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1 Introduction:

This study will investigate the main grammatical features of Yeven Mesula
‘Miry Depths’ or ‘Abyss of Despair’,? a 17th century Hebrew historical work
describing the events of the Chmielnicki Uprising that swept the Polish-Lith-
uanian Commonwealth in 1648-1649. Yeven Mesula was written by the prom-
inent Ashkenazic preacher and kabbalist Nathan Nata Hannover. Hannover
was born and raised in Volhynia, a region in Eastern Europe corresponding to
parts of present-day Poland, Ukraine and Belarus, but was forced to flee his
homeland during the Chmielnicki Uprising and spent the next few years as an
itinerant preacher in Poland, Germany and Holland. He wrote his account of
the Chmielnicki pogroms during this period, and published it upon arriving in
Venice in 1653. He subsequently travelled to Prague, and then settled in Jassy
(present-day Iasi in eastern Romania), where he became the head of the ye-
shiva and president of the rabbinical court. He remained in Jassy for approxi-
mately ten years, before relocating to Ungarisch Brod in Romania (present-
day Uhersky Brod in the Czech Republic), where he was Killed by raiding
Turkish soldiers in 1689.°

During his lifetime Hannover published three other works in addition to
Yeven Mesula: a homiletic sermon about the festival of Sukkot called 7a ‘ame
Sukka (Amsterdam, 1652), a Hebrew-German-Latin-Italian phrasebook called
Safa Berura (Prague, 1660) and a collection of prayers according to the Luri-
anic kabbalistic rite called Sha ‘are Siyyon (Prague, 1662). He also wrote a
collection of homiletical sermons on the Pentateuch which were never pub-
lished. Hannover’s published writings had a long-lasting impact on Ashkena-
zic Jewry: his prayer collection Sha ‘are Siyyon enjoyed widespread popularity
in Italy, Holland and Eastern Europe, and was reprinted in more than fifty

LI am very grateful to Nadia Vidro and Esther-Miriam Wagner for their numerous insightful
comments on a draft of this article.

2 A citation of Ps. 69:3.

3 See Halpern, 2007 for further details of Hannover’s life.
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editions over the course of the 18th and 19th centuries. Likewise, Safa Berura
was used among Jews for foreign language instruction until the 19th century.

Hannover’s Yeven Mesula is a relatively short work of 20 pages that pro-
vides an account of the 1648-1649 mass uprising of Ukrainian and Cossack
peasants under the leadership of the Ukrainian Bogdan Chmielnicki against
Polish rule in Ukraine. The uprising resulted in the destruction of many
Ukrainian and Polish Jewish communities and the deaths of at least an esti-
mated 18,000-20,000 Jews.* Hannover’s work includes chronicles of the mas-
sacres that took place against the Jews in various places over the course of the
two-year period between 1648 and 1649 in various locations throughout pre-
sent-day Poland, Ukraine and Lithuania, such as Tulczyn, Zamo$¢ and
Lwow/Lviv, as well as an account of the life of the Jews of the Kingdom of
Poland. The work contains little information about Hannover’s personal ex-
periences during the pogroms, although he did witness some of the events, but
rather is based on eyewitness accounts and information gathered from others,
both orally and from printed sources.’

Yeven Mesula is a unique and ground-breaking piece of early modern Jew-
ish historical writing,® and has played a hugely influential role in Ashkenazic
society and culture since its publication. The traumatic events of the
Chmielnicki Uprising came to assume a central position in the Ashkenazic
historical consciousness,” and Hannover’s work dominated this consciousness
well into the 20th century.® It was reissued in its Hebrew and Yiddish versions
in nearly every generation,® and was also translated into a number of other
languages, including French, German, Russian, Polish and English.1® The fact
that Yeven Mesula was the only source of information on the events of 1648—
1949 told from a Jewish perspective and accessible to readers without
knowledge of Hebrew contributed to its authoritative status.'* Hannover’s text
was also accepted as a reliable account of the pogroms by pioneering modern
Jewish historians such as Heinrich Graetz and Simon Dubnow,*? and it re-
mains an important historical source today, though it is no longer treated un-
critically.

Despite the prominent position which Yeven Mesula has occupied in Cen-
tral and Eastern European Jewish society and the importance which historians
have accorded it as a key witness to the Chmielnicki Uprising, it has never
been the subject of linguistic analysis. Given its status as a unique and influ-

4 Stampfer, 2003, p. 221.

5 Halpern, 2007, p. 327.

6 Bartal, 2005, p. 7.

7 Stampfer, 2003; Ettinger, 2007; Stampfer, 2010.

8 Bacon, 2003, pp. 182-186.

9 Halpern, 2007, p. 327.

10 This study is based on the first edition of Yeven Mesula (Hannover, 1653).
11 Bacon, 2003, p. 184.

12 Bacon, 2003, p. 183.
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ential piece of early modern Ashkenazic Hebrew historical writing, examina-
tion of the grammatical composition of this text can shed valuable light on the
17th century Eastern European narrative and discursive use of the language.
From a diachronic perspective, it can be instructive to analyse the influences
of earlier strata of Hebrew on Hannover’s narrative and ascertain the extent to
which it resembles the biblical, rabbinic and medieval forms of the language.
It is also important to establish the relationship between Hannover’s 17th cen-
tury historical writing and other forms of Central and Eastern European He-
brew which have been analysed, namely 19th century Maskilic Hebrew, Ha-
sidic Hebrew and the language of the Kisur Shulhan ‘Aruk,*® as well as early
modern and modern responsa literature.** Comparison of Hannover’s writing
with these other Central and Eastern European types of Hebrew is particularly
important as it can help to ascertain the extent to which all of these authors
were drawing on a shared Ashkenazic linguistic heritage which has not been
adequately mapped. Moreover, in certain cases parallels can be observed be-
tween Yeven Mesula and more distant Diaspora Jewish linguistic varieties
such as medieval Ashkenazic writings, the Hebrew of Judaeo-Spanish speak-
ers and Judaeo-Arabic, which can tentatively point towards possible broader
trends. The present study thus seeks to provide an analysis of the characteristic
orthographic, morphosyntactic and syntactic features of Hannover’s seminal
narrative work and to place it within its diachronic context. Due to space con-
straints this study cannot provide an exhaustive survey of the linguistic fea-
tures of Yeven Mesula, but will give an overview of a number of representative
features.® It is hoped that this analysis will lead to a clearer understanding of
the composition and chronological spread of Ashkenazic Hebrew and its rela-
tionship to other Diaspora forms of the language.

2 Orthography

The orthography in the first edition of Yeven Mesula is largely consistent with
that of canonical forms of Hebrew, with a tendency to employ plene spelling
in accordance with the post-biblical standard. The main area in which the
spelling in Yeven Mesula differs from that of earlier convention is in the wide-
spread tendency to employ yod following sere in singular nouns with a 1cpl
or 3msg possessive suffix, as illustrated in (1)—(3). This orthographic practice
is likely rooted in the fact that in Ashkenazic Hebrew pronunciation, the vowel
sere and the combination sere plus yod in stressed open syllables are both
pronounced identically (generally as the diphthong [ej] or [aj]). The use of yod

13 Kahn, 2009; Kahn, 2012b; Kahn, 2015; Kahn, in press.

14 Betzer, 2001.

15 Comparison of Hannover’s narrative work with his non-narrative writings is likewise beyond
the scope of the present examination.
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in these contexts suggests that the author’s own pronunciation had more im-
pact on his orthography than the canonical written texts. The same phenome-
non is widely attested in 19th century Hasidic Hebrew narrative, for the same
reasons.'® The practice in both Eastern European forms of Hebrew may have
been reinforced by the fact that some individual forms with non-standard yod
are occasionally attested in medieval literature (for example, the form 1°ny
‘amenu®” ‘our people’ shown in (1) below appears several times in the writing
of the prominent 15th century biblical commentator Isaac Abarbanel).

