
509	 BOEKBESPREKINGEN — SEMITISCH� 510

(‘youngsters, who abandoned’)? Who does the pronoun in 
‘his man’ refer to in the context? In the remainder of the 
article, Becking treats the ominous ˁbrn from line 1, and ulti-
mately rejects the translation as ‘Hebrews’. The best argu-
ment against this understanding is indeed the presence of 
another designation, yšrˀl, in the Mesha stele. And even in 
the Hebrew Bible, the designation ‘Hebrew’ is used almost 
exclusively in texts that describe the pre-monarchic period.

The fourth section on the Aramaic texts from Elephantine 
contains two new studies. The enigmatic dream ostracon 
TAD D:7.17 is re-interpreted in ‘An Anxious Dream and a 
Comforting Vision from Elephantine’ (pp. 213–221). The 
following parts of the parsing and interpretation are problem-
atic: l. 2: If we take the hieratic numeral seriously, the first 
sentence should translate ‘I have seen one dream’ (and not 
more). l. 3: hw is the 3. m. s. pronoun used as a demonstra-
tive, not a participle of h-w-y. l. 5–7: ḥ-z-y … šlm, literally 
‘to see wellbeing’, is unidiomatic. Gianto’s ḥlm in stead of 
šlm is better Aramaic and fits the context. l. 8–9: hn ṣbtyˀ kl 
tzbny hmh ‘if you will sell all my bundles of grain’ implies 
a casus pendens construction after the conditional particle 
and the use of the short imperfect in the protasis, literally: 
‘if all bundles, you shall sell them (then apodosis)’. This 
usage would be strange: the casus pendens as such is unmo-
tivated (and, at any rate, the extraposed element would be 
expected to precede the conditional particle) and the use of 
the short imperfect (associated with deonic meaning) is not 
otherwise attested in the protasis. In addition, hmh would be 
an irregular form of the 3 m. p. pronoun. In the second new 
article, Becking asks ‘Are there Futility-Clauses among the 
Sayings of Ahiqar?’ (pp. 223–229), following a suggesting 
that Moore made in passing. He rightly rejects the first pro-
posed example, but note that ˀl tḥly w ˀl [y]b[l]ˁwk ˀl tmr [wˀl 
yrqwk] is best rendered ‘Do not be sweet, so that others shall 
not swallow you; do not be bitter, so that others shall not spit 
you out’. Pace Becking’s translation, the second and forth 
sentence are negated. Becking accepts the second example, 
but this is essentially dependent on following Kottsieper’s 
reconstruction of stich d (for the unspecified noun ˀtr ‘place’ 
does not have the meaning ‘target’). In addition, the predi-
cate in stich c is a perfect (thus Becking, whose comparative 
evidence from Tell Fekherye is erroneous: lzrˁ is an imper-
fect form) or a regular imperfect (note the use of lˀ, not ˀl, 
which would be indicative of the short imperfect), hence not 
a form with deontic meaning, as would be expected in a futil-
ity clause. This is not a certain example.

To sum up: The reader that picks up this volume from the 
shelf will probably return it with mixed feelings. The 
acquaintance with Hebrew inscriptions from biblical times 
and with the epigraphic evidence from neighboring cultures 
is of immense importance for understanding the meaning of 
biblical texts, for reading them in their original contexts. 
Since this somewhat demanding aspect of biblical scholar-
ship is increasingly sidelined in some circles, Becking is cer-
tainly to be recommended for highlighting the subject by 
putting out this volume. He also deserves praise for including 
original publications and updating many older ones; this is 
not a given for collected studies. But on the other hand, spe-
cialists in the fields of Canaanite and Aramaic languages and 
epigraphy will identify many flaws in the readings and tran-
scriptions, as well as in the grammatical parsings and expla-
nations. I am not sure whether the studies in this volume will 
contribute substantially to enhancing our understanding of 

the inscriptions treated. Often, previous publications offer 
better readings and more nuanced explanations.

