In Mishnaic Hebrew, the direct object marker את is used as a demonstrative in two ways:
A.	The direct object marker את in its undeclined form is used as a demonstrative pronoun in a nucleus, as for example in Ohalot 2:4: אי זה הוא הדופק? את שהגולל נישען עליו (“What is the buttressing stone? That upon which the covering stone is supported”). This structure may have some limited precedents in the late Biblical language, such as וְטוֹב מִשְּׁנֵיהֶם אֵת אֲשֶׁר עֲדֶן לֹא הָיָה (“but better than they both is he that hath not yet been;” Ecclesiastes 4:3). את with a nuclear status appears in the Tannaitic literature only in its undeclined form, and always before a subordinate clause.
This lecture is devoted to the use of the declined form אותו as a demonstrative adjective with the status of a complement.
B.	The declining form of the direct object marker אותו (אותה, אותן) replaces the complementary distal demonstrative pronoun ההוא (ההיא, ההם) in Biblical Hebrew. I should note here that in terms of syntactical function, both in Biblical and rabbinic Hebrew, the pronouns הוא and אותו usually express anaphora or identity, and are not indicative pronouns (as distinct from proximal ones).
A good example of the change that occurred between Biblical and rabbinic Hebrew can be seen if we compare the wording of the law of ‘eglah ‘arufah (the heifer whose neck is broken) in the Bible and its Mishnaic presentation in tractate Sotah. 
The Torah states:
וְהָיָה הָעִיר הַקְּרֹבָה אֶל הֶחָלָל וְלָקְחוּ זִקְנֵי הָעִיר הַהִוא עֶגְלַת בָּקָר אֲשֶׁר לֹא עֻבַּד בָּהּ אֲשֶׁר לֹא מָשְׁכָה בְּעֹל. וְהוֹרִדוּ זִקְנֵי הָעִיר הַהִוא אֶת הָעֶגְלָה אֶל נַחַל אֵיתָן... וְכֹל זִקְנֵי הָעִיר הַהִוא הַקְּרֹבִים אֶל הֶחָלָל יִרְחֲצוּ אֶת יְדֵיהֶם עַל הָעֶגְלָה הָעֲרוּפָה בַנָּחַל. 
“And it shall be, that the city which is nearest unto the slain man, even the elders of that city [זקני העיר ההוא] shall take a heifer of the herd, which hath not been wrought with, and which hath not drawn in the yoke. And the elders of that city shall bring down the heifer unto a rough valley […] And all the elders of that city [זקני העיר ההוא], who are nearest unto the slain man, shall wash their hands over the heifer whose neck was broken in the valley.”
(Deuteronomy 21:3-6)
Whereas the text in the Mishna reads:
זקני אותה העיר מביאין "עגלת בקר אשר לא עובד בה (ו)אשר לא משכה בעול" ושאין המום פוסל בה. ומורידין אותה "אל נחל איתן"... זקני אותה העיר רוחצין את ידיהן במים במקום עריפתה שלעגלה"
“The elders of that city [אותו העיר] bring a heifer which has never been worked and a blemish does not disqualify it. They bring it down to a hard wadi […] The elders of that city [אותו העיר] then wash their hands with water in the place where the heifer's neck was broken.”
(Sotah 9:5-6)
This is a radical change. The declined pronoun אות- occurs 67 times in the Mishna (in 56 different mishnayot), while the pronouns היא and הם appear just three times (in two mishnayot). Apart from the fact that in 95.5% of the instances the pronoun אות- is used, in the three instances in which the Biblical pronoun appears, its use may be regarded as demonstrative (rather than anaphoric or identity-related). An example is הרי המעות ההם מחוללין על הפירות האילו (“Let those coins be exchanged for this produce;” Ma’aser Sheni 3:4).[footnoteRef:1]	Comment by Author: I altered the translation of the bolded words in Sefaria to reflect that it’s a plural noun with a distal demonstrative pronoun) - trans. [1:  	Some scholars suggest that in rabbinic Hebrew there is a phonologically-conditioned allomorphy in the definite forms of nouns following the pronoun אותו (depending on the position of the stress). If this conditioning is indeed found, it reflects the strength of the entrenchment of this new structure in rabbinic Hebrew, to the point that it created a new phonological rule.] 

