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C1C2VC3C2VC3, explaining the absence of the 
pattern *{[C1C2VC3]C1VC3}, where the copied 
material (C1VC3) is not contiguous. 

5. C o n c l u s i o n

Hebrew reduplicated words, which conform to 
the structural restrictions imposed by the lan-
guage’s verbal and nominal configuration, have 
one or two pairs of identical consonants. The 
position of the identical consonants is restricted 
to the right periphery of the word, allowing 
the base stem to be aligned with the left edge. 
Words with identical consonants that do not 
obey the constraints on reduplication are not 
reduplicated, though they might have been 
reduplicated in earlier stages of the language. 
Speakers may resist words with identical conso-
nants that do not obey the constraints on redu-
plication. This is evident by the word שפופרת 
šfoferet ‘tube’, which speakers often produce 
(and also spell) as שפורפרת šforferet. Interest-
ingly, a search in the Bar-Ilan Responsa Project 
database (2010) reveals that the wrong form in 
the current stage of the language (i.e., šforferet) 
is documented (though rarely) in texts from 
the 11th century on, and might have originally 
been correct, if שפופרת šfoferet ‘tube’ is histori-
cally a reduplicated form of שופר šofar ‘ram’s 
horn’ (i.e., šofar > šforferet > šfoferet). A simi-
lar historical development is found in Chaha 
(Banksira 2000), where C1VC1VC2 forms are 
derived from C1VC2C1VC2 via deletion of a 
non-final coda consonant.
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Reflexive

1. D e f i n i t i o n s  a n d  S c o p e

A reflexive verb denotes a verb or construction 
where the subject and the object refer to the 
same entity or set of entities. These two roles 
are often referred to as ‘agent’ and ‘patient’, 
but unlike in prototypical agent-patient rela-
tionships a reflexive verb does not necessarily 
involve a change of state (  Agent; Patient), 
and thus manifests an intermediate degree of 
transitivity. A reflexive pronoun, likewise, typi-
cally denotes a referent that is identical to that 
of the Actor (the subject noun phrase), but gen-
erally has the syntactic function of an object. 
A reflexive verb, like a passive verb, can only 
be used to refer to a situation in which there 
is an agent, while a verb in the middle-voice is 
unmarked with respect to the presence of an 
agent, and thus may often be used in Hebrew 
to refer to the same situation as the passive or 
reflexive. There are, however, also reflexive-
patient-subject constructions, i.e., construc-
tions in which a transitive verb has a patient as 
its subject and a reflexive pronoun as its object, 
e.g., עצמה את  שמצדיקה  השקעה   zo hašqa≠a זו 
še-maßdiqa ±et ≠aßmah ‘It is an investment that 
justifies itself’.

Reflexivization of the sort found in Semitic 
languages, as opposed to that found in Romance 
languages, is generally viewed as clause-bound 
and sensitive to the semantics of the verb. As 
opposed to the situation in Romance languages, 
it can be the input to nominalization, e.g., 
התרחצות בים  tihye hitra≤aßut ba-yam תהיה 
‘There will be bathing.REF in the sea’. In gen-
erative studies (Reinhart and Siloni 2005; Siloni 
2008), there is a view that takes reflexivization 
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of the Semitic type to be a ‘lexical’ operation, 
and Romance reflexivization to be a ‘syntactic’ 
operation. Another view (Doron 2003; Doron 
and Rappaport 2009) treats reflexivization in 
both types of languages as a lexical process for 
verb construction that involves the semantic 
identification of the external argument (i.e., the 
subject argument) with an internal argument 
(i.e., the object argument) of the verb. In this 
process the middle-voice morpheme introduces 
the external argument, and combines with the 
root via the operation of argument identifica-
tion. The middle-voice morpheme is realized as 
the infix -t- in Hebrew, and as se in French.

Hebrew speakers use two main strategies 
for encoding reflexivity: (1) the morphologi-
cal strategy—by using special verb templates 
(patterns) and zero complement (  Binyanim); 
(2) the syntactic strategy—by using a periphras-
tic construction comprised of a transitive verb 
and a reflexive pronoun as direct object or indi-
rect object suffixed with a (reflexive) possessive 
pronoun agreeing in person and number with 
the subject of the verb.

