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1. S07t= &
B =35 A7 dlHglo] &AL A Al(Biblical Hebrew Verbal System)”7} 2+
FE o] S-S nFZs= 2 F2 o] At o] #3& E(morphology)<

ATste SAtEol mEm, YukE 0 2 FAF A A9 ofsl = Al A (tense), &
(aspect) 18] 31 FHl(modality)eh= M 714 EHA HAFES T3l gt
Tt Egh 180 44 sl B o] SAAA S AT AL o
w37t A A 7] B AL AT sF e B A E SAS] AA
L o] 29l 7123 A& & 7 Uk Wl e EA O A=
FHA o Z A4S 7oA XE Ao sofHEn. v FE E S
B3 BES 53 A7 dEste = 23} 2] E(speaker’s intention) & 2
= oA A A Al frast A E AT 7 Ak A, AlA oF A o]
BT LFAIA =9 = 7]l = A /] A7} QoA A AA 2} 2 o] Zof] T
A= NEA FE 2 hSetal B =310 A= GE Aldo] oju g w4

EAS JEYE7HE A B oA} gk

2. AHl - & - LEHS] JHE

* University of Surrey- Roehampton (UK)ol A F+oFgto 2 urAlske & kS 9 ~EN ~E| A4S}
gt o g FoFAIEE B4, gracesgjang@naver.com. £ =2 2016 % | ~ENIFH
Aleteh ek ol st ‘ﬂrﬁ"q?ﬂ Aoz AHEAS.

1) J. L. Bybee, R. Perkins, and W. Pagliuca, The Evolution of Grammar: Tense, Aspect and
Modality in the Language of the World (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994); S. D.
Bhat, The Prominence of Tense, Aspect, and Mood (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1999); H.
Reichenbach, Elements of Symbolic Logic (London: Collier-Macmillan, 1948); J. Lyons,
Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968),
304-317; B. Comrie, Aspect (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976); B. Comrie, Tense
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985); O. Dahl, ed., Tense and Aspect in the
Language of Europe (Berlin: Moulton de Gruyter, 2000).



NS GERY) 918 sl
wo1l7bel el Al 2ol
Lyons)= AZbare] S48 A S 71202 8o} Azde) AZHE 94

S|
o}, Z2)(B. Comrie)2] 7} ol tp =29, A o) &
NA G FAR o] st Bete A Y B3 £3HS V|EH R e AT
= @t dRbA o2 A A Y 2 23 EH = FAE QL AR BA
E 7Hexithe ol Ao A AlAl = 7|E o] HIAE A O E BT 2
st 71 ol A -&ak= A AlA Y A A = Al 223 S(Jespersen) o] =2
S 23k 2lo] bl & (H. Reichenbach)] Al 7FA] 23t Al - (&3} A][S]: the
point of speech; A1 A|[E]: the point of the event; 7] <= A [R]: reference time)<
7HEAE &&5ta Tk

= e

2.2. A(Aspect) 714

T2 2 2 A (Aspect) o] Zof| thall A A B2} Ap 2 FAbol] T THA
HFER ALY 55 &l s2&bo|uh Abdo] o= 3 =3t dojd AR
AR ol A& Ho] ALt A 02 dojup= ARARIA 1 529 44
< Fots W= T HA X o] thd) A2 At YR F2E I = EEH
OB oleld HYE ATA Ad Y TR DTy 22 F

o Foloj o] o)) (A& EAET 52, 2009), 372-374. A ZH(time)S & 52 o] 1w
sk WHA A Al doj A AEolet & 4 ok AR AJA & Ao thd =
2, «gole] AAe}t A, MRt Z el 238}3] =FX]; 13:3 (2013), 503.
3) J. Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1968), 305.

4) J. Lyons, Semantics 2 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), 677.

5) B. Comrie, Tense, 9-14. &171 4 7] Aol & 47 ARt 2 A I3y} W =)= 443
oA sk Al o] sk A& 7RI

6) =7 Ze}Ql, TAo o} A 3hy, AFE o (HE: =AE3 F=,2001), 209.

7) H. Reichenbach, Elements of Symbolic Logic, 287-298.

8) W@, “=role] A AZFAR AAL A, A o] 33k A 87, Tl Sy 69 (1999),
19-23; o]4-&, Tet=o] ERHE2 do] A+ (A2 =AET €<, 2012), 396-397.

9) o] &4, “THAH A 7H-E T3 T ol o] AFAIA 47, Tlof; 20:3 (1995), 222-225.
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ZHRI(W, Klein)oll w2, 2 FA| Al ZH(topic time)I} 43 Al ZH(time of
situation) ZFe] A o] -/]6]] T AT =g} 10 mpeh A A2 EA S A
Aoe ddo] gle A AAY HFE F2E B 7‘1: ‘j‘ﬁﬂ XLi]O]E}
gH, A& AR oA Akt #E =
o] skl o] HA L& & Q= ol e AR e 3'5]-7(}01] S ﬁ%ﬂ
/\]'74-/] wE A e A or|e] ot 28T H 4 &
° 2 oA ALV AL Aolet «oj'l EA (B Aol FHaL
Zﬂ(’b"%)ol Az 218, A 53 Bt of| AEol o A=t
He doAHAEHEA A et A ET?) golas s 4%
(complete: 7] =A17F A H o2 A o T sl Al g3
n| b2 F (1A 7F AR o] A ol i A A58tk
BQITH13) SFA|RE Al A| e} o] dold S =T
2 BRE AT 5L Y AAY G =
A= Ao] oty Aol Hlw
22 7 A0S0 TARe Ao mEt /‘]Xﬂ AA 7 @A g
7} 8tH, J o= Aol A A7}t ‘%}”H Aol Aot whebA A=
EE e A8 ‘/}F/}W—L A= = el dES "t
ol ofu & AL uf, A doji °]"4‘3]'£79| A7k Ad FA
345401‘* g Hdert Jdes HIlET dE =
= Zrk2zo o} fASHA 37 A A(HA, @A,
/\]X-]]%—N/] AolFol &t 14 T3 &
q]aq/\]o}o],] 35, 514 T FAo EW, JeFoE E o
g Aloto &= b d/m eh 4 1] A o 73 A /8 A ] 27 A A 2
ANAZ 2T JrH o) S0l A, AAE Yed= £A47F 2 3
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10) E327 23, "doj o} A3k, 174-176.