(1) wrny
‘amenu
‘our people’®

(2 i
mahanehu
‘his camp’?®

(3)  TommarnIR
‘'adonenu ham-melek
‘our lord the king’?°

3 Nominal morphosyntax

3.1 Definite article with inseparable prepositions

A common feature of Yeven Mesula is the retention of the definite article fol-
lowing the inseparable preposition -5 />- ‘to, for’, as shown in (4)—(7). This
type of construction contrasts with the standard in Biblical and Rabbinic He-
brew, where elision of the definite article following a prefixed preposition is
the norm; cf. Biblical Hebrew ~°97 hair ‘the town’# vs ¥ lair ‘to the
town’,?2 and Mishnaic Hebrew n>a71 hab-bayit ‘the house’® vs na% lab-bayit
‘to the house’.?* In Biblical Hebrew there are only rare exceptions to this
rule,?® and the same is true of Rabbinic Hebrew.?® However the phenomenon

16 See Kahn, 2015, pp. 20-22.

7 The transcription system used in this study follows the Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language
and Linguistics standard for post-biblical Hebrew; see Khan et al., 2013.
18 Hannover, 1653, p. 8.

19 Hannover, 1653, p. 15.

20 Hannover, 1653, p. 14.

2 Gen. 19:4.

221 Sam. 9:12.

23 Mishnah Ohalot 3:2.

24 Mishnah Nega im 13:3.

25 Jotion and Muraoka, 2009, p. 104.

2% Betzer, 2001, p. 86.

154



is a characteristic feature of prominent varieties of 19th century Eastern Euro-
pean Hebrew texts composed by Hasidic and Maskilic authors as well as
Shlomo Ganzfried’s popular work of practical halachah (Jewish law), the
Kisur Shulhan ‘Aruk,?” and is also attested in early modern and modern Ash-
kenazic and Sephardic responsa literature.?® The fact that the same phenome-
non is commonly attested both in Hannover’s work and in these other varieties
suggests that all of these Eastern European authors may have been drawing on
a common Ashkenazic Hebrew legacy, which may in turn have had links to
other forms of Diaspora Hebrew. This point will be discussed further through-
out this study.

4)  mndan

lo-hak-komarim
‘to the priests’®

(5) oo;TIe
lo-had-dukkasim
‘the dukes’®°

6) wa>
I>-has-sar
‘to the lord’%!

(7) o
la-hay-yawanim
‘the Ukrainians’32 %

3.2 Indefinite article

While Hebrew lacks a true indefinite article, Hannover regularly employs the
numeral X ‘ehad ‘one’ in this sense, with the meaning of ‘a’ or ‘a certain’,
as in (8)—(11). While this use of the numeral has occasional precedent in Bib-
lical Hebrew and other historical varieties of the language,® these writings are
unlikely to be the sole or chief source for Hannover as he utilises it much more
systematically. Rather, any influence from earlier Hebrew texts is likely to

27 Kahn, in press.

28 Betzer, 2001, p. 86.

29 Hannover, 1653, p. 4.

30 Hannover, 1653, p. 1.

31 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.

32 Hannover, 1653, p. 8.

33 The Hebrew word o211 yawanim literally means Greeks’, but Hannover uses it as a label for
‘Ukrainians’. This is a metonym based on the Ukrainians’ Greek Orthodox faith; see Plokhy,
2015, p. 99.

34 Rubin, 2013b.
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have received synchronic reinforcement from Hannover’s native Yiddish,
which has a true indefinite article.® As in the case of the definite article with
prefixed prepositions discussed in section 3.1, the use of X ‘ehad ‘one’ as an
indefinite article is also a prominent feature of 19th century Eastern European
varieties of Hebrew.%® Moreover, the existence of a similar use of the numeral
‘one’ is attested in medieval and later Judaeo-Arabic,® which may suggest
that there is a more widespread trend towards such a development in Semitic
languages generally regardless of influence from a spoken substratum.

(8) 131 MW AR CTI PN YA Y TR Ywn 1on own
wa-Sam haya mosel u-paqid ‘al ha- ‘ir hana"l yohudi "ehad U-smo
zakarya
‘and there was a governor and officer over the above-mentioned city, a
certain Jew named Zechariah’2®

(9)  wnmmwe R a9 rm
wa-haya benehem hazzan ‘ehad u-smo reb hirs
‘and among them there was a certain cantor whose name was Reb
Hirsh>4°

(10) ~m> 7m0 *eAR NP7 YA XX IR
Wa-hit areah ’esel ba ‘al hab-bayit "ehad kama yamim
‘and he stayed with a certain home owner for a number of days’#?

(11) % TR WY PR
laghu ‘asir "ehad [5-beto
‘they took a rich man to his house’

3.3  Definiteness discord in noun-adjective phrases

Hannover’s writing typically exhibits definiteness concord between a noun
and its associated adjective. However, in a significant minority of cases the
noun takes the definite article but the associated attributive adjective does not,

35 Jacobs, 2005, p. 174.

36 Kahn, in press.

37 Blau, 1980, p. 165; Wagner, 2010, p. 191.

3 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.

39 Sjc; = .

40 Hannover, 1653, p. 4.

41 Note the use of a definite construct chain as an indefinite noun. This is attributable to the fact
that the phrase n°271 92 ba ‘al hab-bayit exists in Yiddish as an indefinite noun. The same phe-
nomenon is widely attested in 19th century Hasidic Hebrew; see Kahn, 2015, pp. 62-63 for
details. Similar constructions are also found in medieval Judaeo-Arabic; see Blau, 1980, p. 156.
42 Hannover, 1653, p. 20.

43 Hannover, 1653, p. 20.
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as in (12)—(16). This phenomenon has occasional precedent in Biblical He-
brew,* and appears more frequently in rabbinic literature.* It is also a wide-
spread feature of responsa literature*® and of 19th century Hasidic Hebrew.*’
Hannover seems to have tended to employ it when the noun and adjective
comprise a common collocation, as in (13) and (14), and therefore may have
subconsciously regarded the phrase as a single unit.

(12) np% W TwIn AWK
ha-’isa hadasa "aSer laqah
‘the new wife whom he had taken’#

(13) nvaamn
hag-gozera ra‘a
‘the evil decree’*

(14) nvaawan
hab-basora ra‘a
‘the evil tidings**

(15) mew? P Mo owIm
wa-han-nasim yapot laqhu li-Spahot
‘and they took the beautiful women as servant girls’>!

(16) pIRP YW A nn
hahayil gadol Sel gozagin
‘the great army of Cossacks’®?

3.4 Non-standard definiteness of construct chains

Hannover frequently forms definite construct chains by prefixing the definite
article to the construct noun, as in (17)—(19). This differs from the biblical
standard, in which the definite article in construct chains is prefixed to the
absolute noun:? this same convention has remained the norm in Mishnaic and

4 Waltke and O’Connor, 1990, p. 260; Williams, 2007, p. 31.
4 Sarfatti, 1989, pp. 161-165; Pérez Fernandez, 1999, pp. 26-27; Pat-El, 2009, pp. 35-36;
Rubin, 2013a.

46 Betzer, 2001, p. 90.

47 Kahn, 2015, pp. 87-88.

8 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.

49 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.

%0 Hannover, 1653, p. 4.

