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The ature of the ver'! System in AaSsSS1Ca:| 1D11CAa| Hebrew (hereafter CBH) has
een OUY contested In modern mes recent YCAars the debate generally has

the identification of the semantıc Category nse,9 mMmO0d, SOIINC
other that 15 the primary basıs for the contrasts AamMOoNg the major ver! forms,
particular the Impf” lıght of the considerable dıfferences of OpInıon,
PrODOSC to investigate SOINEC of the less irequent UuUscsS of these ver! forms, where
the debate 1S often most crucılal, in attempt to delineate SOINC of the key semantic
dimensions of the CBH verbal SyStem. will AargUC that the ingulstic categories of
sıtuation, ense, ‚pect, and 190107010 present varyıng degrees and relatıonshıips
the semantıcs of the CBH verb In these margınal uSC5S, and will attempt 118 Spec1fy
these egrees and relatıonships.
Wıth regarı the maJorıty of uUsecs of the verb in CBH. the theoretical models of
tense alone ‚pPCC alone each work passably well, the cCoex1istence of these tWoO
theories OVeTrT the last century demonstrates. 1s al the margıns of language that
the differences most sıgnıfıcant, 1e the statıstıcally less frequent usecsS order

understand the ver' system wnole ıt 1s NCCCSSATY to examıne these margınal
UuUSecs. As the R of the atural Ssclences, ıt 15 often In the domaın of margın
phenomena that the righ! INOTC analytıcally precıse dıstinctions be made,
hıch then be ScCCNH to comprehend the wnNnole These fine distinctions In CBH
begın 18 1sappear ate 1DI11Ca| Hebrew LBH) and are obsolete Rabbinic

ranslate: from the Arabıc orıgınal Kitab al-Luma cen! modern dıtıon by Tene and
Wiılensky (1964) For Hebrew translıteration adop! the ollowing conventions: patah;,
qames;, hir&q; sere; sgol; holem; qibbus; SWG 15 unmarked es Jectionıis

indıcafte: by circumflex note 15 malter ıth the exception of proclisis, mä-). Hatep
vowels indıcate: by breve note 1S rarely hätep q  )

For rıtical of research, SCC cFall 1982; Mettinger 973 Waltke-O’Connor 1990
‚55 /8

The most recent arguments for the primacy of OMNC another semantıc Category include:
Rainey 1990 08-13 (absolute tense); TOpp 1991 E (relatıve tense); Eskhult 1990 (aspect);
Waltke-O’Connor 1990 475-502 829.6-31.1 (aspect and ontrast of dependent/independent);
Huehnergard 1988% (aspect and absolute tense):; uth 1992 03-4 (aspect and absolute tense);
Zuber 1986 (mood) text-linguistic mode]l 15 advocated by Niccaccı 1990, which SCcCc ee
1993
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In the argıns of the Hebrew Verbal System

Hebrew scholars have long been aware. Hence the margıns of CBH
theır sole Surviving domaın. The problem ll address 1S, brief, why certaın
COoN! ...  sSsome forms of the verb OCCUT the place of SOIMEC others”, the great
medieval grammarıan Ibn Janah bserved (quote above). 10 attend the semantıc
contrasts involved in these margınal SCS 15 discover the aX CS hıch the whnole
system depends.

word erminology will UuUsc the amılar Namnes when referring the CBH
ver'! forms, VIE., those entrenched in the maJorIity of reference works.
amılıar Naimnles helpful when discussing complex matters. Moreover, the
'amıhlar Namnes sometimes INOTIC accurate lınguistically the modern
neologısms, the Case of the *Converted Imperfect” and the *Converted
Perfect”, hıch indee\ treated “converted” forms the ‚ynchronic
and hıstorical evolution of CBH > For T1CAasOonNsSs of pedagogy and utilıty, therefore,
will uUusc the famılıar abbrevıations: FT Impf., Juss., COnNV. PF (ONV. Impf., Imv.,
Y etc.
The following treatment will be lımıted primarıly tOo CBH, most
other anguages, IYy extends and plays normal ingulstic rules and forms  Y
Hence o understand the verb CBH ıt 15 prudent 118 begıin wıth from hıch
poelry takes its pomt ofep

See Driver 1892 287, “L_ate usages’”; Bergsträsser S7g, 8 } 1OI; Kutscher 1982 4 9 and
CSD. Eskhult 1990 103-20, and Saäenz-Badıllos 993 2-29 For the per10ds of Hebrew SCC
Saenz-Badıllos.

Whıle the hıstorical evolution of the CONv. Impf. 15 well-known (* yagtul preterite), the
origin ofthe COnNv. 15 less Jear. The best explanatıon 'aces the or1g1n the resultative
qgatala the apodosıs of CcCondıti1ona. clauses (as In Amarna Canaanite, SCC Moran 1961 64-65;
Waltke-O’Connor 032.1:2). ıth secondary extension all semantıc categories of the Impf.
(including imperfectivity and relatıve future non-past tense), plus consecution, by semantıc
analogy wıth * wa-yaqtul cConcel1ved “converted imperfect” hIs semantic analogy be
represented (after 10ss of final short vowels) * gatal * wa-yaqtul * yaqtul * wa-qatal. For
thıs analysıs SCC Bergsträsser $3g; Fenton 1973 38-39; and ‚ambdın, unpublıshed Jlass
handouts, Near ‚aAastern anguages and Civiılızations 6 arvard University. In thıs MO the
semantıc field of * wa-qgatala 15 generate analogically by synchronic reinterpretation of both
* wa-yaqtul and * wa-qgatala “converted” forms, if indeed the prefixed WAW WeTeC WAW
hippük, 0,  WaWwW cConversive”.

The only easable alternative terminology 15 the morphological/historica. ser1es: Suffix
ConJjugation, Long Prefix Conjugation, and Short Prefix ConJjugatıon (wıth lear correspondin:
terms for the converted orms the er volıtionals). However, ese er terms May be
infelicitous sSince the morphological dıfference between the Long and Short Prefix ConJjugations 15
preserved only few categories Hebrew.

See the elegant treatment of Crystal 98/
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Ronald Hendel

Sıituation

The ingulstic term “sıtuation hıle not entirely famılıar Semutists COVEOIS

of contrasts quıte amılıar p  icularly that of dynamıc (or fıentic) VS statıve
Sıtuation lınguistic CategoOrYy, refers the inherent of the CIrCUumMS'  ce
signıfied by the verb Sıtuatıiıon 15 therefore qualıity of the lexicalızatıon of
INCAMNNS statıve verb sıgnıf1es quı dıfferent than that sıgnıfıed by
dynamıc erb consıder the contrast between “he 15 fat” statıve) VS “<he OPCNJNS the
door” (dynamıc) Whiıle lıngulsts ave defined ologıes of Sıtuati1ONS, the
ON mMoOost commonly indıcated Janguage, and the ONC formally marked ı the
Hebrew Qal, 15 the contrast of ynamıc VS. stative.” ernar‘ Oomrıe aptly
character1zes the contrast between statıve and dynamıc sıtuations: “states statıc,

continue before unless changed, whereas events and PrOCCSSCS ynNamıc,
TEQUITC continual input of ıf they nNnOot COINC to end’ Y Situation
lexicalızatıon of IMCANINS 15 stressed John Huehnergar:  S recent discussıon of

StatıVILy Semitic, where he advocates that the term statıve “be applied only
Jlexıcal des]äilgnation, to refer to the class of FrOOTS hıch lexically denote state
condıtion”.

the of sound verbs the contrast of dynamıc VS statıve 15 formally marked ı
the contrasts between vowel classes (or Ablaut) 10 Uusc ambdın 0R

erminology for these vowel classes the “a u) class (gdatal, Yıqtol) 15 the dominant
dynamiıc class for sound verbs hıle the *(l class (gatel Yıqtal ) 15 the dominant
statıve class for sound verbs. Weak verbs also generally PICSCIVC the distinction
between dynamıc and statıve verbs contrastiıng  LE vowel classes, wıth SOINC

econdary due phonologica) influences.!* The formally arked COon!
between dynamıc and statıve the has reflexes the derıved
conjugatıons (see OW
Let consıder SOIINC features of ıtuatıon the present emporal frame hich 15

infrequent CBH yel VE evealıng The emantıc dıistinction between
dynamıc and statıve verbs correlates wıth functional dıstınction the present

On “sıtuation” SCcCC Comrie 976 13 ‚yons 1977 4823 1INNIC: 1991 70-97 On
statıve verbs Hebrew SCC Joüon-  uroaka 541 111h altke-O Connor 822 broader
1SSUC5S — Semitic (esp Akkadıan) SCcCC Huehnergard 198 7/ Buccellatı 1988 153
9  s ome verbs 1C. generally tatıve such verbs of intellectual emotiıon Iso
be used ynamıically, yr “to be afraıd” (statıve) and *o fear‘  9 dynamıc) SCC the discussıon

altke-O Connor 822 sıimılar overlap of S1}  atıon applıes the generally unmarked
contrast of being becoming; SCC OUlon-  uraoka S$41b and e1I0W I1 18 ote that earlıer
Semitic the semantıc of being becomiıing corresponds the of *gatıl (predicate
adjective) yaqgtul/yagattal (fınıte ver! SCC Huehnergard 227 for the adıan evidence
The actıve for statıve verbs WOU. SCCIN combine the semantıc values of predicate adjective
and relatıve past perfective

Comrie 976
11 Huehnergard 1987 229

the *(a, a) Jlass mixed Jass nearly all Ma and III-guttural verbs whether tatıve
ynamıc secondarıly CaImIne Infto thıs lass by the influence of the guttural the adjacent vowel

ome ther *(a, a) verbs Iso semantıically tatıve ‚Aakar and yada ambdın full treatment
unpublished SCC NOW altke-O Connor 822
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In the Margıns of the Hebrew Verbal System

frame. For the sımple present usc the 15 the PIIMAaCYy form used for statıve verbs,
hıle the Impf. 15 the DPILMACYy ınıte form for dynamıc erbs  13 Thıs COnNn!
conforms the semantıc constituency of present time the present 15

nherently unbounded and incomplete, ıt verb that eıther desceribesn  WvHence for statıve verbs the 15unbounded state OT continumg actıvıty.
sultable to CXPDTICSS present  n state. ollows hıstorically from the adjectival
OT1gn of the qUdıtel form.)  15 For ynamıc verbs the Impf. form 1ı15 sed for the sımple

general present, ıt 15 aspectually unbounded (imperfective; SCC OW The
predicate FT tenseless duratıve form, May also be used for dynamıc verbs ı the
simple present, and ı15 the preferre form when the subject ı15 e;ipressed.l6 Consıder
the ollowing examples: ”
S{a  D
nı mikko. hahäsadım  S D umikkal hdä’ Emet (Gen 4 I

“I unworthy ‚Pf'9 of the dness and aıthfulness
Aase-1[L1  A matMMLM k(l=SE »°  Ahabtı (Gen 2

6,  and PICDAIC delicıous meal such love (P£ 55

yada [1 bnı yada [1 (Gen 48 19)
‘$I know (Pf. ) INY SOn I1 know (Pf.

dynamıc
lammäd D [LS al lismiı (Gen 372 30)

“Why do YOU ask (Impf. INLY name‘?”” (sımple present)
mä-ttbaqges EL- ahay anok:  1 mbaqges (Gen A 15)

yOUu 00 fOr (Impf.y a lookıng for (Pf.) INLY
brothers > (sımple present)

o oal ken ya dz %n  <mEt-biw fLMIMNMO wdabaq b>LStO whayü  B asar ehad (Gen
24)

erefore Jeaves (Impf. ) hıs er and mother and JOS (Conv.wıth hıs wife, and they become ONe flesh. (general present sequence) *
The semantıc dıfference ıtuatıon 15 indicated by the difference use of the
ver'! form these emporal CONTtexXTS ough thıs correspondence has long been
noted, dıagnostic signıfıcance the ver'| system of CBH erb has NOT een

13 On the predicate Pt used the present empora frame INannNeTr complementary the
Impf. sSCc«eC eI0W

On the relatıonshıp between present time and imperfective SCC Comrie 976
‚yons 1977 704

See Bergsträsser SOg; olon-Muraoka 12a; altke-O’Connor S30
See olon-Muraoka $121d,h; Driver 51355 Bergstr:  ässer $13g; altke-O’Connor 8$37.6;

Gordon 1982 125
I For addıtional examples SCC Driıver S11 olüon-  uraoka 12a, 113c Bergsträsser SOg;
altke-O Connor S30

ote that the Construction \hylı *O become D signifies ynamıc S1!  atıon Thıs
the only CONstruction 1C. the situational Conftrast of being becoming formally marke:
CBH SCcCC above,
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Ronald Hendel

adequately stressed. Ihe distribution of Impf. accordıng to sıtuation
conflicts wıth the general characterızatıon of these forms CBH 6,  past  d
“present-future. ” Thıs characterization 1S imprec1ise SINCE the form sed the
present arıes according sıtuation. LNOTC accurate characterization of the
complementarı of these forms wıth respect to sıtuation and ense 15 ollows
(with further refinement to COM eI0W the Teatmen! of tense):
stalıve. non-future (= present/past)