11) Z:%‘ﬁh F73%L, =m0l AA|ek A, FAL 9, TAAREE 3 AA G} B/ F =T AN
FEH, (A€ =AET €<, 2008), 103.

12) Ibid., 19. B. Comrie, Aspect, 52-56; Bl 2% Z ol slo]ul(Heine)] &40 w2 /2] 3}
A HFe FH AL T eH, HA117HA 9 89 HF2 T2 & Aot 1ol

13) J. Lyons, Theoretical Linguistics, 313.

14) o]sd, A&, «XFgoo] AR} 37, F7 9, TAARFIHE 3: AAY /P /=T
AEEH ) (A EAST Y2, 2008), 115-127. SR F o] 2@ FA4 Zerols )
A A A= 2] 78 0] githa EA}E} Fzstet T <A A, A, e, A4 9, e

= %4%91 @A} o] 2y (35 Bi3HAL, 2011), 307.
15) 313, &, “BAlotol o] AAe} 7, F7% 9, TAAFHE 3: AlA 9} /S /2T
A4Sl (H% =AZET Y91, 2008), 140-151.
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GAYA G AR B FAA Aol BRIAIE @ThI0 weA
Faole AART Aol drldoR WEH dojel B & glom, B
EAZ WD 9A 2 DYl BRI Ak A, olgole] A8
BRl AAE YERlE ofnlyg BEXE glou $43 A E e S
SIS BAL Fesn Ao ¥ Tl Aol EHY £ A oI
% 8 Slolo] FAF AAe] S el whek AR EE A FAY Bold e

A nHeok T Bande AAEA At

o

F

2.3. YEf(Modality) 7HS

npR| ko g2 FEj18) Jg o] FAARIVEE AN ET Y| =, AlAY
Fo] ’F= "2 oulol A AZE AA 9L Aol AFe BT vk oF
ik AL ol A3t tidt 3kxle] =& Bl =y ¥ (subjective attitudes
and opinions)S TAZ 072 A= B AX S wIh 1Y) BT = oF
S «dolut 4ol et BA(E= ArE)oll th et 34 Bl /a9

GehhE BEA MFeka g osha 9ok ol 4y Fei Axe] 9
UG s MFRA H271 WAl tiste] oW @ HESE ZHevtE Bl
s BHA PR $AT F o TAHOE WIS, Fehe o
SA(specch ac)B B3 HMER WA ool thatel 1] AP 7FsA

=
(possibility), &2 4 (certainty) 12 3L B A A (necessity)2] =5 UERY =

16) o1, o] BH, (4 ST o), 1997). FF019] A9 Haspee) & EAT F 9]
o AR AE g 2 otk Ao EA2H thed 2e Al 7H AAEA -
T[S le], 45[2): zhao], [ guo]7k 2o]H, A BGE el = 2&A 1L [Al: zai]7h A

B33 QT Fxshek 14, $18), “FFol9 AAS P, $HL 9, Tl FHE 3:
A A9} 2/ 2 A58 s (A€ 2A1ET 211, 2008), 80-90.

17) W. M. Thackston, An Introduction to Koranic and Classical Arabic (Maryland: IBEX
Publishers, 1994); 877, “obgo] o Al s} 47, 7k 9, Felo] 58 & 3: A4 Sk
ZFATF S (Mg =AET Y], 2008), 154-161.

18) S Q118 AN A o} = modality2hs §o17h A, el & W 502 ThFs
2:0] 7 I}, B =10 A modality® <’ = E715kG 01} oAk o3k Wo] gl
ok} mebd BhAhE 7he] ol 4ol glo] o) ol Aok & Fgolt)

19) J. L. Bybee, D. R. Perkins, and W. Pagliuca, The Evolution of Grammar: Tense, Aspect and
Modality, 176; Rainer Dietrich, ' =g o]l A 9] FEl A, AFE 9 (A& =AET olX,
2000), 16.

20) WS, TALAL, A, FEL, 310.

21) o1, “Ay 9l SEER F7, T 3(1978), 82. &l wh= W, FEit Tate = A o
e B A4S B A4 0] AEE M FE SOl TCEE. £, 1ol o] ojul,,
416.).
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oA Axlolth. SAE2 o]k FE sido] 194]7] FHlell o Aok

HA o7 Aolx 7] AZtstAthal B3tk T2 807t AFEE A 283

o] 2] 194 7] o] Mol & o] g gk 7 d Eo] YA A2 of it

SHH, oFEl o] o} #Hste] YRt o2 AR EL YHIE F 7HA
HEE FHEste] & (1) HAY 449 B=E Yede AA GH

(epistemic modality)2} 2) o] F 2 8, 8 =38 52 U= 9F =

= 9 ¥l (deontic modality) 2 Tt} 1 %zﬂ% o] 2] 3t l:r 7}

HFuto g A7t A theksk el d £44 8 25 3

ARdolth Z1ef A ZH(F. R. Palmen)= FEi O] £AS F

Fotal th22)

A
=

iy
e
=

1. WA <FHl(propositional modality)
a. 573 <FHl(evidential modality)
b. A& <FHl(epistemic modality)

Hl(event modality)

22 %Fell(deontic modality)

Z:]'

%FEll(dynamic modality)

A7) A WA A FEl = A7 2k WA W&ol g skApe]
1419 A=E YERH, AR el A Al A o g
ZHe] EH o] k23 18] al 1A A = HA Y AR A (E

