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a) Introduction

This paper should be taken as a particular casenobre general subject, namely, ‘Post-positions
vs. Pre-positions in Semitic’ The issue is framed within the agglutinative s peculiar to this
linguistic family. Depending on the sort of agghatiorf at work, we can distinguish different kinds of
functional postpositions: inflexional, suffixed ¢mominal), enclitic proper, adverbial and free-
syntagmatic (relational or conjunctional).

Inflexional postpositions (taken in the specifinse of nominal case ending and verbal modal amsbpat
ending), form a clear cut category, possibly thestihntharacteristic of the agglutinant linguistic famits lexical
origin is some times difficult to ascertain, bt ihorpho-syntactical and semantic values are appare

Suffixation is a clear agglutinative morph made matinly of pronominal bases more or less transfokrite
goes along with the inflexional category as pecuiathe agglutinant linguistic family. It has tveeries, nominal
and verbal.

The mimation markefsshould be considered as enclitic proper. Leavsideaits lexical origin, they offer
two different phenotyps: sing. /-(v)m/ (Akk., ES/NAnd Ar. /-an/) and pl. /-nfa/This enclisisdesappears in the
status constructudt indicates a semantic nuance of generic indtefiess as against the definiteness implied by the
construct syntagnieLater on this complementary opposition will beligd to the (mimation/)nunation vs. article,
in languages which develop this morph, like Aralilis time with the complementary opposition: iridieé
/definite individuatiof.

1. On the labelling ‘postposition’ cf. SanmartinB¥B01; Lipiski 1997:459ff passim Postpositions like prepositions may
be either enclitic or independent. The use of ietelent ‘postpositions’ is overwhelming in Amha€; Leslau 2000:174f. On
the general morphemic series, prepositive and peiipe as well, cf. Del Olmo Lete 1998:66-71.

2. See Robins 1975:; 242-246, 341-348; Sapir 1921/19299;1131-134, 138f., 142f., 145f.; a good, dethiéxposition on
the origin and development of the agglutinativeegaty is offered by Amor Ruibal 1905/2005 II: 371042

3. See B6hm 1986:33-67; Diem 1975:239-258; Dolgdqyol®989: iii-vii; 199111: 328-339; De Langhe 1946:89ff. Maybe
both mimation types (/-m/ and /-ma/) have the sdexéal origin with loose of ending /-a/ in sindar the difficulty of
distinguishing mimation fronenclisissee Layton 1990:156 and n. 8. @mclisisin general see Zwicky 1985:283-305; Borer-
Grodzinsky 1986:175-217; Shlonsky 1988:191-205.

4. Semitic languages, all but Ak., show this plrpfo On its turn, the sing. mimation desapeartiéndeveloping Akkadian
dialects.

5. Sometimes Arabic spakers do not drop the plemding in construct chain, instead of stressingfithe long vowel, in
order to avoid confusion with the sing. syntagmmerslimi(na)-I-mednat(i) # muslimu-l-madhat(i) (private communication by
Prof. F. Corriente).

6. We have to take also into account also #tetus absolutugmorpheme 0)n Ak. and NWS (Ug.?, Aram), which
represents maybe the primary phenotyp.
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We could sketch out the morpho-syntaxis of the mainiletermination feature of CS in this way (butheut
taking into account the internal plural that impli@ doubling of the sketch); the scheme shouldisteilnited by
languages, taking into account late developmekisifi Syriac.

Noun
Sing. _— .
indeter. deter. indeter. determ.
mimat./nunat./O art./nunat./constr. non-mim./mimat. art./nunat./constr

As adverbial can be taken certain invariable pastipms with a well defined semantic (adverbialjueaand
morpho-syntactic function, although the lexicalgariremains obscure for some of those functionsaCéxamples
of this kind are AkKk. /-i8/, NWS locative /-h/ [Ha/].

Finally, there is a category of postpositiongncliseisthat have no clear semantic independent functiom,
free in use and are gathered many times underdéadifg ‘emphatic’, ‘paragogic’, ‘final’, ‘enhancinhg ‘focalis-
ing’, ‘focussing”. They can be attached to any morphological caje@ooun, verb, particles) without apparent
modification in its meaning and function. Somelwrh show up a syntagmatic or relational functiamealy, they
relate the joined lexeme to the previous ones épeata syntactic unit or ‘phrase’ along with themnfanction) or
to characterise the following phrase(s) as belantpra particular category, for instance Akkai of direct speech.

Here we are going to analyse a peculiar case eof |#st category and to assess the different
morpho-syntactic functions assigned to it, seaghin extend the analysis to he whole range of the
Semitic family. Enclitic-m seems to be a typical Northwest Semitic morphemere exactly
‘Canaanite’, but in fact is matched by similar pbigps in the whole Semitic famflyIn this regard,
Amharic manifests an overwhelming use of the eodglibstposition-m, surpassing even the Akkadian
prototype. Furthermore it must be delt with witkiie more large frame of the mimation in generathwi
which it maintains close connexidns

Nevertheless, the aim of this paper is not to coldl or the majority of occurrences of this morph
in NWS or in any other Semitic sub-family and tstdbute them by morpho-syntactic categories, k tas
already carried ot We will pay attention to that, of course, but wel focus our interest into
pinpointing the actuaemantic and functional bearirgf the morph* and into tracing as far as possible
its linguistic origin within a comparative perspective. In this regdre syntactic context would to be
taken into account constantly.

In dealing with this issue, W.C.E. Watson statd$iere is no doubt about the widespread use of a
final —m ... It is more difficult to assign a particular fuimt to this particle (or particles) in every

7. For such labelling see Blejer 1986:240.; alse’&tr1998:41,72 ... The designation ‘adverbial’, sotinee used for this
morph, covers only partially its functions/uses.

8. Lipinski 1997:470, asserts on the conjuntivea—“is very likely its (postpositive /-wa/ f.i. iBedja) phonetic nasalized
variant-m< -wa’, what | find highly unlikely, given the coexistea of both elements in almost all the Semitic laugps.

9. Cf. in this regard Aartun 1974:51 (“abwechselnuEpholigische Struktur”) and n. 2 (bibliograph¥ropper 2000:825
(“... getrennt ... zu behandeln”).

10. After the pioneering studies by Singer (19923), Pope (1951), Hummel (1957) and Gordon (19¥¥11955/1967),
a thorough scrutiny of enclitiem occurrences in the Ugaritic literature has beerniezhout by Aartun (1974), Watson (1992,
1994, 1996) and Tropper (2000); as for the HebreweBihe studies of Dahood and his disciples (frb@52 onwards), as well
as that of Emerton (1996) offer abundant thougpetsed contributions; difra n.103.

11. Tropper 2000:825ff, like many other authorsgasgs several functions for the same morph; Wal€8? points out
9/11 functions supposedly attributable to the dteddenclitic —m’, which in his opinion could beduced to 3/2, emphasis
(Betonung, Hervorhebung) and different adverbiatfioms being the most generaly accepted.
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particular case” (Watson 1996:268). He goes one“fhestion now remains whether there is a single
enclitic particle—m with numerous functions or whether there are sdwdistinct varieties” (Watson
1994:251). In principle | will lean towards thestirsupposition looking for an originally single rpbr
(with two parallel allophonies in complementary tdisution) with a generalizing and many-sided
morpho-syntactic bearing, but as a mere neutrafiomg lexical expansion without a particular
grammatical function by itself, this character cogiout precisely from the postulated lexical origim
this connexion Gordon’s charcaterisation a ‘ballatiant’ is a good one, | think; also Seminara’s
labelling - as ‘identificativo-anaférico’ seemdtifig (Seminara 1998:521f), better in any case tihan
commonly endorsed ‘emphatit’ We will tray to substantiate and nuance this sstign in the
following pages.

In this connexion, to posit the universals ‘emptifitiervorhebendes’ value of the morph, as is
generally accepted, on the one hand, does notihevaccount the originally indefinite lexical valwf
the morph and, on the other, sounds rather likardounded and topical answer. How and why we do
know the kind of emphasis/‘Hervorhebung’ involvedeach case, supposing there is any at all, when in
many cases there is the same wording with the sgparent meaning, but without the expansion?
In my opinion this supposed emphatic charactehefgostpositionalm has to be rejected, as has been
generally rejected, or at least questioned, itgeaoial’ function. This function is reached andigiad by
the corresponding inflexional case ending, normakly—a, as Pope (1951) correctly posited in my
opinion, with theenclisis serving as mere neutral and dispensable phonséalihg off' such a
grammatical function, whatever it is. This markeritself has neither emphatic nor adverbial functio
those functions lay with the noun according toitsition and inflexiotf.

b) Origin

As for the lexical origin of this morph, the evidenis ambiguous. In some cases at least (sing.
nouns) one would see in the so called enclititthe persistence of mimation (/-m/, according ® Atk.
and ESA pattern), with an indefinite semantic biagpposition to the determinathitus constructyss
was pointed out above. In fact, and dispite thieiarcset apart function, it is a fairly common apmthat
both morphs (mimation and the so called enclitii) have the same lexical origin, as we SaiBut the
appearance of thenclisiswithin constructed syntagmes in Ugaritic, and piiip also in Hebrew and
Phoenician, along with the general /-ma/ vocalisain syllabic (Ak., AKEA and AkUdJ, to say nothing
of its use with verbs and particles, seem to pastud different origin or at least a different eumud

12. But even the authors who use this designatiooc{@man, Von Soden, Pope, Aartun, Tropper, ete.ye@ady to accept
the progressive weakenig (lexicalisation, ‘Erstag’y of such emphasis up to its complete disappeardAartun, Tropper).
Emphasis is a psycologhical semantic overtone ssptk by either suprasegmental functions (strese, toitch ...) or by
specific lexical and granmmatical morphs (inteif@tt vocative case, imperative mode, topicalisimgifon ...); cf. Van der
Merwe 1989; Slonsky 1988.

13. Cf. in this regard Hummel's sound consideratiékkany time one might theorize that the enclitmchemphatic force or
the like, but it is practically impossible to denstrate either this or the opposite view the emditvere meaningless. We rather
suppose, however, the the original emphatic fafan) of the enclitic gradually diminised ...” (Hunel 1957:06).

14. Tropper (2000:826) assumes also Pope’s (1951:bp8)ion that the morpheme has mere emphatic fomctho
adverbial, that laying in the case ending, normadlgusative. But if “there is no proof that the abliad sense resides in the final
—m’ (Pope 1951:128), there not either any hint abitsutemphatic’ function. What means ‘emphasis’ liistcase?\ priori it
seems awkward to charge so much emphasis on th@it/gad Semitic in general discourse and poetry.

15. Cf. the authors quoted in n.3.

16. Also apparently in Hebrevkimo and similars, ESAmw); but cf. ydmamand similars. Also Ak.Uganam cf. DUL
509. Cf. also the pattern in Amharic/South Ethiamgative verbal use and assevertative answer [/-m/]
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stage. So the Ak. mimation (nominal and adverbia)’ would remain as the phenotyp of this kind in
lack of lexical explanation. But on its turn, tle®$e of final /-a/ in the Ak. sing. could be anotbase of
complementary distribution with the plural endingn@/ in CS, both with a generalised, indeterminated
collective semantic bias and the same lexical or{gi /-ma/}%. In any case we had better setting apart
(sing.) mimation from the morph here in questionc(gic/final/postponed-m); they are supposed to
represent two different patterns not easy to pyetteer for the moment. But both coincide in onesatp
none of them has, in my opinion, ‘emphatic’ validobody will postulate it certainly in case of
mimation. That could suggest maybe a common lexiggin for both morphs.

In the case of the enclitian, we are dealing with a postpositional mdrpbf a supposed large
functional and semantic range: it comes uprnunlisiswith nouns, verbs and particles as well, and @n b
labelled a CS issoglo€e In this regard, its lexical connexion with the @8errogative/indefinite
pronoun /-mad/, ‘what?!, recommends itself from the phonological as welfram the semantic point of
view. Its function of truning the plurivalent integative into indefinite pronouns is the best aral/be
the more original and apparent pattern of #mslisis the postpositional non-enclitic Arabic usenat
being another case of the same pattern or ‘furiétiom this regard we could label this lexeme as a
‘(in)definising’ or ‘generalising/individualisingimarker (‘-what, -whatever’ [it is]’). And once agawe
find this element in keeping with the role played‘tmimation’. The so feeble and ‘generic’ semantic
charge (indetermination) turns in the long run iatenere prosodic/phonetic expansion/reinforce and
enables the element to function as a ‘lexicalisalthbt variant’ in any kind of postpositidfislts original
semantic bearing can even either disappear or @setlmr nuances in the interaction of complementary
distributions.

This analysis is confirmed if attention is paid ttee character of ‘Semantic Universal’ with
general/indefinite bearing this Semitic element//riahat(?)’ shows uf). That means that whatever its
lexical constituent may be, this Semantic Univeisdlound to generate the same ‘semantic and merpho
syntactic parallel chaiff in other linguistic families. In fact, apart frothe Semitic family, the same

17. Cf. Tropper 2000:311.

18. The Ugaritic evidence could be distributed accaydim this double pattern, but there is no compglénidence in this
regard. The supposed original sing. mimation inrifigaand its persistence in the vocalisation /-miffaopper 2000:826) lack
textual support.

19. For the labelling ‘postpositional -m’ cfupran. 1.

20. Cf. Watson 1992:252, n. 251; 1994:102; 1996:26/& morph is rare in Aramaic and its occurence riabfc is merely
testimonial. In ESA we have rather the phenomenbmimation, and only sporadically enclisis with semrepositions,
pronouns, nouns and verbal forms; cf. Beeston 1984 Mebes 1991:133-151; Stein 2003:83, 228-230

21. Cf. Brockelmann 1961 1:326ff.; Moscati 1964:115;I658969:145f., 222; Ligiski 1997:328ff.; Farber 1988:221-228
On the complementary distributiona/mias probable apophonic allophonesmfia n. 51.

22. Cf. Tropper 2000:825.

23. In fact many authors (De Langhe, Aartun, SegertieBl&Vatson, Tropper) have hinted at ‘(in)deteration’ as one of
the functions of the enclitiem A systematic scrutiny of the occurrences of néunclitic—m seems to confirm this suggestion
in many cases. It could be seen as a secondarjesgyf lost of mimation (as suggested long agdbyMoor), able to be set
even into construct chains. Cf. in this connexion d&liati 1996:351 (“The normal state follwed by téeclitic -ma is used
regularly for a determinative predicate”). Onceidaksed, the morph was attached to other lexermpempésitions and verbs)
where this grammatical function cannot be appliedess under other considerations. Were thingsrs®,cannot speak either of
empahsis or adverbial function, but the morph loabe taken merely as a so to speak free ‘splicttdran implicit morpho-
syntactic function still not developed in NWS ahdttvery soon will give way to the pre-/post-pasil system of articles. Cf.
Watson 1994:102; 1992:239. On the indeterminataoes/cf. also Blejer 1986:132; Segert 1984:112;theccontrary opinion of
Rainey 1987:396, 399; cf. also Gelb 1969:146 (thmie languages did not express the category oihiiefn/indefinition,
determination/indetermination).

