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Introduction

Ihe of thıs study 18 {o desceribe the emantıc and pragmatıc nction of the
short form of the imperfect, known AS ‘Juss1ve’ (e6.2. \n\) Dy examınıng and analyz-
ing the CON!' in 1C ıt OCCUIS, ın Contrast I8 the 1C the
correspondıng ong ‘“ indıcatıve) imperfect forms (6.2.; m Cholars
expressed dıfferent VIEWS about the s1ıgn1ıficance of the formal distinetion between
the verbs. The tandard VIEW has been that the Jussıve and the indıcatıve
imperfect forms belong {O dıfferent categories of verbs. The Jussıve 15 mMO

volıtıve form, sed tOo CXPICSS the speaker’s ll (the other mMO forms the
ımperatıve and the cohortatıve), whereas the indicatıve form 15 sed 118 present
statements.! However, there dICc scholars who aAarguc that, apartı from the imperatıve,
mMO verbs aATrc not morphologically mar' In Hebrew
Elısha Qımron that althoug Jussıve and cohortatiıve forms inıtially had the
function of expressing volıtion, already in early 1DI1Ca. Hebrew they lost thıs
function, and COU. be sed In either MO!: (where volıtion 18 expressed) In
indıcatıve utterances Since they longer carrıed specıfic meanıng, theır Usc Wäas

overned by posıtıon. uUss1ıve and the cohortatıve In inıtıal posıtion, indıcatıve
forms wıthın the clause. Qımron that In order to determiıine whether

185 modal’ OT ‘indıcatıve’, OTNC should rely the Ssyntax and the CONTeXT,
not the morphology of the verbs. Therefore he that such A

„ N Y} there be lıght’, Gen 1:3) must be interpreted modal, but nOot because
of the <hort verb form.2
Peter Gentry that modalıty in first and second PCISON verbs 15 nction of
posıtion rather than of morphology. Outsıde of the imperatıve, there 15 dıstinct
form of the verb, 15 marks it A proJjective. Projective modalıty 15 indıcated Dy

See ergsträsser, Hebräische (Grammalıik, . eil Verbum. Leıipzıg: HA ogel, 1929, S10;
Drıver, Treatise the Use of the Tenses IN Hebrew. Oxford, 1892, 54-55; altke,

0’Connor, An Introduction Biblical Hebhrew SyNLaxX. Wınona Lakı  ® Eısenbrauns, 1990,
ambdın, Introduction Biblical Hebrew. New ork Charles Scribner’s 50ns,

1971, S107; Revell, EJ The System of the 'erb In Standard Biblical Prose. CA 60, 1989, E
57 Kautzsch, (ed.) esenius’ Hebhrew rammar translated Dy Cowley. Oxford, 1910,
S108-110.
Qımron, New Approach Toward Interpreting the Imperfect Verbal Forms In Aarly Hebrew.
Leshonenu 61, 1998, 31-43
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The Function of the ‘ Jussive) and “Indicatıve) Imperfect Forms

inıtıal posıtion. In hıs VIeEW, the dıfference between the short and the long prefix
forms 15 that the former 15 perfective and the latter imperfective In aspect.*

Talstra expressed broadly ase: approac modalıty, and argue: that both
word order and the order of clauses Can SCIVC markers of modalıty Talstra 0€es
not dıstiınguıish between forms IC dIiC marked d> MO and indıcatıve imperfect
forms He ea MO and indicatıve imperfect forms d sıngle category.*

and ()’Connor AargucC that the class of volıtıonal forms 15 only the basıs for
the syntactic study of volıtiıonal eXpress10nNs and that “sSsome descriptions of COM-
mands exhortatiıons involve the perfective cCon]jugatıon and others the NON-

perfective conjugation.>
Thıs study 15 Aase: the assumption that verbal forms that dIcC morphologically
distinct Cal dıfferent meanıngs and that thıs orma. dıstınction had SOINC function
In 1D11Ca. Hebrew It 15 hıghly unlıkely that formal distinction 18 maıntaıned ın
anguage wıth COrresponding emantıc dıfference examınatıon and analysıs
of the CONTIEXTIS in a these forms dICc sed InNaYy, in most C:  r provıde SOINEC
indıcation for the interpretation of theır meanıng and function.
The description of the nction of the Jussive and the indicatıve forms 15 ase‘ solely

study of the ONTEXTS and posıt1ons in 1C forms that AIc formally dıstin-
ouished Jussive forms distinguishable from indicative forms only ıIn 7m
and 3Im/f.s forms. Where the indicatıive iımperfect form shows ıIn ına closed
syllable (& D7W), the Jussıve ShOws where the indicative imperfect form
shows 5 iın ına closed syllable (6.2% D9P°), the Jussıve sShows (DP°) In ,115
verbs, Jussıve forms omıt the ına vowel (e.g., VW Wy))  e Jussive forms adIic sed
4S ollows In negatıve clauses, formally distinct Jussıve form OCCUTIS wıth second
and 1T! PCISON sıngular after >N, in affırmative clauses, wıth 1T PCISON sıngular.
ura 1Tr' PCISON forms AIc not formally dıstinct, but marked as Jussive when
precede Dy >n.6 indicative form 1$ typically negated by wb 7
The for thıs study 15 the portions in the Pentateuch and Former
rophets The 0€Ss not nclude late 1DI1Ca. ooks, SInCe ıt has been shown
that the anguage in thıs 00 dıffers from the language OUuUnN! In earlhıer 00
CNHolars ABICC that changes in the uUusS«e of mMO forms OCCcurred in late 1DIl1Ca
Hebrew, and in the Hebrew of Qumran, eading tOo the abandonment of all but the
ımperative forms in Mishnaic Hebrew Revell briefly describes the changes In the
verb System that Occurred In late 1DI1Ca. Hebrew 8& Poetic materıal OUN! in the

GeTltly’ PJ The System of the Finite erb INn (Classical Biblical Hebrew. 3 , 1998, 23
YTalstra, Text rammar and Hebrew Syntax and Semantıics. 10r 3 9 1982, 30-35
Waltke and O’Connor AÄn Introduction. 565(3 e U3 SO Ihe Justiıfication for considering the negatıve cle >N 15 markıng the following erb modal 1s
found the following statıstics. Out of CCUITENCE:! of >N second and PCTSON sıngular
imperfect form, the form 15 Jussıve ‚asSsecs (93%), and indıcatıve ‚ASCSs (7%), Gen 19:17,
Sam 25:25 and Sam 1312
JIhere only ofa Jussive form following w5 Gen 24:8, Gen 4:12, and KgsSee Revell The S ystem of Verb S823, See Iso Qımron: New Approach Toward Interpretingthe Imperfect. 38-41:; Qimron, 1103 myn y Leshonenu 93 89-96
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00 studies ere 1s eXcIlude: from OUT study, SInCe and DOCAY ave dıfferent
lınguistic features.

