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Typology of the Biblical Hebrew infinitive
Edit Doron, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem
1. Introduction
Recent parametric studies of infinitival clauses (Wurmbrand 2001, 2014) have established a
typology of infinitives distinguished by their restructuring signature: how much of the
hierarchy of clausal functional categories is projected in the clause:

la T <Asp/Mod < Voice

The present study shows how this signature distinguishes two types of infinitival clauses in
Biblical Hebrew (BH), which I call Poss-inf vs. PRO-inf, and accounts for their different
distribution on the basis of their different structure.

1b Temporal Non-temporal
Fin Poss-inf PRO-inf
TPFin TPfFin
N
Trin  Asp/Mod-P T rin Asp/Mod-P Asp/Mod-P
N N N
Asp/Mod VoiceP Asp/Mod VoiceP Asp/Mod VoiceP
N N
DPnom VoiceP DPpyss  VoiceP PRO VoiceP

Diachronically, the BH PRO-inf is the precursor of the Modern Hebrew (MH) infinitival
clause (with a PRO subject), whereas the BH Poss-inf is the precursor of the MH gerund
(with a Poss subject).

2. Infinitive/Gerund/Deverbal Noun in Modern Hebrew (MH)

2. Infinitive (MH)
a ha-toca’ot ha-ahronot ma’amidot be-safeq et  yekolt-o le.hobil et ha-nibhieret
the-results the-last  cast in-doubt Acc ability-his to.lead Acc the-team

“The latest results cast doubt on his ability to lead the team.”"

b simus matun ‘asuy  §e-lo  le.hobil le-haspa’ot noyrotogsiyot
use moderate might that-not to.lead to-effects  neurotoxic
‘Moderate use might not lead to neurotoxic effects.”"

The standard generative insight about infinitives (since the 60’s, e.g. Jacobs and Rosenbaum
1968) is that they have the internal syntax of a clause.

3. Infinitive
CP
SN
C NEGP
SN
NEG Asp/Mod P
RN
Asp/Mod +V VoiceP

| PN
INFINITIVE PRO VP
I N

Se- lo Ie.hol_)il AV ObjACC
that not to.lead



The standard generative insight about gerunds (Abney 1987) is that they have the internal
syntax of a verbal projection and the external syntax of a nominal projection.

4.a Gerund (MH)
yekolot-av  ba’u lidey biruy be-hopil-o et nibheret ha-atleriga li-zkiya
abilities-his came to  expression in-leading-his ACC team.cs the-athletics to-victory
‘His abilities were expressed in leading the athletics team to victory...”"

Deverbal nouns have mixed nominal/verbal internal syntax and the external syntax of a
nominal projection:

b Deverbal Noun (MH)
et ‘aliyat-0 sel cercil la-silron ve-et hobalat-o et briranya b-a-milhiama
Acc ascent-his of Churchill to-power and-Acc leadership-his Acc Britain  in-the-war
¢...Churchill’s ascent to power and his leadership of Britain during the war...”"

5a  Gerund (based on Siloni 1997) b. Deverbal Noun (Borer 1997)
PP DP
N T
Premp TP_fin D+N+V NP
N I N
T_rin +V VoiceP | N+V VoiceP
| N I N
GERUND  Subjposs VP DEVERBAL NOUN Subjposs VP
| | N I I N
be  hopil -0 Vi Objacc hobalat 0 V¥ Objacc
in leading  his leadership his

3. The Biblical Hebrew (BH) precursor

In BH, all the above structures are infinitival.® The MH infinitive (with a PRO
subject) is an offshoot of the infinitival BH PRO-inf construction, and the MH gerund (with a
Poss subject) is an offshoot of the infinitival BH Poss-inf construction. Both PRO-inf and
Poss-inf are clausal in BH — as will shown in section 6 (cf. Doron 2019a,b).

