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A note on Hebrew transcription

The following provides an explanation for how transliteration is used throughout
this book. Our current understanding of how Classical Hebrew was pronounced
came to us from the Tiberians who added diacritics to unvocalized text. These
diacritics are necessary for discerning some (though not all) morphological de-
tails. The following table provides a guide for how the Hebrew text has been tran-
scribed. It is loosely based on the Encyclopaedia Judaica recommendations for sci-
entific transliteration of Hebrew and Semitic texts.
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Preface

This book is an entire reworking of my PhD thesis which addressed a related group
of constructions in Classical Hebrew. At the invitation and encouragement of the
editors, I have taken the data from Classical Hebrew and the theoretical approach
of the thesis and brought them into a larger conversation.The present volume is
designed to set forward a unique theory of copular sentences which attempts to
account for the syntactic and semantic variation often found in copular sentences
cross-linguistically.

There are a number of critical differences between the present volume and
my PhD thesis. First, the entire structure has changed and each chapter contains
significantly more interaction with research that did not appear in the thesis. My
involvement in a number of linguistics summer schools exposed me to additional
lines of thinking which enabled me to view the data with a difference perspective.
In most cases, this merely enabled me to write with more precision about the inner
workings of the theoretical model I have adopted. In a few cases, however, I have
reconsidered positions I defended in the thesis (e.g. the nature of PRON). Second,
an anonymous reviewer recommeded I include a much more detailed discussion
of the theoretical framework I have adopted and why it should bre preferred over
other approaches. This recommendation also entailed a much more thorough dis-
cussion on the issue of lexical categorization, which I did not spend much time
on in the thesis. Third, my treatment on the copula in the left-periphery (chapter
5) has evolved significantly since the thesis was written. The issue of the thetic/
categorical distinction in natural human language is evolving in present linguistic
discussion. I am attempting to be an active conversation partner in this evolution
(see Wilson forthcoming), so all this additional research is reflected in chapter 5.

This book is (hopefully) the initial installment in a much larger research pro-
gram which is devoted to taking the discussion of non-verbal predication forward.
The topic of non-verbal predication presents us with a fascinating opportunity to
continue making progress in understanding natural human language by narrow-
ing our focus on the semantic and syntactic variation which exists in these seem-
ingly ubiquitous constructions. It is important that our theories about these con-
structions (and related issues) are able to account for the interesting data which
has been noticed in the languages of the world. I present here the data of Classical

printed on 2/10/2023 9:31 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



XVI

Syntactic and Semantic Variation in Copular Sentences

EBSCChost -

Hebrew as a demonstration of how new data force us to nuance earlier theories
about these constructions. It is my sincere hope that this book will continue to
push us closer to a thorough account of these constructions and, through them, to
a deeper understanding of human language.
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copular sentences

Insights from Classical Hebrew

The proposition “Socrates is a man” is no doubt equivalent to “Socrates is human,”
but it is not the very same proposition. The is of “Socrates is human” expresses the
relation of subject and predicate; the is of “Socrates is a man” expresses identity. It
is a disgrace to the human race that it has chosen the same word “is” for these two
entirely different ideas — a disgrace which a symbolic logical language of course

remedies. (Bertrand Russell 1920: 172)
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Broadly speaking, this is a study of form and meaning variation in copular sen-
tences — also called sentences with non-verbal predicates — viewed through the
lens of Classical Hebrew.! It is a window into the minds of speakers of an ancient
tongue whose use of these fundamental expressions teach us more about the rich
capacity of human language. The subject matter is of foundational importance to
our knowledge of human language. Bowers writes, “There could hardly be a rela-
tion more fundamental to grammar than predication. Indeed, it could be argued
that predication is, in a certain sense, the most fundamental relation in both syn-
tax and semantics” (Bowers 2001: 328 emphasis original). The scope of this topic
stretches across all natural and artificial languages and the theoretical implica-
tions span disciplines as diverse as logic, philosophy, metaphysics, psychology,
and mathematics.

The present book not only provides an explanation for the syntactic and se-
mantic variation in Classical Hebrew (CH), but also models a method for ana-
lyzing sentences which utilize from zero to many copulas in different languages
and often do so in non-prototypical ways. Research on copular sentences has
long recognized that the system of non-verbal predication in language is often
not as simple as it first appears. An increasing number of studies featuring the
complex copula systems of newly-analyzed languages have demonstrated that the
theoretical conceptualization of earlier times needs updating. Without a doubt,
recent monographs on non-verbal predication such as Hengeveld (1992), Devitt
(1994), Stassen (1997), Pustet (2003), den Dikken (2006), Roy (2013) and count-
less articles which are cited in this book have provided priceless insight into
how these constructions work. This book builds from the results of so much of
this prior research.

The present volume distinguishes itself, however, in several key areas. First,
and most obviously, it is a formal analysis of the syntax and semantics of a dead
language. It is evidence that enough progress has been made in the formal ap-
proach to the growing science of linguistics that we can learn new things about

1. The terms Classical Hebrew and Biblical Hebrew are often used interchangeably. The corpus
for this study includes the entire text of the Hebrew Bible.
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the faculty of language without having a native speaker to consult. The data from
dead languages provide interesting forms to evaluate through the lens of modern
theoretical frameworks. It is true that we cannot manipulate constructions with a
native speaker in order to determine if a certain construction is ungrammatical
in a dead language; we can, however, assume that what language data we do have
were grammatical to a certain community at a certain time in history. Languages
which have predominantly remained in the domain of philology are able to stretch
and nuance our discussions about human language capacity, often introducing
interesting diachronic phenomena.

Second, the CH data present some unique constructions which serve as prime
examples for why a study of copular sentences must expand beyond what may
be considered prototypical copular sentences. We must have a syntax which can
explain how and why so many languages have multiple copulas; or why so many
accomplish predication with no copula at all. We must have a semantics which
can account for the diversity of relationships between subject and predicate. Take
Examples (1) and (2) for instance.

(1) Mary is rude.
(2) Mary was rude three times.

Example (1) is a clear example of an adjectival predicate which attributes a proper-
ty of Mary. There is no agency in the subject and no eventiveness in the predicate.
This changes in (2). This sentence may be interpreted as having an agentive sub-
ject and an eventive predicate. What accounts for the semantic difference? Several
constructions in CH provide interesting insight which can help us understand this
phenomenon. Or take (3) as another example.

(3) Thecity is cold.

This sentence can be stating something which is true at the moment of speaking
or something which is generally characteristic of the city. This is the well-known
stage/individual level contrast. Both of these readings also exist if by cold the
speaker means unwelcoming. Clearly it is necessary to have a robust semantics of
copular sentences to explain the underspecification in the syntax. Further, what
happens if the word seems replaces the word is?

(4) The city seems cold

We must understand what, if any, relationship exists between prototypical copulas
and what have been called pseudo-copulas like seems in (4). Though this book is
not primarily about pseudo-copulas, it provides a foundation with which they may
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Chapter 1. Introduction

be included in a thorough analysis of copular sentences, a point to which I return
in the conclusion.

Third, this is the first comprehensive study of the CH copula hyh ever pro-
duced. There are many foundational studies of the CH copula as well as the cor-
responding verbless clause — the primary means of copular predication in CH - but
none has included every finite occurrence of hyh in the data collection. Though
not every context that hyh appears will be covered in this book, every instance was
studied and notated. To the extent that the Hebrew Bible represents a sufficient
sample size for a study of both synchronic and diachronic properties of CH, this
study provides an accurate picture of how copular constructions worked.

The structure of the book is as follows. In Chapter 2, I provide an overview of
many of the cross-linguistic and theoretical issues which arise in a study of this
subject. This includes a review of different approaches to what constitutes non-
verbal predication. Perspectives from multiple frameworks are reviewed in order
to provide a fair overview of how this subject has been approached before. One of
the more important issues concerns the role of the copula. Does the copula play
a role in predication or is it simply used to host inflectional features? Most treat-
ments of copulas describe them as semantically-empty elements used to support
inflection, raising verbs, or light verbs. How exactly do copulas “support” inflec-
tion? This depends largely on how one views broader issues of Tense, Aspect, and
Mood (TAM) licensing in language. Auxiliaries used in verbal sentences are often
some version of the copula. Are copulas merely auxiliaries for non-verbal predi-
cates? After reviewing how some have addressed these questions, I move to the
cross-linguistic issue of the taxonomy of predicate types and lexical categoriza-
tion. Not all non-verbal predicate types function the same way across languages,
many of them taking different copulas depending on the predicate type. Before
we can be confident about our understanding of predicate types, we must address
the challenging subject of lexical categories. I summarize different perspectives
on lexical categorization from both functional and formal perspectives and then,
within the formal perspective, between lexicalist and constructivist perspectives.
I ultimately adopt the constructivist perspective on lexical categories, specifically
the view adopted within Distributed Morphology (DM).

Chapter 3 introduces the data of CH copular sentences. I begin with a de-
scription of the verbless clause, which is the most common syntactic structure for
copular sentences in CH. One example is given in (5).
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(5) 2 Samuel 17:8
QLR
wa-"abika is milhama
conJ-father.2MsG man.GEN? war
Your father (is) a man of war.

In this section I include a short excurses on the history of terminology with re-
spect to the verbless clause. It is common in writings about CH to see the label
nominal clause applied to these verbless copular sentences. In this excurses I pro-
vide an historical account of how this label came to be adopted and then discuss
why it should be rejected going forward. Next, I list the many domains in which
the copula hyh is used in CH. This section includes many representative examples
which will demonstrate to the reader all the contexts in which the copula is used
rather than a verbless clause.? This list of examples will provide the background for
the main chapter of this book, Chapter 4. I conclude Chapter 3 with a discussion
of the pronoun in CH which has often been called a pronominal copula (or PRON).
This section will provide a short review of how pProN has been evaluated in both
CH as well as other languages which have something similar.

Chapter 4 is the most important chapter in the book. This chapter builds a
case for how I believe copular sentences are constructed which explains why there
are mismatches in the syntax and semantics. I begin by providing an overview
of Distributed Morphology, the framework with which I approach this subject. I
introduce the architecture of grammar and explain the different components, fol-
lowing the common inverted Y diagram in (6).

(6) Syntactic Derivation

PP S

Morphology (Spell Out)

PF LF

In DM, the assumption is that there is no lexicon which contains the words of a
language with sets of innate features. Instead, there is a single generative engine
which assigns roots and features to different terminal nodes in the syntax which

2. There is no case system in CH. The genitive relationship is achieved through a construct
form which is not always morphologically realized. Where the construct exists in the syntax, it
is represented with the abbreviation GEN.

3. It is important to note that I do not include any examples of the infinitive form of the CH
copula. How the copula functions in infinitives is outside the scope of the present book.
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are then sent to be pronounced at PF (Phonological Form) and interpreted at LF
(Logical Form) after spell-out. At PE, there are post-syntactic operations which can
manipulate the features which came from the syntax and ultimately produce the
pronunciation we experience as readers/hearers of a language. One of these opera-
tions is called Vocabulary Insertion, which is when a Vocabulary Item is inserted
into a terminal node with matching features. Sometimes morphemes compete for
insertion (known as allomorphs) and the one which has the maximal number of
matching features wins and is pronounced. Just as there is allomorphy in PE, more
and more studies within DM are demonstrating that there is comparative allosemy
in LE. This means that different interpretations of a particular syntactic terminal
node compete and only one is inserted in contextually-appropriate positions. This
more-or-less recent component in DM-oriented research is debated, but it plays
an important role in the present book. In addition to my description of the archi-
tecture of grammar, I list my assumptions about syntax. My assumptions about
syntax include MERGE and AGREE from Minimalism (Chomsky 1995).

After introducing DM and why it is relevant to an analysis of copular sen-
tences, I demonstrate how CH copular sentences are built, including an analysis of
all three domains in the architecture of grammar, modeled in (7).

(7) Left Periphery (CP)
C  Inflectional Domain (TP)
T Thematic Domain (Voice P)
Voice ...

This approach is necessary since pieces of syntax are directly responsible for the
variation that exists in CH copular sentences. The structure of the thematic do-
main for copular sentences (in (8)) necessarily includes a functional head Pred
which has received considerable consensus in the research on the structure
of copular sentences.
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(8) VoiceP
Voice vP
v PredP
/\
DP[ subj] Pred’
/\
Pred AP/NP/PP

In my discussion of the Inflectional domain I introduce the role of the copula
in CH as an auxiliary which through the post-syntactic operation Fusion is the
single exponent of multiple inflectional heads. In Chapter 4 I demonstrate how
this process works for Tense, Aspect, and Mood, as well as combinations of these
heads. I also address the interesting phenomenon in which it seems like the sur-
rounding context is sufficient to value certain features on T, since there are many
examples where one finds a verbless clause in sentences where an inflected copula
would reasonably be expected. The section on syntax and Vocabulary Insertion of
the copula ends with a list of copular sentence types which have a different seman-
tic role for the subject and predicate. To explain these examples I introduce the
semantics of copular sentences.

The semantics of copular sentences make use of different allosemes of little-v,
which controls the type of eventuality. The Voice head, which introduces the ex-
ternal argument also has different allosemes which are dependent on the v in their
complement. The different allosemes of Voice are listed in (9)

(9) Allosemes of Voice
a. [Voice] <> Ax e .Agent (x)(e) / __ (agentive, dynamic event)
b. [Voice] <> \x,\e_.Holder (x)(e) / (stative eventuality)
c. [Voice] <> Ax_ Ae Experiencer (x)(e) / ___ (achievement eventuality)

These allosemes demonstrate that the type of external argument which is intro-
duced is dependent upon the eventuality in the complement of Voice. The allo-
semes of v are listed in (10).

(10) Allosemes of v
a.  [v] <> he activity(e)
b.  [v] <> Ae_state(e)
c. [Vl <> he,achievement(e)

d. [v] o Axx

These allosemes are similar to the Aktionsarten following Vendler (1957). Example
(10d) corresponds to a simple copula. I demonstrate that there are certain types
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of copular sentences in CH which correspond to Example (10c) and have achieve-
ment semantics. Following Adger and Ramchand (2003) among several others,
there are some contexts in which an alternate Pred head, called Pred; (eventive)
exists in the syntax which accounts for the eventive nature of different copular sen-
tences cross-linguistically. This Pred is interpreted as an achievement eventuality
in v and leads to the interpretation of the external argument as Experiencer. There
are three primary contexts where I demonstrate these different semantics and that
the copula is obligatorily pronounced: the inchoative (11), the telic (12), and the
complementless (13).

(11) Genesis 2.7
mIn whY? DTN
wayhi ha-adam lo-nepes  hayya
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG ART-man to-creature alive
The man became a living creature

(12) 1 Samuel 15.10
ORIMY=5R MImm2T T
wayhi dabar  yhwh ‘el Samivel
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG word.GEN YHWH to Samuel
The word of YHWH came to Samuel

(13) Isaiah 66.2
MTDX) NPX752 PIN ANRY T NpR52 NN
wa-et kol elleh yadi asata wayyihyil kol élleh
cony-oBJ all these hand.1sG made.PFVv.3FSG CONJ.COP.PRET.3MPL all these
naum  yhwh
word.GEN YHWH
“All these my hand has made and all these came to be” oracle of YHWH.

I devote Chapter 5 to a discussion about a very common construction throughout
the Hebrew Bible which uses the copula hyh in the highest position in the left-
periphery (14).

(14) Genesis 4.14
2T RYRED M
wahayd kol mos’i yahargeni
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3MsG all find.PTCP.MSG.15G slay.IPFV.3MsG.15G
It will happen, all who find me will slay me!

I have written elsewhere about the role of the copula in this construction (Wilson
2019, forthcoming) but include it in this chapter in order to provide a thorough
account of how the copula functions in CH. I also attempt to situate it within the
DM architecture used throughout the book.
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Chapter 6 is devoted to a discussion of the syntax and semantics of existentials
in CH. In this chapter I review some of the research on existentials and demon-
strate how they are fundamentally distinct from prototypical copular construc-
tions. An English existential sentence is given in (15).

(15) There is coffee in the kitchen.

I draw from the research of Francez (2007, 2009) on the semantics of existen-
tials, who has demonstrated that the predicate of copulas is not the coda (in the
kitchen in (15)) but is actually the pivot (coffee in (15)). The coda is equivalent to a
sentential modifier. I then draw from the syntactic analysis of existentials by My-
ler (2016, 2018) who demonstrates that existentials also have a unique functional
head Predy ¢ which is essential to interpreting the syntax. With this background
to the syntax and semantics of existentials explained, I introduce how the copula
hyh functions in CH existentials as well as the negative counterpart /6’ hdyd. This
chapter also provides a description of the existential particles in CH, yes (there is)
and #n (there is not). These particles exist side-by-side with the copula as strate-
gies for CH existentials. I also review the recent work by Naudé and Miller-Naudé
(2016) and Naudé, Miller-Naudé and Wilson (2019, forthcoming) which dem-
onstrates that diachronic change is discernable in negative existentials according
Croft’s Negative Existential Cycle (1991b). This also has implications for the posi-
tive existential particle yes. Finally, I conclude the chapter discussing predicative
possession in CH which patterns closely with CH existentials. The concluding
chapter summarizes the primary contributions of the book and points to further
implications for this approach to copular and existential sentences.
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CHAPTER 2

Non-verbal predication in cross-linguistic
and theoretical perspective

The history of research on non-verbal predication maps closely with the history
of research on a number of other significant linguistic discussions. A discussion
of non-verbal predication requires an understanding of the nature of predication.
A description of predication necessarily includes a taxonomy of predicate types.
A taxonomy of predicate types necessarily includes an understanding of lexical
categorization. Each of these subjects has generated a substantial body of research.
Though a thorough review of the different perspectives on predication and lexical
categorization are outside the scope of this volume, I include a discussion of sev-
eral important approaches and my own position on these topics in order to facili-
tate the higher-level analysis of non-verbal predication. This chapter will present
areview of the theoretical treatments of non-verbal predication including the role
of the copula, a discussion of the taxonomy of predicate types, and an overview of
the complicated nature of lexical categorization cross-linguistically.

2.1 Theories of non-verbal predication

Bowers says, “There could hardly be a relation more fundamental to grammar
than predication. Indeed, it could be argued that predication is, in a certain sense,
the most fundamental relation in both syntax and semantics” (Bowers 2001: 328
emphasis original). This statement captures the significance of the topic under
discussion. In general, propositions are structured entities which are composed
of constituents. The joining of these constituents to form a proposition with truth
conditions is known as predication. Consider the difference between (1) and (2).

(1) The museum, a time-machine
(2) The museum is a time-machine.

Example (1) is an incomplete sentence fragment which has no truth conditions
(i.e. it cannot be evaluated as a true or false statement). Example (2), on the other
hand, is a proposition which has truth conditions. The nature of what constitutes
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predication has been debated for centuries. Aristotle, in his work On Interpreta-
tion defined a proposition as an instance of predication which affirms or denies
something of something (translation from Hutchins (ed.) 1952: 26). Since Ar-
istotle, scholars in philosophy, logic, metaphysics as well as linguistics have at-
tempted to define the essential components of predication as well as what happens
when they are joined.

Before the concept was taken up in linguistics, it was discussed thoroughly
in the works of 19th century philosopher Friedrich Ludwig Gottlob Frege.! He is
credited with defining predication as bipartite: as a logical function and its argu-
ments. A translation of Frege’s Function and Concept is provided in Sullivan (2003):

Statements in general, just like equations or inequalities or expressions in analysis,
can be imagined to be split up into two parts; one complete in itself and the other
in need of supplementation, or “unsaturated” Thus, e.g., we split up the sentence
Caesar conquered Gaul into Caesar and conquered Gaul. The second part is “un-
saturated” - it contains an empty space; only when this place is filled up with a
proper name, or with an expression that replaces a proper name, does a complete
sense appear. Here too I give the name “function” to what this “unsaturated” part
stands for. In this case the argument is Caesar.

The notion of what constitutes a subject and a predicate was taken up by linguists
and the pragmatic concept of aboutness was associated with subjecthood. In the
bipartite structure of predication, the subject was known as that entity about
which the predicate asserted some property. The problematic nature of this prag-
matic definition is revealed in sentences such as In came the criminal with his gun
drawn, It’s raining, and There’s coffee in the kitchen.

As this concept increasingly became a subject of linguistic inquiry, the term
“predication” was not embraced by all. Jespersen abandoned the term predication
and introduced the term nexus - the joining of two concepts:

It would probably be best in linguistics to avoid the word predication altogeth-
er on account of its traditional connexion with logical theories. In grammar we
should, not of course forget our logic, but steer clear of everything that may ham-
per our comprehension of language as it is actually used; this is why I have coined
the new term nexus with its exclusive application to grammar.

(Jespersen 1937: 120)

For a more recent critique on the usefulness of the categories of subject and pred-
icate, see Collins (2017). Most strictly linguistic works on predication have ap-
plied a more structural definition, though semantics are integral to these analyses.

1. For a detailed history of Frege’s description of predication and how it compared with Aristo-
tle’s, see Bar Asher (2009), Stalmaszczyk (2017) and den Dikken (2006).
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Whether we adopt the term predication or nexus, it is uncontested that the study
of predication is the study of a relation. The concept saturation has been applied
most consistently to describing this relation (Rothstein 2001). The predicate is
an open function which needs to be saturated by its argument(s). The two fun-
damental components of a predication relation are the subject argument which
is of the type <e> (denoting individuals) and the predicate which is of the type
<e,t> (takes an individual and returns a truth value).? It can be represented with
the notation in (3).

(3) APXx[P(x)]

According to some, the assignment of thematic roles (6-roles), such as agent, pa-
tient, experiencer, etc. corresponds to the saturation relation in predication (Wil-
liams 1980, 1994). Within the generative approach to syntax there have been mul-
tiple proposals to defining the predication relation. Some focus on the semantic
roles assigned to the arguments just described (Williams 1980, 1994) while others
focus on the linking relationship and co-indexation between subject and predicate
(Rothstein 2004, 2006). Others propose a functional head which accomplishes the
relation (Bowers 1993, 2001; Baker 2003; den Dikken 2006; Roy 2013). Since this
book focuses on a very specific type of predication — predication in copular sen-
tences — the relationships between constituents in these constructions are the only
relationships relevant for this analysis. What follows is an outline of the copular
predicate relation as it has been worked out in different approaches to syntax.

In his study of non-verbal predication, Hengeveld represents predication with
the formula in (4).

4) (e [pred[3 (a))...(a)] (e) (Hengeveld 1992: 25)

This means that pred[5 is a predicate and P is the category of the predicate (V, N,
A, etc.) and (a,)...( a ) are the arguments required by that predicate. He gives the
Example (5) for verbal predication:

(5) (e;: [read, (d1x:many) (Xi)G)Ag (ilxj:bookN) (Xj)G))GO] (e))
The man read a book (Hengeveld 1992: 26)

The formulism in (5) may be read as the event (e) of the application of the predi-
cate read to its two arguments: an individual (1), definite (d), Agent (Ag) (the man)
to the individual (1), indefinite (i), Goal (Go)(a book.) Hengeveld represents non-
verbal predication as (6):

2. In another approach, Roy (2013) states that a neo-Davidsonian event argument should be
included. In this view the primary relation is not between individuals and propositions, but
between individuals and events. I will say more about the role of event semantics in Chapter 4.
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(6) (e; [predy (ay)...C )] ()
B=V) (Hengeveld 1992: 26)

He explains,

A non-verbal predication is not the same as a nominal or verbless sentence. A
predication, as e.g represented in [6], is a unit of semantic analysis, whereas a
sentence is a unit of morpho-syntactic analysis. Thus, a non-verbal predication
can be expressed by means of a verbal sentence, i.e. a copula construction...It fol-
lows from the definition of non-verbal predications as units of semantic analysis
which may be expressed by either verbal or nominal sentences that the non-verbal
predicate should be considered the main predication of a non-verbal predication,
even in those cases in which it is accompanied by a copula. (Hengeveld 1992: 26)

He provides the following example of a predication based on a two-place non-
verbal predicate:

(7) a. identical, (x,), (X,))p.¢
b. (e;: [identical, (d1prox x:booky) (x,),), (d1rem xj:bookN) (xj)o)Ref] (e)
This book (is) identical to that book.
(Hengeveld 1992: 30)

The non-verbal predicate in (7a) has two arguments. In (7b) the two arguments
have the qualities of proximity (prox) and remoteness (rem), with the remote argu-
ment having the semantic role of reference (Ref). From this definition it is clear
that Hengeveld identifies the predicate in non-verbal predications as an individual
constituent which needs its arguments filled.

A relevant question in light of this approach, then, is what function the copula
serves. Hengeveld claims that copulas form a subclass of auxiliaries. There are two
types of auxiliaries in his system: one type is used in combination with verbal
predicates only (Aux"). The second type is used in combination with non-verbal
predicates only (Aux'V). Auxiliaries themselves can belong to different word class-
es as well. This creates a four-way matrix of auxiliary types in combination with
different predicates. The following examples demonstrate the possibilities:

(8) a. John has ¥ gone
b. Peter became Vill
c. Peter PAST " speaks
d. David he 'V the thief. (Hengeveld 1992: 31)

The sentences in (8c)-(d) are ungrammatical in English, but (8c) is grammatical in
Tongan and (8d) is grammatical in Hebrew. The copula, then, is an auxiliary whose
role is fundamentally a supportive one which enables a non-verbal predicate to

printed on 2/10/2023 9:31 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

Chapter 2. Non-verbal predication in cross-linguistic and theoretical perspective

15

act as a main predicate.’ This means that it is not a part of the predicate, but an
auxiliary which accompanies a non-verbal predicate and its arguments (Hengeveld
1992: 32). Like auxiliaries, copulas are semantically vacuous and serve primarily a
structural function. Hengeveld also comments on so-called semi-copulas such as
English become and remain in (9) and (10) respectively.

(9) Charles became ill.
(10) Susan remained healthy.

He states that semi-copulas such as these may fulfill the same function as copulas,
namely, to enable a non-verbal predicate to act as the main predicate in a sen-
tence. Since they seem to add an “element of meaning” to the sentence, however,
he concludes that semi-copulas cannot be treated in the same way as true copulas
(Hengeveld 1992: 37).

Within the generative tradition the following sentences in (11) are tradition-
ally recognised as being instantiations of predication.

(11) a. [y Caleb][ rode his bike]
b.  [yp Kerry][, is beautiful]

c. Paul][,,, is in the living room]

[NP [VP

In the generative research on predication, examples such as the embedded sen-
tences in (12) have also been labelled as a form of predication, called “small
clause” predication (Stowell 1981: 257-258, 1983; Basilico 2003). A small clause is
a subject-predicate structure lacking tense (den Dikken 2006: 60). This tenseless
predication is commonly studied alongside predication that has a copular element.

(12) a. Daniel considers [, Kerry][,, intelligent]
b.  Levisaw [, Caleb][,,, take his toy]

c. We have [, coffee][,, in the kitchen]

d

I consider [y, David][; a good friend]

In these examples, it is clear that the second bracketed constituent bears some
relation to the first which resembles the relations in (11). Mere adjacency of con-
stituents cannot be what constitutes predication, however, as (13) demonstrates.

(13) a. Iconsider [, David][; a good friend]= David is a good friend
b. Igave [, David][y, my favourite scarf] # David is my favourite scarf

Reflecting on examples like those in (12) and (13) leads us to draw two tenta-
tive conclusions: (1) there must be a structural relation between constituents that

3. He further refines the role of different types of copulas found in the world’s languages, in-
cluding zero forms (Hengeveld 1992: 188-205).
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defines the subject—predicate relation and distinguishes it from other relations that
adjacent phrases may bear to one another; (2) there must be some way of repre-
senting this predication.

The work of Bowers (1993, 2001, 2002) as well as many others (Bakir 1979;
Fehri 1993; Moro 1997; Eide & Afarli 1999; Al Horais 2006; den Dikken 2006; Cit-
ko 2008; Benmamoun 2008; Balazs 2012; Roy 2013; Chomsky 2013) have sought
to create a unified structure that demonstrates that “full clause” predications (11)
and small clause predications (12) share a similar underlying structure. This is
especially because many languages do not have or use a copula like English does.
Adjacency like that in the bracketed constituents in (12), without any verbal copu-
lar element can serve as a full clause predication in many languages.

The unified structure underlying the subject — predicate relationship in these
sentences has been reflected in two different models. One model (called the Speci-
fier Hypothesis by Bowers 2001: 301) places the subject of a predicative expression
XP of a category X in [Spec, X] resulting in the structure (14).*

(14) XP

NP

X’
X

The second model (called the Functional Category Hypothesis, Bowers 2001: 302)
has a functional category F with XP as its complement and its subject in the speci-
fier of F as in (15).

(15) FP

NP F'

%

This functional head has been called Pr (Bowers 1993; Eide and Afarli 1999), nt
(Citko 2008), Pred (Baker 2003; Benmamoun 2008; Roy 2013) and RELATOR
(den Dikken 2006).> Overt evidence for this functional head can been seen in the
English sentences in (16) and the Norwegian sentence in (17).

P

4. Earlier hypotheses (Rapoport 1987: 72) suggested a symmetrical binary structure with no
specifier.

5. It is important to note that not all these authors agree on the role of this functional head.
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(16) a. Frank treats him *(like) a fool.
b. Frank considers him (as) a fool

(17)  Jeg betrakter denne mannen som [svert dum]
T regard this man as very stupid’ (Eide and Afarli 1999: 161)

English can select as, like, for, or ¢ as the realization of the functional head in small
clause complements (den Dikken 2006: 64). The phonological realization of the
functional head in Norwegian is som (Eide & Afarli 1999). There is additional
cross-linguistic evidence that makes a strong case for the presence of this func-
tional head (Bowers 2001: 310-311; Balazs 2012). Under the Functional Category
Hypothesis, (13a) would be represented as (18).

(18) Iconsider...

PredP
NP Pred’
/\
Da‘vid Pred NP
T
a good friend

A “full clause” such as (11b) also has the structure represented in (19):

(19) PredP
NP Pred’
/\
Kerry Pred AP
T
beautiful

The syntax in (19) is reflected in many languages which do not require a copula in
order to accomplish predication. The research of Baker (2003) and Benmamoun
(2008) who have revised Bowers (1993, 2001) has been very influential in describ-
ing these so-called verbless clauses. Baker presents a valued derivation in (20) for
verbless clauses in Arabic:
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(20)

/\

PredP

/\

PredP’ <Th>

T

Pred AP/NP

sick
teacher

(Baker 2003: 48)

Baker accepts Bowers’ (1993) analysis which says that no category can license
its own specifier, but needs a functional head to license it. He cites the work of
Chierchia (1985) who explains that there is an up-operator which takes the AP/
NP of (20) and joins it with Pred in order to make an unsaturated predicate-a
propositional function. This explains how a simple complement NP can become
an unsaturated predicate. In the framework of Baker, Pred does not assign the
theta-role to the subject because then every subject would bear the same theta-
role. Instead, Pred takes the NP or AP and makes a theta-marking category out of
it. Baker reflects this process by putting <Th> (Theme) on the Pred' node. One of
the features of this hypothesis is that a property-concept predicate could be gen-
erated either by a stative verb or by Pred + AP. Many languages (including CH)
have this alternation.

