ENCYCLOPEDIA OF
HEBREW LANGUAGE
AND LINGUISTICS

Volume 3
P-Z

General Editor
Geoffrey Khan

Associate Editors
Shmuel Bolokzy
Steven E. Fassberg
Gary A. Rendsburg
Aaron D. Rubin
Ora R. Schwarzwald
Tamar Zewi

LEIDEN « BOSTON
2013

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



Table of Contents

VoLuME ONE

INELOAUCTION  1eiiiiiiieeeeiieeeeeieeeeette e e eetee e e eetbeeeeetaeeeeetsaeeeeasaeeeesssseeesssseseassseeeesseeeeanssseeensnens vii
LiSt Of CONEIIDULOIS  .vviiiieiiiiieeiiie ettt eetee e e tee e e e etraeeeetreeeeearaeeeeearaeeesensaeeeennnneas ix
Transcription TaDLES ...ccciieciiiiiiiiieeeieeeee ettt e e sbe e sbeesaeeesabeesabeesaseeenns xiil
ATTICIES A-F oottt e ettt e e e ettt e e e et e e e e earae e e e taee e e abae e e e abraeeeraeeeeearaaeeennreas 1

VoLuME Two

Transcription TaDLES ...ccciieciiiiiiiiieeeieeee ettt et sr e e sbe e sbeesaeeesaseesabeesnsaenans vil
ATTICIES GO oottt ettt e ettt e e e et e e et e e e e aba e e e e baeeeeearae e e e abaaeeetaeeeeearaaeeenrreas 1
VOLUME THREE

Transcription TaDLES ...occiieiiiiiiiiiieeeieeeee et e e sbe e sbeesbeeesaseesnbeesnsaennns vil
ATTICIES P-Zl oottt et e et e e e et ae e e e e tae e e e abaeeeeataeeeeeabaeeeenseeeeeraeeeeenraeeeenrreas 1
VoruME Four

Transcription TaDLES ...ccciieiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee ettt reesbe e sbeesaeeesaseesabeesnseennns vil
INAEX ettt ettt ettt e b e b e e bbbt e bt e bt e bt e bt e bt e bt e nbe e beebs 1

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



SYNTAX: MODERN HEBREW

Talmudic literature, ed. by Menahem Zevi Kadd-
ari and Shim’on Sharvit, 169-174. Ramat-Gan:
Bar-Ilan University press.

. 1991. Post-Biblical Hebrew syntax and seman-

tics: Diachronic studies in Hebrew (in Hebrew).

2 vols. Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press.

1998. “On deontic modality in Mishnaic
Hebrew”. Studies in Mishnaic Hebrew (Scripta
Hierosolymitana 37), ed. by Moshe Bar-Asher and
Steven E. Fassberg, 197—-217. Jerusalem: Magnes.

Khan, Geoffrey. 2006. “Some aspects of the copula
in North West Semitic”. Biblical Hebrew in its
Northwest Semitic setting: Typological and bis-
torical perspectives, ed. by Steven E. Fassberg and
Avi Hurvitz, 155-176. Jerusalem: Magnes and
Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns.

Kutscher, Eduard Yechezkel. 1962. “The language
of the Hebrew and Aramaic letters of Bar-Koseba
and its generation, second article: The Hebrew let-
ter” (in Hebrew). LéSonénu 26:7-23.

. 1982. A bhistory of the Hebrew language.
Ed. by Raphael Kutscher. Jerusalem: Magnes and
Leiden: Brill.

Kurzon, Dennis. 1980. “Iconic syntax in rabbinical
codes”. The Jewish Law Annuals 3:71-83.

Mishor, Mordechay. 1983. “The tense system in
Tannaitic Hebrew” (in Hebrew). PhD dissertation,
The Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

Moreshet, Menahem. 1983. “The predicate that pre-
cedes two subjects in Rabbinic Hebrew with refer-
ences to Modern Hebrew” (in Hebrew). Hebrew
language studies presented to professor Ze’ev Ben-
Hayyim, ed. by Moshe Bar-Asher, Aron Dotan,
Gad B. Sarfatti, and David Téné, 359-378. Jeru-
salem: Magnes.

Oron, Yokheved. 1989. “Nominative N® in Mish-
naic Hebrew” (in Hebrew). Studies in the Hebrew
language and the Talmudic literature, ed. by
Menahem Zevi Kaddari and Shim’on Sharvit,
27-34. Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press.

Peretz, Yitzhaq. 1967. The relative clause (in
Hebrew). Tel-Aviv: Dvir.

Qimron, Elisha. 1983. “The particle Y& in our
ancient sources” (in Hebrew). Hebrew Language
studies presented to professor Ze'ev Ben-Hayyim,
ed. by Moshe Bar-Asher, Aaron Dotan, Gad B.
Sarfatti, and David Téné. Jerusalem: Magnes.

1992. “Considerations on modal tenses
in Mishnaic Hebrew” (in Hebrew). Lésonénu
55:89-96.

Sarfatti, Gad B. 1980. “Determination of fixed
phrases formed by means of the construct state in
Mishnaic Hebrew” (in Hebrew). Studies in Hebrew
and Semitic languages dedicated to the memory of
Prof. Eduard Yechezkel Kutscher, ed. by Gad B.
Sarfatti, Pinhas Artzi, Jonas C. Greenfield, and
Menahem Zevi Kaddari, 140-154. Ramat-Gan:
Bar-Ilan University Press.

. “The prosodic function of the definite arti-

cle in Rabbinic Hebrew” (in Hebrew). Lésonénu

44:185—20T.

. 1989. “Definiteness in noun-adjective phrases

in Rabbinic Hebrew” (in Hebrew). Studies in

the Hebrew language and the Talmudic litera-
ture: Dedicated to the memory of Dr. Menahem

Moreshet, ed. by Menahem Zevi Kaddari and

707

Shim’on Sharvit, xx—xxx. Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan
University press.

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

. 1928. “On the structure of oath and vow

statements in Hebrew” (in Hebrew). Lésonénu

1:215-227.

. 1932. “The structure of conditional clauses”

(in Hebrew). LéSonénu 4:191—211.

. 1936. A grammar of Mishnaic Hebrew (in
Hebrew). Tel-Aviv: Dvir.

Sharvit, Shim’on. 1998. “Infinival sentences in Mish-
naic Hebrew: A syntactic and semantic study”.
Studies in Mishnaic Hebrew (Scripta Hierosolymi-
tana 37), ed. by Moshe Bar-Asher and Steven E.
Fassberg, 336-348. Jerusalem: Magnes.

. 2008. Studies in Mishnaic Hebrew (in Hebrew).
Jerusalem: Bialik Institute.

Waldman, Nahum M. 1989. The recent study of
Hebrew: A survey of the literature with selected
bibliography. Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College
Press.

MosHE AzAr
(University of Haifa, Emeritus)

Syntax: Modern Hebrew
1. INTRODUCTION

Modern Hebrew is a fusion language, includ-
ing elements from all the historical layers of
the language. To quote Ben-Hayyim (1992:59),
“nothing in it has died and so there exist—
and are in use—different chronological layers
side by side, not on top of one another as in
languages with a historic continuity”. How-
ever, very frequently, in cases in which A’
succeeds A of an earlier layer of Hebrew, both
A and A" coexist, though differentiated either
functionally or stylistically. In addition, apart
from recent grammaticalizations and pragma-
tizations, there are also inherited constructions
that are reinterpreted under the influence of
similar constructions found in the contact-
languages to which Hebrew speakers/writers
have been exposed over the more than one
hundred years of its existence, especially Slavo-
Yiddish at the revival time and English in more
recent decades.

Unlike morphology, the syntax of Mod-
ern Hebrew is dynamic and subject to rapid
changes. The microsyntax (‘internal form’) of
Modern Hebrew is Semitic (Goldenberg 1996),
though there are a few scholars who con-
tend that it is a distinct Europanized language
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different from its classical Semitic origin (Rosén
suggested that it be renamed ‘Israeli Hebrew’).
Yet, the macrosyntax displays strong influence
of European languages. Its Semitic essence is
clearly demonstrated by the use of the pure
nominal clause (lacking a copula; > Nominal
Clause), word order of determinant noun
before determiner (= Word Order), agreement
between noun and adjective (— Agreement),
and the profuse use of the genitive construc-
tion of construct state nominals (— Construct
State). Unlike some other spoken Semitic lan-
guages (e.g., neo-Aramaic and neo-Ethiopian
languages), Modern Hebrew still preserves the
inherited (Hebrew, Semitic) patterns of verbs
and nouns. Synthetic verb and noun patterns,
however, are employed in complementary dis-
tribution with analytic constructions comprised
of a semantically depleted verb or noun and a
nominal adjunct carrying the lexical burden
of the expression (Halevy 2000b). Transitiv-
ization of unergative/unaccusative (— Unac-
cusative) verbs is spreading within present-day
Hebrew, while, on the other hand, there is a
remarkable expansion of datival constructions
(— Dative).

