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15. HA-QATAL

It is well known that in BH the definite article -n is commonly
prefixed to participles as a relativising particle.! Indeed, with par-
ticiples -n is a far more common relativiser than Jwx.? Only ir-
regularly does relativising -1 occur with finite verbs, specifically
the suffix conjugation. Most of the biblical cases of ha-qatal ap-

pear to be late, secondary, or both.

1.0. Relativising -n with gatal in the Tiberian
Biblical Tradition

1.1. Post-classical Biblical Hebrew

While relativising -1 + participle is found throughout the He-
brew Bible, a peripheral post-classical feature involves extension

of the definite article’s relativising role to finite verbs, specifically

1 GKC (81160); JM (8138c(2)); Williams (1970, §539); Holmstedt
(2016, 69-73). Cf. WO (§19.7b), who reject the classification of -7 with
participles as relativising on the grounds that participles can have a rel-
ativising function without -n. Of course, on this logic, neither does "Wy
qualify as a relativiser, since gatal and yigtol forms can also be subordi-
nated in asyndetic relative clauses with no need of an explicit relative
particle. The potential for asyndetic relative clauses in no way negates
the relativising function of either wR or -i.

% There are over 1600 cases of -1 + (active or passive) participle. Even
if more purely adjectival participles are excluded in such a way as to
leave only verbal participles, these dominate the mere 36 cases of
WK + (active or passive) participle.

© 2023 Aaron D. Hornkohl, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/0BP.0310.15
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qatal forms.? Consider the acknowledged cases of -1 + gatal from

TBH and LBH compositions in examples (1)-(12).*

(1) oy 1y 777 07w T M3 oW v o nagmen R &
‘Are you not she, who dries up the sea, the waters of the
great deep, who made the depths of the sea a way for the
passing of the redeemed?’ (Isa. 51.10)

(2)  ...inw Spn M P ST BRY MoK n;‘?;n N330712 MNTOR)
‘And let not the foreigner who has joined himself to the
LoRD say “The LORD will surely separate me from his peo-
ple.”...” (Isa. 56.3)

(3) .3 npmm Amn SN PP TR0 oD NIYE AT TR...
‘...How you have perished, you who were inhabited from
the seas, O city which was praised, who was mighty on
the sea...” (Ezek. 26.17)

(4) ..vop TINAT NNt np707o2 N 3R | nww e
‘And Job’s three friends heard about all this calamity that
had come upon him...” (Job 2.11)

3 GKC (8138i-k); Lambert (1931, §295); JM (§138¢(2)); Williams (1970,
§539); WO (§19.7¢); Holmstedt (2016, 69-73).

* The linguistic periodisation of most of the verses in the lists presented
in 881.1 and 1.2 is uncontroversial. On the post-CBH status of Isaiah
40-66 see Paul (2012) and Arentsen (2020) (cf. Rooker 1996); on that
of the narrative framework of Job see Hurvitz (1974) and Joosten
(2014) (cf. Young 2009). Ruth’s date of composition is debated; while
it contains several non-standard features, a few with late affinities, most
of these can be attributed to factors other than late provenance, and the
composition’s overall linguistic style is classical. Whatever the case may
be, its periodisation, whether early or late, does not materially affect
the present argument.
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N ORIT IR R AR itn Tonn TpwRya mabnh vy mva
:npnna ox TR

‘In the third year of the reign of King Belshazzar, a vision

appeared to me, Daniel, after that which had appeared to

me previously.” (Dan 8.1)

“IP3 NRIMA D2ATNR ANTTNR AP207NR D7 MRWR (AMPWNY)
DREDIN SR M) PRUh Tohn I iy

‘And I weighed out to them the silver and the gold and the

vessels, the offering for the house of our God that the king

and his counsellors and his lords and all Israel there present

had offered.’ (Ezra 8.25)

..DiRIn oAYh K2 i) 0w 2T arwa w1 591

‘...and let all in our cities who have taken foreign wives

come at appointed times...”” (Ezra 10.14)

...NiM23 DWW 13T oWiar 532390

‘And they came to the end of all the men who had married

foreign women....” (Ezra 10.17)

TR IR 173 33N WA D van SR WATRT b

‘And all that Samuel the seer and Saul the son of Kish and

Abner the son of Ner and Joab the son of Zeruiah had ded-

icated...” (1 Chron. 26.28)

M ITINN? ARW3 IR NSNS Tov N

‘...and now your people, who have been found here, I

have seen, joyously offering freely to you.” (1 Chron. 29.17)

1T 19 172013 07 nrpi TIT n2pn DTONT 118 538

‘But David brought up the ark of God from Kiriath-jearim

wherein David had prepared for it...” (2 Chron. 1.4)
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(12) ...op% ©oR7 1200 5 00531 inipim: N
‘And Hezekiah and all the people rejoiced over what God
had prepared for the people...” (2 Chron. 29.36)

