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6. THE 2MS ENDINGS

In the combined Masoretic biblical written-reading tradition, 
word-final qameṣ (-a ̊̄) typically co-occurs with a mater heh, i.e., 
ה-  ִָ . This norm applies across a variety of categories, including  
(a) substantives with the feminine singular ending, e.g.,  אִשָה

‘woman’, דוֹלָה ;’great, large‘ גְּ
(b) the qaṭal 3FS verbal ending, e.g., נָה ;’she gave‘ נָתְּ
(c) the qaṭal of 3MS III-y forms, e.g., הָיָה ‘he was’; and
(d) adverbial endings of various sorts, e.g., עַתָה ‘now’,  צָה אַרְּ

‘to the land/ground’.
Conspicuously exceptional in this regard are the 2MS nominal 
(i.e., object/possessive) suffix  -ָך  and the 2MS verbal ending  - ָת , 
both of which routinely end in -a ̊̄, but—anomalously—employ 
defective word-final orthography, regularly eschewing the re-
spective plene alternatives כָה - and 1.- תָה Correspondingly, note 
that the zero vocalisation of the -t of the 2FS qaṭal verbal ending 
and the 2FS independent subject pronoun  ְּאַת are regularly repre-
sented by a written shewa sign, i.e.,  - ְּת , as are all voiceless final 
kafs, e.g.,  -ְך ; no other final voiceless consonants are so treated. 

1 Important discussions include Sievers (1901, §207); Kahle (1921; 
1947, 95–102; 1959, 171–77); Torczyner et al. (1938, 37, 41, 51, 55); 
Tur-Sinai ([1940] 1987, 37–42); Cross and Freedman (1952, 53, no. 51, 
65–67); Yalon (1952, יז–טו); Ben-Ḥayyim (1954); Kutscher (1963, 264–
66; 1974, 446–47; 1982, 32–35, §46); Steiner (1979); Zevit (1980, 31–
32); Blau (1982; 2010, 169–71); Barr (1989b, 114–27); Sáenz-Badillos 
(1993, 185); Gogel (1997, 155–64); Hutton (2013b, 966–67); Khan 
(2013a, 48–49; 2013b, 307; 2020, I:90); Aḥituv, Garr, and Fassberg 
(2016, 61); Qimron (2018, 265–67).  

© 2023 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0         https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0310.06
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It may be that this glaring mismatch between spelling and 
pronunciation is a simple idiosyncrasy of the Masoretic tradition, 
whereby normal spelling practices do not apply in the vast ma-
jority of cases of 2MS afformatives. In other words, standard  - ך  
and  -ת  and much rarer  -כה  and  - תה  may be thought, no matter 
their orthographic differences, to reflect -ḵa ̊̄ and -ta ̊̄, respectively 
(e.g., Koller 2021, 18). The point of departure adopted here, con-
versely, is that the contrast between the spellings  - ך  and  -ת , on 
the one hand, and realisations -ḵa ̊̄ and -ta ̊̄, on the other, is lin-
guistically significant, reflecting the merger of distinct pronunci-
ation traditions: the written tradition with consonant-final forms 
and the reading tradition with vowel-final forms. 

To put this in context, leaving aside instances of ortho-
graphic-vocalic disparity traditionally acknowledged via the 
ketiv-qere mechanism—including cases of qere perpetuum, e.g., 
 ,realised as ʾăḏōna ̊̄y or ʾɛl̆ōhīm (see above, Introduction, §1.0 יהוה
and ch. 1)—the 2MS endings arguably represent one of the most 
common categories of phonic divergence between the written 
and reading components that comprise the combined Masoretic 
biblical tradition. If so, they constitute a major case of unac-
knowledged ketiv-qere dissonance within the Masoretic tradition.2 
This chapter seeks to explore this phonetic variety in ancient He-

 
2 Note on terminology: throughout this chapter,  ך/-כה- are referred to 
as 2MS nominal endings,  -/תה -ת  as 2MS verbal endings; the orthogra-
phies -ך / ת -  are termed short spellings, -כה / תה -  long spellings; the pho-
netic realisations -k/-t are designated consonant-final, -ka/-ta vowel-
final; there is no presumption that the spellings -ך / ת -  were originally 
intended as defective for vowel-final pronunciations. 
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brew morphology across dialects, chronolects, registers, and tra-
ditions as well as to plumb the historical depth of the variants.3 

One further preliminary remark: though the cases of the 
nominal  -ך  -ka ̊̄ and verbal  -ת  -ta ̊̄ endings are similar, it is not as-
sumed here that their respective orthographic and phonetic de-
velopment proceeded in lockstep. Each ending merits its own 
study sensitive to similarities and differences, and potential anal-
ogous treatment. As such, in the present chapter a conscious ef-
fort is made to separate the relevant arguments and data. 

1.0. Comparative Semitic Perspective 
One similarity between the verbal and nominal afformatives in 
question is that there is general agreement that both evolved 
from early Semitic forms that ended in some form of a-vowel, 
most likely long, though some argue for a short or anceps vowel. 

In Comparative Semitic perspective, there is general agree-
ment that the Proto-Semitic 2MS object/possessive suffix from 
which the various ancient Hebrew forms developed was some 
form of -ka, the precise quantity of the vowel of which remains 
unclear (Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 15–18; Moscati 1964, 109, §13.23; 

 
3 Other notable cases in which word-final qameṣ (-a ̊̄) goes orthograph-
ically unmarked in the Tiberian tradition include: (a) the 3FS ob-
ject/possessive suffix -י הָ ִֶ , e.g.,  ָאֵלֶיה ‘to her’, not אֵלֶיהָה*; (b)  ָנַעֲר ‘girl’, 
eight times the qere perpetuum in Genesis (24.14, 16, 28, 55, 57; 34.3, 
3, 12)—note also the 13 cases of qere נַעֲרָה for ketiv  נער in Deuteronomy 
(22.15, 15, 16, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 26, 27, 28, 29) against a single 
case of written-reading agreement in   ַהה נַעֲרָָ֔  ‘the girl’ (Deut. 22.19); (c) 
the 2FPL/3FPL verbal endings (see below, ch. 9); (d)   ָעַת ‘now’ (Ezek. 
23.43; Ps. 74.6). 
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Blau 2010, 169, §4.2.3.3.1; Huehnergard 2019, 54). The devel-
opment of the consonant-final -k realisation is debated, with ex-
planations involving variable (anceps) vowel length, Aramaic 
contact, and vernacular (perhaps RH) influence being suggested 
as factors (see Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 18, 59–64; Steiner 1979, 158–
61; cf. Blau 1982). 

The verbal ending, likewise, is thought to descend from a 
vowel-final proto-Semitic form with -a, -ā, or -å̄ ̆ (Ben-Ḥayyim 
1954, 15–18; Moscati, 1964, 138, §16.41; Blau 2010, 55, 
§1.18.1n, 209, §4.3.3.4.3; Huehnergard 2019, 53).  

As is made clear below, a number of factors complicate 
tracing the history of the two endings, including: widespread dis-
sonance between the written and reading components of the Mas-
oretic tradition; evidence of majority spellings and realisations 
side by side with minority alternants in both components of that 
tradition; evidence for the various options in other traditions of 
biblical material; and confirmation of contrasting orthography 
and/or phonology in extra-biblical material. 

2.0. Diversity within the Tiberian Tradition 
Turning to Tiberian BH, another point of similarity between the 
2MS verbal and nominal afformatives is that both exhibit some 
degree of diversity within Masoretic Hebrew. The nominal suffix 
has the short spelling in around 92 percent of its 2850 tokens. 
Likewise, the verbal suffix is written short in nearly 92 percent 
of its 1800+ occurrences. This means that in both cases, not in-
significant minorities of the two afformatives are written long, 
i.e., with heh. 
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A salient difference in this connection is that in some 200 
instances of the nominal suffix, the spelling and vocalisation 
agree on consonant-final realisation. These consist of the 2MS 
pausal forms ְאִתָךְ ,אֹתָךְ ,לָךְ ,בָך, and  ְעִמָך. As many pausal forms are 
thought to safeguard archaic phonology (Fassberg 2013, 54; cf. 
Blau 2010, §§3.5.8.8n, 3.5.12.2.5n, 3.5.13.4), in the case of the 
2MS nominal suffix, they purport to preserve vocalic evidence of 
the consonant-final realisation that underlies the written tradi-
tion’s standard  - ך  orthography. Similar consonant-final forms of 
the verbal ending are not known in the pronunciation tradition, 
though instances of the apparently masculine independent pro-
noun את realised as ʾatta ̊̄ are attested in rare cases of ketiv-qere (1 
Sam. 24.19; Ps. 6.4; Job 1.10; Qoh. 7.22; Neh. 9.6) and in still 
rarer cases of written-reading agreement on  ְּאַת (Num. 11.15; 
Deut. 5.27; Ezek. 28.14). 

One way of looking at the apparent mix of vowel- and con-
sonant-final forms in both the orthographic and recitation tradi-
tions is to see that the respective minority form in each cor-
roborates the other’s majority form Khan (2013a, 48–49). 
Table 1: Majority and minority forms of the 2MS nominal suffix 

 spelling  
 

 
 

pronunciation 

majority  -ך  -ḵa 

minority  -כה  -aḵ 

Thus, as can be seen in Table 1, the pausal realisation -aḵ agrees 
with the majority written short spelling, whereas the long spel-
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ling with heh agrees with the majority vowel-final pronunciation 
-ḵa.  

Likewise, in the case of the verbal ending, as seen in Table 
2, the minority long spelling with heh comes as apparently early 
confirmation of the majority vowel-final realisation -ta and the 
evidence for a 2MS independent subject pronoun ʾat supports the 
consonant-final short spelling with  -ת . 
Table 2: Majority and minority forms of the 2MS verbal ending 

 spelling  
 

pronunciation 

majority  - ת  -ta 

minority  -תה  2MS את ʾat (ketiv) 

Accounts of the distribution of the minority long spellings 
vary in terms of explanatory power and comprehensiveness. 
James Barr (1989b, 114–19) judiciously discusses several of 
them. In the case of the 39 cases in which Tiberian 2MS writ-
ten  - ָהכ  and the realisation  -ka ̊̄ coincide as the nominal suffix, 
proposed factors favouring the long spelling include graphic 
word length, a root consonant -k adjacent to the suffix, accumu-
lation due to attraction, or some combination thereof (see §10.1 
for citations). Prosodic factors may also be at work, as one-third 
of the long spellings occur with a major disjunctive accent. Of 
course, in most of these categories,  -כה  forms nevertheless com-
prise a small minority of the total. 

The long verbal ending is especially common in certain 
weak verbs, e.g.,  64) נתן of the 147 total cases of 2MS qaṭal forms 
end in  -תה ), III-y, hollow, geminate, and hifʿil I-n (Barr 1989b, 
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116–19, 124–24). It also exhibits a possible prosodic connection: 
in 19 cases  -תה  correlates with a major disjunctive accent. Be that 
as it may, in most of these categories, the long spellings remain 
the minority option (see §10.2 for citations). 