Modality an Speech-Acts

Discussions of modalıty by modern lınguists be sed explaın the dıfferent
functions of the °short’ and ong forms of the imperfect in 1DIl1Ca. Hebrew In
order determine the function of erb Liorm, the utterance hıich ıt nOot
the erb alone., Must be analyzed Austın, In hıs theory of speech-acts, draws
dıistinction between ‘constatıve) and “‘performatıve’er Constatıve uttferances
dAd1C statements and theır function 15 describe Vl PTOCCSS OT state-of-affaırs.
They Can be eıther true alse Performative utterances AICc sed do somethıng,
rather than SaYy that something 15 18 not the Casec They ave truth-value.
However, 4S Austıin Camec realıze, ıt 15 not CaS Y dıstinguıish performatıve
eT: from constatıve, SInNnCe {to Sa y somethıng 18 iıtself omng somethıng.
Constatıve utterances statements AIl therefore Just ON of performatıves.
Austıin Cal the act of sayıng something’ "locutionary act”, and the act performed

sayıng somethıng ‘illocutionary act’, . makıng promıise, S1vINng informa-
tion OT 91VvIng orders. The ‘ıllocutionary act 1s often equıvalent the "speech-act”. It
has certaın ‘force sayıng something. He CONTrasts both the locutionary and the
iıllocutionary act wıth perlocutionary aCcT, 1C he defines act performed by
INecans of sayıng somethıng (6 s persuadıngz OINCONC do somethıng, consolıng
someone, etc.).? The dıstinction between locutionary aCTts and ıllocutionary aCTs 1s
VEIY close to the distinction between proposıtion and modalıty made by ingulsts
order o eime modalıty Modalıty 15 described 4S eXpressing the speaker’s attıtude

opınıon toward the proposıtion. Modalıty In Janguage 18 concerned wıth subjec-
tive characteristics of ‘9 and 15 defined 4S the grammatıcalızatıon of
speakers’ (subjective) attıtudes and opinions.!9
The meanıng of d utterance necessarıly involves the sender’s COMMUNICAtIvVeE
intention and understandıng utterance necessarıly involves the recelver’s recCOgnN1-
tıon of the sender’s cCommunıcatıve intention.!! Therefore, must determıine what
speech-act the peaker performs by uttering ıt, D what WaYy the peaker 15 usıngz
the utterance Is he askıng answering question, makıng ‘9 S1VviIng
orders announciıng verdict?
It unlıkely that speaker UuUsScC an y of verbal form perform
of speech-act. The usSec of the ong and °short’ imperfect forms 1s
determıned Dy the intention of the speaker who SCS it. It 1S, therefore, reasonable
AdSSUINC that utterances in 1C the maın erb 18 Jussıve AIic sed 118 perform
eren specch aCT from iın 1C the maın verb 1S indicative.12

See Austın, How To0 Do Things With Words. London (Oxford Universıty Press, 1962
See Palmer, Mood and Modality. Cambridge Cambrıdge Universıity Press, 1986, 15-16

12
Lyons, Semantıcs. Cambridge Cambridge Universıty Press, 733
See Lyons Semantıcs. 733 where he Aargucs that anguages sentences systematıcally
assoclated, terms of theır phonological, grammatıcal and EXIC;e, wıth the ıllocutionary
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Ihe Function of the ‘Jussive)’ and ‘Indicative) perfect Forms

Clearly, there 1S NnNe-ITo-oOne correspondence between grammatıcal and
illocutionary force. It 15 ell known that the SAaillc type maYy be sed 118
make OI 1sSsue command. In Englısh, for example, the ntience Y ou
AIc comıing oOmMoOorrow ” INaYy be sed OT command. When
speaker makes emen he do for varlety of ICAaSONS, not Just to tell the
addressee that somethıng 1S 15 not the Casc He InaYy UusSc that Lype of
perform other illocutionary acTts, such 4S tter threats OT 1Ssue commands. On the
other hand, Varı0ous Lypes of sentences IMaYy be sed perform the Samne aCtT.
request MaYy be expressed by question an YOUu COIMNC tomorrow”?””), by state-
ment (“Y aIic comiıing tOomOrroW. ) OT by imperatıve (“Come tomorrow!””).
Thıs problem 1$ ea wıth by dıstinguishing between °dırect) and ‘“ indirect)? speech
acts. 13 cCcommand IMNaYy be 1issued dırectly by uttering enCce wıth imperatıve,
OT indırectly by ementlt, asserting that the speaker the addressee
perform certaın acT, 0)1 by question. The notion of indırect ıllocutionary acts
introduces the possıbıilıty that Tan! MaAaYy ave nds of ıllocutionary
IOorce, its actual and ıts incıdental ıllocutionary force.14 The content of the proposI1ı-
tiıon that 1s asserted questioned the performance of indirect ıllocutionary acts
involves the owledge, beliefs, ll and abılıtıes of the partıcıpants. ese factors