In a few cases above, the written tradition is ambiguous, possibly
reflecting relativising -n prefixed to a participle. In these in-
stances, it is not unreasonable to entertain the possibility that the
-1 + qatal syntagm reflected in the reading tradition is due to
secondary reinterpretation. In the case of the II-w/y gal forms in
examples (1) and (4)—hniwn and nxan—this would involve no
more than a shift from ultimate stress in the relevant Fs partici-
ples to penultimate stress in the 3Fs gatal forms. In the 3Mms III-y
nif‘al forms in examples (2) and (5)—mbin and nRI—it presup-
poses a shift from the Ms participle’s expected segol to the gatal’s
games in the final syllable. Even so, in the majority of the cases—
eight of twelve: (3), (6)-(12)—the written tradition’s consonantal
form and the vocalisation tradition unambiguously agree in their
testimony regarding a -0 + qatal sequence—the forms n%%in,
in™nn, aWhn, 1whn, wrpng, rynan, and Pana cannot be read as
anything other than gatal forms prefixed with relativising -i.
Though such frequent agreement between the LBH written
tradition and the Tiberian vocalisation does not guarantee the
authenticity of the reading tradition’s -n + gatal interpretation
in the four aforementioned consonantally ambiguous forms, it is
clear that the explicit understanding of equivocal structures as

relativising -1 + qatal sequences in no way contradicts, but in-
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deed lines up with the linguistic character of the written tradition

as witnessed in consonantal evidence.®

1.2. Classical Biblical Hebrew

Of course, the phenomenon of relativising -i prefixed to gatal
forms is not limited in the Masoretic tradition to post-classical
texts, but also shows up in apparently pre-exilic CBH material;

see examples (13)-(20).

(13) .72 | 1wy 28 FINAT ANRLEIN NI RITTITIR
‘T will go down to see whether they have done altogether
as the outcry that has come to me...” (Gen. 18.21)

(14) Py mw rTorws 720 harowny o xpn
‘Abraham called the name of his son who was born to him,
whom Sarah bore him, Isaac.” (Gen. 21.3)°

(15) :orpaw nnvyn TNAT 2037 Weanos...

‘...All the persons of the house of Jacob who came to Egypt
were seventy.’ (Gen. 46.27)

° The form xynin in ...-na Wik 01 0iax ingk X¥NIT ‘And those
with whom precious stones were found gave them to the treasury of
the house of the LorD...” (1 Chron. 29.8) is ambiguous. Here it is con-
sidered a participle; cf. JM (8§145d).

® The gatal analysis of the verbal form in -7%i3n0 (Gen. 3.21) is arguable.
Though its Tiberian vocalisation with patah is characteristic of the nif‘al
suffix conjugation, the form is alternatively analysable as a participle,
with patah rather than the expected games due to the closed, unstressed
status of the syllable before maqqgef. See WO (8§19.7d), who cite JM
(8145e), though the latter do not list the verse in question. Cf. Bauer
and Leander (1922, §32e).
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(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)
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nRN7Rn TWIR PERTOR M SR WRhaTOR pWim RPN
..iBR RO

‘And Joshua summoned all the men of Israel and he said to

the chiefs of the men of war who had gone with him...’

(Josh. 10.24)

v TINTIT SR TR i opn 1337 by nidWa M fasmn

N

‘And the LORD was angry with Solomon, because his heart

had turned away from the LORD, the God of Israel, who had

appeared to him twice’ (1 Kgs 11.9)

3R "Tn T AAY ANt manina n Hp: 1w

‘So Naomi returned, and Ruth the Moabite her daughter-in-

law with her, who returned from the country of Moab...’

(Ruth 1.22)

13RI TN RRIDY TRYT 8o aRin njw...

‘She is the young Moabite woman, who came back with

Naomi from the country of Moab.’ (Ruth 2.6)

:aRin TR TRWT ARy NI T2ROR? DK WK NTWD hRYn...

‘...Naomi, who has come back from the country of Moab,

hereby offers for sale the parcel of land that belonged to

our relative Elimelech.” (Ruth 4.3)

Additional cases are sometimes cited, but are excluded here.”

will become wind; and the divine word is not in them...” (Jer. 5.13)

as a case of relativising -n with gatal, but according to the pronunciation
tradition, this is a noun (Steiner 1992; Hornkohl 2013a, 294-27). JM
(8145d, fn. 5) suggest the relevance of ostensibly corrupt cases in 1
Chron. 12.24 and 2 Chron. 15.11, in both of which the relativising -7 is
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1.3. Diachrony within the Masoretic Tradition

There is a degree of similarity between early and late material in
terms of the use of relativising -1 with qatal. However, the simi-
larity is somewhat superficial and must not be allowed to mask

significant differences.

