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odalıty an the alaerb Conjugation

TOHSE., aspect, and modalıty dIC interrelated, notional, cross-lıngulistic
categories. Researchers classıfy the verbal SyStems of languages by identifyıng
the domiıinant parameter the three “ Accordingly, grammarıans SINCE
Wa and Driver ave cons1iıdered whether gatal, yiqtol, and the other erb
conjugatıons of 1DI1Ca Hebrew dıffer from each other chiefly in ense OT

aspect.” Therefore, untıl recently modalıty has played lıttle role In analysıs of the
1DI1Ca Hebrew verbal system.“
Tradıtiona Hebrew maınly refer to MO through discussıon
of cohortatıves, ımperatıves, and jussives.” However, CONTEM)  arYy scholarshıp
acknowledges that 1Dl1cCa Hebrew also frequently employs the yigtol and
wegatal erb conjugatıons iın MO contexts.® Though orammatıcal studıies ave
long addressed the “habıtual” OT “gnOomIc” use of gata verbs’ and occasıonally
mention <10)  CS of the gata form in Varı0us MO contexts,8 such arec
rare.9 Normally the gata verb con]jugatıon 1S non-modal.

‚yons 1968 316; (1von 269
See for example hat 999
cFall, 1982,—+ €EN C - For except1ons hıs trend SCC er 1986; oosten 1989; iıdem 1992; iıdem 1999; ıdem 2002;
Hende!l 1996: TODPp 1994; entry 998®
As morphologically-dıstinct erb Orms that normally communiıcate MO NUANCC, the Hebrew
volıtıonals meriıt the des1gnatıon “moods. ” See ahl 985
In 1105 the TESOUICECS of ote SCC Warren 2005; allaıre 2002; Van der Merwe, Naude
Kroeze 999 148—-149.169—1 /0; Schneider 993 230; altke ”°Connor 990 6—1
Joüon Muraoka 2000 2:370—3 72.403:;: atav 997 142—-156; (nanto 99% 188—191:; Shulman
2000 ıtıon, researchers ave noted that sentence-1nitıial yigtol verbs in dIiC un1ıformly
MO See Talstra 90982 Al ıdem 99’7 Niccaccı 1987 /—9; Revell 989 LE 2140
See for example Rogland 2003:; Kautzsch 910 343; altke (O’Connor 1990 492; Joüon
uraoka 2000 2030620 Van der Merwe, Naude KTrOoeze 999 146
Brockelmann 956 4U; o0k 2002 223—232; (nHanto 998 194—-195: atav 997
ote that Kleın specıfically excludes non-ındıcatıve verbs from consıderation ‘““prophetic
perfects.  27 See Kleın 990
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The Paronomastic Infinitive Construection Modality-Focusing Device

The technıcal term “paronomastıc infinıtıve construction” denotes the paırıng of
infinıtıve absolute wıth cognate finıte verb. The paronomastıc infinıtive

construction 1s strıkıng 1terary devıce, and 1ıke the cognate accusatıve ıt
reinforces the sıgnıficance of the repeated idea OT pplıes SOINEC kınd of stress }
Sınce modern Indo-European languages such d Englısh DOSSCSS analogous
lınguistic structure, Z interpretation case-by-case basıs tradıtıonally
determines the nature of the propose Stress
The notion of “certainty” irequently AaDDCAaIS In COoONtemporary translatıons for
famılıar 1D1l1Ca phrases such F7 F17 “he 111 surely die!” However.,
scattered In grammatıcal hlıterature suggest that the 1CQa nction of
the paronomastıc infinıtıve construction 15 nNOTt Just to strengthen the verbal ıdea
ıtself, but also anı Y MO colorıng of the finıte verb.!* Indeed, rnst Jenn1ı wrıtes
CVvVCcCnN INOTC forcefully that the infinıtıve contrıbutes o the “ Verstärkung des
us der Aussage (nicht der Wo  edeutung als »13  solcher).
Such claım invıtes verification. “ ONC of the COI functions of paronomastıc
infinıtıves absolute 1s indeed to aCccent Cognate erb modalıty, then they should
AaDDCAar in MO Contexts al equency equa. OT greater than that of theır
assoc1ated cognate verb cConjugatıons. Thus ONEC CXDECIS yigtol paronomastıc
infinitive constructions be hıghly MO Just yigtol verbs dIiIC when they
operate ındependently. In° the baselıne expectation for inc1dence of
MO ONnteXTs gata paronomastıc infinıtive constructions 1S quıte low
SInCe the gata conjJugatiıon 1S essentially non-modal.

Ob]ective

The present study investigates the egree tO 1icC gata paronomastıc infinıtıve
constructlions AaDDCAar in MO XTIS to facılıtate the evaluatıon of thıs
grammatıcal construction modalıty-focusıng devıce. first step 1S

establısh analytıcal categorIies, 1C requıres MO ypology informed by
modern cross-Iinguistic research. Next aDPCAars re description of the

Muraoka 985 56; Joüon uraoka 2000 2:422.429; FKıtan LZ1; Reckendorf
1909 104; Wa 8/9 162
Thıs dısparıty between Bıblıcal Hebrew and modern languages prompts Joe]l Hoffman wrıte
that ‘ 1ıle there 1S SOTINC evidence suggest that the doublıng had emphatıc force, ll do
ell] mM1 that do not know 1ts eXAC meanıng.” Hoffman 2004 153
Muraoka 985 56; Joüon Muraoka 2000 2:422; autzscC| 910 342; Kahan 889

13 Jennı 981 A Jenn1 asserts that the function of the paronomastıc infinıtıve aDsolute 1Ss
“intensıification of the mo0d of the assertion (nof the verbal meanıng such).  AI talıcs for
emphasıs.
I1wo recent studies ddress the MO employment of paronomastıc infinıtive absolute
constructi10ons, ach Irom dıfferent perspectives. See Callaham 2010:;: Kım 2009
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language-specıfic by 1C 1DI1Ca Hebrew CXPICSSCS modalıty In order
a1d in the examınatıon of the relevant exXis Lastly the study presents the eXS:

selected from and arranged accordıng fo MO CategorYy, and
draws the NCCCSSaL Y conclus1ıons.

