Chapter 6:
Blending analysis of the Hebrew
Intransitive binyanim.

6.0 Introduction

In chaptersA-5, | discussedhe blendingschemaassociated wittihe threebinyanim
usedtransitivelyin Hebrew(transitivehif'il, pi‘el, and pa‘al). | suggested that generic
causative schemanderliesthe prototypical transitiveise ofall three binyanim (stems),
whereeach stemmarksthe mappingdnd thereforghe highlightingin communication) of
differentpredicatedrom the generic causative schema d@he&verbal slot of the integrating
construction. In particular, | suggested hiat the causativehif'il and pi‘el stems
grammaticallymark the mappingf the effectedand causingpredicates respectively onto
the verbal slot of the integratimgnstruction (wheréhe content othe predicates denoted
by the verbal root). Thea'al stem, in contrast, grammatically designates the mapping of an
autonomougpredicate onto the verbal slot (i.epra@dicate which is ngtart a largercausal
sequence of events). This predicaigy itselfintegrate avhole causalsequence, or it may
be an autonomous predicate in a single-predicate conceived event.

In this chapter | will discusthe use ofthe principalintransitive binyanimin Hebrew,
i.e., binyanimthat occur with théntransitive syntactic construction (to be defirzlow).
In the group of “intransitive” binyanim | include both the threebinyanimdiscussed in

chapters4-5 (pa‘al, hf'il, pi‘el) when usedintransitively, as wll as the four other

1 There are sevamincipal verbal stems in Hebrewpd'al, nif'al, pi‘el, pu'al, hitpa'el, hif'il, huf'al). In this
thesis | will discuss only these seven stems. In addition, therefexistther secondary'sub-stems'which
have developed from the basic set of sediaganimand which are used with some degree of productivity in
Modern Hebrew (Berman, 1978). These include a ssteshsrelated topi'el, formed by aprefixing of sh

to the basigi'el form to yield a notiorof repetition (likethe Englishre-, asin “rewrite', ‘reconstruct’). In
addition, there is theitpa'el stem (where thhitpa'el prefixal h- is replaced byn-, as innif'al). This stem,
according to Berman (1978:85), is'sort of passive extension taf'il", andwas commorparticularly in
Mishnaic Hebrew.
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binyanimin the Hebrewverbal system-- nif'al, hitpa'el, pu‘alandhuf'al -- which occur
with the Intransitive construction only.

The goal ofthis chapter is noto provide adetailedanalysis ofeachintransitivestem,
but rather to sketch in general term@ay in whichthe analysis ofthe causative transitive
binyanimin chapters 4-5 can lextended in aystematiovay to cover thewhole binyanim
system inHebrew. There ardwo major points hat emergdrom the blendinganalysis of
the intransitivebinyanimin Hebrew:

(1) That the same'generic causativeschema" that Iproposed underlying the
prototypicaluse ofthe three transitive-causatitnyanimin Hebrew (chapters4-5), also
underlies the usef mostintransitivestems. It followsthen that théinyanimsystem as a
whole can be characterized to a large extent as markimgusblending operations from a
generic schema of causatiamto different sgtactic constructions (thischaracterization
excludes the linguistic representation of non-causative events margathkgndnif'al, as
will be discussed in this chapter). Toentral rolegiven inthis analysis tdahe structure of
causation is in accord with Waltke and O'Connor's analysis (1998hydnimin Biblical
Hebrew (the two proposals differ however in their basic assumptiontharérticularities
of the analysis,seediscussion irchapter 7).(2) Thanalysis inthis chaptersuggestslso
that thevariousgrammaticafunctions assigned teachbinyanin traditional accounts of
Hebrew, and particularly the traditionalgrammaticalambiguity associated with some
binyanim is reallythe outcome ofmposinggrammatical distinttons from Indo-European
grammars on the Hebrew systemwill suggesthat theambiguousgrammaticafunctions
associated with on@nyanrepresent in fact conceptuaborations on thielendingschema

associated with thieinyan

| will start with adiscussion ofthe "intransitive-only"binyanim (i.e., binyanimthat
occur in thelntransitive constructiolonly), andlater extend theanalysis tothe causative-

transitivebinyanim(discussed in chapters 4-5) when used intransitively.
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6.1 The "intransitive-only" binyanim
There arefour "intransitive-only" principalbinyanimin Hebrew (i.e., binyanimthat
occur in the Intransitive constructiononly). Berman (1975a, b) defies the main

grammatical functions of eadimyar(ordered by frequency):

(1) nif'al : passive, middle, basic (and few reciprocals).

(2) pual: passive

(3) hufal: passive

(4) hitpa'el: middle, reflexive (and few reciprocal, inchoative, iterative, and basic).

Following are afew examplegfrom Berman1978, and Glinert1989) ofthe use of

eachbinyanin Modern Hebrew (and the grammatical functions assigned for each) :
Nif'al: (1) raxel nilkexa (nif'al) habayta --> “passive'
Rachel was taken home.
(2) hakad nishbar (nif'al) --> "middle’
The vase broke.
(3) hem nifgeshu (nif'al)  --> “reciprocal’
They met (each other).
(4) haxayal nixna (nif’al) --> "basic'
The soldier surrendered.
Pu'al: (5) hapcaca purka (pu’al). --> passive'
The bomb was taken apart.
Huf'al: (6) hahoda’a hushme’a (huf’al) pe’amim rabot. --> “passive'
The announcement was announced many times.
Hitpa'el:(7) dani hitgaleax (hitpa’el) --> ‘reflexive'
Danny shaved.
(8) habalon hitpocec (hitpa’el)  --> “middle’
The balloon burst.
(9) aba hit'ayef (hitpa’el) --> ‘inchoative'
Daddy got tired.
(10)  hem hitnashku (hitpa’el) --> ‘reciprocal'
They kissed each other.
(11)  hi hitpalela (hitpa’el) kol yom --> “basic'
She prayed everyday.
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Note hattwo out ofthe four intransitive binyanim (nif'al and hitpa'el) are associated
with more than one grammatical function, and mgrammaticafunctions(e.g., 'passive’
and 'middle") are associated with more thanlmngan Sadka (1978:245) notes this form-
function ambiguity in théinyanimsystem in his analysis of passive in Hebrew:

In English, French, Ger man, and other I ndo- Eur opean
| anguages, the form of the passive verb is steady and
unanbi guous (aside from few exceptions). This fact nakes it
easy to identify the passive verb. In Hebrew, on the other
hand, the passive form can be realized in several binyanim
pu al, huf'al, nif'al, and hitpa'el. The stenms pua'l and
huf'al are clear passive stens, except for a few cases. In
contrast, the stems nif'al and hitpa'el have nultiple
senses/functions. They are used not only to express the
passive form but also to express inchoativity, reflexivity,
reci procality, and nore. Therefore, it is sonetines
difficult to know whether a sentence is passive or not.

The analysis in this chapter aims at definingingle blending scheméor eachbinyan
(following a basicassumption ofesearch inLinguistics, and particularly in Cognitive
Linguistics, that similarity ifiorm indicatessimilarity in semantics). Will suggest that the
major grammaticalfunctions traditionally associatedvith each binyan reflect in fact
alternative conceptual (pragmaticglaborations onthe single generic blending schema

defined for eachinyar?.

Each of thefour binyanim (nif'al, pu'al, huf'al,andhitpa'e) commonlyoccursin the

languagewith the Intransitive syntacticconstruction onl§. The syntacticform of this

2 As notedbefore,the blendinganalysis inthis thesischaracterizesnly the most frequentgrammatical-
semantic functions ofachbinyan anddoesnot claim tocover everysingle use of the system. As many
scholars havaotedbefore, findinga unified analysis forthe binyanim system is impossiblasince the
lexicon of Modern Hebrewmanifests darge amount ofidiosyncrasy.However,amongthe morefrequent
verb forms a significantegree ofregularity in function is preserved(cf., Bolozky 1996, Schwarzwald
1981). Inparticular, when discussirthe four"intransitive" binyanim (nif'al, pu'al, huf'alandhitpa'el), |
will discuss only the most frequent functions of each: i.e., the passive, maddleflexive functions. The
reciprocalfunction, for example, which isassociatecbnly with a smallnumber of verbswill not be
discussed (see further comments in section 6.4.1).

