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1. D i s t r i b u t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  

A  dead language i s  o n l y  dead inasmuch as i t s  c a r r i e r s  are dead. AS 

a  communication system.i t  i s  a l i v e  t o  the e x t e n t  t h a t  i t  can f u n c t i o n  

s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  and synchronical l y :  what l i v i n g  c a r r i e r s  ( i  . e. l i v i n g  

human speakers) brought t o  i t  i n  the p a s t  was a  specia l  k i n d  o f  compe- 

-" *-- - 
'A p re l iminary  d r a f t  of  t h i s  a r t i c l e  had been w r i t t e n  when I re- 

ceived a copy of  Huehnergard 1986 and 1987 through t h e  cour tesy  of t h e  
au thor ,  s o  t h a t  I have been a b l e  t o  cons ide r  them f u l l y  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  
v e r s i o n  of  t h e  paper .  I had a l s o  hea rd  Huehnergard's paper  on t h e  same 
s u b j e c t  p resen ted  i n  March, 1986 a t  t h e  annual meeting of  t h e  American 
O r i e n t a l  Soc ie ty  i n  New haven. S ince  Huehnergard has  reviewed i n  de- 
t a i l  Kraus'es p r e s e n t a t i o n  ( e s p e c i a l l y  i n  h i s  1986), wi th  admirable 
l u c i d i t y  and w i t h  arguments wi th  which I am i n  f u l l  agreement, i t  w i l l  
n o t  be  necessary f o r  m e  t o  do s o  he re .  Even though t h e  b a s i c  t h r u s t  
of  Huehnergard's work i s  very c l o s e  t o  my own, t h e  pe r spec t ive  of  my 
p r e s e n t  a r t i c l e  and some of  i ts main conclusions  a r e  s u f f i c i e n t l y  d i f -  
f e r e n t  t o  j u s t i f y  i ts p u b l i c a t i o n  i n  i ts p r e s e n t  form. I am very 
g r a t e f u l  t o  Huehnergard f o r  h i s  generos i ty  i n  s h a r i n g  w i t h  me the  t e x t  
of  h i s  two important  a r t i c l e s  b e f o r e  p u b l i c a t i o n ,  a s  w e l l  as f o r  h i s  
comments on a p re l iminary  d r a f t  of  t h i s  paper.  
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tence, whereby the  i n t e r n a l  cond i t i ons  used t o  regu la te  the system 

were observed and app l ied  w i t h o u t  conscious reference t o  any s p e c i f i c  

grammar. It f o l l o w s  t h a t  the  methods and procedures which have been 

app l ied  t o  " l i v i n g "  languages can a l s o  i n  p r i n c i p l e  be app l ied  t o  

"dead" languages t o  the  e x t e n t  t h a t  quest ions as t o  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  o r  

i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  p o s t u l a t e d  forms may be v e r i f i e d  aga ins t  a s u f f i c i e n t -  

l y  l a r g e  body o f  data. Wi thout  be labor ing  , th is  observat ion, I wish t o  

use i t  as a s t a r t i n g  p o i n t  f o r  some considerat ions about method. 

I n  a recen t  monograph on the  nominal sentence i n  Akkadian (Kraus 

1984), the method I fo l lowed i n  an e a r l i e r  a r t i c l e  on the same s u b j e c t  

( B u c c e l l a t i  1968) was found a t  f a u l t  t o  the  p o i n t  t h a t  the author, 

w h i l e  devot ing severa l  pages t o  a r e b u t t a l  o f  my conclusions, s t i l l  

f e l  t t h a t  "e i  ne d e t a i  11 i e r t e  Ausei nandersetzung mi t e i  n e r  so gear teten 
A r b e i t  un tun l i ch ,  wo n i c h t  unmijglich ware" (Kraus 1984: 40), adding 

t h a t  he wondered why Reiner 1970: 291, should have bothered t o  recom- 

mend it. The method I f o l l o w  here w i l l  f a l l  s h o r t  again o f  Krausles 

expectat ions,  and w i l l  thus again (un fo r tuna te ly ,  t o  be sure, f o r  t h e  

progress o f  ou r  s tud ies )  n o t  be suscep t ib le  t o  h i s  f u l l  c r i t i c i s m .  

That n o t  a l l  i s  l os t ,2  i s  shown perhaps by the f a c t  t h a t  o t h e r  authors, 

2 
I w i l l  no t  take up h e r e  i n  d e t a i l  the  c r i t i c i s m  by Kraus, which 

h a s , i n  l a r g e  measure, a l ready  been undertaken by Huehnergard and t o  
which I otherwise respond i n  a  genera l  way throughout t h i s  a r t i c l e .  I 
wish only t o  respond t o  two s p e c i f i c  po in t s  of c r i t i c i s m .  (1) My 1968 
a r t i c l e  was no t  based on a  s p e c i f i c  corpus of d a t a  because i t  d e a l t  ge- 
n e r a l l y  with i s s u e s  t h a t  can l e g i t i m a t e l y  be taken t o  a f f e c t  Akkadian 
a s  a  whole. Surely,  i t  must be accep tab le  t o  speak, f o r  ins tance ,  of 
an Akkadian form iprus without  s p e c i f i c  re fe rence  t o  a  given corpus and 
without  c r e a t i n g  thereby t h e  impression t h a t  one ignores  t h e  obvious 
diachronic development of  Akkadian. My considerat ions about the  s t a -  
t i v e  were presented from such a  perspect ive.  Here too I am not  basing 
my argumentation on a  r e s t r i c t e d  corpus, because my aim is no t  t o  pro- 
vide an exhaust ive p h i l o l o g i c a l  documentation f o r  a  given d i a l e c t ,  bu t  
t o  def ine  a  l i n g u i s t i c  phenomenon t h a t  seems appl icab le  t o  Akkadian (or  
a t  l e a s t  Babylonian) a s  a  whole. (2)  Also along t h e  l i n e s  of  document- 
a r y  evidence, I t h i n k  t h a t  Kraus'es ob jec t ions  represen t  a  s i n g u l a r  
type of p h i l o l o g i c a l  reasoning: on p. 37 he f a u l t s  me f o r  l eav ing  it t o  
the  reader  t o  f i n d  o u t  t h a t  t h e  p r e d i c a t i v e  s t a t e  i s ,  he says,  l ingu is -  
t i c a l l y  l a t e ;  b u t  t h e  case f o r  such diachronic cons idera t ion  has j u s t  
been made by Kraus i n  h i s  own work, using ten  volumes of the  s e r i e s  ABB 
of which only two were a v a i l a b l e  t o  me i n  1968. 
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besides Reiner, have n o t  been p u t  o f f  by m y - l i n e  o f  reasoning, and some 

have i n  f a c t  even expressed t h e i r  s u b s t a n t i a l  agreement w i t  it: Kienast  

1980 ( n o t  quoted by Kraus); Gai 1984; Huehnergard 1986 and 1987; see 

a l s o  Andersen 1970: 45, and, w i t h  some ob jec t ions ,  C a s t e l l i n o  1970: 92, 

n. 2; 0. Cohen 1975: 92 ff.' 

S i  Zicet pama conponere magnis, I f i n d  some analogy i n  the a t t i -  

tude shown by Kraus t o  t h a t  shown by Von Soden 1961 i n  response t o  

Jacobsen 1960 ( w i t h  the r e j o i n d e r  by Jacobsen 1963), and t h i s  on two 

l e v e l s .  F i r s t ,  one w i l l  f i n d  t h a t  l e v e l s  o f  ana lys is  a re  improper ly  

mixed because morphological c r i t e r i a  are used t o  discuss s y n t a c t i c a l  

phenomena; and second, excessive r e l i a n c e  on n o t i o n a l  categor ies masks 

the need f o r  formal d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  ana lys is .  There developes as a re -  

s u l t  o f  the second p o i n t  a c e r t a i n  overconfidence i n  our  bas ic  i n t u i t i v e  

understanding o f  1 i n g u i s t i c  phenomena p resen t  i n  a dead language ." Such 

understanding i s  o f t e n  based on the  t r a n s f e r  ( o r  " t r a n s l a t i o n " ,  i n  the  

broadest sense o f  the term) o f  categor ies from the dead language i n t o  

one o r  more 1 i v i n g  languages w i t h  which we are fami l i a r .  Thus Jacobsen 

-- 
' ~ n f o r t u n a t e l ~ ,  I have no t  been a b l e  t o  see ,  a s  of t h i s  w r i t i n g ,  

the  book by D. Cohen 1984. 

'A s i m i l a r  l i m i t a t i o n  would seem t o  be opera t ive  with Kraus'es ap- 
proach i n  an a l t o g e t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  kind of argumentation. I n  a c r i t i c a l  
remark d i r e c t e d ,  t h i s  time, t o  a work of economic h i s t o r y  (Yoffee 1977), 
Kraus 1979:425, o b j e c t s  t o  Yoffee's use of the  term "crown" i n  l i e u  of  
what he c a l l s  "gut altmesopotamische ' P a l a s t  "' (emphasis mine) : how 
German ' P a l a s t '  could be considered a "good Old Mesopotamian" word re- 
qu i res  explanat ion!  It does not  seem t o  be a case of zapsus cazami, 
f o r  on t h e  same page Kraus speaks of "Old Mesopotamian concepts" where- 
by the  broad semantic range of a word (e. g. "palace") is  considered a 
m r e  v a l i d  conceptual t o o l  than one derived through s t r u c t u r a l  conside- 
r a t i o n s  (e. g."crown"). Whether o r  no t  t h e  conclusions of a s t r u c t u r a l  
approach may be considered acceptable ,  one cannot dismiss s o  e a s i l y  the  
underlying method: t o  j u s t  a t t r i b u t e  such procedure t o  capr ic ious  Young 
Turks ("Man kann e s  den jungen Leuten h a l t  n i e  r e c h t  machen" i b i d . )  is  
not  very productive. --If I may be allowed an i r r e v e r e n t  and unortho- 
dox reference,  I would l i k e  t o  quote from t h e  f i r s t  chapter  of  H. G. 
Wells' The TZme Machine: when t h e  "very Young Man" proposes e n t h u s i a s t i -  
c a l l y  t h a t  one might use the  Time Machine t o  "get one's Greek from t h e  
very l i p s  of Homer and Plato", t h e  "Medical Man" r e t o r t s  more soberly 
t h a t  t h a t  i s  i n  f a c t  n o t  necessary because "the German schola rs  have 
improved Greek s o  much." 
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had t o  p o i n t  o u t  through d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  (one o f  t h e  f i r s t  i n -  

stances o f  such an approach being a p p l i e d  t o  Akkadian syntax) t h a t  what 

i s  marked morpho log ica l l y  as the accusat ive case can stand s y n t a c t i c a l -  

l y  f o r  a  much w ider  range o f  r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  the  one subsumed under the 

accusative i n  o t h e r  languages. O r ,  as i n  the  case we are t a k i n g  up 

here, an Akkadian verb o f  c o n d i t i o n  i s  genera l l y  understood as such 

s imply  because i t  expresses cond i t i on ,  i. e .  because when t r a n s l a t e d  

i n t o  any number o f  modern languages i t  i s  rendered w i t h  a  verb t h a t  ex- 

presses, i n  those languages, s t a t e  o r  cond i t i on :  j u s t  as ekaZZwn has 

come t o  be i d e n t i c a l ,  f o r  Kraus, t o  German "Palast",  t o  the p o i n t  t h a t  

he can use "Palast"  as i f  i t  were an Akkadian word,' so aZiikwn, f o r  

example, has come t o  be understood as a  f i e n t i v e  verb because i t s  ba- 

s i c  t r a n s l a t i o n  i n  any modern language r e s u l t s  i n  a  verb o f  a c t i o n .  

A  workable method f o r  reaching beyond the l a c k  o f  l i v i n g  i n f o r -  

mants i s  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  r i g o r o u s l y  formal f rom n o t i o n a l  c r i t e r i a ,  and 

t o  a r t i c u l a t e  our  formal ana lys is  o f  the  data i n  a  c o n s i s t e n t  s t r u c t u -  

r a l  fashion. An e f f i c i e n t  way o f  proceding w i t h  such s t r u c t u r a l  me- 

thod i s  t o  view the data accord ing t o  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  a r rays .  Heur i s t -  

i c a l  l y ,  t h i s  procedure p o s i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among s l o t s  which b r i n g  

our assumptions t o  t h e i r  l o g i c a l  conclusions and i n v i t e  us t o  t e s t  

t h e i r  v a l i d i t y :  thus a  b lank s l o t  w i t h i n  an a r r a y  which appears o ther -  

wise t o  be s t r u c t u r a l l y  v a l i d  w i l l  have t o  be j u s t i f i e d  as a  meaning- 

f u l  zero (and might  i n s t e a d  even escape n o t i c e  i f  the ana lys is  i s  car-  

r i e d  o u t  i n  an ad hoc, r a t h e r  than a  s t r u c t u r a l  fashion) .  Descr ip t i ve -  

l y ,  a  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  procedure a l lows us t o  represent  a t  a  glance n o t  

o n l y  i n d i v i d u a l  phenomena b u t  a l s o  and e s p e c i a l l y  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  

Such a  procedure i s  i n  f a c t  commonly used i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  morpholo- 

g i c a l  presentat ions - i n  the  form o f  paradigms. Paradigms are d i s -  

t r i b u t i o n a l  ar rays i n  the sense j u s t  described. And i f  one should com- 

ment, on the bas is  o f  such a  simple and obvious f a c t ,  t h a t  t h i s  b r i e f  

apoZogia p r o  methodo SUG appears as an unnecessary t h e o r e t i c a l  exer- 

' see  preceding note. 



THE STATE OF THE "STATIVE" 157 

c ise6,  then I must p o i n t  o u t  the f o l l o w i n g  two f a c t s .  F i r s t ,  the  use 

o f  s y n t a c t i c a l  paradigms i s  by no means an accepted procedure i n  o u r  

f i e l d ,  t o  the  p o i n t  t h a t  Kraus, f o r  instance,  b e l i t t l e s  my e a r l i e r  e f -  

f o r t s  c l a i m i n g  t h a t  the  recons t ruc ted  forms i n  t h e  paradigms a re  b u t  

unat tested and undocumentabl e examples (1984: 20). Second, d i  s t r i  bu- 

t i o n a l  a n a l y s i s  i s  i n  f a c t  a t  the bas is  o f  even the  most t r a d i t i o n a l  

e f f o r t ,  except  t h a t  i t s  presupposi t ions and goals a w  genera l l y  n o t  

made c l e a r  o r  even w e l l  understood, so t h a t  i t  cannot p r o p e r l y  be used 

t o  i t s  f u l l e s t  ex ten t ;  thus Kraus'es typology (1984: 43-61), fo r  i n -  

stance, i s  paradigmat ic  i n  i n t e n t ,  and h i s  d e s c r i p t i v e  l a b e l i n g  (e. g. 

"I. B.2.a Selbsta'ndige Possessivpronomina a l s  Pra'dikat der  e r s t e n  Per- 

son S ingu la r " )  i s  q u i t e  s i m i l a r  t o  a reconstructed paragidmat ic  form 

( j u s t  as " t h i r d  person s i n g u l a r  masculine, p r e t e r i t e  B, i n d i c a t i v e ,  

f i e n t i v e  t r a n s i t i v e  r o o t  w i t h  r o o t  vowel u/a" would be f o r  i p r u s ) .  

