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PREFACE

In committing themselves to the study of texts, linguists have taken
a long stride in a literary direction. As discourse analysts bring the
tools of linguistic analysis to bear on stretches of material larger than
the sentence, they come into close contact with the artistry of
literature. In the last third of this century, scholars of the Hebrew
Bible are gravitating in the same direction. Perhaps even more
consciously, they are studying their texts as literature. Cross-
pollination between these two groups is now in order. The present
volume is intended to help that happen. It originates with biblical
scholars and is addressed to our colleagues. Its purpose is to introduce
to them the developing field of linguistics known as discourse analysis.

In addition to students of the Hebrew Bible, those who study
ancient Near Eastern literatures, the New Testament, and early Jewish
writings should find the following essays immediately relevant.
Students of literatures from other times and areas should also be able
to benefit because of the pervasive emphasis on methodology.

All of the essays included here were delivered orally at the 1988
annual meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature to the Linguistics
and Biblical Hebrew unit. They have been revised in 1992 for
publication with the exception of the chapter by Tova Meltzer, who
was unable to carry out revision because of her move to China.

An introduction explores the potential value of the work of
discourse linguists for those who study the Hebrew Bible.

The two essays that examine texts from a discourse perspective
illustrate such study in the case of a longer stretch of text and a short .
section. Robert Longacre, emeritus professor at the University of
Texas at Arlington, distinguishes the genre of instruction from other
discourse genres and discusses the role of the Hebrew verb at the
discourse level in Exod 25:1-30:10. David Carr, of the Methodist
Theological School in Ohio, investigates the purpose of Isa 40:1-11 and
its relation to the rest of Second Isaiah.

The following three essays examine and elaborate several current
approaches to discourse analysis. Randall Buth, of the United Bible
Societies, basing himself on a function approach, shows how several
discourse phenomena can illumine aspects of Hebrew and Aramaic
syntax. Kirk Lowery, of Pécel, Hungary, explores several approaches
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viii Discourse Analysis of Biblical Literature

to discourse analysis in order to argue for the priority of a
grammatical approach and to set forth a proposal for a discourse
grammar of Biblical Hebrew. Tova Melizer, now of the Institute for
the History of Ancient Civilizations in Changchun, shows how
intimately bound together are our perceptions of style and text.

The concluding two essays illustrate a discourse approach to
syntactic phenomena of Biblical Hebrew. Cynthia Miller, of North
Carolina State University, examines the syntax of direct and indirect
speech and suggests a new analysis of the function of “RY. Douglas
Gropp, of the Catholic University of America, shows the necessity of a
discourse model for refining the traditional characterizations of the
Hebrew infinitive construct with two prefixed prepositions.

The bibliography and the indexing of authors included in the
bibliography were prepared by Lowery during a busy time of moving
his family from Austria to Hungary.

Several people deserve thanks for their part in helping this volume
along its way to publication. Robert Culley and Edward Greenstein
have been important people in the process. Professor Culley attended
the Society of Biblical Literature sessions of the 1988 annual meeting
when these papers were delivered orally and encouraged me to
submit them for publication. Professor Greenstein has been a catalyst
to the SBL unit and to this volume, both since their respective
inceptions. His editorial work has considerably enhanced every essay
that follows. I thank Julie Atwood, Belinda Breitling, John DeAcutis,
and Jmel Wilson for volunteer typing help. Finally, I must mention
Robert Longacre’s encouragement to me in my work, both in the
preparation of this collection and in my exploration of linguistics
generally. For his pioneering work in the field that is the focus of this
publication, all of us who aspire to a better grasp of the dynamics of
discourse are in his debt.

Walter Bodine
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————6 % INTRODUCTION & o——

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS
OF BIBLICAL LITERATURE:
WHAT IT IS AND WHAT IT OFFERS

Walter R. Bodine

ABSTRACT

Discourse analysis is a relative newcomer to general linguistics. The
focus of the field is on blocks of material that are larger than the sentence.
In North America until the latter half of this century, the purview of
linguists was limited to the sentence. Now that this limitation has been
relaxed, linguists are asking questions that are distinctively theirs of lar-
ger stretches of spoken and written material. While European linguists
were never bound to the sentence, they are now on the forefront of de-
veloping theory and methodology of discourse analysis, or, as they call it
text linguistics (also written textlinguistics).

While a holistic approach to texts has always characterized literary
criticism, the same has not been true for biblical scholarship throughout
most of the modern period. In Hebrew Bible studies the earliest dominant
methodologies tended in the opposite direction, toward breaking texts
down into their smallest parts. There is now a growing interest among
Hebrew Bible scholars in the shape of their literature as it stands. The
work of linguists generally and of discourse analysts in particular offers
new ways of examining the Hebrew text.

The Rise of Discourse Analysis

Within the field of general linguistics, discourse analysis is a
relatively new discipline. It may be surprising to biblical scholars to
know that from the beginning of modern, general linguistics until



2 Discourse Analysis of Biblical Literature

fairly recently, linguists have regarded the sentence as the largest unit
for linguistic analysis. This was implicit in the work of de Saussure,!
which is often regarded as the starting point of modern, general
linguistics. It was quite clear in Bloomfield, the paradigmatic North
American descriptive linguist, who wrote that “each sentence is an in-
dependent linguistic form, not included by virtue of any grammatical
construction in any larger linguistic form” (170). Even with the funda-
mental new departures of the Chomskyan revolution (inaugurated by
Chomsky, 1957 and set upon a broad base in Chomsky, 1965), the
sentence as the largest unit of analysis was not changed.?

A shift among linguists to analysis of units beyond the sentence has
not taken place without a struggle. It is significant that as early as 1964
Katz and Fodor, in their interaction with Chomsky and in their effort
to construct a theory that would deal adequately with semantics,
found it necessary to address the question of the nature of discourse.
Their position was that a discourse can be regarded ultimately as a
single sentence (Katz & Fodor: 490-91). This view has been defended
more recently by Dascal and Margalit in an attempt to deny the need
of text grammars and argue for the adequacy of sentence grammars
when they include a pragmatic component.® More persuasive has been
the view of a discourse, or a text,* as a sequence of sentences.” Yet the

L Cf. his discussion of whether the sentence belongs to language (langue) or
speaking (parole) and, consequently, whether it can be considered the concrete
unit of language. No larger potential units are mentioned (de Saussure; 106-24),

2 Enkvist has written that “ .. of all grammars, the generative-transformational
ones have been the most sentence-centered. S was their input symbol, and the
sentence was their ceiling; in their classic forms, they were incapable of
describing anything above and beyond the sentence” (260).

This has been true in Chomsky from the earliest phase: “ .. I will consider a
language to be a set (finite or infinite) of sentences .. ." (1957:13), through the so-
called, and in many ways definitive, Standard Theory: “A fully adequate
grammar must assign to each of an infinite range of sentences a structural
description indicating how this sentence is understood by the ideal speaker-
hearer” (1965:4-5), up to his theory of Government and Binding: “The basic
elements we consider are sentences . ..”; “The language is the set of sentences that
are described by the grammar” (1980:143, 220).

3 Cf. in response w this view Szab6:435-36, de Beaugrande:119-22, and Ballmer:
183-84.

4 “Text” and “discourse” will be used interchangeably here, though they are
sometimes distinguished. What has been called “discourse analysis” in the
United States has more often been known as “text linguistics” in Europe. A
discourse, or a text, will refer in this article to any set of sentences which are so

“



Introduction 3

preferable position would seem to be that a discourse is an auto-
nomous entity.® In discourse there is a linguistic entity that is greater
than any distilled, logical summary sentence and also greater than
only the sequence of sentences that make up the discourse.” Given its
existence, this entity is subject to analysis in its own right.

The recognition of discourse as a linguistic entity calling for analy-
sis has come about among linguists primarily within the last three de-
cades.® In 1968 Gleason could write, “Discourse analysis is really just
getting underway” (41). In the same year Harweg produced the “first
large-scale inquiry into text organization” entitled Pronomina und Text-
konstitution, in which he investigated the mechanism of “substitution” as
that which gives cohesion to a text (de Beaugrande and Dressler: 22).9

Actually, North American linguists working in Bible translation
had recognized the need for an understanding of context beyond the
sentence as early as the late fifties. Loriot had written an article on the
paragraph structure of Shipibo, a language of Peru, in 1958. Although
it was not published until 1970, at the time it stimulated other transla-
tors who were working on South American Indian languages.!? In 1964
Pike called for discourse analysis within the tagmemic model (clas-
sically elaborated in Pike, 1967), and Gleason urged a discourse ap-

related that the interpretation of some of their elements is dependent on that of
others. A brief discussion of the nature of texts may be found in Brown and Yule:5-
12, 190-204 and in de Beaugrande and Dressler:1-13.

% A selection of linguists taking such a position may be found in Ballmer:167. De
Beaugrande and Dressler see this view as a result of efforts to extend the transfor-
mational model to texts (23).

6 The acknowledgement of even sequential relations among sentences already
indicates the need for a linguistic study of discourse as such. Contrary to Dascal
and Margalit (200, n. 7), a pragmatic component in a sentence grammar will not
account for these dimensions, If one analyzes relationships among sentences, by
definition the scope of analysis has already been expanded beyond the sentence,
The admission of pragmatics for this purpose is an acknowledgment of the reality
of discourse dimensions.

7 Representative bibliography is given in de Beaugrande:114. De Beaugrande
himself makes a strong case for the point in this article.

8 Harris attempted to move in this direction earlier (1952a, 1952b). That his lead
was not soon followed up, although his early probes in the use of transformations
were, reflects the direction American linguistics was to take shortly thereafter.

9 My exposure to Harweg is through de Beaugrande and Dressler.

10 [ owe information on the early influence of Loriot’s research to Longacre,
1979:248.
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proach to a language of New Guinea (1964). Longacre began his study
of discourse working with several colleagues on Totonac in 1965 (Reid
et al.). He followed this with workshops for translators in several
countries and has written extensively in the field.

There has emerged, since these beginnings, a formidable bibli-
ography with several journals and monograph series devoted to the
analysis of discourse.!! Yet the theoretical underpinnings are still being
established, especially by the work of Europeans.

Van Dijk has developed a highly formal theory, which focuses on
semantics and pragmatics and attempts a sort of transformational
approach to text grammar, drawing on cognitive psychology. His de-
monstration of what he calls a “macrostructure,” conveying meaning
at the level of the text as a whole, in itself constitutes a strong argu-
ment for the necessity of text linguistics (1972, 1977).

Petofi has departed decisively from the transformational model
and taken formal logic as his starting point. At the same time, he
attempts to interact seriously with the hearer’s reception and under-
standing of texts and has, in the process, elaborated an increasingly
complex theory with many components (1971, 1983).

De Beaugrande has set a promising new course by calling for a
theory in which the science of texts is treated as a component of a
larger theory of human cognition and communication. His emphasis is
on theory design, which in the past had simply been assumed to be
acceptable, with the result that attention has been focused on experi-
mentation to prove or disprove hypotheses. De Beaugrande calls,
rather, for a research program with design values to be pursued on a
graduated scale and criteria that might yield a profile for any theory
to be considered. Linguists would thereby be protected from the
“autodeterminism” and “autoverification” that de Beaugrande has
shown to be characteristic, in particular, of the standard theory of
generative-transformational grammar. Even more important, genuine
interdisciplinary progress would be facilitated between text linguistics
and the many related disciplines that have already been
acknowledged as essential by many text linguists.!?

W Eg., Discourse Processes, Text, Paper in Textinguistics, Research in Text
Theory.

12 On the interdisciplinary nature of text linguistics, cf. Szab6:436. The necessity
of interaction with other disciplines is implicit in the acknowledgment that text
linguistics concerns “the whole of the speech communication” (Gindin:110),
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In fairness it should be said that the limitation of investigation to
the sentence has been characteristic primarily of American linguists. It
has not been the case generally in the Functionalism of the Prague
circle, in the involved theory of Hjelmslev of Copenhagen (often
called Glossematics), or in the British school of Firth. While none of
these schools specifically emphasized text linguistics, in most cases
their theory was amenable to the analysis of the larger context. This
focus has become more prominent in the functional studies of Dik and
.in the systemics of Halliday.!?

The Development of Hebrew Bible Studies

Historically, cross-disciplinary relationships in biblical studies have
been closer to literary criticism than to general linguistics.!* Scholars
of literature have always dealt with entire texts.}® To the extent that
biblical studies have drawn on the work of literary critics, their
interest has thereby been drawn to complete texts within the corpus
of the Bible. This has, in fact, been one of the acknowledged influences
of the renewed interest among biblical scholars in literary criticism.
They have been brought into interaction with the text as it has been
transmitted and to whole books as such.16

Yet for critical biblical scholars this has not been an easy
transition.!” From its onset in the modern West, the primary thrust of

13 Halliday and Hasan 1976 is highly regarded among students of discourse.

14 There was an earlier period in this century in which it was fashionable
to read the Hebrew Bible as literature. The current, similar emphasis has been
underway for over two decades. The interaction of Hebrew Bible scholars with
general linguistics, on the other hand, is still barely beginning.

158zabé draws the distinction between text linguistics, a general theory of texts,
and stylistics and literary theory, which describe particular properties of specific
texts (437).

16 These two issues are not identical; they involve the history of transmission
and the history of composition. Yet they impinge on, and even intertwine with,
one another, as Talmon has shown (1975, with references to other major articles of
his that make the same point).

James Muilenburg’s 1968 presidential address to the Society of Biblical Literature
is usually identified as the inauguration of rhetorical criticism of the Hebrew
Bible. The kinds of interest which were developing at that time and to which he
gave such apt expression have fed into both rhetorical criticism and literary
criticism, which, often, can scarcely be differentiated.

17 Robertson has spoken of the shift from reading the Bible in view of modern,
historical/critical criteria to reading it as literature as a change of such proportions
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biblical criticism has been toward detailed analysis (in the sense of
breaking something down into its component parts). In Hebrew Bible
studies the critical methodology to gain ascendancy first was source
criticism.'® Through the application of this methodology, unified doc-
uments gave way to sources that were disparate in time and place of
origin. Even the acknowledgement of final redactors did not provide
significant attention to the text in its present shape.!?

The development of form criticism did constitute a move toward
certain kinds of literary study, and Gunkel was committed to search
for literary forms that were conventional in the ancient Near East; yet
form criticism did not reverse the analytical trend. Rather, in the
early phases of form critical research, the tendency was to isolate and
explain smaller units and generally to equate earlier with shorter.?0

This analytical tendency, with its primarily historical interest,
pervaded Hebrew Bible studies until the early latter half of the
present century. At that time literary criticism and other approaches
emerged, calling scholars back to a renewed engagement with the
Hebrew Bible in its present shape.?! This new perspective has been
fostered, though in each case for distinctive reasons and with distinc-
tive objectives, by literary criticism, rhetorical criticism (closely
related to literary criticism), structural analysis, and the theologically

as to warrant being called a paradigm change, comparable to the change that
occurred when Newtonian physics was replaced by Einstein’s theory of special
relativity (4-5). Fokkelman’s reflections on the resistance he experienced from
other biblical scholars while pursuing his early work in Genesis are indicative
(1991 :vii~ix).

18 While my present focus will be on the Hebrew Bible, a good deal of what will
be said could apply to New Testament studies as well.

Y9 It is wue, for example, that von Rad spoke highly of the theological and
literary skill of the Yahwist (50-74); but this is not a representative emphasis. It is
difficult to find extensive discussion and especially literary appreciation of the
work of final redactors among source critics until the time when literary critical
studies had begun to make their renewed impact. There are some exceptions, but I
believe this is a fair generalization.

20 “This explains the extreme brevity and small compass of the ancient
compositions. . . . Therefore the units in ancient times, both spoken and sung, are
much shorter than the written ones with which we are more familiar today”
(Gunkel: 62).

2l0ne likely reason for the rapid increase in new methodologies has been
frustration with the loss of holistic dimensions of the text that was produced by
earlier approaches.
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oriented work of Childs and others, often called “canonical criticism.”
The same is now true in the developing interaction of biblical studies
with general linguistics, in particular with that branch of linguistics
under consideration here.?

The Value of Discourse Analysis for Studies in Hebrew Bible

At this point the theme of my introduction can be brought into
sharper focus. Discourse analysis is a relative newcomer to general
linguistics. Although it is not new in principle to literary criticism, it is
also surprisingly new to Hebrew Bible studies. Since scholars of the
Hebrew Bible have not usually pursued their research with an eye to
the text as it stands, at least until fairly recently, discourse analysis
holds the promise of new perspectives.

Yet the question cannot be left at that. Even if my grievously
oversimplified history of modern scholarship of the Hebrew Bible be
granted, at least for the sake of discussion, a deeper challenge must be
faced. Apart from the newness of discourse analysis within linguistics
as a whole, what is the compelling claim of linguistics itself to a
hearing from Hebrew Bible scholars? In particular, what can discourse
analysis, as a field of linguistics that deals with texts, offer to us that
is distinctive? Given the effort that is required to gain competence in
such a field, even with adequate aids (which have just begun to ap-
pear, with virtually none oriented to biblical scholars), why go to such
trouble?

New Lines of Linguistics

I believe that the effort should be made, at least by some, and will
devote the balance of my remarks to trying to make that case. Because
general linguistics has its own history, with only limited contact with
biblical studies, we can expect that its young relation, discourse analy-
sis, will offer us new insights. New kinds of questions give fresh insights
into familiar data and uncover layers of information not hitherto
noticed. For example, Grimes discusses the following categories of

22 Fdward Greenstein has called my attention to the interesting parallel
development between modern linguistics and biblical studies in which both have
begun by trying to isolate and study minimal units of meaning only to move on
more recently to seek the meaning of larger, even the largest, units amenable
to disciplined interpretation (personal communication).
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information that can be revealed through the linguistic study of a dis-
course: events, participants, setting, background, collateral, and per-
formatives. By collateral he means the range of possibilities that might
occur. These are usually revealed by the negatives, questions, and
future indications within a text; and they influence the way events
will later be presented (70-71). By performatives he means utterances
the expression of which is also their doing, e.g., “I dare you,” “I
pronounce you man and wife,” etc. (71-72).

I grant that the first four of these six are not new areas of ini}uiry,
at least not at first blush. What introductory literature text does not
teach the student to explore events, participants, setting, and back-
ground? Yet a closer look at even the first of these may prove helpful.
In a lucid article published in 1979 Hopper proposes as a linguistic
universal of narrative discourse a distinction between events on the
main story line (which he calls “foreground”) and supporting material
(his “background”).?* This distinction may be indicated through tense-
aspect morphology of the verb, word order, particles, or the use of
active and passive voice (216-38). Whereas foregrounded events occur
in the narrative in the same order as in the real world, backgrounded
events do not. In background the sequentiality constraint is lifted so
that events may occur at any point along the time axis, or not be
located on the time axis at all (214-15). In foregrounded clauses the
subject tends to be highly presuppositional, i.e., it does not introduce
new information, which appears, rather, in the predicate. In back-
grounded clauses, on the other hand, there is greater freedom for
topic change; and new information is introduced more freely in the
subject (215). By the same token, in backgrounded clauses it is fre-
quently something other then the verb that is asserted (the subject, an
instrumental adverb, the verb tense, or the direct object {220]).

Closely related to these patterns is the tendency for verbs that
carry the main story line, those of the foregrounded clauses, to be
punctual, in contrast to the use of durative/stative/iterative types of
verbs in backgrounded clauses. Hopper illustrates from French and
Russian (215-19). With the application of this sort of insight to the
Hebrew verb (Longacre, 1981, 1982, 1989a, 1989b, 1992), together with
the historical development now being clarified by the comparative

23Parts of Hopper's treatment have been revised in Ehrlich.
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study of the verb in Northwest Semitic,?* we are closer to a solution to
what has been labeled “the enigma of the Hebrew verbal system”
(McFall).

While it could be maintained, over against the article by Hopper,
that students of literature have long distinguished between main and
background events, I doubt that all of the devices for this distinction,
which Hopper has discussed, have been recognized as such. In any
case, let me press the point further. Jones and Jones, in their study of
Mesoamerican languages, have gone beyond the two levels of
foreground and background to elucidate six levels of significance in
discourse information. These are peak, pivotal events, backbone
events, ordinary events, significant background, and ordinary back-
ground. While these levels are not defined rigorously, since they must
be established more precisely for each given language, and while
languages vary in how many levels they distinguish, the authors
illustrate language-specific devices that are used to distinguish up to
five of their six levels in four different languages.> For example, in
Totonac peak is indicated by a variety of means (including wordiness,
onomatopoeia, long and involved sentences, and embedding), back-
bone events by the preterite plus the word tuncan (usually immedi-
ately preceding the main verb), ordinary events by the preterite,
significant background by any tense other than the preterite plus the
suffix -fza’, and ordinary background by any tense other than the
preterite (14, 19). This is illustrative of what discourse linguists are

24The seminal work was done by Moran. A distillation, with further research of
his own, may be found in Rainey (1986). Three scholars’ discussions of his
presentation (Greenstein, Huehnergard, Zevit) and his response (Rainey, 1988)
appeared two years later.

25 Since they do not find all six levels distinguished in any language they
examine, and among the languages which distinguish five, the blank is always at
one of the event levels, it could be argued that only five levels are necessary and
that the distinction between pivotal and backbone events should be dropped. Jones
and Jones observe this distribution of data and even present such a possibility, but
argue that it is only an “emic” distinction (22-23). I see no way to maintain a
distinction between pivotal and backbone events when they are never both present
together with ordinary events, even as an “etic” distinction. Significant/ordinary
would seem sufficient for all of their samples. Still, for our purposes, five levels is
impressive.

The “etic/emic” distinction refers to the difference between what a linguist or a
careful non-native speaker would recognize (actual sounds—"etic”) and what is
significant to the native speaker apart from linguistic training (“emic”).
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discovering. Surely it is sufficient to indicate the need for some of us
who study the Hebrew Bible or, for that matter, texts in any ancient
language, to draw upon the understanding these linguists are
acquiring.

Exposure to Other Languages

I want to emphasize what is to me one of the most cogent reasons
for biblical scholars’ drawing out the benefits of the work of linguists.
It is the exposure they offer us to a wide spectrum of the world’s
languages and language families. For better or worse, there are differ-
_ ent emphases in their work as linguists and ours as philologists.26 While
we may spend a lifetime on the literature of one ancient language or,
if we are more broadly oriented, several, a linguist may range over all
of the major language families of the world to explore the varied
outworking of some specific language phenomenon. Even more
advantageous is the seasoned judgment of linguists who have also
worked as philologists in the sense of learning some language and its
literature in depth.?” There is such variety among languages and lan-
guage families that wide exposure may alert one to possibilities that
might never have been suggested from within one’s language of spe-
cialization, but might apply, or might lead, to still other possibilities.?

Tasks That Require a Discourse Approach

To return to the specific field of discourse analysis, Longacre has
written of some of the tasks that discourse analysis can accomplish, but
sentence grammar cannot. They are the explication of definitivization
and the use of deictics; pronominalization; the use of tense, aspect,
mode, and voice; word order phenomena; the use of locative and
temporal expressions; the use of adverbial clauses; sequence signals

26 The difference between philology and linguistics has often been discussed.
Cf. Bodine, 1987 and the references in note 1 of that article; Bodine, 1992: note 3
with further references; and, in addition: Barr, Birkeland, Bolling, Doty, Drijvers,
Gleason, 1963, and Schmidt.

27 Such a combination is difficult o find. For collections of essays dealing
specifically with discourse in a variety of languages, see Dressler, Grimes, Jones,
Klein-Andreu, Longacre, 1984, and Longacre and Woods.

28 On this front I think there is probably litde, if any, difference between literary
critics, on the one hand, and biblical and ancient Near Eastern scholars, on the
other, so that the former can gain as much as the latter by an exposure o the work
of linguists.
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and conjunctions; variation in reported speech; variation in the length
of syntactic units; and what he calls “mystery” particles and affixes
(1979). Glancing over this list, several of the areas represent problem
spots in biblical Hebrew studies,?? and all of the others could gain
from fresh input.

Genre Studies

I must mention briefly the area of genre studies. This has been a
major concern for students of the Hebrew Bible since the advent of
form criticism, as mentioned above. The Greeks already discussed
genre. Demetrius wrote of the distinction between narration, dialogue,
and exposition.? Longacre has identified as discourse genres: the nar-
rative, procedural, expository, and hortatory (1978); the predictive
(1989:109~11); and the instructional (his essay in this volume). He has
pointed out that types of discourse differ in their backbone, or most
essential part; constituent structure; type of supportive material;
choice of diction; and other features (1978:551). Only when the partic-
ular type of discourse is identified can analysis and comparison pro-
ceed soundly. In this task form criticism and discourse analysis can
collaborate.

There is already a growing body of published research that offers
examples of the benefits to be derived from bringing the tools of
discourse analysis to bear on the Hebrew Bible. This work includes
Baker (1979, 1980), Bergen, Clark, Clendenen (1987a, 1987b), Fox,
Hardmeier (with interaction from Schweizer, 1979), Jensen, Longacre
(1979, 1985, 1989a), Schickelberger, Schweizer (1981, 1983), and
Wirklander. These published examples and the preceding remarks are
intended to be only suggestive. All of the articles that follow in this
collection can offer no more than an introduction to discourse
analysis. The purpose of the volume is to encourage biblical scholars
to join in welcoming into their circle this now established and rapidly
growing field.!

29 E.g., definitivization; tense, aspect, and mode; word order; sequence signals
and conjunctions; variation in length of syntactic units.

30 Cited in Louw:103.

31 Those of a more inductive bent who wish to try their hand in the Hebrew text
may, in addition to the leads they will follow up from the present volume, find a

good starting point in the model of Longacre and Levinsohn. Other approaches
which lend themselves to ready use in actual texts may be found in Larson;
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BUILDING FOR THE WORSHIP OF GOD
EXoDus 25:1-30:10

Robert E. Longacre

ABSTRACT

The Hebrew text of Exodus 25:1-30:10, i.e., the instructions for building the
tabernacle in the wilderness, for making the clothing of the priests, and
for instituting worship is examined. Contemporary textlinguistic meth-
odology is brought to bear on these five and a half chapters, which are
seen to constitute a unified discourse in their own right although they are
embedded in the larger discourse context of Exodus. As an instructional
discourse, these chapters are similar to but distinct from procedural
discourse (e.g., the prescriptions for sacrifice in Leviticus) and predictive
discourse—although in all three discourse types the waw-consecutive
perfect (WQTL) forms the backbone structure. This instructional
discourse, although replete with specifications, is not simply the textual
equivalent of a set of blueprints; it shines with an inner glory, the prospect
of God dwelling among His people and being their God. The texture of the
discourse is analyzed so as to reveal this dual nature (“the spirit within the
wheels”). To this end I employ macrosegmention (“gross chunking”),
posit macrostructures as summary-control devices on various levels, set up
a peculiar agency hierarchy (God-Moses—artisans/priests—artifacts), trace
the cumulative progress of the discourse towards its peak (the active
institution of worship), and mention a few microstructural details (how
one sentence immediately relates to surrounding sentences).

0. A study of the discourse structure of Exodus 25:1-30:10, which
contains instructions for building the Tabernacle, making clothing for
the priests, ordaining them, and instituting the daily worship, can
serve the following purposes: (1) afford perspective on a Biblical
Hebrew (BH) discourse type other than narrative; (2) at the same time
serve to distinguish instructional discourse from predictive and pro-

21



22 Discourse Analysis of Biblical Literature

cedural, on the one hand, and hortatory and juridical, on the other;
and (3) further clarify the role of the various forms of the Hebrew
verb in connected discourse.

The set of assumptions that underlie not only this study but also
my previous work on BH discourse includes: (A) Discourse structure
cannot be understood without a classification into discourse types. (B)
Each discourse type has a mainline structure that consists of Hebrew
sentences whose main verb is of a specified form, along with other
sentence structures whose main verbs (including verbless clauses)
round out in various ways the structure of that type of discourse. (C)
Other discourse characteristics, e.g., characteristic sentence length,
typical paragraph structures, and systems of nominal/pronominal
reference, will also differ from type to type. (D) Attention to the
factors listed above will prove insightful into the overall meaning and
conception of a text and lead to new exegetical insights.

1. Instructional Discourse as a Distinct Discourse Type

In Longacre (1989) I assume four broad discourse types for BH
prose: Narrative, Predictive, Hortatory and Expository. These types
are distinguished mainly by having different mainline structures.
Narrative discourse, the story, takes the preterite (the so-called wauw-
consecutive with the imperfect) as its determining verb form. Clauses
with this form (necessarily verb-initial) typically represent punctiliar
sequential happenings with causal connections at least partially uniting
the sequence. Predictive discourse, a story told in advance, (cf. 1 Sam
10:2-6), is the inverse of narration. Here the waw-consecutive with the
perfect (in necessarily verb-initial clauses) represents punctiliar and
sequential projected happenings with at least partial causal connec-
tion. Hortatory discourse has a mainline that consists of command forms,
with imperative, cohortative, and jussive forms roughly sorting out
according to person and according to affirmative-negative polarity.
Hortatory discourse thus conceived of as interpersonal (not juridical)
can be mitigated in certain ways or shifted into deferential court
speech. Expository discourse is completely static and takes as its mainline
verbless clauses and clauses with Aayd, “be.” If dynamic verbs occur,
they are subservient as anecdotes or illustrative material. Thus,
expository and narrative discourses are polar opposites in regard to
the use of dynamic versus static. constructions. Predictive discourse is
distinguished from procedural discourse (Longacre, 1982) in that while
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the former has a slate of participants, much as in a story, and is still
agent oriented, the latter is goal oriented and the procedures may be
implemented by any qualified agent—for example, sacrificial
procedures may be implemented by a priest. A predictive discourse
is, in reality, simply a projected story; and, as observed above, the
perfect and the imperfect flip grammatical functions between the two.
Procedural discourse uses the waw-consecutive perfect (WQTL) in VSO
clauses and the imperfect (YQTL) in NV clauses according to the
encoding of major versus minor procedures.

Thus my previous work distinguished narrative, predictive,
procedural, hortatory (with variants), and expository discourses for
BH. Notwithstanding, my analysis of the flood narrative (Longacre
1979) dealt with a type of discourse, in speeches of God to Noah (Gen
6:18-21 and 7:1-4), which was characterized by sparse use of impera-
tives, liberal use of the waw-consecutive perfect, a certain amount of
specification data (especially in nominal, i.e., verbless, clauses), a
second person orientation (to Noah), and orientation of the speeches
towards construction and implementation. While I spoke of these two
stretches of reported speech as “instructional” (or even “instructional”
paragraphs), 1 failed to see the full import of the data, viz., the
desirability of positing an instructional discourse type distinct from
both procedural and hortatory discourses.