Ben-Gurion University� Christian Stadel
of the Negev
July 2024
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17). Penn State University Press, Eisenbrauns, Univer-
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The central thesis of this work is that the wide range of 
meanings usually attributed to Biblical Hebrew kî ᾿im can in 
fact be analyzed as belonging to a single pattern of usage. 
This pattern is characterized by (a) a negative sentence 
before kî ᾿im, (b) formal identity or semantic similarity of the 
verb phrase before and after kî ᾿im, and (c) contrastive focus 
marked by word order after kî ᾿im. Park treats kî as a nomi-
nalizer, typically leaving it untranslated, and argues that ᾿im 
introduces a universally elided conditional protasis. In the 
example of Gen 35:10 (lō᾿ yiqqārē᾿ šimḵā ῾ôḏ ya῾ăqōḇ kî ᾿im 
yiśrā᾿ēl yihyê šǝmeḵā), this leads to the analysis: ‘your name 
shall no longer be called Jacob, if [your name is called any-
thing], Israel, your name shall be’ (throughout, brackets indi-
cate ellipsis and not constituent boundaries). The three ele-
ments of the construction are recognizable as (a) the negation 
marker lō᾿, (b) semantic similarity of yiqqārē᾿ šimḵā and 
yihyê šǝmeḵā, and (c) fronting of yiśrā᾿ēl.

Chapter 1 sets the scene: in earlier work, kî ᾿im has gener-
ally been treated as a frozen unit with both adversative and 
exceptive meaning – the difference being that the two linked 
clauses contradict each other only in the latter (‘Do not eat 
any of it raw or boiled in water, but roasted…’ vs. ‘I will not 
let you go unless you bless me’, respectively; p. 4). Park 
argues that the distinction is difficult to maintain, because 
a single instance of kî ᾿im can have both an adversative and 
an exceptive meaning at the same time (Ezek 44:22; p. 15). 
By contrast, she proposes that kî ᾿im is not a frozen unit but 
that its meaning is obtained compositionally from that of its 
component parts. In her analysis, kî ᾿im has the single func-
tion of marking contrastive focus, and the distinction between 
adversative and exceptive is derived from context.

After this introduction, chapter 2 describes kî as a nomi-
nalizer, based on earlier work by the same author.1) This 
approach can economically account for various functions of 
kî: in general, kî can be used to mark an utterance as 
“dependent” on the surrounding discourse; the exact inter-
pretation is context-dependent. While I agree with this out-
come, I am not convinced the label “nominalizer” is ulti-
mately needed or helpful for kî. In the typological literature 
on nominalization the point is made that one first needs 
a clear, language-particular definition of “nominal”,2) which 

1)  Park, Grace J. 2016. ‘Stand-alone nominalizations formed with ᾿ăšer 
and kî in Biblical Hebrew’. Journal of Semitic Studies 61(1): 41–65. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jss/fgv030. 

2)  See p. 6 in Overall, Simon E., & Katarzyna I. Wojtylak. 2018. ‘Nom-
inalization in Northwest Amazonia: Introduction’, STUF – Language 
Typology and Universals 71(1): 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1515/stuf-2018-
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Park does not provide. The argument that kî is a nominalizer 
is based on (a) the claim that nominalization already exists 
in Biblical Hebrew (with ᾿ăšer) and (b) the functional over-
lap of kî with nominalizers in other languages. However, at 
first sight it seems that kî clauses are “less nominal” than 
᾿ăšer clauses – for instance, ᾿ăšer occurs far more frequently 
after prepositions, and after a wider variety of prepositions, 
than kî. Furthermore, the functional overlap is limited to 
areas that are commonly covered by complementizers in 
other languages, so it is not clear that a complementizer 
analysis can be set aside, or what is to be gained with 
a nominalization analysis. Nevertheless, the chapter is to be 
commended for the more precise claim that kî is lexically 
underspecified and primarily marks an utterance as related to 
the broader discursive context.3)

Chapter 3 looks at ᾿im in more detail. Some scholars have 
claimed that ᾿im has lost all meaning in the kî ᾿im construc-
tion (e.g. Brown-Driver-Briggs). However, based on a com-
parison with other constructions with ᾿im where (part of) the 
protasis is elided, Park concludes that it “is not pleonastic … 
but rather is tasked with generating the focus construction … 
by introducing an elided conditional protasis” (p. 65). This 
claim is substantiated in the rest of the book.

