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Ewald and Drıiver 1DI1Ca Hebrew “Aspect”:
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the story of lıngulstics and of Clence generally, excavatıons 1DI1Ca Hebrew
aspectology ave theır peculıar fascınatıon. Just the cheer volume of ink and
SWEe. expended, and continuing be expended, Dy the brightest of INa DC)
rations thıs single question 15 truly prodig10us. Such efforts pomit what
only be esSCNMMDE! 4S “"permanent erisis”” the Held remarkable of affaırs,
extending ın thıs CAası OVOTLI almost centuries. Further, excavatıons reveal text-
book R of ser1es of epistemological breaks? nduced by tacıt reconceptualızıng
of the ONC crucı1al term, "aspect.” ould be ıfficult fınd such comedy of M1S-
eadıngs comparable study.
However., the archaeology of Bıblical Hebrew "aspect” 15 much INOTC than SOINC
recondıte pastıme of the histori1an of clence. Hebrew ..  aspec 1S pıvotal
WaYyS First, wıthın Semitics the Hebrew verb plays the central role, both historically
and methodologically, In comparatıve study Further, the understandıng of the
Hebrew verb, and Dy extension that of the cognates, 1S eritical for sound exeges1s.

] Ihe final draft substantıally improved ıth the help of INanYy correspondents. gratefully
acknowledge the COMMEeNnNTS and eriticısm of the following: Paul Dıon, Elaıine Gold, T1an
Peckham, Paul Sodtke (Univerity of oronto); eter Gentry Oronto Baptist Seminary); Rıchard
Goerwitz (University of 1cCag0); (Chıp) Dobbs-Allsopp ale University). especlally wan:  S

thank John Wevers (University of oronto), whose 00T In the Near astern Studies Department
1S always VUDCH, and whose Support and understandıng unfalling; his etaıle: notes were all
ncluded SOM fashıon
Iso 5  ß th: ralg Melchert and the rest of the TCW INDOEUROPEAN-L@cornell.edu

for helping make of the earlıest comparatıve Indo-European ackground. ralg Iso devoted
pPreC10us time discussing hıs development of Jakobson “taxıs” for tenseless languages
(Melchert

“Crisıis” the employe: by and others: phase in the development of descipline
induced Dy the continued faılure make major anomaly conform (Kuhn 1970:; cf. Feyerabend

From the work of Gaston achelard, the second of “epistemological break”
conceptual shift under Onstant term, explained by utting ch 1’ CSD. 16); the example
gıven Dy utting 15 “temperature” and the.:ser1es of conceptual Tre: hidden ene: that term.

“Even glance at the lınguistic and philological work carrıed Out the Hebrew anguage
during the last few decades ll sShow that the Hebrew erb SyStem, and especlally the question of
the "tenses’”, has always SLOO| and stil] stan! al the VC) cCentre of interest” ettinger 974 64)

xn Correct understanding of the Hebrew language 1S the only basıs for sound exegesI1s, and if
the heart of language 15 its verbal System, then ıt Must be conceded that in the ‚dAdSC of Hebrew
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But the investigatıon of the semantıcs of the Hebrew verb has had, and continues
have, disproportionate impact far beyond the Tangc of Semitics and Bıblical CXC-

gesI1S. The basıc framework wiıthın hıch the Jassıcal Semitıic erb analyzed
beginnıng in the early S, and 1C callıng the Romantıc “Orientalist”®
Framework for reasons that will become clear, 1S the fountainhead of much modern
theorizing tense-aspect atural anguage Thıs framework provıdes the CI1-

tial Concept of “tenseless” Janguage, and also the “inflectional aspect” ana-

ySI1s thereof. The framework, first developed in the for Hebrew and 1C by
Heinrich Ewald, spread lıke wildfire the other Jassıcal SysStems the Near and
Far Fast Varıous permutations the framework has been applıed most of the
world’s non-European Janguages (DeCaen and sımply by 0SmMOSIS, it WEeTIC,
ıt has become central pıllar the theoretical investigatiıon of ver'| SysStems,
dissemıinated by the standard general especlally Omrıe and

1985).
Background The Conventional 1sdom Reconsidered

The 2915 story of 1D11CAa| Hebrew aspectology 1S summarızed the NO W-

standard reference of the Anglo-Amerıcan tradıtion, Waltke and O’Connor
29.11, 29.2a, 793 29.6, a), hıch closely ollows the SUPVCY by

1982).° The officıal STOTY 15 that of steady lIınear progression from the second

ave not yeLl acquired CoOrrect understandıng of that anguage, and consequently ack sound
asıls for exegesis of the T[estament] crıptures’”  ' (McFall 1982 X11).
Thıs 15 slıght exaggeration SOMIMCs for ONC eed not be d mechanıc driıve C Paul
Dıon and others ave pointed Out (personal communicatıon). The eve of understandıng for
exegesI1is eed NOL reach the eve required for generative T amMmMar. 1INNIC| echoes thıs 1eW -

puzzlıng, gıven the huge amount of study applıed theVincent DeCaen  But the investigation of the semantics of the Hebrew verb has had, and continues to  have, a disproportionate impact far beyond the range of Semitics and Biblical exe-  gesis. The basic framework within which the classical Semitic verb was analyzed  beginning in the early 1800s, and which I am calling the Romantic or “Orientalist”®  Framework for reasons that will become clear, is the fountainhead of much modern  theorizing on tense-aspect in natural language. This framework provides the essen-  tial concept of “tenseless” language, and also the standard “inflectional aspect” ana-  lysis thereof. The framework, first developed in the 1830s for Hebrew and Arabic by  Heinrich Ewald, spread like wildfire to the other classical systems in the Near and  Far East. In various permutations the framework has been applied to most of the  world’s non-European languages (DeCaen 1996); and simply by osmosis, as it were,  it has become a central pillar in the theoretical investigation of verbal systems,  disseminated by the standard general surveys, especially Comrie (1976, 1985) and  Dahl (1985).’  1. Background: The Conventional Wisdom Reconsidered  The Whiggish history of Biblical Hebrew aspectology is summarized in the now-  standard reference of the Anglo-American tradition, Waltke and O’Connor (1990:  8820.2, 29.1£, 29.2a, 29.3, 29.6, 30.1a), which closely follows the survey by MeFall  (1982).® The official story is that of a steady linear progression from the second  have not yet acquired a correct understanding of that language, and consequently we lack a sound  basis for exegesis of the O[ld] T[estament] Scriptures” (McFall 1982: xii).  This is a slight exaggeration in some sense, for one need not be a mechanic to drive a car, as Paul  Dion and others have pointed out (personal communication). The level of understanding for  exegesis need not reach the level required for a generative grammar. Binnick echoes this view: “It  seems puzzling, given the huge amount of study applied to the Bible ... that there can be such  divergent opinion as to the analysis of the verb systems. In fact there is no rea/ controversy in  regard to the interpretation of particular verbs; the problem arises only in regard to the two types  [conjugations] of verbs in genera/ (1991: 8&8r, 436).  6  I played with a number of tags for this general framework. “Romantic” certainly covers the  source and driving spirit (German Romanticism), as well as the general time period; but it misses  the original point of application.  “Orientalist” adequately covers the time period (19th century) and the point of application  (originally “Oriental” was synonymous with “Semitic”). Further, the term also nets the languages  ofthe Far East into which the framework was first injected, and with which the framework is now  generally associated (especially Chinese; also Japanese, Burmese, and Turkish). Finally, the term  now bears a slightly pejorative ring that is fully justified in this case (cf. Said 1978 on the term  “Orientalist”).  ®  The full documentation of this genealogy will require some time: indeed, more time than one  scholar could spend in a lifetime. But clearly this is the process, confirmed by anecdotal evidence  of sufficient quantity and variety. The documentation requires excavations in aspectology similar to  the one reported here for each “Oriental” language as well as for a representative sample of other  8  so-called “tenseless” systems.  “We follow McFall’s review closely up to the introduction of the comparative-historical  approach to the subject, around 1900” (Waltke, O’Connor 1990: $29.1e, 457). This is of course  the time frame of the present paper. They go on to say, “From that point on his work must be  supplemented, because he neglected some significant studies (e.g., Brockelmann, Sperber, Hughes,  and Michel)” (829.1e, 457).  130that there be such
dıvergent opinıon the analysıs of the erb systems. In fact ere 15 eal controversy In
regar!ı the interpretation ofpartıcular verbs; the problem arlses only regarı the types
[conjugations] of verbs IN general S8r, 436).

played ıth number of tags for thıs general framework. “Romantıc” certainly COVETrS the
and driving spirıt erman Romantic1sm), ell the general time per10d; but it m1sses

the origınal point of application.
“Orientalıst  7 adequately COVOIS the time per10d cen! and the point of applıcatıon
(orıginally “Oriental” Was S  Y  S wıth “Semit1c””), Further, the fe)  3 Iso efts the languages
of the Far East into 1C the framework Was 1Irs! injected, and ıth which the framework 15 DNOW

generally assocı1ated (especlally Chinese; Iso Japanese, Burmese, and Turkısh). Finally, the te!  3
1OW ears slightly pejorative nng that 1S tully Justified in thıs ‚dSC (cf. Saıd 1978 the term

“Orientalist”).
The full documentation of thıs genealogy ll requıre SOIMINC time indeed, 199(0) 8 tim! than ONC

scholar could spen! ıfetime But clearly this 15 the PTOCCSS, confirmed by anecdotal evidence
of sufficıent quantity and varlety. The documentatıon requires eXcavat1ons aspectology sımiılar
the ONe reported ere for ach “Oriental” anguage el for representative sample of ther
so-calle' “tenseless” SySstems.

“We follow McFall’s TeVIEW closely the introduction of the comparative-historical
approach the subject, around 1900” (Waltke, ()’Connor 1990 e, 457) This 1S of
the time frame of the present They SaYy, “From that point hıs work must be
supplemented, because he neglected SOINC signıfıcant studies (e.g., rockelmann, Sperber, es,
and Michel)” 829 le, 457).
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edition of eINTIC wald’s Grammatık der hebrätischen Sprache (1835) (and arg Uu-
ably from the first 828 edıtıon) to the present day The impress1ion, in fact, 1S of

PTOQTCSS al Just iıne tunıng of wald’s slıghtly “oonfused”” account.
complete contrast, thıs DapcI presents caesural 1eW of Bıblical Hebrew aspecto-
logy.
The conventional wısdom of the last half-century”” assı1gns to the Bıblical Hebrew
inflectional system the semantıc Category perfectivıty the analogy of the DCI-
fective-ımperfectıve contrast of Russıan and Slavıc cognates. Y On thıs VIEW there

only [WO inflected finıte forms, dıstınguished both by stem ablaut and Dy the
position of the aflıx registering PCISON agreementT. The Mar' perfective 15 encoded
by the suflix: conjugatıon the CaCal!/ stem): 1ıle the semantıcally unmarke:
imperfective 1S ncoded by the prefixal conjugatıon the CuCuC/ stem  12 Not
only 15 the ypothesıs of perfectivity ultımately untenable (DeCaen CSD ch.

wald’s VIEeEWS WeIC In SOMNC respects deficient. Like INalı of his SUCCECSSOTS, he onfused the
concept of complete wıth that of completed” (Waltke, ()’Connor 990 1, 464) Wa of

not “confused” wiıth respect complete, 15 explained e1I0W: he clearly meant
vollendet ‘“completed.”