3 Hebrew passive sentences are commonly agerftlessno agent-phrase is associatsith the verb). As
Junger (1987:84) notes, in Hebrew, "the additibAg [agent-phrase] t¢passive]constructions igare and
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construction (in Hebrew as in other languages) is: MNRthe first NP isassociated with
the grammaticatole of asubject). | suggest théte syntactiform [NP V] is associated
with a genericsemantic schema o&n entity (NP) undergoingsome activity or change of
state(V)'. This schema isxtractedfrom the semantics of alhtransitivesentences in the
language (see al¥éemmer, 1993. The activity orchange of state may involve different
levels of volitionalityon the part of the entityndergoingthe event (thesubject),which is
why the subjectrole in intransitive sentence$as been associated ithe literature with
various serantics roles, including Agent, Patient, andExperiencer(when referring to
mental events). In thishapter, | will usaghe termThemeasa neutral ternfor referring to
the entity associated withe subjectole in the Intransitiveconstructionjndependently of
whether the event involves purposeful activity on the side of this entity or not.

| will identify two categories of causébrces thatring aboutthe eventsthe theme is
undergoing inintransitive sentenceshe event (activity ochange of state) may be the
outcome of propertigaternalto thetheme, or itmay be the outcome dbrcesexternalto
the theme. Klaiman (1991:115) also identifies two "waausality”(internaland external)
when defining the "universal" parameters ofoice marking. Klaiman quotes DeCharms
(1981:344) characterization of the internal locus of causality agp#ison'sexperience of
being the cause of his decisions, choices, activities, and attempts to solve probheiis as
as the solutions toproblems". DeCharmdiefinition, however, istoo limited for our
purposes, ag refersonly to hunan, cognitive patients. As Mill suggest, morphological
marking of "internal causality" iklebrew applies alstb non-animat@bjects, wiere some

internal "nherent" properties dhe object are conceived &sausing" or'bringing about"

produces very strange sentencesAg phrase is onhallowedwhen it is requiredfor a specific pragmatic
reason".

4 Kemmer (1993:73) suggests that root intransitidesotesimple 'one-participanevents',i.e., events of
"one participant of which a state or action is predicated".
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the event denoted by the verb.

What is the blending (integration) operation associated with the Intransitive construction
and intransitivébinyanim?

In the blending operationsundetllying the use of all transitive constructions and
transitive stemdiscussed irchapterss-5, it is alwaysthe causal force (the agent of the
causing sub-event) that is mapped ontditseNP slotin the integratingconstruction. The
transitivebinyanim(hif'il, pi‘el, andpa‘al) differ only in whichpredicatesare mapped onto
the verbalslot in the integratingconstruction. Inthe case othe Intransitive construction
and intransitivbinyanim | suggest that it is always taéfected patienthat ismapped onto
the NP (subject) slot of the integratilmgransitive construction. The caudatce (theagent
of the causing sub-event) is left implicit (i.e., is scommunicated ithe blend). The four
intransitivestems fuf'al, pu'al, nif'alandhitpa‘el) differ againonly in which predicates
are mapped onto the verbal slot in the integrating construction.

Figure 6-1compareghe blending schema associatedth the transitivestems fif'il,
pi'el, andpa'al) vs. theintransitivestems Kuf'al, pu‘al, nif'alandhitpa'el). The blending
schanasgeneralize over thparticularmapping of predicatesnto the verbalslot in each
binyan (and the particular integrating transitienstruction). Inthe nextfew sections, |

will discuss the blending schema associated with each intrarsitiy@nseparately.

5 Langacker(1991b, Chapter 4)analyzeshe passive constructidn English and suggests that itghief
semantic value is tfocusattention on theail of the codedaction chain. Theblending analysis inthis
chaptersuggests that all théour stens in Hebrew --nif'al, pu'al, huf'al and hitpa'el (as well as the
intransitivehif'il, to be discussed irsection6.4.1) --focusattention on(or highlight) the "tail" entity of
the causalsequence oévents(i.e., theentity undergoingthe final sub-event the effectedsub-event), by
mapping this entity ontéhe subject role of the integrating constructiand excludingother participants
from the mapping schema.
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1. TRANSITIVE STEMS 2. INTRANSITIVE STEMS
Trans. Intrans.
Const. Const.
IIIII||II " Al
IIIIIIIIIIII . Pr]_
CAUSE
. A2
* Pr2

Figure 6-1: Comparing the generic blending schemas underlying transitive
stems and intransitive stems.

6.2 A blending analysis ohuf'al and pu'al

Huf'al (huCCaC) andpu'al (CuCaC) are the only two binyanim defined as
grammaticallyregular, and characterized a$ear-automatipassivederivations” from the
active transitive stemshif'il and pi‘el respectively(Glinert, 1989:46% Supportingtheir
"regular” derivation is théact that thestemshuf'al and pu'al are phonologicaalternations
of hif'il andpi'el, where the first vowel alters into This fits a genergbrinciple in Semitic
languages wéreby"the passive is distinguished lilge vowel u, or very rarely o, in the
first syllable” (Gesmius, 1910:140). In Arabic, for exampl#&e passive isformed
throughout withu in the first syllable.

| suggest thathe "regular,near automatictorphologicaland semantic link ofhuf'al
andpu'al to the active formhif'il andpi‘el, respectively, indicates thaach morphological
pair (if'il-huf'al and pi‘el-pu'al) is associated with aimilar underlying conceptual
structure and blending configuration The similarity in theblending schemas underlying

each actie-passive paitis in the mapping ofpredicatesonto the verbalslot of the
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integrating construction: the root of bgitel and pu'al desgnaesthe causingpredicate in
a conceived causal sequence, while the root oftobithand huf'al desgnates the effected
predicate. Thectiveand passive stems differ\wever inthe mapping ofparticipants in
the "active" stems, it is the agent of the causalesece that is mappexhto the subject role
(first NP) of the integrating construction, while in the passive stemghieiaffected entity
(the entityundergoingthe effectedsub-event) thais mapped ontdhe subject role in the
integrating construction. FigureBeharacterizethe blending schemas associatgith the
pi‘el, pu'al, hif'il, andhuf'al stems(the schemas of transitiya'el and hif'il generalizes
overthe particular syntacticonstruction emplad and themapping ofother participants

into additional slots in the integrating construction).

. PI'EL . HIF'IL
Trans
Const
an are Ay
CAUSE
\VJ ®
. A2
e Pr,
. PU'AL V. HUF AL
Intrans. Intrans.
Const. Const.
e A1 * A1
" Prl L4 Prl
\ NP ®u),
II|III |I|.I.II
, CAUSE " ", CAUSE
®
"I'Ih: V II|I.I..
I'In. A2 .Ill. A2
e Pro ~- Pr2

Figure 6-2: The blending schemaspdél, pu'al, hif'il,andhuf'al .
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The contrast defined above betweantive and passivdorms in terms of what is
mapped onto and expressedtbg subject rolén the integratingconstructionhasparallels
in many generativeheories, forexample in lexicalistules of passivization(Bresnan,
1982). But while lexicalisttheoriesgeneratgor link) passive mrphologicalforms in the
lexicon by applying a passivizatiomle to trangive (active)forms (seealso the "word
formation" proposal ofAronoff, 1994), the blending analysisgenerates botlhe active
(transitive) andhe passive formdrom the consonantaloot asthe outcome of different
mapping configurations (between a&onceived eventand an integrating syntactic
construction). Thegeneration ofactive and passiveforms is therefore on par and
independenfrom one another ithe blendinganalysis.The independence tfie blending
operation for generating passive forhas advantageshen studying passiveif'al verbs
(section 6.3) with no parallel activpa(al) form in thestandardHebrewlexicon (or with a
parallelpa‘al form whose meaning is not the "active' variation ofnifial). Suchexamples
are discussed in chapter 7.

