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1 Introduction

This article addresses independent predicative uses of the infinitive construct
preceded by the preposition [- (‘to’) in Phoenician and Punic (I-+IC). Use of
this predicative [-+IC construction is consistently seen across the different
epochs of the Phoenician and Punic civilizations, encompassing diverse geo-
graphical regions where evidence of Phoenician or Punic language persists.
These [-+IC constructions have been addressed in the scholarly literature,
with particular focus on their function as predicates. It is, however, notable
that because of their prevalence and typicality in dependent roles, instanc-
es that should rightfully be construed as independent are often understood
to depend on a finite verb, albeit not always convincingly.! The most exten-
sive review of predicative [-+IC constructions in Phoenician and Punic is by
Krahmalkov (1987), which focuses on predicative [- + IC constructions serving
a future function. This present article aims to classify all instances of predic-
ative [- +IC constructions in a defined corpus, categorizing them according to
their modal functions and suggesting a grammaticalization process that leads
to those different functions.

Exploring Phoenician’s predicative use of I-+IC within its broader context,
this article begins by describing the process by which the preposition I- became
attached to the IC, suggesting that it is a grammaticalization process (section
1.1). It then demonstrates how the subordinated [- + IC becomes detached from
the main verb—a process in which the construction becomes an independent
predicative form (section 1.2). This phenomenon is then comprehensively re-
viewed from two perspectives: diachronic (from Phoenician to Neo-Punic) and
geographic (from the homeland to settlements across the Mediterranean, see
section 1.3). The article’s second and central part categorizes all predicative
[- +1IC constructions according to their modal functions (section 2). Its reflection
in Late Biblical Hebrew (LBH) and Qumran Hebrew (QH) is then examined,
suggesting profound Phoenician influence (section 3).2

1.1 Grammaticalization of the [- +IC construction

To understand more clearly the predicative use of the [-+IC construction, the
process it underwent in becoming a distinct construction must be addressed.
This section first addresses the preposition [-, and relying on typological evi-
dence, suggests that the allative and purposive functions of the preposition lead
to its inclusion within the [-+IC construction (section 1.1.1). This process is

! See Krahmalkov (1987: 76-79) for examples.
2 All biblical verses are from https://www.tanach.us/Tanach.xml. All biblical translations
are from the New Revised Standard Version Updated Edition (NRSVue).
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explained by using parameters of grammaticality (section 1.1.2), which support
the suggestion that it is a grammaticalization process. Then, the grammaticali-
zation process and mechanism are described (section 1.1.3).

1.1.1 The preposition I- as a part of the I-+IC construction

This construction consists of the preposition [-, followed by an IC. The preposi-
tion - is prevalent in West Semitic languages, and among its functions, it serves
as a prepositional complement, governed by a verb. Among the different prepo-
sitional complements that are introduced by [-, in many West Semitic languag-
es, it introduces allative® or purposive complements. As these functions of the
preposition [- are common in many West Semitic languages, they should be seen
as originating in Proto-West Semitic (Koehler and Baumgartner 1994-2000;
Huehnergard 2019: 67).*

Considering the preposition’s functions, a connection between [- and ICs is
predictable: in many languages from many different language families, the form
of the infinitive includes allative or purposive linguistic elements or remnants
of such elements.> This grammaticalization path is evident in many genetically
different languages (Kuteva et al. 2019: 49-50, 351-352). Such typological evi-
dence is significant, as it leads to an assumption that the allative and purposive
functions of the preposition [- were the source of the I- +IC construction and not
the preposition’s other functions.

1.1.2 The I- +1IC as a grammaticalized construction

The juxtaposition of the two formerly distinct elements was reanalyzed as a new
construction, in which the preposition [- was reanalyzed as an integral part of the
infinitive construction. The preposition I- becomes more dependent on obligatory
conventions laid down in grammar, and is therefore more grammatical.® Hence,
the preposition [- is considered to have undergone a grammaticalization process.
The grammaticality parameters suggested by Lehmann (2015: ch. 4) support this

3 The term allative refers in linguistics to a ‘type of inflection which expresses meaning of
motion “to” or “towards” a place’ (Crystal 2003: 19).

4 East Semitic probably does not possess a genetically related preposition with these func-
tions (von Soden 1995: 204-207).

5 Haspelmath (1989) provides numerous examples from different language families. Prom-
inent examples are English and German infinitives, which include the purposive to and zu,
respectively. For claims regarding a parallel construction in BH, see Fox (1984: 7-14); Driver
(1892: 275-276); Kautzsch (1910: 348); Joiion and Muraoka (2006: 405). For the use of purpo-
sive prepositions with infinitives in Semitic, see Huehnergard (2019: 64).

6 According to the definition given by Lehmann (2015: 130). A similar claim has been
made by Haspelmath (1989: 295-297) regarding the German infinitive.
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view, and two of them are presented: decrease in paradigmatic variability and
semantic bleaching.

First, the very frequent use of the preposition [- with the IC gradually made
it virtually obligatory, reducing the freedom of language users to choose other
prepositions from the paradigm.” With this new status, the [- preposition some-
times lost its original functions and merely served to mark the IC.® Such de-se-
manticization is a prominent feature of grammaticalized forms. This is seen in
adjacent Semitic languages and dialects such as Mishnaic Hebrew, in which the
other prepositions are attached to the [-+IC construction rather than the IC form
that contains no other prepositions—for example 2swr mlrhws ‘is forbidden to
wash’ (Berakhot 2, 6) rather than mrhws (Kutscher 1982: 126).°

This view of [-+IC as a unified grammaticalized construction suggests that it
is a distinct form whose function is not deducible from the morphemes of which
it consists. The construction’s uniqueness justifies limiting the scope of this article
to the I- +1C construction and excluding ICs without this preposition.

1.1.3 The grammaticalization mechanism

The grammaticalization process described in this section has already occurred, as
the grammaticalized form is evident in the earliest recorded Phoenician dialect.
Hence, the linguistic situation at the onset of the grammaticalization process
can only be assumed, and no example can be shown from that time. However,
the preposition [- in its allative and purposive function before an IC is evident
alongside its grammaticalized form.!° Therefore, the description of the grammati-
calization process in this section, builds on analysing the outcome of this process.

The onset of grammaticalization processes lies in the high frequency of an
element in a specific environment, in this case, the allative or purposive preposi-
tion [- followed by an IC. Following the high frequency, language users begin to

7 The high frequency of - with IC is witnessed in the recorded phases of Phoenician, and it is as-
sumed to reflect the situation in the unrecorded stage in which the grammaticalization process took
off. For the high frequency of I- with IC in Phoenician, see Friedrich and Rollig (1999: 193), where
it is claimed that the IC is always preceded by the [- preposition. In Krahmalkov (2001: 202-203),
38 IC occurrences are presented, 33 of them containing the I- preposition. For the decrease in para-
digmatic variability as a grammaticalization parameter, see Lehmann (2015: 146-152).