Aol thEt Ate] BeS YEH, A4 JHjddlE HAE o
TA7E FARIA & Yet T 7ol Atk mEkA A4 A ek <
Y= A E DHT Ao ot TS F U} St whebA
A S E M= FESHA] oL AA A FEjvhS 227 = ok HIH|(J. L.
Bybee)©| 797} 12l g, /1A A &} Soll 7HsA, /haAd, FE0 2A
Sk S A, WAL == 54 H (evidentiality) 5= A ZHA 7] A T4
T2 o 2 A el thafj A Ao B} oA B & o] FE 2 (deontic)
FEl ot 52 (dynamic) FENE AR YEjS] MFE ERsiA=H, 1 F
7HA] W 2k ztol & ©A| 2719 T 2ot Ut )73 9
FEA(E) Fel= 219 |gTt w3hate] o R e dvka Bt

rir o}n rL

]_

o r_Q
ol

X
ofN X orfr e

rr

22) F.R. Palmer, Mood and Modality, 24-85.
23) Ibid., 24; S, T 0f 2] 2u],, 416-417.
24) J. L. Bybee, D. R. Perkins, and W. Pagliuca, The Evolution of Grammar, 176-178.



HF4 Fel= FAAY] ol At 725 AHwA AL o
FHA o mA o AR FEf7F FHO A = Aol e 21
(representation)©] 2t 1L STHH, o) F-E2 YJEl= HATE TS o & T4
(action)= F3}3h= Zo|th20 wrebA S F-EA Sl 1S4 3HEEF
(pragmatics)©| T}, o] 2] g+ FEf T2 £A4 S o]l st HIHl|(Bybee) o] &
F 32 & olaldf oF gt I o] = HlHl = ok TOHE WA 0= 4717
el HFE A AISH] W&ol th2)

1. 3}AF S419] oFEl(speaker-oriented modality)
2. 525 49 oFel(agent-oriented modality)
3. A %FEl(epistemic modality)

4. F42 A% (subordinating moods)

HH| o] e BT WEH, dHe st S Ndvks 7= Aol
olle}, 9532 FeHiAH 2T T4 39l BFE 2F3HL Atk o
714 BlE7F Bt A 2 A FHsoF & W - 9] 2ACE
E9, 97, 28, 58, S L3t kA ol g 4T S £
o] st AR Y& AATE oAGA A A FoX S TS
Ao gk shxbo] o)t wpeha] w9 e AA A Dsle 2T
TA o el Er o] WMol v o] st o F &4 dEjdl 7t

& Aok b, vl o] A A oA BFAf 2| 2 FEl 7t 3k A7) A Aol Al A

Aske Held 34 EE 1 delut A, 1el 3 Axs} 87k 5& 7he)
7 Aol B2 BE o] WFo A& o P24 ool wlHE 5 k)
e, Arjojol A ol Ald e BaE Aol glojA oful gt o m B
AL} Bolo] A9, 2EATE G B YA &7) Wl FHE &
Aot Pa L 2 Zolth -2 4 Ytk FOoE BARTHO o] Aol w2

Feh & B GOl Al Ei H sk e doj el

W Gzof o]

25) o713}, “FFe] FHE”, FAL 9, TAARIHE 3 A A /2T EH (A&
EX=% €<1,2008), 183.

26) S E, Ao 9], 427.

27) J. L. Bybee, D. R. Perkins, and W. Pagliuca, The Evolution of Grammar, 177-181; J. Bybee,
Morphology: A Study of the Relation between Meaning and Form (Amsterdam; Philadelphia:
John Benjamins Publishing Company, 1985).

28) HHE, TAIAN, A, o, 311

29) J. L. Bybee, D. R. Perkins, and W. Pagliuca, Evolution of Grammar, 249-250.

30) o], “F=ojo] PRI, B 9, TAAFZEE 3: AAI St A/ F /= AhFEl
(A& =AE3 €21, 2008), 207.
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v} ] AR BAD) B S A TS SO £dH
Aofl, Folok A2 = A Z2F5AVE 4 d o= 2
ol &3krh. Gojoll Yol ARG} fEl= HAT A
AAZY B3] a8sith i, 5Yoje] A -$-&= dirfen, kénnen, mogen,
miissen¥} 22 AR Z-& A, moglich (possible), notwendig (necessary) ‘&
o AW FEA OB YHIE FTE F ATh3) =20 A pouvoir
(can/may), devoir (must) &3 22 FE B X5 A certainement (certainly)
o} 22 Fe] FA} 18] 3L certain, obligatoire (obligatory)¥} £ e &
Abet FEHH S Fol el onlE AL Th3d 1T o] H 3 El

EHA 5E4S A7 slBe]o] &4 A&3loF et= o= FAU
g oA dEstel & 31 453 =t oM Fad

378 slBelo] FAF AA L AFAA L S qatal(R RS A} yigrol
FHFE e SallA 239 T2l vE EX(EE AP o R HHE
1 )& waw-consecutive imperfect (wayyigtol)$} waw-consecutive perfect
(wegatal) 18] 31 <=5 45 A2 7]5 S YEMY = waw-copulative & Bl 7} 2%
A WE(L. McFall)oll W2, 194]7] o] <] g B ] FAF A A 2] o]s)| =
A A FAolA Tl EA g T34 T/ 194 7] o] A o] E& A A sk
SatEo] thAl & o] FHA 1L o] Fo] S3He s B0l FEE 2 THAE
S SACE JeH e Aol A3 v 1970 d o] S0 L A
Ut AofstA o Mk Fell(modality) 71 ol thek A77F ezl A&
AZIZ 90Tl o] % A7 Aojst Fofoll A= e owmlo gk A7t =
=2 MR = A = Aol

