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showcasing Moshe Moḥe’s non-standard Tiberian pointing of the standard Tiberian pronunciation 
of Issachar (see within, ch. 4), courtesy of the Syndics of Cambridge University Library.
Cover design: Jeevanjot Kaur Nagpal.

Th
e H

istorical D
epth

 of th
e Tiberian

 
R

eadin
g Tradition

 of Biblical H
ebrew

H
orn

koh
l

17
ebook and OA editions 

also available

ebook

The Historical Depth of the    
Tiberian Reading Tradition of   

Biblical Hebrew

AAron D. HornkoHl

Aaron D. Hornkohl

The Historical Depth of the Tiberian 
Reading Tradition of Biblical Hebrew



https://www.openbookpublishers.com

© 2023 Aaron D. Hornkohl

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 
International (CC BY-NC 4.0). This license allows you to share, copy, distribute and 
transmit the text; to adapt the text for non-commercial purposes of the text providing 
attribution is made to the authors (but not in any way that suggests that they endorse you 
or your use of the work). Attribution should include the following information:

Aaron D. Hornkohl, The Historical Depth of the Tiberian Reading Tradition of Biblical 
Hebrew. Cambridge Semitic Languages and Cultures 17. Cambridge, UK: Open 
Book Publishers, 2023, https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0310

Copyright and permissions for the reuse of many of the images included in this publication 
differ from the above. Copyright and permissions information for images is provided 
separately in the List of Illustrations.

Further details about CC BY-NC licenses are available at, https://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by-nc/4.0/

All external links were active at the time of publication unless otherwise stated and have 
been archived via the Internet Archive Wayback Machine at https://archive.org/web

Updated digital material and resources associated with this volume are available at 
https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0310#resources

Every effort has been made to identify and contact copyright holders and any omission or 
error will be corrected if notification is made to the publisher.

Semitic Languages and Cultures 17.

ISSN (print): 2632-6906
ISSN (digital): 2632-6914

ISBN Paperback: 978-1-80064-980-4
ISBN Hardback: 978-1-80064-981-1
ISBN Digital (PDF): 978-1-80064-982-8
DOI: 10.11647/OBP.0310

Cover image: T-S AS 8.129. A leaf from a Cairo Geniza biblical codex containing Gen. 
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15. HA-QAṬAL

It is well known that in BH the definite article  ַה -  is commonly 
prefixed to participles as a relativising particle.1 Indeed, with par-
ticiples  - ַה is a far more common relativiser than 2.אֲשֶר Only ir-
regularly does relativising  ַה -  occur with finite verbs, specifically 
the suffix conjugation. Most of the biblical cases of ha-qaṭal ap-
pear to be late, secondary, or both.  

1.0. Relativising  ַה-  with qaṭal in the Tiberian 
Biblical Tradition 

1.1. Post-classical Biblical Hebrew 

While relativising  ַה -  + 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 (§116o); JM (§138c(2)); Williams (1970, §539); Holmstedt 
(2016, 69–73). Cf. WO (§19.7b), who reject the classification of  ַה-  with 
participles as relativising on the grounds that participles can have a rel-
ativising function without  ַה- . Of course, on this logic, neither does  אֲשֶר 
qualify as a relativiser, since qaṭal and yiqṭol 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 אֲשֶר or  ַה - . 
2 There are over 1600 cases of  - ַה + (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 
 .participle (active or passive) + אֲשֶר
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qaṭal forms.3 Consider the acknowledged cases of  - ַה + qaṭal from 
TBH and LBH compositions in examples (1)–(12).4  

ה   (1) וֹם רַבָָׂ֑ ה  י תְּ ם מֵֶ֖ בֶת יֵָ֔ ־הִיא֙ הַמַחֲרֶ  וֹא אַתְּ שָ מָה  הֲלַ֤ ים׃   הַּ אוּלִַֽ ר גְּ רֶךְ לַעֲבֵֹ֥ ם דֶֶ֖ עֲמַקֵי־יֵָ֔  מַַֽ
 ‘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) 

ר   (2) ר בֶן־הַנֵכֵָ֗ אַל־יאֹמַ  ָּ֤הוְּ וָ נִלְּׁ וֹ  הַּ ל עַמָׂ֑ הוֶָ֖ה מֵעַ  נִי יְּ דִילַ֛ ל יַבְּ דֵָ֧ ר הַבְּ הוָה֙ לֵאמֵֹ֔  ... אֶל־יְּ
 ‘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) 

יר ...  (3) ים הָעִ  בֶת מִיַמִָׂ֑ תְּ נוֹשֶֶ֖ דְּ יךְ אָבֵַ֔ לָה אֵ  לֶָ֗ הֻׁ ה בַיָם֙  הַּ ה חֲזָָקַָ֤ תָָֹ֨  ... אֲשֶר֩ הָיְּ
 ‘…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) 