Impf. future
dynamıc. past}1;;p£ nOoNn-past (= presen!  ture
For verbs of g1ven sıtuation, the uUusSsec of the opposite form (Bes the place of
Impf., and 1CcCe versa) In the present will sıgnal semantıc dıfference another
evel, that of (see further below). representative of thıs of contrast
15 the performatıve (only sed for amıc verbs) hıch actıon 15 {tfected

Performatıve statements use the in thepragmatically by ver! declaration.
present frame The usec of the performatıve formal contrast wıth the
Impf. the present for dynamıc verbs, indıcatıng aspecC value ofperfectiviıty,
VIZ.., actıon wholly chieved and complete the act of sayıng ıt.  Ü

performatıve:
hinne natattı  s 'akem "et-kal- eseb zored‘ ZEIa akem yihyE I Aklä (Gen 1529)

“I (hereby) gIive PF O yOU seed-bearıng plantsRonald S. Hendel  adequately stressed. The distribution of Pf£. wvs. Impf. according to situation  conflicts with the general characterization of these forms in CBH as “past” vs.  “present-future.” This characterization is imprecise since the form used in the  present varies according to situation. A more accurate characterization of the  complementarity of these forms with respect to situation and tense is as follows  (with further refinement to come below in the treatment of tense):  stative:  PE  non-future (=4 present/past)  Impf.  future  PE  dynamic:  past  Iäp£  non-past (= present/future)  For verbs of a given situation, the use of the opposite form (i.e., P£ in the place of  Impf., and vice versa) in the present will signal a semantic difference on another  level, that of aspect (see further below). A representative use of this type of contrast  is the performative (only used for  d;  amic verbs) in which an action is effected  1  Y  Performative statements use the Pf£ in the  pragmatically by verbal declaration.  present frame. The use of the performative Pf£‘ poses a formal contrast with the  Impf. in the present for dynamic verbs, indicating an aspectual value of perfectivity,  viz., as action wholly achieved and complete in the act of saying it.”  performative:  hinne nätatti läkem ° et-käl-“eseb zored‘ zera‘ ... läkem yihyE1”äklä (Gen 1:29)  “I_ (hereby) give (Pf.) to you all seed-bearing plants ... this will be your  food.”  ülyismä’ e’l $ma‘tikä hinne berakti ”otö (Gen 17:20)  “Concerning Ishmael I have heard you; I (hereby) bless (PFf.) him.”  wayyo’ mer bi nisba‘ti ... ki-bärek ”äbärekkä (Gen 22:16-17)  “And he said, ‘By myself I swear (PFf.) ... that I will indeed bless you.’ ”  "ämarti ”attä wsib& tahlqü ° et-hassädE (2 Sam 19:30)  “I (hereby) proclaim (Pf.) that you and Ziba shall divide the land.”  An aspectual contrast indicated by the use of the contrasting verbal form in the  present frame is rare for stative verbs.“! The sole example in prose is the artful  statement by Yahweh:  °ehyE °äser °ehygE (Exod 3:14)  19  See Ewald $8135c; Joüon-Muraoka $112f; Bergsträsser $6e; Waltke-O’Connor $830.5.1d;  Hillers 1995.  20  For additional examples see the previous note. Comparable to the aspectual contrast in the  performative P£ is the use of the gnomic PFf; see Joüon-Muraoka $112d; Bergsträsser $6f;  21  Waltke-O’Connor $830.5.1c.  Such a use is not uncommon in the past frame, particularly for yzhy& and whdyä; see Joüon-  Muraoka $8$111i, 113a; Lambdin 8110; and Exod 33:8-9, below.  156thıs wiıll be yOUr
fo0d.”

ülyismä e 1 ma tikda hinne heraktı oto (Gen
“Concerning Ishmael have heard YOU, (hereby) esSs (3 hlm 29

Wayyo mer hı nisba ’ tiRonald S. Hendel  adequately stressed. The distribution of Pf£. wvs. Impf. according to situation  conflicts with the general characterization of these forms in CBH as “past” vs.  “present-future.” This characterization is imprecise since the form used in the  present varies according to situation. A more accurate characterization of the  complementarity of these forms with respect to situation and tense is as follows  (with further refinement to come below in the treatment of tense):  stative:  PE  non-future (=4 present/past)  Impf.  future  PE  dynamic:  past  Iäp£  non-past (= present/future)  For verbs of a given situation, the use of the opposite form (i.e., P£ in the place of  Impf., and vice versa) in the present will signal a semantic difference on another  level, that of aspect (see further below). A representative use of this type of contrast  is the performative (only used for  d;  amic verbs) in which an action is effected  1  Y  Performative statements use the Pf£ in the  pragmatically by verbal declaration.  present frame. The use of the performative Pf£‘ poses a formal contrast with the  Impf. in the present for dynamic verbs, indicating an aspectual value of perfectivity,  viz., as action wholly achieved and complete in the act of saying it.”  performative:  hinne nätatti läkem ° et-käl-“eseb zored‘ zera‘ ... läkem yihyE1”äklä (Gen 1:29)  “I_ (hereby) give (Pf.) to you all seed-bearing plants ... this will be your  food.”  ülyismä’ e’l $ma‘tikä hinne berakti ”otö (Gen 17:20)  “Concerning Ishmael I have heard you; I (hereby) bless (PFf.) him.”  wayyo’ mer bi nisba‘ti ... ki-bärek ”äbärekkä (Gen 22:16-17)  “And he said, ‘By myself I swear (PFf.) ... that I will indeed bless you.’ ”  "ämarti ”attä wsib& tahlqü ° et-hassädE (2 Sam 19:30)  “I (hereby) proclaim (Pf.) that you and Ziba shall divide the land.”  An aspectual contrast indicated by the use of the contrasting verbal form in the  present frame is rare for stative verbs.“! The sole example in prose is the artful  statement by Yahweh:  °ehyE °äser °ehygE (Exod 3:14)  19  See Ewald $8135c; Joüon-Muraoka $112f; Bergsträsser $6e; Waltke-O’Connor $830.5.1d;  Hillers 1995.  20  For additional examples see the previous note. Comparable to the aspectual contrast in the  performative P£ is the use of the gnomic PFf; see Joüon-Muraoka $112d; Bergsträsser $6f;  21  Waltke-O’Connor $830.5.1c.  Such a use is not uncommon in the past frame, particularly for yzhy& and whdyä; see Joüon-  Muraoka $8$111i, 113a; Lambdin 8110; and Exod 33:8-9, below.  156kı-barek "Aabdarskka (Gen 22:16-17)
“And he sald, ‘By myself 5Wear (P at I will indeed ess you.

"Amarti "”attä wsibd tahlqu £t-ha.  SSa  LO  d& (2 Sam
“I (hereby) proclaım LL that YOU and Ziba chall diviıde the

aspectual contrast indiıcated by the UuUsc of the contrastıng ver' form the
present frame 15 Lalt for statıve verbs *} 'The sole example In 15 the
men! by ahwe

B:  Ehy& D  ASEr "£EhyE (Exod 3:14)

See ‚WAa| ©} olon-Muraoka Bergsträsser doe; Waltke-O’Connor 830.5.1d;
Hıllers 995

For addıtional examples SCC the previous ote. Comparable the aspectual the
performative 1S the usSsec of the gNOmMIC P E SCC olüon-Muraoka ergsträsser SOf,;
21
Waltke-O’Connor 8$30.5.1c.

Such UuUScC 15 nOoTt uUuNcCOmMMOON in the past frame, particularly for YVıhyE and whdayd; SCC 0Uuon-
uraoka S$$1111, 113a; ambdın 10; and Exod 33:8-9, below.
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In the Margıns of the Hebrew erba|l System

The grammatical SCNSC of thıs statemen! May be represented “I OMNC who
is/ex1ists endunnglg> wıth the of the Impf. signalıng imperfective for
the erb “"to be” 22 The semantıc force of thıs ver'! UuUsSc not only creates
appropriate of the eternalıty and dominance of God, but offers elegant
paronOMasla by hıch the eme: both conceals and partıally reveals the Narmne

ahwe!
TOmM consıderation of these margın usSes the present, 1t 15 clear that
distinctions of en! and asp INaYy be iındıcated Dy the contrasts of and
Impf.. hıch formal contrast the present frame derıves nıtlally irom the
dıstinction of ıtuatıon

number of other key 15SUCS the CBH ver' system pertaın the SEM: of
siıtuation. Several cholars ave done ımportant work the relatıon between
situation the and the derıved conjugations.2> There derivational
relat1ıonshıps between statıve Qal and factıtıve Pıel, and between dynamıc and
CausSalıVvV' ıphı plausıbly stemmı1ng from the or1ginal emantıc relatıonshıps
AaINONS these CONJugatıons the ‚ynchronic sSystem of CBH the relatıonshıp aMoNg
these COoONjugatlıons has become INOTC complex but there TeINAalNn discernıble
distinctions el and ıD3L based the Qal ST  atı' contrast of statıve
dynamıc, and the iNNeTr contrast wıthın the ynamıc class of transıtive
intransıtive. These relatıonshıps MaYy be rOu: ollows:  24

»el Hıphıl
intransıtıvestatıve factıtıve

dynamic/intransıtive frequentatıve causatiıve/singly transıtıve
resultatıve causatıve/doubly ’ansıtıveynamıc/transıtıve

There also relationshipsbetween sıtuatiıon the and the semantıcs of
the derıved conjugatioris.2> The 1D effects change 1 and sıtuation for

dynamıc/transıtıve verbs functioning complement to sıtuation the Qal.

1D
dynamıc/transıtıve reflex1ive/transıtive

mıddle/intransıtive
OT passıve/intransıtive
OT resultative/stative

Whıiıle these analyses may eed further refinement they demonstrate the relevance of
1tuatiıon for understandıng of the derıved Conjugatıons

the semantı of Sıtuatli0onN, involving the of the CITrCUMS  ce
sıgnıfıed by the erb 15 key dimensıon the ver'| system of CBH Contrasts of

See the COMMEentarıes
On the relationshıps amMoOonNng Q ı el and Hıphıl SCC CSP Jennı 1968 ‚ambdın 1971 93-95

714 13 and unpublıshed handouts and Waltke-O Connor 524
fter ambdın unpublished Jass handouts similarly Jennı 1981 8812
See the Iintrıguing treatment altke-O Connor S21 On the Nıphal relatıonshıp, SCC

‚ambdın 8140 üller 1985 altke-O Connor 823
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ıtuatiıon CONCEIN NOt only the verbal lex1con, but also the emantcs of tense and
aspect, and the relatıons between the Qal and the derived conjugatıons

I1 Tense

Ibn Janah and 2TamMmManans ave been icularly concerned wiıth the
emporal Contexts hıch the Impf. takes the place of the P and VICeC

INIC, Medieval, and ern Hebrew absolute Ssystems, hıch the
marks the past, the Pt marks the present, and the Impf. marks the future.  26

edieval QT (and from them the early moderns) Sa  S the CBH verb
through thıs template, and hence did nNOoTt gTasSp the dıfferently constituted Category of
tense CBH Theories of relatıve' A  opposed ; absolute tense, ave been
applied ı VarıOQus forms CBH the mid-1700’s,“and ave been embraced ı
Varyıng forms by SOILIC modern scholars, most notably Gotthelf Bergsträsser ı his

edition of Gesen1ius’ ebräaısche Grammatik.“®
wiıll arguc that relatıve currently understood general lıngulstics provıdes

accurate MO! for the operatıons of ens CBH dıffer from other advocates
of relatıve tense holdıng that thıs 15 not the only PI1MALY cCategory CBH but
operates relatiıonshıp wiıth the categorıes of aspect, moO0od, and ıtuatıiıon That
hıch istinguıshes absolute from relatıve instanced the less fregent
usecs VIZ theAI ofthe verbal sSystem
The system of relatıve tense, wıth SyStem, involves the relationshıps
amn three temporal Q  points that of the speaker OT speech-act (S). the even! (E). and
the reference pomnt R thıs MAannNCT, INNIC observes, ‘ does
nNOoTt *sıtuate’ PTOCCSS time, but rather °orders’ it relatıve o pomnt of
reference”.  3) In absolute system the reference point 15 Ways the time of the
speaker speech-act In relatıve system INnay IMNay not coincıde
wıth MaYy past tOo the speaker S 1ıt InNay be simultaneous ıt

InNaYy be future As result of thıs non-1dentity of and relatıve tense
system the even! INnay be dıfferent emporal relatıons and the Cası of

ega|l 1927 150 Gordon 1982 Qumran Hebrew early exemplar 15 phase
SCC Qımron 1986 CSD 70 86