8 This can also be seen in BH, e.g. Joiion and Muraoka (2006: 406). For de-semanticization
as a parameter of grammaticalization, see Lehmann (2015: 134-141).

° This tendency is widespread in QH as well, for example confer the quote from BH in
which the verbal form was adapted to the late usage, with the use of the I-+IC construction,
whslty smry wpysty mlkswt ‘and I shall withdrawing my wool and flax in order not to cover her
nakedness’ (4Q166 ii 9) rather than mkswt. See Muraoka (2020: 118).

10 See Friedrich and Rollig (1999: 193-194). According to the principle of divergence,
a grammaticized form could coexist with the original form. See Hopper (1991: 24-25).
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reanalyze the construction, in this case, to see the preposition I- as marking the
IC and not as a functional preposition governed by the main verb. At this stage,
the interpretation of the preposition [- alternates between these two possibili-
ties. During the reanalysis stage, the construction appears in the same syntactic
and pragmatic environments as before, and hence, this stage inevitably involves
ambiguity.!! The following example from the fourth century BCE in Kition (pres-
ent-day Cyprus) demonstrates this stage, in which the preposition I- could be
interpreted in its allative meaning followed by an IC, or as an almost obligatory
element, simply marking the IC:

bms?nm ?bn wSzrnm hppym [2gd In mlhmt... wys? {In[m mh]nt 25 kty 12gd lm mlhmt
bmgm ?z (KAI 288:1-3):

When our enemies and their Paphian allies came (b- +1IC) to do (I- +IC) battle with
us... the army of the people of Kition came (gatal) forth against them to do (I- +1C)
battle with them at this place. (Krahmalkov 2001: 208)

Here, according to the original use of [, the inflected IC ms?nm and the finite
verb wys? (‘to come’)!? are followed by [-, which is itself followed by an IC 2gd (‘to
wage’), showing the direction or purpose of the main verb. According to the emerg-
ing interpretation of the preposition [, it merely marks the IC and is devoid of its
allative function in this context. Determining which interpretation was intended is
impossible, as ambiguity is a crucial part of the grammaticalization process.

The reanalysis is evident only when the construction is expanded to other
environments by analogy, environments in which the former interpretation is
impossible. This stage is evident, for example, in instances where the [-+IC does
not follow a verb, and therefore, the preposition [- could not be interpreted as
complementing a verb.

1.2 Grammaticalization of the predicative I- +IC construction

Following the reanalysis of the [-+IC as a unified construction, it went through
a grammaticalization process and began to assume predicative functions. Ambig-
uous use of the form is the onset of the grammaticalization process. Ambiguous
instances can theoretically be interpreted in two ways—the original adverbial
interpretation and the emerging predicative construal—an ambiguity resulting

11 On the role of ambiguous uses in initiating grammaticalization processes, see Hopper and
Traugott (2003: 49-52).

12 ms?nm is an IC followed by a pronominal suffix, which functions as a subject. For such
use of pronominal suffixes, see, e.g. Krahmalkov (2001: 206). This use of pronominal suffixes
following ICs in Phoenician and Punic deserves a separate treatment and is not discussed here.
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from the dwindling bond between the main verb and the I-+IC construction.
The following example shows one way in which the bond between a main verb
and a [- +IC construction can be diminished. It is from an inscription found in the
Carthage Tophet, most likely written in 406-405 BCE.

gr? Imlgrt ysp Slty ISlm wlyrhy bmgm [z] (KAI 302:6-7):

As for him who calls to Milqart, they shall continue (yigtol) to greet (I-+IC) him
and make him comfortable (I- +IC) in this city [Carthage]. (Krahmalkov 2000: 308)

Here, two [-+1IC constructions follow the finite verb ysp. The first, I$Im, should
be understood as dependent on the finite verb, meaning ‘continue to greet’. The
second [-+IC construction, wlyrhy ‘and make him comfortable’,'* however, can
be interpreted in two different ways: either dependent on or independent of the
finite verb. In the former, the waw connects the two [-+IC constructions as they
are on the same syntactic level. In contrast, in the latter, the second I- +IC and the
finite verb are on the same syntactic level, and it is these that the waw connects.
The ambiguous stage exemplified here allows reanalysis of the I-+IC construc-
tion as predicative. The end of this process is evident in the unambiguously pre-
dicative use of the [-+IC construction, presented in the following section.

1.3 Phoenician and Punic evidence of predicative I-+IC

The earliest recorded Phoenician stage, dated to the eleventh or tenth century
BCE, is from the ancient Phoenician city Byblos, on the western shores of pres-
ent-day Lebanon (Wilson-Wright 2019: 509-510). The Byblos vernacular had
several distinct linguistic features, which set it apart from other early Phoenician
dialects in the region (Krahmalkov 2001: 8-9). Following the Phoenician expan-
sion from coastal Lebanon to present-day Israel, Palestine and Egypt, Standard
Phoenician became the coastal language of the Levant (Krahmalkov 2001: 2). It
also found its way to present-day Greece, Cyprus, Italy and Turkey, where local
Phoenician dialects evolved (Rollig 2011: 473). With the continued spread of
the Phoenician empire, there is evidence of the language spanning the entire
Mediterranean Basin, including North Africa, with inscriptions from the city of
Carthage found in present-day Tunisia. These dialects continued to be used in this
area in later periods and were influenced by indigenous languages. They are re-
ferred to as Punic until the fall of Carthage in 146 BCE, and thereafter, until their

13 See Cohen (2005) and Mor (2019) on similar claims regarding the weakening of the bond
between the finite verb and the [-+IC construction in LBH and QH.

14 This [- +IC construction is followed by a pronominal suffix, which functions as an object. This
phenomenon in Phoenician and Punic deserves a separate treatment and is not discussed here.
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latest attestations around the fourth century AD, they are known as Late-Punic or
Neo-Punic (Rollig 2011: 473; Krahmalkov 2001: 10-15).

The examples that follow demonstrate predicative uses of I- +IC constructions
in various stages of Phoenician and Punic. The first shows a predicative [-+IC
in the Byblos dialect. The occurrence of predicative [-+IC constructions in the
language’s earliest recorded stage suggests that the process had already occurred
before Phoenician was recorded in writing. Alongside the new use of the con-
struction for predicative functions, it continued to serve in its earlier function as
a verb complementizer throughout all recorded stages of Phoenician and Punic.'®
The following example consists of a graffiti written on the shaft of King Ahiram’s
tomb in Byblos (present-day Lebanon) in the tenth century BCE, probably as
a routine warning against violating it.

ldSt hn ypd Ik tht zn (KAI 2:1-3):
Know (I-+IC) that you will pay for this.'®

The predicative I- +IC construction is also evident in this next example, in Stand-
ard Phoenician, probably written in the first century BCE and found in Greece.
Identifying the following [-+IC construction as predicative is relatively simple
since the main sentence has no other possible verbal form.

