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The paper is a diachronic study of the Hebrew universal determiner kol. In Biblical
Hebrew (BH), kol was originally a noun meaning ‘entirety’ which grammaticalized
as a collective determiner akin to all. Kol induces maximality, like the determiner
all, but, unlike all, it is not quantificational, hence its maximality does not preclude
homogeneity. Semantically, kol NP is interpreted as the plural property correspond-
ing to NP. In argument position, the strongest interpretation of kol NP results from
the application of the definite type-shift (the iota type-shift). But within the scope
of certain modals and in downward entailing environments, the indefinite type-
shift (existential closure) yields a stronger interpretation. This results in the free
choice (FC)/negative polarity (NPI) any interpretation of kol in these environments.
In post-Biblical times, the any interpretation evolved into the distributive interpre-
tation every. The paper thus traces the development of kol’s extensive meaning
variation ‘all/any/every’.

1 Introduction

How does universal quantification develop in a language? Haspelmath (1995) sug-
gests that collective universal determiners (like English all) often originate in an
adjective meaning entire/whole, and that distributive universal determiners (such
as English every) have various sources — free choice (FC) determiners like any, or
collective universal determiners like all. The [FC — distributive] development
was elucidated by Beck (2017), and here I would like to describe the [collective
—> distributive] development. I claim that at least for some languages, the latter
development is a cycle which includes the former, as shown in (1) below:!

The cyclical nature of (1) is due to its reversibility (cf. van Gelderen 2011 on the pervasive nature
of cyclical change). Every in present-day English has completed the Distributivity Cycle and
is acquiring a collective interpretation, as in Everyone gathered in the hall, by re-entering the
cycle.

In Remus Gergel & Jonathan Watkins (eds.), Quantification and scales in change, 1-31.
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(1) collective universal determiner — FC determiner — distributive
universal determiner

In (2) I add the original first step, where an Adj/Noun meaning entire(ty)
evolves into a collective universal determiner:

(2) The Distributivity Cycle

I II
Adj/Noun entire(ty) —  collective univ. det. — FC det.

III
— distributive univ. det.

I will motivate the Distributivity Cycle on the basis of the history of Hebrew.
Steps I +1II took place in Biblical Hebrew (BH): The BH noun kol ‘entirety’ gram-
maticalized as the collective determiner all, and did not have a distributive mean-
ing other than as a free choice (FC)/negative polarity (NPI) determiner akin to
any. Modern Hebrew (and probably much earlier) underwent step III, whereby
FC kol also came to have the universal distributive meaning every.? The present
analysis thus accounts for the surprising array of interpretations ‘all/any/every’
of kol in Modern Hebrew without alleging that kol is existential rather than uni-
versal (Bar-Lev & Margulis 2013).3

The structure of the paper is the following. Section 2 shows that BH should
be classified as a NP (rather than a DP) language. Section 2.1 argues that BH had
no definite (or indefinite) determiner. Section 2.2 demonstrates that the deter-
miner kol was originally a noun - it had both the morphology and the distri-
bution of other nouns in the language. kol was often found heading the pseudo-
partitive construction, and accordingly underwent an independent-to-functional
meaning-shift which grammaticalized it as the determiner all. Section 3 discusses
the semantic properties of the determiner kol. Section 3.1 shows that it was not

*Hence Hebrew conforms to Haspelmath’s view on the direction of development from ‘any’ to
‘every’ rather than the other way round, despite his own assessment of Hebrew as a counterex-
ample (Haspelmath 1997:156 fn.13).

3The existential analysis of kol in Modern Hebrew was applied to the structure kol NP with
a predicate NP. The partitive kol DP is undisputedly universal in Modern Hebrew, casting
doubt on the existential analysis of kol. I return to Modern Hebrew at the end of the article, in
Section 6. For now, I note that the root kil of kol (and the related roots klkl, kwl, kly) derive a
plethora of nouns and verbs denoting completeness, containment, inclusiveness and generality.
Biblical Hebrew has kala ‘to complete (intrans.)’, killa ‘to complete (trans.)’, kalil ‘completely’,
hekil ‘to contain’, kli ‘container’, kal ‘to measure’, kilkel ‘to contain/sustain’. Later periods
innovated klal ‘whole’, klali ‘general’, biklal ‘at all’, miklol ‘ensemble’, tkula ‘content’, kalal ‘to
include’, kolel ‘including’, hiklil ‘to generalize’, haklala ‘generalization’. Not a single noun or
verb derived from kll in any period of Hebrew has an existential interpretation. These factors
have motivated the analysis of kol as universal (Doron & Mittwoch 1986, Glinert 1989, Francez
& Goldring 2012, Danon 2013).



1 From a collective to a free choice determiner in Biblical Hebrew

distributive — it was never interpreted as every. Sections 3.2 and 3.3 discuss max-
imality and homogeneity, and show that kol’s homogeneity did not result in the
lack of maximality which would be expected by Kriz (2016). Section 4 describes
the operator each which was responsible for distributivity in BH. Section 5 dis-
cusses the emergence of the free choice (FC) interpretation of kol within the
scope of certain modal operators. Section 6 briefly relates the post-Biblical devel-
opment whereby the FC reading gave rise to a distributive reading. This devel-
opment is not elaborated in the present paper, relying on Beck (2017). Section 7
is the conclusion.

2 Biblical Hebrew as a NP-language

Biblical Hebrew (BH) did not have a distributive universal determiner. This has
been claimed for other languages as well, e.g. Salish (Jelinek 1993; Davis 2010;
Davis et al. 2014; von Fintel & Matthewson 2008; Matthewson 2001; 2014). Yet
BH did not just lack a distributive universal determiner, but other determiners
as well. According to the typology of Boskovi¢ (2008), BH is an NP-language
(in contrast to DP-languages). To derive the interpretation of NPs in argument
position, BH makes use of type-shifts, in particular the definite type-shift (the iota
type-shift) and the indefinite type-shift (existential closure). This accords with the
fact that BH is a language without either a definite determiner or an indefinite
determiner, and hence relies on the corresponding type-shifts instead. This is the
topic of the next subsection.

2.1 The BH definite article as an inflectional prefix

As argued by Doron & Meir (2013; 2016), the Hebrew article han-, though glossed
as the-, is historically not a D but a word-level inflectional prefix.* It does not
mark definiteness — which is a phrase-level category, but state — which is a word-
level category. The article marks nouns (and adjectives) as being in the emphatic
state. The emphatic state alternates with the other two values of the state cate-
gory: the unmarked absolute state and the construct state, which marks the noun
as relational/possessee.” A noun in the emphatic state projects its emphaticity

“See Rubin (2005): 65 for the history of the article han-. Phonological processes delete its final
/n/, resulting in the prefix ha-, or assimilate /n/ to the first consonant of the ensuing noun.