Chapter 4, the last general chapter, defines a “full” and a 
“reduced” form of the kî ᾿im construction. In the reduced 
form, part of the apodosis of the ᾿im-clause is elided: lō᾿ 
ya῾ăqōḇ yē᾿āmēr ῾ôḏ šimḵā kî ᾿im yiśrā᾿ēl ‘your name shall 
no longer be called Jacob; if [your name is called anything], 
Israel, [your name shall be called]’ (Gen 32:29) (contrast the 
full form in Gen 35:10 above). Park draws a useful com-
parison between the full form and well-known examples of 
parallelism, and shows that the ellipsis in the apodosis fol-
lows general, cross-linguistic principles.

The next four chapters deal with more complex instances 
of the kî ᾿im pattern. Before reviewing them I would like to 
devote some space here to the role of ellipsis in the analysis 
and more general matters of argumentation. The work under 
review provides detailed, insightful syntactic analyses of fre-
quently complicated passages, and the results are contextu-
ally appealing. What remains unclear to me, however, is that 
the suggested syntactic analysis is the only or best option, or 
that it is required for all newly proposed readings. I will first 
give an example of the latter and then circle back to ques-
tions related to ellipsis.

As mentioned above, Park makes a strong case that a dis-
tinction between “adversative” and “exceptive” kî ᾿im can-
not be maintained. From this she concludes that kî ᾿im should 
not be analyzed as a unit, leading to her analysis that kî is 
a nominalizer and ᾿im introduces an elided conditional pro-
tasis. An example of a problematic adversative reading is 
2 Kgs 23:9: ‘But the priests of the “high places” did not go 
up to the altar of Yahweh in Jerusalem, but they ate portions 
among their brethren’ (§8.3.2). It is problematic because it 
seems to contradict Deut 18:6–8, a contradiction which can 

0001. The definitional issue is not trivial; cf. Shibatani, Masayoshi. 2019. 
‘What is nominalization? Towards the theoretical foundations of nomi-
nalization’. In Roberto Zariquiey, Masayoshi Shibatani, and David W. Fleck 
(eds.), Nominalization in Languages of the Americas, 15–167. Amsterdam: 
John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/tsl.124.02shi.

3)  I present a similar treatment based on the traditional analysis of kî as 
a complementizer in chapter 4 of Staps, Camil. 2024. The persistence of 
space: Formalizing the polysemy of spatial relations in functional ele-
ments. Leiden University dissertation. https://doi.org/10.48273/LOT0673.

be resolved by a different syntactic analysis: ‘The priests of 
the high places shall not go up to the altar of Yahweh in 
Jerusalem [under any circumstances]; if [they go up to the 
altar … under any circumstances], once they have eaten the 
unleavened bread among their brothers, [then afterwards, 
they will go up]’. Though indeed appealing, this reading does 
not depend on the elided protasis but on the addition of 
‘once’. We can also obtain it taking kî ᾿im as ‘except’: ‘they 
shall not go up…, except once they have eaten…’. In this 
way, several examples from the book are compatible with an 
analysis based on ellipsis, but do not provide independent 
support for it.

Coming back to the point about ellipsis, then, we should 
be aware that ellipsis is a rather powerful tool in the lin-
guist’s arsenal, as one may think that just about anything can 
be elided. Park refers to constraints on ellipsis described for 
Biblical Hebrew by Cynthia Miller,4) but allows herself 
some freedom in applying them. Most importantly, there is 
a constraint that “the elided constituent and the antecedent 
should be identical” (p. 86). Given this constraint, it is not 
clear that an object can be silently deleted from an elided 
verbal phrase to yield the ‘anything’ reading Park assumes 
(lō᾿ yiqqārē᾿ šimḵā ῾ôḏ ya῾ăqōḇ kî ᾿im [yiqqārē᾿ šimḵā ῾ôḏ 
ya῾ăqōḇ]). The fact that ‘anything’ is not spelled out in Bib-
lical Hebrew (pp. 7–13) is not enough to license this, because 
it is the deletion of the object from the elided constituent that 
is problematic. One can compare verbs which can take 
implicit arguments, like eat. Even though John has eaten can 
mean ‘John has eaten something’, in an elliptical site, an 
object is understood if possible: Mary hasn’t eaten an apple, 
but John has is only true if John has eaten an apple, not if 
John has eaten something else: the elided constituent is eaten 
an apple, not eaten an apple. Without any overt linguistic 
material, the language user cannot figure out that the object 
is to be deleted.