2yt r§t z lktb h?dmm 25 n$?m In §1 bt 2lm §1t msbt hrs (KAI 60:4-5):

The persons who were elected by us in charge of the temple shall inscribe (I-+1C)
this resolution on a gold stele. (Krahmalkov 2000: 131)

In the next example, found on a stele in the Carthage Tophet and probably writ-
ten between the third and second century BCE, the predicative I-+IC can be
discerned in Punic, spoken outside the motherland:

wkl 2§ Isr t ?bn z by py ?nk wby py 2dm bsmy wspt tnt pn bl brh 2dm h? (KAI 79:6-11):

As for anyone who shall remove (I-+IC) this stone without my permission or with-
out the permission of someone authorized by me, Tinnit-Phanebal shall condemn
that person. (Krahmalkov 2000: 348)

15 For the principle of divergence, see comment 10. When the two forms coexist, the fre-
quency of the emerging form does not necessarily increase with time compared to the original
form, and the frequency of the original form does not necessarily decrease over time.

16 Own translation. This example was read and translated differently by Krahmalkov and
KALI See below section 2.1.3, comment 28.
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The [- +1IC construction is most likely predicative since there is no other verb in
the relative clause opening with the relativizer 25.

Predicative [- +IC constructions are also seen in Neo-Punic, the latest recorded
stage of the language. The following example was found in Tripolitania, and was
written between the first and fourth century AD.

pSlmsqr... lgn?m wi?hy?... 25 lkn ?hr bbry?t (TRIP 10:1-4):

Macer built <this tomb > for his parents and for his brother. May <their> after-
life be (I- +1C) safe. (Krahmalkov 2000: 80; TRIP 10)

The abundance of predicative I-+IC constructions in Phoenician and Punic is
clear when considering the proportion of their independent as opposed to their
dependent uses. Fifty [-+IC constructions in Phoenician and Punic are found in
the corpus examined.!” In nineteen, they have their original function as a verb
complement. In ten, they are ambiguous, and can be interpreted as either de-
pendent on or independent of a finite verb. In twenty-one occurrences, the con-
struction should be understood as predicative and independent of a finite verb.
Independent use of the [-+IC construction thus comprises 42%-62%, depending
on how the ambiguities are construed. All examples are exhibited in the appendix
to this article and categorized, among other factors, by their interpretation as
dependent or independent.

As shown above, the predicative [- +IC construction is found in all geograph-
ical and chronological stages of Phoenician and Punic. Its abundance is shown
both by its span across the Mediterranean Basin over approximately 1,400 years
and by the higher percentage of predicative function compared with any other
function. This suggests that its predicative use was integral to the Phoenician
language, rooted in all its stages.

2 Modal uses of the predicative I- +IC construction

It is suggested above that the I- +IC construction resulted from a grammaticaliza-
tion process in which the preposition - and the IC became a single construction.
The [- bore functions of purpose, showing desire, and was therefore considered
modal. According to the principle of persistence,'® this function is expected to
imprint on the modal functions of the [- +IC construction. As this section shows,
all occurrences of the predicative I-+IC construction serve an array of modal

17 The corpus consists of KAI, NSI and TRIP. Poen and CIS were not systematically searched,
but their occurrences were collected from Krahmalkov (2000; 2001).

18 According to the principle of persistence, the meaning of a grammatical form reflects an
earlier meaning. See Hopper (1991: 28-30).



The Predicative Infinitive Construct in Phoenician and Punic 13

functions, which are probably influenced by the modal meaning of the allative
or purposive I-.

The section is divided into two. The first (2.1) shows [-+IC constructions
that express deontic modality—attitude towards a potential future event (Palm-
er 2001: 8);!° the second (2.2) is of [-+IC constructions that express epistemic
modality—judgment of the factual status of the proposition in the realm of the
future (Palmer 2001: 8).%°

These two types of modality are not mutually exclusive, as some categories
demonstrate both. An example is the wish category, which is primarily concerned
with desiring an event to occur, while simultaneously expressing uncertainty as
it is yet to take place.?! Occurrences of predicative [- +IC constructions are classi-
fied below, according to their primary modal function.

2.1 Deontic modality

As indicated, the preposition [- primarily expresses direction and purpose, ab-
sorbed in the common use of the I- +IC construction. This usage expresses deontic
modality, as it concerns self-desire. It is from this initial function that the four
deontic modal uses of I-+IC constructions in Phoenician and Punic probably
emerged: wish, command, imperative and prohibitive. Use of I- +IC constructions
in these four functions likely results from their original allative and purposive
functions. The [-+IC construction’s wish function can be explained through its
looser bond with a governing verb (section 2.1.1); the command explained as
a specific kind of a wish (section 2.1.2); the imperative through expansion from
general use of commands to situation-specific scenarios (section 2.1.3); and the
prohibitive as negation of a command or an imperative (section 2.1.4).

2.1.1 Wish

Several clear examples show the [-+IC construction serving as a predicate ex-
pressing a wish (Friedrich and Rollig 1999: 194; Sola-Solé 1961: §97). In others,
it can be seen as a purposive [- followed by an IC with an alternative interpreta-
tion of the [-+IC construction as a predicate.?? In the following example, found
in Sidon (present-day Lebanon) and written in the fifth century BCE, both inter-
pretations are possible:

19 See also Jespersen (1924: 319-321).

20 The terms ‘deontic’ and ‘epistemic’ follow von Wright (1951: 1-2).

21 See Palmer (2001: 13).

22 Another demonstration of the I- +IC construction as ambiguously dependent or independ-
ent on a governing verb is given in section 1.2.
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wSd ytn In 2dn mlkm 2yt d?r wypy... wyspnnm St gbl ?rs lknnm Isdnm ISlm (KAI
14:18-20):

In addition, the Lord of Kings ceded to us Dor and Joppa, and we annexed them to
the territory of <our> land that they might belong (I- + IC; complement/wish) to
the Sidonians forever. (Krahmalkov 2000: 233)

In this translation, as well as in that of KAlii (p. 20), the I-+IC construction is de-
pendent on the finite verb wyspnnm and functions as an adverb, with a purposive
meaning. This example can, however, be theoretically understood as having two
predicates: the first is the finite verb wyspnnm, and the second is the I-+IC con-
struction. If so, it can be better translated as, ‘In addition, the Lord of Kings ceded
to us Dor and Joppa, and we annexed them to the territory of land, let them
belong to the Sidonians forever’.> Translated this way, the -+ IC construction is
a predicate expressing a wish.

