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I General introduction

The category of verbal gender has to be considered first of all in connection
with its place in the utterance. Verbal gender is part of the communicative com-
ponent of the utterance and exercises its influence upon the referential component,
1.c., that part of the utterance that refers to extra-lingual reality. Verbal gender
represents the speaker’s hierarchy in visual perspectives in relation to the referen-
tial part of the utterance. Hence it is difficult to obtain a right notion of it without
taking the corresponding referential structure into account. On the other hand,
the referential predicate structure can only be known from its verbal gender and
it 1s exactly this interrelationship between referential and diathetical components
that bears upon a proper insight into verbal gender.

The referential part of the utterance possesses a predicate-participant struc-
ture. The predicate contains a nucleus, one or more syntactic positions (places)
and one or more roles (deep cases). The deep cases connect the nucleus with the
places. The nucleus contains the lexical information by which predicates of an iden-
tical structure differ. In actional theory one usually distinguishes one-place, two-

place and three-place predicates. The following deep cases are relevant to our stu-
dy:

the agentive (A, the case of the intentional causer);
the objective (O; the case of the participant affected by the process);
the dative (D; the case of the possessor, the experiencer, or the speaker);

the locative (L; the case of the location where the process takes place; (direc-
tional object)).

= A\

1 We owe many thanks to Hans Hospers for his valuable comments and Arthur van Essen for
correcting the English text. We are grateful to Norry Horlings-Brandse for editing the manuscript.



202 | W. Van Bekkum and H. Hamburger

A participant fulfils one or more deep cases. A combination of deep cases
within one place occurs in the proper reflexive predicate and in the reciprocal
predicate. A division can be made into independent and dependent predicates. An
independent predicate consists of a causing event and a caused event (Cholodovi¢
1969:5ff). A dependent predicate is part of an independent predicate and is the-
refore called sub-predicate. A sub-predicate may represent a causing event, a caused
~ event or one cf the phases of a caused event. Each independent predicate contains
a causal component, i.e., a causal relation between the causing and the caused
events. This implies that an independent predicate is a causative predlcate and a
dependent predicate is non-causative. Causativity implies transmwty and refers
to single-phase as well as to three-phase caused events. To 1llustrate this theory
we can adduce the following types:

- the independent two-place predicate with a single-phase caused event is of the
type ‘hit’;

- the independent two-place predicate with a three-phase caused event is of the
type ‘broke’ (cf. Fillmore 1970).

Like all three-phase caused events ‘broke’ implies a change of situations: in
the three-phase caused event a change occurs from a presupposed initial place
~ through a transitional phase into a final phase. The initial and final phases are
stative, but the transitional phase is dynamic. This idea of change with respect to
the causatives was already elaborated by Jespersen (1975). It is important to note
that the three-phase predicate is defined as terminative and the single-phase as
aterminative. Terminativity is the first basic principle of the semantic predicate
structure.

Three criteria fix the number of types of independent predicates:

1. the number of participant places;
2. the number and nature of deep cases;
3. the causative nature of the caused event (single- or three-phase).

These types can be illustrated by the following examplesS:

I. independent predicates
A. one-place

- single-phase, (A + O) rubbed oneself (reflexive)
- three-phase, (A + O) killed oneself  (reflexive)
B. two-place
- single-phase, A + O hit (non-reflexive)
- three-phase, A + O killed | (non-reflexive)

2 Dependent two-place predicates, such as ’saw’, ‘hated’, etc. may be regarded as transitive, but
they are not regarded as causative.

3 We prefer to cite the simple past form as a clear presentation of the meaning of the predicates.
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(A + D)4 + O took (reflexive)
(A+O)+ L went (reflexive)
C. three-place
- three-phase, A + O + D  gave (non-reflexive)
A+O+L brought (non-reflexive)

It appears that independent predicates include the agentive case.

The speaker clarifies by means of verbal gender, which participant of a pre-
dicate is the most important one in his point of view and which is less important.
Lomtev called these positions ischodnaja pozicija (position of departure) and
posledujuscaja pozicija (following position) respectively (cf. Lomtev 1972:117).
Thus the speaker creates a diathetical hierarchy in relation to the participants
involved. Danes sharply formulates the idea of deep structure diathesis (Dane3):

‘Zusammenfassend mochten wir also sagen, das im Bereich der komplexen
globalen ‘Satzbedeutung’ eine spezifische Ebene der Perspektivierung (oder
Hierarchisierung) der semantischen Satzelemente zu postulieren ist. Das,
was man ‘genus verbi’ nennt, gehort auf diese Ebene.’

Opinions differ as to the number of deep structure voices: the choice is either
for two voices (active/passive or active/middle) or three (active/passive/middle).
Following Benvenist (1966) we have opted for a distinction between two deep struc-
ture voices only: active and non-active. In most utterances the grammatical subject
indicates which participant takes up the first position in the diathetical hierarchy.
The active voice is characterised by the combination of the grammatical subject
and the agentive deep case. Hence the proper reflexive and part of the reciprocal
predicates are combined with this voice. The non-active voice comprises passive
and middle. The combination of these two voices is established upon the obser-
vation that in both passive and middle voice the grammatical subject is linked

with a participant fulfilling a non-agentive deep case. Also Lyons stresses the af-
finity of the passive with the middle voice (Lyons 1968:375):

“The point being made is that the ‘middle’ voice can ‘merge’ with the passive
under the ‘non-agentive’ interpretation of the subject.’

This affinity is illustrated by the fact that passive and middle forms often co-
incide, for instance, in French and in Russian some predicate forms may have a
passive as well as a middle meaning (se rompre, lomat’sja - ‘to break’).

