
Some Ofes ON the Syntax of 1cCa Hebrew zeh‘
Na ama Pat-E® (Cambridge, USA)

Introduction

The demonstrative In 1DI1Ca Hebrew usually ollows the LIOUN ıt modifies and
AaDTecCS wıth it In gender, number and definiteness, much lıke the adjective.? ere AdIic

VeEILY few examples in the of demonstratiıve tandıng before ıts head 1NOUN
Most of the examples AIc attrıbutive. Joosten (1991) eal wıth demonstratives
preceding DTrODCF NOUN, and explained it 4S ogrammatıcal markıng of emotional
dıstance between the peaker and the referent PIFODCI DNOUN 3)
However, the de1ictic element zeh to precede ıts head NOUN in SOTITNIC

constructions, that AIc NOT attrıbutive. v frequent ONC 1S the zeh esr! ım SAandah
111 to explaın the CcCasons for the ırregularıty of thıs word order and

agreement in the following

zeh esriım sanah

Thıs construction consısts of temporal noun,“* always pragmatıcally plural,> wıth
zeh posıtioned 1rectly before it The NOUN phrase almost always contaıns
quantıifier, usually number.®© However, there 1S between the
demonstrative and the NOUN phrase; the demonstrative 15 always zeh, whichever [OUN
it precedes’. Thereföre, INaYy Sa y that syntactically zeh 1S not masculıine OT

sıngular, because there AIc equıivalent feminine OTr plural forms In sımılar

Thıs Was read 3 $ 1C Was held in San Diego In March 2004
thankful all the partıcıpants for theır omments Iso wısh thank Prof. John
Huehnergard for hıs Ncourgemen' and CommMmMents
npatel(@fas.harvard.edu; Ba Dıivinıty Ave., Cambridge, M  5 138
ere 1S however ONe devıatıon regardıng definiteness: iter CONSITUC the demonstrative

ADDCAaIS ıth elimte ıcle, hanenü zen sorer üumoreh eu! 21, 20) “Thıs SON of
OUT! 1S stubborn and rebellious.”
Including the OUnNn pa‘am “(one)” time ıth the meanıng of OCCUITEINCE in time (BDB
906
In the phrase zenh ‘“eSFImM S$andh, SAandah 1S pragmatıcally, though nNnOot morphologically, plural.
Syntactically, when tens above the first ten precede theır NO they take siıngular of certaın

(Gesen1us 910 433)
But Iso adjectives zeh yaÜmım rabbim (2Sam. 14,2:; Josh 22,3) .o,  many days”, and adverbs zen
kammäh SAanım CC} 743) “several days”. [al exception 1S zenh yamım zenh SAanım
(1Sam 793} ““days years”.
NoO reference thıs example of IncongruencCy 15 found In LevIı (1987)
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constructions. Furthermore., as have mentioned in the introduction, the posıtion of
zen before the 1OUN phrase and not after it 15 hıghly ırregular. The relatıonshıp
between the NOUN and the demonstrative 1S therefore not VE clear.
Pragmatıcally, this construction 1S used when referring time streched from
certaın past time to the present. The time that has already passed Dy 1S affecting the
present speech. Thus, for example, Delılah Say>S to Samson: zen ‘A  0S pa‘amiım
Etalta hi udg ...  you have fooled three times NnOW after Samson had
ridiculized her thrıce; and when Joab g1ves directions the of ekoa, he
her wohäyit kal  K Yo7  2  A zeh yamım rabhbim MI  abbelet ‘al mel (25am 14,2) ..  and YOU
ıll be as who IS mournıng ONC who has died for INanıy days NnOW”, and he

that che should act ıf she has been mournıng for Man Yy days already.
On examiınıng N elements INAaYy aAaDDCAL in the SAaIinıc syntactic slot, namely the
posıtıon preceding temporal it 1S clear that zeh belongs syntactically wıth
adverbs.®

av  Way  mM mösch et yadö wayyak et hassela‘ bamattehuü “mäyim (Num
201 Moses his hand and struk the rock wıth his staff twıce.”

.. * —Adverb kT zeh S andtayım har bagereb ha dres W9 O  (} häme.  S SAanım u  ser d  en
härtis W 3Q ASSLF (Gen 45,6) ° For the famıne has been in the and for [WO NO
and for 1ve INOTE there 1S plowıng NOr harvest.”