ה הַזאֹת֮  (4) ת כָל־הָרָעָ  וֹב אֵ  י אִיֵ֗ שֶת ׀ רֵעֵ  לֹ  וּ שְּ עָ֞ מְּ ֵּ֣יִשְּ בָּ֣אָהוַַֽ ... עָלָיו֒  הַּ  
 ‘And Job’s three friends heard about all this calamity that 

had come upon him…’ (Job 2.11) 

 
3 GKC (§138i–k); Lambert (1931, §295); JM (§138c(2)); Williams (1970, 
§539); WO (§19.7c); Holmstedt (2016, 69–73). 
4 The linguistic periodisation of most of the verses in the lists presented 
in §§1.1 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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אֲ  (5) אֵלַי֙  אַָ֤ה  נִרְּ וֹן  חָזָ֞ לֶךְ  הַמֶָׂ֑ ר  אשַצַ  בֵלְּ וּת  כֶ֖ מַלְּ לְּ וֹש  שָלֵ֔ נַ ת  י  בִשְּ אַחֲרֵ֛ אל  דָנִיֵֵ֔ י  נִ 

אָּ֥ה  נִרְּׁ ה׃  הַּ חִלַָֽ י בַתְּ  אֵלֶַ֖
 ‘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) 

ת בֵית־ (קולה שוא) (6) רוּמַ  ים תְּ אֶת־הַכֵלִָׂ֑ ב וְּ אֶת־הַזָהֶָ֖ סֶף וְּ ם אֶת־הַכֵֶ֥ ה לָהֵֶ֔ קֳלָ  וָאֶשְּ

ינוּ  הֵרִ ימוּ  אֱלֹהֵֵ֗ ים׃  הַּ צָאִַֽ ל הַנִמְּ רָאֵֶ֖ כָל־יִשְּ יו וְּ שָרֵָ֔ יו וְּ יעֲֹצָ  לֶךְ֙ וְּ  הַמֶ֙

 ‘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) 

ינוּ  ... (7) ר בֶעָרֵֵ֗ ל ׀ אֲשֶ  כֹ  יבוְּ שִִ֞ ה  ים  הַּ זֻמָנִֵ֔ ים מְּ עִתִ  רִיוֹת֙ יָבאֹ֙ לְּ ים נָכְּ ... נָשִַ֤  

 ‘…and let all in our cities who have taken foreign wives 
come at appointed times…”’ (Ezra 10.14) 

ים  (8) ל אֲנָשִָ֕ וּ בַכֵֹ֔ כַל  יבוּוַיְּ שִֹׁ֖ ה  וֹת הַּ רִיָׂ֑ ים נָכְּ ... נָשִ   

 ‘And they came to the end of all the men who had married 
foreign women….’ (Ezra 10.17) 

ל   (9) כָֹֹ֨ ישוְּ דִָ֜ הִקְּׁ ִֽ רוּיָָׂ֑ה   הַּ יוֹאֶָ֖ב בֶן־צְּ ר וְּ נֵ ר בֶן־נֵֵ֔ אַבְּ יש וְּ וּל בֶן־קִֵ֔ שָא  ל הָראֶֹה֙ וְּ מוּאֵַ֤  ... שְּ
 ‘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) 

ךָ֙ ... (10) ה עַמְּ עַתֵָ֗ אוּ וְּ צְּׁ נִמְּׁ ךְ׃ הַּ נַדֶב־לַָֽ תְּ הִַֽ ה לְּ חֶָ֖ שִמְּ יתִי בְּ ה רָאִֵ֥  ־פֵֹ֔
 ‘…and now your people, who have been found here, I 

have seen, joyously offering freely to you.’ (1 Chron. 29.17) 
ים   (11) עָרִֵ֔ יַ ת יְּ ה דָוִיד֙ מִקִרְּ וֹן הָאֱלֹהִים֙ הֶעֱלַָ֤ ל אֲרַ֤ יןאֲבֵָ֗ הֵכִּ֥ ִֽ יד בַּ וֹ דָוִָׂ֑ ...לֶ֖  
 ‘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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ל   (12) ם עַ֛ כָל־הָעֵָ֔ הוּ֙ וְּ קִיָ֙ חִזְּ ח יְּ מַַ֤ יןהַּ וַיִשְּ ם  הֵכִּ֥ ים לָעָָׂ֑ ... הָאֱלֹהִֶ֖  
 ‘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  ַה -  prefixed to a participle. In these in-
stances, it is not unreasonable to entertain the possibility that the 
- הַ   + qaṭal syntagm reflected in the reading tradition is due to 