The conventional wıiısdom arguably ates firom rockelmann prefatory remarks hıs 951
“mile-stone” SULVCY. Yr 15 sufficient Sd y that ıt 15 ToOocCKe that OW!  CD the first sketch of
the Semitic verbal system bıfurcating into aspectual oppositions” (Mettinger 9’/4 7 C cf.
Rundgren 1961 13-14, ege 9/5 91)
As matter of fact, the arlıest hınt of perfect1ivity 1S probably Landsberger 360, Oofe 1).
The perfectivity analysıs Can then be found explicıtly artıculated Kurylowicz cf.

influenced Dy the lınguistic instruction under Meıllet. The perfectivity analysıs 1S later
dropped favour of the orıgıinal anterlority explained below Kurylowicz 1973:; cf.
strikingly parallelıng the motivatiıon and development of the VIeWSs of WAa. wıthout apparently
being Ware that he Was oing

follow Comrie (1976) dıstinguıishing ‘““perfective” wıth the - IVE from the ‘“pnerfe wıthout.
On perfectivity, Comrie writes, ‘“perfectivity indicates the 1eW of sıtuation single whole,
wiıthout distinction of the Varı0us separate phases that make that sıtuation; ıle the
imperfective DayS essential attention the nternal SiIrucCcfiure of the sıtuation” (Comrie 1976 äl 0,
16) He adds, .. VETY frequent characterisation of perfectivity 15 that it indicates completed
action. One should oftfe that the word at 1ssue In thıs definıtion 15 “completed”, noft ““complete”:
despite the 'Orma.: similarıty between the words, there 15 important semantıc distinction
WNNI1C! Out be crucılal discussing aspect. The perfective 0€S indeed denote complete
sıtuation, ıth eginning, miıddle, and end. The UuUSC of “completed”, however, puts {00 much
emphasıis the terminatıon of the sıtuation, whereas the uUusSsc of the perfective DUftSs INOTE
emphasıs, necessarıly, the end of siıtuation than an Yy ther of the sıtuation
18)
The "perfect” the ther hand “indicates the continuing present relevance of past sıtuation”
83.0 32) In thıs the Englısh partıcıple in „en/-ed wıth the auxiıliary have 15 prototypical
perfect, and the notion “completed” (here particıple well, not coincidentally) 1S arguably
applıcable

hıs 15 drastic oversimplıfication, but SCIVOS the DUrDOSCS of this Actually, the ablaut
alternation 1S only the MOST productive ere are several others. Moreover, ave
Cıte: the stems wıth (putatıvely) Proto-Semiutic vowels, 1C. 15 highly misleading at best; but ıt

the non-speclalist the aArcCanad of Tıberi1an Hebrew phonology.
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6; DeCaen 1995b), but it 15 emphatıically NoTL the posıtion held by either Ewald 0)8

Drıver, the twın pıllars ofBiıblical Hebrew aspectology.
The essential COTC of the or1g1n: nıneteenth-century proposals 15 clearly anteriorıty

the analogy of Latın (and by extension modern West European systems including
Englısh and French), and the perfectivI of Russı1an Greek (for the classıc
formulatıon of the distincetion anteriorıty/perfectiVity, Kurylowicz 964 ch. The
persistent confusıon of these tWO aXes of “aspect” continues plague INan recent,
theoretical aCcCCounts (includıng ybee et al 1994, Smith 1991, ell

Semitic studies general SINCE 900 TThe actual proposals of Ewald and Driver
be schematized ın (1) usıng Englısh aspec morphemes In capıtal letters

sıgnal the privatıve semantıc values (anteriorıty |-EN wrıtten| uımultaneıty
|-IN wrıtn@|)

EWALD(1) (a) (b) RIVER
Standard Theory xfende: Standard COIY

TIhe remaınder of thıs 15 organızed ollows The ıirst half consıders in SOTNC

detaıl Ewald’s proposal la) 1g of orammatıcal theory 1800, and also
by-product of his Romantic understandıng of the Oor1g1ns of the Indo-European
ver'! Ssystem. shorter section consıders Driver’s extension of the theory 1b)

fınal, ST1 somewhat speculatıve section explores the radıcal break between the
anterior1ty of Ewald and Driver the ONC hand. and the Curre: CONSCHNSUS DCI-
fectivity the other, acqulescing in the VIEW that the break be ascribed
Tockelmann (195

Ewald and the Standard Orientalıst Framework
TOmM the tandpoınt of the SOCI0102y of owledge, the meteoric MSe of the
Ewaldıan proposal and its complete dominatıon of the 1e Dy 900 begs
for detaıled study. ave raısed the question repeatedly (DeCaen

but ave only thrown Out ZUCSSCS until NOW. ave answered In that the
1e ready for omething NCW, that the explosıon of aspectology mıd-19th CCIN-

centred Greek (the lıfe-blood of theology), and that the MO!|
compellıng advance OVeT prev10us gropings (DeCaen 176). ”
13 wald’s study considerably narrowed the SaD between text and interpretation. In sclentific
OU; theory 15 created by imagınation irom the data being investigated, and the theory 15 then
tested by OgIC agalnst the data. Ewald’s COTY, the miınds of INanYy, er satisfıed the
data than ense theory; most the terms ‘“perfect” and ‘“imperfect” replaced the
temporal terms. works the er Semitic anguages Callec employ simılar CONCepIS
and terms. TIhe te'!  3 “aspect” has gradually een apphıed these orms” (Waltke, O’Connor 1990

464).

132



Wa and Driver Bıblical Hebrew “Aspect”

10 these bare bones add SOINC flesh wıth the help of Davıes’ brief bıographi-
cal sketch (1903) First, there 1S denyıng wald’s towering gen1us, ecognized by
contemporarles and easıly recovered from hıs scholarly QOU!  ul; NOT 15 there denyıng
the impact of hıs of wrıtings throughout the 1 9th century. Ewald DIO-
neering gen1us ın the Romantiıc MOU. INOTC OT less OunNn!| “modern” Hebrew
lingulstics ogether wıth his er contemporary and rnval, Wm Gesen1us.
Second, must reckon wıth the disproportionate impact of hıs work through hıs
Malr star students, eadıng i1ghts themselves in Semitic studıies, who constituted the
maınstream of German Oriental studies. One eed only reC: the OUuUnNn!  10 roles
of hIis students Nöldeke (Aramaic-Syriac) and Dıllmann op1c to
thıs impact (EL: cFall 1982 56)
Thıiırd, Ewald’s proposa: clearly rode the WaVe of German “crıitica Bıblical study
washıing OVvVer the English-speaking academıies. QqUICKIY gaıned recognition through
the [WO tımely Englısh translatıons, and popularızed by the wrıtings and of

Driver and other uminarıles of the Englısh-speakıng establiıshment, includıng
Davidson.**
TOM the first of Driver’s 8/4 work, the textbook tradıtıon quickly
OC ın  29 wald’s ypothesıis. ‚WAa.| has reigned SUPTEMEC the Englısh-
speakıng WOT. EeVeCT S1InNCEe. 15 1IroNIC, then, that iın the AWAaIc

ofwhat Ewald actually propose: of what theoretical framework drove that DO-
sal Before exploring Ewald’s Standard COTY, however, there SOMMIC prelımına-
rMmes that eed be ttended to

Prelımmarıes: ermmology and ext IStOrYy
TreVIeW of Ewald’s perfectun/ impertfectum proposal be preface Dy

Lypes of general considerations, both terminologıcal and textual These poimnts
surface agaın In Varı0ous CONTLEXTS In later sect10ons.
The first fact crying out for attention 1S that ‚WA| himself sed the term
the cConcept “aspect” (from the Russıan vıd “V1eW””) 18 avo1d the anachron1ism,
Zeıtart of time”. thıs 1S despite the fact that the standard Anglo-Amerıican
SOUTCES do aC cıte Ewald wrıting of “the orand and opposıte aspects under
hıich CVETIY concelvable actıon INay be egarded” (Waltke, (O)’Connor 990
463; cft. 9872 44) Since thıs bold contradıction un-

pleasant surprise Semiuitists, revVIeW ıts resolution under three eads
the erman-Englısh translatıon, corpus-Iinternal reconstruction, and histori1co-
theoretical fact
One extremely CUrN10US fact alert us the of the problem ©for
whatever aS!  - does nOoTt cıte the of the quotation he g1ves 44), NOT
do Waltke and ()’Connor (1990) “Lollowıng closely” the account rendered by
cFall But the term “”aspec Cannot be found in Ewald’s German! pomt of fact,
the that has aC g1ven Mse the Whiggish aCCOUNT 15 NolL Ewaldse
but rather James Kennedy and the latter’s 891 Englısh translatıon of the thırd

“"Thıis of Wa In its anslate: form VE popular in America. Iso the popular
of Davıdson (1901) Was strongly influenced by thıs work of wald” (van der Merwe 1987

163)
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section syntax of the so-called “8th” edıtiıon (actually TG SCC below) of Ewald’s
(1870)

15 immediately clear 1ın comparıng the translatıon wıth the origınal that Kennedy
has sılently retrojected both the term and the concept ...  aspec 1Into those extremely
erucı1a]l rst lınes of wald’s introduction under the overridıng influence of Driver’s
reinterpretation (1874) 15 indıcated by hıs translator’s footnote that VELIY first
page But the German reads, *“dıe Z7wel oroßen gegensäze 29 S70

349), OTr “the grand opposites” In keeping wıth Kennedy’s stylıstıcs,
not “the grand and opposiıte aspects.”
The surprısıng conclusıon that Ewald employe: the term the concept
“aspect” 15 onfirmed both by care exeges1s of hıs STAININAT taken in the CON-
text of hıis other ogrammatıcal works, and by the sımple consıderation of the hıstory
of aspectology general. As reconstructed irom the texTt ıtself, and explaine elow,
Ewald clearly had specles of sequencing emporal deix1is (“tense’
Zeıtunterscheidungen emporal dıstinctions.” Moreover, ırmly date the
actual introduction of the concept of vıd “Aspect‘ /Zeıtart of time  29 1Nto the
maılnstream of grammatıc theory Curtius 846 883-4 1 44{ff; C£. C Fannıng
990 SE LE 10) Ewald could not be wrıting about Zeeıtart in 1828/1 03I,; though of

Driver 8/4 clearly
For the second pomt under the rubrıic of terminology, the introduction and under-
standıng of the perfectum-ıumperfectum contrast, ıt 15 NCCCSSALY rehearse riefly
the Story of the publıcation of Ewald’s Hebrew STaIMINAT, hıch fact reflects
three distinct phases of hıs understandıng of 1DI1Ca. Hebrew’s Zeıtunterscheidun-
SCH.
The first phase 1S represented solely by the ırst edıtıon entitled Trammatık der
ebräischen Sprache des In vollständıger K urze DCu hbearbeıtet (1828) hıch
15 sometimes confused wıth the much arger 927 work, Krıitische Trammatık der
ebräischen Sprache, A4uUsS)  NC bearbeıtet. He ollows Johann (McFall 982
Qdı3 Zı 43-44) callıng the [WO Modı (“moods” maybe “modes’””) aorıstısch
“aorıist”: 199(07070| (suffixal con]ugatıon) 15 both vollendet “completed” and bestummt
“de1imnite, ” whereas mo0od (prefixal) 1S ınvollendet and unbestimmt (Ewald 88
>223)
The erminological break wıth the second edıtiıon (1835) hıich trans-
ate' by John Nıcholson (1836) the thırd edıtıon ollows QqUICKIY In 1838, termıina-
ting the second phase The relevant secti1ons of the introduction O the ver'
inflection 260-261, 30-131) AdIc considerably expanded here, attaınıng
INOTC less the full form of subsequent rewriting. Here find [WO important
elements: first 1S the DCW Latınate termınology, perfectum and ımperfectum r_

placıng moods and 1{1 131)'°; second 15 the maJjor footnote S2061, comple-

15 TIhe DaSSagıc 15 cCıte' full eI0W. In the context, er perhaps “the major contrast” rather
than “the grand opposites.”
16 “ T hese aIines | perfectum and ımperfectum)| employe: 1Irs! 839 In Gram. Arab. the
idea presented by them { had already g1ven the |Hebrew Grammar of 1828; and the ames

and mod., 1C| sed at fiırst, WeIC merely imperfect attempt fınd SuDstıtutes for the
unsuıtable “Preterite” and “ Future” (Ewald 189 ote 1’ 3)
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tely exclude: from consideration in the standard hıstory, but of crucı1al importance
the reconstruction EeI0W.

