Chapter 7.
Summary of results - a blending account
of the binyanim system.

In chapters 4-6 of the thesis, | developed a blending analysislhifamimsystem in
Hebrew. Thebinyan,according to thenalysis, is grammaticaimarkerfor a caceptual
and linguistic blending operation. the blendingoperation, a @mplex event conceived in
the world is Hended with one othe languages' syntacticonstructions. Thélending
operationinvolvesthe mapping ofpartial information from the conceived everanto the
integrating syntacticconstruction. Thisoperation results in a linguistic structure (the
sentence communicated time languagejvhich representthe complex conceived event as
an instance od singletightly-integrated evensgtructure. Theole of thebinyan according
to this analysis, is tanark theparticular blending operation, andyuide the hearer in the
linguistic "de-integration"(or "un-packing")operation -- theeconstruction of a probable
scenario which the speaker conceived and intended to communicate.

The analysis suggests thatach binyan is associated with aingle blending (or
mapping) scheméwith the binyanimpa'al, nif'al, andhitpa'el eachassociatedvith two
variations of amore genericchema)lrrespective ofthe particularsyntacticconstruction
being used (identifying the general evsinticture communicated msentence)the binyan
marks the particular elements that msugpped from theonceived evenbnto the integrating
syntactic construction (and are thus explicitly expressed in the sentence).

Figure 7-1 summarizes the blending schema(s) associated withiegeah:
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PA’AL - CaCaC

PIEL - CiCeC

HIFIL - hiCCiC

NIF’AL - niCCaC

PUAL - CuCaC

HUF'AL - huCCaC

HITPAEL - hitCaCeC
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Figure 7-1: Summary - a blending analysis oflilmyanimsystem.
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The blending analysis othe binyanimsystem, aslescribed in Figur@-1, provides a
unified and systematia@ccountfor the variousgrammaticafunctions ofthe system.Each
binyanis associated with a single blendischemaandthe different scemas complement
each other. Eachlending schema is defined as a functiontwb parameters(l) the
predicateswhich are mappedonto the nain verbal slot of the integrating syntactic
construction (and profiled bthe verbalroot); and(2) the participantswhich are mapped
onto the first NP slot (the "subject” slot) of the integrating syntactic construction.

With regard to the mapping pfedicatesthe analysis identifiegll togetherthreetypes
of mapping scemas fromthe conceived evenbnto the verbalslot of the syntactic
construction: (a) the mapping otausingpredicatewithin a causal eventb) the mapping
of an effectedpredicatewithin a causal eventand (c)the mapping of arautonomous
predicate(i.e., a pedicatewhich is na itself part of a largerevent sequence). The
autonomous predicatmay be either a predicaia a conceivedsingle-predicateevent
structure, or the conceptual and linguistic integration of a sequence of predicates - a causing
and effected predicateom acausal sequence e¥ents).The threemapping schemas of
predicates are illustrated in Figure 7-2.

With regard tothe mapping ofparticipants the analysis idetifies againall together
three types of mapping schemas from the conceived event onto the first NP (subject) slot of
the syntact construction: (ajhe mapping of a&ausalagentin a causal eventfb) the
mapping of anaffected entityin a causal even&and (c)the mapping of amutonomous
entity (i.e., an entity which isot part ofa larger multi-participantevent). Tle autonomous
entity may be either a participant in a conceived single-participant strecture, or the
conceptualand linguistic integration of a causal agantd anaffected entity in a causal

event). The three mapping schemas of participants are illustrated in Figure 7-3.
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"CAUSING PREDICATE" "EFFECTED PREDICATE" "AUTONOMUS PREDICATE"

Figure 7-2: Summary - three mapping schemaseticatesn thebinyanimsystem

"CAUSAL AGENT" "AFFECTED ENTITY" "AUTONOMUS PARTICIPANT"

Figure 7-3: Summary - three mapping schemamdfcipantsin thebinyanimsystem
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Table 7-1 defineseachbinyan as a function of the two mapping parameters (the
mapping of predicates arlde mapping of participantsom the conceived everanto the
integrating syntactic contraction) identified figures 7-2and7-3. The horizontalaxis in
Table 7-1representshe first parameterwhat ismapped ontdand profiledby) the verbal
root (Figure7-2). Thevertical axis representthe secondparameterwhat ismapped onto
(and profiled by) the first nominal (subject) slot (Figure 7-3).

