THE
DEVELOPMENT
OF BIBLICAL
HEBREW
PREPOSITIONS

H. H. Hardy II

Ancient Near East Monographs
Monografias sobre el Antiguo Cercano Oriente

Society of Biblical Literature
Centro de Estudios de Historia del Antiguo Oriente (UCA)




THE DEVELOPMENT OF BIBLICAL HEBREW
PREPOSITIONS



ANCIENT NEAR EAST MONOGRAPHS

Jeftrey Stackert
Juan Manuel Tebes

Editorial Board:
Pablo R. Andifach
Jeffrey L. Cooley
Roxana Flammini
Lauren Monroe
Emanuel Pfoh
Andrea Seri
Bruce Wells

Number 28

SBL PRESS



THE DEVELOPMENT OF BIBLICAL HEBREW
PREPOSITIONS

By
H. H. Hardy II

SBL PRESS



BEM PRESS

Atlanta

Copyright © 2022 by H. H. Hardy II

All rights reserved. No part of this work may be reproduced or transmitted in any form
or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying and recording, or by
means of any information storage or retrieval system, except as may be expressly permit-
ted by the 1976 Copyright Act or in writing from the publisher. Requests for permission
should be addressed in writing to the Rights and Permissions Office, SBL Press, 825 Hous-
ton Mill Road, Atlanta, GA 30329 USA.

Library of Congress Control Number: 2022935202



In loving memory of
Kathryn Marie Hardy
24 June 1982—16 February 2017






TABLE OF CONTENTS

PIEIACE ... ottt XV
ADDIEVIATIONS ...ttt ettt ettt e e eteeeteeeteeeereeeaeeennes XVvii
TranSIEEIAtION .......cviieviiiie ettt ettt ettt et eteeeveeeaaeeveeeaeeeveenes XX1
TNEOAUCTION ...ttt ettt ettt e e e te e eaaeeenaeeane s 1
1. Grammaticalization Framework ............cccccoooiviiiviiiiiiiiieeie e 3
1.1. Towards a Definition .........cccoooieeiieiiiiie e e 3
1.2. Grammaticalization of Future Markers in English ..............cccccoeveiinn. 7
1.3. Issues in Grammaticalization TheOry .........cccocvevverieciereerieiieie e, 9
1.4. Lehmann’s SiX Parameters ..........ccccccvevvieeuieiieeoreeees e 17
1.5. Theoretical Framework for the Present Study ..........cccccoevvvvvinierrnnnn. 20
1.6. Studies of Grammaticalization in SEMItiC .........c.cevvrevrieereeeireerreeenenne. 26
1.7. MethOdOIOZY .....veoiiiieiieieieeeeeeee ettt 28
2. Biblical Hebrew Prepositions............ccieveriieienieeienieeieeieeieeeeeve e sae e 31
2.1. Overview of Semitic Prepositions ...........ccoceeeeereeienieeienieeieseeeeeeeenns 31
2.2. Classification of Hebrew Prepositions............ccceveeerieevenieeienieeieenenn, 32
3. The Development of Simple Prepositions ..........cccccveeveeeevieieerieieenieeienieeenns 37
BULANR PARAT ..ot 37
327AMR PAAMTC .o 52
3.3.‘7}__2!3 POSEL .ot 66
BUPR DOt 73
35D DAGAG .o e r e e e ee s 86
3.6.‘1'__713 BLCLED oottt reenes 91
37007 PACAT oottt b e et eneas 93
3.8TI MEZED. .o 94
3.9108 FIOKAN ..o 98
3.10.2%20 SDID oottt 102
31.3R0 FeGED ..o 106
BUA2DMD FARAL oottt 108

vii



viil DEVELOPMENT OF BIBLICAL HEBREW PREPOSITIONS

3.13. Other PrepoSitions.......cueieeverierieeieieeeesieeeeseeessesseesseseessessnessessnens 118
3.14. Overview of Simple Prepositions .........c.ccceeeveeeeriieeeneeceenieeienieeenns 120
4. Multi-Word Prepositions.........c.ccveevieierieerienieeiesieeeesieeseseesesreesesseesesseenns 123
4.1. Multi-Word Prepositions and Grammaticalization............ccccccceceeuenee. 123
4.2. Grammaticalization of Biblical Hebrew Multi-Word Prepositions.... 125
4.3. The Development of Multi-Word Prepositions ...........ccceceeveeveenennen. 125
4.4.‘7‘_7;:;1 DEGOLAL ...t 127
4.5.073 DAYOM.....oiiiiiiiiiic e 129
A4.6.M3YD DATEDUFT ... 133
4.77.3703 DIGETED ... 136
ABTUIND DOLOK . 140
49790 KOPT et 148
410,729 10DAG ... e 152
4.11 .'rj‘? LOVAG ..o 155
4.12.]1_]?_3':7 DOMAGAT .ot ee e e e e e 158
4.13.n;j'? JOTOKQN ... 163
B4 12Dl e 166
4.15.’;9‘? JIDRC oottt 169
A16.DRAPT LIGFAPL ... 175
417090 MUEYYOM oottt sttt ettt eneees 180
4. 182390 MUPPINE ...t 183
41997 DU CAIPEFER ..ottt 186
4205890 AL Pt 190
4.21. Other EXamPIEs......c.ccvevvieieriieieriieiesieeie sttt sre e sve e 194
4.22. Overview of Multi-Word Prepositions ...........cccceeveeverreevienreeneenneennn. 197
5. CONCIUSION .ottt ettt ettt e eteeeteeeveeetaeereesaeeeneeeaneens 201
5.1. Overview Of the StUAY .....coveviiieiicieieeeeeeeee e 201
5.2. Diachronic Change and Grammaticalization in Biblical Hebrew....... 202
5.3. Further IMplications...........cccoverieriieieriieieeeeieeeere et sie e 208
5.4. Suggestions for Future Studies ..........cceeevevieciinieniieiene e 222
BiblOZIAPNY .....viivieiiiiicieceeeee ettt 223
ANCIENt SOUICe INAEX .....ccviiiiiiciiicii e 239

Modern AUthOr INAEX........oooviiiiiiiecieeeeeee et 286



LI1ST OF FIGURES

Figure 1.1. Overlap Model.........cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 16
Figure 1.2. Parameters of GrammaticaliZation ............cccceververeerieieieencncneene 17
Figure 1.3, EXPanSIoN .......coeoueiiiiieieiieiceit ettt 25
Figure 1.4, Retraction........cceoueieieieiieiieiieieest s 26
Figure 3.1. Functional Developments of 2afiar..........cccoceoeoeniveiccnccninicne 50
Figure 3.2. Overlap Model for 2alar ............cocovoiiiiininineeeeeeeeeeeee 51
Figure 3.3. Semantic Map of 2a8ar..........ccooviviiiiniininieeeeeeeecee 51
Figure 3.4. Functional Developments of 2a/%7e .......ccccoveveienecieeiieicce 64
Figure 3.5. Overlap Model fOr 2QA7e ........coeiiviiinininieeeeeeeeeeee e 64
Figure 3.6. Semantic map Of PaAFe .......ccooceveiiiininiieseeeeeeeeeeee 65
Figure 3.7. Functional Developments of 2e5€l ..........ccooerevenieneieieieiecicce 72
Figure 3.8. Overlap Model for 2e$el.........cocooiiiiininieniiieeeeeeeeece e 73
Figure 3.9. Semantic Map Of 2651 .........ccooceriiiiininineneeeeeeeeeee e 73
Figure 3.10. Functional Developments of Her ..........ccoeveveieneieieieieecce 84
Figure 3.11. Overlap Model fOr Her ..........coeevivinininirieeeeeeeeeee e 84
Figure 3.12. Semantic Map of Der ........cccooeeeiirinininenieeeeeeeeeecee 85
Figure 3.13. Semantic Map of Bafad .........ccccvevvevuvecieieeciiiieieeeeeeeee e 91
Figure 3.14. Semantic Map Of €Iep .....ccuoevevvieieiieieeeeceeeeeee e 93
Figure 3.15. Semantic Map of #6Zed.........ccevviecveviieciiiieieceeieeeeeeee e 97
Figure 3.16. Functional Developments of 70k@h ............ccccvvvvevecvenieereriennn, 101
Figure 3.17. Overlap Model for 70K .........cccoveeeevveviiieiiiieeceeeeee, 101
Figure 3.18. Semantic Map of n0k@/ ...........ccoeveceevieciiieiiieeceeeeee e, 101

X



X DEVELOPMENT OF BIBLICAL HEBREW PREPOSITIONS

Figure 3.19. Functional Developments 0f s9DiD .........cccccvevvevveviecierieeieieeenn, 106
Figure 3.20. Overlap Model for SaDib.........ccevieeeereeieiieieceeieceee e 106
Figure 3.21. Semantic Map 0f $9DiD ........ccovevveviecieiieieiieieeeeeeeee e 106
Figure 3.22. Semantic Map of {egeb......c.covvevverieviiriieiiiieieceeieeeee e 108
Figure 3.23. Functional Developments of tahat ............cccoovvvveveeveneevenrienenn, 117
Figure 3.24. Overlap Model for taliat ...........c.ccoveeeevveviieeiiiieiecieeeeeieeenn, 117
Figure 3.25. Semantic Map of tafar .........ccoccevveeeeveeviiiieeiieieeeeeeeeie e, 118
Figure 3.26. Semantic Map of Der.......c.oocvviririiiiiiiiinieee e 119
Figure 4.1. Overlap Model for bigalal ..............c.ccoovveveeiceeciiiieieeieeeieieeenn, 128
Figure 4.2. Semantic Map of bigalal.............ccccoeeeevveveieeciiiieiecieeeieieeeenn, 128
Figure 4.3. Overlap Model for bayom...........ccccveeeviieceieeiiiieeceeeeeeieeen, 133
Figure 4.4. Semantic Map of Dayomi .........c.ccceevveeeivceeviiieiecieeceee e 133
Figure 4.5. Overlap Model for bagereb............covevivveviieeciiiieiecieeeveieeenn, 139
Figure 4.6. Semantic Map of DAGEereD ..........ccevveeeevvecieieeieseeeeeeeeeeve s 140
Figure 4.7. Functional Developments of bafok ...........cccoceeevevieerecvecieeieieeneenn, 147
Figure 4.8. Overlap Model for batok.........cocoevveevevieciiiieieiieeceeeeeeeen, 147
Figure 4.9. Semantic Map for Datok..........ccoeceevveceevieciiiieiecieeceeeeeee e, 148
Figure 4.10. Overlap Model for Aapi.........ccoevvevieciiiieciiiieiecieeceeeeee e, 151
Figure 4.11. Semantic Map of Aopi ........ccccvevvevieierieieieeieceeeeee e 151
Figure 4.12. Overlap Model for [oDad ..........c..ccoeevvveviieeciiiieiecieieeeeeeinn, 155
Figure 4.13. Semantic Map of 1obad............cccoovevvivieviiiieieiieeceeeee e, 155
Figure 4.14. Overlap Model for [ayad...........cccccoeeevveviiiieeciiiieecieeeeeeeen, 158
Figure 4.15. Semantic Map of 1oyad ............ccovveveeveeviiieieiieeceeeeeie e, 158
Figure 4.16. Functional Developments of loma$an ............ccccceveeeeenceencnnnn. 162
Figure 4.17. Overlap Model for [oma§an............cococvivinenencneiieeeeen, 162
Figure 4.18. Semantic Map of [omasian .........c..c.cocecevinineneneneieeeeee, 162
Figure 4.19. Functional Developments of lonokal ............ccccoveeveevecveevenneennnnn. 165
Figure 4.20. Overlap Model for [0n0kah.............cccoovvevivveeciiiieiecieeeeeieeen, 165

Figure 4.21. Semantic Map of Ionokah .........c..ccccoevveviieecieiiiecieeeieeeenn, 165



FIGURES Xi

Figure 4.22. Functional Developments of [opi.........ccccccovevvviveniecienieieieeenn, 168
Figure 4.23. Overlap Model fOr [api .......c.ccovevvevieciiiiiiiiieeceeeceeee e, 168
Figure 4.24. Semantic Map of Iopi........cccoeveveevieciiiieieieeieceeeceeee s 169
Figure 4.25. Functional Developments of lipne..........ccccceevvvvvevreceenieeieieeneenn, 174
Figure 4.26. Overlap Model for lipne ...........ccccovevevieviiieeieiiececeeeeeeeeenn, 174
Figure 4.27. Semantic Map of lipne..........cccccevveceevieeviiieieiieieeeeeeeie s 175
Figure 4.28. Overlap Model for ligrazt............ccoevvveveieecieiieiecieeeeeieeeenn, 179
Figure 4.29. Semantic Map of ligrazt ...........ccoovveeeevceeveieeceiieciecieeieeeeie e, 180
Figure 4.30. Overlap Model for miypom...........ccccuvvevivieeciiiiieiecieeeieieeenn, 183
Figure 4.31. Semantic Map of miyyont .........cc.cceeevcveviiceeneicieieceeeeeieeeeenn, 183
Figure 4.32. Functional Developments of mippane ...........cc.cccoeveeveveevenreennnnn. 186
Figure 4.33. Overlap Model for mippane.............cccccevvvvveviiceenecieeeeeieeenn, 186
Figure 4.34. Semantic Map of mippane ............ccccevvvevvieeceiieenecieeeeieieeenn, 186
Figure 4.35. Overlap Model for §al yerek ........coeeevvveviieeciiiieecieeeeeieeenn, 189
Figure 4.36. Semantic Map of (@l Yerek........coovvevvvieeviiciecieiieiecieeeeeieeeenns 189
Figure 4.37. Functional Developments of §al pi.........cccoceeevevvevecienieeieieennn, 192
Figure 4.38. Overlap Model for §al pi ......ccoeevevieienieiiieeeceeeceeeeee e, 192
Figure 4.39. Semantic Map of (@l pi......cccccvevveviecieviiciiiieieceeeceeeeeve s 193
Figure 4.40. Semantic Map of Da2Zepes.....couveveeveceiiieieiieieceeieceeie e 195
Figure 4.41. Semantic Map of Dafer ........cocoveviriiinininieeeeeeeeeee 196
Figure 4.42. Semantic Map of missad...........ccocveveveevieieecieiieiecieeeeee e, 197
Figure 5.1. Semantic Map Of 2aAar..........ccocvivoiiiniiiininieeeeeeeee, 203
Figure 5.2. Semantic Map Of 2aA7€ ......ccoocoveviiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee, 203
Figure 5.3. Functions of ?ahar in Standard Biblical Hebrew ..............ccccc...... 205
Figure 5.4. Functions of 2ahar in Late Biblical Hebrew ..........cccccccoeiennnenn. 205
Figure 5.5. Functions of ?ah“re in Standard Biblical Hebrew .............c........... 206
Figure 5.6. Functions of ?ah“re in Late Biblical Hebrew ...........cccccceoeineninn 206
Figure 5.7. Overlap Model of Pahar, 2ah‘re, and PoRor ..........ccocveevveevenenene. 208

Figure 5.8.

Evolution of Locative Expressions from Nominal Sources ........... 210






Li1ST OF TABLES

Table 2.1. Classification of Hebrew Prepositions...........ccoccveeveeeeniieeenieeeenneenen. 34
Table 3.1. Usage Comparison of 2afiar and 2alre ........cccccceeeeveevveceenreeceennnennn. 66
Table 3.2. Semantic Distribution of ben Usage Patterns ...........ccccceeevevreeeenennen. 85
Table 3.3. Comparison of Feminine- and Masculine-type plurals of sabib......102
Table 3.4. Nominal and Verbal Suffixed Forms of tahat ..........cccoovevvveenncn.n. 109
Table 3.5. Grammatical Outcomes from NOUNS ......c.ccccoveereerieineinecneennen. 121
Table 4.1. Complex Prepositions ..........ccceeveveerieriereerieieeieseesreeeereeeeseeeeenns 126
Table 4.2. Grammatical Outcomes from Preposition Phrases .............c.c.......... 198
Table 5.1. Ratio of Lexical Sources to Grammatical Outcomes...................... 211
Table 5.2. Tokens of Grammatical Outcomes without Lexical Sources........... 213
Table 5.3. Body Part SOUICES.........ccuevvieiiriieieie et 216
Table 5.4. LOCAtioN SOUICES.......c.coveerieirieirieinieinieteieneeieseeieseere e 217
Table 5.5. ODJECt SOUITES ...c.vevvieiieeierieiieitieeeste e seeeee e eseseeeseseeeseesaeseeseenns 219
Table 5.6. Relation SOUICES .......cccoccirieirieririeiniieeeneeeneeeeeeeee e 219
Table 5.7. ADSIact SOUICES ....c..cccrveuirieirieirieinieeeeeeeneeeeee e 220
Table 5.8. Verbal SOUICES .......ccccirieiriririiniiniienceeeeeeeeeecee e 220
Table 5.9. Locative FUnction SOUICES.........cc.covueeriririenieenieinieeneeneecnneecnene 221
Table 5.10. Directional Function SOUICES...........coeerirenieeneinecnieiniecneenene 222
Table 5.11. Temporal FUnction SOUICES ..........cceecveveeviereeierieieceere e 222

xiii






PREFACE

The present volume comprises more than a decade of research on grammati-
calization and the development of Biblical Hebrew prepositions. Various
components of this study were presented at three annual meetings of the So-
ciety for Biblical Literature in 2011, 2014, and 2017. These presentations and
the subsequent feedback from a number of scholars aided considerably in my
thinking and the development of the project.

I am profoundly indebted to Dennis G. Pardee, Rebecca Hasselbach, and
Salikoko Mufwene for their guidance. Many thanks to the magnanimous con-
tributions over the years from Pete Bekins, Drayton Benner, Samuel Boyd,
Aaron Butts, Andrew Dix, Brian Gault, Young Bok Kim, Matthew McAffee,
Jody Otte, Benjamin Thomas, Jacqueline Vayntrub, and many others. Thank
you, James Spinti, for your princely encouragement. Particular acknowledge-
ment is due Daniel Rodriguez who interacted substantively with this
investigation in personal communication and his own thesis (Rodriguez
2016).

Special thanks are in order to Jeffrey Stackert, who encouraged publish-
ing this work in the Ancient Near Eastern Monograph series, and Nicole L.
Tilford for curating the project with SBL Press. Two anonymous reviewers
provided beneficial comments and meticulous observations on the manu-
script. Calvin Jaffarian offered instrumental technical experience in creating
the graphics. Ms. Billie Goodenough assisted attentively with the final edit-
ing and type-setting.

The final submission was facilitated by a year-long sabbatical in 2019
granted by the trustees of Southeastern Seminary (Wake Forest, North Caro-
lina) and facilitated by the faculty and administration. I would also like to
thank an unnamed patron who provided a research grant in the summer of
2020.

Finally, this volume is dedicated to my late wife, Katy. Her steadfast
support—even in the most difficult days—is the reason the original study
was completed. It is with great sadness that she was not able to see this fin-
ished product. May her memory be a blessing for she is not forgotten.

XV






ABBREVIATIONS

The Leipzig glossing rules and conventions developed in consultation with the
Max Planck Institute (http://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-
rules.php), as much as possible, are used for the interlinear morpheme-by-mor-
pheme linguistic abbreviations.

1

2

3

ABS
ACCRD
ADJ
ADJP
ADV
ADVZ
AUX
BH
BEN
BTWN

CTA

CAUS
CJ

CJ ADV
COM
COMP
CSTR
DEM
DIR
DOM

first person

second person

third person

absolute state
accordantive
adjective

adjective phrase
adverb(ial)
adverbializer
auxiliary

Biblical Hebrew
benefactive

between function
common gender
Herdner, Andrée, ed. Corpus des tablettes en cunéiformes
alphabétiques découvertes a Ras Shamra-Ugarit de 1929 a 1939.
Paris:Geuthner, 1963
causative
conjunction
conjunctive adverb
comitative
complementizer
construct state
demonstrative
directional

direct object marker

Xvii



Xviii

EA

EVAL
EXIST

FUT
GEN
GN
IMP
INF
INSTR

KTU

LM
LOC
LOG REL

NEG
NP
PART
PC
PL
PN
POSTP
PP
PREP
PRS
PRO
PTCP
PTCL
PURP

RCPR
REL
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El-Amarna tablets. According to the edition of Jorgen A. Knudtzon.
Die el-Amarna-Tafeln. Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1908—1915. Repr., Aalen:
Zeller, 1964. Continued in Anson F. Rainey, El-Amarna Tablets,
359-79. 2nd rev. ed. Kevelaer: Butzon & Bercker, 1978.
evaluative

existence marker

feminine gender

future

genitive

geographical name

imperative

infinitive

instrumental

Donner, Herbert, and Wolfgang Rollig. Kanaandische und ara-
mdische Inschriften. 2nd ed. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1966—1969.
Dietrich, Manfried, Oswald Loretz, and Joaquin Sanmartin, eds. Die kei-
lalphabetischen Texte aus Ugarit. Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 2013. 3rd enl.
ed. of KTU: The Cuneiform Alphabetic Texts from Ugarit, Ras Ibn Hani,
and Other Places. Edited by Manfried Dietrich, Oswald Loretz, and
Joaquin Sanmartin. Miinster: Ugarit-Verlag, 1995.

landmark

locative

logical relation

masculine gender

noun

negation, negative

noun phrase

partitive

prefix conjugation

plural

proper noun

postposition

preposition phrase

preposition

present

pronoun

participle

particle

purpose

question particle/marker

reciprocative

relative



SC

SG
SPRT
TEMP
TR
VB

VP
WCPC
WCSC

ABBREVIATIONS

sentence

suffix conjugation

singular

separative

temporal

trajector

verb

verb phrase

waw-consecutive prefix conjugation
waw-consecutive suffix conjugation
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TRANSLITERATION

The Biblical Hebrew consonant system is represented in Latin transliteration
following the paradigm:

NP n h 5 3 p
a b v t 5 g p
1 b ’ y ¥ P s
g 2 7 k P q
3 g 207 &k 9 r
T d 5 [ v §
T d n o m v $
noh i1 n n t
1 w D s n t
Tz b ¢

For a more phonemically-oriented description of Tiberian Hebrew, this represen-
tation may be compared with that of Khan (2020, 240-42).

The Tiberian seven vowel system for Biblical Hebrew is transliterated as a,
2, &, e, I, 0, and u. For a discussion of the allophonic realizations of patah as the
open front [a] and the open back [a] qualities, see Khan (2020, 248-51). The zero-
vowel (@) realization of schwa is not transliterated. Even though vocalic schwa
([a]) and the hatef vowels ([a], [0], [€]) were likely read as full vowels (Khan 2020,
305-20), the graphic distinction is maintained with vocal schwa signified as 2 and
the compound-schwa vowels supra-linearly as ¢, °, and ¢. The presence of matres
lectionis is not represented in transliteration system. Vocalic length is not repre-
sented.

The individual Semitic languages are transliterated according to their stand-
ard phonetic systems. The Central Semitic languages are represented consistent
with Fox (2003, xvii—xix); Akkadian follows Huehnergard and Woods (2004);
GeSez corresponds to Leslau (1987); and Old South Arabian conforms to Beeston
(1984) and Stein (2003).
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INTRODUCTION

At every linguistic level—phonological and morphological, syntactic and prag-
matic—speakers interact and adapt to one another’s speech in discrete, recurrent
steps to create meaning. These collaborative steps produce ongoing language var-
iation and the perception of change. Structural innovation and procedural spread
are offset with contraction and abandonment. On one level, concrete utterances
generate variation in new contexts. But also, discourse occasions incipient struc-
tures, or procedures, that construct emergent grammar. Like partners dancing,
verbal interaction couples memetic speech with expanding eclecticisms. This im-
provised negotiation results in the emergence of shared grammar as
epiphenomenal. Noteably, such a conception contrasts with the common notion
of grammar as “an abstract mentally represented rule system ... [of] already avail-
able abstract structures and schemata” (Hopper 1987).

Two linguistic approaches are often employed to describe the choreography
of language. A mostly synchronic assessment explains the relationship between
the convergences and divergences of grammar from the standpoint of an individ-
ual and/or circumscribed community, whereas a diachronic examination explores
the origin, development, and spread of adaptations unbounded by the temporal
constraint of a speaker. While not ignoring the synchronic realities of language,
the present work adopts a diachronic framework to investigate the development
and emergence of Biblical Hebrew prepositions. It should be noted that determin-
ing actual historical change is not the end goal of the present study but rather
potential (or shall we say cogent) semantic development. The resulting grammat-
ical exploration accounts for language variation and change within a robust
linguistic framework and an inductive, data-driven investigation in the textual
corpus of the Hebrew Bible. Findings from cognitive linguistics and diachronic
typology help to shed light on the evolution of prepositions. Moreover, it is
showed that a “grammaticalization theory” can provide not just a descriptive ru-
bric for individual changes but can help to account for the system-wide
development of innovative grammatical functions.

In view of the extensive research conducted on Biblical Hebrew prepositions,
one may query what, if anything, another study can offer. Previous work, while
valuable, has largely been conducted using traditional philological approaches
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often without substantial integration of current linguistic frameworks. Where up-
to-date methods have been employed, the scope of study—rarely more than a lone
preposition—affords only limited evaluation. This study presents a more compre-
hensive appraisal. It integrates an utterance-based or discourse-oriented approach
with a clause-by-clause analysis of the Biblical Hebrew preposition usage. Forty-
one source constructions (types) are examined comprising a total of nearly seven
thousand tokens. Several novel semantic functions are plausibly identified. A se-
mantic development pathway is proposed for each preposition from its source to
all evidenced outcomes. In sum, the study yields a novel accounting of preposi-
tions not merely as polysemous semantic glosses but through developmentally
related functional use.

Chapter 1 presents an introduction to the theoretical framework of grammat-
icalization. A review of common approaches and a working definition is provided.
Chapter 2 describes the grammatical characteristics of Biblical Hebrew preposi-
tions including the morphological categories of simple and multi-word
prepositions. Chapter 3 provides an examination of a subset of the simple prepo-
sitions. The source constructions, the functional usages, and the potential
development(s) are assessed. Chapter 4 includes a similar accounting of the
changes attested with Biblical Hebrew multi-word prepositions. Finally, Chapter
5 aggregates and compares the data on a corpus-wide scale.

One overarching goal of the study is to provide an interchange of ideas, or
maybe even a prototype for constructive discourse, between research in linguistics
and traditional grammatical approaches. The volume includes both a linguistic
discussion—for those interested in the theoretical background—and a philologi-
cal discussion—for those interested in the more data-driven approach. The
intended audience includes grammatically minded readers in biblical studies who
are interested in understanding and implementing current linguistic models for
language variation and diachronic development. The result is a type of diachronic
lexicon of preposition meaning that is useful not merely for linguistic investiga-
tion but Hebrew exegetes. That said, an effort to provide broader accessibility for
the historical linguist and diachronic typologist is attempted with the hope that the
wealth of Semitic data available may be more widely integrated into cross-lin-
guistic investigations. This endeavor is largely accomplished through following
common linguistic glossing practices and adhering to established functional ter-
minology.



1.
GRAMMATICALIZATION FRAMEWORK

The following pages present a theoretical framework for the investigation of the
particular changes that yield a function word. First, grammaticalization is defined
in view of the history of research (§1.1) along with English examples of the phe-
nomenon (§1.2). Then, the various approaches to grammaticalization theory are
appraised with the purpose of constructing a systematic framework for the current
investigation (§1.3). Finally, an overview of previous studies of grammaticaliza-
tion in Semitic (§1.6) and the general methodology (§1.7) are outlined.

1.1. Towards a Definition

Fundamentally, grammaticalization denotes the making of something to be gram-
matical. The definition of the term grammaticalization' has varied greatly in the
century since its coining. An exhaustive survey of the assorted definitions is be-
yond the scope of this volume, but those most widely referenced will be reviewed
chronologically.? The purpose of this section is to provide the groundwork for
adapting a working definition of the term.

Even though the phenomenon consisting of the emergence of grammatical ele-
ments from lexical items was identified in antiquity, Antoine Meillet receives credit
for devising the name in his 1912 work, L 'évolution des formes grammaticales.> He

1 The alternative terms—grammaticization (Hopper 1991), grammatization (Matisoff
1991), the nonce “grammat(ic[al])ization” (Matisoff 1991, 383), and the German participle
grammatisiert (Werner 1979)—are found in the literature with essentially no variation in
meaning (Lehmann 1995, 9-11); in this study, excepting direct quotations, the more com-
mon form grammaticalization (the English equivalent of Meillet’s [1912/1948] French
neologism grammaticalisation) will be used.

2 A nearly exhaustive examination of the definitions of grammaticalization may be con-
sulted in Campbell and Janda (2001).

3 Several overviews of the origins and development of the study of grammaticalization are
available, although each of the standard references for the history of the discipline is up-
dated only to the end of the twentieth century (Heine, Claudi, and Hiinnemeyer 1991, 5—
23; Lehmann 1995, 1-8; Hopper and Traugott 2003, 19-38).

3
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depicted grammaticalization as a process that “consiste dans le passage d’un
mot autonome au réle d’élément grammatical,” further clarifying:

The ‘grammaticalization’ of certain words creates new forms, introduces catego-
ries that did not [previously] have linguistic expression, [and] transforms the
entire system.* (Meillet 1912/1948, 131, 133)

Meillet’s general usage as the process of change of an independent word into
a grammatical element remained essentially uncontested for more than half a cen-
tury.® For instance, Hoenigswald (1966, 44) reiterates: “Grammaticalization [is]
the emptying of lexically meaningful morphs (compound members, etc.) and their
transformation into ‘function’ elements.”

The study of grammaticalization was restricted almost exclusively to Indo-
European philological-comparative studies, until the late 1960s. That is until Jerzy
Kurytowicz published a paper elucidating “the evolution of grammatical catego-
ries” by setting forth a paradigm of change to and from “grammatical status” that
helped to expand the concept into the general vocabulary of linguistics. His com-
monly quoted definition from that paper states:

Grammaticalization consists in the increase of the range of a morpheme advan-
cing from a lexical to a grammatical or from a less grammatical to a more
grammatical status, e.g. from a derivative formant to an inflectional one.
(Kurylowicz 1965, 69)

In contrast to Meillet’s understanding as the creation of new forms and inno-
vative linguistic expressions, Kurylowicz defines grammaticalization as the
quantitative growth in the grammaticality of either a lexical or another grammat-
ical item.®

Talmy Givon’s “An Archaeologist’s Field Trip” moved grammaticalization
studies into the realm of language universals and typology. His article ended with
the now famous aphorism, “Today’s morphology is yesterday’s syntax,” having
demonstrated through the comparison of Amharic, Bantu, and several Romance
languages that “bound morphemes, derivational as well as inflectional, arise his-
torically from erstwhile free ‘lexical” morphemes” (1971, 409).

In his highly influential 1982 essay Thoughts on Grammaticalization—not
widely available in published form until more than a decade later—Christian

4 “La ‘grammaticalisation’ de certains mots crée des formes neuves, introduit des catégo-
ries qui n’avaient pas d’expression linguistique, transforme 1’ensemble du systéme."

5 See Joseph (2015) for a more thorough review of Meillet’s understanding of grammati-
calization and a comparison with that of Saussure.

6 Several others, including Bernd Heine, Ulrike Claudi, and Friederike Hiinnemeyer (1991,
24), adopt the definition of Kurylowicz without modification.
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Lehmann (1995, viii) returned to Meillet’s characterization of grammaticalization
as “a process leading from lexemes to grammatical formatives.” Further, he de-
veloped a terminology and parametric schema providing a preliminary framework
for what he dubbed “grammaticalization theory.”” His parameters will be dis-
cussed more fully in a later section (§1.4), but Lehmann clarified his definition
with two important remarks. First, the derivation of the term “grammaticalization”
suggested that “something becomes or is made grammatical” where “grammati-
cal” is understood as that which belongs to, or is a part of, grammar—as opposed
to the lexicon, phonetics, et cetera—and does not mean “what is grammatically
correct” as used in some linguistic parlance for well-formedness of an expression.
Second, following Kurytowicz, grammaticalization referred to “a process in
which something becomes or is made more grammatical,” which is designated by
the term “grammaticality,” that is, the scalar degree to which an element belongs
to grammar (Lehmann 1995, 9).

Grammaticalization may be represented as the bridge between the lexical
realm of language to the grammatical realm. This increase of grammaticality may
be represented as movement from the less grammatical end of a continuum, con-
taining the phonological and lexical elements of language, to the more
grammatical end:

Grammaticalization

——— e e Em EmEm——————————)

Phonology, Lexicon Grammar

However, the lack of clear analytical methods of evaluating the increase of
grammaticality among different grammatical morphemes suggests an imprecise
network of assumptions built into this formulation (Frajzyngier 2008).

More recently, Paul Hopper and Elizabeth Traugott define grammaticaliza-
tion in the first edition of their textbook of the same name as:

7 This theoretical reality is much debated and has reached an impasse. Some, like Bernd
Heine (2004, 575), claim: “Grammaticalization theory is neither a theory of language nor
of language change.” Others, such as Hopper and Traugott (2003, 1), differentiate between
two distinct linguistic concepts: the phenomenon of language change and the systematic
examination of that phenomenon. The latter, as such, purports to produce a paradigmatic
set of claims about the emergence of grammatical categories and the systemization thereof
(Campbell and Janda 2001). In order to provide a more precise use of terminology, the
term grammaticalization is used in the present study almost exclusively for the former, that
is, the phenomenon. The latter is referred to as grammaticalization theory following the
standard usage found in the literature.
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The process whereby lexical items and constructions come in certain linguistic
contexts to serve grammatical functions, and, once grammaticalized, continue to
develop new grammatical functions. (Hopper and Traugott 1993, xv)

This definition offered several improvements to previous characterizations.
Hopper and Traugott (1993) specify the types of originating linguistic elements,
namely lexical items, constructions, and other grammatical functions. They des-
ignate the context of language performance as instrumental. And they adopt
Kurytowicz’s notion that a secondary function may develop from another gram-
matical function. Traugott (2002, 26-27) later provided the convenient
terminological designation of the two basic types of reorganizations as “primary”
grammaticalization (lexical item —> grammatical function) and “secondary”
grammaticalization (grammatical function = another grammatical function).

Subsequent studies, however, queried the depiction of grammaticalization as
a process, that is, an organized sequence of particular mechanisms (Newmeyer
1998, 232-34, 2001). This designation was common throughout the literature, be-
ginning with Meillet (1912/1948, 130-31):

The processes by which grammatical forms are formed are twofold: the first of
these processes is analogy ... [and] the other process (grammaticalization) con-
sists in the change from an autonomous word to the role of a grammatical
element (author’s translation).

Chief among the concerns about the classification as a process is that gram-
maticalization could be conceived by some to be a “force with an impetus of its
own independent of language learners and language users,” so a revised definition
wherein the word “change” replaced “process” was proffered in Hopper and
Traugott’s (Hopper and Traugott 2003, xv) second edition of their textbook:

[Grammaticalization is] the change whereby lexical items and constructions come
in certain linguistic contexts to serve grammatical functions and, once grammati-
calized, continue to develop new grammatical functions (emphasis added).

Further, Newmeyer (2001) problematizes the distinctive nature of grammat-
icalization. The broader phenomena of phonological reduction and metaphorical
change, for instance, are neither unique to grammaticalization nor required com-
ponents in the process. Its status as process is best abandoned (see further §1.3).
Following the revision of Hopper and Traugott (2003), the present conception of
grammaticalization as a discrete “diachronic change” does not necessitate the

8 “Les procédés par lesquels se constituent les formes grammaticales sont au nombre de
deux.... L’un de ces procédés est I’analogie.... L autre procédé [grammaticalisation] con-
siste dans le passage d’un mot autonome au role d’¢lément grammatical.”
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theoretical baggage of “a well-defined system of interconnected falsifiable hy-
potheses” (Haspelmath 2004, 23-26).

Finally, while attempting to understand grammaticalization as an extension
of metaphor operating at the interface of semantics, syntax, and pragmatics, sev-
eral linguists have attempted to move the understanding of grammaticalization
away from being considered primarily a negative change, that is, one defined by
the loss or impoverishment of meaning, and toward an assessment of the change
as essentially the acquisition of grammatical meaning (Sweetser 1988, Traugott
and Konig 1991, Eckardt 2006, 2012). Meaning loss subsequent to grammatical-
ization, then, constitutes an independent deprivation, not unlike loss in other
linguistic environments (e.g., specialization).

Taking into consideration this last criticism that the change is, at bottom, a
growth of grammatical function and not a deficiency, grammaticalization is de-
fined in the present study as: the change whereby a lexical item or a construction
comes in certain linguistic contexts to acquire a grammatical function, or an item
or a construction expands its grammatical function(s). This definition encom-
passes two distinct changes—the outcome of each is a grammatical function.
Primary grammaticalization is the development of grammatical functions from
lexical items. Secondary grammaticalization, then, comprises the extension to in-
novative grammatical functions.

1.2. Grammaticalization of Future Markers in English

The present-day English FUTURE provides a well-chronicled example of lan-
guage change involving grammaticalization. The diachronic origin of tense-
marking began, at least, in Old English (the Anglo-Saxon language before 1100
CE), if not Proto-Germanic.

It is widely held that no specialized form of the simple future existed in Old
English, only past and present were marked—future action was generally inferred
from context with a present tense verb. In example (1), the present ga ‘go’ indi-
cates future action.

(1) On morgenne, ga ic to p&m  dunum.
in  morning, go-PRS 1 to the hills
In [the] morning, I will go to the hills. (Smith 2009, 83)

By the time of late Old English, willan and sculan, the modal verbs of volition
and obligation respectively, were grammaticalized in serial verb constructions as
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verbal auxiliaries. In examples (2) and (3), will and shall function to mark future
time in constructions with bare infinitives (Wischer 2006, 173-77).°

(2) I'will go to town.
(3) Ishall go to town.

The original modal usages, however, are not lost in present-day English, but in
certain contexts the auxiliaries should and must acquire these functions.

In contrast to the two previous examples which follow the pattern AUX +
VERB, another option, consisting of the form BE + going to/gonna + VERB in
example (4), evolved into a future marker in the grammar of present-day Eng-
lish.!°

(4) a.lam going to go to town.
b. I’m gonna go to town.

Subsequent to the development of will and shall, this third marker—going to
in example (4a), frequently found in speech as the phonologically reduced form
gonna with a cliticized auxiliary and the bare infinitive go, as in example (4b)—
underwent the change to a future marker: GOprcr + fo INF > [going to]rut +
VERB.!! Going to is found marking the future first in Middle English (ca. 1100~
1500 CE) and Early Modern English (ca. 1500-1650 CE) alongside its original
andative meaning (i.e., movement away from the speaker: [ am going to town).
Beginning in Middle English, as seen in example (5) and continuing into Early

9 Even though some English speakers may differentiate between the first two uses, 7 will
go to town as obligatory and / shall go to town as future—and the converse with the second
person, You will go to town as future and You shall go to town as obligatory— both the
forms and the meanings are interchangeable, having been flattened by analogy in Present
Day English. That is to say, all four examples may connote future action or obligation
depending on the situation of the speech act.
10 It should be noted that the AUX + going to/gonna + VERB usage may be differentiated
from will + VERB and shall + VERB synchronically in that it maintains some of its original
imperfective sense as in () and (j8):

(a) If she is going 7o come here, we’ll have to leave earlier.

(B) **If she will come here, we’ll have to leave earlier.
Hopper and Traugott (2003, 3) suggest this distinction reflects a “future of intention, plan,
or schedule” deriving from the preservation of the polysemous progressive be going. In
present-day English even this differentiation is in the process of being lost. However, cer-
tain aspects of the progressive are still preserved in present-day English, such as the past
progressive in he was going to do it.
11 For alternative developments in nonstandard varieties of English, such as African Amer-
ican Vernacular English and English Creoles, see Poplack and Tagliamonte (2000).
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Modern English with example (6), the progressive formation BE + GOprcp is ob-
served sporadically as connoting futurity, but by the time of Modern English
going to is fully formed as a future marker as exemplified by example (7).

(5) Thys onhappy sowle ... was goyng fo be broughte into helle for the synne
and onleful lustys of her body. (The Revelation to the Monk of Evesham,
1482; quoted in Traugott 2002, 36-37)

(6) So, for want of a Cord, hee tooke his owne garters off; and as he was going
to make a nooze, [ watch’d my time and ranne away. (Tourneur, The Atheist’s
Tragedie, 1611; quoted in Traugott 2002, 36-37)

(7) He was full of promise, but of no performance. He was always, in a manner,
going to go, and never going. (Charles Dickens, The Life and Times of Martin
Chuzzlewit, 1844; quoted in Perez 1990)

In sum, several strategies denoting the English FUTURE were developed
from the extension of already existing and functioning constructions. The origi-
nating units do not require meaning deprivation but become polysemous with each
added environment and function. The resulting variation and polysemy help point
to the evolutionary acquisition of grammatical meaning. What’s more, the ex-
panding contexts of use point to language-internal motivations at each step along
the pathways of change. Finally, cross-linguistic evidence can provide supportive
external data for analogous changes, similar cognitive relationships, and direc-
tionality. In this case, verbs of motion (e.g., COME, GO, etc.) are commonly
grammaticalized to markers of the future in the world’s languages (Heine and
Kuteva 2004).!? Altogether this grammatical change is mapped through historical
evidence, language internal reconstruction, and known typological pathways of
change.

1.3. Issues in Grammaticalization Theory

The concept of grammaticalization inundated nearly every aspect of the field of
linguistics by the end of the twentieth century. This expansion led to studies de-
tailing with serial verb constructions (Li and Thompson 1976), copula
constructions (Li and Thompson 1977), the development of demonstratives into
articles and noun class markers (Greenberg 1978), an extensive grammatical com-
parison of African languages (Heine and Reh 1984), and the intersection of
language typology and diachronic linguistics (Givon 1979; Bybee, Perkins, and
Pagliuca 1994). Several book length treatments devoted exclusively to the topic

12 From the vantage point of language change, meaning gain can appear to move along a
pathway from lexical to functional. On directionality of change, see §1.5.2 below.
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were published in the last decade of the twentieth century (Heine, Claudi, and
Hiinnemeyer 1991; Hopper and Traugott 1993; Lehmann 1995). If the 1990s ex-
perienced a surge of studies in grammaticalization (Traugott and Heine 1991;
Sankoff 1990; Pagliuca 1994; Giacalone Ramat and Hopper 1998), the decade
following saw an explosion of articles (Geurts 2000; Heine and Kuteva 2003;
Lightfoot 2005; Willis 2007; Fischer 2008), collections of articles (Fischer,
Rosenbach, and Stein 2000; Wischer and Diewald 2002; Bisang, Himmelmann,
and Wiemer 2004; Fischer, Norde, and Perridon 2004; Verhoeven 2008; Lopez-
Couso and Seoane 2008), and monographs (van Gelderen 2004; Fischer 2007;
Heine and Kuteva 2007; Norde 2009). Entire journal issues (Campbell and Janda
2001) were dedicated to various aspects of grammaticalization theory and its in-
terplay with other linguistic subjects (Baker and Syea 1996; Roberts and Roussou
2003; Rossari, Ricci, and Spiridon 2009).

In this section, some of the main issues within grammaticalization theory are
outlined. The focus is on the proposed contexts, factors, and results of the linguis-
tic change as presented in two landmark research projects: Heine’s fourfold
division (§1.3.1) and Lehmann’s six parameters (§1.4). This discussion is fol-
lowed by a constructive framework for the investigation of grammaticalization in
the present work (§1.5).

1.3.1. Evolutional Continuum and Interrelated Mechanisms

Heine and Reh (1984, 15-45) conceive of a grammaticalization continuum along
which three interrelated developments—phonetic, morphosyntactic, and func-
tional processes—are evident but not clearly distinguishable. In their study of
African languages, several subcategories of these developments are outlined and
illustrated. The phonetic processes include adaptation (“the phonological adjust-
ment of a morpheme to its environment” [17]), syllable erosion, boundary fusion,
and Joss of phonological units. The morphosyntactic processes are permutation
(the ordering of similar linguistic units in similar positions), compounding multi-
ple units into a single word, cliticization of one gram to an independent word,
affixation in which a function word changes into a bound morpheme, and fossili-
zation in which productive morphemes become unproductive. Finally, the
functional processes are outlined as desemanticization (“a lexical item receives a
second, non-lexical function, which may ultimately become its only function” as
defined [36]), expansion of a unit to other linguistic contexts, simplification or the
optimizing of existing rules, and merger which is analogical to compounding
where two or more linguistic units combine into one function. Several other sun-
dry processes such as reduplication, metathesis, and innovation as well as the
complex processes of verbal attraction, infixation, and functional shift are further
delineated (46—62).
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More recently, Heine (2004, 579) has reduced these assorted processes to
four interrelated mechanisms: desemanticization (or semantic bleaching), exten-
sion (generalization), decategorialization (morphosyntactic property loss), and
erosion (phonetic reduction). Each of these mechanisms pertains to different fac-
ets of language use: semantics, pragmatics, morphosyntax, and phonetics.

No absolute relations between the previously outlined processes are posited,
since such an attempt, by the authors’ own admission, would have been “prema-
ture” (Heine and Reh 1984, 62). Thus, the following comments will interact
mainly with the more recent formulation of Heine (2004) with reference as needed
to the former study (Heine and Reh 1984) for language specific illustrations or
correlations of the properties.

1.3.2. Desemanticization

Heine (2004, 579) describes desemanticization the “loss in meaning content” as a
mechanism associated with grammaticalization. Elsewhere this characteristic is
called semantic bleaching."

Two important observations should be mentioned about the coupling of the
loss of semantic meaning and grammaticalization. First, semantic bleaching is not
unique to grammaticalization as it may take place as a result of other types of
language change. Semantic loss is well-known with compounds like cobweb (<
Middle English cob ‘spider’ + web) or astronaut (< Greek astron ‘star’ + nautes
‘seaman’) in which two or more lexemes are combined to form a single lexical
unit. The aggregate may preserve certain constituent parts (i.e., bound mor-
phemes) which as independent semantic units are desemanticized. This is true of
cob ‘spider’ and naut ‘seaman’, both of which experienced semantic loss in pre-
sent-day English.

Second, grammaticalization is found in situations where no semantic loss is
observable. Such an illustration may be seen in example (8). After the grammati-
calization of English going fo into a marker of the future, either polysemous
option is feasible. That is to say, the phrase, / am going to deliver them, may refer
to a progression of motion with the intent of delivery or the future action of deliv-
ery. The observed ambiguity is a result of the fact that the source notion of motion
is not lost once grammaticalization occurs, but the construction had gained addi-
tional meanings in certain shared environments.

13 The definition of desemanticization as “enriching an existing linguistic unit with an
additional function” (Heine and Reh 1984, 39) seems to be abandoned in Heine’s (2004)
later work. Rubin (2005, 2) echoes this idea as “one important addition” to Hopper and
Traugott’s revised definition, stating that “lexical items and constructions come in certain
linguistic contexts to lose their lexical meaning and serve grammatical functions.”
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(8) Please it your grace, there is a messenger
That stays to bear my letters to my friends,
And I am going to deliver them.
(William Shakespeare, Two Gentlemen of Verona, 1590, iii 1; Perez 1990)

In addition to the problems associated with defining grammaticalization as
primarily the loss of meaning (§1.1), it should be evident that although grammat-
icalization and semantic bleaching may occur in tandem, the post hoc change
should not be confused with the propter hoc implicature. That is to say, all
changes to the resulting function need not be directly caused by the innovative of
a grammatical function. Rather the subsequent changes happen as the result of
multiple converging factors and influences.

1.3.3. Functional Extension

Heine (2004, 600 n. 8) refers to functional extension as a mechanism with prag-
matic manifestation which results necessarily in the quantitative increase of “a
linguistic expression by adding one (or more) contexts in which that expression
can be used.” This appears to be identical to the process designated as “‘expansion”
in Heine and Reh (1984, 39-41), as a required form of secondary grammaticali-
zation. As such, an item or a construction once grammaticalized needs to expand
its function(s) into new grammatical contexts. In a number of Chadic languages
this type of functional extension is exemplified by the locative adposition which
develops into the dative/benefactive adposition and further into a marker of the
direct object (Heine and Reh 1984, 40).'* This mechanism, however, should not
be confused with contextual extension—or spread to new contexts—but results in
functional multiplicity of a linguistic item.

While a secondary grammaticalization may, and frequently does, occur with
previously grammaticalized lexical items, it is not the case that it operates either
necessarily or exclusively therewith. The future evolution of a linguistic unit
could lead as much to its loss as to the development of a new function. For exam-
ple, the English FUTURE will expands further to the marker of epistemic
modality (9) as does going to/gonna (10), but the auxiliary shall (11) does not.

(9) That will be Susie. (on hearing the doorbell)!?
(10) That’s going to be Susie.
(11) **That shall be Susie.

14 An analogous process has been proposed as occurring in several dialects of Aramaic
(Rubin 2005, 94-110).

15 This and other cross-linguistic examples of the change FUTURE > EPISTEMIC
MODALITY may be found in Heine and Kuteva (2004, 142-43).
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Not only is secondary grammaticalization not obligatory, it also functions in
situations without previous grammaticalization. For instance, the French gram-
matical phrase a propos, English apropos (of) was borrowed as a preposition, as
found in example (12). This term later grammaticalized as a discourse marker
evident with example (13) and in the fossilized phrase apropos of nothing as a
pragmatic indicator of a shift in topic (Peters 2004, 44—45). The originating con-
struction, however, did not begin with primary grammaticalization but
grammatical borrowing as a contact-induced change. '

(12) Steyne ... appeared among the ladies and the children who were assembled
over the tea and toast, and a battle royal ensued apropos of Rebecca. (Wil-
liam Makepeace Thackeray, Vanity Fair: A Novel without a Hero, 1883)

(13) Apropos of beggars, Miss Grammont from the depths of her chair threw out
the statement that Italy was frightfully overpopulated. “In some parts of Italy
it is like mites on a cheese. Nobody seems to be living. (Everyone is too busy
keeping alive.” H.G. Wells, The Secret Places of the Heart, 1921)

In sum, Heine’s categories of functional extension and desemanticization
cannot be seen as mechanisms unique to or requisite of grammaticalization and
therefore may not be considered primary criteria.

1.3.4. Decategorization

Decategorization is defined as morphosyntactic property loss. Heine and Reh give
several subclasses designated as permutation, cliticization, affixation, and fossil-
ization. As with the previously proposed mechanisms, decategorization is not
required in or unique to grammaticalization. Hence, it is difficult to construe a
change like cliticization as a necessary property of grammaticalization.

It is notable that there is a marked tendency in most instances of grammati-
calization for certain morphosyntactic changes to occur with the target function,
namely, the decrease in variability and the increase or spread in acceptable syn-
tagmatic situations. Changes in variability may be the result of other conditions
that are not unique to grammaticalization. Decreased variability may result from
the fact that grammaticalization occurs on the semantic-syntactic interface in par-
ticular environments and not in situation-neutral constructions. The resulting
function is treated as a grammatically static unit—neither subdividable nor varia-
ble. For instance, the change to the English FUTURE going to arose from the use
of GOrrcr with fo + INF and not other similar semantic and construction types,

16 For an example of contact-induced change in Biblical Hebrew, see Boyd and Hardy
(2015).
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such as RUNprcp and toward. Each of the four permutations of example (14a) is
acceptable, but the forms with GOprcp foward + INF in example (14b) and
RUNpr1cp fo + INF in example (14¢) did not result in an expression of the future.
And the grammaticalization of the expression going fo is invariable.

(14) a. I am going/running to/toward the forest.
b. I am going to/**toward go.
c. I am going/**running to go

Subsequent to the grammaticalization, the form could be used in new envi-
ronments (e.g., I'm going to run) where the semantically-similar constructions
would not have been well-formed (e.g., **I’'m running to run). Thus, the original
morphosyntactic properties of the source are no longer independent and, in a
sense, are frozen or considered a chunk. As a result of the expanded function,
these grammaticalized forms are expanded to contexts where otherwise it would
have not previously functioned, as seen in (14¢) I am going to go.

1.3.5. Erosion

Three of Heine’s mechanisms presume the diminishing of linguistic properties:
desemanticization marks the decrease in meaning, decategorialization is morpho-
syntactic loss, and erosion consists of phonological reduction. The only property
increase is that of functional extension (Heine 2004, 579).

Often in grammaticalization studies, the concept of erosion is addressed in
the context of boundness, that is, the phonological dependence of a morpheme
allegedly increases as it moves along a universal cline. The result is a decrease of
its free morpheme status. The term cline, first used by Julian Huxley (1938) as “a
gradation in measurable characters,” is meant to be a synonym of gradient with
special application to incremental changes in a property through time.!” Adapted
from evolutionary biology into linguistics, Halliday (1961, 249) rightly designates
this taxonomic term as a “relation along a single dimension.” However, as with
many co-opted terms, the meaning is re-appropriated so that Hopper and Traugott
(2003, 6-7) speak of a cline of grammaticality as containing not a single scalar
dimension but a continuum with different endpoints—one lexical and the other
grammatical—ostensibly as deriving from varying degrees of boundness from
“loose” structures (periphrasis) to “tight” structures (morphology). They dub the
cline of boundness as a “cline of grammaticality” (7) and delineated it as:

17 A restriction of Huxley’s definition to “continuous smooth clines” is suggested by Lang-
let (1971, 278).
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Content Item = Grammatical Word = Clitic = Inflectional Affix

Setting aside for the sake of argument the problems with defining a cline as
a gradient relationship with a multiplicity of different dimensions, let us consider
the proposal that greater boundness (i.e., phonological dependence, §1.4.4) is
equivalent to greater grammaticality and lesser boundness corresponds to lexical
meaning. Several conspicuous difficulties are readily apparent within this formu-
lation. First, a grammatical word is not necessarily more bounded than a content
item. Compare the morphemes in the English noun compound sidewalk, the NP
the whole truth, ADV together, and the PP on top. Several of the free morphemes
(side-, to-) are more bounded than the grammatical ones (the, on). Yet articles and
prepositions should be more bounded according to the grammaticality cline. Sec-
ond, linguistic units may change in boundness without functional transformation,
that is to say, there may be rightward movement from, for instance, a grammatical
word to a clitic without a change in grammatical function (e.g., not > -n t). Third,
the grammaticality of a derivational vis-a-vis an inflectional affix is not readily
apparent in the current schema.

These problems may be further illustrated by the diachronic changes in the
English verb will. First, Wischer (2006, 173—4) notes that the morphosyntactic
features of the lexical verb willan and future auxiliary are nearly identical, that is,
one cannot distinguish the source usage from the grammaticalized morpheme
based on boundness alone. One must employ semantic distinctions in each envi-
ronment to distinguish the usages. This means that the grammaticalization,
VOLITION > FUTURE, occurred without an increase in the boundness of the
grammatical word. Second, as speakers gradually began to separate the future
tense markers will and shall from the autonomous lexical verbs willan and sculan,
which Hopper (1991) labels “divergence” or Heine’s decategorization (§1.3.4),
these grammatical words lose their primary stress resulting in the cliticized form
we 'll, possibly on analogy to we 'd (< we would/should).'® This cliticization, none-
theless, was distinct from and subsequent to the grammatical change being a result
of phonotactic developments of English auxiliaries and not directly of grammati-
calization. In this situation, boundness increases, whereas grammatical function
remains constant, which does not generate a meaningful gradient, mathematical
or linguistic.

Because boundness may or may not vary in instances of grammatical change,
the characteristics of erosion and boundness should be decoupled from a formal
definition of grammaticalization. That is to say, grammaticalization does not ne-
cessitate boundness—defined as the decreased independence of a grammatical

18 The analogy would be we would : we’d :: we will : X = we’ll.
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word resulting in phonological erosion—and boundness may increase separately
from grammaticalization.

1.3.6. The Overlap Model

Before moving on from Heine (2004), his “Overlap Model” should be described
as a helpful heuristic device that provides a means to portray the fundamental
increase of meaning with grammaticalization (579). It schematizes the progres-
sion by which a linguistic expression develops into grammatical functions.
Grammaticalization is expressed in a basic three-stage model of transformation.

1. There is a linguistic expression A that is recruited for grammaticalization.

2. This expression acquires a secondary use pattern B with the effect that there
is ambiguity between A and B.

3. Finally, A may be lost, that is, B alone remains a part of the linguistic sys-
tem.

This idea is further organized in figure 1.1. Usage A is found in a context
where grammatical function B may be inferred, leading to ambiguity between the
forms (stage II). Subsequently, the original expression A may be lost so that func-
tion B remains the only productive one (stage III). Heine notes rightly that not
every instance of grammaticalization continues through to the final phase. So, in
many instances the development ends with stage II.

Figure 1.1. Overlap Model

Stage 1 11 111
Uses: A A
B B

This model is not too unlike the concept of layering advanced by Hopper
(1991), Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca (1994), and others. This change of A to B
requires an intermediating step where there exists “more than one gram as the
exponent of a gram-type” (Bybee, Perkins, and Pagliuca 1994, 21). Implicit within
this idea is that the full replacement of one grammatical function with another
(A > B) is incremental, not a one-time comprehensive replacement of Grammar
A with Grammar B. Thus, layering is the property of language in which both
grammatical forms are possible, that is, the middle stage of the model (A > [A, B]
> B). From a synchronic point-of-view this step in which two homophonous forms
coexist, [A, B], is considered a type of polysemy.



FRAMEWORK 17
1.4. Lehmann’s Six Parameters

Creating a grid of parameters for grammaticalization, Lehmann lays out the prop-
erties in three rows consisting of weight, cohesion, and variability with two
columns of paradigmatic and syntagmatic characteristics. Weight is the property
which distinguishes one member of the class from another. The quality of cohe-
sion is the degree to which a sign is related to another. And variability describes
mobility with respect to other signs. Grammaticalization is understood as the in-
crease in cohesion and the decrease of weight and variability. The paradigmatic
and syntagmatic aspects are related respectively to “the selection and combination
of linguistic signs,” yielding six parameters—integrity, structural scope, paradig-
maticity, boundness, paradigmatic variability, and syntagmatic variability—as
found in figure 1.2 (Lehmann 1995, 123).

Figure 1.2. Parameters of Grammaticalization

Paradigmatic Syntagmatic
Weight Integrity Structural Scope
Cohesion Paradigmaticity Boundness
Variability Paradigmatic Variability Syntagmatic Variability

The following sections will discuss these six parameters and evaluate the cor-
relation between them as criteria for distinguishing grammaticalization.

1.4.1. Integrity

The semantic and phonological weight of a sign—the loss of which would be de-
scribed as desemanticization (§1.3.2) and erosion (§1.3.5), respectively—is
characterized as integrity. Lehmann presents the reduction of Latin ille to French
le (frequently reduced further in speech to /1-/) as an example of the loss of integ-
rity, but this latter reduction does not correspond to functional extension, only
subsequent phonological incorporation. Contradicting the uniqueness of his own
criterion, he also admits that similar changes as Latin aqua “water” to French eau
occur outside of grammaticalization indicating that “it would be wrong to infer
from phonological attrition to grammaticalization” (126-27).

1.4.2. Structural Scope
The structural scope is the size, structurally speaking, of the construction of which

it is a part. Condensation is the decrease in structural scope leading to loss in in-
dependence. The reduced forms of the English auxiliaries—#e is to he’s, he will
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to he’ll, et cetera—provide examples of this loss in structural scope which results
in cliticization. As has been demonstrated above (§1.3.5), however, condensation
resulting in boundness is not unique to or required in grammaticalization, and it
may occur in situations separate from functional change.

1.4.3. Paradigmaticity

The paradigmaticity of a sign consists in its cohesion with other signs in a para-
digm, where the decrease of this parameter results in the leveling of the
differences. One may compare German wegen with wéihrend. The former is more
paradigmaticized as it is adopted into the paradigm of the primary prepositions
taking the dative case increasingly in speech and certain dialects, whereas
wiéhrend governs the genitive case analogous to the secondary prepositions (Di
Meola 2004). Similarly, according to Lehmann, the grammaticalized forms have
a tendency to be adopted and assimilated into preexistent paradigms.

There exist several problems with paradigmaticity as a grammaticalization
condition. First, grammaticalization at times yields an innovative form which can-
not be relegated to an existing paradigm, for example, the innovation of direct
object markers in several Semitic languages (Hardy 2016; Cohen 2018), or a com-
plete reduction of a paradigm leading to fossilization, as with the vestige case
vowels in Biblical Hebrew. Second, adoption into an existing paradigm is not al-
ways immediate or evident, as in the example of wdhrend. Third, formation of
suppletive paradigms occurs in non-grammaticalized situations (e.g., English
good, better, best). As such, paradigmaticity fails both as a universal and a unique
criterion for grammaticalization.

1.4.4. Cohesion

The phonological connectiveness of a sign in a syntagm is labeled syntagmatic co-
hesion. Cohesion may include cliticization, univerbation, fusion, boundness, and
adaptation. These are discussed in a previous section (§1.3) and are identified as
properties of broader semantic change (Eckardt 2006). The loss of free grammatical
status may occur for a range of reasons, accompanying other changes besides gram-
maticalization. For example, univerbation often is followed by multiple
phonological processes in idiomization, as in the colloquial English greeting sup?
(/wot iz Ap/ > /woz Ap/ > /wazap/ > /sap/). As a result, cohesion cannot be consid-
ered a determining factor in characterizing or distinguishing grammaticalization.

1.4.5. Paradigmatic Variability

Paradigmatic variability is the degree to which another sign may be chosen by a
speaker. Said another way, it is the obligatoriness with which a sign is used, or
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another may be substituted therewith. This quality leads putatively to an increase
in the frequency of the feature. The variability change which accompanies the
grammaticalization of the Latin demonstratives ille and illa into the French defi-
nite article /e is illustrative (Bauer 2007; Polyakov and Makarov 2015). The
demonstratives in Latin are non-obligatory, while the French article is ubiquitous
being required with definite nouns. Lehmann (1995, 142), however, points out a
poignant consideration about obligatoriness which should “keep us from over-
emphasizing its importance.” The omnipresence of a grammatical element may
lead to its meaninglessness. This routinely happens at the end of the “grammati-
calization cycle,” such as with the adoption of the definite article morpheme into
the general nominal paradigm in several late Aramaic dialects (Lipinski 1997,
275). Cautioning against too close of a coordination between these two distinct
phenomena, Lindquist and Mair (2004, xiii) note: “Frequency emerges as an in-
teresting corollary of grammaticalization rather than as a primary cause, and some
processes of grammaticalization do not seem to involve an increase in discourse
frequency at all.”

1.4.6. Syntagmatic Variability

Syntagmatic variability, in contrast with paradigmatic variability, describes the
degree to which the position of a sign is codified or mutable within a syntagm.
The reason for the rigidity of the syntagm is understood to be derived from the
originating context in which the change took place; however, flexibility at the
beginning stages may continue for some time before the syntagm becomes immu-
table. Also, the typological arrangement may well require the formation of a stable
syntagm separate from grammaticalization.

