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Hebrew etymology

      The etymology of Indo-European languages is a painstaking effort to sort through
the remains of the havoc wreaked upon the originally perfect language by its diverse
and dispersed speakers. One of the aims of such studies is the recovery of the root
system of the primitive Indo-European language, lost in these upheavals. The etymology
of Indo-European languages is also greatly preoccupied with the task of tracing the
transformation of words shared by various members of the family as they gradually
drifted apart from the mother tongue.
      By contrast, the etymology of Semitic languages, which are fully developed yet
have retained their primeval root system in pristine form, is of a different natureAtheir’s
is an entirely internal affair. There is very little that Hebrew can gain from the etymological
consideration of the few other members of its family of tongues. Hebrew and its living
relativesAArabic and AramaicAare formally similar, have identical roots Eof assorted
different shades of meaningF, and are barely etymologically differentiable from one
another.
      The etymology of Hebrew endeavors to uncover and reveal the inner sense of the
language and to expose the linguistic devices by which the root system of the language
refers to basic acts and states of the physical world as we see it and interact with it.
      Each root of the Hebrew language is composed of vocal or literal markers referring
to the most elementary experiences of our material existence. These few markers stand
for the fundamental conceptsAthe conceptual atomic particlesAthat combine to give
language its power to describe the reality of space, substance and diversity.
      In its entirety, this root system accounts for the full range of the human experience.
It stands to reason that this root system is implicit in all languages, making them
equivalent and therefore translatable.

Fundamental concepts

      The whole edifice of the Hebrew language, its Semitic relatives, and possibly also
the tongues of the West, is composed of seven phonemes representing the seven
fundamental, or primitive, concepts of language. These fundamental concepts are the
building blocks of meaning, and each root of the language is compiled of at least one
such concept.

                         concept                                                       representing letters
 

             ‡·≠ÛÚ≠·Ú        !"#!$#%!                                  Û ¨Ù ¨Â ¨·          %, ", (, $, )
           Í‰≠Ú‚≠‚Ú       !*#*!                                ˜ ¨Í ¨Î ¨Á ¨‰ ¨‚          +, *, ,, -
              ÚÊ≠ÊÚ≠„Ú        !.#!/#!0#!1#1!             ˙ ¨˘ ¨ı ¨ˆ ¨Ò ¨È ¨Ë ¨Ê ¨„          +, ., 2, 3, /, 0, 1
                   ÏÚ         !4#4!                                              Ï          4
                 ÌÚ         !5#5!                                          Ì Ó          5
                   Ú         6!                                               Ô ¨           6
              Ú¯≠¯Ú          !7#7!                                             ¯           7

      The fundamental concept !"#!$#%!, ‡·≠ÛÚ≠·Ú, is a constituent element of the English
words: 8), %9, 9"9, :$, :$$, 2$, 9%%, ;!"9, ;9!"9, ;9!)K the conceptual common denominator
of which is Lto be on top of,’ Lto be upon Eup-onF’. The fundamental concept !*#*!, ≠‚Ú
Ú‚, is the sole constituent element of the English words: *:, *2*, ;8*9, !*9, :!,, !+;9,
!*89, +!,9, 9!+;, +89, +:#K the conceptual common denominator of which is Lto be
large,’ Lto be great,’ Lto be significant’. The fundamental concept !.#!1#1!, ÚÊ≠ÊÚ≠„Ú, is
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the sole constituent element of the English words: !/, 2/, 0;9, 0;99, /:, 8/, :.., !.., :.9,



.:, !0, 20, 0:, 8/9, /20, 9!0, 0:9, 0:(, 0(:, :!0, ::19, !.1K the conceptual common denominator
of which is L to be extended’ in both the metaphorical and literal sense. The fundamental
concept !4#4!, ÚÏ≠ÏÚ, is a constituent element of the English words: !44, !49, 944, 244, 0!44.
The fundamental concept !5#5!, ÌÚ, is a constituent element of the English words: !5,
59, +:59, /85, !5:6*K the conceptual common denominator of which is Lto possess an
accumulated mass or be of essence. The fundamental concept 6!, Ú, is the sole constituent
element of the English words: !6, 26, :6, :69, 6:, 69(. The fundamental concept !7#7!,
Ú¯≠¯Ú, is a constituent element of the English words: !79, 977, :7, 79#, 09!7, 796., 72).
      The fundamental concept !"#!$#%!, ‡·≠ÛÚ≠·Ú, of heaving and being, is represented by
the Hebrew letters Û ¨Ù ¨Â ¨·, which correspond to the English letters %, ", (, $, ).
Whenever one of these consonants is written or sounded in the lingual root, this signifies
that the root contains this concept as one of its primary components. The fundamental
concept ‡·≠ÛÚ≠·Ú has been vocally and literally augmented in Hebrew to form the
words:A
Ï÷ ‰·Ú‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰·È‡ ¨‰Ú»· ¨®ÌÁÏÏ ˜ˆ·‰ ‰ÀaœÚ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰Ù‡ ¨ÚÙÚÙ ¨‰ÚÙ ¨‰Ú· ¨·ÈÚ‰ ¨®‰ÀaœÚ© ¨‰À»œÚ ¨‰ÀaœÚ
¨‰Ú»·Ú·‡ ¨‰Ú»Ù ¨‰Ú»· ¨˙· ¨Ô· ¨·‡ ¨®ÌÈÈ»·ÈÚÂ ÌÈ¯·‡‰ ˙ÚÙ«‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ÈÙ«È ¨®Ô«ˆ¯‰ È»·Ú ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰ #ÂÀ‡ ¨®Ì»È‡
‰·· ¨ÛÚÙÚ ¨‰‡Ù ¨‰Ù ¨Û‡ ¨Û«Ú ¨®‰Œ·ÀÚ ÈÏÎ ÔÈÓ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ·«‡ ¨·È· ¨®‰‡»·˙‰ ˙»·Ú˙‰Â ‡›· ÔÓÊ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ·È·‡ ¨·Õ‡

Æ®˙«»Î˙ Ï÷ È·«Ú ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ÈÙ«‡ ¨ÂÂ ¨‰‡»·· ¨®ÔÈÚ‰ ˙Ú»· ¯Ó«ÏÎ©
      From this fundamental concept we also have the name of the beautiful ®‰ÙÈ© city «Ù #È
heaved ®‰ #Â«˜ ¨‰À·«k ¨‰À·«b ¨‰ #Â«Á ¨‰ #Â«‰© above the sea, and the names of the noble ®Ï·©, nubile,
and nebulous ®ÏÈÙ© mountains ·« and «·, which the French call %9!85:60.
      The fundamental concept *!#!*, ‚Ú≠Ú‚, of gaining and aging, is represented by the
Hebrew letters ˜ ¨Í ¨Î ¨Á ¨‰ ¨‚, which correspond to the English letters +, *, ;, ,, -.
Whenever one of these consonants is written or sounded in the lingual root, this
signifies that the root contains this concept as one of its primary components. The
fundamental concept ‚Ú≠Ú‚ has been vocally and literally augmented to form the words:A
Èœk ¨®«˙Ú„· ÌÈ¯·„ ÚÈ˜«‰ «‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ‡È˜‰Â ««÷Ï· ‰Î‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰‚‰ ¨‰Î‰ ¨‰ #Áœ‡ ¨Ú˜Ú˜ ¨Ú‚Ú‚ ¨‰Ú‚ ¨‰‡˜ ¨‰‡‚
¨®‰‡«‚ È»Áœ‡ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‚»Á ¨ $ÁÈœk ¨Á›k ¨Ú«˜ ¨»Á‡ ¨ $Á›‡ ¨Á‡ ¨®˜Ú≠˜Ú ÁÈ◊ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ˜È˜ ¨®‰·È‡ÎÓ ¯◊· ˙‚»Ú ¯Ó«ÏÎ©
¨‡ ½È $b ¨®‰˙Ó„‡ ‚»Á «‡ ˙‚»Ú ÏÚ ‰‡«‚‰ ¯ÈÚ‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© «kÚ ¨‰˜»Ú˙ ¨‰˜ÚÓ ¨‰J‹Ú ¨‰ #‚‹Ú ¨‚‚‡ ¨‰ÎÁ ¨ÍÚÎ ¨‚‚ ¨‰ÁÈ‚

Æ®«˜ÈÁ ‚»Á· «Á«Î Á‚Â ‰‡‚ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰‰‚ Ì‚Â ¨Ú˜Ú˜ ¨‰‰˜ ¨‰‰Î ¨˜È'Á ¨_'Á ¨Á«Á ¨ÁÁ ¨˜˜Á ¨ÍÎÁ ¨‰‡Î ¨ÍÁ‚
     The fundamental concept !1#1!, ÚÊ≠ÊÚ, of exiting and existing, is represented by the
Hebrew letters ˙ ¨˘ ¨ı ¨ˆ ¨Ò ¨È ¨Ë ¨Ê ¨„, which correspond to the English letters +, ., 3, /, 0,
1< Whenever one of these consonants is written or sounded in the lingual root, this
signifies that the root contains this concept as one of its primary components. From
this fundamental concept we have the Hebrew names of the animals:A
‰Ó‰·‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© Ô«˙‡ ¨«‡˙ ¨‰ (◊ ¨Ô‡›ˆ ¨Èœˆ ¨„»˙Ú ¨÷ÈÚ ¨÷Ú ¨÷È‡ ¨ÒÈÒ ¨Ò»Ò ¨ËÈÚ ¨ÊÕÚ ¨÷»˙È ¨Ô«÷È„ ¨‰È„ ¨‰‡„ ¨‰È‡

Æ÷È˙ ¨®‰˙È‡‰ ˙È«„‡‰
      In the Greek word zev, as in zoology, the study of animals, the letter z corresponding
to the Hebrew letter Ê, appears to signify this same concept.
      The fundamental concept ÊÚ≠ÚÊ in ÷È˙ , goat, is not an indication of the swiftness
®‰Ê»Ê˙© of the animal or its vigor ®‰È÷»˙© but rather the extension of its body, as in ‰Ê»ÊÓ, a
door post, and Ò )ÈÃË, flight.
From the fundamental concept ÚÊ≠ÊÚ we also have the names of protruding or proQecting
body parts:A

¨ *̇÷ ¨Ú„ˆ ¨Ú·ˆ‡ ¨Ô«÷È‡ ¨ÔÈÚ ¨ÔÈËÚ ¨„÷ ¨„„ ¨„È ¨ÔÊ›‡ ¨Ô*÷
the appellations of shoots and sprouts:A
¨‡„»„ ¨„Ë‡ ¨˙»˙ ¨˙ )È ×÷ ¨˙ )È*Ê ¨ÏÕ‡Ÿˆ ¨‰Àh!÷ ¨‰ # Õ‡"z ¨‰ , ŸÒ ¨ÚÃË , ¨‡÷„ ¨Ë«÷ ¨„ *˙ #È ¨„Ò ¨ÒÈÒÚ ¨ıÈˆÚ ¨ıÈˆ ¨ÊÈÊ ¨ıÕÚ

¨˙ÈÚ»Ú÷ ¨÷„Ú
the names of the numbers:A

¨¯(÷ŒÚ ¨Ú×÷*z ¨‰,«Ó"÷ ¨ÚÃ· (÷ ¨÷ *÷ ¨÷ÕÓ#Á ¨÷«Ï −÷ ¨Ì)È $"÷
references to fire and smoke:A

Æ®‰È˙«·‰Ï· ˙‡ˆ«È ıÕ‡ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ÷Õ‡ ¨„»‡ ¨®‰‡«„‰ Ï·‰‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© „Õ‡ ¨®÷‡‰ ˙ËÒ‰Â ˙‡ˆ«‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰˙ˆ‰
The fundamental concept !1#1!, ÚÊ≠ÊÚ, appears in the particle ÊÀ‡, the demonstrative
pronouns ®˙‡≠‡»‰≠ÊÚ©˙‡³Ê ¨®‡»‰≠ÊÚ©«Ê ¨‰,Ê, and also in:A
‰◊Ú ¨Ô«„Ê ¨‰ˆÈ„ ¨Ô«◊◊ ¨«„œÚ ¨„«„ ¨Ú«÷ ¨‡Ò‡ ¨ËÚ÷ ¨„Úˆ ¨„ÚÒ ¨÷‡È ¨÷„‡ ¨÷÷È ¨÷÷‡ ¨ËË‡ ¨ÊÊÚ ¨Ú÷È ¨Ú„È

 ˙ÈÏ‚‡· ¨®ÊÚ≠‡È‰©÷ 'È ‰˙‡ˆ«˙Â ¨¯«‡Ï ‡Èˆ«‰Â ÊÈÚ‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ©EisÔ»Èˆ «‡ ÔÓÈÒ ‡»‰÷ È»÷ Ï÷ ‰◊ÚÓ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ˙«‡ ¨
«‡ ıÕÚ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ËÕÚ ¨®‰ˆˆ ıÕ‡ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ˙ÕÚ ¨»Ê ¨®Ê«Ú· ıˆ‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰,Ê ¨®ı»ˆÏÂ ˙‡ˆÏ ı‡ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ÊÀ‡ ¨®¯·„ ÏÚ ˙«¯«‰Ï
¨˙»‡ ¨ı»‡ ¨®‰‡«„Â ıˆ ‰ˆ˜ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© „ˆ ¨„«Ú ¨„ÃÚ ¨®„»„ÚÂ Ê«Ú ÏÚ· ¯Ó«ÏÎ© „+Ê ¨„ÕÚ ¨®ıÕÚ ¯Ó«ÏÎ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ˙Õ‡ ¨®ıÈˆ
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¨‰˙‡ ¨‡˙‡ ¨÷÷‡ ¨„÷‡ ¨®Ï›Î‰ ‰ËÈÒÓÂ ‰Ú«Ò ‰ˆˆ ‰ÊÚ ‰‡«ˆ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰‡«÷ ¨®Ú¯ ¯·„ Ï÷ Ô«◊Ú ¯Ó«ÏÎ© Ô«Ò‡ ¨„ÈÕ‡



¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰Ê»ÊÓ ¨Ê»Ê ¨„»Ê ¨˙„ ¨÷„÷„ ¨÷»„ ¨ı»„ ¨®«„«Ò· „Ó«Ú ÏÈ÷·˙‰÷ ◊◊»‡Ó ÈÏÎ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© „»„ ¨‰Àcœc ¨‰‡„ ¨˙˙‡
¨‰ÚË ¨ËÈË ¨÷»Ë ¨Ò»Ë ¨®ÌÈ˙»˙Â ÌÈˆÈˆ ‰◊ÚÓ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‡Ë‡Ë ¨ÚÊÚÊ ¨‰ÚÊ ¨„ÈÊ ¨Ú»Ê ¨Ë»Ê ¨®ıˆ‰ ˙Ï„‰ „ˆ «‡ „È
¨ÊÈ˙‰ ¨‰ −gœ‰ ¨‡È◊‰ ¨ÚÈÒ‰ ¨‰Àhœ‰ ¨‰)fœ‰ ¨„˙È ¨Ë÷È ¨˙ˆÈ ¨ÚˆÈ ¨‡ˆÈ ¨ıÚÈ ¨ËÚÈ ¨ÊÚÈ ¨„ÚÈ ¨„ÒÈ ¨ÚÊÈ ¨‰„È ¨„„È ¨÷Ë÷Ë
¨‰ÚÒ ¨‰ÚÈÒ ¨ÒÈÒ ¨„ÈÒ ¨‰ËÒ ¨®˙Ú„‰ ˙‡ ËÈÒ‰Ï „ÈÊ‰ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ˙ÈÒ‰ ¨Ë»Ò ¨„«Ò ¨„»Ò ¨„„Ò ¨‡Ò‡Ò ¨‰‡Ò ¨÷È˙‰
¨ıˆÚ ¨‰ˆÚ ¨„ˆÚ ¨ÒÒÚ ¨‰ÒÚ ¨ËÈÚ ¨÷ËÚ ¨‰ËÚ ¨ÊÊÚ ¨‰„Ú ¨˙»Ú ¨÷»Ú ¨ı»Ú ¨Ë»Ú ¨Ê»Ú ¨„»Ú ¨„«Ú ¨È„Ú ¨‰@ÕÚ ¨˙˙Ò
¨ÚˆÚˆ ¨‰Úˆ ¨„Úˆ ¨˙Èˆ ¨ıÈˆ ¨‰ #iœˆ ¨ËËˆ ¨˙»ˆ ¨‰„»ˆÓ ¨„»ˆ ¨Ú„ˆ ¨‰„ˆ ¨„„ˆ ¨‰‡ˆ ¨˙˙Ú ¨„˙Ú ¨˙÷Ú ¨÷÷Ú ¨÷Ú
¨Ë»÷ ¨„»÷ ¨®ÏÏ÷ ˙È÷‰Â „Õcœˆ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© „„÷ ¨Ë‡÷ ¨‰‡÷ ¨◊È◊ ¨„È◊ ¨‰Ë◊ ¨◊»◊ ¨Ë»◊ ¨„„◊ ¨‰C −◊ ¨„ *÷ ¨‡È◊ ¨˙˙ˆ
¨‰˙÷ ¨‰÷÷ ¨‡÷÷ ¨Ú÷Ú÷ ¨ÚÚ÷ ¨ËÚ÷ ¨‰Ú÷ ¨ÚÒ÷ ¨ÒÒ÷ ¨‰Ò÷ ¨˙È÷ ¨®˙ÈÒÈÒÚ Ô·‡ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ÷ )È ×÷ ¨‰Ë÷ ¨Ú»÷

Æ÷÷˙ ¨Ú÷˙ ¨Ú˙Ú˙ ¨‰Ú˙ ¨„Ú˙ ¨ÒÒ˙ ¨÷È˙ ¨ÊÊ˙ ¨‡−z ¨‰‡˙ ¨˙˙÷
      The fundamental concept !4#4!, ÚÏ≠ÏÚ, of elevation, is represented by the Hebrew
letter Ï, which corresponds to the English letter 4. Whenever this consonant is written
or sounded in the lingual root, this signifies that the root contains this concept as one
of its primary components. The fundamental concept ÚÏ≠ÏÚ has been vocally and
literally augmented to form the words:A
‰ÏÈÏÚ ¨®ı¯‡‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ Í÷«Á‰ ˙»ÏÏÚ˙‰Â ˙»‡Ï ÔÓÊ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© Ï)ÈÃÏ ¨‰‡Ï»Ï ¨Ï»Ï ¨Ú«Ï ¨ÚÚÏ ¨‰‡Ï ¨‰ÏÚ ¨»ÏÕ‡ ¨‡›Ï ¨»Ï

Æ‰Ï‡ ¨Ô«Ï‡ ¨ÏÏ«Ú ¨Ï«Ú ¨Ï»Ú ¨Ï»‡ ¨ÏÈ‡ ¨Ï‡ ¨ÈœÏ¤Ú ¨‰ÀlœÚ ¨‰ŒÏÀÚ ¨®˙«ÏÚÓ Ï÷ ÔÈÚ ¯Ó«ÏÎ©
      The fundamental concept !5#5!, ÌÚ, of massivity and immensity, is represented
by the Hebrew letter Ó, which corresponds to the English letter 5. Whenever this
consonant is written or sounded in the lingual root, this signifies that the root contains
this concept as one of its primary components. The fundamental concept ÌÚ has been
vocally and literally augmented to form the words:A
Ì«È ¨®«Ó«˜Ó· ÌÚ«Ê‰ Ì»ˆÚ‰ ÌÈÓ‰ Ì‚‡ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ÌÈ ¨‰ÓÈ‡ ¨‰Ó»‡ ¨ÌÕ‡ ¨®˙«È»¯÷Ù‡‰ ˙Ó‡˙‰ È‡˙ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© Ìœ‡
¨ÌÈÓ ¨«Ó ¨ÈÚÓ ¨ÌÚ ¨Ì» ¨®Û»‚· Ì»ÓÚ Ì‚Ù ¯Ó«ÏÎ© Ì»Ó ¨‰‡Ó ¨®˙«ÏÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· Ì˜‰ Ì»ˆ‰ Ì«Á‰Â ¯«‡‰ ÌÈ ¯Ó«ÏÎ©
˙«ÚÓ Ï÷ ˙«‡Ó ¯Ó«ÏÎ© Ô«ÓÓ ¨®ÔÈÓ‰ È· Ï‡ ÔÈÓ‡ Û»¯ˆ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© È»pœÓ ¨®ÔÈÓ‰ «˙«‡Ó ‰‡Â Ì»ÓÚ ˜ÏÁ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰ # ÀÓ

Æ®˙«»ÓËÂ ˙«È»Ó
      The fundamental concept 6!, Ú, of newness, is represented by the Hebrew letter ,
which corresponds to the English letter 6. Whenever this consonant is written or
sounded in the lingual root, this signifies that the root contains this concept as one of
its primary components. The fundamental concept Ú has been vocally and literally
augmented to form the words:A

Æ®ÌÈ¯·„ ‰#pœ‡ «‡ ˙«‚‡„ ‰#pœ‡ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰Ú Ì‚Â ¨˙ÈÚÓ ¨Ô» ¨ÔÈ ¨ÔÚ ¨Ô‡ ¨Ô ¨‰»‡ ¨‰Ú»˙ ¨Ô«‡ ¨‡
      The fundamental concept !7#7!, Ú¯≠¯Ú, of aggregation and separation, is represented
by the Hebrew letter ¯, which corresponds to the English letter 7. Whenever this
consonant is written or sounded in the lingual root, this signifies that the root contains
this concept as one of its primary components. The fundamental concept Ú¯≠¯Ú has
been vocally and literally augmented to form the words:A
¨‰¯ÚÓ ¨¯È¯ ¨¯ )ÈÃÚ ¨¯ÈœÚ ¨ÚÚ¯ ¨®ÂÈÚ¯Ó ¯‡÷ ÌÚ ‰„◊· ¯Ú ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰Ú¯ ¨‰¯‡ ¨®˙»ÓÈË‡‰ ¯»Ú¯Ú ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰ #iœ‡Y
¯»Ú¯Ú ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰À‡Y )È ¨®ÌÈ¯¯Á»÷Ó ÌÈ˘‡ Ï÷ ˙È«ˆ¯Â ‰¯Ú ÌÈÒÁÈ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ˙»ÚV ¨ÃÚV ¨ÈÚ¯ ¨È¯È¯Ú ¨È»¯Ú
Ô¯›‡ ¨¯ÚÈ ¨‰ÚÈ¯È ¨¯«Ú ¨¯»‡ ¨¯«‡ ¨‰Ú»¯˙ ¨®ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙«„◊· ‰„«„ ÌÚ ‰Ú«¯ ¯Ó«ÏÎ© ‰ #ÈŸÚU ¨ÚU ¨®ÈÓˆÚ‰ Ô«ÁË·‰

ÆÔ«¯‡ ¨®ÔÚ¯ ÔW&z ÔÈÓ ¯Ó«ÏÎ©
      The fundamental concept !7#7!, Ú¯≠¯Ú of plurality and variability is common in the
loose and freely moving body parts:A
¨˙¯‚¯‚ ¨Ô«¯‚ ¨Í¯· ¨Í¯È ¨Ï‚¯ ¨˜¯Ù ¨¯«Ú ¨¯»·Ë ¨˙¯Ê ¨Ú«¯Ê ¨¯‡Âˆ ¨˜¯›Ú ¨Û¯›Ú ¨÷‡›¯ ¨¯ÃÚ *◊ ¨¯◊· ¨˙MWŸÙÃÓ ¨˜WŒt

Æ¯È¯÷ ¨‰Ó˜¯ ¨ÌÁ¯ ¨Ï«Ò¯˜ ¨·¯˜ ¨˙¯«·˜ ¨‰‡¯»Ó ¨˜Ù¯Ó

The form of the Hebrew letter

      All Hebrew letters are typographically minimal. They are composed mostly of
short vertical and horizontal segments that meet at corners and nodes. In no Hebrew
letter do segments cross. All letters except ‡ have only one node and the number of
rays issuing from a node is invariably three.
      Letters representing the same fundamental concept closely resemble each other.
Such are the letters ˜ ¨Í ¨Î ¨Á ¨‰ ¨‚, representing the fundamental concept Ú‚≠‚Ú. The
letter Î is merely the letter Á rotated on its sideK the letter ‰ is the letter Á with a
disconnected left legK the letter ‚ is the letter ‰ with a tilted left leg, and the letter ˜ is
the letter ‰ with an elongated left leg. Notice also the similarity of the letters Ê ¨„ that
represent the fundamental concept „Ú≠ÚÊ≠ÊÚ.
      Even though it is possible that the Hebrew letter is a formal abstraction, it no
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longer has any pictorial significance. It is an illusion to see, for example, in the



Hebrew word ¯«ÓÁ, ass, the letter Á as depicting the animal’s hind legs, the letters «Ó as
depicting its body, and the letter ¯ as depicting its neck with a forward, thrusting head.
The same is true for the names of the beasts ÏÓ‚ and ¯Ó. Likewise, the letter ˘ in ¯«÷ is
not intended to depict the horns of the ox, and the letter ˘ in ÷ŒÓ(÷ is not an image of the
rays of the sun, nor ®Ì©Ó a picture of its round body.
      The Greeks received the alphabet ®˙È·≠ÛÏ‡© from the people of the East EÌ„˜, kedem,
and hence VacademyW for the place of study of the art of writing, brought to Greece by
the legendary Phoenician Cadmus, Kadmow.F By the universality of the human sound
system, or by the affinity of the Semitic and Indo-European languages, these letters
were of instant use for transcribing their language, and eventually for transcribing all
other Indo-European languages.
      The Greeks rounded and looped the squarish letters to allow for a continuous draw
of the pen, and they reversed the direction of the writing to ease the dragging, as
opposed to the pushing, of the pen on the flat paper or parchment. The Hebrew letter ·,
for example, turned in this process into b, with two loops created by the coming and
going of the pen over the top and bottom horizontal segments of ·, and with a bent
down tail, absent in its capital version B. It appears that the letter r is also a reversed
and looped ¯, and that the Greek letter z is exactly in the shape of the Hebrew letter Ê.
The corresponding capital letter Z was rectified to ease its carving into stone. The
letter h, corresponding to the Hebrew letters Á ¨‰, was slightly stylized, and in the
corresponding capital form H the top of the letter was lowered to its loins, to leave it in
the form of the archaic Hebrew letter now written as Á.
      One notes the similar aspect of the Latin letters I, J, Z, S, \, T and the Hebrew
letter Ê. Also the similarity between the Latin Capitals C and G, and their resemblance
to the reflected Hebrew letter Î. Also the similarity between the roman D and the
Greek D, which appears to be in the shape of a tent flap, ˙ŒÏŒc. The Roman letter K is a
ligatured IC.