VYpO108Yy
Palmer’s standard textbook modalıty states that modalıty CONCETNS

speaker’s expressed attıtude toward the factualıty of proposıtıon (proposıtıonal
modalı OT the potentialıty of events (event modality). ” ıthın proposıtional
modalıty, the emi1mnal CategoOorYy 1S “epistemi1Cc modalıty, ” 1C cCommuniıcates
speculatıons, assumptions, and deductions.!® ese AdIiC terms of subjective belıef,
and lınguists concede that element of personal belıef pers1ists SVCN 1n
discussıon of true-or-false statements In natural language. ‘ However, explıcıt
markers communıcatıng 1terary actor’s belıef about the truth of proposıtion
fall wıthın the realm of epistemic modalıty In EOTY, the desceribed In
epistemi1Cc proposıtion MaYy take place In the past, present, OT future  I8 John yons
ca the epiıstemi1Cc proposıtion the “I-say-so” Component of utterance,x  9 but
the peaker asserts the proposıtion weakly enough granit the OppO  nıty for
hearer challenge ıt ıf OT desired “*
Both epistemic and “evıdential” modalıties COMMEeNT uDON the factualıty of
proposıtıion. However, evıdentials dıffer from epıstemı1c modalıty In that the
neaker employıng evidentjals need nNnot personally evaluate., interpret, OT commıt
to the proposition. Instead, he OT she cCommuniıcates that evidence ‚uppOrts the
proposition.“ There{fore, the reported proposıtiıon MaYy ave the force of
assertion rather than 1Ssue In SOTINC doubt.““ If peaker employs evıdential
MO express1ion wıth hearer who already knows such assertion o be true,
then ıt MaYy ave especlally emphatıc sSeNse .23

15 Palmer“ 2001 See Iso eier 987 O7: ung Tımberlake 985 241
Ep1stemic and deontiıc modalıties derıve theır tıtles from Classıcal ree| See Liddell Scott?
996 “ELOTLC” and OL
Nuyts, 2001 28; eier 1987 FOor opposing perspective SCC Papafragou 2000

18 Nuyts 994 9; iıdem 2001
Lyons 977 2:800
(G1von 1995 114 See Iso Nuyts 2001 RE Nuyts discusses the use of epistemi1c modalıty

hedging devıce ıth whiıich the speaker INaYy delıberately aVOo1d Oommıtment the truth of
proposıtıon.
De Haan 999 6I; iıdem 2001 203; Nuyts 2001 Z ıdem 994 FAr

JA hat 999 Bhat and others call thıs the “realıs” mo0d opposed the “ırrealıs” mood in
whiıich g1ven even! condıtıon 1S ın question SOTIIC egree See Iso (G1von 19872

23 Anderson 9%6 DA
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Scott Callaham

“Interrogatıve” modalıty ınherently cCcCommuUnIicates SOTINC egree of Oou
question seekıng informatıon 1S non-assertive about the 1sSsue at hand.““
Interrogatıve modalıty lımıts possıble OUutcComes to those that as viable
aNS WT o the question.“” However, rhetorical questions pomntedly challenge
SOTIIC idea OT belıef. and thus dIcC only superficially question.“® Interestingly,
interrogatıve paronomastıc infinıtıve constructions almost exclusıvely AaDDCAaT In
rhetorıical questi1ons rather than fact-seekıng questions.“'
Discussion of “condıtional” modalıty CONMNCETNS “Sulfillmen condıtions.”
peakers of mMO utterances posıt certaın condıtions that dIic for the
realızatıon of 66  possıble world” future In C the MO proposıtıon
becomes true The protasıs of condıtional statement 1S thus form of
proposıtional modality.““
ı1le the mMO categories mentioned {to thıs pomt afre primarıly future-oriented,
the ına element of proposıtional modalıty eals wıth the past OT present:
illustratiıon of the multıiple intersections between and modalıty. In fact,
°“habıtual” MO statements also interact wıth aspect because they descr1ibe
sıtuations that take place OVver per10d of time wıthout necessarıly asserting
completion.“” The MO character of abıtuals derıves from the fact that they do
not refer partıcular that appene ar certaın time,3 but to potentıial
OT tendency for the even to Cross-Iinguistic study indıcates that
languages generally CXDICSS abıtuals wiıth eıther the sımplest erb form Suc

infinıtıve) OT imperfective.”“
1ıle the Varı0ous categories of modalıty surveyed above COMNCEITIN the ealıty OT

factualıty of proposıtion in SOMNC WAdY, the second ma]J]or dıyısıon of MO
focuses upDOoNn the condıtionıng factors surroundıng The

foundatıonalYof modalıty 15 “deontic” modalıty. 1D1l1Ca Hebrew
oes not employ paronomastıc infinıtıve constructions wıth gata iın deontic
MO contexts, ” but ıt 1s NECCSSATY introduce thıs CategorYy the mMost
COTMINON counterpoint epistemı1Cc modalıty. Deontic modalıty Imposes uDON ıts
subjects SOMEC kınd of oblıgatıon to act  54 Quite often, but nOoTt always, the

Palmer“ 2001
7 ppın 9082 563
26 ohnson 9973 137-138; atav 1997 141147
23 Kım 2009 83 Na
7 o0k 2002 188 ook unts for protasıs-apodosı1s relatıonshıps under the rubric of

‘“contingent modalıty.”
29 Comrıe 1985 iıdem 976 26—32; hat 999 VETF

G1von 995 116
Palmer“ 2001 179

+ ahl 985 102
33 Deontic finıte verbs In paronomastıc infinıtıve constructions AdICc overwhelmiıngly yigtol: 136 of

