COMMENTS ON THE MORPHOLOGY OF NOUNS IN
MISHNAIC HEBREW: NOUNS ATTESTED AND
UNATTESTED IN BIBLICAL HEBREW

Moshe Bar-Asher

INTRODUCTION

1. The scientific investigation of the morphology of mishnaic Hebrew (= MH) has
focused primarily on the verb and the pronouns, and very little on the noun. Only
in the past few years have scholars begun to deal with nominal morphology as
well.! T myself have recently been occupied with a systematic description of the
nominal patterns based on the best of the manuscripts of the Mishnah: first and
foremost Ms Kaufmann (= K) and Ms Parma B (De Rossi 497 = P2). In my work
the data from these two manuscripts are described fully, both on the level of
details and the level of synthesis. The findings that arise from these two MSS are
compared with data from a series of other witnesses, such as Ms Parma A (De
Rossi 138 = P1), mMs Cambridge, ed. Low (= L), and Ms Antonin of Seder Teharot
(=A)2

2. By its nature, the study of the morphology of nominal patterns focuses on
details and sub-details; each and every noun that appears in the Mishnah is
checked, at every occurrence, in the two primary witnesses and in many other
witnesses, in order to establish which nouns are to be classified under each pattern,

* | am very pleased to dedicate this study to a great scholar, my dear friend Tapani Harviai-
nen.

We will mention here only one example: Yeivin 1985 (it should be noted that Yeivin’s
description of the morphology of nouns in biblical Hebrew in the Babylonian vocalization is
accompanied in every chapter and every paragraph by a description of the data from rabbinic
Hebrew in its Babylonian form); a detailed bibliography of what has been done on the
morphology of nouns in rabbinic Hebrew is found in my article, Bar-Asher 2004a, nn. 1-10.

In addition to my articles mentioned in n, 10 of the aforementioned article, I will also
mention here my articles, Bar-Asher 2004b, and Bar-Asher, Pe‘olet.

Studia Orientalia 99 (2004), pp. 23-30
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and thus to enable a complete and accurate description of the sum of the patterns.
A comprehensive inspection of many witnesses reveals that there are more than a
few nouns found as one pattern in one MS, a different pattern in another Ms, and
sometimes even a third pattern in yet another Ms. The study of the details is ex-
hausting, but often thrilling as well; in any event without it no worthy description
of nominal morphology can be completed.

3. It is not even necessary to mention that within the detailed analysis, and in
its wake, our investigation has extended to a number of broader questions and
issues. Here I would like to make a few short comments on one such broader issue
relating to the MH nouns: the morphology of nouns attested in biblical Hebrew (=
BH) as opposed to those unattested there.?

4. There is no doubt that the analysis of all the nouns in the Mishnah reveals
a clear picture: the nouns found in BH are found, generally, in their BH forms.
But in nouns unattested in BH appear many morphological differences, even
among the best witnesses, and sometimes even one witness may preserve two or
three variants of the same noun. For example, MS P2 preserves two forms of the
noun 109 “flaw”: 9109 pasil is the absolute form, and 7188 pissil is the form found
with pronominal suffixes, as in 709 pasial (Kelim 10:4) as opposed to a0
pissilah (Parah 4:4), Y9092 be-pissillo (Migwa’ot 3:1). Another example is the
noun 7Y “spit,” for which Ms K preserves two distinct vocalizations, reflecting
two different nominal patterns: T30 Sapiid (Pes 7:1) as well as 719% $apad (Kelim
5:5);

NOUNS ATTESTED IN BH

5. From the totality of biblical nouns attested in the Mishnah, two groups must be
distinguished: (a) nouns whose mention is an implicit citation of a word or a
phrase from BH, or an intentional insertion of biblical language, and whose use
then does not prove that they were in living use in MH; (b) nouns found both in
BH and in MH which we can assume were in use in the living languages of both
biblical and tannaitic periods.

6. In the first type we find, as expected, a faithfulness to the form as found
in BH according to the Tiberian or the Babylonian vocalizations. For example, the
nominal pattern nv9 padlet includes the noun n2nd, which is attested only once,
and only in the phrase ¥pyp nan3 katdbet ga‘dqa’ (Mak 3:6). It is mentioned there
adjacent to the verse cited: 1WAW "...200 XY Ypy*p Ypy'p K1 N3 YR Ning anon

