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Abstract: Changes  of  passive  predicates  in  the  Masoretic  Text  (MT)  to  active  predicates  in  the
Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) have long been noted by SP scholars. Most of these changes have been
convincingly explained by morpho-phonological and morpho-semantic developments in Samaritan
Hebrew (SH), mainly the loss of internal passives and the increased use of Nifʕal to encode passives.
However, diachronic developments in SH alone cannot fully explain the passive-active variants found
in SP. A sentence-processing evaluation of these variants may help explain the unexpected changes
of 48 passive Nifʕal predicates in SP, as well as the retention of over 80% of internal passives in this
tradition. It may also illuminate some variants in the opposite direction, i.e., active clauses in MT that
appear as passive clauses in SP. It is argued that the non-canonical semantic-syntactic mapping in
passive structures, which affects the way passives are interpreted or retrieved, may be involved in the
generation of passive-active variants in SP.
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1 Introduction1

The Samaritan Pentateuch (SP) presents thousands of variants when compared to the Masoretic Text
of the Pentateuch (MT), as is evidenced by both the text of the SP and its reading tradition (RT). The
earliest surviving manuscripts of the SP are dated to the twelfth and thirteenth centuries CE, 2 while
the oral reading tradition―recorded, transcribed and analyzed by Ben-Ḥayyim (1977)―probably has
its roots in the Second Temple period. Unlike the extensive, consolidated vocalization systems of the
MT (in particular the Tiberian tradition), the SP has only a few vocalization marks, which are attested
sporadically and unsystematically in some of its late manuscripts.3

According to Tal (2013: 146), it was Gesenius who first concluded―based on philological evalua-
tion of the written text―that the SP is “a version that presents a general tendency towards simplifica-
tion and harmonization, many of which one witnesses in the Septuagint too and is therefore sec-
ondary.” While Gesenius classified the variants in SP into eight different categories,  Ben-Ḥayyim
(1977) has divided them into two major classes: (1) intentional changes, motivated by the ideology
and theology of  the  Samaritan  community  and by  literary  considerations;  and (2)  unintentional
changes, reflecting the scribes’ dialect and the process of textual transmission.4 Amongst the latter,

1 Citations of MT are drawn from Accordance, Hebrew Masoretic Text with Westminster Hebrew Morphology
(HMT-W4) Version 2.2. Citations of SP are drawn from Accordance, Samaritan Pentateuch, edited according to MS
6 (C) of the Shekhem Synagogue by Abraham Tal (1994), Version 3.1. Samaritan transcriptions and grammatical
analyses throughout are drawn from Ben-Ḥayyim (1977).

2 Schorch (2021: xxxix). According to Tov (2012: 77), “a paleographical analysis of the specific version of the He-
brew script used by the Samaritans indicates that it dates from the Hasmonean period or later.”

3 See Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §0.6–§0.9).
4 Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §0.4).
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Ben-Ḥayyim included changes in MT passive constructions, which he attributed to linguistic devel-
opments in Samaritan Hebrew (SH), some of which are also attested in other Second Temple Hebrew
sources. The explanation of passive-active variants in light of these developments will be our point of
departure. As shall be further shown, the diachronic explanation alone cannot account for passive-ac-
tive variants in SP.

1.1 Passive-active variants in SP: The diachronic explanation 

One morpho-phonological development in the Hebrew of the time is the fusion of some ‘internal’
passive forms  Puʕʕal,  Hufʕal and passive-Qal.5 Fassberg (2001) has argued that a shift from  Qal to
Piʕʕel6 (with no semantic change) led to a fusion of Puʕʕal and passive-Qal in qatal forms, resulting in
the disappearance of the latter. That is to say, a verbal form such as ד לַּ -which diachroni ,(m.s qatal.3) יֻ
cally may have been a passive-Qal,  was synchronically analyzed as  Puʕʕal.  Fassberg viewed this
process as part of a general abandonment of the Qal stem attested in extra-biblical sources including
the Samaritan RT, wherein transitive and intransitive Qal shifted to Piʕʕel, and intransitive Qal and
passives shifted to the more transparent Nifʕal. In the same vein, Hornkohl (2021) observed a mor-
pho-semantic shift in SH and other Second Temple sources from the Qal stem to the more distinctive
Nifʕal stem, a shift he terms Niphalisation. Hornkohl notes, however, that although SH represents a
rather advanced stage of this shift, the RT sometimes preserves an ‘archaic Qal morphology’, as op-
posed to MT Nifʕal, in some weak verbs, a retention which he refers to as conditioned and probably
secondary.7

In parallel to the general shift from  Qal to  Piʕʕel  and  Nifʕal, a phonological development is at-
tested in SH (as is evident in RT): a short /u/ (and /o/)8 in a closed syllable shifted to /a/, /i/ or /e/,
sometimes resulting in the fusion of active-passive counterparts.  For example, the active  Qal ח יִקַּ
(‘take’, 3.m.s yiqtol) and its passive-Qal counterpart ח קַּ -are both pronounced yiqqa in RT. Synchroni יֻ
cally, then, Ben-Ḥayyim concluded that:

At that time, the passive voice was no longer expressed other than by external forms, i.e.,  Nifʕal and
Hitpaʕel (as in MH). The Pentateuch, however, preserves verbs requiring a passive sense in context, but
in which no sign of the external passive appears, forcing us to understand them as internal passive
forms. In such instances, the Samaritan oral tradition employs a variety of methods for expressing the
required sense, most of them substitutes for the original, ancient passive forms. These include […]
[r]eplacement of the passive voice by active in places where the spelling of the verb and the syntax of
the verse allow.9

However, Ben-Ḥayyim did not explain how the specific method of replacing a passive with an ac-
tive verb could maintain the passive sense in SP.

The salient developments in the Hebrew of the Second Temple period, and specifically in SH, can
thus be summarized as follows: (a) the fusion of some internal passive forms, e.g., passive-Qal and
Puʕʕal; (b) the fusion of some internal passive forms with their active counterparts, e.g., Qal and Pas-

5 For a recent review of the passive-Qal and its status and use in ancient Hebrew texts, see Reymond (2016).
6 For a description of this shift in SH, see Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §2.1.4.7).
7 Hornkohl (2021: 10, and n.14); see also Florentin (1993: 205).
8 See Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §1.5.2.3).
9 Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §2.10.2; §2.10.3).
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sive-Qal; and (c) the innovative use of Nifʕal10 to encode the passive, together with its other functions
in encoding middle,11 stative,12 and reflexive13 predicates.

The linguistic developments in SH, including the increased use of Nifʕal for encoding passive, may
allow us to posit the following: (a) active interpretation in SP is mainly expected to arise in the RT in
cases of passive-active homographs, i.e., single orthographic forms that have more than one possible
vocalization and interpretation;14 (b) Nifʕal passive forms in MT, specifically Qal-Nifʕal homographs,
e.g. ימצא (3.m.sg Qal ‘find’/Nifʕal ‘will be found’), would not be expected to appear as active in SP, 15

given the innovative use of Nifʕal to encode passive in SH and the lack of phonological restrictions
on this stem. While the shift of short /u/ in a closed syllable is considered to be one of the factors that
eventually eliminated the internal passives in SH, no such shift is applicable to Nifʕal. However, the
data on passive-active variants in SP suggest a more complex picture.

Overall, 90 clauses with passive predicates16 in MT appear as active in SP. The changes in this set
do not fully support the assumptions presented above, for the following reasons:

(a) As assumed, the active interpretation in SP is found in MT homographs (53 of 90 examples of
all stems; 59%), but not exclusively. For example, in Lev 4:35, the non-homographic  Hufʕal
ר סַ֥ ,’shall remove‘) יסיר appears in SP as its Hifʕil counterpart (shall be removed’, 3.m.sg‘) יוּ
3.m.sg). The active reading in Lev 4:35 cannot be accounted for by a morpho-phonological
explanation;  numerous imperfective Hufʕal forms are  retained in  SP,  including be‘) יומת 
killed’, e.g., Ex 35:2), יוסך (‘be poured out’, Ex 37:16) or יורם (‘be exalted’, Lev 4:10).

(b) MT Passive-SP active variants are not evidenced in the RT alone, e.g., MT יוסר-SP יסיר in Lev
4:35. Of the 90 variants, 46 (51%) are also evidenced in the SP text.

(c) Of 244 internal passive predicates in MT, homographs and non-homographs, only 42 (17%)
appear as active in SP (the actual rate of change may be greater, as will be discussed below).
That is, over 80% of internal passives were retained in SP, as briefly shown in (a) above―‘not
only in places where there was no other option.’17 Some internal passives changed inconsis-
tently in SP, a pattern that may point to a non-phonological explanation. For example, the
homographic Hufʕal form ים כִּ֖  ,in Ex 5:16 (‘being beaten’, m.pl part.) is read makkǝm in SP מֻ
as an active Hifʕil (and resulting in a pragmatically difficult reading). By contrast, the same
homographic Hufʕal forms in Num 25:14 ה כֶּ֗ ה֙ and (.is beaten’, m.sg part‘) מֻּ כָּ ,’was killed‘) הֻ
3.m.sg) did not change to active  Hifʕil,  reading  mukkå and  ukkå respectively―with a re-
tained /u/ in closed syllables.

(d) Crucially, passive Nifʕal clauses in MT do sometimes appear as active in SP. Overall, 48 of the
90 passive>active clauses (53%) are passive Nifʕal clauses in MT. Of these, 21 (44%) are pas-
sive-active homographs, e.g. ימצא. In a similar way to the internal passive clauses in MT that
appear to be active in SP, the active reading is also evidenced in 26 Nifʕal clauses (54%) in the
written SP text. Changes in passive Nifʕal cannot be accounted for by morpho-phonological
or morpho-semantic developments in SP; essentially, they contradict them.

10 The Nifʕal in SP has two forms, niqqāṭal (Nifʕal A) and niqqaṭṭal (Nifʕal B), i.e., first/first-and-second radical gemi-
nated, respectively. See Florentin (1993: 210–211); Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §2.1.4.7, 2.1.4.8); Fassberg (2018: 40–41).