Interestingly, as far as accepted theories on diachrony and 
linguistic periodisation go, there seems to be no discernible 
chronological trend (Barr 1989b, 119). A possible exception in 
the case of the nominal suffix is apparent evidence of the late 
standardisation of spellings without heh, which emerges from 
comparisons of CBH passages with LBH parallels—though Barr 
(1989b, 119, 123–24) also notes the preservation of residual long 
spellings of the nominal suffix in the “higher and more solemn 
style” of prayers and divine speeches. 

3.0. Kahle’s View 
At this point, it is worthwhile to cite the forceful opinion of Paul 
Kahle (1921; 1947, 95–102; 1959, 174–77) on the subject. Kahle 
famously opined that the consonant-final pronunciations were 
original in BH, regarding the Tiberian -ka ̊̄ and -ta ̊̄ realisations as 
Masoretic innovations of the Islamic Period imported from 
Qurʾānic Arabic. 

4.0. Diversity beyond the Tiberian Tradition 
Kahle based his view not just on the dominant spellings in the 
Tiberian tradition, but on evidence from beyond that tradition as 
well. Consonant-final forms of the nominal suffix are found in 
transcriptional evidence in Greek (Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 22–27; 
Kahle 1959, 171; Yuditsky 2016, 106; 2017, 104–6, §3.1.1.2.3) 
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and Latin (Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 22–27; Kahle 1959, 171–72; Yudit-
sky 2016, 106), the written and reading components of the Sa-
maritan biblical tradition (Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 37–39; 2000, 228–
29, §§3.2.2–3.2.2.0; Kahle 1959, 172–73),4 non-biblical manu-
scripts with Palestinian vowel pointing (Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 27–
29; Kahle 1959, 173–74), RH (Breuer 2013, 736), and piyyuṭ 
manuscripts with Palestinian pointing (Kahle 1959, 172–73; see 
also Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 29–32). Conversely, the Babylonian bib-
lical reading tradition mirrors the Tiberian with -ka ̊̄ and, in the 
case of certain particles in pause, -a ̊̄k (Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 32–37; 
Yeivin 1985, 749; cf. 421).  

Turning to the 2MS verbal suffix, a consonant-final -t pro-
nunciation is found in the Greek and Latin transcriptions (Ben-
Ḥayyim 1954, 43–46; Kahle 1959, 178; Yuditsky 2016, 109–10; 
2017, 112–13, §3.2.1.1) and Palestinian liturgical texts (though 
not piyyuṭ proper) (Kahle, 1959, 178–79). Not surprisingly, these 
traditions also tend to favour the consonant-final form of the re-
lated 2MS independent subject pronoun, את ʾat (Yuditsky 2016, 

 
4 The Samaritan tradition, like its Tiberian counterpart, is composite, 
comprising written and pronunciation components. Of the 39 cases of 
plene 2MS -כה  found in the Tiberian Pentateuch (see below, §10.1.1), the 
Samaritan written tradition has -כה  just seven times (see §10.2.1). For 
its part, the Samaritan reading tradition shows even greater preference 
for the -k realisation at the expense of -ka, even occasionally contradict-
ing the spelling -כה  in the Samaritan consonantal tradition, e.g., in the 
case of איכה and  יככה (see §10.2.2). In the Samaritan reading tradition, 
this leaves only באכה ba ̊̄ka ‘your coming’ (Gen. 10.30; 13.10; 25.18) 
with the 2MS -ka suffix, though Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 228, §3.2.2) ob-
serves that the suffix was often otherwise interpreted. 
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109–10; 2017, §3.1.1). By contrast, joining the Tiberian reading 
tradition with a vowel-final ending are the Babylonian biblical 
reading tradition (Yeivin 1985, 427), the Samaritan reading tra-
dition (Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 103, §2.0.13),5 and the RH written and 
reading tradition.6 In all four of the traditions just mentioned, the 
dominant form of the 2MS independent subject pronoun is also a-
final (Yeivin 1985, 1103; Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 225–26, §§3.1–
3.1.2; Breuer 2013, 735; but see below).7 Significantly, in the 
case of the reading components of the Samaritan biblical tradi-
tion and of RH, the a-final verbal ending conflicts with the char-
acteristic consonant-final nominal suffix. 

 
5 From a purely arithmetic perspective, the Samaritan written tradition, 
with some 49 cases of - תה , is broadly comparable to the written tradi-
tion of the Tiberian Pentateuch, with some 44. However, the two fre-
quently diverge on details. Nearly all of the differences appear to arise 
from levelling within the Samaritan tradition: on the one hand, in Sa-
maritan, the 2MS qaṭal form of נתן is consistently (all 49 times) written 

נתתה (ו)  in the absence of an object suffix, whereas spelling varies in the 
MT (30 cases if ו[נתתה[ out of 49 potential cases); on the other, in con-
trast to the MT, no other Samaritan’s verb’s 2MS qaṭal form is written 
plene. 
6 Regarding RH, in Codex Kaufmann, the vocalisation is nearly always 
vowel-final and the spelling is -תה  in 103 of 144 cases.  
7 Samaritan Hebrew knows no remnant of the 2MS independent subject 
pronoun את. In the Tiberian tradition of RH,  ְאַת comprises a sizable 
minority, e.g., in Codex Kaufmann, the 2MS independent subject pro-
noun is usually אַתָה, but 2MS  ְאַת comes in 23 of 138 cases. On the Bab-
ylonian RH tradition see Yeivin (1985, 1103 and fn. 6). 
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Important, but somewhat complicated evidence may also 
be adduced from the DSS and from Iron Age epigraphy, each of 
which corpora is treated in detail below (§§5.0; 7.0). 

5.0. The Dead Sea Scrolls: General Picture 
In the case of both the nominal and verbal afformatives, DSS bib-
lical texts and non-biblical material exhibit divergent tendencies. 
See Table 3 for a summary of the incidence of the two spellings 
of the nominal suffix. 
Table 3: Short and long spellings of the 2MS nominal suffix in the DSS 

ך -  כה -   
BDSS 1050 800 
NBDSS 650 2000 

In the BDSS, both the short and long spellings of the nominal 
suffix are common, short outnumbering long by a margin ap-
proaching 1050 to 800.8 The NBDSS present a different picture. 
Here, overall, for each instance of the 650 cases of the spelling 
without heh, there are more than three instances of the spelling 
with heh.9 

 
8 Based on Abegg et al. (2009a). Accordance (v. 13.1.4) searches of He-
brew material returned the following counts:  -ך כה- ;1050   792. 
9 The totals are approximately, 650 - ך and 2000 - כה. The figures are 
based on Accordance (v. 13.1.4) searches using Abegg (1999–2009) and 
excluding probable Aramaic material. Though uncertainty about the 
language of composition, broken cases, and ambiguity, inter alia, make 
precise counts elusive, the picture painted is sufficiently indicative for 
the purposes of this study. 
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Turning to the verbal ending, consult Table 4 for incidence 
of alternative spellings. 
Table 4: Short and long spellings of the 2MS verbal ending in the DSS 

ת -  תה -   
BDSS 180 160 
NBDSS 40 493 

In biblical material, the spelling with heh is common, but not 
dominant. Against some 180 cases of the short spelling, there are 
around 160 occurrences of the long spelling.10 Conversely, non-
biblical material displays overwhelming affinity for the form of 
the verbal suffix with heh. Indeed, the long spelling, with 493 
occurrences, is twelve times as common as the short one, with 
just 40. 

The broad statistical picture just painted is simplistic. Drill-
ing down reveals complexities that merit discussion. 

5.1. Nominal Suffix 

5.1.1. Biblical Material 

As indicated above, in the BDSS both  -ך  and  -כה  are common, the 
ratio approximately 5 to 4 (1050 to 800). There is, however, 
striking disparity in the relative concentrations of the two options 
among the scrolls. See Tables 5–7. 
  

 
10 An Accordance search of the Hebrew material in Abegg et al. (2009) 
returned figures of 262 for  -ת  and 165 for - תה . However, broken endings 
make 80 apparent cases of -ת  ambiguous; the same is true for a few 
cases of  -תה . 
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Table 5: BDSS Mss with high incidence of -ך  (minimum ten cases) 

Manuscript  - ך כה -     Manuscript (cont’d)  - ך כה -    

1QIsaa 1–27 101 18  4QSama (4Q51) 37 2 
1QIsab (1Q8) 109 0  4QIsab (4Q56) 27 0 
1QPsa (1Q10) 11 0  4QDeutn (4Q41) 48 0 
1QPhyl (1Q13) 17 0  4QJera (4Q70) 10 0 
4QGen–Exoda (4Q1) 13 0  4QJerc (4Q72) 12 0 
4QpaleoGen–Exodl (4Q11) 18 0  4QPsb (4Q84) 14 0 
4QExodc (4Q14) 15 0  4QPsc (4Q85) 20 0 
4QpaleoExodm (4Q22) 38 1  4QPsg (4Q89) 17 0 
4QDeutb (4Q29) 16 0  4QPhylc (4Q130) 34 0 
4QDeutc (4Q30) 66 0  4QPhylg (4Q134) 22 4 
4QDeute (4Q32) 23 0  4QPhylr (4Q145) 10 0 
4QDeutf (4Q33) 25 0  5QDeut (5Q1) 17 0 
4QDeutg (4Q34) 13 0  8QPhyl (8Q3) 64 1 
4QDeuti (4Q36) 11 0  8QMez (8Q4) 20 0 
4QpaleoDeutr (4Q45) 33 0  11QpaleoLeva (11Q1) 16 0 
    TOTALS 877 26 

Table 6: BDSS Mss with high incidence of -כה  (minimum ten cases) 

Manuscript  - ך כה -     Manuscript (cont’d)  - ך כה -    
1QIsaa 28–54 20 212  4QPhyla (4Q128) 0 24 
4QLevg (4Q27) 0 23  4QPhylb (4Q129) 1 23 
4QDeutk (4Q38a) 0 10  4QPhylj (4Q137) 0 37 
4QSamc (4Q53) 0 11  4QPhylk (4Q138) 0 23 
4QIsac (4Q57) 0 13  4QPhyll (4Q139) 0 10 
4QXIIg (4Q82) 4 12  4QPhylm (4Q140) 0 21 
4QPsa (4Q83) 0 24  11QPsa (11Q5) 6 232 
    TOTALS 31 675 

Table 7: BDSS Mss with mixed use of -ך  and -כה  (minimum ten cases) 

Manuscript  - ך כה -     Manuscript (cont’d)  - ך כה -    
4QDeutj (4Q37) 8 7  4QPhylh (4Q135) 4 6 
    TOTALS 12 13 
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Most scrolls show a discernible predilection for one form or the 
other. This includes a marked difference between the two halves 
of 1QIsaa, cols 1–27 (see above, Table 5) and cols 28–54 (see 
above, Table 6; see Kutscher 1974, 564–66; Abegg 2010, 40–41). 
In two-thirds of the manuscripts listed above (29 of 45),  -ך  is the 
preferred variant. Nearly 600 of the approximately 800 occur-
rences of  -כה  in the BDSS are found in the selection of material 
comprised of the two large scrolls 1QIsaa (230 - כה ;121 - ך) and 
11QPsa (11Q5) (232 - כה ;6 - ך), along with the phylacteries from 
Cave 4, 4QPhyla–4QPhyls (4Q128–4Q146) (164 - כה ;91 - ך).11 
Among texts with ten or more cases of the nominal suffix, only 
4QDeutj (4Q37) and 4QPhylh (4Q135) show truly mixed usage, 
with no obvious preference for short or long spelling. 