Es lesse sich nachweisen, ass auf ıne ähnlıche Urunterscheidung uch die sehr ausgebilde-
ten JTempora und Modı der Sanskrıt-Sprachen zurückleiten, wWwIe dıe SD: semıt. Spra-
hen schon gerade 1er sıch meisten VOIIN ebr. entfernen S$2061, otfe l, 1) 17

This footnote undergoes expansıon later edıtions, achieving the full form INn 1870,
hich poılnts important work the intervening
For completeness, reviewWw the last phase quickly, SINCE nothing
the present aCCOount happens from 835 Fırst, there Ath edıition:
CC  C  Y, what 15 advertised in 844 the edıtion 15 the
Second, Cası Justifıe in vliewing the ‘5th” edıtiıon the 66 irst” of
CW, greally expanded work that Incorporates much of the extira materı1al of the lar-
CI 827/ Krıitische rammatık (cf. Davıes 903 138) Sıgnificantly, the tıtle
changes in 18  n keeping wiıth thıs break O usführlıches Lehrbuch der eDral-
schen Sprache des en UnNndes. Miınor changes separate the 844 and Xin 870
edıtions:; hıistorical curlosity, the orthography and punctuatıon ch1 form the
standard 19} experımental version In the late
The revVIeW of the Ewaldıan proposal mMay be broken down into four sect1ons. The
first twWwoOo TEeCOVEOT the eneral theoretical horizon 800 As ıt relates the 1D11Cal
Hebrew ver'! SyStem, thıs includes the privileged relatıon between inflection and
the ver'| paradızm, and the interpretation of (anachronistically) Latın
“”aspec 29
The last L[WO explore the actual ving force of the proposal the infectious German
Romantıc passıon wıth things ansı emDbodie!‘ in the work of Friedrich
chlege (esp Schlegel and the “d1scovery” of the LTaACC. There 15 ıttle
OU!| that ‚WA| deeply influenced in hıs explanatıon of the Hebrew egen-
satze by his unfoldıng understandıng of the ans: erb and its primıtıve Indo-
European Org1ns. We know that the crucı1al break between the Modı of 828
and the perfectum/iumperfectum contrast 835 correlates wıth intensıve per10
of study ofans (1826-1828) under Bopp and Rosen In Berlıin (Davıes 903 76-
77) JThat the or1g1ns of the ans ver' System 1n putatıve Indo-European Ur-
sprache drove hıs analysıs 15 trayed Dy the footnote iıdentified above, g1ven 10  S in
ıts 1na. 870 cas  - and ollowe!l Dy the revIeW.Ewald and Driver on Biblical Hebrew “Aspect”  tely excluded from consideration in the standard history, but of crucial importance in  the reconstruction below.  Es liesse sich nachweisen, dass auf eine ähnliche Urunterscheidung auch die sehr ausgebilde-  ten Tempora und Modi der Sanskrit-Sprachen zurückleiten, so wie die späteren semit. Spra-  chen schon gerade hier sich am meisten vom Hebr. entfernen (1835: 8261, note 1, 13 .  This footnote undergoes expansion in later editions, achieving the full form in 1870,  which in turn points to important work in the intervening 1860s.  For completeness, we can review the last phase quickly, since nothing germane to  the present account happens from 1835 on. First, there never was a 4th edition:  technically, what is advertised in 1844 as the Sth edition is the 4th to appear.  Second, in any case we are justified in viewing the “Sth” edition as the “first” of a  new, greatly expanded work that incorporates much of the extra material of the lar-  ger 1827 Kritische Grammatik (cf. Davies 1903: 138). Significantly, the title  changes in 1844 in keeping with this. break to Ausführliches Lehrbuch der hebräi-  schen Sprache des Alten Bundes. Minor changes separate the 1844 and “8th” 1870  editions; as a historical curiosity, the orthography and punctuation shifts form the  standard to an experimental version in vogue in the late 1800s.  The review of the Ewaldian proposal may be broken down into four sections. The  first two recover the general theoretical horizon ca. 1800. As it relates to the Biblical  Hebrew verbal system, this includes 1) the privileged relation between inflection and  the verbal paradigm, and 2) the standard interpretation of (anachronistically) Latin  ‘$aspec .9’  The last two explore the actual driving force of the proposal: the infectious German  Romantic passion with all things Sanskrit, embodied in the work of Friedrich  Schlegel (esp. Schlegel 1808), and the “discovery” of the Aryan race. There is little  doubt that Ewald was deeply influenced in his explanation of the Hebrew Gegen-  sätze by his unfolding understanding of the Sanskrit verb and its primitive Indo-  European origins. We know that the crucial break between the Modi /II of 1828  and the perfectum/imperfectum contrast in 1835 correlates with an intensive period  of study of Sanskrit (1826-1828) under Bopp and Rosen in Berlin (Davies 1903: 76-  77). That the origins of the Sanskrit verbal system in a putative Indo-European Ur-  sprache drove his analysis is betrayed by the footnote identified above, given now in  its final 1870 cast and followed by the review.  ... Iich habe vonjeher mündlich im vortrage der Sanskrit-grammatik gezeigt daß auch in den  Mittelländischen [Indo-germanischen] sprachen alle die jezigen noch so vielfach ausgebildeten  tempora und modi nur auf zwei zeitunterscheidungen zurückweisen und sich aus diesen völlig  erklären: ganz wie im Semitischen. Dasselbe läßt sich, was die zeiten betrifft, sowohl vom  17  “It might be proved that even the very developed tenses and modes of the Indo-germanic  languages [Sanskrit-Sprachen] might be reduced to a similar primitive distinction, just as the later  Semitic languages have in this very point departed farthest from the Hebrew” (Ewald 1836: note 1,  136).  135ich habe vonjeher mündlıch Im vortrage der Sanskrıt-grammatık gezeigt uch den

Mittelländischen [Indo-germanischen] sprachen alle die jezigen och vielfach ausgebildeten
tempora und modiı [1UT auf ZWEe1 zeitunterscheidungen zurückweisen und sıch dus diesen völlig
rklären: Sanz WwIıe 1Im Semitischen. asselbe äßt sich, WäasSs dıie zeıten betrifft, sowohl VOMmM

“xit miıght be proved that ‚ven the VeC) developed tenses and modes of the Indo-germanıc
languages | Sanskrıt-Sprachen| might be :educed sımılar primıtıve distinction, Just En the ater
Semitic Janguages ave In thıs VC] pOo1n! departed farthest from the Hebrew” (Ewald 836 ote 1’
136)
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Türkischen als vom Koptischen und andern sprachen zeigen (Ewald 1870 ootnote 1’
349). '°
Inflecton and the erlParadıem

The point of(9) thıs examınatıon of Ewald’s work 1S the sılent omission  19
of the icıple {from the maın verbal paradızm N the the long EWIS.
tradıtıon ICCO ed the three “natural tenses’” dictated by Jassıcal theory
INNIC 991 Sla ”) not only past SUuMXe form) and future (prefixed form),
but ““present” ealızed by the (actıve) particıiple. Thıs Om1ss1ıon 1s certamly nNOT
or1g1n: wıth Ewald; but SCC, it 1S enough o render Hebrew “tenseless”
Dy definıtion. Ihe l0ss of 1D11Ca. Hebrew ““present tense” 15 MOMEeNTOUS
rucılally, the result 15 that the Bıblical Hebrew inflectional sSystem 15 formally
bıinary.
The theoretical motivatiıon 15 essentially Correct In hindsight: compartmentalızıng
the ver! paradıgm by morphosyntactic CategorYy. For the morphological class
1C| both Hebrew and TE verbs belong, ense must be ealızed by fully

18 i ave always shown, orally, lectures Sanskrıt STaNNal, that, the ndo-Germanic
languages also, all the tenses and mo0ds NO  S employed, 1C| ave een varıously developed into
their present condıtion, pomt back INOTEC than {[WO dıistinctions of tıme, Just Semitic. As
regards the tenses, the Sal thıng MaYy be shown hold In Turkısh, Coptic, and other languages”
(Ewald 1891 ootnote 11 A, 2) He ZOCS ıte Odschı Twı) and Kanuri.
Initially, ıt 15 Duzzlıng hat he INCals ıth regarı Turkiısh and Coptic (both of1C| he au
[Davies 903 351) Ewald’s Abhandlung hat today would be called comparatıve Ostratıc
studies consıderably clarıfıes thıs cryptic ootnote (Ewald 1861-18062). It 1S clear, explained
below, that he has miıind for Indo-European the stem ablaut contrast, C in TEE| leıp "present
stem” contrasting wıth Io1p ‘“perfect stem” (the “7Zzero egree  297 ıp “aorist stem'  ‚29 consıdered a

secondary development under Stress movement). In Turkısh, of5 the princıpal AaX1Ss of the
verbal system 15 the bınary ‚Ontrast past/perfect nonpast/imperfect, ıth the Semitic.
As for Coptic, it 185 ST1. not immediately clear hat he m1g INEC: We eed oo0k back at h1s
previous Abhandlung Coptic atworter 860) ere it 15 assumed wıthout ado that optic’s
system NC identical ıth the Semitic, “aber ist jede SpP' Von ihnen nde völlig
verschwunden” (Ewald 860 88 173) ystery salved.
Agaın, Iwı he 15 zeroing the bare erb contrasting ıth 2-V (the 6C,  perfect””); however, the
facts in Iwı much INOTE complicated, SsIncCe er “forms” marke: by manıpulatıon of tone
and vowel length rather than vert affıcatıon (e/g:. Christaller 1964 18751) It 15 nOTt at all lear
hat he 15 iter the complex Kanurı paradıgm, and unfortunately his SOUTCECS WeIC unavailable at
the time ofwriting: (1854) and JAOS vol

Perhaps not absolutely “coılent.” In the last half of the ast lıne of he wriıtes passıng,
%af 15 only imıted extent that the partıcıple 1S employed specification of tıme, 1t1on

these |distinctions ıime], 1C ST1 continue be the maın devisions” (Ewald 1891
a, 2} The key ere 1S .6,  maın dıivisıons” (grundunterschieden): the particıple 15 demoted the

20
periıphery.