139 examples In The Jussıve apPCAaIs instead ın Kgs 3:206, the iımperatıve In Num H :13.
and the cohortative in ech 8:21
Jespersen 19724 320—-321: Searle 976 0—14:; iıdem 082 166
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authorıty who en]o1ns OINCONMNC act through deontic eXpress10ns 1s the
speaker.”” Since deontic modalıty addresses subject who has not yeL acted in
SOTINC oblıgatory aNNCI, deontic eXpress10ns dIiIC future-oriented.?®
“Dynamıic” modalıty constıitutes Lype of even modalıty in IC forces ınternal
to the subject hiınder OT assıst the performance of the even ° Abılıtive”
statements aSSe that subject 15 able do something, 1ıle “volıtive”
statements indıcate hat subject 18 willing.” the ubject should attempt
perform the g1ven actıon, dynamıc modalıty AdSSUuT1CS successful completion of
the acCı unless outsıde factors intervene.  38 In CHECL deontic modalıties A4SSUNMle

inner abılıty and wiıllıngness of the sub] CC and dynamıc modalıties PDIECSUMC the
cooperatıve Support of external perm1ssıon OT oblıgatıon. Each MO expression
DI'  S elements that the opposıte modalıty stresses. Z
“Desiderative” modalıty CXPICSSCS wıshes and fears  40 Desıideratives dIiICc MO
eXpress10ns when the even in question 1S not fully realızed, OTL 15 potentıial OT
unreal in SOTINEC WaY al the mMoOoment of utterance
116e lıngulsts ack thoroughgoing CONSCNSUS such definıtions and
characterizations of MO phenomena as those above,“” the categories needed
for the present study aATrec relatıvely non-controversial. presentatıon of the
Palmer XO  Y customiıized for the present study AaDDCAaLS In elow,
N includes explanatıons and Englısh examples for illustration.”

Palmer 1 axonomy

Pro osıtıonal odalı
Epıistemic Speakers CÄDICSS theır judgments about the factual STatus of

proposition.
speculatıve ave warrant Sa y thıs, but ate IMNa Y be Oome NOW.

NOW that ate has the day OIT. | ate ll be at OoOme NOW.assumptıve
deductive SCC Kate’s Cal In her T1VeEWAaY. ate must be al ome 10

35 Palmer“ 2001 ‚yons 977 2:843 ‚yons ca the authorıity the “deontic SOuUrce. ”
(nvon 1995 Z ‚yons 1977 PE
Volitive modalıty 1s separate Concept TOmM the grammatıcal CategoOry of Hebrew “volıtionals”

volıtives”: Jussıves, imperatıves, and cohortatıves.
38 Palmer“ 200 D  .
30 Ibıd
4() Ibıd., 131

Nuyts 2005
Nevertheless, cons1ıderatıon of evıdentalıty subset of proposıtıional modalıty o€es NOTt meet
ıth agreemen al lıngulsts. Recent works thıs question include Hantıdou 2001;
Aıkhenvald 2004 Ifantıdou VIEWS evıdentials through the lens of modalıty. Aıkhenvald denıes
that evıidentials aTrec modal

43 Thıs chart oes NnOT aAaDDCaI In Palmer’s wOork; it derıves TOom of basıc categories
22 and the iIructure of Palmer’s discussıon throughout the book
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Pro osıtıonal odalı continued
Evıdential peakers indıicate the evidence they ave for the factual of

proposition.
SCHSOTY scC«C hat ate 1S ome NO

Someone told that ate 1S ome 1Oeported
peakers question proposition.Interrogatıve

How Call ate really Sall| be home?
Condıtiona peakers assıgn condition proposition, therefore ıt 1S contingent.

If ate decıdes waıt forI then she ll be ate getting ome.
Habıtual peakers assert hat proposition 1S Irue IN general, non-Specific WdNY.

ate would sta Ome MOoOStT weekends.

Event odalı
Deontic Condıtioning actors surroundıng the even aIfec external the subjects.

perm1ss1ıve John INa Y COINC In L1OW.,

oblıgatıve John must COINC in NO

John, COMe in!imperatıve
Juss1ıve May John always COMNC quickly!

John » COM In.COMMISSIVeEe
Condıtioning aCctors surroundıng the even arec internal the subjects.Dynamıc

Abilıtive John Can .OINEC in 10

Volıitive John 1s willing COINC In 10O

Desideratiıve Condıtioning actors surroundıng the even dIiIC wıshes emotıons.
John wants COINC {070)88

Survey of the Kxpression of Modality in 1ca Hebrew

1DIl1Ca Hebrew cCcCommunıcates modalıty through four maın verb fOorms.
lex1cally-modal verbs. MO partıcles, and 1terary context.“* 10 varyıng
degrees, the three volitionals,” the yvigtol, the wegatltal, the weyiqtol'46 and the
ındependent infinıtive absolute“” impart MO NUances Non-paronomastıc
infinıtıves absolute CXDICSS modalıty as they substıtute for MO finıte verbs.
Some verbs denote MO ıdeas wıthın theır respective semantıc fields prıme
example 1S 395 for ONeEe of ıts prominent meanıngs 1Ss to “be able to,  27 OT “be
capable f of dynamıc modalıty sımılar the Englısh mMO auxılıary

Incıdentally, [WO majJor tudıes modalıty eXpress1on In ern Hebrew tfınd that MO|
In 1DI1Ca. and ern Hebrew 15 sufficıently dıfferent that they xclude bıblıcal evidence from
consıderation. See Kopeloviıch 1982; Maschler 966

45 Even the Juss1ive, imperat1ıve, and cohortatıve specıal odal forms OCCasıon cCcCommunıicate
indıcatıve See Driver“ 8972 (nanto 99% 185