2. The "s ta t i ve "  category 

Proper l y  understood, a1 1 grammatical classes should be de f ined  d i s -  

tri b u t i o n a l  l y  accord ing t o  formal p roper t ies .  That we do n o t  normal ly  

do so i s  the r e s u l t  o f  a form o f  conceptual short-hand: we assume i n t u -  

i t i v e l y  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  grammatical c lass  i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l l y  v a l i d ,  o f -  

ten on the bas is  o f  o u r  acqui red competence i n  t h a t  language o r  on the 

bas is  o f  o u r  knowledge o f  o t h e r  languages. The more comnon the c lass  

seems t o  be across l i n g u i s t i c  boundaries, the  mow v a l i d  i t s  app l i ca -  

t i o n  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  languages w i l l  a l s o  appear t o  be. The concepts of 

"verb" and "noun1' are a case i n  p o i n t .  A verb i s  a verb i s  a verb: so 

why bother  d e f i n i n g  i t ?  

And when a d e f i n i t i o n  is given, i t  i s  genera l l y  couched i n  descr ip-  

t i v e  r a t h e r  than d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  terms. I n  such cases we have i n  f a c t  

a paraphrase, n o t  a d e f i n i t i o n .  A r e a l  d e f i n i t i o n  should s e t  up c l e a r  

and e x p l i c i t  formal boundaries7 o f  the  element i n  quest ion, a r t i c u l a -  

6 That would o n l y  l e a d  again, i n  Kraus's words, t o  an "ebenso wort- 
r e i c h  wie ergebnisarm ... A r t i k e l "  (1984: 39), or, as he complains 
about Rowton, t o  a " s p i t ~ f i n d i n ~ e n  E i n t e i l u n g  des ~ a t e r i a l s "  (1984: 8). 
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t i n g  on the one hand the c o n t r a s t i n g  elements t o  which i t  can be com- 

pared and on the o t h e r  the h igher  nodes under which both the element 

i n  quest ion and i t s  p a i r e d  con t ras ts  may be subsumed;' the formal boun- 

dar ies are expressed i n  terms o f  a t t r i b u t e s  which are present  o r  ab- 

sent i n  any given element. A paraphrase, on the o ther  hand, i s  an ap- 

proximate n o t i o n a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  which employs broadly  accepted l e x i c a l  

values as l i s t e d  i n  the d i c t i o n a r i e s .  

I t  goes w i t h o u t  saying (a) t h a t  we should r e t a i n  the use o f  com- 

mon terms when r e f e r r i n g  t o  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  c l a s ~ e s , ~  and (b)  t h a t  we 

need n o t  j u s t i f y  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l l y  every s i n g l e  term we use. We should, 

however, be ready t o  p rov ide  such a formal j u s t i f i c a t i o n  whenever 

c a l l e d  upon, and r e v i s e  our  concepts'0 i f  necessary. 

Given the a t t e n t i o n  t h a t  i s  c u r r e n t l y  being p a i d  t o  the  n o t i o n  of 

the s t a t i v e ,  i t  i s  impor tan t  t o  be c l e a r  about i t s  conceptual range. 

I t  has not, i n  f a c t ,  been def ined i n  the works t h a t  deal w i t h  i t  from 

the v iewpoint  o f  Akkadian, probably  because the term seems n o t i o n a l l y  

70ne should remember t h a t ,  e tymolog ica l ly ,  to &fine  means p re -  
c i s e l y  " to  s e t  up l i m i t s . "  I n  t h i s  sense ,  t h e  e f f o r t  a t  e s t a b l i s h i n g  
p roper  terntinology i s  n o t  " f u t i l e " ,  a s  suggested,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  w i t h  
r ega rd  t o  t h e  choice  between " s t a t i v e "  and "permansive", by Aro 1965: 
407. 

'AS an  e a r l y  example of such a b a s i c  conceptual  procedure  I may 
r e f e r  t o  De l i t z sch  1889:234, Note, where he  j u s t i f i e s  a s  fo l lows  h i s  
term "Existenzweise" t o  subsume bo th  s t a t i v e  and f i e n t i v e  forms: "Ich 
f i n d e  augenb l i ck l i ch  keinen besse ren  Namen a l s  d ie sen ,  welcher  inso-  
f e r n  wenigstens  b e r e c h t i g t  i s t ,  a l s  e3sistere d i e  Bedd. des  Eintritts  
i n  das Sein und des  Daseins v e r e i n i g t .  

9 
Accepted grammatical t e r n s  a r e  i n  f a c t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of bundles  

of a t t r i b u t e s ,  i. e .  they  s t a n d  i n  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  c l a s s -  
e s ,  and they a r e  much e a s i e r  f o r  human minds t o  remember than any 
o t h e r  alphanumeric combination. 

10 
To t h i s  e x t e n t  we should a l s o  be  ready t o  r e v i s e  t h e  correspond- 

i n g  terms,  i f  accep ted  terms s t a n d  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  bundles  of a t t r i b u t e s .  
It is t o  t h i s  e x t e n t ,  and t o  t h i s  e x t e n t  o n l y ,  t h a t  new terms shou ld  
be encouraged. Techn ica l  terms a r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  d e s c r i b e  d i f f e r e n t  d i s -  
t r i b u t i o n a l  c l a s s e s ;  need less  jargon occurs  only  when we use  a d i f f e r -  
e n t  term f o r  a c l a s s  which i s  a l r e a d y  a d e q u a t e b  de f ined  by an e x i s t -  
i n g  term. 
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t ransparent .  The c m n m i s  opinio might  be expressed a long these l i n e s :  

the s t a t i v e  describes the "s ta te "  o r  the  c o n d i t i o n  o f  being, w h i l e  i t s  

opposi te  describes the  u n f o l d i n g  o f  the  ac t ion .  As an at tempt  t o  pro-  
I I 

v ide a more s p e c i f i c  and p r e c i s e  d e f i n i t i o n ,  I suggest t h a t  we com- 

pare t h i s  concept t o  o thers  t h a t  a re  commonly app l ied  t o  r e l a t e d  pheno- 

mena. 

When we speak o f  " tenses" o f  the  verb, f o r  instance, we envisage a 

s i t u a t i o n  whereby the t ime frame expressed by the  p red ica te  i s  p laced 

i n  a c e r t a i n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  the  t ime frame o f  the  speaker. Thus we 

may say t h a t  the p r e t e r i t e  i s  tempora l l y  marked because i t  r e f e r s  t o  an 

event  t h a t  took p lace before the speaker's c u r r e n t  p o s i t i o n  i n  time; on 

the o t h e r  hand the i n f i n i t i v e ,  which i s  n o t  a tense, i s  tempora l ly  un- 

marked. Otherwise s tated,  we have a b i n a r y  p a i r  w i t h  one p o l e  ( t h e  pre-  

t e r i t e )  marked as <+ t ime> and the o t h e r  p o l e  ( t h e  i n f i n i t i v e )  marked 

as <- time>. I t  i s  use fu l  t o  have terms t h a t  r e f e r  t o  the  h igher  node 

under which the b i n a r y  p a i r  i s  subsumed. For some b i n a r y  p a i r s ,  such 

terms are a v a i l a b l e  i n  the  t r a d i t i o n  - thus f o r  ins tance  the term 

"aspect" re fe rs  t o  the  node under which the two poles o f  p e r f e c t i v e  

and i m p e r f e c t i v e  are subsumed. I n  o t h e r  cases, the re  are no terms a- 

v a i l a b l e  f o r  the  h i g h e r  nodes, and t h i s  may o f t e n  s igna l  a correspond- 

i n g  l a c k  o f  r e f l e c t i o n  on the under l y ing  phenomenon, i n  which case the 

issue becomes conceptual r a t h e r  t h a t  j u s t  te rm ino log ica l .  I n  the case 

o f  the tenses, f o r  instance,  the re  i s  no t r a d i t i o n a l  term t h a t  subsumes, 

conceptual ly,  the n o t i o n  of both t ime and non-time reference t o  the  

speaker, and there  i s  a corresponding l a c k  o f  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  con- 

ceptual dimension o f  the categor ies i n  quest ion; p r o v i s i o n a l l y ,  I am 

using f o r  t h i s  the term "range", which I take t o  r e f e r  t o  the  degree by 

which a c e r t a i n  process i s  removed from, o r  over lapping w i th ,  the  t ime 

of the "speaking " . 
The purpose o f  t h i s  b r i e f  d ig ress ion  was t o  e x p l a i n  the frame o f  re -  

- -- - - 
I I For a general framework of my argument and for a somewhat more 

detailed presentation of the concepts see Buccellati forthc., Chapters 
16 .  2; 63. 3-7; 70.4. 
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ference w i t h i n  which I am at tempt ing t o  p rov ide  a more formal d e f i n i -  

t i o n  o f  the concept o f  s t a t i v e .  I use the terms " s t a t i v e "  and " f i e n t -  
i v e l l f 2  t o  r e f e r  t o  the  two poles o f  a b i n a r y  p a i r  subsumed under a h i -  

gher node which I c a l l  "scope";and I view such a category o f  "scope" 

as expressing the relationship between t i m e  frame o f  predicate 

and t i m e  frame of  subject. I n  t h i s  respect,  then, t h e  concept 

expressed by the term " f i e n t i v e "  i s  marked, and the concept expressed 

by the term " s t a t i v e "  i s  unmarked. I n  o t h e r  words, the  category o f  

"scope" def ines the temporal s i t u a t i o n  o f  the subject ;  under i t  are 

subsumed the two categor ies o f  " s t a t i v e "  and " f i e n t i v e " ,  whereby the 

f i e n t i v e  expresses a r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  the  s u b j e c t  t o  the  t ime sequence 
1 3  whi le  the s t a t i v e  does not .  Thus the s t a t i v e  gabit "he holds/heldM 

does n o t  i n  and o f  i t s e l f  express a temporal scope v is -a -v is  the sub- 

j e c t ,  whereas the f i e n t i v e  isbat "he seized" does. 

Before con t inu ing  w i t h  a d iscuss ion o f  o u r  immediate t o p i c  o f  i n -  

t e r e s t ,  i t  may be useful t o  present  a synop t i c  c h a r t  o f  the var ious r e -  

l e v a n t  categor ies o f  the  same type. Th is  may perhaps show how niy ap- 

proach i s  c l o s e r  t o  the  t r a d i t i o n a l  understanding o f  th ings  than i t  niay 

appear a t  f i r s t ;  the  main d i f f e r e n c e  i s  t h a t  I a r t i c u l a t e  e x p l i c i t l y  

and s t r u c t u r a l l y  i n s i g h t s  which, i n  the  t r a d i t i o n a l  presentat ion,  re -  

main incomplete and are a t  bes t  g iven as ad hoe explanat ions o f  i s o -  

l a t e d  phenomena. 

How v a l i d  my understanding o f  the  category o f  "scope" may be 

w i l l  r e s u l t  from f u r t h e r  study,as attempted i n  p a r t  i n  the r e s t  o f  t h i s  

1 2  
I use  " f i e n t i v e "  i n s t e a d  of  t h e  more common " f i e n t i c "  t o  s t r e s s  

t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  " s t a t i v e ' .  
13 

A g e n e r a l  a t empora l i ty  of t h e  nominal phrase  has  o f t e n  been no- 
t e d ,  e .  g. B u c c e l l a t i  1968:7 and 11; Cont in i  1982:13 w i t h  n o t e s  102- 
104. But t h e  obse rva t ion  does n o t  seem t o  have been r e s t r i c t e d  t o  
what I am c a l l i n g  "scope",whereby on ly  t h e  temporal p o s i t i o n  of  t h e  
subject is envisaged. That a  noun phrase  may o the rwise  be  placed a t  
a  s p e c i a l  po in t  i n  t ime vis-5-vis t h e  speaker  i s  q u i t e  p o s s i b l e  and 
w e l l  a t t e s t e d ,  and i s  s i g n a l e d  by adverbs ,  p a r t i c l e s ,  conjoined claus-  
e s  o r  t h e  l i k e ,  a s  i n  t h e  express ions  no ted  by Lambert 1960: 309, n o t e  
255 ( c f .  Kraus 1984:30). 



THE STATE OF THE "STATIVE" 

n o d e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n :  b i n a r y  p o l e s ' 4  

scope time frame of pred ica te  and f i e n t i v e  : s t a t i v e  
time frame of subjec t  

range time frame of pred ica te  and f i n i t e  forms (noods and 
time frame of speaker tenses)  : verba l  nouns 

15 
dimension time span of a c t i on  and punctual : dura t ive  

pos i t ion  of p red ica te  
16 

aspect  conclusion of a c t i on  and per fec t ive  : imperfect ive 
pos i t ion  of sub j ec t  

t h i s  a r t i c l e .  But  a t  l e a s t  the frame o f  re ference suggested here pro-  

vides a mechanism f o r  hand l ing  the i ssue  o f  the d e f i n i t i o n  o f  the  s ta -  

t i v e  accord ing t o  formal parameters, more so than a n o t i o n a l  understan- 

d ing o f  the  category o f  s t a t e  which i s  based p r i m a r i l y ,  i t  would seem, 

on the meaning o f  the  Eng l i sh  term. 

3. Terminology 

Given the broad v a r i e t y  o f  terms used, and concepts impl ied,  i n  
17 

the l i t e r a t u r e  on the sub jec t ,  i t  seems use fu l  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t o  pre- 

sent  a rev iew o f  the terminology used i n  t h i s  a r t i c l e  - even though 

the j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  some o f  the choices made and a f u l l e r  exp lana t ion  

o f  the under l y ing  assumptions w i l l  come l a t e r  i n  the  course o f  the a r -  

t i c l e .  I w i l l  do t h i s  i n  o u t l i n e  form, l i s t i n g  the terms by grammati- 

c a l  category. 

1 4  
For our  present  purposes, only forms derived from the  verbal  pa- 

radigm a r e  given, while derived nouns such a s  pibtm a r e  omitted. For 
each p a i r ,  t h e  marked element is given f i r s t .  

I5 I use t h i s  English term t o  r e f e r  to  what i s  normally expressed 
by the German term "Aktionsart"; I owe t h i s  suggestion of the  English 
term t o  my s tudent  Robert Wexler. 