All of which brings us back to the theme of this paper, “building
for the worship of God,” i.e., the analysis of the constructional
discourse found in Exod 25:1-30:10 (and in some following parts of
chapter 30).! The purpose of this paper is to delineate clearly
instruction as a discourse type and to present in some detail the struc-
ture and discourse-effectiveness of this passage. The latter concern—
the discourse-effectiveness of this passage—is of major importance. For
although the surface texture is that of a set of rather detailed and
involved instructions, the purpose of the construction, the institution
of the regular worship of Yahweh at a central sanctuary—albeit a

! The original impetus for doing this analysis and writing this paper came from
Nicolai Winter-Nielsen of the Danish Bible Institute of Copenhagen. He wrote the
first draft of what we hoped to make a joint paper. Although the latter has not
worked out, I acknowledge here my considerable debt to Mr. Winter-Nielsen for
stimulating my interest in this part of the Hebrew Bible and for several initial
insights regarding the structure of the passage.
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tent—is presented as something glorious and fraught with deep
religious meaning.

Before plunging, however, into the macrosegmentation and micro-
segmentation of the text before us, it is necessary to mention still
another discourse type that is contextually interwoven with the
instructions, viz., the juridical discourse. The juridical component is
prominent enough in the entire Pentateuch (but especially prominent
in Exodus, Leviticus and Deuteronomy) to merit entitling the whole
“The Law.” In regard to the text under consideration: (1) juridical
material both precedes our text (Exod 20-23) and follows it (30:11-16,
31:12-17); (2) furthermore, as we shall see in the internal analysis of
our text, juridical paragraphs embed here and there within the
instructional passages.

2. Discourse Unity and Macrostructures

It seems plausible to treat all of Exod 25:1-30:10 as one unit.
Although there are main sections marked off by 28:1-6, 29:1-9, and
29:38, yet the whole is introduced by one quotation formula in 25:1:
“And Yahweh said to Moses. . ..” There are no further occurrences of
such formulas of quotation until we reach 30:11. Here and in 30:17, 22,
34, and 31:1, 12 we again encounter “And Yahweh said to Moses. . ..”
Although a single speech can be interrupted by reiterated formulas of
quotation (as in Gen 9:1-17), which mark off main sections within it, it
may be argued that a section uninterrupted by such reiterated
formulas of quotation is even more evidently a unit.

What then of the materials in 30:11-31:17? The paragraphs, except
for the last (31:12-17 on the Sabbath), seem to relate in a loose way to
the main preceding discourse, while at the same time patterning
somewhat like addenda to it. Thus, the first such paragraph—30:11-
16—has to do with raising revenue to support the “service of the Tent
of Meeting” (30:16); 30:17-21 has to do with the construction of the
bronze laver and is juridical (as indeed are some sections in the main
preceding discourse); 30:22-33 has to do with the compounding and
use of the anointing oil; 30:34-38 has to do with the compounding and
use of the incense for the Tent of Meeting; and 31:1-11 records
Yahweh’s instruction to Moses that Bezalel, Oholiab, and other
craftsmen are equipped by God with the skills to carry out the work
of construction and clothesmaking. In summary: following the main,
unbroken discourse (25:1-30:10) there is then a string of six further
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discourses (words of Yahweh to Moses), only three of which are
plainly constructional, while others treat of raising revenue, com-
pounding of oil and incense, finding the skilled craftsman, and the
Sabbath. These “tacked on” pieces not only are set off by reiterated
formulas of quotation but are somewhat disparate in subject matter
when compared to 25:1-30:10.

What then is the macrostructure of the larger continuous unit? Let
us begin by assuming three macrostructures corresponding to the three
main sections. In 25:1-27:21 the macrostructure is indicated in 25:8, 9,
which I will summarily give as “Have them make me a sanctuary—
according to the pattern I'm showing you—so that I may dwell among
them.” The three elements here are: (1) Moses is commanded to have
the people build the sanctuary; (2) it must be done according to the
revealed pattern; and (3) the purpose is so that God may dwell among
his people. We can, on the basis of this macrostructure, anticipate a
discourse having to do with the construction of a sanctuary with cultic
objects, furniture, and utensils. We can also expect to encounter a text
heavy with clauses and sentences that give specifications of materials,
dimensions, and the like. We can further expect overt references to
the ultimate purpose, that God may dwell among his people, to crop
up from place to place.

For chapter 28 in its entirety we find a macrostructure which is
given with a certain amount of repetition and paraphrase in 28:1-5. 1
summarize: “Have them make sacred garments for Aaron and his sons
that they may be clad with dignity and honor in serving me as
priests.” Perhaps mediatorial role and representative function are
involved in the very concept of priest; if this is not granted, we would
need to add to the above macrostructure a further clause that
captures a motif that runs through chapter 28: “. .. and in repre-
senting the people before me.”

A macrostructure for 29:1-38 can be given as: “Consecrate and
ordain Aaron and his sons to serve as priests before me—with the
privileges attendant on their office.”

Since I regard 29:38-46 as a separate major section and as the peak
(cf. 3.5) of the whole discourse (with 29:1-37 as prepeak and conse-
quently sharing some peak features), I could also state its macro-
structure as: “Institute the regular worship of God in the morning and
evening sacrifices; thus I will dwell among my people.”
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The making of the altar of incense is given in a postpeak section
(30:1-10); its macrostructure may be succinctly given: “Make an
incense altar for the priest to offer incense to me morning and night.”
This is similar to the macrostructure given for the peak section.

A somewhat succinct macrostructure of the whole can be posited
as follows: Make me a sanctuary according to the paitern I'm showing you so
that I may dwell among my people. Make sacred garments for Aaron and his
sons and ordain them to serve as priests before me. Institute the regular daily
worship. Here the following key concepts are included: the SANC-
TUARY, the PATTERN, God’s DWELLING among his people, the
SACRED GARMENTS, ORDINATION, PRIESTHOOD, and the daily
WORSHIP. If our macrostructure is carefully construed, it should
entail the contents of this discourse and the relative detail and
elaboration of the parts. We will have resort again to the macro-
structure below especially in reference to the ordering of various
subsections within the text.

3. Macrosegmentation (gross chunking)

Here I consider the articulation of the text into its various “chunks”
with attention to features of opening, as well as attention to such
privileged chunks as the “inciting incident” (cf. narrative), peak (cumu-
lative development), and postpeak—and how the macrostructure
controls the order of presentation. Although some features of
paragraph structure are discussed in this section, most such features
are not discussed here. These latter concerns of microsegmentation are
discussed to some degree in section 4, but a full constituent structure
of the discourse is not included in this paper.

The main divisions of the text have been referred to above in the
consideration of the macrostructures. It now remains to justify this
division of the text in terms of formal features. Analytically, of course,
the procedure has gone in the opposite direction, i.e., it is the
discovery of the formal features to be described below which led to
the assumption of semantic unity within the sections thus marked.
Evidence that our text has four main divisions is seen in the distribu-
tion of imperatives, cleft sentences, and, to some degree, in the distri-
bution of explicit second person singular references, For the main
sections (not counting the postpeak), onset of a new section is marked
more clearly than closure.
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3.1. The imperative as discourse opener

The incidence of the imperative is restricted in the text under
consideration. In this section 1 consider all occurrences of the
imperative in the MT as it stands—and dispose of one such occurrence
as a textual corruption.

In 25:2, 28:1, and 29:1b a second person singular imperative occurs
in the onset of new sections (embedded discourses).

25:2: “SPEAK to the sons of Israel and they will bring me an
offering. . . .” The whole has the structure of an indirect command,
“Tell the sons of Israel to bring me an offering,” with a YQTL form
serving at once as purpose and indirect quotation. Moses as mediator
of the covenant passes on to the people of Israel God’s command to
take an offering and build a sanctuary. The second person imperative,
directed to Moses as mediator, is the pattern for the imperative in this
text.

28:1: “As for you, CAUSE Aaron your brother and his sons to
COME near to you from among the sons of Israel to serve me in the
priesthood.” The imperative is a second person singular hiphil. The
mediatorial work of Moses in hearing God’s command and turning the
priesthood over to his brother and his brother’s sons is emphasized
by waltd (“now as for you”) and by the use of the causative verb,
“Now, as for you, cause X to do Q.” The section thus introduced has
to do with the making of sacred garments for the priests.

29:1b: TAKE a young bullock and two rams without defect ...
[various kinds of unleavened bread are specified in the balance of the
sentence in v. 2]. Here the imperative is again directed at Moses who is
to ordain his brother Aaron and Aaron’s sons to the priesthood. The
point of the imperative is that Moses is to gather the animals and
breads necessary for the complex of ordination sacrifices in which
Moses will turn over his implicitly priestly function to an explicit and
duly instituted priesthood.

Besides the above imperatives, which contribute to the articulation
of major sections (embedded discourses, i.e., distinctive sections
couched within longer sections), there also occur imperatives in 25:40,
and in 28:42.

The double imperative in 25:40, “SEE and MAKE [everything]
according to the pattern which you see on the mountain,” reminds us
that the imperative need not be limited to the initiation of a new
embedded discourse as illustrated above. Here the double imperative
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occurs at the end of the instructions (an embedded discourse) for
building the Ark of Testimony, the Table of the Presence, and the
Menorah. It can be taken as a sort of urgent but parenthetical reminder
to Moses of his mediatorial responsibilities. It is probable, however,
that it is not simply parenthetical but signals closure (see below, 3.2),
since features of opening and closure often show resemblance—as in
an overt inclusio. I therefore consider 25:10-40 to constitute a unit (i.e.,
an “embedded” discourse) on the making of the Ark, the Table, and
the Menorah~—with the double imperative marking closure of the unit.

The imperative in 28:42 is of special interest: “MAKE linen
underwear to cover the flesh of their nakedness....” While every
other garment of the priests is specified in the cleft structure in 28:4,
the linen underwear is not specified. But the clothes specified in 28:4
were meant to be visible and to give the priest dignity and honor. The
underwear is described here in a paragraph, the second half of which
is clearly juridical, as a precaution against exposure of the priest’s
genitals in the course of his discharging his duties. Thus, the little
section 28:42-43 is like an addendum to the major instructions given in
chap. 28. Furthermore, 28:41 is clearly a cataphoric link to the next
major section: “And you shall clothe them, Aaron and his sons with
him, and you shall anoint them, and you shall ordain them that they
may serve as priests to me.”

In that the section 28:42-43 is not anticipated in 28:4 and is skipped
over in the cataphoric linkage of 28:41, it can plausibly be construed as
a (somewhat urgent) parenthesis. The use of the second person
singular imperative ‘MAKE’ in 28:42 serves again to put the onus of
responsibility on Moses to see that this “extra” instruction is carried
out. In this respect the parenthetical section 28:42-43 is reminiscent of
the structure of a major section.

I have yet, however, to consider the imperative in the MT of
25:19a. I refer here to the totality of verse 25:19: “And MAKE [wa‘dseh]
a cherub on one end and a cherub on the other end; of one piece with
the atonement cover, you (plural) shall make [ta‘G$i] the cherubim on
the two ends of it.” Here, in 19a and 19b, we encounter textual
variants involving other forms of ‘dsd, “make.” No such variants are
witnessed for any other imperative found in this entire text. In con-
trast, both 19a and 19b have divergent readings witnessed to by both
the Samaritan Pentateuch and the Septuagint translation—while in 19b



Building for the Worship of God 29

the divergent reading is also witnessed to in the Syriac, in some Tar-
gums, and in some of the Hebrew manuscripts from the Cairo Geniza.
Let me line up the variants as follows:

MT Samaritan Pentateuch
19a nw Wy
19b wen neyn

In summary, the MT text has a 2m.sg. imperative in 19a, and a
2m.pl. YQTL form in 19b, while the Samaritan Pentatuech and the
LXX witness to YQTL, 3m.pl. niphal in 192 and 2m.sg. YQTL (qal) in
19b. These variants can be plausibly explained as a confusion (inter-
change) of final waw and ke in alternate lines of Hebrew text, plus a
further problem involving waw and yod in the first consonant of the
form in 19a. This gives a new translation for v. 19. I present here vv. 18
and 19 together to give adequate context:

v. 18: And you shall make (WQTL) two cherubim of gold; from beaten

work you shall make (YQTL) them at the two ends of the atonement
cover.

v. 19: They shall be made (YQTL, niphal) one cherub on this end and the
other cherub on that end; from the atonement cover you (sg.) shall make
(YQTL) the cherubim at the two ends of it.

Notice that the first mention of making the cherubim isinv. 18 in a
paraphrastic sentence involving WQTL and YQTL forms of the verb
“make.” Verse 19 is specificatory and therefore has no initial waw
conjunctival (cf. sec. 4.1 below). Verse 19 is also a paraphrastic
sentence and has a niphal YQTL in 19b and a qal YQTL in 19b. The
only thing that is unusual in the new reading and translation is the use
of a YQTL form in specification (rather than just nominal clauses), but
this need not be a great problem.?

3.2. The cleft sentence as discourse opener
A cleft sentence is found in the paragraph or sentence that initiates
each main section (embedded discourse) of this instructional text.

2 In narrative discourse, where WYQTL forms are mainline, not only are N-
QTL forms found in the secondary line but also some QTL forms (perfects without
a preposed noun phrase). While only a few such examples occur, nevertheless
they do occur, and represent a crucial witness to the secondary role of the perfect
per se, even without a preposed noun. It scems to me that instructional discourse is
somewhat parallel, in that, while N-YQTL occurs in secondary roles and YQTL
forms are usually found in purpose clauses, the occurrence of a YQTL form in
specification is not implausible, although presumably rare.
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Each cleft sentence has the structure “this/these @ the X which you
shall do,” i.e.,

zeh/ elleh @ X >aser + Vb

In 25:2 the cleft sentence immediately follows the sentence that
contains the imperative: “And this is the offering which you will take
from them ...” (materials to use in implementing the instructions). In
28:4, the cleft sentence is several sentences removed from the sentence
(28:1) that contains the imperative, but is still in the stage paragraph:
“And these are the garments which you shall make . ..” (enumerations
of the garments to be made). In 29:1 the cleft sentence is initial in its
section, and the sentence with an imperative follows: “And this is the
procedure (haddabar) which you are to implement.” In 29:38 there is
no initiatory imperative; rather the cleft sentence initiates the section:
“And this @ what you are to do [= offer] on the altar: two lambs one
year old each day continually.”

In three of the major sections (embedded discourses) both an
imperative and a cleft sentence serve to signal onset of the section; in
the fourth a cleft sentence occurs, but no imperative.

3.3. Explicit pronominal references

As we have already observed, the whole text has a structure, “You
tell them to do X,” which gets shortened to “You do X.” This 2nd p.sg.
functioning as the causer of 3rd pl. actions is especially noticeable in
the stage paragraphs of the first two major sections. There is, in fact, a
special agency hierarchy in this text: God-Moses-others (includes
artisans and priests)-artifacts. There will be reason to refer to this
hierarchy later.

In 25:1-9 we have the following “You (sg.) tell them to bring me an
offering.” “You (pl., i.e., Moses and other leaders) are to receive their
offerings.” “They shall make me a sanctuary.” “According to all 'm
showing you (sg.) they shall make.” This gets subsequently shortened
to WQTL forms in 2 sg. “And you shall make” with only occasional
resort to WQTL forms in 3 pl.

Likewise, in 28:1-56 we see a similar development in the second
section:

“And you (weéattd) bring to you Aaron your brother and his sons. .. ."”

“And you shall make holy clothes for Aaron your brother.”

3 Here @ symbolizes a null verb in a nominal clause.
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“And you (we@altd) shall speak to all that are wisehearted. ... And they
shall make holy garments ...” [verse 4 has only “They shall make ..."
forms]. V. 5: "And they (wehém) shall use gold and blue, purple and
scarlet yarn and fine linen.”

This passage is of special interest because of the 2nd person
pronoun (’aitd) in vv. 1 and 3, and of the 3 pl. (hém) in v. 5—thus
making quite explicit the “you ... they” relationship of the agency
hierarchy on which the whole text is built.

Overt wéattd, “and you,” also occurs in the last instruction
paragraph of the first main section, where in 27:20 it initiates the
paragraph which closes that section.

3.4. Construction of a crucial item as parallel to the inciting incident in
narrative

In reference again to the first two major sections, I note that each
has as its first item to be constructed a crucial item that entails the rest
of the construction. In the first section (25:1-22) it is the Ark of the
Testimony and its atonement cover that provide initial excitement. In
section 2 (chap. 28} it is the ephod and its breastplate of judgment that
provide the initial excitement. I do not find such a feature in the third
major section—where there is rather a steady crescendo building up
from the bullock of the sin offering, through the ram of the fellowship
offering, through the ordination lamb to the eating of the ordination
lamb. Nor do I find such a feature in peak or in postpeak.

The two paragraphs 25:10-16 and 25:17-22 together constitute a
short embedded discourse on a low level of embedding. There is no
special indication of closure in 25:16. A new paragraph in indicated
simply by the topic shift to the atonement cover in 25:17 and the
parallelism of 25:10 to 25:17 in respect to "Make an X; and these (are)
its dimensions.” The whole sequence 25:10-22 builds up to a climax in
its second paragraph, where the atonement cover and its two facing
cherubim are treated in an instruction replete with paraphrase and
amplification (vv. 18-20) and ending with a promissory passage (v. 22)
regarding God making himself known there—"above the atonement-
cover between the cherubim.”

This crucial piece of furniture is, in a sense, the living heart of the
whole tabernacle and entails the construction of all that accompanies
and surrounds it.

In somewhat parallel fashion the construction of the ephod and its
breastpiece of judgment is given in two paragraphs (28:6-14 and
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28:15~30). In the former, great emphasis is placed upon the engraving
of the names of the twelve tribes of Israel on the two onyx stones that
are to be mounted on the shoulder pieces of the ephod. In the latter—
possibly the longest paragraph in our whole text—after a long and
intricate section on the six rings and cords that will bind the
breastpiece to the ephod (vv. 22-28), emphasis is put on the
importance of the engraving of the names of the tribes of Israel on the
twelve stones that are to be mounted on the breastplate (as in w. 17-
21). In v. 29 the names on the breastpiece are again mentioned, while
in v. 30 the Urim and the Thummin (divination stones in the pocket of
the breastpiece) figure in a joint reference to these pieces and to the
stones on the breastpiece.

In both the first paragraph, referring to the names on the shoulder
pieces of the ephod, and in the second paragraph, referring to the
names on the twelve stones of the breastpiece, the work of Aaron as
representative and mediator for the whole nation is emphasized with
considerable paraphrase and amplification (28:12 and 28:29-30).
Again, the ephod and its breastpiece are presented as the crucial
pieces of clothing and as such are prescribed first.

In both the sections on the tabernacle construction and on the
making of the garments of the high priest and his sons, an instruction
regarding the crucial item immediately follows the stage (with its
imperative and cleft sentence).

In various periods of Israelite history, as represented in Judges and
the books of Samuel and Kings, the Ark of the Testimony is
represented as the crucial item in the worship of God, while the priest
is often referred to as “one wearing the ephod.” In a very real sense
the Ark symbolized worship and the presence of God, while the
ephod symbolized the priesthood. Both, on occasion, were objects of
superstitious veneration—with the Ark carried into battle on several
occasions and an ephod set up as a cult object.*

3.5. Peak (cumulative development)
The Peak of the whole text can plausibly be considered to be
29:38-46. That this is clearly meant to be a major section—although

4 If, indeed, “ephod” in such passages as Judges 17 and 18 is to be identified with
part of the clothing of the priest. Possibly the reference is to divination stones
associated with the ephod.
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consisting of only one paragraph—is seen by the use of a cleft sentence
in its introduction (29:38).

This is, in a sense, the “target” of the whole discourse: the
institution of the daily worship. Furthermore, there is a certain
sonority and solemnity achieved by resort to various devices which
are noted below. The shift to first person singular (Yahweh speaking)
in the center of v. 42 involves an unusual shift between the main clause
and the relative clause and, of course, foregrounds God as the
dominant agent in the peculiar agency hierarchy of this discourse.

The whole paragraph is juridical in tone and structure. The first
part of the paragraph (vv. 38-42) is prescriptive of the daily ritual of
the morning and evening sacrifice. The last verse, v. 42, is somewhat of
a hinge between the two halves of the paragraph:

@ a continual offering for your generations at the door of the Tent of
Meeting before YHWH-—I who will be known to you (pl) there to speak
with you (pl.) there.

The first part of the verse is a solemn injunction: “It will be a
continual offering for your generations....” The phrase “before
YHWH” is followed by a relative (’aser) clause with a verb in first
person singular. The transition from a third person noun to a
modifying relative clause in first person does not make for smooth
translation and is somewhat unusual, but presents no grammatical
problem. The relative clause in first person anticipates the second half
of the paragraph, which involves a number of coordinated structures
that are somewhat’ paraphrastic in function. There are several ekbalic
relations (ranging semantically from result to purpose to promise)
involved: (1) vv. 43-46 can be regarded as the result of the institution
of the regular daily worship (= “Institute the daily worship, then I will
sanctify the place and dwell among them”); (2) likewise, the last verse,
v. 46 (= “I will sanctify the place and dwell there so that they will
know that I am their God ...”), can be regarded as the result of vv.
43-45. However, we might better take the primary relation of vv. 38~
42 to vv. 43-46 (i.e., to the whole paragraph) to be one of a
conditional promise (as suggested in 4.3.1). The pronoun ’ini occurs
twice in v. 46—while all the verbs from 42b on (except the third
person singular niphal at the end of v. 43) are first person singular.
Thus, the second half of this peak paragraph achieves a certain
sonority by resorting to coordination and paraphrase, and develops in
one grand crescendo the germinal idea found in the stage of the whole
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text: “They shall make me a sanctuary and I will dwell among them”
(25:8). The whole ends on the grand chord: “I @ YHWH their God.”

3.6. The postpeak construction

Why is the construction of the altar of incense delayed until after
the peak of the entire discourse rather than being given as part of the
first embedded discourse, where construction of the furniture of the
Tent of Meeting and of the Tent itself is given? The construction of the
altar of burnt offering is given in 27:1-8, while the consecration of the
altar for worship is given in 29:36-37; and the projected imple-
mentation of the altar in daily sacrifice is given in the peak (29:38-40).
Here, in 30:1-10, the construction of the altar of incense and its
projected implementation as a daily ritual, which is parallel to that of
the daily sacrifices, are summarily given together. Both the peak and
the postpeak have to do with the projected institution of daily
worship.

Peak is not necessarily a discrete area, but rather a zone of turbu-
lence and excitement. The target of all the procedures is the exciting
prospect of the institution of daily worship of a God who dwells
among his people. The consecration of the priests in prepeak and the
construction and projected implementation of the incense altar in
postpeak partake of some of the culminating tension that is expressed
in the peak itself.

3.7. Order of projected construction as controlled by the macrostruc-
ture

Apparent irregularities in the order of construction procedures,
e.g., the priority given to the construction of the Ark of Testimony,
the Table of the Presence, and the Menorah, as well as the late
positioning of the section regarding the incense altar, can now be
reviewed again in the light of the macrostructure that is posited at the
end of section 2 above.

In order to perceive clearly the controlling force of the macro-
structure in ordering the construction procedures, it is of some interest
to compare the order of projected construction in the text we are
currently analyzing with the order of narrated construction as given
in Exod 36:8-40:38, especially 36:8-39:31. The order of projected
construction and that of narrated construction are given in parallel
columns in Diagram L
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Order of Narrated Construction
Exod 36:8-39:31

(1) The Tent Curtains

(2) The Over-Tent

(3) The Tent Framework

(4) The Veil

(5) Entrance Curtain

(6) The Ark of Testimony

(7) The Atonement Cover

(8) The Table of the Presence
(9) The Menorah

(10) The Altar of Incense

(11) Anointing Oil

(12) Incense

(13) The Altar of Burnt Offering
(14) The Bronze Basin

(15} The Courtyard

(16) Entrance Curtain

(17) The Ephod

(18) The Breastpiece

(19) The Robe of the Ephod

(20) Tunics, turbans, sashes
(21) The “Holiness” Tiara

A. Then, Moses inspects

B. God commands it to be

assembled, etc.
C. Moses assembles it, places
furniture, etc.

D. The glory of the Lord fills the
 Tent of Meeting

D1AGRAM |

36:8-13
36:14-19
36:20-34
36:35~36
36:37-38
37:1-5
37:6-9
37:10-16
37:17-24
37.25-28
37:29

38:1-7
38:8
38:9-17
38:18-20
39:1-7
39:8-21
39:22-26
39:27-29
39:30-31
39:32-42
40:1-15

40:16-33

40:34-38

Order of Projected

Construction Exod 25:1-30:10

(6) The Ark of Testimony

(7) The Atonement Cover

(8) The Table of Presence

(9) The Menorah

(1) The Tent Curtains

(2) The Over-Tent

(3) The Tent Framework

(4) The Veil (placement of
furniture)

(5) Entrance Curtain

(13) The Altar of Burnt

Offering
(15) The Courtyard
(W) Oil for the Menorah
(cf. 37:37)

(17) The Ephod

(18) The Breastpiece

(19) The Robe of the Ephod

(21) The “Holiness” Tiara

(20) Tunics, turbans, sashes

(X) Underpants for the priests

(Y) Long bloque on the
ordination of priests (cf.
40:12-15)

(Z) Institution of worship
(cf. 40:22, 20)

(10) Altar of incense

Appended Discourses
(14) The Basin

(11) The Anointing Oil
(12) The incense
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In the narrative which recounts the actual construction, first the
tent curtains are made, then the over-tent, then the tent framework of
staves, and the entrance curtains (bloques 1-5). Following this a
number of cultic objects are constructed: the ark of testimony with its
atonement cover, the table of the presence, the menorah, the altar of
incense; the anointing oil and the incense; the altar of burnt offering,
and the bronze basin (bloques 6-14). The surrounding courtyard with
its entrance curtains (bloques 15-16) are constructed to enclose all the
preceding.

The narrative of the constructionr of the above items is then
followed by the narrative of the making of clothes for the priests
(bloques 17-21). Finally, following the account of the construction of
all these items, the narrative depicts Moses as inspecting the work for
presumably both quality of workmanship and pattern-conformity
(39:32-42), receiving God’s command to erect the Tent of Meeting and
its courtyard, placing its furnishings in the correct places, and
ordaining the priests (40:1-15). Verses 40:16-33 resume the narrative,
with a summary statement in v. 16: “Moses did everything just as the
Lord commanded him.” Verses 34-38 recount that the Lord took
possession of His dwelling: “and the glory of the Lord filled the Tent.”

In this narrative account of the construction, the institution of the
regular worship—the morning and evening sacrifice and the offering
of incense—is only summarily referred to at the end (40:27, 29).
Nowhere in the narrative is the note clearly sounded that the various
items were built so that God could dwell among His people—although
this comes about in 40:34-38. Even the ordination of the priests is not
recounted as such, although God enjoins this in summary fashion in
Exod 40:12-15. Indeed, the whole account in chapters 36-40 is a rather
routine recital to the effect that what was projected in chapters 2530
was in fact carried out.

Turning again to the discourse with which this study is concerned,
we are initially impressed that the order of the projected construction
is less logical and harder to rationalize than the order of the narrated
construction. Narrative bloques (6)-(9) precede bloques (1)-(5). Fur-
thermore, the construction of the altar of incense (10), instead of being
given after (6)—(9) is split off and forms the closure of the first long
embedded discourse. Again, while in the narrated account the altar of
burnt offering (13) and the bronze basin (14) (the furniture of the
courtyard) appear before the construction of the courtyard (15) and
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its entrance (16), in the projected construction the bronze basin (14) is
postponed as one of the appended discourses (30:14-21). So neither
the furnishings of the Tent nor of the courtyard are given in one
continuous sequence, but one item in each set is dislocated and occurs
elsewhere.

As far as the making of the garments for Aaron and his sons, the
various pieces of apparel in bloques (17)-(21) occur in the same order
in both discourses,® except that in the projected construction the
“Holy to the Lord” tiara or plaque (21) is mentioned before the sec-
tion on tunics, turbans, and sashes (20). Furthermore, bloque X of the
projected constructions, which prescribes underpants for the priests in
28:42-43, is summarized in a noun phrase in 39:20 of the narrated
construction.

Again, therefore, I refer to the macrostructure that is posited at the
end of the section 2. The macrostructure, a distillation from the
contents of chapters 25-30, does not merely mention making the Tent
(and by implication, its furnishings) nor making things according to the
revealed pattern; rather, integral parts of the macrostructure are: the
purpose that God may dwell among his people, the ordination of the
priesthood, and the institution of daily worship. These features make

5 It may well be, however, that the projected order and the narrated order are
both transposed in regard to the ephod and the robe of the ephod. While in both
28:6~-35 and in 39:1-26 the making of the ephod and of the breastpiece is
mentioned before the making of the robe of the ephod, the order of putting on these
items of apparel was apparently the reverse, i.e., the robe of the ephod was first put
on, then the ephod, then the breastpiece of the ephod. Several things point in this
direction: (1) Why is the robe called the robe of the ephod unless the robe and the
ephod were closely related? (2) It is hardly credible that the priest’s insignia of
office on the ephod would have been worn under and concealed by the robe. (3) At
any rate, when Moses is told to clothe Aaron for the ordination rites (29:5), he is
told to put on him “the tunic, and the robe of the ephod, and the ephod and the
breastpiece,” and this may well be the actual order of putting on the garments (cf.
also Lev 8:7). See again sections 3.4 and 3.7 above.

As to the nature of the ephod, Levine in his beautiful coffee-table picture volume
portrays the ephod as a kind of apron. With this substantially agree Wendland
(1985:198), Pixley (1987:200), and Cassuto (1967:372~73), who describes it as “a kind
of simple pinafore that covered the loins.”

I believe that this mitigates somewhat Noth’s complaint that “these pieces (of
apparel) do not fit together into a convincing overall picture, but o some extent
stand in the way of each other” (1962:220). It is his taking the ephod to be a
loincloth that is a major source of his difficulties. A waist coat or a kilt could be
worn over the robe of the ephod, but if the ephod were a loincloth this would not
have been possible.
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these instructions quite distinct from the narrated account given in
Exod 36-40. As an instructional text, the text is not only full of
specifications, and thus heavily prescriptive, but is juridical in certain
parts. Everything is to be done—and properly done “now and to all
your generations™—with a glorious end in view. A certain atmosphere
of religious excitement and awe enters the text at points where the
end is envisioned (25:8; 25:22; 25:30; 27:21; 28:29-30 but especially
29:42-46 and to some degree in 30:6-10).

