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ABSTRACT

This article lays the groundwork for an extended, corpus-linguistic study of verbal nunation in Biblical Hebrew. It revises and extends the proposal in Kaufman (1995) regarding phonological conditioning of nunation, to which are added semantic and syntactic factors. Passages in Joel and Job motivate a complex, multi-level analysis as a first approximation of the moveable-intrusive nun hypothesis.
1.
INTRODUCTION

My primary interest in outlining a generative grammar of Biblical Hebrew (DeCaen 1995) was verb movement (Move α) and the critical word-order distinction between indicative (verb-second order, or V2) and subjunctive (verb-initial order, or V1). In order to focus on BH verbal syntax, I was forced for the time-being to set aside two major problems for further study.


At the semantic level, I bracketed the complex interaction of tense, mood and negation that would, within this framework, be able to account for the syntax and semantics of modal coordination
 (the unbalanced coordinate structure
 of the so-called waw-consecutive or preterite).  Consistent with the broad framework of the original dissertation, I have developed a strictly compositional approach to modal coordination (DeCaen 1999, 2001). This approach is founded on polarity (negation) and derives explanatory power by handling, crucially, the apparent flipping of tenses when combined with the negative particle (cf. de Haan 1997).

At the morphological level, I bracketed the seemingly intractable variation of two suffixes of the non-past (or imperfectum). The first suffix was the so-called “pseudo-cohortative” –ā. I have since established the nature and distribution of this pseudo-cohortative suffix as a function of diachronics, thereby deriving a five-fold stratification of the BH dialects (DeCaen 2000-2001). 

The second suffix was the final –n on verbal forms: the so-called “verbal nunation”. The final challenge of this verbal suffix -n is now addressed here.

This paper builds on the monographic treatments by Hoftijzer (1985) and Zewi (1999) and the articles by Kaufman (1995) and Noguchi (1998).  Kaufman (1995) establishes the logical problem of nunation:  on the one hand, he makes the crucial observation that nunation must be governed by some sort of an external sandhi phenomenon
;  on the other hand, that this prosodic phonology is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition;  and even worse, that there are apparent “hypercorrections.”  

To translate this logical problem into the linguistic jargon of rule ordering (Iverson 1995): there must be a morphosyntactic rule ( that bleeds the external sandhi process (not sufficient);  and there must be a morphophonological rule ( that effectively blocks the application of the sandhi rule (not necessary); further, there must be an insertion rule ( that is directly related to the morphophonological blocking (hypercorrection).  Crosslinguistically, such a situation is by no means unique (Ortmann 1998).  This paper sets forth such a proposal, captured graphically in (1).
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2. 
NUNATION

The Northwest Semitic family (Canaanite dialects and Aramaic) inherited the verbal suffix *-n that distinguished the indicative non-past from the subjunctive.
  Since the indicative is semantically unmarked, we have here an interesting—if not counterintuitive—counter-iconic example of subtractive morphology.
  

This indicative ​*-n is systematically realized between the indicative non-past verbal stem and a pronominal suffix: hence, the productive contrast (registered even in the consonantal text!) between indicative ((((((((((( /yaktubi + n + hu/, and subjunctive (((((((((( /yaktubi + Ø + hu/ with the morphological zero (cf. Zewi 1999).  Traditionally, this /n/ before suffixes is known misleadingly as nun energicum.  But when the extrametrical /n/ is preserved in word-final position
 (creating a superheavy syllable in the 2fs, 2mpl and 3mpl), the n-suffix is instead dubbed nun paragogicum.


We know that the biblical distribution of this extrametrical /n/ or nun paragogicum, henceforth simply nunation, is not random but rather is governed by multiple factors.  

Diachronic

The most obvious is the diachronic factor: so-called “Late” BH (LBH) does not employ nunation (Sáenz-Badillos 1993:142)—conspicuously, neither does P, the so-called priestly source.
  In fact we observe the Chronicler deleting nunation in synoptic passages, as Noguchi (1998:106) and Kaufman (1995:97) emphasize.

Semantics

Another factor is the nature of modality involved, including interaction with negation.  Zewi (1999) insightfully suggests that nunation appears in a specific subset of environments in which nun energicum appears (chs. 3, 8).  

