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THE ARAMAISMS IN THE FSALMS

I. Introductory lemarks.
1) The Scoyes.

The above title suggests in a general way the topic to
be considered. HNaturally & subject of this kind permits varied
treatment. The rhilologist, the grammarian, the exegete - each,
guided by his jpeculiar interest, will present the matter in such
a manner as to lay emphasis on that yhase of the topic which to

1 his mind is most essential. To us, also, this subject is of a

special interest. /e are concerned with the iramaisms in the

Fsalms as evidence of their date of composition. /e are inter-

ested in finding out what part Aramaisms plsy in fixing the date
of the Isalms. This interest, then, will cetexmine, in a general

way, the scope of the following discussion.

2) The Fravalent QOpinian.

The prevalent opinion among scholars regarding the Aramaisms
as marks of age is this: The appearance of one or more oi these
words in any document stamps that document or, at least, that ror-
tion of the document which contains the words &s post-exilic.
*rof. Ksutsch, vho is usually recognized to be an authority on the
subject of Arsmaisms, ver ifies this statement:

"isn argumentiert vielmehr einfach ex concessis,
webh man zZ. B. geltent macht, ein Wort wie NiD Ende,
das als Rquivalent des genuinhebrfischen Y7P nur drei-
mal im Koheleth, Je eimmal im Joel und in der Chronik,
dagegen ftinfmal im aramMischen Ianiel vorkomme, sei
dadurch ee ipso als ein splt eingedrungener,Aramaismus’
erwiesen, und sein Vokommen im Joel gentige somit allein,
dieser Frophetenschrift ihren Flatz unter den nachexilischen
Erzeuguissen der hebr#ischen Literatur anzuweisen."
(Kattech, lie Aramaismen im Alten Testament, Halle, 1902,

Pl5-)
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The above principle, then, ayplied to the Fszlms means
that the origin of the Fsalms - at least of the majority
of them - due to the Aramaisms, must be assigned to the
rost-exilic period or even later,

This method of fixing the date of the Fsalms is followed
by many of the greatest scholars. A few quotations selected
from their writings will show their position.

Briggs states: "It is full of Aramaisms and late." (The
Internat ional Oritical Commentary, New York Scribner's,1906,
Tsalms, Volell, p«520.) Agzin: "The Aramaic 2{1® is also an

evidence of late date" (op.cite.Volell,pe2l.).

Baethgen, cited by Frof. J. D. Iavis, says: "A couple of
strong ~ramaisms in the first part (thzt is verses 3 and b of
¥salm 19) make it advisable not to date this ypart either before
the time of Job" (The Frinceton “heol. Leview, Vol.IlI,No.3,
Pe371le ©Since the original cory was not available, this refer-—
ence could not be verified).

Cheyne mekes this statement: "The iramaism T'I;ITJ »' N0t to
i urge g'P;_), confirms the naturzl view that this Isalm (Fsalm 19)
of creation is jost-exilic" (The Frinceton Theol. Leview, Vol.
111, Noe3, 1e371. 4lso this reference could not be verified.
due to the fact that the original source was not available.).

In stating that the titles of the Fsalms are sypurious, which
is the same as saying the ¥Fsalms were not writien at the time of
Iavid, but at a much later date, Driver advances, as one of the
reasons for his josition, this: "Some (Fsalms) have pronounced
Aramaisme” (Driver, in Introduction to the Literature of the 0Old
Testament, Scribmers, New York, 1922, p.374.) In another place

Driver says of certain Fsalms: "The rest in these two books will

T




be post-exilic, some, perhars, late in the post—exilic 1
period - esypecially those Psalms in which Aramaisms eess
are marked." (Iriver,op.Cite., p.385.)

Kautsch exyresses himself thus: "Demr gegenliber gebraue ijch
mich jodoch nummehr zu behaupten: abgesehen von einigen
wenigen Beispielen ist ein zweifelloser sramaismus imwer
eink starke Instanz f¥r die Ansetzung des betr. Abschmitts
in exilischer oder nachexilischer Zeit." (Kautzsch,op.cite.,
PelOi.)

The zrgumentation as has just been explained is followed
by most scholars. But mention must be made of the fact that a
difference exists as to the importance attached to it. Some
scholars consider the argument frewni.he :ramaisms as secondary
rroofe In view of this, Kautzsch spesks of "strengthening" of
the proofs for the late origin of a Biblical book by pointing to

several Aramasisms. (Kattzsch, op.cite, pe5e)

3) The Ground for Claims,.

Those men Wh° entertain the view that Aramzisms in the Fsalms
indicate 2 late origin justify their stand by aprealing to his-
tory. History states that for some centuries after tne exile the
reople of falestine were belingual, speaking Aramaic for ordinary
purioses, but still at least understanding Hebrew, and that during
this period, Gue to the conditions obtzining in Falestine, Hebrew
began to decline and Aramaic to gain the ascendancy (Eney.Brit.).
From this fact they make the inference that a Hebrew document, or
at least a yortion of such a document, which is marked by =ramaic
words, must have been written during this time when one would ex—

pect Aramaic elements to have been taken over into the Hebrew, and
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that since the ¥salms - a majority, at least - are bestrewn
with Aramaisms, these had their origin in the ypost=exilic

period or even later.

4) The Flan of Discussion.

1f one judges from the array of scholars cuoted above, it
would seem as though the final word nas been szid in resypect to
the Aramaisms of the ¥salms as proof of their date. 4ind because
of the recognized scholarship of these men one migiht readily be
inclined to give credence to their conclusions. ‘Yhe consequences,
hovever, which these involve are of such a nature as to forbid
the acceptance of the views oi these scholars as decisive without
first invesiig:ating the evidence involved for one's self. There-
iore, an investigation shzsll now be undertaken in order to arrive
at some conclusions indopendently. «sccording to the nature of the
sﬁ'u:;oct, the investigation will divide itself into two distinct
plhases. “hoe one has to do with the history; the other, with the
langusge. These phases, then, will determine the divisions of the
following discussion. In the first part, the iramaisms of the
Isalms, as evidence of their date, will be studied on the basis of
history. In the second part, this subject will be studied on the

basis of language.

5) The Aramsisms Defined.

Such a discussion as has been rrorosed must necessarily be
prefaced by & definition of an Aramzisme. The definition that is
usually sccepted by scholars EKautzsch puts in these words:

"Die Bezeiclmunsﬁnea alltestamentlichen Vortes als.
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(Aramaismus' dirfte alter Gewohnheit zufolge immer

von Ger Voraussetzung ausgehen, dass es sich um

ein dem Hebraischen urspringlich fremdes, aber

infolge des vielfBltigen Verkehrs mit den benachbarten

Aram¥ern ins Hebr#ische eingedrungenes und vielleicht

sogar vollstl¥ndig eingeburgertes Llement handle."

(Ezutzsch, Op.cit., pe5.)
According to this explanation the distinguishing feaiure of an
Arsmaism is that it is a loan-word, a loan-word in the Hebrew
from Aramaic. IExcluded, then, from all consideration are those
words, which are common prorerty of both Hebrew and Aramaic. due
to the origin of the two languages from the same Grundsyrache.

This definition is acknowledged by Kautzsch. but with some
modification. He extends the definition by classing as an ira-
meism also those words which apypeared in early Hebrew, but, having
been lost, were subsequently introduced in a new meaning into
Hebrew by way of the Aramaice. His expression on this point is:

"UmmBglich ist es immerhin nicht, dass ein

ursemit ischer Stamm oder Ausdruck in einem Dialekt

vollsti¥ndig erloschen war und erst nachtrlglich aus

einem anderen wieder eingefilhrt vurde." (Kautzsch,

opeCits, P°7‘,
4As there may be some words whose history is such as has just been
set forth, the added specification of Kautzsch is not altogether
out of place. But as a standard, according to which words should
be classified, it is impracticable. For, in trying to make it
bear in the case of certain words, one is never able to avail him-
self of any facts from which to make his conclusion, but can only
hazard a guess.

Furthermore, Kautzsch 1limits the general definition inasmuch
2s he excludes all loan-words which have come into Hebrew from the
Arcmaiec at an early age and which, consequently, have lost their

foreign chsracter and become an essential element of Hebrew. In

his own words he expresses it thus:
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"Turch die oben von uns angenommene lefinition

Ges Begriffs 'Aramaismus' f£811t aber noch ein

andever Kreis von Stémmen und Wdrtern ausser Be-

tracht, dessen Vorhandensein analog einer Ille

verwandter Lrscheinungen in anderen Sprachen auch fir

das Hebrlische a priori verausgesetzt weden misste,

selbst wenn der Nachweis konkreter Belege nur teilwaise

gelingen sollte. Ich meine solche LehnwBrter, die

schon fruhzeitig undgwar naturgewiliss gerade aus dem

Bereich des Aramllischen ins Hebraesche e ingedrungen

sind, hier aber in einem solchen Grade Blrgerrecht er-

lengt haben, dass von e inem 'Fremdwort'! keine liede mehr

sein kanw." (Kautzsch, Op.Cite., DeBe.)

From this statoment it becomes evident how Kautzsch would nave

the general definition understood. Lor him the Aramaic words
which have come into Hebrew divide themselves inio twWo grourse.

On the one hand there are those words which are not comsciously
felt to be foreign words; on the other, those which are consc ious-
ly perceived to be foreign. This latter group he definss as
Aramaisms. ‘Yo sum up: Kautzsch defines an iramaism as a loan-word
in the Hebrew from the Aramaic which the Hebrew writers perceived
to be distinctly foreign words.

A study of Aramaisms on the basis of this definition will
show that it is untenable. For, in trying to classify ™2 , the
quastion on which everything hinges ana which would have to be
answered is, Did David perceive it to be a foreign word or not?
As no records exist which indicate Iavid's impressions when he em-
rloyed N, no one will be able to say that this word is an Ara-
maism nor will any one, it must be admitted, be able to maintain,
the same condition existing, that it is not an aramaism. The con-
clusion is evident: No words could ever be deiinitely called Ara-
maisms. XKsutzsch himself admits the imypossibility of knowing
whether a word is perceived to be foreign or not. He says:

"0Ob aber ein solcher iramaismus vom lebendigen

Sprachgefiiil also Fremdwort efnfunden wurde oder
nicht, dass entzieht sich leider unserem Urteil."

(Kaut’sch, 0p.C it. » Pl].o.)
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According to his own definition, how can he consistently
roint to some forty vords of the ¥salms as "zweifellose
sramaismen"? liobert Dick wilson defines an Aramaism thus:

"in aramaism is an Aramaic word which has
been taken over into another language, and used
instead o0f, or for lack of, a n:tive word."
(Princeton Theol.Review, VoleXXIII,NOe2,De234%4)

Speaking particularly with reference to tha Hobrew language,
he explains an Aramaism in these words:

"An Aramaism in a Hebrew document must be de-
fined as an aramaic word which the writer of the
Hebrew document has used to denote a thing, or to
express a thought, either because there wzs no
EHebrew viord that he could equally well employ, Or
because he was himself strongly under Aramaic in-
fluence, or beczsuse he wanted to show off his ac=-
guaintance with foreign tongues." (4 Scientific
Invest igation of the 0ld Yestament, Kobexrt lick
Wilson, Sunday School Times, Fhiladelphia, 1926,
PeléQd

Suggested, then, by the points in which the above explan-

ations largely agree, the definition adopted and adhered .to in

this treatise is: .n Aramaism is a word belonging to the Aramaic
language which has been used in the Hebrew because the writer
was unacquainted with a word in his o language .which would
adegquately express his idea, or because he was unable to dis-—
tinguish between aramaic words and the domestic words of the
language in which he was writing, or because he had some syecial

purypose in view when he used the word.
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II. The Study on the Basis of Historv.
1) The Test imony of the Bible.

In studying the rrorosed subject on the basis of history,
an attempt will be made to establish the part that the Aramaisms
played in the Semitic civilization, esyrecially in the Hebrew
civilization. 4is the jprimary source of information about thaese
yeople, the Bible comes into consideration.

Shortly after the time of Noah, in the second generation,
the Aran;?ran reople made their first appearance. (Gen.1l0,22.23.)
Althougn at this early time they were but a tribzl family, they

very quickly assumed prominence and their name became attached

to the district which they occupied. Already at the time of the
patriusrehs their land was recognized as a distinct country. (Gen. ‘.
28,2.6.) Vhile the Israelites were still ruled by Jjudges, a por-
tion of these had already an established govermment with a king
at the head and was powerful enough to gubjugate the.Children of
Isreel and keep them in bondage for eight years. (Judges 3,8.)
Iuring the reign of Saul and Uavid snother flourishing Aramaean
kingdom yplayed into history. (1 Samel4,47; 2 Sam.8,3; 2 Sam.10,6.)
Zven after the division of the kingdom the sramaeans continusd to
be a powerful reople, warring and negotiating with Israel and
Judsh . !L‘hua-the Aramsean nation was a rival and neighbor of Isrzel
from £breham's time until the Israelite kingdom passed from history.
lioreover, it was no mean rival. The extent of its territory
speaks for no insigﬁif icant prest;ge. dccording to fmos 1,5, Ara-—
maean territory extended from Damascus to Aven. So large was the
terr:tory that topographically it was divided into districts: Aram-
laharaim, Asram-Iamescus, Aram=-Zobah, and perhaps several others.
(Gen.268,2; 2 Sam.8,5: 2 Sam.10,6.) As to yower the iramaeans were

no mean match for the Israelites. In the early reriod of the judges
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the Aramaeans were their masters. (Judges 3,8.) In Fsalm 60,
in which Yavid prays for deliverance while contending with Aram-
Naharaim and with iram-Zobah, & fommidable foe is implied.