Modern Hebrew is susceptible to rapid pro-
cesses of change not only because of its inten-
sive exposure to European languages, but also
due to the special circumstances of its relatively
recent revival as a medium of everyday and
spoken language confronting new semantic and
pragmatic needs.

2. DETERMINATION

(= Definite Article)

Modern Hebrew has retained the classical
agreement between noun and adjective, includ-
ing demonstrative modifiers following a head
noun, not only in gender and number, but also
in definiteness. However, with respect to the
marking of definiteness in the construct state
there is often inconsistency between normative
and casual usage. While in normative usage
the definite article is attached only once, to
the genitive noun, in colloquial language it
may be preposed to the entire construct state,
particularly, but not only, in highly lexical-
ized constructs, e.g., T TWn ha-‘orex din
‘the lawyer’, instead of "1 TN ‘orex ha-din;
and in the same fashion in some lexicalized

SYNTAX: MODERN HEBREW

constructs the plural is suffixed to the genitive
noun, at the end of the construct form, and not
to the construct head noun, e.g., NI¥N 92 bar
misvot ‘parties of Bar-Mitzva’, instead of nor-
mative 7M¥N "33 bne misva. In contemporary
Hebrew the comparative determiners MNa/Any
co-occur occasionally as superlatives (possibly
English-induced). As a result, the definite article
is not attached to the adjective as normatively
required, but is rather preposed as a definite
marker of the entire phrase, e.g., NMR KN
MW INTA NMPRWA bi axat ha-Saxqaniyot
ha-yoter muxsarot ‘she is one of the most tal-
ented actresses’.

A deviation from the classical order of deter-
minate before determiner and from agreement
in definiteness occurs in a very limited number
of cases, crucially where the determiner is
interpreted as a ‘semantic prefix’, e.g., NIPNWN
WR-PAD  1T-paon ha-Saxqanit ha-safeq-
yalda safeq-’isa ‘the semi-child semi-woman
actress’; "NWH-PINA WpnR ba-begSer ha-xus-
lesoni ‘the extra-linguistic context’.

The definite article is encoded in the voca-
tive, e.g., AN ha-more ‘Teacher’, PN 17 dan
ha-yagar ‘Dear Dan’. In colloquial language,
however, undetermined vocatives prevail, too
(possibly Yiddish/English-induced), e.g., N33
gueret ‘Miss, Lady’; 30 nebag ‘driver’; ,pmmn
?77p 7N moteq, ma qara? ‘Sweetie, what hap-
pened?’. In the case of inalienable nouns (nouns
of appurtenance) the definite article is an imper-
sonal marker which can only be replaced by a
possessive pronoun or suffix, e.g., 72w1 25
ha-lev nisbar ‘one’s heart breaks’. With nouns
denoting time the definite article denotes ‘this’,
e.g., 37N ha-‘erev ‘this evening’. In colloquial
discourse the definite article serves frequently for
emotive meaning, e.g., “VNN TN ,NNRTI RNARA
Na7 ha-ima ha-zot, tamid mit‘arevet “That (the)
Mum, she always interferes’; 17 017 ,00M!
xaxam, ha-yosi ha-ze! ‘That (the-) Yossi is
smart!’.

Generic nouns are commonly marked by a
neutralized definite article, e.g., NI ha-dat
‘religion’. In equational sentences the generic
noun may alternatively co-occur in the indefi-
nite form, namely without any special mark-
ing, e.g., MY RII "MAD pengwin hu ‘of ‘(the)
penguin is a bird’ (— Generic). Hebrew has
only definite articles, hence colloquial language
utilizes various devices to denote indefiniteness,
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particularly use of the unstressed numeral TR
’exad (and respectively in feminine and plural
forms) and AR ’eze (fs WK ’ezo), e.g., "NWID
NN APR/TAR N2 pagasti baxur exadleze
baxur ‘I met some guy’ (Agmon-Fruchtman
1982; Wintner 2000; for a generative account
see Danon 2o001).

3. THE CoPULA
(— Copula; Nominal Clause; Extraposition)

In Biblical Hebrew 3rd person pronouns in
the middle or at the end of a nominal sen-
tence stand for resumptive pronouns of an
extraposition construction (used in 3rd person
even when the subject is a 1st or 2nd person
pronoun). However, due to the weakening
of nominal sentences and to the fact that the
expressive value of the extraposition is worn
out, 3rd person pronouns evolved in Mod-
ern Hebrew into agreement markers reinter-
preted as copular markers similar to verbal
forms in Indo-European languages (Berman
and Grosu 1976; Goldenberg 2005; for gen-
erative accounts see Doron 1986; Greenberg
20025 2008), e.g., 12171 RI7 72NN ha-hefex hu
ha-naxon ‘the opposite is the truth’. Copular
markers can be realized with N1 ze ‘it/this’,
Mm mi ‘who’, and NN ma ‘what’, e.g., N-1M
zebu-ze ‘that’s it’ (available only in 3rd person
singular); 2R3 0207 N mibu ha-mevugar
kan? “Who is the adult here?’; >woIN 11N mabu
xofes? ‘what is freedom?’. Modern Hebrew
currently employs 3rd personal pronouns for
fronting and topicalization, e.g., 51301 X171 IR
’ani hu ha-menabel ‘1 (and nobody else) am
the manager’. Extraposed constructions with
postposed 3rd person independent pronouns
(attested in Biblical Hebrew) are rare, e.g., 89
R 2 peun 93 lo kol ha-noses zabav hu ‘all
that glitters is not gold (lit. “not all that glitters
gold [is] he”)’. In formal language, NN hine
(lit. ‘here, behold’) plus a suffixed pronoun
features as copula, e.g., YW "ARNA 1A AT
WURD PPN ha-dibur hino méafyen Sel ha-
min ha-enosi ‘speaking is a characteristic of
the human species’. In colloquial language,
noninflected, invariable, 77 ze ‘it (lit. ‘this’)’
features instead of 3rd person copular forms,
e.g., TAHY (R°7) M "VNR ha-matara ze (bi)
lilmod ‘the goal is to learn’. Yet, frequently
there is a functional distribution between these
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semi-copular forms. While 3rd person copular
pronouns function as identifiers or classifiers of
the subject-noun, ze often functions as a com-
ment on the subject-noun (Rosén 19772a:247),
e.g., MMV M 01 yeladim ze Simxa ‘Children
are (=means) happiness’.

4. NOMINAL PREDICATES
SUFFIXED WITH A PRONOMINAL
SUBJECT

Unlike verbal predicates, the subject of a nomi-
nal predicate is not included in it. Nevertheless,
in some exceptional cases a nominal predica-
tion can co-occur with a suffixed pronomi-
nal subject, e.g., as person-like copular, e.g.,
0 hino /N harebu ‘he is’; as object-like
personal pronoun attached to an existential
verboid: D'WIR DIV yesnam ’anasim ‘there are
people’ (employed in Modern Hebrew only for
3rd person); and respectively 72110 IR ’enxa
mexubar ‘you are not connected’. Reduced
nominal predicates suffixed by possessive pro-
nouns occur occasionally in some restricted
forms of one-term sentences (infrequently evi-
denced in Biblical Hebrew), e.g., T"WR ’asrexa
‘you must be lucky (lit. ‘your happiness’)’;
TPN tiquati (it is) my hope (=1 hope’)’. In
some rare cases the reduced nominal predicate
is preceded by -2 be- ‘in’, e.g., "¥72 bi-rsoni
‘(it) is my wish (lit. ‘in my desire’)’. Reduced
predicates suffixed by a st person singular pro-
noun can be encountered in a limited number
of participles of Rabbinic Hebrew origin, e.g.,
IMNT domani [ 3NN ki-mdumani ‘it seems to
me (lit. ‘seem I/as seem I’)’. A nominal predica-
tion composed of a free personal pronoun fol-
lowed by a nominal predicate (rare in Biblical
Hebrew; Kogut 1993) is unusual, e.g., npn 1R
ani tiqua | TMPN "N3 kuli tiqua ‘1 hope/l have
hope (lit. ‘T am hope’ / ‘I am all hope’)’.