11 E.g., van Wolde (2019). For a critique of van Wolde’s argument, see Jones (2021).
12 E.g., Bicknell (1984).
13 E.g., Gesenius, Kautzsch, and Cowley (1910: §51.2).
14 See Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §2.10.3).
15 Assuming a common predecessor for MT and SP. For a review, see the introduction in Tal and Florentin (2010).
16 Included in this study are MT clauses with passive predicates that have an active counterpart: internal passives

Qal (of active Qal); Hufʕal (of active Hifʕil); and Puʕʕal (of active Piʕʕel). Passive Nifʕal predicates follow Bicknell’s
Nifʕal verbs with active counterparts in BH (Gen–Judg). See Bicknell (1984: 97–115).

17 Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §2.10.5).
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Despite the clear passive>active tendency in SP, at least 17 examples of active clauses in MT ap-
pear as passive in SP (none of them in Hitpaʕʕel). For example, Lev 25:5: ר שֶׁ֥  ם אֲ כֶ֔  מָּ ר עִ שֶׁ֣  ם֙ אֲ תָּ חְ פַּ שְׁ מִּ וּמִ
ם כֶ֑  צְ אַרְ ידוּ בְּ לִ֖ wherein the ,(’and from their families who are with you who have begat in your land‘) הוֹ
Hifʕil ּידו לִ֖ who have been born in your‘) אשר הולדו בארצכם :appears as Hufʕal in SP (begat’, 3.pl‘) הוֹ
land’, 3.pl). Such variants require further consideration.

1.2 Passive-active variants in SP: A sentence-processing perspective

Given the above observations, I propose to examine changes from passive to active in SP focusing on
the sentence level. Consider [1], where the reading tradition points to a change from a passive Puʕʕal
clause in MT to an active Piʕʕel clause in SP.

[1] Num 36:2
MT: יו תָֽ  נֹ בְ ינוּ לִ חִ֖ ד אָ חָ֥  פְ לָ ת צְ לַ֛  חֲ ת־נַ אֶֽ ת  תֵ֗ וָ֔ה לָ יה בַֽ וָּ֣ה   י֙ צֻ וַֽאדֹנִ
וָּ֣ה  was commanded’, 3MSG Puʕʕal‘ = צֻ
‘and my lord was commanded by the Lord to give the inheritance of our brother Zelophehad to his
daughters’
SP: ואדני צוה ביהוה …
RT: wā̊danni ṣā̊ba afšēmå
ṣā̊ba = ‘commanded’, 3MSG Piʕʕel
‘and my lord commanded by the Lord …’

At the sentence level, the RT may point to a different interpretation of this clause in SP. Although
the first noun-phrase (NP) אדני (‘my lord’) is the grammatical subject of the clause in both MT and
SP, in MT it is the participant who undergoes the action of commanding, i.e. is the patient of this
action. In SP, on the other hand, אדני is the participant who performs the action of commanding, i.e.
is the agent of this action (and no overt participant is realized in object position). When interpreting
the NP אדני as the patient of the passive predicate צוה (‘was commanded’), as in MT, the patient role
is the first role to be assigned to the argument in subject position. When the NP אדני is interpreted as
the agent of the active predicate צוה (‘commanded’), as seems to be the case in SP, the agent role is
the first role to be assigned to the argument in subject position. In other words, an active interpreta-
tion of the input maintains the expected mapping of thematic roles to syntactic positions, which is
usually Agent-before-Patient (hence: AP) in Subject-before-Object (hence: SO) languages, including
BH18 and SH.

The probable interpretation of passive structure as active is not unique to SP or SH. As shall be
further discussed, passive structures in AP languages are prone to misinterpretation during compre-
hension;19 that is, comprehenders may perceive or retrieve an active clause even when the linguistic
input is a passive clause, as shown in various processing tasks in living languages. Accordingly, I ar-
gue that the processing perspective should also be considered when evaluating passive-active vari-
ants in SP.

The rest of the article is arranged as follows. In §2, I present the characteristics of passive struc-
tures in BH that appear as active in SP. The relevant findings on the processing of passive structures
and some other patient-first structures are presented in §3. The findings in SP are discussed in §4, di-
vided into two main categories: variants in internal passive clauses (§4.2), and variants in Nifʕal pas-
sives clauses (§4.3). Examples of (the unexpected) active clauses in MT clauses corresponding to pas-
sive clauses in SP are discussed in §4.4.

18 I follow Moshavi (2010) and the dominant scholarly view that holds the canonical word order in finite clauses in
BH to be VSO. According to Fassberg (2013), a shift towards SV order is attested in the Second Temple period.
Since the subject precedes the object in both linearizations, BH is an AP language.

19 See, e.g., Ferreira (2003); Bader and Meng (2018).
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2 Passive structures in MT

Two passive constructions in MT fall within the scope of the current study: personal passive as in
[2], and impersonal passive as in [3] and [4].

י [2] פִּ֔  סְ ב כַּ שַׁ֣ (Gen 42:28) הוּ
‘My money has been put back’

ע [3] עָ֑ רֹ א יְ נָּ֖ן לֹ֣  רֻ א־יְ ים לֹֽ מִ֥  רָ כְּ (Is 16:10) וּבַ
Lit: and-in-the-vineyards not will-be-sung not will-be-cheered
‘and in the vineyards no exultation is heard; no shouts are raised’

יִם [4] מַ֔ ט־ עַ נָ֣א מְ קַּֽח־  (Gen 18:4) יֻ
Lit: will-be-taken.3MSG.PASS little water.M.PL
‘let a little water be brought’

Two notable differences are seen in [2], when compared to [3] and [4]. The first relates to subject
position. The personal passive clause in [2] has a grammatical subject, י  פִּ֔  סְ ,’my money‘) כַּ  m.sg),
agreeing with the 3.m.sg verb ב שַׁ֣ and hence it is a personal passive; whereas ,(’has been put back‘) הוּ
the clauses in [3] and [4] lack grammatical subjects (i.e., no NP agrees with the 3.m.sg passive verbs

ן נָּ֖  רֻ ע, יְ עָ֑ רֹ יְ  and קַּֽח   and hence they are ,(יֻ  impersonal passives. The second difference relates to the
type of passivized predicate. The personal passive [2] is derived from its corresponding active transi-
tive predicate, while impersonal passives are derived from intransitive20 [3] and transitive [4] predi-
cates.21

The derivation of personal passive, as in the English pair  Mary kissed John>John was kissed (by
Mary),22 reflects what is usually regarded as the principal effect of passivization, that is, subject demo-
tion and object promotion.23 This effect may be seen as two aspects of the same phenomenon:24 Mary,
the active clause’s subject, which is the syntactically most prominent position in the active structure,
is expressed in the passive clause by an oblique argument, a less prominent syntactic position; and
John, the object in the active clause, is promoted to subject in the passive clause.25

By contrast, in the derivation of impersonal passives, no NP is promoted to subject position fol-
lowing  subject  demotion.26 Consider  the  intransitive  passivized  predicates  in  examples  [5]  from
Dutch27 and [6] from Turkish.28

20 At least in some languages, impersonal passives of intransitives are limited to unergative, agent-subject predi-
cates, e.g., skate, dance, play. See, e.g., Pearlmutter (1978); Primus (1999); Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou, and Ever-
aert (2004).

21 See, e.g., Siewierska (1984); Abraham (2006, 2011); Keenan and Dryer (2007). Another semantic difference between
the two structures is the type of subject in the personal passive/the entailed agent of the impersonal passive: the
former is not semantically restricted, while the latter is usually indefinite human – especially when derived from
intransitive verbs, as pointed out to me by Tania Notarius. This is a cross-linguistic tendency (Siewierska, 1984:
100), including BH (see Notarius, 2021: 5).

22 The agent of the passive predicate may (and in some languages must) be left unexpressed, or be realized as an
agentive adjunct, e.g., John was kissed by Mary. In BH it is usually left unexpressed, with some exceptions (see
Fassberg, 2019: 139; cf. Callaham, 2012, for a suggested analysis of passives with preposed agentive expressions).

23 Haspelmath (1990: 26) argues that the basic function of passive is inactivization of the verbal situation, resulting
in participant backgrounding and foregrounding.

24 Solstad and Lyngfelt (2006: 9).
25 See, e.g., the syntactic prominence hierarchy in Comrie (1977: 470).
26 E.g., Abraham (2011: 92).
27 Pearlmutter (1978: 69, example 41).
28 Keenan and Dryer (2007: 346, example 45a).
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[5] Er wordt op de deur geklopt
‘It is (being) knocked on the door’

[6] Ankara-ya gid-il-di
Ankara-to       go.PASS.PST

‘It was gone to Ankara’/‘There was a trip to Ankara’

In impersonal passive of transitive predicates, the object NP is not promoted to subject; i.e., it re-
mains in situ, as seen in example [7] from North Russian.29

[7] U mena bylo telenka zarezano
At me was.3SG.NEUT calf.FEM.ACC slaughtered.SG.NEUT
‘By me there was slaughtered a calf’

In line with [7], the accusative marker את is sometimes retained in impersonal passive clauses in
BH, as in [8].30

וֹת [8] נּ֔ צִ ם֙ בְּ כֶ תְ א אֶ שָּׂ֤  נִ ם וְ כֶ֑ י לֵ ים עֲ אִ֣  ים בָּ מִ֖  נֵּ֥ה יָ  (Amos 4:2) הִ
Lit: here days come upon-you and-shall-be-carried.3MSG ACC-you by-hooks
‘The time is surely coming upon you when they shall take you away with hooks’

Summing up, personal passives are derived from transitive predicates, and their subject is the
patient/object of the corresponding transitive. Impersonal passives are derived from intransitive
and transitive predicates,31 with no promotion to subject position (i.e., subjectless structures). From a
processing perspective, passives are considered non-canonical in AP languages, since the agent is not
the first thematic role assigned to the argument in subject position.32

3 Processing passive structures

The process of interpreting written or auditory input of a human language is rapid and incremental:
linguistic input presented to the comprehender is immediately processed by the parser―the human
processing device―word by word, while an abstract representation of the sentence’s structure and
meaning is continuously being constructed.33 The eagerness of the parser to construct a mental repre-
sentation of the input with little or no delay, even when its initial analysis proves to be wrong as the
sentence unfolds,34 is explained by the cognitive cost of maintaining unprocessed elements in the
working memory (WM).35

The need to spare cognitive resources is assumed to underlie the main principles and phenomena
in sentence processing, which reflect a general bias towards the simplest syntactic and semantic rep-

29 Keenan and Dryer (2007: 347, example 48).
30 See also Notarius (2021: 28). In BH scholarly literature, the retained את in such structures is traditionally termed

‘nominative Ɂet’. For a recent discussion of this את in BH and references to previous works and views, see Samet
(2020).