In Baker’s system, tense assigns nominative case to the subject and contains
an EPP feature which moves the subject to (Spec, TP). For Arabic clauses with a
copula he assumes the structure in (21):
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(21) TP
/\
Omar T
/\
T VP
/\
NP \%
/\
‘t \% PredP
/\
NP PredP’ <Th>
/\
"[ Pred AP/NP
sick
teacher

(Baker 2003: 49)

Baker explains that in past and future tense a copula is required because there is
an unvalued affix feature [Af] on T which attracts a lexical head (V) to become
its host. T in (21) does not contain [Af] and so no attraction is necessary and
thus there is no V.

Benmamoun builds on Baker’s explanation using the notion that the depen-
dency of T on V is due to the presence of a categorial feature (+V) on T that forces
it to be paired with the verb. There need not be a morphological affix in order to
explain the movement of V to T (Benmamoun 2008: 123). The use of categorial
features to show the dependency between tense and verb is parallel to the depen-
dency that exists between tense and subject. A subject NP is licensed because of a
categorial feature (+D) in T that needs to be paired with a nominal element. Move-
ment of the subject to check this feature of T can be overt or covert (as can +V).
This is evident when the subject is allowed to remain lower than TP at Spell-Out,
which has been argued for VSO languages (Benmamoun 2008).

With these categorial features in mind, Benmamoun argues that languages
can differ as to whether a particular tense is specified for the verbal and nominal
categorial features. English requires both features in all tenses, which explains the
movement of the subject to check the nominal feature (and then movement again
to Spec, TP to license an EPP feature) and the obligatory presence of the copula
to check the verbal feature. In Arabic, however, the present tense is only specified
for the nominal feature while the past tense is specified for both. These are repre-
sented as follows:
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(22) Arabic present tense features

TP
NP T
T AP/PP/NP

[+Present, +D] ‘
A/P/N
(Benmamoun 2008: 115)

(23) Arabic past tense features

TP
NP T
T VP
[+Past, +D, +V]
\Y% AP/PP/NP
kan

(Benmamoun 2008: 116)

Benmamoun then provides empirical evidence that the present tense in Arabic
does not have the +V feature. He shows that in past tense, clauses with sentential
negation must pass through a negative marker to check the +V feature on T. Nega-
tion is realized on the verb as a ma proclitic and an § enclitic as in (24).

(24) Omar ma-katab-$ ig-gawaab (Benmamoun 2008: 117)
Omar NEG-wrote-NEG the-letter
Omar didn’t write the letter

In present tense verbal sentences, however, it is possible to have the negative parti-
cles cliticise onto each other (25) just like they do in negative verbless clauses (26).

(25) Pana mi-$ taalib (Benmamoun 2008: 116)
I NEG-NEG student
I am not a student

(26) mi-$ biyiktib (Benmamoun 2008: 118)
NEG-NEG writing
He isn’t writing

The present tense verb in (26) does not have to pass through the negative head
because there is no +V feature on T attracting it (Benmamoun 2008: 117-118).
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Benmamoun also finds overt zealisation of the nominal feature (+N) of tense
with the so-called pronominal copula in present tense sentences. This pronominal
element occurs between the subject and predicate in Arabic (and Modern Hebrew,
Doron 1983; Rapoport 1987) only in present tense sentences. This pronominal ele-
ment agrees with the subject in number and gender but not person. Others have
stated that this pronominal element is the realization of agreement features of the
functional head I (Doron 1983; Rapoport 1987 for Modern Hebrew; Naudé 1994
for Biblical Aramaic and 2002a, 2002b for Qumran Hebrew). Benmamoun agrees
with this assessment (relabelling I as T) and says that the incomplete agreement
is due to the absence of the verbal feature in the present tense. The +V feature
displays the agreement pattern of verbs which is +person, +number, +gender. The
+D feature displays the agreement pattern of nouns which is only +number and
+gender. This leads Benmamoun to recognise the pronominal element in Arabic
and Hebrew present tense sentences to be the overt realization of the +D feature
(Benmamoun 2008: 125).

So far, I have presented a few theoretical approaches to predication, the domi-
nant view being that a functional head Pred makes predication possible. This head
joins with its complement to create an unsaturated function. Once the function
has been saturated by its argument (the subject) through the valuation of features,
a truth value has been created and predication has been instantiated. The next
important question concerns the precise role of the copula in in copular sentences.

2.2 The role of the copula

The question of the role of the copula in copular sentences is at the heart of this
topic. Most treatments of copulas describe them as semantically-empty elements
used to support inflection, raising verbs, or light verbs. As noted in Section 2.1,
Hengeveld labels the copula an auxiliary which enables a non-verbal predicate to
serve as the main predicate. In the generative tradition, some label copulas as the
overt realization of Pred (or whatever label is given to the functional head) (Eide &
Afarli 1999; Citko 2008).6 Some languages have multiple copulas (e.g. Spanish ser/
estar) which are motivated by underlyingly different relations between subject and
predicate. Copulas also seem to play a different role in different predicate types like
(27) and (28), demonstrated by their respective logical notations.

(27) Gregis tall= APAx[P(x)]
(28) Samuel Clemens is Mark Twain= AxAy[x=y]

6. See the recent criticism of this analysis in Balazs & Bowers 2017: 123-124.
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In (27), the copula seems to be mediating an ascriptive relationship where a qual-
ity is ascribed to a subject (the predicative be relation). In (28) the copula seems to
be mediating an equivalence relationship (the equative be relation). This distinc-
tion has caused many to adopt a “two be” approach which distinguishes between
two fundamentally different bes which have different arguments. The predication
be does not have any semantic content but simply applies the predicate to the
subject. The equative be, however, has been said to contain the semantic content
which accounts for the identity relation between two arguments. Cross-linguistic
studies such as Devitt (1994), Stassen (1997), and Pustet (2003) have shown that in
some languages the equative be relation sometimes uses a different copula than the
predicative be. One example from Scottish Gaelic will demonstrate.

(29) Tha Calum faiceallach [predication]
B1.3sG Calum careful
‘Calum is careful’

(30) Se Calum an tidsear [equation]
15.35G.AGR Calum the teacher
‘Calum is the teacher’ (Roy 2013: 10)

This question becomes especially relevant in research on so-called copular inver-
sion (Partee 1998).

An alternative to the “two be” hypothesis is the view that all occurrences of
this verb can be reduced to a single notion. This notion is simply “apply predicate”
Every instance of predication combines two arguments of type <e> and <e,t>, in-
cluding equatives like (28). Though the second DP looks like a referential argu-
ment, it has undergone a type-shifting operation that allows referential DPs of
type <e> to become type <e,t> (Partee 1987).

Leaving aside the number of underlying bes there are in natural language,
there are a few perspectives on the role of the copula in examples like (27). One
perspective is that the copula is a raising verb and that a sentence like (27) has the
underlying form (31).

(31) [e [be [y [Greg] [tall]]]]

In this analysis, the expression originates as a small clause where the subject DP
receives its theta-role and then is raised to the empty subject position to the left
of the copula. This analysis also explains equatives. Equatives are a case of “in-
version” where instead of the subject being raised, the predicate is raised (Moro
1997). The difference is shown in (32) and the corresponding equative sentence
with inversion in (33).
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(32) Jeftis the professor
[Jeff, [is [g [t;] [the professor]]]]

(33) 'The professor is Jeft
[The professor, [is [q [Jeff][t]]]]

One additional perspective denies that there is a lexical verb be and all occurrences
of the copula are realizations of inflectional features in a non-verbal predication
which cannot support those features without an auxiliary (Partee 1998). This view,
simply stated, is that the role of the copula is to license inflectional features. In
languages like Arabic (34), Hebrew (35), and Russian (36) copular predication can
be accomplished by juxtaposition in the present tense without an overt copula.

(34) Omar muallim (Arabic)
Omar teacher
Omar is a teacher

(35) Dani nexmad (Hebrew)
Dani nice
Dani is nice

(36) Eto dom (Russian)
This house
This is a house

This means that the predication relation is not dependent on the copula. The cop-
ula is an auxiliary which is necessary for licensing features on heads. According to
Bjorkman (2011), auxiliaries function as a “last resort” strategy to realize features
which need a host to be specified. The BE-verb in many languages is selected as
an auxiliary because of its semantic vacuity. In verbal sentences, auxiliaries func-
tion as a repair strategy to realize stranded features which, for whatever reason,
do not combine with the main verb (Bjorkman 2011: 37ff). If copulas are to be
understood as auxiliaries, then they are simply functional elements used to spell-
out inflectional features.

Another important question concerns how the copula be should be treated
in syntax, specifically how and where it Merges. In languages such as English, it
seems clear in typical predicational sentences that it ends up in the Inflectional
Doman, licensing tense. Cowper (2010) compares English copula be to verbs like
seem and look (often called pseudo-copulas) which behave like lexical verbs in
contrast to copula be, which behaves like the auxiliary be. Just like the auxiliary,
copular be moves to Neg and C if it is the highest verb in the clause (37), while
seem and look do not (38).
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(37) a. George isn’'t happy
b. Is Martha Scottish?

(38) *George seemsnt happy.
George doesn’t seem happy.
*Looks Martha Scottish?

Does Martha look Scottish? (Cowper 2010: 9)

a0 o

From these and other data, Cowper concludes that copular be is like auxiliary
be and is inserted via be-support. This be-support is comparable to Bjorkman’s
analysis of auxiliaries except explicitly for copular sentences like (39) (adapted
from Cowper 2010: 10).

(39) Roberta was happy.

TP
T T
Roberta; T AP

R

‘ <Roberta; > happy
\4
(T]

BE

Since there is no lexical verb in the sentence (initially), there is an unvalued [V]
feature on T which triggers be-support, which is similar to the explanation by
Benmamoun reviewed above. V is inserted at T which receives its tense from T
and then at spell-out, selects the appropriate Vocabulary item with these features
(was in (39)).

Cowper notes that some instances of be have more meaning than the example
in (39). Consider the examples in (40)-(41).

(40) a. Martina was being polite.
b. Wayne was rude three times.

(41) a. Martin was lethargic all day.
b. Martin was deliberately lethargic all day. (Cowper 2010: 10-11)

Both sentences in (40) seem to be eventive and agentive. Example (41a) is eventive
but not agentive while (41b) becomes agentive with the included adverb. Cowper
explains how the notion of be-support applies in these examples. The syntax in
(40a) is modeled in (42).
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(42) TP
/\
DP T
/\
Martina Tgpp EP
/\ /\
Ty Vi) E AP
FIN/DX PREC BE Fwy Vi <DP> A
INT BE <Martina> polite

In Cowper’s articulation of the Inflectional Domain, the Event phrase (EP), con-
tains viewpoint aspect and is only present in eventive clauses (therefore not in
stative clauses). FIN/DX stands for Finite/Deixis and PREC stands for Precedence,
but these are not relevant for the current discussion. Cowper accounts for the two
be-verbs in (40a) explaining that E bears the feature Interval (INT) which, in ad-
dition to tense, has an uninterpretable V feature which is stranded by the lack of
the lexical verb. Since both T and E have an uninterpretable V feature, be-support
applies twice, and only the higher one is valued by Tense. By contrast, in (40b), E
does not have the Interval feature and thus there is no need for double be-support.
Cowper states that the presence of the Event head in these sentences accounts for
the eventive interpretation (Cowper 2010: 11).

The agentive external arguments in (40a) and (40b) are found, according to
Cowper, in the specifier of Voice, following Kratzer (1996). In sentences like (41a)
which do not have an agentive interpretation, Cowper explains that it is due to the
lack of VoiceP above the AP (Cowper 2010: 11). The fact that copular sentences
can have an eventive reading has been noticed by others as well. This will be taken
up in our discussion of syntactic and semantic variation in CH copular sentences
in Chapter 4.

The different perspectives on the primary role of copulas is largely due to the
complexity of copular systems recognized in different languages. One means of
sorting out the complexity is by looking for similar predicate types across languag-
es which may determine the distribution of copulas. In their typological studies
of non-verbal predication, Devitt (1994), Stassen (1997), and Pustet (2003) have
tried to find patterns which give some indication of how languages use copulas.
This search has inevitably led to interesting questions about non-verbal predicate
types as well as the challenge of lexical categories. Section 2.3 provides a summary
of these issues.
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2.3 Predicate types and the challenge of lexical categorization

A description of predication necessarily includes an understanding of lexical
categorization. This issue has led to considerable debate on universals of parts-
of-speech systems (Hengeveld 1992; Pustet 2003; Stassen 1997; Baker 2003; Croft
1991a; Haspelmath 2007, 2012; Croft and Baker 2017). Broadly speaking, con-
stituents of language can be categorized into open classes and closed classes. Open
classes, such as nouns, adjectives, verbs, and adverbs, have no limit to their ability
to expand with new members. Closed classes, such as adpositions, determiners,
complementizers, quantifiers, and auxiliaries generally do not accumulate addi-
tional lexical items.” Languages differ to some extent with respect to which cat-
egories are open and which are closed. Closed class lexical items can be further
classified into functional or grammatical categories; open class lexical items can
be classified into lexical categories.

Within this broad classification, individual parts-of-speech have vast cross-
linguistic variety leading to considerable debate as to how to define them. The lexi-
cal categories verb, noun, and adjective, often treated as categorical primitives, are
deceptively complex when trying to identify features that are true of these catego-
ries across languages. Many attempts at segmenting the individual categories have
been made based on syntactic, semantic, morphological, and pragmatic criteria.

One perspective in the functional-typological tradition defines lexical catego-
ries by prototypical representations with fuzzy boundaries (Stassen 1997; Croft
2001; Pustet 2003). Croft (1991a) uses a markedness matrix which relates the
semantics of a lexical item to its pragmatic function as a way to explain the parts-
of-speech issue. This matrix is reproduced in (43):

(43) Croft’s lexical categorization matrix

Reference Modification Predication
Objects UNMARKED genitive, adjectivaliza-  predicate nominals
NOUNS tions, PPs on nouns
Properties  deadjectival nouns UNMARKED ADJEC- predicate adjectives
TIVES
Actions action nominals, participles, relative UNMARKED
complements, infin- clauses VERBS

tives, gerunds

(Croft 1991a: 67)

7. 'This statement ignores the well-documented phenomena of lexical items developing into
grammatical markers over time and even becoming lexical again. (van Gelderen 2011).

printed on 2/10/2023 9:31 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

Chapter 2. Non-verbal predication in cross-linguistic and theoretical perspective

27

Givén argues that the difference between categories is found in the internal tem-
poral quality of the constituents (i.e. time-stability) (Givon 1990: Chapter 3).
Verbs denote short-term dynamic events, adjectives depict states or properties of
varying degrees of time-stability, and nouns are the most time stable and denote
things. Baker (2003) criticises this approach by citing the examples in (44).

God exists.
God loves Abraham and Sarah.
God sustains the universe.

(44)

a0 o

The square root of four equals two (Baker 2003: 32)

The verbs in these sentences are not dynamic or unstable temporally. He presents
counterevidence for nominal (45) and adjectival (46) predicates as well.

(45) Chris is the declarer.
(46) The traffic light is red (Baker 2003: 32).

Baker acknowledges that these examples do not refute the functionalist claim,
since the explanation of functionalists is that these examples are simply not pro-
totypical. Baker provides a different system of classification, based on structural
criteria, which account for each of the non-prototypical examples, however.
(Baker 2003: 33).

According to the generative tradition, categories are not primitives of lan-
guage, but are composites of grammatical features (Radford 1997). Jackendoff
presents the following feature sets which correspond to the traditional parts-of-
speech labels in (47).

(47) +N -V=noun (Jackendoff 1977)
-N +V=verb
+N +V= adjective
-N -V=adposition

The representation in (47) demonstrates that adjectives have some noun-like fea-
tures and verb-like features. Adpositions, however, have neither. Baker (2003) at-
tempts to provide explicit definitions of lexical categories which are not based on
prototypes with fuzzy boundaries but concrete formal criteria. He provides both
syntactic and semantic definitions for the main lexical categories in language.
Baker defines the noun saying, “X is a noun if and only if X is a lexical category
and X bears a referential index, expressed as an ordered pair of integers.” His se-
mantic definition is “Nouns and only nouns have criteria of identity, whereby they
can serve as standards of sameness” (Baker 2003: 95). The standard of sameness

printed on 2/10/2023 9:31 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww. ebsco. conlterns-of -use



28

Syntactic and Semantic Variation in Copular Sentences

EBSCChost -

is important for Baker because it is fundamental to referring entities that they can
designate the same entity time after time.

Baker defines the verb stating, “X is a verb if and only if X is a lexical category
and X has a specifier” (Baker 2003: 23). Both aspects of this definition must be true
in order for the item in question to be considered a verb. Functional categories,
for instance, have specifiers. Tenses, determiners, complementizers, and degrees
can take specifiers but it is not an important characterising feature for them (48).

(48) a.l predict [Kate will eat spinach] (terse)

I prefer [(*Kate) to eat spinach]

b.I saw [Julia-’s picture of Paris] (determiner)
I saw [(*Julia) the/a picture of Paris]

c.I wonder when o Julia went to Paris] (complementizer)
I think [(*when) that Julia went to Paris]

d.Nicholas is [two inches foo tall] (degrees)
Nicholas is [(*two inches) so tall] (Baker 2003: 25)

The way functional categories have specifiers is different from the way verbs have
them as well. Tenses and complementizers acquire their specifiers via movement of
some constituent within their complement, whereas verbs get their specifier from
direct combination with some other independent phrase (Baker 2003: 25). The
second criterion in Baker’s definition is that verbs are lexical. This is distinct from
being a functional category. Lexical categories have their own internal semantics
which affect their distribution and meaning.

Recently, Baker and Croft (2017) have reviewed the current status of lexical
categorization in both formal and functional traditions and stated that both tradi-
tions have depended mostly on the structuralist practices of early 20th century
linguistics (Baker & Croft 2017: 1). In this article they feature the strengths and
weaknesses in the approaches to lexical categorization from both traditions. They
conclude the article calling for consistency in distributional tests that are used
within and across languages. This will demonstrate the strength or weaknesses
inherent in individual parts-of-speech systems.

The pursuit of a universal determination of categorical primitives is further
complicated by the semantic nuances within current categories. Adjectives have
presented considerable difficulty in this regard. Adjectives have been shown to
behave differently when they are predicates of copular sentences based on internal
semantics. Consider examples (49)-(50).

(49) EI nifio es alto
the boy is tall
“The boy is tall’
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(50) EI wvaso estd lleno
the glassis  full
“The glass is full’

Gumiel-Molina and Pérez-Jiménez (2012) link the different copulas used in (49)-
(50) to the gradability properties of the adjectives. Adjectives can be distinguished
by their ability to predicate relative or absolute properties of their subjects. Rela-
tive properties establish a comparison class between individuals (as in (49) where
the boy is tall by comparison to other children) while absolute properties establish
a comparison class with respect to potential instances of the same subject (as in
(50) where the glass is full compared to other possible states of the same glass).
This is related to but distinct from the well-known stage level/individual level dis-
tinction which has been observed for adjectives like (51)-(52).

(51) Firemen are available. (stage)
(52) Firemen are altruistic. (individual)

This kind of variability continues to make the pursuit of a universal determination
oflexical categories more difficult. One approach to lexical categories sorts through
some of these challenges by claiming that words do not inherently possess innate
categories, but acquire them through compositional processes. This is found most
prominently in the constructivist approach of Distributed Morphology.

Constructivist approaches to morphosyntax-being situated in more formal
approaches to language-distinguish themselves from lexicalist approaches by de-
nying the existence of pre-categorized “words” in an innate Lexicon. This lexi-
calist/constructivist divide exists because there are different opinions about how
much information is contained in the syntax versus in the lexical items themselves.
One locus of disagreement between these approaches is whether or not the “word”
holds a privileged status as far as the grammar is concerned. The constructivist
position assumes that morphological structure is syntactic structure and that,
contrary to the lexicalist position, there is not a special generative system called
a “Lexicon” which feeds the syntactic system (Embick & Noyer 2007: 2). These
approaches have been reviewed by Ramchand (2008) who divides the lexicalist
approach into those who adopt a static lexicon versus those who adopt a dynamic
lexicon. The static lexicon view is characterized by the view that inside the lexi-
con the argument structure is determined with no lexicon-internal manipulations
prior to insertion into the syntax (Baker 1988). The dynamic lexicon approach
allows for some lexicon-internal manipulations leaving less work for the syntax
(Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995).

The constructivist perspective can equally be divided based on similar crite-
ria. A more extreme constructivist approach states that lexical roots are merely
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conceptual, encyclopedic information which contain no syntactically relevant in-
formation; not even categorical information. The reason that some clauses are un-
grammatical (e.g. causitivizing some intransitives like *John slept the baby) is due
to convention, not to inherent restrictions in the lexical item itself. The conceptual
root combines with abstract functional heads which dictate its configuration. Of
course, it is necessary for those who adopt this approach to explain what kind of
information is contained in these conceptual “roots” Within this constructivist
approach, Ramchand distinguishes between the naked roots view and the well-
dressed roots view (Ramchand 2008: 17). As its name suggests, the naked roots
view holds that there is no syntactically relevant information in a root. The well-
dressed roots view states that roots may encode some information such as lexical
category and constituent selection/composition information. This information is
then mapped into the syntax. As Ramchand notes, this latter perspective is “virtu-
ally indistinguishable in practice from the Static Lexicon view” and that “the ma-
jority of researchers in the ‘decompositional’ or ‘constructivist’ camp actually fall
between the two extremes described above” (Ramchand 2008: 17).

Lexical categorization in a constructivist view, then, principally involves roots
and categorizers. Take the root VRENT for example. This root can be categorized
as a verb (53), a noun (54), or an adjective (55).

(53) Are you going to rent this apartment?
(54) He paid the rent last week.
(55) Ifound the rent check under the couch.

In DM, lexical categories are determined based on the Categorization Assump-
tion.

(56) Categorization Assumption (CA): Roots cannot appear (cannot be
pronounced or interpreted) without being categorized; they are categorized
by merging syntactically with category-defining functional heads.

(Embick & Marantz 2008: 6)

The CA means that the same root can be merged with different categorizers (dis-
played as v, n, or a) to give rise to what have informally been referred to as lexical
categories. Examples (53)-(55), then, involve the same root in the syntax, but are
categorized differently as (57)-(59) respectively.

(57) v

VRENT v
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(58) n

VRENT n

(59) a
VRENT a

Often, categorizers have their own overt exponents which give us the derivational
morphology commonly found in natural languages. Take the word breakability in
(60).

(60) n
/\

/////\\\\\ [-ity]

a

////1\\\\ [-able]

VBREAK v

A natural question for this approach is what exactly is contained in roots and what,
if any, category selection constraints exist for them. The status of roots is far from
being resolved but there are a number of approaches. One view states that both
the phonological content and semantic interpretation are added later and that
roots begin as a labels in the syntax (e.g. V49 for VRENT), which is like an address
which “serves as the linkage between a set of instructions for phonological realiza-
tion in context and a set of instructions for semantic interpretation in context”
(Harley 2014: 226). Another view holds that some phonological representation is
part of the primitive make-up of roots (Embick 2015: 8). This phonological repre-
sentation sometimes requires an index which uniquely identifies it, especially in
the case of homophony between roots as in \ BANK,,, (financial institution) and
y BANKG,, (shore of a river) (Embick 2015: 8). In this view it is also possible that
some morphological information, such as declension type or grammatical gender,
could be present at the most primitive level.

For the reasons given in Harley (2014) I adopt the view that roots are just syn-
tactic indices which gain semantic and phonological interpretation at their respec-
tive stages in the derivation. This compositional view of lexical categorization does
not have an significant impact on the overall argument presented in the present
volume, especially since the copula is not considered as containing a root. More on
this will be discussed in Chapter 4.

The challenge of determining lexical categories cross-linguistically has not
necessary prevented progress in determining cross-linguistically viable predicate
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types. Higgins (1979) developed an important taxonomy of copular sentences
which many subsequent studies rely on. He distinguishes four types of copular
sentences, namely, predicational, specificational, identificational, and identity
(1979: 204-293). Examples of these types are as follows:

(61) Predicational: John is tall.
Specificational: What Levi likes is to play with toys.
Identity: Samuel Clemens is Mark Twain.

Identificational: She is the professor.

a0 o

Higgins places great importance on the concept of referentiality in distinguishing
these sentence types. In a predicational sentence (61a), the subject will be refer-
ential (referring to an entity in the universe of discourse) and the predicate will
be Predicational (1979: 196). He says, “The paradigm examples of Predicational
copular sentences are those of the kind John is tall, where the subject refers to a
well-defined, non-abstract object and the predicate complement is an adjective”
(1979: 224). In other words, the subject has to be identifiable to the hearer and
the predicate complement must project a property upon that subject. Higgins
acknowledges the difficulty of identifying the sentence type when the predicate
complement is a noun phrase. He says, “I still have discovered no satisfactory
way of tackling this problem, and this may be a reflex of some deeper conceptual
tangle” (1979: 224).

Higgins also examines the specificational sentence type (61b) in detail. He
says, “The Specificational reading in a sense merely says what one is talking about:
the Subject in some way delimits a domain and the Specificational predicate iden-
tifies a particular member of that domain” (1979: 198). He relates the subject of
a specificational sentence to the heading of a list and calls it “Superscriptional”
(1979: 203). A specificational sentence, then, has neither a referential subject nor a
referential predicate complement. In example (61b) What Levi likes is the subject
and does not identify anything in the universe of discourse; thus it is non-referen-
tial. To play with toys is the predicate and is also non-referential. This is Higgins’
definition of a specificational sentence.

Concerning Identity sentences (61c), he says, “We see that the subject and the
predicate complement of an Identity sentence must be Referential, that is, deictics,
proper names, pronouns, or certain kinds of definite noun phrase” (1979: 245).
An Identity sentence, then, has two referential noun phrases which refer to the
same entity. Samuel Clemens is Mark Twain is clearly an Identity sentence. Final-
ly, he describes Identificational sentences (61d) as those which are used typically
“for teaching the names of people or things,” such as, That man is Joe (1979: 220).
The subject of this sentence is usually a demonstrative of some kind (deictic,
not anaphoric).
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Higgins summarises the Subject-Predicate structure of his four copular sen-
tence types in (62).

(62) Higgins’ four copular sentence types (1979: 246)

Type Subject Predicate
Identificational Referential Identificational
Identity Referential Referential
Predicational Referential Predicational
Specificational Superscriptional Specificational

Since Higgins produced this taxonomy, others have used, critiqued, and modified
it (Rapoport 1987; Hengeveld 1992; Stassen 1997; Pustet 2003; Mikkelsen 2011).

The most thorough treatment classifying non-verbal predicate types is found
in the typological tome of Stassen (1997). In this study, Stassen makes a funda-
mental division between Identity predicates and Ascriptive predicates. Though
many debate parts of Higgins' taxonomy, the fundamental distinction between
identity (or equative) and predicational (Ascriptive) constructions has received
considerable consensus. To help describe these predicate types Stassen uses the
metaphor of “mental files” which have their own labels and content. Identity pred-
icates, composed of both specificational and equational clauses reorganize the files
whereas predicational (Ascriptive) clauses only add new content to pre-existing
files. There are several ways to classify Ascriptive predicates. Stassen subdivides
all Ascriptive predicate expressions into four categories: event (or action/state)
predicates, class-membership predicates, locational predicates, and property-con-
cept predicates (Stassen 1997: 18). These categories correspond respectively to the
English syntactic categories: intransitive verbal predication, nominal predication,
prepositional predication, and adjectival predication. Stassen’s semantic categori-
zation is to be preferred since, for example, the semantic expression of locational
predication is common to all languages even though it may not be expressed by
means of prepositions as in English.

Stassen distinguishes these categories in large part by how sensitive they are to
time. These categories occupy different positions on a scale of time stability. The
least time stable category of predicates is made up of actions or events. These are
usually lexicalised as verbs. On the other extreme, the most time stable category
of predicates is made up of class-membership predicates. These are usually lexi-
calised as nouns. The noun car is a fixed concept that does not have any ingressive
or transient notions. The verb eats, however, is a very transient word having very
little time stability.

The category of property-concept predicates, according to Stassen, occupies
an intermediate state between the two extremes of events and classes which is
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hard to describe. In fact, he suggests that these predicates may not form a semantic
category at all. He says,

An alternative might be to split up the property-concept words, and to associate
the various types of these items with either one of the extreme ends of the scale.
For the less time-stable property-concepts (such as ‘ill; ‘hungry’, ‘sad} and the like)
one might envisage a common classification with the most time-stable subcat-
egory of events — that is, STATES such as ‘to sit’ or ‘to be called’ Alternatively, the
more time-stable properties (such as, for instance, ‘wooden, ‘English; or ‘female’)
might be viewed as constituting a subclass of class-membership predicates.
(Stassen 1997: 16-17)

Stassen concludes that the status of a property-concept category is not a universal,
homogenous, cognitive category like the event and class-membership categories.
The data he has collected demonstrate this point. He says, “The cross-linguistic en-
coding properties of property-concept predicates clearly point to a status of a sort
of ‘no man’s land’ between the two poles of event (‘verbal’) and class (‘nominal’)
encoding” (1997: 17). That being said, he still presents some identifying criteria
for property-concept words. He presents this working definition:

(63) A prototypical property-concept predicate is a predicate which
a. isintermediately time stable;
b. is non-volitional; and
c. does not refer to kinds (1997: 17).

These criteria are helpful for distinguishing between property-concept predi-
cates from subclasses of the other categories. (63a) has already been discussed
above. (63b) distinguishes a property from what Stassen calls a state predicate.
For example:

(64) a. John is sitting on the couch
b. Johnis sad

Because (64a) involves a degree of volition on the part of the subject, it is closer to
a state than a property. (64b) does not involve volition and can be labelled a prop-
erty (1997: 17). Sentences such as Mary was rude three times yesterday are prob-
lematic for this analysis, however. Finally, (63c) keeps properties distinct from
class-membership predicates. The examples Stassen uses to distinguish these are:

(65) a. BillisIrish
b. Bill is an Irishman (1997: 18)

He explains, “Although both classes of predicates denote properties, they do so
in a crucially different fashion” (1997: 18). (65a) is a property-concept predicate
because it is predicating one simple quality upon its subject. (65b), on the other
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hand, is saying much more than (65a). (65b) is specifying a set of complex fea-
tures, a class of distinct qualities, into which the subject fits.

Though it seems the major categories of ascriptive predicates (event, prop-
erty-concept, class-membership, locational) are already quite nuanced, there are
multiple subclasses within these categories which receive formal encoding in the
world’s languages. It is necessary to distinguish these subclasses since they receive
formal distinction in some languages. What is most important is differentiating the
most basic predicate types, namely: Identity predicates and Ascriptive predicates.

At the heart of Stassen’s typology of intransitive predication is an identification
of the patterns which languages use to accomplish predication. He describes the
many different formal expressions of intransitive predication among the world’s
languages as strategies. For example, in Tagolog there appears to be one uniform
strategy for encoding events, class-membership, property-concepts, and location:
the topic constituent ang.