It apPPCaIs that the eei0 divisıon of time 15 old time ıtself. The classıcal 1eW ist
traced Dy Binnick Dionysıus the CEeNTurYy BC  m three tenses, and the remaıinder of the
orms “varieties” of ense. He Iso cıtes the representatıve VIEWS of the 18th
grammarlan, James Harrıs: MOST obviıous Dıvisıon of IME 1S into Present, Past, and u  re,
NOT 1S anıy anguage complete, whose erDxDs ave not TENSES mark these Dıstinctions”
(Bınnick 1991 Sla, 3)
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“inflected” LOorms, 1.e., forms sıgnalıng gender, number and cruclally 2  Derson. These
forms constitute the “COI'C” of such ver'! System. The derived nominals
ticıples and infinıtıves SOINC intutive “perıpheral.”
On the basıs of lassıcal European systems, however, Ewald and the tradıtiıon
whnole faıl tO recognize the aspectual properties of those peripher: forms, and
indeed of the system taken ole We eadıly understand the fallacy, hıch
ave elsewhere dubbed the ‘“Morphocentric aCYy  29 (DeCaen 1995a), if COns1-
der what ould happen 118 the Englısh spoken French verbal SyStems if attention
WeTIC exclusıvely ocused the ınflectional OLE In the indicatıve, Englısh ould
be educed the bınary contrast ove(s) VS. 'oved; sımılarly, French WOU. be
:educed the bınary contrast aıme aımaıt Where dıd the rest of the verbal
System g0? disappeared by definition.““

SUMIMATY, the fırst crucı1al step 15 118 reduce the Hebrew paradıgm 118 binary
contrast the basıs of the privileged of the inflectional COTC system.  23 Not
only 1S thıs INOVC will motivated, but SCC, Ewald also has en
agenda in hıs general study of Irsprachen. remaıns to take thıs “binarısm ” ONMNC

step further and sShow how Hebrew 1S therefore rendered “tenseless” by definıtion.

3 atın Tense and “Aspect”
Ewald’s brief COoMMEenNntTS indıcating his understandıng of hıs terms perfectum and
ımperfectum ave led scholars fatally astray. He does Sa y quıte explicıtly that these
Latınate terms cCannot be understood ...  In the NarTO W SCIHNSC attached them in atın
STAIMNAT, but quite general 29  way (Ewald 891 3 How
understand 6,  narrow” and “general”””? First, it 15 quiıte clear that he wan! avo1d at

COosts the Obvı10us, “narrow” assoc1latıon wıth the Latın so-cCalled tenses,
VIZ. the perfect(um) (amdVT: present s /DETIeCE. stem) and ımpertfect(um
(amabam: past ense, “present‘ stem) The fatal miıstake 15 assumıng therefore that
the terms ave nothing al all do wıth Latın, that the 15 purely
“"etymological” (e.g. cFall 9872 O1.3.2. 44) In fact, there 1S second, hıghl  v
technical, “gener 29 interpretation of the terms perfectum ımperfectum OU!

Hebrew and Greek at the synthetic end of the spectrum; for isolatıng Systems ıke Chinese
the creoles at the analytıc end, thıs generalızation oes not appiy

22 In DeCaen (199S5a, ofte that the “progressive” most languages 1S encoded Dy Just
such “per1pheral” construction. In 1t10N the 6,  partıcıple  29 system of Englısh, Hebrew,
Japanese, Korean, Tamiıl, eLC., ere 1S the asıc preposıtional System generally employing the
locative ean something semantıcally VE similar: C arın zal ..,  at N. } Jamaıcan

23
Creole V(*a <at)

The bınary approac) masks the generally ternary systems uncovered by stral  Orwar'
1S! method In morphological analysıs. As rule the 1r form 15 shunted separate
“modal|l” paradızm the asıls of semantıcs. In Hebrew and Semuitic systems generally ere 15
“shorter” prefixe form which 15 sed for the imperatıve, but which Iso has varlety of SCS
Var1ı1ous systems (including consecution “tense neutralization” Hebrew and cognates
propose in DeCaen 199503). In Athabaskan systems the thiırd te!]  3 1S “optatıve” (which

render the overall system *“modal” ‘“aspectual’””). In the Man y isolatıng Systems, the are
erb stem “zero form'  9 ften overlooked owngrade (e;g, Burmese Mandarın) It 15
possible arguc that Japanese verbal inflection 15 formally ITNarYy along sımılar Iınes.
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usually the latter 15 termed the ınfectum Latın tudıes) eferring nNOLT to Latın
so-called 6,  past” tenses but o the Latın SLEINS that bear ense inflection

15 eg clear that Ewald intended thıs technical comparatıve Indo-European,
gCHNC

Thus there real mMYSterYy the Orma| and emantıc theory forming the
SIVC substratum of Ewald’s work. Of the Latın, at least the first
instance: and partiıcular, the Stoic-Varronlian interpretation of the Latın para-
diem  24 KEwald explicıtly provıdes unequ1vocal PICCCS of the puzzle,  D but 0€eSs not
eed spe. Out what knowledge ı the early 1800s.“

Hıer 1St och garnichts VON den Trel zeıten die spätern sprachen als vergangenheıt
gegenwart und zukunft unterscheidet nderthat ber kann eıne sprache, wenn S1IC unter-
scheidungen einführt, ursprünglıch VOonNn {IWAas dreifachen ausgehen (Ewald 1870 a,
349)
DiIie einfachste unterscheidung der eıt des handelns 1ST ber die der edende zunächst
die ZWeI großen unterscheide unter denen es denkbare gedacht werden
kann Der mensch hat zuerst gehande rfahren und S1e. fertiges gewordenes VOT sıch ber
ben 1es erinnert das Was NnOC!  1C| SIC; 1ST Was zurück IST und dem entgegensieht
(Ewald 1870 349) 27

SO faßt denn der edende eziehung auf das handeln es ntweder als schon vollendet und
vorhegend, der als ıunvollendet und nochnıchtseiend möglicherweise ber werdend und

kommend auf: setz als etwas gegebenes der verneınt olches schon SsSCcC1 (Ewald
1870 349) 28

The salıent features of thıs MO! detaıjled after the Latın paradıgm (3sg indıca-
iıve only) 15 introduced (2) the somewhat less ODAqUC spoken French system
hıich has apparently reconstituted the MO 15 the glosses {tO a1d iden-
tıfyıng the key po1nts of the analysıs

'O1Cc the ofC  ıng the Orma| paradıgm, 1N; by stems (vs the eeIi0
ense system of Thrax) V arronıjan fter Varro who applıes O1C theory Latın For sketch of

25
thıs aCKZTOUN! SCcCC Bınnick’s introductlory materı1al (Binnick 1991 ch especlally Sle 20-26

As conducted SUFVCY of ‚atın from the first decades of the 19th
CenNtury found obarts 1brary, Universıity of 1 oronto and OUnN! proportion of
favour of the Varronıan arrangemen!

“There ere yet’ nothing whatever of the three tenses precisely distinguished ater
languages past present, and ture In fact however language when introduces
diıstunctions irom anything eefold ” (Ewald 891 A, 2)
”7 the simplest distinction of 3 actıon that the speaker first of all merely
separates between the grand and aspects /eltarten "aspec NOTL German
explained above] under 1C CVEIY conceı1vable actıon May be regarded Man has first acte!
passe: through CXDETIENCC and SCCS before hım something that inıshe' has taken place
but thıs VE fact remıinds hım of that 1C o€es noTt yel eX1S) that 1C| lıes and
expected” (Ewald 891 A,
28 “Hence ıth reference actıon the speaker everything eiıther already inıshed, and
thus before hım ıunfinıshed and nOon-exıistent but poss1ıbly becoming and CODNUN£S. he

It somethıing that denies that ere already such thıng  27 (Ewald 1891 1-2)
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(Z) (a) (b)
Infectum Perfectum

OTr

perfectum
(1) Past amä-b-a-t amä-v-er-a-t

aım-allt 42V-allt 21M-e
11) Present ama-t amäa-v-(1)t

aım-e 2ImMm-e
uture ama-b-(1)t amäa-v-er-(1)tın

am-er-a Samm-e
1V) Stem amä-(b-) amä-v-(er-)

21M- (aV-) 21mM-e
cf.
(v) Hebrew prefixal suffixal

Stems CuCuC/ CaCal0/

The basıc assumptions for tense-aspect O  S be rendered explicıt. First, there
Zeıtunterscheidungen OT ‘“temporal dıistinetions”: the primary AaX1S of EINDUS

“tense” PrOopCT, hıch for Ewald 1S by definıtion LeINALY (21-111), ruclally inclu-
dıng nflected “true present” 11 and secondary Zeıtunterscheidung, Iımper-
fectum-perfectum, 1C| appCars to “relatıve tense”” (2a-b) Second,
hıle the econdary distinetion answeTISs formal dıfferences SLEINS, and
cruclally sStem: (21V), the primary distincetion 15 overlalıd, it WEIC, these

through inflection.
Comparıng the atın 1V wıth the Hebrew 2v) underscore the
COBECNCY of [EINAT'Y. 1ırst and obvıously, the distinction 1S in both Cascs

correlated wıth (ablaut the Semitic) Second, the Hebrew CaCalC/ stem
clearly correlates SOMNC INanneTr wıth the semantıcs of the atın perfect In - V- 1.e.,
SOINC specles ofpast/perfectum
Were the StOTYy finıshed here, however, ONEC WOU. faıl STIASP the ımportance of
Ursprache ““primitıve languag! KEwald’s theor1ızıng, and the COBECNCY of
such approac wiıthın the German Romantıc framework. TIhe rst step 15 118 IC
VOer the importance of the bınary distincetion in the reconstruction of the pre-Sanskrıt
and Proto-Indo-European ver'! sSystems (virtually identical al the tıme, in the Samllıc

WdY that 'aDIC 15 often confused wıth Proto-Semitic).
The “Aspectual” System of Proto-Indo-European

The startıng pomt in Ewald’s theorizıng 1S the ans paradıgm g1ven 31-111) fOor
msg indicative of “Jleave” in lıght of the Indo-European ablaut, C “Jeave”
Greek 1V cf. Germanıic varıant (3v? and the Latın dıistinction 3v1) from (2) above.
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(3) (a)
Present Aorıst

Sanskrıt
(1) Primary rinak-t-1

Secondary a)-rıca-t-))11) (a)-rinak-O
*rınak-t-O

111 Stem rNca-rınak-
Tee:
1V) Stem le1p- lo1p-/lıp-

*a/e
Germanıc nZ1S.
(V) leave ef-t

cf ran/run
sıng sang/sung

Latın
(v1) amä-(b-) v-(er-)
Ewald WOU. ave Oou been introduced oug!| Bopp and Rosen to the then-
standard theory the OMg1INS of the Jassıcal ver‘' Systems that STL. dominates
today As urylowiıcz explains his classıc account,