1.4.7. Parametric Correlation

Lehmann (1995, 126-27) admits concerning these parameters that “none of them
is by itself sufficient to define grammaticalization; it is only by the interplay of all
of them that grammaticalization comes about.” On the other hand, however, he
claims: “There are ... no theoretical grounds on which to expect a 100% correla-
tion between them” (124), and elsewhere “we can see that in some cases the
parameters do not correlate” (169). One is left to question, then, how these pa-
rameters can help designate such a change if they do not correlate, do not always
occur together, and may be explained by other linguistic factors.
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1.5. Theoretical Framework for the Present Study

Having considered two important theories detailing the properties and mecha-
nisms of grammaticalization in the previous sections, where does this leave the
study of the phenomenon? The conclusion is that these theories too often fall short
of identifying the basic properties and mechanisms of grammaticalization.'” An
updated scheme is critical for a more robust and precise understanding of gram-
maticalization with less room for debate about the extent to which one can apply
the concept and what linguistic adaptations are secondary versus primary. A re-
vised framework should incorporate the criticism of the past theories and explain
the uniqueness of this type of language change.

In light of this, it is proposed that grammaticalization be delimited by a single
unique criterion, namely, the acquisition of a grammatical function either by a
lexical item or another function word. This formation follows that of Mufwene
(1996, 6), as well as others (notably Frajzyngier 2008), who states: “Grammati-
calization is assumed ... to apply to specific kinds of restructuring which produce
grammatical morphemes out of lexical ones or assign new grammatical functions
to some grammatical morphemes.” The fundamental diagnostic tool therefore re-
quires the examination of semantic and functional shifts in specific constructions
and environments to detect the acquisition of new grammatical meanings. Such
changes occur in contexts where multiple interpretations of a single construction
lead to the layering of polysemous linguistic material (i.e., ambiguity) and the
extension of the innovative function to new contexts (i.e., generalization). All
other mechanisms or parameters suggested above are not unique to grammatical-
ization and are not essential—thus the outcome of a grammatical function alone
is what is particular to the change.

Since other features, like the increase of boundness, cliticization, et cetera,
may not be attributed to all cases and can be demonstrated to occur because of
other linguistic factors apart from grammaticalization, they will not be invoked as
primary criteria for the exposition of grammaticalization but, at most, obtain sec-
ondary status and are separated from the acquisition of innovative functions.
Secondary outcomes may be a consequence of analogy or contextual extension
(i.e., specialization) as the new grammatical function is adopted into the gram-
matical system. While these secondary changes—particularly in the variability of
the source formation—do regularly occur, they are not exclusive to grammatical-
ization or part of some multistage grammaticalization “process” (see §1.1).

These characteristics identified above may be observed in the example of
English going to. In constructions with o + INF, the English GOprcp acquires the

19 Others have recognized these limitations and proposed various ways forward without
completely rejecting the insights provided in the study of grammaticalization (Joseph 2004;
Fischer 2008).
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grammatical function of marking the future (§1.2).2° This expansion, or layering,
yields two polysemous constructions which may only be distinguished by contex-
tual semantics and pragmatic factors. The evidence for the functional change,
then, is the extension of the grammaticalized construction into contexts where the
previous usage is not well-formed on a semantic level, such as I’'m going to go/run
(§1.2). Subsequent to this grammaticalization, the progressive and the future di-
verge leading to secondary phonological and morphosyntactic changes in the
innovative construction. These changes cannot be attributed primarily to gram-
maticalization but are the result of other mechanisms, such as isomorphism. The
phonological reduction of the catenative form (going to > gonna) may be ex-
plained as related to that of other emerging modal auxiliaries (e.g., want to >
wanna, got to > gotta, etc.) (Krug 2000). It may be argued that such a reduction
would not have occurred had it not been for the functional shift. This is evident in
that the progressive does not undergo the reduction, **I’'m gonna the forest. But
this example betrays the previous criticism. Grammaticalization provides an in-
novation which is the growth in usage and function of the linguistic unit. Any
subsequent change or variation to the originating expression or the grammatical-
ized one cannot be understood as necessary to the change, only subsequent to it—
whether caused or incidental.

1.5.1. Syntactic Reanalysis and Grammaticalization

Two further issues which regularly are queried in the discussion of grammatical-
ization involve the relationship between grammaticalization and syntactic
reanalysis, and whether grammaticalization is unidirectional. This section and the
following one (§1.5.2) will attempt a concise treatment of these topics as they
relate to the present study.

Langacker is credited with coining the term syntactic reanalysis.>' He defined
it as the “change in the structure of an expression or class of expressions that does
not involve any immediate or intrinsic modification of its surface manifestation”
(Langacker 1977, 58). This allows for a reorganization of the parsing of a syntagm
with regard to morphosyntax without rearranging the linear expression of that
syntagm. For example, glass may be the subject of the clause followed by the

20 Further, a secondary development may be assessed where the future is expanded to
contexts marking epistemic modality.

21 The idea of syntactic reanalysis, however, predates Langacker, having been discussed
in detail as Verschiebung der syntaktischen Gliederung (“shift of syntactic structure”) by
Hermann Paul (1920, 282-303).
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modifying ADJP full of wine (15a) or a part of the NP a glassful (< *glass full) of
wine (15b).2?

(15)a. [A glass]ne [full of wine]apsp is on the floor.
b. [A glassful]np [of wine]pp is on the floor.

Campbell expands this understanding and claims that the underlying structure
should include grammatical categories and relations. The result is that change to
grammatical relations, or grammaticalization, is incorporated as a subclass of re-
analysis. His definition states:

Reanalysis changes the underlying structure of a grammatical construction, but
does not modify surface manifestation. The underlying structure includes (1)
constituency, (2) hierarchical structure, (3) grammatical categories, (4) gramma-
tical relations, and (5) cohesion. (Campbell 2001, 141)?

One must query whether Campbell’s addition of grammatical categories to
Langacker’s definition is indeed warranted or merely an unneeded expansion that
has led to much disagreement as to the interaction and dependency of these phe-
nomena.

Rejecting Campbell’s inclusion of grammaticalization as merely a compo-
nent of syntactic reanalysis, the relationship between reanalysis and
grammaticalization needs to be further examined. Heine (2004, 592) attempts to
do this by interfacing four general positions.

1. Grammaticalization and reanalysis are independent, but coextensive pro-
perties—all instances of one are also instances of the other, and vice versa.

2. Reanalysis is inclusive of grammaticalization, but grammaticalization is not
inclusive of reanalysis—all instances of grammaticalization are instances of
reanalysis, but not all instances of reanalysis are instances of grammaticali-
zation.

3. Grammaticalization and reanalysis are distinct phenomena, but some ins-
tances will overlap with the other.

4. Grammaticalization and reanalysis are mutually exclusive phenomena.

Only the middle two, however, appear to have been positively espoused by
researchers. Representative of the second view is Campbell’s (2001, 116)

22 Eckardt (2012) discusses a similar example under the rubric of “semantic reanalysis,”
contrasting the German phrases Ein Glas voll Weines stand auf dem Tisch and Ein Glas
voll Wein muss in die Sofe.

23 Notice the later variation: “Reanalysis changes the underlying structure of syntactic
construction” (emphasis added) (Campbell 2004).
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depiction that “grammaticalization does not have any independent status of its
own, but rather it is derivative of other kinds of language change.” The third op-
tion, of course, contains a wide range of positions with regard to the degree to
which these phenomena are overlapping. Heine, Claudi, and Hiinnemeyer (1991,
219) represent one end of this continuum, claiming “both grammaticalization and
reanalysis appear to be inseparable twins,” while Haspelmath holds to the oppo-
site extreme wherein the phenomenological union is negligible but not
nonexistent. He claims:

The large majority of syntactic changes are instances of “pure” grammaticaliza-
tion and should be explained within the framework of a theory of
grammaticalization, without reference to reanalysis. A minority of syntactic
changes are due to reanalysis, and they must be explained in different terms.
Grammaticalization and reanalysis are disjoint classes of phenomena.
(Haspelmath 1998, 315)

For the present study, three potential situations are distinguished: (1) reanal-
ysis may occur without grammaticalization; (2) grammaticalization may happen
without reanalysis; and (3) both may occur ostensibly as simultaneous changes or
better as inseparable, concomitant phenomena. Each of these situations is ap-
praised and exemplified in the following discussion.

First, reanalysis without grammaticalization may be observed in the change in
the constituency of the syntagm for me in example (16), given by Harris and Camp-
bell (1995, 62) as an example of “constituency and hierarchical structure” change:

(16)I wol conclude that it is bet for me
To sleen myself than ben defouled thus.
I will conclude that it is better for me to slay myself than to be violated thus.
(Chaucer, Canterbury Tales, ca. 1400)

At the initial stage with example (17a), the preposition phrase for me modified the
main clause; however, the pronoun was later reanalyzed as the logical subject of
the infinitive as with example (17b).

(17)a. [It would be better for me] [to slay myself than to be violated thus.]
b. [It would be better] [for me to slay myself than to be violated thus.]
(Adapted from Haspelmath 1998, 324-35)

This latter stage is exemplified in the ability of the entire phrase, “for me to slay
myself,” to be prepositioned as the subject as found in example (18).
(18)[For me to slay myself] [would be better than to be violated thus.]
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Notice that no individual unit or construction is grammaticalized, only syntacti-
cally reassigned.

Second, grammaticalization is independent of syntactic reanalysis in the case
of the English demonstrative changing to the definite article (e.g., this man >
the man) and the numeral acquiring the function of an indefinite article (e.g.,
one man > a man) (Heine, Claudi, and Hinnemeyer 1991, 219). Syntactic
rebracketing is not necessitated in such situations, only a change in the semantic
and grammatical category.

Third, some changes appear to undergo concurrently both reanalysis and
grammaticalization. In previous sections, the periphrastic English FUTURE VP
was delineated as BE + [going to]Jrur + VERB which arose from the reanalysis
and grammaticalization of BE + GOprcp + fo + INF. The categorical shift and
rebracketing of the transitive preposition fo from being the head of the infinitival
phrase in example (19a) to a part of the future tense marker going to in example
(19b) motivates the change from the progressive to the future syntagm.

(19)a. [I am going] [to go to town.]
b. [I am going to] [go to town.]
c. [T am gonna] [go to town.]

As a consequence of these changes, the new tense marker going fo is reinter-
preted as a complex auxiliary be going to, diverges from the homophonic GOprcp,
and undergoes reduction to gonna (19¢). These changes of categorical shift,
rebracketing, and grammaticalization occurred together. However, to equate the
changes would be problematic in instances, as demonstrated above, where one or
another change takes place unaccompanied by the other.

1.5.2. Unidirectionality, Degrammaticalization, and Lexicalization

Some will recognize that the present understanding of grammaticalization is con-
strued as a unidirectional transformation, viz. the change in one direction from a
lexical item to a grammatical function (lexical item > grammatical function). Un-
like other discussions, however, this unidirectionality claim does not oblige the
nonexistence of the converse (grammatical function > lexical item). Examples of
the latter change, while much less common, are well documented in the literature,
generally regarded as degrammaticalization (Norde 2009).

Lexicalization would designate the change resulting in a lexical item. Indeed,
Kurytowicz (1965, 69) in conjunction with defining grammaticalization charac-
terized lexicalization as the “reverse” change: grammatical function to lexical
item. Analogous to grammaticalization, lexicalization is defined by the outcome
of the change and not characterized as necessarily the opposite of grammaticali-
zation as though lexicality and grammaticality are situated on the two extremes of
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a single continuum (Lightfoot 2005). This designation may prove to be too broad,
covering changes from non-grammatical functions to new lexical meanings ([X,
Y, Z] > lexical item), but further delimitation of the concept does not eliminate
the need for precise and accurate terminology for this type of change (Brinton and
Traugott 2005).

The alternate term degrammaticalization, though firmly grounded in the lit-
erature (Norde 2009, 112—14), is regrettable in that any attempt to define a word
with a privative prefix entails certain reference to the non-prefixed term. As to
what degree these two linguistic phenomena are, or are not, related should not be
influenced by terminology but established separately. That is to say, merely having
equivalent endpoints in the reverse order does not require the change necessarily to
be related. The examples of degrammaticalization presented by Norde (2009) and
others (Newmeyer 1998, 2001, Fischer 2000) do not represent the reversal of the
pathway of grammaticalization, that is, no example of a grammaticalized element
which retraces its steps is known (i.e., the change, A > [A, B] > B, followed by
the converse, B > [A, B] > A), but only the resulting outcomes of lexical items
which putatively developed from grammatical origins. What’s more, no examples
of degrammaticalization have been suggested in Biblical Hebrew.

Another type of change that is, at times, mislabeled by the term degrammat-
icalization is retraction. Grammaticalization yields new grammatical functions as
A1 expands its function to the new context Az, and A> may subsequently expand
to As, and so forth (fig. 1.3).

Figure 1.3. Expansion

Grammaticalization
>
1. A
2. A-A
3. A-A,
4, A-A-A,
5. A A
Vt 6. A-A,

(Adapted from fig. 2 in Haspelmath 2004, 33)

However, this expansion does not, of necessity, eliminate previous linguistic
layers. This is represented in figure 1.4., where B2 is preserved as a polysemous
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function even when the form is expanded to other contexts, B3 and B4, which are
eventually lost.>*

Figure 1.4. Retraction

Grammaticalization
>

1. B,
2. B-B,
3. B-B,-B,
4, B,-B.-B,

L 5. B,-B,
6. B,

t 2

(Adapted from fig. 3 in Haspelmath 2004, 33)

Haspelmath (2004) has keenly noted that retraction may occur when an older
linguistic layer is preserved as (rightward) expansion continues. If certain suc-
ceeding layers are later lost leaving the earlier preserved usage, then
degrammaticalization may appear to have occurred, although it may only be the
conservation of an earlier function.

1.6. Studies of Grammaticalization in Semitic

Even though Lehmann (1995, 6) states that Carl Meinhof (1936) applied gram-
maticalization to the Semitic languages in his work on flexional morphology, Die
Entstehung flektierender Sprachen, exploration in Semitic grammaticalization
was almost nonexistent until about the last two decades of the twentieth century.?
This section provides a brief, diachronic review of the study of grammaticaliza-
tion in Semitic languages, while a complete examination and evaluation of the
studies relevant to particular prepositions is handled in the corresponding sections.
A more synchronic overview of the current state of work on Semitic grammati-
calization is surveyed in Esseesy (2018).

One of the earliest case studies in Semitic grammaticalization is Givon’s es-
say “The Evolution of Dependent Clause Morpho-syntax in Biblical Hebrew”

24 See the above discussion (§1.3.2) on desemanticization concerning the elimination of
semantic meaning.

25 Only a single Semitic example from Ethiopian Semitic is included as part of the “pre-
liminary” treatment of African Languages (Heine and Reh 1984, 238).
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found in the widely cited two-volume collection of studies, Approaches to Gram-
maticalization, edited by Traugott and Heine (1991). Givén examines
subordinators in Biblical Hebrew encompassing primarily the evolution of the
REL ser with brief mention of complementizers and quotatives. From these
data, Givon extracts several implications for the dialectal and diachronic nature
of Biblical Hebrew with regard to the changes observed. Focusing on semantic
change, Rubba (1994) develops several claims using insights from Cognitive Lin-
guistics (Langacker 1987) in the Neo-Aramaic dialect of Telesqof, Iraq and
concerning the transition from body parts to prepositions. Baalbaki (1995) ap-
praises a multiplicity of grammatical changes in Arabic, which he designates
within the broad category of reclassification, much of which would be considered
grammaticalization.

The latter half of the 1990s yielded a marked increase in the number of gram-
maticalization studies and the expansion of the theory into the Semitic verbal
systems. Concentrating on Maltese and six Arabic varieties spoken in Yemen and
Oman, Simeone-Senelle and Vanhove (1997) detail the emergence of verbal aux-
iliaries, following Cohen’s (1984) earlier work on the evolution of the Semitic
verbal system. Kouwenberg (1997, 2010) presents a theory of the origin of the
Akkadian D-stem appealing to the process of iconicity and subsequent grammat-
icalization, which he again invokes nearly a decade later when studying the Gt
stem (2005) and the Semitic background of the Akkadian verbal system (2010).
Also, Contini (1997) examines grammaticalization changes witnessed in the mod-
ern Neo-Aramaic language of Turoyo from southeastern Turkey. The next year,
Testen (1998) in a revision of his 1995 dissertation references the historical pro-
cess in an attempt to differentiate the origins of the Central Semitic definite article.
In the same year, Voigt (1998) presents evidence that the article evolved from an
original demonstrative via grammaticalization. An important article on the gram-
maticalization of Arabic prepositions was also published by Voigt (1999) in the
last year of the decade.

The pace of publishing on topics related to Semitic grammaticalization in-
creased dramatically at the beginning of the twenty-first century including the first
full-length monograph devoted to the subject (Rubin 2005). In his article on der-
ivational morphology, “Why Semitic adverbializers (Akkadian -is, Syriac -a7ir)
should not be derived from existential *77z,” Gensler (2000) uses positive typo-
logical evidence of the grammaticalization development of adverbs, MOTION >
MANNER (pace Mayer 1995), to support the derivation of the Syriac morpheme
from the feminine singular nisha ending. In her work on reported speech in He-
brew, Miller (2003, 200-212) discusses the quotative, which is also studied by
Cohen (2002, 805) in Akkadian, by Pat-El (2009b) in Official Aramaic, and by
Shemesh (2006) in Mishnaic Hebrew. Various studies on the Hebrew verbal sys-
tem with reference to grammaticalization are offered by Dobbs-Allsopp (2000),
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Cook (2002, 2004, 2006, 2008b, 2012a, 2012b, 2014a, 2014b, 2015), Eskhult
(2008), Anstey (2009), Andrason (2010b, 2011, 2015), Andrason and van der
Merwe (2015), Andrason, Hornea, and Joubert (2019), and Robar (2015), whereas
studies on other Semitic verbs, including the development of the Semitic stative
(Zaborski 2005), Proto-Semitic yagattVI- (Garr 2005), Barth’s law applied to the
Proto-Semitic imperative (Bar-Asher 2008), the verbal system of biblical Aramaic
(Li 2009), the origin and development of the Akkadian verbal system
(Kouwenberg 2010), the Neo-Aramaic future auxiliary (Coghill 2010), the Akka-
dian verbal form iprus (Andrason 2010a), the inflected forms of Arabic kana ‘to
be’ (Jastrow 2013), and tense marking in Ethiosemitic (Meyer 2016), invoke
grammaticalization albeit, at times, only nominally. A number of studies on indi-
vidual Semitic free and bound morphemes were published in the last fifteen years
including articles (Rubin 2005, 65-90, Pat-El 2009a; Huehnergard and Pat-El
2012; Doron and Khan 2016), bipartite reciprocal markers (Halevy 2011; Staps
2020), case relators (Lehmann 2011), copula (Katz 1998; Khan 2012), energic
suffix (Owens 2013), existentials (Wilmsen 2017), negation (Sjors 2018), object
markers (Rubin 2005, 91-128; Wilmsen 2013a, 2013b; Hardy 2016; Wilson-
Wright 2016; Cohen 2018), particles (Anstey 2006; Gebreyes 2014; Andrason
and Lyle 2015), prepositions (Esseesy 2010; Pat-El 2013; Huehnergard and
Wilson-Wright 2014; Pat-El 2020), pronouns (Moshavi 2018), relatives (Givon
1991; Huehnergard 2006; Holmstedt 2006; Huehnergard and Pat-El 2018), sub-
ordinators (Pat-El 2008), and tense markers (Rubin 2005, 129-52).

1.7. Methodology

In order to evaluate the grammaticalization of Biblical Hebrew prepositions sys-
tematically, the following methodology is adhered to. First, the prepositions are
grouped according to morphological form and placed in the conventional catego-
ries of simple and multi-word prepositions (chapter 2). Second, the various
functions of each lexeme are analyzed and outlined based on usage (chapters 3
and 4). This includes examining instances that may fall into more than one cate-
gory and considering possible environments of change. Third, the
grammaticalization pathways linking the original lexical meaning to various func-
tions are compared (chapter 5).

In light of the previous description and preliminary evaluation of grammati-
calization theory, a fourfold approach is employed in the analysis of functional
trajectories using the comparative method, diachronic typology, the layering prin-
ciple, and linguistic strata. The two former techniques are language external; the
latter two are language internal.

First, the framework of the comparative method allows for a diachronic
examination of the philological data from various Semitic languages. Recon-
structions of the Hebrew and Semitic protolanguages illuminate potential inter-
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linguistic influences and inner-linguistic developments in the dialects of Hebrew.
Second, diachronic typology provides a form of uniformitarian control through
cross-linguistic comparison primarily to help determine directionality of change.
Comparison is useful both positively to assist in identifying prospective changes
and negatively to provide caution in evaluating speculative developments. Typol-
ogy affords insight into cross-linguistic propensities, but it does not alone
determine any specific developmental pathway.

Third, the investigation of overlapping meanings, discussed previously as
the Overlap Model (§1.3.6), is one of the principle language-internal means of
determining the environments of innovative grammatical functions. Grammati-
calization occurs in contexts which may be interpreted in more than one way as
situations with ambiguous meanings allow for speakers to reinterpret one con-
struction as another (Traugott and Trousdale 2010). Like the comparative method,
however, this approach is restricted to providing only positive evidence for gram-
matical change. That is to say, the lack of attested contexts of functional extension
does not proscribe the existence of such environments from some inaccessible
point in the evolution of the language.

Fourth, different linguistic strata—diachronic, dialectal, genre, register, et
cetera—provide pattern variation which can be used to detect potential changes
and restructuring evident within the time period of the biblical texts themselves.
This aspect will be explored in relation to the different individual examples and
usages in traditionally defined layers to evaluate the source of the variations.






2.
BIBLICAL HEBREW PREPOSITIONS

Prepositions provide arguably some of the most straightforward examples of
grammaticalization. The reasons are multifaceted but primarily stem from wide-
spread use and functional relatedness. Following the approach of Tyler and Evans
(2003), this study assumes that the network of distinct meanings of grammatical
morphemes are related and stored together in the mental lexicon. The various
meanings or functions for each preposition may further be accounted for not just
as synchronically related complexes (polysemy) but detectable historical products
(development). Even though speakers do not retain an overt memory of language
evolution, polysemy oftentimes betrays the pathways of change through the envi-
ronment of use and the relatedness of the functions. Thorough investigation of
synchronic polysemy, language-internal evidence, and cross-linguistic compari-
son can yield a credible accounting of diachronic change.

With such an end in view, this chapter provides the groundwork for the study
of Biblical Hebrew prepositions. The morphology of prepositions in Semitic is
overviewed (§2.1) and a classification framework for Biblical Hebrew preposi-
tions is presented (§2.2).

2.1. Overview of Semitic Prepositions

Biblical Hebrew morphology, as with that of Semitic languages in general, prin-
cipally consists of a triconsonantal root, a base (i.e., the combination of vocalic
and consonantal lengthening patterns), and affixes. For the Biblical Hebrew word,
*nAN2 kotabti ‘1 wrote’, the root is KTB, the base is *qatal (using the generic root
QOTL per Biblical Hebrew conventions), and the final syllable -# is a suffix. The
earliest Semitic-speaking grammarians outlined three word-classes. These groups
include verbs, substantives (i.e., nouns, pronouns, and adjectives), and everything
else, the so-called particles. Following this scheme, modern Semitic grammars
commonly categorize prepositions along with (some) adverbs, conjunctions, and
other sundry words in this third grouping as an amalgamation of independent mor-
phemes that did not fit the verb and substantive categories.

31
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The current study classifies prepositions using the general semantic category
of function words, that is, morphemes which express grammatical relations.
Speakers use these words to encode what has been called grammatical knowledge,
which creates the structural data of language. Included in this group are auxilia-
ries, conjunctions, determiners, expletives, interjections, prepositions, pronouns,
quantifiers, and some adverbs. These grammatical words make up a small number
of lexemes that are high frequency morphemes (i.e., few types but many tokens).?
The limited number of types has led some to consider prepositions to be part of a
closed word class that do not readily incorporate new members. Recent study,
however, demonstrates that grammatical features are more dynamic than basic
vocabulary (Greenhill et al 2017). In contrast, content words (e.g., nouns, verbs,
etc.) are “a reflex of world knowledge” (Abrusan, Asher, and van de Cruys 2019).
They are often described as having “lexical” meaning and typically are considered
an open word class. While the boundary between open and closed word classes
cannot be seen as imperious—as is demonstrated repeatedly in this study through
the incorporation of content words into the grammatical system—certain features
of these classes remain “highly stable over time” (Greenhill et al 2017).%”

The category of prepositions may be further circumscribed by its syntactic
and semantic properties (Waltke and O’Connor 1990, §11). Syntactically, pre-
positions stand before certain constituent types. Semantically, prepositions en-
code relationships between a referent and the prepositional complement. In a
cognitive linguistics framework, these correspond to a trajector [TR] and a land-
mark [LM]. Examples of the semantic relationships include, among others,
notions of place, time, goal, and interest.

2.2. Classification of Hebrew Prepositions

Semitic prepositions are conventionally classified as either primary or secondary
based on their morphology and etymology (Bauer and Leander 1922, 63447,
Brockelmann 1908, 494-99). Primary prepositions are, for the most part, mono-
or bi-radical morphemes. These prepositions are traditionally designated as “in-
separable” or “separable” based on orthography. Inseparable prepositions (e.g.,
Ethiopic Pem- ‘from’, Aramaic /- ‘toward’, Arabic bi- ‘in’) are prefixed to nominal
landmarks, and separable prepositions are independent morphemes (e.g., Akka-
dian ana ‘to’, Old South Arabian bn ‘from’, Phoenician ¢d ‘until’).

26 The type-token distinction is understood as the difference between a concept and an
entity. A type is a class of objects, and a token is an occurrence of that object. So, for
example, in producing a statistical model, a linguistic type could be the construction ba{et,
and the tokens would be the instances of this construction in a text.

27 For a more detailed data-driven analysis of temporal stability and rates of change, see
Wichmann and Holman (2009).
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Secondary prepositions, on the other hand, are triconsonantal and derivative.
They almost always are independent morphemes in the Semitic languages (e.g.,
Ugaritic ahr ‘after’; Syriac thet ‘under’; Mehri fonohan ‘before’) and are related
etymologically to nouns. The nineteenth-century derivational understanding that
“All words that appear in language use as prepositions are originally nouns”?®
(Gesenius and Kautzsch 1896, §101) is an oft-repeated refrain even in more recent
grammars of Biblical Hebrew (Bauer and Leander 1922, §81, Jotion 1923, §103,
Waltke and O’Connor 1990, §11.1.1, Blau 2010, §5.1). Furthermore, Brockel-
mann (1908, 494) suggests an even broader understanding that “nouns freeze into
prepositions” and originate from “Nouns [functioning] as accusative adverbs.”?

To this notion that prepositions come from original accusative-case substan-
tives functioning as adverbs, it should be added that they develop from
morphologically construct state, or bound, forms governing the genitive case.*°
This supposition is substantiated in several Semitic languages, most notably Ara-
bic where, for example, the preposition bafda ‘after’ is distinguishable from the
independent adverb baSdan ‘afterwards’.’! Both words derive from a gatl-type
noun with the accusative suffix -a(n). The adverb is the absolute form, whereas
the preposition is the construct form (Voigt 1999, 22).

Two additional groups of Semitic prepositions, however, do not fit within this
schema of primary and secondary prepositions. One group includes morphemes
made up of tri-consonantal structures with unknown or uncertain roots (e.g., Ara-
bic ladun ‘at’).* The other group consists of multi-word prepositions (e.g.,
Ugaritic btk ‘in the midst of’, [pn “in front of”; Aramaic btr “after’ [< b- “in’” + 2tr
‘place’]).

28 “Samtliche Worter, welche im Sprachgebrauche als Préapositionen erscheinen, sind ur-
spr. Substantiva.”

29 “Die semit. Pripositionen sind urapr. Subst. im Akk[usativ] adv. Wie im Laufe der
Sprachgeschichte immer wieder Subst. zu Pripositionen erstarren.”

30 In Arabic grammar, these function words are referred to as huritfis [-jarri, that is, “par-
ticles which govern the genitive case” (Wright 1896, §355).

31 See, also, Arabic mafa ‘with’ as a preposition compared with the adverb mafan ‘to-
gether’.

32 Several grammars assert that some bi-consonantal prepositions derive from underlying
tri-radical, third-weak roots (Gesenius, Kautzsch, and Cowley 1910, §103n, Driver 1937,
Blau 2010, §5.1.4). For example, Hebrew v al ‘upon’, 7 $ad ‘until’, and '7&3 2el ‘toward’
are explained as originating from tri-radical roots as evidenced with the so-called long
forms, *2p {“le, "1V {"de, and ) *le. The first two are likely connected to 15y ‘go up’ and

nTY ‘advance’, but the origin of the last preposition is obscure. As the long forms are re-
stricted primarily to vestigial independent forms in Hebrew poetic texts and with
pronominal suffixes, the present study categorizes these prepositions along with other lex-
emes with obscured roots.
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Reassessing the traditional categories, Voigt (1999) develops a four-part clas-
sification schema of Arabic prepositions which is adopted in the present volume
as a threefold structure for Hebrew prepositions.*? In the first grouping, preposi-
tions without an unmistakable root are categorized. This group (I) contains all
mono- and biconsonantal examples. The second category (1), which corresponds
to Voigt’s third grouping, is comprised of those prepositions with an analyzable
triconsonantal root. Lastly, the polymorphic prepositions of various types are
grouped in category III.

Each of these groups is exemplified in table 2.1. For the first two groupings,
a comprehensive listing is provided. The examples are given with a gloss, histor-
ical form, base, and (where applicable) root. The third group catalogs the six basic
types of multiword prepositions by their composite parts. A discussion of the mul-
tiword prepositions examined in this study is provided below (§4).

Table 2.1. Classification of Hebrew Prepositions

Category Form Base Root

I:
1. -2 b- ‘in, on’ *HV- *qV —
2. -3 k- “as, like’ *kV- *qV —
3 -5 [- “at, to, for’ *[ Y- *qV -
4. 5y Pl ‘toward’ *il(ay)’? *qgil(ay) ~
5. nR Pet ‘with’ *itt *qill -
6. "1 bali ‘without’ *bVIiyy *qVliyy
7. 5 mul ‘before’ *mil *qil 3
8. 1 min ‘from’ *min(n) *qil(l) —
9. TV Cad ‘until’ *Cad(ay) *qal(ay) —
10. 5w Sal ‘upon’ *Cal(ay) *qal(ay) ~
11.  op {im ‘with’ *Cimm *qill —
12. n%a bilti ‘except’ *piltiyy *qiltiyy ~
13. 9 zuloti ‘except’ *ziilatiyy *qalatiyy | —
14. 07 ferem ‘before’ *ti/arm *qi/atl —

33 Voigt’s (1999, 28) category II is not applicable in Hebrew as there appear to be no
Biblical Hebrew examples of “teilweiser Monemisierbarkeit.”

34 See above (n. 5) for a brief discussion of the problems inherent in analyzing the long
forms of {“le, {“de, and *le.

35 Any evidential connection to the Hebrew root MWL relating to ‘circumcision’ is remote.
A derivation from PWL ‘strong; front’ is also difficult to substantiate (Olshausen 1861,
§223c).

36 Note also the biform 0i7 farom ‘before’.
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Table 2.1: Classification of Hebrew Prepositions (cont.)

Category Form Base Root
1I:
1. anRK Pahar ‘before’ *Pahhar *qattal \PHR
2. MINR Pah’re ‘before’ *Pahharay *qattalay | NPHR
3. YN Pesel ‘beside’ *isl *qitl NPSL
4. "3 ben ‘between’ *bayn *qatl VBYN
5. w3 baSad ‘behind’ *baGd *qatl \VBSD?
6. 771 helep ‘exchange for’ | *hilp *qitl VHLP
7. 10 yaSan ‘because of’ *yaQn[iy] *yaqtil VENY
8. 731 neged ‘before’ *nigd *qitl VNGD
9. N23 nokah ‘opposite to’3® | *nukh *qutl VNKH
10. 220 sobib ‘around’ *sabib *qalil \SBB
11.  apy Seqeb “for’ *Cigh *qitl \SOB
12.  nnn tahat ‘under’ *taht(ay) *qatl(ay) | NTHT
III:
1. N8N me’et ‘out of, from’ | *min+72it(t) PREP+PREP
2. -5 5un meSal I- ‘above’ *min+Sal+1V- PREP+PREP+PREP
3. 9933 bigolal ‘because of” | *bV+galal- PREP+NP
4. -Srmanmibbet I- ‘within® | *min+bayt+IV- | PREP+NP+PREP
5. menyn millomatto> “‘from | *min+1V+ PREP+PREP+
below’ mattat NP
6. 5 vinn S8 2el mihus I- “to | *2il+min+his+ | PREP+PREP+NP+
the outside of’ - PREP

37 The corresponding verb, however unwitnessed in Biblical Hebrew, is well-known in
Semitic (see §3.5.1).
38 The biform -123 nikh- is included herewith.






3.
THE DEVELOPMENT OF SIMPLE PREPOSITIONS

This chapter outlines the evidence for the development of the simple prepositions
from their lexical source to various functional uses. A full discussion is included
for the following category II prepositions (table 2.1): IR Pahar ‘before’, "INK
Pah‘re ‘before’, Hur Pesel ‘beside’, 12 ben ‘between’, T2 bafad ‘behind’, 751
helep ‘exchange for’, 19 yafan ‘because of”, T3 neged ‘before’, N2l nokah ‘oppo-
site to’, 2°2D sabib ‘around’, 2PV {egeb ‘for’, and NNn tahat ‘under’. Category I
prepositions, although more frequent, are excluded from this study. Because they
do not provide language-internal evidence of their source, a complete pathway of
change cannot be definitively reckoned.

In each section, the morphology, synchronic usage patterns, and grammati-
calization pathway(s) are examined. The morphology of the source lexeme is
reviewed first, followed by contexts of its prototypical grammatical functions.
The changes are outlined with particular attention to the ambiguous environments
wherein the grammatical functions may be acquired and extended. Last, a map-
ping of the proposed grammaticalization changes is provided.

3.1. "R Pahar

As with a number of the category I prepositions and the category II preposition
nnn tahat ‘under’, 2ahar and 2ah‘re derive from original short and long biforms,
*Pahhar and *Pahharay (see also the discussion in §3.2.1 below). In Biblical He-
brew, however, these two forms have divergent morphology and semantics. A
joint analysis would privilege the diachronic relationship over clear synchronic,
including functional, differences. Thus, this section discusses 2ahar. The analysis
of Pah‘re is undertaken in the following section. The relationship between these
prepositions is examined afterwards (§3.2.6).

3.1.1. Morphosyntax of Pahar

A frozen construct form of the Proto-Semitic base *qattal (Biblical Hebrew
qattol) from the root ZHR accounts for the vocalic pattern and invariability of the

37
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morpheme (Fox 2003, 253-61, Bauer and Leander 1922, 479). Other invariable,
construct-state forms are detectable among the Biblical Hebrew prepositions, in-
cluding *13 bade ‘as much as’, 5232 bigalal ‘because of” (§4.4), and "33 mippane
‘because of’ (§4.18). Driver (1937 346) assigns this form along with nnn tahat
‘below’ (§3.12) to the *qat! noun category with, for example, Dva pafam ‘step’.
This pattern, however, fails to explain the accentual difference between these
forms—~2ahar has word-final accent, and tahat/pd§am is word-initial.

The expected, but unattested, absolute state of *2ahhar would have been re-
alized as *7nK Pehor on the pattern of other similar forms, most notably 0% Pehod
‘one’ (< *Pahhad) and 7§ Pehow ‘his brothers’ (< *Pahhayhii).>® A distinctive
suffixed form of 2ahar is not known. The two principal contexts in which such a
morphological form would be expected to appear, the locative and temporal prep-
ositions, overlap with the nearly identical function of 2ahre which itself is used
with suffixes.

3.1.2. Usage of Pahar

Of the ninety-three examples of Pafiar in Biblical Hebrew, seven usage patterns—
two lexical and five grammatical—are differentiated: Noun, Locative Adverb,
LOCATIVE (BEHIND), TEMPORAL/ADVERBIALIZER  (AFTER),
ACCORDANTIVE (ACCORDING TO), and CONJUNCTIVE ADVERB
(THEN).#

3.1.2.1. Noun (‘back’)

As with many prepositions (e.g., English beside, behind, in front of), Pahar ap-
pears to have its origin in an anatomic noun. It originally designated the
‘backside’. Etymological speculation about the specific referent of this erstwhile
substantive extends from Jotion and Muraoka (1991, §103) ‘the back’ to G. R.
Driver (1933, 378, 1937, 346) ‘buttocks’ and Gesenius (1910, §101) ‘hinder part’.
In Biblical Hebrew, only a single plausible usage of 2ahar as a noun meaning
‘west’ is attested (20). The cardinal direction, which is the locality at one’s back
when facing east, allows for the positive identification of the concrete meaning

39 This sound change (*a > ¢/ CCo) occurs where C is an originally doubled voiceless
fricative of the h/h/h series (IPA [h], [h], [X]): n9n3 beholo horror’ (< *bahhalat), NIy
Pehot ‘one (F.)” (< *Pahhadt), and nna peho ‘governor’ (< *pahhat). Elsewhere, it is pro-
ductive with derivable morphologlcal forms—such as the definite article, 1200 hehorabo
‘the dry ground’ (< *hahharrabat), and certain verbal forms, Dman® yitnehom ‘he is grieved’
(< *yitnahham).

40 Three additional examples are found as part of the compound preposition X1 melahar
‘from after’ (SOURCE + LOC).
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‘back’ for the original lexeme. The derivation of the cardinal direction from the
preposition seems farfetched without connection to the anatomic reference
(Childs 1974, 49). A metaphorical understanding as ‘back, behind, rear part’ is
alternatively potential (Propp 1998, 197-98; Hamilton 2011, 43).4!

(20) 92777 INR NRATNR 30N
wayyinhag Pet-hasson 2ahar hammidbor
lead-WCPC.3M.SG. DOM-tthe.flock west.of the.wilderness
[Moses] led the flock to the west of the wilderness.** (Exod 3:1)

3.1.2.2. Locative Adverb (‘behind’)

Two instances of the lexeme may be taken to function as a locative adverb in
Biblical Hebrew. These examples, however, are dubious from a text-critical per-
spective.

In the first case (21), the phrase IR 'R Payil 2ahar ‘a ram behind’ may be
understood as the subject of the following finite verb. However, the final conso-
nant was read as the typographically similar letter dalet in nearly every early
version. As such, 2ahar was understood as the number adjective TNR Pehod ‘one’
hence ‘a ram was caught by its horns’ as found in the Septuagint, Targums
(Neofiti, Pseudo-Jonathan, and some manuscripts of Ongelos), Samaritan Penta-
teuch, and Peshitta (Sarna 1989, 153).

(21) 1173 7202 MR INR PRI

wahinne-?ayil 2ahar ne*haz
CJ+PTCL+ram behind be.caught-SC.3M.SG.
bassobak bagarnow

IN+the.thicket BY-+horns+his

A ram behind [him] was caught by its horns in the thicket. (Gen 22:13)

Proverbs provides the second instance of a possible adverbial reading of
Pahar as in example (22). The versions, though, opt for various nonadverbial ren-
derings of this usage. For instance, the Septuagint translates mopedov xatémadey
wou, apparently reading, ™K 77 lek 2ahray ‘follow after me’, interpreting the
preceding word as a verb and adding a suffix to 2ahar (Fox 2009, 1041). The
Targum, on the other hand, translates Tn°a *32 13 N33, understanding 2ahar as a
clause-coordinator akin to TnK Pahar ‘afterwards’ (see further §3.1.2.6).

41 A number of conjectural emendations have been proposed to resolve this “unparalleled”
phrase (Propp 1998, 183).
42 Translations of all ancient and biblical texts are the author’s, unless otherwise specified.
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(22)7003 1[I 0K T2 T3 ATHL) THIRZD PN 127

hoken bahus moalakteko
prepare-IMV.M.SG. outside work-F.+your
waSattodoh bassode Dk
Cl+prepare-IMP.M.SG.+her  IN+the.field FOR+you
2ahar ubonito beteko
back/afterwards build-WCSC.2M.SG. house+your

Make ready your work outside and prepare it in the field afterwards, then you
may build your house. (Prov 24:27)

The textual and semantic difficulties with these examples cast reasonable
doubt upon the existence of an adverbial function of Pahar in Biblical Hebrew.
The prepositional usage, on the other hand, is well-attested and distinguished syn-
tactically by a following object NP.

3.1.2.3. PREP (BEHIND)

Seventeen instances of the preposition 2afiar may be grouped together as marking
the spatial relation behind a participant.** Svorou (1994, 144-7) categorizes this
notion as BACK-REGION. Example (23) is illustrative of this function in Biblical
Hebrew. Having been told that his brothers were going to Dothan, Joseph trav-
elled to that location designated as 1"TI& R Pahar Pehow ‘behind his brothers’ to
find them.

(23)10'72 DRYAN PIYR NN 40P 770

wayyelek yosep 2ahar Pehow
20-WCPC.3M.SG. PN BEHIND brothers+his
wayyimsolem badoton
find-WCPC.3M.SG.+them AT+GN

Joseph went behind his brothers and found them at Dothan. (Gen 37:17)
3.1.2.4. PREP/ADVZ (AFTER)

Thirty-two examples of the prepositional function of ?ahar are used to denote an
event which took place prior to the perspective of the events of the main clause.**

43 Gen 37:17; Exod 11:5; Ruth 2:2; 1 Sam 11:7; 12:14; 2 Kgs 11:6; 13:2; 23:3; 25:5; Job
31:7; 39:8; Song 2:9; Qoh 12:2; Isa 57:8; 65:2; 66:17; Ezek 13:3.

44 Gen 9:28, 10:1, 10:32, 11:10, 15:1, 22:1, 39:7, 40:1; Exod 18:2; Lev 14:43; 25:15,
27:18; Num 6:19; 1 Kgs 13:33, 17:17, 19:11, 19:12 (2x), 21:1; 1 Chr 2:24; 2 Chr 32:9;
Ezra 7:1; Neh 13:19; Esth 2:1, 3:1; Job 21:3, 42:7; Prov 20:25; Jer 40:1; 41:16; Ezek 40:1;
Amos 7:1.
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This temporal modifier may precede a NP (24), an infinitive (25), a demonstrative
(26), or a relative (27).

(24)512n70 nK 013 009 M
wayyiwwaladu Iohem bonim  Pahar hammabbul
be.born-WCPC-3M.PL. TO+them sons-M. AFTER the.flood
Sons were born to them after the flood. (Gen 10:1)

(25) 1Ny iN9aNa N8 PN 92750 10N

wanotan Cal-kappe hannozir
give-WCSC-3M.SG. INTO+hands.of the.Nazirite
Pahar hitgalloho Pet-nizro
AFTER shave-INF.CSTR-+him DOM-+hair+his

He shall put [them] into the Nazirite’s hands after shaving his head. (Num
6:19)
(26) NYHWIT YTV MYRTTIN N0 NPY A7 0K

Zahar ze Solah sanherib melek-2assur
AFTER this send-SC.3M.SG. PN king.of+tPN
bodow yarusolaymo

servantsthis GN

After this, Sennacherib king of Assyria sent his servants to Jerusalem. (2 Chr
32:9)
(27) M7 hY AN ... PR AND WK 0K

2ahar >MSer hukkato hoSir
AFTER REL be.struck-SC.3F.SG the.city ...
hoyato {olay vad-YWHW
be-SC.3F.SG. UPON-+me hand.of-F.+PN

[On the tenth day of the month, in the fourteenth year] after the city was razed,
(...) the hand of Yahweh came upon me. (Ezek 40:1)

The previous example with the relative is similar to constructions linking two
clauses without the relative. There are two cases of 2afiar functioning as an ad-
verbializer—a subclass of subordinators, or subordinating conjunctions, which
marks an intraclausal, adverbial relation. In both example (28) and example (29),
the clause governed by the adverbializer follows the main clause it modifies. Each
embedded clause is temporally prior to the mainline events akin semantically to
the temporal function outlined above for the preposition phrases headed by Pahar.
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(28) man Ny NIvpN "INKY DIIRT NN PN IR N33 191 P 0N

niva R
wa?lim-yaSub hannega¥ uporah
CJ+IF+return-PC.3M.SG. the.plague infest-WCSC.3M.SG.
babbayit 2ahar hilles Pet-hoPbonim
IN+the.house = AFTER remove-SC.3M.SG. DOM-the.stones
walah‘re higsot Pet-habbayit
CJ+AFTER scraping-INF. DOM-+the.house
walah‘re hitto®h
CJ+AFTER plastering-INF

If the infestation comes back and breaks out in the house even after he pulled
out the stones, scraped, and plastered the house. (Lev 14:43)
(29) DR TI8TI2 MYTINR N2 INR NIRRT NUNITI ORYDY N8R WD

hesib me’et yismoSel ben-natanyo
bring.back-SC.3M.SG FROM PN son.of tPN
min-hammispo ~ 2ahar  hikko Pet-gadalyo  ben-?higom

from+Mizpah  AFTER strike-SC.3M.SG. DOM+PN  son.of+PN
He recovered [them] from Ishmael ben-Nethaniah from Mizpah after he had
attacked Gedaliah ben-Ahikam. (Jer 41:16)

3.1.2.5. PREP (ACCORDANTIVE)

A third function of 2ahar may possibly be explanative of two instances conveying
the relational idea of ‘in accordance with’ or ‘according to’. This proposed func-
tion is labeled ACCORDANTIVE. In example (30), the preposition governs a NP
denoting the accordant value of the acquired merchandise.*’ The parallel lines of
example (31) in the seventy-third Psalm demonstrate the semantic parallelism be-
tween, on the one hand, the verbs, *1110 tanheni ‘you lead me’ and *Inpn tiggoheni
‘you take me’, and, on the other hand, the modifying phrases, Tnewa ba“sotako
‘with your counsel’ and 7122 nR Pahar kobod ‘according to glory’.

(30) DWIIR DHRYIRD IR 17 DNZ3 DR NP

wayyiqghu mehem balehem woyayin
take-WCPC-3M.PL. FROM+them IN+bread ClJ+wine
2ahar kesep-saqolim ParboSim
ACCRD silver+shekels forty

[The governors] took bread and wine from them in the amount of forty silver
shekels. (Neh 5:15)

45 The Vulgate reading of cotidie ‘daily’ is not transparent from a text critical perspective.
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(31)"1npn 7122 081 TN NYY3

ba$"sotoko tanheni

IN+counsel+your lead-PC.2M.SG+me

walahar kobod tiggoheni
CJ+ACCRD glory take-PC.2M.SG.+tme

With your counsel you guide me,
and in accordance with [your] glory you lead me. (Ps 73:24)

Example (32) from Ben Sira suggests that this function may be continuous
with later stages of Hebrew.

(32) 7N Tiwn? 127 INKI
wehr srkw ymswk twrh
CJ+ACCRD desire+his pull.down-PC.3M.SG. law
He shall bend the law according to his desire. (Sir 32:17, ms. B)

3.1.2.6. CONJUNCTIVE ADVERB (THEN)

The largest number of Biblical Hebrew usages of 2akar functions temporally as a
conjunctive adverb. Each of the thirty-seven instances heads a clause, and all but
seven are preceded by prefixed waw-conjunction. Functionally, it provides a se-
quential link with the preceding events in temporal or logical succession, that is
to say, subsequent to the previous mainline events and actions. This inter-clausal
transition is most commonly used with a prefix conjugation verb marking an un-
realized future outcome resulting from previous events.*® This usage is found as
a type of instructive speech act in narrative direct speech (33)*” and casuistic law
(34).8 Slightly less frequent, the conjunctive adverb is also employed with suffix-
conjugation clauses to mark the end of a narrative sequence (35).%

46 The lone attestation of 24 in the corpus of inscriptional Hebrew in line 12 of the third
letter of the Lachish correspondence functions similarly (Pardee et al. 1982, 81-89).

47 Gen 18:5; 24:55; Num 31:2; 32:22; Josh 2:16; Judg 7:11; 15:7; 19:5; 1 Sam 10:5; Job
18:2; Ps 68:26; Hos 3:5; Zech 2:12. A textual problem with Ezekiel 20:39 is obscuring the
proper place of this example in this taxonomy.

48 Lev 14:8, 19, 36; 15:28; 22:7; Num 5:26; 6:20; 12:14; 19:7; 31:24; Deut 21:13. The
example found in Proverbs 20:17, though not a casuistic law proper, fits best this category.
49 Gen 10:18; 30:21; 33:7; 38:30; Exod 5:1; Num 12:16; Josh 24:5; Judg 1:9; 1 Chr 2:21;
2 Chr 35:14; Job 19:26.
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(33) 770 N Vi N 00 NOK WID VD AHKRY TR DN

wayyomer Pohiho waZlimmoh
say-WCPC.3M.SG. brother+her CJ+motherther
teseb hanna$?ro  Pittonu yomim 20 {sor
remain-PC.3F.SG.  the.girl WITH+us days  OR ten
2ahar telek

THEN 20-PC.2M.SG.

Her brother and mother said: ‘Let the girl stay with us for about ten days;
afterwards you may leave. (Gen 24:55)
(34) 77700 NN D) NYIY 7Y 711901 ARiR 1TV DN

wa?lim-tohro mizzoboh

CJ+IF+be.clean-SC.3F.SG. FROM-+discharge+her

wasoparo Dh SibSat yomim
CJ+count-SC.3F.SG. TO-her seven days
walahar tithor

CJ+THEN be.clean-PC.3F.SG.

Once she is clean from her hemorrhaging, then she must wait seven days;
afterwards she will be clean. (Lev 15:28)
(35) D2NK "NRYIN MR ... DMYATIR QIR PINRTORY IWRTNR N7WRY

woreslah Jet-mose waret-Pah®ron
send-WCPC.1C.SG. DOM+PN CJ+DOM+PN
worleggop Pet-misrayim

strike-WCPC.1C.SG. DOM-+Egyptians

walahar hoseti Petokem
CJ+THEN bring.out-SC.1C.SG. DOM-+you-M.PL.

I sent Moses and Aaron and struck the Egyptians ... afterwards I brought you
out. (Josh 24:5)

3.1.3. Grammaticalization of ahar

Having categorized the primary functions of 2ahar in Biblical Hebrew, this sec-
tion will examine the pathways of change for these grammatical functions. In
addition to external typological comparison, the principal language-internal diag-
nostic, as mentioned previously (§1.7), requires the examination of semantic and
functional shifts. Such shifts occur where ambiguous constructions provide mul-
tiple interpretations of a single construction—leading to the layering of
polysemous linguistic material and extending the function into new contexts
(Hopper and Traugott 2003).
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3.1.3.1. Noun (‘back’) > PREP (BEHIND)

The semantics of the original nominal 2afar denote the rear of the body and by
metaphorical extension the locality which is at one’s back when facing the sunrise
(§3.1.2.1). Anatomic nouns, used first with animate objects and then with inani-
mate objects, commonly acquire LOCATIVE functions. Heine and Kuteva
designate this cross-linguistic change as “BACK (body part) > BEHIND” (2004,
47). Semitic examples of this semantic shift are known with Hebrew 2ah“re ‘back;
behind’ (§3.2), Mishnaic Hebrew »hore ‘back; behind’ (Segal 1927, 141), Punic
sd ‘back; behind’, Aramaic (I[?)hwry ‘behind’, Arabic xalfa ‘back; behind’
(Esseesy 2010, 153—62), Argobba gunz ‘back; behind’, GeSez kawala ‘hind part;
behind’ (Leslau 1956, 242—43), and Akkadian kutallu ‘back; behind’, warki ‘rear;
behind’ (Brockelmann 1913, 421-24).

The nominal use of Pahar in the construct state likely provided the structural
context for its grammaticalization. No case, however, is attested in Biblical He-
brew that could provide an explicit context of this change into the locative
function.*®

3.1.3.2. PREP (BEHIND) > PREP/ADVZ (AFTER)

Instances of the secondary grammaticalization of a locative preposition yielding
a temporal function are well-known in the world’s languages and Semitic.’! Spa-
tial notions commonly grammaticalize to time markers (Haspelmath 1997, 54—
63) as a “part of a more extended chain BACK > BEHIND > AFTER” (Heine and
Kuteva 2004, 52-53, Svorou 1994, 158-59). In addition to several of the
LOCATIVE examples noted above which also serve as temporal markers (He-
brew Zah“re ‘behind, after’, Aramaic /hwr ‘behind, after’, Amharic #*ala ‘behind,
after’, Akkadian kutallu ‘behind, after’, warkt ‘behind, after’), one should note
the functional shift from spatial BEHIND to temporal AFTER even where the
original nominal is not detectable. Examples of this type are observable with Ar-
abic bafda ‘after’, Tigre hago ‘afterwards, after’, gorra ‘behind, after’, and
Akkadian dat ‘behind, after, then’.

Two examples of contexts in the Biblical Hebrew corpus where this change
plausibly could have occurred are evidenced. In both example (36) and example
(37), the verb BW? ‘enter’ is modified by a preposition phrase headed by Zahar.
These modifiers could be construed as spatial designations or temporal settings
for the verbal action which combines movement through space and time. Such

30 An example of the parallel change with 2ah“re is outlined in section §3.2.
3! Haspelmath (1997) provides a cross-linguistic description of the semantics of anterior
space and previous time. See, also, the examples provided by Svorou (1994, 123-201).
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ambiguities in the function allowing for multiple interpretations provide environ-
ments in which new grammatical functions may be acquired and extended.

(36) DIw-NR TN HJPH'%{ 5511@7'\0"3 IR 8271 1773 R Npn

wayyiqah romah bayodo
take-WCPC.3M.SG. spear IN-+hand+his
wayyobo? 2ahar Pis-yisrolel
enter-WCPC.3M.SG. BEHIND/AFTER man.of+PN
Pel-haqqubbo wayyidqor Pet-Snehem
INTO-the.tent pierce-WCPC.3M.SG. DOM+two.of+them

[Phinehas] grabbed a spear, entered the tent behind/after the Israelite man,
and pierced both of them. (Num 25:7-8)
(37)2n%0 NR 230703 NaN 13033 AppmN

wayyitqoSeho babitno
strike-WCPC.3M.SG.+her[sword-F.]  IN+stomach+his
wayyobo? gam-hannissob
enter-WCPC.3M.SG. also+the.hilt
Zahar hallahab
BEHIND/AFTER the.blade

Ehud thrust the sword into his stomach so that even the hilt went in behind/af-
ter the blade. (Judg 3:21-22)

The adverbializer function of Pahar appears to be emergent from the temporal
preposition since the relational semantics are nearly identical. As such, the syn-
tactic expansion from 2aharerer + NP to Paharapvz + S may be understood as
purely one of construction and not semantic change. The context for this devel-
opment is not entirely unambiguous. Three settings may be posited for the latent
origin of the adverbializer. First, this innovation could have arisen from the prep-
ositional usage where the complement was a clause. Examples of this construction
are not found with 2ahar, but they are commonly attested with several other inde-
pendent and compound Hebrew prepositions—5# 2¢/ ‘toward’ (e.g., 1 Chr 15:12),
in3 kamo ‘like, as’ (e.g., Isa 26:18), jn min ‘from’ (e.g., Deut 33:11), 7w {ad ‘until’
(e.g., Gen 38:11), 5w {al ‘on account of” (e.g., Ezra 3:11), 712p3a ba{“"bur ‘because
of’ (e.g., Mic 2:10), 5p3 kofal ‘according to’ (e.g., Isa 59:18), 7330 minneged ‘be-
fore’ (e.g., Deut 32:52), and nnpn mittahat ‘below’ (e.g., Isa 14:9). This could
have arisen on analogy to the well-known Semitic construction found in example
(38) where a construct-state noun is joined with a verbal clause (see examples at
Lev 14:46 and 1 Sam 25:15).
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(38) vWina Mm=aT NYnn
taohillat dibber-YHWH bohose’§
beginning.of speak-SC.3M.SG.+PN WITH+PN
The beginning of (when) Yahweh spoke with Hosea. (Hos 1:2)

Second, the intraclausal relation could have developed from the coordination
of the preposition and the embedding particle, 2aharerer + »SerreL + S, as in ex-
ample (39). The adverbializer, then, would represent a shortening to the
Paharapvz + S construction.

(39)  nmp M0 0PN DYYA TV AN WK 0K MY MY paRa WIh Tivpa
T Y

beSasor lahodes balarba$ Sesre Sono
ON-+tenth OF-+the.month IN+fourteenth year
2ahar >Ser hukkato hoSir
AFTER REL be.struck-SC.3F.SG the.city
balesem hayyom hazze
ON-+same the.day this
hoyato {lay yvad-YWHW
be-SC.3F.SG. UPON+me hand.of-F.+PN

On the tenth day of the month, in the fourteenth year after the city was razed,
on that very day the hand of Yahweh came upon me. (Ezek 40:1)

Third, this syntactic environment may have obtained where the temporal
preposition was joined with an infinitive. This construction is detailed below with
example (63). As several infinitive forms are homophonous with finite verbs, such
constituents could have been reinterpreted as an adverbializer plus verb.

In light of these potential situations of change, the most parsimonious expla-
nation would seem to be the first. As only the complement type is different, the
syntax is known with other prepositions and nouns, and the semantic status is
equivalent between the temporal preposition and the adverbializer function, this
extension would most directly account for this construction.

3.1.3.3. PREP (AFTER/BEHIND) > PREP (COMITATIVE)

Some commentators have further differentiated a comitative function for 2ahar, a
development not unknown in typological studies (Svorou 1994, 156-7). Follow-
ing the earlier assertion of Scott (1949), Dahood claims that “in a number of texts
Pahar denotes ‘with’ rather than ‘after’” (1962, 363—64). The premier exemplar
is example (40) in which the COMITATIVE is assumed because, as stated by



48 DEVELOPMENT OF BIBLICAL HEBREW PREPOSITIONS

Seow, “the notion of a cloud coming after the rain does not make sense and is
without parallel” (1997, 347, 353-54).

(40)DW3n MK D3W7 12V
wasobu he$obim 2ahar haggosem
Cl+return-SC.3C.PL. the.clouds AFTER/COM the.rain
The clouds return with/after the rain. (Qoh 12:2)

Dahood (1962) further asserts that the use of the Ugaritic cognate ahr ‘after’
in example (41) parallels the comitative function word ¢m ‘with’ and confirms
this observation.

(41) $mn nkl htny // ahr nkl yrh ytrh
“With Nikkal is my marriage, with Nikkal will the Moon enter into wed-
lock.” (CTA 24:32-33 [Dahood’s translation])

Pardee (1976, 252) suggests rather that Ugaritic ahr ‘after; afterwards’ may
be read as a temporal adverb “to connote ‘immediately after’.” He translates the
passage: “Avec Nikkalu sera mon mariage! Ci-apres Yarihu s’acquiert Nikkalu
pour épouse” (Pardee 2010, 26). In light of this option, it may be concluded that
Dahood’s suggestion is not required by this example and does not provide sure
evidence of a shared usage in Ugaritic and Hebrew.

For this Biblical Hebrew usage, then, another possibility should be consid-
ered. That is, it may signal the early stages of the shift to ‘with’ accompanied by
verbs of motion. Verbs meaning ‘follow’ (literally, ‘come behind/after’) are
known to be the source of the comitative function in the world’s languages (Heine
and Kuteva 2004, 139—40). It is not altogether impossible to see a similar change
in Biblical Hebrew from contexts with verbal motion as in example (42). In such
cases, the notion of close accompaniment may give rise to the comitative inter-
pretation. As such, example (40) may likewise provide a context for this change.

(42) 1p2% N N3 HRINY MR DIRY MINR KY NPR WK

Mser Penennu yose? ?dlt“re So2ul
REL NOT.EXIST+he come.out BEHIND/COM PN
walahar Somu’el ko ye$ose libagoro

CJ+BEHIND/COM PN thus be.done-PC.3M.S.  TO-+ox-+his
Whoever does not go out after/with Saul and Samuel, thus it will be done to
his oxen. (1 Sam 11:7)
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3.1.3.4. PREP (BEHIND) > PREP (ACCORDANTIVE)

The change from spatial relations to the accordantive function is not well defined
in typological studies; though Svorou’s (1994, 158) BENEFACTIVE notion may
overlap herewith. More commonly, such a usage evolves from the comparative
and equative functions. Two cross-linguistic examples, nevertheless, may be
given in support of this development (LOCATIVE > ACCORDANTIVE): the
Latin preposition secundum ‘behind, after’ developing into ‘according to’ and the
Akkadian noun pittu ‘side, region’ to (ina) pitti ‘according to’. No context of
change is elicited internally from the Biblical Hebrew evidence.

3.1.3.5. PREP (AFTER) > CONJ ADV (THEN)

Prepositions often grammaticalize into subordinators in the world’s languages
(Hopper and Traugott 2003, 184-90). These clause linkers may develop from a wide
range of expressions relaying time, place, and manner to mark hypotactic relation-
ships. Svorou (1994, 160) recognizes this development in three languages where
“POSTERIOR uses also had an AFTER use ... [which] requires that situations be
conceptualized as objects.” In addition to these, English affer has a similar trajectory
of change from a spatial-temporal preposition to the subordinating conjunction.

Conjunctive adverbs function to show the relationship between independent
clauses (e.g., English then, thereafter, consequently). These function words may
arise from erstwhile anatomic nouns with original meanings ‘back’ or ‘rear’.
Heine and Kuteva (2004, 49) claim that this type of grammaticalization is part of
a widespread change “whereby certain body parts ... are first used as structural
templates to express deictic location and then develop further into temporal mark-
ers.” A similar change may be posited in Semitic for GeSez kawala ‘rear, hind’
and Akkadian warkatu ‘backside, rear’ as well as in Middle Egyptian with the
temporal subordinator 7-s3 ‘after’ which may be derived from r-s3 ‘in the back of’
(Gardiner 1957, 134, Loprieno 1995, 100).

Proposing this change from the original body-part term is problematic, how-
ever, in that no unmistakable Biblical Hebrew context of change is accessible.
The sequential nature of the function word distinguishes it semantically from the
normal use of the temporal preposition. Thus, it is best understood as having
arisen from the commonly attested, clause-initial preposition phrase, 0™277 08
N80 Pahar haddaborim ho?elle “after these things’.5> The function of the phrase

52 See Gen 15:1; 22:1; 39:7; 40:1; 1 Kgs 17:17; 21:1; Ezra 7:1; Esth 2:1; 3:1. Similarly,
the usage at 1 Kgs 13:33 provides evidence of the singular formation, 1173 9277 IR Pahar
haddobor hazze ‘after this thing’. The simplified phrase, 71 n& Pahar ze ‘after this’, is
found only once (2 Chr 32:9).
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is equivalent to a conjunctive adverb. It marks a sequential link in the narrative
between what precedes and the following perfective verb. This phrase may head
the clause as in example (43). Elsewhere, it may be preceded by a narrative frame
(44) or the clause linker waw (45).

