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1. Methodological Introduction

1.1 The History of Biblical Hebrew

The Bible is a collection of works mostly in Hebrew, dating from a period, whose length is more than a millenium. Without going more into the details of Bible criticism or textual history, the earliest sections, as the poetry written in archaic or pre-classical Biblical Hebrew – Moses’s song on the sea, Deborah’s song, Jacob’s blessing,… –, are generally accepted to come from the 12th or 11th century. While the latest ones – e.g. the frame of Daniel – usually are told to date from the middle of the 2nd century B. C. E.

The history of Biblical Hebrew (BH), is divided by most scholars into three periods. The Standard or Classical Biblical Hebrew (CBH) most probably reflects the literary standards of the late first Temple period (7th and early 6th century B. C. E.), as reflected in the classical prophecy books. Earlier texts might be reedited in this period, or one may also argue that CBH was the unchanged literary standard for the entire first Temple period. Only a few texts, mostly poetical fragments, survived in their pre-Davidic linguistic shape: e.g. Jacob’s blessing of his sons (Gen. 49), Moses’s song on the Read Sea (Ex. 15), Moses’s final blessing (Deut. 32), Deborah’s song of victory (Judges 5). These texts reflect in many ways the linguistic conditions of the early Israelite period in Canaan, that is the 12th-11th centuries, and their language is called pre-Classical or archaic BH. 

On the other end of this historical process we find Late Biblical Hebrew (LBH). Late Biblical Hebrew reflects the (literary) language of the Jews during, and mostly after the Babylonian exile, especially in the Persian – and in some cases probably even in the Hellenistic – period. It should be noted in advance that we speak of a written language, while the spoken language of the Jews in this period might have been slightly different, even if we claim that Hebrew was spoken that time, and not only Aramaic. Some scholars claim that Aramaic was the widely spoken dialect, while Hebrew was only the tongue of the literary and sacred sphere, while others think that Hebrew was spoken in certain circles during the entire period, and it gradually evolved into what would be known as Rabbinic or Mishnaic Hebrew (RH). According to the first school, RH was born as the result of a language revival (similar to the birth of Modern Hebrew in the late 19th century) in the Hasmonean or early Roman period.

According to Sáenz-Badillos (p. 112-113): “Aramaic became standard for communication with the outside world and in certain kinds of literature, although at the same time a late form of Biblical Hebrew (LBH) was often used in literary composition, maintaining a style found in earlier works of scripture. In addition, it is very likely, at least in the south, that people continued to speak a vernacular form of Hebrew which some centuries later would be written down and receive the name of Rabbinic Hebrew (RH).” Later on he adds (p. 166):” In Jerusalem and Judaea the daily language after the return from exile (538 BCE) was no longer BH but, instead, a spoken, more demotic, dialect. Whether this was an existing, possibly pre-exilic, Hebrew dialect, a late version of BH developed under the influence of Aramaic, or a type of ‘new common language’, as suggested by C. Rabin, is much more difficult to ascertain, although recent research favours the first possibility.”

Whatever the spoken language was (aramaic, LBH or a “proto-RH”), we know about LBH from a very restricted corpus of a special character. First of all we have the biblical text itself. The following books come from the 2nd Temple period without any question
: Ezra-Nehemiah, parts of XII (Zecharia, Haggai), Daniel, Esther, whose author does not claim the opposite, and Chronicles are clearly dated to the same period by the largest part of the scholars. Other books – Job, Qoheleth, Deutero-Jesiah, Maleakhi, Jonah, parts of Psalms, Joel, Mishlei, Shir ha-Shirim, Ruth
 – may also date from this period, or be (re)edited then, or have incorporated late fragments, but this is already a question of debate. The purpose of the methodology described in class, and presented in this paper is to give an objective tool to date texts using only linguistic evidences, and not historical, theological or other hypothesizes.

Additional evidences of the Hebrew language used in the Persian or Hellenistic period comes from archeology, like Hebrew inscriptions on coins. But this corpus is very tiny and special in character (proper names, etc.). A wider Hebrew corpus dates from the end of LBH-period: the Hebrew text of Ben Sirah, as well as the Dead Sea Scrolls (DDS) and other fragments of the Judean Desert. But most of this literature should be characterized rather as post-Biblical, and presents the bridge between LBH and RH.

Summing up: when we speak about LBH, we deal with a literary dialect preserved in the Bible, thus presenting further textual problems, as the impact of the massorets, etc. As a literary dialect, LBH most likely copied CBH, and was very conservative. Whatever was the spoken language, LBH can be characterized as CBH with a few late elements (new words, syntactic and orthographic characteristics,…). These post-classical elements of LBH in many cases may be due to undesired factors, and not to the wishes of the author: the author unconsciously “revealed” himself. In other cases, they may be explained by supposing that the author or the readers would not know or understand the classical equivalent of a word or of a structure. In general I think it is very important to emphasize that when we deal with LBH, we analyze the linguistic profile of a closed corpus of literary text, and we should not draw too much consequences about the contemporary spoken language.

1.2 Contemporary Linguistic Context

After having analyzed the place of LBH in the history of the Hebrew language, let us have a look to the contemporary linguistic context. As we shall see, these will be also of importance for the methodology used in this paper. The extra-Biblical sources for the history of the Hebrew language are the archeological finds, epigraphic discoveries. The earliest relevant traces are the Canaanite glosses in the El-Amarna letters and inscriptions on the Sinai; but even more interesting are the texts contemporary to the Biblical narrative, starting from the Mesa stele: letters, dedicatory inscriptions, and other fragments, whose number is accumulating by the last decades of the first Temple period.

But when speaking of LBH, beside the works already mentioned from the end of the period and from the up-coming centuries (Ben-Sira, DSS, Bar-Kochba letters and rabbinic literature), we should also rely on Aramaic sources that are rather contemporary to the late books of the Bible. Here we are referring to the Imperial Aramaic (Reichsaramäisch), that is the official language of the Persian Empire, that remained the lingua franca and the language of the people and of the literature in the Near East in the following few centuries, until several dialects developed by the Roman period, that is much after the Biblical books were written. The most important sources are the Elephantine papyri, from Southern Egypt, in the 5th century B. C. E., where a Jewish and gentile mixed population established a military colony. But other epigraphical inscriptions (Aramaic, Nabatian, Palmyrian, etc.) should also be taken into consideration. Persian will be an important factor in our discussion, but Greek not, since its influence might be significant only at the very end of our period.