The 1.{ndo-]JE.[uropean verbal system Was based the contrast of aspects. Expression of
ense notori10usl posterior thıs opposıtıon. hıs 1S frue NOTt only for the aorist stem,
where relatıvely ate 'Orma| dıfferentiation permitted the emancı1pation of the past perfectiıve
and of the future,“ but Iso for the present stem. The double difference between * hhere-ti
| bhere- C  „] and * e-bhere-t reveals chronological layers of dıfferentiation. The
replacement of * hheret by * bhereti, whatever ıts mechanısm, entaıle‘ spir between the
present imperfective and the secondary functions. The introduction of the augment ' e-
SOmMe languages permitted dıstinction between the chief secondary function, VIZ. the past
imperfective, and the rest, VIZ. the MO| SCS of the present stemVincent DeCaen  G)  (a)  (b)  Present  Aorist  Sanskrit  ©  Primary  rinak-t-i  ——  Secondary  (a)-rica-t-O  )  (a)-rinak-O  < *rinak-t-O  (üi)  Stem  rica-  rinak-  Greek  (iv)  Stem  leip-  loip-/lip-  *a/e  *wo>©  Germanic (English)  (v)  leave  lef-t  ß  run  ran/run  sing  sang/sung  Latin  (vi)  amä-(b-)  amäv-(er-)  Ewald would have no doubt been introduced through Bopp and Rosen to the then-  standard theory on the origins of the classical verbal systems that still dominates  today. As Kurylowicz explains in his classic account,  The 1.[ndo-]JE.[uropean] verbal system was based on the contrast of aspects. Expression of  tense was notoriously posterior to this opposition. This is true not only for the aorist stem,  where a relatively late formal differentiation permitted the emancipation of the past perfective  and of the future,”” but also for the present stem. The double difference between *bhere-fi  [öhere- “carry”] and *e-bhere-t reveals two chronological layers of differentiation. The  replacement of *bheret by *bhereti, whatever its mechanism, entailed a split between the  present imperfective and the secondary functions. The introduction of the augment %e- in  some languages permitted a distinction between the chief secondary function, viz. the past  imperfective, and the rest, viz. the modal uses of the present stem ...  The relative chronology * bheret— * bhereti — *ebheret is easily established (Kurylowicz 1964:  $83.29, 130-131).  In other words, the “temporal particles” *a- (standardly the “augment””) and the  suffix *-7 (assumed in origin to be some sort of adverbial “now”) are later innovati-  ons on a binary contrast involving stem ablaut.  2.5 Romanticism and Race/Mind  The next step is indeed a short one: the dichotomy of “primitive” vs. “advanced”  languages. Verbal systems arise form a “primitive,” crucially binary, “aspectual”  contrast (completed vs. incompleted). The “advanced” European systems uniquely  developed, in addition to the primitive aspectual distinction, the threefold temporal  distinction of past, present, and future. The latter distinction reflects a much  29  Hence the double entry in (3iv) under “aorist.” The idea is that the Indo-European aorist or  “zero grade” stem (* //p-) was reduced under shifting stress assignment (* /o7p- > * Jip-).  140The relatıve chronology * hheret — * hhereti — eDhere: 18 easıly establıshe: (Kurylowıicz 964
83.29, 130-131).

other words, the “temporal partıcles” * g- (standardly the "augment”) and the
sufl1ıx B7 (assumed or1g1n be SOTINC SOTrT of adverbial ...  NOW later innovatı-
ONS bınary cContrast involving stem ablaut

28 Romantıcısm and Race/Mınd
The ext step 15 ee! short ON  ® the dıchotomy of “primitıve” “advanced”
languages er' Systems arıse form ““primıtıve,” cruclally bınary, “aspectual”

(completed incompleted). The “advanced” Lkuropean Systems unıquely
developed, addıtiıon the primitive aspectual dıstinction, the eeIi0 temporal
dıstinction of past, present, and futur:  @® The latter distinction reflects much

29 Hence the double en! In 1V under “AOrISs The idea 15 that the Indo-European aorist
“zero 'ade  ‚27 stem (* Iıp-) educed under shifting STTESS assıgnment (* Jo1p- * I1D-)
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SUPCT1OT, logical PTCC1S10N e3’  ‘p@iüv  n  A  A non-Aryans SIMPIY incapable of
onceptualızıng and therefore exprefssing.3) It ;15 CaS Y Dr at thıs point the SC-

qUENCCS of being speaker of “tenseless” language and the attendant attractıon of
thıs MO| of the Hebrew Ursprache for the German Romantıc
Unfortunately, the story of Semitics 15 largely un written and 1l has been CaS Y
18NOIC the Romantıc roots of the 1e and those ro0ots entaiıl 10 CCOVeET the
crucıal cultural ackgroun that alone makes of the nıneteenth-century
PDI1ONCCEIS Semitics must travel far outsıde the maınstream to the parıahs of
riental studies

How, then account for the inıtıal popuları of the notion of Semitic “primitive”?
owadays It m1g unchallenged sımply due nertla.) thınk unavoıdable connect
it wıth the phenomena and mindset discovered and described by Martın erna| his aCı
Athena SCT1C5 of studies [vol and SCVECN the NOTfOFT10US Orientalısm of WAar:' Saıld
[1978] European civıliızation found It NECCESSATY deny Its Semitic herıtage and relegate
the iındıgenes of the Orilent second-class umanı for erna be denied for Sald,
be described do not lıke fiınd that intellectua ancestors but fear It ere (Daniels
9972 695)

TOom Schlegel there types dvanced spe.  ng logıcal complex
nflected languages and the rest Orientals speakıng simple arrested lan-
SUALCS The DOL does eed {tOo be belaboured but the great attractıon of thıs ıcho-
tOomMYy from the early 1 9th century 18 the bonfire of the OT'! Wars must be
understood for what ıt 15 For thıs Orı1ıentatıon 15 the applıcatıon of the frame-
work esCrM1DE: above far beyond Semitics the Far Kast and thence beyond the
confines of riental tudıes The dıchotomy surfaces modern theor1zıng tense-
aspect the contrast between ‚uropean “tense” SyStems and the “tenseless
"aspectual” NOn European Systems (DeCaen

SUMMAT'Y. Wand the Indo-European OOLSs oft Bıblıcal 'ebrewAspect
lıght of the meteorıic L1SC rapı dissemiıinatıon and complete dominatıon of

Semitics unı the C  enge of ON-semantı pragmatıco-discourse-driven
models of the Bıbliıcal Hebrew verb the 1990s) of the Ewaldıan Theory,
IT 15 that the content and moiLvatıon of the theory poorly understood
The break terminology between rst and second edıtions coupled wıth the
U  S footnote etray the Indo-European of Semitic ”aspect The potent COIMN-
bınation of formal and emantıc theory derıved from the study of atın wıth the
Romantıiıc SDIN the of the Indo-European ver'| System V1all-
teed the Ewaldıan ySI1Ss
Ewald clearly e  ıng emporal the CONCeDL of non-deıictic ‚DEC

ST1 far down the road The aCCOuNnT 15 “confused” when It

TIo uUsSsec Ewald’s words 6,  'sSo sınd uch diese nächsten zeıtunterschiede weiıt ntfernt Von der
bloßen kalten verständigkeit unserer zeıtbestimmungen” (Ewald 870 350) O Iso
these mMoOost natural distinctions ofS far removed firom the INOTe cold SIC| intellectualn of
tense-specıifications” |Ewald 891 31.)
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Ewald the credit for the introduction of "aspect.” That credıt belongs tOo amue
Driver

Drıver and the Extended Standard Theory
Driver’s explıcıtly aspec theory does not fare ell 1n the hıstories. On
the INOTe harıtable interpretation Drıiver 1S merely transmıiıtter and "popularızer” of

orthodoxy (McFall 982 767° mute footnote the steady development
of Hebrew aspectual theory. On the less than harıtable interpretation, Driver
represents major “cetback” (Waltke, O’Connor 990 464), sad, dead-
end detour AaWAdY from the lIınear path from Ewald the present.

15 true that Ewald made hıs impact in the Englısh-speaking WOT' Prımarıly
oug| Driver (ıronıcally that impact Stems In from misinterpretation of
Driver’s propos  > but the “popularızer” interpretation completely mi1sses the
SIVe epıstemologic: break between Ewald and Driver. Before Driver’s 8’74 break-
through, the cConcept “aspect, ” INOTC accurately /Zeıtart “Ikınd of tiıme,  »” sımply dıd
not exıist in Semitic studies. ensham 15 essentially COrrect ıIn asserting that ”aspect”
begıns wıth Driver (Fensham 978 note Ö, 11 conira Waltke, O’Connor”

the irst subsection Driver’s proposal 15 outlıned and the of hıs “nascent”
Zeıtart 15 identified Then reconsıderation of hıs introductory materı1al the second
subsection wiıll indıcate how he m1ısunderstood and how Ewald subse-
quently transmitted wıth the implıcatıon of Graeco-Slavıc perfectivity rather than the
intended anterlority. Fınally, much INOTC posıtıve evaluatıon of Driver’s actual
proposal 1S offered.

31 Driver’s Version of Curtius’seıtart
contrast the rich theoretical development ofcomparatıve Indo-European studies

resurrected for Ewald, begın In Driver’s CAasS! wıth rather pedestrian misreadıng
of admıttedly challenging pasSsSagc (both (German and nglıs obscure
(from vantage point) set of OT “elucıdations” to INOTC OT less forgotten
student’s STaIMAar of Tee 15 SUPTECMEC g00d fortune, then, that Driıver iden-
tiıfıes his (Driıver 8972 ote l 2 3)! Thıs miısreadıng gaıns ımportance,
though, when consıder that the author of these elucıdations 15 OMNC other than

“He [Driver], INOTC than ther scholar, popularızed Ewald’s Complete-Incomplete
Perfect-Imperfect theory'  > (McFHall 1982 76) Only the extent that Driver Introduce: the
Ewaldıan terms perfect and ımperfect, and introduce: the Ewaldıan conception of the perfect
thıs SUMIMar’y be consıidered COrrec(i.

reception and popularization of Ewald’s COFY by the influential British scholar
Driver (1846-1914) represents a etback. ‚OU: both great scholar In his rıght and major
mediator of German scholarship, Driver made consıderable independent contribution the
study of the tenses” (Waltke, O” (Waltke, *Connor 990 829.3 1, 464)

According altke and O’Connor (1990). Fensham (1978) ‘“incorrectly attrıbutes the
introduction of aspectual theory Driver” note 48, 464) hısp} that
‚Wa had aspectual theory, 1C 1S In fact NOT supporte by the reVvVIeWw 2 above.
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eorg Curtius (Curtius the of the NC  S concept“”“ ofZeıtart OT of
time  ‚9 (orıginally urtius 845 noted above).
Before get Drıver, eed Curtius’s ypothesıs nutshell ırst and most
importantly, identifies semantıc category assocılated wıth the Greek ver'|
Si  $} Zeıtart “Iınd of tiıme,  »” hıch 1s clearly orthogonal to ense 0)8 Zeıtstufe
grade of tiıme  29 Further, Curtius isolates three (arguably there more) and
assıgns them meanıng the basıs of the contrasting effects both in the past ense
(wıth augment) and, cruclally for Driver’s account, in the eadıng of the partıcıples
C clearly invıtes “relatıve tense” eadıng of the three Zeıtarten) ould do

great violence to Curtius’s VIEeEWS to Sa y that there distinct aXes of
meanıngz pıvoting the “present stem” schematızed In (4) for the verb TH-
2935  “peßu3&é.