2. R e f l e x i v e  V e r b  T e m p l a t e s

The templates for expressing reflexivity in Bibli-
cal and Modern Hebrew, are nif ≠al (frequent in 
Biblical Hebrew) and hitpa≠el (more common in 
Modern Hebrew). However, it should be noted 
that nif ≠al denotes primarily the middle, and this 
is basically true also regarding hitpa≠el (Glinert 
1989; Siloni 2008; Bolozky 2010), though, 
regarding hitpa≠el, there are some scholars who 
assume that the reflexive-reciprocal meaning is 
its core meaning (e.g., GKC 1910; Waltke and 
O’Connor 1990). The term ‘middle’ generally 
refers to inchoative verbs, i.e., verbs that refer 
to a situation in which a participant undergoes 
a change of state, but the verb itself does not 
specify whether this change occurs as a result 
of an internal process or as a result of an 
action taken by some other participant, e.g., 
 העציץ ;’Dani hit≠orer ‘Dani woke up דני התעורר
 ha-≠aßiß nišbar ‘The pot broke’. In Biblical נשבר
and Modern Hebrew, nif ≠al and hitpa≠el gener-
ally encode the meanings of middle- inchoative, 
reflexive, and reciprocal. As a reflexive, nif ≠al 
is often used in Biblical Hebrew in addition 
to a reflexive pronoun, e.g., ד מְאֹ֖ ם   וְנִשְׁמַרְתֶּ֥
ם  wë-nišmartÆm më±ò≈ lë-naƒšòμèúÆm לְנַפְשׁתֵֹיכֶ֑

‘And you shall take good heed to yourselves’ 
(Deut. 4.15). In Modern Hebrew, where nif ≠al 
is rarely used as reflexive, it is sometimes 
accompanied by a reflexive adverbial expres-
sion, e.g., נסגר עצמו  בתוך   adam betox± אדם 
≠aßmo nisgar ‘A man shuts himself inside (lit. 
inside himself)’ (modern Israeli song by Shalom 
Chanoh). In Mishnaic Hebrew, probably under 
the influence of Aramaic, nif ≠al and hitpa≠el/
nitpa≠el replaced the classical passive templates. 
Hitpa≠el as a reflexive is used only in some rare 
cases. Hence, in Mishnaic Hebrew, as opposed 
to Biblical Hebrew, the reflexive is encoded 
almost exclusively in a periphrastic construc-
tion with the inflected noun עצם ≠eßem (lit. 
‘bone’), which conventionalized as the reflex-
ive pronoun, e.g., ם תְקַדִּשְׁתֶּ֔  wë-hiμqaddištÆm וְהִ֨
‘And sanctify yourselves’ (Lev. 20.7) versus 
עצמך! -qaddeš ≠aßmeúa ‘Sanctify your קדש 
self!’ (Mishna, Yebamoth 20a). Likewise in 
reciprocal constructions (  Reciprocals). While 
Biblical Hebrew often employs nif ≠al (rarely 
Hitpa≠el) in conjunction with יַחְדָּו ya™d<åw 
‘together’, e.g., ו -nò≠≥ßù ya™d<åw ‘con נוֹעֲצ֥וּ יַחְדָּֽ
sulted together’ (Ps. 71.10), Mishnaic Hebrew 
employs a periphrastic construction with a con-
ventionalized bipartite reciprocal marker, e.g., 
 na†lu ≠eßa ze miz-ze ‘They took נטלו עצה זה מזה
advice from each other/consulted each other’ 
(Wayyiqra Rabba 20.8). In rare cases, transi-
tive verbs, which normally refer to a situation 
involving two participants, occur in Biblical 
Hebrew with only one participant. The other 
participant is understood from the context to 
be the same entity, e.g., ץ וַיִּרְחַ֣ רֶץ  מֵהָאָ֜ ד  דָּוִ֨  וַיָּקָם֩ 
סֶךְ way-y וַיָּ֗ <åqåm dåwi≈ mè-h<å-±<årÆß way-yir™aß 
way-y<åsÆú ‘David got up from the ground 
and washed (himself) and lubricated (himself)’ 
(2 Sam. 12.20).