As adverb, it does nOoTt have motI10o, Le inflection, NOT corresponding feminıne
plural equıvalents. We need explaıin then how it Came about that zen undertook
adverbial function in thıs construction. presumably indicating time., bearıng in mınd
that ın other constructions it maıinly indicates

2R Previous studies

Joüon 531) claıms that zenh ın Hebrew Was orıginally demonstrative adverb,
meanıng ”here: He’ d in ha’atah zeh banı Ü  SAW Yn  Im [ö (Gen “IS that YOU,

SOM Esau®?” OT hınneh zenh (IKg 19.5) The temporal accordıng hım, 1s
er development. However. Joüon does nOt explaln how adverb became
demonstrative adjective. Moreover, ıt 1S not VC plausıble diachronically that zeh
Wäas or1ginally adverb ere AIc enough comparatıve data fo safely AaSSUTc that
the d-element In Proto-Semiutic IS demonstrative-relative.? ANny function devıatıng
from the demonstrative function should be explained, and not vice
Furthermore, the [WO examples g1ven DYy Joüon for adverbial uUsSscC ATC not of the
Same CategorYy. The fırst IS relatıve In cleft5much ıke mäh-zzeh.\0 The
second 1S indeed adverb However.,. hınneh-zeh aAaDDCAaIS only four times in the

lau 103) rıghtly es the ole Izeh empora. noun be adverb, but
oes NOT discuss the synchronıc function of zeh

{ ()
Huehnergard 201 14)
0OUOoN-  uraoka 5533) See Iso Goldenberg 191)
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©; [WO of i AIcC iın SoNg of ONZS Thıs *“adverbial” uUusec Can be easıly
explaıned ASs result of DIrOCCSS during 1C the demonstratıve., IC served
mark de1x1s. namely, immediacy iın became marker of immediacy ın
general.'!! Therefore., there 1S 1CAasSson aSSume that the alleged adverbiıal function
Ze 1S or1ıginal.
Brockelmann analyses zeh in thıs d demonstrative PFrONOUN 1C indicates

plural NOUNM, ıf it stands at the beginnıng of the sen' A 956 20)
However, Brockelmann occasıonally renders thıs pattern AaSs cleftswıthout
further explanation. '
altke ()’Connor attempt explaın thıs construction ASs extension
of constructions ıke hayyom AZZzZe (as in hayyöm hazzeh ahel gaddelka 0S 3
440n thıs day, 111 egıin exalt ”) Thıs explanatıon 1S syntactically impossıble
for several casons

Definiteness In zenh ‘“eSrTIM Sandh, zeh 1S always absolute. whereas In hayyöm
hazzeh, zenh IS always deTfinıte.
Word order in zenh ‘“eSrTImM Sancdah constructions, zeh precedes the NOUN it
modifıes, whereas ıIn hayyöm hazzen, zeh ollows the NOUN ıt modifies.
Gender zeh In hayyöom hazzeh 1S In agreement wıth masculıne NOUN, and
therefore masculıne ıtself. * hayyammim hazzeh 1S ungrammatıcal. In zeh ‘eSrYImM
SAandh, zen have gender, because it Can aAaDPDCAaLI wıth both masculıne
and femmıne plural OUNS, wıthout change of form. . !®
Number zeh In hayyöom hazzenh 1S sıngular and has plural form, elleh (as ın
hassanım hattöbot hab D,  Ot a’elleh Gen zeh in zen esrım SAandah has
grammatıcal number. aAaDDCAaLS solely wıth plural but has plural
counterpart.

Another possı1bılıty Waltke ()’Connor consıder 1S take zeh hayyöm ASs the or1gin
of the expression under discussıon (as in zeh hayyöm 7  Sser nAatan et SISFA baydaädeka
udg 4,14) “Thıs 1S the day 1C (God has handed OVCOT Sisera YOUr hands.”).
gaıln, zeh hayyı 1S unlıkely be the SUOUTCEC of zeh ‘“eSTIM SAandh, for several
[CasSsons zenh hayyom 1S full when ıt stands al the beginniıng of and
oOllowe: Dy relatıve clause.14 The only example of zeh hayyom 1C 1S not

Demonstratives ıth de1x1s immıiıdıate referent aAilc ften erronously translated involving
spatıal adverbs, “here, there”, when infact they mark the direct referent of the speaker,
1Cc May MaYy nNnOot be geographically closer the speaker, but definıtely closer
Ontext