(66) Tagalog
a. Kumanta ang mga bata
sang Top PL  child
The children sang [=event]
b. Bago ang bahay
new TOP house
The house is new [=property-concept]
c. Artista ang babae
actress TOP woman
The woman is an actress [=class-membership]
d. Nasa kusina ang mesa (Stassen 1997: 24)
Loc kitchen Top table
The table is in the kitchen [=location]

In Guarani, a Tupi language from Paraguay, however, there are three distinct strat-
egies for encoding the various predicate types. Event predicates as well as property
concepts require the prefixation of agreement markers, class membership predi-
cates have no supporting item (i.e. zero copula), and locational predicates require
the presence of a full lexical support verb:

(67) Guarani
a. O-pukd
3suBj-laugh
He laughs/laughed [=event]
b. Sé -raku
loBj -warm
I am warm [=property-concept]
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c. Né soldado

2sG soldier

You are a soldier [=class-membership]
d. O-imé oké me

3suBj-be door at

He is at the door [=location]

(Stassen 1997: 25)

In English, there are only two encoding strategies:

(68) English

a. John walks [=event]
b. John is tall [=property-concept]
c. Johnis a teacher [=class-membership]
d. John is at home [=location] (Stassen 1997: 25)

The distribution in English is between verbal and non-verbal predicates. In these
examples, the strategy employed by the event predicate allows subject agreement
by adding the suffix — s while the other categories do not add this suffix. The other
three categories utilize the same strategy which requires the presence of a support-
ive item, a copula, which assigns subject agreement and tense morphology.
Finally, in Biloxi, a Siouan language, there are also two encoding strategies:

(69) Biloxi

a. Ay-toho [=event]
2sG-fall
“You fall’

b. Ay -iNhiN tota [=property-concept]
2sG-brave
‘You are brave’

c.  Nk-sjto [=class-membership]
1sG- boy
Tam a boy’

d. Ewa n-yuké-di [=location] (Stassen 1997: 26)
there 1pL-stand-DUR
‘We were there’

The two strategies Biloxi uses have a different distribution than those in English.
English splits the distribution of strategies based on the verbal and non-verbal
distinction, but Biloxi splits at the locational and non-locational distinction. Ex-
ample (69d) is separated formally from (69a), (69b), and (69¢) because its predi-
cate Ewa (there) cannot be encoded by prefixed agreement morphemes.

These different distributions lead to an important observation. Often English,
or another dominant western language, can function as a standard with which to
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measure other languages. Sometimes this can result in unwittingly adopting cer-
tain features as standard, such as a verbal/non-verbal distinction. This distinction
may not be as important in other languages as it is in English, however.

This taxonomy is helpful for comparing semantic classes of predicate types
cross-linguistically. The formal means of accomplishing these types of predicate
will vary from language to language, but Stassen (starting with Higgins 1979)
has provided a very thorough and helpful means of distinguishing predicate
types. With this foundation, I now turn to describing non-verbal predication
in Classical Hebrew.
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CHAPTER 3

Non-verbal predication in Classical Hebrew

As reviewed in Chapter 2, the previous approaches to this subject have added
much to the collective knowledge about copular sentences. The description in the
present chapter will take the discussion forward by providing a description of the
different forms of CH copular sentences as well as some new insights for those
constructions that have remained enigmatic for hebraists. Section 3.1 will describe
the syntax and semantics of the CH verbless clause. Section 3.2 will provide the
data and syntactic descriptions of the copula hyh in CH copular sentences. Sec-
tion 3.3 will introduce the verbless clauses with ProN in CH which will receive
more thorough evaluation in Chapter 4.

3.1 Verbless clauses

CH encodes identity predicates (1)-(2) and class-membership predicates (3)-(5)
with verbless clauses.

(1) Judges21:11
WY WK 1270 N
wa-zeh  had-dabar dser ta‘asu
coNJ-this ART-thing which 2mpL.do.1PFV
This (is) the thing that you will do.

(2) Judges 4:2
R7070 iKY
wa-sar saba’d sisra’
coNJ-commander.GEN army.3MsG Sisera
The commander of his army (was) Sisera.

(3) 1Kings 11:17
10R W 71
wa-hdadad naar qatan
conj-Hadad boy  young
Hadad (was) a young boy.
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(4) 1 Samuel 17:33
TV MR YK XM
wa-hi’ i$ milhamad minna‘uraw
CONJ-he man.GEN war from.youth.3msG
He (was) a man of war from his youth.

(5) 2 Samuel 17:8
N UK TN
wa-"abika i$ milhama
conj-father.2MsG man.GEN war
Your father (is) a man of war.

These examples demonstrate that in both present (1), (5) and past (2), (3), (4)
tense, the verbless clause is used.! Example (6) demonstrates that verbless clauses
are compatible with temporal adverbs and therefore have a tense projections (i.e.
they are not tenseless).

(6) 2 Samuel 23.14
TT¥DA XTI
wa- dawid dz bam-moasida
conJ- David then in.ART-stronghold
David (was) then in the stronghold

Examples (7) and (8) provide evidence that both subject and predicate can partici-
pate in wh-movement, implying that there is a CP layer which does not require a
verb.

(7) 1 Samuel 3.17
TN 12T WK 12T 1 NN
way -yo'mer mad had-dabar dser  dibber eléka
CON7J -said.PRET.3MsG what ART-thing which spoke.3MsG to.2msG
He said, “What (is) the word that he spoke to you?”

(8) 1 Samuel 19.22
T SR EvK mKm Sxwn
way-yisal way-yo'mer epo  Somivel wa-dawid
CONjJ-asked.PRET.3MSG CONJ-said.PRET.3MSG where Samuel conj-David
He asked and said, “Where (are) Samuel and David?”

The verbless clause can be headed by a relative pronoun, which also implies a CP
layer (9).

1. Though rare, it is also possible for copular sentences in future tense to use a verbless clause.
This will be discussed in Chapter 4.

EBSCChost - printed on 2/10/2023 9:31 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco. confterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

Chapter 3. Non-verbal predication in Classical Hebrew

41

(9) 1Kings 18.3
M2T75P WK IMTIPTOR RNK KRN
way-yiqra’ alhab el ‘obadyahii ‘aser ‘al hab-bayit
conj-called.PRET.3MsG Ahab to Obediah who over ART-house
Ahab called to Obadiah who (was) over the household.

These examples all contrast with a CH small clause (10) which is by definition
tenseless and without a CP layer.

(10) Job19.11
v 5 nawm
way-yahsabeni o ka-sarayw
CONJ-consider.PRET.3MSG.1CSG t0.3MSG as-enemy.3MsG
And he considered me as his enemy

Much of the previous research on verbless clauses in CH has been concerned pri-
marily with identifying default and marked word order for these constructions
(Andersen 1970; Linton 1983; Miller 1999). One of the goals of Andersen (1970)
is to correct the view that the normal sequence for verbless clauses is Subject-
Predicate. He lists and categorizes every verbless clause in the Pentateuch (first five
books of the Hebrew Bible) and presents a detailed analysis of these data. He ar-
gues that it is possible to formulate a set of rules to describe all the kinds of verbless
clauses which are possible in Hebrew (1970: 18). He lists all the possible patterns
of clauses distinguished by the function of the clause in relation to the sentence
(namely independent, coordinate, subordinate, or adnominal), the presence or ab-
sence of “marginal” (adjunct) elements, the continuous or discontinuous nature
of the subject and the predicate, as well as the internal structure of a compound
subject or predicate (1970: 28-30). The evaluation of all these features, Andersen
argues, is necessary for a thorough explanation of the sequence of subject and
predicate. Andersen’s data show that the majority of declarative verbless clauses
in the Pentateuch have the sequence Subject-Predicate. The sequence Predicate-
Subject exists in about one third of the examples, which suggests that calling these
examples exceptions is not accurate (1970: 31).

Decaen (1999) provides the only study of verbless clauses in CH from a formal
perspective. From the Government and Binding framework of generative gram-
mar he argues that where there are inflectional demands, movement occurs to
license those demands. Decaen says that the verbless clause results when there are
no inflectional demands of Tense, Aspect, or Mood in a given clause. Where no in-
flection needs realization in a predication, no verb is necessary (Decaen 1999: 125).

Zewi has written extensively on the verbless (nominal) clause (Zewi 1994,
1996a, 1996b, 1999a, 1999b, 2000, 2013) and especially the role of the pronoun
in the tripartite nominal clause (to be discussed in Chapter 4). She also discusses
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in detail how to discern subject and predicate in nominal sentences. In her latest
article, she discusses the issue of time in nominal sentences and says, “Time and
aspect in nominal clauses are commonly expressed at all stages of the language by
the finite verb hyh...In Biblical Hebrew its use in nominal clauses for the expres-
sion of time and aspect is optional” (Zewi 2013: 836; see also Zewi 1999a). She
acknowledges that the expression of time is often left to context, especially in cir-
cumstantial and other subordinate clauses (Zewi 2013: 836).

Excursus on so-called “nominal clause™: A brief history of CH terminology

The history of research on verbless clauses in CH, summarized well in Miller
(1999), reveals some terminological inconsistency, largely due to the philological
approach which has been much more dominant in the field than a strictly linguis-
tic approach. A verbless predication which has as its predicate a noun, adjective,
or prepositional phrase, has often been called a nominal clause in the history of
Hebrew studies. The origin of this expression is linked to a fundamental division
of CH clause types. This division is between nominal and verbal clauses.

The nominal/verbal clause division in CH syntax found its inception in the
comparison of CH syntax to Arabic syntax as described by medieval Arabic gram-
marians. The first grammarian to divide clauses based on the Arabic division was
the hebraist E. Kautzsch. Hebrew grammarian Wilhelm Gesenius and E. Ridiger,
Gesenius’ student and reviser, did not consider the “nominal clause” a unique syn-
tactic category. The 1853 edition of Gesenius’ grammar, revised by Riidiger, shows
no explicit division between verbal and nominal clauses. They believed that the
verbless clause was the result of an omitted yet implied hyh (Gesenius 1853: 262).
H. Ewald also made no explicit distinction between clause types. He only men-
tioned that there is no need for a copula in the clause to join subject and predicate
(Ewald 1827: 632).

Not until Kautzsch’s revision was the Arabic grammatical distinction between
nominal and verbal clauses introduced into CH syntax. Kautzsch introduced this
distinction in the 22nd edition of Gesenius’ grammar (Gesenius 1878). By intro-
ducing this structuring principle, he commandeered the definitions from the Ara-
bic grammarians and applied them to CH (Grof$ 1999: 22), namely, the label “ver-
bal clause” was used for every clause beginning with a verb and “nominal clause”
for every clause beginning with a noun.

Hebraists such as C. Brockelmann (1953) and C. Albrecht (1887) followed
Kautzsch in his structural division, though they added refinements. In two articles
on the subject, Albrecht helped refine the classification (Albrecht 1887, 1888). He
stated that there are indeed two word classes—nominal and verbal-but their status
is determined by the type of predicate. A verbal sentence, he argues, is one that has
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anoun as its subject and a verb as its predicate. A nominal sentence is one that has
a noun as both subject and predicate (Albrecht 1887: 218).

Kautzsch agreed with Albrecht’s refinements that the predicate determines the
clause type and this viewpoint is reflected in the 25th and later editions of Gese-
nius’ grammar:

Jeder Satz, dessen Subjekt und Pridikat in einem Nomen oder dem Aquivalent
eines solchen (d.i. insbesondere einem Partizip) besteht, heift ein Nominalsatz. ...
Jeder Satz, dessen Subjekt in einem Nomen (resp. in einem b der Verbalform mit
enthaltenen Pronomen), dessen Prédikat in einem Verbum finitum besteht, heift
ein Verbalsatz. (Gesenius 1909: 470-471)

Every sentence, the subject and predicate of which are nouns or their equivalents
(esp. participles), is called a noun-clause.... Every sentence, the subject of which
is a noun (or pronoun included in a verbal-form) and its predicate a finite verb, is
called a verbal- clause. (Gesenius 1910: 450)

The most recent edition of Gesenius (GKC) says:

The above distinction between different kinds of sentences-especially between
noun and verbal-clauses—is indispensable to the more delicate appreciation of
Hebrew syntax (and that of the Semitic languages generally), since it is by no
means merely external or formal, but involves fundamental differences of mean-
ing. Noun-clauses with a substantive as predicate, represent something fixed, a
state or in short, a being so and so; verbal-clauses on the other hand, something
moveable and in progress, an event or action. The latter description is indeed true
in a certain sense also of noun-clauses with a participial predicate, except that in
their case the event or action (as distinguished from that expressed by the verbal-
clause) is of a fixed and abiding character. (Gesenius 1910: 450-451)

The binary division of clauses based on the predicate is a significant deviation
from what the Arabic grammarians initially intended. In his article devoted to the
topic of nominal and verbal sentences in the Arab grammarian tradition Levin
says, “The classification of a sentence as either nominal or verbal is determined by
the camil [agent] which affects its subject, and not by the category of the part of
speech to which its predicate belongs” (Levin 1985: 124). Some CH scholars (e.g.
Schneider 1974: 159-67 and Michel 1960) followed the Arab grammarians in this
regard, thus rejecting the modifications by Albrecht.

P. Jotion followed Kautzsch’s division (viz. that clause type is determined
by the predicate) in his Grammaire de I’Hébreu biblique (Jotion 1947: 466). Mu-
raoka’s revision of Jotuion codified Kautzsch’s evolved distinction and made the
definitive statement, “A clause normally consists of a subject and a predicate. De-
pending on whether the predicate is a noun or a verb, a clause is said to be nomi-
nal or verbal” (Joilon & Muraoka 2005: 561). This short excurses demonstrates
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that the term nominal clause in CH has an interesting history which originates
and then departs from the Arab grammarian tradition. Since the term nominal
clause-with its new CH-specific definition-is maintained in many of the most
popular grammars of CH, it has persisted. The term verbless clause is preferred
over nominal clause in this study. The nominal/verbal clause division reviewed
above is rejected as an insufficient way to classify predicates, especially since it
stands out as largely idiosyncratic and inconsistent with how sentence types are
classified cross-linguistically.

3.2 Hyh clauses

Clauses which use a copula are also used for identity (11)-(12) and class member-
ship (13)-(14) predicates.

(11) 1 Samuel 14:49
DU Y gt SINRY 32 M
way-yihyil boané saul yonatan wa-yiswi  d-malkista’
CONJ-COP.PRET.3MPL sons.GEN Saul Jonathan conj-Ishvi conj-Malchishua
The sons of Saul were Jonathan, Ishvi, and Malchi-shua.

(12) Joshua 20:9
X7 12 | 53 mIwinn My v X
elleh hayii aré  ham-mio'ada  lakol bané yisrael
these copr.3cpL cities ART-appointed to.all sons.GEN Israel
These were the cities which were appointed for all the sons of Israel.

(13) Judges1l1:1
>0 i3 My WA nnon
wa-yiptah hag-giladi  haya gibbér  hayil
coNJ-Jephthah ARrT-Gileadite COP.PFV.3MSG warrior strong
Jephthah the Gileadite was a strong warrior.

(14) 2 Samuel 14:27
AXID NDY AWK NN K0T
hi* hayata issa  yapat mar’eh
she cor.3rsG woman beautiful. GEN appearance
She was a woman of beautiful appearance.

The majority of research on the verb hyh has stated that it functions asa semanti-
cally-empty copula which serves to license TAM features as well as a full verb with
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a variety of interpretations (Gesenius 1910: 454; Jotion 1947: 471; Bartelmus 1982;
Niccacci 1990, 1993, 1999; Waltke & O’Connor 1990: 72; Sinclair 1999: 52).2

The following list provides the contexts in which the CH verb hyh appears
to be obligatory. All other contexts in which copular predication exists can be
achieved with the verbless clause.

First, hyh is inflected for volitive mood with either an imperative or jussive
form. Examples (15)-(21) list the forms.

Imperative
mn /héweh- msaG: 15 examples

(15) Genesis 17.1
oD 7 9% 15000
hithallek lapanay — we-hyé tamim
walk.iMP before.1SG CONJ- COP.IMP.MSG blameless
Walk before me and be blameless

"7 /héwi- FSG: 2 examples

(16) Isaiah 16.4
TTIW 1EM 1Y NN
héwi seter lamé mip-pané soded
COP.IMP.FSG shelter for.3MsG from-face.GEN destruction.pTCP
Be a hiding place for him in front of destruction

71 /héyii- MPL: 9 examples

(17) 1 Samuel 4.9
DNWHD DWIRG MM PIINT
hithazzaqii wihyii la-dnasim palistim
be.strong.IMP.MPL CONJ.COP.IMP.MPL to-men  Philistines
Take courage and be men, Philistines!

Jussive
w1 /yahi-3MSG: 67 examples®

2. Katz (1996) has provided a fascinating etymological analysis which traces the CH copula hyh
and the pronoun h#i’back to a pre-Proto-Semitic ancestor which meant ‘to live’

3. These data do not include the imperfective form mm (yihyé) which is sometimes interpreted
as a Jussive. The discussion concerning the volitive status of clause-initial imperfectives is out-
side the scope of this book. See Niccacci 1987.
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(18) Genesis 1.3
7K T DK KT
way - yo'mer elohim  yahi or
CONJ-say.PRET.3MsG God  copJuss.3MsG light
And God said, “Let there be light”

v /yihyii-3MPL: 21 examples

(19) Qohelet 5.1
DL PIT P 12750 YINGDY K
waattd  ‘al ha-ares ‘al  ken yihyil dobaréka  moattim
CONJ-you on ART-earth upon thus coP.Juss.3MPL words.2MsG few
You are on the earth, therefore let your words be few.

mn /tahi-2FSG: 28 examples

(20) 2 Samuel 24.17
AR N2 9T R°0N

tohi na  yadoka bi 0-ba-bét

COP.JUSS.2FsG please hand.2MsG against.1sG coNj-against-house.GEN
abi

father.1sG

Please let your hand be against me and my father’s house
nmnn /tihyénah- 2FPL: 4 examples

(21) Jeremiah 18.21
nim?X1 ni>2w orws npm
watihyend naséhem  Sakkulét wa-almandét
CONJ.COP.JSS.2FPL wives.3MPL barren  CONJ-widows
Let their wives be barren and widowed

The vast majority of these constructions have the verb hyh in clause-initial posi-
tion.

CH also requires the verb hyh to license inchoative aspect. This function often
is accompanied by the preposition /o prefixed to the predicate nominal as in (22)
and (23).

(22) Genesis 24.67
AwKS am AN npn
wayyiqqah et ribgd  wattahi I6 lo-issa
CONJ.took.PRET.3MSG 0BJ Rebekah CONJ.COP.PRET.3FSG t0.3MSG to-wife
He took Rebekah and she became his wife
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(23) 2 Samuel 5.2
oxrby Ty man n.xX
woattd  tihyeh lo-nagid ‘al  yisrael
CONJ.2MSG COP.IPFV.2MSG to-leader over Israel
You will become leader over Israel.

In his grammar, Blau writes, “If hdya does not denote mere being, but rather becom-
ing, the predicate may be introduced by le” (Blau 1976: 90). Jenni labels this use of
lamed “Lamed revaluationis” (Jenni 2000: 26-53). The perfective/imperfective in-
flections of this verb are used to distinguish the temporal reference of the sentence.

Though it is far less common, the verb hyh also licenses a perfect tense/aspect.?
The perfective (suffixed) (24) and preterite (25) forms are used in these contexts.
The additional temporal deictics in (24) and (25) demonstrate that these examples
should have perfect readings rather than a simple past reading.

(24) Genesis 46.34
NNV WP TTIV P NIRRT

‘ansé migné  hayi ‘abadéka min-narénit  wa-‘ad
men.GEN livestock COP.PFV.3PL servants.2MsG from-youth.1pL coNJ-until
attd

now

Your servants have been men of livestock from our youth until now.

(25) Joshua 4.9
7 o¥n T oY von
wayyihyil Sam ‘ad hay-yom haz -zeh
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MPL there until ART-day ART-this
They have been there until this day.

CH also uses the verb hyh in order to license future tense. The marking of future
tense is either done with the wagatal® (26) or the prefixed form (27) of the verb
which can be used to indicate future tense.

(26) Genesis 4.14
7R3 TN P2 onmm
wahayiti na wa-nad ba-ares
CONJ.COP.WQTL.1.SG stranger.PTCP CONJ-foreigner.pTCP in.ART-land
But I will be a stranger and a foreigner in the land.

4. For a review about the perfect as a conflicting category in tense-aspect theories see Ritz
(2012).

5. The waqatal is understood to be an irrealis verb conjugation in CH, based on the irrealis qatal
(Cook 2012: 249-256)
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(27) 2 Samuel 13.13
XT3 05237 XD AN XA
waattd tihyeh ka'ahad han-nabalim ba- yisra'el
CONJ.2MSG COP.IPFV.2MSG like.one.GEN ART-fools  in- Israel
But you will be like one of the fools in Israel.

It will be argued in Chapter 4 that the verbless clause is the default strategy in past
temporal contexts and that if hyh is used in these contexts, it is overt for other
reasons. There are some examples which appear to mark simple past in order to
disambiguate the temporal reference. In these contexts, hyh is included because
the tense has switched, as in (28).

(28) Joshua 1.17
AYNTOY M7 TR 1Y TEOR M i

raq yihyé yhwh ¢lohéka ‘immak  ka'dSer hayd im
only COPIPFV.3MSG YHWH god.2MsG with.2FsG as COP.PFV.3MsG with
moseh

Moses

Only yawH your God will be with you as he was with Moses

Specificational sentences have been described as performing a list function where
the subject provides the heading and the predicate lists what belongs under that
heading. There seems to be some consistency between the specificational status
of clause types and the presence of hyh, though not all specificational sentences
require an overt form of hyh. Examples (29)-(32) illustrate CH specificational
sentences.

(29) Genesis 9.18°
nEN D DY NI0DTT DRYD D33 v
wayyihyil boné noah hay-yosim min hat - teba
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MPL sons.GEN Noah ART-come.out.PTCP from ART-ark
Sem  waham  wayapet
Shem conjy.Ham conj.Japeth
The sons of Noah who came out of the ark were Shem, Ham, and Japheth.

6. Some of the genealogical records do not have this form, but it may be due to elision, since
there are many lists consecutively. Other examples could also be due to the nature of the geneal-
ogy as an actual list which does not involve actual predication.
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(30) Genesis 5.4
MY NRN 1Y YRR 1IN I0R 07RO v
wayyihyt yomé ‘adam ‘ahdré holido et Set
CONJ.COP.PRET.3PL days.GEN Adam after give.birth.INE3MsG 0BJ Seth
Samoné méot sand
eight hundreds year
The days of Adam after he begat Seth were 800 years.

(31) Genesis 5.11
MY NIk YYMm DY wnn Wi mba ran

wayyihyil kol yomé ~ énds hames Sanim Gi-taSa”  mé't
CONJ.COP.PRET.3PL all days.GEN Enosh five years conj-nine hundreds
sana

year

All the days of Enosh were 905 years.

(32) Joshua 19.25
WIR1 1021 *5m nR%n oAy

wayhi gabiilam helgat wa-hdli  wa -beten
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG borders.3mpL Helkath conj-Hali cony-Beten
wa -‘aksap

coNJ -Achshaph.
Their borders were Helkath, Hali, Beten, and Achshaph.

Sentences referring to the age of a participant provide a striking difference be-
tween sentences with an overt copula and those with a zero copula, as illustrated
in (33) and (34).

(33) 2Kings 18:2
10992 M MY Ynm o1y
ben ‘eSrim  wa-hames sand haya bamolké
SON.GEN twenty CONJ-five year cor.3MsG when.reign.INF.3MSG
He was 25 years old when he became king.

(34) 2 Kings 16:2
10992 TIX MY oMy
ben ‘esrim $and ‘ahaz bamolkd
SON.GEN twenty year Ahaz when.reign.INF.3MsG
Ahaz (was) 20 years old when he became king.

In the corpus there are six examples of this expression with the overt copula and
six examples of this expression with the verbless clause. These are listed below:
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(35) Age expression—overt strategy

a.

2 Kings 8.17

10903 M) MY DAY DWoUa

ben S$alosim G-Stayim $and haya bamolké

SON.GEN thirty CONJ-two year COP.3MSG when.reign.INE.3MSG
He was 32 years old when he became king.

2 Kings 14.2

1D9m2 MR MY wnm oMvpa

ben ‘eSrim  wa-hames $Sand haya bamolké

SON.GEN twenty CONJ-five year cor.3MsG when.reign.INE.3MSG
He was 25 years old when he became king.

2 Kings 15.2
12%m3 MR My mivy wu3
ben $es wa-‘esré  Sand hayd bamolké

SON.GEN six CONJ-five year COP.3MSG when.reign.INE.3MSG

He was 16 years old when he became king.

2 Kings 15.33

10902 R MY wnm omya

ben ‘esrim  wa-hames Sand haya bamolké

SON.GEN twenty CONJ-five year cor.3MsG when.reign.INF.3MSG
He was 25 years old when he became king.

2 Kings 18.2

10992 M MY Unm 01wy

ben ‘esrim  wa-hames $anad haya bamolko

SON.GEN twenty CONJ-five year cor.3MsG when.reign.INF.3MSG
He was 25 years old when he became king.

2 Samuel 4.4

nUPRY X33 M DY URnTa

ben hames sanim hayd ba-bo’ Samu‘at
SON.GEN five  years COP.3MSG when-come.INF report

He was 5 years old when the report came.

(36) Age expression-verbless strategy

a.

2 Samuel 5.4

10902 T MY 0WOY

ben Salosim sanda dawid bamolko

soN.GEN thirty year Ahaz when.reign.INE.3MsG
David (was) 30 years old when he became king.
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2 Kings 12.1

1D9m3 wxim oY pava

ben Seba’ $anim yaho'as bamolko

SON.GEN seven years Jehoash when.reign.INE.3MsG
Jehoash (was) 7 years old when he became king.

2 Kings 16.2

10902 X MY oy 3

ben ‘esrim $and ‘ahaz bamolké

SON.GEN thirty year Ahaz when.reign.INE3MsG
Ahaz (was) 20 years old when he became king.

2 Kings 21.1

10902 MWIn MY Mipy DAY

ben Stém ‘esré sand monasseh bamolké

SON.GEN two ten year Manasseh when.reign.INE3MSG
Manasseh (was) 12 years old when he became king.

2 Kings 21.19

10902 1inX MY DAY 0L

ben esrim ii-Stayim $and ‘amoén bamolké
SON.GEN twenty CONJ-two year Amon when.reign.INE3MSG
Amon (was) 22 years old when he became king.

2 Kings 22.1

10702 MYR MY w3

ben Samoneé $and yo'Siyahti bamolko

SON.GEN seven year Josiah ~ when.reign.INE3MsG
Josiah (was) 8 years old when he became king.

The consistent difference between these two sets of examples is whether the partic-
ipant is explicitly mentioned by name. In (35) the participant is referred to by the
person inflection of the verb hyh. In (36) the participant is mentioned explicitly by
name and an overt copula is not present. I will present a hypothesis in Chapter 4
for why the copula is present or not in these sentences.

One use of the verb hyh has a very different distribution than those reviewed
above. This use shows up in context with directional PPs as in (37) and (38) or with
the directive suffix -k in (39).

(37)

1 Samuel 15.10

HRIMWHR M7 N

wayhi dabar  yhwh ‘el Somiiel
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG word.GEN YHWH to Samuel
The word of YHWH came to Samuel
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(38) Numbers 24.2
DR MmN Y Tm
wattahi alayw ritah elohim
CONJ.COP.PRET.3FSG upon.3MsG spirit.GEN god
The Spirit of God came upon him.

(39) Joshua 16.8
0 PORYD TN
wahayi tosotayw hay-yammah
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3MPL boundaries.3MSG ART-sea.DIR
Its boundaries went to the sea.

Existential sentences in CH usually require the presence of an overt copula.
Though a much more thorough treatment of existentials will be provided in Chap-
ter 6, I list a few examples here. Existentials use the verb hyh as listed here or the
existential particles yes and én.

(40) Judges17.1
DM N DMOR-INR WK

wayhi i me-har eprayim il- $amo
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG man from-hill. GEN Ephraim conj-name.3MsG
mikayahil

Micah

There was a man from the hill country of Ephraim and his name was Micah.

(41) Exodus 19.16
7oL Ta2 I DRI 5P M

wayhi qolot i-baraqim wa-anan  kabed ‘al
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG thunders conj-lightnings conj-cloud heavy on
ha-har

ART-mountain
There was thunder and lightning and a heavy cloud on the mountain.

The existential construction can be negated by the negator 6"

(42) Genesis 9.11
yIRA AnwY H1an Ty MRS
wa-10>  yihyeh ‘6d mabbil lo-Sahet ha-ares
CONJ-NEG COP.IPFV.3Ms still flood  to-destroy.INF ART-earth
There will never again be a flood that destroys the earth.

Examples like (43) and (44) have been called “one-place existentials” in cross-lin-
guistic research because they convey the idea “exist” or “occur,” and do not specify
a location (Gast and Haas 2011: 146).
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(43)

(44)

Isaiah 66.2
MTDR) NPR™52 PIN ANPY T P52
wa-et kol ellé yadi ‘asata wayyihyt kol ‘ellé

cony-o0Bj all these hand.1sG made.PFV.3FSG CONJ.COP.PRET.3MPL all these
naum  yhwh

word.GEN YHWH

“All these my hand has made and all these came to be” oracle of YHWH.

Genesis 1.3

=iK 7 oK NN

wayyo'mer elohim  yahi or
CONJ.say.PRET.3MSG God ~ coOPJUss.3MsG light
And God said, “Let there be light”

One additional construction which utilizes hyh is the predicative possessive con-
struction. Predicative possessives in CH combine hyh with a prepositional phrase
to indicate possession. Predicative possession in CH will be analyzed in Chapter 6.

(45)

(46)

2 Samuel 9.9
PYTX1A0 nny iaHah Hivwh w52
kol ‘dser haya la-saxal 0-la-kol  bétd natatti

all that copr.PFv.3MsG to-Saul conj-to-all house.3MsG give.PFv.1sG
lo-ben adonéka

t0-SON.GEN master.2MsSG

All that Saul and his household had, I have given to the son of your master.

1 Chronicles 2.26

SXRNTS NN MUK M

wattohi issa ‘aheret l-irahmoael
CONJ.COP.PRET.3FSG wife another to-Jerahmeel
Jerahmeel had another wife

One more context where hyh is used frequently has been called a discourse marker
in many previous studies of CH. These constructions are characterized by the verb
hyh in clause-initial position which is isolated from the main predication of the
sentence. These constructions will be labeled differently in Chapter 5 after provid-
ing a description of their syntax and semantics.

(47)

Genesis 4.14

27m Xyn D mm

wahayd kol mos’i yahargeni
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3MSG all find.PTCP.MSG.15G slay.IPFV.3MSG.15G
It will happen, all who find me will slay me!
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(48) Genesis 39.7
OIOR PPYTNN PITRNYK Xpm 15X7 D217 0K M

wayhi ahar had-daobarim ha -¢ellé  wattiséa’
CONJ.COP.PRET.3Ms after ART-things ART-these cony.lifted.PRET.3FsG
eset adondyw et ‘énéha el yobsep

wife.GEN master.3MsG OBJ eyes.3ESG to Joseph
It happened, after these things, the wife of his master lifted her eyes to
Joseph.

(49) Exodus 1.21
©°N3 DY YN DTHORINK ATIR0 XY M

wayhi ki yari ha-myalladot ‘et ha-¢élohim
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG because fear.pPFV.3PL ART-midwives OBJ ART-god
wayyaas lahem  batim

CcONJ.do.PRET.3MSG to.3MPL houses
It happened because the midwives feared God, he gave them families.

The examples listed above reflect the wide array of meanings associated with the
verb hyh. The best way to demonstrate how this verb is incorporated into CH syn-
tax and semantics is to demonstrate its function in each phase of syntactic deriva-
tion, including the semantics of the constructions in which it occurs. This will be
taken up in Chapter 4.