For this reason the apparent departures from logical order in the
projected construction can be considered to be departures motivated
by the need to highlight these elements of excitement and awe in the
macrostructure. Thus, as already suggested, the permutation of the
bloques (6)—(9) to the fore of the construction of the Tent and Over-
tent (1)-(3) can be likened to the presentation of an inciting incident in
a story: building the Ark and its atonement cover where YHWH will
dwell “between the cherubim” is an important enough step to entail
everything else that is to be constructed. As far as the splitting off of
the passage concerning construction of the Altar of Incense (10) and
making it a postpeak procedure in the projected construction, here, as
we have suggested, the incense altar with its morning and evening
incense offering is effectively located after the peak, where the
instruction of the morning and evening sacrifice of lambs is inculcated;
both have to do with the institution of daily worship.

The dislocation of the construction of the bronze basin (14) to an
appended discourse in 35:17-21, as well as that the anointing oil (11),
given in 30:23-33, and of the incense itself (12), given in 30:34-38, at
first blush seem not to be as well motivated. Even here, however, it is
possible to conjecture that the overriding demands of the macrostruc-
ture has led to a brushing aside of certain details and their postpone-
ment to a later position. The discourse 25:1-30:10 is very evidently
driving toward its culmination in the prepeak (ordination of the
priesthood, 29:1-37), peak (institution of daily worship and God dwel-
ling among His people, 29:38-46), and in the postpeak (more on the
daily worship, 30:1-10). The framer of the discourse is, as it were,
impatient to get on to his main objectives; and in the process certain
items are set aside for later treatment lest they impede the progress of
the whole.

From this perspective even the passage on underpants for the
priest (28:42-43), which is not only prescriptive but juridical, needs
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to be considered. The worship of YHWH was to be in every way dis-
tinct from contemporary Canaanite worship, which was characterized
by sexual motifs and activity. By contrast, there was not even to be
accidental exposure of the genitals of an officiating priest—much less
sexual activity around the Lord’s altars. In the period of the judges the
priests Hophni and Phineas were judged for, among other things,
sexual activity with women attendants at the Tent of Meeting (1 Sam
2:22), while in the time of the reformer King Josiah it was necessary to
expel sacred male prostitutes from their quarters in the Temple itself
(2 Kings 23:7)

The passage of 28:42-43 constitutes, then, an urgent concern
relative to the institutions of worship. Since the passage concerns the
clothing of the priests, it properly finds its place at the close of the
section on the priests’ clothing. Nevertheless, the quasi-parenthetical
nature lies in the fact that this bit of apparel concerns decency rather
than dignity and is to this degree unlike the rest of the clothes-making
prescriptions.

Itis also of further interest here that the instructional discourse of
chapters 25-30 is divided from its narrative implementation in
chapters 36-40 by the interlude of the golden calf and the aftermath in
chapters 32-34 (while 35 is mainly concerned with gathering materials
for construction). Here the author of Exodus, in separating the pro-
jected construction from the narrated construction by means of this
account of lapse into unauthorized worship and idolatry, has under-
scored the need for a worship according to the revealed pattern and
has anticipated the struggle throughout Israel’s history between such
divinely instituted worship and the perennial invasions of Canaanite
religious patterns.

4. A Beginning at Microsegmentation

The principles of microsegmentation that will be discussed and
illustrated here are (1) the distribution and function of waw-con-
junctival; (2) further considerations of thematicity and pronominal
reference; and (3) the ranking of verb forms/clause types in a scheme
of relative closeness to or departure from the main instructional line of
the discourse. In respect to the latter consideration, height of ranking
in the salience scheme correlates roughly with dominance within the
local span (the paragraph).
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4.1. Waw-conjunctival in the sentence and the paragraph

In accordance with a theory of BH sentence structure which has
been developed elsewhere (Longacre, 1989, chap. 4), the Hebrew
sentence is, for the most part, a domain set off by waw, whether
consecutive or conjunctival. Absence of waw is more likely to indicate
the continuation of a sentence unit than its onset. Thus a BH sentence
is basically of three sorts: (a) a main clause to which may be attached
subordinate clauses and relative clauses; (b) complementation sen-
tences with a wayhi or wéhayd plus a temporal expression plus the main
clause; and (c) paratactic sentences—without medial waw—and
usually chiastic in structure: V|N, + N,V, where V, either repeats V, or
is a synonym of V,. The text type here under consideration uses (a)
and (c) extensively with almost no use of (b)—which occurs mainly in
narrative and predictive discourses.

Very frequently, then, a Hebrew sentence begins with a waw. A
few exceptions occur, however. In some narrative discourses (possibly
in some predictive as well) a temporal phrase can begin a clause
without any preceding waw (cf. Gen 22:4 where this marks onset of an
episode). In the text under analysis here, an instructional discourse,
there occurs a specialized sort of comment paragraph whose thesis is
accompanied by a specification structure. Thus, the thesis of such a
paragraph can be “Build an X.” It is typically accompanied by: “q
cubits @ its length. And r cubits @ its width. And s cubits @ its height.”
Here the whole complex of three sentences, which specify length,
width, and height is a coordinate paragraph that is embedded in the
specification slot. The waw is omitted in the first sentence of the
embedded paragraph. If, however, more than one specification
structure appears, then each initiating sentence is marked by the
absence of the usual introductory waw.

Diagram I illustrates both the operation of minus waw in binding
together clauses in paratactic (and chiastic) sentences, and the
operation of minus waw in indicating a specification on the paragraph
level. This diagram also serves to illustrate WQTL forms as mainline of
this discourse type (sec. 4.3), and considerations of thematicity in set-
ting up embedded paragraphs (sec. 4.2). I shall present the paragraph
(Exod 25:10-17) in semiliteral translation from the Hebrew via an
indentation diagram in which levels of indentation represent levels of
embedding. The slot class assumption of dejargonized tagmemics
(Longacre, 1983) is assumed throughout.
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DIAGRAM II: TREE STRUCTURE OF EXOD 25:10-17,
AN INSTRUCTIONAL SEQUENCE PARAGRAPH

Sequential Thesis,: (I) Comment Para.
Thesis: And they shall make [WQTL] an ark of acacia wood.
Spec: (E) Coord. Para.
Thesis,: 21 /9 cubits @ its L.
Thesis,: And 11/9 cubits @ its W.
Thesis,: And 11/9 cubits @ its H.
Sequential Thesis,: And you shall overlay it [WQTL] with pure gold; inside and
outside you shall overlay it [N-YQTL]
Sequential Thesis,: And you shall make [WQTL] upon it a gold molding all around.
Sequential Thesis,: (1) Seq. Para.
Sequential Thesis: And you shall cast [WQTL] for it 4 rings of gold.
Sequential Thesis,: (I) Comment Para.
Thesis: And you will attach [WQTL] them at it 4 feet.
Spec: (E) Coord. Para.
Thesis,: 2 rings @ on its one side
Thesis,: And 2 rings @ on its second side.
Sequential Thesis,: (1) Sequence Para.
Sequential Thesis;: And you shall make [WQTL] poles of acacia wood.
Sequential Thesis,: And you shall overlay [WQTL] them with gold.
Sequential Thesis,: (1) Comment Para.
Thesis: And you shall insert [WQTL] the poles in the rings in the sides of
the Ark to carry the Ark by means of them.
Spec: (J) Paraphrase Para.
Thesis: In the rings of the Ark shall be [N-YQTL] the poles.
N.A.P.: You shall not [{0>TQTL] take them out of it.
Sequential Thesis,: And you shall put [WQTL] into the Ark the testimony which I
shall give you.

In Diagram II, Sequential Theses (abbreviated ST below) 1, 4, 5 are
expounded by embedded paragraphs, while ST 2, 3, and n are
expounded by sentence structures. ST, is expounded by a paratactic
chiastic sentence without any internal waw. This sentence has an on-
the-line WQTL form that initiates it and an off-the-line YQTL form of
the same verb that closes it; intervening noun phrases are assigned
either to the first or to the second clause.

ST, is expounded by an instructional comment paragraph whose
thesis is a WQTL clause. The comment slot of an instructional para-
graph is so semantically specialized that I call it specification slot here
and everywhere in the paper. Here the specification is expounded by
what is obviously a coordinate paragraph; I term it expository coordi-
nate in that the sentence structures which occur in it characterize
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expository discourse. It has three component sentences in the
coordinated theses; these sentences specify the dimensions of the Ark
of Testimony. Theses 2 and 3 regularly begin with waw, the sentence
marker. The waw does not occur in the sentence of Thesis,, since this
sentence initiates the specification unit and minus waw marks the
initiation of this structure.

Similarly, in regard to specifying the location of the rings for the
carrying poles (within the I Seq. paragraph embedded under main
ST,) under ST, of the embedded unit, there is an expository (E)
comment paragraph in which the first sentence of the specification has
no waw, while the second does.

A slight problem—between the somewhat conflicting functions of
waw within the sentence and within the paragraph—is found in ST,
embedded under main ST,. I indicate here an embedded juridical
paraphrase paragraph. Both the sentence in the Thesis slot and the one
in the Negated Antonym Paraphrase (N.A.P.) slot lack initial waw. The
language is typically juridical in the prescriptive use of the verb hayd,
“be,” and in regard to the prohibitive use of [>TQTL in the next
sentence. That I do not join the two as one sentence is because of the
typically juridical structure in both sentences. As for the absence of
waw in the second sentence, an N.AP. is, in a sense, a kind of
specification of the previous injunction. Possibly the semantic
category of specification occurs in more than one paragraph level slot.
The absence of waw on the first sentence is, however, quite predict-
able as the initial sentence in a specification slot.

This paragraph illustrates nicely the mainline role of WQTL
clauses in instructional discourse. It also illustrates the manner in which
considerations of thematicity lead to the positing of embedded
paragraphs. While all the WQTL sentences could be considered to
constitute a simple linear string of nine sequential theses, it seems
better to recognize as main ST, a stretch whose theme is the making of
the rings and whose structure is that of an embedded instructional
sequence paragraph with its own ST, and ST,. Similarly, it seems
plausible to posit in main ST; a stretch whose theme is the making of
the carrying poles which are to go into the rings. This stretch is
considered to consist of an embedded instructional sequence
paragraph with its own ST, ST,, and ST,.
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DiacraM I TREE STRUCTURE OF EXOD 26:15-17

ST,: (I) Comment Paragraph
Thesis: And you shall make [WQTL] for the Tent staves of upright wood.
Spec,: (E) Coor. Paragraph
Thesis,: 10 cubits @ the length of one stave.
Thesis,: And 11/2 cubits ¢ the width of one stave.
Spec,: Two projections @ on one stave, set woman against her sister.
Summary: Thus shall you make [ken TQTL] for all the staves of the Tent.

More complicated situations regarding the absence or presence of
conjunctival waw occur where two or more specifications are attached
to one thesis rather than where the specifications constitute a
coordinate paragraph, which as a unit expounds specification. Such a
situation is illustrated in the opening sentences of Exod 26:15-30,
which as a whole is concerned with the making of the staves for the
tabernacle framework (Diagram II).6 In this embedded comment
paragraph (26:15-17) there are two specifications and one summary,
all of which are ancillary to the same thesis. The thesis itself has the
usual WQTL verb that is characteristic of the mainline in the discourse
type. Specification, is expounded by a coordinate paragraph. As seen
above, no waw conjunctival occurs on the first sentence of such a unit,
but waw regularly occurs on the second sentence. Specification, as the
only sentence in this repeated slot also is minus waw conjunctival-—as
in the summary with ken, “thus.”

4.2. Thematicity and pronominal references

As we have seen, Diagram II illustrates subparagraphing deter-
mined by thematicity. Thus in a paragraph concerning making the ark
there occur two embedded sequence paragraphs on the making of the

5 While it is not within the scope of this article to discuss architectural details of
the Tabernacle, the relation of the curtains (the tent proper) to the wooden staves,
pillars, and what-have-you is a moot question that has evoked considerable
comment. Were the wooden pieces solid pillars of wood, which would conceal the
cherubim embroidered in the inside of the tent curtains and at the same time
constitute very heavy pieces to carry around—or is there some other explanation?
Noth eventually considers the text to present here an incongruous picture of a tent
sanctuary and a portable wooden structure capable of being dismantled (1962:110-
13). Kennedy, however, in his classic description of the Tabernacle (1902) supposes
the wooden pieces not to be solid but to have consisted of two parallel pieces of wood
with an opening between them and joined at top and bottomn. While Hyatt
(1971:271) and Pixley (1987:196) agree with Kennedy in this respect, Cassuto (1967)
and Levine (1968) reject this view and argue for solid boards.



44 Discourse Analysis of Biblical Literature

rings and of the carrying poles respectively. This is a typical situation.
In fact, there are none of the 27 paragraphs that I have posited and
diagrammed in this text that do not have at least one such embedded
paragraph determined by thematicity shifts. One of the longest
embedded sequence paragraphs found in the text is in 29:4-7, where,
after a preliminary N-YQTL sentence, there occurs a succession of
nine WOQTL sentences. This is, however, an unusually long uninter-
rupted run of WQTL sentences. I mention here, somewhat at random,
some further examples of subparagraphs determined by thematicity.

Exod 25:23-30 is an instructional sequence paragraph concerning
the construction of the table on which was to be put the Bread of the
Presence. ST is a three-sentence paragraph (vv. 24b, 25) which has to
do with the making of a molding around the table, a rim, and a further
molding on the rim. ST, is a paragraph (vv. 26, 27) of three sentences
concerning the rings which are to be attached to the table. ST, is
likewise a three-sentence paragraph (v. 28) which provided for the
making of the carrying poles. Other ST’s are single sentences (ST, and
ST, and ST,) or an instructional comment paragraph of the sort
already illustrated.

Exod 26:1-6 is an instructional sequence paragraph concerning the
making of the Tabernacle curtains. ST, is an instructional comment
paragraph (vv. 1-3) with one thesis and two specifications both of
which are expounded by (E) coordinate paragraphs; it specifies the
dimensions of the curtains as well as which are to be coupled. ST, is
likewise an embedded instructional comment paragraph with both
thesis and specification consisting of coordinated paragraphs; it treats
of the making of loops in the curtains.

Exod 26:31-35, likewise an instructional sequence paragraph, is
concerned with the construction of the Veil (to divide the Holy of
Holies from the Holy Place), the hanging of it, and the placement of
furniture relative to it. ST, instructs concerning the making of the veil
and hanging it upon four wood pillars overlaid with gold and
equipped with hooks and sockets (vv. 31-32). ST, instructs concerning
the placement of the furniture relative to the veil (vv. 33-35), and ST,
instructs concerning the curtain for the entrance to the Tent (vv. 36—
37). Each ST unit is expounded by a paragraph of four or five
sentences (and lower-level embedding).

Exod 27:9-19 is a rather unusual paragraph that hangs four
specifications upon one thesis; the whole is concerned with the making
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of curtains for the courtyard. The thesis (v. 9) is: “And you shall make
the courtyard of the Tent.” The first specification unit {9b-16) spe-
cifies in a coordinate paragraph (with multiple layers of embedding)
for the south side, the north side, the west side, the east side with
hanging on each side of the entrance, and finally the entrance curtain
itself. We have here five coordinated theses with only the first
sentence of Th, lacking a waw, while further specifications within such
a unit (charcteristically dimensions) show characteristic absence of
waw in the first sentence. Further specifications 2, 3, 4 deal with in
order: the staves (v. 17), the general dimensions of the courtyard (v.
18), and further utensils and tent pegs (v. 19)—all of which are to be of
bronze. Initial sentences in these specifications are minus waw.

The instructions for making the breastpiece of judgment in Exod
28:15-30 is the longest paragraph in the text. Essentially it is an
instructional result paragraph whose thesis is expounded by an
instructional sequence paragraph with three ST’s. ST, specifies the
dimensions and spells out the job for the tailor (vw. 15-16). ST,,
expounded by an instructional comment paragraph, specifies the four
rows of stones engraved with the names of the twelve sons of Israel
(vv. 17-21). ST,, expounded by an instructional sequence paragraph
with multiple embedding, prescribes the making of wreathen gold
chains, golden rings, and blue cords to bind the breastpiece of
judgment securely on the ephod “so it won’t swing out” (end of v. 28).
Finally, a WQTL sentence with a subject switch to Aaron signals the
onset of the result: (if everything is done as specified,) then Aaron
shall bear continually on his heart the names of the children of Israel—
as their mediatorial representative (vv. 29-30).

4.3. Verb ranking and relative salience within the paragraph

It is obvious from the above sections that WQTL sentences occupy
a position of privilege in the instructional discourse and can be
considered to carry the mainline of instruction. Sentences that have a
noun phrase preceding a YQTL verb act in many ways like a
secondary line of instruction. Sentences in which WQTL occurs with
switch reference (SR) of subject commonly indicate a sort of ekbalic
construction. Clauses with initial YQTL verbs occur in this text almost
exclusively as (a) second member of indirect quote construction
(“Speak to them and they shall bring” > “Speak to them that they
bring ...”); and (b) purpose clauses. Participial clauses—character-
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istically accompanied by a form of hayd, “be”—nominal clauses, and
cleft sentences occur in a specificatory, descriptive function. WQTL
hayd sentences, N-YQTL hayd sentences, and [6>-YQTL sentences are
more often than not prescriptive injunctive sentences in juridical
discourse and are, properly speaking, not relevant to this scheme.
Finally, we have also to account for the functions of the imperative
and have a second look at the cleft sentence.

In the above section on the imperative (3.1.1), it was emphasized
that all imperatives found in this text are 2 sg. and are addressed to
Moses himself as mediator of the covenant. In this role he is the one
who receives instructions and passes them on to the people. So much
is he the causer of all that is built and done that very early in chapter
25, “You tell them that they do X” is replaced by, “And then you will
do X.” As already stated, there is an agency hierarchy assumed in the
text: God, Moses, they {people, special artisans, and priests), artifacts.
Imperatives are directed from God to Moses as causer/dispatcher. It is
therefore necessary to realize that the use of the imperative is bound
up with concerns that belong to the participant structure as formu-
lated in the agency hierarchy.

But the same concerns also govern to some degree certain uses of
WQTL that do not appear to be on the mainline of instruction. Any
WOQTL form characterized by switch reference from the previous
subject (abbreviated WQTL-SR) has an ekbalic function. Switch
reference which goes down the agency hierarchy expresses result;
26:16: “And you shall fasten the curtains to each other. And it shall be
one tent.” 29:21: “And you sprinkle [the blood] upon Aaron and his
sons ... and he will be holy.” On the other hand, switch reference
which goes up the agency hierarchy expresses promise; 25:8: “And
they shall make me a sanctuary. And I will dwell among them.”

This is also partially true of YQTL forms in the text. YQTL forms
in purpose clauses often display a SR relative to the main clause: “And
you will make an X so that it may do/may not do Q.”

Except for interference from the presence of embedded juridical
paragraphs, participial clauses (usually with hdyd), haydclauses, and
nominal clauses function as forms of specification or closure in the
instructions. Cleft sentences are very similar in function, but often
seem to be amplifying instead of simply specifying.
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A further function, portmanteau to the above, of both imperative
and cleft sentences is that of marking the onset of a new section
(3.1.1.).

These considerations have led to the formulation of the salience
scheme found in Diagram IV.

DiaGraM IV

Band 1 IMPV  (2sg.)
command to causer/dispatcher/mediator

Band 2
a. WQTL primary line of instruction
b, N-YQTL secondary line of instruction

a. WQTL (SR) ekbalic (result/promise)
b, YQTL (£SR) purpose

a. participial (with kaya)
b. hayd clauses

c¢. nominal clauses

d. cleft sentences

Band 5 (IMPV) portmanteau
(cleft sentence) with above but articulating a new section

Promotion and demotion:

(1) 2b > 2a by explicit coordination and parallelism [non-periphrastic]

(2) clauses with WQTL forms deleted by gapping resemble nominal clauses

but remain 2a.

(3) deletion of wew can demote 2b > 4

(4) when 3a ascends the Agency Hierarchy result > promise

A few residual problems (see notes at the bottom of Diagram IV)
remain that will have to be discussed (along with full presentation of
the tree structures) in a sequel to this paper. Thus, apparently some N-
YQTL forms can, by explicit coordination and parallelism (non-para-
phrastic), be promoted to the primary line of instruction (Exod 26:15-
30, especially v. 22). This is quite exceptional to the usual use of N-
YQTL clauses as preparatory or ancillary in the secondary line of
instruction. In the same paragraph (v. 20) an apparent nominal clause
is on the main line of instruction, but here a kind of verb gapping
occurs and a WQTL can be supplied from what precedes. I also note
that minus waw in a N-YQTL form demotes it to band 4 (specifi-
cation).

Suffice it to say: secondary lines have a way of extending upward
toward the primary line—whether in narrative (N-QTL) or in instruc-
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tional (N-YQTL). In general, however, any scheme of salience for any
discourse type in any language has to permit some systematic
promotions and demotions to make it work. A system without safety
valves self-destructs.

5. Conclusion

In this paper we have moved from the larger concerns of the first
two sections to more detailed concerns. In moving from the larger to
the smaller concerns it is important to remember that the latter sort of
analysis undergirds and supplements the former. Questions of macro-
structure (textual meaning) in section 2 are seen to be interwoven with
matters of macrosegmentation in section 3. But these concerns are
themselves seen to be linked to the study of such linguistic features as
the distribution of imperatives, cleft sentences, and pronominal
references—although in regard to the ordering of subsegments of the
text we resorted again at the end of section 3 to the concept of the
macrostructure as a control. Everywhere broader concerns interlace
with the narrower details of analysis. In section 4 the linguistic
structure of the text, with WQTL forms as the mainline of instruction,
is further rounded out with a few details that expedite local exegesis,
e.g., the absence of initial waw in specification constructions, and the
WQTL with switch reference as indicative of result/ promise.
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ISAIAH 40:1-11 IN THE CONTEXT OF THE
MACROSTRUCTURE OF SECOND ISAIAH

David McLain Carr

ABSTRACT

This paper addresses the problem of the structure of Isa 40:1-11. Most
previous treatments of the passage have either understood it to be divided
into four equal parts (40:1-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-11) or two separate pericopes (40:1-
8, 9-11). Using a text linguistic approach developed by Giihlich and
Raible, this paper argues for a proposal that incorporates the observations of
previous studies and locates the passage as a whole within the macro-
structure of Second Isaiah.

I preface this paper with two “meta-communicative” comments
(the meaning of this term will become clear in the course of the
following discussion). First, this is an application paper. I do not
attempt a survey of the field of text linguistics. Instead, I appropriate
a particular method of descending text analysis that shows particular
promise in informing biblical scholars. This method was originally
developed by Elizabeth Giihlich and Wolfgang Raible in their work on
modern European language texts, but they argue persuasively for the
cross-linguistic applicability of their observations. The method they
have developed is particularly helpful in its systematic treatment of
indicators above the level of syntax and its concomitant focus on a
hierarchy of text structure indicators.

Second, this paper has a structure of its own. It begins with a
review of the problem in understanding the structure of Isa 40:1-11.
The second section is a survey of the relevant parts of the text
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linguistic method adopted in this paper. In the final section the text
linguistic method is applied to Isa 40:1-11.

Previous Study of Isa 40:1-11

It does not take a text linguistic approach to recognize the radical
break that Isaiah 40:1 represents. A perceptive pre-critical exegete like
Rashi could observe that “from here to the end of the book are words
of comfort.” Here he built on some Jewish interpretations that saw
Isaiah as the great prophet, and the word of comfort in Isa 40:1 as
typifying the greatness of Isaiah’s message.! Likewise, in the Christian
tradition, Luther in his lectures on Isaiah saw the book of Isaiah as
made up of two parts: chapters 1-39 were the book of law, and
chapters 4066 were the book of grace. Such pre-critical perception of
the break at the beginning of chapter 40 long preceded the
widespread consensus in modern biblical scholarship that 40:1 begins
the message of a “second Isaiah.”

Twentieth century text linguists and form critics work with the
same surface structure indicators that readers throughout the history
of interpretation have, and could have, seen. Therefore, such a
consensus of observations by pre-critical scholars can be useful in the
analysis of text structure. Once one gets past Isa 40:1, however, there
is substantial disagreement, about both the extent and the structure of
second Isaiah as a whole (Westermann, 1964 [1981 reprint]:90-92;
Whybray: 27; Preuss: 16-18; Scullion: 20). Nevertheless, the disagree-
ment about Isa 40:1-11 follows consistent patterns. There is almost
universal agreement that this passage breaks at 40:1, 3, 6, and 9. The
issue is the significance of each of these breaks. Two basic options
appear. Some divide 40:1-11 into Isaiah’s call report (vv. 1-8) and a

! See in particular the comparison of prophets in Leviticus Rabbah 10:2 and Pesigta
Rabbati 29/30:4-5; 33:3 (parallels to Pesigta Rabbati in the Pesigta de Rab Kahana 1:16).
See also the lists of places where Isaiah’s word of hope contradicts Jeremiah's word
of doom (Lamentations Rabbah 1:23; Pesiqta Rabbati 30:4). The Tanhuma tradition
(including the Tanhuma Buber) includes a note about Isaiah offering double words
of comfort (beginning of the Debarim seder). Cf. also Genesis Rabbah 100:9. The
liturgical placement of this passage is relevant to this overview of its Jewish
interpretation. Isa 40:1 begins the haftarah reading on the first Sabbath after the
ninth of Ab (fast day for the destruction of the temple).

Such observations are not meant to imply that these interpreters intuited the
existence of a “Second Isaiah” distinct from the first, but only that they seem
to have recognized a break in the book at this point. Such intuition of separate Isaiah
material does not begin to appear until Ibn Ezra. On this see Simon:257-71.



Isaiah 40:1-11 53

victory messenger instruction (vv. 9-11). The call report is then
further divided into three parts: vv. 1-2, 3-5, 6-8 (Mowinckel:88-90;
Begrich:13, 58-59; Fohrer: 15-23; Elliger:34; Krinetski:57; Loretz,
1974:489-91; Vincent:250-51, 258; Preuss:41-42).2 In most such treat-
ments, the call report and victory messenger instruction are not re-
lated to a macro-structure of Second Isaiah, but rather are taken as the
first two of many separate pericopes that make up the Second Isaiah
collection of sayings. In contrast, those who take 40:1-11 as a single
unit usually understand this text to be the prologue to Second Isaiah as
a whole, This pericope is then understood to be composed of four
relatively equal parts: vv. 1-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-11 (Thexton:4; Leslie:169;
Westerman, 1964 [198]1 reprint: 82-84], 1966:30; McKenzie:16;
Bonnard:85; Lack:83; Sacon:112-13; Herbert:16; Spykerboer:182-84;
Melugin:82-86; Petersen:20; Kiesow:24-26; Eaton:41; Beuken:15-18, 29—~
30; Ettore:303—4; Loretz, 1984:284-96; Wilson:231; Watts;78; Sweeney:
92-95).3

2 Elliger (34) sees 40:1-8 as the original unit and the rest of chapter 40 as a whole
as the prologue. Loretz’s position is modified in his 1984 treatment of the same
passage.

3 In his 1984 article Loretz follows Kiesow (284-96), in contrast to his earlier

treatment of the passage (1974: 489-91).
. Lack (83) sees vv. 1-11 as the prologue, but chap. 40 as a whole as also
introductory. In addition, the following authors argue that chap. 40 as a whole is
the introduction t Second Isaiah: Rignell (9-21 [particularly 15 and 20-21}),
Haran (127, 132-36) and Smart (41).

There have been some divergences from the overall trend to treat Isa 40:1-11 as
consisting of four relatively equal parts (1-2, 3-5, 68, 9-11). Gressmann treats 40:1~
2 (p. 275}, 3-5, 6-8 (pp. 264-66), and 9-11 (p. 269) as separate form critical units.
Rignell (9) and Ettore (296-300) are exceptions in breaking 1-11 into three parts (I~
5, 6-8, 9-11). Habel (314-16) argues for dividing the unit into four units: 1-2, 3-5, 6-
7, and 8-11. Muilenburg (415, 431-34) sees five parts here: 1-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-10 and
11. Stuhlmueller (179) briefly outlines Isa 40:1-11 into two parts: 1-2 and 3-11.

Applying models from Greco-Roman rhetoric to Isaiah, Gitay argues that 40:1-
11 should be divided into four parts: “the topic” (v. 1}, “the thesis” (v. 2), “confirma-
tion” (w. 3-8), and “the epilogue” (v. 9~11). Isa 40:1-11, however, does not appear ©
be an argument built along the lines of Greco-Roman rhetoric. V. 1 is a command,
not a “topic.” Whatever “thesis” is stated in v. 2 is not “confirmed” in wv. 3-8
Rather, the statement that Jerusalem’s warfare is ended and its iniquity paid for (v.
2) is followed by certain further consequences: an announcement of a proces-
sion/exodus through the wilderness (3-5) and a commissioning of a prophet (6-8).
Finally, labeling 911 as an “epilogue” focuses exclusively on the function of these
verses vis-a-vis the pericope in itself (40:1-11), ignoring their transitional role in the
structure of Second Isaiah as a whole. On this, see below.
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Indicators point to both options. On the one hand, the themes of
Jerusalem and comfort link 40:1-2 to 40:9-11 (Kieso 38-41). In addition,
there is a radical break at verse 12 from the imperatives and announce-
ment themes of 1-11 to the disputation and creation themes of 40:12-
31. These indicators favor joining vv. 9-11 with vv. 1-8. On the other
hand, other indicators sharply distinguish 9-11 from 1-8. As men-
tioned before, form critics usually characterize 40:1-8 as a call narra-
tive and 40:9-11 as a victory messenger instruction. Moreover, the
feminine singular imperatives of v. 9 contrast with the masculine im-
peratives of the preceding verses. This mixture of indicators has led
some exegetes to mediate between these two positions, taking 1-11 to-
gether as a prologue to Second Isaiah that has two main parts: 1-8 and
9-11. Often these two parts are then taken as introducing different
'parts of Second Isaiah (Melugin:82-86; Beuken:15-18, 29-30; Meren-
dino:1-122; and Sweeney:92-95).

This review hardly sums up all of the observations made by
previous exegetes of Isa 40:1-11, but it does begin to indicate the issues
that dominate the discussion:

1. How are vv. 9-11 of chapter 40 related to vv. 1-8? Are wv. 9-11
the fourth part of a pericope extending from 1-11, or are they
somehow separate?

2. How does the division between 40:1-8 and 40:9-11 relate to the
macrostructure of Second Isaiah (whatever that might be)?

Most previous discussions have been eclectic in the kinds of indicators
they have used to support different analyses of 40:1-11. The following
indicators have been considered: vocabulary, theme, switches in gram-
matical subject, and the move in verse 40:12 from imperatives to state-
ments. The problem is knowing how to weigh these different
indicators and adjudicate between the competing proposals which
they support.

