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Introduction
The study of the Hebrew verbal SyStem aAaDPDCAIS ave eached impasse. Most
scholars adhere almost relıg10usly either the “aspectual school’ (C:8., Wa 1879;
Driver 1892 [1998]; Rundgren 1961; altke and O’Connor 1990; eyer OT

SOINC varıety of the .  tense school’ (&/8., Blake 1951; uryIlowıcz 1972, 1973; Revell
1989; Zevıt 1988, °COonvers10ns’ between chools AICc LTaTc and the rhetoric 15
often polemical. Tense theorısts refer permutatıons of the wald-Driver aspectual
COTYy N} “outdated and unrealıstic” (Ramey and claım that aspectual
system, ın IC the prımary verb forms (gatal and yigtol) nction In all three
temporal spheres, WOU. be “uneconomıical” and ...  in danger of short-circuiting”
(Zevıt 1988:30). However, examples of yigtol In past tiıme (6.8.. Gen Z
Exod 1C presumably make the Hebrew verbal System uneconomıical Iirom

aspectual viewpolt, make it manıfestly contradıctory ASs System. FOor this
ICasSON, theorıists ave had gOo greal lengths explaın aWAaY such examples
( 97 Zevıt O-31; Joosten 1999:23-25).
Eschewing the partısan between proponents of and aSpectT, SOINC
scholars have retreated the relatıve calm of discourse analyses that dıscount
completely dismiss the semantıcs of the Hebrew verbal forms (6:2 Longacre 1989;
Niccaccı 1994; Talstra 1997; aayen According discourse theorıes, the
Hebrew verb forms (and verbs in languages generally) SCITIVC prımarıly OT solely

onal the Lype of discourse In 1C they 6.g., Longacre 1989:59; SCC also
einriıch 1994 :3() and CcChneı1der However, discourse theories ave een

erıiticı7zed COunts fırst, for eıng inherently ciırcular (one must, presumably,
independently determıine the discourse Lype in order determine the constellatıon of
verb forms characterıistic of the Lype, but then what end do the verb forms mark
the discourse type?); and second, {Oor confusıng ıterary discourse nction wıth
grammatıcal meanıng (Bache 2-24: Comrıe 1986:21; Hatav

Thıs artıcle 1S expänded version of entitled LE, Aspect, and Modalıty and the
1D11Ca. Hebrew Ver presented In the Linguistics and 1Dl1ca. Hebrew section the SBL
annual meeting, Denver, Co., November 19, 2001 grateful Cynthıa ıller and Robert

Holmstedt for theır valuable cCommMents and suggestions both vers10ns. [NOTC complete
analysıs of ese 1SSUEeS 1S Oun!  ın dıssertation 00
ecause of the general dıscounting of verbal semantıcs by discourse analysts, theır models of the
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Many recent studıies, however, ave resisted eing either reductjoniıst OT dismiıssıve
of the semantıcs of the Hebrew verb. ese theories dIc characterized Dy theır
ployment of multiple parameters 18 describe the Hebrew verbal SyStem, includıng
en aspect, modalıty, and diıscourse function 62 TOPpP 1991; Buth 1992; attray
1992; DeCaen 1995; Hendel 1996; Endo 1996; Joosten 1997; Hatav 1997; Peckham
1997; Gentry 1998; o  aln ıle SOINC of these studıes have advanced OUT

understandıng of the Hebrew verb [e:£); Joosten 1992; Hendel 1996; Gentry 1998;
Hatav others only HMOVE the discussion n  S he1ghts of obfusca-
tiıon (6.0. DeCaen 1995; Peckham 1997; Peckham’s model, or 1 ropper
TIhree maın factors apPPDCar tO have contributed 18 the present impasse. Fırst, Man Yy
theorıes eXpecCt that the Hebrew verbal system cshould be unrealıstically symmetrıcal
in terms of form and meanıng. Many Hebraists (and lınguists) WOUuU ST1 allırm
Bolinger’s 1e6W that “the natural condıtion of anguage 1S PDICSCIVC OTIC form for
ONC meanıng, and ON meanıng IOr ON form  29 (Bolınger 197 However, studıies
of grammatıcalızatıon and language varıatıon have demonstrated that thiıs VIEW 15
idealıstic: anguages often ave multıiple 0Ca meanıngs/functions for indıyvıdual
iorms d ell 4S multıiple grammatıcal constructions operatıng In sıngle semantıc
domaın (see Hopper and Iraugott 993:1-3) oug! “basıc” 0)4 “prima_ry”
meanıngz May be determıiıned for partıcular verb Lorm, the form 15 not hereby 1m-
pede: from expressing other temporal, aspectual, OT MO NUanCces typıcal of verbal
SyStems, addıtiıon d1scourse-pragmatıc functi10ons. However, such “secondary”
meanıngs must be dıstınguıshe Iirom the prımary meanıng(s) and explaıne in terms
of the interactıon of verbal meanıng and cContext (Comrıe 1985:29). The grammatı-
calızatıon approac introduced eI0W princıples by MC such form and
meanıng asymmetrıes Can be explaiıned and taken into aCcCCount in semantıc MO
Second, Oopposıing factors have created methodologica dılemma in studies of
the Hebrew verb. On the ONC hand, post-Saussurean lıngu1istic tradıtıon upholds the
princıple that grammatıcal description should be synchronic. On the other hand, the
MOST ıimportant datum for understandıng the Hebrew verb derıves irom diıachronıc
studies of the Semuitic verb, LE the recognıtıon of OmMONymYy between yigtol
(<*yagtulu and (way)yigto (<*yagtul). Out of alleg1ance tOo the post-Saussurean
ea of synchronic descr1iption, SOINC cholars have either 1gnored OT de-
nıed the existence of OMONYMY between these forms and have thus been led tO
develop novel, but ultımately margınal, models of the Hebrew verb (6.2. ichel
1960; Kustar er scholars, 1le claımıng princıple eal the verb
forms synchronically, have nevertheless surreptitiously incorporated thıs important
diachronıic datum In theır models €.£., Zeviıt 1988: TOpPP grammatıcalıza-
tiıon approac rejects sharp dıchotomy between ynchrony and 1achrony, allowıng
the data from both AXCS fOo inform semantıc mMO of the Hebrew verb.
Fınally, claıms Concernıng °the’ efimnmg semantıc parameter(s) In the Hebrew VCI-

bal System dIC generally posıted d self-evıdent, ase‘ analysıs of the Hebrew
data alone. Dogmatıically holdıng ONC another model, the debate OVeT the
Hebrew verb 18 often educed Sımply IO who Can force INOTC °anomalous’ examples
into theır Dprı0r mO: In the followıng ment, therefore, typological data ATIC
drawn uDON that characterize 1CQ. aspecl-, eNSE-, and modal-prominent Janguages
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4> external valıdatiıon for the argument made here concerning the prımary semantıc
parame(ter in the Hebrew verbal sSystem.
In the followıng section grammatıcalızatıon approac 18 presented that addresses
the 1Ssue of form-meanıng asymmetrıes In Janguage Systems and the ‚ynıchrony-
1achrony debate of escapıng the ımpasse of Current semantıc proposals
of the Hebrew verbal SySstem. oug thıs artıcle 15 prımarıly constructive, the
introductory discussıon ofn aspect, and modalıty in section three not only de-
fines these CON! but SUTVCYS the WaYy>S In IC they ave been employe: ın past
studies of the Hebrew verb. Fınally, analysıs of the grammatıcalızatıon and
semantıc inter-relationshıp of the Hebrew verb forms (excludıng infinıtıves, ımpera-
tıve, and jussıve/cohortatıve) 15 presented ın section fOour and the conclusıons of thıs
study aic presented In section 1ve

Grammaticalizatiıon pproac
The term grammaticalization, coined Dy Antoniıe Meıillet (French grammaticalisa-
fiOon), 15 employe in lıngulstic lıterature In dıstinct WaYy>S in reference 18 STaM-
matıcalızatıon phenomena and in reference grammatıcalızatıon COTYy (Campbell
and an 2001:94). Grammaticalization phenomena ATiC changes that result In
increased grammatıcalıty of ıtems eıther exıcal grammatıcal, OT ogrammatıcal
INOIC grammatıcal. The “clıne of ogrammatıcalıty” ffered by Hopper and Iraugott,
g1ven in (1) ShOws the SOTTS of stages ıtem miıght SO hrough in ogrammatıcalıza-
tion.

(1) clıine of grammatıcalızatıon adapte from Hopper and raugott 1993:7)
[ BXICAL 'TEM RAMMATICAL ORD CLITIE LECTIONAL

Grammaticalization eory refers claıms made about grammatıcalızatıon phenom-
CNaA, such 4S the princıple of unıdırectionalıty (Campbell and an 2001:94; SCC

Hopper 991 and ybee, Perkıns, and aglıuca 994 :9-27) for other princıples of
grammaticalızatıon). However, grammaticalızatıon eory 15 problematıc SInCe it has

independent value; rather, ıt 1s “der1ıvatıve, ” eing defined by varıety of
PTOCCSSCS that INa y all be described independently of grammaticalızatıon EeOTYy
(Campbell Nevertheless, ampbe. pomnts Out that orammatıcalızatıon
eOTY (1.6.; claıms about grammatıcalızatıon phenomena) has “heuristic” value in
that it informs typological studıies concerning cross-linguistic phenomena and un1-
versal tendencıies in anguage change (2001:158). The employment of the phrase
grammaticalization approac in thıs study refers the applıcatıon of several key
princıiples of ogrammatıcalızatıon theory about the of lJanguage change
resolve the dılemmas confronting study of the Hebrew verbal SYyStem, described
above.

za Form-Meaning Asymmetry
Post-Saussurean grammatıcal description has been characterized d maıntamıng the

that each form has Just ONC meanıng nction that wıth that of
CVEIY other form 1n artıcular semantıc domaın (Heıne, Claudı, and Hünnemeyer
1991:1). However, orammatıcalızatıon often creates layers, that form MaYy ave
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INOTC than ONC meanıng and everal forms INnaYy concurrently CADICSS particular
meanıng. For instance, in (2a) he 20InZ fO 1s the maın verb expressing dırection;
example 2b) hbe 20in functions as uxılıary expressing intention OT future

Ihe dıstinction between these functions OT meanıngs of he Z0ing 1S
nıfest In the avaılabılıty oft the phonologically educed form in the Case of
2b) but not 2a) (see Hopper and Traugott 993:2-3)

(2) eanıngs of he going {O in Present Day Englısh
1’m going to/*gonna New Oork next week. (maın erb in the progressive expressing di-
rection
1’m g01ng to/gonna New ork extT week. (auxılıary erb eXxpressing intention
future tense)

Whıle examples such as he Z0InZ in (2) undermıne the idea of that each form has
Just ONC meanıng OT function, the of thıs princıple 18 lıkewise contradıcted
Dy synchroni1c varlıatıons in Present Day Englısh such a4as those iıllustrated In (3) Whı-
le these forms aAfc grammatıcally distinct (LE uture Present ense; Pro-
gress1ve aspect Non-progressive aspect), they Inay all be employe In the future
CoOnftext 1n 3 and clear semantıc discourse-pragmatic dıstinction these
choices 18 nNnOTt always dıscernable; In other words, often there 1s clear Tecason for
speaker LO UuUsSc ONC construction In g1ven discourse Conftiext 4S opposed to another.