The triliteral root

      Fundamental concepts are grouped and tied together to create the basic linguistic
capsule, or conceptual cluster, known as the rootA÷¯÷¨ or ÏÚÙ¨ in Hebrew. For example,
the Hebrew verb Ï„‚, to grow, is composed of the fundamental concepts Ú‚, of aging,
„Ú, of deviation, and ÏÚ, of elevationK and we analyze it thus: ®ÏÚ≠„Ú≠Ú‚©Ï„‚. All Hebrew
words are derived from clearly recognized roots. Other than roots, Hebrew has no
words )97 /9. There are some three thousand roots in biblical Hebrew, and they are
almost invariably triliteral. Some examples of these roots, broken down into their
fundamental conceptual components, are:A
¨®ÏÚ≠Í‰≠Ú‚©ÏÁ‚ ¨®ÏÚ≠·Ú≠Ú‚©Ï·‚ ¨®Ú‚≠ÊÚ≠·Ú©˜ˆ· ¨®ÏÚ≠„Ú≠·Ú©Ï„· ¨®ÏÚ≠Í‰≠·Ú©ÏÁ· ¨®ÏÚ≠Í‰≠·Ú©Ï‰·
≠Í‰©ÛÏÁ ¨®¯Ú≠ÌÚ≠ÊÚ©¯ÓÊ ¨®¯Ú≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©¯‰Ê ¨®Ú‚≠ÏÚ≠„Ú©˜Ï„ ¨®Ú‚≠ÛÚ≠„Ú©˜Ù„ ¨®Ú‚≠Í‰≠„Ú©˜Á„ ¨®ÏÚ≠ÌÚ≠Ú‚©ÏÓ‚
¨®Í‰≠ÛÚ≠Ú©ÁÙ ¨®Í‰≠¯Ú≠ÌÚ©Á¯Ó ¨®ÛÚ≠ÊÚ≠ÏÚ©ÛËÏ ¨®ÌÚ≠ÏÚ≠Ú‚©ÌÏÎ ¨®ÏÚ≠ÛÚ≠ÊÚ©ÏÙË ¨®„Ú≠ÊÚ≠Í‰©„ÒÁ ¨®ÛÚ≠ÏÚ
≠ÚÊ©Ò÷ ¨®Í‰≠ÊÚ≠¯Ú©Áˆ¯ ¨®ÊÚ≠¯Ú≠Ú‚©Ò¯˜ ¨®¯Ú≠ÛÚ≠ÊÚ©¯Ùˆ ¨®ÌÚ≠¯Ú≠ÛÚ©Ì¯Ù ¨®Ú≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©ÔÎÒ ¨®Í‰≠ÊÚ≠Ú©Í÷

Æ®Í‰≠ÌÚ≠ÊÚ©ÍÓ˙ ¨®ÌÚ≠ÏÚ≠ÊÚ©ÌÏ˙ ¨®ÊÚ≠Ú
      A root consisting of three letters may be composed of three, two, or only one
fundamental concept. The root ®Í‰≠Ú‚≠Í‰©ÍÎÁ, for example, contains only the fundamental
concept Ú‚≠Í‰≠‚Ú. The same is true of the triliteral roots ®Í‰≠Í‰≠Ú‚©ÍÁ‚ ¨®Ú‚≠Ú‚≠Í‰©˜˜Á and
®Ú‚≠Ú‚≠Í‰©‚‚Á. The roots:A
≠ÚÊ©ÒÒ˙ ¨®ÊÚ≠ÊÚ≠ÚÊ©˙˙÷ ¨®Ê≠ÊÚ≠ÚÊ©ËË÷ ¨®„Ú≠„Ú≠ÚÊ©„„◊ ¨®„Ú≠„Ú≠ÚÊ©„„÷ ¨®ÊÚ≠ÊÚ≠ÚÊ©„„ˆ ¨®ÊÚ≠ÊÚ≠ÚÊ©˙˙Ò

¨®ÊÚ≠ÊÚ≠ÚÊ©÷÷˙ ¨®ÊÚ≠ÊÚ
are composed of only one fundamental concept: ÊÚ≠ÚÊ≠„Ú, of stoutness and size. The
root ®ÏÚ≠ÏÚ≠·Ú©ÏÏ· is composed of the fundamental concept ÛÚ≠·Ú, of abundance, and
the repeating fundamental concept ÏÚ, of loftiness. The root ®Í‰≠ÏÚ≠Ú‚©ÁÏ‚ is composed
of the repeating fundamental concept Í‰≠Ú‚ of cohesion plus the fundamental concept
ÏÚ. The root ®„Ú≠ÛÚ≠ÚÊ©„·Ê is composed of the repeating fundamental concept „Ú≠ÊÚ plus
the fundamental concept ÛÚ≠·Ú. The root ®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠Í‰©ÌÎÁ is composed of the fundamental
concept ÌÚ, of massivity, plus the repeating fundamental concept Í‰, of cohesion. The
root ®Ú≠Ú‚≠Ú©Ô‚ is composed of the repeating fundamental concept Ú, of novelty, plus
the fundamental concept Ú‚, of coming or going. The root ®ÛÚ≠ÛÚ≠¯Ú©Û¯Ù is composed of
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the repeating fundamental concept ÛÚ plus the fundamental concept Ú¯≠¯Ú.



      Whenever the fundamental concept Ú¯≠¯Ú appears amongst the constituents of the
root, it is an indication that the root alludes to aggregation or plurality, as in Û¯Ù, which
means: to rend, to tear, to rip, to untangle, or to take apart. Notice that VcombinationW
itself combines the fundamental concepts ÊÚ ¨Ú ¨·Ú ¨ÌÚ ¨Ú‚, but is devoid of the fundamental
concept ¯Ú, of plurality. On the other hand, VcorrelationW does include the fundamental
concept ¯Ú.
      In the following pairs of roots, the complementary exclusionainclusion of ¯Ú in the
primary components of the root indicates reference to opposite states of existence,
whole versus varied:A

˜ˆ·Ø˜ˆ· ¨˜¯·ØÏ„‚ ¨¯„‚ØÏ„‚ ¨¯ˆ·ØÏ‚„ ¨Ï¯‚ØÏ‚„ ¨Ï‚¯ØÏÓ‚ ¨¯‚„ØÏÓ‚ ¨Ï¯‚ØÌ‰Ê ¨¯Ó‚ØÔÓÊ ¨Ì¯ÊØ¨¯ÓÊ
˜„ÁØ÷„Á ¨˜¯ÁØ„ÒÁ ¨÷¯ÁØ„ÒÁ ¨¯ÒÁØÌÎÁ ¨„¯ÁØÌÎÁ ¨Ì¯ÁØÌ˙Á ¨¯ÎÁØÏÙË ¨¯˙ÁØ¯ÁÈ ¨¯ÙËØ¯˙È ¨„ÁÈØ¨„˙È
ÌÏÎØÏ˙Î ¨Ì¯ÎØÁ÷Ó ¨¯˙ÎØÌÚ ¨Á¯ÓØÔÎÒ ¨¯ÚØ„„Ú ¨ÔÎ¯ØÛ„Ú ¨¯¯ÚØ¯˜Ú ¨Û¯ÚØÌÁÙ ¨„˜ÚØÌËÙ ¨Ì¯ÙØ¨Ì¯Ù
¯ËÙØ¯˜Ù ¨„ËÙØ˜Óˆ ¨„˜ÙØÁÙˆ ¨¯ÓˆØÒÏ˜ ¨¯ÙˆØÌÁ÷ ¨Ò¯˜Ø˜˙÷ ¨ÌÁ¯ØÁˆ ¨˜¯÷ØÍÓ˙ ¨Áˆ¯ØÆÍÓ¯

Such pairs also exist in English, for example: tameatear, modeamore, keepareap,
meekareek, comeacore, someasore, bend-mendarend, boot-shootaroot.
      One way that Hebrew completes deficient roots, that is, roots consisting of only
one or two fundamental concepts, and fulfills the canonical triliteral form requirement,
is by inserting the neutral, or filler, letters Ú ¨‡. These letters have a purely vocal or
visual function, and impart no additional conceptual meaning to the root. This device
is used in the roots:A
¨®ÛÚ≠ÊÚ©ÛÚˆ ¨®ÛÚ≠ÊÚ©Û‡÷ ¨®‚Ú≠„Ú©‚‡„ ¨®ÊÚ≠‚Ú©ı˜Ú ¨®ÛÚ≠ÊÚ©ÛÒ‡ ¨®ÛÚ≠„Ú©Û„Ú ¨®ÚÊ≠ÊÚ©Ú„È ¨®ÚÊ≠ÊÚ©‡˙‡
¨®Ú¯≠Ú‚©Ú¯˜ ¨®Ú¯≠Ú‚©Ú¯Î ¨®ÚÊ≠ÛÚ©Ú˙Ù ¨®ÏÚ≠ÛÚ©‡ÏÙ ¨®ÚÏ≠Ú‚©‡ÏÎ ¨®ÏÚ≠Ú‚©ÚÏ‚ ¨®ÏÚ≠·Ú©ÚÏ· ¨®ÏÚ≠ÛÚ©ÏÚÙ

Æ®ÚÊ≠ÚÊ©Ú÷Ú÷ ¨®ÚÊ≠ÚÊ©‡Ë‡Ë ¨®ÚÊ≠¯Ú≠Ú‚©ÚË¯˜
      The letters ˙ ¨È ¨» ¨« ¨‰ also serve as abbreviations for the personal pronouns ¨‡»‰ ¨‡È‰
˙‡ and may be used as such to complete a deficient root. For example, in the word
®˙‡≠‡»‰≠Ú≠Í‰©˙»Á, a store, derived from the root ®‡È‰≠Ú≠Í‰©‰Á, the letter  ̇marks the
personal pronoun ˙‡, but in ®ÊÚ≠‡»‰©˙«‡, a sign, and ®‡»‰≠ÊÚ©«‡˙, a bull, the letter ˙ marks
the fundamental concept „Ú≠ÊÚ. Thus the significance of the letter ̇  is at times equivocal.
For example, the root Ì¯˙, to donate, may be rendered ®ÌÚ≠¯Ú≠ÊÚ©Ì¯˙, or ®ÌÚ≠¯Ú≠˙‡©Ì¯˙.
The following are some roots augmented with the personal pronouns ˙‡ ¨‡»‰ ¨‡È‰ to
fulfill the triliteral form:
≠„Ú©¯«„ ¨®¯Ú≠‡È‰≠Ú‚©¯È‚ ¨®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠Ú‚©¯»‚ ¨®ÊÚ≠‡»‰≠·Ú©Ê»· ¨®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠·Ú©¯«· ¨®¯Ú≠‡È‰©¯ÈÚ ¨®¯Ú≠‡»‰©¯«‡
¨®‡È‰≠Ú‚©‰Ú‚ ¨®‡È‰≠·Ú≠Ú‚©‰·‚ ¨®ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠ÚÊ©ıÈˆ ¨®ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠ÚÊ©ÊÈÊ ¨®ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠„Ú©÷È„ ¨®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠Ú©¯» ¨®¯Ú≠‡»‰

Æ®˙‡≠ÊÚ≠Ú‚ ¨ÊÚ≠ÚÊ≠Ú‚©˙÷˜ ¨®‡È‰≠Ú‚©‰‡Î
       No Hebrew words consist of vowels only, which would render them devoid of
conceptual meaning. Hence, in the word Èœ‡, an island or a mass of land, we consider
the letter È as marking the fundamental concept ÊÚ, rather than the personal pronoun ‡È‰.
The tendency in Aramaic to vocally smudge sibilants, and thereby cause a decline in
the conceptual quality of the word, has created such L!!!’ anomalies as ÚÀ‡, a tree, or ıÕÚ
in Hebrew. To a lesser extent this may have happened in Hebrew as wellAıÕÚ being
possibly a softened form of ıÕ  ̂or ıÈœ .̂ Likewise, Èœ‡ is possibly a softened form of È )Á or
Èœˆ.
      Occasionally, an inserted » or « is recognized as standing for a muted ·, as, for
example, in ®„Ú≠‡»‰≠ÊÚ©„»Ê and its cognate ®„Ú≠·Ú≠ÊÚ©„·Ê.
       A guttural ‰ in the first or second position within the root signifies the fundamental
concept Í‰≠Ú‚K but the silent terminal ‰ appears to be an inert filler, like Ú ¨‡. Mostly,
we interpret this terminal ‰ as signifying the personal pronoun ‡È‰. Hebrew also uses
these terminal ‰ ¨Ú ¨‡ to visually differentiate between approximate roots of the same
ancestry, thereby creating roots of different shades of meaning. Examples of the use of
terminal ‰ ¨Ú ¨‡ to shift and refine the meaning of close roots are provided by:A
≠‡ÏË ¨‰¯Ê≠Ú¯Ê≠‡¯Ê ¨‰ÙÎ≠‡Ù˜ ¨‰˜≠ÚÎ≠‡˜ ¨‰ÏÎ≠‡ÏÎ ¨‰·‚≠Ú·‚ ¨‰ÏÙ≠‡ÏÙ ¨‰¯Ù≠Ú¯Ù≠‡¯Ù ¨‰¯·≠‡¯·
¨‰Ù¯≠‡Ù¯ ¨‰¯˜≠Ú¯˜≠‡¯˜ ¨‰·ˆ≠Ú·ˆ≠‡·ˆ ¨‰Â≠Ú·≠‡· ¨‰ˆÓ≠‡ˆÓ ¨‰ÂÏ≠‡·Ï ¨ÚˆÈ≠‡ˆÈ ¨ÚÓË≠‡ÓË ¨‰Ï˙≠ÚÏ˙

Æ‰Ù÷≠ÚÙ÷
Consider also the alterations:A
¨®ÏÚ≠Í‰≠·Ú©Ï‰· ª®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠ÛÚ©ÌÁÙ ¨®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠·Ú©Ì‰· ª®‡È‰≠Í‰≠ÛÚ©‰ÎÙ ¨®‡È‰≠Í‰≠·Ú©‰Î· ¨®‡È‰≠Í‰≠·Ú©‰‰·
≠ÛÚ©¯ÎÙ ¨®¯Ú≠Í‰≠·Ú©¯Î· ¨®¯Ú≠Í‰≠·Ú©¯Á· ¨®¯Ú≠Í‰≠·Ú©¯‰· ª®Ú≠Í‰≠·Ú©ÔÁ· ¨®Ú≠Í‰≠·Ú©Ô‰· ª®ÏÚ≠Í‰≠·Ú©ÏÁ·
¨®¯Ú≠„Ú≠Ú‚©¯„‚ ¨®¯Ú≠„Ú≠Í‰©¯„‰ ª®¯Ú≠Ú‚≠Í‰©¯‚Á ¨®¯Ú≠Ú‚≠Í‰©¯‚‰ ª®¯Ú≠·Ú≠Í‰©¯·Á ¨®¯Ú≠·Ú≠Í‰©¯·‰ ª®¯Ú≠Í‰
ª®‡È‰≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©‰Á÷ ¨®‡È‰≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©‰‰÷ ª®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©ÌÁ÷ ¨®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©Ì‰Ê ¨®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠„Ú©Ì‰„ ª®¯Ú≠„Ú≠Í‰©¯„Á
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≠„Ú©‰Á„ ¨®‡È‰≠Í‰≠„Ú©‰‰„ ª®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠ÏÚ©ÌÁÏ ¨®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠ÏÚ©Ì‰Ï ª®¯Ú≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©¯ÎÊ ¨®¯Ú≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©¯‰Ò ¨®¯Ú≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©¯‰Ê



≠¯Ú©·Á¯ ¨®·Ú≠Í‰≠¯Ú©·‰¯ ª®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠Ú©ÌÁ ¨®ÌÚ≠Í‰≠Ú©Ì‰ ª®‡È‰≠Í‰≠ÌÚ©‰ÁÓ ¨®‡È‰≠Í‰≠ÌÚ©‰‰Ó ª®‡È‰≠Í‰
≠ÏÚ≠Ú‚©ÏÏÎ ¨®ÏÚ≠ÏÚ≠Ú‚©ÏÏ‚ ¨®ÏÚ≠ÁÚ≠Í‰©ÏÏÁ ¨®ÏÚ≠ÏÚ≠Í‰©ÏÏ‰ ª®¯Ú≠Í‰≠ÌÚ©¯ÁÓ ¨®¯Ú≠Í‰≠ÌÚ©¯‰Ó ª®·Ú≠Í‰
¨®‡È‰≠„Ú≠Í‰©‰„‰ ª®‡È‰≠·Ú≠Ú‚©‰Â˜ ¨®‡È‰≠·Ú≠Ú‚©‰ÂÎ ¨®‡È‰≠·Ú≠Ú‚©‰·‚ ¨®‡È‰≠·Ú≠Í‰©‰ÂÁ ¨®‡È‰≠·Ú≠Í‰©‰Â‰ ª®ÏÚ
¨®‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Í‰©‰È‰ ª®‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Í‰©‰˙Á ¨®‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Í‰©‰ÊÁ ¨®‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Í‰©‰Ò‰ ¨®‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Í‰©‰Ê‰ ¨®‡È‰≠„Ú≠Í‰©‰„Á
¨®‡È‰≠Ú≠Í‰©‰‰ ª®ÌÚ≠ÌÚ≠Í‰©ÌÓÁ ¨®ÌÚ≠ÌÚ≠Í‰©ÌÓ‰ ª®‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠Í‰©‰ÓÁ ¨®‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠Í‰©‰Ó‰ ª®‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Í‰©‰ÈÁ

Æ®‡È‰≠¯Ú≠Í‰©‰¯Á ¨®‡È‰≠¯Ú≠Í‰©‰¯‰ ª®‡È‰≠Ú≠Í‰©‰Á
Still, we also have the kindred pairs Á·‚≠‰·‚ ¨ÁÂˆ≠‰Âˆ ¨ÁÂ¯≠‰Â¯, and more, in which the
terminal ‰ does appear to be a vocally softened or visually altered Á, marking the
fundamental concept Í‰≠Ú‚.
      Hebrew also extensively uses the device of substituting into the root different
letters representing the same fundamental concept to enrich and variegate its verbal
stock. Some examples of such discriminating substitutions are:A

 ¨ÏÏ˜≠ÏÏÎ≠ÏÏÁ≠ÏÏ‰≠ÏÏ‚ ¨¯Á·≠¯‰· ¨¯˙·≠¯„· ¯Ò·≠¯◊· ¨¯Ò‡≠¯ˆ‡≠¯Ê‡ ¨ÏÎÚ≠ÏÎ‡≠ÏÁ‡≠Ï‰‡ ¨¯˙Ú≠¯ËÚ≠¯˙‡
¨ÌÏÁ≠ÌÏ‰ ¨¯ÂÁ≠¯·Á ¨¯„‰≠¯„Á ¨˜Ï„≠‚Ï„ ¨¯·˙≠¯·ˆ≠¯·Ë≠¯·„ ¨¯ÓÎ≠¯Ó‚ ¨¯„˜≠¯„‚ ¨ÛÙÎ≠ÛÙÁ≠ÛÙ‚≠··˜≠··‚
¨ÚÏ˜≠‡ÏÎ ¨‰Ù÷≠‰ÙÈ ¨Á¯Ê≠Á¯È ¨¯˜È≠¯ÁÈ≠¯‰È≠¯‚È ¨Ô‡˙≠ÔÚË ¨ÁÂË≠Á·Ë ¨÷„‚≠÷˙Î≠÷„Á ¨¯˙Á≠¯ËÁ ¨Ï˙Á≠Ï˙‰
¨Á¯Ù≠Í¯Ù ¨¯˙Ù≠¯ËÙ ¨Úˆ·≠ÚˆÙ ¨Ú˜·≠Ú˜Ù ¨¯ÎÊ≠¯‰Ê≠¯ÎÒ≠¯‰Ò ¨ÌÁ≠Ì‰ ¨¯˜≠¯Á≠¯‰≠¯‚ ¨ÏÂ≠Ï·≠ÏÙ
¨Ï˙Î≠ÏË˜ ¨·˙Î≠·Ë˜ ¨Û˙Î≠ÛË˜ ¨˙÷˜≠Ë÷˜ ¨¯÷Î≠¯÷˜ ¨¯·Î≠¯·˜ ¨Í¯ˆ≠Á¯ˆ ¨¯‡Âˆ≠¯·ˆ ¨¯Áˆ≠¯‰ˆ ¨ÁÏ·≠ÁÏÙ
¨‰Á÷≠‰‰÷ ¨ÌÁ÷≠Ì‰÷ ¨¯˜÷≠¯‚÷ ¨Ï˜÷≠ÏÎ÷≠ÏÁ÷≠Ï‚÷ ¨ÁÂ¯≠Í·¯ ¨ÛÁ¯≠·Î¯ ¨Ì„¯≠Ì˙¯ ¨Ì˜¯≠Ì‚¯ ¨Ì˙Î≠ÌË˜

Æ¯Óˆ≠¯ÓÈ≠¯ÓÊ≠¯ÓÒ≠¯Ó˙ ¨‰Ï÷≠‰Ïˆ≠‰Ï„≠‰Ï˙ ¨‰Â÷≠‰·÷≠‰Ù÷
This device is useful when there is a need to spawn an abstract root out of a concrete
metaphor, as in ¯Î◊≠¯ÎÒ≠¯˜Ê≠¯‚Ò, to close-to lock-to erect-to rent, which all have a clear
and factual existential meaning, compared to their abstract cognate ¯ÎÊ, to remember.
The omission in Hebrew of the root ¯ÁÊ Ewhether by design or by defaultF creates a
conflicting verbal homology between ¯ÎÊ, to remember Ere-memberF, and ¯ÎÊ, a maleAa
conflict that can be resolved only contextually.
      Conceivably, ¯ÎÊ, male, originally meant Qust a member, or scion, enclosed, ̄ »ÎÒ or
¯»ÎÊ, in his family circle, and in this sense ¯»ÎÊ is near in meaning to ¯»Á ¨¯»ÁÈ ¨¯»Ît ¨¯»Á·.
There is only a distant and superficial metaphorical relationship between ¯ÎÊ, a male,
and ¯˜Ê, to erect, except that here the implied ¯˜Ê refers to the fact that the male stands
erect Ehe being a Homo ErectusF and is being surrounded by his kin, and also to the
fact that he is part of the erected structure ®˙¯‚ÒÓ© of his family. The occurrence of the
fundamental concept ¯Ú in the root ¯˜Ê indicates that Hebrew considers erection to be
achieved through the aggregation of loose parts. Notice the presence of the fundamental
concept !7 , of separation, in 979+0 and /078+0879 Eoriginally meaning Lto heap,’ Lto
assemble’F, as well as in its cognates /072,9, /072+0, /07:6*, and /07!=.
      The couplet of fundamental concepts ®Ú‚≠ÊÚ©˜Ê present in ¯˜Ê, is the entire conceptual
content of the root ˜ÊÚ Lto tie,’ and also of the root ˜ÚÊ Lto collect’. The couplet ®¯Ú≠Ú‚©¯˜
in ¯˜Ê is the entire conceptual content of the root̄ ˜Ú Lto uproot,’ and the root ¯Ú˜ Lto
hollow,’ Lto engrave,’ and the root Ú¯˜ Lto tear,’ Lto rend’. The couplet ®¯Ú≠ÊÚ©¯Ê in ¯˜Ê is
the entire conceptual content of the root ¯Ê‡ Lto gird,’ and the root ¯ÚÊ Lto trifle,’ and the
root Ú¯Ê Lto disperse,’ Lto scatter’. The metaphorical relationship between ®¯ÎÒ© ¯‚Ò Lto
close, to grasp’, Lto clutch’ and ¯Î◊ Lto rent’, Lto hire’, Lto acquire,’ Lto lease’ is
evident. Such verbal conflicts, or near conflicts, exist also in English, which has to
contend with such cognates as 796. and 7960. Only that which is rended can be
separated and rented.

