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Ks. Ryszard Zawadzki

The Phrase Hipîl Gôrālôt and the Dating of the Book of Jonah

One of the most widely discussed questions connected with the Book of Jonah is the problem of its dating
. Since no external criteria which could solve this problem or throw some light on it are available
, the searching for evidence connected with the date of the book is concentrated mainly on the field of internal criteria. 

In their attempts to state more precisely the date of the book, scholars often use the linguistic data of the text. 

A special attention among them is given to "a group of words or grammatical features deemed to be Aramaisms
, together with some other words, expressions, and usages seen to be characteristic of, or only attested in, late Biblical Hebrew"
. However it is necessary to notice "that one should be extremely cautious in utilizing the evidence of Aramaisms as a means of dating a given biblical text"
.

Two other linguistic phenomena, aside from Aramaisms, are considered to be helpful in assessing whether a particular biblical writing is early or late
:

1. Special word usages, which because of their distribution in the Bible, as well as their contrast to earlier expressions which they seem to replace, may point to features characteristic of later writers
;

2. Grammatic-syntactic constructions which consistently appear only in indisputably dated post-exilic sources
.

Below we are going to devote our attention especially to the latter point.

Among grammatical features and syntactic phenomena in the Book of Jonah which could be viewed as indicators for the date of its text we can point out the "preference for the plural forms of words and phrases where the earlier language employed the singular"
.

In this article the main subject of our considerations is one example of just such preference in the Book of Jonah constituted by using of the plural form with the Hiphil form of the root. It occurs only twice in the whole of the Book of Jonah - both cases in Jon. 1:7
:




This verse can be seen as a particular reflection of popular ancient custom to reach a decision or response by lot casting
.

Our aim in this article is to examine the extent to which the usage of the plural form  can serve as an indicator for the dating of the Book of Jonah. 

I. Statistics of the phrase    and its parts in the Hebrew Bible
We are going to examine in this point the occurrences of the forms and  in the Hebrew Bible. A special attention shall be directed to these cases where any of the terms occurs in connection with the Hiphil form of the root .

From among the total 77 occurrences of the singular and the plural of the noun in the Hebrew Bible, we present below the distribution of the five chosen specific forms:

	(12 x) 
	Lev. 16:8; Josh. 17:14; Josh. 17:17; Josh. 18:6; Josh. 18:8; Josh. 18:10; Is. 34:17; Ezek. 24:6; Joel 4:3; Ob. 1:11; Nah. 3:10; Ps. 22:19

	(24 x) 
	Lev. 16:9; Lev. 16:10; Num. 25:56; Num. 33:54; Josh. 15:1; Josh. 16:1; Josh. 17:1; Josh. 19:1; Josh. 19:10; Josh. 19:17; Josh. 19:24; Josh. 19:32; Josh. 19:40; Josh. 21:4; Josh. 21:10; Jon. 1:7; Prov. 16:33; Prov. 18:18; Est. 3:7; Est. 9:24; 1Ch. 6:39; 1Ch. 24:7; 1Ch. 25:9; 1Ch. 26:14

	(1 x) 
	Prov. 1:14

	(8 x) 
	Lev. 16:8; Jon. 1:7; Jon. 1:7; Neh. 11:1; 1Ch. 24:31; 1Ch. 25:8; 1Ch. 26:13; 1Ch. 26:14

	(1 x) 
	Neh. 10:35


In order to determine the distribution pattern of the terms and  together with the Hiphil form of the root , we assume as a base the division of the OT Books into two groups according to the two main periods of the Biblical Hebrew: early and late (pre-exilic and post-exilic - see footnote 6). 

The latter one includes the Books in case of which even the internal criteria allow to regard as belonging to the post-exilic period: Ezra, Nehemiah, Daniel, Esther, Qoheleth, Haggai, Malachi, 1 Chronicles, 2 Chronicles.

The former (pre-exilic) group contains the remaining OT Books.

Of course such a division is to some extent arbitrary because one could add to the post-exilic Books some other writings (for example the Book of Zephaniah or Song of Songs) which with rather big probability belong to the post-exilic period too. But we consciously restrict the number of Books in this group because of our purposes: so on the base of undoubtedly late Biblical Writings we are able to reach more clear picture of our distribution pattern as the basis for our conclusions. Obviously this division doesn't mean that only the above enumerated Books were written after the Babylonian exile.