See cFall nıgma P 33.34 41-43 TIE79 the wıder hıstory of these CONCeEDIS SCcC

INNIC! I ıme 3°7-43 109 18
28 Bergsträsser SO Iso uryIlowıcz 972 79 03 and 9’73 Bartelmus 1982 15-79 and TOpp
1991 1-55 Bergsträsser descer1ibes the temporal contrasts of Impf. “Vergangenheit
Gegenwart/Zukunft und Vorzeitigkeit Gleichzeitigkeit/Nachzeıitigkeı1 v He adı  © “kommt Iso
och Einmaligkeıt Wiederholung (Z uch Ereignis Zustand)” Thıs formulatıon of the
empora Onftrasts ineXact, however that only applıes ynamıc verbs (see above)
Kurylowicz S description of the PIIME ‚Ontrast of Impf. “”anterlority non-anter10r1ty
sımılarly 'aıls address tatıve verbs note: by TOpp who nonetheless adop!
Kurylowıcz analysıs Bartelmus 51} regards the relatıve ense value of and
Impf. orzeitigkeıt Gleichzeitigkeit and Nachzeıitigkeit, respectively, hereby MISSINS the
omplementariıty, accordıng verbal ST  atıon and Impf. presente

On thıs mode]l 1C| derıves from the work of Hans Reichenbac) wıth modifications by
ernar‘ Comrie SCC Comrie 1985 and Binnick 1991 109

1INN1C| 1991 361
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the relatıon 15 relatıve future, LE 1S future relatıve to
even ough past to the opposıte CAaSsı of the tense relatıon 1S relatıve
past, 1.e., 15 past relatıve 118 even ough future to the Many Cases where

S, the en:! relations the SaImnlec those absolute ense System:
15 relatıve past and absolute past; 15 relatıve present and absolute present;
and 15 relatıve future and absolute futur:  ®

relatıve en! system single vVer' form 15 sed relatıve past (n CBH the
PF&) and another relatıve future (n CBH the Impf.) contrast, absolute

system varlety of dıfferent forms and constructions requıred 18 CXDICSS
the equıvalent values. Hence to translate the it 15 NCCCSSATY In Englısh the
past form (“did”)‚ the pluperfect (““had done’””), and the future perfect have
done”) To translate the Impf. ıt 15 NCCCSSALY tOo UsScC the future construction (‘i  1
o and Varıous other constructions (“would d0” for relatıve future to past R)
Some tense relatıons expressed clearly relatıve system cannot be conveyed
unambıguously absolute system.

SCNSC, absolute ense 15 subset of relatıve ense, SInCce it consısts of ONEC out of
INanı possible configurations of the emporal relatiıonshıps of and most
relatıve ense Ssystems, includıng CBH, most instances, hence the MO| of
aDsolute ense 15 usually adequate. the margins of verbal uSC, however, MmMay be
past future S, revealing the dentity of CBH relatıve System.

the following examples wiıll restrict the terms “relatıve 29 and “relatıve
past” to Cascs where S and will retaın the ordınary terms “future, ” ‘6past‚’, and
“present” where Thıs uUusc 1S not intended confuse the identificatıiıon of the
Ssystem A4S whNnole relatıve ense system, but sSımply highlıght the margınal but
lIınguistically 1gnificant Cascs where 1S ın dıfferent emporal relatıons and

these margınal uUusecs relatıve tense value of the erb 15 usually indicated
contextually by the clause,partıcularly Dy subordination OT dısjunction, and
by the uUsec of temporal adverbs *
The ollowing examples ıllustrate the relatıve future SCS of the Impf., where

15 in each Cası! the time of the Prev10us independent erb the clause
9 hıch 15 the contextual "present’ the narratıve the
relatıve future 15 In subordinate clause, then 15 the tiıme of the erb the
overning clause. Note that these relatıve future K indıcated Dy subordination
OT by temporal verbs, such aS aZ, "ad (wıth compounds).”“
relatıve 5).
wayyiqqa} £t-bnö abko D  Aser-yimlok tahtaw B Kgs &27}

“He took his first-born SON, who WAads rule (Impf.) after
S .  anı LEr EM "Akall£ Idabber (Gen

“"NOW had yel finısh (Impf. speakıng

Bıinnick - aptıy ca empora| adverbs “frame adverbials”, exemes that refer
intervals of tıme, intervals anchored ON end, which SCTITVC locate the reference point.

For addıtional examples, SCC 0lülon-  uraoka $ 1131-k; GKC C; ergsträsser a,C,g;
Waltke-O’Connor 83 2C-3C.
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wayyir u otoO merdhoq übterem yigrab ”alehem wayyitnakklu oto (Gen
eYy Sa  S hım from distance, and before he drew D1ICAar Imp. to them,
they conspiıred agalnst

>2  dz yU4Üsır moSE (Exod 15 1)33
“ Then Moses SAall, (Impf.

>yibnE slomö bamd likmös S  US MO A  AD Kgs 127)
“Then olomon huilt ND, hıgh place for Chemosh, the abomiıinatıon of
Moa 29

wayyesSeb tahtEha bassel ad-' d  SEr yir' &E mä-yyihy& ba (Jonah 4:5)
“He sat under it the untiıl he WORL (Impf. what WOLLhappen

the city  _„34
each of these instances, including statıve and ynamıc verbs, the events past

wıth respect tOo the Sp!  er who INaYy be character in the narratıve Gen
the narrator (as in the other examples).”” The even! referred by the Impf.

form 1s future wıth respect hıch 15 the time of the prev10us ıindependent erb
In the SCQUECNCE., The even! 1S, therefore, future wıth respect to the ongoling ‘present’

the narratıve
The emporal ver'! tErEm, ...  not yel, before,” requires relatıve future verb Dy ıts
inherent meanıng. The ver' AZ, “then‚” May be ollowe: by relatıve future, but
mMay be ollowe!l by other forms well, epending the temporal Circumstance
(for example of relatıve past after az: SCC below). The of Impf.
relatıve future narratıve to include both dısjunction and
emporal SUCCESSION, ereby indıcating stylıstiıc OT ogical (as Exod 1561 and

Kgs I above), compared 18 the ordınary past sequential UuUsScC of the Conv. Impf.
Hebraists often tend o TesSo 18} quıte convoluted reasonıng to explaın the relatıve
future SCS of the Impf. and the force of these emporal verbs, though advocates
of relatıve tense ave long Ssince analyzed them correctly.”
The of the relatıve past when future the speaker (S 15 also
indıcated conte:  Y, usually by subordination by emporal dverbs such "ad

33 'h1is and ther instances of az Impf. WCIC taken by rabbinıc interpreters Dro0o: of
the resurrection of the dead the WOT.| COMC, SCC 91b (cıting Exod 1521 Josh 8:30,
but troubled by Kgs 11:7). Ibn Ezra correctly compared this uUuSec Classical abıc; SCcC cFall
1982 8, Waltke-O’Connor $31.6.3a. On AaSS1ıCa| 1C relatıve ense and system, SCcCC

34
Comrie 1985 63-64; 1976 78-80

ote YVıhyE sed dynamıiıcally. On the sıtuational multivalence of SOMNC statıve verbs,
particularly the future, sSCceC above,

ote that there 1S difference between direct speech and narratıve (thırd person) discourse
the relative ense system.

Bergsträsser $ 7a-C; though he hedges Impf., appealıng SOMe ‚ASecs the old yagtı.
preterite (cf. c‚g For Vvarıo0us imagınatıve explanatıons, SCC Rundgren 1961 97-101; Rabinowitz
1984; Waltke-O’Connor ote the loss of the relatıve future (as wıth the whole relatıve
ense system) LBH, where aZ, LEFEM, and "ad In the past irame consistently followed by the
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(and compounds), ahar, and  aZz 3°7 The relatıve past en:! 15 gener:  y rendered
Englısh by the future perfect Oonstruction

relatıve past <R)
whesibü "el-Libbam bo:AdrES AS Er nisbü-sam Kgs 47)

6,  'and they will take it eart 1 the land hıch they wıill aVve een taken
captıve (Pf.)

kı lo E &ZU  kd “ad as el Aser-dibbarti lak (Gen 28 15)
“Indeed will 19(0)1 leave yOUu untiıl nll ave ONe PF.) what ave told

lo "oka. ad im-dibbartiı dbardy (Gen 24 33)
“I will not eat until wıill have spoken PF words

tehEras kı VaASa yhwh (2 Sam 24)
“then take actıon for then ahwe wıll haveOC F£) before yOou

yasub  Bn nnEZa uparah babbayit ahar hilles Et-ha’abänim (Lev 43)
“lf the plague returns and infests the house after he wıllave taken Ouft (Pf.
the stones.”

wtihar hakkohen "£t-habbayit k hannaga (Lev 14 48)
“the shall declare the OUuUSe clean for the plague wıllave een healed
PF} 5°

each of these Nstances the ven! 15 past to but future to 15 the PTCVI1OUS
independent erb the clause the verb of the SO VCEIMNS clause The
speech-act each of these stances 15 that of character (Moses God, Abraham >
}eic who eferring future events

IHNOTC frequent class of relatıve past of the 15 when the ven! and the
reference po1mt past to the speaker the configuration Thıs alue
corresponds the Englısh pluperfect Thıs 15 generally indiıcated contextually by
subordination by sımple dısjunction clause Note that
subordinate disjunctive clause wıth does nNOt TCQ UTE relatıve past value
but merely OWS 1l, accordıng to Contiext sımple past use of the 15 also

these clauses. Relatıve past 15 ON kınd of semantıc informatıo30amMong others, that INnaYy be sıgnaled syntactically by dısjunction subordination.}
Thıs condıtion emphasızes that relatıve 15 not merely function of clause

but 15 ONe semantıc dAX15S5 AI ONS others that clause May indıcate

relative past 5).
D W S 6 FA£lohim et-kal- ASETr Ua (Gen 31)

Sa  Z that he had made LE

For addıtional examples SCC Driver 817 Olon-  uraoka altke-O Connor S3038 Driver ($138) and olon-Muraoka $167h) suggest that SOMC SeCcs of the the protasıs of
real condition (marked by im) CXDTESS relatıve past value futur: For alternatıve

analysis, below.
On disjunctive clauses generally, SCC ambdın 8132 197 Waltke-O’Connor 839 For further

examples SCC Driıver S16 Bergsträsser S6d on uraoka 126; 118d
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wayydalen Sam I3 b hassSeEmeES (Gen 281
G$He ye) there for the nıght for the hadsel PE)’!

wlo”-yäda‘ ya äqgob k1 rahel gndbatam (Gen 2)
“Now aCo dıd not know that hadstolen (PE them.  29

wräahel lägha "&t-hattraäpim wattsimem hkar aggA4md wattesebh "alehem (Gen

“Now had taken (Pf. the eraphım and had put ONV. Impf. them
In camel-bag and had salt (COonv. Impf. ) them. (relatıve past
sequence)

W  hi ySa ’ yahü lo °  o  ydasd häaser (wıth gre) hattiıkond üdbar-yhw: hayd elı  awW (2
Kgs 20:4)

“Now Isaıah had Nnolt left (PF.) the mıddle CO when the word of
ahwe) Camne hlm 29

This usc of the relatıve past when past persists later stages of Hebrew
vestige of the CBH relatıve system.

specılal of the relatıve past 15 what Dennis Pardee and others call
the epistolary PF thıs uUSC, found only In letters and formal' the
“"represents siıtuation past time from the viewpoinnt of the recıplent of
message”. Thıs 15 specl1es of relatıve ense In hıich 1S neıther the time of the
speaker 1NOT pomnt indicated grammatiıcally wıthın the discourse, but the tiıme of the
reception of the MECSSALC. the ollowıing examples, from royal MCSSALCS, the eVi
15 relatıve o (the recipient/reception), ough present to (the
speaker/speech-act):
relatıveDast (epıstolary):