Degree of closeness of roots

      Roots which are composed of the same fundamental concepts in the same order,
but which use alternate letters to signify the same fundamental concept are considered
closest to each other. For example, the letters Û ¨Ù ¨Â ¨· may be used interchangeably for
the fundamental concept ‡·≠ÛÚ≠·Ú as in the pair ¯¯Ù ¨¯¯·. Making such substitutions
yields the following families of roots:A
¨ıˆ¯ ¨ÒÒ¯ ¨ËË¯ ¨„„¯ ª˜˜¯ ¨ÍÎ¯ ¨‚‚¯ ªÛÙ¯ ¨··¯ ª¯¯÷ ¨¯¯ˆ ¨¯¯Ò ¨¯¯Ê ¨¯¯„ ª¯¯˜ ¨¯¯Á ¨¯¯‰ ¨¯¯‚ ª¯¯Ù ¨¯¯·
ª˙¯Ù ¨÷¯Ù ¨Ò¯Ù ¨Ë¯Ù ¨Ê¯Ù ¨„¯Ù ¨˙¯· ¨÷¯· ¨Ê¯· ¨„¯· ª˜¯Ù ¨Í¯Ù ¨Á¯Ù ¨‚¯Ù ¨˜¯· ¨Í¯· ¨Á¯· ¨‚¯· ª÷÷¯
¨ı¯˜ ¨Ò¯˜ ¨Ë¯˜ ¨„¯˜ ¨˙¯Î ¨÷¯Î ¨Ò¯Î ¨Ò¯‰ ¨÷¯‚ ¨Ò¯‚ ¨Ë¯‚ ¨Ê¯‚ ¨„¯‚ ª·¯˜ ¨·¯Î ¨Û¯Á ¨·¯Á ¨Û¯‚ ¨·¯‚
¨Û¯◊ ¨·¯÷ ¨Û¯ˆ ¨·¯ˆ ¨Û¯Ò ¨·¯Ò ¨Û¯Ë ¨Û¯Ê ¨·¯Ê ¨·¯„ ªÔ¯˜ ¨Ô¯Á ¨Ô¯‰ ¨Ô¯‚ ªÌ¯Î ¨Ì¯Á ¨Ì¯‚ ªÏ¯Á ¨Ï¯‚ ª÷¯˜
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¨„¯Ë ¨Ê¯Ê ¨„¯Ê ¨÷¯„ ¨Ò¯„ ª‚¯˙ ¨˜¯÷ ¨‚¯◊ ¨Í¯ˆ ¨Á¯ˆ ¨Í¯Ò ¨Á¯Ò ¨‚¯Ò ¨˜¯Ë ¨Á¯Ë ¨˜¯Ê ¨Á¯Ê ¨Í¯„ ¨‚¯„ ªÛ¯˙



¨„¯Ó ª˜¯Ó ¨Í¯Ó ¨Á¯Ó ¨‚¯Ó ªı¯˙ ¨„¯˙ ¨˙¯÷ ¨ı¯÷ ¨„¯÷ ¨„¯◊ ¨Ò¯Ò ¨Ë¯Ò ¨„¯Ò ¨÷¯È ¨Ë¯È ¨„¯È ¨÷¯Ë ¨Ë¯Ë
Æ÷¯Ó ¨ı¯Ó ¨Ò¯Ó ¨Ë¯Ó

      Next in line are the roots that consist of the same fundamental concepts, but
arranged in a different order. For example:A
ªÏ‚¯ ¨Ï¯‚ ª˜˙¯ ¨„˜¯ ¨‚¯„ ¨¯‚„ ¨¯„‚ ¨„¯‚ ª·Ë¯ ¨„·¯ ¨·¯„ ¨¯·„ ¨¯„· ¨„¯· ª·¯˜ ¨¯·˜ ¨¯˜· ¨˜¯· ¨·˜¯ ¨˜·¯
¨ıÁ¯ ¨Áˆ¯ ¨¯Áˆ ¨Á¯ˆ ª¯ˆÙ ¨ı¯Ù ¨ı·¯ ¨Ûˆ¯ ¨¯·ˆ ¨·¯ˆ ª¯‚ ¨Ô‚¯ ¨¯Î ¨Ô¯‚ ªÁÓ¯ ¨Ì‚¯ ¨¯‚Ó ¨˜¯Ó ¨¯Ó‚ ¨Ì¯‚

Æ¯Óˆ ¨Ì¯ˆ ¨ıÓ¯ ¨ı¯Ó ªÌ¯Ê ¨¯ÓÒ ¨ÌÊ¯ ¨ÒÓ¯ ¨¯ÒÓ ¨Ò¯Ó ª„¯Ê ¨¯„Ò ¨˙÷¯ ¨÷Ë¯ ¨¯÷˙ ¨Ò¯„ ª¯ˆÁ ¨ı¯Á
      These are followed by the roots in which any single fundamental concept, except
¯Ú, has been substituted with any other fundamental concept besides ¯Ú. For example:A
¨˜¯Ù ¨Û¯Ù ªÌ¯Ù ¨Í¯Ù ¨Á¯Ù ¨Í¯· ¨„¯· ª„¯Ó ¨„¯◊ ¨„¯Á ¨„¯· ªÒ¯Ó ¨Ê¯Ê ¨Ê¯Á ¨Ê¯Ù ¨Ê¯· ª¯¯Ó ¨¯¯ˆ ¨¯¯‚ ¨¯¯·
¨Ì¯‚ ¨Ï¯‚ ¨Ê¯‚ ¨Í¯Î ¨·¯‚ ªÛ¯Ê ¨·¯Ê ¨Û¯Á ¨·¯Á ¨Û¯‚ ¨·¯‚ ª‚¯Ó ¨‚¯◊ ¨‚¯Á ¨‚¯· ªÛ¯ˆ ¨Û¯Á ¨Û¯Ù ªÌ¯Ù ¨ı¯Ù
¨„˜¯ ¨„·¯ ª¯· ¨¯·ˆ ¨¯·˜ ª¯Î ¨¯ÓÎ ¨¯÷˜ ¨¯‰‚ ¨¯·˜ ªÏ·¯ ¨ı·¯ ¨˜·¯ ª˜˙¯ ¨˜·¯ ªÌ¯ˆ ¨Ì¯‚ ¨Ì¯Ù ªÔ¯‚
¨¯‚Á ¨¯‚· ªÔÓ¯ ¨ÔÒ¯ ¨Ô‚¯ ª¯Ó ¨¯˙ ¨¯˙Ò ¨¯˙Î ¨¯˙· ª¯Î ¨¯Ó‚ ¨¯„‚ ¨¯·‚ ª¯Ó ¨¯ÓÒ ¨¯Ó‚ ªÁÓ¯ ¨ÒÓ¯ ª„ˆ¯

Æ¯„· ¨¯‚· ª¯‚ ¨¯‚Ó ¨¯‚Ò
      The last and most comprehensive category is of the roots in which any of the
fundamental concepts Ú ¨ÌÚ ¨ÏÚ ¨ÊÚ ¨‚Ú ¨·Ú have substituted one another, or have
rearranged their order in the root, or have alternated their representing letters. In this
process of permutations and substitutions the fundamental concept Ú¯≠¯Ú is never
introduced into a root in which it was originally absent, and is never removed from a
root in which it was originally present, since ¯Ú is of a particular nature.

There are only two fundamental concepts

      Hebrew in particular, and possibly language in general, perceives and expresses
reality not as a manifold but as a mere bifold. The six fundamental concepts ¨ÚÊ ¨Ú‚ ¨·Ú
¨Ú ¨ÌÚ ¨ÏÚ allude to only one idea: that of material being and existenceAthat which
possesses the tangible qualities of actuality, mass, appearance, matter, substance, bulk
and body. These six fundamental concepts are entrenched conceptual variants that
vocally enrich and modulate the language, allowing it to reach its present varied and
elaborate state.
      The seventh elementary concept, Ú¯≠¯Ú represents the other aspect of reality, that of
separability and variance. Language describes nature as it is revealed to the senses, as
a dichotomy consisting first of concrete, solid phenomena, and then as existing in a
variety of diverse manifestations. Language makes but one essential distinction: between
the one and the many, the single and the group, the bound and the loose, the fixed and
the movable, the solid and the rare, the steadfast and rickety, the whole and the
disintegrated. All it sees is essentially the duality of mass and space, as revealed to an
observer looking at distinctly discernible obQects. Indeed, there can be no notion of
space without the observation of distinctly discernible obQects, Qust as there can be no
notion of time without the experience a succession of clearly defined events. Hebrew
calls a moment in time Etime, meaning the sameness in occurrences, or the synchronization
Esame-chronizationF of simultaneous Esame-ultaneousF eventsF ˙ÕÚ, which is but a variant
of the fundamental concept ÊÚ≠„Ú, found in ÊÀ‡, then, „«Ú, more, „Õ‡, steam, ˙«‡, sign, ËÕÚ,
twig, ‰ËÚ≠‰„Ú, covered, „»‡, flame, ıÕÚ, tree, and „ÚÈ, target. All betokening 2//89, and
being related to the English 2/, 20, and !0.
      Space is observed at once, but the passing of time is manifested as an evolutionary
record onlyA that is, as a string of remembered Ere-mem-ber-edF events sorted
sequentially and stored serially in the order experienced, giving sense to temporal
%9$:79 and !$097K 69!7 and $!7, in analogy with the distance between material points in
space. In English, 0259 is related to /!59 and 085:7. The German word for time is >920
related to the English word 02.9. LOn time’ means Lat the same point.’ Time is not a
vector, only a mere momentK memory, however, is a vector of deposited and sorted
layers of recollections. Notice that the statement Lthree times two’ means three repetitions
of the same pair, and that the Lmultiplication of thee by two’ means three plies of the
pair, or, for that matter, two plies of the triplet.
      The root ÔÓÊ, time, appearing first only in the book of ˙Ï‰˜, is but a variant of ÔÓË, to
conceal, to embed, ÔÓ÷, to swell, and ÔÓÒ, to symbolize, to materialize or to realize. It
thus refers to isolated specific events ®˙«ÚT«‡ŸÓ© and occurrences ®ÌÈÚ»¯‡©, embedded in
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the flow of life and is bereft therefore of the fundamental concept ¯Ú. On the other



hand, the root ¯·Ú, to pass, to transfer, which describes a process in time, contains the
fundamental concept ¯Ú to signify the proceeding of the particular events and locations
recorded in memory during the progress of passingAof being at different places at
different times.
      Close to the root ¯·Ú is the root ¯ÙÚ, to be pulverized, to grind into powder, to be in
the state of particles of dirt. Related to ¯·Ú and ¯ÙÚ are:A

 ª¯ÚÓ ª¯Ú˜ ª¯Úˆ ¨¯ÚÒ ª¯Ú ª¯ÓÚ ª¯‚‡ ¨¯˜Ú ª¯ˆ‡ ¨¯ˆÚ ª¯¯Ó ª¯¯÷ ¨¯¯ˆ ¨¯¯Ò ¨¯¯„ ª¯¯Á ¨¯¯‚ ª¯¯Ù ¨¯¯·
¨‡¯Ó ª‰¯Ê ¨Ú¯ˆ ¨Ú¯Ê ª‰¯Ù ¨‡¯· ¨Ú¯Ù ª¯Ú

all having to do with breaking, crushing, and disintegration.
      Temporal duration is expressed in Hebrew by ‰È‰, a mere variant of ‰ÈÁ, Llived,’
Lcame into being,’ consisting of the fundamental concept Í‰, of bulging or swelling
into existence. For Loccurred,’ Hebrew says ®‡È‰≠¯Ú≠Ú‚©‰¯ ,̃ which is but a variant of
Ú¯˜, to tear, to rip, signifying that a detached and separated occurrence is but a ripple
or a tear upon the fabric of life. The fundamental concept ̄ Ú so critical to the understanding
of the true meaning of ‰¯˜ and Ú¯˜ is also present in :++87 and +877960, both derived
from the Latin +877979, to run, to be alert, to be brisk, corresponding precisely to the
Hebrew root Ô¯.
      The fundamental concept ¯Ú is also present in the root ®¯Ú≠Í‰≠ÌÚ©¯‰Ó, to be in a rush,
to hurry, to be brisk, to drive Ede-rive, to rip or rive oneself apartF rapidly. It is closely
related to the roots ¯ÁÓ, tomorrow, and ̄ ÎÓ, to sell, to distribute merchandise.
      As said before, roots are related in the first degree by containing the same
fundamental concepts in the same position, for example: ¯·˜ ¨¯·Î ¨¯·Á ¨¯·‰ ¨¯·‚, each
consisting of the primary combination ¯Ú≠·Ú≠Ú‚, except that the fundamental concept Ú‚
is represented variously by the letters ˜ ¨Î ¨Á ¨‰ ¨‚. Among these roots, ¯·˜ is possibly
the most tangible and sheds light on the meaning of the rest, particularly on the rare
¯·‰.
      The root family farther propagates and expands in shades of meaning by spawning
relatives having the same fundamental concepts, arranged differently. For example:A

 ¨·Î¯ ¨¯Î· ¨Í¯· ¨·¯Î ¨¯·Î ¨ÁÂ¯ ¨·Á¯ ¨¯Á· ¨Á¯· ¨·¯Á ¨¯·Á ¨·‰¯ ¨¯‰· ¨¯·‰ ¨˜·¯ ¨·‚¯ ¨‚¯· ¨¯‚· ¨·¯‚ ¨¯·‚
Æ·˜¯ ¨˜·¯ ¨˜¯· ¨¯˜· ¨·¯˜ ¨¯·˜ ¨Í·¯

This root intimacy cannot furnish us with a detailed description of the mysterious
ÌÈœ·» Ÿ̄k, yet it firmly associates them with ÌÈ·«¯ ,̃ a crowd of relatives grouped together.
      The wider family circle of roots include substitutes of Ú ¨ÌÚ ¨ÏÚ ¨ÊÚ ¨‚Ú ¨·Ú as in the
chains:A

 ª¯Î ¨¯Ó‚≠¯÷‚≠¯Ê‚≠¯„‚ ¨¯·‚ ª¯· ¨¯·˙≠¯·÷≠¯·ˆ≠¯·Ò≠¯·Ë≠¯·Ê≠¯·„ ¨¯·‚ ª·¯÷≠·¯ˆ≠·¯Ò≠·¯Ê ¨·¯Î ¨·¯Î
ªÌ¯Î ¨◊¯Î ¨Í¯Î ªÔ¯˜ ¨Ì¯˜ ¨÷¯˜ ¨·¯˜ ªÌÁ¯ ¨ÏÁ¯ ¨˜Á¯ ¨ıÁ¯≠÷Á¯ ¨·Á¯ ªÔÎ¯ ¨ÌÁ¯ ¨ÏÎ¯ ¨÷Î¯ ¨ÍÎ¯ ¨·Î¯

ª¯Ó‰ ¨¯„‰ ¨¯‚‰ ¨¯·‰ ªÔ¯Á ¨Ì¯Á ¨Ï¯Á ¨÷¯Á≠ı¯Á≠Ò¯Á≠Ë¯Á≠„¯Á ˜¯Á≠Í¯Á≠‚¯Á ·¯Á ≠¯‰Ë≠¯‰Ê≠¯‰„ ¯‰‚ ¨¯‰·
¯‰ ¨¯‰Ó ¨¯‰ˆ≠¯‰Ò≠¯‰Ê

and so on, until all the fundamental concepts Ú ¨ÌÚ ¨ÏÚ ¨ÚÊ ¨Ú‚ ¨·Ú have been interchanged
and repositioned in the root.
      The fact that all Hebrew roots are composed of essentially only two fundamental
concepts implies that all Hebrew roots divide into two primary categories: those that
contain the fundamental concept ¯Ú and those that do not.
      Consider the two seemingly unrelated roots ®Í‰≠ÌÚ≠¯Ú©ÁÓ¯ and ®¯Ú≠ÊÚ≠Ú‚©¯÷Î, and
their convergence through the chain: ÁÓ¯ ª◊Ó¯ ª÷Î¯ ¨Í¯◊ ¨¯Î÷ ¨÷¯Î ¨¯÷Î. The basic
meaning of ÁÓ¯, known to us only from its derivative ÁÓ«¯, is further suggested by the
chains:A
¨¯ÒÓ ¨¯ÎÓ≠¯ÁÓ≠¯‰Ó≠¯‚Ó ¨Ë¯Ó≠Ò¯Ó ¨˜¯Ó≠Á¯Ó ¨Ì˜¯≠ÌÁ¯≠Ì‚¯ ¨ÏÓ¯ ¨ÒÓ¯ ¨Áˆ¯ ¨Á˜¯ ¨ÁÂ¯≠Í·¯ ¨ÁÓ¯

ÆÒ¯˜≠Ò¯‚≠Ò¯Á ¨˜Ò¯ ¨ıÓ¯≠ÒÓ¯ ¨¯ÓÁ≠¯Ó‰≠¯Ó‚ ¨Ô¯‚ ¨Ì¯˜≠Ì¯Á≠Ì¯‚
This intimates that ÁÓ«¯ is a crushing instrument or implement.
      It is interesting to trace the mutations of the root ®¯Ú≠ÊÚ≠Ú‚©¯÷Î. First, the fundamental
concept Í‰≠Ú‚≠‚Ú, which is one of its primary constituents, is allowed to be variously
represented by each of the letters ˜ ¨Î ¨Á ¨‰ ¨‚, to yield: ¯÷˜ ¨¯÷Î ¨¯÷Á ¨¯÷‚. Next, the
fundamental concept ÚÊ≠ÊÚ which is another of its primary constituents, is allowed to be
variously represented by each of the letters ˙ ¨˘ ¨ı ¨ˆ ¨Ò ¨È ¨Ë ¨Ê ¨„, to yield:

Æ¯÷˜ ¨¯ˆ˜ ¨¯Ë˜ ¨¯„˜ ª¯˙Î ¨¯÷Î ¨¯ÈÎ ¨¯„Î ª¯˙Á ¨¯÷Á ¨¯ˆÁ ¨¯ÒÁ ¨¯ËÁ ¨¯ÊÁ ¨¯„Á ª¯÷‚ ¨¯Ê‚ ¨¯„‚
Changing the order of the fundamental concepts within the root yields:A

¨„¯Á ¨¯„Á ª˜Ò¯ ¨÷‚¯ ¨˜¯÷ ¨¯‚÷ ¨÷¯‚ ¨¯÷‚ ª˜Ò¯ ¨Ê‚¯ ¨¯˜Ê ¨˜¯Ê ¨Ê¯‚ ¨¯Ê‚ ª˜˙¯ ¨„˜¯ ¨‚¯„ ¨¯‚„ ¨„¯‚ ¨¯„‚

Etymology-f

¨Á¯Ò ¨¯ÁÒ ¨Ò¯Á ¨¯ÒÁ ªË‰¯ ¨Á˙¯ ¨¯˙Á ¨¯ÁË ¨Ë¯Á ¨¯ËÁ ª÷Á¯ ¨ÁÊ¯ ¨¯ÎÊ ¨Á¯Ê ¨Ê¯Á ¨¯ÊÁ ªË‰¯ ¨Á˙¯ ¨¯‰„ ¨Í¯„



¨Á˙¯ ¨Á¯Ë ¨¯Á˙ ¨Ë¯Á ¨¯˙Á ªıÁ¯ ¨Áˆ¯ ¨Á¯Ò ¨¯Á÷ ¨÷¯Á ¨¯÷Á ªÁˆ¯ ¨ıÁ¯ ¨Á¯ˆ ¨¯Áˆ ¨ı¯Á ¨¯ˆÁ ªıÁ¯ ¨Áˆ¯
Æ÷‚¯ ¨˜Ò¯ ¨˜¯÷ ¨¯˜÷ ¨÷¯˜ ¨¯÷˜ ª˜¯÷ ¨¯˜÷ ¨ı¯˜ ¨¯ˆ˜ ª˜˙¯ ¨„˜¯ ¨˜¯Ë ¨¯˜„ ¨„¯˜ ¨¯„˜ ªË‰¯

Interchanging the fundamental concepts Ú ¨ÌÚ ¨ÏÚ ¨ÊÚ ¨‚Ú ¨·Ú yields, Qust for ̄ „‚, the
variants:A

¨¯÷÷ ¨¯Ë÷ ¨¯Ê÷ ¨¯„÷ ¨¯˙Ò ¨¯ËÒ ¨¯„Ò ª¯˙Ù ¨¯÷Ù ¨¯ˆÙ ¨¯ËÙ ¨¯ÊÙ ¨¯„Ù ¨¯˙· ¨¯◊· ¨¯ˆ· ¨¯Ò· ¨¯Ê· ¨¯„·
Æ¯Ó‚ ¨¯‰‚ ¨¯Ù‚ ¨¯·‚ ª¯˙ ¨¯÷ ¨¯ˆ ¨¯Ë ¨¯Ê ¨¯„ ¨¯ÒÓ ¨¯˙÷

The fundamental concept ¯̄̄̄ÚÚÚÚ is a describer of form

      Geometrical, physical and social ideas involving aggregation are expressed with
the help of the fundamental concept ¯Ú. The root ®‡È‰≠¯Ú©‰‡ ,̄ to see, signifies foremost
the ability to separate the features of an image appearing Eup-bearingF before the eye.
The antonym of ‰‡¯ is ®ÌÚ≠ÊÚ©ÌË‡, to block, to blacken. ¯«‡ means Llight,’ the clear,
bright ®¯È‰·©, rarefied ®¯Ú¯»ÚÓ ¨È¯È¯Ú ¨È¯È¯© ether that radiates from the sun and fills space
to illuminate and elucidate the obQects immersed in it. ¯ÈÚ is a bustling and crowded
city of many houses and throngs of restless people. ¯È¯ is pus, saliva or any other freely
flowing, rapidly spreading, secretion. Ú¯ is bad in the sense of being corrupt ®·»˜¯©,
perverted, unsound ®ÈÚ¯‡©, flimsy, crumbling ®¯Ú¯»ÚÓ©, deteriorated, lacking integrity,
and incoherent. ÃÚV is a friend, free to come and go at will.
      The understanding that Hebrew considers Lwill,’ Ô«ˆ¯, Eits opposite being nillF as
equivalent to freedom, ˙»¯Á ¯«¯„, permission, ˙»÷¯, lack of restraint ®‰¯ÈˆÚ©, and the
capacity to exercise choice, finds its confirmation in the closeness of the pair ‰÷¯≠‰ˆ¯.
These two are part of a chain that also includes ‰Ê¯≠‰„ ,̄ which are closely connected to
÷¯ ¨ı¯ ¨„¯, and which are but variants of Ô¯ ¨Ì¯ ¨Ê¯ ¨˜¯≠Í¯ ¨·¯.
      Likewise, the abstract roots ®¯Ú≠Í‰≠·Ú©¯‰·, to be clear, to be bright, and ¯Á·, to
choose, to select, are but variants of the concrete root ¯ÎÙ, to crumble, to separate, to
take apart. Indeed, only the detachable and discrete is distinct, discernible, and can be
picked at willA there is no selection ®‰¯ÈÁ·© without clear choices ®‰¯È¯·©.
      The opposite states of the root ÌË‡ are actually ®ÌÚ≠¯Ú©Ì¯‡ and ®¯Ú≠ÊÚ©¯˙‡, obtained
by replacing the fundamental concepts ÊÚ and ÌÚ, of solidity, with the fundamental
concept ¯Ú, of disintegration. In this way the opposite states of the root Ì˙Ò, to shut up,
are ¯˙Ò ¨Ì¯ˆ≠Ì¯Ê ¨Ì˙¯.
      Dwelling, in the general social sense, is expressed in Hebrew by ®¯Ú≠Ú‚©¯‚, which
embodies the notions of aggregation, crowding, dragging and tracking, as manifested
by its concrete relatives ¯¯‚ ¨Ú¯˜ ¨¯Ú˜ ¨¯˜Ú ¨¯‚‡, and the variants ¯˙ ¨¯Ò ¨¯Ê ¨¯„. All in turn,
closely related to ¯¯◊ ¨¯¯ˆ ¨¯¯„ ª¯¯Ù ¨¯¯·, and to ¨¯ˆÚ ¨¯ÊÚ ¨¯„Ú ª¯˙‡ ¨¯÷‡ ¨¯ˆ‡ ¨¯Ò‡ ¨¯Ê‡ ¨¯„‡
¯˙Ú ¨¯÷Ú, as well as to ¯‡÷, to remain, and so on.
      We notice with interest that ¯ˆÚ≠¯Ò‡, to arrest, essentially means to gather, to
collect, or to congregate. Imprisonment is not freezing in place but rather holding
together in a group. The prisoner, in fact, is free to move around to the limits of his
confinement. The concept !7, of separability and diversity, is also found in: +7:(.,
+:6+7909, .2/+7909, 7::0, 9?)79//, $:75, .7!*, 07!+,, "!72!60, !779/0, )72/:6, $799 and
$7:196. The connection between $799, $79919 and $7:/0, is provided by the fundamental
concept !7 found in all three. Only that which is granulated, fragmented and frazzled,
such as frozen ®÷»¯˜ Á¯˜© hoarfrost ®¯«ÙÎ©, is free to separate, break away, and frolic to
and fro.
      Consider these opposite states:A
¨Û„Ú ∫¯„Ú ªÌˆÚ ¨ÏˆÚ ¨·ˆÚ ∫¯ˆÚ ªÌ÷‡ ¨Ï÷‡ ¨Í÷‡ ∫¯÷‡ ªÌ‚‡ ¨Ï‚‡ ¨Ò‚‡ ¨·‚‡ ∫¯‚‡ ªÌÒ‡ ¨ÏÒ‡ ¨ÛÒ‡ ∫¯Ò‡
ª·ˆ ∫·¯ ªÔ‚ ¨ÌÓ‚ ¨ÏÏ‚ ¨ÊÊ‚ ¨··‚ ∫¯¯‚ ªÚÓ˜ ¨ÚÏ˜ ¨ÚË˜ ¨Ú·˜ ∫Ú¯˜ ªÌ˜Ú ¨Ï˜Ú ¨÷˜Ú ¨·˜Ú ∫¯˜Ú ªÔ„Ú ¨÷„Ú