The change from ההוא to אותו is not documented at all prior to rabbinic Hebrew – neither in the Bible, nor the Qumran Scrolls, nor the Dead Sea Scrolls. Milik suggests that this change is seen in a disjointed fragment from an Aramaic astronomical work found at Qumran. Milik reconstitutes the relevant words as באותה בימ֯[מא].
The replacement of the structure האיש ההוא by אותו האיש raises three key questions:
•	Why does the word order change in Mishnaic Hebrew, so that the demonstrative pronoun now precedes the noun it complements?
•	Why was the distal demonstrative pronoun ההוא replaced by the object pronoun אותו?
•	Why was this change so rapid and absolute?
The first two of these questions have been discussed in the research literature since the mid-nineteenth century, but to the best of my knowledge the third question has not been examined. I will briefly review the main opinions in the literature:
Abraham Geiger (1845) argued that the change reflected Aramaic influence. He noted that the third person plural pronoun אִנּוּן was used both as an object pronoun and as a complementary personal pronoun. A good illustration of the use of this word as an object pronoun can be found in the Genesis Apocryphon: והוא רדף בתרהון עד דבק לדן ואשכח אנון שרין בבקעת דן ורמה עליהון בליליא מן ארבע רוחיהון והווא קטל בהון בליליא ותבר אנון. An example of its use as a complement may be found in the Bible: וּבְיוֹמֵיהוֹן דִּי מַלְכַיָּא אִנּוּן יְקִים אֱלָהּ שְמַיָּא מַלְכוּ דִּי לְעָלְמִין לָא תִתְחַבַּל (“And in the days of those kings shall the God of heaven set up a kingdom, which shall never be destroyed;” Daniel 2:42).
Geiger also noted that the use of the declined forms of ית- instead of the distal pronoun is documented in Christian Palestinian Aramaic and in Samarian Aramaic. The same use is found in a small number of cases in Galilean Aramaic (such as יתהון כפתיה - “those knots”). Following Geiger, Nöldeke (1868) and Wright (1890) suggested that dialects such as Samaritan Aramaic and Christian Aramaic influenced the Talmudic language. 
The flaw in the comparison to the object pronoun אִנּוּן is that its use as an object pronoun and a complementary pronoun is found only in the plural, and not in the singular. It is less likely that the plural pronoun, which is relatively rare, would influence the singular pronoun, which is several times more common. The suggestion that the Aramaic dialects that have a declined form of ית influenced Hebrew is also problematic, since these dialects are later than rabbinic Hebrew. Moreover, they use the declined form of ית alongside distal demonstrative pronouns (in Galilean Aramaic, which has a strong affinity to rabbinic Hebrew, this form is extremely rare); in rabbinic Hebrew, by contrast, אותו is the sole form and the grammatical norm.
Isaac Hirsch Weiss (1867:4) developed Geiger’s argument, claiming that phrases such as באותו היום (“on that day”) also have their origin in the Biblical Aramaic phrases בַּהּ שַׁעֲתָא, בֵּהּ זִמְנָא (“at that hour,” “at that day”). However, Weiss fails to explain why, instead of the expected structure בו ביום (which is used in rabbinic Hebrew and parallels בֵּהּ בְּלֵילְיָא), or instead of the untestified structure *בו היום, rabbinic Hebrew developed a structure with the object pronoun – באותו היום. 
Moshe Zvi Segal (1936) suggested that this phenomenon actually has its origins in Hebrew, rather than in the Aramaic dialects. He suggested that the use of the object marker את in its undeclined form emerged first as a nuclear pronoun marking the subject, and that the use of the declined form of אות- then developed as a complementary demonstrative pronoun.
The flaw in Segal’s explanation is that in Tannaitic Hebrew there is a sharp formal and syntactic separation between these two pronouns: the former always appears in an undeclined form as the nucleus of a relative clause, while the latter always appears in a declined form as a complement not followed by a relative clause. Had the latter form developed from the former, we would expect to find some overlap between the syntactical functions of the two pronouns. 