To test this hypothesis of a finer distinction in modality, I created a database with all forms that could show nunation, correlated with English translations from common versions.  My preliminary finding is that there are three semantic classes in BH:  Class I (shall/should/ought, can/could);  Class II (simple past, present and future [will]);  and Class III (may/might, let/are to, do ~ imperative).  Nunation is never found with negated Class III  (cf. negated imperatives proper) and is never found with non-negated Class I;  elsewhere, nunation conforms to the averages.
  In general, I find nunation is somewhat less frequent with negation (8.5% vs. 10% average).

Phonology

There is clearly a prosodic factor at work.  We never find nunation, e.g., with the Tiberian hyphen (maqqeph) which indicates prosodic cliticization.  On the other hand, nunation appears disproportionately in pausa (my preliminary finding shows 13-15% nunation with athnakh and silluq, vs. the general 10% average; cf. Kaufman 1995).

Extralinguistic

Finally, we should emphasize that nunation is not an “aramaism”, contra Joüon (1993:§44e; cf. Noguchi 1998:§1.3).  Indeed, the frequency of nunation is inversely correlated with the degree of Aramaic influence on BH (cf. Kutscher 1982:§58).
 

Retention of nunation has therefore been considered an “archaism”: either some sort of stylistic device (Noguchi 1998) 
;  or representing emphasis—whatever that is (Gesenius 1910:§47m;  Joüon 1993: §44e);  or even some sort of pragmatic nuance, contrastivity—whatever that is (Hoftijzer 1985:55-56). Notice that in these various accounts there is, crucially, an assumption of strict one-to-one, form-to-function mapping:  a structuralist all-or-nothing (Hoftijzer 1985:1, 94).

3.
MOVEABLE NUN IN JOEL 2

Noguchi (1998) draws our attention to an “unusually thick presence of the verbs with 

[-u:n] ending” in Joel 2.  I set forth the stanzas in (2) with the relevant verb-forms highlighted.

(2)
4
((((((((((((((((((((((((((

(((((((((
((((((((((((((
5
((((((((((((((


((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((

(((((((((((((((((((((((((((((

(((((((((((((((((((((((((((
6
((((((((((((((((((((((((
(((((((((((((((((((((((((
7
((((((((((((((((((((

(((((((((((((((((((((((((((((

((((((((((((((((((((((((

((((((((((((((((((((((((((((
8
((((((((((((((((((((((((((

(((((((((((((((((((((((((((
11
((((((((((((((((((((((((

(( (((((((((((((((((((

(((((((((((((((((((

((((((((((((((((((((((((((((((

The distribution of nunation, as a first approximation, appears clear enough:  nunation in pause (indicated by (); absence of nunation elsewhere (cf. Kaufman 1995).

There is, however, one form that complicates matters: (((((((((( in 2:7b. Two solutions suggest themselves immediately.  The first solution is to reconsider the environment in which nunation is found.  Instead of the end of a unit, i.e., in pausa at the right edge of the intonational phrase (cf. Dresher 1994), we might suggest the right edge of the phonological phrase.  The form (((((((((( does in fact appear on a disjunctive accent marking the right edge of the phonological phrase; whereas, forms without nunation (vv. 6, 7) appear on a conjunctive accent. This solution would, however, double or treble the number of possible environments for nunation: inconsistent with the low frequency of nunation and to be rejected for this reason.

The other solution follows from the observation of hiatus following (((((((((( (the following word ((((((((( begins with the glottal stop; cf. Kaufman 1995).  We might propose a prosodically asymmetric distribution:  (i) nunation in pause;  elsewhere, (ii) governed by a following hiatus.

This sort of prosodic asymmetry can be found throughout the world’s languages, governing both the distribution of final vowels and final consonants. In classical French poetry, e.g., final shwa (e muet) is sounded in pause and before consonants, but is deleted in hiatus position (before vowels).  In British dialects of English, the underlying final /r/ is generally deleted, save in hiatus (the so-called linking-r: Vogel 1986; see further Foulkes & Docherty 1999;  Orgun 2001). Cf. the alternation of the definite article in Welsh:  yr afon “the river” but y dre “the village”;  N.B. yr heol “the road”, crucially with initial glottal fricative.