As for the ambiguous interpretations of [-+IC constructions, reanalysis may
give them a predicative force of their own—leading by analogy to a clear-cut
predicative use of the [-+IC construction.?* The following example was found
in Karatepe (present-day Turkey) and written around 720 BCE. It comprises two
sentences, each conveying a wish. The first sentence does so with a verbal form
at sentence-initial position, whereas the second employs the [-+IC construction,
also at sentence-initial position, to convey the wish’s meaning.

wbrk bSl kr[n]trys 2yt 2ztwd hym wslm wSz 2dr §1 kl mlk ltty bSl krntrys wkl ?In qrt
[?ztwd ?rk ymm wrb $nt wrs?t nfmt wsz 2dr §1 kI mlk (KAI 26A 111:2-7):

May Baal-KRNTRYS bless Azatiwada with long life and prosperity and power great-
er than that of any king. May Baal-KRNTRYS and all the gods of the city give
(- +1C; wish) to Azatiwada many days and many years and a good old age and
power greater than that of any king. (Krahmalkov 2000: 362)%°

The interpretation of the [- +IC construction in this example is most probably un-
ambiguous. From a semantic point of view, interpreting the [-+IC as dependent
on the finite verb seems unlikely. Viewing the [-+IC as subordinated to the finite
verb would lead to an interpretation such as ‘may Baal-KRNTRYS bless to give’,
an interpretation that seems less plausible. The suggested interpretation leaves

% Own translation.

24 On analogy in grammaticalization processes, see Hopper and Traugott (2003: 63-69).

% The - +1C ltty is suffixed by a pronominal suffix which functions as a subject and is not
represented in the translation. The name Azatiwada is transliterated according to Hawkins
(2012: 58). For an interpretation of this [- +IC as a precative construction, see Barré (1983).
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the [- +1IC as the sole verbal form in the second sentence, strongly supporting the
interpretation of its function as predicative.

2.1.2 Command

The wish modality shows desire that an event will happen, which can show de-
sire for other people to act, and can thus be seen as a command or a general
obligation. The following example, written in the first century BCE in Greece,
has no finite verb, and the [-+IC construction should, therefore, be interpreted
as predicative.

2yt r§t z lktb h?dmm 25 n§?m In 1 bt 2lm €It msbt hrs wytn?y bSrpt bt 2lm $n 25 (KAI
60:4-5):

The persons who were elected by us in charge of the temple shall inscribe (I- +IC;
command) this resolution on a gold stele and shall erect it in the temple portico.
(Krahmalkov 2000: 131)%

Laws often contain commands, and these examples belong in this section. The
situation to which the laws and regulations apply expresses epistemic modality,
and is discussed below in the relevant section (2.2).

2.1.3 Imperative

The preceding section shows the use of predicative [- +IC constructions with the
meaning of commands or general obligations. When the construction is addressed
to a second person and is more situation-specific, however, its function is con-
sidered imperative. Commands are generally less situation-specific and inflected
in the third person, whereas imperatives are more specific and inflected in the
second person. Since the IC is uninflected for person, it is often unclear whether
a specific -+ IC construction is a command or an imperative. Perhaps, therefore,
the imperative meaning of [-+IC constructions is considered rare in Phoenician
and Punic. In the next example, written in Byblos in the tenth century BCE, the
[-+1C construction is used as an imperative in the second person.

ldst hn ypd Ik tht zn (KAI 2:1-3):

Know (I-+IC; imperative) that you will pay for this.?”

26 Krahmalkov (1987) views this example, among others, as a periphrastic future. See sec-
tion 2.2.
27 Own translation.
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This warns against opening a grave, a standard admonition on tombstones
(compare with similar examples classified as prohibition in section 2.1.4, be-
low). While this phrase was read and translated differently in the literature,?® its
exact interpretation is not the main issue here, since the I-+IC construction is
considered imperative in all translations. The imperative function of the I-+1IC
construction in this example is clear because it contains a preposition inflected
in the second person Ik, setting it apart from the function of the command de-
scribed in the previous section.

2.1.4 Prohibition

Commands and imperatives demand for action to be taken, whereas prohibition
is the reverse, demanding that a specific action is not taken.?® The negative par-
ticle (2)bI*° followed by the I-+IC construction in a negative command or imper-
ative conveys prohibition.®! The prohibitive I-+IC construction is used several
times in Phoenician and Punic, mainly on sarcophagi, warning against opening
the coffin or disturbing the dead.*? The following example was found in France,
but was perhaps written in Carthage in the third century BCE.

gbr zybqt hkhn[t...] ?bl Ipth (KAI 70:3-4):

<this is> the tomb of ZYBQT the Priestess. Do not open (I-+IC; prohibition)
<it>! (Krahmalkov 2000: 28)

28 E.g. Krahmalkov (2000: 206) reads this sentence as IdSt hny bSlk tht zn.

2 Friedrich and Rollig (1999: 194) and Sola-Solé (1961: §100) address these two opposing
functions in relation to one another. Prohibition is often described as a ‘negative imperative’,
e.g. Zanuttini (1997: 105-154). The difference between the two concepts also lies in the re-
cipient: while imperatives are directed towards a second person, prohibition can be directed
towards both second or third person, therefore functioning as the negative equivalent of both
an imperative addressed to a second person, and a command addressed to a third party.

30 ?bl is analyzed as a juxtaposition of two negative particles: 2y-bl, see Friedrich and Rollig
(1999: 178). The common negative particle that serves in modal contexts is ?I, for example ?I ?I
tpth Slty w?l trgzn ‘do not open my sarcophagus and do not upset me’ (KAI 13: 3-4), see Pat-El
(2013: 48-49). Perhaps the infinitive is negated by (2)bl in those contexts due to its nominal
features.

31 In such clauses, the I-+IC forms are analyzed in the literature differently. In some, the
I-+1IC construction is not considered a predicate. Due to the close relation between prohibi-
tions, commands and imperatives, those occurrences are within the scope of this article.

