
Summaries

Menahem Kister

Textual and Lexical Implications of Phonetic 
and Orthographic Phenomena

The article deals with the interrelationship between phonetic phenomena 
and the written transmission of ancient texts. It deals primarily with 
(a) sandhi, assimilation, and open juncture as an explanation for readings 
or variants in the Bible and rabbinic literature; and (b) glides that are 
reflected in readings of words in biblical verses. These readings were 
sometimes subject to hyper-correction when transmitted by copyists. The 
text of 1 Sam 2 : 2729־ is discussed extensively, in light of the reading of 
a Qumran fragment of the biblical text, the Septuagint, and an allusion 
to it in the Serekh.

Moshe Bar-Asher

The Biblical Background of Two Poetic Paragraphs 
in the Sabbath Blessings

This paper treats the affinity to the Bible that is evidenced by the wording 
of two poetic paragraphs integrated in two Sabbath blessings. This is not 
a case of the use of a single or several idioms taken from biblical verses in 
wording these paragraphs; rather, these are two complete paragraphs that 
convey the impression of a complete biblical passage. Although the biblical 
passage in question is only three verses long (Gen 2 : 13־), it nevertheless 
forms a complete unit. More precisely, one paragraph is a revision of the 
content of the biblical passage, whereas the second one clearly reflects the 
presence of the biblical verses.
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The paragraphs treated are (a) ָּת ׁשְ ה ִקּדַ  which ,(you have sanctified) ַאּתָ
opens the “sanctity of the day” blessing in the Friday night Amidah prayer; 
and (b) ים ֲעׂשִ ל ַהּמַ ַבת ִמּכָ ר ׁשָ  ,(to God who rested from all works) ָלֵאל )ֵאל( ֲאׁשֶ
which forms part of the first blessing that precedes the recitation of the 
Shema. These paragraphs also contain linguistic innovations.

The article analyzes the structure of these short prayers; their linguistic 
affinity to, and differences from, the unit in Genesis; and the use of specific 
words, such as תכלית for ויכולו, and יום המנוחה for the seventh or Sabbath 
day. Although brief, these two paragraphs have much to offer those who 
take an interest in the development of the liturgy in ancient times.

Moshe Idel

SHMYHZH: Shamhazay / Shamhaza’y /  
Shmayya’a + Haze’/ Shmayyahaze’

This short study suggests a new understanding of the name of the chief 
angel of the twenty watchers in 1 Enoch as referring to watching from 
or toward heaven. This proposal is grounded in a different vocalization 
of the consonants שמיחזה, which appear in the Aramaic Book of Giants 
as published by J. T. Milik. As opposed to the dominant view in the 
scholarship that understands this name as “the name sees or saw”, this 
alternative vocalization of the same consonants fits both the general 
context of the myth of the fallen angels as having fallen from heaven, and 
also the specific occurrence of this name preceding the second angel in 
the list, who is conspicuously connected to earth. Last but not least, it fits 
the later Hebrew forms of the name שמחזי or שמחזאי and not the Greek 
translation Σεμιαζά.

Michal Bar-Asher Siegal

פרשת העיבור and ,עיבור הדין ,עיבר

In Aramaic, the word עברא means ‘lock’ or ‘bolt’.  We find the Hebrew 
use of this root in verbal form in one biblical verse, 1 Kings 6 : 21, where 
it means ‘to bolt’ or ‘to block’.  This article suggests the identification of 
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this rarer use of the verb עבר in three expressions in the rabbinic corpora. 
Understanding the verb עיבר in the D-stem, as well as the two expressions 
 ,as tokens of this meaning of the verbal form פרשת העיבור and עיבור הדין
sheds light on their thus far difficult uses in the rabbinic context.

Yosef Ofer

Acrostic Signatures in Masoretic Notes 
and Their Creation

Acrostic signatures, which, as is well known, are abundant in liturgical 
poetry, rarely occur in masoretic notes. Dr. David Lyons discovered three 
such signatures in MS British Library Or. 4445, and the name of the 
Masorete, Nisi ben Daniel Hacohen. Lyons pointed out the presence of 
another, incomplete signature in the manuscript. The author of the present 
article discovered two acrostic signatures by Masoretes: one of Sa‘id bar 
Kadroy (שעיד בר כדרוי); the other of Ḥananya ben Shlomo (חנניה בן שלמה). 
In this article he publishes another acrostic signature of Ḥananya ben 
Shlomo, found in a Genizah fragment discovered by Dr. B. M. Outhwaite.