More germane to this paper is the linking-n is found in Swiss German as well as some Dutch dialects: the so-called Binde-n (Ortmann 1998).  A similar phenomenon can be found in the Cape York dialects of Australia (Evans 1995:§6.6).  Loss of final /n/ is often found with clitics: e.g., English indefinite article an ~ a, and the Irish (feminine) definite article an [((] ~ [(].

Perhaps the best known example of a linking-n is the so-called “moveable nu” of ancient Greek: /n/ in pause and in hiatus, but deleted elsewhere (Morwood 2001:3-4;  Pharr 1985:185).
  For this reason we can dub the BH phenomenon “moveable nun”:  /n/ surfacing in pause and in hiatus, but deleted elsewhere. (Furthermore, this second approach is not incompatible with the first suggestion of phonological phrasing.)

Notice, in passing, that Kaufman (1995) explains the loss of orthographic <n> through  gemination.  There are a number of good reasons to reject this suggestion, including simple economy. Moreover, the Tiberian scribes were capable of retaining ancient gemination elsewhere. Crosslinguistically the process affecting final [n] is that of lenition, not fortition.  (It is true that cases of gemination can be found, but in these cases the underlying source is not a simple, final /n/.
)  On balance, we are safer to assume a simple rule of final-/n/ deletion for the ancient Hebrew dialects.

4. 
NUNATION IN JOB

There is also an “unusually thick presence of the verbs with [-u:n] ending” in the book of Job.  A valuable cluster of minimal pairs is found in Job 13;  the relevant forms are highlighted in (3).  A further minimal pair in Job 21:11 is added in (4).  Again, the pausal approach is overwhelmingly confirmed.
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The question remains, What governs nunation elsewhere in Job?  There are 22 cases of nunation in the book of Job,
 and a further 16 forms in proximity that presumably should display nunation (hence minimal pairs).  As Kaufman already observed, pause is neither a necessary nor sufficient condition.

Of the 22 tokens of nunation, only one form is not indicative but rather subjunctive—as is crystal clear in context: (((((((( “may they sleep” (31:10). It just so happens that this [n] appears in hiatus position: the verb is phrased together with the following word ((((((( (with initial glottal stop).  We thus arrive at the position suggested by Kaufman (1995:98-99):  hypercorrections are induced by a following aleph (read, hiatus). 

This conclusion for 31:10 is entirely consistent with the moveable nun hypothesis, and in fact tends to confirm it.  Indeed, the most common phenomenon associated with “moveable” sonorants (r, n, l) is the conversion of the rule to a global insertion rule in hiatus: “a rule deleting a sonorant in the coda is reversed into a rule introducing it, that is, deletion turns into epenthesis” (Ortmann 1998:59).  Thus, linking-r​ in British and American dialects becomes an intrusive​-r:  as in, law[r] and order.  Similarly, Binde-n in Swiss German becomes an intrusive-n.  We will, accordingly, call such hypercorrections in BH instances of intrusive-n or “intrusive nun.”

Reviewing the 22 tokens of nunation, we also find three cases that are not in pause: in fact, they are pointed with conjunctive accents. However, looking at the following segment, as we are directed by Kaufman (1995), we find an extremely curious pattern: once with a following [n] (19:2); and twice with a following [m] (19:23, 36:10).  Nunation appears to be preserved, perhaps not so surprisingly, when the verb is phrased together with a word beginning with a nasal segment (n, m).

Finally, there are two striking cases of nunation conspicuously failing where expected.  The example in Job 24:24 is given in (5);  cf. 19:23.
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Here I want to suggest the missing “bleeding” rule that we still require.  I would like to suggest that nunation is deleted under asymmetrical coordination (or “unbalanced coordination” as discussed above in §1 in connection with the BH waw-consecutive phenomenon;  see further Johannessen 1998, DeCaen 2001).  This suggestion, then, would be independently motivated.  This suggestion also makes an interesting prediction:  in a longer string of coordinated structures, only the first should appear with nunation; all the other verb forms should be lacking nunation.