The blending characterization ofpassive binyanim is also in line with the
"detransitivization"view of passivemarking (e.g., Junger,1987; see section 3.4.3), in
suggesting thatach of thepassivenon-transitive stemp{'al or huf'al) can be matched
with an active transitive stenpi(el or hif'il), where the primaryparticipant préiled in the
“transitive'stem (the subject’) isbeing"suppressed” inhe matching intransitive'stem.
But again, while in the "detransitivization" viemme stem (passive) éerived fromanother
(active), inthe blending analysiseach stemis generatedndependently.The only link
between aractive binyanand its corresponding passigyanin the blendinganalysis is
in the similarity ofblending schemaassociated withboth binyanim(i.e., similarity in the

mapping of predicates onto the verbal slot of the syntactic construction).

The use ofhif'il and huf'al is exemplified insentenced.3a-13bbelow. Figure 6-3

compareghe blending operations undgimg the generatiof sentenced3a-13b (Figure
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6-3-A being the same as Figure rzZhapter 4). The mapping pfedicatedbetween Input

1 and Input2 in Figures6-3-A and6-3-B is the same, buthe two figuresdiffer in the
mapping ofparticipantsonto the first NP (subject) position. The root semantiaghefverb

in the blend inboth figuresreflects the effectedpredicate in the communicated causal
sequence (i.e., ‘running"), while tbausingevent is left implicit.

(13) a. hamefaked heric (r.u.c-hif'il) et haxayal

the-commander run—hif’ilpast ACC  the-soldier

“The commander made the soldier run'.

b. haxayal hurac (r.u.c-huf'al) the-soldier

run-huf’al “The soldier was made to run'.

past

The conceived event in thgorld in (13b) is acausal sequenc@ust like in 13a):
someone acts and thereby causes the soldier to run. In contrast to (13a) however, where the
speakerfocuses orthe agent and itsausal activity,in (13b) the speakerfocuses on the
event theaffected entitys undergoing. This motivates the blendingted conceived causal
sequence witlthe Intransitive construction (whose associassinantics, suggested, is
one of a theme undergoiag event ochange ofstate). Theaffected entity (thesoldier) in
the causal sequence is mappetd dine theme role in the integrating syntactimstruction,
and what ismapped ontdhe verbalslot is the effectedpredicate ofrunning. Inthe blend
(the sentence communicated in targuage)the syntactic pattern communicates a generic
event structure of an entity (the 'theme') undergoing some act or chasigéepthdexical
information reports that the conceived event involves a 'saldiering'’; the binyan (hif'il)
denotes hathe event ofthe soldierrunning’ is infact part ofa larger causasequence of
events, where 'running' is tledfected(or resuling) activity. Thus, the binyantriggers an
interpretation of the sentence as involving/tzole causalsequence, wherelipe activity

communicated in the verbal root (running) is only one sub-event in a casual sequence.
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(6-3-A)

I NPUT 2 I NPUT 1

Transiti ve Const.

[Syntax: NP V et NP’]
(

AGENT (NP ) = -

ACTS- ON
& AFFECTS

PATI ENT (NP”) .

» sol di er

~ r o>
NP ( conmander )
V (run-hif’il)
NP” ( sol di er)
BLEND
(Syntax: NP hif’il et NP” )
(6-3-B)
I NPUT 2 I NPUT 1

Intransiti ve Const.

(Syntax: NP V)

- agent

?

e act (7?2)

» sol di er

run

NP (sol di er)

)

V (run-huf’il

BLEND

(Syntax: NP huf’al )

Figure 6-3: Comparing the blending operations underlying the generatdhi of
andhuf'al sentences.
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Now considetthe pi‘el and pu'al stems.The use ofthesetwo stems iexemplified in
sentences 14a-14b. Figure 6-4 compares the blending operations invaled@neration

of both sentences.

(14) a. hama’asik piter(p.t.r-pi’el) et ha’oved.

the-employer fire ACC  the-employee.

past
‘the employer fired the employee'

b. ha’oved putar(p.t.r-pu’al) .

the-employee fire—PASSpaSt

“the employee was fired'

The mapping opredicatesetween Input And Input 2 inFigures6-4-A and6-4-B is
the same, buthe two figuresdiffer in the mapping ofparticipants onto the first NP
(subject) position (jusas in Figure$-3-A and6-3-B). Theroot semantics othe verb in
the blend inboth Figures6-4-A and6-4-B reflects thecausing predicate in the causal
sequence ofiring, while theeffectedpredicde associatedith the event of firing' (i.e.,
beingunemployejis left implicit.

Compare sentences 13b and 14b: both sentences denote an event whentiby (#me
soldier/employee) isindergoing somevent, butwhile in sentence 3b the root (r.u.c-
‘run’) denotesthe actual activity of theheme, insentencesl4b the root (p.t.r-'fire")
denotes anevent which was initiated by another participant. Thedifference in the
interpretation osentences 13 arid (which are syntactically theame andvhich refer to
the same generic evesiructure) isreflected in &nd triggeredoy) the differentbinyanim
and is clearly illustrated in the blending configuration&igures 6-3-Band 6-4-B: in 6-3-
B the subject and verbal root are bothpped from witim the samesub-eventwhile in 6-

4-B they are mapped from different sub-events with different participants.
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(6-4-A)

I NPUT 2

I NPUT 1

Transi ti ve Const.

(Syntax: NP V et NP’)

. enpl oyer

-G

- enpl oyee

("~ AGENT (NP )

ACTS-ON (V) — |
& AFFECTS

CAUSE

PATI ENT (NP”)

- enpl oyee
- (™)

NP (enpl oyerer )

V (fire-pi’ el

)
NP’ (enpl oyee )

BLEND

(Syntax: NP pi’ el et NP )

(6-4-B)

I NPUT 2

I NPUT 1

Intransiti ve Const.

(Synt ax: NP V)

- enpl oyer

>

- enpl ovee

- enpl oyee
< (™)

NP ( enpl oyee)

V (fire-pua’'l )

BLEND

(Syntax: NP pu al )

Figure 6-4: Comparing the blending operations underlying the generapdel aihd
pu'al sentences.
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6.3 Blending analysis ohif'al

In contrast tchuf'al and pu'al which are traditionallyassociatedvith only one regular
semantic/grammaticdiinction (thepassivevoice),the stemnif'al (niCCaC) isassociated
with two major grammaticaffunctions:passivefor many transitivepa'al, and middle for
quite a number of transitiyea'al (both are still semi-productively coined). In additiwifial
is associated with several other, less frequent voice catedociesative(i.e. ‘enter astate
of...") for a few pa‘al verbs, reciprocal for a few pa‘al, and (rarely, na productively)
active-basiqBerman, 1975; Glinert, 1989; Bolozky. 1996).

Note that all the grammatical voice functions traditionally associatedwfih link the
use ofthe nif'al stem to thepa'al stem (excepfor the "basic' function of nif'al, which
applies only taa small number ofrootsand is notproductive). Based othe assumption
that co-occurrence offorms points tocorrespondence irtonceptualstructure and/or
construal, | propose thatf'al is associated with lllending schemaimilar to that ofpa‘al,
and similarly involves the construal thfe event depicted by thieot asautonomougi.e.,
as a"stand-alone'event).The only difference betweethe mapping schemas pé&'al and
nif'al is again in the mappingf participantsfrom the conceived evemnto the integrating
constructionWhile inpa‘al sentenceshe causal agent is mappedto the subject role of
the integrating construction, imf'al sentences it ithe affected entity that is mapped onto
the subject role.

In section 5.2, when discussinghe pa'al stem, | suggested thtitere are in factwo
possible characterizations for the blending operatimderlying the use of transitivgpa'al
sentences (denoting antonomougvent in theworld). The two characterizationdiffer in
whether the underlying conceptualizatiaf the event is of &ausal sequence of events
(with the integration taking place at tieguistic level only), orwhether the ainsitiveevent
is conceived as an integrated single-predieatent. Asimilar double characterization is

thus requiredfor the nif'al stem. Figure 6-5 charactzes thetwo alternative blending
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schemas associated with each of the symatad andnif'al.