16 
This concep't i s  a c tua l l y  no t  opera t ive  i n  Akkadian, but is com- 

mon i n  o the r  Semitic languages. 
I7 

For a  thoughtful  and comprehensive review, with spec i a l  a t t en t -  
ion t o  works on Indo-European and Semitic l i n g u i s t i c s ,  s ee  Contini 
1982: 1-31. 
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Terms p e r t a i n i n g  t o  the express ion o f  state:  

morphology p e r m a n s i v e  (o r  s tat ive m o r p h o l o g i c a l  c l a s s )  : 
p r e d i c a t i v e  s t a t e  of t h e  noun p l u s  pronominal s u f f i x  
i n  t h e  s u b j e c t  c a s e  

s y n t a x  verbless ( o r  nominal o r  s t a t i v e )  sentence:  sen tence  
w i t h  s t a t i v e  p r e d i c a t i o n  (expressed morphological ly  by 
means o f  permansive, complex noun phrase  i n  t h e  nomi- 
n a t i v e ,  i n v a r i a b l e  o r  pronoun) 

semant ics  stative r o o t  and p a t t e r n :  de f ined  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l l y  i n  
terms o f  a t t e s t a t i o n s  f o r  s p e c i f i c  s l o t s  

Terms p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  express ion of action: 

morphology f i n i t e  v e r b a l  forms ( i .  e .  moods and t e n s e s ) ,  par- 
participle t iciple 

syn tax  verbal (o r  f i e n t i v e )  sen tence  

semant ics  f ient ive r o o t  and p a t t e r n  

Three se ts  o f  considerat ions may be added here. F i r s t ,  the  ou t -  

l i n e  given above suggests, on the one hand, t h a t  the terms " s t a t i v e "  

and " f i e n t i v e "  should be used i n  a pr imary sense when r e f e r r i n g  t o  

the semantic sphere, b u t  t h a t ,  on the o t h e r  hand, they may a l s o  be 

used i n  a secondary sense when r e f e r r i n g  t o  e i t h e r  the morphological 

o r  the s y n t a c t i c a l  spheres. The semantic range o f  the term " s t a t i v e "  

was de f ined  by Landsberger 1967: 142, n. 15, i n  a way t h a t  found spe- 

c i a l  acceptance by Reiner 1970: 292, Kraus 1984: 30, n. 72 and Hueh- 
1 8  nergard 1987, sec t ion  I 1  f. Here I a l s o  accept i t , b u t  w i t h  the f o l -  

lowing q u a l i f i c a t i o n s .  The term " s t a t i v e "  does no t ,  i n  and o f  i t s e l f ,  

r e f e r  e x c l u s i v e l y  t o  the semantic sphere; i t  i s  s imply  t h a t ,  i f  we want 

t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  the morphological,  s y n t a c t i c a l  and semantic spheres, 

then d i f f e r e n t  terms should be used - and then, o u t  o f  convenience, 

we may choose the term s t a t i v e  f o r  the semantic sphere and o t h e r  terms 

f o r  the o t h e r  spheres. I n  o t h e r  words, the main p o i n t  i s  n o t  t h a t  we 

-------- - .------ 
1 8  My use of t h e  term " s t a t i v e "  i n  B u c c e l l a t i  1968 t o  r e f e r  t o  a  

morphological s e t  and a  s y n t a c t i c  ca tegory  was c l e a r l y  q u a l i f i e d  (p .  6 ,  
n .  24) a s  being cond i t ioned  by p r e v a i l i n g  usa  e ,  and d i d  n o t  d e r i v e  
from a n  i n t e n t i o n  t o  extend unduly t h e  range of t h e  term from t h e  se-  
mant ic  t o  o t h e r  spheres .  
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should n o t  confuse terms (a l though t h i s  i s  impor tan t  enough), b u t  more 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  t h a t  we should n o t  confuse concepts and l e v e l s  o f  analy- 

s i s .  * * * 
As a second p o i n t ,  we may consider  the term "permansive". This 

term, used as f a r  back as 1889 by D e l i t z s c h  (though w i t h  a s l i g h t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  range o f  meaning) and then f o r  ins tance  by Ungnad 1906, was 

genera l l y  rep laced w i t h  the term " s t a t i v e "  as a r e s u l t  o f  Von Soden's 

a u t h o r i t a t i v e  grammar (1952). Fo l low ing  the remarks i n  the preceding 

paragraph, I would argue t h a t  e i t h e r  term ( " s t a t i v e "  o r  "permansive") 

i s  l e g i t i m a t e ,  b u t  t h a t  the tern1 "permansive" i s  p re fe rab le  f o r  p r a c t i -  

ca l  purposes. 

The term " s t a t i v e "  seems l e g i t i m a t e  f o r  two reasons. F i r s t ,  the 

p r e d i c a t i v e  s t a t e  o f  the noun (which i s  the  f i r s t  component o f  the ca- 

tegory under cons idera t ion )  i s  the  o n l y  morphological c lass o f  the noun 

which i s  l i n k e d  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  on the s y n t a c t i c a l  l e v e l ,  w i t h  the ex- 

press ion of s ta te .  Second, the k i n d  o f  s t a t e  t h a t  i t  expresses i s  the 

same ( n o t i o n a l l y )  as the one discussed under syntax and semantics, 

hence no harni can a r i s e  due t o  conceptual i n t e r f e r e n c e .  

There i s ,  however, no one-to-one c o r r e l a t i o n  between the sentences 

expressing s t a t e  and the s t a t i v e ,  s ince  n o t  a l l  s t a t i v e  sentences occur 

i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  morphological r e a l i z a t i o n :  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  s t a t i v e  

sentences w i t h  a complex p red ica te  use e i t h e r  the  normal o r  the con- 

s t r u c t  s ta te ,  and pronouns and i n v a r i a b l e s  may a lso  occur  as predicates 

of a s t a t i v e  sentence. As a morphological c lass,  therefore,  the "s ta-  

t i v e "  covers o n l y  a subclass o f  the s t a t i v e  sentence, namely the  sub- 

c lass w i t h  simple nominal, i n d e f i n i t e  p red ica te  i n f l e c t e d  i n  the pre- 

d i c a t i v e  s t a t e .  I f  we wish t o  s t ress  t h i s  aspect, then a d i f f e r e n t  

term may be use fu l ,  and the term "permansive" i s  c e r t a i n l y  the most ap- 

p r o p r i a t e .  I t  expresses the same n o t i o n  as the  term " s t a t i v e "  and i s ,  

a t  the same time, a l ready c u r r e n t  i n  the t r a d i t i o n a l  l i t e r a t u r e .  
* * *  

A t h i r d  c lass o f  considerat ions p e r t a i n s  t o  the d iscuss ion as t o  

the most appropr ia te  terms t o  be used f o r  the major types o f  Akkadian 
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sentence. Kraus 1984: 67-69, argues f o r  the  terms "verbal "  (as i n  

"ve rba le r  Satz" o r  "ve rba lsa tz " )  and "non-verbal", c i t i n g  Gard iner  

(see p. 68 w i t h  n. 140). A s i m i l a r  terminology had a l ready been used 

f o r  Semi t i c  by Andersen 1970 and f o r  anc ien t  Egyptian by Cal lender  

1970 ( n o t  quoted by Kraus). Kraus argues t h a t  t h e  term i s  p r e f e r -  

ab le t o  "nominal" because the p red ica te  o f  the sentences i n  ques t ion  

i s  i n  f a c t  n o t  o n l y  nominal, b u t  a l s o  pronominal and adverb ia l ;  he 

a l s o  wonders why the i ssue  had n o t  been taken up before, and why the  

term "nominal" has become entrenched i n  t r a d i t i o n a l  grammar ( o f  which 

he quotes severa l  p e r t i n e n t  examples). 

Huehnergard 1986, n. 3; 1987, n. 2, accepts the  concept, b u t  cor- 

r e c t l y  p r e f e r s  the term "verb less" ,  a l  ready in t roduced  by Andersen, 

s ince the term "non-verbal" cou ld  a l s o  be taken t o  mean "not  associa- 

t e d  w i t h  words o r  speech". 

Even though I w i l l  a l s o  use here the term "verb less"  i n s t e a d  of 

"nominal" (as I d i d  i n  1968), I wish t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  the use o f  the 

term "nominal" does n o t  represent  a gross e r r o r ,  no r  does i t  engender 

any r e a l  confus ion i n  Akkadian, b u t  has s imply  been used i n  t h e  t r a d i -  

t i o n  as a term n a ~ ' & ~ o ~ ~ v :  on the one hand, i t  i s  concep tua l l y  c l e a r  

t h a t  "nominal" sentences i n c l u d e  sentences whose p red ica te  i s  normal ly  

a noun o r  noun phrase, b u t  a l s o  occas iona l l y  an i n v a r i a b l e  o r  a pro-  

noun; on the o t h e r  hand, the re  i s  no ambiaui ty  between nominal sen- 

tences s t r ic tu  sensu ( i  . e. w i t h  a noun as p red ica te )  and nominal sen- 

tences Zato sensu ( i .  e. w i t h  a noun). A good case f o r  a d i s t i n c t i o n  

between "nominal " and "verbless " (whereby "nominal i s  a d i s t i n c t  sub- 

s e t  o f  "verb less")  has been made by Cal lender 1970 and 1984, who deals 

s p e c i f i c a l l y  and e x c l u s i v e l y  w i t h  sentences i n  which the p red ica te  i s  

a noun. I t  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  view o f  such p o s s i b l e  s p e c i f i c  usage o f  

the term "nominal" as discussed by Cal lender  ( a t  l e a s t  i n  Egypt ian and 

Copt ic) ,  t h a t  I w i l l  a l s o  use i n  t h i s  a r t i c l e  the term "verb less" .  

But  once the  i ssue  i s  ra ised ,  then I should l i k e  t o  c a r r y  i t  even 

fu r ther .  I f  we are t a k i n g  i ssue  w i t h  e s t a b l i s h e d  terminolgy, then 

the d i r e c t i o n  o f  the argument should be o r i e n t e d  d i f f e r e n t l y .  The pro-  

blem w i t h  both se ts  o f  terms (verbal/nominal and verba l / ve rb less )  i s  



t h a t  they g i v e  pr imacy t o  morphological categor ies when dea l ing  w i t h  

s y n t a c t i c  phenomena. I t  would be l i k e  c a l l i n g  the  (morphologica l ly  de- 

f i n e d )  accusat ive case the "open" case because i n  the  s i n g u l a r  i t  i s  

charac te r i zed  by the (phono log ica l l y  def ined)  open vowel a. More w i t h -  

i n  the  realm o f  ac tua l  p r a c t i c e ,  the case i s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  o f  the 

morphological category "accusat ive"  which i s  r e g u l a r l y  used as a term 

f o r  s y n t a c t i c a l  phenomena - a t  t imes w i t h  se r ious  conceptual harm (as 

shown a l ready by Jacobsen 1960 and 1963; see also, i n  d e t a i l ,  Buccel la- 

t i fo r thc . ,  chapters 57-59). 

The s y n t a c t i c a l  d i f f e r e n c e  between the two types o f  sentence i s  i n -  

deed s igna led  by d i f f e r e n t  morphological categor ies (which i s  why mor- 

p h o l o g i c a l l y  o r i e n t e d  terms may be r e t a i n e d  t o  the  e x t e n t  t h a t  they do 

n o t  o therwise c rea te  confus ion) ,  b u t  can a l s o  be i d e n t i f i e d ,  i f  desi -  

red, i n  terms o f  s y n t a c t i c a l  categor ies.  I n  t h i s  respect,  the two 

types o f  sentence d i f f e r  on account o f  the type o f  p r e d i c a t i o n  t h a t  

they convey: one (morpho log ica l l y  marked by f i n i t e  verbal forms) ex- 

presses ac t ion ,  w h i l e  the o t h e r  (morpho log ica l l y  marked by nouns, pro-  

nouns o r  i n v a r i a b l e s )  expresses cond i t i on .  From t h i s  perspect ive,  

then, we may w e l l  speak o f  a  f i e n t i v e  and a s t a t i v e  type o f  sentence, 

where " f i e n t i v e "  i s  the  a d j e c t i v e  corresponding t o  "act ion" ,  and "sta- 

t i v e "  the a d j e c t i v e  corresponding t o  "cond i t i on"  o r  "s ta te " .  S t i l l ,  I 

am n o t  recommending the use o f  these terms because i n  t h i s  case the 

(morpho log ica l l y  o r ien ted)  terms "verb less"  and "ve rba l "  are appropr i -  

a t e  and more d i s t i n c t i v e  than the terms " s t a t i v e "  and " f i e n t i v e " .  I n  

o t h e r  words, w h i l e  I t h i n k  t h a t  the terms " s t a t i v e "  and " f i e n t i v e "  a re  

v a l i d  conceptual ly ,  where a p p l i e d  t o  syntax, I do n o t  necessar i l y  t h i n k  

t h a t  they are r e q u i r e d  t e r m i n o l o g i c a l l y .  

4 .  Semantics: the  s t a t i v e  r o o t  

That i n d i v i d u a l  "words" may convey i n  and o f  themselves the  n o t i o n  

o f  s t a t e  has o f t e n  been po in ted  out .  I n  the l i t e r a t u r e ,  such an iden- 

t i f i  c a t i o n  happens general l y  i n  terms o f  the perceived semantic over- 

l a p  w i t h  modern languages. I f  we look  f o r  formal i n d e n t i f i e r s ,  the  

f o l l o w i n g  may be suggested.'' 
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I n  the f i r s t  p lace ,  we should q u a l i f y  the concept o f  "words". For 

our  purposes here ,  we mean u n i t s  o f  speech whose meaning i s  n o t  con- 

text-dependent. As such, i t  seems b e t t e r  t o  speak o f  roo ts ,  r a t h e r  

than verbs, o f  s t a t e  o r  o f  ac t ion .  A m o t ,  then,  can be formal ly  iden- 

t i f i e d  as being of state i f  
20 

(1) it does no t  normally have a B p a r t i c i p l e  (of the  pa t t e rn  
(p i i r i s  , 

(2) i t  occurs with a causa t ive / ingress ive  value i n  the  8 stem, 
(3) i t  occurs with an ingress ive  value i n  the f i n i t e  forms of the 

B stem (and then r a r e l y ) ,  
(4) it does no t  occur normally i n  the  N stem. 

A r o o t  o f  ac t ion ,  on the o t h e r  hand, should be f u r t h e r  subdivided de- 

pending on whether i t  has t r a n s i t i v e  o r  i n t r a n s i t i v e  fea tures .  Accor- 

d ing ly ,  an intransitive root of action i s  i d e n t i f i e d  as such i f :  

(1) i t  does not  normally have a B verba l  ad j ec t i ve  (of the pa t t e rn  
ParVs , 

(2) i t  does not  normally have a D stem (and when i t  does, then not  
general ly i n  a f a c t i t i v e  sense) ,  

(3) it does no t  occur with an ingress ive  value i n  the f i n i t e  forms 
of the  B stem,2' 

(4) i t  occurs r a r e l y  i n  the N stem, and then genera l ly  with an in- 
g ress ive  value. 

A transitive root of action, on the o t h e r  hand, has both 

(1) a B p a r t i c i p l e  and 
(2) a B ad j ec t i ve ,  and a t  the same time 
(3) i t  does no t  occur with an ingress ive  value i n  the f i n i t e  forms 

of the B stem,22 and 
(4) i t  occurs i n  the N stem with a passive value. 

19 See Goetze 1942 f o r  some important considerat ions i n  t h i s  regard.  
2 0 

I p r e f e r  t o  use the term B stem ( f o r  English "basic") over 
G stem ( f o r  German "Grundstamm"). 