(43) M3 DIARTOR AT M NG DT NN

2ahar haddsborim hoZelle
AFTER the.things these
hoyo dobar-YHWH Pel-Pabrom bammah®ze
be-SC.3M.SG.  word.of+PN TO+PN IN-+the.vision

After these things, Yahweh spoke to Abram in a vision. (Gen 15:1)
(44) DRI2N"TN IE) DN MPNT DT IR

wayahi 2ahar haddaborim hoPelle
be-WCPC.3M.SG. AFTER the.things these
wahoXlohim nisso Pet-Pabrohom
CJ+the.god test+SC.3M.SG. DOM+PN

After these things, God tested Abraham. (Gen 22:1)
(45)523n 1% &MY RIT ... RODWIRIR N33 1987 0™M2TH K]

walahar haddsborim ho?elle bomalokut
CJ+AFTER the.things these IN+reign.of
PartahSast? ... hu? (ezro? b mibbobel
PN ... that PN leave-SC.3M.SG. FROM+GN

After these things, in the reign of Artaxerxes ... that Ezra left Babylon.
(Ezra 7:1)

3.1.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of ?ahar

In this section, the multifunctional usages of 2ahar are mapped sequentially ac-
cording to relative time. Based on the comparative and semantic data, it is
suggested that the noun first developed into the locative preposition (BEHIND)
which further was used as the ACCORDANTIVE, COMITATIVE and
TEMPORAL/ADVERBIALIZER (AFTER). The CONJUNCTIVE ADVERB
(THEN) likely developed from the temporal function of the preposition phrase.
These shifts are represented in figure 3.1 below.

Figure 3.1. Functional Developments of Pahar
Noun (‘back’) > PREP (BEHIND) > PREP/ADVZ (AFTER)
> PREP (ACCRD)
> PREP (COM)
PP (AFTER + NP) > CONJUNCTIVE ADVERB (THEN)
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Using the Overlap Model (§1.3.6), the semantic layers of 2akar may be sche-
matized as in figure 3.2. Each of the changes is presented in successive stages. Any
semantic loss results in the removal of that meaning at the appropriate stage. The
initial stage (I) includes the anatomic noun and its metaphorical extensions, such as
the cardinal direction. The noun is extended to the locative function at stage II and
further by stage III into accordantive, comitative, and temporal contexts. The rela-
tive ordering of these latter expansions is not clear from the current data, so both are
represented together in stage II1. The conjunctive adverb may have developed from
the TEMPORAL (AFTER) at stage IV or arisen from the original Noun (‘back’) at
stage II. The final stage (IV) represents the Biblical Hebrew situation where all four
semantic relations and the originating noun are evidenced.

Figure 3.2. Overlap Model for 2ahar

Stage: 1 11 111 v

Noun ‘back’ ‘back’ ‘back’ (‘back’)
PREP BEHIND BEHIND BEHIND
PREP/ADVZ AFTER AFTER
PREP ACCRD ACCRD
PREP (COM) (COM)
CJ ADV (THEN) (THEN) THEN

A third way to represent the evolution and synchrony of Pahar is to graph the
semantic functions on a single chart.

Figure 3.3 represents each use of 2ahar by a circle with the number of Biblical
Hebrew instances in parentheses.

Figure 3.3. Semantic Map of Pahar

ACCORDING TO

COMITATIVE
()



52 DEVELOPMENT OF BIBLICAL HEBREW PREPOSITIONS

The diameter of each circle approximates the number of tokens: the larger the
circle the greater the number of examples, and the smaller the circle the fewer the
number of examples. Ambiguous contexts are included in the set intersection
(e.g., the set A N B is labeled “A/B”; B N C is labeled “B/C”; etc.). Touching
circles indicate no Biblical Hebrew ambiguity is identified, but comparative data
are suggestive of a connection. If the circle is dashed, the usage is reconstructed
and not attested in Biblical Hebrew. Nouns are signified by single quotation
marks, and functions are indicated by words with all capitalized letters. Each us-
age is given a representative letter for reference: A (‘back’), B (BEHIND), C
(AFTER), et cetera. These do not necessarily represent ordered expansion. But
diachronic developments are ordered from earlier to later in time with the pro-
gression from left to right.

3.2. MK 2ah‘re
3.2.1. Morphosyntax of Pah‘re

As noted above (§3.1.1), "InR Pah’re is likely the long biform of an original *qat-
tal nominal pattern with the morpheme *-ay. Alternatively, the morphological
form could be accounted for as a *qat#/ base. The original phonological environ-
ment of an unaccented, non-final syllable closing with a “guttural” consonant—
*C, *¥P, *h, or *h (sometimes *h)—commonly changes to two open syllables by
adding a secondary hurried, or ultrashort, vowel after the second consonant (& > Vi
/ viG__Cv), as in n9M3 nah®l ‘wadi’ from *nahl with locative e (Bauer and
Leander 1922, 210— 11) Even though both reconstructed forms, *?ahharay and
*Pahray, are equally possible morphologically, the former is preferred in the pre-
sent study because of the existence of and substantial semantic overlap with the
short biform Pahar (< *Pahhar).

The origin of the suffix, on the other hand, is both simpler and more prob-
lematic. The form is clearly *-ay; however, there are at least three potential origins
for such an affix. It could have arisen (1) from a Proto-Semitic adverbial suffix,
(2) from the original dual/plural nominal suffix, or (3) on analogy to the biforms
of the Group I bi-syllabic prepositions. Deriving these forms from a possible
fourth *-ay suffix—the archaic feminine ending (Tropper 2000, 282—4)—is spec-
ulative, at best, as only a handful of Biblical Hebrew attestations exist (Bottcher
1866, 415), and these are primarily extant in proper nouns (Layton 1990, 241-5).

Each possibility is reviewed below:

First, the Proto-Semitic *-ay gentilic morpheme is evidenced with various
functions in Biblical Hebrew (Kienast 2001). In addition to the independent prep-

ositions—TY {“de, "9p §¥le, "% *le, and once TR gadme ‘before’ (Prov 8:23)—
the affix is found with some suffixed prepositions, such as DiRNNR tahtehem
(< *taht + -ay + -humii), adverbs, I8 »zay (biform of 18 2az) ‘then’ , interrogative
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adverbs, "0 motay ‘when?” and *& Pe ‘where?’, and exclamations, ”_713&3 ah‘lay
‘would that!”, "99& 2allay ‘woe!’, and *2x Pulay ‘may it be!’. Also, one finds ev-
idence of similar expanding *-ay suffixes with a wide range of prepositions in
Semitic (Sabaic ¢Iy ‘on, upon’, Akkadian adr ‘until’, Arabic Zila/?ilay- ‘to’, etc.)
and other Northwest Semitic languages: Aramaic ?zy (later 2dyn) ‘then’, 2hry ‘af-
ter’, nmy ‘also’, g(w)my ‘before’; Syriac kay ‘indeed’, blay ‘not’; and Ugaritic rky
(< *Paykaya) ‘how’, ly (< *laya) ‘to’. This morpheme seems to provide a single
likely origin of not only the Hebrew suffix of Paki“re but these other Semitic ex-
amples as well. The question remains, however, whether the suffix had a
productive function in proto-Hebrew or was merely a vestige of a Proto-Semitic
morpheme lexicalized with certain Biblical Hebrew forms.

Second, the original anatomic noun may well have been conceived of as a
plurality or even a duality as found with several dual body parts (viz. 'V (ayin
‘eye’ ~ "W {enayim ‘two eyes’; 7! yod ‘hand’ ~ 071! yodayim ‘two hands’; etc.).
The frozen form would preserve the construct ending (e < *-ay). Driver (1937,
346, 1933, 377-8) suggests that the original form is indeed dual, referring to “the
two sides ... of the buttocks.” Others claimed that it is a plural noun probably
meaning hintere Gegenden (Gesenius and Kautzsch 1896, §1030). Although this
appears to be a fitting solution, it is not without difficulty. Biblical Hebrew exam-
ples of such biforms are limited to anatomically dual body parts (i.e., ‘buttocks’,
cf. nW, npian, 'nY, and maybe 51w). While ‘back’ could be euphemistic for ‘rear;
back-side’, the dual seems unwarranted etymologically for the more general body
part. And if the primary originating semantics were ‘buttocks’, what would be the
reason to have a singular and dual form? In addition to these semantic problems,
the morpheme preservation would not account similarly for the Biblical Hebrew
Group I long forms ("0 §"de, "9 {"le, and *2% *le) or the presence of the /e/
linking vowel on the prepositions in GeSez. These would have had to either de-
velop independently or as an analogy to this form.

Third, following the suggestion of Barth (1888, 356), Bauer and Leander
(1922, 645) propose that the suffix form *n& 2ah‘re developed from the singular
noun (*?ahhar) on analogy to its antonym *39% lipne ‘before’. Thus, two anto-
nymic pairs—5Y §al ‘above’ parallel with nnn tahat ‘below’ and lipne ‘before’
with ?ah‘re ‘behind’—expanded the pronominal forms, Dn"w (“lehem and
o'AnR tahtehem alongside D39y lipnehem and DMNR Pah‘rehem.s® This

53 The short and long Hebrew forms would thus be understood as remnants of original
Proto-Semitic biforms (e.g., *$al/*$alay, *Sad/*{aday, *?il/* ?ilay). In most of the daughter
languages, either the short (e.g., Aramaic {d ‘to, unto’) or long (e.g., Arabic {ala@ ‘upon’)
forms would have been generalized as isomorphic, particularly for the grammaticalized
prepositions. Some languages, exemplified by the GeSez dyad lafla and lafleka, retained
both Proto-Semitic biforms.
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solution is quite elegant, not only accounting for the linking vowel -e- (< *-ay) on
these forms but also providing an explanation for the absence of the suffix on
tahat ($%lehem : tahtehem . $al : X = tahat) and its presence with Pah‘re
(lipnehem : Pah®rehem :: lipne : X = Pah®re). All that being said, this hypothesis
remains speculative, leaving unaccounted the independent long form ¢“/e and the
preservation or the shortening of Pahar.

3.2.2. Usage of 2ah‘re

The following subsections describe the usages of 2ah‘re in Biblical Hebrew. In
addition to the original nominal meaning ‘back’, four grammatical functions are
differentiated—LOCATIVE (BEHIND), TEMPORAL/ADVERBIALIZER
(AFTER), CAUSE (SINCE), and PARTICLE.

3.2.3. Noun (‘back’)
The Hebrew Bible evidences four usages of the noun ?ah®re.>* The noun 2ah‘re
refers to the rear part of an inanimate object in example (46a), and a metonymic

usage may be assessed for the body part in example (46b).

(46) a. WnNA™SR MInm MINK3 M1a8 NN

wayyakkehu Pabner
strike-WCPC.3M.SG.+him PN

balah‘re hah®nit Pel-hahomes
INSTR-tback.of the.spear-F. TOWARD+the.stomach
b, vnRn nunD KYm

watteser hah®nit melah“row
come.out-WCPC.3F.SG. the.spear-F. SOURCE+back+his

Abner struck him with the hilt of the spear in his stomach, and the spear came
out of his back. (2 Sam 2:23)

In these instances, the author uses a wordplay, constructed on what was prob-
ably an archaic meaning of Pah‘re with the phrase n"nn "INRa ba’ah‘re hah‘nit
‘Ihe struck him] with the back of the spear’ placed in parallel with the
paraprosdokian phrase "IN nann hah®nit me?ah‘row ‘the spear [came out]
from his back’. This meaning of the noun 2ah’re with the preposition min- is
unique. Elsewhere, me?ah®re designates the compound relation SOURCE +

54 Deut 11:30; Judg 18:12; 2 Sam 2:23 (2x).
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BEHIND.> However, this instance appears to express the specific anatomic loca-
tion from which the spear emerged and not the more general spatial relation of the
BACK-REGION.

Twice it is used in reference to the cardinal direction ‘west’, which is the local-
ity at one’s back when facing east as evidenced in example (47) and example (48).

(47)2mw N MR 13
hinne 2ah‘re qiryat ya§orim
EXIST west.of Kiriath-jearim
It was west of Kiriath-jearim. (Judg 18:12)

(48) WRWD RN TIT 0N 1700 7303 7RNOD

hlo?-hemmo baSeber hayyarden
Q+NEG+they-M. ON-+opposite.side.of the.Jordan
2ah‘re derek mabo? hasSemes
west.of road setting.of the.sun

Are they not in the region beyond the Jordan River, west of the road, at the
setting of the sun? (Deut 11:30)

Since the landmarks in these cases are objects without clear front-back orien-
tation, the referent is the direction ‘west’ as a location and not a spatial metaphor.
Excepting these contexts, the more than five hundred other instances of 2ah‘re in
Biblical Hebrew are function words.

3.2.3.1. PREP (BEHIND)

The locative function denoting BACK-REGION (BEHIND) is identified in 275
contexts.>® This functional meaning is used as a verbal modifier in example (49)

55 Gen 19:26; Exod 14:19 (2x), 43; 32:15; Deut 7:4; 23:15; 29:21; Josh 8:2, 4, 14; 22:16,
18, 23, 29; Ruth 1:16; 1 Sam 6:7; 12:20; 14:46; 15:11; 24:2; 2 Sam 2:19, 21, 22, 23, 26,
27, 30; 3:28; 7:8; 11:15; 15:1; 20:2; 1 Kgs 9:6; 10:19; 19:21; 22:33; 2 Kgs 10:29; 17:21;
18:6; 1 Chr 17:7; 2 Chr 13:13 (2x); 18:32; 25:27; 32:23; 34:33; Neh 4:7; Job 34:27; Ps
78:71; Qoh 10:14; Isa 30:21; 59:13; Jer 3:19; 9:21; 32:40; Ezek 14:7, 11; Hos 1:2; Amos
7:15; Zeph 1:6.

56 Gen 18:10; 19:6, 17; 24:5, 8, 39, 61; 31:23, 36; 32:20, 21 (2x); 35:5; 44:4; Exod 14:4,
8,9, 10, 17, 23, 28; 15:20; 23:2 (2x); Lev 26:33; Num 3:23; 15:39 (2x); 16:25; Deut 4:3;
6:14; 8:19; 11:4, 28; 12:30; 13:3, 5; 19:6; 25:18; 28:14; Josh 2:5, 7 (3x); 3:3; 6:8, 9, 13;
8:6, 16 (2x), 17 (2x), 20; 10:19; 20:5; 24:6; Judg 1:6; 2:12, 19; 3:28 (2x); 4:14, 16; 5:14;
6:34, 35, 7:23; 8:5, 12; 9:3, 4, 9:49; 13:11; 19:3; 20:40, 45; Ruth 1:15; 2:3, 7; 3:10; 1 Sam
6:12; 7:2; 8:3; 11:5, 7; 12:21; 13:4, 7, 14:12, 13 (2x), 22, 36, 37; 15:31; 17:13, 14, 35, 53;
20:37, 38; 21:10; 22:20; 23:25, 28; 24:9 (2x), 15 (4x); 25:13, 19; 25:42; 26:3, 18; 30:8, 21;
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where the LM is another anatomic term and as the predicate of a verbless clause
in example (50) with the directional adverb. In these instances, the use with the
anatomic and direction terms preclude the nominal usage in favor of the functional
relation.

(49) 033 "nx TMiRTNR 125w
wayyasliku Pet-torotoko 2ah‘re gawwom
cast-WCPC.3M.PL. DOM-+law+your BEHIND back+their
They have cast your Torah behind their back.>” (Neh 9:26)

(50) nmy M 12WND 0K WD Nhawn

mispahot haggersunni 2ah‘re hammiskon
clans.of the.Gershonites BEHIND the.tabernacle
yah‘nu yommo

camp-PC.3M.PL. westward

The clans of the Gershonites were to camp behind the tabernacle on the west.
(Num 3:23)

3.2.3.2. PREP/ADVZ (AFTER)
The second most frequent usage of 2ah“re (231 occurrences) is the temporal func-

tion AFTER.*® In example (51), it is exemplified as a verbal modifier, designating
the timeframe of Moab’s rebellion.

2 Sam 1:7; 2:10, 19, 20, 24, 25, 28; 3:16, 26, 31; 11:8; 13:17, 18, 34; 15:13; 17:1, 9; 18:16,
22;20:2, 6,7 (2x), 10, 11, 13 (2x), 14; 23:10; 1 Kgs 1:7, 14, 35, 40; 2:28 (2x); 11:2,4, 5
(2x), 10; 12:20; 13:14; 14:8, 9, 10; 16:3 (2x), 21 (2x), 22 (2x); 18:18, 21 (2x); 19:20, 21;
20:19;21:21,26; 2 Kgs 2:24; 4:30; 5:20, 21 (2x); 6:19, 32; 7:14, 15; 9:25,27; 11:15; 14:19;
17:15 (2x); 19:21; 1 Chr 10:2 (2x); 14:14; 17:7; 2 Chr 11:16; 13:19; 23:14; 25:27; 26:17,
34:31; Neh 4:10, 17; 9:26; 12:32, 38; Job 21:33; 39:10; 41:24; Pss 45:15; 49:14, 18, 50:17,
63:9; 94:15; Prov 7:22; 28:23; Qoh 2:12, 18; Song 1:4; Isa 37:22; 38:17; 43:10; 45:14; Jer
2:2,5,23,25;3:17; 7:6, 9; 8:2; 9:13 (2x), 15; 11:10; 12:6; 13:10; 16:11, 12; 17:16; 18:12;
25:6; 29:18; 35:15; 39:5; 42:16; 48:2; 49:37; 52:8; Ezek 3:12; 5:2, 12; 9:5; 10:11; 12:14;
20:16, 24;23:35; 29:16; 33:31; 44:10; Hos 2:7, 15; 5:8, 11; 11:10; Joel 2:3 (2x); Amos 2:4;
Zech 1:8; 7:14.

57 This idiom, “to cast something or someone behind one’s back,” refers to the refusal to
take notice of that entity (1 Kgs 14:9; Isa 38:17; Ezek 23:35).

58 Gen 5:4, 7, 10, 13, 16, 19, 22, 26, 30; 6:4; 9:9; 11:11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25; 13:14;
14:17; 15:14; 17:7 (2x), 8, 9, 10, 19; 18:12, 19; 22:20; 23:19; 24:36, 67; 25:11, 26; 26:18;
35:12; 41:6, 23, 30, 31; 45:15; 48:1, 4, 6; 50:14; Exod 3:20; 7:25; 10:14; 11:1, 8; 28:43;
29:29; 34:32; Lev 13:7, 35; 14:43 (2x), 48; 16:1, 26, 28; 25:46; Num 4:15; 7:88; 8:15, 22;
9:17; 25:13, 19; 30:16; 35:28; Deut 1:4, 8; 4:37, 40; 10:15; 12:25, 28, 30, 24:4, 20, 21;
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(S1)axn nin "nK 58772 axin pwsn

wayyipsa$§’ mo?ob bayisro?el
rebel-WCPC.3M.SG. PN AGAINST+GN
2ah‘re mot Pah?ob
AFTER death.of PN

Moab rebelled against Israel after the death of Ahab. (2 Kgs 1:1)

In five instances, Zah‘re functions as a temporal modifier heading a finite
verbal clause.”® Example (52) demonstrates an adverbial clause headed by this
adverbializer usage in the preverbal position. The modifier is postverbal in exam-
ple (53).

(52)1>-minn o83 7203 NN
2ahre  nimkar gartully tihye-lo
AFTER be.sold-SC.3M.SG. manumission-F. be-PC.3F.SG.+TO-+him
After he is sold, he may be manumitted. (Lev 25:48)

(53)p3307NY 0237 IOR 1737 IR

Waroro hakkohen

examine-WCSC.3M.SG. the.priest

ah‘re hukkabbes Pet-hannega$
AFTER be.washed-SC.3M.SG. DOM-+the.infestation

The priest shall inspect the infected area after it has been washed. (Lev 13:55)
3.2.3.3. PREP (CAUSE)

A plausible third grammatical function of Pah‘re expresses CAUSE. Clines
(19932011, 1.199) indicates that the meaning “because” is used as a “conj. in-
troducing [the] verb in [the] causal clause, p7°.”” The most straightforward instance
is found in example (54), where the Pah“re phrase is clause-initial. The adjunct

31:27, 29; Josh 1:1; 7:8; 8:34; 9:16; 10:14, 26; 22:27; 23:1; 24:20, 29, 31; Judg 1:1; 2:7,
10; 3:31; 10:1, 3; 12:8, 11, 13; 16:4; 19:23; Ruth 2:11; 4:4; 1 Sam 1:9 (2x); 9:13; 24:6, 9,
22;2 Sam 1:1; 2:1; 5:13; 7:12; 8:1; 10:1; 13:1; 17:21; 21:1, 14, 18; 23:9, 11; 24:10; 1 Kgs
1:6, 13, 17, 20, 24, 27, 30; 3:12; 9:21; 13:23 (2x), 31; 15:4; 2 Kgs 1:1; 6:24; 14:17, 22;
18:5; 23:25; 1 Chr 11:12; 17:11; 18:1; 19:1; 27:7, 34; 28:8; 2 Chr 1:12; 2:16; 8:8; 11:20;
21:18; 22:4; 24:17; 25:14, 25; 26:2; 32:1; 33:14; 35:20; Ezra 9:10, 13; Neh 3:16, 17, 18,
20, 21, 22, 23 (2x), 24, 25, 27, 29 (2x), 30 (3x), 31 (2x); 11:8; Job 3:1; 21:21; 29:22; 37:4;
42:16; Prov 20:7; Qoh 3:22; 6:12; 7:14; 9:3; Isa 1:26; Jer 3:7; 12:15; 13:27; 16:16; 21:7;
24:1;25:26;28:12; 29:2; 31:19 (2x), 33; 32:16, 18, 39; 34:8, 11, 36:27; 46:26; 49:6; 50:21;
51:46; Ezek 16:23; 44:26; 46:12; Dan 8:1; 9:26; Joel 2:2, 14; 3:1.

59 Lev 13:55, 56; 25:48; 1 Sam 5:9; Jer 2:8.
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phrase, N¥I52 N TNIR DAYR W70 10K 2ahire hodi’s *lohim Potoko Pet-kol-zot,
‘since God revealed to you all of this’, reflects the grounds of the following state-
ment, TN 02N 11237PR Pen-nobon wahokom komoko ‘there is none as perceptive
and wise as you’.

(54) 7in2 DM 11237 PR NNH2 DR TOIR DFOR TN N8

2ah‘re hodi®§ >lohim Potoko Pet-kol-zot

CAUS reveal-INF  God DOM+you DOM-+all.of+this
Pen-nobon wahokom komoko
NOT.EXIST+discerning ClJ+wisdom COMPARE+you

Since God revealed to you all of this, there is none as perceptive and wise as
you. (Gen 41:39)

3.2.3.4. Prepositional-Verb Particles

Twenty-five examples of 2akre may be categorized separately as combining with
certain verbs to yield specialized multi-word verb constructions and semantics.
The designation “multi-word verb” encompasses prepositional verbs (e.g., Eng-
lish think about), phrasal verbs (e.g., put down), phrasal-prepositional verbs (e.g.,
look up to), Verb-adjective (e.g., fall short of), Verb-nominal (e.g., catch sight of),
and verb-verb combinations (e.g., let go). A multi-word verb is broadly defined
as a “unit which behaves to some extent either lexically or syntactically as a single
verb” (Quirk et al. 1985, 1150). More specifically, it consists of (1) “a group of
two or more words, regardless of whether they for an uninterrupted sequence” and
(2) a single “verbal” meaning or “process” (Claridge 2000, 28). While certain
syntactic criteria may be used to designate the close relationship between the verb
and particle—preposition stranding, question transformation, strict sequencing,
etc. (Vestergaard 1977)—many of these criteria are not viable for Biblical He-
brew. Ultimately, multi-word verbs are identified by the production of new
semantic meanings, which are not detectable from the sum of the parts.

Two multi-word Hebrew verbal idioms have socioreligious meanings—
ML? + Pah‘re ‘to follow faithfully after’ and ZNH + Pah®re ‘to be unfaithful with’.
The semantics of the pie/ verb ML? ‘to fill (transitive)’ when combined with the
function word Pah’re denote faithful obedience to the complement. In each of the
eight examples of this verbal idiom, the verb is always followed immediately by
the particle with a deity as the complement. This string is seen in eight instances,
including example (55).9°

60 Num 14:24; 32:11, 12; Deut 1:36; Josh 14:8, 9, 14; 1 Kgs 11:6.
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(55) M mx K70
mille? fah‘re YHWH
fill-SC.3M.SG. PTCL PN
He was faithful to Yahweh. (Deut 1:36)

A second example of a Hebrew prepositional verb serves as the semantic op-
posite of ML? Pah‘re. Hebrew ZNH Pah‘re (literally ‘to fornicate with’) denotes
the act of participating in prostitution or, metaphorically, unfaithfulness with a
divinity other than Yahweh. In all seventeen occurrences, the gal stem of the verb
ZNH exhibits a complement structure with 2ah%e.®! In example (56), idolatry is
cast as fornication with foreign deities.

(56)25pan "nx UM
wayyiznu 2ah‘re habba$olim
prostitute-WCPC.3M.PL. PTCL the.baals
They fornicated with the baals. (Judg 8:33)

A usage in example (57) could be taken as the lone example of ZNH taking an
object complement without 2ak“re. However, a better explanation is that the verb
is intransitive and the constituent in question is serving as an adjunct, that is, the
adverbial phrase designating the manner of the prostitution, 0'a1 o'W refim rab-
bim ‘with many lovers’, and not the verbal complement.

(57)ora7 0w ot nxy
warat zonit refim rabbim
Cl+you-F. prostitute-SC.2F.SG. companions-M. many-M.PL.
You have prostituted yourself with many lovers. (Jer 3:1)

The passive clause in example (58) demonstrates the status of this multi-word
construction as a single unit and not merely as a verb modified by a preposition
phrase. The clause-initial 2ak“re marks the patient of the deagentified, or the so-
called impersonal-passive, verb.

(58) naar &5 NN
walah'rayik lo? Zunno
CJ+PTCL+you-F. NEG be.prostituted-SC.3M.SG.
You were not solicited for sex. (Ezek 16:34)

61 Exod 34:15, 16 (2x); Lev 17:7; 20:5 (2x), 6; Num 15:39; Deut 31:16; Judg 2:17; 8:27,
33; 1 Chr 5:25; Ezek 6:9; 20:30; 23:30; 16:34.
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As with similar constructions in Arabic, the impersonal passive does not take
an expressed subject, since the close connection between the verb and particle
prevents the promotion of the prepositional argument to subject (Saad 1982). Bib-
lical Hebrew passive verbs may designate their patients by a complement marker
as found in Exod 10:8 (IOR-N& IWRNKR 2w wayyusab Pet-moSe walet-Pah’ron
‘Moses and Aaron were brought back’) and Deut 12:22 (987-NR1 "agang 598
yverokel Pet-hassabi wa?et-holayyol ‘the gazelle and the deer are eaten’). In these
instances, the object marker Pet functions as the marker of the logical subject of
the passive verb (Joiion and Muraoka 1991, §128), even though it is not promoted
to the nominative position.

3.2.4. Grammaticalization of ?ah‘re

Based on typological comparisons, language-specific usage patterns, and internal
diachronic evidence, a preliminary trajectory of change for Pah®re is outlined as
Noun (‘back’) > LOCATIVE (BEHIND) > TEMPORAL (AFTER) > CAUSE
(SINCE). Secondary grammaticalization of the LOCATIVE is suggested to be the
origin of the prepositional-verb particles.

3.2.4.1. Noun (‘back’) > PREP (BEHIND)

The primary grammaticalization of 2ah‘re is from a noun referring to the body
part ‘back’ to a prepositional meaning BEHIND. The lexical meaning acquires a
locative function, characterized as BACK-REGION. Heine and Kuteva (2004,
47-48) claim that such a shift is a very common grammaticalization trajectory in
other languages and represent it as BACK > LOCATIVE. Multiple Semitic ex-
amples are given in the previous section (§3.1.3.1) with the parallel change of
Pahar.

As observed previously, grammaticalization occurs in contexts which may be
interpreted in more than one way. Contexts with ambiguous meanings allow for
the reinterpreting of one grammatical construction as another. A case of this may
be seen in example (59), where 2ah“re could be a noun or a preposition: MW *INK
Pahre mose may be construed as the NP ‘the back of Moses’ or as the PP ‘behind

Moses’.%

62 Also see Gen 16:13; 32:19.
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(59) nHnkn iRA-TY MW NN 10°2M

wahibbitu 2ah‘re mose
CJ+look-SC.3C.PL. back.of/ BEHIND PN
Sad-bo?o ho?ohlo

UNTIL+enter-INF+him the.tent

They watched (the back of/behind) Moses until he entered the tent. (Exod 33:8)
3.2.4.2. PREP (BEHIND) > PREP/ADVZ (AFTER)

Secondarily, the locative function was extended to temporal contexts. This pro-
gression is noted by Heine and Kuteva (2004, 47) as “a more general process
whereby body parts are grammaticalized to spatial concepts which again are used
to also express temporal concepts.” This process is supported by constructions in
Biblical Hebrew where the locative and temporal could be confused providing the
context for this secondary grammaticalization. Example (60) from Ruth demon-
strates a situation where 2ah“re may be construed as a locative or a temporal. Was
Ruth being told the location where she was to ‘follow behind the women’, or the
occasion when she should ‘go after the harvesters’? Constructions denoting move-
ment or ordered progression could lead speakers to infer that the preposition
marks not merely locative but temporal notions (Svorou 1994, 158-59). Six ex-
amples where there is ambiguity between the LOCATIVE and TEMPORAL
functions are identified in Biblical Hebrew.%

(60)17mIMR N7 PRIV 1T T

(enayik bassode MSer-yigsorun
eyestyour ON-+the.field REL+glean-PC.3M.PL.
waholakt 2ah‘rehen

CJ+walk-SC.2F.SG. BEHIND/AFTER+them-F.

[Keep] your eyes on the field where they are harvesting, then follow the
women. (Ruth 2:9)

Temporal Pah®re is also used as an adverbializer. Typological examples of this
change have been reviewed previously, including the parallel change witnessed
for Pahar (§3.1.3.2).%% Three morphosyntactic contexts of the change from the
temporal preposition to the adverbializer are plausible. First and most likely,
Pah‘re followed by a clause can be reconstructed in the proto-language on analogy
to the Semitic construction where a noun is found in construct with a verb.

63 Gen 41:3, 19, 27; Ruth 2:9; 1 Kgs 19:20; 20:15.
64 The grammaticalization of LOCATIVE to SUBORDINATOR is also common cross-
linguistically (Heine and Kuteva 2004, 205).
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Example (62) corresponds to this Proto-Semitic construction.®® Second, the coor-
dination of the preposition and the relative, TWR "INR Pahre FSer, as in example
(61), may have been shortened to only the preposition. However, there is no sup-
porting diachronic evidence of this change. Third, the Hebrew construction in
which the temporal is combined with an infinitive could have led to the change.
As several of these forms are homophonous with finite verbs, a situation such as
example (63) could have been reinterpreted as an adverbializer plus verb.

(61)D37 VI WK MINR DANK 79I

wakillo Petokem

vanquish-WCSC.3M.SG. DOM-+you-M.PL.

2ah‘re >Ser-hetib Iokem

AFTER REL+do.good-SC.3M.SG. TO+you-M.PL.

He will vanquish you after he benefited you. (Josh 24:20)

(62) LWina Mm=a7 NYNn
tohillat dibber-YHWH bahose§
beginning.of spoke-SC.3M.SG.+PN WITH+PN
When Yahweh first spoke to Hosea. (Hos 1:2)

(63)Y230"NK 037 NN 1737 IR

Waroro hakkohen

examine-WCSC.3M.SG. the.priest-M.

2ah‘re hukkabbes Pet-hannega¥
AFTER be.clean-INF./-SC.3M.SG. DOM-+the.infection

The priest shall investigate the infection after it is cleaned. (Lev 13:55)

Some have suggested an adversative usage of 2ah’re (Williams 1976, 61).%
This function could be an extension of the LOCATIVE but is difficult to assess
definitively as a separate function. It is exceedingly rare and may not be differen-
tiable from idiomatic uses with certain verbs.

3.2.4.3. PREP (AFTER) > PREP (CAUSE)

On the temporal and causal interface, one finds a handful of examples reflecting
the early stages of the change of the TEMPORAL to CAUSE. According to Heine
and Kuteva (2004, 291-93) such examples originating with body parts and result-
ing in CAUSE are found in “only African examples” (three examples are provided
from Niger-Congo languages: Mossi, Wolof, and Shona). However, they claim
further “that we are dealing with a more general process whereby terms for body
parts give rise to spatial markers that again may develop into markers for more

65 See also Lev 14:46 and 1 Sam 25:15.
66 2 Kgs 19:21; also see 1 Kgs 14:10; 21:21.
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abstract grammatical relations” (48). In addition to Hebrew 2ah‘re, the East Se-
mitic example of Akkadian istu ‘after, since, because’ (von Soden 1995, §176¢)
provides additional evidence in support of their typological supposition that tem-
poral function words grammaticalize into causal relations.

There are four instances of a PP headed by 2ak“re which may be reinterpreted
as causal from an original temporal meaning.®’ One instance is seen in example
(64). The phrase 1923 ™N& Pah’re niplo may be understood temporally, ‘after he
fell’, or causally, ‘because he fell’. Each of these examples could be understood
as either function.

(64) 1993 "IN MM XY *2 AYT "2 NNNHRY

wamotatehu ki yodaSti ki
kill-WCPC.1SG+him CAUS know-SC.1SG. COMP
lo? yihye 2ah‘re niplo

NEG live-PC.3.M.SG. AFTER/CAUS fall-INF+him

I killed him because I knew that he could not live since he fell. (2 Sam 1:10)

3.2.4.4. PREP (BEHIND) > PARTICLE

As discussed earlier, original meaning of the particle making up the multi-word
verb is patent, but the combination provides verbal nuance that goes beyond sim-
ple adverbial modification.

Cross-linguistically, prepositional verbs originate from the combination of
verbs and various function words. O’Dowd (1998, 10) defines these particles “not
as syntactic or semantic elements, but as pragmatic, discourse-orienting cle-
ments.” The reason for the pragmatic categorization is that the orienting function
of the preposition goes beyond simply adding spatial connotations. Rather, the
combining particle signals the addition of new items to the cognitive lexicon of
the type VERB + PTCL. In support of this, she claims:

Many phrasal verbs are ... lexicalized as semantic if not structural units: in fact,
most of the meanings of make up, make out, take up, and put out are unrecove-
rable compositionally, although we can certainly detect some telicity in the
contribution of the particle (O’Dowd 1998, 185).

Moreover, Brinton and Traugott (2005) discuss this type of change as the
blending of grammaticalization and lexicalization. Grammaticalization maps the
shift of the original function word to a particle marking the verbal complement.

67 Gen 46:30; Judg 11:36; 2 Sam 1:10; 19:31.



64 DEVELOPMENT OF BIBLICAL HEBREW PREPOSITIONS

And lexicalization explains the addition of the prepositional verb to the cognitive
lexicon.

In Biblical Hebrew, the locative preposition 2ak‘re grammaticalized in con-
structions with certain verbs and acquired the function of a complement marker
as part of a lexicalized prepositional verb. As a result, the reanalyzed environment,
VERB + [Pah®rerrer + NP]pp, developed into the form [VERB + 2ah‘rerrcL]ve +
NP. Even though these functional shifts may appear to be distinguishable, like
most grammaticalization changes, this progression is identified ex post facto, that
is, by the outcome where new semantic meanings develop, and usage patterns are
amended.

3.2.5. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of ?ah’re

As explained previously (§3.2.4), the functional changes to 2ah“re can be mapped
as in figure 3.4.

Figure 3.4. Functional Developments of Pah®re
Noun (‘back’) > PREP (BEHIND) > PREP/ADVZ (AFTER) > PREP (CAUSE)
>PARTICLE

According to the overlap model (fig. 3.5), the noun ‘back’ extended to con-
texts where it was reinterpreted as the LOCATIVE (BEHIND) at stage II.
Subsequently, the temporal and particle usages were developed at stage III, and
finally stage IV is marked by the acquisition of the causal function.

Figure 3.5. Overlap Model for 2ah‘re

Stage: 1 11 111 v

Noun ‘back’ ‘back’ ‘back’ ‘back’
PREP BEHIND BEHIND BEHIND
PREP/ADVZ AFTER AFTER
PTCL PTCL PTCL
PREP CAUSE

Figure 3.6 presents a semantic map of 2ah‘re. It shows the multiple usages,
the number of tokens in parentheses, and the overlapping meanings. The sug-
gested developments are linked by touching functions. Also, the size of each circle
demonstrates the relative frequency of each function in Biblical Hebrew.
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Figure 3.6. Semantic map of Pah‘re

CAUSE
(1

3.2.6. Comparison of 2ahar and 2ah‘re

As described in the introduction to 2ahar (§3.1), the present study preferences the
morphosemantic differences over the etymological relationship of these two lex-
emes. This final section, however, will compare the similarities and differences
between the usages of 2ahar and 2ah®re. The majority of the cases of both lexemes
may be categorized within the locative and temporal functions; nonetheless, the
specialized functions and variant frequencies are found with each word.

The anatomic noun BACK is evident with 2ahar and Pah‘re as well as the
grammaticalizations to the locative (BEHIND) and temporal (AFTER) usages.
Only Pahar demonstrates the prepositional usage of ACCORDING TO and the
conjunctive adverb AFTERWARDS. The usages as a preposition CAUSE and a
particle in multi-word verbs are found exclusively with 2ah®re.

Statistical frequency demonstrates further differences in the typical usage of
Pahar and Pah‘re. In table 3.1, the total number of each function is provided,
where the value in parentheses represents the examples from the Late Biblical
Hebrew dataset. Overall, the tokens of 2ah“re number more than five times those
of Pahar. The small number of examples of the less common functions is not sta-
tistically significant for either lexeme. Regarding the better attested semantic
usages, the ratio of the locative to temporal function of 2ah®re is nearly one-to-
one (275:235), whereas the locative use of 2ahar is found only half as much as
the TEMPORAL (17:32).
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Table 3.1. Usage Comparison of Pahar and 2ah‘re
BACK | BEHIND | AFTER |CAUSE|ACCRD|CJ ADV| PTCL

Pahar | 1(0) | 15(0) | 31(6) | 0(0) | 2(0) | 372 | 0(0)
Pah're | 4(0) | 275(15)(231(41)| 1(0) | 0(0) | 0(0) | 25(1)

Semantically speaking, this difference indicates that 2ahar skews toward the
secondary grammatical relations (e.g., TEMPORAL, CJ ADV), whereas 2ah‘re
prefers predominately the anterior functions of the LOCATIVE and less so the
TEMPORAL. This dissimilarity is evident from the diachronic evidence as well.
In Late Biblical Hebrew, 2ahar is not attested with the locative function at all. In
this same corpus, the temporal usage of 2ah‘re is much more frequent than that of
the locative. This change may be understood as analogous to the earlier evolution
of Pahar in Standard Biblical Hebrew. Therefore, the semantic space vacated by
the prepositions 2ahar and Pah®re provides for the emergence in Post-Biblical He-
brew of an innovative locative function BEHIND from the body part noun »hore
‘back’. (See further the discussion in §5.2 Diachronic Change for an extended
explanation of these later developments.)

3.3. bR Pesel
3.3.1. Morphosyntax of Pesel

The vocalic pattern of 5¢& Pesel fits, for the most part, into the morphological
category of *gitl base nouns on the pattern of 799 seper ‘scroll” and VW Sebet
‘rod; tribe’. The forms with pronominal suffixes are different in that they have an
initial seghol-vowel, 17¥& Peslo, instead of the more frequently witnessed hireq-
vowel (e.g., 1190 sipro; 702V Sibto). The opening and centering of the vowel /i/ is
attested elsewhere in similar phonological environments (Bauer and Leander
1922, 207-208). Specifically, a seghol realizes from *i in an unaccented, closed
syllable with an initial glottal stop. Examples include: 7928 ?eblek ‘your morning’
(5ar Pebel ‘mourning’ < *?ibl); 707938 Pegale-tol ‘drops of dew’ (9ax Pegel ‘dew-
drop’ < *2igl); mnR Pehye ‘1 am’ '5& Pel- (< *2il) ‘toward’; "Ny Pet- (< *7itf)
‘with’; but notably not 1NR Pimro ‘his word’ (R Pemer ‘word’ < *Pimr).

Missing from Biblical Hebrew, the primary semantics and root of Pesel are
manifest from the comparative Semitic evidence. The original nominal referenced
an anatomic ‘joint’, like the elbow, or more generally ‘side’. Nominal cognates
include Syriac yasilo ‘joint, elbow’, Hebrew 9°#& 2assil ‘joining; joint’, Punic ysit
‘joint’, and Arabic wislun ‘limb, side’ as well as mawsil ‘joint’. A related noun
appears in a broken context, b2s/ hmsk[b] ‘on the side of the tomb’, in Byblian
Phoenician.
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Ugaritic evidences a cognate verbal root 2SL ‘to meet, join’. Some have sug-
gested a connection with Sabaic WSL ‘to proceed; arrive; (re)join; to adhere’ and
Arabic wasala meaning ‘to reach; to conjoin’ in the first stem and wassala ‘to
join; connect’ with stem II. Although the phonological shift of initial-waw roots
to initial-yod is indicative of Northwest Semitic, the change of the approximants
to glottal stop is not a widespread unconditioned Northwest Semitic sound change
(Blau 2010, 103—4). However, a few examples of this weakening may be observed
with certain verbal roots (Wright 1890, 71).

3.3.2. Usage of Pesel

Biblical Hebrew witnesses three functions of Pese/: LOCATIVE (BESIDE),
PROXIMAL (NEAR), and DIRECTIONAL (TOWARD). The first function
specifies the anatomically-based spatial relation, the second a more general prox-
imate distance, and the last the directionality of verbal motion, suggesting the
reduction of distance. Each usage is illustrated in the following subsections.

3.3.2.1. PREP (BESIDE)

The function word Zesel designates a locality ‘next to’ or ‘beside’ something. It
stipulates a contiguous SIDE-REGION relation, where nothing intervenes be-
tween the TR and LM (Svorou 1994, 237).% The orienting object of the
preposition, viz. the landmark in cognitive linguistic terms, may be a person as in
example (65), an intangible object with metaphorical sides as in example (66), or
an inanimate entity as in example (67), such as a wall, building, wheel, or altar.

(65) AYex 132 am
wattannah bigado 2esbh
place-WCPC-3F.SG. clothing+his BESIDE+her
She put his garment beside her. (Gen 39:16)

(66) maxgR NIy
umassebo Pesel-gabuloh
Cl+stele BESIDE+border-+its
A stele will be beside its border. (Isa 19:19)

68 Gen 39:10, 15, 16, 18; Lev 1:16; 6:3; Deut 16:21; 1 Sam 5:2; 1 Kgs 2:29; 10:19; 13:24
(2x), 25, 28, 31; 2 Kgs 12:10; 2 Chr 9:18; Neh 2:6; 3:23, 35; 8:4; Prov 8:30; Isa 19:19; Jer
35:4; Ezek 1:15, 19; 9:2; 10:6, 9 (3x), 16; 33:30; 39:15; 43:6; Amos 2:8.
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(67) niTa Sey 0MIAY NiNR DU
usnayim Froyot {omadim Pesel hayyodot
Cl+two lions-M. standing-PTCP.M.PL.BESIDE the.sides
(The throne had) two lions standing beside its arms. (1 Kgs 10:19)

3.3.2.2. PREP (NEAR)

The locality designated by Pesel indicates proximity to a place without reference
to a relative direction, metaphorical or not.® This relationship is used for indicat-
ing the general topographical nearness of one entity relative to another but not
necessarily an adjacent locality. Example (68) shows proximity to a geographic
location. Example (69) indicates nearness, but not the adjoining SIDE-
RELATION, of one structure to another.

(68) Mwasn Hex Ynwn iy ¥am
wattobo? [ohem hassemes — Pesel haggib{o
enter-WCPC.3F.SG. FOR+them the.sun-F. NEAR Gibeah
The sun went down when they were near Gibeah. (Judg 19:14)
(69) 017 S¥R DI A0 NK DID DANA ... "WTP OV SRIW™Ma Tip 18nvY 89
DiPP 1A P

walo? yatamma?u fod bet-yisro?el

CI+NEG defile-PC.3M.PL. still house.of+PN

Sem qodsi ... batittom

name.of holiness+my ... WHEN+put-INF+they
sippom Pet-sippi

threshold-+their WITH+threshold+my

Umazuzotom Zesel mazuzotl
ClJ+doorpost+their NEAR doorpost+my
wahaqqir beni ubenehem
Cl+the.wall BTWN+me CJ+BTWN-+them

The House of Israel will no longer desecrate my holy name ... by putting
their thresholds in proximity to my threshold and their doorposts near my
doorpost with [only] a wall between me and them. (Ezek 43:8)

3.3.2.3. PREP (TOWARD)

The function word may designate the direction, or goal, toward which the move-
ment expressed by the verb occurs.”® This case reflects the initial stages of the

69 Deut 11:30; Judg 19:14; 1 Sam 20:19; 1 Kgs 1:9; 4:12; Neh 4:6; Prov 7:8, 12; Jer 41:17;
Ezek 43:8; Dan 10:13.
70 Dan 8:17.



SIMPLE PREPOSITIONS 69

later expansion evidenced in Mishnaic Hebrew in which Pesel replaces 9% 2¢l as
the regular marker of the allative function with verbs of motion (Segal 1927, 142).

The context describes the scene of the divine messenger Gabriel being sent
to Daniel to explain the vision of chapter eight of Daniel. The passage in example
(70) relays that Gabriel came toward (?Zesel) the place where Daniel was standing.
In response to this advance Daniel fell prostrate in fear as found in the subsequent
clause.

(70) 12750 7981 *NY2I IR THY YR K11

wayyobo? Pesel Comdi
enter-WCPC TOWARD location+my
ubabo?o nibSatti

CJ+WHEN-+entering+his be.fearful-SC.1C.SG.

worleppalo Cal-ponoy

fall-WCPC.1C.SG. UPON-+face+my

He came to me, and when he was near, I was terrified and fell on my face.
(Dan 8:17)

3.3.3. Grammaticalization of ?esel

The individual changes in the meanings of Pesel are proposed in this section. It is
suggested that the original substantive ‘limb; side’ acquired the function of a
LOCATIVE (BESIDE) which was further extended to contexts denoting the
PROXIMAL (NEAR) and DIRECTIONAL (TOWARD). These semantic
changes coincide with the structural shift from the noun to the preposition and
secondary extensions of the function. The typological evidence for these changes
and internal attestations of ambiguity of individual cases are presented in the fol-
lowing subsections.

3.3.3.1. *Noun (‘side’) > PREP (BESIDE)

Nouns designating body parts often grammaticalize as relational notions in the
world’s languages (Heine and Kuteva 2004, 271-2). The well-attested change in
English beside is suggested to have obtained from be sidan ‘by the side’ in Old
English (Svorou 1994, 72, 255-6) or possibly later in Middle English (Rissanen
2004). In Semitic, an analogous typological change yielding the locative function
is observed with Akkadian afu ‘side, flank; beside’ (CAD ahu B) and /etu ‘cheek;
beside’ along with Aramaic s¢r ‘side; beside’.

Example (71) may provide a potential illustration of the primary grammati-
calization. Just as the workers kept their weapons ‘fastened to their loins’
according to example (71a), Nehemiah explains that the war-trumpeter with a
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shofar was kept nearby in example (71b). This location is expressed as "9¥& Pesli,
which may be understood nominally as ‘my side’ or prepositionally as ‘beside
me’. Similar examples of ambiguity may well have led to the development of the
locative semantics and the functional change.

(71)a.  ©wim mann~Hy o™IoK 1370 Wk ouiam

wahabbonim 2is harbo
CJ+the.builders-PTCP.M. each sword+his
2 surim Cal-motnow ubonim
fastened-PP.M.PL. = UPON-+loins+his CJ+building-PTCP.M.PL.
b. Hex 19iwa vpinm

wahattoge®§ bassopor 2esli
Cl+the.trumpeter-PTCP.M. ~ WITH+the.horn side/LOC+my

Each laborer had his sword fastened to his loins while building, and the bugler
with his horn was at my side. (Neh 4:12)

3.3.3.2. PREP (BESIDE) > PREP (NEAR)

The grammatical morphemes marking general proximity are frequently derived
from lexemes functioning to denote ‘side’ (Heine and Kuteva 2004, 272-73)
through the generalization of locative relations (Svorou 1994, 73, 136, 156-57,
260). Example (72) demonstrates one plausible context for the transition from an
adjacent position to a generic proximal. With the emergence of the second set of
seven lean cows from the river in example (72a), the geographic relation of the
two groups is ambiguous. Does each lean cow take its position beside a corre-
sponding fattened cow as in example (72b)? Or is the second group situated near,
that is, in spatial propinquity with, the first? Such vagueness could lead to the
addition of the proximal relation to the functions of Pesel.”!

(72)a. ... R0 Ang Ny NNy nine yaw mm
wahinne Seba¥ porot »herot
CJ+PTCL seven COWS other-F.PL.
{olot Pah’rehem min-haya?or
coming.out-PTCP.F.PL. AFTER-+them FROM+NP

71 Other examples of proximal ambiguity include: Gen 41:3; Lev 10:12; 1 Kgs 21:1, 2.
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b. &7 Naw-Hp ninan Sy NIThym

watta§“modno Pesel happorot
stand-WCPC.3F.PL. BESIDE/NEAR the.cows
{al-sapat haya?or

ON-+the.shore.of NP

Seven more cows were coming out of the Nile after [the first seven cows]...
They stood beside the cows at the edge of the Nile. (Gen 41:3)

3.3.3.3. PREP (BESIDE) > PREP (TOWARD)

While a few languages witness the development of directional functions from
body parts as a primary grammaticalization (Svorou 1994, 73, 261), other exam-
ples, including English beside, demonstrate this resulting function from a
reorientation of a locative relation “from nearness to distancing [which] can be re-
lated to subjectification and to the changing point of view” (Rissanen 2004, 162).

Example (73) provides one possible mediating step along this pathway of
change from locative to directional functions. As with example (70) above, Zesel
is used in conjunction with the verbal root BW?. Unlike this earlier example, how-
ever, the exact grammatical relationship is ambiguous. The modifying phrase,
DR YR Pesel Xhehem ‘to their family’ (v. 15), placed in clear reference to the
precedmg description of transmigration, D'NIRA DN'AY Sabitem me? hekem ‘you
deported [them] from their family’ (v. 11), could describe the repatriation locality
or the directionality (goal) of the conveyance.

(73)onR 528 . im oaRean

wayabitum yareho
bring-WCPC.3M.PL.+them Jericho

Pesel Phehem
BESIDE/TOWARD brothers+their

They brought them [back] to Jericho ... to their family. (2 Chr 28:15)

In the eighth chapter of Daniel, this preposition is found in the last of a series of
verb-prepositional combinations indicating the progression in the direction of an
individual. First, the king of Greece is envisioned by Daniel as a male goat ad-
vancing away from the west (min-hamm“Sarob) in example (74a) in the direction
of the ram (Yad-ho?ayil), which symbolized the kings of Media and Persia in ex-
ample (74b). Motivated by passionate anger, he quickened his advance headed for
the enemy (2elow) in example (74c¢). Then, Daniel observed the goat approaching
or attaining to the ram (Pesel ho?ayil), becoming enraged, and striking it in exam-
ple (74d). The progression of the scene is indicated by the series of temporal
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functions: min, Sad, ?¢l, and Pesel. In this sequence, the preposition Pesel desig-
nates either the final movement to the ram (TOWARD), or the final location
within arm’s length of the destination (BESIDE).

(74)a. ... WD R DIWITVOY MIM
wahinne sapir-hoSizzim bo? min-hamm®Sarob
CJ+PTCL male+goat entering-PTCP  FROM+the.west
b. ... 80T Kan
wayyobo? Cad-ho?ayil
enter-WCPC.3M.SG. UNTO+the.ram
c. ina nnna vhHx M
wayyoras Pelow bah*mat koho

run-WCPC.3M.SG. TOWARD-+him WITH+wrath.of strength+his
d. RO T YOR TIDNN TR JER 030 PR

ura?itiw maggi*§ Pesel hoPayil
CJ+see-SC.3M.SG.+him attaining TOWARD/BESIDE the.ram
wayyitmarmar Pebow

be.enraged-WCPC.3M.SG. TOWARD+him

wayyak Pet-ho?ayil

strike-WCPC.3M.SG. DOM-+the.ram

[T saw] a billy-goat coming from the west... He went in the direction of the
ram... He ran toward him with bitter anger—I saw him coming close to the
ram and he was embittered against him and struck the ram. (Dan 8:5-7)

3.3.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of Pesel
The functional developments of the usage of Pesel are mapped in figure 3.7.

Figure 3.7. Functional Developments of Pesel
*Noun (‘side”) > PREP (BESIDE) > PREP (NEAR)
> PREP (TOWARD)

The original noun ‘side’ is restructured as a preposition acquiring a
LOCATIVE function. This function was extended to the proximal NEAR and
later the directional TOWARD with verbs of motion. In Biblical Hebrew, the an-
atomical meaning ‘side’ was almost certainly lost as represented in the final stage
of the Overlap Model of figure 3.8.



SIMPLE PREPOSITIONS 73

Figure 3.8. Overlap Model for Pesel

Stage: 1 11 111

Noun ‘side’ ‘side’ (‘side’)
PREP BESIDE BESIDE
PREP NEAR
PREP TOWARD

Figure 3.9 provides a mapping of the semantic uses of Pesel. The originating
lexeme ‘side’ is only evidenced with one ambiguous example. The proximal
BESIDE comprises the majority of examples. The other prepositions are less well
attested.

Figure 3.9. Semantic Map of Pesel

3.4. 132 ben
3.4.1. Morphosyntax of *ben

The originating noun meaning ‘interval, span between’ is a *qatl base of the Se-
mitic middle-weak root BYN (Bauer and Leander 1922, §81b, g"). Only the
monothongized forms (¥*bayn > *bdyin [ABS] ~ ben- [CSTR]) are witnessed with
Tiberian forms. These include the construct state, "2 ben, Nix3a benot, the dual,
03 benayim, and the pronominal, *3'3 beni, 713 benako, 713 benek, 132 beno.
The plural ending -(ot)e- is added with the plural pronominal suffixes: 1'1°2
benenu (masculine-type) and 1'0ira benotenu (feminine-type). Jotion and Mu-
raoka (1991, §103n) suggest that the addition of the plural-type endings is
analogical to ™5 {“/e (§94b). This hypothetical is improbable, since the expanding
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particle -(ot)e- is found only with the plural pronominal suffixes and not the inde-
pendent forms.”? Alternatively, Blau (2010, §5.1.4) explains that this analogy is
partial as it “has not yet been completed.”

Cognate nominals and function words are common throughout West Semitic:
Phoenician bn ‘between’, Ugaritic bn ‘between’, Nabatacan byny ‘between’; Syr-
iac baynay (also baynat) ‘between’; Arabic ab-baynun ‘the separating space’ or
the abstract ‘disunity; enmity’; Old South Arabian b(y)n ‘between’; and GeSez
bayna ‘between’. The verbal root is fully productive in Arabic bana/yabinu ‘to
be(come) separated’ and may be related to the widely attested root BYN ‘to know’,
that is, the act of separating or discerning ideas, as known from cognate roots in
Hebrew, Ugaritic, Palmyrene, Mandaic, Syriac, Old South Arabian, and GeSez.

3.4.2. Usage of ben

A wide range of explanations for the semantics of Biblical Hebrew ben have been
suggested in previous scholarship. The central prepositional relation of
BETWEEN is nearly universally agreed upon by Hebrew grammarians, at times,
without additional comment (Gesenius, Kautzsch, and Cowley 1910, §101a,
Joilion and Muraoka 1991, §103n). Expanding this usage, van der Merwe, Naudé¢,
and Kroeze detail three basic construction types: (1) the preposition with one com-
plement, ben NP, (2) the preposition with two complements, the second marked
by the preposition /- as the string, ben NP1 (w)I-NP2, and (3) two (or more) prep-
ositions with two (or more) complements, ben NP1 uben NP2 (uben NP3).
Corresponding to these three construction types, they specify three different but
overlapping semantic uses (van der Merwe, Naud¢, and Kroeze 1999, §39.7):

1. Indicate localization in a space
2.  a. Indicate localization in a space

b. Distinguish different parties that are each actively involved in a process
3. Distinguish different objects

Waltke and O’Connor (1990, §11.2.6), in contrast, state that the one-term
construction has an inclusive sense, “between or among a quantity of things con-
sidered as a group,” and the two-term constructions are exclusive, “between or
among two or more diverse things considered as over against one another.” Fol-
lowing Brockelmann (1913, §254), Blau (2010, §5.1.4n) designates the feminine-
type plural form 1°ni3a benotenu ‘between us’ as “having [an] inclusive sense,”
whereas the masculine-type plural form 13732 benenu ‘between us’ is “exclusive.”

72 The singular form, 7°°2 beneko, in Gen 16:5 is likely a textual error as indicated in the
MT (Yeivin 1980, §79).
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Barr criticizes the inclusive and exclusive arrangement as an external and
unwarranted distinction. He clarifies:

It is the ambiguity of the pronouns that is the cause of the trouble. They do not
specify whether a closer “we” or a more extended and universal “we” is intended.
The view ... can be seen as an attempt to make the preposition “between” specify
what the pronouns themselves had failed to specify. In fact it was not specified
anywhere in the language (Barr 1978, 12-22).

Instead, he suggests that ben NP1 (w)I-NP2 designates the Noun Phrases as a
class of referents and never specific ones; however, he admits that “it would be
going too far to suppose that phrases with ben ... I° and those with ben ... ben form
mutually exclusive classes” (7).

This situation is further complicated by Biblical Hebrew diachronic variation.
There is evidence suggesting a temporal distinction between the construction ben
NP1 (w)I-NP2 being “newer” and ben NP1 uben NP2 “older” (Hannemann 1975—
1976, Hurvitz 1982, 113-5). Barr (1978, 9—12) finds further support for his dif-
ferentiation in the attestations from the later documents of Ben Sira and the Dead
Sea Scrolls, which is confirmed in the latter corpus by Qimron (1986, §400.17).
Nonetheless, Barr fails to suggest any correlation between semantics and dia-
chrony or formulate a broader picture of the functions of ben. The data suggest an
increase of the NP1 (w)[-NP:2 pattern in Late Biblical Hebrew (see §5.2), but no
clear semantic differences may be assessed based on diachrony alone.

3.4.3. Noun (‘interval’)

The originating noun meaning ‘interval, space between; distinction’ is recogniza-
ble in a small number of possible examples. Two constructions likely preserve
this nominal sense: example (75) 0120~W'R 2is-habbenayim ‘man of two inter-
vals’, meaning one who fights in representative combat or a duel in the area
between two opposing armies (Gordon 2004, 30),”> and example (76) -5 niran

mibbenot - ‘the space between’.”

73 See also the later use of the term for general infantry in the Dead Sea Scrolls: nwhw
o1 Hx7 §lwsh dgly bynym ‘three divisions of light infantry” (1Q33 VI:1).

74 The former is found in 1 Samuel 17:4, 23; the latter in Ezek 10:2 (2x), 6 (2x), 7. Several
constructions with other preposition combinations may also be included here: Isa 44:4,
Ezek 10:7; 19:11; 31:14 (see below §3.4.4.1).
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(75) nan inY M3 CRYYS NINER DIITYN RYN

wayyese? 7is-habbenayim mimmah‘not
come.out-WCPC.3M.SG. man.of+the.space-DU. FROM+camps.of
palistim golyot Samo miggat

GN PN name-+his FROM+GN

A dueling champion came out from the Philistine camp—his name was Go-
liath of Gath. (1 Sam 17:4)
(76) 021737 niran 3% niran W np

qah fes mibbenot laggalgal
take-IMP.M.SG. fire FROM-+spaces AT+the.wheel
mibbenot lakkorubim

FROM+spaces AT+the.cherubs

Take fire from the area between the wheels, that is, from the area between the
cherubs. (Ezek 10:6)

3.4.3.1. PREP (BETWEEN)

The word ben has a locative function in a large number of instances.” This func-
tion designates the spatial relationship of an object or verbal action in reference
to two (or more) entities. The locative usage is found in phrases of the three types
of constructions: ben NP in example (77), ben NP (w)I-NP in example (78), and
ben NP uben NP in example (79).

(77) 793 NIA3D 3WT3 TR THY DY 2308 231 197

wayyepen zonob  Pel-zonob wayyosem
turn-WCPC.3M.SG. tail TOWARD+ttail put-WCPC.3M.SG.
lappid Pehod ben-sne hazzonobot  battowek
torch-M. one-M.SG. BTWN+two tails IN-+the.middle

He put [two foxes] tail-to-tail and tied a torch between each pair at the middle.
(Judg 15:4)

75 Gen 10:12 (2x); 13:3 (2x); 15:17; 16:14 (2x); 20:1 (2x); 30:36 (2x); 31:51 (2x); 32:17
(2x); 49:14; Exod 8:19 (2x); 13:9, 16; 14:2 (2x), 20 (2x); 16:1 (2x); 30:18 (2x); 40:7 (2x),
30 (2x); Num 11:33; 17:13 (2x); Deut 1:1 (2x); 6:8; 11:18; 14:1; 33:12; Josh 3:4 (2x); 8:9
(2x), 11 (2x), 12 (2x); 18:11 (2x); 22:25 (2x); 24:7 (2x); Judg 4:4, 5; 5:16, 27 (2x); 13:25
(2x); 15:4; 16:25, 31 (2x); Ruth 2:15; 1 Sam 7:12 (2x); 14:4; 17:1 (2x), 3, 6; 20:3 (2x);
26:13; 2 Sam 18:9 (2x), 24; 1 Kgs 7:28, 29, 46 (2x); 18:42; 22:34 (2x); 2 Kgs 9:24; 25:4;
1 Chr 21:16 (2x); 2 Chr 4:17 (2x); 18:33 (2x); Neh 3:32; Job 24:11; 30:7; 34:37; 41:8; Pss
68:14; 104:10; Prov 26:13; Song 1:13; 2:2 (2x), 3; Isa 22:11; Jer 34:18, 19; 39:4; 52:7,
Lam 1:3, 17; Ezek 1:13; 4:3 (2x); 8:3 (2x), 16 (2x); 19:2; 40:7; 41:10, 18; 43:8 (2x); 47:16
(2x); 48:22 (2x); Dan 8:5, 16, 21; 11:45; Joel 2:17; Obad 4; Zech 1:8, 10, 11; 3:7; 5:9 (2x);
13:6.
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(78) W2y 07 O 13 1IN 708 pon

wayitta§ Pok’le Pappadno ben
pitch-WCPC.3M.SG. tents.of palacethis BTWN
yammim [ohar-sabi-qodes

sea TOWARD+mountain.oft+splendor.of+holiness

He will set up his palatial tents between the sea and the glorious holy moun-
tain. (Dan 11:45)

(79) v 121 UTRT3 3w
wayyeseb ben-qodes uben Sur
dwell-WCPC.3M.SG. BTWN-+Kadesh CJ+BTWN Shur
He lived between Kadesh and Shur. (Gen 20:1)

3.4.3.2. PREP (SEPARATIVE)

Using ben to mark the divarication of two entities is common.’”® As with the loc-
ative function, it may be found in any of the three basic construction types and is
used with verbs of separation, such as PRD ‘to disperse’ in example (80), and
verbal phrases like HLQ nah“Ioto “to apportion by lot” in example (81) and SLH
ru®h ro$s ‘to send an evil spirit’ in example (82). A fourth innovative construction
type (ben NP [-ben NP), a fusion of type two (ben NP [-NP) and three (ben NP
uben NP), is evidenced in example (83) with the verb BDL ‘to separate’.