involved in the types of modalıty dıstinguished bDy ingulists epistemic and
deontic modality. !> Epistemic Modalıty (from the TrTee word meanıngz “know-
ledge’) 15 CalegOry of odal eXpress10ns 1C AIiCc interpreted showıng the
atus of the speaker’s understandıng owledge. Epistemic modalıty 15 expressed
IN. statements that OI 1MpI1Yy that partıcular proposıtion 15 known OT elleve
Deontic Modalıty (from the Tee word meanıing what 18 binding’) includes the
ollowıng notions: oblıgation, perm1ss10n, prohıbıtion and exemption. Epistemic
necessity has do wıth the truth ofproposıitions; deontic modalıty 1s cCOoncerned wıth
the necessity 0)4 poss1bılıty of aCTts
The dıstınction between deontic and epıstemic modalıty Corresponds oughly
Jespersen’s Ltypes moods: (1) Contaming element of ll and L Z) Contaming

element of will.16 Deontic modalıty involves the speaker’s W1  9 epıstemi1c
modalıty involves the speaker’s Opınıon owledge about proposıtion, NOTt hıs
ll
As 11l be shown elow, both Jussıve and indıicatıve imperfect OCCUTL utterances
that May be interpreted MO However, the dıfferent meanıngs of the

1C. these forms OCCUT May be explaiıned In terms of the twoOo Lypes of modalıty
and the dıfferent ıllocutionary aCTs performe by the uttferances

acts that may be performed uttering them There 15 One-T0-one correspondence een
grammatıcal and illocutionary force, but annot employ Just of sentence
rder perform of ıllocutionary acClT.

13 See Palmer, Mood and Modality. 39237
Lyons Semantics. 785

15 For discussıiıon of the Lypes of modalıty, SCC ‚yons Semantics. 793-831; Palmer Mood
and Modality. 1175

16 Jespersen, The Philosophy of Grammar. London Allen and Unwiın, 1924, 320-321
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Second Person Jussive an Indicative Forms

N second DCTSON Jussıve 18 the tandard form 18 present prohıbıtıons in 1DI1Ca.
Hebrew Ihe corresponding affırmatıve form 1s the imperatıve. addarı describes
MoOst SCS of x performatıve, expressing prohıbıtion, and the SCcCSs of w d

constatıve, expressing negatıon. But he that in 1DI1Ca. Hebrew, transıtiıon
from the performatıve the constatıve has OCccurred SOINC ell
transıtıon In the opposıte direction. As result of thıs shıft, SOM of ambıgulty
d where both constative and performatıve interpretations dIC equally admıs-
sible.17 As noted above, constatıve utterances ATIcC ON kınd ofperformatıves, SINCE
Sa Y somethıng 1S in iıtself o1ng somethıng. fprohıbıtions aIic defined instructions

refraın from carryıng Oout SOTINC COUTSC of actıon, then both >N second PCISON
Jussıve and 5 second PCTISON indıcatıve imperfect MaYy be sed CXDICSS
prohıbitions. {t 1s ell known that in the len Commandments indıcatıve forms AIc

used instruct the people of Israel what they must MUuUStT nOot do
Consıiıder, for instance, the CcContrast between MM ON and MWDM N In the fIollowıng

In Gen ZEAZ. Abraham 1S holding the knıfe in his hand, and 15 about
slay h1s SOMN, when God rdered hım tO Stop immediately, usıng WuM- R

W - DNI yn N A M M ON
He sa1ld, “ nOt lay VOUI hand the boy, and do not do anything to

WD v 15 sed the Ten Commandments, in Ex 20325

al MIMAWMTNAhouva Shulman  2. Second Person Jussive and Indicative Forms  5x + second person jussive is the standard form to present prohibitions in Biblical  Hebrew. The corresponding affirmative form is the imperative. Kaddari describes  most uses of x as performative, expressing prohibition, and the uses of x> as  constative, expressing negation. But he notes that in Biblical Hebrew, transition  from the performative to the constative has occurred in some cases, as well as  transition in the opposite direction. As a result of this shift, some cases of ambiguity  arose, where both constative and performative interpretations are equally admis-  sible.!7 As noted above, constative utterances are one kind of performatives, since to  say something is in itself doing something. If prohibitions are defined as instructions  to refrain from carrying out some course of action, then both >8 + second person  jussive and x> + second person indicative imperfect may be used to express  prohibitions. It is well known that in the Ten Commandments indicative forms are  used to instruct the people of Israel what they must or must not do.  Consider, for instance, the contrast between yn bx and myn x in the following  passages. In Gen 22:12, Abraham is holding the knife in his hand, and is about to  slay his son, when God ordered him to stop immediately, using yn-DR.  yn bı amı 4ı mowm N Na  He said, “Do not lay your hand on the boy, and do not do anything to him.”  myn x5 is used in the Ten Commandments, in Ex 20:3-5  p.__j‘; myınwn- b ... maan baı baa 77 nwyM ND maaa Dn mON 7 mm ND  D7ayn NbY  You shall have no other gods beside me. You shall not make for yourself any idol, or any  likeness of anything ... You shall not bow down to them, nor serve them.  Ex 20:10 and Deut 5:12-14  naxbarba ntynı b ya mm naw wrawin Dih  The seventh day is a Sabbath to the Lord your God. You shall not do any work.  The difference between the two forms is not that @yn x is modal, and myn ND isa  statement. In both cases God imposes upon the addressee the obligation to refrain  from performing a particular act, he is not describing the performance of that act.  The difference between the utterances is in the type of modality they express and  their illocutionary force. The utterance in Gen 22:12 clearly and directly expresses  the speaker’s will. It is more subjective, because the speaker conveys a sense of  urgency to perform the act. By uttering it, the speaker performs a direct speech act of  giving orders. The utterance expresses deontic modality. The utterances, in which  indicative forms are used to introduce laws, do not express urgency in performing  the actions. They have the grammatical structure of a statement in order to convey  the speaker’s knowledge and certainty, not his desire, that the acts will be per-  formed. They express epistemic modality. The direct speech-act performed by these  utterances is the act of telling the people what they will do in the future, but  indirectly they function as commands. Lyons explains the difference between  17 Kaddari, M.Z.: On Deontic Modality in Biblical and post-Biblical Hebrew. In: Occident and Orient:  A Tribute to the Memory of Alexander Scheiber. Brill, 1988, p. 252.  172mam DD 205 17 M@DM x :jg$"7l_! DTR MT b
D7ayn N>