3.3 PRON

The final construction I will analyze in this section is the construction which in-
cludes a pronoun within a verbless clause, presumably for purposes of predication
(similar to Modern Hebrew, Arabic, and Polish). This clause has been referred
to as a tripartite nominal clause in CH research. The pronoun has been referred
to as PRON. This construction has received extensive treatment in the research
of CH as well as similar constructions in other languages. The identifying fea-
ture of this construction is a pronoun which serves neither as the subject nor the
predicate as in (50).

(50) 2 Samuel 7.28
D TORA KITTIAR MY IR 1R
wa-attd  ‘ddonay yhwh ‘attd hit’  ha-¢lohim
CoNJ -now lord.1sG YHWH 2MSG 3MSG ART-god
And now my Lord, YHWH, you (are) God.
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This construction has received extensive treatment from hebraists for more than
a century from philological and comparative Semitic approaches, functional-
typological approaches, and (far more infrequently) generative-syntactic ap-
proaches. Among hebraists two major camps have emerged. One camp considers
the pronominal element (PRON) a copula (Gesenius 1853; Joiion 1947; Khan 2005;
Kummerow 2013; Holmstedt & Jones 2014) while the other concludes that it is
not a copula (Gesenius 1910; Joiion & Muraoka 2005; Zewi, 1994, 1996a, 1996b,
1999a, 1999b, 2013; Woodard 2009; Andersen 1970; Muraoka 1985, 1999, 2006)
Most of those who argue that PRON is not a copula view it as a resumptive ele-
ment in a left-dislocation construction. Recently, Holmstedt and Jones (2014) and
Kummerow (2013) have advocated a perspective which accommodates both the
copular and resumptive analysis by demonstrating from typology and grammati-
calization paths as well as related Semitic languages that the resumptive pronoun
in the LD construction has been reanalyzed as a copula. Katz (1996: 85-102) was
the first to apply this grammaticalization perspective to Classical Hebrew in her
typological observation about the cyclic nature of grammaticalization in these
types of constructions. For a detailed review of the debate among hebraists, see
Kummerow (2013: Chapter 3) or Holmstedt & Jones (2014).

In broader linguistic circles, there are similar camps. Some have advocated
the reanalysis view similar to Holmstedt & Jones (2014) and Kummerow (2013)
(Edwards 2006 for Arabic; Adger & Ramchand 2003 for Scottish Gaelic; Katz
1996 for ten languages). Others have labeled them real copulas (Greenberg 2002
for Modern Hebrew, Eid 1983 for Arabic, Citko 2008 for Polish). There is also a
tradition which has attributed the existence of PRON to various syntactic and se-
mantic feature requirements (Doron 1983; Rapoport 1987; Rothstein 1995, 2001
for Modern Hebrew, Naudé 1990, 1994, 1999 for CH, 1994 for Aramaic, 2001,
2002a, 2002b for Qumran Hebrew, Benmamoun 2008 for Arabic, Wondem 2014
for Amharic and Ge‘ez).

A lot of discussion about the function of PrRoN in CH has been produced from
multiple frameworks, but unfortunately many of these studies have not started
from a clearly articulated position on what a copula is and what constitutes predi-
cation. Just as others have done for these constructions in other languages (Naudé
for Qumran Hebrew and Aramaic, Benmamoun for Arabic, Doron, Rapoport, and
Rothstein for Modern Hebrew, Citko 2008 for Polish), a thorough syntactic analy-
sis of PRON in CH is necessary. Such an analysis will be provided in Chapter 4 after
I have articulated the syntactic and semantic variation in CH copular sentences.

CH manifests a complex copula system which conveys many different mean-
ings in many different contexts. These data, combined with the fact that the verb-
less clause can be used as an additional strategy for encoding copular predication,
present us with a challenge. What explanation could account for all these variances?
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One solution could ascribe the different meanings to different verbs in the
Lexicon. This approach is especially common in research on copular verbs cross-
linguistically. This approach claims that the two Spanish copulas ser and estar,
which account for the stage-level/individual level distinction, are empirical evi-
dence for multiple copulas in the Lexicon. Another solution could ascribe the dif-
ferent meanings to certain functional heads which need a verb to license them.
In the following chapter, I will demonstrate what accounts for the syntactic and
semantic variation introduced in this chapter.
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CHAPTER 4

A theory of syntactic and semantic variation
in copular sentences with insights from the
system of Classical Hebrew

As I demonstrated in Chapter 2, there is no shortage of approaches to understand-
ing the syntax and semantics of copular sentences. However we decide to model
it our framework must allow for highly suppletive paradigms, null variants, inter-
actions with TAM, and a way of representing the multiple semantic relationships
between subject and complement. The framework of Distributed Morphology
(DM) has demonstrated its effectiveness at providing tools which handle these
complex issues, especially as more data are added from very diverse languages.
In Section 4.1, I will introduce DM and its assumptions about the architecture of
grammar and syntax. In Section 4.2, I will explain how copular sentences are built
and manipulated in the thematic domain, inflectional domain, and left-periphery.
Using data from CH, I will provide an explanation for the syntactic variability
of copular sentences. In Section 4.3, I will introduce the semantics of copular
sentences and provide an explanation for why the semantic interpretation of the
pieces of copular sentences in CH vary. Based on this analysis I will also continue
the discussion about PRON.

4.1 An introduction to Distributed Morphology and its relevance to
copular constructions

As I already mentioned, the theoretical approach I am taking to copular and ex-
istential sentences is rooted in the assumptions of Distributed Morphology. The
grammar in this system is modeled with the well-known inverted Y diagram
displayed in (1).
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(1) The Grammar

Syntactic Derivation

PP S

Morphology (Spell Out)

PF LF

In the assumptions of DM there is no Lexicon which contains words which are
introduced into the computational system with innate features (such as 6-roles).
Rather, there is a single generative engine which is responsible for both word
and sentence formation. Though there is not a single Lexicon which explains the
source of materials manipulated by the computational system, DM has three lists
which are accessed at different stages of derivation.

(2) a. Syntactic Terminals: The list containing the Roots and the Abstract
Morphemes.
b. The Vocabulary: The list of Vocabulary Items. These are instructions for
how to pronounce terminal nodes in context.
c.  Encyclopedia: The list of semantic information which gives instructions
for interpreting terminal nodes in context (idioms like kick the bucket).

These lists are accessed at distinct stages in the derivation, as modeled in (3).

(3) LISTS ACCESSED STAGES OF THE DERIVATION

Access to

. . _— Syntactic Derivation
Syntactic Terminals Y

A\

Access to (Spell Out)
The Vocabulary —* /\
PF LF
Access to
The Encyclopedia (Interpretation)

(Embick 2015: 25)

The syntax, then, only manipulates abstract syntactic terminals which exist as bun-
dles of formal features. These bundles include both roots and abstract morphemes.
Roots were introduced in Chapter 2 in the discussion of lexical categories. Ab-
stract morphemes are bundles of features which exist in a Universal Inventory of
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Features (UIF) which includes features such as [1st person], [+past], [female], etc.
Critically, these terminals are not associated with any morpho-phonological con-
tent at this stage of derivation. Only after Spell-Out is there a mapping of phono-
logical content (Vocabulary Items) to the bundles of features. This is known as the
principle of Late Insertion (Halle and Marantz 1993). This principle of Late Inser-
tion has also been applied to the semantic component (LF) (Marantz 2013b; Borer
2013; Kastner 2016; Wood 2015; Myler 2016, 2018). Marantz (2013b) suggests
that just as Vocabulary Insertion in PF is sensitive to context, leading to things
like allomorphy, there may also be a contextually sensitive process on the LF side.
There may be contextual “allosemy” parallel to contextual allomorphy. He says,
“The semantic interface, like the phonological interface, does allow for contextual
allosemy, within the same spell-out domain as for contextual allomorphy and gov-
erned by the same locality conditions” (Marantz 2013b: 97).

One distinguishing feature of DM is that information relevant to the archi-
tecture of grammar is “distributed” across multiple stages of the derivation. Af-
ter the operations are finished in the syntactic component and undergo spell-out,
there is a separate module called the morphological structure which takes place
before Vocabulary Insertion in PF (represented in (1) above). Processes such as
linearization, impoverishment, lowering, morphological metathesis, and doubling
take place in this “post-syntax” stage of the derivation prior to Vocabulary Inser-
tion. With the exception of Impoverishment, Fusion, and Vocabulary Insertion, I
will not discuss any post-syntactic operations or provide any more details about
whether or when these operations are necessary. Further discussion of the types
of post-syntactic operations can be found in Embick & Noyer (2007), Arregi &
Nevins (2012), and Embick (2015). It is important at this stage to briefly describe
how I understand each component in the model given in (1) and then narrow in
on the underlying syntax and semantics of copular constructions before moving
to Classical Hebrew specifically.

4.2 Syntax

Following the research in Minimalism (Chomsky 1995, 2000, 2001), there are
two basic syntactic operations that affect the structure of clauses before spell-out:
MERGE and AGREE (also known as INTERNAL MERGE). MERGE happens
when two objects a and { are joined and one object “projects” and forms a new
object afa,} which is often represented with a tree structure as in (4).
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(4) o

N

o p

The object which projects is known as a head. There are both lexical heads (N, V,
Adj etc.) and functional heads (C, T, Voice, v, Pred, etc.) which will receive more
description below. Other objects can enter the derivation and MERGE with the
complex structure (4) as in (5).

(5) Y
Y o
/\B
o

In the derivation, there are at least three domains. The lower domain is called
the Thematic domain which represents argument structure; the middle domain is
called the Inflectional domain and is typically associated with tense, aspect, mood,
and negation; the highest domain is called the Left-Periphery which is associated
(at least) with clause-typing and information structure. The three domains are
represented in (6).

(6) Left Periphery (CP)
C  Inflectional Domain (TP)
T Thematic Domain (Voice P)
Voice ...

The syntactic operations are active in each of these domains. Each of these do-
mains is treated as a phase which completes its syntactic operations and is sent to
Spell-Out (Chomsky 2001).

Agreement is a relation between an interpretable feature which is on one ter-
minal node and an uninterpretable feature on another. This operation is stated in

(7).

(7) Agree
o can agree with f3 iff:
a. o« carries at least one unvalued and uninterpretable feature and f3 carries
a matching interpretable and valued feature.
b. «c-commands f.
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c. Pisthe closest goal to a.
d. pbears an unvalued uninterpretable feature of its own.

The c-commanding element is called the Probe which searches for a Goal to satisfy
the Agree relation and value its unvalued features. There has been continuing de-
bate about the c-commanding relationships between Probe and Goal and the di-
rection of Agreement (Zeijlstra 2012; Preminger 2013; Bjorkman & Zeijlstra 2014;
Preminger & Polinksy 2015). This discussion is not relevant for the present study.

Pertaining to the structure of the thematic domain, I agree with Kratzer (1996)
and believe the highest head in the thematic domain is Voice. The function of
Voice is to introduce an external argument indicated by its specifier requirement
{Spec} and to influence the voice of the construction. Below Voice there is little-v.
Little-v on the syntactic side, categorizes an uncategorized root (Halle & Marantz
1993; Marantz 1997, 2013a). On the semantic side, it introduces eventualities such
as state and activity. In the syntax a root merges with v as an adjunct which pro-
vides it with its category and makes it visible to the semantic component following
the Categorizing Assumption introduced in Chapter 2. Example (8) is a typical
transitive sentence (excluding the inflectional domain for now).

(8) Paul drank the coffee

VoiceP
/\
DP Voice'
/\
% Voice g, vP
/\
v DP
Vdrink v the coffee

Since this book is concerned with copular sentences, the structure of intransitive
sentences is more relevant than that of transitive sentences. Intransitive sentences
are traditionally divided into two categories: unaccusative and unergative. Uner-
gative sentences have a single argument which is typically the agent. The underly-
ing structure of the unergative is represented in (9).
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(9) Michael swam
VoiceP

/\

DP Voice'

Michael Voice(ge)

\/SWIm

Unaccusatives come in several forms but are traditionally identified by their lack
of an external argument.

Copular constructions, which are a type of intransitive sentence, may pattern
off either the unergative or unaccusative structures depending on the clause-type
and language (see Cinque 1990 & Harves 2002 for discussion). The discussion
about the position and interpretation of the subject of copular sentences is impor-
tant for our purposes. In this study I assume that the subject DP is inserted in the
specifier of Pred and subsequently moves to the specifier of Voice. For CH copular
sentences, then, the thematic domain is minimally structured as in (10):

(10) Thematic Domain for CH Copular Sentences
VoiceP

/\

v PredP

T

DP [subj] Pred’

RS

Pred AP/NP/PP

The next area for investigation is the Inflectional Domain of copular sentenc-
es. As a means of developing the argument, it is important to discuss the sim-
plest case first, the verbless clause, and then move on to a discussion of the role
of the copula in CH.

In Chapter 2, I described two views on the underlying structure of verbless
clauses. In addition to the debate about small versus full clauses, one other debated
subject concerns whether or not there is a null copula underlying verbless clauses.
Some have argued that a null copula exists in Arabic (Bakir 1979; Fehri 1993).
Fehri argues that there is a null copula in Arabic but a rule exists which states
“Spell out the copula as kwn when Mood, Aspect, and/or Tenses are specified,
otherwise spell it out as zero” (Fehri 1993: 156). However, as Benmamoun points
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out, when a copula is present the predicate is assigned accusative case; when it is
null, the predicate has nominative case. The V assigns accusative case to the predi-
cate, so if V exists (even in null form), the nominative case of verbless predicates is
problematic (Benmamoun 2008: 112-113; also Al-Horais 2006). Gonzalez-Rivera
also provides the criticism that in most languages verbless clauses are only used in
the present tense. He says,

If we assume the null copula analysis, we will be forced to assume the presence of
a copula in the present tense that becomes deleted in the course of the syntactic
derivation. In other words, a deletion rule must be assumed, one that deletes the
copula only in the present tense. (Gonzalez-Rivera 2010: 120)

No such rule follows from any property of the present tense, however.

For Arabic, Benmamoun argues that if there was a null copular verb, then
when there is sentential negation, the same ordering options should be available
in both verbless and overtly copular sentences. The same test can be applied to CH.
Examples (11) and (12) demonstrate the typical order in verbless clauses after the
negative particle /0% Predicate-Subject (P-S).

(11) 1 Samuel 15.29
omand XN DX RS 7D
ki 10> ‘adam hiv  Iphinnahém
for NEG man  3MSG to.regret.INF
For he (is) not a man, that he should regret.

(12) 2Kings 19.18
mmn oihR X5 2
ki lo> ‘élohim hemma
for NEG gods  3MPL
For they (were) not gods

Example (13) demonstrates the typical Subject-Predicate (S-P) order after the
l6>+copula construction:

(13) Numbers 14.43
DY M RS

wa- 10> yihyeh yhwh  ‘immakem
CONJ-NEG COPIPFV.3MsG YHWH with.2mpL
YHWH will not be with you

Verbless clauses also commonly allow S-P order after the negative marker [6°when
there is a clause-initial interrogative marker hd, as in (14).
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(14) Genesis 37.13!
DA IR KDY
ha-16° ‘ahéka roim
INTER-NEG brothers.2msG shepherd.pTcr.pL
Are not your brothers shepherding?

Other examples which demonstrate S-P order after the negative marker are given
in (15)-(17).

(15) Job 33.92
" 1iy X9
wa-16’ awén I
CONJ-NEG iniquity to.1sG
I have no iniquity

(16) 1 Kings22.17°
moXD DTIRRS
0> ‘ddonim la -elleh
NEG masters to - these
These have no master

(17) 2 Kings 6.194
D it K51 TVTA A7 XD PR DX NN

way -yo'mer dlehem ‘¢lisa” 16> zeh had-derek wa-16> 20
CONJ-say.PRET.3MSG to.3MPL Elisha NEG this ART-way CONJ-NEG this
ha-ir

ART-City

Elisha said to them, “This is not the way and this is not the city”

This negation test demonstrates that verbless clauses in CH are different from Ara-
bic. Since I am following a Late Insertion model of spell-out, these data do not
demonstrate either that there is or is not a null copula. All this means is that there
is no Vocabulary item which corresponds to the bundle of features on the terminal

1. Other examples include Judg. 9.38, 15.2; 1 Sam. 1.8, 17.8, 20.37, 21.12, 23.19, 26.1, 29.3, 29.5;
1 Kings 11.41, 14.29,15.7,15.23,15.31, 16.5, 16.14, 16.20, 16.27, 22.39, 22.46; 2 Kings 1.18, 6.32,
8.23,10.23, 12.20, 13.8, 13.12, 14.15, 14.18, 14.28, 15.6, 15.21, 15.36, 16.19, 20.20, 21.7, 21.25,
23.28, 24.5; Jer. 23.29; Mic. 3.11; Hab. 1.12; Zech 3.2; Job 7.1, 22.5, 22.12, 31.3; Esth. 10.2; 1Chr.
21.3,22.18; 2 Chr. 9.29, 12.15, 25.26, 32.11.

2. Other similar examples include Jer. 2.19, 10.14, 51.17; Ezek. 7.11; Am. 5.20; Job 33.9; Num.
23.23;Job 16.7; 1 Chr. 12.17, 28.10.

3. Other similar examples include 2 Sam. 20.1; Job 18.17, 18.19; Ps. 22.2; Mal. 2.10; 2 Chr. 18.16

4. See also Mic. 2.10.
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node v. CH verbless clauses should be considered full clauses which license all
their syntactic features, but do so without an overt verb. Now I will discuss the role
of hyh in CH copular sentences.

In the overview of previous treatments of these sentences in Chapters 2 and 3,
I mentioned that the prevailing view is that hyh is used to license TAM features.
The work of Baker (2003), Benmamoun (2008), and Cowper (2010) which I re-
viewed in Chapter 3 has already explained some of the approaches to how exactly
a copula licenses TAM features. In this section I will introduce the work of Bjork-
man (2011) as well as Nevins & Parrott (2010) and elaborate on how hyh licenses
features in CH.

First, it is important to note the work by Cowper and DeCaen (2017) who
have listed the conditions for Vocubulary Insertion of the CH copula. In an ex-
curses on hyh, Cowper and DeCaen use the same assumptions from DM as those
used in this book; namely, that vocabulary items which spell out the features on
terminal heads may be underspecified. The features which they highlight have the
dependency relations in (18).

(18) FINITE

PAST DEIXIS

MODALITY
(Cowper & DeCaen 2017: 7)

To quote their own explanation:

FINITE has purely syntactic content, licensing structural nominative case and
agreement. DEIXIS anchors the clause to the deictic centre of the utterance (usu-
ally utterance time). MODALITY operates on DEIXIS, and encodes necessity
or possibility (must, shall, will/would, can/could, may/might). PAST signals back
shifting or temporal precedence relative to the deictic centre; in the absence of this
feature, the interpretation is NONPAST. (Cowper & DeCaen 2017: 7)

The vocabulary items of hyh are inserted as listed in (19) according to the para-
digm in (20), which is adapted from DeCaen (1999: 124).

(19) haya <> PAST
yihyeh <> MODALITY
yahi <> DEIXIS
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(20) Paradigm of auxiliary hyh

[PAST] [MODALITY] [DEIXIS]
2] is
+ + yihyeh will be
+ yéhi/yahi be
+ haya was
+ + + would be
+ + were.

(Cowper & DeCaen 2017: 8)

As I will demonstrate in this section, past and future temporal reference in CH can
be accomplished with a verbless clause. There are also additional functional heads
which are specified for inflectional features which lead to the overt insertion of
hyh. The argument in this chapter, then, will provide a more comprehensive analy-
sis of Vocabulary Insertion of siyh than that of Cowper and DeCaen.

In her research on auxiliaries, Bjorkman demonstrates that auxiliaries occur
as a repair to structures in which inflection is not realizable on the main verb
(Bjorkman 2011: 33).> Though most of her work explains how auxiliaries are in-
serted in verbal sentences, her approach is useful for explaining the distribution
of hyh in certain contexts. Auxiliaries function as a “last resort” strategy to real-
ize features which need a host to be specified. The BE-verb in many languages
is selected as an auxiliary because of its semantic vacuity-it is inserted into the
derivation wherever a functional head needs licensing. According to Bjorkman,
functional heads such as Voice, Asp, and Mod also permit auxiliaries in order to
value stranded inflectional features (Bjorkman 2011: 37ff). She distinguishes her
work from that of Cowper (2010) by stating that auxiliary BE occurs for purely
morphological reasons and not as a response to a syntactic requirement. Cowper
proposes that the copula occurs to satisfy categorical selection (c-selection) re-
quirements of certain functional heads which was reviewed in Chapter 2. This c-
selection requirement exists in cases where the main verb has already satisfied the
requirements of another head and thus needs an auxiliary to satisfy the stranded
feature through BE-support as well as in those sentences which lack a verb, giving
rise to the copular BE.

The morphological approach of Bjorkman is consistent with the approach
taken in this volume. The syntax contains bundles of features which receive their
pronunciation at spell-out in PE. An overt copula with its inflectional informa-
tion, then, is just an auxiliary which realizes the features which would be stranded

5. Special thanks to Neil Myler for directing me to Bjorkman’s research.
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without it. For verbless clauses in Arabic, Bjorkman states simply that there are no
stranded inflectional features in the present tense, though in the past the copula
is necessary to value a stranded inflectional feature on Tense (Bjorkman 2011: 64
n. 35). I will follow Bjorkman in stating that the copula exists for morphological
reasons and not as a response to a syntactic requirement.

Several important works which operate from a Late Insertion assumption
have assumed that the copula merges lower in v or V before raising to the inflec-
tional domain. Adger and Smith (2005) who claim to follow a “standard view”
of the syntax of finite be in English (after Pollock 1989), assume that auxiliary be
originates in some auxiliary position above the VP (called Aux) while copular be
originates inside the VP. T bears unvalued features for number and person which
are checked and valued by the subject. Example (21) gives the syntax of auxiliary
be according to Adger and Smith. Head movement in the syntax raises be to adjoin
with T, leaving a trace in AuxP (for expositional reasons),

1) TP
Subj T
T AuxP
be T[iPast, ud) <be> VP

<Subj> 4
% Obj
(adapted from Adger & Smith 2005)

Nevins and Parrott (2010) adopt this structure and explain that the Vocabulary
Item for the past tense copula is a single exponent which includes both be and
T (.past, o), The morphological operation Fusion combines these two terminal nodes
into one and then the copula is inserted (Nevins & Parrott 2010: 1141). Merchant
(2015: 297-298) adopts a similar structure in his discussion. Nevins and Parrot
explain further that verbal auxiliaries (including copular be) consist of a category
v adjoined either to a root (as in modals like should) or to a certain bundle of fea-
tures they label F sym which determine each auxiliary’s semantics, argument struc-
ture, and complement selection. The little-v has two features: [+Copula, +Auxil-
iary]. This is reflected in (22).
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(22) TP
DP T
Ty vP
v T ... (T = [ppast])
Fom v (v = [£cop Faux])
or
VROOT

(Nevins & Parrott 2010: 17)

They state that the feature [+Copula} always entails [+Auxiliary} because no ver-
bal element can be a copula but not an auxiliary. Fusion applies to Fsym/\/ ROOT
and v. Through lowering (Embick & Noyer 2001), main verbs which have
Vi.cop.aux] feature values are adjoined with Ty, op allowing the insertion of
the specific Vocabulary Item at the terminal T, (e.g., exponent -d for +past). The
verbal auxiliaries, which have suppletive Vocabulary Items, are inserted after the

fusion of V{+£COP, +AUX] and T[ +Past, ol The feature bundles of the various auxiliaries
are reproduced in (23)
(23) BE (auxiliary or copula) = [, ¢ +past +copula +aux Fsym_BE]
HAVE (auxiliary) = [,; ¢ *past -copula +aux Fsym—H AVE]
DO  (light verb) = [,; ¢ £past -copula -aux Fsym—DO]

DO (do support for T, 1) = [, ¢ +past -copula -aux]
(Nevins and Parrott 2010: 17)

This analysis is helpful for explaining the auxiliary function of hyh as in (24),
which is rare but possible in CH.

(24) 2Kings 6.8
PTIUOX YOI DXL 01 M D 1M

ii-melek aram hayd nilham ba-yisrael
coNJ-king.GEN aram COP.PFV.3MsG make.war.pTCP in-Israel
way-yiwwaas el ‘abadayw

coNJ-take.council. PRET.3MSG to servants.3MsG
The king of Aram had been warring against Israel and he took council with
his servants.

Nevins and Parrott demonstrate how auxiliaries and copulas should be treated
as part of the same phenomena. This has already been anticipated by Hengeveld
(1992) and Bjorkman (2011). This approach presents a compelling account for
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how CH copulas follow verbal derivational morphology, but do not include a
meaningful root like other verbs. For the CH copula, then, I adopt the approach
of Nevins and Parrott with respect to the fusion of terminals which result in one
morphological exponent. I depart from their analysis, however, which postulates
a unique AUX or BE head in the syntax. I also depart from Adger and Smith who
assume the copula begins inside the VP. The little-v head, which bears the respon-
sibility of introducing different types of eventualities, depends on the Pred head
in its complement for determination of what feature set is (or is not) merged in
the inflectional domain. The vP contains a feature set which is moved in narrow
syntax and adjoined to a categorizer v. In the case of a CH copular sentence with
future temporal reference, the syntax will look like (25) before the morphologi-
cal component and Vocabulary Insertion. Through syntactic head movement, the
feature set in v moves to T, is adjoined to a categorizer v, undergoes Fusion with T
resulting in a single exponent at Vocabulary Insertion.

(25) TP

/\

/\ +Fut ] o /VP\

[Feature set]; V. PredP

Example (26) and the Vocabulary Items inserted at PF are represented in (27).°

(26) Genesis 4.14
TAX2 TN P2 0Mm
wahayiti na wa-nad ba-ares
CONJ.COP.WQTL.1SG stranger.PTCP CONJ-foreigner.pTCP in.ART-land
But I will be a stranger and a foreigner in the land.

6. The discussion of the role of the conjunction ws in this derivation goes beyond the scope of
this volume and will not be discussed further.
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(27) TP
/\
T VoiceP
v, + T[wm, 015 DP, vP
/\
wahayiti Bt v PP
t PredP ba’ares
Pred NP

The strikethrough of the subject in the specifier of VoiceP is a reflection of the
agreement relation between the unvalued ¢-features on T and the valued features
on the subject DP”

What is more difficult to explain, however, are the examples which are in the
suffixed (perfective) or preterite conjugations with clear past temporal reference. If
there are no specified inflectional features for past tense in CH copular sentences,
why are there many examples of this verb in past tense contexts? The answer is
found in the specified features on other functional heads.

There are inflectional features specified on the functional aspect head (Asp)
which can account for the overt manifestation of hyh in many contexts.® One test
which would confirm the hypothesis that hyh in past referring contexts exists to
value aspectual features rather than tense is to see if there are any forms of the verb
in past referring contexts which are unambiguously licensing aspect instead of
tense. Such examples exist, as examples (28) and (29) demonstrate.

7. Benmamoun (2000, 2008) and Fakih (2016) have developed a theory that the prefix and
suffix inflections in Semitic languages such as Arabic and Hebrew are due to historic pronouns
which developed into clitics over time. In this example, the theory would hypothesise that the
1st singular pronoun dni remains below the moved verb and cliticises on the verb hyh. The Fu-
sion analysis presented here is a DM-internal way of describing the same phenomenon.

8. This use of hyh, though from a different theoretical framework, has previously been sug-
gested in the work of Zevit (1998: 15) and Osborne (2012).
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(28) Exodus 40.38
12 1% man U ot 12wnn by mm w2

ki ‘dnan yhwh  ‘al  ham- miskan  yémam wa-es  tihyé
for cloud.GeN YHWH over ARrT-tabernacle day ~ conj-fire COPIPFV.3FSG
layla bo

night in.3MsG
For the cloud of YHWH was over the tabernacle by day and fire would be in
it by night.

(29) Numbers 9.15
WRITY URNXD? 12WRT700 M 1
i-ba‘ereb yihyé al  ham-miskan
CONJ-in.ART.morning COP.IPFV.3MSG over ART-tabernacle
ka-mareé e ‘ad- boger
like-appearance.GEN fire until- morning
In the evening, it would be over the tabernacle like the appearance of fire
until morning.

In these examples, the prefixed form of hyh is used in contexts with past temporal
reference. This is contrary to the expected suffixed conjugation. There is, how-
ever, an habitual imperfective aspectual nuance in these examples. These examples
demonstrate that it is not tense which motivates the presence of hyh in past tense
contexts, but aspect. The core predication in (29) is represented in (30).°

(30) AspP
/\
Asp VoiceP
Vit Asp[ +IPFV/HAB, ¢-3msg] Dp vP
A /\
yihyé H-3msg Vi PredP

‘al-hammiskan

Cook (2012) notes that the TAM system in CH “competes” for limited inflectional
possibilities. The prefixed conjugation is used in these examples to spell-out the
imperfective aspect. Cook represents the competition between inflectional forms
with the diagram in (31).

9. Since we have not yet analyzed the CH left-periphery, the topical frame is not represented in
the following phrase structure. Also for the sake of expositional simplicity, the other adjuncts
are left off the tree.
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(31)

Perfective (qatal)

counterfactual
perfect (all times)
performative

Past Narrative
(wayyiqtol)

simple past

Imperative
& Jussive

habitual
contingent

Imperfective (yigtol)

future-in-the-past
general future

progressive/
imperfective

(past & present)
general
present

prospective
progressive
(future)

Participle

(Cook 2012: 270)

This is consistent with the Late Insertion hypothesis of DM in which the syntac-
tic features of a terminal node are scanned in PF and then the Vocabulary Item
which best fits the features of that node is selected. Though the prefix and wagatal
forms of hyh are often used for future tense, they are also best suited for the (more
limited) contexts where an imperfective/habitual feature is specified in the syntax.

A construction which uses both suffixed and preterite morphology seems to be
doing so to license a perfect Tense/Aspect. The examples in (32) and (33) demon-
strate the present perfect construction which is confirmed by the temporal deictics.

(32) Genesis 46.34
MDY NP TTIV VT NP0 WK

ansé migneh hayi ‘abadéka min-naurénit  wa'ad
men.GEN livestock COP.PFV.3pPL servants.2MsG from-youth.1PL cony.until
‘attd

now

Your servants have been men of livestock from our youth until now.
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(33) Joshua 4.9
7 oba T oY v
wayyihyt Sam ‘ad hay-yom haz -zeh
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MPL there until ART-day ART-this
They have been there until this day.

AspP
/\
Asp VoiceP
Vi + ASP[ 4 pERE, ¢-3cpl] Dp vP
/\
wayyihyi $-3epl v PP
4 PredP al-hammiskan

The perfect use of hiyh helps explain the use of this verb in Genesis 1.2. Consider
Genesis 1.1-3 in (34).

(34) Genesis 1.1-3
T 03N 95V WM N2 370 7070 PIRD (PIRD DR) DMW0 DX 0K X132 MUK
SR IR T DEOX MR 00 395y nomn odx
baresit bara’ elohim ‘et hassamayim wa'et ha'ares:
2 waha'ares hayata tohit wabohii wahosek ‘al pané tohom
wariiah ‘élohim morahepet ‘al-pané hammayim:
Swayyo'mer ‘élohim yahi or wayhi or

Holmstedt (2014) has proposed the following translation, “In the beginning pe-
riod that God created the heavens and earth (the earth was formless and void, and
darkness was over the surface of the deep, and the wind of God was hovering over
the surface of the waters), God said, “Let light be!” And light was” (Holmstedt
2014: 147). This translation hinges on his interpretation of the initial word setting
up an unmarked (asyndetic) relative clause within which the verb bara’ occurs. A
central question he sets out to answer is the following: If the main verb is not bara,
is it hayta in verse 2 or wayyo'mer in verse 32 It is clear from his translation that he
has decided wayyo'mer is more likely and the sentence in verse 2 is parenthetical
(Holmstedt 2014: 143ff).