46 Nıccaccı 987 a
4’7 Callaham 2010 214.229
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..  can. Unlike Englısh, 1C2a. Hebrew POSSCSSCS few mMO uxılıary verbs.“®
er that Call CONVCY desiderative iıdeas of “wantıng, wıshıng, ” eC Oping’ and
“longın  7 nclude MAN, ITIN, | T, VSM, 02, mP, DNW. MNW, and „r  49 When
ıterary AaCTIOTr reports wıtnessing even firsthand, he OT che May uUusc 11 0)8

VAW, 1C sıgnal evıdential-sensory modalıty in such contexts.  S0 Sımıilarly,
AaCTIOTr INa Yy CONVCY secondhand informatıon through eXpPress1ONSs of evidential-
reported modalıty 1ke x ON OT b MT, “1t Was old me  297

partıcles aAaDPDCAal In condıtional clauses accordıng to the patterns of
below.?‘

Partıcles In the Protasıs of Condıtiona Clauses

Protasıs Condition IS othetical Protasıs Condition 1$ Actual
nvalıd has not occurred Potential|  4 X  Invalid (has not occurred) _ Does not

Non- (may ave estrıic in ıme
Factual Clause occurred)Non-  Factual Clause  |  }  15 / 815 / 158b / w15 4ö

WT he dıd NOTThe Paronomastic Ininitive Construction as a Modality-Focusing Device: Evidence from Oatal Verbs  “can.” Unlike English, Biblical Hebrew possesses few modal auxiliary verbs.“®  9 66  Verbs that can convey desiderative ideas of ““wanting,  wishing,” “hoping” and  “Jonging” include: mAN, Mx, marı, yam, 705, MIp, DW, NW, and nw.“” When a  literary actor reports witnessing an event firsthand, he or she may use 77 or  ynw, which signal evidential-sensory modality in such contexts.”° Similarly, an  actor may convey secondhand information through expressions of evidential-  reported modality like %>x —R or ’b an, “it was told to me.”  Modal particles appear in prose conditional clauses according to the patterns of  Table 2 below.”!  Table 2  Modal Particles in the Protasis of Conditional Clauses  Protasis Condition is H;  pothetical  Protasis Condition is Actual  Invalid (has not occurred  Potential  i  Does not  Non-  (may have  Restrict in Time  B n +  Factual Clause  occurred)  d  35 / 819 / 15  7  ‘“if he did not ...  “al ... Or  casuistic  Al  “when ...  (because he did)”  f Only ...  K  A small number of modal particles also appear in other clause types. For  example, there is the clearly epistemic *218 (“perhaps”).” Desiderative clauses  frequently collocate with ]m° ” (lit. “who gives?”) — an idiom for “would that it  may be so!” Particles such as 8 (“surely”) and 5R (“really”) can contribute to  the level of certainty a biblical author expresses in an epistemic clause. Finally,  the interrogative m and the precative particle ®3 consistently signal modal  contexts.‘*  A final note on the expression of modality in Biblical Hebrew is necessary prior  to examination of textual examples. Modality extends beyond the borders of  morphology, syntax, and semantics into the realm of the literary actor’s  communicative intent and the social relationship of speaker and addressee. All  48  Givön 1984/1990: 1:299.  49  A similar list appear in Gianto 1998: 184 n. 3.  50  Gianto 2005: 133-153.  51  Revell 1991: 2:1289; Van Rooy 1986: 8-15; Hendel 1996: 172; Joüon & Muraoka 2000: 2:631.  52  Livnat 2003: 108. Livnat observes that *»18 possesses an exclusively epistemic sense in Biblical  Hebrew, while the same word in Modern Hebrew has both epistemic and deontic meanings. This  alleged progression counters the observations of modern linguists that modality universally  develops from deontic to epistemic senses through time. On the other hand, the status of Modern  Hebrew as a genetic descendant of Biblical Hebrew is questionable due to the unique  circumstances of its invention as a modern language. See Säenz-Badillos 1993: 272.  38  Koehler & Baumgartner 2001: s.v. ‘]m3”; Brockelmann 1956: 7; Kautzsch 1910: 476.  54  Shulman 1999, 57-82; Kaufman 1991: 195—198.  15‘“what ıf casulsticGn  37 “whenThe Paronomastic Ininitive Construction as a Modality-Focusing Device: Evidence from Oatal Verbs  “can.” Unlike English, Biblical Hebrew possesses few modal auxiliary verbs.“®  9 66  Verbs that can convey desiderative ideas of ““wanting,  wishing,” “hoping” and  “Jonging” include: mAN, Mx, marı, yam, 705, MIp, DW, NW, and nw.“” When a  literary actor reports witnessing an event firsthand, he or she may use 77 or  ynw, which signal evidential-sensory modality in such contexts.”° Similarly, an  actor may convey secondhand information through expressions of evidential-  reported modality like %>x —R or ’b an, “it was told to me.”  Modal particles appear in prose conditional clauses according to the patterns of  Table 2 below.”!  Table 2  Modal Particles in the Protasis of Conditional Clauses  Protasis Condition is H;  pothetical  Protasis Condition is Actual  Invalid (has not occurred  Potential  i  Does not  Non-  (may have  Restrict in Time  B n +  Factual Clause  occurred)  d  35 / 819 / 15  7  ‘“if he did not ...  “al ... Or  casuistic  Al  “when ...  (because he did)”  f Only ...  K  A small number of modal particles also appear in other clause types. For  example, there is the clearly epistemic *218 (“perhaps”).” Desiderative clauses  frequently collocate with ]m° ” (lit. “who gives?”) — an idiom for “would that it  may be so!” Particles such as 8 (“surely”) and 5R (“really”) can contribute to  the level of certainty a biblical author expresses in an epistemic clause. Finally,  the interrogative m and the precative particle ®3 consistently signal modal  contexts.‘*  A final note on the expression of modality in Biblical Hebrew is necessary prior  to examination of textual examples. Modality extends beyond the borders of  morphology, syntax, and semantics into the realm of the literary actor’s  communicative intent and the social relationship of speaker and addressee. All  48  Givön 1984/1990: 1:299.  49  A similar list appear in Gianto 1998: 184 n. 3.  50  Gianto 2005: 133-153.  51  Revell 1991: 2:1289; Van Rooy 1986: 8-15; Hendel 1996: 172; Joüon & Muraoka 2000: 2:631.  52  Livnat 2003: 108. Livnat observes that *»18 possesses an exclusively epistemic sense in Biblical  Hebrew, while the same word in Modern Hebrew has both epistemic and deontic meanings. This  alleged progression counters the observations of modern linguists that modality universally  develops from deontic to epistemic senses through time. On the other hand, the status of Modern  Hebrew as a genetic descendant of Biblical Hebrew is questionable due to the unique  circumstances of its invention as a modern language. See Säenz-Badillos 1993: 272.  38  Koehler & Baumgartner 2001: s.v. ‘]m3”; Brockelmann 1956: 7; Kautzsch 1910: 476.  54  Shulman 1999, 57-82; Kaufman 1991: 195—198.  15CCaUSE he did ‘1f on]

