Helpful Hints – Lesson 10

This lesson is divided into two parts:

1. Nouns: Segholates – which talks about those those funny “EH-eh” words where you see two segols under the word and the accent falls on the first syllable.

2. The Construct Relationship – which talks about this unique grammatical construction in Hebrew by which we relate two nouns in a way that is similar to the use of the preposition “of” in English.

Let’s take a quick look at segolates (yes, I usually spell it without the “h”)…

These nouns get their own, separate section in the grammar because they behave differently than other nouns in Hebrew.  You already know most of the weirdness of these words (whether you realize it or not):

1. Their accent falls on the first syllable of the word, not the last like most Hebrew nouns, and

2. The vowels that usually appear under the consonants are usually segols….rather than nice “A-class” vowels that appear in most nouns (e.g., rb'D'  hr"AT  rf'B'  hv'B'y:).

Because of these two things (accent changes and vowel-sign changes), these words are, in a sense, in a class all to their own.

There are reasons why these nouns behave the way they do, which are related to the historical development of these types of nouns.  If you want to know more about the historical background of these words, I can tell you about this tomorrow.  But it is really not necessary.  You've got enough stuff to remember.

What is important in reading segolates is to treat the vowel signs rather lightly.  Those segols that appear under the word will often change into (usually) "A-class" vowels.  Don't worry about this change!!!  That's just part of the wacky nature of these words.  It isn't normal in the language as a whole.  If you don't understand how a segol can change into a patah…don't worry.  There is no good reason.  It's just what happens here in these particular words.

The first thing to notice about segolates is that sometimes a segolate noun has absolutely no segols in it.  For example, on page 57, Kelley includes these words in his listing of segolate nouns:

r[;n:å     l[;B;ä

What do those two words have in common?  The [ in the middle….which is a guttural.  And, since one of the things that gutturals do is change short vowels (like segols) into "A-class" vowels, in both these words, the segols are replaced with patahs.

The second thing to know about segolates is how they look when they are pluralized.  Very, very often the three consonants of the root will still be there in good form when you do anything to these words.  In the plural, however, there will (of course) be a suffix attached to the end and—I can tell you—the vowels under the word will change.  But the change from singular to plural in these words is extremely regular.  Here's the rule:

Segolate nouns form their plurals according to the form:

~yØ¤i¤'¤.   - for masculine plural nouns, and

tA¤Ø¤'¤.      - for feminine plural nouns.

In other words, in the plural, segolate nouns will have a sheva under the first letter and a qamets under the second letter and the normal (gendered) suffix attached to the last letter.  See the consistency in the examples under (1) and (2) on page 57.

OK...let's see if you've been paying attention.  What happens if a guttural appears as the first letter of a segolate plural noun?  What kind of change needs to be made to the "rule" above?  "Gutturals cannot take simple, vocal sheva; they take a composite sheva...usually a hatef-qamets" (13.3, pg. 23).  (Remember?  I told you those gutturals would be important!)  So...for segolates that begin with gutturals, they will form their plurals with a hatef-qamets (    ]) under the first letter, instead of a simple sheva.  See Kelley's examples under (3) and (4) on pages 57 and 58.

Ignore, for the most part, part (5) on page 58.  When you learn segolates, it is usually best to just learn them according to the three consonants that make them up and, again, not rely too heavily upon the segol pointing.  So, for example, in my head, I think of "way, path" as $rD ; I think of "silver" as @sK ;  I think of "bread, food" as ~xl .  So, when I see these words with different vowel-signs, it doesn't bother me too much....because I know what the root (and, therefore, its meaning) is anyway.

OK...that's what's important about segolate nouns.  They look wacky, but form their plurals in very, very regular ways.

Construct Relationship....

Here's where the rubber hits the road.  The construct relationship is simply something you HAVE TO KNOW...because unless you know about the way this syntactical construction works, you won't be able to make heads or tails out of what you see on the page.  About the construct, there is good news...and bad news...and good news...and bad news:

The good news about the construct relationship is that it is generally a regular and logical relationship between nouns that can...almost always...simply be translated as "X of Y".  