Inherited adverbial gerundives, almost exclu-
sively time adverbials, suffixed by a posses-
sive-like pronominal subject are employed in
Modern Hebrew in a very limited fashion and
only in formal language and journalistic writ-
ing, e.g., 12W31 be-suvo ‘on his returning (when
he returned)’. Construct states with a gerundive
head appear almost exclusively in lexicalized
phrases, e.g., 01 X122 be-vo ha-yom ‘when
the day comes’.
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5. POSSESSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS
AND THE GENITIVE RELATION
(— Possession; Genitive)

Modern Hebrew is a ‘non-habere’ language,
with no distinct verb meaning ‘have’ or ‘pos-
sess’. To mark possession Hebrew employs an
existential predicate, for present tense the ver-
boid W yes ('R en in negative), and inflected
"1 haya ‘be’ elsewhere, a datival noun or pro-
noun marking the possessor, and a noun denot-
ing the possessee, e.g., 7100 "9 W yes li sefer ‘T
have a book (lit. “there is to me [a] book”)’.
However, as a presentational noun (non-topi-
cal) the syntactic position of the possessee-noun
is not clear, as in the definite construction it is
typically encoded (in possessive and existen-
tial constructions alike) with features normally
associated with the object, e.g., 7901 NX *H v
"D 03 IR WM yes li et ha-sefer ve-yes oto
gam ba-sifriya ‘I have (object marker) the book
and it (et-direct object pronoun) is also in the
library’ (Glinert 1990; Henkin 1994). In col-
loquial language, there is occasionally a lack
of agreement between the existential predicate
and the noun, whether representing the pos-
sessed object or the subject-argument (Kuzar
2002:343-345).

Possessive datives the
overt existential 1'1/W" yes/haya as commonly
used in Biblical Hebrew can be encountered
in some special environments, e.g., 7 1)
mia wbw M (191 (hayo haya melex) ve-lo
Salos banot <(Once upon a time there was a
king) and he had three daughters (lit. ‘to him
three daughters’)’; mra wbw Hw pa1dh la-
kova“ Seli salos pinot ‘my hat has three corners
(lit. ‘to my hat three corners’)’; T9& "5 nwpa
bagasa li ’elexa ‘1 have a request of you (lit.
‘a request to me to you’)’. The genitive rela-
tion provides Modern Hebrew with a rich
and varied set of constructions for expressing
the relation between two nouns, or between a
noun and its modifier. Modern Hebrew inte-
grates the Biblical annexation in the construct
state along with the post-Biblical (Mishnaic)
Sel-phrase and double genitive (= Construct
State; Genitive), e.g., IAN-D'VI] kartis-xaver
‘member(ship) card’, 9an 5w 012 kartis Sel
xaver ‘a friend’s card/ticket’, 7an 5w 10702
kartiso Sel xaver lit. ‘card/ticket of his of a
friend’. Modern Hebrew has, however, devel-
oped a functional distinction (stylistic, seman-

encoded without
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tic, and sometimes syntactic) between these
inherited constructions. The construct state
is the bound and lexicalized form, preserved
for vocabulary extension by lexicalized com-
pounds, and for annexation of definite nouns
and numerals. The analytic Sel-phrase, on the
other hand, is the free construction, the rela-
tions between its components more transpar-
ent. In colloquial language this construction is
preferred particularly, but not exclusively, to
express possessive relationships. Nonetheless,
it should be stressed that the semantic relation-
ships between the constituents in the genitive
construction are very wide-ranging, and that
possessiveness is only one of them. Inherited
paronomastic constructs, mostly in the plural
(like in Rabbinic Hebrew), are utilized for
intensification, e.g., M9 "2pa be-qole golot
‘very loudly (lit. ‘in/with voices of voices’)’.
Definite constructs comprised of an adjectival
head (singular or plural) and a construct noun
in the plural function as superlative genitives,
e.g., DINRM T3 gdole ha-omanim ‘the great-
est artists’. In newly emerging compounds with
a nominal component reanalyzed as a semantic
suffix or prefix, the morphosyntactic properties
of the classical construct are not strictly kept,
e.g., NA-71an/nan xevrat/xevra-bat ‘daugh-
ter company’, 019"0-aR(1) (ha-)av-tipus (the)
prototype’ (Kahana 1998). Analytic Sel-phrases
are currently utilized for metaphorical quantifi-
cation and qualification, e.g., D1 HW 93 gal Sel
qonim lit. “wave of shoppers’; Ip'NW Sw NN
xoma Sel stigalit. ‘wall of silence’. An innovation
of Modern Hebrew (possibly Yiddish- or Eng-
lish-inspired) is the construction of the emotive
genitive, in which the head noun is an attribute-
noun preceding the noun which denotes the
owner of the attribute (unlike the usual order of
head noun followed by modifier), but the sec-
ond noun is the one which controls the agree-
ment of the nominal phrase (Halevy 2000a),
e.g., 19 YW pmin 8N hi moteq el yalda ‘she
is a sweetie of a girl (lit. ‘sweetness of a girl’)’.
Double genitive constructions, with a posses-
sive pronoun agreeing with the adjunct noun
and suffixed to the initial head noun, are found
only in formal language and denote almost
exclusively possessiveness and ownership, e.g.,
Wi 5w inymn hoda‘ato Sel ha-sar ‘the min-
ster’s announcement’ (Rosén 1977a:149-160,
179-184; Berman 1978:231-323; Azar 1986;
Glinert 1989:24—49).
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In addition, Modern Hebrew makes ample
use of the inherited adjectival constructs. The
‘reversed adjectival construct’ co-occurs in lexi-
calized expressions, e.g., MR7 %P T yeled
gsar re’iya ‘a shortsighted boy’ (Goldenberg
1996:170-173; Halevy 2000b; for a different
perspective see Rosén 1968:98-101); and also
adjectival constructs with stative verbs, nota-
bly verbs of abundance and wearing/covering
otherwise co-occurring with applicative -2 be-
‘with’, e.g., O N YPIP garqa“ revuyat
mayim ‘watered/saturated land’; wian 5mn
nTop xayal xavus qasda ‘helmet-wearing sol-
dier’ (Bliboim 2000). Modern Hebrew also has
at its disposal, however, the option of encod-
ing adjectival phrases in a head plus adjunct
relation, e.g., PY10Y 5p WW $e‘ar qal le-seruq
‘easy-to-comb hair’. Biblical construct states
may also stand for periphrastic adjectives, e.g.,
maan "2 (DWIR) (Canasim) bne tarbut ‘civi-
lized (people)’, 172N NWRK ’eset xevra ‘socialite’
(Goldenberg 1998d).

Encoding denominative adjectives with suffix
*- -i in competition with the classical construct
represents a departure from classical Hebrew.
Unlike in classical Hebrew where the denomi-
native adjective (— Adjective) with the suffix
- -i mainly indicates ‘someone or a collec-
tive of the origin of’, in Modern Hebrew it is
employed as a suffix of denominative adjectives
indifferent to their meaning, and it has become
a major device for denominal adjective forma-
tion. Noun phrases with denominative adjec-
tives first deployed in Modern Hebrew at the
revival time under the influence of Russian as
equivalents to the inherited classical constructs
(Rosén 1977a:192; 1977b:118). Contemporary
Hebrew, however, has developed a functional
differentiation between them and the construct
state, e.g., "R187 NN sevet refu’i ‘medical staff’
(consisting of various professionals in the medi-
cal area) versus D'RO1T MR sevet rof’im ‘phy-
sicians’ staff’ (consisting of medical doctors)
(Taube 1990). Denominative adjectives of this
kind are excluded from predicative position.
The semantic and syntactic composition of
such phrases is similar to that of phraseo-
logical expressions of noun +adjective (Rosén
1977a:83—93; Halevy 1992:531).

Modern Hebrew employs both bound and
free possessive pronouns for purposes of sty-
listic variation or, occasionally, differentiates
them semantically, e.g., for distinction between
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inalienability (appurtenance) and alienability
(non-appurtenance possession) ™31 bsari ‘my
flesh® versus "SW Wan ha-basar Seli ‘my meat’
(Rosén 1977a:151-153). The possessive dative
is currently employed when referring to an
affected possessor, crucially of an inalienable
object, e.g., WRIN "9 AR ko’ev i ha-ros ‘T have
an headache (lit. “aches to me the head”)’.