My analysis supports Holmstedt’s perspective that verse 2 is, in fact, parenthet-
ical. This verse does not need hyh in order to disambiguate the temporal reference
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of the clause and thus should be understood as past perfect.!? This would render
the translation as, “In the beginning period that God created the heavens and the
earth (Now the earth had been formless and void, and darkness had been over the
surface of the deep, and the wind of God had been hovering over the surface of the
waters), God said, “Let light be!” And there was light”!!

One anonymous reviewer pointed out several examples in CH where the
wider context or the clause itself had sufficient information to provide TAM, so
a verbless clause was used. The suggestion was that perhaps TAM licensing on
hyh is obligatory primarily for disambiguation. This is certainly the case for hyh
in past temporal contexts and may also be for the aspectual examples. It is even
the case that in rare circumstances hyh may be absent in future tense if the sur-
rounding context is clear.!? This leads to an important question: If there are inflec-
tional features specified on T, why are there cases where a copula does not appear?
Consider example (35):

(35) 1 Samuel 28.19
Y TIN AAK M DAYoE T J0p SXIPTNK 0 M 187

wa-yitten yhwh  gam'et yisrael immoka bayad
CONJ-give.PRET.3MSG YHWH also oBj Israel with.2msG in.hand.GeN
palistim  di-mahar attd d-banéka immi

philistines CONJ-tomorrow you CONJ-sons.2mMsG with.1sG
YHWH will give Israel as well as you into the hand of the Philistines and
tomorrow you and your sons will be with me.

In this example the sentence is clearly referring to a time in the future but the
second clause “you and your sons will be with me” is verbless. Usually the prefixed
form of hyh is used in cases like this, but clearly it is not obligatory.

One explanation for this can be found in research which suggests that the
role of context is sufficient in certain instances to situate a proposition in time.
Progovac states, “If it is indeed true that a predication needs to be situated in time
in order to qualify as a truth-evaluable proposition...the conclusion has to be that
a syntactic tense node is not the only way to anchor a predication in time (Progo-
vac 2006: 55). She states that this time anchor can be provided by the context
and that a functional category like Tense can be taken over by this context. Since

10. As past perfect, there is also a T head with specified features which undergoes Fusion with
the Asp head and v and receives a single exponent at Vocabulary Insertion.

11. The verbless clauses which follow the clause with hyh repeat the past perfective reference as
they do with past and present temporal reference elsewhere (Zewi 1999a: 203).

12. Many thanks to Jessie Scheumann for bringing some examples of this phenomenon to my
attention.
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Vocabulary Insertion happens after syntax and there are other operations which
happen in post-syntax (Arregi & Nevins 2012), it is possible that the inflectional
features are eliminated or even that the whole tense node is eliminated. Post-syn-
tactic operations such as Impoverishment and Obliteratation which eliminate fea-
tures or whole nodes prior to Vocabulary Insertion have been used increasingly to
explain certain morphological phenomena across languages. The work by Nevins
and Parrott (2010) and Arregi and Nevins (2012) and Embick (2016) all give ex-
amples of Impoverishment (or ‘radical’ impoverishment) operating on copulas in
different languages, even on T. Vocabulary Insertion, according to the Late Inser-
tion hypothesis, cannot take place when the Vocabulary Item contains features not
present on the morpheme. This means that the features on T have somehow been
eliminated in those cases where they are clear from context. How exactly Impover-
ishment works at the discourse-morphosyntax interfaces is still unclear, but work
on this would likely provide some interesting results.

Completing the picture for the inflectional domain, there is a Mood head
(Mod) which accounts for the jussive and imperative forms listed earlier.

(36) Qohelet 5.1
DUBYR TIIT I 12700 YIRTOY XY
woattd  ‘al ha-ares ‘al  ken yihyii dobaréka  moaattim
CONJ-you on ART-earth upon thus cop.juss.3MpL words.2MsG few
You are on the earth, therefore let your words be few.

ModP
/\
Mod VoiceP
/\
Vi + Mod[,vor, ¢-3mpl) DP vP
yihyii dobareka 3oy v; PredP
PN
ma‘attim

One more set of examples present a different context in which the copula is spelled-
out overtly. This is the curious pattern mentioned in Chapter 3 with reference to
age-referring expressions such as (37) and (38).
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(37) 2Kings 8.1713
1% M Y aY owhYta
ben S$olosim Gi-Stayim $and haya bamolko
SON.GEN thirty CONJ-two year COP.3MSG when.reign.INE.3MSG
He was 32 years old when he became king.

(38) 2 Samuel 5.414
io%n3 M7 Y owbYny
ben Salosim Sand dawid bamolko
SON.GEN thirty year David when.reign.INE.3MsG
David (was) 30 years old when he became king.

The clear difference between (37) and (38) is that (37) contains a copula and a pro-
nominal reference (on the copula) while (38) is verbless and has a proper name.
When understood within a realizational approach like DM, this phenomenon has
a good explanation. The operation of Vocabulary Insertion must obey the Sub-
set Principle (Halle 2000). This principle includes both the Subset Clause and the
Maximal Subset Clause given in (39) and (40) respectively.

(39) The Subset Clause: A phonological exponent realizes a morpheme in the
terminal string if the item matches all or a subset of the grammatical features
specified in the terminal morpheme. Insertion does not take place if the
Vocabulary Item contains features not present in the morpheme.

(40) The Maximal Subset Clause: Where several Vocabulary Items meet the
conditions for insertion, the item matching the greatest number of features
specified in the terminal morpheme must be chosen.

(Halle 2000: 128)

In the syntactic component of example (37), there are a bundle of ¢-features
[3msg] in the specifier of VoiceP, which is the location of the sentential subject.
These features value the ¢@-feature requirement on T through Agree and lead to the
Vocabulary Insertion of a rightly-inflected form of hyh. Instead of a 3msg pronoun
in the subject position, an inflected form of hyh wins in PF as the Vocabulary Item
matches the greatest number of features specified on the terminal node.

13. Also 2 Kings 14.2, 15.2, 15.33, 18.2; 2 Samuel 4.4.

14. Also 2 Kings 12.1, 16.2, 21.1, 21.19, 22.1.
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' [ N
F TP
ben $alosim ustayim Sand; T VoiceP
[+PAST ¢-3msg] /\
v; DpP vP
SN B TN
haya vj PredP

Pred NP,

i

Example (38) is different, however. There is a root proper name in the subject
position which also bears [3msG] ¢-features, but these features do not lead to the
insertion of hyh since they are not stranded on DP. The Agree relation still satisfies
the ¢@-features on T and the context is sufficient to value the +Past feature on T, so
there is no Vocabulary Insertion of hyh in these examples. Vocabulary insertion of

(38) is reflected in (42).
(42) /FP\
F TP
ben $alosim Sand; T VoiceP
[+PAST ¢-3msg] /\
DP vP
Ndawid DP v PredP

Pred NP,

The discussion thus far has dealt with the straightforward examples of copular
sentences in CH. There are clear features in the inflectional domain whose single
exponent is hyh. There are other copular sentences — introduced in Chapter 3 -
which are not so straightforward, however. Take, for example, all the sentences in
(43)-(45) which have a hyh—-NP-PP construction.

15. Since it is not relevant to the current subject, I am ignoring the functional head which has
caused the movement of the predicate to raise out of PredP and simply label it F for convenience.
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(43) 1 Samuel 15.10
DXMYHR M7
wayhi dabar  yhwh ‘el Somiveél
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG word.GEN YHWH to Samuel
The word of YHWH came to Samuel

(44) 1 Chronicles 2.26
SXROYH MNX TYX Nm
wattahi issa ‘aheret l-irahmoael
CONJ.COP.PRET.3FSG wife another to-Jerahmeel

Jerahmeel had another wife

(45) Genesis 2.7
N walh DTN M
wayhi ha-adam la-nepes  hayyd
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG ART-man to-creature alive
The man became a living creature

Example (43) is significantly different than the sentences evaluated thus far. The
semantic role of the subject is different than a typical copular construction. It
also appears to be eventive rather than stative. Example (44) also manifests some
very different semantic roles. Example (45) has inchoative aspect and also seems
eventive. It is quite interesting that the syntax is similar in each sentence but the
relationship between subject and predicate are very different from a typical predi-
cational sentence. To explain the mismatch in syntax and semantics in these sen-
tences, we need to understand how the semantics of copular sentences works.

4.3 Semantics

In order to find an explanation for these examples we must look at the seman-
tics of these constructions which build off the syntactic structures reviewed in
Section 4.2. Following Halle & Marantz (1993), Wood (2015) and Myler (2016),
the DM principle of Late Insertion applies at the LF interface in addition to the
PF interface. Just as the principle of Conditioned Allomorphy-discussed in Sec-
tion 4.1-takes place in PE, the principle of Conditioned Allosemy occurs in the LF
interface (Wood 2012: 37-41; Marantz 2013b: 96-97; Myler 2016: 40). Allosemy,
as represented in this book, can be described parallel to allomorphy. Just as differ-
ent Vocabulary Items compete for insertion at PE, different denotations of func-
tional morphemes compete for interpretation at LE. There are different contextu-
ally-determined denotations of the fixed terminal nodes Voice and v. As stated in
Section 4.1, the role of the Voice head is to introduce an external argument. The
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external argument introduced by this head is directly related to the semantics of
the vP complement. If the vP is an activity, the external argument will be an Agent.
If the vP is a state, the external argument will be the holder of that state which
is called Holder following Kratzer (1996: 123). I will add a third alloseme which
will become relevant for the present discussion which introduces an experiencer
argument in the context of an achievement eventuality. These three allosemes are
represented in (46).

(46) Allosemes of Voice
a. [Voice] <> Ax Ae.Agent (x)(e) / ___ (agentive, dynamic event)
b. [Voice] <> Ax,.\e_.Holder (x)(e) / (stative eventuality)
c. [Voice] <> Ax \e Experiencer (x)(e) / ___ (achievement eventuality)
(Adapted from Myler 2016: 43)

Property-concept predicational copular sentences (with adjectival predicates in
English) belong to the class of stative v allosemes. Their external head, then is
interpreted as the Holder of the state defined in the complement of vP. Equative
copular sentences and certain nominal predicates are interpreted differently. The
v head also has several allosemes which can be compared to the different aktion-
sarten related to Vendler’s categories (Vendler 1957):

(47) Allosemes of v
a. [l <> he activity(e)
b.  [v] <> Ae_state(e)
c.  [v] > Ae,achievement(e)
d. [v] © Axx

The fourth alloseme in (47d) is how the copula is reflected in Myler (2016: 42) who
says that it does not contribute anything to the thematic interpretation of the sen-
tence. He states that its sole purpose is to link non-verbal predicates to functional
heads (Myler 2016: 42). The discussion below will demonstrate how copulas can
realize other types of v. Our discussion of the semantics of copular constructions
below will demonstrate the necessity of these different allosemes.

The allosemic approach provides an alternate explanation for how there can
be different semantic roles for subjects without positing that the verb assigns dif-
ferent thematic roles to its subject (a lexicalist explanation). Instead, the semantic
role of the subject is determined by the composition of the complement of Voice.
With these assumptions we will look at how to explain the semantic differences of
the challenging copular sentences just introduced.

In the semantics component, the type of eventuality in v is affected by the
PredP in its complement. Recent research has suggested that there are multiple
Pred heads which have differing effects on the syntax and semantics. Among other
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distinctions, the so-called stage-level/individual-level distinction has been attrib-
uted to two different Pred heads: Pred;, .. and Pred,, (Adger & Ramchand
2003; Markman 2008; Myler 2018). In Spanish, this distinction leads to the spell
out of two different copulas ser/estar. Since there are different Vocabulary Items
which reflect these differences, this is not allosemic variation as in v or Voice. The
type of Pred head is found in the syntax and leads to different interpretation in LF
and pronunciation in PE. So we will need to discuss both syntax and semantics in
this section. The type of v used depends upon the type of Pred head in the syntax.

It was already noted by Cowper that some instances of be have more meaning
than just simple linking between arguments. The examples in (48)-(49) demon-
strate this phenomenon.

(48) a. Martina was being polite.
b. Wayne was rude three times.

(49) a. Martin was lethargic all day.
b. Martin was deliberately lethargic all day. (Cowper 2010: 10-11)

Both sentences in (48) seem to be eventive and agentive. Example (49a) is eventive
but not agentive while (49b) becomes agentive with the included adverb. Adger
and Ramchand (2003) and Markman (2008) also have proposed a Pred head
which introduces an eventive variable to its complement. Markman’s hypothesis is
that this Pred eventive head (called Pred ) explains the instrumental case in Rus-
sian copular sentences such as (50) and (51).

(50) Dima o/byl pisatel’.
Dima is/was writer.
‘Dima is/was a writer,

(51) Dima byl/budet pisatelem (Markman 2008: 188)
Dima was/will be writer.

‘Dima was/will be a writer,

Example (50) with the nominative has an inherent or permanent property, but
Example (51), with the instrumental predicate denotes a temporary, transient, or
changeable property (Markman 2008: 188). Harves (2002) provides (52) and (53)
to illustrate the same phenomenon:

(52) Anna byla professor, a potomstala  dekanom
Anna was professor-NoM and then became dean

(53) Anna byla professor-om, a  potomstala  dekanom  (Harves 2002: 258)
Anna was professor-INsT and then became dean
‘Anna was a professor and then became a dean’
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Example (52) implies that even though Anna has become a dean, she is still, in
some sense, a professor. Example (53), however, implies that once Anna became a
dean she stopped being a professor (Harves 2002: 258).

Markman (in agreement with Adger & Ramchand 2003) says the Pred; in-
troduces a spacio-temporal (event) argument which licenses instrumental case in
Russian (Markman 2008: 196). Additionally, this eventive notion does not hold
inherently of the individual but rather that the relevant eventuality which is true of
the individual has ended (Markman 2008: 198). Markman relates this event argu-
ment to what has been traditionally labeled Aktionsart or situation aspect (Mark-
man 2008: 199). Adger and Ramchand (2003) have identified something very
similar for Scottish Gaelic as well.

Markman proposes that there is an AspP above Pred; which accounts for the
run-time of the event argument introduced by Pred; . This run-time introduced
by AspP serves to individuate the event in the same way that determiners make it
possible to refer to count nominals (Markman 2008: 200). For the sentence in (51),
Markman proposes the following LF spell-out from the most embedded constitu-
ent outward. The notation in (54) should be read from the bottom up.

(54) TP- dtde [writer (e, dima) & t(e) o t & t < n]
AspP- AtJe [writer (e,dima) & t(e) o t]
Asp~> Q. Atde [Q(e) & t(e) o t]

Pred P- Ae (writer(e,dima))

Dima~ dima

Pred; '~ Ax_Ae_.(writer(e,x))

—the NP is shifted from <e,t> to <e,<st>>
Pred; ~ )\PQ)D.}\xe.)\es.(P(e,x))

—Pred,, forced a type-shift of the NP
NP(writer) > Ay, (writer(y))

She explains the notation saying:

In [54] <i,t> stands for a set of instants—a time interval; <st> is a set of events; and
“0” denotes overlap. The T (tense) provides existential closure over the interval t
and locates it with respect to the utterance time #; thus t<n denotes future, and

t o n denotes present. (Markman 2008: 200)

If this Predy is present in the syntax, the semantics which reads the syntax will
necessarily be affected. If there is a Pred;, underlying sentences like Martha was
rude three times, it becomes easier to explain how a copular sentence can receive
an eventive/agentive interpretation in LE. The existence of a Pred;  in the syn-
tax of CH explains the different semantic interpretations of the interesting exam-

ples (43)-(45). In the same way that Pred or Pred leads the phonological

INDIV STAGE
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component to spell-out either ser or estar in Spanish and that Pred leads to in-
strumental case marking in Russian, the presence of Pred; in CH requires the
spell-out of hyh and creates the different semantic interpretations. The following
examples will demonstrate how this works. Take for example the inchoative aspect
of example (55).

(55) 2 Samuel 8.2
DT2Y2 M7 axin nm
wattohi moab lo-dawid la-dbadim
CONJ.COP.PRET.3FSG Moab to-David to.ART-servants
The Moabites became servants to David.

It has been established in grammars of CH that the verb hyh plus the inseparable
preposition lamed prefixed to the complement indicates the inchoative aspect of
becoming. The semantics of these constructions differ from simple copular sen-
tence because of the inchoative semantics which must be accounted for. Inchoative
(or ingressive) predicates are a type of achievement. If there is a Pred, in the
complement of v, perhaps the alloseme [v] <> Ae_achievement(e) is introduced in
the context of Predy, . This specific alloseme of v determines the type of Voice head
which is introduced. In the context of an achievement eventuality, an Experiencer
argument is introduced into the specifier of Voice: [Voice] <> Ax_.\e_.Experiencer
(x)(e)/

Types of achievements can vary, however. The semantics of inchoatives are
demonstrated by Marin and McNally (2011) as follows:

(achievement eventuality).

(56) Aehe’AP[Boundary-Happening(e)PA Eventuality(e') A Left-Boundary (e, ')
AP(e") A Te" [e"«e’ AP(e" De')]]

This notation follows the work of Pifién who distinguishes between two kinds
of entities: happenings, which include events, states, and processes; and bound-
ary happenings, which are the boundaries (onsets or ends) of happenings (Pifién
1997). The difference between happenings and boundary happenings is that while
happenings have a temporal trace (1) corresponding to an interval (t), a boundary
happening has a temporal trace corresponding to a point. Achievements typically
denote events without any notable duration in time. The predicate types, instead,
denote boundary happenings like inchoatives or those that are telic.
Marin and McNally describe (56) in the following:

[The inchoative] is a 3-place relation between a left boundary happening e, a hap-
pening ¢’ that it is the boundary of, and the description P of that happening. The
final clause of the definition guarantees that e’ is not immediately preceded (<)
by any other happening e” that could form part of a larger happening with e’ and
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which would also be describable as P; this larger happening is represented as the
sum of ¢” and ¢’ (¢" @e').

The semantics of the inchoative in (55) as a particular type of achievement pro-
vides further specification for the type of achievement reflected in v. Since it is an
achievement eventuality the VoiceP assigns the role of Experiencer to the external
argument. In CH, then, PredEV creates an achievement eventuality which can re-
ceive inchoative semantics from v. The presence of this Pred, creates the condi-
tions which necessitate the presence of hyh. The eventive nature of this predicate
must be anchored in time and thus is always spelled-out as the copula hyh in PE
Unlike simple copular sentences, this inchoative use of hyh requires the presence
of the copula in every case.

(57) Genesis 2.7
mIn WYy oI
wayhi ha-adam las-nepes  hayyd
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG ART-man to-creature alive
The man became a living creature

The Vocabulary Insertion is represented in (59). In the syntactic component, the
feature set of v is categorized and moved to the inflectional domain where through
fusion it joins both the Asp and T head which both have specified features in this
example. The Fusion of v, T, and Asp receives a single exponent in PE

(59) TP
T AspP
T[+Past, ¢ -3msg] ASPj VoiceP
ASp(INCHO]
Vi DP vP
wayhi ha’adam v Predp, P
Predg, NP
la nepes hayya

In (59) I represent the preposition [ is the overt spell-out of Pred; This is sup-
ported by its use in other types of sentences. As I reviewed in Chapter 2, Pred
is overt in different contexts for different languages. Since overt Pred has been
identified in other types of constructions cross-linguistically, such as those using
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causative verbs, if [a was the overt representation of Pred in CH, we would expect
it to appear in some of these constructions as well. This is indeed what we find in
CH. In the causative construction in (60), la appears precisely where Pred would
be expected to appear.

(60) Genesis 12.2
ELEREER 1294
wé-eeska lo-goy  gadol
CONJ- make.IPFV.15G.2MSG to-nation great
I will make you a great nation.!®

This preposition is not obligatory in these contexts, however, which is also true of
overt Pred in many other languages. A more detailed discussion of lamed as the
overt representation of Pred can be found in the recent research of Boulet (2019)
on secondary predicates in CH.

This overall hypothesis gains strength when the directional construction is
evaluated in similar terms. Examples (61) and (62) provide examples of the direc-
tional construction.

(61) 1 Samuel 15.10
DXMYHR M7
wayhi dabar  yhwh ‘el Somirel
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG word.GEN YHWH to Samuel
The word of YHWH came to Samuel

(62) Jeremiah 7.1
MM AXD MRYOX M7 WK 1210
had-dabar aser hayd el yirmayahii me-ét yhwh
ART-word which cor.PFv.3Ms to Jeremiah from-with YHWH
The word which came to Jeremiah from YHWH

What is in view in these examples is not an inchoative achievement, but a telic
achievement. Marin and McNally connect the semantics of telic predicates with
those of inchoatives, except the end boundary is in view. They describe this with
the formulation in (63).

(63) telic: AeAe’AP[Boundary-Happening(e) A Eventuality(e’) A Right-Boundary
(e, €) AP(e') A =0Te" [e'«e” A P(e' ®e")]

The obvious difference between (63) and (56) is that instead of the left-boundary
(beginning), telic predicates have to do with the right-boundary. They also add

16. This is called an “indirect object” lamed in Waltke-O’Connor 1990: 209. Many of the other
examples listed in this section can equally be explained as the overt representation of Pred.
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that telic predicates must specify not only that there is no larger happening (e'®e")
describable by the predicate in question but also that no such happening can exist”
(modeled with =03e") (Marin & McNally 2011). Example (64) demonstrates that
the directional clitic -ah may also be used instead of a preposition.

(64) Joshua 16.8
0 PORYD T
wahay tosotayw hay-yammdah
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3MPL boundaries.3MSG ART-sea.DIR
Its boundaries went to the sea.

So, in these so-called directional predicates, I am suggesting that there is also an
underlying Pred, which introduces the eventive information that is then restrict-
ed by a v which delimits the type of eventuality as a telic achievement. Both incho-
ative and telic eventualities are boundary happenings and not eventualities with
any meaningful duration. The overt Vocabulary Insertion of hyh, which is obliga-
tory in these types of sentences, is the single exponent of the categorized feature
bundle from v, the Asp head which anchors the boundary happening of the telic
eventuality, and the T head which is specified for +past.

Also, in these sentences we have a clear experiencer which is introduced into
the specifier position of the Voice head. If this phenomenon were approached with
lexicalist assumptions, one would be forced to account for the multiple semantic
roles for the subject of hyh. These data render questionable the lexicalist hypoth-
esis that all potential semantic roles are contained in the verbs within the Lexicon.
Within the present framework, then, we can state that the existence of Pred cre-
ates the conditions in which hyh must be present in the phonological spell-out of
these syntactic/semantic structures. Since spell-out happens from the most em-
bedded item outward, Pred, is encountered before v and dictates what alloseme
of v is used. In contrast, the v which exists in verbless clauses does not require an
overt form of hyh because there are no features specified in the inflectional domain
which need an explicit exponent.

One additional context where Pred exists is in sentences which do not have
a complement. These sentences have been called “one place existentials” (Gast &
Haas 2011: 146).

(65) Isaiah 66.2
MTDR) NPR™52 PAN ANPY T NP5
wa-et kol elleh yadi asatd wayyihyii kol elleh
cony-o0BJ all these hand.1sG made.PFV.3ESG CONJ.COP.PRET.3MPL all these
naum  yhwh
word.GeN YHWH
“All these my hand has made and all these came to be” declares YHWH.
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Defining constructions like these as “existentials” will be called into question in
Chapter 6. In addition to their lack of locational specification, one of the primary
differences between these constructions and existentials is that what is in view
is the onset of the state-the achievement eventuality mentioned above. These
constructions have the same achievement semantics as the other constructions
reviewed above. The only difference is that they have no specified complement.
Below are a few more examples.

(66) Qohelet 1.9
M XD MRYOX M WK 1210
mad  Se-hayd htv  Sey-yihyé
What which-copr.PFv.3MsG 3MsG which-COP.IPFV.3MSG
What has been is what will be.

(67) Psalm 33.9
TN TR XA 72
ki hi’ amar wayyehi
for 3ms speak.PEV.3MS CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG
For he spoke and it came to be.

(68) 1 Samuel 4.7
DwHw Hinnx R A XS 9 0% i
Oy lanit ki 10> hayatd ka-zot ‘etmol  Silsom
woe to.1pL for NEG COP.PFV.3FsG like-this formerly yesterday
Woe to us! For nothing like this has ever happened to us before.

It is evident from the examples above that these constructions may also allow a
null subject. While the subject may optionally be null, there is no complement,
not even in null form. The eventuality introduced by Pred, is the context for the
achievement semantics of v. Like the inchoative examples, an Experiencer argu-
ment is introduced by Voice and Fusion in the inflectional domain leads to the
spell-out of the single exponent. These examples have no complement for PredP,
so the denotation is simply that an achievement eventuality involved the Experi-
encer subject. Vocabulary Insertion for Example (65) is represented in (69).
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(69) p
T AspP
T[+Past, $-3mpl] ASpj VoiceP
Asp[INCH 0Jj /\
Vi DP vP
wayyihyi kol ’ellé Vi Predg, P

Predg,

The Pred,, analysis presented above accounts for one additional puzzling phe-
nomenon about the verb hyh. CH is like other Semitic languages in that it uses
a complex system of derivational morphology which modifies a verbal root into
seven derived stems (called binyamin) which create differences in voice, intensive-
ness, and causativity (see Benton 2009). The verb hyh is unique in not participat-
ing in the binyanim system. However, in a very small number of examples in the
Hebrew Bible, hyh exists in the Niphal stem which is used to form the passive.l”
If hyh is a pure stative auxiliary, one would not expect it to passivize. The data
present an interesting correlation: every example of the Niphal form of hyh exists
in one of the conditions which have an underlying Pred;  head, which were dis-
cussed above. The occurrences of this form are categorized in the examples below.

Example (70) is the only instance of the Niphal of hyh combined with the
preposition lamed to express the inchoative sense.

(70) Deuteronomy 27.9
Tix mb ovb omia n1a o

hayyéom haz-zeh nihyéta lo-am  la-yhwh ¢lohéka
ART-day ART-this COP.PFV.PASS.2FSG to-people to-ART.YHWH god.2msG
This day you have become the people of YHWH your God.

Most of the instances of the Niphal of hyh have no complement, as in (71):!8

(71) Judges 20.3
NRID N A0 K
eka nihyatd ha -rad haz-zo't
how COP.PFV.PASS.3FSG ART-evil ART-this
How did this evil thing happen?

17. Special thanks to Vincent DeCaen for an engaging discussion of these constructions.

18. Ex. 11.6; Dt. 4.32; Judg. 19.30, 20.12; 1 Kings 1.27; Jer. 5.30, 48.19; Ezek. 21.7, 39.8; Joel 2.2;
Prov. 13.19; Dan. 12.1; Neh. 6.8; Dan. 8.27.
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Two examples are directionals, as in (72):!

(72) 2 Chronicles 11.4
MIA 9270 02 AR 2
ki me’itti nihyd had- dabar haz-zé
for from.with.1sG COP.PFV.PASS.3MSG ART-thing ART-this
For this thing has come from me.

One example functions as the subject phrase of a verbless clause with the added
meaning of fulfilled potential as in (73). This example can be categorized along
with those that have no complement.

(73) Proverbs 13.19

taawd nihyd teerab lé-napes
desire COP.PFV.PASS.3MSG be.sweet.IPFV.3FSG to-soul
Desire fulfilled is sweet to the soul

A detailed description of the template morphology of Semitic verbs is outside the
scope of this book, but it is important to comment briefly on the morphology in
these examples. The Niphal stem of CH is distinguished by its ni- prefix and a cer-
tain vowel template. It is typically used to construct the passive, middle, and reflex-
ive based on a verbal root (see Benton 2009). Doron (2003) has written about voice
and Semitic template morphology and states that there is a morpheme which is
introduced by Voice for the Niphal. It is possible that when the Agree relation hap-
pens between the experiencer argument in the specifier of Voice and the unvalued
¢-features on T, this morpheme raises to T and then received pronunciation as
ni- at Vocabulary Insertion. More research on the template morphology of verbs
in CH would likely provide more insight about how this prefixed morphology is
pronounced on these copular sentences. The important point here, though, is that
the Niphal of the CH copula is only found in those contexts where Pred exists
in the narrow syntax.

In summary, then, the semantic spell-out in LF for copular sentences starts
with multiple types of Pred heads which are read from the syntax and determine
the type of allosemes of both v and Voice. The principle of Late Insertion applies at
the LF level as well as at PE That is, the content at the bottom of the derivation is
interpreted first which then determines the interpretations higher up.

With this approach to Vocabulary Insertion for the CH copula hyh, we are
now in a better position to explain why PRON exists where it does, continuing the
discussion from Chapter 3. What are considered genuine examples of PRON in

19. Also 1 Kings 12.24; Dan. 2.1.
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CH sentences is not uncontroversial. There are many sentences which fulfill the
criteria for being genuine examples of left-dislocation with a resumptive pronoun
rather than PRON, such as (74).

(74) Genesis 2.14
wa-han  -nahar ha-rabii  hi’  parat
CONJ-ART- river  ART-fourth 3msG Euphrates
The fourth river, it (is) the Euphrates

Others, such as (75) and (76) do not fulfill the requirements for genuine left-dislo-
cation constructions and must be classified as instances of PRON.

(75) 1 Chronicles 17.26
DTORD XINTAX M AR
wa-attd YHWH ‘attd hi’  ha-¢élohim
coNj-now YHWH 2MsG 3MsG ART-god
And now, YHWH, you (are) God.

(76) Isaiah 37.16
7727 DORD KTTNAX
attd hi’ ha-¢lohim lobaddoka
2MSG 3MSG ART _god alone.2msG
You (are) God, you alone

The lack of person agreement in (75) and (76) is the clearest indication that this
is not a resumptive pronoun. Lack of person agreement is a cross-linguistic phe-
nomenon for languages which have pron. In Chapter 3 I reviewed Benmamoun’s
syntactic description of Arabic verbless clauses in which he proposed an explana-
tion for the lack of person agreement in Arabic sentences with PRON.

(77) Arabic Present Tense Features

TP
NP T
T AP/PP/NP

[+Present, +D] ‘
A/P/N

(Benmamoun 2008: 115)

Since PRON only exists in present tense in Arabic and the copula kwn does not ap-
pear in present tense, Benmamoun proposes that the +D features on T are spelled-
out as PRON. The +V feature of past and future tense displays the agreement
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pattern of verbs which is +person, +number, +gender. The +D feature displays
the agreement pattern of nouns which is only +number and +gender. This leads
Benmamoun to recognise the pronominal element in Arabic present tense sen-
tences to be the overt realization of the +D feature which defaults for 3rd person
(Benmamoun 2008: 125).

CH displays the same behaviour as Arabic. PRON only occurs in present tense
and (75) demonstrates that person agreement is not realized on PrON. Exam-
ple (78) demonstrates that CH does permit number agreement in PRON.