Generally, nif ≠al and hitpa≠el are mutually 
exclusive, that is, only one template can be 
chosen in a given context for denoting middle-
reflexive or inchoative. In many cases, the 
choice between them has to do with mor-
pho-phonemic constraints, e.g., הדליק hidliq 
‘light (fire), turn on’ as opposed to middle-
reflexive נדלק nidlaq (*התדלק hitdaleq—the 
assimilation of the phonemes /t/ and /d/ blocks 
the formation of the middle-reflexive). But it 
may also be a result of semantic differen-
tiation, e.g., נאבק ne±evaq ‘struggle’ versus 
 niqšar ‘become נקשר ;’hit±abeq ‘wrestle התאבק
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(emotionally) attached to someone’ versus 
-hitqašer ‘call someone by phone’. Nev התקשר
ertheless, there are some cases where nif ≠al 
and hitpa≠el overlap, e.g.,  . . . ן  עְתִּי בַּגָּ֑ אֶת־קלְֹךָ֥ שָׁמַ֖
א  Æμ-qòlú<å š<åma≠tì bag-g<ån . . . w<å-±è™<å∫è ‘I± וָאֵחָבֵֽ
heard the sound of you in the garden . . . and I hid 
myself’ (Gen. 3.10) versus ֹם וְאִשְׁתּ֗ו אָדָ֜ א הָֽ  וַיִּתְחַבֵּ֨
ים ±-way-yiμ™abbè h<å מִפְּנֵי֙ יְהוָ֣ה אֱלֹהִ֔ <å≈ <åm wë-±ištò 
mip-pënè YHWH ±(lòhìm ‘The man and his wife 
hid from LORD God’ (Gen. 3.8). In very few 
cases, however, hitpa≠el and qal in middle-reflex-
ive meaning are interchangeable or show only 
a slight semantic difference between them, e.g., 
 ,hitgaber ‘overpower התגבר gavar versus גבר
overcome’; ׁבּוֹש bòš (Biblical Hebrew) versus 
/hiμbòšèš (Biblical Hebrew) הִתְבּוֹשֵׁשׁ/התבייש
hitbayeš (Modern Hebrew) ‘feel ashamed’.

The verbal paradigm of reflexives is restricted 
in Hebrew, or, put differently, the process that 
generates reflexive verbs is not productive. The 
reflexive paradigm of hitpa≠el is generally lim-
ited to bodily activities, especially grooming 
verbs (for arbitrary reasons some of them are 
excluded) that usually have a transitive coun-
terpart, most commonly in pi≠el, but also in qal 
and hif ≠il, e.g., (רחץ ra≤aß >) התרחץ hitra≤eß 
‘wash himself’,  ≥hitgalea התגלח (<≥gilea גילח) 
‘shave himself’. But it also includes inherent 
reflexives with no transitive counterpart, e.g., 
 hišta≤ava השתחווה ’hitvada ‘confess התוודה
‘bow (himself) down, prostrate oneself’. There 
are also reflexives with a negative connotation 
of pretence, which are denominative verbs, e.g., 
 hit≤akem ‘pretend to be wise (make התחכם
himself overwise)’. Hitpa≠el also includes some 
other verbs, most of them new creations of 
Modern Hebrew, e.g., הצטדק hiß†adeq ‘jus-
tify oneself’, התמקד hitmaqed ‘focus on’. In 
some cases, there is a semantic differentiation 
between encoding in the transitive construction 
and encoding in hitpa≠el, e.g., מכר עצמו maxar 
≠aßmo ‘sold himself’ versus התמכר hitmaker 
‘become addicted’.

A reflexive verb in hitpa≠el does not neces-
sarily refer to a situation in which the Actor 
brought some change in its own condition, sta-
tus, or location. There are also reflexive hitpa≠el 
in which the Actor does not bring about a 
change in itself, e.g., ַח ל חֹגֵ֖ר כִּמְפַתֵּֽ -al± אַל־יִתְהַלֵּ֥
yithallèl ™ò :gèr ki-mƒattèa™ ‘One who girds on 
(his armor) should not praise himself like one 
who puts it off’ (1 Kgs 20.11).