The occurrences of the terms and  connected with the Hiphil form of the root  are as follows:

	
	Post-exilic Books
	Pre-exilic Books

	
	
	Is. 34:17; Ps. 22:19

	
	Est. 3:7; Est. 9:24;
	

	
	
	Prov. 1:14

	
	(Jon. 1:7; Jon. 1:7)?; Neh. 11:1; 1Ch. 24:31; 1Ch. 25:8; 1Ch. 26:13; 1Ch. 26:14
	(Jon. 1:7; Jon. 1:7)?

	
	Neh. 10:35
	


Thus the statistical distribution pattern of the terms and  with the Hiphil form of the root looks as follows:

	
	Post-exilic Books
	Pre-exilic Books

	
	
	Isaiah  (1x)

Psalms  (1x)

	
	Esther  (2x)
	

	
	
	Proverbs  (1x)

	
	(Jonah  (2x))?

Nehemiah  (1x)

1Chronicles  (4x)
	(Jonah  (2x))?



	
	Nehemiah  (1x)
	


We can observe that the singular form  (sometimes lightly modified) with the Hiphil form of the root occurs, within the group of post-exilic Books, only in the Book of Esther (two times), and within the group of pre-exilic Books in three various Books (one time in each Book). That picture is rather ambiguous, though the dispersion of the term in three various Books could suggest that the singular form  is slightly more characteristic for the early Biblical Hebrew.

In opposite to the situation in the case of singular form, as regards the plural form with the Hiphil form of the root , the picture of distribution pattern is more clear: here we have 6 occurrences exclusively in the (two) post-exilic Books. This fact seems to be a significant argument for the late date of the Book of Jonah. The additional observation which may corroborate this view is that outside of the group of post-exilic Biblical Books the plural form  occurs only three times - twice in Jon 1:7 and once in Lev. 16:8. In the latter case, the term appears with the Qal form of   and "the plural usage might possibly be explained not so much because of the lateness of the passage, but because the context is speaking specifically about two lots, one for Yahweh and one for Azazel"
.

Before we try to formulate the final conclusion, as a next step in our examination, we turn to the usage of the phrase  or its parts outside the Hebrew Bible.

II. Linguistic evidence in the extra-biblical sources: the Qumran literature

The Qumran literature presents unique and very precious extra-biblical source. It is so from the point of view of the time when the scrolls were written as well as from the point of view of the place where they came into existence
. Another big advantage of these writings is that they were preserved to our times in practice without the long process of text-transmission connected with Biblical documents available to us before the discovery of Qumran. The process of transmission normally is always related to some corruption of the text.

In the Qumran texts the term  is used exclusively in the figurative sense. In general it means "punishment" or "reward" or "retribution", but we can observe also some specifications of its meaning. In 1QS11:7 the term is used in the context as "lot of the saints", in 1QH 3:22 as "everlasting destiny", in 1QM 13:9 as "lot of light" describing a life in light, and in 1QH 3:27f as "destiny of wrath"
.

The word  is also attested in the Dead Sea Scrolls with the meaning of "appointment" (the basic meaning), "decision", "community"
 or "time"
. 

The plural form  also occurs in DSS. In 1QS 5:3 we meet this form in the phrase  instead of   
 what seems to be similar to the situation attested in the process observed in the Biblical Hebrew
. Another characteristic of the DSS from this point of view is that the term  experiences a change in meaning in the Qumran literature in comparison with what is found in the OT or in the Rabbinic literature. Thus,  can mean "a decision" or "a resolution", which is made without casting lots (1QS 5:3; 6:16,18,22; 9:7; CD 13:4) and from this meaning it is transferred to the rank (office) granted by the decision (1QS 1:10; 2:23; 1QSa 1:9,20)
.

As regards the extra-biblical sources, it is noteworthy that the episode with lot-casting described in Jon. 1 has an exact parallel in the Buddhist story of Mittavindaka from Benares
.

So we can partially summarize our considerations saying that the linguistic evidence regarding the phrase  in the Qumran literature (in particular the usage of plural  in connection with the Hiphil form of the root) can induce us to see some affinity between the late Biblical Hebrew represented by the DSS and the language used in the Book of Jonah.

Conclusion

First of all we should notice that our investigation in this article has very segmental character since it takes under consideration only one small linguistic element of the Book of Jonah - that one incorporated in the phrase . Therefore we are not going in this conclusion to "date" the Book of Jonah in the verbatim sense of this word as one could understand the title of this article. Such a task is difficult enough even under consideration of all possible linguistic and not only linguistic phenomena
. 