The term emphatic in ‘emphatic state’ is a Semiticists’ term, used mostly in descriptions of
Aramaic, marking a particular value of the inflectional state of a noun and is unrelated both
to the phonological term emphatic in the sense of stressed and to the phonetic term emphatic
in the sense of pharyngealized. The emphatic state form of N will be glossed as ‘the-N’ in the
examples below, and the construct state — as ‘N(of)’.
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value to containing NPs, and eventually results in its maximal NP projection be-
ing interpreted as definite, through the definite type-shift to ix.[NP](x).® In the
simplest case, an unmodified emphatic N forms an emphatic NP by itself, and is
interpreted as definite. For example the noun water in (3a) is also a maximal NP,
hence its prefixation by han- is understood as definite: the water. On the other
hand, the noun water in (3b) is not a maximal NP but part of a larger NP. Ac-
cordingly, its prefixation by han- marks it as emphatic, not as definite. It is its
emphatic NP projection well of water which is interpreted as definite, not a well
of the water but the well of water:’

(3) a. wayyomer Zelohim yohi raqiaf ba.tok ham-mayim
and.said.3Ms God  bejuss.3ms sky inside the-water
‘Then God said, Let there be a firmament in the midst of the water’

(Gen. 1:6)
b. hinné 7anoki nissab fal Sen ham-mayim
PRSTV | stand.pTcp.ms at well(of) the-water

‘Behold, I stand by the well of water. (Gen. 24:43)

In contrast, an absolute-state NP is unmarked for definiteness. It is typically
interpreted as indefinite as in (4):

(4) way.yelek way.yimsa?-ehii faryé b-ad-derek
and.went.3ms and.met.3Ms-Acc.3Ms lion.Ms in-the-road
way.yamit-ehil
and.killed.3ms-acc.3Mms
‘When he was gone, a lion met him on the road and killed him. (1Kings
13:24)

The absolute-state subject lion of the main clause of (4) denotes the predicate
Ax.lion(x). This predicate can combine with the clause’s predicate Ax.P(x) by pred-
icate modification: Ax.lion(x) & P(x). The truth value of the sentence is calculated
by applying the indefinite type-shift (existential closure): 3x.lion(x) & P(x).

®x.P(x) is the maximal individual satisfying P, defined both for singular and plural predicates
(Sharvy 1980).

"Unless stated otherwise, all Biblical translations are from the New King James Version (NKJV).
The pairs of allophones b-f, g-y, d-d, k-x, p-f, t-0, are transcribed according to the Hebraist
transcription b-b, g-g, d-d, k-k, p-p, t-t. Three vowel qualities are distinguished, in accordance
with the Tiberian tradition, e.g. a vs. a vs. epenthetic a.
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But since an absolute-state NP is unmarked, it can on principle also be in-
terpreted as definite. The definite interpretation is normally thwarted by the
principle of maximize presupposition (Heim 1991), which would favour the use
of an emphatic-state NP to indicate definiteness. Yet there are special cases. An
absolute-state NP may be interpreted as definite when the property it denotes
holds of a unique entity by virtue of its meaning. This is the case of kind-names
(Doron 2003), as in (5), or NPs headed by kol, as in (6), to which we return in
Section 3.

(5) wa.gar zareb  fim kebes... wa-Zaryé  k-ab-bagar
and.dwell.moDn.3Ms wolf.Ms with lamb.Ms... and-lion.Ms as-the-cattle
yokal teben
eat.MoD.3Ms straw
‘The wolf shall dwell with the lamb... and the lion shall eat straw like the
ox. (Isa. 11:7)

(6) way.yosep fod dawid 7et kol bahur ba-yisrarel salosim
and.gathered.3mP again David acc koL(of) warrior.Ms in-Israel thirty
talep
thousand

‘Again David gathered all the choice men of Israel, thirty thousand.
(2Sam. 6:1)

2.2 The BH pseudo-partitive construction

Pseudo-partitives, also called measure constructions, denote an amount (a partic-
ular degree of a measure function) of some substance (Selkirk 1977). In Hebrew,
the substance is denoted by an indefinite NP complement of the determiner. The
indefinite substance-denoting NP may be in the absolute state (as in the (a) exam-
ples below) or in the emphatic state (as in the (b) examples below) since emphatic-
ity does not mark the substance NP but the whole construction as definite. The
head of the construction is a degree N which partitions the substance into por-
tions (Schwarzschild 2002; Ruys 2017): (7) partitions days/commandments into
groups of ten, (8) and (9) partition the substance into small/large groups respec-
tively. (10) partitions the craftsmen into groups consisting of all the craftsmen;
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since there is only one such group, the absolute version in (10a) and the emphatic
version in (10b) both denote a unique group:%-?

(7) a. faseret yamim
ten(of) days
‘ten days’ (Jer. 42:7)
b. faseret had-dabarim
ten(of) the-commandments
‘the ten commandments’ (Exod. 34:28)
(8) a. mafat mayim
little(of) water
‘a little water’ (Gen. 18:4)
b. mofat has-son  ha-hénna
few(of) the-sheep the-those
‘those few sheep’ (1Sam. 17:28)
(9) a. rob hokma
much(of) wisdom
‘much wisdom’ (Eccles. 1:18)
b. rob zibhé-kem
many(of) sacrifices-P0oss.2MmP
‘the multitude of your sacrifices’ (Isa. 1:11)
(10) a. kol hakme leb
koL(of) skilled.mp(of) heart
‘all who are gifted artisans’ (Ex. 28:3)

8 Accordingly, kol NP is often overtly case-marked in object position by the accusative ?¢t which
marks definite direct objects, even when NP is headed by a noun in the absolute state. This
was already shown in (6) above, and is shown again here in (i) and (ii):(i) way.yomer Zelohim
hinne natatti lakem Zet kol feseb zoréaf zeraf and.said.3ms God PRSTV gave.ls t0.2MP ACC KOL
herb.ms seed.pTcp.Ms seedAnd God said, See, I have given you every herb that yields seed. (Gen.
1:29)(ii) way.yahdrim Zet kol nepes 7dser bah and-destroyed.3mp Acc KoL soul.Fs that in.3rsand
destroyed all the people who were in it (Josh. 10:39)

°The BH kol NP is indeed a pseudo-partitive rather than a partitive construction where NP
denotes an individual. Though the complement may be a name, as in kol yisrazel ‘all Israel’
(IKings 12:20), kol misrayim ‘all Egypt’ (Gen. 41:55), the name in this position never denotes an
individual but a set of people, i.e. ‘all Israelites’, ‘all Egyptians’. To express the totality of the
geographic entity, the name has to be explicitly modified so as to clarify what kind of portions
are being measured: kol Zeres yisrazel ‘all the land of Israel’ (1Sam. 13:19), kol Zeres misrayim
‘all the land of Egypt’ (Ex. 9:9).
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kol ha-hdkamim
KoL(of) the-skilled.mp
‘all the craftsmen’ (Ex. 36:4)