5.1.2. Non-biblical Material 
NBDSS material presents a different picture. Here, overall, for 
each instance of  - ך , there are more than three instances of  - כה . 
See Tables 8–10. 
Table 8: NBDSS Mss with high incidence of -ך  (minimum ten cases) 
Manuscript  - ך כה -     Manuscript  - ך כה -    

CD 20 0  4Q Non-Canonical Pss B (4Q381) 67 1 
1QLitPrb (1Q34bis) 14 0  4Q Barki Nafshid (4Q437) 12 2 
4Q Narrative and… (4Q372) 13 0  11QapocrPs (11Q11) 20 1 
    TOTALS 146 4   
  

 
11 However, certain individual phylacteries in this group show a decided 
preference for -ך , as does 8QMezuzah (8Q4). 
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Table 9: NBDSS Mss with high incidence of -כה  (minimum ten cases) 
Manuscript  - ך כה -     Manuscript  - ך כה -    

1QS 1 28  4Q Instructionb (4Q416) 3 98 
1QSb (1Q28b) 0 74  4Q Instructionc (4Q417) 1 55 
1QM (1Q33) 4 98  4Q Instructiond (4Q418) 6 192 
1QHa (1QHa) 158 409  4Q Instructione (4Q418a) 1 12 
1QInstruction (1Q26) 0 11  4Q Instructiong (4Q423) 0 27 
1QHymns (1Q36) 0 11  4QHa (4Q427) 0 16 
4QRPa (4Q158) 0 10  4QHb (4Q428) 1 21 
4QJubd (4Q219) 1 11  4Q Narrative Work… (4Q460) 0 13 
4QpapJubh (4Q223–224) 1 11  4QMa (4Q491) 3 10 
4QBera (4Q286) 0 16  4QapocrLam B (4Q501) 0 11 
4QBerb (4Q287) 0 10  4QpapRitMar (4Q502) 1 11 
4QRPb (4Q364) 0 21  QpapPrQuot (4Q503) 0 21 
4QPEnosh (4Q369) 1 22  4QDibHama (4Q504) 4 91 
4QapocrMosesa (4Q375) 0 15  4QPrFêtesb (4Q508) 1 9 
4QapocrJoshuaa (4Q378) 10 12  4QpapPrFêtesc (4Q509) 2 52 
4Q pap paraKings… (4Q382) 1 24  4QpapRitPur B (4Q512) 0 28 
4QRitPur A (4Q414) 0 14  4QBeat (4Q525) 4 30 
4Q Instructiona (4Q415) 0 12  11QTa (11Q19) 1 138 
    TOTALS 205 1644 

Table 10: NBDSS Mss with mixed usage of  -ך  and -כה  (minimum ten 
cases) 

Manuscript  כה -  - ך   Manuscript  כה  - ך - 
4QTest (4Q175) 7 4  4QapocrJoshuaa (4Q378) 10 12 
4QTanh (4Q176) 5 8  TOTALS 22 24 

Most texts strongly favour one option over the other, though co-
occurrence of the two within a single text and/or line is not un-
common. The overall preference for  - כה  in the NBDSS is apparent, 
particularly in comparison to the preference for  -ך  in BDSS ma-
terial. Beyond this, however, it is difficult to discern meaningful 
usage patterns. Focusing on texts with mixed usage (Table 10)—
two of the three include verbatim biblical citations, but the  - ך  
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and  -כה  spellings occur in biblical as well as non-biblical material, 
with no obvious correlation.12 

5.2. Verbal Ending 

5.2.1. Biblical Material 

The 2MS qaṭal spelling  -תה  is common, but not dominant in BDSS 
material. Against some 180 cases of  -ת , come around 160 occur-
rences of  -תה . Tables 11–13 tally manuscripts with at least five 
total cases. 
Table 11: BDSS Mss with high incidence of  -ת  (minimum five cases) 

Manuscript  - ת תה -     Manuscript  - ת תה -    
1QIsaa 12 73  4QPhylb (4Q129) 0 6 
   (1–27 8 24)  4QPhylm (4Q140) 0 6 
   (28–54 4 49)  11QPsa (11Q5) 0 10 
    TOTALS 12 95 

Table 12: BDSS Mss with high incidence of  -תה  (minimum five cases) 

Manuscript  - ת תה -     Manuscript  - ת תה -    
1QIsab (1Q8) 13 1  4QDeutg (4Q34) 5 0 
4QpaleoGen–Exodl (4Q11) 11 113  4QpaleoDeutr (4Q45) 5 0 
4QExod–Levf (4Q17) 13 0  4QPsc (4Q85) 6 0 
4QpaleoExodm (4Q22) 17 2  4QPhylc (4Q130) 6 1 
4QDeutf (4Q33) 9 0  5QDeut (5Q1) 5 1 
    TOTALS 90 6  

 
12 In 4QTest (4Q175) all eleven forms parallel MT forms with ך-; in 
4QTanh (4Q176) the six forms that parallel MT -ך  split evenly between 
ך-  and  -כה  (these latter totals exclude instances of MT 2FS suffixes, in 

some cases of which 4QTanh (4Q176) has - כה  or apparently 2MS -ך . 
13 = MT Exod. 12.44. 
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Table 13: BDSS Mss with mixed use of  -ת  and -תה  (minimum five cases) 

Manuscript  - ת תה -     Manuscript  - ת תה -    
4QDeutn (4Q41) 4 4  4QSama (4Q51) 2 5 
    TOTALS 6 9 

By dint of its length, the Great Isaiah Scroll often skews statistical 
presentations of DSS material. Such is the case here, as 1QIsaa 
accounts for just under half of the cases of both 2MS qaṭal forms 
in general (85 of 180) and 2MS  - תה  spellings specifically (73 of 
160).14 Similar outliers characterised by the use of תה - are 11QPsa 
and many of the Cave 4 phylacteries. If 1QIsaa, 4QPhyla–s, and 
11QPsa are excluded from consideration, the ת - to תה - ratio is 
about 150 to 50 (compared to 180 to 160, as above).  

As is evident from the tables, most manuscripts show strong 
preference for one form or the other, with only a few manuscripts 
exhibiting mixed usage. It is interesting to compare the prefer-
ences for qaṭal  -ת  versus  -תה  in Tables 11–13 with preferences for 
ך-   versus  -כה  above, §5.1.1, in Tables 5–7. Most scrolls that pre-

fer  -ת  also prefer  - ך  and most that prefer  -תה  also prefer  -כה . For 
instance, 1QIsab is strongly partial to ת - and ך -, whereas 11QPsa 
is strongly disposed to  -תה  and  -כה . Yet, there are a few surprises. 
For example, while 1QIsaa exhibits high incidence of both  תה - 
and  -כה , the dominance of  -תה  over  -ת  (73 to 12) is far more pro-
nounced than that of  -כה  over  -ך  (230 to 120). Moreover, the 
striking difference between the two halves of 1QIsaa concerning 

 
14 While there is some disparity in the use of qaṭal ת- versus תה - between 
the two halves of the scroll (Table 11), they are far more similar in their 
usage of the 2MS verbal ending than in the case of the variants of the 
2MS nominal suffix (§5.1.1 and Tables 5–6). 
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כה-   and  -ך  (cols 1–27: 18 versus 101; cols 28–54: 212 versus 20) 
obtains in the case of  -תה  and  -ת  only in the second half of the 
scroll (cols 1–27: 24 versus 8; cols 28–54: 49 versus 4). While 
cols 28–54 show striking preferences for both  -תה  and  -כה , cols 
1–27 prefer  -תה  to  -ת  (24 versus 8) but not  -כה  over  -ך , the latter 
far more prevalent than the former ( כה-   18 versus  -ך  101). 
Though involving far smaller numbers, a similar situation obtains 
in the case of 4QSama (4Q51), where ך - is far more common than 
כה-   (37 to 2), but  -ת  is less frequent than  -תה  (2 to 5). Such dif-

ferences are reminiscent of the situation in the Samaritan reading 
tradition and RH, all confirming the importance of independent 
analysis of the 2MS nominal and verbal morphology. 

5.2.2. Non-biblical Material 

DSS non-biblical material displays overwhelming affinity for 2MS 
qaṭal forms ending in  -תה . Indeed,  -תה , with 493 occurrences, is 
more than twelve times as common as  -ת , with just 40. 
Table 14: NBDSS Mss with high incidence of  -ת  (minimum five cases) 

Manuscript  - ת תה -     Manuscript  - ת תה -    

4Q Non-Canonical Pss B (4Q381) 4 1  TOTALS 4 1 

 

  



118 The Historical Depth of the Tiberian Reading Tradition 
 

 

Table 15: NBDSS Mss with high incidence of  -תה  (minimum five cases) 

Manuscript  - ת תה -     Manuscript  - ת תה -    

1QpHab 0 5  4Q Barki Nafshic (4Q436) 0 17 
1QM (1Q33) 0 22  4QDibHama (4Q504) 1 30 
1QHa (1QHa) 2 159  4QPrFêtesb (4Q508) 1 4 
1QDM (1Q22) 0 6  4QpapPrFêtesc (4Q509) 0 14 
4QDa (4Q266) 0 7  4QShirb (4Q511) 0 7 
4QRPb (4Q364) 1 7  4QBeat (4Q525) 0 6 
4Q pap paraKings et al. (4Q382) 0 5  5Q Rule (5Q13) 0 6 
4Q Instructiond (4Q418) 1 14  11QTa (11Q19) 1 71 
4QHb (4Q428) 0 6  TOTALS 7 386 

Table 16: NBDSS Mss with mixed use of  - ת  and  - תה  (minimum five cases) 

Manuscript  - ת תה -     Manuscript  - ת תה -    

4Q Barki Nafshid (4Q437) 3 5  TOTALS 3 5 

With so few cases of  - ת  in the NBDSS, one wonders about the 
possibility of conditioning factors, e.g., conventional spellings as-
sociated with biblical passages. For example, אתה  בחגך  ושמחת  

 ’and you will rejoice in your festival, you and your son‘ ובנך
(4Q366 f4i.10) is an exact orthographic match for the same ex-
pression in MT Deut. 16.14. Additionally, the lone unambiguous 
case of  -ת  in the Temple Scroll ובערת הרע מקרבכה ‘and you will 
purge the evil from among you’ (11Q19 54.17–18) comes seven 
times in MT Deuteronomy with a  - ָת  ending (and a 2MS  -ָך  pro-
nominal suffix) (but there may also be other factors at work in 
this example; see below).  