Our examination of the phrase  can be used at the outmost as a base for placing the Book of Jonah on either side of that great divide in Israel’s history which was the Babylonian exile
.

The statistical part of our considerations (the point I.) with its fruit in the form of distribution pattern of the examined phrase suggests that the double usage of the plural noun  with the Hiphil form of the root in Jon. 1:7 reflects rather post-exilic than pre-exilic linguistic practice
.

Turning to the evidence in the Qumran literature (the point II.), which is a good and significant example of extra-biblical source, showed to us the possible linkage between the late Biblical Hebrew of the scrolls and the linguistic phenomenon which is the phrase  in Jon. 1:7.

So our investigation leads us to the conclusion that the Book of Jonah is probably a work of the early post-exilic period
.

� See, for example, L.C. Allen, The Books of Joel, Obadiah, Jonah and Micah (New International Commentary on the Old Testament), Grand Rapids 1976, 185f; D. Stuart, Hosea - Jonah (Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 31), Waco (Texas) 1987, 432-433; J. Limburg, Jonah, Louisville (Kentucky) 1993, 28-31.


� The prophet Jonah, son of Amittai, of Gath-Hepher in Zebulon, is mentioned in 2 Kings 14:25. He lived under Jeroboam II (ca 783-743), to whom he prophesied victory over the Arameans. But the book is a story about him not by him and nowhere claims to have been written by Jonah. Every argument - especially the language of the book - is against so early date - see J.A. Bewer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jonah, in: H.G. Mitchell, J.M.P. Smith, J.A. Bewer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi and Jonah (International Critical Commentary), Edinburgh 1912, 11-12. Prophet Jonah is mentioned also in some manuscripts of the book of Tobit 14:3-4 (other manuscripts instead of Jonah have here the name Nahum), which was written probably in the third century B.C. So the external criteria are able to give us no more than the time-span of some five centuries when the Book of Jonah could have been written - see J.A. Sasson, Jonah. A New Translation with Introduction, Commentary, and Interpretation (The Anchor Bible), New York 1990, 21. 87.


� It is because the late Biblical Hebrew to a very great extent was shaped by Aramaic influence - see E.Y. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language, Jerusalem 1982, 81 (§ 117).


� G.M. Landes, “Linguistic Criteria and the Date of the Book of Jonah”, Eretz-Israel 16(1982)147-170, 147.


� A. Hurvitz, “The Chronological Significance of 'Aramaisms' in Biblical Hebrew”, Israel Exploration Journal 18(1968)234 - 240, 237. See especially the restrictions and additional conditions given by the author in making use of Aramaisms for (late) dating of chronologically problematic texts (p. 238 - 240).


� The meaning of the terms "early" and "late" is to understand as "pre-exilic" and "post-exilic" respectively. It is very difficult to reach here a bigger precision in dating if there is no specific criterium for precise dating available. "Even in the language of the Old Testament, notwithstanding its general uniformity, there is noticeable a certain progress from an earlier to a later stage. Two periods, though with some reservations, may be distinguished: the first, down to the end of the Babylonian exile; and the second, after the exile" - W. Gesenius, E. Kautzsch, A.E. Cowley, Hebrew Grammar, Oxford 1910, § 2l (p. 12).


� See, for example, the list of such words and expressions in J. Limburg, Jonah, 29.


� Both points describing the linguistic phenomena according to G.M. Landes, “Linguistic Criteria”, 158.


� Ibid., 162.


� It's easy to observe that in this verse we have also the singular noun  which appears with the Qal form of. How to explain this "inconsistence"? The singular form at the end of the verse is used to express the result of the casting of lots, not the action of lot-casting in general - see ibid., 169. The author gives examples of the same usage in Ezek. 24:6 and 1Chr. 26:14.


� See J. Lindblom, “Lot-casting in the Old Testament”, Vetus Testamentum 12(1962)164-178, 164ff. The article offers an exhaustive listing of all OT accounts of lot-casting on various occasions. From this point of view ancient Israel was no exception in the antique (and not only antique) world. The oldest as well as the latest books of the Hebrew Bible contain the stories connected with casting of lots. That practice served mainly for selecting (for example: king (1Sam. 10:19f), warriors for military expedition (Judg. 20:9f), sacrifice for the Day of Atonement (Lev. 16:8-10) etc), assigning (for example: the duty of furnishing the temple with firewood (Neh. 10:35), tribes of Israel to various areas in Canaan (Num. 26: 52ff - in this case the lot-objects /stones/ were probably marked: one group with marks referring to the different territories, another group with marks referring to the different tribes and then the lots were drawn alternately), Priests and Levites to certain cities to dwell in (Josh. 21) etc), distributing (for example: booty (Nah. 3:10), raiment of a persecuted man (Ps. 22:19) etc) and some everyday life matters, e. g. for settling disputes (Prov. 18:18) - for the very detailed classification of various functions of lot-casting see F. Brown, S.R. Driver, C.A. Briggs, The New Brown - Driver - Briggs - Gesenius Hebrew and English Lexicon, Peabody (Massachusetts) 1979, 174.