31) Ibid., 208-210.
32) 2738}, FA “FHYojY PR 54 248-254.
33) ol=d, AlSA], “xep o] FFRA”, $H Y, TAARFE 3: AR} d/F /=5
TH (A€ EAET Y2, 2008), 260-265.
34) L. McFall, The Enigma of the Hebrew Verbal System (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1982).
35) H. Ewald, Syntax of the Hebrew Language of the Old Testament, James Kennedy, trans.
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1879).
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47 O]Hﬂoi SALS] AoAAE FEl o] on & YEtll =71 47 312
glol o] AlA - A - FEY JNE & H 2ol A7) o)yt © FA 7} ofbY
g, L&A o] ‘:ﬂ'ol‘ﬂ«] ool E JdFHAY FEolth =gkl =
jussive®} cohortative FEfoll FEf o] oW 7} DA &S =kl UTh36
g 90 o] §, s H o] Ao A& (dl & &9, 8. 22FI[J. Joosten], =
[R. S. Hendel], 3FE} E[G. Hatav], A =2}<=[A. Andrason] 5)< el & 7
I yigtol B weqatal BE) 2] 715 0] AZ LR AB#AH o] 52 Holsitt
S 2®lo] W2, 3] B glo] F A= & ¥ (indicative) A2} & E (modality)
FA HFE RS o T3

INDICATIVE MODAL
non-volitive volitive
qatal, wayyiqtol, participle  yigtol, weqatal jussive, imperative, cohortative

<Joosten®] 437 5| H.g]o] FAF A A o A A-FE] 2>

g 2"l 7P A =E Y= sl 5L qatal/wayyzqtol/qotel% 2] A
Ho 2 B/, yigtol® weqayal> V1A H 4H SAEZ £/
Holth. 583] yigrol A BHE3t 719 1{FF Ves AAF
(prospective), A 42 (durative) L 2] 21 % Ell (modality) 2] 7] 2 A v gk} 38) gk
A, 71FE(A. Gianto)= 3] B8]0 FAF el 7}-2H| perfect (gatal)S} imperfect
(vigtol), imperative, jussive, and cohortativeZ7} o1 G Al FEfA 7d 2 Aol
A7t gk Y52 7HE S A SR TE) ThFst el o] BFE The-T

7ItEE 53] dlB g o] FAE A (epistemic)2t & F-(deontic)EHE= T
7HA GH Y WFE RS AT 58] 7R FRAA YEE 5
2 v 5 AHgatal)7t A QA (e G A) AA GFH == oY 5EH S

[‘ll‘ I'U_L.

12

36) S. R. Driver, Treatise on the Use of Tenses in Hebrew, 60-64.

37) J. Joosten, “The Long Form of the Prefix Conjugation Referring to the Past in Biblical Hebrew
Prose”, Hebrew Studies 40 (1999), 16. &+ F&-Fe 27} GA| qatal> FAL A3t BF
el A1 9] 52 FL -3 (unity) =& TAE S GERATHE, yigrol 2 W& o] AIZE A|A] <o
Aol T e A S S YRt A9t

38) Ibid., 25-26.

39) Agustinus Gianto, “Mood and Modality in Classical Hebrew”, Israel Oriental Studies XVIII
(1998), 94-95.
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Ut &= o F YHEE 582 5 vt Byt Holthi) ThAl ﬂa
WA, gatal FAE L3t BE 3B o] A FE7 FEHIE 21E 5 ¢
o Boe Aotk 18U 7|tES} AN B A S]] RE B B
ol A& 7HsEA = YFoltt. I E &35k 7| ETE 7o 3 2
slagjo] A AAE FH S A 1 AA NES FFS sk A
A= Adwete] ok Aol 34, stetH= 119 89 =wolA 8228
I §AEHA A sl B o] FEEANA yigrol weqgatal SAHE©] FE) <
oul g 2RIt 7 & =53kl ATh4D st B 249 EARS A
sl B g]oj o] F AL A A ol A “F(aspect)F FE (modality)d] Th¥S £ 5
S HuA T EEX ZEP T Folth v oA A E g ~E
o] 7 vl S o, S ~"lo] HE= gotelS 2D H(indicative)2] H

2 ALAIZ ¥ SLEFH = 1712 progressive aspect® 912] 5 T X}Ol
Aol AUtt. o] A7 AH oA o2 AFEojof & P2 3| E o] FA
AA Wl A AA el ot o F22 Fej7t oA ER/E 5 A7) o=
Holth. LA 8l = U A LFEl(epistemic modality)= 3} A o] A Al & A
of tiate] start IAEkE A BEE UEH, o FE4 &
(deontic modality)x= B &, 37}, o] F, &7, & o QoA YEl+=
3} 2}2] 9] A (intention/belief of the speaker)E WFY 3l =Tl B Qkt}42) o] g
gt FEH Y EA S 3B o] BES B3 HE FES AET FgAE0] A
= 3 d =2 YA Warren)S & 5 UTH A3 AlH EE9 3] HE] o
FALS FE Nd e EAS T 2 TR ATty

rfl

[}

Epistemic system x-yigtol, weqatal, lo tigtol

Deontic system imperative, cohortative, jussive, al-tigtol

A#AME 19] =& NA yigtol}+ weqatal~9] 7]% ] 1] (epistemic) FENE
UEPATh= AME & B8] el 9lom, Wy 44 ou & YehY

40) WAL ASZE Theke el WF b Slnelo] B AAE 21 Fel(epistemic)St
©] % (deontic) FEN7} FEAA LER = R 02 shepd ),

41) G. Hatav, The Semantics of Aspect and Modality: Evidence from English and Biblical Hebrew,
Studies in Language Companion Series 34 (Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 1997),
29.

42) BAR, A ALFB ol 2ol 7|27 AN BRo] ARz B 217, TR,
2 (20006), 14.

43) A. Warren, “Modality, Reference and Speech Acts in the Psalms”, Ph.D. thesis (Cambridge
University, 1998), 59, 70.