32 A Similar use of the IC is also found in Jewish Aramaic wi? Impth ‘No one may open’. See
Mor (2015: 443).
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2.2 Epistemic modality—the category of future

This section demonstrates [-+IC constructions whose primary role is expressing
epistemic modality related to the future. The future tense often expresses an at-
titude towards the sentence, and thus also conveys deontic meaning. Since it can
never be strictly factual, carrying notions of intention, prediction or belief, futurity
and modality are often difficult to distinguish (Lyons 1968: 310; 1977: 677). This
is shown by future markers deriving from modals, which can be discerned, for
example, in the English-language will and shall (Lyons 1968: 310). The epistemic
quality of the future tense, however, probably characterizes its function better than
the deontic, as the future always carries at least a certain level of irrealis and uncer-
tainty in referring to events that have not yet taken place. This expansion of [-+IC
construction’s function from deontic to epistemic is not surprising, as the use of the
same forms for both functions appears typologically in many languages.=*

Punic and Neo-Punic employ the [-+IC construction to signify the future. In
some cases, this use clearly conveys deontic meanings, and in others, it does not
convey an easily defined deontic meaning and is hence seen as a periphrastic fu-
ture. This section provides two examples of the [-+IC construction, one showing
and the other lacking a clear deontic expression. It will be shown that while Krah-
malkov (1987) emphasizes the use of this construction as a periphrastic future,
this use should be viewed as an extension of the deontic uses into more epistemic
functions of this construction. Here is an example in Punic, in which the future
is involved with both deontic and epistemic modalities. It is from an inscription
found in the Carthage Tophet, written around 406-405 BCE.

wkl 2dm] 25 lkp 2yt ?2mitnt z wiSkr wisbt y?ml yd[? (KAI 302:3-4):

As for any person who shall lay hands (I- + IC; Future) on this stele or shall disturb
(I- +IC; Future) or shall remove/destroy (I- +IC; future) it, his hand shall wither
(yigtoD)! (Krahmalkov 2000: 239)3*

The first part of the sentence is a relative clause comprising three - +IC construc-
tions anticipating possible interference to the stele. The contrasting second part is
a finite verb form, denoting the grave consequence of such action. Syntactically,
this sentence and others similarly structured are simple verbal sentences.®®> The
relative clause describes possible transgression, with the main clause a threat,
conveying the potential outcome of this wrongdoing. Such sentences semantical-

33 This has happened, for example, in English usage of must and may. See Palmer (2001: 7,
18, 86).

34 The reading follows CIS i 5510.

3 See similar examples in KAI 79:6-11, CIS i 3784 and CIS i 4937.
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ly resemble conditional sentences, with the preceding clauses conditioning the
clause which contains the warning. The [-+IC constructions may, therefore, be
considered as serving as the protasis of a conditional sentence.* From a deontic
perspective, actions described by [-+IC constructions are undesirable. From an
epistemic perspective, the first part of the sentence with the I- +IC constructions
is irrealis and will not necessarily happen.%”

In other examples, pinpointing the exact deontic or epistemic quality expressed
by the [-+IC construction is less straightforward. This next example comes from
the Marseille Tariff, a Punic inscription from the third century BCE that regulates
the distribution of sacrifices between those who bring them and the priests. The
action of sacrifice is conveyed by a [-+IC construction. It is in the future, and
hence shows some epistemic modality as its taking place is not definite, but it
shows less deontic modality than the examples demonstrated above.*

[$]1 bll wsl hlb wSl hib wSl kl zbh 25 2dm lzbh bmnh[t--] y[kn lkhnm] (KAI 69:14):

For mash or for fat or for milk or for any sacrifice that one shall make (I-+IC; fu-
ture) as a mnht-sacrifice, the priests shall receive [...]. (Krahmalkov 2000: 95)

It is possibly this example and others with fewer deontic qualities, that led Krah-
malkov (1987) to consider some [-+IC constructions as predicates that strictly
signify the future tense.* He defined this [-+IC construction’s function as either
an indicative or a periphrastic future,* and to show the [-+IC construction’s fu-
ture function, he used parallel examples in which it corresponds to an imperfect
finite verb. This comparison of parallel examples does not rule out the modal
overtones of the future function since the imperfect finite verb also serves a spec-
trum of modal functions. The modal overtones of the future function are, in fact,
evident in Krahmalkov’s article, with his translations of the [-+IC constructions
containing the word shall, in which the deontic nuance is present.

Krahmalkov’s claim that signifying the future is among the functions of the
[-+IC construction is indeed correct, although it should be refined in light of the
modal origin and overtones of these constructions. Viewing the future function of
the I- +IC construction as part of its modal scope is only possible when consider-
ing it alongside its other functions.

36 The future tense often carries conditioned features; see, e.g. Palmer (2001: 104).

37 This is referred to as Uéventualité in Sola-Solé (1961: §99).

38 In this example, the [-+IC construction describes the situation in which a law applies.

39 Krahmalkov (1987) sees all examples of the [-+ IC construction mentioned in this section,
among others, as indicatives or periphrastic futures.

40 See Krahmalkov (2001: 205-206) for the former term and Krahmalkov (1987) for the
latter.
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3 I- +1C constructions in BH and QH in light of contact with
Phoenician

As predicative [- + IC constructions are common not only in Phoenician and Punic
but also in LBH and QH, a possible connection between these languages deserves
attention. It is suggested here that predicative usage in these Hebrew stages is
influenced by language contact with Phoenician.

In CBH, [- +IC constructions are mainly used as verb complements, and are es-
pecially common with modal verbs of roots such as h-p-s ‘to will, to desire’, g-w-y
‘to want, expect’, b-g-§ ‘to seek’ and ?-b-y ‘to be willing’ (Kautzsch 1910: 350).
CBH also shows a grammaticalization process that combines the preposition
[- with the IC, resulting in a construction that primarily expresses modal func-
tions, like that suggested in Phoenician and Punic, above.*' This process is further
validated by the very frequent appearance of the preposition [- with the IC, com-
pared with the IC introduced by other prepositions or by none.*? The second stage
of this process, however, in which the [-+IC construction gains predicative func-
tion, does not occur in CBH, and any predicative role of the [-+IC construction
in CBH is restricted and marginal.** On the contrary, Predicative [- +IC are wide-
spread in LBH and QH and are found in all modal functions used in Phoenician.*

The predicative [-+IC construction in LBH and QH can theoretically be ex-
plained in one of three ways: (1) it is an inherited Canaanite feature; (2) it is
associated with unrelated inner development within each language;* or (3) it
is an outcome of language contact.*® The first explanation, a shared Canaanite
feature, should account for the phenomenon’s absence in CBH and must assume
that it was represented in spoken language but not in writing. The second of
these, inner Hebrew development, cannot be ruled out, as CBH consolidated the

41 See section 1.1 above.
42 For the frequency of [- with IC in BH, see Joiion and Muraoka (2006: 405), Waltke and
O’Connor (1990: 604); in QH, see Qimron (2018: 180-181).

s=_.5

4 For example, mwa iY'nnY Wy 2Xer latitti-16 basord (2 Sam. 4:10): ‘This was the reward
I gave him for his news’ (Driver 1892: 276).

4 See, e.g. Jolion and Muraoka (2006: 408); Waltke and O’Connor (1990: 611). See Cohen
(2005; 2013: 211-221) on the widespread use of I-+IC constructions to convey the deontic
function of wish, imperatives, commands, prohibitions and in the epistemic realm of the fu-
ture tense.