Æ·Ò ∫¯Ò ª·Ê ∫¯Ê ªÌ ¨Ìˆ ∫Ì¯ ªÊÙ ∫Ê¯ ªÍÎ ∫Í¯
      Free and sociable man has:A

ÆÌÈœÚV ¨ÌÈ·«¯˜ ¨ÌÈXÕ‡"÷ ¨ÌÈ¯˜·Ó ¨ÌÈ¯·Á
His family includes:A

ÆÌÈ¯«Î· ¨ÌÈ¯ÎÊ ¨ÌÈ¯·‚ ¨ÌÈÎ¯·‡ ¨ÌÈ¯»Á· ¨ÌÈ¯Ú ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ ¨ÌÈ¯»‚
      Names of living beings that roam freely, or that gather in crowds, in droves, in
throngs, in swarms, in prides, in herds or in flocks, contain ¯Ú, as in:A
Ì˙Ò ¨ÌÈ¯»· ¨ÌÈ·¯‡ ¨‰ŒaYÃ‡ ˙«˜‰Ï ¨˙«È¯‡ ¨˙«◊»¯‡ ¨ÌÈÒÈ¯‡ ¨ÌÈÁ«¯Ù‡ ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÒ‡ ¨ÌÈÁ¯«‡ ¨ÌÈÎ¯·‡ ¨ÌÈ¯È·‡
¨ÌÈ¯«¯„ ¨ÌÈ¯«·„ ¨ÌÈ÷»¯‚ ¨ÌÈ¯»‚ ¨ÌÈ¯·‚ ¨ÌÈ¯»·¯· ¨¯ÈÚ· ¨˙«¯ŸÎœa ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÎ· ¨ÌÈ«È¯· ¨ÌÈ¯»Á· ¨ÌÈ¯‚«· ¨ÌÈ‡»¯·

Etymology-g

ÌÈ‡È¯Ó ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÙÎ ¨ÌÈ¯ÓÎ ¨ÌÈ¯ÒÙË ¨ÌÈ«¯ÈË ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÊÁ ¨ÌÈ¯«ÓÁ ¨ÌÈ¯·Á ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÊ¯Ê ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÓÊ ¨ÌÈ¯ÓÊ ¨ÌÈ¯ÎÊ ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÈ„



¨ÌÈ„Ù¯Ú ¨ÌÈ·¯«Ú ¨ÌÈ¯»Ò¯Ò ¨ÌÈ¯÷ ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÊ ¨ÌÈ„«¯Ú ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÚ ¨ÌÈ¯Ù«Ú ¨ÌÈ¯»‚Ú ¨ÌÈ¯Î ¨ÌÈ¯Ó ¨ÌÈ¯Ò ¨ÌÈ‡¯«
¨ÌÈÒ¯Ù ¨ÌÈÁÁ¯Ù ¨˙«È‚¯Ù ¨¯˜· ˙«· ˙«¯Ù ¨ÌÈ„¯Ù ¨ÌÈ¯Ù ¨ÌÈ‡¯Ù ¨ÌÈˆÈ¯Ú ¨ÌÈ·¯Ú ¨ÌÈ¯·Ú ¨ÌÈ„«¯Ú ¨ÌÈ·ˆ¯Ú
¨ÌÈ¯Ë«÷ ¨ÌÈ„È¯◊ ¨ÌÈ‡Ù¯ ¨˙«ÓÁ¯ ¨˙«ÏÁ¯ ¨ÌÈÓ‡¯ ¨˙«Ú¯ˆ ¨ÌÈÚ„¯Ùˆ ¨ÌÈ¯Ùˆ ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÙˆ ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ ¨ÌÈ÷«Ú¯Ù

ÌÈ¯˙˙ ¨ÌÈ¯È˙ ¨ÌÈ¯«˙ ¨ÌÈ¯Â÷ ¨ÌÈÙ¯◊ ¨ÌÈ¯◊ ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÚ◊ ¨ÌÈ¯ÈÎ÷.
      The fundamental concept ¯Ú also appears in various descriptions of vegetation:A

Æ‰Ê¯˙ ¨¯Ó˙ ¨‰ ›̄Ú◊ ¨‰·¯Ú ¨Ô ›̄‡ ¨Ê¯‡ ¨˙¯Óˆ ¨¯ÈÓ‡ ¨‰¯ÈÒ ¨÷ ›̄Á ¨¯»ÁÈ ¨¯Ë›Á ¨¯ÚÈ
English retained !7 in %7!6+;, $:79/0, $976, $7:6., $7820, (*7996) *7!//, 7::0, and 0799<
      Geometry looks upon curves Ethat is, carved graphsF, shapes and forms as
consisting of collections of points, congregating and spreading freely in strings or
sheets. Hebrew conveys the same idea using the fundamental concept ¯Ú, as in the
roots Ì¯Ú ¨¯ÙÚ, describing a collection of particles.
      The fundamental concept ¯Ú is also a defining element in words that refer to
obQects that Hebrew perceives and describes as being formed by the distribution and
arrangement of material or abstract particles. Such are the following obQects and geometric
concepts:A

 ¨¯‰ ¨¯‚È ¨Ì»¯ ¨‰¯»÷ ¨‰¯»ˆ ¨¯ˆ˜ ¨˜«Á¯ ¨·«¯˜ ¨¯«Á‡ ¨Í«¯‡ ¨‰¯Ú˜ ¨‰·¯Ú ¨·Á¯ ¨¯«÷œÓ ¨¯÷È ¨¯‡«˙ ¨¯˙‡ ¨¯Ù‡
Æ¯‰Ò ¨‰¯ÎÓ ¨¯«Á ¨¯È˜ ¨¯»„Î ¨¯k

 Thus, ‰¯»ˆ, shape, is but ‰¯»¯ˆ, grossed, indicating a collection of loose particles, easily
arranged to produce a resemblance. ·«¯˜, near, proximate, is but a variant of ·«¯Á,
broken, ruined, and Û«¯‚, raked, grouped togetherK while ˜«Á¯, far away, is but a variant
of ˜«˙¯≠˜«Ò¯ crushed, severed, separated and distanced.̄ ˆ˜, short, means Qust what it
does in English, shorn. ·Á ,̄ wide, spread out, to stretch, is but a variant of ÛÁ ,̄ to
hover, ·Î¯, to ride, to wear, ·‚¯, to crumble, and ·˜¯, to rub and disperse.
      The couplet Á¯ in ·Á¯, may be considered as an embedded root, ÍÎ¯, to be soft, to be
loose, to be released. The couplet ·Á in ·Á¯, may be considered as an embedded root,
··Á, a close relation of ··‚, to accumulate. The couplet ·¯ in ·Á¯, may be considered as
an embedded root, ··¯, a close relation of ÛÙ¯, to be infirm. All contributing to the
sense of ·Á¯.
      A close relative of ·Á¯, wide, is ·‰ ,̄ grandeur, splendor, magnificence, spectacularity.
Also close to ·Á¯ are the roots ÔÎ¯ ¨ÌÁ¯ ¨ÏÎ¯ ¨ÏÁ¯ ¨÷Á¯ ¨ıÁ¯ ¨˜Á¯ ¨Ë‰¯ ª·Ë¯ obtained through
the interchange of Ú ¨ÌÚ ¨ÏÚ ¨ÊÚ ¨‚Ú ¨·Ú, with their representing letters. Reordering the
fundamental concepts ·Ú≠Í‰≠¯Ú within ·Á¯ discloses additional relatives: ¨·¯Á ¨Í·¯≠ÁÂ¯
¯Á·≠¯‰· ¨Í¯·≠Á¯· ¨¯·Á≠¯·‰.
      Í«¯‡, long, is also but a variant of Í«Î¯, to be soft, pliable, stretchable, distendable
and extensible.
      ®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠Í‰©¯«‰ is a mountain or a crag, ®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠Í‰©¯«Á is a holeK the first is made by
adding gravel, the second is made by removing gravel. ¯«Á‡ means the previous strata
upon which the latter strata rest ¯»Î is a crucible or a crater created by removing
material, while ¯È˜ is a wall or a ridge created by adding material.
      The root sequence, ¯ÎÒ ¨¯‰Ò ¨¯‚Ò shows that ¯Ã‰ÃÒ is a closed ®¯»‚Ò©, packed, round
form.
      Similarly in English, Lto grate’ means to scrape, a crate is a basket made of crossed
scraps, a grate is full of gross craters and grottos, Lcrisis’ is a moment of truth, Lgreat’
means a growing heap of crude grist or ground grain, a crust can be crushed, and Lto
greet’ means to integrate the varied.
      So,¯«·˙ ¯‰ is but ¯«·ˆ ¯‰ or ¯›‡Âˆ ¯‰, the accumulated mountain. Also, ¯»·Ë is merely
¯»·ˆ, ‰¯«·„ is in fact ‰¯«· ,̂ ¯ÈÙˆ is surely ¯È·ˆ, and¯ÀaEœÓ is but ¯ÀaŸ œ̂Ó. The name of the lofty
tree ¯Ó˙ is a relative of these roots and names by way of the chain:A

¨¯Ó ¨¯Ó˙ ¨¯ÓÎ ª¯Ó˙ ¨¯·˙ ª¯Ó˙ ¨¯Ó÷ ¨¯Óˆ ¨¯ÓÒ ¨¯ÓÈ ¨¯ÓË ¨¯ÓÊ
clarifying the connection between ˙WŒnÃˆ ¨ Œ̄ÓŒˆ ¨¯Ó˙.
      However, in order to dilute, abate and mitigate the rattle of a repeated ¯Ú, the
Hebrew language often uses roots referring to collection and accumulation that are
devoid of ¯Ú in places where roots of rending, dispersing, and separation that do
contain ¯Ú, would have been more appropriate. For example, ÚˆÙ, to swell or to expose,
has come to mean Lto inQure’ even though Úˆ¯, to pierce, to strip, to ravage, or Ú¯Ù, to
disrupt, are more apt descriptions of inQury. It would have been more appropriate to
call ÃÚ»‚œt by the name ÃÚ»¯œt, and ı»ˆœt by the names ı»ˆX or ¯»¯œt. Likewise, ‰ÀÏ»a $Á is actually
a ‰T»a$Á, and a ÏÕa $ÁŸÓ is actually a ¯Õa$ÁŸÓ. ‰Ï·Á, perpetrated by the Ï·ÁÓ, essentially means
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the creation of a parcel, ‰ÏÈ·Á, of debris, actually a ‰T»·¼Á of debris. It would have been



more appropriate to call ‰ÀÓ»b, a pit, ‰T»b or ‰T»k.
      A better name for the tool we call Ô«÷ŸÏN is Ô«÷YN, from the root ÷¯˜, to rip, with an
¯Ú, that is present in the names of the other gardening tools ¯„ÚÓ and ‰Ù¯‚Ó, which are
designed to pierce, puncture, perforate, breach, rupture, break up, and rake the hard
ground. We use the name ÷ÈËÙ, hammer, for the pounding and crushing implement
instead of the more descriptive names ¯ÈËÙ ¨÷È¯Ù ¨÷ÈË¯.
      Otherwise, we could call ÷ÈËÙ by the name ÷È˙Î from the root ÷˙Î, to pulverize, or
÷ÈËÏ from the root ÷ËÏ, to forge, or ÷È‚Ù from the root ÷‚Ù, to bump, or ÁÈ˙Ù from the
root Á˙Ù, to pry open, or ˙È˙Ù from the root ˙˙Ù, to smash, or ÏÈ˙Ù from the root Ï˙Ù, to
distort, or ÌÈËÙ from the root ÌËÙ, to stuff, or ÔÈ˙Ù from the root Ô˙Ù, to extend.
      Looking at roots with and without ¯Ú helps us to compare the nature of their state
as compact versus dispersed, as in the pairs:A
¨Á¯·ØÁË· ¨¯˜ÚØ„˜Ú ¨¯·ÚØ„·Ú ¨Ô«¯‡ØÔ«Ï‡ ¨‰·˜ÚØ‰·¯Ú ¨ıÓ‡Øı¯‡ ¨Ì )ÈÃÓTØÌ )ÈÃÓ −÷ ¨‰Ó¯Ø‰Ó· ¨‰T«ÁØ‰ÀÓ«Á
¨¯‰ÈØ„‰È ¨¯˜ÈØ„˜È ¨‰Ù¯Ø‰ÙÈ ¨‰¯ÈØ‰ÙÈ ¨÷Ù¯Ø÷·È ¨÷¯ÈØ÷·È ¨·¯ÁØ·÷Á ¨Ë‰¯ØË‰Ï ¨Ë‰¯ØË‰· ¨„¯·Ø„‚·
¨Ë¯ÙØËÓÙ ¨Ì¯ˆØÌˆ ¨¯˜ÙØ„˜Ù ¨Ì¯ÙØÌËÙ ¨¯‰ØÏ‰ ¨Í¯ÓØÍÏÓ ¨Á¯ÓØÁÏÓ ¨„˜¯Ø„ÎÏ ¨Ò¯ÎØÒÓÎ

Æ¯˜÷Ø„˜÷ ¨÷¯÷Ø÷Ó÷ ¨Ú¯ÎØÚÎ ¨Í¯ˆØÍÓÒ ¨Á¯ˆØÁÓˆ ¨‰·È·¯Ø‰·È·Ï

Quadriliterals

      The triliteral root, bundling three fundamental concepts, seems to be the optimal
tonal and conceptual packet of linguistic meaning. iuadriliteral roots are compounds
of lesser roots. For example, ®÷Ó≠¯Á©÷Ó¯Á merges the two bi-conceptual roots ÷Ó‡≠¯Á‡ or
ÒÓÚ≠¯˜Ú or ıÓ‡≠¯‚‡ Ethat would have corresponded more accurately to ıÓ¯‚, which is not
in useF. ®¯„≠ÌÒ©¯„ÓÒ merges ¯„‡≠ÌÒ‡ or ¯ËÚ≠ÌˆÚ. ®„Ù≠¯Ò©„Ù¯Ò merges „Ù‡≠¯Ò‡, or „·Ú≠¯ˆÚ.
®¯˙≠ÛÎ©¯˙ÙÎ merges ¯ËÚ≠Û˜Ú or ¯˙‡≠Û‚‡. ®ÏÓ≠÷Á©ÏÓ÷Á merges ‡ÏÓ≠‡÷Á, or ÏÓÚ≠ÊÁ‡. The
quadriliteral root ®÷Ó≠ÏÁ©÷ÓÏÁ merges ıÓ‡≠ÏÎ‡ or ÒÓÚ≠Ï˜Ú or ‰÷Ó≠‡ÏÎ. ®ÌÒ≠¯Î©ÌÒ¯Î merges
ÌÒ‡≠¯‚‡ or ÌˆÚ≠¯˜Ú. ®Ï·≠¯Î©Ï·¯Î merges ÏÙ‡≠¯‚‡, or Ï·‡≠¯Î‡ or ÏÚ·≠¯Ú˜ or ÚÏ·≠Ú¯Î. The
root ®ÌË≠¯Á©ÌË¯Á merges ÌË‡≠¯Á‡ or ‰Ó˙≠‰¯Á. ®ÏÊ≠¯·©ÏÊ¯· merges Ïˆ‡≠¯·‡, or Ï‡ˆ≠¯Ú·.
®¯ˆ≠ÏÓ©¯ˆÏÓ merges ̄ ˆ‡≠ÏÓ‡ or Ú¯ˆ≠‡ÏÓ, or ¯¯ˆ≠ÏÏÓ. ®Í„≠¯Ó©Í„¯Ó merges ˜„‡≠¯Ó‡ or ‡Î„≠‡¯Ó.
The obsolete root ®÷Ó≠Ì‚≠Ï‚©÷Ó‚Ï‚ merges ıÓ‡≠Ì‚‡≠Ï‚‡ or ÒÓÚ≠Ì˜Ú≠Ï‚Ú, betokening loftiness,
strength and corpulence.

The vertical nature of Hebrew

      Hebrew is a primal language issuing from the depth of the human soul and has no
Lorigin,’ ¯«˜Ó¨ in any other language. The etymology of the Hebrew language is an
internal affair. The basic understanding of the Hebrew root is achieved by descending
into its primary components more than by relying on the peculiar nature of its
relatives.Some examples will clarify this. There is no metaphorical relationship
whatsoever between „ ,‚Œa, garment, coat, cloak, and ‰„È‚·, betrayal. In other words¨ ‰„È‚·
is not a cover-up. The meaning of ®„Ú≠Ú‚≠·Ú©„‚· is hinted at better in ®„Ú≠Ú‚≠ÛÚ©„˜Ù, to
confront, and ®„Ú≠Ú‚≠Ú©„‚, to conspire or to Qoin the opposition.
      The arid region in the south of Israel, called the ·,‚, from the root ®·Ú≠Ú‚≠Ú©·‚, has
little to do with ·»b ), wiping dry, but more to do with · ,‚ ,Á ¨· ,‚ (◊ ¨·M ,, all meaning
Lloftiness,’ as does the Arabic root , to be noble. Greater insight into the basic
meaning of ·‚ is gained by considering the root as being the amalgamation of the
three biconceptual roots Ú·‚ ¨Ú· ¨®Ú˜© Ú‚. All variants of ·‚ consisting of ·Ú≠Ú‚≠Ú in
any order, namely: Ô‚Ù ¨ÔÁ· ª˜Ù ªÔÙ‚ ¨Ô·‚ ªÛÎ ¨·‚ ª˜Ù ¨‚· ª·˜ ¨·‚, refer to elevating,
lifting, growing, amassing and beautifying. ‰·‚ means storing loot in the same way
that in English Lto steal’ is metaphorically related to /0!44, /0!49, /0244, 0!44, and .9!4.
      Likewise, ˜»·˜· does not mimic the sound ˜»a≠˜»a¨ ¯«ÓÁ is not ¯«Ú≠Ì»Á, the bird
named ‰„ÈÒÁ is not pious, and ÷ŒÓ(÷ is not the composition ÷Õ‡≠Ì −÷.
      However, to express colors and feelings, Hebrew, like other languages, has no
choice but to revert to universal similes. Indeed, ˜«¯È, green, virid, is the color of
growing grass. Ì«„‡ is the color of blood Ein English, 79. is related by degrees to 7:/9,
7!.2/;, 7:., and 7::0, which appear in Hebrew as ÷‡¯F. ·«‰  ̂ is the color of gold, ·‰Ê.
Ì«˙Î is the color of ÊÙ Ì (˙Œk, a nugget, Ì(÷,Á≠Ì ( ,̇Á≠ÌŒËM≠Ì(˙Œk, of gold. Ô·Ï, white, is related to
Ô·‚, from which we have ‰È·‚ ®‰ÈÙÎ©, cheese. ¯«Á÷, black, is related to ¯«ÎÒ, opaque or
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diffuse. ¯«Á÷ is also related to ¯«ÎÙ, fragile, and to ¯«·÷, crushed. Further, ¯«Á÷ is related



to ¯«˜÷, flimsy and frail, not true, not ˙Ó‡.
      The opposite states of ¯«Á÷ are:A

 ¨·«Î÷ ¨Û«Á÷ ¨˜«Á÷ ¨„«Á÷ ¨Ê«Á÷ ¨Ë«Á÷ ¨Ò«Á÷ ¨ı«Á÷ ¨˙«Á÷ ¨Ï«Á÷ ¨Ì«Á÷ Ô«Á÷.
      Negative feelings, such as ·ŒˆŒÚ ¨˙»Ù 'È⁄Ú ¨·Õ‡Ÿk ¨‰À·ÈÕ‡ ¨‰À·⁄‡ ×z, are metaphorically described
as an overcasting of the soul. ‰˜Ú»Ó ¨‰ÚÈ‚È ¨Ô«Ú‚÷ ¨Ô«‡Î„ are metaphorically described as
the weighting down of the soul. Positive feelings such as ‰ #ÁŸÓ!◊ ¨‰ #ÂO!z ¨‰ #iœtœˆ ¨˙»iœÙ"÷ ¨‚ , ›Ú are
metaphorically described as the expansion ®‰ÁÈÓˆ© of the soul. ÒÚÎ is but a form of ÷Ú‚.
      Tools are often named according to their purpose, or occasionally after their shape.
Thus ÷ÈËÙ, hammer, derived from the root ÷ËÙ, related to ÷˙Î, to pound, is indeed a
pounding or packing tool. ¯«◊Ó is a ripping tool. ÛÎ, spoon, is so called for its resemblance
of the palm of the hand.
      Names of the months may come from the stage of the vegetation growing in that
season. Ë·÷ is the month of the green blades, ÌÈË·÷. The month of ÔÒÈ is the time of
buds and sprouts, ÌÈˆÈ.

The root as a state

      Hebrew grammarians call the Hebrew root, ÏÚÙ, Lan act,’ which it appears to be.
The root „¯‚ is rendered, Lto scratch,’ the root Á¯Ó is rendered, Lto smear,’ and the root
¯·÷ is rendered, Lto break’Aall of them being clear and well-defined acts committed
intentionally or accidentally. \et, the root does not describe the action as it proceeds in
time, but rather its end state at the conclusion of activity. That is to say, language
operates in a static, not a dynamic modeAthe root is correctly portrayed in its Ï»ÚÙ
form. In ®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠·Ú≠ÊÚ©¯»·÷, being broken, the precise manner in which a thing broke is
a long story that is observed or imagined, but cannot be conveyed by the succinct root
¯·÷. The narrative absent in the root is embellished and completed by the imagination.
Upon hearing the word ¯·÷, the listener’s mind is stimulated to produce a flood of
associated images deriving from his own experiences of various demonstrations of
wreckage. The true meaning of the root ¯·÷ is not the process that has caused the thing
to be broken, but rather, the manifested state of a pile of shards and fragments. This
understanding is gained from the primary conceptual components of ®¯Ú≠·Ú≠ÊÚ©¯·÷, and
enhanced by the associations:A

¨¯·÷≠¯·ˆ ¨¯·÷≠¯·Ë ¨¯·÷≠¯·„ Æ¯·÷≠¯· ¨¯·÷≠¯·Î ¨¯·÷≠¯·˜ ¨¯·÷≠¯·‚ ¨¯·÷≠¯ÂÁ ¨¯·÷≠¯·Á
Notice the !7  in: /+7!0+;, /;!7./, /;9!7, /+:79, 5!7, and /59!7.
      Still deeper insight into the meaning of the root ¯·÷ is gained by looking at the
fundamental concepts making up the root, taken two at a time as coupled pairs. The
couplet ·÷ in the root ¯·÷ appears as the independent root ‰·÷, to capture, to catch, to
grab, to rob, to pillage, to plunder. The couplet ¯· in the root ¯·÷ appears as the
independent root ‰¯·, to tear apart, or ¯¯·, to sort Ei.e. to arrange the seared and shorn
in a series.F The couplet ¯÷ of ¯·÷ appears as the independent root ‰¯÷, to remain, to
tarry, to linger, to saturate, to drenchK or the root ¯¯÷ to be resilient, to gather strength.
From this last root we have the names ¯È¯÷, muscle, tissue, and ¯¯«÷, umbilical cord.
      The root ®ÚÊ≠Ú©ÚË, to plant a tree, which is a member of the family ¨ÚË ¨Ú·
 Ú˜≠Ú‚, is certainly not designed to describe the complex horticultural process of
setting a plant in the ground. This is left to the imagination, which recalls memories of
such past events and experiences. All that is expressed in ÚË, through its components
ÚÊ≠Ú, is that the tree is now actually Ú»Ë, standing erect. The fundamental concept Ú
of ÚË is short for ‰‡, to be new and comely, to be fineK and the fundamental concept
ÚÊ of ÚË is short for ‰ÚË, deviated, referring here to the sapling emerging from the
ground. The kindred root ®‡·≠Ú©Ú· is used more specifically for Lgushing,’ while
®Ú‚≠Ú©Ú˜ is used more specifically for Ldislocation’.
      The root ®ÏÚ≠ÊÚ≠ÚÊ©Ï˙÷ is also Lto plant’. The fundamental concept ÏÚ in the root Ï˙÷
signifies elevation, and the repeating ÊÚ≠ÚÊ signifies shooting up. Thus Ï˙÷ means
exactly what its primary components implyAa tree rising up. We may also look upon
the root Ï˙÷ as incorporating the three roots ˙˙÷, to draw out, ÏÏ÷, to remove, and ÏÏ ,̇
to pile up. A close relative of Ï˙÷ is Ï„÷, to strive, to endeavor, to make an effort.
Some other relatives of Ï˙÷ are Ï˜÷ ¨ÏÎ÷ ¨ÏÁ÷ ¨Ï‚÷ ªÏÙ÷ ¨Ï·÷ ªÏ˙Î ¨Ï˙Á ªÏ˙Ù ¨Ï˙·, whose
particular meanings are endowed by usage and context. Ï„÷ is closely related to Ï„‚,
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but the growth referred to in Ï„÷ is that of virtue.