In some cases we have parallel examples for the assumed 
“full” form, which may constitute evidence for ellipsis. For 
instance, Park convincingly argues that when the clause fol-
lowing kî ᾿im is in the suffix conjugation, it is often a pre-
condition for an elided clause (‘then afterwards, they will go 
up’ in 2 Kgs 23:9 just discussed). The case is strengthened 
by the attestation of the “full” form in Lev 22:6–7 (‘once he 
has washed…, wə᾿aḥar yōḵal then afterwards, he shall eat…’). 
However, for the ellipsis most central in the analysis – that 
of the protasis of ᾿im – no such parallel is attested. This raises 
some questions: why would the full form be so much less 
frequent? Do related languages provide evidence for the 
assumed underlying form? And are there no alternatives for 
the presumed underlying form? Besides “your name will not 
be Jacob; if [your name will be anything], Israel, your name 
will be”, it seems to be possible to analyze these construc-
tions with an elided apodosis as well: “your name will not 
be Jacob; but/only/except if Israel, your name will be, [it 
could be Jacob]”. On this view, the conditional clause would 
express that the set of possible worlds in which the name is 
Jacob is a subset of the worlds in which the name is Israel, 
with the implicature that the name is only Israel. In sum, it 
seems that some more questions have to be answered, and 

4)  Miller, Cynthia L. 2007. ‘Constraints on ellipsis in Biblical Hebrew’. 
In Cynthia L. Miller (ed.), Studies in Semitic and Afroasiatic linguistics 
presented to Gene B. Gragg, 165–180. Chicago: The Oriental Institute of 
the University of Chicago.
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alternatives considered, before Park’s elided protasis analysis 
can be considered not only a possible but also the most prob-
able analysis.

The fact that the assumed-elided protasis is never spelled 
out is interesting. Assuming that this is not to be chalked up 
to historical accident, there are two options. First, the prota-
sis may never have been spelled out at any stage of the lan-
guage. But if so, is the presumed underlying form anything 
else than a theoretical construct to explain the semantics of 
the construction (which is then more accurately described as 
carrying an implicature)? Alternatively, it may be that the 
protasis was spelled out in an earlier stage of the language 
but is now always elided. However, would this not speak in 
favor of a grammaticalization analysis, under which kî ᾿im 
constructions were not only shortened by ellipsis but may 
also have acquired new meanings? This would essentially 
lead to a “frozen unit” analysis for which the underspecified 
adversative-exceptive meaning can be historically explained 
by ellipsis, without requiring to fit every instance into the 
straightjacket of the assumed underlying form. The ellipsis 
analysis may still be correct, but on a diachronic rather than 
a synchronic level, explaining the grammaticalization path of 
kî ᾿im. The option of grammaticalization may have been set 
aside too easily.

One might also see grounds for a grammaticalization anal-
ysis in chapter 5, which deals with cases of right dislocation 
after kî ᾿im, such as Jer 9:23: bəzōṯ yiṯhallēl hammiṯhallēl 
haśkēl wəyāḏōa῾ ᾿ōṯî ‘in this1 the one who glories shall glory: 
understanding and knowing me1’ (subscripts indicate coref-
erentiality). According to Park, right dislocation is also an 
option in reduced kî ᾿im constructions, in which case the 
resumptive element (‘this’ in Jer 9:23) is elided together with 
the verb. Thus, Ezek 12:23 is analyzed as follows: wəlō᾿ 
yimšəlû ᾿ōṯô ῾ôḏ bəyiśrā᾿ēl kî ᾿im [yimšəlû bəyiśrā᾿ēl] [᾿eṯ 
haddāḇār hazzê] [yimšəlû bəyiśrā᾿ēl] qārəḇû hayyāmim 
ûḏəḇar kol ḥāzôn ‘and they shall not say it anymore as a 
proverb in Israel. If [they shall say anything as a proverb in 
Israel], [this thing]1 [they shall say as a proverb in Israel,] 
“the days …”1’. Although this analysis reaches the contextu-
ally expected meaning, three consecutive instances of ellipsis 
(protasis of ᾿im, resumptive element for right dislocation, and 
verb phrase in the apodosis) seems a bit of a stretch. It is also 
not clear why, in cases of the reduced kî ᾿im construction 
with right dislocation, the resumptive element is always 
elided: why do we not find kî ᾿im ᾿eṯ haddāḇār hazzê 
qārəḇû…? Given that such constructions are not attested, we 
might also claim that kî ᾿im has grammaticalized to a con-
junction meaning something along the lines of ‘but rather’. 
Thus, while we can reconstruct the right meaning assuming 
ellipsis in various places, there can be debate over whether 
this best reflects the underlying linguistic system.