The acrostic signatures are of two kinds. The Masoretes Sa‘id bar Kadroy 
and Ḥananya ben Shlomo themselves collected the entries from which they 
drew up their masoretic lists, as evidenced by the errors and lack of precision 
in their lists. Nisi ben Daniel, however, used the masoretic composition 
Okhla we-Okhla as the basis for his acrostic notes. Consideration of his 
methodology reveals why he stopped in the middle of the creation of this 
signature in the first instance. Later in his work he found a solution to 
the problem that had caused his previous failure and added his place of 
origin to the acrostic.

Despite Nisi ben Daniel’s accuracy, we can determine that his use of the 
notes from Okhla we-Okhla for the acrostic adversely affected the usefulness 
of his masoretic notes. They belong to the wider masoretic process of 
transition from “efficient” masoretic notes to more “esthetic” ones.
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Joshua Weisman

Unapplied Laws: Halakhah ve-ein morin ken

This paper compares the application of the concept of halakhah ve-ein 
morin ken in Jewish legal sources and in civil courts. In Jewish legal sources, 
halakhah ve-ein morin ken typically appears when a certain behavior is 
permissible but, because of the fear that in practice the limits of the law 
might be overstepped, this permission is not applied. This principle, which 
contents itself with not applying, rather than amending or repealing, 
a law, places scholars of Jewish law in an awkward situation. A partial 
remedy is a distinction drawn between stating the law to the public, when 
halakhah ve-ein morin ken is applied, and responding to a query by an 
individual, when it is not. Further, learned scholars are allowed to apply 
to themselves a law subject to halakhah ve-ein morin ken. This situation 
of a law affected by the scholarly level of the person to whom it is meant 
to apply is a peculiar feature of Jewish law.

In civil courts references to halakhah ve-ein morin ken occur when 
applying a law becomes undesirable due to attitudinal changes among the 
public toward certain matters (e.g., homosexuality, abortions); or, when 
changed circumstances render the application of a law impracticable. 
Often, civil courts resort to halakhah ve-ein morin ken with regard to a law 
that forbids a certain behavior; accordingly, as opposed to its detrimental 
effect on “consumers” of Jewish law, in civil courts it frequently favors 
“consumers” of the law.

Another difference between the two venues inheres in the attitude of 
judges toward this concept. Jewish legal sources generally evince acceptance 
of the application of halakhah ve-ein morin ken, understandably so because 
of the religious character of the law, whose amendment is typically subject 
to constraints. The application of halakhah ve-ein morin ken to a certain 
extent bridges the gap between given and desired rules. By comparison, 
civil judges display a rather critical attitude toward this concept. The 
existence of an unapplied law often implies legislative failure to harmonize 
the law with changed public mores. Finally, whereas according to Jewish 
law, a law subject to halakhah ve-ein morin ken is not viewed as repealed 
and can in certain circumstances be applied, references to halakhah ve-ein 
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morin ken by civil judges are often found when a law, though not formally 
repealed, has no practical effect.

Yehonatan Wormser

Rabbi Zalman Hena (Hanau)’s Theory 
of Hebrew Vowel Length and Syllabification

This article introduces one of the basic principles of the grammatical 
theory of the eighteenth-century Hebrew grammarian Rabbi Zalman Hena 
(Hanau). Hena believed that the Hebrew language was divinely planned 
and created and was governed by divinely set grammatical rules. Hena 
therefore tried to address the challenge of minimizing exceptions to the 
rules. He assumed that a deeper investigation of the Hebrew language 
would reveal a set of secondary rules, which would complement the 
existing primary rules and cover most of the exceptions. This attitude led 
Hena to introduce many grammatical innovations.

This study describes and examines how Hena applied this principle to 
his innovative view of the length of the Hebrew vowels and the structure 
of the Hebrew syllables. This examination includes Hena’s most famous, 
influential innovation: the notion of the “light vowel” (התנועה הקלה), which 
later produced the term “floating shewa” (שווא מרחף).