The bad news about the construct relationship is that these construct forms usually seem very capricious in the changes that are made to the vowel points in the word.

The good news is that you are not writing Holy Scripture.  You will not be required to "reproduce" the construct forms of nouns....only to recognize them.

The bad news is that you will be required to recognize them.  :)

Before we start, go get a pen...preferably a magic-marker type pen...and highlight the following paragraphs in the margin of the textbook:

On page 58:  26.1, 26.2, and 26.3

On page 59:  paragraph (1)(a)

On page 60:  paragraph (d)

On page 62: paragraph (h) at the bottom

On page 63: paragraph 26.5 and 26.6

OK...Those are the important paragraphs in this chapter.  The rest are just explanatory with lots of examples.  Here's the basic points about the construct relationship:

Prepositions, as you remember (no doubt), are little words that connect two nouns...that express some sort of explicit relationship between two nouns.  Thus, a squirrel can be "under/over/in/ around/through/beside/etc." a tree.  The prepositions in all those cases explicitly describe how the squirrel relates (i.e., has a relationship) to a tree.

In English—as in reality—the relationship between two objects may be so close that we can often make separate words, called compound words, that inherently describe this close relationship.  For example, Cyndy takes notes about Hebrew and she puts them in a book.  Now, the notes are in a book.  But the relationship between the notes and the book is a fairly close one.  In fact the book contains nothing but notes!  It is a book of notes. What do we call this thing?  You guessed it:  a notebook.  We make what amounts to one word out of two separate words to express a close relationship between them.  The same type of relationship between objects also occurs in other compound words:  birdhouse, housekeeper, bookseller, etc., etc., etc.

In English, this close relationship is also expressed in other ways.  I have a son, whose name is Noah.  There is a close relationship between us....mostly designated by using the noun "son".  Now we can talk about "Noah, the son of Roy"...but this is very awkward English.  Most of the time we would use a possessive suffix ( 's) and talk about "Noah, Roy's son".  Does it mean that I possess him?  Well...maybe....but I don't possess him like I possess a book.  The use of the possessive suffix ( 's) simply indicates that there is a close relationship (of some sort) between the two nouns, "Roy" and "son".

It is this type of thinking that lies behind the use of the construct in Hebrew.  When ancient Hebrews wanted to express a close relationship between two nouns, here's what they did:

1. They put the two nouns right next to one another.

2. They left the second noun in its usual, lexical (i.e., dictionary or vocabulary) form.

3. They shortened all the vowels (as much as possible) in the first noun.

In this construction, the relationship between the two nouns can be expressed 99% of the time as "NOUN1 of NOUN2".

OK....so suppose we wanted to say "a son of a woman"....how would we say that?  Well, we would take the two nouns, !Be and hV'ai and put them right next to one another corresponding to the order "NOUN1 of NOUN2":

hV'ai !Be

We would leave the second word exactly like we learned it and shorten all the vowels in the first word:

hV'ai !B,

That's it!  Let's try another...."a word of a prophet"—

aybin" rb'D'  →  aybin" rb;D>

See how the vowels change in the first word?  The second original qamets shortens down to a patah.  It can't shorten any more because closed syllables need at least a short vowel to "hold them together".  Another way of saying this is that it is impossible to say rb. in Hebrew.  The first qamets, on the other hand, can be shortened all the way down to a sheva, because sheva can stand in an open syllable.  (Remember the first word of the Bible:  tyviareB.).

In the above explanation, notice that I move, in a sense, backwards shortening vowels:  I shorten the vowels at the end of the word first and then move toward the beginning of the word.  (Seeing this will help a little in explaining some of the examples under (e) on the bottom of pg. 61 and top of 62).

Let's try one more...."day of atonement"  (I can tell you the word for "atonement" is rPuKi "kippur")

rPuKi ~Ay  →   rPuKi ~Ay

Notice that the word ~Ay didn't change!  Because the vowel, A , has a matres lectionis, i.e., a consonantal element that is a part of the vowel sign; this is what we call an "unchangeably long vowel".  The unchangeably long vowels are  y e y i A  W.  Whenever these vowel signs appear in words that are in the construct, they will not be reduced.