4 Ariel (2014) views the predicative use of the infinitive as stemming from the inclination
of LBH and QH to complex sentences and containing more subordinate clauses. When subordi-
nate [-+IC constructions are used more widely in more complex sentences, their reanalysis as
predicative is likelier.

6 As suggested in Cohen (2020: 3-8; 2023: 112-113). Mor (2019) compares the LBH con-
struction to that of Phoenician but does not claim Phoenician to be the source of this phenom-
enon in Hebrew.
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purposive - with an IC, and infinitives generally tend to take predicative roles.
However, as will be shown, language contact with Phoenician should be consid-
ered as a main factor in the development of this phenomenon in LBH and QH.

Hebrew has little motivation for utilizing a new predicative modal construc-
tion, as there are already two forms filling similar functions: the yigtol and the
waqatal.*” As the deontic and epistemic modal functions could be manifested with
both these forms, the emergence of a third competitive construction for the same
functions is redundant. Assuming an inner Hebrew development seems less plau-
sible, as it is difficult to find any motivation for the emergence of a competitive
form with such a functional correlation in modal meaning.

The language contact hypothesis seems likely, as (1) Hebrew did not possess
predicative [-+IC in earlier stages and Phoenician possessed this function in all
its recorded stages, (2) the modal domain is generally more susceptible to change
due to language contact,*® and (3) traces of Phoenician influence on LBH are ev-
ident in several language phenomena.*

In addition to the modal functions shared with Phoenician, LBH and QH show
a further development, using this construction to indicate the habitual present
and past.>® These habitual aspects should be seen as connected to the epistemic
modal realm, with the event’s occurrence at a specific time uncertain. If the LBH
and QH predicative [-+ IC construction should indeed be attributed to Phoenician
influence, its use expanded in these Hebrew stages beyond that in Phoenician. In
this case, the habitual function in LBH and QH should be considered a later sec-
ondary function. However, due to the scarcity of evidence and the heterogeneity
of the corpus, it is impossible to follow the expansion of the phenomenon in its
different stages.

It may seem as if such an expansion supports the explanation of the predic-
ative [- +IC as an inner Hebrew development, showing the independence of the
phenomenon from its Phoenician counterpart. However, it is also reasonable to
assume that only following the ‘borrowing’! of the predicative use of the [- +IC,

47 See Cohen (2013: 173-192) for yiqtol modal functions and Cohen (2013: 198-210) for
waqatal modal functions in LBH.

48 See, e.g. Matras (2007: 45-46; 2020: 202-203).

49 Other language phenomena that may be considered as resulting from contact with Phoe-
nician in these Hebrew language phases are, e.g. the use of the infinitive absolute and the intro-
duction of the relative pronoun $- alongside the CBH 25, as suggested in Cohen (2020: 8-13).

50 See Cohen (2005: 85-88; 2013: 221-227). For QH, see Qimron (2018: 383-384). Con-
versely, Muraoka (2020: 122-123) rejects the predicative interpretation of Qimron and rein-
terprets some of these instances as dependent on a finite verb or complementing a substantive.
Mor (2015: 445-446) suggests that the habitual meanings of the [-+IC stem from the appear-
ance of the construction in a sequence of verbal forms with a habitual meaning.

51 Following Matras (2020: 158), this term is used metaphorically to refer to the replication
of a linguistic structure.
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it was incorporated into the language and not considered foreign to it. When
the I- +IC constructions began to assume modal functions in Hebrew, they co-
alesced with two already existing forms assuming the same modal functions —
the yigtol and the waqatal. The key to understanding the habitual functions of
the predicative [-+IC constructions lies in the overlapping functions of these
three forms. As the I-+IC construction assumed some of the functions of yigtol
and waqatal due to Phoenician influence, the three forms were interchangeable
in some contexts, namely, they were in paradigmatic relation. This interchange-
ability is suggested to later expand to new environments, further extending the
paradigmatic relation of the three forms. This resulted in the expansion of the
[- +1C construction to another function of the yigtol and waqatal, i.e. the habit-
ual function.

waqatal
I-+IC yiqtol

CBH

deontic modality
epistemic modality

habitual

verb complement

L+IC

deontic modality
. epistemic modality /

Hebrew following

s habitual
Phoenician influence

verb complement

wagqatal
-+1C yiqtol

/deontic modality
' epistemic modality

verb complement habitual }

LBH & QH

Figure 1. The expansion of [-+IC’s functions in Hebrew

Understanding that predicative use of I-+IC constructions in LBH and QH is in-
fluenced by language contact is significant not only for the nature of LBH and QH



22 Ophir Carmel Fofliger, Ohad Cohen and Tamar Zewi

but also for the linguistics of Phoenician itself. If this Phoenician usage left its
marks on the verbal systems of LBH and QH to such a degree, it was likely deeply
rooted in that language and integral to it.

Language contact, brought about by sociolinguistic interaction and histori-
cal processes, catalyzes the evolution of linguistic forms and structures. In this
context, the emergence of alternate linguistic forms, particularly in response to
external influences, reflects a dynamic interplay between linguistic systems. The
historical backdrop of language contact between Phoenicians and Hebrew speak-
ers during the Persian period in the southern regions of present-day Israel has
significant implications for our understanding of both languages, with its echoes
illuminating linguistic aspects of both Phoenician and Hebrew. Examination of
this historical resonance will surely provide insight into the dynamics of linguis-
tic borrowing, adaptation and influence between these two languages, enriching
our understanding of the linguistic dynamics of the Persian-era Levant.>?

4 Conclusion

The focus of this article is the examination of a possible grammaticalization pro-
cess observed in the predicative [-+IC construction within Phoenician and Punic
dialects. It additionally aimed at systematically categorizing all instances of its
use in these dialects according to modal function. It posits that the modal func-
tions exhibited by the [- +IC construction—both deontic (wish, command, imper-
ative and prohibition) and epistemic (future tense expressions) originated with
the purposive and allative functions inherent in the preposition [-.

