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

5. CONCLUSION

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 nimaw
Sfoferet ‘tube’, which speakers often produce
(and also spell) as NIMAW Sforferet. 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., sforferet)
is documented (though rarely) in texts from
the 11th century on, and might have originally
been correct, if NIMIAW sfoferet ‘tube’ is histori-
cally a reduplicated form of 99W Sofar ‘ram’s
horn’ (i.e., Sofar > sforferet > Sfoferet). A simi-
lar historical development is found in Chaha
(Banksira 2000), where C,VC,VC, forms are
derived from C,VC,C,VC, via deletion of a
non-final coda consonant.
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Reflexive

1. DEFINITIONS AND SCOPE

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., MARY DR APYIRNY NYPWn T zo hasqa‘a
Se-masdiqa ’et ‘asmab ‘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.,
D' MI¥PANR AN tibye bitraxasut ba-yam
“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 -z- 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. REFLEXIVE VERB TEMPLATES

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.,
YN 3T Dani hit‘orer ‘Dani woke up’; P'Ryn
92w ha-‘asis nisbar “The pot broke’. In Biblical
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., TRR DRINWN
DQ’DW@;‘? wa-niSmartem ma6d lo-napsotekem

341

‘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., T3D1 MY TINA DR ’adam betox
‘asmo 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‘ell
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 QXY ‘esem (lit.
‘bone’), which conventionalized as the reflex-
ive pronoun, e.g., nnW'rpn%n wa-hitqaddistem
‘And sanctify yourselves’ (Lev. 20.7) versus
170%Y WP gaddes ‘asmeka ‘Sanctify your-
self!” (Mishna, Yebamoth 20a). Likewise in
reciprocal constructions (— Reciprocals). While
Biblical Hebrew often employs nifal (rarely
Hitpa‘el) in conjunction with 111 yahddw
‘together’, e.g., 1IN W1 no'dsi yahddw ‘con-
sulted together’ (Ps. 71.10), Mishnaic Hebrew
employs a periphrastic construction with a con-
ventionalized bipartite reciprocal marker, e.g.,
T A ARy 1901 natlu ‘esa ze miz-ze “They took
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., PN }’W&HD 'ﬁ‘l’ bp’1
T way-ydqdm dawid mé-ha-dres way-yirbas
way-ydsek ‘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., P71 hidlig
‘light (fire), turn on’ as opposed to middle-
reflexive PY13 midlag (*P50n bitdaleg—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., PARI ne’evaq ‘struggle’ versus
PARNN hirtabeq ‘wrestle’; WP nigsar ‘become
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(emotionally) attached to someone’
WpPNN hitqaser ‘call someone by phone’. Nev-
ertheless, there are some cases where nifal
and hitpa‘el overlap, e.g., ...132°NVRVY 9P NR
NANR ’et-qolkd sama'ti bag -gan...wd-éhibé I
heard the sound of you in the garden...and T hid
myself’ (Gen 3.10) versus TAWR] DTR RANNN
DAOR M 2390 way-yithabbé hé- adam wa-’isto
mip-pané YHWH &l6him ‘The man and his wife
hid from LORD God’ (Gen. 3.8). In very few
cases, however, hitpa‘el and gal in middle-reflex-
ive meaning are interchangeable or show only
a slight semantic difference between them, e.g.,
923 gavar versus 23NN hitgaber ‘overpower,
overcome’; Wid bos (Biblical Hebrew) versus
wrann/wwiann  hitboses (Biblical Hebrew)/
hitbayes (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 gal
and hifil, e.g., (YN raxas >) ynInn hitraxes
‘wash himself’, (M3 gileax>) M93nn hitgaleax
‘shave himself’. But it also includes inherent
reflexives with no transitive counterpart, e.g.,
7NN hitvada ‘confess’ MNNNWNA histaxava
‘bow (himself) down, prostrate oneself’. There
are also reflexives with a negative connotation
of pretence, which are denominative verbs, e.g.,
DINNA hitxakem ‘pretend to be wise (make
himself overwise)’. Hitpa‘el also includes some
other verbs, most of them new creations of
Modern Hebrew, e.g., P71 histadeq jus-
tify oneself’, TpNRNN hitmaged ‘focus on’. In
some cases, there is a semantic differentiation
between encoding in the transitive construction
and encoding in hitpa‘el, e.g., ARY 2N maxar
‘asmo ‘sold himself’ versus 922NN 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., MROND 3N F90NTOR *al-
yithallel hoger ki- mpatteab ‘One who girds on
(his armor) should not praise himself like one
who puts it off” (1 Kgs 20.11).

versus

REFLEXIVE

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., 798 12300M
M0 M23 wa-hithannonii élekd bab-bayit haz -2€
‘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 -9 [- (‘to’, “for’) with a pronominal suffix
referring to the Actor, e.g., in Biblical Hebrew
29 TR 19 WY way-ya'as 16 °éhid bereb ‘And
Ehud made a sword for himself (Judg. 3.16),
and similarly in Modern Hebrew, e.g., *5 *np
15nW ganiti li simla ‘I bought myself a dress’.