3 The issue of the morphology of BH nouns found in MH is discussed from different vantage

points in other articles of mine (cf. Bar-Asher 2004a §7 and Bar-Asher 2004b §§7-10). Here
I will deal with this on a different level.
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"IX 032 1NN XY 4UpYR NANY W 0w D INDW TV 27N WK WHw " own R AT 12
5" (Lev 19:28) “One who writes a ¥pyp n:nd, if he wrote but did not engrave, or
engraved but did not write ... R. Sim¢on b. Yudah says in the name of R. Sim  on,
he is not liable unless he writes the name of God, as it says, “You shall not incise
any writings (¥p¥p nawn3) on yourselves, I am God.” ” This is in effect a type of
citation. The same is true regarding a few nouns of the %wg pa<ail pattern, which
includes, for example, 70 fonik and 2113 karab (“angel”). But both of these
nouns appear in the Mishnah in contexts which reveal that they are being used as
cited lemmata or are being woven into a phrase derived intentionally from BH. In
other words: (a) we find the expression MR JNA fanik oznd in a Mishnah
(Nega‘im 14:9) which discusses the verse from Leviticus (14:4), “7unn jix Jan 2y
i “on the ridge of the right ear (1% 71n) of him who is being cleansed,” which
seems to be a type of citation; (b) in tractate Berakhot we read in the text of Birkat
ha-Zimmun, ...0°2030 2. arm9R 7121 “Let us bless our God ... Enthroned on
the Cherubim” (Ber 7:3); it is known that liturgical texts from the tannaitic and
amoraic periods contain woven within them biblical phrases, and this is the case
here as well: the only attestation of 2173 karib “angel” in the Mishnah® is nothing
other than an insertion of a phrase found a few times in BH, 0°2137 2w yaseb ha-
kariibim (e.g., 1 Sam 4:4).

7. In the second type there are many nouns which were used in the living
language both in biblical and tannaitic times; among such names are 23 gannab
“thief,” WA haras “smith,” @Iy heres “clay,” 293 kaliib “cage,” Ny na‘oret
“chaff,” 190 séfer “book,” and many others. Some have the same meaning or
similar in the two periods, and others have meanings in MH different from that
they had in BH, but generally their forms are identical in the two periods. More
precisely I can say, as their biblical morphology in either the Tiberian or Baby-
lonian traditions, so their form in the Mishnah, or in other words, the nominal
pattern found in MH is that found in BH. Such is the case, for example, for
everything related to the six nouns just mentioned: there is no morphological
difference between the words as they appear in BH and in MH.

8. Even so, we have found nouns which appear in different patterns in BH
and MH, such as the noun nnnd “shirt.” In both the Tiberian and the Babylonian

4 In the biblical citation, M$ K vocalizes the second p in the noun pyp with a patah, like the
Tiberian vocalization in the Bible, but in the occurrence in the text of the Mishnah, which is
here cited at the beginning of the excerpt, this p is vocalized with a games.

5 This citation is taken directly from MS K with only one change: in the MS the Tetragram is
written as three yods.

6

In printed editions the phrase 017371 2wy is found twice in mBer 7:3, but the MSS support
only one occurrence (for details, see Zaksh ad loc.).
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traditions of BH its form is always nih kuttonet,” such as njnpa ha-kuttonet (Gen
37:31), "nina kuttonti (Song 5:3). It is perhaps not beside the point to mention here
that the gemination of the taw is known also from the Samaritan tradition to the
Pentateuch, which reads kittanet.® But in MH the noun is always found in the
pattern n¥s pa‘alet, as in NJing katonet (absolute singular form: Yoma 7:5) in all
the reliable witnesses.’?

9. An example of a different type is the noun 7123 “border.” This noun is
found often in the Bible, and its pattern is always 7123 gabil, of the pattern 7wn
pa<il. It is plausible that this is the form of the noun when suffixes are attached to
it, whether pronominal or pluralizing: 791232 bighiilah, 73232 bighili (AZ 3:4),
P32 u-baggabiilin (Sab 1:11). However, in the singular absolute the best Mss
show the form %31 gobal (Kil’ayim 3:1 [4x]; 3:2); this is how it appears in MS K,
MS PI, and also (with or without vocalization) in other witnesses, including a
number of Genizah fragments.!® But in less reliable mMss and in printed editions
the form is 7123 gabiil, even in the aforementioned examples from Kilayim. It is
very probable that the version in the less reliable MSS and the printed editions is a
correction made based on BH, a correction which serves to obliterate a rare and
unrecognized form of MH.