31 See, e.g., Nolan (2001) for Irish; Jónsson (2009) for Icelandic; Giacalone Ramat and Sansò (2011) for Italian.
32 Findings from the psycholinguistic literature are limited to personal passive structures. I know of no study that

has specifically investigated the processing of impersonal passives. However, both structures are passive, and
both are non-canonical in terms of semantic-syntactic mapping.

33 See, e.g., Pickering and Van Gompel (2006).
34 For example, when reading the sentence fragment Pete invited Mary and her sister…, comprehenders will initially

interpret Mary and her sister as a compound object of invited. This interpretation will be made automatically even
if the next input will contradict it, and a reanalysis will be needed, e.g., Pete invited Mary and her sister laughed.
See Frazier (1987b) among many others.

35 WM refers to the human mental ability to keep a small amount of information readily available for current ma-
nipulation and computation. See Logie, Camos, and Cowan (2020: 1). For WM in language comprehension and
language production, see, e.g., Baddeley, Hitch, and Allen (2009).
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resentation of the input.36 In language comprehension, these phenomena include the preference to in-
terpret sentences according to the expected structures of the comprehender’s language.37

In SO/AP languages, the expected structure is SO, and the thematic role assignment is AP. Accord-
ingly, structures in which the patient role is assigned first,38 including passives, are considered non-
canonical. A relative difficulty with passive structures has been reported consistently and cross-lin-
guistically in adults, in children acquiring a first language, and in healthy adults compared to adults
with aphasia.39 Mayer et al. (2012) and Jackson et al. (2020) associated this difficulty with the default
operation of an agent-first strategy, i.e. a tendency to assign the first NP encountered in the input to
the agent role, regardless of the type of predicate.40 This strategy reflects a general bias for agents
over patients, a greater salience of agents in human cognition, and a more central role of agents in
the building of event structure.41 When processing patient-first structures, this strategy fails.

Notwithstanding the default operation of an agent-first strategy, Paolazzi et al. (2019),42 Bader and
Meng (2018, 2023), and Meng and Bader (2021) have argued that the difficulty with passives is regu-
larly attested when comprehenders are asked to remember and retrieve passive sentences, for ex-
ample, naming the ‘acted on’ argument (=patient) after hearing the sentence the dress was fixed by the
man.43 Such tasks are assumed to involve maintaining the abstract representation of the input in the
WM, which may require more resources with passives.44 The possible difficulty in maintaining repre-
sentations of passives in the WM may account for findings in early studies, which showed that pas-
sive sentences are sometimes recalled as active in retrieval tasks.45

In assessing passive-active variants in SP, we should note that the task of copying, which is at is-
sue here, involves the maintaining of linguistic representations in the WM and their retrieval for pro-
duction in writing.46 Moreover, passive predicates in BH consonantal text are usually ambiguous;
with the exception of some Hufʕal forms with a second radical  Yod/Waw,  BH has no marked mor-
phology that can facilitate a passive interpretation or increase the comprehender’s expectation of a
passive structure. Considering the general preference for agentive, active events in human percep-
tion, and the possible operation of an agent-first strategy, a passive interpretation of a homographic
predicate is unlikely to be the default. Indeed, the following findings suggest that during the trans-

36 See, e.g., Frazier and Fodor (1978); De Vincenzi (1991); Grimshaw (1993).
37 For Hebrew, see Keshev and Meltzer-Asscher (2021).
38 Other patient-first structures include object relative clauses, e.g., the dog that the cat chased, object-clefts, e.g., it

was the cat that the dog chased; and unaccusatives, i.e. intransitive verbs with a patient-subject, e.g., fell, sink, ar-
rive. In AP languages, these structures are read more slowly and comprehended less accurately than their agent-
first counterparts―subject relative clauses, e.g., the dog that chased the cat; subject-clefts, e.g., it was the dog that
chased the cat; and unergatives, i.e. intransitive verbs with an agent-subject, e.g., play, skate, laugh. See, e.g., King
and Just (1991); Traxler, Morris, and Seely (2002); Ferreira (2003); Friedmann, Belletti, and Rizzi (2009); Shetreet,
Friedmann, and Hadar (2010); Staub (2010); Gómez-Vidal et al. (2022).

39 E.g., Maratsos  et  al.  (1985);  Borer  and  Wexler  (1987);  Grodzinsky  et  al.  (1999);  Ferreira  (2003);  Street  and
Dąbrowska (2010); Duman et al. (2011); Meyer, Mack, and Thompson (2012).

40 For comprehensive recent reviews and references to studies on agent preference in different languages, see Isasi-
Isasmendi et al. (2023); Sauppe et al. (2023).

41 For agent preference in visual narratives, see Cohn and Paczynski (2013).
42 Paolazzi et al. (2019) showed that, in effect, passive sentences are read faster than active sentences, i.e., may be

more easily processed. These findings are drawn from languages that clearly mark passive structures by an auxil-
iary verb after the first NP and an optional by-phrase after the verb, thereby increasing the comprehender’s expec-
tation of a passive sentence.

43 Ferreira (2003: experiment 1).
44 Paolazzi et al. (2019: 1012); Paolazzi, Grillo, and Santi  (2021). For similar findings in other non-canonical struc-

tures, see Cutter, Paterson, and Filik (2022).
45 E.g., Anderson (1974).
46 See, e.g., Bonin et al. (2015).
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mission of SP, passive clauses in the biblical text were sometimes interpreted as active―both in cases
of homographs and in cases of non-ambiguous orthography.

4 Findings
4.1 Method and classification

The data for this study were collected through a verse-by-verse comparison of SP with the MT Penta-
teuch,47 which yielded 90 examples of passive clauses in MT that appear as active in the SP. For each
altered clause, the following variables were recorded: (1) MT stem; (2) SP stem; (3) +/- homograph in
MT; (4) +/- different orthography in SP. For example, consider the following passive clause in Lev
4:35.

[9] Lev 4:35
MT: ֮ב שֶׂ כֶּ ב־הַ לֶ חֵֽ ר  סַ֥ ר יוּ שֶׁ֨ אֲ יר כַּ סִ֗ ה יָ בָּ֣  לְ ל־חֶ ת־כָּ אֶ וְ
 ‘He shall remove all its fat, as the fat of the sheep is removed’
SP: ואת כל חלבה יסיר כאשר יסיר חלב הכשב
‘He shall remove all its fat, as he shall remove the fat of the sheep’

The  variant  in  Lev  4:35 was  recorded  as  follows:  (1)  Hufʕal;  (2)  Hifʕil;  (3)  -homograph;  (4)
+changed orthography.

The 90 clauses were divided according to their stem in MT as follows: (a) internal passives, in
which active variants are  expected in the light of linguistic developments in SH; and (b)  passive
Nifʕal, in which variants in SP are less expected, and cannot be easily explained by morpho-phono-
logical and morpho-semantic developments in SH.

Seven passive clauses in MT that appear as unaccusatives in SP were not included in the findings,
since the subject is a patient in both interpretations: Gen 2:1; Ex 9:31, 32; 15:4; 21:19; Lev 6:23, 11:32.
Such changes call for further research, as they may point to a different processing pattern for differ-
ent patient-first structures.48

4.2 Changes of internal passive clauses: 42 examples

The internal passive stems—passive-Qal,  Hufʕal, and Puʕʕal—occur 244 times in the MT Pentateuch.
Of these, 42 (17%) appear as active in SP. As shown in Table 1 below, in 20 examples (48%), the differ-
ent orthography in SP also indicates an active reading. In 32 examples (76%), the verb is homographic
in MT. Moreover, due to the phonological developments in SH discussed in §1.2 above, some predi-
cates in RT are active-passive homonyms. In the case of homonyms, i.e., a single orthographic form
that has one vocalization but more than one interpretation, I have generally followed Ben-Ḥayyim’s
analysis, with a few exceptions. The forms מרק (‘polish’) and שטף (‘rinse’; both in Lev 6:21) are read
as mā̊råq and šā̊tåf, respectively, but each of these can be interpreted as active Qal, passive-Qal, or
Puʕʕal.  In these instances, Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §2.10.6) argued that the active interpretation is un-
avoidable, but contextually preferred the passive interpretation, and noted their passive translations
in the Samaritan Targum and Samaritan Arabic Version. However, I have adopted Tal and Florentin’s
analysis (2010: 694), who rightly argued for an active interpretation of the two verbs. Accordingly,
similar ambiguities noted by Ben-Ḥayyim (2000)49 have been included in the findings: ,’throw‘) זרק 
zā̊råq; Num 19:13; 19:20); and the  Puʕʕal/Piʕʕel forms ,’make atonement‘) יכפר   yēkā̊fǝr; Num 35:33)

47 See n.1 for detailed sources.
48 This suggestion may find some support in MT unaccusative clauses that appear as agentive in SP: Gen 3:7; 9:17;

11:7; 18:4; 24:21; 49:17; Ex 2:23; 10:3; 23:13; 40:37; Num 9:21; 17:7, 10; 16:26; 23:15, 16; 31:3; Deut 20:8.
49 The homonym zā̊råk is discussed in §2.10.6; yēkā̊fǝr and šallāʔu in §2.10.9.
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and שלחו (‘send’,  šallāʔu, Gen 44:3, wherein the subject is preposed but no object is realized).50 Al-
though a conclusive analysis of every verbal form in SP is difficult to make, I assume that in ambigu-
ous active-passive predicates, and more so with homonyms, the active reading was probably the de-
fault choice of the parser. In other words, the actual rate of change of internal passives in SP is proba-
bly greater than 17%.

Table 1: MT internal passive clauses>SP active clauses

MT internal passive Active in SP MT homograph SP different orthography

Passive-Qal: 36
6 (17% of 36)

6 2
Qal: 5 Hifʕil: 0 Piʕʕel: 1

Hufʕal: 139
14 (10% of 139)

4 12
Qal: 1 Hifʕil: 12 Piʕʕel: 1

Puʕʕal: 69
22 (32% of 69)

22 5
Qal: 5 Hifʕil: 0 Piʕʕel: 17

Total: 244
Qal: 11 Hifʕil: 12 Piʕʕel: 19

32 (76% of 42) 20 (48% of 42)
42 (17% of 244)

Consider the following representative examples of internal passive clauses in MT that changed to
active clauses in SP. (Coreferential elements are co-indexed wherever relevant.)

