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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS

AN ‘I’ FOR AN ‘I’:

THE FIRST-PERSON, COMMON, SINGULAR PRONOUN IN BIBLICAL HEBREW

By CHARLES W. LODER

Thesis Director:

Gary A. Rendsburg

This thesis is a holistic approach to understanding the first-person (1), common

(c), singular (sg), independent (ind.) pronoun (pro.) in Hebrew. Unlike the sec-

ond and third-person pronouns that have two two forms which are marked for

gender, the two forms of 1csg ind. pro. are not marked for gender, making the

distinction between the two forms an anomaly. This thesis will seek to under-

stand this anomaly diachronically in the first two chapters and synchronically in

the final two chapters. Diachronically, it traces the development of the two

forms from proto-Semitic (PS) and provides a postulation on how the two forms

developed and why both persisted in Hebrew. It also traces the development of

the two forms within in Hebrew providing perspective on the role of the pro-

noun as a delimiting factor for the different periods of Hebrew. Synchronically,

it examines various scholastic efforts to rectify the seemingly indiscriminate us-

age of the two forms in biblical prose. It also considers the insights that non-tra-

ditional grammar offers in determining the difference of usage of the two forms.

Ultimately, while the thesis does not set forward a framework for discriminating

between the usages of the two forms in biblical prose, it evaluates the strengths

and weaknesses of previous methods and explores new avenues of insight.
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 Introduction

Purpose

This thesis is about the two forms of the first-person (1), common (c), sin-

gular (sg), independent (ind.) pronoun (pro.) in Hebrew—the long-form, אָנֹכִי

/ʾānōkī/, and the short-form, אֲנִי /ʾănī/. The holistic approach that this thesis

presents incorporates methods derived from comparative philology, in addition

to diachronic and synchronic linguistics as a means to understand two perplex-

ing problems in Hebrew grammar—the existence of two forms, and the seeming-

ly undifferentiated use of those two forms. In this work I postulate a reason for

the existence of the two forms, and track the development of the 1csg ind. pro.

paradigm in Hebrew while considering commonly held assumptions. Also, I

examine the arguments set forward by theories that seek to differentiate the us-

age of the two forms in biblical prose, and consider insights from non-traditional

grammar in differentiating the two forms.

Few grammarians comment on the two forms, typically only mentioning

the decreased use of the long-form in later biblical and post-biblical writings,1

and with regard to the syntax of the pro., only commenting on the manner in

which the pro. is used with in nominal and verbal sentences2—but never making

1. GKC §32c; JM §39a, though JM does make mention of work done on the existence of the
two forms in a footnote, he does not comment on it directly; Bruce K. Waltke and Michael
Patrick O'Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §16.3.a; Jo Ann Hackett, A Basic
Introduction to Biblical Hebrew §7.1.

2. GKC §135a-c; JM §146a.
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a distinction in usage between the long-form and short-form. The average stu-

dent of Hebrew is left with the impression that both forms are completely inter-

changeable. This study seeks to consolidate much of the previous work on ety-

mology, diachronic development, and usage in prose of the 1csg ind. pro.

Structure

The first two chapters address diachronic issues regarding the ind. pro.

The first chapter pertains to the philological development of the two forms from

proto-Semitic into Hebrew and provides new perspective on the retention of

them in Hebrew. I will examines the various Semitic languages, most of which

possess analogous forms of both forms of the 1csg ind. pro. indicating that nei-

ther form in Hebrew is derived from the other and that they are etymological

doublets. Additionally, I propose that the long-form, which Hebrew would have

been less likely to possess, persisted in the language due to interaction with

Egyptian, much in the same way the short-form became prominent in Hebrew

due to interaction with Aramaic.

The second chapter pertains to the diachronic development of the 1csg

ind. pro. within Hebrew, assuming the four major periods of BH—Archaic BH

(ABH), Classical BH (CBH), Transitional BH (TBH), and Late BH (LBH). While

the long-form certainly wained in usage in BH, this work argues that it cannot

be simply regarded as a more archaic form, which the earliest periods of Hebrew

possessed, from which the short-form arose, due in part to their etymological re-

lationship discussed in the first chapter but also due to the greater usage of the

short-form in ABH poetry. This challenges some commonly held assumptions

about the development of the pro. in diachronic development of Hebrew. In ad-

dition, the second chapter examines various other dialects of Hebrew including

Epigraphic Hebrew, the Hebrew of Ben-Sira, Samaritan Hebrew, Qumran He-

brew, and Rabbinic Hebrew (particularly the Hebrew of the Tannaʾim).

Moving from diachronic issues to synchronic issues, the third chapter per-

tains to one of the more perplexing problems in BH—the vacillation between the

2



two forms in BH prose. Unlike the other pronouns, which are marked for gender,

the distinction between the two forms of the pro. is not that simple; men use the

long and short-forms (Gen 3:10; 6:17) as do women (Ruth 2:10; 1:21). Even

more complicating is when a speaker uses both forms within the same discourse

(Judg 19:18). Three major theories have been posited for the differences in us-

age, suggesting that the vacillation can be accounted for by rhythm of the

words, syntactical variation, or social constructs. This chapter will evaluate the

strengths and weaknesses by considering the 27 occurrences of the pro. in the

book of Judges.

The final chapter considers the role that Systemic Functional Grammar

(SFG) can play in differentiating between the forms in prose. The role that

‘theme and rheme’ and ‘topic and focus’ play in how clauses convey message by

means of structure offers insight into how the pronoun functions pragmatically

in clauses with finite verbs, but it does not offer a means to distinguish when

one form will be used against the other. In nominal clauses, the word-order

affects the type of message being conveyed, but it does not offer a means to dis-

tinguish between the two forms.

Concluding Remarks

Throughout this thesis, all specific quotations from the Bible are taken

from the Masoretic Text and thus presented with all their vowels and accent

marks. Additionally, the Hebrew is not transliterated into English, except for in

the first chapter, where the transliteration allows for greater clarity between

multiple languages. All translations represent my own, and generally follow the

New American Standard Bible. In nominal clauses, which contain no verb, the

auxiliary verb ‘am’ has been italicized in the translations to indicate that it is not

original (e.g. I am a slave). I use the addition of ‘myself,’ in verbal clauses where

the pro. is used in conjunction with a finite verb (e.g. I, myself, brought you up

Judg 6:8) as a convention to make the pleonastic use evident in translation, even

when such a restrictive sense is clearly not evident (cf. Judg 11:37).

3



 The Development of The 1csg Independent

Pronoun in The semitic languages

Introduction

All the Semitic languages share a certain number of commonalities in re-

lation to the 1csg ind. pro. None of the languages mark the 1csg ind. pro. (or

1cpl pronoun) for gender like the other independent pronouns, most likely be-

cause the gender of the speaker is self-evident. The first-person pro., along with

the second-person pronouns, is developed from the proto-Semitic (PS) deictic

particle ʾan- as in the majority of Semitic languages.3 This development from PS

will be resumed after the survey of the languages.

All the languages with sufficient attestation use the 1csg ind. pro. in both

nominal and verbal clauses. In nominal clauses the pronoun is identified with

another entity; this is expressed in English by means of the auxiliary verb ‘am.’

In verbal clauses the pronoun is paired with a finite verb and is typically used to

add emphasis.4

In addition, in Biblical Hebrew (BH), the 1csg ind. pro., the pronominal

suffix, and the 1csg suffix-form verbal termination have been harmonized to the

final vowel /ī/. The pronominal suffix as /ī/ is attested nearly homogeneously in

the Semitic languages, so that /ī/ must represent the PS pronominal suffix, and

3. Gotthelf Bergsträsser, Introduction to the Semitic Languages, 7.
4. see GKC §135. Though the term “emphasis” is vague, it calls attention to the fact that

the use of the pronoun is pleonastic since finite verbs are already marked for person and gender.
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the 1csg ind. pro. and verbal termination were later harmonized to it. The ma-

jority of the languages surveyed harmonize these endings in various ways. This

harmonization and the aforementioned syntactical usages will be surveyed

below.

The general flow of this section will move from those languages that are

least similar to Hebrew towards those that are more similar to Hebrew in terms

of genetic relationship.5 It will begin with East Semitic, then to the South Semitic

group of Modern South Arabian and Ethiopic (i.e. Geʿez), and then to the Central

Semitic group of Arabic, Aramaic, and the Northwest Semitic languages.

The Semitic Languages

Akkadian

In East Semitic, i.e. Akkadian (Akk.), the first-person pronoun remains relatively

constant in its form and vocalization throughout the various periods and dialects

of Akk. As Akk. cuneiform is a syllabic writing system, unlike the alphabetic sys-

tem that many other Semitic languages utilize,6 the full vocalization of the pro-

noun is knowable as /ʾanāku/. It is attested in the various dialects of Akk. in-

cluding: Old Akkadian (1), Assyrian (2), and Babylonian (3).

(1) anaku lu amat ‘I am a slave girl’ (MAD v.3 51)

(2) šazzuztum anaku ‘I am the representative’ (BIN v.4 105:4)

(3) māri PN-ma anaku ‘I am the son of PN’ (BE v.6.1 59:11)

In the above examples the pronoun is used in a nominal clause. It also ap-

pears in verbal clauses, emphasizing the verb (4, 5).

(4) anaku agasaar ‘I, myself, will make it good’ (EN v.3 5:15)

(5) u anaku amtaraṣ ‘and I, myself, fell sick’ (CT v.2 49:8)

5. The general scheme followed is that of Aaron D. Rubin, “The Subgrouping of the Semitic
Languages,”though the grouping of many languages is subject to debate. 

6. Peter Daniels has proposed the term abjad for a system of writing where each symbol
stands, usually, for a consonant, in contrast to an alphabet where symbols represent both
consonants and vowels. However, for simplicity, it will be referred to simply as an alphabet.
Peter T. Daniels and William Bright, The World’s Writing Systems, 4.
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The Akk. pronoun, anāku, is similar to the long-form in Hebrew. Note that

the final vowel is /u/, indicating that it has not been harmonized to the pronom-

inal suffixes (-ī, -ya, -nī) in Akk., but it does appear to be harmonized to the 1csg

suffix (-ku) of the G-stem stative verbal paradigm.

Eblaite

Spoken in the third millennium BCE around the city of Ebla just South of Alep-

po, Eblaite is a Semitic language of debated classification. While a comprehen-

sive understanding of the language is not possible, the 1csg ind. pro is attested

as the typical short-form—/ʾanā/. The pronominal suffix is attested as /ī/. While

a stative stem exists in Eblaite, as in Akk., the 1csg suffix is not attested.7

MSA: Jibbali & Mehri

The Modern South Arabian (MSA) languages are not as well studied save for Jib-

bali and Mehri. For this reason, the discussion of MSA will be limited only to

them.8 The 1csg ind. pro. is not built off of the PS *ʾan-, but rather is attested as

/he/ in Jibbali and as /hō/ in Mehri.9 Though the pronoun is not morphological-

ly similar to the majority of the Semitic languages, syntactically, it operates the

same way in a nominal clause and a verbal clause, as seen in these examples

from Jibbali (6,7) and Mehri (8,9).

(6) he axér ʿankúm ‘I am better than you’ (20:8)

(7) he ɔl ɔd lɔ ‘I, myself, don’t lie.’ (23:17)

(8) hō ġayg fəḳayr ‘I am a poor man’ (91:3)

(9) hō ḥōm šūk ‘I, myself, want (to go) with you’ (76:4)

7. Taken from Michael P. Streck, “Eblaite and Old Akkadian,” esp. 343.
8. The most comprehensive works to date on Jibbali and Mehri are Aaron D Rubin, The

Jibbali (Shaḥri) Language of Oman: Grammar and Texts, and Aaron D Rubin, The Mehri Language
of Oman. All examples herein are taken from the texts listed in Rubin's works. 

9. T. M. Johnstone, Mehri Lexicon and English-Mehri Word List, With Index of the English
Definitions in the Jibbalī Lexicon, 150.
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Geʿez

Geʿez (often referred to as Ethiopic or Classical Ethiopic) is a South Semitic lan-

guage used primarily in Ethiopia. Though it is no longer a living language, it re-

mains the liturgical language of many Ethiopian Jews and Christians. The script

used in Geʿez is classified as an abugida10 or alphasyllabary, where individual

consonants change form depending on their corresponding vowels.11 Like Akk.,

this enables certain vocalization of Geʿez. The vocalization in Geʿez, /ʾanā/, is

similar to the short-form in Hebrew.12 It appears in both nominal clauses (10)

and in verbal clauses emphasizing the subject (11). 

(10) ዘእግዚአብሔር ፡ አነ za-ʾəgzi’abəḥer ʾanā ‘I am of God’ (Gen 50:19)

(11) አነ ፡ አብዐልዎ ፡ ለአብራም ። ʾanā ʾabʿalam la-ʾabram ‘I, myself, have 

made Abram rich’ (Jub 13:29)

Unlike Akk., Geʿez did not harmonize the 1csg ind. pro. with the 1csg ter-

mination of the suffixed form -ኩ /-ku/.

Sabaic

Sabaic, part of the Old South Arabian (OSA) languages,13 is known primarily

through various inscriptions, as is the same for the other OSA languages. For this

reason, it is often difficult to have a complete picture each language’s grammar,

since no true literary texts survive. As Sabaic is the most well attested of the

OSA languages (with approxiamtely 5500 inscriptions), only it will be observed

to the exclusion of the others. 

According to Beeston, the 1csg ind. pro. appears in one inscription as ʾn

(Gl 1782),14 with no certain vocalization, but /ʾanā/ is a reasonable postulation.

10. A term also proposed by Daniels. Daniels and Bright, Writing Systems, 4.
11. This is unlike Akk. where syllables, though they may be similar in vocalization, share no

common symbols. 
12. Thomas O. Lambdin, Introduction to Classical Ethiopic, 29–30.
13. The languages of Sabaic, Minaic, Qatabanic, and Ḥaḍramitic comprise the OSA

languages, which are sometimes referred to as Ancient South Arabian (ASA), Epigraphic South
Arabian (ESA) or Ṣayhadic.

14. A. F. L. Beeston, Sabaic Grammar, §22.1.
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In addition ʾny appears in P104:1 and JA1013.e. However, since Sabaic does not

employ matres lectionis, it is reasonable that this is not the 1csg ind.pro. but

rather a personal name.15 With such limited attestation, it is not determinable

how the pronoun was used, except, possibly in apposition. 

Arabic

Classical Arabic, found primarily in the Quran, is written in an alphabet, along

with sublinear and supralinear pointing to indicate vowels. Like many Semitic

languages, the final aleph is used as a mater lectionis to represent /ā/. Thus, the

vocalization of the pronoun as /ʾanā/ is certain. It can be used in a nominal

clause (12) and to emphasize the verb (13).

اابُب (12) wa-ʾanā l-tawābu ‘I am the Acceptor of Repentance’ (Quran وَوأأنَاَ ٱٱلتَّوَّ

2:160)

 qāla ʾanā uḥ’yī ‘he said, “I, myself, give life”’ (Quran قاَلَل أأنَاَ۬۟ أأحُۡىِ (13)

2:258)

The 1csg ind. pro. in Arabic has not been harmonized to the pronominal

suffix, similar to Aramaic and Ge'ez. The 1csg suffix-from verbal termination

(-tu) has undergone some harmonization (*-ku>-tu), but it has not been harmo-

nized to the pronominal suffixes (-ī, -ya, -nī) as in Hebrew.

Aramaic

The Aramaic pronoun is similar to the Hebrew short-form. The vocalization is

certain as /ʾanā/; the final he is only used as a mater and in Syriac the aleph is

used as the mater for the final long-a. The pronoun can be used in a nominal

clause (14) and to emphasize the verb (15).

 ʾNH ʾBH BR KHNH ʾLʿZ[R] ‘I am PN, son of the אנה אבה בר כהנה אלעז[ר] (14)

priest, PN’ (Givʿat Ha-Mivṭar Ossuary l.1–2)16

15. Joan Copeland Biella, Dictionary of Old South Arabic, 22.
16. Taken from Joseph A. Fitzmyer and Daniel J. Harrington, A Manual of Palestinian

Aramaic Texts, 168. Admittedly, the use of the personal pronoun in a nominal clause is rare in

8



 ,ʾan̆ā dāryāweš šāmeṯ ṭəʿēm ‘I, myself, Darius אֲנָה דָרְיָוֶשׁ שָׂמֶת טְעֵם (15)

made a decree’ (Ezra 6:12)

The form has not been harmonized to the 1csg pronominal suffixes (-ī, -nī), nor

has the suffixed-form 1csg verbal termination (-t).