Even so it can be said that most of the BH nouns attested also in the Mishnah
appear in the majority of reliable witnesses in the same forms as they appear in
the Bible, and only for a minority of nouns do the [reliable] witnesses of the
Mishnah preserve forms other than those preserved by the vocalization traditions
of the Bible, as we saw for n1nd and 7123

10. But sometimes the differences between the traditions reflect two forms of
the word which reflect two authentic linguistic variants, and can thus inform us
about the parallel existence of two dialects or language-types.!! Here is an explicit
example:

The noun 3 gamed “small cubit, half-cubit” is found in the Bible only once,
and only in the Tiberian vocalization: 1578 773...290 T8 1?2 wyM “Ehud made for
himself a dagger ... a gomed in length” (Judg 3:16). In the Mishnah, too, it is
attested only once, in the plural: o™y Sw pmam (Kelim 29:1). This form is
found vocalized P gumdin (K, and also LIV and YEM) and also 1ia gomdin

There is, though, one time where the absolute appears vocalized like the Mishnaic
vocalization: ww nyhzn n¥awn (Exod 28:39), as is mentioned below. There is more to add and
to be said on this detail, but this is not the place to deal with it.

8 Ben-Hayyim 1977:146.

This is found in the Babylonian vocalization of rabbinic Hebrew, and it is vocalized thus in
Mss K, P1, PARIS, LIV.

10 See Zaksh ad loc.
For an analysis of the language-types of MH see Bar-Asher 1987.
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(thus in PARIS); these two vocalization both reflect a singular i gomed, as
above, known to us from BH and similar to 203 katel (singular) ~ 190i3/phm3
kutlin/kotlin (plural), according to the pattern known as the “Aramaic plural.” As
opposed to these, P2 shows 113 gummadin (with geminated mem!); this is the
plural form of 3 gummeéd. It is totally clear that there is no error here; T
gumméd is the equivalent of Aramaic X7Tn¥/&1173.12 These Aramaic forms ap-
pear to be developments of i via dissimilation (mm > rm : gummed > gurmed),
although it is possible that % developed from 8717 via assimilation (gurméda
> gumméda).!3 In any case, it would be very difficult to deny the connection
between these two forms, the Hebrew and the Aramaic.

For our purposes the two forms attested in the Mishnah — the one a segolate
shared by the Bible and some of the MH traditions (73) and the other geminated
and found in P2 (1), which shows a relationship to the Aramaic!4 — reflect, to
my mind, two authentic forms from two language-types or two dialects.!?

11. It is important to comment that occasionally we find nouns common to
both BH and MH, but the data in BH are not complete and the precise patterns are
not known to us. This is exemplified by the noun 731 “male”; we found 77131
zokiirka (Exod 23:17 and more), 301 zakidrah (Deut 20:13). These vocalizations
could reflect either of two different absolute forms, which represent two different
nominal patterns: (a) a 2w pa <l nominal form, 7137 zakdr; this is in fact found in
Ms K at San 6:4 (2x) and also in YEM there; Yeivin found this vocalization in the
Babylonian tradition as well; (b) a 719 pa<il nominal form, 1131 zakir; this is how
Ms K vocalizes at San 4:7, and thus also in PARIS and LIV in all the word’s
occurrences in the Mishnah, and Yeivin found Babylonian traditions along these
lines, as well.'0 In a case such as this there is no avoiding the assumption that we
have preserved two reliable traditions, which record two authentic variants that
were used in the language when it was spoken (and even in BH?).

12. We can summarize and say that the BH nouns found also in the Mishnah
usually appear in Mishnaic Hebrew in the same forms they had in BH, but there
are not a few forms that show findings worthy of note; the examples above —nin3
as opposed to njn3, 33 alongside 7% — give some expression to the features

12 See the dictionaries of Jastrow (for the Talmudim and Midrashim), Sokoloff (for Babylonian
Aramaic), Brockelmann (for Syriac), and Macuch (for Mandaic).

13 The distinction between Hebrew gumméd with & and Aramaic gurmida with 7 s a secondary
development that does not need to be addressed here.

14 1t should be clear that I am not implying that this form is borrowed from Aramaic.

15

1 will point out that the pair ) 3T is parallel to another pair familiar to all: vaw/v oW
(< §abbitu) “scepter,” one form a segolate and the other consisting of two closed syllables.

16 For the details of this issue, see Bar-Asher 2004b §9.4.
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separating two layers of the language. The last example — 7127 as well as 727 —
exemplifies the lacunae in our data about the Hebrew of the Bible.