(80)  Tmaahn MR Y52 DRYD P2 TIHM DN TNRTDY W

yesno {am-Pehod mapuzzor umaporod
EXIST nationtone be.scattered-PTCP  CJ+be.dispersed
ben hoSammim bakol madinot malokuteko
SPRT the.peoples IN+all providences.of  kingdom+your

There is a nation which has been scattered and dispersed among the people
in every region of your kingdom. (Esth 3:8)
(81)vyn 37 13 inm1 ponn H7ian o

Cal-pi haggorol teholeq nah®loto
ACCRD the.lot be.divided-SC.3F.SG. inheritance-F . +its
ben rab lim$ot
SPRT many TO+few

Each inheritance will be apportioned by lot to the largest and the smallest
[tribes] (literally, between the numerous and the few). (Num 26:56)

76 Gen 1:4 (2x), 6, 7 (2x), 14 (2x), 18 (2x); 3:15 (4x); Exod 9:4 (2x); 11:7 (2x); 26:33 (2x);
Num 26:56; 31:27 (2x); Judg 5:11; 9:23 (2x); 11:10; Ruth 1:17 (2x); 1 Sam 14:42 (2x); 2
Sam 14:6; 2 Chr 14:10; 19:10 (2x); Esth 3:8; Job 40:30; Prov 6:19; 18:18; Isa 59:2 (2x);
Jer 25:16, 27; Zech 11:14 (2x); Mal 2:14 (2x).
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(82)  DW w3 I THRAR DA YT TN DTOR NYwn

wayyislah Flohim ru‘h rofo
send-WCPC.3M.SG. God spirit-F. evil-F.
ben >bimelek uben bas¥le Sokem
SPRT PN CJ+SPRT lords.of GN

God sent an iniquitous spirit between Abimelech and the citizens of Shechem.
(Judg 9:23)
(83) o278 125 DIPA D77AN P DIDIYTON 3

ki 2im-${*wonotekem hoyu mabdilim
CJ+sins+your-M.PL. be-SC.3C.PL. separate-PTCP.M.PL.
benekem loben Flohekem
SPRT+you-M.PL. TO+SPRT God+your-M.PL.

But your sins are separating you from your God. (Isa 59:2)

A subset of this separative function is found with certain verbs of discrimi-
nation, such as example (84) YKH ‘to decide’, example (85) BYN ‘to discern’, and
example (86) SPT ‘to judge’, to mark an evaluative relation between two op-
tions.”” All three basic constructions are used without any clear semantic
difference.

(84) 13w pa main
wayokihu ben Snenu
ClJ+decide-PC.3M.PL. EVAL two.of+us
Let them decide between the two of us. (Gen 31:37)

(85)p77 2foPa P07 TRYNN LEWH VAV 37 TTA, DO

wanotatto lbSabdako leb Some“s
give-WCSC.2M.SG. TO+servant+your  heart.of listening
lispot Pet-Sammoko lohobin
TO-+udge-INF. DOM-tpeopletyour TO-+discern-INF.
ben-tob loro¢

EVAL+good TO-+evil

May you give your servant an understanding mind to judge your people [and]
to discern between good and bad. (1 Kgs 3:9)

(86) Ty 12 M vEY
yispot YHWH beni ubeneko
judge-PC.3M.SG. PN EVAL+me EVAL+you
May Yahweh judge between you and me. (Gen 16:5)

77 Gen 16:5 (2x); 31:37, 53; Exod 18:16 (2x); Lev 27:12 (2x), 14 (2x), 33; Num 35:24
(2x); Deut 1:16 (4x); 17:8 (3x); Judg 11:27 (2x); 1 Sam 24:13 (2x), 16 (2x); 2 Sam 19:36;
1 Kgs 3:9; Isa 2:4; 5:3 (2x); Ezek 22:26; 34:17, 20 (2x), 22; 44:23 (2x); Mic 4:3; Mal 3:18
(2x).
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3.4.3.3. PREP (RECIPROCATIVE)

The antithesis of the separative function is the reciprocative function [RCPR],
linking two or more mutually related entities.”® This reciprocative relationship
should not be confused with reciprocality which designates a particular grammat-
ical relationship between the subject and object of a clause. All three of the
construction types are found with the RECIPROCATIVE functioning in copula
(87), verbal (88), and verbless clauses (89).

(87) oiw pa mian M npaw
SobuSat YHWH tihye ben Snehem
oath.of-F. PN be-PC.3F.SG. RCPR two.of+them
The oath to Yahweh will be between the two of them. (Exod 22:10)

(88)WRY WK P2 NY N VYN
mispat Fmet  yafise ben 2is [22i5
justice.of  truth  do-PC.3M.SG. RCPR man TO+man
He shall execute true justice between people. (Ezek 18:8)

(89) o 7331 °r3 T M 20
haggal hazze  Sed beni ubenako hayyom
the.rock.heap DEM  witness RCPR+me CJ+RCPR+you today
This rock pile is a witness between you and me today. (Gen 31:48)

3.4.3.4. PREP (TEMPORAL)

A specialized temporal function designating ‘twilight’, that is, the time between
sunset and nightfall, is denoted by the phrase 072w "3 ben hoSarboyim ‘between
the two evenings’ (90). This idiom is found eleven times exclusively in the
priestly literature.”

78 Gen 9:12 (3x), 13 (2x), 15 (3x), 16 (2x), 17 (2x); 13:7 (2x), 8 (4x); 17:2 (2x), 7 (3x), 10
(3x), 11 (2x); 23:15 (2x); 26:28 (3x); 31:44 (2x), 48 (2x), 49 (2x), 50 (2x); Exod 22:10;
31:13 (2x), 17 (2x); Lev 26:46 (2x); Num 30:17 (2x); Deut 25:1; Josh 22:27 (3x), 28 (2x);
Judg 4:17 (2x); 1 Sam 7:14 (2x); 20:23 (2x), 42 (4x); 2 Sam 3:1 (2x), 6 (2x); 21:7 (3x); 1
Kgs 5:26 (2x); 14:30 (2x); 15:6 (2x), 7 (2x), 16 (2x),19 (4x), 32 (2x); 22:1 (2x); 2 Kgs
11:17 (5x); 2 Chr 13:2 (2x); 16:3 (4x); 23:16 (3x); Job 34:4; Prov 14:9; Jer 7:5 (2x); Ezek
18:8;20:12 (2x), 20 (2x); Zech 6:13.

79 Exod 12:6; 16:12; 29:39, 41; 30:8; Lev 23:5; Num 9:3, 5, 11; 28:4, 8.
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(90) oW Pa YR nTY Hnp 53 ink wNw)

wasoh®tu 2oto kol gohal
kill-WCSC.3C.PL. DOM-thim all.of assembly.of
{"dat-yisro?el ben hoSarboyim
congregation.of +tPN TEMP the.evening-DU.

Then the entire assembled congregation of Israel will slaughter [their lambs]
at dusk. (Exod 12:6)

3.4.4. Grammaticalization of ben

The putative lexical and semantic changes of ben are discussed in this section.
The primary grammaticalization is found with the structural change of the noun
to the preposition. The preposition obtains as the locative function BETWEEN.
This relational usage was expanded further to convey reciprocative and separative
meanings. The expansion to the temporal function likely also originated from the
locative relation. Typological changes and extant ambiguous examples will form
the basis to demonstrate these proposed pathways.

3.4.4.1. Noun (‘interval’) > PREP (BETWEEN)

The change from a noun denoting bounded space to a preposition denoting a
LOCATIVE is well-known in the world’s languages. Heine and Kuteva (2004,
64) suggest that this type of grammaticalization is a part of “a more general pro-
cess whereby relational nouns ... give rise to relational (typically spatial or
temporal) grammatical markers.” As such, they designate the change from ‘cen-
ter, middle’ to LOCATIVE (BETWEEN) (63). Elsewhere in Semitic, an
analogous extension to a locative relation occurred with Akkadian biritu ‘space;
between’.

A sequence of Biblical Hebrew examples from Ezekiel demonstrates the
plausibility of this expansion of the noun meaning ‘space, interval’ to contexts
where it may be reinterpreted as marking a grammatical relation. These clauses
are part of two prophetic oracles which describe the nations of Israel (ch. 19) and
Assyria (ch. 31) as towering flora. The first, example (91), uses ben as a noun
comparing the height of the vine to that of the treetops. In example (92), ben gov-
erned by ?¢/- TOWARD. Here it is either the location at which the top of the tree
resides or designates a locative relation. Finally, example (93) locates the arborary
apex with ben without employing a preceding function word. Although the second
example possibly could be construed as a transitional state between lexical mean-
ing and function, the last demonstrates a syntactic situation in which the expansion
to a locative preposition has occurred.
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(91) onay ra-Hw innip A23m
wattigbah qomato Cal-ben “botim
be.high-WCPC.3F.SG.  height-F.+his ABOVE-+space.of  branches
Its height reaches above the treetops. (Ezek 19:11)

(92) oniay P25y inRL 1IN
wayyitten sammarto  ?Pcl-ben “botim
put-WCPC.3M.SG. top-M.+his TOWARD-+space.of/ BTWN branches
He set its zenith in amongst the branches. (Ezek 31:10)

(93) iy N ovnaY P)
uben “botim hoyato sammarto
CJ+BTWN branches be-SC.3M.SG. top-M.+his
Its top was among the branches. (Ezek 31:3)

3.4.4.2. PREP (BETWEEN) > PREP (SEPARATIVE)

The preposition acquired additional grammatical meanings from the locative re-
lation including a separative function. This expansion likely arose from viewing
the intervening distance between entities as a connective or separating space. Lo-
cating a landmark in this between space provides a separative entity and function.
Elsewhere in Semitic, a similar transition may be seen with Tigrinya bdyn ‘alone;
apart from’ (Leslau 1987, 116).

In Biblical Hebrew, contexts where the locative preposition was used to sep-
arate two geographic entities likely provided contexts for this functional
expansion. Example (94) situates a river as the LM separating two entities. The
location of two individuals is in view with example (95). The derivative notion of
mediation may also be cited wherein an arbiter separates between two individuals,
be they human such as example (96) or divine such as example (97).8°

(94)™DRD 1727 2RI P2 2RI 5123 798 7D .. 7R 200 UMM

wayyah’nu meSeber Parnon
camp-WCPC.3M.PL. FROM-+opposite.of GN

ki larnon gobul morob
CAUS GN border.of GN

ben morob uben ho>mori
BTWN/SPRT GN CJ+BTWN/SPRT GN

They encamped on the other side of the Arnon River ... because the Arnon
was the border of Moab separating Moab and the Amorites. (Num 21:13)

80 Note also the situation in Gen 42:23 where an interpreter acts as the individuation entity.
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(95) DI '3 179N WK "0I0) W27 )

wahinne rekeb-?Pes wasuse les
CJ+PTCL chariot.oft+fire CJ+horses.of fire
wayyapridu ben Snehem

separate-WCPC.3M.PL. BTWN/SPRT two.of+them

Suddenly a chariot of fire drawn by horses of fire separated the two of them.
(2 Kgs 2:11)
(96)173w5p 177 W i Ay &9

lo? yes-benenu moki“h

NEG EXIST+BTWN/SPRT+us arbitrator-M.
yoSet yodo Cal-Snenu
set-PC.3M.SG. hand-+his UPON-+two.oftus

There is no intermediary between us [who] might set his hands upon us. (Job
9:33)
(97) M 927-NK DY TN RN NP2 DP PR TAY 223N

Ponoki fomed ben-YHWH

I stand+PTCP.M.SG. BTWN/SPRT+PN
ubenekem boSet hahi?
CJ+BTWN/SPRT+you-M.PL.  IN+time that
lohaggid Dkem et-dabar YHWH
TO+inform-INF TO+you-M.PL. DOM-+word.of PN

I was standing between you and Yahweh at that time to relay to you his mes-
sage. (Deut 5:5)

As noted previously, the separative function may further be used in evaluative
contexts, designating the religious or moral polarity of two entities. This relation
may be classed as a derivative of the SEPARATIVE based on the functional over-
lap of the two. Such a context may be observed with example (98) where the verb
BDL ‘to separate’ produces the setting to evaluate between two binary groups of
clean and unclean animals. Further, the use as a function word with the verb YD{
‘to know’ forms an idiom which requires a religious and moral evaluation of the
prepositional objects as in example (99).

(98) 7YY RDYD QYT ARAY? NITYD NN DH7TIM

wahibdaltem ben-habbahemo hattohoro
separate-WCSC.2M.PL. SPRT/EVAL+the.animal the.clean
lattome?o uben-hoSop hattome? lattohor

TO+the.unclean CJ+SPRT/EVAL+the.bird the.unclean TO-+the.clean
You shall separate between the clean animal and the unclean, and between
the unclean bird and the clean. (Lev 20:25)
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(99) HRNYY irnrra YRS
lo?-yoda$§ ben-yamino lismo?lo
NEG+know-SC.3M.SG. SPRT/EVAL-+rightthis TO+leftt+his
He does not know his right [hand] from his left. (Jonah 4:11)

3.4.4.3. PREP (BETWEEN) > PREP (RECIPROCATIVE)

The locative construction may be used not only, as noted previously, to mark a
separative function but also as a connecting relation. This connective function
obtains as a relation expressing the interconnection of two or more entities with
one another. A similar function having derived from the LOCATIVE is detectable
with the English preposition between. Also, this functional extension is paralleled
in GeSez, where the etymologically similar compound babayna- may mean ‘be-
tween’, ‘among’, or ‘to one another’ (Leslau 1987, 116).

An overlapping functional context is seen in example (100). The designated
altar was erected by the two Israelite tribes as a commemoration of their shared
religious community. Not only was it located in the geographic area between the
two groups, it was also functioning to remind them of their reciprocal relationship.
Therefore, benotenu ‘between us’ could express the locative function or the logi-
cal separation between the two groups.

(100) D*n"vgga M 2 na RN TP D n;m‘? TATI2 12IRTTID RPN

wayyiqra’u bane-raluben ubane-gad lammizbeh
call-WCPC.3M.PL. sons.of+PN CJ+sons.oftPN TO+the.altar
ki Ced hu? benotenu

CAUS witness-M. that-M. BTWN/RCPR+us

ki YHWH ho*lohim
COMP PN the.god

The Reubenites and Gadites named the altar [Witness], because it was a wit-
ness between us that Yahweh is God. (Josh 22:34)

3.4.4.4. PREP (BETWEEN) > PREP (TEMPORAL)

The temporal function of ben is likely derived from a spatial metaphor. This ty-
pologically common shift from spatial to temporal notions is well documented in
the world’s languages (Svorou 1994). Example (101) demonstrates the fluid no-
tion movement through space and time. The location in time of these events is
o NIWY 1A uben §“Seret yomim which may be understood adverbially or as a
TEMPORAL denoting ‘during ten days’.
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(101) 13737 17923 00 MY P31 77D DAY NINATWY NG TR Y

Sor Pehod son Ses-barurot wasipp’rim
ox one sheep-F. six+chosen-PP.F.PL. CJ+birds
na$su-li uben ("Seret  yomim
be.made-SC.3C.PL.+FOR+me CJ+BTWN/TEMP ten days
bakol-yayin Ioharbe

COM-+all.oft+wine IN+abundance

An ox, six select sheep, and birds were prepared for me every ten days along
with plenty of wine. (Neh 5:18)

3.4.5. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of ben

The attested pathways of change are chained to show the functional developments
of ben in figure 3.10. Expanding from the noun, the preposition first expressed a
locative relation. The LOCATIVE later acquired temporal, separative, and recip-
rocative functions. These expansions are presented as an Overlap Model in figure
3.11. In the third model, figure 3.12, the tokens of each function and ambiguous
contexts are mapped as the union of the semantic sets.

Figure 3.10. Functional Developments of ben
Noun (‘interval’) > PREP (BETWEEN) > PREP (SEPARATIVE)

> PREP (RECIPROCATIVE)
> PREP (TEMPORAL)
Figure 3.11. Overlap Model for ben

Stage: 1 11 111 v
Noun ‘space’ ‘space’ ‘space’ ‘space’
PREP BETWEEN BETWEEN BETWEEN
PREP TEMP TEMP
PREP SPRT SPRT

PREP RCPR RCPR
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Figure 3.12. Semantic Map of ben

SEPARATIVE
(100)

Having presented this functional assessment, several connections can be sug-
gested correlating the structures and semantic usages of the various ben
constructions. Evaluating only the unambiguous instances of four functions of
ben, table 3.2 presents the relationship between these functions and the three basic
patterns. The percentages indicate the ratio of usage tokens for each structural type.

Table 3.2. Semantic Distribution of ben Usage Patterns

ben-NP ben-NP (w)I-NP | ben-NP w-ben-NP
LOCATIVE 56 (63%) | 3 (11%) 78 (33%)
SEPARATIVE 16 (18%) | 22 (78%) 59 (25%)
TEMPORAL 11 (12%) | 0(0%) 0 (0%)
RECIPROCATIVE 6 (7%) 3 (11%) 103 (43%)
Totals: | 89 28 240

The data may be summarized as follows. The string ben-NP evidences all
four uses. But the primary usage is the locative function. This pattern is the only
one attested with the temporal function. The construction ben-NP (w)/-NP desig-
nates most prominently a separative relation with rare locative and reciprocative
functions. Finally, ben-NP w-ben-NP relates reciprocative notions most promi-
nently, with less common locative and separative uses.
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3.5. w3 baSad
3.5.1. Morphosyntax of baSad

The word Tva bafad may be classified as the absolute form of the *gat/ pattern
from the root B{D. In general, this analysis is secure; however, a few morphosyn-
tactic difficulties should be noted. First, the absolute state form bafad is only
attested in three instances as part of the construction -5 Tvan mibbaSad I- (Song
4:1, 3; 6:7). In the more typical construct state, the primary accent is lost yielding
the form T3 bafad, which occurs with a conjoining maggef or conjunctive accent
(Bauer and Leander 1922, 573—74). Second, the pronominal form is construed
most commonly without additional suffixes as with 1793 ba{"do-3M.SG., 7702
baSadako-2M.SG. (pausal 7703 baf"deko), "3 bas'di-1C.SG., et cetera. Rare al-
ternate verbal and plural-type suffixed forms of the first-person forms, singular
1703 bas“deni and plural 1703 bafdenu, are attested in Ps 139:11 and Amos
9:10. An analogous paradigm is found with nnn fahat (§3.12.1). These plural
forms may well demonstrate the early stages of incorporation of this lexeme into
the -e (< *-ay) paradigms discussed previously with regard to 2ah“re (§3.2.1) and
ben (§3.4.1).

Establishing the root and its originating semantics poses a problem in that no
related Hebrew lexemes witness the underlying consonantal structure of B{D.
Cognate lexemes and verbs are attested throughout West Semitic.?! Function
words derived therefrom are witnessed by Ugaritic b§d ‘behind; for’,¥* Aramaic
b{d ‘after’, Arabic bafdu ‘after’, and Old South Arabian b$d(n) ‘after’. GeSez,
Old South Arabian, and Arabic attest cognate nouns meaning ‘strange; alien; dif-
ferent’, ‘deaf’, and ‘distant; remoteness’, respectively. Semitic verbal roots from
B¢D are known from Old South Arabian (‘to take, carry away’), GeSez (‘to sepa-
rate’), Arabic (‘remove; be far off”) and various Aramaic dialects (Palmyrene ‘to
remove, cede [property]’, Syriac ‘to depart; be distant’).

As for the original semantics of this Semitic root, Hoch de Long (1905, 8-9)
over a century ago aptly pointed out:

The basic meaning of the root 7¥2 in Semitic, insofar as it can be traced, is, as
just stated “far, distant,” from the simple verb “to be far away”. The simple noun

81 The single attestation of a homophonous noun w32 bafad ‘price’ does not appear to be
related; however, Driver (1954, 244) speciously postulates an unattested original noun
“bafad change, exchange, price” as a derivative of this selfsame B{D root.

82 Note, also, the Ugaritic adverb b{dn ‘behind’ found at RS 2.[014] iii:33.
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in Hebrew from this root must therefore have the meaning of “distance, space”,
i.e., distance or remoteness.®?

Building on the work of Hoch de Long, the term may well have arisen from
the original meaning of ‘distance’. It does not seem implausible that such a root
was inherited into Hebrew from an earlier Semitic stratum; however, such an ad-
dition could have been borrowed directly as a noun or even a function word.

3.5.2. Usage of baSad

The grammatical relations expressed by bafad are discussed in this section in-
cluding those proposed by several Hebrew grammarians. Generally, it is used to
indicate ‘behind, around’ (Gesenius, Kautzsch, and Cowley 1910, §101a) or
‘against, across, for’ (Jolion and Muraoka 1991, §103¢). Waltke and O’Connor
(1990, §11.2.7a) suggest several locative meanings— ‘behind’, ‘around, about’,
and ‘away from, over’—and a basic “idea of protection for (‘for the benefit/sake
of’)” which developed into expressions of ‘interest’ or ‘advantage’ and ‘ex-
change’. These functions are limited to the locative and the benefactive senses by
others (van der Merwe, Naudé, and Kroeze 1999, §39.8, Williams 1976, §354-56).

Three main functions are differentiated in the present study. They overlap
with those suggested previously but provide better coverage for nearly all of the
attested contexts.?* These functions express the spatiodirectional relation PATH
(THROUGH), the LOCATIVE (BEHIND), and the INTENDED RECIPIENT
(FOR). The following sections will outline and illustrate the usage of each function.

3.5.2.1. PREP (THROUGH)

The relation bafad may be schematized as a dynamic concept or PATH function.
Dynamic relations can exhibit movement along a path or through space. Such a
notion is characterized in terms of location and vector, that is to say, an initial
position and an axis along which the movement occurs (Talmy 2000, 180-85).
The path function, moreover, “requires a particular spatial goal, which is achieved
by being connected to a spatial source by virtue of a series of contiguous points”
(Tyler and Evans 2003, 217-18). Thirteen examples of bafad may be categorized

83 “Die Grundbedeutung der Wurzel 72 im Semitischen, soweit sich diese aufspiiren 14pt,
ist, wie soeben angegeben ,fern; vom einfachen Verbum ,fern sein‘. Das einfache Nomen
im Hebrdischen von dieser Wurzel muf also die Bedeutung von ,Abstand, Zwischenraum®,
distance oder remoteness haben.”

84 Two examples, Isa 32:14 and Joel 2:8, deviate widely from this proposal and have been
suggested to represent errors in the transmission of the text (Hoch de Long 1905, 30, 32).
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as PATH.® The most common Hebrew usage of this function designates the ac-
tion of looking through a bounded entity, such as a window in example (102), or

exacting divine judgment through a dark cloud as with example (103).

(102)  1inn T3 oEwYS 790 TonmaR qpwn

wayyasqep Pabimelek melek palistim
look.down-WCPC.3M.SG. PN king.of GN
boSad hahallon

THROUGH the.window

Abimelech, king of the Philistines, looked down through the window. (Gen
26:8)

(103)  viaw Yo Twan HR YT
mah-yoda¥§ Pel habaSad {aropel yispot
INTR+know-SC.3M.SG. god Q+THROUGH cloud judge-PC.3M.SG.
What does God know? Can he (really) judge through the dark clouds? (Job
22:13)

The PATH designated by bafad, however, does not necessarily specify col-
linear motion over the shortest distance. For instance, the motion may follow the
geometry of a building as one is lowered 115170 Tv2 baSad hahallon ‘through a
window’ as in example (104). Example (105) specifies a similar trajectory. In
example (106), the motion is reversed. The relation marked by bafad in example
(107) designates a parabolic motion ARiING TW3 bafad hahomo ‘over the wall’,
expelling a head from a besieged city.

(104) 1507 703 777NN 520 TIM
wattored mikal Zet-dowid  baSad hahallon
lower-WCPC.3F.SG. PN DOM+PN THROUGH the.window
Michal lowered David through the window. (1 Sam 19:12)

(105)  im5pa n3wn Tw3 MK AN

wayyippol Phazyo baSad hassaboko
fall-WCPC.3M.SG. PN THROUGH the.lattice
ba$*liyyato

IN+upper.chamber+his

Ahaziah fell through the lattice-window of his second-floor room. (2 Kgs 1:2)
(106) 2333 32 DuidNA TY2

baSad hahallonim yobo?u kaggannob

THROUGH the.windows enter-PC.3M.PL. LIKE+the.thief

They entered in through windows like a thief. (Joel 2:9)

85 Gen 26:8; Josh 2:15; Judg 5:28 (2x); 1 Sam 19:12; 2 Sam 6:16; 20:21; 2 Kgs 1:2; 9:30;
1 Chr 15:29; Job 22:13; Prov 7:6; Joel 2:9.
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(107)  rining Tv3 TH% Town W i

hinne roso mushk Peleko

PTCL head+his be.caste-PTCP.M.SG. TOWARD+you
boSad hahomo

THROUGH the.wall

His head will be thrown to you over the wall. (2 Sam 20:21)
3.5.2.2. PREP (BEHIND)

The preposition ba$ad express a locative notion designating the BACK-REGION,
that is, the rear of the LM.3¢ This function typically marks the spatial separation
of one entity from another by means of an intermediary. Most commonly, the
separating entity is a door as in example (108). The LM is behind a wall in exam-
ple (109) and body-fat in example (110).

(108) i3 mown NinYT Ason
wayyisgor dalatot hoSaliyyo ba$*do
shut-WCPC.3M.SG. doors.of the.upper.chamber =~ BEHIND+him
He closed the doors of the upper chamber behind him. (Judg 3:23)

(109)  xex 89 w3 T
godar bas*di walo? Peser?
wall.up+SC.3M.SG. BEHIND-+me CJ+NEG come.out-PC.1C.SG.
He has walled me in so that I cannot escape. (Lam 3:7)

(110)  2n%1 T3 2707 13PN 2097 MR 2R3 NaN

wayyobo? gam-hannissob 2ahar hallahab
enter-WCPC.3M.SG. also+the.handle BEHIND  the.blade
wayyisgor haheleb boSad hallahab
shut-WCPC.3M.SG. the.fat BEHIND the.blade

Even the hilt went in after the blade, and his fat closed over the blade. (Judg
3:22)

3.5.2.3. PREP (FOR)

The largest number of tokens of bafad marks the intended recipient of the partic-
ular action.}” In English, this function is commonly conveyed by the preposition

86 Gen 7:16; Judg 3:22, 23; 9:51; 1 Sam 4:18; 2 Kgs 4:4 (2x), 5 (2x), 21, 33; Isa 26:20;
Lam 3:7; Jonah 2:7.

87 Gen 20:7, 18; Exod 8:24; 32:30; Lev 9:7 (3x); 16:6 (2x), 11 (2x), 17 (3x), 24 (2x); Num
21:7; Deut 9:20; 1 Sam 1:6; 7:5, 9; 12:19, 23; 2 Sam 10:12 (2x); 12:16; 1 Kgs 13:6; 2 Kgs
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for (Tyler and Evans 2003, 154). Although related to the benefactive function,
this relation does not necessarily require that the action be directed for the benefit
of an entity only that the action be directed at a recipient. Hence, one may pray
for someone as with example (111) or make atonement for a group in example
(112), but also Yahweh is said to restrain wombs from becoming pregnant in
example (113).

(111) 773 S5am
wayitpallel baSadako
pray-WCPC.3M.SG. FOR+you
He prayed for you. (Gen 20:7)

(112) o3 9]
wakapper ba$*dom
CJ+atone-IMPV.M.SG. FOR-+them
Make atonement for them. (Lev 9:7)

(113) 9978 N5 on2 Twa M e kY

ki-$os0r {osar YHWH
CAUS+restrain-INF. restrain-SC.3M.SG. PN
boSad kol-rehem lobet >Pbimelek
FOR every+womb AT+house.of PN

Because Yahweh withheld every womb in Abimelech’s household. (Gen
20:18)

3.5.2.4. Grammaticalization of baSad

The grammaticalization pathways of bafad are uncertain because of the lack of
ambiguous examples and no clear typological examples of similar shifts in other
languages. These two criteria form the basis for positing the trajectory of change,
thus this paucity of data does not provide a clear indication of the shifts from one
function to another. Nevertheless, one may postulate using what is known about
other changes that the original noun was plausibly extended to the locative or
spatiodirectional function first and subsequently extended to mark the recipient of
the verbal action (fig. 3.13).

19:4; 22:13 (3x); 1 Chr 19:13 (2x); 2 Chr 30:18; 34:21 (2x); Job 1:10 (3x); 2:4 (2x); 3:23;
6:22; 9:7; 42:8, 10; Pss 3:4; 72:15; 138:8; 139:11; Prov 20:16; 27:13; Isa 8:19; 37:4; Jer
7:16 (2x); 11:14 (3x); 14:11; 21:2; 29:7; 37:3; 42:2 (2x), 20; Ezek 22:30; 45:17, 22 (2x);
Amos 9:10; Zech 12:8.
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Figure 3.13. Semantic Map of bafad

BEHIND
(14)

THROUGH
(13)

Thus, a hypothetical continuum of change would be outlined as Noun > [LOC,
PATH] > INTENDED RECIPIENT. A parallel change may be sited with the well-
known typological shift from the allative to the dative case (Heine and Kuteva
2004, 32-33). A comparable functional change is probably attested in Akkadian
(von Soden 1995, §67). However, it must be recognized that this hypothesized
pathway of change is based entirely upon generalized analogy.

3.6. 25m helep
3.6.1. Morphosyntax of helep

Only two instances of the lexeme q‘__?rj helep are attested in Biblical Hebrew, both
in the eighteenth chapter of Numbers. A *gitl nominal pattern of the root HLP
accounts well for the morphological forms of helep (Bauer and Leander 1922,
459-60). Two Biblical Hebrew verbal roots have the consonants of HLP. They
may be divided by the etymology of the initial-root consonant, that is, between /
and si—the velar [x] and pharyngeal [h] voiceless fricatives—even though they
are heteronyms.

The first root HLP, from which this *4ilp nominal form is derived, denotes
the verbal meaning ‘to pass on’ and in the derived stems ‘to change’. Cognate
verbs are known in Arabic, Aramaic, and GeSez. The Hebrew *qatilat noun mean-
ing ‘replacement, exchange’ is related as well. The HLP verb is unlikely
correlated. The semantics denote the idea of piercing as with the Hebrew verb ‘to
pierce (through)’ (Josh 5:26; Job 20:24), Syriac verbal root ‘to pierce’, and Arabic
noun halifun ‘sharp spear-head’.
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3.6.2. Usage of helep

The function word is used in two contexts to indicate the EXCHANGE of services
for economic gain. According to the Torah, those in the tribe of Levi were not
given a land apportionment in Canaan, but they were to serve the cult. In exchange
for their cultic service in example (114), they were given the tithe of the people.
Ninety percent of the tithe was theirs to keep as payment per example (115). In
both of these clauses, the LM of helep designates the exchanged commodity, that
is, 7Y {“bodo ‘service’ to the cultus.

(114)  on7ay a0 Ay Y8 Ten-52 nny nan 1 02

walibane lewi hinne notatti
CJ+TO+sons.of PN PTCL give-SC.1C.SG.
kol-ma$¥ser byisro?el lonah®lo helep “bodotom

everyttithe IN+PN FOR+inheritance EXCHANGE  servicettheir
I gave the Levites the entire tithe of Israel as an inheritance for their service.
(Num 18:21)

(115)  Twin 50k3 DINTaY 751 DY RIN T2

ki-Sokor hu? lokem
CAUS+payment-M. that-M. FOR+you-M.PL.
helep “bodatokem balohel moSed
EXCHANGE servicet+your-M.PL. IN+tent.of meeting

For that is your payment for your service in the Tent of Meeting. (Num 18:31)
3.6.3. Grammaticalization of helep

As with the previous example, the paucity of transitional data precludes a sure
analysis of the grammaticalization trajectory of helep. However, two data point to
the likely change of nominal to function word, Noun (‘change’) > PREP
(EXCHANGE). First, the morphological form of the felep can only be explained
as originating from a nominal pattern, which semantically may be related to the
Hebrew word nia™on A%ipo ‘change (of clothes)’ (Judg 14:12, 13, 19) indicating
the idea of ‘change’. Second, similar cross-linguistic shifts, such as French en
échange de ‘in exchange for’, Arabic badala ‘instead of’, and Russian B oOMeH
Ha ‘in exchange for’, may point to a broader typological phenomenon where
nouns meaning ‘change’ or ‘exchange’ acquire the function EXCHANGE. Figure
3.14 graphs these supposed relations.
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Figure 3.14. Semantic Map of helep
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3.7. 10 yaSan
3.7.1. Morphosyntax of yaSan

Two basic etymologies—one nominal and one verbal—have been suggested for
the morphological form of ¥ yafan (< *ya{n). The originating morphological
structure from which it derives, however, ultimately remains indeterminate. In the
words of Mulder (1973, 51), “The etymology ... must be considered dubious.”*8

In his seminal work on noun patterns, Barth (1889, 226) suggests that yafan
be classed with a handful of Hebrew examples exhibiting an archaic Semitic nom-
inal prefix y-.%

The earliest noun formation with prefixed y- was already disappearing when the
Semitic languages were separated from one another. Ethiopic hardly has any,
[and] Aramaic and Hebrew preserve very few remnants.’®

Along with yishor ‘oil’, he derives yafan from a *yaqtal noun pattern
(*yaSnayu > *ya{"ne), connecting it further with Arabic ma{nan ‘meaning; sense’
and Hebrew loma$an ‘so that’ (Barth 1889, 230; also see Jolion and Muraoka
1991, §170f, n. 1). The proper names yishog and yishor also attest this pattern

88 “Die Etymologie des Grundstammes dieser Partikel muss jedoch dunkel genannt
werden.”

89 See, also, Brockelmann 1908, §191-94, Kienast 2001, §109.

90 “Die uralte Nominalbildung mit préfigirtem ;j war bei der Trennung der semitischen
Sprachen von einander bereits im Schwinden begriffen. Das Aethiop. hat fast gar keine,
das Aram. und Hebr. nur sehr wenige Reste derselben erhalten.”



94 DEVELOPMENT OF BIBLICAL HEBREW PREPOSITIONS

(Layton 1990, 11). According to Bauer and Leander (1922, 487-88), the only
other yod-prefixed, common nouns consist principally of the patterns *yagrtul
(yahmur ‘roebuck’, yalqut ‘pouch’, yansup ‘heron’) and *yuqil (ybul ‘produce’;
yqum ‘substance’).

An alternative etymology derives yafan from a verb. Torczyner (1912, 391)
suggests that it was semantically cognate to the Arabic idiom ya¢ni ‘that is
(called), means’, which he claims to have observed used identically to Hebrew
‘because’.’! Further, Bauer (1913, 241) suggests that yaSan developed from
*ya$ni, the third-person “aorist” form of MY {ono ‘to have in mind’ (also, Bauer
and Leander 1922, §81b). Elsewhere it is derived from the homophonous verb ‘to
answer’ (Waltke and O’Connor 1990, §38.4.a).

This second verbal explanation is more probable considering the uniqueness
of the nominal form and the uncommonness of y-prefix noun patterns in Hebrew.
The stress and sound changes required for a nominal origin would require special
pleading as they are uncharacteristic of typical Biblical Hebrew phonology. Such
changes, however, are evidenced with the third-weak verbal paradigm. And the
form itself is identical to the short prefix conjugation (*yigtul @) of the root {NY
‘to answer’: V" yafan ‘he answered’ (< *ya{nay).

3.7.2. Usage of yaSan

Although the morphology of yafan is somewhat tentative, the semantic meaning
and usages are certain. Some have suggested elaborate usage patterns based on
form-critical analysis (Gowan 1971), but, at bottom, the lexeme marks a simple
causal relation. Regarding its morphosyntax, it may serve as a hypotactic clause
linker or as the head of an ad-verbal modifier with nouns, infinitives, or comple-
mentizers. In traditional grammatical terms, these functional usages are
designated as conjunctions and prepositions (Jotion and Muraoka 1991, §170f,
Waltke and O’Connor 1990, §11.2.8). As with previous examples, this structural
variance does not account for an instance of grammaticalization as the function is
identical for both the prepositional and conjunction usage. So, without a sure ety-
mology and no functional variation, ya{an cannot be accounted for within the
present study of grammaticalization.

3.8. 131 neged
3.8.1. Morphosyntax of neged

The morphological derivation of 733 neged is anything but certain. In contrast with
the normal paradigms of *gvtl-type nouns, the forms of neged with a singular

91 “Ich selbst horte es mehrmals geradezu in der Bedeutung von hebr. 1 ‘weil”.”
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suffix obscure the original base by preserving a realized seghol vowel in the first
syllable—"733 negdi, 7733 negdako, 7133 negdo, and N73) negado (with the directive
he). A similar phenomenon in which the pronominal forms preserve the initial
vowel of the absolute form and not that of the originating base is identifiable with
several lexemes, including 723 neked ‘progeny’ (*121 nekdi) and N yesah ‘filth®
(ANW? yesh?ko). The nominal pattern of neged, then, may be reconstructed as either
*qatl or *qitl (Bauer and Leander 1922, 567g). The transcription data from the
Hexapla, however, allows a preference for the latter (Brenno 1943, 242—43).

Regarding the root of neged, there is no question as to its consonant structure;
however, its meaning is less transparent. Biblical Hebrew evidences a verbal root
NGD meaning ‘to announce, inform’ and a noun 33 nogid designating a ‘ruler’.
Elsewhere in Semitic, Syriac witnesses a cognate noun naggido ‘guide’ which
appears to be related to the verb NGD ‘to lead’. The verbal meanings of ‘to over-
come, subdue’ (G stem), ‘to assist; draw near’ (C stem), and ‘ask for assistance’
(St stem) are found with the Arabic verbal root NGD. In GeSez, the noun ?ongada
“foreigner’ is related to the verb nagada ‘to travel, journey’.%> The lack of clear
nominal usages of neged in Biblical Hebrew and the variation in verbal meanings
witnessed across the Semitic languages make it difficult to ascertain with any de-
gree of certainty the originating semantics of the root.

3.8.2. Usage of neged

Despite claims to the contrary in several lexica, no definitive nominal usage is
found in Biblical Hebrew. An original substantive—designated variously as
“what is conspicuous” (Brown, Driver, and Briggs 1906, 617) or “that which is
opposite, that which corresponds” (Koehler and Baumgartner 2001, 666)—is du-
bious.”® It is not too fanciful to suggest that the function word originated with a
relational noun as the morphological form is indeed nominal in nature and typo-
logically locative function words frequently derive from substantives. It is

92 The etymologically similar GeSez noun nagad ‘tribe; progeny’ should plausibly be con-
nected with the Hebrew semantic cognate 723 neked ‘progeny, posterity’ as the phonetic
distance between the dorsal velar fricatives is close and other Semitic examples are attested
for the confusion of /g/ and /k/ (Barth 1893, 33—34). Connecting these to Arabic nag/ ‘off-
spring, child’ (Leslau 1987, 391) or for that matter Arabic nagd ‘highland, plateau’ as
suggested by Bauer and Leander (1922, §81b) seems less probable on account of far fewer
witnessed phonological variants of this type.

93 The form found twice in Psalm 116 (vv. 14, 18) in the phrase inp-92% ®3-nTH
negdo-nno? lokol-Sammo ‘before’ all of his people’ is too enigmatic both morphologically
and pragmatically to be classified with any surety as a singular noun (Bauer and Leander
1922, 567g).
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important to note that no such usage is known in Biblical Hebrew and the com-
parative data do not provide a definite picture of what the original meaning of
such a lexeme would be. The examination of neged must ultimately be limited to
the functions only.

All usages of this function word may be classed generally as denoting the
LOCATIVE (IN FRONT OF), that is, the FRONT-REGION designating the
frontal orientation of the corresponding complement (van der Merwe, Naudé, and
Kroeze 1999, §39.16).%* The perspective is purely landmark-oriented, unlike the
complex prepositions with /- and min- which exhibit orientation with regard to
both the landmark and the trajector. This relation between landmark-only orien-
tation and joint landmark-trajector orientation is analogous to the difference
between English in front of and before (Tyler and Evans 2003, 156—69). For the
most part, the FRONT-BACK spatial relationship is clear as in example (116). In
instances where the landmark has no intrinsic front or back orientation, such as a
mountain with example (117), the perspective is “conceived of as facing the
speaker or deictic centre” akin to most European languages in distinction from
several African languages in which “such objects are conceived of as facing in the
same direction as the speaker or deictic centre” (Heine 1989, 86-87).

(116)  nikyo3 NppR V™2 T
neged kol-Sammoako reftse niplo?ot
LOC all.oftnation+your do-PC.1C.SG. miracles
In front of all of your people, I will do wonders. (Exod 34:10)

(117) 0 T3 58570 oW
wayyihan-som yisro?Pel neged hohor
camp-WCPC.3M.SG.+DEM PN LOC the.mountain
Israel encamped there in front of the mountain. (Exod 19:2)

The locative sense is also extended metaphorically. It indicates that which is
epistemologically known, and not just what is seen corporally as in example (118).

94 Gen 31:32, 37; 47:15; Exod 10:10; 19:2; 34:10; Num 25:4; Deut 31:11; Josh 3:16; 6:5,
20; 8:11, 33, 35; Ruth 4:4 (2x); 1 Sam 12:3 (2x); 15:30 (2x); 16:6; 2 Sam 12:12 (2x); 22:13;
1 Kgs 8:22; 20:27; 21:10, 13 (2x); 1 Chr 8:32; 9:38; 2 Chr 6:12, 13; 7:6; 8:14; Neh 3:10,
23,29,30,31;7:3; 8:3;12:37; 13:21; Job 10:17; 26:6; Pss 16:8; 18:13; 22:26; 23:5; 31:20;
38:10, 18; 39:6; 44:16; 51:5; 52:11; 69:20; 78:12; 88:2; 89:37; 90:8; 109:15; 119:46, 168;
138:1; Prov 4:25; 15:11; Qoh 4:12; 6:8; Isa 5:21; 24:23; 40:17; 47:14; 49:16; 59:12; 61:11;
Jer 31:39; Lam 3:35; Ezek 40:13, 23; 41:16; 42:1 (2x), 3 (2x); Hos 7:2; Joel 1:16; Amos 4:3.
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(118)  Tnn ™33 "NRVMI PTR *I8 "WYH™2

ki-pasoSay #ni Pedof
CAUS+offenses+my I know-PC.1C.SG.
wahattoti negdi tomid
Cl+sintmy LOC+me continually

For I know my transgressions, and my sin is constantly before me. (Ps 51:5)

The relationship between this locative function and other similar functions,
such as *399 lipne, is not entirely transparent. It may be posited that when used in
conjunction, neged indicates the more distant of the two entities (see 1 Kgs 8:22
[2 Chr 6:12]; Ps 23:5). Nevertheless, when two distal relations are indicated, they
need not be spatially equidistant whether the function word is repeated with each
landmark (e.g., 1 Sam 12:3; 15:30; Ezek 42:1, 3) or not (e.g., Neh 8:3).

3.8.3. Grammaticalization of neged

On account of the paucity of evidence for the originating element, a full picture
of the grammaticalization pathways of neged cannot be ascertained. Additionally,
the present data do not support any obvious changes in the grammatical relations
of the lexeme within Biblical Hebrew. There are no detectable shifts in functional

usage. Figure 3.15 provides only a tentative assessment of the relationship.

Figure 3.15. Semantic Map of neged

'opposite (place)’ .:
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3.9. n2i nokah
3.9.1. Morphosyntax of nokah

The basic morphological form of 123 nokah is consistent with the *¢V#/ noun pat-
tern, more specifically as a *qutl form of the root NKH. It should further be noted
that two instances of this lexeme (Exod 14:2; Ezek 46:9) exhibit a vowel dissim-
ilation with the third-person masculine singular pronominal suffix of the expected
form *nukhVhu to in21 nikho (Gesenius, Kautzsch, and Cowley 1910, §27w;
§93q, Bauer and Leander 1922, §81c").

The related Hebrew *gatul lexeme of this root may well be connected (de
Lagarde 1889, 30). This related lexeme n3j indicates ‘what is straight in front’
which has been extended metaphorically to denote ethical ‘uprightness’ or ‘hon-
esty’. This latter usage is similar to the cognate Syriac adjective nkih ‘gentle,
modest’ and noun nkihuto ‘meekness’ as positive moral attributes. Any etymolog-
ical connection to the Arabic verbal root NKH having to do with marriage is, at
best, debatable.

3.9.2. Usage of nokah

Two uses of nokah are found: a noun meaning ‘front’ or ‘opposite locality’ and a
function word expressing the locative relation BEFORE. The usage of this lexeme
in combination with the preceding preposition /- to mark the BENEFACTIVE or
intended recipient is discussed below (§4.13).

3.9.2.1. Noun (‘front’)

The noun nokah marks geographical locations or direction.”® A polysemous ana-
tomical source may be plausibly suggested (Svorou 1994, 84-85) but is not
evidenced. Construed within a preposition phrase, the noun indicates a locality
opposite a designated topographical feature. In example (119), the western border
of the land is distinguished as the Mediterranean Sea running north to the Orontes
River in Syria and extending nnn m‘:‘? N23-Tw Cad-nokah laobo? h*mot “to the point
opposite the entrance of Hamath’. The locative PREP ¢ad “unto’ is combined with
the noun nokah to form the first of two prepositional clauses which describe the
western boundary of the land allotments of the twelve tribes of Israel.

95 Num 19:4; Josh 15:7; Ezek 47:20.
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(119)  nnn &i2% 23T 5230 5730 00 0rnRD

upa’at-yom hayyom haggodol miggabul
CJ+side.of+west the.sea the.great FROM-+border
{ad-nokah lobo? hmot
UNTO+front AT+entrance.of GN

As for the western side, the border will be the Great Sea unto the point oppo-
site of the entrance of Hamath. (Ezek 47:20)

3.9.3. PREP (BEFORE)

The most common usage of nokah is the preposition expressing a locative relation
situating an entity directly ‘in front of” or ‘before’ the LM.%® Unlike the preceding
nouns, the preposition necessitates a following complement without an interven-
ing function word. This difference between the noun and preposition may be
observed by comparing the use in the following examples. In example (120), the
noun is the head of the predicate clause and followed by a prepositional adjunct,
oTR NN N2 nokah loma$le »dummim ‘the point opposite to the ascent of
Adummim’, describing the place which is opposite Gilgal where Judah’s northern
border extended, whereas in example (121) D'2TR n‘ygf; N3 nokah ma$ile >dum-
mim ‘in front of the ascent of Adummim’ expresses almost the exact same notion
describing the northward extent of Benjamin’s allotment using the grammatical-
ized preposition with the complement phrase.

(120) DR "2007 NAWR 55730758 Mib nioy

Wasopono pone Pel-haggilgol
CJ+northward turning-PTCP.M.SG. TOWARD-+the. GN
Mser-nokah loma$ile Pdummim
REL+ront TO-ascent.of GN

[The border] turns northward toward Gilgal, which is the point opposite to
the ascent of Adummim. (Josh 15:7)

96 Exod 14:2; 26:35; 40:24; Josh 18:17; Judg 18:6; 19:10; 20:43; 1 Kgs 20:29; 22:35; 2
Chr 18:34; Esth 5:1 (2x); Prov 5:21; Jer 17:16; Lam 2:19; Ezek 14:3, 4, 7; 46:9.
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(121) D78 200 N23WR Ni75308 RN ... 1iagn T8m

watorar missopon e WaYISOP
CJ+turn-SC.3M.SG. FROM-+north ... CJ+go.out-SC.3M.SG.
Pel-galilot Mser-nokah ma$ile Pdummim
TOWARD+GN REL+BEFORE ascent.of GN

[The border] turns north ... going toward Geliloth [a.k.a. Gilgal] which is in
front of the ascent of Adummim. (Josh 18:17)

3.9.4. Grammaticalization of nokah

The grammaticalization change witnessed by Hebrew nokah from an original
noun to the locative function BEFORE may be tracked using similar cross-lin-
guistic examples and ambiguous contexts extant in the Hebrew corpus. Locative
function words frequently originate from nouns with spatial connotations. Specif-
ically, nokah would fit into Svorou’s category of “relational object parts” that give
rise to similar grammatical notions across languages (1994, 70, 83—86). Others
have recognized this extension as a general change found with many spatial no-
tions cross-linguistically (Hopper and Traugott 2003, 66—67, Heine and Kuteva
2004, 44-45). Examples are attested with several Semitic prepositions having the
locative function BEFORE: Ugaritic gdm ‘before’, Aramaic gbl ‘opposite to’,
qdm ‘before’, Arabic 2Zamama ‘before, in front of”, GeSez fasma ‘before, in oppo-
sition (to)’, and Akkadian mahra ‘before’.

(122)  pay AnTn TInO0R M8 N2IOR M0 D3RI ADTH 1020 MWPR MR

DnYs
waloqah Pel$ozor hakkohen middomoh
take-WCSC.3M.SG. PN the.priest PART+blood+her
balesbofo wahizzo Pel-nokah
ON+finger+his  sprinkle-WCSC.3M.SG. TOWARD+front.of BEFORE
pane Pohel-moSed middomoh Seba¥ pafomim
front.of tent.oftmeeting PART+blood+her  seven times

Eleazar the priest shall take some of its [the red heifer’s] blood on his finger
and sprinkle it seven times in front of the entrance to the tent of meeting.
(Num 19:4)

One example in the Hebrew corpus provides a probable context of change. In
the purification rite of Num 19, the priest is commanded to slaughter a red heifer
(vv. 1-3). The drained blood is applied to the entrance of the tent of meeting. The
verbal idiom (-5& N1 hizzo 2el-NP ‘sprinkle towards’, see also Lev 14:51) desig-
nates the action of spraying something in the direction of an entity. In example
(122), the spattering is the described as 'ryin'%j& *38 N2 nokah pane Pohel-moSed
‘before the front of the tent of meeting’. The use of nokah and pane appear to be
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redundant as both refer to the front of the tent; however, such a context in which
one or more elements may be seen as superfluous could have plausibly led to the
reinterpretation of the initial lexeme as denoting the locative function BEFORE.
The resulting rite requires the priest to splatter the blood of the sacrificed 172
IR poro Mdummo ‘red heifer’ in the direction of the entrance to the tent of
meeting.

3.9.5. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of nokah

In sum, the function word derives from the original noun meaning ‘front’ as an
expansion from the locative use. This development is represented below in a sim-
ple development chart as figure 3.16, or it may alternatively be outlined in the
Overlap Model of figure 3.17. The Biblical Hebrew situation is represented as
stage Il with the coexisting functions of the relation noun ‘front’ and the locative
function BEFORE. The synchronic semantic map is rendered in figure 3.18 with
two meanings and a single overlapping token.

Figure 3.16. Functional Developments of nokah
Noun (‘front”) > PREP (BEFORE)

Figure 3.17. Overlap Model for nokah

Stage: 1 11
Noun “front’ “front’
PREP BEFORE

Figure 3.18. Semantic Map of nokah

'front'
(3)
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3.10. 2220 sabib
3.10.1. Morphosyntax of sabib

The basic morphological form of 2720 sabib is unremarkable; however, some var-
iance in its derived forms should be noted. The verbal root is SBB meaning ‘to
surround; turn around’. The widely-attested Semitic nominal pattern *qatil ac-
counts for the morphological structure (Fox 2003, 187-96). In Biblical Hebrew
this pattern is realized as sabib with an irreducible /i/ vowel (Bauer and Leander
1922, 470-71).

Both feminine and masculine plural morphemes are found with the construct
form (fem. N2°20 sabibot; masc. *2'20 sabibe) and with suffixes (fem. Pna°10
sabibotow, N2V sabiboteho; masc. 210 sabibow, 12720 sabibeho). The fem-
inine type is more common, making up 86 percent of the differentiable forms. The
diversity of morphological forms appears to be dialectal or stylistic and does not
coincide with any detectable semantic, syntactic, or pragmatic difference. Some
books witness a clear preference for one type over the other (see table 3.3). For
instance, in Jeremiah a disproportionally high percentage is of the masculine-type
(78 percent), whereas the feminine-type form is used exclusively in Ezekiel. Both
forms are used in poetry to avoid homophony in parallel lines, as found with 1220
sabibow and 70220 sabiboteko in Ps 89:8-9.

Table 3.3. Comparison of Feminine- and Masculine-type plurals of sabib

Feminine-type Masculine-type

Torah 14

Joshua—Kings 10

Chronicles 5

Ezra-Nehemiah 5

Job 3

Psalms 6 4
Ecclesiastes 1

Jeremiah 2 7
Lamentations 0 1

Ezekiel 23

Daniel 1

Zechariah 1

Totals: | 71 (86 %) 12 (14 %)
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3.10.2. Usage of sabib

The lexeme sabib functions as a noun, adverb, and function word in Biblical He-
brew. Each of these usages is examined below.

3.10.2.1. Noun (‘environs’)

The geographic noun meaning ‘environs; vicinity; circumference’ is evident from
several examples in the biblical corpus.”’ In conjunction with several other local-
ities, the environs around Jerusalem are referred to in example (123). This sense
may be extended to the individuals who live in proximity to a place as with ex-
ample (124).

(123) M1 777 MW AT MW DM "12027 13 PIND ... WP 9923 NiTY
a0 W NYawn

Sodot bakkesep yignu

fields EXCHANGE+the.silver buy-PC.3M.PL.
ba?eres binyomin  ubisabibe yarusolayim ubafore
IN.land.of PN CJ+environs.of GN Cl+cities.of
yahudo uba$ore hohor uba$ore hassapel>
GN Cl+cities.of the.hill(land) Cl+cities.of the.GN
uba$ore hanneged

Cl+cities.of the.GN

They will purchase fields for money ... in the land of Benjamin, in the envi-
rons of Jerusalem, in the cities of Judah, the highlands, the Shephelah, and
the Negev. (Jer 32:44)

(124)  arnirao? o7p) 307 W7 NoTn un

tasimenu herpo liskenenu
make-PC.2M.SG.+us reproach TO+neighbors+our
laSag woqeles lisabibotenu

scorn Cl+derision TO+vicinity.dwellers+our

You have made us the disgrace of our neighbors,
The derision and mockery of those around us. (Ps 44:14)

97 Exod 7:24; 1 Chr 11:8; Pss 44:14; 79:4; Qoh 1:6; Jer 17:26; 32:44; 33:13; Ezek 16:57;
28:26; 34:26; 48:35; Amos 3:11.
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3.10.2.2. Adverb (‘around’)

The most frequent use of the lexeme is to denote the adverbial idea of ‘on all
sides’ or ‘surrounding’, similar to the English adverb around but rarely with its
Aktionsart connotations (O’Dowd 1998, 118-21, 160).°8

3.10.2.3. PREP (AROUND)

Used as a function word, sabib expresses the spatiodirectional relation AROUND
(O’Dowd 1998, 91-92).° The grammatical status of the lexeme may be observed
most clearly in example (125) where it is used to modify the nominal 122 kikkor
with a similar original meaning of ‘environs, vicinity’.

(125) N9y "En7m DY) NITID 122077 DTN 13 1008

wayye?asapu bane hamaSorarim
gather-WCPC.3M.PL. sons.of the.singers
umin-hakkikkor sabibot yarusolayim
CJ+FROM-the.environs AROUND GN
umin-hasre natopoti

CJ+FROM-+villages.of GN

The singers—those both from the vicinity around Jerusalem and from the
villages of the Netophoth—gathered. (Neh 12:28)

In example (126), the PP headed by sabib serves as the predicate of a verbless
clause.

98 Gen 23:17; Exod 19:12; 25:11, 24, 25 (2x); 27:17; 28:32, 33 (2x), 34; 29:16, 20; 30:3
(2x); 37:2, 11,12 (2x), 26 (2x); 38:16, 20, 31 (2x); 39:23, 25, 26, 40:8; Lev 1:5, 11; 3:2, 8,
13;7:2; 8:15, 19, 24; 9:12, 18; 14:41; 16:18; 25:31; Num 3:26, 37; 4:26, 32; 16:27; 32:33;
34:12; 35:4; Deut 12:10; 25:19; Josh 21:44; 23:1; Judg 2:14; 8:34; 20:29; 1 Sam 12:11;
14:21,47;31:9; 2 Sam 5:9; 7:1; 24:6; 1 Kgs 3:1; 5:4, 11, 18; 6:5 (2x); 7:12, 18, 20, 23 (2x),
24,35, 36; 2 Kgs 11:8, 11; 25:1, 4, 10, 17; 1 Chr 10:9; 11:8; 22:9, 18; 2 Chr 4:2 (2x), 3
(3x); 14:6; 15:15; 20:30; 23:7, 10, 22; 34:6; Job 1:10; 10:8; 18:11; 19:10; Pss 3:7; 12:9;
31:14; 97:3; Isa 42:25; 49:18; 60:4; Jer 1:15; 4:17; 6:3, 25; 12:9; 20:3, 10; 25:9; 46:5;
49:29; 50:14, 15, 29; 51:2; 52:4,7, 14, 22, 23; Lam 2:3, 22; Ezek 1:4, 27 (2x), 28; 4:2; 8:10
(2x); 16:33, 57 (2x); 19:8; 23:22, 24; 27:11 (2x); 28:23; 36:3, 4, 7; 37:2 (2x), 21; 39:17;
40:5 (2x), 14 (2x), 16 (4x), 17 (2x), 25 (2x), 29 (2x), 30 (2x), 33 (2x), 36 (2x), 43 (2x);
41:5 (3x), 6 (2x), 7 (2x), 8 (2x), 10 (2x), 11 (2x), 12 (2x), 16 (2x), 17 (2x), 19 (2x); 42:15
(2x), 16, 17, 20 (2x); 43:12, 12 (2x), 13, 17, 20; 45:1, 2 (2x); 46:23; Joel 4:11, 12; Zech
2:9;12:2, 6; 14:14.

99 Gen 35:5; 41:48; Lev 25:44; Num 16:34; Deut 6:14; 13:8; 17:14; 21:2; Josh 19:8; Judg
2:12; 1 Kgs 6:6; 7:24; 2 Kgs 17:15; 1 Chr 4:33; 6:40; 2 Chr 17:10; Neh 5:17; 6:16; 12:28;
Job 41:6; Pss 27:6; 50:3; 89:9; 97:2; Ezek 5:5, 6, 7 (2x), 14, 15; 11:12; 12:14; 32:22, 25,
26;43:17;, Zech 7:7.
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(126) 2w MW 23m PO 701 MPW NIY 079, i3

bihayot yarusolayim yosebet usalewo
when+be-INF.  GN inhabiting-PTCP.F.SG.  CJ+quiet-F.
waloreho sabiboteho wahanneZeb wahasSapelo
ClJ+cities +her AROUND-+her CJ+the.GN CJ+the.GN
yoseb

dwelling-PTCP
When Jerusalem was inhabited and tranquil, her cities were [still] around her,
and the Negev and the Shephelah were occupied. (Zech 7:7)

3.10.2.4. Grammaticalization of sabib

The grammaticalization from an original noun to the function word is outlined in
this section with special attention to similar cross-linguistic examples and poten-
tial contexts of the change. According to Stolz (1991), Icelandic and Lithuanian
witness the change from a noun meaning ‘environs’ to the spatial relation
AROUND. Additionally, the English preposition around originates from the re-
lated meaning ‘circumference’ (O’Dowd 1998, 160). Heine and Kuteva (2004,
122-23) group this change together with other spatial expressions which evolve
from “concrete nouns” such as BOUNDARY, EDGE, SIDE, and HOME. In Se-
mitic, similar grammatical outputs are found with the Akkadian nominal itGtum
‘circumference, vicinity; all around’ and GeSez {awd ‘circle; environs; around’.
Several contexts of change may be posited for the Hebrew lexeme, but example
(127) provides possibly one of the more probable grammaticalization situations.

(127) o9 niaao o™wnn oY 12 0mEn D

ki hserim bonu Iohem
CAUS villages build-SC.M.PL. FOR-+them
hamasor‘rim sabibot yarusoloyim
the.singers environs.of/AROUND GN

For the singers had built villages for themselves around Jerusalem. (Neh 12:29)

Following upon a list of localities near Jerusalem from which singers came to help
dedicate the reconstructed city wall, a note is inserted which indicates that the
singers had built villages in the geographic area described by the NP niamap
oYW sabibot yarusoloyim ‘the environs of Jerusalem’ which could have been
reinterpreted as indicating the spatial location ‘around Jerusalem’.

The grammaticalization of sabib is represented by the functional develop-
ment chart of figure 3.19 and the overlap model of figure 3.20. The primary
grammaticalization with the ambiguous tokens is represented in figure 3.21.
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Figure 3.19. Functional Developments of sabib
Noun (‘environs’) > PREP (AROUND)

Figure 3.20. Overlap Model for sabib

Stage: 1 11
Noun ‘environs’ ‘environs’
PREP AROUND

Figure 3.21. Semantic Map of sabib

'‘environs'
(13)

£

AROUND
(37)

3.11. 2RV Seqeb

3.11.1. Morphosyntax of Seqeb

The form of 2pY {eqeb coincides with the nominal *qit/ pattern of a root {OB
meaning ‘end; consequence; reward’. Additionally, a cognate lexeme referring to
‘heel’ is known from multiple Semitic languages including Hebrew, Arabic, and
several Aramaic dialects. Biblical Hebrew {egeb ‘end’ may ultimately be a se-
mantic derivative of the body part ¢{ogeb ‘heel’ (Waltke and O’Connor 1990,
§38.4.a); however, this metaphorical correlation remains speculative.