ALY 5ol o F-(deontic) ¥EJ S 5 S REFEL
0}9515}.4‘9 AEstd, 474 slBEo] TA %ﬂﬂl ol A <F
AdE 7heAolv A4 = AU AFEdA FAUE
27 £ gl 849 v¥ e s P we o
I Atk Aol

3.2. AlAl - & - LEfl2] SEA HHAMS 52201 SAte] OfsH

Tl
Lo

o
=
L.

B

M
Yl
o
rl'm g ol

e
T 2
o X
o>’_\‘1_,r-?15

RO <2
_1_40;

>
>

o {o

SoAM=E ‘@Eﬂﬂ & O]i o=
g 70d @_0]'74] zgste] A AAE 2

o] el Qlth4s) gt o &2, o}==(B. T. Arnold)2} Z°](J.
H. Ch01)7]- 2 3| B0} & E(Hebrew Syntax)®] 79, 33 = 7
A gt slHejo] FAY] FEESY 5SS A3 T, 47 s|E
o] %5 Ak(finite verb)] 7]%5-ol & “L&(D. M. Gropp)9] 7}l up =4,
slH o] AFALE 7He] IA= BE A O Z = A7 o] M (temporal), F-&
21 0 2 AFA (aspectual)©] 3L, F-E-2 0 7 ke 2 (modal)©] 2}l FAH3HT} 47)
o, AL 19961 d 47 sl BeEo] SAF AA L] A0 B L=wolA
A A (tense), “d(aspect), :LE] T A H(mood)2] 7Nd $1ol 33 (situation)e] 2}
© Estue] s sl2olA v 7HA Wiz E T8 24 S A
gataL lttas) ??‘l‘fi-lﬂ] =, 5| B o] FAY] ] AlF HF=
of & o] oYzl om A FEolH, 2A F A (U &4
B o} o] F & 2] FH)E Al E3tekaL AThe9)

=

>

_E 2

> H

e 2
oo
o
o
)
)
ol
o
L

ru[o -‘i’ﬂ

ﬂllﬂ i

o
ox
8
o2

filo

44) Ibid., 78-91.

45) E. J. Revell, “The System of the Verb”, 2-3; B. K. Waltke and M. O’Connor, 4n Introduction
to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 463.

46) B. T. Amold and J. H. Choi, 4 Guide to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003), 36-67.

47) D. M. Gropp, “The Function ofthe Finite Verb”, 54-55. 152 2@ 9] EA-& gatal?} yigtol
< vl-9 X]Z—",(Volitive) AEEE EF3IY = Aold, yigtol/weyigtol F = FA19] YA
H(volitive) 7]'s= VERE 4 ]q_]_ B4t 23U weyigtol S 1A A Z B/ Ol
& 528t7] o ‘%‘E}.

48) R. S. Hendel, “In the Margins of the Hebrew Verbal System: Situation, Tense, Aspect, Mood”,
ZAH 9:2 (1996), 156-158, 180-181.

49) Ibid., 169.
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deontic: perfect unreal or polite/ real + perfectivity
Imperfect  real or real + imperfectivity
volitive. real or real + perfctivity
epistemic: perfect unreal or real-remote

Imperfect  real

Aol o) w2 o] F-2 2 (deontic) YEI= 71U, HH, 518 == 2
F-E A&sh= Ak A (wil))E W ESIL 1o, AR (epistemic) WFE=
WA o gk shape] 2|4 FFolut A E vE
o Al Yeb= 71 o] B2 <FE) 7d S (aspect)e] BT ol A A slaL
U7] Wil real/unreal FE] = F-22 o m TS YR AL th= Al of4
o] Y=t} 3 HZHB. Peckham) 19979 713118 =wol| A A7 3|2
g)o] FAF A A= A A & e o] MR s A fl ks shue] M & A ASHA
th50) #H|7H s BeElo] FALE O 7HA] MR FHEStaL 24S O] Al 7t
] ozl A st FAF A AS] EAS BAETESD o] mEW §] B o
AR A A= of<e, TAFA 9 (syntactic context)oll whe} o] FEf Lol o}
EbdthE Zlo|ths2) S, AAE AA e ©A7F Hol DA A ZE =7l
2 Athe Aotk Hghol Al oA AlAleF Sl A4 Ahd A4S
AY 3L A=, gatal? yigtolS A o] FEjoll mhebA Fef e A& WG gL
Ol Bogths T BT A FEHE FH ke W2l o] Ao YEfol ojE3th=
jzhe] 718 ]S H53 Aot gk, 1998 AMEZ(P. J. Gentry)= &=
shute] FAF A A Y] BEllS A A SRS dREA 02 ke o] MFE <14
2 9 gREH HFE FES H ety AEgE v 2ol v
(assertive) Y EN 2} 59 2 (projective)56) FE) = FE3F A o] EA 0|t}

-

f

2 ru

50) B. Peckham, “Tense and Mood in Biblical Hebrew”, ZAH 10:2 (1997), 139-168.

51) Consecutive (wayyiqtol or weqatal), disjunctive (waw+x+qatal or yigtol), paratactic
(waw+0+qatal or yigtol, i.e, weqatal/weyigtol), conjunctive (a conjunction), and asyndetic
(without waw or a conjunction). 3+Z3}2}. B. Peckham, “Tense and Mood”, 142-143.

52) Ibid., 168.

53) Ibid., 139-140.