24. Cf. Wierwizcka 1995:434; also Wierwizcka 1996:f14

25. On this concept cf. Del Olmo Lete 2002:240f.
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phenomenon can be seen, for instance, in postpositihon enclitic Greek particleas/ and in the
postpositional enclicitic Latin /que/ in its var®lexical and syntactic uses. “It seems fairly aiarthat

te is related to Sanskrita, Latin que Indogermaniay’e. Indogermaniay’eserved to connect two parallel
nouns or pronouns (perhaps also two parallel verbdjurther, it possessed a universalising sense in
Sanskritkas ca Latin quisque...”*®. In fact the universalising (indefinitness) anchiective (easily
derived from the former: ‘what’ > ‘that’ > ‘the s&n> ‘also’) functions are the most respresentatie
this morph. On its turn, Greek partiakeshows a very probable relationship to the indefipronourig,

like Latin queto quis’’, which also becomes a generalising marker of indefpronoun (/quisque/) or
even a copulative postpositional ‘conjunction’ aftee second or final element of an enumeration
(senatudet] populusqug just in the same way as we find that /-ma/ fiomst in Akk. The generalising-
connective function, linked to its universal senmanglue, spreads in Greek, and in Latin as wall, i
manifold syntactic (conjuction) and lexicanclisisto pronouns and particles) postpositions as is the
case in Semitic (Akkadiaff)

Leaving aside for the moment this last morph, theantic charge of the postpositiorah in
general can be defined accordingly as a lexicaisgtvith 0 semantic charge, as mere prosodictiyli
variant and as such used mainly in literary terfsan original general indefinite reference to itgal
maybe in complementary distribution with /mi/, as apophonic alternance (/ma/ # /mi/) applied to
humna/non-human beings. This distribution, primaryCS and based on the same phonetic simple
element (/m-/), is predictably bound to appear alisive postpositional use we are dealing withfalet,
so it is, as we will see later on.

The generic-indefinite semantic value (‘what’) atite original interrogative function of the
morph, definite in character (‘what?’), enablegaitplay a very flexible role in the semantic fiedfl
definiteness/indefiniteness, mainly in languagesciviihave not develop the ‘articulation’ (also or th
base of indefinite pronouns) as a way of solvirig groblem, as it is the case with Akkadian, Ugarit
and Géez. So it is possible to find this marker functimgiboth ways: as a indefinite and as a definite
marker, according to the consideration given teeniin question: as “one” category (definite, specif
category) or as “a” category (indefinite, commonatbits membergy. The same can be said to some
extent also of the ‘article’ as a marker of deénigss/indefiniteness. For instance, the sentetiking
has to accomplish that ...”, can be viewed as ddiiairspecific category of actants (kings), but witho
defining at the same time which individual of theegory will act (this king). So, in translatingums
that bear attached an enclitim,-the authors proceed in a free and uncompromisay, wsing
indistinctively definite (‘the’) and indefinite (;asome’) articles.

In consegence | find the trend to analyse this etgnaccording to its ‘functions’ (locative,
terminative, vocative... ) unsuitable. Such functians defined in keeping with the apparent sensbheof
clause. The actual function of the morph has tadéduced from the whole syntactical complex of
elements, whatever the morpho-syntactical pattetheoword to which is attached may be. On the othe

26. Cf. Deniston 1954:496; Kilhner 1914:10.

27. The enclitic conjunctionmais also present in Hittite with adverbial and syatic functions of text distribution similar to
those of Greekukv/ and te/ and Latin /que/; cf. Watson 1994:103; Gutterbétikfner 1989:91-99 (na enclitic con;j. relates
words or clauses to each other through pairing mposition”, p. 91). For Lycian cf. Carruba 1969:74ffhomsen...
unterscheidet drei me: rhekoordinierend (= grd¢) und leicht subordinierend (vgl arata); n?, leit einen Satz, der einem
Realtivsatz folg, oder in gleicher Weise nachgestetindere Satze; wenn andere Worter als das SulgekSatz einleiten,
vertritt mé® das Subjekt selbst und steht nach diesen Wértedem Verb” (p.76).

28. Cf. Denniston 1954:497ff.; Kihner 1914:10ff., 33ff.

29. Cf.Hummel 1957: 86, who quotes Barth 1967:169-176 iqaatrly p.170).
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hand, the Akkadian model is not the best one towgrcthe specific uses of the NWS branch. We are
faced with two contrasting as much as convergindetmo

¢) Language distribution

1.- Akkadian is the language where thén(a) enclisisseems to show up more systematic and
defined syntactic functions. Starting from its ama) value as a Universal Semantic, | think we can
explain their genesis easily, for instance, thguwmtive/connective value: ‘something’ > ‘what’ this’
> ‘the same’ > ‘also’ > ‘and’, impliying originallalways a certain ‘logical’, i.e., contents conmexinot
mere juxtaposition or ‘copulative’ value (‘and® This concrete use however remains restrictedko A
and South Ethiopian (Amh. and Har.). The intentitgover it also in Ug. will be later rejected. st
case as in the following ones no emphasis whateaerbe detected. That is also the case with the
optionalenclisisto the predicate of nominal clause, where it pllagsrole of a copula like the personal 3
p.p., a common Semitic issoglosse: ‘what’ > ‘thisatv(= is)’ > ‘namely*’. A similar derivation can be
found in the quotation value, exclusive of Ak., imganot be be found in Ugenma/umma.. -ma/-mi
‘ecce... what (is/saysy?, very similar to the former conjunctive functiofbhe pretended ‘hervor-
hebendes’ value, whema is ‘enclitised’ to any word (pronoun, noun, vedyen particles!), beter
characterised as ‘identifizierendes’ (‘somethiritiiat’ > ‘just that’, cf. suprg, if there is at all, comes
from the syntaxis (f.i. position) or semantics loé¢ tclause, not from thenclisis as we have pointed out
repeatedly’. Such a universal use excludes emphasis and péier in favour of a lexicalised sentence
organiser like was the function of similar eleméantGreek (cf.suprg. It operates at syntactic not at
lexical level. Above all, to speak of a ‘betonendesd, when joined to different particles, is complegtel
out of place, to my opinidh In the interrogative constructions the empahiss liwithin the
suprasegmental element (tone) and the interrogdgixis (interrogative either pronouns or adverbs),
themselves variants of this primitive universadafiny minu ...), theenclisis —-maserving only as an
‘adverbialiser’, namely, almost as a marker of stasr ‘determinative’ of function. To speak then of
“Verstarkung der Frage” bymain this case seems rather unneced3ary

The transfer also from interrogative to indefingeon./adv., through a sort of reduplication or
addition represents a secondary construction tresupposes the primacy of the simple f§rmSuch
duplication of elements can be seen also ireti@isisof -man/mineven to previousma(Summa-marr
éummabf”. In the case of the vocative enclisise, lexically in this case a transforamtion -ahi, the
emphatic value of the nominal inflexion or the e$evell define prepositions makes useless to spéak
such postposition as ‘Verstarkung des Vokatives”.

The function of enclictieemaas sentence organiser is actually very much apparéts manyfold
usage in syntactic patterns of any kind: interrivgatconditional, coordinative, in conjunction wighr as

30. Cf. Von Soden 1995:221f.; Reiner 1966:10%4-“sentence connective or emphasis”); Buccellati6t880; Hasselbach
2005:176ff. (“In Sargonic letters, -ma is regulanised to connect logical o temporal sequences') ti@ semantic gliding cf.
Wierzwicka 1996:144ff. And for the general useto§enclisisin Ak. cf. also Gelb 1969:xx, 95, 107, 145, 15922

31 Cf. Von Soden 1995:221f., 224; Gelb 1969:145 (ifigkna andmu to be the signals marking the absence of certain
morphemes, it is tempting to assume that there tweskers originally represented a word with the nmgrianyone’,
‘anybody’, or ‘anything’).

32. Cf. Von Soden 1995:219, 221f., 224.

33. Cf. Von Soden 1995:221, 224,

34. Cf. Von Soden 1995:221.

35. Cf. Von Soden 1995:221

36. Cf.Hummel 1957:88.

37. Cf. Von Soden 1995:221.
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an implicit alternative to) specific particles like/ or /Summa/, usually in the prot&8isThis universal
syntactic capability comes out from its originaligmantic indefiniteness of which its neutral copula
function is the best pattern. By itself suchemelisiscannot cover such a large syntactico-semantid,fiel
were not for the presence of specific markers otaymes which it just seals bff

2.- Within this frame thé\k.Ug.*® shows some peculiarities that betray the Canaauiistractum
apart from the common Ak. elemefitdor instance, in the peculiar use ofiaand miin direct speech.
Van Soldt singles out also the use ofi-as a suffix with obscure connotations in othenteats”:
attached to adverb/interjectioanummaand to verbal forms (probable under Hurrian infice).
Furthermore we have the indefinite pronoumsnnuandmind expanded with ma:*2. The coordinative
—ma appears also, according to Van Soldt, in thisediahfter a topicalised word, after predicate hia t
last item in repetitive series of two or three igerfin most of the examples cited a meaning ‘also’
‘likewise’ would fit the context*®; it appears suffixed also to adverbs and adveebiptessiorf$.

3.- As for theAk.EA™, the use of enclitiemacovers all the possible positions recognised ky th
Ak grammar. It can so accompany the independentedisas the suffix pronouf also it may be added
to adverbs and adverbial expresitngo conjuction®, verbd® and the direct object of the verbal
clausé” it shows up also the combined usem&-mi of direct discourse. Peculiar of this dialecthe t

38. Cf. Von Soden 1995:224, 254ff.; Lambert 196 . 2@fQisters the varianemin the Ak. of Mari (< am); Worthington
2006:334-358.

39. Cf. Gelb 1969:222 (“The use of enclitical igital, and therefore optional™}ve do not dispose of updated study
on the Akkadian of Mari that enables us to asssspdculiarities in this connexion: cf. Finet 19884ff. Lambert 1967, Limet
1975 and Westenholz’'s 1978 grammatical studiesoldonich on this subject. For the Akkadian of Bodt@azf. Labat 1932, pp.
48-50 (mimation), 62f. (indefinite pronouns), 78f.12 (adverbial accusative): “a I'époque d’Hamnpiirlemploi de I'acussatif
pour marquer le lieu, le temps, la matiére, étaéioee trés vivant »), 78ff. (conjuctive and cooadive functions ; particl8um-
ma, ki-ma, ki-me).

40. Cf. Van Soldt 1991:459ff. (Ugaritic influence),469f; Huehnergard 1989:203-210, 280f.

41. Cf.a8SumSummakima ayyakammaammakaanummag, amnmi(m), appzna(ma) assurri(m) kram, kkamma ki&ima,
urra(m) Sera(m)prgamma Saddaqdim particularlySanam(ma)Sartam, ‘furthermore’ (< ‘in the second place’); s¥an Soldt
1991:463 for the distributioki/kima. — The following references and quotations sentklia Van Soldt's grammar of the
Akkadian of Ugarit (pp. 469f.).

42. Cf. mammanmammamannummamannumrd; Van Sold 1991:408f..

43.Cf. Van Soldt 1991:514f.; also Huehnergard 1989:205cbunfra 23f.

44. Cf. appunamadanniS$maana daritimmaurra Serammaassurimma...; see Van Sold 1991:515. — For the respective
use of the enclitic —m at Alalakh cf. GiacumakigQ@%9f; Arnaud:1998 does not touch on this subject; he dedjswith the
demonstrative pronouanamd (p. 185s.). PPNN may freely take enclittn (Ammitagum-macf. Zeeb 1992:452ff.) and
adverbial forms likdalrum-ma(ibd., p. 452) are also witnessed.

45. Cf. Rainey 1996 111:227-248Izre’el 1991:323-337; 1998:41-72 (the material imsited to letters coming from the
kingdom of Amurru).

46. Cf. Rainey 1996 |11:230ff: per.anaku-maatta-ma, miya-mj panuia-ma iSmeni-ma ind. mimma also with confusion
between interog. pronounsi- andman

47.Cf. Rainey 1996 I11:232; Izre’el 1991:32&num-mmaappina-mma asznu-mma surru-mmakinanna-makabatu-ma
u su’ruma, paia-ma zmisSa-mmaina umi u umi-maSata Sata-maiStu pznanu-mmaina pani pani-mma ina Satti Sati-mma To
figure out any emphatic value beyond the adverirai function of the morph in those examples setemme complete out of
place.

48. Cf. Sum-masSumma-mi, allu-miki-ma, enu-maang-ma...

49. Cf. inf. parari-ma, asi-mi, dagili-ma ...; few cases with finite formsibasSaku-miyipusu-mi,yuppasu-minikSudu-
mmi, maksira-mu, duku-mj lide-mi ...

50. Cf. Rainey 1996 111:231ff.
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supplantation of ma by -mi, “far more commort®, and the absence or rarity ahaas a conjunction,
mainly copulativé”. The explanation of those uses as ‘emphatic’, andy holds’ are rather
insatisfactory and he is obliged to nuance conistahis assessment. The enclitic element simply
functions either as marker o ‘sealer’ of an emphabieady syntactically obtairéar as an adverbialiser
of modal accusativekita-mg). Its role is rather more syntactical (clause orger) than semantic.

As for the enclitic #i and its variantme beside its extensive use supersidintg-one must bear
in mind its feasible dependence on the Ug. endlitic of unknown pronountiation In this regard its
use in the middle of a construc chain (with noymepositions, infinitives and claus&s to be pointed
out, a typically Ugaritic morph (cfinfra). It appears also as a quotation mark in lettettsched to
different words’. Finally Rainey records the posible uses rof to which also an emphatic value is
accorded: with verbs, adverbs and particles andiiive complements. In all those cases, not to speak
of interjections, another element carries alreddyemphasis, as was pointed out formerly in degar
—-am

In this connexion it is interesting the treatmermrielel accords to the peculiar morpme-as a
‘nominalising’ and ‘adverbalising’ particle, eithayeneralising or leaSt It seems that there is a
difference in the use ofma and +mé as could be ascertained from the usdcofa and kime, before
nouns and phrases respectively, some times iretine sext. “The nominalising force of the enclitice
in these cases (when we have other nominalisingegits) is redundant when attached to a pronoun”.
The peculiar character of this variant morph isbplale due to its Hurrian origin. “Sinilarity in uges
and BI(E] form would indeed result in the replacemainé genuine Akkadian particlana by a Harrian
one™.

4.- TheAk.Em. offers a series of functions similar to thosehaf Ak.EA according to the analysis
carried out by Seminara. Interesting is the recagphivalue ofmaas ‘anaphoric-identificative’ particle

51 Izrel 1998:42, 73 assess in this way the usthisf morph in the Ak.EA: “The use @i by some scribes seems to be
more stylistic than gramatical ... The Akkadian cdgmaais used instead ahi by some scribe ...". But he adds: “The patrticles
ma and mi may be distinct for some scribes... The mayoritytied CanAkk scribes, however, maintain only one @s¢h
practices, in which case the particle utilizedase regarded as an EMP&ithough (underlining is mine) it may be added to
focalized constituents all the same. This systemaitiluction is the result of contamination betwéem two components of
CanAkk: in Akkadianmais used only as FOC markenj being as DS (direct speech) marker. Canaanité¢h®mther hand,
usesmi as an EMPH marker . Another use of Akkadiaais as a conjunction, a use which was not assumecabnAkk. Few
CanAkk scribes mark direct speechrhy. Cf. also Garbini 1960:163f. (“non & possible diedil valore esatto di ma, -mi”)

52. Cf. Rainey 1996 I11:227f; Izre’el 1991:323ff. (ilome cases in the combined morgha V).

53. Cf. Rainey 1996 |lI: 228, 240. Cf. also Izre'el 19825ff. (‘focussing’); cf. n. 50. The liberty shavby the Canaanite-
Amorite scribe as for the place and element ofptii@se to which this morph is added turns out ta geod case in favour of
its merely syntactic function (clause distributiowjthout any ‘emphatic’ (semantic) bias.