Within the general framework of grammaticalization, where infinitive forms
begin to function as independent predicative forms, Phoenician is conspicuous in
both the depth and ubiquitousness of this process. Diachronically, this structure
abounds in Phoenician from its earliest dialectal stage (Byblos) through to its most
recent form (Neo-Punic), and is found throughout the vast geographic area where
Phoenician was spoken. As we have seen, its appearance in LBH syntax is yet fur-
ther evidence of the centrality of the predicative [- +IC construction in Phoenician.
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Abbreviations

BH Biblical Hebrew

Byb. the dialect of Byblos

CBH Classical Biblical Hebrew

CIS Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum
IC the infinitive construct

KAI Donner and Rollig (2002)

KAIii  Donner and Réllig (1968)

[-+IC the preposition I- followed by the infinitive construct
LBH Late Biblical Hebrew

NPu. Neo-Punic

NSI Cooke (1903)

Ph. Standard Phoenician

Poen Plautus and Ernout (1938)
Pu. Punic

QH Qumran Hebrew

TRIP Levi Della Vida and Amadasi (1987)
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Appendix

All examples are categorized according to their primary function. Within each
category, the examples are organized chronologically by the language stages:
Byb., Ph., Pu. and NPu. For each example, the place of origin, assumed dating
and reference details are provided in brackets. Within each language stage, the
examples are presented according to their source in the following order: KAI, CIS,
Poen, TRIP and NSI.

1 [-+IC constructions as verb complements

KAI 10:12-13 — kI mmlkt wkl ?dm 25 ysp IpSl mi?kt §lt mzbh zn [wSlt pt]h hrs zn wSlt
§rpt 2zt Sm ?nk yhwmlk mlk gbl [t5t 2t] S1<t> ml?kt h? (Byb., 5th-4th century BCE,
KALi: 11)

KAI 280:4-6 — wysp[t...] khwn ym [2gd Im mlhm[t] (Byb., 5th century BCE, Cross
1979: 40)

KAI 14:2 — dbr mlk 2smnSzr mlk sdnm 12mr (Ph., Sidon, 5th century BCE, KAlii: 19)
KAI 24:5-7 — kn bt 2by bmtkt mlkm 2drm wkl slh yd 1< h>lhm wkt byd mlkm km?s§
2klt zgn wlkm]?2s ?klt yd (Ph., Zincirli, 825 BCE, KAlii: 30)

KAI 26A 11:3-6 — wbmgmm 25 kn Ipnm nst¥m 2§ yst¢ ?dm llkt drk wbymty ?nk 25t
t<l>k lhdy dl plkm (Ph., Karatepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 26A 11:10-12 — k bl wrsp sprm slhn lbnt wbny ?nk bSbr bSl wbSbr rsp sprm (Ph.,
Karatepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 26C IV:14-16 — ?m 2dm 25 2dm $Sm 25 y?m/[r] Imht Sm ?ztwd bsml ?[lJm z wst Sm
(Ph., Karatepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 60:1-2 — tm bd sdnym bn?spt IStr 2yt SmSbS§l bn mgn 25 ns? hnw §1 bt ?lm wfl
mbnt hsr bt 2lm (Ph., Athens, 96 BCE, KAlii: 73)

KAI 60:6-7 — Imht lkn ydS hsdnym k yd§ hgw I$lm hlpt 2yt 2dmm 25 pSl msrt 2t pn gw
(Ph., Athens, 96 BCE, KAlii: 73)

KAI 288:1-3 — bms?nm ?bn wSzrnm hppym 1[2gd In mlhmt... wys? SIn[m mh]nt ?5 kty
[?gd Im mlhmt bmgm ?z (Ph., Kition, 4th century BCE, Yon and Sznycer 1991: 803)
KAI 288:1-3 — bms?nm ?bn wSzrnm hppym [2gd In mlhmt... wys? Sln[m mh]nt
25 kty 12gd Im mlhmt bmgm ?z (Ph., Kition, 4th century BCE, Yon and Sznycer
1991: 803)

KAI 302:6-7 — gr? Imlgrt ysp Slty Islm wlyrhy bmgm [z] (Pu., Carthage, 406-405
BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

KAI 124:2-4 - bSlytn gqmd? 25 §1? bbn m?t mSqr bn gSy bktbt dbr? hbt sgfy bn hn? ks
IpSl whtm (NPu., Tripolitania, 53 CE, KAlii: 130)

KAI 126:2-4 — lmy Ipny ?2dr? ?lpqy wSm 2lpqy lpy m?2s? ?btm wm?sm bn/tm ytn? l€bd
bsp?t kl h§tm mzbh wp?dy p§l Imbmlktm btm (NPu., Tripolitania, 92 CE, KAIii: 131)
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KAI 163:1 - ?tm tsk? kntm ltt [2y? bSl 2bmsbt bn? ?2Im (NPu., Constantine, 2nd cen-
tury BCE, KAlii: 152-153)

CIS i 151:5-6 — k §bd? hmt [? th[n]t kmt bSss Ibntm Im (NPu., Sulci)>

Poen 935 - ys sidobrim chy fel yth chyl ys chon chen liful (NPu., theater play from
Rome, 200 BCE, Friedrich and Rollig 1999: 2)

Poen 945 — et cu/el comu con liful (NPu., theater play from Rome, 200 BCE, Frie-
drich and Rollig 1999: 2)

Poen 948 — Alem us duber limur (NPu., theater play from Rome, 200 BCE, Frie-
drich and Rollig 1999: 2)

2 Ambiguous cases of I- +IC constructions (verb complements or
predicates)

KAI 14:9-11 — wysgrnm h?lnm hqdsm 2t mmlkt 2dr 2§ msl bnm lgstnm 2yt mmlkt ?2m
2dm h? ?5 ypth it mskb z ?m 25 ys$? 2yt hlt z (Ph., Sidon, 5th century BCE, KAlii: 19)
KAI 14:18-20 — wid ytn In 2dn mlkm 2yt d?r wypy ?rst dgn h?drt ?$ bsd srn Imdt Ssmt
28 pSlt wyspnnm St gbl ?rs lknnm [sdnm [Slm (Ph., Sidon, 5h century BCE, KAlii: 19)
KAI 18:3-6 — 2t h$Sr z whdlht 25 | pSlt btklty bnt bst 180 [?dn mlkm 143 st [m sr lkny
ly Iskr wsm nfm (Ph., Umm el-Awamid, 132 BCE, KAlii: 26)

KAI 19:9-11 - km 25 bn 2yt kl 2hry [hmqds]m 25 b?rs lkn Im [[skr wsm n¥m €d] §lm
(Ph., MaSsiib, 222 BCE, KAlii: 27)

KAI 26A 1:17-18 — wbn ?nk hmyt bmgmm hmt I§btnm dnnym bnht lbnm (Ph., Kara-
tepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 26A 11:11-15 — wbny ?nk bSbr bSl wbSbr rsp sprm bsb§ wbmnfm wbsbt nfmt wb-
nht Ib lkny msmr I[fmq 2dn wilbt mps (Ph., Karatepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 302:6-7 — gr? Imligrt ysp Slty Islm wlyrhy bmgm [z] (Pu., Carthage, 406-405
BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

KAI 147:1-3 — hmzrh 25[p... wnlgd hSmm ndSr ndr?... [?2]§ [2tt h?l ?bbrktm 1[n]
(NPu., Maktar, 1st century AD, KAlii: 144 and Sznycer 1972: 30)%