S>wayyislahem hammelek ASsa el-ben AdadRonald S. Hendel  wayydälen $äm ki-bä” ha$$em&$ (Gen 28:11)  “He stayed there for the night for the sun had set (Pf.).”  wlo”-yäda“ ya äqob ki rähel gnäbätam (Gen 31:32)  “Now Jacob did not know that Rachel had stolen (PFf.) them.”  wrähel lägh@ °et-hatträpim wattsimem bkar haggämäl watte$eb "älehem (Gen  31:34)  “Now Rachel had taken (Pf.) the teraphim and had put (Conv. Impf.) them  in a camel-bag and had sat (Conv. Impf.) on them.”  (relative past  sequence)  wayhi ySa‘yähü lo° yäsä” häser (with qre) hattikond üdbar-yhwh häyä ”eläw (2  Kgs 20:4)  “Now Isaiah had not left (Pf) the middle courtyard, when the word of  Yahweh came to him.”  This use of the PF as relative past when past to S persists in later stages of Hebrew  as a vestige of the CBH relative tense system.  A special use of the PF as a relative past is as what Dennis Pardee and others call  the epistolary P£* In this use, found only in letters and formal messages, the P£  “represents a situation in past time from the viewpoint of the recipient of a  message”.*' This is a species of relative tense in which R is neither the time of the  speaker nor a point indicated grammatically within the discourse, but the time of the  reception of the message. In the following examples, from royal messages, the event  is past relative to R (the recipient/reception)‚ though present to S (the  speaker/speech-act): S=E <R.  relative past (epistolary):  >o_o> >  Axo  wayyislähem hammelek *äsä  el-ben hädad ... le’mor ..  . hinne $a  lahti Ikä sohad  kesep wzähäb (1 Kgs 15:18-19)  “King Asa sent them to Ben Hadad ... saying .. ‘I have sent (Pf£) you a gift  of silver and gold.’ ”  wayyäbe” hasseper °el-melek yisrä’el le’mor w“attä kb6” hasseper hazz& ”el&kä  hinne Sälahti ”el&kä ” et-na‘ämän “abdi (2 Kgs 5:6)  “He brought the letter to the King of Israel, which read, ‘Now when this  9,:39  letter reaches you, note that I have sent (Pf.) to you my servant Naaman.  wayyo”mer hüräm melek-sor biktäb wayyi$lah ° el-S$lomö  w’attä Sälahti  1S-  häkdm (2 Chron 2:10-12)  “Huram, King of Tyre, said in a letter that he sent to Solomon ... “Now I  32”  have sent (Pf.) you a wise man.  This epistolary use is found in epigraphic CBH and other Semitic languages  (Ugaritic, Akkadian, Phoenician, Aramaic),42 and has parallels in non-Semitic  languages. As a species of relative tense, Binnick notes, “it seems to refocus the  40  See Pardee 1983; Waltke-O’Connor 830.5.1d.  41  42  Waltke-O’Connor $830.5.1d.  See Pardee 1983; Pardee and Whiting 1987.  162le’mor hinne Ahtı sohad
kESED wzahab Kgs 15:18-19)

“Kıng Asa sent them Ben adaıRonald S. Hendel  wayydälen $äm ki-bä” ha$$em&$ (Gen 28:11)  “He stayed there for the night for the sun had set (Pf.).”  wlo”-yäda“ ya äqob ki rähel gnäbätam (Gen 31:32)  “Now Jacob did not know that Rachel had stolen (PFf.) them.”  wrähel lägh@ °et-hatträpim wattsimem bkar haggämäl watte$eb "älehem (Gen  31:34)  “Now Rachel had taken (Pf.) the teraphim and had put (Conv. Impf.) them  in a camel-bag and had sat (Conv. Impf.) on them.”  (relative past  sequence)  wayhi ySa‘yähü lo° yäsä” häser (with qre) hattikond üdbar-yhwh häyä ”eläw (2  Kgs 20:4)  “Now Isaiah had not left (Pf) the middle courtyard, when the word of  Yahweh came to him.”  This use of the PF as relative past when past to S persists in later stages of Hebrew  as a vestige of the CBH relative tense system.  A special use of the PF as a relative past is as what Dennis Pardee and others call  the epistolary P£* In this use, found only in letters and formal messages, the P£  “represents a situation in past time from the viewpoint of the recipient of a  message”.*' This is a species of relative tense in which R is neither the time of the  speaker nor a point indicated grammatically within the discourse, but the time of the  reception of the message. In the following examples, from royal messages, the event  is past relative to R (the recipient/reception)‚ though present to S (the  speaker/speech-act): S=E <R.  relative past (epistolary):  >o_o> >  Axo  wayyislähem hammelek *äsä  el-ben hädad ... le’mor ..  . hinne $a  lahti Ikä sohad  kesep wzähäb (1 Kgs 15:18-19)  “King Asa sent them to Ben Hadad ... saying .. ‘I have sent (Pf£) you a gift  of silver and gold.’ ”  wayyäbe” hasseper °el-melek yisrä’el le’mor w“attä kb6” hasseper hazz& ”el&kä  hinne Sälahti ”el&kä ” et-na‘ämän “abdi (2 Kgs 5:6)  “He brought the letter to the King of Israel, which read, ‘Now when this  9,:39  letter reaches you, note that I have sent (Pf.) to you my servant Naaman.  wayyo”mer hüräm melek-sor biktäb wayyi$lah ° el-S$lomö  w’attä Sälahti  1S-  häkdm (2 Chron 2:10-12)  “Huram, King of Tyre, said in a letter that he sent to Solomon ... “Now I  32”  have sent (Pf.) you a wise man.  This epistolary use is found in epigraphic CBH and other Semitic languages  (Ugaritic, Akkadian, Phoenician, Aramaic),42 and has parallels in non-Semitic  languages. As a species of relative tense, Binnick notes, “it seems to refocus the  40  See Pardee 1983; Waltke-O’Connor 830.5.1d.  41  42  Waltke-O’Connor $830.5.1d.  See Pardee 1983; Pardee and Whiting 1987.  162sayıng X aVve sent PE yOUu gıft
of sılver and 20 55

wayyäbe‘ hassep er ”el-meleck yisrd el le’mor w alttd 2 hassep Er hazze el
hinne salahtı el ”"£t-na Aäman "abdi (2 Kgs 9:6)

“He brought the letter {O the Kıng of Israel, hıch read, °NOW when thıs
letter reaches YOU, ote that AaVe sent (Pf. YOUu INY Naaman.

Wayyo mer hüram mel£k-sor ktab Wa  Slah gl-$Slomö w “attd Salahti
hakdam (2 Chron 2:10-12)

Huram, Kıng of I1yre, sa1d letter that he sent SolomonRonald S. Hendel  wayydälen $äm ki-bä” ha$$em&$ (Gen 28:11)  “He stayed there for the night for the sun had set (Pf.).”  wlo”-yäda“ ya äqob ki rähel gnäbätam (Gen 31:32)  “Now Jacob did not know that Rachel had stolen (PFf.) them.”  wrähel lägh@ °et-hatträpim wattsimem bkar haggämäl watte$eb "älehem (Gen  31:34)  “Now Rachel had taken (Pf.) the teraphim and had put (Conv. Impf.) them  in a camel-bag and had sat (Conv. Impf.) on them.”  (relative past  sequence)  wayhi ySa‘yähü lo° yäsä” häser (with qre) hattikond üdbar-yhwh häyä ”eläw (2  Kgs 20:4)  “Now Isaiah had not left (Pf) the middle courtyard, when the word of  Yahweh came to him.”  This use of the PF as relative past when past to S persists in later stages of Hebrew  as a vestige of the CBH relative tense system.  A special use of the PF as a relative past is as what Dennis Pardee and others call  the epistolary P£* In this use, found only in letters and formal messages, the P£  “represents a situation in past time from the viewpoint of the recipient of a  message”.*' This is a species of relative tense in which R is neither the time of the  speaker nor a point indicated grammatically within the discourse, but the time of the  reception of the message. In the following examples, from royal messages, the event  is past relative to R (the recipient/reception)‚ though present to S (the  speaker/speech-act): S=E <R.  relative past (epistolary):  >o_o> >  Axo  wayyislähem hammelek *äsä  el-ben hädad ... le’mor ..  . hinne $a  lahti Ikä sohad  kesep wzähäb (1 Kgs 15:18-19)  “King Asa sent them to Ben Hadad ... saying .. ‘I have sent (Pf£) you a gift  of silver and gold.’ ”  wayyäbe” hasseper °el-melek yisrä’el le’mor w“attä kb6” hasseper hazz& ”el&kä  hinne Sälahti ”el&kä ” et-na‘ämän “abdi (2 Kgs 5:6)  “He brought the letter to the King of Israel, which read, ‘Now when this  9,:39  letter reaches you, note that I have sent (Pf.) to you my servant Naaman.  wayyo”mer hüräm melek-sor biktäb wayyi$lah ° el-S$lomö  w’attä Sälahti  1S-  häkdm (2 Chron 2:10-12)  “Huram, King of Tyre, said in a letter that he sent to Solomon ... “Now I  32”  have sent (Pf.) you a wise man.  This epistolary use is found in epigraphic CBH and other Semitic languages  (Ugaritic, Akkadian, Phoenician, Aramaic),42 and has parallels in non-Semitic  languages. As a species of relative tense, Binnick notes, “it seems to refocus the  40  See Pardee 1983; Waltke-O’Connor 830.5.1d.  41  42  Waltke-O’Connor $830.5.1d.  See Pardee 1983; Pardee and Whiting 1987.  162°NOW
ave sent (LE yOou WISeEe

Thıs epistolary 1S found epigraphic CBH and other Semitıic languages
garıtic, adıan, Phoenicı1an, Är£).mäic),42 and parallels non-Semiutic
languages As specles of relatıve $ Bıinniıck N! “lt refocus the

See ee 1983; Waltke-O’Connor $30.5.1d
41 altke-O’Connor $30.5.1d.

See ardee 1983; ardee and ıtıng 1987
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deıictic center from the CRO to the other (or tOo SUOMIIC other)” 43 Note that thiıs relatıve
past usec of the 15 formally iıdentical the performatıve oug the tWO have
different The act of sending o1ft WISC 15 not accomplıshed the
act of ıts utterance, unlıke blessing  IC oath OTr legal bequest hıch
accomplıshed ı the speech-act itself.““ Rather there must aC be gıft ı the
package WISEC sent for the epistolary statements above to felıcıtous
Further the epıstolary 15 polıte form CADTCSSINS SOINEC deference {Oo the
recıplent (For other polıte UuUscs of the odal utterances SCC below.)
These examples of the Impf. used relatıve future and the used relatıve
past ShOW quıte clearly that when viewed 'om these margı uses CBH 15
relatıve tense system Ihıs system begıns break down LBH and 1sappears
entirely IN1IC Hebrew, where the 15 restricted the absolute past (and the
pluperfect) and the Impf. o the absolute future, wıth the Pt 1O the form for
present tense> In Rabbinic Hebrew, ern Hebrew, ense 15 aDbsolute
The semantic relatıons ı CBH of and Impf. wıth fo ense INAaYy
characterized ollows TIhe relations amMOoNg tense and moOo0d wiıll be
explore: eI0W

relatıve non-future present/past)
Impf. relatıve future

dynamıc relatıve past
Impf. relatıve non-past presen!  ture

‚SDECi
Heinrich Ewald his tiısche Grammatık der hebräischen Sprache of RZ7
escmnDe: the Hebrew verbal sSystem primarıly aspecC WA1C he defined
contrastiıng “completed” cf{f‚‘eAc46 12 and "non-completed" (umperfectam events,
irrespective of emporal frame  46 Partıcularly through the modern TEeVIS1IONS of
Gesen1ius’ gTamMmMar (wiıth the exception of Bergsträsser’ S) and the uential
Treatise the Use of the JTenses Hebrew Dy Driıver (3rd ed thıs
43 Bıinnick 991 Ar

For thıs the UuUsSscC of brk the greetiing formulae epıgraphic CBH best
regarded performative (pace ardee 983 35) ote that thıs S outsıde of
letters (as at Kuntillet “Ajnid; cf. Gen 20, above), unlike the restricte:| epistolary uSe of sSIh
Hıllers 764) includes the epistolary UsSCc of sS/h ı hıs treatment of performatives, overlooking
the semantic and pragmatıc dıfferences between the SCS

The changes the ense and system of CBH begıin CCUT LBH probably by
influence from Aramaıc (see Saäenz-Badıllos 993 129) Aramaıc 1fs changed from
relative absolute ense system probably Dy influence irom Persjian Indo-European
language On the influence of natıve Persiıan speakers mperI1a. Aramaıc SCC recently au
997 174

‚Wa| 1870 the fiınal dıtıon of thıs work SCC ‚Wa $134-36 On Ewald's PTECUTSCIS
Hebrew grammar SCC cFall 987) 43-44 and the hıstory of aspectual theory, SCcCC INNIC:
1991 43-50 interesting ote that Bıshop Lowth contributed aspectual eOrYy in a work

Englısh but did NOTt SCcCC the relevance for CBH SCcCC Bınnick 1991 45-4'7 cFall 987
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MO!| has become the dominant ONC In the field.“” Our present understandıng of
aspect, however, requires SOILC fıner dıstinctions.
Aspect 15 concerned wıth the “dıfferent WAaYS of viewing the inner emporal

5y 4constituency of situation In contrast tOo en: 1C| deseribes the temporal
relatıons between ©  ‚9 speaker, and reference poimt. The primary aspec
distincetion that 15 grammatıcalızed In most anguages 15 that of perfectiv1ity VS.

imperfectivıty. ernar‘ Comrie’s formulatıon:

the perfective o0ks at the siıtuation from outsıde, wiıthout necessarıily distinguishing of the
nternal of the sıtuatıon, whereas the imperfective 00 at the situation from insıde,
and such 15 cruclally concerned ıth the nternal sStructiure of the situation.”