PA’AL NIF'AL

.Al

. Py

CAUSE

Figure 6-5: Two alternative blending characterizationp&al andnif'al.

The two prominent grammaticalfunctions associated withif'al (the "passive' and
‘middle’ voice) reflect, | suggest, two pragmati@borations on thgingle generidblending
schema associated withe binyan (defined in Figure 6-5). In other words, from the
grammaticablending point of viewnif'al (in its most productiveise) isassociated with
only one grammatical function, just like the stggn&l andhuf'al.

Consider, for example, the following triplets axtive pa'al, passivenif'al, and middle

nif'al sentences in 16-17:

(16) a. raxel  shavra(sh.b.r-pa’al) et hakos etmol . (active)

Rachel brealpa‘alpast ACC the-glass yesterday

"Rachelbroke the glass yesterday'
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b. hakos nishbera(sh.b.r-nifal)  etmol. (passive)
the-glass breahif'al pas,tyesterday

"The glassvas brokenyesterday'

C. hakos nishebera(sh.b.r-nif'al) bekalut (middle)

the-glass breahif'al pasteasily

"The glassbroke easily'

a7 a. raxel  maxra(m.k.r-pa‘al) et hasefer etmol (active)

Rachel selpa'alpast ACC the-book yesterday

"Rachelsold the book yesterday'

b. hasefer nimkar(m.k.r-nifal)  etmol. (passive)

the-book selhif‘alpast yesterday

"The bookwas soldyesterday"

C. hasefer nimkar(m.k.r-nif'al) heytev. (middle)

the-book selhif'alpast well

“The booksold well'

In (16a) and (17a), thea'al pattern indicates the integratioha whole causal sequence
into the semantics of the verbalot (anintegration of aphysical cause aneffect on a
patient in16, and a'transfer' causation of gatient to a recipient iri7). The passive
sentences (16b arid’b) differ from the activesentences (16a and 17a)the mapping of
particpants ontdhe first NP (subject) slot othe integratingconstruction: inthe active
sentences, it ithe causal agent that is mapmedo the subjecslot, while in the passive
sentences, it igshe affected patient thas mappedonto the subjectslot. Figure 6-6

compares the blending operations underlying the generation of sentences (16a) and (16b)

6 Figure 6-6represent®ne possiblecharacterization ofhe blending operation irsentenced 6a and 16b.
The characterization starts with a conceptualization of the eventassa sequence @vents(Rachelacts
on the glassherebycausing theglass to be ira newstate,i.e., 'divided into pieces'from the Webster
Dictionary definition of 'break’)The integration of theobservedsequence okvents in Figure 6-@akes
place atthe linguistic level, with thesequence opredicatedntegratedand represented irthe blend by a
single verbal root -sh.b.r-'break’. Another representation of thiending operatiors also possiblewhere
the event igonceiveds an integrated single-predicate event (see Figure 6-5).
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Transiti ve Const.
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.
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BLEND
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Figure 6-6: Comparing the blending operations underlying the generapatabénd

nif'al sentences.
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Note that theblending configuration undsgihg the middlenif'al sentences (16¢ and
17¢c) is exactly the same as tlene underlying thepassivesentenceq16b and 17b,
illustrated in Figure 6-6-B):a causalevent sequence isntegrated intothe Intransitive
construction (whose generic semantics is of a theme undergoing an event); In the blend, the
subject-theme denotes the affected entity in the conceived causal event (the ¢Biss;)in
and the verbal root denotes the causal sequence of predicates (‘breaking’, in 16-c).

The only difference betweethe "passive'and ‘middle' sentences in 16b-c and 17b-c
lies, | suggest, in thienplicit profiling of thecausalagentin the conceived macro-event: In
the passiveentences (16b ark¥b), the causal agent dfie evenis implicitly understood
to exist and be an inherent paftthe event depicted by thieot (thatis, the passivevoice
indicates that another participant, acausal agentvhich is not profiled linguistically,
necessarilyinitiated the event which the profied participant,the subject-theme, is
undergoing). For example, in 16b and 17b, ttlesarwithout saying that it is due to some
external causalorce (not specifiedin the sentencethat 'broke’ the glass or'sold' the
book, thatthe glass waseffectively being 'broken' and thebook “sold'. This implicit
understanding of a necessayistence of amgent istraditionally associatedvith passive
sentences

The middle reading afif'al, in contrast to the pass reading, "dowplays" tte role of
an external causal agent in the communicated event, and promotes instead a construal of the
event as something thdjust happened"probably due tointernal forces (inherent
properties) othe themaundergoingthe eventas Bolozky, 1996:xii, notes: "typically the

change-of-state [imiddle/inchoativenif'al] happens on it®wn, i.e., involuntarily"). In

7 See, for example, Kemmer (1993:204) who definepéssive agconstituted bysituations inwhich the
chief participant is araffected,but not volitionally initiating entity,and in which a second,agentive,
participant exists within the awareness of the speaker (whether expressed or not)".
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sentences 16c¢ arid/’c, for example, we assumehat thebook 'sold well' and theglass
broke easily' because of theinternal (inherent) propertiege.g., the materialthe glass is
made of is breakable, or the book sells well because its an interesting book).

However, though | suggest that middiéal sentences promoteraconstruction of the
event communicated in the senteasean eventhat "just happened"”, &lsosuggest that in
nif'al middle sentencén contrast tchitpa'el middle sentences, to be discussed in section
6.4), the speaker (and hearer) are still dimly aware of the role eXtamal causal foe in
brining aboutthe event denotebly the verbalroot: the book wouldn't sell and theglass
wouldn't break withoutan agentselling or breakingit (examplesl16c¢c-17c).In fact, |
suggest thathe veryuse oftheroots 'to break'and ‘tosell' (which are associated with
transitive “causativesemanticspromotes a reconstruction afcausative event as part of
the interpretation of theentence.The implicit existence of an agent in the conceptual
representation of both the passive and the middle readimgBabfis represented in Figure
6-6-B inthe "presence" of @ausal agent ilnput 1, a causalagentwhich is not mapped
onto the integrating construction (and therefore is not linguistically expressed).

To summarize, buggestthat asingle blending schema iassociated withhe nif'al
pattern. The passive artbe middle readings ofnif'al represent differenttonceptual
elaborations on the schema defined by the stem (eg@d to the rolef anexternalcausal
force in the causative evenbeyondthe grammaticalinformation (i.e., the blending
schema) defined by thef'al stem itself. In both the passive aheé middlesentences, the
only linguistically profiled participant is the affecteentity in the causadequence, but the
reconstruction of the actual communicated evenhbyistenernnvolves a reconstruction of
an external causal agent as wedtrongly so inthe case of thpassive readinggnd very

vaguely so in the case of the middle reading.
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In various languages other than Hebrew, the two conmalgstionsof the causakvent
associated witmif'al (the “passive'and ‘middle’ ones)are marked differently in the
grammar(e.g., note the very differengrammaticalverbal forms in the translation of the
passive andmiddle nif'al sentencesl6-17 above into English). The distinction in
grammatical forms led Hebrew scholémssuggest thathe Hebrewnif'al is grammatically
ambiguousBut in fact, | suggesthat within theHebrew system obinyanim the nif'al
form is not ambiguous at all. It provides (like all oth@ryanin), a set ofgrammaticakcues
(the mapping schema), which can therelaboratedin differentways inthe interpretation
process (i.e., in the reconstruction of the communicated event)

Note that from the grammaticalblending point of view, the two alternative
reconstructions ohif'al (as eibher "passive' or middle’) are practically notany different
from alternative reconstructions$ the sense othe main verb in @aused-motiorsentence
in English (discussed irchapter 2) adinked to alternativesub-events inthe conceived
caused-motionmacro-event. Both casesf "disambiguation” requirethe conceptual
reconstruction of @ossibleevent, beyondhe aesexplicitly provided bythe grammatical

forms.