Yet, biblical citation or allusion is certainly no guarantee of 
a  -ת  spelling. Consider נדבה  נדרתה כאשר תשמור שפתיכה מוצא  

נדרתה לעשות כאשר בפיכה  ‘What passes your lips take care, as you 
have vowed a freewill offering with your mouth, to do as you 
have vowed’ (11Q19 54.13) || א יךָ מוֹצֵָ֥ פָתֶֶ֖ ר שְּ מֹ  יתָ  תִשְּ עָשִָׂ֑ ר וְּ תָ  כַאֲשֶָֹ֨ רְּ נָדֶַ֜  
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יךָ֙  לַיהוַָ֤ה ה  אֱלֹהֶ֙ דָבֵָ֔ ר  נְּ תָ  אֲשֵֶ֥ רְּ יךָ דִבֶַ֖ פִַֽ בְּ  ‘What passes your lips take care of 
and do, as you have vowed to the LORD your God a freewill of-
fering that you have spoken with your mouth’ (MT Deut. 23.24), 
where MT  - ָת  is consistently paralleled by  -תה  (and  -ָך  by  -כה ). By 
the same token, MT  -תה  occasionally parallels DSS  -ת , as in ת[ונת 

]הכספ̇   ‘and you will give the money’ (4Q364 f32.4) ||  ה נָתַתָ  סֶף  וְּ הַכֶָ֡  
(Deut. 14.26), despite the fact that the  -תה  ending is dominant in 
the MT in the case of 2MS qaṭal  15.נָתַן 

Concerns of space might have influenced spelling. The lone 
ת-   ending in the Temple Scroll’s ובערת ‘and you will purge’ 

(11Q19 54.17) is line-final; as are a few—but not many—other 
cases of the short spelling (4Q435 f2i.5; 4Q437 f2i.12; 4Q438 
f4ii.2). Even so, line-final  -תה  spellings are not uncommon. 

It is reasonable to ponder the possible effects of prosodic 
and phonological factors, but it is difficult to assess them given 
the limitations and ambiguities of the available data. 

5.3. DSS Summary 

Most scrolls show a discernible predilection for one form or the 
other. And usually, texts that prefer the short or long nominal 
spelling also prefer the corresponding length of verbal ending. 
However, this is not true of the two halves of the Great Isaiah 
Scroll, where each half prefers either short nominal and long ver-
bal 2MS morphology or vice versa. In the biblical material, a few 
individual scrolls, including 1QIsaa, 11QPsa, and the phylacteries 

 
15 Though, in the present case, it might be argued that the first heh in a 
sequence of two consecutive hehs has simply dropped out. 
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from Cave 4, contain three-quarters of the long nominal spelling 
and nearly 70 percent of the long verbal spelling. 

The regularity of the long spellings in some BDSS material 
is indisputable evidence that a vowel-final realisation similar to 
Tiberian -ka and -ta was in common use in the late Second Tem-
ple Period. It thus seems gratuitous to attribute the Tiberian -ka 
and -ta realisations to eighth-century CE Arabic influence.16 

Conversely, short spellings are ambiguous. One option is to 
view them as straightforward evidence of consonant-final reali-
sations.17 This is probably legitimate in a great many, if not most 
cases. However, caution is in order. The co-occurrence of the two 
spellings in the same text, and even in the same line,18 arguably 

 
16 Pace Kahle (1959, 174–77), who maintains that the -ka suffix re-
flected in DSS orthography “was lost for centuries and was reintroduced 
with great regularity by the Tiberian Masoretes,… and has therefore to 
be regarded as an innovation of the eighth century” (175), under the 
influence of Qurʾānic Arabic and the orthography of DSS manuscripts. 
Kahle could not have known the extent to which his formulation “a 
certain number of Hebrew manuscripts from the Dead Sea Caves in 
which an ending ה appears” (1959, 176) represented a gross under-
representation of the frequency of - כה  and -ka there, nor of the existence 
of Iron Age epigraphic evidence for -ka (see below). However, the 
limited data did not prevent other scholars from proposing sounder 
approaches, e.g., Cross and Freedman (1952, 67); Ben-Ḥayyim (1954). 
17 This was obviously Kahle’s view (1921, 234–35; 1959, 171–77). Khan 
(2013b, 307) seems to imply that the DSS -ך  and  -כה  spellings represent 
distinct phonetic realisations. Kutscher (1974, 446–47), Reymond 
(2014, 35–36, 39, 156, 226), and Qimron (2018, 265–66) all to varying 
degrees view the issue as purely orthographic. 
18 Outside of 1QIsaa, where co-incidence of 2MS ך- and  כה- in a single 
line is encountered 45 times, intralinear co-occurrence is chiefly, but 
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points to the possibility that some cases of the short spellings are 
defective representations of vowel-final realisations under the in-
fluence of classical biblical spelling practices.19 

Given the strong evidence for the Second Temple Period 
coexistence of consonant-final and vowel-final variants of the 
2MS sufformatives in sources representative of registers both for-
mal and vernacular, the most prudent hypothesis would seem to 
be that DSS short spellings reflect both consonant- and vowel-
final realisations. The one possible exception is the short spelling 
of the verbal ending in the non-biblical scrolls, the rarity of which 
might indicate that this is consistently conservative spelling for a 
vowel-final pronunciation. A plausible reading of the evidence is 
that the DSS mixture of forms reflects both competing archaic 
and contemporary spelling practices as well as opposing dia-
chronic, dialectal, and registerial phonetic realisations. 

 

not exclusively, limited to phylacteries: 4QPhylf (4Q133) f1.1 (|| MT 
Exod. 13.11–12); 4QPhylg (4Q134) f1.20 (erasure) (|| MT Deut. 5.14), 
24 (suspended heh) (|| Deut. 5.16); 4QPhylh (4Q135) f1.11 (|| Deut. 
6.2–3); 8Q3Phyl (8Q3) f1–11i.22 (|| Exod. 13.15–16); 11QPsa (11Q5) 
20.12 (|| Ps. 139.20–21); XHev/SePhyl (XHev/Se5) f1.7 (|| Exod. 
13.15–16). 
19 This is in line with Barr’s (1989b, 123) observation regarding appar-
ent Second Temple levelling of the perhaps once more prevalent - תה  
and  -כה  to - ת  and -ך , respectively, in the Masoretic consonantal tradi-
tion. In the precious few cases of diachronically separated parallel pas-
sages, there is a tendency to replace the former with the latter according 
to late scribal norms. See Barr (1989b, 125) on broader textual possi-
bilities. 



122 The Historical Depth of the Tiberian Reading Tradition 
 

 

6.0. Aramaic 
Given the influential role attributed to Aramaic in several theo-
ries of the development of the Hebrew 2MS object/possessive suf-
fix, it is fitting to focus briefly on the situation in Aramaic itself. 
Beginning with the nominal suffix, in Masoretic BA, the spelling 
ך-   (with 99 cases) occurs to the total exclusion of  -כה  and it coin-

cides consistently with consonant-final vocalisation (though 
there are 18 cases of ketiv-qere dissonance involving vocalic real-
isation before the suffix). 

In the Aramaic of the DSS, there is greater variety, but con-
sonant-final spellings still dominate. Thus, in biblical DSS Ara-
maic material, the counts are 11 - ך versus 3,20 - כה while in non-
biblical DSS Aramaic the totals are  - ך  200 versus  -כה  40. In the 
Genesis Apocryphon alone, the totals are  - ך  74 versus  -כה  1 ( נכה מ̇   
‘from you’ 1Q20 20.26 and one erasure in  }לכ}א ‘to you’ 1Q20 
5.9). Of course, while  -כה  is phonetically transparent,  -ך  may con-
ceivably represent a consonant- or vowel-final realisation. Even 
so, it is clear that neither Aramaic, in general, nor BA and QA, 
specifically, are uniform regarding the realisation of the 2MS ob-
ject/possessive suffix. Elsewhere in Aramaic of the Judaean De-
sert, in Syriac, and in later Aramaic dialects consonant-final 
forms dominate. 

 
20 The three cases of disparity between Masoretic BA and DSSBA all 
come in the same scroll, 4QDanb (4Q113), which preserves only these 
three cases:  אֲב֗וּך ‘your father’ (Dan. 5.11) || אבוכה (4Q113 f1–4.3); ketiv 
ך qere עליך ך  ;(4Q113 f1–4.14) עליכה || about you’ (Dan. 5.16)‘ עֲלָָ֔  אֱלָהָ֗
‘your God’ (Dan. 6.21) || אלהכה (4Q113 f7ii–8.18). 
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In the case of the verbal suffix in Aramaic, variety ensues. 
Masoretic BA shows the following pattern of incidence:  - ְּת תָ -  ,6   
תָה-  ,16  3. The related 2MS independent subject pronoun likewise 
shows deviation from uniformity: according to the ketiv, it is  אנת 
תְּ  ,according to the qere ;14 אנתה ,1  all 15 times. In DSSBA, all אַנְּ
six 2MS suffix conjugation forms end in  -ת , but the 2MS independ-
ent subject pronoun is thrice אנת and twice אנתה. And in non-
biblical QA, vowel-final forms of both the 2MS verbal ending and 
the 2MS independent subject pronoun prevail—verbal ending:  - ת  
תא- תה/-  ;15  23; pronoun: 0  אנתה  26 ;אנת. Short spellings are 
standard in Aramaic documents from elsewhere in the Judaean 
Desert, as well as in Syriac and later forms of Aramaic. As in the 
case of the 2MS nominal suffix, it seems that early diversity even-
tually gave way to later preference for short spellings, whatever 
their phonetic realisation. 

7.0. Iron Age Inscriptions 
A fundamental question involves the historical depth of the He-
brew vowel-final -ka and -ta realisations. The earliest unequivo-
cal attestation usually proffered consists of the dominant DSS 
long spellings. As noted above, this firmly anchors vowel-final 
pronunciations like those of the Tiberian reading tradition in the 
Second Temple Period. The affinity between the Tiberian pronun-
ciation tradition and Second Temple written evidence is not a 
coincidence, as there are many salient commonalities between 
the Tiberian vocalisation and Second Temple Hebrew material 
(LBH, DSS), where both appear to deviate from the linguistic tes-
timony of the Masoretic written tradition of CBH material. Cru-
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cially, though, in many cases where it seems that the Tiberian 
reading tradition reflects relatively late secondary standardisa-
tion of a feature, the feature itself proves to have far earlier roots. 
This also applies to the 2MS afformatives under discussion here, 
as is evident from Iron Age inscriptional material. 