Particular clausal functional categories have been argued to determine the inflection
of the BH finite verb, such as temporality (T), and Asp/Mod (AM), recently Hatav 1997,
2008, Joosten 2002, Cook 2006, 2012. The same categories also determine the feature
specification of the BH inf. Two inf constructions can be distinguished according to whether
they do/do not include the temporality category T:?

l. PRO-inf does not have temporal specification, i.e. no T, yet it does have Asp/Mod
specification. As it is not specified for T, the subject is not assigned case, and is hence PRO.

Il. Poss-inf has an overt subject with possessive case. | will show that this construction is
temporal and includes specification of the functional category T. | assume that it is non-finite

! This deverbal noun construction originates in Medieval Hebrew under Arabic influence (Blau 1990, Goshen-
Gottshtein 1951/2006). In Biblical Hebrew, forms such as Pahaba ‘love’, which were later recategorized as
nouns, are still infinitives:
Q) ba-Pahabat YHWH Pet  yisralel [o¢olam

because-love.INF Lord Acc lIsrael forever

Because the LORD has loved Israel forever (1Kings 10:9)
I will only speak here of the so-called Infinitive Construct.
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T which assigns possessive case to the subject, in parallel to the non-finite —ing functional
category which assigns accusative case to the subject of Acc-ing gerunds in English
according to Reuland’s 1983 analysis.® Crucially, possessive case does not show that the
construction is nominal — we return to this in section 6 below.*

6.a Poss-inf
(55 ¥ N7Y) NIAN-DN MN....[TT-HN HINY MINY]D)
Wo-ki- [rafot Sa?il 2et dawid] ... Pamar Zel Pabnér
and-as-[see.INF Saul Acc David] said.3Ms to Abner

When Saul saw David...., he said to Abner, (1Sam. 17:55)

b PRO-inf
(15 V> N7W) [1)7-NN PRO MINY]Y DXINIDN-NN SINY NIYN

wayyislah sasil Pet - ham-mal?akim [li.r?ot PRO ?et dawid]
and.sent.3Ms Saul Acc the-messenger [to.see.INFPRO AcC David]

Then Saul sent the messengers back to see David (1Sam 19:15)

The possessive case of the Poss-inf suject is overtly marked for pronomial subjects, and
differs from the accusative marking of pronominal objects:

7.
Poss. Acc.
1% sing. 7 -ent
3“ masc. sing. | -0 -¢hii

8.a Poss-inf
(13> mnw) [229519 YN8 SD2D]2 MNYN7 ) 03 MM-N)
Wa-I6  yihye  b-akem negep bo-  [hakkot-T ba-?eres  misrayim]
and-NEG be.MoOD at-2MP plague when-[strike.INF-P0OSS.1S at-land.cs Egypt]
And the plague shall not be on you ... when I strike the land of Egypt. (Ex. 12:13)

b PRO-inf
(14 2 7mnVY) N NN [PRO 290171
ha-[la.harg-ént PRO] Zattd Pomér
Q- [to.kill.INF-ACC.1S PRO] you intend.PTC.MS

Do you intend to kill me? (Ex. 2:14)

9.a  Poss-inf
(21 N x7) [22937 YINN ONR INIIN]2 1ODNIAN-DY NI WYX M’ N2
borit 2dser karat bo- [host?-0 20tam  meé-2eres Misrayim]
covenant.cs that made.3Ms when-[bring.out.INF-P0OSS.3MS ACC.3MP from-land  Egypt]

the covenant ... which He made when He brought them out of the land of Egypt
(1Kings 8:21)

® It has often been noticed that the BH Infinitive Construct subsumes properties of both infinitives and gerunds
in other languages. PRO-inf subsumes both the English infinitive and the PRO-ing gerund. Poss-inf parallels
the English Acc-ing gerund, despite the morphological difference between accusative and genitive. Poss-inf
does not parallel the English Poss-ing, which is a nominal rather than a clausal construction (Pires 2001, 2006,
2007; Moulton 2004).