54. In this regard a clause likenur anaku panuiamdbehold, as for me, it is my face ...” (Rainey 19896230), shows
enough emphasis already by the redundant ushdgironoun to need any carcaterisation as suclhusecd the ‘emphasising’
—ma.

55. Cf.Rainey 1996 111:234ff. “The wide range of examplaswhich enclitic +mi is employednot as a marker of direct
speech shows that at least some scribes from Camased this particle as the equivalent of the Akkad-ma’ (Rainey 1996
111:248).

56. Cf.;:ana-miLUGAL, $usu-mi abiiaubili-mi KASKAL.HA $arri, abat-mi*?’Magiddd’, ase-mi ERIN.MES
pirati, awat-mi tiSteme..

57.0n -mi as marker of direct speech in relation to its fpmsiin the clause cf. Izre’el 1991:330ff. As ptEd out above,
this function is in perfect agreement with the basilue of the original /ma/: as marker of speaifien of the clause, not of
emphasis.

58. Cf.Rainey 1996 IlI:240ff.

59. Cf. Izre’el 1991B33ff.. mannura, minumne, immaime kime, ki masime ...
60. Cf. Izre’el 1991:336f. Rainey takes it to a glenvariant of mi; cf. supran. 54.
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(< “that cited”, “the same”) added to nouns in poistr positiofi. The same usage can be found in adv.
asris-maand the pronsasu-macf. Ug. km-nm). Variants of this identificative, non copulativesage are
the restrictive (“that only”), in anterior positighis time, and the correlative (“'uno ... l'altré® The
indefinite value enters in the normal semanticthisf morph $ani-ma“un altro”, matima-ma‘mai’, Sa-
ma, “chiunque”). We would have also with possessivenp an ‘emphatic’ value ofma but in all the
examples adduced the emphasis is already showhebgdsition of the pron., the topicalisation of the
nouns or their semantics (“all”). In any case Semrars uniform translation by “(lo) stesso” implias
very low emphasis, better characterised as ‘ideatibn’ according to his previous labelling.

The suffixation of fato adverbs, adverbial locutions and formulae oéati speech is that of
normal Ak., central and peripheficin this connexion Seminara points out wisely: [VBéta @ difficile
determinare I'essata connotazione semantica aggdat-ma ..."”, given its alleatory presence in simila
phrases. “Preferisco sospendere il giudizio intahwealore semantico dima, piutosto que ricorrere ad
un generico significado enfatidd” In some cases the usage ofi-seems aberrant, but even there “pitl
che una funzione enfatica, mi pare di avervi ricgmiato un valore di coordinazione simile a quekd d
enclitica -ma ®°.

This coordinative function ofmain the Ak.Em. shows up a profound influx of the st/8emitic
substratumwith its own coordinative conjuction /wa/, Ak. Both share and exchange syntactical
functions in a type of language used to reprodeagitional formulae more than to follow grammatical
correctness.

Endly, the seemingly fixed Ak. way of introductiofidirect discourse bymaand its determinat-
ion by -mi, as far lexical constituents and position in theage go, shows in AK.Em. a large diversity of
variants as a result of a ‘scholastic’ use of tlogphs, already lexicalised and which the Emariotédes
search to employ in a free and approximativeWay

5.- ForUg. we send to the later detailled treatni&nt

6.- The presence of enclitic —m ieb. was first pointed out in enlarged prepositiond adverbial
expressions that will be adduced latef°oNowadays the grammatical issue has drawn thetatteof

61. Cf.Seminara 1998:521f/Un smile impiego di-maa attestato anche nelle ‘genealogie’ reali déi tedatti a
Karkemish” (n. 98, sending back to J. Huehnergadissertation:The Akkadian Dialects of Carchemish and
Ugarit, Harvard Univ. 1979, p. 116).

62. Cf.Seminara 1998:523f.

63. Cf. akiama urra Serama Sertama ginamg akanama iStu umi annima... ummaX-ma, ana X gibi-ma,
ummi anaenda-ma ..; and conje:inima, Summakime, kima, lama. ...

64. Cf.Seminara 1998:525.

65. Cf.Seminara 1988:526.

66. Cf.Seminara 1998:546ff, 549f, 554.

67. Cf.Seminara 1998:576ff.

68. Tropper 2000 has been used as the reference gmarofmits review on-line by D. Pardebttp://www.univie.ac.at
/orientalistik/Afo.html#pardee).

69. Cf. Bauer-Leander 1962 1:529, 639, 641; Modeebrdw grammar accepts this morph even inside thsteat chain;
cf. Meyer 1969 II: 299; 1972 111:26, 31 cf. 199@1: (maas determinative); Jouon-Muraoka 1993 1:341f. &t in his book
on theEmphatic Words and Structures in Biblical Hebr@erusalem/Leiden 1985), ignores enclitic as an emphatic particle.
Even dealing with advomnam andgamhe does not develop this issue. Driver manifeatetear reticence in this connexion,
although he sees rests of it in Hebrew. But evethdse cases other explanations are posible, blatwe suffix; cf. Driver
1956:129, n. 16, 130 n. 2 cf. Driver, CML:130 ncg;infra (Dahood).
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several scholaf$ We will below take into account with detail aliet adduced cases of this morph in
Hebrew. In any case it turns out to be a bassiqaltic/stylistic maker, whence its restricted ssg/ival
in Biblical Hebrew prose, frequent in Psalms witine remans in wisdom and postbiblical Hebrew.

7.- Phoen, inspite its small textual literary corpus, extsbexamples of some of the uses of
enclitic -m typical of NWS: with prepositions/conjunctions,ums, construc chain, adv. expressions,
pronouns ..."". These examples will be taken in and commetedvbdlothe case sutmof 3 p.s.m./f.

Krahmalkov speaks of ‘excrecent consonamdt-m ‘his vow’, bini-m, ‘his son”?,

8.- On the contraryAram. retains, in all its dialects, but left-overs dfist morph: with
prepositions/conjuctions and some adv. expanSioRsithermore, some adverbs likgbn and ywmn’
may be transformations of originainendings (?).

9.- In theAr. language the use of the postposition /ma/ isi@tiealso with prepositions, as an
enclitic or independent particle, called by Aragiammarians ‘the redundamiz’ (ma 'azzz’idat)’, thus
maiking clear the lexical origin of thenclisisbetter than in any other Semitic language andfgielg at
the same time its opaque semantic function. Wrdgdls with it as the ‘indefinite pronoun’ simply,
specifying all its prepositive and postpositive lgitcusages after adverbs, nouns, particles amthice
verbs of time: “...if added to certain adverbial neunt gives them a conditional and general
signification, as the Latin terminatiasumque...; if appeded tdinna, ’anna ... hinders their regimen
(see later) ...; in apposition to an indefinite noitrhas a vague intensifying force (as a reiteratié
indefinitness, already in the semantics of the nand of the verbra 'addaynminat, 'azzan@niyyad,
then ‘redundant’) ...; added to the affirmatilzeit serves to strengthen the affirmation (the isiyté’
goes with the particle)...; it is often inserted afiee prepositions ... without affecting their regim
...". That last phenomenon, common to other Sematiglages, may well illustrate the mere phonetic
nature of thatenclisis and its consequent compatibility within the comstrchain, the prepositional
syntagme functioning as a construct chain; whike ‘thderning of the regimen’ when added to certain
conjuctions reflects a different syntactic struetur

10.- Leaving aside the function of mimation for @loge (and even in some cases definite) state,
the usage of enclitiemis in ESA/Sabaiclimited to some common enlarged prepositions ansotoe
personal and place namgsalong with some oscure examples attached to vésbas. But regarding

70. Cf. the bibliography (also of Dahood’s pupiledanotes accompaning the different categories attlo€ enclitic—min
Hebrew; also Emerton 1996:321-328; Ch. Cohen 20042881

71. Cf.km Im; hl-m; in-m...; Krahmalkov 1991:259, 268, 285f., 289 (“The aichaccusative ending —am is retained in the
Punic adverdINM, ‘gratis™ (?)); Segert 1976:16X(t “extended form”).

72. Cf. Krahmalkov 2001:26f. The Phoenician gramtaéies this ending as suffix. pronoun of 3.p.s.;Fefedrich-Réllig
1999:66 n. 1 (& 112), while KAI 5:2rf khnm ’Im nrg) is taken as “eine vereinzelte falsche Genetivkokton” (p. 216
[&308]). On his turnDriver, who in a first moment was favourable to #ueeptance of this morph in Hebrew and Phoenician,
later on manifested a clear reticence; cf. DahBibdica 49,1968, 89f.; cfn. 69.

73. Cf. 1°ma, Kma, b®ma; y®mam, syr.imam; Brockelmann 1961 1:474; Dalman 1960:215, 239; 8890234 pr-m), 236
(ky-m kn-m), 357 (zk-m), 538Kma, 1°ma, ‘verstarktes /I’); Muraoka-Porten 1998:337{Hn '-m).

74. Cf.ba’da mi, mimmi, kamna, bimma, ammi; rubbani, Sindamz, laytams, “allamg, la®allama; "aynami, haytuma,
wayhand, gayru miz, 'ayyumz, &ata ma, kulli ma ... (Wright 1967 1:277f; 11:178, 192f., 224, 276).

75. Cf. bn-m bn-mw kn-mw(?),-b-mw(?); Brockelmann 1908/1961 1:473f.; Beeston 198#4,30-49, 54 (“ ..-mor -mw
which is facultatively attached to the end of advarithout perceptibly modifying the sense of theravin the sentence ... The
arbitrary nature of this insertion can be seen fommtrast between (forms with and without it) ... Butone could assign some
degree of emphasis to its use ..."”; Hofner 1943:5@fL4ff. For this author too “die hervorhebende Eiom desmw ganz
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Qatabanian Beeston points out: “Enclitic in thenform, -mw and %y are common to a particularly
noteworthy degree, and attached to all parts cddpeancluding (which seems no to be the case n) Sa
nouns and adjectives (Beeston 1984:67).

11.- As for theMSA: “In all the MSAL (except Sogd for demonstratives), there are deictic
forms with an-mor —n ending™®. Nor even the simple prepositions (/b,l, k/) éxibe common Semitic
—mexpansion.

12.- On the contrary, in classic Ethio@&ez enclitic —m is omnipresent: with prepositions,
adverbs, conjunctions, pronouns, pronominal suffixé’. Interesting is the presence of a particle like
mi-mma with disjunctive nuance ‘or’ (<mi, ‘what’ + -mm3g, Yy 'asma as introducer of the direct
discourse. Both recall similar usages in Alna-On the contrary, the presumed ‘Hervorhebung’ fionc
of this -mma must be understood as simple lexical expansiodefinpronouns) or syntactical
organisationk>-mma’®,

13.- In the two other Nothern Ethiopic dialectsysar to Gz, namely;Tigre andTigrifia, the
usage of encliticm is basically limited to the lexicalised formatiofiindef. pronouns and particls
am(ma)is also used in Tigrifia to form adjectives, whileTig. ending—am of pl.m. of ad]. represents
rather a case of mimation. Interesting is in batiguages the remains of coordinative functionshisf t
morph: Tig. postpositivema ‘also, even’ andna, ‘or’ (in alternative§®; while coordinative-()n, ‘and’,
in Tigih. may be a phonetic transformation-ofi (cf. supra this function in Ak), like the verbal negation
ay ... -nwould correspond to an original morph witm, like in Amh. (cf.infra)®.

14.- As pointed out abové&mh. is the Semitic language, along with Ak, in whitirs enclisisis
used in the most general way. It enters not onlthi shaping of indef. pronouns, starting from the
interrogative, “the enclitic-G)mm ... may be suffixed to any word” as well: verbsuns, pronouns,
adverbs... Sporadically some adj. may be formed suith {s)mma In addition to the prefl- marks,
enclitic -m rounds up the negation in the perfect and impenecbal form&. It also a marker of
coordination in enumerations (‘and, as well as arijl alternative answer (‘me, too..."); reinforces, or
better said, precises, calls the attention to (}hlae suffixed word; serves as proleptic values(for’), as
a transformation of its consecutive funcfforin the same way and as a phonetic variant, “tréqge —
mmamay be attached to any part of speech”, namehlasyeouns, pronouns and adverbs, with similar
values: ‘as for, well, indeed ..." as a marker ofntiiication or contrast. In this way it serves tganise
the discourse.

natlrlich ist”, what | do not find proved: see alStein 2003:228ff.: “... deren Funktion in eine Vérkung der Aussage des
betreffendes Satzteiles su suchen ist”; but “lUlsrdnissen wohl zahlreiche mit den enklitischen il&hriverbundene
Konjunktionen bereits als lexikalisiert gelten (. 169). For a complete treatment of the top&eNebes 1991:133-151.

76. Cf. Simeone-Senelle 1997:393f.

77. Cf. Brockelman 1908/1961 1:474; Dillmann-Bezold714.18f, 378f., 381; Tropper 2202:142, 145f, 1452:2om-ma ke-
mma ka-ma; temil-em géSa-m we'astu-mma mannu-mmaayte-un-ma, n’'zé-un-ma

78. Cf. Tropper 2002:151f., accordingly brought urttie heading “Logische Satzpartikeln”.

79. Cf. Tigr.. man-ma(‘nobody’!), men-ma, ka-ma, ke-mRaz 1983:33, 44, 84, 87, 92f.; Tigka-may, kd-mgz Kogan
1997:433, 441, 443; Yohannes 2002: 77f., 122, 124,

80. Cf. Raz 1983:87, 89

81. Cf. Kogan 1997:442.

82. Cf.infra n.. But mis not by itself a negative particle; Bejer, W 32t296:267f;

83. Cf. mann-smm nwn---mmm yét--mm ..., antd-mm ziyya-mm ahunsmm zaresmm ..., anndssu-mmg Leslau
2000:25, 174f. ; Cohen 1936:100, 125f., 150, 164f1312, 316.
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15.- Southern Ethiopic SemitiGur. and OSE (Outer South Ethiopic), reflects a situation sanil
to that of Amh., though not so well witnessed. Se mave enclitic -s)m(ma) affixed to pronouns
(indef.), adverbs, nouns (enumerations) and varbeniy pattern, specially to the so called ‘converbs
(not to simple prepositions), with indefining valueesome cases (‘any...’) and the usual coordinative
others (‘again, also, and ..."); with negative vearbdsumes also this sense &fpraAmh.), at noun and
clause level ¢ .... -m, mi ... -mi, ‘neither ... nor§*. “With the discourse suffixm (underlining is
mine) the meaning (of the conditional functoe .... -m) is ‘even if/though”, asserts GEit while
Hetzron, talking about enclitic particles in Gunf@arage languages (“preceding all other suffixysa
“the most important one igw-), a multifunctional particle (converb, past tensonjoining) which, after
the first phrasal element may stand for a constasbpic ‘as for’, and some other kind of emphSis
As can easily be ascertained, ‘emphasis’ bearsaneaigher detracted value. | find Gutt's assertimre
felicitous in order to definine the function of taaclitic -m®’.