3.11.2. Usage of Seqeb

The lexeme (eqeb is found in several contexts as a noun denoting ‘end’ and a
causal function as both a preposition and an adverbializer. The uses of each are

outlined and exemplified in the following subsections.
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3.11.2.1. Noun (‘end’)

The noun may mean ‘end’ or ‘reward’ as in example (128). This usage is limited
to six contexts in the Psalter and Proverbs.!®

(128)  ©™M) Ti221 WY MY NRT MY Py
Seqeb  “mowo yirPat  YHWH Soser wakobod wahayyim
end.of humility fear.of PN wealth Cl+glory  Cl+life
The end/reward of humility [and] the fear of Yahweh are riches, honor and
life. (Prov 22:4)

3.11.2.2. PREP/ADVZ (CAUSE)

The grammatical function {egeb designates a causal relationship either heading a

NP as a preposition'®! or with a following verb as an adverbializer.'”? Example
(129) demonstrates that the preposition may be followed by a noun.
(129) 70V 2pw Y7 "RrIEN
masddige rosof Ceqeb Sohad
acquitting-PTCP.M.PL.  evil CAUS bribe

[Woe to] those exonerating the wicked as a consequence of a bribe. (Isa 5:23)

In the majority of the cases, however, the function word is construed with an em-
bedded clause with the relative 2Ser as in example (130).

(130)  5P3 nuRY WK 2pY PR i3 53 U3 12730m

wahitborku bozar{®ko kol goye ho?Pores
be.blessed-WCSC.3C.PL. IN+seed+your all.of nations.of the earth
Seqeb Mser SomaSto bagoli

CAUS REL listen-SC.2M.SG. TO+voice+tmy

Every nation on earth will be blessed in your seed because you heeded my
voice. (Gen 22:18)

In three instances the causal function word takes a verbal complement without
2ser. The categorization of this construction as a coordinating conjunction instead
of an adverbializer is found in some traditional grammars (Gesenius, Kautzsch, and
Cowley 1910, §158.b, Joiion and Muraoka 1991, §104b) but should be disregarded

100 Pss 19:12; 40:16; 70:4; 119:33, 112; Prov 22:4.
101 Gen 22:18; 26:5; 2 Sam 12:6, 10; Amos 4:12; Isa 5:23.
102 Num 14:24; Deut 7:12; 8:20.
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as the following clauses serve clear subordinating functions. Each expresses a
causal relation to the main verb. One instance is provided in example (131).

(131) ooy mm 5ipa nynwn &5 2pY 11NN 12

ken tobedun feqeh lo? tismoSun

thus perish-PC.2M.PL. CAUS NEG  listen-PC.2M.PL.
baqol YHWH Flohekem
totvoice.of PN god-your

Thus, you will perish because you did not heed the voice of Yahweh your
God. (Deut 8:20)

3.11.3. Grammaticalization of Seqeb

No clear context for the shift of {egeb from a noun to CAUSE is attested in Bib-
lical Hebrew. Nevertheless, nouns connoting CAUSE, AIM, or the idea of felos
are well known cross-linguistically to grammaticalize into causal markers. Fur-
ther, the syntagmatic use of {egeb with the relatives likely led to the intra-clausal
subordinating function as found with the adverbializer usage of 2ah‘re (§3.2.3.2).
The lack of internal data prevents a clearer mapping of its uses than what is found
with figure 3.22.

Figure 3.22. Semantic Map of {egeb

3.12. nnp tahat
3.12.1. Morphosyntax of tahat

The basic pattern of nnn tahat is *qgatl from the root THT. Some have suggested
that the originating form was *qit/ (Brenno 1943, 139—40) and shifted to the



SIMPLE PREPOSITIONS 109

extant form because of the middle laryngeal (Bauer and Leander 1922, §721), but
this is difficult to maintain in the absence of clear supporting evidence.

Multiple cognate lexemes are known throughout the West Semitic languages
and establish the presence of the underlying root denoting a spatial depression.
Phoenician and Punic ¢ht ‘under’ is prepositional. In Amarna Canaanite, a form
with suffix is found as ta-ah-ta-mu “under them’ (EA 252:26). Ugaritic demon-
strates a locative preposition tht denoting “under’ and an adjective thty ‘lower’.
Along with an anatomical noun ¢ meaning ‘lower parts’ (KAI 222:C.23) and
possibly by extension ‘place’ (KAI 224:7), a locative preposition of the same form
is also found in the Sefire Treaty (KAI 222:A.6) and most Aramaic dialects. Built
upon this root, Syriac has prepositions thet (with nouns) and thut (with suffixes)
‘below, under’, an adverb taht ‘downward’, adjectives tahtoyo ‘lower’, and vari-
ous nouns (tahtoyuto ‘descent’ and mtahtoyuto ‘humiliation’) as well as a de-
nominal verb tahti ‘to abase, bring low’. Arabic fahta is a locative preposition but
is used as an adverbial phrase min tahtu ‘beneath’, and tahtaniyyun is an adjective
‘lower; inferior’. The verb tohta ‘be humble’ is found in GeSez as well as nouns,
prepositions, adverbs, and adjectives built from the same root. Finally, Sabaic th¢
‘below’ is a function word, and thtyn ‘lower part(s)’ is a noun.

The Biblical Hebrew forms with pronominal suffixes, like several of the re-
lated Semitic function words, evidence some morphological variation. For the
most part, the suffixed forms pattern after the plural nouns (table 3.4), similar to
those with Pah®re (§3.2.1).

Table 3.4. Nominal and Verbal Suffixed Forms of tahat

Suffix Plural Noun-type (instances) | Verbal-type (instances)
1C.SG. "IN tahtay (1) nnn tahteni (3)
'nnn tahtoy [pausal] (8)

1C.PL. 1 ND tahtenu (2)
2M.SG. TRnR tahteko (9)
2M.PL. D2'nNn tahtekem (2)
3M.SG. ann tahtow (93) innn tahto (4)
3M.PL. oInn tahtehem (5) opnn tahtom (11)
3F.SG. nnn tahteho (16) ARNR tahtenno (1)
3F.PL. 1 ann tahtehen (1)

Totals: | 137 (88%) 19 (12%)

Unlike 2ah“re, however, there is no witnessed independent form with -e, which
according to G. R. Driver (1937, 346) “ought ... to be °hatay.” Moreover, four
suffix variants have been described as following the verbal paradigm (Gesenius,
Kautzsch, and Cowley 1910, §103d) as previously seen with *37v3 baf“deni
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(83.5.1).19 For the analogous Ugaritic prepositions with the enclitic particle -, a
development from the energic verbal form has elsewhere been suggested (Tropper
2000, 781, 823). Pardee (2003—2004, 386) queries whether the expanded forms
of Ugaritic function words, such as {mn ‘with’ (an alloform of {m), hln ‘here’,
and dapn ‘then’, demonstrate a productive enclitic particle or merely a vestigial
suffix. Further, the third-person feminine singular suffix is formally analogous to
the Hebrew verb with the nun energicum (e.g., ni728m to2k%lenno), the negative
existence particle n3R Penenno, and the durative adverb 1371 {odenno (Gesenius,
Kautzsch, and Cowley 1910, §1000). Brockelmann (1899, 347, n. 1) suggests that
this suffix-type with a connecting *-ann- is to be explained as an internal Hebrew
analogy, that is, from the reanalysis of the reduplicated preposition n3BR
mimmenno ‘from her’ (< *minminprep + -hd3r.sc.) to mimmerep + -enno3r.sG. on
analogy to 700 mimmako ‘from you’ (i.e., mimmerep + -ko2msc.). Although this
internal analogy may be explanative for some forms, it does not account for the
non-duplicated nun forms, like *3nNn tahteni and *3793 ba"deni, which may bet-
ter be explained as preserving a frozen expansion particle as in Ugaritic.

3.12.2. Usage of tahat

The majority of the instances of tahat in Biblical Hebrew are function words, de-
noting spatial, substitutive, causal, or subjugative relations. A handful of usages,
however, betray the originating noun and an adverb denoting a low place. Each
of these six types of expressions are discussed and exemplified in the following
sections.

3.12.3. Noun (‘place’)

The noun fahat is used to mean ‘place’, that is, a physical location or an abstract
position, may be assessed in several contexts.'® In example (132), tahat denotes
the locality where the diseased stones were previously dislodged from the walls
of a house and new stones were inserted. The replacement stones are said to be
brought D280 NP8 Pel-tahat hobonim ‘to the place of the stones’. This
string is best analyzed as the directional preposition 7¢/ ‘to(ward)’ heading the
noun phrase, tahat ho?bonim ‘the location of the stones’.

103 The third-person masculine singular and plural forms could alternatively be explained
as patterning after the singular nouns with pronominal suffixes.

104 Exod 16:29; 29:30; Lev 6:15; 13:23, 28; 14:42; 16:32; Deut 2:12, 21, 22, 23; Josh 5:8;
Judg 7:21; 1 Sam 14:9; 2 Sam 2:23; 3:12; 7:10; 1 Chr 17:9; Prov 11:8; Isa 46:7; Jer 38:9;
Zech 12:6; 14:10.
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(132)  Dwuaxa nnatHR M NN 0IaR NP

walogahu >bonim »herot
take-WCSC.3C.PL. stones-F. other-F.PL.
wahebi?u Pel-tahat ho?bonim
bring-WCSC.3C.PL. TOWARD-+place.of the.stones

They shall take other stones and put [them] in the place of the [diseased]
stones. (Lev 14:42)

3.12.4. Adverb (‘below’)

While the usual adverbial expression for BELOW is b nnnn mittahat I- (see Exod
20:4), in two poetic lines the independent form tahat is used equivalently.'® This
adverbial usage of tahat is seen in example (133) where the phrase ng13 Dinn
nnn tohom robeset tohat ‘the deep lying down below’ is in parallel to ‘71;@ oY
Somayim me$ol ‘the heavens above’.

(133)  nnp ng17 oinp N3732 5pR OAY 1572 721N

wiborakekko birakot Somayim mes$ol
CJ+bless-PC.3M.SG.+you-M.SG. blessings.of sky above
birakot tohom robeset tohat

blessings.of depths lying.down below

He will bless you with the blessings of the heavens above,
With the blessings of the deep lying below. (Gen 49:25)

3.12.5. PREP (UNDER)

The locative relation designating that the trajector is located spatially subordinate
to the landmark is expressed by the preposition tahat.'®® This expression is the

105 Gen 49:25; Deut 33:13.

106 Gen 7:19; 18:4, 8; 21:15; 24:2, 9; 35:4, 8; 47:29; Exod 17:12; 23:5; 24:4; 25:35 (3x);
26:19 (3x), 21 (2x), 25 (2x), 33; 27:5; 32:19; 36:24 (3x), 26 (2x), 30; 37:21 (3x); 38:4; Lev
15:10;22:27; Num 6:18; 16:31; 22:27; Deut 2:25; 3:17; 4:11, 19, 49; 12:2; 28:23; Josh 4:9;
7:21; 7:22; 11:3; 11:17; 12:3; 13:5; 24:26; Judg 1:7; 4:5; 6:11; Ruth 2:12; 1 Sam 14:2;
22:6;31:13; 2 Sam 18:9 (2x); 22:10, 37, 39; 1 Kgs 5:5 (2x); 7:44; 13:14; 14:23; 19:4, 5; 2
Kgs 9:13; 16:4,17; 17:10; 1 Chr 10:12; 17:1; 29:24; 2 Chr 4:15; 28:4; Neh 2:14; Job 20:12;
26:8; 28:5, 24; 30:7, 14, 16, 20; 37:3; 40:12, 21, 41:3, 22; Pss 10:7; 18:10, 37, 39, 66:17,
91:4; 140:4; Qoh 1:3,9, 13, 14; 2:3, 11, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 3:1, 16; 4:1, 3, 7, 15 (2x); 5:12,
17; 6:1, 12; 7:6; 8:9, 15 (2x), 17; 9:3, 6, 9 (2x), 11, 13; 10:5; Song 4:11; 8:3, 5; Isa 14:11;
25:10; 57:5 (2x); Jer 2:20; 3:13; 38:12; 52:20; Lam 3:34; Ezek 1:23; 6:13 (2x); 10:8, 20,
21; 17:6, 23; 24:5; 31:6; 32:27; Dan 9:12; Hos 4:13; Joel 1:17; Amos 2:13; Obad 7; Jonah
4:5; Mic 1:4; 4:4 (2x); Hab 3:7, 16; Mal 3:21.
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usual idiom for locating an entity below another as with example (134). The func-
tion is further differentiated from the spatial noun where it is conjoined with a
following noun phrase specifying a location, 037327 "_?.}‘_l axn massab ragle hakko-
h°nim ‘the place of the feet of the priests’ in example (135). The term may also
denote the locative expression ‘down a declivity’ or ‘at the base of [a mountain]’
as in example (136).

(134) 50 nOR oY 2PN A71T8 138 MR

wayyiqqah Peben gadolo
take-WCPC.3M.SG. stone-F. large-F.
wayaqimeho Som tahat hoZPallo
erect-WCPC.3M.SG.+her there UNDER the.oak-tree

He brought a large stone and erected it there under the oak. (Josh 24:26)
(135) D377 237 38D NOD TP0 TiN2 YYIn 0D 018 MY opY

ustem (esre bonim hegim yohosu“§
Cl+two ten stones set.up-SC.3M.SG. PN
batok hayyarden  tahat massab ragle  hakkoh“nim

IN+midst.of the.GN UNDER place.of feet.of the.priests
Joshua erected twelve stones in the middle of the Jordan River where the
priests stood. (Josh 4:9)

(136)  nsgnn pIX3 i nnm 1
wahahiwwi tahat hermon bareres hammispo
CJ+PN UNDER GN IN+land.of the.GN
The Hivites were [dwelling] at the foot of Mount Hermon in the land of
Mizpah. (Josh 11:3)

3.12.6. PREP (INSTEAD)

The function word tahat expresses the substitutive relation similar to English in-
stead or French au lieu de.'’” The landmarks include a succeeded priest (e.g., Deut

107 Gen 4:25; 22:13; 36:33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39; 44:4, 33; Exod 21:23, 24 (4x), 25 (3x),
26, 27, 36, 37 (2x); Lev 24:18, 20 (3x); Num 3:12, 41 (2x), 45 (2x); 8:16, 18; 32:14; Deut
10:6; 28:62; Josh 2:14; 4:9; Judg 15:2; 1 Sam 2:20; 25:21; 2 Sam 10:1; 16:8, 12; 17:25;
19:1, 14; 1 Kgs 1:30, 35; 2:35 (2x); 3:7; 5:15, 19; 8:20; 11:43; 14:20, 27, 31; 15:8, 24, 28;
16:6, 10, 28; 19:16; 20:39, 42 (2x); 21:2, 6; 22:40, 51; 2 Kgs 1:17; 3:27; 8:15, 24; 10:24,
35;12:22; 13:9, 24; 14:16, 21, 29; 15:7, 10, 14, 22, 25, 30, 38; 16:20; 17:24; 19:37; 20:21;
21:18,24,26; 23:30, 34;24:6, 17; 1 Chr 1:44, 45, 46,47, 48, 49, 50; 19:1; 29:23, 28; 2 Chr
1:8; 6:10; 9:31; 12:10, 16; 13:23; 17:1; 21:1; 22:1; 24:27; 26:1, 23; 27:9; 28:27; 32:33;
33:20,25; 36:1, 8; Esth 2:4, 17; Job 16:4; 28:15; 31:40 (2x); 34:24; Pss 35:12; 38:21; 45:17,
109:5 (2x); Prov 17:13; 21:18; Isa 3:24 (5x); 37:38; 43:3, 4 (2x); 55:13 (2x); 60:15, 17
(4x); 61:3 (3x), 7; Jer 18:20; 22:11; 28:13; 29:26; 37:1; Ezek 4:15; 16:32; 23:5; Dan 8:8,
22; Zeph 2:10.
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10:6), king (e.g., 2 Sam 10:1), progeny (e.g., Gen 4:25), or substitutionary sacri-
fice (e.g., Gen 22:13). It is also used with an inanimate to explicate the replaced

entity—most famously in the so-called law of retaliation or lex talionis (137).

(137) W nnp ¥ pp NN PP Wal nnn Wa3 nnng

wanatatto nepes tahat nopes
give-WCSC.2M.SG. life INSTEAD life
{ayin tahat {ayin Sen tahat Sen
eye INSTEAD eye tooth INSTEAD tooth

He shall give life for life, eye for eye, and tooth for tooth. (Exod 21:23-24)
3.12.7. PREP (CAUSE)

A causal function is differentiated with several usages of tahat + NP.!% In exam-
ple (138), the ground for the blessing of Yahweh’s pleasure is portrayed as the
day that David spared Saul’s life. This idiom, according to example (139), is used
clause-initially in parallel with a '3 ki clause further delimiting the CAUSE of the
proposition.

(138) b Ay WK M 0PI AOR N30 TR7Y) M

wYHWH yasallemako tobo
CJ+PN reward-PC.3M.SG.+2M.SG. goodness
tahat hayyom hazze PMser §osito li

CAUS the.day this-M. REL  do-SC.2M.SG. TO+me
May Yahweh repay you with good on account of what you have done for me
this day. (1 Sam 24:20)

(139)  mm mwnny 59 "2 wnw nn 85 N8t nnng

h'tahat zot lo? yumat Sim§i
Q+CAUS this-F. NEG  bekilled-PC.3M.SG. PN

ki qillel Pet-masi®h YHWH
CAUS curse-SC.3M.SG. DOM-+anointed.one.of PN

Should not Shimei be executed for this, because he cursed Yahweh’s
anointed? (2 Sam 19:22)

108 Num 25:13; Deut 4:37; 21:14; 22:29; 28:47; 1 Sam 24:20; 26:21; 2 Sam 19:22; 2 Kgs
22:17; 2 Chr 21:12; 34:25; Job 34:26; Pss 38:21; 109:4; Prov 1:29; Isa 53:12; Jer 5:19;
29:19; 50:7; Ezek 36:34.
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3.12.8. Grammaticalization of tahat

The grammaticalizations of fahat designate the changes from original noun to
function words. These are traced with the potential contexts of change and similar
cross-linguistic shifts of meaning in the following sections.

3.12.8.1. Noun (‘place’) > PREP (UNDER)

The change from a noun for location to a preposition denoting UNDER is attested
in the world’s languages (Heine and Kuteva 2004, 121-122). This particular re-
sulting function is further characterized using Svorou’s (1994, 79-83, 254)
“surface under object” type of environmental landmark, which is identified in sev-
eral languages including Bihari, Basque, and Yagaria. A similar change is
elucidated in Akkadian where the regular expression of UNDER is expressed by
the term Saplanu which is derived from a noun meaning ‘the lower or underneath
part’ (von Soden 1995, §115g). And Leslau (1956, 244) outlines a parallel change
with cognates of the term fahat in several Ethiopic dialects including GeSez, Ti-
gre, Tigrinya, Harari, and Ambharic.

The potential situation of change may be observed in extant Hebrew contexts
where ambiguous cases are understood to take on either the functional meaning.
The theophoric vision of the elders of Israel upon Mount Sinai found in Exodus
24 provides such a situation. In example (140), the expression 1"2,}‘1 nnn tahat
raglow refers to what is underneath God’s feet either as a noun indicating the
place/area or as a locative function for UNDER.

(140) 7oA N1A? NYYD 237 NNM S8 TR IR IR

wayyir?u Pet Flohe yisro?Pel
see-WCPC.3M.PL. DOM God.of PN
watahat raglow

Cl+place.of/ UNDER feet+his

koma$“se libnat hassappir
LIKE+work.of stone.of the.lapis-lazuli

[The elders] saw the God of Israel—something like sapphire pavement was
beneath his feet. (Exod 24:10)

Additionally, the term is used in conjunction with several entities to denote
subordination or control.!® A similar extension is found with Akkadian Saplum
‘underside’ being understood as UNDER or ‘under the charge of”. In Hebrew, this

109 Gen 16:9, 41:35; Lev 27:32; Num 5:19, 20, 29; Judg 3:30; 1 Sam 21:4, 9; 2 Sam 22:40,
48; 1 Kgs 5:17; Job 9:13; Pss 8:7; 18:40, 48; 45:6; 47:4 (2x); 106:42; 144:2; Isa 3:6; 10:4
(2x), 16; Ezek 20:37.
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supervisory function may have evolved from the idiom 7> nnn tahat yod ‘under
the hand of X [= person]’. This usage is exemplified by example (141). Here Da-
vid queries the priest directly to see if a weapon was 77-nnn tahat yodako ‘under
your hand’ meaning ‘in the priest’s supervision’. Subsequently, this function was
likely extended to situations with a person or object other than a ‘hand’. Accord-
ingly, it is found with animate complements, in particular persons (e.g., Isa 10:4)
or manifestations of the divine (e.g., Isa 10:16), or the personification of power,
such as a staff. Example (142), then, demonstrates the extension of the supervisory
idiom to persons portrayed metonymically as 02w hassobet ‘the staff’. Whether
this usage is indeed a separate function from UNDER or simply a metaphorical
extension is difficult to ascertain; however, it is included herewith until further
study may help determine whether or not it has an independent status.

(141)  72°nNRY N 9270317270703 2 2I07IR N3N 77000 N27Y) PR

warin yes-po tahat vodako hnit
CJ+INTR EXIST+here UNDER  hand+your spear
20-horeb ki gam-harbi wagam-kelay
OR+sword CAUS also+sword+my ClJ+also+weapons +my
lo?-Ibgahti bayodi

NEG+take-SC.1C.SG. IN+hand+my

Is there not here a spear or sword in your possession? For I have not brought
along with me either my sword or weapons. (1 Sam 21:9)
(142) M WIp-mim "y vIWD NNA TTIWR 52 18 1R TR o)

wakol-maS§sar bogor wosorn
Cl+all.ofttithe bovine Cl+ovine
kol 2ser-ya$®bor tahat hassobet
all REL+pass.over-PC.3M.SG. UNDER the.staff
ho$vsiri yihye-qodes IYHWH
the.tenth be-PC.3M.SG.+holy TO+PN

As for every tithe of cattle or flock which should enter the care of shepherds,
every tenth animal is to be dedicated to Yahweh. (Lev 27:32)

3.12.9. Noun (‘place’) > PREP (INSTEAD)

The original noun meaning ‘place’ is still detectable in the grammatical relation
INSTEAD as in the English expression in his stead or in the stead of. This change
is similar to German anstelle von and is designated as ‘place’ > INSTEAD by
Heine and Kuteva (2004, 239—40). In Semitic, Akkadian pittu(m) ‘region, area’
comes to mean ‘instead of” in Neo-Assyrian texts. A proposed context of change
in Hebrew may be suggested in Gen 2:21 describing the divine creation of woman
from a rib of the man. In this passage, presented as example (143), the verbal
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clause ends with the phrase n3nnn takhtenno either designating the locality of the
sealed wound or marking the substitutive relation of flesh for rib.

(143)  nannm 9ipa 230N PoPHER NOR NpN

wayyiqqah Pahat missal§otow
take-WCPC.3M.SG. one-F. FROM-+ribs+his
wayyisgor bosor tahtenno
shut-WCPC.3M.SG. flesh place.of INSTEAD-her

[God] took one of his ribs and closed up flesh in place of the rib. (Gen 2:21)
An additional shift is further delimited as the grammatical function
EXCHANGE.'!? In example (144), Rachel offers Leah, her rival wife, a sexual

encounter with their husband in exchange for a philter.

(144) 732877 nnp 1290 7P 22V 129

Doken yiskab Cimmok hallaylb
therefore lie.down-PC.3M.SG. WITH+you-F. tonight
tahat dudo?e bonek
EXCHANGE mandrakes.of son+your

Therefore, he may sleep with you tonight for your son’s mandrakes. (Gen
30:15)

3.12.9.1. PREP (UNDER) > PREP (CAUSE)

The changes, ‘place’ to CAUSE and LOCATIVE to CAUSE, are witnessed cross-
linguistically. The former may possibly include an additional locative step accord-
ing to Heine and Kuteva (2004, 239). Two Semitic examples of causal relations,
GeSez hayyanta ‘instead of; because of” and Akkadian kima ‘in place of; because’,
may be related, but the originating terms of each are obscured.

In Biblical Hebrew, the ambiguity between the locative preposition
(UNDER) and the causal functions may well have provided the situation of
change. An examination of example (145) affords such a context. On the one
hand, the land may be said to be spatially located tahat “under’ its inhabitants. It
is made clear by the following threefold merismus, on the other hand, that these
dwellers are not passive witnesses to the defilement, but they are those causing
the circumstances.

110 Examples of EXCHANGE are rare in the biblical corpus (elsewhere only at 1 Kgs
21:2) and are not known in later dialects of Hebrew.
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(145) oYy n™a 1o ph kN NN M2 AW NNR 1910 PIRM

waho?ores honpo tahat yosSabeho
CJ+the.land-F. be.defiled-SC.3F.SG. UNDER/CAUS inhabitants+her
ki-$oboru torot holapu hogq
CAUS+transgress-SC.3C.PL. laws pass.by-SC.3C.PL. statute
heperu borit folom
break-SC.3C.PL. covenant.of duration

The earth is defiled under/because of its inhabitants, for they contravene in-
structions, transgress statutes, and break enduring covenants. (Isa 24:5)

3.12.10. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of tahat

The grammaticalization changes are mapped using three methods. Figure 3.23
shows the successive shifts from the original noun to the functional usages. Both
UNDER and INSTEAD are derived from the nominal, whereas CAUSE is a sec-
ondary grammaticalization from UNDER.

Figure 3.23. Functional Developments of tahat
Noun (‘place’) > PREP (UNDER) > PREP (CAUSE)
> PREP (INSTEAD)

The second model (fig. 3.24) illustrates the proposed expansion through relative
time. No evidence is available to differentiate temporally between the develop-
ments of UNDER and INSTEAD, so both are placed in stage II with the CAUSAL
deriving from the latter function. Last, figure 3.25 graphs the semantically over-
lapping meanings with their number of tokens.

Figure 3.24. Overlap Model for tahat

Stage: 1 11 111

Noun ‘place’ ‘place’ ‘place’
PREP UNDER UNDER
PREP INSTEAD INSTEAD

PREP CAUSE
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Figure 3.25. Semantic Map of tahat

3.13. Other Prepositions

Several other nouns have been suggested to express functional relations in Bibli-
cal Hebrew (Olshausen 1861, §223). Four of these expressions are briefly
overviewed in this section, although their rarity prohibits a definitive analysis.
Each section discusses the suggested grammaticalizations, typological parallels,
and originating forms.

3.13.1. 02 bet

Three Biblical Hebrew examples suggest that the construct noun n'a bet ‘house’
may have functioned to mark a locative notion.!'! The eighth chapter of Proverbs
provides the most evident example of the grammatical usage as a LOCATIVE. In
a threefold sequence locating the place from which personified Wisdom beckons,
the third adverbial modifier is Ni2'03 N"3 bet natibot ‘along the paths’ in example
(146). Other locative functions with the noun natibot are expressed in Proverbs
with b- (7:25), batok (8:20) and ablative min- (1:15); elsewhere in Biblical He-
brew poetry I- (Ps 119:105) and {a/ (Job 19:8) are used.

111 Ezek 41:9, Job 8:17; Prov 8:2.
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(146)  nag: nin) nva 77775 oRNTWNAa
boros-moaromim Cle-dorek  bet noatibot nissobo
onthead.oftheights upontway LOC’ paths stand-SC.3F.SG.
[Wisdom] stands on top of the heights, upon the roadway, (and) along the
paths. (Prov 8:2)

Such a shift (‘house’ > LOCATIVE) is well-known cross-linguistically
(Heine and Kuteva 2004, 176-7). Alternatively, this usage has been explained
away as a simple metaphor, as a textual corruption, or as an unrelated lexeme
similar to Syriac bet ‘between’ (*baynt < bayn + -ot). Figure 3.26 shows these
two meanings with the number of tokens in parentheses.

Figure 3.26. Semantic Map of bet

'house’
(2044)

IN
(3)

3.13.2. non missat

Only a single instance of N missat is witnessed at Deut 16:10. From the context
of the clause, example (147), it has been suggested to be functioning to mark the
value of the offering to be given, that is, ‘corresponding to’ or ‘in the amount of’
(Olshausen 1861, 430). This lexeme may likely be related etymologically to Punic
mst ‘(complete) amount’, Official Aramaic mst ‘amount’, and Syriac messat ‘suf-
ficiency’ (found in the construct state only). The paucity of Biblical Hebrew data
does not allow for a reliable analysis of potential changes.
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(147) 7T NI73 NER TIOR MWD NiYIY a0 Dy

wa$osito hag SobuSot IYHWH Floheko
do-WCSC.2M.SG.  festival.of  weeks FOR+PN  god+your
missat nidobat vodako
amount.of freewill.offering.of hand+your

You shall perform the Feast of Weeks to Yahweh your God with a freewill
offering. (Deut 16:10)

3.13.2.1. "0 petah

Lambdin (1971, 185) has suggested that the noun nna petah ‘opening’ may also
be used as a preposition denoting “at the opening of.” The usage of this noun
phrase as a preposition, however, is difficult to separate from the adverbial usage
of the locative phrase. No clear instance of prepositional extension is detectable
in the Biblical Hebrew corpus. Yet it cannot be dismissed that such an expansion
is in an early stage of change.

3.13.2.2. Hap qobol

A lone attestation of 92p gobol may designate a locative expression. The context
of the clause relays the conspiracy and killing of King Zechariah of Israel led by
Shallum. The phrase Dp=52p gobol-{>m in example (148) could be understood as
an adverbial modifier designating the location where Shallum struck down the king.

(148)  ow~Hapnan
wayyakkehu qobol-{om
strike-WCPC.3M.SG.+him BEFORE-+people
He struck him before the people. (2 Kgs 15:10)

Alternatively, this usage may well have been influenced by or borrowed from the
Aramaic preposition gbl ‘opposite, before’. One other example of a related noun
with suffix, 192p gobollo ‘his battering ram’ (Ezek 26:9), is also attested; however,
the precise etymological relationship is uncertain (Bauer and Leander 1922, 582).!!2

3.14. Overview of Simple Prepositions
This chapter presented the examples of Biblical Hebrew nouns being grammati-

calized into various functions. In each case, the usages of the noun and
grammatical relations are outlined along with a detailed accounting of the

112 Some commentators follow a Greek tradition in which this expression is reread as the
toponym bybl{m ‘Ibleam’ (Gray 1977, 620).
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semantic layering and proposed contexts of change. The morphosyntactic envi-
ronments consist of a noun in a genitive construction with a following NP which
expanded its semantic meaning into a grammatical function. Similar trajectories
of cross-linguistic change are noted with particular attention given to analogous
Semitic examples.

The grammaticalized outcomes are outlined in table 3.5 organized according
to the functional outcome and original nominal source. Reconstructed sources are
marked with an asterisk. The resulting locative functions and logical relations ac-
count for the largest group of grammatical outcomes. The temporal and
directional functions follow with the third- and fourth-most outcomes. The final
group includes the development of a particle-verb construction.

Table 3.5. Grammatical Outcomes from Nouns

Function Outcome Source
LOCATIVES:
AROUND 220 sabib < sobib ‘environs (of)’
BEFORE 731 neged < *nigd ‘opposite (of)’
BEFORE N33 nokah < nokah ‘front (of object)’
BEHIND TR Pahar < Pahar ‘back (of)’
BEHIND MINR Pahare < Pahare ‘back of’
BEHIND T3 balad < *bafd ‘distance (of)’
BESIDE HeR Pesel < *js/ ‘side (of)’
BETWEEN "2 ben < *bayn ‘space between’
*IN na bet < bayit ‘house’
NEAR '7;}{12 Pesel < Pesel BESIDE
UNDER nnn tahat < tahat ‘place’
DIRECTIONALS:
THROUGH T3 balad < *pafd ‘distance’
TOWARD '7;}{12 Pesel < Pesel BESIDE
TEMPORALS:
AFTER TR Pahar < Pahar BEHIND
AFTER MINR Pah’re < Pah‘re BEHIND
BETWEEN 12 ben < ben BETWEEN (LOC)
THEN anR Pahar < Pahar AFTER
LOGICAL-RELATIONS:
ACCORDING TO  an& Pahar < Pahar BEHIND
*COMITATIVE anR Pahar < Pahar AFTER
CAUSE MINR Pah’re < Pah‘re AFTER
CAUSE apw feqeb < {eqeb ‘end (of)’
CAUSE nnn tahat < tahat UNDER
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Table 3.5. Grammatical Outcomes from Nouns (cont.)

Function Outcome Source
EXCHANGE 0o helep < *hilp ‘change’
FOR Tva baSad < baSad BEHIND
INSTEAD nnn tahat < tahat ‘place’
SEPARATIVE 12 ben < ben BETWEEN (LOC)
RECIPROCATIVE 12 ben < ben BETWEEN (LOC)
OTHERS:
PTCL MINR Pah’re < Pah‘re BEHIND

In the following chapter, the changes to polymorphic expressions, that is,
multi-word prepositions, are examined. As in the present chapter, the focus is on
the originating constructions and the changes that yield grammatical functions.
The grammaticalization trajectories are likewise presented along with typologi-
cally similar changes.



4.
MULTI-WORD PREPOSITIONS

A multi-word preposition is defined as a combination of more than one discrete
sequential morpheme that functions together as a unit. This third category of prep-
ositions consists of six basic composite types which are attested in Biblical
Hebrew. These include a combination of multiple PREPs and/or NPs (Lambdin
1971, 109-10). The polymorphic expressions are commonly described as com-
pound, complex, and compound-complex prepositions. Compound prepositions,
including category III.1 (ngn me?et ‘out of, from’) and II1.2 (-5 Hwn meSal
I- “‘above”), consist of the combination of two or more prepositions. The semantics
of compound prepositions is characteristically an aggregate of the functions of the
constituent units. An example is English info (< in + to), which combines the
LOCATIVE and DIRECTIONAL functional relations. The blending of a prepo-
sition and noun phrase is designated as a complex preposition (category I11.3 5933
bigalal ‘because of” and I11.4 -5 man mibbet I- ‘within’). These sequences do not
allow the string to be broken, are typically interpreted as having a single gram-
matical meaning, and may be near semantic equivalents of other function words.
An example is found with English in front of. The sequence is uninterruptable:
she saw the man in (**big/green/eastern) front of the house. As a chuck, it ex-
presses a locative relation denoting the FRONT-REGION. And in front of may be
compared semantically to the locative function of before. The final two categories
(IIL.5 monbn millomatto> “‘from below’ and 1116 -5 pinn 58 2el mihus [- ‘to the
outside of”) are designated as compound-complex prepositions. These consist of
a composite of multiple consecutive prepositions and noun phrases (e.g., English
from in front of). This last type serves to denote several prepositional functions in
a single string as an aggregate, similar to compound prepositions, but where one
component itself is a complex preposition.

4.1. Multi-Word Prepositions and Grammaticalization
Of these multi-word expressions, complex prepositions provide the clearest ex-

amples of grammaticalization as an outcome resulting in a single function. These
strings undergo gradual change to their semantics and the fossilizing of their

123
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constituent structure resulting in emergent grammatical functions (Bybee and
Scheibman 1999). This dynamic transformation of their linguistic properties pro-
vides for the layering of multiple functions through their use in various
environments. As such, “the same word sequence may be characterized by multi-
ple constituent structures ... [that] have gradient strengths rather than discrete
boundaries” (Beckner and Bybee 2009, 29).

Contexts where ambiguity is possible provide the conditions where an exten-
sion of the linguistic sign may be prompted. Such contexts occasion both
innovative grammatical functions (i.e., grammaticalization) and rebracketing of
the sequence (i.e., syntactic reanalysis).!!3> An example is observable with English
in front of. The multi-word preposition originated as a preposition phrase, [inprep
[front of the house]nr]pp. In Modern English, the sequence has become a complex
preposition which may be used in certain contexts to indicate a locative function
akin to before. The structure has also undergone reanalysis: [[in front ofprep [the
house]nr]ep. This syntactic rebracketing is observable because the string, in front
of, cannot be interrupted without the loss of the grammatical relationship.''

In addition to the resulting prepositional interpretation of these sequences,
the grammaticalized changes coincide with the transformation of the mental lexi-
con where the polymorphic string is stored not merely as a sequence of
independent lexemes but as a chunk. According to Newell (1990, 7), “A chunk is
a unit of memory organization, formed by bringing together a set of already
formed chunks in memory and welding them together into a larger unit.” Thus,
the recurrent usage of the discrete parts of a sequence may lead to the reorganiza-
tion of the linguistic structure to a conjoined unit. What’s more, Bybee (2010, 34)
proposes that chunking is triggered by repetition and high frequency of use:

If two or more smaller chunks occur together with some degree of frequency, a
larger chunk containing the smaller ones is formed. Chunking is of course a pro-
perty of both production and perception and contributes significantly to fluency
and ease in both modes.

113 See above (§1.5.1) for a more thorough explanation of the interplay between these two
changes.

114 This lexical and grammatical difference may be seen in comparing the following
clauses: (a) Bob walked in front of the building, and (b) Sally walked in the eastern front
of the building. The compound preposition in front of in clause (a) designates the locative
relationship of the action, walking, to the LM, the building. So, the verb-preposition com-
bination indicates that Bob traversed a path near a particular part of the building but did
not enter the structure. In clause (b), the preposition phrase in the eastern front of the build-
ing denotes the NP, the eastern front, as the place of walking and the locative relationship
is indicated by the locative preposition in. This sequence implies that Sally entered the
building from a particular direction.
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This connection to repetition may provide the evidential link between high
frequency words and evolutionary extension of polymorphic expressions. At bot-
tom, the syntagmatic change to complex prepositions may be best explained as
chunking and provides an integral component for the grammaticalization of multi-
word strings. The transformation is likely activated by the increased use of the
grammaticalized tokens as compared to the lexicalized components.

In early studies of complex prepositions, constituency was established based
exclusively on the invariability of certain syntactic characteristics without refer-
ence to other linguistic properties (Quirk and Mulholland 1964). This outmoded
effort to establish constituent status purely using syntax has rightly been doubted
by some critics (Seppédnen, Bowen, and Trotta 1994, Pullum 2006), but the con-
cept of multi-word prepositions need not be rejected entirely because the
evidential grounds for such doubts have been exposed as dubious in various cor-
pus studies (Hoffmann 2005). The syntactic characteristics, alternatively,
designate the degree to which the original lexicalized usage may still be analyza-
ble and does not indicate the actualization of grammaticalization. That is to say,
the expansion of the construction acquiring innovative grammatical functions is
independent of the depravation of the semantic value of the original string. Deter-
mining the constituency of a sequence type requires more than a consideration of
the syntactic nature of individual examples, as found in these early studies. The
model for analyzing this phenomenon should rather include an examination of the
phonetic morphosyntactic, semantic, and pragmatic evidence placing it within a
broader context of change (Beckner and Bybee 2009, 38-41).

4.2. Grammaticalization of Biblical Hebrew Multi-Word Prepositions

Of all the types of multi-word prepositions in Biblical Hebrew, only the third
group of complex prepositions (PREP + NP) evidence semantic changes and the
needed functional expansion to new contexts that provide for the clear assessment
of innovative grammatical functions. One cannot absolutely determine that the
other types did not undergo similar semantic shifts, but none may be differentiated
with certainty from their equivalent lexicalized phrases. A conservative approach
is taken in the present study for the sake of providing a network of the most de-
finitive examples available.

4.3. The Development of Multi-Word Prepositions

The following sections discuss the discernable examples of grammaticalization
with Biblical Hebrew multi-word prepositions. Each preposition is examined ac-
cording to the morphology of its segments, its lexical and grammatical usage, and
the proposed functional changes. The possible contexts of the extended and
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acquired functions are given particular attention. Finally, the proposed grammat-
icalization trajectories are mapped.

Twenty-one Biblical Hebrew examples of category III prepositions demon-
strate grammatical usages which may be separated from their original lexical

meanings. These morphemes are listed in table 4.1.

Table 4.1. Complex Prepositions

Form Base Root

ms3 1 5933 bigalal ‘because of® *bV+galal- PREP+NP
2 oia bayom ‘when’ *bV+yawm PREP+NP
3 M2p3 basbur ‘because of” | *bV+{abiir PREP+NP
4. 1723 bagereb ‘within’ *bV+qirb PREP+NP
5. Tina batok ‘inside’ *hV+tawk PREP+NP
6 '83 kapi ‘according to’ *)V+pr PREP+NP
7 72% lobad ‘by oneself® *V+badd PREP+NP
8. T loyad ‘near’ *V+yad PREP+NP
9. wnY lamaSan ‘so that’ *V+masn PREP+NP
10.  n23 lonokah ‘before’ *[+qutl PREP+NP
11. 9% lapi ‘according to’ *V+pi PREP+NP
12. 9% lipne ‘before’ *IV+panay PREP+NP
13.  nxph ligra?t ‘toward’ *IV+qara?+t | PREP+INF
14.  oi"n miyyom ‘since’ *min+yawm PREP+NP
15. 3910 mippane ‘because of” | *min+panay PREP+NP
16. 77 5 (al yerek ‘beside’ *al+yark PREP+NP
17. a5 Sal pi ‘according to’ | *al+pi PREP+NP
18.  para balepes ‘without’ *bV+2Paps PREP+NP
19.  npa bafet “when’ *bV+Sint PREP+NP
20.  nnpY lbfummat ‘beside’ *V+Summ+at | PREP+NP’
21.  Ten missad ‘beside’ *min+sad PREP+NP

The first seventeen examples provide ample evidence for a change resulting
in a grammatical function. The last four cases, however, provide some character-
istics indicative of grammaticalization, but each is underspecified in some way—
either on account of the limited number of tokens and/or indeterminate etymol-
ogy. As such, these final examples are treated in a separate section at the end of
this chapter (§4.21).
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4.4. '7'2.}:-_1 bigalal
4.4.1. Morphosyntax of bigalal

The compositional morphology of 5932 bigalal includes the preposition b- ‘in,
on’, the noun *galal ‘matter’ in the construct state. A noun *5%3 go/lol is not extant
in Biblical or post-Biblical Hebrew; however, the Arabic cognate galal/ meaning
‘a great or momentous thing, affair, matter’ likely is suggestive of its original se-
mantics.

Several Semitic complex prepositions—such as Arabic min galal- ‘because
of” (< min ‘from’ + galal ‘the matter of”), Syriac and Christian Palestinian Ara-
maic Igl// ‘on account of’, and bgll ‘because of’ (< *gll ‘matter’) in various other
Aramaic dialects—are functionally and etymologically related. In later Hebrew,
the complex preposition is witnessed in Ben Sira (10:8) and is well-known in
Mishnaic literature. The Dead Sea Scroll collocation bgl/ s- ‘because’ has been
suggested to be an Aramaic loan (Qimron 1986, 106) but is more likely a clause
linker derived from the frequently attested sequencing of a preposition and a rel-
ative (cf. WK kaSer ‘as, according to; when’, WX NNn tahat *ser ‘because’,
-¥ T {ad Se- ‘until’, etc.).

4.4.2. Usage of bigalal

Only the prepositional usage of the causative function is evident from the ten Bib-
lical Hebrew occurrences of the string bigalal.''> Example (149) exemplifies the
usage with an inanimate complement, 717 9277 5933 bigalal haddobor hazze ‘be-
cause of this matter’, which serves as the grounds of the divine blessing. The
clause-initial conjunction, "3 ki ‘for’, operates as marking an intra-clause causal
relationship with the previous material.

(149)  Twpn23 TIOR MM 7272 M0 1277 5932 °2 ... 12 1R 1ing

noton titten lo

give-INF. give-PC.2M.SG. TO-+him

ki bigalal haddobor hazze
for-CJ CAUS+PREP the.matter this
yaborekako YHWH Floheko bokol-ma$“seko
bless-PC.3M.SG.+you PN god+your  IN+all+work+your

You should surely give to him ... for, because of this matter, Yahweh your
God will bless you in all your work. (Deut 15:10)

115 Gen 12:13; 30:27; 39:5; Deut 1:37; 15:10; 18:12; 1 Kgs 14:16; Jer 11:17; 15:4; Mic 3:12.
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4.4.3. Grammaticalization of bigalal

Assuming that the meaning of the Arabic cognate may be reconstructed in Proto-
Hebrew, the originating construction would have shifted from a preposition
phrase, [b-prep [*gll + NP]ne]ep ‘on (the) matter (of)’, to a complex preposition,
[bgllprREP + NPJpp ‘because of’, with the causative function. Similar grammati-
calization changes are witnessed in the world’s languages and Semitic in
particular. Heine and Kuteva (2004, 210—11) provide several cross-linguistic ex-
amples of nouns with the semantic range, ‘matter’, ‘thing’, ‘case’, or ‘affair’,
which grammaticalize into causative prepositions. In Semitic, Syriac provides two
examples of multi-word prepositions—men {ellat ‘because of” and k{ellat ‘be-
cause of”. Both of these causative complex prepositions likely derived from the
noun {ellat> ‘cause; affair, thing’, which was combined together with a preposition.

4.4.3.1. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of bigalal

The reconstructed grammaticalization to the causative complex preposition in-
cludes the syntactic reanalysis: [INprep + ‘matter’n]pr > PREP. The situation
leading up to the earliest Hebrew examples would be represented by figure 4.1.
Stage I1I represents Biblical Hebrew where only the causative function is extant.
The tokens of this function are graphed with the suggested etymological source
in figure 4.2.

Figure 4.1. Overlap Model for bigalal

Stage: 1 11 111
*PREP+N IN+‘matter’ IN+‘matter’
PREP CAUSE CAUSE

Figure 4.2. Semantic Map of bigalal

IN + 'matter’” A

\

N —,

)
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4.5. oina bayom
4.5.1. Morphosyntax of bayom

The compound o1"a bayom is a composite of the preposition b- ‘in, on’ and the
singular noun yom ‘day (light)’ in the construct state. In Biblical Hebrew, this
primary noun follows two basic morphological patterns: the singular/dual is
*yawm (e.g., 0V yom ‘day’ and 0¥ yomayim ‘two days’) and the plural *yam
(e.g., 0" yomim ‘days’) (Garr 1985, 39).!16

4.5.2. Usages of bayom

Biblical Hebrew bayom is followed by nominals, infinitives construct, and
clauses. With nominal complements, the P-NP string consists of a simple prepo-
sition phrase where the noun yom is in the construct state with the following word,
that is, [b-prep [yomn.csTr + NP]ne]pp. The situation with some infinitives and fi-
nite clauses, on the other hand, evidences the grammaticalization to a complex
preposition with the structure, bayomprep + INF/S.

4.5.2.1. PREP (IN) + N (‘day’)

The most typical usage of hayom in Biblical Hebrew is as the head element of an
adjunct phrase preceding a definite or indefinite NP.!!” In these cases, the nominal
meaning of yom ‘day’ remains. Example (150) demonstrates the construction
where the meaning of bayom may undoubtedly be assessed as ‘on the day of”, on
account of its placement in juxtaposition with nINRR mimmoh’rot ‘from the day
after’ and "W"5wWn of yom hassalisi ‘the third day’.

116 In the extrabiblical Siloam Tunnel Inscription dating from the eighth-century BCE,
however, the form ym is evidenced. It may be suggestive of a regional dialect (Rendsburg
and Schniedewind 2010), which leveled the plural nominal form *yam, or alternatively
analyzed as coming from the original form *yam (Cross and Freedman 1952, 50).

117 Gen 35:3; Exod 31:15; 35:3; Lev 5:24; 7:15; 14:2,57 (2x); 19:6; 24:8 (2x); 25:9; Num
6:9; 10:10; 15:32; 25:18; 28:9, 26; Deut 9:10; 10:4; 18:16; 1 Sam 20:19; 2 Sam 22:19;
23:20; Neh 10:32; 13:19; Job 20:28; Pss 18:19; 77:3; 86:7; 110:3, 5; Prov 27:10; Qoh 8:8;
Song 3:11 (2x); Isa 13:13; 17:11; 58:3, 13; Jer 17:21, 22, 24,27; 18:17; Lam 1:12; 2:1; 21,
22; Ezek 1:28; 7:19; 13:5; 16:56; 27:27; 30:9; 32:10; 33:12; 46:1 (2x), 4, 6, 12; Obad 12
(2x), 13 (3x); Zeph 1:8, 18; 2:3; 1 Sam 13:22; Neh 10:32; Pss 20:2; 27:5; 41:2; 50:15; 78:9;
140:8; Prov 6:34; 11:4; 24:10; 25:13, 19, 20; 27:15; Qoh 7:14 (2x); Isa 27:8; 30:25; 49:8;
Jer 16:19; 17:17; 36:6; 51:2; Ezek 22:24; 34:12; Hos 5:9; 10:14; Amos 1:14 (2x); 8:9; Obad
12, 14; Nah 1:7; 3:17; Zech 14:3.
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(150)  mipr wxa whwa 0Pt Iniam mnpm YR 0nar oia

bayom zibh%%kem yerokel

IN+day.of sacrifice+your-PL. be.eaten-PC.3M.SG.
umimmoh’rot wahannotor

CJ+TEMP+following.day CJ+the.remainder

{ad-yom hassalisi bo?es yissorep

UNTIL+day the.third INST+ire be.burned-PC.3M.SG.

[The sacrifice] shall be eaten on the day of your sacrifice or on the day after;
but then on the third day whatever remains must be completely consumed in
fire. (Lev 19:6)

4.5.2.2. PREP/ADVZ (WHEN)

Sixty-five instances of bayom are followed by an infinitive.''® Two of these ex-
amples (Lev 7:16; Obad 12), are best analyzed as the ungrammaticalized
preposition phrases, ‘in the day of’, analogous to the usage with a NP comple-
ment. This usage is seen in example (151), where it is part of a sequence
designating other distinct days. The preponderance of the instances with infinitive
phrases, however, suggests the grammaticalization from the preposition phrase to
a complex preposition functioning temporally. In example (152), the preposition
phrase 8377 02 bayyom hahu? ‘in that day’ designates the future day in which
the prophecy will be fulfilled. It is followed immediately by the sequence bayom
‘when’, demonstrating further what will transpire in that temporal setting.

(151) a0 niam M a8 N2 Nk 12Mp0 0 1127 137 1273 IR 770K

Sone
warim-neder 20 nodoobo zebah qorbono
CJ+IF+vow OR freewill.offering sacrifice.of offering+his
bayom hagribo Pet-zibho yePokel
IN+day.of offer-INF+his = DOM-+sacrificethis be.eaten-PC.3M.SG.
umimmoh’rot wahannotor mimmennu
CJ+TEMP+following.day CJ+the.remainder FROM+it
yerokel

be.eaten-PC.3M.SG.

118 Gen2:4,17; 3:5;5:1,2;21:8; Exod 10:28; 32:34; Lev 6:13; 7:16, 36, 38; 13:14; 23:12;
Num 3:13; 6:13; 7:1, 10, 84; 8:17; 9:15; 30:6, 8, 9, 13, 15; Deut 21:16; Josh 9:12; 10:12;
14:11; Ruth 4:5; 1 Sam 21:7; 2 Sam 21:12; 1 Kgs 2:8, 37, 42; 2 Chr 26:5; Neh 13:15;
Ps 20:10; Isa 11:16; 14:3; 30:26; Jer 7:22; 11:4, 7; 31:32; 34:13; Ezek 16:4, 5; 20:5; 24:25;
28:13; 31:15; 33:12 (2x); 34:12; 36:33; 38:18; 43:18; 44:27; Amos 3:14; Obad 11 (2x), 12;
Nah 2:4.
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If his offering is a vow or freewill-offering: his sacrifice should be eaten in
the day of sacrificing and the remainder of it should be eaten the following

day. (Lev 7:16)

(152)  *axa nnn AR MM ITR ORI SR NiTr-HY 3ix Ria o3 xnn oPa m
whoyo bayyom hahu?
CJ+be-SC.3M.SG. IN+the.day that
bayom bo? gog
WHEN enter-SC.3M.SG. GN
Cal-Padmat yisro?el nalum Fdonoy YHWH
INTO+land.of PN declaration.of  the.Lord PN
tasle hemoti balappi
ascend-PC.3F.SG. wrath-F.+my IN+nose+my

On that day, when Gog enters into Israel, declares the Lord Yahweh, my fury
will be aroused with my anger. (Ezek 38:18)

The string bayom may also be used as a subordinated clause linker or adver-
bializer, immediately preceding a clause. The semantics of this clause linker is
identical to that of the complex preposition. All thirteen examples with clausal
complements have this usage.!'® Example (153) contains two usages with verbal
and nonverbal complement clauses. The second and third cola begin with the re-
peated sequence of bayom as an adverbializer signaling the temporal setting of the
following main clause. The first instance is combined with the nominal clause, 2%
"5 sar li ‘I am distressed’, the second instance by the verb, RIPR Pegro? ‘1 call
out’. In each case, the main clauses consist of an imperative verb, countering pos-
itively what the initial colon suggests in the negative.

(153) 301 732 00RO
TR HR-TO7 Y I DA
30 0D KPR OP3

Pal-taster

NEG+hide-PC.2M.SG.

bayom  sar li

WHEN distress FOR+me
bayom  Peqro? maher

WHEN call-PC.1C.SG. hasten-IMP.M.SG.

Do not hide your face from me:

poneko mimmenni
facetyour FROM+me
hatte-Pelay Pozneko

incline-IMP.M.SG.+TO+me
“neni
answer-IMP.M.SG.+me

ear+your

When I am troubled, bend your ear to me;
When I cry out, answer me quickly. (Ps 102:3)

119 Exod 6:28; Lev 7:35; Num 3:1; Deut 4:15; 2 Sam 22:1; Pss 18:1; 56:10; 59:17; 102:3

(2x); 138:3; Lam 3:57; Zech 8:9.
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4.5.3. Grammaticalization of bayom

The grammaticalization to the complex preposition may be traced to contexts
where the meaning of bayom is generalized beyond a specific day, that is, where
the meaning necessitates an unspecified length of time. One plausible context may
be found in example (154). The altar-dedication sacrifices are specified as having
occurred over a twelve-day time period, but they are summarized as being given
inR nwnn oa bayom himmosah Poto ‘in the day (i.e., time) of its dedication’.
Subsequent to the semantic generalization of the noun, the grammaticalization to
a complex preposition meaning ‘when’ occurred, evidenced by contexts such as
example (155). Here, the temporal situation is presented by the phrase beginning
with bayom even though multiple days are in view.

(154)  ink nwnn 02 NaRn NN NN
zot hnukkat hammizbe’h bayom himmosah 2oto
this the.dedication.of the.altar IN+time.of be.anointed-INF him
This is the summary of the altar dedication at the time of its anointing. (Num
7:84)

(155)  Twin 5ak NNo5K ink &2 1713 07 RSN O3 M0 MR N8N

wazort torat hannozir
Cl+this law.of the.Nazirite
bayom malo?t yome nizro
IN+time.of WHEN complete-INF  days.of consecration+his
yobi? 2oto Pel-petah Pohel moSed
bring-PC.3M.SG. DOM+him TO-+door.of tent.of meeting

This is the law of the Nazirite: when the days of his consecration are com-
plete, he shall be brought to the entrance to the tent of meeting. (Num 6:13)

Many cross-linguistic examples are proffered as deriving from an idiom for
time that was expanded to a temporal preposition (Heine and Kuteva 2004). Se-
mitic and other Hebrew cases are known with Biblical Hebrew {ad and Ugaritic
{d originating from a noun for ‘(future) time’, Targumic Aramaic bzmn d- ‘when’
from the noun zmn ‘appointed time’, and Ethiopic gize ‘when’ from the noun for
‘time, hour; season’. Other Semitic examples, Akkadian inima ‘when’, Ethiopic
Zama ‘when’, and Sabaic y(w)m ‘when’, are derived from nouns cognate to
*yawm ‘day; time’ and are used as prepositions and clause linkers with a variety
of temporal functions.

As for the adverbializer, the identical form and function of the complex prep-
osition indicate an analogy between the temporal preposition to the clause linker.
The context for the change, however, is not altogether apparent. Previously
(§3.1.3.2), three contexts were posited for the prepositional origin of an adverbi-
alizer: the preposition with a clausal complement (PREP + S), the shorting of the
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preposition and the relative (PREP + REL + S), or the temporal preposition with
an infinitive which is homophonous with a finite verb (PREP + INF/VP). As dis-
cussed in the context of similar changes, the first explanation appears to be most
plausible.

4.5.3.1. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of bayom

The mapping of the grammaticalization of hayom is a simple linear development.
The IN + ‘day’ meaning expanded to the temporal function. In figure 4.3, the
overlap model for bayom suggests the expansion of the functions. The second
stage represents the situation in Biblical Hebrew where both the complex prepo-
sition and the preposition phrase are found. Figure 4.4 presents the tokens of each
meaning and the overlapping use.

Figure 4.3. Overlap Model for bayom

Stage: 1 11
PREP+N IN+‘day’ IN+‘day’
PREP/ADVZ WHEN

Figure 4.4. Semantic Map of bayom

4.6. 722 bas bur
4.6.1. Morphosyntax of ba$"bur
The string 91203 ba$"bur consists of the simple preposition b- and the construct state

noun M1y {"bur ‘produce, yield, gain’. The noun is connected to the root {BR with
the nominal pattern *qutil (Bauer and Leander 1922, 473). The verbal semantics of
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the root denotes the action of traversing, that is, ‘passing by’ someone or ‘crossing
over’ someplace. Several nouns with the related root include: 72v {eber ‘region
beyond; side’, 112y {“boro ‘ford’, and Mavn mafboro ‘passage (way)’.'?

The morphological pattern *qutil is a broken plural pattern in Arabic (Fox
2003, 209—-10). Some have suggested that this pattern may be classed as having a
collective sense in Biblical Hebrew (Gordon 1991). Examples of this collective
sense include: %123 gabul ‘boundary, border’ (a group of mountains), 7173 gadud
‘troop, band’, 53 gamul ‘benefit, recompense’, 2331 zobub ‘flies’, 521 zobul ‘high
place’ (elevated dwelling places), 1331 zokur ‘male populous’, 5127 yabul ‘harvest
yield’, W% lobus ‘clothing’, and W37 rakus ‘property, goods’. To this list may
be added 73y {“bur ‘produce, yield” (< *{ubiir) which is plausibly the originating
lexeme found with this complex preposition.

4.6.2. Usage of baS"bur
4.6.2.1. Noun (‘produce’)

Two occurrences of the noun {“bur ‘produce’ are found in consecutive verses of
Joshua chapter five (vv. 11-12). Both designate the product of harvesting crops
after the Israelites entered the land of Canaan. In example (156) the NP (“bur
hoPores ‘the land’s produce’ is preceded by the SOURCE preposition (2 min
‘from’. Even though the preposition is different from the string ba${*bur, the mean-
ing of the noun is apparent.

(156) I8 T3pR D9283 MR 1270 N2WN

wayyisbot hammon mimmoh’rot
cease-SC.3M.SG. the.manna FROM-+next.day
baroklom meS*bur ho?Pores
TEMP+eat-INF.+them FROM-+produce.of the.land

The manna ceased on the following day when they ate from the harvest of the
land. (Josh 5:12)

4.6.2.2. PREP (CAUSE)

The most common usage of ba${“bur, occurring twenty-five times in Biblical He-
brew, is as a preposition with the causative function.!?! The construction is found

120 The word n73v $ebro ‘outburst, rage’ may plausibly be derived from the same root or
may suggest the existence of a second homonymous root meaning ‘to be angry’.

121 Gen 3:17; 8:21; 12:13, 16; 18:26, 29, 31, 32; 26:24; Exod 9:16; 13:8; 1 Sam 1:6; 12:22;
23:10; 2 Sam 5:12; 6:12; 7:21; 9:1, 7; 12:25; 13:2; 1 Chr 14:2; 17:19; 2 Chr 28:19; Pss
106:32; 132:10.
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with both pronominal and nominal complements. This use is seen in example
(157). The preposition phrase, 577370 W 93ap2 bas bur Samo haggodol ‘because
of his great name’, serves to designate the basis or grounds for God’s fidelity to
his chosen nation.

(157) 5730 inW Mapa inp-ng M Wiy

lo?-yittos YHWH Pet-Sammo
NEG+abandon-PC.3M.SG. PN DOM-+people+his
ba$bur Samo haggodol
CAUS name-+his the.great

Yahweh will not forsake his people because of his great name. (1 Sam 12:22)
4.6.2.3. PREP (EXCHANGE)

The function of the complex preposition appears twice in the context of pecuniary
exchange.'?? They are both evidenced in Amos. These bartering contexts are part
of the prophet’s inventory of the fiduciary injustice and servitude taking place
amongst the people. Each is found with either a verb of selling or buying. Sharing
the verbal idea ‘to purchase’ with the first clause, the second clause in example
(158) demonstrates that D??;g.] M2p3 ba"bur na$®loyim ‘for a pair of sandals’ is
parallel to 9023 bakkesep ‘in exchange for money’.

(158)  o©'Hp1 Mapa 1) 097 Ao niph

lignot bakkesep dallim
TO+purchase-INF EXCHANGE-tthe.silver indigents
warlebyon ba$S"bur na$®loyim
Cl+poor EXCHANGE pair.of.sandals

so that [we may] purchase the poor for money, and [we may purchase] the
destitute in exchange for a pair of sandals. (Amos 8:6)

Thus, a functional equivalence between these two verbal modifiers—ba$“bur and
the b- of exchange—is obligatory.

4.6.2.4. PREP (PURPOSE)

Lastly, the complex preposition functions to designate purpose or result. Each of
the four examples is found with an infinitive-construct complement.'?* Example
(159) demonstrates this usage, "RV 210 M2AYA bai“bur hazkir Sami ‘for (the

122 Amos 2:6; 8:6
123 Exod 9:16; 2 Sam 10:3; 18:18; 1 Chr 19:3.
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purpose of) commemorating my name’. This phrase modifies the initial main
clause, 12 "9 1R Pen-li ben ‘I do not have a son’.

(159)  *nw 210 M3 137N
Pen-li ben baS"bur hazkir Somi
NOT.EXIST+TO+me son PURP commemorate-INF  name+my
I do not have a son for remembering my name. (2 Sam 18:18)

4.6.3. Grammaticalization of ba$"bur

Assessing the trajectory of change for the grammaticalization of this complex
preposition is difficult on several accounts. First, although the noun {sbur ‘pro-
duce’ is a plausible candidate for an originating lexeme, it is impossible to
establish it as the nominal source with certainty. Second, no clear examples of
ambiguous semantics allow for the connection of one function to another. Third,
the relative infrequency of the particle provides a limited picture of its extension.