3 The determiner kol

As just shown in (10), kol functions as a degree N which heads the pseudo-parti-
tive construction; it denotes the entirety degree. The distribution of kol indicates
that it originally was a noun. Indeed, traditional grammars of the Bible describe
kol as an “abstract substantive denoting totality” (Joiion 1923: §139e). It occurs
in the Bible not only in the construct-state form as in (10) above, but also in the
absolute and emphatic states, as in (11) and (12) below. In these forms, kol’s vowel
is not shortened as it often is in the construct state (cf. kol in 10), but is rather a
long /6/, as in kol in (11) and (12):

(11)

(12)

a.

a.

b.

bo-rafab u-bs-sama u-ba-ferom u-ba-hoser kol
in-hunger and-in-thirst and-in-nakedness and-in-need(of) koL

‘in hunger, in thirst, in nakedness, and in need of everything’ (Deut.
28:48)

ki hann-ani Zelohim wa-ki yes It kol
because favoured.3ms-acc.1s God  and-because EXST to.1s KOL
‘for God has been generous to me and I have all I need’ (Gen. 33:11)
habel habalim hak-kol habel

futility(of) futilities the-xor futility

‘Futility of futilities, all is futility. (MEV, Eccles. 1:2)

wa-YHWH berak Zet  Pabraham b-ak-kol

and-Lord blessed.3ms acc Abraham in-the-koL

‘and the Lord had blessed Abraham in all things’ (Gen. 24:1)

The nominal origin of kol is also evident in examples where it is still inter-
preted as the noun ‘totality’, e.g. when it heads the event-nominalization count

in (13):

(13)

kol mispar  rase ha-?7abot ... 7alp-ayim wa-$es
koL(of) count(of) chiefs(of) the-officers ... thousand-puAL and-six
mer-ot

hundred-rL

“The total number of chief officers ... was two thousand six hundred.
(2Chr. 26:12)
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I reiterate that the translations of the Biblical verses are not my own, but are re-
ceived translations, mostly from the New King James Version (NKJV). The trans-
lations are faithful to the meaning of each verse as a whole, but cannot be used
to gauge the various nuances of the meaning of kol or other lexical items.

3.1 Non-distributivity of kol

The present subsection demonstrates that kol NP is not quantificational/distribu-
tive. It denotes the entirety of a (group) individual rather than quantifying over
its members/parts.

The first piece of evidence for the non-quantificational nature of kol NP is the
possibility of predicating cardinality of it, unlike the English all NP, of which
cardinality cannot be predicated. All NP contrasts in this respect with definite
NPs: The apostles were twelve/*All the apostles were twelve (Dowty 1987; Winter
2002). In BH we find cardinals predicated of kol NP:1

(14) kol han-nepes lo-bet yafdqob hab-ba?a misraym-a $ibfim
koL the-soul.rs of-house(of) Jacob  the-go.pTcp.Fs Egypt-1iLL seventy
‘All the persons of the house of Jacob who went to Egypt were seventy’
(Gen. 46:27)

Second, as shown in (15), kol NP does no distribute over another argument
in the clause. For example, (15a) is unlike English and other languages, where
the universal subject scopes in two different ways relative to the object, yielding
ambiguity in All the artisans made ten curtains.

(15) a. wayyafasu kol hakam leb  ba-fose
and.made.3mp KoL skilled.ms(of) heart among-do.pTce.mp(of)
ham-malaka ... feser yarifot
the-work  ...ten curtains
‘Then all the gifted artisans among them who worked ... made ten
curtains. (Ex. 36:8) (non-distributive only)
b. yom la-yHwWH sabafot fal kol ge?e wa-ram
day to-Lord Sabaoth for koL proud and-lofty
‘The Lord Almighty has a day in store for all the proud and lofty.
(NIV, Isa. 2:12) (non-distributive only)

I am not aware of examples like (15) where kol NP distributes over another
argument.

9For the sake of brevity I will henceforth mostly use the gloss koL rather than kow(of).
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Third, even when its complement NP is singular, kol NP denotes the entirety of
a group and functions as subject of collective predicates, unlike other languages
where NPg;,, only cooccurs with distributive every:

(16) a. way.yitqabsu zelaw kol 718 masoq
and.gathered.3mp to.3ms KoL man(of) distress
‘And everyone who was in distress ... gathered to him. (1Sam. 22:2)

b. way.yiqqahali Zel ham-melek salomo kol 7is yisrazel
and.assembled.3mP to the-king Salomon xoL man(of) Israel
‘“Therefore all the men of Israel assembled with King Solomon.
(IKings 8:2)

c. wa-felay yerlaspu kol hared bo-dibre
and-to.1s congregated.3mP KOL tremble.pTcp.3ms at-words(of)
Zelohe  yisrazel
God(of) Israel

‘Then everyone who trembled at the words of the God of Israel
assembled to me. (Ezra 9:4)

In other examples with NPy, kol NP denotes the entirety of an individual:
the whole NP/all the NP.1!

(17) a. ba-kol leb  d-ba-kol nepes
with-koL heart and-with-koL soul
‘with all his heart and all his soul’ (2Kings 23:3)
b. kol ros la-holi wa-kol lebab  dawway
KoL head in-sickness and-koL heart.ms faint.mMs
‘The whole head is sick and the whole heart faints. (Isa 1:5)

NP may also be an absolute-state mass term:'?

UThese examples argue against Naudé’s (2011b) account of kol, which consists in translating kol
as every with NP, . ._qer and as all with NP, ... qe- Naudé’s account is mistaken for (17). More-
over, it is incompatible with the lack of distributive interpretation of NP, .. _qe¢ int (15) and (16):
we would expect distributivity with every. Naudé’s account ignores kol applied to NP_g,n_qef
as in (18), which Naudé claims does not exist (2011b: 418), and also ignores all examples where
kol can be translated as neither all nor every, cf. Section 3.3 below.

?The nouns gold and silver are mass nouns in BH, just as they are in Modern Hebrew and in
English, since they do not pluralize, and, though singular, denote space-filling substance:

(i) Zim yitten li  balag malo bet-o kesep wa-zahab
if give.MoD.3Ms to.1s Balak fullness(of) house-poss.3ms silver and-gold
‘If Balak gave me his house full of silver and gold ... (MEV, Num. 22:18)
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(18) wa-kol kesep  wa-zahab u-kle nahoset u-barzel qodes
and-koL silver.ms and-gold.ms and-vessels(of) bronze and-iron sacred.ms
hu la-yawH

PRON.3Ms to-Lord

‘But all the silver and gold, and vessels of bronze and iron, are
consecrated to the Lord. (Josh. 6:19)

Fourth, verbal agreement provides additional evidence for the lack of distribu-
tivity of kol NP. If kol were distributive, we would expect kol NPy, to strictly
agree in the singular like every and unlike all (which agrees either in the plural
or the singular). Yet irrespective of the number marking of NP, verbal agreement
is often plural, even for singular NP. Example (19) shows plural agreement when
NP is plural, as is to be expected. (20) shows the same plural agreement when NP
is singular. The relevant NPs are in the absolute state in the (a) examples, and in
the emphatic state in the (b) examples:

(19) a. wa-kol birkayim télakna mmayim
and-koL knees.FP become.MOD.3FP water
‘and all knees will be weak as water’ (Ezek. 21:12)
b. ki metu kol ha-?anasim ha-mabaqsim fet naps-eka
for died.3rL KOL the-men  the-seek.pTcP.MP AcC soul-P0SS.2Ms
‘for all the men who sought your life are dead” (Ex. 4:19)

(20) a. way.yestu kol 715 mefal-aw
and.left.3rL KoL man.ms from-3Mms
‘So everyone left’ (NET, 2Sam. 13:9)
b. kol ha-Pezrah ba-yisrarel yesbu b-as-sukkot
KOL the-native.Ms in-Israel sit.MoD.3MPL in-the-booths
‘All who are native Israelites shall dwell in booths.” (Lev. 23:42)

If kol were distributive, it would be unexpected for kol NPg;, to co-occur with
Vp1 in (20a), unless we think that Biblical subject-verb agreement is haphazard:
there indeed are many other examples where kol NP cooccurs with V.. But in
fact these are all kol NPg;,,. There are no examples where kol NPp| cooccurs with
Vsing.lg’ This agreement pattern is actually systematic under the assumption that
kol NP is collective and may hence be marked as plural [kol NP],,) independently

] exclude irrelevant examples such as left-conjunct agreement (Doron 2005), passive verbs, and
verbs where the subject of V,, is actually not kol NP, but a null expletive as in (i):

10
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of the number feature of NP. Accordingly, Vi,e only cooccurs with kol NPg;y,
whereas V| cooccurs both with [kol NPgjne]p,1 and [kol NPpl]pl.14

Lastly, it is important to distinguish distributivity from what has been called
lexical distributivity (Winter 2000), which is due to the lexical nature of the pred-
icate. E.g. weeping in (21) below can only be predicated of a group by attributing
it to the individual members of the group.' Lexical distributivity does not induce
scopal ambiguity (de Vries 2017) and is not mediated by quantifiers.

(21) wa-gam ham-melek wa-kol fabad-aw baku baki gadol
and-also the-king and-KoL servants-poss.3Ms wept.3Mp weeping big
moarod
very

‘Also the king and all his servants wept very bitterly. (2Sam. 13:36)

I conclude that kol is not quantificational. Rather, kol applies to a NP which
denotes substance, mass or count, singular or plural, and yields a portion of the
NP substance that consists of the entirety of those individuals whose parts satisfy
NP. Hence kol maps a predicate P to the set of all individuals, atoms or sums,

satisfying *P.16:17

(22) [kol] = AP. Ax. *P(x)

In argument position, the predicate kol NP is given a definite interpretation as
the maximal individual 1x.kol[NP](x) satisfying it.!®

(i) wa.yahi kol han-no plim b-ay-yom ha-hi  me-7i§ wa-fad 7issa
was.3Ms KoL the-fall.pTcp.mp in-the-day the-that of-man and-including woman
Sanem.fasar 2alep
twelve thousand
‘So it was that all who fell that day, both men and women, were twelve thousand’
(Josh. 8:25)

“Under Naudé’s (2011b) account, the agreement pattern remains mysterious.
BLexical distributivity can be averted by the use of collective adverbs such as together, e.g.

(i) yahad falay yitlahasu kol sonar-ay
together at.1s whisper.MoD.3MP KOL hate.PTCP.MP-POSS.1s

‘All who hate me whisper together against me’ (Ps. 41:8)

1"P denotes the minimal divisive predicate (Krifka 1989) which includes P: if P is itself divisive,
i.e. plural or mass, then "P=P; otherwise P is the pluralized version of P.

T assume that the absolute/emphatic kol in (11)/(12) above combines with a null P which spans
the entire relevant domain.

Tn a downward entailing environment, the definite interpretation is disfavoured, as it is weaker
than the indefinite (existential closure) interpretation. We return to this below in Section 3.3.

11



Edit Doron

3.2 Maximality of kol

We have seen that kol does not contribute distributivity. So what does it con-
tribute? Why say ‘all the men’ rather than simply ‘the men’, if it is not for the
purpose of allowing distributivity?

The answer seems to be that kol NP denotes the sum of all parts of NP, includ-
ing absolutely all of them (Brisson 1997; 2003). This is illustrated by the following
example, which demonstrates that tearing away the kingdom is compatible with
not tearing away all the kingdom:

(23) qaroaf Zeqraf et ham-mamlaka me-Saleka ... raq fet kol
tear.INF tear.MOD.1s Acc the-kingdom from-over.2™s ... but Acc KoL
ham-mamlaka lo  Zeqraf — Sebet  Pchad reten
the-kingdom NEG tear.MoD.1s — tribe.Ms one.Ms give.MOD.1s
li-bn-eka

to-son-rP0ss.2MsS

‘Twill surely tear the kingdom away from you ... However, I will not tear
away the whole kingdom; I will give one tribe to your son. (1Kings 11:13)

kol disallows the slack allowed by the,, (Kritka 2006; Lasersohn 1999; Schwarz
2013). Lasersohn characterizes slack as pragmatic looseness which involves ap-
proximation to the truth that does not affect truth conditions. When speaking
loosely, the speaker takes it to be unlikely that the (possible) difference between
the actual world and his assertion is relevant for present purposes. To adapt an
example of Lauer (2012), I live in Tel-Aviv is true in a context where the speaker
lives in Jaffa, which abuts Tel-Aviv, but is not part of it. Various expressions, such
as proper, are seen as slack regulators in this respect. I live in Tel-Aviv proper can-
not be used with slack: it is never appropriate if the speaker lives in Jaffa.

The plural definite the,; displays pragmatic slack: it makes a sentence such as
The boys smiled true even if there are some exceptions, assuming those excep-
tions do not matter for present purposes. The role of all, on this view, is that of
a slack regulator. It disallows the flexibility permitted by the plural definite they,.
This view integrates what Dowty (1987) called the ‘maximizing effect’ of all. All
the boys smiled is interpreted maximally.

Winter (2001) attributes the maximality of all to its being quantificational.
Winter shows that (24a) but not (24b) is entailed by (25):

(24) a. The members of the organizing committee met.

b. All the members of the organizing committee met.

(25) The organizing committee met.

12
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(24a) has a reading equivalent to (25). Under this reading the denotation of the
definite the members of the organizing committee is mapped to a group individual
representing the committee itself. Such a process is impossible in (24b), where
the only way to achieve collectivity is to use quantification which requires every
committee member in (24b) to participate in the meeting.

In BH, the maximality of kol is not due to quantification over individuals, since
kol is not quantificational. Rather, the maximality of kol is a consequence of mea-
surement as expressed by the pseudo-partitive construction. Measuring an indi-
vidual requires taking into account its full extent, preventing non-maximality.'’

