when the second radical was one of N"&24712.

78 M. Lambert, Le waw conversif, REJ 26, 1893, 47-62.

9 M. Lambert, Le mot 0 suivi des nombres ordinaux, REJ 31, 1895, 279-81.

80 Alexander Borg, who has recently retumned to this topic, refers to this structure as a “pseudo-
construct.” See A. Borg, Some Observations on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls, in: Diggers at
the Well, ed. by T. Muraoka, J.F. Elwolde, Leiden 2000, 26-39.

81 . Lambert, L'emploi du nifal en hébreu, REJ 41, 1900, 196-214.

82 H L. Ginsberg, Tarbiz 5, 1934, 208-23; 6, 1935, 543.

8 Ibid. 5,1935,219-21.
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(v) Ben-Hayyim made another point:# “A typical feature of RH is its use of binyan
pi‘el to a greater extent than BH, without any change in the meaning of the verb,
although the latter may generally occur in the MT in gal.”’85 An example is the verb
%35, This verb, meaning “to drive out, expel,” occurs 45 times in the Bible. In RH
it is used in pi“el, while it is vocalized in the Bible with pi“el wherever the vocaliza-
tion does not cause changes in the text. Only in participles, W71 (Exod 34:11), nthma
(five times), were the masoretes obliged to reveal the original (gal) binyan, to avoid
changing the text. As Ginsberg concluded: “The grammar of RH — wherever the
ketiv permits it — was grafted onto Scripture.”86

(vi) Qimron®7 has shown that the gentilic suffix in an abbreviated plural (e.g., £™2Y)
conceals the original pronunciation 0™72Y, and this haplology (iyyi > i), as repre-
sented by the gere forms, is late.

(vii) We may therefore add the plural form of niMK (other than MMR): NITR/NINR to
the list of ancient forms disguised as the newer forms that supplanted them. Perhaps
the pronunciation of M7y also conceals the original pronunciation in ancient He-
brew: N1TY, like the plural form N1 conceals the older pronunciation M.

Z. Ben-Hayyim, Samaritan Tradition and its Relationship to the Language Tradition of the Dead
Sea Scrolls and to Rabbinic Hebrew, LeSonenu 22, 1958, 236-42 (Heb.).

85 Ibid.: 236.

86 Tarbiz 6, 1935, 543.

87 E. Qimron, On the Language Tradition of the Biblical Authors, in: Hadassah Shy Jubilee Book, ed.
by Y. Bentolila, Beer Sheva 1997, 37-40 (Heb.).

122



ninx and Ni7Y in Ancient Hebrew

Abstract:

Number (singular and plural) is an indispensable component of the noun in Hebrew and in the Se-
mitic languages in general, and usually a noun’s plural and singular forms are distinct. In a few
feminine nouns in Hebrew, whose singular ends in the suffix -ar— which generally denotes the femi-
nine plural — identifying the number may involve some difficulty. How, then, were the plurals of the
two very common nouns *ahdt and “édot formed?

1. The plural of *ahdt in Hebrew of the First Temple period was *ahawat. The written forms that the
masoretes, following the pronunciation tradition of their time, vocalized, conceal forms that were
sometimes pronounced differently at an earlier stage in the evolution of Hebrew. Thus, the ketiv
*hwty in Josh 2:13, which stands for the plural ‘my sisters,” should have been vocalized as "nin
(Pahwédtay); while wl>hwtykm in Josh 2:3 should have been vocalized n.::‘lj‘lrjns‘?!l (ul’ahwatekem).

A further stage in development took place in the Second Temple period. Since consonantal waw
between two vowels tended to be elided, the plural became similar to the singular: *ahawat > >ahét.
To distinguish between singular and plural, an unambiguous alternative plural took shape via dis-
similation: *ahawét > “ahayot. This form supplanted the earlier form in the late biblical books: in
Ezekiel, the "prose framework" of Job, and in Chronicles. The gere tradition in Josh 2:13, *ahyatay,
also dates to the Second Temple period.

2. The original, ancient pronunciation both of “@diit and of ‘@dwat- was @dat. This was a singular
form (though orignaly pluralis tantum), meaning ‘covenant’ or ‘divine decrees’. At a later stage, in
Second Temple times, the need was felt to differentiate between the singular (‘covenant’) and the
plural (“decrees’, ‘laws’), and consequently the equivocal ‘@dat itself was replaced by another form:
in the plural, the suffix -0t was replaced by -awaét (“édat > *“edawat), while in the singular the suffix -
ot was replaced by -t (“edot > édiit).
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