(3) Varıations of future eXpression In Present Day Englısh
He ll fly Chicago OMOITTOW.
He ıll be flyıng Chicago OMOITTOW.
He flıes Chicago OMOITTOW.
He 15 flyıng Chicago {[OMOITOW.

Such form and meanıng asymmeTLTY Can be accounted for by [WO principles of
grammatıcalızatıon. Ihe first 15 that the grammatıcalızatıon PTOCCSS 18 cyclica
(Heıne, Claudı, and Hünnemeyer that “wıthin TOAl functional do-
maln, D1CcC  < Jayers dIic continually emerging. As thıs happens, the er layers aIic nNnOT
necessarıly 1scarded, but MaYy remaın to coex1st wıth and interact wıth lay-
ers  29 opper 1991:22; Hopper and Traugott The cyclıca. of
grammatıcalızatıon 1S iıllustrated by the development of the Latınate Futures, shown
INn (4) periphrastic future INa y be reconstructed for pre-Latın (*kata b"umos),
1C developed into inflected form ın atın (cantabimus); however, another
periıphrastic form developed In Latın (cantare abemus that eventually replace: the
inflected form, and ıtseltf subsequently developed into inflected torm in the atı-
nate French future (chanterons), alongside the TINOTC recently developed perıphrastic
French future allons chanter.
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(4) (Grammaticalızatıon ofatınate TEeS (based Hopper and raugott 1993:10).
Pre-Latın Latın French

*I.cata b'umos cantabimus
Canlare habemus chanterons

allons chanter

layerıng effect OCCUTS al the eve of indıyıdual forms the basıs of second
princıple of grammaticalızation, the persistence of meanıng: When form
dergoes grammatıcalızatıon {irom exıcal {o grammatıcal function, long das ıt 15
ogrammatıcally viable SOIMNMNC CcE of ıts or1ıgınal exıcal meanıngs tend to adhere ıt,
and detaıls of ıts ex1ical hıstory INa Yy be reflected in constraıints ıts grammatıcal
dıstrıbution” (Hopper 1991:22). Thıs princıple 1$ iıllustrated Dy the 2300008
matıicalızatıon of the Englısh verbal auxılıary wolde/would, shown in (5)

(5) Grammatıicalızatıon of Englısh wolde/would (based Hopper and Iraugott 1993:37-38).
Early (Old Englısh Old-Miıddle Englısh Present Day Englısh
wolde wanted’ wolde "wanted’

WO.: auxıl1ary would auxıilıary
The medial stage in thıs development, when the exıcal (inflected) meanıng ofWO
persisted alongsıide ıts auxılıary function, 1$ illustrated In the DassSagc in (6), ate:
the nınth-century (from Hopper and Iraugott 199303 /).

(6) ba Darıus geseah OVErTWUNNECN eon WO.  e€, ba wWOoO he hıene selfne
when Darıus Sa  < that he be WOU.: then wante! he hım self In
Öm gefeohte forspillan.
that battle Kill:INF
‘When Darius Sua”W that he would heRhe wanted commuıt SulcCide In that hattle.

Importantly, grammatıcalızatıon phenomena, though not fully predictable, dIc not
aphazard. Studies ave shown that universal Da ex1ist wıthın TOA| emantıc
domains along MC relevant forms develop FOor example, ON of the OUTCCS of
future eXpresSS1ONSs 15 agent-oriented MO eXpress10ns. ese mMO constructions
develop into future EXpress1ons along the unıversal path shown In 1gure €Z)

(7) Paths of development of agent-oriented modalıties into futures (based ybee, Perkıns,
and aglıuca 994:256, 263, 266)
ABILIENY. OOT

OBLIGATION INTEN TION

grammatıcalızatıon approach, 1C examınes forms In erms of theıir develop-
ment along such unıversal pa  S, has dıstinct advantages OVeEeT other approaches In
that the diachronic perspective makes simılarıtıes II Janguages INOTEC transparent
by allowıng COMPDAIC cross-lıngulstic data firom genetically and temporally
diverse languages 1n terms of these un1ıversal pa of development (Bybee, Perkıns,
and aglıuca 1994:4).
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The recognıtion of multıiple meanıngs functions for indıvıdual word forms and
analysıs of iıtems in terms of the egree of grammatıcalızatıon along unıversal pa
necessıtates reassessment of what 15 by the °“basıc meanıng’ of torm
Some meanıngs for form IMaYy be explaiıned as persistent from earlhıer stages In
form’s development, ase: the princıple of persistent meanıng, gıven above.
Thus, the basıc meanıng of form corresponds the furthest pomt of development
along the relevant grammatıcalızatıon path eTr meanıngs assoc1ated wıth form,
however, May not chare anı y semantıc parameters wıth the form’’s basıc meanıng, a4ASs

Just defined ese meanıngs, IC aic result of context-iınduced reinterpretations,
must be viewed AdSs secondary focı and treated separately from the determiminatıon of
form’s basıc meanıng.
2 Synchrony, Diachrony, an Panchrony
The encommpassıng of both synchronic varıatıon and diıachronic grammatıcalızatıon
PTOCCSSCS In grammatıcalızatıon approac) pr  NS challenge the post-Saus-

primacy of synchronıc analysıs. The prior1ty gıven 18 synchronıc description
18 ase the assumption that each language-state 1S “essentlally stable and homo-
geneous” (Hopper and Jraugott 1993:2). assumption that studies of grammatıcalı-
zatıon and language varıatıon ave shown be gratultous Ser Some
lıngulsts have therefore propose: panchronic approach, 1C rejects sharp
dıvısıon between ynıchrony and l1achrony ASs “both unjustifie| and impractical”:
instead, the ingulst should draw ..  on an Y pIECE of information that m1g iıllumınate
the ature of anguage structure” (Heme, Claudı, and Hünnemeyer
Saussure’s OWN chess Samc analogy illustrates the relatıonshıp between ynıchrony,
1achrony, and panchrony the configuration of the chess INCH the board al aD y
g1ven OmMent provıdes synchronıc 16W ıle the of individual pleces
18 the dıachronıic dıiımens1ıon. Accordmng Saussure, “each INOVEO 18 absolutely dıs-
tinct from the preceding and the subsequent equılıbrıum”( However, ıf
grammatıcalızatıon 1s understood dSs er of problem solvıng (SOo Heıne, Claudı,
and Hünnemeyer 991:29), then addıtional element must be 18 Saussure’s
metaphor that of Stralegy. Strategy 18 the element that the synchronıc and
dıachronic AXCS ın sıngle panchronic vlewpoint, because each 15 the result of
Previ10us diıachronic change and in turn determıines subsequent changes, Just the
configuration of the INCDH the chess OaT! determınes the subsequent INOVC a —

cordıng the players strategıes.
Thıs panchronic approac the Hebrew verb allows for both dıachronic and SyM-
chroniıc data be taken into acCcount In other words, the panchronic approac the
Hebrew verbal System taken here 18 interested In the inherently diachronic STLAaIN-
matıcalızatıon phenomena that have shaped the verbal System AaSs ell Aas the resul-
tant, ynamıc configuration of forms wıthın the SySstem.

efining the arameters
AN L0O0 often semantıc discussıions of the Hebrew verbal system aATC carrıed Ouft wıth
the assumption that the of aspecT, and modalıty AiICc self-evıdent
Unfortunately, thıs 15 far irom the CasSC; rather, contrıbuting ( the dıfficulties of
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constructing adequate semantıc mO: of the Hebrew erb 15 the struggle wıthın
the discıplıne of lınguistics arTtıve at fully satısfactory understandıngs of these
unıversal categorIies. I hıs sect10n, therefore, introduces the unıversal categories of
„ aspect, and modalıty and also g1Vves orlıentation the WaYy> In 1C these
parameters ave been eatured In PreV1IOUS models of the Hebrew verb.