Independent predicates embrace both active and passive predicates. In the in-
dependent passive predicate the agentive is usually expressed in an adjunct, which
takes up the ‘following position’ in the hierarchy. The passive predicate is depend-
ent, when it occurs without an agentive adjunct. The relationship between inde-

pendency and dependency of the predicate and the verbal gender can be depicted
as follows:

4 The deep cases between brackets are fulfilled by one participant.
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independent predicate dependent predicate

T~ T

active passive middle

{

The most direct way to realize a non-active predicate is to make it dependent
by reducing it to its caused event or to one of the phases of the caused event
(‘laid’, ‘was ready’, etc.). As a result of this middle voice may be expressed in general
reflexive predicates such as ‘died’, ‘received’, ‘grew angry’, etc. These resultative
non-causative correlates form pairs with the causative predicates ‘killed’, ‘gave’,
‘made angry’, respectively, which represent the diathetical opposition active-middle
(Cholodovi¢ 1969:10ff). From that point of view the opposition causative/non-cau-
sative may be regarded as a diathetical opposition. In Hebrew causativity is even
a distinctive factor in the voice system.

Dependent predicates do not include the agentive case. Hence dependent pas-
sive predicates, such as ‘was seen’, ‘was hated’, ‘was reccived’, ‘was reached’, etc.,
are predicates with an experiencer or a possessor in the adjunct. Generally, passive
forms in which such an adjunct is impossible, irrecoverable or artificial, ar¢ con-
sidered middle. Among them are the so-called stative passives as in the sentence
‘the food was spoilt during transport’. Thus sub-predication i1s a powerful means
to realize verbal gender. It is the second basic principle of the semantic predicate
structure (cf. Hamburger 1986:244).

The main types of the dependent predicate can be summarized as follows:

II. dependent predicates (caused events)

A. one-place

- single-phase, O was rubbed
O was hit
O was hated
O was dead

- three-phase, O died

B. two-place

- single-phase, O + D  saw
O+D hated, loved
O+D had
O+ L was at

- three-phase, O + D  received
O+ L reached

In the following we shall examine whether this introductory model is an ade-

quate basis for the description of verbal gender in Hebrew and Russian.
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II. Verbal gender in Modern Hebrew

The verbal system of Modern Hebrew is organized by the so-called binyanim
(‘formations’), morpho-phonological patterns, which are usually divided into seven
categories called Qal (Pa’al), Niph’al, Pi’el, Pu’al, Ilitpa’el, Hiph’il, ITuph’al (ct.
Goshen-Gottstein 1965).

The seven binyanim express the semantic features of voice in Modern Hebrew.

The verbal system is based upon these binyanim which are morphologically related
to each other in a systematic way.

1. Qal is considered the basic and at the same time the active voice, both
morphologically and semantically, whereas all the others are ‘derived’ from

this morphological pattern; in this sense they could be defined as ‘extensions’
of Qal.

2. The original gender of Niph’al was clearly reflexive to Qal. Qal knew its own
internal passive formation, only surviving in the passive participle pa’ul (katitv
- ‘written’, Samiir - ‘guarded’). Niph’al adopted the function of a passive binyan
to Qal (niktav - ‘was written’, nis’al - ‘was asked’), but at the same time retained
a middle voice meaning (nistar - ‘was hidden’, niSmar - ‘was guarded’; names -
‘melted’) and even an active voice meaning with no difference from Qal
(nilham - ‘fought’, niknas - ‘entered’, niggas - ‘approached’) and sometimes
there is no direct relation to a Qal form at all (né’énah - ‘sighed’). Niph’al is
also related to the other active binyanim Pi’el and Hiph’il when it functions as
a passive of Prel or Hiph'il, if no Qal form is extant (nikbad - ‘was offered’). A
few Niph’al forms still betray proper reflexive use (nasog - ‘withdrew’) or
express reciprocal action (nifgas - ‘met’, nidb rii- ‘agreed with’, nilh®mii

- ‘fought each other’, no’az - ‘consulted someone’).

3. Piel is traditionally described as intensification, strengthening and repetition

of the action (hillek - ‘walked’[literative], Sibber - ‘smashed’, ‘broke’ [intensi-
ve]), but we consider these and other forms of Pi’el to have primarily causative

meaning (giddel - ‘made grow’, ziddéq - ‘caused to be a right’, gizzez - ‘made
shorter’). Many Pi’el forms are denominative.

4. Pu’al is a passive of Pi’el (guddal - ‘was made to grow’, quzzaz - ‘was made

shorter’). In Modern Hebrew it often occurs as a participle (medubbar - ‘it is
said’).

5. Hitpa’el can be primarily defined as proper reflexive of Pi’el (hirlabbés - ‘dressed
himself’, hitrahez - ‘washed himself’, hitnagqem - ‘revenged himself, hitasSer -
‘enriched himsell’, himappel - ‘attacked’, hitpallel - "‘prayed"’5 ) Or gene-

> Originally hitpalizl can be considered as a reflexive form of palll - *spoke’ with the meaning of
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ral reflexive (hit’astes - ‘sneezed’, hit'abbel - ‘mourned’, hityahéd - ‘became
Jewish’, hithammem - ‘became hot’, histadder - ‘was arranged’, hitqayyem - ‘took
place’, histakkeah - ‘was forgotten’ﬁ). Hitpa’el can also function with reciprocal

meaning (hitra’ii - ‘saw each other’, hityad di, - ‘got befriended with each
other’). *’

6. Hiph’il has many characterizations: its main function is to be an active causative

of intransitive (sometimes transitive) Qal (hirdia’ - ‘made guilty’, hozi - ‘caused
to get out’). Like Pi’el also Hiph’il verbs are often denominative, mostly

derived from adjectives (higbiah - ‘made long/tall’, héfiv - ‘caused to be good’,
hi¥min - ‘caused to be fat’), but also from nouns (hifriah - ‘caused to blossom’,
hiskil - ‘made clever’).

7. Huph’al expresses primarily the passive of Hiph’il (hisras - ‘was made to
become rooted’) and sometimes it is also the passive equivalent of the Qal

(nagam - ‘avenged’ next to hiigam -‘was avenged’).