Waltke and O’Connor (1990) followed a similar line of argument, suggesting that the Mishnaic use is the result of the use of את in Biblical Hebrew as an emphatic form. However, the claim that את indeed serves as an emphatic form in Biblical Hebrew is in itself controversial. Moreover, it is difficult to explain how the use of undeclined את as an emphatic form in a few exceptional instances in Biblical Hebrew could have totally changed the grammatical rules of the Talmudic language. 
Rubin (2005) suggested that this structure emerged due to a reanalysis of sentences such as ראיתי אותו, האיש שראית (“I saw him, the man you saw”), which was reanalyzed as ראיתי אותו האיש שראית (“I saw that man you saw”). Through a process of grammaticalization, the declined object pronoun אותו then became a demonstrative pronoun. The problem in Rubin’s explanation is that there is no documented instance in Mishnaic Hebrew showing the structure object pronoun + definite noun + relative clause, which according to his reconstruction forms the starting point for this process.[footnoteRef:2] 	Comment by Author: Again, the words “him the same” in the English translation of the quoted verse deviate from Mamre in an attempt to convey the flavor of the Hebrew [2:  	It should be added that in a similar instance in Biblical Hebrew, we find the repetition of the direct subject marker: וְהָיָה הַגּוֹי וְהַמַּמְלָכָה אֲשֶׁר לֹא יַעַבְדוּ אֹתוֹ אֶת נְבוּכַדְנֶאצַּר מֶלֶךְ בָּבֶל (“And it shall come to pass, that the nation and the kingdom which will not serve him the same Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon”).] 

In addition to the difficulties we have seen in each of these explanations, none of them attempted to explain the rapid and absolute character of this process. In the limited time that remains, I shall seek to support a convincing explanation that lies hidden in a brief footnote by Takamitsu Muraoka, and I shall suggest a possible motivation for such a rapid change.
In later Biblical Hebrew, we find several examples of the use of the distal demonstrative pronoun הוא before a proper noun. I shall mention two examples here:
וַיְהִי לִיחִזְקִיָּהוּ עֹשֶׁר וְכָבוֹד הַרְבֵּה מְאֹד ... וְעָרִים עָשָׂה לוֹ ... וְהוּא יְחִזְקִיָּהוּ סָתַם אֶת מוֹצָא מֵימֵי גִיחוֹן הָעֶלְיוֹן. 
“And Hezekiah had exceeding much riches and honour [...] Moreover he provided him cities [...] This same Hezekiah also stopped the upper spring of the waters of Gihon” (II Chronicles 30:27,29,30)
עֶזְרָא בֶּן שְׂרָיָה ... הוּא עֶזְרָא עָלָה מִבָּבֶל וְהוּא סֹפֵר מָהִיר בְּתוֹרַת מֹשֶׁה.