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 1967-1971:1, 144; I1:485-486,
inter alia), e.g., 99000 K0 bi tithalldl ‘She
shall be praised’ (Prov. 31.30); 02 M2ANWN
W12 WR we-yistakkobii bd-ir *dser kén-gsi
‘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., nNY3NY/NN%INN N2INON
nIpnNa  ha-ktovet  hitgalta/nitgalta be-miqre
“The inscription was discovered by chance’.

In Modern Hebrew, hitpa‘el and nif‘al never
take the direct object marker NR ’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 R
‘et (albeit, never with nif‘al), e.g.,"N& ...3p7aMM
AN PN way-yitpdrqi.. . et-nizmé haz 2dhdb
(Exod. 32.3) ‘And they broke off themselves. .. the
golden rings’; WX wRaNY PN LWann
1’:51; way-yitpasiet yohondtan >et-ham-ma'il >dser
‘dldw ‘And Jonathan stripped himself of the robe
that was on him’ (1 Sam. 18.4).

3. REFLEXIVE PRONOUNS

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.,
1HeR 19913 golelo Yeslo “He rolls it up to him-
self’ (Mishna, Erubin t10.3); DWIpNA 7w
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A3 ha-isa mitqaddeset babh ‘A woman can be
betrothed by herself’ (Mishna, Qiddushin 2.1).
In some rare cases, the compound preposition
58N mife) ‘from/of’ + el ‘to’ suffixed with the
possessive pronoun is used, e.g., YORD ANYN
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
PORN 120 muvan meelav “‘self-evident’.

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.,
WAl nefes ‘throat, soul’, QXY ‘esem ‘bone’ (cf.
late Aramaic D73 gerem ‘bone’) and 93 guf
‘body’. waI nefes ‘soul’ is used almost exclu-
sively in Biblical Hebrew, e.g., W'rﬂ'7 wii‘uzgg
DNWOINR MON be-dsor la-hodes to‘anni
’et-napsotekem ‘On the tenth of the month
you shall humble yourselves’ (Lev. 16.29). In
Mishnaic Hebrew, nefes is used infrequently. In
Modern Hebrew, it co-occurs as a pronominal
form preceded by the dative - le- marker in an
adverbial function denoting ‘alone’, e.g., 2Ny
1Wwa1h IMR ‘azov *oto le-nafso ‘leave him alone
(lit. to himself)’.

The body part which grammaticalized as
a reflexive marker in Mishnaic Hebrew, and
which is commonly used in Modern Hebrew,
is DXY ‘esem ‘bone’. In Biblical Hebrew, Dxy
‘esemn ‘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., D0 Dgl_};:
ni 832 M0 bo-‘esem hay-yom haz-ze bd noab
‘On that very day Noah entered’ (Gen. 7.13). In
this sense it also co-occurs in Modern Hebrew,
e.g., NAWwN *nHap R M orn oYY Y ad
‘esem ha-yom ha-ze lo gibalti tSuva ‘Until that
very day I got no answer’.

13 guf ‘body’ is used as a reflexive pronoun
almost exclusively in Aramaic. In Hebrew it is
used only as an intensifier, e.g., MIN YW N2
gupab sel minba (Safra 25b) ‘The sacrifice
itself’; or in adverbial position in the sense of
‘separately’ or ‘independently’, e.g., in Modern
Hebrew 105 7pn 522 1115 'RT2 keday ladun
be-xol migre le-gufo ‘It is better to discuss each
case on its own’.

3453

4. SUBJECT CO-REFERENTIAL
DaTivE PRONOUN

In Contemporary Hebrew, in ‘marked’ envi-
ronments the dative -9 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., O 7P NP KM
15 AnNa VWA [L..] TN W DRI IMR AR
ve-hi gama ve-‘azva yom ’exad oto ve-et $Sne ha-
yeladim [...] pasut barxa lab ‘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., MPANWA MYWH 2PN
np1aNnn 0790 1Y me‘ever la-Sulxan bistapla lab
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
DRy ‘esem ‘self’. Furthermore, it can co-occur
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., D™DINN NX 9 "NYIp qara'ti li
’et ha-mixnasayim ‘I tore my (lit. to-me/myself)
trousers (~ what a shame, I did it to myself)’.