Mordechay Mishor

The Sephardic Vowels in Yitron la-Adam

In his supplement Yitron la-Adam to Ben-Zeev’s Talmud Leshon ‘Ivri, 
Adam Hakohen Lebensohn presents a sizeable list of “Sepharadisms” ־ 
namely, kamats a, tsere e and ḥolam o ־ in the Ashkenazi reading tradition 
of rabbinic Hebrew and in the Hebrew component of Yiddish. His aim was 
to support the originality of the Sephardic pronunciation, represented, as it 
was commonly accepted in those days (1866), by the Tiberian vocalization 
system. Lebensohn could not know, of course, of the existence of the 
Palestinian vocalization. In any event, the Hebrew pronunciation in medieval 
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Europe was actually Sephardic, and Lebensohn correctly maintained 
that the Sephardic vowels in his list were remnants of the original state 
of affairs before the rise of the genuine Ashkenazi vowels (kamats o, tsere 
ey and ḥolam oy).

A careful review of Lebensohn’s list shows that Sephardic vowels were 
retained in stressed closed syllables. Other reasons that govern the 
appearance of  “Sephardic” vowels under different conditions are examined 
here. Several words, some of which belong to the Hebrew component of 
Yiddish, remained unexplained and require further study.

Nimrod Shatil

Ultimate and Penultimate Accentuation 
in the Hebrew Gentilic Noun-system

The system of gentilic nouns in contemporary Hebrew is composed 
of a closed group with ultimate accentuation and an open group with 
penultimate accentuation. Two related questions are discussed here: the 
emergence of the dual system of Hebrew gentilic nouns and the functional 
differences between the two types.

Linguistic and extra-linguistic factors came into play in this system’s 
formation. The extra-linguistic factors include the discours univers and 
the ideological world of the Revivers that fueled a preference for biblical 
ultimate accentuation versus their successors who experienced Hebrew as 
a natural language, and were not constrained by ideological considerations. 
The internal linguistic factors that promoted penultimate accentuation are 
morphological (a preference for linear derivation) and phonetic (economy 
of production energy). Languages of contact constitute an external linguistic 
factor.

Synchronically, the difference between the two types of accentuation 
has three aspects: the difference between formal and informal registers; 
between syncretic lexical items; and degrees of affinity. The latter has 
typological correlation in other languages.
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Maya Fruchtman

Neologisms in the Yonatan Ratosh Translation 
of La Fontaine’s Fables: Textual Aspects

This study explores the neologisms employed by Ratosh in his poetic 
translation of La Fontaine’s Fables. Michal Efratt’s Needed Words: The Lexical 
Innovations of Yonatan Ratosh (Hebrew; 2011) offers a substantial list of 
his linguistic creations. As demonstrated there, Ratosh’s many innovations 
enriched the lexicon of contemporary Hebrew.

In this study, I checked Ratosh’s translation of La Fontaine’s Fables 
against Efratt’s list and found that his translation reflects a variety of 
neologisms. Initially, I treated words from Efratt’s list: there were three 
such words. Most of the neologisms found in Ratosh’s translation of the 
Fables evolved from the idiosyncratic character of the text: Ratosh was 
obliged to function not merely as a translator but as a writer, singling out 
the rare and exquisite and injecting a substantial dose of irony so as to 
capture and reflect La Fontaine’s Zeitgeist, the ‘form and pressure’ of his 
age. I refer to the words: לֹוש ,ִמְנָאם ,ָמָרן ַבִים ,ִמׁשְ ָנּ עֹוַתִים ,ָגּ ָרה ,ִמְרְדּ ְקלֹון ,ִנׁשְ י ,ׁשִ ְרּגִ  ,ּפַ
ְנָבִנים ְבנּוִני ,ּגַ ְצעֹוִני ,ּתַ ד ,ְספֹוַגאי ,ּבִ ר ,ִחֵמּ ת ֶנׁשֶ ת ָחתּול ,ּבַ .ּבַ

Alexey (Eliyahu) Yuditsky and Esther Haber

The Phrase בין הגבולים
in the “Commentary on Genesis C” (4Q254)

Although very fragmentary, the scroll called “Commentary on Genesis C” 
(4Q254) contains biblical quotes that facilitate plausible reconstruction 
of missing text. We reconstruct בי[ן הגבולים[ in line 2 of frgs. 56־, viewing 
this collocation as a commentary on the phrase בין המשפתים from Jacob’s 
blessing ָתִים ּפְ ְשׁ .(Gen 49  :14) יששכר חמר גרם רֹבץ בין ַהּמִ