Having a neighbor and rival of such description, the Hebrews

naturally hed intercourse with it. Instances of such intercourse
are on recorde. sbraham journeyed from Haran, an Aramaean city,
to Canaan. (Gen.12,5.) Eliezer visited iram-Naharaim to £ind a
wife for his lord. (Gen.24.) Jacob traveled to Fadan-iram. (Gen.
28,2.) In lavid's wars with the Aramaeans this intercourse became

very pronouncede. OCaptives were brought into the country. (2 Same.

P 8,4.) Hebrew garrisons were put into the subjugated cities. .
(2 Sam.8,6.) Negotiations were carried on in order to bring about
peaces (2 Ssm.8,6.) The Hebrew form of government which was placed

over the subdued Aramaean ypeople necessitated intercourse. Juring

Sclomon's time an era of commerce and trade vas ushered in. (1 King 2.)
Iroducts were gathered from remote countries. (1 King 10,15.22.)
Lvidently this commercial intercourse extended also to the nations

in the immediate neigt.l‘borhood of Israel. In the subsequent wars

' waged by the divided kingdom with the Aramaeans delegations passed
back and forth. (1 Kings.20.) Ahas introduced iramaean architecture.
(2 Kings 16,10.)

This intercourse between the Aramseans and Israelites could not
g0 on without bringing the Aramaic language into contact with the
Hebrew. For this contact the Biblical records offer proof. «hen
Laban and Jacob had erected a peace memorial, the one gave it an
Aramaean name; the other, a Hebrew. (Gen.31,47.) David had as a
scribe at his court Shavsha. (1 Chr.18,16.) The opinion held con-
cerning this man is that he was an Aramaean, employed at David's

court to handle foreign affairs. (Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible,

New York,Scribners, 1909, p.842.) The conclusion suggests itself,
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/
then, that at ITavid's time the diplomatic language possibly

was Aramaic. At the time of Sannacherib's invasion the Hebrew
captaina ask that the contemplated conference be held in Aramaic,
indicating thereby that already at this time ~ramaic was "the
international language of bus iness and diplomacy." (Davis,
Dictionary of Bible, The Westminster rress, Fhiladelrhia,l924,
Pe49.) Jeremiah uttered a short speech against idols in Aramaic.

(Jerolc,llo)

2) The Test imony of the lionuments.

This information about the Aramaeans, drawvn from the Bible,
is corroborated and suprlemented :by statements in the monuments.
AS the originsl documents are not available, the evidence from
this source is tsken from the works of reliable scholars who have
examined the documents. Breasted knows of Aramaean peorle in Syrio-
Talestine before 1500. (Breasted, History of Lgyypt, New York,Scrib-
ners, 1919, p.259.) Frice lists as sources of information about the
Aramaeans the Lgyptian records of Thutmose III, the Tell el-imarna
tablets of the fifteenth century B.C., the annals of the early
Babylonian kings, the royal records of the issyrian monarchs. Then,
excavations have given to posterity a few of the original documents
of these people from the eighth and seventh century B.C. (Frice, The
Monuments and the 014 Testament, Judson Fress, Fhiladelyhia, 1925,
pe417.) That the Aramaeans are mentioned in these records urges the
conclus ion that they existed at least as early as 1500 B.C. and con-
tinued to exist until 500 B.C.

Fu'rtharmore, records show that Aramaic-speaking reople settled
among other nations at an early date. During the f£ifth century B.C.

at Assouan and Eléphantine a colony of Jews existed whose language

was Aramaic. (Boutflower, In =2nd Around the Book of Daniel,london,
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1919,p.229 .) Finally, these extra~Biblical records bring evi-
dence that sramaic words crept into other languages. "The bio-
grayhy of imenhotep, officer of Thothmes I1I, contains probably
two Aramaic wordgy the one, merain meaning two lords, and nahrin,
two rivers." (Breasted, Egypt 1I, 585,581. Cited by A.Dick Wilson

in Frinceton Theol. Heview, Vol.XXI1I, No.2, p.237. Breasted's

book not being available, this reference could not be verified.)

3) The Conclusione

With this knowledge of the aramaseans and of their relation

with the Hebrevs based on facts from the Bible and corroborated by
the monuments, one can readily see that Aramaic words may have
crept into the Hebrew during the entire period from ibraham down |
to the time of Ezra, and one might reasonably expect to find Aramaic
words in the works of koses as well as in the works of the writers
aiter his time. Furthermore, one might expect to 2ind Aramaisms in
Fsalms which antedate the rost—exilic reriod. To turn to the period
| aftor the exile as the only time in which Aramdisms may have been
'b embodied in the Hebrew is yutting a false construction on historical
facts,.

The clzim, thercfore, that due to iLramaisms the Fsalms are post—
exilic is unfoundede. All history testifies against such argumenta-
tion. EKautzsch himself admits it to be self-evident that Aramaisms
in the sense in which the term was defined above and is used in this
discussion entered the Hebrew. He puts the thought in the form of
a question, expecting an answer in the affimmative:

"Jst @s nun nicht selbstverstindlich, dass auch das

alte Israel bei dem Ubergang vom Nomadentum zZu Zckerbau,

Garten-und Weinbau eine ilenge neuer Bezeichnungen ins-

besondera sogenannte Kunstausdrticke, aus dem Bereich der

ASxheren Eultur, in die es eintrat, tbernehmen musste,

und zwar nicht blos von den Eanaanitern, sondern auch
von den Aramdern, mit demen es im Norden und Nordosten

— = s
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@ds Landes in steter Berfthrung stand?" (Kautzsch,op.cit, .,
I)ogn)

It was stated before that one might expect :iramaic words to
have been embodied in the early Hebrew documents as well as the
late. This anticipation becomes a reality on the bzsis of claims
which eritics themselves make. The claim is made by critics that
certain words are Aramaisms. Kautzsch, for example, lists 153
words which are Aramaisms to his mind \'-;ithout & doubt. An examina-
tion of this list reveals the fact that these words are found in
almost all the books of the Old Testauent, in Genesis, Lxodus,
Lleviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, huth, the two
books of Samuel, the two books of Kings, the two bodks of Chronicles,
Zzra, Nehemizh, Lsther, Job, Fsalms, Froverbs, Ecclesiastes, Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Lementation, kzekiel, Ianiel, Joel, Jonah, Habakkuk,
Hagpal and Zecharishe Furthermore, critics hold that et least some
of these books are pre-sxilic. 4£n attempt to Earmonize these two
claims necessitates the admission that Aramaic words exist in pre-
exilic documents. Y“hus, on the szme ground on which critics plant

their deductions, stand the conclusions to which the facts of his-

tory lead.

4) The. Argument in a Circle.

‘“hen critics, hovever, se meet with the sitwation that.-a word
which they have stamied as an Arzmaism occurs in an evidently early
document, they say the_ word is a late gloss or the portion of the
document which contains the word is a late addition. Hers, then,
the argument is: a late word, therefore a late document. At an-
other ylace this argument is found: a late document, thereiore a
late worde A logician will immediately see that here is a fine

example of the argument in a-circle. Such reasoning is discredited
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in any kind of discussion and camnot be comntenanced here.

5) Addition2l Considerations.

As to the Fsalms in particular, if one calls to mind the i
author of most of the rsalms and the time in vhich they must
have been written, the Arcmaisms in these Isalms seem still less
unusuel. Lirst of a2ll, lavid was a literary man and as such he,
undoubtedly, had an axtitude for other languages. If, then, in
his writing he should use a borrowed word, it should not be con-
sidered otherwise than natural.lavid was a king. In this capacity
he had to associzte with Aramzean dignitaries and embassies. It
is most nitural to think that in this way he would adopt an Aramaic
word here and there. The time in which these Iavidic ¥szlms were
written was one in which the intercourse existing between the
Arsmagans ana .sraelites was beyond the ordinary. msyecially in

such & time one might expect to find Aramaic traces in the Eebrew.
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111. The Study on the Basis of Janguage.
1) The Nature end Plan of Discussion.

With vwhat has been said above, the jroblem connected with
determining the date of the Fsalms from the presence of aramaisms
has been definitely settled. The Aramaisms do not indicate post-
exilic origin. snd, theraefore, this discussion might be brought
to 2 close. But there is another rhase to the subject which de-
serves consideration in a treatise of this kind, if it is to be
complete. GSome attention ought to be given the linguistic side of
the problem. .hile it is true that any new consideration, no matter
what the result to which it leads may ba.itw:lll not overthrow the
conclusion which has been made in the previous section. It may,
however, strikingly confirm that conclusion.

In the following section, then, of this treatise the Aramsisms
of the Isalms as evidence of their date of composition will be in-
vestigated as a problem of language. This procedure will shift the
discussion scmewhat. Instead of the question whether the Aramaisms
are evidence, the question whether the words claimed to be iramaisms
are really Aramaisms will be the topic for consideration. The rela-
tion that this question has to the main issue is very apparent. If
the words held to be Aramaisms are in reality mnot such, then the
ent ire structure which has been built on the foundation of Aramaisms
falls. In other words, 2ll theorizing about sramaisms will be di's—
credited because of &2 false premise.

In taking up this investigation to see whether words comsidered
to be Aramaisms are really such, an'emination of the general
methods and principles which are put into practice in order to
classify words will first be undertaken. “hereupon will follow an

examinstion of the individual words of the Fsalms which have been

rag'urdsd as Aramaisms to see whether the evidence justified their



--#16 (]

being classed as such.

2) General Methods and Yrinciples Examined.

a) Assumpt ions inswered.
The gist of the argunentation which is observed in order

to show that a word is an Aramaism is as follows: If a word
occurs infrequently, if it occurs in late documents, and if the
same word is widely used in Aramaic, then it foilows that the

word is an Arsmaisme. The concise form in which the argumentation
has been presented may arouse the suspicion that the case has been
misreyresenteds It is well, therefore, to insert the requirements
for Arameisms listed by EKautzsch, two of which, if they are found
in a suspicious word, are sufficient, as he claims, to confirm it
as an Aramaism. His words are:

"4ils Lehnwdrter aus dem Aram¥ischen sind mit
absoluter Sicherheit eigentlich nur solche Stimme und
W8rter zu betrachten, die,

a) in einer dem.Aramiischen eigenttimlichen Vort-
form auftreten;

b) mindesten aus dem Bereich des iestaram#ischen
und zwar in der gleichen Bedeutung als durchaus gewShn-
lich, dagegen aus dem Kanaanitischen und Siidsemetischen
#iberhaupt nicht zu belegen sind (letztere Bedingung hat
natfirlich auch dann als erfWllt zu gelten, wenn das frag-
liche Wort erwiesenermassen erst als aramiisches Lehnwort
ins Arabische eingedrungen ist);

¢) sich in der sicher vorexilischen Literatur
entweder gar nicht oder nur in anderer (dem AramMischen
umbekannter) Bedentung finden, seit dem Exil aber so
hatifig werden, dass ¥ltere genuine-hebrliische St¥mme
und Worter geradezn durch sie verdri#ngt erscheinen."

(Opecite, pel5s)

To sum up the argument: If a word meets with the given re-
quirements, it is an Arama:_lam. Now, in order to hold in many in-
stances that this is the necessary conclusion which follows from
the given premises certain assumptions are involved.

The first of these is: An internal develoyment is a negli-

gible factor in the Hebrew vocabulary. an internal develoyment

BT . i
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is to be understood as changes taking place within the vocabulary
of a language itself in distinction from an external develorment,
which is a changing in the vocabulary due to words coming in from
some other langusge.

An example will serve to illustrate the line of argument and
the suprosition involved. In speaking of )P "war", Kautzsch
concludes that this word must be viewed as an Aramaism and then
adds as one of nis reasons "das ganz spite Auftauchens des Vortes
an Stelle von nQN§H." (Kautzsch, op.cit.p.5.) Evidently the
principle here established is this: because an older word, meaning
"war'", is replaced in later documents by another word, meaning
"waxy™", the lattez: must be regarded as borrowed. OStated different-
ly, the thought is that the idea of war as far as the Eebrew is
concorned ought always be exyressed by the same word, even after
the jassing of centuries. And this is the same as saying the
Hebrew vocabulary remains fixed urless words enter from without.

The possibility that such a word like 271 P might be borrowed
must be grznted. But this is by no means the only way of explein-
ing the replacement o0f one wo:rd' by another of the same meaning.

It is a kmown fact that the vocabulary of a nation changes. That

of & Shakespeare is not the same as that of a writer of today.
Likewise, the German spoken by Iuther varies from the German of the
present century. What holds true in the case of ricdern languages
holds true in the classics. The Iatin of sugustine's day does not
have the same vocabulary as the latin of fygustus' day. The Churches
of Paul would have found some difficulty in reading a letter of
Aristotle. In the light of these analogies, it is not unreasonable
to expect changes in the Hebrew vocabulary. It is true that these

changes may not be so0 great as those in other languages. Neverthe-




e

~-£18.
less, their existence cammot be denied entirely. Green holds
this view: '"The Hebrew underwent a considerable change between
the beginning and the end of the 0ld Testament." (Green, op.
cite,pe2l.)

Since changes might reasonably be expected in the Hebrew
languwage, these may be accounted for on the anzlogy of other
langusges in other ways besides regarding them due to this thst
words were tazken over from the Aramaic. Vords drop their'original
mesning and assume new. Take the English word "conversation";
at one time it meant "eonduct", now it means "talk". Or the word
"let"; originally "hinder", now "allow". Or the word "careful";
originally "anxious", now "cautious". Take the German "leute":

originally "soldiers", "servants'"j; now "people". Take the Greek

E#n]-:,& dx 3 originally "assembly", then "church". Vhen, therefore, 7 -5 ".‘v;

it is claimed that, although the verb W'P’ has the syecial meaning’

"to be homored", the noun ‘T‘R‘ did not develop the srecific meaning
"honox", but borrowed it from Aramaic, a deduction is made which does
not necessarily followe

Another way of accounting for internal changes in a vocabulary
is the coining of new words. Every living language is confronted
with the necessity of making new words to exyress its thoughts. Thus
in the English language some recently coined words are: solarium,
rotogravure, normalcy, mortuary, ‘enthuse; “pept In the Greek, it is
suggested that 8pvaliodov ledx is a coined word. (Peake, Ex-
positor's Greek New Testament, Vol.IlI, p.542.) Consequently, it
is not unreasonable to expect a number of words to have been coined
in Hebrew.