Development

Given the bearing of this morph in NWS and its plewmce in Ugaritic, the texts of this language
will be the starting point for our analysis, but will pay heed to occurrences in other Semitic l&ayges,
with special attention paid to the Akkadian of Ugas well as to that of the Amarna letters. Irsthi
connexion Van Sold asserts: “Although the probldm-main Ugaritic needs further clarification, at
least the phenomenon appears to be attested ilatigisage (Ak.Ug.) as weff®

To begin with we will deal with lexemes in whichetkexicalised nature of the enclitienis more
apparent (with prepositions, suffixed pronouns,baérforms) to pass afterwards to consider the
occurrences of postpositional /-m(a)/ with nomindependent and constructed lexemes to which either
functional/adverbial or emphatic functions are #apl For us, the mentioned morph merely shows a
redundant generic duty in all cases, as statedeabov

1) Indeclinable Particles

It is impossible to ascertain any either emphatic gdverbial, of course!) bearing in the post-
positional phonetic expansions mfepositions Ug. /b-m/, /I-m/, /k-mi® and their parallels in almost all
Semitic Languagé%

84. Cf.ammatam, ammant-meatt-em atto--ma, and with desimilatiombn-an, mansn (<-om); Leslau 1979:53, 105, 385,
407. Interesting is the use in those languagéaléfin direct speech quotations (cf. Ak- -nmai).

85. Cf. Gutt 1997:514, 531.

86. Cf. Hetzron 1997:546f., 549.

87. In thel2th Italian Meeting of Afroasiatic Linguistiteeld at Ragusa (Sicily) on June 6-9, 2005, wherealied attention
to the function ofmaas the ‘true’ state/movement postposition, ad¥mesand clause modifier in Cushitic Gawwada.

88. Cf. Van Sold 1991:515. Also Huhnergard 1989:28he frequent use of non-coordinativena and some of the
unexplained instances of enclitimmmy reflect the still obscure Ugar. Enclitiaf’.

89. Cf. Aartun 1974:59-60; Watson 1992: 229s; 1996:260, 264; Gordon 1998:93, 103; Tropper 2000:78082B-29,
830, 832; DUL | 2004:443-45. Questionable instanbes ry ndr (KTU 2.13:14-15);k-mhm(KTU 1.15: Il 22-25);km mrm
(KTU 1.12 | 11);k-m-t (KTU 2.19:2-4; cf Aartun 59-60; DLU 447km aht(KTU 1.16 VI 50s) (cf. Watson 1996:263). Cf. in
NWS: Heb. Kmé, b°mg, 1°m6, Heb.Mishk®m6, kmot Phoen.k-nt Aram. I-ma, k*-ma ; Syr. 'ayk-ma; - Contrast /Im/ < /la-
ma/, ‘why’ (Amor., Ug., Heb., Aram., Syr.,Ar.; cf. dpper 2002:754; DUL 499), where &frmaintains its pronominal original
bearing.

90. Cf. Ak. ki-ma, ki-mi, kii-mu, ki-m, as phonetic variants; cf. Von Soden 1952:166m(a), alsoe-m(a), Su-mmaistu-m
elu-m balu-m asSu-m(see Von Soden 1995:204ff., 212;ki) ; Ak.Ug. ki-ma, ki-me, kimu (Van Soldt 1991:460); alsak.EA
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All those forms, go back to common primitive /batm/la-ma/, /ka-ni/. The definitive
confirmation of the lack of semantic bearing iseofd by the frequent parallelism of those morptth wi
the simple ones in Ug. and Heb. ( // /b-, |-, k-/The entire semantic charge lays in the prepasitio
marker, the postposition serving only to releasesia lexeme. The sometimes presumed emphatic value
of those forms as second variant in poetry, in lraith the simpler morph, is pure speculatione t
‘emphasis’ or ‘focussing’ lays in the parallelistsdlf not in this ‘ballast variant.

The mentioned original semantic value of this posiion (definiteness/indefiniteness) maybe oritgdan
this lexical system, as a sort of mimation of m@omsonantal nouns/prepositions. In this case wddnvoave to
presume that the system of Semitic prepositionsemagl a primary monosyllabic nominal category, a- pre
supposition that nevertheless cannot be provet could be also probable, on the contrary, tés enclitic
postposition came in here as a later developmeartjrgy from its widespread use with nouns and sefihe non-
expanded phenotyp seems primary. On the nomin&rpadf the prepositional ‘construct'chain and pitsssible
phonetic ‘raison d’étre’ cinfra p. 41f.

Lest frequent is this ‘ballast variant’ with othgrepositions, but in principle any of them could
have it. The frequency hangs basically on the lagmantic range covered by the three adduced
prepositions that displaced the rest. See, foairtst, Ug.“m-m/, /bn-m/, /bd-nif.

The same can be said stibjunction&onjunctions Ug. /hl-mf°, /k-m/; Fd-mFP® adverbs Ug.
lahr-m/(?), lik-m(y)/, fi-m/, Ib-k-m/ (< */b-kn-m/), /h-m/, [ht-m/, /km-m//lbd-m/, /mid-m?”; and
existence and deictic particleslg. /d-m/, /in-m/, finn-m/, /inm-m/, /d-m/, /h-ff/

a-na-mj ga-du-mi (cf. Rainey 1996 IIl:11ff)Ar. bi-ma, ka-mz; also®am-mi < *“an-ma mim-mi < *min-ma (for the vocalic
variant /bi-/ cf. Ak. /ki-/ : condicioned apophorigESA /b-m/, /b-mw/; Ge ka-ma ko-mma Tig. ko-m; Tigi. k&m Amh.
kdmg Gu. (yd) ... kA-ma(yd) ... ko-m ForEbla. cf. Pagan 1998:81fa(:i:u)Sta-m3g; on AKk. ‘prepositional expressions’, cf.
Von Soden 1995:207f.: “Substantive, die mit advaddn Endungen oder im Adv. Akk. oder in Verbinduniy eigenlitchen
Prp. Im prapositionalem Sinn gebrauchen werden”.

91. For new readings of this morph in Heb.kefn(y) mdmnffls 25:10) k-m ’klt (Is 9, 18)wytn I-m-w zh{Ps 72:15);yn b-
m-w tm(Is 1:6);btwk-m ym(Ez 26:12)mbly-m Snm(Job 4:20)k-m m3SnH(ls 61:7). The particle /gam/ is left out, givés dbscure
etymological parsing. To avoid overloading this @apwve omit the reference of the authors who pagosach example
supposedly found in the Ug. texts and in the HebBdle, unless in special disputed cases. The qootawill lead easly the
reader to the adecuate bibliographical item.

92. In this regard Tropper (2002:825ff) is right whes speaks of enclitiem as “Erweiterung von Nomina”, “Stilmittel der
Poesie”, “Variation im Parallelismus”, “langere Aygdtaltung”, namely, as mere phonetic/prosodicargrisemantically neutral.
On the contrary, its ‘emphatic’ functions (‘Hervetiubg’, ‘Betonnung’, ‘Steigerung’), in any positiof the clause, | do not
find proved. On the other assigned functions (distive, copulative) we will talk later on; they stube assessed from the
syntactic construction itself (cf. Tropper 20020831).

93. Cf. del Olmo Lete 1998:38f.

94.Cf. KTU 1.14 VI 37:°m-m pbl(Aartun 1974:53, 60: &an-ma(?) ; Tropper 2000:781, 830; Watson 1992 :240)tJKII5
VIl 16: ktr bn-m®dt / bn ym(Watson 1992 :231), KTU 4.123:1bd tt w / bd-m t(Watson 1992:233, 238). For examples from
AK.EA, Syr. and Ar. cf. nnd5, 73-75

95. As a deictic particleh(, ‘look’), this morph has correspondences in otBemitic languagesAk.EA alla-mi
(EApassin); Heb. halo-m, Phoen., Pun.hl-m, alu-m, Ar. halu-mma cf. Tropper 2002:332. Cf. also following n. Alan(n)nu-
mma (< Ug. hn, Heb.hinneh.

96. Cf. Tropper 2000:747, 797, 800ff, 832; Aartun 1%8459 (although /hl-m/ non as a conjunction), 61;
Watson 1992:244, 246;1996:263. Dietrich-Loretz’lgsia of /kmt-m/ as an adverb in 2.10:12 (“und ¢ia¥ so!”) |
take as very unlikely (Cf. Watson 1992:230). Fdrentlanguages sédteb. “dy-m yzr (Jer 48:32)°d-m hrh (Ps 147 :15)
and for seeming caseswfm (cf. Michel 1987:172)Ak. ki-ma, akk-ma, aSSu-mullanu-m a(n)nu-mmasum-ma(n)en-ma um-
ma, Sum-ma... X-ma,um-mz-mi, um-mz, am-ma lz-man,ra’ i-ma, giSa-m giSam-maidQ-m, appitti-mma mindz-ma, ana Suri-
ma, tu&z-ma, ulta-man ammi-min, li-ma, laman la-ma, la-man (Von Soden 1995:207ff., 219fAkUg. suprann. 40-44 (Van
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In all those morphs the semantic bearing lays énsiimple element and its original, maybe non-
inflexional®, ending, theenclisis—m functioning only as a general marker of a verbaidal, mostly
adverbial function, but not of a specific semarfitioetional category by itséff.

1) Pronouns

Another case where the neutral semantic bearinthisf postposition comes out clearly is the
enclisisto pronouns, either personal or indefinites, ireeent or suffixed. This grammatical use is
common in almost all the Semitic languages. Anycigee semantic bearing remains uncertain and the
presumed emphasis is also here merely hypothetisabeneralised use plays rather in favour of a
lexicalised morph. In case of the indefinite promeundefiniteness is apparently underlifédas a
primitive and homorganic semantic result: Ug. /dt-fd-m/, /dt-m/, /mnk-m/, /mhk-m/, /mn-m/, /asr-k-
m/, Fn-k-m/(?), /&a-y-m/, /nps-h-m/, /brlt-h-m/, /b-h-m/, ly-I-k-mmbSr-k-m}%,

Sold 1991:463; Aartun 1974:61; Tropper 2000:747,)8BKEA, suprann. 45-60 (Rainey l11:67ff, 183ff)Ar. 'id-ma, i da-ma,
um-ma haytu-ma (Wright 1976 1:291; Aartun 1974:61; Tropper 20826).

97. Cf. Tropper 2000: 331, 743, 754, 745 (/< b-km/2 8@obre /b-km/ p. 745, 749); Aartun 1974:57-5&§3bcd-m p. 58),
but in my opinional-m (KTU 1.82:8) does not exist in Ug. as an expandeghtive adverb ; Watson 1992:264; 1994:97-98, 101;
1996:264(km-m(...) (lat/it. ‘communque’, ac. ... ar. ). Cf. ik. adv. endings /am/, /-um/, /-a/ < /-am/an;um -Un-um -isam
-alt-am, ayyiki’a-m, eki'a-m, ayyznu-m ayyiSa-m ayyakam-maayyiSam-maalum-ma anriki’a-m, anriké-m annaka-mannanu-
m, a(n)nummanu-mannsa-m ullik'a-m, ulliSa-m asSznu-m ammaka-niallanu-m, ammanu-piasraki’a-m, elénu-m imitta-m
Sunela-m, ajita-m, agitamma-m agulamma iStz-ma mat-ma, mat-ma/matim-my immat-ma, immatimma and variants and
compositions:pigam bk pigam enna-m, pniSa-m lz-m§ a(n)num-maullu-m, akarru-m, zaram-ma haram-me warkanu-m
urkanu-m warkata-m urkata-m pananu-m(ma) pana-(ma), pani-ma, panitam-ma ullimitta-m, ana nni(-m), ammnni(-m), mis3u-
m, assu rini-m, min&-m imnini-m, mim-ma ki'a-m, ké-m k&-m ki'am-ma apputtu-m ullanu-m ullanum-ma elénu-m ellanum-
ma, itti'im-ma, gatu-m, gitam-ma rédu-m Sahatu-m kayyinta-m kayyina-ma kayyamanam-ma purgida-m [ba-m§? (Von
Soden 1952:202f., 215-221); al8&EA . Rainey Ill 1ff. [suffixes: am, -um(ma) -um, -iSanj, 109ff, 115ff137ff, 151ff;Ar. , the
negationla-m (< /la + m(V)/), la-mma (< /la + m(v) + ma/) (Wright 1976 1:287; foHeb., Aram., Ar., Eth. cf. nn.supraabout
those languages. — For Heb., apart from the wellvkn'adverbs’SilSém, zinnam, yomam, regam (cf. EA réga-m) cf. infra nn.
18f. the nominal adverbialisation.

98. Cf. Aartun 1974: 58f, buaph-m(KTU 1.2 | 13) is very dubious, aldom (KTU 1-5 Ill 24); Tropper 2000: 793f, 798
[/him(ma)/, two functions], 809, 822, 832. Neitltres a postposition /w-m/ seems to exist/in [cf. KTU 3.9:6, and n. 96 for
Heb.]; Tropper 832; Watson 1992:230; Moran 1961t61ti(h) ‘deictic particle’]. The same may be saidatfim, ‘nay! (cf. Gordon
1998:357, 359; Dahood 1965:50). Cf. afda en-ma alli(-mV) (Von Soden 1995:219Heb. hnh-m(2Sam 16:5)Ar. inna(-nz)
(Wright 1976 1:284). Cathcart 1975:68 reaawy-m Imwin Sir 41:1 (with the manuscrit B and the Masada B¢ namely, inter;j.
hwy + enclitic —m.