(78) 1 Chronicles 1.31
OXpRY? 12 D7 NN
elleh hem bané yisma‘el
these 3MPL sons.GEN Ishmael
These (are) the sons of Ishmael

The analysis of Benmamoun appears at first to explain the existence of PRON in
CH, but additional analyses on these constructions have revealed important find-
ings.

In her analysis of PRON in Modern Hebrew, Rothstein (2001) explains that
there are semantic distinctions between sentences with and without PrRON. Ex-
amples (79) and (80) illustrate this distinction.

(79) orvim *(hem) sxorim
ravens PRON black
Ravens are black

(80) tel aviv *(hi) be-yisrael (Rothstein 2001: 233)
Tel Aviv PRON in Israel
Tel Aviv is in Israel

Both (79) and (80) require PRON to be grammatical. In Example (81), however,
PRON is optional.

(81) ha-samaim (hem) kxolim
ART-sky ~ PRON blue
The sky is blue

With proN, Example (81) would receive the interpretation that the sky has the
general property of being blue. Without PRrON, the interpretation would be that
the sky is blue now as opposed to being overcast or some other possibility. PRON is
obligatory in (79) and (80) because the only grammatical interpretations of these
sentences have a general timeless interpretation. This is the stage/individual level
distinction that has become a well-attested phenomenon in predication cross-
linguistically. Rothstein says, “Where Pron is optional in predicative sentences,
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its presence/absence often correlates with a difference in meaning: when Pron is
present, the sentence has a more individual level reading, and when Pron is absent,
it has more of a stage level interpretation” (Rothstein 2001: 233). In Chapter 2, I
reviewed the claim that there is a functional head Pred which is overt in some lan-
guages. This means that PRON in Modern Hebrew could be the overt manifestation
of Pred in individual level predicates. In her analysis of similar constructions in
Polish, Bondaruk makes precisely this claim for the pronominal clitic fo (Bonda-
ruk 2013, 2017). Polish is distinct from other languages by having a pronominal el-
ement serving in this type of construction in addition to a verbal copula as in (82).

(82) Warszawa  jestto  stolica Polski
Warsaw-NOM is  PRON capital.Nom Poland
Warsaw is the capital of Poland. (Adapted from Bondaruk 2013: 234)

Bondaruk labels PrRON the overt realization of Pred and the copula as v (Bondaruk
2017). Polish as well as other languages with this construction are notorious for
having defective @-agreement. This defective agreement is common in CH as well,
and may provide evidence for what is happening. Instead of proposing that the de-
fective @-agreement of PRON is due to +D features on T (Benmamoun 2008), per-
haps there is a case of Impoverishment in these constructions. Impoverishment
is an operation proposed in DM which explains how certain features are deleted
prior to phonological spell-out. A few examples will demonstrate how this works.

Though there is considerable debate about which examples qualify as in-
stances of PRON (though see Naudé and Miller-Naudé 2017), the most frequent
and uncontroversial examples which uses PrRoN in CH are equational construc-
tions such as (83) and (84).

(83) Genesis 36.8
DX XA 1Y
‘esaw hi’  édom
Esau 3msG Edom
Esau (is) Edom.

(84) Isaiah 37.16
725 DIORD RINTIX
attd hi’ ha-elohim labaddoka
2MsG 3MSG ART _god alone.2mMsG
You (are) God, you alone

The necessary question is what features can account for the exponent PRON? One
of the allosemes of v that received no discussion in Section 4.3 is the one which is
utilized for equational predicates (i.e. non-stative, non-achievement predicates).
This alloseme is [v] <> Ax.x and it makes no semantic contribution to the copular
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sentence. It does not seem like v is the source of PRON, especially since PRON is
not categorized with a v. Naudé claims that PRON is necessary in in equational
(his specificational) clauses because the second NP cannot function as a predicate
which assigns functions to the subject. PRON is then introduced as a saving device
which can assign the requisite features to yield a grammatical sentence (Naudé
2001: 110-111). This insight is important in that it draws attention to the relation-
ship between the subject and object DPs. I have already noted that the Pred head
which exists in the syntax is directly responsible for the interpretation and pro-
nunciation in the derivation higher up. I have demonstrated that in other languag-
es Pred,,;y and Predg;, . account for different copulas. As equational predicates,
these sentences inherently receive an individual level reading. The Pred ., cre-
ates the context where PRON is inserted. The features +person, +number, +gen-
der still need to be valued on T, since these are not tenseless sentences. These
¢-features are supplied by the subject, except the person feature has been deleted.
This happens in the context of a Pred The following Impoverishment rule
thus explains PrRON in CH:

INDIV.

(85) {+Person}->a /T Pred

[-PAST] INDIV

This rule means in the morphological component, after syntax, in present tense
copular sentences with a Pred; ., the person features will be deleted, leading to
the otherwise case which is 3rd person.?’ In Vocabulary Insertion, the PF inserts a
Vocabulary Item which matches the features on T. In verbal sentences and copular
sentences with an overt copula, these valued features are shown as inflections on
the verbs. Since there are no features which are adjoined with a v-categorizer, they
are spelled out as they exist on T, as pronouns with gender and number features,
but default person. Thus, ProN in CH is not the spell-out of Pred ,};,, as Rothstein
has claimed for Modern Hebrew; it does, however, create the context in which
PRON is spelled-out because of the ¢-features on T, a position much closer to what
Benmamoun (2008) claimed for Arabic. A syntactic structure is proposed for CH
sentences with PRON.?!

(86) Isaiah 37.16
725 DTORD RITNAR
attd hi’ ha-¢lohim labaddoka
2MSG 3MSG ART-god  alone.2msG
You (are) God, you alone

20. The discussion in Chapter 5 will add further evidence that for ¢-features, 3rd person, mas-
culine gender, and singular number are the default or “otherwise” case.

21. There is an EPP feature on T which accounts for the subject moving to the specifier of T.
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TP
T

DP
attd, T VoiceP
[-PAST, ¢ ,EPP]
‘ Voice
hi’ /\
PredINDIV
o P, Pred

INDIV'

Prd/\
>

INDIV
ha’élohim

With this analysis of PRON, it is therefore a semantically vacuous element which
attributes its presence to the process of licensing features on T, which are essential
properties of copulas. This means that PRON may rightly be called a pronominal
copula as it is often used for similar constructions that occur in other languag-
es. An Impoverishment rule explains why the exponent appears with the person
features deleted.

There is one additional use of the copula in CH which has received a lot of
attention in previous research. This construction places the copula in the highest
position in the left-periphery. In the following chapter I will give a review of the
recent analysis of this construction I provide in Wilson (2019) and Wilson (forth-
coming) and will situate it within this broader discussion of CH copular sentences.
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CHAPTER §

The copula in the left-periphery

The left periphery of CH has been demonstrated to be very rich (Naudé 1990,
2001; DeCaen 1995; Holmstedt 2002, 2009, 2011, 2014; Cowper & DeCaen 2017,
Miller-Naudé and Naudé 2019). The left periphery is traditionally the layer of syn-
tax which accounts for clause-type (called ForceP), information structural nodes
(TopicP and FocusP/FocP), and a Finiteness node (FinP). The Left Periphery is

traditionally called CP (complementizer phrase) and is split (minimally) into the
structure developed by Rizzi (1997) in (1):

(1) The Left-Periphery (CP)

ForceP
/\
Force’
/\
Force TopP*
/\
Top’
/\
Top® FocP
/\
Foc’
/\
Foc® TopP*
/\
Top’
/\
Top® FinP
/\
Fin'
/\
Fin® IP

(Rizzi 1997: 297)

ForceP presents the type of clause (declarative, interrogative, comparative, etc.),
TopP can attract an aboutness topic or framing topics; FocP can attract a new item
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set against a presupposition or a contrastive item; FinP reflects whether the clause
is finite or non-finite.

The left-periphery accounts for the greatest diversity in word order for CH
sentences and thus has received the greatest treatment by hebraists out of all the
domains of syntax. Naudé (1990, 2001) pioneered an analysis of the CH left-pe-
riphery from a generative perspective in his analysis of dislocated constituents
such as (2).

(2) Psalm 89.13
DOXI2 ANX TN 1i0Y
sapon wa -yamin ‘attd baratam
north conj-south 2MsG create.PEV.2MSG.3MPL
[; p The north and south]- you created them.

Naudé, working from within a Government and Binding approach, claims that
dislocated constituents like those bracketed in (2) are base-generated in a CP-ad-
junction position. In contrast to constituents that undergo fronting from a lower
position in the syntax, dislocated constituents leave no gaps, but have a resumptive
element lower in the clause (Naudé 1990: 126). Naudé also demonstrates that the
movement analysis does not work since the dislocated constituent can be assigned
a different case from its co-indexed resumptive element (Naudé 1990: 126). Naudé
makes an important claim that CP-adjuncts can be full CPs that are recursive and
allow stacking of multiple constituents (Naudé 1990: 127).

Holmstedt (2014) also adds to the treatments of the CH left-periphery in his
analysis of multiple “edge” constituents. He analyzes four edge constituents in CH:
fronting, left-dislocation (=casus pendens),! extraposition, and right-dislocation.
Holmstedt, in agreement with Naudé, explains that the rich left-periphery is due
to CP-adjunction. This left-periphery is also consistent in CH embedded con-
structions as represented in (3):

1. For a critique of the label casus pendens and its applicability to CH, see Naudé 1990: 115.
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(3) Main clause Left-dislocation

CP
LD CP
(left-dislocation) /\
C TopP*

topic-fronted phrase(s) ~ FocP*

RS

focus-fronted phrase(s) TP

T

core SV clauses

Subordinate clause left-dislocation

CP
C CP
(ki , aser) T
LD TopP*

topic-fronted phrase(s) ~ FocP*

RS

focus-fronted phrase(s) TP

N

core SV clauses

(Holmstedt 2014: 124)

Holmstedt demonstrates that CH takes advantage of the recursive nature of CP by
allowing many layers of stacking. He also provides an innovative analysis of what
he calls extreme topic fronting, which can allow an additional topic above the em-
bedding items ki and ‘dser in (3) (Holmstedt 2014: 149).

Cowper and Decaen (2017) provide a different analysis of the CH left-periph-
ery. One of the most fundamental differences between their approach and that of
Naudé and Holmstedt is their denial of the recursivity of heads in CP as well as
their insistence that there can only be one TopP (Cowper and DeCaen 2017: 1).
A tull discussion of the contents of the Left-Periphery in CH is outside the scope
of the present book, so the arguments of Cowper and DeCaen over against that
of Naudé and Holmstedt will not be pursued further. Cowper and DeCaen argue
for a designated head in the Left-Periphery for the existential particles yés and én,
however, which I will discuss in Chapter 6.

Examples are abundant for copular sentences, both verbless and those with
hyh, being moved to fill topic or focus position. Buth (1999) evaluates the pragmatic
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marking of verbless clauses demonstrating that they move to fill these positions.
Since verbless clauses theoretically only require two (overt) adjacent constituents
(subject and complement), movement is underspecified in many cases. Buth pro-
vides the example in (4) to show the subject serving as topic in the left-periphery.

(4) Qohelet 1.4
A generation goes and a generation comes...
nTRY 071 YIxm
wa-ha -‘ares lo-0lam  ‘omadet (Buth 1999: 82)
CONJ-ART- earth to-eternity remain.pTcp
but the earth remains forever

The default position of the subject for CH verbless clauses is the initial position.?
Contextually, the subject in (4) seems like a candidate for a Topic which is reori-
enting the reader/listener to a new referent. Moving this subject to the Topic posi-
tion in the left-periphery ends up making no structural difference after phonologi-
cal spell-out. Another example is provided in (5).

(5) 1 Samuel 17.33
Saul said to David, “You are not able to go against this Philistine to fight with

him...

DI ARNPR WK XM AKX W17

ki na‘ar ‘attd wa-hi is milhama min - na‘urayw
for youth 2MsG CONJ-3MSG man GEN war from- youth.3msG

for you are a youth, but (he) is a warrior since his youth”

This time there are two verbless clauses: the first with P-S order and the second
with S-P. In the first clause, the predicate constituent has been fronted to Focus
position. In the second clause the subject has been moved to Topic position to
contrast it with the subject of the previous sentence. Example (6) demonstrates
movement to FocP in one of the contexts where hyh is obligatory.

2. Buth never uses the term left-periphery to describe the landing site for topic or focus. In fact,
he avoids using most of the normative labels for generative syntactic analysis. Even though he
classifies his approach as generative-functional, the theoretical language is kept to a minimum.
Even without terminological coherence, however, Buth’s analysis is largely consistent with the
feature-driven movement principles of generative grammar.

3. There has been considerable debate about the default word order in finite verbal sentences in
CH (for a representative sample see Moshavi 2010; Holmstedt 2009, 2011, 2016. The default S-P
word order for verbless clauses, however, is a consensus view.
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(6) Jeremiah 7.34
YIXa man
la-horba tihyeh ha-ares
to-waste cOPIPFV.3Fs ART-land

[rocA waste,] [, the land will become 2 waste)

This example is interesting because overt Pred; (the preposition lamed) is pied-
piped to Spec, FocP along with the focused constituent. The subject remains in
Spec, Pred;, when the verb raises to T as represented in (7).

(7) FocP
Foc TP
la-horba, T AspP
TrruT, ¢ “3fsg] Asp; VoiceP
AspncHoli /\
" DP WP
tihyé ha’ares Vi Predg,P
Predg, + NPy

Left-dislocation in addition to topicalization is possible in verbless clauses (8). Fo-
cusing and topicalization can also co-occur in hyh clauses (9).

(8) 2 Samuel 21.2
Rn SX7? 130 X5 0ipaam
wa-hag-gib‘onim o> mib-bané yisrael héemma
CONJ-ART- Gibeonites NEG from-sons.GEN Israel 3mpL
[; p Now the Gibeonites,] [, not from the Israelites] [, they (were)

not

from the Israelites]

(9) Genesis 39.22
nipy mn XN oY DY WS nX
wa-et  kol'dser 0sim  Sam hi’  hayad '0sé
cony-oBj all that do.pTcp there 3MsG corP.PFV.3MSG do.PTCP
[roc Everything that was done there], [}, he][;, had been the one who did

it was him] ] ]

There is one additional construction which features hyh in the left-periphery. Exam-
ple (10) demonstrates that this verb can occur even higher than an LD constituent.
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(10) Numbers 16.7
Wi XA MY INTIYR WK T
wahayd ha-is  ‘dser yibhar yhwh hiy
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3MSG ART-man who choose.IPFV.3MSG YHWH 3MSG
haq-qadoés
ART-holy
[;,It will be], [| ,, the one whom yHwH chooses], [, he (is) the holy one]]]

Hyh in clauses like (11) has been called a “macro-syntactic sign,” or “discourse
marker”*

(11) Genesis 4.14
IR M
wahayd kol mosi yahargeni
CONJ.COP.WQTL 3MsG all find PTCP.MSG.1G slay.1PFV.3MsG.15G
It will happen, all who find me will slay me!

The role of this construction according to previous studies is to anchor or update
the reference time of the sentence and/or mark discourse boundaries (Hatav 1997,
2018; van der Merwe 1999). In this section I will begin with a description of char-
acteristics of these sentences and then provide an explanation for their semantic/
pragmatic function which I develop in Wilson (2019) and Wilson (forthcoming).

The example in (10) demonstrates that the verb hyh is in the left-periphery.
This is further confirmed by the data which demonstrate that this construction
must always occur clause-initially.

(12) Genesis 39.7
OIOR PPYTNN PITRNYK Xpm 15X7 01217 0K MM

wayhi ahar had-dobarim ha -¢ellé  wattissa’
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MsS after ART-things ~ART-these conj lifted. PRET.3FsG
eset adondayw et ‘énéha el yobsep

wife.GEN master.3MsG OBJ eyes.3ESG to Joseph
[It happened], [after these things, the wife of his master lifted her eyes to
Joseph.]

4. For previous treatments of this construction see Vanoni 1982; van Hecke 2008, 2013;
Harmelink 2011; Isaakson 1998; Ber 2008; van der Merwe 1999; Longacre 2014; Hatav 1997,
2018; Wilson 2019.
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(13) Judges 2.19
DRiANm AWM 12Y vEiYa Nina mm

wahaya ba-mot has-sopet  yasubii
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3MSG when-die.INF ART-judge turn.IPFv.3MPL
wa-hishiti meé-abotam

coNJ-be.corrupt.wQTL.3PL from- fathers.3mpL
[It would happen] [when the judge would die, they would turn back and be
more corrupt than their fathers.]

(14) Deuteronomy 8.19
NITY0 D72 [INYM DAY DINX 05X MOX D2M TIOX MATAX N2WR MOYTDX M)
TT2RA TAX "2 077 022

wahayd im Sakoah tiskah ‘et yhwh
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3MSG if ~ forget.INE.ABS forget.IPFV.2MSG OBJ YHWH
elohéka wa-halakta ‘ahdaré ‘élohim ‘ahérim  wa-dbadtam
g0d.2MSG CONJ-g0.WQTL.2MsSG after gods  other  cONJ-serve.3MPL
wa-histahdwita la-hem ha‘idoti ba-kem hay-yom ki
CONJ-worship.WQTL.2MSG to-3MPL warn.1sG in-2MpL ART-day that

abod to'bediin

perish.INE.ABs perish.IPFV.2MPL
(It will happen] [If you forget yHWH your God and go after other gods and
serve them and worship them, I warn you today that you will surely perish].

Examples (12)-(14) demonstrate that these constructions possess no ¢-agreement
with any constituents in the matrix sentence. In Example (12) the subject is femi-
nine, yet the clause-initial hyh has 3ms inflection. Example (13) also presents 3ms
inflection on hyh yet the subject is plural. In (14) hyh once again has 3ms inflection
but the two potential subjects which could supply their agreement features are 1st
person (I warn you...) and 2nd person (you will surely perish). This is a clear in-
dication that the 3msg feature set is regarded as default in CH, which is important
for the Impoverishment analysis I gave for PRON in Chapter 4. The one consistent
feature of these constructions is that hyh always mirrors the TAM inflection of
the matrix verb. In (12) past temporal reference is present for the clause-initial
hyh and the matrix verb wattisa’ In (13) the habitual imperfective aspect is repre-
sented by the prefixed main verb and then mirrored with the wegatal form of hyh.>
In (14) future tense is reflected by both verbs. These features demonstrate a link
between hyh and the matrix verb of the sentence.

5. One anonymous reviewer points out that another interpretation of the wegatal form, follow-
ing Cook (2012), is that it is a habitual (irrealis) perfective. Under this analysis, what is mirrored
from the matrix sentence in this construction is not the aspect but the irrealis habitual nuance.
This reading is certainly possible.
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It is necessary to determine where in the left-periphery hyh is located. Ex-
ample (10) is repeated in (15) representing that iyh can merge higher even than a
left dislocated constituent.

(15) Numbers 16.7
IR KA MY NTIWR WK
wahayd ha-is  ‘dser yibhar yhwh hiy’
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3MSG ART-man who ChOOSQ_IPFV.?)MSG YHWH 3MSG
haq-qadoés
ART-holy
(It will be], [, , the one whom yawWH chooses], [ he (is) the holy one]]]

Example (16) also demonstrates the impressive distance that can be tolerated be-
tween this verb and its linked verb. The linked verbs are the first and last constitu-
ents in the entire sentence.

(16) Deuteronomy 8.19
LTV 0N7 NMONAWM DOTIV DINK DO 0K HI2M THOX MANK N2WA 1OY-DX mm
TTIXA TaX *2 0Pa 022

wahayd im Sakoah tiskah et yhwh
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3MSG if ~ forget.INE.ABS forget.IPFV.2MSG OB] YHWH
elohéka wa-halakta ‘aharé ‘élohim ‘dhérim wa-‘dbadtam
g0d.2MSG CONJ-go.WQTL.2MSG after gods  other  conj-serve.3MPL
wa-histahdwita la-hem ha‘idoti ba-kem hay-yom ki
CONJ-worship.WQTL.2MSG to-3MPL warn.1sG in-2MPL ART-day that
‘abod tobédim

perish.INE.ABs perish.IPFV.2MPL
[It will happen] [If you forget yYHWH your God and go after other gods and
serve them and worship them, I warn you today that you will surely perish].

Though not explicitly referring to this construction, Holmstedt has labelled
constructions like these extreme topic fronting (Holmstedt 2014: 144ft). Exam-
ples (12)-(14) above demonstrate that these constructions precede Left-Disloca-
tion constructions, Topics, and the protasis of a conditional sentence in the Left-
Periphery. In order to truly know where hyh is located in the left-periphery, it is
important to understand its semantic and pragmatic role in CH. After providing
an explanation of the semantic/pragmatic features associated with this construc-
tion, we can address again the syntactic question.

In previous publications (Wilson 2019, forthcoming), I associated this con-
struction with the function of setting up a thetic judgment. Thetic judgments
are contrasted with categorical judgments which were first distinguished in the
late 19th and early 20th century philosophical tradition of Fichte (Seidel 1993),
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Brentano (1870-1877), and Marty (1908). Fichte was reacting to Kant’s proposal
that all judgments require a minimum of two concepts. Fichte argued that there
exist certain judgments that are simply asserted or posited. The Greek word tithémi
“to put, pose” is the origin of the term thetic. The Japanese linguist Kuroda brought
the philosophical discussion of the thetic/categorical distinction into the realm of
modern linguistics by stating that the particles wa and ga in Japanese correspond
to thetic and categorical sentences (Kuroda 1972).

(17)  Inu ga hasitte iru
A/the dog is running

(18) Inu wa hasitte iru
A/the dog is running

Example (17) is an example of a thetic sentence and is the simple recognition of
an event while Example (18) is a categorical sentence which first selects a topic
and predicates an activity of that topic. The most thorough, cross-linguistic study
of theticity is provided by Sasse (1987, 1996). Macias gives common examples of
thetic sentences in English in the following subtypes.

(19) Existentials (e.g. There are three Tasmanian devils in the z0o).
Weather statements (e.g. It is snowing).

Presentatives (e.g. HERE’s John).

Physical sensation (e.g. My HEAD hurts).

Hot news statements (e.g. The POPE died). (Macias 2016: 5)

o a0 o

In Wilson (2017, 2019), I found a correlation between the isolated hyh in the left-
periphery and the form and function of thetic sentences cross-linguistically. In
Wilson (forthcoming), however, it seemed more appropriate to describe what
is happening with these constructions (and with the overall category of thetics
generally) with the concept of common ground update. In the remainder of this
chapter I will review the argument of Wilson (forthcoming) and connect it to the
general discussion of this volume.

The notion of common ground (CG) was introduced by Stalnaker (1978) who
described it simply as the common or mutual knowledge between participants in
a conversation. This mutual knowledge allows interlocutors to take certain things
for granted in a conversation and to build the dialogue off of these shared assump-
tions. Roberts (2012) further articulates that the CG is a superset of the common
ground for any and all previous moves in a discourse. Each move in a dialogue up-
dates the common ground with at-issue content and sometimes not-at-issue con-
tent. At-issue content has sometimes been referred to as the felicitous answer to the
Question-Under-Discussion (QUD) (Roberts 2012: 15-16). Roberts illustrates how
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the QUD works with prosodic focus in English. She states that prosodic focus in
English reveals the type of QUD and gives the following example

(20) a. Who did Mary invite?
b. Mary invited [nobody].
c. *Mary [invited], nobody.
d. *[Mary]invited nobody. (Roberts 2012: 34)

In (20), only (20b) is felicitous with the QUD. The QUD is present in all dialogue,
not just actual questions. The QUD simply enables the addressee to discern the
strategy of the speaker and respond with a felicitous move. Roberts also states that
often in a discourse there is information that an interlocutor introduces which
has not yet been accepted into the common ground, but when no interlocutors
object to this presupposition, it is simply embraced as if it was part of the CG all
along (Roberts 2012: 8). One example of this comes from English happen-clefts,
repeated from Wilson (forthcoming). Consider Example (21) from the Corpus of
Contemporary American English (Davies 2008).

(21) Q: Whenever we've talked, I always ask if you received the call from Mick
that it was time to hit the road again. So when did this call come?

A: What happened was that, starting in late 2012, the band celebrated its
50th anniversary, and we started late that year and did a couple of shows
at the O2 Arena in London and did three shows in the Northeast...

(Davies 2008, accessed 11-05-19)

The happen-cleft italicized in (21) is a signal to the addressee by the speaker that
the information to follow is relevant to the QUD and should be accepted into the
CG even though it is not a direct answer to the QUD. It is a request that the inter-
locutors accept the information that follows as a felicitous move in the discourse.
The happen-cleft is a signal for this type of update. (22) demonstrates that a direct
answer to the QUD cannot follow a happen-clett.

(22) Q: So when did this call comez...
A: What happened was, *at 5 pm.

The isolated hyh in the left-periphery functions in this manner. It is a signal that
the following information should be accepted into the CG by the reader so that
further moves may be built off of it, in a manner similar to the English happen-cleft.

The work by Murray (2009, 2010, 2014) is also relevant to understanding what
is happening in these constructions. According to Murray, every sentence can
contribute multiple types of update to a discourse. The important types for our
purposes have to do with the at-issue and not-at-issue types. Murray provides an
illustration in (23) for how at-issue update works.
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(23) Floyd won the race

Initial context set (py) Present at-issue g lllocutionary relation (sq) New context set (p;)
w w w w

(Murray 2014: 17)

In (23), the whole proposition is illustrated through 4 squares. The first square
illustrates the initial common ground which is represented by the context set p,
The context set is represented by the shading in each stage of update. The sec-
ond square introduces a discourse referent (Floyd won the race) as the at-issue
content (g). The third square is the illocutionary relation which is where a struc-
tural update is introduced to propose that g is true to the common ground. The
fourth square shows the updated and reduced context set p, once q has been added
(Murray 2014: 17-18).

In sentences where not-at-issue content is being added, the picture is more
complicated. Murray uses English “slifting” constructions which are used for evi-
dentiality to introduce how not-at-issue content works. In the sentence (24a), there
are two propositions. The first is directly challengeable since it is the at-issue con-
tent while the second is not directly challengeable.

(24) a. Kathy sang, I hear.
b. No, she didn’t (sing). She danced.
b'. #No, you didn’t (hear that).
(Murray 2014: 2:4)

The second proposition is the not-at-issue content which can be challenged in
other more indirect methods, e.g. Hey wait, you didn’t hear that! The distinction
between at-issue and not-at-issue content is the difference between content which
is directly added to the CG (not-at-issue) and content which is proposed to be
added (at-issue). Murray provides a representation of an English slifting construc-
tion in (25) in order to illustrate how direct update of not-at-issue content works.
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(25) Floyd won the race, I hear.

Initial context set (py) Present at-issue q Not-at-issue restriction (to p;)
w w w Current context set
@ Proposed context
set
. O Proposition with
| dref
) Proposition without
heard(i, q) dref
lllocutionary relation (soq) New context set (p,)

heard(i, q) heard(i, q)

(Murray 2014: 19)

As the key indicates, the discourse referent (at-issue content) is the circle with the
solid line. The not-at-issue content of the evidential clause directly restricts the
initial context set to worlds where heard(i,q) is true. In the fourth square the illo-
cutionary relation indicates that g is possible (< <>q). The fifth square indicates that
q might or might not be true which is the at-issue content as it has been restricted
by the evidential.

The reason why this introduction of not-at-issue content is so important for
our discussion of the isolated hyh in the left-periphery is because most of the ex-
amples of this construction contain not-at-issue content. Example (26) will illus-
trate the most common type.

(26) Genesis 39.7
NOPON PPYTNX PITXTUK XM 19X D137 0K 0N

wayhi ahar had-dobarim ha -¢ellée  wat-tissa’
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MS after ART -things ART- these conJ-lift.PRET.3.E.5G
eset adondyw ‘et ‘énéha el ydsep

wife.GEN master.3Ms DOM eyes.3.E.SG to Joseph
It happened, after these things, the wife of his master lifted her eyes to
Joseph.

After the isolated hyh in Example (26) there is an adverbial temporal clause. In
the Hebrew Bible, 634 out of 748 examples (85%) of isolated hyh constructions
have a temporal adverbial directly following hyh, as in Example (26). This adver-
bial presents another proposition which is not directly challengeable, like English
slifting evidentials.
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(27) a. After these things, the wife of his master lifted her eyes to Joseph.
b. No, she didn’t.
b #No, it wasn’t (after these things)

One would have to use some other means in order to challenge the proposition in
the adverbial such as Hey wait, wasn’t it before?. I reproduce a model originally in
Wilson (forthcoming) to illustrate the types of update in (28).

(28) po: initial context set (CG at <t)
g: at-issue proposition = Je
pq: hot-at-issue restriction = time t

p,: new context set (CG at t)

t = after these things
Je = wife of his master lifted her eyes to Joseph

The isolated hyh in CH, then, is a signal that new information is being added to
the CG which should be accepted by the reader so that further moves may be built
off of it. The main proposition is the at-issue content which may be restricted by
not-at-issue content introduced by a temporal adverbial (or other types discussed
in Wilson (forthcoming)).

While the pragmatics of this construction seem to be clear, the syntax is more
difficult. There are a few features of this construction which make it difficult to
place syntactically. The easiest syntactic fact is that this construction always places
hyh in the left-most position in a clause. It precedes topic, focus, and left-disloca-
tion. It also mirrors the TAM of the matrix verb, but not the ¢-features. These facts
are certain. Whatever head the isolated hyh appears in, it seems to behave exactly
like an auxiliary behaves in the sense of Bjorkman (2011) which I reviewed in
Chapter 4. In the syntax there are inflectional features which are specified on this
specific node in the left-periphery which are derived from T below it. The auxiliary
copula hyh is inserted as the Vocabulary Item which realizes these features. Agree
does not operate on this terminal node, however, which results in the default 3msg
¢-features surfacing in every case. A more detailed study of the left-periphery in
CH and in the relationship of the syntax/pragmatics interfaces is necessary before
determining exactly which head the isolated hyh appears in.
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CHAPTER 6

Existentials in Classical Hebrew

An existential construction may be defined as “a specialized or non-canonical
construction which expresses a proposition about the existence or the presence
of someone or something” (McNally 2011: 1829).! Example (1) demonstrates an
existential sentence in English.

(1) There is a mug on the counter.
Creissels compares existentials to locatives and says

What distinguishes existential clauses from plain locational clauses is a different
perspectivization of figure-ground relationships whose most obvious manifesta-
tion is that, contrary to plain locational clauses, existential clauses are not ad-
equate answers to questions about the location of an entity, but can be used to
identify an entity present at a certain location. (Creissels 2013: 2)

Example (1) is an existential sentence because it has a specialised structure which
does not reflect the canonical Topic-Comment or Subject-Predicate form. There is
classified as an expletive element which is non-referential. The NP following the
verb is called the pivot. The PP following the pivot is known as the coda and is
optional in English existential sentences, such as (2).

(2) There is fresh coffee.

Cross-linguistically, existentials utilize some combination of the following con-
stituents:

(Expletive) (proform) (copula) pivot (coda) (Bentley et al. 2013).

From a purely formal viewpoint, the only obligatory component of an existential
construction is the pivot (Francez 2009; Cruschina 2012; Bentley et al. 2013). Other
elements are either permitted or required to exist in these constructions depending
on the individual language. Certain languages, such as English (there) and French (II)
require an expletive while others do not. Often existentials will contain a verb which
has been classified as a copula in the language, even a specialized copula for existen-
tials. Some languages use a form of the verb have or give like the German geben in (3).