We also may want to compare LBH to the languages of the Jewish literature of the up-coming centuries. We should mention here the Rabbinic (Mishnaic) Hebrew works (especially the early phase of it: the Mishna, the Tossefta and the tannaitic midrashim, 2nd-3rd century C. E.), as well as the DDS (2nd c. B. C. E. - 1st c. C. E.) and the Bar Kochba letters (2nd c. C. E.) as the “bridge” between LBH and RH, on the one hand; and Jewish (Palestinian) Aramaic (mostly targumim), on the other. 

1.3 General Characteristics of LBH

Let us now describe the general characteristics of LBH. As we have already mentioned it, LBH can be seen rather as a variant of Standard BH, than as an independent period in equal distance from CBH and RH. Does it reflects the contemporary language spoken by (at least part of the) Jews? Or is LBH only a literary language, copying CBH, that was seen as the ideal? I cannot penetrate into this question within the framework of this paper.

Hurvitz (תשמ"ג) describes the following four categories of late elements in LBH (p. 218): 1., Persian elements; 2., Aramaic elements; 3., pre-RH elements (i.e. elements of probably the spokent language that would become characteristic to RH); and 4., Inner development (that would not appear in RH).

The most characteristic trait of LBH is the use of new words, borrowed during and after the exile from Aramaic or Persian. Other changes in the lexicography are due to inner development. Some words have changed their meaning, which became narrower or wider, or was shifted. Kutcher mentions the following examples among others (p. 81-85): the prevalence of אֲנִי over אָנֹכִי; the use of the word מלכות, and not ממלכה; the use of מנּה ‘to appoint’ instead of פקד. Among the changes of the semantic field: רצה changed its meaning from ‘to be content’ to ‘to wish’. The verb לקח was no more used in the meaning of ‘to receive’, rather as ‘to buy’, and a new verb, the very familiar קבּל was borrowed instead from Aramaic.
 We saw a lot of examples for all of these in class, and this paper will also present some cases.

Due to the nature of our text – a consonantal text, vocalized thousand years later, and even in the consonantal text minor (orthographic, i.e. phonological) changes, unification, or textual corruption could be carried on in the up-coming few centuries – the changes in phonology are very difficult to analyze, and that may be the reason why the literature does not deal with this question.

Contrary to that, the changes in syntax are very significant. A striking difference is that active constructions are preferred to passive ones (Kutcher pp. 81f.). A few examples taken from טלשיר: (ו)בכן ‘then’ as opposed to the CBH אז and RH באותה שעה, מיד, בו ביום; LBH אחר זה, as opposed to CBH אַחר, אחר(י) כו, אחר(י) הדברים האלה, and to RH (ו)אחר(-)כך (p. 166). The conjunction כי was changed to אשר, since the previous one recalled too much the Aramaic די used in a different way (p. 170). Sáenz-Badillos adds (p. 116f.) the elimination of the use of אך ‘surely’ and of נא ‘pray’. 

The syntactical properties of some lexical elements were also changed: e.g. the verb ישב required the preposition בקרב or בתוך, while in LBH אצל is required (idem, p. 120). אז needed imperfect in CBH, and perfect in LBH (Kutcher, pp. 81f.).

In morphology, let me mention two examples (idem): the use of the long imperfect (וָאֶתְאַבְּלְה meaning ואתאבל ‘I mourned’ in Neh. 1:4) and the double plurals (אנשי שמות in 1Chron. 5:24, as opposed to אנשי השם in Gen. 6:4).

The development of spelling and orthography is also significant. The writing became more and  more plene. The spelling of the name ‘David’, as דויד in Chronicles and the minor prophets – instead of דוד – is a very well-known example. Another striking example is the spelling ירושלים appearing only five times
, as opposed to the 664 occurrences of the defective ירושלם. The very plene spelling of the DDS – sometimes even more than Modern Hebrew – proves that this trend was carried on in the up-coming centuries.

Before finishing characterizing LBH, I should mention an important fact, brought by Kutcher (p. 85). Some of the elements of LBH show an isogloss to pre-classical Hebrew and Canaanite. Kutcher cites the structure ‘infinitive + pronoun’ found in Qoh. 4:2 (וְשַׁבֵּחַ אֲנִי), that would be impossible in standard BH, but have been found in 9th century Canaanite inscriptions. As Kutcher writes: “Incidentally, this case should serve to qualify the assumption that everything in BH prose that differs from SBH [standard BH – T. B.] should be considered late.” The explanation of this phenomenon can be that the structure existed in spoken Hebrew during the first Temple period, but was not considered to belong to the literary style; or the structure survived only in a peripheral dialect, and only later entered the literary language. The same applies to Aramaisms: it should not be taken for granted that all the Aramaisms were borrowed in post-exilic times. The linguistic interactions go back to the pre-classical period, but the literary language of the first Temple period was probably very “purist”, compared to earlier and later stages, when the political constellation did not motivate such a purism.

1.4 Methodology used in analyzing words

The algorithm used in this paper aims to prove on a systematic way that a given word is characteristic to LBH. After words – or other elements of the language – have been identified as LBH, we can also give a methodology for dating texts on a linguistic ground, without using more subjective arguments, like a supposed development of the Biblical theology (cf. Hurvitz, 1968.). If any text in question reflects some of these characteristics (more than what can be explained as late corruption), we may argue that the text is late. But on the other hand, if we find none of these characteristics, we should conclude that it goes back to pre-exilic time, or at least, the author was “very good at copying” CBH, without making any unconscious “mistake”.

The methodology has three steps. First, we check the distribution pattern of the given word (or element of the language) within the Bible. There are three possibilities:

– The word appears in a clearly pre-exilic book, too. Unless we can prove that it is a late corruption, or the word has a totally different meaning, or we find any other reason to deny this occurrence, we should refute that this is a late element of the language.

– The word appears only in clearly post-exilic books (Ezra-Nehemiah, Zecharia, Haggai, Maleachi, Daniel, Esther, Chronicles), than we have a good chance to prove that this is a late element.