51 Hannover, 1653, p. 4.

52 Hannover, 1653, p. 8.

53 Williams, 2007, p. 8.
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later varieties of Hebrew. However, Hannover’s usage has precedent in medi-
eval and early modern responsa literature.>* Moreover, as in many of the other
phenomena discussed in this study, it has a parallel in 19th century Eastern
European forms of Hebrew.*® It is likely that the non-standard construction in
all of these forms of Hebrew is attributable to influence from Yiddish, in
which many of the construct chains in question exist independently as set
phrases and which are made definite by placing the definite article at the be-
ginning of the phrase.® The same type of construction is also attested in the
Hebrew writing of Judaeo-Spanish speakers.>” Because Judaeo-Spanish
makes noun phrases definite by placing a definite article at the beginning of
the phrase, as in Yiddish, the similarity between Hannover’s writing and that
of the Judaeo-Spanish speakers suggests that in both cases the syntactic struc-
tures of the authors’ vernaculars had an influential role in the development of
their Hebrew.*®

A7) nmpn wIRa
ha- anse magomot
‘the people of the places’®
(cf. standard Hebrew nimpnii swiRk anse ham-magomot)

(18) m
hag-gibbore hayil
‘the warriors’®
(cf. standard Hebrew 2°r1:3 >1123 gibbore ha-hayil)

(19) maw wKrIa
ha-ros yasiba
‘the head of the yeshiva’®
(cf. standard Hebrew 72°won wRA ros hay-yasiba)

This phenomenon extends to definite construct chains with a numeral: accord-
ing to the standard Hebrew convention, the definite article in such construc-
tions is prefixed to the absolute noun, but Hannover often prefixes it to the
numeral, as in (20). This type of construction is also attested in medieval and

54 Betzer, 2001, p. 91.

55 Kahn, in press.

% See Kahn, 2015, pp. 60-61 and Kahn, in press for further details.

57 Bunis, 2013, pp. 50*-51*.

%8 Note that a similar phenomenon is occasionally attested in medieval Judaeo-Arabic (see Blau,
1980, p. 157) but this seems to be much more restricted than that found in the Hebrew of Yid-
dish and Judaeo-Spanish speakers.

59 Hannover, 1653, p. 8.

0 Hannover, 1653, p. 8.

61 Hannover, 1653, p. 18.
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later Judaeo-Arabic,%? which hints at the possibility of a more widespread in-
ternal Semitic developmental pattern requiring further investigation.

(20) xax W
hasone sare saba
‘the two army commanders’
(cf. standard Hebrew xax:i »w 3w Sane sare has-saba)

It also extends to construct chains whose second member is a proper noun that
would not be expected to take the definite article in any type of Hebrew. This
particular usage, which is shown in (21)—(23), does not seem to have a clearly
documented precedent in earlier or later forms of the language. Further re-
search is required in order to ascertain whether it is attested in other varieties
of Ashkenazic Hebrew.

(21)  ®mOM MIPnT P2
ba-kol ham-maqomot rusya
‘in all the places of Russia’®
(cf. standard Hebrew ;1011 mmpn 932 ba-kol magomot rusya)

(22) 199 om0
ham-melek polin
‘the king of Poland’®
(cf. standard Hebrew 121 791 melek polin)

(23) nox q9nn N2
bat ham-melek sarpat
‘the daughter of the king of France’®®
(cf. standard Hebrew no1x 79 na bat melek sarpat)

In addition, Hannover sometimes makes construct chains definite by prefixing
the definite article to both the absolute noun and the construct noun, as in (24)—
(27). This convention lacks precedent in the canonical forms of Hebrew, but
is attested in the writing of the prominent 11th century commentator Rashi®
as well as in responsa literature.®® It is also a common feature of 19th century

62 Blau, 1980, p. 167; Wagner, 2010, pp. 206-210.
83 Hannover, 1653, p. 16.

64 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.

 Hannover, 1653, p. 17.

6 Hannover, 1653, p. 1.

67 Betzer, 2001, p. 108.

6 Betzer, 2001, p. 91-92.

159



Eastern European Hebrew,® and in the writing of Ashkenazic Jerusalem com-
munity leader Joseph Rivlin.”® Taken together with the phenomena discussed
previously in this study, this similarity may suggest that all of these Ashkena-
zic Hebrew authors were drawing on a shared linguistic heritage.

(24) xaxnwn
has-sSar has-saba
‘the army commander’™
(cf. standard Hebrew Raxi1 2w sar has-saba)

(25) nean ynoPn By
‘al ham-miptan hab-bayit
‘on the threshold of the house’"?
(cf. standard Hebrew na71 3non v ‘al miptan hab-bayit)

(26) vvawn
has-sar ha- ‘ir
‘the city commander’™
(cf. standard Hebrew ~v7 2w sar ha- ir)

(27) poanbvan
hab-ba ‘al hab-bayit
‘the house owner’>™
(cf. standard Hebrew n»a71 %va ba ‘al hab-bayit)

3.5 Use of masculine plural ending in nun

Hannover typically follows the biblical standard by employing the masculine
plural noun ending - -im on nouns and gotel forms. However, he sometimes
opts for the variant - -in, which is typical of Rabbinic Hebrew. The rabbinic
variant is particularly common with gotel forms. This is illustrated in (28)—
(31). Like many other aspects of Hannover’s writing, his fluctuation between
the mem and nun endings has a direct parallel in 19th century Maskilic and
Hasidic Hebrew.”™ As in the other cases discussed in this study, this close re-
semblance between these various forms of Eastern European Hebrew points
to the existence of a shared underlying variety of the language spanning sev-
eral centuries.

69 Kahn, 2015, pp. 62-65; Kahn, in press.
70 Wertheimer, 1975, pp. 159-160.

"1 Hannover, 1653, p. 15.

2 Hannover, 1653, p. 7.

3 Hannover, 1653, p. 13.

"4 Hannover, 1653, p. 18.

5 Kahn, 2012b, p. 185.
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(28) ypix
sadadin
‘sides’’®

(29) prw
Solohin
‘they send’"”

(30) o
holohin
‘they go’™®

(31) rnw
Sotin

‘they drink>™®

The use of the nun ending instead of the more frequently attested mem variant
is not systematic. In some cases Hannover employs both endings on the same
form within close proximity to each other, as in (32) and (33), which contain
a nun and a mem respectively and are only five lines apart from each other in
the text. This type of fluctuation between the mem and nun endings is also
attested in medieval Ashkenazic copies of Hebrew manuscripts (e.g. the 14th
century halachic code Arba‘ah Turim),®® which suggests a much earlier origin
for the phenomenon.

(32) 91 on I PAws Y om
wa-hem hayu paturin min mas ham-melek
‘and they were exempt from the king’s tax’®!

(33) onmpn Evve 1 e
wa-laken hayu paturim min ham-mas
‘and therefore they were exempt from the tax’®?

The nun variant is particularly commonly attested on periphrastic verbs (see
section 4.4), possibly because such verbs are a typical feature of Rabbinic He-
brew, and commonly appear with a nun ending in that form of the language.
This is illustrated in (34) and (35):

6 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.

7 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.