3.3 Homogeneity of kol

In dictionaries and traditional grammars of Biblical Hebrew, kol is translated as
all (sometimes as every, mistakenly in my view). But in addition, these sources
mention that in combination with negation, kol is interpreted as none at all
(rather than not all). Hence, it seems to exhibit what has been called polarity
(Lobner 2000) or homogeneity (recently Kriz 2016), which is surprising, since this
phenomenon is said to be incompatible with the maximality of all (Kriz 2016 ar-
gues that maximality is the by-product of lack of homogeneity).

3.3.1 The puzzle

Homogeneity is a property of plural predication which requires that a plurality
not be mixed with respect to the property predicated of it (or its negation). For
(26a) below to be true, the subject must have reacted to all the external stimuli.
For (26b) to be true, the subject must have reacted to none of the external stimuli.
In mixed scenarios, where the subject reacted to some but not all of the stimuli,

I therefore beg to differ from one passage in the medieval Rabbinic exegetical literature (Assaf
1929: 245), where the maximality of kol is disputed, and it is argued that kol only gives rise to
an existential commitment. The problem is the apparent contradiction between two verses in
Chapter 9 of the book of Exodus, the first describing the extinction of all Egyptian livestock
by the plague, and the second — Moses’ subsequent words to the Pharaoh, which presuppose
that not all the livestock had perished.

(i) wayyamat kol migne misrayim
and.died xoL livestock(of) Egypt
‘And all the livestock of Egypt died. (Ex. 9:6)
(if) wo-fatta Salah hafez Zet migno-ka
and-now send gather Acc livestock-Poss.2Ms

‘Send now and gather your livestock. (Ex. 9:19)

13
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neither (26a) nor (26b) is true. These scenarios are what Kriz calls an “extension
gap”, where (26a) and (26b) are neither true nor false:

(26) a. The subject reacted to the external stimuli.

b. The subject did not react to the external stimuli.

Homogeneity is also found with measure phrases, as in the following English
examples from the web.

(27) a. 1didn’t add the glass of chardonnay. (i.e. I didn’t add any of it)

b. It said it had friction modifier already in it so I didn’t add the bottle of
motorcraft modifier.

Homogeneity disappears in English in the presence of all. In (28), if the subject
reacted to some but not all of the stimuli, (28a) is simply false and (28b) is true.

(28) a. The subject reacted to all the external stimuli.
b. The subject did not react to all the external stimuli.

It is therefore surprising that in BH, sentences with kol do exhibit homogeneity.
In BH, negating a sentence with kol does not yield ‘not all’ but ‘none at all’, i.e.
‘not any’.

(29) a. wa-kol Siah has-sade terem  yihaye b-a-fares  wa-kol
and-kor plant(of) the-field still.not be.mop.3ms in-the-earth and-koL
feseb  has-sade terem  yismah
herb(of) the-field still.not grow.moD.3Ms
‘before any plant of the field was in the earth and before any herb of
the field had grown’ (Gen. 2:5)

# ‘before all plants of the field were in the earth and before all herbs
of the field had grown’

b. kol 7aserlo yadofu  7et kol milhdmot kanafan
KOL that NEG knew.3MP Acc kKoL wars(of) Canaan
‘all who had not experienced any of the wars in Canaan’ (Judg. 3:1)
# ‘all who had not experienced all of the wars in Canaan’

c. lo tabafaru 7es ba-kol mosbot-ekem ba-yom
NEG kindle.moDp.2mp fire in-koL dwellings-poss.2mp on-day(of)
has-sabbat
the-Sabbath
“You shall kindle no fire throughout your dwellings on the Sabbath
day.’ (Ex. 35:3)
# ‘You shall not kindle fire throughout all your dwellings’

14
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There is a well-known dialogue in the story of the Garden of Eden, where the
snake queries Eve as in (30). Her answer starts by denying that she and Adam
had been forbidden from eating any of the fruit of the garden, thus indicating
that she interprets the snake’s use of kol as involving homogeneity:2°

(30) 7ap ki famar Zelohim lo  tokla mik-kol fes
indeed indeed said.3Ms God  NEG eat.MOD.2MP from-KOL tree(of)
hag-gan
the-garden
‘Has God indeed said “You shall not eat of any tree of the garden?”” (MEV,
Gen. 3:1)

According to Kriz (2016), maximality derives from lack of homogeneity, where-
as here we see that the maximality of kol is compatible with its homogeneity. A
parallel puzzle in English is mentioned by Kriz (2016: 515), where maximality
does not depend on lack of homogeneity. His example is of definite plurals with
numerals. These plurals are homogeneous in English, but are only interpreted
maximally, e.g. The six professors smiled requires all of them to have smiled. In-
terestingly, the syntax of such plurals in BH parallels that of kol NP. Both have
the structure N(of) NP where N functions as a degree determiner and NP is in-
definite irrespective of its emphatic marking (as emphaticity marks the whole
construction as definite rather than the complement NP):

(31) a. seset yomé  ham-mafise
six(of) days(of) the-work
‘the six working days’ (Ez. 46:1)
b. kol yameé  hayy-aw
koL(of) days(of) life.PL-POss.3Ms
‘all the days of his life’ (1Sam. 7:15)

The structure in (31) is that of the pseudo-partitive discussed above in Sec-
tion 2.2. In English too, definite plurals with numerals are not interpreted like
other definite plurals. A definite plural does not presuppose anything beyond
existence; in particular it does not presuppose uniqueness. A definite plural with
the numeral six presupposes contextual uniqueness of a group individual with
the measure six. The phrase the six working days is interpreted as the unique
individual in the context of a week which has measure six out of the substance

2 Qther translators, for example the NKJV, consider kol here to be focused, and hence translate
‘Has God indeed said, “You shall not eat of every tree of the garden™?’.
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working days. Accordingly, the English the six working days is a pseudo-partitive,
i.e. a measure phrase, just like the BH (31a). The denotation of the relevant de-
gree is given in (32), where #x denotes the number of atoms that the individual
x consists of.

(32) [seset] = AP. Ax. P(x) & #x = 6

As in the case of kol, measurement is what guarantees maximality despite
homogeneity, both in Hebrew and in English. Unlike the case of kol, ix.[séset
NP]|(x) is not necessarily defined (unless the cardinality of NP is 6).%!

3.3.2 An account of homogeneity

As was shown in Section 3.1, kol NP is a predicate, hence there are two ways of
combining it with the sentence predicate VP which is of the same type. One way,
represented in (33a), is to type-shift kol NP to type e by applying the definite
type-shift. The other way, represented in (33b), involves combining kol NP with
VP via predicate modification, followed by the application of the indefinite type-
shift (existential closure).