Studies have shown that Israeli children learning Hebrew as their mother
tongue are aware of the syntactic value of the binyanim (cf. Berman 1979). The
children may use one transitive form when they should use another, but they will never
wrongly substitute a transitive (independent) morphological form for an intransitive
(dependent) one. Thus Pi’el and Hiph'il are clearly separated from intransitive Niph'al,
Pu’al, Hitpa'el and Huph’al. Berman distinguishes between ‘main’ and ‘secondary’
employment of the binyanim, equating the term ‘main’ with ‘productive’, and ‘se-
condary’ with ‘idiocy.acratic’. The following examples illustrate the processes re-
flected in the binyanim forms of verbs with a shared root (cf. Junger 1987:20):

1. Pi’el-Pu’al-Hitpa’el:
- active: Dan ’‘immen ’‘ét ha- zéwét - ‘Dan trained the team’;
- passive: Ha- zéwét 'umman ’al y“dey Dan - “The team was trained by Dan’;
- proper reflexive: Ha- zéwét hit’'ammen - “The team trained’ -

2. Qal-Pi’el:
- middle: Ha-p“rahim gadlii ' ..-ginndh - “The flowers grew in the garden’;

spoke to himself ’ like the old Russian particle mol - ’that is to say’ contrary to molitisja - °to pray’;
(cf. Junger 1987:14-15).

¢ This function is adopted by the originally Rabbinical Hebrew stem formation Nitpa’el, e.g., nit-
qabbel ’is received’, nitbaqqés - ’is requested’.

7 In this example Qal-Pwal-Hitpa’el; the simplification of the binyanim patterns to transitive-in-
transitive clearly reflects an increasing influence of the Indo-European languages on Modern Hebrew.

The question of fronting (Who trained who? Did Dan train the team or did the team train Dan?) is
relevant for Modern Hebrew in the absence of case- endings, but is partly resolved in Hebrew by the

particle ét, denoting the definite (!) accusative.
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- active: Dan giddel ét ha-p“rahim ba- ginnah - ‘Dan grew (= raised) the flowers
in the garden’

3. Qal-Hiph'il:

- middle: Dan yara¥ harbeh késéf me-haz"qénah - ‘Dan inherited much money
from the old lady’;

- active: Ha-z"qenah horisah harbeh keéséf le-Dan - ‘The old lady left (= beque-
athed) much money to Dan’.

4. Qal-Hitpa’el:
- active: Dan lavas ét ha-m"il - ‘Dan wore (= put on) the coat’;
- proper reflexive: Dan hitlabbeés - ‘Dan dressed’.

The use of Hitpa’el is completely consistent with the periphrastic use of cau-
sative Hiph'il + a reflexive pronoun (‘(one)self’):

- Dan hilbi§ ét ‘azmo - ‘Dan made wear himself (= dressed)’g.

Berman’s views still reflect the traditional description of the verbal system in
Hebrew, but many problems remain unsolved. If it is assumed that the opposition
causative/non-causative can be regarded as part of the voice system, can the division
Into causative vs. non-causative now really be systematized? Is a diathetical analysis
of the binyanim system an absolute goal (one binyan - gne voice) or can we only
determine what has to be considered as dominant within a given binyan? The latter
seems to be necessary, when we take the diversity of function and gender of each
binyan into account. Causativity in Hebrew is mostly expressed by the morpholo-
gical form of the verb. Periphrastic or external causatives are rare. The causer in
Modern Hebrew is always in the ‘nominative case’, without any prefix, particle or
marker. The causee, as we have seen, is preceded by the particle ér or sometimes
I°, traditionally seen as the accusative and dative markers respectivelyg. The prob-
lem of the difference between causative Pi’el and Hiph'il has been extensively di-
scussed in a study on Classical Hebrew by Jenni (1968) (cf. also Van Bekkum
1983). The difficulties of classification with regard to the Pi’el and Hiph’il in Clas-
sicaland Rabbinical Hebrew have their repercussions on Modern Hebrew.

Junger is convinced that the binyanim can be described in terms of valency
change (cf. also Abraham 1978). Derivational relations between the binyanim exist;
the systematism of the verb should be sought in predicate-schemes, expressing va-
lencies of (in-)transitivization. The valency approach of the binyanim stresses the
idea that causativity is a diathetical marker. Junger’s observations bear upon our
discussion, proving that dominance plays an important role, as can be illustrated

8 The reflexive as the paraphrase of a causative construction where the agens and the goal refer
to the same individual. Compare to the relations between Qal and Hitpa’el in: - Ha-ba&ar qar - 'The
meat is cold, and: - Ha-ba$ar hitqargr - 'The meat got cold’, cf. J. Junger, Predicate Formation, p. 20.

? On the quality and distribution of these particles, cf. J. Junger 1987:77; also Keenan 1981:8
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by her distinction of two groups of binyanim which she defines as ‘productive’
and ‘unproductive’. These terms can only be adduced here as an indication of the
productive group consisting of morphological forms which still admit new verbs
to the system. These are the Pi’el, the Hiph’il and to some extent the Hitpa'el.
The Niph’al is unproductive, i.e., no new verbs enter the system in this morpho-
logical form. The formerly productive Qal is the basis of a large group ‘of roots,
but in Modern Hebrew new verbs entering the language mostly follow the Prel
or Hiph'’il pattern (often quadriliteral: tilpen - ‘phoned’; rirpéd - ‘torpedoed’; hiswiz
- ‘sweated’). There is a group of roots that are intransitive in the Qal/Pa’el pattern
and transitive in the Pi’el (kaved - ‘was heavy’, ‘important’/kibbéd - ‘made heavy’,
‘esteemed’). A small group of general reflexive verbs follows the Hitpa’el (cf. Junger
1987) (paves - ‘was dry’/hityabbes - ‘became dry’). Also Hiph'il is very often the
causative of a root which is mostly intransit.ve (but sometimes transitive) in the
Qal (basel - ‘ripened’/hivsil - ‘caused to ripen’; Sakav - ‘laid’/hiskiv - ‘caused 1o
lie”: ‘amad - ‘stood’/hé’émid - ‘put’; talah - ‘hung’/hitlah - ‘suspended’). Thus pro-
ductivity/unproductivity may reveal the pattern of dominance.