You ave other gods beside Y ou nOot make for yourself idol, an y
ıkeness of anythıngAhouva Shulman  2. Second Person Jussive and Indicative Forms  5x + second person jussive is the standard form to present prohibitions in Biblical  Hebrew. The corresponding affirmative form is the imperative. Kaddari describes  most uses of x as performative, expressing prohibition, and the uses of x> as  constative, expressing negation. But he notes that in Biblical Hebrew, transition  from the performative to the constative has occurred in some cases, as well as  transition in the opposite direction. As a result of this shift, some cases of ambiguity  arose, where both constative and performative interpretations are equally admis-  sible.!7 As noted above, constative utterances are one kind of performatives, since to  say something is in itself doing something. If prohibitions are defined as instructions  to refrain from carrying out some course of action, then both >8 + second person  jussive and x> + second person indicative imperfect may be used to express  prohibitions. It is well known that in the Ten Commandments indicative forms are  used to instruct the people of Israel what they must or must not do.  Consider, for instance, the contrast between yn bx and myn x in the following  passages. In Gen 22:12, Abraham is holding the knife in his hand, and is about to  slay his son, when God ordered him to stop immediately, using yn-DR.  yn bı amı 4ı mowm N Na  He said, “Do not lay your hand on the boy, and do not do anything to him.”  myn x5 is used in the Ten Commandments, in Ex 20:3-5  p.__j‘; myınwn- b ... maan baı baa 77 nwyM ND maaa Dn mON 7 mm ND  D7ayn NbY  You shall have no other gods beside me. You shall not make for yourself any idol, or any  likeness of anything ... You shall not bow down to them, nor serve them.  Ex 20:10 and Deut 5:12-14  naxbarba ntynı b ya mm naw wrawin Dih  The seventh day is a Sabbath to the Lord your God. You shall not do any work.  The difference between the two forms is not that @yn x is modal, and myn ND isa  statement. In both cases God imposes upon the addressee the obligation to refrain  from performing a particular act, he is not describing the performance of that act.  The difference between the utterances is in the type of modality they express and  their illocutionary force. The utterance in Gen 22:12 clearly and directly expresses  the speaker’s will. It is more subjective, because the speaker conveys a sense of  urgency to perform the act. By uttering it, the speaker performs a direct speech act of  giving orders. The utterance expresses deontic modality. The utterances, in which  indicative forms are used to introduce laws, do not express urgency in performing  the actions. They have the grammatical structure of a statement in order to convey  the speaker’s knowledge and certainty, not his desire, that the acts will be per-  formed. They express epistemic modality. The direct speech-act performed by these  utterances is the act of telling the people what they will do in the future, but  indirectly they function as commands. Lyons explains the difference between  17 Kaddari, M.Z.: On Deontic Modality in Biblical and post-Biblical Hebrew. In: Occident and Orient:  A Tribute to the Memory of Alexander Scheiber. Brill, 1988, p. 252.  172You c<hall not DOW down them, NOT SCIVC them

Ex 20:10 and DeutZ
nDN2R725 MWMTND DADN m92 Maw WW AI)

The seventh day 15 Sabbath the Lord yOoUur God. You chall not do work.

Ihe dıfference between the forms 15 not that WM- N 1s modal, and WD w5 15
statement. In both God 1Imposes upOon the addressee the obligation to reiraın
irom performıng partıcular aCT, he 15 NnOLT describing the performance of that act
The dıfference between the utteranc:! 1Ss the Lype of modalıty they CAÄDICSS and
theır iıllocutionary force. Ihe utterance In Gen 222 clearly and ırectly CXPICSSCS
the speaker’s ll It 185 INOTC subjective, because the speaker CONVCYS of
UTSCHCY perform the aCT. By uttering ıt, the speaker performs dıirect speech act of
o1viIng orders. The CXPICSSCS deontic modalıty The ulterances, 1C
indıcatıve forms sed {o introduce laws, do nNOL CXPICSS BCHCY performıing
the act10ns. They ave the grammatıcal of men order CONVCY
the speaker’s owledge and certainty, nOot hıs desıre, that the aCcits ll be pPCI-
Oorme! They CXDICSS epistemi1Cc modalıty. The direct speech-act perIorme Dy these
utterances 1S the act of tellıng the people what they 111 do the future, but
indırectly they function dSs commands. yons explaıns the dıfference between

Kaddarı, On Deontic Modality In Biblical and post-Biblical FYew. Occident and Orient.
Tribute the Memory of Alexander Scheiber. Brıll, 1988, 252
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The Function of the ° Jussive and Indicatıve perfect Forms

commands and sStatements follow "“Commands tell the addressee that somethıng
15 be made Statements tell the addressee that somethıng 15 The dıfference

ıllocutionary force between categorical assert10ns and commands 15 function of
the dıfference between ıt 15 and be it »”18

15 dıfficult SaYy that Can make statements about the future dIc seldom
p  10 claım owledge of the future Human eings Can only ave behefs

about future events But when the ‚peaker 15 G0d He 15 Justified treatıng the
future known Hıs IMNAaYy be interpreted d statements It 15 however
better describe such utterances predictions rather than statements
DE JUSSIVC Sam Z where the speaker 15» well,

m5 7377MN DW“SN aa mi bSei 0719277 77 M1 1a mIA S:
As for the that WEeIC ost three days aQO, do nolt sei yOUI mınd them, for they have
een found.