Aspect 15 concerned wıth the iffering perceptions of even(t, either SCCI1 from
wıthout bounded ole (perfective) SCCTI] from wiıthın unbounded
PTOCCSS (imperfective).

alternatıve but ogıically equivalent descr1iption of thıs aspecC contrast
addresses the relationshıp between eVi (E) and the even! firame through hıch

15 perceived.” the 15 SCCI1 wnole wiıthın the even! then it 15
viewed perfectively; f the event’s boundarıies (eıther beginniıng end) extend
outsıde of the frame then the VIEW 15 imperfective. Both descr1ptions emphasıze that

EVi sıtuation, SCVCN stative ONCS, INay be viewed perfectively OTr

imperfectively. The dıfference of 15 ONC of perspective, NOot of inherent
quality of the even! sıtuation. As Omrıe states wıth admırable prec1s10n,
aspecC dıifferences relate o how ONC “lo0ks at sıtuation”.
ere Mal OCCAaSsS10ons in the margıns of CBH where the of OoNe
ver'! form the place of another indicates aspectual dıstiınction. The uUuscs that
sShow mMOoOst clearly the semantıcs of when the Impf. 15 used to CXDICSS
imperfectivity past context, and when the 15 used CXPDPTICSS perfectivity in

context. These classes of vVer‘| USC contradıct the ordınary
values for these forms, discussed above. In these (and only ese aspec uses of
the verb, ense reference 1S neutralized; ViZ. the verb CXPICSSCS primarıly aspect,
wiıth the ordınary ens! alue educed to ZeT0O

Hereın les ONC of the CUrN0OUS features al the margıns of the CBH ver'| System: the
Impf. in the past irame (to May be used primarıly O CXPDPICSS ense (relatıve
future) aspeC (imperfectivity); and conversely, the in the future frame (to

47 Rödiger revised Gesen1ius’s from the 4th through 22Ind edıtions (1845-1872) and
replace: Gesen1ius’s absolute ense MO| ıth Ewald’s aspectual model:; SCC cFall 1982 132
GKC 10683 Driver 1892 remaıns invaluable work despite the apt erıticiısms of altke-
O’Connor $29.31-m.

On the ollowing, SCC Comrie 1976; ‚yons 1977 03-18; Dahl 1985; and Binnick 1991 135-
214

Comrie 1976

51
Comriıe 1976
INNIC 991 09-13, CSD 212 “Aspect characterizes the ıNnNeren! relatiıonshıps of

predicate the eV| frame.”
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May be used primarıly o CADICSS ense (relatıve past) (perfectivıty) How
does ONe determine WN1IC 15 the PIHMNALYy emantıc value of verb these margınal
uses? The W  5} CVCI, 15 CONTfexTt clause€ verbs, and the general
implıcature of the discourse. Varıous 11ngmst1c  a and discursive s1ıgnals such
that these margın: SCS rarely obscure.  53 As eneral rule, where there
contextual indıcators of relatıve nse value the aspec SCIISC 15 PIHNAarYy The
orammatıcal and discursive context 15 sufficıent (n prose) to determine the
semantı' ofnse and aspect these margınal uses Thıs 15 nNOot tOo lose sıght of the
fact that the vast majJorıty of uses CBH there 15 cColncıdence of tense and

ver‘ usc
The Impf. used CXDICSS iımperfect1vıty the past gener.  Y CONVCYS aDı
ıteralıve, duratıve ' the STaAIMMATS observe. ese UuUSCcs sıgnaled
contextually  LA S AAd  by clause dısjunction, wıth the Impf. providing backgroundeinformation.” Occasıonally ONC fiınds ımperfective SCQUCNCECS IND. COonv. PfS.)

past narratıon, backgrounding the perfective INal The following
example of imperfectıve backgroundıng past perfective

ımperfect1 Dasl.
whinne b> bassadeE whinne SI0Sd edre-so robsim "Alghd ki Min-

habb‘ haht“ ha’ ddı  arım wh  nehben gdold al- habb” WNE ESDÜU-SAMMAÄ
kal-haOCAdarım wgaldlu £t-h  o>ehben al habb” Whisqu “"£t-hasso‘ whesibhü
Eoeben al- habb” limgoma WUYVYO 'ahem S —  Ägob ahay ayın
"attem (Gen 2-4)

‘6He Sa  < ell the 1e wıth three OC of sheep Iyıng by 1L, for from
that ell they used O the OC| and there bıg rock
the mouth of the ell the OC WOIL be gathered OMNV. FPL.) there
and they WOLL roll ONYV. P7.) the rock from the mouth of the ell and
they WOL ODV. Pf.) the sheep, and WOLL Trelurn ODV. FE) the
rock Ifs place the mouth of the ell aCo sa1d them, ‘My brothers
where YOU irom?”

The relatıve past use of the Iso entaıl perfectivity; for the aspectua. of the
relatıve future Impf., SCC e 10W.

ote ‚.yon remarks 396-97) f unıversally recognized and demonstrable fact that
Nan of the acceptable utterances of Englısh and er languages amb1gu0us they be
interpreted INOTE dıfferent Ways Frequently, though not always their ambıgur
unnoticed everyday language-behaviour because the Ontext such that all but ONC of the
possible interpretations irrelevant relatıvely improbable >>

Imperfective clauses May Iso begın ıth whayd which sımılarly indiıcates backgrounded
clause SCcCC altke-O Connor Lambdıin notes $197c) of a sımılar
CONstruction “Such clauses CONjunciıve by definıtion, but because of theır formal ep:  e
from the which theyr they clearly mark anticıpatory empora. subordination

Other extende: imperfective SCYUCNCES include Exod 33TFE Exod 34-35; Num 1523
For ther examples SCC GKC $107b,e Bergstr:  ässer &$7d olüon-Muraoka $ 1 13e-f. altke-

Connor S31
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Note that the Impf. CXDICSS imperfectivıty In the past for either dynamıc
statıve verbs, In the followıng example:
ken yih tamıd he äandn ykassennu 9:16)

“Thus ıt used fO he Imp. contın!  Ya the CIOU! WOLL Imp. 27

The contrast between perfectivity and imperfectivı In the past 15 illustrated in the
ollowing passage:”
w eli zagen S  ?”0d wSäma‘ et kAl-  D  ASEr ya dsün bandaw Ikäl-yisra el w et D  ASEI-

ASIMyiskbün "et-hann hassob öt petah "ohel mö ed Wayyo mer lahem lammd
ta dsün kaddbarım hda ell£Ronald S. Hendel  Note that the Zmpf. can express imperfectivity in the past for either dynamic or  stative verbs, as in the following example:  ken yihy&E tämid he“ änän ykassennü (Num 9:16)  “Thus it used to be (Impf.) continually, the cloud would cover (Impf.) it.”  The contrast between perfectivity and imperfectivity in the past is illustrated in the  following passage:”®  w“eli zägen m’od w$äma“ ’et käl-’äs'f;.r ya“äsün bänäw Ikäl-yisrä’el w’et ”äSer-  asım  Z  yiskbün  °£t-hann  hassob”öt petah °ohel mö°ed wayyo’ mer lähem lämmä  ta‘äsün kaddbärim hä’ell£ ... wlo” yism'ü Iqöl ”äbihem (1 Sam 2:22-25)  “Now Eli was very old, and he was hearing (Conv. Pf.) about all that his  sons were doing (Impf.) to all Israel, and how they were /ying (Impf.) with  the women who stood at the door of the Tent of Meeting. He said (Conv.  Impf.) to them, ‘Why are you doing (Impf.) such things?...” But they  would not hear (Impf.) their father’s voice.”  The past imperfective events (“was hearing”, “were doing”, “were lying”, “would  hear”) are those seen as extending without boundary, without discernible beginning  or end from the perspective of the speaker/speech-act (note also the present  imperfective, “are doing””), while the perfective event (“said”) is seen as complete  and bounded.  An exception to this use of the Impf. to express imperfectivity in a past frame is the  case where two events co-occur, one complete and the other durative (a type of  imperfectivity). In these cases of aspectual contrast the durative action is expressed  by a noun clause, commonly with a predicate P£?  5 6a  A  VA D OvA  wayyiss  a ena  w wayyar”  whinne $losä ”ändsim nissäbim  äläw (Gen 18:2)  “He /ifted (Conv. Impf.) his eyes and saw (Conv. Impf.) that three men  were standing (Pt.) before him.”  wayyimsä’ehü ”i$ whinne to°£ bassäd& (Gen 37:15)  “A man found (Conv. Impf.‘) him while he was wandering (Pt.) in the  fields.”  hemmä yördim biqse hä‘ir üs$mü’el ”ämar ° dl-S$&’ül (1 Sam 9:27)  “As they were going down (Pt.) to the edge of the city, Samuel said (Pf.) to  Saulbu.?  The predicate Pf., in CBH a tenseless durative form, fits well into this restricted use  in the place of the wider-ranging imperfectivity of the Impf.  56  Note also the literary contrasts between the proper and improper acts of “hearing” and “desire”  57  by Eli, Yahweh, and the wicked sons.  See Driver 8831, 135; GKC $8116u; Bergsträsser $13e; Joüon-Muraoka $166c-i; Waltke-  O’Connor $37.6.  166wlo yviISm ü lgol "Abihem Sam 2:27.2425)

“Now Elı VETY old, and he hearınz ONV. FL about that hıs
SONS WEIC domg Imp. tO srael, and how they WETITC Iyıng wıth
the who stood at the door of the ent of(He saıd ONV.
Impf. ) them, ‘Why YVOU 01n such things?...’ But they
WOL not hear Imp. theiır father’s vol1ce.”

The past imperfective events (“was hearın!  297 “were domng”, “were lyın:  37 Wwo
hear  7 those SCOCI1 extending wıthout oundary, wıthout discernıble beginnıng
OT end from the perspective of the speaker/speech-act (note also the present
imperfective, ...  are domg”) hıle the perfective “Said”) 1S SCCI1 complete
and unde:

exception to thıs of the Impf. CXDICSS imperfectivıty In past frame 15 the
Cası where events CO-OCCUIL, ONC complete and the other duratiıve (a type of
imperfectiviıty). In these Cases of aspectual contrast the durative actiıon 15 expressed
by 110 clause, ommonly wıth predicate Pt?*

c A D lWAayyiss®  Nd wayyar whinne SI0Sd ANASLM nissabim aldaw (Gen 18:2)
“He ONV. IND. hıs CYCS and 5a  S ONV. Impf.) that three inen

WEITIEC standıng FE} before hlm 29
wayyimsä ehü DA  185 whinne OE bassädE (Gen

$‘A found ONV. Impf.) hım hıle he WAdS Wanderng (Pf.) the
fields.”

hemmäd yordim biqse hd’ir usmuü el aJmar gl-.  ‚SA U  M 0>  [ Sam 9227}
“AS they WETITC 2010g down (Pf.) tO the edge of the cıty, amue saıd ;Pf:} to
Saul 29

The predıicate Pf in CBH tenseless duratıve form., fıts ell into this restricted uUusSec

in the place of the wıder-ranging imperfectiviıty of the Impf.

ote Iso the lıterary CONntrasts between the DFrODCI and improper CIS of “hearing” and “desıire”
Dy Elı ahweh, and the wicked SOMNS.