– The word appears in the above mentioned late books, as well as we have a few occurrences in books whose dating is questionable (e. g. Job, some psalms, Qoheleth,…). In this case, if we have further good reasons for claiming that the word is late, than we may conclude that the appearance of the word in the questionable text proves with certain probability the lateness of the text.

The next step is looking for “classical equivalent”, that is for a synonym word or a structure with the same use, that appears in CBH. This would prove that lack of use of the given word in CBH text is not due to the lack of need, but another word or expression was used to express the same idea. If the word would have existed in CBH, we would expect it to occur, at least a few times.

The last step is checking the linguistic context, that is the contemporary and the later extra-Biblical sources, in order to trace the history of the language. If we find for instance that the word can be derived from Persian of from Imperial Aramaic, or we find a similar structure in one of these which influenced the inner development of Hebrew, then we should argue that most probably the word or the structure or the use of the word is a post-exilic borrowing from these languages. Furthermore, if we find that the word was widely used in later bigger corpi, for example in RH, but earlier, CBH texts do not have it, we may conclude that the word entered the language in post-exilic times, unless we should expect a similarly wide-spread use in CBH, as well.

In the following we shall analyze some words and expressions taken from the 9th chapter of Esther. No one questions that the book of Esther was written in the Persian period, thus we are pretty sure in its dating. We will examine the following words: דָּת, שָלַט, בִּזָּה, בִּירָה, תֹקֶף and פור. 

I wanted to analyze the expression “לשלוח יד ב”, in the meaning “to do bad to someone”, but could not finish it because of lack of time. The expression appears in this form only in Esther (2:21, 3:6, 6:2, 9:2). In Gen. 22:12, the preposition is אל, in Ex. 22:7, the meaning is ‘to touch the property of’.

2. Discussion of words

2.1 דָּת

Our first word of Esther 9, דָת, appears in verses 1 and 14. Its meaning according to Lisowsky, Koehler-Baumgarten and B.D.B. is ‘order, law’ or German ‘Anordnung, Gesetz’ or Latin ‘edictum, lex’. אבן-שושן defines it as a BH word, meaning ‘חק, משפט’, ‘religion’ in Rabbinic Hebrew.

The first step of our process is examining the distribution pattern of the given word in the Bible. In our case, the distribution pattern clearly shows that we are dealing with a LBH word. In Biblical Hebrew, we have 20 occurrences in Esther and one in Ezra (8:36), proving that the word is not characteristic only to Esther. Biblical Aramaic also proves that the word was widely used in the second Temple period: we find seven occurrences in Daniel and five occurrences in Ezra.

There is one more occurrence of the word דת in the masoretic text of the Bible, and this is Deut. 33:2, that would make our argumentation very difficult. 
 But according to all, we are faced with a textual corruption.
 BDB’s proposal is אש [לפ]דת ‘fire of flame’ or אש [יק]דת ‘a burning fire’, and KB suggests אשדור or אשרת, the name of pagan deities, which would lead to a polytheistic understanding of the Biblical text.

The next step is checking the extra-Biblical sources, but I have found no valuable occurrence in post-exilic Aramaic or post-biblical Hebrew sources. No occurrences in Cowley’s, Kraeling’s or Driver’s collection and none in Ben Sira. Cook (p. 41) mentions a Nabatean inscription where דתא ‘law’ appears (N310). In Porten-Yardeni we find a compound word having דת as the first part (vol. 4, D3.45:6): וכנותא דתבריא ‘…and his colleagues, the law officials…’ (Aimé-Giron 76, second half of the 5th century BCE). 

Among the Qumran fragments, Kuhn does not bring any occurrences, while Charlesworth knows only about very questionable fragments: e. g.: ] דתו [  (4Q502), ] דתם ואתה אלי [ (4Q511), ] ל<ד>ת [ (4Q509). I could not find any in the Targumim, either (in Onqelos, using קאסאווסקי, and in Targum Neofiti, using Kaufman and Sokoloff). The translation of Deut. 33:2 in the Vulgata (“ignea lex”) and the Samaritan Pentateuch as ‘law of fire’ can be considered as extra-Biblical proofs for the word דת meaning ‘law’ in late antiquity.

In the rabbinical literature, on the other hand, we observe, that דת is frequently used, although sometimes in a changed meaning. Jastrow understood it as the feminine form of דין (now we know that it is not the true etymology), meanings: 1. Custom, law; judgment, punishment 2. Religion. According to the Bar Ilan Responsa Project CD-Rom, there are approximately 20 occurrences in the Mishna, 40 in the Tossefta, 200 in halakhic midrashim, 80 in Talmud Yerushalmi and approximately 400 in Talmud Bavli.

Let us now try to find the classical equivalent of דת. This would mean that the concept was needed in CBH, but other word was used to describe it. In fact, we will find a very high number of occurrences of its classical equivalents, and if the word had existed before the exile, it would be improbable that in none of these cases the word דת would have been used.

We will argue that the Classical BH-equivalents areחֹק  and מִשְפָּט, and sometimes also תּוֹרָה, דִּין. All of them have a similar meaning according to the dictionaries, and are very frequent words in BH. The way we will try to prove that these are the classical equivalents is by looking for similar contexts. Some schools in the modern philosophy of language claim that the meaning of a word is the set of the sentences / contexts it can be put in, thus if we find that both דת and the candidates for being its classical equivalents are similarly used, we may argue, that there is no difference in their meanings.

The first context is:
‘giving a law’, ‘a law given’. In classical BH we find:

Lev. 26:46:    אלה החקים והמשפטים והתורת אשר נתן ה' בינו ובין בני ישראל
Deut. 11:32: ושמרתם לעשות את כל החקים ואת המשפטים אשר אנכי נתן לפניכם היום
Ezek. 20:25: וגם אני נתתי להם חקים לא טובים ומשפטים לא יחיו בהם
While in the late books we have:

Ezra 8:36: ויתנו את דתי המלך לאחשדרפני המלך   
Esth. 4:8: ואת פתשגן כתב הדת אשר נתן בשושן להשמידם נתן לו להראות את אסתר
Esth. 9:14:  ויאמר המלך להעשות כן ותנתן דת בשושן ואת עשרת בני המן תלו
If after these examples someone would argue, that חק and משפט refer only to divine law, while דת only to the secular sphere, counterexamples are: Judges 4:5 (והיא יושבת תחת תמר דבורה בין הרמה ובין בית אל בהר אפרים ויעלו אליה בני ישראל למשפט) or 1Sam.30:25 (ויהי מהיום ההוא ומעלה וישמה לחק ולמשפט לישראל עד היום הזה).