H-(4)
dauernd

“duratıve”

S-/PITH-
Omentan vollendet

“momentary” “completed”

$—— — — — $——-
(5)

(a) (b) (C)
Where Driver afoul 1S In the temporal interpretation of the three Zeıtarten
indicated by the internal time lıne of SOINC bounded (5) TIhe even! begıns al
(5a), PTOLTCSSCS for SOMMIC time 5b) and fınally termıinates wıth resulting state at
5IC) faırness {to Driver, thıs VIEW 1S trongly suggested Curtius’s opening
speculatıons.

In the TEE.| of anguage lay ıple distinction of time, which CTOSSECS wıth that of
present, past‚ and future; and oug| the ole rich system of tenses, mO00ds, and verbal-
OUuns. Not finding general Name for ach of ese iple distinctions ready hand, it
became NCCESSATY invent ONe. NOow it Was evıdent that of these distinctions of time, OoOne

rather xternal and the ther nternal (Curtius 870 204)

In point of fact “aspect” had een around SInce the early Slavic studies; but the
breaking of the isolation of those studies and the “discovery” of Slavıc only In the
’40s

am usiıng the TEE| erb peithö prevaıl” “persuade” maintaın SOIMNC consistency In the
present acCCount, sSIince Driver himself uses thıs erb in hıs introductory mater1al.
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Students of Tree wiıll aQTcC that 5b) and 5C) ILNOTC OT less the COITECT I1-
tatıons of the ““present” stem eıth-) and the e tperfe Ct” stem (pepeı1k-) But the ıden-
tifiıcatıon of the “aorıst” stem CIS-) wiıth the relatıve future 0)8 inception Da) 15
bizarre from the tradıtional perspective OU: WOU. be prepared arguc for its
merit”®) and calls for SOIMNEC explanatıon.
When probe deeper COMEeC up agalnst Curtius’s problematıc 1E  S term eiıntre-
tend “entering” hıch in hıs Elucıdations has replace: the orıgınal momentan
“momentary. ” Eintretend 15 of the of Driver’s 0}  y problematic
nascent (also ıncıpıent and ELTESSIVE). Curtius 15 explicıt that he 1S playıng the
slıppery ambigulty of the German eimntreten, 1C indıcates en! beginning

ell successful en end—point.3 !
preferred, therefore, adop' the erminology of ost and Krüger, who call the aorist

‘eintretend). The epiıthet 1S dıifficult of translatıon, and Cannot be represented in all its earings
by single Englısh word. It 15 ‘“inıtial)” opposed ‘continued’, ‘culmınatıng’ opposed

preparatory’, *iınstantaneous’ opposed *durative)Vincent DeCaen  Students of Greek will agree that (5b) and (5c) are more or less the correct represen-  tations of the “present” stem (per/£h-) and the “perfect” stem (peperk-). But the iden-  tification of the “aorist” stem (pers-) with the relative future or inception (Sa) is  bizarre from the traditional perspective (though I would be prepared to argue for its  merit”®) and calls for some explanation.  When we probe deeper we come up against Curtius’s problematic new term einfre-  tend “entering” which in his E/ucidations has replaced the original zmomentan  “momentary.” Einfretend is of course the source of Driver’s equally problematic  nascent (also incipient and egressive). Curtius is explicit that he is playing on the  slippery ambiguity of the German emnfrefen, which indicates both entry as beginning  as well as successfüul entry as an end-point.””  I preferred, therefore, to adopt the terminology of Rost and Krüger, who call the aorist  ‘eintretend’ . The epithet is difficult of translation, and cannot be represented in all its bearings  by any single English word. It is ‘initial’ as opposed to ‘continued’, ‘culminating’ as opposed  to ‘preparatory”, ‘instantaneous’ as opposed to ‘durative’ ... it is opposed to two other actions.  First, to a continuing act. Thus the advent of winter [der Eintritt des Winters] is opposed to its  continuance  . Secondly, as denoting an incident [das Eintreten eines Ereignisses], it is  opposed to an act that is not yet applied, is invariably an act achieved at one blow, or an act the  single moments of which are not to be taken into account. Hence this German word appears to  me very happily chosen for our purpose. It has been objected that the word is equivocal and  indefinite, but the Greek aorist has, as a fact, its different sides: and the peculiar advantage of  the word lies precisely in the fact that it has a certain width of meaning, by which it becomes  applicable to the different sides of the aorist, while at the same time a firm nucleus is un-  mistakable and can be perceived by our sense of language. It will always be a hopeless task to  give a cut and dry definition of the Greek aorist (Curtius 1870: 205-206).  Unfortunately, Driver is less forthcoming about his similar understanding of  “nascent’ in the critical introductory passages. But clearly Driver shares the  “equivocal and indefinite’ view of the prefixed conjugation with its “certain width  of meaning.” In the later sections devoted to the description of the semantics  36  Admittedly the Greek facts are quite complicated. But if we confine 6r gaze to the standard  “sigmatic” paradigm, there is obviously some room to consider the exemplar /u-s- with the  endings surfacing with the “present” stem (a) some sort of “future” (b) (aorist in (c) given for  contrast).  (a)  (b)  (c)  STEM  lu-  Ju-s-  Ju-s-  + /o/  + /a/  INFINITIVE  lu-ein  lu-s-ein  lu-s-ai  NONPAST  Ju-ei  lu-s-ei  ——  PAST  e-lu-e  i  e-lu-s-e  lu-s-&i  ..  SUBJUNCTIVE  lu-&i  IMPERATIVE  lu-e  lu-s-on  —_  PARTICIPLE (Gen)  lu-ontos  lu-s-ontos  lu-s-antos  37  On entry as closure, my dictionary gives two examples: der Eintritt des Todes “the moment  when death occurs” and be/ Eintritt der Dunkelheit ‘“at nightfall,” “as darkness fell/falls.”  144it 15 opposed ther actions.
Fiırst, continuing act. Thus the advent of wınter | der Eintrıitt des Winters| 15 opposed its
continuance econdly, denoting inc1ıdent | das ıntreten UNes Ereignisses|, it 1S
opposed act that 1S NOt yet applied, 1S invarıably act achjieved at ONC blow, ın act the
single moments of1C. NOT be taken into aCCount. Hence this German word aDDCAIS

VeEry happıly chosen for It has een objected that the word 15 equivocal and
indefinıte, but the TEE| aorıst has, fact, its dıfferent sıdes: and the peculıar advantage of
the word lıes precıisely the fact that it has certaın 1dth of meanıng, by which ıt becomes
applicable the ıMneren! sıdes of the aorist, whıiıle at the Samllec time firm nucleus 15 un-

mistakable and be perceived Dy of anguage It ll always be opeless
g1Vve cut and definıtion of the Tree aorıst (Curtius 370 205-206).

nfortunately, Driver 15 less forthcomıing about hıs sımılar understandıng of
.o,  nascent  9 the critical introductory PaAsSsSapCcS. But clearly Driver shares the
“equivocal and indefinıte) 1eW of the prefixe conjugatıon wıth ıts *certaın WI1d!
of meanıng.” the later sections devoted {to the description of the semantıcs

Admittedly the TEE| 'aCts quıte complıcated. But ıf confine ( DazZC the
“sigmatic” paradıgm, there 15 obvıousiy SOIMNC L[OOMM consıder the exemplar Iu-S- ıth the
endings surfacıng ıth the “present” stem (a) SUOMNC SOort of future” (b) (aorıst In (C) gıven for
contrast).

(a) (b) (c)
STEM lu- U-S- U-S-

/0/ + /a/
Iu-eın Iu-s-ein lu-s-al

NONPAS I Iu-el Iu-S-e1
PASTI e-Ju-e e-]u-s-e

Iu-s-@1UBJUNCTIV lu-&1
MPERA lu-e Iu-s-on
PARTICIPLE en Iu-ontos Iu-s-Oontos Iu-s-antos

37 en! closure, lct1onary g1ves examples: der Eintrıitt des 'es moment
when death OCCurs” and hbeıntrn.er  elheıt ...  at nıghtfall,” ..  'as darkness fell/falls.”
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(eintretend) ofthe prefixe form, fınd Driver warnıng of the “indefinitely elastıc”
value (Driver 1891 023; 29) and of“unce and indetermınateness’” 824 29)
f introduce the Hebrew particıpı stem CaaC1C/ (wıth the Samme cavealts
egardıng the phonologica representatiıon above), summarıze Driver’s
ternary aspectual proposal in (6) wıth the Stem !: 1ine: wıth the event-internal time
lıne

(6)
C)

Hebrew CuäuC/ CaaC1C/ CaCalC/
Greek DEIS- peıIth- pepeık-

should clear that there 1S dıfference between Ewald’s sımple bınary approac:
and Driver’s extended ternary MO!| Sıgnificantly, Driver reinstates the tradıtional
eefold divisıon strıkıng cContrast wıth Ewald’s innovatıve elımınatıon of the
partiıcıple. There 1S, however, major overlappıing in the interpretation of CaCaC/
sufficıent describe Driver’s proposal xtende: Theory cruclally,

assıgn the anterio0r OT 6,  perfec stem (Latın am  =V- and Indo-European 'O1D-;
Greek pe-pe1-K-; Englısh tO the Hebrew 1X' con]ugatıon, hich both
Cascs contrasts princıpaliy wıth the prefixal con]jugatıon.
What 15 NOoLT immediately clear 15 how INOVC from the original (6) to the 1OW-
standard interpretation (Z) WOU! arguc that the seeds of that massıve epistemo-
ogl break eady sprouting in Driver’s aCCOunNtT iıtself.

(7) O

Hebrew CuCuC/ CaaCıC/ e
Greek DEIS-  S DC {h- pepeık-

DEIS-
CaCaC//pvells-  @CaC/

Russian imperfectiıve perfective
(“write””) DIS- Na-DIS-
3° Driverand the PerfectivityMisınterpretation
If WEeIC to excise the last f-lıne of 2 hıch Driver’s proposal 15 unequl-
vocally stated, the interpretation in (7) 1S actually the MOSstT atural Outfcome
half-line reads, ““they Ithe Hebrew “tenses’””|] only indicate its character ILE;,
“kınd of time” ÖT aspect]| the three phases Just mentioned, those namely of INC1-
PIeENCYy, continuance, and completion, being represented respectively by the imper-
Iect, the particıple, and the perfect” (Drıver 897 82

ZAH IX/2 996 145
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ıthout that half-lıne, how WOU. the interpretation of Driver’s introductory COIMM-

ments proceed” First, the most natural assumption 15 that the Hebrew system 15
bInary, not ternary the openıng 1, Driver Say>S up front that Bıblical Hebrew

y d““DOSSeSSeES only of those modifications hıch commonly termed "tenses
he finıshes by introducıng the Ewaldıan terms perfec: and ımperfect
Second and decıdıng, when describing the “kınd of time  29 dıstinction, it 15 Ways
bınary. He consıstently SCS forms that cContrast minımally “aorıst stem  27
““present stem””: the infinıtives pe1Sal (aorıst stem) VS. peıthem (present stem) in the
critical 2 2X later 54 the contrasting past enses of Jale- from
the Book of Acts, elalesan (“a.orist” the aorıst stem) OUDO (“imperfect”
the present stem) ess indıcated otherwiıse, ONC WOU. quıte nal assume that
thıs Greek contrast ıned wıth the Bıblical Hebrew distinction.
Finally, i that WeTIC not enough confuse the UNW: reader, Driver ‚ystema-
tically confuses the SCIHSCS of “imperfec 27 the ree'l "mmperect, hıich 15 the
past tense wıth augment ul the present stem (cE the ...  Narro eadıng of the
atın “imperfect” discussed above); and the Hebrew “imperfect” prefixal CONJU-
gatıon Driver’s ypothesıs 1S neıther imperfect the of the Greek
past tense form, NOT In the of the Tee erb stem |“present”|] contrasting wıth

the 6,  'a0Orst” and C  C]  eC Thıs confusıon INOTIC OT less guarantees that
the Hebrew suffixal CaCaClC/ lınes uUp wıth the Greek aorıst. The mMoOost misleadıng
ag thıspreads,

“The Greek] imperfect,’ it has een sald, ‘palnts scene:’ Tue, but uDON hat of the
canvas? uDON determimmned DyY fthe whole DIC: hat has Just een saıd
fınd be pre-eminently irue of the tenses employe: Hebrew ($4, 4)

What other interpretation could there be eXcept that the Hebrew “imperfect” works
Just the way”?
1 will consider the ascent of the Slavıc perfectivity MO| In S4 However, before
IMNOVC O! there several positıve things that Say about Driver’s xtTeNde!
Standard Theory and hıs advances OVCOTI wald’s or1gınal proposal.