See Driver SS31, 433: (3L u; Bergsträsser S 1l3e; OUuüon-  uraoka $ 166C-1; altke-
O’Connor 8$37.6
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The counterpart to the past imperfective wıth Impf. 15 the future perfective wıth
Thıs 1Ss quıite Tal‘ CBH, where ıt DOCS by the tıtle of ““prophetic perfect  „.58 The
instances where the “takes the place  29 of the Impf. CXDICSS perfective aspec!

the future, hıle clear enough in theır perfective Uanc®e. Thıs prımarıly
aspec of the Pf., wıth tense alue neutralızed, OCCUTI'S MoOost often relatıon
divine actıons Or theır CONSCYHUCNCCS, p  1cularly poetry, hence the attrıbute
“prophetic”. The emphasıs the already complete quality of the actıon also makes
thıs uUusSc appropriate for oaths and threats. Unlike the relatıve past usc of
future ©, hıch 15 contextually indıcated by clause and emporal
adverbs, the perfectıve the future 15 indıcated solely by semantıc context

perfective future.
hen gdwanü Aäbadnü Tland P  a  bı  d  dnü (Num

“Alas, wıll dıe PE WIll perısı Pf:) ofus Will perıis. (P£)!„59
kı atta titten w im-lo‘ lagahtı bhazqa Sam 2:16)

“NOW o1ve 16 ifnol, wıilIl take PE) ıt by force.”
hay-yhwh ki- im-rasti "ahäräw (2 Kgs 5:20)

“AS ahwe lıves, W Iun Pf.) after

Note that in these instances there 15 ambıgulty concerning aspec
relatıve nse interpretation; contextually 1S the only relevant possı1bılıty.

the examples above where temporally unexpected takes the place of the
Impf., and ViIce V| SCC the workıngs of the aspectual system of CBH. As
have SCCHL, there 1S complementarı of aspect and en: value these margınal
domaıins, for hıch the indications of clause S  ©, adverbs, and semantıc
context ecrucıal In showing the DC The contrast of perfective
imperfective obtaıns emporal 'ames (past, present, and future) by usıng
and Impf. INAaNnnNneT that Contrasts wıth the aspectual force of the other form
o1ven emporal frame. thıs WAaY the CBH system achleves maxımum of semantıc
contrasts wıth mınımMuUum of distinctive forms. The predicate Pt also belongs
this system d tenseless imperfective (duratiıve) form.

most languages, includiıng CBH, the temporal 1s the most clearly
marke: for aspecC contrasts  60 CBH the present 15 also marke: for aspec'
cContrasts, ave SCCH above In the discussion of sıtuation. The future, often
15 the CaSC, 1S less clear. The Ooccasıonal uUusc of the future perfective indıcates
that the Impf. 1S the contrasting imperfectıve form Vet ONeE also 1 the Impf. 4S
future yel NOoTt clearly imperfective. the ollowing example the duratıve future

1S expressed wıth F& and the intersecting of events expressed wıth
Impf. (and Conv. PE

58 See recently eın 1990; Iso SCC Driver 8 14; olülon-Muraoka £g; Bergsträsser SOh;
Waltke-O’Connor 8S30.5

ote the paralle] expression yamüt, O,  wıll die”, the following60 See Comrie 976 71-73, CSD %af MaYy ell be general characteristic of human anguages
SOIT eater aspectual dıiıfferentiation in the past than In ther tenses.”
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hinne dak mdabberet Sa. im-hammelek "ahärayik ümille‘{1 Dln
ardyı Kgs 14)

“Then, ıle YOou ST1L there speakınzg (Pf.) wıth the kıng, wıll COINEe

Imp. after yOUu and wıll confirm ODNV. Pf.) YOUr words 5

The future *]] COINC and 66,  wiıll confirm represents of events
that will interrupt the duratıve acT, ...  are spe.  37 Thıs aspec Con!  ‚9 wıth Pt

Impf. the future, indıcates that the Impf. mMay not ave clear DIIIMNAaL'Yy
' Where the cContrast the future 115 wiıth PE theaspecC value 1 SOINC uses.

Impf. May be used primarıly for A4S future form where the contrast the
future wıth the Impf. clearly has ense and aspect value future
imperfective As EeVeT the context IO indıcate and {O disambiguate the PILMAaLYy
emantıc values
Our characterizatıon of the emantıc contrasts of and Impf. illustrated Dy
theır margınal SCS MaYy be efined ollows wıth respect 18 Sıtuatli1onN, tense and

IThe relatıve equency of uUusSc for the different values 15 indıcated by
equent use) and 3-cC (margiınal uses) the discussıon above ave indıcated
the ogrammatıcal and contextual condıtions for the emantıc values ofeach form

stalıve relatıve non-future state
perfectıve state (zero tense)

Impf. relatıve future state
imperfectıve state (zero tense)

dynamıc relatıve past perfective
perfective (zero tense)

Impf. relatıve nOoNn-past imperfective even!
imperfective (zero tense)
relatıve future even! (zero aspect)

As the Cası of the relatıve system of CBH the aspec system begıns {to
break down LBH and becomes exTinct Beginning LBH ONC 1nds
1N of imperfectivity expressed by the Pt (wıth the perıphrastic construction of
\hyh Pt for future imperfectiviı OT by dverbs The subtle dance of
relatıve and aspect CBH involvıng the contrasts of ( ( ODV Imp. and
Impf. C(ODNV Pf£.) C  ges utterly postclassıcal Hebrew

MOo:  ®&

00 generally defined involving the speaker’ attıtude OT toward
proposıtion. > The contrast mo0d ı15 between the indıcatıve (or declaratıve)

For thıs Joüon-Muraoka ($1 13b) regarı the future Impf. lackıng aspectua) value
altke-O Connor $31 Iso regarı the future Impf. non-aspectual As ave SCCH the
semantıcs of the future Impf. involve both and ense relatıons

2 TIhe future perfective (“prophetic perfect””) of tatıve verbs found only DOEIMTY sapel (Isa
63

11); mala (Isa 9)‚ hayyınu (Ps 126 1) yimmale (Ps 126 SCC eın 1990
On mo0od and modalıty, SCC er 986 ‚yons 9’7°7) 791 849
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and the modal, 1C the former 15 unmarke: for mo0od and the latter 15 marked.®®
Like tense and aspect, mo0od 15 key diımens1ıon of the grammaticaliızation of
meanıng, but dıffers functionally that, Palmer notes, “modalıty... does 18(0)1
relate semantically to the verb alone, primarıly, but the ole sentence?  265 Thıs
feature 15 of partıcular significance for Hebrew, Since there 15 Cases

COon! ofverbal form for the semantıc contrast of indicatıve modal.®
marke: and restricted to odal usec theThe only verbs Hebrew formal

volıtional forms erealiter Volhits.), 1 the cohortatıve, imperatıve, and Jussıve.
The prımary form sed o CXDTICSS MOst other SOTrTS of modalıty (includıng volıtıon)
1S the Impf., hich only be interpreted MO!| by context. Talt instances the

1S also used modally (see below). Hence mood ex1ists dıfferently the ver'
system than aspect, SINCE ıts chief Ccontrast (indicatıve modal) 15
indicated In MOST Cascs by semantıc Context rather than by form. of the TCason
for the ctional mood of the Impf. lıes Its ense reference relatıve future
(or non-past) Linguists have bserved that future reference 1s often elated to
modalıty: SINCE the future 1S by definıtion unknown, reference 118 the future 1S often
expressed wıth non-indicative form INa anguages (including the Indo-
uropean lan es) there 15 hıstorical relationshıip between odal forms and theAıtense. Hebrew WOU. g33ear tO be prime example of thıs permeabiılıty
between mMO and the futur:  ®

key semantıc distinction amMoNng MO utterances ın mMoOost languages 15 that
between deontic and epistemic modality. ”© Deontic modalıty (from Tee| deon,

hıch 15 bıindıng”) involves the speaker’s will, statements of wiısh,
command, perm1ss10n, obligation. These nds ofutterances CXDTICSS the speaker’s
desıre OT decısıon concerning act1on. Epıistemic modalıty (from episteme,
“knowledge” involves the speaker’s opınıon OT owledge about proposıtion,
ın emen! of (031 belief, OT other shades of expectation OT opInıon. Epistemic
utterances relate 118 the speaker’s state of owledge, rather than the speaker’s
will

Englısh and other European anguages SOINC odal verbs INnay be used for either
epistemic deontic mo wıth the partıcular indicated by context,
the ollowing:
“ You INAY be excused from the ble NOW.  29 eontic
“He INAY arrıve 'OMOTTOW.” (epistemiıc
64

65
On the indicative the unmarke:ı member, SCC er 986 14-33, 8 1-88
er, 986
On thıs ea in CBH and earlıer Semitic, SCC Huehnergard 1988 20-22

67 Following the erminology of altke-O’  Oonnor 834.1; sımılarly olüon-Muraoka $114;
Bergsträsser $10a.

‚yons 1977 815; er 986 6-18
hıs 15 prime emphasıs of Zuber 986 1A15
See CS Palmer 1986 18-20, SA Palmer (102-3) Iso thırd kınd, ‘“dynamic

modalıty”, 1C| involves the utterances of willingness abılıty. hıs kınd of utterance, ıle
clearly modal, 1S not clearly deontic epistemic. In Hebrew thıs would pertain the MO uUusSsec of
the Impf. CADICSS hat Waltke-O’Connor call ($3 4.C) the “non-perfective of capabılıty”.
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One finds sımılar multivalence modal SCS of the Impf. CBH

ikkol "es-haggan "äAkol en16)
* You INAY eal from CVETY tree of the garden. (deontic)

altem Ikü aghu 'akem teben MaAser timsd ‚XO 11)
“GO get STra W yourselves wherever yOUu INAYfind 1T (epıstemic)

Thıs multivalence ı the mO of the Impf. has tended obscure the dıstincetion
between deontic and epistem1Cc modalıty ı descr1iptions of Hebrew. /}
The distinction between deontic and epistemi1c modalıty ı CBH ı15 clearly shown
the difference between the modal uUusSsc of the OIl and the Impf. TIhe Ol
speclalızed for deontic mMO CXDITCSSINE wıshes commands and the lıke hıle
the Impf. mMay be sed for eiıther deontic OT epistem1C mo Where the
overlap es the Category of deontic modalıty; where they dıverge defines
ep  e modalıty

the Al of the modal system CBH there places where SOMMC forms of
the erb OCCUT the place of SOTMNC others 118 CXDICSS nds of semantıc
COonN! Wıthın the field of deontic modalıty these form indicate
Contrasts either ofD' (perfective imperfective) ofre. (real unreal) hıle

epıstemi1Cc modalıty ONC fınds only the contrast of re:  1 (real unreal) Let us

rst to the contrasts ofe found the deontic classes ofprohıbıtion and wiısh.
prohıbitions (or negatıve gommands)  a the constructions wıth USS. Impf. SCCIH

18 indicate dıfference of aspect.7* „The construction al USS. 15 sed for
perfective prohıbıtions, hıle lo Impf. 15 sed for imperfective prohibitions. ””
The latter construction 15 used for sıtuations SCCI1 4S unbounded by the speaker,
perpetual commands legal prohı1bıtions (consistently apodiıctic Jaw), hıle the
former 15 sed to prohıbıt specıific punc events Compare for example the
aspectual dıfference AaINnNONS the followıng prohıbıtions
al-nad ta Abor al abdekka (Gen 18

27n NOL DaASS DY yOUTr servant.’ ’ (perfective prohıbıtiıon — ‚pecıfic event)
al-tislah yadka "el-hanna: al-ta IO UM (Gen Z2)

“D0 NolLt lay yOUITr hand the boy; do NOLt do an  ıng 18 hım (perfective
prohıbıtion — specıfic event)

I0 MLMMENNU (Gen 1L7)
“D0 Not eal of IT (imperfectıve prohıbıtion unbounded duratıon)

The endency the adop! the tradıtional Categorıies of Greek and Latın
STaIMar

These Cons  C{I10NS and the Ontrast of (ONV Impf. Impf. the only lear survıvals
CBH of the er aspectual contrast between the yagtul perfectıve and the yaqtulu imperfect1ıve
In earlıer Northwest Semitic (and West Central emitic these Orms contrast aspectually both
indicatiıve and deontic MO uUsScC SCC Huehnergard 988 2079
73 ambdın ($102) describes the ontrast “iımmediate specıfic commands” “duratıve NOMN-

specific” Sımilarly ıllıams ($396) describes the er avıng imperfect aspect  7 Varyıng
descriptions GKC SS 070 109d Bergsträsser m-n olon-Muraoka
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lo tirsah lo tin Ap  ° lo 12NO0 ‚XO 20-13-15 Deut /7-19)
“DO Nnoft murder. Do Not commuıt adultery. DOo NotLt steal.” (imperfective
prohıbıtion unbounded duratiıon)

The al USS. construction 15 used for complete and bounded eVe) wıth
eginnın?g and end in sıght, hıle the lo Impf. 15 used for unbounded
sıtuation, concel1ved wıthout end Thıs contrast, lıke other contrasts In the aspectual
system of CBH, 1sappears In the of LB  n
The other class of deontic mO! in hıch aspec COonNn! 15 formally
indicated 15 the rare of the precatıve these usScCS, clearly found only in
DOEeITY, the 15 sed indicate perfectiviıty of wiıishful expectation, wıth the
EVi concei1ved complete and bounded, hence expressing confidence In ıts
accomplıshment. As 1n the future perfective uUusS«ec of the in the indicative (to
hıch thıs modal UuUsSc corresponds), the precatıve generally desceribes divine
actl1ons. the followıng poetic biıcola the precatıve in the second colon acts

intensifyıng parallel the Imv. in the ırst colon, g1ving of perfectivı
aCct of salvatıon:

hö6.  S71 eni  va mipp1 A  arye
uUmiqgarne remım >  Aanıtanı (Ps

“ Save INV. from the hon’s mouth:
Rescue FY.) from the horns ofwıld bulls.”