54) Ibid., 155, 159-160. H7+e] Aol WZW, gatal} yigtol & 247t A S A4 AHHS
VERH, Bl ZA oy kel AE R, 719, 20WH)S BT TEER 21

ES R T
55) P.J. Gentry, “The System of the Finite Verb in Classical Biblical Hebrew”, Hebrew Studies 39
(1998), 7-39.
56) Yukdo]7] ¢r& A (projective)ol 2 £0]& 21 Qe AP O 2ol A ¢
T 518 (assertive speech act)Z THE =, 29 D= o F FH ol &3t BFeta TE

T ok

ot 1o



Assertive Modality Projective Modality
Tense-Aspect Aspect

- Peif;;:;ive Irilg(e);f_e;;is\t/e perfective imperfective

e | 60 quat | 00 yigor | Yl Ghord | il ong

Negative NS + gatal | RS + yigtol | RS + yigtol-S N> + yigtol-L
sequential wayyigtol waqatal wayiqtol-S wayigtol-L/(waqatal)

narrative -
conversation

Gentry 2] 4373 3] B.g]o] FAF A A & W57

g o] M2 & A A% e A A&
gk AN gatal> HA S} GE7F G EH WHHA yigrol DA <F vl o] Al
FFZ Holl PR o] YEbdTh -, A E ] 7HH o] A MY A
HA Aol &= FAE FYA QA v, Hol A A Ao 24 &= F
G Hole} FAE= Zlolttss) Ty AEY o] Mo 53 F

Z2d dE =91, yigtol®] 75 &S (perfect) ol FF A
o= T2 A worEo) 7] of B ot

2,200013 ) 3019]'/\1 47 slBelo] FAF A AS MFet 1
3 AFE= HAxF AlA - - E Bt o7 BAg)| o} stk
58€&du 9t 5 0] Y7} (A. Niccacci)2} =(J. A. Cook) ~1

<o A= slB o] FAF AAL ols o] F& W F 9l
Z kel & ZH3Ee} ddojsh2] 7 Z(path) o] &l 7] 238t
AR AA ] olaol g UE o FAES 3L AT 59 7}
sl Bg]o] AL A A= A4 (aspectual) 2P| 7} FEB A A LHE
i ol A 8] Bg]o] FAF A A7 oA B gk=THE B A
3l 7kT}.60) shte] 7HE A A E O F wayyigtol ™ qatal-S A A

o] EEolA B nhs} Zo] Al

-

E
g
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57) P.J. Gentry, “The System of the Finite Verb”, 39.

58) Ibid., 35.

59) J. A. Cook, “The Hebrew Verb: A Grammaticalization Approach”, ZAH 14:2 (2001), 117-143.

60) J. A. Cook, “The Biblical Hebrew Verbal System: A Grammaticalization Approach”, Ph.D.
Dissertation (University of Wisconsin, 2002), 203-209. #3129 1823 AlYUg] 2+ I
A7}E A (resultative) 74 22} 1] ¢S A (imperfective) A 22 vt Z=x31e} 1. A, Cook,
“The Biblical Hebrew Verbal System”, 215, 269.



g8 3220 SAte 2R S§9 21/ FdE 109

) Z(resultative path)oll A €k 5 (perfect aspect) > &, TFA] 25 (imperfective)
2, 383 npA e g FAANAZ HAH Ugkth= 7HE S A A e
T 92 4, yigrol# gotelS PR EH AZE YEHU =, o714 g
(progressive)2] U7} nj&k g Ao 2 T8 F=ol= A A AR 13HE
A= 7H ot} S8 3] yigrolS Pk T G2 om| e} A vl AlAoF &F
ol HFEx 2Y ¢ J5S AAstL Uthe)) I3 H & o] &8 53
skt oA slE ol i AAlE ;M AlZtel AAH WA & 214
= ¢lAlafof gttt webA] Bl E 83 S50 AT A E ARH R O
AE AAE £&3t= uE vERE Zo] £H3iHe) dEgiso mE
W, 2 F A RY 432 F(resultative) 7 22} U] +E & (imperfective) 4 =2
7F A # o] A7HA &9l (temporal context) ol A UERE = A Th= AR S 212
stA] Xat A eo & A Asta vhed g, & Fo] A4l 9 89 =1 (The
Hebrew Verb [2001])°1 A A A E 3] B2] o] FAL Al| A o] o) m] &2 Zelo] 2k
+ & 3huo) o 2 9l wegatal©] Kol A| FE7F ke =50t obrtE &
o] =] ol A= weqatal-2 qatal™} &L 5 AF ¥ 3} (conjugation)ol] &3HT}al
BYE Aoz olsfdthes) 1l THeF qatal® weqgatal®) 72 HFE AL
7H gt 3 A A R4 (synchronic paradox)= ©F7|3HA| = &= A ot} 2]
Mol vFo] At A olHA FA nlegHolete To| H
7] W&otk 59| =gl wetA gatalo]l SEAOlEHH wegatal AN 5
Fo 2 AgojEofolnt ghrt, 5‘}?‘] T gta gt Bl A wayyigtol SAE7E QA
U e A ZRE 2ol= Ao] oty o whEbA = AR o] ARE &9
shate] A ol &AlS 3t GH A 7R & UEH 7] = S TH(A 16:9;
A} 50:7 5). FH ol =EFE]-$-2x(T. Notarious)2] 7ol WZ W, weqatal &
b Al me e ou e 2 F QleE =TT B2 A
T7F o A= A2 wegatal®] A2 vl o] 75 0] 7he A S UEH =
FH NE S HESHL A5S T8 7] W Eolth6N) Wb A wegatal-

61) J. A. Cook, “The Finite Verbal Forms in Biblical Hebrew Do Express Aspect”, Journal of
Ancient Near Eastern Studies 30 (2006), 32-33.

62) Ibid., 34.

63) A. Andrason, “The Biblical Hebrew Verbal System in Light of Grammaticalization: The
Second Generation”, Hebrew Studies 53 (2011), 38.

64) Ibid., 36-37.

65) J. Cook, “The Hebrew Verb: A Grammaticalization Approach”, 136.

66) T. Notarius, “Prospective Weqatal in Biblical Hebrew: Dubious Cases of Unidentified
Category”, JNSL 34:1 (2008), 49-52.