Samuel CXPICSSCS hıs OW) desıre that Saul forget about the He wants hım
forget 16(0)  S he 15 about be anoınted as kıng, and 11l ave INOIC D  an
thıngs hınk about

Deut 26 God CADICSSCS h1s emMotONs He 15 aD ST Y and asks Moses fo Stop
spe. hım ıimmediıately

ö eal MD IM ÖN 77 Y CT ö 7 . b n 5ua5 31lr 20795}
a! 27a 19

The Lord Was aD SI Y wıth because of yYOou and WOU.: nNnOoL lısten The Ord saıd
IN “EnOu; do nOoL speak INOTC aDOuU: thıs 25

In contrast wb indıicatıve forms aIic sed es 1(Gij0d present laws
that must be ollowe!l regular basıs when the people of Israel ıll
Canaan The request to act such not personal emotıonal
Ex 23 23 24

me n 77 m i k oa .. ;< D 74597 5n Sa 175
Dr Va aM 2 D0”77177 O Dr 1 W5 KWr b w

When angel 11 before yOou and bring yOou into the land of the Amoriıtes and I will
WIDC them OuL. You shall nNOL DbOw OWN before theır gods worshıp them follow theır
TaCllcEes Y ou must actually emol1s: them and break theır sacred STIONES DICCECS

As well, Lev 19
:P2M x 713 57 4up2 710 MN un i m w5 Va D275232)}
when yOUu ICaD the harvest of yOUr land, do 19(0)1 ICaD the VC] edges of y OUur fıeld,

gather the gleanıng of y OUr arves
The temporal clauses indıcate that the cCcommands must be when the
Israelites 11l anaan not at the iime of the speech Whiıch indicates that
UTSCHCY 15 felt conveyed Dy the speaker the erances where JUSSIVC forms
UOCCUT.
When infer10r speaker SCS D JUSSLIVGC, INa y not interpret them COM-
mands In such contexts, D JUSSIVC forms usually CXPICSS a suggestion, plea,
humble request, ‚a C for help, OT request for favour. But they consıstently

18 See Lyons Semantics 751

173



Ahouva Shulman

CONVCY the peaker ıll hıs of UITSCHCY and n neCcessıly, towards the
requested actıon 4S Num 16 15

73DE SExb ND 7in m 719
Moses became VC] an gı Yy and sa1d the Lord, *Do not accept theır offerıng. ”

Moses CXPICSSCS personal and emotional request of God Ouft of an CI indıicated
Dy the CXPICSSIODN ND 175 i r
In Josh 6, the (nbeoniıtes WEEIC attacked Dy 1ve kıngs and felt elpless. Ihey sent
word fo Joshua COHIC quickly and help them
b b 9375 18337) 12770 135 1 1009777717 61 r D 9395 pe T;-p JR x

al !:w'i 175 A
Do not wıthdraw yOUI hand from yOUur sSservants. Come quickly and SaVC uS, and help
uS; for all the Orıte kıngs that dwell ı the mountaıns have jJome forces agaıinst

Clearly, the peakers wısh to CONVCY emotional request for immediate aCcCT10N,
4S explicıtly indıcated by the adverb 1 r 09 Joshua interprets thıs request urgent
ONC and he SOCS help them immediately, reported ı
The argument that the indıcatıve forms typıcally sed when the peaker the
addressee what he Must do what he 1l do nNOot what the speaker wants hım to do
15 strengthened by the fact that they dIic sed negalıve ICSDONSCS questi10ns In
the ollowıng infer10r speaker asks SUDCI10T whether act OT not The
negaltıve 15 by d indıicatıive form
2 Kgs 271 27

—_ ıLDn o almN i -x NI 720
ı 17 N OD 72 m\ N F1r x

When the of Israel Sa  Z them, he asked Elısha, “Shal smite them, father?
smiıte them?” he (Elısha) answered, *Do nNnOT smiıte them Would YOou smite INCeN whom
you have captured wıth y OUI OW!] SWOrd bow‘?””

Sam 5:23
u k 97 wbs RT3 1 b wetiaq

aVvl| inquıred of the Lord, and he answered, *10 a(011 up
Ihe uUusc of w indicatıve form reflects the fact that the speaker 15 not emotionally
involved the actıon He dıd not inıtıate the request and does not personally feel
the ULSCHCY of the 107n 19

Since utterances wıth w indıcatıve imperfect CONVCY the speaker ın
owledge that the act ll be performed they ATIc typıcally sed by SUPCI10I
‚peakers the LIarc where infer10r peakers UsS«cC such forms they ave
sımılar function. They CONVCY the peaker determiıinatıon and belıef that the
addressee mMust nOoTt aCT, and indırectly they present request of the addressee,
Sam
i Ia 132 37 mö9 aAnSab IIN 7V u c RRn Ü —__  IN
Then Davıd’ INneNn ayıng, *1 J0 not Ouft battle wıth INOIC, and yOou
11 nOot quench the lamp of Israel.’

See also Kgs 16
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Ihe Function of the ‘ Jussive “Indıcatıve perfect Forms

wum w and ı12R w ave the Samnc form, and only the Englısh ICQU1ICS
dıfferent translatıon. In Hebrew they both CONVCY you ll not
Sımıilarly ı Sam 18u

Nr > DUr D2y N D3 NN Nx DUrn“mx 7200
the kıng sa1d the people, : ll surely Ouft wıth yYOou also.” But the people saıd,

Y Oou must nOot WL not) OuL.

close examınatıon of Kgs 26 where both indıcatıve and MO forms
OCCUT demonstrates the dıfference INCANINS between utterances 1C JUSSIVC
forms sed and utterances 1C indıicative forms adIic sed 26a the
WOMan whose SON Wäas to be CADICSSCS request not kıll hım
3V x (>x mar:'! the verb as Juss1ve),

raı537 rarı 1710 7DnDE AJa 1a2“N P
4r O“ON MDr 71ı 9a5 N un b -337 911

The W OIaln whose SON alıve spoke the g, for she Was filled wıth COMpaSS1ON for
her SON, and saıd hım, “Please, lord, ZIVC her the lıving aby! Don hım!”