Regarding the nominal suffix—in Iron Age Hebrew epigra-
phy, the short spelling  -ך  dominates. In view of the normal use of 
mater heh to mark final -a (Cross and Freedman 1952, 57; Zevit 
1980, 14–15, 24–25, 31–32; Gogel 1997, 59; Hutton 2013b, 966–
67), this spelling is probably generally indicative of the conso-
nant-final -k realisation of the 2MS nominal suffix. There are, 
however, a minority of inscriptional forms bearing  -כה : 

  לשנותכה (1)
‘to change/recount to you’ (Ḥorvat ʿUzza Literary Text ln. 
2; Hutton 2013, 967b; cf. Aḥituv 2008, 173–74) 

  זרעתיכה (2)
‘your arms’ (Ḥorvat ʿUzza Literary Text ln. 11; Hutton 
2013b, 967;21 cf. Aḥituv 2008, 173–74) 

  קב]ר[כה (3)
‘your tom[b]’ (Ḥorvat ʿUzza Literary Text ln. 12; Aḥituv 
2008, 173–7722) 

  וקברכה (4)
‘and your tomb’ (Ḥorvat ʿUzza Literary Text ln. 13) 

 
21 This is Cross’s reading according to Beit-Arieh (1993, 64); cf. Beit-
Arieh (1993, 61). 
22 This is Lemaire’s (1995) reading according to Aḥituv (2008, 176). 
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  אלהיכה (5)
‘your God’ (Khirbet Beit Lei Cave Inscription 1.1; see Gogel 
1997, 158; Aḥituv 2008, 233) 

In this connection, mention should also be made of the orthogra-
phy of יברך in the following instances 

יהוה / ישרמך יבר/ך   (6)    
‘may Yhwh bless you (?), keep you’ (Ketef Ḥinnom 1.14) 

שרמך /הוה / י̇ י̇  /  יברך   (7)    
‘may YHWH bless you (?), keep you’ (Ketef Ḥinnom 2.5) 

וישמרך יב/רך ברכתך. לי/הוה תמן / ולאשרתה.  (8)    
‘I have blessed you to YHWH of Teman and to his Ashera. 
May he bless you (?) and keep you’ (Kuntillet ʿAjrud 2.4–
7) 

If the forms written יברך are to be interpreted as including an 
object suffix, as in MT  ֵָ֥ך בָרֶכְּ ךָ  in יְּ רֶַֽ מְּ יִשְּ וְּ הוֶָ֖ה  יְּ ךֵָ֥  בָרֶכְּ  may the LORD‘ יְּ
bless you and keep you’ (MT Num. 6.24)—and not as simple  ְבָרֵך  יְּ
in a cataphorically elliptical יברך יהוה וישמרך ‘may YHWH bless and 
keep you’, with no 2MS suffix on the first verb—then the omission 
from יברך of the expected  -ך  suffix is most plausibly explained as 
a result of assimilatory gemination,23 which process presupposes 

 
23 An alternative explanation, namely, that the omission is due to scribal 
lapse, seems implausible, given that it assumes the mistake was made 
all three times the phrase was written in two separate corpora. Further, 
note that in only one case is the end of the word line-final. 
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a vowel-final form.24 This is far from certain, however, and there 
are alternative views. 

In summary, Iron Age Hebrew epigraphy presents up to 
eight cases of the vowel-final nominal suffix -ka, the most secure 
of which is example (4) above. Though not the majority spelling 
or, probably, the majority pronunciation, the inscriptional long 
spellings confirm the antiquity of the relevant spelling and pro-
nunciation in the DSS and of the standard Tiberian pronuncia-
tion. 

Turning to the verbal ending—as is often the case, Iron Age 
Hebrew epigraphic material is important as pristine evidence, but 
problematic due to the phonetic ambiguity of its orthography—
even the most plene Hebrew spelling is characterised by partial 
vocalic ambiguity, and the spelling in Iron Age epigraphy is more 
defective than in most Hebrew writing. Be that as it may, the 
epigraphic evidence, though somewhat ambiguous, is sufficiently 
transparent to confirm the antiquity of a vowel-final realisation. 

 
24 For Aḥituv (2008, 53) the writing of a single ך - might be a labour- 
and/or space-saving strategy, whereby it serves double duty, like the 
yod in חיהוה ‘as surely as YHWH lives’ (Arad 21.5) and וכיאמר ‘and be-
cause (my lord) says’ (Lachish 3.8–9). In כיאמר kyʾmr for  כי יאמר ky yʾmr, 
-כ  is defective for כי and cliticised to the following word beginning with 

consonantal yod. In the cases of חיהוה ḥyhwh for  חי יהוה ḥy yhwh and יברך 
ybrk for יברכך ybrkk(a), the relevant double-duty letters presumably sig-
nal geminated consonants. Cf. Aḥituv, who postulates two phonetic op-
tions without gemination: yĕḇārĕḵǝḵa or yĕḇārĕḵa. The first is arguably 
a poor candidate for double-duty spelling with  -ך , because the k conso-
nants are separated by a reduced vowel. The second goes one step fur-
ther, assuming gemination followed by degemination (and a fricative 
ḵ!). Regardless, both assume a -ka realisation of the 2MS suffix. 
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The extant inscriptional corpus includes twelve relevant exam-
ples. Some of the cases provide unequivocal evidence of  -ת  as the 
spelling of the 2MS qaṭal sufformative. While this spelling is pho-
netically ambiguous, in light of the routine usage of matres lec-
tionis for final vowel sounds in the corpus (Gogel 1997, 59; 
Hutton 2013b, 965), they are commonly taken as evidence of a 
consonant-final -t phonetic realisation. Consider examples (9)–
(14): 

מחר סבת/וה (9)    
‘and you will make the rounds tomorrow’ (Arad 2.5–6) 

להמ  ת/ונתואמ·עוד·חמצ· (10)    
‘and if there is still vinegar, you will give (it) to them’ 
(Arad 2.7–8) 

אתמ·בצק֯ /וצררת   (11)    
‘and you shall bind them’ (Arad 3.5–6) 

שמנ 1·משמ·ת/ ולקח (12)    
‘and you will take therefrom 1 (unit of) oil’ (Arad 17.3–4) 

את ]בגד ע[בדכ   בת[והש  (13)    
‘[and] you [will retu]rn the [garment of] your [se]rvant’ 
(Yavne Yam 14) 

אל עבד/כ·א]ת[·הספרמ כזא/]ת[  שלחת מי·עבדכ/כלב·]כי[· (14)    
‘Who is your servant (but) a dog [that] you have sent to 
your servant the letters like this? (Lachish 5.3–6)25 

 
25 Against the spelling שלחתה reconstructed by some scholars, see 
Dobbs-Allsopp et al. (2005, 320–21); but cf. Gogel (1998, 83, 86). As-
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In other cases, the spelling  -תה  appears. This spelling is also 
often ambiguous and, as such, is variously interpreted. Consider 
the alternative renderings in examples (15)–(20): 

לפ֯ני֯כ  כתבתה[/ ו]  (15)    
‘and you will write before you’ – or –   
‘and you will write it before you’ (Arad 7.5–6) 

] ידעתהוהנ· (16)    
‘And behold, you knew/know…’ – or –   
‘And behold, you knew/know it…’ (Arad 40.9) 

ידעתה...דבר·אשר לא· (17)    
‘anything that you do not know’ – or –   
‘anything that you do not know it’ (Lachish 2.6) 

ה  ועת·הפקח/]נא[ א֯ת֯ א֯ז֯נ֯ ע֯בדכ·לספר·אשר/ (18) ת  אדני לע֯ב֯ד֯כ֯ א֯מש  שלח   
‘And now, please open the ear of your servant to the letter 
that you sent, my lord, to your servant yesterday’ – or –  
‘And now, please open the ear of your servant to the letter 
that you sent it, my lord, to your servant yesterday’ 
(Lachish 3.4–6) 

]ת[ה  כתבתי על הדלת ככל·/אשר  (19) א֯לי שלח     
‘I have written upon the door according to all that you 
have sent to me’ – or –   
‘I have written upon the door according to all that you 
have sent it to me’ (Lachish 4.3–4) 

 

suming a correct reconstruction as above, a 2MS qaṭal form with heh 
would be strong evidence of plene spelling of -ta. 
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·/ק֯רא·ס֯פר֯ ידעתה וכי אמר·אד֯ני֯·לא· (20)    
‘and because my lord said, “You do not know (how) to 
read a letter”’ – or –   
‘and because my lord said, “You do not understand it. Call 
a scribe!’” (Lachish 3.8–9)26 

Scholars are divided on the interpretation of such forms: are they 
reflections of a vowel-final 2MS qaṭal ending -ta (as in the Tibe-
rian reading tradition) or consonant-final -t with a 3MS or 3FS 
object suffix? Persuaded by the unambiguous cases of  -ת  in ex-
amples (9)–(14), above, some scholars take all cases of 2MS  - תה  
in the relevant corpus as incorporating an object suffix (Parunak 
1978, 28 [on Arad]; Cross 1985, 43–46; Dobbs-Allsopp et al. 
2005, 23, 73, 307, 311; Rollston 2006, 62, fn. 42; Hutton 2013b, 
967–68). But as Dobbs-Allsopp et al. (2005, 23, 73, 307, 311) 
repeatedly make clear, these judgments are based on a balance 
of probability, not certainty. In other words, because the Arad 
and Lachish evince unequivocal cases of  -ת , it is reasoned that 
ambiguous  -תה  should be regarded as -t + object suffix. But this 
seems to assume a degree of orthographic and phonological con-
sistency arguably foreign to Iron Age epigraphic Hebrew. Con-
sider the presentatives ‘behold’ הן (Arad 21.3; 40.9) and  הנה (Arad 
24.18; Jerusalem 2.2; Lachish 6.5, 10). Or, perhaps more rele-
vant, consider forms of the 1CS qaṭal: most cases end with  -י  (Arad 
16.4; 24.18; 60.1; 88.1; Lachish 3.12; 4.3; 12.4; Yavne Yam 11), 
but several end with  -ת  (Kuntillet Ajrud 18.1; Meṣad Ḥashavyahu 
8; Murabbaʿat 1.1). It was clearly not impossible for scribes (or a 

 
26 Similarly, some render the words  ֯לא·ידעתה ·ק֯רא·ס֯פר ‘you do not un-
derstand it—call a scribe!’ (see below). 
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single scribe) to utilise orthographic and/or phonetic variants 
that differed in terms of final spelling and/or phonetic realisa-
tion. 

While examples (15)–(16) are truly ambiguous, in (17)–
(20) there are linguistic factors that appear to favour interpreta-
tion of the spelling  -תה  as plene for a vowel-final -ta realisation 
with no pronominal object suffix. 