The suggestion that c'e_rtain Hebrew words may have changed
their meaning and that certain words were coined as occasion demand-

ed becomes more plausible when one remembers the time interval in
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which this might have taken place. Four hundred years show
noticeable changes in this respect in the fnglish language;
four centuries are enough to-stamp words considered good usage

in Iuthexr's day as obsolete; three centuries are sufficient time

. for the «o: ro; to supplant classic Greek. i/ith a language,

then, whose literature is distributed over a period of 1100 years,
as the Hebrew, there is to be expected a noticeable differemcs be-—
tween the vocabulary of the early documents and that of the late.
Furthermore, a transition from a nomadic to a mational life, such
as the Hebrews experienced, syeaks for a more than ordinary lan-

guage develoyment, esyecially as regards the making of new words.

Cbjection may be raised to the discussion above on the grounds
that the allegations of critics have been misconstrued. For nowhere
do they muke the claim that the Hebrew language remsins unchanged
internally. In fact, statements might be gleaned vhere the contrary
is asserted. Although it cennot be denied thzt certain statements
on the part of critics are an indication that they are not unaware
of internal changes in Hebrew, yet the disregard for this fact in
the consideration of some words Jjustifies the detailed treatment
of 'this roint.

A second assumption involved in the arguments for regarding
certain words as sramaisms is: The Hebrew langunage is stereotyyped.
That is to say, a certain thought in Hebrew is always clothed in
the same word and a certain word is confined to one meaning. That

such an assumption is made seems unnatural; in fact so much so that

!
'

one begins to question vhether such a surposition is made at all. ,‘

he following examples, however, will readily show that the above

statcment is based on facts. In his treatment of the word xnod

Kautzsch says:
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"Dagegen entspricht es in der Bedentung
gemeinaram¥ischen NTN» , mag dort auch der
Begriff d. Schlagens, demau wie bei hebr. = .
nan, je nach dem Zusammenhang zu dem des
Lrschlagens gesteigert sein." (Kautzsch, op.
cite., p054o,
That the a2uthor makes this stztement in order to establish the
meaning of the word XN arouses no objection. But that he
takes this as evidence for stamping XNPDas an Aramaism is un-
warranted. %o say that because 137\ is the usual Hebrew word
for "to smite", NTM H , which has the same meaning cannot be a
Hebrew word is a non-sequitur. This would be a virtuzl denial of
the existence of synonyms in Hebrew and would be ascribing to the
Hebrew longuage a characteristic which is not found.
any such view of the Hebrew vooabulé.ry must be changed when
one reviews 2 few notations which Green makes on the Hebrew lan-
guzge. He states:

"The language shows in same direction at least a
rem=rkable richness of temms, an affluence even of
synonyms. Thus there are eight terms denoting dark-
naess of various grades or variously conceived; there
are seven or eight names for lions of different syecies
or different agesj four names for the ox; eleven for
rain of different sorts or various intensity; eighteen
words meaning to break different materials or in dif-
ferent ways; ten for the act of seeking and nine for
the act of dying." (Green, General Introduction to the
0ld Westament Text, Scribners, New York, 1923, p.3l.)

Again, in his remarks on P D Kautzsch states:
"Dor Hltere Gebruach des Stammes im HebrHischen

14 sst noch fiberall die im Arab, vorliegende Grund-—

bedeutung syalten, trennen deutlich erkennen. Iagegen

ist die Bed. gsuslosen, loskaufen, befreien gemeinara-

miisch." (Kautzsch, Op. cit., De74.)
The contents of this guotation can be put thus: ihe Word P has ;
the meaning "to syplit, to separate", in Hebrew; when it aprpears
in the meaning "to free"™ it is an Aramaism. The assumption is
evident: P11 as far as it is a Hebrew word has one meaning. To

assume, however, that a Hebrew word has one meaning is unwarranted.
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For it is an unquestioned characteristic of Hebrew words to
have primery and secondary, root and derived meanings. Some-
times the meanings that a word has do not show any relation
in thought. “hus the verb TINM is capable of expressing "to
enjoy" znd "to despise." (Green, opeCit., pPe33.)

A third assumption is: In Hebrew literzture the diction is
syecified and determined by the form of composition. by stylistic
tastes of zuthors and by the subject matter only in a negligible
degree, so thzt these literary considerations can be discounted in
discussing the usage of words. Objection will be raised to this
charge on the grounds that facts have been misrepresented. For
in some instances, at least, Eautzsch concedes the yossibility of
& word having a poetic usage and, consequently, places it smong
his list of doubtful Aramaisms. He states:

"Una da die Hauptmasse Ger hebrllischen Foesie

nach dem heutigen Stand dey Literarkritikx erst aus

dem Zeitraun des Exils und der nachexilischen Zeit

stamme, so sei es kein \under, wenn uns zahlreiche

alte poetische WBrter erst in so splter Zeit antgegen-

trewten. Gewiss mag es sich in einer 4anzahl von

Fillen so verhalten." (Ezutzsch, op.cit., pPe7.)

In answer to this objection it must be said that, although the pos-
sibility that diction is determined by literary considerations. is
recognized, an acknowledgment does not vouch for its application.

In the remarks on T\, the fect that this word occurs only in |
poetry is passec over in silence. The procedure, portrayed in

this instance, justifies the conclusion that the above assumption
is made. The validity of this assumption will now be put to:a test.

Does the foxm of composition qualify the.vocabula.ry of Hehraﬁ
literature? As prose and roetry are the two forms of composition

which come into consideration, the discussion will be limited to

these two. It is universally recognized that, although roetry has
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a vocabulary in the main the same as prose, it employs many

words peculiar to itself. This yuslity is demonstrable in the
English language. Frof. Larle, warning his students against
using poetic words in prose, lists the following examples of
words peculiar to proetry: broethren, for brothers; chzrger, palfrey,
steed, for horse; welkin, for sky; whilome, for once; eve, for be-
fore; vale, for valley; thrall, for slave; thraldom, for slavery.
(Earle, English ¥rose, yp«.153.) On the analogy of the Lnglish one
might exyect to find differences in the diction of Hebrew roetry
and Hebrew prose. lloreover, that this is actually the case is
confirmed by scholars. In syjeaking about the Hebrew vocabulary,
Green ssys: "The differences created in Hebrew by different

species of composition are considerable and important." (Green,

ope cite, pel9.) Then, to prove his point, he lists twelve words

vphich 2re used only in yoetry in the stead of 2 commonplace rrose

words They are: 9%, MO, 'ﬂéb for the yrose vord 21
"word"; 123 for [A'N "man"; i)y for DY "man";
nan for 71737 "declare”; MO N for Xi2 " come"; oSy
gox M4Y ndo"; S0/ for Y/AJ "plant"; 29 Pfor T2
"war's ?;\'3 for 'JQI "gold"; and $'§ for X; "not".
In view of this well established characteristic of the Eebrew lan-
guage, it is unreasonable when an unusu2l Hebrew word makes its ap—
pearance in the ¥salms, as for instance 2 and ﬂi’l} s to assipn it
to the class of Aramaisms without taking cognizance of all phases
of the word.
Does the individual taste of an author influence the diction

employed in certain documents? Is the fact that certain words are

used by certzin writers, while another writer employs another word

exypressing a similar thought, to be accounted for in the way that

the latter borrowed from the Aramaic or that the latter was guided




| in his choice by his peculiar tastes? That each author employs
words peculiar to himself is a kmown fact. <s an appellation
for Jesus a sectarian writer favors "Haster"; a Lutheran writer,
"Savior". This assertion is the result of an investigation of
religious literature. In one sermon of the former class "liaster"
occurs six times; "Savior", mnot.at a.11.'In one belonging to the

latter class, "Savior" is found three times; "kaster", not at all.

Thayer lists 137 words peculiar to latthew; 1,026,to llark; 851, to
Luke; and 133, to John. Nevertheless, no one wou.ld. be inclined to
regard this out of the ordinary.
} A parallel in the New Testament will serve to illustrate the
case in ypoint. %The usual word in the New Testament for death is
AJsrares 3 it occurs 113 times in the entire lew Testament; seven

times in Matthew. Feculiarly, however, lMstthew uses in one instance,

(2,15) Tedeocy for death. On the basis of these figures it would
be absurd to conclude that ‘:thv':-?l is a foreign word. %The pecur-
rence of this word must be attributed to the individuality of

Mzt thew,

While the examples vhich have been proposed compel one to make
the inference that the Hebrew writers selected their words accord-—
ing to ;hair owmn likes and dislikes, the most striking rroof for
this procedure is offered by the Hebrew itself. imos, the shepherd-
prorhet, for example, uses the words -"D’¥ 5 (2413) and O 4D\
(5,11), which occur only with this writer and peculiarly enough be-
tray a shepherd's language. (Dr. Fuerbringer, ~inleitung in das
Alte'mes;;amant, St. louis, 1913, pP«.83.) If, then, some more unusual
words make their appearance in the ¥Fsalms, the possibility dare not
be oveilooked that these are result of the taste and peculiarities

of the author.

e e e
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Is the diction determined by the subject-matter also in
Hebrew? To answer this let the following analogies serve. The
twenty-seventh chapter of icts presents portionally an umsual
amount of hapax legommena. As the author and the style remain
the same for this chapter as for the other chapters, this ir-
regularity mua:t be accounted for by the subject-matter. Yhe por-
trayal of the shipwreck of Faul and its perils necessarily called
for infrequent words. The Gosypel of St. John has 114 words found
only in this document; his e;pi-atles have 'eleven such words. =again,
since the author is the same and the style more or less the same,
the subject-matter must determine largely the vocabulary. Thus,
the vocabulary of the Fsalms will maturally deviate in some in-
stances from that of some other books, for its subject-matter is
not historical nor legal, but didactic and reflective.

The rather detailed consideration which has been undertaken
in the above paragraphs will serve to dmpress this that the as-
sunptions made in connection with certain words are unsound. Con-
sequently, these words, which have been definitely called irama—

isms, grow questionable.

b) Grounds Investigated.

A' close investigation of the grounds for suIZpoaing a word to
be an Arzmaism discloses three of a general nature. =8 these are
broughf to bare in the discussion of various words time and again,
they shall not be comsidered in connection with each individual
word, for this would necessitate needless repetition; but they
will be taken up at once and their validity weighed.

The first ground is the late appearance of a word "das splite .

Auftauchen eines VWortes." (Kautzsch, op.cit., p.78.) Expressed
differently, the thought is: if a word appears in a document which
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is considered late, the word is evidently late and as such
makes the possibility of its being an Aramaism very probable.
Granted that the lateness of a word is a strong point in favor
of accepting the same as an sramaism - this need not necessarily
be trues - yet, this conclusion cannot stand because the premise
is ‘false. To say a word is late because it occurs in a late
document is a deduction which does not necessarily follow. "If
a late document was the only survival of a once numerous body
of literature, every word in it would be late; ;"rhich is absurd.”
(Wilson, . Scientific Investigation of the Old Testament, Fhila-
delyhis, Sunday School Times, p.132.) Then, the mere fact that a
word apyears in a document considered late does not necessarily
say the word is late; it may have existed in the language of the
people long before there was occasion to use it in writing. This
consideration becomes more forceful when it is czlled to mind
that the extant Hebrew literature is comparatively small and is
&ll of a religious nature. Zven KautzZsch realizes the uncertainty
comnected with classifying a word as late. He says:
"Fbenso misslich ist aber schliesslich auch das

a:;gumentum e silentio gegenilber dem sypiten, vielleicht

ert nechexilischen Auftauchen eines hebrlischen iortes.

Dieses suftauchen kann sehr wohl das Wiederauftauchen

eines an sich gut hebr#ischen, aber im Gebrauche zu-

rickgetretenen Vortes sein. XLbensogut kann es abexr

such ein allezeit lebendiges Woxrt betreffeh, das nur

uns in der wenig umflind ichen vorexilischen Literature

zufdllig vorenthalten blieb." (Kautzsch, op.cit.,p.17.)

Even if there were same method of deiinitely estzblishing that
certain words are late, this would not be absolute proof of their
being Aremaisms. In another conmection it was pointed out how
words which are evidently late might be accounted for besides re-
garding them as borrowed. They may, namely, be newly coined

words or words which have divested themselves of their original

meaning and appear in a new dress.
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A second ground which is urged is the infreguency of ap-
pearance, "das syparliche Vorktmmen." 'hat is evidently meant is
that the rare usage of a word speaks tron'gly for an 4ramaism,

It must be admitted that a foreign word, as a rule, occurs in-
frequently. But the converse camnot be admitted: an infrequent
word is foreign. Take the word 6wmazwils , (Col.2,9); it oc-
curs only once in the New Testament. Yet, this does not make it

a foreign worde. The frequency or infrequency of the use of a

word depends on other considerations. Sometimes the idea conveyed
by such a word is of such a nzture that an author would f£ind little
or no occasion to employ it. For example, the word for a syecial
tyre of ax 3'242 will have but very limited use. Sometimes the

peculiar connotation of a word would move an author to use a word

in isolated instences. In that case, the whole matter would resolve

itself into a question of stylistic differences. 4As such, it is

nigh impossible for a man today to determine why a certain word,
especially if it occurs seldom, was used by an author over two :
thousand four hundred years ago.

4 third ground is: the word must have an established usage in
Aramaic literature. A4 word which occurs infrequently in Hebrew ’!
very often occurs frequently in Aramaic. But to say that, because '
it is frequent in aramaic and infrequent in Hebrew, it is of Aramaic
origin is A non=sequitur. Such a word mey have belonged to that
common stock which was possessed by the rarent language of this
family, and was transmitted from it to 21l the Semitic tongues.