In Biblical Hebrew, in few rare cases, hitpa≠el 
is used to convey the ‘benefactive-reflexive’ 
meaning, namely it refers to a situation in 
which the Actor acts in his or her own interest 
or for his or her own benefit, e.g., ָיך תְחַנְּנ֛וּ אֵלֶ֖  וְהִֽ
יִת הַזֶּֽה  wë-hiμ™annënù ±èlÆú<å bab-bayiμ haz-zÆ בַּבַּ֥
‘And they implore you for favor for themselves 
in this house’ (1 Kgs 8.33). A more common 
construction used for this function throughout 
all diachronic layers of Hebrew is one with an 
active verb and a dative-benefactive preposi-
tion -ל l- (‘to’, ‘for’) with a pronominal suffix 
referring to the Actor, e.g., in Biblical Hebrew 
רֶב  way-ya≠a« lò ±èhù≈ ™ÆrÆ∫ ‘And וַיַּעַשׂ֩ ל֨וֹ אֵה֜וּד חֶ֗
Ehud made a sword for himself’ (Judg. 3.16), 
and similarly in Modern Hebrew, e.g., קניתי לי 
.’qaniti li simla ‘I bought myself a dress שמלה

In Late Biblical Hebrew, hitpa≠el also has 
the semantic force of a passive (probably a 
result of Aramaic influence or even Greek; 
see Bendavid 1967–1971:I, 144; II:485–486, 
inter alia), e.g., ל תִתְהַלָּֽ יא   hì μiμhall<ål ‘She הִ֣
shall be praised’ (Prov. 31.30); יר בָעִ֖ שְׁתַּכְּח֥וּ   וְיִֽ
ר כֵּן־עָשׂ֑וּ ∫ we-yištakkë™ù אֲשֶׁ֣ <å-≠ìr ±≥šÆr kèn-≠ <å«ù 
‘And those who have acted so are forgotten 
in the city’ (Eccl. 8.10). In ‘higher’ registers of 
Modern Hebrew the form of nitpa≠el is often 
preferred in the passive meaning instead of the 
regular hitpa≠el, e.g., התגלתה/נתגלתה  הכתובת 
 ha-ktovet hitgalta/nitgalta be-miqre במקרה
‘The inscription was discovered by chance’.

In Modern Hebrew, hitpa≠el and nif ≠al never 
take the direct object marker את ±et, while 
in Biblical Hebrew in some cases (frequently 
with inalienable objects, and when referring to 
belongings such as clothes, jewelry, and land) 
hitpa≠el may take the direct object marked by את 
±Æμ (albeit, never with nif ≠al), e.g., רְקוּ֙ . . . אֶת־ וַיִּתְפָּֽ
ב הַזָּהָ֖ י   ∫way-yiμp<årqù . . . ±Æμ-nizmè haz-z<åh<å נִזְמֵ֥
(Exod. 32.3) ‘And they broke off themselves . . . the 
golden rings’; ר אֲשֶׁ֣ ת־הַמְּעִיל֙  אֶֽ ן  יְהוֹנָתָ֗ ט   וַיִּתְפַּשֵּׁ֣
יו  way-yiμpaššè† yëhòn<åμ<ån ±Æμ-ham-më≠ìl ±≥šÆr עָלָ֔
≠<ål<åw ‘And Jonathan stripped himself of the robe 
that was on him’ (1 Sam. 18.4).

3. R e f l e x i v e  P r o n o u n s

Encoding the reflexive by a simple pronominal 
suffix is not comon in Hebrew, though, in some 
cases it can be found in Mishnaic Hebrew, e.g., 
אצלו -golelo ±eßlo ‘He rolls it up to him גוללו 
self’ (Mishna, Erubin 10.3); מתקדשת  האשה 
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 ha-±iša mitqaddešet bah ‘A woman can be בָּהּ
betrothed by herself’ (Mishna, Qiddushin 2.1). 
In some rare cases, the compound preposition 
 mi(e) ‘from/of’ + ±el ‘to’ suffixed with the מאל
possessive pronoun is used, e.g., מאליו  העולה 
ha-≠ole me±elaw ‘that springs up of itself’ (Mish-
nah, Orla 1.2). In Modern Hebrew this preposi-
tional compound is used only in the expression 
.’muvan me±elav ‘ self-evident מובן מאליו

The conventionalized Hebrew reflexive pro-
nouns are a type of ‘autophoric nouns’ (Leh-
mann 1995:43), i.e., ordinary nouns with free 
non-reflexive uses centering around the person, 
as a whole or in part, which became grammati-
calized to comprise the ‘self’.