99. Cf. Del OImo Lete 1998:48ff.

100. For criticism of Akkadian functionalism cfox Soden 1995:220fsuprap. 5.

101. Cf. Von Soden 1952:171-175..

102. Cf. Tropper 2000:228 (“Selbsténdige Personalpronamind Pronominal suffixed sind bisweilen zur besved
Betonung durch enklitische Partikeln erweitert, imelen durch r, -m und (wahrsch. Auch)y-Haufig steht das betreffende
Wort betont am Satzanfang”). The emphasis, if thigrany, comes from the redundant use of the prorvaith the, mainly
imperative, verbal form and from the topicalisedsifion in the clause (cf. Tropper 2000:228, 832; aifove Buccellati
1996:215, 383ff, the only author, to my knowledgbp pays enough attention to this fact, enumeratlhthe grammatical and
lexical ways of expressing emphasis, among therlitenparticle’). In this case the ‘Betonung’ comiesm the redundant use
of the pronoun alsdzor the Ug. examples cf. Aartun 1974:55f.. Tropp@00:242-244, 832; Watson 1992:229, 236; 1994.96;
1996:265. On the contrary the quoted interpretadibyblh-m (KTU 1 4 | 36f.) seems dubious (Watson 1994:98; dnotation
function is unknown in Ug.). For other languagé& ayyu-m,mannu-m,and other indef. +ma (Von Soden 1995:61ff.:
“etrstarrte Kombinationen”)AKEA a-na-ku-ma a-na-ku-mit, Su-ni-ma pa-nu-ia-ma iS-mé-ni-ma(Rainey 1996 1:103-124;
sometimesniya, ‘who’, manny ‘what’ < WS); IndP +m(g) also in Heb(hemnah, m*mgah), Ar.,. ESA:Sab, Meh. (do-me
< damV, di-me< di-mV), Eth. (manni:i-ma), Tig., Tigfi., Amh.; cf. Aartun 1974:51 n. 2, 56, 58 for the bibliogingt. ForEbl.
pronouns cf. Pagan 1998:75ff. A few cases of quffnoun with enclitic-m can be found also inPun. (Freidrich-Réllig
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A number of suffixed pronouns with enclitien have been suggested in the Hebrew Bible:

w'tw—m rbbt qd¥Dt 33:2) 'p hbb ‘mw-m(Dt 33:3)

wd'g lk-m(1Sm 10:2) ngSyw-nfwll (Is 3:12)

‘md Idyn‘mw-m (s 3:13) wntn Ik-m 'dny(Is 30:20)
kbdw-m §’W(Is 30:27) my mdd b¥w-m ym(ls 40:12)
k’'yn ngdw-mips ...(Is 40:16-17) 1 kpy-m / ngdy(Is 49:16)?
wb3Sw mtbw’tk-nfJdr 12:13) §'y ‘nk-m wr'y (Jr 13:20)
wnblh-m ynpw (Jr 48:12) “bry lk-m ywsb{Mic 1:11)
r‘hw / nfrw-m (Hab 2:15) ntth $mik blby-m© ... (Ps 4:8)
phw / grbw-m(Ps 5:10) byswitk-m ygyl(Ps 21:2)
wiSwny-m dbdPs 22:16) hytny-m yrdy bi(Ps 30:4)
wiskny-m 'yd(Ps 31:12) hyy-m°smw (Ps 38:20)

'Thym Ingdy-m(Ps 44:5) pdywn npSw-niPs 49:9)

pdh bSlwm npSy-m grb.(Ps 55:19) lw" smk Ingdy-m(Ps 68:14)
ISn kibk-m(Ps 68:24) p°lt Inw-m hyklk ... Ps 68:29)
pllta Inw-m hyklk(Ps 68:30) kimh pny-m wzr . (Ps 69:8)
bydw-maqr(y)-'rs (Ps 95:4) tplt hr°r / plt(w)-m (Ps 102:18)
"hrytw / Smw-m(Ps 109:13) wykrt m'rs zkrw-m(Ps 109:15)
yr't ynwh/ “sh-m(Ps 111:10) t$°h Imlky-m(Ps 114:10)
'dny-m(i) Smrym Ibgr(Ps 130:6) Syrw Inw-m Sy(Ps 137:3)
gly-my / kim(Ps 139:16) Imlky-m(Ps 144:10)

'm-bstr pny-mg£wn (Job 13:10) nimnw Bynk-m(Job 18:3)

w'th bny-m $m(Pr 5:7; cf. Pr 7:24; 4:10 .1%

The Ugaritic grammars limit themselves in this caseegister the morph, unable to suggest any
convincing semantic function attributable to #neclisis above all in case of suffixed pronoun. At the
most the currently adduced ‘emphatic’ nuance, thalty there is any, lays in the redundant use and
position of the same pronoun.

2) Personal names

The third case in which thenclisis of this postposition becomes semantically neugahat of
PNN, including also DNN. Neither determination monphasis can be called in cause, both aspects being
already bound to them. Only starting from the sgtital structure of such lexemes and from their
position in the clause can this problem be putame cases. But the alternantion of names with and

1999:30, 66, 154 (> /u/ [?])); with relative promsuenclitic m is found inESA: Qatab. (Beeston 1984:67) ardimh., which
also usesmas an article (cf. Kaye 1990 1:134).

103. Most of those texts will be find in Singer 1942-894948; De Langhe 1946 ; Pope 1951; Hummel 195Daniel
1968 (Lam); Dahood 1965 (UHPh), 1974 (Psalrivgn Dijk 1968 (Ez 26-28); Tromp 1969; Blommerde 1966b); van der
Weiden 1970 (Prov.); Del Olmo Lete 1971 (Jer 14-Fgbottka 1972 (Zeph.); Cathcart 1973 (Nah.); Kekrii974 (Hos);
Aartun 1974:51-61; Penar 1975 (Sir); Vigané 197&jn 1977 (Is 28-33); Ceresco 1980 (Job 29-31); BA&80 (Ez 29-32);
Althann 1983 (Jer 4-6); Michel 1987 (Job 1-14); rout987; Cohen 1990; Watson 1992/1994/1996; Emet@96; Tropper
2002.
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without this postposition points to consolidatecpbityps, independently from their grammatical inner
construction. Thenclisisfunctions as a merely discretional phonetic expdrghenotyp.

To my knowledge, Watson is, for the moment, theyanithor who has paid attention to this
question in Ugaritic and has listed the most cotepkeries of such expanded PRINThe names
witnessed in Ak.Ug. are also offered by him. Ti8sWill be implemented with PNN from the onomastic
elencha of other Semitic languages.

To visualise the situation in Ugaritic the instasmiagith and without enclitie-m are set out by
Watson himself; to which, as pointed out above,DNN must be added, quoted by Watson also when
they come out in the texfs

ar$ / ars-m B /b%-m™® hty / hty-m pt/d / pt/d-m
ill /ill-m brs/ brs-m zry [ zr-m sry [ sry-m

ilt / ilt-m gny / gny-m ydn / ydn-m SpS / $pS-m
ulluri / ulr-m(?) hr [ hr-m ytr / ytr-m td/gl / td/tgl-m
bly / bly-m hlby / hlby-m pgi / pga-m 1yl tt-m, tty-n
ktr! ktr-m'" il/il-m %8 mt /mt-n™ bbt/bbtni°
hsshss-m itbn-m MN

This impressive list rules out any attempt of htiting to the morpk-m any specific semantic
bearing; the lexicalised variants appear simplyomail and semantically neutral. On the other hamel,
syllabic transcription confirms the state of the anly the vocalisation of the morph is agoious:
/-ma/, /-mil, /-muf*?. This situation points to the inflexional statetbbse PNN, as it is the case in the
Ugaritic king lists involving the ‘determinativeDINGIR:il/**.

abm / a-bi-ma Bim / bur-zu-mi-
ibrm / EN'-mu hrm | DUMU-ha-ra-mu
illm / fi-la-la[a]m ( ?) htym /hu-ti-ja-nu, DUMU+a-at-ti-yatha-at-ti-ya-ma

104 Cf. Watson 1992:246-249, 342; 1994:97; 1996:2&5,. The classical elenchus of Ugaritic PNN is thfatGrondanhl
1967, that naturally needs to be completed.

105 Cf. for instance Watson 1992:220, 224; 1994:@8,; 1996:265 — Other dubious DNN remain aoutsigdigt: /add-m/
(KTU 1.70:5: Ak. (1)) (Watson 1994:99 < /Adad-mafjim-m/ (Watson 1994::95); / bckin/' (KTU 4.172:3) (Watson 1996:264).
— Cf. also Layton 1990:164ff.

106 Inym | mt// b%-m ym[K] (KTU 1.2 IV 32) (Tropper 2002:827) we have daaibuty /I/ with—-mas balance variant, with
a certain stylistic nuance; the real emphasisiti¢ke particle /I/; cf. Gruev / 8¢ . Cf. Watson 1992:236; 1996:267 — Thelsixm
in KTU 1.118:5-10 (and par. are interpreted in &ke version as a simple numerical series; the readicl-m ‘am folgenden
Tag’, has no verisimiltude whatever, in my opinipaceTropper 2002 332, 832.

107. Cf. Tropper 2002: 827, 830; Aartun 1974:39.

108. Cf. Ar, 'allghumma(Tropper 2002:827)ll-m is some times ambiguous (‘God’/’gods’); ofd ilm (KTU 2.12:12)
(Watson 1992:225, 230, 242); not in the casibfl-m (KTU 1.4 V 3) (Watson 1996:265). For the same fobwith Phoenil-
m, cf. Benz 1972:243.

109. Cf.k mt-m°z mid(KTU 2.10:12f), but see above 99 (Watson 1992:220, 225 (?); 1994:101).

110. Cf. Watson 92:242; Del Olmo Lete 2004:614f.

111. KTU 4.269:30; cf. Watson 1994:100 (?).

112. Cf. Watson 1992:251. It is difficult to aseém whether we have two different particle -manii or just twO variants
of the same, according to the central Ak. and Ak(Eropper 2002:825). On the other hand cf. loc./AKm)/ and the ending
EA /-uma/ (Tropper 2002:326). In the Ak.EA the usuariant -mi with PNN may have been induced by the NWS personal
pronominal /riY, ‘who’, as could also be the case with its variame/ (i.e. with PNN; cf. Aartun 1974:39; Watson 967260n
the vocalisatiorma-mi Humme 1957:1 95, n. 83.

113.Cf. Del Olmo Lete 2006:168; Arnaud 1999:154f. CécaHuffmon 1965:104ff., 118; Streck 2000:255ff.4#8
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irm /[ ir(?»m{u( ?)] ytrm / ja-tar-mu, ja-tar-mi, ja-ti-r[i(?), DUMU-ja-ta-ri
ulrm(?)/ Ulluri pd /'pi-id-[da(?)]
blym / bu-lu-ya sry / s[d)-r[i]-ja

Baalmi-ilam/Da-ada-mi*  “bdmlk-m / IR-LUGAL-ma (abdi-milku-ma/abdi-Sarruma)

A peculiar instance present the names in vocHfiwase, where the postpositiorah seems to
have an emphatic value. But anew this value isretiteo the case ending, emphatic by itself, andrwh
there is a will of more emphasis a real emphagpgsitive particle is used (/y-/, /I-Gf. y ym-my b-

m (4), y btlt-m*’ vs.il-m (4),**8b-m, [nhr]-m,

At Ebla we find some examples of the use of podtiposl -ma, already at variance withmi,
with PNN, which Pagan understands, according tactheent trend, as ‘asseverative in function’, tisat
to say, ‘emphatic’ (‘truly, indeed .."y. After nouns and verbsibu-ma adam-mahanna-ma-Dar pii-
ma, yiddi(n)-ma-‘ll, Sar-'ilum-ma 'ila-ma, bu‘du-mi Sar-mi-(’i)lu, probably by euphonic reasons; also
affixed to independent pronours:ndmacqu-masi-ma-Kura Su-matab, Su-ma-’'ll, Suwa-ma-wabarsu-
ma-Kurg probabley to avoid unsuitable phonetic sequeraeswill be substantiated later on; and to
suffixed pronoun as welmuti-ma, “‘uzz-mi. On the contrary, the only example aiabetweemomen
regens et recturhfind rather suspecipi-ma-'ll, ‘truly the word of ’II' (?), better ‘the word i&e, EI,
unless we considered as such émeliseisto prepositionsiasta-ma-’ll, 'asta-ma-Kura But expanded
prepositions were maybe not felt as nouns, as keasdase with Ug. /Im, bm, km/.

Also in ‘Amorite’ (Mari, Ugarit), already in plaiNWS sphere, we find this kind ehclisisof —
ma, grammatically accepted (?) already, in PNi¥in-ma-ai-im, bu-nu-madlM, bun-na-ma-AKp),
milku-ma-'el gamu-ma-'gum, gamu-ma-'e] ahum-ma-'e] ahum-ma-dri; ilu-ma-ila'®. There is
apparently a tendency to avoid the encounter ofstguence /u:’i/ or the joining of the non-vocalic
absolute form of theegenswith thenomen rectumbut cf.ahu-'el, dimru-aiu, abu4alum ammugzalum
The phonetic condition seems, then, free and alfgatin a case likeha-ab-du-malDa-gan the
avoidance of the sequence of similarly beginniritables (/du-da/) was maybe decisive (?). Aparnirfro
those compounded PNN witinclisisin construct chain, a great many lexical unitdegitincluding or
ending in maare also extant from this linguistic area , wittd avith out -ma Sumi-yam-amanaku-'ila-
ma, ’amta-ila-ma, ’ilu-ma-ila, 'i§%-ila:u-ma, $ad-ma-el, rapi-m-’el, ban-m-'el, dimri-’ilu-ma**.
From Alala a few cases are extamtbi-ma iatira-ma, bin-qasira-ma, astar-my nuri-el-muy uri-el-
mu'?Z.

114.Cf. Watson 1996:267.

115. Cf. Watson 1992:249; also Layton 1990:16f-ili-ma-rakuly balu-maseri, iatar-mu, is the second one a case of
enclisiswithin the construct chain?

116. Cf. Tropper 2002:317; Watson 92:234-236 - |1dn-m Bl (KTU 1.24:15f (Watson 1992:234-36; Aartun 1974:52;
Tropper 2000:826), we do not have a vocatiwaru does not get married to any of Baal's daughtersves refuses it, so he
cannot be calledtn-m Bl; also the parallelism rules out this version.rBtate then: “make yourself a son-in-law of Baal”

117. Watson 1992:234236; Tropper 2000: 313-19,826-

118 Cf. Watson 92:235 (1.2 1 18) (?).

119. Cf. Pagan 1998:83, 229. The PNN are normaliz&VS transcription. See also Zurro 1981:487felxarnik 1988:99,
348 @ar-ma-i-lum Sar-me-il...); Fronzaroli 1988:13.

120. Cf. Huffmon 1965:118ff. Streck 2000:141, 17279, 304.

121. Cf. Streck 2000:266, 277, 279; cf. also Gé&B(t415-423, for the ‘Amorite’ PNN including or énd in -ma, left
aside the endingum

122. Cf. Layton 1990: 159f.
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Also a small group of PNN with encliticrma/-miare found in AK.EA, of either WSaddu-mj
baalu-ma balum-me bin-azi-mj bin-eli-ma bahlum-me, mut-bahlum-me, rahmanu-ma or Egyptian
extraction faya-ma manie-ma maiati-ma napiurria-ma, nibomuaria-ma teie-mam. No example of
enclisiswithin a contruct chain is quoted.

In Hebrew some twenty six occurrences can be asoed, more or less sures, but without no
possibility to distinguish whether they carry ‘mitizg’ or enclitic -m, what as we have already pointed
out does not make much difference. Thosse belonbetanost ancient layer of the language, here
normalised: 'Ulam, 'Onam, 'Ahuzzam, Bim, Gaam, Horam, Zetam, Hupnam, Husham, Kimham,
Malkam, Mistiam, “Iram, Pifam, Shuham, Shephupham, Gershom, Hoham, Hematanyaviiryam,
°Amram, Shinfiam; also with internanclisis’abi-ma-'el, le-mo-'el "al-mo-dad?*.