Table 7-1: Summary - defining eadbinyanas a function of two parameters:

a mapping schema of predicates (horizontal axis) and a mapping
schema of participants (vertical axis).

predicate | autonomous causing effected
mapping predicate predicate predicate
participant : : . : . :
mapping * Figure 7-2(C) Figure7-2(A) Figure 7-2(B)
causal agent pa‘al pi‘el hif'il
Figure 7-3(A)
affected entity nifal pu‘al hufal
Figure 7-3(B)
autonomous pa‘al hitpael hif'il
Figure 7-3(C) hitpa'el hitpa'el

Note that according toTable 7-1, eachbinyan is associated indeed with single
blending schemgwhich is acombination of a mapping schenwd predicates and a
mapping schema of participants). When bimgyanoccurs in more than one cell in Table 7-
1, the cells aren the sameaow or line: for example hitpa'el occurs inthree cells inTable
7-1, butall cells are in the samew. This meanshHhat hitpa'el is associated witlone
participantmapping scheméFigure 7-3/C), but isneutralwith regard to(or generalizes
over) the mapping opredicatesEach of thestemspa'al andhif'il occurs in twocells in
Table7-1, butthe cells are in the sane@lumn. This means thapa'al and hif'il are each

associated witlbnepredicate mapping schenflaéigures7-2/C and 7-2/B respectively), but
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generalizeover the mapping of participantwo binyanimthat occur in onecell (e.g.,
pa‘al andhitpa'el, or hif'il and hitpa'el) suggest thatheir semanticgblending function)

overlaps in certain contexts (as discussed in section 6.4.2).

The blending analysis othe Hebrew binyanim comes closest in its approach to the
view suggested idenni'sstudy of Bblical Hebrew (1968), summarizexhdreiterated in
Siebesma(1991). Jenni assumesdt theverbal binyanim systemoriginally formed a
closed system of grammatical categories. In the syst&im of the seveverbalstems had,
morphologically andsemantically, alearly defined function distinctrom that of others.
Each verbal stem stood, in form and meaning, in distinctive oppositieactoof the other
verbalstems. Thevlending scheis identifiedfor eachbinyanin this thesisalso define a
distinct functionfor eachbinyan which is complementary to thdunctions of other
binyanim The blending schemas ddll seven binyanim (Figure 7-1) form a unified
grammatical systein

The results of the blending analyarg also vergimilar tothe onesreached bywaltke
and O'Connor, 1990, for Biblical Hebrew (thoughthe methodology and initial
assumptions inthe two accountsare \ery different). Compare Table 7-1, which
summarizesthe findings ofthe blendinganalysis ofthe binyanimsystem in thisstudy, to
Table 7-2 summarizingWaltke and O'Connor'sresults (as found irheir book, 1990:
358). Waltke and O'Connor suggest that Heldsewanimare afunction ofthe voice of a
primary subject,and a secondary subject incausative event (if onexists).Thevertical
axis in Table 7-2 representthe voice of the primary subje(®S), and the horiantal axis

represents the voice of the secondary ("under-") subject (US).

11t should benoted hereagain thatthe blending accountproposed inthis thesisfor the binyanim
systemcoversonly the most frequentand prominentfunctions of each binyan The large number of
idiosyncrasies in the lexicon aniinor grammatical functionsssociatedvith eachbinyan are not analyzed
in this thesis.
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Table 7-2. Waltke & O'Connor's (1990) analysis oftiligzanimsystem

Qigeof US Absence Passive Active
\/oice of PS
Active pa‘al pi‘el hif'il
Passive/Middle nif'al pu'al huf'al
Reflexive nif'al hitpa'el hif'il