Another context is
‘according to the law’. In this case also we can find the same contrast between classical and late texts:

Ex. 21:9: ואם לבנו ייעדנה כמשפט הבנות יעשה לה
Num. 9:14: וכי יגור אתכם גר ועשה פסח לה' כחקת הפסח וכמשפטו כן יעשה
As opposed to:

Esth. 1:8: והשתיה כדת אין אנס כי כן יסד המלך על כל רב ביתו לעשות כרצון איש ואיש
We find the same expression in post-Biblical corpi. Two examples from Rabbinic Hebrew:

Esth. Rabba (ad Esth. 1:8: והשתיה כדת אין אונס): כדת כל מקום ומקום
Mishna Ktuboth 7:6: שלא בכתובה העוברת על דת משה ויהודית
Although in the latter cases taken from Rabbinic Literature דת may rather mean ‘custom’, ‘manner’, ‘tradition’, the similar usage of the word – with a slightly changed meaning – is still obvious, and proves the continuity in the language. The example in Esth. R. is especially meaningful, and shows the continuity from LBH to RH. The Biblical expressions כמשפט, כחקת > כדת would appear in RH and Modern Hebrew as כדין. This change from LBH כדת to RH כדין is understandable, if we suppose, that דת became an organic element of the language: its being foreign was not felt any more by the native speakers, and it was believed to be a feminine form of דין, the same mistake that the early lexicographers did (Jastrow and אבן-שושן).

Further classical equivalent could be חֻקָה, that is equivalent to תורה and משפט in Num. 15:15-16:

הקהל חקה אחת לכם ולגר הגר חקת עולם לדרתיכם ככם כגר יהיה לפני ה': תורה אחת ומשפט אחד יהיה לכם ולגר הגר אתכם:
Another set of verses (brought by prof. Hurvitz in class), show that a better translation of דת would be ‘decree’, ‘command’, thus its classical equivalent would be דְּבַר-הַמֶּלֶךְ. This construct can be found e.g. in 2Sam. 24:4 or in Gen. 44:2 (דבר-יוסף, but Joseph was actually the vice-king of Egypt). In 2Kings 18:36 we find the similar expression מצות-המלך. In 2Kings 18:28 דבר-המלך rather refers to a message. 

Est. 9:1 feels the need to give a double expression: דבר-המיך ודתו. This would mean that one of the two expressions was not understood by the readers. Probably the writer wanted to give the classical expression, דבר-המיך, as required by the literary genre, but also felt the need to give after it its parallel in the vernacular, i.e. דתו. In Biblical Aramaic we find similar constructs with a similar meaning, using the word דת: e.g. דתא די מלכא in Ezra 7:26. Also דתי המלך appears in the LBH of Ezra 8:36.

Either דת meant ‘law’ and had the CBH equivalents חק, משפט, תורה, or meant ‘decree, command’ and is parallel to the CBH דבר-המלך, we have seen that דת has classical equivalents, thus we can answer positively to the question of the second step of our methodology.

At the final stage of our analysis, let us reconstruct the etymology of the word. The etymology proposed by Jastrow (feminine form of דין) is obviously not exact. The comparative study of languages leads to the conclusion that דת is a Persian loanword (BDB, KB), originating from old Persian dâta (‘law’, BDB, אבן-שושן), dātam (KB), and arriving to Hebrew through Aramaic (cf. the relatively numerous occurrences in Biblical Aramaic). The word was used in BH only in the Persian period (our results reinforced by BDB). It appears also in Samaritanian (KB), Syriac (KB, BDB), Egyptian-Aramaic (KB, we have seen only one occurence), Nabatean, Judeo-Aramaic, Biblical Aramaic and – as we have seen – Rabbinical Hebrew.

Summing up: the word is from Persian origin. Thus we should think that it entered the Hebrew language only in the Persian period, since neither it makes sense to suppose an earlier borrowing – no contact can be imagined between Persian and Hebrew (or Aramaic) speakers prior to the Persian period –, nor we have any indication for that.  The Persian origin is greatly consistent with the very accumulation of occurences in Esther. Consequently, we have a clear-cut example for a Late Biblical Hebrew element of the language of Esther.

A last remark about the semantic changes of the word דת, within Hebrew. The original Persian meaning is found in LBH: ‘secular law, decree’. Than the meaning became wider: ‘law’, including religious law (דתא די אלהך, Ezra 7:26). Possibly the meaning became even wider in RH, including also ‘customs, practices’. Maybe already Est. 2:12 (כדת הנשים) can be understood this way, and also Esth. R. and mKtuvot. The latter ones can also be read as ‘according to the law of’ or as ‘according to the religion of’. The modern meaning ‘religion’ can be derived from this widest meaning (‘law, both secular and religious, tradition, customs, practice, including religious practices’), with a latter restriction of the semantic field. Prof. Hurvitz claimed that this restriction of the semantic field took already place in RH, this Esth. R. and m Ktuvot should be read as ‘according to the religion of’.

But let me show an example, proving that דת must have had a little bit wider meaning in medieval Hebrew, including the semantic field of תורה ‘(religious) law’. המיר דתו today means ‘to change ones religion’ (e.g. in the חוק השבות). But in the liturgical poem יגדל, about Maimonides’s principles of faith it meant ‘to change ones law’, or, in this case more precisely, “the” Torah: “תורת אמת נתן לעמו אל... לא יחליף האל ולא ימיר דתו”. Knowing Jewish “theology”, the word דתו should refer her to the law, to the Torah of God, and the reading “his religion” would sound a little unintelligible to me, in connection to God.