12 Ex zeh ‘'esrim SAandah  a NO  kL1 6  ımmaka (Gen. 1,38) 1S translated °° Ks sınd Jjetzt Jahre, daß

| 3
ich be1 dır bın.” Brockelmann 10).
Waltke ”’Connor claım that the construction zeh ‘'eSFIM &  nah apDpCars rarely
ıth Z / f when fact ere 15 only ONC example of Z f 1S Z f happa ‘am esem me “saämay

14
(Gen. Z:23) “thıs tıme, one from bones’” where the empora OUunNn 15 UnNuSually sıngular.
Consıder Iso the followıng examples: 7zeh hayyöm Dı yhw. (Psa 118,24) “thıs 1S the day,
which the ord has made’”; zeh hayyöm $eqgiwwinühü (Lam lamentatıons 2,16) “thıs 1S the
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15 w oheqgim yhwh [Ö mele ‘al yıSardä Qı  n Asor yakrıı et het yaraba‘äm zeh
hayyom (1Kıngs 15 Obvıous from the word order, that zeh hayyom In thıs
example 15 not the maın but rather attrıbutive demonstrative !> In addıtıon,
the NOUN hayyöom ın all of those examples 1S sıngular and definıite. unlıke the in
zenh 'eSrTIM SAandah pattern.
Pennacchuietti (1980) 15 the only artıcle solely dedicated this syntactic question. He
rejects the opınıon that zenh 1sS adverb and prefers retaın ıts orıgınal function
demonstrative. Pennacchietti analyses these sentences AdSs cleft sentences
236). ! He claıms that the sentences aAre the result of transformatıon of
wıth temporal adverbial accusatıve, construction known ell in other Semuitic
languages 238) Pennacchiattı AdSSUTNecsS the ex1istence of suppressed
relatıvızer. 1C subordinates the maın clause to the temporal expression. zeh
functions 4S the ubject of nomiımnalswıth temporal NOUN d predicate.
Thıs functions as the ogical ubject In cleft,ı1le the remaılnıng
part 1S the ogıical predicate. Thus the PTrOCCSS MaYy be ecrıbe the followıng:
Etalta hi /Salös pa‘amim Acc. *-oh SAaLOS p2‘amım [Q]RE/ hetalta hi udg
... volte che t1 se1 urlato dı me  27 (Eng “lt 1S three times that yYOUu made fun ofme”)
Pennacchietti’s explanatıon 1€6Ss heavıly the posıtıon of the zenh clause. In order
analyse aSs clefts the sentences where the zenh construction ollows the maın predicate,
Pennacchietti needs to Aa4SSUumMmMe the latter 1S later construction. Thıs 15 rather
cırcular argument; ıt 1S not substantıated and the only rTcason aSSUmMme such
DIOCCSS 1S substantıate the claım of cleft sentence ere 15
dıfference in distrıbution between preceding and followıng zeh; therefore there 1S
TCason tOo AdSSUMC diachronic PTIOCCSS here. Pennacchietti's analysıs, though V
imagınatıve, also a1lls explaın examples such dASs samltem wasäpöd <  bah“‘m  S  3
bassoab  E:EA woazeh $1Iba‘im SAandh (Zecharıah /5) ...  yOou have fasted and mourned
the f1ıfth and seventh month, and (1t has been iıke al for seventy NnOW”,  d where
the temporal expression 1S syntactically marked a4as separated wıth firom what,
accordıng to Pennacchuietti, 1S ıts subordinated clause.!7
Like Pennacchietti, eWI1 (1992) takes thıs pattern tO be cleft She
interprets the pattern d sımılar Iype . ın her dıvisıon of In
1Dlıca Hebrew According the analysıs suggested In her dıssertation, zen 15 the
ubject and esr!ım SAandh 15 the predicate, ıle the rest of the sentences 15
implicitely subordinated ıt. On higher eve of syntactıc interpretation, the

day ope for”, where the maın predicate 15 clearly zen hayyöm and the rest of the
sentence 15 subordinated it, whether asyndetic syndetic clause.

| 5 The posıtıon of the attrıbutive demonstrative before its head OUunN 1s ırregular, but not
impossible. See oüon-Muraoka {1 5333) for INanYy ITNOTC examples and lake
172) and oosten (1991) for discussıion.