1. See Creissels (2013) for a detailed explanation of why the philosophical notion of existence/
presence is inadequate and that an alternate figure-gound relationship is preferred.
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(3) Esgab ein Kind in dem Garten (German)
It gavea childinthe garden
“There was a child in the garden’ (McNally 2011: 1831)

Reflecting different combinations of the elements above, (4) demonstrates the
variability of existentials in other languages.

(4) a. There are some books on the table (English)
PROFORM COPULA PIVOT CODA
b. Ci sono dei libri sul tavolo (Ttalian)
PROFORM be.3PL some books on the table
c. 11 y a des livres surla table (French)
EXPLETIVE PROFORM have.3sG some books on the table
d. Hay unos libros sobrela mesa (Spanish)

have.3sG-PROFORM some books on  the table
“There are some books on the table’ (Bentley et al. 2013: 1)

6.1 The existential/predicational distinction

In the literature dedicated to analysing existentials, the predicative versus exis-
tential distinction has been compared to the distinction between categorical and
thetic statements (Partee & Borschev 2002). Partee and Borschev argue that this
distinction is necessary but the critical distinction between these types of sentenc-
es is not in the Theme-Rheme structure but in the notion of Perspectival Structure.
This notion compares existentials with locative constructions, distinguishing be-
tween them based on a Perspectival Centre. In a locative sentence, the THING is
chosen as the perspectival centre while in an existential sentence, the LOCATION
is chosen as the perspectival centre. They provide a helpful analogy to explain
the difference:

An analogy may be made with a video camera and “what the camera is tracking”.
A predicational sentence keeps the camera fixed on the protagonist as she moves
around (THING as Center); and ES [Existential Sentence] is analogous to the way
a security camera is fixed on a scene and records whatever is in that location (LOC
as Center). (Partee & Borschev 2002)

The difference is represented in (5), with the underlined element functioning as
the Perspectival Centre.

(5) a. BE(THING, LOC) Existential “There is a mug on the table”
b. BE(THING, LOC) Locative “The mug is on the table”
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Applying the video camera metaphor to these examples, (5a) provides the per-
spective from a stationary security camera which regards the table as the object
of interest and records what is on it, while (5b) assumes the mug as the object of
interest and follows it to the table.

Partee and Borschev explain that Perspective Structure is not the same as in-
formation structure, though they share some similarities. Perspective Structure
is also not directly syntactic, though it is regularly reflected in the syntax. Partee
and Borchev say, “Perspective Structure is basically a structuring at the model-
theoretic level, like the telic/atelic distinction, or the distinction between Agents
and Experiencers” (Partee & Borschev 2002: 158). One can choose whether to say
that A is above B or B is below A. This is a diathetic alternation. The analysis above
does not depend on the presence of a locative coda, however. For examples like (2)
(There is fresh coffee), the location is presupposed in the universe of discourse and
the perceptual space of the subject of consciousness (Jung 2011).

The primary focus of this chapter is comparing the syntax and semantics of
CH existentials-including predicative possessives —to the analyses of CH copular
sentences which have already been analyzed. I adopt the analysis of Francez (2007,
2009) and Myler (2016, 2018) in my description of the syntax and semantics of
these constructions.

In Section 6.2, I provide an overview of the semantic distinctions of existential
and copular sentences made by Francez (2009). In Section 6.3, I describe Myler’s
approach to complex copular systems and how existentials fit in. In Section 6.4,
I list the data of CH existential constructions and, following Myler and Francez,
describe the syntax of existentials which use the CH verb hyh. I also describe the
syntax of existentials which use the particles yés and én, In 6.5, I incorporate a
diachronic analysis following Naudé and Miller-Naudé (2016) and Naudé, Miller-
Naudé and Wilson (2019) to explain cyclical change in CH existentials. In Sec-
tion 6.6, I give a brief account of predicative possessives which utilize the same
formal strategies as existentials.

6.2 The semantics of existential sentences

The following example demonstrates the ambiguity between an existential inter-
pretation and its copular counterpart.
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(6) Genesis 41.54
nivIxn523 217 M
wayhi raab ba-kol ha-darasot
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG famine in-all ArT-lands
There was a famine in all the lands
or
A famine was in all the lands

The difference between these two options centers upon whether the post-copular
NP should be interpreted as the pivot of an existential or as the subject of a PP
predicate. The semantics of these two interpretations appear to be identical, but
the analysis of existentials by Francez (2007, 2009) has demonstrated that in fact
they are different. Francez traces the difference back to the debate about how to
classify the individual parts of the existential-chiefly the pivot and the coda. The
pivot is the NP which follows the copula in an existential sentence (e.g. famine in
(6)) and the coda is the PP (in all the lands in (6)). Most analyses of existentials
have argued that pivots should be understood as arguments of some predicate and
that codas should be interpreted as predicates. Francez lists the structures in (7i-v)
to demonstrate the current options for the argument structure in existentials.

(7) i. NP-analysis: no codas. (Barwise  ii. Small clause structure: pivotes as sub-
and Cooper 1981) jects of codas. (Stowell 1978; Chomsky
1981; Safir 1982 inter alia)

NP VP T

there V NP iyt ‘ /\
there V SC
be Det N XP /\
be NPpivot XP toda

iii. Pivotand coda co-arguments of iv. Codas as VP-adjuncts. (McNally 1992)

be. (Keenan 1987; Pollard and Sag S
1994) T T
A NP VP
N‘P /’\there XP coda
there prUt XPcoda /\NP
pivot
be be
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v.  Codas as S-adjuncts.
S

///’/////////T\\\\\\\\\\\\

NP S XP

coda

pivot

(Francez 2009: 4)

Francez argues against these analyses. Pivots, he argues, are not arguments, but
main predicates. He states that pivots should be treated as second-order predi-
cates expressing properties of sets, which are known as Generalised Quantifiers
(GQ) in formal semantics (Francez 2009: 3). He defines this second order prop-
erty in (8) (his (11)).

(8) GQs as predicates:
An NP of form [Det N] denotes a Property P___ _ _ of sets such that for
any set P, Pe P iff P contains d elements of [N]], where d is a cardinality,
an element in a set of cardinalities or a proportion determined by [Det].

(Francez 2009: 8).

He provides an example of how a GQ analysis of the pivot fits in an existential

sentence.
(9) [there be NP]= =[[NP] 7\P<r’t>[Q N_. . P

(Ax[flower(x)],P)]

<<T)t>,<<T,t>,T>>(

(10) [there are three flowers]= AP___[three

<e,t> <<, t>,<<e,t> 1>

The meaning of BE is given in (9) where 7 is any simple type, Q is a relation be-
tween sets which is determined by the determiner of the pivot and N is a set deter-
mined by the noun in the pivot (Francez 2009: 9). In (10) the relation “three” holds
between two sets P,Q if and only if the cardinality of their intersection is three.

The meaning of BE is applied to what Francez calls a contextual domain C
through a process he calls contextualization. Example (11) is a contextualised ver-
sion of (10).

AP_ _ [three(Ax[flower(x)],P)]( C) =

contextualised <e,t>

(11) [there are three flowers]
three(\x[flowers(x)], C).

According to Francez, then, pivots are context-sensitive predicates (Francez
2009: 9). The single argument of a pivot must be determined contextually by infer-
ence or by explicit contextual modifiers.
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Francez classifies codas as sentential modifiers operating on bare existentials
(i.e. having no coda) rather than as predicates taking the pivot as a subject (Francez
2009: 3). Existential pivots can also have internal modifiers which are not codas.
An example of an existential with two codas and an internal modifier is given and
represented syntactically in (12).

(12) 'There are animals with horns on the porch whenever I look

S
/\
S XPoda
/\
NP VP whenever I look
/\
There VP XP.oda

/\

\4 NP, ivot  on the porch
b‘e Det N
/\
I‘\I XProd
animals with horns

(adapted from Francez 2009: 6).

In (12), the internal modifier of the pivot animals is with horns. This PP is not a
coda because it is not modifying the contextual domain of the existential predica-
tion, but only the NP. In contrast, the two additional PPs on the porch and when-
ever I look do modify the primary predication and are therefore codas. Francez
makes several important points to demonstrate that codas should interpreted as
modifiers and not as predicates. Instead, codas pattern along with frame adver-
bials. One of his main arguments against viewing codas as predicates has to do
with the alternation of existentials and their copular counterparts. If codas are
predicates, then they should be truth-conditionally equivalent with their copular
counterparts, a situation which is not supported by the data. He demonstrates that
not every sentence allows an alternation between existential and copular sentence,
asin (13) and (14).

(13) 'There is room in the car
*Room is in the car

(14) There are penalty kicks in soccer
*Penalty kicks are in soccer (Francez 2009: 35)
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In sentences where alternation is possible there is still a different interpretation as
in part-whole or constitution readings in (15).

(15) a. There is a/no prime minister in the U.S.
b. A/no prime minister is in the U.S. (Francez 2009: 35)

The sentence in (15a) has a reading which indicates that the country that is called
the U.S. does or does not have a prime minister. The sentence in (15b) lacks this
reading and only asserts the location of a prime minister (from any country) as
being in the U.S. Since both the readings in (15) are made of the same material, the
difference in meaning must be from their configuration or from lexical ambiguity.
Francez suggests that the preposition “in” in (15a) must be a sentential modifier
which has a superset of meanings which are not available to it as a predicate. As
a predicate, “in” in (15b) is restricted to mere location (Francez 2009: 35). This
distinction also provides a natural way of explaining how existentials interact dif-
ferently from copular sentences with adverbs of quantification, as in (16).

(16) a. Thereis usually azoo keeper in a zoo.
USUALLY _[zoo(x)][a(Ay[zoo-keeper(y)],< ])] 2
b. A zoo keeper is usually in a zoo.

The sentence in (16a) means that most zoos have a zoo-keeper. The adverbial
quantifier scopes over the pivot, but does not scope over the subject NP in (16b)
which merely describes the typical location of a zoo-keeper.

Francez also demonstrates that there is semantic distinction with free-relative
codas/predicates. Consider Example (17).

(17) a. There is a toilet where we went camping #
b. A toilet is where we went camping (Francez 2009: 40)

The sentence in (17a) clearly demonstrates that the existential coda is distinct
from the predicative free relative. This is because the coda is a sentential modifier
and not a predicate as PPs are in true copular sentences.

One final context where Francez demonstrates a distinction is in the dura-
tional vs. punctual interpretations of duration PPs, as in (18).

(18) a. There were no contracts for more than a year
b. No contracts were for more than a year (Francez 2009: 44)

Since existential codas are to be understood as sentential modifiers and pivots are
to be understood as predicates, the next important question is to see this worked
out in the syntax, which is the topic for Section 6.3.

2. The notation <_should be interpreted with the constitutive analysis “part-of x”.
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6.3 The syntax of existential sentences

Myler (2016, 2018), in agreement with Francez, has worked out a syntactic analy-
sis of existentials and predicative possession. He agrees that the semantic deno-
tation of the pivot is a simple property and the coda is optionally included as a
modifier to specify the content of a locative element, the coda (Myler 2017: 6).
Following Irwin (2012) he assumes that another variant of the functional head
Pred, i.e. Pred;y oy is selected by the pivot and asserts that the pivot is instantiated
at a particular location: LOC. A syntactic representation of an English existential
is provided in (19).

(19) There is a book on the table

VoiceP
/\
Voice vP
/\
vP PP
/\ A
VpE PredP on the table
LOC Pred’
Predgyisr DP
O
a book

(Myler 2017: 6)*

A major innovation in the work of Myler is his analysis of HAVE-sentences. He
states that the English verb have and verbs which correspond to this verb in other
languages are a ‘transitive’ allomorph of BE (Myler 2016: 10, 2017 :4). This means
that the Voice head has a specifier and bears a ¢ probe which licenses a DP. This is
indicated by the head Voice , in (20).

3. Myler takes no position on the status of the expletive ‘there’ in his analysis. He mentions that
it could be inserted into spec-VoiceP or (more likely) it could be the overt realization of LOC
which is identical to the analysis of Williams (1994) and Hazout (2004).
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(20) VoiceP

/\

DP Voice'

A/\

John Voicetpans

/\

a sister/a car/a cough

(Myler 2016: 5)

The context conditions for Vocabulary Insertion in English possession construc-
tions compared to copular constructions is (21).

(21) English Possessives: v, <> /have// Voice p s ns
English Predicatives: |, <> /be/

More will be said about predicative possession in Section 6.6.

The data from French and Spanish will illustrate how the Vocabulary Insertion
works for existentials, possessives and copular sentences. Myler provides the fol-
lowing examples from French (Myler 2017: 8).

(22) Jean a {deux sceurs/une voiture rouge/de la toux}
John has two sisters/a car  red/of the cough
‘John has two sisters/a red car/ a cough’

(23) Jean est content
John is happy
‘John is happy’

(24) Ilya des personnes heueuses dans le monde
it there has of.the ~ people happy in the world
“There are happy people in the world.

Example (24) demonstrates that in French, existentials are formed with an exple-
tive Il and the HAVE verb avoir. Myler provides the context conditions for the
complex copula system in French.

(25) French Possessives: . <>/avoir (have)// Voice p \xs
French Predicatives: . <> /étre (be)/

French Existentials: . <> /avoir (have)// Voice s Pred .y or

Myler proposes that the expletive I is in the Specifier of VoiceP and that y is a
manifestation of LOC as in (26).
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(26) VoiceP
/\
DP Voice'
N
il Voicetpans vP
vP DP
/\ A
VBE PredP  dansle monde
/\
LOC Pred’
/\
y  Predgxist DP

des personnes heureuses

(Myler 2017:9)

French is unique among languages in spelling out an overt expletive in both spec-
VoiceP and LOC. Turning to Spanish, the situation is even more complex. There is
a clear HAVE-verb fener for predicative possession (27), but additionally there is
an allomorph haber used in existential sentences such as (28).

(27)  Juan tiene {dos hermanas/un carro rojo/tos}.
Juan has two sisters a car red cough
‘Juan has two sisters/a red car/a cough’

(28) Hay personas felices en el mundo (Myler 2017: 9)
EXIST people happy in the world
“There are happy people in the world’

In Chapter 2 it was already mentioned that the two Spanish copulas ser and estar
correspond to two varieties of Pred: Pred,, for ser and Pred,,; for estar. For
Spanish, then, the context conditions for the complex copula system of Spanish
are listed in (29).

(29) Spanish Possessives: <>/tener (have)// Voice
P VBE TRANS
Spanish Predicatives: ;. <> /ser (be)/ Pred \pv
vpg <> /ser(be)/ Pred;, ;v
Spanish Existentials: vee €/ haber (have)// VoiceTRANS_PreclEXIST
(Myler 2017: 10).

The preceding analysis of the semantics of existential propositions of Francez and
the syntactic presentation of Myler provide the background with which to evaluate
CH existentials and predicative possessives.
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6.4 'The shape of existentials in Classical Hebrew

Sentences which use the CH verb hyh in an existential construction are not imme-
diately apparent in all cases. Example (30) demonstrates the ambiguity.

(30) Genesis 41.54
niv X753 207 M
wayhi raab ba-kol ha-darasot
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG famine in-all ARrT-lands
There was a famine in all the lands
or
A famine was in all the lands

Examples such as (31) or, more famously (32), provide unambiguous examples of
existentials using the verb hyh.

(31) Exodus8.11
125X T23mM AR A 2 P79 X1

way-yar’ paro ki hayta harwahad
CONJ-see.PRET.3MSG Pharaoh that COP.PFV.3FsG respite
wa-hakbed et libbd

conJ-make.hard.wQTL.3MsG 0By heart.3MsG
When Pharaoh saw that there was respite he hardened his heart.

(32) Genesis 1.5
RN WO
wayhi ‘ereb  wayhi boger
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG evening CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG morning
There was evening and there was morning.

Existentials and their copular counterparts are similar but distinct in their syntac-
tic composition and must also be distinguished based on the semantics proposed
by Francez in Section 6.2. The existential clause in example (32), may be analyzed
as follows. Each pivot NP, ‘ereb (evening) and boger (morning), is the predicate
which is a property of sets which is applied to the context as in (33) and (34).

(33) AP__, [a(Ax[evening(x)], P)]( C) = a(Ax[evening(x)], C).

<e,t>

(34) AP__ _[a(Ax[morning(x)], P)]( C) = a(Ax[morning(x)], C).

<e,t>

The indefinite quantifier a is null but implied in CH and C (context) is the implicit
argument - the contextual domain—of the pivot. Francez says, “In a sense then,
contextual domains are the semantic subjects of existentials” (Francez 2007: 71).
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This is similar to the “stage topic” in Erteschik-Shir (1997, 2007). Francez gives the
Example (35) to illustrate the concept of a contextual domain or context set.

(35) Coli endotoxin caused death in all animals within 16 to 29 hours
(Francez 2007: 71).

This sentence is not understood to mean that every animal in the world is now
extinct. Rather, in the interpretation implies a contextually supplied set which re-
stricts the quantified NP. Something like a covert PP in the experiment is under-
stood from the contextual domain (Francez 2007: 71).

Applied to Examples (33) and (34), then, the contextual domain which func-
tions as the sole argument of the pivot evening/morning is something like for the
first time and/or in creation. The contextual domain for Example (31) would be
something like a(Ax[respite(x)], for the Israelites). With this basic understand-
ing of unambiguous CH existentials using hyh, we can move on to the more
ambiguous examples.

The examples given above do not have a coda. Francez argues that the role of
codas can be seen simply as setting the value of the contextual domain that is the
implicit argument of the pivot (Francez 2007: 74). Codas do not play a role in the
main predication; rather, they are contextual modifiers similar to frame adverbials
(Francez 2009: 9).

The addition of a coda in Examples (36)-(38) creates some ambiguity con-
cerning the proper interpretation of these sentences. The existential interpreta-
tion is followed by a copular counterpart (which has questionable grammaticality)
in each example.

(36) Judges17.1
WM T DNBRTIIN TR

wayhi i me-har eprayim - Samd
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG man from-hill. GEN Ephraim conj-name.3MsG
mikayahil

Micah

There was a man from the hill country of Ephraim and his name was Micah.
or

A man was from the hill country of Ephraim and his name was Micah.

(37) Genesis 13.7
U1'7'ﬂ31?79 WA PN DARTIRR YA A I

wayhi rib  bén roé migné abram
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG strife between shepherds.gen livestock.gen Abram
i-bén ro'é migné lot

CONJ- between shepherds.GeN livestock.GEN Lot

EBSCChost - printed on 2/10/2023 9:31 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco. confterns-of -use



EBSCChost -

Chapter 6. Existentials in Classical Hebrew

121

There was strife between the herdsmen of Abram and the herdsmen of Lot.
or
Strife was between the herdsmen of Abram and the herdsmen of Lot.

(38) Isaiah 11.16
MWXD WY WK 1Y WD N70n A

wahaytd mosilla  li-Sar ‘amméo aser
CONJ.COP.WQTL.3ESG highway to-remnant.GEN people.3MsG who
yissaer me-asstir

remain.IPFV.3MsG from-Assyria

There will be a highway from Assyria for the remnant of his people who
remain,

or

A highway will be from Assyria for the remnant of his people who remain

The first argument in favor of interpreting these as existentials is the presence
of hyh. Based on the discussion in Chapter 4, these examples do not have any
discernible inflectional features which would trigger the presence of hyh in past
temporal context. It was demonstrated that past tense in CH is not specified for
inflectional features, though features on an Asp head were demonstrated. These
also cannot be read as past perfective. Second, the work by Francez (2009) demon-
strated that the two interpretations provided for each example are not semantically
equivalent. The important question to answer for each of the Examples (36)-(38)
is what type of predication is taking place. Example (36), for instance, is introduc-
ing a character into the narrative for the first time and specifying his name. If this
is an instance of copular predication, then the only predication taking place is the
specification of previously unmentioned referent (a man) as being from a particu-
lar location (from the hill country of Ephraim). If, by contrast, this is an existential
construction, the pivot (and therefore the predicate) is a man and the “subject” is
the contextual domain which is valued by the PP from the hill country of Ephraim.
The main predication in this interpretation is that the pivot NP is asserted into
the contextual domain which is modified by the PP. Considering that this is the
first mention of the referent into the discourse, the existential semantics are more
probable than the copular semantics. Similar analyses can be done for each of the
examples listed above. Since we have determined that Example (36) is an existen-
tial, the syntax can be represented as (39).
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(39) TP
T VoiceP
[+PAST, ¢—3msg]
T’ Voice vP
wayahi vP PP
v; PredgxygrP méhar-eprayim
Predgxst

A

The syntactic representation in (39) underlies the semantic hypothesis that the
primary predication in existentials is the relation between the pivot and the con-
textual domain. The specifier of PredP is the base position for subjects in copular
constructions. Consistent with Myler and Francez, the notation LOC indicates
that the subject argument in existential predication is the contextual domain,
which can then be specified with an adjunct phrase as in (39).* Examples (40) and
(41) demonstrate that the pivot of an existential can move to the left-periphery,
presumably to become topicalised.

(40) Ezekiel 23.2
PR NORTDX N2 DW) DAY DTXC12
ben ‘adam Stayim nasim  bandt em ‘ahat  hayil
SONn.GENman two women daughters.GEN mother one  COP.PFV.3PL

Son of man, [, two women, daughters of one mother] there were

[Voice
two women, daughters of one mother] ]
Son of man, there were two women, daughters of the same mother.
(41) 2Kings7.3
WY NN DWIYN P DWIR NY2IN)

-----

wa-arba’d ‘dnasim hayi masoraim petah  has-Sa‘ar

cony-four men COP.PFV.3PL lepers opening ART-gate

[rop Four men][y . . there were__ .  who were lepers at the entrance to
the

gate.]]

There were four men who were lepers at the entrance to the gate.

4. Francez does not use Predy ;- in his work, though Myler does.
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A coda may also be topicalized as in (42).

(42) Exodus 16.13
mIneY 130 Son NA2Y AN 1pan
ii-babboger hayta Sikbat hat-tal  sabib lam-mahdné
CONJ-in.ART.morning COP.PFV.3FsG layer ART-dew around to.ART-camp

[ropIn the morning] [y, . there was a layer of dew around the camp

Voice in the

morning] ] .
In the morning there was a layer of dew around the camp.

The GQ analysis of Francez also helps explain the semantics of negative existen-
tials as in (43).

(43) Numbers 20.2
YR DM TR
wa- 10 hayd mayim la-eda
CONJ-NEG COP.PFV.3MSG water t0.ART-congregation
There was no water for the congregation.

(44) 1Kings17.7
YIX2 DY) RO
o> haya gesem ba-ares
NEG COP.PFV.3MSG rain  in.ART-land
There was no rain in the land.

The negative particle [0’ in (43) functions as the quantifier which scopes over the
whole predication as in (45).

(45) AP__._ [no(Ax[water(x)],P)]( C) = no(Ax[water(x)], C).

<e,t>

Since no scopes over C (the contextual domain), the coda in the land which speci-
fies C provides the context where no(Ax[water(x)] is true. Negative existentials will
receive further analysis in Section 6.5

There are two particles in CH which are well-known for their role in existen-
tial sentences: yes and én. Per the definition in Crystal (2008: 352) they are clas-
sified as particles because they are invariable items with grammatical functions
which do not readily fit into a standard classification of parts of speech. These
particles do not inflect for TAM and they are used in varying temporal contexts
as (46) demonstrates.
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(46) Genesis 42.1-2

20P) 172 T3 N2IXDI 7D :DUKT 10T DMK WA YING DY) MRS *3 NAN MmN TMaya
220pY PRI DYDY 192 DR M1 IDRY DDW-DY 1THY DX RYT RS 2

way-yar’ ya'dqob ki  yes Seber ba-misrayim way

CONJ-see.PRET.3MsG Jacob  that EX grain in-Egypt ~ conj

-yo'mer ya'dqob lbanayw  lammad titrat

-say.PRET.3MSG Jacob  to-sons.3sMG why  l0oK.IPFV.REFL.2MPL

> way-yo'mer hinné Sama ti ki yes Seber ba-misrayim

CONJ-say.PRET.3MSG behold hear.prv.1sG that EX grain in-Egypt

Jacob saw that there was grain in Egypt and he said to his sons, “Why do you

look at each other?” He said, “Behold I heard that there is grain in Egypt”

In Example (46) the first occurrence of yés is in the past temporal context of the
narrative. The second example is in reported speech in which Jacob is reporting to
his sons that there is (currently) grain in Egypt.

Just as the particle yés is used in positive existentials, the particle én is used for
negative existentials. The example in (47) demonstrates a minimal pair where the
negative existential construction reviewed above is equivalent to the particle #én.

(47) Jeremiah 14.4-6

201} A7 TP N2X°D3 °P :DYKT 107 DMK WA YING O3 X5 %2 NN MR a3
:2ipY PRI DY 193 DIAD 07 IDRY DDWHY TRV DXIM RYT MRS 72

ba-‘abir ha-ddamd  hatta kilo>  hayd
in.ART-because.GEN ART-ground dismay.PFV.3FSG for NEG COP.PFV.3MSG
gesem ba-ares bosii ikkarim  hapii ro’sam:
rain  in.ART-land be.ashamed.PFv.3PL farmers cover.PFv.3PL heads.3MpPL
ki gam ayyelet bas-sadé  yolda waazob ki 16>
for even doe in.ART-field fawn.PEV.3FsG forsake.INF.ABS for NEG
haya dese: dparaim ‘omdi al $apayim Sadapi
copr.PFV.3Ms grass donkeys stand.pFv.3pL on heights pant.pFv.3pPL air
riah kat-tannim kalt ‘enéhém kién ‘éeb:
like.ART-jackals fail. PFV.3PL eyes.3PL for NEG.EX vegetation.
4 Because of the ground that is dismayed,
since there is no rain on the land,
the farmers are ashamed;
they cover their heads.
> Even the doe in the field forsakes her newborn fawn
because there is no grass.
¢ The wild donkeys stand on the bare heights;
they pant for air like jackals;
their eyes fail

because there is no vegetation. (ESV)
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The syntax of these different existential forms is represented in (48) and (49).

(48) Negative Existential with hyh

NegP
Neg TP
/\
15 T VoiceP
[+PAST, ¢-3msg] /\
Vi Voice
/\
haya v; PredP
/\
Pred’
/\
Predgygr
P
dese
(49) Negative existential with én
NegP
/\
Neg VoiceP
/\
‘én  Voice
/\
v PredP
/\
(L Pred’
/\
Predgyx;st
‘eseb

An analysis of the particle yes reveals some interesting contextual patterns that
distinguish it from the existentials which use a form of hyh. An exhaustive analysis
of every use of yeés reveals that this particle has a high percentage of usage with the
interrogative particle hd (50) and (51)° and the conditional particle im (52) which
can also be used in rhetorical questions (53).

5. Gen. 24.23,43.7, 44.19; Ex. 17.7; Num. 13.20; Dt. 13.4; 1 Sam. 9.11; 2 Sam. 9.1; 2 Kings 4.13,
10.15; Isa. 44.8; Jer. 14.22, 23.26, 37.17; Ps. 14.2, 53.3, 73.11; Job 5.1, 6.30, 25.3, 38.28.
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(50) Genesis 24.23
155 1% oipn TN M3 v
hd-yes  bet ‘abik maqoém lanti  la-lin
INTER.EX house GEN father.2msG place  for.1pL for-lodge.INF
Is there a place in your father’s house for us to lodge?

(51) Judges 4.20
TX DR WX N5TWE 0K ORI Xid WRDX

im IS yabd’ n-Saelek wa-amar
if man come.IPFV.3MSG CONJ-ask.PEV.3MSG.2FSG CONJ-5ay.PFV.3MSG
hd-yes  po i  wa-‘dmarta ayin

INTER-EX here man CONJ -say.PFV.2FS NEG.EX
“If a man comes and asks you saying, “Is there anyone here?” Say “No one.”

(52) 1 Samuel 20.8
FRX MO 1Y 37 U7T0R)
wa-im  yes bi awén hamiténi  ‘attd
conJ-if Ex in.1sG guilt  kill.iMp.1sG 2msG
If there is guilt in me, kill me yourself.

(53) 1Kings18.10
W27 DY TR MWK, WX 17nm MWy oX oK M0

hay  yhwh élohéka ‘im yesgby  h-mamlaka — dser 10’
life.ceN YHWH god.2msG if  EX nation conj-kingdom which NEG
Salah adoni  $am la-baqqeska

send.PFV.3MsG lord.1sG there to-seek.INE.2MsG

As YyHWH your God lives, has there been a nation or kingdom where my
Lord has not sent to seek you?

The existential use of hyh never occurs with the interrogative particle hd.® In most
conditional clauses with hyh the particle ki is used instead, as in (54) and (55).

(54) 1 Kings 8.37
PIXa M2 am
raab ki yihyé ba-ares
famine if COP.IPFV.3MSG in.ART-land
If there is famine in the land

6. The four occurrences where ha is prefixed to hyh, the verb is being used in its complement-
less function reviewed in Section 4.3.2. Deut. 4.32; 2 Kings 7.2, 7.19; Joel 1.2.

7. Other examples include Lev. 13.42, 13.47; Dt. 19.11, 25.4; 1 Kings 8.37 (3x). There are 2 in-
stances of existentials using im: Num. 12.6, Am. 3.6.
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(55) Deuteronomy 22.23
FIRY 231 TY3 UK AN UKD NIKR NN MR T 2

ki yihyeh na'drd batild maorasa la-48
if cor1PFV.3MsG girl  virgin betrothed.pTCP to-man
ti-masaah S ba-ir wa-Sakab immah

CONJ-meet.WQTL.3MSG.3FSG man in.ART-city CONJ-lie. wQTL.3MsG with.3FsG

If there is a betrothed virgin and a man meets her in the city and lies with
her,

Other particles which combine with yeés include %ilay (suppose/perhaps) (56),8 pen
(lest) (57),° ki-im (surely) (58),'° and ki (surely)(59).

(56) Genesis 18.24
VP 7iN3 DPYTY DWNN W1 X
Ulay  yes hamissim saddiqim ba-tok ha-ir
Suppose Ex fifty righteous in-midst.GEN ART-city
Suppose there are fifty righteous within the city.

(57) 2Kings 10.23
MM T2UN DIRY NETWID IR wEn
happasti  t-ra’li pen yés pé  ‘immakem méabdé yhwh
search.IMP coNJ-see.IMP lest EX here with 2MPL servants.GEN YHWH
Search and see lest there are here among you any servants of YHWH.

(58) Proverbs 23.18
nMOX WIDX
ki’im yes aharit
surely Ex future
Surely there is a future.

(59) Job28.1
Xyin 9035 w1 73
ki yes lak-kesep mosa’
that ex for-silver source
Surely there is a mine for silver.

Cowper and DeCaen (2017) place these “overt particles of illocutionary force”
in a rich cartography of the CH left-periphery. The interrogative hd is in ForceP
spelling out the feature [Q] (Cowper & DeCaen 2017: 14). The existential particles

8. Lam. 3.29
9. Deut. 29.17 (2x); 2 Kings 10.23

10. 1 Sam. 21.5
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yes and *én they locate in an existential head 3. The particle im forms rhetorical
questions and is found in a Polarity head X (Cowper and DeCaen 2017: 20). This
cartography is represented in (60).

(60) ForceP

Force
Z /\
TopP
FinP
(Adapted from Cowper & DeCaen 2017: 21)
This expansion of the left-periphery is helpful in understanding many of the par-
ticles mentioned by Cowper and DeCaen, but the proposal of an existential head

below Polarity and above Topic is not supported by the data. First of all, in the
example they give, repeated in (61), én is not being used as an existential particle.