2.2  שָׁלַט
Our next word to examine is the verb שָׁלַט. The basic meaning of the root, according to the dictionaries is: ‘to rule, to have power’. BDB writes: “domineer, be master of (late)”. The distribution pattern is not clear as in the case of דת, but we can conclude that the verbal form may be LBH. (The nominal form שֶׁלֶט (‘shield’) is CBH, as appearing also in 2Samuel and 2Kings a few times. We will discuss it after we have seen the etymology of the root.) The verb appears both in books whose late dating might be questionable: four times in Qoheleth and once in Psalms (Ps. 119:133). But both Qoheleth and Psalm 119 are thought by many scholars (on different basis) to be late compositions. And we also have three occurrences in unquestionably late books: two in Esther (both in 9:1) and one in Nehemiah. No occurrences are found in early books. The noun שלטון, clearly derived from our verb, occurs twice in Qoheleth.

In the tiny corpus of Biblical Aramaic, we meet שְׁלַט ‘to rule’ six times in Daniel, שלטון ‘potent’ twice in Daniel, שלטן ‘power’ 14 (!) times in Daniel, finally שליט ‘mighty, potent’ seven times in Daniel and twice in Ezra.

This distribution pattern clearly indicates that the verb was – probably – not used in early times, but became a very frequent word among Jews in the later post-exilic period; especially in Aramaic, where it even served as a base for further derivation.

We should now examine the extra-Biblical sources. We find many occurrences in Egyptian Aramaic:

- Driver: שליט ‘authorized, empowered, be allowed to’ in Letter 2:4: פסמשך ברה שליט יהוי למנשא דשנא זכי תמה במצרין, that is “Psamšek his son shall be allowed to take up that grant there in Egypt”.

- Cowley: שלט ‘to have a right’ e.g. 2:16.17; שליט e.g. 5:11.14, 8:11; שליטה, שליטן.  For instance in 2:16-17, that is a contract from 484 BCE:  ...ואנת שלט בפרסן זי בית מלכא ובי זי לבנן וכל זי לן אנת שלט למאחד עד...; this is translated by Cowley as:‘…and you have a right to our payment from Government House and the countinghouse; and all that is ours you have a right to seize until…”. In the deed relating to the reversion of a property, from 460 BCE, we read: להן בניך מן מבטחיה ברתי המו שליטן בה אחריכם ‘but your children by Mibtahiah my daughter have power over it after you’. In 15:18 we find: מפטחיה הי שליטה ת בביתה, or “Miphtahiah has a right to the house”.

- Kraeling: ישלט ‘will have power’ 4:20; שליט e.g. 2:12, 12:23, 10:8ff.

- Cook mentions it once, on p. 113 (196S).

In Ben Sira we meet it twice: אל תשלט בן כך (hifil!, 30:29), ולשלטון (nominal form, 4:7). Both occurrences prove that the root was by the 3rd-2nd century B. C. E. so accepted, so natural, that it became the base of further derivations: of a hifil form and of a nominal form (parallel to the parallel form in Aramaic).

In Qumran Aramaic (Kuhn) we find שליט (4QPB 1): [...] יסור שליט משבט יהודה;
 and also שלט ‘shield’ (Milkhama 6:2). Charlesworth also brings שליט (1apGen 20:13, 22:24; 4Amrm 2; 11tgJ 32:6, etc.).

Among the Targumim, Onkelos has over 30 occurrences
 (שלט, שלטון, שולטן,…), while Targum Neofiti has שלט ‘to rule’ 28 times, שלטון ‘rule, ruler’ 16 times, שליט ‘ruling, having power’ 54 times, etc. (Kaufman and Sokoloff).
When speaking about rabbinical literature, Jastrow mentions the use of the root in several binyanim. The multiplication of the number of binyanim is remarkable, that is the process mentioned in connection with Ben Sira was carried further on. In qal and piel it means ‘to handle, to rule, to have power’, in hifil: ‘to give power, to make a ruler’, and in hitpael and nitpael: ‘to be given power, to be empowered’. We have the same meanings in rabbinical Aramaic.

According to the Bar Ilan Responsa CD-Rom, there are four occurrences in the Mishna (השולט, שולט, לשלטון twice), 15 occurrences in the Tossefta (among others forms like נשתלט), 77 in midrashei halakha, 66 in Talmud Yerushalmi and 128 in Talmud Bavli (e.g. משתשלוט,  שולטנא, תשלוט). 

We will now demonstrate that the Classical Biblical equivalent of שָׁלַט is מָשַׁל. Let us consider the following two verses:


Gen. 3:16:
 אל האשה אמר... ואל אישך תשוקתך והוא ימשל בך
Psalms 119:133:
 פעמי הכן באמרתך ואל תשלט בי כל און
Here we simply can see that not only the meanings given by the dictionaries are the same, but also the use of preposition. In the following, the preposition of שָלַט changes, but the two verbs express the same meaning, ‘to rule over the people(s)’.


Deut. 15:6:
 ומשלת בגוים רבים ובך לא ימשלו…


Nehem. 5:15:
 … גם נעריהם שלטו על העם…

Finally, we see that Onqelos translates the CBH מָשַׁל by the root שְׁלַט:

Gen. 1:16: 
…  את המאור הגדל לממשלת היום ואת המאור הקטן לממשלת הלילה …

Onqelos ad loci: … ית  נהורא   רבא  למשלט ביממא וית נהורא זעירא  למשלט בליליא …

 or

Gen. 37:8:… יאמרו לו   אחיו   המלך               תמלך עלינו אם משול                תמשל בנו
Onqelos:… ואמרו ליה אחוהי המלכו את מדמי לממלך עלנא או שולטן את סביר למשלט בנא
Stictly speaking this means that the CBH מָשַׁל was understood in the first centuries C. E. as having the same meaning as the Aramaic root שְׁלַט that time. But we may generalize from this that even LBH שָׁלַט had the same meaning as CBH מָשַׁל. 

Now, since the authors, when wanting to express the meaning ‘to rule’, used always the verb מָשַׁל in clearly pre-exilic corpi, while שָׁלַט was widely used in post-exilic and rabbinical Hebrew and Aramaic, we may assume that the verb entered the Hebrew language the earliest during the exile, or rather in the Persian period. If we accept this, the appearance of this verb in Qoheleth and Psalm 119, shows a late feature of these works.