3.1 Jense

Tense 15 deıictic device bDy 16 sıtuatiıon 18 evaluated before, overlappıng
wıth, after temporal posıtıion. Some lıngulsts distingu1ls. between absolute5
in 16 the time of peakıng 15 the posıtıon for evaluatıons, and relative
in IC the 15 evaluated from SOINC contextually determıined posıtion e:e;
Comriıe oug the idea of relatıve (though In INOTC rudımentary
form) dates back the ancıent ree and Latın grammarl1ans (see Bınnick 991:25),
in most instances In CONTeEMPOTATY lıterature the refers 118 the Reichenbachıian
notion of relatıve (Reichenbach 194 7:28 7-96), whereby all possible
constructions MaYy be analyze: 1n terms of precedence relatıonshıps between the
pomt of the (E) the pomt of speakıng (S), and reference pomt (R) Thus,
accordıng Reichenbach’s EOTY of' the Englısh Sımple ast He walked INa y
be analyze as B: S, in IC the ven (E) 15 simultaneous wıth reference
pomnt (R) that precedes the tıme of speakıng (S) By con(trast, the Englısh Present
Perfect He had walked 15 analyze: as S In 1C the even (E) 15 Dr10T
contextually determined reference pomt (R) 3C 1$ itself ocated DT10T the tıme
of speakıng (S)
oug SOINC scholars ST1 adhere form of the medieval absolute COTYy
of Hebrew, in 1C gata 15 treated 4S past and yigtol ASs non-pasti future (6.2.
Revell 1989; Zeviıt 1988, other scholars ave propose relatıve en mMO
of the Hebrew verb, in 1C gata 15 always PT10T anter10r reference pomnt
and yiqtol 15 always simultaneous wıth reference pomt ( Kurylowicz 1972,
1973; TOpp the reference pomt eTiaults fOr the time of speakıng In absence
of an y other contextual indicators. Unfortunately, the applıcatıon of relatıve
approac Hebrew 15 problematıc. For instance, althoug TOpPPp both Wa YV-—
yigtol and qgata A4Ss relatıve he recoOgN1Zzes INnCONSIStENCY in his OW MO: in
that wayyiqtol *almost always mplıes anter10r1ty specıfically fOo the moment of
speakıng el absolute tense” Joosten OVETITCOMMES the dıfficulty ENCOUN-

tered by TODPp DYy distinguishıng wayyiqtol 4S past defined 4S ““contempora-
ne1ty wıth mMmoment in the past” (LE:, E, from gata dSs anter10r '
defined as ““anterlor1ty the moment of peakıng  27 (16.. R,
Unfortunately, Joosten has admıt ““partıa. promiscuıty” between the semantıcs of
these forms 1.e., gata may CXDICSS both anter10Tr and past tense) (1997:61-62).
At another evel, however, the relatıve approac 15 fatally awe': because it
ea the perfect form aSs when in fact it 15 aspectual form urylowıcz’s
and Comrie’s relatıve models stand out because they recognized that the PCI-
fect 15 aspectual (Kurylowiıcz 1972:806; 973:118:; OmrIıe 1985:786). It 1$ therefore
unlıkely, Drıma facie, that gata Can adequately be treated 4S eıther absolute
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past relatıve past/anter10r because it egularly CAÄDICSSCS perfect aspect (see
example in section 4.1 below).
32 Aspect
I1wo Ltypes of aspect discussed Dy lıngu1ists AIc relevant the present discussion }
Sıtuation aspect, also eferred AaSs actionalıty Aktionsart,* has do wıth un1ıver-
ca] dıstınctions amongst sıtuation Lypes such dSs Arıstotle bserved (Metaphysics
9.6.1048b.18-34). The standard lıst of sıtuation Lypes, developed independently Dy
Vendler (1957) and Kenny (1963) includes states, actıvıties, accomplıshments, and
achievements. The MOST basıc dıstinction, however, 1S between states and the other
sıtuatıon Lypes, } 7 aATIc ynamıc In Hebrew, and other Semitic Janguage, where

aAaTicstatıve and ynamıc verbs egularly dıstinct morphologically e.g.,
* kabid/*yikbad *naqad/*yapqud), thıs dıyvısıon plays important role In the
verbal system, as discussed eCeI0W 4.1)
Most of the dıscussıon of aspect and the Hebrew (and Semitic) verbal System has
involved what callıng viewpoint aspect, varıeties of I6 present different
‘viewpomnts’ of the of sıtuation (see OmrIie 1976:3). The classıcal StO1C-
Varronıan MO of the Latın verbal System eatured viewpoimnt aspect in terms of
complete incomplete opposıtıon (Robins 1997:65). ‚Wa ollowe. thıs tradıtıon In
hıs nıneteenth-century aspectual model, characterizıng gata. N “vollendet” and
yigtol A “unvollendet” and popularızıng the Latın terms perfectum and impefectum
fOr these verb forms (  49-3  > 1  - Un{fortunately, there dICc ontologica.
inferences in then of complete and incomplete that make it problematıc for

There 1s 1Iso type of aspect called phasal, 1C 15 deriıved from Slavıc ZTAaINIMMAT. Phasal
aspects fOcus the inıtlatıon, cessatıon, SOINC alternatıon of sıtuation (e.g;. He egan/
finished/continued working) Man languages phasa: 1s expressed periphrastically, In
Englısh and Hebrew (6;2.; wayyähcel s“ °ar-rö?’$6 ”"sammeah, “The haiır his head began
groW, Judg
Although thıs 1S the most applıcatıon of the term Aktionsart of action’), note that
altke and ()’Connor employ it In much broader WaY, reference ““Causatıon, VvOo1Cce, transı-
1VILY, reflex1viıty, repetition, and sımılar factors” (1990:689).
‚Wal eferred gata and yigtol sımply and 11 Modi (*mood’ mode’) in hIs 1828 gTram-
II he first employed the Latın terms In the 1839 on of hıs 1C STaIINaT and then subse-
quently in hıs Hebrew STaIINar (see ‚Wa»n cFall claıms that
Johannes Was the fırst scholar USCcC the Latın terms in reference gatal and yiqtol ın h1s
1809 Grammatica linguae Hebraeae (1982:44; altke and ()’Connor 990:463 mistakenly attrı-
bute McFPFall’s of Ewald).
DeCaen (1996) has argue hat WAa| and Driver ([1892] ave een miısınterpreted
presenting aspectua: models and that heır heorles instead be understood relatıve ense
However, eCaen’s 1SSUe 18 Pr1marıly wıth how the O1C-  arronı1an MO of the Latın erb has
een interpreted whether early aspectua) mMO relatıve nse (see Bınnıck 1991 :20-
26) On thıs complex and conjectural matter, apTCC wıth 1NSs$ that the O1C-
Varronıjan theory be characterized eal [WO aspects (complete and incomplete) K
cutting three empora. spheres (past, present, and future), and thus, Ewald’s theory 1Ss properly
understood development of thıs early aspectual model Driver’s theory 1s Iso aspectual;
however, hıs mode]l dıffers from Ewald’s due the inifluence of Georg Curtis distinctive
aspectual treatment of the Greek OT1S (1870), DeCaen recogn1zes (1996:144).
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efinıng viewpolnts of sıtuatiıon 48 past events AIC complete ıle nOon-pasti
events aic incomplete).®© As result, Brockelmann replace: these potentially
misleadıng terms wıth the Latınate labels “Kkonstatieren ” (Irom °to stand
still, °to ex1st‘) and “karsıv” (Iirom CUFSUS ‘runnıng,’ "CoOursıng’); these terms ave
subsequently been wıdely employe (German scholarshıp (Rundgren 1961; eyer
1992; Johnson and the CONCEPL also aDPDPCAIS lıe behind (nbson’s COMMEeNnTS
that gatal “1ıdentifies sıtuation a4as statıc 0)4 al rest; and yigtol iıdentifies
situation ..  as fluid in motion”
Nevertheless, Ewald’s perfect and imperfect remaın faırly ell establıshe': In
Hebrew (and Semitic) studıes, 1ıle 1n lıngulstics the terms perfective and Imper-
fective, deriıved from Slavıc have COIIMNC domiımnate the dıscussıon of
viewpoint aSpecT. The metaphor of CammneTra lenses illustrates ell the [WO efinıng
characteristics of the opposıtıon between perfective and imperfectıve namely,

and dıistance. Perfective aspect, 1ıke wiıde-angle lense, captures entire
interval of the sıtuation wıthın iıts > but presen the sıtuatiıon dıstant. By
contrast, imperfective aspect, ıke telephoto lense,p close-up VIEW of
sıtuation, but excludes the endpoints of the interval from ıts The
implicatıon of the imperfective’s close-up VIEW 1s that it dıscerns the internal STITUC-
ture of the sıtuatiıon interval. The practical result 1$ iıllustrated Dy example (8) Ss1tua-
t10ns presented wıth imperfective aspect Inay nclude other events wıthın theır
ame Thus, the perfective of van Wa. into the 1OOIM 15 presented a4as

happenıing duriıng the interval of time that olın 1s readıng, presented in the 1mM-
perfective.

(8) Perfective even! contaiıned wıthın the reference frame of ımperfectıve even

Colıin wWaß reading (imperfective) and Kvan walked (perfective into the 1OOI1L.

oug the perfective imperfectıve opposıtıon domiinates lınguistic dıscussıions of
viewpomnt aspect, the perfect and Drogressive AIicC also varıetiles of viewpomnt aspect.
In CO the perfective and imperfective, 1C fOcus the nucleus of sıtua-
tıon, the perfect aspect focuses the resultant phase of sıtuation. In other words,
perfect verb pr10r nucleus, but ıts 0Ca pomt 1S the result of that
sıtuation. The perfect 1S illustrated by the Englısh example In (9) inu the even
of reading fen hooks 1s presupposed but not NCcCIude in the of the perfect
eXxpression has read.

(9) Perifect aspect
Jared has ead eriec ten 00. thıs YyCAal.

Progressive aspect pre: in the mıdst of actıvıty al the reference time
(Bybee, Perkıns., and aglıuca oug; semantıically the progress1ive
viewpomnt 15 virtually indıstinguishable irom the imperfective, there AIlC SOTINC un1-
versal characterıistics that dAifferentiate progressive and imperfective verbs. For
instance, PrOgreSS1VES AIiC often expressed periphrastically and/or ase nomiınal

These ontological inferences_ of complete and incomplete accord wıth the elatıve ense

interpretation of the O1C-  arronı1an mMO' the actıon compete events les mostly In the pastl,
ıle the actıon of incomplete events l1es mostly the future (see Bınnick 1991:24).