16 frasi SCISSE. Pennacchuietti bases his analysıs part Brockelilmann and lau Whıle the fırst
o€s translate thıs cleft, OU; wıthout explaınıng his rCasONS, the er 0€s NOT
ffer translatıon analysıs that could be interpreted cleft.

8 Oddly enough, the WW 15 mi1ssıng from thıs sentence in Pennacchietti’s 1ıst of examples
226)

18 hıs analysıs 1S missıng from Zewı (1994)

153



Na’ama at-

rm 7zeh SIM SAandah 15 the predicate of the followıng clause.!? eWI LO0O, refers
SUNdonly [WO sentences where the pa  rn 7zeh 'eSTIM aDPCALS at the eginnıng of

the sentenc However, In 14 OCCUTANCES out of 74 OCCUTAaNCcEeSs of thıs pattern in the
© thıs pattern stands al the end of the proposition, and thus thıs rn 1S VeLrYy
unlıkely be cleft

D Comparatıve data

empora. constructions wıth demonstrative in other languages are almost always
definite, as for instance In Miıshnaic Hebrew Oto hayyöm “the Samnme day  9 Aboda
aAra 3).20 slıghtly dıfferent structure 15 used ın the Aramaic of the Palestinian
Targum bh-hdh STA h-hdh zmnh meanıng ,  NOW  29 wıth IC VEISE order of
demonstratiıve and NOUN (Fassberg 990 I24) assberg explaıns the inversıon ın
these forms ASs imıtatıon of 1DIl1Ca Aramaıc hah Sa “tah 122).*! However,
the 1DI1Ca Aramaıic phrase does not make USsScC of demonstratiıves wıth temporal

At anı y rate, both dialects er from the 1Ca Hebrew pattern, SsInCe the
NOUNMN used 1S definıte. Moreover, the adverbılal function of the Aramaıiıc pattern 1S due

the preposıtion, and 15 not inherent to thıs pattern.““
In Colloquıial gyptlan Arabıc there AIc instances of the femmMmıne demonstratıve
before temporal (of anı y gender), as ın dık "in-nahar “the other day where
both the gender and the word order dAIc unusual. Brustad attrıbutes thıs phenomenon

the “non-specıfic nature of temporal noun” 27 She that thıs May
be sımılar the femmnıne sıngular agreement wıth collective in Classıcal
Arabiıc, 1.e. neuter gender 139) She also poımnts the phenomenon of
gender neutralızation of the adjective in gyptan Arabıc 62{f.)
Pennacchietti compared the Hebrew constructions theır Syrlac, Arabıc and
thıopic translatıons, and OUunNn! that NONC of these languages translated the Hebrew
usiıng sımılar pattern 228-232). Moreover, he concluded that this pattern 1S
absent irom all the Semuitic languages.“>

19 Zew1 May be influenced Iso Dy srael]1 Hebrew, where the iructure 1S sometimes understood
cleft. well-known Israelı SON£ D' ıth the Iıne: 7zenh kabhär kammaäah yamım sebha-

Sawtd möÖöpT Zzamar mohuppäs (Shlomo Artsı, Sawta) “ar 1S few days 10 that disguised
sınger aAaDDCAaIs Sawta >9 (a famous club In Tel Avıv)

20 hıs form stems irom the Ofa accusatıvı, which took eTimıte OUnN In previ1ous stages of
Hebrew. ega 202)
The word order in both dialects 1s noun-demonstrative, 'azZa danah “thıs secret”,
qiryata‘ dak “thıs Clty”

2° In yr1ac there 1S construction ıth d-wıthout governing NO which introduces
empora. OUun. The ole construction orms empora. adverb, d-$Sa‘ta “immediatly”
(Lıt. “Of the hour’”’), d-hasa ...  NOW  7 (Lıt “Of here”) Nöldeke 167) Moreover, the
Syrlac construction contaıns sıngular OUnN the emphatıic ‚yr1ac adverbs tend be