SMa number of MO partıcles also aAaDDCAaT In other clause Ltypes For
example, there 1S the clearly epistem1Cc 59 (uperhapsn).52 Desiderative clauses
frequently collocate wıth \a (hıt 6,  who o1ves?”) 1ıdıom for 6,  WOU that ıt
INaYy be so'”53 Partıcles such dASs ]S (“Sur 1y3’) and 7 (“r allya 7) Call contrıbute
the eve of certaınty 1DI1Ca author CXDICSSCSH In epıstemı1Cc clause. Fınally,
the interrogatıve ı and the precatıve partıcle N } consistently sıgnal mo
contexts.  54

ına ote the expression of modalıty in 1DI1Ca Hebrew 1s pr10r
o examınatıon of textual examples. odalıty extends beyond the borders of
morphology, SyNn'  X, and semantıcs into the realm of the 1terary actor’s
cCommuniticatıve intent and the soc1al relatıonshıp of speaker and addressee. AIl

4® G1von 1984/1990 299
49 sımılar 1st aDDCAar in (Hanto 1998% 184

(nanto 2005 P
Revell 991 Van ROo0oy 986 8—15; Hendel 996 LA Joüon Muraoka 2000 2:631
Lıvynat 2003 108 ] ıvynat observes that N DOSSCSSCS exclusıvely epistem1Cc In Bıblıcal
Hebrew, ıle the Samnle word In Modern Hebrew has both epistemi1Cc and deontic meanıngs. Thıs
alleged progression Counters the observatıons of modern Ingu1sts that modalıty unıversally
develops TOM deontic epistemi1Cc SCI1SCS through time. On the er hand, the ofern
Hebrew genet1ic descendant of 1DI1Ca Hebrew 1s questionable due the un1ıque
Circumstances of ıts ınvention modern anguage See Saenz-Badıllos 993 RL:

53 Koehler Baumgartner 2001 Brockelmann 956 /: Kautzsch 910 476
Shulman 1999, 5/—-82; Kaufman 991 195—198%
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evidence, includıng the employment of certaın verb forms, MO verbs, and
MO partıcles, contrıibutes and submıts to ıterary CONtEXT for interpretatıon.

JTexts

The followıng text analysıs SCS bold type for the verbal dea of qgata
paronomastıc infınıtıve constructions and ıtalıcs for the dıstinguıishıing modalıty
of the erb Thıs convention presents alternatıve {tOo the reflex1ive use of
“surely” and “certamly” in translation.” FEvaluatıve follow Hebrew

AaSs needed

PROPOSITIONAL
Epistemic odalıty

A Assumptive

Judg F3

MIM KT ol u ı 17 KT IU C Ma "DxN FTN
KTF 79 N] 718 T7 r 1103

Her father sal1d, “I hought that yOUu ate her, DaVC her o yOUT 1en!| Isn’t
her VOUNSCI s1ister prettier than che 1s? Let her be for yYOUu instead ”®

Samson’s father-ın-law makes udgment ase‘: upOon Fla he assumed to be
COrrect Whenever the Hebrew narrates character’s oughtis, ıt presents
the reader 1Aic OPpO  nıty earn the character’s assumptıons. COINIMNON

of expressing such inner owledge 1S through us«c 9f. the erb U7°

(“kIIOW’ 7) and the partıcle (ın thıs CaSC, ‘th t71) character INaYy also spea)
hım- OT herself wıth the erb 7a (“  I and such introspective monologue 15
essentially hought In the Cadsc of thıs DASSaLC, the gata erb contextually
Seits the epistem1ıc-assumptive MO contex(t, and the paronomastıc infinıtıve
construction wıth KT aAaDDCAIS wıthın the subordinate clause headed Dy

Sam 20:3

mNT UE SN 1LD2 IM N  ig d TIN 1 E 4835 a 9
F17Dr [ 7a3 M5S 195)J 777 PTE ö9 A D 1897

55 Sımilarly, Friedman advocates the uUuse of iıtalıcs represent the emphasıs In paronomastıc
infinıtıve constructi1ons. Friedman 2003; ıdem 99%

56 AIl translatıons ın the present study derıve TOM 1ts author.
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Then avl further, * MOlr father knows that ave oun favor In YOUI
CYCS He thınks °‘Jonathan must not know thıs, lest he be orieved.’ Yet indeed,
Yahweh lıves and yYOUu lıve, there 1S ONEC step between and deat

Here avl SCS n fo PTrODOSC perception In Saul’s mı1nd, hereby
statıng OIC of Saul’s assumptions to Jonathan.

Sam AF

m550 -y5 b FTr 9U N n NN aNS S B ON

Achısh trusted avı and thought, “He has become ate: hıs people In
Israel, he al be servant forever.”

contextual eadıng of the infinıtıve CONSITUC bal p indıcates that Achısh 15 not

speakıng aAaNYONC, but reaches assumption ase upon Davıd’s
representatıon of hıs milıtary achievements.?” The gata erb N appCAars
wıthın the hought narratıve. As wıth each of the other examples of epistemi1Cc-
assumptive modalıty above, the paronomastıc infinıtıve construction describes
vıirtual of ffaırs rather than objective realıty.