We may want  now to have a look to the etymology of the verb. In Ugaritic, we find once the noun šljt (‘master, ruler’, KB), שלט (אבן-שושן).
 In Akkadian we have šalātu (‘have power’, BDB, KB), in Arabic saluta (‘overcome, prevail’, BDB: salīt, saluta, sultān) or salata (אבן-שושן), and it appears also in Ethiopic (Gueez, BDB). We know already the Aramaic שלט, שליט, and the Nabatian שלט (BDB) is also similar. Kaufman (The Akkadian Influences on Aramaic, p. 98) states that the root šlt is much more common in Aramaic than in Akkadian: “Its rare Neo-Assyrian and common Neo-Babylonian and Late-Babylonian use in legal formulae is probably due to Aramaic influence.” This fact also supports our proposition about the lateness of this word in Biblical Hebrew.

Summing up, it is probably the Aramaic which created the verb שְׁלַט from the pre-existing nominal form (cf. Ugaritic?, BH שֶׁלֶט
), and spread it in the Near-Eastern Semitic languages. In LBH we find the verbal root in the qal stem, in BA and other contemporary sources we already find deverbal nominal forms, while the intensified and diversified use of the root in RH (in other stems, also), proves the spread off of the root.

Further discussion of שלט is to be found in Hurvitz (1972), p. 134-136. Here the conclusion is that the fact that the word is found only in late books (except of Proverbs; Qoheleth has been accepted to be a late book), and we have additional evidences for its lateness, we should conclude that Psalm 119 is late.

2.3 בִּזָּה
Our next word, בזה, will defer from the previous ones, since it is clear that the root ב.ז.ז. existed in CBH, but the nominal form changed its pattern. The BDB defines the word as meaning ‘spoil, booty’, and annotates as being late. Besides Est. 9:10, it appears twice in Esther, twice in Daniel, once in Ezra, once in Nehemiah, and three times in 2Chronicles. Thus we may have no doubt about its lateness, if we would base our judgment only on the distribution pattern.

The classical root בזז appears pretty frequently in standard BH, both in nominal and in verbal forms (e.g. Gen. 34:27.29, Num. 31:9.32.53, Dt. 2:35, Jos. 8:2, 1Sam. 14:36, 2Kings 7:16, Jes. 10:2, Jer. 20:5, etc.) It even appears in LBH: Est. 3:13, 8:11, 2Chron. 14:13, etc. But it is clear that the nominal form בזה appears only in late books.

Thus my proposal for its classical equivalent is בז:

למה ה' מביא אתנו אל הארץ הזאת לנפל בחרב נשינו וטפנו יהיו לבז Num. 14:3: …
We find the same metaphoric use (‘to give people as spoil’) in LBH (Neh. 3:36):

שמע אלקינו כי היינו בוזה והשב חרפתם אל ראשם ותנם לבזה בארץ שביה: 

This can be a later contamination, otherwise it is difficult to explain the two different nominal forms in the same sentence. Ezekiel 23:46 brings the classical בז in the same grammatical context ‘לתת מישהו לביזה/לבז’:

כי כה אמר אדני ה' העלה עליהם קהל ונתן אתהן לזעוה ולבז: 

Targum Onqelos proposes us another classical (or in this case rather pre-classical, archaic) equivalent, since it translates שלל by בזתא:

Ex. 15,9:


אמר    אויב  ארדף אשיג אחלק  שלל...
Targ. Onq. ad. loc.:
  דהוה אמר סנאה ארדוף אדבק אפלג בזתא...
Among the extra-Biblical sources, both Cowley and Porten-Yardeni (vol. 3, C1.1:104) have the text of Achikar, a classical piece of Aramaic literature. In lines 168-169 (numbering by Cowley) we read: ...כי בזיזת צדיק המו... ‘for the spoiling of the righteous are they’. Cowley has another occurrence of the word, also (37,7): נדחל בזי זעירן אנחנו בזז ‘we fear robbery because we are few’ (see also the note on p. 134). The next occurrence is a little doubtful according to the editor. Ephal–Naveh 142:1 reads: ש חד לבזין יהוי ‘one sheqel will belong to the robbers(?)’.

There is no evidence for it in Biblical Aramaic (Lisowsky), nor in Ben Sira. In Qumran Hebrew we find the verb בזז only once, namely in Pesher Habakuk (3,1; Kuhn, Charlesworth: לכות ולבוז את ערי הארץ .

In rabbinic literature, Jastrow translates it as ‘spoil’, and mentions Num. R. s. 13, as well as Lam. R. to II, 13. He also has the Aramaic בִּיזָּא, בִּזָּא ‘dividing, plunder, spoil’. I have found 10 occurrences in the Tosssefta, among of which four was in tSanh. 14,2. Midrashei Halakha have 20, Talmud Yerushalmi 2 and the Bavli 9.

To sum up, in this case we are faced – much more clearly than in the case of שָׁלַט – with a classical root, that changed its nominal form. This was probably an inner development under Aramaic influence. But let me emphasize the inner development, as compared to other phenomena described in this paper, since the adopting of the Aramaic pattern was in harmony with the former structure of the language, only a new nominal pattern was included. In this case the word was probably not felt as being foreign, and the native speakers might not have been aware of the neologism.

2.4 בִּירָה 

The word meaning in Modern Hebrew ‘capital’ also has most of its Biblical occurrences in the book of Esther, which is consistent with its Persian origin, as we shall see. In our chapter, Chapter 9, it appears in verses 6, 11 and 12. BDB translates it as ‘castel, palace’, Lisowsky as ‘citadel, castle’. We can also notice that in most of the cases it is a perpetually associated to the name a few places: to Persepolis (שושן הבירה) or – as we shall see – to Elephantine (יב ברתא).

The word’s distribution pattern is very clear: ten occurrences in Esther, one in Daniel, three in Nehemiah, two in 1Chron. and two in 2Chron. Among these, all the cases in Esther, the one in Daniel, and one of the occurrences in Nehemiah are שושן הבירה. In the two cases in 2Chron. we meet an aramaism
, the plural form בירניות. In Biblical Aramaic, we meet the word in Ezra 6:2.

In the contemporary sources we find a big number of occurrences of the Aramaic word ברתא. Porten–Yardeni (vol. 2, p. xx) bring numerous cases. From all the papyri from Elephantine mentioning the name of the place as יב בירתא ‘Yeb, the fortress’, let me mention just one example, Cowley 29,1:  בירח מסורע... ביב בירתא אמר ... נתן בר הושע ארמי ‘In the month of Mesore,… in Yeb the fortress said Nathan b. Hosea, Aramean…’. Other examples from Cowley: 2:1, 6:3.4.17, 29:1, 33:6.9. In 35:2 it is spelled without a י. Driver brings a letter
 in which we find: אדין פרימא זך וכנותה לא שנציו למנעל בבירתא ‘then that Piryama and his fellows did not succed in entering the fortress’. In Kraeling, it appears e.g. in 2:2, 4:2, 11:1.3.12, also sometimes with a י, and sometimes without it.