In the Aremaic, then, it may have been retained in familiar use,
while in Hebrew it passed into comparative disuse. Various other
considerations meke such a conclusion very improbable. ifirst: By
far the greatest portion of words of the Aramaic and of the Hebrew

language belong to common Semitic stock. Other things being equal,
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the natural conclusion would be, if one is.confronted with a
word which occurs in Hebrew amd in isramaic, to regard it as com-
mon Semitic stock. Second: In Babylonien and <rabic some roots
which were considered Aramaisms have been discovered. This neces=-
sitates czalling such roots common Semitic stock. %“hird: "Most of
the Aramaic documents were written by peorle of the Jewish race
and religion and whose literature was almost entirely Hebrew."
(Wilson, ¥rinceton Theol. ieview, Vole. XXI1I, No.2, p.252.) Ac-
cordingly, one might expect many words, instead of being Aramaisms
in HeWrew, to be Hebrewisms in siramaic. ZIrof. Wilson finds about
six hundred such Hebrewisms. Iourth: Many of the proofs offered
to snow that @ word existed in xramzic is limited to an aramaic
dialect and to an iAramaic document only written by Jews. (Wilson,
Irinceton “Theol. Heview, Vol. XXII1I, No.2, P«.252.) This makes the
possibility that one is dealing with Hebrewisms instead of Areamaisms
so much greater. Iifth: lMost of the Aramaic documents containing
these words were vwritten hundreds of years and some even a thousana
years after the Hebrew document which is alleged to have boxrrowad
them. In such cases the 1ossibility of an Aramaism is very remote.
Herewii;h the weakness of the general grounds for supposing a
word to be an Aramaism has been sufficiently exposed. However,
this refutation will call forth the objection that the various re-
,quirements have been divorced from-each other and have been con-
sidered independently, the intention, however, being that these
should be found together. This objection is by no means insuper—=
able. For if in an a.igumnt which has several p:émisea any one of
them is falsa,the entire conclusion is false, even if some of the

premises are correct.
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8) Xautszsch's A d isms .
Now that the discussion of the general arguments for

accepting certain words as Aramaisms has been brought to a
' close, an examination can be entered upon of the special
arguments advanced for individual words. Such an examina-
tion will take cognizance of the specific objectiomns raised
against a Hebrew word and the available data on eache How=

ever, it must be contimually borne’ in mind that the three gen=-

eral grounds set forth above, while not restated in connection

with the individual words except in such cases where they present
} an additional problem, are continually urged, but that these have

been adequately refuted. As various words in the. Psalms have

been called Aramaisms by various men and at various times, it is

almost impossible to study every such word. Therefore, only a
representative list of Aramaisms will be considered. 4s such
Frof. Kautzsch's list has boen selected. According to him there
are forty-four Aramaic roots in the Fsalms.

As a preface to this prox;osad examination, a statement
b deserves to be made concerning the standards by which one may de-
termine whether a word is borrowed or not. Skeat, a renowned
philologist, has formmlated this canon:

"When words in two different languages are

more nearly alike than the ordinary phonetic laws -

would allow, there is a strong probability that

one language has borrowed the word from the other.”

(Skeat, Etomological Dictionary of English lLanguage,

Oxford, 1910, p.xxviii.)

In order to apply the canon it will be necessary to know
what the phonetic laws are which govern the Hebrew,Aramaic and
Arabic languages. F¥rof. Robert Dick Wilson by diligent and yain-

staking work has prepared tables whioh establish these laws. Ac-

| cording to his f£inds "the radical sounds ?, h, b, m, D, £ K,
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4y 1, n, and r are usually written uniformly.with corres-

ponding signsecs...sss In prdomatives and suffomatives Hebrew

h is ? in the others; and in sufformatives Hebrewm is n. In
the other eight pr nine, counting sin) radical sounds, however,
certain regular changes ococur."” (Wilson, Scientific Investiga-
tion of the 0ld Testament, p.l4l.) If, now, in comparing the
consonants of Hebrew and Aramaic words, it is found that they
make exception to the regulur changes, there is a possibility

that the word is borrowed. The principle can well be illustrated
in the rslated language, .Gexman, lnglish, and Dutch. The English
word "think" is "denken" in German, "denk" in Dutch. The English
"thin" is "dawmw in German, "dun" in Datch. The law of consonantal
changes on the basis of these examples would be: a th in English
is a d in German. A comparison of the word throne in English
and the German word Thron shows that the Germaen has a th as well
as the English. This being contrary to the regular changes, the
suspicion is justified that the word is borrowed. According to
these phonetic laws the Hebrew and Aramaic words in most instances
have identical sounds. Only in those instances where the words
contain consonants which are subject to change is there a possibil-
ity of detecting on the basis of phonetics whether a word is bor=
rowed. Thus, as far as phonetics are concerned, no evidence can
be yproduced for the majority of words to show that they have been
borrowed.

The only way of testing this class of words, then, is on the
basis of form and sensé. If a word has a fomation that is typical
of the Aramaic and its sense is in agreement with the Aramaic
usus loquendi one may suspect it of having been borrowed. However,

as the form and sense of words in the Semitic languages is the same

in most cases, little evidence can be produced also in this respect
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for supposing a word to be borrowed.

: \']‘P'D- "to look after", Ps.27,4.

Kautzsch tabulates this word as an Aramaism. (op.cit.

P«23.) He is followed in his view by Briggs. (op.cit.Vol.
II,pe243.) The reasons advanced to substantiate their claims
are: ﬁ‘P?oceurs late; it is rare in Hebrew; it corresyponds

in form and meaning to the Aramaic \TPD_. and is the equivalent
of the Hebrew 7]?_'? s the writers who employ this word perceive
it to be a foreign word.

As to the lateness of *17:3*3,' it must be said that all the
arguments set forth in an above paragraph to show that it is un-
safe to say a word is late just because it appears only in late
documents apply here. What is more, | P2 occurs in the earliest
Hebrew documents; it is found in lev.13,36 and 27,33 Furthermore,
N PD occurs in a document which critics themselves consider to
be one of the oldest; it occurs, namely, in 2 Kings 16,15, Fin-
ally, Hebrew kmows a derivative of this same root.g‘]‘_-'_l"p':-_)_, a
fact which indicates that the root was well established.

Although it is generally admitted that the passage from 2
Kings is early, nevertheless, those who consider ) P2-an Aramaism
are not ready to discard their views on the basis of this passage.
For they hold that according to the contexlt this verb"denotes some
religious service to be performed by the king himself." (R.Smith,
The Religion of the Semites. This reference is found 1'n Brown,
Driver, and Briggs' Hebrew and English Lexicon of the 0ld Testament.)
Thig then, would give a root meaning which is in no w;ne connected
with‘]‘P_‘.-?. "to look after." This attempt at interpreting WPU. in
this passage cannot be sanctioned. For, first of all, the meaning
"to look after" gives very good sense in this passage. Then, a
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verb which has the meaning "to perform scme religious cere-
mony" would ocour only in this passage. Finally, the type of
ceremony that would be implied by such a rendition of this
verb f£inds no parallel in the 0ld Testament.

It is held that ‘T‘P 2 is the equivalent of —\?_‘2.
From this premise the deduction is made that because the omne
word is well established in Hebrew the other must be borrowed.
Kautzsch's own words in this matter are:

"Tor Beweis fiir die Entlehnung wird sich zwar

in zahlreichen Fallen mit annMhernder Sicherheit

fihren lassen, besonders dann, ec.e...wonn dem

vexdcht igen Wort ein vielgebrauchtes zweifellos

HebrHizhes Wort zur Beite geht." (Kantzsch,op.cit.,

PelOe) '
Although there is a relation in the thought conveyed by the two
words, differences arxe 1:llnevgiae very outstanding. <v1he Hebrew
‘)‘E‘? is used of visiting (1 Sam.17,18) and also of chastising
(Is.24,21.f The word "l‘]:;)_‘.-_).occnrs. nowhere in the maaning."to
chastise." Lev.l19,20 has been advanced to show that the root
1P 2 has the meaning "to chastise." But the best rendition of
this word is "investigat ion." This rendition is supported by the
ILXX. It is adopted by Koenig. In lLev. this verb occurs in two
other passages vwhere it evidently means ';to investigate as a
priest.” This meaning fits well in this passage. Iturthermore,
‘1?3_. means "to enquir‘e searchingly."” It is used esrecially
in this sense, of priests and in eonnection with the ceremonial
law. (Lev.13,36; 27,33.) The verb P2 i1s not used of visiting
in general. Thus, that both of these verbs cammot be good Hebrew
woz:ds on the grounds that they have the same meaning has no support.

Again, it is held that the Hebrew writers perceived “\P 3 to

be a foreign word because in using the word they employ the aram.

infinitive where on would expect the regular Hebrew infinitive.
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The section appealed to is Ezra 34,11.12, The word that occurs
here may have the form of an Aramaic infinitive. :Bué there
is no reason why this cannot be a regularly formed Hebrew
substantive from the root ‘112 2, In view of such: words as

n 3‘3 T_"_I » & substantive from the root 27 'l_"_?. occurring
already in Gen.7,22, and T]Qi;l] » from D.T_\;]_ » Ps.119,50,
this explanation is very rlausible. 4nd besides, P =2 forms
its infinitive according to Hebrew, Ps.27,4.

Prof. Wilson's investigztions show that 'TE 2 occurs

also in Babylonian. (Wilson, Frinceton Theol. Keview, Vol .XXIII,
Noe2, pe258.) As the Babylonian documents antedate both the
Hebrew and the Aramaic documents, 'T'E 2 camnot be considered a
word borrowed from the Aramaice. It evidently belongs to common
Semitic stock or it may be a Babylonianiem in Hebrew. 4t any

rate, the evidence is against its being an Aramaism.

. 2 "Son", Fs.2,12.
Kautzsch classes this word as an Aramaism without offering
a cogent reason for his view. (op.cit.pe.24.) Gunkel speaks of
12 as an "unertrdiglicher" Aramaism. (Gunkel, Die Fsalmen,
G8ttingen, 1925, p.12.) Stoeckhardt makes this note on the word:
"Das Substantive 12, hier und Frov.31,2, ist Aramaismus ffir
g | ':?_ " ({Stoeckhardt, Auserwahlte Psalmen, Concordia Fub.House,
St.Louis, 1915, p.38.) Driver calls it a "strong" aramaism.
(Driver, op.cite., P.403.)
This word, however, occurs elsewhere in Hebrew poetry besides
here, namely, Frov.3l,2. Thus the prima facie evidence points
to a good Hebrew poetic word. In addition to this, there is reason
to believe that ﬁg is a poetic word because of its connotation.

Although both N2 and 2 mean "son," the former implies the ad-
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ditional idea that divine power is the ultimate source of
children in distinction from 12 which denotes a son merely
as the nathial offspring of parents. The grounds for believ-

ing “1@ to have this connotation is based on a comyrarison of

Davidson, N2 comes from ,v:r_':__ » & verb used only of divine
ecreat ing. 1 D is derived from TIQZ-} & verb used of a human
act and in the special sense of begetting children. (Gen.30,3.)
The conno-tation implied by the two words for "son" is in a
measure reproduced in the two names for boys, Eugene and Theodore.
The word T2 is used in this verse instead of 72 in order
to avoid the cacorhony of ']‘9"]‘3. o Stoeckhardt suggests this
explanat ion: "Vielleicht sollte auch der uiasklané ‘\?‘]D_

vermeiden werden." (Stoeckhardt, op.cit.,p.38.) This view is

also entertained by Delitzsch. He remarks on this passage that
\'2. "helps one over the dissonance of ']})"]D o" (Delitzsch,
Commentary on the Fsalms, T. & T. Clark, 1871, 1;.98.)

It is held that N2 is perceived to be a borrowed word be-—
cause it occurs in a passage that shows other Aramaic traces.
The passage referred to is ¥Frov.31,2.3 where the Aramaic plural
'}".):5’.? is found. But even if the latter word be Aramaic, that
would in no wise say that |2 would need to be Ar.amn:lc. Moreover,
in another commection it will be shown that, although the plural
ending ‘,"‘ is called by grammarians an Aramaic plural; its usage
can be considered good Hebrew. :

Even coritics who are inclined to consider every umusual word
as an Aramaism regard 2 as a good Hebrew word. Briggs ex-
presses himself to this effect that "2 and two other words of

Fsalm 2 "are all good Hebrew words." (Brigegs, op.cit.VoleI,p.l3.)
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Besides in Hebrew, |2 is found according to Wilsom,
in Fhoenician, Palest:ln:la.n.. Syriac, New Aramaic, Mandean,
Daniel, Ezra, Syriac, North SPyriac, Egypto-sramaic, Nabatean,
and Palmyrene. (Wilson, Frinceton.Theol.lieview, Vol.XXIII,
No«2, Pe260.) This array of languages and dialests leads to
the conclusion that M is common Semitic stock. and, there-

fore, as good a Hebrew word as it is Aramaice

. 1 '{)r'n‘l D "thrust", Fs.140,12.

Although many scholars, due to the limited information,
leave the classification of this word an open quostion, Kautzsch
accepts it as an Aramaism about which there can be no doubt,
(Kautzsch, opecitepe25.)

The fact to be noted above all in discussing this word is
that 4t is a hapax legomfienon and as such there is a great deal
of digficulty in establishing the meaning. Hengstenberg, Ols-—
hausen, Baethgen, and Iuhm, cited by Delitzsch and Briggs, in-
terpret the word as meaning "push upon push." Delitzsch adopts
"py hastenings." (Delitzsch, ope.cit., Vole.III,p«360.) Briggs'
interpretation is "the place of utter thrusting out." (Briggs,
Op«CiteV0leII,pe306.) Koenig renders it "Abgrund." 1If, then,
the meaning of Tl?n"l D 1s a subject of so much conjectura,

a positive assertion that it is an Aramaism becomes impossible.