[10] Ex 5:14
MT: ל אֵ֔  רָ נֵ֣י יִשְׂ  י֙ בְּ רֵ טְ וּ שֹֽׁ כּ֗ יֻּ וַ
‘And the foremen of the people of Israel were beaten’
SP: ויכו שוטרי בני ישראל
RT: wyakku šūṭā̊ri bā̊ni yišrā̊ʔǝl
‘And the foremen of the people of Israel beat’

In MT, were beaten in 3.m.pl (’the foremen of the people of Israel‘) שטרי בני ישראל   Hufʕal ּכּ֗ו יֻּ .וַ
Pragmatically, the context supports MT’s version of the event, in which הנגשים (‘the taskmasters’) in
Ex 5:13 are the inferred agent. According to RT, ויכו is read as an active-agentive Hifʕil form. Two pos-
sible interpretations of the reading in SP are suggested: (a) שטרי בני ישראל is the patient-object (with
no accusative marker) of ויכו, and the inferred subject is הנגשים in the previous verse; or (b) שטרי בני
-with no realized object in the context. From a pro ,ויכו is the agent-subject of the transitive ישראל
cessing perspective, option (b) is predicted by an agent-first strategy: שטרי בני ישראל is the first NP
after the predicate, and a good candidate for an agent-subject (animate, plural form agreeing with the
plural hence (b) is preferred. Note that the pragmatically odd reading that this leads to in RT ;(ויכו 
does not prevent this. Other anomalies are attested elsewhere in SP and in other transmitted texts,
and may support the involvement of unintentional operations in the copying process; compare, for
example, the case of Gen 17:17: ד לֵ֔ ה֙ יִוָּ נָ ה־שָׁ אָֽ  ן מֵ בֶ֤  לְּ וֹ הַ בּ֗ לִ ר בְּ אמֶ יֹּ֣ ק וַ חָ֑  צְ יִּ יו וַ נָ֖  ל־פָּ ם עַ הָ֛  רָ ל אַבְ פֹּ֧ יִּ -Then Abra‘) וַ
ham fell on his face and laughed and said to himself, “Can [a child] be born to a man who is a hun-
dred years old?”’).51 The passive 3.m.sg imperfective  Nifʕal ד לֵ֔ in MT appears as (’shall be born) יִוָּ
Hifʕil 1.sg אוליד (‘I shall beget’) in SP, resulting in the difficult reading הלבן מאה שנה אוליד (‘shall I
beget to a man who is a hundred years old?’).

50 in SP is conjugated only in Piʕʕel (i.e., with a geminated Lamed), including against MT Qal. In MT, not all Qal שלח
forms have a realized object (e.g., Gen 27:45; Ex. 4:13; 9:7).

51 ד לֵ֔ וָּ .has no subject (‘a child’) in MT יִ
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[11] Num 26:54
MT: ֹו תֽ לָ חֲ ן נַ תַּ֖  יו יֻ דָ֔  קֻ י פְ פִ֣  ישׁ לְ אִ
‘every tribei shall be given itsi inheritance according to the number of those listed’
SP: איש לפי פקדיו יתן נחלתו
RT: īš alfi fēqādo yittǝn nā̊:lā̊tu
‘every tribei shall give itsi inheritance according to the number of those listed’

Num 26:54 is an impersonal passive-Qal clause of a transitive predicate, יתן (‘give’), in which the
indirect object איש (lit: man; ‘tribe’) is preposed.52 In RT, יתן is active (‘shall give’). It seems that איש,
which is not marked as dative/goal in MT, was assigned the agent role in subject position, as pre-
dicted by the operation of agent-first.

The resulting reading in SP is semantically and pragmatically odd. In the immediate context of
Num 26:54, God is instructing Moses on how to divide the land among the tribes: וֹ  ת֔ לָ חֲ ה֙ נַ בֶּ רְ ב תַּ רַ֗  לָ
וֹ ת֑ לָ חֲ יט נַ עִ֖  מְ ט תַּ עַ֕  מְ לַ To a large tribe you shall give a large inheritance, and to a small tribe you shall‘) וְ
give a small inheritance’). Accordingly, an expected active form of the next predicate would have
been 2.m.sg תתן, maintaining Moses as the agent (and topic) of the predicate. However, the RT sug-
gests that איש is probably the agent-subject,53 although this reading is not supported by the context.

[12] Deut 17:4
MT: ב טֵ֔ י תָּ֣ הֵ  שְׁ רַ דָ תָּ וְ עְ מָ֑  שָׁ ךָ֖ וְ ד־לְ גַּ הֻֽ  וְ
‘And (it) will be told (3.m.sg) to you and you shall hear and inquire diligently’
SP: והגידו לך. ושמעת ודרשת הייטב
RT: wā̊ggīdu låk. wšāmātta wdā̊råštå ā̊ʔīṭåb
‘And (people) shall tell (3.pl) you. And you shall hear and inquire diligently’

The change from passive to active in Deut 17:4 is evident in the SP text, where the Hufʕal form
ד גַּ הֻֽ  As with the 54.והגידו in MT appears in SP as the plural active transitive Hifʕil (be told’, 3.m.sg‘) וְ
reading in MT, the reading of Deut 17:4 in SP appears to be impersonal, but with an active-agentive
predicate. It is possible that the first clause, והגד לך (‘And (it) will be told to you’), was interpreted as
impersonal, but then was retrieved as the semantically equivalent active alternative that may have
been in use in SH. Importantly, it is not argued that changes from passive to active are intentional
‘updates’ of the text in SP, even when the resulting reading is semantically equivalent. Rather, in
most examples, the active interpretation or retrieval is assumed to be the cause of the textual change,
regardless of the resulting reading.

[13] Ex 27:7
MT: ת עֹ֑ בָּ טַּ יו בַּ דָּ֖  ת־בַּ א אֶ בָ֥ הוּ וְ
‘and shall be put ACC its poles through the rings’
SP: והבאת את הבדים בטבעות
RT: wībā̊ttå it abbaddǝm baṭṭåbbēʔot
‘and you shall be put ACC the poles through the rings’

The impersonal passive in Ex 27:7 has the Hufʕal form והובא (lit: be brought; ‘be put’, 3.m.sg) fol-
lowed by the accusative marker את. The text in SP reads 2.m.sg והבאת, with a realized agent-subject
marked on the verb, entailing AP mapping in SP. Since והובא is not an active-passive homograph, the
active reading was probably facilitated by the previous 2.ms.sg predicates in the input and by the ac-

52 See Notarius (2021: 26, example 41, and n.54).
53 Theoretically, a 3.m.sg active impersonal reading in SP is also possible; i.e., איש is the indirect object of יתן, and

the agent is a covert animate indefinite pronoun: ‘(one) shall give a mani itsi inheritance.’ See Notarius (2021: 7).
54 This type of change, from passive clauses to 3.pl active impersonal clauses, is attested in Late Biblical Hebrew on-

wards, as shown by Kropat (1907) and Kutscher (1974). For example, the first Puʕʕal predicate in Is 16:10 ים מִ֥  רָ כְּ וּבַ
נָּ֖ן  רֻ א־יְ .ובכרמים לוא ירננו appears in 1QIsaa as active 3.m.pl Piʕʕel (example [3] above) לֹֽ
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cusative marker את. Throughout Ex 25–27, God explains to Moses the plans for the construction of
the Tabernacle. Accordingly, many verbal forms in these chapters are 2.m.sg. In the immediate con-
text of Ex 27:6, Moses is the designated agent of two 2.m.sg predicates, ועשית (‘you shall make’) and
ת :(’you shall overlay‘) וצפית שֶׁ חֹֽ ם נְ תָ֖  תָ֥ אֹ י פִּ צִ ים וְ טִּ֑  י שִׁ צֵ֣  י עֲ דֵּ֖  חַ בַּ בֵּ֔  זְ מִּ ים֙ לַ דִּ יתָ בַ שִׂ֤  עָ You shall make poles for‘) וְ
the altar, poles of acacia wood, and overlay them with bronze’). Prior and immediate contexts have
probably primed the change from impersonal passive והובא to active-agentive והבאת. The second as-
sumed facilitator is the accusative marker .את   Although appears in some impersonal passive את 
clauses in BH,55 it is much more common in active transitive clauses (over 10,000 instances), and thus
may have cued the integration of its following NP בדיו (‘his poles’; changed to הבדים ‘the poles’ in SP)
as the patient-object of an active transitive predicate. את may have facilitated similar active readings
in Gen 17:25; 29:27; Ex 10:8, 25:28; Num 7:89; 22:6; 26:55; 32:5.

[14] Ex 12:39
MT: יִם רַ֗  צְ מִּ וּ מִ שׁ֣ רְ י־גֹ כִּֽ ץ  מֵ֑  א חָ י לֹ֣ כִּ֣ וֹת  צּ֖ ת מַ גֹ֥ יִם עֻ רַ֛  צְ מִּ יאוּ מִ צִ֧ ר הוֹ שֶׁ֨ ק אֲ צֵ֜  בָּ ת־הַ וּ אֶ יֹּאפ֨ וַ
‘And theyi baked unleavened cakes of the dough which theyi had brought out of Egypt, for it was not
leavened, because theyi were thrust out of Egypt’
SP: ויאפו את הבצק אשר הוציאו ממצרים עגות מצות כי לא חמץ כי גרשום מצרים
RT: wyā̊fu it abbā̊ṣåq ēšår ūṣiyyu mimmiṣrǝm iggot måṣṣot kī lā̊ ā̊måṣ kī garrēšummå miṣrǝm
‘And theyi baked unleavened cakes of the dough which theyi had brought out of Egypt, for it was not
leavened, because Egyptians thrust themi’

Ex 12:39 is a personal passive clause, in which גרשו is a Piʕʕel-Puʕʕal homograph. Its active variant
in SP is the form -with an apparent 3.m.pl bound object morpheme (‘thrust them’). The se ,גרשום 
quence of two Mems following in Ex 12:39, the first of which can be interpreted as an object גרשו 
marker, has probably facilitated the interpretation of גרשו as an active transitive verb. Assuming in-
cremental processing and the default operation of agent-first, the first available NP מצרים was then
assigned the agent role. Note that in RT, מצרים (miṣrǝm) is semantically ambiguous between ‘Egypt’
and ‘Egyptians’;56 in SP, it was probably interpreted as ‘Egyptians’.