5. REFLEXIVE PRONOUNS AS
INTENSIFIERS

Reflexive pronouns may be used as intensi-
fiers (‘emphatic reflexives’ Quirk et al. 1985;
Kemmer 1993, 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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AU DR ARMAN DNRY NWKRN ba-issa ‘asmahb
mebia et gittab ‘“The woman herself brings her
divorce document’ (Mishna, Gittin 2.7); Wi
TRonn Sy onn vy ba-sar ‘asmo xatam al
ha-mismax “The minister himself (personally)
signed the document’; IR YT RH 1LY 7NN
nWwNn ha-more ‘asmo lo yada® et ha-tsuva
‘The teacher himself (even/also he personally)
did not know the answer’. In contemporary
Hebrew the complex form 1gyHwa kse-le-
‘asmo (lit. when-to-himself), as opposed to its
simple counterpart 1I¥Y ‘asmo ‘himself’; selects
a non-agentive subject as its focus, e.g., 201
1IYN MRYIWD ha-sipur kie-le-asmo me‘anyen
“The story itself (by itself) is interesting’.

In their adverbial use intensifiers are pre-
ceded by a preposition, most commonly -2 be-,
e.g., "N¥Y2 be-‘asmi (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. LOGOPHORIC REFLEXIVES

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., P73 XYW Y™ 190K
MEY SW ANRNN 03 8OR NIPNWR Sw Annnn
AanY ha-asfan hodia® Se-lo raq ha-tmuna
Sel ha-saxqanit ela gam ha-tmuna sel ‘asmo li-
mxira ‘“The collector announced that not only
the picture of the actress, but also the picture
of himself is on sale’.

7. IDtoMATIC EXPRESSIONS
AND CONSTRUCTIONAL IDIOMS
CONTAINING REFLEXIVE
PrRoONOUNS

Reflexive pronouns often co-occur in idiom-
atic expressions and constructional idioms. For
example in Modern Hebrew: “niw Mo 1)
My 393 (Mnnh NNa (ze sipur Se-hitpateax
le-maxaze) bifne ‘asmo ‘(This is a story which
developed into a play) on its own (lit. in-the-
face-of itself’; "nxy owa (P71 02N "IR) (Cani
medaber raq) be-sem ‘asmi (I am speaking only)
for myself (lit. in-the-name-of myself)’; @15n3)

REFLEXIVE

NRY 1A% wa (MOKRT 07pn 0NN (ba-xalom
ha-xolem meqayem dialog) beno le-ven ‘asmo
‘(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., RIWN
ey a5 wa 55ann u-kie-bu mitpallel beno
le-ben ‘asmo ‘And when he prays privately’
(Mishna, Bikkurim 1.4). In Mishnaic Hebrew
‘esem as a reflexive pronoun frequently collo-
cates with 93 kol ‘all’ conveying the meaning
‘he/shefit as a whole’, e.g., ROR M2 1R 1LY 52
kol ‘asmo ’eno koteb ’ella...‘Altogether he
writes none other than’ (Mishna, Sota 2.3). In
Modern Hebrew, the binominal 2%p23y 1112202
bi-xvodo u-ve-‘asmo ‘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 NYTY 1YY TR ’ibbed ‘asmo la-da‘at
‘commit suicide (lit. lost himself to-conscious-
ness)’ (versus its Modern Hebrew counterpart
in hitpa‘el 7ARNN hifabed) leads to a rise of
context-expansions of the construction where
the negative connotation still prevails, e.g.,
=15, Tad A am neRprnRa own napwn)
nyTH Aney nvman(w anany o (basqafat
ha-‘olam ha-ameriqga’it movila li-vdidut, le-
nikur u-le-xevra Se-)mafrita ‘asmab 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)’.
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Regularization of Paradigm

I. INTRODUCTION: TERMINOLOGY
AND SCOPE

The term ‘regularization of paradigms’ refers
to a morphological shift from one type of
marking, in which inflection is effected through
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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.,
98D sefer ‘book’, 08D sfar-im ‘books’).

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; Jotion 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 4 in open syllables following stress
changes (Bolozky 1980; 1998; Ravid 20071); (2)
spirantization of the N"83732 bgdkpt stops after
vowels (Weinberg 1966:301-296; Ben-Horin
and Bolozky 19725 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- > ™27 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 927 davar
‘word, thing® is 927 davar (absolute), -727 dvar
(construct), ©™MAT dvar-im (pl), -"M27 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: 138 pagaz (absolute) ‘cannon
shell’, 138 pagaz (s construct), D-138 pagaz-im
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