While in most dialects of Aramaic, the form above is the only attested

form, but in Samalian, a rather ancient dialect of Aramaic, the long form is at-

tested as ʾnk17 on the Hadad inscription (KAI 214 l.1) and as ʾnky on the Barrakib

inscription (KAI 215 l.19).18

Ugaritic

Ugaritic (Ug.) undoubtedly is the most similar of the Semitic languages to He-

brew in that there is ample attestation to both a long-form and short-form of the

pronoun—ʾank and ʾan respectively. Since the cuneiform system of Ug. is more

similar to an alphabet than the syllabic transcriptions of Akk. cuneiform, vocal-

ization is less certain than in other languages. However, the three distinct signs

representing the aleph indicate vocalization as /a, i, u/; the symbol which repre-

sents an aleph with an /i/ vowel can often be used to represent a closed syllable

/ø/. Furthermore, Akk. cuneiform words lists from Ugarit also shed light on Ug.

vocalization. The long-form is attested in these lists as a-na-ku,19 therefore the

vocalization of /ʾanāku/ is certain. The vocalization of the short-form is uncer-

tain, but, as the long-form has not been harmonized to 1csg pronominal suffix

(-ī, -ya?, -nī?) nor is it likely that the 1csg verbal termination (-tu?) had either, it

is highly unlikely that the short-form would reflect such a harmonization. Thus,

Aramaic, unlike the use of the pronoun as a copula. The text could be read merely as apposition,
“I, PN, son of…I…brought back” with the verb following later in l.5. Since the 1csg ind. pro. is
repeated in l.2–3, it is better to understand this first clause as independent of the second (i.e. I
am PN…I brought back…).

17. In 2008 an inscription was found that also attests to the long form as ʾnk, though Pardee
does not identify the language of the inscription as Samalian, but rather as “a previously
unattested dialect of Aramaic situated typologically between Samalian and Old Aramaic,” Dennis
Pardee, “A New Aramaic Inscription from Zincirli,” 52–53.

18. For an exhaustive treatment of these texts see Josef Tropper, Die Inschriften Von Zincirli.
19.  John Huehnergard, Ugaritic Vocabulary in Syllabic Transcription, 108.
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the vocalization /ʾanī/ is not likely, but more so would be /ʾanā/ as in Arabic

and Aramaic. 

Both the long-form and the short-form appear in nominal clauses (16, 18)

and in verbal clauses, adding emphasis to the verb (17, 19). 

(16) ḫrd ʾank ‘I am a guard’ (UDB 2.16:13)

(17) lʾikt ʾank lḥt ‘I, myself, have sent a tablet’ (UDB 2.72:20)

(18) ʾat ʾaḫ w ʾan ʾa[ḫtk] ‘You are my companion, and I am your 

companion’ (UDB 1.18 I:24)

(19) ʾan arnn ‘I, myself, am crying aloud’ (UDB 1.82:6)

What is most interesting is that based on the available data Ug. relegates the

short-form exclusively to literary texts, while the the long-form is found in non-

literary texts (17) and literary texts (20).20

(20) ʾap ʾank ʾaḥwy ‘Also, I, myself, will give life’ (UDB 1.17 VI:32)

Amarna Letters

Though the Amarna letters are written in Akk., they attest to many Canaan-

itisms.21 While the Canaanite glosses within the Amarna letters are not indicative

of a homogenous language, they do offer a picture of the various dialects in

Canaan before the advent of Hebrew. Because they are written in Akk., the texts

are fully vocalized, not withstanding some phonological issues.22 The 1csg ind.

pro. appears twice within the Amarna letters (21, 22), each instance in a nomi-

nal clause. The syllabic transcription a-nu-ki demonstrates two important devel-

opments within the pronoun: first, the “Canaanite shift” from /ā/>/ō/ in the

20. John Huehnergard, An Introduction to Ugaritic, 31–32; Daniel Sivan, A Grammar of the
Ugaritic Language, 50.

21. See Anson F. Rainey, Canaanite in the Amarna Tablets: A Linguistic Analysis of the Mixed
Dialect Used By the Scribes in Canaan, for a comprehensive overview of the Canaanite languages
in the Amarna letters.

22. Akkadian cuneiform, derived from Sumerian cuneiform, was unable to represent certain
laryngeal and pharyngeal consonants found in most Semitic languages, as Sumerian lacked these.
Nor was the script able to properly represent the vowel /ō/, instead using /u/ as evidenced in
the examples above and below.
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second syllable has already taken place; second, the final syllable has been har-

monized to the 1csg pronominal suffix.

(21) arduka anuki ‘I am your servant’ (EA 287 l.66)

(22) š[a]rriri anuki ‘I am an officer’ (EA 287 l.69)

In addition to the 1csg ind. pro. having been harmonized to the 1csg

pronominal suffix, the suffixed-form 1csg verbal termination had also been har-

monized (23). In this regard, the Canaanite glosses of the Amarna letters greatly

resemble BH. However, there is no evidence of the pronoun being used to

emphasize a verb already marked for the 1csg. Nor is there any attestation of the

short-form,23 which, if the situation was like what is found in the Ug. texts, one

would not expect to find in a non-literary text.

(23) nuḫtî ‘I rested’ (EA 147:56)

Phoenician

Phoenician is attested in various inscriptions and graffiti. One particular piece of

graffiti from the temple of Seti I in Abydos during the 5th–3rd centuries B.C.E il-

luminates the 1csg ind. pro. where the author began writing, stopped, and

corrected himself (24). The first occurrence shows the pronoun without a final

mater and the second with it. Though the use of a mater is unparalleled in

Phoenician, if the pronoun had been not harmonized to the 1csg pronominal

suffix in the dialect of this particular author, then the correction would be super-

fluous. In addition the Canaanite /ā/>/ō/ shift can be postulated for Phoeni-

cian. However, evidence from Punic would indicate an /i/ in the second syllable

(25), and the loss of the final vowel, which may be a dialectal variant.24 The vo-

calization can be postulated as /ʾanōkī/25 or as /ʾanīki/.26 

23. Some have proposed that a short-form can be read in the texts, but it seems unlikely. See
Ibid., 47–48 for a presentation of those who read a short-form and a refutation of their
proposals.

24. Zellig S Harris, A Grammar of the Phoenician Language, 47.
25. Ibid., 47.
26. Charles R. Krahmalkov, A Phoenician-Punic Grammar, 39–40.
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(24) line 1: אנכ פסר ב…ʾNK PSR B…; line 2: אנכי פסר בנ בעליתנ ʾNKY PSR BN 

BʿLYTN (Eph 3.97/KAI 49:7)

(25) Al. Anec este mem. ‘No! I, myself, will drink water.’ (Poen 1142).

In Phoenician the pronoun exhibits the typical usages of being used in a

nominal clause (26) and being used to emphasize the verb (27).

 ʾNK ʾZTWD HBRK BʿL ‘I am PN, the blessed one of אנך אזתוד הברך בעל (26)

Baʿal’ (Karatepe Inscription, KAI 26:1)

 ,ʾNK KLMW BR ḤYʾ YŠBT ʿL KSʾ ʾBY ‘I אנך כלמו בר חיא ישבת על כסא אבי (27)

myself, PN, son of PN, ascended to the throne of my father’ (Kilamuwa 

Stela, KAI 24:9)

Krahmalkov asserts that Phoenician possessed a short-form, ʾn, appearing

in an inscription from Sardinia,27 the Goblet inscription,28 a graffito,29 and in

Neo-Punic on a tombstone in Tripolitania.30 Though an attractive suggestion, es-

pecially as it would bring Phoenician closer to Hebrew and Ugaritic by possess-

27. CIS i.145:1. The transcription in CIS reads ʾTḤʿ/PʿL . NK, but in his dictionary,
Krahmalkov cites it as ʾn pʿl ‘I am Paal,’ Phoenician-Punic Dictionary, 63. His reading originated
with F. M. Cross, “An Interpretation of the Nora Stone,” who contended that the transcription in
CIS was upside down and that the inscription was written in the boustrophhedon style. He reads
the stone as ʾN . PʿL/LT . ḤṬ. For a rebuttal against Cross, see Wolfgang Röllig, “Paläographisch
Beobachtungen zum ersten Auftreten der Phönizier in Sardinien.” I am indebted to Philip C.
Schmitz who clarified how Krahmalkov came to his reading [Personal Communication, July 23,
2016].

28. Krahmalkov reads the goblet inscription as QBʿM ʾN ḤN ʿRBT LMRZḤ ŠMŠ ‘[This is] the
goblet that I, Ḥanno, presented to the marzeḥ-sodality of Semes,’ Ibid. However, Avigad and
Greenfield’s original reading of QBʿM ʾNḤN ʿRBT LMRZḤ ŠMŠ ‘Cups we 2 offer to the marzeaḥ of
Shamash,’ is just as likely, if not more plausible than Krahmalkov’s reading since it does not have
the short-form, which is not common (or possibly extant) in Phoenician, “A Bronze phialē with a
Phoenician Dedicatory Inscription,” 120. The syntax of the inscription is somewhat confused by
two vertical strokes between the N and the ʿ, hence Avigad and Greenfield’s reading of ‘2.’

29. KAI 49: 29 Ae. The inscription reads ʾL ʿBDŠMŠ. Possibly, Krahmalkov is reading the L as
N, though this is unlikely as the reading of ʾL is certain. It is not uncommon for L to be
substituted for N, especially in the long-form of the pro., see KAI 49:15 ʾLK YḤLBʿL ‘I am PN.’ It is
likely that he understands this substitution to represent the short-form; however, it is more
plausible that the author simply omitted the final K. 

30. For a transcription see R. G. Goodchild, “La necropoli romano-libica di Bir ed-Dréder,”
98. It appears that he restores NI in the inscription (l.5) as [a]ni, though this is inadmissible
given the lack of space; he then immediately states it is “problematic,” Phoenician-Punic
Grammar, 40. 
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ing two forms, the evidence that he presents can be easily read without the in-

troduction of a new lexeme.

Moabite

The major witness of the Moabite language is the Mesha Inscription. A dedicato-

ry inscription recounting the acts of Mesha, king of Moab, the stela uses the 1csg

ind. pro. multiple times. The vocalization of the form is uncertain since the text

employs matres lectionis inconsistently. The matres lectionis are used to mark final

long vowels, such as the 1csg verbal termination (28) and less often used to

mark internal long vowels.

’WʾNK BNTY BT MLK ‘And I, myself, built a royal palace ואנך בנתי בת מלך (28)

(KAI 181:22–23)

However, there are instances when one would expect a final long vowel, such as

on the 3ms suffix -ēhû (29). Since the text marks final long vowels, one would

expect to see wyḥplhw, provided that the suffix was indeed -ēhû, though it is pos-

sible that it was simply -ō and spelled with a final he like in some biblical mater-

ial (Gen 49:11). 

WYḤLPH ‘And he replaced him’ (KAI 181:6)31 ויחלפה (29)

The plene orthography also indicates that the 1csg suffix-form verbal termination

(28) has already been harmonized to the 1csg pronominal suffix (30).

WYʾMR LY KMŠ ‘And DN said to me’ (KAI 81:14) ויאמר לי כמש (30)

As the 1csg verbal termination and pronominal suffix have been harmonized it is

reasonable that 1csg ind. pro. was vocalized as /ʾanōkī/, though not completely

certain.32 However, since the inscription employs plene orthography rather con-

sistently, and especially so for final /-ī/ vowels, it is more reasonable that the

vocalization was /ʾanōk/.

31. However, as Aḥituv notes, some instances of the 3ms suffix in the Hebrew Bible are also
written defectively, with only the he, but are indicated to be pronounced as -ēhû (1 Sam 7:9; 2
Kgs 22:5). Shmuel Aḥituv, Echoes From the Past, 400.

32. Joshua Blau, Topics in Hebrew and Semitic Linguistics, 148.

13



Syntactically, the 1csg ind. pro. functions the same as in Hebrew and the

rest of the Semitic languages. It can emphasize the verb (28), and it can be the

subject of a nominal clause (31)

 ’ʾNK MŠʿ BN KMŠ[YT] ‘I am Mesha, son of PN אנך משע בן כמש[ית] (31)

(KAI 181:1)

Egyptian

Though not a Semitic language, Egyptian has a similar paradigm to that of Akk.

The ind. pro. is jnk /īnok/,33 which is akin to the long-form in Hebrew. The 1csg

verbal termination of the stative paradigm in Egyptian is kw /-ku/,34 and the

suffixed pronoun is j /-ī/, like all the Semitic languages.35 Additionally, from

Coptic the pronoun is known as /anok/.36

Development From Proto-Semitic

Having surveyed various Semitic languages above and Egyptian, attention

is now turned to the development of 1csg ind. pro. from PS. In Hebrew the two

forms are doublets, having the same etymological root. The formation of the

pronouns in the Semitic languages is complex and various means of formation

have been posited. 

I argue that the development of the 1csg ind. pro. from PS can be viewed

as one of multiple harmonizations relating to the 1csg verbal termination and

1csg pronominal suffix. The proto-form of the pronoun can be posited to be

*ʾanā̆ as far back as proto-Afrioasiatic. From there diverged two forms—*ʾanāku

and *ʾanā.̆ The long-form was created by harmonizing *ʾanā̆ to the 1csg verbal

termination of the stative paradigm as seen in Akk. and Egyptian, and from

there in Hebrew it was harmonized to the possessive suffix and verbal termina-

33. James P Allen, Middle Egyptian: An Introduction to the Language and Culture of
Hieroglyphs, 51.

34. Ibid., 206.
35. Ibid., 50.
36. Walter E. Crum, A Coptic Dictionary, 11.
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tion.37 In Geʿez, Arabic and Aramaic the pronoun is not harmonized to any other

paradigm. This is discussed in greater detail below

This formation of the long-form by means of harmonization to the suffix-

form verbal termination is different from that of Driver who postulated a forma-

tion involving ʾanā “strengthened by the addition of the demonst[rative] basis -

ku,” which he relates to ֹכּה ‘here’ not the verbal termination.38 

Another solution for the development of the two forms, albeit dated,

comes from Edward Hincks.39 He sees the long-form from Akk. as being com-

prised of two parts, a verbal prefix, ʾan-, which is not attested but survives as the

particle ána ‘to, for, at, on’—a lexicalized form stemming from the imperative or

infinitive of the root,—and the “true” pronoun áku, which he finds evidence for

in the phrase sarráku ‘I am a prince.’ Thus, the Akk. pronoun, ʾanāku, was origi-

nally a nominal sentence meaning ‘I am here,’ which eventually was lexicalized

and later passed on into Hebrew. As for the Hebrew short-form, he describes it

as “consist[ing] of the indeclinable noun an, and the affix i.”40 In this view, ʾan̆ī

is a noun equatable to ‘my presence.’ Additionally, the short-form and long-form

in Hincks view are not etymologically related.

While in Hebrew the development *ʾanāku>ʾānōkī is generally regarded

as harmonization to the 1csg suffix, Blau regards the change due to “pluralinear

development,” where after the the Canaanite /ā/>/ō/ shift the final vowel dis-

similated to /ī/, yielding *ʾanāku>*ʾanōku> (dissimilation) ʾānōkī.41 In turn,

this impacted the short-form, which became /ʾănī/.42

37. See JM 109 n.3
38. BDB 59. 
39. Edward Hincks, “On the Personal Pronouns of the Assyrian and Other Languages,

Especially Hebrew.”
40. Ibid., 7.
41. Blau, Topics in Hebrew, 146–148.
42. The ultra-short a-vowel in /ʾănī/ is slightly unexpected, as one might expect pretonic

lengthening of the original short-a in /ʾanī/. However, as Blau demonstrates, the stress shift to
the ultimate syllable occurred relatively late in Hebrew, even later than pretonic lengthening,
causing unstressed short-vowels to be reduced rather than lengthened, under the influence of
Aramaic. In the pausal form, we see the original penultimate stress with pausal lengthening as
נִי אָ֫ /āńī/. cf. Arabic /ánā/ with original the short-a vowel and penultimate stress. Blau
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Akkadian and Egyptian are the only languages which retained the original

*-ku ending in both the 1csg ind. pro. and 1csg verbal termination. In Akk., the

pronoun paradigm and verbal paradigm line up nicely with /-ku/ in the first-per-

son and /-ta/ and /-ti/ in the second-person. Akkadian and Egyptian retained the

long-form exclusively, grammatically marking the first-person pronoun explicitly

for first-person. Since Geʿez harmonized the entire verbal paradigm to /-ku/,

harmonizing the first-person pronoun would not have created the same effect it

did in Akk. and Egyptian. In Arabic and Aramaic the entire verbal paradigm had

been harmonized to the second person with */-ku/>/-tu/ in Arabic and

*/-ku/>/-t/ in Aramaic. However, why would the languages that also harmo-

nized the verbal endings in the first-person to the second-person (i.e. Ug.,

Phoenician, Moabite, Hebrew) retain the long-form? The use of the short-form

is more likely in those languages where the first-person and second-person have

been harmonized to -t. This retention, even though it makes for a mixed para-

digm, I believe is attributed to Egyptian influence, since the peoples who spoke

these languages were often either under Egyptian control (most of Canaan) or

traded extensively with Egypt (Ugarit). This is analogous to the situation of Late

Biblical Hebrew where the short-form rose to prominence due to increased con-

tact with Imperial Aramaic, which only had the short-form. Egyptian did not in-

troduce the long-form to these languages, but contact with Egyptian allowed the

form to persist.

Phonology and Morphology of Biblical Hebrew, 17–18.
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Figure 1.1 Development from Proto-AfroAsiatic and Proto-Semitic
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Harmonization in Various Languages
Egyptian Akkadian Geʿez Ugaritic Arabic Aramaic Hebrew

Nominative:
Ind. pro.

anok anāku ʾana ʾanāku
ʾanā ?