Deductive

(Gjen SW

MO 70 79 möö E —-  7 ” 17 P

He recognızed ıt and sald, “It 1S SonN’s robe! 1ıld anımal has eaten  hım!
Joseph MUST be torn pleces  !”
and in later recollection:

Gen 44 :78%

AT 177 b 9 AD SN 78} N N N

' but ONC went AWdY firom I and saıd, ‘Surely he MUST be forn pıeces!’
have not SCCH hım SINCE then.”

Dneakers INaYy nNnOTt know that g1ven proposıtıon 1S irue, but deduce ıt the only
possıble conclusıon. ften the basıs for the deduction 1S cırcumstantıal visual

Jenn1 discusses the UsSCc of infınıtıve CONSITUC modal devıce in Proverbs. See Jenn1 2005
36—4
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evidence ° clear example of thıs 1S Jacob’s behef uDON see1ıng Joseph’s bloody
coat that anımal has kılled Joseph. aCO does not evıdential basıs for
hıs belıef: he eaps to what aAaDDCAIS o be the only possıble conclusıon g1ven the
StTal of the coat

Kgs 374

NI pn i KD TITEYN IIN s n m55a TT ı1} T Han

They saıld, T3r 1S blood! The ings ave attacke and kılled each other
Now, the Spo1l, oab!”

Like aCcCo the Moabiıtes belıeve that what they SCC before them ea to ONC

conclusıon. Both of these episodes Incorporatıng the infinıtıve
absolute, gata verb, and epistemic-deductive modalıty In the Hebrew
depict the speakers makıng inaccurate judgments.”

Evıdential Modalıty
.. Sensory

Gen 26:28

139272 D N} T TD TT Pr 2 N 1 9N Y

192 (T17 N

Then they sald, “We SPC that Yahweh 1S wıth yYOu We 5SaYy, °Let there be oath
between between and you. Let make Covenan wıth you

Evıdential-sensory modalıty provıdes specıfic iınformatıon the of
evidencefirsthand owledge. Abımelech)’s entourage cıte visual

substantıatıiıon of theır claım that Yahweh 1s “*wıth‘’ Isaac.

Exod 3]

17577 DMPDS U DN) 0172737 N ” JD7PxN 1188 PTIrT)
DUMN

Then Yahweh sald, “I ave seecn the afflıctıon of people who dIC in Egypt,
and ave ear theır OUICTY from before theır taskmasters. Indeed, know theır
SOTrTrOWS. ”

58 Palmer“ 2001
In Con(iras(i, verbless sentence ın Exod elates aCCurate deduction followıng the discovery
of visual evidence. arach daughter SCCS chıld wıthın the basket Tawn TOmM the r ver and
exclaıms vr DA 5 (*“Th1 must be ONC of the Hebrews’ chıldren!”).

18 PE O andA
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Yahweh SCS the gata of 1 1 fo State that hıs understandıng of Israel’s suffering
derıves irom hıs O W S12 One could that both Gen 2628 and Exod 7
communıicate recurrıng even (as o€es abıtua modalıty) and hus question the
identification of these A evıdential-sensory in nature However, the
ex1ical meanıng of ' IN in 18 and 1188 ) takes pri0r The
of secondary MO 1ıdeas iın these 1s indıcatıon of the pervasıveness
of modalıty In anguage

am

17R 955 SN WD 2 ] 1D W UDW > 10R Y PTE RI
A 95 ms

Then avl sald, ahweh, (30d of Israel, YOUTr servant has ear that Saul seeks
COMMNEC to Keılah destroy the CIty because of me  27

Davıd’s PTayecr mentions hıs hearıng rather than S12 Iso unlıke the DPrevIOUS
[WO examples of evıdential-sensory modalıty, the owledge In Sam DA
derıves from dıiscrete OCCUITENCE avl learned of the sıtuatiıon ıIn the prev10us
V!  s reported wıth wayyigtol verb.

er 31:18

11 1UN) 11 97077 5 v 15 33r 10° T1 9 VW
x ETr KIIN

eari Ephraım pıtyıng hımself: OB dıscıplıne: and learned, ıke
untraıned calf. rıng back: let retiu: For YOU dIiICc Yahweh G

eporte

Josh 9:24

K UN TDN TT 1118 N an 994 1 b 9 19 VWIIT IN
3a35 NN E VANM 59 55 AN eba IS Ta la VARM7DDTMN b

ITr S TT TI 1W 0272572 AnS \ 1a

They answered Joshua and sal1d, °HOrTr ıt Was told yYOUTr ervants that Yahweh
yOUr G0d commanded Moses hıs servant to g1ve YOU all the and and to
extermınate all the inhabıtants of the and before yOou So WeTC V afraıd for
Ur lıves, and dıd thıs ıng  27

Explaining theır deception, the (nbeonıtes employ paronomastıc infinıtıve
construction o declare that they learned of impending genocıde from others. In

19
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the COUTSC of theır inıtıal contact wıth the Israelıtes, in they had sed the
cognate accusatıve construction 1D3D CC evıdentıal modalıty.

uthe

TON \a Y JT IN F1  N b o 94 Tn i T3 127
m S 59 muysNS N mu N Yn Y N} T TSN 7U

03a7 answered and saı1d tOo her, “Everything that YOU have done for YOUTr mother-
in-law after the ea of VOUr husband has een told to Y ou eft YOUI father,
YOUT mother, and the and of YOUT bırth and Caillec people that YOU dıd nOot
previously know.”