secondary reinterpretation. In the case of the II-w/y qal forms in 
examples (1) and (4)— ֙מָה אָה and הַשָ֙  this would involve no—הַבָ 
more than a shift from ultimate stress in the relevant FS partici-
ples to penultimate stress in the 3FS qaṭal forms. In the 3MS III-y 
nifʿal forms in examples (2) and (5)—וַָ֤ה אֵָ֥ה and הַנִלְּ -it presup—הַנִרְּ
poses a shift from the MS participle’s expected segol to the qaṭal’s 
qameṣ 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  ַה -  + qaṭal sequence—the forms  לָה  ,הַהֻלֵָ֗
ימוּ֙  יב ,הַהֵרִ֙ יבוּ ,הַהֹשִָ֞ יש ,הַהֹשִֶ֖ דִֶ֜ הִקְּ אוּ  ,הַַֽ צְּ ין and ,הַנִמְּ הֵכִֵ֥  cannot be read as בַַֽ
anything other than qaṭal forms prefixed with relativising  ַה - .  

Though such frequent agreement between the LBH written 
tradition and the Tiberian vocalisation does not guarantee the 
authenticity of the reading tradition’s  ַה -  + qaṭal interpretation 
in the four aforementioned consonantally ambiguous forms, it is 
clear that the explicit understanding of equivocal structures as 
relativising  ַה -  + qaṭal 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.5 

1.2. Classical Biblical Hebrew 

Of course, the phenomenon of relativising  ַה -  prefixed to qaṭal 
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). 

הּ  (13) צַעֲקָתָ֛ ה הַכְּ אֵֶ֔ אֶרְּ רֲדָה־נָ א וְּ בָּ֥אָהאֵַֽ ה הַּ וּ ׀ כָלָָׂ֑ י עָש  ... אֵלֶַ֖  
 ‘I will go down to see whether they have done altogether 

as the outcry that has come to me…’ (Gen. 18.21) 
וֹ  (14) נָ֧ ת־שֶם־בְּ ם אֶַֽ רָהֶָ֜ א אַבְּ רָָֹ֨ דוַיִקְּ וֹלַּ נִֽ ק׃ הַּ חַָֽ ה יִצְּ וֹ שָרֶָ֖ דָה־לֵ֥ ־ל֛וֹ אֲשֶר־יָלְּ  
 ‘Abraham called the name of his son who was born to him, 

whom Sarah bore him, Isaac.’ (Gen. 21.3)6 
ב ... (15) ית־יַעֲקֹ֛ בֵַֽ בָּ֥אָהכָל־הַנֶָ֧פֶש לְּ ים׃  הַּ עִַֽ מָה שִבְּ יְּ רֶַ֖ מִצְּ  
 ‘…All the persons of the house of Jacob who came to Egypt 

were seventy.’ (Gen. 46.27) 

 
5 The form  א צַָ֤ הוָָׂ֑ה... in הַנִמְּ ר בֵית־יְּ אוֹצַ  וּ לְּ נֶ֖ ים נָתְּ צָָּ֤א  אִתוֹ֙  אֲבָנִֵ֔ נִמְּׁ הַּ  And those‘ וְּׁ
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 (§145d). 
6 The qaṭal analysis of the verbal form in וֹלַד־  .is arguable (Gen. 3.21) הַנַֽ
Though its Tiberian vocalisation with pataḥ is characteristic of the nifʿal 
suffix conjugation, the form is alternatively analysable as a participle, 
with pataḥ rather than the expected qameṣ due to the closed, unstressed 
status of the syllable before maqqef. See WO (§19.7d), who cite JM 
(§145e), though the latter do not list the verse in question. Cf. Bauer 
and Leander (1922, §32e). 
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חָמָה֙  ... (16) הַמִלְּ י  שֵַ֤ אַנְּ י  צִינֵָ֞ אֶל־קְּ יאֹמֶר  וַּ֠ ל  רָאֵֵ֗ יִשְּ יש  אֶל־כָל־אִ  עַ  הוֹשֶֻ֜ יְּ א  רָָֹ֨ וַיִקְּ

וּא  כּ֣ וֹ הֶהָלְּׁ  ... אִתֵ֔
 ‘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) 

ל   (17) רָאֵֵ֔ י יִשְּ הוָה֙ אֱלֹהֵ  ם יְּ וֹ מֵעִַ֤ בָבֵ֗ ה לְּ י־נָטָ  ה כִַֽ לֹמָֹׂ֑ הוֶָ֖ה בִשְּ ֵּ֣ף יְּ אַנֵַ֥ אָּ֥ה וַיִתְּ נִרְּׁ יו    הַּ אֵלֶָ֖

יִם׃   פַעֲמַָֽ
 ‘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) 

הּ  (18) וּת הַמוֹאֲבִיַָ֤ה כַלָתָהּ֙ עִמֵָ֔ רָֹ֨ י וְּ שָב נָעֳמִֵ֗ בָהוַתָ  שָֹׁ֖ י מוֹאָָׂ֑ב   הַּ דֵ  ...מִשְּ  
 ‘So Naomi returned, and Ruth the Moabite her daughter-in-

law with her, who returned from the country of Moab…’ 
(Ruth 1.22) 