Notice that we also explain the other instance of nunation in Joel 3:1 [2:28], given in (6), as an unanticipated bonus.
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4.
CONCLUSION

We thus arrive where we began in (1).  The solution of a linking​-n or “moveable nun” with its concomitant “instrusive nun” should be the prosodic rule we are looking for (cf. Kaufman 1995).  (Recall that we improved the empirical coverage of the rule by observing that nunation is preserved when followed by a nasal segment.)

To this external sandhi phenomenon we add the third (bleeding) rule of deletion under asymmetric coordination. With this working hypothesis we are now ready to tackle the entire biblical corpus and the global distribution of nunation within the framework of corpus linguistics (see further DeCaen 2000-2001).

Bibliography
Allen, WS 1962. Sandhi:  The Theoretical, Phonetic, and Historical Bases of Word-Junction in Sanskrit  (Janua Linguarum 17).  ’s-Gravenhage:  Mouton.

Andersen, H (ed.) 1986. Sandhi Phenomena in the Languages of Europe (Trends in Linguistics, Studies and Monographs 33).  Berlin:  Mouton de Gruyter.

Blau, J 1993.  A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew.  2d rev. ed.  (Porta Linguarum Orientalium, n.s. 12).  Wiesbaden:  Harrassowitz.

Crystal, D 1992. An Encyclopedic Dictionary of Language and Languages.  Oxford:  Blackwell.

DeCaen, V 1992. ((((( and Directions in Historical Linguistics, in Orel (ed.), 17-51.

DeCaen, V 1995. On the Placement and Interpretation of the Verb in Standard Biblical Hebrew Prose.  Ph.D. diss., University of Toronto.

DeCaen, V 1999. Distinctive Properties of the Biblical Hebrew Consecutives in Crosslinguistic Perspective:  Modal Coordination in Ancient Egyptian, Fula, Swahili and Zulu. Niagara Linguistic Society (NLS99). State University of New York. 26 September.

DeCaen, V 2000-2001. Hebrew Linguistics and Biblical Criticism:  A Minimalist Programme. Journal of Hebrew Scriptures 3. <http://www.arts.ualberta.ca/JHS/>

DeCaen, V 2001. On the Semantics of Modal Coordination in Biblical Hebrew: A Strictly Compositional Approach to Truth-Functional Operators for Natural Language. Ms. <http://www.chass.utoronto.ca/~decaen/papers/>

Dresher, BE 1994. The Prosodic Basis of the Tiberian Hebrew System of Accents. Language 70.1, 1-52.

Evans, N 1995. Current Issues in the Phonology of Australian Languages, in Goldsmith (ed.), chapter 25.

Foulkes, P & Docherty, G (eds.) 1999. Urban Voices:  Accent Studies in the British Isles.  London:  Arnold.

Gesenius, W 1910. Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar.  Edited by E. Kautzsch and A. E. Cowley. Oxford: Clarendon.

Gogel, SL 1998. A Grammar of Epigraphic Hebrew (Resources for Biblical Study 23).  Atlanta: Scholars.

Goldsmith, JA (ed.) 1995. The Handbook of Phonological Theory (Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics 1). Oxford: Blackwell.

de Haan, F 1997. The Interaction of Modality and Negation:  A Typological Study (Outstanding Dissertations in Linguistics). New York: Garland.

Hoftijzer, J 1985. The Function and Use of the Imperfect Forms with Nun Paragogicum in Classical Hebrew (Studia Semitica Neerlandica 21). Assen: Van Gorcum.

Hurvitz, A 1982. A Linguistic Study of the Relationship between the Priestly Source and the Book of Ezekiel:  A New Approach to an Old Problem (Cahiers de la Revue Biblique 20). Paris: Gabalda.

Inkelas, S & Zec, D 1995. Syntax-phonology Interface, in Goldsmith (ed.), chapter15.

Iverson,GK 1995. Rule Ordering, in Goldsmith (ed.), chapter 19.

Johannessen, JB 1998. Coordination (Oxford Studies in Comparative Syntax). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Joüon, P 1993. A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew.  2 vols.  Translated and revised by T. Muraoka. Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute.