This, hopefully, explains most of the examples under (2) on pages 60-62...down to (h).

OK...let's talk a little about the feminine singular and the plurals of construct nouns....

You already (I hope!) know that feminine nouns and plural nouns have suffixes that are attached to the end of the words.  To review, remember the suffixes:

1. Masculine Singular (none):   sWs ("a horse")   2. Masculine Plural ~ysiWs ("horses")


3. Feminine Singular: hs'Ws ("a mare")
    4. Feminine Plural: tAsWs ("mares")
These are, in fact, the "Absolute Plural Suffixes"....suffixes that appear on the end of words that stand "absolutely"....i.e., according to their basic meanings.  Nouns that appear as constructs (i.e., as words that should be translated as "X of....") have a separate paradigm of endings.  Two of the endings (masc. sing. and fem. plural) are identical to the absolute endings, and two (masc. plural and fem. sing.) are different.  Here they are:

1. Masculine Singular (none):   sWs ("a horse of")   2. Masculine Plural  yseWs ("horses of")


3. Feminine Singular: ts;Ws ("a mare of")
    
   4. Feminine Plural: tAsWs ("mares of")
In the case of the masculine and feminine plural suffixes:  I know, I know, I know....they are both long vowels and the construct form should shorten all vowels.  But in both cases, the vowel in the suffix is unchangeably long....so it can't be shortened.  These suffixes are applied to the form of the noun that appears in the absolute plural paradigm....minus, of course, the absolute plural endings.  Let me show you what I mean....

Let's say....."words of a prophet".  Here's what we need to do:

1. Put the two nouns right next to one another (in the order "NOUN1 of NOUN2").

2. Leave the second noun in its usual, lexical (i.e., dictionary or vocabulary) form.

3. Take off the absolute plural suffixes and attach the construct suffixes.

4. Shorten all the vowels (as much as possible) in the first noun, beginning at the back and working foward.  

5. Make necessary changes.

     1.


       2. & 3.

    4.


     5.

aybin" ~yrIb'D>  →  aybin" yrEb'D> → aybin" yrEb.D> →   aybin" yrEb.DI

Notice in the last step, I had to change the two shevas on the beginning of the word because of the Rule of Sheva:  "Whenever two shevas appear on the beginning of a word the first sheva will be changed into a short vowel...usually a hireq."  The hireq, I know, looks weird there underneath what you know is rb'D' , but that's the reason why it is there.

This should explain, pretty much, how these things are formed...except for paragraph (g) on page 62...segolate nouns.  The good news about these nouns in the construct is that they NEVER change in the singular construct....they look exactly the same way as you memorize them.  The bad news is that the vowel points look very different in the construct plural.  But the good news is that the three consonants of the root will always be there and, if you know the plural endings (absolute and construct) you'll be able to read it in spite of the wacky vowel points.

Just a final note...Notice 26.5 on page 63.  Absolute nouns and their attached construct nouns ALWAYS agree in definiteness.  The construct form will never ever, ever, ever have the definite article attached to it.  Its definiteness is determined by what it is attached to.  If the word the construct is attached to is definite, the construct will also be definite.  And vice versa....if the word the construct is attached to is indefinite, the construct will also be indefinite.  Definite nouns are, therefore, nouns that:

1. Have the definite article

2. Are proper names (YHWH, Moses, Egypt, etc.)

3. Are in construct with definite nouns.

So, let's say...."the land of the sons of Israel".  Ready?

laer"f.yI ~ynIB' #r<a, (In this example, the plural of "son" is irregular from the singular form) →  

laer"f.yI ynEB' #r<a, (The segolate noun for "land" doesn't change in the construct) 

→  

laer"f.yI ynEB. #r<a, 
And there you go.  Since "Israel" is definite (proper noun), then "sons" is definite, and, therefore, "land" is definite.  Take a look at the first 4 words in the book of Exodus and see if you can read them.