In spite of these limitations, several cross-linguistic correlations may be pro-
vided to suggest origin of the preposition and its functional expansion. The
Akkadian synonym némelum ‘profit’ may be connected to the causative function
of némel ‘because’ suggesting, at a minimum, the possibility of an analogous de-
velopment of Hebrew {obur ‘produce’ to a causative preposition. A similar cluster
of meanings (CAUSE, PURPOSE, EXCHANGE) has been attributed to the Me-
dieval Welsh preposition ER ‘front’ (Jones 2003, 133—4), which allows for a
potential cross-linguistic pathway among these functions.

As for the link between the causative and purpose functions, the precise de-
velopment remains obscured and the paucity of Biblical Hebrew data does not
allow for a more conclusive assessment. Even within comparative studies of well-
attested grammatical changes, the details of these functional shifts are tentative.
Heine and Kuteva (2004, 247) posit that PURPOSE precedes CAUSE, but also,
they admit that “there is no conclusive historical evidence to support this hypoth-
esis.” Thus, the development remains suggestive in the absence of more
conclusive internal or external evidence of this change.

4.7. 2722 bagereh
4.7.1. Morphosyntax of baqereb

The string 27p3 bagereb is composed of the preposition - ‘in, on” and a noun 17
gereb ‘innards, entrails; inward part(s)’ in the construct state. The absolute form
of the noun, gereb ‘entrails’, may be found at Exod 29:13, and the suffixed form
127 girbo ‘its innards’ at Exod 12:9. The latter suggests that the Biblical Hebrew
nominal pattern is *qitl (Revell 1985). The originating meaning of the noun refers



MULTI-WORD PREPOSITIONS 137

to the internal organs found in an animal or human abdomen as at Lev 1:13. Cog-
nate nouns are known from Akkadian gerbu ‘intestines; womb’ and Arabic qurb
‘abdomen’. The verbal root, OQRB ‘be near, close’, is found in nearly all well-
attested Semitic languages—Akkadian, Ethiopic, Old South Arabian, Arabic, Ar-
amaic, Ugaritic, and various dialects of Canaanite.

4.7.2. Usage of bagereb

Three main uses of bagereb are distinguished in Biblical Hebrew. The string may
be interpreted as (1) PREP + N, where the preposition is an interior-region loca-
tive and the noun is a body part of a person or animal, (2) a complex preposition,
indicating a medial-region spatial gram, or (3) a complex preposition with a tem-
poral function.

4.7.3. PREP (IN) + N (‘inward part/s]’)

The construction where the noun gereb means ‘inward part(s)’ is attested twenty-
nine times.!?* The nominal component may refer to various internal anatomic el-
ements from the vicinity of the abdomen to the chest: ‘belly’ (Mic 6:14), ‘innards’
as the place of emotions/thinking (equivalent to the 2% leb ‘heart/mind’; 1 Sam
25:37), and the interior container of the 0 ru®h “spirit’ (Zech 12:1).

4.7.4. PREP (WITHIN)

The most commonly occurring use of bagereb in Biblical Hebrew is as a locative
preposition indicating the MEDIAL-REGION of an entity, that is, ‘within’.!?> The
landmark may be a location (e.g., ‘a house’, ‘city’, ‘nation’, ‘battle’, or ‘camp’),
a group of individuals (e.g., ‘gods’ or ‘brothers’), or even an emotion (e.g., 1%
soro ‘trouble, distress’; Ps 138:7). In example (160), the fifty righteous individuals

124 Gen 18:12; 25:22; 1 Sam 25:37; 1 Kgs 3:28; Job 20:14; Pss 39:4; 51:12; 55:5; 62:5;
94:19; 109:18, 22; Prov 26:24; Isa 19:1, 3, 14; 26:9; Jer 4:14; 9:7; 23:9; 31:33; Lam 1:20;
Ezek 11:19; 36:26, 27; Hos 5:4; Mic 6:14; Hab 2:19; Zech 12:1.

125 Gen 18:24; 24:3; 45:6; 48:16; Exod 3:20; 8:18; 10:1; 17:7; 23:21; 33:3, 5; 34:9, 10,
12; Num 5:27; 11:4, 20, 21; 14:11, 14, 42; Deut 1:42; 4:5; 6:15; 7:21; 11:6; 13:2, 12, 15;
16:11; 17:2, 20; 18:2; 19:10, 20; 21:8; 23:15, 17; 26:11; 28:43; 29:10, 15; 31:16, 17; Josh
1:11; 3:2, 5, 10; 4:6; 6:25; 7:13; 8:35; 9:7, 16, 22; 10:1; 13:13; 16:10; 18:7; 24:5, 17, 23;
Judg 1:29, 30, 32, 33; 3:5; 18:7, 20; 1 Sam 4:3; 16:13; 1 Kgs 20:39; Pss 36:2; 46:6; 48:10;
55:11, 12, 16; 74:4, 12; 78:28; 82:1; 101:2, 7; 110:2; 138:7; 147:13; Prov 14:33; 15:31; Isa
5:8, 25; 6:12; 7:22; 10:23; 12:6; 19:24; 24:13; 25:11; 29:23; 63:11; Jer 6:6; 14:9; 29:8;
46:21; Lam 1:15; 3:45; 4:13; Ezek 22:27; Hos 11:9; Joel 2:27; Amos 3:9; 5:17; 7:8, 10;
Mic 3:11; 5:6, 7; Nah 3:13; Zeph 3:3, 5, 12, 15, 17; Zech 14:1.
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are viewed as being located R332 bagirboh ‘within [the city]’. This meaning is
likewise specified by the functionally parallel phrase in the previous clause, 7ina

2 batok (ir ‘inside of the city’ (Gen 18:24).

(160)  A37P3 WK DP™TRA DWAN 1wk DipnY KYN"NN

walo?-tisso? lammogom
CJ+NEG+carry-PC.2M.SG. TO+the.place-F.
lomaSan hmissim hassaddigim Mser  baqirboh

ON-+account.of the.fifty the.righteous-PL. REL ~ WITHIN-~+her
Will you not be favorably disposed towards this place for the sake of fifty
righteous within it? (Gen 18:24)

4.7.4.1. PREP (THROUGHOUT)

Two instances of the phrase DWW 173 bagereb Sonim ‘in the midst of years’ are
found in example (161). These examples demonstrate a grammaticalized temporal
expression. Some commentators suggest various corrections to the text arguing for
a litany of errors that may have led to the present reading (Barré 1988). Others have
educed a figurative meaning, ‘in the midst of years’, without textual modification
(Eaton 1964). Following Hiebert (1987), the construction is best understood as
‘through the years’, reflecting an expression of chronological duration without re-
sorting to an emendation or an unevidenced metaphorical interpretation.

(161) M D’.]'(Tﬁ 2R3
TR DY 1773

bagereb Sonim hayyehu
THROUGHOUT years revive-IMP.M.SG.+him
bagereb Sonim todi’s

THROUGHOUT years make.known-PC.2M.SG.

Throughout the years, revive it.
Throughout the years, make it known. (Hab 3:2)

4.7.5. Grammaticalization of bagereb

The grammaticalization of bagereb consists of a well-established pathway of
change from an anatomic expression to locative and temporal prepositions. Cate-
gorizing these changes as INTERIOR to IN (SPATIAL) and INTERIOR to
TEMPORAL, Heine and Kuteva (2004, 182—83) recognize this cross-linguistic
development as “another instance of a more general process whereby relational
nouns, including nouns for body parts, give rise to relational (typically spatial or
temporal) grammatical markers.” Examples of this “general process” are manifold
in Semitic and have been discussed in previous sections. Two cognate exemplars
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will suffice for our purposes. In East Semitic, the Akkadian collocation ina gerbu
designates the locative function ‘inside’. Likewise, Moabite demonstrates the use
of bgrb ‘in the midst of” on the Mesha Stele (1. 23-24) to designate the location
of an entity trapped within a city.

The precise context of change in Hebrew is difficult to prove, but it plausibly
stems from the semantic extension of the anatomic meaning ‘inward parts’ to a
generalized interior-spatial designation. This change may be observed in example
(162). The expression *2% 31p3 bagereb libbi may denote either the inside of the
object which is viewed as a container, ‘in the interior of my heart’, or a simple
locative relation, ‘within my heart’.

(162) 2% 37p3 Y, Ywo DN

nalum-pesa$’ loraso
declaration.of+transgression FOR-+the.wicked
bagereb libbi
IN+interior.of/ WITHIN hearttmy

The revelation of wrongdoing is for the wickedness within my heart. (Ps 36:2)

On account of the paucity of examples with the temporal usage and no exam-
ples providing an ambiguous situation of change, the change to the TEMPORAL
cannot be further specified except to note that temporal functions commonly orig-
inate from the expansion of spatial concepts as has been discussed with Pahar
(§3.1.3.2), Pah‘re (§3.2.4.2), and ben (§3.4.4.4).

4.7.6. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of bagereb

The grammaticalization pathways for bagereb cannot be mapped any more pre-
cisely than using three stages in an Overlap Model (fig. 4.5). The locative complex
preposition originates from the nominal usage with the structure of PREP + N.
The temporal function, however, has an uncertain origin either having arisen sim-
ilarly from the nominal structure or as a subsequent development from the locative
function. The Biblical Hebrew situation is represented by stage III. A similar se-
mantic mapping is presented in figure 4.6 with the addition of the tokens of each
meaning in parentheses.

Figure 4.5. Overlap Model for bagereb

Stage: 1 11 111
PREP+N IN+‘innards’ IN+‘innards’ IN+‘innards’
PREP WITHIN WITHIN

PREP (THROUGHOUT) THROUGHOUT
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Figure 4.6. Semantic Map of bagereb

(1)

IN+'innards' />
(29) ‘ THROUGHOUT
(2)

4.8. Tin3 batok
4.8.1. Morphosyntax of batok

The locative preposition b- ‘in, on” and noun *fawk ‘half, middle’ make up the
constituent parts of the string Tina batok. The absolute state of the noun A towek
‘middle’ is attested twice (Judg 16:29 and Jer 39:3) with the expected Masoretic
phonological realization of the *qatl base including the epenthetic vowel. When
unaccented, the noun exhibits monothongization (*aw > 0) to iR fok- both with
the construct state and the suffixed forms.!'?°

The etymology is obscured by the scarcity of related Semitic cognate terms
which include only function words and derivatives thereof. In Ugaritic, tk marks
a locative relation with or without the preceding preposition b- (Tropper 2000,
772, 775-76). The Phoenician dialects evince btkt (KAI 10:5) and bmtkt (KAI
24:5), used as the locative preposition ‘in the midst of” (Friedrich and Rollig 1999,
§252). In Biblical and Qumran Hebrew, 112’1 tikon ‘middle, center’ (in later He-
brew, n1i2'n tikono) is likely derivative exhibiting regressive vowel dissimilation
on account of the suffix -on (Bauer and Leander 1922, 215). No associated mid-
dle-weak verbal root *TWK is attested in any Semitic language.

4.8.2. Usage of batok

The Biblical Hebrew string batok is used as a preposition phrase and as a complex
preposition functioning to mark locative, temporal, and comitative relations. A

126 1 Kgs 8:64; Ezek 15:4
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fourth prepositional function as PATH (THROUGH) has been suggested but re-
mains nascent.

4.8.2.1. PREP (IN) + N (‘midst, center’)

Five examples demonstrate the preposition phrase PREP (IN) + N (‘midst, cen-
ter’).'?” Each instance is found in situations where the nominal component is
marked as definite, that is, 7102 battowek ‘in the middle’. The noun indicates the
middle of an animal (Gen 15:10), the location of a city respective of its surround-
ing farmland (Num 35:5), the interior of an army (Josh 8:22), and the place
between two entities or individuals (Isa 66:17). The case below, example (163),
which was previously discussed with the locative function "3 ben ‘between’ as
example (77), illustrates this usage. In this context, the hero Sampson affixes the
torch between the tails of a pair of foxes, which is further specified as Tin2
battowek ‘at the middle’.

(163) T3 NIARD WY TR 782 0PN 2308 23 190

wayyepen zonob Pel-zonob wayyosem
turn-WCPC.3M.SG. tail TOWARD+tail put-WCPC.3M.SG.
lappid Pehod ben-sone hazzonobot battowek
torch-M. one-M.SG. BTWN-+two tails IN+the.middle

[Samson] put [two foxes] tail-to-tail and tied a torch between the (two) tails
at the middle. (Judg 15:4)

4.8.2.2. PREP (INSIDE)

The locative preposition marking an INTERIOR- or INSIDE-REGION is found
three hundred times.!?® It serves to designate the location ‘within; inside’ an entity,

127 Gen 15:10; Num 35:5; Josh 8:22; Judg 15:4; Isa 66:17.

128 Gen 3:3, 8; 9:21; 18:24, 26; 23:6, 9, 10; 35:2; 37:7; 40:20; 41:48; 42:5; Exod 2:5; 9:24;
11:4; 12:49; 14:16, 22,27, 29; 15:19; 24:18; 25:8; 26:28; 28:32, 33; 29:45, 46; 36:33; 39:3
(4x), 23,25 (2x); Lev 11:33; 15:31; 16:16, 29; 17:8, 10, 12, 13; 18:26; 20:14; 22:32; 24:10;
25:33; 26:11, 12, 25; Num 1:47, 49; 2:17, 33; 5:3, 21; 9:7; 13:32; 15:14, 26, 29; 16:3;
17:21; 18:20 (2x), 23, 24; 19:10; 25:11; 26:62 (2x); 27:3, 4, 7; 32:30; 33:8; 35:15, 34 (2x);
Deut 11:3; 19:2; 32:51 (2x); Josh 3:17; 4:9, 10; 7:21; 8:9, 13; 13:9, 16; 14:3; 15:13; 16:9;
17:4 (2x), 6,9; 19:1, 9, 49; 20:9; 21:41; 22:19, 31; Judg 7:16; 9:51; 12:4 (2x); 18:1; 20:42;
1 Sam 9:14, 18; 10:23; 11:11; 18:10; 25:29; 2 Sam 1:25; 6:17; 7:2; 20:12; 23:12, 20; 24:5;
1 Kgs 3:8; 6:13, 19, 27; 11:20 (2x); 2 Kgs 4:13; 6:20; 23:9; 1 Chr 11:14, 22; 16:1; 21:6; 2
Chr 6:13; 20:14; 32:4; Neh 4:16; 7:4; 9:11; Esth 4:1; Job 1:6; 2:1, 8; 15:19; 20:13; 42:15;
Pss 22:15, 23; 40:9, 11, 57:5, 7; 68:26; 109:30; 116:19; 135:9; 136:14; 137:2; 143:4; Prov
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location, or group. In example (164), the location of a structure is designated as
being "wi-7iN2 batok-hoSir ‘inside the city’. Even though the exact location of
Thebez is debated, the location of the strong tower would have been interior to
the walls of the city or a part of the defensive structure itself (see, for instance, 2
Chr 32:5).

(164)  wa-7ina o0 W-oTIm
umigdal-Soz hoyo batok-hoSir
Cl+tower.of+strength be-SC.3M.SG. INSIDE-+the.city
A strong tower was inside the city [of Thebez]. (Judg 9:51)

An abstract locative function is demonstrated in example (165) without ref-
erence to a corporeal situation. The emblematic location of the settlement is
described metaphorically as nnn Tin2a batok mirmo ‘inside lies’, locating it in
opposition to the knowledge of God.

(165)  *nIR-NYT UKD NRINI NI TINA TN

Sibtko batok mirmo bomirmo
dwelling-INF+your INSIDE lie IN+lie
meXnu daSat-?oti

refuse-SC.3C.PL. knowing-INF+DOM-+me

As your dwelling is amid lies within lies, they have refused any knowledge
of me. (Jer 9:5)

4.8.2.3. PREP (DURING)

Two examples demonstrate the use of the complex preposition batok as a temporal
marker.'?’ In example (166), this function marks time corresponding to Svorou’s
(1994, 239) INTERIOR-TEMPORAL relation. The expression, 17797 Tina batok
hallaylb ‘in the midst of the night’, situates the time of the verbal activity within
the hours of darkness.

1:14; 4:21; 5:14; 8:20; 17:2; 22:13; Isa 5:2; 6:5; 7:6; 19:19; 24:13; 41:18; 61:9; Jer 9:5;
29:32;37:4,12; 39:14; 40:5, 6; 50:37; 51:47; 52:25; Ezek 1:1, 16; 2:5; 3:15, 24, 25, 5:2, 5,
8,10,12;6:7,13;7:4,9;8:11,9:2,4;10:10; 11:1, 7, 11; 12:2, 10, 12, 24; 13:14; 14:14, 16,
18, 20; 16:53; 17:16; 18:18; 19:2, 6; 20:8, 9; 21:37; 22:3, 7,9, 13, 18, 21, 22 (2x), 25 (2x),
26; 23:39; 24:5, 7, 11; 26:5, 12, 15; 27:27, 32, 34; 28:14, 22, 23; 29:3, 12 (2x), 21; 30:7
(2x); 31:14, 17, 18; 32:20, 25 (2x), 28, 32; 33:33; 34:12, 24; 36:23; 37:1, 26, 28; 39:7; 43.7,
9;44:9; 46:10; 47:22 (3x); 48:8, 10, 15, 21, 22; Amos 3:9; Mic 2:12; 3:3; 7:14; Zeph 2:14;
Hag 2:5; Zech 2:8, 9, 14, 15; 5:4, 7; 8:3, 8.

129 1 Kgs 3:20; Isa 16:3.
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(166) %50 Tina opm
wattogom batok hallaylb
arise-WCPC.3F.SG. DURING the.night
She got up in the middle of the night. (1 Kgs 3:20)

4.8.2.4. PREP (COMITATIVE)

There are numerous difficulties with both defining the comitative function in Se-
mitic (Goldenberg 1998) and categorizing it cross-linguistically (Stassen 2000,
Lehmann and Shin 2005, Stolz, Stroh, and Urdze 2006, Nedjalkov 2007). The
present study follows Arkhipov (2009, 224) in designating the comitative as “a
morpho-syntactic construction used to express a non-obligatory participant set”
in order to pluralize a clause participant. He suggests further that these construc-
tions must conform to three grammatical restrictions of usage: the predicate
cannot be repeated more than once, the pluralized participants are separately ex-
pressed, and the structural rank of the participants must be different.

In example (167), the complex preposition batok functions as a comitative
function according to Arkhipov’s definition. The comitative construction, Tina
DR batok hehem ‘with their brothers’, introduces an additional object partic-
ipant. All three restrictions are accounted for. The plural pronominal suffix, that
is, the verbal complement, is the pluralized participant without a repeated VP and
with a separate expression. Third, it is designated by a different structural rank
(i.e., as an adjunct rather than a complement).

(167)  oipny Tina omny 8% YT

wayyehdal walo? hmitom
refrain-WCPC.3M.SG. CJ+NEG kill-SC.3M.SG.+them
batok »hehem

COM brothers+their

He desisted and did not kill them with their brothers. (Jer 41:8)
4.8.2.5. PREP (THROUGH)

In Biblical Hebrew three examples of batok suggest a shift from a locative function
to the movement relation THROUGH. '3 This PATH function denotes a transversal
of a two-dimensional space (city or gateway) along a linear axis. Directionality,
however, appears to be unmarked by this expression (Svorou 1994, 24-31).

In example (168), the initial verbal action {BR ‘cross over’ is followed by
two parallel phrases each headed by batok. These two adjuncts mark the

130 Ezek 9:4 (2x); 2 Chr 23:20.
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movement through the location where the messenger is commanded to pass.
What’s more, the PATH function stands in clear contrast with the LOCATIVE,
or INTERIOR-REGION relation, found at the end of the clause with A2ina
batokoh ‘within it [the city]’.

(168)  D'pINIT DTININ DWINT NINgH™SY 10 [ 07w, Tina TH7 Tin3 12y
m2ina nivpan niapinn=5a Sy

“bor batok  holir  batok yarusolo(y)im
cross.over-IMP.M.SG.  PATH the.city PATH GN

wahitwito tow Cal-misahot ho?nosim
mark-WCSC.2M.SG. mark ON-+foreheads.of the.men
hanne?nohim wahanne*nogim

groan-PTCP.M.PL. CJ+sigh-PTCP.M.PL.

Cal kol-hattoSebot hanna$*sot batokoh

CONCERN all.oftthe.abominations-F. done-PTCP.F.PL.  INSIDE+her
Pass through the city, Jerusalem, and place a mark on the foreheads of eve-
ryone who is groaning and bemoaning all of the atrocities being done in the
city. (Ezek 9:4)

Example (169), also, provides an instance of batok as the PATH function. The
royal investiture procession required movement from the temple to the palace.
This pathway required one to enter the king’s domicile [9"op7n “wpw-yina
batok-5aSar hoSelyon ‘through the upper gate’. Since the area within the gate-
complex was not the telic goal of the action but the continuation of the movement
through the gate to a terminus on the other side, the preposition is functioning to
mark the PATH of the movement, not merely the location or destination.

(169)  7omn M2 1ML7 WY TN AN M 130 TR0 N TN

wayyored Zet-hammelek mibbet YHWH
bring.down-WCPC.3M.SG. DOM-+the.king FROM-+house.of PN
wayyobo?lu batok-saSar hoSelyon bet hammelek

enter-WCPC.3M.PL. PATH+gate.of the.height house.ofthe.king
He brought the king down from the Temple of Yahweh, and they went
through the upper gateway to the king’s palace. (2 Chr 23:20)

4.8.3. Grammaticalization of batok

The origin and functional changes to batok are outlined by examining semantic
ambiguities and similar changes in other languages. The following subsection
demonstrates the change from a preposition phrase into a complex preposition
denoting a location. The subsequent grammaticalization from the locative func-
tion to the COMITATIVE is presented. Internal Hebrew evidence is lacking for
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the origin of the temporal and PATH functions. Comparing the world’s languages,
though, temporal relations often originate from functions expressing the
LOCATIVE or INTERIOR-REGION (Heine and Kuteva 2004, 183, 205-6).
Heine and Kuteva (2004, 89—90) suggest alternatively that the comitative relation
may provide the origin of temporal function. As for PATH, the cross-linguistic
perspective suggests that it may derive from verbal origins (Svorou 1994, 112,
114, Heine and Kuteva 2004, 230).

4.8.3.1. PREP (IN) + N (‘midst, center’) > PREP (INSIDE)

The grammaticalization, a noun ‘midst, center’ to the locative preposition ‘inside’
or ‘within’, is attested in many of the world’s languages. Heine and Kuteva (2004,
64) categorize this change as CENTER to IN (spatial). Further, they note that the
concept of ‘middle’ oftentimes emanates from a body part as a “semantically com-
plex [notion], and it remains unclear whether we are dealing with a distinct
grammatical function” (57-58). Svorou (1994, 257-58) establishes several simi-
lar origins for this locative relation, which include body parts and environmental
features.

In Semitic, this change is well attested. Syriac witnesses msa{t> ‘middle
(part)’ as the locative function with and without a preceding preposition,
(b)mesS§at ‘inside, within’. Elsewhere in early Aramaic, the constructions b-gw
and /-gw ‘inside, within’ function as locative complex prepositions composed of
the nominal element, gw ‘interior’. Ugaritic examples are known with kbd ‘liver;
innards; bosom’ and the preposition /- ‘to’ designating the interior function. Sev-
eral dialects of Akkadian demonstrate the grammaticalization to a locative
expression from body part sources and other relational terms—qablum ‘middle;
hips, waist’, surrum ‘interior, heart’, libbum ‘inner body; heart’, and gerbum ‘cen-
ter; interior’. In Old South Arabian, b-ws;¢ ‘inside, within’ is construed from the
preposition b- ‘in, on’ and a noun meaning ‘middle’. GeSez mdarokal ‘center, mid-
dle’ designates an analogous locative function sometimes with the added
prepositional element b- ‘in, on’, and another noun meaning ‘interior; middle part’
may have provided the source of the common locative preposition wasta ‘on the
inside; within’.

The context of change, as with many grammaticalization examples involving
a positional noun acquiring a locative function, likely involves a situation in which
the noun could be understood more generally as a relational term. Example (170)
serves as one such environment. The passage could designate the location of the
tree 130 TiN3 batok haggan ‘at the center-region of the garden’, or it could indicate
that the tree is positioned ‘within’ Eden. Example (171) likewise provides for the
multiplicity of interpretations between the nominal and the functional meanings.
In Biblical Hebrew cosmology, ¥'p7 roqi’S’ ‘dome’ is said to be created as a
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partition separating the waters of the heavens and that of the sea. As such, the
term batok is indeterminate as to whether it refers to the location (‘center’) or the
position (INTERIOR-REGION) of this sky-dome in relation to the heavens and
the sea. Such ambiguities would provide for the context for grammaticalization
yielding the locative preposition.

(170) 30 7ina 0"Na PO
wales hahayyim batok haggan
Cl+tree.of the.living IN+center.of/ INSIDE  the.garden
The tree of life was in (the center of) the garden. (Gen 2:9)

(171) o Tina vpym
yohi roqi°s batok hammoyim
be-PC.3M.SG. dome IN.center.of/INSIDE the.waters
Let there be a dome in (the midst of) the waters. (Gen 1:6)

4.8.3.2. PREP (INSIDE) > PREP (COMITATIVE)

Diachronic typology demonstrates a link between the locative and the comitative
functions. The cognitive basis for the extension of a locative relation to the
COMITATIVE is found in “performing an action in front of a person [which]
typically attracts the attention of that person and, consequently, his/her mental
participation to the action” (Svorou 1994, 140). As such, Svorou continues, “The
physical participation of the second person, then is only a step away” (140). Some
evidence in Semitic appears to parallel this suggested connection. The locative
relation Old South Arabian b-s:n “in front of” also denotes the comitative function
‘with’.

One finds several Biblical Hebrew examples of bafok which may be under-
stood as having either locative or comitative functions.!3! In example (172), Saul
meets a group of prophets. Enthused by the Spirit of God, the narrative states that
Saul prophesied D2in3a batokom ‘among (the group of) them’.

(172)  ©ina R3O
wayyitnabbe? batokom
prophesy-WCPC.3M.SG. INSIDE/COM-+them
[Saul] prophesied among them. (1 Sam 10:10)

This usage could be understood as a locative relation denoting Saul’s location
within the group of prophets. Alternatively, it may be read as the COMITATIVE
designating the pluralization of the subjective participant, namely ‘together with
them’. Saul is among the group of prophets prophesying. This latter formation

131 1 Sam 10:10; Prov 27:22; Jer 12:16; 40:1.
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appears to motivate the incredulous response and the proverbial saying: 78W 037
08233 h’Gam $oPul bannabi?im ‘Is Saul among the prophets?” (v. 12). This des-
ignation seems to suggest that the implicature was not just a location in the midst
of a group but the identification with the primary characteristic of the prophets.

4.8.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of batok

The trajectories of change for batok are outlined in this section. The first diagram
(fig. 4.7) demonstrates a developmental continuum starting with the reanalysis of
the preposition phrase. The locative relation grammaticalized therefrom. Subse-
quent to the LOCATIVE, the comitative, temporal, and PATH functions obtained.
The exact expansion may only be suggested.

Figure 4.7. Functional Developments of batok

PREP (IN) + N (‘middle, center’) > PREP (INSIDE) > PREP (COMITATIVE)
> PREP (DURING)
>PREP (THROUGH)

The stages of this semantic multiplicity are also represented in the Overlap Model
in figure 4.8. The originating nominal phrase expanded to the LOCATIVE in
stage II. The third stage, then, represents the Biblical Hebrew situation. The se-
mantic map is represented with the number of tokens in figure 4.9.

Figure 4.8. Overlap Model for batok

Stage: 1 11 111

PREP+N IN+‘middle’ IN+‘middle’ IN+‘middle’
PREP INSIDE INSIDE

PREP COMITATIVE
PREP DURING

PREP (THROUGH)
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Figure 4.9. Semantic Map for batok

THROUGH
(3)

IN+'middle’

Q. COMITATIVE
(5)
(

2) (1)

DURING
)

4.9. "3 kapi
4.9.1. Morphosyntax of kapi

The string *a3 kapi combines the preposition k- ‘like, as’ and an anatomic noun.
The noun, pe ‘mouth; opening’, is found in the construct state with a succeeding
noun in all but one instance where a pronominal suffix follows. It is widely rec-
ognized that this construct noun likely originated from the original genitive form
of the monosyllabic term *pi (Bauer and Leander 1922, 620; von Soden 1995, §651).

4.9.2. Usage of kapi

In Biblical Hebrew, kapi is used as a preposition phrase, a complex preposition,
and an adverbializer.

4.9.2.1. PREP (LIKE) + N (‘mouth’)

The original semantics of kapi denotes a preposition phrase, ‘like the mouth (of)’.
Five times this usage is found in Biblical Hebrew.!3?> The metaphorical meaning
of the noun pi ‘mouth’ as ‘opening’ may be seen in example (173). The phrase
"NIND *23 kopi kuttonti ‘as my tunic collar’ designates how the anguish of suffering
is constrained around one’s neck. Elsewhere, the phrase may be accompanied by
a pronominal suffix. In example (174), kapi ‘my mouth(piece)’ serves as an ad-
verbial phrase designating the positive status of being God’s spokesperson as a
result of faithful obedience.

132 Exod 28:32; 39:23; Job 30:18; 33:6; Jer 15:19.
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(173) 3 mng °92
kapi kuttonti yalazreni
LIKE-+opening.of tunictmy gird-PC.3M.SG.+me
It restrains me as my tunic collar. (Job 30:18)

(174)  mano92
kapi tihye
LIKE+mouth+my be-PC.2M.SG.
You will be like my mouth(piece). (Jer 15:19)

4.9.2.2. PREP (ACCORDING TO)

As a complex preposition, the logical relation of kapi ‘according to’ is found ten
times in Biblical Hebrew.!** The complement is a noun in eight of these instances.
Once it is an infinitive (Exod 16:21) and once a relative (Mal 2:9). The use with
a noun is observed in example (175). The phrase, 1JW *23 kapi Sonow ‘in accord-
ance with his years’, designates the standard by which he should be paid, that is,
in proportion to the number of years of his service.

(175)  inoRyng 2797 11w 92
kapi Sonow yosib Pet-galulloto
ACCRD yearsthis requit-PC.3M.SG.  DOM-+redemption.price+his
He should pay for his manumission according to his years (of labor). (Lev 25:52)

4.9.2.3. ADVZ (CONSEQUENTLY)

In a lone example, kapi is used as an adverbializer designating a consequential
relation.!** In example (176), the adverbializer kapi marks the result or conse-
quence of the initial main clause. The presentation of the conquering ones—
NP haggaronot ‘the horns’ or the powerful rulers—results in Judah’s trepida-
tion and fear not wanting to be seen.

(176) W& RipI"KY WRTDD ATINCOR IR Nipa 19N

Pelle hagqaronot Mer-zeru Pet-yhudo
these the.horns-F. REL+scatter-SC.3C.PL. DOM+PN
kapi-?is lo?-noso? ro?fso
CONSEQUENT-+man NEGHIift.up head+his

These are the horns that scattered Judah; consequently, none has raised his
head. (Zech 2:4)

133 Exod 16:21; Lev 25:52; Num 6:21; 7:5, 7, 8; 35:8; 1 Chr 12:24; 2 Chr 31:2; Mal 2:9.
134 Zech 2:4.
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4.9.3. Grammaticalization of kapi

The trajectory of change is outlined for each meaning presented in the previous
section. For the most part, this exposition is restricted to cross-linguistic data, as
Biblical Hebrew examples of situations where the changes may have arisen are
infrequent.

4.9.3.1. PREP (LIKE) + N (‘mouth’) > PREP (ACCORDING T0O)

Instances of grammaticalization from body part sources to logical relations are
widespread in many of the world’s languages. For example, the Mextecan lan-
guage family demonstrates a large number of grammatical relations which
originated in the words for ‘face’ and ‘foot’. These include locative and temporal
relations as well as other logical relations, such as INSTEAD, COMPARATIVE,
CONDITIONAL, BENEFACTIVE, EXCHANGE, CAUSE, ‘basis for’, ‘on be-
half of’, and ‘about’ (Hollenbach 1995).

In several Semitic languages, polymorphic syntagms (i.e., PREP + N) are
known to develop the meaning ‘according to’. This function is commonly attested
for complex prepositions composed of the cognate noun ‘mouth’: Ipy ‘according
to’ in Punic (Friedrich and Réllig 1999, §252), / p ‘according to’ in Ugaritic
(Tropper 2000, 777-78), ki (or kima) pt ‘according to’ in addition to ana pi ‘ac-
cording to’ in Akkadian (von Soden 1995, §115t), and possibly ina pi ‘according
to” at Amarna (EA 81:18).

4.9.3.2. PREP (ACCORDING TO) > ADVZ (CONSEQUENTLY)

In the world’s languages, clause linkers oftentimes grammaticalize from preposi-
tions (Hopper and Traugott 2003, 184-90). This general change was suggested
previously in the example of 2ahar (§3.1). The proposed context of change for
kapi, unfortunately, is opaque. Example (177) demonstrates that reduction from
the usage with the relative is, at least, one plausible syntactic solution (PREP +
REL + S > ADVZ +S). The combination of kapirrer »Serres “according to which’
serves as a subordinating conjunction to mark the basis on which the curse in the
main clause is leveled against Israel by the prophet Malachi. The deletion of the
relative could have led to the innovative syntagmic function of kapi as an adver-
bializer.
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(177)  *377"n& DNV DIPK WK "92 DPY~027 DHHYI D121 DINK AN I8N

wagam-ni notatti Petokem

Cl+also+I give-SC.1C.SG. DOM-+you-M.PL.
nibzim usaplim lokol-hoSom
be.despised-PTCP.M.PL. CJ+humbled-M.PL. TO+all+the.people
kapi >XSer Penakem Somoarim

ACCRD REL NOT.EXIST+you-M.PL. guard-PTCP.M.PL.
Pet-dorokay

DOM+ways+my

Thus, I have made you despicable and humbled before all people, inasmuch
as you have not kept my ways. (Mal 2:9)

4.9.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of kapi

Based on typology, internal data, and analogical changes found in Biblical He-
brew, the grammaticalization of kapi developed to the complex preposition
functioning as ‘according to’. The adverbializer ‘consequently’ was likely subse-
quent to the ‘according to’ usage. These changes are detailed in figure 4.10 via
the Overlap Model. Figure 4.11 details the meanings and the tokens of each.

Figure 4.10. Overlap Model for kapi

Stage: 1 11 111

PREP+N LIKE+‘mouth’ LIKE+‘mouth’ LIKE+‘mouth’
PREP ACCORDING TO  ACCORDING TO
ADVZ CONSEQUENTLY

Figure 4.11. Semantic Map of kapi

ACCORDING TO
©)
CONSEQUENTLY
(1)
(1)
LIKE+'mouth'

®)
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4.10. 'l’:_l'? lobad
4.10.1. Morphosyntax of labad

The string 'r;‘? labad consists of the preposition /- ‘to, for’ combined with the
construct noun bad ‘part, portion’ (< *badd). The independent form of the noun
is found solely in the idiom 722 72 bad babad ‘part by part’ (Exod 30:34; see also
1QS 1V, 16, 25). The verbal root BDD is attested in several Semitic languages—
Arabic baddada ‘withdraw, separate, apportion’, Old South Arabian bdd ‘distrib-
ute’, Ethiopic badada, badda ‘separate, detach’, and post-Biblical Hebrew bodad
‘scatter; be lonely’. Related nouns are found in Ugaritic bd ‘separation, isolation’,
bddy ‘alone, disconnected’, and Arabic budd ‘separation’. Adverbial expressions
are found with the Ugaritic expression / bdm ‘alone’ (KTU 1.2.iii.20) and post-
Biblical Hebrew bodod ‘loneliness’, labad ‘alone’, and bilbad ‘only’.

4.10.2. Usage of lobad

In Biblical Hebrew, the string labad functions as a preposition phrase, an adverb
‘alone’, and a complex preposition with pronominal suffixes ‘by oneself’. Each
of these is reviewed in the sections below.

Other constructions with /apad having related meanings of isolation or exclu-
sion are evidenced with the preposition 10 min ‘from’ either before or after.
Without a complement, the polymorphic expression, 7290 millobad (< min +
labad), functions as an adverb ‘alone’. It is a compound-complex preposition
meaning ‘besides, apart from” with a following NP or REL. A similar meaning is
found with the combination of labad + PP where the following phrase is headed
in all but one instance by min.'3®

4.10.2.1. PREP (FOR) + N (‘part, portion’)

The preposition phrase, PREP (FOR) + N (“part, portion’), is identifiable in a sin-
gle usage in example (178).!3¢ The context presents a situation in which Jacob
acquires a share of Laban’s flocks for his return to his homeland. Per their agree-
ment, Jacob separates the animals which were striped, speckled, and spotted for
his portion (1727 lobaddo), whereas the remainder stayed with the flock of Laban
(12% ¥"5 (al-so?n [obon). The Authorized Version translates lobaddo as “by
themselves” (i.c., the flocks) confusing the plural entity with the clearest referent
of the singular suffix, namely ‘Jacob’. The PP does not signal the separateness of

135 Exod 12:37; Num 29:39; Deut 3:5; Josh 17:5; Judg 8:26 (2x); 20:15, 17; 1 Kgs 5:3,
30;10:15; 2 Kgs 21:16; Esth 4:11; Ezra 1:6 (lobad $al); 2 Chr 9:14.
136 Gen 30:40.
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the flock, but it reassesses the flock into the care of Jacob. The ensuing clause
confirms this interpretation using the plural suffix to reference to ‘the herds’. It
further clarifies that these animals were part of a new group and not added to
Laban’s flock.

(178) 137 x5 DOW K91 1727 DY YN

wayyoset-lo Cdorim lobaddo
set-WCPC.3M.SG.+TO+him herds-M. FOR-+part+his-M.SG.
walo? Sotom Sal-sorn lbbon
CJ+NEG set-SC.3M.SG.tthem-M. INTO+flock.of PN

[Jacob] put aside the herds for his portion, and he did not put them with the
flock of Laban. (Gen 30:40)

4.10.2.2. Adverb (‘alone’)

The adverbial 725 lobod ‘alone, apart” is found without a following complement.
Eighteen instances of this independent string are known in Biblical Hebrew.!*”
Example (179) from Judges exemplifies this usage. God commanded Gideon to
divide his forces according to how each warrior would drink from a spring. The
one who lapped up water like a dog was supposed to be set apart as part of the
attacking force, while the one kneeling down to drink cupping his hand was ex-
cluded. The idea of setting an entity apart from a larger group is inherent within
this and the previous use. It designates more than creating a group of one (‘alone’)
but the inclusion in a new group. Possibly better rendering is ‘aside’ or ‘apart’ in
the adverbial usage.

(179) 725 iniR »y¥n
tassig oto laobod
set-PC.2M.SG. DOM-+him alone
You shall put him apart. (Judg 7:5)

4.10.2.3. PREP (BY -SELF)

The string labad with a pronominal suffix is used eighty-eight times as a complex
preposition with the function BY -SELF.!3® The referent of the suffix may be

137 Exod 26:9 (2x); 36:16 (2x); Judg 7:5; Qoh 7:29; Isa 26:13; Zech 12:12 (5x), 13 (4x),
14 (2x).

138 Gen 2:18; 21:28, 29; 32:17, 25; 42:38; 43:32 (3x); 44:20; 47:26; Exod 12:16; 18:14,
18;22:19, 26; 24:2; Num 11:14, 17; Deut 1:9, 12; 8:3; 22:25; 29:13; Josh 11:13; Judg 3:20;
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reflexive as in example (180) or designate a nonsubject constituent as in example
(181).

(180)  ¥72% 2pw M
wayyiwwater ya§'qob labaddo
stay-WCPC.3M.SG. PN BY+himself
Jacob remained by himself. (Gen 32:25)

(181) 17727 188D N2 PaY-NR DY7IX 297

wayyasseb 2abrohom Pet-Seba¥ kibsot
set.up-WCPC.3M.SG.PN DOM+seven ewes.of-F.
hassorn lobaddahen

the.flock BY-+themselves-F.

Abraham set aside seven ewe-lambs from the flock by themselves. (Gen
21:28)

In the first example, the string designates that Jacob is ‘by himself’ (/abaddo) or
separate from his travelling group. In the second example, Abraham takes from
his flocks seven ewe-lambs 17727 lobaddohen ‘by themselves’ to be given to
Abimelech as a symbol of the covenant between the two men.

4.10.3. Grammaticalization of labad

Example (178) above demonstrates the nominal origins of the string which has
grammaticalized as a unit into the preposition /obad with pronominal suffixes.
The originating structure of the string [/-prep [add + PRO]np]pp has given way to
the complex preposition [/-baddprer + PROJpp. Moreover, the semantic shift from
“for his part’ to ‘by himself” is nearly complete by the time of Biblical Hebrew,
where the independent idiom /abad ‘alone’ is known only as an adverb and within
stock phrases. Similar Semitic extensions are known with Aramaic Igrm- ‘by -
self” (< [- “for’ + grm ‘bone, self’) and Akkadian ina ramni- ‘by -self’ (< ina ‘in’
+ ramanu ‘self’).

4.10.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of labad

It may be reasonably assumed that the complex preposition arose from an original
PP. Without further evidence of transitional examples, however, the exact context

6:37, 39, 40; 1 Sam 7:3,4; 21:2; 2 Sam 10:8; 13:32, 33; 17:2; 18:24, 25, 26; 20:21; 1 Kgs
8:39; 11:29; 12:20; 14:13; 18:6 (2x), 22; 19:10, 14; 22:31; 2 Kgs 10:23; 17:18; 19:15, 19;
1 Chr 19:9; 2 Chr 6:30; 18:30; Neh 9:6; Esth 1:16; 3:6; Job 1:15, 16, 17, 19; 9:8; 15:19;
31:17; Pss 51:6; 71:16; 72:18; 83:19; 86:10; 136:4; 148:13; Prov 5:17; 9:12; Isa 2:11, 17;
5:8; 37:16, 20; 44:24; 49:21; 63:3; Ezek 14:16, 18; Dan 10:7, 8.
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of change is inaccessible. Figure 4.12, however, presents a probable expansion of
the PP to the complex preposition (BY -SELF).

Figure 4.12. Overlap Model for labad

Stage: 1 11
PREP+N FOR+‘part’ FOR+part’
PREP BY -SELF

The Biblical Hebrew situation would be represented by stage II of this Overlap
Model. The meanings and tokens are graphed on figure 4.13.

Figure 4.13. Semantic Map of labad
FOR+'part’
(1)

BY=SELF
(88)

4.11. 7 layad
4.11.1. Morphosyntax of layad

There is evidence in Biblical Hebrew that the string T /ayad ‘to (the) hand of’
has been grammaticalized as a locative complex preposition. The form /ayad con-
sists of the locative preposition /- ‘to; at’ affixed to the construct state of the
standard body-part noun for ‘hand’ T’ yod (< *yad).

4.11.2. Usage of layad

There are eight occurrences of this construction in Biblical Hebrew—six times it
is followed by a noun and twice by a pronominal suffix. The usages of the expres-
sion may be grouped together either as a preposition phrase with the noun or as a
complex preposition designating a locative relation.
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4.11.2.1. PREP (TO) + N (‘hand; side’)

Four examples in Biblical Hebrew exhibit the usage of layad as a preposition
phrase (I-prep + [yad + NP]xp).!* The expression with a pronominal suffix and a
following NP are both found twice with this meaning. In example (182), someone
falling 1% layodo ‘into his hand’ is euphemistic for manslaughter.

(182) 7% max oviion)
wahoXlohim 2inno layodo
CJ+the.god cause.to.fall-SC.3M.SG. INTO-+hand.of+him
God allowed [him] to fall into his hand. (Exod 21:13)

The noun yad can also denote a more general anatomic feature such as the ‘flank’
or ‘side’. An example of this is found with the expression, 7700 19 layad
hammelek “at the side of the king’ in example (183), which is understood as an
idiom for holding a position of status.

(183) om0 75 DIWRID TITIM
ubone-dowid hori?Sonim layad hammelek
Cl+sons.of+PN the.heads AT+side.of the.king
David’s sons were chief officials serving the king. (1 Chr 18:17)

4.11.2.2. PREP (NEAR)

The complex preposition designates a NEAR or contiguous locative function
three times in Biblical Hebrew.'*" The phrase "ag=1"7 layad-?obi ‘near my father’,
found in example (184), indicates the relative locality at which the speaker will
stand and not necessarily the immediate side-orientation suggested by the compo-
site meaning of the preposition phrase.

(184)  n7wa "2y~ BT
waSomadti layad-?>bi bassode
stand-WCSC.1C.SG. NEAR-+father+my IN+the.field
I will stand near my father in the field. (1 Sam 19:3)

In example (185), the city gates are the setting where wisdom metaphorically calls
out. This proximate locality, ™ WW~T"% layad-$a§orim ‘near the gates’, is further
specified by other relational expressions—n1p™07 lapi-goret ‘at the mouth of the

139 Exod 21:13; 1 Chr 18:17; Neh 11:24; Job 17:3.
140 1 Sam 19:3; Ps 140:6; Prov 8:3.
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city” and 0'nna Rian mabo? patohim ‘the entrance of the doorways’—that do not
designate the SIDE-REGION, but more general notions of proximity.

(185)  n3m onNa KRian NRP—eY DWYTY

layad-52$orim lopi-qoret mabo? patohim
NEAR-+gates at.entry.of+city entrance.of the doorways
toronno

cry-PC.3F.PL.

[Wisdom] calls out near the gates, at the entrance to the city, [and] near the
doors. (Prov 8:3)

4.11.3. Grammaticalization of layad

This section explores external and internal evidence for the change of /ayad from
a preposition phrase to the locative complex preposition. Examples from the
world’s languages in which a similar change took place will provide external sup-
port for the conceptual extension. Internal ambiguity demonstrates the context of
change within Biblical Hebrew.

The cross-linguistic evidence for the change from a term designating ‘side’
or ‘flank’ to the locative expression BESIDE or NEAR is well witnessed. Heine
and Kuteva (2004, 139, 271-72) point out that body part terms such as ‘side’ and
‘flank’ are grammaticalized “on account of their relative location [and] are used
as structural templates to express deictic location.” Svorou (1994, 72) provides
additional support for this change noting that locative relations often “have their
source in body-parts terms such as flank, ribs, abdomen, but also heart and ear.”

The grammaticalization context is exemplified in example (186). The phrase
1908 1271 layad-bane Pah®ron ‘at the hand of Aaron’s sons’ could be used either
to locate the position of the work or idiomatically to designate the authority under
which the employment was to be conducted. The former would indicate the gram-
maticalized complex preposition, whereas the latter interpretation would assume
the lexical meaning.

(186) M a2 nTapY (IR 3377 OTHYR °3

ki ma$®modom layad-bane 2ahron
CAUS office+their-M. AT+hand.of/NEAR+sons.of PN
la$"bodat bet YHWH
TO+labor.of house.of PN

For their posting was at the hand of (or: near) the sons of Aaron (i.c., the
priests) to work in the temple of Yahweh. (1 Chr 23:28)
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4.11.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of layad

The trajectory of grammaticalization for /ayad may be mapped using the Overlap
Model as in figure 4.14. The preposition phrase of stage I was extended to the
complex preposition structure denoting the locative function of stage II. Addition-
ally, the string would have rebracketed from [/-prep [yad + NP]npe]ep to [/oyadprep
+ NP]pep. This second stage represents the usage patterns found in Biblical He-
brew. Figure 4.15 provides the meanings with their corresponding total number
of tokens.

Figure 4.14. Overlap Model for layad

Stage: 1 11
PREP+N TO+‘hand’ TO+‘hand’
PREP NEAR

Figure 4.15. Semantic Map of layad

4.12. wnY lamaSan
4.12.1. Morphosyntax of lamaSan

The string w1 lomafan is composed of the preposition /- ‘to, for’ and the lexeme
ma$an (< *ma$n). This second element is not found as an independent word in
Biblical Hebrew and has been analyzed in various ways. It may be a *gatl noun
of the root M¢N; however, a root M¢N is not known in Biblical Hebrew. Bauer
and Leander (1922, 491-2) suggest that it is a mem-preformative noun of the well-
known third-weak root {NY ‘to answer’. Since *magt-type noun-patterns are not
productive in Biblical Hebrew and clipping is commonly evidenced in
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grammaticalized lexemes, it is better to suggest that the current form is a short-
ened form of the noun njYn maf“ne ‘purpose’ (see Prov 16:4, Im{nhw ‘for his

purpose’).
4.12.2. Usage of lomaSan

Two functions are found in Biblical Hebrew for loma$an. One denotes a purpose
or resultative function, the other CAUSE.

4.12.2.1. PREP/ADVZ (PURPOSE/RESULT)

There are seventy-seven Biblical Hebrew examples of the purpose/resultative
function of loma$an heading a noun phrase or clause.'*! The complex preposition
may head a noun phrase, an infinitive phrase, or a relative clause. In these con-
texts, the string designates the logical relation modifying the main clause.
Example (187) demonstrates the use of the string with a following infinitive
phrase.

(187)  px7522 "nW 190 junY1 "M NR TORID MW TRTOYD

heS¥madtiko ba$*bur har?otoko
raise.up-SC.1C.SG.+you PURPOSE show-INF.+you
Pet-kohi ulomaSan sapper
DOM-+power+my CJ+PURPOSE tell-INF.
Somi bakol-ho?ores

name+my IN+all+the.land

I have raised you up in order to show you my strength and so that my name
might be proclaimed in every land. (Exod 9:16)

Two phrases present the purpose behind Yahweh’s action of elevating Pharaoh to
Egypt’s throne. The first phrase is headed by ba{“bur with a similar notion of
PURPOSE (§4.6.2.4). The second, p&n~722 "W 790 wny uloma$an sapper
Sami bakol hoPores ‘so that my name might be proclaimed in every land’, is con-
joined with a conjunction and designates a parallel semantic notion.

141 Gen 18:19; 50:20; Exod 1:11; 9:16; 10:1; 11:7, 9; Lev 17:5; 20:3; Num 17:5; Deut
2:30; 8:3, 16 (2x), 18; 9:5; 17:16; 20:18; 27:3; 29:12, 18; 30:6; Josh 3:4; 4:24 (2x); 11:20
(2x); Judg 2:22; 3:2; 1 Sam 15:15; 17:28; 2 Sam 13:5; 1 Kgs 8:60; 11:36; 12:15; 2 Kgs
10:19;22:17;23:24; 2 Chr 10:15; 25:20; 34:25; Prov 15:24; Isa 30:1; Jer 7:10, 18, 19; 11:5;
27:10, 15; 32:29, 35; 42:6; 43:3; 44:8 (2x); Ezek 14:5; 20:26; 21:15, 20, 33; 22:6, 9, 12,
27;31:14; 36:30; 38:16; 39:12; 40:4; 46:18; Joel 4:6; Amos 1:13; 2:7; Mic 6:5, 16; Hab 2:15;
Zech 13:4.
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As seen elsewhere in Biblical Hebrew, prepositions may be expanded to con-
texts where they serve as the head of a subordinate clause. This development is
found with complex as well as simple prepositions. Such an extension of lama$an
is evidenced 128 times heading verbal clauses'*? and twice with non-verbal
clauses.'® In example (188), the result or purpose of the giving of a new heart is
marked by a verbal clause headed with this string, 19% npna wn% lomafan
bahuqqotay yeleku ‘so that they will walk according to my statutes’.

(188)  13% °npna 1wn? 3 2% ooy no

wanotatti Iohem leb bosor
ClJ+give-WCSC.1C.SG. TO-+them-M. heart.of flesh
lomaSan bahuqqotay veleku
PURPOSE IN+statutes+my walk-PC.3M.PL.

I will give them a heart of flesh, so that they might walk according to my
statutes. (Ezek 11:19-20)

Example (189) designates that the loss of the land proprietorship will result in the
destruction. This result is marked with the adverbializer and verbless clause, 1wn?

129 AW lomaSan migrosoh I>baz ‘so that her pasturelands might be plundered’.

(189) 1% Aawn wnY ... NYIinG 0% wIR-NRTIN)

notonu-ret-2arsi lohem lomoraso
give-SC.3C.PL.+DOM+land+my FOR+them-M. FOR-+possession ...
lomaSan migrosoh Dbbaz

PURPOSE open.land-+her FOR+spoil

They gave my land for a possession ... so that her pasturelands might be
plundered. (Ezek 36:5)

142 Gen 12:13; 18:19; 27:25; 37:22; Exod 4:5; 8:6, 18; 9:29; 10:2; 13:9; 16:4, 32; 20:12;
23:12; 33:13; Lev 23:43; Num 15:40; 27:20; 36:8; Deut 4:1, 40; 5:14, 16 (2x), 29, 33; 6:2
(2x), 18, 23; 8:1, 2; 11:8, 9, 21; 12:25, 28; 13:18; 14:23, 29; 16:3, 20; 17:19, 20; 22:7;
23:21;24:19; 25:15; 29:5, 8; 30:19; 31:12 (2x), 19; Josh 1:7, 8; 4:6; 1 Kgs 2:3, 4; 8:40, 43;
1 Chr 28:8; 2 Chr 6:31, 33; 31:4; 32:18; Ezra 9:12; Neh 6:13 (2x); Job 19:29; 40:8; Pss
9:15; 30:13; 48:14; 51:6; 60:7; 68:24; 78:6, 108:7; 119:11, 71, 80, 101; 125:3; 130:4; Prov
2:20; 19:20; Isa 5:19; 23:16; 28:13; 41:20; 43:10, 26; 44:9; 45:3, 6; 66:11 (2x); Jer 4:14;
7:23;10:18; 25:7; 32:14; 35:7; 36:3; 44:29; 50:34; 51:39; Ezek 4:17; 6:6; 11:20; 12:16, 19;
14:11; 16:54, 63; 19:9; 20:26; 21:15; 24:11; 25:10; 26:20; Hos 8:4; Amos 5:14; 9:12; Obad
9; Hab 2:2; Zech 12:7.

143 Ezek 36:5; Neh 6:13.
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4.12.2.2. PREP (CAUSE)

The use of loma$an with an accompanying NP or pronominal suffix functions to
designate a causal relation in sixty-five Biblical Hebrew examples.!** In example
(190), the preposition phrase D23w1Yy lomaSanakem ‘because of you® serves as the
grounds or cause of the main clause—2a M 2vnM wayyitfabber YWHW bi
“Yahweh was angry with me’.

(190)  Dpswnb 2 M UM
wayyit§abber YWHW bi lomaSanakem
be.angry-WCPC.3M.SG. PN WITH+me CAUS+you-M.PL.
Yahweh was angry with me because of you. (Deut 3:26)

4.12.3. Grammaticalization of lamaSan

The primary grammaticalization (FOR + ‘purpose’ > PURPOSE/RESULT) may
be plausibly assumed based on the nominal reconstruction of the Biblical Hebrew
polymorphic expression. On analogy to other prepositional examples, loma$an
would then have been extended to be used as an adverbializer. Heine and Kuteva
(2004, 212) suggest that this change is indicative of a general group of grammat-
ical changes where “certain generic nouns are pressed into service as markers of
nominal or clausal participant.” Examples of this change from African languages
are cited in Nama kaan ‘fact, matter’ > kaan-thii-ca? ‘in order to’ and Susu fe
‘matter, affair’ > -fe, -fera PURPOSE.

Because of the lack of internal transitional examples in Biblical Hebrew, the
second change to a causative function is uncertain but may have evolved from the
original preposition phrase. Alternatively, the causative function could have de-
veloped from the resultative (Heine and Kuteva 2004, 246—7), but no Biblical
Hebrew evidence suggests such a progression over the other.

4.12.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of loma$San
The expansion of the functions from the original construction to the grammatical

meaning is outlined by the figures below. In figure 4.16, the preposition phrase,
FOR + ‘purpose’, obtains the grammatical functions PURPOSE and CAUSE as a

144 Gen 18:24; Deut 3:26; 1 Kgs 8:41; 11:12, 13 (2x), 32 (2x), 34, 39; 15:4; 2 Kgs 8:19;
13:23; 19:34 (2x); 20:6 (2x); 2 Chr 6:32; 21:7; Job 18:4; Pss 5:9; 6:5; 8:3; 23:3; 25:7, 11;
27:11; 31:4; 44:27; 48:12; 69:19; 79:9; 97:8; 106:8; 109:21; 122:8, 9; 143:11; Isa 37:35
(2x); 42:21; 43:14, 25; 45:4; 48:9, 11 (2x); 49:7; 55:5; 62:1 (2x); 63:17; 65:8; 66:5; Jer
14:7,21; Ezek 20:9, 14, 22, 44; 23:21; 36:22, 32; Dan 9:17, 19.
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complex preposition. Further, the preposition was extended to clausal contexts
yielding an adverbializer.

Figure 4.16. Functional Developments of loma$an
*PREP (FOR) + Noun (‘purpose’) > PREP/ADVZ (PURPOSE)
> PREP (CAUSE)

Figure 4.17 demonstrates this development with the Overlap Model. The expan-
sion in stage II would include, at least, one grammatical function. As such, the
string changes from a preposition phrase to a complex preposition denoting
PURPOSE. The Biblical Hebrew situation, where only the derivative functions
are evidenced, is represented in stage I11.

Figure 4.17. Overlap Model for loma$an

Stage: 1 11 111
PREP+N *FOR+purpose’ *FOR+‘purpose’

PREP/ADVZ (PURPOSE) PURPOSE
PREP (CAUSE) CAUSE

Figure 4.18 displays the proposed original meaning and the number of tokens for
each function.

Figure 4.18. Semantic Map of loma$an

FOR+'purpose; >

CAUSE
(65)
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4.13. nofy lonokah
4.13.1. Morphosyntax of lanokah

As discussed in the previous chapter, the morphological form of n2i% lonokah
consists of the inseparable preposition /- and a *qutl pattern noun of NKH. The
nominal meaning ‘front” and several morphological oddities are presented in the
description of the grammaticalization of the noun (§3.9).

4.13.2. Usage of lonokah

The three instances of lonokah are found with two different meanings in Biblical
Hebrew.'*® The first demonstrates the aggregate notion of the originating prepo-
sition phrase, ‘to the front’. The second usage indicates a grammaticalized notion
of the benefactive relation.

4.13.2.1. PREP (TO) + Noun (‘front’)

In example (191), the preposition phrase is used as part of an adverbial phrase
describing the direction in which the son is to look to follow the sage advice of
his father, viz. N2 lonokah ‘to the front” or ‘forward’. The meaning is reinforced
by the following semantically parallel line. One’s eyes are to look straight with
the parallel adjunct phrase 7733 negdeko ‘before you’ (§3.8) providing the direction.

(191) 733 MW7 7OV IR N7 TPY

Cencko lanokah yabbitu
eyes+tyour TO+front look-PC.3M.PL.
waSapSappeko yaysiru negdeko
pupils+your look.straight-PC.3M.PL. LOC+you

May your eyes look forward, and your eyeballs gaze straight in front of you.
(Prov 4:25)

4.13.2.2. PREP (BENEFACTIVE)
The sole usage in example (192) is described as designating the intended recipient

or benefactive function. Similar to the use of bafad (§3.5.2.3), it designates the
one for which supplication to a deity is made.

145 Gen 25:21; 30:38; Prov 4:25.
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(192) 83 77RY "2 INWR 237 M7 Py AR

wayyeStar yishog IYHWH lonokah Pisto
supplicate-WCPC.3M.SG. PN TO+PN BEN wife+his
ki {"goro hi?
CAUS infertile she

Isaac prayed to Yahweh for his wife because she was barren. (Gen 25:21)
4.13.2.3. Grammaticalization of lanokah

In addition to the previously mentioned shift of bafad (§3.5.2.4), lanokah is the
second case in Hebrew of grammaticalization resulting in an intended recipient or
benefactive function. The typological evidence for such an extension, as discussed
with this previous example, is lacking. A lone Hebrew context, nevertheless, pro-
vides a possible context for the grammaticalization.

Example (193) presents a quite elaborate clause structure with several adjunct
phrases and embedded clauses. The final two words, X7 n;j‘? lonokah hassorn
‘to the front of/for the sheep’, provide the ambiguity that could have motivated
the change from the preposition phrase ‘to the front of the sheep’ to the benefac-
tive function meaning ‘intended for the sheep’. Two interpretive issues result from
this ambiguity.

First, the string lanokah includes the preposition /- and the noun nokah in the
construct state with the following definite noun (X7 hasson ‘the sheep’. Two
structural analyses are possible: [/-prep [n0kah + hasson]|ne]pp and [lonokahperep +
hassonne]pp. The functional dissimilarity corresponds to the following semantic
difference: the former structure indicates the location of the verbal action as a
preposition phrase ‘at/to the area opposite of the sheep’ and the latter represents
the intention of the action ‘for the sake of the sheep’.

Second, the clause modified by lonokah hasson could be either the main
clause, m‘vpr_-:m-m__; I wayyasseg Pet-hammagalot ‘he placed the branches’, or
the embedded clause, m‘my‘b IR 182D tobono hasso?n listot ‘the sheep would go
to drink’. While the latter clause is the nearer syntactic option, its meaning would
be nonsensical: **the sheep would go to drink (at the opposite/for the sake of) the
sheep. With the main clause, both analyses suggested above for the modifying
phrase are meaningful and could be plausible. As a result, this usage exemplifies
the ambiguity required for the emergence of such functional extensions.
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(193)  ninw 1¥n INan WK 00 NINpW3 072 He R nivpnaTny xn

e R
wayyasseg Pet-hammagalot Mser pissel
put-WCPC.3M.SG. DOM-+the.branches REL strip-SC.3M.SG.
bor’hotim basiq“tot hammoyim laser
IN+the.troughs WITH+drinking.of  the.water REL
tobono hassorn listot
enter-PC.3F.SG. the.sheep-F. TO+drink-INF
lonokah hasson
TO+front.of/ BEN the.sheep

In the watering troughs from which the sheep would go to drink, [Jacob]
placed the rods which he had stripped in front of/for the sheep. (Gen 30:38)

4.13.3. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of lonokah

The grammaticalization trajectory of lonokah demonstrates a linear development
from TO + ‘front’ to a benefactive function. As with previous examples, it may
be mapped according to figure 4.19, using the Overlap Model of figure 4.20, or

with the token numbers in figure 4.21.