2 1 
The ingress ive  value f o r  such roo t s  is  expressed sometimes with 

the  N stem, but  perhaps more f requent ly  pe r i ph ra s t i c a l l y ,  f o r  ins tance ,  
by means of the  i n f i n i t i v e  of the roo t  i n  quest ion governed e i t h e r  by 
a f i n i t e  form of the verb epizwn, e .  g. atakam TpuS "he got  going", o r  
by the expression m a  x qiitam zakiinu e. g. m a  atZkim q i i t m  i z k m  "he 
s e t  ou t  to  go". Note a l s o  t h a t  the ingress ive  equiva len t  of a verb less  
sentence with a primary noun a s  pred ica te  is expressed pe r i ph ra s t i c a l l y  
with the verb ewZl and the  t e m i n a t i v e  adverb ia l  of the noun i n  question, 
e. g. m i Z i 5  iwE "he became a man"; s ee  below, s ec t i on  7. 

c - 
2 2  

The ingress ive  value is  expressed pe r i ph ra s t i c a l l y  a s  with in- 
t r a n s i t i v e ~ ,  s ee  the  preceding note.  



Our documentation i s  such t h a t  we cannot always have s u f f i c i e n t  data 

t o  per form t h e  t e s t s  i n d i c a t e d  f o r  each roo t ,  and i n  a d d i t i o n  excep- 

t i o n s  do occur  as a r e s u l t  o f  s p e c i a l i z e d  l e x i c a l  developments; never- 

the less,  the  t e s t s  proposed are adequate t o  g ive  a good handle on a 

formal t reatment  o f  the i ssue  a t  stake. 

I t  i s  impor tan t  t o  note t h a t  a  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  the 

category o f  scope (i. e., o f  s t a t i v e  and f i e n t i v e  forms) along these 

l i n e s  c l a r i f i e s  a p o t e n t i a l  antinomy which i s  o therwise i n h e r e n t  i n  

the n o t i o n a l  " d e f i n i t i o n "  o f  the  concept o f  s t a t i v e .  A s t a t i v e  r o o t  

may i n  f a c t  be i n f l e c t e d  accord ing t o  f i e n t i v e  forms and w i t h  a f i e n t -  

i v e  ( i n g r e s s i v e )  meaning. I t  appears then t h a t  'stative' does not 

m e a n  t h a t  a root can only express state or c o n d i t i o n , b u t  

r a t h e r  t h a t  a  r o o t  so q u a l i f i e d  occurs w i t h  a c e r t a i n  c o n f i g u r a t i o n  o f  

forms i n  which forms express ing s t a t e  c l e a r l y  p r e v a i l .  

The s i t u a t i o n  may be rendered s y n o p t i c a l l y  as f o l l o w s  ( *  i n d i c a t e s  

t h a t  forms are common, - i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  fornis are r a r e  o r  non-ex is t -  

ent ) ;  i t  must be s t ressed  again t h a t  t h i s  i s  i n d i c a t i v e  o n l y  o f  a  

t r e n d  and i t  does n o t  mean t h a t  a  r o o t  i n  any given category wi 11 oc- 

cur  i n  a l l  f o r m  l i s t e d  f o r  t h a t  category n o r  t h a t  c e r t a i n  r o o t s  might  

n o t  develope a s p e c i a l i z e d  l e x i c a l  meaning f o r  a  given s l o t :  

verbal nouns f i n i t e  forms 
i n f .  partcpl. vh. adj. imptv. pret. perf. pres. 

B ***** ------ ***** ------ (ingressive)------ 
stative N .................... ........................ 

(e.g. d a m & ~ ~ )  D .................... ******a***************** 
3 .................... ------ (ingressive)------ 

Besi &s roo ts ,  i n d i v i d u a l  patterns2s may a l s o  be i d e n t i f i e d  as ex- 

press ing s t a t e  o r  ac t ion ,  accord ing t o  formal t e s t s  which a re  i n  p a r t  

de r i ved  from the  considerat ions sketched above. F i n i t e  fornis of the 



168 GIORGIO BUCCELLATI 

verb express ac t ion ,  and so does one verbal  noun, the  p a r t i c i p l e  

(pZr is- ) .  The verbal a d j e c t i v e  (parvs-) expresses s t a t e  o n l y .  The i n -  

f i n i t i v e  appears t o  be ambiguous (sabzt-tmt would seem t o  s tand f o r  e i -  

t h e r  " t o  ho ld "  o r  " t o  s e i z e " ) .  Deverbal nouns, on the o t h e r  hand (of 

the type QarrQ-mi " t h i e f "  o r  Burq-wn " t h e f t " ,  f o r  example), and unmo- 

t i v a t e d  nouns (such as ab-wn " f a t h e r "  o r  b i t - m i  "house") I w i l l  f o r  

now leave o u t  o f  cons idera t ion  . 2 A  

5. M o r p h o l o g y / l :  s i m p l e  p r e d i c a t e  i n  -wn 

There i s  o n l y  one m r p h o l o g i c a l  c lass  which i s  used e x c l u s i v e l y  t o  

express s ta te ,  i. e. the noun i n  the p r e d i c a t i v e  s t a t e .  The predica-  

t i v e  s t a t e  i s  a  bound form, i. e. i t  occurs r e g u l a r l y  w i t h  the pronomi- 

na l  s u f f i x e s  o f  the s u b j e c t  case. The r e s u l t i n g  combination (predica-  

t i v e  s t a t e  + pronominal s u f f i x ,  o f  the type ddnn-tiku "I am s t rong"  o r  

sarr-Sku "I am k i n g " )  i s  genera l l y  r e f e r r e d  t o  by a s i n g l e  term, which 

has f l u c t u a t e d  i n  the t r a d i t i o n  as e i t h e r  " s t a t i  ve" o r  "pernansive". 

I n  t r a d i t i o n a l  grammars, t h i s  form i s  norn ia l ly  i n c l u d e d  w i t h i n  the sys- 

tem o f  verbal  tenses and considered as a tense o f  the verb nex t  t o  the 

tenses of the i n d i c a t i v e  ( ipms,  ip taras,  i p a r r a s ) .  

The main t h r u s t  o f  my 1968 a r t i c l e  was t o  propose t h a t  the " s t a t -  

i v e "  n o t  be considered a tense o f  the verb, b u t  r a t h e r  a form of nomi- 

na l  sentence. The d isassoc ia t ion  from t h e  tense system has been gene- 

r a l l y  accepted, even by Kraus (1984: 25) ,  so I w i l l  n o t  come back t o  
25 

i t  here. I w i l l  i ns tead  discuss two o t h e r  p o i n t s  which have been 

- --- - . - 
23 

I must r e f e r  t o  B u c c e l l a t i  f o r t h c . ,  chap te r s  7-8, 12 ,  16, f o r  a  
f u l l  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of terms and concepts .  

2 4 
An avenue of  r esea rch  which I have n o t  f u l l y  i n v e s t i g a t e d  i s  t o  

s o r t  a l l  deverba l  p a t t e r n s  accord ing  t o  t h e  c r i t e r i a  i n d i c a t e d  above 
f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  among r o o t s .  Thus f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  i t  would seem 
t h a t  the  p a t t e r n  parrSis- is a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  r o o t s  of  a c t i o n  a s  de f ined  
above, i. e .  i t  may n o t  occur  wi th  r o o t s  which a l s o  exclude the  B par- 
t i c i p l e ,  and t h e  and B s tem f i n i t e  forms i n  a  non-ingress ive va lue  
(hence, no dam/?@-tmt, f o r  example). 

2 5  
For a  f u l l  sys temat ic  p r e s e n t a t i o n  of my unders tanding of t h i s  

system w i t h i n  t h e  o v e r a l l  framework of  Akkadian grammar I may be allow- 
ed t o  r e f e r  once more t o  B u c c e l l a t i  f o r t h c . ,  chap te r s  25; 63. 3-4. 
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discussed i n  the l i t e r a t u r e :  (1)  t h e  evidence f o r  simple nominal pre-  

d icates ending i n  -my which w i l l  be considered i n  t h i s  sect ion,  and 

(2)  the ques t ion  as t o  t h e  paradigm and morphological nature o f  t r a n s i -  

t i v e  permansives, which w i l l  be considered i n  the  n e x t  sec t ion .  

I n  B u c c e l l a t i  1968: 7, I had suggested t h a t  a sentence w i t h  simple 

nominal p red ica te  i n  the nominative case o f  the normal s t a t e  ( o f  the 

type &rrrnurapi B m m  w i t h  the meaning "Hamnurapi i s  k ing" )  i s  n o t  r e -  

g u l a r  i n  Akkadian, and t h a t  the r e g u l a r  form i s  i n s t e a d  & m n w i  Bar, 

w i t h  the  p red ica te  i n  the p r e d i c a t i v e  s ta te .  I considered there  v a r i -  

ous exceptions, which I c l a s s i f i e d  i n t o  f o u r  subtypes p l u s  a residuum 

o f  a few unexplained forms ( B u c c e l l a t i  1968: 9 ff .) , and I have noted 

a few o thers  i n  the i n t e r v e n i n g  years.  Kraus (1984, esp.: 47) has a l -  

so p rov ided  a l i s t  o f  such exceptions t o  my proposed r u l e ,  which Hueh- 

nergard (1986 n. 5426) has s i f t e d  and q u a l i f i e d .  H~iehnergard has a lso  

inc luded  frequency computations, by which he comes t o  the conclus ion 

t h a t  the number o f  except ions i s  i n  f a c t  so h igh  t h a t  the r u l e  i t s e l f  

must be c a l l e d  i n  quest ion.  

To some ex ten t ,  my e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the proposed exceptions d i f f e r s  

from Huehnergard's, as I w i l l  endeavor t o  show presen t l y ,  b u t  I do a- 

gree w i t h  him t h a t  the nature o f  the evidence i s  such t h a t  i t  i s  bes t  

t o  p rov ide  a r e v i s i o n  o f  the  r u l e  as s t a t e d  i n  1968. It must be 

stressed, however, t h a t  such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  does n o t  a f f e c t  the ba- 

s i c  understanding o f  the "permansive" o r  " s t a t i v e "  as "nominal " sent- 

ence. 

L e t  me f i r s t  show how some o f  the  proposed exceptions are i n  f a c t  

n o t  exceptions, because they can be b e t t e r  exp la ined  o t h e r  than as sim- 

p l e  p red ica tes  i n  the nominative. I w i l l  r e f e r  here t o  three such 

categories which fall outside the proposed rule: (1 )  the l o -  

ca t i ve -adverb ia l  i n  -Ern; ( 2 )  a sentence w i t h  d e l e t i o n  o f  the verbal  

predicate;  (3)  complex p r e d i c a t e  (appearing on the sur face as a simple 
p red ica te )  . 

26  Huehnergard a lso  refers to an unpublished paper by K.  Wilcke who, 
he says, has reached the same conclusions. 
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(1)  I n  some cases a  simple p red ica te  w r i t t e n  w i t h  f i n a l  -m27 may 

bes t  be understood as being i n  the locative-adverbial case (pho- 

nemic -Em /-u:m/) r a t h e r  than the nominative (phonemic -wn /-urn/). The 

p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  has a l ready been discussed i n  an 

exchange o f  a r t i c l e s  between Lambert (1969; 1971) and Von Soden (1969; 

1970; 1978; 1979: 7) ," dea l ing  e s p e c i a l l y  w i t h  the f i r s t  verse of 

B a s i c a l l y ,  I agree w i t h  Lambert 's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the verse as 

Iniuna i Z E  m-Zibn When t h e  gods were like man, 

t a k i n g  m-libn as a  loca t i ve -adverb ia l  i n  -iun, r a t h e r  than as 

Inikna iZii m-Zm When the  gods were man, 

reading m-Zm as a  nominative i n  -urn. This i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  support-  

ed, besides o t h e r  arguments, by the ex is tence o f  a  l a t e  d u p l i c a t e  which 

has kima mril i  i n  p lace o f  m-Zm (Lambert 1969) 

Here are some o t h e r  examples, the f i r s t  o f  which i s  i n  e f f e c t  a  

converse fo rmu la t ion  o f  the beginning o f  A t r m - b s z s :  

Ina pmii ~' t-napiztim mEZEtikrn-ma Here to fore  Utnapi;tim was b u t  l i k e  
( t h e  r e s t  o f )  mankind): 

enennz-ma ~ t -nap i z t im  u sinni- b u t  now Ut-napigtim and h i s  wi fe  have 
z t d u  Zii ZmE k i  i Z & Z  n i i ~ i - m a ~ ~  indeed become l i k e  the  gods, ( l i k e )  

U S .  

[Hwa]wa rigmaBu abiibii(m), pZ[8u] Huwawa - h i s  n o i s e  i s  l i k e  t h e  f lood,  
i3iitwn-ma, napiBBu rni i t~%n~~ h i s  mouth has  r e a l  f i r e ,  h i s  b r e a t h  

i s  l i k e  death.  
3 1 birbirruka girri(d), rigimka. Your b r i g h t n e s s  is  f i r e - l i k e ,  your 

add%, kima nZ8im-mi nZJ i r i m  v o i c e  i s  s torm-l ike,  you behave l i k e  

27 
It must be remembered t h a t  t h e  cuneiform system of w r i t i n g  does 

n o t  normally i n d i c a t e  v o c a l i c  l eng th .  
28 

For a n  a l t o g e t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  s e e  Jacobsen 1977: 113. 
2 9  

Gilg.  x i  193 f f .  Note t h e  p a r a l l e l  between m E z E t i k r f l  and k i  it&<. 
30 

Gilg. P iii 18-20; i Z d t m  i s  w r i t t e n  logograph ica l ly  (G IB IL ) ,  
hence i t s  i n f l e c t i o n  is n o t  made c l e a r  i n  t h e  t e x t ;  t h e  presence of -ma 
sugges t s  t h a t  i t  may be  a  nominat ive,  and might i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the  mouth 
is  viewed a s  i n  f a c t  spewing r e a l  f i r e ,  whereas t h e  n o i s e  and the  
b r e a t h  a r e  n o t  i d e n t i f i e d  wi th  t h e  f l o o d  o r  wi th  death.  On t h e  o t h e r  
hand, the  l a c k  o f  m i n  abEbii(m) p r e s e n t s  a  problem, s i n c e  i t  i s  normal- 
l y  r e t a i n e d  i n  t h e  loca t ive -adverb ia l .  
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tabagii, bagmiin-mi ptka, A n z k  a r a g i n g  l i o n ,  your mouth is se rpen t -  
(D INGIR .  IM.DUGUD) g u p r ~ k a ~ ~  l i k e ,  your t a l o n s  a r e  eag le - l ike .  33 

( 2 )  I n  severa l  cases what appears t o  be a p red ica te ,  should i n  

f a c t  be considered as the sub jec t  w i t h  a deleted predicate. The 
fo l lowing example shows how d e l e t i o n  can occur: 

bebbztwn Zi i  i t t q b a t  . . . I f  t h e  robber  has  n o t  been caught ,  
cztrm u rabZ&m, ;a i n a  e r g e t z -  t h e  c i t y  and mayor i n  whose region 
funu  . . . & b t m  ib$abtu, m h Z u  t h e  robbery has  taken p l a c e  w i l l  
GaZqoni i E a b b 2 w n  make r e s t i t u t i o n  f o r  whatever has  
S m a  napiztwn < u ~ ~ u z z ~ ~ > ~ '  been l o s t .  I f  a l i f e < h a s  been l o s t > ,  
dZwn u r a b t k w n  1 mana kaspom t h e  c i t y  and mayor w i l l  pay o u t  one 
a n a  nigzdu i J q q a Z i i .  35 mana of s i l v e r  t o  h i s  family .  