1.3.1. Frequency and Diachronic Development

First, it should be noted that the relatively smaller TBH/LBH cor-
pus exhibits a greater proportional incidence of relativising -n
with gatal than the much more extensive CBH corpus (a discrep-
ancy that becomes even more pronounced if Ruth, here catego-

rised as CBH, is assigned to the post-exilic category).

1.3.2. Ambiguous Consonantal Forms and the Case for

Dissonance

Second, as mentioned above, eight of the twelve cases of relativ-
ising -1 with gatal in post-classical biblical material involve con-
sonantally unambiguous gatal forms. By contrast, among the CBH
cases just one of eight cases—example (16) above, 812977 (Josh.
10.24)—has a consonantally unambiguous gatal form. Put differ-
ently, nearly all of the apparently classical cases of relativising
-1 + qatal, along with a few of the later ones, involve consonan-

tal forms amenable to analysis as participles.

missing. There is also one apparent CBH case of relativising -n attached
to a preposition: ﬂ"'?SJTH pi¥n N navd 077 ‘So the cook took up the
leg and what was on it...” (1 Sam. 9.24).
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As observed above, only penultimate syllable stress distin-
guishes the 3Fs II-w/y qal qatal forms—nntn, nxan, and navn—
from Fs participles, the latter with ultimate stress, i.e., ndWwn,
n&27, and nawn. The distinction between gatal and participle is

perceptible in contrasting examples, e.g., (21) versus (22).

(21) .. PRI TRt Ap792 DR PR 07 | WY adnwn
‘And Job’s three friends heard about all this calamity that
had come upon him...” (Job 2.11)

(22) .81 15m2 7iraoR TRIT avsa-nR M ...
‘...May the LORD make the woman who is coming into
your house like Rachael and like Leah...” (Ruth 4.11)

In the case of the 3MS nif‘al gatal forms—mbn, IR, T210—
differentiation from the corresponding Ms participial forms lies
in the final vowel alone, the respective participles being m>in,

R, 'r';istl. For contrastive examples, see (23) and (24).

(23) "ox SR a8 or R D TR0 pwN7a many Wiy mwa
:nonna o8 TRTIT
‘In the third year of the reign of King Belshazzar, a vision
appeared to me, Daniel, after that which had appeared to
me previously.” (Dan 8.1)

IR D 80
‘...Arise, go up to Bethel and dwell there. Make an altar
there to the God who appeared to you when you fled from

your brother Esau.’ (Gen. 35.1)

The salient difference between the incidence of relativising

-1 + qatal in CBH, on the one hand, and post-classical BH, on the
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other, can be formulated thus: while in the post-classical texts
most instances of relativising -1 with gatal involve explicit agree-
ment between unambiguous forms in the written (consonantal)
and reading (vocalisation) traditions, in the more classical mate-
rial the consonantal ambiguity that attaches to most of the rele-
vant forms leaves room for a claim of dissonance between the
written and reading traditions. It is certainly suspicious that such
a large proportion of classical relativising -1 + qatal cases have
consonantal forms amenable to interpretation as the far more
common relativising -1 + participle sequence.

This possibility should be seen in the light of a long list of
other features in which it has been argued that the reading tradi-
tion of classical texts deviates from that of the written tradition
in line with late tendencies on which the written and reading
traditions of Second Temple texts agree. If a significant propor-
tion of the apparently early cases of relativising -n with gatal are
indeed due to dissonance between the written and reading tradi-
tions, then this would be another in such a series of features in
terms of which the reading tradition wedded to classical biblical
material resembles the combined written-reading tradition of late
material. Such a situation is most readily explained by the theory
that the reading tradition of CBH material, though reliably pre-
serving much in the way of distinctively classical features, nev-
ertheless drifted in the direction of post-classical Hebrew until
crystallisation in the Second Temple Period, i.e., approximately
when the LBH material was composed. This means that, on occa-
sion, the vocalisation of CBH texts anachronistically departs from

the phonic realisation intended according to the written tradition
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in favour a post-classical standard. Such a hypothesis—which,
again, applies in the case of a number of features discussed in the
present monograph and elsewhere—accounts for the obvious dis-
parity between Masoretic CBH and post-classical BH when it
comes to the incidence of relativising -7 + qatal: in post-classical
material there is widespread agreement between the written and
reading traditions involving consonantally unambiguous forms,
while in CBH the dearth of consonantally unambiguous forms
regularly leaves the reading tradition’s testimony regarding - +

qatal without corroborating testimony from the written tradition.