In AF the Kıng orders hıs Servants not kıll the DOYy, US1INng v indıicatıve
(n N>)

VDN aa 4r VM b MDArn 1r s N ar  n b -3377 7297 19°  - EL
The replıed and saıd, “(Gnve her the lıving baby. do nNnOoTt kıll She his
mother. ”

Ihe uUsSsc of dıfferent verbal forms reflects the dıfference the speaker attıtude and
percepton of the S1tuatıon Ihe uttferances ave dıfferent ıllocutionary force they AICc
sed perform dıfferent speech-acts Ihe mother utterance humble personal
and emotional request IC she CXPICSSCS her on ll Ihe Kıng ce

sed verdict It 15 cCcOommand S Tm: rulıng of Judge
ırectly 1t 15 sed tO CXPDICSS the kıng 111 but thıs 15 not the PILMATLY nction of
the utterance

1r Person Jussive an Indicative Forms

ÖN 1r Person Jussive Forms

ÖN ollowe: Dy ırd PCISON JUSSIVC and w ollowe: by 1T PDCISON indicative
form demonstrate the Samnme sSsemMAaAantTtıc and pragmatıc dıfference the second PCTSOND
forms The JUSSIVC form Dpıcally where the speaker CAPDICSSCS hıs
desıre hope that actıon ll nNOot be performe whereas the indıcatıve forms
OCCUr where the speaker CXPICSSCS hıs certaınty OT owledge that
actıon ıll not be performe
ÖN third PCISON JUSSIVC be sed by speaker Commands 4S
in Kx 19

2 33737 m95 IIN meb m713
Moses saıd them, “"No ON shall leave of ııf till the morning.”
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1T PCISON not the second DCISON form 15 sed here because the command does
not dırectly address partıcular PCISON The ubject 15 impersonal ON 1T!
PDCISON JUSSIVC MAaYy be sed by infer10r peaker request the addressee NOLT
perform cCe  1ın actıon Negatıve requests presented thıs aAIcC usually
esse! A kıng and CAPDPICSS deference towards the addressee In Ex 25 Moses
addresses Pharach askıng hım not tO act deceıtfully.

‚m4795 marts D, mi 77 Dn R5 m07R ;P}
But let nNnOL Pharach deal deceitfully INOTC by not etting the people sacrıfiıce the
Lord

In Sam 272 15 imelec 15 spe Kıng Saul referring the Kıng
aCCusatıon of CONSDHACY (n 13)

a S NT 555 71a yn A m75 ö5 T7A 70n mS
65457 19

Let nOotL the ascribe anything h1s SErvanı of 'ater amıly; for yOUTr servan
knows nothing of all thıs

N 1r PCTISON JUSSIVC 15 also sed when the ubject of the JUSSIVC 15 1r
PCISON but the negallıVe request 15 dırected the addressee Ihe actıon presented by
the JUSSIVC 15 be carrıed out by 1r PCISON but the addressee 15 involved the
actıon Dy allowıng iıt OCCUT In Josh for example the actıon 15 be taken Dy
the people but the speakers askıng Joshua (the addressee) suggesting not to
send all the people

mn mSS MN mn DUrn 5- y x Y5x Y 190 i x
l  nm UD D3rnm- {17U3x Y 127 95190 IN

They re: Joshua and sa1d hım, not all the people 1wo three thou-
sand INCIL ıll and smıte Aı do a(011 WCaLYy all the people there; for they
few

T hıs usSsc of ÖN thırd DCISON JUSSIVC 15 often found the phrase 75N E x ‘let not
YOUI aNSCI burn phrase sed typıcally by infer10r speaker avert the of

SUDCI10I
In all the quoted above (n 1) the speaker CXPICSSCS his ll that the
addressee refraın from performıing partıcular aCcT He 15 not descr1ıbing future
events The 1UaNnNccs of Canı that the utterances ave Va accordıngz the
CITrCUumMsStanCces and the of the peaker but all of them the speaker 1l 15

clearly expressed
w Third Person Indicative Forms

w5 hırd PCISON ımperfect forms lıke i second PCISON imperfect OCCUT often
where legıslatıon 15 presented the Israelıtes In such there 15

UTSCHCY fo Cal out the actıon 4S Il 15 continually valı! and not necessarıly immedi1-
ate Ihe peaker 15 not presening persona|l OT emotıional requestT. In KEx 3,
quoted above, Go0od SaYyS, 131577 mmN 727Dr w In thıs uttferance, od ı115

tellıng the people that ‘ ‘“ıt 15 SOnot *sSo be lt’ A It has force of permanently valı

20 See also Kgs 23
See so 2 Sam 13 33 and Sam 19 20
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command It CONVCYS owledge that thıs 15 what ll happen As ell
Deut 18

KTr 827 ND U m799 >M 395 A -- m5 mu55 a
111958 mbn

IIN 2102 5'5-ba Rla i 99
Ihe priests, who Leviıtes, the whole trıbe of Lev1l,; ArIc ave part inheritance wıth
Israel Ihey chall eal the offerings made the ord Dy fıre and h1s u€es They shall have
inherıitance aM ONg theır brothers

In INanYy the laws refer hypothetical S1  atıon 4as Lev 11 Chapter
descer1bes what PCISON MusSst OT must NOoT do dıfferent hypothetica: S1TUuations
1C mMaYy OT May nNnOoT be relevant 118 the addressees It begıns wıth “If PCISON
S1115 eic In 11 God Moses how toif PCISON touches
the Israelıites regardıng the offerıngs.

LT N WEa : MI3nı 9305 * u T! 327 NN
355 95 RN 1W 5 mNS mxaTıS m55 r ;

Ifhe cCannot afford doves yOung PISCONS, he ı15 bring offeriıng for h1s
tenth of ephah of ıne flour for offeriıng He mMust 1e(011 pul 011l iNCECNSC it

The context refers futur:  C atıon and the ubject of the imperfect form 15 an Y
PCISON of the Israelıtes No reference 15 made to partıcular DCISON
In the uUusc ofme S here min x Sam z 15 quoted above and
Sam 13 372 CXPICSS that dIC dırected the addressee the speaker 15 CINO-

1o0nally involved the reference 15 the present and actual atıon
Since indıcatıve forms CONVCY the peaker owledge and Certaiıntey, 1t 15 sed
CADICSS PIOMISCS Clearly, when makıng PITOMUSC the ‚peaker NTts CONVCY hıs
cCertaınty, and hıs 60  ent not Just the possı1ıbılıty desıre that UVUCCUITEDNC
ıll take place In Gen God