KAI 172:1-4 - [1?]h]mlkt bn 2dnbS$l bn hmlkt hprt §l mytb ?rs? hslky Ibn2t t hmqds st
lhrbt I?1t t¥n? (NPu., Sulci, 1st century BCE, KAlii: 156 and Dillmann 1881)

CIS i 151:1-4 - Iplks khrhsy pSl t hmqr? ?st phly? ?gbr 2tm? bn mqr? lkn [? wl?mm
bsn? (NPu., Sulci)

53 Based on the literature at hand, we were unable to date this inscription.
54 According to the reading in Krahmalkov (2000: 127). When relying on the reading of KAI,
it is hard to determine whether it is a I- + IC construction.
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3 I-+1IC constructions as predicates

3.1 Wish

KAI 26A III:2-7 — wbrk bS1 kr[n]trys 2yt 2ztwd hym wslm wSz 2dr Sl kI mlk ltty bSl
krntrys wkl ?In qrt [2ztwd ?rk ymm wrb snt wrs?2t nfmt wSz ?2dr §1 kI mlk (Ph., Kara-
tepe, 720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

KAI 26C III:16-1V:1 — wbrk bSl krntrys 2yt ?ztwd bhym wbslm wb$z ?2dr Sl kl mlk ltty
bSl krntrys [2ztwd ?rk ymm wrb $nt wrs?t n[S$]mt wiz ?dr §l kl mlk (Ph., Karatepe,
720 BCE, KAlii: 35)

3.2 Command

KAI 60:3-5 — 2yt rit z lktb h2dmm 25 n§?m In €1 bt ?lm Slt msbt hrs wytn?y bSrpt bt
2lm §n 25 (Ph., Athens, 96 BCE, KAlii: 73)

KAI 60:3-6 — 2yt r§t z lktb h2dmm 25 ns?m In §1 bt 2lm §lt msbt hrs wytn?y bSrpt bt
2lm $n 25 lknt gw Srb €It msbt z ys?n bksp ?lm bSlsdn drkmnm 20 (Ph., Athens, 96
BCE, KAlii: 73)

CIS i 3917:2-3 — tn? sISm h?s 25 §1 hms?[...] rt IbSl hzbh ?m ltt lkhn 2yt [...] rt Sl
hzbh ?m ltt [...] (Pu., Carthage, 3rd—2nd century BCE, Davis 1863: 3)

CIS i 3917:2-3 — tn? $ISm h2s 2§ €1 hms?[...] rt IbSl hzbh ?m ltt lkhn 2yt [...] rt IbSl
hzbh ?m ltt [...] (Pu., Carthage, 3rd-2nd century BCE, Davis 1863: 3)

3.3 Imperative

KAI 2:1-3 - ldSt hn ypd Ik tht zn (Byb., 10th century BCE, KAlii: 2-4)

KAI 76B:8 — I$t §It hhdrt npt (Pu., Carthage, 4th-3rd century BCE, NSI: 44)

KAI 145 1:3-4 — wifm? ysb 2dmt [?2lm hqyds 1$?2t ?ht Smm btwb (NPu., Maktar, 1st
century AD, KAIii: 144 and Sznycer 1972: 30)

3.4 Prohibition

KAI 9A:5 - [?l tpth] §[lt hmskb] zn lrgz $smy (Byb., 5th-4th century BCE, KAlii:
10)

KAI 280:2 - bl Ipth §lt ?rn zn wlrgz $smy (Byb., 5th century BCE, Cross 1979: 40)
KAI 280:2 - bl Ipth It 2rn zn wlrgz $smy (Byb., 5th century BCE, Cross 1979: 40)
KAI 70:3-4 — gbr zybqt hkhn[t [] rbt [...]? bt $bd?Smn bn bSlytn bn §bd?Smn ?5t
bSlhn? mq[m] ?l[m] bn $bdmlqrt bn hmlkt bn $bd?smn 2bl Ipth (Pu., Avignon or
Carthage, 3rd century BCE, KAlii: 83, 87)
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3.5 Future

KAI 69:14 - [§]1 bll wSI hib wS1 hib wSl kl zbh ?S 2dm lzbh bmnh[t--] y[kn lkhnm]
(Pu., Marseille or Carthage, 3rd century BCE, KAlii: 83)

KAI 79:6-11 — wkl 2§ Isr t ?bn z by py ?nk wby py 2dm bSmy wspt tnt pn bl brh 2dm
h? (Pu., Carthage, 3rd-2nd century BCE, Roschinski 1988: 606)

KAI 302:3-4 — wkl ?2dm] 25 lkp 2yt ?mint z wiSkr wisbt y?ml yd[? (Pu., Carthage,
406-405 BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

KAI 302:3-4 — wkl 2dm] ?5 lkp 2yt ?mtnt z wlSkr wisbt y?ml yd[? (Pu., Carthage,
406-405 BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

KAI 302:3-4 — wkl 2dm] 25 lkp 2yt ?mint z wiSkr wlsbt y?ml yd[? (Pu., Carthage,
406-405 BCE, Krahmalkov 1974: 171)

CIS i 3784:1-3 — kl 25 Ignb t ?bn z bSlhmn yqsy? (Pu., Carthage, 3rd-2nd century
BCE)*>®

CIS i 4937:1-5 — w[kl] 2dm 25 Isr t mtnt z wspt tnt pnb§l brh ?2dm h? (Pu., Carthage,
3rd-2nd century BCE)%®

TRIP 10:1-4 - pSl mSqr hrds lqgn?m wi?hy? $yg? wikl ?§ lkn ?hr bbry?t (NPu., Trip-
olitania)®”

4 Doubtful examples of I-+IC constructions

KAI 9A:2 - bl tgm It 2rn Slt ?rn (Byb., 5th—4th century BCE, KAlii: 10)

KAI 60:6-8 — Imht lkn ydS hsdnym k yd$ hgw Islm hipt 2yt 2dmm 25 pSI msrt ?t pn gw
(Ph., Athens, 96 BCE, KAlii: 73)

KAI 302:7 — [m]srt lgn? wkn [? hl wslm (Pu., Carthage, 406-405 BCE, Krahmalkov
1974: 171)

KAI 162:6 - lkn [? tfmt ?drt (NPu., Constantine, 2nd century BCE, KAlii: 152)
NSI 56:4 — ?m? Isrt snt hmsm (NPu., Cherchell)*®

% We dated this inscription as KAI 79 due to their similarity.

% We dated this inscription as KAI 79 due to their similarity.

57 Based on the literature at hand, we were unable to date this inscription.

58 This inscription is hard to date but might cautiously be attributed to the first century CE,
see Février (1952: 23).