1.3.3. Versional Evidence

Given the ambiguity of the Tiberian CBH evidence due to the
possibility of dissonance between its written and reading compo-
nents, it is reasonable to solicit aid from other ancient textual
witnesses . Upon examination, however, it becomes apparent that
these provide only general and limited evidence. The DSS evi-
dence is fragmentary and ambiguous. The Samaritan written tra-
dition is accompanied by a reading tradition, but the latter does
not discern between the gatal and participle forms of the relevant
verbs. The evidence from the rest of the versions is nearly com-
plete, but ambiguous in its own way, since, as observed below,
-1 + qatal appears in contexts where the more frequent -n +
participle can also be used and with similar semantic force. Thus,
depending on the context, one might expect similar translations
for the two. Table 1 (facing page) gives the equivalents of MT
cases of -1 + qatal in the BDSS, the SP, the Peshitta, the principal

traditional relevant Targums, the Greek, and the Vulgate.
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The first thing that can be seen is that, despite sporadic
cases of non-equivalence—Gen. 21.3 in the Vulgate, Ruth 4.3 in
the Peshitta—little to no textual doubt attaches to any of the
cases. In other words, based on versional evidence, there is no
widespread lack of equivalence interpretable as evidence for the
frequent late insertion of relativising -in + gatal in the Masoretic
tradition. Rather, in the majority of cases for which there is evi-
dence, it would seem that the copyist or translator had at their
disposal a consonantal text similar, if not identical, to the Tibe-
rian consonantal text.

It is not obvious, however, that the relevant -1 + verb syn-
tagm was necessarily interpreted as -7 + qatal. In order to at-
tempt to gain some clarity on this, it is useful to compare
versional treatment of the -7 + gatal syntagm with treatment of
the far more common -1 + participle alternative. In light of the
latter syntagm’s semantic flexibility, it is unsurprising that ren-
derings are by and large contextual. This is to say, a given ver-
sion’s translation of a specific instance is generally in line with
the semantics of the context. It is important to emphasise, how-
ever, that the semantic ambiguity that attaches to a number of
forms can occasion diversity among the translations. Be that as it
may, renderings tend to fall on a continuum ranging from forms
that denote the general present semantics of enduring character-
istics (25), through those that convey imperfective past semantics
for attendant, but not necessarily permanent, circumstances of
varying persistence (26)—(27), to those expressing perfective past

semantics for transitory unitary events (26).
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(25) ..mwWR NRTR T[\b}‘hj 810 5N Whwn anan o (DSS: 7900 4Q2
f1ii.1; SP 790 &lok)
‘...The name of the third river was Tigris—this is the one
that flows east of Assyria...” (Gen. 2.14)
Aode Jmoal Midd aos Mlar il <iom oara...
TINRT ROITNAY ‘[‘bU?; NI N937 ARO'HN 801 DIVL...
.xal 6 motapds 6 Tpitos Tiypis: olTog 6 mopeubpevos xaTévavtt
Agaupiwy.

...nomen vero fluminis tertii Tigris ipse vadit contra Assyrios

In the case of the MT’s active participle for a permanent charac-
teristic in (25), all Semitic equivalents are active participles, the
Greek is a present participle, and the Latin is a present-tense fi-

nite form.

(26) :pn 1gyna YT ~byarng ba ponpy NIH TN ... (SP
aw'n ayyesab)
‘...and they defeated all the country of the Amalekites, and
also the Amorites who dwelt in Hazazon-tamar.” (Gen.
14.7)
2 a0 @28l iamd) aa ~aalsied el daa asisa...
DT3P 2T ARk N aRy ARPYRY Hpn Sa minm...
.xal xatéxopay mavtag Tovg  dpyovtas ApaAnx xal ToUg
Apoppaious Todg xatoodvrag év Acacavlapap.
...et percusserunt omnem regionem Amalechitarum et Amor-

reum qui habitabat in Asasonthamar

Like the MT active participle with enduring past relevance in (26),
the SP, Peshitta, and Targum use active participles, the Greek a

present participle, and the Vulgate an imperfect past form.
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(27) Ry TpaIRY M DIaR-nY TP vivhmon (SP 19nn dilok)
‘And Lot, who went/was travelling with Abram, also had
flocks and herds and tents’ (Gen. 13.5)

Ninrma ioha s com e pioe me My Lol awa
a\ R A

:PIIWUI M0 Y 1 07AR O 5‘}}5‘5 0% a8

xal AwT T8 oupmopsuopéve petd ABpay Ny mpdPata xal Pdes xal

axnval.

sed et Loth qui erat cum Abram fuerunt greges ovium et ar-

menta et tabernacula

The MT’s active participle is semantically ambiguous, conceiva-
bly referring either to the initial point of Lot’s accompaniment of
Abram or to its continuation. The versions diverge: the Syriac
suffix conjugation form seems to indicate a perfective past read-
ing, while the Targum’s active participle, the Greek’s present par-
ticiple, and the Latin’s imperfect appear to reflect imperfective

interpretations.