      In this way, ®ÊÚ≠ÊÚ≠Ú‚©ıˆ ,̃ to cut, to chop, to slice, or to dice, describes only the
aftermath of the cutting in the material being heaped and piledAıˆÂ ‰‡˜. Some relatives
of this root are:A

 Ô‚ ¨ÌÓ‚ ¨ÏÏÎ≠ÏÏ‚ ¨ÊÊ‚ ¨·‰·‰≠··˜≠··Á≠··‚ ¨ıˆ≠ÒÒ ¨ıˆÓ ¨ıˆÏ ¨ıˆÁ ¨ıˆÙ≠ıˆ· ¨÷÷˜≠ÒÒÎ.
Likewise, the root ®Í‰≠¯Ú≠ÌÚ©Á¯Ó Ea close relative of ÁÓ¯ and¯ÓÁ©, to smear, refers not to
the specifics of the smearing action, but rather to the property of the material used,
being evidently soft and pliable, as indicated by the presence of the fundamental
concept ¯Ú in the root. Similarly in English, only the loose can get lost, be least, be
last, or be leased. The root ‡¯Ó does not aspire to describe the complex process of
gathering speed and taking off, but rather the state of a bird floating freely in space,
Ì«¯ÓAB!85 in German, 7::5 in English. Some close relatives of the root ‡¯Ó that also
describe states of dispersion are:A

 ÆÚ¯È ¨Ú¯◊ ¨Ú¯ˆ ¨Ú¯Ê ¨‡¯„ ªÚ¯˜ ¨Ú¯Î ¨‡¯Á ¨Ú¯‚ ªÚ¯Ù ¨‡¯Ù ¨‡¯·
      The opposite state of ‡¯Ó is ‡ˆÓ or ‡ÏÓ, and the opposite state of Ì«¯Ó is Ì«˜Ó or Ì«˙Ó,
obtained by replacing the fundamental concept ¯Ú with the fundamental concepts ¨ÊÚ
‚Ú ¨ÏÚ. An opposite state of ‡¯· is ‰‰·, as in »‰›·Â »‰&˙. The act of ‰‡È¯·, creation, refers to
a mysterious event, but its result is evident for all to see in the ‰ÚÈ¯Ù, the tearing
asunder and separation of the elements, as well as the proliferation, the dispersion and
the scattering of the multitude of creatures sent to roam heaven and earth.
      Notice the !7 in: +79!09, /86.97, .2/)97/9, /+!0097, /079(, /9)!7!09, .2$$97960, 7:!5,
9!70;<

Inversion of root meaning: Positive and negative

      Language expresses the negative as the opposite of the positiveAthat which is
possessed. The meaning of Lnothing’ can only be expressed as, Lnot a thing’ or Lnot
having.’ Hebrew acknowledges that things do not vanish but are rather transformed or
displacedAthat a body can not be at two places at once. This explains the surprising
vocal affinity of ®„Ú≠·Ú©„·‡ Erelated to „·, a branch, and ‰„·, to inventF, to be lost, to
perish, to be out, to be removed, to be deprived, and „·Ú, to produce, to collect, to
invent, to bring out, and Ë·Ú, to bind Eto findF. In English Llost’ means Lis loose
somewhere else’. So „·‡, like ÌÏÚ, means branched out and is to be found somewhere
else. This explains also the affinity of ‰#pœt, a corner, a protruding ®‰ ,«t© pin, and ‰ #pœt, he
vacated, he collected in one corner.
      Emptiness, ˙»JÈV, is achieved by evacuation, ‰JT⁄‰ of the brittle, ˜»˜ .̄ The root ÏÏ÷,
to negate, is a mere slight variant of ÏÏ ,̇ to heave. It is only a different viewpoint as to
who loses and who gains. Loot, ÏÏ÷, is collecting and amassing, ÏÏ˙, another person’s
loss. Similarly, ÏÏ„ means to dangle and ÏÏÒ, from which are derived ÏÈÏÒ and ‰ÏÏ«Ò,
means to pile, while ÏÏ  ̂means to dive.
      The root „„÷ Ecomposed of ‰‡÷ and„„ÚF is closely related to the root ˙˙÷, to found.
So, „«÷, robbery, is but „«ˆ, catching and gathering. English uses 7:%, related to 72),
79!), and 7!)9, for „„÷. It is interesting that the English verb Lto rove’ corresponds to
the Hebrew verb ËË÷. \et conceptually, there is nothing between „„÷ and ËË÷. The
„„«÷, the robber, is a ripper and a reaper, but he is not a ËË«÷Ó, a rover. The! „„«÷ is
rather a „„«ˆ, a collector. A rover is a drifter who ripples freely and raptly on the
surface of the earth.
      The root ®ÏÚ≠·Ú≠Ú©Ï· means to be lofty and noble, as in the large musical
instrument ÏŒ·', nabla, harp, or cask. But ÏÀ· # is mean-spirited, and ‰ÀÏÕ· ½ is a fallen
cadaver. Also, ®ÏÚ≠‡È‰≠ÛÚ≠Ú©ÏÈÙ is a giant, but ®ÏÚ≠‡»‰≠ÛÚ≠Ú©Ï»Ù is shriveled. Whatever
falls, ®ÏÚ≠ÛÚ≠Ú©ÏÙ, upon the ground, also rises above it Qust by lying upon it. Thus ÏÙ
is not the process of rushing down, but rather its end resultAbeing on, ÏÚ, the ground.
Such is the relationship in English between /09), /099), /0:), /0::), on the one hand,
and .99), 0:), 0:))49, on the other.
      ®·Ú≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©·Î÷ is to recline or lie down, while ®·Ú≠Ú‚≠ÊÚ©·‚◊ is to lift up. Indeed, to lie
down is in fact to hoist one’s body upon the bed. In like manner, ®ÏÚ≠ÊÚ≠Ú‚©Ï÷Î is to fail
but ®ÏÚ≠ÊÚ≠Ú‚©Ï˙Î is to tower. ®ÏÚ≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©ÏÎÒ is to stupefy, but ®ÏÚ≠Í‰≠ÊÚ©ÏÎ◊ is to understand.
ÏÈˆ‡ is a nobleman, but ÏÕˆÀÚ is a loose or lazy lout. ‰Ú·‚ means Lhill,’ but ‰ÚÈÂ‚ means
Ldemise’. \et, both ®‡·≠Ú‚©Ú·‚ and ®‡·≠Ú‚©ÚÂ‚ mean to bow. ®ÛÚ≠ÛÚ≠Ú‚©ÛÙÎ means or bend
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down, while ®·Ú≠·Ú≠Ú‚©··‚ means to pile up.



      ¯«Á‡ Eso near to ¯«ÎÚ and ¯«˜ÚF, behind, means the compilation of previous layers,
while ¯«Á, hole, grave, means a reversed ¯Ãk or ¯Ã‰ created by carving and removing
layers of gravel. ¯ −wœÚ means the essence Ethe word actually means Lto be the extract’F,
but ¯JÀÚ means barren. ‰‡‚ means to be lofty, but ‡È‚ is a depression or an inverted
summit. Ú˜÷ means sunk, submerged, absorbed, but ÚÈ˜÷‰ means invested, and Ú˜˙÷‰
means settled down. ÏÏÁ means empty space, but ÏÏ‰ means to heap ®ÏÏÎ© praise.
      The imperative, insistive, or assertive ÏÃ‡, do notk, take it off your mindk, is but a
slight orthographic variation of ÏÃÚ, which here in the sense of :$$, 8). This is also what
®‡»‰≠ÏÚ©‡›Ï Ethe opposite of ®Ô‰≠‰Î©ÔÕk, based on the fundamental concept Ú‚F, means. The
fundamental concept ÏÚ, of elevation, serves this same purpose in ®‡È‰≠ÏÚ≠‡»‰©ÈÃÏ»‡ Eliterally
Lmayup’F, maybe, possibly, and ®‡»‰≠ÏÚ©»Ï Eliterally Lifup’F, if, and ®‡È‰≠ÏÚ≠‡»‰≠ÏÚ©ÈÕÏ»Ï, if
not for, and®‡»‰≠ÏÚ≠‡È‰©‡›Ï⁄‰, surely, and ®‡È‰≠ÏÚ≠‡È‰©‰À‡ŸÏÀ‰, off, away. Instead of the
fundamental concept ÏÚ Hebrew may prefer the fundamental concept Ú, as in ÔÈÕ‡ Ethe
opposite of ÷ ,È, based on the fundamental concept ÚÊ≠ÊÚF, Lthere is no,’ which is but a
slight variation of ‰#pÈœ‡, deviated, deflected. For the conQunction 9"96, Hebrew uses the
fundamental concept ÛÚ in the slightly modified form ÛÃ‡, that is combined with »Ïœ‡ to
produce®»Ï≠‡È‰≠Û‡©»lœÙ⁄‡, even if. Corresponding to 9"96 is the German 9%96, which is
but a slight variation of :%96, above.
      Negation is also expressed by ®‡È‰≠˙‡≠ÏÚ≠‡È‰≠·Ú©È!zŸÏœa ¨®‡È‰≠ÏÚ≠·Ú©ÈœÏŸa ¨®ÏÚ≠·Ú©ÏÃa , with
®ÏÚ≠‡· ¨ÏÚ≠·Ú©ÏÃa being only a slight variation of Ï·‡, but.

Roots of opposite state! ‰‰‰‰¯̄̄̄ÈÈÈÈ····ˆ̂̂̂≠≠≠≠····ˆ̂̂̂ÓÓÓÓ

      Our appreciation of the sense of the Hebrew root is enhanced and enriched when
we look at them amidst their relatives, each of whom may have acquired a different
shade of meaning over time and with use. Consider, for example, the company of roots
ÏË˜ ¨Ï˙Î ¨Ï÷Î ¨ÏÒÎ ¨ÏÊ‚ ¨Ï„‚, all consisting of the fundamental concepts ÏÚ ¨ÊÚ≠„Ú ¨Ú‚≠‚Ú in
the same order, and therefore have the same basic meaning. Among these roots, Ï„‚, to
be big, is the most concrete, leading to such connections as between ÏC›b, size, and Ï(˙›k,
a large wall. This root association also informs us that ‰ÀÏ+Ê½b, loot, is essentially ‰ÀÏB½b,
build-up Eof spoilsF, and that Ï)Ê«b, chickling, is essentially a Ï@«b, a thriveling. In this
way we understand that Ï (÷Œk, like ÏŒÒŒk, is a blockage or a big setback. In ÏË˜ the bodily
setback is final.
      These roots are further linked to more distant relatives, straying thereby ever
deeper into the root stock of Hebrew, and encompassing ever wider semantic fields.
For example:A
¨ÛÒÎ ¨ÏÒÎ ªÏÊ ¨ÏÊÓ ¨ÏÊÙ ¨ÏÊ‚ ªÌÊ‚ ¨ÏÊ‚ ªÏ„ ¨Ï„÷ ¨Ï„· ¨Ï„‚ ªÏÓ‚ ¨ÏÁ‚ ¨Ï·‚ ¨Ï„‚ ªÌ„‚ ¨÷„‚ ¨Û„‚ ¨Ï„‚
¨ÛË˜ ¨ÏË˜ ªÏ˙÷ ¨Ï˙Ù ¨Ï˙Î ªÔ˙Î ¨Ì˙Î ¨÷˙Î ¨Û˙Î ¨Ï˙Î ªÛ÷Î ¨Ï÷Î ªÏÒÁ ¨ÏÒÎ ªÏÁÎ ¨Ï·Î ¨ÏÒÎ ªÌÒÎ ¨ÁÒÎ

ÆÏÓ˜ ¨Ï‰˜ ¨Ï·˜ ¨ÏË˜ ªÏË ¨ÏË· ¨ÏË˜ ªÔË˜ ¨ÌË˜
      Still more insight into the slight and subtle differences of meaning among near
roots is gained by contrasting one root with another Eone-otherF describing an opposite
state. A root of opacity is contrasted with a root of clarityK a root of solidity with a root
of disintegrationK a root of cohesion with a root of fractureK a root of completion with a
root of fragmentationK a root of the soundness with a root of rottennessK and a root of
wholeness with a root of corruption. All these contrasts are achieved via the replacement
of the fundamental concepts Ú ¨ÌÚ ¨ÏÚ ¨ÚÊ ¨Ú‚ ¨·Ú with the fundamental concept ¯Ú and
vice versa.
      Here are some examples:A
¨¯»cYœcØ˜»cOœc ¨‰Ó¯Ø‰Ó· ¨Í‡ØÍ¯‡ ¨¯Á‡Ø„Á‡ ¨¯„‡Ø÷„‡ ¨Ê¯‡ØÊ‚‡ ¨¯·‡Ø÷·‡ ¨Ô«¯‡ØÔ«„‡ ¨Ô«¯‡ØÔ«Ï‡ ¨Ô¯‡ØÔ·‡
¨ÏVÀÚØÏÕˆÀÚ ¨Á˙¯ØÁË· ¨Á¯·ØÁË· ¨¯·‡ØÒ·‡ ¨¯ˆ‡ØÏˆ‡ ¨¯Ó‡Ø÷Ó‡ ¨ı¯‡ØıÓ‡ ¨Ì«ÁØ¯«Á ¨Ï«ÁØ¯«Á ¨Û«ÁØ¯«Á
¨˜Á¯Ø˜Á„ ¨¯„‚ØÏ„‚ ¨Ï¯‚ØÏ„‚ ¨÷¯‚Ø÷„‚ ¨Ì¯‚ØÌ„‚ ¨¯¯‚ØÌÓ‚ ¨ÏT«bØÏ)Ê«b ¨¯‚ØÊ‚ ¨Ú¯‚ØÚ·‚ ¨ÏVÀÚØÏÕÓÀÚ
¨Ú¯ÈØÚ„È ¨„¯ÈØ„ÏÈ ¨¯˙ÁØÌ˙Á ¨¯÷ÁØÌ÷Á ¨Ì¯ÁØÌ÷Á ¨‡ËÁØ‡¯Á ¨˜¯ÁØ˜÷Á ¨˜¯ÁØ˜ÓÁ ¨¯ˆÁØ·ˆÁ ¨·¯ÁØ·ÏÁ
¨Á˙ÓØÁ¯Ó ¨‡ÏÓØ‡¯Ó ¨‡ˆÓØ‡¯Ó ¨Ï‰ÓØ¯‰Ó ¨ÌÁ¯ØÌÁÏ ¨Ô« −̄gœkØÔ«Ï−gœk ¨·÷ÈØ¯÷È ¨ÔË¯ØÔ÷È ¨„¯ÈØ„˜È ¨‰Ù¯Ø‰ÙÈ
¨ıˆ¯ØıˆÓ ¨¯˙ÎØÏ˙Î ¨¯˙ÎØÛ˙Î ¨˙¯ÎØ˙ÙÎ ¨¯ÙÎØÏÙÎ ¨ıˆ¯Øıˆ ¨¯˙Ø·˙ ¨¯»Ø·» ¨Í¯ÓØÍÏÓ ¨Á¯ÓØÁÏÓ
¨Ì¯ÙØÌ‚Ù ¨Ì‚¯ØÌ‚Ù ¨‚¯ÚØ‚Ú ¨¯ÓÚØÏÓÚ ¨Ï¯ÚØÏÓÚ ¨·˜ÚØ·¯Ú ¨¯˜ÚØ„˜Ú ¨¯¯ÚØ„„Ú ¨Í¯ÒØÍÓÒ ¨Áˆ¯ØÁˆ
¨‡ÏÙØ‡¯Ù ¨Ú¯ÙØÚ˙Ù ¨Ú˙¯ØÚ˙Ù ¨¯ÚÙØÏÚÙ ¨˜¯ÙØ˜Ù ¨˜¯ÙØ˜ÒÙ ¨¯‚ÙØ÷‚Ù ¨÷¯ÙØ÷‚Ù ¨Ì˙¯ØÌËÙ ¨Ì¯ÙØÌËÙ
¨„¯◊Ø„Ó÷ ¨¯V«÷Ø„B«÷ ¨Ú·˜ØÚ·¯ ¨Ì»¯ØÌ»˜ ¨˘÷¯Ø÷÷˜ ¨¯Ë˜ØÏË˜ ¨ı¯˜ØıÙ˜ ¨Ì¯˜ØÌ„˜ ¨¯»ˆØ˜»ˆ ¨¯¯ˆØ„„ˆ

Æ¯˙÷ØÏ˙÷ ¨„„¯Ø„„÷ ¨÷¯÷Ø÷Ó÷
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      Such pairs are also common in English. Here are some examples:A



arcØask, bakeØrake, bootØroot, barkØbask, bleakØbrick, comeØcore, creepØclip,
dazeØraze, deemØdeer, teemØrim, dipØrip, seekØreek, sipØrip, sawØraw, takeØrake,
tallØroll, and thingØring.

!"# 5/-((-/

Vowelizing by diacritical markings

      Vowelization, „»˜, has two essential purposes in Hebrew. First, to add vocal
variation and coloration to names, as in the lively readings ¯ÕÓ # ¨Ï«‚Y $Á ¨Ò»Ò, in contrast
with the dull, ¯ÃÓ $ ¨Ï $‚Y $Á ¨ÒÃÒ. Then, to interlace the root with the personal pronouns, ¨È‡
»Á‡ ¨‡»‰ ¨‡È‰ ¨‰˙‡, in order to refer the action described by the root to the actors and
recipients involved, thus creating the essence of what we call grammar.

Pronouns in names

      The personal pronoun ‡»‰, is found in the compound, theophoric, names
®Ï‡≠‡»‰≠˙·©ÏÕ‡»˙Ÿa, god looks ®ËÈ·‰© upon him ®‡»‰©, ÏÕ‡»Ÿt, god turns ®‰Ù© to him, ÏÕ‡»ÓO , god
lifts ®ÌÈ˜‰© him, ÏÕ‡»ÚY, god observes ®‰‡¯© him, ÏÕ‡»Ó"÷, god listens ®ÚÓ÷© to him. In the
names _ŒÏŒÓÈœÏ¤‡ ¨ÌÃÚ ³È )Á⁄‡  ¨˜CŒˆ≠ÈœkŸÏÃÓ ¨ÏÕ‡i ) Àc ¨ÏÕ‡ÈœÏŸÓ $b ¨®Ï‡≠‡È‰≠¯·‚©ÏÕ‡ÈXŸ· $b and ÏÚÃ·È)p$Á, the inserted
‡È‰ may be a purely phonetical divider, absent in ÏÕ‡½$¼Á, god graced Ehimm, allmF.

Gender

      Natural gender, or sex, is distinguished in Hebrew by the addition of ˙‡ ¨‡»‰ ¨‡È‰, as
in:A
¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠Á‡©˙«ÁÀ‡≠ÁÀ‡ ¨®˙‡≠¯·‚©˙WŒ·½b≠ Œ̄·,b ¨®‡È‰≠¯È·‚©‰TÈœ·½b≠¯Èœ·½b ¨®‡È‰≠ÍÏÓ©‰ÀkŸÏÃÓ≠_ŒÏŒÓ ¨®‡È‰≠÷È‡©‰−rœ‡≠÷Èœ‡

Æ®˙‡≠‡È‰≠ÔÓÁ¯©˙È)ÀÓ ¼ÁU≠ÔÀÓ ¼ÁU ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠¯ÊÎ‡©˙ÈX)ÊŸÎÃ‡≠¯)ÊŸÎÃ‡
A dual form is rare but is occasionally encountered: ¨®‡È‰≠„Ï«È©‰@ÕÏ«È≠®˙Œ‡≠„Ï«È©˙CŒÏ«È
®‡È‰≠·‰Ï©‰À·À‰ŸÏ≠®˙Œ‡≠·‰Ï©˙Œ·Œ‰ÃÏ. English occasionally marks the feminine by the appendix
#96 Ea curtailed :69 m as in :4.#:4.96, an old one, B:59#B:5!6, the one from RomeF,
as in the pair $:?#"2?96<
      Living beings may be named differently if they are of a different sex, and so we
have in Hebrew the pairs ‰TŸÎœa ≠ÏÓ‚ ¨Ô«˙‡≠¯«ÓÁ. In English: +:(#%844, +:+,#;96, .:*#%20+;,
9(9#7!5, ;:7/9#5!79<
      As for non-natural EgrammaticalF gender, it stands to reason that the strange
classification of nouns as masculine, feminine, or neuter, is a relic of a general
grammatical or phonetic device originally intended to smooth the language or to
prevent confusion as to the obQect being described. Consider the Hebrew sentence ‚Ã‡×÷
Ï«„‚‰ ‡È·Ï‰, which can be translated as either, Lthe roar of the big lion,’ or Lthe big roar
of the lion’. This ambiguity is absent in Ï«„‚‰ ‡È·Ï‰ ˙‚‡÷, in which Ï«„‚‰ clearly refers to
the lion because ®‡È‰≠‚‡÷©‰‚‡÷ is feminine. So, ‰Ï«„‚‰ ‡È·Ï‰ ˙‚‡÷, is clearly the big roar
of the lion, because ‡È·Ï is masculine. On the other hand, in ‰Ï«„‚‰ ‰‡È·Ï‰ ‚Ã‡ ×÷, the size
referred to is certainly that of the lioness, ®‡È‰≠‡È·Ï≠‡È‰©‰‡È·Ï‰K while Ï«„‚‰ ‰‡È·Ï‰ ‚Ã‡ ×÷ is
certainly the big roar of the lioness, because ‚Ã‡×÷ is masculine.
      The designation of nouns as masculine or feminine could thus have been arbitrary,
its purpose having been to link them to their corresponding adQectives through the
device of adQectival gender agreement. Thus, it is possible that originally obQects were
gendered interchangeably, according to need, in order to connect them to the adQectives
describing them, as in Ï«„‚‰ ‰¯ÚÒ‰ Ï«˜, Lthe strong din of the storm,’ as opposed to ˙˜È¯÷
‰„Á‰ ¯ÚÒ‰ Lthe sharp shrieking of the storm,’ or Ï«„‚‰ ‡È·Ï‰ ˙ÓÚ¯ Lthe mane of the big
lion,’ as opposed to ‰Ï«„‚‰ ‡È·Ï‰ ˙ÓÚ  ̄Lthe big mane of the lion’. Indeed, many Hebrew
nouns, like ‚‡÷ and ‰‚‡÷, ¯ÚÒ and ‰¯ÚÒ, exist in dual gender form, such as:A

 ¨‰ #O-Ê≠ÔM ³Ê ¨‰˜ÚÊ≠˜ÚÊ ¨‰ #Â⁄Ú*Ê≠‰ÙÚÊ≠ÛÚÊ ¨‰¯È„≠¯È„ ¨‰Ù»‚≠Û»‚ ¨‰Ú·‚≠Ú·‚ ¨‰ −zœÓ⁄‡≠˙ŒÓ¤‡ ¨‰¯«‡≠¯«‡ ¨‰·‰‡≠·‰‡
¨‰ÓÈ≠ÌÈ ¨‰¯ÚÈ≠¯ÚÈ ¨‰„È≠„È ¨‰·»Ë≠·»Ë ¨ Œ̇Ó(̇ «Á≠Ì−̇ «Á ¨‰ÀcŸÓ,Á≠„ŒÓ,Á ¨‰ÀÓ«Á≠Ì«Á ¨‰ÀÙœÏ.Ê≠ÛŒÏ,Ê ¨‰·‰Ï≠·‰Ï ¨‰¯ÈÎ≠¯»Î 
¨‰¯ÚÒ≠¯ÚÒ ¨‰Ó˜≠Ì˜ ¨‰¯‰≠¯‰ ¨‰ÀÙ 'bÃÓ≠Û ,‚ , ¨‰TÕÓŸÒÃÓ≠¯ÕÓŸÒÃÓ ¨‰ÏÈÏ≠ÏÈÏ ¨‰ #ÁÕÏ≠$ÁÕÏ ¨‰À· # ⁄Ú≠· # ÕÚ ¨‰ÏÂÚ≠ÏÂÚ

¨‰÷‚¯≠÷‚¯ ¨‰ÓÚ¯≠ÌÚ¯ ¨‰¯Ú˜≠¯Ú˜ ¨‰¯»ˆ≠¯»ˆ ¨‰ÓÈÙ≠ÌÈÙ ¨˙»·ŸˆÃÚ≠·ŒˆŒÚ ¨‰ˆÚ≠ıÚ ¨‰˜ÒÚ≠˜ÒÚ ¨‰Ú≠ÔÚ
Æ˙ÚÏ«˙≠ÚÏ«˙ ¨‰Ó»˙≠Ì«˙ ¨‰#ÁÈ!◊≠$ÁÈ!◊ ¨‰¯»÷≠¯»÷ ¨‰T½‚!÷≠¯ ,‚ (÷
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others, like ‰Ï«˜≠Ï«˜ vanished, but in so doing left behind the vestige of ̇ «Ï«˜ instead of



the formal ÌÈÏ« .̃
      Possibly, ®‡»‰≠ÍÏÓ©»kŸÏÃÓ, Lhe-king,’ once designated the male, in the same way that
®‡È‰≠ÍÏÓ©‰ÀkŸÏÃÓ, Lshe-king,’ now designates the female.
      Foreign words ending in ‰Ã are systematically considered feminine, thus ‰ÙÈ ‰Ï«„«‚,
but Ú¯ ÏÈ„«˜«¯˜.
      Gender endings are also used to create nouns of similar, yet distinct, meaning in
their masculine and feminine forms, such as Ë»Ï·, acorn, ®‡È‰≠Ë»Ï·©‰Ë»Ï·, gland, and
‰ËÈÏ·, proQection, all inflected from the root ®ÊÚ≠ÏÚ≠·Ú©ËÏ·. Also:A

¨‰TŸÓ-Ê≠¯ŒÓ,Ê ¨‰ÀÓkŸÒÃ‰≠ÌÕkŸÒŒ‰ ¨‰TÈœc≠¯Èœc ¨‰ÀÚŸ·)b≠ÚÃ· ,b ¨‰ËÈ·≠ÔË· ¨‰Àvœa≠ı›a ¨‰JÈDŸa≠˜CŒa ¨‰−gœ‡≠÷Èœ‡ ¨‰Àn‹‡≠Ì›‡≠ÌÕ‡
¨‰¯ÈÎ≠¯«ÈÎ≠¯»Î ¨‰T" )̇È≠¯ (˙ ,È ¨‰ÀÎV ½È≠_V #È ¨‰¯ÚÈ≠¯ÚÈ ¨‰ÀÚÈD ½È≠ÚA,È ¨‰#ÁŸ·œË≠ÁÃ·ŒË ¨‰TÈN¼Á≠¯M 'Á ¨‰TŸ· ,Á≠¯Œ·,Á ¨‰ÀÓY-Ê≠ÌWŒÊ

¨‰#Á"˙œt≠Á × Œ̇t ¨‰ÀˆYœt≠ıWŒt ¨‰¯ÈÒ≠¯ÈÒ ¨‰ÏÁ≠ÏÁ ¨‰ÀÓÀ‰ ½≠ÌÃ‰ $ ¨‰T.ÊŒÚ≠¯,ÊÕÚ ¨‰TÕÓŸÒÃÓ≠¯ÕÓŸÒÃÓ ¨‰JT.ÊœÓ≠˜V.ÊÃÓ ¨‰ÀaœÏ≠·ÕÏ
¨‰J@Ÿˆ≠˜CŒˆ Æ‰ÀÚÈN"z≠ÚK(z ¨‰«÷‡¯≠Ô«÷‡¯ ¨‰¯»÷≠¯»÷ ¨‰#ÁÈ!◊≠$ÁÈ!◊ ¨‰¯«˜≠¯»˜ ¨˙ÈˆÈˆ≠‰ˆÈˆ≠ıÈˆ ¨‰˜»ˆ≠˜«ˆ≠˜»ˆ

      ‰Ó„‡ is rendered feminine through the addition of a final ‰, not because it is the
Lmother of life,’ but in order to differentiate it from Ì„‡, man. ‰Ó„‡ is earth, not a
she-man, Ì„‡≠˙·.
      As this complicated grammatical device receded, it left behind the natural gender
classification, as well as distracting remnants like ‰ÓÁÂ ‰Ï«„‚ ÷ŒÓ(÷ and‰ÙÈÂ ‰Ï«„‚ ‰−÷ŸÓ!÷.