Thıs deontic modal of the CXPICSS perfective wısh 15 found other
Semitıic languages (Aramaıc, 1C), and 1S parallele: in non-Semuitic languages.‘
The aspec Conftrast in thıs instance 1S wıth the other forms used for wıshes
( Voltts. and IND. hıch therefore either imperfective OTr aspectually neutral
thıs If the aspec contrast evıdent In the prohibitions (perfective [al USS.
VS imperfective o IND. 15 compared o thıs aspectual contrast posıtıve
volıtion, then Inay infer that the 15 °more‘ perfective than the Ol
deontic MO It INaYy be sımpler, however, regar! posıtıve deontic modalıty
aspectually neutral in the forms other than the Pf.. and hence SCC sımple
opposıtion (perfective ZCeTO aspect) obtaınıng for the aspectual contrast of precatıve

IND. OIl Ihıs 1SSUE, pertaınıng aspec contrasts wiıt positıve
deontic modalıty, INnay correspond the question of the varyıng prominence of
Cfor the Impf. future indicatıive uUusSecs (see above).
The other margınal SCS for the wıthın the odal system involve the semantıc
aX1ls of real unreal_ ”” The contrast In degrees of re:  1 hıch the 15 the

See, C Qimron 986 80-81 The Juss. 1S virtually ODSsoOlete Rabbinıic Hebrew; SCC ega)
927 5 9

For ther possible examples of the precatıve perfect, SCC ‚Wa 0Uülon-  uraoka 12k;
Waltke-O’Connor 8$30.5.4d. Driver and Bergstr:  ässer question the cCe)  nty of this
LE in Hebrew.

See W altke-O’Connor 830.5.4c; Loprieno 986
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unreal member and the Impf. the real, May best be esCTMT1DE! modal reflex of
tense, derıved from the temporal contrast (n the ynamıc ver' of past non-past.
‘Pastness’, scCMN of the PE translates into logıical distance from
(present) re: Binnick observes, “because of ıts abılıty dıstance,

the from the speech-act sıtuation, the past INaYy be sed for irrealities’‚ 78

Many anguages use thıs semantıc tense-effect to dıstinguish between real modalıty
(referring actual possıble events) unreal modalıty referring 18 impossible
unlıkely events). CBH the 15 sed indicate unrealıty in both deontic and
epistemic modalıty. For deontic MO this includes wiıshes and For
epistemic modalıty thıs includes condıtions and SUOIIC nds ofquestions.

CBH both unreal wıshes (deontic) and unreal conditions (epistemic) indıcated
by the plus GIe, uSu U, occasıonally kim at D VR Thıs use of
the contrasts wıth the of the Impf. OT OIl (plus p  icles real wishes
and real conditions.  30 Examples ofunre. in wıshes and condıtions Are:

IU matnü b'eres misrayım (Num 14:2)
“Would that had dıed in Egypt  27 WIS

Iü hahäyitem DA  oütam lo haragtıi £tkem udg 8:19)
“IfYOU hadJet them Iive, wouldnot Fall you  29 (condıtion)

k1 lüle hitmahmahndü ki-"attda sabnü zE pa ämdyim (Gen
„ 1“If had nNOoTt delayed, by NO WOLL aVe COINEC back twıce.

(condıtıion)
these Cases the wısh proposıtion 1S impossible, hence the empo  Y past form

15 used for that hıch 1s fıllable 0)8 unreal Note that it 1S nNOot the cle Iü ın
itself that indicates unrealıty, for [Ü Impf. Ol CXPDPTCSSCS real ssıblewish ®® The use of the 15 integral the unreal modal construction.

elated usSec of the the less Vivid unre: form in deontic modalıty
the of polıte requests. INa languages the past form, as the less VIVId, 1s sed

mark polıteness deference, In the ollowıing eXpPreSsS1ONSs where OMNC

On real unreal modalıty, SCC Palmer 1986 16-1 19, 91-95, 0-13; ‚yons 1977 795-96;
INNIC| 991 90-93; and CBH. GKC D3 Joüon-Muraoka SS163C 167k; altke-

78
O’Connor 530.5.4b OU; the er confuse the 1Ssue wıth ree and Latın irrealis).

INNIC: 1991 390; sımılarly ‚yons 977 819
See Driıver S818, -40; üon-Muraoka GKC D3 altke-O’Connor $30.5.4a-b;

er 986 1-13
OoOwever not all real condiıtions eed be consıdered modal, IMNaYy be ScCCcMN the ordınary usSse

of the past real conditions past perfectives. On the frequent uUsSscC of indicatives modally
unmarke: forms) real condiıtions “where the speaker 15 noTt ommitted the truth of eıther
clause”, and the mMOoO| ambigulty of condıtiona. clauses, SC er 1986 28, 9-91 (quote
from 28). ‚yons Iso observes 796 4) that condıtiona. clause where speaker 1S
not ‚ommiıtted the falsıty of eiıther proposition, “the function of the past-tense marker
the first clause ll be empora. rather than modal”

the ofthe negatıve unreal construction, lüle‘ P ‘9 the negatiıon of the action specıfie
the protasıs 15 unreal, ıle In the apodosıIis the CONSCYUCNCEC 15 unreal.

E.g., Gen 17:18, 3():34
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backshıfts’ ınto the past (or past moda. for polıteness: “I ould lıke”
voudraıs’”; ‘“iıch möchte”. Compare the followıng English:”

“Would YOUu pass the salt‘?”” VS “ Wiıll YOou pass the salt?”
The contrast egree of vividness (past odal form non-past form) INaYy
account for SUOIMLIC instances CBH where 15 used rather than Impf.
the ollowıng polıte requestSs framed real condıtions

kı im-zkartanı ttka kaAS Er yıta lak (Gen 14)
°If you would remember when all ı15 ell wıth yOUu

d  a  dondyM-Nad MASda{1 hen Hengkd (Gen 18
e ‘My ords, ıf find favor ı YOUI eyeSi”

The kınds of Con! ıf anYy, between and Impf. real condıiıtions 15
contested ® SOMINEC instances, such the above polıte requests, the semantıc aX1S5
of real unreal correlatıng wıth VIVId : less VIv1d INay aCCOUNT for the of the

thıs construction
Elsewhere OC occasıonally fınds the sed real condıtions CXADICSS elated
value the AaX1S of real unreal that of the real but extremely dubıious remote
the instances eI0W the CADICSSCS egree of remoteness real condıtion
(note that the condıtion 15 marke: by E NOT [u) ese Casecs CXDICSS S mMay
call real-remote epistemi1Cc modalıty; VIZ possible but VeETY ımprobable even!
from the speaker perspective

lo habi ’ otiw  Ar el whissagtiw IpanEka (Gen 43
“IfI WCEIEC Nolt nng hım back 18 yOUuU and seit hım before YOU.

im-gullahti WSar MLIUMMENN kohtr udg 17)
“If WETIE shaved, strength WOU. leave me.

"im-hikkitem kal-hel kasdim hannilhamım ittkem (Jer 10)
“bven ıf yYOU WETE defeat the whnole Chaldean that ı15 fıghting agalinst
YOU.

Aabarta P 7 Gıtt1 whayita alay Imassa (2 Sam 1533)
88CCIf yYOu WEIE OVET wıth yOUu ould be urden

83 From Palmer 1986 2
ote that thıs NOTt ofpast ense reference raham 5SayS IT fırst the

85
strangers

‚ambdın 8196 the orıginal dıstincetion has become obscured’”); altke-O Connor
S30 (“perfective value ven though that value noTt Obvi0us’”’); GKC (“which ll be
completely the future”’); olon-Muraoka quı frequently for the past
future | futur pass

On the lIınguistic relationship of real-remote and unreal modalıty, ote Lyons Comment
819) “Contra-factivity SIMDIY speclal ‚ASC of subjectively modalızed remote

possIibility.
GKC $159m) notes thıs UuUsSsc SOINC condıtions partıcularly involving ımprecatıons of

Ps 4'3 Job 31 1C “the speaker AdSSUumes for moment possible and
‚ven aCı  al, that 1C: he really rejects inconceı1vable”.

Lambdin (8$196) suggests that there 1ı dıstinction 1 verbal semantıcs between thıs DPasSsSagc
and Num IM-Ya “ab; bne-gad übne-r >n  ben r  ittkem Note, however, that the contrast
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Note that Gen 43:9 the 1S ollowe! by COnv. In the protasıs, indıcatıng
that Impf. 15 the expected iınıtial torm. these and other Cases (see elow, Kgs
7:4), the real condıtıon 15 g1ven of remoteness by usc of the
The other occasıonal UuUsScC of the to CXDICSS real-remote epistemic modalıty 15 In
questions hıich Driver observes) CAPDICSS  2969, astonıshment at what aDPDCAIs {Oo the
speaker the ghes egree iımprobable
"ahäre bli hayta-llı “edn: wa doni zagen (Gen 18 l’2)

° After ave 9TOWN old, AaVve pleasure, when INY husband 15 also
old‘?”

mL millel P’abrähäm henigd banım SAra ki-yaladtı ben lizgundw (Gen
“Who WOLLave told braham that Sarah WOIL suckle hıldren? But
ave borne SON 118 his old age  29

ML s lah yado bimsiah yhwh WnIggdRonald S. Hendel  Note that in Gen 43:9 the Pf£. is followed by a Conv. Pf. in the protasis, indicating  that an Impf. is the expected initial form. In these and other cases (see below, 2 Kgs  7:4), the real condition is given a nuance of remoteness by use of the P£  The other occasional use of the P£ to express real-remote epistemic modality is in  questions which (as Driver observes) *  efg)r:ess astonishment at what appears to the  speaker in the highest degree improbable Q  ”ahäre bloti häytä-Ili “ ednä wa’doni zägen (Gen 18:12)  “After I have grown old, am I fo have pleasure, when my husband is also  old?”  mi millel Fabrähäm heniqä bänim särdä ki-yäladti ben lizqunäw (Gen 21:7)  “Who would have told Abraham that Sarah would suckle children? But I  have borne a son to his old age.”  mi Sälah yddö bimsiah yhwh wniqqä ... yhwh yiggapennü (1 Sam 26:9-10)  “Who could lay his hand on the anointed of Yahweh with impunity? ...  Yahweh will strike him down.”  In each of these instances the proposition is real (possible), however remote (note  that in the first and second instances they actually occur). The Pf£ as the unreal  member of the real : unreal contrast is used fruitfully to express real-remote  modality in these utterances.  In these marginal classes of modal use — prohibitions; precative PF£; unreal wishes  and conditions; polite requests; real-remote conditions and questions — where one  form is used in the place of another, we see, more clearly than in common uses, the  effects of the complex interrelationships of tense (and tense-effects), aspect, and  mood.  From the vantage point of these marginal uses we may characterize the chief  contrasts in form and meaning in the modal system as follows:  deontic:  RE  unreal or polite  or real + perfectivity  Impf.  real  or real + imperfectivity  Volits.  real  or real + perfectivity  PE  unreal or real-remote  epistemic:  Impf.  real  explicable in terms of the analysis advanced here. In 2 Sam 15:33 ’im  “äbartä is used for an  extremely unlikely event, since the king is expressly instructing Hushai not to cross over with him.  In Num 32:29 ”im-ya“abrü is used by Moses for a situation that he expressly urges, that Reuben  and Gad cross over the Jordan. The real : unreal axis is evident in this contrast.  89  Driver $19; GKC $106p; Jolüon-Muraoka 8112j.  174yhwh yiggapennuü Sam 26:9-10)
“Who CO lay hıs hand the anointed of ahwe wıth Impun!'Ronald S. Hendel  Note that in Gen 43:9 the Pf£. is followed by a Conv. Pf. in the protasis, indicating  that an Impf. is the expected initial form. In these and other cases (see below, 2 Kgs  7:4), the real condition is given a nuance of remoteness by use of the P£  The other occasional use of the P£ to express real-remote epistemic modality is in  questions which (as Driver observes) *  efg)r:ess astonishment at what appears to the  speaker in the highest degree improbable Q  ”ahäre bloti häytä-Ili “ ednä wa’doni zägen (Gen 18:12)  “After I have grown old, am I fo have pleasure, when my husband is also  old?”  mi millel Fabrähäm heniqä bänim särdä ki-yäladti ben lizqunäw (Gen 21:7)  “Who would have told Abraham that Sarah would suckle children? But I  have borne a son to his old age.”  mi Sälah yddö bimsiah yhwh wniqqä ... yhwh yiggapennü (1 Sam 26:9-10)  “Who could lay his hand on the anointed of Yahweh with impunity? ...  Yahweh will strike him down.”  In each of these instances the proposition is real (possible), however remote (note  that in the first and second instances they actually occur). The Pf£ as the unreal  member of the real : unreal contrast is used fruitfully to express real-remote  modality in these utterances.  In these marginal classes of modal use — prohibitions; precative PF£; unreal wishes  and conditions; polite requests; real-remote conditions and questions — where one  form is used in the place of another, we see, more clearly than in common uses, the  effects of the complex interrelationships of tense (and tense-effects), aspect, and  mood.  From the vantage point of these marginal uses we may characterize the chief  contrasts in form and meaning in the modal system as follows:  deontic:  RE  unreal or polite  or real + perfectivity  Impf.  real  or real + imperfectivity  Volits.  real  or real + perfectivity  PE  unreal or real-remote  epistemic:  Impf.  real  explicable in terms of the analysis advanced here. In 2 Sam 15:33 ’im  “äbartä is used for an  extremely unlikely event, since the king is expressly instructing Hushai not to cross over with him.  In Num 32:29 ”im-ya“abrü is used by Moses for a situation that he expressly urges, that Reuben  and Gad cross over the Jordan. The real : unreal axis is evident in this contrast.  89  Driver $19; GKC $106p; Jolüon-Muraoka 8112j.  174ahwe will strike hım down.  29

each of these instances the proposition 15 real (possıble), however remote (note
that the fırst and second instances they actually OCcur). The the unreal
member of the real unreal contrast 15 sed o CADICSS real-remote
modalı these utterances

these margın; classes of odal Usc prohıbıitions; precatıve P unreal wıshes
and condıtions; polıte requesits; real-remote condıtiıons and questions where ON
form 1S sed the place of another, SCC, INOTC clearly than in USCS, the
effects of the complex interrelationshıips of tense (and tense-effects), and
mo0d.
Tom the pomt of these margınal usecs Inay characterize the chief

form and meanıngz the odal sSystem ollows

deontic: unreal OT polıte
OT real perfect1iviıty

Impf. real
OT real imperfectivı

ol real
OT real perfectivity
unreal OT real-remoteeDIStEMIC:

Impf. real

explicable terms of the analysıs advanced ere In Sam 15:33 ım aAbartd 15 sed for
extremely unlıkely event, SInCe the kıng 1S expressiy instructing Husha!i NOT VerT ıth him
In Num 32:29 "im-ya abrü 15 sed Dy Moses for sıtuation that he expressiy urges, that Reuben
and Gad VeT the Oordan. The real unreal AaX1s 1S vıdent thıs contrast.