6. THE FuNcTION OF PRONOUNS

Although insertion of overt pronouns (crucially
in 1st and 2nd person) is not necessary with
past and future tense forms, they are encoded
for expressive purposes, for highlighting the
subject (as topic or focus) PNINIR NXR AN—NRI
ve-at—ma at *omeret? lit. ‘and you—what do
you say?’; "NnXN(W) MR AT ze ani (Se-)nisaxti
‘it is me who won’; or for marking contrastive
subjects, e.g., "MWY IR NI2T DR ata dibarta
va-ani ‘asiti ‘you spoke and I have done (it)’.
There is a requirement for an explicit 3rd
person subject, whether noun or pronoun,
much more than in previous layers of Hebrew,
e.g., MM NN RI7 1OV 3N xavar Selab bu
be-oto xug ‘her boy-friend is (lit. ‘he’) in the
same department’; notably in topicalization,
e.g., WT'RY 1TRY TAN 0n—0" AN ha-horim—
hem tamid ya‘amdu le-sidenu ‘parents—they’ll
always be on our side’; by duplication, e.g., "37
11N RIN NRWA dani hu hu ha-zoxe ‘Dani (and
none else) is (lit. ‘he he’) the winner’; or as a
retrospective pronoun X171 "MAPWM DR 5
kol *adam ve-hasqafotav hu ‘each person and
his own views (lit. ‘his views he’)’. In some
exceptional cases of highly literal register, the
3rd person singular pronoun is employed with
an endophoric function (referring to previously
mentioned content in the text), e.g., /TWR KRIN
TINRY hu ’aser/Se-amarti ‘that is what (lit. ‘he
that’) I said’. Yet, 3rd person verbal forms are
often to be found without an overt pronoun
(treated in generative framework as ‘pro-drop’)
(= Pro-Drop), e.g., in both embedded and
coordinated clauses SWamw YT° 117 dani yada*
Se-yikasel ‘Dani knew that he would fail (3rd
person pro-drop)’; Swa3 139 ,TY &S 17T dani
lo lamad, ve-laxen nixsal ‘Dani didn’t study and
therefore (he) failed (3rd person pro-drop)’; in
narrative discourse as a stylistic device for
creating continuity, e.g., IRX'WI AKX 2PY
nH MR AN 2WM ‘aqav ‘axareba ke-yasa
ve-xasav ma yomar lab ‘he followed (3rd person
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pro-drop) her when she left (3rd person pro-
drop) and he thought (3rd person pro-drop)
what he would say (3rd person pro-drop) to
her’; and also in relative clauses, e.g., 7MXN2
...=9 NN 0102 PNV ba-ma’amar Se-hisig ba-
kenes hoda I-.. . “in the paper that he introduced
(3rd person pro-drop) at the conference he
thanked (3rd person pro-drop)...”. 3rd person
plural verb forms without the explicit pronoun
are currently used to designate impersonality
(= Impersonal Constructions) (Bar 2007).

(Pro)nominal expressions of generic ref-
erence in Modern Hebrew can also express
impersonal views by using generic nouns and
pronouns, e.g., D™NAN Mo ox TR DIRIAA
ha-ber’adam sarix gam lehanot me-ha-xayim ‘a
man also needs to enjoy (his) life’ (colloquial);
or alternatively 0”nnn nia'h 03 0™E DWIR
>anasim srixim gam lehanot me-ha-xayim ‘peo-
ple also need to enjoy (their) life’. A generic 2nd
person masculine singular pronoun is employed
in speech acts expressing advice, instructions,
and general truth, e.g., NTNR 772 ANR DX
MAM3WY WpNN ’im ’ata be-sara ’ata mitqaser
la-Sagrirut ‘if you (generic) are in trouble you
(generic) call the embassy’.

Apart from lexical, inflected demonstratives
(— Demonstrative Pronouns; Deixis) there is
widespread use in the current language of
invariable (concordless) 1t ze ‘it’ in the follow-
ing functions: (a) as a pro-copular marker and
particularly as a comment on the subject-noun
(see above); (b) as a reference to a situation
known in the discourse, or alternatively as
a conceptually empty pro-subject (expletive),
e.g., O™N2 M N33/ kax/kaxa ze ba-xayim
‘it is like that in life’; @93 W30 M ze margis
na‘im (colloquial) ‘it feels good (nice)’; (c) as
a means of foregrounding, e.g., ,"> 90N A P9
N nnY raq ze xaser li, libyot xole “this is
what ’'m missing (sarcastically), to be ill’; m
nRIW KRID ze hu se-niseax ‘it is he who won’;
(d) in emphatic context, e.g., in exclamatory
expressions, like WIN™D M-1AT zebu-ze siyamnu
‘that’s it, we’ve finished’; DRYWN A1-Nn N7 ze
ma-ze mesa‘amem ‘this is so boring’; and in
rhetorical questions, e.g., NNAW(W) A1 TR ex
ze (Se-)saxaxta ‘how did you forget (lit. ‘how
is it that you forgot’)’; (e) in formal register,
as part of a temporal adverbial phrase (pre-
sumably remnant of an adverbial clause), e.g.,
27191 NY(N) (mi-)ze zman rav ‘it has been a long
time (since)’ (Halevy 2006).
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The conventionalized pronominal reciprocal
expression (— Reciprocals) in Modern Hebrew
is the Rabbinic Hebrew construction of a dou-
bled demonstrative pronoun r...77 ze...ze
‘each other, one another (lit. ‘this (ms)...this
(ms)’)’, where the demonstratives are inflected
for gender and number. This reciprocal con-
struction is susceptible to mixed gender (e.g., M
ze [ms]... M zo [fs]...), though this is frowned
upon by ‘purists’. The reciprocal expression
WA..LTNR Cexad. .. ha-Seni ‘each other, one
another (lit. ‘the one [ms]...the second [ms]’)’
(also available in the feminine) is an innovation
of Modern Hebrew. In higher registers it may be
replaced by 173wn...TNRA ha-exad. . . misnebu
‘each other, one another (lit. ‘the one...his
second one’)’ (restricted to masculine singular).
The biblical expression 1Y7...W'R is...re‘ehu
‘each other, one another (lit. ‘a man... his com-
panion’)’ (available also in feminine singular)
represents a higher register (Halevy 2011a;
2011b).

The reflexive pronoun in Modern Hebrew
(— Reflexive) is the grammaticalized inflected
noun DX¥Y ‘esem ‘self (lit. ‘bone’)’, which came
into use in the post-biblical period. Modern
Hebrew also encodes reflexivity in the morpho-
logical verbal patterns of hitpa‘el (commonly)
and nif‘al (rarely), as in Biblical Hebrew and
unlike in Mishnaic Hebrew, where the reflexive
is almost exclusively encoded in the syntactic
construction of a transitive verb and inflected
reflexive pronoun ‘esern ‘self’ (— Binyanim:
Modern Hebrew). The functional distinction
between reflexives expressed in verbal mor-
phology and in those expressed by syntactic
constructions in Modern Hebrew occasionally
results in semantic differentiation e.g., 92N
XY maxar ‘asmo ‘(he) sold himself’ versus
22NN hitmaker ‘(he) became addicted’.

7. IMPERSONAL CONSTRUCTIONS
(— Impersonal Constructions)

Impersonalization is associated with agency
defocusing and generalization of habitual states
of affairs, or, rather, with lack of a distinct (indi-
viduated, referential) subject. Different con-
structions ranging on a descending cline from
3rd person plural active to passive and middle
voice are employed for denoting an action of an
unspecified agent (Taube 2007; Berman 20171).
In addition, there is a paradigm consisting of
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different parts of speech for weather, circum-
stantial (‘thetic’) predicates, and modal and
evaluative predicates of syntactically, morpho-
logically, and lexically mixed groups, lacking
pronominal and number marking (known in
Hebrew literature as 1" xagam, an acronym
for "M Q13 70N xaser guf u-min ‘lacking person
and number’, suggested by Rosén 1977a:220).
Unlike their restricted occurrence in Bibli-
cal Hebrew, impersonal passives in 3rd per-
son singular are common in Modern Hebrew,
generally as a more formal alternative to their
active-voice plural-verb counterparts. They can
be derived from transitive as well as from
intransitive verbs, e.g., 12 910 8 lo yesulax lo
‘he will not be forgiven (lit. ‘[it] will not be for-
given to him’)’; PINA NR NUIWY VOMA huxlat
lesanot ’et ha-xoq ‘(it) was decided to change
the law’ / NIW PAnW ©OMA buxlat Se-ha-xoq
yesune (it) was decided that the law would/will
be changed’. In some fixed expressions, such as
huxlat ‘decided’ above, the impersonal passive
preserves the verb-governed preposition, e.g.,
59 VYN buxlat ‘al ‘it has been decided upon’.
The 3rd person masculine plural of an active-
voice verb is the unmarked construction for
denoting a depersonalized discourse stance in
standard Modern Hebrew. Unlike the imper-
sonal passive and middle voice, 3rd plural
impersonals express agentivity, i.e., they refer
to the action of a presupposed but indetermi-
nate human agent (Taube 2007:280), e.g., 1071
nan nR hbarsu et ha-bayit ‘they demolished/
destroyed the house’ versus ©371 N'an ha-bayit
neberas ‘the house was destroyed’. Past tense
is associated with more specific information,
whereas the use of the timeless or habitual
present or of the irrealis mood typically reflects
a generalized point of view, e.g., XY DMWY DX
03 %im Sotim lo nobagim ‘if (when) you drink
(3mpl impersonal) you don’t drive (3mpl)’.
The paradigm of modals and evaluatives
(0"an xagam) is one of the most dynamic and
heterogeneous paradigms prevalent in Modern
Hebrew. Consider, for example, an evalua-
tive, subjectless, finite verb like manb jaxyn
me‘asben lexakot ‘(it’s) annoying to wait’.
Some of these predicates take only infinitival
complements, e.g., -1 WA W yes lehamsix
be- “(it is) necessary to go on with...’, while
others take as complement only substantiv-
ized -W Se- clauses, e.g., RIARW [2N™ yitaxen
Se2avo (it is) likely that I'll come’. When the
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experiencer role (frequently with evaluatives,
rarely with modals) is involved, it invariably
appears in the dative T°08n% 5 5an xaval li
lebafsid (it’s) a pity if I lose (lit. ‘pity to me to
lose’)’. Insertion of non-lexical (expletive) i
ze ‘it’ is confined to more colloquial registers,
e.g., I NR YWY mn 5 wiann nr ze birgis
li muzar lismoa* et ze ‘it felt strange to me to
hear that’. A subset of subjectless predicates
includes one-term sentences consisting of a
noun and suffixed pronoun, e.g., RT5 77PN
370 tafgidxa lid og la-seder “(it’s) your duty to
worry about (i.e., take care of) order’ (Rosén
1977a:218-222; Kuzar 2000).