Here napiZtwri i s  t o  be understood as the sub jec t  o f  a sentence w i t h  

de le ted  p r e d i c a t e ,  p a r a l l e l  i n  form t o  t h e  clause bubtwn ib&.btu, and 

n o t  as a verbless clause. Many one-word sentences ( e .  g .  Kraus 1984: 
43 f f . )  may be understood i n  t h i s  manner, f o r  instance:  

<Inanna> e b i i m ~ n ~ ~  The h a r v e s t  i s  <now>,/ I t  is h a r v e s t  
t ime. 

----- *--- ---- -- 
3 I 

S ince  t h e  t e x t  i s  a v a i l a b l e  on ly  i n  a p re l imina ry  copy by Pinches ,  
from a t a b l e t  which can no longer  be  c o l l a t e d  ( see  Gfiterbock 1939-1941, 
46) ,  i t  is  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  g i - r i  i s  a mis take  of t h e  c o p i e r  r a t h e r  than 
t h e  s c r i b e .  An emendation g i - m  is j u s t  a s  p o s s i b l e ,  i n  which case  
t h e  mis take  could b e  exp la ined  on account  of t h e  fo l lowing  g i r .  At any 
r a t e ,  a r ead ing  girri seems ungrammatical.  

3 2  
Giiterbock 1939-1941, Rev. ii 1-3; I owe t h i s  r e f e r e n c e  (though 

no t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  proposed) t o  W.  L .  Moran. 
33 

The a l t e r n a t i o n  o f  -kn (and probably - i s )  wi th  ktma + g e n i t i v e  is  
no t  t o  be viewed a s  a sequence of c o n t r a s t i n g  fo rmula t ions ,  b u t  r a t h e r  
a s  a c h i a s t i c  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  emphasized by t h e  swi tch  i n  word o r d e r  wi th  
t h e  s u b j e c t  i n  f i r s t  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  f i r s t ,  and i n  l a s t  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  
t h i r d  l i n e ,  - I have rendered  t h e  f o m s  i n  t h e  a d v e r b i a l  case  w i t h  t h e  
Eng l i sh  p o s t p o s i t i o n  "- l iket t  t o  sugges t  a more g e n e r i c  nuance i n  t h e  ad- 
v e r b i a l  fo rmula t ion  a s  compared w i t h  t h e  f u l l e r  noun plirase con ta in ing  
an a d j e c t i v e ;  n o t e  t h a t  a noun phrase  wi th  a concord of s u b s t a n t i v e  and 
a d j e c t i v e  i n  t h e  a d v e r b i a l  case  (nZS% nn'iribn) seems excluded.  See 
a l s o  below, n o t e  49. 

3 4 Th i s  is  n o t  an emendation, b u t  r a t h e r  a sugges t ion  f o r  a p o s s i b l e  
verb which we may assume t o  have been d e l e t e d .  

"CH 8 8  23 and 24. 
3 6 ABB 7 110: 8. For  t h e  d e l e t i o n  of t h e  p r e d i c a t e  ~ i n a n n a >  c f .  

i nanna  ebGxm, inanna  egdwn,  Kraus 1984: 44; inanna  a n m a  d~gtmr, ARM 
1 0  48: 15.  
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A&&uit j 2 m  bztim, <ma bi t im> Concerning t h e  a f f a i r s  of the  house, 
~ l~hwn~~ t h e r e  is peace < f o r  the  house>, i. e .  

Everything is  a l l  r i g h t  a t  home. 

(3) At  t imes, what may appear t o  be a simple predicate,  i s  i n  f a c t  

a complex predicate or ,  through i n v e r s i o n  o f  word order, may be con- 

s ide red  as a subject. See f o r  instance:  

&uma abwn atta i n a  kini t im. .  . 38 I f  you a r e  t r u l y  a f a t h e r . .  . 
39 . . . yiis'im p i ~ t w n  ( t h e  f a c t  t h a t  you speak i n  a dece i t -  

f u l  way) is  an i n s u l t  to  me. 

I n a  ZZika qaqqa&wn att~-rna~O YOU a r e  indeed a man of importance 
i n  your c i t y  . 

~ s i n B a  t a m g r u .  " ' B a t t l e  is  a f e a s t  f o r  h e r  ( I s h t a r )  . 

The th ree  types descr ibed so f a r  do n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  except ions t o  

the  r u l e  I proposed i n  1968 (i. e. the r u l e  t h a t  would r e q u i r e  r e g u l a r  

use o f  the permansive f o r  s imple nominal p red ica tes ) ,  b u t  r a t h e r  f a l l  

ou ts ide  it. There are o t h e r  cases, instead,  where the normal s t a t e  

nominat ive does i n  f a c t  occur  w i t h  the s imple predicate,  so t h a t  a 

qualification of  the proposed rule i s  necessary. Four such 

q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  had a1 ready been advanced i n  Buccel l a t i  1968: 9, namely: 

(1) nominal izat ion of a personal name ; 
(2)  Akkadian por t ion  of bilingual texts; 
(3) external l inguis t ic  influence i n  Western Akkadian and i n  

Mesopotamian t e x t s  from t h e  l a t e  per iods ;  
(4 )  hypercorrection of the  graphic system i n  the  l a t e  per iods ,  

when (wrong) case vowels a r e  o f t e n  added i n  f i n a l  p o s i t i o n .  

To these I w i l l  now add .the f o l l o w i n g  th ree  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s :  

3 7 
ABB 7 152: 9. For t h e  d e l e t i o n  of t h e  p r e d i c a t e  <ma bf t i rn> ,  see  

ana iiZirn Kahat ZuZrnwn, ARM 2 59: 12 f f .  
3 8 

ABB 8 18: 1 7  f f .  
39 

ABB 9 1: 17. The d a t i v e  yZzim serves  a s  an ad junc t  f o r  t h e  pre- 
d i c a t e  pigtwn. 

4 0 ABB 3 18: 24 f f .  
4 I 

VAS 10 214: iii 7 ( ~ ~ u s ' a ~ a ) ,  s e e  CAD I 197a. I owe t h i s  re fe r -  
ence, though not  the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  proposed, t o  W. L. Moran. 
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(5) Determination vs  . indetermination. I n  s e v e r a l  examples 
a simple p r e d i c a t e  i n  the  normal s t a t e  nominative may b e s t  be 
understood i n  terms of t h e  context  a s  being marked by a spe- 
c i a l  degree of de f in i t eness , " '  a s  i n  the  fol lowing examples: 

Ana epez bztzki ,  lii awiltwn attzd3 As f o r  t h e  o rgan iza t ion  of t h e  
house, you a r e  the one i n  charge. 

U l  martu attad4 You a r e  no t  the heiress!" 

$arm attad6 47 
You a r e  the  king. 

I f  so, the r u l e  proposed i n  B u c e l l a t i  1968: 10,  may be rephrased 

as f o l  lows : the simple, indefinite  predicate o f  a verbless 

sentence occurs regularly i n  the predicative state. 

I n  o rder  t o  p lace the concept o f  determinat ion i n  a b e t t e r  perspec- 

t i v e ,  we may consider  i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  c o r r e l a t i o n  t o  i n d e t e m i n a -  

t i o n  on the one hand and t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  forms o f  determinat ion on the 

4 2 
On t h i s  concept s e e  a l ready  Bucce l la t in  1968: 10,  n .  56, and :12, 

wi th  re fe rences  t o  previous l i t e r a t u r e .  The no t ion  of markedness, pro- 
posed by Huehnergard 1986: 3 ,  tends i n  the  same d i r e c t i o n ,  bu t  without  
q u i t e  proposing a f u l l  d i s t i n c t i o n  between determinat ion and indetermi- 
na t ion .  On the o t h e r  hand Wilcke, a s  quoted by Huehnergard 1986, n .  
59, has  suggested a s i m i l a r  d i s t i n c t i o n ,  whereby "the p r e d i c a t i v e  form 
is used when t h e  p r e d i c a t e  q u a l i f i e s  i ts  s u b j e c t ,  whereas i t  does no t  
appear when the  p r e d i c a t e  is i d e n t i f i e d  with the  subject" .  This dis-  
t i n c t i o n  is a l s o  c e n t r a l  t o  Andersen's theory,  1970: 32 f f  ., about 
c lauses  of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and c lauses  of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  f o r  which s e e  
a l s o  H o f t i j z e r  1973: 473 f f . .  - Note t h a t  the  o l d  term " s t a t u s  inde- 
terminatus" f o r  the  permansive (e. g. Ungnad 1906: 5 5  24a, 26) r e f l e c t s  
a s i m i l a r  b a s i c  understanding. 

4 3 
ARM 10 173: 7 f f .  

4 4 MDP 23 285: 1 8  (OB). This  passage was quoted i n  B u c c e l l a t i  1968: 
9 ,  a s  an  unexplained except ion.  

45 
Determination makes good sense  here  because of t h e  context :  the  

t e x t  is a w i l l ,  and the  passage r e f e r s  t o  a p o s s i b l e  c o n t e s t a t i o n  of 
t h e  w i l l  on the  p a r t  of o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  who might o b j e c t  t o  t h i s  p a r t i -  
c u l a r  daughter  having been nominated t h e  only h e i r e s s .  

46 EA 4: 8 (MB). This passage was quoted i n  B u c c e l l a t i  1968: 9 ,  
a s  an unexplained except ion.  

4 7 
Determination here  i s  der ived from t h e  immediately preceding 

con tex t ,  where re fe rence  i s  made t o  the  "king of Egypt". The express- 
i o n  "You a r e  the king" is  thus equ iva len t  t o  "You a r e  the  king of E- 
gypt". See a l s o  t h e  nex t  note .  
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o t h e r  hand. I n  t h i s  l i g h t ,  determinat ion i s  viewed as p a r t  o f  a  c o n t i -  

nuum, namely the discourse, w i t h i n  which va ry ing  degrees o f  cross-refe-  

renc ing  are poss ib le :  

1. i f  no cross-referencing occurs ,  we have indetermination; 
2. i f  there  is cross-referencing t o  an  i tem t h a t  i s  g e n e r a l l y  

known t o  the  speaker ( e i t h e r  from the discourse o r  from the 
ove ra l l  s i t u a t i o n  ex t e rna l  t o  the  d i scourse) ,  then we have de- 
dermination: 

3. i f  there  is  a marked cross-reference t o  elements which a r e i m -  
p l i c i t l y  known from the discourse,  then we have emphasis; 

4. i f  t h e r e  is  a marked cross-referencing t o  elements specifi- 
c a l l y  known from the  discourse,  then we have an anaphoric 
reference;  

5. i f  f i n a l l y  we have an expl ic i t  mention of the  element being 
r e f e r r ed  t o ,  then the reference i s  b u i l t  i n t o  the immediate 
context .  

Here i s  a  paradigm t h a t  l i s t s  the var ious a l t e r n a t i v e s :  

t y p e  o f  reference 
49  

1. indeterminate , H m u r a p i  gar H. is king (he is  roya l ,  
he belongs t o  the  royal  
c l a s s )  

2 .  determinate ~armrmr@ i a r m  H. is t he  king (about whom 
we a l l  know, e.g. t he  
king of Babylon) 

3.  emphatic @miurapi iarrwn-ma H. i s  t r u l y  the king (he i s  
no t  j u s t  the crown-prince, 
o r  some o ther  such exclu- 
s i on  t o  be understood i n  

5 0 
terms of the  discourse)  

4 .  anaphoric ; a r m  8ti the above-mentioned king 
5 .  bu i l t - i n  &nmurapi gar BBbiZim H .  is the king of Babylon 

4 8  
A good example of t h i s  type of determination i s  the use of the  

term $ a r m  o r  awZZwn t o  r e f e r  t o  the  ru l i ng  king of a given t e r r i t o r y  
without spec i f i c a t i on  of such t e r r i t o r y :  thus i n  Mari iarrwn o r  mZZwn 
i n  the  determinate sense "the king" means "king of Mari", while i n  Ba- 
bylon the same term means "king of Babylon". 

4 9  
Possibly a s im i l a r  r e l a t i onsh ip  of determination and indeter-  

mination occurs  i n  a p a i r  of the type addihlkZma G B i m  ( see  above, n. 
33): t he  l oca t i ve  adverb ia l  would then be indeterminate, and could be 
rendered a s  "storm-like", i. e. having the  qua l i t y  of the  storm, where- 
a s  the  prepos i t iona l  phrase would be determinate, and could be rendered 
" l i ke  a l ion",  i. e. looking l i k e  a given l i on .  

5 0 
A sentence of the  type I$nnnurapi Barrwn iii seems t o  occur only 

with a spec i a l  meaning of 8ii a s  a copula pronoun, s ee  Huehnergard 1986: 
5. 
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I t  will be apparent tha t  determination (ca l l ing  f o r  the simple nominal 

predicate to  be i n  the normal s t a t e  nominative) can occur only with sub- 

s tant ives ,  and tha t  when adjectives are  so constructed, they should be 

considered as substantivized (see Huehnergard 1986, n .  54). 

(6) Subordination with substantives. When t h e  p r e d i c a t e  oc- 
c u r s  i n  a subord ina te  c lause ,  the  use of t h e  normal s t a t e  nomi- 
n a t i v e  f o r  a simple p r e d i c a t e  corresponds t o  t h e  use of t h e  
sub junc t ive  with a r e g u l a r  v e r b a l  form. See f o r  example: 

... ktma bZZZ a t t a  &Zwn." (All  of Sippar  and Babylon know) 
t h a t  you, my l o r d ,  a r e  a gentleman 

(7) Diachronic distribution. A l l  of the  c a t e g o r i e s  given above, 
excep t  f o r  3 ( p a r t i a l l y )  and 4,  a r e  synchronic  i n  charac te r .  
The suggest ion of an important  d iachron ic  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  has  
been advanced by both Kraus 1984: 35 f f .  and Huehnergard 1986: 
i n  t h e i r  opinion,  the  normal s t a t e  nominative was t h e  o r i g i n a l  
form of t h e  p r e d i c a t e ,  a t  l e a s t  f o r  s u b s t a n t i v e s ,  and only i n  
l a t e r  t imes,  beginning e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  Old Babylonian per iod ,  
would t h e  p r e d i c a t i v e  s t a t e  have come i n t o  r e g u l a r  use.  A f u l l  
d i scuss ion  of t h i s  a s p e c t  of the  problem would r e q u i r e  on t h e  
one hand a thorough s tudy of d a t a  from Old Akkadian (see f o r  in-  
s t a n c e  the  permansive i n  -a, Gelb 1952: 146-153; 1965; 1969: 
213) and Ebla (Gelb 1981: 36 f f  .), and on the  o t h e r  hand a tho- 
rough s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  documentation f o r  t h e  Akkadi- 
an of t h e  e a r l y  second millennium, n e i t h e r  of which I can do 
here .  Such a s tudy would have t o  t ake  i n t o  account t h e  synchro- 
n i c  cons idera t ions  made above, e s p e c i a l l y  category 5. A p r e l i -  
minary review by Huehnergard (1986, n .  55 and 1987: I I b )  of t h e  
corpus assembled by Kraus concludes t h a t  " the p r e d i c a t i v e  ap- 
pears  i n  Kraus's corpus i n  roughly h a l f  of t h e  examples ( i . e . ,  
16 of 30) i n  which i t s  use is  p o s s i b l e  and t h e  form i s  unambi- 
guous (not  a logogram)." However, most of t h e  examples i n  
which the  p r e d i c a t e  is n o t  i n  the  p r e d i c a t i v e  s t a t e  may be ex- 
p la ined  according t o  one of t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  l i s t e d  above. This  
means t h a t  the  j u x t a p o s i t i o n  of t h e  two types ~ m r a p i  Qar and 
H m u r a p i  garrum must be viewed not as a case of free vari- 
:tion, but as  distributionally predictable. As a re-  
s u l t ,  any i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  aiming t o  show t h a t  the  normal s t a t e  
nominative was t h e  r e g u l a r  form taken by a simple p r e d i c a t e  i n  
e a r l y  Akkadian would s t i l l  have t o  e x p l a i n  how such a g r a m a t i -  
c a l l y  meaningful d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  a r r a y  came i n t o  ex i s tence  a s  
e a r l y  a s  t h e  Old Babylonian per iod.  