Overview of the Text Linguistic Method Adopted Here

On the basis of their model of textual communication Giihlich and
Raible make a primary distinction between textinternal and text-
external factors. Text-internal factors are those elements governed by
langue, the grammatical-syntactical rules shared (at least partially in
common) by speaker and hearer. Examples of textinternal pheno-
mena include pronominal substitution (use of a pronoun for a
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previously mentioned person or thing), renominalization (later ex-
plicit mention of the person or thing after the pronoun has been used),
conjunctions, conjunctive adverbs, and word order. Text-external
factors are those parts of the context of the text not governed by such
grammatical-syntactical rules. The following are text-external factors:
the speaker, the hearer, and the world of things and facts, both those
things and facts commonly perceived by speaker and hearer and those
which are not commonly perceived (Raible:33-241, esp. 230-37;
Guhlich and Raible, 1975:151-60, 1977a:21-59, 1977b:133-50) .4

By definition, textexternal factors cannot occur in texts.
Nevertheless, texts frequently include words or phrases that refer to
text-external factors. For example, sentences at the beginning of a text
can describe the text as a whole, directly address the hearer regarding
the use of the text, state the speaker’s intent, and direct the hearer’s
attention to a certain real or fictive world of things and facts
commonly perceived by speaker and hearer. Such words, phrases, or
sentences with text-external analogies set up the context of a text that
is further divided by text-internal structure indicators,

The paradigmatic examples of such text-external structure indi-
cators are sentences such as are commonly found in the prefaces of
books. For example, West writes in the preface to the first edition of
his Introduction to the Old Testament.

This book is offered as a basic introduction to the collection of religious
writings known to Catholics as the Old Testament . . ., to Protestants as the
Old Testament with Apocrypha, and to Jews as the Tanak plus other
major pre-Talmudic works. It is designed for the reader, of whatever
religious or theological persuasion, who seeks to understand how these
books originated, the history and culture of the people who produced
them, and the characteristic ideas which they contain (xi).

These sentences play a constitutive role in introducing the body of the
book that follows. They describe the text as a whole, its focus, and its
intended audience. Gihlich and Raible term such statements, “meta-
communicative sentences.” Through thematizing the speaker, hearer,

4 Heger makes some similar observations (1976:227-28, 1979:2--24), but see
Raible’s insightful critique (1979).

I owe my initial exposure to the field of text linguistics and Gahlich and Raible
in particular to David Heltholm’s 1986 article: “The Problem of Apocalyptic Genre
and the Apocalypse of John.” He has a more lengthy methodological discussion
in the first volume of his published dissertation (1980).
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text, and/or text world, meta-communicative sentences play the
highest role in governing the reception of the following text. When
such meta-communicative sentences occur, they mark the beginning
and end of a text.

Probably the best biblical example of such metacommunicative
statemnents are first person prophetic call reports. These reports almost
always stand at the beginning of the prophetic collection and use first
person narration to describe the origins and purpose of each prophet’s
message. Examples of such reports include Isa 6:1~13 (as the beginning
of the “Testimony Book,” Isa 6:1-9:7), Jer 1:4-10, and Ezek 1:1-3:27.
Other biblical meta-communicative statements include the description
of the “preacher” in the first of the appendices to Qohelet (Qoh 12:9~
10) and prophetic word-event formulae, particularly the first person
formulae found frequently in Jeremiah and Ezekiel (Jer 1:4, 11; 2:1;
13:3, 8; 16:1; 18:5; 24:4; 32:6; Ezek 3:16; 6:1; 7:1; 11:14; 12:1, 8, 17, 21, 26;
13:1; 14:2, 12; 15:1; 16:1; 17:1, 11; 18:1; 20:2; 21:1, 6, 28; 22:1, 17, 28;
23:1; 24:1, 15, 20; 25:1; 26:1; 27:1; 28:1, 11, 20; 29:1, 17; 30:1, 20; 31:1;
32:1, 17; 33:1, 23; 34:1; 35:1; 36:16; 37:15; 38:1). These latter formulae
mark the beginnings of discrete prophetic oracles through thematizing
the prophet and presenting the message as being of divine origin.

The next highest indicators are titles (“Little Red Riding Hood,”
“The Structure of Isaiah 40:1-11 ...") or other words that designate a
text or part of a text. Though these can designate the text as a whole
(thus possibly concurring with meta-communicative sentences), they
can also occur inside texts, as chapter headings, for example. The
Bible is full of such titles. The beginning of almost every one of the
prophetic collections is headed with a superscription. Mic 1:1 is an
example: “The Word of the Lord that came to Micah of Moresheth in
the days of Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, kings of Judah, which he saw
concerning Samaria and Jerusalem.” Proverbs, Qohelet, Song of Songs,
and Nehemiah are among the biblical books that begin with similar
superscriptions. Many books of prophecy (Isaiah, Haggai, Zechariah)
are further subdivided by general headings, as are some Psalms, and
parts of Proverbs.®

5 Note the subtle shift from meta-communicative sentences (word-event
formulae) to incomplete sentences using similar formulations but now serving as
titles: Hos 1:1; Zeph 1:1; Joel 1:1. See also: Prov 1:1; 10:1; 24:23; 25:1; 30:1; 31:1; Qoh
1:1; and Cant 1:1.
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Slightly lower on the hierarchy of structure indicators lie words
or phrases that are used to designate a particular event or period in a
text that is structured by time sequence. In Hebrew this is often done
through the expression 127708 “after this.” For example, in Genesis
23, after the text has described and summarized Abraham’s purchase
of the field at Machpelah, verse 19 says, MW NR D728 122 127N
YR “After this Abraham buried Sarah, his wife.” Similarly, in Gen
45:15 the expression 27" is used to refer back to Joseph’s revelation
of his real identity to his brothers in 45:4-14. In both cases, [27"708
marks a text unit off (Gen 23:3-18 and 45:4-14 respectively) as de-
scribing a single event.$

The next set of structure indicators relates exclusively to organiz-
ing the semantic world of the text. For narrative texts such structure
indicators are those which mark time and space changes, i.e., episode
markers. Thus the wilderness section of the Pentateuch is divided into
narratives of events at each stopping point along the way. Each
stopping point represents an episode in the journey from Egypt to
Canaan.

Another important signal is a shift in character groupings. For ex-
ample, Knierim observed (1985a:399-404) that the final form of the
Sinai pericope is divided into parts by Moses’ ascents to the mountain
to speak with God and descents from the mountain to speak with the
people. Each ascent and descent includes a shift in characters (Moses—
people, Moses—God) and place (foot of mountain versus top of moun-
tain). He notes that though older elements in Exod 32:15-34:4 are not
integrated completely into this scheme, the overarching semantic shifts
are clear.

This is one point where Hellholm’s system supplements that of
Giihlich and Raible. Using insights from semantics, Hellholm persua-
sively argues that indicators of shifts in sets of worlds take precedence
over episode markers and shifts in agents. “Sets of worlds” include
concepts of this world (real or fictive) or of “other worlds” such as

6 Other examples include Exod 34:32; Num 8:22; Josh 8:34; and 2 Chron 20:35;
33:14, 127K also occurs in non-narrative contexts, particularly as a delineator in
the sequence of different items in a prediction (Gen 15:14; Exod 3:20; 11:8; Jer 16:16;
21:7; 46:26; 49:6) or law (Num 4:15; 8:15). Yet more specific references to events can
occur with "8 followed by an infinitive construct. For example, MNT™m>n 08
RO “After the Lord struck the Nile” (Exod 7:25b referring to the event
described in Exod 7:20-21).
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those in a fairy tale or fantasy, or a transcendent world, e.g., heaven
(1980:31-42, 87-91; 1986:40-41). Heltholm uses this approach to
analyze the structures of apocalypses, which often have as one of their
key components a heavenly vision.

The brief overview above results in the following hierarchy of text
structure indicators:

1. Meta-communicative sentences

2. Substitution on the meta-level (chapter headings)
3. Substitution on an abstraction level (events)

4. Change in worlds (this world, other world)

5. Episode markers (change in time or place)

6. Changes in the grouping of agents

Indicators 1-3 refer to the meta-level of the text, while indicators 4-6
refer exclusively to the world of things and facts explored by the text.
All six indicators have some kind of text-external analogy, and are thus
distinguished from text-internal indicators which lack such an analogy,
such as pronominalization.

Gdahlich and Raible use these indicators for a “descending analysis”
of text structure. This means that they begin with the highest indicator
present in a text. This indicator divides the largest sections of the text
from one another. These subsections are further divided by the next
highest indicator (not already concurring with the division marked by
the highest indicator). Thus, a text may be divided into a preface and
a body by meta-communicative sentences and by a genre title, but the
body of the text will be further subdivided by chapter headings or
episode markers. Ends of subsections are indicated by the occurrence
of an indicator equal to or greater than the indicator that marks the
beginning of the given subsection. For example, one mark of the end
of chapter one is the occurrence of the heading for chapter two. Such
is an all too brief overview of some of the text linguistic methodology
proposed by Githlich and Raible, as modified by Hellholm. We turn
now to an analysis of Isa 40:1-11.
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Application of the Text Linguistic Method to Isa 40:1-11
Isa 40:1-2 opens with:

Comfort my people, comfort them, says your (pl.) God.
Encourage Jerusalem, and proclaim to her,

that her time of compulsory service is completed,
that her punishment (for guilt) is sufficient,

For she has received from the hand of the Lord,
double for all her sins.

The source of the command is God, while the masculine plural audi-
ence of the command is left unspecified. Isa 40:3-5 is a new speech act
whose source is simply described as “a voice calling out.” This time an
unspecified audience is commanded to prepare a way in the wilder-
ness for God. Finally, 40:6-8 is a series of three closely related speech
acts:

1. Another unspecified voice commands, this time directing a male
individual to “proclaim.”
2. In 40:6b-7 the receiver of this command says:
“How can I proclaim?’
All flesh is grass,
and all its faithfulness like the blossoms of the field.
The grass dries up, the blossom withers,
when the breath of the Lord blows upon it.
Indeed, the people is grass!”
3. The giver of the command replies with another form of the
proverb used in the question (Westermann, 1966:37; Melugin:84):

The grass dries up, the blossom withers,
But the word of our God endures forever.”

As previous scholars have recognized, the form of this text gives
the informed audience clues about the text’s portrayed setting, partici-
pants, and function. First, Isa 40:1-8 is a prophetic call report. Pro-
phetic call reports often have the following pattern: command to give
a message - question/objection — reassurance. This pattern is also
found in Isa 40:1-8. Like other prophetic call reports, 40:1-8 is placed
at the beginning of the prophetic writing and serves to validate the
following message through reference to the prophet’s divine com-

7 For discussion of the text critical problem here, see the Appendix.
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mission (Mowinckel:88-89; Begrich:61, 77; Habel:314-16; Fohrer:15;
Elliger:1-12, 34; Krinetski:57-58; Spykerboer:183 [with reference to vv.
6-8]; Loretz, 1974:489-91; Preuss:32-36; Melugin:83-84; Sweeney:66—
67).8

Not only is Isa 40:1-8 a prophetic call report, but it is a report of a
prophetic call given in the divine council. Two texts, Isaiah 6 and 2
Kgs 22:19-23 validate a prophet’s message by describing the pro-

8 Not all scholars agree that 40:1-8 is a report of a prophetic call. Kiesow (3841,
61-62) uses the similarities between 40:1-8 (particularly 1-2) and 40:9-11 as the
basis for an argument that both parts are victory messenger instructions, Though
his demonstration of parallels between 40:1-8 and 40:9-11 is excellent, he fails
to see the critical differences in addressee and focus of these two texts and thus
draws the wrong conclusions from his comparison.

Westermann (1966:30, though see p. 38 on vv. 6-8) and Merendino (59-60) both
argue that 40:1-8 diverges in significant ways from the typical call report. It lacks a
direct encounter with God, and rather than narrating a past event, the emphasis is
on the present (this had been previously noted by Elliger [11]). Moreover, 40:1-8
focuses on the message, not a call experience. Despite these minor objections to the
call report hypothesis, neither Westermann nor Merendino denies that a call
report is part of the background of 40:1-8. In addition, neither Westermann nor
Merendino provides an adequate generic identification that explains the co-
hesiveness, form, and function of these verses as well as the call report hypothesis
does. Westermann considers 40:1-11 to be a combination of Second Isaiah’s major
forms serving as the “prologue” to the prophecy (see also his expansion of this
position [1981:82-84, particularly note 42], while Merendino takes these verses as
an eschatological hymn [1-2] and a description of judgment [3-5, 6-8]).

Nielsen resembles Westermann in his contention that though 40:6 and 8 are an
echo of the call experience, 1-11 is a pastiche of other forms as well. According w©
him, the whole is best characterized as a “Prozessionsliturgie,” in the context of a
divine enthronement (203-4). The procession and enthronement theses are
developed at length in Vincent's work (209-17, 245-48). Since Vincent also argues
against the theory that 40:1-8 is set in the divine council, I do not discuss his
approach until after my discussion of the divine council setting of 40:1-8. For
arguments against Vincent, see note 10.

Finally, Seitz (236-37) argues that 40:1-8 cannot be a call report because it lacks a
clear statement of the prophet’s acceptance of the commission, particularly after the
prophet’s objection in 40:6-7. Yet, Seitz does not present compelling reasons why
40:9~11 cannot be taken as the prophet’s implicit acceptance of his commission
through its initial execution. Moreover, his objection seems to be based on an
excessively stringent definition of the call report form and what constitute parallels
to its parts. Each exemplar of a given form need not, and probably will not, parallel
every aspect of the other exemplars of a given form. Despite its individual
characteristics, Isa 40:1-8 still shares with other call reports the characteristic
commission-objection—reassurance pattern, and an authorizing function vis-a-vis
surrounding material.
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ceedings of the divine council.? This divine council setting would
explain (a) the plural imperatives to a group to comfort God’s people;
(b) the second plural possessive pronoun without a referent on “God”;
and (c) the prefix form of “say.” The imperatives and 2nd plural
possessive suffix would refer to members of the divine council, while
the prefix form of “say” indicates that this is a communication of a
divine message during the proceedings (Robinson:155; Cross:274-77;
Muilenburg:422-23; Elliger:4-10; Stuhlmueller:179; Loretz, 1974:489;
Melugin:83-84; Petersen:20; Preuss:33-36; Knight:7; Loretz, 1984:284,
294-95; Gitay:77, n. 2; Watts:78; Sweeney:66; Rendtorff:80; Seitz:239-
40, 231-35; cf. Bonnard:85; Vincent:209-17, 245-48; Merendino:18-20;
Wilson:38-39).10

91 Kgs 22:19-23 is not a call report, since the prophet is not explicitly
commissioned as such. Nevertheless, it is quite close to such reports in focus on the
heavenly council and validating function. As many have observed, Isaiah 6 is a
prophetic call report and is particularly close to 40:1-8 (Brownlee:248-49; Habel:314;
Cross:276; Melugin:83-84; Sawyer:113-15, Vincent:245-46; Kiesow:66; Ackroyd:5-
6; Loretz, 1984:220; Rendtorff:79-81; Albertz:244-48; Seitz:238-43).

10 A minority of recent studies have diverged from the view that the divine
council is the setting for Isa 40:1-8, including Bonnard:85; Vincent:209-17, 245-48;
Merendino:18-20; and Wilson:38-39. Usually, this position is merely asserted
without much argument, but Vincent (209-17, 245-48) argues at length against the
idea that 40:1-8 is a report of a prophetic call received in the divine council.
Beginning with Isa 40:1-2 he argues that formal, thematic, and stylistic indicators
link 40:1-2 with “Alarm calls” (Alarmrufe) such as Jer 4:5-12; Hos 5:8-6:6; Joel 1
and 2. These "Alarm calls” share the following elements: a call to alarm,
justification and/or description of the impending disaster, call to lament, and
answering cult oracle in the temple. Moreover, these “alarm calls” share with
Isaiah 40 a connection to “Day of Yahweh” traditions. Of course, the comfort
themes of Isa 40:1-2 make it the antithesis of the alarm call, the divine message
coming after the “Day of Yahweh” has arrived and the disaster has taken place.
Whereas earlier the prophet had called the people to lament, now he calls the
people to comfort. In both cases, however, the prophet, not a divine being, is the
speaker. The setting is not the divine council but communal ritual,

With regard to the call report hypothesis, Vincent argues that the interplay of
message-objection-reassurance does not really exist in Isaiah 40:1-8. First, those
who take 40:1-8 as a call report usually understand the content of the prophetic
message to be given in 1-5 and the question in 6af to be “How can I cry out?”
Vincent, however, argues that 1-5 are separate from 6-8. The command in 6aa is
to simply “cry out,” as in a lament, while the question which follows is a question
about what to cry out (as in the more common understanding of 7). Finally,
Vincent argues that 6b-8 lack many of the typical formulae of call report
reassurances (“I am with you,” for example), along with a confirming sign.
Rather than seeing 6b-8 as the divine reassurance section of a prophetic call report,
Vincent holds that 6b-8 is a dialogue between two cultic officials in a ceremony
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What does all this mean in terms of Giihlich and Raible’s
hierarchy? As parts of a call report, the commands to give messages
and the prophet’s response in 40:1-2 and 6-8 all refer to the following
message, its origin, setting, and audience. As such, they are meta-
communicative statements and play a critical role in setting the stage
for the text in 40:9ff.

With verse 9, semantic indicators indicate a fundamental break.
Using feminine imperatives, the prophet calls “Zion/Jerusalem” to her
“herald” mission. The set of worlds moves from the “other world” of
the heavenly divine council to the “this world” of the prophet and his
earthly audience. Moreover, the set of actors changes. The heavenly
scene of Isa 40:1-8 has angels, God, and the prophet as addressee as
well as narrator. The earthly setting of 40:9ff. has a new group of
actors prominent: the prophet (now exclusively as addressor), God,
remnant, nations, their gods, and Cyrus.

Thus concurring with shifts on the meta-level of the text, these
semantic shifts help highlight the authorizing function that the call
report in Isa 40:1-8 plays in relation to 40:9ff. According to Second
Isaiah, the prophet is the critical link between the heavenly chain of
authority in 40:1-8 and the human community on earth who is called
to its own mission in 40:9ff. In 40:1-8 the heavenly chain of authority

resembling the Babylonian New Year Festival. These cultic officials act out the
divine council’s deliberation about changing the fate of Israel. Just as the New Year
celebration focuses on the revival of vegetation and has a universal scope, so Isa
40:6b-8 uses vegetation imagery in its discussion of “all flesh.”

Vincent’s analysis is convoluted and atomistic while the divine-council-
prophetic-call-report thesis is elegant and unified. Vincent's analysis fails ©
account for the position and function of 40:1-8 (indeed he questions the existence of
a break at this point), and he must build on tenuous parallels between themes in
this text and themes (used quite differently) in a far distant, extra-biblical parallel
(the New Year festival). Moreover, where the prophetic call report accounts for the
close formal connections between the component parts of 1-8, Vincent can only
posit a redactional similarity between these parts. Even his individual treatments of
the form and Sitz im Leben of these component parts are often improbable. For
example, despite thematic and stylistic similarities, his treatment of 40:1~2 does
little but establish the absolute contrast between this text and “alarm calls.”
Whereas the call to lament in alarm calls is unproblematic, the call to comfort
others in 40:la still does not make sense in Vincent's analysis. Robinson, Cross,
Elliger, and others listed in the body of the text persuasively identify the audience
of this command in 40:la as the heavenly council (versus the earthly recipients of
comfort), but Vincent's theory does not adequately differentiate between those who
are to do the comforting and those who are to be comforted. On Vincent, see also
Seitz:231, 239.
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runs from God-angels (40:1-2) to angel-angels (40:3-5) to angel-prophet
(40:6-8). This helps support the prophet’s authority vis-a-vis the
addressed human community (40:9ff.).

This approach accounts for the thematic indicators linking 40:9-11
with 40:1-8, while positing a fundamental shift between the two. As
expected, there are continuities in theme between these two texts,
Themes such as comfort and Jerusalem occur in both the original
“authorizing” message (40:1-2) and the message that is authorized
(40:9-11), but this does not diminish the very different semantic focus
and pragmatic function of these two texis.

These considerations lead to the following diagram of Isa 40:1-11:

I Authorizing Introduction: Call to Prophet  40:1-8
1. Authorized Message 40:9-11++

I have been deliberately vague up to this point about the extent of the
message authorized by 40:1-8. First person statements regarding
vocation and message occur again in 49:1-7. These seem to be meta-
communicative sentences marking a fundamental break in the text, a
break potentially as significant as that marked by the call report in
40:1-8. Other interpreters of Second Isaiah have noted shifts in
address and theme between chaps. 40-48 and 49ff. (Westermann, 1964
[1981 reprint:91-92]; Melugin:77-86 [with references}; Haran:127-48).

Be that as it may, for the present purposes it is enough to
acknowledge the continuity of theme that does obtain between 40:9~
11 and 40:12-48:21. The section from 40:12 to 48:21 shares a common
cast of characters: the foreign nations, Cyrus, and the exilic remnant.!!
In 40:9-48:21 this exilic remnant is called to a second exodus from
Babylon and a proclamation of God’s power. Beginning with 40:12 the
prophet supports this call with arguments regarding God’s proven
power in creation and history. These arguments are permeated
by such themes as the new exodus (41:17-20; 43:19-20, as in 40:3-5;
48:21), God’s glory being made known through this exodus (42:8, 12,
21; 43:7, 20, 21, 23, 25; 48:11, as in 40:5, 10 and 48:20), and the
reliability of God’s word (trial and disputation speeches; cf. Melugin:
85-86).12

H This remnant is alternatively addressed as a group; the herald, Zion-
Jerusamem (45:14-17); Jacob; or the “servant.”

12 In contrast to chaps. 40-48, the above mentioned themes of the new exodus,
God’s glory being made known through it, and the reliability of God’s word occur
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Such thematic observations are less easy to control than the kinds
of observations discussed in connection with Giihlich and Raible’s
work. Nevertheless, Isa 40:9-11 seems to concisely summarize the call
substantiated in various ways throughout 40:12-48:19 and repeated at
the conclusion of the text in 48:20-21. Given a delimitation of the text
as chaps. 40-48 of Isaiah, and given these vaguer thematic observa-
tions, 40:9-11 appears to be the initial presentation of the Leitmotiv of
40:12-48:21, a call to the remnant to announce God’s work and join in
a second exodus.

These observations are reflected in the following tentative diagram
of the micro-structure of Isa 40:1-11 in the macro-structure of Isaiah
40-48:

Prophetic Call to Proclamation and a Second Exodus Isaiah 40-48
I Authorizing Introduction: Call to Prophet 40:1-8
II. Authorized Call: Prophet’s Call to Remnant 40:9-48:21
A. Call Proper 40:9-11
B. Arguments to support ILA 40:12-48:19
C. Concluding Call to Remnant 48:20-21

The above diagram incorporates the insights of the various groups of
scholars who have previously treated Isa 40:1-11. In accord with many
previous treatments of the structure of Isa 40:1-11, the introductory
role of all eleven of these verses is acknowledged in the diagram, but
(as others have observed) 40:1-8 plays a different kind of introductory
role from that played by 40:9-11. The thematic continuities between
40:1-8 (the authorizing text) and 40:9-11 (the introduction to the
authorized text) are natural given their authorizing-authorized
relationship. Moreover, the significance of the break from call to
substantiation of call in 40:12ff. is also recognized in the diagram,
although this break is seen as less fundamental than the break between
40:8 and 40:9. Overall, the analysis helps highlight the function of
Isaiah 40-48 as a whole. These nine chapters are designed to elicit a
certain kind of behavior from the audience through emphasis on the
prophet’s critical role in the chain of divine authority and through
argument sandwiched between two series of direct calls to action.

very rarely or not at all in chaps. 49-55. Moreover, 49:1-6 describes the prophet’s
call very differently from 40:1-8. The following chapters have a more complex
view of the servant and focus on the restoration of Judah rather than the exit from
Babylon.
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Looking back on this analysis, the strengths and weaknesses of this
text linguistic approach are clear. First of all, a detailed study of the
genre, language, and movement of Isa 40:1-11 is presupposed for the
application of this text linguistic method. This essay is not the
“communication situation” for going into detail regarding philological,
form, and text critical study of Isa 40:1-11. Nevertheless, given the
interpretation of the genre, language, and movement of Isa 40:1-11
assumed here, Githlich and Raible’s indicators decisively distinguish
between the function and focus of Isa 40:1-8 and 40:9ff. The structure
analysis begins to lose persuasiveness as it extends to text blocks that
have undergone a complex history of formation. In the Bible, older
bits of material are often incompletely integrated into an overarching
concept of the larger text’s macrostructure. Such a history of forma-
tion produces a non-integrated system of macro-structural indicators.
Therefore, methods of text analysis developed from modern “inte-
grated” texts must be applied with care to the products of redaction.
Nevertheless, this method offers potential for extended analysis of
macro-structure. Then this macro-structure is the context for more
detailed micro-structural observations of grammatical-syntactical
features characteristic of Hebrew language texts in particular.
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Appendix: The Text-Critical Problem in Isaiah 40:6ap

Up to this point I have not yet discussed a text critical problem
that potentially affects the determination of the structure of Isa 40:1-
11. The issue is whether we are to read the first person (converted
imperfect) here (40:6aB) with 1QIs, the Old Greek, Vulgate, and some
of Kennicott’s manuscripts, or go with the third person (perfect)
reading of the Targum, Peshitta, and Massoretic text.

If we read the first person, Isa 40:1-8 is a first person report of a
prophetic call in the divine council, and contrasts with the initial
execution of that call in 40:9-11. If we read a third person form, this
contrast is muted, though not eliminated. Then the entire stretch of
40:1-11 (including 40:9-11) could be taken as a succession of
commissions given to various figures at the divine council. At this
council a “herald” is commissioned to speak a specific message (9by-
11).13 Only with v. 12 would the scene shift to earth and the human
recipients of the herald’s message. The following is a structure diagram
of the possible consequences of this reading:

1. Minutes of Divine Council:

Commissioning of Herald Isa 40:1-11
II. Consequences of I: Execution of Commission 40:12ff.

In order to evaluate these two readings, we consider each of the
three areas of text critical argument: strength of attestation of each
reading, probability for a reading being original, and probability for a
reading being an error.

1. Strength of attestation. The 3rd person reading is attested in the
Massoretic (MT) and Proto-Massoretic periods (Targum, Peshitta),
while the lst person reading is attested by two witnesses formed
during the earlier period of textual fluidity (1QIs* and the Old Greek).
Since 40:6 may have been one of the familiar passages that Jerome was
reluctant to modify, the Vulgate first person reading may be
dependent on the Old Greek. The Kennicott manuscripts that read the
first person could well be medieval variants (Goshen-Gottstein). In
general, the first person reading is attested by earlier witnesses, but

13 Note that this reading does not take the feminine imperatives of 40:9-11 as
referring to Zion/Jerusalem. If these imperatives afe understood t refer to Zion/
Jerusalem, then the main structural break remains between 40:8 and 40:9.
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given our increasing knowledge of the accuracy of the proto-
Massoretic and Massoretic traditions, this evidence is not decisive in
itself. Therefore, we go on to the other two factors in text critical
argument.

2. Probability for a reading being original.

(a) Third Person Reading. a third person reading would be somewhat
anomalous here, since the subject of the third person form is never
given. Even in the earlier anonymous speech acts (40:3-5 and 6aa), the
unspecified speaker was referred to as ®¥2 (if this is not interpreted as
an exclamatory particle).

(b) First Person Reading: though a first person reading is also somewhat
out of place in the present book as a whole, such a reading would
have been natural if and when this text stood at the outset of an
independent collection.!* Then, the prophet presented himself in the
first person at this point because this text stood at the beginning of a
prophetic collection, where an account of his own call was apropos.

3) Probability for a reading being an error.

(a) Third Person Reading: the occurrence of “priests” at the beginning of
verse two in the Old Greek might seem to indicate that the reading of
a 1st person in 40:6 is part of a general move in the Old Greek to see
40:1-11 as earthly, not heavenly, proceedings. The Qumran Isaiah
scroll’s first person reading could then be seen as part of this same
movement. Nevertheless, the Old Greek and Qumran scroll readings
are different in a critical respect. Whereas only the Old Greek has
“priests” in v. 2, both the Qumran scroll and Old Greek have a first
person reading in v. 6. The Old Greek reading of “priests” inv. 21isa
clear interpretive addition and demands an earthly setting for Isa
40:1-11, while the first person reading in v. 6 can accommodate either
an earthly or heavenly setting. Therefore, for text critical purposes (as
opposed to history of interpretation), the Old Greek and Qumran
readings of the first person must be considered independently of the
Old Greek reading of “priests” in v. 2.

14 Clements and Albertz (among others) have raised significant questions about
the independent existence of the Deutero-Isaianic collection (Clements:95-113;
Alberz:241-56). In particular, the close parallels between Isaiah 6 and 40:1-8
suggest that 40:1-8 may have been composed in relation to the earlier call report
(on this see the discussions cited above in n. 9).
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(b) First Person Reading: it is hard to explain a first person reading as a
deviation from a third person reading. Though twentieth century
interpreters are conscious of the appropriateness of the first person
form at this point (because of the call narrative), the ancient tradents
of the text were relatively unconscious of form and source critical
arguments. Therefore, it is unlikely that they modified an original
third person form to conform 40:1-8 to Isaiah 6, Jeremiah 1, and other
call reports.’> Rather, the more likely scenario is that the creators of
the proto-Massoretic text did not see the point of a first common
singular form at this point, subsumed Second Isaiah into the book of
Isaiah as a whole, and adopted the third person form accordingly. We
are given the earlier reading only by the independent ancient textual
traditions of the Old Greek and 1QIs,, along with the Vulgate.1

15 Both Barthélemy (279) and Seitz (238) argue for the probability of such a
modification.

16Compare these arguments with those for a third person reading in the final
report of the United Bible Society’s Hebrew Old Testament Text Critical Project;
Barthélemy:278~79.
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FUNCTIONAL GRAMMAR, HEBREW AND
ARAMAIC: AN INTEGRATED,
TEXTLINGUISTIC APPROACH TO SYNTAX

Randall Buth

ABSTRACT

Functional grammar coupled with textlinguistics is a necessary perspec-
tive for an adequate understanding of the grammar of any language,
especially Hebrew and Aramaic. Functional grammars and Dik’s
Functional Grammar are briefly described. The interaction of several
textlinguistic parameters with structures of Hebrew and Aramaic are
discussed. Crucial concepts and structures include the difference between
Topic [as Contextualizing Constituent, including Dramatic Pause] and
Focus. A Contextualizing Constituent is related to a pragmatically defined
Background distinction, and this, in turn, is part of a Continuity-
Discontinuity marking system. The recognition of these structures aids
in understanding how and why an author has structured one’s text as it is.
The larger linguistic framework also provides a rationale for “exotic”
systems like the Hebrew tense-aspect systems and some diachronic
adjustments within Aramaic syntax.