Behistrun 2 reads
: ...אחר עבדו קרבא בתגר שמה ברתא באררט ‘Then they joined battle at the fortress called Tigra, in Armenia’. In the corresponding Bablonian text (Cowley, p. 254) we have ina alu Tigra šumšu ina Urašţu. Wolfram von Soden defines the word ālu(m) as ‘Ortschaft, Stadt’. This would suggest that word ברתא here could maybe mean only ‘place, city’. The word appears also in Behistun 5, 23, 31 and 46.

Contrary to this high number of appearances in Aramaic texts, I have not found any cases in Ben Sira or in the Qumran texts.

In Rabbinic literature, the word has two meanings according to Jastrow: ‘castle, fort’, the original meaning, as in Gen. R. s. 39, as well as ‘group of buildings forming one residence’ (B.B. 61b, in the Bavli). It frequently refers specifically to the ‘chosen Divine residence’, i.e. the Temple. Jastrow brings also the Aramaic form בירתא, as appearing for instance in Targ. II. Esth. IX, 6, in bSot. 38b or in pAv.Zar. V, 44d.

The number of occurrences I have found in the Bar-Ilan CD Rom: 15 in the Mishna, 11 in Midrashei Halakha, 13 in the Yerushalmi, and 19 in the Tossefta.

As for the classiqual equivalent, unfortunately I could not really find any good evidence for a classical equivalent of בירה. Indeed I would suggest מְצֻדָה is the classical equivalent. The only – although pretty weak – argument I can bring for this is the two versions of David’s prayer before his death. If we suppose it had existed in different but still correlated forms, and some motives had been common in them, then we may argue that the opening motive, the “fortress”, appears in the pre-exilic book of Samuel as (2Sam,22:2): “ויאמר ידוד סלעי ומצדתי ומפלטי לי”. While in the post-exilic book of Chronicles we find (1Chron 29,1): “ויאמר דויד המלך לכל הקהל שלמה בני אחד בחר בו אלקים נער ורך והמלאכה גדולה כי לא לאדם הבירה כי לה' אלהים”.
An additional proof is brought in Hurvitz (1972, p. 18-20.), where the author proves with a similar technique that the word is used in 2Chronicles to describe the Temple, anachronistically, in David’s time. This would suggest another classical equivalent. The Temple is mentioned very frequently in CBH books, also, but nowhere a cognate of בירה is used.

After these very clear arguments, we easily can state that the word בירה is a late guest in Biblical Hebrew. To support this, we can bring the most powerful argument, from outside of the Semitic languages, that the word is from Indo-European origin, thus it could enter Hebrew most probably only in the Persian period. BDB brings the Persian word bâru as its original form, as well as the cognate Sanskrit forms, bura and bari.

On the other hand, Kaufman (The Akkadian Influences on Aramaic p. 44.) states that “Albright’s suggested etymology from a root wbr may be correct, but that does not rule out the possibility that we are dealing here with an Old Amorite word. Note the NB plural biranātu, corresponding to BH bîrāniyyôt (and Jar. byrnt’), both best explained as borrowed from Aramaic.” As not being expert on the question, I cannot enter further arguments.

2.5 תֹקֶף
The meaning of our last word according to BDB is ‘power, strength, energy’. The cognate verb תָּקֵף ‘to prevail over, to overpower’ is told to be an aramaism. Using the concordance of Lisowsky, we can present the following distribution pattern: the verbal form occurs twice in Job and ones in Qoheleth in the qal stem (‘to overpower’), while the hifil of the root (‘to be strong’) is met in Qoheleth. The nominal form appears twice in Esther (9:29, 10:2) and once in Daniel 11:17. In the Biblical Aramaic corpus, the verb occurs five times in Daniel, and the nominal forms (תְּקָף, תְּקֹף) both appear once in Daniel.

Among the extra-Biblical sources, Cook (p. 122) mentions a few Nabatean occurences: N134, N23 as כתב תקף, and N106 as תקפא ‘ratification’. The texts are:
 “This is the sepulchre which Aïdu,… made for himself and … for whomsoever shall produce in his hand a warrant
 from the hand of Aïdu.” (1st century BCE) and “in virtue of the warrant [בתקפא] which is in his hand…” (27 CE). Neither Cowley nor Driver has it. BDB also mentions that the root was used in Nabatean (תקף ‘authority’), in Aramaic (תְּקֵיף ‘be strong’) and in arabic (thaqifa ‘to attain to, to overtake, to overpower).

We find the noun תְּקוֹף in Ben Sira 6:14. In Qumran Hebrew, only Charlesworth brings it (as תקף), e.g. in 11tgJ32:6 and 37:4.

As what concerns the Rabbinic literature, I have found the following entries in Jastrow: תקף (‘to seize, to overpower; to rest heavily upon’), תוקף (‘strength, power’), תקיף (‘strong, mighty’) in Hebrew, and תְּקַף, תְּקֵיף (‘to seize, to hold firmly’), תוקפא (‘strength, power; stronghold’), תקיף (‘strong, mighty; protector’) in Aramaic. This variety of forms – we have verbs, nouns, and, what is new, adjectives – and of meanings proves, that the word became more and more accepted. תוקפא appears for instance in the following Targumim: in Targ. Hag. II,22 and in Targ. O. Gen. 49,24 as ‘strength’, in Targ. Jud. 6,26 and in Targ. Zech. 9,3 as ‘stronghold’.
As about the possible classical equivalents, we have more possibilities, using this last information. On the one hand, the Mekhilta and Rashi give עוז:

:מכילתא דרבי ישמעאל בשלח - מס' דשירה בשלח פרשה ג ד"ה עזי וזמרת
עזי וזמרת יה,…. ד"א עזי אין עזי אלא תקפי שנ' ה' עוזי ומעוזי ומנוסי ביום צרה (ירמיה טז יט) ואומר ה' עוזי ומגיני בו בטח לבי ונעזרתי (תהלים כח ז).
and