יא  ...  (19) וֹאֲבִיָה֙ הִֵ֔ ה מַֽ בָהנַעֲרַָ֤ שָּ֥ ה מוֹאַָֽב׃  הַּ דֵֵ֥ י מִשְּ ם־נָעֳמִֶ֖ עִַֽ  
 ‘She is the young Moabite woman, who came back with 

Naomi from the country of Moab.’ (Ruth 2.6) 
י  ...  (20) ה נָעֳמִֵ֔ רָ  לֶךְ מָכְּ ינוּ לֶאֱלִימֶָׂ֑ אָחִֶ֖ ר לְּ ה אֲשֵֶ֥ קַת֙ הַשָדֵֶ֔ בָהחֶלְּ שָֹׁ֖ ה מוֹאַָֽב׃   הַּ דֵֵ֥  מִשְּ
 ‘…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.7 

 
7 Some cite  הַדִבֵר in  ...ם ין בָהֶָׂ֑ דִבֵֹׁ֖ר אֵ  הַּ וּחַ  וְּׁ רֵ֔ וּ לְּ י  הְּ בִיאִים֙  יִַֽ הַנְּ  and the prophets‘ וְּ
will become wind; and the divine word is not in them…’ (Jer. 5.13) 
as a case of relativising  ַה -  with qaṭal, but according to the pronunciation 
tradition, this is a noun (Steiner 1992; Hornkohl 2013a, 294–27). JM 
(§145d, 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  ַה -  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  ַה -  with qaṭal. 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  ַה -  
with qaṭal 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  ַה -  with qaṭal in post-classical biblical material involve con-
sonantally unambiguous qaṭal forms. By contrast, among the CBH 
cases just one of eight cases—example (16) above, וּא כ   .Josh) הֶהָלְּ
10.24)—has a consonantally unambiguous qaṭal form. Put differ-
ently, nearly all of the apparently classical cases of relativising 
- הַ   + qaṭal, 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  ַה-  attached 
to a preposition: טַּבָח וַיָ ֵּ֣רֶם וֹק הַּ֠ יהָ  אֶת־הַשָֹ֨ הֶעָלֶָ֜ ...וְּׁ  ‘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 qaṭal forms— מָההַשָ   אָההַבָ   , , and   ָבָההַש —
from FS participles, the latter with ultimate stress, i.e.,   ָה הַשָמ , 
ההַבָאָ   , and   ָה הַשָב . The distinction between qaṭal and participle is 

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

ה הַזאֹת֮  (21) ת כָל־הָרָעָ  וֹב אֵ  י אִיֵ֗ שֶת ׀ רֵעֵ  לֹ  וּ שְּ עָ֞ מְּ ֵּ֣יִשְּ בָּ֣אָהוַַֽ ... עָלָיו֒  הַּ  
 ‘And Job’s three friends heard about all this calamity that 

had come upon him…’ (Job 2.11) 
ה  ...יִתֵן֩  (22) הוָ֙ ה יְּ ת־הָאִשֶָ֜ בָאָּ֣ה אֶַֽ ךָ  הַּ ל׀ אֶל־בֵיתֵֶ֗ רָחֵַ֤ לֵאָה֙...  כְּ וּכְּ  
 ‘…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 nifʿal qaṭal forms—וָה אָה  ,הַנִלְּ —הַנוֹלַד  ,הַנִרְּ
differentiation from the corresponding MS participial forms lies 
in the final vowel alone, the respective participles being  ֶו ה הַנִלְּ , 
האֶ הַנִרְּ  דהַנוֹלָ  , . For contrastive examples, see (23) and (24). 

י   (23) אַחֲרֵ֛ אל  דָנִיֵֵ֔ י  אֲנִ  אֵלַי֙  אַָ֤ה  נִרְּ וֹן  חָזָ֞ לֶךְ  הַמֶָׂ֑ ר  אשַצַ  בֵלְּ וּת  כֶ֖ מַלְּ לְּ וֹש  שָלֵ֔ נַ ת  בִשְּ
אָּ֥ה  נִרְּׁ ה׃  הַּ חִלַָֽ י בַתְּ  אֵלֶַ֖

 ‘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) 

ה   ...ק֛וּם (24) ל  עֲלֵֵ֥ ית־אֵֶ֖ ם   בֵַֽ שֶב־שָָׂ֑ ם  וְּ חַ   וַעֲשֵה־שָ  בֵֵ֔ אֶּ֣ה  לָאֵל֙   מִזְּ נִרְּׁ יךָ  הַּ חֲךֵָ֔   אֵלֵֶ֔ בָרְּ   בְּ