(33) a. St b. St
IR N
NP, VP 3 Sy
N PN
L NPet NPet VPet
N N
kol NP kol NP

In general, the stronger interpretation is the definite interpretation in (33a).
But in a downward entailing environment, e.g. negation, (33b) is stronger. If no

2When the complement NP of the numeral is in the absolute state, the measure phrase is inter-
preted as indefinite. Moshavi & Rothstein (2018) attribute the “durational measuring phrase”
interpretation of such phrases, e.g. (i) below, to indefiniteness. Yet definite measure phrases
are also attested, such as (31a).

(i) seset yamin tafabod u-b-ay-yom has-$abif1  tisbot
six(of) days work.MoD.2Ms and-in-the-day the-seventh rest.mob.2Mms

‘Do your work in six days and rest on the seventh day. (CEV; Exod. 34:21)

16



1 From a collective to a free choice determiner in Biblical Hebrew

element of NP satisfies VP, then neither does the maximal element. But if the
maximal element of NP does not satisfy VP, this does not entail that no element
of NP does.

The two type shifts available for the derivation of a sentence with kol NP, cou-
pled with the stronger meaning hypothesis: Pick the stronger meaning (Dalrymple
et al. 1994), predict the following:?2

(34) a. Definite type-shift (33a) in non-downward-entailing environments

b. Indefinite type-shift (33b) in downward-entailing environments

Indeed the indefinite type-shift is attested in downward entailing environ-
ments, including, besides negation, other downward entailing environments as
well. Indefinite type-shifted kol NP can thus be interpreted as a negative polarity
item (NPI).?3

(35) negation

a. wa-7en kol hadas tahat has-Sames
and-NEG KoL new under the-sun
‘And there isn’t anything new under the sun.’ (Eccles. 1:9)
# ‘Not all new things are under the sun’

b. lo yirfe kol hakme leb
NEG see.MOD.3Ms KoL skilled.mp(of) heart
‘He shows no partiality to any who are wise of heart.’ (Job 37:24)
# ‘He shows no partiality to all who are wise of heart.

c. wa-lo masa?u kol 7anse  hayil yade-hem
and-NEG found.3mP KoL men(of) might hands-poss.3mp
‘And none of the mighty men have found the use of their hands. (Ps.
76:5)
# ‘And not all the mighty men have found the use of their hands’

22The analysis follows Krifka (1996) (also Malamud 2012; Spector 2018), where plural referen-
tial expressions are interpreted as universal/existential on the basis of the stronger meaning
hypothesis.

BRaising kol NP out of the downward-entailing environment and interpreting it by the definite
type-shift (33a) does not yield the right truth conditions in the question example in (38), and
is impossible in (41) because of the island nature of the conditional protasis. Hence there is no
way of forgoing the indefinite type-shift (33b).
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(36) generic NP

a. nepes raser tiggaf ba-kol dabar tame ... wa-hu tame
soul.Fs that touch.moD.3Fs at-koL thing unclean ... and-he unclean
wa-rasem
and-guilty

‘a person who touches any unclean thing... he shall be unclean and
guilty’ (NET, Lev. 5:2)
# ‘a person who touches all unclean things... he shall be unclean and
guilty’
b. Zarur Sokeb fim kol bshema
cursed.ms lie.pTcp.Ms with koL animal
‘Cursed is the one who lies with any kind of animal’ (Deut 27: 21)
# ‘Cursed is the one who lies with all the kinds of animals’

(37) FC NP
kol nepes 7aser tokal kol dam wa.nikrata han-nepes
KoL soul.Fs that eat.moD.3Fs koL blood and.will.be.cut.off.3Fs the-soul.Fs
ha-ht me-famm-cha
the-that.rs from-people-poss.3Fs
‘Whoever eats any blood - that person will be cut off from his people’
(Lev. 7:27)
# ‘Whoever eats all the blood - that person will be cut off from his
people’

(38) question
hinne 7ani yawH 7elohe kol basar — ha-mimenni
prRsTVI  Lord God(of) xor flesh — Q-from.1s
yippale kol dabar
be.beyond.ability.mop.3Ms koL thing
‘Behold, I am the Lord... Is there anything too hard for Me?’ (Jer. 32:27)
# ‘Are all things too hard for Me?’

(39) complement of adversative verbs
wa-Somer yad-o me-fasot kol raf
and-keep.pTcp.3Ms hand-ross.3Ms from-do.INF KoL evil

... and keeps his hand from doing any evil * (Isa. 56:2)
# °... and keeps his hand from doing all evil things’
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before-PPs

fod-ennu ba-7ibb-0 lo yiqqatep wa-lipne kol hasir
still-3Ms in-green-poss.3Ms NEG cut.MoD.3Ms and-before koL plant

yibas

wither.MmoD.3Ms

‘While it is yet green and not cut down,it withers before any other plant’
(Job 8:12)

# ‘While it is yet green and not cut down,it withers before

all other plants’

conditional protasis

a. 7im yiggaf tome nepes ba-kol Zelle
if touch.mon.3Mms unclean(of) dead.body at-xoL these
ha-yitma

Q-be.unclean.moD.3Ms

‘If one who is unclean touches any of these, will it be unclean?’ (Hag.

2:13)

# ‘If one who is unclean touches all of these, will it all be unclean?’
b. ki yistahu l-as-Semes 70 l-ay-yareah 70 lo-kol sba

if worship.MoD.3Ms to-the-sun or to-the-moon or to-koL host(of)

has-samayim ...

the-heavens ...

‘If [he] worships the sun or moon or any of the host of heaven ...

(Deut. 17:3)
# ‘If [he] worships the sun or moon or all the host of heaven ...

comparative PPs

wat.tereb mas?at binyamin mim-mas?ot  kull-am
and.was.as.large.3Fs serving.rs(of) Benjamin as-servings(of) all-3mp
hames yadot

five portions

‘but Benjamin’s serving was five times as much as any of theirs’ (Gen.
43:34)

# ? but Benjamin’s serving was five times as much as all of theirs’

19



Edit Doron

4 Distributivity in BH

In English, all is quantificational, and may be interpreted distributively.
As shown above, kol is a non-quantificational degree determiner in BH, and is
not distributive. Distributivity is achieved in BH by other means. Various BH syn-
tactic structures express distributivity through the LF application of the operator
each (defined by Link 1987) to a property:

(43) [each] = AP.Ax.Vy < x [Atom(y) — P(y)]

We only expect the distributivity operator to modify VPs predicated of a sub-
ject kol NP if the latter is derived by the definite type shift (33a). Such kol NP
denotes an individual, for which the < part-of relation is defined. We indeed do
not find the distributivity operator when kol is interpreted as any, by the appli-
cation of the indefinite type shift (33b).