6 .  Morphology/Z: The pa rad igm o f  t r a n s i t i v e  pe rmans ives  
A second issue t o  be discussed with regard to  the morphology of the 

- -= - - - - - - --- - - 
5 1 ABB 2 83: 29. 
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permansive p e r t a i n s  t o  the  paradigm and morphological na tu re  o f  t r a n s i -  

t i v e  perniansives. This  i ssue  has been r a i s e d  and formulated very l u -  

c i d l y  by Huehnergard (1987: I Ia/beginning, I I e ,  and I I f / e n d )  . While 

I agree w i t h  him on the m e r i t s  o f  the  issue, I wish t o  propose a d i f -  

f e r e n t  l i n e  o f  argument. 

Huehnergardls p o i n t  o f  departure i s  t h a t  a  t r a n s i t i v e  permansive 

as i n  the sentence eqZam gabit "he holds a f i e l d "  cannot be der i ved  

f rom the  a d j e c t i v e  ~abtwn  which i s ,  i t  would seem, a pass ive a d j e c t i v e  

w i t h  the meaning "seized" and n o t  an a c t i v e  a d j e c t i v e  meaning "hold- 

ing" .  Hence one should envisage two d i f f e r e n t  forms, a r e g u l a r  per-  

mansive der i ved  f rom the verbal  a d j e c t i v e  and a "pseudo-verb" which i s  

der i ved  d i r e c t l y  f rom the r o o t  and behaves as a t r a n s i t i v e .  The two 

forms as assumed by Huehnergard may be shown parad igmat i ca l l y  as f o l -  

1  ows : 

( a )  eqZwn g a b i t  t h e  f i e l d  i s  s e i z e d  - permansive (pa rvs )  
eqZm gabit h e  ho lds  t h e  f i e l d  - pseudo-verb ( p a r i s ) .  

Since the vocal ism o f  the f i r s t  form can be i n  i ,  a o r  u ,  whereas t h e  

vocal ism o f  the second i s  always w i t h  i i n  the  second s y l l a b l e ,  he 

uses the symbol ic represen ta t ion  p a m s  ( v  = vowel) f o r  the f i r s t  form 

and p a r i s  f o r  the second. 

My argument w i l l  address f i r s t  the  i ssue  o f  the  presumed pass ive 

value o f  t h e  verbal ad jec t i ve ,  and then the  i ssue  o f  the  proposed new 

verbal form which Huehnergard l a b e l s  a "pseudo-verb". 

On the face o f  it, a passive t r a n s l a t i o n  would indeed seem t o  be 

the bes t  f o r  the  word gabtu i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  passage: 

( a )  Q m a  &Zwn . . . rnimmEisu haZqam I f  a man s e i z e d  from t h e  hand o f  
i n  q z t i  mZZirn iggabat, a&Zwn, ano the r  something of h i s  t h a t  was 
Qa huZqwn ina qZtigu p b t u  , l o s t ,  t h e  man, from whose hand t h e  . . . 5 2 l o s t  p r o p e r t y  was s e i z e d ,  ... 

Consider, however, the  f o l l o w i n g  two a1 t e r n a t i v e  clauses: 

(b )  &lwn, Qa huZqwn ina qSti&u i??abtu, . . . 
( c )  awZZwn, Ba huZqm ina q i t i&u,  . . . 

5 2 
CH 5 9,  v i  70 - v i i  8. Th i s  i s  t h e  sample t e x t  used by Huehner- 

gard 1987 I I c  f o r  h i s  argumentat ion;  s e e  a l s o  Kraus 1984: 31 f f .  



The t r a n s l a t i o n  g iven above f o r  (a)  i s  a l s o  a  proper  t r a n s l a t i o n  

f o r  (b) ,  and the quest ion a r i s e s  whether the two Akkadian clauses are 

j u s t  i n  f r e e  v a r i a t i o n ,  o r  whether the re  may be a  d i f f e r e n c e .  Since 

the N-stem o f  the verb e x h i b i t s  very r e g u l a r l y  a  passive ( f i e n t i v e )  

value, and s ince the perniansive o f  the  B-stem e x h i b i t s  j u s t  as regu la r -  

l y  a  s t a t i v e  value, one should s e r i o u s l y  consider  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  

s t a t i v e  value even f o r  the few permansives which a t  f i r s t  appear t o  

have a  passive ( f i e n t i v e )  value. With t h i s  i n  mind, we may propose 

the f o l l o w i n g  t r a n s l a t i o n s :  

(a) the man, i n  whose hand the l o s t  property was held,  ... 
(b) the man, from whose hand the l o s t  property was se ized ,  ... 
The proposed t r a n s l a t i o n  f o r  (a )  makes i n  f a c t  good sense i n  terms o f  

the broader con tex t  o f  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  law. The second man i s  presen- 

t e d  i n  the r e s t  o f  the law a r t i c l e  as hav ing become the new owner o f  

the " l o s t "  proper ty ,  so t h a t  he has t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  v a l i d  t i t l e  t o  the 

p roper ty  obta ined through a  r e g u l a r  purchase; the  f a c t  t h a t  the l o s t  

p roper ty  " i s  owned" by him ( s t a t i v e  value o f  gabtu) i s  the re fo re  more 

s i g n i f i c a n t  than the f a c t  t h a t  the l o s t  p roper ty  "has been se ized"  

from him (passive f i e n t i v e  value o f  i ggab tu ) .  

As a  c o r o l l a r y  one may ask what the corresponding value o f  the f o r -  

mu la t ion  i n  ( c )  might  be i m p l i e d  by t h e  l i t e r a l  t r a n s l a t i o n ,  

(c )  the man, i n  whose hand the property w a s , . . . ,  

t h i s  fo rmu la t ion  does n o t  p lace any emphasis on the aspect o f  owner- 

ship, l e a v i n g  open the p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  "he happened t o  have w i t h  him 

the l o s t  proper ty" .  

Even i n  the few cases where an a d j e c t i v e ,  fo l l owed by the g e n i t i v e ,  

appears t o  correspond t o  a  case o f  nomina l i za t ion  o f  a  passive + agent 

cons t ruc t ion ,  a  s t a t i v e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ought t o  be p re fe r red .  Thus a  

phrase l i k e  muhgm igarirns3 which i s  genera l l y  understood as a  passive 
5 4 

struck by a ( f a l l i n g )  w a l l ,  

may b e t t e r  be understood as a  s t a t i v e  

i n  a s t a t e  o f  shock through the (col lapse)  of a wall  

5 3  

5 A 
SLY 1:  4 (OB l e x c i a l ) .  
Cf. Von Soden 1960: 165; s e e  a l s o  Reiner 1966: 125-127. 
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- which seems t o  f i t  w i t h  the proposed i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the term as 

r e f e r r i n g  t o  a  nervous d iso rder  r a t h e r  than t o  a  s p e c i f i c  event  (Von 

Soden 1960: 165). 

Our understanding o f  the  Akkadian s i t u a t i o n  i s  made e s p e c i a l l y  con- 

f u s i n g  i f  we r e l y  more on Eng l i sh  ( o r  o t h e r  modern European languages) 

f o r  an i n t u i t i v e  ana lys is  o f  the category. And t h i s  i s  because Eng- 

l i s h  does n o t  have a t  a l l  the grammatical mechanisms o f  Akkadian t o  

render the  s t a t i v e  category. Instead,  Eng l i sh  genera l l y  employs l e x i -  

ca l  means t o  render the  c o n t r a s t  between f i e n t i v e  and s t a t i v e  (se ize/  

hold, s t r u c k / i n  a  s t a t e  o f  shock). Only very r a r e l y  i s  a  morphologi- 

ca l  v a r i a t i o n  f rom t h e  same base used i n  Engl ish, as f o r  example w i t h  

the verb " t o  open": 

(a) the door is  opened (by someone) 
(b) the door i s  ( i .  e .  s tays )  open. 

I n  some cases, i n  f a c t ,  Eng l i sh  e x h i b i t s  complete homonymy. Consider 

f o r  i ns tance  the f o l l o w i n g  two examples : 

(a)  he plays the guitar = he i s  playing the guitar : f i e n t i v e  
(b) he plays the guitar = he plays the guitar professional ly  

O r  he knows how t o  play the guitar : s t a t i v e  

Note how the passive t rans fo rmat ion  i s  poss ib le  f o r  (a) :  i n  f a c t  the  

sentence "the g u i t a r  i s  played" can o n l y  be r e l a t e d  t o  the  f i e n t i v e  

value, and n o t  t o  the  s t a t i v e ,  much as i s  the case ( a p a r t  from the 

gramnati ca l  d i f fe rences)  w i t h  the Akkadian p a i r  gabit/iggabit d i s -  

cussed above. 
* * *  

Regardless o f  whether the  verbal a d j e c t i v e  i s  passive ( f i e n t i v e )  

o r  s t a t i v e ,  i t  would seem a t  f i r s t  t h a t  the predicates i n  the two sen- 

tences mentioned a t  the beginning a re  d i f f e r e n t  from each o t h e r  i n  

terms o f  t h e i r  d e r i v a t i o n  from a  nominal base: (a) seems der i ved  from 

the verbal  ad jec t i ve ,  whereas (b)  does n o t  seem t o  be so der i ved  s ince 

the verbal a d j e c t i v e  i s  n o t  a t t e s t e d  i n  the normal s t a t e  w i t h  the par-  

t i c u l a r  meaning o f  (b)  : 

(a) eqZm gabit the f i e l d  is  held/  sabtwn held 
eqzam gabit he holds the f i e l d /  [ - holding]. 
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I t  i s  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  a r r a y  (bes ides t h e  presumed 

e x i s t e n c e  o f  a  pass i ve  f i e n t i v e )  t h a t  t h e  concept  o f  a  pseudo-verb has 

been i n t r o d u c e d .  We s h o u l d  c o n s i d e r  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  empty 

s l o t  i n  t h e  a r r a y  may be f i l l e d ,  b u t  t h i s  i s  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  examples 

wh ich a r e  n e i t h e r  numerous n o r  c o n c l u s i v e .  Two o f  t h e  examples ( b o t h  

OB) quo ted  by Von Soden 1960: 165, appear t o  have a  t r a n s i t i v e  meaning, 

and i f  so t h e y  wou ld  govern  i n  t h e  c o n s t r u c t  s t a t e  an o b j e c t i v e  gen i -  

ti ve: 

naBiam rZBi t h e  one who ho lds  up h igh  t h e  head 
patia Tnim t h e  one who keeps open ( h i s )  eye. 

The assumpt ion t h a t  t hey  a r e  ve rba l  a d j e c t i v e s  i s  based p r i m a r i l y  on 

t h e  morpho log i ca l  fo rm o f  t h e  c o n s t r u c t  i n  -am, and t o  some e x t e n t  pe r -  

haps on what i s  p e r c e i v e d  t o  be ( n o t i o n a l l y )  t h e  s a t i v e  meaning o f  t h e  

express ion.  They c o u l d  however be f i e n t i v e / p u n c t u a l  p a r t i c i p l e s  

( s i n c e  t h e  w r i t i n g  a l l o w s  e i t h e r  r e a d i n g ) :  

ni iz im r e 2  t h e  one who l i f t s  up t h e  head 
piitia Znim t h e  one who opens ( h i s )  eye.  

The same a m b i g u i t y  a p p l i e s  ( i n  r e v e r s e )  t o  noun phrases which a r e  r e -  

g u l a r l y  t aken  t o  c o n s i s t  o f  t h e  c o n s t r u c t  o f  a  p a r t i c i p l e  B  f o l l o w e d  

by an o b j e c t i v e  g e n i t i v e ,  o f  t h e  t ype  

gabit eqZim t h e  one who s e i z e s  a f i e l d ,  

r a t h e r  t han  a  v e r b a l  a d j e c t i v e  B, e q u a l l y  f o l l o w e d  by  an o b j e c t i v e  ge- 

n i t i v e ,  o f  t he  t ype  

gabit eqZim t h e  one who ho lds  a  f i e l d .  

The o n l y  f o rma l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  t h a t  one c o u l d  c a l l  upon t o  r e s o l v e  t h e  

arr~bi gu i  t y  wou ld  be examples i n  t h e  f em in ine  o r  examples o f  phono log i  - 
c a l  c r a s i s ,  o f  t h e  type:  

qabtat eqZim t h e  one (fern.) who ho lds  a  f i e l d  
sab tzeq l i m  t h e  one who h o l d s  a  f i e l d .  

Y e t  even i f  we have no c o n v i n c i n g  examples o f  a  noun phrase (as  

d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  a  sentence)  w i t h  a  v e r b a l  a d j e c t i v e  used i n  a  t r a n s i -  

t i v e  sense, i t  does n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  f o l l o w  t h a t  permansives t h a t  a r e  

so used ( i .  e .  i n  a  t r a n s i t i v e  sense) must be cons ide red  as a  d i s t i n c t  

morpho log i ca l  c l a s s ,  t o  be c a l l e d  "pseudo-verb". S ince r o o t s  t h a t  ad- 



180 GIORGIO BUCCELLATI 

mit of such a use are  re la t ive ly  few, and of a specialized type a t  

tha t ,  i t  seems to  me simpler to argue f o r  a special lexicalized use of 

the permansive in a t rans i t ive  sense. The case may be considered simi- 

l a r  t o  tha t  of the t rans i t ive  use of an in t r ans i t ive  verb such as alii- 

k m  i n  expressions of the type 

i l k m  i lZak he performs the i lku-duty ( i .  e .  the ob l iga t ion  
inherent i n  a c e r t a i n  type of r e s t r i c t e d  t i t l e  
t o  a f i e l d ) .  

In such cases we do not, and do not need to ,  posit  a separate lexical  

item o r  morphological class f o r  the t r ans i t ive  use of a verb tha t  i s  

otherwise exclusively in t rans i t ive .  In the same way we should consi- 

der the t rans i t ive  use of the permansive as a specialized lexical  use 

of a noun base that  i s  otherwise used not i n  a f ient ive  t r ans i t ive ,  

but i n  a s t a t ive  function. 

7 .  Syntax: t he  s t a t i v e  s en t ence  

I have already argued i n  section 3 tha t  the expression of s t a t e  

need not be r e s t r i c t ed  to the semantic sphere. In f ac t ,  as I wil l  en- 

deavor t o  show in  th i s  f inal  section,  the term and the concept may j u s t  

as appropriately be applied to  the grammatical sphere. The real  pro- 

blem would be to  confuse levels of analysis,  i .  e .  t o  argue fo r  one le-  

vel (e.  g. semantics) with elements derived from another ( e .  g. syntax).  