All the grammaticalized reflexive pronouns 
in Hebrew evolved from body parts, e.g., 
 .eßem ‘bone’ (cf≠ עצם ,’nefeš ‘throat, soul נפש
late Aramaic גרם gerem ‘bone’) and גוף guf 
‘body’. נפש nefeš ‘soul’ is used almost exclu-
sively in Biblical Hebrew, e.g., ׁדֶש לַחֹ֜ עָשׂ֨וֹר   בֶּֽ
ם תֵיכֶ֗ אֶת־נַפְשֹֽׁ ≠-bÆ תְּעַנּ֣וּ  <å«òr la-™òdÆš të≠annù 
±Æμ-naƒšòμèúÆm ‘On the tenth of the month 
you shall humble yourselves’ (Lev. 16.29). In 
Mishnaic Hebrew, nefeš is used infrequently. In 
Modern Hebrew, it co-occurs as a pronominal 
form preceded by the dative -ל le- marker in an 
adverbial function denoting ‘alone’, e.g., עזוב 
 azov ±oto le-nafšo ‘leave him alone≠ אותו לנפשו
(lit. to himself)’.

The body part which grammaticalized as 
a reflexive marker in Mishnaic Hebrew, and 
which is commonly used in Modern Hebrew, 
is עצם ≠eßem ‘bone’. In Biblical Hebrew, עצם 
≠eßem ‘bone’ is occasionally found in construct 
state (not as an inflected noun) as determiner 
of abstract nouns and not human beings in the 
sense of ‘the very, the self-same’, e.g., צֶם הַיּ֤וֹם  בְּעֶ֨
חַ נֹ֔ א  בָּ֣  ™bë-≠ÆßÆm hay-yòm haz-zÆ b<å nòa הַזֶּה֙ 
‘On that very day Noah entered’ (Gen. 7.13). In 
this sense it also co-occurs in Modern Hebrew, 
e.g., תשובה קיבלתי  לא  הזה  היום  עצם   ad≠ עד 
≠eßem ha-yom ha-ze lo qibalti tšuva ‘Until that 
very day I got no answer’.
 guf ‘body’ is used as a reflexive pronoun גוף

almost exclusively in Aramaic. In Hebrew it is 
used only as an intensifier, e.g., מנחה של   גופה 
guƒah šel min™a (Safra 25b) ‘The sacrifice 
itself’; or in adverbial position in the sense of 
‘separately’ or ‘independently’, e.g., in Modern 
Hebrew כדאי לדון בכל מקרה לגופו keday ladun 
be-xol miqre le-gufo ‘It is better to discuss each 
case on its own’.

4. S u b j e c t  C o - r e f e r e n t i a l 
D a t i v e  P r o n o u n

In Contemporary Hebrew, in ‘marked’ envi-
ronments the dative -ל le- ‘to, for’ (  Dative: 
Modern Hebrew), is commonly used as a co-
referential subject pronoun expressing the 
speaker’s stance or emotional attitude towards 
the described  situation, e.g., והיא קמה ועזבה יום 
לה ברחה  פשוט   [. . .] הילדים  שני  ואת  אותו   אחד 
ve-hi qama ve-≠azva yom ±e≤ad ±oto ve-±et šne ha-
yeladim [. . .] pašu† bar≤a lah ‘And one day she 
(just) left him and her two children [. . .] (~fancy 
that!) just ran away (lit. run away to-her/her-
self)’ (Oz 2002:195). When used with inanimate 
subject-entities, this construction often yields a 
meaning of an uncontrolled or haphazard situ-
ation. The subject-entity is conceptualized as a 
living being, and is given a kind of individual 
identity of an autonomous entity capable of 
acting on its own, e.g., השתפלה לשולחן   מעבר 
 me≠ever la-šul≤an hištapla lah לה הכרס המפונקת

ha-keres ha-mefuneqet lit. ‘beyond the table the 
spoiled belly hung down.REF (hitpa≠el) to-her 
(to herself)’ (Yehoshua 1994:197). In this dis-
course (pragmatic) function, the dative pronoun 
co-referential with the subject is not interchange-
able with the conventionalized reflexive pronoun 
 eßem ‘self’. Furthermore, it can co-occur≠ עצם
even together with a reflexive verb in hitpa≠el, as 
shown in the above example.