In the case of examples (17)–(19), the pertinent considera-
tions are grammatical and pragmatic. Wholesale interpretation 
of the long spelling  -תה  as -t + pronominal suffix entails positing 
three cases of relativising  אשר followed by 2MS qaṭal and a re-
sumptive accusative object pronoun. As Holmstedt (2008, 5, 13–
14) shows, such structures are rare in BH—the combination  ר אֲשֶֹ
+2MS finite verb+(את) resumptive accusative pronominal suffix 
comes in, e.g., Gen. 45.4; Lev. 23.2, 4; Num. 34.13; Deut. 33.8; 
Josh. 2.10. Neither are they the preferred structure in inscrip-
tional Hebrew. The formulation אדנ֯י֯ ·שלח·אשר ככל ועת  ‘and now 
according to all that my lord sent’ (Lachish 4.2) is a 3rd-person 
parallel for examples (18) and (19) above, but shows no resump-
tive accusative pronominal suffix after אשר; cf. שלחה ‘(your serv-
ant) has sent it’ (Lachish 3.21). Also relevant is אש֯ר֯ ·האתת·ככ֯ל  

 according to all the signs that my lord gave’ (Lachish‘ נתנ/אד֯ני 
4.12)—again with no resumptive accusative. It would certainly 
be surprising for such a rare grammatical structure to appear 
twice in the limited corpus presented by the Lachish letters. Fur-
ther, it is altogether suspicious that the purported instances are 
limited to 2MS cases of  -תה  that are amenable to alternative read-
ings. 
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Holmstedt (2008, 5, 13–14) provides an explanation for the 
rarity of the structure discussed above as well as an argument for 
why the assumed cases thereof in the Lachish letters are best ex-
plained otherwise. He applies Keenan and Comrie’s (1977, 66) 
Noun Phrase Accessibility Hierarchy (NPAH) 

Subj > DO > IO > Oblique > Gen > Obj of Comparison 

Holmstedt (2008, 6) explains that it strongly predicts the posi-
tions in which a language may use resumptive pronouns, i.e., first 
and more often for less accessible positions farther to the right 
on the hierarchy. He (2008, 14, fn. 12) elaborates as follows: 

There are many examples of RC [relative clause] resump-
tion in the Hebrew Bible and, as the NPAH leads us to ex-
pect, the great majority are in the genitive/NP-internal and 
oblique (object of preposition) positions within the RC. Re-
sumption in the object position occurs less frequently and 
its use is highly constrained: it is used (1) to disambiguate 
verbal semantics in cases when a verb taking an accusative 
or oblique complement results in distinct meanings, or (2) 
to signal that the object carried focus pragmatics within 
the RC. 

In agreement with Holmstedt, neither of the verbs in examples 
(17)–(19) requires semantic disambiguation based on meaning 
differences with accusative versus oblique complements. Nor 
does either seem a good candidate for argument focus. There is 
thus no grammatical or pragmatic motivation for resumption of 
the accusative after relativising אשר in examples (17)–(19). 

Turning to example (20)—again, the conviction that  -תה  
must include a pronominal suffix seems to have led a number of 
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scholars to render ס֯פר֯ ·ק֯רא/ ·ידעתה·לא  as ‘you don’t understand 
it—call a scribe!’ (Lachish 3.8–9). While the consonantal string 
-is ambiguous, representing something along the lines of Ti ספר
berian  ספֵֹר ‘scribe’ or סֵפֶר ‘letter’, Schniedewind (2000b, 160) is 
correct to problematise the semantic elasticity assumed for the 
verb ידע by those who render it ‘understand’ (pace Cross 1985, 
43–46; Rollston 2006, 62, fn. 42). In this case, too, then, the long 
spelling  -תה  seems merely to indicate a vowel-final 2MS realisa-
tion -ta. 

This means that the spelling of 2MS qaṭal  -תה  in four of the 
six ostensibly equivocal cases listed above is more likely to rep-
resent -ta with no object suffix than -t with an object suffix. This 
supports the theory of probable phonetic variety in 2MS verbal 
morphology in Iron Age Hebrew epigraphy (in agreement with 
Zevit 1980, 19, 28; Gogel 1998, 83–88; Schniedewind 2000b, 
160; Holmstedt 2008, 13–14; Aḥituv, Garr, and Fassberg 2016, 
61), similar to that characteristic of various other forms of an-
cient Hebrew, including the combined written and reading Mas-
oretic tradition.27 

 
27 Zevit (1980, 31–32) and Rainey (Aharoni 1981, 22) raise the possi-
bility that the distinction between 2MS verbal -ת  and -תה  is somehow 
related to the well-known stress distinction between qaṭal and weqaṭal 
in Tiberian BH. The proposal, however, has not been well received (see, 
e.g., Pardee 1985, 69; Gogel 1998, 83–84; Hutton 2013b, 967–68). 
First, early qaṭaltá would be expected to result in Tiberian qǝṭalta ̊̄ ̊̄́ (as in 
the 2M/FPL forms); the preservation of a full vowel in the antepenulti-
mate syllable is evidence that the rules that resulted in the distinction 
between Tiberian qa ̊̄ṭálta ̊̄ and qǝṭaltɛ ̊̄́m were no longer operative when 
wǝqa ̊̄ṭalta ̊̄ ̊̄́ came into being. Second, given the BH stress distinction, one 
would expect  -תה  to coincide with the stress in wǝqa ̊̄ṭalta ̊̄ ̊̄́, but the pro-
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8.0. Conclusion: Historical Depth of 2MS  -ָך  and - ָת  
in the Tiberian Reading Tradition 

In summary, though the Tiberian vocalisation tradition’s domi-
nant vowel-final 2MS -a ̊̄ nominal and verbal endings likely differ 
from the prevailing consonant-final endings that the Masoretic 
consonantal spellings are probably intended to represent, there 
is substantial evidence indicating that vowel-final 2MS morphol-
ogy was in use in the Second Temple Period. There is also evi-
dence, albeit arguable, of minority vowel-final 2MS morphology 
in First Temple sources, including apparently pre-exilic biblical 
consonantal material and, of special importance, Iron Age He-
brew epigraphy. Vowel-final 2MS morphology thus qualifies as a 
departure of the Tiberian reading tradition from its written coun-
terpart involving the secondary standardisation of an early mi-
nority linguistic feature. 

 

posal is for the opposite. Third, there appear to be inscriptional qaṭal 
forms ending in  -ת  and weqaṭal forms ending in -תה , so the most that 
can be said is that there is a preference for distinct spellings, not full 
consistency. Fourth, even if the spelling distinctions are generally char-
acteristic, there is no certainty that they represent phonological distinc-
tions. Finally, the Second Temple crystallisation of the Tiberian reading 
tradition provides a context for the secondary development of disam-
biguating stress, as there is mounting evidence that the proto-Tiberian 
reading tradition included the implementation of orthoepic strategies 
to preserve the precise realisation and safeguard understanding of the 
biblical text (Khan 2018b; 2020, I:99–105). 
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9.0. Appendix: Further Consideration of 
Complexities 

While the significance of the early attestation of the long spell-
ings  -כה  and  -תה  is obvious, the import of the  -ך  and  -ת  spellings—
whether merely orthographic or phonetic—is ambiguous in many 
Hebrew traditions. In this section, the discussion centres on var-
ious complicating considerations regarding the nominal suffix. 

For example, central to Kahle’s (1921; 1947, 99–100; 1959, 
175–76) argument for the secondary nature of Tiberian  - ָך  was 
the view that the prevailing  -ך  spelling of the Masoretic conso-
nantal tradition represents dominance of a classical, high-register 
-k realisation. Yet, in other corpora -k is considered representa-
tive of the vernacular and/or due to late Aramaic influence. Con-
sider the words of Cross and Freedman (1952, 66–67): 

The longer form of the suffix was native to old Hebrew, 
and survived in elevated speech and literary works. The 
shorter form developed in the popular speech at a very 
early date (with the dropping of the final å̄,̆ which is to be 
regarded as anceps). The present Massoretic [sic] text rep-
resents a mixture of these forms, both of which have been 
extended throughout the Bible. The short form is preserved 
in the orthography, the long form in the vocalization. The 
orthography was standardized, clearly on the basis of man-
uscripts in which the short form predominated. The vocal-
ization, however, was based on manuscripts in which the 
long form was common. 

It is a testament to the complexity of the problem that Cross and 
Freedman are compelled to make several counterintuitive claims. 
First, in this connection they consider the Masoretic consonantal 
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tradition, with the spelling  -ך , more innovative than the Tiberian 
reading tradition, which preserved the -ka ̊̄ of “elevated speech 
and literary works.” Such a view runs counter to common schol-
arly attitude regarding the diachronic relationship between the 
Masoretic written and reading traditions, whereby the reading 
tradition is generally considered the more evolved of the two. 
Second, they argue that in this case it is the consonantal tradition 
that reflects the form associated with “popular speech,” the vo-
calisation reflecting a conservative manuscript tradition. Again, 
while not impossible, this is at odds with the usual linking of the 
Tiberian reading tradition to Second Temple vernacular conven-
tions, especially as seen in RH. 

Khan (2020, I:90) responds to Kahle’s privileging of Pales-
tinian material, discussing the ‘vernacular’ or ‘popular’ character 
of multiple Second Temple traditions, including in connection to 
the 2MS -k variant: 

The distinctive features of Palestinian pronunciation, 
which are particularly discernible in the non-biblical man-
uscripts with Palestinian pronunciation, have close paral-
lels with what is known about the vowel system of Jewish 
Palestinian Aramaic [Fassberg 1991, 28–57]. Unlike Tibe-
rian and Babylonian, the Palestinian biblical reading is 
unlikely to be a direct descendant of the proto-Masoretic 
reading, but rather it has its roots in other traditions of 
reading that were current in Palestine in antiquity. The 
Greek transcription in Origen’s Hexapla (the middle of the 
third century C.E.) reflects a reading that has even more 
evidence of influence from the Aramaic vernacular, espe-
cially in the pronominal suffixes, such as the 2ms suf-
fix -akh, e.g. σεμαχ ‘your name’ (Tiberian  ֵָ֗ך מְּ  (Psa. 31.4 שִִׁ֝
[Brønno 1943, 110, 196–200]. This is also a feature of the 
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Samaritan tradition, e.g. yēdåk ‘your hand’ (Tiberian ָך  (יָדְּ
[Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 228]. Some of these features, such as 
the Aramaic type of pronominal suffixes, appear in medie-
val non-biblical texts with Palestinian vocalization. In the 
second half of the first millennium, however, it appears 
that the popular biblical reading converged to a greater 
extent with the prestigious Tiberian tradition. As a result, 
the Aramaic type of suffixes were eliminated in the biblical 
reading [Yahalom, 1997, Introduction].28 

If the orthography  -ך  and the realisation -k are early, then 
perhaps even in RH they might be considered a retention rather 
than an innovation. After all, despite its overall late character, 
RH is thought to preserve individual archaisms (Pérez-Fernández 
1999, 7–9; cf. Cook 2017, 5 and fn. 3). Most scholars, however, 
attribute RH -k to late Aramaic influence (Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 62–
64; Kutscher 1963, 264–66; Sáenz-Badillos 1993, 185; even Pé-
rez-Fernández 1999, 5). For his part, Breuer (2013, 736) sees the 
conditioned distribution of RH -k (after consonants) and -ka (af-
ter vowels) in contrast to -ak alone in Aramaic as evidence that 
RH -k is a secondary development, but not one of Aramaic origin. 

