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 Morphological Evidence :יברך
for a First Temple Hebrew Verb

Three inscriptions from the First Temple period contain the phrase ybrk 
(yhwh w)yšmrk. Several explanations have been suggested for the spelling 
ybrk with a single k (כ) instead of the expected ybrkk. One approach proposes 
that this is a regular yiqtọl form without the object pronoun suffix. Others 
maintain that it is difficult to determine whether the single k (כ) reflects 
a peculiar orthographic convention or a phonetic spelling.

The present article claims that ybrk is the phonetic representation of 
/*yVbarrekka without a linking vowel between the verb and the object 
suffix. Since ybrk is a jussive form, it has no final vowel. This form, thus, 
reflects an earlier stage during which strong verbs with pronominal suffixes 
had not yet been affected by the analogy to ל"י verbs.

Furthermore, the spelling ybrk sheds light on the long-standing debate as 
to whether or not the 2 m. s. suffix -k in First Temple Hebrew ended with a 
vowel. It is hardly possible to assume that the object suffix was pronounced 
-ak, since that fails to account for the representation of both the third 
radical of the root ברך and the 2 m. s. suffix by means of the single kaf.

Elitzur A. Bar-Asher Siegal

Linguistics and Philology in the Study of the Epigraphic 
Finds from the Judean Desert: The State of the Art and 

Reflections on Future Studies

The starting point of the current paper is a review of two recently published 
books on the language of the epigraphic evidence from the Judean Desert. 
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One focuses on the grammar (U. Mor, Judean Hebrew: The Language of the 
Hebrew Documents from Judea between the First and the Second Revolts, 
Jerusalem 2015); the other aims at depicting the level of the literacy in 
Roman Judea (M. O. Wise, Language and Literacy in Roman Judaea: 
A Study of the Bar Kokhba Documents, New Haven 2015). Interestingly, there 
is almost no overlap between the two books. This gives us the opportunity 
to consider these researches jointly as a case study for examining the 
intersections between linguistics and philology. I discuss the merits of 
each book individually, but at the same time address the mutual benefits 
had each author considered the other’s methodological questions.

Emmanuel Mastey

A Forgotten Explanation for the Mishnaic Term חוצני פשתן

The mishnaic hapax legomenon ḥusṇe pištan in Mishnah Pe’ah 6 : 5 has 
been rendered ‘flax stalks’ by traditional as well as modern commentators. 
Following the Arukh, the dictionaries of Mishnaic Hebrew explained the 
word ḥusṇe (or husṇe as it is commonly written in the printed editions) 
as being derived from hus ̣/ ḥus ̣(‘palm leaf ’). However, this explanation 
is problematic on grammatical, semantic, and contextual grounds. An 
alternative explanation, already put forth in the seventeenth century by 
William Guise, derives the word from the biblical ֹחֶצן, meaning ‘bosom’ 
or ‘armpit’.  A related semantic shift is attested in the cognate Arabic ḥiḍn, 
that is ‘armpit’/ ‘bosom’ > ‘armful (of wheat, etc.)’.  It seems that a similar 
shift took place in Mishnaic Hebrew, thus the term should be rendered 
‘bundles of flax’.

Nachum M. Bronznick

Mishnaic Hebrew and Its Exegesis 
in the Works of Marqe the Samaritan

Twenty-odd instances of Mishnaic Hebrew citations found in the works 
of Marqe the Samaritan are treated in this article. They include terms 



 SUMMMARIES  VII

based on Scripture: for example, the attribute גודל with reference to God, 
designating His goodness (based on Num 14 :17–18); פני as an epithet for 
important people or officers (based on Gen 33 :18); חוק (גזר, in Aramaic) 
for an allotted salary (based on Gen 47 : 22); and the interpretation of the 
doubling of the name יעקב in Gen 46 : 2 as signifying that יעקב is the source 
(or, the recipient) of both, (גואי ואבראי) פנימי וחיצון.

Also found are common semantic usages: the adjective גדול, meaning 
rich; the noun צורך, meaning power; the verb פסח, meaning to protect; 
the verb ערבב, meaning to spoil, to destroy; the verb טייל, meaning to 
play, to enjoy; the noun אומנות, meaning manner, custom; the verb אמר, 
meaning to explain; the term קץ (סכום, in Samaritan Aramaic), denoting 
the appointed time for the redemption; the term (יום אנחמותה) יום נחמה, 
meaning the day of vengeance; and the phrase מפי הגבורה for the direct 
divine locution to Moses.

Also noted here are shared idioms: ממלא מקום אביו, meaning possessing 
his father’s qualities; מגלגל עם, meaning to put up with, to tolerate; קם עם, 
meaning to approach, come near. The idiom קטר כנפיך, tie your edges (i.e., 
the edges of the garment) is similar to the midrashic idiom אני צורר לך 
 .I am tying it up in the edges of your garment (for use in the future) ,בכנפיך
It derives from the customary method of storing money in those days. 
The phrase יצטריהן כתפהתה is to be understood as referring to the custom 
recorded in the Mishnah of baring one’s shoulder as a sign of mourning. 
The Samaritan Aramaic verb שנת, to spoil, to destroy is shown to have 
the added meanings: to loathe; to shock. Also, two enigmatic passages in 
Tibat Marqe, 18ב, and 30א, are reinterpreted.