According to 1}ho studies of FProf. Wilson, this. woxrd is found
in no other language or dialect except the 0ld Testament Hebrew.
(Wilson, Irinceton Theol.Review, Vol.XXIII, Noe2, pe254.) There-
fore, it is .absud to speak of borrowing from '!:he Aramaic .

Judged according to form, |l ?T\ 73_3 is a good Hebrew
word. The moun n;}“ 7 D is an example of an analogous forma-

tion. (Is.14,4.)

QG E o e el il e e T . S e s L o9 S e R
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The root from which this zioun is derived ocours in Hebrew.
It is found in 2 Chr.26,20 and several times in Isther. Al-
though these passages are found in late documents, that does
not make the word late, as has been stated above. 4iAnd even if

‘57 T -] 1is a late word, that does not make it an Aramaism.
ST

. ST’] I "gorner", Fs.l34,12.

The only authority to be found who accerpts this word as an
Arasmaism is Kautzsch. (Kautzsch, ope.cit.,p.27.) The arguments
advanced for his claim are evidently the infrequent ocourrence
of the word and the appearance in 4Aramaic of the same word.

In answer to the first argument, let it be said that 9'1]‘_
is used in Hebrew as a term of architecture. It is used of the
corners of an altar and of a corner decoration. 4s such a term
it would naturally have a limited use. ‘

Also in Zech.9,12, this same word is employed. This instance
is prima facie evidence that N 1;[' is a good Hebrew wo:rd.'

Compared to forms 1ike $1° M) Ny, S17ANT], ana
r T1” 1 XA, this word has a formation well established in
I
3'

Hebrew.

Frof. Wilson's investigations show that this word occurs in
Hebrew, Arabic, New Hebrew, New Aramaic and Syriac. (Wilsom,
Princeton Thol.Review, Vol.XXI1l, No.2, pe259.) Thus, since the
word occurs in the three main branches of the Semitic family, the

prima facie evidence leads to accepting Q"_II a8 a common stock

yord.
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. “]‘p}r "to ereot", Fs.145,14; 146,8.

Without giving any grounds, Driver refers to !']"El as
an Aramaism., (Driver, op.cite., P«374.) Likewise, Kautzsch.
calls this verb an incontestable 4ramaism. 2he facts to which
the latter makes reference in order to make his view plausible
are the rare use of the word &n Hebrew, the ocourra-ma of the
same word in Aramaic, and the employment of 5 to introduce the
object of the infinitive according to the Aramaic mamer.

The inadmissibility of the raye use of a word as proof for
its being an Aramaism has been commented on above, and all that
was said there in general will arply in this case. That the
object of this word in the first reference is introduced by §
after the Aramaic fa.h:lon is not necessarily an indication that the
author, when dealing with 'q"Er » perceived its foreign character
and that, consequently, it has the requisites of an Aramaism. For
in F8.146,8 the same construction is used without the 5 e Fursher-
more, aithough 5 has been called the Aramaic nota accusatiwva by
grammar ians to d‘istingu.ish it from 'n .\" s there is no good reason
for not beldeving S to be an additional nota a;:ouaat:lva in Hebrew
beside n,\' an as such to belong to good Hebrew., JXor already in
the oldest documents this construction is found, cccurring in Num.
10,25 (=5 0@ ).

mtewort;ly is the fact that oritios who otherwise readily
catalogue infrequent words as Aramaisms f£ind the evidence too
1ittle in the case of this word to permit its being called an
Arama ism. Briggs says, "There is no good reason for taking it as
a late word." (Briggs, op.cite., Vol.II, p.529.)

A study of the passages where TP} occurs shows that this
verb means "to erect into an upright rosition  and to sustain thus.”

As no other Hebrew word, used to express the idea "to raise™, ex=
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presses exactly the score of T)‘P_)r » there is no good reason

for suprosing that q‘P‘r is not a current Hebrew word which

was employed when this rarticular concept was intended.
Wilson's studies have brought to light that this very

verb is used in Hebrew, Babylonian, Arabic, Ezra, New Hebrew,

New Aramaic, Syriac, Falestinian Syriac and Mandean. (Wilson,

Erinceton Theol.Review, Vol.EXI1I, No.2, p«269.) Being found

already in Babylonian, this verb is in no wise original with

the Aramaeans. It coﬁld rather be a Babylonianism in Hebrew

as the Babylonian literary documents antedate the earliest Hebrew

documents. However, it is also found in Arabic. Therefore, it

had better be regarded as common prorerty of the Semitic language.

. Tl:_] T) "to rejoice". Ps.21,7.

Practically t.:te only scholar to class nj'l_‘] as an Aramaism
is Kautzsch. He opines:

"Angesicht dieses so dusserst splirlichen

Gebrfjgchs ist wohl nicht zu bezweifeln,dass in

M7 das im Jud.- AramBischen und Syrischen
vielgebrauchtes Rquivalent fHir das ebenso hHufige

hebr. hg@ vorliegt." (Kautzsch, o0p.cit., P«30.)

The main assertion of this sentence by which Kautzsch sub=
stantiates his claim is that the word is rare. The validity of
this claim was tested in a previous paragraph and it was found
that the rare use of a word must be discounted as evidence of its
being an Aramaism. This applies with equal force to the word in
quest ion.

Furthremore, it is held that ‘n:[ 1;1 is an Aramaic substi-
tute for the good Hebrew T f__J l_l‘_) « More natural, however, is
the explanation that T[1 ] T_"_l is a synonym for the good Hebrew

noa L_’_;. For on the anmalogy of othex languages it is natural

that the prime emotions like rejoicing should be expressed also
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in Hebrew at least by several synonyms. While the limited
use of 1171 7‘1 makes it impossible to distinguish between
the type of rejoicing expressed by ﬂ:l,'ﬂ and that expressed
by N2 _z:\ , nevertheless, a comparison of. the number of times
each ome occurs suggests that ngz_'.r.\ is a general term, while
N flr'g is more specific. This comparison extended to the
substantives derived from these roots reveals the same fact,
even if such a comparison is limited to the late. documents.
In Nehemiuh h_l_"l T] occurs once; n_TrTDZA » four times. In
the two books of Chronicles n_lj T) occurs once; ﬂQDlﬂ
@leven times. aAccording to this tabulation, yrima facie evidence
points to the fact that each writer was acquainted with both words,
employing, however, the general term more often than the specific.
In addition to what has been said, there are good reasons
for supposing that the root Tl:l_]l is well established in Hebrew.
A derivative of this root is found, namely, T\_l"] T] referred
to above. Iavid in Psalm 21,7 used the phrase FH;IOZL\ o
AT TTI 8. This shows: his acquaintance With bowth roots .«
Wilson has found this word in Babylonian. (Wilson, Frince-
ton Theol.heview, Vole.XX11I, No.2, pe257.) This fact points to

& Babylonianism in Hebrew rather than an Aramaism.

. n_!_‘n "To show", P8.19,3«

Gunkel speaks of this word as Aramaic. (Gunkel, op.cit.,
Pe76.) The same view is entertained by Kautzsch, who remarks
that it is "das gemeinaramlische Rquivalent fur hebr. W'Qi]."
(Kautzsch, opecite, Pe30.)

The occurrence of |) J_ T in several instances were omne

might expect W’QT.I ought be no reason for calling it an Aramaism.
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For the type of word which is 'b.e:‘lng considered easily explains
this and accounts for its limited.' use.

NIT) is a poetic worde For it occurs only in poetic

-r [ ]

passaages. Some of'the greatest scholars consider it as such.
Brigegs calls it a poetic form. (Briggs, op.cit., Vol.II,p.172.)
Green lists it as a word not found in yprose. (Green, op.cit.,
P«19.) Likewise, Bleek embodies this word in his list of good
Hebrew, poetic words. (Bleek, Einleitung in das dlte Testament,
Berlin, 1870, p.92.)

Other considerations which stamp the word as good Hebrew -
are: It occurs elsewhere in Scripture, namely, Job 32510,17.
Davis accepts it as a common Semitic stock. He remarks: "It
is common to several Semitic languages; it belongs to the
Semitic stock." (Davis, Frinceton Theol.Review, Y0l.11I,No.3,
p.372.)

The context in which the word is used necessitated the
Fsalmist's mmploying a more unusual wrd. Davis explains it
thus:

"While singing his hymn and whdle yet unfolding

his first thought, he had practically exhausted the

ordinary synonyms of two words; and he was obliged

to draw upon terms of rarer use in literature. He

had already employed the verb declare, show, utter;

and he needed another verb of similar meaning. The

poverty of the English language is revealed by the

fact that the translators repeat the word show. The

Hebrew poat was able to give expression to the same

idea in a fourth form, hiwah, belonging to common

Semitic stock." ' (Davis, Frinceton Theol. Review,
Vol.I1lI, No.3, p.372.}
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. ﬂl"‘n "Riddle", Fs.49,5.
Admong the commentators on this word whose works were
accessible, Kautzsch is the only one who regards this ﬁord as
an Aramaism. Following de lagarde, Kautzsch has assigned an
interesting development to this word which deserves to be re-
produced so that the ent ire discussion may bocome more compre-
hensible. In his view 1) ] £ ]:] comes from the Syriac 1M q‘_f .
the same verd as the Hebrew TT_:_\-}". From this root the noun
n j *T c_\:_' was formed. In the course of time the & was
dropped and the word became || :_l ‘T:) « Kautzsch concludes his
discussion with the remark:
"Fir die"Ubernahme aus einem aram. Dialekt ist
das 7 statt T ausrechender Beweis." (Eautzsch, ope.
cite, Le3l.)
In general it must be said the stages of development through

which the word passed according to Kautzasch. in order to reach its

present form, are highly artificial. Whether he considers these
stages in develoyment to have taken ylace in the aramaic and the

word in its f£inal form to have been taken over into Hebrew or not

is not stated. This indefiniteness will make a refutation samewhat
difficult.

The following stateménts, however, deserve mention. <he root
of ‘l'l T is evidently  |1T] . ¥or in Hez.17,2 the author
w:-itas; 5L’>D ?ldf)] ‘lﬁl Tl 71171 . The author is plainly
using ~\:I Tl and '5!_9? as cognate objects of “1| N and SL-}Q_
respactively. Jurthermore, upon an examination of all the pe-
alerph roots which Haryer lists as occurring more than tmnt;«'p-ﬁvo
times, no derivatipe is found which drors the first radical. 1If,
then, - 11 ;1 > 'n is derived from j'l_]?rc s 8 pnraly.hypothetical

case is advanced. Finally, 1] ‘_r'l >N is a good Hebrew noun forma-
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tion from ayin=-jodh and ayin-waw roots. 4s examples will
sorve: ‘[13 “:3 : N _'_‘,_"P; n__‘]_ 'L::\.

Attention must also be called to the fact that the root

1 N /N actually occurs in Hebrew in a meaning which has

nothing in common with_ the root from which njr' n is to
be derived, Hex.21,21.

There are other grounds for accepting i‘l‘_‘lr > 'n as a
good Hebrew worde. It occurs already in early Hebrew literature,
namely, Num.l%4,12 and 1 Kings 10,1. The latter passage even
critics accept as one of the oldest. '

According to Wwilson, this word in form andmeaning occurs
only in Hebrew and Babylonian. (Wilson, Frinceton Theol.Review,
VoleXX11I, Noe2, pe 255.) In no wise can it be said that the

word was loaned f:jom Aramaic.

. 5.5_)[_14_ "to cover", Fs.l19,69.

Among the commentators examined, Kautzsch is the only one
to regard this word as en Arsmaism. The grounds to support his
claim are the usual ones: the rare use of the word, the use of
the same word in Aramaic, and the late appearance of the word.
In addition to this, Kautzsch observes:

"Dor genuin-hebr!iache Stamm ist vielléicht in

THnche, Ez.13,10 ££., erhalten."
(Kau.tzugh OpeCit e, Le35.)

In answer to these claims several additional remarks to
what has been said in a general way deserve to be made. First
of all, §'§?Q occurs in Hebrew o\nJ.y in a figurative sense.
Dhere is, then, no good ground for supposing it to be the same
word as the Aramaic $B[4 e« Yurthermore, 9’9 h does not
show the original Hebrew root. ¥or 5'5) 1"! "a substance for cover-

ing, paint™ does not come from a root 5'9:‘-] "to cover"™, but
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£rom 5;‘_)9 "to be insipid" according to Koenig.

Thst D'D/a is a good Hebrew word is testified by
its occurrence in other Hebrew documents besides the Fsalms.
It occurs, namely, twice in Job, Job 13,4 and 14,17

Wilson classes this word as appearing in Hebrew, Bahylonian,
New Hebrew and New Aramaic. (Wilson, Frinceton Theol. Leview,
Vol. XXI1I, No.2, pe 2567.) Again, the conclusion is more natmral

that the word is a Babylonianism in Hebrew than an Aramaism.

« 2 'Q’ "burden', Ps .55,23.

Briggs defines this word as "lot" and cons iders it an Ara-
maism. This view is maintained by Kautzsch who remarks:

"Alles erwogen, bleibt die Annahme eines aram.

Substant ive in der Bedentung 'Schicksal' das Wahr—

scheinlichste." (Kautzsch, op.Cite, DPe37.)

While it is trus that this word is unusual and causes some
difficulty in interpreting, nevertheless, the root 'J.D: from
which authorities derive this word is well established in Hebrew.
It occurs as early as Gen.29,21 in the imperative fomm ﬂ‘_:e‘i_:] o

According to Robert Dick Wilson's investigations this word
is not found in root, form and meaning in any other langnage or
dialect except Hebrew. (Wilson, Frinceton Theol. Review, Vol.

XXII1I, Fo.2, pP.252.) Consequently, a case of borrowing is evi-

dently out of the questione.