נֵֶ֖י ו מִפְּ יךָ׃   עֵשֵָ֥  אָחִַֽ
 ‘…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 
- הַ   + qaṭal 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  ַה -  with qaṭal 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  ַה -  + qaṭal cases have 
consonantal forms amenable to interpretation as the far more 
common relativising  ַה -  + 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  ַה -  with qaṭal 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  ַה -  + qaṭal: 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  ַה -  + 
qaṭal 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 qaṭal 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, 
- הַ   + qaṭal appears in contexts where the more frequent  ַה -  + 

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  ַה -  + qaṭal in the BDSS, the SP, the Peshiṭta, the principal 
traditional relevant Targums, the Greek, and the Vulgate. 
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 ἐ

π
ελ

θό
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ἀ
π

οσ
τρ

αφ
εῖ
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ἃ
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ὅτ
ι 
ἡτ
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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 Peshiṭta—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  ַה -  + qaṭal 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  ַה -  + verb syn-
tagm was necessarily interpreted as  ַה -  + qaṭal. In order to at-
tempt to gain some clarity on this, it is useful to compare 
versional treatment of the  ַה -  + qaṭal syntagm with treatment of 
the far more common  ַה -  + 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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וּא   (25) קֶל הֵ֥ לִישִי֙ חִדֵֶ֔ ר הַשְּ ם הַנָהַָ֤ שֵָֹ֨ לֵֹׁ֖ךְוְּ ה  ִֽ וּר  הַּ ת אַשָׂ֑ מַ  ...קִדְּ  (DSS:  ̇ך ההל  4Q2 
f1ii.1; SP ההלך a ̊ː̄ lǝk) 

 ‘…The name of the third river was Tigris—this is the one 
that flows east of Assyria…’ (Gen. 2.14) 

ܙܠ  ܗ݁ܘ. ܕܩܠܬ  ܕܬܠܬܐ  ܕܢܗܪܐ  ܘܫܡܗ... 
݁

. ܐܬܘܪ ܠܘܩܒܠ ܕܐ  
לִיתָאָה דִגלָת הוּא ...  שוֹם נַהרָא תְּ לֵיךוְּ הַּ מַדִינחָא דַאֲתוּר  מְּׁ    לְּ
 …καὶ ὁ ποταμὸς ὁ τρίτος Τίγρις· οὗτος ὁ πορευόμενος κατέναντι 

Ἀσσυρίων. 

 …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. 

י  ... (26) אֱמֹרִֵ֔ אֶת־הָ  גַם֙  וְּ י  הָעֲמָלֵָקִָׂ֑ ה  דֵֶ֖ ת־כָל־שְּ אֶַֽ וּ  שֵֹׁ֖בוַיַכָ֕ י  ר׃  הַּ תָמַָֽ ן  צֵֹ֥ צְּ חַַֽ בְּ  (SP 

 (ayyēšǝb הישב
 ‘…and they defeated all the country of the Amalekites, and 

also the Amorites who dwelt in Hazazon-tamar.’ (Gen. 
14.7) 

ܫܢܐ ܟܘܠ ܘܚܪܒܘ... 
̈
ܓܕ܀   ܒܥܝܢ ܕܝܬܒܝܢ   ܠ ܐܡܘܪܝܐ ܘܐܦ. ܕܥܡ̈ܠܩܝܐ  ܪ  

אַף יָת אֲמוֹרָאָה ...  קָאָה וְּ יָתֵיבוּמחוֹ יָת כלֹ חַקלֵי עֲמָלְּ עֵין־גַדִי׃  דְּׁ בְּ  

 …καὶ κατέκοψαν πάντας τοὺς ἄρχοντας Αμαληκ καὶ τοὺς 

Αμορραίους τοὺς κατοικοῦντας ἐν Ασασανθαμαρ. 

 …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, Peshiṭta, and Targum use active participles, the Greek a 
present participle, and the Vulgate an imperfect past form. 



360 The Historical Depth of the Tiberian Reading Tradition 

 

וֹט  (27) לֵ֔ גַם־לְּ לֵֹׁ֖ךְוְּ ה  ם הַּ רָָׂ֑ ים׃הָיֵָ֥ה   אֶת־אַבְּ אֹהָלִַֽ ר וְּ צאֹן־וּבָָקֶָ֖  (SP ההלך a ̊ː̄ lǝk) 
 ‘And Lot, who went/was travelling with Abram, also had 

flocks and herds and tents’ (Gen. 13.5) 
ܐ   ܥܢܐ  ܗܘܘ  ܐܝܬ.  ܐܒܪܡ  ܥܡ  ܕܐܙܠ    ܠܠܘܛ  ܘܐܦ 

̈
  ܟܢܐ ̈ܘܡܫ.  ܘܬܘܪ

 . ܕܛܒ ܣܘܓܐܐ 
לוֹט   אַף לְּ אָזֵילוְּ נִין׃  דְּׁ תוֹרִין וּמַשכְּ עִים אַברָם הֲווֹ עָן וְּ  

 καὶ Λωτ τῷ συμπορευομένῳ μετὰ Αβραμ ἦν πρόβατα καὶ βόες καὶ 

σκηναί. 