23
the absolute) whıiıle the Hebrew ONC 1s plural and aDsolute

'] anto DIU che CostruzJ]on1ı de]l SCHNECIC risultano assent1 in ogn1 altra ıngua semitica”.
Pennacchietti 227) He Iso nOotes that the only exception 15 Targumic Aramalılc,
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23 Syntax
ere COU be another explanatıon for the syntaxX of the demonstrative In thıs
p Fırst, regardıng ıts temporal adverbıal qualıties, ONC WOUu» and 1ghtly
S that zeh In thıs m does nNnOot indıcate time al all Granted, ıt 1S posıtioned d

part of temporal adverbıial phrase, but the indıcatıon of tiıme 1e6Ss in the Un

involved, noTt ıIn zeh itself.24
Furthermore, accordıng to Diessel (41999) typologıically, there arec vC few examples
of demonstratıves. iC or1ginally indicated patıal and WeTC later shıifted to
indıcate temporal terms 139-140). However, all of the examples lısted ın his
study AdICcC of what he ca adverbial demonstratıves’”, that 1S, forms ıke Eng ‘‘  here,
there  ”  s Gr “entautha ” and the lıke, IC In fact dıd nNnOoTt change theır syntactical
function, sıince they WEeTC, and remaın, adverbs, but rather slıghtly changed theır
semantıc 1e 140, tables 68 and 1S evıdent, therefore, that even in
wor| languages the shıft from demonstrative adjective adverb 1S VE [aAIlc
ose examınatıon of other patterns wıth zeh INay clarıfy the question al hand zenh 1S
OUnN! in preposıtional pOSSeESSIVE clauses, where it functions d neuter ubject
Consıder the iollowıng examples:

Wozeh Ilai tarumat Ma (Num ..  and yOUu ll have this a4as gift
offering”
Wozenh Ila3| hda a  ot (1Sam 2,34) ..  and VYOU ıll have thıs das sıgn  29

Notice that there IS CONSTUCHNC between the subject and other elements in these
sentences.26
The Structure wıth temporal Oun 1S ul the Samne principles:?/

however all the incıdents of danän/danda ıth temporal OUunNn aAfic Javısh translatıons of the
Hebrew

24 There 15 only ONe example of adverbial zen wiıthout following OUnNnN ral zenh bannegeb
Al  item et hähär (Num. “Come In the egeV and the hıll sıde”. Most 'ansla-

tOrSs translate zenh ere ıth spatıal meanıng. hıs un1que use of zeh dıffer from the
construction under discussion that ıt refers the future and 0€Ss not ımply temporal

25
reference. 1S rather closer the UuUsc of zeh In the himneh zeh
Most of Diessel’s examples dIic better erme: “Semantic shıft”, rather than “grammatıcalıza-
tiıon”.

26
27

Compare Eng. It ıt WAaS MAanydl before mel agaln.
Possessive-like constructions referring time arec extant In er languages ell Fr. .1a
vingt Uuns x (wenty hıterally . ave years’”. ote Iso Syrl1ac d- 'It Ihäan
lam set SIN dla rese (Hıst. de l’eglıse d’adiabene, 4, 4) they AdIic wıthout leader for
YCAars NOW”,  9 where pOossess1ive construction ( X - 1s used CXDTCSS length of time
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vzeh IT esr!ım SUNdad habeteka (Gen “I have been in yOUr house for W  Ly
NOW.

We MaYy postulate DIOCCSS by s adverbıial circumstantial sentence, much
ıke the Arabıc al,2 orıginally finıte, ost the pOSSESSIVE marker /- perhaps fırst in
colloquıial parlance, and became INOTC and INOTC dependent the maın sentence
untiıl ıt Was understood be circumstantıal adverbial phrase, rather than clause
wıth full nexus.29 As adverbial clause OT phrase, ıt MaYy be posıtioned in dıfferent
places In the9thus Can fınd both word orders:

LAqgöb aa 'tika  D wohrinneh  K u berkta harek zeh SGalösS po 0 ,  amım (Num “I
have called yOUu IN Y enemies, and instead YOU have lessed them three
times.”

zeh SAaLOS PDoO amım hetalta hi walı  O  E Ba higgadatdG IT bammeh köh‘kı  a gädöl. udg. 16,
15) “ Y ou have mocked three times NO and dıd not ell what makes YOUr
trength oreat.”