NOUNS NOT IN BH

13. The question of the morphology of non-BH nouns in the Mishnah is a
complex one, and on this topic a few brief comments will have to suffice here.
First we will point out that one must distinguish between very common nouns,
such as Mo “exemption” and 09 “flaw,” and rare nouns which appear in the
Mishnah once or, maximum, twice, like some of the V2 pa“al nouns: @2 bagqar
“cattle owner,”'7 130 sakkarin “makers of dams (o™139),” 102 kattdn “cotton
merchant,” "Xp0/*p0 saqqay/saqqay “sack maker,”!® and more.!? The same is true
for a number of the nouns of the pattern n7vs pa <alet, such as n7713 garadet “the
material scraped [1721] from vessels while they are being made,” ny¥p gasaser “the
material cut [y¥p1] from vessels while they are being made,” nony $ohaler “the
waste material that falls from vessels while they are being made.”?°

14. In the decisive majority of the rare nouns there is disagreement among the
witnesses (MSs and printed editions) as to the consonantal structures, and not just
regarding the vocalization (i.e., the vocalic structures), and therefore the disagree-
ment finds expression in, among other questions, the classification of the nouns by
nominal pattern. Thus, for example, regarding the noun nma (Kel 11:3); only
some of the best witnesses have the correct form, n7in3 garader, in the n7ws pa
<glet pattern. Others read N7 gardret or NN} gardrat with a re§, and some have
niTy goriidot — the plural of 77y goriida(h).?! Even for a noun as common as
7o, although there is no disagreement regarding its consonants, the MSS are
divided about its vocalization: W03 patir, 109 pator, or Mwa/N9°522 pi;_tﬁr.23

15. Many of the rare nouns which are not attested in BH and were checked in
the best Mss of the Mishnah show situations similar to that described for n7m
garadet. The transmission reflected within each and every witness depends on the
nature of the tradition and the degree of faithfulness of the copyist/vocalizer (or
printer). There are times when authentic variants have reached us, and times when

7" The details of this noun were discussed in Bar-Asher 1999:52-55 (§§7-10).

18 wop is what is found in Ms K, while *&p0 is the version in P2.

19 These nouns and others of the pattern Yy are discussed in Bar-Asher 2004a §§20, 22-23, 27.
20 various aspects of nouns of the nY¥s pattern are discussed in Bar-Asher, Pecolet (in press).

21 For details, see Bar-Asher, Pe‘olet, §4.1.

22 The addition of a yod (M) or a lack thereof (7w9) is not a question of the consonantal
structure, but only of vocalic orthography.

23 The details of this noun are discussed in Bar-Asher 2004b §§9.16, 17, and more.
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a Ms (or a printed edition) transmits a corrupt form. Generally, the best MSS —
especially K, P1, P2, A — preserve authentic versions.

16. It is worth emphasizing that the issue of the non-BH nouns is exception-
ally broad. Many nouns — and especially the rare ones — require, as mentioned,
philological clarification prior to morphological discussions. In the decisive
majority one finds that the good MSS transmit variant forms that give expression to
the different authentic forms.

It must be said that the investigation of the non-BH nouns is an area upon
which many fundamental issues of the nominal morphology within MH depend,
and we cannot elaborate here.

SUMMARY

17. By way of summary, we can say that the detailed description of the nominal
patterns in the Mishnah allows wide-ranging investigation of linguistic pheno-
mena into the morphology of the noun; one of these phenomena is the relationship
of MH as seen in MSS to BH in its two main traditions — the Tiberian and the
Babylonian, Nouns from the Bible, in which the text of the Mishnah shows a
relationship to the biblical texts — i.e., when we encounter an explicit citation of,
or an allusion to, the biblical text, or we can clearly recognize the integration of a
biblical word or phrase — they are always found in their BH forms. Of the nouns
in living usage in both periods, a decisive majority show an identical form in the
Bible’s main traditions (Tiberian and Babylonian) and the main traditions of MH.
However, there are more than a few exceptions, of different types, as exemplified
above in §§7-11.

18. The research into MH has to deal primarily with the nouns that do not
appear in the Bible. In their investigation, many nouns require first philological
study, in order to ascertain what precisely the consonantal structure of the noun is
and what its precise meaning is. Only subsequent to that can the questions of its
vocalic structure be raised and the noun assigned to a nominal pattern. We have
already seen that in a few cases a noun can belong to one pattern in a certain
reliable tradition, but another pattern according to another reliable tradition, such
as MY in one tradition as opposed to 113 in a second.

19. A different issue is the degree of authenticity of two (or, sometimes, more
than two) given parallel traditions regarding the vocalization of a certain noun
such as Mwe/Mws: do we have two (or more) authentic forms that derive from the
living language, thus showing the linguistic variety or different dialects within
rabbinic Hebrew, or do we simply have one authentic form and one form that
arose at a late date in the course of transmission of Mishnaic Hebrew as a written
language, or a reading language, only? This issue, like many other broader issues,
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will be dealt with in the course of time in the context of a complete description of
the morphology of the noun in the language of the Mishnah.
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