0.0 Introduction

Functional grammar presents a developing paradigm in linguistics,

and the premise of this paper is that it is useful for biblical studies. It
affects the way we look at Hebrew and Aramaic grammar and can
stimulate us to explore grammatical relationships that have sometimes
been ignored. By including a pragmatic perspective (see below,
sections 1.0 and 2.0.) in grammar we can incorporate some insights
from textlinguistics. We find a linguistic motivation for the existence
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of the waw hahippuk verbs in Hebrew. We can explain some of the
motivations for the different changes throughout Aramaic. We are also
able to see the detail of what is happening in texts from those
languages. Not only is it possible to distinguish narrative units linguis-
tically, but even notions from plot structure like setting and peak can
interact with the grammar.

1.0 Functional Grammar

There are functional grammars with a generic, small *f,” and there
are specific grammar systems developed by theorists with a capital
“F.” A functional grammar is one that includes pragmatic information
in the core of the grammar.

Since the rise of the Prague structural linguistic school it has been
commonplace to think in terms of three different domains of activity
in a language. The relationships of constituents like nouns and adjec-
tives to a noun phrase, or of subject, object, and verb to a clause, are
viewed as part of syntax. Thus, the subject of an English passive clause
has a syntactic relationship to the verb and clause as “Subject.”

Logical relationships between constituents form the semantic
domain of a grammar. A label like “patient” or “goal” for a subject of a
passive clause is a semantic term. Grammarians have felt a respon-
sibility to integrate semantic information with the core of the grammar
system. How to do that is, of course, what provides jobs for linguists
and has led to the debates of twenty years ago between “Generative
Semantics” and “Transformational Grammar.” (Within transforma-
tional and government-binding theory these semantic relationships are
called “thematic roles” and “theta criterion.”)

The pragmatic domain raises questions because it is defined and
used so differently by various schools and because it can be used to
describe phenomena that lie outside the scope of a grammar of a
language. Pragmatics refers to the communication situation. In a func-
tional grammar the pragmatic part of a grammar needs to be limited
to the way in which definable linguistic constructions function within
the communication situation. Traditionally, that means referring to
the information marking system of a language and integrating ideas
like topic and focus (or old information, new information, salient
information and Prague School theme-rheme). Pragmatics, as a disci-
pline, goes far beyond this, and much of it cannot be considered part
of a grammar, although it is still within the sphere of linguistic investi-
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gation, For example, a statement like “It’s cold in here” may function
as an imperative “Turn on the heater.” Functional grammars do not
yet have a way of encoding that kind of information in the core
grammar of a language so that generalizations can be captured as rules.
Relevance Theory discusses such communication situations, but they
are not written into the grammar rules that generate the sentences of a
language.

The traditional transformational grammars and “Extended
Standard Theory” were designed to generate possible structures in a
language by algorithms. If the rules could generate the attested surface
structure, then the grammar was descriptively adequate. Simplicity
and smallness were the yardsticks used to evaluate and compare
grammatical descriptions. The question of when certain structures
were to be used was considered to be outside the grammar itself.
Functiopal grammars, on the other hand, assert that some pragmatic
information is incorporated by a language user as part of the encoding
process itself. If it affects the structural and morphological system of
the language, then it is a necessary part of the grammar. It should not
be discussed as an afterthought in an ad hoc manner.

A functional grammar provides a matrix and raises questions that
biblical scholars need to answer in order to better understand both
Hebrew and Aramaic.

2.0 Dik’s Functional Grammar

Simon Dik has formalized a functional grammar that makes use of
syntactic, semantic and pragmatic information in the core, clause-
generating part of the grammar. The syntactic functions recognized
are subject and object. The semantic functions include agent, recipi-
ent, benefactor, goal, et al. His pragmatic functions are basically topic
and focus. A simplified analysis of two sentences follows which will
illustrate the simultaneous functioning of the three domains:

(1) With the bat (instrument-topic) the boy (subj-agent) hit the football

(object-patient) into the neighbor’s yard.

(2) The football (subject-patient) Was hit into the neighbor’s yard.

In example (1) the fronted phrase “with the bat” is semantically
instrumental to its clause (marked with “with”) and would normally
relate the sentence to a larger context. The primary perspective with-
in the clause is the syntactic subject, but it is important to recognize
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that English, as well as other natural languages, have structure(s) for
relating to perspectives that are beyond the clause. These larger
perspectives are topicalizations (or contextualizations).! Sentence (2)
has a syntactic subject and a semantic patient function, but it does not
necessarily have a marked topic. (See further comments below, 4.0
Topic [contextualization] and focus.) A speaker may intend to set up
“the football” as a topic in the larger context, but English does not
usually distinguish a topicalized subject and a non-topicalized subject.
(However, both Hebrew and Aramaic easily distinguish topical and
contextualized subjects from pragmatically unmarked subjects.)

Dik’s functional grammar (hereafter—Functional Grammar or FG)
postulates that every language has a pragmatic position (P-position) at
the beginning of a clause that can be used for marking a constituent.
Most English clauses are formed on a subject-verb-object pattern,
which would be produced by the following nuclear pattern:

(3) P-position subject verb object
A verb-initial language would form basic clauses from a pattern:

(4) P-position verb subject object

3.0 Defining Word Order

Functional Grammar helps in recognizing and defining the verb-
initial nature of Hebrew. There have been two methodologies, to be
explained below in 3.1 and 3.2, which have asserted that Hebrew was
SVO. But, if Hebrew were SVO or if it became SVO, then when
pragmatically marked .constituents were placed in the initial P po-
sition, the resulting sentences would be XSV(O) and not the regularly
attested XVS8(O). The failure of a predicted XSVO to regularly occur
in any strata of Biblical Hebrew singlehandedly nullifies SVO

180 much confusion among linguists surrounds the term “topic” that I now
prefer the terms contextualization and contextualizing constituent. “Topic” in
English implies subject matter and what the unit is about. However, many times
the “topicalized” constituent is not the larger subject of a unit but only provides
some frame of reference or connection to a larger context. This is particularly clear
when the topicalized element is something other than the subject/nominative of
its clause. As a result of this I prefer a name that more transparently reflects the
actual function: contextualizing constituent. In this paper contextualizing constitu-
ent is used as a replacement synonym of topic. Cf. Buth, forthcoming.
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theories.? Consequently, one must be careful in evaluating simple SV
occurrences. These are not a simple “unmarked” order in Hebrew, but
are pragmatically marked subjects.

3.1 Givén’s Late Biblical Hebrew SVO

Talmy Givén (1976) counted an “increasing” number of SV
constructions in some prophetic, didactic, and poetic materials and
claimed that Late Biblical Hebrew had shifted to an SVO syntax. Such
an approach actually hides what is happening in the grammar. Func-
tional grammar recognizes that fronted constituents have pragmatic
marking. If clause initial subjects had become syntactically normal and
pragmatically unmarked, then we would find cases of pragmatic
marking on other constituents in which they go to the beginning of the
clause, where they are regularly followed by any explicit subject,
producing XSV(+) clauses. This is what we find in English, but not
Biblical Hebrew. Late Biblical Hebrew is still a VSO language, and all
the cases of subject verb order or XV order need to be recognized as
involving pragmatic marking on the fronted constituent.®

Givén can be praised for looking for a system and for linguistic
explanation, but four faults invalidate his analysis.

A. He ignored vayyiqtol versus veyiqtol. These are pragmatically
different, and only veyigtol has the same tense/aspect as noun + yigtol.
All the yigtol's cannot be lumped together.

B. He ignored genre distinctions. Statistics could have pushed
Isaiah into an SVO column but that would not have fit his expected
time dimension.*

20f course, one can postulate a basic SVO pattern for Hebrew, list XVSO
sentences, VSO, and SVO sentences, and then describe various occurrences of
each. But such a methodology has no explanatory power. It does not explain why
XSVO is so rare as to be almost non-existent outside of participial clauses.
Furthermore, an SVO theory is worse than a clumsy theory because it hides the
fact that SVO sentences have a specially pragmatically marked element. See 3.1.

3Participial clauses are excepted, since participles have nominal morphology
and follow verbless clause patterns.

*Compare what can be done with one of the most ancient poems in the Bible,
Judges 5. Statistically this poem could be labelled SVO. There are, twelve [+2]
clauses that begin with a subject immediately followed by the verb (Judg 3b, 4c, d,
e, 5a, 6¢, 13b, [ + 17a—8XV], [ + 17b—S8XV], 17¢, 18a, 21a, 29a, b). Five clauses begin
with a verb immediately followed by a subject (Judg 5.7, 8, 19a, 24a[VXS], 28b
[waw ha-hippuk]) In addition, there are another eleven clauses that begin with
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C. Mishnaic Hebrew was set aside and ignored. Mishnaic Hebrew is
statistically VSO, and it represents the continuation of spoken Hebrew
down to the 2nd century CE. It would have been embarrassing to the
theory to explain how a language could have shifted from VSO to
SVO but then back to VSO at a time when the contact languages
(Aramaic and Greek) were supposedly moving towards SVO them-
selves.

D. Loose analysis. E.g., Gen 3:12 “she” was called topic shifting
according to Givéon, while I would call it focus.

Even so, Givon assumed VSO for pre-exilic Hebrew. (For further
comments, see Buth, 1987:21-25.) A

In this example FG provides a framework for better defining and
analyzing a proposed analysis. After exposing unresolved inconsisten-
cies like the lack of XSVO, FG further requires an analyst to propose
pragmatic explanations for the identified fronted phenomena in the
texts and genres covered. These are exactly the things that researchers
desire in a useful theory and are developed in sections 4.0 to 8.0
below.

3.2 SVO as a Basic, Statistical Remainder

A second incomplete approach to Hebrew word order would be
to remove from consideration the waw ha-hippuk clauses, imperatives,
and any clause that has a predictable, obligatory order. Then the
remaining clauses could be counted and classified.5 In the case of
Hebrew, SVO would win. But the same theoretical shortcoming men-
tioned above in 3.0 and 3.1 hampers this approach and leaves it as a
dead end. Such an approach does not explain why XSVO is relatively
non-existent. A clause with special fronted elements should produce
XSV(O) clauses according to this approach, something that does

something other than a verb and that have V relatively before $ (Judg 5:6b, 11d
[’az], 13a [Paz}, 14¢, 19b [’az], 20a, 22a [’az], 23a, 28¢, d, 31a [ken]).

I am not arguing that the oldest layer of Hebrew was SVO. I am pointing out that
in the disjunctive genre of poetry some element frequently precedes the verb and
that that element is often the subject. By judicious restrictions one can produce a
statistical 8V superiority over VS, 12 to 5, even though the absolute numbers for
relative SV to VS are 14 to 16. If another poet contemporary to the poet of Judges 5
had written about a subject matter calling for more participles, the numbers would
have been skewed much more toward SV. That is the true explanation of the
figures in Song of Songs.

SEdward Greenstein called my attention to this approach. Cf. Greenstein: 9, n. 7.
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happen with participles.® But the general lack of XSV(O) clauses in
relation to the abundance of XVS(0O) and SV(O) clauses demands a
more explanatory linguistic framework for Hebrew than declaring
SVO basic and listing others with ad hoc descriptions,

The FG analysis can explain the relative occurrences with the
theoretical streamlining of needing only one P-V-5-O “template” for
finite verbs. This covers and predicts the SV occurrences, excludes
XSV7 and leaves the VS occurrences of waw ha-hippuk verbs as syn-
tactically regular and pragmatically unmarked.® Again, a Functional
Grammar framework provides for a way to evaluate one analysis and
leads to another more insightful analysis.

3.3 Value of Recognizing PVSO

Showing that there are pragmatically marked constituents in a
grammar is only the first step of an analysis. The real benefit for
interpretation begins when one tries to account for the pragmatic
forces at work in the marking.

Much of the rest of this paper will define and show how con-
textualization, foreground and background, continuity and discon-
tinuity, and plot structure affect Hebrew and Aramaic and how they
can fit into FG. But before discussing these theoretical expansions
within FG we will briefly look at the difference between topic/con-
textualization and focus.

SFor example, in Jer 1:11 both SVO participle clauses have focus constituents
before the subject:

WHAT (obligatory Focus) do you see? Eat  iaiv fhais]

I'see (participle) an ALMOND STICK (Focus) N7 IR pw Ypn

7An XSV could occur where X was a marked contextualizing constituent and $
was a marked focus. E.g., Ps 51:5 P78 "% w22 “for my-crimes [ know” = “as for
my sins, I am the one conscious of them.”

Likewise, SXV would occur where a contextualized subject is followed by a
marked focal element. E.g., Judg 21:25: nwY vP03 "N U “a man, the correct
thing in his own eyes, he would do” = “a person did what was right in his own eyes.”

8Participles can be handled with a secondary order P-S-V-O, something that is
reasonable in the light of the recognized morphological affinity of participles with
nouns and nominal clauses as opposed to verbs. Participles use regular “nominal”
declensions and generally fit the parameters associated with verbless clauses.
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4.0 Topic/Contextualization and Focus

In FG a topic is a constituent of a clause that has received special
marking (either by word order, a special particle, or intonation, de-
pending on the language) in order to signal the intended perspective
for relating the clause to the larger context. A topic (contextualizing
constituent-C.C.) does not need to be the subject of a sentence, and a
topic(C.C.) is functionally as distinct from focus as day from night. A
marked topic is not the salient, important information of a clause. Its
purpose is to help the listener understand how and on what basis some
sentences are grouped together. (Within Prague School Functional
Sentence Perspective, Benes and Firbas used the term “basis” to refer
to this pragmatic topic function.) Focus, on the other hand, is a way of
specially marking the salient, important information of a sentence.
Consider the following:

(8 He hit it with a bat (unmarked). [“bat” is unmarked salient
information]

(6) He hit it with a BAT (focus). [high-falling intonation used to mark
salient information as a focus]

(7) Itwas a BAT (focus) he hit it with. [cleft sentence to precisely mark
salient information]

(8) Then with a BAT (focus) he hit it. [intonation and fronting to mark
focal salient information]

(9) Then with the bat (topic/C.C.) he hit it. [normal intonation on fronted
topic with “hitting” the salient information]

(10) In the morning (topic/C.C.) he played football. [fronted topic where
“morning” is not part of the salient information and does not receive
special intonation]

(11) He played football in the morning. [“morning” is part of the salient
information and is not a topic/C.C.]

(12) In the morning (topic/C.C.) she kissed him,

in the EVENING (topic/C.C. + focus) she hit him. [fronting plus focus
intonation for a contrastive topic. This last example merges the “contrast”
inherent in focus with the relational function of a contextualizing
constituent. To use the analogy of night and day, languages have
“eclipse” structures as well.]

The above examples should be sufficient to illustrate the differ-
ence between topic (contextualizing constituent) and focus, though
each example would be better if listed as part of an appropriate text.
The discerning reader will see that within this major distinction there
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are different kinds of focus and different kinds of topic. However, one
would be mistaken to conclude that there is an undifferentiated
continuum along a topic-focus line. Languages have discrete structures,
and an author or speaker must choose whether or not to use a par-
ticular topic or focus construction. In any case, marked topic/C.C.
and marked focus are vital distinctions for understanding the prag-
matic packaging of communication, and it is a major advancement
over the general catch-all “emphasis.”

5.0 Foreground

The study of texts has opened a new field within linguistics and
pragmatics. Whether it is called textlinguistics, discourse analysis or
i PN, the larger framework of a text requires some new concepts
for grammars. A pair of concepts from gestalt theory is foreground
and background.? These terms have been widely used in under-
standing linguistic narrative structure. When properly defined they
can distinguish facets of language structure that were either misunder-
stood or ignored in previous studies. It turns out that some psycholo-
gical enigmas in the morphological systems of languages are readily
explained. Hebrew can never be taught the same way after these foun-
dational concepts are understood.

How many students of Hebrew have asked about the purpose of
having a waw-hahippuk verb system? The traditional answer, that it is a
“nice way to continue marking the tense-aspect of the verb,” is
intuitively found to be suspect. Why bother having two ways to mark
the same tense-aspect? An answer based on historical development is

9Foreground and background do not appear to be identical to the theses of
Schneider (1974), adapting Weinreich (1971) to Hebrew. (I have not been able ©
obtain copies of their work.) Secondary descriptions suggest that Schneider has
attempted to interpret the verb and tense system of the language with primary
categories of narrative (erzdhlf) versus discoursive (besprochen). Such a system is too
confined and would fail by ignoring the basic tense-aspectmode opposition. In
effect, the system tries to replace semantic distinctions with pragmatic ones instead
of defining how both interact. Walter Gross (1980) represents a positive develop-
ment in this regard, though one that is somewhat confusing or inconsistent. He
asserts that background (Hintergrund) and foreground (Vordergrund) are necessary
categories for Hebrew grammar, but he does not define the terms, leaving them
somewhat in the realm of literary criticism. For example, he contrasts background
with a circumstantial clause (139), and most inexplicably he atributes Gen 1:2 ©
foreground at the end of his article (145), though the verse unquestionably exhibits
the structures of backgrounding.
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only partially satisfying. Such an answer explains where the forms
came from, but it does not explain why the language continued to use
both forms and why it continued to do that for over a thousand years.
The foreground of a narrative is usually defined to be the sequen-
tial chain of completed events. This is a strictly semantic definition of
foreground. However, a problem arises when one tries to match that
definition with a particular structure, form, or lexeme of a language.
In Hebrew the obvious candidate for foreground is the waw-
hahippuk verb. Certainly, most of the sequential, completed events in a
narrative are encoded in the waw-hahippuk verb forms. But what do
we do about the waw-hahippuk’s that are not sequential or complete?!?
Studies that relate the waw-hahippuk verbs with sequentiality can only
give a percentage of clauses that fit the definition (cf . Lowery, 306-8).
If foreground is limited to an objective definition in the semantic field
of grammar, then one must say that the waw-hahippuk is sometimes
foreground and sometimes not. It is sometimes sequential and some-
times not.
(13) Jon 1:16-2:1 01 17 D AarInam
mr nx p5a5 S mn

[Foregrounded, verb initial clauses with waw ha-hippuk verbs are in italics]
and they sacrificed a sacrifice to the LORD

and they vowed vows

and the LORD appointed a great fish to swallow Jonah.

The sacrifice of the sailors took a bit of time and appears to have
followed the calming of the sea. The appointing of the big fish could
have taken place before or during the time of sacrifice, perhaps during
the storm itself. In English we might mark the ambiguous temporal
relationship between the sailors’ actions and the Lord’s appointment
with “meanwhile” if we were concerned with temporal precision, i.e.,
“Meanwhile, the LORD (had) appointed a big fish.” The Hebrew
storyteller recounts the appeinting of the big fish as though it were the
next event in the story, but we must not assume that absolute sequen-
tiality was intended. From his pragmatic viewpoint the storyteller
proceeds from the sacrifices and vows directly to the fish. Appointing
the fish is the next “mainline” event in the story. Assuming that real-
time sequentiality is ignored, we can attribute this to the pragmatic

103¢e below under “continuity and discontinuity” for more neutral and helpful
terms than foreground and background.
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constraints of organizational sequentiality and the author’s desire to
recount these specific events as structurally equal without any narra-
tive pause or distraction.

A more absolute mismatch of semantic sequentiality and pragmatic
foregrounding is the following example 14.

(14) Judg 11:1 Som 9323 1 e moen
I 32 NI

AR NR WS oM

072 1% w5 ner TSI

mwnn m3

nnBY PR WU

and Yiftah the Gil‘adi was a great warrior
and he was the son of a prostitute

and Gil‘ad (had) fathered Yiftah

and the wife of Gil‘ad birthed for him sons
and the sons of the wife grew up

and they drove away Yiftah.

—-me a0 ow

Sentence 14c¢ above is certainly a temporal back-reference since a
warrior’s birth happens before he becomes a warrior. This was re-
ported as a mainline event of the story by using the waw ha-hippuk
structure, even though this breaks the normal sequentiality of the waw
ha-hippuk (see Buth, 1991 for further details). Sentences 14d-14f follow
in apparent sequentiality once the reader reorients to the time of
Yiftah’s birth.

If we define foreground as a pragmatic function, instead of
semantically, we get around the impasse of non-sequential events being
encoded with a “sequential-foregrounding” structure. The advantages
of this redefinition are that it corresponds with real language data and
allows more objective mapping between surface structures and their
functions. The disadvantage is that the definition of foreground
becomes “subjective” and is not able to be measured by comparison to
a referential world. We would not be able to point to an event in a
narrative and say categorically, based only on the referential nature
of the event itself, that it is or is not a foregrounded event. We must
look and see how the author structured and encoded the event and
then, after looking at the surface structures of the language, we can say
that it is or is not foreground. The advantages of including foreground
as a pragmatic function greatly outweigh the disadvantage. In fact, the
disadvantage is only an artificial constraint. If languages develop
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structures that are subjectively used, then we must make room for that
in our grammar. Nothing else would be scientific.

In this definition foreground is a structuring, packaging device of
the grammar; it does not communicate referential meaning by itself.
This partly explains why it has not been defined or properly dis-
cussed in traditional grammars. It may help to rename foreground as
“mainline event” to emphasize its pragmatic structural character. And
since foreground only contrasts with background, a two-valued name
like “on-line” and “offline” would also work for ‘foreground-
background. However, for Hebrew and Aramaic, continuity and
discontinuity may prove to be the most general, neutral and useful
terms. See section 11.0 below.

As an aside for those biblical scholars who may think that the
above discussion only applies to an “exotic” system like the Hebrew
verb, I would mention that that pedigree of Indo-European languages,
Classical Greek, distinguishes between narrative events encoded as
aorist participles and as finite aorist verbs. The difference between
them is a similarly subjective and pragmatic function of thematic
demotion. There is not any semantic difference between “having got
in the boat he sailed away,” and “he got in the boat and sailed away.”
But they are different in their pragmatic structure. The first has one
demoted verb and only one foregrounded verb, “sail,” while the
second has two foregrounded verbs, “got in” and “sailed.”

6.0 Background

Foreground is a binary notion bundled with background. Back-
ground is the material in a narrative that is not foreground. Usually,
this means material that is not temporally sequential. Simultaneous
material, pluperfect past reference, negation, stative descriptions,
habitual actions, reason and purpose clauses are usually part of the
background of a narrative.

In the Bible, Hebrew uses verb-second word order and a separate
tense-aspect system to mark a clause as “background” (“not fore-
ground”). This includes what grammarians often discussed as the “cir-
cumstantial clause” when subject verb order was used. It also includes
those examples that led some to say that Hebrew had a pluperfect
verb tense marked by word order.
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(15) Jon 1:5b nrRon MDITTER T MM
oo 20um

[Foregrounded, verb initial clauses with waw ha-hippuk verbs are in italics]
AND Yonah (had) gone down to the bottom of the boat [subject verb order]
and he lay down and fell soundly asleep.

This is a nice example of a backgrounded structure being used for
a pluperfect event. The verb is pushed to second place by the subject.
The subject can be said to be tagged as a contextualizing constituent
(here a pseudo-topic) and has been placed in the P1 pragmatic slot.

7.0 Contextualizing Constituent, Setting and Paragraph Unit Borders

The existence of background clauses with nouns apparently
marked like “topics,” but without an apparently motivated topicality
related to the noun itself, led me to recognize a pragmatic form-
function fusion within FG: contextualization by a contextualizing con-
stituent, used for topic, setting, paragraph unit borders and dramatic
pause.

Within expository non-narrative discourse where information is
logically structured hierarchically, it is common to find noun phrases
marked as C.C. and placed in the Pl position, which provide topic
spans for the text. However, quite often in Hebrew narrative one
encounters nouns in the P1 position which do not provide specifically
topical organization for the following clauses, but simply serve to set
the clause off from the sequence of on-line foregrounded-continuity
clauses. They are used as a discontinuity structure to break up and
mark off time, paragraph, or episode divisions. An example will help
illustrate this.

(16) Gen 4:1 WMWR MR P ONRM

POR TOM M
T DR @R TIP—TRM
[Foregrounded, verb initial clauses with waw ha-hippuk verbs are in jtalics]
AND the Man knew Havah his-wife [SV order]
and she conceived
and gave birth to Qayin
and said—1 have gotten a man from the Lord

This passage does not deal primarily with the man, Adam, but
with Eve and her children. Any topic marking on the Subject, Adam,
is best explained as a structure affecting the clause as a whole in rela-
tion to other clauses, not just the noun "Adam.” The clause opens a
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whole new episode with a new setting and new characters. The
purpose of a backgrounded clause here is closely tied to the idea of a
unit boundary marking. This marks a new paragraph and episode as
beginning. At times this structure may coincide with a unit that we call
paragraph: at other times it is best seen as something larger. A
comparison with Gen 4:17 suggests that here 4:1 is beginning a large
unit, This reinforces the new setting and new characters.

It appears that Gen 4:1 is a sequential event that follows chapter 3.
The impression of chapter 3 is that transgression and punishment were
swift enough to preclude 4:1. This leads the reader to interpret this
background construction as a unit marker rather than a pluperfect
event.

For linguists who do not want redundant labeling of both con-
textualization and background in the same clause in the grammar, the
contextualizing constituent is the general structure and can be said to
mark a clause for a wide range of relationships which includes a
backgrounding-discontinuity where the discontinuity does not refer to
a switch of a “topic,” but to a higher level of discontinuity. The name
contextualizing constituent is intended to be flexible enough to include
such non-topical, packaging situations as Gen 4:1. To say it another
way in reference to Gen 4:1, the author chose a structure that said
“Let’s talk about Adam/let’s relate to Adam” because he was
beginning something new, not because he was going to talk about
Adam. He proceeded to talk about (Eve), Cain and Abel.

8.0 Peak and Dramatic Pause

A more radical expansion to FG is the idea that a literary notion
like peak or climax can be part of the grammar. Most phenomena that
have been attributed to marking a literary peak cannot be called
grammatical (cf. Longacre, 1983). However, an investigation into both
Hebrew and Aramaic reveals some structures that clearly show the
interaction of such a literary notion as peak with the core grammar of
the language. (The term “literary notion” would be a part of the
domain of pragmatics, the packaging of a message in a particular
communication situation.)

It turns out that there is a relationship between marking peak and
background-discontinuity structures in both Hebrew and Aramaic.
Such a relationship is quite special because the C.C. normally puts
clauses off the main line of events, while at a peak the structure can be
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clearly marking main line events of the story. Two examples from
Hebrew will illustrate this use of contextualizing constituents as
“background-discontinuity structures” for marking a “foregrounded”
peak in a story

(17) Esth 7:6-10 T DTN AN 27N T3 @R—INOR NRRM
moonm bnn Mmbn nwa M

P2 M OR 1R AR MRS op onm
mo5nn AnoNn WwBrSY wpab Ty mm

=5n7 RN APIN YOR MNSOTID IR D

1 AR maTH8 1an an ap hnm
ThY TnoR R mennoy Yo mm

m33 "Ny 1oRATIR w00 DIN—ToRn NN
9onm *En XYY 13T

B 10 NE

L CTMR TN MR

15 MON-—ToRn RN

271 PonTIwR PraToY miTnR 15m
55w onn nam

[Foregrounded, verb initial clauses with waw ha-hippuk verbs are in italics]
and Esther said—such a cruel enemy is this wicked Haman

AND Haman trembled before the king and queen [SV]

AND the king rose in rage from the banquet to the garden [SV]
AND Haman stood to plead for his life from Esther the queen [SV]
for he saw that the king wanted to condemn him for his evil

AND the king returned from the garden to the banquet [SV]

AND Haman was prostrate on the couch where Esther was [SV]
and the king said—You’d violate the queen right here!

The word went forth from the king [SV]

AND the face of Haman contorted [SV]

and one of the bodyguards said . . .

and the king said—Hang him!

and they hanged Haman on the gallows he prepared for Mordechai
AND the rage of the king subsided [SV]

This is a remarkable string of contextualizing constituents used
with sequential narrative events. The most credible explanation of this
is that the author has pragmatically suspended the marking of fore-
grounding-continuity in the story in order to hold the audience’s
attention at a dramatic peak.!!

HThe SV order is not a reflection of Late Biblical Hebrew (LBH) syntax. The rest
of the book of Esther faithfully wuses normal, classical waw ha-hippuk VS
constructions. Accordingly, an analyst should not hypothesize that at verse 7:6 the
author was hit on the head, started spewing forth a non-existent SV syntax, and
then at 8:1 reverted to normal Classical Hebrew. Linguistics and Relevance Theory
would demand that we first assume a coherent author. When we do, we find a
perfectly rational and pragmatically perceptive composition that reveals an ability
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A good name for such a function might be dramatic pause:
“pause,” because the C.C. structure normally stops the flow of sequen-
tial events, “dramatic,” because of the association of this grammatical
inversion at major turning points and climaxes. It is the grammatical
equivalent of a slow motion technique or of a freezing of a frame at an
emotional point of a motion picture film. The X-V structure can be
distinguished from a simple contextualizing constituent by being used
with a sequential event, and it can be differentiated from unit-
boundary settings by its logical connections to the surrounding
context as non-initial. In a string like this Esther example or in the
following example from Genesis the repetition of the structure helps
us isolate the phenomenon and recognize what is happening.!?
Consequently, it would seem justified and useful to at least include
dramatic pause as a sub-set of the background-discontinuity function
of the contextualization structure.

In the Esther example there are other items of special interest,
When one of the clauses was used circumstantially, “and” was not
used so as not to mimic the chain of dramatic pause “backgrounds.”
Also, several of the verbs are ambiguous morphologically as to
whether they are participles or suffix verbs. It would be interesting to
see whether or not the ratio of ambiguous forms to unambiguous forms
turns up significantly more often in background clauses than in
foreground clauses. Morphologies and word-formation in languages
sometimes mirror such functional compatibility. It is clear, though,
that the typical subject-plus-suffix-verb construction has been intended
most of the time in the above example because 381, “contorted” and
122w, “subsided” are unambiguously suffix verbs. In addition, most of
the events are sequential: “trembled,” “got up,” “stood,” “returned.”

o use Classical Hebrew structures and incidentally produces the longest
syntactical narrative SV chain in the Bible. Besides, LBH is normatively VSO, as
Esther, Chronicles, Ezra, Daniel and any temporally structured Hebrew text will
show. On the other hand, there were major syntactic developments in LBH: e.g.,
the waw ha-hippuk system dropped out of normal speech. That partially accounts for
Qobhelet’s simple wégatal forms according to the later Mishnaic system.