As seen in [10]–[14] above, more than one factor may have been involved in the generation of
each variant in SP. In some cases, the operation of agent-first is quite clear; i.e., the first NP in the in-
put is assigned the agent role in subject position, as in [10], [11], and [14]. In others, no full NP or
pronominal form is realized in subject position in SP. However, the active reading necessarily entails
an agent, definite in the 1st and 2nd persons as in [13], and sometimes in 3rd person (identifiable in the
context, as in [10]), or indefinite in 3rd person as in [12].

Other internal passives in MT>active in SP: Gen 4:26; 6:1; 7:19, 20; 10:21; 33:11; 40:15; 44:3; 45:19;
46:22; Ex 5:16; 10:8; 12:9; 16:14;57 22:1; 25:29; 34:34; Lev 4:31, 35; 5:23; 6:15; 18:21 (x2); 8:35; 10:13; 13:58;
15:17; 16:10; Num 3:16; 15:34; 19:13, 20; 32:5; 35:33 (x2); 36:2.

4.3 Changes of passive Nifʕal clauses: 48 examples

A total of 877 Nifʕal clauses occur in the Pentateuch. In many cases their semantic interpretation is
context dependent.58 For this study, I have employed Bicknell’s59 list of passive Nifʕal forms with cor-
responding actives, which has yielded a total of 448 clauses in MT. As shown in Table 2, of these 448
clauses, 48 (11%) seem to have changed into active clauses in SP. In 21 of them (44%), the verbal form

55 About 40 instances, according to Samet (2020: 241–242).
56 See Qimron and Ariel (2023: 133).
57 The SP reading may be unaccusative.
58 For a comprehensive recent review of the literature on Nifʕal in BH, see Jones (2020), and references on p. 427,

n.1.
59 Bicknell’s corpus is Gen–2 Kgs.
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in MT is homographic. In 26 examples (54%), the active reading in SP is not only evidenced in the RT,
but also in the text.

Notably, 12 examples (25%) are MT Nifʕal clauses of the root ל "מו  (‘circumcise’) that changed to
Qal in SP. Hornkohl (2021: 10) notes that מו"ל in SP regularly has Qal, as opposed to MT Nifʕal, but
does not discuss a semantic difference between the two.60 However, in three occurrences (Gen 17:26,
27; 34:22), SP has passive-Qal of the secondary root נמ"ל as opposed to MT Nifʕal, and hence a dis-
tinction between passive and active reading of this root in Qal is probably maintained in SP.

Table 2: MT Pentateuch passive Nifʕal clauses>SP active clauses

MT passive Nifʕal Active in SP MT homograph SP different orthography

448 Qal: 33 (69%) Hifʕil: 13 (27%) Piʕʕel: 2 (4%) 21 (44% of 48) 26 (54% of 48)

Total: 448 48 (11%)

Consider the following representative examples of passive Nifʕal clauses in MT that appear as ac-
tive clauses in SP.

[15] Ex 25:31
MT: ּה נָ֔  קָ הּ וְ כָ֣  רֵ ה֙ יְ נוֹרָ מְּ ה הַ שֶׂ֤  עָ ה תֵּ שָׁ֞ קְ וֹר מִ ה֑ ב טָ הָ֣  ת זָ רַ֖  נֹ יתָ מְ שִׂ֥  עָ וְ
‘You shall make a lampstand of pure gold. Of hammered work shall be made (3.f.sg) the lampstand, its
base and its shaft’
SP:  המנורהאתועשית מנורת זהב טהור מקשה תעשה 
RT: waššītå mēnūråt zā̊b ṭā̊ʔor mā̊qā̊ša tēšši it ammēnūra
‘You shall make a lampstand of pure gold. Of hammered work you shall make ACC the lampstand’61

Ex 25:31 is a personal passive clause, in which the verbal form תעשה is homographic. In MT it is a
passive 3.f.sg  Nifʕal form, assigning the patient role to the compound NP the‘) המנורה ירכה וקנה 
lampstand, its base and its shaft’) in subject position. In RT, תעשה is read as a 2.m.sg active Qal form,
‘you shall make.’ The active reading of תעשה maintains the canonical mapping (and the topic) of the
previous clause, ,(’you shall make a lampstand of pure gold‘) ועשית מנורת זהב טהור   in which the
agent-subject of ועשית is 2.m.sg, and מנורת זהב טהור is the patient-object. The patient-object interpre-
tation of המנורה in SP is also evidenced by the added accusative marker את in SP, תעשה את המנורה
(‘you shall make ACC the lampstand’).

[16] Lev 26:43
MT: ָיה תֶ֗ תֹ בְּ ת־שַׁ ץ אֶ רֶ תִ֣  ם וְ הֶ֜  ב מֵ זֵ֨ עָ ץ֩ תֵּ אָרֶ הָ וְ
‘For the land shall be deserted by them and shall restore its Sabbath years’
SP: והארץ תעזב מהם והרצתה את שבתתיה
wā̊:rǝṣ tā̊zzåb miyyimma wā̊rṣā̊tå it šabbētūtiyya
Lit: and-the-land shall-leave from-them and-shall-restore her-Sabbath-years’

The preposed NP ֩ץ אָרֶ ב in MT is the patient-subject of the passive Nifʕal (’the land‘) הָ זֵ֨ עָ In SP, it .תֵּ
is the agent-subject of a Qal form. The agentive reading in SP, which is syntactically and semantically
odd, may also be evident in the change of the next jussive verb ץ  רֶ תִ֣  to (’restore‘) וְ  Hifʕil והרצתה
(wā̊rṣā̊tå) in SP (though the difficult reading is not resolved by this change).

60 By contrast, the root in SP usually conjugates in שכ"ח   Nifʕal, as opposed to MT Qal (Hornkohl, 2021: 4). The
Nifʕal form with the bound object morpheme in Gen 40:23, וישכחהו (wyiššā̊kā̊ʔēʔu) suggests that Nifʕal of שכ"ח in
SP is not passive.

61 The next input in SP, the NPs ירכיה קניה (‘its base its shaft’), was probably interpreted as part of the conjoined
subject in the next clause, as may be indicated by the omission of waw before קניה (and as reflected, e.g., in EVS:
its base, its stem, its cups, its calyxes, and its flowers shall be of one‘) ירכיה קניה גביעיה כפתריה ופרחיה ממנה יהיו
piece with it’).
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[17] Gen 44:12
MT: ן מִֽ  יָ נְ ת בִּ חַ תַּ֖  אַמְ יעַ בְּ בִ֔  גָּ א֙ הַ צֵ מָּ יִּ ה וַ לָּ֑  ן כִּ טֹ֖ קָּ ל וּבַ חֵ֔  וֹל הֵ ד֣ גָּ שׂ בַּ פֵּ֕  חַ יְ וַ
‘And (he) searched, beginning with the eldest and ending with the youngest; and the cup was found in
Benjamin’s sack’
SP: ויחפש בגדול החל ובקטן כלה וימצא הגביע באמתחת בנימים
RT: wyā̊bbǝš baggā̊dol ā̊ʔǝl wbaqqā̊ṭån kalla wyimṣå aggēbi bamˈtā̊t binyåmǝm
‘And (he)i searched, beginning with the eldest and ending with the youngest; and (he)i found the cup in
Benjamin’s sack’

In Gen 44:12, three active-agentive 3.m.sg predicates precede the passive Nifʕal ימצא (‘was found’,
3.m.sg): ,(’searched‘) ויחפש  ,(’began‘) החל  The inferred agent-subject (and topic) in .(’finished‘) כלה 
these events is the steward of Joseph’s house,62 realized in the surface structure of Gen 44:4. The se-
quence of agentive actions may have facilitated a similar interpretation of the next 3.m.sg predicate,63

the homographic passive-active ימצא, as active and agentive. As discussed in §2 above, the canonical
word order in finite clauses in BH is VSO (Moshavi, 2010), but a shift towards SV(O) is attested in the
Second Temple period (Fassberg, 2013). In this consolidating order, not only does the subject precede
the verb, but the object also follows the verb. This factor may also have facilitated the patient-object
interpretation of הגביע in this verse.

[18] Lev 11:13
MT: ֙ה לֶּ אֵ֙ ת־ אֶ וּ וְ צ֣ קְּ שַׁ וֹף תְּ ע֔ ן־הָ א מִ וּ לֹ֥ ל֖ אָכְ ץ יֵ קֶ שֶׁ֣ ם  הֵ֑
‘And-ACC thesei you shall detest among the birds. Theyi shall not be eaten; theyi are an abomination’
SP: הם שקץ תאכלו לא העוף מן תשקצו אלה ואת
RT: wit illa tēšåqqeṣu man ā̊ ˈūf lå tåʔūkēlu ašqeṣ imma
‘And-ACC thesei you shall detest among the birds. You shall not eat (them)i; theyi are an abomination’

The homograph יאכלו in Lev 11:13 permits at least two readings: 3.m.pl personal passive Nifʕal, as
in MT; and 3.m.pl active transitive Qal form. The SP text and RT indicate neither of these options.
Rather, לא תאכלו  is probably 2.m.pl active transitive Qal, ‘you shall not eat.’ This interpretation may
have been facilitated by the preceding 2.m.pl active-agentive predicate תשקצו (‘you shall detest’); and
the clear marking of אלה by the accusative marker את, establishing אלה as the object of the verbal
predicates in this verse.