8. GRAMMATICALIZATION OF
FuncTtioNn WORDS
(— Grammaticalization)

Modern Hebrew has developed pronominal
determiners (adjectives) which did not exist
earlier and has also reanalyzed some inherited
nominal and adverbial adjuncts. The bound
accusative 3rd person MR oto (and its other 3rd
person counterparts), which functioned in Rab-
binic Hebrew as an anaphoric demonstrative
pronoun (e.g., DTR 1R oo *adam ‘that man’),
has been reanalyzed in Modern Hebrew (possi-
bly under the influence of European languages)
as a signifier of intense identification, conveying
the meaning of ‘that very, self same’, e.g., "N"p
aWNN MR ganiti *oto maxsev ‘1 bought the
same computer’. The object marker NR ’et may
be added regardless of the apparent duplication
that results, and even with no definite article
-N ha- (the definite article is optional), e.g.,
awnn(n) MR DR NP ganiti et “oto (ha-)
maxsev ‘I bought that same computer’, and in
colloquial usage ToW 12 2WNN 1M NP gan-
iti *oto maxsev kmo Selxa ‘I bought the same
computer as yours’. Yet, its original meaning as
an anaphoric demonstrative still prevails in the
standard written language (Agmon-Fruchtman
1982:20; Glinert 1989:97).

An innovation of Modern Hebrew is the
adjective M1 ka-ze composed of -2 ke- ‘as’
incorporating the definite article and N7 ze
‘this (one)’ (fs NN ka-zot, cpl NHNRI ka-ele)
meaning ‘such’ (possibly inspired by European
languages), e.g.,. At N'2 bayit ka-ze [/ N*2 M2
ka-ze bayit ‘such a house’. Any preposition can
be applied to it, even another -2 ke- ‘as’, which
results in duplication (Rosén 19772a:44-53;
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Agmon-Fruchtman 1982:78-79, 81-82). In collo-
quial discourse, noninflected 7123 ka-ze void
of deictic content is employed on the supra-
sentential level, as a lexical hedge, and as a
quotative (Ziv 1998; Maschler 20071).

Another innovation of Modern Hebrew, a
result of grammaticalization, is the adverbial
1R ke“ilu “as if, like’, composed of -2 ke-
‘as’ and counterfactual ¥R ’ilu ‘if’. Unlike
R *ilu, 1R ke-ilu does not require a modal
tense, e.g., mann RIA(W) 1R snn NN
hu mitnabeg ke-ilu (Se-)bu ha-menabel ‘he is
behaving like (lit. ‘as if [that]’) he were (lit. ‘is’)
the chief manager’. In colloquial language it is
also encountered as an independent clause of
sarcastic meaning, e.g., 12 DAR 1R ke-ilu
Yixpat lab ‘as if she cares’ [~ she doesn’t not
care]. ¥9°R2 ke-ilu features prominently in some
speakers’ colloquial discourse, most frequently
for sustaining the speaker-hearer link (similar
to ‘like’ in English), especially for hedging,
self-rephrasal, focus-marking, and quotation
(Maschler 2001; 2009:127-170).

The word 5922 bi-xlal lit. “in general’ is an
example of the pragmatization of an inher-
ited conjunct. In Mishnaic Hebrew it con-
noted ‘including, inclusive’. In spoken Modern
Hebrew it evolved into an emphatic determiner,
e.g., as an emphatic negative determiner 89 8’11
PAWY 5903 nyIv bi lo yoda‘at bi-xlal lesaxeq
‘she doesn’t know at all how to act (theatrical)’.
Unlike English at all, in colloquial Hebrew it
also occurs in positive constructions, e.g., X171
nonen 5523 xn R PORW bu yisreeli? lo,
bu bi-xlal mi-sarfat ‘Is he Israeli? No, he is
actually from France’ (Migron 2005).

9. SUBORDINATE CLAUSES

Encoding a relative clause (— Relative Clause)
with a freely movable resumptive (retrospec-
tive) pronoun is a notable feature of Modern
Hebrew, for example 12 NiNannw e ha-
siyur Se-hitbonanta bo ‘the painting that you
looked at (lit. ‘at it’)’, or, alternatively, 21"%n
nmann aw  ba-siyur Se-bo  hitbonanta lit.
‘the painting at which you looked’. The asyn-
detic construction (lacking formal subordina-
tion) NANANN 12 WA ha-siyur bo hitbonanta
represents standard formal language (Reshef
2004). Subject-relatives are occasionally real-
ized with an embedded subject pronoun, e.g.,
Pan &Y ,0om 72 52 ANRW ,ANR D) gam Cata,
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Seata kol kax xaxam, lo mevin lit. ‘even
you, that you are so smart, don’t understand’.
A direct object resumptive pronoun is regu-
larly omitted in Hebrew (it is encoded only in
cases where clarity calls for it). However, in
some cases even other resumptive pronouns
are omitted, in particular time adverbial pro-
nouns (already attested in Biblical Hebrew),
e.g., " N20W OPA YW e Hipadb oarn
mwn mwyd (3a) MRN xayavim lifol lifne
Se-yagia“ ha-yom Se-kvar yibhye meuxar (bo)
la‘asot masebu ‘we should act before we reach
the day (on which) it will already be too late to
do something’. Infrequently, in casual usage,
some other oblique pronouns are omitted, e.g.,
RN RY (N2) wAnwnw nown ba-Sita
Se-histamasnu (bah) lo matima ‘the system that
we used (it) isn’t appropriate’ (Maschler 20171;
for a generative framework Doron 1982; Borer
1984). The Biblical relativizer WK aser ‘who,
which’ features only in higher registers in Mod-
ern Hebrew, and so does -1 ha- preceding a par-
ticiple form (in Biblical Hebrew -7 ha- is also
found, albeit rarely, as a relativizer of verbs
in the past form), e.g., X2 O™ AN DVITIVON
ha-studentim ha-lomdim kan ‘the students who
are studying here’.

Content clauses (— Content Clause) in Modern
Hebrew function in four syntactic roles: subject,
predicate, attribute, and object (Biblical Hebrew
has no content clauses in the predicate role, while
content clauses in the subject and attributive roles
are rare), e.g., substantivized subject clause 772w
a1 8Y R ‘uvda Se-bu lo nivxar ‘it is a fact/
the fact is that he was not elected’; substantivized
predicate clause DO PRW K7 7WAN ha-be‘aya
hi se2en heskem ‘the problem is that there is no
agreement’. Content clauses of these types are
in common use in Arabic-influenced Medieval
Hebrew, however, it seems that their modern use
was inspired by the contact-languages of revived
Hebrew (Zewi 2009).

In standard formal language subordinating
-W $e- is replaced by "3 ki, e.g., MownNn WK
DIOAA DR WR RY 2 WO 10§ ha-memsala
ta‘an ki lo ’iser ’et ha-heskem ‘the Prime min-
ister claimed that he did not approve/had not
approved the agreement’. Replacing -W $e- by
"] ki is possible only with a content clause. It
is not licensed with a relative clause (Landau
1976; Kogut 1984).

Adverbial clauses are introduced by vari-
ous function-words (of time, location, manner,
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etc.) subordinated by -W Se-, e.g. IWpPNN KRIN
MR WIDW N YR bu bitqaser eleba’axare
Se-pagas ’otab ‘he called her after (lit. ‘after
that’) he met her’. In standard language in some
rare cases the conjunction -1 ve- ‘and’ is favored
over normative -W Se- for subordination, e.g.,

/PN 301/ 3DW INRA 12 WANWRY PRen
lebistames bo meaxar Se-pag / u-fag togpo ‘it
should not be used since (lit. ‘since that’ / ‘since
and’) its validity has expired’.