8 Hannover, 1653, p. 9.

8 Hannover, 1653, p. 12.

80 N. Vidro, personal communication.
81 Hannover, 1653, p. 1.

82 Hannover, 1653, p. 1.

161



(34) T07% 778 DA% I 1T 00777 720 0¥ P ONY
Wa-im hayu rosim lelek lo-darkam hayu notanin lahem seda
lad-derek
‘and if they wanted to go on their way, they would give them provisions
for the road’®

(35) NRII ANAWA R PRI P RD 700 oY 7amem
wa-ham-mahane ‘am polin lo hayu yod ‘in ma has-simha haz-z0t
‘and the Polish camp did not know what this rejoicing was for’#

However this is likewise inconsistent, so that periphrastic verbs are not un-
commonly attested with the mem ending, as in (36) and (37):

(36) W @SR 1 WK MIPRT 902
ba-kol ham-magomot "aser hayu maggi ‘im samma
‘in all the places that they reached’®

(37) nvaooawy i om
wa-hem hayu yoSabim betah
‘and they dwelled in safety’%

3.6 Long form numerals with feminine nouns

Hannover’s writing exhibits a blurring of the gender distinction between long
and short form numerals, whereby he frequently employs long form numerals
in conjunction with feminine nouns; see examples (38)—(42). This differs from
the standard convention in the canonical forms of Hebrew, which exhibit gen-
der polarity with numerals (with the long forms employed in conjunction with
masculine nouns, and the short forms employed in conjunction with feminine
nouns). Like many of the other phenomena discussed in this study, this has a
parallel in later Eastern European Hebrew writing.®” It may be ascribable to
influence from the Yiddish vernacular, which has only one set of numerals
that is used with nouns of all genders.®8 As in several other cases discussed in
this study, the same usage is also found further afield in Judaeo-Arabic,® per-
haps suggesting a more widespread tendency to shift away from gender polar-
ity in Semitic languages.

8 Hannover, 1653, p. 20.

84 Hannover, 1653, p. 11.

8 Hannover, 1653, p. 4.

8 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.

87 Wertheimer, 1975, p. 157; Kahn, 2015, pp. 137-139; Kahn, in press.
8 Katz, 1987, pp. 201-203.

89 Wagner, 2010, pp. 191-206.
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(38) 21 >max rRm ww
§issa me ot gibbore hayil
‘six hundred warriors’*
(cf. standard Hebrew %11 >33 mxn ww Ses me ‘ot gibbore hayil)

(39) a2 awn
U-Sne banotaw
‘and his two daughters’
(cf. standard Hebrew ynia *nun u-ste banotaw)

(40) oW N Mhw
SaloSa Surot susim
‘three rows of horses’%
(cf. standard Hebrew o°010 mw wow Salos Surot susim)

(41) wR AR NING TwRR
hamissa me ‘ot elep 'is
“five hundred thousand men’%
(cf. standard Hebrew w>x q7x nXn wan hames me ‘ot “elep ’is)

(42) m>np nIRe avawn Ny
yoter mis-$ib ‘a me’ot gahillot
‘more than seven hundred communities’%*
(cf. standard Hebrew m1p mxn vawn ny yoter mis-Seba /soba ‘ me ot
gahillot)

3.7 Avoidance of the dual

The canonical varieties of Hebrew have a dual form of nouns used with paired
body parts, time words and numerals; for example, o(>)’» yomayim ‘two
days’, o()w1(")n hodsayim ‘two months’ and o(*)*0%& ‘alpayim ‘two thou-
sand’. Hannover typically avoids the dual with reference to time words and
numerals, instead using the numeral *n\»1w Sane/ste ‘two’ in conjunction with
a plural noun, as in (43)—(46). This practice can likewise be seen in 19th cen-
tury Eastern European Hebrew.% As in the case of the later writings, it is likely
that Hannover’s avoidance of the dual is attributable to the fact that his Yid-
dish vernacular lacked such a form, instead using the plural in conjunction
with the numeral ‘two’. Moreover, as in several instances discussed above, the

% Hannover, 1653, p. 6.

91 Hannover, 1653, p. 7.

92 Hannover, 1653, p. 9.

9 Hannover, 1653, p. 10.

% Hannover, 1653, p. 14.

% Kahn, 2015, pp. 51-53; Kahn, in press.
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same phenomenon is also attested in Judaeo-Arabic®, where there is no clear
influence from a substratum lacking the construction; this may hint at a more
widespread developmental pattern common to certain Semitic languages.

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46)

PTIT PDPR MWD

Ki-Sne "alapim yohudim

‘about two thousand Jews’%’

(cf. standard Hebrew o>m1> o(°)*92R3 ko- ‘alpayim yahudim)

12 YW "nwa)
u-bi-ste sa ‘ot bay-yom

‘and for two hours a day’%

(cf. standard Hebrew o122 o(°)nyway u-bi-s ‘atayim bay-yom)

oo oI
Sone yamim
‘two days’%°
(cf. standard Hebrew o(°)>»* yomayim)

ooWwIn W
Sone hodasim

‘two months’1®

(cf. standard Hebrew a(°)*w1n hodSayim)

There is only one example of a dual numeral in Yeven Mesula, shown in (47).
Note that this same phrase appears a few pages later in the more common
plural construction, as shown in (48).

(47)

(48)

222377 AR O°NR7
matayim ‘elep zahubim
‘two hundred thousand gold pieces’*%

jakmibyis "]77?( NIRN 1w
Sone me’ot elep zohubim
‘two hundred thousand gold pieces’%

% Blau, 1980, p. 99.

97 Hannover, 1653, p. 6.
9% Hannover, 1653, p. 9.
9 Hannover, 1653, p. 16.
100 Hannover, 1653, p. 10.
101 Hannover, 1653, p. 12.
192 Hannover, 1653, p. 16.
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4 Verbal morphosyntax

4.1  Use of wayyigtol

Hannover very commonly constructs past narrative sequences by means of the
quintessentially biblical wayyigtol form, as in (49)—(51). In this respect his
writing resembles that of later Maskilic and Hasidic narrative literature, which
likewise is replete with wayyigtol forms.1%® Hannover’s use of this form, like
that of the later Hasidic and Maskilic writers, is likely rooted in a desire to
evoke in his readers echoes of the venerable biblical narrative tradition,
thereby lending his writing an air of authority and significance.®* However
Hannover employs the wayyigtol more systematically than his 19th century
counterparts: while the Maskilic and Hasidic authors often round off a se-
guence of gatal forms with a single wayyigtol, which serves almost as a dec-
orative flourish rather than an essential element of the verbal system, Hanno-
ver tends to employ it much more regularly. This suggests that he may have
been more at ease with the function of the wayyigtol than the later authors
were. Further research is required in order to ascertain whether other 17th cen-
tury authors share this comparative familiarity with the biblical narrative pret-
erite form. (Note, however, that Hannover does not employ the wayyigtol ex-
clusively in his presentation of past narrative, but rather alternates it with the
qatal; this will be discussed in section 4.2.)

(49) 7P 790 PR2OT 9 QY Wi Dan 799 TaT0 1O 17 120w
way-yasibu lo yihye ki-dbareka way-yelek hmil yimah Samo ‘im kol
helo el melek haq-qadarim
‘and they answered him, “may it be as you say”, and Chmielnicki —may
his name be blotted out — went with his whole army to the king of the
Tatars’1%

(50) Hw N5 VPTIOT WY 1HY 12V 5172 DW KD 17 WYY oW P17IRD? 195NN
WRI2 912
way-yaktiru lo-pawlug Sam way-ya ‘asu lo kisse Sel barzel wa-hoSibu
‘alaw way-ya ‘as has-sardiot keter Sel barzel ba-roso
‘and they crowned Pawliuk king there and made an iron throne for him
and set him upon it and the army officer put an iron crown on his
head>1%

108 Kahn, 2009, pp. 241-243; Kahn, 2012b, pp. 181-183; Kahn, 2015, pp. 172-174.
104 See Kahn, 2012a for further discussion of this suggestion.

105 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.

196 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.
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(51) 7777 Sy 1Y OIMAN DRI OPOI0 DR DPYAR DX 121N 0210 101N 1PN
mhiallel
way-yaqumu way-yanusu kulam way-ya ‘azbu ‘et ‘ohalehem et
susehem wa- et hamorehem Way-yaSliku ‘al had-derek kesep
wa-zahab
‘and they all arose and fled, and they abandoned their tents, their horses,
and their donkeys, and they threw silver and gold on the road’'%

In some cases, Hannover’s wayyigtol sequences may be introduced by the
characteristically biblical construction wayehi, as in (52), which begins with
wayehi and contains a sequence of another two wayyigtols.