Figure 4.19. Functional Developments of lonokah
PREP (TO) + Noun (‘front’) > PREP (BENEFACTIVE)

Figure 4.20. Overlap Model for lonokah

Stage: 1 11
PREP+N TO+ front’ TO+front’
PREP BENEFACTIVE

Figure 4.21. Semantic Map of lonokah

TO+'front'
(1) (1)

BENEFACTIVE
(1)



166 DEVELOPMENT OF BIBLICAL HEBREW PREPOSITIONS
4.14. "s'? lapi
4.14.1. Morphosyntax of lapi

The string "% /api combines the inseparable preposition /- ‘to, for’ together with
the anatomic noun pi ‘mouth’ in the construct state. The morphology of the noun
13 pe ‘mouth’ is discussed previously (§4.9.1).

4.14.2. Usage of lapi

In addition to the multiple uses where the noun refers to a literal or metaphorical
mouth, the accordantive function is evidenced by the grammaticalized string lapi.

4.14.2.1. PREP (TO) + N (‘mouth’)

There are fifty-one instances of the use of /opi as a preposition phrase in Biblical
Hebrew.!*® The meaning of the noun falls into one of three semantic groups—the
anatomic ‘mouth’, a more general ‘opening; orifice’, or the emblematic idiom
‘edge (of a sword)’. Example (194) demonstrates the first, which is found only
with pronominal suffixes. In example (195), the phrase lopi is used with a follow-
ing noun to designate an opening. A figure of speech with the word 271 hereb
‘sword’, as in example (196), indicates the destruction wrought /api horeb “at the
mouth of the sword’, that is, with the devouring part of a sword.

(194) 8% MY M npw
Sito YHWH Somro lopi
set-IMP.M.SG. PN guard FOR-+mouth+my
Set put a guard, O Yahweh, for my mouth. (Ps 141:3)

(195)  inw 95 3rngy Mo
nipzaru {“somenu lapi salol
be.scattered-SC.3C.PL.  bones+our AT+mouth.of Sheol
Our bones shall be scattered at the opening of Sheol. (Ps 141:7)

(196)  amm87 man
wayyakkuho lapi-horeb
strike-WCPC.3M.PL.+her (= city) AT-+mouth.of+sword
They struck the city with the edge of the sword. (Judg 1:8)

146 Gen 34:26; Exod 4:16; 17:13; 28:32; 39:23; Num 21:24; 35:30; Deut 13:16 (2x);
20:13; Josh 6:21; 8:24 (2x); 10:28, 30, 32, 35, 37, 39; 11:11, 12, 14; 19:47; Judg 1:8, 25;
4:15,16; 18:27;20:37, 48; 21:10; 1 Sam 15:8; 22:19 (2x); 2 Sam 15:14; 1 Kgs 17:1; 2 Kgs
10:21, 25; 21:16; Job 1:15, 17; 29:9; 31:27; Pss 39:2; 119:103; 141:3, 7; Prov 8:3; 30:32;
Qoh 6:7; Jer 21:7.
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4.14.2.2. PREP (ACCORDING TO)

The complex preposition is found fourteen times as the logical relation
ACCORDING TO.'*” The preposition is most commonly found with a following
NP as with example (197). The representative surveyors allotted each tribe’s land
onma *8% lapi nah®lotom ‘according to their inheritance’.

(197)  on%n1 9% ANix 12PN
wayiktobu 2otoh lapi nah®ltom
ClJ+write-PC.3M.PL. DOM-+her (=land) ACCRD inheritance+their
They will document the land according to their allotment. (Josh 18:4)

The complement of the complex preposition /opi may also be an infinitive phrase
as exemplified by example (198). In this instance from Jeremiah, the reappearance
of God to Judah is envisioned as occurring lopi ‘according to’ the culmination of
the seventy years of punishment in the Babylonian exile.

(198)  Dan® TPa MW DWW 5237 NKOR 97 *2

ki lapi moalo?t lobobel Sibalim Sono
PTCL ACCRD fulfilling-INF.  AT+Babel seventy year
epgod Petokem

visit-PC.1C.SG. DOM-+you-M.PL.

Whenever the seventy years are complete in Babylon, I will visit you. (Jer
29:10)

4.14.3. Grammaticalization of lapi

The grammaticalization of /api may be traced through an examination of similar
cross-linguistic changes and the evidence of ambiguity in the usage of the linguistic
sign. In the Semitic languages, several collocations of the form TOprep + ‘mouth’~
evidence the grammatical meaning ‘according to’. These complex prepositions
include: /py ‘according to’ in Punic (Friedrich and Roéllig 1999, §252), [/ p ‘ac-
cording to’ in Ugaritic (Tropper 2000, 777—78), ana pi ‘according to’ in Akkadian
(von Soden 1995, §115t), and likely ina pi ‘according to’ at Amarna (EA 81:18).

Example (199) provides a plausible context in Biblical Hebrew where the
expansion to the complex preposition could be envisioned. In the final preposition
phrase, the expression, 7971 ’Q‘? lapi hattop, could be understood as a composite or

147 Exod 12:4; 16:16, 18; 25:16 (2x), 51; 27:16; Num 9:17; 26:54; Josh 18:4; Prov 12:8;
27:21; Jer 29:10; Hos 10:12.
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in aggregate. The former would designate that Joseph was giving food, [/-prep [pi
hattopne]ep “for the mouth of the children’. A singular anatomic morpheme is
commonly used to describe a collective idiom for a group (Joiion and Muraoka
1991, §1361). The latter grammatical meaning would specify who was sustained,
[lapivrep hattopne]ep ‘according to (the number of) the children’. The suggested
structural change is emblematic of the grammaticalization co-occurring with the
functional shift to ACCORDING TO.

(199) 90 *07 DO P28 2752 DR YOI MIRIR 9P Y2720

wayakalkel yosep Pet-Pobiw
sustain-WCPC.3M.SG. PN DOM-+father+his
waret-Pehow waret kol-bet 2biw
CJ+DOM+brotherthis  CJ+DOM all+house father+his
lehem lapi hattop
bread FOR-+mouth.of/ACCRD the.children

Joseph provided food for his father, his brothers, and his father’s entire house-
hold according to [the number of]/for the mouths of the children. (Gen 47:12)

4.14.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of lapi

The functional expansion to the complex preposition is modeled in figure 4.22.
The semantic change to the grammatical meaning ACCORDING TO is parallel
to the structural rearrangement. Moreover, figure 4.23 demonstrates the structural
and functional variation which is evidenced in Biblical Hebrew as is represented
by stage II. Figure 4.24 designate the number of tokens for each meaning.

Figure 4.22. Functional Developments of /opi
PREP (TO) + Noun (‘mouth’) > PREP (ACCORDING TO)

Figure 4.23. Overlap Model for /api
Stage: 1 11
PREP+N TO+‘mouth’ TO+‘mouth’
PREP ACCRD
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Figure 4.24. Semantic Map of lopi

' M
ACCORDING TO
(14)

4.15. 2385 lipne
4.15.1. Morphosyntax of lipne

The string *38% lipne is composed of two lexemes, the preposition /- ‘to, for’ and
the plural tantum noun 0733 ponim ‘face’ in the construct state. Most lexica relate
the noun etymologically to the final-weak verbal root PNW or PNY ‘turn’. The
Biblical Hebrew noun is used to refer to the ‘face’ of a person, and by extension
it may designate various emotions and the ‘presence’ of an individual. Further, it
may refer metaphorically to the ‘front” of something or even a ‘surface’ as in =32
PIRD pane-ho?ores ‘the face of the land’. A number of nominal cognates are
known from the Semitic languages. In Phoenician and Ugaritic, pnm means ‘face’
or ‘countenance’. The meaning ‘front, face’ glosses Akkadian panum. The mor-
phologically similar terms, Arabic fina? and Sabaic pnw, designate the ‘front of
(a building)’.

4.15.2. Usage of lipne

The Biblical Hebrew syntagm /ipne governs a following independent lexeme or a
pronominal suffix. The grammaticalized string functions to denote locative and
temporal relations. Even though the compositional constituents are clearly dis-
cernible, the phrasal usage ‘to the face of” is never found in Biblical Hebrew. Even
the independent phrase 08 /aponim is found only as the locative adverb ‘for-

ward’ (Jer 7:24) or the temporal adverb ‘formerly’.'*8

148 Deut 2:10, 12, 20; Josh 11:10; 14:15; 15:15; Judg 1:10, 11, 23; 3:2; Ruth 4:7; 1 Chr
4:40; 9:20; 2 Chr 9:11; Neh 13:5; Job 17:6; 42:11; Ps 102:26.
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4.15.2.1. PREP (IN FRONT OF)

Eight hundred and seventy-five examples of /ipne may be classified as function-
ing as the locative relation IN FRONT OF.'* In example (200), the verb ORB

149 Gen 6:11, 13; 7:1; 10:9 (2x); 13:9; 17:1, 18; 18:8, 22; 20:15; 23:12, 17; 24:7, 12, 33,
40, 51; 27:7, 20; 30:33; 32:17, 18, 21; 33:14; 34:10, 21; 40:9; 41:43, 46; 43:9, 14, 15, 33;
44:14; 47:2, 6, 7, 18; 48:15; 50:18; Exod 4:21; 6:12, 30; 7:9, 10 (2x); 8:16; 9:10, 11, 13;
11:10; 13:22; 14:2 (2x), 9, 19; 16:9, 33, 34; 17:6; 18:12; 19:7; 21:1; 23:23; 25:30; 27:21;
28:12, 29, 30 (2x), 35, 38; 29:10,11, 23, 24, 25, 26, 42; 30:6 (2x), 8, 16, 36; 32:5; 33:19;
34:34; 40:5, 6, 23, 25, 26; Lev 1:3, 5, 11; 3:1, 7, 8, 12, 13; 4:4, 6, 7, 14, 15, 17, 18, 24,
5:26; 6:7, 18; 7:30; 8:26, 27, 29; 9:2, 4, 5, 21, 10:1, 2, 15, 17, 19; 12:7; 14:11, 12, 16, 18,
23,24,27,29,31; 15:14, 15, 30; 16:1, 7, 10, 13, 14, 15, 18, 30; 17:4; 18:23; 19:14, 22;
23:11, 20, 28, 40; 24:3, 4, 6, 8; 26:7, 8, 17,37, 27:8, 11; Num 3:4 (2x), 6, 7, 38 (2x); 5:16,
18, 25, 30; 6:16, 20; 7:3 (2x), 10; 8:9, 10, 11, 13 (2x), 21, 22 (2x); 9:6 (2x); 10:9, 10; 11:20;
14:5,37, 42, 43; 15:15, 25, 28; 16:2,7,9, 16, 17, 17:3, 5, 19, 22, 25; 18:2, 19; 19:3; 20:3;
22:33; 26:61; 27:2 (3x), 5, 19 (2x), 21 (2x), 22 (2x); 31:50, 54; 32:4, 20, 21, 22 (2x), 27,
29 (2x), 32; 33:7, 47; 35:12; 36:1 (2x); Deut 1:8, 21, 38, 42, 45; 2:31, 33, 36; 4:8, 10, 44;
6:25;7:2,23;9:2, 18, 25; 10:8; 11:26, 32; 12:7, 12, 18 (2x); 14:23, 26; 15:20; 16:11; 18:7,
19:17 (2x); 22:6, 17; 23:15; 24:4, 13; 25:2; 26:4, 5, 10 (2x), 13; 27:7; 28:7 (2x), 25 (2X);
29:9, 14; 30:1, 15, 19; 31:5, 21; Josh 1:5; 3:14; 6:26; 7:4, 5, 6, 8, 12 (2x), 13, 23; 8:5, 6
(2x), 14, 15, 32; 10:10, 12; 11:6; 17:4 (3x); 18:1, 6, 8, 10; 19:51; 20:6, 9; 22:27, 29; 24:1;
Judg 2:14; 3:27; 4:15, 23; 6:18; 8:28; 9:39; 11:9, 11; 13:15; 16:25; 18:21; 20:23, 26 (2x),
28,32, 35,39,42;21:2; 1 Sam 1:12, 15, 16, 19; 2:28, 30, 35; 3:1; 4:2, 3; 5:3 (2x), 4; 6:20;
7:6,10; 9:24 (2x); 10:5, 19, 25; 11:15 (2x); 12:2 (2x), 7; 14:13; 15:33; 16:8, 10, 16, 21, 22;
17:31, 41, 57; 19:7, 24; 20:1 (2x); 21:8; 23:18; 28:22, 25 (2x); 29:8; 30:20; 2 Sam 2:14,
17; 3:31, 34; 5:3, 20; 6:4, 5, 14, 16, 17, 21 (2x); 7:16, 18, 26, 29; 10:15, 16, 19; 11:13;
13:9; 14:33; 16:19 (3x); 18:7, 9, 14; 19:9, 14, 19; 20:8; 21:9; 24:4; 1 Kgs 1:2, 5, 23, 25, 28
(2x), 32; 2:4, 26, 45, 3:6, 15, 16, 22, 24; 6:17, 20, 21; 7:49; 8:5, 22, 23, 25 (2x), 28, 31. 33,
46, 50, 59, 62, 64 (2x), 65; 9:3, 4, 6, 25, 10:8; 11:36; 12:8, 30; 14:9; 17:1; 18:15; 19:11
(2x), 19; 22:10, 21; 2 Kgs 3:14; 4:12, 38, 43, 44; 5:1, 2, 3, 15, 16, 23; 6:1, 22; 8:9; 10:4;
11:18;14:12; 16:14; 18:22; 19:14, 15; 20:3; 22:10, 19; 23:3; 25:29; 1 Chr 6:17; 11:3; 12:18;
13:8, 10; 14:8; 15:24; 16:1, 4, 6, 27, 29, 37 (2x), 39; 17:16, 24, 25, 27; 19:7, 14, 16 (2x),
19; 21:30; 22:8, 18 (2x); 23:13, 31; 24:6, 31; 29:15, 22; 2 Chr 1:5, 6; 2:3, 5; 3:15; 4:20;
5:6; 6:12, 14, 16, 19, 22,24 (2x), 36; 7:4,7, 17, 19; 8:12; 9:7; 10:6, 8; 13:7, 8, 13, 15; 14:4,
6,9, 11 (2x), 12 (2x); 15:2, 8; 18:9,20; 19:11; 20:5,9 (2x), 12, 13, 17, 18, 21; 23:17; 24:14;
25:8, 14,22, 26:19; 27:6; 28:9, 14; 29:11, 19, 23; 30:9; 31:20; 32:12; 34:4, 18, 24, 27 (2x),
31; Ezra 7:28; 8:21, 29; 9:9, 15 (2x); 10:1; Neh 1:4, 6, 11; 2:1, 5, 6; 3:34; 5:15; 6:19; 8:1,
2,3 (2x); 9:8, 11, 28, 32, 35; 12:36; Esth 1:3, 11, 13, 16, 17, 19; 2:9, 11, 17, 23; 3:7; 4:5,
6; 5:14; 6:1, 13 (2x); 7:9; 8:1, 3 (2x), 4, 5 (2x); 9:2, 11, 25; Job 3:24; 4:19; 8:16; 13:16;
15:4,7; 21:8, 33; 23:4; 33:5; 34:19; 35:14; 41:2, 14, Pss 5:9; 18:7; 19:15; 22:28, 30; 23:5;
34:1; 41:13; 50:3; 56:14; 57:7; 61:8; 62:9; 68:4, 5, 69:23; 72:5, 9, 17; 76:8; 79:11; 80:3,
10; 85:14; 86:9; 88:3; 95:6; 96:6, 13; 97:3; 98:6, 9; 100:2; 102:1, 29; 106:23, 46; 116:9;
119:169, 170; 141:2; 142:3 (2x); 143:2; 147:17; Prov 4:3; 8:30; 14:12, 19; 15:33; 16:25;
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‘approach’ is modified by three phrases, each headed by lipne. The phrases des-
ignate the location toward which the group of women went. That is, they drew
near to the assembly of the three divisions of Israelite polity—the spiritual, polit-
ical, and judicial branches of leadership—expressed as 3991 1797 “wHKR "85
DRI 1971 I3 VW lipne Pel§ozor hakkohen walipne yahoSua$ bin nun walipne
hannasi?Zim ‘in front of Eleazar the priest, Joshua son of Nun, and the leaders’.

(200)  ©Rvivan *30%) P12 RWINY "19%1 10270 TMWHR *385 n13pm

wattiqgrabno lipne Pel{ozor hakkohen
approach-WCPC.3F.PL. IN.FRONT.OF PN the.priest
walipne yahosu“s bin-nun walipne
CJ+IN.FRONT.OF PN son.oftPN  CJ+IN.FRONT.OF
hannasi?im

the.leaders
They approached (in front of) Eleazar the priest, Joshua son of Nun, and the
leaders. (Josh 17:4)

The locative relation is further combined with other spatial prepositions to
form several compound-complex prepositions of note. The string *391 millipne
‘from in front of’ (< min + lipne) denotes the compound relation SOURCE + [IN
FRONT OF].!*° Twice the locative preposition is preceded by v §a/ ‘unto, upon,
beside’.!*! This compound preposition §a/ lipne denotes a twofold spatial relation
UPON + [IN FRONT OF]. These combinations secure the analysis of /ipne as a
grammatical unit which can be compounded with additional prepositions.

17:18; 18:16; 22:29 (2x); 23:1; 25:5, 6, 7, 26; 27:4; Qoh 2:26 (2x); 5:1, 5; 7:26; 9:1; Song
8:12; Isa 8:4; 9:2; 23:18; 36:7; 37:14; 38:3; 40:10; 41:2; 42:16; 45:1 (2x); 53:2, 7; 62:11,
22,23; Jer 1:17;2:22; 7:10; 9:12; 15:1, 9, 19; 18:17, 20, 23; 19:7; 21:8; 24:1; 26:4; 30:20;
31:36; 33:24; 34:15, 18; 35:5, 19, 36:7, 9, 22; 37:20; 38:26; 39:16; 40:4, 10; 42:2, 9; 44:10;
49:5, 19, 37 (2x); 50:8, 44; 52:12, 33; Lam 1:5, 6, 22; Ezek 2:10; 3:20; 4:1; 6:4, 5; 8:1, 11;
9:6; 14:1; 16:18, 19, 50; 20:1; 22:30; 23:24, 41; 28:9, 17; 30:24; 33:31; 36:17; 40:12, 19,
22,26,47;41:22,42:4,11,43:24;,44:3,11, 12, 15, 46:3,9; Dan 1:5,9, 13, 18, 19; 2:2; 8:3,
4,6,7;,9:10,18,20; 10:12; 11:16; Hos 6:2; Joel 2:3 (2x), 10, 11; Amos 9:4; Jonah 1:2; Mic
6:4; Nah 1:6; Hab 3:5; Hag 2:14; Zech 3:1, 3, 4, 8, 9; 4:7; 12:8; 14:20; Mal 3:1, 16. An
additional instance is also attested in the Iron Age Hebrew inscriptions (Arad 7.6).

150 Gen 4:16; 41:46; 47:10; Exod 23:28; 35:20; 36:3; Lev 9:24; 10:2; 16:12; 22:3; Num
17:11, 24; 20:9; Deut 9:4; 11:23; 17:18; 28:31; 31:3; Josh 23:5, 13; 1 Sam 8:18; 18:12;
21:7; 2 Sam 7:15; 1 Kgs 8:25, 54; 21:29; 2 Kgs 5:27; 6:32; 1 Chr 16:30, 33; 19:18; 29:12;
2 Chr 1:13; 6:16; 19:2; 20:7; 32:7; 33:12, 23; 34:27; 36:12; Ezra 10:6; Neh 3:37; Esth 1:19;
4:8; 7:6; 8:15; Pss 17:2; 51:13; 97:5 (2x); 114:7 (2x); Qoh 3:14; 8:12, 13; 10:5; Isa 48:19;
57:16; Jer 16:17; 18:23; 31:36; 33:18; Ezek 30:9; 40:19; Dan 11:22; Jonah 1:3 (2x), 10.
151 Ezek 40:15; Esth 4:2.
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4.15.2.2. PREP/ADVZ (BEFORE)

Another function exhibited by /ipne is the temporal relation BEFORE, which is
evidenced in Biblical Hebrew seventy-one times.'*> Example (201) demonstrates
this usage in conjunction with the opposite temporal relation " INK 2ah‘row ‘after
it’. The phrase 38% laponow ‘before it” designates the time previous to the day in
question. Thus, the idiom suggests that there was never a time either previous or
following comparable to that day. This temporal function is also found governing
infinitive phrases as in example (202). Moses’s final blessing contained in chapter
thirty-three of Deuteronomy is designated as having been proclaimed inin *39%
lipne moto ‘before his dying’. That is, it was situated temporary prior to the action
related by the infinitive.

(201) Ry 1I9% NIND O M KDY

walo? hoyo kayyom hahu?
CIHNEG be-SC.3M.SG. LIKE+the.day that
laponow walah‘row

BEFORE+it CJ+AFTER+it

There has not been anything like that day before it or after it. (Josh 10:14)
(202)  inin *18% SR 1A DR DTORD YR TWh 712

berak mose 2is hoXlohim
bless-SC.3M.SG. PN man.of the.god
Pet-bone yisro?Pel lipne moto
DOM-+sons.of PN BEFORE dead-INF.+his

Moses the man of God blessed the children of Israel before his death. (Deut
33:1)

Elsewhere, lipne may govern a sentence as a clause linker or an adverbializer
with the temporal function BEFORE."** In example (203), the clause-initial ad-
verbial clause, y‘?gzjn ’;9‘? lipne hitgalla§ ‘before it breaks out’, is subordinate to
the imperative clause, Wiv] 2771 horib natos ‘give up the strife’.

Lastly, the temporal function of /ipne is found in combination with 11 min
‘from’ both before and after to form compound prepositions. The syntagm

152 Gen 13:10; 27:7, 10; 29:26; 30:30; 36:31; 45:5, 7, 48:20; 50:16; Exod 10:14; Lev
18:27, 28, 30; Num 13:22; Deut 33:1; Josh 10:14; 1 Sam 9:9 (2x), 15; 23:24; 25:19; 26:19;
2 Sam 3:13, 35; 1 Kgs 3:12; 15:3; 16:25, 30, 33; 2 Kgs 17:2; 18:5; 19:26; 21:11; 23:25; 1
Chr 1:43; 17:13; 22:5; 24:2; 29:25; 2 Chr 1:12; 33:19; Neh 13:19; Job 8:12; 21:18; Pss
35:5; 83:14; Prov 8:25; 16:18 (2x); 18:12 (2x); Qoh 1:16; 2:7,9; 4:16; Isa 17:13 (2x); 18:5;
37:27; 43:10; 48:7; 65:6; Jer 28:8 (2x); 34:5; Ezek 33:22; Joel 3:4; Amos 1:1; Zech 8:10;
Mal 3:23. See also the usage in Iron Age Hebrew (Mesad Hashavyahu 1.5).

153 Prov 17:14
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millipne ‘from before’ brings together the source relation FROM and the temporal
function BEFORE."** With the following min ‘from’ in one instance from Late
Biblical Hebrew, the aggregate construction n1i 39 lipne mizze ‘before this’ pro-
vides for a clause-initial preposition phrase which serves to mark the temporal
situation of the following clause.!>

(203)  wivy 217 Yo 39
walipne hitgalla$ horib natos
CJ+BEFORE break.out-SC.3M.SG. the.strife give.up-IMP.M.SG.
Before a quarrel begins, concede. (Prov 17:14)

4.15.3. Grammaticalization of lipne

As seen previously (§3.1.3.2), there is abundant evidence in the world’s languages
for the shift from body part nouns to spatial terms and further from locative to
temporal functions. Semitic examples with a similar trajectory of change to the
locative IN FRONT OF include: Moabite /pny ‘in front of” (< TO + ‘face’), Phoe-
nician /pn ‘before’ (< TO + “face”), Ugaritic / pn ‘before’ (< TO + “face’), Aramaic
b?py ‘in front of (< IN + ‘face’), /{yn ‘before’ (< TO + ‘eyes’), Akkadian ina
pani ‘in front of” (<IN + “front, face”), and GeSez fosma ‘in front of” (< ‘forehead,
front”). Examples of the locative preposition IN FRONT OF used for the temporal
function BEFORE may be identified with Aramaic gdm ‘before’, (I-)gdmy ‘ere’,
Arabic amama ‘before’, qabla ‘before’, Akkadian ana pani ‘before’, GeSez
gadma ‘before’, and Sabaic [-gbl ‘before’, b-qdm(y) ‘before’.

A number of Biblical Hebrew examples demonstrate situations where the
shift from the locative to temporal function is likely to have occurred.!>® Each is
evidenced with a verb of motion which evinces both spatial and chronological
change. As such, the ambiguity created may well have provided for the expansion
of the relation to temporal contexts. In example (204), the marching orders for the
Israelite army are presented. The armed men are commanded to march 7178 *39%
M lipne »ron YHWH ‘before the Ark of Yahweh’ and the priests. This designa-
tion clearly implies a spatial and chronological priority of the military.

154 Gen 23:4, 8; Qoh 1:10.

155 Neh 13:4.

156 Gen 32:4; 33:3, 14; 46:28 (2x); Exod 13:21; 17:5; 23:20, 27, 28; 32:1, 23, 34; 33:2;
10:33; 14:14; 27:17 (2x); 32:17; Deut 1:22, 30, 33; 3:18, 28; 4:32; 9:3 (2x); 10:11; 31:3
(2x), 8; Josh 1:14; 3:6 (2x), 11; 4:5, 11, 12, 13; 6:4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 13 (2x); 8:10; 24:12; Judg
4:14; 1 Sam 4:17; 8:11, 20; 9:12, 19, 27, 10:8; 17:7; 18:13, 16; 2 Sam 5:24; 15:1; 19:18;
24:13; 1 Kgs 18:46; 2 Kgs 4:31; 1 Chr 14:15; 2 Chr 1:10; Neh 9:24; Esth 6:9, 11; Pss 68:8;
105:17; Isa 45:2; 52:12 (2x); 58:8; Mic 2:13 (2x).
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(204) MR ’JD'? QAW P15ﬂﬂ1 IPATNR 13D MY

{iboru wasobbu Pet-hoSir
pass.over-IMP.M.PL. CJ+go.around-IMP.M.PL. DOM-the.city
waheholus ya§*bor

CJ+the.army pass.over-PC.3M.SG.

lipne ron YHWH
IN.FRONT.OF/BEFORE ark.of PN

Head out and go around the city. The army will pass before the Ark of Yah-
weh. (Josh 6:7)

4.15.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of lipne

The expansion of /ipne is presented in this section in three figures. In figure 4.25,
the grammaticalization changes are linked through the extension of individual
functions. The proposed originating phrase expanded to the locative function and
then to the temporal usage.

Figure 4.25. Functional Developments of lipne
*PREP (TO) + N (‘face’) > PREP (IN FRONT OF) > PREP/ADVZ (BEFORE)

Figure 4.26 displays these changes in the Overlap Model. The grammaticalization
to the locative function is followed by the development of the TEMPORAL. Also,
the structural change is apparent with the preposition phrase realigned as a com-
plex preposition. The final phase presents the situation in Biblical Hebrew where
the originating structure and function is not evidenced. Figure 4.27 provides the
meanings and tokens of each.

Figure 4.26. Overlap Model for lipne

Stage: 1 11 111
PREP+N *TO+face’ *TO+‘face’
PREP IN FRONT OF IN FRONT OF

PREP/ADVZ BEFORE
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Figure 4.27. Semantic Map of lipne

BEFORE

TO+'face! (72)

(18)

4.16. nxpY ligrat
4.16.1. Morphosyntax of ligra?t

The syntagm n&pY ligra?t furnishes a morphological origin unlike that of the
other cases in this chapter. The initial /- ‘to, for’ is unexceptional. The second
element, however, appears to be either the verbal noun or the gal stem infinitive
construct of QR? ‘to meet’ (homographic with QR? ‘to call [out]’), which itself is
a by-form of the more usual final-weak root. The infinitive-construct form of III-?
roots follows either the vocalic pattern *qv;tv;l or *qv;tv,l + -t (Bauer and Leander
1922, 372—76). Some roots exhibit both forms, X1 sano? ‘hating’ (< *sunu?; Gen
37:5) and nX1Y Sano?t ‘hating’ (< *Sunu? + -t; Prov 8:13), while most roots pat-
tern after one or the other. In the case of OR? ‘to meet’, the latter patterning of
NRIP gara?t ‘meeting’ (< *qara? + -1) is used exclusively in Biblical Hebrew.'*’
The form is further anomalous as the syllable closing glottal stop is syncopated
rather than quiescent. Thus, it follows the unconditioned phonological change of
*CvPC > Cv(?)C,'® even though the historic orthography is maintained
(Gesenius, Kautzsch, and Cowley 1910, §19k).">°

157 The homophonous root OR? ‘to call’ follows the former pattern, X7p goro? ‘calling’
(< *quru?; 1 Sam 3:6). The example of ligra?t nahosim in Num 24:1 should probably be
realigned with this root as ‘to summon omens’.

158 The original short vowels *u/a/i realize as o/a/e in closed syllables and in open sylla-
bles 0/o/e hence the pronominal form *n&1pY ligro(P)ti ‘to meet me” (Num 22:34).

159 The Siloam Tunnel Inscription evinces a less conservative spelling in line four, /grt ‘to
meet’ (< *Igr?t).
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4.16.2. Usage of ligra?t

Three usages of ligra?t are evidenced: (1) the originating string of the preposition
plus the infinitive construct ‘to meet’, (2) the directional complex preposition
TOWARD, and (3) the adversative preposition AGAINST.

4.16.2.1. PREP (TO) + INF (‘meet’)

The composite meaning of ‘to meet’ comprises two-thirds of the cases of
ligra?t.'*® Most frequently (fifty-four of eighty-two examples), this usage modi-
fies verbs of motion such as BW? ‘enter’ (1 Sam 25:34; 2 Sam 19:16, 21, 26; 2
Kgs 2:15), HLK ‘go’ (Gen 24:65; 32:7; Exod 4:27; Josh 9:11; 1 Kgs 18:16 [2x];
2 Kgs 8:8, 9; 9:18; 16:10; 23:29; Isa 7:3), YS? ‘go out’ (Gen 14:17; 30:16; Exod
4:14; 18:7;19:17; Num 22:36; 31:13; Judg 4:18, 22; 11:31, 34; 1 Sam 9:14; 13:10;
18:6; 2 Sam 6:20; 2 Kgs 9:21; 2 Chr 35:20; Prov 7:15; Jer 41:6; Zech 2:7), YRD
‘go down’ (1 Sam 25:20; 2 Sam 19:17, 25; 1 Kgs 2:8; 21:18), {LH ‘go up’ (Gen
46:29; Judg 6:35; 2 Kgs 1:3, 6, 7), and RWS ‘run’ (Gen 18:2; 24:17; 29:13; 33:4;
2 Kgs 4:26; Jer 51:31 [2x]). The other instances are used with a wide range of
other verbal notions without movement semantics. Example (205) demonstrates
the infinitive construction ‘to meet’ modifying a main verb which does not denote
motion. Ahimelech, the priest of Nob, is fearful (771) of the situation surrounding
his encounter, or meeting, with David.

(205) ™7 NP oMY TIMN
wayyeh‘rad Phimelek ligra?t dowid
be.afraid-WCPC.3M.SG. PN TO-+meet-INF. PN
Ahimelech was afraid to meet David. (1 Sam 21:2)

4.16.2.2. PREP (TOWARD)
There are only a handful of clear examples of the directional preposition which

may be differentiated categorically from the infinitive.'®! These usages are sepa-
rable because of semantic and pragmatic reasons. Two instances are found with

160 Gen 14:17; 18:2; 19:1; 24:17, 65, 29:13; 30:16; 32:7; 33:4; 46:29; Exod 4:14, 27; 5:20;
7:15; 18:7; 19:17; Num 22:34, 36; 23:3; 31:13; Josh 9:11; 11:20; Judg 4:18, 22; 6:35;
11:31, 34; 19:3; 1 Sam 9:14; 10:10; 13:10; 15:12; 16:4; 18:6; 21:2; 25:20, 32, 34; 2 Sam
6:20; 10:5; 15:32; 16:1; 19:16, 17, 21, 25, 26; 1 Kgs 2:8, 19; 18:7, 16 (2x); 21:18; 2 Kgs
1:3, 6, 7; 2:15; 4:26, 31, 5:21, 26; 8:8, 9; 9:17, 18, 21; 10:15; 16:10; 23:29; 1 Chr 19:5; 2
Chr 35:20; Ps 59:5; Prov 7:10, 15; Isa 7:3; 14:9; 21:14; Jer 41:6; 51:31 (2x); Amos 4:12;
Zech 2:7.

161 Exod 14:27; Judg 14:5; 15:14; 1 Sam 30:21 (2x).
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verbs of shouting (in&1p% W0 ©RWL9I upalistim heriSu ligro?to ‘the Philistines
were shouting at him’; Judg 15:14) or roaring (iNRPY XYW NiMR 03 kapir
Mroyot sofeg ligro?to ‘a young lion was roaring toward him’; Judg 14:5), where
the complement is preceded by the grammaticalized complex preposition ligrazt
‘toward’. In Exod 14:27, the directionality of the fleeing and confused Egyptians
remarkably is toward Moses: ianlp’? D01 O umisrayim nosim ligro?to “The
Egyptians were fleeing to him’. Lastly, the string with a directional sense is found
twice in example (206). The verb is being modified by two equivalent expres-
sions, OV NRIPY T NRPY ligra?t dowid waligra?t hoSom ‘toward David and
toward the people’. The repetition of identical prepositions is expected with Bib-
lical Hebrew compound objects. However, only once in Biblical Hebrew is a
duplicate infinitive used to modify a single verb, where it is used to highlight a
sequence of multiple paired items (see 2 Kgs 5:26). It may be reasonably supposed
that the double usage in example (206) is most probably prepositional.

(206)  IARTWR DL NRIPN TIT NRIPY IRYN

wayyes?u ligra?t dowid
go.out-WCPC.3M.PL. TOWARD PN

waliqra?t hoSom PSer-Pitto
CJ+TOWARD the.people REL+WITH+him

They went towards David and the people who were with him. (1 Sam 30:21)
4.16.2.3. PREP (AGAINST)

An adversative relation is conveyed in ten instances of ligra?t.'> Example (207)
exhibits this usage. In preparing for a battle, the armies array and take position
opposite one another. The adverbial expression, 12700 NRPY NIWN masroko
ligra?t ma$*roko, designates how the battle lines were drawn ‘rank against rank’.

(207) NN NRIPY NITWN DAWHD SR T

watta$§*rok yisro?Pel upalistim ma$?roko
arrange-WCPC.3M.SG. PN CJ+PN line
ligra?t ma$iroko

AGAINST line

Israel and the Philistines arrayed for battle rank against rank. (1 Sam 17:21)

162 Gen 15:10; 1 Sam 4:2; 17:2, 21; 2 Sam 10:9, 10, 17; 1 Chr 19:10, 11, 17.
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4.16.3. Grammaticalization of liqra?t

The expansion of ligra?t to grammatical contexts is explored by looking at am-
biguous usages and analogous cross-linguistic examples.

4.16.3.1. PREP (TO) + INF (‘meet’) > PREP (TOWARD)

In Semitic, an analogous semantic development yielding a directional relation ‘to-
wards’ is evidenced from several dialects of Aramaic. Aramaic /?wr{ ‘toward’ in
several dialects (Official Aramaic, Qumran Aramaic, and Syriac) is derived from
a string of PREP + INF where the verbal root is 7R{ ‘reach, meet’.

Ambiguity is apparent between the infinitive phrase to the directional prepo-
sition in at least twenty-two contexts.'®> In these examples, oftentimes the
modified constituent is a verb of motion, notably Y.S? ‘go out’ and HLK ‘go’, and
the complement of ligra?t is a person or group of people. Thus, the semantic am-
biguity of ‘go (out) to meet someone’ and ‘go (out) toward someone’ is patent.'**
Example (208) provides one such situation. Saul turns from pursuing David to
encounter a group of Philistines. The modifying phrase, o'nwYa NPy ligra?t
palistim, may be understood as the modifying infinitive phrase, ‘to meet the Phil-
istines’, or the preposition phrase, ‘toward the Philistines’.

(208) oW nxIpY TN
wayyelek ligra?t palistim
20-WCPC.3M.SG. TO+meet-INF/TOWARD PN
[Saul] went to meet/toward the Philistines. (1 Sam 23:28)

4.16.3.2. PREP (TOWARD) > PREP (AGAINST)

The extension of the directional to the adversative function is less clear, although
not altogether without support. The typological evidence suggests a tendency of
such adversative relations to develop from locative prepositions. The possibility
of an expansion from the original infinitive phrase in Biblical Hebrew cannot be
completely discounted. Heine and Kuteva point to a similar development. In the
Indian Ocean French Creole, kot ‘toward’ (< French céte ‘side’) further designates
the prepositional relation ‘against’ (Heine and Kuteva 2004, 272). Semitic exam-
ples provide additional evidence for the extension of the directional to the
adversative. The Aramaic complex preposition /Pwriwt ‘towards’ takes on the

163 Num 20:18, 20; 21:23, 33; Deut 1:44; 2:32; 3:1; 29:6; Josh 8:5, 14, 22; Judg 7:24;
20:25,31; 1 Sam 4:1; 17:48 (2x), 55; 23:28; 2 Sam 18:6; 1 Kgs 20:27; Job 39:21.

164 Other uses with motion verbs (§4.16.3.1) could plausibly be included with these am-
biguous examples where movement is signaled by the verb.
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notion of ‘against’ in the Psalms Targum. Aramaic /zymwn is multivalent denoting
both ‘towards’ and ‘against’. The Akkadian compounds, ana libbi ‘towards’ and
ana muhhi ‘towards’, may designate opposition, ‘against’. Several Sabaic func-
tion words composed of the preposition ¢br ‘towards’ acquire the function
‘against’.

In Biblical Hebrew, the ambiguity between these two relations may be ob-
served in example (209). The imperative verb implores God to brandish his
weapons in the defense of the speaker. The modifying phrase, *977 nRpY ligra?t
rodapoy, may be read as a directional notion ‘toward my pursuers’ or an adversa-
tive ‘against my pursuers’.

(209) a7n D&‘}Pb Q301 N PN

wahoreq h°nit usagor
ClJ+empty-IMP.M.SG. spear CJ+weapon
ligra?t rodapoy

TOWARD/AGAINST pursuerstMY

Draw out a spear and spar toward/against my pursuers. (Ps 35:3)
4.16.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of ligra?t

The development of ligra?t is traceable from the preposition-infinitive compound
TO + ‘meet’ to the complex prepositions ‘toward’ and ‘against’. These semantic
and constructional expansions are represented in the Overlap Model of figure
4.28. First, the relation TOWARD developed from the PREP + INF. Second, the
string was used in context with the function AGAINST. This latter step may have
developed from the original syntagm or as was suggested in the previous section
was a subsequent expansion of the directional preposition. The tokens of these
three meanings and their overlapping uses are presented in a synchronic diagram
on the figure 4.29.

Figure 4.28. Overlap Model for ligra?t

Stage: 1 11 111
PREP+INF TO+‘meet’ TO+‘meet’ TO+‘meet’
PREP TOWARD TOWARD

PREP (AGAINST) AGAINST
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Figure 4.29. Semantic Map of ligra?t

(22)
TOWARD )

AGAINST

(1) (10)

4.17. 0P miyyom
4.17.1. Morphosyntax of miyyom

The word Di"n miyyom is a composite of the preposition 1 min ‘from’ and the
primary noun 0¥ yom ‘day’. The assimilation of nun in the unaccented original
preposition min accounts for the doubling of the initial yod of the noun (i.e., min
+ yom > miyyom). The details of the morphology of the noun were reviewed above
with bayom (§4.5.1).

4.17.2. Usage of miyyom

The miyyom string is used as a preposition phrase, a complex preposition, and an
adverbializer. The grammatical meanings of the complex preposition and the ad-
verbializer are identical denoting a temporal relationship.

4.17.2.1. PREP (FROM) + N (“day’)

The composite meaning of the preposition phrase is evidenced thirteen times. !
These instances are either followed by a distinct phrase or a modifying element,
such as an adjective or a demonstrative. In example (210), the syntagm is not
grammaticalized as evidence by the adjective, WK rison ‘first, former’, which
is modifying the noun yom. Elsewhere, the preposition phrase designates an idiom
marking the extremities of a discrete timeframe. For example, miyyom may be
followed by 01"y layom ‘(from day) to day’ (Num 30:15; 1 Chr 16:23), 0i™5& ?el-
yom ‘(from day) to day’ (Esth 3:7; Ps 96:2), and 1957 (ad-layl> ‘(from day)
until night’ (Isa 38:12, 13).

165 Exod 12:15; Lev 22:27; Num 30:15; 1 Chr 16:23; Ezra 3:6, Esth 3:7; Ps 96:2; Qoh 7:1;
Isa 38:12, 13; 43:13; Ezek 48:35; Hag 2:18.
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(210)  paWn DIV [WRD DR ORI N0 Wa3n npan PR YaR52 72

ki kol-Pokel homes
FOR all+eating-PTCP.M.SG. leaven
wanikrato hannepes hahi?
be.cut.off-WCSC.3.F.SG. the.soul that
miyyisro?el miyyom hori?Son {ad-yom hassabifi
FROM+PN FROM-+day first UNTIL+day seventh

As for anyone eating leavened food, that person will be separated from Israel
from the first day [of the festival] until the seventh. (Exod 12:15)

4.17.2.2. PREP/ADVZ (SINCE)

The grammaticalization of miyyom as the complex preposition is apparent in con-
texts where the object is an infinitive phrase.!®® Example (211) evidences the
usage of the string as a durative temporal preposition SINCE. In this instance, the
infinitive phrase headed by the grammaticalized phrase, IRV DN DN
miyyom h'yotom Sal-ho?domo ‘since their being upon the earth’, is sequenced
with another preposition phrase 111 0¥ TV $ad hayyom hazze ‘until today’. To-
gether this idiom designates the continuous nature of the action through an
extended length of time.

The preposition is used once as an adverbializer at Jer 36:2 presented below
as example (212). The modifying clause is headed by miyyom functioning as the
temporal subordinator. As with the previous example, this sequence is found with
the identical preposition phrase, {ad hayyom hazze ‘until this very day’. The fur-
ther designation of the original timeframe as 1?W& "' mime yo?siyyohu ‘from
the days of Josiah’ evinces the loss of the lexical meaning of the component parts
of this expression.

(211) P oin TR ARTRNTOY DNivg 0PN THAR NIAR) THAR IRTNY

loP-ro?u »boteko war*bot >boteko
NEG+see-SC.3M.PL. fathers+your Cl+fathers.of  fatherstyour
miyyom hyotom Cal-ho?domo
SINCE being-INF.+their UPON-the.carth
{ad hayyom hazze
UNTIL the.day this

Your fathers and grandfathers have never seen [it] since they were on the
earth until this very day. (Exod 10:6)

166 Exod 10:6; Lev 23:15; Deut 9:24; 1 Sam 7:2; 8:8; 29:3, 6; 2 Sam 13:32; 2 Kgs 8:6;
Ezek 28:15.
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(212) M0 DR TVVIUN R TR 3T DPA .. 9RO THR 13T

dibbarti Peleko Cal-yisro?el
speak-SC.1C.SG. TO+you AGAINST+PN

miyyom dibbarti Peleko
SINCE speak-SC.1C.SG. TO+you
mime yo?Siyyohu waSad hayyom hazze
FROM+days.of PN CJ+UNTIL the.day this

I spoke to you against Israel ... since I spoke to you from the days of Josiah
until this very day. (Jer 36:2)

4.17.3. Grammaticalization of miyyom

Semitic examples in Akkadian, anamisu ‘since’ (< *ana + ami + -Su), and in
Ethiopic, 7om?ama ‘since’ (< *2am + Pama), demonstrate analogous semantic
shifts from similar strings, PREP + ‘day’/‘time’, to temporal functions.

The evolution of miyyom from a preposition phrase retaining the nominal
properties of yom ‘day’ to the complex preposition is manifest semantically and
syntactically. The original Biblical Hebrew idiom allows for modification of the
noun, whereas the grammaticalized string is found only where the complement is
an infinitive phrase or a clause. In these latter constructions, the semantic shift to
a temporal notion is exhibited.

Regarding the usage as an adverbializer, this use may have obtained from the
usage with the relative 9w 7Ser. The two examples of this construction could be
either a preposition phrase or a complex preposition.'®’ In example (213), the
phrase miyyom is followed by a relative clause. The literal, ungrammaticalized
reading may be understood as a simple merism, ‘from the day when ... until this
very day’. The grammaticalized string, on the other hand, would provide for a
more continuous aspect of the temporal meaning—*since X until this very day’—
analogous to the complex preposition.

(213)  maoba T T8 MND WK DPR TTILI DRYRTIN

Uma-mmosorto boSabdoko miyyom
CJ+what+find-SC.2M.SG. IN+servant+your FROM-+day/SINCE
Pser  hoyiti laponeko {ad hayyom hazze

REL  be-SC.IC.SG. BEFORE+you UNTIL the.day this
What have you found [wrong] with your servant since [or: ‘from the day
when’] I was before you until this very day? (1 Sam 29:8)

167 1 Sam 29:8; Neh 5:14.
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4.17.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of miyyom

The grammaticalization of miyyom allows for a simple model of grammatical
change. The preposition phrase, FROM + ‘day’, extended to contexts where the
temporal meaning generalized as SINCE. The rebracketing of [minprer + yomn]pp
to miyyomprep designates the structural change corresponding to the grammaticali-
zation. Secondly, the complex preposition expanded to take not just nominal but
verbal complements—both as relative and nonrelative clauses. This extension re-
sults in the adverbializer usage without any apparent semantic change. The Overlap
Model in figure 4.30 presents the structural and semantic expansions in two
stages. In the second column, stage II designates the situation in Biblical Hebrew,
where the preposition phrase, complex preposition, and adverbializer are evi-
denced. And the semantic map of figure 4.31 provides the tokens of each meaning.

Figure 4.30. Overlap Model for miyyom

Stage: 1 11
PREP+N FROM+‘day’ FROM+‘day’
PREP/ADVZ SINCE

Figure 4.31. Semantic Map of miyyom

FROM+'day’
(13)

4.18. *39n mippane
4.18.1. Morphosyntax of mippane

The morphology of *381 mippane consists of the preposition 1 min ‘from’ and the
construct state of the noun 038 ponim ‘face’. The nun of the first element assim-
ilates to the initial bilabial of the noun (min + pane > mippane). The particular
semantics and morphology of the noun have been appraised previously (§4.15.1).
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4.18.2. Usage of mippane

The string mippane has two basic meanings: the composite idea FROM + ‘face’
and the logical relation CAUSE.

4.18.2.1. PREP (FROM) + N (‘face’)

Just over half of the occurrences of mippane (171 examples) are the combination
of the simple preposition FROM and the noun ‘face, presence’ without any evi-
dence of grammaticalization.'®® One such usage is found in example (214). Esau
leaves the land of Canaan where his brother Jacob lives. The adverbial phrase,
IR 2P’ 38N mippane yasiqob Pohiw ‘from the presence of his brother Jacob’,
functions to designate the location from which Esau journeyed.

(214) IR 3P 80 PIROR TN
wayyelek Pel-Peres mippane ya§'qob
g0-WCPC.3M.SG. TOWARD-land FROM-+presence.of PN
2ohiw
brother+his
[Esau] went to a land away from Jacob his brother. (Gen 36:6)

4.18.2.2. PREP (CAUSE)

The grammaticalized string mippane exhibits a causal function with 127 Biblical
Hebrew instances.!®® In example (215), the land of Canaan is not able to hold both

168 Gen 3:8; 4:14; 7.7, 16:6, 8; 31:35; 35:1, 7; 36:6; Exod 2:15; 4:3; 14:19, 25, 23:29, 30,
31; 34:11, 24; Lev 18:24; 19:32; 20:23; 26:10, 37; Num 10:35; 20:6; 22:33; 32:21; 33:8,
52, 55; Deut 2:12, 21, 22; 4:38; 6:19; 7:1, 20, 22; 8:20; 9:4, 5; 12:29, 30; 18:12; 20:19;
33:27; Josh 2:10; 3:10; 4:7, 23 (2x); 5:1; 9:24; 10:11; 13:6; 23:5, 9; 24:8, 12, 18; Judg 2:3,
21; 5:5 (2x); 6:9, 11; 9:40; 11:3, 23, 24, 33; 1 Sam 17:24; 18:11; 19:8, 10; 21:11; 23:26;
25:10; 31:1; 2 Sam 7:9, 23; 10:13, 14, 18; 15:14; 23:11; 1 Kgs 2:7; 12:2; 14:24; 21:26, 29;
2 Kgs 1:15; 3:24; 9:14; 11:2; 16:3; 17:8, 11, 20; 21:2, 9; 22:19; 1 Chr 5:25; 10:1; 11:13;
17:8,21;19:14,15; 21:12; 2 Chr 10:2; 13:16; 22:11; 28:3; 33:2, 9; Job 13:20; 23:17; 30:10,
11; 39:22; Pss 3:1; 9:4; 17:9; 44:17; 57:1; 60:6; 61:4; 68:2, 3 (2x), 9 (2x); 78:55; 89:24;
139:7; Prov 30:30; Qoh 8:3; Isa 2:10, 19, 21; 7:2; 16:4; 17:9; 20:6; 21:15 (4x); 30:11, 17
(2x); 31:8; 57:1; 63:12; Jer 1:13; 4:1, 15, 48:44; Lam 2:3; Hos 2:4; 11:2; Amos 2:9; 5:19;
Mic 1:4; Nah 1:5; Hab 2:20; Zeph 1:7; Zech 2:17; 14:5; Mal 3:14.

169 Gen 6:13; 27:46; 36:7; 41:31; 47:13; Exod 1:12; 3:7; 8:20; 9:11, 30; 10:3; 19:18; 23:21,
Num 22:3 (2x); 32:17; Deut 1:17; 2:25; 5:5; 7:19, 21; 9:19; 20:3; 28:20, 60; 31:6; Josh 2:11;
5:1; 6:1; 9:24; 11:6; 23:3; Judg 2:18; 6:2, 6; 9:21; 1 Sam 7:7; 18:15, 29; 21:13; 1 Kgs 1:50;
3:28;5:17; 8:11; 2 Kgs 16:18; 19:6; 25:26; 1 Chr 12:1; 21:30; 2 Chr 5:14; 12:5; 20:15; 32:7;
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of the brothers, Esau and Jacob. The reason given is: QiIpn 380 mippane mi-
gnehem ‘because of [the large number of] their livestock’. The complex

preposition mippane presents the basis on which the assertion is made.

(215)  Dip3pn 2390 DOR NRYY DY™A PR 172) 89

walo? yokalo Peres magurehem
CI+NEG be.able-SC.3F.SG.  land-F. sojournings+their
Iose?t Potom mippane mignehem
TO+carry-INF. DOM-+them CAUS livestock-PL.+their

The land of their sojournings is not able to sustain them because of their cat-
tle. (Gen 36:7)

4.18.3. Grammaticalization of mippane

Cross-linguistic examples of similar grammaticalized locative notions acquiring
causal functions are “extremely widespread” according to Heine and Kuteva
(2004, 200). In Semitic languages, analogous changes may be illustrated by Syriac
{1 Ppy ‘on the grounds that’ (< {7 ‘upon’ + ?py? ‘face’), Sabaic /-gbl ‘because of’
(< I-gbl “in front of”), and Akkadian ana libbi ‘because of, on account of’ (< ana
‘to[wards]’ + libbu ‘heart’).

Several instances of the string mippane demonstrate the potential ambiguity
between the grammaticalized and ungrammaticalized usages.'”® In example (216),
the brothers’ horror is explained with 3an mipponow. This phrase may be func-
tioning either as a locative, signaling that the brothers were fearful on account of
Joseph’s shocking appearance before them (‘from his face’), or as a causal, des-
ignating their fear of him directly (‘because of him’). Such situations of
uncertainty between the locative and causative relations demonstrate the potential
for an expansion in meanings.

(216) ™81 HN23 2 ink NI PR BN

walo?-yokalu Pehow la$*not oto
CJ+NEG+be.able-SC.3M.PL. brothers+this TO+answer-INF.DOM+him
ki nibhlu mipponow

CAUS be.horrified-SC.3M.PL. FROM-face+his/CAUS+him

Neh 4:3, 8; 5:15; Job 17:12; 19:29; 23:15, 17; 35:12; 37:19; Pss 38:4 (2x), 6; 55:4; 96:9;
102:11; Isa 7:16; 10:27; 19:1, 16, 17, 20; 26:17; 37:6; 51:13; 63:19; 64:1, 2; Jer 1:8, 17, 4:4,
26 (2x); 5:22; 7:12; 9:6; 13:17; 14:16; 15:17; 21:12; 22:25; 23:9 (2x), 10; 25:16, 27 (2x), 38
(2x); 26:3; 32:24; 38:9; 39:17; 41:9, 18 (2x); 42:11 (2x), 17; 44:3, 22 (2x), 23; 46:16; 50:16;
51:64; Lam 5:10; Ezek 2:6; 3:9; 16:63; 38:20; Hos 10:15; Joel 2:6; Hag 1:12; Mal 2:5.

170 Gen 45:3; Josh 2:9, 24; Jer 35:11 (2x); 37:11; Lam 5:9; Ezek 14:15.
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Now [Joseph’s] brothers were not able to answer him for they were horrified
because of him/at his presence. (Gen 45:3)

4.18.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of mippane
The preposition phrase mippane ‘from the face of” is grammaticalized to the com-
plex preposition with the function of CAUSE. The functional extension is

assessed by its linear development as presented in figure 4.32.

Figure 4.32. Functional Developments of mippane
PREP (FROM) + N (‘face’) > PREP (CAUSE)

The Overlap Model in figure 4.33 shows the functional and structural changes
from the initial stage to the expanded usage of Biblical Hebrew in stage II. And

figure 4.34 graphs the meanings with their total number of tokens.

Figure 4.33. Overlap Model for mippane

Stage: 1 11
PREP+N FROM+*face’ FROM-+*face’
PREP CAUSE

Figure 4.34. Semantic Map of mippane

FROM+'face'

(171) ©)

4.19. 77 90 Sal yerek
4.19.1. Morphosyntax of Sal yerek
The polymorphic expression, 77 YV §al yerek, includes the preposition a/ ‘on,

upon’ and the anatomic noun 77! yorek ‘thigh, hip’ in the construct state. The noun
belongs to the *qatil nominal pattern. This pattern is typically realized in the
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Tiberian vocalization system as the construct-state form gatal (e.g., 1Pt zogen is
the absolute state, and 1Pt zagan is the construct state). Several Hebrew *gatil-
type construct-state nouns have lexicalized biforms of the type *qatl (e.g., 773
geder ‘wall’, 722 kebed ‘heavy’,'”' an3 ketep ‘shoulder’, 5w Serel ‘uncircum-
cised’) or *qitl (e.g., 713 gezel ‘robbery’). This phenomenon of multiple forms is
known elsewhere in Central Semitic as in, for example, Arabic warik, wark, or
wirk ‘hip’ (Fleisch 1961, 158—59) and Syriac katpo and ktep ‘shoulder’ (Fox 2003,
167-71). The Hebrew allomorphic biforms are found in collocations with the ab-
solute noun 77 % fal yorek ‘on (the) thigh’, the pronominal form 375
{al-yareko ‘on his thigh’, and the construct form {al yerek ‘beside NP’.

4.19.2. Usage of Sal yerek

The string ¢7 yrk is used in Biblical Hebrew both as a preposition phrase and a
grammatical function. The former is found where yrk is a noun meaning ‘thigh’,
and the latter functions as the grammaticalized SIDE-REGION locative relation.

4.19.2.1. PREP (ON) + N (‘thigh’)

The noun follows the preposition six times—half in the absolute form yorek
‘thigh’ and half as the suffixed form 137 yareko ‘his thigh’.!”? Example (217)
demonstrates a typical occurrence of the preposition phrase. Each man is implored
to arm himself for the upcoming skirmish by taking his sword and placing it “5p
127 {al-yareko ‘upon his thigh’.

(217)  Hw v
Simu Pis-harbo Cal-yareko
set-IMP.M.PL. each+sword-this ON-+thigh-+his
Each of you put his sword upon his side! (Exod 32:27)

4.19.2.2. PREP (BESIDE)

The complex preposition {al yerek may be accounted for as designating the SIDE-
REGION, that is, ‘beside’ a location. In example (218) and (219), the Hebrew
clans are assigned to camp in a position relative to the tabernacle (jawna 77 %
(al yerek hammiskon ‘beside the dwelling place’).

171 The more common construct state of 722 kobed ‘heavy’ is the more regular
formation 723 kabad.
172 Gen 32:32; Exod 32:27; Judg 15:8; Ps 45:4; Song 3:8; Jer 31:19.
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(218)  nyn 2wRn T 5 U
yah‘nu Cal yerek hammiskon temono
camp-PC.3M.PL. BESIDE the.tabernacle southward
They should encamp beside the tabernacle on the south side. (Num 3:29)
(219)  naby wmawRD T Y
Cal yerek hammiskon yah®nu sopono
BESIDE the.tabernacle camp-PC.3M.PL. northward
They should encamp beside the tabernacle on the north side. (Num 3:35)

Further their locality is specified by the cardinal direction mn'n temono ‘south-
ward’ and n1dY¥ sopono ‘northward’, respectively. On account of the need for
additional directional specificity, it may be supposed that the relation is not merely
a metaphorical extension of the anatomic noun, but that the string {a/ yerek is
being used as a function word designating a SIDE-REGION. Six times in Biblical
Hebrew this relation is found where it is specified with regard to cardinal loca-
tion.!”3

4.19.3. Grammaticalization of Sal yerek

The shift from preposition phrase to complex preposition may be established by
external linguistic evidence and internal Hebrew data providing a context for the
meaning variance. Svorou (1994, 70-73) asserts that several body-part sources
(‘flank’, ‘ribs’, ‘abdomen’, etc.) obtain as the spatial gram BESIDE, labeled as
SIDE-REGION. Evidence in the Semitic languages includes polymorphic
BESIDE constructions derivable from preposition phrases where the nominal el-
ement is anatomic, including Ugaritic bd ‘at the hands of” (< b- ‘in, at, by’ + yd
‘hand[s]’), Akkadian ina ahi ‘beside, at’ (< ina ‘in, at’ + ahu ‘arm, side’), and
possibly GeSez bawa’da ‘by the side of” (< ba- ‘in, by’ + Pad ‘hand’).

With regard to internal data, two examples in chapter three of Judges demon-
strate a context in which the expansion of meaning from the nominal source could
be supposed.'™ In example (220), for instance, the adverbial modifier i3 77 5v
{al yerek yomino may designate that the blade was tied ‘on his right thigh’ or
simply ‘beside his right side’. The ambiguity is motivated by the following NP
which could describe to which leg the knife was attached or merely on which side
of his body he hid it. The expression would be analyzed accordingly as [{alprep
[verek + yamino]ne]pp on his right thigh’ or [[¢al yerek]prep + yominon]er ‘beside
his right side’. Such contexts could provide for the expansion to the grammatical-
ized meaning.

173 Exod 40:22, 24; Lev 1:11; Num 3:29, 35; 2 Kgs 16:14.
174 Judg 3:16, 21.
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(220)  irny 7Y 5 YTAY NNAN ADIR 2§

wayyahgor Potoh mittahat lomaddow
gird-WCPC.3M.SG. DOM+it UNDER robe+him
Sal yerek yomino

BESIDE/ON+thigh.of right.side+his

He bound [the sword] under his robe on his right side. (Judg 3:16)
4.19.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of $al yerek

The expansion of the meaning of {al yerek is mapped using two charts: the Over-
lap Model of figure 4.35 and the Semantic Map of figure 4.36. The initial stage of
the Overlap Model, including only the original preposition phrase (PREP + N),
expands to the locative function of the complex preposition at stage II represent-
ing Biblical Hebrew. This stage is presented with the overlapping meanings and
number of tokens in the second mapping.

Figure 4.35. Overlap Model for $al yerek

Stage: 1 11
PREP+N ON+-°thigh’ ON+‘thigh’
PREP BESIDE

Figure 4.36. Semantic Map of (al yerek
ON+'thigh'
(6)
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4.20. a5 Sal pi
4.20.1. Morphosyntax of Sal pi

The string "2 5v al pi is composed of the locative preposition §a/ ‘upon’ and the
anatomic noun 113 pe ‘mouth’ (< *pv) in the construct state. The noun was previ-
ously discussed (§4.9.1).

4.20.2. Usage of Sal pi

Two usages of {al pi—the preposition phrase and the grammatical relation—are
exemplified in the following subsections.

4.20.2.1. PREP (ON) + N (‘mouth’)

Fifty-seven instances of the preposition phrase, PREP (ON) + N (‘mouth’), are
found in Biblical Hebrew.!”® The basic meaning of the noun as ‘mouth’ is observ-
able in example (221). The anatomic noun is also used as a figure of speech to
designate metonymically that which comes from one’s mouth (a ‘word’ in Deut
17:6; a ‘command’ in Josh 19:50) or metaphorically the entry point into an object
(an ‘opening, orifice’ in Gen 29:2ff; a ‘riverbank’ in Isa 19:7).

21)  TeyITOY wINn
hah‘res Sim-yodako Cal-piko
be.quiet-IMP.M.SG. put-IMP.M.SG.+hand+your = UPON-+mouth+your
Keep quiet—put your hand over your mouth! (Judg 18:19)

The two examples of the string 19-5v {al-pe ‘upon a mouth’ do not include a
complement following the absolute form of the noun pe ‘mouth’ (Mic 7:16; Job
21:5). These instances are excluded from this discussion.

4.20.2.2. PREP (ACCORDING TO)

The grammatical function of {al-pi as ‘according to’ is apparent eight times in
Biblical Hebrew.!”® In all but one of these, the complement is a NP. For instance,

175 Gen 29:2, 3 (2x), 8, 10; 41:40; 45:21; Exod 17:1; 23:13; 38:21; Lev 24:12; Num 3:16,
39, 51; 4:27, 37, 41, 45, 49; 9:18 (2x), 20 (2x), 23 (3x); 10:13; 13:3; 27:21 (2x); 33:2, 38;
36:5; Deut 21:5; 34:5; Josh 10:27; 19:50; 22:9; Judg 18:19; 2 Sam 13:32; 1 Kgs 7:31; 2
Kgs 4:34; 23:35; 24:3; 1 Chr 12:33; Job 39:27; Pss 50:16; 133:2; Qoh 5:1; Isa 6:7; 19:7;
Jer 1:9; Amos 6:5; Mic 3:5; Nah 3:12.

176 Gen 43:7; Exod 34:27; Lev 27:8, 18; Num 26:56; Deut 17:10, 11; Prov 22:6.
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in example (222), the partitioning of the tribal land inheritances is further qualified
as being distributed by this logical relation, that is to say, apportioned 77137 *2-5p
Cal-pi haggorol ‘according to the [casting of the] lot’.