(28) =Yy TR b nam bw 1an... (SP nxun annirrd’)
‘...And he built there an altar to the LorRD who had ap-
peared to him.’” (Gen. 12.7)
amals L\ N3 isl o ik wasa...
;5 YDINT P DTP RNITA AN RIAN...
..xal @xoddunoev éxel ABpap Buoiaotiplov xupiw T6 ddBévre
adTé.

...qui aedificavit ibi altare Domino qui apparuerat ei

In (28) the MT’s nif‘al participle seems to refer to a unitary past
event. The versions likewise resort to various forms indicating

perfective past tense semantics: the suffix conjugation in Syriac
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and Aramaic, an aorist participle in Greek, and the pluperfect in
Latin.

Of course, versional treatment of the -7 + participle syn-
tagm is not without exegetical and stylistic variation. Even so,
the foregoing examples may be considered broadly representa-
tive of common equivalencies. In the nature of things, the much
rarer -7 + qatal syntagm that is the focus of this chapter has a
far narrower semantic range. The versions, unsurprisingly, then,
commonly resort to strategies consistent with past-tense interpre-
tation. This is especially evident in the Peshitta, the Targums, and
the Vulgate, which overwhelmingly opt for indicative forms with
past-tense TAM semantics. Overall, the Greek renderings show a
slightly greater degree of variation, mixing in comparatively
more in the way of equivalencies arguably consistent with the
reading of participles rather than gatal forms. The problem is
that, as already mentioned, the common -7 + participle syntagm
had such a broad semantic range and was given to such a variety
of translation strategies, that it is difficult on the basis of transla-
tions to reconstruct a Vorlage’s specific syntagm.

Even so, it is intriguing that in the translations of clear-cut
consonantal gatal forms in LBH material, there is near-unanimous
past-tense translation. By contrast, cases of ostensible divergence
between qatal and participle analysis nearly always involve a
consonantally ambiguous form. Thus, the fact that the Tiberian
reading tradition’s "% TIN2T Anpuyan ‘whether... as the outcry
that has come to me’ (Gen. 18.21) is paralleled by suffix conju-

gation forms in the Syriac and Aramaic, but by a Greek present
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participle and a Latin indicative present,® may well indicate di-
vergent analyses of consonantal nxan.’

Or not. Consider the apparently unequivocal gatal form in
if NIDDIIT hanbnn Wik *Pepmox n8T ‘and he said to the chiefs
of the men of war who had gone with him’ (Josh. 10.24): in this
case, TJ renders with a suffix conjugation, but the Peshitta has
an active participle, the Greek a present participle, and the Vul-
gate the bland imperfective erant ‘were’. The point is that, given
both the semantic range of the -7 + participle syntagm and sty-
listic freedom of choice on the part of translators, their render-
ings equivalent to MT - + gatal cases must be considered rather
shaky evidence for the reconstruction of translator analysis of the

forms in question.
2.0. Relativising - with gatal beyond the Tiberian
Biblical Tradition

The relativising -n + qatal syntagm is rather peripheral in the

Tiberian biblical tradition. It is evidently even rarer outside of

8 Assuming that the e-vowel in venit is short. I take this opportunity to
thank my friend and colleague, Ben Kantor, for his help in making sense
of the Greek and Latin evidence.

® While the Tiberian reading tradition draws a clear distinction between
3Fs gatal &1 and Fs participle n&3, this is by no means universal. They
are read identically in the Samaritan tradition. Likewise, in Modern He-
brew, penultimate stress is standard in both the 3Fs qatal and the Fs
participle, except when the latter is used adjectivally, e.g., n&an mwn
‘next year’. It may be that some ancient exegetes recognised a single
underdifferentiated II-w/y qal 3FS qgatal/Fs participle form, which they
interpreted according to context.
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Masoretic BH—though, admittedly, many potential cases are left
ambiguous due to the lack of an explicit reading tradition. Even
so, the complete absence or rarity of unambiguous consonantal
forms has significance.

Codex Kaufmann of the Mishna presents at least one appar-

ently certain case, and possibly an additional instance.