ʾanā ʾanā ʾānōkī
ʾănī

Genitive:
Suffix pro.

n. -ī -ī, -ya -ya -ī, -ya? -ī, -ya -ī -ī

prep. -ī -ī, -ya -ya -ya? -ī -ī -ī

Accusative:
Verbal Suffixes

-wī -nī -nī -nī? -nī -nī -nī

Verbal Termination:
Suffixed Conjugation

-ku -ku -ku -tu? -tu -t -tī

Table 1.1 Harmonization in Various Languages 



 The Diachronic Development of the 1csg

Independent Pronoun Within Hebrew

Introduction

Some regard the long-form of the 1csg ind. pro. as a more original form of

the pronoun and the short-form is a contracted variant.1 However, as seen in the

previous section the development of the Hebrew long and short forms stem from

the proto-AfroAsiatic and PS *ʾanā.̆ The development is one of harmonization,

not contraction. To state simply, in Hebrew אָנֹכִי is not ‘older’ than ;אֲנִי though,

the long-form fades from usage.

With this is mind, attention will now turn to the issue of the diachronic

development within BH, particularly the role the 1csg ind. pro. has as a delimit-

ing factor between the different strata of Hebrew. The issue of dating Biblical

texts according to their linguistic affinities has come under scrutiny in recent

years, particularly in the work by Ian Young, Robert Rezetko, and Martin

Ehrensvärd—Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts.2 These authors argue that that di-

achronic development within BH cannot be ascertained and that all differences

should be ascribed to different but contemporaneous scribal styles.3 In this sec-

1. Wilhelm Gesenius and Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, Gesenius’s Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon
to the Old Testament Scriptures, 65.

2. Ian Young, and Robert Rezetko, and Martin Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts:
An Introduction to Approaches and Problems, 2 Vols.

3. “‘Early’ BH and ‘Late’ BH, therefore, do not represent different chronological periods in
the history of BH, but instead represent coexisting styles of literary Hebrew throughout the
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tion the argument will be made that the 1csg ind. pro. can be used as a delimit-

ing factor between different styles of Hebrew which can be ascribed to changes

over time, though it must be used in conjunction with other delimiting factors.4

The general paradigm regarding the pronoun is that earlier works are pre-

dominated by the long-form and later works, the short-form. E. Y. Kutscher

states the issue succinctly as such: 

They are not used side by side in all strata of BH. The early and poetical

sections of BH prefer ,אָנֹכִי while in later BH אֲנִי has displaced אָנֹכִי almost

entirely. The trend is especially conspicuous in Chronicles which includes

a large amount of material that parallels the Second Book of Samuel and

both Books of Kings which were apparently among its sources. Wherever

the writer of Chronicles finds אָנֹכִי in these sources, he substitutes ;אֲנִי

compare, for example, I Chron. 21, 10, 17 with II Sam. 24, 12, 17.5

These claims will be examined in this section, particularly the claim that the

long-form is predominant in ABH poetry and the substitutions made by the

Chronicler.

Overview of the Data6

Archaic Biblical Hebrew

The first claim to be examined is that ABH prefers to use the long-form. The fol-

lowing ABH sections are: Gen 49:1–27, Exod 15:1–18, Num 23–24, Deut 32, 33,

Biblical period.” Ibid., vol.2 p.96. 
4. Avi Hurvitz, “Can Biblical Texts Be Dated Linguistically? Chronological Perspectives in

the Historical Study of Biblical in Hebrew”, 146–148.
5. Eduard Y. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language, 30.
6. A chart of the total occurrences in the Bible according to book can be found at the end of

this chapter.
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Judg 5, 1 Sam 2:1–10, 2 Sam 22, Ps 18 (|| 2 Sam 22), Ps 78, and Hab 3.7 The ta-

ble below enumerates the occurrences of each form in a particular section.8

ABH Corpus Occurrences of the
Short-Form: אני

Occurrences of the
Long-Form: אנכי

Gen 49:1–27 0x 0x
Exod 15:1–18 0x 0x
Num 23—24 0x 1x

Deut 32 6x 2x

Deut 33 0x 0x

Judg 5 0x 2x
1 Sam 2:1–10 0x 0x

2 Sam 22 0x 0x
Ps 18 (|| 2 Sam 22) 0x 0x

Ps 78 0x 0x
Hab 3 1x 0x
total: 7x 5x

Table 2.1 The 1csg Ind. Pro. in ABH

As the data show, the pronoun is not used much throughout ABH, with

only a combined total of 12 occurrences. The long-form appears in three distinct

units, while the short-form appears in two, but the short-form occurs more fre-

quently than the long-form with a ratio of 1.4:1. Kutscher’s claim that “The early

and poetical sections of BH prefer ”,אָנֹכִי seems almost unfounded. By the totals

alone, the short form appears more, though concentrated in one section. Howev-

er, this concentration should give pause as the 6 occurrences in Deut 32 account

for the majority of uses of the short-form in Deut, a book that overwhelmingly

prefers the long-form (3:54)9, not including the ABH sections. If ABH prefers the

7. While the majority of these sections are agreed upon in being ABH, this particular
selection is taken from Aaron D. Hornkohl, “Biblical Hebrew: Periodization,” along with the
selections for CBH, Transitional BH, and LBH.

8. All occurrences taken from Tyndale’s STEP Bible program, available at
www.stepbible.org.

9. All ratios are presented as short-form:long-form, in keeping with the presentation in the
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long-form, why then does an ABH poem in Deut predominately use the short-

form?

If the long-form truly was the ‘original’ form, then one would expect a

much greater occurrence, or at least the exclusion of the short-form. However,

since this is not the case, the original assessment must be reconsidered. Since

neither form is ‘older’ than the other, both forms were able to be used freely

within Hebrew, at least from a diachronic perspective.10

Classical Biblical Hebrew

In CBH the general paradigm is that the ‘older’ works will use the long-form to a

greater extent. Again, it must be noted that since the long-form is not older than

the short-form both forms are able to be freely used by authors of CBH texts.

This selection of texts is generally regarded as the core corpus CBH texts, and

the occurrences do not include the ABH texts found within each book.

tables.
10. Some theories have been posited as to why one form is used and not another, but what is

clear from the data above is that either form was readily available to an author writing in ABH. 
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CBH Corpus Occurrences of the
Short-Form: אני

Occurrences of the
Long-Form: אנכי

Gen 41x 56x
Exod 39x 22x
Lev 71x 0x

Num 21x 6x11

Deut 3x12 54x
Josh 4x13 9x
Judg 12x 15x

1 Sam 20x 26x
2 Sam 30x 24x
1 Kgs 30x 7x14

2 Kgs 16x 2x15

total: 286x 221x

Table 2.2 The 1csg Ind. Pro. in CBH

The short-form occurs with a greater frequency than the long-form, with a

ratio of 1.3:1. The Book of Samuel represents one of the more unique cases with

50 attestations of the short-form and 50 attestations of the long-form. However,

the unequal distribution in the Pentateuch is also noteworthy. Genesis and Exo-

dus are not surprising in their distribution, but the only 6 occurrences in Num

and 0 occurrences in Lev seem surprisingly low; it should also be noted that the

6 occurrences of the long-form in Num appear after ch.10 as ch.1–10 are a con-

tinuation of the priestly material set forward in Lev. Since the short-form is not

an inherently late form, the author of either text was by no means required to

use one form. While the exclusive use of the short-form by a CBH author is not

the norm, it is not outside of the range of possibilities.

11. Num 11:12 (2x), 11:14, 11:21, 22:30, 32. Numbers 22 is the story of Balaam, not
including the oracles.

12. Deut 12:30, 29:6, 35:52.
13. Josh 5:14, 8:5, 17:14, 23:2. 
14. 1 Kgs 2:2, 16, 18, 20, 3:7, 14:6, 19:4.
15. 2 Kgs 4:13, 22:19.
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Transitional Biblical Hebrew

As Hebrew progressed from CBH to LBH, in Transitional BH (TBH) the long-form

began to fade from usage while the short-form grew in frequency and began to

influence the entire pronoun paradigm.
Transitional BH Corpus Occurrences of the

Short-Form: אני
Occurrences of the

Long-Form: אנכי
Jer 54x 37x

Second Isa
(chs. 40—66)

71x 21x

Ezek 169x 1x16

Mal 8x 1x17

Lam 4x 0x
total: 306x 60x

Table 2.3 The 1csg Ind. Pro. in Transitional BH

In TBH the short-form rises to prominence with 306 attestations against

60, or a ratio of 5.1:1. The obvious outlier within this corpus is Ezekiel with a

staggering 169 occurrences of the short-form with only one occurrence of the

long-form. This disproportionately high usage of the short-form is similar to that

of Lev and Num in CBH.

The affinities between Ezekiel and the Priestly corpus (particularly Lev-

Num) in both content and language have long been recognized. The overwhelm-

ing preference for the short-form against the long-form represents one of these

affinities. In Leviticus the long-form never appears, and in Numbers the long-

form appears 7x (including the ABH Balaam Oracles), with three of those times

appearing in the story of Balaam, a story replete with peculiar features that

serve as a means to give the story of non-Israelite feel.18 The only instance of the

16. Ezek 36:28.
17. Mal 3:23.
18. Clinton J. Moyer, “Literary and Linguistic Studies in Sefer Bilʿam (Numbers 22-24)”

(Cornell University, 2009). See especially ch.3 “Dialectal Features in the Language of Sefer
Bilʿam: Evidence and Implication.” While אֲנֹכִי does not belong exclusively to any one dialect, the
use of this form in the mouth of Balaam to the exclusion of the short form, which is standard in
the book of Numbers, would indicate that its use in Numbers is not merely accidental, but
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long-form in Ezekiel is 36:28 where it is found verbatim in Jer 11:4 and 30:22,

where all the verses read לֵאלֹהִים לָכֶם אֶהְיֶה וְאָנֹכִי לְעָם לִי וִהְיִיתֶם ‘And you will be

my people, and I will be your God.’19 This overwhelming preference for the

short-form should be attributed to stylistic idiosyncrasies rather than pure

chronological development20 as many other delimiting factors in the language of

P place it securely before LBH.21

Overall, the trend in TBH is an increase towards the use of the short-form

over the long-form. What is most striking is not the general increase, but the

slight force that the short-form begins to exhibit over the pronoun paradigm

where in Jer 42:6 ,אנו the standard 1cpl ind. pro. in Mishnaic Heb, appears as a

ketiv. As אֲנִי was harmonized to the 1csg pronominal suffix, so אֲנוּ was formed

rather, coupled with numerous non-standard features, produces the effect of Balaam speaking
with a ‘foreigner’s’ tongue. Even though Balaam is an Aramean and would naturally use the
short-form, the story takes place in Moab, where the long-form is standard.

19. Variations of this phrase appear sparingly (5x) throughout the Bible – Exod 6:7, Jer 7:23,
11:4, 30:22, and Ezek 36:28. Three times it appears exactly the same as mentioned above; Jer
7:23 reads לְעָם תִּהְיוּ־לִי וְאַתֶּם לֵאלֹהִים לָכֶם ,וְהָיִיתִי and Exod 6:7 reads לָכֶם וְהָיִיתִי לְעָם לִי אֶתְכֶם וְלָקַחְתִּי
.לֵאלֹהִים Perhaps this was a well known phrase among the ancient Israelites and was subject to
variations, such as the epithet in Exod 34:6–7, which is found throughout the Bible in multiple
variations. Though Ezekiel uses the short-form predominately, this one instance of the long-form
may be in part to the phrase having become fixed during the time of Ezekiel and Jeremiah, and
possibly the retention of the long-form gave the phrase a sense of antiquity. 

20. Avi Hurvitz, A Linguistic Study of the Relationship Between the Priestly Source and the Book
of Ezekiel: A New Approach to an Old Problem, 169 n.35. “However, אני is dominant in H [i.e.
Holiness code] as well, and the antiquity of H is acknowledged by (even eminent) late-daters of
P. It turns out, therefore, that the very same element may in certain texts reflect LBH usage,
while in others it represents simply a stylistic peculiarity which does not necessarily have any
distinctive chronological implications. A similar phenomenon exists in regard to ‘aramaisms’. . .”
For an overview of stylistic usages of Aramaisms see Gary A. Rendsburg, “Aramaic Like Features
in the Pentateuch.”

21. See Ziony Zevit, “Converging Lines of Evidence Bearing on the Date of P,” who dates the
composition of P from sometime in 8th–4th century BCE. Robert Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew:
Toward an Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose, places P sometime after the majority of the
Pentateuch and the Sam-Kgs narrative (i.e. CBH) but definitively before LBH, without assigning a
specific date. Gary A. Rendsburg, “Late Biblical Hebrew and the Date of P,” places the language
of P contemporaneous with CBH. Hurvitz, A Linguistic Study of the Relationship Between the
Priestly Source and the Book of Ezekiel,154, concludes, like Rendsburg, the language of P is
squarely within the confines of CBH and additionally that the language of Ezek is later than P.
However, both represent a “language of the cult” that underwent chronological development like
the rest of CBH. 
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by harmonizing אֲנִי to the 1cpl pronominal suffix. As לָנוּ is to ,לִי so אֲנוּ is to .אֲנִי

In Transitional BH the short-form can be seen gaining precedence over the long.

Late Biblical Hebrew
LBH Corpus Occurrences of the

Short-Form: אני
Occurrences of the

Long-Form: אנכי
Esth 6x 0x
Dan 23x22 1x23

Ezra 2x24 0x
Neh 15x 1x25

1 Chr 12x 1x26

2 Chr 18x 0x
total: 76x 3x

Table 2.4 The 1csg Ind. Pro. in LBH

In the undisputed LBH corpus the short-form dominates, while the long-

form is relegated to only three occurrences. Most striking is not the uses of the

short-form, such as in Esther, where the material is new, but rather how the

Chronicler, taking from the Sam–Kgs narrative, ‘updates’ the text:27

22. Also, 14x in Aramaic–2:8, 23, 30; 3:25; 4:4, 7, 9, 18, 30, 34, 37; 5:16; 7:15, 28.
23. Dan 10:11.
24. Also, 2x in Aramaic–6:12; 7:21.
25. Neh 1:6.
26. 1 Chr 17:1.
27. For scholarly assessment of this point, see Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language,

30; Angel Sáenz-Badillos, A History of the Hebrew Language, 117; Polzin, Late Biblical Hebrew:
Toward an Historical Typology of Biblical Hebrew Prose, 126–127 
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(1a) 2 Sam 7:18
י  אמֶר מִ֣ ֹ֗ ד וַיֵּ֖שֶׁב לִפְנֵי֣ יְהוָ֑ה וַיּ לֶךְ דָּוִ֔ יוַיָּבאֹ֙ הַמֶּ֣ נִיאָנֹכִ֞ י הֲבִיאֹתַ֖ י כִּ֥ י בֵיתִ֔  אֲדנָֹי֤ יְהוִה֙ וּמִ֣

עַד־הֲלֹֽם׃

(1b) 1 Chr 17:16
י־  יְהוָה אֱלֹהִים וּמִי בֵיתִי כִּי הֲבִיאֹתַנִיאֲנִיוַיָּבאֹ הַמֶּלֶךְ דָּוִיד וַיֵּשֶׁב לִפְנֵי יְהוָה וַיּאֹמֶר מִֽ

עַד־הֲלֹֽם׃

(2a) 2 Sam 24:12
חַת־מֵהֶםאָנֹכִיהָלוֹךְ וְדִבַּרְתָּ אֶל־דָּוִד כּהֹ אָמַר יְהוָה שָׁלֹשׁ   נוֹטֵל עָלֶיךָ בְּחַר־לְךָ אַֽ

ךְ׃ עֱשֶׂה־לָּֽ וְאֶֽ

(2b) 1 Chr 21:10
ה שָׁל֕וֹשׁ  ר יְהוָ֔ ה אָמַ֣ ר כֹּ֚ יד לֵאמֹ֗ ילֵךְ֩ וְדִבַּרְתָּ֨ אֶל־דָּוִ֜ נָּהאֲנִ֖ ת מֵהֵ֖ יךָ בְּחַר־לְךָ֛ אַחַ֥ ה עָלֶ֑  נטֶֹ֣

ךְ׃ עֱשֶׂה־לָּֽ וְאֶֽ

(3a) 2 Sam 24:17
ה  אמֶר֙ הִנֵּ֨ ֹ֨ ם וַיּ ךְ הַמַּכֶּ֣ה בָעָ֗ ת־הַמַּלְאָ֣ ה בִּרְאֹת֣וֹ אֶֽ ד אֶל־יְהוָ֜ יוַיּאֹמֶר֩ דָּוִ֨ יאָנֹכִ֤ אתִי֙ וְאָנֹכִ֣  חָטָ֨

י׃ ית אָבִֽ י וּבְבֵ֥ י נָ֥א יָדְךָ֛ בִּ֖ ה עָשׂ֑וּ תְּהִ֨ אן מֶ֣ ֹ֖ לֶּה הַצּ יתִי וְאֵ֥ הֶעֱוֵ֔

(3b) 1 Chr 21:17
ים הֲלאֹ֩  ל־הָאֱלֹהִ֡ יד אֶֽ אמֶר דָּוִ֣ ֹ֣ יוַיּ עַאֲנִ֨ אתִי֙ וְהָרֵ֣ ם וַאֲנִי־ה֤וּא אֲשֶׁר־חָטָ֨ רְתִּי לִמְנ֣וֹת בָּעָ֗  אָמַ֜