Also in Phoenician we met this enclisis in PNN, thdse are some times difficult to analy'sk:

m, 'r§-m, bd-m bSr-m grgs-m drd$-m ytn-m kn$-m mgn-m mtr-m, °z-m ‘kbr-m, °r§-m, srb-m, qnz-m
&sp-m. Neo-punic PNN of Semitic origin involving an enidi-m are extremely rare; some of them are
among the Phoenician just quoted

Ancient Aramaic PNN (including Hatra, Palmyre, Nedaaand Egipt) that carry anending are
almost non extant and the few ones could be ebsilyarsed as pl. or as foreign natffes

Epigraphic (Thamudean) Nord-Arabic offer a cer@mnmount of PNN ending innwhich could be
seen in some cases as an allomorph oétiutisis —mThis is practicaly non extdAt

The examples of PNN with enclitem in the ESA Sabaic inscriptions have been gathesed
Tairan “‘mnm bglm tymm ghmm hdkm Alfm and many other of thenfl(m) and mhfl(m) noun
pattern&®,

3) Verbs

The new set of lexemes to which4s postponed is that of the verbal forms, not eeguent in
Ugaritic: some three dozens with /yqtl/ and onlgoaiple of examples with /gtff, in contrast with the
common usage in Ak., central and peripheric. Tropggmmments in this connexion: “Es ist damit zu
rechnen, dass die ERm dabei keine einheitliche Funktion besit?t” In fact, it appears attached to
verbal forms either in indicative or volitive modeamely, semantically undiferentiated. Both modes
have in the inflexional verbal system their own kesis. As pointed out above, also here the expanded
form comes out some times in parallel (second woditwith forms without such expansion (as it is

123. Cf. Hess 1993:202, 217; Layton 1990:160ff.

124. Cf. Layton 1990:1167ff., 236f).

125. Cf.Benz 1972:242ff.; Jongeling 1984:17ff.; Hoftijzemdeling 1995.

126. Cf. Maraqgten 1988; Abadi 1983; Stark 1971;ifeld 1978 (p. 133, ‘Reversindex’. Names lgte/mm
Slmm[p. 73] could be parsed as /SIm-m/). Cf. alsakAtaysheh 1986.

127. Cf. Shatnawi 2002:635. For the whotepusof Epigraphical North- and South-Arabic PNN cf.riiag
1971.

128 Cf. Tairan 1992:9f. Cf. also Al-Said 1995; Hayajri&l98; Avanzini 1989; and the classical work of Ryckmaf84-
1935.

129. Cf. Tropper 2000: 829-30, Aartun 1974:57; WatsoB6tP26-229; Gordon 1998:104. Participles and itifie are
considered as nominal forms. For enclitmawith verbal forms cf. above on particular languageainly Ak.

130. Cf. Tropper 2000:829.
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rightly pointed out by Aartun), underlining in thigay its semantic neutrality and its function ofrme
stylistic variant®’. Some times the interpretation is disputed aasahe verbal form is concerned.

Iqtl/
ktms-m(KTU 1.6 | 53) qry-m ab dia (KTU 1.19 IV 29§
verbal nominals
b yrd-m as (KTU 1.4 VIII 8f ...)** grs-m zbIn(1.16 V 21 and par.)
nht-m hrk/mmnn-m mydk (KU 1.23:40...5** bk-m yny (KTU 1.107:12/41%°
| bl yrd-m b°mq(KTU 1.151:13)(?)°° $lm-m(KTU 4.370:45)*'
lyqtl/: indicative mod&®
tlk-m ramy (KTU 1.23:16) tirk-m yd il (KTU 1.23:33)
b Sm tgr-m “trt (KTU 1.2 IV 28) ysg-m | rbbt(KTU 1.4 | 26-28)
qds ywd-m Sbr (KTU 1.4 IV 16) ymir-m 'm[n] (KTU 1.15 1l 19f))
w tmn t1{rymn-m(KTU 1.15 Il 23-25) | ars ksh tSpk-nfKTU1.17 VI 15f.)
bl smd-m ymd-n*® /lbn dgn yhrrr-m(KTU 1.12 | 38s)
t8pk-m(KTU 1.17 VI 15f.) | tbrkn alk brkt-m(KTU1.19 IV 32)
w/ttld-m dt ymt-n{KTU 1.25 :2-4) hm gr-m | mt(KTU 1.82:5)
y&m-m(KTU 1.175:7) bk-m yny (KTU 1.177:12)

w Ih yI-m (KTU 2.14:14)(?)*° t8ms-m ab(KTU 2.16:10f)
usbt-m fit]bt (KTU 2.36:15f.) tad-m ar iz (KTU 2.39 :33-34)"
t3nf-m (KTU 2.71:9) kd tt-m(KTU 4.710:9§*
yqtl : volitive mode
arr-m ph (KTU 1.2 1 18s) at-m w ank igyh (KTU1.3 1l 28)*®
|hm hm $ty-n{1.4 IV 35) ast-m kr (KTU 1.4 VII 15s.)
w lAm-m°m agy lhm /lw 8t-m cm aly] yn (KTU 1.5 | 24-25)
ytn-m qrt(KTU 1.23:3) ib t°rb-m b bhth(KTU1.24:18-19)

| htn-m bel(KTU 1.24:25f) (W 92:2361*

131. As pointed out, it recalls the function of tBeeek particlespev-de/ as an ‘ordering’ devise without
semantic bearing. Cf. Watson 1992:226 n. 25, whategiMargalit's felicitous labelling din-m il as “a metrically
elongated version difn iI” (Margalit 1980:64).

132. G. Aartun 1974:57; Tropper 2002:829f.; Watson 1298.

133. Cf. Aartun 1974:55; Watson 1992: 225, 226

134. Cf. Aartun 1974: 39; Watson 1992:239.

135. Cf. Watson 1992:229.

136 Cf. Tropper 2002:830 (?).

137. Cf. Watson 1996:264 (?)

138. For those examples cf. Aartun 1974:57; Walg9P:226-229, 242, 244; 1994 :96f.; 1996:261f, ZBépper 2002:334,
827, 832.

139. Here the possible emphasis comes from theribdigure ‘Semitic infinitive’; cf.infra.

140 The case is dubious; cf. Watson 1992:228 (WYetvat DUL 158 (< /clm/); KTUw | iytim.

141. Cf. Watson 1992:228; but DUL 18. (< /adm/ II)

142. Dubious text: KTU 1.169:10; 2.16:10f; 3.8:9attbn 1996:262ff..

143. Cf.supra interpreted as a pronoun. (Tropper 2002:82AMzdtson 1992:228).
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Paronomastic inf.

rgm- argn{n/K) (KTU 1.3 IV 31f)
amd-m ymdm(KTU 1.12:1:38, 11 9)
w an mt-m am¢(KTU 1.17 VI 38)
yd™-m lydt (KTU 2.39 :13f)

Many examples of this kind have also been foundatirer presumed, in Hebrew:

qtl

wkit-m “my (1 Sm 9:19)

wns-m mkq (Is 17:13 and similar)
ky smt-m°yr Igl (Is 25:2)
wktw[w]-m nws nswJr 46:5) (?)
nhrsw-mmgrwt(Joel 1:17)
r§ty-m’lhy (Ps 18:22 // 2 Sm 22:22)
wesmy °§Sw-m (Ps 31:11-12)
hzw-m fiwt (Ps 46:9)

h3bwt-marn 'pk (Ps 85:4)

wysry ksl klw-m (Job 17:7)
hpk-m 8r§ hrynfJob 28:9)

yqtl

tml’-m ... twryS-m(Ex 15:9) (?)
yd-m(w) k’'bn(Ex 15:16) (?)
ys'-m dbrtyk (Dt 33:3)

yssw-m mdbr wy# (Is 35:1)
bmgbwt yzqw-m (Jr 10:4) (?)
wykSlw-m bdrkyhnr 18:15)

‘th y’kl-m hd$ 't-hlghhm(?) (Hos5:7)
w'my t'w-m ImSwb{Hos 11:7)
Iw’ yzr®-m $mKwd (Nah 1:14)
wms'ny 'smyt(y)-m(Ps 18:41)
wyrg(y)d-m kmwgl (Ps 29:6)
'dd-m °d-byt "lohym(Ps 42:5)

b’rs tni-m (Ps 67:5) (?)
ysbw-mhim (Ps 73:10)

'th tSh-m (Ps 89:10)
ydty-m°dwtk (Ps 119:152)
ydk’'w-m lpny’$ (Job 4:19)
ysbny-m mrrym(Job 9:18)

ywpr-m [ywpn] (KTU 1.4 VI 13f)
rk-m ybrk(KTU 1.15 I 18f)
lak-m ilak(KTU 2.30 :19f)
pk-m ahpk Ib§RS 92.2016:36%*

-m’rs (Is 9:18)

y 8dd-m bytls 23:1)

r-gml-m(ls 63:7)

thw-m 'bsyh(Jr 50:26)

mty-m Itlh (Zeph 3:19)
hbty-m‘wn (Ps 26:8)

'gty-m nhmt Iby(Ps 38:9)
yrwty-m sbl SkmyPs 81:7)

" kKhdw-m 'bwt-m(Job 15:18) (?)
rp’ym yallw-m (Job 26:5)

"hz-m(Ex 15:15) (?)

yrd-m ygb (Nm 24:19) (?)

Sk yd-m(w)1 Sam 2:9) (?)

" yhyh-m Sn(ls 65:20)

ny Iw’ ’ sty-m h (Jer 17:16)

" yshbw-msyry s'n (Jer 49:20)
tsyg-m bgbh mlzmh (Hos10:9) (?)
rgzw-m msgrwtyhrgMic 7:17)
Smr-m trnw (Ps 12:8)
yhrgw-mmsgrwtyhn{Ps 18:46)
d(w)-m(w) I8'l(Ps 31:18) (?)
Snf ‘| wyn-m(Ps 55:20)
ysysw-m°yr Ksb (Ps 72:16)

Sr Smnw wndm (Ps 78:3)
Shw-m°Ssr r°h (Ps 107:39) (?)
Spym bl-ydw-m (Ps 147:20)
[‘W-m mgwmwJob 8:18)
t“w)-m kskwr(Job12:25)

144. Cf.supran. 116. InySlhm (KTU 1.100:6 and par.) no enclitianis to be accounted for (<hh/); Watson 1996:261).
145, Cf. Aartun 1974:55; Watson 1992:232-234; Tro[3092:334f.
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hrp’ym yallw-m (Job 26 :5) h *°sh ky-ygw-m(Job 31:14) (?)
wySyb-m lgiz (Job 36:7) ‘ym thz--m (Job 40:12)
ytgl®-m arp (Pr 20:3-4) zmi-m Salwm npdyLam 3:17)

yr'’l ysyg-m(Sir 6:15)

Verbal nominals and imp.

lhswt-m dyn dlyn{ls 10:2) “(h)-mrwhw (Is 11:15)
khdws-m tbn(ls 25:10) p(y)-mwbknrwt(ls 30:32) (?)
't-mw 4 spr kgh (Is 30:8) wm nhr(y)-m (bw(ls 33:21) (?)
sqglw-m 'bn(ls 62:10) myth wbk-m rhltk (Jer 17:4)

k'yS ndh-m(Jer 14:9) (?) nsl-m kp ¢ (Hab 2:9)

rhg-m SwWty (Ps 22:2) hym S§p-m (Ps 58:12) (?)

wr'w-m plwt (Ps 66:5) yt-m(w) ndbmwPs 83:12)
wgw-m rfr (Ps 88:16) mkh-m '$vr (Pr 3:18)

lisgwt-m 'mry dt (Pr 19:27) [I-m mlkh(Lam 2 :2)

wyhyl wdwm-m(Lam 3:26)

In no other case the attribution of emphatic vatu¢he postpositive /—m/ turns out to be more
redunéqlfémt than in case of paraphrastic infinitizéaé Semitic infinitive!), itself an emphatic morph by
nature™.

For the rest this morph is to be found in all 8&mitic languagé¥’. But in this connexion the
peculiar situation in Amharic has to be taken iatcount. There is in the morpho-syntaxis of this
language the negative ‘existence’ morpheat@ollam ...-m and the more gerenal negative verbal
patternal-... -m with perfect and imperfect as wifl Here the original semantic bearing ofia- ‘what,
whatever’ (cf. Latinres) is maybe preserved and its function as mere ddigied sealing of the negative
particle (/al-/) is appareHif. It could be a good sample of the origin of thislgic morph. In any case its
presence in the periphery of the Semitic familyldaepresent another confirmation of the ‘edges.law
We may conclude that taking into account its gdrnemgularity, theenclisis/-m(a)/ does not have any
peculiar semantic bearing (nor ‘prolative’either)case of being postponed to verbal forms. It agpas
a lexicalised morph, the semantic huance deperatirtfe verbal modal system.

This verbal use of enclitiem could be considered either as a secondary gesetiati ofenclisis
starting from a peculiar grammatical function omgzimitive morph which has been lost or weakened
other languages (like ‘mimation’). It could be stirguistic phenomenon preserved in the linguistige
(enclitic /-ma/ in general) and introduced into terbal system by the generic/universal bearing of
negation (‘no... whatever may be’). In Ugaritic, aotther later Semitic languages in general, it may
imply hypercorrection, therefore used almost exehlg in poetry and ‘solemn’ texts.

4) Nouns

146. Cf. Meyer 1972 III: 63; Jouon 1947:348ff.; S8@lé 1956:355-363: the pointed out ‘modalidades’ennothing to do
with theenclisis—m For the paranomastic infinitive in Ak.EA cf. Rajn&996 11:389f.

147. Cf.supra‘Language distribution’; Aartun 1974:57, n. 7. @ use of the ‘word-divider’ in this case in Udaricf.
Watson 1992:251.

148. Cf. Cohen 1936:164ff., 170ff, 332f; Leslau 1998; 164, 170.

149. Cf. Cat. ‘no res’ > ‘res’, ‘nothing’.From this enclitic use would probably derive thdueaof /ma/ as a proclitic/
prepositive negative particle in Ar. and other laages?supran. 82.
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But the real difficulty comes out in the apparemtyitiform use$™ of this postposition with nouns.
We are going to consider the different functionsitaited to this morph by the various authors, rigki
into account only thetatus absolutuand thestatus constructusf the nouns, independently from their
case ending determined by the syntactical function.

In case of nouns with adverbial function, this iglicated by the inflexionata accusative
morpH®', the postpositionatm functioning just as a dispensable and neutral etiowvariant (‘Erweite-
rung’). The kind of adverbial function is irrelevdnor us, as far as the useaiclitic—m goes. Precisely,
the multiplicity of such functions is the clearasgument against the attribution of any specificeaidial
value to this postposition. Its function is mertdyically expasive and syntactically organisingfised
to adverbial accusatives or prepositional syntagmes

a) Adverbial sealing

Modal, ‘material’, etc.:

[a3hlK 3bth dm-m /1 8bt dgnHmnf-m] (1.3 V 10-11, 325
g-m(KTU 1.6 | 10f) dg an-m(KTU 1.6 | 22)

nalm tlk nbt-m(KTU 1.6 IV 13) $ps-m(KTU 1.14 1l 3, 14 and par.)
ker-m (1.14 1 16f.) zbin-m(KTU 1.14 1 16s)

ksp-m fars-m (1.14 IV 42f.) °ry-m (KTU 1.16 1l 29)

uzr-m(KTU 1.17 | 21sy® m-m(KTU 1.18 IV 22)

krm-m /Arng-m (KTU 1.24 :22f.) ur-m (KTU 1.39:8 and par.) (?)

p°n-m (KTU 1.43 :24-25) SIm-m(KTU 1.46 :15 and par.)

mhtrt ptr-m (1.92:25) 9-m (KTU 1.105:25f)

$rp-m(KTU 1.111 :6) iyn-m(KTU 1.112 :12) (%*

Similar, although no so nunmerous examples caolredfin other languages:

Ak : urra(m) u miSa(m) an(n)umma more abundant in th&k.EA: ha-ia-ma(EA 245:6) ki-ta-ma
(EA 107:11),ur-ra / [u] mu-Sa-am(EA 73 :20f.),mu-Sa ur-ra-am(EA 362 :33)/)[el]la / le-lA&-ma(EA
243 :13/ 195 :13§>.