Adjectival pronominal suffixation

      Appending the pronouns ˙‡ ¨‡»‰ ¨‡È‰ ¨È‡ can turn an adQective into a noun:A
 ª®‡È‰≠È¯·Ú©‰ #iXŸ·œÚ ¨®‡È‰≠¯·Ú©ÈXŸ·œÚ ª®˙‡≠‡È‰≠Ô‰≠‡»‰≠˙Á˙©˙È )«z ½Á ×z ¨®˙‡≠È˙Á˙©˙È!z ½Á −z ¨®‡È‰≠˙Á˙©È!z ½Á ×z

Æ®˙‡≠È«Ó„‡©˙È)«ÓEÃ‡ ¨®‡È‰≠Ô‰≠‡»‰≠Ì„‡©È)«ÓEÃ‡
      Ï ,‚W is La foot,’ ®‡È‰≠Ï‚¯©ÈœÏ ½‚U, as an adverb, means Lon foot,’ as a noun, it means
Lpedestrian,’ Lwalker,’ ®˙‡≠‡È‰≠Ï‚¯©˙ÈœÏ½‚U is a small leg or peg. The inflected form of Ï ,‚W,
®È‡≠Ï‚¯©ÈœÏ ½‚U, is Lmy foot,’ ÈÏ÷ Ï‚¯‰. \et, ®ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠·Ú≠Í‰©˙Èœ·#Á is not ˙‡≠‡È‰≠·Á, but rather a
heavy E®„Ú≠‡È‰≠·Ú≠Ú‚©„Õ·ÀkF vat, as is the ®˙·Á≠ÌÚ© Ã̇·¼ÁÃÓA a kind of ponderous, „Ã·⁄ÎÃÓ, pan.
      In the diminutive formations:A
≠®˙‡≠ÁÏˆ©˙ $ÁÃlÃˆ ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠Ï»Ï÷©˙ÈœÏ»Ï"÷≠ÏÈœÏ"÷ ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠Ï»Ï˙©˙ÈœÏ»Ï"z≠Ï *z ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠÷ÓÁ©˙È!÷œÓ ¼Á≠÷ÕÓ #Á
≠ÁÃt ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠¯Î©˙ÈXÀk≠¯Ãk ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠ÛÎ©˙ÈœtÃk≠ÛÃk ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠„È©˙ÈD #È≠„ #È ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠Í‰≠‡»‰≠ÏÚ≠ÊÚ©˙È )Á«ÏŸˆ

®˙‡≠‡È‰≠¯»©˙ÈX»≠®‡È‰≠¯»©‰T» ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠ÁÙ©˙È)ÁÃt
the feminine ending ˙‡≠‡È‰ is believed responsible for the perception of the lesser size
of, say, ˙ÈœtÃk, a tea spoon, as opposed to ÛÃk, a soup spoon.
      Consider also the formation of the two portentous Hebrew words, based on the
fundamental concept ÌÚ of massivity, ®Ô‰≠ÌÚ©ÔŒÓÀ‡≠®˙‡≠ÌÚ© Œ̇Ó¤‡.
      Doubling a root intensifies its sense, as in ®‡È‰≠Í‰≠‡»‰≠¯Ú≠Í‰≠¯Ú©ÈÎ»¯Î ,̄ a softy, a
EmaleF weakling, and ®˙‡≠ÈÎ»¯Î¯©˙ÈÎ»¯Î ,̄ for a female. Likewise we have ®Ì„≠Ì„‡©Ì„Ó„‡,
Ehe isF reddish Ered-isF, ®‡È‰≠Ì„Ó„‡©‰Ó„Ó„‡, Eshe isF reddish, ˜¯˜¯È Enot ˜¯È˜¯ÈF, he is
greenish, and ®‡È‰≠˜¯˜¯È©‰˜¯˜¯È, she is greenish. It is reasonable that Ì„Ó„‡ is Ì«„‡≠Ì«„‡,
since Lreddish’ in the sense of light red, would have been rendered in Hebrew Ì«„‡ ÔÈÕÚŸÓ
or Ì«„‡ ÔÈÕÚŸk.

The plural

      Appending the fundamental concept, ÌÚ, of amassing, is used in Hebrew to
indicate the masculine plural, as in:A

 Æ®ÌÚ≠·›„©ÌÈœa‹c≠®·Ú≠‡»‰≠„Ú©·›c ¨®Ì‰≠„ŒÏ ,È ¨ÌÚ≠„ŒÏ,È©ÌÈDÀÏ ½È≠„ŒÏ,È ¨®Ì‰≠ÔŒ·Œ‡ ÌÚ≠ÔŒ·Œ‡©ÌÈ )À·⁄‡≠ÔŒ·Œ‡ ¨®ÌÚ≠‡È‰©ÌÕ‰≠‡»‰
Notice the delicate phonetic adQustment in the pronunciation of „ŒÏ ,È versus ÌÈDÀÏ½È.
      The Hebrew affix ÌÚ finds a counterpart in the Latin superlative marker -5!, as in
84025!< It is found in English in the gradation, 59!6, 5262585, and also in 5:/0
Emo-estFAthe highest grade of 58+; and 5:79. We can think of 5:/0 as composed of
the fundamental concepts ÊÚ ¨ÌÚ, as also the termination -2/5, but in reversed order.
      Feminine names are pluralized by the addition of ˙‡ ¨‡È‰ ¨‡»‰, as in:A
≠·Ú©˙Ãa ¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠„ÏÈ©˙«„ÀÏ ½È≠®‡È‰≠„ÏÈ©‰ÀcŸÏ $È ¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠‡È‰≠ÛÚ©˙«Èœt≠‰Œt ¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠·Ï©˙«aœÏ≠®·Ú≠‡È‰≠ÏÚ©·ÕÏ
≠‡»‰≠‡È‰≠Á‡©˙«È #Á⁄‡≠®˙‡≠‡»‰≠Á‡©˙«ÁÀ‡ ¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠‡È‰≠ÌÁ©˙«ÈÀÓ ¼Á≠®˙‡≠‡»‰≠ÌÁ©˙«Ó #Á ¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠Ô·©˙« Àa≠®˙‡

Æ®˙‡≠‡»‰≠‡È‰≠ÔÓÁ¯©˙«È)ÀÓ ¼ÁU≠®˙‡≠‡È‰≠ÔÓÁ¯©˙È)ÀÓ ¼ÁU ¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠„«„©˙«„«c≠®‡È‰≠„«„©‰@«c ¨®˙‡
But we also have the surprising plurals ÌÈ!÷ #≠‰ −÷œ‡ ¨˙«·À‡≠·À‡. The suffix, ˙«≠, of feminine
plurality has given the connotation of „«Ú.
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      Commonly English does it is by appending the letter / Eshort for !/, 2/CF, as in



+!0#+!0/, ):+,#):? ():+,/,)  or less commonly with the addendum -96 Eshort for :69mF
as in :?#:?96. From Latin English inherited, $86*8/#$86*2, 7!.28/#7!.22< Interestingly,
/;99) is both singular and plural, and so is its Hebrew equivalent Ô‡›ˆ.
      In the complex form of an inflected noun, the plural indicative suffix is shortened
by dropping the additive ÌÚ. Thus we have, ®»‡≠Ê‚¯‡©»+Ê#bYÃ‡, our single box, and
®»‡≠‡È‰≠Ê‚¯‡©»È+Ê#bYÃ‡, our many boxes, instead of the formal, E»‡≠ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠Ê‚¯‡©»ÓÈÊ‚¯‡. An
ancient, simpler, but grammatically collusive, plural form is hinted at in ®‡È‰≠Ô«ÏÁ©È#«l $Á
or ®‡È‰≠‡»‰≠Ï»Ó‚˙©Èœ‰«ÏÂÓ½‚×z. Plural formation by altering the base form is also used in the
languages of the West. So in German, D:)$, pot, DE)$9, pots. So also occasionally in
English, *::/9 for one, *99/9 for many.
      AdQectival agreement in number is practiced in Hebrew for good rhythmic flow
even in cases where the ending Ì )È≠ may not be an obvious indicator of plurality, as in
the pleasant versifications ¨ÌÈ·«Ë ÌÈÈÁ ¨ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÓ ¨ÌÈ¯È„‡ ÌÈ‰«Ï‡. In ®ÌÚ≠Ì«È©ÌÀÓ«È≠Ì«È the repeated
ÌÚ indicates duration.
      The plural form may also be gendered willfully to achieve a fitting inflectional
articulation and agreement within the sentence, as in the following examples:A

¨‰C−rÃ‰ _«˙Ÿa ®ÌÚ≠Ì»Ï‡©ÌÈœn‹Ï⁄‡ ÌÈœÓŸlÃ‡ŸÓ e½Á$⁄‡ ‰ 'pœ‰½Â
with ‰Ó»Ï‡, sheaf, inflected in the masculine mode to mimic the ÌÚ of ÌÈœÓŸlÃ‡ŸÓ. And yet,
the next part of the sentence reads

¨®‡È‰≠·ˆ©‰À·Àv )≠Ì$‚½Â ®È˙‡≠Ì»Ï‡©È! À̇n‹Ï⁄‡ ‰ÀÓJ ‰'pœ‰ ½Â
with ‰Ó»Ï‡ inflected in the correct, feminine mode.
Although Ô«¯˙Ù is feminine, we find

 Æ®ÌÚ≠Ô«¯˙Ù©ÌÈ)›¯"˙œt ÌÈœ‰¿‡ÕÏ ‡«Ï⁄‰
Although Ô«ÈÏ‚ is formally feminine, we find

Æ®ÌÚ≠ÔÈ„Ò≠‡È‰≠‡·©ÌÈ)ÈDŸqÃ‰ ½Â ®ÌÚ≠Ô«ÈÏ‚≠‡È‰≠‡·©ÌÈ)³ÈŸÏ )bÃ‰½Â
Although ¯«Î is formally feminine, we find

 Æ®Í‡≠‡È‰≠¯«Î©_)ÈU«pœk Ï«˜ ½Â ®Í‡≠‡È‰≠¯È÷©_)ÈTÈ!÷ Ô«Ó⁄‰
Although ÔÈÚÓ is formally feminine, we find

Æ®ÌÚ≠¯‰©ÌÈXÀ‰ ÔÈÕa ®ÌÚ≠ÏÁ≠‡·©ÌÈœÏ#Á ½pÃa ®ÌÚ≠ÔÈÚÓ©ÌÈ)#ÈŸÚÃÓ $ÁÕl×÷ŸÓÃ‰
Although Í¯„ is formally feminine, we find

Æ«kYÃc ÌÈœÓ−z ÏÕ‡À‰

The dual

      The dual form for paired obQects is indicated in Hebrew by an extra ‡È‰, as in:A
¨®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠ÈÁÏ©Ì)È$È#ÁŸÏ≠È)ÁŸÏ ¨®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠„È©Ì)ÈA#È≠„#È ¨®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠˙‡≠‰÷©Ì)È−̇ #"÷≠‰#−÷ ¨®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠˙‡≠‰Ù◊©Ì)È×̇ ÀÙ"◊≠‰ÀÙ−◊

Æ®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠ÔÈÚ©Ì)È$ÈÕÚ≠Ô)ÈÃÚ

Construct state (Referral)

      Referral, ‰ÎÈÓÒ, is also expressed with personal pronouns, as in, ®‡È‰≠‡È‰≠¯◊©ÈV−◊
 ÌÈÙÏ‡, in which the first ‡È‰ in ÈV−◊ marks the plural, and the second ‡È‰ refers ÌÈ¯◊ to
ÌÈÙÏ‡, thus dispensing with the genetive particle Ï (÷, needed in the longer form: ÌÈ¯◊‰
ÌÈÙÏ‡‰ È„»„‚ Ï÷. In this way, ‰›ÚYÃÙ ®‡È‰≠‡È‰≠Ò»Ò©ÈÕÒ»Ò, Pharaoh’s EPharaoh isF horses, is the
construct state form of, ‰Ú¯Ù Ï÷ ®ÌÚ≠Ò»Ò≠‡È‰©ÌÈÒ»Ò‰, the horses of Pharaoh. This longer
form uses the connecting possessive particle Ï÷, and the definite article ≠‰ for the
marked and known horses of the king. Similarly, ‡·÷ Ï÷ ‰ÎÏÓ‰, is concisely rendered,
‡·÷ ®˙‡≠‰ÎÏÓ©˙ÃkŸÏÃÓ. ‰#−÷, a year, is feminine, yet we find, ‰T −◊ È 'i $Á È ' "÷, with È'"÷ chosen to
accord with È 'i$Á, while in another place we find ÌÈ)i $Á ˙« "÷e ÌÈœÓ #È _W›‡.
      Similarly, in English, a substantive may be turned into an adQective by adding the
suffix -96, short for :69, as in *:4., ·‰Ê, *:4.96 ·‰Ê Ï÷, (::., ıÕÚ, (::.96, ıÕÚ Ï÷.
      Notice the different functions of the terminal Èœ , in the forms ®È‡≠·‡©Èœ·À‡, my father,
and ®‡È‰≠·‡©Èœ·⁄‡, the father of ‡È‰ or ‡»‰.
      The pliancy of Hebrew, exercised in its quest for a pleasant and harmonious
pronunciation, is further exhibited in the construct state formations:A

 ÆÈÕÏfl‰À‡≠ÏŒ‰›‡ ¨ÈÕÓ ½‚⁄‡≠Ì$‚⁄‡ ¨È *÷EJ≠÷C›˜ ¨ÈÕ Ÿ̂ÓR≠ıŒÓ›˜ ¨È'ÁŸ·!÷≠ÁÃ·(÷ ª®˙‡≠‰ÓÁ© Ã̇Ó¼Á≠‰ÀÓ 'Á ¨®˙‡≠‰÷© $̇"÷≠‰#*÷
      In this manner, ®Ô«Ùˆ≠®‡È‰©≠ÏÚ©Ô«ÙˆÏ or ¨®Ô«Ùˆ≠‡È‰©Ô«Ùˆ‰ Ï‡, northward, is concisely
rendered ®‡È‰≠Ô«Ùˆ©‰#«ÙÀˆ, without the preposition Ï‡. The inference that the terminal ‰ in
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‰#«ÙÀˆ is essentially a posterior pronoun acting as a definite article, is supported by the



words of Isaiah f.2U: ÈœÏ −zŸÙ $ ‰ÀˆYÃ‡ ½Â ÔeÏ‹·.Ê ‰ÀˆYÃ‡ ÏKÕ‰. Such is also the case in the pairs Ì−÷ and
®‡È‰≠Ì÷©‰Àn−÷ , ÔÕ‰ and ®‡È‰≠Ô‰©‰#pÕ‰, ÌÕ‰ and ‰ÀnÕ‰ , ÔÀ‡ and ®‡È‰≠Ô‡©‰#À‡, ÌÈ )Ÿt and ®‡È‰≠ÌÈÙ©‰ÀÓ )Ÿt, ı»Á
and ®‡È‰≠ı»Á©‰Àˆ»Á, ÌÈ!◊ and ®‡È‰≠ÌÈ◊©‰ÀÓ!◊, ‡›a and ®‡È‰≠‡›·©‰À‡›a, ·»÷ and ®‡È‰≠·»÷©‰À·»÷, ·Ã‰ and
®‡È‰≠·‰©‰À·À‰.
      Hebrew may not recognize the abstract, indefinite idea of LtowardEto-wardF,’ and
therefore, ˙ÕÓ ‰ÀˆYÃ‡ ÏÕÙ ³ ÌŒ‰È ' ›„⁄‡ ‰ 'pœ‰ ½Â, can only mean, Lbehold their lord was fallen down
dead on the earth’. All we can say is that, factually, Eglon was seen by his men prone
on the ground.
      Suffixing the ‰ locative in Hebrew is akin to prefixing in English the adverbial !#,
as in !#$::0, !#%!09, !#%9., !#.:76, !#4:$0, !#,26, !#42"9, !#5!//, !#/499), !#(!,9F or the
adverbial %9#, as in %9#4:6*, GLto be linked,’%9#+!8/9, Lto be the cause,’ %9#$:79, Lto be
in the front of,’ %9#;!4$, Lto be of help,’ %9#79$0, Lto be ripped,’ %9#/2.9, Lto be by the
side’.
      Thus, ‰Ó‚Ó‰≠‰ ¨‰ÚÈ„È‰≠‰ ¨‰Ï‡÷‰≠‰, are each but a shortened ‡È‰.
      Hebrew, like English, is not averse to using prepositions to indicate causal
relationships. It uses ®ÊÚ≠‡È‰© Œ̇‡, in the accusativeK ÔœÓ ¨≠ Ÿa ¨≠ ŸÏ ¨®ÏÚ≠‡È‰©ÏŒ‡, in the dativeK and
®ÏÚ≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ©Ï(÷ , which is but a variant of ÏŒ Õ̂‡, nearby, in the genitive.
      Formal paradigmatic rigidity is commonly yielded in Hebrew for the sake of
pronunciation ease and harmony. Hence, the distinctive plural and ‰ÎÈÓÒ constructions:A
¨ÌÈœÏ #‚Ÿc ¨Ï ,‚Œc ª˙«ÒÈ 'b ¨ÒÈ 'b ¨˙«Ò #È ½b ¨Ò )È $b ªÈÕÏE #b ¨ÏC›b ¨ÌœÏ@ ½b ¨ÏC›b ªÈVŸ· $b ¨¯Œ· ,b ¨ÌÈXÀ· ½b ¨¯Œ· ,b ªÈÕ˙ÈÕa ¨˙ÈÕa ¨ÌÈœzÀa ¨˙œÈÃa
ªÈÕ‡Y )È ¨‡V ½È ¨ÌÈœ‡V ½È ¨‡V #È ªÈÕÓ ½È ¨Ì«È ¨ÌÈœÓ #È ¨Ì«È ª˙«¼ÁÃË ¨˙ $¼ÁÃË ¨˙«#ÁŸË ¨‰ #¼ÁÃË ªÈ *˙È+Ê ¨˙ )È*Ê ¨ÌÈ!˙È+Ê ¨˙ )È*Ê ªÈÕÏŸ‚œc ¨ÏŒ‚Œc
ª˙«„ŸÓŒÚ ¨˙AŸÓŒÚ ¨˙«„ÀÓ⁄Ú ¨‰@ŸÓŒÚ ªÈVÀÚ ¨¯ÈœÚ ¨ÌÈXÀÚ ¨¯ÈœÚ ªÈÕÎŸÏÃÓ ¨_ŒÏŒÓ ¨ÌÈœÎÀÏŸÓ ¨_ŒÏŒÓ ª˙«·ÀÏŸk ¨˙ÃaŸÏÃk ¨˙«·ÀÏŸk ¨‰ÀaŸÏÃk

È*÷‡T ¨÷‡›¯ ¨ÌÈ!÷‡T ¨÷‡›¯ ªÈ*˙ŸÓÀˆ ¨˙ŒÓ›ˆ ¨ÌÈ! À̇ÓŸˆ ¨ Œ̇Ó›ˆ.

Vav consecutive and copulative

      The fundamental concept ‡·≠·Ú is prefixed in the form ≠$Â, to indicate a succession
®‡·© of events. Thus ®Ï„‚≠‡È‰≠‡·©ÏÃc ½‚)i $Â, means, Land it came ®‡·© to pass that he grew up.’
Similarly, ®»‡≠˙Ó≠‡·©» "˙ÀÓ #Â » %˙œÓ ½È Ìœ‡, means, Lif they kill us, we shall®‡·© but die’. Also,
®ÌÈ˜≠È‡≠‡·©ÌÈNÀ‡#Â, is, Land I will appoint,’ ®‡È‰≠·È÷≠È‡≠‡·©‰À·È!÷À‡½Â, is, Land I will restore’.
Repetition may be exercised for poetical impact, ®Ò»Ò≠‡·©ÒeÒ#Â ®·Î¯≠‡·©·ŒÎW ½Â ÌÀcY).