ה׃ א לְמַגֵּפָֽ ֹ֥ י וּֽבְעַמְּךָ֖ ל ית אָבִ֔ י וּבְבֵ֣  דְךָ֙ בִּ֚ י נָ֤א יָֽ י תְּהִ֨ ה עָשׂ֑וּ יְהוָ֣ה אֱלֹהַ֗ אן מֶ֣ ֹ֖ לֶּה הַצּ הֲרֵע֔וֹתִי וְאֵ֥

(4a) 2 Kgs 22:19
יו לִהְי֤וֹת ה וְעַל־ישְֹׁבָ֗ ר דִּבַּרְתִּי֩ עַל־הַמָּק֨וֹם הַזֶּ֜ שָׁמְעֲךָ֡ אֲשֶׁ֣ ה בְּֽ בְךָ֜ וַתִּכָּנַע֣ מִפְּנֵי֣ יְהוָ֗ עַן רַךְ־לְבָ֨ יַ֠

ה לְפָנָי֑ וְגַ֧ם  יךָ וַתִּבְכֶּ֖ ה וַתִּקְרַע֙ אֶת־בְּגָדֶ֔ ילְשַׁמָּה֙ וְלִקְלָלָ֔ ה׃אָנֹכִ֛ עְתִּי נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ  שָׁמַ֖

(4b) 2 Chr 34:27
יו וַתִּכָּנַע֣ שְׁבָ֔ ים בְּשָׁמְעֲךָ֤ אֶת־דְּבָרָיו֙ עַל־הַמָּק֤וֹם הַזֶּה֙ וְעַל־יֹ֣ בְךָ֜ וַתִּכָּנַע֣ מִלִּפְנֵי֣ אֱלֹהִ֗ עַן רַךְ־לְבָ֨ יַ֠

בְךְּ לְפָנָי֑ וְגַם־ יךָ וַתֵּ֣ ע אֶת־בְּגָדֶ֖ י וַתִּקְרַ֥ ילְפָנַ֔ ה׃אֲנִ֥ עְתִּי נְאֻם־יְהוָֽ  שָׁמַ֖

It should be noted that in the above synoptic verses, the Chronicler updates the

ind. pro., but does not always update other aspects, such as the appositional

word order (i.e. from דָּוִד הַמֶּלֶךְ to the anticipated הַמֶּלֶךְ ,(דָּוִיד a typical hallmark

of LBH. The only time the Chronicler retains the long-form is in one synoptic

verse, though the wording of the Chronicler is divergent from the source

material:
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(5a) 2 Sam 7:2
א  ה נָ֔ יא רְאֵ֣ ן הַנָּבִ֔ לֶךְ֙ אֶל־נָתָ֣ אמֶר הַמֶּ֨ ֹ֤ יוַיּ ב בְּת֥וֹךְאָנֹכִ֥ ים ישֵֹׁ֖ אֱלֹהִ֔ אֲרוֹן֙ הָֽ ית אֲרָזִ֑ים וַֽ ב בְּבֵ֣  יוֹשֵׁ֖

ה׃ הַיְרִיעָֽ

(5b) 1 Chr 17:1
ה  יא הִנֵּ֨ ן הַנָּבִ֗ יד אֶל־נָתָ֣ אמֶר דָּוִ֜ ֹ֨ יד בְּבֵית֑וֹ וַיּ ב דָּוִ֖ ר יָשַׁ֥ י כַּאֲשֶׁ֛ יוַיְהִ֕ יםאָנֹכִ֤ אֲרָזִ֔ ית הָֽ  יוֹשֵׁב֙ בְּבֵ֣

חַת יְרִיעֽוֹת׃ וַאֲר֥וֹן בְּרִית־יְהוָ֖ה תַּ֥

Perhaps the long-form is retained because the phrase אֲרָזִים בְּבֵית יוֹשֵׁב אָנֹכִי was

well known. In the synoptic sections, the short-form appears in both Samuel and

Chronicles eight times, with no ‘updating.’28

Critique is appropriate, as the Chronicler does not update the text from

the long-form to the short-form “wherever” it is found,29 but only on four in-

stances. For this reason, some scholars express hesitancy in declaring that the

LBH represents a linguistic development from CBH.30 Additionally, as seen

above, while the author may update the ind. pro., the appositional word order

remains the same. While this may cast doubt on the claim that the Chronicler

systematically updates the language of the Sam-Kgs narrative, perhaps then

greater inquiry should be made into the Chronicler’s sources. This does not dis-

credit the majority view that as a whole, by the time of LBH the long-form had

fallen into disuse, a trend which continued in Hebrew.

Both Daniel and Nehemiah represent unusual cases in LBH. It can be ar-

gued that since the Chronicler was quoting source material (albeit with modifi-

cation), he retained the long-form. However, neither Daniel nor Nehemiah are

quoting any source material. Hornkohl attributes the uses in Daniel and Nehemi-

ah to “archaization” because the former appears in divine speech and the latter

28. 2 Sam 7.2 || 1 Chr 17.7; 2 Sam 7:1 || 1 Chr 17:13; 1 Kgs 12:11 || 2 Chr 10:11; 1 Kgs
12:14 || 2 Chr 10:14; 1 Kgs 22:8 || 2 Chr 18:7; 1 Kgs 22:16 || 2 Chr 18:15; 1 Kgs 22:21 || 2 Chr
18:20; 2 Kgs 22:20 || 2 Chr 34:28; see Robert Rezetko, “Dating Biblical Hebrew Evidence from
Samuel-Kings and Chronicles,” 225.

29. Kutscher, A History of the Hebrew Language, 225, “Wherever the writer of Chronicles
finds אָנֹכִי in these sources, he substitutes אֲנִי.”

30. Rezetko, “Dating Biblical Hebrew Evidence from Samuel-Kings and Chronicles,” 225–
226.
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in a prayer.31 While this is a plausible explanation, it is somewhat lacking, for in

Dan 10:12 the same divine speaker uses the short-form, and in the case of Ne-

hemiah, the short-form appears in the final clause of the same verse.

Overall, from the data emerges a trend where both the long and short-

forms were used seemingly indiscriminately in ABH and CBH. In Transitional

BH, the short-form gained prominence, and in one instance is seen to have influ-

enced the ind. pro. paradigm. In LBH, the long-form did not disappear from the

language, but its usage appears limited.

Epigraphic Hebrew

Attestations of the 1csg ind. pro. in pre-exilic Hebrew inscriptions are scarce.32

In Arad 88 there is a clear reading of אני in l.1, and an ostracon originating in

the Judean shephelah reads אמרתי אני on l.4.33 As for the long-form, אנכ[י] is

read in Lachish 6.8.34

With only three possible attestations, the only surety is that during the

time of the Divided Monarchy both forms were in use. Perhaps this can lend cre-

dence to the proposition that the long-form was fading from usage while the

short-form was becoming more dominant, but the data are hardly conclusive.

31. Aaron D. Hornkohl, Ancient Hebrew Periodization and the Language of the Book of
Jeremiah: The Case for a Sixth-Century Date of Composition, 108.

32. In a two lined cave inscription from Khirbet Beit Lei, Cross reconstructs the short-form,
but the difficulty in reading the inscription makes his proposal doubtful. See Frank M. Cross,
“The Cave Inscriptions From Khirbet Beit Lei,”; for an alternate reading see J. Naveh, “Old
Hebrew Inscriptions in a Burial Cave.”

33. André Lemaire and Ada Yardeni, “New Hebrew Ostraca From the Judean Shephelah,”
197–200. 

34. Aḥituv, Echoes From the Past, 80, and G. I. Davies, Ancient Hebrew Inscriptions: Corpus and
Concordance, 288. 
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Ben Sira

Continuing in the same vein as LBH, in Ben Sira there are three instances of the

short-form, the standard form, and no instances of the long-form. The three in-

stances are: 33:16, 33:17, and 51:13.35

Samaritan Hebrew

Samaritan Hebrew (SH), represents a different dialect of BH (especially Tiberian

Hebrew) unlike Qumran Hebrew and Rabbinic Hebrew. The most striking aspect

of SH is that the long-form retains the original /ā/ vowel from PS, yielding the

form /ʾanākī/.36

The table below records instances when the MT and Samaritan Penta-

teuch (SP) diverge;37 however, material that is only attested to the SP is not re-

garded. The number of transpositions for each is equal with 3x the long-form be-

ing used in place of the short and vice-versa, with Genesis having the greatest

number of transpositions. Since this data is taken from one diplomatic text, it is

not indicative of every Samaritan Torah; older printed editions do not have these

transpositions.
MT אני vs. SP אנכי MT אנכי vs. SP אני Lacking in SP

Gen 14:23 24:42; 28:20 37:16 -

Exod 22:26 - 18:6

Lev - - 22:31

Num - - -

Deut 32:39 - -

35. This verse appears in two different manuscripts—one from the Cairo Geniza and one
from Qumran—with the similar wording נער .אני Verses and the manuscripts in which they can
be found are accessible online at www.bensira.org.

36. Zeʾev Ben-Ḥayyim, A Grammar of Samaritan Hebrew: Based on the Recitation of the Law in
Comparison with the Tiberian and Other Jewish Traditions: A Revised Edition in English, 225.

37. Data taken from Abraham Tal and Moshe Florentin, The Pentateuch—The Samaritan
Version and the Masoretic Version. The transpositions in Genesis were initially supplied to me by
Stefan Schorch, [Personal communication via email Jan 14, 2016].
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Table 2.5 Transposition of the 1csg ind. pro. in the MT vs. the SP

Qumran Hebrew

Unlike SH, the language of Qumran can be regarded as a continuation of LBH.38

The exact number of occurrences is often hard to determine, as there are many

possible reconstructions and not all grammars are based upon the entire non-

biblical DSS corpus. However, the most complete count of occurrences of the

short-form to long-form is 150:40.39 Thus, in the DSS the short-form is standard

while, the majority of occurrences of the long-form appear in the Temple Scroll

with God as the speaker/antecedent.40

Rabbinic Hebrew

In Rabbinic Hebrew (RH), particularly the Hebrew of the Tannaʾim, the long-

form fell from usage save in either quotations or allusions to biblical passages,

and the short-form is the standard.41 The 1cpl ind. pro., ,אֲנוּ was from אֲנִי based

on an analogy to the plural suffixes and verbal ending (see Transitional BH,

above).

Summary

Both forms of the 1csg ind. pro. are used within all strata of BH and in

many post-biblical texts. The preference for one form over another is not always

a matter of chronological development, such as with the language of P material.

Though the long-form never completely disappears, by LBH its usage is limited.

In post-biblical Hebrew the usage of the long-form becomes restricted, such as in

38. E. Y. Kutscher, The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (1QIsaa).
39. Hornkohl, Ancient Hebrew Periodization, 109 n.5. Hornkohl arrived at this number using

the Qumran non-biblical Manuscript module available for Accordance and excluding
reconstructed forms [Personal Communication via email Jan. 11, 2016]. 

40. Elisha Qimron, The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls, 57. Eric D. Reymond, Qumran Hebrew:
An Overview of Orthography, Phonology, and Morphology, 13.

41. M. H. Segal, A Grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew, 39; Miguel Pérez-Fernandez An Introductory
Grammar of Rabbinic Hebrew, 19.
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QH where it is found primarily within the Temple Scroll and God is typically the

antecedent. In RH the form is reserved only for biblical references and allusions.
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Book אני אנכי
Gen 41x 56x
Exod 39x 22x
Lev 71x 0x

Num 21x 7x
Deut 9x 56x
Josh 4x 9x
Judg 12x 17x

1 Sam 20x 26x
2 Sam 30x 24x
1 Kgs 30x 7x
2 Kgs 16x 2x

Isa 79x 26x
Jer 54x 37x

Ezek 169x 1x

Book אני אנכי
Hos 12x 11x
Joel 4x 0x
Am 1x 10x

Obad 0x 0x
Jonah 5x 2x
Mic 2x 1x
Nah 0x 0x
Hab 1x 0x
Zeph 2x 0x
Hag 4x 0x
Zech 11x 5x
Mal 8x 1x
Ps(s) 70x 13x
Job 29x 14x

Book אני אנכי
Prov 7x 2x
Ruth 2x 7x
Song 12x 0x

Qoh 29x 0x
Lam 4x 0x
Esth 6x 0x
Dan 23x 0x
Ezra 2x 0x
Neh 15x 1x

1 Chr 12x 1x
2 Chr 18x 0x
total: 874 359

Table 2.6 Total Occurrences in the

Bible According to Book 



 The 1csg Independent Pronoun in

Classical Hebrew Prose

Introduction

There are numerous theories that seek to explain how the text utilizes the

two forms ranging from those who see no difference between the two,1 those

who regard it as a dialectal difference,2 and those whose theories involve more

complexity. This section will present an overview of those theories which seek to

untangle the usage between the two forms and then weigh those theories against

the usages of the pronouns in the book of Judges.

Scholarly Assessments

T. Muraoka’s Emphatic Words, while not concerned with the differences

between the two forms, presents a helpful schema for differentiating “emphatic”

uses of the pronouns, especially those constructions involving a finite verb and

ind. pro.3 The categories include: (1) antithesis4—“I am the one who has

1. Waltke and O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §16.3.a.
2. Bo Isaksson, Studies in the Language of Qoheleth: With Special Emphasis on the Verbal

System, 142; cf. Gary Rendsburg, Diglossia in Ancient Hebrew, 142–143. It is highly unlikely that
one form was preferred to another in either dialect of BH as evidenced by Ugaritic, which
employs analogous forms.

3. T. Muraoka, Emphatic Words and Structures in Biblical Hebrew 47–82. Chapter 2
particularly deals with the pro. used with a finite verb. See also Waltke and Michael O’Connor,
An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §16.3.

4. T. Muraoka, Emphatic Words and Structures in Biblical Hebrew, 54–55
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sinned…But what have these sheep done?” (2 Sam 24:17); (2) implicit contrast5—

“I have made Abraham rich [as opposed to YHWH]” (Gen 14:23); (3) juxtaposi-

tion6—“Thus and so did Ahithophel counsel…, and thus I have counseled” (2

Sam 17:15); (4) psychological focus, with “strong emotional heightening”7—“I

myself will sing to the Lord” (Judge 5:3).

Within the documentary hypothesis framework, the differentiation be-

tween the long and short-forms is often a discriminating feature between differ-

ent sources, where P uses the short-form almost exclusively, D uses the long-

form exclusively, and J and E prefer the long-form but occasionally use the

short-form.8 There is no doubt that the language of P exhibits a preference for

the short-form, but the documentary hypothesis does not account for the vacilla-

tion between the forms within those sections labeled as J or E; as this vacillation

between the two forms is the focus of this chapter, the different sources will not

be considered.

S. R. Driver sought to differentiate the use of the two forms on the

grounds that though one form or the other may be used in particular fixed

phrases, when the author is able to make a choice his decision is affected by the

rhythm of the sentence.9 As an example, in the formulaic expression, יהוה ,אֲנִי or

cognate expressions with appendations, the short-form is standard whenever the

predicate is the divine name. If the predicate is longer, then the long form is

used, such as אַבְרָהָם אֱלֹהֵי אָנֹכִי (Gen 26:24). Instances of the long-form and the

divine name do appear, but only so when ָאֱלֹהֵיך is appended.10

5. Ibid., 55–56
6. Ibid., 57–58
7. Ibid., 58
8. S. R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament 9th ed., 134–135. For a

comparison chart, see Herman L. Strack, Einleitung in Das Alte Testament: Einschliesslich
Apokryphen und Pseudepigraphen, 47.

9. He argues that one form is used in preference to another not “by accident or caprice, but
rather by a delicate, instinctive appreciation of the best form adapted to the structure and
rhythm of particular sentences.” S. R. Driver, “On Some Alleged Linguistic Affinities of the
Elohist,” 222–223.

10. Ibid., 224–225.
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Driver argues that the rhythmic cadence of each form can produce desired

emphasis—the short-form adding slight emphasis but the long-form adding

strong emphasis. In Gen 27:32, when Esau approaches his father in order to ob-

tain his birthright, Esau states עֵשָׂו בְכרְֹךָ בִּנְךָ אֲנִי ‘I am your firstborn son, Esau,’

using the short-form as Esau assumes his own identity, but, when Jacob had pre-

viously portrayed himself as Esau, he states, בְּכרֶֹךָ עֵשָׂו אָנֹכִי ‘I am Esau, your

firstborn,’ using the long-form to emphasize the pro.11 This emphasis is carried

over into verbal clauses when the pro. is used in conjunction with a verb marked

for person as in 1 Sam 26:6b עִמָּךְ אֵרֵד אֲנִי אֲבִישַׁי וַיּאֹמֶר but in Gen 46:4 אֵרֵד אָנֹכִי

.It is evident that Driver’s model is highly subjective 12.עִמְּךָ

Umberto Cassuto posits one of the more robust theories that attempts to

differentiate the use of the two forms on syntactical grounds.13 His work is based

solely on the book of Genesis, and it is divided into 5 categories: (a) if the pro.

serves as the subject of a finite verb, positioned either before or after the verb,

then the long-form is used (though he notes one instance in which the short-

form is used); (b) if the pro. serves as one part of a compound subject [i.e. pro.