How many voices are to be distinguished in Modern Hebrew and how could
they be classified? Niph’al, Pu’al and Huph’al prefer the absence of the causer or
agent and are therefore no real ‘passive’ forms, but ‘pseudo-passives’, confirming
more general and more ‘middle voice’ characteristics. In other words, they ar¢ not
just equivalents of their ‘active’ counterparts Qal, Pi’el and Hiph'il, while they
designate a wholly different state of affairs. With the pattern of dominance as our
basic principle we are justified in distinguishing two voices only: active and non-
active (cf. Junger 1987, Siewierska 1984:163)10. In many languages passive clauses
cannot appcar with an overt agent or the agent can, but need not be specified.
Agentless passives are far more common than those with an agent (cf. Siewierska
1984). In Hebrew an agent-phrase is only allowed when it is required for a specilic
pragmatic reason, using the ‘al - y“dey (‘by’) phrase. The occurrence of al-y“dey
phrases serves as a criterion for the distinction of genuine passive and general
reflexive predicates. Taking the latter observations into consideration, the binyanim
Niph’al, Pu’al and Huph’al can be described as predominantly non- active (middle,
‘passive’), whereas Qal, Pi’el, Hiph’il and Hitpa’el in its quality of proper reflexive
are predominantly active The Hitpa’el is proper as well as general reflexive, whereas
the latter occurs equally often in forms of Qal and Niph’al. Proper reflexivity 1s
mostly morphologically expressed in Modern Hebrew, but the conjunction with a

10 Siewicrska 1984:163; 'The use of a reflexive morpheme in Indo-European passives is generally
attributed to the original active/middle voice system in Indo-European. The active voice was used to
portray the subject as simply the doer of the action, while the middle voice expressed actions or states
which immediately affected the subject or its interests. In the course of time languages such as English
underwent a reanalysis due to which the middle category was lost. The functions of the middle voice
were subsumed by the active voice and the passive function was singled out to constitute a new separate
passive voice. Russian, Greek, Hebrew and German have partially retained the Indo-European middle
voice displayed by the formal similarity of reflexives and some passives while simultaneously developing
a separate passive, in the case of Russian and Greek confined to the perfective. The common deno-
minator of reflexives and passives under this interpretation is the ’affectedness’ of the subject.’
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reflexive pronoun is possible in the case of proper reflexive: Yost hitgalleah kol

yom - ‘Yosi shaved himself every day’ vs. Hi ra’ah et ’azmo ba-ri - ‘He saw
himself in the mirror’.

Reciprocity is expressed by the Hitpa’el morphologically (hityad®dii - ‘got be-
friended with each other’), otherwise pronominally (ahavii zéh ét zéh - ‘loved each
other’) or combined (hit’ahavi zéh ba- zéh - ‘fell in love with each other’).

~As for our study of the verbal gender in Modern Hebrew and Modern Russian
we cannot avoid the conclusion that in the Hebrew verbal system causativity and
non-causativity delimits the verbal genders to a high extent. Yet, the distribution

of voice meanings over the binyanim shows considerable irregularities (cf. Ham-
burger 1981:97-100)11:

non-causative causative

Qal'? + -
‘asaf - ‘gathered’
'azar - ‘girded’
batel - ‘stopped’
dahaf - ‘impelled’
masar - ‘handed down’
paga’ - ‘harmed’
savar - ‘broke’
sam - ‘put down’
banah - ‘built’, etc.

Niph’al + -
| niknas - ‘entered’
niggas - ‘approached’
nikna’ - ‘subdued’
nizzav - ‘stood’, etc.
Pi’el — +

qibbel - ‘received’

hippes - ‘searched’
biqqer - ‘visited, checked’
biqqes - ‘asked’

'1 The signs +/- are used to indicate dominance of causativity/non-causativity.
12 . . .
We want to note here that proper reflexive verbs which are considered in traditional Hebrew

grammar as intransitive, are regarded here as causative on the basis of their case structure, such as

verba' movendi: Qal: halak/hille kn, panzh; Pi'el: {iyye&l, siyyer, siqqef, etc. Therefore one should not
describe them as non-causative. (cf. Junger 1987:73-75).
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Hitpa’el — +
hitpallgl - ‘prayed’
histakkel - ‘gazed’
hitgayyem - ‘took place’
hitmazze’ - ‘was familiar
hizta’er - ‘regretted’
hiStannah - ‘changed’

Hiph’il® - +
hisriah - ‘stank’ (Qal: sarah - ‘stank’)
hithil - ‘began’
henéz - ‘blossomed’
himSik - ‘continued’
hevin - ‘understood’

Pu’al and Huph’al follow Pi’el and Hiph’il respectively. Most exceptions result
from lexicalisation, which at an earlier stage of the language may have been derived
by a formation rule, but which since have acquired a meaning that is not directly
produced by the root or by causation/non-causation. The dcrivational processes of
these verbs are considered regularities and they are listed in the lexicons as idio-
syncrasies (cf. Junger 1987:74-75)".

Concluding our survey of the binyanim in Modern Hebrew we can say that
these seven stem formations do not allow a rigid formalisation of verbal gender.
Their interrelationship is not unambiguous; their arrangement can be questioned.
Still, the regularity and systematism of the binyanim has been established by the
adoption of a meaning in accordance with the morphological peculiarities of their
form, in which the opposition causativity/non-causativity plays an important role,
showing the differences between the binyanim according to the principle of domi-
nance.