Also in this case Hebrew provides some clear apeéatd examplesgit'om, “€rom, 'umna-m,
hinna-m, réqa-m-% some new examples have been providiegnt Imnwt $ll-m(ls 10:2):rbym kmym
ly mr-m(Ps 56:3).

150. Cf. in this regard Tropper’s distribution; aldy Ginsberg (1945:6, n. 13) accepts Singer’'s ohsien that ending ‘m’
is many times adverbial, maybe in keeping with Helm/ (hinnam, régam, yomam). But he does assert also that such ending,
when is not a plural or dual endingaisvaysan adverbial o vocative ending.

151. Cf. Pope 1951:128; Watson 1992:251 (‘stylijticGordon 1998:103f.Tropper 2002:826 (‘Erweiterdinghe concept
‘adverbial’ is rather imprecised.

152. This couple of examples and some others dmitdken as objective accusatives.

153. Cf. Tropper 2000:827, for an alternative (diet) cf.infra.

154. For those texts cf. Aartun 1974:52f.; Wats682t146, 232-234, 240-243; 1994:97f., 101; 1996,2&b, 267; Tropper
2002:311-313, 322, 327, 331, 333. @m-m cf. Watson 1992:243ur-m is ambiguous, Watson 94:101; Del Olmo Lete
2004:252ff.;s0 it isut-m drg-m amt-m(Watson 1992:240).

155. Cf. Tropper 2002:311, 326, 332f., 826 — Foisaubsion of the ‘adverbial’ function of this morphd in general of the
-m enclisis see Pope 1951; Aartun 1974:51, nn. 57aidatson 1992:231.

156. Cf. Tropper 2002:326

46



THE POSTPOSITIONS IN SEMITICTHE CASE OF ENCLITIG-M

A particular set of examples in Hebrew with thiglVarbial’ sealing pressumes the presence of
enclitic—minstead of the classical intensive plural:

whdl 'y§-m(ls 53:3, cf. maybe Ps 141:4) rs mrhg-m(Jr 8:19 , cf. Is 33:17)
hglt Slwm-m(Jr 13:19) skbg-m(Ez 26:10)

hicym tmrwr(y)-m(Hos 12:15; cf. Jr 6:26; 31:15)ySyr-m tSpv (Ps 58:2; cf. Ps 75:3)
'grh b’hlk ‘wim-m(Ps 61:5, and many others) yd’dwn(y)-m g3h(ls 19:4)**’

Locative

bars // b°pr-m (KTU 1.3 1l 14f) bht-m / bgrb hkI-n{KTU 1.4 VII 17f. and par..)
9k phtgly b $d-m(KTU 1.6 V 17f) (?) r-m tdu / pdr-m tdyKTU 1.16 VI 6f.)

kaer urbt-m (KTU 1.169:3) khrn ‘md-m(KTU 1.169:3)

mriqt-m qiny(KTU 2.11:6 and par’}®

The use of this morph is present in central Ak.(-imyma) and also manifestly in the Ak.EAa-
ba-tu-ma UsG-0’-ru-ma(EA 282 :6-7) pa-a-nu-ma(EA 232:11) sh-uh-ru-ma (EA 232 :11§.

Instrumental

nmy-m tgr§(KTU 1.3 11 15 and par.) St b krpn-mKTU 1.4 IV 36f. and par.)
kitan-m(KTU 1.14 1l 15 and par.) riaft-m ] ymll (1.16 V 28) ( ?)

‘nt Srz-m(KTU 1.82:11) ? ylm nb°nk smd-m(KTU 1.82:16) (?)
ISn-m thk (KTU 1.83:5)( ?) trp ymdnbt-m(KTU 1.83:6f) (?)
rr-m yrfrnh (KTU 1.100:65) ss-mysynh(KU 1.100:66)

°dt-m ydynh(KTU 1.100:66) yblt-m ybInh(KTU 1.100 :66f3%°
temporal

‘I-m (KTU 1.41:8 and similar) hdt-m (KTU 1.91:13f) (?)

ahr $aps-mKTU 1.14 IV 37)%
b) No adverbial bearing
With absolute/attributive forms

157. Cf. Hummel 1967: 100f.

158. For the those examples cf. Aartun 1974:54f;, Wats882:224, 234, 241; 1994:97-99, 101; 1996:259, A8@pper
2002 :327, 331, 8308t b 3d-mirb (KTU 1.14 lIl 7f.) andw b grn-mjpst (Krt 214-215, 111-112) are ambiguous (=? m. pl.);
cf. Aartun 1974:53; Watson 1992:240.

159. Cf.GAG 87f; Tropper 2002:326. In other Semitic langemthis adverbial meaning is taken up by the spmeding
preposition.

160. Cf. Aartun 1974 :52ff. Watson 1992:230, 237f.., 241; 1994:99f.; 1996:@B6Tropper 2002:327f., 331, 333. Pardee
is right, | think, in being sceptic about the ‘inghental’ value of this morph (cf. Watson 1992:238)

161 Cf. Tropper 2002:328, 322, 332. In other NWS lanygisaHeb. yoma-m (Iehem ydrmam walaylah [Ps 42:5]);JAram.
yéma-m; Syr. ima-m (Brockelmann GVG |, 474). See alsghry-min Me$4 ‘s inscription (Blau 1980:143-145).
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nhril rb-m (KTU 1.3 11l 39) mgd zdr yrh-m (1.14 11 31§%

zbl r§-m ySuKTU 1.14 1l 45) spn hl-m qd§/ 4l-m adr (KTU 1.16 | 7-9)
b $F ym-m(KTU 1.17 1 15) Sgrkih-m (KTU 1.17 VI 35)

mjzn rgm-m argmr(KTU 1.17 VI 39) (?)  g5t-m[kI] mhrm(KTU 1.17 VI 39f) ( ?)
lpn Il “srm-m(1.132 :16f) ib-m §q ly (KTU 2.33:27f)) (?)

lg yn-m(KTU 4.44:28§%

In Hebrew many examples have been put forwardisfgrticular morph, independent, in balance
with suffixed pronouns or in their place:

ygww hmym ... 'l-mgw(h)-itGn 1:9) gr ym-m(Gn 1:10)
ygd°qb-m(Gn 49:19-20) s‘gt-msnfty (Ex 3 :7) (?)
whn&’rym bkm ... blbb-rfLv 26:36) bmiggbmsnt-m (Nm 21:18) (?)
I msy’(w)-m (Nm 23:22, cf. 24:8) kSyr-m“ly d§’ (Dt 32:2)
msn’yw-m(n) ygwmwiiDt 33:11) (?) ym wdrw-m(Dt 33:23)

I'dyr-m ... k gbwr-mJudg 5:13) (?) 1 sws wprs(y)-nfl Re 20:28)
'm-yhywhr'ykm kSny-n(ls 1:18; 1QI& kSny sdgt sdyq(y)-m(Is 5:23)

wns ns lgwy-m g (Is 5:26) 'y-m’'pw’ (Is 19:12, cf.2 Re 19:13)
msgr-(w)m rb ymyin(ls 24:22) hyhzr®-mlbgrym(ls 33:2)
mqaw(h)-m-nhryngls 33:21) (?) bl-yhzqw trn-m (Is 33:23)

k'yn ngdw-m'ps (Is 40:17; 1QI% ngdw) 'yn-ghlt 1hm-m (Is 47:14)

wl’ yhsr lh-m (s 51:14) ’kn I18gr-m gbwt (Jr 3:23)
zgn°m-ml’ ymy-m(Jer 6:11) hs Swhr 1ISn-m(Jer 9:7)

yr-m I' nwsbh(Jr 22:6) &hym 't-hzmwrh 'l 'p-m(Ez 8:17)
bs't “zbnyk mym-nfEz 27:33) bghl “mym rby-m(Ez 32:3) (?)

' gylk “my-m(?) (Hos9:1) Ih-m-k y$ymw mzwi(Ob 7)
bywm‘d-m(Ob 13) ‘wntnw /Kl 47't-m (Mich 7:19)
wksb’-m sbw’yn{Nah 1:10) hbnhr(y)-marh (Hab 3:8)
wygdlw®l-gbwl-m (Zeph 2:8) whdk r&(y)-m(Job 40:12)

Im°n hby al-nfryh-m(Hab 2:15) wrh ’l-m Spr swyt (Ps 7:7) (?)
tkyn Ib-m / 'znkKPs 10:17) 'th yhwh tSmr-m /stn (Ps 12:8)
bny ’I-m (Ps 29:1, cf. Ps 82:1) blb ym(y)m(Ps 46:3)

pdywn npSw-niPs 49:9) Iblwt §'l-m zbl Iw(Ps 49:15)

I smw’'lhym Ingd-m(Ps 54:5) wym tgy-m (Ps 65:6)

tkyn dgn-m / tkynfPs 65:10) 'dny-mb3n '8yb(Ps68:23)

s°yr rd-m (Ps 68:28) ybq* swr-m (Ps 78:15, cf. vs. 20)
h’kit-m / wtSgm(Ps 80:6) (?) W'Slhh/bSryrwt 1b-m (Ps 81:13)
Iw / mslwt blbb-n{Ps 84:6) nkbdwt-m dbi(Ps 87:3)

162. Those two examples could be mere m.p; cf. ¥at992:240.

163. Cf Aartun 1974:39, 52f.; Watson 1992:225, 231, 23%, 233; 1994:95; 1996:260, 265; Tropper 2002:238, @$-m
alternatively adverbial), 82g$t-mcould be n.pl.).
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kyri y'wn “‘wl-m (Ps 89:38) °z-m Ik(Ps 90:4, cf. Ps 62:12-13)
pnk / tsp rvit-m (Ps 104:29) wymrwly-mbym swPs 106:7: MT1 ym)
"hrytw / Sm-m(Ps 109:13) hbti-m byhwh(Ps 125:1)
'y§-m pl(y)-'wn (Ps 141:4) bd hpSy-m(Job 3:19)
wmyd°rysy-m (Job 6:23) mwt-m°smty (Job 7:15)
Ihgr 'bwt-m (Job 8:8) (?) w'yn mlk-m(Job 11:3)
wl' yrw msnt-m(Job 14:12) y'rw mént-m(Job 14:12)
Iw" khdw-m "bwt-m(Job 15:18) (?) wl-yzh I'rs mnl-m(Job 15:29)
ImSI ‘my-m(Job 17:6) gm 'wr rSy-m ydk(Job 18 :5)
hn I' byd-mswbm (Job 21:16) h'r h ‘wl-m (Job 22:15)
why’ ‘wn plyly-m(Job 31.11) wtgrb ... Im mwt-nfJob 33:22)
b°nyw / 'zn-m(Job 36:15) mkl-m Smi(Pr 4:23)(?)
wtklt 'ny-m *bdh (Pr 11:7) (?) mik-m 'wr (Pr 15:29-30)
t’bt mlk(y)-m(Pr 16:12) dbry ySr-m(Pr 16:13)
wsdyqg-m kkpyr yih (Pr 28:1) ( ?) ksp swg-m sptym dig-m(Pr 26:23)
'n8y dm(y)-m(Pr 29:10) dwr-m(h) rmwfynyw (Pr 30:13)
mCsrh Sl(y)-m (Ecl 7:199 ( ?) ‘ml hksyl-m(Ecl 10:15)

“slt(y)-m ymk hmgrifEcl 10 :18) (?)  s°q Ib-m(Lam 2:18)
wl" hlw bh ydw-m(La4:6) vz / b&ytwt-m(Lam 4:20)
w'l ttIm bgwyt-m (Sir 38:16) hbl *'dm bgwyt-m(?) (Sir 41:11)

bg'wn |b-m(Sir 48:19§**
¢) Within the construct chain

A peculiar case of enclittemin Ugarit is offered by thenclisisof this morph between theomen
regensandthe nomen recturof the construct chain. The morpheme seems tedteiated to the NWS
area. So besides in Ugaritic we find it in the Ganite of EA in different kinds of morpho-syntactic
structures (nouns, infinitives and clausés)su-mi abiia“the plunders of my father”, LU.ME8bili-mi
KASKAL.HA Sarri, “the porters of the king’s caravansibat-mi “*“Magiddd’, “the destroying of
Megiddo”, ase-mi ERIN.MESpirati, ‘the going forth of the armyawat-mi tisteme i$tu asranu-yrithe
word that you have been hearing from there”; evéh wreposition:ana-miLUGAL gabby “(it is) to
the king (that) everything belond&® In contrast, it is not present in the Ak. fromij@lalah and Emar
outside PNN, to my knowledge. For Nortwest Senmldieguages this construction can be traced from
Ebla to the Aramaic dialects. The same can bedfdlte expanded prepositions /bm, Im, km/ éciprg).