* The possessive case is a marked case of the subject in other languages as well, such as Alaskan Yup’ik
(Abney 1987:28), Finnish (Kiparsky 2001), Ladakhi, Lak, Niue (Lander 2011: 590), Tagalog (Aldridge 2006,
Collins 2017), Tzutujil Maya (Abney 1987:31), and others.
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b PRO-inf
(14 V5 NPP) [man-Yx PRO NN ... MITI-ON INN NN

wayyittonii 20to ?el gadalyahi ...[lo.hosi?-¢hi PRO Z¢l hab-bayit]
and.committed.3MP ACC.3Ms to Gedaliah ... [to.bring.out.INF-ACC.3MS PRO to the-house]

And they committed him to Gedaliah ... that he should take him home.(Jer. 39:14)

4, Distribution
4.1  Distribution as adjuncts

The two constructions contrast sharply in distribution. All the (b) examples above are
temporal adverbials, and none of the (a) examples are. This is not an accident, as it is the case
in general that temporal preposition only take Poss-inf complements, never PRO-inf
complements. | attribute this to fact that Poss-inf clauses include T specification in their
structure, whereas PRO-inf clauses do no. Thus only the former can serve as the Specifier of
the main clause T head (Cinque 1999). PRO-inf clauses, when they are adjuncts, function as
purpose clauses, i.e. they are Asp/Mod phrases (AM for short) which are adjuncts to the
Asp/Mod head of the main clause:’

(11)a.  Poss-inf b. PRO-inf
Spec of T: temporal adverbial Spec of Asp/Mod: purpose adverbial
(55 ¥ N7W) MIAN-ON N T-DN PINY 1INTI) (5 N> TPYRII) PY0-nN XY M T
Woa-ki-ra?ot Sazul 2t dawid Pamar el Pabner wayyered YHWH li.r?ot et ha-Sir

and-when-see.INF Saul Acc David said.3Ms to Abner came.down.3Mms Lord to.see.INF ACC the-city
When Saul saw David... he said to Abner (1Sam. 17:55)  The Lord came down to see the city (Gen 11:5)

TP TP
Py Py
PP TP V+TAM AM-P
T N | N
P TP V+TAM VoiceP came.down.3ms  Lord AM-P
| N | N T
when V+TAM VoiceP said.3MS  progys VP AM-P AM-P
| N =~ N N
see.INF Saul VP \/ to Abner V+AM VoiceP  V+AM VP
=~ | SN 2N
M Acc David to.see.INF PRO VP M Lord

.

M Acc the-city

® Purpose clauses are part of infinitival clauses which “are a group which displays a characteristic future-
oriented, irrealis semantics” (Portner 1997: 183). Yet, as argued by Wurmbrand 2001, 2014, the seeming
temporal relation of the infinitival clause to the main clause is not due to T but to Mod, which determines the
inherent future orientation of purposes. Purpose clauses are distinct from rationale clauses (Jones 1985,
Verstraete 2008), which can be expressed by the Poss-inf construction. The latter describes a result event, as in
(i) below, not necessarily the outcome an agent’s intentions, unlike the intentional/modal characterization of
purpose clauses:
Q) Poss-inf: rationale clause
Wasamorii derek  YHWH lama¢an [habr YHWH §al Pabraham ?Pet Paser dibber  Cal-aw]
and.keep.moD.3MP way.of Lord for [bring.INF Lord on Abraham Acc that spoke.3ms on-3ms]
that they keep the way of the Lord,..., that the LORD may bring to Abraham what He has spoken to him
(Gen. 18:19)



4.2 Distribution as complements

Infinitival clauses also function as complements, and as such are selected by different types
of verbs. Poss-inf clauses are propositional TPs, and are hence selected by propositional
attitude verbs, such as remember illustrated in (12a).° PRO-inf clauses are AM-P, and hence
complements of aspectual verbs or modal verbs such as intend illustrated in (12b).’