125



Jo.  S ook

LIorms, as In Englısh (Bybee, Perkins, and aglıuca 994:130; ahl 1985:91). Also, d
iıllustrated by example (10), progressive aspect 15 often incommpatıble wıth statıve
predicates.

10) Progressive aspect’s incompatıbıilıty wıth statıves
age 18 knowing (progress1ve) hOow read.

Modality
The lımıts of the CalegOry of modality/ dIc nebulous. As such, modalıty Can only be
broadly efined 4S characterizıng the speaker’s VIEW of the actualıty of
(Palmer 1986:2).6 Epıistemic and deontic modalıty domiminate lınguistic dıscussıon.
The former, ell known In MO!| Og1C, consısts of the MO oOperators eSs-

SILy and pOossibility; deontic modalıty 1S characterized primarıly by Operators
correspondıng 118 the epistemic Operalors, but In the moral realm obligation and
DermIiSSION. In addıtion oblıgation and perm1ss1ı0n, deontic modalıty CN  CS
performatıves (LE statements hrough 1C nng about changes In OUT world)
COmMMISSIveESs (B promı1ises), and volıtıves (LE wiıshes, EXPreSS1IONS of hope and
car (see Palmer chap 3).?
CNolars ave only recently begun to take INOTC than passıng account of modalıty In
their models of the Hebrew verbal SyStem. Some sımply feature modalıty ASs
parameter of the tradıtional deontic forms (LE, Imperatıve, Jussive, and Cohortatıve
(e;:2., Loprieno 1986; TOpPPp However, others have g1ven modalıty INOTEC
central role by characterizing forms d MO that have tradıtionally been identified
4S non-modal. For example, Joosten describes yigtol and wegatal d4Ss “non-volıitive
modalıty, ” in contrast the “volıtive” Imperatıve, Jussıve, and Cohortative forms
( Un{Tfortunately, Joosten’s character1ization of “non-volıtive modalıty  29 15
rather Vaguc (he includes in thıis Calegory prediction, potentialıty, condıtionalıty,
obligation, and habıtualıty) (1992:7-8; 1999:25); oug Joosten 1s able fOo aCCOUNT
IOr the past habıtual uUsc Of yigto by redefinıng the form Aa modal, the employment
of the form In indicatıve past and present progressive EXPreSSIONS 1S ST1 problematıc
for such identification, as evidenced Dy hıs desıire reanalyze such examples
(1999)

few scholars have redefined gata and yigtol In terms of real(is, and irreal(iSs)
(e.g., attray 1992; Loprieno that ATC nNOTt properly MOoO: 4S CI-
ally understood. ese scholars, and SOTINC lıngulsts (6.2.. Bhat 1999:65) eal the real

ırreal opposıtıon A4s ontologıca. Catlegory (1:6.: whether 18 realızed

TIhe choıce of the term modality instead of mMmoOoOd 15 intentional The te  3 mo0od properly refers
morphological categories, such the subjunctive and optatıve All languages, however, have

of eXpressing modalıty CVEN oug) they INnaYy ack morphological mo0od categorIies.
partıcular, definıng modalıty 18 made dıfficult by the ast varlıety of evıdentlary Systems

anguages €.g., visual, non-Visual, arent, secondhand, assumed) (see Palmer 1986:66-76).
Hebraists ave en applıed the volıtıve the primary mMOoO!| Orms (1.E:; Imperative,
Jussive, and Cohortative) (e:g.; Joüon however, the semantıcs of these orms broader
than volıtıve, and they predominantly CÄDTCSS diırective modalıty e commands
instruct10ns).
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unrealızed), whereas modalıty has {to do wıth the speaker’s subjective estimatıon of
the realıty of sıtuation (see ybee, Perkıns, and aglıuca 1994:236-40).
Finally, IT' Lype of modalıty, much less studıed bDy lımguiısts and Hebraıists, 18
contingent modality. !© T hıs CategOrYy derives from the distrıbution of the subjunctive
mood in classıcal languages, and 15 ase| the recognıtion of MO value In
INa y subordinated clauses such 4S condıtional. The modalıty (16., the speaker’s
VIEW of the sıtuati1on) of these subordıinate clauses 15 contingent; in other words, the
actualıty of the subordinated statement 18 dependent the actualıty of the statement

1C it 15 subordinated. Constructions pıcally analyze: In terms of protasıs-
apodosı1s, such condıtional, temporal, causal, PUIDOSC, and result clauses, AIic

examples of contingent modalıty Thıs Lype ofmodalıty, IC 15 nNnOot eatured In
models of the Hebrew verb that of, plays role in the MO presented
here.

Grammaticalization of the Hebrew erb

4.1 ala
The moOost convenıent approac. the interrelatiıonsh1ıps IM the Hebrew verbal
forms 15 through examınatıon of the gata form, 3C overlaps wıth
CVEIY other verb form in 0)41% OT another TOA| semantıc domauın. ala also provıdes

ready entrance pomt into the grammatıcalızatıon of the Hebrew verbal forms be-
its development 15 the MmMOStT ell establıshe'

The prototypıca. meanıngs for gata ATC perfect and perfective sımple past, 111US-
trated in (11) 11

(11) ala wıth perfect meanıng
yhwh K  'öhekem hirbah Yetkem w hinn kem ha k° kökbe has$$amayim Iärcoh  b A
“Yhwh yOUr (j0d has multiphed VOU, and behold, oday yOu ıke the STars of heaven
wıth respect your numerousness.’ Cu! 1:10)
ala wıth perfective/sımple past meanıng

yhwh ”IShenü dıbber Tenü b”höreb
wh OUT God spoke oreb.’ eu' 1:6)

ese prototypical meanıngs place gatal’s development between the perfect
and the perfective OT sımple past the grammaticalızatıon path ın 1

Palmer (1986:chap. labels thıs Lype of modalıty “oblıque.”
Perfective and sımple past closely elated SCNSCS (Dahl 1985:79); therefore, ıt 1S noft

poss1ıble determıine whether qutal CÄDICSSCSH perfectıve aspect sımple past ense ase: the
translatıonal equıvalent of the Englısh Sımple Past. The tense-based metalanguages (e:@; Englısh
and erman employe studies of the Hebrew erb ave contrıbute confusıon VCI

whether Hebrew 15 aspectua. tensed language.
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12) (ırammatıicalızatıon paths for perfective/sımple past adapte TOmM ybee, Perkıns, and
aglıuca

(‘be’/”’have’)
PERFECI SIMPLE PAST

COMPLETIVE (‘finısh’)
According thıs path of development, verbs or1ginatıng daSs eıther resultatıve OT

completive constructions develop V1a perfect meanıng into eıther perfective
sımple pastl. The development from resultatıve perfect 15 iıllustrated Dy COmparı-
SON of Kıng James Englısh wıth Present Day Englısh: He 15 SONe OWwWn
VEISUS He has SONE OWN SV Kgs 1:25) Sımlarly, the alternatıon
between the (German Perfekt and Preterıite (Ich habe geschrieben Ich schrie: 1L1US-

the development of perfect verb into perfective sımple past.
analysıs of the grammatıcalızatıon of gata eal the conclusıon that in ıblı-

cal Hebrew the form CXPICSSCS perfective aspect,. Most cholars have adopted the
hypothesıs that gata (<*gatala) 15 West Semiuitic Innovation, developed from the
Common Semitic verbal adjective *gatil (Huehnergar As iıllustrated by
the Akkadıan Verbal Adjective, thıs form COU. CADICSS verbless predications
through the suffixing of ubject (e200 *garib ”’anta *garib-ta you aAIic
drawn ear (see Von en Ü-2; Huehnergard 1997:219-23). However, in
West Semiuitic the theme vowel Wäas ltered and the form developed irom statıve
(resultatıve) verb into ynamıc erTeC form *garlib-ta you AT drawn NCcar

*garabta you have drawn ncar (Bergsträsser n N.aC; ıpınskı
997:341; I'ropper 1998:182). 14
Ihıs earlıer perfect meanıng 15 dominant iın the C'anaanıte of Amarna (see Moran
93027 Raıney 1  1-3 but by the per10d of 1DI1Ca. Hebrew the form had
developed into perfective verb. Ihe equenCYy wıtha gata CXÄDICSSCS perfect
15 explaıned ASs persistence of thıs earlıer meanıng (on the persistence of meanıng
SCC E above). oug| perfective and sımple past verbs aIic semantıically elated
(Dahl 985:/9), there aIic several factors that diıstingu1s perfective and sımple past
verb forms cross-linguistically. (One of these 1S that perfective verbs wıth statıve
predicates, ıf the combinatıon 15 lowed at all, often CXDICSS by default present
state; Dy con(trast, sımple past verbs AiIc lımıted expressing pastl states wıth statıve