(52) rIRp PR 7o DHY 1299 1277 OPIYA 2B DWW P07 YA N
TN Tona YW w2 A

wa-yhi kismoa * had-dukkasim wa-has-sarim way-yitab bo- ‘enehem
had-dabar way-yamliku ‘alehem lo-melek et qazimer yarum hodo
ben Seni Sel ham-melek zigmund
‘and when the dukes and the lords heard, the matter was good in their
eyes, and they made His Majesty Casimir the second son of King
Sigmund, king over them’1%

4.2 Use of gatal in narrative sequences

While Hannover typically employs the wayyigtol in past narrative sequences,
he occasionally employs gatal forms in such cases, as in (53)—(55). This type
of sequence is ultimately traceable to Rabbinic Hebrew.*® Like many other
features of Hannover’s writing, this fusion of biblical and rabbinic past narra-
tive verbal structures is also a standard feature of 19th century Maskilic and
Hasidic Hebrew.® This practice of drawing on both the biblical and rabbinic
methods of conveying past narrative in the same text may be a function of the
author’s desire to adhere to the biblical historical narrative convention while
simultaneously harbouring an intimate knowledge of the rabbinic model as
well; this is likely to have been compounded by the fact that Hannover’s native
Yiddish lacks a construction like the wayyigtol, rendering the rabbinic use of
the gatal in past narrative intuitively more familiar.

107 Hannover, 1653, p. 11.

108 Hannover, 1653, p. 14.

109 pérez Fernandez, 1999, pp. 115-116.

110 Kahn, 2009, pp. 87-89 and Kahn, 2015, p. 146 respectively.
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(53)

(54)

(55)

9737 AR D WIW MAPA DR INWR aY TR 1PwI91 1237 19°0 92 908 AWy I
ISR

wa-ken ‘asa ‘asap kol helo rikbo u-parasaw wa-halak ‘im ’isto ‘el

maqomot Sey-yes lo "ahore han-nahar niper

‘and thus he did; he gathered all his forces, his chariots and his

horsemen, and he went with his wife to the places that he had behind

the river Dnieper’t!

27 397 PTI2 AM 2177IRVO PP W03 QW)

U-mis-Sam nas ‘u lo-qahilla qgodosa staridub wa-hargu bay-yahudim
hereg rab

‘and from there they travelled to the holy community of Starodub and
killed many Jews’1!2

av2 M7 199N 72792 7PV 2019 18%3SM Y NAN 7NN 1IN0

hatru hatira tahat ha- ir wa-hiknisu hap-pohazim ba- ‘ir bal-layla
wa-hithilu la-harog ba- ‘am

‘they tunnelled under the city and let the scoundrels into the city at
night, and they started to kill the people’**3

In many cases, Hannover’s gatral forms are preceded or followed by a way-
yigtol, as in (56) and (57) respectively.

(56)

(57)

21377 N°22 AR PRnY 9173 100vn 79nT TN

way-va ‘arok ham-melek ma ‘araka godola wa-taqa ‘ "ohalo ba-bet
hak-komarim

‘and the king waged a large battle, and pitched his tent in the priest’s
house’114

QW WY 277 T9OM 270 YRR PRNAWT 2w I0R 11w aws DIt Tm
DPMORT N2 W nnd wn
wa-ha-yahudi hana”l yaSab bo-sulhan "aher wo-haSab hesbonotaw
wa-$ama had-dabar wa-gila had-dabar la-has-sar way-yasem
has-sar la-hmil yimah Samo ba-bet ha- asurim
‘and the above-mentioned Jew sat at another table and made his
calculations, and heard the matter and revealed the matter to the
minister, and the minister put Chmielnicki — may his name be blotted
out — in prison’®

Hannover also frequently initiates past narrative sequences with the typically
biblical temporal construction wayehi plus a prefixed infinitive construct, and

11 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.
112 Hannover, 1653, p. 11.
113 Hannover, 1653, p. 12.
114 Hannover, 1653, p. 17.
115 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.
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then continues them with gatal forms, as in (58)—(60). This contrasts with
Biblical Hebrew, in which wayehi is followed by wayyigtols.*'® As in many
other cases discussed in this study, this fusion of biblical and rabbinic usages
has a direct parallel in 19th century Hasidic Hebrew.'

(58) X2 W HR 07790 ARWI 722NN WY W 2NN MR W 3N
wa-yhi Ki-smoa  has-sorer hmil yimah Somo ‘asa tahbula wa-Salah
saparim ‘el has-sar has-saba
‘and when the enemy Chmielnicki — may his name be blotted out —
heard, he concocted a plot, and sent letters to the army commander’*8

(59)  YnrwI? WYL MSTRI I N2 VYT WA YWD 51
wa-yhi Ki-Smoa * "anse ha- ‘ir had-dabar haz-ze hiqdimu na ‘ase
lan-nisma
‘and when they heard this matter, they acted quickly’°

(60) N7 @211 OOVTPR VIR PR 07127 NN AN
wa-yhi ‘ahar had-dabarim ha-elle hazru haqg-gadarim
wa-hay-yawanim lo-betam
‘and after these things, the Tatars and Ukrainians went home’1%

Only rarely is a new narrative sequence introduced by a gatal of the root .;7.>.7
h.y.h. instead of wayehi:

(61) a1 Do TR WOR 02N M
wa-haya ba-tokam ’is "ehad hakam wa-nabon
‘and there was a clever and wise man among them’*?

Often Hannover alternates between the wayyiqgtol and the gatal seemingly in-
terchangeably in the same sequence, as illustrated in the following example:

(62) N TRYAY MG OR DWAY WP RTNPORT PR DY 1M own e
Q777197 DT 183N T 1A 1NN 2 O7°HY 195N

wa-nas ‘u mis-Sam way-yasuru ‘al gahilla godosa zolqiewa U-bigqasu
lag-geset el ha-homa la-ha ‘amid sulamot wWay-yiSpaku ‘alehem
mayim rothin min ha-homa way-yanusu hap-pohazim mip-ponehem
‘and they travelled from there and besieged the city of Zotkiew, and
they tried to approach the wall in order to put up ladders, and they
poured boiling water on them from the walls and the scoundrels fled
from them>12

116 van der Merwe, Naudé and Kroeze, 1999, pp. 166-167.
17 Kahn, 2015, pp. 176-177.

118 Hannover, 1653, p. 11.

119 Hannover, 1653, p. 14.

120 Hannover, 1653, p. 16.

121 Hannover, 1653, p. 9.

122 Hannover, 1653, p. 13.
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4.3 Use of gatal with present reference

Hannover occasionally employs the gatal form of stative gal root .v.7.> y.d. "
with present reference, as in (63) and (64). This is a characteristic feature of
Biblical Hebrew,'?® in contrast to Rabbinic Hebrew, which uses the gotel in
such cases.'?* Hannover’s usage has an exact parallel in later Maskilic He-
brew,'? as well as in Hasidic Hebrew, in which its use is likewise restricted
to the root .v.7.> y.d. “}* Further research is required in order to ascertain
whether other 17th century Eastern European writers of Hebrew narrative em-
ployed this type of construction with a wider variety of roots, and that the lack
of examples in Hannover’s text is due to its restricted size.