Driver 819; GKC D; olion-Muraoka 12)
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Conclusions

The “en1gma” of the CBH ver' sSystem 15 reflection of the fact that Varıous
models work passably ell when confronted wıth the maJorıty of sentences the
Hebrew 1Io consıder for example the ma]Jor STAaIMMMNATS wrıtten revised
the early of thıs centurYy, GKC ollowing describes CBH
aspectual system (hence the terms °Perfect’ and ‘Imperfect”); ” Joüon descer1ibes the
system consıisting in Varıous CAasSsures of absolute ense and (hence hıs
terms ° Perfect’ and ‘Future’);‘“ and Bergsträsser defines the system ONC of
relatıve tense, and inveighs agamınst aspec theories.” All three STaAIMUNATS
invaluable, but their methods t00O often ead to atomistic compılatıon of
grammatıcal categories rather than sustained attempt 18 the semantıc
relations of the ver' system ole Hence the impression that CBH
1S pastiıche rather than language.”“ ave trıed 118 sShow that attention {tO the
margın: UuUsSscsS the sSystem IMay help 18 reveal the semantıc AXCS of the wnNnole.

9  Ü GKC $106-107. ther works advocatıng primarıly aspectua. analysıs (wıth Varıo0us
construals of aspect) include Driver 1892; Rundgren 1961; ustar 1972; ege 1975; Wılliams
1976; Jenni 1981; ardee 1985; Loprieno 1986; Eskhult 1990 altke-O’Connor $29-31) arguc
that the has perfective aspectual value and that the Impf. sıgnıfies “eıther imperfective
sıtuation past and present time, dependent sıtuatiıon”, ollowıng SUOTNC conjectures of

91
iıchel.

olon-  uraoka 1-13; similarly Lambdın S9I1; utscher 9082 4 ö Huehnergard 1988 M()=
Z uth 1992 95-96

Bergsträsser S6-7; sımılarly Kurylowicz 1972 84-91, and 1973 (on IC SCC the criticısms of
Binnick 1991 438); Bartelmus 1982 40-79; TOpp 991 C 8 lau 806, 217)
absolute ense model, but In subordinate clauses allows for writer’s discretion whether NOLT

uUsSc the tenses relatıvely” (p 15R Revell’s 1eW 15 sımılar allowing for both

93
absolute and relatıve ense.

thers who reject the valıdıty of aspectua. theory include er 1986 1571 (who p'4 that
the semantic cContrast of PF Impf. 15 indicatiıve modal-future); Niccacc]i 1990 166 (who presents

text-linguistic mo of Hebrew clause sequences); Rainey 990 408-9 (who maımntaılns the
primacy of absolute tense); and cFall 9872 50-5 1 (whozawkwardly agalns both ense and
aspect, concluding that the system remaıns en12gma). ote Lyons remarks 705) “Aspect
1S, fact, far INOTIC ommonly be found throughout the languages of the WOT| than ense 15
ere INan languages that do NOL ave ense, but VeEIYy few, if that do not ave aspect”; SCC
Iso Dahl 1985

On theories that CBH 15 Mischsprache (82.; Bauer, Driver, and perber SCC the
critical appralsals of cFall 19872 93-151; altke-O’Connor _47 and Halpern 1987 4-39
ote also Knauf’s Jaım (1990) that CBH 15 artıfıcial “Bıldungssprache” anufactured by
exılıc and postexılıc ants though he 1IfSs that the verbal system 1S that ofpre-exilic Hebrew;
agalnst thıs extreme posiıtion otfe the abundant continuıties between pre-exilic inscriptional
Hebrew and CBH (see CSD Sartfattı 1982; oung 1993 03-21, 203-5; and verbal SyN!
ardee More cogently, Säenz-Badıllos 56) consıiders CBH “the anguage of
ıterature and administration”:; similarly 982 80-81; Young 1993 03-13 (who notes
SoOme distinctions amMOoNS lıterary and admınistrative genres). would submıt that the analysıs of
CBH above terms of sıtuation, relative ense, pectT, and mo0od 15 pertinent the ther
Northwest Semitic languages of the and Iron Age, and ther Semuitic Janguages (on Classıcal
1C SCcC Comrie 1976 78-80; 985 63-64), but thıs awalIlts emonstration another 0OCCas1lon.
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The major semantıc dimens1ions that characterize the CBH ver'! system when SCCH
from ıts margıns, and the major distinctions wıthın these, May be utlined
ollows refer lex1icalızatıon grammaticalızatıon of meanıng indicating the
difference of FrOOL stem meanıngs (lexicalızation) ver' inflection and
syntactic OTr contextual implicature (grammaticalization). The symbol
“entaıils, consısts O

Lexicalization of meanıng
Situation statıve dynamıc

ynamıc intransıtive transıtıve
Reflexes of sıtuation in derıved con]jugatiıons (factıtıve, resultatıve,
frequentative, causatıve, et6.)

Grammaticalızatiıon ofmeanıng
Relatıve EeNSE

ynamıc relatıve past relatıve non-past
statıve relatıve non-future relatıve future

Aspect perfective imperfective
Mood indicatıve odal

odal epiıstemi1c deontic; real unreal

ther distinctions and contrasts OCCUTLr each of these semantıc dımensı10ns, and
each dimensıon intersects and affects the others In sıgnıfıcant WdYy5S. No sımple
1agram will do, SInCe language, hıch 15 both systemi1c and instrumental, 15 not
simple.” I0 return Ibn Janäah, the ırst 118 ch. CBH comprehensively,
grammatıc: INQUIFY into Biıblical Hebrew 1S necessarıly eper Här1ıgmä, study of

complex and intricately patterned garden

95 C: Müller’s reflections 379) the diverse opposıtıons and semantıc dimensions of
anguage ..  eıne se iınheıit”

My Randy Garr for his Sapc advıce during the growth of thıs Thanks Iso
aruch Halpern and ll Propp for theır COmMMEenNntTsS earlıer vers1ion. My gratitude the
graduate students 1993 AA semiıinar Historical Lingulstics of 1DI1Ca. Hebrew for
encouragiıng the inıtial formulations of thıs MO
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Appendıx.VePassages
For the following PaSsSapcS the form and values of the ınıte verbs and the type
of clause iıdentified. Only the leading elements each clause
reproduced. Whıle NOot all of the margın. uUusSecs of the CBH erb found these
paSSagcS, there 15 sufficıent varıety to SCIVC sample for the of the above
MO The sample pasSagceS Gen Dn  ] and Kgs 7:3  A

GenesiSs
waybarek "ElohIM COnv. Impf.. past perfectıve

blessed” consecution; maın
waygaddes C(ONV. Impf.. past perfective
6,  and he sanctifi consecution; maın
k1 hö Sa  -  bat past perfective; subordinate clause
°“ fOor it he rested

>DW  ASET-:  bara EIloh Im relatıve past perfective
ch God had created” Xı subordinate clause 15 time of

governing clause, verb Sabat)
ell& toldot dısjunctıve nomıiınal clause

*T hese the generations”
byom . E  Asöt yhwh "£Elohim emporal clause, antıcıpatory
“When ahwe created” subordination (see
5 S  — siah has.  'sa  5  d& LErEM YyihyE Impf.. relatıve future imperfective
“before there grass of sıgnaled by LEFEM; dısjunctive
the field” clause 15 tiıme ofmaın clause

»
wkal- eseb has.  'a  . LErEM yismäh Impf.. relatıve imperfective
6,  and eiore vegetation ofthe sıgnaled by LEVEM;
tield hadsprouted disjunctive clause

lo himtir yhwh "Elohim relatıve past perfective
*“ for ahwe) God hadnot sent raın 5); subordinate clause
Wa  °  d}  am  2 "ayin nomiınal clause, subordination
6,  and there human  99

w ed ya dlE Impf.. imperfective; disjunctive clause
flow used 11SE (tense nNeu!  1Zze| by context in

the absence ofother indıcators)
whisqgd C(ODNV. imperfective consecution;
...  and used {O Water ” disjunctive (note semantıc

alue governed by Drev10uUS Impf.
sequence)

Wa)yyiSEr yhwh "£lohim COonv. Impf.. past perfective
“ Yahwe God formed” consecutlon; maın,resuming

from antıcıpatory temporal clause
V,

Wayyıppak CONV. Impf.. past perfective
...  and he breathed” cConsecution; maın SCQUCNICC

ZAH 1AX/2 996 174
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wayhı ha adam CONDNV. Impf.. past pefective
6,  'and the human ecame ” consecution; maın SCQUECNCEC

2 Kıngs T+ 3.  K
w.arbd ä "andsim hay past pefective; disjunctive (scene-

“Now four InenN were ” INIUL clause
T A Vwayyo m COnv. Impf.. past perfective

c  and each 5° consecution; maın SCQUECNCE
mMa "änahnü yosbım nomiınal clause (wıth Pf))
“Why sıtting”
"ad-matnü relatıve past perfective (S

6,  until dıe WL  aVe died)?” sıgnaled by "ad; emporal clause
"im- amarnuü real-remote epistemiCc modalıty;

_- WETITE 27  Say protasıs of condıtional clause
A Impf.. real deontic modalıty; direct
“ ”Letus Z discourse wıthın protasıs of

conditional clause
wamatnu C ONV. real epistemic mMO
eb,  wWwe rould d16‘” apodosı1s of condıtional clause
w im-ydSabnü real-remote epistemic modalıty;
6,  and if WEIC Stay  29 protasıs of condıtional clause
WAMALInNU C(’ONV. Pf.'real epistemic modalıty;
*we rould dze” apodosıs of condiıtional clause
w attd Ikü Imv. real deontic MO  1 imperatıve
“Now
wnippla Coh real deontic mMO
...  So that down (expressing purpose/result); imperatıve

im-yhayyunü Impf.. real epistemic modalıty; protasıs
“If the let us Iıve  ”9 of condıtional clause
nih Impf.. real epistemi1c mO'
“ we wWall Iıv  29 apodosıs of condıtional clause
W im-ym1tUNU Impf. real epistemic mMO protasıs
6,  and f they us  29 of condıtional clause
wamatnü COonv. real epistemic modalıty;
“we wıll de” apodosı1s of condıtional clause
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Abstract.

1eW of the Curren! ımpasse understandıng of the Aassıca) Hebrew verbal System, it 1s
appropriate reexamiıne the margınal less frequent SCS of the erb In order gaın perspective

the semantiıc AaXe6S of the whole system. The lınguistic categories of sıtuation, relatıve tense,
and mO00d, currently understood in general linguistics, analytıcally usefüu in

discerning the majJor semantıc dimens10ns, and the sıgnifiıcant COntrasts wıthın these, of the verbal
system. specılal importance the lIınguistic sıgnals adverbs, clause etc.) that
dıfferentiate these semantıc imensions ordınary classıcal In Varıous WayS the
classical system Tre: down Late Bıblical and Rabbinic Hebrew, ften affecting ater
interpretations of the Ssystem. When viewed from its margıns, the Classıcal Hebrew verbal system 1S
sececn be multidimensional yel coherent, involving ıts majJor semantıc AdXCS5 the interrelations of
sıtuation, relative ense, aspect, and mo00d.
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