(29) ...inw<n>n TN 937 I'I_Dg-?tl 53 RN 1 OWA ‘IR M3 2 'NoiT M
‘R. Dosti son of R. Yannai in the name of R. Meir says,
“Whoever forgets a single thing from what he has
learned...”” CAvot 3.8)

(30) n 1% Phiy pa 0P DWibw oW K10 SR nivapn [ R WY N
R 2IRD R 1 oIy 0123 RENF ARMID 1270R K020 R R0

IR 129D
‘He who vowed to be a Nazirite while in a graveyard, even
if he was there for thirty days—they do not count for him
toward the number [of days owing under the vow] and he
does not bring an offering for his uncleanness [for being in
the graveyard]. He-whe went out and re-entered [the
graveyard]—they count for him toward the number [of re-
quired days] and he brings an offering for uncleanness.’
(Nazir 3.5)

Neither case in the Mishna is entirely unambiguous, since the two
apparent gal 3Ms gatal forms could conceivably have been vocal-

ised as such, but intended as qal participles.’° Moreover, the ap-

19 This is far more likely in the case of naw than in that of &¥, since in
Codex Kaufmann the participle n(*)2¥ is never written with a mater waw
(see m. Pe’a 6.11; m. Shabbat 7.1) and the stative-like participle form
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parent article in (30) has been crossed out. The resulting
subjectless verbal forms in (30), while acceptable in Rabbinic
style as a type of conditional, i.e., ‘if he went out and re-entered’,
can also be read as a headless relative clause parallel to W 'n

K37 ‘he who vowed to be a Nazirite while he was...’
3.0. Discussion and Ramifications

3.1. Development

At some point in the history of ancient Hebrew a rather marginal
syntagm consisting of relativising -n + qatal arose. JM (8§145d,
fn. 5) suggests alternative developmental scenarios for such a

structure:

This phenomenon may have had its origin in the 3rd pers.
sg. of the perfect in cases where the form was similar to
that of the participle, e.g. 8371 and &y¥ni7, and then it may
have spread to the 3rd pers. pl. (and the 3rd fem. sg....).
The evolution may have continued, but our texts do not
show it. Alternatively, the phenomenon may have origi-
nated in a fairly common structure in which an indetermi-
nate noun is qualified by a participial phrase with the
definite article..., as in Jdg 16.27 wx braYr nwHwa 13050
1iwnY pinya o')In nWRY and on the roof there were about
three thousand men and women watching Samson’s show.

While JM raises these scenarios as mutually exclusive alterna-
tives, both could conceivably have factored into the development

of relativising -0 + gqatal. Two further explanations JM (8145d,

nav also occurs (see m. Migva’ot 4.1, 1, 1), whereas the Ms participle
Ry is consistently (over 200 times) spelled plene.
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fn. 5)—probably rightly—reject. Andersen (2000, 53), proposed
that gatal with relativising -1 represents the preservation of
gatal’s archaic use as a verbal noun (cf. the Akkadian form vari-
ously called ‘stative’, ‘verbal adjective’, ‘permansive’). However,
the fact that consonantally unambiguous cases of -7 + gatal oc-
cur with relative frequency only in LBH militates against the ap-
proach. Also, the proposed combination of a pre-classical use of
qatal with the decidedly classical definite article seems improba-
ble. Representing a different tack, Lambert (1931, §295 fn. 3)
suggested that relativising -1 with gatal is the Hebrew cognate of
the Akkadian relativiser sa. Cf. the Akkadian-Hebrew $-h inter-
change in the 3rd-person independent pronouns, Saf‘el versus
hifil, and locative-directional -i§ versus n:-."' The hypothesis

does not enjoy wide support.

3.2. Historical Depth, Anachronism, and Preservation

While the mechanism for the emergence of relativising - + gatal
may be satisfactorily explained, its chronology remains murky. A
compelling accumulation of unequivocal consonantal evidence
shows that writers had recourse thereto in the exilic and post-
exilic periods. The majority of -n + gatal forms in TBH and LBH
are consonantally unambiguous. While ambiguous structures in
contemporary sources vocalised and/or accented as cases of -1 +

qatal may be analysed as secondary reinterpretations of - + par-

11 More broadly comparable is the analogous development between
Proto Indo-European and Greek represented by such Latin-Greek corre-
spondences as sex versus héks ‘six’, sub versus hypé ‘below’, super versus
hypér, and salis versus hdlas ‘salt’.
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ticiple, there is no proof that the vocalisation deviates from the
intended written form in such cases. On the contrary, the fact
that the LBH written tradition lines up with the Tiberian vocali-
sation tradition in many cases in which the vocalisation tradition
as at odds with the CBH written tradition points to special affinity
between the written and reading traditions of late Masoretic bib-
lical material.

The real question regards the extent of vocalic authenticity
versus secondary analysis in CBH texts, where the majority of the
apparent cases of relativising -0 + gatal involve ambiguous con-
sonantal spellings. As noted above, a degree of dissonance be-
tween CBH consonantal material and the Tiberian reading tra-
dition with which it has been combined is known from analyses
of numerous features. In such cases, the vocalisation anachron-
istically reflects Second Temple standards, often in contravention
of the written tradition. This may well be the situation of the
majority of the apparent CBH cases of relativising -1 + gqatal.
Indeed, one scholarly approach views all relativising -7 + verb
syntagms as cases of -1 + participle, unless the consonantal form
unambiguously reflects -1 + gatal, no matter what the vowels
and accents of the reading tradition indicate (e.g., GKC §138i-k).