8 These two examples of "disambiguation” differ howénehe "level" awhich theambiguity isresolved:

in the Englishcaused-motiorsentenceshe ambiguity of theverb is resolved atthe level of mapping
reconstruction(i.e., which aspects ofthe conmunicated event were mappedonto the integrating
construction during sentence generation). In the Hehial sentences, the ambiguity is not at the level of
mapping configuration (since the linguistic mapping is the same in both the pasgiwadle readings of
nif'al), but rather at the level of further pragmagiaboration .

Compare these two levels of "dishiguation” to Brugman'§1996) distinctionbetweensemanticand
pragmatic ambiguityBrugman suggests that various apparently distinct meaassggiated ith the verb
HAVE in differentcontexts result not from distinct senses of tkeb ("semanti@ambiguity"), butrather
follow from different conceptual configurations ("pragmatic ambiguisgt)up for each instance of therb
(in particular, cross-space mappings in the "mespakes'sense of Fauconniet985). Brugmansuggests
that the principles defining the meaning of the verb in each of the sentence she discusses exist at two levels:
the first is the lexical level in whichne of four sensesf the polysemoudexemeHAVE is invoked, and
the second is at a higher level of conceptual mental space construction.
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As a finalnote, it isinteresting tocompare theise ofnif'al in describing prototypical
physical causative events (such as 'breaking’, example 16), or social causative events (such
as transfer of possession'selling’, examplel7), tonon-causative transitive evergsch

as events of perception and cognition, as in example 18:

(18) a. raxel ra?ata (r.?.h-paal) et Dani basuper . (active)
Rachel se@a'alpast ACC Danny at-the-supermarket.

"RachelsawDanny at the supermarket.’

b. dani nir?a (r.?.h-nif'al) basuper. (passive)

Danny seaifal past at-the-supermarket.

‘Dannywas seerat the supermarket.

C. dani nir?a (r.?.h-nifal)  mesahge'a/nexmad (middle)

Danny seaifal past gorgeous/nice

"Dannylooked/seemedgorgeous/nice'

In section5.2, when discussinghe pa'‘al stem, | mentionedvarious scholars who
suggest thaexperiencers anstimuli of perceptioreventsare metaphoricallgonstrued as
agents andpatients (andexpressed as such ithe language, cf. Givén, 1984).
Interestingly, we find theame conceptuambiguity betweerpassive andaniddle readings
of nif'al verbs of préotypical transitiveroots (seediscussionabove with regard to
sentences 16b-c and 17b-chifial verbsof perception and cognition roots (18b-c). In the
passivenif'al sentencel8b, anexternal agent isnplicitly understoodto exist (e.g., it is
due to some unspecified agent that “saw' Danny, that the event of Danny being ‘seen' in the
supermarket coul@ctually happened). Theniddle reading (sentence &8 in contrast,
promotes a construal dhe event as somethingat "just happened”probably due to
internal forces (inherent properties) ofthe themeundergoingthe event (Dannylooks

gorgeous oseems to baice becausehis is justthe way he is). Howeer, | suggested
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before (when analyzig sentenced 6-17) hat thespeaker (andhearer) of middlenif'al

sentencesre also aware othe role of an implicitexternalforce (a causahgent). This
observation seems to applyewample 18c awell: Dannywould notbe consideredgeem
or look) gorgeous omice, without someondooking at him (perceivinghis beauty and

character).

The analysis ofif'al in this section locates the middle usendfal closer toits passive
use (incomaprison tdraditional accountswhich list them astwo separate independent
functions ofthe stem). Thepassive andniddle construalfunctions lie in the blending
account on a conceptuaintinuum associated withe characterization dhe causaforce,
a continuum similar to thene proposedly Kemmer(1993). In Kemmer'sross-linguistic
study, the passive igelated to middlespontaneous &ons or processes "irterms of the
affectedness ahe chief participanand thelow-to-vanishing saliency of any paipant
that might be conceiveas the originatoof the event'(p.205). Kemmer alsssuggestghat
"the passive is midway between a tvand a one-participastvent inthe sense that like the
prototypical transitiveevent, it has two participants, but likee intransitive,the event is
treated as having only one salient entity, which is broughigraimmaticafocus” (p.205).
In the blending analysis providéd this chapterthe "one-participantharacter" ofpassive
sentences is reflected in the integrating Intransttvestruction(Input 2) andts associated
one-participant event schema; theo-participantcharacter" of thgassivesentences is
reflected in the underlying conceptuapresentatiofinput 1) ofthe causakvent sequence

(minimally involving a causal agent and an affected patient).
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6.4 Blending analysis ohitpa'el
The fourth intransitive-only stem irthe Hebrewverbalsystem ishitpa'el (hitCaCeC).
Following aresome exampis of hitpa'el verbs, and theirtranslation intoEnglish (from

Bolozky 19963:

(20)  a. hitgaleax (g.l.x) == *shave(intr.)'
b. hit?aper (?.p.r) == ‘make up oneself '
c. histarek (s.r.k) == “‘comb one's hair'
d. hitpater (p.t.r) == ‘resign’ (intr.)
e. hit'orer (C.u.r) == ‘wake up' (intr.)
f. hishtage'a (sh.g.') == ‘become/ get crazy'
g. hitparec (p.r.c) == “burst out' (also used metaphorically)
h. hizdaken (z.k.n) == “get old/ grow old'
i. hit?ahev (2.h.v) == “fall in love'

The stemhitpa'el like nif'al, is traditionally associatedwith more tlan one
grammatical/semantic function, the major functions besfigxive, middle, inchoativend
reciprocal Hebrewgrammarians differ as t@hich function/s they view a#he major or
most frequent function dahe binyan(and in particular, they differ ithe association of a
grammaticalfunction toa particularhitpa'elroot combination in thdexicon). Waltke and
O'Connor (199@t29) suggestthat hitpa'el (in Biblical Hebrew), is usedorimarily as
double-statugreflexive/reciprocal)Berman, in contrast, identifidee middle voice as the
principd function of hitpa'el (Berman, 1975 and asthe "intransitive reflex ofpi‘el”
(Berman, 1978). Bolozky (1996) associdtépa'el mainly with change-of-staténchoative
function, as well aseflexive and fewreciprocals.Productivity tests withadult sgakers
suggest that Hebrew speakeosceive thénitpa'el mainly asa productiveway to express

reflexivity: Bolozky (1978) reports gpreference of almosi00% to usehitpa'el as

9 A phonological rule in the use ditpa'elis that if the root beginwith a sibilant, then thet and the
sibilant metathesize, i.e., the pattern becomes hiCtaCeC (as in examples 20c, 20f, 20h, and 20i).
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inchoative or as reflexive. Thetpa'el stem is alsdhe secondproductive stem (aftgpi'el)
in new verb coinage in standard and colloquial Israeli HEWBrew

| suggest thahitpa'el, like nif'al, marksin fact asingle schema otonceptuablending
from the generic causative event schenma the integrating Intransitive syntactic
construction, with the different "grammatical functions" associated withthe stem
corresponding to different conceptual elaborations on the basic blesaieghaThe basic
blending schema dfitpa’el involves, | suggesthe mapping oboth the causal agent and
the afectedentity onto the subjecslot of the integratingconstruction, wherthe two are
also conceived aswo different aspects of the sameatity. Figure 6-7characterizes the
blending schema associated with the dtépa'el (a dotted line corecting the causdbrce

and affected entity marks their conceptualization as part of the same entity).

causing
* Pred; event

CAUSE

effected
e Preds> event

Figure 6-7: The blending schemahatpa'el

The characterization otitpa'el in Figure 6-7 is in line withthe traditional

10 Sivan (1964) collected955 newverb forms in Israeli newspapersand found they are divided into
binyanimas follows: about 30%f the verbswere inpi‘el, 28% in hitpa'el 14% inhif'il, 11% in pu'al,
6% inhuf'al, 5% inpa‘al, and 5% imif'al (see also Bolozky, 1986). The productivity lofpa‘el to express
reflexivity seems tadecreasénowever inlsraeli Hebrew: Berman (1978) reports d@endency incolloquial

Hebrew to replace thatpa'elby a pronominal reflexive
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characterization ofhitpa'el as primarily denoting reflexivity', and the definition of
‘reflexivity' in the literature.For exanple, inthe Dictionaryof Linguistics and Phonetics
(Crystal 1991:284), reflexivity igefined as grammatical ternfor referring to "a verb or
construction wherehe subjectand theobjectrelate tothe sameentity”. In the case of
Hebrewhitpa'el sentencesthere is no expdit object inthe linguisticexpression, but the
binyantriggers a reconstruction of a causal event sequence (Input 1) thberausahgent

and the affected entity are (or are part of) the same entity.