Note thatboth the analysis ofbinyanimproposed inthis thesis,and theanalysis by
Waltke and O'Connor (1990), peausation(and the causative event structure) ascter
pole around whichthe grammaticalunctions ofthe differentbinyanimare to bedefined.
And though the two analyses differ in their initial assumptions on what aspects of causation
are grammaticallynarked by thebinyanim system(Waltke and O'Connor focuson the
marking ofthe voice of participants in the causa&kent,while my analysisfocuses on the
arrangement anthteraction ofpredicates and participants in the causaduence), the
structural organization of tH@nyanimsystem as illustrated ifables 7-1 and-2 is largely
thesame. Thetwo tables differ infact in the content obnly onecell - the bottom leftcell
which is associated with the stemfial in Table7-2 (Waltke & O'Connor'sanalysis), but
with pa‘al andhitpa'el in Table7-1 (my analysis).Both analyses howeverssociate this
cell with areflexivefunction (Waltke and O'Connorsuggest thamif'al marks an'implicit
reflexive notion . . .[where] the actionaffects the subject of the neeor her interests”
(1990:356); Inmy analysis,the two binyanim -- pa‘al and hitpa'el -- areassociated with
one-participant/one-predicag¥ents withpossible"distinguishability" of sub-components
of the participant or predicate which providies reflexive contet (section 6.£2). The gap

between the two tables may thaesonly dueto thefact that Waltkeand O'Connor analyze
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Biblical Hebrew, in which time theif'al played aarger reflexive rolg while my analysis

is of Modern Hebrew in whichitpa'elis the prominent reflexivieinyan

The blendinganalysis ofthe binyanimsystem differdargely from traditionalaccounts
of voice andcausation.First, in contrast to accounts imhich passive, middle, and
causative constructiorage derivedfrom active clausegsee presentatioin chapter3), the
blending analysisassumes thaall binyanim (associated with activepassive, middle,
reflexive, or causative functions) agenerated fromanderlyingconceptuaktructuresgeach
binyanmarking a special pje of conceptuablendingoperation.Thus, nobinyanis more
"basic" than others.

Consider for exampldhe traditional'active-passive'distinction. Thethree binyanim
pa‘al, pi'elandhifil (the firstrow in Figure 7-1)are traditionallydefined as'active". The
three binyanimnif'al, pu'al and huf'al (the secondrow in Figure 7-1)are traditionally
defined as'passive” (withnif'al also associated with "middle” and sometimes "reflexive"
functions in Moden Hebrew grammar). Ithe blending analysis,the difference between
the "active"and"passive"binyanimis defined in terms otheir blending schemas: in all
active binyanim what is mapped ontothe subjectslot of the integrating syntactic
construction is theausal agentin the passivebinyanim what ismapped ontdhe subject
slot isthe affected entityn the conceived causal evdsee Figurer-1). The definition of
the passivebinyanim is therefore independendf the active binyanim and is not a
"derivation” from other basic forms. The link between acalted activebinyan and its
corresponding passi@nyan(e.g., the link betweerhif'il and huf'al) is defined in the
blending analysign terms ofsimilarity in predicatemapping shemas(e.g., inboth hif'il

andhufal it is the effectedpredicate in the conceiverhusal sequence that is mapped onto

2 Researchsuggests thain pre-biblical time the nif'al was usedprimarily to denotethe reflexive
counterpart ofpa’al verbs (Glinert,1989; Siebesma, 1991). In bibliciines, thenif'al took over the
function of anotherbinyan which wasused to denot¢he passivecounterpart ofpa‘al, and in Modern
Hebrew, thenif'al functions primarily to denote passiaad middle voiceNote that thedevelopment in the
function of thebinyanis motivated bythe semantimverlap inthe function ofeach ofthese "voice"
phenomena (passive, middle, and reflexive) as suggested in this study as well as in Kemmer (1993).
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the verbal slot of the integrating construction).