5 M B? "honor", Ps.37,20; 49,13.21.

>

EKautzsch is practically the only commentator who calls ﬁ'g :
an Aramaism, The reason for his view can be summed up thuss

The root is germine Hebrew; but in the. sense of "honor" it has
been taken over from the Aramaic. Also the gqetal form of the

noun argues for an Aramaism.
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One point that comes into comsideration in comnection

with this word is the form. The assumption is that a noun
formation with a schwa in the first syllable and a patach in
the second is typical of the Aramaic. Although this particular
ynoun formation is quite prevalent among Aramaic mouns, this
does not in any way necessitate the conclusion that it is not a
good Hebrew formation and that, consequently, W'R’ is borrowed
from Aramaic. On the basis of nouns like 2§} '.) » N20and

= hm . 'W‘B_’ appears to be a goc;d. Hebrew word. Objection
may be v:oiced on the grounds that ‘TQD and 2 Q;\:_:)are also
Aramaic formations. Nevertheless, even oritics admit that "\v}f![&
is a good Hebrew word.

The main issue in Rautzsch's argument for accepting "']'B_’

&8 an Aramaism is the meaning of the worde He admits that the
verd ﬁ'E:_ has the meaning "to be heavy" and also "to be
esteemed" (1 Sam.18,30}. Furthermore, he admits that the root
“."P’ in the sense "worth" is good Hebrew. Now, if. the root in
the one instance can have the related inaa.ninga, there surely can
be no reason why "\‘E’ cannot have developed the meaning "honor"
wi_t_.hout borrowing from the iramaic.

| The strongest proof against an Aramaic loan-word in the
case of ‘TR" is this that it occurs also in Babylonian and
Arabic according to Wilson. (Wilson, i-‘r!.nceton Theol. Leview,

Vol. XXI1I, No«2, pe258.)

« NOD "full moon", Ps. Bl, 4.
Kautzsch stands gquite alone in regarding nab as an
Aramaism. HiS own words will best exrplain his position:

"Yielmehr ist es nur natfirlich, dass die
im Hebr. feilende und doch schwer zu entbehrande
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Bezeichnung des Vollmonds gern aus dem aram.

Sprachbereich erglinzt werde." (Eautzsch, op.

cit., pedl.)

At the outset it is to be noted that Kautzsch has no
facts to bolater up his conclusion, but is merely making
some conjectures.

Kautzesch assumes that a term for full moon was lacking
in Hebrew., Now, the idea of a full moon evidently existed
from the earliest times. Is it to be supposed that this
idea passed from generation to generation for more than some
ten centuries without a prope:.' appellat ion until during the
post-exilic time an appropriate term was found in the language
of the Aramaeans?

This word is also found by other writers. Solomon uses
it, ¥rov.7,20. Thus the prima facie evidence argues for a
current Hebrew word. Objections may be raised on the ground
that in the one passage this word is writtem with an alpph and
in the other with a he. But this interchange of alerh and he
is not unusual; the Hebrew word for sleep is writtem -E lfl
as well as ﬂ_}l &\ e Kautzsch says concerning this he:

"It is evident that f£inal M as a vowel

letter has only an orthograrhical importance."

(Rautzsch, Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar, trans. by

Cowley, pe82.)
According to Wilson this word is found in Fhoenician. (Wilson,
Frinceton Theol. Keview, Vol. XXIII, Noe.2, pe261.) Judged by
Kautzsch's own standard that, if a word occurs in the Canmanite

language, it has no ground for being called an Aramaism, this

word cannot be an Aramaism.
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. 5’4-.\‘.‘_2*-.:.". Pse 74,6.

Brown regards this word as an Aramaic loan-word.

Kautzsch supports this view because it appears only in the
Mischna and Judean Aramaic.

First of all, the root of this noun is well established
in Hebrew. It occurs in the early as well as late writings.
This in itself is a good ground for supposing s‘ AD to
be a current Hebrew word. In view of such Hebrew nouns and
adjectives as P71 &, THo, V2N, VO A

Vo s[_l_l » this noun fomation, although perhaps somewhat un-
usual, is not foreign to the Hebrew. Another noun which signi-
fies an implement somewhat related to an axe, °\° ‘Dl_l__\ "imife",
has exactly the same fomation.

The root meaning "to knock against" readily permits a noun
formation which means "an instrument for kmocking against.”
This will seem more natural when it is remembered that the re-

peated knocking against, an idea associated with the implement,

is indicated by the intensive stem.

Objection may be raised on the grounds that the piel of
f’@ D does not occur in Hebrew and therefore a noun forma~
tion from this stem is impossible. Upon an examination of
Harper's list of verbs occurring only in the simple and causative
stems, it is found that several of these have derivations which
are formed from an intensive stem: @.8., "]" I:. 3 ]iﬁ QT, ]i n QD.
224.
Being the name of an implement, this word evidently has an
origin that must be associated with the inventing of the imple-
ment. Again, as an implement of this type, the word 5‘ o)

is a technical term and therefore would be used but seldom.
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. n‘jr _ﬁr.'\'l‘a "welfare", Ps. 68,7«
Kautzsch remarks o'n this word as follows:
"8 jcher gehort von diesem Stamme zu den

Aramaismen 1)/AID Ps.68,7." (Kautzsch,

Ope Citey, Lo 44-7 -

'fhe Syriac word kuschschara is regarded the same as the
word under discussion. 4Although it is possible that both
words have the same root, they do not have the same foxm, and
consequently a case of borrowing becomes very imyrobable.

lMoreover, indications are that the text in this instance
is Irobably corrupt and that n"]é\i 93_15 a better reading
than ﬁjé\i D2. First, many of the versions lead to an
original Q7 111;\\":)3__: the LXX has é&r a?rdéec'g ; the Vulgate
and the Version of Jerome have "in fortitudine"; Symmachus has
£¢s awddvéey 3 and Theodotlan has &és 651’0'=7u£ Secondly,
a7 may have easily been mistaken for a O by a copyist; such
errors are found elsewhere. For example, in 2 Chron.22,2a D,
the symbol for tienty, has been mistaken for a O , the symbol
for fortye. (DIr. Fuerbringer, Theologische Hermeneutik, St.
Louis, 1912, p.7.) Thirdly, ¢1 7] Lé\i 4 would be intimately
related to ]74\" f) which also means "condition of prosperitys"
P8 .26,12. But regardless of which reading is adopted, the evi-
dence is too insufficient to maintain that nz@ 1D1s an

Aramaisme.

. Tyé "to talk haltingly", Fs.ll4,l.
Kautzsch explains this word as an Aramaism on the grounds
that it has a rarallel root in aramaic.

As has been sh-own above, this fact muast be discredited as

proof.
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In connestion with this word it must be noted that

v S is the only word in Hebrew which expresses the idea
of "halting talk" or specif 10'.9.11y of "speaking in a foreign
tongue." 1If, then, this word vias taken over from the Aramaic,
the Hebrews passed the groater part of their history without
having a word to express this particular idea, which surely
was not foreign to them.

Wilsonsfinds show that this word appears in Arabic.
(Wilson, Princeton Theol. keview, Vol. XXII11, No.2,p.259.)
Since this word is found in the three main branches of the
Semitic language, there is good reason for suppos ing it to be

comiion Semitic stock.

- \']a?_ "to give over", Fs.89,45.

In exyplaining the verb || :‘Q il 2'3 Kautzsch states
that here "liegt aram. ‘1]:7) sicher vor." (Eautzsch, op.cit.,
PedBe)

Wilson places this word among those "whose classification
deyends upon pointing and other doubtful indications."™ (Wilson,
Princeton Theol. keview, Vol. XX11I, Ho.2.) The question is
whether (] 1;1 129 should not be read [} EJ‘] A1 on the
basis of paasa.ge; like Micah 1,6 where the fomm h Q-) :_‘_n
occurs in the meaning "hurling down." If this reading is ac-
cepted, then the verb that is being discussed is not "\_]_._jr -
but ) 13 . Although the matter will never be solved suffi-
ciently, nevertheless, it is guite absurd to say with absolute
certainty, in view of such indefiniteness, that the verb under

discussion is an Aramaism.
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. ‘P-] 2 "to moock", Ps. 73,8,

Gunkel speaks of this verb as having a meaning according
to the Aramaic, "nach dem Aramaischen."” (Gunkel, op. cit.,
Pe317.) Kautzsch remarks:

"So sehe ich keinen Grund, die Herkunft

des Wortes aus dem Aramiischen mit Buhl in

Frage zu stellen," (Kautzsch, op.cit., p.53.)

The limited information available does not rermit the
positive conclusion that ‘P-lf) is an Aramaism. Being a
hapax legommenon, its meaning is difficult to establish. If
it means "to sypeéak wickedly" as the Authorized Version renders
it, then this is the only word which the Hebrew has meaning
syecifically "to speak wickedly", and as such there is no good
reason for supposing that this word did not exist in the Hebrew
language from early times.

According to Robert Dick Wilson's investigations this
word is found in Hebrew, New Aramaic, Syriac, Falestinian
Syriac and Mandean. On this evidence it might be suspected
of being an Asramaism. As to sound, form and sense, however,

it may just as well be a primitive Semitic word.

. ND? "to strike", Ps. 98, B.

Zmong prominent commentators Kautzsch is the only one to
class this word as an Aramaism. He considers it an Aramaic
substitute for the good Hebrew verb n‘:rj TI .

In Hebrew this verb is used specifically to denote a
gesture of the hand. Therefore, this word might well be re-
garded a good Hebrew synonym for Tl_‘f_) ﬂ -

This word is found elsewhere in Hebrew literature, namely,
in Is. 35,12 and Hez.25,6. These facts lead to calling ,‘c'g?_

a current Hebrew word.
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The tabulations of Wilson show that this word is
found also in Babylonian. (Wilson, Frinceton Theol.he-
view, Vole XX11I, Noe+2, P+258.) Consequently, XE?
may well be a Babylonianism in Hebrew. Since it is a re-
cognized fact that Babylonianisms entered the Hebrew lang-
uage and since the Babylonian language was prior to the

Hebrew, the ypossibility becomes quite plausible.

: 7‘5772 "haven", Fs. 107, 30.

Brovn considers this word a loan-word and interprets it
"city". Giesebrecht, cited by Kautzsch, calls it an "unver-
kennbarer iramaismus", and to this view Eautzsch readily agrees.

The first fact to be noted in connection with this word
is that in iramaic its usual meaning is “city, market-place".
If, then, the Hebrew loaned this word, why did it not adopt it
in this meaning but in the meaning "haven"?

In snswer to this question it will be stated that }iNQ
has the meaning "city" in the verse in question. Although it
is true that there is some difficulty in establishing the mean-
ing of this word definitely as it is a hapax legomyenon, never-
theless, there are several considerations which make "haven"
the better interpretation of this word. It fits into the
figure which is used in this verse and the preceding one. The
LXX has éwi Jsmér« . And it is translated thus by many com-
mentators.

Taken in the sense of "haven", this word would have but
limited use in Hebrew. For being an inland people, the Hebrews
would f£ind little occasion to use this word. However, this

does not say that the idea of "haven" was foreign to them.
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In view of the nawigation under Solomon's time, this idesa
must have been among the Hebrews at an early time.

The 1ist of Wilson shows that this word ayppears also
in Babylonian. (Wilson, Frinceton Theol. Heview, Vol.XXIII,
No.2, p.258.) 1If, then, }I'Tlg is not a common Semitic word,
it is easy to see how the Hebrews took this word from the

Babylonians rather than from the Aramaeans.

. ‘l -3? "to pine away", Fs. 106, 43.

In discussing this woxrd Kautzsch states:

"In allen drel Belegen liegt die Grund-

bedentung des gememaram,Stammes 12O vor."

(Kautzsch, opecite, p«57.)

A8 to sound or form there is no reason why this word
should be reg:rded 2s an Aramaism.

On the basis of lobert Dick wWilson's tatulations this
word occurs, besides in Hebrew, only in New Hebrew and New
«rameice (Wilson, Frinceton Theol. Keview, Vol.XXI1ll, No.2,
P«256.) As the documents of the latter dialects are all
later than the Hebrew documents, it is more natural to suppose

that the word is a Hebrewism in Aramaic than vice versa. At

any rate, the possibility of an Aramaism is excluded.

. 1) éo "word", Fs.19,5; 139,4.
“;5’3 "to speak", Ps. 106, 2.
Gunkel speaks of this word as "araml#fische." (Gunkel,
op.cit., p.77.) Briggs makes this admission: "It (Ps. 19)
has a single Aramaism n?:_)." (Briggs, OpeLit., Vole.I, Pel163.)
Kautzsch accepts the root 555 as Aramaic and, consequently, he

considers the derivative T‘gb a bprrowed word. The reason for
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his position he suma up thus:
"Die Verwendung ist eine so spiirliche und
tlberdies so splite, dass man so wenig wie bel
95 won einem hebriischen, wenn auch mur
auf die Poesle beschrlnkten Viort reden kann."
(Kautzseh, ope cit., pe6le.)
The main objections have been answered before. One
new one is raised in connection with this word. It is claimed
that the word Tlfo betrays its foreign character because it
often apypears in an 4ramaic plural endin:s. However, this is
not the case. Although the ending in ‘|"'. is called the Aramaic
ending, it is considered good Hebrew usage and in no wise re-
veals the foreign character of a word. For it is used as the
plural formation of certain nm;ns in early sections, e.8.,

Tj! 171 Y, 1 Kings 11,33; ‘\“.:_{‘jr » 2 Kings 11,13. Gesenius
syesks of this ending as a "poetical use"™ found "in some of the
older and even oldest jportions." (Kautzsch, Gesenius' Hebrew
Grammar, trans. by Cowley, p«242.) another fact that speaks for
regarding 'rj a well established Hebrew ending is that ‘n? 3
occurs in the Book of Job in the plural form of T es well as

in that¢ [0 > - , indicating thereby that both forms are

equally well known to the Hebrew language.