With th i s  proviso, the category of "scope" as defined above ( i .  e .  the 

node comprising action and s t a t e )  may very properly be applied to  mor- 

phology and especially syntax. In morphology, as we have already seen, 

there i s  one category, the permansive ( i .  e . ,  predicative s t a t e  of the 

noun bound with the subject  pronominal suff ixes)  which i s  reserved ex- 

clusively f o r  the expression of s t a t e ,  although the reverse does not 

obtain (i. e . ,  not a l l  expressions of s t a t e  require a permansive). In 

syntax there i s ,  on the other hand, a univocal correlat ion and complete 

overlap between formal mechanisms and the "scope" of the sentence, be- 

cause predication of s t a t e  on the one hand, and of action on the other 

hand, are r e s t r i c t ed  to certain morphological and syntactical  catego- 

r i e s  which i n  t u r n  are reserved exclusively f o r  e i the r  type of predica- 



t i o n .  
The " s t a t i v e "  ( o r  "nomina l "  o r  " v e r b l e s s "  sentence)  i s  c h a r a c t e r -  

i z e d  by a  t y p e  o f  p r e d i c a t i o n  t h a t  expresses s t a t e  o r  c o n d i t i o n  -i. e.  

( i n  t h e  sense proposed above i n  s e c t i o n  ?) ,  a  p r e d i c a t i o n  t h a t  does 

n o t  e n t a i l  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t i m e  between t h e  s u b j e c t  and t h e  process.  

T h i s  p r e d i c a t i o n  i s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  and r e g u l a r l y  d i f f e r e n t  f r om t h e  t y p e  

o f  p r e d i c a t i o n  t h a t  expresses a c t i o n :  p r e d i c a t i o n  exp ress ing  s t a t e  

uses t h e  permansive ( i .  e .  p r e d i c a t i v e  s t a t e  o f  t h e  noun p l u s  pronomi- 

n a l  s u f f i x )  when t h e  p r e d i c a t e  i s  a  s imp le  i n d e f i n i t e  noun, t h e  nomi- 

n a t i v e  ( o f  t h e  normal o r  t h e  c o n s t r u c t  s t a t e )  when t h e  p r e d i c a t e  i s  a  

s imp le  d e f i n i t e  noun o r  a  complex noun phrase, o r  s i m p l y  t h e  i n v a r i a b l e  

f o rm  w i t h  i n v a r i a b l e s  and pronouns; p r e d i c a t i o n  exp ress ing  a c t i o n ,  on 

the  o t h e r  hand, uses the  f i n i t e  forms o f  t h e  verb.  

I n t r a n s i t i v e  f i e n t i v e  r o o t s  o c c u r  as p r e d i c a t e s  o n l y  i n  " v e r b a l "  

( o r  " f i e n t i v e " )  sentences - thus no s t a t i v e  sentence i s  g e n e r a l l y  pos- 

s i b l e  w i t h  a  ve rb  l i k e  a Z 2 m  " t o  

S t a t i v e  r o o t s  and t r a n s i t i v e  r o o t s  o c c u r  as p r e d i c a t e s  i n  b o t h  

" v e r b a l "  ( o r  " f i e n t i v e " )  and " v e r b l e s s "  ( o r  " s t a t i v e " )  sentences; i n  

t.he case o f  s t a t i v e  r o o t s ,  " v e r b a l "  ( o r  " f i e n t i v e " )  p r e d i c a t e s  a c q u i r e  

an i n g r e s s i v e  va l  ue. 

The paradigm may be e x p w s s e a  as f o l l o w s  i n  i t s  s i m p l e s t  forms: 

roo t  type sentence type 
"verbal" ( o r  " f i e n t i v e  ) "verbless"  (o r  " s ta t ive" )  

i n t r .  f i e n t i v e  a ~ Z Z w n  i Z Z d  
the man goes 

i n t r .  s t a t i v e  awZZwn i h i q  &lwn damiq 
the man becomes good the  man isJ6 good 

t rans .  f i e n t i v e  awfZwn isabbat  awEZwn gabit 
the  man s e i z e s  t h e  man holds 

T h i s  parad igm r e s t a t e s  i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  way what has a l r e a d y  been 

s t r e s s e d  above i n  s e c t i o n  4, namely t h a t  a  s t a t i v e  r o o t  i s  n o t  t o  be 

5 5 
But s e e  below, n. 65, f o r  expressions of the type aZZZk. 

5 6 
I d i s regard  here  the f a c t  t h a t  nominal p red ica tes  a r e  n e u t r a l  

with regard t o  time,and render  a l l  examples a r b i t r a r i l y  i n  the present .  
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understood as " s t a t i v e "  i n  the sense t h a t  i t  expresses o n l y  s t a t e  o r  

cond i t i on ,  because i t  does i n  f a c t  occur w i t h  f i e n t i v e  forms, a l b e i t  

genera l l y  i n  a  r e s t r i c t e d  ing ress ive  value. S i m i l a r l y ,  a  f i e n t i v e  

r o o t  i s  n o t  e x c l u s i v e l y  f i e n t i v e  i n  t h a t  i t  occurs f r e q u e n t l y  i n  a  

s t a t i v e  cons t ruc t ion .  Only the i n t r a n s i t i v e  f i e n t i v e  roo ts  are gene- 

r a l l y  r e s t r i c t e d ,  i n  Akkadian, t o  a  p u r e l y  f i e n t i v e  value s ince  expres- 

s ions o f  the type aw-Zwn aZik " the man i s  i n  a  going s t a t e "  are q u i t e  

i n f r e q u e n t  (hence the blank s l o t  i n  the paradigm). 

We may consider  i n  t h i s  connect ion an impor tan t  p o i n t  o f  conipari- 

son between Akkadian and Engl ish.  Whereas i n  Akkadian s t a t i v e  and fi- 

e n t i v e  sentences are r i g o r o u s l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by i n f l e c t i o n a l  means, 

the same sentences i n  Eng l i sh  are d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by l e x i c a l  means (as 

w i t h  the con t ras t  between " t o  se ize"  and " t o  ho ld "  g iven i n  the para- 

digm") o r  by o t h e r  s i m i l a r  mechanisnis as shown i n  the c h a r t  t h a t  f o l -  

l o w ~ : ~ ~  

f i e n t i v e  Eng l i sh  

Akkadian 

idanoniq t e n s e  he improves l e x i c a l  
ip teggi  t e n s e  he  t u r n s  w h i t e  p e r i p h r a s t i c  
imarras t e n s e  he f a l l s  ill p e r i p h r a s t i c  
iaabbat t e n s e  he  s e i z e s  l e x i c a l  
i s s im  t e n s e  it happens t o  f i t  p e r i p h r a s t i c  
uBQab t e n s e  he si ts  a d v e r b i a l  

s t a t i v e  

damiq pern~ans ive  he  is good go copula  
peg;  pernlansive h e  is  w h i t e  copula  
marus permansive h e  i s  s i c k  copula  
sabi t  permansive he  ho lds  l e x i c a l  
wasim perinansive i t  is  f i t t i n g  gerund 
wazib permansive he  si ts l e x i c a l  

C l e a r l y  Eng l i sh  i s  unpred ic tab le  i n  i t s  render ing o f  the category 

o f  "scope" ( i  . e. a c t i o n  and cond i t i on ) :  w h i l e  i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  the CO- 

pu la  fo l lowed by an a d j e c t i v e  o r  a  gerund i s  always s t a t i v e ,  i t  does 

- - - - -- - - - - - -- - - - - - - -- . - . 
5 7 ~ h i s  i s  an a d d i t i o n a l  r eason  why t h e  terms "verbal"  and "nomi- 

na l "  (o r  "verbless")  a r e  q u i t e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  a d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  
s y n t a c t i c a l  type o f  s e n t e n c e  i n  Akkadian. 
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n o t  fo l l ow t h a t  expressions o f  s t a t e  a re  r e g u l a r l y  rendered by means o f  

the copula. Analogously, i t  i s  t r u e  t h a t  a p e r i p h r a s t i c  expression us- 

i n g  the verb " t o  become" i s  the  r e g u l a r  ing ress ive  coun te rpar t  o f  the 

sentence w i t h  a copula ( I  have o m i t t e d  t h i s  t r a n s l a t i o n  i n  the l i s t  a- 

bove i n  favor  o f  more i d i o m a t i c  expressions, b u t  o f  course sentences 

l i k e  "he becomes good1' o r  "he becomes wh i te "  are j u s t  as poss ib le  as 

"he improves" o r  "he turns wh i te " ) ;  b u t  the p o i n t  i s  p r e c i s e l y  t h a t  

the re  a re  o t h e r  ways i n  which t h i s  can be rendered as w e l l ,  and t h a t  

these are genera l l y  the more i d i o m a t i c  ones. 

It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  consider  f u r t h e r  the  Eng l i sh  cons t ruc t ion  

which appears t o  be a s tandard grammatical mechanism f o r  expressing 

s t a t e  w i t h  a f i e n t i v e  verb, namely the gerund as i n  "he i s  se iz ing" .  

Since t h i s  sentence i s  d i f f e r e n t  i n  meaning from the  sentence "he 

holds", i t  does n o t  a f f e c t  d i r e c t l y  the  paradigm given above. But  i t  

p o i n t s  t o  another i n t e r e s t i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  Akkadian. The Akkadian 

equ iva len t  o f  "he i s  s e i z i n g "  would seem t o  be the p r e d i c a t i v e  s t a t e  

o f  the p a r t i c i p l e ,  i. e. @ b i t .  Such a cons t ruc t ion  ( the  perniansive o f  

the  p a r t i c i p l e )  i s  i n  f a c t  q u i t e  r a r e  i n  Akkadian, u n l i k e  o ther  Semit ic  
5 8  languages: i t  occurs w i t h  any degree o f  r e g u l a r i t y  o n l y  i n  the so- 

c a l l e d  physiognomatic omina (Kraus 1936; 1937), where i t  i s  used t o  ex- 

press the h a b i t  developed w i t h  regard  t o  a g iven ac t ion ,  e. g. 

.&rrrna rnd tez ibS9 I f  he i s  concerned about saving (o thers )  ... 
I f  we extend our  paradigm t o  inc lude  o t h e r  types o f  sentences, the  

p i c t u r e  t h a t  has a l ready  emerged - o f  s t r i c t  i n f l e c t i o n a l  r e g u l a r i t y  

i n  Akkadian and, conversely, o f  i n f l e c t i o n a l  f l u i d i t y  i n  Eng l i sh  - i s  

amply confirnied. This may be rendered a t  l e a s t  i n  p a r t  by the fo l low-  

i n g  paradigm (where parentheses enclose p e r i p h r a s t i c  formulat ions) :  

" -  
5 8 See f o r  example, f o r  Hebrew, Gordon 1982. 
5 9  

Kraus 1936: 94, 51. 
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f i en t ive  (verbal) s t a t i v e  (verbless)  

performative ingressive i nde f in i t e  de f in i t e  

primary noun (iis'iputum ippes') (-lid i m ~ )  " m - 2  s'u awZZwn(ma) 
he performs the  he turns i n t o  he i s  a he i s  the  man 
o f f i c e  of exor- a man man 
c i s t  

&i awilwn S i i  awZZwri 
damqwn damqwn (-ma) 
he is  a he i s  the good 
good man man 

62  
s t a t i v e  root  (dmqa ippes') i h z i q  M q  s'ii damqwn-ma 

he a c t s  well  he becomes he i s  good he i s  t he  good 
good one. 

f ientive-  i sabbat  (sabiitm i p p e ~ ) ~ ~  gab i t  
t rans.  root  he se izes  he s t a r t s  t o  he holds6" 

seize/hold 

f ientive-  iZZak (aZZJcam ippes') - 65 - 
i n t r .  root  he goes he ge ts  going 

A c e r t a i n  p a r a l l e l i s m  migh t  perhaps be recognized between the two 

se ts  o f  columns. J u s t  as the r e f e r e n t i a l  t r a i t  o f  de f in i teness  i n t r o -  

duces a h igher  degree o f  s p e c i f i c i t y  i n  the s t a t i v e  ( o r  verb less)  sen- 

tence, so an ing ress ive  form may be considered as more s p e c i f i c  than a 

"per format ive"  one. As f o r  the  var ious p e r i p h r a s t i c  cons t ruc t ions ,  

they a re  inc luded  t o  show more g r a p h i c a l l y  how the  c o r r e l a t i v e  concept 

may be rendered i n  the language through means o t h e r  than i n f l e c t i o n a l :  

as such, they do n o t  belong p r o p e r l y  i n  the paradigm. 

'Ocf. CAD A / 2  :435. This per iphras t ic  expression may be considered 
a s  a performative co r r e l a t i ve  to t he  ingressive and s t a t i v e  construc- 
t ions  with primary nouns. 

6 ' ~ a i d  of Enkidu (with verb i n  the p r e t e r i t e ) ,  Gilg. P iii 25 (OB); 
a s imi lar  per iphras t ic  construction is  found, fo r  instance,  with the 
verb tiiru, a s  i n  it= ana g i g t i  "they turned to clay", Gilg. x i  133. 

6 2 ~ .  e. "he does a favor", c f .  CAD E:208. 
6 3 ~ n d  other such per iphras t ic  constructions,  see above n. 60. 
64 

O r  "he is  i n  a holding pattern",  which may include a lso  the  "pas- 
sive" notion "he i s  held". 

6 5 ~ e v e r b a l  nouns ( i .  e. nouns o ther  than i n f i n i t i v e ,  verbal  adjec- 
t i v e  o r  p a r t i c i p l e ) ,  which a r e  not otherwise considered f o r  purposes 
of t h i s  paradigm, might of course occur i n  t h i s  s l o t ,  e. g. aZZiik 
"he is  a goer", i. e .  a " t ravel le r"  o r  a "courier". 
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8. C o n c l u s i o n s  

The d i s t i n c t i o n  between s t a t e  and a c t i o n  i s  o f  paramount importance 

i n  Akkadian because i t  i s  regu la ted  by s p e c i f i c  i n f l e c t i o n a l  mechanisms, 

which f i n d  no r e a l  coun te rpar t  i n  Engl ish,  and thus must be understood 

s t r u c t u r a l l y  from w i t h i n .  I have endeavored t o  e x p l a i n  how t h i s  hap- 

pens by means o f  fomia l  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  ana lys is .  By p o i n t i n g  a t  rec-  

cu ren t  pa t te rns  and by c o r r e l a t i n g  phenomena which a r e  otherwise looked 

a t  i n  an ad hoc, a t o m i s t i c  fashion,  we obta in,  I be l ieve ,  two impor tan t  

r e s u l t s .  F i r s t ,  we ga in  a b e t t e r  handle on l i n g u i s t i c  desc r ip t ion ,  es- 

p e c i a l l y  as i t  p e r t a i n s  t o  a dead language. Second, we ga in  a b e t t e r  

understanding o f  the s t r u c t u r a l  connections w i t h i n  language - both the 

means o f  express ion and the message expressed. 