The linking of a subordinate clause to a
preceding preposition frequently requires the
nucleus of a constituent devoid of semantic
content referring to the content of the clause,
e.g., cataphoric elements such 72 kax ‘so’, n1
ze ‘this/that’, or words with a very general
semantic content, such as N72W wuvda ‘fact’,
e.g., DI0NW 722 be-xax Se-hiskim ‘by having
agreed (lit. “in that [he] agreed”)’; n72wn 5532
0207w biglal ha-‘wvda Se-hiskim ‘because of
having agreed (lit. ‘because of the fact that
[he] agreed’)’ (these elements are termed ‘space
words’ in Ornan 1971).

Subordinative conjunctions
tions) with wh-words (interrogatives), such as
Na'R efo ‘where and "N matay ‘when’ are not
part of traditional Hebrew syntax (the use of
antecedent interrogatives with the subordina-
tor -W Se- is available only for "1 mi ‘who’ and
11 ma ‘what’). Instead, nouns which belong to
the lexical domain of the interrogative word
are preferred, e.g., -W YW1 be-sa‘a Se- ‘when,
while’, -w 0WpNA be-maqom Se- ‘where’. In
colloquial language, however, -W Se- appears
also adjacent to adverbial interrogatives. A
construction of interrogatives with the subor-
dinator -w $e- and &% lo ‘no’ as a generalizing
enclitic devoid of negating meaning is an inno-
vation of Modern Hebrew (probably due to
Slavic influence), e.g., IMR IR 721 ROV 8D
le<an Se-lo nelex yiru >otanu ‘wherever we go
(lit. “‘wherever we won’t go’), they will see us’
(Rosén 1977b:73, 229).

(— Conjunc-

10. TENSES

The opposition between the verb forms in
Modern Hebrew is essentially temporal (pres-
ent, past, future), except for the imperative.
Past and future tense agree with the gram-
matical subject in number, gender, and person.
Past tense has suffix conjugation (qatal forms),
while future tense has predominantly prefix
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conjugation (yiqtol forms). Present tense is
construed in the participle form. It agrees with
the grammatical subject only in number and
gender. Unlike the situation in European lan-
guages, the tense system of Modern Hebrew
lacks specific forms for expressing relative
tenses. Thus Hebrew does not require sequence
of tenses, but instead there is embedding of the
‘absolute’ time of the situation (as opposed to
the speaker’s situation), e.g., "NAWnN 2 "NRY’ R
WpPNNW lo yasati ki xasavti Se-titqaser ‘1 didn’t
go out because I thought you would call’ (Shar-
vit 2008).

11. THE PARTICIPLE
(— Participle)

The participle, in both its active and pas-
sive forms, though morphologically nominal,
is tense-characterized and is not exclusively
nominal, though it retains nominal and sub-
stantivized functions (for the development of
the present tense see Gordon 1982; Zewi and
Reshef 2009). Unlike the past and future forms,
it is not inflected for person, but for gender and
number alone. The tense formed with a partici-
ple is unmarked for time and modality (similar
to the Greek aorist; Rosén 1977b:194-193). It
can refer to the speaker’s present, but may also
refer to the future or past depending on what
is implied by the adverbial complement, e.g.,
DY2ANY NN NN maxar anaxnu ‘ozvim ‘we are
leaving tomorrow’. As a descriptive historical
present it features in narrative-historical texts,
and in telling jokes, conveying a dramatic, emo-
tional dimension. In spoken language active
participles in the impersonal form of the 3rd
person plural co-occur frequently in modal
functions (— Optative Expressions).

One of the distinctive features of Modern
Hebrew is the remarkable extension of passive
participle forms (— Passive), crucially in the pat-
terns of mefo‘al and mufal, which refer not to
the result of an action, but to the noun associated
with the verb, or are denominative in the first
place, e.g., VMO NN t’ur meforat ‘a detailed
(=with details) description’; n¥awn n¥yN
xulsa mesubeset ‘checkered shirt’. Modern
Hebrew also utilizes mefo‘al and mufal to
denote an activity or process that occurs in the
present, e.g., WTIN 92 nabmn 8N0'01 ha-sisma
muxlefet kol xodes ‘the password is changed
every month’. The actional passive participles
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of mefo‘al and muf al are employed to denote
deliberate and resultative actions or states,
whereas the equivalent forms of middle-passive
nifal and hitpa‘el are employed to denote ongo-
ing actions, and are not marked as deliberate
actions (— Binyanim: Modern Hebrew), e.g.,
1992 a5nnn Yarn ha-seva” mitxalef ba-layla
‘the color changes at night’. Also, as opposed
to other adjectival forms, mefo‘al and mufal
denote the result of an action, e.g., PN xazaq
‘strong’—pPNNN mexuzaq ‘strengthened’ (Rosén
1956; Doron 1999; Taube 2009).

12. MODALITY AND ASPECT

The loss of Biblical Hebrew morphological
distinctions (of the jussive and cobortative) is
compensated in Modern Hebrew by lexical
and syntactic means (— Optative Expressions).
Modal ways of expression often interact with
the domain of tense/aspect. The common strat-
egy to mark the optative (wish, desire, hope) is
by employing the subordinating particle -W se-
attached to a future form indicating a potential
tense, e.g., TV ,A10 fov, Se-yelex ‘okay, he
may go’. The most common lexical expression
for denoting a wish is -w 8O halevay Se-
‘were it that’ (Rabbinic Hebrew inheritance).
The simple future is marked as optative or as a
mitigated demand in formal language, e.g., Y87
TINYY IR (RY) yo'el (na) adoni laamod “will
you, Sir (lit. ‘will he, my lord’), be so kind as
to stand up’.

In directives, e.g., speech-acts of request, sug-
gestion, instruction, permission, and the like,
the infinitive construct (with -5 le-) is currently
employed, e.g., ¥™ar5 &Y (R3) (na) lo lebaf-
ria” “(please) do not disturb’; ?7nn R12% lavo
maxar? ‘shall 1 come (lit. ‘to come’) tomor-
row?’. In some fixed expressions an infinitival
form or a nominal form of the verb suffixed
with a possessive pronoun denoting the object
participant is employed to convey the modal
meaning ‘I/we want to’, e.g., TVI9 lehazkirxa
‘as a reminder (lit. ‘to remind you’)’; TP T
l-idi‘atxa “for your information’. Interrogatives
such as 0% lama ‘why’ followed by a subor-
dinating particle and negator, are employed in
spoken language in speech-acts such as giving
advice, making suggestions, and posing rhetori-
cal questions, e.g., >nwonh Ren 85w nnY lama
Se-lo tese le-xufsa? ‘why don’t you not take
a vacation?’. Participles are also feasible for
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expressing modality, e.g., MWwA "5 00121 R
lo nixnasim bli resut ‘you don’t (=you should
not) enter without permission’. Periphrastic
constructions are utilized as well, e.g., employ-
ing the composite past tense W3y YR "N
AT193 bayiti oxel ‘axsav glida 1 would (like to)
eat now an ice cream’. The complex form of "1
haya ‘was’ and present participle in expressions
such as §*TYn / wpan / nyn / Avm nnn bayiti
rose / me‘unyan | mevaqes / ma‘adif ‘I would
like / be interested / ask / prefer’ is common to
mark the optative and mitigated requests.

There are also lexico-syntactic constructions
for urging or challenging (equivalents to the
Biblical Hebrew cohortative), e.g., 23 1an
hava nelex (formal register) or 791 K12 bo nelex
‘let’s go’s M ,AN™P gadima, holxim lit.
‘forward, going (us)’; 79 ,AN™P gadima, lex
‘forward march, get going’. Coordinated verbs
with an initial depleted motion verb in syndetic
(with the conjunction -1 ve-) or asyndetic con-
struction are another lexico-syntactic strategy,
e.g., PR 112701 125 lexu (ve-)tedabru’ito ‘go
(cpl) (and) talk (cpl) with him’.

Grammatical  aspect is inflectionally
unmarked (— Aspect: Modern Hebrew; Aspec-
tual Markers). Thus, Modern Hebrew utilizes
the tripartite temporal system for modal-
aspectual meanings, usually combined with
inherited lexical adverbs. Out of the Rabbinic
Hebrew modal-aspectual periphrastic system
Modern Hebrew makes extensive use only of
N haya ‘to be’ in the past + present parti-
ciple. However, whereas in Rabbinic Hebrew
this periphrastic construction denotes a state
(— Syntax: Rabbinic Hebrew), in Modern
Hebrew it regularly marks the habitual past
(besides its modal-counterfactual function).
Habitual action may also be expressed, how-
ever, by the simple past, e.g., / Y"1 10 KN
OuMRA P13 93 YR bu baya magia‘ | higia©
kol boger be-ofanayim ‘he used to arrive every
morning with bicycles’. When used with stative
verbs, e.g., TN8 paxad ‘to fear, be afraid’, it
is interpreted as an actualization of a dura-
tive state viewed as frequentative (Boneh and
Doron 2008; 2010).