(12) a. Poss-inf b. PRO-inf
Complement of propositional attitute verb Complement of Modal/Aspectual verb
(22HP0) 927192 2NN N7 ... T2 ONIN (14 2 7m1v) 23907 N NN
zakartt l-ak... \ekt-ek Pahar-ay latta Jomer la.horg-éent
remember.1S to-2FS go.INF-POSS.2FS behind-1s you intend.pTcC to.kill.INF-ACC.1S
I remember your following me... (Jer. 2:2) You intend to kill me. (Ex. 2:14)
TP TP
Py Py
V+TAM VoiceP you TP
PN N N
remember.1S  pro VP V+TAM VoiceP
N | SN
PP VP intend  yeu VP
| SN SN
to-2Frs W TP AV AM-P
N N
V+TAM VoiceP V+AM VoiceP
| SN | N
gO0.INF-POSS.2FS  proys VP to.kill.INF-ACC.1s PRO VP
PN
\/ behind-1s M progs

4.3 Structure

The different clausal types are distinguished by what Wurmbrand 2001, 2014 has
called their restructuring signature: how much of the hierarchy of clausal functional
categories in (13) is projected in the clause.

(13) T <Asp/Mod < Voice

(14) Temporal Non-temporal
Ein Poss-inf PRO-inf
TPFin TPfFin

/\

Trin  Asp/Mod-P T rin Asp/Mod-P Asp/Mod-P

PN PN PN
Asp/Mod VoiceP Asp/Mod  VoiceP Asp/Mod VoiceP
DPnom  VoiceP DPpess  VoiceP PRO VoiceP

® Other such verbs are know (Gen. 19:35, Jer. 15:15), remember (18:20), consent (Gen. 19:21), hear (1Sam
14:27), see (Is. 52:8).

" Aspectual verbs are begin (Judg. 20:39), repeat (1Sam 15:35), stop (1Sam. 23:13), finish (Lev. 16:20);
additional modal verbs are be able (Deut 7:22), want (1Sam. 19:2), plan (Deut. 19:19), refuse (Num. 20:21),
give up (1Sam. 27:1), order (2Sam. 17:14), prevent (Num. 22:16).



5. The morpho-syntax of the various verb forms
5.1. P attachment

PRO-inf, which has less structure, allows the amalgamation of the preposition |- ‘to’ into the
syllabic structure of the verb, which results in the lack of spirantization of the middle root
consonant, as in (16a). Jolion 1923 849f shows that this is different from the form of Poss-inf,
ie the form of the verb in (16b):

16.a V+Asp/Mod
li.npal li.sdod li.bKat li.spot
to.fall.INF (Ps. 118:13) to.rob.INF (Jer 47:4)) to.cry.INF (Gn 43:30) to.judge.INF (Ex. 18:13)
b. V4T

ki-nopal bi-godol Sapot
as-fall.INF (2Sam 3:34) when-grow.INF (Ex. 15:16) judge.INF (Ruth 1:1)
5.2.  Clitics

Another morphosyntactic distinction | attribute to the categories T and Asp/Mod is the
contrast between in allowing the cliticization of subject and object pronouns as part of the
morphology of the verb.

The verb in the PRO-inf construction can have object clitics, but clearly not subject clitics,
since, for case reasons, it does not have an overb subject of any kind. On the other hand, the
verb in the Poss-inf construction can have an overt object. But crucially — not in the form of a
clitic (17c, 18c). This is surprising, since both subject and object clitics appear with a Fin
verb (17a, 18a):

17.a Fin
(14 2 SNPINY) DIYYY OINNYHN TN DD
hag-gayim ?dser hoseti-m lo-{éné-hem
the peoples that brought.out.1S-ACC.2MP t0-eyes-P0OSS.3MP
the peoples in whose sight I had brought them out (Eze. 20:14)

b PRO-inf
(42 2> MNVY) D181 NIND ONIWINY
I2.hosir?-am me-reres misrayim
to.bring.out.INF-Acc.3MP from-land.cs Egypt
for bringing them out of the land of Egypt (Ex. 12:42)

¢ Poss-inf
(4330 NIPM) DN YINHD OMNONHNA T DIYN YINN OMN MNOYINI

ba-hosir-1 Jotam me-reres misrayim
when-bring.out.INF-P0OSS.1s Acc.3MP from-land.cs Egypt

* ba-hosir-i-m me-reres misrayim
when-bring.out.INF-P0SS.1s -AcCc.3MP  from-land.cs Egypt
when | brought them out of the land of Egypt (Lev. 23:43)