רש"י תהלים פרק נט פסוק י:
עוזו אליך אשמרה - עזו ותקפו של אויבי החזק עלי, אליך אשמורה ואצפה לעזרני הימנו:

On the other hand, Targum Onqelos translates also איתן as תוקפא. Ex. 14,27 “לפנות בקר לאיתנו” is paralleled in Onqelos as “לעדן צפרא לְתָקְפֵה”. Also in the pre-classical (archaic BH) text of Gen. 49,22 באיתן is translated by the same Targum as בתוקפא. In Haggai2:22 and its targum we find another possible candidate for being the classical equivalent of תֹּקֶף:

Haggai 2:22:
והשמדתי חֹזֶק ממלכות
Targum ad. loc.:
ואתבר תוקף מלכות  
Anyway, whatever the difference between עוז, איתן and חֹזֶק is, we have found that the concept described by LBH תֹקף was expressed by other words in earlier Hebrew.

To sum up, we have seen that the nominal form תֹּקף has a clear post-exilic distribution pattern, while the verbal form appear in books of questionable dating (Job and Qoheleth). We have shown that this pattern cannot be due to the lack of need to express this term, since the concept ‘strength’ was expressed by other words in pre-classical and classical Hebrew. The word also occurs in extra-Biblical sources from the second Temple period (Ben Sira), as well as in contemporary Nabatean documents. The use of the root is intensified in post-Biblical period.

2.6 פור 
Finally I wanted to analyze the most famous late word in Est. 9, namely פור, from which the name of the Purim holiday comes. Since I lack of time, I cannot go into details. The word appears seven times in the book of Esther, and nowhere else in the Bible. Probably it did not become an organic part of the language in any period, but was only used in a very restricted circle among Persian Jews. Later on, it appears only in the context of Purim and the book of Esther. I did not find any extra-Biblical source, either. The classical equivalent (identified by the book of Esther itself) is clearly גורל (cf. for instance Lev. 16:8, Num. 26:55 and Jos. 14:2).

Kaufman (The Akkadian Influences…, p. 84) writes: “Since it is glossed in the Hebrew text, pûr was still considered a foreign word. Subsequent RH and JAr. usages are certainly based on the BH usage; Syriac translates Purim by pwry’; Mand. pwr’, “lot” (uncertain). The Akkadian word is derived from pūru, ‘bowl’, < Sum. b u r. The latter meaning is continued in three Jewish magic bowl texts where pwr’ means ‘bowl’.”

3. Summary

As a conclusion of my paper, let me summarize our results. We have shown that five or six words appearing in the ninth chapter of the book of Ester are clearly from late origin. The exactness of the method and the criteria used guarantee the value of this statement. Based on this, we could claim the lateness of the ninth chapter, if it was not obvious already from its content. But the very fact that these words also appear in texts whose dating is not as much as self-evident as the dating of Esther, is a strong argument for the lateness of these works.

Furthermore, we have presented several extra-Biblical sources from the second Temple period, both Hebrew and Aramaic or Nabatean ones, as well as post-70 corpi, as the classic works of rabbinic literature and the targumic literature.
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דוד טלשיר: מעמדה של העברית המקראית המאוחרת בין לשון המקרא ללשון חכמים, מחקרים בלשון, כרך ב'-ג'ת תשמ"זת עמ' 161 – 172.
�  הורביץ, תשמ"ג, עמ' 212 – 218.


 � Ibid.


�  Also נשא was used in the meaning ‘to receive’.


�  This is a good example to show why I suggest saying that LBH was rather a literary language and a “copy” of CBH, than a living dialect. The similar use of אז and of the waw-consecutivum in CBH is due to their similar place in the linguistic system. The verbal system must have changed in LBH, the modal meaning did not dominate any more over the temporal meaning – as seen also in RH –, consequently the use of אז  had changed. But the waw-consecutivum, probably the most striking characteristics of BH, survived in LBH, as a copy of CBH, as a characteristics required by the literary genre. On the other hand, they did not see the use of אז, which is significantly less frequent, to belong to the same category. A similar phenomenon can be observed at medieval and modern Bible-commentators, who misunderstand the meaning of the CBH ‘אז + imperfect’ structure, and interpret it as designating the future tense (e.g. Ibn Ezra on Ex. 15:1).


�  Jer. 26:18, Est. 2:6, 1Chr. 3:5, 2Chr. 25:1 and 32:9.


�  The ktiv says it should be one word, but the massoretic text vocalizes it as if it were דת. In the Vulgata we find “ignea lex”, ‘law of fire’, that is the literary translation, which we will meet in many traditional translations to European languages. Even if the Vulgata’s translation is inconvenient for us, it proves – and this can be an additional argument for our sake – that the word דת clearly meant ‘law’ in late antiquity. The Samaritan Pentateuch has the same, thus supporting this argument.


�   Lisowsky writes “grammatically unintelligible”.


�  A. Hurvitz’s proposal in class was: אשדית, ‘slopes’, that would perfectly fit into the context.


�  Cf. Gen. 49:10.: לא יסור שבט מיהודה.


�    According to קאסאווסקי.


�  In Ugaritic it appears only once, in an obscure context (a magic text?), and its meaning is not clear either. That is probably the name of a monster: שליט דשבעת ראשם, ‘the שליט has seven heads’.


� The dictionaries present שָׁלַט and שֶׁלֶט as coming from different etymologies, although I can imagine a semantic relation among them (‘ruling over someone’ meant ‘giving protection to him’, both ‘”covering” him somehow’). I suggest, that the common root of both of them, either in a nominal or in a verbal use, existed in early Semitic languages. This would either mean that the verbal root could exist in proto-Hebrew (pre-Biblical Hebrew), but was loosen in pre-exilic BH, or at least out of use in the (literary) language. Or it can also mean, as I proposed, that the denominative verbal form was created latter, in Aramaic, and entered Hebrew, independently from the noun שֶׁלֶט.





�  Kaufman, p. 44.


�  Letter 5,7.


�  Also in Cowley.


�  Cook, G. A.: A Text-book of North Semitic Inscriptions, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1903.


�  כתב תקף, Cooke notes: ‘lit. “a document of confirmation’”.
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