Kaisse, EM 1985. Connected Speech:  The Interaction of Syntax and Phonology. San Diego CA:  Academic Press.

Kaufman, SA 1995. Paragogic nun in Biblical Hebrew: Hypercorrection as a Clue to a Lost Scribal Practice, in Zevit (ed.), 95-99.

Kehrein, W & Wiese, R (eds.) 1998. Phonology and Morphology of the Germanic Languages (Linguistische Arbeiten 386). Tübingen: Max Niemeyer.

Kutscher, EY 1982. A History of the Hebrew Language. Edited by Raphael Kutscher.  Leiden: Brill.

Lambdin, TO 1971. Introduction to Biblical Hebrew. New York: Charles Scribners’ Sons.

van der Merwe, CHJ, Naudé, JA & Kroeze, JH 1999. A Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar (Biblical Languages: Hebrew 3). Sheffield: Sheffield Academic.

Misra, SS 1987. Sound Synthesis in Indo-European, Indo-Iranian and Sanskrit (History of Sanskrit Sandhi). Varanasi: Ashutosh-Prakashan Sansthan.

Morwood, J 2001. Oxford Grammar of Classical Greek. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nagarajan, H 1994. A Theory of Post-syntactic Phonology. Madras: T. R. Publications.

Noguchi, T 1998. A Study of the Verbs in Joel 2:4-9: The Author’s Style or Aramaic Influence? Orient [Society for Near Eastern Studies in Japan] 33, 103-114.

Orel, SE (ed.) 1992. Death and Taxes in the Ancient Near East. Lewiston:  Mellen.

Orgun, CO 2001.  English r-Insertion in Optimality Theory.  Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 19, 737-749.

Ortmann, A 1998. Consonant Epenthesis:  Its Distribution and Phonological Specification, in Kehrein & Wiese (eds.), 51-76.

Palmer, FR 1986. Mood and Modality. 1st ed. (Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics).  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [2d ed 2001.]

Pharr, C 1985. Homeric Greek.  Revised by John Wright. Norman: University of Oklahoma Press.

Sáenz-Badillos, A 1993. A History of the Hebrew Language. Translated by John Elwolde.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Selkirk, EO 1984. Phonology and Syntax: The Relation between Sound and Structure (Current Trends in Linguistics 10). Cambridge MA: MIT Press.

Spencer, A 1991. Morphological Theory: An Introduction to Word Structure in Generative Grammar. Oxford: Blackwell.

Sproat, R 1992. Morphology and Computation (ACL-MIT Press Series in Natural Language Processing). Cambridge MA: MIT Press.

Trask, RL 2000. The Dictionary of Historical and Comparative Linguistics. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Vogel, I 1986. External Sandhi Rules Operating Between Sentences, in Andersen (ed.), 55-64.

Zevit, Z et al. (eds.) 1995. Solving Riddles and Untying Knots: Biblical, Epigraphic, and Semitic Studies in Honor of Jonas C. Greenfield. Winona Lake IN:  Eisenbrauns.

Zewi, T 1999. A Syntactical Study of Verbal Forms Affixed by –n(n) endings in Classical Arabic, Biblical Hebrew, El-Amarna Akkadian and Ugaritic (Altes Orient und Altes Testament 260).  Munster:  Ugarit-Verlag.

� My work on the Hebrew language is made possible, in part, by a donation of computer hardware by the GRAMCORD Institute, and by the generous support of Albert (Dov) Friedberg.


	I would like to thank the following for feedback on early drafts and help in negotiating the literature:  Paul Foulkes (University of Leeds), Stephen Kaufman (Hebrew Union College, Cincinnati), Takako Noguchi (University of Sidney), Albert Ortmann (Institüt für Sprache und Information, Heinrich-Heine-Universität, Düsseldorf), Dominic Watt (University of York), Jeroen van de Weijer (Universtiteit Leiden Centre for Linguistics), Ian Young (University of Sidney).  I remain solely responsible for the content.





� The concept of modal coordination is borrowed from Palmer (1986:199-207). Note, however, that the section on modal coordination has been deleted from the second edition (Palmer 2001).





� For a typology of coordination, see e.g., Johannessen (1998).