4.1 The lexical item 71§ ‘each’

In the simplest case, the distributivity operator is expressed by a VP-premodifier,
the lexical item 715 ‘each’ (literally ‘man’), sometimes reduplicated as in (45):

(44) a. way.yaggisu kol ha-fam s Sor-o
and.brought.3mp KoL the-people.Ms each ox-Poss.3ms
‘So every one of the people brought his ox.’ (1Sam. 14:34)
b. ki kol ha-fammim yélku 715 ba-Sem Zeloh-aw
for koL the-peoples walk.moD.3mP each in-name(of) God-poss.3Mms
wa-?anahnu nelek ba-sem YHWH Zeloh-enu
and-we walk.MoD.1p in-name(of) Lord God-poss.1p
‘For all people walk each in the name of his God, but we will walk in
the name of the Lord our God.” (Mic. 4:5)

(45) way.yabo?u kol ha-hdkamim... 715 715 mim-moalakt-0 ?dser
and.came.3MP KoL the-experts... each each from-work- poss.3Ms
hemma fosim
that  they do.pTcp.mp
‘Then all the craftsmen ... came each from the work he was doing.’ (Ex.
36:4)
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4.2 Reduplication

The distributivity operator can also be expressed by reduplicative adverbials, as
shown by Beck & von Stechow (2006), Naudé & Miller-Naudé (2015):

(46)

a.

way-yittaniu felaw kol nosire-hem matte lo-nasi
and-give.MoD.3MP to.3Ms KoL leaders-poss.3mp rod  for-leader
’ehad matte lo-nasi  ?7chad

one rod for-leader one

‘and each of their leaders gave him a rod apiece’ (Num. 17:21)
qahu lakem min ha-fam  Sonmém.fasar Zanasim 7is
take.IMPR.2MP to.2MP from the-people twelve men  man
7chad 715 7chad mis-sabet

one manone from-tribe

‘Take for yourselves twelve men from the people, one man from
every tribe’ (Josh. 4:2)

midde  sana ba-Sana

whenever year in-year

‘year after year’ (1Sam. 7:16)

ba-kol dor wa-dor

in-KoL generation and-generation

‘forever and ever ’ (Ps. 45:17)

wa.sapadi ... kol ham-mispahot han-nis?arot mispahot
mourn.mMoD.3MP  KOL the-families the-remain.pTcp.MP families
mispahot labad

families alone

‘all the families that remain shall mourn, every family by itself’ (Zech.
12:14)

4.3 Floated kol

Another VP-premodifier which is interpreted as each is the inflected kol?* In
(47a), the subject is null and the predicate is modified by kullam, i.e. kol inflected
in the plural. In (47b) the subject is a group individual, and the predicate is again
modified by kullam.

24This modification has been called “quantifier float” by Shlonsky (1991) and Naudé (2011a).
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(47)

a. kull-am la-dark-am pani

KOL-POSS.3PL to-way-Poss.3Mp turned.3pL
‘They all look to their own way. (Isa. 56:11)

. wa-kol saray-ik kull-am b-as-5abi
and-koL adversaries-POSS.2FS KOL-POsS.3PL in-the-captivity
yeleku
£0.MOD.3MP

‘And all your adversaries, every one of them, shall go into captivity.’
(Jer. 30:16)

kol may also be inflected in the singular, e.g. kullo in (48):

(48)

lepes  qase-hu tirfe wa-kull-0 lo
edge(of) extremity-poss.3Ms see.MOD.2MS and-KOL-POSS.3MS NEG
tir?e

see.MOD.2MS

“You shall see the outer part of them [the nation], and shall not see every
one of them. (Num. 23:13)

4.4 Dependent relational nouns

Relational nouns denoting e.g. body-parts, kinship and socially defined roles, or
other relations which involve atomic individuals rather than groups, give rise
to distributive interpretations when they depend on group nouns. Examples are
shown in (49). Each example includes a dependent relational noun, where the
dependence is marked by poss inflection, as in (49a-b), by the presence of a
possessor which raises in LF to yield inverse scope readings, as in (49c—d), or by
the presence of an implicit possessor, as in (49e-f):

(49)

22

a. kol somaf-o0 tasillena ste

KOL hear.pTCcP.MS-P0OSs.3Ms tingle.moD.3FP both.Fp(of)
fozon-aw

€ar.FP-POSS.3MS

‘Both ears of everyone who hears it will tingle.’ (1Sam. 3:11)

. kol ha-7anasim hay-yodafim ki moaqattorot nase-hem

KOL the-men  the-know.pTcr.mP that fume.PTCP.FP Wives-POSS.3MP
le-?lohim 7daherim

to-gods other.mp

‘all the men who knew that their wives had burned incense to other
gods’ (Jer. 44:15)
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c. u-ba-leb kol hdkam leb natatti hokma
and-in-heart(of) xor skilled.ms(of) heart have.put.1s wisdom
‘T have put wisdom in the hearts of all the gifted artisans.” (Ex. 31:6)

d. w@-mik-kol ha-hay mik-kol basar Sanayim mik-kol
and-of-koL the-live.pTcp.Ms of-koL-flesh two of-KoL
tabi 7el hat-teba

bring.MmoD.2Ms to the-ark
‘And of every living thing of all flesh you shall bring two of
every sort into the ark’ (Gen. 6:19)
e. ki kull-o  hanep u-meraf wa-kol pe
because koL-3Ms godless and-evildoing and-koL mouth
dober nabala
speak.PTCP.Ms vileness
‘for the whole of it [of the nation] was godless and evildoing, every
mouth was speaking vile words’ (NET, Isa. 9:17)

f. haru yosabe leres ... suggar kol bayit
burned.3mp inhabitants(of) earth ... shut.up.3ms xor house
mib-bo

from-come.INF

‘the inhabitants of the earth are burned ... every house is shut up so
that no one may go in’ (Isa. 24:10)

The dependence of the relational noun on a group individual gives rise to the
introduction of the distributivity operator at the predicate level (Winter 2000).
The LFs of (49a—f) can be represented as (50a—f) respectively. The predicate ab-
stracted from the clause which contains the bound x; is distributively predicated
of the group subject:

(50) a. [[all who hear it] [each; [both ears of x; will tingle]]]

b. [[all men] [each; [x; knew that x;’s wife had burned incense to other

gods]]]
c. [[all gifted artisans] [each; [I have put wisdom in the heart of x;]]]
d. [[all kinds] [each; [bring two of x; into the ark]]]
e. [...[all of the nation] ...] [each; [the mouth (of ;) was speaking vile
words]]

f. [...[the inhabitants] ...] [each; [the house (of x;) is shut up so that no
one enter it]]
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5 Free choice

Existential modals such as may give rise to what has been called the distribution
requirement by Kratzer & Shimoyama (2002). This requirement results in a free
choice (FC) reading of particular expressions under existential modals.?> We find
the same reading for kol NP in Hebrew. Under an existential modal, kol NP re-
ceives a FC reading, as in the following examples, where kol NP is satisfied by
different individuals in different accessible worlds:

(51) a. wa.Zdkaltem 70t-06 ba-kol magom Zattem u-bet-akem
and.eat.MOD.2MP Acc-it in-KoL place  you.mP and-house-pPoss.2mp
‘You may eat it in any place, you and your households.” (Num. 18:31)

b. wa-heleb nabela ... yefase lo-kol molaka wa-7akol

and-fat(of) animal ... be.used.MoD.3Ms to-KOL craft and-eat.INF
lo tokalu-hu
NEG eat.MOD.2MP-ACC.3MS
‘And the fat of an animal ... may be used in any other way; but you
shall by no means eat it (Lev. 7:24)

The FC reading is also available in the scope of imperative/commissive modal
operators (cf. Dayal 2013) if kol NP is modified by a relative clause, as in (52)
below. In such examples, kol is interpreted as whatever/whoever and receives a
FC interpretation:

(52) a. kol hab-ben hay-yilod ha-yator-a  tasliku-hu
KoL the-son the-born.pTcp.ms the-river-ILL cast.MOD.2MP-ACC.3MS
‘Every son who is born you shall cast into the river. (Ex. 1:22)
b. kol makke yebusi  b-a-risona yihaye la-ros
KoL attack.pTcp.Ms Jebusite in-the-first be.moDn.3Ms to-chief
u-la-$ar
and-to-captain
‘Whoever attacks the Jebusites first shall be chief and captain.
(1Chron. 11:6)

A minimal pair is shown in (53), where kol+relative clause has a FC interpreta-
tion in the commissive (53a), but merely a collective interpretation in the episodic
(53b):

% According to Bar-Lev & Fox (2017), O(p v q) excludes O(p & q) by exhaustivity, but includes
Op & ¢q by innocent inclusion, hence implies FC.
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(53) a. wo-kol Zdser tomar relay 7efese
and-koL that say.MoD.2Mms to.1s do.moD.1s
‘and I will do whatever you say to me’ (Num. 22:17)
b. way.yafas kol 7dser Zamar
and.did.3ms koL that said.3ms
‘so [Moses] did all that he had said’ (Ex. 18:24)

FC readings have been accounted for by the pervasive view (from Kadmon &
Landman 1993 to Chierchia 2013) that FC items are existential.?® In the case of
kol, the FC interpretation is due to the indefinite type-shift in (51b) above. Under
the present approach, the availability of this type-shift depends on its deriving a
stronger reading than the competing definite type-shift. This indeed seems to be
the case. If John or Mary may sign a check, then each of them may. But if John
and Mary may sign the check, it is not clear they may each sign separately.?’

I assume that the FC interpretation was eventually reanalyzed as part of the
lexical meaning of kol. The change conforms to Eckardt’s (2006: 236) notion of
semantic reanalysis — the overall sentence meaning did not change, but there
was redistribution of conceptual content: kol acquired FC interpretation in the
environment of certain modal operators.

6 Beyond step II

In Modern Hebrew (MH), we find that step III of the Distributivity Cycle has
occurrred (perhaps as early as Rabbinic Hebrew). The universal determiner kol
is now interpreted as the distributive every in addition to its categorization as
any:

(54) kol NP = every/any NP

I will not discuss step III in the present paper, and rely on Beck’s (2017) ac-
count of the development from FC to distributive interpretations. Beck shows
how conjunction of the alternative propositions which underlies FC readings de-
velops into universal quantification over individuals.

Moreover, in post-Biblical Hebrew, definite noun phrases are not NPs but are
all headed by D; as shown by Doron & Meir (2016), the article ha- was reanalyzed
as a definite determiner of category D. Accordingly, when the complement of kol
is definite, it is categorized as an individual DP rather than a predicate NP:

%Menéndez-Benito (2010) and Zimmermann (2008) treat FC items as universal, but this crucially
depends on the distributive interpretation of the universal determiner, which kol does not have.
'In general, OP(avb) — OP(a) & OP(b), but OP(asb) - OP(a) & OP(b).
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(55) kol DP = all DP,

The construction in (55) is definite due to its partitive structure. There isn’t
any longer an indefinite type-shift giving rise to NPI/FC interpretations, not even
in downward entailing or modal environments, as shown in (56). (56) contrasts
with parallel Biblical examples such as (29-30) or (41-42) above, which have a
pseudo-partitive structure, and hence have NPI/FC interpretations.

(56) a. ha-hanhala lo hithayba le-qabel et kol ha-tlunot
the-administration NEG commited to-accept Acc KoL the-complaints
The administration did not commit to accept all/*any complaints.
b. ha-hanhala hithayba le-qabel et kol ha-tlunot
the-administration commited to-accept aAcc koL the-complaints
The administration commited to accept all/*any complaints.

However, in construction (54), we do find NPI/FC interpretations, as shown in
(57):

(57) a. ha-hanhala lo  hithayba le-qabel kol tluna
the-administration NEG commited to-accept KoL complaint
‘The administration did not commit to accept every/any complaint.
b. ha-hanhala hithayba le-gqabel kol tluna
the-administration commited to-accept KoL complaint

‘The administration commited to accept every/any complaint.

The Biblical origins of the any NP construction in (54) are also manifested
by the number feature of any’s complement within this construction. It is only
within this construction that the complement of kol can be a plural NP in MH,
just like in the Biblical (19a), (35b—c). The following are MH examples found on
the web:

(58) a. lo nimce’u kol tlunot mucdaqot
NEG found koL complaint.Fp justified.Fp
‘There weren’t any justified complaints found’
b. anu mithaybim le-facot etkem begin kol nezagim
we commit  to-compensate you for KoL damage.Mp
Se-yahulu aleykem
that-occur.3Mp on.you
‘We commit to compensate you for any damages incurred to you.
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We thus find remnants of Biblical syntax within the MH (54) construction
where kol is interpreted as any, alongside the new every interpretation derived
from it. The original definite interpretation of kol as all is now restricted to the
partitive (55) structure. This completes the account of the full array of kol’s in-
terpretations in MH.

7 Conclusion

Hebrew originally lacked a distributive determiner every. Distributivity was
achieved in Biblical Hebrew through operators applying to the sentence pred-
icate, such as the distributivity operator each. Step I of the Distributivity Cycle
consisted in the noun kol ‘entirety’ grammaticalizing as the collective determi-
ner all. The determiner was not quantificational — its combination with a NP
yielded the plural property corresponding to NP. In argument position, it was in-
terpreted either by the definite or the indefinite type-shift, depending on which
yielded a stronger reading. This gave rise to step II, where kol received NPI/FC
interpretations in particular environments. It is only at step III that kol acquired
a distributive interpretation. Modern Hebrew kol also retained its previous uses,
which accounts for the extensive variation in its interpretations: ‘all/any/every’.
The paper has shown how these interpretations unfolded along the Distributivity
Cycle.

Abbreviations

ACC Accusative case NEG  Negation

puaL  Dual number P Plural

ExsT Existential copula poss  Possessive case

F Feminine PRON Pronominal copula
ILL Illative case PRSTV Presentative

IMPR Imperative pTcP Participle

INF Infinitive Q Question particle
Juss  Jussive S Singular

M Masculine SUPR  superlative

MoD  Modal
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