The future form is employed to denote habit-
ual action, subjective assumption, or general
truth (typically referring to an indefinite or
generic subject), e.g., WpyNno 7w yawn po
2 raq mesuga yamsix lebit‘ages kax ‘only a
crazy person would go on insisting like that’;
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TR IN2WT APT MINKRY TR 1737 00—0InT
yedu‘anim—hem yedabru “itxa ve-axare daqa
yiskexu mimxa ‘celebrities—they will talk to
you and in a minute they will forget about you’.

In journalese and narrative style, the future
form is frequently employed as a relative tense
to denote a terminal point in a sequence of
events in the past (attested in Biblical Hebrew,
but possibly inspired by European languages),
e.g., NaAY2 PAW ANdND TN YW A AT
Twnb bR 0w diburab baya yasir ve-rax,
txuna Se-raq ka-‘avor Sanim ’elmad leha‘arix
‘her speaking was direct and tender, a trait
which only years later I would learn to appreci-
ate’. The near future is expressed by adverbs,
e.g., AP be-qarov ‘soon, in a short time’,
or by depleted verbs, crucially TnY ‘amad ‘to
be about to (lit. ‘to stand’)’ and 797 halax ‘to
be going to (lit. ‘to go’)’ in the participle or
past form plus infinitive, e.g., Y315 TP KN
hu ‘omed lehagia® ‘he is about to arrive’; On
ned 0N hem holxim lenaseax ‘they are
going to win’. The Rabbinic Hebrew nominal
expressions TNY ‘atid ‘future’ and MY safuy
‘expected’ are employed in formal language to
express a forecasted event, e.g., N7 Ma% NN
QW3 maxar safuy laredet gesem ‘tomorrow rain
is expected (lit. ‘expected to fall’)’. Periphrastic
constructions comprised of a depleted verb and
a noun are frequently utilized to connote the
lexical character of the action (Aktionsart),
such as inchoative or ingressive, e.g., apni
AT nitqaf xarada ‘got anxious’; PAR NYYN
he‘ela *avaq ‘became dusty’; NN 0N xataf
tnuma ‘took a nap’ (calque from Yiddish).
Constructions inherited from Rabbinic Hebrew
incorporating an infinitival verb adjacent to a
finite verb with a lexically adverbial meaning
are widespread, typically in literally language,
e.g., 190% 1377 hirba lesaper ‘used to tell a
lot (lit. ‘increased to tell’)’; or with consecutive
verbs the first one usually of adverbial meaning,
e.g., MR 90 hosif ve’amar ‘said again (lit.
‘added and said’ = ‘went on saying’)’. Another
lexico-syntactic strategy for conveying aspec-
tual meaning is the use of pairs of synonyms
or near-synonyms (bendiadys), e.g., to denote a
perfective/resultative event 111'R3 o931 ne‘elam
ve-enenu ‘(he) disappeared (lit. ‘[he] disap-
peared and is not’)’ (Tzivoni 1993a).

Modern Hebrew employs different mor-
phemes and constructions in conditional clauses
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(— Conditional Clause). The realis conditional
is encoded with the conjunction OR ’im “if,
whether’. When future forms occur in both pro-
tasis (conditional) and apodosis (consequent),
the reference is to something that may happen;
when past forms are employed, the reference
is to something that conceivably might have
occurred, and when encoded in the present, the
referemce is to a general truth. The counterfac-
tual (irrealis) construction is comprised of the
conjunction 198 *ilu /19 lu “if’ (negative RN
ilule | RN lule) plus simple past in the protasis
and composite past tense in the apodosis, e.g.,
15 00 0 YT Y /R il / lu yada't,
hayiti mesaper lexa if 1 had known, I would
have told you’. A simple past in the apodosis
is very rare, and is commonly restricted to the
verb 937 yaxol ‘can’, e.g., ,2131 TOOAY TN
Dpa mwnw R yaxolti lebafsid ha-kol, ’ilu
Sama‘ti be-qolo ‘I could have lost everything, if
I had listened to him’. In less formal language,
it is common to use the composite past in both
parts of the construction, or even replace the
counterfactual conjunction 19'R ’ilu / 19 lu with
OR ’im. Asyndetic pseudo-conditionals of verb-
initial order are widely prevalent in juristic
register, e.g., 5ap" ,INAWAA DR Tnbnn Sva
NN 1802 NR bitel ha-talmid et harsamato,
yeqabel °et kaspo xazara ‘should the student
cancel his registration, he will get his money
back’ (Bar 2001; 2003).

13. WORD ORDER

In contrast to Biblical Hebrew, which is clas-
sified typologically as a Verb-Subject (VS) lan-
guage, Modern Hebrew has evolved into a
Subject-Verb-Object (SVO) language in terms
of basic (i.e., unmarked) word order. This
change is clearly felt not only in the spo-
ken language, but also in written and formal/
literary registers. However, Modern Hebrew
allows, and in some cases requires, sentences
which are predicate-initial, and like in classical
Hebrew, noun modifiers (adjectives, determin-
ers, and noun adjuncts) follow the head noun,
and in genitive relation the possessee noun
precedes the possessor. VS or rhematic order is
generally the unmarked order in the following
cases (commonly with indefinite subject and
unaccusative verb): (a) existentials: QW3 T
yored gesem ‘it is raining’; with verbs denoting
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occurrence, e.g., 01 71IpP gara nes ‘a miracle
occurred’; statements of existential possession
(involving the verboids @’ yes and 'R ‘en),
e.g., M"1an 5 w7 yes li mexonit ‘I have a car’;
(b) assertion of generic situations, e.g., %19
WO parsa se‘ara ‘a storm erupted’; (c) asser-
tion of physical conditions, e.g., 231 "9 a81D
ko’ev li ha-gav ‘my back aches’; (d) modal
(evaluative/volitive) expressions, e.g., X171 WA
85 tipes hu lo ‘stupid he is not’; 120N PN
M me‘anyen ba-sipur ha-ze ‘this story is inter-
esting’; 101 WIIT darus nisayon ‘experience is
required’; (e) phraseological expressions, e.g.,
PN 53 noaR Cafsa kol tiqua “all hope was
lost’; (f) announcing and setting down rules,
e.g., -1 1337 DR OTR M &Y lo yaxane *adam
>et rixbo be- ‘a man shall not park his vehicle
in...”. Subjects in VS word-order tend fre-
quently to lose subject-verb agreement and
nominative case, typically in colloquial speech,
e.g., MONW 15 ORNN matim lax $imla “a dress
(fs) suits (ms) you’; Mp'wi 1 Y0 magia“ lo
nesiqa ‘he deserves a kiss (lit. ‘arrives [ms] to
him a kiss [fs]’)’ (Kuzar 2002; 2005).

As stated above, like in classical Hebrew,
noun modifiers—adjectives, determiners, and
noun adjuncts—follow the head noun. In geni-
tive constructions the possessee noun precedes
the possessor. A deviation from this order
occurs only in new compounds where the first
constituent is interpreted as a ‘semantic prefix’
(see §2 above).

Various fronting operations allow for change
of focus or topicalization of a non-subject
element. Among these marked orders are
constructions of extraposition (topicalization,
right/left dislocation, — Extraposition) and
cleft-sentences  (focalization, rhematization)
(— Word Order).

In extrapositional sentences the expressive
‘subject’ (theme) is fronted (Schwarzwald 1976;
Bar 2004), e.g., o83 DRiNa DT DT
DR 305 WaR yeladim Se-gdelim bi-tna’im
ka-ele efsar lehavin >otam ‘children who grow
up in such conditions—one can understand
them’; or in rear extraposition ,J5W D731 Mt
PN ze ba-dam Selo, ha-musiqa ‘it is in his
blood, (the) music’.

For the purposes of extraposition of the
lexical component of the predicate Modern
Hebrew employs a paronomastic construction
of infinitive with -5 le- + finite verb (tautologi-
cal infinitive, Goldenberg 1998c), e.g., NNXH
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AR DINVIRA DA AT NRY laset yasati ba-
zman, *aval ha-otobus ’exer ‘1 left on time (lit.
‘to leave I left’), but the bus was late’. A similar
construction of extraposed infinitive prevailed
in Rabbinic Hebrew and is widespread in Yid-
dish (— Yiddish Influence on Hebrew).

Cleft sentences (— Cleft Sentence) are com-
mon in Modern Hebrew, unlike in previous
strata of the language. When the focalized (rhe-
matized) element is a noun it may be preceded
by the demonstrative Nt ze (and its feminine
and plural parallels), e.g., VAp"w R'WiIA A7 ze
ha-nasi se-yigba“ ‘it is the president who will
decide’; or it may be followed by a 3rd personal
pronoun, sometimes along with a demonstra-
tive pronoun. Otherwise, non-lexical 17 ze ‘it,
this’ is employed, e.g., NRTD R'AW 17p2 P71 M
ze raq ba-‘erev Se-hi ka-zot ‘it is only in the
evening that she is like that’. Lack of agreement
between the rhematized pronoun and the verb
in the substantivized clause occasionally occur,
e.g., PORAW M IR RY o ’ani ze Se-bifsiq ‘it
is not I who stopped (3ms)’. Furthermore, the
substantivized clause may be asyndetic, (form-
ing imperfectly transformed cleft sentences,
Goldenberg 1998b), e.g., 211 AR N ANKR M
ze’ata siyarta’et ze? is it you (who) painted it?’
(Wertheimer 2001; Bar 2009).