Thıs PTFOCCSS MaYy explaın SOTNC of the ren abnormalıties of the construction.
Sınce In the orıgınal the predicate WAas pOSSESSIVE pronominal suffix, nOoL

NOUN phrase, there 1S agreement between the demonstrative and the NOUN phrase.
The unexplaınable function of the demonstrative 1S thus accounted for, as emnant
of the previ1ous construction.>©0

Conclusion

The [aIc instances of 1Ca Hebrew zen as adverb should be explained 4S
emnant of quıte egular nomiınal ntience 1C ost ıts independence and became

adverbial phrase. Sınce all stages of thıs PDTrOCCSS dIc attested, such explanatıon
does not force us A4SSume functions 1C do noOot accord wıth the form’s eneral
syntactic function in the language OTr wıth the Iıngulstic evidence.

28 the adverbıal USC of In kT samtem wasäpöd bah“misi übassSoabt e wozeh $1D9‘im SAandh
EC F3} “when YOUu ave fasted and mourned the fifth and seventh mon for seventy
YCals [1S it for that yYOUu fasted?]”.
Jau (1976) briefly notes that those patterns WEeIC “presumably or1ginally independent clauses

30U
openıng wıth deictic zen (° 15 twice’, °ıt 1s ye (p 103).

somewhat sımılar construction IS the Levantıne 1C sar-lı Saa bintur E have een
waltıng for hour‘  I where the orıginal sentence IC underlies the adverbiıal phrase 18 stil]

In classıcal 1C Sara (from the FrOOT SVF ““happen, become’”) takes da 1C
indıiıcates the affected. Presumabiy, the sentence or1gmally contaıned separated
clauses and meanı! ‘1t appene for hour; waılted”. SaAr- 15 longer the maın erb

the sentence, but rather the present habıtual bintur, and sar-li Saa 15 understood be
empora. adverbial phrase
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ppendix: Xamples

WUAVY aqbeni zeh “mayim. (Gen
zeh 'eSrYTIM SAanah anoO.  K  1 immäakıa. (Gen
zeh IIi esr ım SAandah hbeteka “hadatik 'arba‘ ' esreh SAandah histe banoteka.
(Gen.
7 ‘atah Sahnü zen “mäyim. (Gen
kT zenh S andtayim hard C e bagereb ha dares. (Gen 45,6)
WAay aNaSSU Oti zeh eser pa‘amim w alı  O  s 9 Ma  Sam ü Daqölt. (Num
men y  sıfL  e [akG kı hıkıtani zenh SAaLOS r agälim. (Num
‘al mäah ıkkita ef atöOnka zeh SaLlOs r agälim. (Num
waltet [ apänay zeh Salos r agälim (Num
Läqob bDay qra 'tika  e whimmneh berkta hbarcka  . R zeh Salös pa‘amim (Num7 5 \O D CO C“ rm —+ ki yhwh “Jöheyka yada ektaka et hammıdabar haggadol hazzeh zeh
arb:  A  F 6,  IM SAaNd.  E:  A eu 2R

7 w azakarta et kal addere. a x  ser Olik”‘ka yhwh “Iöheka zenh 'araba im SAand.  ,  h
eu 8,2)