The early appearance of this word demands that it be credited

as good Hebrew. It occurs in 2 Sam. 23,2, <“he root of this word

occurs already in Gen.21,7, the passage where Sarah is reflect-
ing on the birth of Isasc. However, in this passage an attempt
has been made to explain the appearance of this word. Eautzsch
thinks that the speaker intentionally chose the foreign word on
accounit of the elevated speech. This observation holds just as
well if one considers 55:) a poetic word; for in elevated

speech one read.:lly: employs poetic diction.




In addition to the remarks above, it deserves mention
that some of the ablest scholars consider ﬂfb a poetic
word of the Hebrew language. Green inserts it in his list.
(Green, op.cite, }+19.) 4lso Bleek speaks of this word as
poetic. (Bleek, Opecite, P«93.)

Davis remarks to n§ 5 in Fs,. 19:

T -
"He (the Fsalmist) had also used speech,

words, voice, line; he required yet anothexr noun

of the same import and found it at hand, although

common in Aramaic, among his own people in their

use of the root millel. 4nd it does not escape

attention that a poet is using langunage; and

. poetry is conspicuous in the literature of all
"' yeoyles by reason of its fondness for rare ex-—
rressions." (Davis, Frinceton Theol. Leview,

Vol.I1l, No.3, Pe 373.)

Wilson's study shows that this word occurs in some ten
differont Semitic languages and dialetecs. (Wilson, Prince-
ton Theol. Leview, .Vol. XXI111, No«2, pe26l.) From this fact
the conclusion lies close at hand that sgﬂ is common

Semit ic stocke

. §17_13_ "to descend", Fs. 38,3; 18,35; 65,11.

The view entertained by Kautzsch is that (1M1 is the
general Aramaic equivalent of the Hebrew '1“_l:_ « His objec-
tion to this word as being good Hebrew is voiced in these
words: "Der Gebrauch von EII_I_JI_ ist durchweg spit." (XKautzsch,
opecit o, Pebd.)

This objJection, however, is unfounded. This word is em=-
bodied in docuinents which critics regard as pre=exilic. In
Joel 4,11 and in 2 Sam.22,356 the word is used. Thids usage
is not limited to one or two writers. dJeremiah uses the
word, Jer.21,13; Solomon knows the word, Frov.l7,10. The

Fsalms in which it ocdurs are abhl demonstrably Davidic.

ey
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Evidently it enjoyed a certain familiarty in Iavid's vocabu-

lary. “That the root of this verb is current in Hebrew is

attested by the derivative S$1I11] which is found in Is.30,30.
4uthorities express themselves to this effect that SIII1]

is a good Hebrew word. Noldeke says that this word can be

old Hebrew. (XKoenig, Lexicon.)

The efforts of Lobert Dick Vilson have brought to light
that this word is a part of the Hebrew, New Aramaic, Syriac,
Palestinian Syriac, Mandean, Daniel, Ezra, and Falmyrene
vocabularye. (Wilson, ¥rinceton Theol. Review, Vol.XXIII,

No.2, pe256.) While this evidence is not conclusive, it may
strengthen the conclusion that was intimated above, namely,

that D T_]g is a good Hebrew poetic word.

. 91D "to end", Fs.73, 19.
His reasons for temihg this word as a clear Aramaism
Kautzsch voices thus:
. "Immerhin zeigt der Uberaus spirliche und
s)1ite Gebrauch des Stammes Im Hebr#ischen, dass
er dort - wenn einst vorlanden - v8llig vergessaen
und erst aus dem Aramidischen widder eingefUhrt war."
(Kautzsch, op.cite., p.68.) ;
In the light of the refutation given above, these argu=
mants become ineffective.
There are, however, some positive considerations. This
verb is used elsewhere inHebrew documents, namely, Is.66,17.

ime.3,15. Besides, this root has a derivative which appears in

early documents; % I© end occurs in Joel 2,20.
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Eautzsch emphatically declares this word to be an

s 7?? "to despise”, Fs.119, 118.

Aramsism. Other critics take a more moderate stand and
regard it a late word.

As this word is a hapax legomhenon, it is difficult to
establish the shade of meaning i:mplied by this word by whih
it can be distinguished from other Hebrew words maaning
"daspise." But as & verb expressing some human emotion it
may well be a synonym for E‘)E_(’Q or nl;rz .

According to Wilson's invaestigations this word is also
found in Babylonian. (Wilson, Princaton Theol. Keview,
VoleXXI1l, Noe2, pe257.) In view of this it will hardly be

possible to maintain that TI?_? is an Aramaism,.

2
. PO "to go up", Ps.139, 8.
=y

Briggs speaks of this word as an Aramaism. (Briggs, op.

cite, P«500, vol.1I.) Ferowne also calls the form in this
verse an Aramaism but derives it from the root ? ol.

) (Perovne, The Fsalms, George Bell and Sons, London, 1893,
Vol.1l, pe444.) Driver lists it as aramaism. (Driver, or.
cite, pe374.) Kautzsch syeaks of this word as one of the
"groben Arameismen."” (XKautzsch, op.cite, pell.)

As this word is a hapax legommenon, there is no conclusive
proof to show that this word in Hebrew has a special meaning
"to sacrifice." Consequently, it would be a mere opinion to
say that it is "genau wie iAy biblisch aram." ‘P?Q and
that it is an exact equivalent of the Hebrew ‘,15_.\'[ in its
root meaning and syecific meaning. To show that PE? has in

all instances the same meaning as T]$¥ . ‘?S{‘t_l has been

R R EEEEEEm=———————NEE
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brought into the discuasion as the same root as '.Pi? ’

the sibilants merely being changed. To this it must be

said that ‘_Pé? does not occur in the meaning "to burn";

nor does P éz_;..\ ocour anywhere in the meaning "to go up".
Therefore, that both words are idemtical is purely hyrothetical.

Lven Gesenius remarks "P gé_\ is not "identical" with '?_S? .
L .

« DY "foilage", Ps. 104, 12,
With but a brief discussion Kautzsch concludes:

"Offenbar ist dieses * DY das aram. Aquivalent
fur hebr. n;_\_{' " (EKautzsch, ope cite, p.7l.)

Compared to nouns like ] .\_rf and "?J‘L]-, this noun is
unquest ionably a good Hebrew word. And as far as the Psalms
are concerned it is used just as often as the current Hebrew,

ney.
i .

In Wilson's article this word is listed as appearing in
Hebrew, Babylonian, New Hebrew and New Aramaice. (Wilson,
Frinceton Theol. Review, Vol. XZXIII, Noe«2, Pe257.) A4s the
Aramaic diale¢ts in which this word appears a.re.latar than
the Hebrew documents, a cdse of borrowing from the Aramaic is

impossible. If anything, > DY is a Babylonianism in Hebrew.

- 119 AY rthought", Ps.146,4.
A hapax legomfienon and an Aramaism are Briggs' comments
on this word. (Briggs, op.cit., Vol.II, p.632.) Kautzsch
holds, because the root is Aramaic, therefore the noun ]'lﬁ l;_iy.
dervied from that root, is an Aramaism.
As to the root of this word it is found already in Jonah
1,6 So the prima facie eviderice points to a current Hebrew

root.
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Much of the objection to this noun is called forth
by the form. For it is held that nouns in “"I"az-e speciﬂcally
Aremaic. However, nouns ending in )1~ occur in Hebrew
"in all ages of the literature; and they are found, also,
in Babylonian, Assyrian and ~rabic, as well as in New Hebrew
and Aramaic." (Wilson, Princeton Theol. Review, Vol.XXIII,

No.2, 1)02470)

. POy "to ve o1a", Fs.6,8.

Although Kautssch admits that this root in the meaning
"to advance" is common Semitic stock, nevertheless, in the
meaning "to be old", he considers it an Aramaism, for accord-
ing to him this meaning has been z2dopted from the Aramaic.

In answer to this view it must be said that the idea of
"advancing™ is not too far removed from that of "being old"
that the latter could not be a specific meaning derived from
the current Hebrew root '? T_\¥ "to advance". In English the
relations between the two ideas is portrayed in the rphrase
"advanced in years." The latin has a -similar-expression,
namely,"aetate provihi." In Arabic this root occurs in the
meanings "to precede", "pass forth", "become free", "grow old."
Thus a Hebrew root in the sense of ;'advancing"and also of
"being 01d" should not be considered unusual. Noteworthy is
the fact that the author of Job shows his acquaintance with
this root in both of its meanings. In Job 14,18 it is trans-
lated "removed"; in Job 21,7 it is rendered "become o0ld".

The investigations of Wilson reveal the fact that 'P!_uff
occurs in the three main branches of the Semitic languagee.

(Wilson, Princeton Theol. Review, Vol.XXIII, No.2, pe«259.)
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Fromthis it must be deduced that ?Q¥ is not an Aramaiem,

but common Semitic stocke.

. ]@'? "to consider", Fs.48,14.

Kautzsch comments on this word and states "ein Aramaismus
liegt zweifellos vor." (Kautzsch, op.cit.p.73.) His main
reason is that it occurs but once in Hebrew.

However, the weakness of an argument built up on a hapax
legommenon is also evident in the case of this word.

Besides In Hebrew, this word has been found only in New

| Hebrew and New aAramaic. As the latter documents are all
later than the Hebrew documents which contains the word, the
possibility is just as great, if not greater, that the word
has been loaned from the Hebrew by the Aramaic as from the
Aramaic by the Hebrew. At any rate, it would be untrue to

facts to say definitely ]9 ® is an Aramaism.
i

. | :__?‘g "to deliver", Fs. 144, 7.10.11.

) This word is c;nsiderad an Aramaism by Briggs and Kautzsch.
(Briggs, ope.cite, V0lell, p.623; EKautzsch, op. cit., p«74.)
The latter recognizes 1% in the meaning "to open™ as a good
Hebrew word, but in the meaning "to deliver" it has, he holds,
been influenced by the Aramaic.

There can be no question that the root is good Hebrew.

It is found already in Gen.4,1l. And though the idea "to de-
liver" and "to open" are not readily associated with the same
root, there is no evidence that the ome is not a specialized
meaning of the word while the other is a general meaning.

That David should use this verb three times in this one
Psalm can perhaps be explaiged as the result of the figure

R R IEEE=ES——————
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which he has in mind the greater part of the Fsalm.

In his paragraph on this word Kautzsch sjeaks of
"der Ubergang zu der im aram. iberweigenden Bedentung."
(Kautzsch, ope.cit., pe.74.) If it was possible for the
root T\.'é 31_ in the Aramaic to develop this special mean-
ing, there is no reason why a similar develoyment could
not be expected in Hebrew. Furthermore, the verb N1 g
shows an analogous develoyment. It has the meaning "to open"
2s well as "to set free" (Ps.l105,20).

Vilson has found this root in Hebrew, Arabic, New aramaic,
and Syrisc. (Wilson, Princeton 'heol. Leview, Vol.XXII1I, No.2,
PeR69.) ©Since this word occurs in the main branches of the
Semit ic language, the obvious inference is that ) '§r§ is com-

mon Semitic stock.

. 'P"J‘g'.r) "to deliver", Fs., 7,35 136,24.

Among the commentators examined, Kautzsch is found to be
the only one vho regards this word as an Aramaism. Admitting,
however, that the root is current in early Hebrew, he considers
it an Aramaism only in the sense of "to deliver".

As in the previous word, the two meanings in which this
word ayppears are not so far removed that they cammot be derived
from the same root. The root idea of this verb is "to separ-
ate"; this could then be taken in a pregnant sense "to separ-
ate from something, as from chains or from a yoke (Gen.27,40)",
a meaning which would f£it well to the meaning "to deliver".

A8 having bearing on this discussion, it should be remembered
that the majority of Hebrew werbs have a concrete idea at the

basis from which a more abstract idea is developed.
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This word is placed by Wilson among those wvhich appear
in Hebrew, Arabic, Daniel, New Hebrew, New Areamaic, Syriac,
and FPalestinian Syriac. (Wilson, Frinceton Theol. Keview,
Vol. XXIIl, Noe2, pe260.) From this the inference is justi-

fied that 'P"l‘!_z is common proyerty of the Semitic languages.

. ']: ]'P "possession", Fs. 104,24; 105,31.

Critics readily class this word as an Aramaism.Lagarde,
cited by Kautzsch, syeaks of it as "aus dem Aram. in das Hebri-
ische hertbergenommenen Vokabein." (Kautzsch, ox;.c:lt., Pe77.)

The mzin reason why critics reject ]; J ‘P as good
Hebrew is on account of the formation. They hold that the
ending 'I; is typically Aramaic. As stated in anothér comnec-
tion, nouns ending in ] are found in all the principal
branches of the Semitic language. Strack ramarks: " ',1', ist
wahrscheinlich ursemitische A‘bstrakte.ndu.ng.“ (Strack, op.cit.,
Pe20.) "Besides in many cases, as in TI;I ‘54_\. the nouns
cannot have been derived from the Aramaic, simply because they
have been found in no Aramaic dialect of any age." (Wilson,
Princeton Theol. heview, Y0leXXIII, No.2, J:s247.) So why
should 'I; TP not be a good Hebrew form?

The root of this noun) is well established in Hebrew. The
noun itself occurs in this very meaning already in Gen. 34,23.
In this same passage "]_; J'P is paralleled with |] 2]?5, a
word which critics hold to be the good Hebrew word which is
being supplanted by "_: :‘|‘p e From this passage it would seem
that both words are current in Hebrew.

Upon examination of the derivatives from verbs that have

a nmun for the second radical and a he for the third, it becomes
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evident that just those roots which occur rather fre—
quently have a derivative with the ending 'l_:". This
rermits the conclusion that '}T" is a more unusual ending,
but is used to form additional nouns in such instances
where a root, due to its frequent use, has the usual types

of derivatives already.