18.a Fin
(18 n2YN) TPIINY N
10 ra?iti-ka
NEG saw.1S-ACC.2MS
| have not seen you (Job 8:18)



b PRO-inf
(6 27w)  IMNIY 72910 NIN
wayyabo  ham-melek i.r2ot-o
came.3Ms the-king  to.see.INF-ACC.3MS
the king came to see him (2Sam. 13:6)

¢ Poss-inf
(30 MYNII) IOMINT NN * 1229-DN PMINY OINN
2ahareé ralot-1 et paney-ka | * Pahare ra?ot-i-ka
after see.INF-P0SS.1S Acc face-P0sS.2Ms after after see.INF-POSS.1S-ACC.2MS

since | have seen your face (Gen. 46:30)

The ungrammaticality in the (c) examples above is not due to “heaviness” of two combined
clitics, since even if the subject is not a pronominal clitic but a full lexical item, even then an
object clitic is impossible in the Poss-inf construction:

19.  Poss-inf
(157 PWUNID)  INSH-DDIMINONYI *  INSNI-D INR-MDD dNYIY NN PRY MN> DN

a wayyasem  YHWH lo-qayin 26t  lo-bilti hakkat ?0to kol maose-o
and.put.3mMs Lord to-Cain mark to-NEG Kill.INF Acc.3Ms all find.PTC.MS-P0OSS.3MS
And the Lord set a mark on Cain, lest anyone finding him should kill him.(Gen. 4:15)

*|o-bilti  hakkot-o kol mosr-o
to-NEG Kkill.INF-Acc.3Ms all  find.PTC.MS-POSS.3MS

20.  Poss-inf
7 1 yOI) NYN NIV ™ ... DN MN2-T2Y NYN NHYI OIOIN MY DIYIIN-12

ben  Parba$im Sana Panoki bi-Saloah mose Sebed JHWH 2ott
son.cs forty year | when-send.INF Moses servant.cs Lord Acc.1s

| was forty years old when Moses the servant of the LORD sent me... (Josh. 14:7)

* bo-Solh-eni mose
when-send.INF-ACC.1S Moses

The ban against an object clitic in the Poss-inf construction is thus not morphophonological
but morphosyntactic.

| summarize in (21) the morpho-syntactic characteristics of the different clauses:
(21)

Phrasal projected by Subj. | Highest Case | Subj. | Obj.
Category | Functional Case clitic | clitic
Categories
Fin TPrin TrintAsp/Mod Nom | + verbal: Nom + +
Poss-inf | TP_gi, +T_rin +Asp/Mod | Poss | — verbal: Poss + -
PRO-inf | Asp/Mod | —T+Asp/Mod - + verbal: Acc - +

Object clitics attach to verbal inflection, Nom or Acc, but not to nominal inflection, Poss (e.g.
in Romance, Cardinaletti and Shlonsky 2004, Cardinaletti 2008).



6. The clausal nature of the infinitive construction

The lexical category of the infinitive (both PRO-inf and Poss-inf) is V rather than N.® First,
the infinitive assigns accusative case to its direct object, as can be seen in the examples
above. Moreover, object clitics attached to the infinitive are always accusative rather than
genitive. In the case of nominal forms, such as the participle, one mostly finds genitive clitics
for clitic objects.

Second, the infinitive has no nominal morphological inflection of gender, number, or
definiteness.” The infinitive is case marked in a few examples by the accusative ?¢z, as in
(22a), but so are Fin CPs as in (22b):
22.
(270> 2")) PN THIND DR ONYT? TN TNNY)

a Wa-set-aka u-boraka yadastt

and-go.out.INF-P0SS.2MS  and-come.in.INF-P0OSS.2MS  knew.1s and-AcC

Wa-2et  hitraggez-ka Pelay

and-ACC rage.INF-POSS.2MS  at-1S

But | know .. your going out and your coming in, and your rage against Me.
(2Kings 19:27)
(7L DM2T) 23 PHYN M -NN NOYPN-IYN NN NIYN-ON 1D}

b zokor Jet Paser higsapta Pet YHWH P&loh-eka
remember.IMPR.2MS AcC that provoked.2ms Acc Lord God-P0sS.2MS