The present article reexamines the meaning of the phrase בין הגבולים as 
an interpretation of בין המשפתים through treatment of the semantic field of 
 in ancient sources. It appears that the relationship between the words גבול
 should not be based merely on spelling, but rather הגבולים and המשפתים
on ancient exegesis. In the Aramaic translations the word המשפתים was 
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usually rendered תחומיא ‘ranges’, ‘areas’, and it was interpreted thus by many 
biblical scholars. However, according to the dictionaries, both גבול and 
.’have two main meanings: ‘border line’ and ‘area תחום  An examination of 
the semantic field of these nouns reveals that the word גבול usually means 
‘area’ rather than ‘border’.  Therefore the phrase בי[ן הגבולים[ in the scroll 
means, in our opinion, ‘between the (restricted) areas’.

Amir Gaash

The Relationship between the Karaite Treatises 
Me’or ‘Ayin, Sefer ha-Pitron, and ’Eshkol ha-Kofer

This paper discusses the relationship between three Karaite works, each 
belonging to a different genre: Me’or ‘Ayin (a grammar of Biblical Hebrew), 
Sefer ha-Pitron (a code of law), and ’Eshkol ha-Kofer (an encyclopedia 
of Karaite law, exegesis, theology, linguistics, among other spheres). It 
appears that Me’or ‘Ayin and Sefer ha-Pitron were originally written in 
Arabic by Karaite authors in Jerusalem in the latter half of the eleventh 
century. The evidence suggests that the author of Sefer ha-Pitron used (and 
misused) some sections of  Me’or ‘Ayin to express certain grammatical ideas. 
Apparently, both treatises were translated into Hebrew in Byzantium in 
the eleventh century, and their Hebrew versions were among the sources 
used by the Byzantine Karaite scholar Judah Hadassi in compiling ’Eshkol 
ha-Kofer in the mid-twelfth century.

Ephraim Bezalel Halivni

Another Look at לחזור ולהתלחלח

Emmanuel Mastéy, in his article “Reconstructing Linguistic Forms in MS 
Kaufmann of the Mishnah” (Lešonenu 76 [2014]: 79105־), shows that in m. 
Niddah 7: 2, the original scribe of MS Kaufmann used the form להתלחלח. 
This form was later changed to להיות לח. On the basis of the reconstructed 
form להתלחלח, which is not known from any other source, Mastéy explains 
the Mishnah in a novel way, which differs from how it was understood by 
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the Talmud and the commentaries. Mastéy strengthens his explanation by 
relying on the assumption that the verb חזר, when serving as an auxiliary 
verb, always indicates a repeated action.

I do not agree with Mastéy’s explanation. It fits neither the language nor 
the context of the mishnaic statement. Additionally the verb חזר, when 
serving as an auxiliary verb, can indicate continuation of a current state. 
Rather, the explanation of the Talmud and the commentaries is correct.

Emmanuel Mastéy

A Response to Ephraim Halivni

In his meticulous critique, Ephraim Halivni challenged my attempt to 
supply an alternative explanation for the statement made by Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohại in m. Niddah 7: 2. He raised four main reasons as to why my 
suggestion should not be accepted. Three of them, however, are based on 
a misinterpretation of my proposal. Here I try to further clarify my view 
and to respond to the fourth argument, concerning the nature of the root 
.as an auxiliary verb חזר

Shimon Sharvit

Moshe Bar-Asher, A Morphology of Mishnaic Hebrew: Introductions and 
Noun Morphology, 2 vols., Jerusalem: Bialik Institute and the Academy 

of the Hebrew Language 2015, 1603 pp.

Bar-Asher describes Mishnaic Hebrew nouns according to two well-known 
vocalized manuscripts of the Mishnah: MSS Kaufmann and Parma B 
(Order Teharot). He classifies all the nouns into patterns (mishqalim), 
relying on synchronic methodological considerations. 

The introduction has three parts in which Bar-Asher deals with 
methodological questions: spelling and vocalization, phonology and 
morphology, and syntax. The number of patterns identified is 156 and 
of nouns 2610, of which 1270 are rare nouns (1 to 3 occurrences). In the 
following five sections, each chapter is divided as follows: (a) preliminary 
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comments; (b) findings; (c) detailed description of the findings; (d) Biblical 
Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew; and (e) pattern and meaning.