Sınce uth already knows what che dıd, Boaz’s usc of evıidential durıng hıs
exchange wıth uth about her SeEervICcEe Naomı INa Yy be partıcularly sıgnıfıcant
to the unfoldiıng Story  60
Sam 0:16

ebl labe r 7 TIn F17 935 E A 7an 5175 S9RY)
ON 17L ON ON 5 s S

Sau! saı1d hıs uncle, “He told that the donkeys had been found, ” but the
ubject of the kıngdom, he dıd nNOot ell hım what Samue]l had saıld.

Interrogative odalıty
Num 22:2 7

Y 555 n b 72 8Ip? N mmS m S x 5 mu55 5y 272
] 122 SIN .. M7

ala sa1d Balaam, nol send for yOUu in order meet you? Why dıd
YOUu noTt COINC me? Am nNOoTt truly able honor you?”
As mentioned prevıo0usly, rhetorical questions aATe actually assertions In dısgulse.
In the Casc umZ the interrogatıve ı and negatıve x sıgnal Balak’s
affırmatıon that he sent for Balaam ®!

60 derson 1986 ZTE Nıelsen 99 / 59 TOom lıterary-critical perspective, Nıelsen wrıtes that
Boaz’s reply In VeTITSECS and constitutes the clımax of the chapter.
Armed ıth comparatıve Semitıc evıdence, Brown Aasserts that SOINC SCS of wbö= NS actually
meriıt translatıon affırmatıons instead of “* Is ıt not‘?”” See Brown 98 7/ 715
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Josh P

mmS 1 TU IT1 DUr TI 5D (n ba in A d 0n b TT 311 IIN WT°

147 ban ja A ia 077 Y35w ıs 1559 9959585 xx ; e IIN

Joshua sald, “Oh, Lord Yahweh! Why dıd YOUu ring thıs people 4ACTO0SS the
Jordan g1ve us into the hand of the Amoriıtes o destroy us’? only had
decıded wWwe the other sıde of the Jordan!”

The question word 0n bn introduces the rhetorical question in Josh Joshua’s
emotıional outburst also contaıns the des1ideratıive partıcle o wa5

Judg 1T

mm S97 ON SR W D 71° N 17 7 55 72 2738 KTN 9 110577 117120}
mm 5}

Now AdIiIC YOU better than ala SO  —$ of Z1ıppor, kıng of 02a Did he star
confliet wıth Israel OT WaDCc War agaınst them?

ree paronomastıc infinıtıve constructions aAaDDCAaI iın Judg H258 Since the
begıns wıth MD, the expression 105 1107 mMost lıkely contaıns partıcıple

rather than gata verb. The interrogatıve partıcle 17 introduces the rhetorical
question, and thıs particle apPCAaIs in the remaınıng examples of interrogatıve
modalıty

Sam DE

TIN ms Sx m959 545 T1n N xır 5 ö1 x m9 SN N .“
115 m55 HY 719 OI1 71a

INan of God Camle Elı and saı1d hım, ahweh has saı1d thıs Didn’t
reveal myself yOUI father’s house when they WCIC ın Zyp ın the house of
araoa

Sam 9:43

al ET IT n b b 70n 21 ON 179 mx br STr mN 5 19
135 ] MN TUON 7an 1355x O45n M 55 54

AIl the ICN of answered the InenNn of Israel, “Because the kıng 1S OUT

relatıve! Why does thıs ıng you? Have eaten al the iIng’s CADCNSC (T

taken anythıng for ourselves?”’

71
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Kgs in
N 7 N 1R N UÜUIN U1 D79977 x 55 m

Has anı Y of the gods of the natıons deliıvered hıs and from the hand of the kıng
of Assyrıa?
I|wo paralle render the rhetorical question by dıfferent One
paralle aCcCCount in Isa 61 omıts the infinıtıve absolute — of Kgs 8:33
The other DassSagc 1S S23 into IC the author chooses to introduce
dynamıc modalıty. See the section wıth thıs dynamıc modalıty texti elo0owWw

Jer 26:19

5 mn IIN N } NkAT T WT 1183r 7ir
—47 RL A D WV 1r} m5 1 Ha 7 m k TIrT) KTr

3n ıwa 93750
Did ezekı1a. kıng of and al] of execute hım? Dıd he nOot fear
Yahweh and seek Yahweh’s face, that Yahweh relented irom the calamıty that
he had spoken uDON them? But aTrec rnging dısaster upOon ourselves!

Zech K

Ir v} WT OE Ta w m935 S VM my 55 5R D
73 5187 ı1

Say to all the people of the and and the prıests, “When YOUu fasted and
lamented In the and seventh month these SEVENLY Was 1t really for
that YOUu fasted?”

Conditiona odalıty
Lev 9:72()

R5 x 11 159771° S KT 1E *1, 71 VIUNTTN A N 77 ]
r TWE77 dn aa kın x PTE MI2 T w > KTW

When Ial les wıth $ and che 1S slave-gir] des1ignated for another
IMan, and che has not een ransome: OT che has not been gı1ven her ireedom,
then there 111 be oblıgatıon o cCompensate. They Must NnOTt be put to ca for
che had nNnOTL been eed

Introduciıng the protasıs 1S casulstic “when clause wıth the sole uUusSsc of °>
and paronomastıc infinıtıve construction In the Hebrew

ZAH 21 .22 and 2008—201
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Num 244

VW CT 779° MU3W m55 N 117352 2 2 "177288) — PTE

MONT 77} —97 Y 7 aar

Then Yahweh sa1d Moses, “If her father had spit upOoN her face, wouldn’t che
be humıilıated for ays Let her be chut outsıde the CampD for days
and afterwards be brought ın

No explıicıtly condıtional partıcle introduces the protasıs in Num 2:14, but both
protasıs and apodosıs ATiC unreal proposıtions. condıtional 1S contextually

Sam 2414

bar F17 T7 bb 127 D} ETr 0 b an en FT N - N UN) NI D ODN

Neve  eless, hecause YOU caused the enemıles of Yahweh to hım In thıs
thıng, the S()I1 born yOUu ıll dıe