Remember ... how you provoked the Lord your God to wrath (Deut. 9:7)

Third, the infinitive is not modified by adjectives but by adverbs, such as the adverbs heteb
‘well’, {od ‘more’, and mahér ‘at once’ in (23):

23.a ?al tosep dabbér  Pel-ay $od bad-dabar haz-ze
NEG repeat.Juss.2ms speak.INF to-1s more in.the matter the-this

Speak no more to Me of this matter (Deut. 3:26)

b lo tukal kallot-am maher
NEG be.able.MOD.2MS destroy.INF-ACC.3MP at.once

you will be unable to destroy them at once (Deut. 7:22)

Fourth, despite the genitive case marking of its subject, the infinitive in the Poss-inf
construction is not a noun. It does not head a construct state phrase. Unlike the nominal
construct where the construct state (CS) noun must be absolutely adjacent to its complement,
the same is not true of the infinitive in the Poss-inf construction. No adjacency required:

8 Indeed the participle, which is inflected as a noun, mostly takes genitive marked object clitics:

moso-i mopallat-1 moasan?-1 Solh-1
find.PTC.MS-POSS.1S deliver.pTC.MS-POsSS.1s  hate.PTC.MS-POSS.1S send.PTC.MS-POSS.1S
anyone who finds me He delivers me he who hates me He who sent me
(Gen. 4:14) (Ps. 18:49) (Job 31:29) (2Sam.24:13)

The participle actually exhibits noun/verb duality, and there are also a few cases where it heads a finite clause
with accusative object clitics:

ha-?él  ha-ma?Pazzor-eni hayil

the-God that-arm.pTC.MS-ACC.1S strength

It is God who arms me with strength (Ps. 18:33[32])
° There are few cases where the infinitive happens to have feminine morphology, such as love in fn. 1. There
are even fewer cases where the infinitive is preceded by the article the.
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24.
(157 mwNI2) [xyn-92 ¥R-nian] *nvao
a lo-bilti [hakkot  Sato kol maos?-o]
to-NEG [kill.INF Acc.3Ms any find.PTC-P0OSS.3MS]
...lest anyone finding him should kill him. (Gen. 4:15)

(25 8> 927102) IN2IN [MIN BH2Y NI TN
b wa-yohi  ko-[noah  Sal-ehem ha-riiah] wayyimabba?i

and-was.3M as-[rest.INF on-3MP  the-spirit] and.prophesized.3mp
and it happened, when the Spirit rested upon them, that they prophesied (Num. 11:25)

We now turn to showing that embedded infinitival clauses have the distribution of embedded
clauses rather than nominal projections. They are found as complements of prepositions, but
only prepositions which take clausal arguments, including Fin CPs, for example the
preposition ka- ‘as’ expressing similarity:

25.
(7 N> mnv) 07290 NNYD NN ND
a lo tese ka-set ha-Sabadim
NEG go0.0ut.MOD.3FS as-go.out.INF the.slaves.Mm
she shall not go out as the male slaves do (Ex. 21:7)
(15D MNY)  DNXAR-NN NNYN TYNXI DNN NNV
b umasahta 2otam  Ka-2aSer mashhta 2et  2dbthem

annoint.MoD.2MS ACC.3MP as-that annointed.2ms Acc father-Poss.3mMP
You shall anoint them, as you anointed their father (Ex. 40:15)

Prepositions like ¢im ‘with’, which only take DPs complements and do not take Fin-CP
complements, also do not take infinitival clauses. On the other hand, prepositons like ya¢an
‘since’, which do not take nominal complements in Classical BH but do take Fin-CPs, also
take infinitival clauses:
26.