+ noun] and it follows the verb, then the short-form is used; (c) if the pro. is in

a state of nominativus pendens and the subject of the sentence pertains to the

speaker, then the short-form is employed (e.g. As for me ,[אֲנִי] behold my

covenant is with you [Gen 17:4]); but if the pro. does not relate to the subject,

then the long-form is used (e.g. As for me ,[אָנֹכִי] the LORD has led me in the way

[Gen 24:27]; (d) if the pro. is not the subject, but rather emphasizes the pronom-

inal suffix of the verb, then the short-form is used; (e) if the pro. is used in a

nominal sentence or used with a non-finite verb, and it is used to highlight the

subject, then the long-form is used, but if it the object is being highlighted, then

11. Ibid., 223.
12. Ibid.
13. Umberto Cassuto, The Documentary Hypothesis and the Composition of the Pentateuch; Eight

Lectures, 49–51. In his work the categories were given in an alphabetical list, which is retained
herein.
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the short-form is used. While Cassuto’s system may hold true for Genesis, it does

not always work well as a predictive model for the rest of CBH.14 His model

lacks the subjectivity inherit to Driver’s model.

E. J. Revell posited a model to differentiate between the two forms that is

based on situational context, particularly, the status of the speaker and the ad-

dressee.15 He divides speakers and addressees into two groups: those who are

‘status marked’ are God, divine figures, and any person addressed with a title

(e.g. ‘king’ or ‘lord’), and often when one addresses a status marked speaker,

some deferential forms may be used in place of the first person pro. (e.g. ‘your

servant’); the remainder are non-status marked speakers. In Revell’s model, both

categories are able to use either form, but the use of one form by a group is not

identical in meaning to the same form being used by the other group.16 God, a

status marked speaker, can only address lower level speakers; the short-form is

the standard usage, and the long-form denotes condescension or is used to estab-

lish a background for a future intended action. Other status marked speaker use

the short-form when addressing lower level speakers, but the long-form is

standard for addressing higher level speakers; if a status marked speaker uses the

short-form when addressing a higher level speaker, then it indicates strong emo-

tion on behalf of the speaker or the clause if of utmost interest to the speaker or

addressee. Since non-status marked speakers are usually speaking to higher level

speakers, the long-form is standard; when the short-form is used by non-status

marked speakers is carries the same connotations as when a status marked

speaker addresses a higher level speaker.

These three previous works will be considered in the examination of the

1csg ind. pro. in Judges below.

14. Gary Rendsburg, Diglossia in Ancient Hebrew, 142.
15. E. J. Revell, “The Two Forms of First Person Singular Pronoun in Biblical Hebrew:

Redundancy or Expressive Contrast?” 199–217.
16. A very helpful chart that outlines the different uses can be found in Y. Chen, “The Phrase

.in the Bible,” 68–69 אנכי יהוה
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An Examination: Judges

In this section, the previous scholarly assessments will be examined in

light of the usages in the book of Judges. Judges will be used as a test case be-

cause the entire book constitutes a complete literary whole comprised of discreet

literary units. The language of the book is also unmistakingly CBH, except for

the poem in ch.5 which is considered ABH and will not be considered in this

examination.

Overall there are 27 instances of the 1csg ind. pro. in Judges, not includ-

ing the ABH section in ch.5; the short-form appears 12x, and the long-form ap-

pears 15x. In the Prelude (1:1–2:10) the short-form appears 1x. In the Deuterno-

ministic Introduction (2:11–3:6)17 the short-form appears 1x. For the first four

judges stories the pro. does not appear (save in ch.5). In the Gideon story (6:1–

8:32) the short-form appears 2x and the long-form appears 7x; this section has

the greatest number of usages of the ind. pro. In the Abimelech story (8:33–

9:57) the short-form appears 1x and the long-form is not found. In the story of

Jepthah and his sons (10:6–12:15) the short-form appears 1x and the long-form

appears 4x. In the Samson story (13:1–16:31) only the short-form is found 3x. In

the story of Micah (17:1–18:31) the short-form appears 1x and the long-form 3x.

In the final story concerning the Levite, his concubine, and the tribe of Benjamin

(19:1–21:25) the short-form appears 2x and the long-form 1x. In stories that

have more than one attestation of the pro., only in the Samson story is one form

used to the exclusion of another. Thus, the majority of the stories show some

variation between the two forms, making the book of Judges good fodder for

examining the differences in usage.

17. John J. Collins, Introduction to the Hebrew Bible 2nd. ed., 213. 
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Pericope אני אנכי

1:1–2:10 1x 0x

2:11–3:6 1x 0x

3:7–4:24 0x 0x

6:1–8:32 2x 7x

8:33–9:57 1x 0x

10:6–12:15 1x 4x

13:1–16:31 3x 0x

17:1–18:31 1x 3x

19:1–21:25 2x 1x

total 12x 15x

Table 3.1 Attestations in Judges According to Pericope, excluding ch.5

Syntactically, the pro. is used most often with a finite-verb for a total of

14x; the short-form is used 6x, and the long-form is used 8x. In a nominal claus-

es the short-form is used 4x, and the long-form is used 3x. With a non-finite verb

the short-form is used 2x, and the long-form is used 4x. The fixed form יהוה אֲנִי
is found only once in 6:10. Thus, the majority of the usages represent unique in-

stances that cannot be regarded as formulaic.
אני אנכי

Nominal Clause 6:10; 9:2; 13:11; 16:17 6:15; 17:9; 19:18

With Finite Verb 1:3; 2:21; 8:23; 12:2;
17:2; 20:4

6:8; 6:18; 7:18; 11:9, 27,
35, 37; 17:10

With Non-Finite Verb 15:3; 19:18 6:37; 7:17; 8:5; 17:9

Table 3.2 Syntactical Variation of אני and אנכי in Judges
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Individual Examination:

Jugdes 1:3 – אני
י גַם־אֲנִ֛י אִתְּךָ֖ י וְהָלַכְתִּ֧ כְּנַעֲנִ֔ לָּחֲמָה֙ בַּֽ י וְנִֽ י בְגוֹרָלִ֗ יו עֲלֵ֧ה אִתִּ֣ אמֶר יְהוּדָה֩ לְשִׁמְע֨וֹן אָחִ֜ ֹ֣ וַיּ

בְּגוֹרָלֶ֑ךָ וַיֵּ֥לֶךְ אִתּ֖וֹ שִׁמְעֽוֹן׃
And Judah said to Simeon his brother, “Come up with me into my territory and 
let us fight against the Canaanites. Moreover, I, myself, will go with into your 
territory.” Then Simeon went with him.

For Driver the short-form is preferred when used with gam (223, 226).18

According to Cassuto, the long-form is standard when the pro. is the subject of a

verbal clause (50, a); this verse is in disagreement with Cassuto’s theory. In Rev-

ell’s view this is an instance of one non-status marked speaker speaking to

another. Though the long-form is standard, the use of the short-form is, “seems

to have no connotations beyond the desire to draw attention to the pronoun. It is

used to emphasize the actions of the speaker in contrast to those of others,”

(206).

Judges 2:21 — אני
ת׃ עַ וַיָּמֹֽ ם מִן־הַגּוֹיִ֛ם אֲשֶׁר־עָזַ֥ב יְהוֹשֻׁ֖ ישׁ מִפְּנֵיהֶ֑ ישׁ אִ֖ יף לְהוֹרִ֥ א אוֹסִ֔ ֹ֣ גַּם־אֲנִי֙ ל

“Moreover, I, myself, will no longer drive out before them any of the nations 
that Joshua left when he died.

This verse is part of a monologue where YHWH expresses his anger with Is-

rael for following after other gods. The construction in 2:21 is similar to 1:3, but

the main difference is that the speaker’s status has changed. For Driver the short-

form is preferred when used with gׇām (223, 226). According to Cassuto, the

long-form is standard when the pro. is the subject of a verbal clause (50, a); this

verse is in disagreement with Cassuto’s theory. In 2:21 YHWH is speaking to the

18. For the sake of space and ease of reading, all references to S. R. Driver, “On Some
Alleged Linguistic Affinities of the Elohist,” Umberto Cassuto, The Documentary Hypothesis, and E.
J. Revell, “The Two Forms of First Person Singular Pronoun in Biblical Hebrew,” will be made as
parenthetical citations.
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people of Israel; according to Revell,the short-form is standard for God to use in

clauses that do not refer to the addressee (213).

Judges 6:8 — אנכי
ם יא אֶתְכֶ֖ יִם וָאֹצִ֥ יתִי אֶתְכֶם֙ מִמִּצְרַ֔ י הֶעֱלֵ֤ ל אָנֹכִ֞ י יִשְׂרָאֵ֗ ר יְהוָ֣ה אֱלֹהֵ֣ ם כּהֹ־אָמַ֥ אמֶר לָהֶ֜ ֹ֨ . . . וַיּ

ים׃ ית עֲבָדִֽ מִבֵּ֥
. . . And he said to them, “Thus says the LORD, God of Israel, ‘I, myself, brought 
you up from Egypt and brought you out from the house of bondage.’”

This verse begins a prophetic oracle delivered by a unnamed prophet to

the children of Israel. Driver does not remark on this verse specifically, and his

use of rhythm as a discriminate does not provide much help as it he does not

give reason as to why the long-form would be better suited in this instance than

the short-form. However, when the pro. is appended to the verb he states that

the long-form is used when a “strong emphasis” is required (223); perhaps this

“strong emphasis” is meant to distinguish YHWH from the gods of the Amorites in

6:10. This instance is in concordance with Cassuto’s first category (50, a). This

instance falls into Revell’s category of speech ascribed to God. The long-form is

used to establish ‘background’ for what will come (213).19

Judges 6:10 — אני
ם ים בְּאַרְצָ֑ ם יוֹשְׁבִ֣ ר אַתֶּ֖ י אֲשֶׁ֥ י הָאֱמֹרִ֔ ירְאוּ֙ אֶת־אֱלֹהֵ֣ א תִֽ ֹ֤ ם ל ם אֲנִי֙ יְהוָ֣ה אֱלֹהֵיכֶ֔ ה לָכֶ֗ וָאֹמְרָ֣

And I said to you, “I am the LORD, your God. Do not fear the gods of the Amor-
ites in whose land you dwell.

This verse in a continuation of the prophetic oracle begun in 6:8. Accord-

ing to Driver, the long-form is only used by God when the predicate is not the

divine name or when אֱלֹהֵיךָ is used in apposition; since the heavier 2mpl suffix

is used, the short-form is standard (225). The closest of Cassuto’s categories un-

der which this instance falls is category (e), where in a nominal clause he says

19. cf. 1 Sam 10:18 for the same usage.
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the long-form is standard (51). While Cassuto’s work is focused only on Genesis,

the phrase יְהוָה אֲנִי does appear in Gen 15:7, though he does not seem to address

it. For Revell, the short-form is standard for God (213).

Judges 6:15 — אנכי
ית יר בְּבֵ֥ י הַצָּעִ֖ ה וְאָנֹכִ֥ ל בִּמְנַשֶּׁ֔ ל הִנֵּ֤ה אַלְפִּי֙ הַדַּ֣ יעַ אֶת־יִשְׂרָאֵ֑ ה אוֹשִׁ֖ י בַּמָּ֥ י אֲדנָֹ֔ אמֶר אֵלָיו֙ בִּ֣ ֹ֤ וַיּ

י׃ אָבִֽ
And he said to him, “Oh my lord, how will I save Israel? Behold, my clan is the 
weakest in Manasseh, and I am the least in my father’s house.”

This verse is part of an exchange between the angel of YHWH and Gideon.

Driver indicates that the long-form is used in nominal clauses to lay “slight

emphasis” on the subject, in contrast to the short-form that would be used as the

standard (223). In Cassuto’s model the long-form is standard in a nominal clause

and draws attention to the subject (51, e)—“I am the least in my father’s house.”

Since Gideon is an inferior speaking to a superior, the long-form is standard in

Revell’s theory. Though the speech can be construed as self-advancement

(204),20 which uses the short-form as the standard, since the statement is self-

abasing, the long-form is used (204–205).

Judges 6:18 — אנכי
ךָ׃ ד שׁוּבֶֽ ב עַ֥ י אֵשֵׁ֖ ר אָנֹכִ֥  . . . וַיּאֹמַ֕

. . . And he said, “I, myself, will remain here until you return.”

This is a continuation of the exchange between the angel and Gideon; the

angel is the speaker in this verse. According to Driver, when the subject of the

verb is expressed in the pro., the short-form is only slight emphasis while the

long-form shows “stronger emphasis” (223). This instance is in concordance

with Cassuto’s first category (50, a). This also holds true in Revell’s approach

20. Gideon would be seeking after his own gains by abasing himself so as to avoid having to
fight.

42



where the short-form is the standard for a superior (the angel) speaking to an in-

ferior (Gideon). Since the angel uses the long-form, he is showing ‘solidarity’

with Gideon (210).

Judges 6:37 — אנכי
רֶן מֶר בַּגֹּ֑ יג אֶת־גִּזַּ֥ת הַצֶּ֖ י מַצִּ֛ הִנֵּ֣ה אָנֹכִ֗

“Behold, I am laying a wool fleece on the threshing floor.”

This is a continuation of the exchange between the angel and Gideon;

Gideon is the speaker in this verse. According to to Driver, when the particle

הִנֵּה precedes the pro., then the long-form is more commonly used, with אָנֹכִי

הִנֵּה appearing only once in Jer 7:11 (226). This verse poses the same problem

for Cassuto’s scheme as Judg 6:15—there is no reason to understand the pro-

noun as having a great significance in this clause (51, e). Gideon is not attempt-

ing to differentiate himself from the angel or any other person, rather the

present focus of the verse is the fleece as a sign. Since Gideon is speaking to a

superior, his use of the long-form is standard is Revell’s approach, since it is the

unmarked form used by non-status marked speakers (203).

Judges 7:17 — אנכי
ה ה וְהָיָ֥ה כַאֲשֶׁר־אֶעֱשֶׂ֖ מַּחֲנֶ֔ י בָא֙ בִּקְצֵ֣ה הַֽ ה אָנֹכִ֥ ן תַּעֲשׂ֑וּ וְהִנֵּ֨ נִּי תִרְא֖וּ וְכֵ֣ ם מִמֶּ֥ אמֶר אֲלֵיהֶ֔ ֹ֣ וַיּ

ן תַּעֲשֽׂוּן׃ כֵּ֥
And he said to them, “Look at me and do likewise. Behold, when I come to the 
edge of the camp, it will be as I do so you will do.”

In this verse, Gideon is giving instructions to his men in preparation for a

battle. As in 6:37, according to Driver, when הִנֵּה precedes the pro., then the

long-form is more commonly used (226). Unlike as in 6:15 and 6:37 where the

focus does not appear to be on Gideon, in this verse, Gideon is clearly the focus;

this is in alignment with Cassuto (51, e). According to Revell, since Gideon, the
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superior, is leading his army into battle, the use of the long form could reflect a

sense of solidarity with the men (209).

Judges 7:18 – אנכי
ה מַּחֲנֶ֔ ם סְבִיבוֹת֙ כָּל־הַֽ ם בַּשּׁוֹפָר֜וֹת גַּם־אַתֶּ֗ י וּתְקַעְתֶּ֨ ר אִתִּ֑ י וְכָל־אֲשֶׁ֣ ר אָנֹכִ֖ וְתָקַעְתִּי֙ בַּשּׁוֹפָ֔

“And I, myself, will blow on the trumpet, I and all those with me. Then you will 
blow on the trumpets, you surrounding the whole camp.”

This verse is a continuation of the instructions for battle. This is the first

time the long-form appears following the finite verb (cf. 6:8, 18). According to

Driver, the long-form is again used for “stronger emphasis” (223), perhaps this

emphasis can be ascribed to the emotion of the upcoming battle. However, syn-

tactically, Driver states the usual custom is for the short-form to appear after the

verb, not the long-form (226). For Cassuto, the use of the long-form with a finite

verb is standard (50, a). Like 7:17 Gideon is demonstrating solidarity with his

men (Revell 209).

Judges 8:5 – אנכי
 ן׃ י מִדְיָֽ י זֶ֥בַח וְצַלְמֻנָּ֖ע מַלְכֵ֥ ף אַחֲרֵ֛ י רדֵֹ֛  וְאָנֹכִ֗

“And I am pursuring after Zebah and Zalmuna, the kings of Midian.”

Gideon is speaking to the men of Succoth in this verse. According to Dri-

ver, when the pro. precedes a non-finite verb the long-form is standard (223),

since Gideon and his men are said to be faint (8:4) the use of the long-form for

“strong emphasis” makes sense. According to Cassuto, the long-form puts focus

on the subject, not the object (50, e). It is difficult to determine the status of the

speakers in accordance with Revell’s model. While Gideon is not marked for sta-

tus, he is obviously portrayed as a charismatic leader; the addressees are in-

troduced in 8:5 as סֻכּוֹת אַנְשֵׁי ‘the men of Succoth,’ with no status markings but

in 8:6 as סֻכּוֹת שָׂרֵי ‘the princes of Succoth,’ making Gideon and the addressees
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equals. Either way the use of the long-form would be to show self-effacement on

behalf of Gideon (208).

Judges 8:23 – אני
ם׃ ל בָּכֶֽ י בָּכֶ֑ם יְהוָ֖ה יִמְשֹׁ֥ ל בְּנִ֖ א־יִמְשֹׁ֥ ֹֽ ם וְל ל אֲנִי֙ בָּכֶ֔ א־אֶמְשֹׁ֤ ֹֽ אמֶר אֲלֵהֶם֙ גִּדְע֔וֹן ל ֹ֤ וַיּ

And Gideon said to them, “I, myself, will not rule over you, nor will my son rule 
over you. The LORD will rule over you.”