Uri Mor

Three Questionable Bets: נקט ב־ ,בכדי ,באם

The paper examines three well-known normative details in Hebrew from 
three perspectives – normative, linguistic, and sociolinguistic: (a) באם ‘if ’ 
instead of normative אם; (b) בכדי ‘for, in order’ instead of normative כדי; 
(c) נקט ב־ ‘take (measures, stand, etc.)’ instead of normative )נקט )את. The 
first two are documented, from the seventeenth century onwards, in various 
genres of written Hebrew, both literary (e.g., Mendele Mokher Sfarim) and 
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non-literary (e.g., the responsa literature and municipal ads). The third, 
originally a Babylonian Aramaic verb, is documented very sparsely from 
the sixteenth century onwards and becomes more widespread in late-
nineteenth-century nonliterary genres, presumably as a result of analogy 
to the Hebrew verb אחז ‘seize’.  All three are condemned as mistakes in the 
prescriptive literature of the 1950s and 1960s – but not anteriorly – and 
in the accompanying normativist discourse.

The study of these three seemingly unequivocal cases reveals two conduits 
that facilitated the infiltration of nonclassical elements into Modern 
Hebrew: formal nonliterary genres and popular satiric literature. It also 
suggests that, during the 1950s, following the establishment of the state 
of Israel in 1948, the Hebrew normativist discourse became nationalistic 
and necessitated a reevaluation of the inherited Hebrew inventory. From 
this new perspective, nonclassical elements such as the three discussed 
here were considered undesirable.

Ofir Zussman

Uses of the Particle Davka in Modern Hebrew

This article presents some of the uses of the particle davka in Modern 
Hebrew, as found in spoken and written discourse. As a focus particle, it is 
used to rule out alternatives and connotes ‘specifically’.  In a special case of 
this function, davka serves as a scalar focus particle that denotes ‘contrary 
to expectation’ or ‘least likelihood’. In dialogue, davka can function as a 
discourse marker that signals disagreement, but it can also open a side 
comment. After showing the logical relations among these various uses, 
I hypothesize that they were derived from each other as a result of the 
historical process known as grammaticization.
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John Glucker

The Invention of Goy and Other Inventions

This is a reply to an article by Adi Ophir and Ishay Rosen-Zvi, published 
in Lešonenu 76/4, in response to my article in vol. 76 /1–2. I have chosen to 
deal with selected issues in their article as representative of their research 
methodology.
1. I take issue with the authors’ claim that modern research has established 
that an acquaintance with Paul’s epistles is a feature of rabbinic literature. I 
argue that one of the two talmudic references cited shows some acquaintance 
with a famous saying of Jesus, but not in its New Testament form (Matt. 
5 :17); it was rather taken from a source like Q or M, or indeed from 
oral tradition. Both talmudic texts decree that any Christian text should 
be destroyed: not quite evidence for the sages studying Paul’s epistles, 
which are not mentioned in either. Of the modern literature, two items 
have nothing to do with Paul and his epistles as sources for anything in 
the Talmud, and one – Travers Herford’s classic work – seriously doubts 
any knowledge of the epistles or the gospels on the part of any talmudic 
sage. The only item which suggests a possible acquaintance with Pauline 
epistles in the Talmud is a highly speculative article by Israel Yuval, hardly 
an expert in this field.
2. The authors also state that the use of goy and goyim in the sense of 
individual non-Jews is obvious in Gal. 2 :11–15, and is already attested in 
First and Second Maccabees. Here I acknowledge my mistake and add two 
places in the Damascus Scroll where goyim clearly designates individuals. 
The authors claim that, in Maccabees, these individual goyim always refer 
to people who fight the Jews in battles and wars. This is, in any case, not 
necessarily part of the meaning of goyim, and it clearly cannot be the case 
for the Damascus Scroll passages. The talmudic sages needed no Pauline 
epistles to use goy /goyim for individuals.
3. I also discuss their assumption that one can deal with concepts and 
conceptualizations independently of the ‘purely linguistic’ facts; and their 
claim that one requires a general concept of ‘non-Jew’, such as goy, in 
order to define who is obligated by Jewish halakhah.
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Ephraim Bezalel Halivni

An Explanation of the Form מוכרה בטל

In one passage MS Vienna of the Tosefta uses the form מוכרה בטל (mokhra), 
initial vowel o, rather than the more usual i. This might be attributed to 
scribal error, vav instead of yod. However, there is no need to assume 
scribal error here. Rather, this form is another example of a phenomenon 
noted by Professor Moshe Bar-Asher, namely, “a labial consonant attracts 
nearby vowels… i.e., a, e, i tend to become o or u”. The form מוכרה is rare. 
Elsewhere the same manuscript uses the form מכרה (mikhra). But the 
rare instances of the form מוכרה are not erroneous, but rather a result of 
attraction to the labial consonant.
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