Contrbutions of Drıver’s ıYfende:Standard Theory
For and it cannot be emphasızed enough, Driver 1S the fırst to introduce the
Concept ell the term “lIınd of time  29 CI hıch only entered the maın-
stream of ogrammatıcal theory mid-century real SCHSC, then, Driver 1s the er
of 1DI1Ca: Hebrew aspectology, and deserves SOTIIC credıt In thıs regar But there 1S
IMOTC that be sa1d the actual proposal, and thıs circles about the of
the particıple in Driver’s extended theory.
First, Driver’s ypothesıs the Hebrew partıcıple 15 rehabiliıtated and fully inte-
orated into the Hebrew “aspectual”” scheme. 15 striıkıng curl10s1ıty that the partı-
cıple, wıth ıts obvıous aspec contribution, has remaınded exciude! firom discus-
S10NS of Hebrew aspectology down tO the present. 15 only wıth Joosten (1989) that
Ar Cası has agaln been made for Just such “rehabilıtation.” COM-

plıcatıon, of COUISC, 15 that the medieval/modern Hebrew system has undergone
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semantıc change 15 thıs regar! Spoken Israelı Hebrew has moved European-
style tense-aspect system wıth that entaıls for the uUusec of the particıiple.)
Second, SOMIC Driver’s MO!| has introduced OnN:; aspectual
dimensıon ncoded by the partıcıple that 1S orthogonal {tOo the /CaCaC/-/CuCuC/
COon! (6) the partıcıple takes the reg10n 6b) separatıng the boundıng points
(6a, C) Thıs addıtional aspec contrast correlates wıth the morphosyntactic COIMN-
trast between nonfiniıte partıcıple and the finıte con]jugations. What 1S implicıt ere 15

aCCoOount of the Biıblical Hebrew ver'!| System that VIeWws the inflectional System
WNAOIle encodıng “punctual” and excludıng “lınear” C} (separately

encoded, therefore, by the actıve partıcıple).
What 15 implicıt Driver’s scheme has been rendered explicıt INn dissertation
(DeCaen a; cf. riefly, the Bıblical Hebrew tense sSystem (past CaCaClC/
VS nonpast /CuCuC/) defaults for the “punctual” OT perfective interpretation of

Stiructures does Englısh, Japanese, and indee: IMost of the world’s ver'
SysStems |DeCaen 19961) Non-perfective 15 oblıgatorily encoded, Eng-
ısh and Japanese, by the partıcıple hıch 15 ““supported’ by the tense-bearıng aux1lı-

Thıs semantıc approac 15 then combined wiıth morphological and
syntactic analysıs provıde integrated generatıve iragment.

Conclusıon: Theen!Framework and Beyond
Thıs has outlıned caesural ACCOUNT of the development of Bıblical Hebrew
aspectology. The rst and sem1ıinal rupture WAas the abandonment of the three-tense
theory that worked ell for Medieval Hebrew. ‚WAa| in thıs regar! dıd not make

or1gin. breakthrough hımself (ıt 15 clear that there antecedents his work,
and these deserve separate treatment); rather his gen1uSs lay IMNa
different strands ogether into coherent and satısfyıng wNnole
The exTt break 15 the transıtion from the "temporal sequencing” of the early tOo
“aspect” PTODCT OTr /Zeıtart introduced m1d-century 1uUS and taken by
Drıver. In the PTOCCSS, Driver evamped the Ewaldıan theory of anterlority,
creating INOTE sophısticated ternary sSystem hıch ruclally reintroduces the
partıcıple.
The major fault lıne, that INOTC massıve rupture indiıcated (7) above (Bie.., the splr
between anterl1ority and Graeco-Slavic perfectivity), does not at irst blush ADDCAT o
be assocılated wıth'though fact argue: that the transıtion 15 already found

SCImM in Driver’s misleading introduction. WOU. 1ıke to PTODOSC “"multiplefalse starts” Scenarı0 for thıs transıtion. On the ONC hand. there In fact at least tWO
independent false starts robably more): Landsberger (1926) and Kurylowicz

On the other hand, far subsequent study of the 1DI1CAa| Hebrew
verb 15 Concerned, the transıtion mMust be tied tO Brockelmann (195

Landsberger technically (and tentatıvely the ırst tOo introduce perfectivity.
obscure footnote 9726 Islamıca artıcle, he wrote

Abweichend Von dem indogermanischen eDraucCc versuche ich, den Terminus spekt Im
Gegensatz der objektiven Aktıonsart für die verschiedene Anwendung der „1empora” Je
ach der Einstellung des Sprechenden (z.B Erleben, Berichten, Feststellen USW.) einzuführen
(Landsberger 926 note 1! 360)
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Ihıs 1eW remaıined dormant untiıl Kurylowicz 1964) explicıtly artıculated
perfectivity analysıs of Semitıic aspectT. Not only 1S ıt Iron1C, d4S noted earlıer, that
Kurylowicz later abandone perfectivity”® favour of anterlor1ty (returnıng
Ewald’s or1g1n; posıti1on); but it 15 also 1ITrONIC that he 1S only remembered for the
973 Or entalıa artıcle hıch he opts thıs 1ICc  S posıtıon of anterl1or1ty
(effectively uryıng, therefore, the earlıer perfectivity analysıs) second false
As for the most recent lıterature the Bıblıcal Hebrew verb, perfectivity begins
wıth TOCKeEeImaAann (1951) . ‘It 1S sufficıent Sa y that ıt 15 to TOCKelIlmaAann that
OWI the first sketch of the Semuitic verb system 1  catıng into aspectual OpposI1-
tiıons  29 ettinger 974 /4) perhaps In retrospect, thıs not at all be
‚urpr1sıng, As der Merwe explaıns, Brockelmann became star Semitics
through hıs 913 comparatıve Semitic STaAIMMAT, and subsequently publıshed ON of
the best syntaxes Hebrew what otherwise (wenty-year drought 30-

of artıcles and monograp. (van der Merwe 1987 167) Hıs works WeTC
standard by the time that the foodgates WCIC opene the ver system beginnıng
In the
The reign of perfectivity, al least the Anglo-Amerıcan sphere, gUua-
ranteed by the of Comne’s Aspect (1976) Ironically, thıs 1S despite hıs
warnıng not confuse “completed” wıth “complete” 18) The *“Comrıe
connection” 15 obvıous casual reviIeWwW of the footnotes the relevant sections of

and (Q)’Connor (1990) As in the Cası of Kurylowicz and TOCKEe (and
Ewald and Driver ore them), 11070 that of Waltke and UO’Connor, the
of Bıblical Hebrew ...  aspec 1S in SUOIINC SCIISC “extern to Semitıics. Advances
general aspectology antıcıpate the SCa changes ın comparatıve Semitıics by
aAaVCITaASC of two decades
Thıs prelımınary sketch of the story of Bıblical Hebrew aspectology has bearıng

the Curren! impasse Semitics resulting from the breakdown the conventional
wısdom the ver!'! system beginnıng in the (n induced by the WAaVC of
discourse-related theories of the Hebrew ver! SOMEC‚ put ıt bluntly, the
conventional perfectivı mMO 1S mi1isunderstandıng. thıs conclusıon
OuU! bearıng sımılar impasses In the study of Janguages into hıch the
Standard Orilentalist Framework for the analysıs of ver' systems been intro-
ucCce!|

References

ernal, Martıin. 1987 ET# thena. The VDAası1alıc 'o0ts ofClassıcal Civılızation, vol 1’ The
Fabrıcatıion CIeEN: Greece 785-1985, New Brunswick, NJ Rutgers University Press.

INNIC| 1991 Tıme and the 'erb. Gulde Tense and Aspect., New ork: Oxford
University Press.

TOocKkelmann, Carl 951 “Dıie ‘ Tempora’ des Semitischen ” Zeitschrift für Phonetik und allge-
meıne Sprachwissenschaft 5.3/4 ugus 133-154

belıeve that uryIlowıcz essentlally COITECT abandoning perfectivity. The 1eW 15
clearly nOoTt enable for Bıbliıcal Hebrew (DeCaen a, 1995C); NOT 15 it enable for classıc
tenseless systems such Japanese oga and Mandarın (Melchert

148



‚Wa and Driver Biblical Hebrew .& Spect”

ybee, Joan; Revere er!  S} Wılliam Paglıuca. 1994 The Evolution of Grammar: T ense, Aspect,
andModalıty ın the AaNguUagES of the OT} Chicago University of Chicago Press.