Gideon is speaking to men of Israel. According to Driver, the use of the

short-form after the verb is typical (226; cf. 7:18). Cassuto states that long-form

is standard in a verbal clause (50, a). For Revell the use of the short-form is for

emphasis, especially by non-status marked speakers (206). 

Judges 9:2 – אני
י׃ ם אָנִֽ ם וּבְשַׂרְכֶ֖ י־עַצְמֵכֶ֥ ם כִּֽ . . . וּזְכַרְתֶּ֕

“. . . and remember that I am your flesh and bone.”

Abimelech, the son of Gideon, who is referred to as Jerubaal in this story,

is speaking to his in-laws in Schechem, particularly the brothers of his wife. He

is persuading them that it is better for him alone to rule over the men of

Shechem than all of Gideon’s 70 sons. Driver indicates that the short-form is

used in nominal clauses as the standard with no emphasis (223). According to

Cassutto the short-form is used in nominal clauses when stress is given to “ob-

ject” (in this case, the predicate) over the subject (51, e). Thus it should be read

as, “and remember I am your flesh and bone,” not, “remember I am your flesh

and bone.” Since all the characters are non-status marked Abimelech’s use of the

short form indicates that the clause is central to the speaker’s concerns (Revell

204, 207n).

Judges 11:9 – אנכי
ם ן יְהוָ֛ה אוֹתָ֖ ם אוֹתִי֙ לְהִלָּחֵם֙ בִּבְנֵי֣ עַמּ֔וֹן וְנָתַ֧ ים אַתֶּ֤ ד אִם־מְשִׁיבִ֨ ח אֶל־זִקְנֵי֣ גִלְעָ֗ אמֶר יִפְתָּ֜ ֹ֨ וַיּ

אשׁ׃ ֹֽ ם לְר י אֶהְיֶ֥ה לָכֶ֖ לְפָנָי֑ אָנֹכִ֕
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And Jephthah said to the elders if Gilead, “If you bring me back to fight against 
the Ammonites, and the LORD delivers them to me—will I, myself, be your 
head?”

Driver’s states that the short-form is the rule for appending the pro. to the

verb, but when the long-form is used it is for “strong emphasis” (223). For Cas-

suto, the use of the long-form with a finite verb is standard (50, a). Revell does

not list ‘elders’ as a status marker (201). Since Jephthah is not marked for status,

his use of the long-form is merely the standard form (203).

Judges 11:27 – אנכי
י ה לְהִלָּ֣חֶם בִּ֑ י רָעָ֖ ה אִתִּ֛ ה עשֶֹׂ֥ ךְ וְאַתָּ֞ אתִי לָ֔ א־חָטָ֣ ֹֽ נֹכִי֙ ל וְאָֽ

“And I, myself, have not sinned against you, but you have done evil by warring 
against me.”

This speech comes in the context of a message sent by Jephthah to the

Ammonites (11:12). For Driver, the long-form is indicative of “strong emphasis”

(223). For Cassuto, the use of the long-form with a finite verb is standard (50,

a). Since Jephthah is not marked for status and his messengers are addressing a

status marked speaker, the king of the Ammonites, his use of the long-form is

merely the standard form (Revell 203).

Judges 11:35 – אנכי
י כְרָ֑ תְּ הָיִ֣יתְ בְּעֹֽ נִי וְאַ֖ עַ הִכְרַעְתִּ֔ הּ בִּתִּי֙ הַכְרֵ֣ אמֶר֙ אֲהָ֤ ֹ֙ יו וַיּ ע אֶת־בְּגָדָ֗ הּ וַיִּקְרַ֣ וַיְהִי֩ כִרְאוֹת֨וֹ אוֹתָ֜

ל לָשֽׁוּב׃ א אוּכַ֖ ֹ֥ ה וְל יתִי־פִי֙ אֶל־יְהוָ֔ י פָּצִ֤ וְאָנֹכִ֗
And when he saw her, he tore his clothes. Then he said, “Alas! My daughter! 
You have brought me very low. And you have become my troubler. I, myself, 
have opened my mouth to the LORD, and I cannot go back.”

This verse takes place when Jephthah sees his daughter coming to greet

him, unaware of the vow he had made. For Driver, the long-form is indicative of

“strong emphasis” (203). For Cassuto, the use of the long-form with a finite verb

is standard (50, a). According to Revell, the use of the long-form indicates ‘soli-
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darity’ and “shows care an concern through the use of polite language.” (209–

210).

Judges 11:37 – אנכי
י לְכָה֙ וְיָרַדְתִּ֣ ים וְאֵֽ נִּי שְׁנַ֣ יִם חֳדָשִׁ֗ ה מִמֶּ֜ ר הַזֶּ֑ה הַרְפֵּ֨ י הַדָּבָ֣ שֶׂה לִּ֖ יהָ יֵעָ֥ אמֶר֙ אֶל־אָבִ֔ ֹ֙ וַתּ

י׃ י וְרֵעוֹתָֽ י אָנֹכִ֖ ים וְאֶבְכֶּה֙ עַל־בְּתוּלַ֔ הָרִ֔ עַל־הֶֽ
And she said to her father, “Allow this thing to be done to me. Leave me alone 
for two months, then I will depart. I, myself, will go up to the mountains and be-
wail my virginity, I and my companions.”

This is a continuation of the exchange between Jepththah and his daugh-

ter. For Driver, the long-form is indicative of “strong emphasis” (203, 226n). For

Cassuto, the use of the long-form with a finite verb is standard (50, a). For Rev-

ell, the use of the long-form by a non-marked status speaker is the norm (203).

Judges 12:2 – אני
ד י וּבְנֵֽי־עַמּ֖וֹן מְאֹ֑ יב הָיִ֛יתִי אֲנִ֛י וְעַמִּ֥ ישׁ רִ֗ ם אִ֣ אמֶר יִפְתָּח֙ אֲלֵיהֶ֔ ֹ֤ וַיּ

And Jephthah said to them, “I, myself, and my people had a great strife with the
Ammonites.”

For Driver, the short-form is preferred when it is “appended to the verb

for the sake of emphasis,” though not demonstrating as much emphasis as the

long-form (223). For Cassuto, the long-form is standard when the pro. is being

used in conjunction with a finite verb (50, a). According to Revell, the short-

form is used here in “forceful (or emotional) presentation of a case,” (206–

207)—in this instance, Jephthah’s justification of his action.

Judges 13:11 – אני
רְתָּ ישׁ אֲשֶׁר־דִּבַּ֥ ה הָאִ֛ אמֶר ל֗וֹ הַאַתָּ֥ ֹ֣ ישׁ וַיּ י אִשְׁתּ֑וֹ וַיָּבאֹ֙ אֶל־הָאִ֔ וַיָּ֛ קָם וַיֵּ֥לֶךְ מָנ֖וֹחַ אַחֲרֵ֣

נִי׃ אמֶר אָֽ ֹ֥ ה וַיּ אֶל־הָאִשָּׁ֖
Then Minoah arose and went after his wife, and he came to the man. Then he 
said to him, “Are you the man who spoke to the woman?” And he said, “I am.”
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This is the first occurrence of the pro. in the Samson story, though the

only characters so far are Minoah, his unnamed but barren wife, and the man/

angel of God who had—previous to verse—appeared to Minoah’s wife. Driver in-

dicates that the short-form is used in nominal clauses as the standard with no

emphasis (223). According to Cassuto, the long-form is used in nominal clauses

to emphasize the subject and the short-form is used to emphasize the object (50,

e); since there is only a one word response, the subject must have the emphasis,

in contrast to his view. This verse sits nicely into Revell’s framework, where the

man/angel of God is speaking to a non-status marked speaker (208).

Judges 15:3 – אני
ה׃ ם רָעָֽ ה אֲנִ֛י עִמָּ֖ י־עשֶֹׂ֥ ים כִּֽ עַם מִפְּלִשְׁתִּ֑ יתִי הַפַּ֖ אמֶר לָהֶם֙ שִׁמְשׁ֔וֹן נִקֵּ֥ ֹ֤ וַיּ

And Samson said to them, “This time I will be blameless regarding the 
Philistines for the evil I am going to do to them.”

Samson is speaking in this verse to the father of his Philistine bride be-

cause he gave his daughter to another man, having assumed that Samson had

deserted his own wife. According to Driver, the short-form is the rule when fol-

lowing a participle, contra when the long-form precedes the participle (223). For

Cassuto, the short-form used with a non-finite verb places emphasis on the ob-

ject, which would be the impending ‘evil’ (50, e). Revell determines this use as

an instance of a non-status marked speaker using the short-form to highlight the

clause as crucial to the situation (207).

Judges 16:17 – אני
י טֶן אִמִּ֑ י מִבֶּ֣ ים אֲנִ֖ יר אֱלֹהִ֛ י־נְזִ֧ י כִּֽ א־עָלָ֣ה עַל־ראֹשִׁ֔ ֹֽ אמֶר לָהּ֙ מוֹרָה֙ ל ֹ֤ וַיַּגֶּד־לָ֣הּ אֶת־כָּל־לִבּ֗וֹ וַיּ

And he told her his entire heart, and he said to her, “A razor has never come on 
my head for I have been a Nazirite of God from my mother’s womb.”

In this classic scene, Samson finally reveals to Delilah the secret of his

strength. Driver indicates that the short-form is used in nominal clauses as the

standard with no emphasis (223) Cassuto understands the use of the short-form
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in clauses without a finite verb as emphasizing the object; though there is no

grammatical object in the clause, the predicate, “a Nazirite of God,” has the

same function (50, e). Revell categorizes this as an instance of a non-status

marked speaker using the short-form to indicate self-advancement or asserting a

claim (204).

Judges 17:2 – אני
סֶף ה־הַכֶּ֥ י הִנֵּֽ רְתְּ בְּאָזְנַ֔ תְּ אָלִית֙ וְגַם֙ אָמַ֣ ךְ וְאַ֤ ח־לָ֗ קַּֽ ר לֻֽ סֶף אֲשֶׁ֣ ה הַכֶּ֜ אמֶר לְאִמּ֡וֹ אֶלֶף֩ וּמֵאָ֨ ֹ֣ וַיּ

ה׃ י לַיהוָֽ אמֶר אִמּ֔וֹ בָּר֥וּךְ בְּנִ֖ ֹ֣ יו וַתּ י אֲנִ֣י לְקַחְתִּ֑ אִתִּ֖
And he said to his mother, “The eleven-hundred pieces of silver that were taken 
from you and you had uttered a curse, moreover you said in my ear—behold, 
the silver is with me. I, myself, took it.” And his mother said, “My son is blessed 
of the LORD.”

The short-form is standard when appended to the verb for the sake of

emphasis, according to Driver (223). Cassuto states the opposite, that the long-

form is standard when being used in a verbal clause (50, a). Revell categorizes

Micah’s use of the short-form as that of a non-status marked speaking showing

strong emotion (205).

Judges 17:9a – אנכי
ה . . . חֶם֙ יְהוּדָ֔ ית לֶ֙ כִי מִבֵּ֥ י אָנֹ֗ יו לֵוִ֣ אמֶר אֵלָ֜ ֹ֨ יִן תָּב֑וֹא וַיּ ה מֵאַ֣ וַיּאֹמֶר־ל֥וֹ מִיכָ֖

And Micah said to him, “Where are you coming from?” And he said to him, “I 
am a Levite from Bethlehem in Judah . . .”

The long-form appears twice in Judges 17:9 in two different usages, both

by the Levite to whom Micah is speaking.The first appears in a nominal clause.

Driver indicates that the long-form is used in nominal clauses to lay “slight

emphasis” on the subject, in contrast to the short-form that would be used as the

standard (223). According to Cassuto, the use of the long-form in a nominal

clause emphasizes the subject (51, e). According to Revell, the long-form in a

nominal clause like this is meant to indicate that the speaker is “a member of a

group,” (206n).
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Judges 17:9b – אנכי
א׃ ר אֶמְצָֽ ךְ לָג֖וּר בַּאֲשֶׁ֥ י הלֵֹ֔ וְאָנֹכִ֣

“. . . and I am going to sojourn wherever I find a place.”

For Driver, this verse is an axiomatic example for the differentiation of

the forms according to rhythm. In 2 Sam 15:20 a similar clause is used: ךְ הוֹלֵ֔ וַאֲנִ֣י

ךְ הוֹלֵ֑ י אֲשֶׁר־אֲנִ֖ ל .עַ֥ Driver observes that the heavier long-form would be inappro-

priate for the repetition of the pro., but in Judges 17:9, where the pro. is not re-

peated, the long-form is appropriate (223). According to Cassuto, the long-form

is standard in clauses without a finite verb (51, e). For Revell, the use of the

long-form by a non-status marked speaker is the norm (203).

Judges 17:10 – אנכי
רֶךְ ים וְעֵ֥ סֶף֙ לַיָּמִ֔ רֶת כֶּ֙ תֶּן־לְךָ֜ עֲשֶׂ֤ י אֶֽ ב וּלְכהֵֹן֒ וְאָנֹכִ֨ הְיֵה־לִי֮ לְאָ֣ י וֶֽ ה עִמָּדִ֗ ה שְׁבָ֣ וַיּאֹמֶר֩ ל֨וֹ מִיכָ֜

י׃ ךָ וַיֵּלֶ֖ךְ הַלֵּוִֽ ים וּמִחְיָתֶ֑ בְּגָדִ֖
And Micah said to him, “Remain here with me, and be to me a father and a 
priest. And I, myself, will give to you ten pieces of silver a year, a suit of clothes,
and a living.” The Levite went.

Driver notes that the long-form demonstrates “strong emphasis,” perhaps,

in this instance, in contradistinction between the Levite in the preceding clause

and Micah (223). This fits into Cassuto’s category of the long-form being

standard with a finite verb (50, a). Revell categorizes this instance of a status

marked speaker using the long-form to show ‘solidarity’ (209).

Judges 19:18A – אנכי
כִי ם אָנֹ֔ י הַר־אֶפְרַיִם֒ מִשָּׁ֣ ית־לֶ֣חֶם יְהוּדָה֮ עַד־יַרְכְּתֵ֣ חְנוּ מִבֵּֽ ים אֲנַ֜ יו עבְֹרִ֨ אמֶר אֵלָ֗ ֹ֣ וַיּ

And he said to him, “We are passing from Bethlehem in Judah unto the farther 
side of the hill country of Ephraim. I am from there. . .”

In this episode, a Levite (different from the one in the previous verses) is

returning from Bethelem in Judah where he was reclaiming his concubine in or-

der to return to Ephraim. Unwilling to lodge the night in Jerusalem, a Jebusite
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city, he enters to Gibeah, where he is met by an old man. Driver indicates that

the long-form is used in nominal clauses to lay “slight emphasis” on the subject,

in contrast to the short-form that would be used as the standard (223). Accord-

ing to Cassuto, the long-form in nominal clauses is standard (51, e). Revell does

not cite this verse, but it may fall into the same category as 17:9a where it is

meant to indicate that the speaker is “a member of a group,” (206n).

Judges 19:18B – אני
יְתָה׃ י הַבָּֽ ף אוֹתִ֖ ישׁ מְאַסֵּ֥ ין אִ֔ ךְ וְאֵ֣ ית יְהוָה֙ אֲנִ֣י הלֵֹ֔ ה וְאֶת־בֵּ֤ חֶם יְהוּדָ֑ ית לֶ֖ ךְ עַד־בֵּ֥ . . .וָאֵלֵ֕

“. . .And I went unto Bethlehm in Judah. And now I am going to the house of the
LORD, but there is not who will take me into a house.”

Driver notes that when the pro. precedes the participle the long-form is

the rule (223). Cassuto states that the short-form is used with non-finite verbs

when the object is being stressed (51, e); this can be possibly inferred by the

way the object, the house of YHWH, is fronted. Revell regards the use of the short-

form by the Levite, a non-status marked speakers, as emotional, indicating

strong emotion is desiring to see the ‘house of YHWH,’ the meaning of which is

uncertain (205).

Judges 20:4 – אני
י ילַגְשִׁ֖ י וּפִֽ אתִי אֲנִ֥ ן בָּ֛ ר לְבִנְיָמִ֔ תָה֙ אֲשֶׁ֣ ר הַגִּבְעָ֙ ה וַיּאֹמַ֑ ה הַנִּרְצָחָ֖ ישׁ הָאִשָּׁ֥ י אִ֛ ישׁ הַלֵּוִ֗ עַן הָאִ֣ וַיַּ֜

לָלֽוּן׃
And the Levite, the husband of the woman who was murdered, said, “To Gibeah,
which is in Benjamin, I, myself, and my concubine came to spend the night.”

For Driver, the short-form is standard when the pro. emphasizes the verb

and especially when it comes after the verb (223). According to Cassuto, the

long-form is standard when emphasizing a verb (50, a). Revell regards this as an

instance of a non-status marked speaker using the short-form to show emphasis.
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Conclusion

While each author’s model has certain strengths and weaknesses, none is

able to account for all the data well or able to give a satisfactory explanation as

to why the language operates the way it does.