Pronominal suffixation

      Possession relationships are indicated in Hebrew by appending to the name of the
possessed obQect a compact form of the personal pronoun of the owner. Consider the
noun ®ÊÚ≠‡»‰≠ÚÊ©Ò»Ò, in which we look upon the median ‡»‰ as referring to the horse
itself. It is augmented thus:A

 ¨®ÌŒÎ‡≠Ò»Ò©ÌŒÎŸÒ»Ò ¨®»Õ‡≠Ò»Ò©»ÕÒ»Ò ¨®‡È‰≠Ò»Ò©dÀÒ»Ò ¨®‡»‰≠Ò»Ò©«Ò»Ò ¨®ÍÕ‡≠Ò»Ò©_ÕÒ»Ò ¨®‰ÀÎ≠Ò»Ò© Ÿ̂Ò»Ò ¨®È‡≠Ò»Ò©ÈœÒ»Ò
Æ®Ô‰≠Ò»Ò©ÔÀÒ»Ò ¨®Ì‰≠Ò»Ò©ÌÀÒ»Ò ¨®ÔŒÎ‡≠Ò»Ò©ÔŒÎÒ»Ò

Notice that ®‡È‰≠Ò»Ò©dÀÒ»Ò is ®‡È‰≠Ï÷©‰Ï÷ Ò»Ò‰, Lher horse,’ but ®‡È‰≠Ò»Ò©‰ÀÒ»Ò is La she-horse’.
The personal pronoun ‰ÀÎ ¨_Ã‡ has no independent existence other than its inclusion in
ÈÎ‡, or in such exalted poetical forms as, ÈœÎ½ÈÀÏÀÚ ÏÃÓ#b ‰Â‰È≠Èœk ÈœÎ½È#ÁeŸÓœÏ È!÷ŸÙ$ Èœ·e÷. Corresponding
to ÈÎ‡ is the Latin 9*:, the German 2+; and !8+;, the English 9!+; and the ending #2+,
as in H7!%2+, also the Slavic ending -/,2, as in h cc-rbq, or 78//#2!6 ERuss-oneF in
English. This Lone’ appears also, slightly disguised, as the suffix, -ene, in NazareneAthe
one from Nazareth.
      Similarly:A
¨®»‡≠‡·©»Àa≠≠Ÿa ¨®»‡≠‡È‰≠ÔÈ·©»È'ÈÕa≠ÔÈÕa ¨®»‡≠˙‡≠‡»‰©»−̇ «‡≠ Õ̇‡ ¨®‡»‰≠ÔÈ‡©»,ÈÕ‡≠ÔÈÕ‡ ¨®»‡≠‡È‰≠Ï‡©»ÈÕÏÕ‡≠ÏŒ‡
¨®»‡≠‡È‰≠„Ú©»ÈBÀÚ≠„ÃÚ ¨®»‡≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ©» ŒnœÓ≠ÔœÓ ¨®»‡≠ÏÚ©» ÀÏ≠≠ ŸÏ ¨®»‡≠ÏÎ©» Àl‹k≠Ï›k ¨®«‰≠÷È©« "÷ ,È≠÷ 'È

Æ®»‡≠Ï÷©»Ï÷≠Ï(÷ ¨®»‡≠ÌÚ©»ÀnœÚ≠ÌœÚ ¨®»‡≠‡È‰≠ÏÚ©»ÈÕÏÀÚ≠ÏÃÚ
      By this device of pronominal suffixation, we construct the nominal variants:A

¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠÷«‡©˙»÷« ¤‡ ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠÷«‡©˙È!÷« ¤‡ ¨®‡È‰≠÷«‡©È!÷« ¤‡ ¨®ÊÚ≠‡»‰≠Ô‰©÷« ¤‡ ≠‡»‰≠‡È‰≠÷«‡©˙»i!÷« ¤‡
¨®‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠„Ú≠‡È‰≠Ú‚©‰ÀÓEN ¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠‡È‰≠Ô«Ó„˜©˙»i)«ÓEK ¨®‡È‰≠Ô«Ó„˜©È)«ÓEK ¨®Ú≠‡»‰≠Ì„˜©Ô«ÓEK ¨ÌCM ª®˙‡

Æ® Œ̇‡≠ÌÚ≠‡»‰≠„Ú≠‡È‰≠Ú‚© Œ̇Ó›cN ¨®˙‡≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠„Ú≠‡È‰≠Ú‚©˙ÈœÓEN ¨®˙‡≠‡»‰≠Ì„˜©˙»ÓEK
      Pronominal affixations produce out of the root ®¯Ú≠ÊÚ≠Ú‚©¯ˆ˜, to harvest, to crop, to
shorten, to curtail, to trim, to truncate, the nominal variants: ®¯Ú≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Ú‚©¯ÈœˆJ, harvest,
®¯Èˆ˜≠˙‡©¯ÈœˆO×z, synopsis, ®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠Ú‚©¯»ˆN, a short cut, ®˙‡≠¯Èˆ˜©˙UÈœˆO, the harvesting
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of. From the root ®ÛÚ≠ÏÚ≠Í‰©ÛÏÁ, pass by, pronominal affixation produces the nominal



variants: ®ÛÚ≠‡È‰≠ÏÚ≠Í‰≠˙‡©ÛÈœÏ¼Á ×z, substitute, ®ÛÚ≠‡»‰≠ÏÚ≠‡È‰≠Í‰©Û»l)Á, replacement, exchange,
®‡È‰≠ÛÚ≠‡È‰≠ÏÚ≠Í‰©‰ÀÙœÏ¼Á, suit, costume, change of clothes. From the root ÷„˜ we have, on
the one hand, ®‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠„Ú≠Ú‚©‰−÷BO, and on the other, ®‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠‡»‰≠„Ú≠Ú‚©‰−gHO.
      English has eliminated most inflections and declensions, and this is now also the
tendency in spoken and nonpunctuated, printed Hebrew. Instead of using the compact,
»*˙ÈÕa, the current Hebrew speaker says, »Ï÷ ˙È·‰, a form that is grammatically safer and
less ambiguousAconsidering that Â˙È· can mean » " $̇i‹a, Lwe were domesticated’. However,
È˙÷‡ and ÈÏÚ· Enot  È‡ÏÚ· nor ÈÏÚ·©, are still prevalent.
      In this manner we derive from the root ¯·‚, the substantive ®‡È‰≠¯Ú≠‡»‰≠·Ú≠Ú‚©‰T»·½b,
strength, the infinitive ®¯Ú≠‡È‰≠·Ú≠Ú‚≠‡È‰≠ÏÚ©¯È·‚‰Ï, to strengthen, to magnify, to amplify,
and the abstract ®‡È‰≠¯·‚≠‡È‰©‰¯·‚‰, strengthening. Likewise, from the root ®·Ú≠Í‰≠¯Ú©·Î¯
we generate the act names ®‡È‰≠·Î¯≠‡È‰©‰À·ÀkYÃ‰, grafting, and ®‡È‰≠·Ú≠‡È‰≠Í‰≠¯Ú©‰À·ÈœÎY,
ridingAbeing grafted upon a horse, himself craftily surging ®ÛÁ¯Ó© upon the face ®·Á¯Ó©
of the earth.

Prepositional prefixations—grammatical markers and modifiers

      The designating letters of the fundamental concepts ÌÚ ¨ÏÚ ¨ÊÚ ¨‚Ú ¨·Ú Ebut not ¯ÚF
are prefixed to nouns to serve as indicators of relation.
      Hebrew concisely renders, LIn ®‡·F the house,’ ®˙È·≠‡·© )̇ÈÃaÃa. In this way, LAccording
E®‡È‰≠Ú‚©ÈœkF to his will,’ is compactly rendered, ®‡»‰≠Ú≠‡»‰≠ÊÚ≠¯Ú≠‡È‰≠Ú‚©««ˆYœk. The
statement, LFrom E®‡È‰≠ÌÚ©ÈœÓF there,’ is shortly rendered, ®ÌÚ≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ©Ì−÷œÓ. Similarly,
Lfrom here,’ is concisely rendered, ‰›tœÓ. Likewise, LTo E®‡È‰≠ÏÚ©ÈœÏ©F, Jerusalem,’ is
compactly rendered, Ì)ÈÃÏ −÷»¯ÈœÏ. LA boy and ®‡·© a girl,’ is contracted as, ®‰„ÏÈ≠‡·©‰ÀcŸÏ $È ½Â „ŒÏ ,È.
The statement, Lthat which E≠(÷ ®‡È‰≠ÊÚ©‰,ÊF you wanted,’ is shortly rendered in Hebrew
as, ®‰˙‡≠‡È‰≠‰ˆ¯≠‰Ê©−˙ÈœˆT(÷ ‰,Ê.
      In English the definite article 0;9 is but a variant of !/, !0, 2/, 20, /:, 0:, which
correspond to the Hebrew articles, »Ê ¨«Ê ¨‰Ê ¨Ê‡, derived from the fundamental concept
ÚÊ≠ÊÚ. The Hebrew definite article Ã‰, formulated also as À‰ or Œ‰ for phonetic grace, is a
condensation of Èœk ¨‰Î ¨‰ÈÁ ¨‰È‰ ¨‡È‰, derived from the fundamental concept Í‰≠Ú‚. It
likewise serves to indicate that which is specified, named, or tagged,®Ú‚≠‡»‰≠ÌÚ©Ú˜»Ó.
Thus we say, „ÈÂ„ ˙‡ È˙ÏË, LI took Ethe boy namedF David’, but ®„ÏÈ≠‡È‰©„ÏÈ‰ ˙‡ È˙ÏË, LI
took the ®‡»‰ ¨‡È‰© boy’. In English the indefinite article !, and the definite article 0;9
are indeed of pronominal provenance, as indicated by their function in the sentences,
LI saw a EoneF boy’ and LI saw the boy,’ in which they are present, as opposed to, LI
saw Ethe specified boy namedF David,’ in which they are absent. Once a person or an
obQect has been named, recurring references to him or to it can be made with the
pronouns ‡»‰ ¨‡È‰. Naming is knowing:A

ÆÌ*÷Ÿ· ^È!zŸÚA½È ¨È)−zŸÚA½È ‡¿½Â ^½pÃÎ⁄‡ ^ŒÓ"÷œa ^ŸÏ ‡TOŒ‡#Â ÈXÈ)ÁŸa ÏÕ‡T"◊)È½Â ·›˜⁄Ú$È

Conjunctions

      A prominent aspect of conQunctions such as ¨ÔŒt ¨»Ï ¨®‡È‰≠Ú‚©Èœk ¨ÛÃ‡ ¨Ìœ‡ ¨ÏÃ‡ ¨«‡, is that
they are uninflected. In particular, while ‡›Ï, no, not, is never inflected, and may be
used in any tenseK ÔÈÕ‡, there is no, is inflected, and applies only to the present. Thus the
usage, ÈÏ ÔÈÕ‡, LI do not have,’ but, ÈÏ ‰È‰ ‡›Ï, LI did not have’.

Verbal morphology-structural augmentations

      Personal pronouns are inserted into the Hebrew root, ÏÚÙ, to relate the act Eactually
its recognized outcomeF to the actors performing it and the recipients bearing its
results.
      The basic ÏÃÚÀt form refers to acts that are done and manifested, for example, ¯Ã·−÷, he
broke, pronounced with a prolonged ‡‡Ã·. To relate the act ̄ Ã·−÷ to the personEsF believed,
or accused, of having perpetrated it, the root is systematically augmented into:

© ®È˙‡≠¯·÷©È!zYÃ· −÷not¨®È )‡≠¯Ã· −÷  © ®‡È‰≠¯·˘©‰TŸ· −÷ ¨®˙‡≠¯·÷©"zYÃ· −÷ ¨®‰˙‡≠¯·÷© −zYÃ· −÷not¨®‰TÃ· −÷ 
© ®Ì˙‡≠¯·÷©Ì (zYÃ·"÷ ¨®»‡≠¯·÷©»YÃ· −÷not© ¨®Ô˙‡≠¯·÷©Ô (zYÃ·"÷ ¨®Ì (zYÃ· −÷ and not¨®‡»‰≠¯·÷©»¯Ÿ· −÷ ¨®Ô (z¯Ã· −÷ 

notF®ÌÕ‰YÀ·−÷ .
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Notice the use of the pronoun ‡»‰ in »¯Ÿ·−÷ to betoken the fact that many actors participated



in the act of breakingK notice also the use of the obsolete personal pronoun ®‡È‰≠˙‡©È!zÃ‡
appended to ¯·÷ to form the declension È!zYÃ·−÷, in place of the current, independent,
personal pronoun È )Ã‡.
      Insertion of a supplemented ‡È‰ turns the factual »¯Ÿ·−÷, they broke, into the
command, ®‡»‰≠¯Ú≠·Ú≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ©» Ÿ̄·!÷, colloquially °®‡»‰≠¯·÷≠‡È‰≠˙‡©» Ÿ̄a"÷!z. It is possible that
the interQection ‡#pÀ‡, as in, ‡ # ‡ −◊ ‡#pÀ‡, is actually the personal pronoun È‡ used in polite,
imploring or plaintive modes of speech in place of the blunt, ‰˙‡.
      Personal pronouns such as È‡ ¨‡»‰ ¨‡È‰ ¨˙‡ may be prefixed, infixed, or suffixed to
augment a verbal as well as a nominal form: ®‡»‰≠Ô«÷Ï©« &÷ŸÏ ®ÚÓ÷≠‡È‰≠˙‡©ÚÃÓ"÷!˙≠‡¿ ¯ (÷⁄‡ È«b,
in which the ‡È‰≠˙‡ of ÚÃÓ"÷!˙ refers to Israel, and the ‡»‰ of «&÷ŸÏ refers to the È«b.
       A pronoun such as ‡È‰ may be added to convey a whiff of scorn or irony:
≠‡·©‰ÀÚ@ '½Â ÏÕ‡T"◊)È ÷«„O ˙Ãˆ⁄Ú ®‡È‰≠‡«·˙≠‡·©‰À‡«· −˙ ½Â ·UO!˙ ½Â ‰Œ‡Y ) ÔÃÚÃÓŸÏ e‰ *◊ ⁄ÚÃÓ ®‡È‰≠÷ÈÁÈ©‰ −÷È )Á #È ¯Õ‰ÃÓ ½È ÌÈXŸÓ›‡À‰

¨®‡È‰≠Ú„
in which, ‰ −÷È)Á #È, is rendered Llet Him ®‡È‰© hasten,’ ‰À‡«·−˙ ½Â, is rendered Land come,’ and
‰ÀÚ@ '½Â is rendered, LThat we may know it ®‡È‰©’.
      The structure ®¯Ú≠‡È‰≠·Ú≠‡»‰≠ÊÚ© Ȭ·«÷ represents a habitual act, with the infix ‡»‰
standing for the breaking agent, and the infix ‡È‰, for the obQect being broken. The
inserted pronouns ‡È‰ and ‡»‰ are used at will to modulate pronunciation, and do not
have the gender significance they do when standing detached and alone. ¯ÕÓ«÷ like ¯Õ·«÷
is accepted as representing an ongoing action. Habitual action exercised by a person is
an occupationK in this sense ȬÓ«÷ is La watchman,’ and we may refer to him as, say,
Ô #bÃ‰ ¯ÕÓ«÷. The structure ®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠·Ú≠ÊÚ≠È‡© ›̄·"÷Œ‡ is accepted as representing an intended or
impending act by the actor, È‡, to be committed against the obQect, ‡»‰.
      Auxiliary verbs may be used to properly place an act in a sequence of events in the
life of the speaker. For example:

 È!zYÃÓ −÷ ¯À·Ÿk EI have already guardedF È!zYÃÓ −÷ ‰ −zÃÚ ‰,Ê ¨EI have guarded Qust nowF¨ ¯›Ó"÷œÏ È!zŸÓ $iœÒ
or ¯«Ó÷Ï È˙¯Ó‚ EI have finished guardingF ¯›Ó÷œÏ ÍÈ÷ÓÓ È‡ ¨or ¯Ó«÷ ÔÈ„Ú È‡ EI am still

guardingF ¯›Ó"÷œÏ „ÕÓ«Ú È‡ ¨.EI am about to guardF
Notice that ¯À·Ÿk is but a variant of À̄· ½Á≠¯À·½b, and that È!zŸÓ $iœÒ is but a variant of È˙ÓÒ‡≠È˙ÓˆÚ.
      In English the technique is similar: LI have eaten,’ means food is already heaved in
me, LI will eat,’ means I desire to eat and EmaybeF I am going to do it, and LI should
eat,’ means the burden of taking food rests on my shoulders.
      Alternating the use of ‡È‰ and ‡»‰, is also employed to differentiate between the
exclamative Efor example, ®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠·Ú≠ÊÚ©¯«·−÷, Lyou break it’F, the definitive Efor example,
®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠·Ú≠ÊÚ©¯»·−÷, Lit is broken’F, and the tentative Efor example, ®¯Ú ‡È‰≠·Ú≠ÊÚ©¯Èœ· −÷, Lit is
breakable’F.
      The absolute, or Ï«ÚÀt, form Efor example: ®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠ÌÚ≠ÊÚ©¯«Ó−÷ ¨®¯Ú≠‡»‰≠·Ú≠ÊÚ©¯«·−÷" of
the verb implies an authoritative, an evocative, a suggestive, an insistive, a declamative,
or a durative mode of speech, with the pronoun ‡»‰ intended for all. Insistence is often
shown by a rhythmic repetition of an inserted pronominal, for example, «, followed by,
», both short for ‡»‰, as in,

Ã̈Ú«Ó −÷ ®‡»‰≠ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ©»ÚŸÓ!÷ ¨®˙»Ó≠‰˙‡©˙»Ó−z ˙«Ó ¨®·»÷≠È‡©·e÷À‡ ·«÷ Æ®¯«ÎÊ≠‡È‰≠˙‡©¯«k.Ê!z ¯«Î)Ê
In ®‡»‰≠¯Ú≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠ÊÚ©e Ȭn*Ê ÌÈœ‰¿¤‡ ®‡»‰≠¯ÓÊ©e Ÿ̄n*Ê, the change of tone between e¯Ÿn*Ê and»¯Õn*Ê is
designed to distinguish the last word of the sentence.
      In the colloquial, ¯À·Ÿk ®‡«·≠‰˙‡©‡«· −z, the prefixed −z is not an indicator of future
action, but rather an emphatic and confrontational ‰˙‡. Such a direct ‰˙‡ is found in the
command ®‰◊Ú≠‰˙‡©‰ (◊ ⁄Ú ×˙ ‡¿. A repeating ˙‡ puts rhyme into ®˙‡≠Ú„© Ã̇ÚÃc≠®˙‡≠‰ÂÁ© Ã̇»$Á. A
string of ‰˙‡ ¨˙‡ is deployed for poetic effect in,

 ÆeÈ 'ÈÕÚŸa ®˙‡≠‰‡ÏÙ©˙‡ÀÏŸÙ ) ‡Èœ‰ ®˙‡≠«Ê©˙‡³f ®‰˙‡≠ÈÁ©‰− ½̇ÈÀ‰ ‰Â‰È ®˙‡≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ© Õ̇‡ÕÓ
In the wishful statement, ^ÈWÀˆ≠ÏÃÚ ^E#È ®ÌÚ≠‡»‰≠¯Ú≠‰˙‡©Ì›¯−z, Ì›¯ −z is a compromise between
®ÌÚ≠‡»‰≠¯Ú≠‰˙‡©Ì» −̄z and ®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠¯Ú≠‰˙‡©ÌÈX−z. Also the pronoun È‡ may be repeated for
emphasis, as in, È)À‡≠Ì $‚ ®È‡≠Í¯·©È)ÕÎZÀa .
      \et, while ÚÃ·Àˆ is a ÏÚÙ form, and means Lpainted’, ÚÀaÃˆ , with no added personal
pronouns, is now chosen to designate La painter’.

      The ÏÕÚœt Eor ÏœÚœtF construction is of the form, Ì≠‡È‰≠Ì≠‡È‰≠Ì in which one ‡È‰ stands
for the agent apparently causing the action, and the other ‡È‰ for the agent intended to
experience its results. The insertion of ‡È‰ sometimes profoundly changes the causal
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relationships implied in the cumulated verb, and at other times it acts merely as an



embellishment. For example, there is little concrete difference between the ÏÃÚÀt form,
¯Ã· −÷ ‡»‰, Lhe broke EitF,’ and the ÏÕÚœt form, ®¯Ú≠‡È‰≠·Ú≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ©¯Õa!÷ ‡»‰, Lhe broke it’. The
longer passive form, «ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ¯Ã· −÷ ‡»‰, is used for Lhe broke himself’. But, ®ÏÚ≠„Ú≠Ú‚©ÏA#b
means, Lhe grew’ or Lhe is grown up,’ whereas ®ÏÚ≠‡È‰≠„Ú≠‡È‰≠Ú‚©ÏÕc)b means, Lhe caused
him EitF to grow’. The ÏÕÚœt usage may impart to the act a new shade of meaning, as in,
®„Ú≠Í‰≠ÏÚ©„ÃÎÀÏ, meaning Lhe captured,’ versus ®„Ú≠‡È‰≠Ú‚≠‡È‰≠ÏÚ©„ÕkœÏ, meaning Lhe unified’.
Another example of a verb split into meanings differentiated by this device, is the root
¯·„, which in the ÏÕÚœt form, ̄ Õaœc , means Lhe spoke,’ Lhe minced his vocal stream,’ but in
the ÏÈœÚŸÙœ‰ form, ¯ÈœaŸcœ‰, means Lhe conquered,’ Lhe vanquished’ Lhe minced his enemies’.
      Hebrew often sacrifices rigid grammatical structure in favor of phonetic grace as
long as meaning remains unaffected, and so it uses ÁÃl!÷ or ‰À»œˆ instead of ÁÕÏ!÷ or ‰Õ»œˆ. This
happens also in, „ÕnœÏ, Lhe taught,’ but ®‡»‰≠„ÕnœÏ©«„ŸnœÏ, Lhe taught him,’ instead of «„ÕnœÏ.

      The ÏÈœÚŸÙœ‰ construction is of the form Ì≠‡È‰≠Ì≠Ì≠‡È‰, still using ‡È‰ and ‡È‰ to stand
for the agent causing the action and the agent bearing its results. In roots containing
only two fundamental concepts with a median ‡»‰, the ÏÈœÚŸÙœ‰ form is more convenient
than the, Ì≠‡È‰≠Ì≠‡È‰≠Ì¨ ÏÕÚœt form. For example, ®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠Ú‚≠‡È‰©ÌÈNÕ‰, Lhe set him up,’
from the root Ì» ,̃ ®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠¯Ú≠‡È‰©ÌÈXÕ‰, Lhe carried him up,’ from the root Ì»¯, ·È )‚Õ‰, from
the root ·»‚, ·È!÷Õ‰, from the root ·»÷, and ¯ÈœÚÕ‰, from the root ¯»Ú. A median ‡È‰ is,
however, doubled in the ÏÕÚœt form, and we have ®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠‡È‰≠‡È‰≠Ú‚©Ì'iN, Lhe maintained’
from the root ÌÈ˜, ·'iœË from the root ·ÈË, Á 'iœË from the root ÁÈË, ı 'iœ  ̂from the root ıÈ ,̂ and
Ô'iœˆ from the root ÔÈˆ.
      Differences in verbal meaning can be achieved by the slight change of ÏÈœÚŸÙœ‰ into
ÏÈœÚŸÙÕ‰, as in, $ÁÈ )Õ‰ Lhe relented’ versus $ÁÈ)pœ‰ Lhe put down,’ ÔÈœÏÕ‰ Lhe put up for the night’
versus ÔÈœlœ‰ Lhe complained,’ Lhe pestered’.
      For the sake of vocal emphasis ÌÈNÕ‰ is augmented as È!˙«ÓÈN⁄‰, not È!zŸÓÈNÕ‰.
      In its effort to produce agreeable vocal articulations and to avoid grammatical
collisions, Hebrew prefers the augmented forms ®·Ú≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Í‰≠‡È‰©·È!zŸÎœ‰, Lhe dictated’,
˙®»‡≠·˙Î≠‡È‰©»Ÿ·×zŸÎœ‰ Lwe dictated,’ and ®‡»‰≠·Ú≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Í‰≠‡È‰©»·!zŸÎœ‰, Lthey dictated,’ with
the pronoun ‡»‰ in the latter, being short for the plural, ÌÕ‰Æ Such also is the imperative
structure ®‡»‰≠¯Ú≠ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ©» Ÿ̄Ó!÷, Lyou guard,’ in which » is short for ‡»‰, standing again
as a marker of the plural ÌÕ‰. By the device of adding pronouns we have the constructions,
®‡»‰≠» Ÿ̄Ó!˘©»‰» Ÿ̄Ó!÷ which is the imperative, Lyou EpluralF guard him,’ ®Ì‰≠»¯ŸÓ!˘©Ì»¯ŸÓ!÷ which
is the imperative, Lyou EpluralF guard them,’ and ®Ì‰≠¯Ó÷≠‡È‰©ÌVŸÓ"÷ )È, Lhe will guard
them’.
      Also, ÔÕn!÷, Lhe oiled,’ ÔÈœÓ"÷œ‰, Lhe became fat,’ rather than ®Ú≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠˙‡≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰©ÔÕn × "̇÷œ‰,
because of the presumption that gaining weight is essentially an involuntary act.
Accordingly, use of the form ÔÈN.Êœ‰ is more appropriate than the form ÔLÃc.Êœ‰. For Lfattened’
or Lcaused to be fat’, Hebrew employes the ÏÕÚœt form ®ÌÚ≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠ÛÚ©ÌÕhœt of the root
®ÌÚ≠ÊÚ≠ÛÚ©ÌËÙ.

      The ÏÃÚ‹t construction is of the form Ì≠Ì≠‡»‰≠Ì, which is possibly a contracted form
of Ì≠Ì≠‡»‰≠‡»‰≠Ì. In this structure, the second ‡»‰ refers to the person causing the action
and the first ‡»‰ to the person receiving it. ÏÃÚ‹t, in this sense, is the reverse of ÏÕÚœt. The
construction ®¯Ú≠‡·≠‡»‰≠Í‰© Ã̄a¾Á means Lhe Eor itF was caused Eby anotherF to be connected’.
Similarly, „Ãa‹k means Lhe was rendered important,’ or Lhe was given homage’.
      The presence of any of the gutturals ¯ ¨Ú ¨Á ¨‰ ¨‡ causes euphonic changes in the
pronunciation of the personal pronoun indicators that exist in the root. Whereas the ÏÃÚ‹t
structure of the root ®„Ú≠·Ú≠Ú‚©„·Î is ®„Ú≠·Ú≠‡»‰≠Ú‚©„Ãa‹k, the ÏÃÚ‹t structure of the root
®ÊÚ≠¯Ú≠Ú‚©÷¯‚ is ÷U›b. In the ÏÕÚœt structure, Hebrew softens the „Õaœk form into a ÷V 'b form. In
the Ï˜ structure, the form ®Ì˙‡≠· × À̇k©Ì (zŸ· × Ÿ̇k, Lyou have written,’ turns into Ì(zEÃ·⁄Ú, Lyou
have worked,’ instead of the awkward Ì(zEÃ·ŸÚ . Similarly, whereas for ¯Ó÷ we use the
form ¯›Ó"÷Œ‡ È‡, for Ï‡÷ and ËÁ÷ we use the forms ÏÃ‡"÷Œ‡ È‡ and Ë $Á"÷Œ‡ È‡. \et, we use the
form ®ÛÚ≠‡»‰≠¯Ú≠ÊÚ≠È‡©Û›¯"◊ Œ‡ È‡, LI shall burn it,’ with the personal pronoun ‡»‰ standing
for the obQect set ablaze. Also, instead of the form „U¹ÁŒ‡, LI shall hasten myself,’
Hebrew prefers the form ›̄‚¤‡Œ‡, LI shall collect it’.