The difficulty in definitively characterising the use of -k and 
-ka in the DSS should now be evident. It was proposed above that 
the spelling  -ך  should sometimes be considered a retention. But 
what of the realisation -k? Is it to be considered an archaic pho-
netic retention, in line with the classical BH realisation presumed 
to underly MT  - ך  and assumed by some to be preserved in Tibe-
rian pausal -a ̊̄ḵ? Or is it rather to be deemed an innovation due 
to contact with Aramaic and/or the influence of a late vernacular 

 
28 See also Blau (2010, 171, §4.2.3.3.5). 
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in the line of RH? Is only the DSS spelling  -כה  to be considered 
innovative and popular, but the -ka realisation it surely reflects 
conservative and prestigious? The intersection of various consid-
erations to do with orthography, phonology, chronolect, dialect, 
register, and transmission within various traditions complicates 
the discussion. 

Bauer and Leander (1922, 30) and Cross and Freedman 
(1952, 66) consider the widespread reduction of -ka to -k a very 
early phenomenon. Steiner (1979, 162 and fn. 9) agrees that it 
“must be dated to a time when Hebrew was still a living lan-
guage,” but that  

the evidence for Aramaic influence adduced by Ben-
Ḥayyim [1954] and Kutscher [1963] makes it difficult to 
accept the suggestion of Bauer and Leander (1922, p. 30) 
that the development in question had already taken place 
during the Biblical period, in a dialect different from the 
one which formed the basis of the Masoretic vocalisation. 

However, given (a) the regularity of final -a marked by  - ה  in the 
case of non-2MS morphology in both Iron Age inscriptional He-
brew and all traditions of BH, (b) the regular absence of  -ה  in 
cases of the 2MS suffix in Iron Age inscriptional Hebrew and the 
Masoretic consonantal tradition, and (c) the usual affinity be-
tween Iron Age inscriptional Hebrew and the Masoretic conso-
nantal tradition, a relatively strong case can be made for routine 
Iron Age realisation as -k. Indeed, in both the inscriptions and the 
Masoretic consonantal text, it is the  -כה  spelling—the only une-
quivocal evidence for the -ka realisation—that constitutes the de-
cisive minority. 
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It is likely that, as time passed, the original variation be-
came further complicated, whether due to dialectal, registerial, 
or mixed factors. Aramaic was almost certainly a factor, both for 
ך-   and -k (RH, the DSS, the transcriptions) and thereagainst (BH 

reading traditions, the DSS).29 Second Temple vernacular regis-
ters, such as that later documented as Tannaitic RH, must also 
have played a role, again, both for  -ך  and -k (RH, the transcrip-
tions) and against them (the DSS).30 So, too, if Steiner is correct 
about pausal forms, elevated reading practices must also have 
played a part (in BH, RH, and the DSS). From this perspective, it 
is interesting that among the DSS the  -ך  spelling, while overall 
the minority form, is comparatively more common in biblical 
than in non-biblical material, though, as Qimron (2018, 266) 
notes,  -כה  occurs in DSS biblical material “even where other 
phases of Hebrew use the apocopated form, e.g., with the prepo-
sitions עמכה ,אתכה ,בכה ,לכה in pausal position….” Whatever pro-
nunciation DSS  -ך  represents, adherence to classical spelling 

 
29 While bilingual readers may have conflated Hebrew and Aramaic suf-
fixes, the more careful among them may have made an effort to prevent 
the penetration of Aramaic features into the classical Hebrew tradition 
(Ben-Ḥayyim 1954, 61). 
30 Here it seems fitting to acknowledge Schniedewind’s (1999; 2000a; 
2021) theory of Qumran Hebrew as an anti-language; cf. Tigchelaar 
(2018). It may also be worth considering in this connection two Qumran 
compositions the Hebrew of which is often considered uniquely repre-
sentative of contemporary vernacular traits. In the Copper Scroll (3Q15; 
on the language of which, see Wolters 2013), all three cases of the 2MS 
suffix are  -ך ; in 4QMMT (comprising 4Q394–397, 4Q399; on the lan-
guage of which, see Yuditsky 2013a), there are four cases of -ך  (all in 
4Q399) and five of -כה  (all in 4Q397). 
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norms seems to have been more common in biblical than in non-
biblical sources. As for the DSS  -כה  spelling and -ka realisation—
the regularity of the orthography is clearly a late phenomenon, 
but as the related phonetic realisation tallies with the minority 
Iron Age inscriptional orthography, there seems no reason to 
doubt a genetic link between the two involving -ka, which until 
the late Second Temple Period, seemingly by chance, enjoyed 
only sporadic orthographic representation. 

Circling back to the combined Tiberian written and reading 
tradition, it is possible to summarise. To begin with, if the -ka 
affinity between First and Second Temple extra-biblical material 
(inscriptions and DSS) is organic, then -ka ̊̄ in the Tiberian reading 
tradition likely also has genuinely old roots—even if anti-Ara-
maic and anti-vernacular concerns may have contributed to its 
preservation. Second, while RH -k is probably rightly considered 
a late vernacular feature, this does not mean that Tiberian con-
sonantal  -ך  and its presumed -k realisation are not, along with 
the Tiberian reading tradition’s -ka ̊̄, authentic Iron Age phenom-
ena.31  

 
31 In an Iron Age Hebrew dialect with 2MS -k, it is not clear how related 
and complementary morphology would be realised. For example, forms 
similar to the Tiberian reading tradition’s 2MS independent subject pro-
noun ʾatta ̊̄ are the norm in the Masoretic consonantal text (where 2MS 
 את you’ [Num. 11.15; Deut. 5.27; Ezek. 28.14] and cases of ketiv‘ אַתְ 
read as qere 1[ אַתָה Sam. 24.19; Ps. 6.4; Job 1.10; Qoh. 7.22; Neh. 9.6] 
are rare), the Babylonian reading tradition (Yeivin 1985, 1103), the DSS 
(Qimron 2018, 260), Ben Sira, SH (Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 225–26, §§3.0–
3.1, 3.1.2), the Secunda [normally αθθα, just once αθ] (Yuditsky 2013b, 
811), Jerome (attha, ath); RH, though  ְאַת occurs in a sizeable minority 
of cases (Breuer 2013, 735). Obviously, users of some forms of Hebrew 
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In terms of detailing the merger and explaining things as 
they now stand, Barr’s (1989b, 123–25) view is an attractive 
place to begin. The Hebrew Bible’s oldest material probably ex-
hibited greater spelling (and, thus, phonological) variety, i.e., a 
larger number of cases of  -כה . But early Second Temple scribes, 
copying and composing during the period of LBH, standardised 
the spelling  -ך , leaving only a tiny remnant of  -כה  (a spelling that 
certain factors helped to preserve). This standardisation may well 
have been influenced by a dialect and/or register in which the 
use of -k had largely pushed out that of -ka, whether due to con-
vergence with Aramaic, diffusion of liturgical or vernacular apoc-
ope, or some combination of these. Crucially, however, the scrib-
al process responsible for depiction of the 2MS suffix in the Maso-
retic written tradition did not dictate a matching realisation in the 

 

tolerated a difference in the realisation of a vowel-final 2MS independ-
ent pronoun and a consonant-final 2MS object/possessive suffix. (My 
thanks to Ben Kantor for the forms from Jerome.) 

Finally, it is also interesting to consider the 2FS object/possessive 
suffix. As is well known, in the Tiberian reading tradition the pausal 
form of the 2MS suffix is identical to that of the 2FS suffix in the case of 
certain particles. This evinces toleration of a certain degree of 
ambiguity, also characteristic of various forms of the corresponding 
Samaritan suffixes. On the assumption that the Masoretic consonantal 
text regularly reflects 2MS -ak, the standard Tiberian 2FS -ēk would have 
been sufficient for gender disambiguation; other 2FS alternatives 
include RH and Aramaic -יך  -ik and the variously represented - כי  -ki, 
which is sporadic in the Tiberian written and reading traditions and 
rare in DSS orthography—though Qimron (2018, 267–68) posits -ki as 
the majority (defectively spelled) DSS realisation—but well attested in 
Aramaic dialects (including the Syriac written tradition) and Deir ʿAlla.  
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proto-Tiberian reading tradition. Here, too, there was a process of 
levelling, but in this case -ka ̊̄ became the standard (except in 
pause in the case of a few forms)—perhaps out of resistance to 
the very factors that led the expansion of  - ך  and -k in the written 
tradition. Of course, much of this proposal is conjecture, neither 
verifiable nor falsifiable, but it arguably fits the facts and is some-
what reminiscent of other cases of dissonance between the Mas-
oretic written and pronunciation traditions examined in this 
monograph. 

At any rate, the picture painted by the combined evidence 
is one of diversity as far back as the evidence goes, extending 
back into the late Second Temple Period and beyond. The conso-
nantal-vocalic dissonance in the combined written-reading Mas-
oretic tradition concerning  -ָך  appears to be the artificial result of 
the merging of divergent pronunciation traditions. The anachro-
nism lies not in the spelling  -ך  for -k or the realisation -ka ̊̄ re-
flected in  -כה —as each of the respective orthographies and 
realisations reliably represents a genuine First Temple variant—
but in the standardisation of one or the other in each component 
of the tradition. 

The BDSS evidence points to the conclusion that -k and -ka 
were contemporary options for the realisation of the 2MS ob-
ject/possessive suffix in the late Second Temple Period. 

What this all means for the literary Hebrew of the early 
Second Temple Period, to say nothing of the Iron Age, has been 
a matter of some controversy. Kahle (1959, 174–77) downplayed 
the historical relevance of the DSS spelling  -כה  for the question 
of the dissonance between the Tiberian vocalisation and conso-
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nantal text. Barr (1989b, 117–18) seems to imply that Kutscher 
(1982, 32–35, §46), or his followers, were guilty of overstating 
the importance of DSS  -כה : 

the discovery of Qumran texts with -ka written plene 
as  -כה , many times, was hailed as proof that the ancient 
form had been, as the Masoretic tradition had it, -eka or the 
like. This, however, was to claim too much: the Qumran 
texts which so spell prove only that in Qumran times some 
people thought that this was the pronunciation, they do not 
prove that it had always and universally been so. Indeed, 
the very fact of these writings at Qumran could be taken 
as an indication that opinion on the matter was divided 
and that efforts were then being made to induce the com-
munity to use the pronunciation -eka or the like. 