 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. 

חַ לַיהוֶָ֖ה ...  (28) בֵֵ֔ אֶּ֥הוַיִַ֤בֶן שָם֙ מִזְּ נִרְּׁ יו׃ הַּ אֵלַָֽ  (SP הנראה annirra ̊ʾ̄ i) 
 ‘…And he built there an altar to the LORD who had ap-

peared to him.’ (Gen. 12.7) 
ܐ...  . ܥܠܘܗܝ ܕܐܬܓܠܝ   ܠܡܪܝܐ  ܡܕܒܚܐ ܬܡ݁ܢ ܘܒܢ   
חָא קדם יוי ...  לִיוּבנָא תַמָן מַדבְּ אִתגְּׁ לֵיה׃  דְּׁ  

 …καὶ ᾠκοδόμησεν ἐκεῖ Αβραμ θυσιαστήριον κυρίῳ τῷ ὀφθέντι 

αὐτῷ. 

 …qui aedificavit ibi altare Domino qui apparuerat ei 

In (28) the MT’s nifʿal 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  ַה -  + 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  ַה -  + qaṭal 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 Peshiṭta, 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 qaṭal forms. The problem is 
that, as already mentioned, the common  ַה -  + 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 qaṭal forms in LBH material, there is near-unanimous 
past-tense translation. By contrast, cases of ostensible divergence 
between qaṭal and participle analysis nearly always involve a 
consonantally ambiguous form. Thus, the fact that the Tiberian 
reading tradition’s ּה צַעֲקָתָ֛ בָּ֥אָה הַכְּ י  הַּ אֵלֶַ֖  ‘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,8 may well indicate di-
vergent analyses of consonantal 9.הבאה 

Or not. Consider the apparently unequivocal qaṭal form in 
יאֹמֶר י וַּ֠ צִינֵָ֞ י אֶל־קְּ שֵַ֤ חָמָה֙  אַנְּ וּא  הַמִלְּ כּ֣ וֹ הֶהָלְּׁ אִתֵ֔  ‘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 Peshiṭta 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  ַה -  + participle syntagm and sty-
listic freedom of choice on the part of translators, their render-
ings equivalent to MT  ַה -  + qaṭal cases must be considered rather 
shaky evidence for the reconstruction of translator analysis of the 
forms in question. 

2.0. Relativising  ַה -  with qaṭal beyond the Tiberian 
Biblical Tradition 

The relativising  ַה -  + qaṭal 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. 
9 While the Tiberian reading tradition draws a clear distinction between 
3FS qaṭal   ָאָה ב  and FS participle   ָהבָא , 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 qaṭal and the FS 
participle, except when the latter is used adjectivally, e.g.,   ההשנה הבא  
‘next year’. It may be that some ancient exegetes recognised a single 
underdifferentiated II-w/y qal 3FS qaṭal/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. 

׳ יַנַיִי אוֹמֵ׳ מִשֵם ר׳ מֵאִיר כָל  (29) תִי בִרְּ ח ר׳ דוֹסְּ שָכַּ נָתוֹ הַּ ַֽ  ... דָבָר אֶחָד מִ>מִ<שְּ
 ‘R. Dosti son of R. Yannai in the name of R. Meir says, 

“Whoever forgets a single thing from what he has 
learned…”’ (ʾAvot  3.8) 

הוּא בֵ  (30) לוֹשִים יוֹם אֵין עוֹלִין לוֹ מִן  ⟦ י⟧ מִי שֶנָזַר וְּ בָרוֹת אֲפִילוּ הוּא שָם שְּ ן הַקְּ

אָה בָן טוּמְּ אֵינוּ מֵבִיא קָורְּ יָין וְּ יָן וּמֵבִיא    יָצָאה  הַמִינְּ נַס עוֹלִין לוֹ מִן הַמִינְּ נִיכְּ וְּ

אָה  בַן טוּמְּ  ... קָ}ו{רְּ

 ‘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 who 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 qal 3MS qaṭal forms could conceivably have been vocal-
ised as such, but intended as qal participles.10 Moreover, the ap-

 
10 This is far more likely in the case of שכח than in that of יצא, since in 
Codex Kaufmann the participle  ַשכֵֹ)י(ח is never written with a mater waw 
(see m. Peʾa 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 שֶנָזַר מִי 

הוּא  ’…he who vowed to be a Nazirite while he was‘ וְּ

3.0. Discussion and Ramifications 

3.1. Development 

At some point in the history of ancient Hebrew a rather marginal 
syntagm consisting of relativising  ַה -  + qaṭal arose. JM (§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. הַבָא and צָא  and then it may ,הַנִמְּ
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 ג עַל־הַגֵָ֗ שֶת  וְּ לַֹ֤ יש אֲלָפִים֙  כִשְּ  אִ 