I Verbal gender in Modern Russian

Like the other components of the utterance, verbal gender has two main strata:
one stratum of meaning, and one of form, labelled as ‘deep structure diathesis’
and ‘surface structure diathesis’ respectively. In deep structure the referential and
the diathetical components are separate systems, even so they are easily confused.
In surface structure the situation is even more intricate, when the two interdepen-
dent components are unavoidably inseparable: a predicate form represents, among
other things, both actional meaning and voice. In the study presented here we
start from the separateness and at the same time from the interdependence of the

13 Shaph’el comes instead of the Hiph’il as causative, when the Hiph’il of the root is already 'oc-
cupied’, e.g. hélgir - 'returned, gave back’ and Silggr - 'reconstructed’.
14 On causativity in Hebrew cf. Bolozky and Saad 1984, Mentscher 1983.
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referential and the diathetical components which are involved in predicate struc-
ture.

By deep structure diathesis we understand a hicrarchy of visual perspective
of the participants of a predicate and their roles. Surface structure diathesis is the
system of diathetical forms and constructions by which the deep structure diathesis
in a particular language is realized. Deep structure diathesis may be obfuscated
by surface structure phenomena. Panzer remarks on this score (cf. Panzer 1975):

‘Insgesamt ist also die Diathese als Verbalkategorie des Russischen hodchst
komplex und problematisch; nur von syntaktischen Konstruktionen in Ver-
bindung mit bestimmten semantischen Invarianten ist die Unterscheidung
von Aktiv und Passiv iberhaupt einigermaszen sinnvoll fiir das Russische.
Auch die Kasussyntax und -semantik spielt hier mit hinein.’

In Russian diathesis i1s hardly formalised. The passive is formalised unambi-
guously only in the passive participles, of which the perfective one may occur as
a finite verb. It 1s also in the perfective aspect only that Russian makes a distinction
between the middle and the passive voice (vozvratilsja vs. vozvraicen - ‘came back’,
‘has been returned’). It is true that the sja-form plays an important role in the
system of Russian diathesis, but like the non-sja-form it turns out to represent
either deep structure voice and it may belong to each of the three surface structure
voices: active, passive, or middle (cf. Hamburger 1981:102). According to Brecht-
Levin (1985) the -sja- suffix only occurs, when the patient in the corresponding
active construction is the object in the accusative case. Moreover, the patient must
be a ‘strong’ patient, i.e., it must be marked by the feature ‘affected’. Although
this theory accounts for a considerable number of cases, it does not explain why
an oblique object (i.e., in another case than the accusative) can be passivized, neit-
her why umer (‘died’), uronul (‘drowned’), etc. is not umersja, utonulsja, etc.

We shall describe the ways of expressing verbal gender in Russian, starting
with the active voice. This voice is predominantly expressed by non-sja-forms (3-
11). Proper reflexive and active reciprocal predicates - apart from periphrastic con-
structions with sebja and drug druga - are realised by sja-forms:

1 On mylsja -- - ‘he washed himself’
2 Ont obnimalis’ - ‘they embraced’

Some of the active predicates, however, are expressed by -sja-forms, e.g.
stucalsja (‘knocked’). With respect to the passive voice two factors are relevant:
verbal aspect and the semantic characteristic ‘animate’. Concerning aspect the pas-
sive voice in Russian is expressed according to the principle of complementary
distribution: in the perfective aspect the passive predicate is realised by means of
the short forms of the perfective passive participle, whereas in the imperfective
aspect it is expressed by reflexive forms (-sja-forms). There is only one restriction:
imperfective -sja-forms can only be applied to patients with the characteristic ‘ina-
nimate’. In the case of ‘animate’ patients one usually resorts to the imperfective
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indefinite personal construction. We shall illustrate this with the following exam-
ples:

3 On podnimaet gruz - ‘he 1s lifting the load’
3a Gruz im podnimaetsja - ‘the load is being lifted by him’
4  On podnimaet ee - ‘he 1s lifting her’
4a FEe podnimajut - ‘she is being lifted by him’ <
‘one 1s lifting her’
S  On budet podnimat’ gruz - ‘he will be lifting the load’
S5a Gruz budet im podnimat’sja - ‘the load will be being lifted by him’
6 On budet ee podnimat’ - ‘he will be lifting her’
6a Ee budut podnimat’ - ‘she will be being lifted by him’<
‘one w.ll be lifting her’
7  On podnimal gruz - ‘he was lif.ing the load’
7a  Gruz im podnimalsja - ‘the load was being lifted by him’
8  On podnimet gruz - ‘he will have lifted the load’'”
8a Gruz budet podnjat im - ‘the load will have been lifted by him’
9 On podnimet ee - ‘he will have lifted her’
9a Ona budet podnjata 1m - ‘she will have been lifted by him’
10 On podnjal gruz - ‘he has lifted the load’
10a Gruz (byl) podnjat im - ‘the load has (had) been lifted by him’
11  On podnjal ee - ‘he has lifted her’
11a Ona (byla) podnjata im - ‘she has (had) been lifted by him’

The confinement of the imperfective passive -sja-forms to inanimate patients
eliminates the first and the second persons from the passive -sja-forms. For that
reason passive imperative -sja-forms do not occur either. In agreement with the
examples 3a-11a the usage of the passive predicate in Russian is schematised as
follows:

inanimate imperfective -sja-form
perfective short form of perf. pass. part.
animate imperfective active (indefinite personal construction)

This scheme is being referred to as ‘the passive rule’. Thus, the occurrence of
-sja-forms with passive meaning is rather restricted. Gerritsen even denies the ex-
istence of such predicates. She regards them as middle predicates, defining the
passive in Russian within the limits of the passive participle (cf. Gerritsen 1988).
In this respect the middle origin of the passwe Is certainly relevant. .