(222)  vunY 2773 inYm ponn 10 2oy

Cal-pi haggorol teholeq nah®lto

ACCRD the.lot be.divided-SC.3F.SG. inheritance-F.+its
ben rab lim$ot

SPRT many TO+few

Each inheritance will be apportioned by lot to the largest and the smallest
(tribes) [or: between the numerous and the few]. (Num 26:56)

The lone case in example (223) includes a relative clause as the object of the prep-
osition. The priest is provided the duty of evaluating the special vow (Lev 27:1—
29). On the occasion when restitution cannot be made, a special dispensation may
be given based not on the temple standard (vv. 3—7) but in accordance with the
earnings of the pledger. Thus, the vow could be fulfilled 7737 7 »wn WK 55
(al-pi Paser tassig yad hannoder ‘according to what the vower can produce’.

(223) 1090 WMWY TN T PR WK a7

Cal-pi >ser tassig vad hannoder
ACCRD REL produce-PC.3F.SG. hand.of the.vower
ya$§'rikennu hakkohen

assess-PC.3M.SG.+it (= valuation) the.priest
The priest will assess the valuation according to what the vower will produce.
(Lev 27:8)

4.20.3. Grammaticalization of Sal pi

Several similar changes in Semitic are reviewed above with kapi (§4.9.3) and lopi
(§4.14.3). Clear cases of ambiguity between the preposition phrase and the com-
plex preposition are difficult to detect in Biblical Hebrew; however, several
contexts provide possible environments for semantic expansion.'”” One is given
as example (224). The preposition phrase, D™R AWHY iR 0™ DI 875 (al-pi
Sanayim Sedim 2o Saloso (edim ‘on the mouth of two or three witnesses’, provides
the evidential basis by which a lawbreaker is executed. In contradistinction, an
execution is not legislated Tm& T 875y Sal-pi Sed Pehod “upon the mouth of one
witness’. The change may well have been triggered by the metonymic usage of
the preposition phrase: UPON + ‘mouth’/*word’ to ACCORDING TO.

177 Deut 17:6 (2x); 19:15 (2x).
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(224) TR TR 975 NP &Y D NRY 0T IWHY iR 07T 0Y 0 DY

Cal-pi Snayim Sedim 20 Saloso Sedim
UPON-+mouth.of/ACCRD two witnesses OR three witnesses
yumat hammet lo? yumat
be.executed-PC.3M.SG. the.dying NEG  be.executed-PC.3M.SG.
Cal-pi Ced Pehod
UPON-+mouth.of/ACCRD witness one

According to (the word of) two or three witnesses, one shall be put to death;
one shall not be killed on account of (the word of) one witness. (Deut 17:6)

4.20.4. Mapping the Grammaticalization Trajectories of Sal pi

The grammaticalization of {a/ pi is mapped according to its developmental trajec-
tory and overlapping functions. In addition, the structural change from a
preposition phrase [{alprer [pi + NP]ne]ep to a complex preposition [[$al pilprep
+ NP]Jpr is aligned herewith. In figure 4.37, the expansion is presented from the
originating preposition phrase, ‘on the mouth of’, to the grammatical function,
‘according to’.

Figure 4.37. Functional Developments of {al pi
PREP (UPON) + N (‘mouth, word”) > PREP (ACCORDING TO)

The Overlap Model of figure 4.38 shows this extension in two stages. The first
consists of the initial state of the preposition phrase, and stage II represents the
situation in Biblical Hebrew where both the original usage and the grammatical-
ized function are extant. This latter situation is graphed in figure 4.39 as two
overlapping meanings. The number of tokens is presented in parentheses for both
values and the ambiguous situations.

Figure 4.38. Overlap Model for ¢al pi
Stage: 1 11
PREP+N UPON+‘mouth’ UPON+‘mouth’
PREP ACCORDING TO
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Figure 4.39. Semantic Map of ¢al pi

UPON+'mouth’
(54)

(4)

ACCORDINGTO
(8)

4.20.5. A Further Note on kapi, lapi, and Sal pi

Of the three complex prepositions containing the anatomic noun pe ‘mouth’, lopi
is the most frequent with sixteen instances (§4.14). The other two al pi (§4.20)
and kopi (§4.9) are found eight and eleven times, respectively. There is no distin-
guishable difference between the semantics of grammatical functions of these
three strings although several static idioms appear with certain collocations and
not with the others. For example, in72p 93 kapi {“bodoto ‘according to his ser-
vice’ is only construed with kapi (Num 7:5, 7, 8; 2 Chr 31:2); while 9277 5-bp
n98n Sal-pi haddaborim ho?elle ‘according to the(se) matter(s)’ is found with Sal
pi (Gen 43:7; Exod 34:27; Deut 17:10). Assessing this variation is further com-
plicated by the lack of data and compounded by the fact that the non-
grammaticalized usages show both static and variant preferences. For instance,
270 *9Y lapi hereb “at the edge of the sword’ is always construed with /2pi.'”® On
the other hand, the idiom ‘hand to mouth’ signifying a gesture of silence is found
as N9"9Y 11 yod {al-pe in Mic 7:16 and Job 21:5 but 195 7 yod lape in Prov 30:32.

The distribution of each syntagm within the biblical corpus, however, is no-
table. Specifically, the occurrences of the string kopi are confined to what is
considered the Late Biblical Hebrew books, including Chronicles, Zechariah, and
Malachi, as well as the Priestly material along with the Holiness Code. The in-
stances of {al pi are attested in several different textual sources, but each is found
in a magisterial or judiciary context. Finally, the string /api ‘according to’ appears

178 Gen 34:26; Exod 17:13; Num 21:24; Deut 13:16 (2x); 20:13; Josh 6:21; 8:24 (2x);
10:28, 30, 32, 35, 37, 39; 11:11, 12, 14; 19:47; Judg 1:8, 25; 4:15, 16; 18:27; 20:37, 48;
21:10; 1 Sam 15:8; 22:19 (2x); 2 Sam 15:14; 2 Kgs 10:25; Job 1:15, 17; Jer 21:7.
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to be the least distinctive of the three—it is found across the biblical literature and
in various genres. What’s more, it should also be noted that all three complex
prepositions are known from the post-Biblical Hebrew of the Qumran and Mish-
naic literature with no clear distinction among their usage.

4.21. Other Examples
4.21.1. 0983 balepes

The string ©aR3 balepes is used as a complex preposition in Biblical Hebrew. It
consists of the preposition b- ‘in” and the noun 7epes ‘end, extremity’ (< *2aps).
There are only five instances of this sequence in Biblical Hebrew.!”® The compo-
site meaning is found in example (225) functioning as a temporal adverb ba?Zepes
‘in the end’. Israel’s oppression at the hand of the Assyrians stands in contrast
with their time spent in Egypt which is designated in the previous clause as
WK1 bori’Sons “at the beginning’.

(225)  ipwy ooRa MWK
warlassur balepes {"Sogo
CJ+PN IN+end oppress-SC.3M.SG.+him
But Assyria oppressed him in the end. (Isa 52:4)

A single example of the privative function WITHOUT is evident in example
(226). The subject is an evil ruler, who seeks to destroy the saints by his own
power and might. He is destined to annihilation. His ruin comes T’ ©aR1 ba’epes
yod ‘without (someone lifting) a hand’, that is, not by human power.

(226) 3w T g
uba?epes yod yissober
CJ+WITHOUT hand be.broken-PC.3M.SG.
But without a hand, he will be broken. (Dan 8:25)

The final three examples are ambiguous.'3’ One of these instances is provided
below as example (227).

(227) N30 DY DON3
balepes fesim tikbe-Pes
IN+end.of/ WITHOUT wood-PL. go.out-PC.3F.SG.+fire-F.
At the end of/without wood, the fire is extinguished. (Prov 26:20)

179 Isa 52:4; Job 7:6; Prov 14:28; 26:20; Dan 8:25.
180 Job 7:6; Prov 14:28; 26:20.
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The proverb provides an analogy between the extinguishing of a fire and the ceas-
ing of quarreling. The preverbal modifier (0"¥D ©ORA balepes (esim) may refer to
when the fuel is extinguished (‘at the end of wood’) or the absence of kindling
(“‘without wood”).

Even with the paucity of instances of this string, the grammaticalization tra-
jectory of balepes seems to follow from IN + ‘end’ to WITHOUT. The structural
change would be analogous to the other Biblical Hebrew complex prepositions,
that is, [h-prep + Pepesn|ep to balepesprep. Figure 4.40 provides the basic meanings
(IN + ‘end’ and CAUSE) and the number of tokens.

Figure 4.40. Semantic Map of ba?epes

IN+'end’
(6)

4.21.2. np3a baSet

The common string Npa bafet ‘in the time of”, composed of b- ‘in’ and fet ‘time’
(< *¢int), is often used to mark temporal phrases. Five examples in Late Biblical
Hebrew are found governing a verb and may be considered grammaticalized as
the function WHEN.!®! A clear semantic shift, however, is not evident even
though the syntactic structure parallels similar grammatical changes from other
examples. Therefore, this grammaticalization may only be included as a potential
or nascent-stage change, IN + ‘time’ > WHEN. This situation is graphed with the
meaning tokens in figure 4.41.

181 Job 6:17; Qoh 10:17; 2 Chr 20:22; 24:11; 29:27.
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Figure 4.41. Semantic Map of bafet

4.21.3. nv’ loSummat

The string nRYY lofummat may be analyzed as the preposition /- ‘to’ and a con-
struct-state noun {ummat (Brown, Driver, and Briggs 1906, 769, Koehler and
Baumgartner 2001, 842). The noun, however, is not evidenced as an independent
word, and its etymology is dubious. The only definite function of the string is used
as the locative BESIDE or SIDE-REGION.'®? Example (228a) demonstrates this
locative function. Shimei is said to be following along the mountainside
[o§ummoto ‘beside him (i.e., David)’. In the same verse (228b), the single usage
as the directional relation TOWARD is found. This second usage designates the
direction in which Shimei was pelting rocks, that is, la{ummoto ‘toward him’.
Without a clear originating construction, however, it is impossible to evaluate the
grammaticalization trajectory or even to discern the originating construction.

(228) a. 7i50 innYY 900 Yo¥a 750 wnw
b. innYY 0112812 Hpon HHpn

wasim$i holek basela$ hohor lpSummoto
CJ+PN travelling ~ ON+side.of the.mountain BESIDE+him
holok wayaqallel wayasaqqel
following curse-WCPC.3M.SG. throw-WCPC.3M.SG.
bobonim loSummato

INSTR+stones TOWARD+him

Meanwhile Shimei was following alongside David on the hillside.
He cursed and threw stones at him. (2 Sam 16:13)

182 Exod 25:27; 28:27; 37:14; 38:18; 39:20; Lev 3:9; 2 Sam 16:13; 1 Kgs 7:20; 1 Chr
24:31 (2x); 26:12, 16; Neh 12:24; Qoh 7:14; Ezek 1:20, 21; 3:8 (2x), 13; 10:19; 11:22;
40:18; 42:7; 45:6, 7, 48:13, 18 (2x), 21.
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4.21.4. 78¥n missad

The string 781 missad provides another possible instance of grammaticalization
yielding the locative relation BESIDE. The first element is the preposition min
‘from’, and the second is the construct noun sad ‘side’ (< *sadd). The preposition
phrase is found eight times with the meaning ‘from the side of” (FROM +
‘side’).!83 The string appears to designate the SIDE-REGION as a grammatical
function and not simply as an analogical extension in instances where the com-
plement is a locality.'® As with many examples, there are a number of usages
which may be analyzed with either the lexical or grammatical meaning.'®’ Figure
4.42 diagrams these overlapping meanings and tokens for Biblical Hebrew. In the
end, missad may provide another case with an anatomic meaning which is gram-
maticalized as a locative relation; however, the scarcity of data precludes an
absolute assessment.

Figure 4.42. Semantic Map of missad

FROM+'side’
(8)

(7)

BESIDE
(2)

4.22. Overview of Multi-Word Prepositions

In this chapter, twenty-one strings are presented as examples of the grammatical-
ization of Biblical Hebrew multi-word prepositions. In each string, the
polymorphic structure consists of an initial preposition in sequence with a noun
in the construct state or, in one case, an infinitive construct. The preposition ele-
ment in every construction is a simple preposition (b- ‘in’, k- ‘as’, [- ‘to’, min

183 Exod 25:32 (3x); 37:18 (3x); Ezek 4:8; Ps 91:7.
184 Josh 3:16; 12:9.
185 Deut 31:26; 1 Sam 6:8; 20:25; 23:26 (2x); 2 Sam 13:34; Ruth 2:14.
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“from’, or {al ‘on’). The construct-state sources refer to a body part (‘face’, ‘hand’,
etc.), a space (‘part’, ‘side’), a time (‘time’, ‘day’), or a more abstract semantic
concept (‘purpose’, ‘meet’).

These examples of grammaticalization are classifiable according to their out-
comes.

Table 4.2 presents the resulting complex prepositions that grammaticalized
from strings with a preposition and a noun. The resulting functions demonstrated
directional-spatial (BEFORE, BESIDE, INSIDE, NEAR, THROUGH,
TOWARD, and WITHIN), temporal (DURING, SINCE, and WHEN), and logical
relations (ACCORDING TO, AGAINST, BY -SELF, CAUSE, COMITATIVE,
CONSEQUENTLY, EXCHANGE, FOR, PURPOSE, and WITHOUT). Sixteen
strings are classified as these logical relations. The locative and temporal func-
tions consist of six examples each. The directionals (THROUGH and TOWARD)
account for two. The grammatical outcomes AGAINST and TOWARD devel-
oped from the string ligra?t. These functions obtained from the originating
infinitive phrase headed by the preposition TO with the verb MEET. The primary
grammaticalization resulted in the directional function. Finally, a subsequent ex-
pansion yielded the adversative logical relation AGAINST.

Table 4.2. Grammatical Outcomes from Preposition Phrases

Function Outcome Source
Locatives:
BEFORE 199 lipne <[- TO + pne ‘face of®
BESIDE T80 missad < min FROM + sad ‘side of”
BESIDE 77 9 Sal yerek < {al ON + yerek ‘thigh (of)’
INSIDE Tina batok < b- IN + tok ‘middle of’
NEAR ‘rj’:? layad <[- TO + yad ‘hand of’
WITHIN 173 bagereb < b- IN + gereb ‘innards (of)’
Directionals:
THROUGH Tina batok < batok INSIDE
TOWARD nxpY ligra?t  <I1- TO + gra?t ‘meet’
Temporals:
BEFORE 199 lipne < lipne IN FRONT OF
DURING Tina batok < batok INSIDE
SINCE o' miyyom < min- FROM + yom ‘day’
THROUGHOUT 1723 bagereb < bagereb WITHIN
WHEN ni'a bayom < b- IN + yom ‘day (of)’

WHEN nwa bafet < b- IN + (et ‘time (of)’
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Table 4.2. Grammatical Outcomes from Preposition Phrases (cont.)

Function Outcome Source

Logical-Relations:
ACCORDING TO 23 kopi < k- LIKE + pi ‘mouth of’
ACCORDING TO 8% lapi <[- TO + pi ‘mouth of’
ACCORDING TO a5 {al pi < ¢al ON + pi ‘mouth of’
AGAINST nxpy ligra?t < ligra’t TOWARD
BY -SELF 729 lobad < [- TO + bad “part (of)’
CAUSE 5933 bigalal < b- ON + *3lal ‘matter of’
CAUSE M3p3 bal bur < b- IN + {“pur ‘produce’
CAUSE wnY lamaSan < [- FOR + *ma$n ‘purpose’
CAUSE 19N mippane < min FROM + pane ‘face of’
COMITATIVE Tina batok < batok INSIDE
CONSEQUENTLY 223 kopi < kapi ACCORDING TO
EXCHANGE M13p3 bas bur < b- IN + {“pur ‘produce’
FOR N3 lonokah < [- TO + nokah ‘front (of)’
PURPOSE M13p3 bas bur < b- IN + {“pur ‘produce’
PURPOSE wnY lamaSan < [- FOR + *ma$n ‘purpose’
WITHOUT 0aR1A balepes < b- IN + Pepes ‘end (of)’

The final chapter provides an overview of the evolution of the Biblical He-
brew prepositional system. It reviews all the Biblical Hebrew examples of
grammaticalization discussed in the previous chapters. A model of the linguistic
change and a discussion of the properties inherent within this type of language
change are discussed and exemplified.






5.
CONCLUSION

This study presents an analysis of the sources and diachronic developments of
prepositions from the viewpoint of grammaticalization within a historical linguis-
tics framework. The approach contributes a detailed corpus-based accounting of
the variation evidenced by the usages of Biblical Hebrew prepositions and pro-
vides a descriptive model of the emergence of this linguistic subsystem.
Furthermore, it demonstrates the value of integrating diachronic linguistics and
philological approaches in the investigation of grammar providing for an exhaus-
tive language-internal description. The following sections include an overview of
the entire study, an illustration of the implications of grammaticalization for as-
sessing diachronic change, and an exploration of several conclusions of this
research.

5.1. Overview of the Study

In chapter 1, grammaticalization is described as the principal language-internal
mechanism by which new grammatical morphemes and functions arise within a
linguistic system. This distinct change does not transpire in a linguistic vacuum.
But linguists have often coupled other resultant phenomena with grammaticaliza-
tion, such as phonological erosion (e.g., the loss of phonological elements as in
going to > gonna), desemanticization (i.e., the loss of the original lexical meaning
as in **[ am gonna town), and syntactic reanalysis (i.e., the rebracketing of phrasal
components as in goingercp [fo go|Nk > [going to]rutr govs). Because these adap-
tations cannot be attributed to all cases of the change resulting in a grammatical
function and may arise on account of other factors, they are determined not to be
fundamental characteristics of grammaticalization. Accordingly, grammaticaliza-
tion is defined as the change whereby a lexical item or a construction comes in
certain linguistic contexts to acquire a grammatical function different from its
original meaning, or whereby an item or a construction expands its grammatical
function(s).

An example of this change resulting in a new grammatical morpheme traces
the discrete steps involved in the evolution of the English FUTURE marker going

201
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to. Initially, a morpheme is used in environments where semantic ambiguity
would allow for an innovative grammatical meaning. A novel function is extended
into contexts where the original usage is no longer accessible. The new meaning
is incorporated and standardized as a part of the grammar.

Chapter 2 provides an assessment of prepositions as a part of speech. This
accounting discusses the morphology, syntax, and semantics of Biblical Hebrew
prepositions in the context of the Semitic language family. Similar morphemes
are arranged into a basic taxonomy. Comparing the linguistic traits of these cate-
gories, twelve prepositions and twenty-one multi-word prepositions are identified
as meeting the criteria for examining the origin and evolution within Hebrew.

Chapter 3 examines twelve simple prepositions in which the original source
is identifiable from language-internal data. The functions of each preposition are
analyzed and exemplified. Internal and external linguistic data are considered in
the mapping of the development of the grammatical changes. Cases of semantic
ambiguity along with cross-linguistic examples of grammaticalization are exam-
ined in order to evaluate the trajectories of change. Finally, the changes are
charted using various diagrams to map the purported semantic changes.

Chapter 4 assesses twenty-one multi-word prepositions of the form PREP +
NP. Each example provides a clear discernible source and certain grammatical
outcomes. The analysis of these polymorphic morphemes corresponds to that of
the simple prepositions in the use of language-internal ambiguity and external
cross-linguistic comparison. The resulting relationships between the source con-
structions and resulting functions are mapped as overlapping or related usages
through examining potential environments of change.

5.2. Diachronic Change and Grammaticalization in Biblical Hebrew

Comparing two previously discussed prepositions provides an illustration for un-
derstanding the results and implications of this study. This presentation does not
rehearse all of the details of each function word but concentrates on the potential
results that emerge from the present study. The goal is to evaluate the degree to
which one may draw reliable conclusions regarding diachrony in Biblical Hebrew
based on the internal and comparative investigations entailing grammaticalization.

The prepositions Zahar (§3.1) and Pah®re (§3.2) are etymologically related,
having derived from an anatomic noun meaning ‘back’. The Biblical Hebrew ev-
idence indicates that both terms developed into locative functions designating the
BEHIND relationship. Further, both locative functions are used for similar tem-
poral notions, AFTER. While the expansion of function are similar for both
morphemes, they did not likely develop at the same time or rate of change. This
conclusion is evidenced by comparing the distribution of their functions (§3.2.6).
At this point, the pathway of development diverge. For 2ahar, the LOCATIVE is
expanded to the ACCORDANTIVE and COMITATIVE functions. Also, the
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temporal function is found in certain contexts as a conjunctive adverb THEN. For
Pah‘re, on the other hand, the locative and temporal functions are extended to a
particle-verb construction and a causative function.

The various functions can be represented by graphing the semantics syn-
chronically on a single chart for each lexeme. In figure 5.1, Pahar is mapped.
Similarly, Pah“re is presented in figure 5.2.

Figure 5.1. Semantic Map of Pahar
ACCORDING TO

(2) \ ’

COMITATIVE
)
Figure 5.2. Semantic Map of 2ah’re

CAUSE
(1

Each usage is represented by a circle with the number of Biblical Hebrew tokens
indicated in parentheses. The diameter corresponds to the number of instances
found—Ilarger circles indicate more Biblical Hebrew tokens. Those contexts in
which the meaning is ambiguous are designated as the intersection of the sets
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(e.g., the set A N B is labeled “A/B”; B N C is labeled “B/C”; etc.). The overlap
of the circles represents semantic ambiguity, which has been proposed to be re-
quired for function extension and oftentimes is preserved in the language even
after the morpheme is fossilized in new contexts. Where the circles touch tangen-
tially, no Biblical Hebrew examples of ambiguity between the two sets are
identified, but the comparative or typological data suggest a likely connection.

In the cases where the circle is dashed, the usage may only be reconstructed
and is not definitely attested in Biblical Hebrew. Using the conventions estab-
lished previously, the nominal usages are represented by single quotation marks,
and grammatical functions are indicated by all capitalized letters. The letters as-
sociated with each usage (A, B, C, etc.) are merely representative of differences
in function and should not necessarily be seen as a claim of sequential expansion.
The suggested sequential development, however, is approximated from earlier to
later in time with the progression from left to right in these charts.

One question arising from the present investigation concerns what historical
data, if any, may demonstrate that the results reflect actual changes realized in
time. For most of the examples detailed in this study, providing such evidence is
difficult because of the limited corpus and the nature of the data in the Hebrew
Bible. That is, the compositional realities of editing and redaction as well as the
subsequent transmission history do not allow for a straightforward assessment of
the internal diachrony of most biblical books. Nonetheless providing some con-
clusions are not altogether impossible from the extant data. In particular, the usage
of these two morphemes within the different strata of Biblical Hebrew and a com-
parison to later Hebrew usage patterns provides for at least a partial appraisal of
the actual diachronic changes as compared to the results of the present study.

Several suppositions should be outlined before providing the analysis. First,
the designations, “Standard Biblical Hebrew” and “Late Biblical Hebrew,” are
applied only to Genesis—Kings and Ezra-Nehemiah-Chronicles. Constraining the
examination to only narrative texts is an attempt to limit the number of false pos-
itives within the data which could arise on account of differences in literary genre
or register. As has been noted previously, there is much recent scholarly debate
about the exact nature of the chronological relationship between these corpora;
however, the classic understanding of these books has yet to be displaced and
continues to provide a valuable starting point for diachronic studies (Miller-Naudé
and Zevit 2012). Second, one main external source for linguistic comparison is
the later corpus of Mishnaic Hebrew, which is understood as related, at least in
some measure, to Biblical Hebrew (Rendsburg 1992). This does not mean that
direct lineage is necessarily obliged without reference to any other influence nor
does it mean that Mishnaic Hebrew and Biblical Hebrew are diachronically sepa-
rate entities, but it is assumed that Mishnaic Hebrew ancestry may be traced to an
earlier strain of Hebrew that is at the very least related to Biblical Hebrew.
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With these cautions in mind, the changes evidenced with these two mor-
phemes are compared internally using a conservative demarcation of Standard
Biblical Hebrew and Late Biblical Hebrew along with external reference to Mish-
naic Hebrew. The semantic maps of the usage of 2ahar and Pah’re are presented
below according to the attested tokens. For 2ahar, the Standard Biblical Hebrew
examples are represented in figure 5.3 and Late Biblical Hebrew in figure 5.4. For
Pah‘re, figure 5.5 and figure 5.6 provide similar diagrams.

Figure 5.3. Functions of 2ahar in Standard Biblical Hebrew

BEHIND

(9)

Figure 5.4. Functions of 2ahar in Late Biblical Hebrew

ACCORD @

'back"\/ \;'\/ ) THEN

I (2)
BEHIND
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Figure 5.5. Functions of 2ah“re in Standard Biblical Hebrew

PTCL
(20)

BEHIND

Figure 5.6. Functions of ?ah“re in Late Biblical Hebrew

BEHIND
(15) PTCL

These models allow for an exploration of the semantic landscape of each function
word as they potentially developed from Standard Biblical Hebrew to Late Bibli-
cal Hebrew. The Standard Biblical Hebrew mapping of 2ahar (fig. 5.3) reflects
four usages—‘back’, BEHIND, AFTER, and THEN. The last two functions pro-
vide the majority of the Standard Biblical Hebrew attestations. The previous two
are vestigial. For 2ahar, in contrast, the Late Biblical Hebrew model (fig. 5.4) is
limited to only three functions: ACCORDING TO, AFTER, and THEN. As rep-
resented by the dashed circles, the original noun meaning ‘back’, and the locative
function are not attested. It may be concluded that the Late Biblical Hebrew usage
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lost the source noun and the BEHIND function in favor of the more derived ones.
It is noteworthy that these attested relations consist of the the later most expan-
sions from their etymological origin.

The semantic maps of 2ah‘re demonstrate similar modifications in usage pat-
terns when comparing Standard Biblical Hebrew to Late Biblical Hebrew tokens.
The first 2ah®re diagram (fig. 5.5) presents four Standard Biblical Hebrew uses:
‘back’, BEHIND, AFTER, and PARTICLE. These instances are evenly divided
between the locative and the temporal functions with slightly more attestations of
the former. The tokens of the original lexeme ‘back’ and the PARTICLE are lim-
ited. In Late Biblical Hebrew (fig. 5.6), three functions of 2ah‘re (BEHIND,
AFTER, and PARTICLE) are found, and the original noun ‘back’ is unattested.
The AFTER function is the most prevalent relation with a ratio of the tokens at
nearly five to one as compared to the instances of BEHIND. Comparing the attes-
tations of 2ah’re in Standard Biblical Hebrew and Late Biblical Hebrew, the usage
pattern suggests the loss of the originating noun and a shift away from the locative
function to the temporal usage, that is, the trend is toward the innovated functions,
principally stipulating the temporal function, as in the case of Pahar.

Post-Biblical Hebrew further evidences these evolving patterns of change.
The two morphemes, 2ahar and 2ah‘re, consolidated into a single lexeme. In the
morphosyntax of Mishnaic Hebrew, the form 2ah®re is restricted to the pronomi-
nal form, and Pahar is the corresponding independent morpheme. The semantic
value of the Mishnaic Hebrew Pahar/?ah®re is almost exclusively the temporal
AFTER, similar to the most common Late Biblical Hebrew usage. The locative
BEHIND is only preserved in Mishnaic Hebrew with fossilized strings, such as
Y lo?ahar (Segal 1927, 141-42). Into this Mishnaic Hebrew situation, a novel
morpheme functions primarily as the locative relation BEHIND. The anatomic
term 7iNR 2okor ‘back’ grammaticalized, resulting in the innovation of the loca-
tive BEHIND with the form »hore (Segal 1927, 141).

The interplay between these functions provides a diachronic picture of se-
mantic development starting with the early stages of Biblical Hebrew and
continuing through Mishnaic Hebrew. The suggested pathway of change for all
three morphemes—72ahar, Pahre, and Pohor—originates from body part nouns
denoting ‘back’. Initially, Pahar grammaticalizes into a locative function and is
extended to a temporal function. Subsequently, 2ak“re follows a similar trajectory
to the locative, possibly as Pahar began to be used more regularly as a temporal
marker. This situation reflects the Standard Biblical Hebrew system, where ahar
is primarily temporal and ?ah“re is locative. A strict division of these locative and
temporal morphemes, however, is precluded by the exclusive use of pronominal
suffixes with the 2ah“e form. This morphosyntactic association may well have
allowed for the semantic expansion and growth of 2ah“re into the temporal func-
tion as found in Late Biblical Hebrew, the functional fusion of the two
morphemes, and the eventual loss of the independent status of 2ah“re in Mishnaic
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Hebrew. As these two forms are reanalyzed as the independent and pronominal
biforms of the temporal function, the semantic space vacated by the loss of the
locative is filled by the innovative use of the third morpheme, ?/ore. This noun
experiences a similar change (‘back’ > BEHIND) as that of the other two prepo-
sitions resulting in the locative function. The Overlap Model of figure 5.7
demonstrates these pathways of change using schematized stages, where the pri-
mary usages are indicated by bold typeface. The parentheses indicate vestigial and
nascent usages. Stages II, III, and V correspond to the evidence from Standard
Biblical Hebrew, Late Biblical Hebrew, and Mishnaic Hebrew, respectively.

Figure 5.7. Overlap Model of Pahar, 2ah®re, and Pohor

Stage: I 11 (SBH) 111 (LBH) v V (MH)
Pahar ‘back’ (‘back’)
BEHIND  BEHIND
(AFTER)  AFTER AFTER AFTER AFTER-+NP
THEN THEN THEN THEN
(ACCORD)
Pah‘re ‘back’ (‘back’)
(BEHIND) BEHIND BEHIND (BEHIND)
AFTER AFTER AFTER AFTER+PRO
PTCL PTCL (PTCL)
Phore (‘back’) ‘back’ ‘back’ ‘back’ ‘back’

(BEHIND) BEHIND

In light of this example, it may be concluded that the variation need not be
consigned to purely synchronic realities, but plausible diachronic analyses of Bib-
lical Hebrew can be considered based on established models of diachronic change
(Cook 2012a). Grammaticalization provides one of these robust comparative cri-
teria for assessing language change even in situations where diachronic data is
complex or inaccessible. While each individual developmental trajectory must be
ultimately confirmed through available historical evidence, it is not unreasonable
that the general developments outlined in this study reflect likely diachronic real-
ities even where temporality is not readily accessible from the textual evidence
itself. Stated positively, the developments proposed by examining functional am-
biguity and cross-linguistic changes may be legitimate even when the philological
data comes from diverse chronological strata.

5.3. Further Implications

Several further implications may be concluded from this analysis that lead to a
better understanding of grammatical change. These include a number of



CONCLUSION 209

observations pertain to the emergence of Biblical Hebrew prepositions, the inter-
pretation of functional variation, and the typological pathways of
grammaticalization. Finally, some suggestions for future investigation conclude
this section.

5.3.1. Emergence of Biblical Hebrew Prepositions

It is widely recognized that prepositions develop from lexical origins. The detect-
able sources of grammatical innovation in Biblical Hebrew include nouns in the
genitive construction and grammaticalized strings including prepositional and in-
finitive phrases. This study provides strong evidence connecting the grammatical
results and the sources demonstrating clear overlap in the semantic and morpho-
syntactic usages of the two. Accordingly, several conclusions may be drawn
concerning the emergent grammar of Biblical Hebrew prepositions.

Contrary to the assumptions of many Hebrew grammarians (§2.1), the Bibli-
cal Hebrew evidence does not support the development from noun to adverb to
preposition. Out of the more than sixty grammaticalized morphemes, only four
constructions, viz. tahat ‘below’ (§3.12.4), sabib ‘around’ (§3.10.2.2), lobad
‘alone’ (§4.10.2.2), and /aponim ‘forward; formerly’ (§4.15.2), are attested as in-
dependent adverbs.'®¢ It would be difficult to require an intermediate step from a
noun to an adverb before the development of the preposition without evidence
connecting at least a majority of these forms. This adverbial stage is all the more
unlikely because of the abundant empirical support for the overlapping noun-
preposition usages discussed in the present study.

Additional confirmation of the direct change from noun to preposition is
found with typological comparisons. In her initial cross-linguistic study of the
emergence of locative prepositions, Svorou (1986, 516) presents a continuum of
morphological change beginning with nouns and ending with bound affixes (re-
produced below with slight modifications as fig. 5.8)."®” Her expanded study
(Svorou 1994) provides an amended presentation of the comparative data showing
that two different sequences are evinced: (1) genitive constructions become adpo-
sitions without the intermediating step to adverbs, and (2) genitive constructions
become adverbs then adpositions.

186 Of these, the attestations of tahat ‘below’ are rare and limited to poetry.

187 Heine (1989, 107) proposes two revisions to this continuum: (1) in all of the African
languages known to him, the development bypasses the genitive construction and “leads
straight from noun to adverb without involving an intermediate genitive stage,” and (2) the
move from adverb to adposition “does not hold true for the vast majority of languages in
our sample.” These are represented on the figure by placing the adverb stage in parentheses.
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Figure 5.8. Evolution of Locative Expressions from Nominal Sources
Lexical Grammatical

el el

Noun > Genitive Construction (> Adverb) > Adposition > Bound Affix

She further hypothesizes that the typological pattern of “the morphosyntax of
the adpositional constructions and the position of genitive markers (GEN) within
them in that language” is predictive of the development pathway (Svorou 1994,
104). In sum, the adpositional pattern, PREP-GEN + N or N + GEN-POSTP, is
indicative of a sequence without adverbs, and the adpositional pattern, PREP +
N-GEN or N-GEN + POSTP, is connected to the adverbial sequence.'®® Svorou
indicates that the first pattern is well-supported from her sample, and Biblical He-
brew prepositions provide additional support for this claim.

Understanding the development of Biblical Hebrew prepositions allows for a
more thorough discerning of the syntactic environment in which the source con-
structions emerged. For the simple prepositions, a genitive construction is
grammaticalized in situations where the source came to be understood as a prep-
osition: Ngen + NP > [PREP, Ngen] + NP > PREP + NP. This change of category
and function in the initial element does not require reanalysis, specifically syntac-
tic rebracketing (§1.5.1). The multi-word strings, on the other hand, attest
syntactic rebracketing and grammaticalization. The original construction, PREP
+ [Ngen + NP]np, is reinterpreted as [PREP + Ngen]prep + NP. This transformation
occurs in conjunction with the grammaticalization and recategorialization of the
expression. Lastly, the extension of existing grammatical functions into innova-
tive environments (i.e., secondary grammaticalization: PREP; + NP > PREP> +
NP), regardless of the source construction, does not require syntactic reanalysis
or category change.

Several examples demonstrate further that recategorialization occurs sepa-
rately from grammaticalization. A category change from a preposition to an
adverbializer is seen with seven Biblical Hebrew examples from the dataset:
Pahar AFTER (§3.1.2.4), Pah‘re AFTER (§3.2.3.2), {eqeb CAUSE (§3.11.2.2),
bayom WHEN (§4.5.2.2), lomafan RESULT (§4.12.2.1), lipne BEFORE
(§4.15.2.2), and miyyom SINCE (§4.17.2.2). Each demonstrates little to no differ-
ence in the semantic function between the prepositional and adverbializer usages.
In other words, the functional similarity of prepositions and adverbializers

188 Svorou (1994, 105) further notes that these patterns correspond to head-marking and
dependent-marking languages (Nichols 1986). This connection, however, should be tem-
pered to include only the construction strategies for the adpositional phrase types and not
the marking strategy of the language as a whole seeing as Biblical Hebrew presents a
mixed-marking system.
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suggests a clear category shift (recategorialization), even though the semantic
function does not change (grammaticalization).

The study indicates that following the change of grammaticalization, the
source morpheme and usage is generally preserved alongside the innovative func-
tion resulting in polysemy. This variation often remains salient for an extended
time as the original construction continues to encode both the source meanings
and the expanded functions. As the outcome is incorporated into the grammar,
however, the frequency of the function word increases and eventually outpaces
even the most common source constructions.

This inference is observed in Biblical Hebrew by comparing the source to-
kens to the outcomes in the dataset. Table 5.1 provides the cases where the original
constructions are attested, and table 5.2 details the reconstructed sources. The ra-
tio of the lexical sources to the grammaticalized outcomes is presented in the last
column of these tables. Accounting for all thirty-two types equally, the mean of
the ratio of the source to the outcome tokens is 1.56 with a range from 19.4 to
zero. This distribution means that for the types with detectable source construc-
tions, the original source on average is found one and a half times for every
instance of the grammatical usage. However, only six examples (bafet, $al pi,
ligra?t, missad, lopi, bayom) attest a ratio greater than this average, meaning that
a small number of outlier types are significantly increasing the mean. If these out-
liers are excluded, the average ratio falls to 0.343. A better accounting of the ratio
of lexical source to grammatical outcome is provided by weighing the types ac-
cording to their relative frequency. The resulting ratio is 0.186 (734 to 3939
examples), which is more reflective of the ratio of the total number of tokens.
Even considering those types which may be designated as outliers, the grammat-
icalized tokens are in excess of five times more frequent than the lexical tokens.

Table 5.1. Ratio of Lexical Sources to Grammatical Outcomes

Lexical Source Outcome | Ratio of
Source Tokens | Tokens Source to Outcome
bofet ‘in the time’ 97 5 19.4
{al pi ‘on the mouth’ 54 8 6.75
ligra?t ‘to meet’ 83 15 5.533
missad ‘from the side’ 8 2 4

lapi ‘to the mouth’ 51 14 3.643
bayom ‘in the day’ 126 74 1.703
mippane ‘from the face’ 171 127 1.346
layad ‘to the hand’ 4 3 1.333
miyyom ‘from the day’ 13 11 1.182
ba?lepes ‘in the end’ 1 1 1
lonokah ‘to the front’ 1 1 1

{al yerek ‘on the thigh’ 6 6 1
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Table 5.1. Ratio of Lexical Sources to Grammatical Outcomes (cont.)

Lexical Source Outcome | Ratio of
Source Tokens | Tokens Source to Outcome
{egeb ‘end’ 6 9 0.667
kapi ‘like the mouth’ 5 10 0.5
sabib ‘environs’ 13 37 0.351
bagereb ‘in the innards’ 29 125 0.232
nokah ‘front (of object)’ 3 19 0.158
tahat ‘place’ 23 377 0.061
ben (< *bayn ‘space between’) | 11 379 0.029
lipne ‘to the face’ 18 1025 0.018
batok ‘in the middle’ 5 310 0.016
labad ‘to a part’ 1 88 0.011
Pahar ‘back’ 1 90 0.011
Pah‘re ‘back’ 4 542 0.007
Totals: | 734 3278

On a linguistic level, one may conclude that the functional usage of the six
outliers has been integrated to a much lesser degree into the Biblical Hebrew
grammatical system. This lack of incorporation could be construed as a result of
the relative “newness” of the grammaticalization change or perhaps, more likely,
as a result of common idioms, like bayom ‘in the day of” or bafet ‘in the time of”,
providing for the preservation of the source construction on account of its high
frequency status in certain syntactic strings. Such is demonstrably the case for
bayom (§4.5.2), where the source construction is found exclusively with a follow-
ing NP accounting for nearly all of the tokens of the non-grammaticalized string
(124 of 126 examples). Excluding this string, the ratio with a following infinitive
phrase falls well below the mean (0.026, i.e., two to seventy-seven examples).

It is interesting to note further that as one moves farther down table 5.1, which
is organized by the ratio of the lexical to functional meanings, the number of to-
kens of the originating source generally decreases. This correspondence supports
the notion that as the function is incorporated into the grammatical system, the
lexical source typically begins to lose its independent status. In a quarter of the
examples (eight of the thirty-two types; table 5.2), the lexical source is not evi-
denced at all. However, this loss should not be tied directly to grammaticalization.
It is better understood as a secondary result. That is to say, the grammaticalization
itself does not cause the decrease in the original source construction, but the usage
may become specialized and the lexical source is often lost completely or replaced
unless specific linguistic factors provide for its preservation.
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Table 5.2. Tokens of Grammatical Outcomes without Lexical Sources

Lexical Source Source Outcome | Ratio of Source
Tokens | Tokens to Outcome
helep (< *hilp ‘change’) 0 2 0
Pesel (< *2isl ‘side”) 0 54 0
baSad (<*ba{d ‘distance’) 0 99 0
neged (< *nigd ‘opposite [place]’) | 0 89 0
ya$an (< *yafn ‘answer’) 0 99 0
bigalal (< *galal ‘matter”) 0 10 0
ba$"bur ‘in the produce’ 0 36 0
loma$an (< NN ma$*ne ‘purpose’) | 0 272 0
Totals: | 0 661

In sum, this study of grammaticalization allows for a detailed description of
grammatical change with Biblical Hebrew prepositions. The source constructions
consist of genitive-construction nouns or preposition-noun strings which acquired
innovative grammatical functions. Accompanying this change designated as
grammaticalization, other shifts of category and structural realignment may or
may not occur. The innovative forms are expanded by analogy to new contexts,
providing for the detection of the functional expansion. At this point, the functions
could grammaticalize again or even undergo other structural changes, such as re-
categorialization, as a part of the grammatical system. The original construction
oftentimes remains salient especially where the source morphemes are common,
but this polysemy typically reduces as the lexical source became less frequent or
are lost altogether.

5.3.2. Interpreting Functional Variation

Function variation may be considered the consequence of development through
time. By employing diachronic research and cross-linguistic comparison, the pre-
sent study appraises language-internal variation and affords an evaluative matrix
to view semantic ambiguity as indicative of contexts where functional innovative
occurs. As such, polysemy is properly understood as the preservation of transi-
tional encoding and not relegated to sundry or anomalous usage patterns.

Most grammatical evaluations, however, categorize function words using
limited etic relations. Each instance is necessarily assigned to a discrete category.
An example of this approach is the magisterial three-volume work of Jenni (1992—
2000) on three Biblical Hebrew prepositions. The instances where functional am-
biguity exists are necessarily attributed to well-established clusters. Such studies
limit the explanative options of polysemy to synchronic connections without ref-
erence to diachronic and typological developments. In contrast, a central premise
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of this study is that functional variation and emergent environments result in fuzzy
categorical boundaries. And proper development trajectories provide a limit on
speculative interpretations.

Several Biblical Hebrew examples may be highlighted to demonstrate that
functional variation is best explained by language change.

The various constructions of ben (§3.4.2) demonstrate a converging of se-
mantics and constructions in the later strata of Hebrew. In Standard Biblical
Hebrew, the semantics of the ben-NP structure primarily includes the locative
function BETWEEN along with the temporal function. The ben-NP (w)I-NP se-
quence is generally used as the separative relation. The construction ben-NP w-
ben-NP functions more generally with locative, separative, or reciprocative no-
tions. In Late Biblical Hebrew, this taxonomy is complicated by an increase in the
cases of the ben-NP (w)I-NP pattern and the breakdown of the semantic distinc-
tions among the different sequences. This variation is preserved in morphosyntax
and function of Mishnaic Hebrew (Segal 1927, 142-43).

In the description of 2ah®re and 2ahar above (§5.2), both morphemes are used
interchangeably for the functions BEHIND and AFTER, demonstrating the con-
nectiveness of these lexemes morphosyntactically and semantically. This
functional correlation, however, does not limit the grammatical innovation of ei-
ther as distinct morphemes with sometimes divergent developmental trajectories.
In certain environments, the particle-verb construction occurs uniquely with the
preposition Zah‘re (§3.2.3.4), while a clause linker develops with Pahar
(§3.1.2.6).

At times, the convergence of similar morphemes and functions can drive
change. The locative semantic space vacated by the morphemes 2ah‘re and Pahar
by Mishnaic Hebrew is filled by the grammaticalization of a new morpheme
»hore BEHIND (§5.2). Such interactions can motivate the reduction in the num-
ber of morphemes expressing similar functions as well. For example, Biblical
Hebrew evidences eight different morphemes with causative functions: 2ah‘re,
bigalal, ba$"bur, yaSan, loma$an, mippane, Seqeb, and tahat. This multiplicity is
reduced in later linguistic strata. Three of these morphemes—bigalal, ba$"bur,
and loma$an—are not attested at all in Mishnaic Hebrew, and the causative func-
tion is lost for most of the other Biblical Hebrew examples (Segal 1927, 148;
Pérez Fernandez 1999, 160).

5.3.2.1. Typological Shifts

This investigation attempts to provide a thorough picture of the morphosyntactic
origin and functional development of a number of Biblical Hebrew prepositions
through the lens of grammaticalization. Each preposition is examined with regard
to the discrete steps of change contributing to the emergence of new grammatical
notions. The individual pathways of change are appraised in light of diachronic
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typology with particular attention given to similar changes suggested by examples
from within the Semitic language group.

The following sections provide a summary of all the Biblical Hebrew sources
and the grammatical results with attention given to the place of these changes
within typological research. As noted previously, prepositions obtain from a vari-
ety of grammatical and nominal sources. The morphosyntactic characteristics of
the originating sources generally consist of nouns in genitive constructions or
preposition phrases with nouns. The nominal sources (§5.3.3) are grouped to-
gether in semantic categories to allow for broader typological comparison.
Following the cross-linguistic grouping of Svorou (1994) and, to a lesser degree,
Heine and Kuteva (2004), the originating semantics are grouped according to
body parts, locations, objects, relations, and abstract notions. The functional
sources (§5.3.5), such as the locative, directional, and temporal, which evidence
secondary grammaticalization, are likewise categorized together.

The majority of these changes are known from the world’s languages (Heine
and Kuteva 2004). A few of the Biblical Hebrew examples, however, should be
highlighted as providing additional support to tentative pathways of change and
even suggesting unique trajectories. For instance, the abstract noun helep ‘change’
is demonstrated to develop the meaning EXCHANGE (§3.6.3), and the function
AROUND obtained from the location noun sobib ‘environs’ (§3.10.2.4). These
examples may be connected with several other known but rare instances and likely
indicate cross-linguistic trends. Strings with the nouns ‘produce’ (ba{“bur) and
“front’ (lonokah) provide evidence for the grammatical functions of CAUSE
(§4.6.3) and BENEFACTIVE (§4.13.2.3), respectively. Unique pathways of sec-
ondary grammaticalization result in the COMITATIVE (§3.1.3.3),
ACCORDANTIVE (§3.1.3.4), CAUSE (§3.2.4.3), and DIRECTIONAL
(§3.3.3.3) from the BEHIND, AFTER, and BESIDE functions. Finally, the lone
Biblical Hebrew verbal source /igra?t ‘to meet’ suggests evidence for a possible
tendency for such expressions to become a directional (§4.16.3.1).

5.3.3. Nominal Sources
5.3.3.1. Body Part Nouns

The most common nominal sources for Biblical Hebrew prepositions are body
part nouns. Anatomic nouns make up thirteen examples of grammaticalization to
locative functions and logical relations (table 5.3). Three sources are simple nouns
in the genitive construction, and ten are complex preposition phrases. The body
parts include the core semantic concepts of BACK, FACE, HAND, INNARDS,
MIDDLE, MOUTH, SIDE, and THIGH.
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Table 5.3. Body Part Sources

BH Source Body Part | Outcome Function Type
anR Pahar ‘back’ BACK BEHIND LOC

"INR Pah‘re ‘back’ BACK BEHIND LOC

18 lipne ‘to the face’ FACE BEFORE (space) | LOC

*391) mippone ‘from the face’ | FACE CAUSE LOG REL
75 layad “to the hand’ HAND NEAR LOC
2723 bagereb ‘in the innards’ | INNARDS | WITHIN LOC

Tina batok ‘in the middle’ MIDDLE | INSIDE LOC

93 kopi ‘like the mouth’ MOUTH ACCORDING TO| LOG REL
o) lapi ‘to the mouth’ MOUTH ACCORDING TO| LOG REL
'8 Yp (al pi ‘on the mouth’ MOUTH ACCORDING TO| LOG REL
S¥R Pesel (<*2isl ‘side’) *SIDE BESIDE LOC

T80 missad ‘from the side’ SIDE BESIDE LOC

77 90 {al yerek ‘on the thigh® | THIGH BESIDE LOC

It is noteworthy that a single source can evolve into multiple functions, and
different originating constructions can converge into similar spatial grams. Two
of the Biblical Hebrew body-part sources demonstrate these trajectories. The Bib-
lical Hebrew noun pane ‘face’, yields two outcomes: the spatial notion BEFORE
and the logical relation CAUSE. And three different strings including the nominal
source pe ‘mouth’ result in the ACCORDING TO function (kapi ‘like the mouth’,
lapi ‘to the mouth’, and ¢a/ pi ‘on the mouth’).

Nearly all of these Biblical Hebrew anatomic sources and the resulting spatial
grams are evidenced in either Svorou’s (1994, 71) database of fifty-five languages
or Heine’s various cross-linguistic studies (Heine and Reh 1984, Heine 1989,
Heine and Kuteva 2004). One Biblical Hebrew body-part source, however, evi-
dences a spatial notion that is not found in these typological studies. The proximal
NEAR evolves from a construction with the body part HAND (/ayad ‘to the
hand’). A somewhat similar shift, HAND to LOC, however, is predicted by Heine
and Kuteva (2004, 166) as “an instance of a more general process whereby certain
body parts, on account of their relative location or their function, are used as struc-
tural templates to express location.” This Biblical Hebrew example provides
additional support for this change.

Generally speaking, Svorou (1994, 73-79) suggests two evolutionary tem-
plates of body-part terms which result in spatial grams. The models depend on the
tendency to relate certain spatial notions either to anthropomorphic (upright hu-
man) or zoomorphic (horizontal, four-legged animal) anatomies.'®® Biblical

189 Heine (1989) designates this latter category, the “pastosralist model,” connecting it to
certain nomadic societies dependent on animal husbandry.
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Hebrew follows the former model. The body-part nouns for BACK (Pahar ‘back’
and Pah‘re ‘back’), following the anthropomorphic archetype, are used to desig-
nate the relative location BEHIND. In the prototypical zoomorphic model, this
spatial gram (BEHIND) is prototypically derived from terms designating
BUTTOCKS or LOINS, whereas BACK results in a TOP-REGION relation.

5.3.3.2. Location Nouns

In eight cases, a location noun, or an “environmental landmark” (Svorou 1986,
526), serves as the source of a grammatical function. These examples originate
with environmental landmarks designating the semantic notions of HOUSE,
INTERVAL, DISTANCE, OPPOSITE PLACE, ENVIRONS, and PLACE (see
table 5.4). The nouns, bafad ‘distance’ and tahat ‘place’, are the source of two
different outcomes each. There are no complex preposition constructions with lo-
cation nouns.

Table 5.4. Location Sources

Source Location Outcome Function
Type
n'a bayit ‘house’ HOUSE *IN LOC

*1013 bafad (<*bafd ‘distance’) *DISTANCE | THROUGH | DIR
*103 bafad (<*bafd ‘distance’) *DISTANCE | BEHIND LOC

2120 sabib ‘environs’ ENVIRONS | AROUND | LOC
*12 ben (<*bayn ‘space between’) | INTERVAL | BETWEEN | LOC
nnn tahat ‘place’ PLACE UNDER LOC
nnn tahat ‘place’ PLACE INSTEAD | LOG REL

*111 neged (<*nigd ‘opposite| *OPPOSITE | BEFORE LOC
[place]’)

It is observed that Afroasiatic languages evolve spatial relations from sources
different than those of other areal-related African languages. In particular, Heine
(1989, 98—100) uses five basic functions (ON, UNDER, IN, FRONT, and BACK)
to highlight this difference. Non-Afroasiatic languages, specifically the Western
Nilotic and Bantu families, derive these relations from body parts and environ-
mental landmarks, but he claims that most Afroasiatic languages have “an
unproportionally high number [nearly sixty-two percent in his sample] of ‘rela-
tional concepts’ like ‘top’, ‘bottom’, or ‘interior’,” which are the source
constructions for these spatial grams (Heine 1989, 99—100). It should be noted
that Heine’s sample of Afroasiatic languages appears to be absent a proportionate
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number of Semitic exemplars.'*® In contrast to Heine’s “Afroasiatic pattern,” Bib-
lical Hebrew is more comparable to the “Bantu pattern” where the body parts are
restricted to the basic spatial notions of IN, FRONT, and BACK, and the land-
marks account for the UNDER and ON notions. Only two Biblical Hebrew
sources, neged ‘opposite (place)’ and nokah ‘front (of object)’, could even plau-
sibly be connected with Heine’s “relational concept” designation. As such, one
should perhaps limit Heine’s typological observation to only the non-Semitic
phyla of the Afroasiatic family.

Several other sundry typological connections may be mentioned. The ten-
dency of African languages to associate the spatial concept of UNDER with
landmarks of the type GROUND, EARTH, and SOIL is evidenced with fahat
‘place’ (Heine 1989, 94). Additionally, the locative relation IN derived from the
object noun bayit ‘house’ has only minimal Biblical Hebrew evidence, although
this change is evidenced later with Mishnaic Hebrew bbyt/2byt ‘in, inside’ (Pérez
Fernandez 1999, 160)."°! Finally, the environmental landmark, sabib ‘environs’,
provides evidence for the evolution of a cross-linguistic locative outcome
AROUND from location-noun sources designating an ‘area’ or ‘vicinity’ of a lo-
cality. This change is known in the European languages Icelandic and Lithuanian
(Heine and Kuteva 2004, 122-23), the Papuan language Imonda (44), the Niger-
Congo language Kpelle (44), and the isolate Basque (68). On account of the areal
and genetic diversity of the languages evidencing this change, this grammaticali-
zation may be considered a more general typological change.!*?

5.3.3.3. Object Nouns

Several Biblical Hebrew outcomes grammaticalized from concrete nouns. These
nouns are identified as object sources in table 5.5. All three, CAUSE,
EXCHANGE, and PURPOSE, likely developed from the same preposition
phrase, ba$“bur ‘in the production of’, which has a nominal component with a
disputed etymology and meaning (§4.6.2.1). No clear typological connections are
known connecting these source notions and outcomes.

190 To wit, the specific eighteen Afroasiatic languages are not given in his article (Heine
1989). Though, it may be assumed that the list is similar to his earlier work on African
languages (Heine and Reh 1984). In this sample of Afroasiatic languages (Amharic, Beja,
Berber, Boni, Gorowa, Hausa, Iraqw, Lamang, Oromo, Rendille, Saho, the Sam languages,
Tigrinya, and Somali), only Amharic and Tigrinya are Semitic.

191 Compare to an analogous change found in Abkhaz (Svorou 1994, 81).

192 Svorou’s (1994, 152-53) CIRCUMFERENTIAL-path outcome, which originates from
a POSTERIOR, does not appear to be related.
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Table 5.5. Object Sources

BH Source Object Outcome Function
Type
2p3a ba¥bur ‘in the production’ | PRODUCE | CAUSE LOG REL

2p3a ba¥bur ‘in the production’ | PRODUCE | EXCHANGE | LOG REL
M2p3 bafbur ‘in the production’ | PRODUCE | PURPOSE LOG REL

5.3.3.4. Relation Nouns

The sources of five grammatical functions are classified as relational object
nouns: FRONT, END, and PART. Two instances originate in simple nouns, and
two outcomes are complex prepositions (table 5.6). The nominal components des-
ignating END, ba?epes ‘in the end’ and {eqeb ‘end’, are unrelated lexemes. The
sources for FRONT, however, are equivalent: nokah ‘front (of object)’ yields a
locative function, and lonokah ‘to the front’ results in the BENEFACTIVE rela-
tion. Elsewhere, relational nouns are recognized to have been the source of the
BENEFACTIVE (Svorou 1994, 158). For a discussion on the typological rela-
tionship between relation nouns and spatial relations, see the previous discussion
on locative nouns (§5.3.3.2).

Table 5.6. Relation Sources

BH Source Relation | Outcome Function Type
AR barepes ‘in the end’ END WITHOUT LOG REL
apY fegeb ‘end’ END CAUSE LOG REL
n2iY lonokah ‘to the front’ FRONT | FOR LOG REL
n2i nokah ‘front (of object)” | FRONT | BEFORE LOC

72% lobad ‘to a part’ PART BY -SELF LOG REL

5.3.3.5. Abstract Nouns

Abstract nouns designate nonmaterial referents. Seven grammatical functions
originate from abstract sources (table 5.7). These nouns include the semantic no-
tions of DAY, TIME, MATTER, CHANGE, and PURPOSE. Six examples are
found as complex prepositions. Only one of the sources is a noun in the genitive
construction. The original Biblical Hebrew lexeme yom ‘day’ is the noun compo-
nent of both a grammaticalized temporal function and a logical relation. The string
lamaS$an ‘for the purpose’ develops into both purpose and causative functions.
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Table 5.7. Abstract Sources

BH Source Abstract Outcome Function Type
991 helep (< *hilp ‘change’) *CHANGE | EXCHANGE | LOG REL
012 hayom ‘in the day’ DAY WHEN TEMP

o' miyyom ‘from the day’ DAY SINCE TEMP

5933 bigalal (< *bV + galal ‘on| *MATTER | CAUSE LOG REL

the matter”)
1wnY lomaSan ‘for the purpose’ PURPOSE | PURPOSE LOG REL
1wnY lomaSan ‘for the purpose’ | PURPOSE | CAUSE LOG REL
N3 bafet ‘in the time’ TIME WHEN TEMP

Several typological connections should be mentioned with this source type.
Heine and Kuteva (2004, 299) suggest that the evolution to temporal relations
from abstract nouns designating time is connected via “some salient semantic
property [that] gives rise to a grammatical marker highlighting that property.” The
extension of a salient semantic property may provide for the emergence of the
PURPOSE function from a noun denoting ‘purpose’ (loma$an ‘for the purpose’).
The connection between this abstract noun and the causative function confirms,
at least in this case, the hypothesis that the semantic notion PURPOSE is primary
(Heine, Claudi, and Hiinnemeyer 1991, Heine and Kuteva 2004, 247).

5.3.4. Verb Phrases

As noted previously, a lone Biblical Hebrew outcome derives from an infinitive
source, ligra?t ‘to meet’. The verb QR? ‘meet’ is construed as an infinitive-con-
struct phrase with the prefixed element TO. This grammaticalized string yields
the directional function TOWARD (table 5.8). Although cross-linguistic studies
indicate that serial verbs and participles are the primary source constructions for
prepositions, directional outcomes are known to grammaticalize from verbs with
similar semantics, such as ‘to approach’ (Svorou 1994, 109-17).

Table 5.8. Verbal Sources
BH Source | Verb | Outcome | Function Type
nRIDY ligra?t ‘tomeet” | TOMEET | TOWARD | DIR

5.3.5. Grammatical Sources
5.3.5.1. Locative Functions
The largest group of innovative relations with previously grammaticalized source

constructions (secondary grammaticalizations) derives from locative functions.
Seventeen Biblical Hebrew examples have their sources in spatial notions such as
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BEFORE, BEHIND, BESIDE, BETWEEN, INSIDE, UNDER, and WITHIN
(table 5.9). Several sources produce multiple different grammatical outcomes.

These grammaticalization pathways can be connected with known typologi-
cal tendencies in the world’s languages. The largest group of locative functions
provides the source of various temporal notions. In particular, temporal outcomes
are connected to the path of motion or goal of anterior and posterior grams. The
locative function is extended into temporal contexts when used with a situation as
its landmark. Svorou (1994, 159) explains this metaphorical extension through
the cognitive connection that “reaching a goal translates into completing an
event.” There do not appear to be any additional large-scale patterns of the result-
ing outcomes having developed from the locative functions. Such an observation
is required at present because of the diversity of the outcomes themselves and the
lack of scholarship devoted to exploring the cognitive connections between these
more abstracted relations.

Table 5.9. Locative Function Sources

BH Source Locative Outcome Function
Type
18 lipne ‘before’ BEFORE (space) BEFORE TEMP
nK Pahar ‘after’ BEHIND THEN TEMP
nK Pahar ‘behind’ BEHIND ACCORDING TO | LOG REL
nK Pahar ‘behind’ BEHIND AFTER TEMP
"R 2ah‘re ‘behind’ | BEHIND PTCL OTHER
"R 2ah‘re ‘behind’ | BEHIND AFTER TEMP
T3 baSad ‘behind’ BEHIND FOR LOG REL
bR Pesel ‘beside’ BESIDE TOWARD DIR
bR Pesel ‘beside’ BESIDE NEAR LOC
"2 ben ‘between’ BETWEEN (space)| SEPARATIVE LOG REL
"2 ben ‘between’ BETWEEN (space)| RECIPROCATIVE | LOG REL
"2 ben ‘between’ BETWEEN (space)| BETWEEN TEMP
Tina batok ‘inside’ INSIDE THROUGH DIR
Tina batok ‘inside’ INSIDE COMITATIVE LOG REL
Tina batok ‘inside’ INSIDE DURING TEMP
nnn tahat ‘under’ UNDER CAUSE LOG REL
273 bagereb ‘within’ | WITHIN THROUGHOUT TEMP

5.3.5.2. Directional Functions

The directional function TOWARD is the source of a single grammatical out-
come. The resulting logical relation is AGAINST (table 5.10). This secondary
change follows the grammaticalization of the verbal string ‘to meet’ (§5.3.4). The
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typological data is quite limited for this example, being primarily circumscribed
by only genetically related languages (§4.16.3.2).

Table 5.10. Directional Function Sources
BH Source | Directional | Outcome | Function Type
nK&pY ligra?t ‘toward’ | TOWARD | AGAINST | LOG REL

5.3.5.3. Temporal Functions

Two logical relations find their source in temporal functions that grammaticalized
from locatives (§5.3.5.1). The sources consist of the etymologically related terms
Pahar and Pah’re. These temporal sources both mark the AFTER function (table
5.11) and develop the logical relations, CAUSE and COMITATIVE. The latter
relation appears to be in the earliest stage of expansion for Biblical Hebrew (see
above §3.1.3.3). The changes to these functions, COMITATIVE (Svorou 1994,
156-57) and CAUSE (Heine and Kuteva 2004, 48), are well-known cross-linguis-
tically.

Table 5.11. Temporal Function Sources

BH Source Temporal Outcome Function Type
R 2ahar ‘after’ AFTER *COMITATIVE | LOG REL
"R Zah‘re ‘after’ | AFTER CAUSE LOG REL

5.4. Suggestions for Future Studies

Two directions for continued study include an extension of this analysis to other
Biblical Hebrew function words and an attempt to compare more comprehen-
sively the Post-Biblical Hebrew data. Each study would allow for a more complete
picture of the evolution of Hebrew grammar by incorporating a larger corpus of
constructions and diachronic evidence. While the present study has suggested and
provided evidence for the development of Hebrew grammar through time, addi-
tional inquiries using a broader corpus would contribute to a more well-defined
accounting of the diachronic relationships encompassed within Biblical Hebrew.
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