      The ÏÃÚŸÙ‹‰ construction is of the form Ì≠Ì≠Ì≠‡»‰, with the prefixed ‡»‰ referring to the
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receiver of the action. ÏÃÚŸÙ‹‰ is better suited than ÏÃÚ‹t to handle roots composed of only



two, or even one, fundamental concept. Such is the case in ®ÌÚ≠Ú‚≠‡»‰©ÌK»‰, Lhe Eor itF
was established,’ ®‡·≠‡»‰©‡À·»‰, Lhe Eor itF was imported,’ ®ÚÊ≠‡»‰©ÚÃq‹‰, Lhe Eor itF was
carried away,’ ®‡È‰≠Ú‚≠‡»‰©‰Àk‹‰, Lhe was beaten,’ ®Í‰≠Ú≠‡»‰©Á$»‰, Lhe Eor itF was put down,’
®ÊÚ≠ÌÚ≠‡»‰© Ã̇Ó»‰, Lhe was put to death,’ and ®Ú≠·Ú≠‡»‰©ÔÃ·»‰, Lhe was understood’.

      The ÏÃÚŸÙ) construction is of the form Ì≠Ì≠Ì≠È‡, in which È‡ implies Lmyself’,
Lyourself,’ Lhimself,’ and so on. Some examples are, ËÃÏŸÓ ), Lhe saved himself by escaping,’
Lhe extricated himself,’ Ì $ÁŸÏ ), Lhe himself fought,’ ÌÃcY), Lhe fell asleep by himself,’ ÏÃ‰Ÿ·),
Lhe got scared,’ ¯Ãk.Ê ), Lhe remembered by himself,’ Ò $ŸÎ), Lhe came in,’ Lhe carried
himself in,’ and »−w )È, Lthey themselves will be bought’.
      An initial È ), short for ®‡È‰≠Ú©È‡, may also mean, Lhe is,’ or Lit is,’ as in:A

 ¨®Áˆ¯≠È‡©ÁÃˆY) ¨®ÚˆÙ≠È‡©ÚÃˆŸÙ) ¨®‡ˆÓ≠È‡©‡Ã Ÿ̂Ó)
in place of the spurned:A

 Æ®Áˆ¯≠‡È‰©ÁÃˆYœ‰ ¨®ÚˆÙ≠‡È‰©ÚÃ Ÿ̂Ùœ‰ ¨®‡ˆÓ≠‡È‰©‡Ã Ÿ̂Óœ‰
      It is also interesting to recall the opposites:A

ËÃÏŸÓ ) ØÌÃcY) ¨ËUŸÓ )ØÏÃ‰Ÿ·) ¨Ì$ÁY )ØÌ$ÁŸÏ ) ¨ÌÃc"÷)ØÒ $ŸÎ) ¨ Ã̄‰Ÿ·)ØÌK»‰ ¨ÒUŸÎ)Ø¯Õa!÷ ¨¯K»‰≠ÌU»‰ØÆÏÕa!÷≠ıÕa!÷

      The ÏÃÚŸÙ) construction may refer to a past action, as in ¯ÃÓ"÷), or to an ongoing
action, as in ¯ÀÓ"÷ ), distinguished only visually by ÃÓ versus ÀÓ. In future tense constructions,
the pronoun ), short for È‡, changes into )È, short for ‡È‰, and !z, short for the obsolete
pronoun È˙‡, as in:A
˙‡ ¨®¯Ú≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠˙‡©¯ÕÓ −÷!z ‰˙‡ ¨®¯Ú≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠˙‡©¯ÕÓ −÷!z ‡È‰ ¨®¯Ú≠‡È‰≠ÌÚ≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰©¯ÕÓ −÷ )È ‡»‰

Æ®‡È‰≠Ú≠¯Ó÷≠‡È‰≠˙‡©‰#YÃÓ −÷!z Ô‰ ¨®‡»‰≠¯Ó÷≠‡È‰≠˙‡©» Ÿ̄Ó−÷!z Ì˙‡ ¨®‡È‰≠¯Ó÷≠‡È‰≠˙‡©ÈXŸÓ −÷!z
      But while ÈXŸÓ −÷!z, Lyou will be guarded’ is ÏÃÚŸÙ), the shwaic form, ÈXŸÓ"÷!z, Lyou will
guard,’ is a Ï˜ construction.

      The ÏÕÚÃt"˙œ‰ construction is of the form Ì≠‡È‰≠Ì≠Ì≠˙‡≠‡È‰. It contains the pronominal
chain ‡È‰≠˙‡≠‡È‰ to describes passive action. An example is ®Ú‚≠‡È‰≠ÊÚ≠Í‰≠˙‡≠‡È‰© +̃f $Á" œ̇‰,
Lhe strengthened E®Ú‚≠ÊÚ≠Í‰©˜ÊÁF himself,’ which can also be rendered, «ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ˜+f )Á ‡»‰.
ÏÕÚÃt" œ̇‰ is also used in cases of reflexive action involving others, such as, ÏÕaK" œ̇‰, Lhe
caused himself to be received by others,’ Ô*z $Á" œ̇‰, Lhe got married,’ ÔÕÓŸÏÃ‡" œ̇‰, Lhe was
caused to become a widower’. The ¨ÏÈœÚŸÙœ‰ ¨ÏÕÚœt and ÏÕÚÃt" œ̇‰ forms of the root ®ÌÚ≠ÏÚ≠ÊÚ©ÌÏ÷
are ÌÕÏ!g, Lhe paid,’ ÌÈœÏ"÷œ‰, Lhe completed,’ and ÌÕl ×z"÷œ‰, Lhe improved himself’. Also,
ÃÚ *w×z"÷œ‰ means Lhe settled himself,’ but ÚK"÷) means Lhe sunk’.
      These are the seven paradigmatic verbal constructions. Hebrew found them
sufficient and did not deem it necessary to add more, say a ÏÃÚŸÙ!z, or ÏÕÚŸÙ!z form.

 Pronominal suffixation in verbs

      Personal pronouns, called in Hebrew Ï»ÚÀtÃ‰ È 'È» œk, may be affixed to an augmented
verb to further relate the expressed act already including its perpetrators to its
beneficiaries.
In ÏÃÚÀt:A

 ¨ÈÏ ‰Ú ®‡»‰© ¨®È‡≠‰Ú©È)#ÀÚhe answered meÆ
 ¨È!˙«‡ ‰˜ ®‡»‰© ¨®È‡≠‰˜©È)#Jhe bought meÆ

 ¨È˙«‡ ¯Ó÷ ®‡»‰© ¨®È‡≠¯Ó÷©È)UÀÓ"÷he guarded meÆ
 ¨È!˙«‡ −zYÃÓ−÷ ¨®È‡≠‰˙‡ ¯Ó÷©È)×zYÃÓ"÷you EsingularF guarded meÆ

 ¨È˙«‡ »¯Ó÷ ®‡»‰© Ì‰ ¨®È‡≠‡»‰≠¯Ó÷©È)»¯ÀÓ"÷they guarded meÆ
 ¨®‰Î≠˙‡≠‡»‰© "̂˙«‡ È˙¯Ó÷ ®È!˙Ã‡© È )Ã‡ ¨®‰Î≠È˙‡≠¯Ó÷© !̂zYÃÓ"÷I guarded youÆ

 ¨®‡È‰© ‰ −˙«‡ È˙¯Ó÷ ®È!˙Ã‡© È)Ã‡ ¨®‡È‰≠È˙‡≠¯Ó÷©À‰È!zYÃÓ"÷I guarded herÆ
 ¨®Ì‰≠Í‡≠˙‡©ÌŒÎ" Œ̇‡ È˙¯Ó÷ ®È˙‡© È‡ ¨®ÌÎ‡≠È˙‡≠¯Ó÷©ÌŒÎ!zYÃÓ"÷I guarded you EpluralFÆ

 ¨®Ì‰© Ì−˙«‡ »¯Ó÷ »‡ ¨®Ì‰≠»‡≠¯Ó÷©Ì»YÃÓ"÷we guarded themÆ
 ¨®ÌÎ‡≠˙‡©ÌŒÎ" Œ̇‡ »¯Ó÷ »‡ ¨®ÌÎ‡≠»‡≠¯Ó÷©ÌŒÎ»YÃÓ"÷we guarded you EpluralFÆ

In ÏÕÚœt:A
 ¨®È‡© È˙«‡ ÷*wœa ®‡È‰© ‡»‰ ¨®È‡≠ÊÚ≠Ú‚≠‡È‰≠·Ú©È)×÷Oœahe asked meÆ

In ÏÈœÚŸÙœ‰:A
 ¨®È‡© È˙«‡ ÍÈÏ÷‰ ‡»‰ ¨®È‡≠Í‰≠‡È‰≠ÏÚ≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰©È)ÃÎÈœÏ"÷œ‰he eQected meÆ

 ¨»−˙«‡ ‰ÀÎÈœÏ"÷œ‰ ‡È‰ ¨®»‡≠˙‡≠Í‰≠‡È‰≠ÏÚ≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰©»" Ã̇ÎÈœÏ"÷œ‰she eQected usÆ
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In ®ÌÎ‡≠»‡≠¯Ó÷©ÌŒÎ»YÃÓ"÷, the pronoun »‡ marks the perpetrator of the act ¯Ó÷, while the



pronoun ÌÎ‡ marks the beneficiaries of this act.
      A dimmed pronunciation of the personal pronouns, ‡È‰ and‡»‰, in the inflected verb
results in such close calls as »ÃÓÀÓ⁄‰, he stunned us, and »ŸÓÃÓÀ‰, we were stunned.
      Additional, prefixed indicatives are useful: ®È‡≠‡È‰≠¯Ó÷≠ÏÚ©È)VŸÓ−÷ŸÏ, to preserve me,
®‡»‰≠¯Ó÷≠‡·©« Ÿ̄Ó−÷Ÿa, as he was guarding. But in this way we may get such heavyweights
as ®ÌÎ‡≠ÊÚ≠‡È‰≠Ú‚≠ÛÚ≠Ú≠ÊÚ≠Í‰≠‡È‰≠ÏÚ≠·Ú©ÌŒÎ"÷È )bŸÙ$p(÷ŸÎœÏ½Â, Lwhen it comes to pass that we will
bring you together,’ or ÌŒÎÈ*˙«¯ˆ«ˆ ¼Á(÷ŸÎœÏ ½Â, Land when your EpluralF trumpets’.
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The connection and the separation

      There is evidence implying that English, like the rest of the Indo-European
languages, once had a distinct root system. It is inconceivable that the store of English
words, being so vast, did not arise from a small, limited pool of a few concise words
having concrete meaning. It is in the nature of things that development moves from the
simple to the complex, from the concrete to the abstract, and from the base to the
sublime. Mankind has certainly made astounding strides in its cultural development in
the last five thousand years, suggesting that there is, indeed, sense and destiny in the
human experience.
      Social instincts, a developed vocal system, and high intelligence drive man to
speak. How and when man Lstarted’ to speak is pure speculation. Still, it pleases us to
fancy an ancient rudimentary language with very few natural sound bites, among
them, say, the sound %!, consisting of the stoppage % followed by the air-letting !. It is
the essence of language that this sound have a meaning. In Hebrew, the meaning of ‡·
Elike ÚÈÙ«‰F is Lcame,’ Lappeared,’ ’was of substance,’ or Lacquired bulk,’ possibly in
analogy with the sound itself being puffed out. Whenever somebody came into the
house Ethe cave, the shade of a treeF he would be announced by the restrained and
distinctly human exclamation %! Ein contrast with the wild uncontrolled shrieks and
howls that would greet a snakeF. As a child I myself used to exclaim ¢‡· ‡·‡¢, LDad is
homek’ Once %! became linguistically significant, at least in the very concrete sense,
its usage could be generalized allegorically. The idea of, Lcome,’ could be applied to a
everything that are is now, but was not here before. Our hypothetical man, Ô«Ó„˜≠Ì„‡,
could point to his children and exclaim, Vba,W he could point to the sprouting plants in
his garden and say, Vba,W or he could point to water bubbling from the ground and say
again, VbaW. And in every instance he would have been well understood, as he knew,
by his intelligent and experienced listeners.
      But man is inventive and resourceful and could not be satisfied with a %!#%!
language, unless he happened to be fond of such delicate intonations as %!, %!!, %!!!.
So, he resorted to slight variations. He might point to his son and say, ®Ô‰≠‡·©ÔÕa, he
might point to his daughter and say, ®˙‡≠‡·© Ã̇a, he might notice a buxom Ebig-someF
woman and say, ®‡È‰≠ÛÚ≠ÊÚ©‰ÙÈ or maybe even ®‡È‰≠·Ú≠‡»‰≠·Ú©‰Àa‹a. He might point to a
boil on his skin and say, ®‡È‰≠‡»‰≠·Ú©‰ÀÚ»a or ‰Ú»·Ú·‡. He might point to his plants and
say ®ÏÚ≠‡»‰≠·Ú≠ÊÚ©Ï»·È or ®‡È‰≠‡·≠‡»‰≠˙‡©‰‡»·˙ or ®·Ú≠‡È‰©·Õ‡ or ®·Ú≠‡È‰≠·Ú©·È·‡. He might
point to his water source and say ®‡»‰≠‡·≠ÌÚ©Ú»·Ó or ®ÏÚ≠·Ú≠‡»‰©Ï·»‡ or ®ÏÚ≠·Ú≠‡»‰≠ÊÚ©Ï·»È,
Ehence the names of the rivers Aube and AvonF. In this way a grown-up became ·‡,
later specifically a father. A corpulent cask became ·«‡. A cloud Ea cleat, a clod or a
clot of vaporF became ·Ú. A reflection coming off the surface of still water became
®‡È‰≠‡»‰≠‡·≠‡·©‰‡»··. A peg became ÂÂ. Swelling desire ELatin, !"9:F became ®‡È‰≠·Ú©‰Â‡.
A flying bird became Û«Ú. The protruding thing coming off the face became Û‡, Lnose’.
LMouth’ became ‰Œt . LHere’ became ‰›t. The lid covering the eyes became ®ÛÚ≠ÛÚ©ÛÚÙÚ.
The bleating sound coming out of the mouth of the lamb was called ®‡È‰≠ÛÚ©‰ÚÙ, the
baking of bread was called ®‡È‰≠ÛÚ©‰Ù‡, a pile of grain was called ‰ÀÙÈÕ‡, boiling hatred he
called ‰À·ÈÕ‡, a long lock of hair was called ®‡È‰≠‡È‰≠ÛÚ©‰À‡Õt, a specially pleasing appearance
was called ®‡È‰≠ÛÚ≠‡»‰≠ÊÚ©ÈœÙ ³È Ecompare Latin, "962!, "968/, %:68/, and "962:F, and one’s
own house was called ®˙‡≠‡È‰≠‡·© )̇ÈÃa. This is how language develops, nearly
instantaneously, and by consensus. This is also why language is predictable, predestined,
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and inevitable.



      Man has good control over his sound-producing organs, and he did not articulate
only VbaW. He also shouted, VgaW. In Hebrew, Ú‚ means Lto extend,’ Lto reach,’ Lto stick
out,’ Lto exit,’ or Lto exist’ Eto exit and go into the worldF. So, ®‡È‰≠Ú‚©‰‡‚ is Lto elevate,’
®‡È‰≠Ú‚©‰Ú‚ is Lto bellow,’ Lto bawl,’ ®‡È‰≠Ú‚©‰‡˜ is Lto vomit,’ ®‡»‰≠Ú‚©Ú«˜ is La nobleman,’
®‡È‰≠Ú‚≠‚Ú≠ÌÚ©‰˜ÚÓ is La fence,’ ®‚Ú≠Ú‚©‚‚ is La roof’ Ethat is, like a rope something made
of ripped or reaped materialF, ®‡È‰≠Ú‚≠‡»‰≠ÌÚ©‰˜Ú»Ó is Ldepression,’ ®‡È‰≠Ú‚©‡È‚ is La valley’,
®‡È‰≠Ú‚≠‡»‰©‰#b‹Ú is La cake,’ ®‡»‰≠‚Ú≠Ú‚©Ú»‚Ú‚ is Llonging,’ ®Ú‚≠Ú‚©Ú˜Ú  ̃ is a Ltattoo scar,’ and
Á‡ is La brother’.
      In the same way man fixed the meaning of the other five fundamental concepts ¨ÊÚ
Ú¯ ¨Ú ¨ÌÚ ¨ÏÚ.
      In his desire to vocally communicate with his kin, our imagined man was naturally
driven to emit his whole repertoire of distinct primary sounds: %!, *!, 1!, 4!, 5!, 6!,
and 7!, with their slight tonal alterations. When he fell upon the idea of using them as
immutable vocal markers, he inevitably referred them to the most fundamental concepts
of his material existenceAthose of issue, of being, of existence, or of appearance, in
such variations as, %9, (9, 2$, 2/, !/, 20, !0, 0:, +:#, !44, !5, :6, and !79.
      Our hypothetical man, on the verge of discovering language, reserved the rolling
sound !7#7!, Hebrew Ú¯≠¯Ú, for whatever is varied and dispersed, or corrupt Enamely,
rippedF and rotten, or crumbling and tottering, or broken and cracked, or ripped and
rived, or breached and ruptured, or ridged and corrugated.
      Man was now bursting with thoughts and ideas he wanted to share with his
fellows, but !"#%!, *!, /!, 4!, 5!, 6!, and 7! were not enough, even with their phonetic
variants. So, to accommodate the flood of words on the tip of his tongue, he resorted
to combinations. At first, he distinctly pronounced ·Ú≠Ú‚, *!#!", when referring to an
extended and elevated obQect, but then he compacted them into the congealed, ·‚, gav,
Lback’. Elsewhere, he may have tightened the two primary sounds %!#!* into the
single word %2*, which was later specialized into %!,9, %!*, %!(6)*, %9!,, %8+,, )2*,
%99+;, $2*, $:*, $!,9, and so on. Once ·‚ became the phonetic designation for %!+,,
kindred words readily followed: ‰Ú·‚, hill, Ú·«Î, hat, ·˜Ú, heel, ‰·˜, stomach, Â˜, line,
Û»‚, body, Û«Á, beach Ethe back or baEnFk of the seaF. They were easily accepted and
were well understood Eno dictionary nor academykF. Next came the more abstract: ·‡Î,
pain, ·‚Ú, to desire, ·«Á, burden, ‰Â˜, to hope Enamely, to heap, to heave, and to haveF,
‰ÈÂÁ, experience, ‰·‰¨ let us have, ‰·‰‡, love.
      From ÏÚ≠Ú‚ our ancient but intelligent and inventive man produced Ï‚, waveK from
ÏÚ≠Í‰ he produced Ï«Á, sandK from ÏÚ≠ÚÊ he produced Ï˙, hill, moundK from ÌÚ≠Ú‚ he
produced Ì»˜, stand upK from ·Ú≠ÏÚ he produced ‡È·Ï, lionK from ÌÚ≠Ú‚ he produced Ì‚,
alsoK from ÊÚ≠ÌÚ he produced ı«Ó, chaffK from ¯Ú≠ÛÚ he produced ¯Ù, oxK from ¯Ú≠„Ú he
produced ¯„Ú, herdK and from ¯Ú≠Ú‚ he produced ¯»‚, cub.
      Observing the lofty, buxom Ebox-some, box-sameF, and beautiful camel our man
exclaimed in admiration, ÏÚ≠ÌÚ≠Ú‚, which hardened into ÏÓ‚. The abstract ®ÏÚ≠ÌÚ≠Í‰©ÏÓÁ,
Lto have mercy,’ came later, as did ÏÓ‰, Lto create a commotion,’ and ÏÓ‚ in the sense of
Lto pay back’ or Lto reward’.
      By combining three fundamental concepts into one congealed word, our man had
all the basic roots he would ever need. Then, he added personal pronouns to the roots
and, presto, language was ready for general use.
      Hebrew permanently settled into this form. No Hebrew root contains empty sounds
void of sense and, consequently, no Hebrew root, nor any of its parts, is of a clanking
hissing, imitative nature.
      For some reason, the inventive and restless Indo-Europeans kept tinkering with
both the word structure and the grammar of their language, starting in remote times
and ending in the newest language known as English. As language matured and
memory of its origin dimmed, the Indo-Europeans gave it a fresh practical look. The
decomposition of a word into its prime components became irrelevant, and the insertion
of personal pronouns into the root was considered cumbersome or was misunderstood.
These talented and creative people initiated a linguistic revolution that ended in the
separation of the word structure from the grammar, making it by degrees less inflectional
Ebut they also reached a point where they had to resort to the use of apostrophesF.
Ultimately, English has performed the heroic, twin feats of abolishing gender and
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nearly relieving the language of inflections. Instead of saying È˙È·, the English speaker



says Lmy house’. Instead of saying ÍÕÏÕ‡, the English speaker says LI shall go’, and
instead of saying È!zŸÏÃÎÀ‡, the English speaker says LI ate’ or LI have eaten’ Eexistentially
meaning I have foodF. Instead of saying »‡T *z, the English speaker says Lyou EpluralF
will be seen’. A few thousand roots were thereby transformed into tens of thousands of
self-contained words.
      The extent to which the Indo-European word became isolated is demonstrated by,
5!6. No metaphor is shown for 5!6, and for the sake of linguistic safety, its root is
given in etymological dictionaries only as 5!, Hebrew ÌÚ. It is conceivable that the
sound L5!’ in Lman’ is the same as L5:’ in 5:0;97, 5:49, 5:79 and 5:/0, and that 5!6
implicitly combines 59 and :69. With a link between the English word 5!6 and the
Latin word 5!*68/, we could metaphorically connect 5!6 to 5::6 and 5!69 , in the
same way that we connect in Hebrew Ì„‡ to ‰Ó„‡ and eventually to ‰ÓˆÚ, solidity.
      Once the concept and function of the root was abandoned and forgotten in the
languages of the West, hard consonants were liberally added to roots to make
pronunciation more emphatic, such as a hissing / before +, 4, 6, ), -, 0 and (. Other
consonants were softened, as * into = and 4 into 2. The 5 and 6 sounds where inserted
for %:6 0:6, and words were otherwise left littered with obsolete grammatical debris.
Reconstruction of the entire Indo-European root system is an elusive undertaking.
      \et, not only the root, but also its primary components, can often be detected in
many Indo-European words. In particular, the sound, !7, still indicates separation, to
wit: !+-8279, !7*89, !72., !7,, !70, %9!7, %:79, %:7.97, %!7,, %79!,, %7!6, %729$, %72/049,
%876, +87%, +!7"9, +87"9, +!7)90, +;!7*9, +:77:.9, +:778*!09, +7!*, +7://, +725), +782/9,
+785%, +78/;, +!276, +7!(4, +7:), +78.9, +874, .!79, .9!7, .97942+0, .9/970, .9/07:=,
.2/)97/9, .72"9, .7://, .7=, 977, $!7, $9!7, $:7,, $7!59, $7!+0879, $79!,, $790, *9!7 *7:8),
*7!09, *7:(, *79!0, *7259, *726., ;97%, ;97., 4!7*9, 5!7, 5!7,, 5:79, 587.97, )!79,
)7:+879, 7!(, 7:(, 72), 78*, 78**9., 7!*9, 7!,9, 7!+,, 796., 79/0, 72+9, 72/9, 72%, 72%%:6,
79!., 72., 72.*9, 72.9, 72*, 72+;, 7:+,, 7:8*;, 7::0, 78%, 78%%49, 7!,9, 786, 79!), 79/0,
78/0, 7::5, /!7+!/5, /+!7, /+:79, /+!0097, /9729/, /;9!7, /:79, /)!7, /)726*, /079(, 0!7,
09!7, 0;:76, ;!7/;, 0;79!., 0;72"9, 0;7:(, 07!), 87*9, "!72:8/, "97*9, (!7, (9!7, (7!),
(79/0, (7:6*.
      It is etymologically interesting to retrace the English word ;:49 to the Greek word
koilow EkoilosF. Looking at it in its root form ;4, Hebrew ®ÏÚ≠Í‰©Ï‰, logically places the
word in the conceptual Ï‰ family of: ;244, ;994, ;!44, ;9!4, and ;:4=K then in the family
circle of: +!44, +:449+0, +:24, ,244, ,240, +:4., ;:4., *:4., *!44, *!49, and *8240Aall words
having at their base the same concrete meaning.
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In the following dictionary, an unmarked Hebrew root such as ÌÏ÷ indicates that the
root is found in the Hebrew Bible, the Í .̇ An asterisk, as in ÛËÏ™, points to a root not

Etymology-25

found in the Í˙. The null notation Í·Ï∞ indicates that the root is not in use.