In chapter 6, different ways to express negation before kî 
᾿im are discussed. Besides standard negation markers like lō᾿, 
negation can also be expressed by a positive rhetorical ques-
tion (which has the same illocutionary force as a negative 
assertion), or by a negation embedded in a positive matrix 
clause (e.g. 2 Kgs 5:15: ‘I know that there is no God any-
where on earth; if [there is God anywhere on earth], in Israel 
[there is God]’; p. 138, emphasis added). For rhetorical ques-
tions introduced by ᾿im, Park proposes a new analysis of the 
use of ᾿im and kōh ya῾ăśê ᾿ĕlohîm wəḵōh yôsip ‘thus may 
God do and thus he may add’ in oaths: kōh does not refer to 
some negative action that God may perform, but rather to the 

content of the oath, for which God is invoked to ensure that 
it will happen. Thus, in 1 Sam 14:44, God is asked to ensure 
that Jonathan will die: ‘Thus1 may God do and more, [kî môṯ 
tāmûṯ yônāṯān you will certainly die, Jonathan!]1’. The 
reversed polarity in oaths with ᾿im then arises from an inter-
pretation of the ᾿im-clause as a rhetorical question: ‘Thus1 
may God do for me and more, [will the head of Elisha … 
stay on his shoulders…?]1’ (2 Kgs 6:31). I remain uncon-
vinced by this new analysis of the oath formula,5) but ulti-
mately it does not seem to be necessary for the treatment of 
kî ᾿im, which only relies on the interpretation of preceding 
᾿im-clauses as rhetorical questions – an interpretation that can 
be justified independently.

As the examples become more complex, the book also 
begins to deal with cases on which commentators have disa-
greed, which allows Park to highlight the importance of care-
ful syntactic analysis for exegesis and textual criticism. 
A great example comes from chapter 7, which deals with 
cases of the kî ᾿im pattern with coordination after kî ᾿im, such 
as Deut 12:13–14: ‘… do not offer your burnt-offerings at 
any place … if [you offer anywhere], at the place that Yah-
weh will choose in one of your tribes, there, you shall offer 
your burnt-offerings and there, you shall do everything 
I command you’. Recognizing this pattern, Park is able to 
provide a new and convincing reading of Ezek 44:9b–16, 
a passage important for the relative dating of Ezekiel and the 
Priestly source. In this reading, Ezekiel alludes to P rather 
than the other way around, so that P does not need to be 
written after Ezekiel.

Chapter 8 deals with cases where kî ᾿im is followed by 
a precondition (such as 2 Kgs 23:9 and Lev 22:6–7, both 
discussed above). Again, the recognition of recurring syntac-
tic constructions (in particular, the use of the suffix conjuga-
tion after kî ᾿im) enables Park to make objective decisions 
about the scope of conditional protases and apodoses, leading 
to contextually suitable readings where previous commenta-
tors have been unable to reach agreement.