The other part of the non-active voice 1s the (general-reflexive) middle voice,
characterised by a non-agentive subject. This voice may also be expressed by -sja-
forms, but then there is no limitation to one verbal aspect or to a specific semantic
feature. Some examples of unequivocally middle -sja-predicates are present in:

15 Instead of this perfect meaning 8-11 may also have an aorist meaning: *he will lift the load’, etc.
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12 On ostupilsja - ‘he stumbled’
13 Ne ostupis’! - ‘don’t stumble!’
14 1y ostupis’sja - ‘you will stumble’
15 Ja rasserdilsja na nego - ‘| grew angry with him’
16 Serdjas’ na nego... - ‘growing angry with him...’
17 Nel’zja serdit’sja na nego - ‘one should not grow angry with him’

Imperfective -sja-forms of the third person and with an inanimate subject are

ambiguous. They may be passive or middle. They are disambiguated by the presence
of an agentive adjunct;

18 Vedro napolnjalos’ vodoj - ‘the bucket was being filled/filled with water’
18a Vedro napolnjalos’ vodoj
ee ofcom - ‘— by her father’

A middle reciprocal predicate is found in:
19 Ulicy pereseklis’ - ‘the streets crossed’

Although the middle voice predicates are predominantly expressed by -5ja-
forms, some of them are realised by non-sja-forms:

20 On umer - ‘he died’
21 On lezal na divane - ‘he was lying on the sofa’

In this connection the occurrence of both -sja- and non- sja-forms in one and
the same aspectual pair is illustrative (lopat’sja/lopnut’ - ‘to burst’, sest’/sadit’sja -
‘to sit down’).

Considering the data and arguments given above, we have come to the conc-
lusion that the voices in Russian are organised according to the principle of do-
minance (cf. Hamburger 1986:147). Non-sja-forms predominantly realise active
predicates, whereas -sja-forms predominantly realise non-active predicates (the

- middle voice, and the passive voice according to the ‘passive rule’).
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IV, The Hebrew system set against the model

Setting the Hebrew voice system a%ginst the model as developed in section I
we arrive at the following presentation ™

I. Independent predicates "
places 1 2 3
phases 1 3 1 3 3
voices act act act act | act
: : 17
morph. Hitp Hitp QPH Hitp QPH Hitp(N) QPH
1 2 34 5 6 789 10 111213
1. histafSef - ‘rubbed oneself’ (pr)
2. hit’'abbéd - ‘killed oneself’ (pr); hitrahez - ‘washed oneself’
(pr) L
3. paga’ - ‘hit
4. SifSef - ‘rubbed’
5. hikkah - ‘hit
6. hitgarah - ‘taunted’
7. rahaz - ‘washed’; halak - ‘went’ (pr); laqah - ‘took’ (pr)
8. giddel - ‘made great’
Q. hi¥mid - ‘exterminated’

10. hirgannev - ‘left stealthily’ (pr) (nitpal - “attached oneself to’(pr))
11. natan - ‘gave’ -

12. sippeq - ‘supplied’

13. hé’eévir - ‘transported’

Generally speaking, in Modern Hebrew independent predicates are combined

with the active voice, including proper reflexives in Qal and Hitpa’el.

It turns out that the distinction one-phase/three-phase is irrelevant to the He-

brew voice system. Thus our model is reduced as follows:

16 Q = Qal; N = Niph’al; P = Pi’el; H= Hipl’il; Hitp = Hitpa’el; pr = proper reflexive.
17 for proper reflexive use of Niph’al, cf. section L
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independent predicates

places 1 2 3
voices act act act
morph. Hitp. Q P H Hitp. QPH

As for the number of places we establish that one-place independent predicates
are realised by the binyan Hitpa’el exclusively. Two-place and three-place inde-

pendent predicates are realised by Hitpa’el and those binyanim which represent
the active voice in Hebrew.

I1. dependent prec‘icates18
places 1
phases 1 3
voices  mid ‘pass’ mid . ‘pass’

morph. Q P H Hitp N (Pu) Hu Hitp N Pu Hu Q P H Hitp N (Pu) Hu Hitp N Pu Hu
123 4 § 6 7 8 9 10 11 121314151617 18 19 20 21 22

1. ka’av - ‘ached’; mér - ‘was dead’

2. pthéq - ‘yawned’

3. hir'id - ‘trembled’; hirtit - ‘quivered’; hisriah - ‘stank’
4. hitgayyem - ‘took place’; hit’aftes - ‘sneezed’

3. nik’av - ‘ached, suffered’; nimsak - ‘lasted’

6.

7. hthlaq - ‘slipped’

8. hitpalles - ‘rolled about’

9. nidgar - ‘was stabbed’
10. ‘uqqal - ‘was twisted’; puttal - ‘was curved’
11. hiitqaf - ‘was attacked’; hitkkah - ‘was struck’;
12. mer - ‘died’
13.
14.
15. hithammeém - ‘became hot’; hiStapper - ‘improved’ (gr)
16. niftar - ‘died’; nisbar - ‘broke’
17.

8 Pu = Pual; Hu = Huph’al; gr = general reflexive.
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18. hiira’ - ‘worsened’; hitkhah - ‘became dim’ Just as with the independent predicate also with the dependent predicates the
19. histahéq - ‘erased’ difference in phases is irrelevant to the voice system of Hebrew. Consequently the
20. nizzat - ‘was set on fire’ model is reduced as follows:

21. puttar - ‘was dismissed’; hunnaq - ‘was strangled’
22. hiiSmad - ‘was exterminated’