. Dj‘P "way" Fs. 55,22; 68,31; 78,9; 144,1.
Kautzsch objects to this word as being current Hebrew
because it appears in late documents in the place of 11 i}r'\]r 5'3
and because it is an Aramaic noun formation. The first reason
has been answered sufficiently in a section above. 4s to call-
ing .:L:*]D an Aramaic formation of a noun, it can be pointed
out that, although getal forms occur more frequently in aramaic
than in Hebrewi, it is, nevertheless, in view of such nouns as
‘],_\"_'L._\ % :1(1] "_:) and W?a s & good Hebrew noun formation.
The root occurs very early in Hebrew, being found any
number of times in Genssis. Iurthermore, the verb .7\ “R oc-
curs in a special sense "to approach for battle" (Judges 20,24).
The noun itself occurs in a sect ion considered to be early,
namely, 2 Sam.l7,11.
The word 3."1]? appears according to Wilson also in Bahy-
lonian. (Wilson, Trinceton Theol. Review, Vol.XXI11l, No.2, D.
258.) T his is an indication that a Babylonianism rather an

Aramaism is the topic of discussion.
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. 1'3j "myriad", Fs. 66,18
1. In the Lexicon of Brown, Driver and Briggs ] 3‘_]
is cslled a "later Aramaizing synonym"of ﬁ??'} , and
EKautzsch definitely concludes it to be a borrowed word.
According to Vilson's iivestigation this word written
X2 7 occurs in Semitic documents only in the Hebrew
of the 0ld Testament and in that of the Talmud., From this
fact he draws the conclus ion: "By no possibility, therefore,
can it be shown that any of these words were derived from
the Aramaic." (Wilson, Frinceton Theol. heview, Vol.XXII1I,
j No.2, Pe255.) The reasoning that is followed is evidently
ciear. But Wilson has failed to take cognizance of the fact
that X f"})j , according to well established rules, can also
be written I'D"'.? and that this form occurs in Biblical ara-
maic, namely, Ian. 7,10.
In addition to vhat has been said little information

can be gathered about this word. A'point worth noting is

that 1D7) is found in a document which is gemerally accepted
i as yjre-exilic, namely, Jonah 4,11; so there is a possibility

| that this word dat_es from early Hebrew.

. .y‘;_j "to 1lie down", Fs. 139, 3.
Briggs calls _y'?__j an Aramaism for \/D_."‘) « (Briggs,
opecite, Volo.II, pe499.) Porowne remarks about this word:
"Anot hex apparently Aram. or later form for Y ':?.‘1 «" (Perowne,
op.cit., Vol. II, p.444.) Kautzsch, however, doss not stop to
call it an apparent Aramaism, but makes it definite.
The ent ire discussion about this word centers about the

Hebrew 'j?_"_} e It is held that TJ‘I in the Hebrew is the

same as Y in Aramaic- bacause, according to phonetic laws,

e
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an ayin in the one is a zade in the other. If Y27
and Y 271 are the same word, the ayin in the Hebrew
does not necessarily need to be accounted for by Aramaic
influences. It may indicate a Hebrew dialect. In the
one dialet;t the word was spoken with a softer co;zsonant
in the third place; in the other with a harder. The ex-
istence of such dialects in Hebrew is substantiated by
Judges 12,6 where the Ephraimites said sibboleth for
shibboleth.

However, there is no good reason for not taking VM)
as common Semitic stock. <or it appears in the three main
branches of the Semitic language. iilson has found the word
in Hebrew, Arabic, New Aramaic and Syriac. (Wilson, Irince-

ton Theol. heview, Vole. XX11I, No.2, P.259.)

: Zdl"_'lr "to make a tumlt", Ps. 2,l.

- 427 "tumult, Ps. 55,15.
| . nL;lTl "tumult", Pe. 64,3.
' Kautzsch is positive that this root with its derivations
is an Arumaism. He stales:
., "Uber den Aramaischen Ursyrung des Hebrfischen
U4\NJ7  kann jedoch kein zweifel enstehen
angesichts des sehr spasten und spaerlichen Auf-
tauchens des Wortes." (Kautzsch, op.cite., F«8l.)
According to Wilson this root is found in Arabic in the
same meaning. (Wilson, Frinceton Theol. ieview, Vol.XXIII,
No.2, pe259.) This evidence speaks against its being an Ara-
maism and points to a root of common Semitic stock.
The derivatives that this root has Jjust in poetry shows
that the root was well established in Hebrew. Omne of the

derivat ives , n@]7 ,occurs in sense,form and meaning only in
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Hebrew. (Wilson, Frinceton 'heol. keview, Vol. XXI1II, No.Z2,
P«255.) There is no rea;on, then, why this word should be
a2 loan-word.

Even critics who are ready to call every infreguent
word an Aramaism consider this word to be good Hebrew.
Briggs expresses himself to this effect that /i D is a

good Hébrew word. (Briggs, Op.cit., Vol.I, p.13.)

« Y] "thought", Ps. 139,2.17. :

lhen Briggs takes up the discussion of this wo:;'d., he
states that it is "usually taken as an Aramaism."” (Briggs,
orecit., Volell, p.493.) EKautzsch lists it as' an Aramaism
about which there can be no doubt. (Kautzsch, op.e:lt..p'.sld

The critics themselves are unable to point definitely to
a root in the Aramaic from which this woxrd might be derived.
Var ious suggestions have been made, but these suggestions re-
main hypothetical and cannot be substituted as facts. 4And it
must be remembered that in other instances critics insist upon
a well established root from which the word may have been derived.

This word is listed by Wilson as occurring in Hebrew alone.
(Wilson, Frinceton Theol. Keview, Vol. XXIII, No.2, p.254.)
Conseqguently, it is not found in root form and meaning dn any
other Semitic language or dialect. Such being the case, there

can be no talk of its being a loan-word.

« VYT "to dash to pieces", Fs.2,9.
~ hy
Kantzsch lists this word as an Aramaic loan-word and calls
it a "gemeinaramaisches Equivalent fiir gemmin-hebr#isch 13‘1
=i

und \/_.‘{j " (Kautzsch, ope.cit., Fe83.)
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This root is not uncommon in pre-exilic literature.
It is found in Job 34,24; Is. 24,19; and Frov. 18,24,
That the Hebrew has the forms YY) and YY)
- T
does not say that . Y¥7] was borrowed from the Aramaic.
This may be a case of the same word in different dialects
of Hebrew. The case would be analogous to that of ¥
o |

and \/3‘[ considerad above.
=y

« V2 /A "to hope", ¥s.104,275119,166; 145,15.
- M2 /A "hope", Fs.119,116, 146,5.

Brigegs holds this root and its derivative to be an Ara=-
maism. (Briggs, op.cit., Yol. II, 339,630.) Kautzsch speaks
of "ein zweifelloser Aramaismus." (Kautzsch, op.cite., p.86.)

In one ylace Wilson lists this word as occurring Hebrew
and Arabic alone; and in another place as apyearing in Hebrew,
New Aramaic, Syriac, Falestinian Syriac, kiandean, Daniel, Ezra,
and Falmyrene. (Wilson, Irinceton Theol. heview, Vol.XXIIIi,
No«2, pe255,266.) This evidence dare not be credited in this
instance.

Strack, however, in showing how the sibilants differ be-
tween Hebrew and aramajc lists |2 a.\ as a genuine Hebrew

word. (Strack, Biblisch-AramBische Grammatik, M#inchen,1921,p.13.)

~ ) ¥ZA "to grow", Fs. 92,13; 73,12.

Briggs calls :his word an Aramaic verb. (Briggs, op.cit.,
Vol.Il, pe148,) And Gunkel sypeaks of it as "aramaisievend."
(Gunkel, ope.cit., p.318.) Kautzsch remarks:

"Das Hlberaus splite Auftanchen des Stammes im

HebrHischen an Stelle von 221, T2 und

ihren Derivaten, sowie die AllgéwShnheif Yon
und zahlreichen Derivaten im ganzen Bereich des

I EEEEEEmSmm..——————————————my |
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Aramtiischen lassen keinen Zweifel anfkommen, dass

wir es hier mit einem 'reinem Arsmajsmus’ zu tun

haben." (Lautzsch, opecit., pPe86.)

A fact that ought to be noted in connection with this
word is that another Hebrew writer uses this verb, for it is
several times in Jobe A derivative of this root is also
found, namely, ' ]{1_,] .

As a whole, the evidence 1s too slight to say anything

definite as to the character of this word.

- MAA "to praise", Fs.63,4; 117,1; 145,4; 147,13,
This word is stamped as an Aramaism by Briggs. (Briges,
op.cite, VoleIl, p.75.) Kautzséh takes the same stand. He
says:
"Tas dieses T'I?,ls:-\ von dem gemeinarame eeceeee

N 2 /A entlehnt ist, diirfte widerum durch das
sehr spite Auftauchens des Stammes an Stelle so

vielgebrauchter St#mme wie ]2, MM,

? T bewiesen sein. (Kautzsch, op.cit., p.87.)

In irabic the same root is found. fThus the word is used
in the principal branches of the Semitic languages and, con-
sequently, the prima facie evidence points to a common demitic
root. Objection will, however, be raised to this on the gwound
that in Arabic this root is also, according to Schwally (cited
by Kautzsch, Ope.cit., pe87.) an Arammism. In answer to this,
let it be said that this word occurs in Ethippic, the documents
of which antedate those of the aramaic.

In four of the five instances in which this word occurs
in the Fsalms it is paralleled with othexr verbs signifying "to
praise”. This situstion will compel the deduction that TI 2 /a,
although perhaps a more umusual verb, was equally well known

to Iavid and the other Fsalm writers.
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As this verb occurs only in poetic sections it is
evidently a poetic word, which maturally would be used

raraly.

« DA "to rule", Ps.119,123.

Among the commentators examined Kautzsch is the only
one who conmsiders M-é!_'z_\ an Aramaism.

First of all, this root is not uncommon in rre-exilic
literature. It occurs several times in Ecclesiastes, 2,19,
5,18, and in other passages. A derivative of this root is
found already in Gen.42,6. In connection with this last pas-
sage, Kautzsch makes an attempt to show that the derivative

Ny 5@ can reasonably be considered an Aramaism in this pas-
sage because the author uses this loan-word intentionally to
indicate.Joserh's governorship in a foreign land. However, this
entire theory is conjectural and tendential. .and why would the
author use just an Aramaic loan=-word to oreate an Egyptian
atmosrhere?®

Wilson has discovered this word in Hebrew, Babylonian,
Arabic, New Hebrew, New Aramaic, and Syriac. (Wilson, l-rince.ton
Theol. Keview, Vole. XX11I, No.2, p«258.) This evidence is too
strong to regard mizg._\ anything else but a common Semitic

stock word.

- 1177 [A "stubbornness", Ps.81,13.
This word has been ct.l.assed as an Aramaism by Kautzsch. (Op.
cite, Pe90.) A4As grounds to justify his procedure, he advances
the absence of a verb in Hebrew from which the noun might be

derived and the Aramaic form of this noune.
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The claim here made, however, loses all force in the

light of the following facts:

Ali;hough the root of this word is found in one or more
of the other Semitic languages or dialects, Q-\"]'“_) ll.\
is not found in root, form and meaning in any one of them,
and, therefore, the jossibility of its being _borrowed is
excluded. The above information has been obtained from Frof.
Wilson's tzbulations at the end of his article. (Princeton
Theol. keview, VoleXXI1I,N0.2, Pe255.)

Furthermore, the use of this word is not confined to late
literature. It occurs already in Daut.29,18 and is a pet word
of Jeremizh.

There are indications that the root from vwhich ﬂ-\"\"‘) lLl
is derived is a good Hebrew root. For another good Hebrew word
is derived from the same root, namely, ﬁ"ﬁ[_é "muscle."

llo valid reason exists for considering this word an Aramaic
form. From the double ayin root ssﬂ Hebrew has the noun

Q'ls 5 mn. Similarly, Q14° "”A is a natural flozmation.

£rom ‘1‘1[__9 .

. n_!_? "to provoke", Fs.78,41.

Briggs terms this verb an Aramaism. (Briggs, op.cit.,
VolelI, p«195.) The same stand is taken by Kautzsch who gives
as his reason merely the occurrence of a parallel verb in 'Arar_-
maic. (Eautzsch, Opecite., pe9ls)

According to the f£inds of Eobert Vick Wilson, this word
occurs in root and meaning only in Hebrew and Arabic. In no
possible manner can one speak of an Aramaism.

In the Aramaic of laniel the verb F]lg_l] occurs, Dan.3,24.
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But it has an entirely different mesning; it means "to

be startled." To take x;i;l as the Aramaic root from
which ﬂ_tl_g‘] might be derived has two convincing facts
speaking against it: the Arsmaic root has a different mean-

ing; according to Koenig this verb is "rare".

To sum up this evidence: Many of the words alleged
to be Aramaism appear in Babylonian and Arabic. This is an
indication that these belong to common Semitic stock, some
rerhaps being Babylonianisms. Some words appear in root form
and meaning only in Hebrew. In no wise can one speak c;f borrow-
ing here. Furthermore, some words aprear only in Hebrew and
New Hebrew and New 4rsmaic. In such cases one may just as well
have a Hebrewism in Aramaic as vice wersa. In two instances
everything depends upon the pointing of the word or upon textual
criticism. In the case of the remaining words the evidence 1is
sometimes somewhat insufficient to enable one to say definitely
that the word is not an Aramaism. Nevertheless, in those in-
stances it is just as insufficient for saying emphatically that
it is an Aramaism. For according to form, sense and root, these
words may Jjust as well be good Hebrew words. All in all, the
words 2lleged to be Aramaisms dare not be urged as unquestioned
Aramaisms in en attempt to assign a post-exilic date to many of

the Fsalms.
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