By removing the requirement to lirflor derive) passive middle, orcausativeforms to
more basic forms, the blending analysis proposed in this thestkehadvantage of easily
accommodating instances sib-called’'non-basic"verbs whoseaoot does nobccur in the
standard Modern Hebrew lexicon in any other "underlying, basic" verbal form (from which
the "complex” verb can bederived). Consider, for examplje manyhitpa'el forms in
standard and colloquial Hebrew (some of whaaoh listed inAppendix C)which are based
on adjectival or nominal roots (i.e., roots denoting stative predicates that occur with
adjectival or nominal, but not other verbal, piwlogicd patterns). Ingenerativeaccounts
which derive "complex'verbs fromunderlying "basic'verbal forms,such hitpa'el verbs
require special actint. For exmple, Junger (1987:88) whproposes talerive hitpa'el
verbs by adetransitivizatioroperation fronthe basic-transitiveform of the root (typically
pi‘el), notes thatreflexive verbs derived fromnouns oradjectives "arenot cases of
detransitivization . . . since the root does occur in any other verbphttern”,and hence
require a different account. In the blending analysispntrast, since whas mapped onto
the verbalslot of the integratingconstruction is a consonantalot (identifying anabstract
semantic predicate) rathtran anyactualverbal form, the existence afther rootbinyan
combinations in the lexicon is irrelevant to the generation of a given "complex"” form.

As another example, consider the maifial verbs in the Modern Hebrew lexicon with
no parallel pa'al form (or with aparallel pa'al form whose meaningis not the active
variation of thenif'al). The roots of theseif'al verbs often co-occur witbausativestems -
hif'il, huf'al, pi‘el or pu'al (discussed in séon 6.2), as in example26-27 below
(examples from Stern 1994:20; translations from Bolozky 1996):

(26)  a. nivhal (b.h.I-nif’al) - become frightened/startled
b. hivhil (b.h.I--hif’il) - frighten/startle 3

(27) a. nexlac (x.l.c-nif'al) - be rescued, escape 4

3 Thehuf'al form of the root.h.l (huvha) is used as the passive form osecondhomonymoussense
of hivhil - 'to rush in', but not as the passive of the sense 'to frighten'.
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b. xilec (x.l.c-pi’el) - rescue

c. xulac (x.l.c-pu’al) - be rescued

Thenif'al forms inexamples26-27 fivhal, nexlag are defined irsome studies as the
"basic" formsfrom which the causativdorms (if'il) are derived,and in other studies
(e.g., Stern, 1994:20) as additional "passive" derivations from the causativiehedlf'il
or pi'el form). These special analyses of particuifal verbs as derived fromif'il (rather
than the"regular" pa'al) probably result from aequirement inmost accounts of the
binyanimsystem that the "complex” (passiwaddle, or causate) verbbe derived from a
"basic" (active) verbal form. These propodaisvever seem somewlead-hoc, and present
the nif'al stem as an irregular aranbiguous. Irthe blendingaccount, examples such as
26-27 do notequire speciaanalysis.Since thesemantic field igdefined by the root, and
not by any basic verbal fim, there is no need tassignbasic semantics to one of the
realizations of theroot over other realizationsThe various root-stem combinations
constitute differentforms of linguistic blendingand conceptualconstrual ofthe basic

semantics denoted by the root

4 Thepa'al form of the rook.l.c (xalacd) has the specific meaning of 'to remove', 'to take off (shoes)'". It
is not the "active’ variation of thf'al form semantics.

5 For example, starting withihe hypothesis that the root semantics »of.c -'rescue'(in 27)
prototypically involves causation and effect (i.e., some causal aggntesanotherentity, thereby causing
a change in the state of the entity - taiéected'patient), the use of thgi'el stem todescribethe agent's
activity is motivated(i.e., it fits the generalblending schemaroposedfor pi'el as markingcausing
predicates, i.e., predicates which involve some expeftedt on apatient, in thiscase -the patientbeing
“free’ or “out) Thanif'al form, as suggested in section 6.3, is usededimote areventwherethe causalforce
is unclear: it may be an external force which is not mentioned or is unknown (the passive construal), or the
event may have "just happened" or causetrigrnal” forces (the middleonstrual), i.ethe subjectescued
herself,escapedThis characterization othe event contraswith the pu'al characterizatiorwhich clearly
suggests thaainotheragent,externalto the theme, wasdoing therescueIndeed,Stern (1994:20) notes a
differencebetweenthe pu‘al andnif'al forms in 27that an agenphrase can badded tothe pu'al form
(denoting the causal agent in the rescuing event), but not mfdddorm. This latter fact is iraccordwith
the semantic characterization of fh&al vs. thenif'al forms above. The important point to note is that the
binyanassigned for describing each type of eventttiial type, or thenif'al type) in theblending analysis
is independentrom the existencef other forms in thestandardexicon: eachbinyan describes garticular
type of blending schemgandthus apragmatic construal) ain eventandthe binyanwhoseschema best
fits the characterization of the conceived event iotieeto be usedith the root (noderivationfrom other
lexical forms is involved).
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Waltke and O'Connor itheir comprehensivevork on Hebrewsyntax (1990kxpress
their dissatisfaction with previous accounts ofltlg/animsystem:

Three unfortunate problens have marred discussion of the
stem system First, scholars have tended to describe the
system as based formally on the Qal [pa'al] stem Second,
they have described the stems notationally in an atom stic
way, that is, assigning a neaning or set of meanings to each
stem independently. Third, they have neglected the very
systematic character of the system (p. 352).

Waltke and O'Connor note additionwith regard tothe first problem that while "it is
correct to see a split between ®al and the other stems, . . . there can be no doubt that all
the stems are of treame order of phenomenptalics added]" (p. 351, fn4).

The blending analysis ofebrewbinyanimprovides amaccount of thesystem which
overcomes all three problems noted by Waltke @i@onnor. Firstthe analysis describes
all binyanimas thesametype of conceptual andinguistic phenomena. Athe basis ofthis
operation stand conceptualentities, each associatedwith a highly schematic lexical
representation (i.e., representation which is not yet realized by an actual linigursdic In
Hebrew, thesabstractrepresentationsqual theconsonantatoots which denote d'core”
semantic fieldor the semantic schema abstradiesn all lexical items derivedbut of the
root). Through a process of conceptual and linguistic blending, these lexical representations
are blendedvith grammatical pattern@yntacticconstructions anderbal stems) to yield
the actuallinguistic form (i.e., the verbalrealization of theblend). The same type of
operation is involved in generating bapgal (qal) verbs as well agsausativepi'el and
hif'iil verbs and clauses. Thedifference lies in theparticular mapping configuration
associated witleachstem,but not in the generiprocessAll the binyanim henceare of
the "same order of phenomenon".

Second the blendinganalysisattempts tcstudy the function ofthe Hebrew binyanim
system as avhole. The analysis defineshe differentbinyanim as marking different
blending schemas: eabmyanmarks the mapping alifferent aspestofa conceivedvent

into an integrating constructioithus, the role of eaclbinyanis defined in contrast to the
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role of all other binyanim and ascomplementing thdunction of others (Figure7-1).
Together, the seven binyanim form a unifiel formal systemfor marking a generic

conceptual operation (blending).

In addition to analyzinghe connectin betweenconceptualstructure, meaning, and
grammaticalform in the binyanim system, the blending analysis provides some new
insightsinto the system:the analysisproposes &lear distinction between thecausative
function of two different causativestems fi'el and hif'il), and motivatessome
distributional factsabout thesystem (whichhave not beemxplainedso far) such as the
limited proportion of three-placehif'il predicates (section 4.2.2). Thanalysis also
accounts for the so-called "grammatically ambigudniisyanim such asiif'al andhitpa'el
(chapter6), by sggesting that aingle mappingschema is associated widachbinyan
and for the association of ogeammaticafunction with severabinyanim(e.g., the many
passivebinyanim) by pointing to differences iblending configurationgssociated with
each passive binyan Finally, the analysis suggests anovel way for analyzing the
interactionbetween morphologicdlinyanimand syntactic constructions atieir interface
with semanticsthe analysis points t@imilarity in semanticstructure ofverbs indifferent
binyanimbut with thesameargument structure (e.g., compare Fig@&sA and5-3-B, in
chapterb), as wellas of verbs irthe samebinyanbut with different argumert structures

(e.g., compare Figures 4-3 and 4-4, in chapter 4).