[19] Lev 25:34
MT: ם הֶֽ  וּא לָ ם ה֖ לָ֛ זַּ֥ת עוֹ  חֻ י־אֲ כִּֽ ר  כֵ֑  א יִמָּ ם לֹ֣ הֶ֖ י רֵ שׁ עָ רַ֥  גְ ה מִ דֵ֛  שְׂ וּֽ
‘And the fields of common land belonging to their cities may not be sold, for that is their perpetual
possession’
SP: ושדה מגרש עריהם לא ימכרו כי אחזת עולם היא להם
RT: wšā̊di magrǝš ʕarrīyyimma lā̊ yēmakkēru kī ā̊zzåt ūlåm ī lēmma
‘And the fields of common land belonging to theiri cities (they)i will not sell, for that is theiri perpetual
possession’

In MT, the subject שדה (‘field’) of the personal passive Nifʕal ימכר (‘be sold’) is preposed to the be-
ginning of the sentence. Assuming the operation of  agent-first, is expected to be assigned the שדה 
agent role. However, שדה is inanimate and thus not a probable candidate for agency. In the active in-
terpretation of the transitive Qal/passive Nifʕal homograph ימכר, the agent role is assigned to הלוים
(‘the Levites’), which is realized in various positions in the prior context of Lev 25:32–33 and inferred
as the subject in verse 34; and the patient role is assigned to שדה in object position.

62 וֹ ית֔ ל־בֵּ ר עַ שֶׁ֣  see Tal and Florentin (2010: 651). By contrast, Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: §2.10.7) asserts that wyimṣå is a ;אֲ
certain passive form.

63 On priming effects in language comprehension, see, e.g., Tooley and Traxler (2010).
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[20] Deut 28:24
MT: ְך דָֽ  מְ שָּׁ ד הִ עַ֖ יךָ  לֶ֔ ד עָ רֵ֣  יִם֙ יֵ מַ֙  שָּׁ ן־הַ ר מִ פָ֑  עָ ק וְ בָ֣ ךָ֖ אָ צְ ר אַרְ טַ֥  ת־מְ וָ֛ה אֶ ה ן יְ תֵּ֧ יִ
‘The LORD will make the rain of your land powder and dust; from heaven it shall come down upon you
until you are destroyed’
SP: יתן יהוה את מטר ארצך אבק ועפר מן השמים ירד עליך עד השמידך
RT: yittǝn šēmå it mēṭår årṣåk ā̊båk wā̊får man aššā̊mǝm yēråd ʕālǝk ʕad ašmīdåk
‘The LORD will make the rain of your land powder and dust; from heaven iti shall come down upon you
until (it)i shall destroy you’

In MT, השמדך is an infinitive construct of Nifʕal. The active counterpart of the passive נשמד (‘be
destroyed’) in BH is probably השמיד (‘destroyed’) in Hifʕil.64 The form השמידך in SP is classified by
Ben-Ḥayyim (1977) and by Tal65 as an infinitive construct of Hifʕil, i.e., an active-agentive form. Note,
however, that השמידך (ašmīdåk) is ambiguous between an infinitive construct and an inflected qatal
form. I suggest that which is both the realized object of ,(’rain of your land‘) מטר ארצך  will‘) יתן 
make’) and the inferred subject of the preceding unaccusative predicate ירד (‘shall come down’), was
assigned the agent role by an inflected השמיד, preserving a sequence of inflected active predicates in
SP.66 Another six Nifʕal infinitive constructs השמד in Deuteronomy were changed to Hifʕil in SP, as is
evidenced by the RT and SP text: 7:23; 12:30; 28:20, 45, 51, 61.

As in the case of internal passives, several factors may have been involved in the active reading of
each of the passive Nifʕal clauses in SP. A possible priming of active predicates in the preceding con-
text, maintaining the topic in the changed clause, is one such factor, as seen in [15], [17], [18] and
[20]. The assumed operation of agent-first is observed in [16]. However, the active reading in all the
examples entails an agentive subject.

Other Nifʕal passive in MT>active in SP: Gen 8:2, 12; 9:2; 10:1; 14:15; 17:10, 12, 13 (x2), 14, 17, 24,
25; 18:4; 29:27;67 34:15, 17, 22, 24; 12:48; 19:13; 25:28; 34:19; 36:6; Lev 6:18 (x2); 12:3; 13:7; 26:43; Num
26:53, 55, 56; 28:17; Deut 4:19; 7:23; 12:30; 14:19; 19:5; 28:20, 45, 51, 61; 29:22; 30:17.

4.4 MT active clauses>SP passive clauses: 17 examples

All the variant readings presented in §4.2 and §4.3 indicate the interpretation of passive clauses in
MT as active clauses in SP. However, several passive clauses in SP correspond to active clauses in
MT:68 Gen 15:13; 34:1; 48:1, 2; Ex 1:14; 5:19; 22:8; 24:1; 25:18; Lev 4:20; 6:20; 13:58; 17:10; 25:45; Num
9:15; 35:30; Deut 18:21.69 The first explanation for such changes, which may account for some of
them, is deliberate intervention in SP as a means of reconciling difficulties in MT. Consider Gen 48:1,
where the active Qal יאמר (3.m.sg wayyiqtol) in MT is read as an impersonal 3.m.sg Nifʕal clause in
SP.

[21] Gen 48:1
MT:  נֵּ֥ה  ף הִ סֵ֔ יוֹ ר לְ אמֶ יֹּ֣ ה וַ לֶּ אֵ֔  ים הָ רִ֣  בָ דְּ י֙ הַ רֵ י אַחֲ הִ֗ יְ הוַ לֶ֑  יךָ חֹ בִ֖ אָ
‘After this (he) said to Joseph, “Your father is ill”’
SP: ויהי אחר הדברים האלה ויאמר ליוסף הנה אביך חלה
RT: wyā̊ʔi ā̊ʔǝr addēbā̊rǝm ā̊ʔilla wiyyā̊mǝr alyūsǝf inna ā̊bǝk ā̊lå
‘After this Joseph was told, “Your father is ill”’

64 See Joüon-Muraoka (2006: §132 ca).
65 See n.1 above.
66 Christian Stadel has pointed out to me that this change occurred despite the use of the perfective form to refer to

an imperfective event. Note that the NP עפר (‘dust’) can also be interpreted as the subject of ירד and השמידך.
67 ה נָ֨ תְּ נִ .ואתן may be Qal 1.pl cohortative/3.f.sg Nifʕal. in SP: Qal 1.sg וְ
68 As with MT passives>SP unaccusatives, MT unaccusatives>SP passives were not included, e.g., יומת<(Qal) ימות 

(Hufʕal) in Num 18:28; 27:65.
69 No example in SP is in Hitpaʕʕel.
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Ben-Ḥayyim (2000: 178, n.119) did not discuss or explain variants of MT active-SP passive, but he
did comment on the active reading in this verse. Regarding this variant, Tal and Florentin (2010: 654)
noted that SP regularly uses passive to express impersonality. The impersonal interpretation of ויאמר
(‘said’, 3.m.sg wayyiqtol) is plausible, as no candidate for an agent-subject is realized in the context.
Accordingly, it is possible that the RT is secondary, reading ויאמר as passive Nifʕal, as opposed to ac-
tive Qal in MT. Another possibility is that ויאמר in MT is active impersonal, although quite rare in
3.m.sg time-anchored forms as wayyiqtol.70 A third possibility is that an active reading of an imper-
sonal passive Nifʕal ויאמר occurred during the transmission of MT. That is to say, the SP may have
preserved an earlier passive reading in Gen 48:1. An accidental active interpretation in MT may also
be attributed to 10 other examples, including the following verse, Gen 48:2, where the active reading
in MT may seem contextually difficult, since no identifiable agent appears in the context; Gen 15:13;
34:1; Ex 24:1, 25:18; Lev 4:20; 10:17; 20:14; 25:45; Num 9:15; Deut 18:21.

[22] Deut 18:21
MT: וָֽה ה וֹ יְ ר֖ בְּ ר לֹא־דִ שֶׁ֥  ר אֲ בָ֔  דָּ ת־הַ ע אֶ דַ֣  ה֙ נֵ יכָ ךָ אֵ בֶ֑  בָ לְ ר בִּ מַ֖ א י תֹ כִ֥  וְ
‘You may say to yourself, “How can we recognize ACC the word that the LORD has not spoken?”’ = ac-
tive transitive
SP: וכי תאמר בלבבך איך נודע את הדבר אשר לא דברו יהוה
RT: wkī tā̊ʔumǝr ablēbā̊båk ik nūda it addēbår ēšår lā̊ dabbēru šēma
‘You may say to yourself, “How was (it) recognized ACC the word that the LORD has not spoken?”’

In Deut 18:21, Lev 10:17, 20:14, and Num 9:15, the accusative marker את in a passive clause in SP
may have facilitated an active reading in MT, as this is assumed for similar changes in SP. However,
the direction of change in these verses (with את) is inconclusive. The same is true for Ex 5:19; Lev
6:20, 13:58.

Active clauses in MT that appear as passive in SP require further consideration. Some may be the
result of deliberate intervention in the text of SP, or an unintentional active-agentive reading in MT.
However, a default passive interpretation of a clause in either tradition, specifically in cases of active-
passive homographs, is not assumed.

5 Conclusions

Unintentional active readings in SP of passive clauses in MT have long been noticed by SP scholars.
To date, these variants have mainly been explained in terms of morpho-phonological and morpho-se-
mantic developments in SH. According to Ben-Ḥayyim, internal passives did not exist in SH and were
replaced by (new versions of) Nifʕal and Hitpaʕʕel. Given these developments, we would expect the
following: (a) that internal passives in MT would be replaced by active forms, specifically in internal
passive-active homographs, or by Nifʕal  and Hitpaʕʕel; (b) that passive  Nifʕal  forms would not be
likely to change; and (c) that active clauses in MT would not likely be read as passives in SP. How-
ever, it has been shown that (a) most internal passives in MT are retained in SP, and changes from
passive to active are not limited to homographs; (b) 48 (53%) of 90 passive>active changes in SP occur
in Nifʕal; and (c) at least 17 MT active clauses appear as passive in SP (none of them in Hitpaʕʕel). To
account for these data,  a  sentence-processing perspective has been suggested.  Based on findings
about the processing of passive structures in living languages, I have argued that the non-canonical
mapping in passive structures is another factor involved in passive-active variants, as non-canonical
passive structures may be harder to remember and accurately retrieve from WM. Unlike languages

70 See Notarius (2021: 8). Notarius reports five examples of this type, and notes that not all of them are necessarily
impersonal.
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that clearly mark passive structures and thus increase the comprehender’s expectation of a passive
clause, BH has no such marking (with a few exceptions), and many verbal forms in the consonantal
text  present  active-passive  ambiguity.  In  such  cases,  a  passive  interpretation  would  not  be  the
parser’s first choice.