121t can also be used individually, though that requires recognizing that it does
not come at the beginning of a paragraph-like unit but as a climax. See further
Buth, forthcoming.
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(18) Gen 44:3 TN P2
ornm N e o

PYITIN RS O

PN RS

T PR wRD R oM

The morning dawned

and the men were sent, they and their donkeys

they departed the city

they did not go far

and Joseph said to the man over his house—Go, chase down

The chain of “backgrounded” clauses prolongs the setting for an
unusual length. More importantly, there are three sequential events,
including the speech frame: “Joseph said.” Again, we need to invoke a
dramatic pause intended by the author. This passage is different from
Esther, though, because the events do not describe the climax or, peak
events themselves. They open the scene and set the stage for the
dramatic confrontation at the height of the Joseph story, where Joseph
reveals himself to his brothers. This is another example where the
grammar is directly affected, inverted as it were, by very high level
considerations of literary structure. Properly configured, FG will
handle this. In order to mark a special point of tension in the story, the
author of Genesis marks the clauses as “background-discontinuity”
by using subjects as contextualizing constituents. The FG assignment
rules place the contextualizing constituent in the initial P1 pragmatic
slot as the clause is generated in the core of the grammar.

9.0 Aramaic

It appears that most of the above discussion on background-
discontinuity and related functions applies to Old Aramaic. By Old
Aramaic we mean the scanty, but very valuable, inscriptional remains
before the seventh century BCE. They reveal an Aramaic language that
was basically ordered as verb-subject-object and which used the Pl
position to mark topic/C.C. (including background-discontinuity
clauses) or focus by putting some constituent before the verb.

Imperial Aramaic, the international diplomatic and commercial
language from the seventh to third centuries BCE, is noted for very
diverse word orders. It is obvious that a major syntactic change took
place in the language. This paper is not the place to discuss the
complex details, but we can outline some of the most significant
conclusions from a study of this dialect along functional lines.
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9.1 Aramaic Change and FG

The use of a single P1 position before the verb expanded to in-
clude more than one function. For example, both a subject topic/C.C.
and a setting topic/C.C. could precede a verb (cf. Dan 2:19), Old
Aramaic was a more restrictive VSO language because it only allowed
one pragmatic function to be marked before the verb. (Multiple initial
pragmatic positions are a necessary expansion to Dik’s model.)

Imperial Aramaic developed a new way of marking background-
discontinuity. The grammar could reserve the verb for the end of a
backgrounded clause. Narrative topic marking in the P1 position of
foregrounded clauses was also developed. Thus, many foreground
clauses in Daniel have SV(+) word order. The result of these far
reaching changes was a language whose power to order constituents
had hidden its VSO structure from casual reading. Nevertheless,
Imperial Aramaic remained a VSO language, and the Aramaic dialects
that emerged after the Alexandrian Greek conquests returned to more
restrictive VSO grammars (see Buth, 1987 for further details).

FG can recognize a major structural and grammatical distinction
where one grammar allows a single pragmatic function before a VSO
core, while another grammar allows multiple functions before a VSO
core. The multiple P1-Pn grammar of Imperial Aramaic is attested in
Aramaic from before the Persian period, so we must conclude that the
structure-changing foreign influence on Aramaic word order came
from Akkadian and not Persian. The beginning of that influence can
already be seen in the bilingual Tell Fakhariyeh inscription (cf. Buth,
1987:164-7).

The fact that foreground-continuity was not as simply marked in
Imperial Aramaic as in Old Aramaic led to the development of ad-
verbial sentence conjunctions expressing sequentiality—“then” 7N,
1PTIR2, MR, RN27P. So FG lets us watch, measure and understand some
of the changes taking place in the language. For Aramaic examples and
a full discussion of the developments in Aramaic word order the
reader is referred to Buth, 1987 and 1990.
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10.0 Examples

Four examples of various complexity in Hebrew and Aramaic
follow.

(19) Num 17:13-15 DA 1Y DT T
R IYM

14,000 MBI TARA N

T SN MNETOR NwRTOR 1IN 2w

mID) MBI

and he stood between the dead and the living
and the plague stopped

and there were 14,000 dead in the plague

and Aharon returned to Moshe . ..

AND the plague stopped

The second mention of the plague stopping has nothing to do with
verb-tense parallelism of poetry. It is closing out the episode by
mentioning the result. The plague had already stopped, so the second
mention of the “stopping” would not be expected in the narrative
foreground form. The author clearly signals this distinction by putting
the first “stopping” in the waw ha-hippuk form while using the
contextualizing, background SV construction for the second mention.!?

(20) Num 16:35 ORA 2290 DR RS b
OFPOAN WK RTRA Ypam

TBTIN PUNA MNBM

WIDITOD MY MRS WK DIRTTPD NNY DNATRRY o8 poam
mbRY 07N DD wRTSDY on TN

PIRT DY oom

Srpn T 178N

25p% 101 BIN2730 WR HRWwTO

1R 0D

PORA BrSame

MY PRGNS WRY

MIPT P2TPR 2R DNNRDY DWANT DR DORM

[Foregrounded, verb initial clauses with waw ha-hippuk verbs are in italics]
And it happened when he finished speaking these words

and the land which was under them split-up

and the earth opened its mouth

and swallowed them and their houses and . . .

and they and all they had went down alive to Sheol

13From a viewpoint of tense marking the same result is reached. Here the SV
order is used for a pluperfect event, a correlation that has long been noted by
Hebraists as significant but not exclusive for SV structures. Pluperfect tense
markings are by definition off-line and background.
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and the earth covered them

and they perished from the midst of the assembly
AND all Israel around them fled at their cries
for they said lest the earth swallow them

AND fire went forth from the Lord

and devoured the 250 men, presenters of incense.

In Hebrew the events of “fleeing” and “fire going forth” are
marked as “off-line” background-discontinuity events from the earlier
narrative. Semantically, the “fleeing” and the “going forth” may be
simultaneous to the main story. This could explain the C.C. structures.
However, if the clauses are understood to be semantically sequential,
then the “fleeing” and “fire going forth” would be examples of
dramatic pause, a formal, grammatical pause to mark peak events.

The final clause “devour” continues the narration about the fire, as
both sequential and foreground in relation to the previous clause
(“went forth”) but not necessarily in relation to the earlier clauses.
Naturally, a binary distinction cannot differentially mark several
levels of structure but has to be used within each one. Literary and
theological readings of the passage can be tested to see that they
conform to the structures the author has chosen. The grammar cannot
complete an analysis, but when properly understood it serves as a
useful tool.

(21 Aramaic) Dan 5:3, 23

5:3 [Foreground-Continuity—Verb Subject Object]
13 IPRIN T RAMT IR PN PIRG
AP TS MR K950 M3 YneR
Then they brought the golden utensils which had been .
[or passive: “then were-brought the golden utensiis”]
and they drank with them, the king and his nobles. . ..

5:23 [Background-Discontinuity—P1 Pn Subject Object Verb x]
nRRINM NRETRD S
TP VI MR ROINDDY
N2 R ’nn *m:n‘;‘r —;nS:w 773727 NI
OMaY . .. NITTREOD TMHND
iy nn I I L

and [because] over the Lord of heaven you exalted yourself
and the vessels of his house they brought to you

and you and your nobles . .. wine were-drinking in them
and the gods of silver and gold . . . you praised

and God . . . you did not honor
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Dan 5:3 is foreground-continuity in the main narrative and uses a
verb initial structure. Dan 5:23 recounts the same incidents in a non-
narrative, expository framework where the first clause “exalt” pre-
sents a conclusion followed by a listing of four clauses as evidence but
which are not structured as narrative. These all have verb-final
structures.

(22 Aramaic) Dan 6:19, 20

6:19 [Foreground-Continuity] mbo s 805 b TN
Then went the king to his palace

6:20 [Background-Discontinuity, Dramatic Pause, Peak]
RN 0P RORRW2 Nob5n 7TIR2
SR KON RS MOMANNDY

Then the king at dawn got up at sunrise
and with haste to the pit of lions he went

Dan 6:19 and 20 use the same verb but use different word orders
to distinguish pragmatic structures. (The first clause of 6:20 may have
an added gloss M2 “at sunrise,” or, it may be a parenthetic after-
thought.) The unusual use of a prefix verb for a punctiliar event may
also be related to peak, dramatic pause, and background.

11.0 Continuity and Discontinuity

There are some problems with the above descriptions that can be
avoided by adapting a framework with the terms continuity and
discontinuity.'* The problems stem from the incongruity of comparing
contextualizing constituents in narrative and non-narrative. In nar-
rative the topic/C.C.’s break the normal temporal progress while in
much non-narrative material there is no time-line to break. But why is
it that a “topic” structure should be chosen to break-up narratives and
mark the relation of clauses to each other? Why is the time-breaking
structure the same as topic-changing structures in non-narratives? What
is the similarity that is reflected in these structures?

A text is based on an assumption of literary continuity. If there
were not some kind of underlying continuity, then the assumed text

11 would like to thank Stephen Levinsohn of SIL Colombia for calling my atten-
tion to the importance of these terms. The terms are explained in Givon, 1983. One
of the ironies of that work is that the terms are excellent for categorizing what some
language structures actually do, but the focus of the book is on a quantitative
analysis that only measures indirect results of the structures. The studies do not
elucidate the linguistic functions themselves.
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would not be a text but only a random gathering of sentences or
words. Givon (1983:5-10) has tentatively proposed a ranking of the
various notions that give a text continuity. First of all, there is a
general “thematic continuity.” This is the subject matter of the text. It
may be difficult to define and different analysts may describe the
theme slightly differently, but a text would not usually be a text
without some underlying abstract “theme.” Then there are smaller
continuities within a text that continue the same situation or the same
series of actions or the same topic-character. The reason for ranking
these three aspects of continuity in the above order is that this repre-
sents the order in which continuity is most resistant to being broken
by discontinuities. Topic continuities can be broken up by switching
to new topic continuities, yet one or more of these different topic
continuities may hold together as an overarching action continuity.
And the action ‘continuities may be broken by other gapped or non-
sequential action continuities. Yet they may all hold together to form
a larger continuity of a situation.

Now the interesting aspect of this description of text continuity is
that it provides a way of unifying the functions of various discon-
tinuities. Both “topic” level and action level discontinuities can be
grouped together as “discontinuities” despite the different aspects of
their “discontinuity.” This will be most easily seen in the descriptions
of “topic” for Hebrew. A “pure” topic marks a nominal constituent of
a clause in order to set up that constituent as a unifying aspect for a
series of clauses and as distinct from other series of clauses dealing
with other topics. Such a topic provides a base for continuity, but it is
itself a marked discontinuity in that it had to displace some other
“base of continuity.” A marked topic that does not itself serve as the
“base” for a topic continuity could be called a “pseudo-topic.” It
marks a discontinuity and breaks the text up into a smaller continuity
that is based on something other than the marked “pseudo-topic”
nominal. Thus, topic/C.C.’s and pseudo-topic/C.C.’s can be cate-
gorized together as discontinuity markers that divide a text into
smaller units of cohesion. This also resolves some of the tension
involved in marking a “clause-level feature” on a nominal argument.

In Hebrew the XV structures are structures of discontinuity. If the
discontinuity concerns a change of nominal topic/C.C., then the
marking system and the discontinuity are congruent. If the discon-
tinuity marks a change of action or situation like a parallel series of



Functional Grammar, Hebrew, and Aramaic 99

actions or another grouping of events, such as a paragraph or episode,
then the XV construction is still a discontinuity but not necessarily
related primarily to the nominal of the marked form. It is the larger
sequence of events that receives the discontinuity marking and not the
“X” item itself. Furthermore, the function of XV structures as a
dramatic pause at peak and peak setting is appropriately included
under discontinuity.

For Hebrew and Aramaic syntactic studies it will prove easier in
the long run to use terms like continuity and discontinuity as a re-
placement for the pragmatically defined foreground and background.
The waw ha-hippuk is the tense-aspect system to mark continuity, while
the XV structures are the system to mark pragmatic discontinuity. This
is diagrammed in the following chart.

[ Tense-Aspect }

Pastt Non-Past *
Perfective + Imperfective +
Realis Irrealis
Continuity wayyiqtol wéqatal
Discourse
Continuity
Discontinuity X +qatal X +vyiqtol

12.0 Conclusion

This brief description of functional grammar and the examples
from Hebrew and Aramaic have shown how such a grammatical
theory can help to clarify our understanding of the grammars of the
particular languages. Furthermore, the application of discourse
analysis from within functional grammar leads us to recognize new
phenomena and gives us a theoretical matrix with which to
understand it.

With foreground-continuity (VS) versus background-discontinuity
(XV) we are dealing with a binary structure that can be manipulated
in many circumstances to produce quite an array of subtle distinc-
tions. The text is able to signal foreground-continuity and is able to
break-up that continuity to report parallel actions, out-of-sequence
actions, new topics, new units and even to mark dramatic pause in a
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grammatical inversion. Overlaid on these organizational structures
{contextualizations) is a separate focus function.

If we were to use spatial metaphors, the importance of functional
grammar for language in general and for Hebrew and Aramaic in
particular is the difference between a two-dimensional framework and
a three-dimensional one. Many things may be discussed on the two-
dimensional plane, but ultimately the three dimensional plane is
necessary in order to grapple with the real world. In my estimation, a
shift to a functional language theory is more fundamental than the
shift from data definition to general rule definition that has taken
place under the name of generative linguistics.

For exegesis, a better understanding of grammar allows us to more
,accurately assess the structure and development of text. Our “close”

/ readings can be tighter and can have more precise grammatical
confirmations,
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THE THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS
OF HEBREW DISCOURSE GRAMMAR

Kirk E. Lowery

ABSTRACT

Which approach to discourse analysis (text linguistics) is most appropriate
to apply to the Hebrew Bible? To answer this question the major
approaches to discourse analysis are surveyed and classified into four
groups: the psycho-social, anthropological, cognitive, and grammatical.
Seven criteria are offered for determining the most useful approach for the
Hebraist. The conclusion is that if these axioms are accepted, then the
grammatical approach is the only real option. Finally, an outline of a
prospective discourse grammar of Biblical Hebrew is presented with a
discussion of its form and organizing principles.

1. Introduction

Since the late 1960s there has been a change in the development of
method in the study of the Hebrew Bible. A dissatisfaction with
previous methods and perspectives grew among biblical scholars.
Even as early as 1938, Gerhard von Rad (1) felt he had come to a dead
end with form criticism. The dissatisfaction was expressed in James
Muilenberg’s 1968 presidential address to the Society of Biblical Litera-
ture, which suggested that the older methodologies were incapable of
answering the questions biblical scholars were asking.

Persistent and painstaking attention to the modes of Hebrew literary
composition will reveal that the pericope exhibits linguistic patterns, word
formations ordered or arranged in particular ways, verbal sequences
which move in fixed structures from beginning to end. It is clear that

103
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they have been skillfully wrought in many different ways, often with
consummate skill and artistry. It is also apparent that they have been
influenced by conventional rhetorical practices. This inevitably poses a
question for which I have no answer. From whom did the poets and
prophets of Israel acquire their styles and literary habits (Muilenburg: 18)?

The most significant characteristic of this dissatisfaction had to do
with the direction of perspective. Since the beginning of this century,
analysis of the Hebrew Bible had moved from large units of text
toward the ever smaller. This was driven by a desire to discover
sources and origins of ideas. The aim was to identify the smallest
literary unit in the text and trace how these units were combined
together to form the canonical text. This concept of the evolving text
is epitomized in Otto Eissfeldt's magnum opus, The Old Testament: An
Introduction. Source criticism identified the smallest units, form
criticism characterized the Sitz im Leben and usage of the units, and
tradition history tracked the evolution of those units.

The problem, of course, is that the biblical data to answer such
questions are sparse. Often hypothesis was built upon speculation.
Agreement was rare. Further, James Barr focused attention upon the
misuse of etymology and linguistic evidence in theology (206-62). He
showed just how linguistically naive biblical scholarship was at the
time. To their credit, biblical scholars hastened to repair their over-
sight and neglect. It seemed that these older approaches to the text
had taken us as far as they could.

Muilenburg’s essay reflected a change in perspective. Rather than
downward, the focus was now outward. Regardless of the history of
the text, the text appeared in a final form. Why was the text placed in
the form that it was? Here was a question which could be explored
profitably without knowing the history of that text. Whether by an
editor, a team of editors or the original author, there was a purpose to
the text as it now stands.

Obijectivity is a sine qua non for any scientific analysis and no less
so for biblical scholars. How can we approach the text (an admittedly
subjective product) with the greatest measure of objectivity, con-
trolling for that ultimate evil, eisegesis? Biblical scholars looked outside
their own discipline in an explosion of crossdisciplinary applications
of anthropology, psychology, sociclogy, literary criticism, and linguis-
tics to the text of the Hebrew Bible.
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Many turned to linguistics for help. The descriptive linguists of the
1930s and 1940s concentrated upon how language was actually used,
moving away from the idea of grammatical “right” and “wrong.”
Since the biblical text was a product of language, it was natural that
the theory and praxis of linguistics would be applied to the Hebrew
Bible. Hebrew Bible studies had long been concerned with classical
philology, tracing the history of words and their meanings. With the
discovery of the Ugaritic texts, along with the vast store of Akkadian,
comparative philology began a revolution in Hebrew lexicography.!
Careful application of phonological analysis to the Semitic languages
in general produced new insights into how Biblical Hebrew formed
words.?

But what began with phonology and morphology did not
continue with syntax. While much refinement went on during the first
half of the twentieth century, the theoretical foundations of modern
syntaxes of Biblical Hebrew are essentially the same as that of Eduard
Koenig in 1909. Only since 1970 has research gone forward to explore
new theories of syntax and their possible value for Hebrew. For evi-
dence of this lack of attention to syntax, note that Hosper's Basic Biblio-
graphy and Moscati’s Introduction do not include anything specifically
treating comparative Semitic syntax.?

This is odd, for general syntactic theory has made revolutionary
advances since World War II. The most famous are the insights of

IFor a historical summary of these developments in our knowledge of the
languages of the ancient Near East, see Albright (32-49) and Hospers (365-75).

2It is fascinating to trace the literary history of GKC. As it moved through its
various stages and as other scholars carried on the work, one can see the history of
modern linguistics acted out in its pages.

3The earliest attempt to apply post-Chomskyan grammatical theory to Biblical
Hebrew I have been able to document is Longacre (1961). Greenstein is an early
application of transformational syntax. F. I. Andersen’s pioneering The Verbless
Clause in the Hebrew Pentateuch (1970) must be contrasted with the recent
monumental compendium of Waltke and O’Connor (1990). Andersen takes a
single syntactical construction in Biblical Hebrew and uses modern linguistic
theory to describe and then evaluate the underlying semantic connotations.
Waltke and O’Connor, while lingustically literate and taking all such research
into account, consciously eschew modern perspectives for the “traditional” (55).
They do not allow such perspectives to control the organization of their material,
nor to change their goal. They effectively describe the operations of Hebrew
syntax. They do not offer explanations as to why the distributions occur as they do
when they do. In my view, their description of Hebrew syntax is therefore
incomplete.
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Noam Chomsky. It was he who showed that syntax had its own seman-
tics and that the form of the sentence can be linked to or uncoupled
from its corresponding meaning. The idea that “deep structure” can
be “transformed” by consistent and discoverable rules into the “sur-
face structure” of the actual sentence profoundly affected the direc-
tion of the study of language (Chomsky, 1965:15-18). Still, it must be
noted that the unit being analyzed was the sentence. Bloomfield (20)
insisted that the sentence was the proper object of inquiry for
linguistics, and Chomsky did not depart from this conception of
language.

Chomsky’s link between syntax and semantics led others to
explore this relationship in greater detail. In 1968 Charles Fillmore
wrote a seminal article on the semantics of syntax. He argued that
there was a relationship between the nouns and verbs in a sentence
that was systematically consistent and that the idea of “case” should
not be linked with the morphology of the noun, but was, in fact, a
semantic notion, part of what Chomsky would call the deep structure
of the sentence (Fillmore:3). There could be other ways (in the surface
structure) to indicate case, such as constraints on word order or
particles (Fillmore:21).

In arguing that the set of cases found in a sentence are determined
by the semantic character of the verb in that sentence, Wallace L.
Chafe (1970:10) significantly developed the implications of Fillmore’s
theory. However, contrary to Fillmore (27), who said that the selec-
tion of the verb depended upon the set of noun cases in the sentence,
Chafe (1970:96) argued that the choice of the verb conditioned the
available choices of noun cases for that particular sentence. Further,
he showed how verbs could be classed semantically based upon the
set or grouping of cases that are associated together.4

These basic insights have influenced many researchers’ concep-
tions of language, but Simon Dik’s Functional Grammar brought a theo-
retical rigor to these many ideas. Simply put, Dik views the kernel of
any clause to be the predicate? and its corresponding arguments. This

4See also Walter A. Cook, who took these ideas to their logical conclusion.

5This is Chafe's terminology (1970:96), used also by Dik (25-54). I use the term
“predicate” for the deep structure notion of state, process or action, whereas the
term for the corresponding surface structure is “verb.” Similarly, entities referring
t0 objects—abstract or concrete—will be called “argument” when speaking of the
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“nuclear predicate” can be extended by other arguments, often the
traditional adverbial ones, called “satellites.” Predicates are classed
according to their case/argument “frames” and are mapped to surface
structures. The term “nuclear” evokes the image of atoms combining
with other atoms according to a specified and predetermined “va-
lence.” The metaphor is exact, as it illustrates the relationship between
the predicate and its arguments.

The stage is now set for the next conceptual step. Language can be
viewed as having levels. Phonology, studying the smallest components
of linguistic utterances, is essential for a comprehensive grasp of the
morphology of a language. The study of syntax completes the under-
standing of morphology. We would also expect phonology to clarify
syntactic matters from time to time. However, there remains much of
syntax, and Biblical Hebrew syntax in particular, which is not well
understood. Could it be that this is because syntactic usage is
conditioned by yet another level of language, that of text, which has
yet to be taken into consideration?t

Of course, there has been a concern with text since ancient times,
The uniqueness of discourse analysis is that it is motivated from a
linguistic perspective, a desire to understand how language works and
discover universal features of language, whereas classical rhetoric
concerned itself with oratory and the effective delivery of speeches.

2. Theoretical Orientation

Attempts to understand the nature of text have not been limited to
purely linguistic concerns. De Beaugrande and Dressler” surveyed the
field in 1981 and came to this conclusion:

semantic level of language and “noun” when taking the perspective of the surface
structure of the clause.

8There is a terminological ambiguity here. In Europe the study of this level of
language is called “text linguistics.” In the United States linguists have adopted the
unfortunate term “discourse analysis.” It is unfortunate because modern usage
understands the primary meaning of “discourse” to be “a conversation,” or “dia-
logue.” Of course, the term can also mean “an extended essay,” and it is in this
metaphoric sense that it denotes the linguistic discipline.

“This is the best place to begin reading in discourse analysis. The bibliography
and references to the literature are excellent, and the summary of the state of the
art is highly useful, as we shall see below.
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The picture that emerges from these works is diffuse and diversified,
because there was no established methodology that would apply to texts in
any way comparable to the unified approaches for conventional linguistic
objects like the sentence (14).

The reason for this lack of an “established methodology” is due, in
part, to the newness of the discipline and also to the manifold goals of
the investigators. Whereas the sentence might only interest the linguist,
exegete, or literary critic, both oral and written texts are of interest to
the psychologist, anthropologist, and sociologist as well. Why? Unlike
the phoneme, morpheme, or sentence, whose context was another
linguistic construct, the context of the text is the larger world of
human interaction. How human beings dialogue with each other, for
example, has implications for culture (e.g., how cultures maintain their
distinctiveness) and for psychology (e.g., cognition and how reality is
encoded by speakers).

The best way to maintain one’s orientation to the often confusing
variety of approaches to the study of text is to classify the goals of in-
vestigators. What motivates them to study text? And for any par-
ticular research, what are the specific questions that are used to inter-
rogate the text? Those questions and goals will often determine the
type of text examined. Sociologists, for example, often examine dia-
logue to discover how speech and interactions reveal and express
social relationships. These goals seem to group themselves into four
broad classes. I call these the psycho-social, anthropological, and, from
linguistics, the cognitive and grammatical approaches.

The goals of the psycho-social approach revolve around the user
of language rather than the text (oral or written) itself. One study
focused strictly upon written materials.

The written word provides'a major means of transmitting ideas and
feelings freely through the human community. As such, it has been
explored widely by linguists, anthropologists, philosophers, and
educationalists each from their own particular orientation. Our approach
is psychological—to analyze those processes by which the written word
comes to be understood by the reader (Sanford and Garrod: xiii).

Questions asked by such investigators have to do with comprehension
of the text. What happens when a speaker deliberately violates rules
of discourse? What sort of psychological constraints operate to make
communication comprehensible? What common knowledge must the
speaker and hearer share in order for meaning to be effectively trans-
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ferred? How does the person process discourse information, and what
sort of mental representations in human memory result? What is the
significance of paragraphs and other groupings for efficient processing
of discourse information?

Sociologists are interested in discourse for related, but different
reasons. One study looked at how word order was constrained by so-
cial considerations and how word order conditioned following inter-
actions

In summary, we find that word order, in particular the initial position of
utterance, is sensitive to social interaction in two ways. First, word order is
shaped by social interaction, in the sense that the initial item should be
socially warranted. Second, word order is a shaper of subsequent social
interaction. The initial item in an utterance can determine who will
speak next, who will occupy the next turn. These functions of word order
can be as important and in some cases more important than the function
of encoding inherently salient information (Ochs, 1979b:219).

The study of discourse has had implications for the understanding
of psychoses such as the “verbal salad” of some types of schizophrenia
(Bateson: 177-93). Other types of linguistic phenomena looked at from
the social perspective include left-dislocation,® turn-taking in dialogues,
pronominalization, the use of quantifiers and comparatives, verb
tenses, and the connections between sentences.9 These studies begin
with social phenomena and ask the basic question, What role do
language and language elements play in these social interactions and
exchanges?

The distinction between an anthropological approach and a socio-
logical one is sometimes blurred and no more so than when con-
sidering the analysis of discourse. However, there is a distinct shift in
interest when questions of culture come into focus.10 For example, an

8The shifting of a sentence constituent from its normal position in a sentence
w the beginning for the purpose of emphasizing that constituent. In many lan-
guages, the function is to establish the sentence topic.

9The foliowing list of articles illustrate the sociological concern I am speaking
of. The references contained in these studies will direct the interested reader
to related material: Gumperz and Tannen, Linde and Labov, Levinson, and Ochs
(1979a).

10This blurring of goals between the two disciplines is reflected in discourse

studies as well. It is often difficult to tell whether the research goal is anthro-
pological or sociological, according to strict disciplinary boundaries. Of course,
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examination of the cultural expectations regarding films was made
among Greek-speaking people. A culture will develop expectations
around certain situations which then affect language production.

What unifies all these branches of research is the realization that people
approach the world not as naive, blank-slate receptacles who take in
stimuli as they exist in some independent and objective way, but rather as
experienced and sophisticated veterans of perception who have stored
their prior experiences as “an organized mass,” and who see events and
objects in the world in relation to each other and in relation w their prior
experience (Tannen: 144).

This particular project was interesting in that a film about a man
picking pears was prepared without dialogue and then shown to vari-
ous cultures. The participants were asked to tell the story that they
saw portrayed in the film, and the resulting “Pear Stories” were
analyzed from various perspectives. The film was carefully construe-
ted to create various types of difficulties for people to see how they
would react linguistically (Chafe, 1980).

The classic anthropological study of discourse was very early and
not consciously discourse analysis. Propp’s The Morphology of the Folk-
talel! was the attempt of a Russian formalist'2 to evaluate the function
of a text and to examine the common structural elements of charac-
terization and plot within a culture,

The confusion of methodology noted by de Beaugrande and
Dressler above is due in part to the interdisciplinary nature of the
origins of discourse analysis. Researchers from many disciplines turned
to the analysis of text to further their own agendas. Naturally, many
borrowed from linguistic methodology. However, there is a subtle dif-
ference to be noted here. Some studies set as their goal to understand
human behavior. Other studies focus upon language itself, its nature
and operation and only secondarily upon human beings themselves.
For this reason, many linguistically oriented studies borrow hypo-
theses, terminology, and methodologies from other disciplines in their

such a strict separation is not necessarily possible or even desirable. Making finer
distinctions, however, is beyond the scope of this essay.

1See also Hendricks for a discussion of Propp’s methodology.
12“Formalist” was a term given to the Moscow Linguistic Circle formed in 1915
by, among others, Roman Jakobson. The group included not only linguists, but

also poets and folklorists. See Holenstein (1976) for more information on the
history of this group and its impact on linguistic theory.
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search for understanding discourse. This is the source of the lack of a
cohesive theory and method for the heterogeneous collection of
studies called “discourse analysis.”

Thus, I distinguish between two types of linguistic approach to
text analysis. The first borrows much from the sociological and psy-
chological disciplines and uses them to understand the processes
which then explain the present condition of a text. This cognitive
approach, nevertheless, has as its primary goal the understanding of
the nature of text. This type of research has produced much of the
terminology of discourse analysis and many useful concepts of the
semantic nature of texts.

De Beaugrande and Dressler’s “standards of textuality” summarize
most clearly the various ways a text may be viewed, although
Dressler’s approach above would probably not be classified as ex-
clusively cognitive. The seven standards are divided into two groups:
text-centered (cohesion and coherence) and wusercentered (inten-
tionality, acceptability, informativity, situationality, and inter-
textuality). Cohesion has to do with how components of a text are
connected to each other, the primary means of which in language is
syntax. Coherence has to do with the “textual world,” or “frame” (not
to be confused with case frames), which underlie the text, provide a
context for interpretation, and can be viewed as the “deep structure”
for which cohesion is the “surface structure.” Coherence and cohesion
are established by the producer’s intentionality and are then
evaluated by the receiver for acceptability—the attitudes necessary
for communication to occur and the definition of the border between
text and non-text.!® Informativity deals with the extent to which
information in a text is expected as opposed to unexpected. When a
text could be interpreted in more than one way, its situationality
helps the receiver to use texts to monitor and manage situation. So
does intertextuality,l4 those factors which make the proper under-
standing of one text dependent upon knowledge of other texts
exhibiting similar or contrasting characteristics (de Beaugrande and
Dressler: 3-11).

3Many of the sociological and anthropological research goals for the study of
discourse could be classified here.