Berman(1978) notes thahe hitpa'el reflexive inHebrewcan be characterized as "a
paraphrase of aausativeconstruction wherehe agentand the goakefer to the same
individual". The blending characterization ofhitpa'el (Figure 6-7) alsostarts with a
conceptual structure (Input 1) otausaleventsequence (the "genemausative schema").
Thoughthe actuakvent in theworld involves only one-participant, itsonceptualization
(Input 1) is like arevent invdving two participants. The twtparticipants'may beeither
two physical parts ahe sameentity, or"external” and "internal" aspects of antity (see
discussion below)Kemmer(1993:204)also suggests thatthe reflexive is like atwo-
participant event in that the participaats distinguished from onanother -either because
the event theyexpress nanally involves two distinct entities, or, in the case of events
which normally involve one, because taistinguishable agetsof anindividual are made
reference to".

Consider, for example, the followinm'el andhitpa'el pair of sentences (21-22):

(21)  Hasapar gileax (g.l.x) et Dani

The-barber shave—pi'elpast ACC Danny

“The barber shaved Danny'.

(22) Dani  hitagleax (g.l.x)
Danny shavehitpa‘elpast

“Danny shaved'.

A causal sequence of evemsscommunicated irboth sentence@1-22). The causal
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sequence in both involvescausingevent (inwhich the causal agent acts a patient -
shaving),and an impeéd resulting event (e.g., the matient's skinbeing smooth). The
sequence of events in sentence 21 is integnatiethe Basic Trasitive construction, while
in 22 it is integrated intothe Intransitive construction.The root of the verb in both
sentencesyl.x - 'shave’) denotes tlvausingpredicate, whilghe effected predicate left
unspecified. Agredicted by thanalysis inchapter 5.the binyanof the main verb in the
transitive sentence 21 psel. (pi‘el is proposed to mark the mapping of a caugireglicate
into the verbal slot of the integrating construction).

In example21, the agent (thdarber) andhe patient (Danny) areonstrued as two
distinct entities. In example 2the agentind thepatient areconstrued apart ofthe same
entity (Danny), but adistinguishedaspectqcf. Kemmer, 1993) within this entity (i22, a
prototype is imposed of Danny's hand the causalagent,and Danny'sface as the
patient}l. Figure 6-8comparesthe blending operationsnvolved in the generation of

sentence 21 (Figure 6-8-A) and 22 (Figure 6-8-B).

11 A prototypical meaning isssociatedvith the hitpa'el form hitgaleax that it is the hand shaving the
face Thus, for example, to use fotmtgaleax to refer to a man shaving his chest would sound odd (though
perfectly grammatical). Inthe latter case, it ismore common tantegratethe conceivedreflexive causal
event into theTransitiveconstruction (as ir21), profiling the "non-common‘affectedpart as well,while
using the stenpi'el (ratherthan hitpa'e)) with the reflexive pronounacmo- “himself'. Junger1987:88
makes the point that though reflexivityhtebrew can be expressbdth morphologicallyand by means of
a reflexive pronoun, the pronominal form is used only when no refléiipa’el form exists in the lexicon.
The 'shavingexamplementionedheresuggests that the pronominal form is als®ed as aemantically
marked form - when eithéhe causal forcer the affectedentity is unexpectedas anotheexample, if it is
always thebarberthat is shaving Danny, it is possible to use the pronominal foather than the
morphological form, to communicate an unusual event in which Danny shaved himself).
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152



153

Note a strikingparallelismbetween thdlendingcharacterization opa'al and hitpa'et
the integration in thpa'al blending schema djoth the causingandthe effectedpredicates
from the conceived event onto a singkebalslot in theintegratingconstruction(Figure 6-
9-A below) can be equatedth theintegration in thehitpa'el blending schema dfoth the
causingandthe affected participantom the conceived eventto a singlenominalslot in
the integratingconstruction(Figure 6-9-B). And,just as itwas suggeste(in section5.2)
that transitivepa'al verbs can be equated widixical causativererbs in English (in both the
lexical root represents what is conceived at lemel as aisgle integrated predicatand at
anotherlevel, when "zooming" into the semantics of the oty as a complex set of
predicates), so does the subject NP of a reflexiipa'el verb represents what e®nceived
at one level aa singleintegrated entitf{e.g., 'Danny’ irexample22) and atnotherlevel

as a complex set of entities (e.g., Danny's hand acting on Danny's face in example 22).

A. PA'AL B. HITPA'EL

CAUSE

Figure 6-9: Comparing the blending schemasadl andhitpa’el

The parallelisrmoted betweetthe blending schemas gfa'al and hitpa'el with respect
to the mapping of predicates and participants defines a general systematic pattern in the
blending schemas associated witle binyanim system as a wholesachbinyanis a
function of one ofthree patterns ofpredicatemapping andparallel threepatterns of

participant mapping , as will be discussed in chapter 7 (summarizibgiraimsystem).
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6.4.1 The 'reflexive' vs. the 'middle' functions ofhitpa’el

In section 6.3, | discussedthe differentevent reconstrugbns associated with the
passive andniddle readings ofnif'al. | suggestedhat thetwo readingsdiffer in their
reconstruction of an external causal farcéhe eventlenoted bythe root. Inboth readings
the existence of aexternal causalorce canonly be implied, butthe ‘'middle' reading
strongly "downplays" the role of an implicit agent, and promotes instead the rioteroél
(inherent) properties to the theme (the affe@stity) asthe causerfor the (communicated)
event.

In this section, Isimilarly suggest thathe reflexive and middle-inchoativevoices
associated withhitpa'el are different conceptual elaborations onthe same blending
configuration (definedn Figure 6-7). While hitpa'el marks thatthe causal fae and the
affected entity in the conceived event are part of the same &mgsr, | suggest that the
reflexivereadingpromotes a comption ofthe implicit causal force gshysically separate
from the affectedentity, while the middle-inchoativereadingpromotes a @nception of the
implicit causal force as anternal aspect of the affecteghtity. Themiddle hitpa'el and the
middlenif'al differ, | propose, in that the middhef'al suggests the existence of external
causal forcen addition tothe causality attributed to the intermqabperties ofthe affected
entity. In the hitpa'el case nosuch externalforce (distinctfrom the affected entity) is
implied.

To seethe distinction between theflexive andmiddle readings otitpa'el, consider
the following prototypical reflexivéitpa'el verbs(i.e., verbs whichHebrewgrammarians

all define as reflexive, cf. Berman, 1978:86, and Bolozky, 1998:2xiii

12 Note that in other languagegtooming verbs such as thenes in example§2la-d) aresometimes
markedwith (what is considered tdoe) amiddle marker rathethan areflexive one, as in thecase of the
Dutchzichused with grooming verband proposedby Kemmer, 1993) to mark theiddle voice (vs. the
“reflexive’ zichselj. But seealso VanEverbroek'sproposal(unpublished m.) and his quotation of Faltz
(1985:129) suggestingo "leave it open whether zich should beconsidered amiddle strategy with
pronominal reflexive syntax, or a pronominal reflexive with extended application to some middle contexts".
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(21) a. hitgaleax (g.1.x) == ‘shave' (intr.)
b. hit?aper (?.p.r) == ‘make up oneself '
c. histarek (s.r.k) == “‘comb one's hair'
d. hitlabesh (1.b.sh) == “dress oneself', “get dressed'

In all theexamples in 21 (defined agrooming' verbsby Kemmer, 1993), we can
physically differentiate the "hand' #® causal agemtffecting anothephysical part of the
body (the cheeks 'being shaved', the face "being made up', the hair "being combed', etc.)