(63) mwyn NRY W™ DR WORT DR NPT DR
‘atta yada ‘ta et ha-"is hmil yimah Somo wa-et ma ‘asehu
‘you know the man Chmielnicki — may his name be blotted out — and
his deed’1%’

(64) nn AN 2PN O PYD QYWY anyTe onX
‘attem yada ‘tem Se- ‘am polin hem hazaqim yoter mimmennu
‘you know that the Polish people are stronger than us’*?¢

4.4  Periphrastic verbal constructions for past progressive and
habitual

Hannover frequently employs a periphrastic verbal construction consisting of
a qatal of the root .17.>.57 h.y.h. followed by a gotel to convey past progressive
actions, as in (65)—(68). In some cases, the construction is used with stative
verbs whose progressive sense is not evident in the English translation, as in
(67) and (68). This type of construction is a characteristically post-biblical
phenomenon; it appears frequently in Mishnaic Hebrew?® and in various
types of medieval Hebrew texts.3 Hannover’s use of this construction can be
contrasted with his use of the typically biblical wayyigtol discussed above.
Like other elements of the verbal system in Yeven Mesula, the use of the per-
iphrastic construction has a direct parallel in 19th century Maskilic and Ha-
sidic Hebrew.1%

123 \Waltke and O’Connor, 1990, pp. 364-373.

124 pérez Fernandez, 1999, p. 133.

125 Kahn, 2009, pp. 90-91.

126 Kahn, 2015, pp. 151-152.

127 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.

128 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.

129 pérez Fernandez, 1999, pp. 108—109; Sharvit, 2004, p. 50; Mishor, 2013.
130 Rabin, 1968, p. 115; Sarfatti, 2003, p. 87; Rand, 2006, pp. 341-342.

131 Kahn, 2009, pp. 178-181; Kahn, 2015, p. 190.
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(65)

(66)

(67)

(68)

5o 19901 [] T AnwRa PAMNY Wi 5mnn PPRPIRP ™Y 97 010 M

PATIN *107 wn
wa-yhi hay-yom hayu yoSabim qozaqin hmil yimah Somo wa-"ohabaw
ba-miste hay-yayin [...] wa-sipper hmil yimah Samo li-pne ‘ohabaw
‘and one day the Cossacks were sitting, Chmielnicki — may his name be
blotted out — and his friends, at the wine banquet [...] Chmielnicki —
may his name be blotted out — said to his friends’1%?

QW 297 2TV P ROW PRIRPT MR QW 297 TN YR mpn 932
ba-kol magqomot Se-hayu yahudim darim Sam u-bi-mgomot
hag-qozakin sel-l0 hayu yahudim darim sam

‘in all the places where Jews were living, and in the places of the
Cossacks, where Jews were not living>1%

WIS RINM 7557 277 DR WHT 9NN NN T1AW )

wa-yhi ki-smoa * has-sorer hmil yimah Samo ‘et had-dabar haya
mityare /o-napso

‘and when the enemy Chmielnicki heard the matter, he feared for his
life 134

WORT DR 9% 797 1 W
wa-has-sar ha-hu haya makkir ‘et ha-'is
‘and that lord knew the man’*3®

The construction can also be used to convey a habitual sense, as in (69) and
(70). This is likewise a feature of Rabbinic Hebrew!® in addition to medieval
forms of the language such as the piyyutim.**” Again, this is also a feature of
19th century Maskilic and Hasidic Hebrew.*®

(69)

TRTX W 79197 190K 017 2vIn ™M
wa-hayu notanim \lan-na ‘arim "akila mig-quppa Sel sadaqa
‘and they would give the boys food from the charity fund’**

182 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.

133 Hannover, 1653, p. 16.

134 Hannover, 1653, p. 17.

135 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.

136 pérez Fernandez, 1999, pp. 108-109; Mishor, 2013.
137 Saenz-Badillos, 1993, p. 210.

138 Kahn, 2009, pp. 181-182; Kahn, 2015, p. 189.

139 Hannover, 1653, p. 18.
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(70) 2°1°7 0777 PIM2 T MYINT Y2IRT 0°0179)
U-parnesim do-"arba ‘ ha-"arasot hayu borarin lahem dayyanim
‘and community leaders of the Four Lands would choose judges for
themselves’14°

4.5 Verb-subject gender discord

Hannover has a strong tendency to use the 3msg form of a gatal verb in con-
junction with a feminine noun if the verb precedes the noun, as in (71)—(74).
This has direct precedent in the Hebrew Bible.1** However, the fact that there
are numerous instances of this phenomenon in the relatively short text of
Yeven Mesula suggests that, though the phenomenon is ultimately traceable to
the Hebrew Bible, Hannover was not inspired solely by its occasional attesta-
tion there. This usage is not exhibited to the same extent in later Eastern Eu-
ropean Hebrew writing, though it is sometimes found in Hasidic narrative lit-
erature.'*? Further research on other types of early modern Eastern European
Hebrew is needed in order to ascertain whether it was part of a more wide-
spread tradition.

(71)  yraRnwy Y2 NN A
wa-haya dirato ba- ‘ir tsehirin
‘and he lived in the town of Czehryn 14

(72) o1 D°7P 12 ARITA IRIW N W
u-me- ‘olam haya sin’a gadola ben hag-qgadarim wa-hay-yawanim
‘and there had always been a great hatred between the Tatars and the
Ukrainians’4

(73) w1 oMM DWHWR NIAD RS PR2INN 17 0°N2 292 PWnAN W eITR 1O OX)
wa-'im haya gahilla sel hamissa ba ‘ale battim hayu mahazigin lo
pahot mis-Salosa bahurim u-na ‘arim
‘and if there was a community of fifty house owners, they would
maintain no less than thirty young men and boys’14

(74) naop N2 Yo NW IO WY 20Yoh K2
ba li-p ‘amim ‘asir ’ehad Se-haya lo bat gatanna
‘there came sometimes a rich man who had a small daughter>46

140 Hannover, 1653, p. 20.

141 Waltke and O’Connor, 1990, p. 109; Williams, 2007, p. 92.
142 Kahn, 2015, pp. 254-255.

143 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.

144 Hannover, 1653, p. 1.

145 Hannover, 1653, p. 18.

146 Hannover, 1653, p. 20.
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5 Syntax

5.1 Temporal constructions

Hannover employs two different methods of forming temporal constructions.
In some cases he uses the temporal conjunction “wx> ka'aser ‘when’ or its
prefixed variant -w> ka-se- followed by a finite verb. The temporal construc-
tion may be introduced by wayehi. The following examples illustrate this.

(75) 0 X9 727 10020 PR W07 1IN QY W™ DN MNT PeI WRD O
Ton N3 1POR X2 779921 PR NIRDID VAR P

wa-yhi ka aser nasa ‘ has-sorer hmil yimah soamo ‘im mahanehu
li-kbos gahilla gadosa lublin hab-bira wa-lo haya raq 4 parsa’ot
miq-gahilla gadosa lublin ba elaw katab ham-melek
‘and when the enemy Chmielnicki — may his name be blotted out —
travelled with his camp to conquer the holy city of Lublin, the capital,
and he was no more than four parsas from the holy city of Lublin, the
king’s edict reached him*4

(76) o712 11D oY W 0LV 12N RY 07 DaN
‘abal hem lo hamlu ‘alehem ka-Sen-naplu ‘am polin ba-yadam
‘but they did not have pity on them when the Poles fell into their
hands’4

(77) nnnw2a DIPRT WIR NINR 172P PATWY VY INWKR QY 277 W R MWKRS O
1T
wa-yhi ka aser ba has-sar hana”l ‘im ’iSto la-’ir tSehirin gibbalu "oto
‘anSe ham-magom ba-simha gadola
‘and when the above-mentioned lord came with his wife to the town of
Czehryn, the local people received him with great joy’4°

However he also forms temporal constructions by means of an inseparable
preposition prefixed to an infinitive construct, as in Biblical Hebrew, as in
(78)—(80). Such temporal constructions are typically preceded by wayehi. The
inseparable preposition -5 ko- is used to denote the sense of ‘just after’, as in
Biblical Hebrew. This type of construction is quite common, but is most fre-
guently attested with the root .v.».w s.m. . ‘hear’, as in the first two examples.
This may suggest that the construction was not extremely productive for Han-
nover but rather that this particular collocation was an almost fossilised ex-
pression with which he was particularly familiar. Alternatively, it may simply

147 Hannover, 1653, p. 14.
148 Hannover, 1653, p. 11.
149 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.
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indicate that the expression ‘and when X heard’ is a high-frequency expres-
sion for a historical narrative such as Yeven Mesula.