12 Andersen takes 1ssue wıth thıs analysıs of gata orıgınatıng In resultatıve construction: 66  1in
Proto-SemiuiticJohn A. Cook  (12) Grammaticalization paths for perfective/simple past (adapted from Bybee, Perkins, and  Pagliuca 1994:105).  RESULTATIVE (*‘be’/’have”)  PERFECRr->  PERFECTIVE  or SIMPLE PAST  COMPLETIVE (“‘finish’)  According to this path of development, verbs originating as either resultative or  completive constructions develop via a perfect meaning into either perfective or  simple past. The development from resultative to perfect is illustrated by a compari-  son of King James English with Present Day English: He is gone down (KJV, 1611)  versus He has gone down (NRSV, 1989) (1 Kgs 1:25). Similarly, the alternation  between the German Perfekt and Preterite (Ich habe geschrieben - Ich schrieb) illus-  trates the development of a perfect verb into perfective or simple past.  An analysis of the grammaticalization of gatal leads to the conclusion that in Bibli-  cal Hebrew the form expresses perfective aspect. Most scholars have adopted the  hypothesis that gatal (<*gqatala) is a West Semitic innovation, developed from the  Common Semitic verbal adjective *gatil (Huehnergard 1992:156). As illustrated by  the Akkadian Verbal Adjective, this form could express verbless predications  through the suffixing of subject pronouns (e.g., *qarib ’anta > *garib-ta ‘you are  drawn near’ (see von Soden 1952:100-2; Huehnergard 1997:219-23). However, in  West Semitic the theme vowel was altered and the form developed from a stative  (resultative) verb into a dynamic (perfect) form: *garib-ta ‘you are drawn near >  *qarabta ‘you have drawn near’) (Bergsträsser 1983:1ln.s, 2ln.ac; Lipinski  1997:341; Tropper 1998:182).!12  This earlier perfect meaning is dominant in the Canaanite of Amarna (see Moran  1950:27; Rainey 1996:281-366) but by the period of Biblical Hebrew the form had  developed into a perfective verb. The frequency with which qatal expresses perfect  is explained as a persistence of this earlier meaning (on the persistence of meaning  see 2.1 above). Although perfective and simple past verbs are semantically related  (Dahl 1985:79), there are several factors that distinguish perfective and simple past  verb forms cross-linguistically. One of these is that perfective verbs with stative  predicates, if the combination is allowed at all, often express by default a present  state; by contrast, simple past verbs are limited to expressing past states with stative  12 Andersen takes issue with this analysis of gatal as originating in a resultative construction: “in  Proto-Semitic ... *qatala ’anta would have meant ‘you (are) killed’, with the subject as patient,  not agent. It is unclear how this could have evolved into *gatalta meaning ‘you have killed’”  (2000:34). However, one must carefully distinguish between passives like ‘you are killed’ and  resultative constructions involving intransitive verbs, in which the shift to perfect does not affect  the verb’s arguments (e.g., He is gone > He has gone) (Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca 1994:54).  Thus, in Semitic, the shift from resultative to perfect can only be illustrated with intransitive  verbs, such as *gariba (‘he is drawn near’ > ‘he has drawn near’). Presumably, the development  of the dynamic *gatala conjugation in Semitic originally occurred with intransitive verbs and  subsequently spread to transitives. This explanation accords with Huehnergard’s discussion of  the predicative use of the Verbal Adjective in Akkadian, which has a passive sense with  transitive verbs, and a resultative meaning with intransitive verbs (1997:27).  128*gatala ”’anta WOu ave meant .  you are) kılled’, wıth the subject patıent,
not 1s unclear how thıs COuU ave volved into *gatalta meanıng you ave kılled’”

However, ONEC must carefully dıstinguish between passıves ıke you kılled’ and
resultatıve constructions involving intransıtiıve verbs, In 1C. the perfect 0€s nNnOL affect
the verb  ,  s arguments (e;g.:; He 15 soNne He has gone (Bybee, Perkıins, and aglıuca 1994:54).
Thus, Semitic, the sh1 from resultatıve perfect only be illustrated wıth intransıtıve
verbs, such *gariba (*he 1s drawn near ‘he has drawn near Presumabily, the development
of the dynamıc *gatala conjugatıon In Semuitic orıgınally Occurred wıth intransıtive verbs and
subsequently spread transıtıves. Thıs explanatıon accords wiıth Huehnergard’s diıscussıon of
the predicatiıve uUuse of the Verbal Adjective 1ın Akkadıan, 1C| has DAaSSLve wıth
transıtıve verbs, and resultative meanıng wıth intransıtıve verbs
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predicates (Bybee, Perkıns, and aglıuca 1994:92). Since wıthın past context
perfectıve verbs MAY CAÄDICSS past state, in order determine the default meanıng
of gata wıth statıve predicates, !$ it 15 helpful lımıt the analysıs dıirect speech
examples, where the narratıve context does not effect the interpretatıon of the form
(Miıller statıistic samplıng of thırty-fıve statıve In gata in direct
specch sShows that they CXÄDICSS present about e1g. percent of time,!4
demonstratıng that the efault interpretation of gata wıth statıve predicates in ıblı-
cal Hebrew 15 present and thus that gata in 1DI1Ca Hebrew 15 perfective
verb rather than sımple past form In addıtion, gatal, ıke SOINC other perfective
verbs cross-lınguistically, has future meanıng (see below), 16 past verbs
cannot CXDICSS ybee, Perkıns, and aglıuca 1994:95). !>
Perfective, however, 15 not the end of gatal’s development. ybee, Perkıins, and
aglıuca hypothesize that perfectives ImMaYy develop further into sımple
(1994:92).16 Statıive verbs in gata in 1IN1C Hebrew longer CXDICSS present
states, only past (Segal 1922:150)/ demonstrating that gata In 1N1C Hebrew
has undergone further chıft from perfective sımple past
In the development of gata proposing 15 presented in 13) or1ginat-
ıng in resultatıve constructi0on, gata developed into perfect, evidenced In
Amarna Canaanıte; ıt has developed into perfective bDy the 1D11Ca per10d, althoug!
13 The semantıc dıstinction between the *gati/ula and *gatala paltterns varıes oughout West

Semitic üller states that or1ginally the statıve *gatıla pattern Was nolL liımıted present time
reference, NOT actıve Dassıve »both patterns CCUT wıth ynamıc perfect
meanıng in Eblaıte (Müller 1984:157-58), and SOINC FrOO{fs in El-Amarna Canaanıte CCUT In both
patterns (Rainey nalyzıng the opposıtıon between the patterns 1S further
complicated by confusıon and/or dısagreements cConcerning the semantıc analysıs, evidenced

the dıfferent labels gıven the opposıtion: statıve/passıve transıtıve/motion (Raıney
passıve actıve ropper mıddle volce actıve Volce oositien

14 Ihe data consısted of thirty-five tatıve rOO{fS that atteste: both qgata and
wayyigtol. The actua: numbers 63 Out of 290 (22 percent CADICSS past and A Ouft of
290 (78 percent CAÄDICSS present 1n qatal, The percenlage 1S: much hıgher ıf the statıve
rOOfs included that atteste: In gata but NOL wayyigtol. The ther LWENTY percent of qgata.
examples In direct speech CAÄDICSS past states wıthın the past Onftiext of narratıve embedde: In
1SCOUrTrSe.

15 The sSo-calle: prophetic perfect, explaiıned eI0W 4.4) immediate future uUusec of qatal, 1S
especlally problematıc for ense eorles Since ıt Cannot be explaıned by eıther aDsolute
relatıve past meanıng for the form

16 Importantly, ybee, Perkins, and Paglıuca claım the TEVETSC development, sımple past
perfective, 111 nOTLt CCUT Although thıs 15 only hypothesis, it Z0CS agalnst eCaen’s
laım that there 1s path of development between perfective and sımple past (1995:182).

17 Segal’s assessment aAaDPDCAaIrSs be COrTeECT and wıth Kutscher’s statement that “the perfect
NO [LE 1IN1C Hebrew| denotes only past actıon” (1982:131). Nevertheless, Perez
Fernändez objects that M ega. Overstates h1ıs claım that OTMS ıke ave
present sıgnıfıcance RH, for fact, fiınd In rabbinic ıterature certaın iıdıomatic of
phrase, such MN MAN, In 1C| the present 15 clearly sıgnfied” (1997:108). However, ONe
f Perez Fernandez7’s examples (see 1997:116-17) ınvolve tatıve FTOOTIS Rıdzewsk1i 0€s er ON

example of statıve rOOL In qgaltal, 1C| he categor1ızes * Präsens’”: M {N}. However,
he anslates ıf wıth past inchoatıve9 consıstent wıth sımple pasti identification of qata
.en Schuld auf uns  j99 (1992:160).

129



John 0o0k

ıt retains ıts er perfect meanıng; Inally, in the post-bıblıcal per10 gata evelops
into sımple past.

{3) Development of qgatal Hebrew

Proto-Semuitic Amarna (Canaanıte 1D11Ca. Hebrew Rabbinic Hebrew
ERFECT PERFECTIVE SIMPLE PAST

(*gariba ‘he 1s drawn (*garaba ‘he has (gäarab 'he has drawn (garab ‘he drew
near’) drawn near’) TEW near’) near’)

4.2 ayyıigto:
Many models of the 1DI1Ca Hebrew verb dıstıngu1s wayyiqto from gata ase
the parameter “”sequentialıty” (6.B:, TOpPPp 1991; Endo 1996; Hatav 1997; Gentry
1998); 18 however, grammatıicalızatıon approac nables us semantıcally dıstın-
guish these forms ase. theır age of development along the unıversal path
in 12) ollowıng Bauer’s suggestion (1910) and analogy wıth the propose de-
velopment of gata (see 4 .1 above), INaYy hypothesize that wayyiqto orıginated as

resultatıve form, constructed of ubject prefixe: WI1 SOINC suffixing) 118
the Common Semitic g(u)tu infinıtıve form *ya-qgrub 1S drawn near.’19 Thıs
hypothesıs 1s enable the basıs of cross-lingulstic data that sShow other resultatıves
constructed of infinıtıves plus copulatıve verb (see ybee, Perkıns, and aglıuca
1994:80).
Thıs form developed at earhıer than West Semitıic *gatala and, SC-

quently, Dy the of 1DI1Ca Hebrew had become sımple past verb, demon-
strated by the fact that it always CXPICSSCS past states wıth statıve predicates,
present states.20 TIhe earlıer of wayyigto (<*yagtul) INnaYy be evidenced in
Ugarıtıc DOECITY, where the form eely CAXAPICSSCS perfective 4S ell 4S pertfect INCan-

ings (LE past perfect, present perfect, and future perfect), sıiımılar 18 gatal’s
semantıc In 1DI1Ca. Hebrew (see ITropper Z  5-70 However, Kıenast

that CVCN In Ugarıtıc gatala 15 encroachıng the functions of yagtul
317 Just as In 1DI11Ca Hebrew, where the perfective gata 1s semantı-