Ugaritic in turn provides a fairly large amountaufcurrences, all of them in literary texts:

b mry-mspn (KTU 1.3 IV 1) thr-m ignim(KTU 1.4 V 19, 34f)
Ibi-m thw(KTU 1.5 | 14f) il-m ars (KTU 1.5V 5f;1.19 Ill 35)
‘nt 8d-m il(KTU 1.6 IV 2) tkm-miamt (KTU 1.14 11 22)

bn-m il (KTU 1.16 | 9f.) gs-m ars / ks-m mhy(KTU 1.16 Il 3f)

164. For those texts cf. n. 103. In the Yabne inscriptiéné-mis read (Vogtl960183-84: <yana, ‘opress’).- For other
languages ckupralLanguage distribution
165. Cf. Rainey 1996 I11:236.
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gr§-m zbIn(KTU 1.16 V 12, 21¥° pr-msdk (KTU 1.17 V 37f),

b grb-m asn(KTU 1.19 Il 18, 25) pd-m risHm] (KTU 1.19 11 31)
zbr-m gpn kmd-m gpn(KTU 1.23:9)'%’ b°dh bht-m mn{KTU 1.100:70s)
mrgd-m d3r(KTU 1.108 :4-5) kl-mdr® (KTU 2.81 :17) ( ?)

psl-msnr (KTU 4.370:45) ( 7f®

Following in the footsteps of Ugaritic, certain Heists have found hundreds of examples in the
Hebrew Bible, many of which can be explained ireotlvays. Here is a selection:

bhrry-m Syr (Gn 14:5) hnaly-m *rmwn (Nm 21:14)
gwy-msryw (Nm 24:8: gewd kwkb—m §gb // Slp-m ysr'l (Nm 24:17)
gwy-m‘mw (Dt 32:43) mtny-m grnyw(Dt 33:11)
mn-hrmty-mswpym(1 Sm 1:1) yd™-m ngn(1 Sm 16:16, cf. vs.18)
my-m hs (1 Re 22:27; Is 30:20; 2 Cro 18:2&)Sny-m ksldls 1.18)

mktb-m"ml (Is 10:1) byd-m zmy(Is 10:5)

‘ry-mzw(Is 17:9) whrb y'ry-msor (Is 19:6)

rgy-m hwry (Is 19:9) mbw’-m rs (Is 23:1)

rbwt-m mrwm(ls 24:18) Smny-m hlwmy yy(is 28:1)
gmwly-m#lb ‘tyqy-m Sdynfils 28:9) k'wb-m 'rs (Is 29:4)

my-m hs (Is 30:20; 1Qlsanylhs) kplg(y)-m yniis 32:2)

maw-m nhryngls 33:21) Kkl y’ry-m s6r (Is 37:25b)

b&lw-m ym(ls 40:12; 1QI8bswilw my ym  wnfmy-m 'yn 'y3ty (Is 63:3; 1QI& m‘my)
"lhy-m 'mt hw’ 'lhy-mayym(Jr 10:10) btwk-m ym(Ez 26:12) (cfsupran. 91)

nwsbt-m ym(y)-nfEz 26:17) hrbwt-mIim (Ez 26:20)
bnfmay-m ym(Ez 27:34; cf. Is 51:10; Ps 69:3, I8ht-m yyn(Hos 7:5)
kmrym(y)l 4 lhy(h)-m(Hos 11:4) ktbn-m°sbm (Hos 13:2)

Ihm hm 'mry-m zb (Hos13:2) wnSimh pry-m¥ptnw (Hos14:3)
bty-m rbym(Am 3:15) Imny *Swr wWry-m sor (Mi 7:12)
wlmny-mswr w°d nhr (Mic 7:12) m3Smry-mibl SW’ (Jon 2:9)
‘pyqy-m ym(Ps 18:16, cf. 2 Sm 22:16yqy-ym ‘yny-m rmyn{Ps 18:28)
mhr(y)-msr (Ps 42:7) 'lhy-m sb'wt (Ps 59:6)

‘yr-mswr (Ps 60:11=2Chr 11:5; Ps 31:22) hry-m gbnnyn{Ps 68:17)

166. Maybe ac. object of p.p.; Watson 92:234.

167. A reverse paraphrastic construction, itselbleatic.

168. Fotr those texts cf. Watson 1992:225, 2266n220, 242; 1994:96; 1996 :264; Tropper 2002:828ave aside a long
list of dubious or even improbable cases quotetMayson in his three articlegimt-m(KTU 1.19 | 45),4lg-m (KTU 1.3 Il 14,
28), ydy dbb-m(KTU 1.169:1),mizrt-m(KTU 1.5 VI 16f.),| zt-m (KTU 1.169:10f),tr-m (KTU 1.16 Il 25f.),st-m (KTU 1.16 II
52),hn mt-m(KTU1.6 VI 48),yrm-m(KTU 1.9 | 9),¢r-/¢r-m (KTU 1.16 VI 43f.),q5-m(KTU 1.16 VI 47f),5-m Bl (KTU 1.16
VI 56), min-m (KTU 1.83:4),%r-m (KTU 4.392:3),nA3-m(KTU 1.100:73),(b) -m (KTU 1.148 :3 ...)w grnnr-m $rn pdr-m
(KTU 1.14 11 6f...), | mt-m (KTU 1.15 V 16),lbu-m (KTU 1.2 Ill 20),°d mt-m(KTU 1.117 :7"),%r-m (KU 1.119 :20f), mtk
mlk-m(KTU 1.119:25),°b[d]m sglth at (KTU 2.39:12) #t-m hzr (KTU 4.141 :7, 9)#st-m Blm (KTU 4.360:6f),l ahl-m (KTU
1.19 IV 491,38 b-ym-m(KTU 1.17 V 3; but cf. 1.17 | 1% 85 ym-m), tkmt my-m(KTU 1.19 IV 28, 37)dt rbt-m (KTU 1.4 |
30),r’t-m (KTU 1.169:20) pslt-m(KTU 1.5 VI 18 and par.){mt-m tbknn(KTU 1.15 V 14f.) kbd-m tbqrn(KTU 1.78 :5f),hbl
tt-m (KTU 1.1 IV 8), mlts-m (4.778:7; cf. Tropper 2002 832).
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"alpy-m Snan(Ps 68:18) miky-m qdnPs 74:12)
ymy-m qdn{Ps 77:6) my-m‘bwt (Ps 77:18)
rby-m°mym(Ps 85:51) brmiSky-m (b)riwr (Ps 88:7)
mram-m &r (Ps 110:3) h3my-m SmyifiPs 115:16)
yhwh-msywn (Ps 128:5) wy§ marb-m pyhm(Job 5:15)
mwt-m‘smwty (Job 7:15) ‘mah-m §'wi(Job 11:8)
wghw-m gbr yksh(Job 33:1) 'mry-m 'mt(Pr 22 :21)
'hbh-m bnwt yrwslyniSong 3:10) badry-m byt(Sir 4:15)
yswr-m lbw(Sir 10:12) “ zbh-m “8q(?) (Sir 35:12)
hmwry-m“wim (Sir16:7) bdrk-mAitp (Sir32:21)

ymy-m msp(Sir 37:25)"%°

A couple of examples can be found in Phoeniciand?as well: the Pirgi texihkkbm ilseems too
transgressive (article andn-ending) and liable to another interpretation fiftm il “those houses”; but
Ikwkby-'l Is 14:13); nevertheless a text likekhnm 'Im nrg) “Chief Priest of the god Nergal” (KAl 59:2)
leaves no doubt on the use of drelisis™.

So as for the nominal construct chain the morphmsetmited to NWS$'™.. Leaving aside its
assessment as an ‘emphatic’ particle, which hasupport whatever in the texts, the explanationhaf t
construction has to be sought outside the syntcticd semantic field, maybe as a phonetically Houn
phenomenon. In this connexion the large proportapproaching 75%) of Ugaritic and Hebremwmina
rectabeginning with a glottal /'/ or glottalised stoffemphatic’) and preceded momina regentieending
in vowel is interesting. Maybe ttenclisis—m(a) serves in this position to ease the correct deliod the
construct chain (glottal phonem#&$) Being a free and dispensable morph it could hengled to other
phonemes and at the same time, be omitted in midneyso Maybe too this was the reason for the genesi
of the expanded prepositions (morphologically @sconstruct chain’) from which the pattern extethde
other syntagms.

d) Special syntactic patterns

Another point linking the Akkadian with the Ugacitsyntax, although this time in the opposite
direction to my way of thinking, has also attractiee attention of Semitists in relation to the ntorma
This is its well attested value as a coordinatiagtiple or marker in AR”® Van Soldt notes, as a specific
feature of Ak.Ug that “the encliticraappears ... after a word is used for a second oif thme in the

169. For those texts cfsupran. 103. Ps 115:16has@mayin Samayim lyhwhis translated 'caelum caelorum’ by Jerome
(cf. 1Qlsa: Is 1.18; 30:20; 40:12, 17; 63:3), asumia readindghaS&me-m Samayim For its assumption in the modern Hebrew
grammar of Classical Hebrew cf. Jolon-Muraoka 1991:3(prepositions), 473 (construct chain); Mey&d91:117, 180f;
1972 I1I:25f., 31

170. Cf. Krahmalkov 2001:215f., 268; Dahood 1966:4¥&Daniel 1968:203-05Even ifilm could be taken as n.s.m.

‘god’ (Krahmalkov 2000:52), there remains jet tivetfenclisiskhn-m

171. For the few examples in other Semitic langaadeon the particular lenguagaspra

172. Tropper 2002:160 in relation to the enclithen-asserts: “man beachtet, dassgerade vor Wortformen
bezeugt ist, die mit /'/ und//anlauten ... Es kénnten somit euphonische GrunddiéiVerwendung der erweiterten
Konj. wn anstelle der eifachen Konj. veranwortlich sein”. | thank Dr. Watson for caliimy attention to Tropper's
suggestion of which | was unaware.

173.Cf. Von Soden 1995:2571f.
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same clause or conteXt® And he provides examples eficlisiswith verbs, nouns and names. Till now
authors were rather reluctant to accept such atibman Ugaritic (Pope, Aartun, Hummel, Watson in
principle), even though it may not be alien todtgyinal meaning as a Universal Semantic, as wa sai
above. But given its sporadic appearance in acocelavith the examples put forward and the well
attested conjunctive-coordinative particle /w/ ig.lit seems sensible to rejectit

Now, the examples adduced from Ugaritic do notHis pattern. The two put forward by Van
Soldt reproduce a prosodic parallelism. The fifgtq ... yg-m KTU 1.4 | 26-28) is preceded by two
otherysq... ¥q... and followed by another, in different verses datya This kind of parallellism is
normally paratactic or asyndetic, so tha iA this structure has the usual function of ballagiant. It
would be strange if this construction appeared amge in the whole of Ugaritic poetry. The second
example does not fit the pattern since the worchatehe samebirs / b°prm, KTU 1.3 IIl 14f.) nor is it
even sure that this is an enclitim

Similar examples are proposed by Tropper also tith meaning “ebenfalls, noch(mals), noch
ein...”’® basically from the administrative and cultic sgghén this case. The one taken from the
mythological realm (KTU 1.23:14f) already presetiie copulative conjunction /w/, so that the is
redundant in this senséfd ... w ... $f-m). The other three cultic texts are controversmaltheir
interpretationyri-m kty (KTU 1.123:7) probably has a gloss or copula cottera([*ksa who] is theyrk
kassite®"; for “ntm, “the two Anats”, dubious to the author himself (F. my own explanatidf’®. In the
case oflh/ilhm/ilhm (KTU 1.41:13f,; cf. 1.39:5), the repetition “for and also for ... and also for... (the
same deity)” makes little sense in an administeatiultic record®. Once more we are dealing with an
isolated case which must correspond to specifiicctdason¥®. In the administrative lists dealing with
nal (nkl/w nalm/w milm ..) (KTU 4:66:4ff and par.) again the presence of ¢bpulative conjunction
makes the encliticm (?) a simple redundant marker, unless we arerdgalith a specific legal formula
implying for instance successive generations ofrshéP). The other examples which imply the
postpositional ballast variant are not relevant.

The case of sequentially repeated words belongsetovell known distributive pattern in Semitic
(cf. Sp. ‘dia a dia’), so themjust seals here off this function through a séddverbialisation:

ym ym-mKTU 1.1V 2f ..)) ISt ist-m(KTU 1.2 | 32f) (?)
skn-m Fdn “dn-m(KTU 1.12 Il 52f) kmr kmr-m(KTU 1.19 1 12) (?)
mnk mnk-m{KTU 3.2 :12f) bn$ bn3-n{KTU 3.516f)%

On the other handpS-m npgKTU 1.133:2-3) is a scholarly exercise, amendgdhe canonical
text 1.5 | 14f and going counter to the postulgtattern (in first position) To presume here a aafse
‘topicalisation’ would be to go too far away. Toratst it could be a case of 1. p. suffixed pronatif) (
with enclictic—m

174.Cf. Van Soldt 1991:514f. (‘also, likewise’).

175. The asyndetic use is also well attested nitigdrast aty nry (KTU 2.33:28f.) and in lists (cf. KTU 4.147 anaslar).

176. Cf. Tropper 2000:831f.

177. Cf. in this sense the ‘anaphoric/identificatifunction of Seminarasuprap. 7.

178. Cf. Del Olmo Lete 1999:282ff.

179. Cf. also my explanation: Del Olmo Lete 1999f1,Ga1d%/“m/°m, ibd. p. 213ff; and Del Olmo Lete 2004:348ff.
According to the Akk. use thamis set after the last item.

180. Maybe it answers to a sporadic/unique culiciice reflected in KTU 1.161:1ff where the rogalinised ancestors are
called on in three instances: the last dead sayerée and (one of) his predecessor(s) , all therst(?).

181. Cf. Watson 1992:240; 1996:260, 267; TroppeR2ZE8Df.
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Finally they appear to be some Ak. loans in petiph&k.EA and Ak.Ug.:

Sa-at-ta Sa-ta-m#EA 38:11) i-na MU.KAM MU.KAM- ti-ma (RS 20.33 :26")
Us-mi U u-mi-ma(EA 147 :7.28.67) du-na du-na-mgEA 109:54§
lum-na lum-na-mgEA113 :13;116:41)

In these frozen wordings themaalso seals off the distributive meaning meant Hey repetition,
implying a sequential unity more than a coordirmawd items (‘one after another’, more than ‘one émel
other’).

In case of b) distant repetition, the examples addwo not fit Van Soldt's pattern either, but some
runs counter to it; in any case they are to be stefxom the same parallelistic pattern mentioned:

dt / dt-m(KTU 1.4 VI 33ff) b/ b-m(KTU 1.10 Il 29f; 1.19 11 18, 25)
hl-m qd$/ Al-m adr /Al rab (KTU 1.16 | 7-9) pr®m / pf-m / pf-m (KTU 1.17 V 3ff)
ib-m / ib(KTU 2.33:27) yld° / yd-m (KTU 2.39 :10, 14)

bd / bd-m(KTU 4.132:1f.) | /1-m (KTU 4.223:6-9%°

Summing up, we support the common opinion thattejte conjunctive function of the enclitim-n
Ugaritic, a typically Akkadian morph that did nave clear reflections in Ugaritic texts.

Conclusions

Enclitic/postpositional-m must be considered as a prosodic enlargement/sigquanvith an
original generalising semantic value (‘whatever [it may)beys such it had an indefinite nuance at the
semantic level but definite at the syntagmatic/agtt level. Attached to verbs that could take datce
reassumptive/prolative bias (depending on the ptéi¢cbe verbal predicate in the phrase), mostlgtesl
to the object complement; attached to nouns itefinile/generalising value could suppose a sort of
‘explicitation’ (or ‘focussing’ or call of attentio not of intention) of either the individuum (defa
value) or the category/species (indefinite), legvaiside its function as a mere stylistic ‘ballaatiant’
without any semantic value whatever. This can lerdégined particularly in the so called ‘adverbial’
function of this morph. Its original indefinite santic value as a ‘Universal Semantic’ enabled it to
‘explicit’ the nominal adverbial function, signifiealready by the inflexional ending, whatever ityne.
And so we cannot speak of ‘modal, locative, inseuatal, vocative, etc. enclitiem, because the morph
has not any of those values, nor any general engihgdorce. For this function the language has its
either own pre- and postpositional morphs or swggaental pitch. On the contrary, its value is mathe
‘generalising’, that being the reason why it camction as a general postpositimeclisis

Very soon however the original value was lost amal postpositional m becamelexicalised a
phenomenon that appear clearly in its attachmenpaudicles and PNN. At the present level of
grammatical reading of our texts this morph does mve a semantic relevance, only a prosodic
/phonetic redundancy. The morph has more a phowefie (rounding off of the word sound and clause
rhythm) than a semantic one. It appears as opteEmmaldispensable as a mere lexicalised postposifon
euphonic-stylistic expansive nature without a seinaralue of its own, almost as a deictic partiofe

182. Cf. Van Soldt 1991:515; Tropper 2002:831.
183. Cf. Tropper 2002:828, 832; Watson 1992:225, 238, 242-244; 1994:96; 1996:260; Van Sodlt 1993:3n the case
of particles (b, I, bd, dt,) the expaxiemis simply a ballast variant; cSupra.
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second degree that ‘points out’ semantic and stintamctions already embebed in the morpho-systaxi
of the discourse.
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