In contrast to examplg@la-d),the hitpa'el exampés (22a-e)re consideredmiddle-

inchoative:
(22)  a. hit'orer (C.u.r) == ‘wake up' (intr.)
b. hishtage'a (sh.g.') == ‘become/ get crazy'
d. hizdaken (z.k.n) == “getold/ grow old'
c. hitparec (p.r.c) — “burst out' (also used metaphorically)
e. hitpocec (p.c.c) == 'explode’ (intr.)

In all the scenarios communicated in (2R)s impossible tghysically differentiate the
causing andhe affected aspects of the entitgdergoingthe event,and while in many
cases it is notlear at allwhat isthe causal forcehat brings about theobserved #ect
(change ofstate),people tend tampose internal forces (e.g., biological/mentalforces in
humans, or physical properties inherent to materialf)easausal force "behinddbserved
events such growing old, waking up, explodingl®etc

Comparenow middle nif'al verbs, such asnimkar - 'sell’ (intr.), nishbar- 'break’
(intr.), andniftax - 'open(intr.)", to middle hitpa'el verbs such asit'orer - "wake up',
hitparec- 'burst out', andiit?ahev- “fall in love'. The prototypical scenario associated with
all the middlenif'al verbs involves an external fordeat bringsabout the event denoted by
the root though this external force is left imjp (e.g., sometmg would notsell, break, or

open, withoutsomeexternal brce causindhe event tdhappen). Iimiddle hitpa'el verbs,

13 Philosophers such as HuraadKant havediscussed irtheir writings theapparenhumantendency to
attribute causality to almost any observed event.
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in contrast, noexternal fore is implied (asiddrom internal,physical properties of the

entity undergoing the evenit.

Two comments should be made at this point about the analysfabandhitpa'el

(1) Clearly,the distinction between thgassive andniddle readings ohif'al, and the
reflexive andmiddle readings ofhitpa'el are notbinary oppositions, butatherlie on a
conceptual continuum. Each reading (or constiefines d'radial category'(in the sense
of Lakoff 1987; see alsthe use ofthe term inKemmer'sdiscussion ofmiddle type
situations, 1993yvith the most protogpical examples ithe center, andess prototypical
cases athe peripherals. Theeripheries ofthe two radial categorie®verlap toa large
extent (a factwhich alsoexplainswhy different scholarsoften assigndifferent voice
categories to theamelexical verb). We wouldalsoexpect tofind cases wher two very
similar interpretations wilbe associated witthe sameaoot in twodifferent binyanim (as
will be discussed in section 6.4.2).

(2) Theanalysis ofnif'al and hitpa'el aboverefers only tothe most frequent and
productiveusages ofachbinyan and leavesout, for the time beirg, the other (less
common)grammaticalcategoriesassociated witreachpattern. Furtheempirical work is
needed to decide whether the less-frequent functioeaatfbinyan (such aghe reciprocal
function) define a different blending (mappirsghema, or wéther theycan be associated

with the sameblending schemas defined this chapte>. The analysis alsdeaves out

14 The hypothesis that the middigpa‘el reading does not incorporate an external ageaesnot mean that

no externalforce was involvedin the observedevent in theworld (i.e., the eventcommunicated by the
hitpa'el sentence). lbnly means that théinguistic expressiondoesnot imply externalforce -i.e., the

hitpa'el stays "neutral” with regard to the existence of external forces

15 There is goodikelihood thatwith further researchthe other functions ohitpa'el and nif'al could be
identified as part adhe sameblendingschemalor example, botlbinyanimare associatedvith reciprocal
semantics (more frequently sotiitpa‘eland rarely innif'al). Thereciprocalfunction hasbeenoften linked
to the reflexive one. Kemmer (1993) identifies the reciprocal function as one extension in theatadily
of middlesituation types. These proposals suggest tthexe is astrong conceptual-semantiink between
the passive, middle, reflexive and reciprocal grammatical functions across languages.
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idiosyncrasiedound inthe ModernHebrew lexicon that donot conformto the more
regular morphsemantic patbsr of theHebrew verbal system(for example,there is no
directly observedmotivationfor the fact thahityashew “sit down' is inhitpa'el, but the
semanticallyvery similar predicatenishkav -'lie down' is innif'al). For a discussion of
irregularities in the Moderhlebrewlexicon, seeBerman(1987:88-90). ABermannotes,

it is quite probable that many of these irregularities did not apply at some earlier stage of the

Hebrew languadé.

The results of the rather brief blending analysisif&l andhitpa'el in this section are
very much in line with some ddemmer's(1993) findings inher study ofcross-linguistic
semanticlinks betweenmiddle situationtypes. For exampleKemmersuggests that the
direct-reflexive situation (the "archetypal reflexieentext”) andbody action middles
(events in which a human being acts out ondven body),both discussed irthis chapter
with regard tathe hitpa'el stem,are alternativavays ofviewing particulartypes of events
where"participantsthat essentiallyrefer to thesame entity arelistinguished tadifferent
degrees'(p.207). Among thedifferent alternativeviews sheidentifies, she alssuggests
that "[in the direct-reflexivecase] greateseparation isentailed byreference to purely
physical aspects of antity... inopposition tothe consciousaspect of the individual [in
the middlecase]"(p.207). Kemmer alsdinks the "passive" semantic categornand the
category of "spontaneous event situation types" (discussed in this chapter with regard to the
nifal stem), and suggests thathe main difference between théwo is that in the
spontaneous process type, "there need lmaunser identified as AgentBut, in principle,

one could always imagine a natural or super-natural initiator of such event types" (p.208).

16 For example, théact that nif'al was associategbrimarily with areflexive function in Biblical Hebrew
(Glinert, 1989; Siebesma, 1991) may explaindernidiosyncrasiessuch ashityashev- “sit down' and
nishkav -'lie down' (n.m.).



158

The discussion in thishaptersuggests aonceptuabssociation betweethe "passive'
and "'middleVoice categorieqasreflected in theanalysis ofthe nif'al stem), and between
the “reflexive'and “middle-inchoative/oice categoriegasreflected in theanalysis of the
hitpa'el stem). Thus,the analysis also linksconceptually thereflexive' and “passive’
schemas via the "middle-inchoative' one. The three conceptual schemas can be described as
lying on a continuunjpassive--middle/innovative--reflexive], @ntinuum similar to the
one found as part of Kemmer's (1990:2d14aracterization of theadial category ofmiddle
situation types.

6.4.2 What the root of hitpa'el verbs denotes

In sections6.2-6.3, Icontrastedhe use ofthe three intransitivastemspual, huf'al,
andnif'al on the basis of whicpredicates in the causal event sequeheeoot of the verb
depicts: itwas suggested thdbe root of pu'al (and pi‘el) verbs defts the causing
predicate within a causakquencehuf'al (and hif'il) roots depict theeffectedpredicate,
andnif'al (andpa'al) roots depict anautonomousevent (where the root sematics itself
may integrate a whole causal sequesfcpredicates). Irsection6.4, | contrastedhe three
"intransitive" patterngu‘al, huf'al, and nif'al with the hitpa'el pattern suggestinghat
hitpa'el differs fromthe former three in bat it grammaticallydenotes thathe causal force
and the affected entity aphysicallythe sameentity and both are mappeadnto the subject
slot of the integrating construction. The question thitrstnains tdbe answered is which
predicates in the causal event sequenceotiiteof hitpa'elverbs profiles.

In all accounts oHebrewbinyanim hitpa'el is primarily linked to thepi‘el stem. The
link betweenhitpa'el andpi'el is based both orthe frequent co-occurrence of these two
stems withthe sameconsonantal roots, and on a mpiwological link: hitpa'el is formally
derived frompi'el and at prefix (Waltke and O'Connor, 190:429). Following the
blending analysis gbi'el, we would expecthe root of the correspondindhitpa’el verbs to

depict thecausingpredicate as wellbut within a reflexive eventstructure). Anexample of
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such api'el -hitpa'el pair is given in sentenceg1-22 in section6.4.1 (the blending
patterns of which are described in Figure 6-8).