ה אִשֵָ֔ ים וְּ וֹק  הָראִֶֹ֖ חֵ֥ וֹן בִשְּ שַֽ שִמְּ  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  ַה -  + qaṭal. Two further explanations JM (§145d, 

 

 also occurs (see m. Miqvaʾot 4.1, 1, 1), whereas the MS participle שָכֵחַ 
 .is consistently (over 200 times) spelled plene יוֹצֵא
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fn. 5)—probably rightly—reject. Andersen (2000, 53), proposed 
that qaṭal with relativising  ַה -  represents the preservation of 
qaṭal’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  ַה -  + qaṭal oc-
cur with relative frequency only in LBH militates against the ap-
proach. Also, the proposed combination of a pre-classical use of 
qaṭal with the decidedly classical definite article seems improba-
ble. Representing a different tack, Lambert (1931, §295 fn. 3) 
suggested that relativising  ַה -  with qaṭal is the Hebrew cognate of 
the Akkadian relativiser ša. Cf. the Akkadian-Hebrew š-h inter-
change in the 3rd-person independent pronouns, šafʿel versus 
hifʿil, and locative-directional -iš versus  ה ִָ  -.11 The hypothesis 
does not enjoy wide support. 

3.2. Historical Depth, Anachronism, and Preservation 

While the mechanism for the emergence of relativising  ַה -  + qaṭal 
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  ַה -  + qaṭal forms in TBH and LBH 
are consonantally unambiguous. While ambiguous structures in 
contemporary sources vocalised and/or accented as cases of  ַה -  + 
qaṭal may be analysed as secondary reinterpretations of  ַה -  + 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 hypó ‘below’, super versus 
hypér, and salis versus hálas ‘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  ַה -  + qaṭal 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  ַה -  + qaṭal. 
Indeed, one scholarly approach views all relativising  ַה -  + verb 
syntagms as cases of  ַה -  + participle, unless the consonantal form 
unambiguously reflects  ַה -  + qaṭal, 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  ַה -  + qaṭal cases as genu-
ine, but doubt the authenticity of the vocalisation in apparent 
CBH cases. 

While most of the apparently early cases of qaṭal with rela-
tivising  ַה -  involve consonantally ambiguous forms, וּא כ   who‘ הֶהָלְּ
had gone’ (Josh. 10.24) is the notable exception. The consonantal 
form, though displaying a non-standard spelling (with final ʾalef) 
more typical of the DSS, can be read only as a qaṭal form. Possibly 
the only consonantally unequivocal classical case of qaṭal with 
relativising  ַה - , 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 כוּת  ,kingdom, reign‘ מַלְּ
rule’ (classical attestations in Num. 24.7; 1 Sam. 20.31; 1 Kgs 
2.12; Hurvitz 2014, 165–70; cf. Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd 
2008, II:84–85); words sharing the root  של"ט ‘rule’ (classical at-
testation of  שַלִיט ‘ruler’ in Gen. 42.6; Hurvitz 2014, 228–36; cf. 
Joosten 2019, 33–35); and כָסִים -possessions’ (classical attesta‘ נְּ
tion in Josh. 22.8; Hurvitz 2013, 330; cf. Schoors 1992–2004, 
II:257–58). 

Similarly, it seems likely that the comparatively late prolif-
eration of qaṭal with relativising  ַה -  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 qaṭal 
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  ַה -  + qaṭal, there is evidence of nuance within the vocalisa-
tion of those CBH forms amenable to analysis as instances of  ַה - + 
qaṭal. In other words, not every case interpretable as  ַה -  + qaṭal 
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was so read. Consider the contrast between examples (31) and 
(32), which consist of successive verses: 

נֶפֶש   (31) הכָל־הַּ֠ בָאֶָ֨ ב כָל־נֶֶ֖פֶש    הַּ נֵי־יַעֲקָֹׂ֑ י בְּ שֵ  ד נְּ בֶַ֖ וֹ מִלְּ רֵכֵ֔ י יְּ אֵ  מָה֙ יצְֹּ יְּ רַ֙ ב מִצְּ יַעֲקַֹ֤ לְּ

ש׃ ים וָשֵַֽ  שִשִֵ֥
 ‘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) 

ב   (32) ית־יַעֲקֹ֛ בֵַֽ ֵּ֣יִם כָל־הַנֶָ֧פֶש לְּ נָָׂ֑ נֶ פֶש שְּ יִם  רֶַ֖ מִצְּ וֹ בְּ ף אֲשֶר־יֻלַד־לֵ֥ י יוֹסֵ֛ נֵֵ֥ אָה וּבְּ בָּ֥   הַּ

מָה שִ  יְּ רֶַ֖ ים׃ פ מִצְּ עִַֽ  בְּ
 ‘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 הבאה refer semantically to past events, but they 
are distinguished in the reading tradition: in (31) the form is ac-
cented as  ַה -  + participle  and in (32) it is accented as  ַה -  + qaṭal. 
As each was conceivably given to either understanding, it is clear 
that the reading tradition cannot be accused of wholesale re-
branding of  ַה -  + participle as  ַה -  + qaṭal wherever possible. 