Though Kutscher’s (1982, 32, §46) proclamation of the defeat of 
Kahle’s hypothesis—“The discovery of the DSS… sounded the 
death knell of this theory”—can be interpreted as a simplistic re-
jection of Kahle’s evidence and arguments, Kutscher’s earlier 
(1974, 446–47) discussion in the context of 1QIsaa shows his 
awareness of the possibility of multiple realisations at Qumran 
and in Second Temple Hebrew more generally. From this per-
spective, it now seems superfluous to insist on Islamic Period 
Arabic influence on Tiberian -ḵa ̊̄. On the other hand, Kutscher’s 
insistence that -k realisations were due to “the influence of the 
substandard (= Rab. Hebr.) on the standard” suggests that he 
considered -ka the standard, classical, biblical form, which may 
not do justice to the complexity of the situation. 
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10.0. Citations 

10.1. Tiberian Biblical Tradition 

10.1.1. Cases of the Plene 2MS Nominal Suffix 
In order of frequency, the 39 instances according to L involve yiqṭol forms of 
 .strike’ (8x: Deut. 28.22, 27, 28, 35; 2 Sam 2.22; Isa. 10.24; Jer. 40.15; Ps‘ הִכָה
121.6), the infinitival expression בֹאֲכָה lit. ‘your coming’ (6x: Gen. 10.19, 19, 
30; 13.10; 25.18; 1 Kgs 18.46), the prepositional forms לְכָה ‘to, for you’ (3x: 
Gen. 27.37; 2 Sam. 18.22; Isa. 3.6) and בְכָה ‘on you, in you, because of you’ (3x: 
Exod. 7.29; 2 Sam. 22.30; Ps. 141.8), the direct object particle אֹתְכָה ‘you’ (2x: 
Exod. 29.35; Num. 22.33), yiqṭol forms of בֵרַך ‘bless’ (2x: Gen. 27.7; Ps. 145.10), 
the preposition  ֹכְמו ‘like’ (2x: Exod. 15.11, 11), and single cases of אַיֶ כָה ‘where 
are you?’ (Gen. 3.9), ה היָ ָ֣דְכָָ֔  ,here you (see)’ (2 Kgs 7.2)‘ הִנְכָָ֤  ‘your hand’ (Exod. 
כָה ,(13.16 כָה ,strength’ (Prov. 24.10)‘ כחֶֹ  כָה ,your hand’ (Ps. 139.5)‘ כַפֶּ   they‘ יִמְצָאֶ 
could (not) find you’ (1 Kgs 18.10), ה כָה  ,I will test you’ (Qoh. 2.1)‘ אֲנַסְכָ   תִנְצְרֶ 
‘(understanding) will guard you’ (Prov. 2.11),   עִמְכָה ‘with you’ (1 Sam 1.26), 
וּכָה ה ,they will (not) answer you’ (Jer. 7.27)‘ יַעֲנ   will (not) stop (the rain)‘ יַעַצָרְכִָ֖
you’ (1 Kgs 18.44), the infinitive construct  ה  ’show you (in order to)‘ הַרְאוֹתְכִָ֖
(Ezek. 40.4), ה  in your name’ (Jer. 29.25). This list differs slightly from‘ בְשִמְכָָ֜
Barr’s (1989b, 116, 127), in that his includes two cases of חֵלְכָה ‘helpless’ (Ps. 
10.8, 14), despite his own doubts on their relevance (Barr 1989b, 115; cf. also 
BDB, 319; HALOT 319), and excludes   כָה  .should I strike you?’ (2 Sam (Why)‘ אַכֶ 
2.22). 

10.1.2.  Cases of the Plene 2MS Verbal Ending 
In order of frequency, the most salient categories are:  64 – )וְ(נָתַתָהx (Gen. 3.12; 
15.3; Exod. 21.23; 25.12; 26.32, 33; 27.5; 28.14, 24, 25, 27; 29.12, 20; 30.6, 
36; 40.5, 6; Num. 3.9, 48; 7.5; 27.20; 31.29, 30; Deut. 11.29; 14.25, 26; 15.17; 
26.10, 12, 15; Josh. 15.19; 17.14; Judg. 1.15; 1 Sam. 1.11; 1 Kgs 8.36, 36, 40, 
48; 9.13; Jer. 29.26; Ezek. 4.1, 2, 2, 3, 9; 43.19, 20; Ps. 4.8; 18.41; 21.3, 5; 39.6; 
60.6; Ezra 9.13; Neh. 9.15, 20, 36, 37; 2 Chron. 6.25, 27, 30, 31, 38; 20.10); 
III-y – 32x צֻוִֵּ֖יתָה (Gen. 45.19); וְ(רָאִיתָה( (Num. 27.13; 2 Sam. 18.21; Ps. 10.14; 
35.22; Lam. 3.59, 60);  ה  ;(Num. 27.19; Jer. 32.23; Ps. 119.4; Lam. 1.10) )וְ(צִוִּיתֵָ֥
יתָה יתָה ,(Judg. 11.6; 2 Sam. 10.11) וְהָיִֵ֥  ;Sam. 14.43 1) עָשִׂיתָה ;(Judg. 11.36) פָּצִָ֤
15.6; 24.19, 20; 2 Sam. 3.24; 12.21; 16.10; Ezek. 35.11); יתָה  ;Sam. 15.3 1) )וְ(הִכִ 
2 Kgs 9.7; Jer. 5.3); יתָה תָה ;(Sam. 7.27 2) גָלִָ֜ ה ;(Kgs 9.3 1) בָנִָ֔  ;(Jer. 25.15) וְהִשְקִיתָָ֤
יתָה ;(Jer. 38.17) וְחָיִִ֖תָה יתָה ;(Obad. 5) נִדְמֵָ֔ יתָה ;(Ps. 31.6) פָּדִִ֖  strong ;(Ps. 60.5) הִרְאִ 
verbs – 22x פְתָה ה ;(Gen. 31.30) נִכְסִַ֖ בְתָה ;(Exod. 18.20) וְהִזְהַרְתָ   ;(Deut. 17.14) וְיָשַ 
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ה נְתָה   ;(Deut. 23.14) וְחָפַרְתָ  ה ;(Josh. 13.1) זָקַ  ה ;(Judg. 18.25) וְאָסַפְתֵָ֥  .Sam 1) וְהַחֲרַמְתָָּ֞
עְתָה ;(15.18 בְתָה ;(Sam. 2.26 2) יָדַָ֔ ה ;(Kgs 9.3 1) הִתְחַנַ נְתָה ;(Sam. 14.13 2) חָשַ   וְנָ פַלְתָָ֔
(2 Kgs 14.10); שְתָה ה  ;(Isa. 2.6) נָטַ֗ מְתָה  ;(Jer. 17.4) וְשָמַטְתָ֗  בָגַ ָ֣דְתָה ;(Zech. 1.12) זָעַָ֔
(Mal. 2.14); נְתָה דְתָה ;(Ps. 8.4) כוֹנָ  ה ;(Ps. 30.8) הֶעֱמַַ֪ רְתָָּ֫ שְתָההִרְ  ;(Ps. 56.9) סָפַַ֪ עַ   (Ps. 
צְתָה ;(60.4 ָ֣רְתָה ;(Ps. 80.16) אִמֵַ֥ נְתָה ;(Ps. 89.45) מִגַ   II-w/y – 15x ;(Ps. 139.3) הִסְכַ 
ָ֣רְתָה ה  ;(Gen. 21.23) גֵַ֥ תָה  ;(Exod. 12.44) וּמַלְתָ   .Num) וְהֵמַתָה  ;(Exod. 19.23) הַעֵדָֹ֤
14.15; 1 Sam. 15.3); אתָה וֹתָה ;(Kgs 9.3 2) וְנִַ֖סְתָה ;(Sam. 3.7 2) בִָ֖  ;(Isa. 37.23) הֲרִימ 
צְתָה   תָה ;(Ezek. 4.3) וַהֲכִינֹתָה   ;(Jer. 12.5) רַ  אתָה  ;(Ezek. 28.8) וָמַ  תָה  ;(Ezek. 40.4) הֻבָ   שַ 
(Ps. 8.7); תָה בִשֹ֗ נְתָ  ;(Ps. 53.6) הֱֱ֝ הבֵַ֥  (Ps. 139.2); geminate – 6x   תָה  ;(Exod. 5.22) הֲרֵעֹֹ֨
ה ה ;(Deut. 25.12) וְקַצתִָֹ֖ תָה ;(Sam. 15.34 2) וְהֵפַרְתָ   ;(Ps. 140.8; Lam. 3.43, 44) סַכֵֹ֥
hifʿil I-n – 4x ָ֣דְתָה יתָה ;(Judg. 14.16) הִגַָ֑  ;(Sam. 15.3; 2 Kgs 9.7; Jer. 5.3 1) )וְ(הִכִ 
II/III-ʾ – 4x   אתָה סְתָה ;(Num. 14.19) נָשָׂ  סְתָה   ;(Judg. 9.38) מָאַ   ;(Sam. 15.26 1) מָאַ 
אַרְתָה תָה III-t – 1x ;(Ps. 89.40) נֵֵ֭ צְמַ֗ תָה miscellaneous – 1x ;(73.27) הֱִ֝  .Sam 2) תֵַ֥
22.41). Groves–Wheeler (1991–2010, v. 4.14) counts 148, but mistakenly tags 
as 2MS the 3FS ה  ,and (your soul) will live’ (Jer. 38.17). Barr (1989b, 116‘ וְחָיְתָ 
125–27) lists 146, omitting  ָית הצֻוִֵּ֖  (Gen. 45.19) and תָה -while in ,(Neh. 9.15) נָתַָ֤
cluding ketiv שת qere ה  .(Ps. 90.8) שַתָ 

10.2. Samaritan Biblical Tradition 

10.2.1. Cases of the Plene 2MS Nominal Suffix in the 
Written Tradition 

 ;ba ̊̄ka ‘your coming’ (Gen. 10.30; 13.10; 25.18) באכה ;īka ‘how!’ (Gen. 3.9) איכה
 .yikkåk ‘(the LORD) will strike you’ (Deut. 28.22, 27, 35) יככה

10.2.2. Cases of the Plene 2MS Nominal Suffix in the 
Reading Tradition 

 .SP Deut יכך .yikkåk ‘(the LORD) will strike you’ (Deut. 28.22, 27, 35; cf יככה
28.28 || MT יַכְכָ ה); MT באכה is twice entirely unparalleled in SP Gen. 10.19; SP 
ה MT || ואברכך  and for‘ וּלְכָ ה || ולך that I may bless you’ (Gen. 27.7); SP‘ וַאֲבָרֶכְכָ 
you’ (Gen. 27.37); SP ובך || MT ה  your‘ ידיך and on you’ (Exod. 7.29); SP‘ וּבְכֵָ֥
hands’ || MT ה  .like you’ (Exod‘ כָמֹכָה MT || כמוך your hand’ (Exod. 13.16); SP‘ יָ ָ֣דְכָָ֔
15.11 [2x]); SP אתך || MT  ָהאֹתָכ  ‘you’ (Exod. 29.35; Num. 22.33). Though SP 
כה- has (Gen. 3.9) איכה , the realisation īka is identical to that of rhetorical איכה 
|| MT ה .how?’ (Deut. 1.12; see Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 319, §6.3.7)‘ אֵיכֵָ֥