It is important to note, however, that while anachronistic
from the perspective of CBH norms as indicated by the ortho-
graphic tradition, the phenomenon is, by dint of its documenta-
tion in the late consonantal and vocalisation traditions, clearly
biblical. Indeed, since the phenomenon is not characteristic of
QH or RH, nor of Aramaic, it can only with difficulty be regarded

as a post-biblical feature retrojected into BH. Rather, it tallies
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uniquely with Hebrew literary conventions of the Persian, and
perhaps Hellenistic Periods, and not with later Byzantine, much
less medieval norms.

But the extent of the potential linguistic anachronism in
question must be characterised with appropriate nuance. Beyond
the fact that, overall, diachronic dissonances of this type are de-
tectable in only a small minority of instances in BH, it is often
the case that classical consonantal material presents authentic
forerunners of diagnostically late features eventually to become
more standard in later phases of the language, such as those re-
flected in the LBH written tradition and the Tiberian reading tra-
dition. Again, such may be the case here. One could regard the
Tiberian vocalisation of TBH and LBH -1 + qatal cases as genu-
ine, but doubt the authenticity of the vocalisation in apparent
CBH cases.

While most of the apparently early cases of gatal with rela-
tivising -n involve consonantally ambiguous forms, 813577 ‘who
had gone’ (Josh. 10.24) is the notable exception. The consonantal
form, though displaying a non-standard spelling (with final ’alef)
more typical of the DSS, can be read only as a gatal form. Possibly
the only consonantally unequivocal classical case of gatal with
relativising -7, it merits brief discussion. In view of parallels in
the ancient versions, no real textual doubt attaches to the form.
Moreover, neither the immediate nor the surrounding context
raises suspicion that the form is a product of late intervention.
Finally—and of profound methodological importance—though
the syntagm itself is characteristically late, one should resist the

impulse to prejudge it as exclusively so. Other characteristically
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late features are found sporadically in classical texts. While there
may be various reasons to speculate on the secondary status of
some such forms, it bears pointing out that no characteristically
late linguistic feature went overnight from non-use to common
use. Late currency often began with rare early usage. Logic, then,
dictates entertaining the possibility of sporadic classical distribu-
tion followed by later characteristic usage. Consider, for example,
such characteristically late features as mabn ‘kingdom, reign,
rule’ (classical attestations in Num. 24.7; 1 Sam. 20.31; 1 Kgs
2.12; Hurvitz 2014, 165-70; cf. Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvard
2008, 11:84-85); words sharing the root v"5w ‘rule’ (classical at-
testation of v'5vW ‘ruler’ in Gen. 42.6; Hurvitz 2014, 228-36; cf.
Joosten 2019, 33-35); and o'o21 ‘possessions’ (classical attesta-
tion in Josh. 22.8; Hurvitz 2013, 330; cf. Schoors 1992-2004,
11:257-58).

Similarly, it seems likely that the comparatively late prolif-
eration of gatal with relativising -1 was a development with (al-
beit rare) classical roots. But once this is admitted as a possibility,
it carries with it the potential that any number of the consonan-
tally ambiguous forms construed in the reading tradition as gatal
forms are correctly vocalised—not just in late texts, but in early
ones, too (in agreement with Holmstedt 2016, 71).

The argument can also be approached from another angle.
Along with the apparently early consonantal evidence for relativ-
ising -n + qatal, there is evidence of nuance within the vocalisa-
tion of those CBH forms amenable to analysis as instances of -1+

qatal. In other words, not every case interpretable as -1 + qatal
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was so read. Consider the contrast between examples (31) and

(32), which consist of successive verses:

(31) worY 3py33 W) Tabn BT Ry hivawn apwh TINIT e
oY oWy
‘All the persons belonging to Jacob who came into Egypt,
who were his own descendants, not including Jacob’s sons’

wives, were sixty-six persons in all.” (Gen. 46.26)
(32) TRIT 2pwrrea? weinrHs 0w woy orna 1719 WK Api
5 1PV IRTIRN
‘And the sons of Joseph, who were born to him in Egypt,
were two. All the persons of the house of Jacob who came

into Egypt were seventy.’ (Gen. 46.27)

Both instances of n&kan refer semantically to past events, but they
are distinguished in the reading tradition: in (31) the form is ac-
cented as -1 + participle and in (32) it is accented as -1 + qatal.
As each was conceivably given to either understanding, it is clear
that the reading tradition cannot be accused of wholesale re-
branding of -n + participle as -7 + gatal wherever possible.