Unlıke Num 214 above, Sam Dg presen real condıtıon in 1ts protasıs.
esidıng wıthın the apodosıs 1s yigtol paronomastıc infinıtıve construction.

abıtua odalıty

Exod 3:16
5 Y 18 . D D AN N PTE mSN ON WDTDN 7

E1 1235 n bb Wrn N] D DTN T5 DD a 2007 TS) 71 ]N
G0O and gather the elders of Israel and 5Sd y them, ahweh, the God of YOUT
ances(tors, appeare the (J0d of Abraham., Isaac, and aCcCo and sald, °

*559have pald attention YOUu and to what 1S eıng one 18 YOU In Egypt
The MO In Exod 3:16 1S abıtua due the passıve partıcıple U

specıfically. More generally, FExodus reports dıivıne observatıon of the Israelıtes’
plight In prev10us narratıve and discourse.®

Num 77 E

ETr KT 54539 550 ID 15N . bbbn mySs- x AT
w i 7 m95 M HE1 1207

Exod
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But the donkey sa1d Balaam, “Am not YOUTI onkey, whom YOU have rıdden
uDON from the beginnıng until today? Have made of oıng thıs vou:
Then he sald, “NO 27

The paronomastıc infinıtıve construction of Num 2220 demands habıtual-
MO readıng because of ıts ıteral reference abıtua actıvıty.
Dan 10:3

S mN SaAT-su m555 179 55 5 ]nw1 977 mSN x mm
D7

ate LasSty fo0od, and neıther meat NOT wıne Came into mouth dıd not
anoımint myself untıiıl three weeks WEIC complete.
Thıs paronomastıc infinıtive construction AaDDCAIS lıst of abıtua
actı1ons from 1C Danıel reports restraınıng hımself urıng specıfied per10d.

I1
Dynamic odality

3€A

vn N 5 5959 1 x 7 ” in 771 N) 7 r TT TT x 5
777 D N UIN 3 m13

Do yOUu nOoTt know what and ancestors dıd all the peoples of the lands?
Were the gods of the natıons of those anı able to delıver theır an from
anı

The Chronicler introduces the erb > nto the reported discourse and chooses
hıghlıght ıt wıthin paronomastıc infinıtıve construction rather than >3 AdSs iın

Kgs 3R

Desiderative odalıty
Gen 31:30

RN 339 n ka TON m55 171505) m902152 55 on KT

Now YOU went AWaVY hastıly because yOU longed for YOUTF father’s house. Yet
why dıd yOUu steal gods

21 A andS
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Once agaın, multıple paronomastıc infinıtıve constructions apPpPCar in siıngle
passagc. ıle the finıte verb in m55 7n 1S indeed qgatal, ıt ımparts
modalıty {O ıts clause; ıt 1$ indıcatıve. On the other hand, the erb m92 iın the
second construction 1s lex1ically desiderative.

Sam 4:3()

E S KT N x p D7 *1971 N SN w 55 SN
mmSa

Indeed, if only the people had eaten what they had OUnN! from the spoils of theır
enemıies! Now the defeat of the Phılıstines has not een

Finally, the desideratıve partıcle I w 5 introduces wıshed-{for, unreal
The propose: actıon of eatıng appCaI>s in desideratıve MO context.

Conclusion

10 revIeW, modalıty 1S cross-lınguistic analytıcal CategorYy. Thus notional
typologıes such Aas Palmer’s system are appropriate for studyıng anı y language,
includıng 1D1l1Ca. Hebrew odalıty speaker’s expressed attıtude
toward the factualıty of proposıtıon (proposıtional modalıty) OT the potentialıty
of events (event modalıty). The present study addresses the lıkelihood that the
paronomastıc iınfınıtıve construction 1S modalıty-focusıng devıce by examınıng
AD  CS ofgatal verbs wıthın such constructlions.
Relatıvely few MO gata paronomastıc infınıtıve constructions should
theoretically ex1ist in the Hebrew because the gata verb conjugatıon only
rarely CXPICSSCSH MO CONCEPILS OT aAaDPDCALS in MO Contextis On the CONTrarY,
In 1DI1Ca Hebrew exXTiIs 48 .5% (33 of 68) of gata paronomastıc infinıtıve
constructions aTrec ındeed modal.° Comparıson wıth statıist1cs independent
gata erb employment ralses the s1gn1ıficance of thıs findıng into stark relıef;
only about 2.3% of all gatal verbs in arec modal _® The present study draws

63 The percentage of modal qatal paronomastıc infinıtive constructions MSES slıghtly 49 . 1% (28
of 57) ıf ONC excludes outsıde the OTAa| and Former Prophets in the atav
study. Indicative qgatal paronomastıc infinıtıve constructions aAapPpPCal iın Gen 20:18, 27:30, 30:16,
31:30(1st), 40:15, 43:3, 43: 7, 43:20; Exod 2419 023 13719: Lev 5:19, 10:16; Num 283°11. 24:10;
Josh 1A3 Judg 1:28, 7:19, 133 E: Sam 2:30 14:28, 4:43, 20:6 20:28; Sam
Kgs 19:10, 19:14:; Kgs 4:10:;: CR 21007 Jer 4:10, LE KE7zek A f 6:4(2x)
atav 997 142 atav COUNTS [*WO examples of ‘“performatıve” qatal verbs modal, 16 15
NOTt In accordance ıth the Palmer SyStem. The qatal paronomastıc infinıtıve construction ın Judg
LA 1S performatıve, ın that Micah’s mother employs the construction CONSeCTaAaTte sılver for the
production of dol cludıng Judg 17:3 ıth MO gatal verbs for the
present study would only increase the dısparıty between observed modalıty In gataı
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attention to the statıstıcally sıgnıfıcant collocatıon of paronomastıc infinıtiıves
absolute wıth MO gata verbs, 1Cc strongly mplıes that ONC of the prımary
functions of the infinıtive In such constructions 1S to acCccent the modalıty of ıts
cCognate finıte erb
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