The subject co-referential dative pronoun 
(instead of the canonical reflexive pronoun) 
is used in Modern Hebrew, especially in col-
loquial speech, when referring to an affected 
possessor, e.g., קרעתי לי את המכנסיים qara≠ti li 
±et ha-mixnasayim ‘I tore my (lit. to-me/myself) 
trousers (~ what a shame, I did it to myself)’.

5. R e f l e x i v e  P r o n o u n s  a s 
I n t e n s i f i e r s

Reflexive pronouns may be used as intensi-
fiers (‘emphatic reflexives’ Quirk et al. 1985; 
Kemmer 1995, inter alia). Hebrew, as opposed 
to most European languages, makes no for-
mal differentiation between intensifiers and 
reflexive pronouns. Like reflexive pronouns 
intensifiers inflect and exhibit agreement with 
their subject. Typically, their meaning is ‘X 
and nobody else’, but they may also be para-
phrased as ‘even/also X personally’. Examples 
from Mishnaic and Modern Hebrew include: 
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גיטה את  מביאה  עצמה   ha-±išša ≠aßmah האשה 
me∫i±a ±et gi††ah ‘The woman herself brings her 
divorce document’ (Mishna, Gittin 2.7); השר 
המסמך על  חתם   ha-sar ≠aßmo ≤atam ≠al עצמו 
ha-mismax ‘The minister himself (personally) 
signed the document’; את ידע  לא  עצמו   המורה 
 ha-more ≠aßmo lo yada≠ ±et ha-tšuva התשובה
‘The teacher himself (even/also he personally) 
did not know the answer’. In contemporary 
Hebrew the complex form כשלעצמו kše-le-
≠aßmo (lit. when-to-himself), as opposed to its 
simple counterpart עצמו ≠aßmo ‘himself’, selects 
a non-agentive subject as its focus, e.g., הסיפור 
 ha-sipur kše-le-≠aßmo me≠anyen כשלעצמו מעניין
‘The story itself (by itself) is interesting’.

In their adverbial use intensifiers are pre-
ceded by a preposition, most commonly -ב be-, 
e.g., בעצמי be-≠aßmi (lit. by myself) ‘alone, with-
out help’. Such intensifiers typically select agent 
subjects, though they may sometimes also select 
instrumental objects as their subject.

6. L o g o p h o r i c  R e f l e x i v e s

The so-called ‘logophoric reflexives’ (Reinhart 
and Reuland 1993, inter alia) are discourse-
triggered morphemes which appear in positions 
that are not argument positions of a syntactic 
predicate. Like intensifier reflexives they are 
encoded in the same form as ‘true’ reflexive 
pronouns. They are typically used to pres-
ent the situation from the perspective of the 
‘logophoric’ referent, e.g., האספן הודיע שלא רק 
עצמו של  התמונה  גם  אלא  השחקנית  של   התמונה 
 ha-±asfan hodia≠ še-lo raq ha-tmuna למכירה
šel ha-sa≤qanit ±ela gam ha-tmuna šel ≠aßmo li-
mxira ‘The collector announced that not only 
the picture of the actress, but also the picture 
of himself is on sale’.

7. I d i o m a t i c  E x p r e s s i o n s 
a n d  C o n s t r u c t i o n a l  I d i o m s 
C o n t a i n i n g  R e f l e x i v e 
P r o n o u n s

Reflexive pronouns often co-occur in idiom-
atic expressions and constructional idioms. For 
example in Modern Hebrew: שהת־ סיפור  (זה 
עצמו בפני  למחזה)   ≥ze sipur še-hitpatea) פתח 
le-ma≤aze) bifne ≠aßmo ‘(This is a story which 
developed into a play) on its own (lit. in-the-
face-of itself’; עצמי בשם  רק)  מדבר   ani±) (אני 
medaber raq) be-šem ≠aßmi ‘(I am speaking only) 
for myself (lit. in-the-name-of myself)’; בחלום) 