A similar argument can be made regarding the vocalisation
of &N as -1 + participle in examples (33) and (34), but as -0+
qatal in (35).

(33) :rix TINIIT Myr? nam bw ...
‘...So he built there an altar to the LOorRD, who had ap-
peared to him.’ (Gen. 12.7)
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(34) 0123 T8 TINTAT 5K N oYrnw ownaw) o8 ma oy oip...
SPIR WY 2390
‘...“Arise, go up to Bethel and dwell there. Make an altar
there to the God who appeared to you when you fled from

your brother Esau.” (Gen. 46.27)
(35) v FINTAT H&01 o8 My oY 1337 N Aw3 M 8o
‘oY
‘And the LORD was angry with Solomon, because his heart
had turned away from the LORD, the God of Israel, who had

appeared to him twice’ (1 Kgs 11.9)

While such variation within the Tiberian reading tradition might
be chalked up to inconsistency in the application of late norms to
early texts, it might just as well reflect some degree of genuine
preservation. Even so, the infrequency in CBH material of conso-
nantally unambiguous qatal forms with relativising - should be
accorded due weight.

There is one further perspective that merits consideration.
Though, as mentioned, relativising -n + qatal apparently fails to
persist in any meaningful way in QH or RH, the Samaritan read-
ing tradition exhibits a phenomenon worthy of consideration in
this connection. The Samaritan equivalents of Tiberian qal, pi‘el,
and nif‘al all have ms participles identical to the respective 3Ms
qatal forms (Ben-Hayyim 2000, §82.12.2, 6, 9-10). This not in-
frequently results in cases of relativising -n prefixed to forms
identical to the Samaritan suffix conjugation, and this not just in
places where the MT has relativising -7 with a form pointed as

qatal. Perhaps the most striking come in D-stem, e.g.,
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(36) MT: ..ox7 5% nnR 98 D270 M ow 81pm
SP ...nx1 5K Nk 'R (addabbar) 27T M Dw RpM
‘So she called the name of the LORD who spoke to her, “You
are a God of seeing”...” (Gen. 46.27)

SP ...27pn 7Y 8NV 132 01 Anban (wdkkal) 58
‘and whoever eats of its carcass shall wash his clothes and

be unclean until the evening...” (Lev. 11.40)

Similar congruence between participle and gatal forms is notice-
able in the case of, e.g., qal ypwn (MT Gen. 21.6) || gal ynwn
assama (SP Gen. 21.6); nif‘al n§13n (MT Gen. 12.7) || nif‘al nx1n
annirr@i (SP Gen. 12.7); gal 1277 (MT Gen 16.13) || pi“el 7270
addabbar (SP Gen 16.13).'2 It is not clear whether or how the
broader Samaritan tendency to discard the distinction between
participial and gatal forms might be related to the extension in
the Tiberian tradition of relativising -n to the gatal form, but
whether these were related or separate processes, the result was
similar: late traditions in which relativising -1 could be prefixed

to forms indistinguishable from qatal.

4.0. Conclusion

To summarise: the combined Tiberian written-reading tradition
in LBH texts and the Tiberian reading tradition wedded to CBH
material constitute clear Second Temple evidence of authentic, if

peripheral, use of the relativising -1 + gatal syntagm. Most of the

12 These are cited on the basis of Tal and Florentin 2010 (written tradi-
tion) and Ben-Hayyim 1977 (reading tradition).
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CBH cases of the syntagm are consonantally ambiguous, but the
single exception looks to be a genuine forerunner of a feature
later to become more widespread. As such, it arguably validates
the vocalisation of one or more of the ambiguous CBH and LBH
cases pointed as relativising -1 + qatal. Either way, with regard
to the feature under discussion, there is no disputing that the vo-
calisation and accentuation of the Tiberian reading tradition line
up with LBH consonantal evidence, thus reflecting a date no later
than the Persian or early Hellenistic Period, and potentially pre-
serve evidence of the rare Iron Age usage of the same feature.

If the Tiberian reading tradition departs from the CBH writ-
ten tradition on this matter, it does so only by retrojecting onto
the written tradition a more advanced stage of a process already
seen to be underway therein and that is evidenced more explicitly
in the combined LBH written and reading tradition. Of course, it
is not impossible that the syntagm was as common, or nearly so,
in CBH as it was in LBH, and that its preserved documentation is
misleading. But, again, the ambiguity of the majority of the CBH
cases of relativising -7 + qatal, in conjunction with the compar-
ative frequency with which unequivocal cases are found in the
relatively more limited LBH corpus, arouses the suspicion that at

least a portion of the CBH instances are secondary.