14. NEGATION
(— Negation)

Whereas in Classical Hebrew the negator of
nonverbal predicates is mainly 'R en, in Mod-
ern Hebrew it is standard to use &% lo. Only
for existentials and possessive clauses is 'R en
obligatory. The choice between &% lo and 'R *en
before nominals and participles depends on the
stylistic level of the text. In highly literary style it
is not recommended to use the compound form
of 'R ’en + personal pronoun, e.g., 3R NI

N2 WK / hu ’enenu /’eno ba-bayit ‘he is not
(3ms) at home’, but rather its bare form, e.g., 'R
"33 N7 ’en bu ba-bayit. The canonical negator
in modals is 98 ’al, e.g., Ton 9& ’al telex ‘don’t
g0’; MaW1 98 *al niskax “let us not forget’; or HR
mawh WY ’al lanu liskoax ‘we (dative) should
not forget’, and rarely in nominal form raRT 58
’al de'aga ‘no worry (= ‘don’t worry’)’. However,
89 [o and PR ’en are also present in modals, e.g.,
wn 85wse-lo taez ‘don’t you dare’; P15 TR
’en lebikana “we should not surrender/give up’.
Additionally, there are negated verbs in the
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future that have evolved into modal expressions,
e.g., JAR" &Y lo yeamen ‘unbelievable’ (Glinert
19825 Tzivoni 1993b).

A notable feature of Modern Hebrew is the
use of doubly negated constructions, crucially
with originally positive nouns which evolved
into negative expressions. Such are: 092 klum
‘nothing (lit. ‘something’)’, QY2 R ’af pa‘am
‘never (lit. ‘even once’)’, TNR R ’af ’exad
‘nobody (lit. ‘even one’)’, and their cognates.
The above negative noun phrases interact with
the canonical negators, e.g., X1 KXY TNR g8
’af >exad lo ba ‘nobody came (lit. ‘nobody did
not come’)’. The response in an exchange such
as D192 12 PIYWY NN iR A: ma ‘asita? B: klum
(instead of D192 RY lo klum) ‘A: What have
you done? B: Nothing’ is thus considered as
an elliptical negation (Levy 2008). In negative
polarity contexts with indefinite nouns the con-
struction may imply ‘not even’, e.g., *N3an K9
15N lo hevanti mila ‘I didn’t understand (even)
a (single) word” (literal reading ‘I didn’t under-
stand a word’) (Sharvit 2008). Illogical nega-
tion is occasionally realized elsewhere as well,
e.g., 012N K5 0bwn 85w 1Y ad Se-lo tesalem
lo tikanes ‘you won’t get in unless you pay
(lit. “‘until you won’t pay you won’t get in’)’.
Modern Hebrew is thus considered a ‘negative
concord’ language. Slavo-Yiddish influence is
a possible explanation for this shift in Modern
Hebrew (Altbauer 1964:2—4).

15. ‘FREE’ DATIVE
CONSTRUCTIONS (= DATIVE)

Modern Hebrew exhibits traits of a dative-ori-
ented language (Berman 1982:35). This is man-
ifested by an expansion of ‘free’ (non-valence,
non-lexical) dative clitics deployed for creat-
ing greater affective closeness between hearer,
speaker, and the message. Most conspicuous
is the use of ethical dative pronouns that are
not co-referential with any argument in the
sentence (absent from other periods of Hebrew,
and most likely due to Yiddish influence), e.g.,
15 nbn 150 ba-yeled xala lanu ‘the child got
sick on us (lit. ‘to us’)’; and likewise the use of
the subject co-referential dative pronoun, e.g.,
15 nyo1 VWA RN TAR O yom *exad hi pasut
nas‘a lab ‘one day she just (simply) left (lit. ‘to
her’) [~fancy that! | at her leisure]’. Both are
non-lexical datival pronouns functioning on
the suprasentential (pragmatic, illocution) level

719

(Halevy 2007; Al-Zahre and Boneh 20710).
The modern usage of the subject-coreferential
dative pronoun is most likely a reinvention of
the construction found on a limited scale in
Biblical Hebrew. Presumably, like the ethical
dative, it spread into Modern Hebrew through
the Yiddish-Slavic substrate languages of the
first generation of speakers of Modern Hebrew.
Due to similar motivation is the increasing
preference for possessive datives employed to
mark the speaker’s stance regarding the effect
on the possessor, e.g., 7MY 1Y 10323 nixnesu
lah la-xeder ‘they entered into her (lit. ‘entered
to her’) room [~‘she didn’t want them to’]’.
Noteworthy is also the preference for dative
marking of the experience role, e.g., 139 DRN3
nint’as lanu ‘we are sick of (it) (lit. loathsome
to us’)’. The preference for dative marking is
often so strong that the ordinary non-dative
option seems the marked one, having a some-
what different interpretation. Furthermore, as
in many European languages, in the unmarked
word order there is a preference for dative-first
ordering, unlike in Classical Hebrew (Mishor

1994).

16. CHANGES IN VALENCY AND
CASE-MARKING OF
ROLE-PARTICIPANTS

Unergative and unaccusative verbs are occa-
sionally subject to transitivization in standard
Modern Hebrew depending on the vantage
point from which the event is presented, e.g.,
DIRA DR NMY Saxiti et ha-agam ‘1 swam
the (whole) lake’ (versus DiR2 ba-’agam ‘in the
lake’); 91727 NR VY2 PRWN WYY ha-Saxqan
ba‘at et ha-kadur la-sa‘ar “The player kicked
the ball into the goal’ (versus -2 VY2 ba‘at be-
‘kicked at’). Transitivization of unergatives/
unaccusatives is amply attested in commercial
advertising, e.g., 9p Y8 DOV tasim el ‘al ‘flying
EL AL’ (instead of 59 982 be-el ‘al ‘with EL
AL’) (Borochovsky 1988:21-26).

Modern Hebrew admits diathesis alterna-
tions in case-marking or semantic arguments
of a verb which leave the form of the verb
unchanged, but add to or change the meaning
of the verb. The case alternation of accusative
(PR ’et/) and non-accusative -1 be- ‘in’ is
maintained especially, but not only, in verbs
of contact by motion, e.g., 9ana Twn |7 dan
masax ba-xevel ‘Dan pulled on the rope’ (versus
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5ann nR et ha-xevel ‘the rope’). The alterna-
tive construction with -2 be- ‘in’ is the ‘marked’
one. It invokes a view from within, marking the
action as intensive and intentional, or rather as
imperfective and partitive. Furthermore, this
construction is a morphosyntactic device to
induce a metaphorical reading, e.g., WRWN MR
™82 121 ’or ha-semes hika be-fanav ‘the sun
light struck his face’ (Halevy 2007a).

A locative alternation is maintained in ‘spray’ /
’load’ verbs, e.g., DO™ / PR By par oo™ 17
Yaxa P DR dan rises et ha-seva® ‘al ha-qir /
rises ’et ha-qir be-seva® ‘Dan sprayed the color
on the wall / sprayed the wall with color’. The
‘marked’ construction is the one with the loca-
tion as a direct object complement, implying a
holistic effect (Halevy 2008b).

Modern Hebrew also retains the Biblical loc-
ative alternation of ‘swarm’ / ‘drip’ and related
verbs of abundance, e.g., / D3N PIW N
932 WY 0N ha-nabar Saras taninim /
taninim Sarsu ba-nabar ‘the river swarmed
with alligators / alligators swarmed in the
river’. In the initial subject-location alternate,
which is the ‘marked’ construction, the indefi-
nite complement (the agent) is realized in the
accusative-adverbial case, similar to the tamyiz
in Arabic (accusative of specification or limita-
tion). Namely, it specifies the subject-location
in terms of the content or substance that is
applied to it (Halevy 2008a).

The prepositions ™" 99 al yede /*1°2 b-ide ‘by’
introduces an agentive complement in the pas-
sive construction (this preposition is not found
in this function in previous strata of Hebrew)
in contrast to governed prepositions, which do
not precede agentive complements, e.g., NI
VOUPTIPR T Y AMMY ha-zameret luvta ‘al
yede ’aqordyonist ‘the singer was accompanied
by an accordionist’ versus 1°333 AN AW
TNPRA Siratab luvta bi-ngina be-agordyon
‘her singing was accompanied by the playing of
an accordion’ (Taube 1996).
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