13 Woraglokd l-; baäsegäh zenh ’araba b  Im sandah eu 5,4)
zeh 'arab.  a ım  DCR w ohames Sandah Me az diber yhw et haddabar hazzehSome Notes on the Syntax of Biblical Hebrew zeh  A Appendix: Examples  ma  wayy ‘aqbeni zeh pa “mayim. (Gen. 27,36)  D  zeh ‘esrim Sänäh ’änoöki ‘immäkoa. (Gen. 31,38)  “  zeh Ili ‘esrim $ändah bobeteka “badotikä ’arba‘ ‘esreh $anah biste banöteka.  (Gen. 31,41)  ki ‘atäah Sabnü zeh pa “mäyim. (Gen. 43,10)  ki zeh $anätayim härä‘äb baqereb hä’äres. (Gen. 45,6)  wayanassl ’öfi zeh ‘eser pa‘amim w alö’ $am ü baqöli. (Num. 14,22)  meh ‘asiti lokä ki hıkıtani zeh $alös ragälim. (Num. 22,28)  ‘al mäh hıkkitä ’et ’atönkä zeh $al6$ ragälim. (Num. 22,32)  wattef lapänay zeh $alös ragalim (Num. 22,33)  läqöb ’öybay qara’tika whinneh berktä büreko zeh $alo$ pa‘amim (Num. 24,10)  bb b ND OO ST O N S>  1  ki yhwh ”löheykä ... yäda‘ lektakä ’et hammidobär haggädöl hazzeh zeh  ’arba‘im $änäh. (Deut. 2,7)  12  wazäkartä ’et käl hadderek *Ser hölik’ka yhwh ’löhekä zeh ’arobä‘im $änäh.  (Deut. 8,2)  13  waraglokä 16° bäseqäh zeh ’arabä‘im $änäh. (Deut. 8,4)  14  zeh ’arabä‘im wohämes $änäh me’äz diber yhwh ’et haddabar hazzeh ...  wa ‘atäh hinneh ’anöki hayyöm ben hämes üsamönim $andh. (Josh. 14,10)  1}5  16’ “zabtem ’et “hekem zeh yaämim rabim ‘ad hayyöm hazzeh. (Josh. 22,3)  16  zeh $alö$ pa‘ämim hetaltä bi wal6’ higgadotä Ili bammeh köh‘ka gädöl. (Tudg.  16,15)  mIA  17  h“l6’ zeh däwid ‘ebed  Sa  ül melek yisra’el *Ser hayäh ’iti zeh yamim ’6 zeh  a D  Sanim. (1Sam. 29,3)  V  18  wahäyit ka’i$$äh zeh yamim rabbim mit’abbelet ‘al met. (2Sam. 14,2)  19  zeh Salo$ wa‘esarim $änäh häyah doabar yhwh ’elay wä”daber ”*lekem. (Jer.  25,3)  20  ‘ad mätay 16° tarahem ’et yarüsaälaim wo’et ‘ar& yohlıdah ”*Ser zä‘amtä zeh  $ıba‘im $änäh. (Zech. 1,12)  21  ha’ebkeh bahöde$ hah“mi$i hinnäzer ka”$er ‘asiti zeh kammeh $änim. (Zech. 43)  22  ki samtem wasäpöd bah“misi üba$$obi i wazeh $ibo‘im $anäh. (Zech. 7,5)  23  zeh 'eser pa ‘amim taklimüni. (Job 19,3)  24  wa ”ni 16° niqre’ti lab6’ ’el hammelek zeh $alö%im yöm. (Esth. 4,11)  References  Blake, F.R. 1912. “Comparative Syntax of the Combination formed by the Noun and  its Modifiers in Semitic”, JAOS 32:135-267.  Blau, J. 1976. A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.  Brockelmann, C. 1913. Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik der semitischen  Sprachen II, Berlin: Reuther & Reichard.  —. 1956. Hebräische Syntax, Neukirchen.  4157‘atah  E hinneh AanoO.  ki hayyöm hen hames USamÖONIM sandah OS

L5 [O zabtem et “hekem zeh yamiım rabim ‘ad hayyı hazzeh OS Z228)
16 zenh Sa  2  6,  S pa'ämiım Etalta hi al higgadotä IIi bammeh Oh‘ka g4Adöl. udg

v ; A17 zeh däwıd S mele VISra D  D SOr haydah 'T zenh yamım zeh
SANım. Sam 29.3)

18 w ohäyit ka’is$sah zeh yamım rabbim mıt abbelet al mert. am 14,2)
19 zenh SAaLOSs W3 esarım SAanah hayah ar yhwh elday Wa “daber “Jökem (Jer

25:3)
20 ‘ad MAlay I0 tarahem et YVoarusälaim wa et W  are yohüdäh SOr Za am zenh

SIba‘im SAand.  Da  h CC WZ)
ha bahödes hah“misi hınnazer X  ser a  'Asıt! zenh kammeh SANIM. CC #,3)

B ki samlem w asäpöd bah“misi übassoabi v zeh 7ba‘im sanah CC 75
28 zenh eser pDo AMULIM taklimünt. (Job 19:3)

S  NL IO MIGre 21 Aäb6° 'el aımmele zeh S AOS$T yom S4,
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Abstract

The demonstrative zenh in the phrase zeh e  esrım SAndah exhiıbiıts OMmMe ırregularıties.
apPCAars before ıts head 1OUN and IS not ın grammatıcal agreement wıth it In SOINC

ıt has been deseribed d patıal temporal adverb everal scholars
elıeve ıt o be cleft Thıs alms al howıing that zenh esr! ım SAandah 15
emnant of adverbial clause 1C ost ıts dependence and became adverbial
phrase All the phases of this diachronical syntax are attested ın 1DI1Ca Hebrew.
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