In this section, | would like to bri¢y discussthe lessfrequent examples diitpa'el
verbs whose roots do notcur withpi'el forms in the standardHebrew lexicon.These
hitpa'el verbstypically denote amiddle’ (rather than ‘reflexe’) construal ofthe causal
event sequence (i.e., one whére causaforcesare "internal” tathe affectecentity). The
roots of thesditpa'el verbs typically denote theffectedoredicate in a causal sequence, and
co-occur in the lexicon with either an intransitivéil stem,and/orintransitivepa‘al stem.

In such casesthe sense ofthe hitpa'el verb is often indistinguishable from the
correspondingntransitivepa‘al or hif'il verbs (withthe sameroot), afact which is not
surprising, given the blending account of these patterns, as will be discussed below.

Consider, for gample,the use oftheroot z.k.nin (24) (translationanto English are

from Bolozky, 1996):
(24) zaken (adjective) - “old'

a
b. zakan (pa’al) - “grow old'

n

hizdaken (hitpa’el) - “grow old', “become old'
hizkin (hif’il) - ‘render old' (tr.), 'become old' (intr.)

/e

To account for the very similar senses (and translations) of the intramsitalehitpa’el
and hif'il-hitpa'el forms of z.k.n we need toanalyzefirst the blending (and construal)
function of eachintransitivestem. Iwill start with adiscussion ofthe intransitiveuse of
pa‘al, and then discuss the intransitive uséaibtil .

| suggested in section 5.2, that ffeéal form construes the event denoted by the root as
an autonomousevent. With trarsitive pa‘al verbs communicating aausal sequence of
events,theroot of the pa‘al verb integrates thevhole causal sequence qfiedicates and
represents it as a single autonomous predicate. In intranmataleserbs, the root indicates
a non-causativeone-participant ever{tvhich again isrepresented agutonomouskys, for

example, in motion verbs suchlasax (h.L.k, pa‘'al) - 'walk', orrac (r.u.cpa'al) ‘run’, or
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in verbs describing bodily actions, ashaxa(b.k.hpa'al) - “cry’, orcaxak(c.x.kspa'al)-
‘laugh'. Since theniddlereading ofhitpa'el refersreally to aone-participantevent, where
the causal forcés internal to the participarfas discussed ithe previous section), the
hitpa'elschema is largely compatible with tha'al intransitive schema of a one-participant
autonomous (non-causal) event.

In section 5.2, | pointed out that we can characterize the blending operations underlying
the use of transitivpa'al verb, such abarag(h.r.gpa‘al) - ‘tokill', in two differentways
(Figure 5-7, chapter 5). In one description (5-7-A), we start witbnaeptualizatiorof the
event of 'killing' (harag as a singleintegratedevent. Inthis case,the linguistic blending
process is a straight, one-to-one mapgiom the singleeonceivedevent tothe integrating
construction. In the other description (5-7-B), we start with a conceptualizatibe efent
as composedf two separatesub-eventsand only througHinguistic blending the three
original predicategome to be realized as a single predi¢atgressed in aingle clause
structure). Theblendingprocess inthe lattercase ispossible onlybecausethe lexicon
provides a single lexical robtr.g (or a single stem in English - "kll') whose semantics
already integrates thehole causalsequence. Irthe sameway, we may characterize
hitpa'el sentencegsuch as22, Danny hitgaleax- ‘Danny shaved')n two ways. In one
description (Figure 6-10-A), wstart with aconceptualizatiorof the entityundergoing the
event ('Danny' in example 22) as a single entitglergoing a single ever this case, the
linguistic blendingprocess is atraight, one-to-onemapping fromthe single conceived
event to the integrating construction. In thieestdescription (Figar 6-10-B), we start with
a conceptualization of the eveast composed d¥vo separatsub-events with twalifferent
entities (Danny's hand and Danys face) undergoing different sub-events,and only
through theconceptual andinguistic blendingoperationthe two sub-eventand the two

entities come to be realized as a single entity 'Danny' undergoing a single event 'shaving'.
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(6-10-A) (6-10-B)
Intrans. Cons. Event Sequence Intrans. Cons. Event Sequence
NP"V NP’ V

ne Xl
e Pred-1

CAUSE

e X2

e Pred-2

Fi

gure 6-10: Two possible blending schemas for the bigpa'el.

We may now also assignthe characterization ofiitpa'el in Figure 6-10 tomiddle
hitpa'el verbs such ashizdaken('growing old'). On one hand, it is possible to
conceptualize the event gfowing old as amventcaused bybiological forcesinternal to
the living animalwhich thenbring aboutthe effected state of the exterdmidy becoming
‘old" (Figure 6-10-B). Such a conceptuadtion of the event motivates thuse of the
reflexive-middle hitpa'el stem. Onthe other handthe event of'growing old' may be
conceptualized as a simpbme pedicate event (something thast happens) ta single
entity. Thelatter concefalization fits the blending description irFigure 6-10-A. The
important point to note is that the characterizatiohitpia'elin Figure 6-10-A isexactly the
one associated withlthe basic intransitiva'al stem. It istherefore notsurprising that
sometimes weannotdistinguishthe meamg associateavith the sameroot occurring in

bothpa'al andhitpa'el, as in the case abkanandhizdaken "grow old' (example 24b-c) .

Now considerthe hif'il stemusedintransitively. | suggested irchapter 4, that the
transitive hif'il pattern, denotes eausalsequencewith the root profiling the effected
predicate. Thenif'il stem issometimes alsasedintransitively, in whichcase ithas an
inchoativesense (Berman, 1975Yhe root of inchoative hif'il verbs, | suggestalso

denotes aeffectedoredicate.
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Following are afew examples ofhif'il inchoative verbs (25a-e).The roots of the
inchoative hif'il verbs denote color andohysical propertieqGlinert, 1989:465). The
adjectival word whose root is used in th&il form is provided in brackets:

(25) a. hivri (b.1.?) == cure(tr.), recover(intr.) (bari- healthy)
b.  hilbin (1b.n) == whiten (tr., intr.) (lavan - white)
c.  hivshil (b.sh.l) == ripen (tr. intr.) (bashel - ripe)
d. hexmic (x.m.c) == make sour/acidify(tr.), turn sour (xamuc - sour)
e. himtik (m.tk) == sweeten (matok - sweet)

Most of thehif'il verbs above (25a-d) are ambiguous between a transitive-causative and
intransitive-inchoativereadings. For >ample, hivri means both “tacure' (cause to be
healthy), and “to recover' (to become/turn healthy). Similaillgin means both “tbleach’
(cause to bevhite), and “to whita' (to become/turnrwhite). Theverbal rootin every
exampledenotes aesulting stateThe only difference, Isuggestbetweenhif'il transitive
(causative) and intransitive (inchoative) is that¢hasal force imssumed tde externalin
the transitive-causative readif@s inhivri - 'cure’, 'cause to be healthy'snd unknown
(or "internal") in the intransitive-inchoative of&s inhivri- - 'recover,'becomehealthy’).

In addition, inthe transitivehif'il schema(as inall trarsitive sentences)the subject NP
denotes the causal force. In the intransitive schema, it denotes the affected entity.

Note hat the characterizatioof the intransitivehif'il stem,and the middle' hitpa'el
stem in terms of thélending operation involved artie underlying conception of the
causative schema is very much the sébmth denote a causaventsequence where the
causal force isinknown orinternal to the affectedntity). The two differ only in that the
root ofhitpa'el verbs typically profileghe causingevent(whenthe hitpa'el root co-occurs
with thepi'el stem), while the root ahe hif'il verbstypically profiles the effectedstate in
the causal sequence. Thare onlyfew cases, wheréheroot of the hitpa'el verb denotes
the effected event, in which case its meamngxpected to be equivalent to the intransitive

hif'il form with the same root (as lmzdakerandhizkin- "grow old', example 24c-d).