(78) 7™ a7 a7 Hran 00T wmws
wa-yhi Ki-§moa  had-dukkas hana”l had-dabar haz-ze way-yeherad
‘and when the aforementioned duke heard this matter, he was afraid’**!

(79) mow [...] 1Pamm X 29p1 TR pRyIwon S201Taw war nn pwmws o
oW R W 17N
wa-yhi Ki-Smoa ‘ hmil yimah samo Se-had-dukkas wisniyesqi holek
wa-qareb ‘el mahanehu [...] Salah la-negdo Sar has-saba Sello
‘and when Chmielnicki — may his name be blotted out — heard that Duke
Wisniowiecki was approaching his camp [...] he sent out his general’*>

(80) 2w 72w Wi DA 7T PR 22190 T°1 20D 1M RDI HY TonT Naws o
N2k
wa-yhi ka-Sebet ham-melek ‘al kisse malkuto katab miy-yad saparim
‘el has-sorer hmil yimah Samo Sey-yelek wa-yasub la-beto
‘and as soon as the king was sitting on his royal throne, he immediately
wrote letters to the enemy Chmielnicki — may his name be blotted out
—telling him to go home>**

5.2 Conditional clauses

There are several real conditional clauses attested in Yeven Mesula. Some have
a future sense, as shown in (81) and (82), and the others have a past habitual
sense, shown in (83) and (84). All protases are introduced by the subordinator
ax ‘im ‘if’. The future conditionals have yigtol verbs in both the protasis and
apodosis. Of the past habitual conditionals, the first is comprised of a peri-
phrastic construction in both the protasis and apodosis, while the other has a
gatal in the protasis and a periphrastic construction in the apodosis. All of
these constructions are traceable to Mishnaic Hebrew.*

(81) 7¥IMN 792 132 WY VYD DIV WIW TY PNRI 1K DX
‘im ‘anu namtin ‘ad Sey-yabo 'u hay-yawanim la- ir ya ‘asu banu kalla
wa-nehrasa
‘if we wait until the Ukrainians arrive in the city, they will destroy us
completely’ 1%

150 Sjc; = oo,

151 Hannover, 1653, p. 8.

152 Sjc; = oo17.

153 Hannover, 1653, p. 8.

154 Hannover, 1653, p. 14.

155 pérez Fernandez, 1999, pp. 213-216.
1% Hannover, 1653, p. 4.
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(82) 1212w 10 nR D1 DNNPI WP VTR 2371 9D W DWW T NOWN R
‘im tislohu yad bas-Sarim wa-sam ‘u kol malke "edom wa-yingamu
nigmatam mik-ko! "ahenu Seb-bag-gola
‘if you lay a hand on the lords and all the Catholic kings hear of it, they
will take revenge on all our brethren in exile’*’

(83) 7077 778 A PINN 1 Q772 7R XY 1 ORY
Wa-im hayu rosim lelek lo-darkam hayu notonin lahem seda lad-derek
‘and if they wanted to go on their way, they would give them provisions
for the road’**®

(84) omx Dow2%n v [...] PINR MEIPRN IR PRI PING 1R DK
Wa-im ba 'u me eres merhaqim ‘o mim-maqomot ‘aherim [...] hayu
malbisim otam
‘and if they came from a faraway land or from other places [...] they
would provide them with clothes’*>®

In one case, Hannover employs a fusion of biblical and post-biblical construc-
tions in his real conditional: the apodosis is introduced by a yigro/, but this is
prefixed by the waw-conjunctive, which echoes the biblical use of the waw-
consecutive in real conditional apodoses.’®® As discussed elsewhere in this
study, this mix of biblical and rabbinic elements is a common feature of Han-
nover’s writing, and is also a common feature of 19th century Eastern Euro-
pean Hebrew, though this precise feature is not attested in Maskilic or Hasidic
narrative literature. Further research is needed in order to ascertain whether it
is an element of other types of Ashkenazic Hebrew.

(85) a7 By 10910 QY Yormm 07107 023717 AN OX
‘im “anu horagim la-kulam wa-yahmoalu ‘am polin ‘al hay-yawanim
‘if we kill them all, the people of Poland will have pity for the
Ukrainians’*6!

There is also an irreal conditional, with a verbless protasis introduced by 8717
lule “if not” and an apodosis with a gatal of the root .7i.>.57 h.y.h., shown in (86).
Interestingly, in contrast to the real past habitual conditionals shown above,
this construction most closely resembles biblical irreal conditionals, which are
likewise introduced by 8712 lule “if not”.%% This is further evidence of the fu-
sion of biblical and post-biblical elements present throughout Hannover’s text.

157 Hannover, 1653, p. 7.

158 Hannover, 1653, p. 20.

159 Hannover, 1653, p. 20.

160 See Waltke and O’Connor, 1990, pp. 526-527.
161 Hannover, 1653, p. 11.

162 \Waltke and O’Connor, 1990, 637—638.
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(86) MW NIRWY 7°51 PN 7O R? NRT RNMD 0D
ki lule zot lo haya toquma halila li-se erit yisra’el
‘and were it not for that, there would, God forbid, have been no survival
for the remnant of Israel’163

5.3 Inconsistent use of the accusative marker nx ‘et

A characteristic feature of Hannover’s syntax is the inconsistent use of the
accusative marker nx ‘et. This marker is a standard feature of the biblical and
rabbinic strata of Hebrew.%* However, it is commonly omitted in a variety of
medieval Hebrew texts, including Rashi’s commentaries, the Sefer Hasidim,
Spanish-Provencal Hebrew prose'®® and Arabic translations.'®® Rabin®®’ sug-
gests that the medieval tendency to omit the particle is rooted in Paytanic He-
brew,%® and that this is itself based on Biblical Hebrew poetry, in which nx
et is much less common than in biblical prose. Any such tendencies are likely
to have been compounded by the fact that the medieval authors, like Hanno-
ver, spoke vernaculars lacking such a particle. As in the case of most other
features discussed in this study, 19th century Hasidic Hebrew authors also
frequently omit the particle.'®® There are no clear patterns governing Hanno-
ver’s employment of the marker. It is likely that, as in the case of other varie-
ties such as Hasidic Hebrew, which make use of the marker in a similarly
inconsistent manner, Hannover consciously recognised it as an intrinsic ele-
ment of the Hebrew prose style, but often unintentionally omitted it because
such a form was not a feature of his Yiddish vernacular and therefore did not
come naturally to him. Examples (87)—(89) illustrate cases where Hannover
did employ the marker:

(87) omP1owa priXno 07 717 1277 AR DWW 70T Yiawa o
wa-yhi ki-smoa  ham-melek wa-has-sarim et had-dabar haz-ze haya
ka-mishaq ba- ‘enehem
‘and when the king and the minister heard this matter, it was like a joke
to them’17°

(88) 119 0y 1 %5 ARY PTITT 9O AR AR
U-la- abbed ’et kol ha-yhudim wa- et kol hel ‘am polin
‘and to destroy all the Jews and all the might of the people of Poland’*"

163 Hannover, 1653, p. 5.

164 Rabin, 2000, p. 117.

165 Rosén, 1995, pp. 64-66; Rabin, 2000, p. 117.
166 Goshen-Gottstein, 2006, p. 111.

167 Rabin, 2000, p. 117.

168 See Rand, 2006, pp. 258-259.

169 Kahn, 2015, pp. 280-282.

170 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.