A similar argument can be made regarding the vocalisation 
of הנראה as  ַה -  + participle in examples (33) and (34), but as  ַה - + 
qaṭal in (35). 

חַ לַיהוֶָ֖ה ...  (33) בֵֵ֔ אֶּ֥הוַיִַ֤בֶן שָם֙ מִזְּ נִרְּׁ יו׃  הַּ אֵלַָֽ  
 ‘…So he built there an altar to the LORD, who had ap-

peared to him.’ (Gen. 12.7) 
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חַ לָאֵל֙  ...  (34) בֵֵ֔ ם מִזְּ ם וַעֲשֵה־שָ  שֶב־שָָׂ֑ ל וְּ ית־אֵֶ֖ ה בֵַֽ אֶּ֣הק֛וּם עֲלֵֵ֥ נִרְּׁ חֲךֵָ֔   הַּ בָרְּ יךָ בְּ   אֵלֵֶ֔

יךָ׃  ו אָחִַֽ נֵֶ֖י עֵשֵָ֥  מִפְּ
 ‘…“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) 

ל   (35) רָאֵֵ֔ י יִשְּ הוָה֙ אֱלֹהֵ  ם יְּ וֹ מֵעִַ֤ בָבֵ֗ ה לְּ י־נָטָ  ה כִַֽ לֹמָֹׂ֑ הוֶָ֖ה בִשְּ ֵּ֣ף יְּ אַנֵַ֥ אָּ֥ה וַיִתְּ נִרְּׁ יו    הַּ אֵלֶָ֖

יִם׃   פַעֲמַָֽ
 ‘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 qaṭal forms with relativising  ַה -  should be 
accorded due weight. 

There is one further perspective that merits consideration. 
Though, as mentioned, relativising  ַה -  + qaṭal 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, piʿʿel, 
and nifʿal all have MS participles identical to the respective 3MS 
qaṭal forms (Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, §§2.12.2, 6, 9–10). This not in-
frequently results in cases of relativising  ַה -  prefixed to forms 
identical to the Samaritan suffix conjugation, and this not just in 
places where the MT has relativising  ַה -  with a form pointed as 
qaṭal. Perhaps the most striking come in D-stem, e.g., 
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הוָה֙  (36) א שֵם־יְּ רַָ֤ בֵּ֣רוַתִקְּ ד  י  הַּ ל רֳאִָׂ֑ ה אֵ  יהָ אַתֶָ֖   :MT...אֵלֵֶ֔
  SP... אליה אתה אל ראה( addabbǝr)  הדברותקרא שם יהוה  
 ‘So she called the name of the LORD who spoke to her, “You 

are a God of seeing”…’ (Gen. 46.27) 
כֵל   (37) א  הִָֽ רֶב  וְּׁ א עַד־הָעָָׂ֑ טָמֵ  יו וְּ גָדֶָ֖ ס בְּ כַבֵֵ֥ הּ יְּ לָתֵָ֔   :MT... מִנִבְּ
  SP... מנבלתה יכבס בגדיו וטמא עד הערב (wa ̊̄kkǝl)  והאכל 
 ‘and whoever eats of its carcass shall wash his clothes and 

be unclean until the evening…’ (Lev. 11.40) 

Similar congruence between participle and qaṭal forms is notice-
able in the case of, e.g., qal  ַע  השמע  qal || (MT Gen. 21.6) הַשמֵֶֹ֖

aššāma (SP Gen. 21.6); nifʿal  ה אֵֶ֥  הנראה  nifʿal || (MT Gen. 12.7) הַנִרְּ

annirra ̊ʾ̄ i (SP Gen. 12.7); qal ר  הדבר  piʿʿel || (MT Gen 16.13) הַדבֵֹ 
addabbǝr (SP Gen 16.13).12 It is not clear whether or how the 
broader Samaritan tendency to discard the distinction between 
participial and qaṭal forms might be related to the extension in 
the Tiberian tradition of relativising  ַה -  to the qaṭal form, but 
whether these were related or separate processes, the result was 
similar: late traditions in which relativising  ַה -  could be prefixed 
to forms indistinguishable from qaṭal. 

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  ַה -  + qaṭal syntagm. Most of the 

 
12 These are cited on the basis of Tal and Florentin 2010 (written tradi-
tion) and Ben-Ḥayyim 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  ַה -  + qaṭal. 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  ַה -  + qaṭal, 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.