67) Tk wegatal®] 2V E “J(aspect) ©] =l

Zlo

A B obH 533 (habitual) === Al 42 (repetition)
o u|E I 75 & AT & 3S Aot



Ir

50 7VAAY qatal SL3 AFH7| BoE v Y TS YE =
+ Zlo] G5 sttt o213 HZ Y =952 A
S 3B FAF AATE AA s e G AARIeEE AWE
N A S A5Y A Dt durd o g AA 9 ] B ol A
B, gatal/wayyiqtol>= 37 AN A et A S 2 T 3L yigtol/weqatal2 ¥
HA AlA et mjbd For FESHA Ak 1 o] 213 =9 &Kol G
Mol ALATH yigrol weqatal FAHS] 75 AlA|eF o] @ o =
= AET AT ARA/EA] FHl(epistemic/ existential modality) == 2
o 54 YEl(deontic/ dynamic modality)2] o7& EH3IA =2id 4 Q)
Z1o|t}.68) of & 1] oF 30:19d-e 2] o] & 4 ®H A}

Y

5/
o
=

(3 30:19d-¢) My ¥9 opTacm o
a3 Wk 35S 9854 Aoy aEe] HAE FekA &S Zlojth

Y F 24 10% 3o E AEZH weqatal A 390 3 9
yigtol A S T3l WAIA7F A= Aok 1948 d) ol 2220 wegatal & AF
D‘DWJD'H(Hﬂ 3| Aut =’ 3}A; AH4lo] o2 o g oW P Fo T Aol

= 4% Y AE =HUl= o F-(deontic) YEf S E4S YEFH, 19 e
& waw-x-yigtol ‘E A} s (©] 220 E T3l Bl ol o g do] HsiE A
A7t gk 3tk F4ls YEbH = ¢ A (epistemic) YFEIS] W7 U
Efdt}. o] A Al A&} o] oA = ghetd = QI FEl A o m| vt
T OE #HE 9uE et e A4S & Aok wEbA yigrol@t
wegatal®| 73-5-, A ’¥(tense-aspect)°] L YFEILFE E=THH A= 3B
o] AL Yul= AA - A - FEl Y T3 (holistic) B F ¢Foll A o] 3fi 3]
ofF il FA3 T A7) A T A olgtE T st o] FHi= ©A
shbe] o) mj(EE 7] 5)ThE AU+ Zo] ofyr B hatd A o7 o] s
Hojof gtk Kolt}. o] 23k 7HAH o] Bttty Sl sl Belo] A
O BHE FA FEIZE A Al - A FEH Y SA4ES A st )it @
&7 ds Aotk 2 AAE A7 sl Bgo] B A EH AA
a8 e FHA AX 7 FAO e A Y] AAA S UE
Ae 5% e 23 §2E ol A '3k A Aol nhe} AlA
T FHY £A4 7 o= e METE FEHAA YER AL

68) Jussive, imperative, Z12] I cohortative2] 7|5l thall A= 2 A A (volitive) FENE YEM
TR AWE Utk
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7 Z(emphasis) B THL B = . Do = B35t Ao AlAE 1LH
stod sl B o] FA AAE HA S} vl-HAAZR E78)of soha T3
OdA, AAZ Algoly A A EEE A o o 3] 4 2= AlA 9] &0
AE&EA] = YA AE AT =27t gtk d 1E(Lénard de
Regt)7} & A A 8kal Sl vk} 2o], gatalS AH#2A AHE == HAE 2
E3tAY, AL I dste Aol 2H 3, vl dojd dES &7 4
&3t Aol 1o A v (A FAA)el A = 2ol
t}.69) vk ol wayyigtol2 AFA| Wl 2] B] B (prose narrative) #2°| 4 &3}
A (discourse)2] T+ &oll A A A&A Aoy =283 Alatel g}
S 02 ARE aET wo] 2 200 wEkA wayyigtolS U] # E]
B BES AYete st AFEA FEAHA 24 AR E 755
Hr}.70)

npz ek o 2 kA A B yigtol® waw-S 3R] weqatal©] FENH
thafi A E 7FA] A S G2l A} gkt /A yigrolo] Hl-FA kg Al

5

Us AL otk HIE A5 20| &= AN A AA 9] EH oA

SAZE 22ol= A7 ok ol E g A S ANd S A8 ¥
ME BE 34 o] Br158lt}h F-8-F-2 2 7h(Joiion-Muraoka) & Al 3] H ]
of A AA= AA S FEl(modality)E &A1l YERATH AL B it 72) 1
Al yigrolo] FA A Aol 2ol Aol REE A, F3HA, e A &5H T4
o N AT st o wekA Sl 7] 15:1 ARE S F
stod =2 & AlFstaral gt

69) Lénard de Regt, “Hebrew Verb Forms in Prose, and in Some Poetic and Prophetic Passages:
Aspect, Sequentiality, Mood, and Cognitive Proximity”, JNSL 34/1 (2008), 92-100.

70) Ibid., 95-100. B2 2] FH oA B wayyigtol-S &7 “F(complete aspect) O Z o] 3 & 5=
AU 3, F 1EE B B E4 0l 388t wayyigiol & 225 T S1ko] o] f2 A4 ¢
SEW S AASGE, BAE ol A 1 §-2] BFo| FAlo A, Sl
O 1L 77k ARY FE qatal A5 = wayyigtol S 2043 F3H3T)

71) £ ¢ FAZ o2 BE FolA yigrolZ weqatal SAHE QA Fejo] HEZ BF AQUA
olUH 9 FEA 9 95 YHE EFT AUA L B2 Aoz Fad 2y ot

72) P. &, T. Fehert, TAA slBEo] 9, AT 9 (A& =AES 71E, 2012), 385,
398-408.