er, 1964 Grammar of the Sante and 'ante Language Called SCHI /Chwee, Twı]Ewald and Driver on Biblical Hebrew “Aspect”  Bybee, Joan; Revere Perkins; William Pagliuca. 1994. 7The Evolution of Grammar: Tense, Aspect,  and Modality in the Languages of the World. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  Christaller, J.G. 1964. A Grammar of the Asante and Fante Language Called Tschi [Chwee, Twi]  ... Farnborough, Hants., England: Gregg [1875].  Comrie, Bernard. 1976. Aspect: An Introduction to the Study of Verbal Aspect and Related  Problems. Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics, no. 2. Cambridge: Cambridge University  Press.  ------, 1985. Tense. Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  Curtius, Georg. 1846. Die Bildung der Tempora und Modi im Griechischen und Lateinischen  sprachvergleichend dargestellt. Sprachvergleichende Beiträge zur griechischen und lateini-  schen Grammatik, no. 1. Berlin: Wilhelm Besser.  - 1863. Er/äuterungen zu meiner griechischen Schulgrammatik. Prague: F. Tempsky.  ---——, 1867. The Student’s Greek Grammar: A Grammar of the Greek Language.  2d ed.  Translated and edited by William Smith. London: John Murray.  --——-, 1870. E/ucidations of the Student’s Greek Grammar. Translated by Evelyn Abbott. London:  John Murray.  Dahl, Östen. 1985. Tense and Aspect Systems. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.  Daniels, Peter T. 1992. Review of McFall (1982). Journal of the American Oriental Society 112.4  (Oct-Dec): 693-696.  Davidson, A.B. 1901. Hebrew Syntax. Edinburgh.  Davies, T. Witton. 1903. Heinrich Ewald: Orientalist and Theologian 1803-1903: A Century  Appreciation. London: T. Fisher Unwin.  DeCaen, Vincent J. 1995a. “On the Placement and Interpretation of the Verb in Standard Biblical  Hebrew Prose.” Ph.D. diss., University of Toronto. (fothcoming 1996, Peter Lang.)  ------, 1995b. “Recondsidering the Aspectual Analysis of Biblical Hebrew.” Presubmission ms., to  be presented at the Society of Biblical Literature, 19 November 1995.  ------, 1996. “Tenseless Languages in Light of an Aspectual Parameter for Universal Grammar: A  Preliminary Cross-inguistic Survey.” Toronto Working Papers in Linguistics \4.2: 41-82.  Driver, S.R. 1892. A Treatise on the Use of the Tensees in Hebrew and Some Other Syntactical  Questions. 3d ed. Oxford: Clarendon.  Ewald, Georg Heinrich August. 1828. Grammatik der hebräischen Sprache des A. T. in vollstän-  diger Kürze. Leipzig: Hahnsche Verlags-Buchhandlung.  - 1835. Grammatik der hebräischen Sprache des A. T. 2d ed. Leipzig: Hahnsche Verlagss-  Buchhandlung.  ------, 1836. A Grammar of the Hebrew Language of the Old Testament. Translated from the 2d  ed [1835] by John Nicholson. London: Williams and Norgate.  --===--, 1838. Grammatik der hebräischen Sprache des A. T. 3d ed. Leipzig: Hahnsche Verlags-  Buchhandlung.  --==--, 1844. Ausführliches Lehrbuch der hebräischen Sprache des Alten Bundes.  Sth ed.  Göttingen.  --——---, 1860. Abhandlung über den bau der thatwörter im Koptischen.” Abhandlungen der  historisch-philologischen Classe der Königlichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Göttin-  gen, no. 9: 157-219.  -=-=---, 1861-1862. “Abhandlung über den zusammenhang des Nordischen (Türkischen), Mittel-  ländischen  [Indo-Germanischen],  Semitischen  und  Koptischen  sprachstammes.”  Abhandlungen der historisch-philologischen Classe der Königlichen Gesellschaft der Wissen-  schaften zu Göttingen, no. 10: 3-80.  - 1870. Ausführliches Lehrbuch der hebräischen Sprache des Alten Bundes. 8th ed. Göttin-  gen: Dieterichsche Buchhandlung.  —, 1891. The Syntax of the Hebrew Language of the Old Testament. Translated from the 3d  part of the 8th ed [1870] by James Kennedy. Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark.  149Farnborough, Hants., England: regg 11875]
Comrie, Bernard 1976 Aspect: Introduction the Study of. Verbal Aspect and Related

oblems. Cambridge Textbooks Linguistics, ambridge: ambrıidge University
Press.

1985 Tense. Cambridge Textbooks Linguistics. Cambridge ambridge University Press.
1Us, eorg, 1846 Die uıldung der T empora ıund Modı IM Griechischen und Lateimischen

sprachvergleichend dargestellt. Sprachvergleichende Beıiträge griechischen und lateıinı-
schen Grammatık, Berlin Wılhelm Besser.

1863 Erläuterungen meıner griechıischen Schulgrammatık. rague Tempsky.
1867 The Student  S Greek Grammar: Grammar of the TeEe. Language. ed

Translated and edıted by ıllıam Smith. London John Murray.
1870 Elucıdations ofthe Student’s ree. Grammar. Translated by velyn London:

John Murray
Dahl, Östen. 1985 Tense andAspect Systems. Oxford: Basıl aC|
Danıiels, eter 1992 Review of cFall (1982) Journal of the Amerıcan Oriental Socıety 12.4

ct-Dec): 693-696
Davıdson, 1901 'ebrew Syntax. Edinburgh.
Davıes, on. 1903 ' einrıch WAa. Orijentalıst and Theologıian )3-19| Century

Apprecıiation. London: Fisher Unwin.
DeCaen, Vincent “On the Placement and Interpretation of the erb 1DI1Ca|

Hebrew Prose  27 Ph.  I diss., University of1oronto (fothcoming 1996, eter Lang.)
“Recondsidering the spectua. Analysıs of 1Ca| Hebrew.” Presubmission IM}

be presented at the Society of 1D11Ca. ıterature, 19 November 995
1996 “Tenseless anguages Light of Aspectua Parameter for Universal Grammar:

'eliminary Cross-inguistic Survey  97 Toronto Workıng Papers In INZUISLÜICS 14  N 41-872
Driver, 1892 Treatise the [ise of the ENSEECS IN '"ebrew and Some ther Syntactical

Questions. ed. Oxford arendon.
‚Wa. eorg Heıinrich August. 1828 Grammatık der hebräischen Sprache des IN vollstän-

dıger Kürze. Leipzig: Hahnsche Verlags-Buchhandlung.
1835 Tamıma) der hebräischen Sprache des ed. Le1ipzig: Hahnsche erlagss-

Buchhandlung.
1836 Grammar of the 'rebrew Language of ‘ the Old T estament. Translate« from the

ed [1835] by John Nıcholson. London Wiılliams and Norgate
1838 Grammatık der hebräischen Sprache des ed. Leipzig: Hahnsche Verlags-

Buchhandlung.
1844 Aus:  rlıches Lehrbuch der hebrätischen Sprache des Alten Ies, ed.

Göttingen.
1860 Abhandlung über den bau der er im Koptischen.” Abhandlungen der

hıstorisch-philologischen C(Casse der Könıiglıchen Gesellschaft der Wıssenschaften ‚Ottiın-
CT, 157-:219

‘“Abhandlung über den zusammenhang des Nordischen (  ischen), Mittel-
ländischen |Indo-Germanischen], Semitischen und Koptischen sprachstammes.”
Abhandlungen der hıstorisch-philologischen aSSE der Könıiglichen Gesellscha der Wıssen-
schaften zu Göttingen, 38  ©

1870 Ausführliches Lehrbuch der hebräischen Sprache des Alten es., ed Göttin-
SCHh. Dieterichsche Buchhandlung.

1891 The S yntaxX of ' the Hebrew Language of the OlIld Testament Translate: from the
of the ed 11870] by James Kennedy. Edinburgh: lark.

149



Vıncent DeCaen

Fanning, Uul1S! 1990 Verbal Aspect IN New Testament Greek. OxfTford Theological Mono-
graphs Oxford Clarendon

Fensham, 1978 Use of the uffıx Conjugation and the Prefix Conjugation Few Old
Hebrew Poems.” 'nournal of No:West Semitic anguagZeES

Feyerabend, Paul. 1993 Agaınst Method. ed. London Verso
utting, Gary 1989 Michel Foucault archaeology of scıientific ern European

Phılosophy. ambridge: ambridge Univerity Press.
Joosten, Jan 1989 wrhe Predicative Participle 1DI1Ca. Hebrew.” Zeıtschrift für Althebraistik

128-159
Kı Omas 1970 The Structure of Scrientific Revoultions. enlarged ed. Chicago

University of Chicago Press [1962]
uryIowicz, 1949 “Le systeme verbal du semitique.” Bulletin de Ja Socıiete de Iinguistique de

Parıs 45.1, 130 47-56
1964 The Inflecthonal Categories of Indo-European. Indogermanische Bibliothek, SCT.,

Untersuchungen Heidelberg: Carl inter.
1973 erbal Aspect Semitic.” )rıen.  12, AD 1a2 1 14-120
1977 "oblemes de Iinguistique ındo-europeenne. Prace Jezykoznawcze, Toclaw

Polska ademia Naı  -
Landsberger, 1926 “Dıie Eigenbegrifflichkeit der babylonischen elt.” Islamıca 355-372
cFall, Leslie 982 The Enıgma of the 'ebrew Verbal System: Solutions from Ewald the

Present Day. Hıstoric exts and Interpreters In Bıblical Scholarshiıp, Sheffield ON!|
Press. |Ph.D diss., Cambridge

Melchert, Cralig, 980 “Some aspects of aspect’ Mandarın Chinese.” Linguıistics
635-654
der Merwe, C.H  . 1987 F N Short Survey of ajor Contributions the Grammatical
Description of Old Hebrew ince 1800 Al Journal of Northwest Semitic ANgUAaLES 13
161-190

Mettinger, ryggve 1974 “The Hebrew erb System: Survey of Recent esearch.”
Annual of the Swedish T’heological Socıety 64-84

Sald, Edward 1978 Or entalısm. New ork: Vintage.
chlegel, Friedrich. 1808 Über dıe Sprache und Weısheıit der Indıer. In Kritische Friedrich-

Schlegel-Ausgabe, vol S, Studıen losophıe und T heologıe, edıted by Ernst Behler,
Ursula truc-Oppenberg. UnNI1C:| Ferdinand Schöningh 11975] Iranslated from the German
Dy E.J. Millington in The Aesthetic and Miscellaneous OTKS of Friedrich Von Schlegel.
London: Henry Bohn [1849]

egert, Stanıslav. 1975 erbal Categories of ome Northwest Semuitic anguages: Dıdactic
Approach.” Vasıalıc Linguistics 2 ay 83-94

Smith, ‚arlo: 1991 The Parameter of Aspect. Studies in Linguistics and Phılosophy,
Oorarec| Kluwer.

Soga, uo. 1983 Tense anı  ‚spect INn ern Colloquial Japanese. Vancouver: University of
British Columbia Press.

altke, Bruce K’ and O’Connor. 990 Introduction JDIICa. 'ebrew SyntaX. Wiıinona
Lake, Eisenbrauns.

Abstract.

Conventional wiısdom that the inflectional System of the Bıblical Hebrew erb encodes
Graeco-Slavic perfectivıty. Standard aCCOunts of Hebrew aspectology suggest steady Iınear
progression from the ploneering efforts of ‚Wa and Driver down the present. In fact, not
only 1S the perfectivity analysıs clearly untenable, but ‚Wa and Driıver held such position.
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his {ffers alternative, caesural aCCount ofBıblical Hebrew aspectology, wıth detai-
led examıiınatıon of the orıgınal “Orientalıst” firamework that has become the oun!  ea of
linguistic theorizing so-calle: “tenseless” languages. Somewhat anachronistically MaYy SaYy
that Ewald and Driver posiıted anteriority, but agalnst 1Tieren: theoretical hor1zons. Ewald amed
his proposal agalnst the background of his Sanskrıt studies and the Romantic theorizing the
orig1ns of the Indo-European erb Driver adapted the eei0. system of Tee| 'eıtarten
proposed by Curtius; his proposa. the particıple the third term, and alıgned the Hebrew
prefixed form wıth the TEE| aorıst stem. Slavıc perfectivıty, it' uncritically introduced
from general aspectological study the first half of the 20th CenturYy; thıs radıcal revision gaine
foothold wiıth Brockelmann  S 1951 SUEVCY of the verb
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