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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