TS XTI TURTAR ORI 321 Y TR
MmD UR hRb RN

A 279 b 021 YT WR(OFR ok 2 B4 9| o] o] 22t 4l)

oA ok 2= yigtol BENE 2231 Itk 3 7hA] £ 3 A2 E2 0 29|
2EE gedA Bl Aot wpebA sldo] Xﬂ/\lf&’atﬂf\lﬂlé Z
&3t} 3 = yigrolo] 223 o] & AW @k A FApe] 23
o] AJAIY 7ol AA 7] wlZolth 23] B} A o] =2t o]
o A 15 AR AEA AR =SS AEsHE JF54 FH 9
NFE EFSALS u 319 =8 =3 & gy dddn. a8x
npR e Aol A mmb mpuin(obl 2 ghot o) & whiE] 3w ol = wayyrigtol
e Foll yigrol& AAANZ AL AAZ= 1 ofulE F83] A3
o] 21 A} Apalo] T obE IR THE 22 o] WAl 43 9
e o F JE R sAste o] A-sitta ot o] 23 =20
3] B o, $-2l= A7 3B o9 yigrolT weqatal-2- A2 (tense-aspect)
e xSt Qlow, 1wl A el ow 7t AASA YEba o

filo

< A A ok 22y sl Belold BE FEAE FH Y A4S
Us7tel tiai A= shakE 3rell =7ho] ok 53] gatal A 737
a3t WA O 2 gatal > A S AESHAY A S REsE T s
zb= A0 2 o]sf|gh=H, -7l Wt = A& (poetic) B3} Lol A %l
Aol thste] 3}AF7} & (assertive)dh= FEN A 2 0] 7} YERE 4=

4. L= 2t

47 slBelole] HA AAE ojw e WA WEo Lok AL o
AE2 A4S NYsta Fa)st=t AR e &S vt 20417] T
WA 47 sl BE o] Ao Qlojal FH B AA FA B A T4

73) 71 EH S & gatal SAE AAAHA SR o]F|st= Zlo] BlFettt. Telu Al F FEkA] ol A
AA = o) F FeHo HFE o3& & e B9V e AL ofUth o & E9, oy
of 1:5¢] 2221 Al 7}A] qatal FAFEL yigtol- qata tal®] &g o] F1 A=t Ry n(elthEl 8
e ‘Ut UE dskth et s 2419 8418 Ve, pawpn(8) Atk E 3h e}
Tnm(LﬂE}E] 5})"“‘1 = U7 HE FEEAT W7 U E Mtk Eta shat A4l 9] o1&
s oL Q55 gelstA At
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o2 FA AAE oldlshE Aol 1E Y HZe| AT+ yigrol, qatal,
wayyigtol, weqatal™} *| &2 (predicative) gotel BE| 2] 7S FFH o=
olsfisliof Fh= FHol A5H S A1 Ut sl B FAE w4 FE ol
AAA HAAZH v AAY S 2kF o, WHEHE ZAH E3 ol JojA
qatal/wayyigtol> AN A S 12| AL yigtol/weqatal-> @A) 2} v AlAE Y
Ebd = low, FA gatal/wayyigtol> 5 & 18] L yigtol/weqatal &
AbE FI9EE S YERATE T8y o] 3 F A A AA O E =
slHgo] FA AA S 7S AA A o2 A5ty ol = A 71 ATt o] 2
g B A B = 3B o] FAF A AL olsfol oA FEf iE e
oS =zt B o] FAF AA WA 2+ A AEE9

T IRt 9o FEl Y BAE TAA AH T = Aok 5EH
FH HFE 72l AR (epistemic) FENCF & F-/4 5 A (deontic/dynamic)

B=

|

fe3]
-
al

shel sate] 958 F2F  Arhe 7HdolT o] g3 AT 3

[¢] = %‘

Fof 718t E o O 2 garal®] P EF 9 HEEF 7)ol Ik A
T7F MEA AP AEEH o & Q7 o T2 E FHA-
TEE29 AU & oA A Fsk(discourse) AH Al A 3| Bglo] FAF A AE
ATTOoE A7 slHeo] EZ 23& Yol ATz s &
JE AR 7 gHATtTS)

<A o]>(Keywords)
374 slBglof FAF AA, AA FHl, o F Fel, A A, A, 473 .
Biblical Hebrew Verbal System, Epistemic Modality, Deontic Modality,

Tense, Aspect, Bible translation.

(B2 24420163 1€ 309, AAF L 21201693 29 269, AlA 84 DA} 201613 39 259Y)

74) o FAo) thg AH G o= FAD, 47 slualol FA AA ol Aje] Earutals)
o2 e Mol 72T HAEQ] I35 Aa17, 3733 418} 54 (2010), 1-34
£ Bza2),

75) AW QAR A hFA] E3k TR oM D3} 2pelol A9 = Ylx| 9 el &
Q3 7127 Ao} #2381}k A Niceaccei, The Syntax of the Verb in Classical Hebrew Prose,
JSOTSup 86 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1990).
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<Abstract>

A Study on the Characteristics of Modality in Biblical Hebrew Verbs

Sung-Gil Jang
(Westminster Graduate School of Theology)

This article provides a comprehensive description of the Biblical Hebrew
verbal system that focuses on the value of modal concept. Until recently, some
Hebraists insisted that the verbal system of classical Hebrew is tense-prominent,
but scholars at the opposing end disputed the theory, and insisted it as
aspect-prominent. In this context, some scholars suggest a new syntactic and
pragmatic perspectives in the light of common understanding of tense, aspect
and modality. I demonstrate that the value of modality is absolutely
indispensible in understanding the functions of verbal conjugations of Biblical
Hebrew: gatal, yigtol, wayyiqtol, weqatal and weyigtol. As far as the verbal
system is concerned, it is true that verbal forms could carry the value of tense,
aspect, and modality. But as Joosten, Hatav, Warren, and Andrason insist,
epistemic and deontic modality gives various new perspectives to solve complex
issues of the yigtol and waw-consecutive wegatal forms. I propose that deontic
and epistemic modality contributes to accurate identification of the meaning of
yigtol and weqatal. Furthermore, with regard to the gatal form, Hebraists
generally advocate that the gatal expresses the meaning of indicative past and
also the value of resultative construction, but sometimes the gatal conceptually
could be shown to be modal, involving the remaining dominant sense of
propositional/evidential modality. In this respect, I propose that the modal
concept should be considered in the semantic and pragmatic categories of

Biblical Hebrew verbal system.
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