dependent predicates

places 2
places 1 2
phases 1 3 R
voices mid ‘pass’ mid ‘pass’
voices mid  ‘pass’ mid ‘pass’
morphology QPHHit HitNPuHu  QPHHit HitNPuHu
morph. QPHHitpN Hitp N PuHu QPHHitpN Hitp N PuHu NPuHu NPuHu
1234 5 6 789 10 11121314 15 16 17 18
As for the number of places we observe that all binyanim are involved in ex-
1. ra’ah - ‘saw’; hayah+b® - ‘was at’; hayah +[° - ‘had’lg; sane’ - ‘hated’; ‘ahav pressing middle voice, whereas those binyanim which represent non-active voice
- Yoved’ A as well as Hitpa’el cover ‘passive’ use. '
2.
3. hirgi¥ - ‘sensed, felt’ V. The Russian system set against the model
4. hitrages - ‘was excited at’; hirga’ga’ - ‘yearned o | _
for _ Il} Russian independent c_me-place predicates (proper reflexives) are expressed
5. nimza’ - ‘was at’; nir'ah - ‘seemed to’ by -s]fz-forms. They are ?0n51der?d acEive by us. Two-place independent predicates
6. hitqéz&'.‘s'ér . “‘was connected with’ are cither proper re.ﬂexwes (active :s]a-forms or nf)n-sja-forms), active non-refle-
7. nigrar - ‘was dragged to’; nidhaf - ‘was pushed to’ XIves Or passives (-s;a-form§ accord}ng to the passive rule).
8. quisar - ‘was tied with’ T\w\fo-place proper reﬂexwe_ predu;ates are cither expressed by - sja-forms or by
9. hiifar - ‘was sung’ non-s;a-f-orms. The non-reﬂe_mve active predicates are almost exclusively expressed
10. nafal - ‘fell to© | by non:.sga-forms. 'IWo_-place independent predicates can be passivized by -sja-forms
11. gibbel - ‘received’ ao_ccordmg to the passive rule. -'Bvo-place proper reflexive predicates can be passi-
12. vized, whe? the objective role is not c_:o_mbined with the subject like in vzjal - ‘took’.
13. hitgarev - ‘approached’; hirraheq - ‘moved away’ Sel - ‘went’, however, cannot be passivized, because the objective is combined with

14. nigga¥ - ‘approached’ (gr) the subject.

15. hitgabbel - ‘was received’ Three-place predicates are expressed by non-sja-forms. ’i’hey can be passivised
16. nigrav - ‘was sacrificed to’ by - sja-forms according to the passive rule.
17- qubbal - ‘was received’ These observations can be shown in the following survey:

18. hiifra¥ - ‘was set aside’

Dependent predicates in Modern Hebrew are combined with non-active voice
(middle, ‘passive’), showing a wide variety in the application of binyanim. The oc-
currence of Qal, Pi’el and Hiph’il proves the inconsistency and diffusion in the
realisation of voice with dependent predicates.

19 The verb ’to have’ in Hebrew is always expressed by the verb ’to be(long)’ + ’to’. The present
tense of this verb does not exist; Modern Hebrew adopted the construction from Classical Hebrew:

yash + I° (compare Russian jest’ ) as in: yZsh li bayit - 'l have a house’.
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I. independent predicates
places 1 2 3
phases 1 3 1 3 3
voices act act act pass act pass act pass
morph. s S n(s) s n(s) s n s
1 2 345 67 8 9 10

1. tersja - ‘rubbed oneself’ (pr)

2. mylsja - ‘washed oneself’ (pr)

3. ter - ‘rubbed’

4. stucalsja - ‘knocked on’

5. tersja - ‘was rubbed’

6. myl - ‘washed’; bral - ‘took’; Sel - ‘went’ (pr)

7. otpravilsja - ‘went’; chvatalsja - ‘seized’ (pr)

8. mylsja - ‘was washed’; bralsja - ‘was taken’

9. daval - ‘gave’; prinosil - ‘brought’

10. davalsja - ‘was given’; prinosilsja - ‘was brought’

The verbal forms cited above show that the independent predicate is realised
in Russian in a fairly regular manner: non-sja-forms with active 'predicates, -sja-
forms with passive and predominantly with proper reflexive predicates. .

It appears that difference in phases, i.e., the differenee tetween predicates of
the type ‘hit’ and ‘broke’ does not affect verbal gender with the independent pre-
dicate. The number of places is only relevant in that two-place proper reflexives
are less often realised by - sja-forms than one-place proper reflexives. Thus the

model is reduced to: |
independent predicates

places 1 _ 2 3
voices act act pass act pass
morphology s n(s) S n S

Dependent predicates are combined with the middle or, to a lesser extent,
with the passive voice. Both one-place and two-place dependent predicates are
expressed by -sja-forms and non-sja-forms. Some of the two-place dependent pre-
dicates can be passivized, though rarely in -sja-forms:

2 § = -sja-form; n = non-sja-form; ( ) = peripheral.
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IL dependent predicates

places 1 2

phases 1 3 1 3

voiees mid mid mid pass mid pass

morph sn S n sn s sn S
12 - 34 56 7 89 10

1. Cesalsja - ‘itched’

2. bolel - ‘ached’

3. provalilsja - ‘collapsed’

. umer - ‘died’

. rasporjadilsja - ‘had’; nachodilsja - ‘was av; radovalsja - ‘rejoiced’
. Imel- ‘had’; stojal - ‘stood at’; videl - ‘saw’

oscuscalsja - ‘was felt’

. dostalos’ - ‘fell t0’; dobralsja - ‘reached’; razdrazilsja - ‘got irritated’
9. polucil - ‘received’
10. polucalsja - ‘was received’; dostigalsja - ‘was reached’

I R ST N

Our observation is that with the dependent middle predicates dominance of
the -sja-forms as against the non-sja-forms is hard to establish. This can be illu-
strated by synonyms with or without the -sja-suffix like vanrilsja/kipel - ‘boiled’;
umer/skoncalsja - ‘died’; provalilsjajruchnul - ‘collapsed’; imelfrasporjadilsja - ‘had’;
vidnelsja/byl viden - ‘was visible, was seen’: belel/belelsja - ‘got white’, even within
one and the same aspectual pair: stanovilsja/stal - ‘became’. The realisation of voice
with the dependent predicate is far less regular than with the independent predi-
cate.