“Ezra the son of Seraiah […] this Ezra went up from Babylon; and he was a ready scribe in the Law of Moses” (Ezra 7:1,7)
The structure in later Biblical Hebrew is reminiscent of the use of the complementary personal pronoun הוא in Aramaic: הוּא צַלְמָא רֵאשֵׁהּ דִּי דְהַב טָב (“As for that image, its head was of fine gold;” Daniel 2:32).[footnoteRef:3] However, in most of the instances in which הוא is used as a complementary pronoun in the Aramaic dialects preceding rabbinic Hebrew, it appears after the noun, rather than before it. Moreover, it is even difficult to find nominal clauses containing noun + complementary pronoun הוא functioning as an object. It is true that in the Starcky Papyrus – Nachal Chever 36, the structure noun + complementary pronoun הוא appears in all the semantic functions, as for example (lines 17-18): אסמלך בר עבדי כרז גנתא הי ופרע דמי כרוזא הו. However, even in Nabatean Aramaic הוא is not used as an independent or clitic object pronoun (contrary to the plural subject pronoun אִנּוּן), and in all the ancient Aramaic dialects we have not found a single instance where הי is used as an independent subject pronoun. Accordingly, it is difficult to suggest that the use of the subject pronoun אותו as a complementary demonstrative pronoun can be explained solely by reference to Aramaic. 	Comment by Author: Please check the highlighted section in the footnote. [3:  	Muraoka argues that in the Genesis Apocryphon (20:20) – ארי הוא רוחא כתש לכולהון – there is a personal pronoun before the noun. However, it seems to me that this can better be parsed as the infinitive of הו"י, paralleling the form in ibid., line 17: והואת כתשא לה ולכול אנש ביתה. ] 

In his book A Syntax of Septuagint Greek (2016), Muraoka noted with extreme brevity that the uses of the Greek αὐτός as an anaphoric pronoun and a pronoun of identity are reminiscent of the uses of the object pronoun אותו in rabbinic Hebrew. He added that the phrase בַּהּ שַׁעֲתָא in Biblical Aramaic (Daniel 3:6, 5:5) is translated by the Septuagint as αὐτῇ τῇ ὥρᾳ, ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ ὥρᾳ ἐξῆλθον.
We may add to this that even the instances in which הוא serves as a pronoun preceding proper nouns – such as וְהוּא יְחִזְקִיָּהוּ and הוּא עֶזְרָא, as mentioned above, were translated by the Septuagint as αὐτὸς ᾿Εζεκίας and αὐτὸς ῎Εσδρας.
The use of αὐτός both as an anaphoric pronoun and a pronoun of identity and as an independent pronoun in the oblique cases is documented extensively in the Greek documents uncovered in Nachal Murba’at and in Nachal Chever, which reflected the contemporary Greek of the Tannaitic period. The syntactical analogy to the Greek is complete in all respects – both in the position of the pronoun and in its double function as an independent object pronoun and a pronoun of identity. Accordingly, this seems to us to offer the best explanation for the change in rabbinic Hebrew. It is even possible that the similarity between the sound of the Greek and Hebrew words facilitated the influencing of the Hebrew structure by the Greek one.
A similar example of Greek influence on Hebrew in the area of pronouns has been recognized elsewhere. The influence of the Greek pronoun ἄλλος on the use of the pronoun הלה in Tannaitic Hebrew to mark a change in the subject of the sentence was noted by Musafiyah (1655) and discussed by Breuer (2002). This instance shows that Greek pronouns may have penetrated, or at least influenced, rabbinic Hebrew.
[bookmark: _GoBack]We now face the question: why was this change so rapid and extreme? Perhaps we should liken this change to another change between Biblical and rabbinic Hebrew in the field of the definite form. The structure indefinite noun + indefinite complementary demonstrative pronoun appears just once in the Bible (Psalm 80:15): וּפְקֹד גֶּפֶן זֹאת הוא דרך המלך בלשון חכמים (“and be mindful of this vine”), but it is, of course, the standard structure in rabbinic Hebrew. Based on the set of proximal pronouns – איש זה, אישה זו, אנשים אילו – we would anticipate the following distal set – *איש הוא, *אישה היא, *אנשים הן. However, the absence of the definite article from the complementary pronoun is liable to create confusion between הוא as a complementary pronoun, הוא as a personal subject pronoun, and הוא as a copula. The use of the new pronoun אותו removed this ambiguity and permitted a distinction between the anaphoric pronoun and pronoun of identity and the demonstrative pronoun.
This explanation may, perhaps, be supported by an analogous development in the Aramaic dialects used in the Palestinian translations for all the demonstrative pronouns, both proximal and distal. A distinction began to emerge between the complementary pronoun, which was preceded by ה – such as באורחה הדין, and the independent pronoun, which remained without ה – as for example in דין סימן קיימה. The addition of the ה in Aramaic was presumably intended to create a distinction between these different syntactical function – an independent pronoun and a complementary pronoun. In rabbinic Hebrew, which removed the definite article from the complementary demonstrative pronoun, the pronoun הוא was replaced by אותו in order to distinguish it from the subject pronoun. 
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