� From the Sanskrit (cognate with Greek synthesis “putting together”):  “The phonological modification of grammatical forms which have been juxtaposed, such as do + not becoming don’t, or je + ai becoming j’ai (French). A distinction is sometimes made between external sandhi, which operates across word boundaries, and internal sandhi, which operates within words” (Crystal 1992:341; cf. Trask 2000:296). On the original Sanskrit sandhi, see Allen (1962) and Misra (1987). On the generalization of sandhi to European languages, see Andersen (1986).





� The term “subjunctive” is standardly employed in contrast to “indicative”.





� On “subtractive” morphology, see, e.g., Sproat (1992:64-65), Spencer (1991:224).  This subtractive analysis, of course, directly contradicts Hoftijzer (1985) and his strictly inductive (structuralist) approach in which nunation represents a priori the marked member of the pair, not the unmarked.





� The correlation between extrametricality and the preservation of a segment is not limited to nunation. In Hebrew, e.g., the final *-m of the old case endings is also preserved in just such an environment (+/iim/ mpl.); cf. the feminine *-t in the plural +/aat/ vs. the singular +/at/.





� This would then be another case of Arabic grammar leading us astray in Canaanite studies: cf. DeCaen (1992) on segholate morphophonology (24ff).





� Kaufman (1995) does not shy away from the obvious diachronic implications: “Late authors and scribes, such as those responsible for the Priestly material of the Torah, did not use the nun-bearing forms at all” (99).  


Hoftijzer (1985), however, cannot bring himself to date part of the Torah so late for ideological reasons: “The fact that the difference in frequency between the different prose types cannot be all explained as the consequence of a decrease in usage during the development of the language is proved by the situation in P, where no –n-form is found at all ... ” (“General Conclusions” #9, p. 95).  Cf. Hurvitz in defence of the Jerusalem School, on “late-daters” (1982:8,14,144).





� A monographic study in corpus linguistics is in preparation that will include a chapter on nunation.  See for the time-being my programmatic paper (DeCaen 2000-2001).





� Hoftijzer (1985:n.27) notes that there is “no doubt however, that there is a certain preference for the use of -n-forms in pausa”; he goes on in that note to cite older grammars on the correlation of pause and nunation. Cf. Gesenius (1910:§47m-o) and Joüon (1993:§44e-f).


Notice, however, that the latter authorities treat the correlation as parasitic on the primary emphatic function of nunation—crucially not as an independent factor.





� “It is noteworthy that in spite of the strong Aramaic influence upon LBH, in this case LBH and MH chose the form diametrically opposed to Aramaic in which the longer form [with nunation] became the normal one in most of the later dialects” (Kutscher 1982:  §58, p. 41).





� Noguchi writes, “the authors seem to play rather intentionally on standard and dialectal linguistic features for artistic effect as their style” (1998:107).





� “Only a method which deals in full with the formal/morphological oppositions within the system, will contribute to their solution.  It is preferable to begin the study of these [formal] oppositions (and of their corresponding functional ones) at the base of the morphological hierarchy.  Whoever begins his studies at a higher level unwittingly risks making light of morphological oppositions at a lower level and also of corresponding functional ones” (Hoftijzer 1985:1).





� I am setting aside 2:8b-10 as intrusive because of alliteration et metri causa. I consider this intrusive section non-nunating, and the lone nunation ((((((( (v. 9a) secondary under pressure of repetition (vv. 4, 7): this approach was suggested by Noguchi’s lexical study (1998:§1.2(1),104).





� Without waw vs. MT:  by dittography.





� Less well known is the phenomenon of linking-s or moveable sigma (Pharr 1985:  §563).





� In the case of Sanskrit gemination, e.g., it would be better to posit an underlying final /nn/ from *nt(s) and *nk(s) (cf. Allen 1962:ch.3,(b),55).





� Job 4:4;  9:6;  13:5;  13:8 bis;  13:10;  15:12;  16:10;  18:2;  19:2;  19:23;  19:24;  19:29;  21:11;  24:24;  29:24;  30:17;  31:10;  31:38;  32:11;  36:8;  36:10.  TOTAL = 22.
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