5357 199 mkn 5390 73 AI m 10l 5 m5 NSy DDMN WD
YONAT m5

wıll es  15 Covenant wıth yOUu: Never aaln ll all flesh be cCut off bDy the wailers of
the flo0d, and agaln ll there be flood destroy the

In Gen 23 dSs weFE PIOMISC:
AD A0 DDk ba kk p 1a 137370 MN

None of 111 wıthhold from yOoUu hıs tomb for buryıng yOUr dead

x IN where theCompare the UusScC of the indıicatıve form here followıng
peakers CÄDICSS ment and the JUSSIVC form ollowıng ÖN N Ex

quoted above where Moses CXPICSSCS command

Third Person Jussive Forms
In affırmatıve sSsentences thırd PCISON JUSSIVC forms pıcally sed tO CXDICSS the
speaker desıre OT wısh that IT Darty act OT that 11l take place When
used Dy speaker they have the force of command Gien

13 VIN d mSN
God sa1d there be 1ght” and there Was 1g!
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Second PCISON form Canno be sed because the cCcommand refers the 1g 1C
be esse irectly 22

In Judg and Deut as ell JUSSIVC forms d1iC sed {tO CXPICSS commands

Judg
ba r 9 E a a PEa

yone who ı fearful and afraıd, let hım return and depart from Mount Gilead.
Deut

2 N N ; . mı1a5 074 7 4M N5 V ArIC 11a N NT Y
m955 10777 7 66 b 0S

Whoever has built N6 house and has not dedicated it, let and return h1is house..
whoever has planted vineyard and has nOot yel eaten of ıt, let hım and return hıs

house
In S1tUuations where the pneaker does nOot have the W the abılıty HNDOSC h1is
desıre upONn the Oer of the actı1ıon the peaker desıre must be interpreted dSs wısh
Ihe speaker ASSUIINC that the PCISON OT nNüLty that 15 requested aCT 11l
out the actıon He Can only wısh and hope that IT WOU indeed OCCUT Kgs
87

»99 RN yarye b NDDV —  7 N 373 93 KT Aa
May the Lord God be wıth he wıth fathers; InNay he leave NOT for-
sake

As ell Gen 3()
MTIN 15 55 PTE M©° RS O 1W N OM

She named hım Joseph, day1Ng, May the Lord add another SoNn.
Thırd DCISON ATC also sed when the pneaker CAÄPICSSCS wısh that

ll take place, but he 15 not requestiing an y partıcular PDCISON Ly
Cal Out h1is wısh.23 Such CXDICSS1IONS aiece 77 x 'May yYOUu have’24 TT Tlr 1

173 'May the Lord yYOUTr (GJ0d be blessed’2>, and 7200 MT} ONg lıve the kıng  w26

Ir Person Indicative Forms

In Contrast the where JUSSIVC forms dIC sed 17‘ PCISON indıcatıve
forms AIc Dıcally sed utterances where the peaker 15 commıtted the truth of
theD and 1t 4S OCCUITENCEC v hıs ODPIN1IOD 111 certamly
take place the future The addressee 0€es nNOTL such as request

DD ‚yons AIg UCS that utterances such there be lıght” ıtıonally described PCISON
ımperalıve but theır ıllocutionary force ofemands Demands lıke commands and requests
that they erently estricted the future tense emands however, nNnOoTt necessarıly
addressed those uDON whom the oblıgatıon of fulfillment ımposed See ‚yons Semantics
794

23 Jussıve Orms used CADICSS wıshes wıth reference the future Wıshes wıth regarı the past
24

exXpressed lexıically, by words such (as Ex 5 (as Num
en and 2 Kgs 2:l'

25 1 Kgs 10:9
26 Sam 10:24 2 Sam 16:16 1 Kgs 1:25 31 2Kkgs 11 12
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Ihe Function of the ‘Jussive) and "Indicatıve) Imperfect Forms

OT 4S the speaker’s desıre wısh. It 15 understood predıiction OT a en
about future OCCUITENCE The dıfference 15 elated the speaker’s beliıef
and attıtude towards the cContent of hıs utterance Jussive LOrms, described above,
have volıtional force, and they where the speaker CXÄDICSSCS hıs desire OT
wısh wıth reference 110 the future, but wıth owledge OT certaınty regardıng the
Outfcome of hıs utterance Thıs argument SUuppOTTtSs claım made Dy Joosten that the
long form of the preiix conjugatıon (vigtol) basıcally CXPTICSSCS non-volıtive
modalıty In hıs VIeW, yigtol 15 of the mMO System, but wıthın thıs SySiem, ıt 15
opposed forms expressing volıtion: the Jussiıve, ıimperatıve and cohortative 27
In (Gien 18:18, G0od CÄDICSSCS promıse commıiıtment.

YONM 993 >I 127133 273 9525 KT an D/7T7aN)
raham 11l surely become great and powerful nation and all nations of the earth 100  1l be
blessed through hım

The imperfect indıcatıve form 185 strengthened Dy the preceding infinıtıve absolute,
C precedes Jussıve form promise OT eHT, not wısh, 18 also
expressed in Gen KD  \O