18 The UsScC of parameter sequentiality models of the Hebrew erb 15 especlally problematıc.
Fırst, the te!  3 18 reserved by lınguists for under-marked chaıned erb Orms (see Longacre 1990;
Marchese whereas most Hebraists ıntend Dy the e  3 the cConcept of empora. SUCCESSION.
Second, there 15 evıdence that ther languages mark empora: SUCCESSION wıth bound
verbal morphology, cholars ommonly PTODOSC for wayyigtol and wegatal (see Comriıe
1985:61-62); rather, empora SUCCEsSSI1ON 15 the default interpretation of and be
semantıcally explaıne: affected by gestalt of features includıng sıtuatiıon aSspectT, viewpoinnt

19
‚pecl, and temporal dverbs (see Brown and ule 1983:125, 144: oo0k chap 4)

18 reasonable SUDDOSC that the Jussıve or1ıginated In the SAalllec construction, but the prefixe
PTITONOUNS WEeTIC the imperative g(u,  U: However, it 15 ODCD question whether
indıcatıve and MO *yaqtul should be treated forms, built from homonymous infıinıtıve
and ımperatıve *a(u)tul Orms sıngle polysemous form (so Huehnergard 1988:20; SCC Iso

20
eyer 1992:3.39-41).
ase! the SAa_Ille thirty-five rOO{S mentioned above note 14), 96 percent (243 Out of 252} of the
time the statıve rOO{fs wayyiqto CAÄDICSS pastl stale; the ther percent (9 OuftTl of 2932) ave
present ZNOMIC meanıng (on 1C} SCC Gross
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cally VCLY sıimiılar wayyiqtol. The latter dıffers primarıly 1in ıts dıscourse-pragmatıc
speclalızatiıon as narratıve verb;: thus the forms relate each other in sımılar
ashıon 4as the French Passe Simple narratıve verb and Passe Compose (e.£., 7 '’eCFLVLS

al ecrit).?! As gata developed firom perfective into sımple past verb in the
post-bıiblical per10d, it completely eclipse: the semantıcs of wayyigtol, thus pushıing
the latter form into obsolescence, ASs shown by the 1IN1C Hebrew data

Yıqgtol an Participle
Sınce grammatıcalızatıon data sShow that perfective verbs only develop in opposıtıon

imperfectıve verb (Bybee, Perkıns, and aglıuca 1994:91-92), identificatıon
of yigto as imperfective 15 inevıtable ase the identificatıon of 1DI1Ca. Hebrew
gata 4as perfective. Furthermore, cross-lingulnstic data sShow that progressives AI the
maın SOUTCEC for imperfective verb forms al 1985:93; ybee, Perkıns, and
aglıuca thus, ıt 15 ogıcal posıt progressive form 4S the Org1n for
yigtol (<*yagtulu). The most lıkely hypothesıs 1S that *yaqgtulu Was or1ginally
constructed of the *g(u)tul infinıtıve refixed wıth (as wayyiqgto plus
locatıve - ending (see ONO 988:103; locatıve -u(m) in Akkadıan SUTI1XE:

ınfinıtıves SCC Huehnergar 1997:131).22 Ihıs hypothesıs accords wıth SS-

lınguistic data howıng that progress1ives often or1ıginate in locatıve constructions
wıth infinıtıves (Bybee, Perkıns, and aglıuca 1994:128).25
By the 1DI11Ca. per10d, yigtol (<*yagtulu) had developed from progressive into
imperfective, the latter eing distinguished from the former Dy ıts INOTC general
meanıng, eNcompassıng progressive A4aSs ell d other meanıngs such d4Ss abıtual and
SNOmMIC (Comrıe 1976:25: ybee, Perkıns, and aglıuca The examples In
14) iıllustrate these prototypical meanıngs for imperfectıve yiqgtol 1n 1DI1Ca He-
DTeWwW.

0Ug ıf 1S empting cConnectT the fossılızıng of the WaC- prefix the past *yaqtul form In
Hebrew wıth ıts speclialızatıon 4S narratıve verb, the semantıc discourse-pragmatic
contribution of wa - 1s yel uncertaın; the prefix annot be identified eıther the sufficıent
NECCSSaI y of wayyigto[l’s speclalızatıon narratıve erb (for discussıon of analyses of
the waC- prefix SCC Testen 1998:193-94).

22 Dıiıakonoff’s complete hypothesıs 15 that *yaqtulu, reated DYy addıng nomiınatıve locatıve
the Jussıve/preterite *yagtul, or1ginate subordinate form and then spread ın West Semıitıic
independent clauses (1988:103). By contrast, Kurylowicz argue that *yaqgtulu or1ıgınated

present erb form, 1C W as subsequently syntactically restricted Subordinate clauses ın East
Semitic by the rise of the N  < present *yagqgattal conjugatıon Although Andersen
combınes elements of both these approaches»1akonoff’s and Kurylowi1cz’s theories

both flawed because they propOSC unlıke path of development from Jussıve preterite
progressive and because they treat Akkadıan igtulu dıiscrete conjugatıon. Huehnergard
explaıns that the 1an Subjunctive -U 1s MO marker, independent of OMNC

conjugatıon L1OT ormiıng independent conjugatıon ıtself(  n
23 Ihe locatıve construction 15 ogıcal SOUTCEC for progressives Judging irom ybee, Perkıns, and

Paglıuca’s definıtion of progressive presenting spatially ocated in the ml of
actıvıty the reference time (1994:136). The ther maJor SOUTCC of progress1ives 15 demonstrated
Dy Englısh: copula erb plus gerund form He WdSs singing (see ybee, Perkıins, and
aglıuca
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14) Yiqgtol wıth pastl progressive meanıng
way‘ hi qoöl hasSöpär höle häzeq me  da  Ol  d möSch y‘dabber w ha?” löhim ya“nennü
b“qöl
°And the sound of the trumpet growing louder and louder, Moses wWwas speakıing
and (G0od Was answering hım In vol1ce.‘ XO
Yiqatol wıth present progressive meanıng
Wayyö mcr hö h“rük yhwh lämmäh {a ca  möod bahus

he sald, “Come ın, blessed of the Lord. Why yYyOou stan outsıde?” (Gen

Yiqgtol wıth pasti habıtual meanıng
WkE: ca £ h24 SAandah SNa midde <I5Stäh etyhwh

thus he WOu do yCar by yCar en che went into the house of the Lor:
Sam 1:}

Yıqtol wıth gNOMIC meanıng
hen hakaäm y‘sämmah-"ab uUb:  en K "immo
A WISe SOM gla  ens er, but foolısh SOM 1S) h1is mother’s grief.’ TOV 10:1)

The general future meanıng of yigtol 15 contextually derıved, dSs 15 the Casc wıth
imperfectives In other languages (see ybee, Perkıins, and aglıuca 1994:275-76).
Thıs 15 simılar the Case of the Englısh Present, IC MaYy CADICSS future In

future CONTtEXT He will travel New York nexft week-He travels New York next
week.
ast progressive examples of yigtol, such as above, ave generally been 19-
nored OT explaıned AaWUaY Dy theorıes claımıng yiqtol 15 nOon-past form LG
Zevıt 1988; Joosten Whiıle such examples aIrc admittedly infrequent, they
galnsay non-pasti iıdentification of yigtol In addıtıon, grammatıcalızatıon
approac. Can explaın the relatıve infrequenc of yigtol in pasti progressive CAÄDICS-
SIONS Dy ıts relationshıp the partıcıple: the partıcıple, IC 15 marked for
progressive aspect In 1DI11Ca. Hebrew, had begun encroach uDON yigtol’s LO-
typıcal progressive meanıngs, thus appearıngz often in past progressive eXpress10Ns,
N} In the example In (15).25

15) artıcıple wıth past progressive meanıng
wayyaboö” ”rel-ha’ıs w hinneh —  O0  med “al-hagg“mallim n  al-ha  L —  ayin

he Calllc the IN and behold, he) was standing DYy the camels and the spring.
(Gen

Thus, the relatıonshıp between yiqgtol and the partıcıple 1s analogous the relatıon-
sh1p between wayyigto and gata the partıcıple 1$ YOUNSCI form developıng along
the Same unıversal path of progressive imperfectıve 4S yigtol. As in the Casc f
qgatal, the partıcıple eventually dısplaced yiqtol, but wıthın the newly developed

Readıng {a  cCaL  S0 (YQTL:3FS) allevıiates SOINC of the logıcal problems iın thıs pPassSagc. USs she
would doJohn A. Cook  (14) a. Yigtol with a past progressive meaning  way“hit qöl ha$$6pär hölek w“häzeq m“°od möS$ceh y‘dabber w‘ha”"löhim ya““nennü  b“qöl  ‘And as the sound of the trumpet was growing louder and louder, Moses was speaking  and God was answering him in a voice.’ (Exod 19:19)  b. Yigtol with a present progressive meaning  wayyö°meer bö? b“rük yhwh lämmäh ta““möd bahüs  ‘And he said, “Come in, blessed of the Lord. Why are you standing outside?”” (Gen  24:31)  c. Yigtol with a past habitual meaning  w‘ken ya““$eeh?* $anah b°Snäh midde ““lötäh b“bet yhwh  ‘And thus he would do year by year as often as she went up into the house of the Lord.’  (1 Sam 1:7)  d. Yigtol with a gnomic meaning  ben haäkäm y°sämmah-?aäb üben k*sil tügat °’immö  ‘A wise son gladdens a father, but a foolish son (is) his mother’s grief.’ (Prov 10:1)  The general future meaning of yiqtol is contextually derived, as is the case with  imperfectives in other languages (see Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca 1994:275-76).  This is similar to the case of the English Present, which may express future tense in  a future context: He will travel to New York next week-He travels to New York next  week.  Past progressive examples of yigfol, such as (14a) above, have generally been ig-  nored or explained away by theories claiming yiqfol is a non-past fense form (e.g.,  Zevit 1988; Joosten 1999). While such examples are admittedly infrequent, they  gainsay a non-past tense identification of yiqfol. In addition, a grammaticalization  approach can explain the relative infrequency of yigtol in past progressive expres-  sions by its relationship to the participle: the participle, which is marked for  progressive aspect in Biblical Hebrew, had begun to encroach upon yiqfol’s proto-  typical progressive meanings, thus appearing often in past progressive expressions,  as in the example in (15).2>  (15) Participle with a past progressive meaning  wayyabo? °’el-hä’i$ w‘hinneh “ömed “al-hagg“mallim “al-hä‘äyin  ‘And he came to the man, and behold, (he) was standing by the camels and the spring.’  (Gen 24:30)  Thus, the relationship between yiqfol and the participle is analogous to the relation-  ship between wayyiqtol and gatal: the participle is a younger form developing along  the same universal path of progressive > imperfective as yigtol. As in the case of  qatal, the participle eventually displaced yigfol, but within the newly developed  24  Reading ta““$eeh (YQTL:3FS) alleviates some of the logical problems in this passage: ““hus she  would do ... as often as she would go up.’  25  No pre-Biblical Hebrew development can be discerned for the progressive participle; the form  originated as a *gatil verbal adjective expressing progressive aspect.  132often she WOL.