Unfortunately, most of the OT accounts of lot-casting are expressed in such general terms that we cannot realize the exact method of proceeding. However the careful philological and exegetical examination of the accounts can help to form, at least in general outline, an opinion about the normal procedure of lot-casting in the OT.


The usual word for lot is  which as the primary sense has "stone, pebble" - in Palestine small stones were used very often as lot-objects. As an exception we find in the Book of Esther the Accadian term  (Est. 3:7; 9:24) directly translated by . In Ezek. 21:26f is told that a Babylonian king performed lot-casting by means of arrows.


The very mode of practice of lot-casting is illuminated by the verbs used: "cast, throw" (, ,  , , ) and "put, lay down" (). Sometimes the verb  occurs in the same sense without  as object. In some accounts the verb had lost its primary and concrete meaning. The same situation we meet when it is said that the lot fell () upon Jonah.


Only one time in OT is mentioned a kind of "lot-urn" - in Prov. 16:33 where it is said that the lot is thrown into the  i.e. the "breast sack" - probably the fold formed by the tunic over the girdle. It is to assume that in normal case jars were used as an "urn". The lot-objects were well shaken (Ezek. 21, 26) and then taken up or "drawn" - in important cases by an authoritative person.


The lot-casting procedure was regarded as an inquiring of God and its result as an answer from God because of the conviction that the results could only be directed by God (see Prov. 16:33).


� G.M. Landes, “Linguistic Criteria”, 162. Compare the attempt of another explanation in J.A. Sasson, Jonah, 111.


� For our linguistic purposes it is irrelevant whether the DSS (Dead Sea Scrolls) were written by the inhabitants of Qumran or were brought from Jerusalem and put into the Qumran caves (as is the opinion of some scholars) - in any case these scrolls are an excellent evidence of the Hebrew language of their time.


� See W. Dommershausen,, in: G.J. Botterweck, H. Ringgren (ed.), Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, Grand Rapids 1975, vol. II, 450 - 456, 456.


� See E. Qimron, The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Harvard Semitic Studies 29), Atlanta 1986, 89. 106.


� This meaning occurs in 1QM 1:13 and perhaps also in 1QH 3:27. The semantic field of this word overlaps considerably that of the root  - see E. Qimron, Hebrew,106. The author places the word  in two lists of his DSS vocabulary: a) Words Mainly Attested in the DSS and in the late Biblical Books, and b) Words Not Attested neither in Biblical Hebrew nor in Mishnaic Hebrew (here the phrase "not attested" refers to the meaning "time").


� See E. Qimron, Hebrew, 89; R. Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew. Toward an Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose, (Harvard Semitic Monographs 12), Atlanta 1976, 42.


� The plural form is placed by E. Qimron, Hebrew, 89 on the list of "Words Mainly Attested in the DSS and in the Late Biblical Books".


� See W. Dommershausen, , 456.


� According to the story, Mittavindaka had gone to sea in disobedience to the command of his mother. The ship suddenly came to a stop on the sea and could not be made to proceed. And then - just as in the Book of Jonah - the sailors cast lots in order to discover on whose account this calamity had happened. Three times the lot marked Mittavindaka as the guilty one. Whereupon the sailors set him adrift on a float with virtually the same words that the sailors use as they throw Jonah overboard: "many must not perish on account of this one". After this the boat continued its journey. See J.A. Bewer, Commentary, 35.


� See J.M. Sasson, Jonah, 20 - 28, especially 26.


� Cf. ibid., 26.


� Cf. G.M. Landes, “Linguistic Criteria”, 162.


� Cf. J. Magonet, “Jonah, Book of”, in: D.N. Freedman (ed.), The Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol. 3, New York 1992, 936 - 942, 941. The terminus ad quem is the early second century B.C. - the time of composition of the Book of Ben Sira, where the “twelve prophets” are presented as a single unit (49:10). It follows that by his time the Book of Jonah was already part of the Minor Prophets.
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