71 Hannover, 1653, p. 5.
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(89) 7P TR PR DW TAWN SPDIY0IR W AR TONT NPW 70 121 70 P
U-ben kak u-ben kak salah ham-melek ‘et has-sar oslinsqi misne Sello
‘el ham-melek haq-qadarim
‘and meanwhile, the king sent his aide, the Lord Ossolinski, to the Tatar
king’17?

By contrast, (90)—(92) exemplify cases where he neglected to include it:

(90) 7 a7 a7 201017 vInws o
wa-yhi ki-smoa * had-dukkas had-dabar haz-ze way-yeherad
‘and when the duke heard this matter, he was afraid’*"

(91) xnwn g VI MY
li-Smor ha- ir min has-sone
‘to guard the town from the enemy’1"

(92) o7va 92 AT WA 1T TY
‘ad Sel-lakdu ham-mibsar way-yahargu kol ha-yhudim
‘until they captured the fortress and killed all the Jews’17®

5.4 Use of -5 [>- as accusative marker

A striking and very common feature of Hannover’s writing is the use of the
inseparable preposition -5 /o- ‘to, for’ as a direct object marker. The preposi-
tion is attested with this function in conjunction with a variety of verbs and
seems to be relatively productive, though its use is not uniform. A noteworthy
aspect of this construction is that it seems to be used only with reference to
animate objects and cities (which can be regarded as a sort of collective con-
centration of animate objects). Examples (93)—(96) illustrate this noteworthy
construction. The phenomenon extends to the employment of -5 /o- in con-
junction with a pronominal suffix, as in (97).

This feature has some precedent in Late Biblical Hebrew and Rabbinic He-
brew;Y" in both cases it is thought to be ascribable to influence from Aramaic,
in which -5 [»- is a standard accusative marker.’® However, it does not appear
to be a feature of medieval forms of Hebrew, which use the accusative marker
nx ‘et or leave direct objects unmarked.'”® Notably, it also appears to be absent

172 Hannover, 1653, p. 16.

173 Sjc: = ooy,

174 Hannover, 1653, p. 8.

75 Hannover, 1653, p. 8.

176 Hannover, 1653, p. 12.

177 Gesenius, 2006, p. 366; Segal, 1927, p. 168.

178 Rabin, 2000, p. 117-118; see also Nicolae and Tropper, 2010, pp. 30-31 and Bar-Asher
Siegal, 2013, pp. 201-202 for details of the particle in Aramaic.

179 Rabin, 2000, pp. 117-118.
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from 19th century Eastern European forms of Hebrew, in contrast to many of
the other constructions discussed in this study. The fact that Yeven Mesula
does not exhibit any direct grammatical influence from Aramaic®® suggests
that the historical basis for Hannover’s use of this construction is its appear-
ance in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew. However, the fact that the use of -5 /o-
as an accusative marker is not a prominent feature of either of these strata of
Hebrew, combined with the fact that Hannover’s restriction of the construc-
tion to animate objects lacks clear precedent in biblical or rabbinic literature,
raise the possibility that the canonical strata are not the sole source of the phe-
nomenon in Yeven Mesula. Perhaps unexpectedly, the most direct parallel for
Hannover’s usage can be found in the pre-modern Hebrew writing of Judaeo-
Spanish speakers from the Ottoman Empire, which exhibits precisely the same
phenomenon, including the restriction to animate objects.’® This intriguingly
specific apparent link between Hannover’s text and that of Ottoman Judaeo-
Spanish-speaking writers requires further investigation in order to ascertain
the extent of the similarities between these two forms of Diaspora Hebrew.
Likewise, further research needs to be done into the language of other early
modern and modern Ashkenazic Hebrew textual sources in order to determine
whether this phenomenon was rooted in a more widespread usage in Eastern
Europe as well.

(93) o177 NI LAY DWW 220177 2Own M
wa-haya maspil la-had-dukkasim wa-has-sarim Se-hayu mid-dat
hay-yawanim
‘and he would bring down the dukes who were of the Greek Orthodox
religion’182

(94) ow P97 1NN
way-yaktiru la-pawlug Sam
‘and they crowned Pawliuk king there’18

(95) omaw Mm% M amvon *na 1m
wa-harab batte tapillotam wa-harag lak-komarim/lo-komarim
Seb-bahem
‘and he destroyed their churches and killed (the) priests that were in
them’184

180 Aramaic features in Yeven Mesula are limited to a number of set phrases such as xnap 1
natore qarta ‘guardians of the city’ (Hannover, 1653, p. 8) and the use of the possessive particle
-7 do- ‘0f’ on one occasion, 17°21 oyT DWIDY 201121 helo rekeb u-parasim da- ‘am polin ‘his
Polish army, chariots and horsemen’ (Hannover, 1653, p. 10).

181 Bunis, 2013, p. 60*.

182 Hannover, 1653, p. 1.

183 Hannover, 1653, p. 2.

184 Hannover, 1653, p. 5.
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(96) MR AR W PR WX PANRY 7Ky 12 10
wa-natan lo ha- ‘esa Se- ‘ohabaw yosi u li-hmil yimah Samo mib-bet
ha- asurim
‘and gave him the advice that his friends should take Chmielnicki — may
his name be blotted out — out of prison’

(97) X17LIDIPAY DN PR 027 DRI IR A
U-maher "anu mobi’im lakem ‘el "ahekem Seb-ba-gostantina
‘and we shall quickly take you to your brothers who are in
Constantinople’18

6 Conclusion

The Hebrew of Yeven Mesula exhibits a fusion of characteristically biblical
features (the wayyigtol, stative gatals with present reference and temporal
constructions composed of a prefixed infinitive construct) and typically rab-
binic elements (the masculine plural in nun, the gatal in past narrative se-
guences and periphrastic verbal constructions), in many cases employing the
biblical and rabbinic features alongside each other. It also contains a number
of features without clear precedent in Biblical or Rabbinic Hebrew (the reten-
tion of the definite article with inseparable prepositions, the indefinite article,
definiteness of construct nouns and doubly definite construct chains, the
avoidance of the dual, and erratic use of the definite direct object marker), but
which are attested in other Eastern European forms of the language, specifi-
cally the writings of 19th century Maskilic and Hasidic authors as well as the
Kisur Shulhan ‘Aruk and rabbinic responsa literature. Moreover, at least one
of these features (fluctuation between the nun and mem plural endings) is
found in medieval Ashkenazic Hebrew. Some of them also have parallels in
the Hebrew composed by Judaeo-Spanish speakers and, more distantly, in Ju-
daeo-Arabic. Finally, Yeven Mesula exhibits a single feature (the use of the
prefixed preposition -5 [o- “to, for’ as a definite direct object marker in addition
to the standard nx ‘et) whose closest parallel seems to be in the Hebrew of
Ottoman Judaeo-Spanish speakers. The overall similarity between Yeven
Mesula and other Eastern European forms of Hebrew, particularly those com-
posed by 19th century adherents of the Maskilic and Hasidic movements, sug-
gests that all of these authors may have been heirs to a shared Ashkenazic
variety of Hebrew whose roots stretch back to at least the 17th century and
possibly much earlier. Further research is needed to determine the geograph-
ical and chronological boundaries of this form of Hebrew and establish its
links with other types of early modern and modern Diaspora Hebrew, as well
as more broadly with Judaeo-Arabic and other Semitic languages.

185 Hannover, 1653, p. 3.
186 Hannover, 1653, p. 5.
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