Driver’s model brings a certain sense of literary sensitivity to the text re-

garding the effect that would have been produced by the rhythm of the two

forms. One can find agreement with Driver when he states that the long-form fits

with the stately language of Isa 43:25 לְמַעֲנִי פְשָׁעֶיךָ מֹחֶה הוּא אָנֹכִי אָנֹכִי ‘I, I am he

who blots out transgressions for my own sake.’ However, his way in which the

rhythm of the word affects position within a sentence and emphasis is lacking.

The off-handed remark in 19:18a, אָנֹכִי מִשָּׁם ‘I am from there,’ would seem bet-

ter suited to use the rapid movement of the short-form. Driver asserts that when

the pro. is used in conjunction with a participle the short-form will appear after

the participle, and the long-form will appear before the participle, especially

with .הִנֵּה The long-form does appear before the participle with הִנֵּה in 6:37 and

7:17, without הִנֵּה in 8:5 and 17:9a. The short-form appears after the participle

in 15:3, but in 19:18b the short-form is used before the participle. Additionally,

much of Driver’s idea of ‘emphasis’ must be read into the text. He argues that

the long-form is used with a finite verb to show strong emphasis, but in 6:18 the

simple phrase, “I [אָנֹכִי] will remain here,” shows no real emphasis; 7:18 is a

similar situation.

Cassuto’s model is more scientific in its approach then Driver’s, and the

exactness of the model allows it to be tested more accurately. It should be noted

that Cassuto’s work was meant to show the inadequacies of the Documentary

Hypothesis and his samples are taken only from Genesis. While his findings may

hold true for Genesis, they do not transfer well into the rest of biblical prose. His

first category—(a) that when the pro. serves as the subject of a finite verb, posi-

tioned either before or after the verb, the long-form is used—fails in multiple

verses (1:3, 2:21, 8:23, 12:2, 17:2, 20:4). His last category—(e) if the pro. is
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used in a nominal sentence or used with a non-finite verb, and it is used to high-

light the subject, then the long-form is used, but if it the object is being high-

lighted, then the short-form is used—also fails in many verses. 13:11 is a clear

verse where the subject must be highlighted, since there is only one word in the

whole sentence.

Revell’s model involving speaker status is robust and able to account for

many more occurrences than Driver or Cassuto’s models. Notwithstanding, there

are times when it fails to account for every occurrence. Revell classifies 17:10 as

an instance of a status marked speaker using the long-form to show ‘solidarity’

(209). Micah, however, is never addressed with any status marking title nor is

he addressed with any deferential forms that would indicate that he is a status

marked speaker (201).21 While it could be argued that Micah is clearly in a posi-

tion over the Levite,22 it would then complicate 8:23, where Revell identifies

Gideon as a non-status marked speaker, even though as a military leader he is

clearly superior to those around him. The most interesting case is 19:18 where

both forms are used in the mouth of the same person while speaking to the same

person. Revell argues that the first is to show identity with a group and the sec-

ond to show heightened emotion.

The use of honorifics in language is a well documented linguistic phenom-

enon,23 and Revell’s contribution helps to situate BH within this larger frame-

work. However, status-marked speech typically manifests itself in the second-

person pronouns (i.e. T-V distinction),24 and languages which do have status-

marked forms of the 1csg ind. pro., such as Japanese and Korean, have a far

21. As Cynthia L. Miller notes, “deferential language indexes the social relationship of
participants within a conversation. Within narrative, however, the ideology of the narrator,
rather than the putative social relationships of the characters, ultimately controls the use of
deferential language,” The Representation of Speech in Biblical Hebrew Narrative: A Linguistic
Analysis, 280.

22. However, in 17:10 Micah asks the Levite to be a father to him, a term of status. This
would undoubtedly make the Levite, not Micah, the status marked speaker.

23. M. Shibatani ,“Honorifics.”
24. The term ‘T-V’ was popularized by Brown and Gilman, “The Pronouns of Power and

Solidarity,” based off of the Latin pronouns tu and vos.  
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more robust system for marking status. The use of morphosyntactic honorifics 25

does not occur in BH (other than the possibility of the 1csg ind. pro.) or any of

the Semitic languages. Thus, Revell’s theory that BH has status-marked forms of

the 1csg ind. pro. seems unlikely to be inherent in Hebrew grammar.

While Revell’s work is the most comprehensive, one question remains—

why? From the outset, Revell notes that his work is descriptive (200), it does not

seek to answer why each form was used in a certain category. But certain ques-

tions still remain. Why would quotations ascribed to God use the long-form in

‘background’ clauses? No biblical author would conclude that God’s status is

somehow diminished by speaking about previous events. Revell’s categorization

may be correct, but it does not give reasons. Many times, the reader is forced to

read into the text, the strong emotion, sense of effacement, or any other reason

given as to why the non-standard form is used. Verses 7:17 and 18 do not give

any reason to believe that Gideon is showing solidarity with his men; while it

may be reasonable to do so, he is never addressed with a status marking title nor

addressed with any deferential forms.

25. All languages allow for some form of status-marking. While this may not be
accomplished by morphosyntactic features, it may be accomplished by semantic analogues: in
the first-person by deferential language (‘I’ > ‘your servant’), or in the second-person by titles
(‘ma’am,’ ‘your honor’).
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 The 1csg Independent Pronoun

and Functional Grammar

Introduction

Having examined the three major theories regarding the vacillation be-

tween the long-form and the short-form, we will now turn to functional gram-

mar and the role it may play in differentiating between the two forms. Within

recent years the application of Systemic Functional Grammar (SFG), particularly

information structure, to Biblical Hebrew has grown,1 primarily in narrative. In

this chapter I examine the role that information structure plays in direct speech

with regards to the 1csg ind. pro. This includes examining what pragmatic func-

tions one form serves versus the other in verbal clauses (e.g. does only the long-

form appear what the pronoun is topicalized, but the short-form when it is fo-

cused?). In nominal clauses, the role the forms play in different types of relation-

al clauses in considered (e.g. does the long-form appear in attributive clauses,

but the short-form in identifying clauses?) Like the previous chapter, this chap-

ter will focus on examples taken from the book of Judges. Though insights are

1. To note a few: Matthew P. Anstey Towards a Functional Discourse Grammar Analysis of
Tiberian Hebrew; Barry. L. Bandstra, “Word Order and Emphasis in Biblical Hebrew Narrative:
Syntactic Observations on Genesis 22 from a Discourse Perspective”; Katsuomi. Shimshaki, Focus
Structure in Biblical Hebrew: A Study of Word Order and Information Structure; Adina Moshavi Word
Order in the Biblical Hebrew Finite Clause; Sebastion J. Floor, “From Information Structure, Topic
and Focus, to Theme in Biblical Hebrew Narrative”; Silviu Tatu, The Qatal//Yiqtol (Yiqtol/
/Qatal) Verbal Sequence in Semitic Couplets.
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gained from a close reading of these texts through a different perspective, over-

all, it does not provide a helpful framework for differentiating between the two

forms.

Functional Grammar

What it Is

Systemic Functional Grammar is field of grammar closely associated with the

work of M. A. K. Halliday, who was influenced by the Prague School, particular-

ly Vilém Mathesius, by J. R. Firth, and by American linguists E. Sapir and B. L.

Whorf. Unlike traditional grammar, which generally seeks to describe the funda-

mental components of a language, SFG is a grammatical description of how a

language is structured so as to convey meaning, hence functional. It is systemic

in that it views language as “a network of systems.”2 Put succinctly, “A language

is a resource for making meaning, and meaning resides in systemic patterns of

choice.”3 While much has been written on the subject, this study will rely pri-

marily on Halliday’s major work, An Introduction to Functional Grammar, which

was revised and expanded in its third edition by Christian M. I. M. Matthiessen.

Theme & Rheme / Topic & Focus

This section will explore two key concepts in SFG—theme and rheme, and topic

and focus. The first set of concepts, theme and rheme, describe how intra-clausal

constituents are arranged so as to convey a message. The second set of concepts,

topic and focus, describe how these constituents operate on the inter-clausal lev-

el (i.e. across clauses).4

The theme of a sentence (or rather, clause) is the element that is central

to the development of the discourse and generally adds the no new informa-

2. M. A. K. Halliday and Christian M. I. M. Matthiessen, An Introduction to Functional
Grammar 3rd. ed., 23.

3. Ibid.
4. See Robert D. Holmstedt “Word Order and Information Structure in Ruth and Jonah: A

Generative-Typological Analysis,” whose general scheme is being followed herein.
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tion—the theme of sentence is often described as ‘old’ or ‘given.’ and as “the

point of departure.”5 The rest of the sentence develops the theme; this is referred

to as the Rheme.6 Consider the following example:

Barack Obama is the President of the United States.

The theme is “Barack Obama,” and what is being said about the theme, the

rheme, is “is the President of the United States.” The theme, being the “point of

departure” occupies the clause-initial position. An author can change the the-

matic element of the clause by changing what occupies the clause-initial slot, as

seen below.

(1)
Barack Obama
The President of the United States 

is the President of the United States.
is Barack Obama.

Theme Rheme

In a declarative clause the theme and grammatical subject are conflated—

this is called an unmarked theme, since it is the standard (2). When the theme is

any constituent other than the grammatical subject (i.e. object, verb, adverbial

phrase) it is said to be a marked theme (3).7

(2) 
Little Bo-peep has lost her sheep.
Unmarked Theme Rheme

(3) 
In my younger and more vulnerable
years

my father gave me some advice that
I’ve been turning over in my mind ever
since.8

Marked Theme Rheme

5. Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 64.
6. Arab grammarians developed a somewhat similar idea. The subject of a nominal clause

is the ـــمْـــلااااَ دَأأأأُـــتْـــبُ َ al-mubtadaʾu ‘the initiator’ (lit. that with which a beginning is made), and that
which explains the initiator is ــلااااَ ــخـْ ـ ــبَ رُـ َ (al-ḥabaru) ‘the announcement.’ The initiator is similar to
the theme, and the announcement is similar to the rheme. However, the categories for Arabic
only apply to nominal clauses. The terms of theme and rheme apply to any clause type, and
describe how information is conveyed on the clause level.

7. Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 73–74.
8. F. Scott Fitzgerald, The Great Gatsby, 1.
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In Biblical Hebrew the situation is similar where, “The constituent placed

first in the clause is that which the author wishes to be the primary focus of the

readers attention,”9 (i.e. the theme). Determining which theme is marked vs. un-

marked is dependent on the type of discourse and is strongly linked to the de-

bate concerning word-order. For example, in narrative, there are two common

structures: the verb in the initial position (V-S) (4)—the typical wayyiqtol form,

and when another constituent is initial (S-V) (5). In (4), the theme is וַיֵּרֶד and

the remainder is the rheme; in (5), וַיהוָה is the theme and the remainder is the

rheme.

ה׃ (4) ישָׁה מִלִּפְנֵי֖ יְהוָֽ וַיֵּ֤ רֶד בָּהּ֙ לָב֤וֹא עִמָּהֶם֙ תַּרְשִׁ֔
And he went down in it to go with them to Tarshish from before the LORD.

(Jonah 1:3d)

ם (5) יל רֽוּחַ־גְּדוֹלָה֙ אֶל־הַיָּ֔ ה הֵטִ֤ יהוָ֗ וַֽ
Now the LORD had cast a great wind to the sea. (Jonah 1:4a)

These two different constructions allow the author of a biblical text change

which constituent is thematic—the verb in (4) and the subject in (5).10 The

wayyiqtol construction is the default narrative structure and the unmarked

theme. The change is word-order is pragmatically motivated—that is, the author

intentionally shifts from the standard form in order to convey the information in

a different way.

Above the theme and rheme is the layer of topic and focus, which de-

scribes how the theme and rheme function pragmatically. Theme and rheme

function on the clause level, while topic and focus function above the clause lev-

el in order orient the listener to multiple themes or to contrast them. Topicaliza-

9. E. J. Revel, “The Conditioning of Word Order in Verbless Clauses in Biblical Hebrew,” 2.
10. This study is only concerned with how word-order affects the information structure of

the clause. For a survey of how the different syntactical forms affect discourse analysis, see
Robert E. Longacre, “The Discourse Structure of the Flood Narrative,” who demonstrates that
wayyiqtol forms compose the ‘foreground’ information in narrative and the x-qatal constructions
compose ‘background’ information. 
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tion orients the listener to new information, and focusing contrasts themes. Con-

sider Job 1:1 (6) which begins a new discourse with no prior information.

רֶץ־ע֖וּץ (6) ישׁ הָיָ֥ה בְאֶֽ  אִ֛
A man was in the land of Uz. (Job 1:1)

Since this begins a whole new discourse, there is no previous information, the

theme—‘a man’—is neither topicalized nor focused. In the case of examples (4)

and (5), the shift from V-S to S-V is pragmatically driven in order to topicalize

the theme.11 Focus is like topicalization except that it is inherently contrastive

(7).

נִי יְהוָ֑ה (7) ם הֱשִׁיבַ֣ וְרֵי קָ֖
“But empty, the LORD has brought me back.” (Ruth 1:21b)

In the beginning of Ruth 1:21, Naomi states הָלַכְתִּי מְלֵאָה אֲנִי ‘I went out full,’

and in the second clause (7), the theme—וְרֵיקָם ‘but empty’ is contrasted against

‘full.’ Regarding the 1csg ind. pro., both forms are used with finite verbs to

present either topic or focus.

Since the finite verbs are marked for person, the pro. must serve a prag-

matic purpose. In (8), which is historical narrative embedded in direct speech,

the pro. serves to topicalize the theme.

יִם (8) יתִי אֶתְכֶם֙ מִמִּצְרַ֔ י הֶעֱלֵ֤  אָנֹכִ֞

“I, myself, brought you up from Egypt.” (Judg 6:8)

It is not uncommon in BH for a speaker to begin first-person historical narrative

without topicalizing the pro. (9).12

11. Bandstra, “Word Order and Emphasis in Biblical Hebrew Narrative” esp. 123., who
describes the shift in BH as ‘topicalization.’

12. The lad’s speech begin’s with יתִי֙ נִקְרֵ֨ א ֹ֤ נִקְר ‘I happened by chance,’ a suffixed conjugation
verb but no topicalized pronoun. The second clause serves to topicalize Saul. Note how once the
background is established, wayyiqtol forms are used to move the narrative along. The same
structure occurs in Judg 6:8, where after the pronoun is topicalized, the remainder of the
narrative is moved along by wayyiqtol forms.
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ן עַל־חֲנִית֑וֹ (9) עַ וְהִנֵּ֥ה שָׁא֖וּל נִשְׁעָ֣ ר הַגִּלְבֹּ֔ יתִי֙ בְּהַ֣ א נִקְרֵ֨ ֹ֤ אמֶר הַנַּעַ֣ר הַמַּגִּ֣יד ל֗וֹ נִקְר ֹ֜  וַיּ

נִי׃ ר הִנֵּֽ י וָאֹמַ֖ א אֵלָ֔ נִי וַיִּקְרָ֣ יו וַיִּרְאֵ֑ פֶן אַחֲרָ֖ . . . וַיִּ֥
And the lad who was talking to him said, “I happened by chance upon 

mount Gilboa, and behold, Saul was leaning upon his spear. . . and he fell

upon it. Then he saw me and called to me. I answered, ‘Here am I.’” 

(2 Sam 1:6–7)

In (8) the pro. served as a topicalized theme at the beginning of a discourse. If

the pro. serves to topicalize the theme and is preceded by independent clauses,

then it is introduced by a waw (10).

סֶף֙ (10) רֶת כֶּ֙ תֶּן־לְךָ֜ עֲשֶׂ֤ י אֶֽ ב וּלְכהֵֹן֒ וְאָנֹכִ֨ הְיֵה־לִי֮ לְאָ֣ י וֶֽ ה עִמָּדִ֗ ה שְׁבָ֣  וַיּאֹמֶר֩ ל֨וֹ מִיכָ֜

ךָ ים וּמִחְיָתֶ֑ רֶךְ בְּגָדִ֖ ים וְעֵ֥  לַיָּמִ֔

And Micah said to him, “Remain with me. And be to me a father and a 

priest. And I, myself, will give to you ten pieces of silver a year, a suit of 

clothes, and your food.” (Judg 17:10)

Not only is the long-form of the 1csg ind. pro. used for topicalization, so is the

short-form (11)

יו (11) י אֲנִ֣י לְקַחְתִּ֑ סֶף אִתִּ֖ ה־הַכֶּ֥ אמֶר לְאִמּ֡וֹ . . . הִנֵּֽ ֹ֣ וַיּ
And he said to his mother, “. . . Behold, the silver is with me. I, myself, 

took it” (Judg 17:2)

The remainder of the verses in Judges where the pro. served to topicalize the

theme are 6:18; 11:9, and 27.13

In addition to topicalization, which sets one theme apart from others, the

ind. pro. can also represent focus, where one theme is contrasted to another

theme. This can be realized with the long-form (12) and with the short-form

(13), though an example of the latter is not found in Judges.

13. 11:27 is especially interesting as the use of לאֹ would normally ‘syntactically trigger’ the
verb to the clause-initial position, Holmstedt “Word Order and Information Structure in Ruth
and Jonah,” 125–126. However, the authorial desire to topicalize the pro. causes it to occupy the
clause-initial position.
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ה (12) יתִי־פִי֙ אֶל־יְהוָ֔ י פָּצִ֤ י וְאָנֹכִ֗ כְרָ֑ תְּ הָיִ֣יתְ בְּעֹֽ נִי וְאַ֖ עַ הִכְרַעְתִּ֔ הּ בִּתִּי֙ הַכְרֵ֣ אמֶר֙ אֲהָ֤ ֹ֙ וַיּ

ל לָשֽׁוּב׃ א אוּכַ֖ ֹ֥ וְל
And he [Jephthah] said, “Alas, my daughter! You have brought me low. 