The final chapters discuss passages that do not exactly fit 
the kî ᾿im pattern as defined by Park. Chapter 9 analyzes 38 
passages in which kî is followed by ᾿im, but where one of the 
three criteria is not met. Park shows that these cases can still 
be described using individual components of her analysis, 
such as stand-alone nominalization with kî, ellipsis after ᾿im, 
or ᾿im-clauses as rhetorical questions. Chapter 10 follows 
with passages that do display negation and marked word 
order, but where the negated clause is joined to the next 
either by kî without ᾿im or by nothing at all. Park suggests 
that these may still be analyzed as belonging to the same 
construction, with ᾿im or kî ᾿im elided. We thus get examples 

5)  A key example is 1 Sam 17:25–27: ‘The Israelites said, “… If there 
is a man who kills him (Goliath), [the king will greatly enrich him…]1” 
David said to the men who stood by him, “What shall be done for the man 
who kills this Philistine…?” The people answered him as follows: “Kōh 
Thus1 shall it be done to the man who kills him.”’ Based on such examples, 
Park argues that we should not assume an implicit negative referent for kōh, 
but should look in the immediate context for a suitable referent. In my 
view, however, 1 Sam 17:27 is a very clear example of a case where kōh 
must have a referent outside the text. It cannot refer back to the promises 
mentioned earlier, because David did not hear them. Kōh can only be 
understood if accompanied by some gesture illustrating these promises. 
This is also what is usually assumed for kōh in oaths: that it was accom-
panied by a gesture like slitting the throat; see p. 84 in Conklin, Blane. 
2011. Oath formulas in Biblical Hebrew. Linguistic Studies in Ancient 
West Semitic 5. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns.



515	 BIBLIOTHECA ORIENTALIS LXXXI N° 5-6, september-december 2024� 516

such as gam ᾿attâ lō᾿ ṯāḇō᾿ šām [kî ᾿im yāḇō᾿ šām] yəhôšua῾ 
… hû᾿ yāḇō᾿ šāmmāh ‘You also shall not enter there. [If 
anyone enters there,] Joshua…, he shall enter there’ (Deut 
1:37–38). Though the contrastive word order in the second 
part is clearly worth pointing out, I am not sure that passages 
such as this require an analysis based on ellipsis of a kî ᾿im 
construction, as they are perfectly understandable as they 
are: the word order in the second clause sets up the contrast 
with the first clause, which does not need to be marked oth-
erwise. In my view, this is another case where ellipsis may 
be possible, but is not necessarily probable.

Concluding, this monograph provides a detailed descrip-
tive overview of the kî ᾿im pattern. The precise, data-driven 
approach, with a comprehensive appendix at the end of the 
book, is to be commended. There can be discussion about 
the exact syntactic analysis, but this does not detract from the 
claim that a large number of instances of kî ᾿im fit the 
same syntactic blueprint and should be interpreted in 
the same way. The careful case-by-case description of at 
times complicated examples once again proves the value of 
linguistic analysis for exegesis and textual criticism.

Nijmegen� Camil Staps
July 18, 2024

*

PORTEN, B. and A. YARDENI — Textbook of Aramaic 
Ostraca from Idumea, Volume 5. Dossiers H–K: 485 
Ostraca. Penn State University Press, Eisenbrauns, Uni-
versity Park, PA, 2023. (28,5 cm, XXVI, 442). ISBN 
978-1-64602-240-3. $ 169,95.

Surprisingly—for a language that was in use roughly two 
and a half millennia ago—the corpus of Official Aramaic 
epigraphic texts has grown significantly over the course of 
the last fifty years. The most sizable additions were the cache 
of documents from Bactria and the Wadi Daliyeh papyri 
from Samaria, which are in many ways similar and have 
been compared to the well-known Elephantine documents 
from Egypt. Another substantial group of new Official Ara-
maic texts has enjoyed less scholarly attention: the ostraca 
from Idumea. While it could also be understood to encom-
pass the approximately 200 ostraca from controlled excava-
tions of sites in Idumea (like Arad, Beer Sheva, Maresha, and 
others), the term ‘Idumean ostraca’ is usually used to refer 
to the more than 2,000 unprovenanced Aramaic ostraca that 
started to appear in scores on the antiquities market in the 
early 1990s. These are usually believed to come from illegal 
excavations in Khirbet el-Qom, perhaps to be identified with 
Maqqeda. Texts from this cache (or perhaps caches, if the 
ostraca are not all from the same site) were published over 
the last thirty years in a piecemeal fashion, but have not been 
available in a comprehensive edition. In the early 2010s, 
Bezalel Porten and Ada Yardeni sensed the desideratum and 
embarked on the enormous and—frankly—tedious task of 
(re-)reading, editing, and translating this important yet frag-
mentary and scattered corpus. Between 2014 and 2020, the 
two scholars published four volumes of their Textbook of 
Aramaic Ostraca from Idumea, which have been received 
favourably—if not enthusiastically—by the scholarly com-
munity, as exemplified by Émile Puech’s review of the first 
volume (Revue Biblique 122, 2015, 297–301) and Holger 