I n t u i t i v e  d e f i n i t i o n s  and explanat ions,  which should c e r t a i n l y  f u r -  

n i s h  the p o i n t  o f  depar ture f o r  a  c r i t i c a l  i n q u i r y ,  become much more 

manageable as a n a l y t i c a l  t o o l s  i f  we embed them w i t h i n  a system o f  cor-  

r e l a t i o n s  which are s t a t e d  i n  formal tenns. Such formal represen ta t ion  

o f  i n t u i t i o n  can be more e a s i l y  assessed and v a l i d a t e d  and more con- 

s t r u c t i v e l y  c r i t i c i z e d .  Thus t o  l a b e l  a  phenomenon as s t a t i v e  because 

i t  expresses s t a t e  i m p l i e s  (a)  t h a t  we share the same n o t i o n a l  under- 

s tanding o f  the concept o f  s t a t e ,  and (b )  t h a t  we know when a g iven 

word o r  g ramla t i ca l  phenomenon matches t h a t  not ion.  If, on the  o t h e r  

hand, we a r t i c u l a t e  the  concept o f  s t a t e  by viewing i t  as p a r t  o f  a  

l a r g e r  s t r u c t u r a l  system, w i t h  d i s c r e t e  and c i rcumscr ibed ( i .  e., f o r -  

ma l l y  "def ined")  components, then we may more e a s i l y  know j u s t  what we 

are t a l k i n g  about and v a l i d a t e  ( o r  d isprove)  the  explanat ions proposed. 

Such categor ies as I have proposed o f  "scope" o r  "range" may o r  may 

n o t  be acceptable ( e i t h e r  t e r m i n o l o g i c a l l y  o r  conceptual ly)  b u t  have 

a t  l e a s t  the m e r i t ,  I t r u s t ,  o f  c a l l i n g  a t t e n t i o n  t o  formal pa t te rns  o f  

c o r r e l a t i o n  among means o f  expression. 

That such an approach i s  n o t  s t e r i l e ,  needless ly  abstruse o r  a  mere 

cover f o r  p h i l o l o g i c a l  inef fect ivenes:  (as Kraus would have i t  when 

judg ing  my e a r l i e r  and, no doubt, present  e f f o r t s )  may perhaps be ap- 

p r e c i a t e d  by a reader  who w i l l  more sympathe t i ca l l y  look  a t  the contra-  
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s t ive  presentation I have given above. Whether in the form of para- 

digrns,or by means of concepts brought together under binary classes 

or  through se t s  of complementary types of examples, the approach I have 

followed i s ,  I submit, heur is t ica l ly  rewarding. The correlat ion to the 

temporal dimension that  I have brought out in ar t icula t ing the classes 

of scope and range, for  instance, does y ie ld  a concrete insight in to  

the s t ructure  of the verbal system. The integration of periphrastic 

performative o r  ingressive expressions, as proposed in  the l a s t  sec- 

t ion ,  c l a r i f i e s  the meaning of individual constructions by highlighting 

the potential contrast  they convey with other para1 l e l  and complement- 

ary constructions. Jus t  as an ar t icula tory  description of phonology 

does more jus t ice  to each individual phoneme than a mere alphabetical 

l i s t ,  so a distr ibutional  study of sentence types sheds more l i g h t  on 

the individual types than a l i s t i n g  by, say, relevant lexical items. 

Nor are we dealing jus t  with sentence "types" b u t ,  indeed, with 

"sentences". In other words, our s igh t  i s  ultimately s e t  not on the 

elegance of l i ngu i s t i c  description but on the substance of the message 

conveyed. The reading of texts  becomes more f ru i t fu l  a t  the same time 

that  i t  becomes more controlled. Our "good" t rans la t ions  will not be 

paraphrases of "poor", i . e.  1 i t e r a l  or  morpho-lexical , trans1 ations,  

but rather they will  r e f l ec t  a reasoned understanding of syntactical  

and compositional regular i t ies .  I f  Akkadians could say something well 

in Akkadian, surely we can, t o  a large extent,  say the same j u s t  as 

well in English. The emphasis on "same" i s  meant to imply that  i f  we 

understand the syntactical  uniqueness of Akkadian, we can render exact- 

ly tha t  level of expression, ra ther  than t rans la t ing  a t rans la t ion ,  as 

one tends t o  do when aiming f o r  a "good" t rans la t ion .  In t h i s  regard, 

translation i s  not ju s t  a service we render to  the uninit iated,  but an 

expression of our comprehension of both texts  and language. Philologi- 

cal documentation and l ingu i s t i c  ins ight  are then no di f ferent  than, 

simply, understanding. 

REFERENCES 

Andersen, F .  I .  1970.  The Hebrew Verbless Clause i n  the Pentateuch. 



THE STATE OF THE "STATIVE" 187 

Nashvi l le .  
Aro, J. " P a r a l l e l s  t o  t h e  Akkadian S t a t i v e  i n  t h e  West Semit ic  Langua- 

guest', i n  Studies Lmdherger. Chicago. 
B u c c e l l a t i ,  Giorgio. 1968. "An I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  Akkadian S t a t i v e  

a s  a  Nominal Sentence", JNES 27:l-12. ---------------. f o r t h c .  A StructuraZ Granmar of  BabZyonim (an 
e a r l i e r  ve rs ion  of the  manuscript has  been d i s t r i b u t e d  p r i v a t e l y ) .  

Cal lender ,  John B. 1970. The NoninaZ Sentence i n  Coptic and Related 
Constructions. Chicago PhD. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - . 1984. Studies i n  the Nominal Sentence i n  Egyptian 
and Coptic. Near Eas te rn  S tud ies ,  vo l .  24. Berkeley-Los Angeles. 

C a s t e l l i n o ,  G. 1970. G r m a t i c a  accadica introduttiva.  Roma. 
Cohen, D. 1975. "Phrase nominale e t  v e r b a l i s a t i o n  en s6mit iquet t ,  i n  

Mdlmges Zinguistique o f f e r t s  ci E. Benveniste. P a r i s .  87-98. 
La Phrase nominaZe e t  Z'dvolution du s y s s n ~ e  verbal 

en sdmi tique. Etudes de syntaxe historique . "Collect ion l i n g u i s -  
t i q u e  publ i6e p a r  l a  SociPte  de l i n g u i s t i q u e  de P a r i s .  72. 

Cont ini ,  Riccardo. 1982. Tipozogia deZZa fmse rwminaZe nel sernetico 
nordoccidentaZe deZ I miZZennio a. C. Supplemento a  E g i t t o  e  Vici- 
no Or ien te  2. = S t u d i  e  Ricerche 1. Pisa .  

De l i t zsch ,  F r iedr ich .  1889. Assyrische ~ r a m m t i k  n r t  Paradigmen, 
Vbungstiicken, GZossar und Lit teratur.  Berl in .  

Gai, Amikam. 1984. "Pred ica t ive  S t a t e  and I n f l e c t i o n  of the  Nominal 
P r e d i c a t e  i n  Akkadian and Syr iacW,  Afroasiatic Linguistics 9/1:72. 

Gelb, I. J. 1952. OZd Akkadian Writing end Granmar. MAD 2. Chicago. 
(1961'). 

- - - - - - - - - . 1965. "The Or ig in  of t h e  West Semit ic  QataZa Morpheme", 
i n  Syrnbotae Kmykowicz. Wroclaw. 72-80. 

--------- . 1969. SequentiaZ Reconstruction of Pmto-Akkadian. AS 18. 
Chicago. 

---------- 1981. "Ebla and the  Kish Civ i l i za t ion" ,  i n  (Ed.) L. Cag- 
n i ,  La Lingxa d i  EbZa. Naples. 9-73. 

Goetze, Albrecht.  1942. "The So-Called I n t e n s i v e  of t h e  Semit ic  Lan- 
guages", JAOS 62:l-8. 

Gordon, Amnon. 1982. "The Development of the  P a r t i c i p l e  i n  B i b l i c a l ,  
Mishnaic and Modem Hebrew", Afroasiatic Linguistics 8/3:121-179. 

Giiterbock, Hans. 1939-1941. "Bruchstiick e i n e s  a l tbabylonischen Naram- 
Sin-Epos", Afo 13: 46-51. 

Hodge , Carleton.  1975. "The Nominal Sentence i n  Semitic", Afroasia- 
t i c  Linguistics 214 :69-75. 

H o f t i j z e r ,  J. 1973. "The Nominal Clause Reconsidered", VT 23 :  446- 
510. 

Huehnergard, John. 1986. "On Verhless Clauses i n  Akkadian", ZA 7612: 
218-249 ( a v a i l a b l e  t o  me i n  proofs  through the  courtesy of t h e  au- 
thor ;  quoted by s e c t i o n  o r  foo tno te ) .  

--------------- . 1987. " ' S t a t i v e ' ,  P r e d i c a t i v e  Form, Pseudo-Verb", 
JNES 4613 (ava i lab le  t o  me i n  manuscript form through the  courtesy 
of t h e  au thor ;  quoted by s e c t i o n  o r  footnote) .  

Jacobsen, Thorkild. 1960. "ItaZZak n ia t i " ,  JNES 19:lOl-116. ----------------. 1963. "The Akkadian Ablat ive Accusative", JfJES 



188 GIORGIO BUCCELLATI 

------------ 1977. "Inwna IZu &Zwn", i n  (Ed.) M. de J .  
E l l i s ,  ~ s s d ~ s  F i n k e l s t e i n .  Hamden, CT. 113-117. 

Johnson, J a n e t  H. 1978. "Remarks on Egyptian Verbal Sentences",  
A f r o a s i a t i c  L i n g u i s t i c s  5/5:153-172. 

Kienas t ,  B. 1980. "Der sogennante  ' S t a t i v '  des  Akkadischen", ZDMG 
Supplement 4 : 84-85. 

Kraus, F. R. 1936. "Ein S i t t enkanon  i n  Omenform", ZA 43: 77-113. 
--------- 1939. Texte z u r  babylonischen PhysGognomatik. AfO Bei- 

h e f t e  3. Ber l in .  
---------, 1979. "Der ' P a l a s t  ', Produzent und Unternehmer i m  kiinig- 

r e i c h e  Babylon nach Hamurap i  (ca.  1750-1600 v .  Chr.)", i n  (Ed.) 
E. ~ i p i h l i ~ ,  S t a t e  and  Temple Economy i n  t h e  Anc ien t  Near E a s t ,  
O r i e n t a l i a  Lovaniensia :  Analecta .  Leuven. Vol. 2:423-434. ---------. 1984. PiominaZsiitze i n  AZtbabyZonischen Briefen m d  d e r  
S t a t i v .  Medelingen d e r  Ki ininkl i jke  Nederlandse Akademie van Weten- 
schappen. Afd. Le t t e rkunde ,  NR 4712. Amsterdam. Pp.23-71 (se- 
r i e s  pag ina t ion  a t  t h e  bottom of t h e  page, fol lowed i n  my re fe -  
r e n c e s ) .  

Lambert, W. G. 1960. Babylonian Wisdom L i t e r a t u r e .  Oxford. -----------. 1969. "New Evidence f o r  t h e  F i r s t  Line of Atra-basis", 
O r i e n t a l i a ,  NS 38:533-538. -----------. 1971. " C r i t i c a l  Notes on Recent P u b l i c a t i o n s :  111. 
Fur the r  Comments on t h e  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of Atra-basis", O r i e n t a l i a ,  
NS 40:95-98. 

Nougayrol, J. 1949. "La phrase  d i t e  nominale en  accadien" ,  Groupe 
Z ingu i s t ique  des d tudes  chamito-sdmitiques 5 : 22-24. 

Ravn, O.E. 1949. "Babylonian Permansive and S t a t u s  Indeterminatus" ,  
A r .  O r .  1712 = Symbotm Hrozn; 2:300-306. 

Reiner ,  E r i ca .  1966. A L i n g u i s t i c  Ana lys i s  of Akkadian. The Hague. 
-----------, 1970. "Akkadian", i n  (Ed.) T .  A. Sebeok, Cur ren t  

Trends i n  L i n g u i s t i c s .  Vol. 6:274-303. The Hague. 
Rowton, M. B. 1962. "The Use o f  t h e  Permansive i n  C l a s s i c  Babylonian", 

JFES 21:233-303. 
Ungnad, A. 1906. Babylonisciz-Assyrische G r m a t i k .  Miinchen. 
Von Soden, W. 1952. Grmdriss d e r  Akkadischen G r m i a t i k .  Roma. 
----------, 1960. "S ta tus  Rectus-Formen vor  dem G e n i t i v  i m  Akkadi- 

schen und d i e  sogenannte u n e i g e n t l i c h  Annexion i n  Arabischen", 
JNES 19:163-171. 

---------- 1961. "Zum Akkusat iv  d e r  Beziehung i m  Akkadischen", 
~ r i e n t a l i ' a  NS 30: 156-162. 

---------- . 1969. " ' A l s  d i e  GSt te r  (auch noch) Mensch waren '. Ein i -  
ge Grundgedanken des  a l tbaby lon i schen  Atrambasis-Mythus", Or ien ta -  
l i a  NS 38:415-432. 

----------, 1970. "GrundsZtzliches zu r  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  des  babyloni-  
schen Atrambasis-Mythus", O r i e n t a z i a  NS 39:311-314. 

-------- --. 1971. "Zu W. G. Lambert, ' F u r t h e r  Comments on t h e  I n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n  of Atra-basis ' " ,  O r i e n t a z i a  NS 40:99-101. 

----------, 1978. "Die e r s t e  T a f e l  des  a l tbaby lon i schen  Atrambasis- 
Mythos. Haupt text  und ~ a r a l l e l v e r s i o n e n " ,  ZA 68:50-94. ----------. 1979. "Konfl ik te  und i h r e  Bewll t igung i n  babylonischen 



THE STATE OF THE "STATIVE" 189 

SchSpfungs- und Fluterzlhlungen. M i t  e iner  Teil-iibersetzung des 
Atramkasis-Mythos" , MDAOG 111: 1-33. 

Yoffee, Norman. 1977. The Economic Role of the Crom i n  the Old Ba- 
bylonian Period. Bibliotheca Mesopotamia. Vol. 7 .  Malibu, CA. 



FUCUS 

A SemiticIAfrasian Gathering - - 
- in Remembrance of Albert Ehrman - 

- 

Edited by Yoel L. Arbeitman 
- - 

Offprint 

5 JOHN BENJAMINS PUBLISHING COMPANY - 



This is an offprint from: 

YOEL L. ARBEITMAN (ed.) 
FUCUS 

A SemiticlAfrasian gathering in remembrance of Albert Ehrman 
John Benjamins Publishing Co. 

AmsterdamIPhiladelphia 
1988 

(Published as Vol. 58 of the series 
CURRENT ISSUES IN 1,INGUISTIC THEORY) 

ISSN 0304-0763 1 ISBN 90 272 3552 X 
Copyright 1988 - John Benjamins B.V. 

No part of this book may be reproduced in any form, by 
print, photoprint, microfilm or  any other means, without 

written permission from the publisher. 


	1. Distributional analysis
	2. The "stative" category
	3. Terminology
	4. Semantics: the stative root
	5. Morphology/1: simple predicate in -um
	6. Morphology/2: the paradigm of transitive permansives
	7. Syntax: the stative sentence
	8. Conclusions
	References
	Current Issues in Linguistic Theory 58
	Back to Urkesh.org