As has been found in processing studies, inaccurate interpretation or retrieval of passives is never
consistent,  but only probable.  Notably,  the misinterpretation rate of passives reported in Ferreira
(2003) was 19%, which is quite close to the rate of active interpretation/retrieval of MT internal pas-
sives in SP in the current study (17%; perhaps higher, as discussed in §4.2 above).

The variants of active readings in MT that correspond to passive readings in SP require further
consideration, as do variants of passives in MT that appear as unaccusatives in SP, and MT unac-
cusative clauses that appear as agentive in SP. These changes may suggest different processing pat-
terns for different single-argument structures in SH.
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AP Agent-before-Patient
PA Patient-before-Agent
ACC accusative 
NP Noun Phrase
RT Samaritan reading tradition
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OS Object-before-Subject
VSO Verb-Subject-Object
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References
Abraham, Werner. “Passivization and Typology: Form vs. Function – A Confined Survey into the Research Status

Quo.” Pages 1–28 in Passivization and Typology. Typological Studies in Language Vol. 68. Edited by Werner Abra-
ham and Larisa Leisӧ. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2006. https://doi.org/10.1075/tsl.68

Abraham, Werner. “Verbs of Motion: Impersonal Passivization between Unaccusativity and Unergativity.” Pages 91–
126 in Impersonal Constructions: A Cross-Linguistic Perspective. Edited by Andreij Malchukov and Anna Siewierska.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2011. https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs.124

Alexiadou, Artemis, Elena Anagnostopoulou, and Martin Everaert. “Introduction.” Pages 1–21 in The Unaccusativity
Puzzle: Explorations of the Syntax-Lexicon Interface,  edited by Artemis Alexiadou, Elena Anagnostopoulou, and
Martin Everaert. Oxford: Oxford Academic Press, 2004. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199257652.003.0001

Anderson, John R. “Verbatim and Propositional Representation of Sentences in Immediate and Long-Term Memory.”
Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior 13 (1974): 149–162. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5371(74)80039-3

Anderson, Robert T., and Terry Giles. The Samaritan Pentateuch: An Introduction to Its Origin, History, and Significance
for Biblical Studies. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctt32bzhn

Baddeley, Alan D., Graham J. Hitch, and Richard J. Allen. “Working Memory and Binding in Sentence Recall.” Journal
of Memory and Language 61 (2009): 438–456. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2009.05.004

Bader, Markus, and Michael Meng. “The Misinterpretation of Noncanonical Sentences Revisited.”  Journal of Experi-
mental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition 44 (2018): 1286–1311. 10.1037/xlm0000519

Bader, Markus, and Michael Meng. “Processing Noncanonical Sentences: Effects of Context on Online Processing and
(mis) interpretation.” Glossa Psycholinguistics 2 (2023), 1–45. https://doi.org/10.5070/G6011117

ORIENTALIA SUECANA 2024. Vol. 73. 208

https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs.124


E. FLECK PASSIVE-ACTIVE VARIANTS IN THE SAMARITAN PENTATEUCH

Ben-Ḥayyim, Zeev. The Literary and Oral Tradition of Hebrew and Aramaic amongst the Samaritans IV: The Words of
the Pentateuch. Jerusalem: Academy of the Hebrew Language, 1977 (in Hebrew).

Ben-Ḥayyim, Zeev.  A Grammar of Samaritan Hebrew Based on the Recitation of  the Law in Comparison with the
Tiberian and Other Jewish Traditions. Jerusalem/Winona Lake, IN: Magnes Press/Eisenbrauns, 2000. §0.4. (Hebrew
version published in 1977.)

Bicknell, Belinda J. Passives in Biblical Hebrew. PhD dissertation. MI: The University of Michigan, 1984.
Blevins, James P. “Passives and Impersonals.”  Journal of Linguistics 39 (2003): 473–520. https://www.jstor.org/stable/

4176832
Bonin, Patrick, Alain Méot, Aurélie Lagarrigue, and Sébastien Roux. “Written Object Naming, Spelling to Dictation,

and Immediate Copying: Different Tasks, Different Pathways?”  Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology 68
(2015): 1268–1294. https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2014.978877

Borer, Hagit, and Kenneth Wexler. “The Maturation of Syntax.” Pages 123–172 in Parameter Setting. Edited by Thomas
Roeper and Edwin Williams. Dordrecht: D. Riedel, 1987. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-009-3727-7_6

Callaham,  Scott  N.  “Passive  Paradox:  Demoted Agent  Promotion in  Biblical  Hebrew.”  Zeitschrift  für  die  alttesta-
mentliche Wissenschaft 124 (2012): 89–97. https://doi.org/10.1515/zaw-2012-0006

Cohn, Neil, and Martin Paczynski. “Prediction, Events, and the Advantage of Agents: The Processing of Semantic
Roles in Visual narrative.” Cognitive Psychology 67 (2013): 73–97. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2013.07.002

Comrie, Bernard. “In Defense of Spontaneous Demotion: The Impersonal Passive.” Pages 47–58 in Grammatical rela-
tions, Syntax and Semantics. Vol. 8. Edited by Peter Cole and Jerold M. Sadock. Leiden: Brill, 1977. https://doi.org/
10.1163/9789004368866_004

Cutter, Michael G., Kevin B. Paterson, and Ruth Filik. “Online Representations of Non-Canonical Sentences Are More
than Good-Enough.” Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology 75 (2022): 30–42. 10.1177/17470218211032043

De Vincenzi, Marica. Syntactic parsing strategies in Italian: The Minimal Chain Principle. Vol. 12. Netherlands: Springer,
1991. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-011-3184-1

Duman, Tuba Yarbay, Nermin Altınok, Neşe Özgirgin, and Roelien Bastiaans. “Sentence Comprehension in Turkish
Broca’s Aphasia: An Integration Problem.” Aphasiology 25 (2011): 908–926. https://doi.org/10.1080/02687038.2010.
550629

Fassberg, Steven E. “The Movement from Qal to Piʿʿel in Hebrew and the Disappearance of the Qal Internal Passive.”
Hebrew Studies 42 (2001), 243–255. https://www.jstor.org/stable/27913548

Fassberg, Steven E. “Shifts in Word Order in the Hebrew of the Second Temple Period.” Pages 57–71 in Hebrew in the
Second Temple Period: The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls and of Other Contemporary Sources. Edited by Steven E.
Fassberg,  Moshe  Bar-Asher,  and  Ruth  Clements.  Vol.  108.  Leiden:  Brill,  2013.  https://doi.org/10.1163/
9789004254794_006

Fassberg, Steven E. “Gutturals and Gemination in Samaritan Hebrew.” Pages 30–43 in The Reconfiguration of Hebrew
in the Hellenistic Period: Proceedings of the Seventh International Symposium on the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls
and Ben Sira at Strasbourg University, June 2014. Edited by Jan Joosten, Daniel Machiela, and Jean-Sébastien Rey.
STDJ 124. Leiden: Brill, 2018. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004366770_004

Fassberg, Steven E. An Introduction to the Syntax of Biblical Hebrew. Jerusalem: The Bialik Institute, 2019 (in Hebrew).
Ferreira,  Fernanda.  “The  Misinterpretation  of  Noncanonical  Sentences.”  Cognitive  Psychology  47  (2003):  164–203.

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-0285(03)00005-7
Fleck, Einav. “Additions of Conjunctive Vav (‘and’) in 1QIsaa: Evidence for the Role of Language Processing Strate-

gies.” Journal of Biblical Literature 141 (2022): 467–490. https://doi.org/10.15699/jbl.1413.2022.4
Florentin, Moshe. “The Disappearance of the Internal Passive and the Status of Nifʕal and Nitpaʕal in the Samaritan

Tradition and Mishnaic Hebrew.” Leshonenu 56 (1993): 201–211 (in Hebrew).
Frazier, Lyn. “Sentence Processing: A Tutorial Review.” Pages 559–586 in Attention and Performance 12: The Psychology

of Reading. Edited by Max Coltheart. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 1987 (1987a).
Frazier, Lyn. “Syntactic Processing: Evidence from Dutch.”  Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 5 (1987): 519–559

(1987b). https://www.jstor.org/stable/4047505
Frazier, Lyn, and Janet Dean Fodor. “The Sausage Machine: A New Two-Stage Parsing Model.”  Cognition 6 (1978):

291–325. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(78)90002-1
Friedmann, Naama, Adriana Belletti, and Luigi Rizzi. “Relativized Relatives: Types of Intervention in the Acquisition

of A-bar Dependencies,” Lingua 119 (2009): 67–88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2008.09.002
Gesenius, Wilhelm, Emil Kautzsch, and Arthur E. Cowley. Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar. 2nd English ed./revised in ac-

cordance with the 28th German ed. (1909) by Arthur E. Cowley. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910.
Giacalone Ramat, Anna, and Andrea Sansò. “From Passive to Impersonal: A Case Study from Italian and Its Implica-

tions.” Pages 189–228 in Impersonal Constructions: A Cross-Linguistic Perspective. Edited by Andreij Malchukov and
Anna Siewierska. Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2011. https://doi.org/10.1075/slcs.124

Gómez-Vidal, Beatriz, Miren Arantzeta, Jon Paul Laka, and Itziar Laka. “Subjects Are Not All Alike: Eye-Tracking the
Agent Preference in Spanish.” PloS one 17 (2022): e0272211. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272211

Grimshaw, Jane Barbara.  Minimal Projection Heads and Optimality.  New Brunswick, NJ:  Rutgers University,  1993.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4178985

Grodzinsky, Yosef, Maria Mercedes Piñango, Edgar Zurif, and Dan Drai. “The Critical Role of Group Studies in Neu-
ropsychology: Comprehension Regularities in Broca’s Aphasia.”  Brain and Language 67 (1999): 134–147. 10.1006/
brln.1999.2050

ORIENTALIA SUECANA 2024. Vol. 73. 209



E. FLECK PASSIVE-ACTIVE VARIANTS IN THE SAMARITAN PENTATEUCH

Haspelmath,  Martin.  “The  Grammaticization  of  Passive  Morphology.”  Studies  in  Language 14  (1990):  25–72.
https://doi.org/10.1075/sl.14.1.03has