עצמו לבין  בינו  דיאלוג)  מקיים   ba-≤alom) החולם 
ha-≤olem meqayem dialog) beno le-ven ≠aßmo 
‘(In the dream the dreamer is conducting a 
dialogue) with himself (lit. between-him and 
between-himself)’. In Mishnaic Hebrew, this 
expression means ‘privately’, e.g., וכשהוא 
עצמו לבין  בינו   u-úše-hu mitpallel beno מתפלל 
le-∫en ≠aßmo ‘And when he prays privately’ 
(Mishna, Bikkurim 1.4). In Mishnaic Hebrew 
≠eßem as a reflexive pronoun frequently collo-
cates with כל kol ‘all’ conveying the meaning 
‘he/she/it as a whole’, e.g., כל עצמו אינו כותב אלא 
kol ≠aßmo ±eno kote∫ ±ella . . . ‘Altogether he 
writes none other than’ (Mishna, Sota 2.3). In 
Modern Hebrew, the binominal בכבודו ובעצמו 
bi-xvodo u-ve-≠aßmo ‘he himself (lit. he in his 
honor and he in himself)’ is used emphatically 
to refer to honorable persons (in colloquial 
speech often in a sarcastic meaning of ‘the big 
boss’). In contemporary Hebrew the Mishnaic 
expression איבד עצמו לדעת ±ibbed ≠aßmo la-da≠at 
‘commit suicide (lit. lost himself to-conscious-
ness)’ (versus its Modern Hebrew counterpart 
in hitpa≠el התאבד hit±abed) leads to a rise of 
context-expansions of the construction where 
the negative connotation still prevails, e.g., 
(השקפת העולם האמריקאית מובילה לבדידות, לני־
לדעת עצמה  ש)מפריטה  ולחברה   hašqafat) כור 
ha-≠olam ha-±ameriqa±it movila li-vdidut, le-
nikur u-le-≤evra še-)mafri†a ≠aßmah la-da≠at 
(Haaretz 30.5.03) ‘(The American outlook 
leads to loneliness, alienation and to a society 
that) privatizing itself to death (lit. to con-
sciousness)’.

P r i m a r y  s o u r c e s
Oz, Amos. 2002. A story on love and darkness (in 

Hebrew). Jerusalem: Keter.
Yehoshua, Abraham B. 1994. The return from India 

(in Hebrew). Tel-Aviv: Am Oved.

R e f e r e n c e s
Bendavid, Abba. 1967–1971. Biblical Hebrew and 

Mishnaic Hebrew (in Hebrew). 2 vols. Tel-Aviv: 
Dvir.

Bolozky, Shmuel. 2010. “Nitpa≠el and hitpa≠el in 
Israeli Hebrew” (in Hebrew). Rabbinic Hebrew 
and its interfaces, ed. by Ephraim Hazan and 
Zohar Livnat, 277–289. Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan 
Press.

Doron, Edit. 2003. “Agency and voice: The seman-
tics of the Semitic templates”. Natural Language 
Semantics 11:1–67.

——. 2008. “The contribution of the template to 
verb meaning” (in Hebrew). Modern linguistics 
of Hebrew, ed. by Galia Hatav, 57–88. Jerusalem: 
Magnes.



 regularization of paradigm 345

© 2013 Koninklijke Brill NV  ISBN 978-90-04-17642-3

Doron, Edit and Malka Rappaport-Hovav. 2007. 
“Towards a uniform theory of valence-changing 
operations”. Proceedings of IATL 23, Hebrew 
University of Jerusalem.

——. 2009. “A unified approach to reflexivization in 
Semitic and Romance”. Brill’s Annual of Afroasi-
atic Languages and Linguistics 1:75–105.

Faltz, Leonard M. 1985. Reflexivization: A study in 
universal syntax. New York: Garland.

GKC 1910 = Kautzsch, Emil (ed.). 1910. Gese-
nius’ Hebrew grammar. Trans. by A. E. Cowley. 
Oxford: Clarendon.

Glinert, Lewis. 1989. The grammar of Modern 
Hebrew. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Halevy, Rivka. 2004. “‘Šoteq lo ha-±adon’ (silent to-
him the master): The function of the construction 
‘verb + l + co-agent pronoun’ in contemporary 
Hebrew” (in Hebrew). Lłšonénu 65:113–142.

——. 2007. “The subject co-referential l- pronoun in 
Hebrew”. Studies in Semitic and general linguis-
tics in honor of Gideon Goldenberg, ed. by Tali 
Bar and Eran Cohen, 299–321. Münster: Ugarit 
Verlag.

Joüon, Paul and Takamitsu Muraoka. 2006. A gram-
mar of Biblical Hebrew. Revised English edition. 
Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute.