25 No pre-Bıblıca Hebrew development be discerned for the progressive partıcıple; the form
or1ginated *gätil verbal adjective expressing progressive
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system of 1N1C Hebrew Yyigtol CAÄDICSSCSH future ense and deontıic modalıty
ıle the partıcıple 15 employe in progressive and habıtual eXpress10Ns 6.8., hayah
Omer Was sayıng/would say 4s ell A4s for present tense.26

4.4 ala an Participle
Among the forms discussed Hete. gata xhıbıts the least amount of overlap wıth the
partıcıple; however, both the participle and gata ave specıalıze: future meanıngs.
The partıcıple has expected future meanıng, N} iıllustrated in 11 parallels
the future usSsc of the Englısh Present Progressive, iıllustrated in

(16) Partıcıple wıth expecte: futur: meanıng
I“ yamim CR Sib“ah >  anokt mamtfır “al-ha”arces

‘For In days going au it aın uDON the earth.’ (Gen 7:4)
Xxpecte: Present Progressive wıth futur: meanıng
n mailing the manuscrıpt exXi week.

Ihe future meanıngz of gata 15 ommonly eferred 1(8) a4s the ‘prophetic perfect.’ Thıs
peculıar usec of the perfective gata has been explaiıned In psycholıinguıstic
(& Kautzsch and 4S rhetorical devıce (6.9. Joüon It 15 not
unusual cross-linguistically, however, for perfective verb ave future meanıng
and, in fact, future meanıng for gata confirms perfective identificatıon for the
form, SInce simple past verbs do nOoTt CÄPDICSS future meanıngs (Bybee, Perkins, and
aglıuca 1994:95). In ybee, Perkıns, and Paglıuca’s data there AIiCcC Janguages
wıth perfective verbs that CXDICSS immediate future (1994:278). (One of these 15 the
Caucasıan anguage of bkhaz, In 1C the perfective Aorıst has immediıate
future meanıng, illustrated in 17)

1/) mmediate future Aorıst
b- ab d3- ce-yt
yOoUur father he-goO:FINITE
‘Your father IS (on ‘he point of) going. (Hewıitt

26 Although the transıtion of the Hebrew Ver! System TOm the 1D11Ca. per10 1N1C
Hebrew 15 complex, certaın developments Jlear. Fırst, qata developed into pasti ense form,
displacing the 1D11Ca. Hebrew past wayyigtol form (see nNOTte 17) Second, the partıcıple
remaıned intermediate form (£6;, both nominal/adjectiva and ver! in Ontrast ern
Hebrew, where ıts adjectival and verbal roles strictly separated (see Gordon 1982:33, 43);
nevertheless, thıs intermediate progressive form Canl SETIVC the present ense construction,
much the progressive 15 preferre iın Englısh for present eXpress10ns (6:2. walking
Onftirast walk, 1C. 18 normally interpreted gnomıcally). ]hırd, the semantıcs of yigtol
complıicated by the fallıng ogether of yiqgtol wıth the deontic modals, the development of
perıphrastıc future (LE Atıd -IN and the INOTC frequent USC of the partıcıple futur:
eXpress1ons (Perez Fernandez 997:109; 137-38). Hence, the futur: meanıng of yigtol In 1N1C
Hebrew 18 restricted subordinate stiructures (lıke SOINC colloquıal Arabic dialects; SCC yDee,
Perkıns, and Paglıuca 1994:233-34): independent clauses yiqgtol’s deontic MO
predominates (Kutscher
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Just Aas the partıcıple’s expected future function 15 comparable the future auxılı1ary
UsSc of he g0oing IO in Englısh, atal’s immediate future eXxpression 15 analogous {Oo
the Englısh construction otf about O, 4S in He 18 about fIy London Hence, the
prophets WEeTC nOT wrıting down VIS1IONS that ortrayed these events Aas already
passed, NOT WEEIC they tryıng CXPTICSS certaınty of the events through the rhetorical
UuUsSC of past time eXprESS1ON. Rather, the prophets WCCIC COonNvınced that these acts of
God thus portrayed Dy gata WeEIC immiınent. So In the example in (18), the prophet 15
convınced that the people’s isregar for God makes theır exıle immıiınent.

18) ala wıth immediate future meanıng
läken  - A galah “ammı mibb“li-dätat
“Therefore, people ATC ou to into exile because of ack of knowledge.’ (Isa 33)

4.5 ala egata
The last form examıne 15 wegatal Analysıs of the semantıcs of wegatal has been
ampere| by ıts analogıcal assoc1atıon wıth wayyigtol; however, neıther the
matıcalızatıon 19(0)8 the semantıcs of wegatal 1S analogous o those of wayyigtol. In
terms of grammatıcalızatıon, there 1s evidence for wegatal conjugatıon that 15
dıstinct from gata In Semitic.27 However, it has been bserved that throughout
Semuitic the perfective gata (and ıts cognates) MaYy have future time reference
when sed modally in condıtional sentences.25 In such C the future of the
perfective verb 1S erıved from the mMO Context (Peled 1992:12). Ihus, wegatal
should be analyze as the perfective gata functioning modally. The
wegatal refers tOo gatal’s dıistinctive shape wıth the W conjunction when sed
modally, and indıcates that verb-subject word order restriction bserved for the
deontic modals E: Imperatıve, Jussıve, and yigtol when sed deontically) by
Hebraists (Rosen 1969; Revell 1989; DeCaen 1995; hulman applıes MO
gata ASs ell (see Holmstedt
In Contrast the strictly condıtional MO uUsc of gata In the other Semuitic lan-
dPC5S, In 1Dl1ca Hebrew mMO gata 15 VE productive: dASs iıllustrated in (19),
MO gata INa y CADICSS contingent 4S ell N dırective deontic modalıty

19) gata expressing result
'"anokı mamltır “al-haä”ärees ”’arbaätim yom w“?arbatim läyläah umähiti "et-kol-hay“qüm
"I g0o1Nng ıt raın uUuDON the earth for forty days and forty nıghts that I
wipe oOut CVETIY existing thing (Gen 7:4)

qgata eXpressing directive deontic meanıng
w‘lägahta "et-Saemen hammishäah ümäaSahta ’ret-hammiskän
‘And YOUu 4Are fo take the anomting 01l an anoınt the tabernacle XO 40:9)

2 Thıs ack of evidence contradıcts the claım by er and 0O0osten that wegatal 1S independent
MO| conjugatıon (Zuber 1986; o0osten

28 E.S., Arabıc, Ethiopic, Aramaıc and Syr1aC, Ugarıtıic, Phoenician, and the Canaanıte of EI-
Amarna (see ng 1962:2.14-17; Dıllman [11899] 974:548; Folmer 1991:; Nöldeke e  r
265; Iropper 2000:715; ahmalkov 1986; Moran 1950:73; Raimey 1996:355-65).
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T hıs wıde of meanıngs fOor 1DI1Ca Hebrew gata MaYy be explaıned as “Con-
text-ınduced reinterpretations” (Heıne, Claudı, and Hünnemeyer 1991:/1=72). In
other words, 11C  S mMO' developed for gata in the specıfic Context of condı1-
tiıonal clauses. As thıs meanıng became 199(0)8+* establıshed, the form COU. be sed in
other that WEIC compatıble only wıth the mMO meanıng such 4S other
contingent mo constructions. Eventually, thıs C  S meanıngz became convention-
alızed As er perhaps development, deontic MO evel-
oped for wegatal in the Conftiext of case-law apodoses. Xamples from ega
lıterature, such (20), in 1C the form CXDITCSSCS both condıtional and deontic
modalıty illustrate the pathway between the types ofMO eXpress10ns.

(20) (condıtıonal and deontic) qatal
ım hakköhen hammäSsıah yah“ta w“higrib . Dar been-bäqär .
. the anomnted priıes SINS then he must bring ear yOung bull (Lev 4:3)

SummarYy an Conclusions
Thıs study has sought understand the semantıcs of the Hebrew verb Dy tracıng the
grammaticalızatıon of the Varlous forms. of the grammatıcalızatıon of
the Hebrew verbal System 15 g]ven In the in (21) (the deontic forms aAIc 1N-
cluded for the sake of completeness, but ave not been discussed in thıs

21) Summary of the grammaticaliızatıon of the Hebrew erb.