Hornkohl, Aaron. “Niphalisation in Ancient Hebrew: A Perspective from the Samaritan Tradition,” Journal for Semitics
30 (2021), 1–17. https://doi.org/10.25159/2663-6573/9207

Isasi-Isasmendi, Arrate, Sebastian Sauppe, Caroline Andrews, Itziar Laka, Martin Meyer, and Balthasar Bickel. “Incre-
mental Sentence Processing Is Guided by a Preference for Agents: EEG Evidence from Basque.” Language, Cogni-
tion and Neuroscience (2023): 1–22 (2023). https://doi.org/10.1080/23273798.2023.2250023

Jackson, Carrie N., Heidi Lorimor, and Janet G. van Hell. “The ERP Correlates of Thematic Role Assignment for Pas-
sive versus Active Sentences.”  Journal  of  Neurolinguistics 54 (2020):  100886.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneuroling.
2020.100886

Jones, Ethan. “Middle and Passive Voice: Semantic Distinctions of the Niphal in Biblical Hebrew.” Zeitschrift für die
alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 132 (2020): 427–248. https://doi.org/10.1515/zaw-2020-3004

Jones, Ethan C. “Hearing the ‘Voice’ of the Niphal: A Response to Ellen van Wolde.” Journal for the Study of the Old
Testament 45 (2021): 291–308. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309089220916506

Jónsson, Jóhannes Gísli. “The New Impersonal as a True Passive.” Pages 281–306 in Advances in Comparative Germanic
Syntax 141. Edited by Artemis Alexiadou, Jorge Hankamer, Thomas McFadden, Justin Nuger, and Florian Schäfer.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2009. https://doi.org/10.1075/la.141

Joüon, Paul S.J., and Takamitsu Muraoka. A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew. 2nd Ed. SubBi 27. Rome: Editrice Pontificio
Istitudo Biblico, 2006.

Keenan, Edward L., and Matthew S. Dryer. “Passive in the world’s languages.” Pages 325–361 in Language Typology
and  Syntactic  Description,  edited  by  Timothy  Shopen.  Cambridge:  Cambridge  University  Press,  2007.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511619427

Keshev, Maayan, and Aya Meltzer-Asscher. “Noisy is Better than Rare: Comprehenders Compromise Subject-Verb
Agreement  to  Form  More  Probable  Linguistic  Structures.”  Cognitive  Psychology 124  (2021):  101359.  https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2020.101359

King,  Jonathan,  and  Marcel  Adam  Just.  “Individual  Differences  in  Syntactic  Processing:  The  Role  of  Working
Memory.” Journal of Memory and Language 30 (1991): 580–602. https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-596X(91)90027-H

Kropat, Arno. Die Syntax des Autors der Chronik Verglichen mit der seiner Quellen: Ein Beitrag zur Historischen Syntax
des Hebräischen. Vol. 1. Giessen: A. Töpelmann, 1909.

Kutscher, Eduard Y.  The Language and Linguistic Background of the Isaiah Scroll (1QIsaa). STDJ Vol. 6. Leiden: Brill,
1974.

Logie, Robert, Valérie Camos, and Nelson Cowan (eds.). Working Memory: The State of the Science. Oxford University
Press, 2020. https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198842286.001.0001

Maratsos, Michael, Dana E.C. Fox, Judith A. Becker, and Mary Anne Chalkley. “Semantic Restrictions on Children’s
Passives.” Cognition 19 (1985): 167–191. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(85)90017-4

Meng, Michael,  and Markus Bader.  “Does Comprehension (Sometimes) Go Wrong for Noncanonical Sentences?”
Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology 74 (2021): 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1177/1747021820947940

Meyer, Aaron M., Jennifer E. Mack, and Cynthia K. Thompson, “Tracking Passive Sentence Comprehension in Agram-
matic Aphasia.” Journal of Neurolinguistics 25 (2012): 31–43. 10.1016/j.jneuroling.2011.08.001

Moshavi, Adina. Word Order in the Biblical Hebrew Finite Clause. PA: Penn State Press, 2010. https://doi.org/10.5325/
j.ctv1bxh4fx

Nolan,  Brian.  “Passive  Voice  Constructions  in  Modern  Irish.” The  ITB Journal  2  (2001):  Article  4.  https://arrow.-
tudublin.ie/itbj/vol2/iss1/4

Notarius,  Tania.  “Impersonal  Verbal  Constructions  in  Biblical  Hebrew:  Active,  Stative,  and  Passive.”  Journal  for
Semitics 30 (2021): 1–33. https://doi.org/10.25159/2663-6573/9379

Paolazzi, Caterina Laura, Nino Grillo, Artemis Alexiadou, and Andrea Santi. “Passives Are Not Hard to Interpret but
Hard to Remember: Evidence from Online and Offline Studies.” Language, Cognition and Neuroscience 34 (2019):
991–1015. https://doi.org/10.1080/23273798.2019.1602733

Paolazzi, Caterina Laura, Nino Grillo, and Andrea Santi. “The Source of Passive Sentence Difficulty: Task Effects and
Predicate Semantics, Not Argument Order.” Pages 359–393 in Passives Cross-Linguistically: Theoretical and Experi-
mental Approaches. Edited by Kleanthes K. Grohmann, Akemi Matsuya, and Eva-Maria Remberger. Vol. 17. Lei-
den, Brill: 2021. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004433427 

Pearlmutter, David M. “Impersonal Passives and the Unaccusative Hypothesis.” Pages 157–190 in Annual Meeting of
the Berkeley Linguistics Society. CA: Berkeley Linguistics Society, 1978. https://doi.org/10.3765/bls.v4i0.2198

Pickering, Martin J., and Roger PG Van Gompel. “Syntactic Parsing.” Pages 455–503 in Handbook of Psycholinguistics.
Academic Press, 2006. 10.1002/9781118829516

Primus, Beatrice.  Cases and Thematic Roles: Ergative, Accusative and Active.  Tübingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 1999.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110912463

Qimron, Elisha, and Chanan Ariel. “למה אין מצרים בתנ"ך?” Megiloth 16 (2023): 131–142 (in Hebrew).
Reymond, Eric D. “The Passive Qal in the Hebrew of the Second Temple Period, Especially as Found in the Wisdom of

Ben Sira.” Pages 1110–1127 in Sibyls, Scriptures, and Scrolls: John Collins at Seventy. Edited by Joel Baden, Hindy
Najman, and Eibert J.C. Tigchelaar. Leiden: Brill, 2016. https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004324749

Samet, Nili. “Non-Accusative ʾt and the Syntactic Profile of Late Biblical Hebrew.” Vetus Testamentum 71 (2020): 233–
250. https://doi.org/10.1163/15685330-12341446

ORIENTALIA SUECANA 2024. Vol. 73. 210

https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511619427
https://doi.org/10.1075/sl.14.1.03has


E. FLECK PASSIVE-ACTIVE VARIANTS IN THE SAMARITAN PENTATEUCH

Sauppe, Åshild Næss, Giovanni Roversi, Martin Meyer, Ina Bornkessel‐Schlesewsky, and Balthasar Bickel. “An Agent‐
First Preference in a Patient‐First Language During Sentence Comprehension,” Cognitive Science 47 (2023): e13340.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.13340

Schorch, Stefan. The Samaritan Pentateuch I: Genesis. Berlin: de Gruyter, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110711783
Shetreet, Einat, Naama Friedmann, and Uri Hadar, “The Neural Correlates of Linguistic Distinctions: Unaccusative

and Unergative Verbs.” Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience 22 (2010): 2306–2315. 10.1162/jocn.2009.21371
Siewierska, Anna. The Passive: A Comparative Linguistic Analysis. GB: Croom Helm, 1984.
Solstad, Torgrim, and Benjamin Lyngfelt. “Perspectives on Demotion.” Pages 1–21 in  Demoting the Agent: Passive,

Middle and Other Voice Phenomena. Edited by Benjamin Lyngfelt and Torgrim Solstad. Amsterdam: John Ben-
jamins, 2006. https://doi.org/10.1075/la.96

Staub, Adrian. “Eye Movements and Processing Difficulty in Object Relative Clauses.”  Cognition 116 (2010): 71–86.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2010.04.002

Street, James A., and Ewa Dąbrowska. “More Individual Differences in Language Attainment: How Much Do Adult
Native  Speakers  of  English  Know  About  Passives  and  Quantifiers?” Lingua 120  (2010):  2080–2094.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2010.01.004

Tal, Abraham. “The First Samaritanologist: Wilhelm Gesenius.” Pages 139–151 in Biblische Exegese und hebräische Lex-
icographie:  das  “Hebräische-deutsche  Handwörterbuch”  von  Wilhelm  Gesenius  als  Spiegel  und  Quelle  alttesta-
mentlicher und hebräischer Forschung, 200 Jahre nach seiner ersten Auflage, edited by Stefan Schorch and Ernst-
Joachim Waschke. Berlin: de Gruyter, 2013. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110267044.139

Tal, Abraham, and Moshe Florentin. The Pentateuch: The Samaritan Version and the Masoretic Version. Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv
University Press, 2010 (in Hebrew).

Tooley, Kristen M., and Matthew J. Traxler. “Syntactic Priming Effects in Comprehension: A Critical Review.”  Lan-
guage and Linguistics Compass 4 (2010): 925–937. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-818X.2010.00249.x

Tov, Emanuel. Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible. 3rd edition. Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2012.
Traxler, Matthew J., Robin K. Morris, and Rachel E. Seely. “Processing Subject and Object Relative Clauses: Evidence

from Eye Movements.” Journal of Memory and Language 47 (2002): 69–90. https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.2001.2836
van Wolde, Ellen. “The Niphal as Middle Voice and Its Consequence for Meaning,” Journal for the Study of the Old Tes-

tament 43 (2019), 453–478. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309089217743160

ORIENTALIA SUECANA 2024. Vol. 73. 211

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-818X.2010.00249.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2010.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.13340

	1 Introduction
	1.1 Passive-active variants in SP: The diachronic explanation
	1.2 Passive-active variants in SP: A sentence-processing perspective

	2 Passive structures in MT
	3 Processing passive structures
	4 Findings
	4.1 Method and classification
	4.2 Changes of internal passive clauses: 42 examples
	4.3 Changes of passive Nifʕal clauses: 48 examples
	4.4 MT active clauses>SP passive clauses: 17 examples

	5 Conclusions