HMHebrew Bible form criticism might very well be fitted into discourse analysis
here.
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Teun van Dijk also belongs to the cognitive group. He, among
others, attempted to describe a grammar of texts using the abstract
approach of generative grammar, itself a development of Chomsky’s
transformational grammar. His Some Aspects of Text Grammars (1972)15
introduced the important concept of “macro-structure,” the statement
of a text as a whole. He formulated grammatical “operations” on texts
(parallel to the transformations in Chomsky’s syntax) which required a
process model of textual formation borrowed from cognitive psy-
chology. His discussion of the pragmatics of discourse examines the
systematic relationships between the text and its context, ie., its
macro-structure and the textual world it invokes. Macro-structures are
irreducible atoms of meaning for the text as a whole and correspond
to Chomsky’s deep structure for texts rather than sentences (van Dijk,
1977).

Among more recent cognitive studies of discourse are two arising
out of the anthropological study of story telling mentioned above
(Chafe, 1980). Clancy explored the relationship between the structure
of narratives and the decision to use nouns or pronouns to refer to an
object or person by Japanese as compared to English speakers. She
found that in both languages new sentences would begin when a new
object was introduced or an old one reintroduced. At episode
boundaries there was a change from implicit forms of reference (e.g.,
pronouns) to explicit ones (e.g., nouns). She concluded that:

one source of unusual referential choices, such as the use of implicit
forms despite potential ambiguity or use of a noun phrase when the
identity of a referent is entirely obvious, is the presence of various types of
discourse boundaries. Such referential marking usually occurs at larger,
episode boundaries, but can also be found even at extremely brief changes
in point of view, as when the narrator makes a single-clause comment
about the story he is recounting (177-8).

Du Bois also uses the data from the pear film project to examine
how objects are introduced into a narrative and then how they are
tracked through the story.

When an important object first appears in the story line, the speaker often
shifts into the descriptive mode to introduce it and provide background
information, subsequently returning to advance the story line in the
narrative mode, If this critical introduction period has elapsed—or if it has

15Cf. also van Dijk and Petofi (1977).
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not yet begun—the speaker will usually fail to indicate that the referent is
being newly introduced. This, plus evidence from the distribution of
adjectives and of narrative or descriptive verbs, suggests that speakers
direct their attention either to the task of introducing or to the task of
advancing the story line, but not to both at once (273).

Note that these studies, although using anthropological and
psychological perspectives, have as their goal the understanding of
language itself, rather than the understanding of a culture or type of
mental process. This difference is the reason that I classify the cogni-
tive approach to discourse with other linguistic approaches.

From the earliest attempts to analyze discourse, there have been
those whose concern was primarily grammatical. Their conviction was
that, just as with the other levels of language, speakers would organize
text in some systematic fashion with the forms of language. In short,
we ought to be able to describe a grammar of the discourse of any
language. Literary criticism has always recognized the value of gram-
mar and linguistics in service of the interpretation and understanding
of literature.

We can write the grammar of a literary work of art or any group of works
beginning with phonology and accidence, going on to vocabulary
(barbarisms, provincialisms, archaisms, neologisms), and rising to syn-
tax (e.g., inversion, antithesis, and parallelisms). But linguistic study
becomes literary only when it serves the study of literature, when it aims
at investigating the aesthetic effects of language—in short, when it
becomes stylistics (at least, in one sense of this term) (Wellek and
Warren: 176-77).

Grammar tends to concern itself with the melding of form and
meaning, what de Saussure (15) called the “sign.” The Prague
Linguistic Circle used this concept to analyze how information was
ordered in a sequence of sentences. Their interest was primarily
syntactic, and word order in particular. Yet their functional sentence
perspectivel® was remarkably textual in its orientation and appli-
cation. Each sentence has two parts, according to this theory. Theme is
the information assumed to be already known to the hearer in a
sentence, and rheme is the portion of the sentence which adds new
information to the old. It suggests that grammatical (syntactical) means
are used to organize the information in a sentence. Of course, the
problem is to objectify the theme so that we could identify it in any

16The earliest formulation was by V. Mathesius (1882-1945).
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particular sentence, but even the most recent attempts failed to do so
adequately (see Firbas; cf. M. A. K. Halliday, 1966, 1967, 1968). But
they did show that syntax has a significant role to play in the ordering
of discourse information.

From the very beginning, the Tagmemic school of linguistics
looked at language from the broadest perspective and tried to set
language into the general context of human behavior.l7 De Beaugrande
and Dressler (19) dismiss tagmemics as being of limited usefulness for
discourse analysis because, while it provides for the systematic rela-
tionship between language and its setting, it does not provide a system
for recognizing how such structures are selected and built up.

There are four principles offered by tagmemics which deeply
affect one’s view of discourse. First, the viewpoint of the observer
affects the way he formulates his concepts of discourse. One may take
the perspective that the data is static (words, constituents), dynamic
(looking at events as a whole on a continuum, such a string of phones
or words or sentences) or a network (paradigms, conjugations, declen-
sions). Second, form cannot be divorced from meaning, because
language behavior is structured rather than random. Form-meaning
composites are the goal of analysis. These are the only controls for
“reading into” a language linguistic (either formal or semantic)
structures which are really there. Third, humans tend to process
information in chunks or pieces, and these units need to be ordered in
some way. Thus, language is hierarchical. This means that each form
will be embedded in a higher form. Fourth, each unit or chunk has a
place in the system (a “slot”), what may fill that slot (a “class” or “set”)
and how it relates to other slots and sets (“cohesion,” Pike, 1976:91~
127; cf. also Pike, 1982).

A number of studies began to appear in the mid-1970s which
employed the method of discovering form-meaning composites, some
under the direct influence of tagmemic theory.1® Others took a more
direct approach, generalizing from common grammatical functions,
such as the relationship between a pronoun and its referent, and
applied it as broadly as possible. In this case, Halliday and Hasan
approached the question of “cohesion” in all of its aspects, not only

17pike (1967) is the classic statement of tagmemic theory.

18See Longacre (1976) for a history of the development of discourse analysis
from within the tagmemic school.
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including the idea of discourse but also that of lexical cohesion. We see
here the attempt to bootstrap upwards toward a discourse concept
from a lower level of language through the medium of grammar.

Another concept derived from traditional grammar and trans-
formed into a discourse notion is transitivity. Note that the ordinary
definition of transitivity is a formal syntactic notion for those verbs
which require an object. Hopper and Thompson showed that transi-
tivity is a clause-level property and its presence, absence, and specific
form are conditioned by discourse factors.

Transitivity involves a number of components, only one of which is the
presence of an object of the verb. These components are all concerned
with the effectiveness with which an action takes place, eg., the
punctuality and telicity of the verb, the conscious activity of the agent, and
the referentiality and degree of affectedness of the object. These com-
ponents co-vary with one another in language after language, which
suggests that Transitivity is a central property of language use. The
grammatical and semantic prominence of Transitivity is shown to derive
from its characteristic discourse function: high Transitivity is correlated
with foregrounding, and low Transitivity with backgrounding (251).

It is significant that this study on transitivity requires the use of
Fillmore’s case grammar to interface the semantics of syntax with a
discourse motivated concept. The case role of various sentence ele-
ments will significantly mark the presence or absence of transitivity
(Hopper and Thompson: 294). Discourse form-meaning composites,
then, are not easily separated from syntactic ones.

Paul J. Hopper provides us with a clear example of the explora-
tion of form-meaning composites at the text level of language. He
shows the actual marking of a discourse concept—tracing the plot line
of a story—by grammatical forms of the language. He shows how this
tracing of the plot, called foregrounding, is done through the tense-
aspect systems of the verb (e.g., in Russian and French) and by word
order (in Germanic languages). I have shown elsewhere that Biblical
Hebrew follows a word order system of marking foreground
(Lowery: 144-52, 302-8).19

The definitive synthesis of the grammatical approach by a dis-
course linguist to date must be Robert Longacre’s The Grammar of Dis-

19This is a somewhat simplistic assertion, since there may be more than word
order giving cues for foregrounding. Cf Longacre’s thesis of “verb rank” in
Hebrew.
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course (1983; cf., too, Grimes). It brings together the theoretical notions
which must underlie any language-specific discourse grammar. He
argues that only discourse grammar can solve certain problems in the
study of language, and he summarizes those features of language which
have been found to organize texts.

Among these problems have been deixis and the use of articles;
pronominalization, and other anaphoric ways of referring to a participant;
better understanding of tense, aspect, mode, and voice in verbs; use of
optional temporal and spatial expressions; the function of extraposition, left
dislocation, and other such features; subject selection, object selection, and
other focus phenomena; the function and thrust of conjunctions and other
sequence signals; and the function of mystery particles which occur in
connected context in some languages, which the native speaker knows
where to use and where not to use, but which defy translation (xv).

Longacre’s approach is not limited to a “bottom-up” look at
discourse. Perhaps the most seminal of his ideas is the concept of
discourse genres, defined in grammatical terms, or, as he calls it, “dis-
course typology.” He uses two axes to divide types of discourses: how
the text is oriented to time and the orientation of its agents. The result
is four broad classes of text: narrative (agent oriented, temporal suc-
cession), procedural (non-agent oriented, temporal succession},
behavioral (hortatory; agent oriented, non-temporal succession), and
expository (non-agent oriented, nontemporal or logical succession)
(Longacre, 1983:5).

Still another contribution to discourse theory, and perhaps his
most important, is the linguistic specification of a literary concept:
plot structure. In the tradition of Auerbach,20 Longacre has applied
linguistic rigor in providing objective criteria to define and analyze
plot and plot development in a narrative (1983:20-42). In a more
recent work (Longacre, 1989), he applies his theories to a Biblical
Hebrew narrative text. A number of ideas previously advanced are
now highlighted in their application to Hebrew texts. Interwoven like
the DNA double-helix are the two strands of a discourse: the story line
and the participant/thematic referent tracing (1989:18). He makes
major strides in defining how episodes, climaxes and other elements of

20Fric Auerbach saw the relationship between poetics and language: an author
uses the forms of the language and its grammar to achieve his literary effect and
purposes, See especiaily pp. 6-7 and 23 for some of the clearest statements about the
relationship between language form and an author’s use of them.
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stories are grammatically identified (marked) in Biblical Hebrew
(1989:30). He insists that tense, verb, and aspect cannot be properly
understood without being related to Hebrew discourse genres
(1989:59). Most important, the roles of direct discourse and dialogue
are dealt with in a systematic fashion, examining how dialogue moves
the story forward (1989:158-205).

Longacre’s discourse theory emerges out of the study of various
languages, especially the Asian and Pacific. He and his colleagues were
forced, by the very attempt to identify the meaning of language
elements, to consider non-traditional (read: “non-Indo-European”) con-
cepts to explain their presence and use. Discourse grammars have
been written, modeling the grammatical approach to discourse analy-
sis (Ballard, Conrad, and Longacre; Jones; Longacre, 1971; Longacre
and Woods; Walrod).

I have attempted to classify discourse methodologies on the basis
of the type of questions they ask and the central object which is being
analyzed. We have made a broad grouping of psycho-social, anthro-
pological, and linguistic approaches. Among the linguistically oriented
methods, we saw the use of other disciplines for solving linguistic
questions. It finally comes to this: Are we attempting to understand a
feature of language or something else, such as human behavior, cul-
ture, or interaction?

Discourse analysis is still in its infancy. Much of the fundamental
nature of text we still do not understand. But discourse analysis offers
a way to examine meaning in texts that significantly complements
classic hermeneutics and literary criticism. The biblical scholar cannot
ignore such a powerful tool, for it holds out the promise of solving
some of the perennially nagging problems of language and interpreta-
tion. This becomes even more critical for the Hebraists, who work
outside of the Indo-European language group and cannot fully trust
their own intuitions about language structures as they can with Greek
or Latin.

3. The Choice of Method

The great weakness of the present state of discourse analysis is lack
of focus in the design of questions. It is often unclear what the re-
searcher wishes to discover. For those who are not interested in dis-
course theory per se, but rather in what discourse theory might offer
in understanding the texts of a particular language, I offer this solution
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to the problem of what it is that you wish to know. If we wish to
understand our psychological nature as we process information, our
theory and the hypotheses we derive from them must reflect that
concern. If we wish to understand the nature of a certain language,
then, of necessity, our theory and goals are going to be substantially
different.

What-follows are propositions about the nature of Biblical Hebrew
texts. Those who share these basic assumptions, will, I argue, be driven
to the same methodological choices I have made.

The Nature of the Data

It must be axiomatic that the nature of the data determines the choice of
method and goal. Semiticists in general and Hebraists in particular have
long faced the fact that most of their languages are no longer spoken.
Attestation of the language of the Hebrew Bible remains almost
exclusively within the biblical text. For lack of native speakers, entire
classes of questions simply cannot be answered, including many of
anthropological and psycho-social concern. We cannot compare the
text of the Bible with that of either the common spoken or written
language.

The data is outside the Indo-European language group. This means that
traditional syntactic categories for Biblical Hebrew are suspect, com-
ing out of grammatical categories which historically were developed
to explain Latin grammar. Western notions of literature must be kept
distinct in analysis. It is wrong to assume that literary features of
ancient Near Eastern texts will exactly parallel those of the West. In
fact, it is best to assume that no literary feature is parallel with
Western notions unless it can be explicitly confirmed.

Verification of the Reality of Discourse Notions

How do we know that the ancient Hebrews “felt” the reality of
any specified discourse concept? How can we confirm as fact that a
discourse notion actually existed for Biblical Hebrew? We have a very
limited sample of the language, and that sample is a very stylized form
of literature. In addition, the text has had a long history. We have to
allow for the fact that discourse features of a language will change
over time, just as other features of a language change. The intuition of
the scholar, while valuable for hypothesizing, must always be corro-
borated by some concrete and, if possible, quantifiable means.
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One useful way to confirm any linguistic reality in Biblical
Hebrew is the use of statistical procedures.?! That is, the high and low
correlation of language elements is taken to confirm the existence of
any sign at any level of language, from phonetic to text. And we have
a clear and objective way to do this. Using the definition of the sign
we can use the statistical concept of dependent and independent
variables. The grammatical forms of Biblical Hebrew are the depen-
dent variables. Dependent variables remain constant.

Discourse notions are, as a matter of hypothesis, given operational
definitions in terms of the language forms. If the text actually groups
or organizes itself in a consistent way, then the discourse notion is
confirmed as a reality for the language. If not, the investigator has two
choices. One must either discard the discourse notion as invalid or
change the operational definition (the hypothesis). Discourse notions
or concepts are therefore the independent variables. Why this
formulation? Because grammatical forms must function in a consistent
way to the predictions of a hypothetical discourse construct.??

Discourse analysis has sometimes been accused of circularity in
reasoning. The problem is that the identification of semantic values (of
which discourse concepts are an example) involves an intuitive ele-
ment. Semantic values are slippery concepts. There is also a question
of whether form-meaning constructs on the syntactic and lower levels
are allowable dependent variables for the operational defining of
discourse concepts. These are legitimate and open questions.

21Statistics have their own pitfalls for the researcher. How they are used and
then interpreted is a matter of great concern. For example, the construction of a
linguistic measure can create patterns which are a function of the nature of the
measure rather than reflecting the nature of the data. I have addressed this issue in
my attempt to create a statistical measure of cohesion (Lowery: 98-143, 299-302). A
concise introduction to statistics may be found in Hays. A comprehensive
treatment of the subject, especially in creating statistical measures and the
inherent dangers, is Loether and McTavish (1974a, 1974b). More advanced texts
are Ferguson, and Kleinbaum and Kupper. To courageous souls I recommend
Hoel’s more theoretical Introduction.

22An early application of statistical theory to literary works is Yule; see also
Beatie, Kemp, Moskovich and Caplan, Thomson (1973, 1974a, 1974b, 1974c, 1975a,
1975b}, and Ule.
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The Goal Is Grammar

While useful concepts and ideas may be occasionally borrowed,
the goals and objectives of the psycho-social, anthropological, and cog-
nitive approaches to discourse analysis are difficult to achieve using
the Hebrew Bible. Hebrew grammar has always served the needs of
the interpreter. We discourse analysts wish to know how this language
organizes its texts and how it informs us of that organization. What
parts of the Hebrew language have we misunderstood because we are
unaware of their function in discourse?

Discourse grammar is the choice of greatest potential for Hebraists.
Its focus upon the language forms and the application of discourse
genres hold out the greatest promise for fruitful research. It provides a
systematic way to deal with the diverse phenomena of a language and
easily incorporates the insights from other disciplines and approaches
where they are pertinent.

4. A Structural Outline
The Organizing Principle

Perhaps the earliest attempts to treat the biblical text in a unified
way began in the early 1970s with the application of structuralism and
the appearance of such journals as Semeia.23 In the last decade a
number of applications of discourse analysis have been made. The
appearance of new work is accelerating.2¢ It would seem that we are
ready to chart the future progress of research. What would a dis-
course grammar of Biblical Hebrew look like?

The first problem that faces us is the question of the structure of
the grammar. What should be our organizing principle? Should we be-
gin with discourse genres and work our way down to syntax? Should
we focus upon language forms, describing the discourse function of
each? Traditional grammar would lead us in the direction of moving

23For a general introduction to structuralism and its literature see Robey (1972)
and Hawkes (1977). For an example of a structuralist treatment of the biblical text
see Patte and Patte (1978).

24Much of the work before 1980 is in unpublished papers read before scholarly
societies. One unpublished bibliography lists nearly one hundred entries just for
biblical discourse studies during the period of 1983 to 1987. The most significant
feature of this bibliography is the number of doctoral dissertations present. These
works are laying the foundations of a new discipline within biblical scholarship.
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from the bottom upwards, that is, moving from the smaller units
(phonemes, morphemes, syntactical elements) to the higher units. But
the very uniqueness of the discourse perspective is that it is a linguistic
view of literary concerns. De Beaugrande and Dressler, for example,
organized discourse based upon discourse features of text, that is,
upon what makes up “textuality.”

The question is important, for the way we organize our thinking
about discourse will impact the way that we interrogate the text and
pursue the nature of discourse. One is tempted to amalgamate all
viewpoints together. Must one separate forms of the language from
discourse notions?

In the outline below I have opted for an emphasis upon grammar.
Form rules. The search is for discourse signs, a combination of form
and meaning. We should expect that discourse signs will be a set of
options available to the speaker to accomplish certain tasks in the text.

The traditional movement from smaller to larger units of language
is reversed. 1 begin with asking, What strategies are used by Hebrew
authors to organize their texts? I end with the lower levels of the lan-
guage, asking, What elements of Biblical Hebrew have discourse func-
tions? Obviously, the semantics of syntax and case grammar have a
large part to play. Here is where de Beaugrande and Dressler’s canons
of textuality help to guide our search. In an ideal world, we would go
on to ask, what constellations of grammatical features of Biblical
Hebrew mark discourse units? What units higher than the sentence are
marked in Biblical Hebrew texts?

The State of the Art

The grammar is conceived as a descriptive rather than a pedagogic
grammar. Thus the “General” section is fuller than would otherwise be
the case. Much basic research remains to be done to find useful and
validated statistical measures. The “Index of Cohesion” barely
scratches the surface. Narrative is the best understood of all the
discourse genres. Basic questions remain to be answered, such éts, are
there analogues to plot structures, foreground/background, and
participants in the other genres? Are paragraphs constructed in the
same way? Do direct speech and dialogue function differently in the
other genres? Are these four genres indeed the only ones?

The analysis of poetic texts from a discourse grammar perspective
has barely begun. I have noted that Hebrew syntax is not well
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understood and suggested that the reason is that many of the phe-
nomena are motivated, marked, and ordered by discourse concerns.
In particular, inter-clausal relations have not been conclusively deline-
ated. In general, there ought to be a review of all perennial linguistic
problems in Hebrew (e.g., tenses, verbal patterns, infinite absolute,
etc.) from a text linguistic perspective to see if solutions might present
themselves.

I propose here an outline of a Hebrew discourse grammar. It is as
yet tentative. Better ways of organizing the material will be found as
we come to a better understanding of the subject. But as the basic
elements of discourse grammar are now clear, we can attempt to syste-
matically fill in the holes. The reader will note that some areas are
quite well-developed, while others are not. This outline is meant to
reflect the present state of the art.
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QOutline of a Hebrew Discourse Grammar
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STYLISTICS FOR THE STUDY
OF ANCIENT TEXTS:
WANDERINGS IN THE BORDERLANDS

Tova Meltzer

ABSTRACT

Selected approaches to textual style in the Western tradition are surveyed,
showing how changes in our conception of style are directly dependent
upon changes in how we perceive language and text. The debt to classical
and neo-classical theories is acknowledged, prefatory to a focus on twenti-
eth century developments in modern stylistics. The two parallel develop-
ments of linguistic stylistics and literary studies are traced from early,
often antagonistic, positions to the current increasing rapprochement,
brought about in large part by a growing concern in both linguistics and
literary criticism with discourse and semiotic dimensions.

While the term “style” has practically evaporated in much recent
linguistic and literary-critical analysis, the actual language elements
traditionally labeled “stylistic criteria” are being researched, analyzed,
deconstructed, and reconstructed with more fervor and rigor than
ever before. This change in our conception of “style” is directly
dependent upon changes in how we perceive language and text. For
linguists and literary critics whose chief informants are ancient texts,
“style” is an especially slippery and elusive concept. This essay is
intended as a limited survey of approaches to textual style as they
have developed in the Western intellectual tradition, focusing on
themes of relevance to those who study ancient texts. The latter
sections of the bibliography which closes this volume will provide
samples of such work. For surveys of textual stylistics in other non-
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Western cultures, one may consult A. Aklujkar for the Sanskrit
tradition, and W. K. Archer and Forough Al-Zaman Minou-Archer for
the Persian tradition. Such a historical perspective can form the basis
for a deeper understanding both of the questions we are asking of our
text-informants and of why we are now asking these particular
questions.

The beginnings of stylistics in the West have predictably been seen
in classical Greek and Roman rhetoric (Hough, Hartmann, Segre).
Modern stylistics is indebted to the classical, as well as later medieval,
writers on rhetoric for certain basic terms and concepts. Ancient
rhetoricians set down guidelines along which future formal analysis of
texts could develop. Ancient rhetoric, of course, was prescriptive
criticism, concerned with the production of texts rather than their
analysis. The concept of style in ancient rhetoric depended on a
distinction between an originally unadorned context and the addition
of ornaments or colorings. As we shall see, this idea of style as devia-
tion from a norm has been fundamental to most modern approaches as
well. In addition, the stages in composing an oration point to what
we now recognize as the sociolinguistic variables of discourse, while
the different types of oratory foreshadow the genre/style connection.
There are, of course, recognizable limitations to ancient rhetoric as a
model for discourse (Hartmann: 11-12): it is static; it is dependent on a
single, literary, written standard; it gives little attention to principles
of textual organization or to correlations with situational factors; and,
finally, it is unsuitable for cross-cultural application.

Beginning in late antiquity and lasting well beyond medieval
times, neo-classical theories of literary kinds connected style with
genre, with the understanding that each genre has its own appropriate
style. These theories developed within more broadly encompassing
frameworks, linking not just style and genre, but human types,
onomastics, and environment. According to the European literary
scholar, Cesare Segre (262), the style/content relation was no longer
obvious after the coming of Christianity. Rather, choice of genre
became more closely related to choice of language; style choice was
no longer just a choice of Latin registers—it became a choice of Latin
or the vernacular. Other illuminating perspectives on the socio-
historical significance of style in the West are to be found in the works
of Auerbach (1946, 1958) and Foucault (1970).
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The dominance of classical and neo-classical theories of rhetoric
began to decline from approximately the eighteenth century, with
style being understood more in the Romantic mode, as an individual
manner of expression, the most intimate evidence of the thought of
the author. The greatest impetus to modern stylistics, however, was
the work of de Saussure. The diachronic/synchronic and langue/parole
distinctions in language study allowed for a more sophisticated
expression of the idea that there is some impersonal norm of which
style is the specialized variation. This specialized variation, the parole,
was not a dimension with which de Saussure was especially
concerned. This was left to his student Bally, who was probably the
first to use the term “stylistics,” though not in the modern sense.

Modern stylistics is a twentieth century development. Historical
surveys all give founding father status to Bally and to Spitzer (Segre:
266). Hough (12) also sees a dual impetus to the modern study of style:
one from literary criticism, largely Anglo-American, and the other
from the historical linguistics of continental Europe. For Hough,
writing in 1969, these two impulses led to fundamentally separate
endeavors:

It is not likely that the stylistic study of literature will ever become a
science, but there is no need for it to be a riot of subjective fancy.
Professional linguists are apt to say that their science has literary bearings
w0 which students of literature pay insufficient attention. I think it is
obvious that most of what the science of linguistics now does cannot be
usefully related to literature at all; but there are bridges to be built, and it is
in the area of stylistics that the opportunities for doing this are the greatest
(Hough: 19).

Literary stylistics, which developed in response to the need for a
close comparative description of different language varieties, has
taken many forms. Hartmann draws our attention to the division of
Pierre Guiraud (1974), who classifies literary stylistics as descriptive,
functional, genetic, or quantitative. This division has some chrono-
logical dimensions, descriptive stylistics being the first on the scene
and quantitative the last to arrive. From the perspective of linguists,
the literary approach to stylistics has been highly questionable because
of the required “leap of faith,” best illustrated by the frequently
quoted words of Leo Spitzer:

Why do I insist that it is impossible to offer the reader a step-by-step
rationale to be applied to a work of art? For one reason, that the first step, on
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which all may hinge, can never be planned: it must already have taken
place. This first step is the awareness of having been struck by a detail,
followed by a conviction that this detail is connected basically with the
work of art; it means that one has made an “observation”—which is the
starting point of a theory—that one has been prompted to raise a
question—which must find an answer (Spitzer: 226).

Various individuals, coming originally from linguistics as well as
literary criticism, have sought to control the intuitive leaps, usually
by ostensibly more “scientific” linguistic approaches (e.g., Fowler,
1981). This early history of the quest for a rapprochement between
linguistics and literary criticism, which in important respects is not
over yet, was filled with impassioned and often.vitriolic pleading
from all sides. Increased understanding of the role of intuition in the
natural sciences has blunted the edge of most of these arguments, if not
destroyed their foundations. The disdain for the position of “the other
side” has been rightly castigated as contrary to the spirit of humane
inquiry (Freeman: 4). In spite of developing complexities and
sophistication in both theory and method, early twentieth century
stylistics was still based presuppositionally in the ancient rhetorical
concept of ornamentation. This can be illustrated by Riffaterre’s
understanding of style as textual marking: remove style and we have a
neutral, unmarked context. A useful summary of the positions of some
of the chief practitioners of early literary stylistics may be found in
Hough (59-102), while Widdowson may be consulted for a similar
summary of the positions of some of the chief stylistic linguists.

Freeman, writing in 1970, found three basic approaches in
twentieth-century linguistic stylistics and in literary criticism. The first
approach saw style as deviation from the norm and featured anthro-
pologically, biographically, or philologically oriented studies (4-10).
The second, viewing style as recurrence or convergence of textual
pattern, was realized in text-centered, data-restricted, empirical and
taxonomic studies (4-5, 10-13). The third, involving reconstruction of
conscious/unconscious or surface/deep structure elements, saw style
as a particular exploitation of a grammar of possibilities (4-5, 13-15).

In part as an overreaction against the “impressionism” of literary
criticism, much of the early work in linguistic stylistics was so
rigorously empirical that it approached being behavioristic (Freeman:
5). This dominance of method over subject has been noted in the
stylistics of Riffaterre, among others (Segré: 268; Freeman: 5). Statis-
tical analyses of style features, in part seeking quantitative techniques
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to assess the affective manipulation of language, have enjoyed
considerable popularity (see, e.g., Dolezel, 1969; Dolezel and Bailey).

A major role in the “style as deviation” approach is that of Prague
stylistics (although, properly speaking, this is more a collection of
varying perspectives than a unified “school”; Mukarovsky, Dolezel and
Kraus). The common denominator in early Prague stylistics was the
characterization of literary (or poetic) language as a purposeful distor-
tion of standard language. Involved was a deliberate breaking of rules
in order to foreground certain features of the language. Starting in the
1930s and generally designated as functional stylistics, the rich and
varied Czech developments have led to the current approach in
which style is understood in the general framework of communication
theory. The theoretical assumptions of “style as deviation” are also
illustrated by what has been called “structural metrics” (Fowler, 1966,
1971). Freeman rightly notes the basic contribution of this work as “its
raising of the possibility that surface phenomena (in this case, the
rhythms of speech stress) and the deep form underlying them (the
abstract metrical pattern) can differ and that a proper object of
scholarly investigation is the system of rules which relates the two
levels” (9). Fowler’s approach, subject to the same basic influences as
Prague stylistics, has likewise shown an increasingly semiotic orien-
tation (1981, 1986).

A further refinement of the concept of “style as deviation” arose in
what has been called the London or neo-Firthian school of linguistics.
Here, style is not described in terms of the entire language, but rather
in terms of the typical characteristics of the register (roughly
equivalent to genre) and the dialect of the writer. This approach has
had far-reaching implications, for it directly gave rise to the idea that
each individual text exemplifies a unified language with its own
specific grammar and with connections beyond the text itself. A basic
theoretical impasse in the “style as deviation” approach—the fact that
no way could be found to establish a normative model—prompted
continuing developments. Style as a choice of alternatives became a
very suspect notion as the nature of synonymy was more closely in-
vestigated. With a consensus arising that absolute synonymy cannot
exist, any premise for defining style that depends on there being alter-
native ways of saying exactly the same thing is undercut. One should
note, however, the contrary position of Hirsch, who writes with the
express purpose of “defending the existence and importance of
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synonymity, that is, the expression of an absolutely identical meaning
by means of different linguistic forms” (59).

The concept of style as “recurrence or convergence of textual
pattern” was sparked by the seminal “Closing Statement” of Roman
Jakobson to the otherwise indifferently regarded 1958 symposium on
style at Indiana University (Sebeok [ed.]). The shift here is to an
understanding of style according to which it is produced by a combi-
nation of syntagmatic and paradigmatic elements. This view strongly
underlies the work of Halliday and his students (e.g., Halliday, 1978;
Benson and Greaves, 1985a, 1985b; Berry, 1975, 1976; Leech, 1966,
1970), and the transformational-generative approach to stylistics
(Levin, 1962, 1963). The assumptions in this view allowed for con-
siderable openness to developments which had already taken place in
semiotics. We note fairly early evidence of the view of “style as a
particular exploitation of a grammar of possibilities, that is, a grammar
that goes beyond the literary text.” This tendency is particularly
noticeable in “generative metrics” (Ohmann, 1970; Thorne, 1970a,
1970b).