Kemmer, Suzanne. 1995. “Emphatic and reflexive 
-self: Expectations, viewpoint, and subjectivity”. 
Subjectivity and subjectivisation, ed. by Dieter 
Stein and Susan Wright, 55–82. New York: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Lehmann, Christian. 1995 [1982]. Thoughts on 
grammaticalization, 2nd ed. Munich: Lincom 
Europa.

Quirk, Randolph, Sidney Greenbaum, Geoffrey 
Leech, and Jan Svartvik. 1985. A comprehensive 
grammar of English language. London: Longman.

Reinhart, Tanya and Eric Reuland. 2003. “Reflexiv-
ity”. Linguistic Inquiry 24:657–720.

Reinhart, Tania and Tal Siloni. 2005. “The lexicon-
syntax parameter: Reflexivization and other arity 
operations”. Linguistic Inquiry 36:389–436.

Segal, Moshe H. 1927. A grammar of Mishnaic 
Hebrew. Oxford: Clarendon.

Siloni, Tal. 2008. “On the hitpa≠el template” (in 
Hebrew). Theoretical Hebrew linguistics, ed. by 
Galia, Hatav, 111–138. Jerusalem: Magnes.

Waltke, Bruce K. and Michael O’Connor. 1990. An 
introduction to Biblical Hebrew syntax. Winona 
Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns.

Rivka Halevy 
(The Hebrew University, Jerusalem)

Regularization of Paradigm

1. I n t r o d u c t i o n :  T e r m i n o l o g y 
a n d  S c o p e

The term ‘regularization of paradigms’ refers 
to a morphological shift from one type of 
marking, in which inflection is effected through 

internal changes of the lexical base, to another 
type of marking, in which inflection is effected 
through linear means with no change in the 
lexical base. Sometimes the two processes are 
combined, i.e., there is both an internal change 
and linear inflection in the form of a suffix (e.g., 
 .(’sfar-im ‘books ספרים ,’sefer ‘book ספר

In English, most nouns are inflected by add-
ing the suffix -s/-es, e.g., boot-boot-s, box-box-
es whereas other types of nouns require an 
internal vocalic change (umlaut), as in the case 
of foot-feet. Following the German linguistic 
tradition, some linguists refer to the former (the 
regular) as ‘weak morphology’ and the latter 
(the irregular) as ‘strong morphology’ (Rosén 
1977:130–144). Others refer to the regular 
trilateral forms as ‘strong’ (GKC; Schwarzwald 
1984a; Joüon and Muraoka 2006). Thus there 
is some confusion of terminology in the field 
(→ Inflection; Defective Verbs). 

The forms that Modern Hebrew inherited 
from the Tiberian tradition were based on pho-
nological realities that are no longer current in 
contemporary Hebrew: (1) vowel reduction of 
the vowel à in open syllables following stress 
changes (Bolozky 1980; 1998; Ravid 2001); (2) 
spirantization of the בגדכפ"ת bgdkpt stops after 
vowels (Weinberg 1966:301–296; Ben-Horin 
and Bolozky 1972; Bolozky 1980:3–16; Ephratt 
1981; Schwarzwald 1981a:41–53; Ravid 1998; 
Shatil 2003b; Henkin 2006); (3) insertion of a 
vowel as a means of preventing clusters (anap-
tyctic vowels), e.g., dvre- > דברי divre- (→ Con-
sonant Cluster: Modern Hebrew). In addition, 
Biblical Hebrew made distinctions of conso-
nant length (→ Gemination). In contemporary 
Hebrew, all these alternations are morphopho-
nemic rather than phonological (Schwarzwald 
1981b; 1984b; Ben-Shahar 2001). 

As a result of the loss of these features, many 
of the paradigms that exhibit them in Tiberian 
Hebrew have come to be treated as irregular 
and have undergone a broad range of level-
ling or ‘regularization’ in non-standard Hebrew 
(Rosén 1977:143). For instance, the normative 
inflection of a nominal base like דבר davar 
‘word, thing‘ is דבר davar (absolute), -דבר dvar 
(construct), דברים dvar-im (pl), -דברי divr-e 
(pl construct). Although this inflection has been 
maintained in Modern Hebrew, other nouns 
with the same pattern (-a-a-) are inflected by 
most speakers thus: פגז pagaz (absolute) ‘cannon 
shell’, פגז pagaz (s construct), פגז-ים pagaz-im 