(20-21 N2 R0) MY PN OIN NN, MDY OPYI YD NWY2 712090 1

a yafan hirmakker-aka la-Sasotr  ha-ra¢ bo-féné  YHWH
since betook.INF-POSS.2MS to-do.INF the-evil in-eyes.CS YHWH
hin-ani mebt lel-eka rasa
behold-1s bring.pTC.MS to-2MsS calamity

Because you have sold yourself to do evil in the sight of the Lord, behold, I will bring
calamity on you. (2Kings 21:20-21)

(29 NO N/D) PR3 NYIN 2N-ND 21910 ¥)93-22 Y2
b  yaSan ki nikna¢ mip-pan-ay
since that submitted.3ms from-face-P0ss.1s

Because he has humbled himself before Me... (1Kings 21:29)

The quantifier kol ‘all’, typically constructed with noun phrases, is found in the construct
with infinitival clauses, but so it is with Fin CPs:
27.
(52 N ND) TIN ONIP D03 DN YYD
a li-Somoa$  Pal-ehem ba-kol gora?-am lel-cka
to-listen.INF to-3MP  when-any call.INF-POSS.3MP t0-2MS
to listen to them whenever they call to You (1Kings 8:52)

9



(6 N 27v) 90 YR Y92 TIT-NX M YYn

b wayyosas YHWH ?et  dawid ba-kol 2aser halak
and.saved.3Ms Lord Acc David where-any that went.3ms

So the LoRD preserved David wherever he went (2Sam. 8:6)

Other nouns as well, such as yom ‘day’, which are constructed to infinitival clauses, are also
constructed to Fin CPs:

28.
(3T0D727) 02981 NN THNY OV-NN 1D W7
a  lomaSan tizkor gt yom  set-ka me-Peres Mmisrayim
for remember.MOD.2MS ACC day.Cs exit.INF-P0SS.2Ms from-land.cs Egypt
that you may remember the day in which you came out of the land of Egypt
(Deut 16:3)
(14 5y1n7) TIN2 OO N INTI-IYN DY
b yom Paser yaladat-ni 2imm-7 7al  yohi bariik

day that bore.3mMs-Acc.1s mother-P0ss.1s NEG be.Juss.3Ms blessed
Let the day not be blessed in which my mother bore me!

Moreover, like Fin-CPs, infinitival clauses function as relative clauses. (29a) has a Fin-CP
relative clause, (29b) — a PRO-inf relative clause, and (29c) — a Poss-inf relative clause.

29.a Fin
(15 n 92113) MY 929972-9YN W2 DD
kol basar ?Pdser yaqribii la-YHWH
all flesh [that bring.M0D.3MP to-Lord t]
all flesh which they bring to the Lord (Num. 18:15)

b PRO-inf
(20 N> PWUNIT)  DONY DN
lefiem [le.?ekol PRO]
bread [to.eat.INF t]
bread to eat (Gen. 28:20)

¢ Poss-inf
(1 v mnv) oyh PPYY on
mayim li- sator ha-{am
water to-[drink.INF the-people t]

water for the people to drink (Ex. 17:1)

7. Conclusion

The article has shown how the morphosyntax of the different Biblical infinitival clauses
determines their distribution. The lack of T specification determines that the PRO-inf clause
cannot be interpreted as an independent proposition, but is rather interpreted as part of the
event denoted by the main clause, since it depends for its temporal anchoring on the temporal
specification of the main clause. The Asp/Mod specification of the PRO-inf construction
allows it to function as complement of aspectual and modal verbs, and as adjunct to Mod/Asp
heads, i.e. as purpose clauses. The Poss-inf clause, on the other hand, contains a specification
of T, and hence denotes a separate proposition from the one denoted by the main clause.
Accordingly, it functions as a complement of propositional attitude verbs or a temporal/
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rationale/ result adjunct. The specification of T and/or Asp/Mod in an infinitival clause has
also been shown to explain the various possibilities of subject and object cliticization in the
various clauses. This novel classification within BH accords Wurmbrand’s 2001
classification of infinitival clauses, and also with Givén’s 1980 classification of embedded
clauses according to how much they amalgamate withing the main clause: to what extent the
main and embedded clause describe a single event or two separate events.
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