And you have become one that troubles me. But I, myself, have opened 

my mouth to the LORD. And I am unable to return.” (Judg 11:35)

ה (13) ה עַד־כֹּ֑ עַר נֵלְכָ֖ ם־הַחֲמ֔וֹר וַאֲנִ֣י וְהַנַּ֔ ם פֹּה֙ עִֽ יו שְׁבוּ־לָכֶ֥ ם אֶל־נְעָרָ֗ אמֶר אַבְרָהָ֜ ֹ֨ וַיּ

ם׃ שְׁתַּחֲוֶ֖ה וְנָשׁ֥וּבָה אֲלֵיכֶֽ וְנִֽ
And Abraham said to his lads, “Stay here with the donkey. But I and the 

boy will go yonder, and we will worship. Then we will return to you.” 

(Gen 22:5)

Note how in (12), when speaking concerning himself, Jephthah introduces a

new line of discourse using the 1csg ind. pro., but in the next clause, since the

topic is still the same, there is no need to use the pro.

Four times in the book of Judges, the 1csg ind. pro. is used when it is not

the theme of the clause (14–17). In (14, 15) this is because the wəqataltí form, a

volitional form which is a semantically linked to the preceding imperatives,14

must occupy the clause-initial position.

י (14) י וְהָלַכְתִּ֧ כְּנַעֲנִ֔ לָּחֲמָה֙ בַּֽ י וְנִֽ י בְגוֹרָלִ֗ יו עֲלֵ֧ה אִתִּ֣ אמֶר יְהוּדָה֩ לְשִׁמְע֨וֹן אָחִ֜ ֹ֣  וַיּ

גַם־אֲנִ֛י אִתְּךָ֖ בְּגוֹרָלֶ֑ךָ
And Judah said to Simeon, his brother, “Go up with me into my territory. 

And let us fight against the Canaanites. Moreover I, myself, will go with 

you into your territory.” (Judg 1:3)

14. Thomas O. Lambdin, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew, §107.c; Waltke and O’Connor, An
Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, §32.2 especially §32.2.3.d. Steven E. Fassberg, “Sequences
of Positive Commands in Biblical Hebrew: וְאָמַרתָּ הָלוֹךְ וְאָמַרתָּ, לֵךְ אֱמֹר, ”,לֵךְ which, as the title
suggests, is only concerned with second-person commands. 
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ם סְבִיבוֹת֙ (15) ם בַּשּׁוֹפָר֜וֹת גַּם־אַתֶּ֗ י וּתְקַעְתֶּ֨ ר אִתִּ֑ י וְכָל־אֲשֶׁ֣ ר אָנֹכִ֖  וְתָקַעְתִּי֙ בַּשּׁוֹפָ֔

ה מַּחֲנֶ֔  כָּל־הַֽ

“And I will blow the trumpet, I, myself, and all who are with me. And 

then you will blow the trumpets, even yourselves, on every side of the 

camp.” (Judg 7:18)

In (16, 17) the complement is used as a marked theme.

ד (16) י וּבְנֵֽי־עַמּ֖וֹן מְאֹ֑ יב הָיִ֛יתִי אֲנִ֛י וְעַמִּ֥ ישׁ רִ֗ ם אִ֣ אמֶר יִפְתָּח֙ אֲלֵיהֶ֔ ֹ֤ וַיּ
And Jephthah said to them, “I, myself, and my people had a great strife 

with the Ammonites.” (Judg 12:2)

אתִי (17) ן בָּ֛ ר לְבִנְיָמִ֔ תָה֙ אֲשֶׁ֣ ר הַגִּבְעָ֙ ה וַיּאֹמַ֑ ה הַנִּרְצָחָ֖ ישׁ הָאִשָּׁ֥ י אִ֛ ישׁ הַלֵּוִ֗ עַן הָאִ֣  וַיַּ֜

י לָלֽוּן׃ ילַגְשִׁ֖ י וּפִֽ (Judg 20:4) אֲנִ֥

And the man, the Levite, the husband of the woman who was murdered, 

said, “Gibeah, which belongs to Benjamin, came I, myself, and my 

concubine to spend the night.”

As can be seen from the above examples, the 1csg ind. pro. is used with

finite verbs either used for topicalization or focus, regardless of which form is

used. Additionally, the pro. is used even when it does not serve as the theme

(14–17).

Relational Clauses

Halliday and Matthiessen state, “‘Relational’ clauses serve to characterize and to

identify,” and they are realized by the use of the verb to be,15 which is not explic-

it in Hebrew. Relational clauses have two modes—attributive (18) and identify-

ing (19).

(18) Sarah is wise.

(19) Sarah is the leader.

15. Halliday and Matthiessen, IFG, 210–211.
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In attributive relational clauses one entity, the Carrier, has some class, the

Attribute ascribed to it. In the first example, the Carrier is Sarah, and the

Attribute is wise (20). Typically, the Attribute is indefinite, and cannot be a

proper noun unless the proper noun functions as a class. While the sentence, “He

is Charles Darwin,” is not attributive since it identifies the person, the sentence,

“He is another Charles Darwin,” construes the proper noun as a class of people.

A key characteristic of attributive clauses is that they are not reversible like

identifying clauses. In the above identifying clause, “Sarah is the leader,” the

two parts can be reversed with no loss of meaning (i.e. The leader is Sarah.); in

the attributive clause, “Sarah is wise,” the constituents cannot be reversed.

(20)
Sarah is          wise.

Carrier          Attribute

In identifying relational clauses one entity, the Identifier, is being used to

identify another entity, the Identified (21). In the case of indentifying clauses,

the theme and rheme are equated. Unlike attributive clauses, identifying clauses

do not denote class membership. In the above attributive clause, “Sarah is wise,”

Sarah is part of a class—those who are wise; in the above identifying clause,

“Sarah is the leader,” the Identifier can be only one. Unlike attributive clauses,

identifying clauses can be reversed without change in meaning.

(21)
Sarah is         the leader.

Identified             Identifier

Now, attention is turned to how relational clauses are expressed in Bibli-

cal Hebrew, particularly with the 1csg ind. pro. In the book of Judges there are

seven occurrences of the ind. pro. in nominal clauses (i.e. clauses without a fi-

nite or non-finite verb)—6:10, 15; 9:2; 13:11; 16:17; 17:9; 19:18. In these claus-
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es, identifying clauses are marked by the placing of the 1csg ind. pro. at the

head of the clause,16 regardless if the long (22) or short-form (23, 24) is used:

י׃ (22) ית אָבִֽ יר בְּבֵ֥ י הַצָּעִ֖ אמֶר . . . וְאָנֹכִ֥ ֹ֤ וַיּ
And he said. . . “And I am the least in my father’s house.” (Judg 6:15)

ם (23) ם אֲנִי֙ יְהוָ֣ה אֱלֹהֵיכֶ֔ ה לָכֶ֗ וָאֹמְרָ֣
And I said, “I am the LORD, your God.” (Judg 6:10)

נִי׃ (24) אמֶר אָֽ ֹ֥  וַיּ
And he said, “I am [the man who spoke to this woman].” (Judg 13:11)

In these three instances the speaker, the Identified, identifies himself as another

entity, the Identifier, that cannot be construed as a class of people. A random

sampling of the 1csg ind. pro. indicates that this is not constrained to the book

of Judges with either the long-form (25) or short-form (26).

יךָ (25) י אָבִ֔ אמֶר אָנֹכִי֙ אֱלֹהֵ֣ ֹ֗ וַיּ
And he said, “I am the God of your father” (Exod 3:6)

ו׃ (26) רְךָ֖ עֵשָֽׂ אמֶר אֲנִ֛י בִּנְךָ֥ בְכֹֽ ֹ֕  וַיּ
And he said, “I am your first-born son, Esau.” (Gen 27:32)

There is no distinction between the long-form and the short-form; when either

form appears at the head of a nominal clause, the mode of the relational clause

is identifying.

The inverse is true for attributive clauses. In English, the Carrier typically

precedes the Attribute in an attributive clause (see 20); however, in Biblical He-

brew, the method to express an attributive clause is to place the Attribute before

the Carrier. This can be seen in the remaining four nominal clauses with the

1csg ind. pro. from the book of Judges:17

16. Francis I. Anderson, The Hebrew Verbless Clause in the Pentateuch, uses the terms
“identification” and “classification.” I, however, prefer to use the terminology set out by
Halliday. See Bruce K. Waltke and Michael Patrick O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew
Syntax §8.4 for an application of Anderson’s work. See Randall Buth “Word Order in the Verbless
Clause” for a dissenting opinion. 

17. Though it makes for poor English, the original Hebrew word order is retained for sake of
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י׃ (27) ם אָנִֽ ם וּבְשַׂרְכֶ֖ י־עַצְמֵכֶ֥ ם כִּֽ . . . וּזְכַרְתֶּ֕
“. . . And remember that your flesh and bone am I.” (Judg 9:2)

י (28) טֶן אִמִּ֑ י מִבֶּ֣ ים אֲנִ֖ יר אֱלֹהִ֛ י־נְזִ֧ וַיַּגֶּד־לָ֣הּ . . . כִּֽ
And he told her, “. . . for a Nazirite of God am I from my mother’s 

womb.” (Judg 16:17)

ה (29) חֶם֙ יְהוּדָ֔ ית לֶ֨ כִי מִבֵּ֥ י אָנֹ֗ יו לֵוִ֣ אמֶר אֵלָ֜ ֹ֨ וַיּ
And he said to him, “A Levite am I from Bethlehm-Judah” (Judg 17:9)

כִי (30) ם אָנֹ֔ יו . . . מִשָּׁ֣ אמֶר אֵלָ֗ ֹ֣  וַיּ
And he said to him, “. . . from there am I.” (Judg 19:18)

The clearest is Judg 19:18 where the speaker is expressing an attribute con-

cerning himself—where he is from. Like identifying clauses, both the long-form

and the short-form are used; only clause position determines if the nominal

clause is identifying or attributive. This pattern is also found in other books:

כִי (31) ד הֲכֶ֣לֶב אָנֹ֔ אמֶר הַפְּלִשְׁתִּי֙ אֶל־דָּוִ֔ ֹ֤ וַיּ
 And the Philistine said to David, “A dog am I?” (1 Sam 17:43)

נִי (32) ה־אַלְמָנָ֥ה אָ֖ ל אִשָּֽׁ אמֶר אֲבָ֛ ֹ֗ וַתּ
And she said, “Alas, a widow am I.” (2 Sam 14:5)

This pattern in nominal clauses is also used with other pronouns for identifying

(33) and attributive clauses (34):

ישׁ (33) ה הָאִ֑ ד אַתָּ֣ ן אֶל־דָּוִ֖ אמֶר נָתָ֛ ֹ֧ וַיּ
And Nathan said to David, “You are the man.” (2 Sam 12:7)

ינוּ הֽוּא׃ (34) י אָמְר֖וּ אָחִ֥ לֶךְ כִּ֥ י אֲבִימֶ֔ וַיֵּט֤ לִבָּם֙ אַחֲרֵ֣
And their hearts inclined to follow after Abimelech, for they said, “Our 

brother is he.” (Judg 9:3)

clarity.
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Summary

Overall, while SFG has offered great insights into BH, it does not provide

a helpful model for distinguishing between the uses of the long-form and the

short-form of the 1csg ind. pro. When used with finite verbs, it does often serve

the purpose of representing either topic or focus. When used in nominal clauses,

only the position of the pro. determines whether or not the clause is identifying

or attributive.
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 Conclusion

Summary

In chapter 1 this thesis examined the development of the 1csg ind. pro.

from PS into various semitic languages and into BH. It is demonstrated that the

long-form and short-form of the pro. in BH are derived from the PS pro. /anā/̆.

Akkadian and Egyptian, both of which maintain a -k/-t distinction in the first

and second person, harmonized the pro. to the first-person verbal termination.

Arabic, Aramaic, and Geʿez, which do not maintain a -k/-t distinction in the first

and second person, did not harmonize the pro. to the first-person verbal ter-

mination. Phoenician, Moabite, Ugaritic, and Hebrew, which do not maintain a

-k/-t distinction in the first and second person, posses either a version of the

long-form pro. (Phoenician and Moabite) or both forms of the pro. (Ugaritic and

Hebrew). The reason for this retention of a long-form in languages where the -k

ending does not explicitly mark first-person, I believe is due to contact with

Egyptian. Eventually, in Hebrew, both the long-form and the short-form would

be further harmonized to the first-person pronominal suffix /-ī/. This chapter

demonstrates the antiquity of both forms and the separate (and unrelated) devel-

opment of both forms into Hebrew.

In chapter 2 this thesis examined the diachronic development of the 1csg

ind. pro. within Hebrew. It, like the first chapter, demonstrated the antiquity of

both forms and challenged commonly held assumptions by examining the occur-

rences of each form within different strata of BH. Additional Hebrew sources
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were considered including epigraphic material, the language of Ben-Sira, Samar-

itan Hebrew, Qumran Hebrew, and Rabbinic Hebrew. 

Chapter 3 considered the most perplexing problem surrounding the two

forms of the pro.—the seemingly undifferentiated use of the two forms in CBH

prose. The three major theories regarding the use of the two forms seek to differ-

entiate the usage in the basis of rhythm, syntax, and social constructs. This chap-

ter evaluates the strengths and weaknesses of these theories. S. R. Driver sought

to explain the usages on the basis of rhythm and emphasis; this theory lacks ob-

jectivity and does not set many clear parameters for determining why more or

less emphasis would be necessary. Umberto Cassuto sought to explain the differ-

ent usages on the basis of syntax; unlike Driver’s theory, this theory lack subjec-

tivity and is easily testable. E. J. Revell argued that the two forms were differen-

tiated on the basis of social status; while this theory is attractive and Revell’s

descriptive approach accounts for most of the usages, Hebrew (nor any of the se-

mitic languages) use morphosyntactic features to display ‘honorifics,’ making his

theory seem less likely. All three theories were examined in light of the usages of

the pro. in the book of Judges, which contains an ample number of both forms

in varied syntactical usage.

In chapter 4 this thesis examined the role that Systemic Functional Gram-

mar could play in differentiating between the forms. Though SFG did not aid in

generating a paradigm for the two forms, it situated the usages of the form with-

in a larger linguistic framework.

Suggestions for Further Research

The conclusion of the first chapter—that the long-form persisted in

Canaanite languages due to interaction with Egyptian—is reasonable, and it in-

vites the question of how much or what other kinds of influence did Egyptian

play in the development of Hebrew. It is of no doubt that Egyptian loan-words
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were incorporated into Hebrew, particularly in the Exodus narratives.1 It is also

likely that the use of prose, contra epic poetry, is an innovation from Egyptian

culture.2 Further investigation can be made into the influence of Egyptian on the

Canaanite languages,3 which could serve to bolster or undermine the claim of

chapter 1.

While this thesis considered the usage of the pro. in prose, it did not con-

sider the usages in poetry as both forms are used in parallel fashion (Job 33:9;

Isa 45:12). It can be generally assumed that the parallel usage is the only reason

to use one form and then the other, though there may be other reasons why one

form is used in a particular place in a couplet. The literary triggering of the

forms also sheds light on other reasons an author may have chosen to use a par-

ticular form, such as alliteration in Judg 11:35 and Ruth 2:104 or style-switching

in the Balaam oracles and the phrase אנכי יהוה ‘I am the LORD.’5

One area that a study of this type directly affect, but was not addressed, is

implications for translation. If the text is attempting to convey great emotional

force or highlight the speaker against other participants, than this needs to be

conveyed in translations. This is especially pertinent when the pro. is used with

a finite verb. While the addition of “myself” is a useful convention, it is rarely

used by English translations and does not always accurately reflect the intent of

the text. Perhaps other forms of emphasis not available to ancient authors, such

as italicizing, underlying, and font sizing, may be more appropriate ways to con-

vey the text.6 

1. For the most recent treatment see, Benjamin J. Noonan “Egyptian Loanword as Evidence
for the Authenticity of the Exodus and Wilderness Traditions.”

2. Gary A. Rendsburg, “The Genesis of the Bible,” 27.
3. The most notable possible linguistic influence on Hebrew from Egyptian is the

development of the wayyiqtol form, G. Douglas Young, “The Origin of the Waw Conversive.”
4. Note the clustering of /n/ and /k/ in the four final words נִי לְהַכִּירֵ֔ יךָ֙ בְּעֵינֶ֨ ן חֵ֤ אתִי מָצָ֨ מַדּוּעַ֩

נָכְרִיָּֽה׃ י וְאָנֹכִ֖ ‘Why have I found grace in your eyes that you would regard me? And I am a
foreigner.’ Gary A. Rendsburg, How the Bible is Written, chapter 10, example 20.

5. Y. Chen “The Phrase יהוה אנכי in the Bible.” Chen suggests that the long-form is used,
against the typical short-form, in this phrase because all the usages relate to the Exodus event.

6. See Richard E. Friedman, Commentary on the Torah. As one example, he translates Gen
3:12 as “And the human said, ‘The woman, whom you placed with me, she gave me from the tree,
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