(61) Amos2.11
NNRTPX X7
ha-ap én zZo't (Cowper & DeCaen 2017: 21-22)
INTER- indeed NEG.EX this
Is this not true?

ForceP

/\

Force
T
il

As will be demonstrated below, both yés and én have non-existential roles. Ex-
ample (61) is a clear case of one of these other roles. Additionally, existentials
have a unique predicate relation between the pivot and the contextual domain.
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As explained in Section 6.3, this relation is distinguished from the copular coun-
terpart in the thematic domain, below VoiceP. It is not expected, then, that there
would be a functional head in the left-periphery which hosts the existential dis-
tinction. Finally, there are cases where hyh in its existential function and these par-
ticles can have a topicalised constituent preceding them, as in (62) and (63), which
is not allowed in the cartography of Cowper and DeCaen if there is a functional
existential head above TopP.

(62) Exodus 16.13
nIneY 320 Son N2IW AN 1paN
i1-bab-boger hayta Sikbat hat-tal  sabib lam-mahdneé
CONJ-in.ART-morning COP.PFV.3FSG layer ART-dew around to-ARTcamp
In the morning, there was a layer of dew around the camp.

(63) 1 Samuel 21.5
wr wTp 0N ox—a 7 naarox Sn ond R
en lehem hol el tahat yadi kiim lehem godes yés
NEG.EX bread common to under hand.1sG rather bread holy Ex
There is no common bread on hand, but holy bread there is.

I disagree with Cowper and DeCaen, then, about the necessity of an existential
functional head in the left-periphery. Instead I am proposing that the particle yes
is the Vocabulary Item selected for a specific context. All of the particles listed
which are preceding yés affect the certainty of the proposition. These can be cat-
egorized as particles of certainty which I represent with the label CERT. This label
represents the list of particles of certainty mentioned by Cowper and DeCaen.
These particles may be distributed among different functional heads as Cowper
and DeCaen have presented or not. The pattern is that when they do appear, the
Vocabulary Item yés pronounces the little-v and the tense features specified on
T can be valued by context. The Vocabulary Items and contexts of insertion are
represented in (64).!!

(64) <> /wayahil| Tp,o Pred
vpe € /wahayall Ty Pred
vee € 1yésl! CERT_PredEXIST

EXIST
EXIST

As existentials, these particles have the syntax represented in (65).

11. The examples with hyh are only Vocabulary Items for 3msg inflection. They will obviously be
different when the agreeing constituent requires different ¢-features.
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(65) Genesis 18.24
D7 Tina oprTY W U1 X
Ulay  yes hamissim saddiqim ba-tok ha-ir
Suppose Ex fifty righteous in-midst.GEN ART-city
Suppose there are fifty righteous within the city.

P

PredP batok ha'ir

LOC PredP’

5— -

Predgyist NP

Svya

hamissim saddiqim

While a complete cartography of the CH left-periphery is outside the scope of
this book, the analysis of Cowper and DeCaen (minus an 3P) combined with the
previous analyses by Holmstedt (2014) and Naudé (1990, 2001) provide a good

foundation for further research on the CH left-periphery.

I have already alluded to the non-existential functions of the particles yes and
én. The data reveal two patterns which are non-existential. The first involves the
combination of these particles with a participle as in (66)-(67). The second pattern

seems to resemble simple predication (68)-(71).
Particle + participle

(66) Genesis 24.49
TIXTIN NRX) TR0 DY DIWITDX Nnw)
wo-‘attd  im yeSkem 0$im hesed we-émet et

conyj-now if  EX.2MPL make.pTcP love conj-truth with master.1sG
Now, if you are going to show love and faithfulness to my master,
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(67) Genesis 20.7
ANX N N7 PT U APKDX)

wa-im énoka mésib da‘ ki  mot tamiuit

CONJ -if NEG.EX.2MSG return.PTCP knowIMP that die.INF.ABS die.IPFV.2MSG
attd

2MSG

If you do not return her, know that you shall surely die.

Particle + simple predication

(68) Exodus17.7
PROX N3P MM WL
hd-yes  yhwh ba-qirbénti  im ‘ayin
INTER-EX YHWH in-midst.1pL if NEG.EX
Is yYHWH among us or not?

(69) 1 Samuel9.11
nxXNg NI v
hd-yes  ba-zé ha-roeh
INTER-EX in- this ART-seer
Is the seer here?

(70) 1 Samuel 14.39
mn? nin 23 13 1012 YrDX 3
ki ‘im yesné  ba-yonatan boni ki mot yamilt
forif ~EX.3MsG in-Jonathan son.1sG that die INF.ABS die.1PFV.3MSG
Even if it is in my son Jonathan, he shall surely die.

(71)  Genesis 37.29
7122 qRPPR mam
wa-hinné  ‘én yosép bab-bor
coNJ-behold NEG.EX Joseph in.ART-pit
Behold, Joseph was not in the pit.

Following the work of Naudé and Miller-Naudé (2016) and Naudé, Miller-Naudé,
and Wilson (forthcoming), I am proposing that these patterns find their explana-
tion in diachronic change which has resulted in multiple patterns existing simul-
taneously in the language.

EBSCChost - printed on 2/10/2023 9:31 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco. confterns-of -use



132

Syntactic and Semantic Variation in Copular Sentences

EBSCChost -

6.5 Diachronic change in ancient Hebrew existentials!?

In research conducted by Naudé and Miller-Naudé (2016) and Naudé, Miller-
Naudé, and Wilson (forthcoming, 2019) negative existentials in ancient Hebrew
(including post-biblical Qumran and Mishnaic Hebrew) demonstrate a cycle of
change which corresponds to Croft’s (1991b) negative existential cycle.

This cycle is a cross-linguistic pattern in which a standard verbal negator can
be shown to evolve out of a negative existential particle which then can be reana-
lyzed itself. This cycle has been demonstrated in many languages in Veselinova
(2013, 2016) and Veselinova & Hamari (forthcoming). In his original formulation,
Croft identifies three types of languages which have no synchronic variation in
their negative constructions. In type A, the negation of existential constructions
and verbal constructions are accomplished by the same negator. In Type B there
is a special negative existential construction which is distinct from the verbal ne-
gator. Type C has a special negative existential construction which is identical to
the verbal negator (Croft 1991b: 6). Croft then describes three types of languages
which have synchronic variation: A~B, B~C, C~A. Croft says, “Thus, we hypoth-
esize a negative existential cycle, in which a special negative existential form arises
(A>B), comes to be used as a verbal negator (B>C), and then is supplemented by
the positive existential predicate in its existential function, restoring a ‘regular’
negative + existential construction (C>A)” (Croft 1991b: 6). This cycle has been
modified as data from new languages have been analyzed, but it is generally a uni-
versal path of diachronic change.

Naudé and Miller-Naudé (2016) and Naudé, Miller-Naudé and Wilson (2019,
forthcoming) have identified that this cycle explains the variation in CH negation,
both of existentials and verbal sentences. They argue that CH exhibits a clear B~C
stage in Croft’s typology in which the negative existential particle is expanding its
domain of use from existential sentences to verbal sentences (Naudé & Miller-
Naudé 2016: 850). The use of an existential particle to negate participles is one of
the most common ways cross-linguistically for negative existentials to begin tak-
ing over the verbal domain (Veselinova 2016: 157). The negative existential con-
struction [6+hyh also exhibits diachronic change into Mishnaic Hebrew (Naudé,
Miller-Naudé & Wilson forthcoming).

In his theory of language change and diffusion, Naudé (2012) describes four
dimensions that are relevant to analysing ancient Hebrew texts with historical lin-
guistics. First, the source of change is the found in the individual dimension. An

12. Much of the information in this section has recently been published in Naudé, Miller-Naudé
& Wilson (2019) and will be in Naudé, Miller-Naudé & Wilson (forthcoming) though different
stages of Ancient Hebrew are featured in each.
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idiolect forms as the grammar of a particular individual differs from the gram-
mar of their parents or community. The second dimension is sociological as the
new grammatical change is diffused throughout the language community. Naudé
states that this diffusion is gradual and in the shape of an S-shaped curve with
the new change beginning slowly, accelerating, and finally leveling off. The third
dimension is the chronological. In this dimension, newer forms exist and change
side-by-side with older forms called “stylistic fossils” Naudé says, “These stylistic
fossils are in competition-at certain stages they are dominant and at other stages
they are dominated-and they may be present in the speech community for cen-
turies” (Naudé 2012: 73). As older forms erode and become limited in their use,
newer forms pick up the slack and represent a renewal, a “diachronic cycle” The
fourth dimension is the important recognition that our data come from written
text. Writing is secondary to speech and differences can be expected between the
two. The written dimension provides a snap-shot of a language at the time of writ-
ing. If our data come from written texts, then this writing will demonstrate newer
diffused forms and stylistic fossils side-by-side.

The B~C stage of CH according to Croft’s cycle is datable based on paleo-
graphic evidence from inscriptions:

(72) Silwan 1.1
yn Iplh ksp
NEG.EX here silver
There is no silver here

(73) Lachish 4.7-84
ynlnly — slh
NEG.EX.lcs send.pTCP
I am not sending.

Examples (72) and (73) give evidence of the negative existential particle as an exis-
tential negator and as a standard negator of a participial. These inscriptions prove
that this variation exists as early as the 6th century B.C.E. The CH data also dem-
onstrate that both of these patterns are active throughout the whole corpus of the
Hebrew Bible. These forms demonstrate further evolution in Qumran Hebrew and
Mishnaic Hebrew. CH is a snap-shot of a language in transition with respect to
how the negative existential particle works. The negative existential particle exists
simultaneously as a negative existential and as a standard negator of the participle.
As I will demonstrate, the same explanation is likely for variation in the positive

13. See also Lachish 4.5.

14. See also Arad 40.13-14.
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existential particle yés. A relevant next question is what explanation there may be
for the evolution of these particles.

According to Naudé, changes in language are “revisions and differences in the
features of lexical items in the mental lexicon of the individual” (Naudé 2012: 72).
Changes in underlying syntactic representations are the locus of creation of an
idiolect. The source of the evolution of these existential particles is a change in the
underlying syntactic representation. I have already shown the syntactic similarity
of existential and predicational sentences which use a form of hyh. Predicational
and existential sentences are different because of the functional head which creates
a different fundamental relation in narrow syntax. Predy,.; applies the pivot NP
to the contextual domain as the primary relation. Predicational sentences, how-
ever, have a different functional head Pred which relates an external argument to
a complement XP. The differences in their underlying syntactic representation are
displayed in Examples (74).

(74) There is a prime minister in the U.S.
A prime minister is in the U.S.

Existential Predicational
VoiceP VoiceP
/\ /\
Voice vP Voice vP
/\
vP PP \4 PredP
v PredP in the U.S. VLE DP PredP’
VLE LOC Pred' a prime minister ~ Pred
/\ A
Predgyyst in the U.S.

o

a prlme minister

For an existential sentence to evolve into a predicational sentence, it would need
to start with the functional Pred head. An individual language user would need
to confuse the fundamental relation in an existential utterance as being predica-
tional. This would create an idiolect which would need to diffuse throughout the
language community. This is what seems to have happened with the particles yés
and *én. The participial predicates and simple predication patterns have developed
in CH because of a reinterpretation of the underlying syntax and semantics of the
functional head Pred. This change is visible not only because the negative exis-
tential has developed into a standard negator of participles, but also because both
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particles can host subject agreement, which they do not do as pure existentials.
Examples (75) and (76) and their underlying syntax are representative of the non-
existential evolution of these particles.

(75)

(76)

Genesis 37.29

1122 qRPTPX mam

wa-hinné  ‘én yosep bab-bor
conJ-behold NEG.EX Joseph in.ART-pit
Behold, Joseph was not in the pit.

NegP
/\
Neg VoiceP
én; DP vP
N
yosep; v PredP
¥ DP Pred’
t Pred PP
N

babbor

1 Samuel 14.391°

mm? nin 23 %33 1A i1wrox 2

ki im yesné  ba-yonatan bani ki mot yamiit

forif EX.3MsG in-Jonathan son.1sG that die INF.ABS die.IPFV.3MsG
Even if it is in my son Jonathan, he shall surely die.

15. The FP maximal projections stands for some functional head in the left-periphery. More
work needs to be done to define the full cartography of the left periphery in CH (see Cowper &
DeCaen 2017; Holmstedt 2014; and Naudé 1990, 2001).
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FP
F TP
ki-’im T VoiceP
vij + 3msg /\
‘ 3msg;- vP
yeésnd /\
v PredP
DP; Pred’
Pred PP

bayonatan bani

The same syntactic processes covered in Chapter 4 apply to this sentence. What
is unique about this sentence compared to those covered in chapter four is that
the particle yes appears to be functioning as a present tense copula. This means
that the innovation in this particle has eliminated the Predi; and allowed Vo-
cabulary Insertion in new contexts. One post-syntactic operation which makes
this possible once again is Impoverishment. Impoverishment has to do with the
deletion of features before phonological spell-out (Bonet 1991; Halle 2000; Arregi
& Nevins 2007). Since a Vocabulary Item may not apply to a morpheme that does
not have the correct contextual properties, there needs to be a deletion rule which
changes the properties. There could be a deletion rule which deletes the contextual
requirement of Pred; o and accounts for the insertion of yés and én in contexts
which do not have an underlying Pred; . The final context in which these par-
ticles, as well as the verb hyh, are found is predicative possession.

6.6 Predicative possession in Classical Hebrew

In the tradition of Freeze (1992), predicative possessives are similar to existentials.
The primary difference between existentials and predicative possessives is that the
coda is not a location but a person. This means that the possessor is the location of
the possessee and the relationship between them is one of existence. The analyses
by Myler (2016) and Francez (2007, 2009) refine the relationship between posses-
sives, existentials, and predicate locatives. The semantic relationship of predicative
possession is schematised by Myler in (77):

(77) AP_, . Ay Ax Ae.P(x)&Poss(y.x.e). (Myler 2016: 258)

<e,t>"
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One critical difference between predicative possessives and existentials seen in (77)
is that there are two obligatory arguments. The pivot in existentials is essentially
a relation that takes the contextual domain as its sole argument, while the coda is
optional. In possessives, the possessor functions as the coda but is obligatory.

Cross-linguistically, languages can be divided into HAVE-languages (e.g. Eng-
lish) or BE-languages (CH) in how they structure their predicate possessives, with
a few languages using some form of a WITH adposition.'® Myler’s research demon-
strates that this cross-linguistic phenomenon can be explained based on the idea of
transitivity. What Myler means by transitivity is that HAVE-based languages require
a transitive Voice head which has a specifier and bears interpretable ¢-features with
which some DP is licensed (Myler 2016: 10). He says, “HAVE...is the form that
BE takes when something is merged in the specifier of a Voice head bearing phi-
features—in other words, HAVE is the transitive form of BE” (Myler 2016: 10). Since
CH belongs to the class of BE-languages, Voice does not require a specifier and
does not bear @-features. The precise syntax and semantics of CH predicative pos-
sessives is complex enough to merit its own book and will not be expounded here.

Research on predicative possessives in CH has been done previously in the
dissertation of Bar Asher (2009). His work also cites Francez (2007, 2009), but de-
parts from that analysis preferring instead a view of existential predication based
on the concept of Instantiation.!” Bar Asher identifies four different types of pred-
icative possessives in CH which he calls allosentences of the same construction.
These are constructions which have the same truth conditions and use the same
conceptual strategies though not always sharing the same components (Bar Asher
2009: 423). The first he calls dative-PPC (Predicative Possessive Construction).
Example (78) (his (2)) demonstrates this construction.

(78) 1 Samuel 1.2
D772 PX MM 07722 3307 0N N0 NNWD DY.... D) 0w 1)

wa-10 sté nasim... wa-sém wa -$ém has-Sénit poninnd
CONJ -t0.3MSG two wives... CONJ -name ART-other Peninnah
wayhi li-pninndg  yaladim 1-la -hannd én
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG to-Peninnah children conj-to-Hannah NEG.EX
yaladim

children

He had two wives... one was called Peninnah. Peninnah had children, but
Hannah had none. (Bar Asher 2009: 362)

16. The situation is more complex than this, but this broad generalization is sufficient for our
analysis. See Stassen 2009.

17. The notion of Instantiation in Bar Asher’s dissertation is distinct from that of McNally
(1992).
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The second type of predicative possession he calls Topic-PPC (Bar Asher
2009: 369). He provides (79) (his (17)) to illustrate this type.

(79) 1 Samuel 25.6
Dby Pomwix 591 0w Anem 0w nnx)
wa-attd  $além 1n-bétoka Salom wa-kol ‘dser Ioka salom
CONJ.2MSG peace CONJ-house.2MsG peace conj-all which to.2MsG peace
Good health to you and your household! And good health to all that is
yours.

He argues that this is equivalent to the dative PPC and thus should also be an ex-
ample of predicative possession (Bar Asher 2009: 370). In these constructions he
says that the possessor is the topic and the possessed is the grammatical subject of
an existential sentences. This is clearly at odds with the analysis of Francez, who
calls the pivot of an existential (i.e. the possessee in a predicative possessive) the
predicate. Bar Asher also states that the topic is not part of the core predication
or the argument structure (Bar Asher 2009: 372). He acknowledges that the term
topic is not the best term to describe the possessor constituent in these construc-
tions though he still continues to use it (Bar Asher 2009: 372). He goes on to ex-
plain that though there is no explicit representation of the existential predication,
it is still there and then he gives the following example to illustrate:

(80) Topic main sentence
attd Salom
2Mp health/peace
Have good health!

He says that the main sentence is a verbless sentence with a single element. This
sentence claims the existence of its only NP as its core semantic predication. The
sentence in (80) could be paraphrased “as for you, may there be health” The predi-
cation in this sentence is existential and the topic transforms it into a PPC by
providing the domain in which the predication should be applied. (Bar Asher
2009: 373-374). Additionally, there is nothing in the predication which contains
the lexical meaning of possession. The possessive interpretation is strictly prag-
matic (Bar Asher 2009: 378).

The third type of predicative possessive he lists is the Genitive PPC. Exam-
ple (81) provides an example.

(81) Psalm 115.7
1357 X1 0o P X9 o
yadéhem — wa-lo’  yamisin ragléhem wa-16"  yahalleki
hands.3MPL CONJ-NEG feel.imP.3MPL feet.3MPL CONJ-NEG walk.1PFV.3MPL
They have hands but cannot feel; they have feet, but cannot walk.
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This type appears to be a single constituent with a suffixed pronoun, rather than a
full clause. Though these constructions are rare, Bar Asher considers them to be
examples of predicative possession and says, “[they] can be considered as a sub-
group of the topic-PPC, with the genitive pronoun anchoring the main predica-
tion to the topic-P[ossesso]R which provides the domain” (Bar Asher 2009: 417).

The fourth type is called the Comitative PPC. He says that there are two pos-
sible types of comitative PPCs: one in which the possessor is the grammatical sub-
ject and the possessee is the complement following a WITH-preposition, and the
other in which the possessee is the subject and the possessor follows the WITH-
preposition as the complement (Bar Asher 2009: 418). He identifies a construction
similar to the second type in CH (82).

(82) 1 Samuel 9.7
NAX N
md ittanil
what with.1pL
What do we have?

He states that the sentence in (82) could just be interpreted as the “regular use of
‘with” and is probably not an instance of comitative PPC (Bar Asher 2009: 419).
Bar Asher has offered the most thorough description of predicative possessives in
CH. Since these constructions also make use of hyh, the existential particles, and
verbless clauses, I will provide examples and make a few observations.

Examples (83) and (84) provide a minimal pair expressing predicative pos-
session in several ways including the negative existential strategies [0’ hayd (83)
and én (84) plus a prefixed preposition on the possessor as well as the existential
strategy of wayhi (84).

(83) 2 Samuel 6.23
Anin of T 777 A% mneRS Sixwena Som
ti-lo-mikal bat $adl 16> haya lah yaled  ‘ad
CONJ-to-Michal daughter.GEN Saul NEG COP.PFV.3MsG t0.3FsG children until
yom  motah
dayGEN death.3rsG
And Michal the daughter of Saul did not have children until the day of her
death.
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(84) 1 Samuel 1.2
D) X man'7 2072 npas

wayhi li-pninnd  yaladim d-lo-hannd én
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG to-Peninnah children conjy-to-Hannah NEG.EX
yaladim

children

Peninnah had children, but Hannah had no children.

Examples (85)-(87) demonstrate predicative possession with the verb hyh with
difference temporal reference and different word orders.

(85) Genesis 12.16
ARATIRY 15

wayhi I6 so'n  d-bagar
CONJ.COP.PRET.3MSG t0.3MSG sheep coNJ-cattle
He had sheep and cattle.

(86) Genesis 11.3
N3 0 MR MaNm 12X7 M3bn onb am

wattohi lahem hal-lobénad la-aben wa-ha - hemar
CONJ.COP.PRET.3FSG t0.3MPL ART-brick for-stone CONJ-ART-bitumen
haya lahem la-homer

COP.PFV.3MSG t0.3MPL for.ART-morter
They had brick for stone and bitumen they had for morter.

(87) Deuteronomy 28.41
72 PX5 THin N ona
banim 1i- banot tolid wa-1o’ yihyil lak
sons CONJ- daughters bear.IPFV.2MSG CONJ-NEG COP.IPFV.3MPL t0.2FSG
You will bear sons and daughters but they will not be yours.

Examples (88)-(89) demonstrate predicative possession with the existential par-
ticles.

(88) Genesis 44.20
AX NP FIROK RN
wan-no'mer el ddoni  yeslanti ab
CONJ-say.PRET.1PL to Lord.1sG EX to.1pL father
We said to my Lord, “We have a father”

(89) Numbers 5.8
X3 WX PXTDXY
wa- im én la-is goel
CONJ -if NEG.EX to.ART-man kin
If the man has no kin
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Examples (90)-(91) demonstrate that predicative possession, in contrast to exis-
tentials, may be accomplished with a verbless clause.

(90) 2 Samuel 3.7
nBYY ANYY U2n SIRUA
i-lo-$ail  pileges  i1-Somah rispd
CONJ-to-Saul concubine conj-name.3rsG Rizpah
Saul had a concubine and her name was Rizpah.

(91) 2 Kings 10.19
Spa5 " Hiy nar 2
ki zebah  gadolli lab-ba‘al
for sacrifice great to.1sG for.ART-Baal
For I have a great sacrifice for Baal.

The following examples demonstrate that CH has a few examples which accom-
plish possession with a WITH-preposition combined with either hyh (92)-(93) or
yes (94)-(95), which confirms Bar Asher’s comitative category.

(92) Joshua 8.20
o 07 072 TR
wa-10° haya bahem  yadayim la-niis
CONJ -NEG COP.PFV.3Ms with.3mPL hands  to-flee.INF
They did not have power to flee.

(93) 2 Chronicles 9.4
m A2 Ty R

wa-10° haya 6d bah ritah
CONJ -NEG COP.PFV.3MSG still with.3rsG breath
She no longer had breath.

(94) 2 Chronicles 16.9
ninnn Ty v nnun 2
ki me-‘attd  yes immoka milhamot
for from-now Ex with.2msG wars
For from now on you will have wars.

(95) 2 Chronicles 25.8
Swonh i) obRa N 3
ki yeskoah  be-lohim la-Zor U-lo-haksil
for Ex strength with-god to-help.INF CONJ-to-cast.down.INF
For God has strength to help or to cast down.

The fact that CH predicative possessives utilize the same constructions as existen-
tials is not surprising considering the description of BE-type languages in Myler.
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What is surprising, however, is that they use verbless clauses without any form of
hyh or existential particle. The account of CH existentials in Section 6.3 described
them as constructions which necessarily have an overt form of hyh or one of the
existential particles. In predicative possession, this rule seems to be relaxed.
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CHAPTER 7

Conclusions and a way forward for analyzing
copular and existential sentences

The approach to copular and existential sentences in CH in this volume has dem-
onstrated what can be gained if ancient languages are evaluated with modern
methods of linguistic analysis. In Chapter 2, I review the theoretical and cross-
linguistic issues confronted in researching this subject. This includes defining
predication and understanding the taxonomy of non-verbal predicate types. I also
present the challenge of defining lexical categories cross-linguistically and settle
on the constructivist approach represented in Distributed Morphology. In Chap-
ter 3, I introduce the data of CH. This chapter demonstrates the variability in CH
copular and existential sentences. I also provide a brief excurses on the history of
the term nominal clause in Hebrew studies. The history of this term as a label for
the verbless clause, I argue, is idiosyncratic and not a helpful label going forward.
Chapter 4 is the most important chapter and models how copular sentences are
built both syntactically and semantically.

First, I argue that an understanding of copular sentences is best understood
within the assumptions of Distributed Morphology. The data from CH demon-
strate that the same syntactic elements can render very different semantic interpre-
tations. Rather than postulating that the semantic variation is found in homony-
mous elements in a Lexicon (a lexicalist view), it is more likely that there is a single
generative engine which manipulates bundles of features that are pronounced in
PF and interpreted in LFE. The different interpretations in LF are due to different
allosemes of v which determine the type of eventuality of the predicate, and Voice,
which determines the type of external argument. The different eventualities are
based on the type of Pred head in the syntax. This conceptualization provides an
explanation for the variation in CH copular sentences.

Second, I demonstrate how post-syntactic operations such as Fusion and
Vocabulary Insertion lead to the overt spell-out of the CH copula hyh in certain
contexts instead of the more common verbless clause. I demonstrate how the syn-
tax is built through each phase of the derivation and conclude that the copula
hyh should be considered a type of auxiliary which is pronounced in a limited
number of contexts after it has valued certain features specified on a number of
heads in the inflectional domain. I also discuss the curious phenomenon where
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it seems as though the context can satisfy features on T thereby enabling a verb-
less clause to exist in past, present, and future temporal contexts. I end the chap-
ter explaining how the post-syntactic operation of Impoverishment accounts for
the pronominal copula.

In Chapter 5, following Wilson (2019, forthcoming) I explain the role of the
copula in the left-periphery which is very common in CH. This copula exists to
signal that a certain type of update to the common ground will be made upon
which following information should be built. This chapter is different from the
others in that it brings in the pragmatic, alternative semantics research of Roberts
(2012) and Murray (2014). In Chapter 6, I provide a syntactic and semantic analy-
sis of CH existential sentences following the work of Francez (2007, 2009) and My-
ler (2016, 2018). I describe how existentials are different from predicational copu-
lar sentences and that existentials are another type of construction which requires
the pronunciation of the copula hyh in CH. There are also existential particles in
CH which display variation due to diachronic change according to the existential
cycle identified by Croft (1991b). I conclude the chapter by discussing predicative
possessives in CH and how they are similar to existentials. There is one interest-
ing fact about possessives in CH in that they can be accomplished with a verbless
clause, while existentials cannot.

This book is a demonstration of what is possible when the advances of mod-
ern linguistics are applied to ancient languages, specifically CH. This language has
been analyzed for millennia and yet research on a subject as basic as copular and
existential predication still renders exciting results.

There are a number of avenues for future research which this book has il-
luminated. First, it remains to be worked out what role, exactly, the context plays
in valuing tense features. CH requires the copula in future tense contexts usually,
but not always. If the context is clear, the copula can be omitted. How this works
remains a subject for future research. Second, it is not clear where in the left-pe-
riphery the isolated hyh functions. There is a gap between the work of those such
as Roberts (2010) and Murray (2014) who are illuminating fascinating features
of speaker-addressee dynamics and the work which describes the cartography
of the left-periphery.

Finally, and most importantly, this approach to copular sentences has impli-
cations for the future of research on copular sentences theoretically and cross-
linguistically. Adger and Ramchand (2003), Markman (2008), Cowper (2010),
Harves (2002), Roy (2013) and others have already stated that copular sentences
can have an eventive reading. In Chapter 4, I discussed how a Pred,, in the syn-
tax can account for achievement semantics in v and an experiencer argument in
the specifier of Voice. These different semantic interpretations are accomplished
though the exponent is the same. This book provides a way of explaining semantic
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variation in copular sentences without postulating different copulas in a Lexicon.
I believe it is possible to take this research further and provide an explanation for
how so-called pseudo-copulas or semi-copulas could be accommodated in this
approach as well. Sentences such as (96)-(100) seem like they should be easy to
accommodate in this approach.

(96) That car seems old.
(97) He remains a good friend.
(98) She looks pretty.

(99) yvadi yuno-q zeq'wen (Tsez, Sagada, own fieldwork)
raven tree-POSS.ESS be-PAST.UNW
The raven was on the tree (I didn’t see it)

(100) y*adi yuno-q zeq'wo (Tsez, Sagada own fieldwork)
raven tree-POSS.ESS be-PAST.W
The raven was on the tree (I saw it)

(101) gde naxodica café? (Russian)
where is-located café
Where is the café?

The research on copular sentences mentioned in this volume has already dem-
onstrated that there are a number of features which control the shape of copular
sentences cross-linguistically. There are taxonomic variables in some languages
(e.g. tpredicative, tlocative). There are aspectual variables (+stage, inchoative).
It may be possible to expand to include perceptive variables such +evidence as in
(98-100)! and +commitment (96). DM posits a Universal Inventory of Features
which accounts for ¢-features among other things. Could this inventory of fea-
tures not be expanded to control relationships between subject and predicate? In
this volume, what accounts for the variation in copular sentence starts from the
functional Pred head which is a bundle of features controlling the relationship of
subject (in the specifier of PredP) and predicate (in the complement of Pred). The
research has already posited five Pred heads that affect the relationship between
Subject and Predicate: Pred, PredEXIST, PredST AGE? PredINDIV, and PredEV. With the
DM assumptions about syntax, these heads are just different combinations of fea-
tures which affect the interpretation and pronunciation of copular sentences. It
seems possible that adding features such as +evidence and tcommitment, as well
as +duration could account for pseudo-copulas such as seems and remains as well

1. See also the recent connection of evidentiality to the choice of ser and estar in Spanish, Cama-
cho (2015) and Escandell-Vidall (2018).
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as others. It could also make room for the effect of evidentiality on copulas, which
is necessary considering the data from Tsez in (99) and (100). With the allosemic
approach taken in this volume, it is also possible to account for the different se-
mantic roles the subject and predicate hold in these different constructions. In
some languages, these relations will be pronounced with different copulas, in oth-
ers, with pronominal elements or separate verbs. The Vocabulary Items will change
language-by-language, but the universal inventory of relationships between sub-
ject and non-verbal predicate are fixed. It seems like the approach taken in this
volume could provide a framework for how to model these relationships and ex-
plain both the diversity and uniformity of copular sentences cross-linguistically.
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This book presents a novel account of syntactic and semantic variation

in copular and existential sentences in Classical Hebrew. Like many
languages, the system of Classical Hebrew copular sentences is quite
complex, containing zero, pronominal, and verbal forms as well as
eventive and inchoative semantics. Approaching this subject from

the framework of Distributed Morphology provides an elegant and
comprehensive explanation for both the syntactic and semantic variation
in these sentences. This book also presents a theoretical model for
analyzing copular sentences in other languages included related
phenomena- such as pseudo-copulas. Itis also a demonstration of what
can be gained by applying modern linguistic analyses to dead languages.
Citing and building off previous studies on this topic, this book will be of
interest to those interested in the theoretical examination of copular and
existential sentences and to those interested in Classical Hebrew more
specifically.
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