Perifect/ wayyigqtol TONOUN esultative ast ense ;(obsolete)
Perfective/
Past

q(u)tul inf.) erfect aspectThe Hebrew Verb: A Grammaticalization Approach  This wide range of meanings for Biblical Hebrew qatal may be explained as “con-  text-induced reinterpretations” (Heine, Claudi, and Hünnemeyer 1991:71-72). In  other words, a new modal sense developed for gatal in the specific context of condi-  tional clauses. As this meaning became more established, the form could be used in  other contexts that were compatible only with the modal meaning — such as other  contingent modal constructions. Eventually, this new meaning became convention-  alized. As a further or perhaps separate development, a deontic modal sense devel-  oped for wegatal in the context of case-law apodoses. Examples from legal  literature, such as (20), in which the form expresses both conditional and deontic  modality illustrate the pathway between the two types of modal expressions.  (20) Modal (conditional and deontic) gatal  >im hakköhen hammä$iah yah“ta  .. w°hiqrib . . . par ben-bäqär . . .  ‘If the anointed priest sins . . . then he must bring near . . . a young bull . . .’ (Lev 4:3)  5 Summary and Conclusions  This study has sought to understand the semantics of the Hebrew verb by tracing the  grammaticalization of the various forms. A summary of the grammaticalization of  the Hebrew verbal system is given in the table in (21) (the deontic forms are in-  cluded for the sake of completeness, but have not been discussed in this study).  (21) Summary of the grammaticalization of the Hebrew verb.  Perfect/  wayyiqtol  äpronoun E  äresultative >  past tense  (obsolete)  Perfective/  Past  %*q(u)tul (inf.) %perfect aspect >  %perfective  ‚0000E00.B..—————UEEE  ir ies k  brssassdÄless00.—000.00—.———.——_.0000  aspect  00000000‚  g00.E0.0.—>—‚— ‚ooo]  erfective  qatal  gatil + pro-  Eresultative e  Xpan.;; tense  noun  ;perfect aspect  aspect  Progressive/ |yigtol  pronoun +  progressive  imperfective  future tense  Imperfective  *g(u)tul (inf.) + 1aspect  aspect  locative u  Participle  qatil  progressive aspect  present tense  Deontic  Imperative  *g(u)tul  deontic modality (mainly iiirective)  Modality  ses000000—000—— ——  en.LEPLIELB‚  Jussive  ronoun +  not distin-  deontic modality  *g(u)tul  guished from  :(imper.)  iyigtol)  This study has determined that the semantic overlap between certain forms is due to  their temporally diverse development along the same grammaticalization path. In  particular, wayyigtol and qata! both developed along the same path of resultative >  perfect > perfective > simple past, though the former is older; likewise, the progres-  sive participle developed at a latter stage than yigtol, but along the same grammati-  135erfective
erfectiveqatal qatil PIO- esultatıve ast ense

1O ;perfect ect ’ect

Progressive/ yiqgtol DrFrONOUN}NThe Hebrew Verb: A Grammaticalization Approach  This wide range of meanings for Biblical Hebrew qatal may be explained as “con-  text-induced reinterpretations” (Heine, Claudi, and Hünnemeyer 1991:71-72). In  other words, a new modal sense developed for gatal in the specific context of condi-  tional clauses. As this meaning became more established, the form could be used in  other contexts that were compatible only with the modal meaning — such as other  contingent modal constructions. Eventually, this new meaning became convention-  alized. As a further or perhaps separate development, a deontic modal sense devel-  oped for wegatal in the context of case-law apodoses. Examples from legal  literature, such as (20), in which the form expresses both conditional and deontic  modality illustrate the pathway between the two types of modal expressions.  (20) Modal (conditional and deontic) gatal  >im hakköhen hammä$iah yah“ta  .. w°hiqrib . . . par ben-bäqär . . .  ‘If the anointed priest sins . . . then he must bring near . . . a young bull . . .’ (Lev 4:3)  5 Summary and Conclusions  This study has sought to understand the semantics of the Hebrew verb by tracing the  grammaticalization of the various forms. A summary of the grammaticalization of  the Hebrew verbal system is given in the table in (21) (the deontic forms are in-  cluded for the sake of completeness, but have not been discussed in this study).  (21) Summary of the grammaticalization of the Hebrew verb.  Perfect/  wayyiqtol  äpronoun E  äresultative >  past tense  (obsolete)  Perfective/  Past  %*q(u)tul (inf.) %perfect aspect >  %perfective  ‚0000E00.B..—————UEEE  ir ies k  brssassdÄless00.—000.00—.———.——_.0000  aspect  00000000‚  g00.E0.0.—>—‚— ‚ooo]  erfective  qatal  gatil + pro-  Eresultative e  Xpan.;; tense  noun  ;perfect aspect  aspect  Progressive/ |yigtol  pronoun +  progressive  imperfective  future tense  Imperfective  *g(u)tul (inf.) + 1aspect  aspect  locative u  Participle  qatil  progressive aspect  present tense  Deontic  Imperative  *g(u)tul  deontic modality (mainly iiirective)  Modality  ses000000—000—— ——  en.LEPLIELB‚  Jussive  ronoun +  not distin-  deontic modality  *g(u)tul  guished from  :(imper.)  iyigtol)  This study has determined that the semantic overlap between certain forms is due to  their temporally diverse development along the same grammaticalization path. In  particular, wayyigtol and qata! both developed along the same path of resultative >  perfect > perfective > simple past, though the former is older; likewise, the progres-  sive participle developed at a latter stage than yigtol, but along the same grammati-  135progressive imperfective ture ense

Imperfective *a(u)tul ın pect
locatıve

Particıple qatil progressive aspect present ense

Deontic Imperatıve g(u)tu deontic modalıty (mamly Llirective)
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(imper.) gtol)
Thıs study has determıiıned that the semantıc overlap between certaıin forms 15 due
theıir temporally dıverse development along the SAaIillc grammatıcalızatıon path In
partıcular, wayyiqgto and gata! both developed along the SdaInec path of resultatıve
perfect perfective sımple past, though the former 18 O  er lıkewıse, the PIOBICS-
SIve partıcıple developed al latter S  gC than yigtol, but along the SaImnlc grammatı-
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calızatıon path, thus creatiıng semantıc overlap wıth the latter. er overlap between
forms (not all dıscussed ere), such as between Jussive, yiqtol, and wegatal Can be
generally accounted for the by ayerıng effect of cyclica grammatıcalızatıon
PIOCC5SS.
The full extent of semantıc overlap between the verbal forms In 1D11Ca. Hebrew 1S
illustrated in the vendiagram in (22) eIi0W

22) semantıc mO: of the 1D11Ca| Hebrew verbal System based grammatıcalızatıon d
proach.

ayyliqgtol: ast
Tense

(narrative ver
sımple past artıcple: Progressive

Aspect
expected futureS  E

counterfactual nm  Ter m
present progressive
past progress1iveNr  Capast

habıtualala Perfective
Aspect COmMMLISsSSIvVe

perfect
immediate future contingent Yiatol: Imperfective
performatıve Aspect

neral future
future In Dasl

Imperative/Jussive: Deontic
Modality
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basıc meanıng 15 dıscernable for each form, g1ven ın bold, but overlap between
forms 15 recognızed and tolerated wıthın the sSystem. In SOINC instances there 15
dıscourse-pragmatıc distinction that 18 faırly obvıous (6.2.. between gata and NaIrItTa-
tive wayyiqtol, the latter ofIC CADICSSCS foregrounded narratıve events; SCC Cook
chap 4 In other instances such dıstincetion MaYy ex1st. However, in ST1
other of overlap there maYy be dıscourse-pragmatıc dıistinction that has yel
be dıscerned. Thıs semantıc MO provides basıs for o1ng the induc-
tıve, textual analysıs in order 118} discover SOINC of these dıstinctions.
Most importantly, thıs study has drawn cross-lingulstic ata concerning the de-
velopment and configuration of verbal forms in In order demonstrate
that the ancıent Hebrew verbal System 15 aspect-prominent, havıng central perfec-
tive imperfective opposıiıtion In gata and yigtol, and that thıs Ssystem hıfted
tense-prominent ONC in 1N1C Hebrew As aspect-prominent language, the
central opposıtıon 1DI1Ca. Hebrew 15 aspectual; however, the System features
varıety of verb forms, including tensed, aspectual, and mMO forms 62 wayyigto.
15 past the partıcıple 15 progressive aspect, and imperatıve/Jussive aArc modal).
At the 1DI1Ca. Hebrew5 the verbal system 15 rather typıcal trıpartıte aspectual
SyStem, ASs illustrated by the fıgure in 23) ybee and ahl ave concluded from
theır combined typological studies that thıs Lype of System OCCUTIS in about CVCTIY
second anguage ın the WOT.

Dahl’s MO of perfectıve imperfectıve opposıtıon and ense adapte: from ybee and
ahl 1989:83).
perfectıive imperfective

past non-past
In CONTra: other Semitic Janguages, 1C developed periphrastıc constructions
wıth theır ımperfectıve forms {O dıstınguısh past non-past (e.@:; 1C k  anda yak-
tubu, yT1aC ne. hwa . Was wrıiting”), distinction_s in 1DI11Ca Hebrew AICc

purely contextual.
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Abstract:
Several difficulties the study of the Hebrew erb ave contrıibuted the present iımpasse the
1e the aılure of past theor1ies adequately deal wıth form-meanıng asymmetrıes in the verbal
system; the unresolved debate VOT synchronıc VEeTITSUS dıachronic approach; and the neglect of LypO-
ogıcal data I1NCcAanNls of xternal valıdatıon for models of the Hebrew erb Thıs study outlınes
grammaticaliızatıon approach that remedies ach of these problems and then presents semantıc
MO of the Hebrew erb terms of the paramelers of en:  s aspecl, and modalıty The 1MpO!
conclusıons eached thıs study nclude (1) that Bıbliıcal Hebrew has typıcal aspect-prominent
verbal Ssystem, but (2) that the system 15 drifting towards becoming tense-prominent, it appCars
IN1IC Hebrew; (3) the semantıc relatıonshı1ıps between certaım erb OrmMs 6E qatal and
wayyigtol, yiqgtol and particıple) 18 clarıfıed In terms of theır relatıve stage of grammaticalızation; and
(4) model 15 constructed that sufficıently distinguıishes the Hebrew verbal Orms in terms of theır
°basıc meanıngs,’ but nevertheless tolerates semantıc overlap between the OTMS.
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