This is a magnificent scholarly book, not just for its comprehensiveness, 
but for its profound study of all the details and aspects of the relevant 
issues. Undoubtedly, it will remain unmatched as the greatest achievement 
in Mishnaic Hebrew linguistics for decades.

Yochanan Breuer

Shamma Friedman, Studies in the Language and Terminology of 
Talmudic Literature, Jerusalem: The Academy of the Hebrew Language, 

2014, 565 pp.

This article describes some of the current approaches to the study of 
talmudic language. Hampering its study are the editing and transmission 
processes, which make it difficult to decide whether a specific linguistic 
item is original or a late penetration. Several approaches employ fixed 
methods in order to arrive at a determination on this question. In this 
book, however, no fixed methods are used; instead, using all the available 
material, the author takes a fresh look at each case. The article examines 
the advantages and shortcomings of each approach and concludes that, 
depending on the circumstances, it may be necessary to apply both.

Chanoch Gamliel

Ofra Tirosh-Becker, Rabbinic Excerpts in Medieval Karaite Literature, 
2 vols., Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 2011, xxii + 1282 pp.

The schism between the Karaite movement and the rabbinic world, which 
gave rise to a vast polemic literature on both sides, saw some Karaite scholars 
incorporating citations from rabbinic literature into their discussions of 
halakhic issues or into their biblical commentaries for polemical purposes. 
Ofra Tirosh-Becker has gathered hundreds of these citations from Karaite 
manuscripts, mostly from the eleventh-to-twelfth centuries, and has 
produced a critical annotated edition of these texts. The first volume contains 
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a detailed review of the Karaite works utilized for this study and the ways 
in which their authors embedded rabbinic citations in their writings. The 
author has added a brief survey of the pronunciation tradition reflected 
by these excerpts. The second volume presents these citations according 
to the order of rabbinic literature.

Although these rabbinic citations are often difficult to discern, the 
author’s expertise in the field of Mishnaic Hebrew has enabled her to 
identify many citations, some of them unknown from parallel rabbinic 
sources and to make them available for further analysis in future research. 
Tirosh-Becker has not only shown that these citations are accurate but 
that they reflect well-known linguistic phenomena of Mishnaic Hebrew. 
We can therefore assume that they faithfully represent Mishnaic Hebrew 
and should be taken into consideration as another of the diverse sources 
of Mishnaic Hebrew.

Jonathan Howard

Daniel Sivan and Ali Wated, Three Treatises on Hebrew Grammar by 
R. Judah Ḥayyuj: A New Critical Edition of the Arabic Text with a 
Modern Hebrew Translation, Beersheba: Ben-Gurion University 

Press, 2012, xxxv + 412 pp.

The seminal grammatical works of R. Judah Ḥayyuj, composed over a 
millennium ago, have served as a cornerstone of Hebrew morphology; as 
such, they have merited several editions, both in the original Judeo-Arabic 
and in the classical medieval translations. This new volume by Professor 
Sivan and Dr. Wated provides both a diplomatic version of the Arabic 
text, based on MS Oxford 1452, as well as a fresh Hebrew translation of 
the work, with scholarly notes and an introduction. The authors rightly 
deserve praise for the translation, which is on the whole clearer than the 
medieval ones, and is geared at modern scholars of Hebrew linguistics.
However, while this volume will undoubtedly serve as the new interim 
scholarly standard, it leaves much to be desired. For starters, the slender 
introduction and the absence of indexes make this work both inaccessible 
to beginners and difficult to navigate. In addition, poor editing and 
proofreading have left the introductory material and scholarly notes 
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riddled with literally hundreds of errata. Although largely typographical 
and at most a publisher’s embarrassment, some are factually problematic. 
A more serious flaw is the fact that the Hebrew translation does not always 
correspond to the Arabic, and in some instances even follows erroneous 
readings from MS Oxford, rather than the correct ones attested in other 
witnesses. In addition, some of the statements made in the critical notes 
can also be refuted or seriously challenged on the basis of the bibliography 
the editors presume to quote.

In summary, this volume well serves the purpose of a preliminary draft 
to be circulated among scholars. However, as a book published under 
an academic imprint, it is in need of a second, corrected edition. I hope 
that such an edition will be published before the editors complete their 
projected book discussing Ḥayyuj’s linguistic theories.

English summaries edited by Dena Ordan