As with the independent predicate so with the dependent predicate the dif-
ference in phases does not play a role. As for the number of places the one-place

predicate can only be middle, whereas the two- place predicate is either middle
or passive. Consequently the model is reduced as follows:

dependent predicates

places 1 2
voices mid mid pass
morphology s n s n s
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V1. Conclusion

A contrastive analysis of verbal gender in Modern Russian and Modern He_brew
may show the similarities and differences between the two languages at a partlcu!ar
level, demonstrated in the context of a chosen theoretical framework. In the in-
troductory part of this study (section I) the starting-point is therefore %ha-t one
and the same meaning can be realised in different languages. On this basis 1t may
be assumed that these realisations have this meaning in common. In comparing
linguistics signs a common semantic model is necessary in any case in ord?r to
make manifest zero realisations. A model of the common meaning of the predicate
and also of verbal gender has served as a basis for comparing verbal gender in
modern Hebrew and Russian. Our model comes down to the following;

we assume that, just like the proposition as a whole, the deep structurc pre-.
dicate has a referential component and a speaker-linked component. The referen-
tial component is a structure with participants and deep cases. The speaker-linked
component comprises categories such as tense, mood and verbal gender. In the
present study we deal with the latter category. In order to analyse verbal gender
in modern Hebrew and Russian we have set their surface structure phenomena
against the common model of referential predicate structure and verbal gender.

On the basis of the number of participant places one-, two- and three-place
predicates are distinguished. Dependent on the fact that in the predicate .there 1S
a terminative boundary or not, we distinguish single phase (= aterminatwe)ﬁ and
three-phase (= terminative) predicates. Moreover, the predicates are differentiated
on the basis of differences of their deep cases.

Both Russian and Hebrew offer the opportunity to describe the relationship
between the predicate models of verbal gender and the employmerEt of voice system.
Verbal gender operates on the referential predicate structure and 1s com}ef:ted with
it in a specific way. The speaker establishes the hierarchy of the pal:tlc:lpants by
means of verbal gender. He has at his disposal two deep structure vOICes for that
purpose: active and non-active. The latter voice usually occurs as m1dd1§ and/qr
passive. As for the functioning of verbal gender a dichotomy in the predicates 1S

of great importance: a division into independent and dependent predicates. This

division is based upon the distinction in the predicate of a causing event a'nd a
caused event, i.c., that part of the process which is connected with the 1ntent}0nal
causer (agent), and the other part which is connected with. the affected (patient),
respectively.

In the independent predicate there is a causing event as well as a caused event,
whereas in the dependent predicate it concerns only a caused event.-The m-de-
pendent predicate is combined with the active voice (when the_ gramm?ucafl subject
is agent) or, in Russian, with the passive voice (the gramm-atlca_l §ub]ect IS a non-
agent and the agent is expressed in an adjunct). The active voice appears or}ly
with the independent predicate. Proper reflexive predicates also belong to the in-

dependent active predicates. | .
The dependent predicate is combined with the non-active voice (the gramma-

tical subject is a non-agent): the middle voice with one-place predicates, the middle
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or passive voice with two-place predicates. Thus the passive voice may be combined
with the independent as well as with the dependent predicate. However, the adjunct
with the two- place dependent passive predicate does not contain an agent, but

an experiencer or a possessor. The possibility to add an agentive adjunct distin-
guishes the passive voice from the middle voice.

As for verbal gender Hebrew and Russian show a major difference with regard
to the passive voice: in Hebrew the passive voice is less developed than in Russian.
Whereas in Russian a true passive voice exists, the passive predicate in Hebrew
may just as well be regarded as middle voice, because the addition of an agentive
adjunct is still considered as rather artificial.

Concerning the realisation of verbal gender one can easily state that at first
sight both languages seem to be completely different.

Hebrew has a system of seven fully fledged paradigms, the binyanim, to be
regarded as diathetical categories. Verbal gender in Russian, however, is morp-
hologically hardly developed. Still, the verbal systems in these two languages show
more similaritics than one would ever expect. In both Hebrew and Russian the
distinction one-phase/three-phase predicate appears to be irrelevant. Therefore the
models as presented in sections 1V and V could be reduced considerably. On the
other hand the distinction independent (causative)/dependent (non-causative) pre-
dicate turns out to be of great importance. In Hebrew this can be explained from
the fact that the independent predicate is almost exclusively realised by the so-
called active voice forms such as Qal, Pr'el, Hiph’il (and also Hitpa’el) of which
the latter two are even defined as causative binyanim. The realisation of the de-
pendent predicates, however, 1s reserved for Niph’al, Pu’al and Huph’al (as well
as Hitpa’el!). This division of the binyanim almost boils down to complementary
distribution. In Russian too the independent predicate exhibits a fairly regular voice
pattern: the active predicate is almost exclusively realised by non-sja-forms; the
passive independent predicate is formed according to the passive rule, although
the paradigm of the imperfective -sja-forms is strongly defective. The dependent
predicate, however, shows a wide variety of diathetical forms in both systems.

Generally speaking, in both Hebrew and Russian the voices are realised accor-
ding to the principle of dominance (cf. Ariel 1988)°!. Pi’el and Hiph’il forms in
Hebrew predominantly represent active independent predicates, but they may also
represent middle dependent predicates. In particular such ‘counter-examples’ have
caused confusion in Hebrew grammar. The non-sja-form in Russian predominantly
expresses the active voice, but it may also represent a middle dependent predicate.
The sja-forms are mostly destined for denoting passive and middle predicates. A
special function of the sja-form is its use for proper reflexive and reciprocal pre-
dicates which can be equated with the function of the Hitpa’el in Hebrew.

Our goal was to show the possibilities and difficulties of the classification of
processes (actionality) with regard to the analysis of verbal gender in Hebrew and

21 Ariel, as many others, considers the conjugations 1o be a coherent, neatly organised system from

the angle of their syntactic and semantic functions, but he too is aware of the deviations and exceptions
which trouble every consistent description of the binyanim.
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Russian. Although these two languages display substantially different surface be-
haviour (sections II and III), they are nevertheless quite similar at a more abstract
level. We mainly used the model to make the diathetical phenomena of the two
languages under discussion comparable. Cross-linguistic or contrastive analysis is
not only important for the theory of universal categories, but it is also{ relevant
to the description of individual languages (cf. Fisiak 1983).
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