Gzella’s review of the fourth (Orientalistische Literatur
zeitung 116, 2021, 46–49). The book under review is the fifth 
and final volume of the work, which sadly was only com-
pleted after the untimely death of Ada Yardeni in 2018.

Throughout the Textbook of Aramaic Ostraca from 
Idumea, the ostraca are grouped into ‘dossiers’ according to 
their presumed genre: payment orders, name lists, etc. The 
final volume contains three such dossiers: 99 land descrip-
tions (siglum H, pp. 19–164), 168 uncertain texts (J, pp. 165–
346), and 218 assorted remains, scribal exercises, and forger-
ies (K, pp. 347–374). The texts are presented in the 
established format: with a photograph and hand-drawing (by 
Yardeni), transliteration, English translation, and comments 
on the readings and interpretation. Various indices at the end 
of the volume provide easy access to the whole corpus. They 
list all mentioned products, the personal names, dates, num-
bers, and more. In addition, the volume contains an index of 
the words attested in the corpus (strangely, with the lexemes 
from dossier H relegated to a separate list). Due to the 
extremely terse style and the fragmentary nature of many of 
the texts, studies of specific topics across the whole corpus 
probably hold a greater potential than the detailed study of 
individual texts or their language. The indices will definitely 
facilitate further engagement with the contents of the corpus 
and are thus a real bonus.

Of the texts published in the present volume (and, argua-
bly, in the Textbook as a whole), the land descriptions of 
dossier H are the most interesting. They consist of relatively 
long and relatively diverse texts that are less formulaic than 
the material from the other dossiers. It is probably for this 
reason, that the interpretation of the historical contexts of 
these land descriptions is the topic of a stand-alone essay 
entitled ‘The Land Descriptions of the Idumean Ostraca in 
Their Ancient Near Eastern Context’ (pp. 1–18), which Tania 
Notarius contributed to the volume. Notarius suggests quite 
reasonably (and expectedly) that such descriptions of plots 
of arable land were either used to establish and document 
ownership, or served as the basis for taxation.

Dossier H is not only yielding in terms of content, it is 
also interesting for the scholar of Aramaic since it contains 
many different lexical items. Many of these are either new 
(and their meaning remains somewhat uncertain) or make 
their first appearance in the Idumean ostraca, viz. they have 
hitherto only been known from later Aramaic dialects. The 
discussion of the lexical items in the Textbook is usually not 
comprehensive, but scholars interested in that aspect of the 
corpus may now consult Gzella’s excellent review of the vol-
ume (Orientalistische Literaturzeitung 119, 2024, 33–38), 
which presents the lexemes in their wider Aramaic context. 
In what follows, I offer stray remarks on a few lexical items, 
with an eye to the general topography of the Judean Hills and 
Khirbet el-Qom. Sometimes, the (general) environment of 
the plot described in the texts can perhaps contribute to 
a better understanding.

• tl: In ostracon H1.1, temples and a terebinth are used as 
landmarks to define plots. The reading in line 1 tlˀ zy tḥt mn 
byt ˁzˀ ‘the mound that is below the house of Uzza’ presupposes 
two things: 1) tl is used with the general meaning hill, not 
city’s or ruin’s mound. This less specific meaning is well 
attested in the later Christian Palestinian Aramaic, whereas ear-
lier attestations (Sefire, Targum Jonathan) only evince the latter 
meaning. 2) The temples were apparently located on even 
higher ground, since our tl is defined as being beneath them. 