59°The Function of the ‘Jussive’ and ‘Indicative’ Imperfect Forms  or as the speaker’s desire or wish. It is understood as a prediction or a statement  about a future occurrence. The difference in usage is related to the speaker’s belief  and attitude towards the content of his utterance. Jussive forms, as described above,  have a volitional force, and they occur where the speaker expresses his desire or  wish with reference to the future, but with no knowledge or certainty regarding the  outcome of his utterance. This argument supports a claim made by J. Joosten that the  long form of the prefix conjugation (yiqtol) basically expresses non-volitive  modality. In his view, yiqfol is part of the modal system, but within this system, it is  opposed to forms expressing volition: the jussive, imperative and cohortative.27  In Gen 18:18, God expresses a promise or a commitment.  3y DRM Ma 5! ia a9nanı manı bina Ya mm m amnaNı  Abraham will surely become a great and powerfül nation and all nations of the earth will be  blessed through him.  The imperfect indicative form is strengthened by the preceding infinitive absolute,  which never precedes a jussive form. A promise or a statement, not a wish, is also  expressed in Gen 1:29.  8920 YOM ABSANT .74 D unr aDa 55 am n;:b DITON a  ın9aRD mm  God said, “Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed . . . and every tree . . . they will  be yours for food.”  An indicative form is used in Gen 28:20-2, where Jacob makes a vow and promises,  1380 MAW7WN NN J3RM :a 5 mm mm ... av DE mmTn  D ma mm  If God will be with me . . . then the lord will be my God. And this stone which I have set up  as a pillar will be God’s house.  In Gen 29:34, Leah expresses her certainty that her husband will become attached to  her. She even introduces the reason for her conviction: The fact she gave birth to  three sons.  D3 mDW 49 mT7a x w maı DyaO mmY axMI ja ıbm 7in nm  She (Leah) conceived, and when she gave birth to a son, she said, “Now this time my hus-  band will become attached to me, because I have borne him three sons.”  In contrast, in Gen 30:24, quoted above, Rachel said nx » % mm 59° using a  jussive form, since she can only wish for that happen.  In Gen 22:8, following Isaac’s question, “Where is the lamb for the burnt offering?”  Abraham wants to assure Isaac, and to express his confidence in God, saying,  a mbb nm bn DrmbN  God will provide the lamb for the burnt offering, my son.  Clearly, Abraham wants Isaac to believe that this is certainly going to happen, not  that Abraham is expressing a wish. In making a promise the speaker assumes that  the utterance is interpreted as the undertaking of an obligation.  27 Joosten, J.: The Long Form of the Prefix Conjugation Referring to the Past in Biblical Hebrew  Prose. HebStud 40, 1999, p. 15-16.  179Ya 957n D mT 307 257NN 229 aln  - man DYTx
mbaRD m

(G0d sald, “Behold, ave gıven yOUu CVETIY herb bearıng seed and CVEIY iree they ll
be y OUTrS for 00d.”
indicatıve form 15 sed Gen O0-2, where aCo makes VO and promises,
A O ON NTA [T DD 5 v A DD DYTN D DN

D N ma mm
If (GJ0d 111 be wıth then the lord ll be God. thıs stone 1C| l have set up

pıllar ll be house.
In Gen 29:34, Leah CAÄPICSSCS her certaınty that her husband 11l become attached
her She SEVCcn introduces the TIcason for her Conviıction: The fact che SaVC birth
three SONS

D7’12 mww s 22793 x Wn M7 DYDr AL DE 12 72 711 AA
She (Leah) éoni:eived, and when she SaVC birth SON, she said, “"NOW thıs tıme hus-
band ll become attached IN because have Orne three SONs. ”

In contrast, In Gen 30:24, quoted above, Rachel saı1d MN 12 5 T mo usıng
Jussive form, SINCEe she Can only wısh for that happen
In Gen Z20 ollowing Isaac’s question, W here 15 the amb for the burnt offering?”
Abraham wants Isaac, and CXDICSS hıs confidence in God, sSayıng,

e} D  D7 M YY DYTDNG(0d ıll provıde the lamb for the bı  5 offering, S O]  S

Clearly, Abraham wants Isaac belıeve that thıs 15 certamly go1ng 118 happen, not
that Abraham 15 expressing wısh In makıng promıse the speaker d5SSumes that
the Tance 1s interpreted d the un  C  ng of oblıgation.

27 Joosten, The Long Form of the Prefix Conjugation Referring fO the 'ast In Biblical Hebrew
Prose. HebStud 4 9 1999, 15-16
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Summary

The fact that Jussiıve and ındicatıve forms of the imperfect IMaYy be sed fo perform
the Samnllc specch act 0€Ss not iımply that they have the Sarmnlec meanıng. oug! both
forms May be sed CXPICSS commands, the In 1C they indıicate
that In 1D11C2. Hebrew they had dıfferent meanıngs. Jussıve forms characterıistically
OCCUTr in interpersonal discourse, whereas the indicatıve forms OCCUT 1LLLOTC often in
CONTEXTS where laws and regulatıons AI presented. Jussive forms typıically CXPICSS
personal and urgent requests. Indıcatıve forms CONVCY the speaker’s commiıtment
toward the content of the scn'  ö hıs owledge and certamty wıth regard the
performance of the actıon, and indirectly they MaYy CXPICSS the speaker’s ll
Indicatıve forms CONVCY NUanNnCccsSs of meanıngs that AIC close predictions and
statements
The dıfference between u  T  „ 5 these forms 15 close the
dıstinction between deontic and epıstemi1c modalıty Jussıve forms pıcally sed
for expressing deontic modalıty (wıshes, commands and other EXPresSs1ONSs of
volıtıon). The indıcatıve forms, althoug! they MaYy be sed for eıther deontic OT

epistemi1Cc modalıty, pıcally used for epistemi1c modalıty

Abstract:

1D11Ca| Hebrew there [OW dıistinct ımperfect orms of the 2m.s and the short form,
known ‘Juss1ıve’ and the ong ‘indicatıve) imperfect form order determıine the semantıc
and pragmatıc functions of these LOrms, thıs study examınes and analyses the ‚ONTEXTS hıch they
GCuX wıthın modern theoretical linguistic iramework
hıs study 18 based the assumption that morphologically distinct verbal OTMS eren!|
meanıngs, and that ıt 18 unlıkely that speaker UsSCcC kınd of verbal form perform
of speech-act.
Although both Jussıve and indicatıve Oorms mMaYy be used CADICSS commands, the Ontex({Is which
they CCUT indıcate that Bıblıcal Hebrew they had dıfferent functions Jussive Orms characterısti-
cally CCUI interpersonal discourse. They Dıcally CXDICSS deontic modalıty personal and
requests commands, wıshes and ther eXpress10ns of volıtion. Indicatıve OrMmMS CCUT INOTC en

Ontexts where laws and regulatıons presented. They CONVCY Uanccs of meanıngs that
close predictions and statements Although they mMaYy be used for eıther deontic epistemi1Cc
modalıty, indıcatıve Oorms Dically sed for epistemi1Cc modalıtıy.
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