Also showing influence from this direction are certain develop-
ments brought under the rubrics of systemic linguistics, functional
grammar, or even systemic functional grammar. While a systemic
grammar is still heavily ruled-based and should ideally function as an
explicit generative model, features at the discourse level are included
in it. Much of the current work in this area is on the development of
the model and the formulation of generalizing theory (e.g., Benson
and Greaves, 1985a, 1985b; Berry, 1975, 1976, 1981; Buter; Dik;
Hailiday, 1985; Kress; Morley).

Fawcett’s approach in cognitive linguistics (systemic functional
grammar) moves away from the position that syntactic structures are
the basis for explanation of language (the early Halliday model)
towards the position that these structures are merely the realizations
of choice between meanings (1984a, 1984b). He thus includes semantics
in a more defined and rigorous way, using a2 model of the “com-
municating mind” in which the language system is only one of the
meaning-creating parameters involved. Close scrutiny of these works
shows little or no use of the word “style,” but they pay detailed and
rigorous attention to features labeled “stylistic” in other approaches.
Even where the word is retained, attempts tend more to free it from
definitional constraints. Goodman reflects this when he says, “My
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purpose has not been to impose an elaborate and rigid system of clas-
sification upon features of style, but rather to free the theory of style
from warping constraints of prevalent dogma—from the misleading
opposition of style and subject, of form and content, of what and
how, of intrinsic and extrinsic” (1975:259). '

Important developments in the understanding of language and
discourse can be seen in the changed treatment—or nontreatment—of
style. Linguistic observations are no longer conceptualized as “devia-
tions,” but rather in more neutral terms, in which particularities are
illustrated in terms of their grouping, crossreferencing, and contrasts.
Evident is an increasing realization that while particular approaches to
language understanding may be sentence-based, the notion of style
depends upon consideration of text, that is, language as discourse. The
trend is toward more unified analyses, intended to account in a more
satisfactory manner for all the data. Critiques of these newer
approaches have sometimes pointed to an abandonment of rigor and
to too great a reliance upon intuition; in some instances this criticism is
totally justified. Many other studies, however, show an acute aware-
ness of the necessity for constant questioning of the grounds for one’s
analysis. Garcia contrasts this newer approach with more traditional
understandings:

The (statistical) norm, which traditional grammar interprets as the results
of an absolute-type categorization rooted in the logical or propositional
structure imputed to the sentence, is, from our perspective, only the
natural result of speakers’ using the linguistic means at their disposal in
the most appropriate manner. . .. The type of analysis (and of validation)
presented here is certainly not subject to either formalization or strict
falsification, as it relies on an in principle open-ended set of (possibly
relevant) ill-defined criteria, This, however, does not make the criteria
circular, irrelevant, or uncheckable. Nor does it necessarily constitute an
indictment of the analysis: The coherence of the discourse itself is, by its
very nature, open-ended, context sensitive, and ill-defined. And it is this
coherence, after all, that constitutes the ultimate touchstone: for the use of
language, just as much as for linguistic analysis (1983:205).

Moving outside of sentence-based approaches has resulted in an
increasing number of studies in which anomalous usages, traditionally
attributed to style, can be described in predictive and generalizing
terms. Some of the most interesting of this work concerns adjective
placement in Spanish (Klein-Andreu) and in French (Waugh 1976,
1977). Klein-Andreu not only draws attention to the failures of
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sentence grammars in predicting these so-called stylistic anomalies, she
points out the unnecessary and misleading use of lexical subcate-
gorization (147). Studies such as those of Klein-Andreu and Waugh
actually introduce a new level of rigor and control, for by rejecting
rule-based theories of grammar they also reject the old commonplace
understanding that “all grammars leak.” “Style” can no longer be the
comfortable category into which all data which do not fit the rules
can be thrown. The importance of contextually-based explanations is
pointed up by Klein-Andreu:

Consideration of data without context, then, necessarily leads full circle: to
a benighted satisfaction with “rules” capable of producing only an
impoverished caricature of the language, bearing no explanatory relation
to its actual use. ... It is only when one approaches language with the
assumption that it is essentially a CODE, consisting of overt signals for
constant meanings, that one is tempted—indeed forced—to examine how
the units postulated are deployed in actual usage. For one is then forced
assume that there must be a demonstrable coherency between the
particular meanings postulated and what the context shows the speaker is
trying to express (177).

At this point, developments in linguistic stylistics are so closely
connected with developments in other areas that it will be profitable
to bring into purview some related areas of textual analysis as they
touch upon concerns of style. Hartmann (13) notes another tradition
of textual analysis with significant involvement in questions of style:
exegesis or “close reading.” In the West the study of both sacred scrip-
ture and legal codes has a long, well-established tradition. The
existence of canonical texts in both of these areas has meant a strong
tendency to permit new readings only after prolonged scrutiny
according to an accepted set of exegetical methods, which themselves
can be seen as another type of canon. Since the canonical methods
have not framed questions in terms of the relevant discourse factors,
discussions of style within this tradition have likewise been dependent
upon a “leap of faith.” New directions in exegetical method are now
opening up more controlled ways of defining style in ancient texts.
Two of the greatest stimuli in this direction are to be found in the
work of James Barr (1961, 1968), who has pioneered the introduction
of certain linguistic considerations to the Christian exegetical tradition;
and the work of Jacob Neusner, who, while not as linguistically based
as Barr, has introduced radically new perspectives to the Jewish
tradition.
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New ways of looking at the communication process beginning in
the 1930s led to a network of approaches we now generally refer to as
semiotic approaches (Bartsch and Vennemann; Beale; Fawcett et al,
1984a, 1984b; Fowler, 1981; Halliday, 1978). The common denomi-
nator in semiotic approaches to text is the viewing of language as
discourse, understanding discourse as a communicative event with
behavioral status. Interestingly, the word “style” is infrequently used,
and then vaguely, in these studies. What one finds, rather, is that all of
the text features which have been pointed to in literary or linguistic
stylistics or in traditional exegesis as “stylistic devices” are now
accounted for in a more-or-less well-controlled fashion as mean-
creating factors in the communication event (Hartmann: 13-15).

Having a general relation to the focus of semiotic inquiry is speech
act theory. Although the idea of speech as act can be found already in
the work of Bronislaw Malinowski, this particular theoretical perspec-
tive was especially popular in the 1950s and 1960s and has been
brought to bear very recently upon ancient texts in Semeia 41. Hart-
mann (16)describes the genesis of this approach as “the result of a
combination of the philosopher’s concern for refining the devices of
ordinary language into tools of (socio-)logical analysis and the eth-
nographer’s interest in verbal taxonomies and practices as reflections
of (psycho-)cultural interaction.” Once again, we have a more unified
field theory intricately involving the traditional parameters of “style,”
with little attempt to define “style” as a discrete category. Related to
speech act theory, but with an applied focus is the “New Rhetoric.”
This approach developed to meet needs in teaching composition in
American secondary and higher education. Like speech act theory,
the New Rhetoric focuses on text as communicative strategy, with
profound implications for how we define style,

The renewed interest in the discourse dimensions of language may
be seen in two other approaches which began to take shape in the late
1960s. Wolfgang Dressler (1972) distinguished these as the “whole-text”
approach (discourse analysis) and the “sentence-sequence” approach
(text grammar or text linguistics). The roots of discourse analysis are
usually understood to lie primarily within American anthropology
and British sociology, while the impetus for text grammar was pri-
marily European deductive linguistics. Hartmann amplifies this by de-
scribing discourse analysis as an approach which “starts with the outer
frame of the situational context and works inward to find out which
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verbal features correlate with specific communicative settings” and
text grammar as one which “starts from within the linguistic patterns
of the message and asks how they might be used in certain contexts”
(17). There now exists a vast array of models and methods in both
areas: to keep the work prior to 1977 ordered, the survey by Gilich
and Raible is esgeqially helpful. With the focus on “text-ness” as a
more appropriate way to understand communicative events, rather
than a focus on individual components such as phonemicity, gram-
maticality, or semanticality, we again find the traditionally conceived
“stylistic features” evaporating into the details of the text pattern as it
creates meaning.

Semiotic approaches have been attractive to both linguists and
literary scholars. Linguists see in these approaches a possible way to
understand language in terms of the most inclusive package of
parameters producing variations. Literary scholars see in these studies
important features which were usually absent in earlier linguistic
work: an appreciation of the aesthetic qualities and of the way
literary texts make their total impact. It is thus precisely in the area
traditionally designated “stylistics” that linguistics and literary
criticism now share the most common ground. When we add the
dimensions of culture and experience required in semiotic analysis, we
find that anthropology is now also involved in dimensions of textual
analysis formerly considered outside the domain of that discipline.
One new approach, in which anthropology intersects with linguistics,
literature, and folklore, has been designated “ethnopoetics” (Bauman,
Bauman and Sherzer, Casson, Fox, Sherzer, Sherzer and Woodbury).
For those of us who work with ancient texts, that is, who by definition
work crossculturally, the approach of ethnopoetics offers a powerful
tool for approaching questions of variation in our ancient materials.
This is of special value for understanding such dimensions as oral
versus written discourse and genre or text types. Ethnopoetic studies
point out the special dangers of analyzing texts in terms of referential
function only; equal attention must be paid to the expressive, poetic,
and pragmatic functions of the language in its socio-cultural context.
Since anthropological approaches have been so typically dependent
upon the existence of living informants, we should note that some
anthropologists are now also directing their ethnopoetic approaches
to the analysis of written texts with no contemporary language or
culture source (e.g., Sherzer, Sherzer and Woodbury).
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As Hough commented in 1969: “The study of language and the
study of literature obviously have a common frontier, and stylistics is
the border area” (ix). We may now observe that what was once the
borderland has become a large and populous territory with well-
mapped and frequently traveled roadways. Gray’s description of the
concept of style as analogous to the concept of ether in 18th-19th
century physics (108-10) was correct in certain basic essentials. The
word “style” has evaporated as a meaningful term in language
description; the “data of style,” however, have stimulated exciting
new dimensions in language research. Analysis of ancient Near Eastern
texts reflects aspects of all approaches to descriptions of style
discussed here (including ancient rhetoric, if one takes this view of the
intent of Weingreen’s work on Hebrew composition!). Regardless of
whether we retain the term “style” or not, we are looking for
particular patterns to account for variabilities in our texts; and the
way we structure our searches determines to a large extent which
types of patterns we will be able to perceive. The cross-cultural inves-
tigation of how texts mean (which is what we are about when we read
ancient texts) requires that particularly sensitive care be taken in
controlling the structure of our searches.

This brief survey of dominant approaches to style in the Western
tradition has studiously avoided parading a spectrum of specific
definitions of style. Nonetheless, it has been the quest for a definition
of style which has stimulated our new understandings of textual
complexities. In the words of Cesare Segre, “The history of stylistics is
the history of a never-ending hunt after evidence on the part of
literary critics” (274).
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DISCOURSE FUNCTIONS OF QUOTATIVE
FRAMES IN BIBLICAL HEBREW NARRATIVE!

Cynthia L. Miller

ABSTRACT

This paper presents a preliminary account of direct and indirect speech in
Biblical Hebrew narrative with examples drawn primarily from 2
Samuel? On the basis of both the syntactic form of the quotative frame
and the syntactic relation of the frame t the quotation, three categories of
direct speech and four categories of indirect speech are isolated. Particular
attention is given to quotations introduced with RS, 1tis suggested that
traditional expositions, which view this form as the usual marker for
direct speech or, conversely, as a marker of rhetorical verbosity, are
misleading. A linguistic analysis is presented which accounts for the
usage of quotative frames with TRD within the discourse context.

IThis paper was written in 1988 with subsequent minor revisions for publication.
I regret that Meier’s work (1992) appeared too late for interaction here. I am
indebted to a number of readers for their comments and criticisms on this paper
and its various antecedents: Adele Berlin, W. Randall Garr, Gene B. Gragg, James
D. McCawley, M. O’Connor, Dennis G. Pardee, Jerrold M. Sadock, Philip C.
Schmitz, David Testen, Sandra Thompson.

?This study uses the instances of reported speech in 2 Samuel as a sample of
Biblical Hebrew dialogue. For a comprehensive analysis of all instances of
reported speech in Genesis through 2 Kings, see my doctoral dissertation,
“Reported Speech in Biblical and Epigraphic Hebrew: A Linguistic Analysis”
(Ph.D. diss., University of Chicago, 1992).
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156 Discourse Analysis of Biblical Literature
1.0 Introduction

In reports of speech acts, language turns back upon itself to reveal
its expressive and communicative functions (Banfield, 1983:23). This
reflexive (or metapragmatic) use of language, in which one speech act
reports another, is remarkable in that it brings together two discourse
events: that in which something was originally expressed and that in
which it is cited by another (Sternberg, 1982a:107; Silverstein: 132-40).
However, the relation between these two discourse events may be
grammatically represented in a variety of ways.

This study presents an account of reported speech in Biblical
Hebrew narrative in terms of the syntactic form of the quotative
frame.? Particular attention is given to quotations introduced with the
infinitive construct MR and the discourse pragmatic function of such
quotations within the larger narrative. A limited corpus as found in 2
Samuel was chosen for the study with additional examples drawn
from the remainder of the Deuteronomistic History.

2.0 Direct and Indirect Speech

Traditionally, reported speech has been divided into two cate-
gories, direct speech (oratio recta) and indirect speech (oratio obligua). In
Hebrew the distinction between the two may be formally described in
terms of (1) the relation of the quotative frame to the quotation and
(2) the form of the frame itself.

2.1 The Relation of the Quotative Frame to the Quotation

2.1.1 Direct Speech

The syntactic relation of the quotative frame to the quotation dif-
fers in direct and indirect speech. A direct quotation is syntactically
independent of the frame. It follows that only within direct speech
may a quotation contain sentence fragments, such as exclamations, or

3The term “quotative frame” refers to the speech of the reporting speaker and
“quotation” refers to the speech of the reported speaker. Sternberg (1982a) uses the
terms “frame” and “inset.” Banfield (1983) uses the terms “parenthetical” and
“quotation.” Rebera uses “transitional formulae” or “quotative formulae” to refer
to the frame. Longacre (160-62) expands the notion of “quotative formula” to in-
clude clauses which precede the speech verb and which express movement of the
speech participants (e.g., “they drew near and they said”) or psychological
orientation (e.g., “and they feared greatly and they said”).
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a language different from that of the quotative frame.? Because direct
speech recreates, in a sense, the original discourse context of speaker
and addressee, a direct quotation may also contain vocatives, impera-
tives, and addressee-oriented adverbials (Banfield, 1983:30-34).

The independence of quotation and frame in direcc speech is also
reflected in pronominal usage. Pronominal reference within direct
quotation is not identical to that of the frame, but usually exhibits in-
dexical concord with the frame in accordance with two general prin-
ciples.> A first principle is that first and second person pronouns
within the quotation are co-referential with the reported speaker and
the reported addressee in the preceding frame, as illustrated in (1):6

M IR NN MIVD 0N Ay PR AP D RIIOR 1R R
And Davidj said to him';. “Do not be afraid because Ij will certainly show
loyalty to youj on account of Jonathan yourj father. ...” (2 Sam 9:7).

A second principle is that third person pronouns in the quotation must
not be co-referential with either the reported speaker or the reported
addressee in the preceding frame, as illustrated in (2):

@ ARG TOR IR KITIN AP M 0RM TORoN 28T XaN

om0 b

So Joabj went to the kingj and he;j said, “What have youj done? Look,

Abnerk came to youj. Why did youj let himk go? And now hek is

gone!” (2 Sam 3:24).

Thus, pronominal elements in direct speech must be determined with
reference to the clause that frames the quotation; that is, pronominal
reference is opaque.’

Although pronominal reference is a primary means for distinguish-
ing direct and indirect speech, pronominal reference may differ from
the principles given above in some speech situations and in the direct
reports of those situations. Three of these pragmatic contexts are as

4These issues are discussed in Coulmas, 1985:42-48, Gumperz (57-99) discusses
the complexities of code-switching (the juxtaposition of two distinct language
systems) within reported speech.

5These principles are set forth by Li (30-32). See also the general formulation for
Biblical Hebrew given by Givén (10-11), though without the exceptions given
below.

6The subscripted indices ", ", and "y” are used to indicate co-referential noun
phrases and/or pronouns in accordance with standard linguistic practice.

"For the phrases “opaque pronominal reference” and “transparent pronominal
reference,” see Munro (302-3).
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follows. First, in deferential language, noun phrases with pronominal
suffixes may regularly be substituted for pronouns (for example,
“your servant” for “I” and “my lord” for “you”):
3 TP AT 1D 1IRLIR 000 TN MEY WK 90D 1OnmOR K2 R
And Zibahj said to the kingj, “Whatever my lord the kingg commands his
servanti thus will your servanty do” (2 Sam 9:11).

Second, in oath formulas the speaker may refer to him/herself in
the third person:
@ 22 et Mo 1aaRD ooRRR RpenD .. tDIR 35D URAN TRRn

And he [Abner]j said, “Am /; a dog’s head?... Thus may God do
Abnen and thus may he add to himi. ...” (2 Sam 3:8-9).

In the first part of the quotation Abner refers to himself as “I,” but
within the oath formula he refers to himself by his proper name and
by the third person “to him.” However, the use of third person to
refer to the speaker within oath formulas is optional; more commonly
the first person is used (see, for example, 1 Kgs 2:23).

Third, the addressee occasionally is not addressed as second per-
son within direct speech, if the speaker wishes to express sarcasm or
reproach:

(5) @R SR 5R oTR IR0 WRM M7 ARPS Dwna Do rem

TIEY MR S mn nbn

And Michal the daughter of Saul went out to meet David and she said,

“How the king of Israel has been honored today who disrobed today before

the eyes of the maidservants of Ais servants. . ..” (2 Sam 6:20).

By referring to the addressee with third person pronouns and noun
phrases, the speaker distances herself from the addressee and mocks
him.

Thus, the relation between direct quotation and its frame is one of
independence. This independence is manifested in two ways. First,
the quotation is syntactically independent of the frame. Second, pro--
nominal reference within the quotation is not identical to that of the
frame, but is determined with reference to the frame and in accord
with the pragmatic context.

We may go on to consider two sub-categories of direct speech:
semidirect speech and internal speech. The first distinction relates to
the form of the quotation; the second relates to the pragmatic context
of the quotation.
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2.1.1.1 Semidirect speech

The discourse feature referred to as “semidirect speech” has been
described by Robert Alter (71) and Adele Berlin (99-101), although the
term was coined later by M. O’Connor (forthcoming). It refers to a
quotation in which specific details of the original discourse are
replaced by more general terms such as 12 “thus,” NRT “this,” or 9B
M58 “so-and-so.” Such a quotation does not purport to be a verbatim
account of the speech act, or even a paraphrase of it. It is a literary
construct used to condense information in the narrative. An example
is given in (6):

6 SDNMIR PY? ONIDT ORI DIR00 IARTORY PIIRTOR W mRn

TINCTIXYT DIRTDY NNTDY DRUET It IR oYYINTIR

And Hushai said to Zadok and Abiathar, the priests, “Ahithophel has
advised Absalom and the elders of Israel to do such and such, but I have
advised to do such and such” (2 Sam 17:15).

A verbatim account of the dialogue would have related the particular
advice of Ahithophel and Hushai as recorded in the preceding narra-
tive.

Semidirect speech may be used when a customary exchange
between persons is reported. For example, 2 Sam 15:2-4 reports a
representative exchange of numerous conversations between Absalom
and citizens seeking justice. The part of the exchange which varied
with each individual (their city of origin) is reported in semidirect
speech:

n 2ETTIRTIER BIRTTOD MM wEn T oY e mbhwar povm

IR FINR PP IR WM POR DOUIN &p1 vown® (onrnon xob
ap SNNwTnay nen

Absalom would get up early and stand by the side of the road leading ©
the city gate. Whenever anyone came with a complaint to be placed
before the king for a decision, Absalom would call out to him, “What
town are you from?” He would answer, “Your servant is from one of the
tribes of Isvael” (2 Sam 15:2).

The other examples of semidirect speech in 2 Samuel occur in 17:6;
17:21.

The phenomenon of semidirect speech is significant in light of ac-
counts of quotation which differentiate direct and indirect speech on
the basis of the recoverability of the original speech. Direct speech is
said always to have a de dicto reading, whereas indirect speech has a de
dicto or a de re reading depending upon how the reporter chooses to
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process the quotation.® Semidirect speech does not match either
category perfectly. On the one hand, semidirect speech resembles
direct quotation in linguistic form, but it does not allow a de dicto
reading. On the other hand, semidirect speech resembles many
indirect quotations in having a de re reading, but the source of that
reading may be different. A de re reading of indirect speech reflects
the perspective of the reporting speaker. A de re reading of semidirect
speech may reflect the perspective of the reporting speaker or the
perspective of the narrator.?

2.1.1.2 Internal speech

Although Hebrew has a number of verbs for the representation of
mental processes ('e.g., W “to think, esteem, reckon”; T2t “to
remember, recall”; 7N “to utter, muse”), these verbs are infrequently
found in quotative frames to introduce the content of thought. Most
often internal speech is not distinguished from external speech; both
may be introduced by the verb MR “to say.” If internal speech is
marked at all, it is marked by a prepositional phrase with the verb,
thus 12%2 MR “he said in his heart,” or 13% S8 “MR “he said to his
heart.”10

In 2 Samuel only the unmarked variety of internal speech occurs;
thus there is some dispute concerning whether a particular speech act
should be classified as internal speech. The following examples,
however, seem to be clear from the context. In (8) Absalom’s reason
for setting up a pillar is presented as internal speech:

® 13 75PN RN D ORATPRYS N NIINTIR YN 15738 MpY obwak

MY OM MAY3

Now Absalom had taken and set up in his lifetime a pillar which was in
the valley of the king because he thought (lit. said), “T have no son to carry
on the memory of my name” (2 Sam 18:18).

8The classic example is: Oedipus said that his mother was beautiful. According 1o the
de dicto reading, the original utterance would have been something like: My mother
is beautiful. According to the de re reading, Oedipus could have made any of the
following utterances: Jocasta is beautiful, or my wife is beautiful, etc. If his original
utterance were any of the latter sentences, then the descriptive phrase “his
mother” would be made from the perspective of the reporting speaker, not the
reported speaker. See Coulmas, 1986:3-4.

9For contrastive examples, see 1 Sam 21:3 for_the perspective of the reporting
speaker (as noted by Berlin, 1983:100) and Ruth 4:1 for the perspective of the
narrator.

0Conroy (130-181) calls this “inner direct speech” or “interior quotation.”
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In (9) the reason that the men brought provisions to David and his
people when they were fleeing from Absalom is given as internal
speech:

©) S13TRD ®AZT Y 207 AUT TR D SRS Mgk opty T wnn .
... They brought [provisions] to David and to the people who were with
him to eat because they thought (lit. said), “The people have become
hungry and tired and thirsty in the desert” (2 Sam 17:29).
Were this an example of direct speech, the pronouns and deictics
would reflect it (i.e., “You are hungry and tired and thirsty here”).
Internal speech may also be embedded within direct speech as in
(10):
(10 by 20 mnn ST TR ORRTD T TIap '}‘7?3:'3 IR RN
And he [Mephibosheth] said, “My lord the king, my servant deceived
me for your servant thought (lit. said), ‘I will have my donkey saddled and
I will ride upon it..."” (2 Sam 19:27).
Other examples of internal speech within 2 Samuel are 6:9; 9:1;
10:2; 14:15; 16:3.

2.1.2 Indirect Speech

In indirect speech, the quotation is syntactically dependent upon
the frame. Most importantly, indexical concord of persons is trans-
parent. Pronouns within the quotation reflect the same perspective as
that outside of the quotation in accordance with the conventions of
the language with respect to anaphora and deixis. Similarly, there
must be concordance of deictic and demonstrative elements referring
to the time or place of the speech act (Banfield, 1983:25).

The types of syntactic dependence present in indirect speech are
a reflection of the types of dependency present in sentences of the
language in general. Thus indirect speech may be introduced by: (1)
'D “that” plus an independent clause; (2) the preposition 5 “to” plus an
infinitival clause or a noun phrase; and (3) the object marker NR plus a
noun phrase or WX N plus a dependent clause. In a fourth type of
indirect speech, the quotation is an independent clause with no ex-
plicit subordination to the frame, but the sentence exhibits transparent
pronominal reference, which is diagnostic of indirect speech.!!

HAnother non-direct way of reporting speech presents the framing speech verb
in one clause with the perlocutionary effect of that verb represented in a conjoined
clause. (For the term “perlocution” with reference to speech acts, see the classic
work by Austin, especially 101-8.) An example is: 12@M IR MR DooR4R NSYN
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The first category, "2 + independent clause,!? occurs both in
narration (11) and embedded within direct speech (12):

11 5 ot 1 nh T TaY R

And the servants of David were afraid to tell him that the child was
dead ... (2 Sam 12:18).

(12) LLEman ot v PR D ova R
“...you have declared today fhat you have no princes or servants (ie.,
they mean nothing to you)” (2 Sam 19:7).
In each case, the personal pronouns and deictics are reported from the
perspective of the quoting speaker rather than the quoted speaker.
In the second category 5 “0” is followed by an infinitival clause as
in (13) or a noun phrase as in (14).

13) DISEARTR M Xvan Tapas mawn Sarne nsytne enh ms M
alitag ot

Now the LORD had commanded to overthrow the good advice of
Ahithophel in order for the LORD to bring evil to Absalom (2 Sam 17:14).

(14) amnbnn oSt oen oot ary obeh 1 bren
And David asked concerning the welfare of Joab and concerning the
welfare of the army and concerning the welfare of the battle (2 Sam 11:7).

Example (15) may be an example of internal indirect speech:

(15) SR MIRD RN
And he said to strike David (2 Sam 21:16).

At first glance, it is not certain if Ishbi-Benob actually stated that he
was going to kill David, or if he gave orders to someone else to kill
David, or if this sentence only expresses his intention to do so.
However, a comparative example in Hebrew (Exod 2:14) points to the
last case.!?

TPOR MAN R, “and he sent messengers after Abner and they brought him back
from the well of Sirah” (2 Sam 3:26). In this instance, the principal is the subject of
the first clause, and the animators are the subject of the second clause. However, in
the following example, the principal is the subject of both clauses, even though he
did not physically perform the action of the second: frpm marbn 11 nbYn, “And
David sent messengers and he took her” (2 Sam 11:4).

2For an exhaustive analysis of ki in Hebrew and Ugaritic, see Bandstra.

13Exod 2:14 reads: M3 WRD MR NR WND 20V wEYY W URD b n MRy
MISRATIN, “And  he said, ‘Who made you a prince and judge over us? Are you
intending (lit. saying) to kill me as you killed the Egyptian?’” In the Phoenician
inscription from Karatepe, we find two nearly identical imprecations: wm mlk . . . ¥
ymh $m ztwd, “and if [there is] a king . . . who effaces the name of Azitawada” (KAJ
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Other examples in narrative of indirect speech introduced with 5
occur in 2 Sam 10:3; and 8:10. The only example of this construction
embedded within direct speech is shown in (16):

(16) DPTR NRG 2% apd mentRS T
“..and for how long will you not tell the people w return from after
their brothers?” (2 Sam 2:26).

The third type of indirect speech, introduced with NN or TR NX,
occurs only in narrative. In (17) the dependent clause is introduced
by NX. In (18) the dependent clause is introduced by "W& NR and the
verb of the frame is an impersonal passive:!4

an Fmnbnn Mo IR D e a8 nben

And Joab sent and he reported to David all the matters (lit. words) of the
battle (2 Sam 11:18).

(18) Sy wibe N MDXT MRRYTIWR NN D
And there was reported to David everything which Rizpah the daughter of
Ayyah the concubine of Saul had done (2 Sam 21:11).
Other examples are 2 Sam 11:22 and 3:19.° In all of the examples, the
reported information is highly condensed.

The fourth type of indirect speech has an independent clause in
the quotation but no formal mark of subordination.!® Both examples in
2 Samuel occur embedded in direct speech, but they cannot be exam-
ples of direct speech because the information within the quotation is
reported from the perspective of the quoting speaker. In (19) David
would presumably not have referred to his own sons as “sons of the
king.” Therefore the quotation must be indirect:

26 A 111 12-14) and w’m mlk >5 . . . ymr Imht $m ztwd “and if [there is] a king . . . who
says to efface the name of Azitawada,” (KAI 26 C II 13-15). Whether the
Phoenician example represents a king’s intention to efface the inscription (as
opposed to his order to efface) is debatable. (I am indebted to Adele Berlin and
Philip C. Schmitz for pointing out these examples.)

14This construction has traditionally been analyzed as an instance in which the
logical subject of the passive verb is treated as the object (by analogy to the active
construction), see GKC: §121a. However, Khan (496-97) disputes this analysis,
since the subjects of passives preceded by N agree in number and gender with the
subject (e.g., 2 Sam 21:22; 2 Kgs 18:30).

154 sub-type of this category is introduced by <N alone. The only example in 2
Sam is in 18:21 with the framing verb "7,

16Munro (302-3) notes that in many languages the contrast between direct and
indirect speech is not marked by overt subordination. She suggests that pronomi-
nal reference is a better test for distinguishing the two.
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(19) “I3 BTWITOD DR TN CMRTOR MR TR 7PRnETIs 3T
™ 1125 JURNTID IR Tonn
And Jonadab the son of Shimeah the brother of David answered and said,
“Let not my lord say [that] they killed all the lads, the sons of the king,
because Amnon alone is dead” (2 Sam 13:32).
In (20) the quotation is also reported from the perspective of the
quoting speaker and so must be indirect speech, although it is without
any explicit subordination:

(20) 0% NPYR 0RR DORTN RN
And he said, “What are youj saying [that] I should do for you;?” (2 Sam
21:4),

In these examples, the framing clause is either a mitigated
command (jussive) (19) or a question (20). From these limited
examples it seems that an indirect quotation may be introduced with-
out explicit subordination when the framing clause is not a declarative
clause. That is, indirect speech usually exhibits syntactic subordination
of the quotation to the frame. But when the framing clause is non-
declarative, explicit syntactic subordination may be omitted. In such
cases, the only mark of indirect quotation is transparent pronominal
reference. We can also note that indirect speech without explicit
subordination only occurs embedded within direct speech.

In summary, indirect speech is distinguished from direct speech
by transparent pronominal reference. Within indirect speech, four
types may be formally distinguished with respect to the degree to
which the quotation is syntactically subordinated to the frame.!”

2.2 The Form of the Quotative Frame
2.2.1 Quotative Frames of Indirect Speech

The quotative frames of indirect speech reflect a reduced
inventory of speech verbs when compared to direct speech. Within 2
Samuel, only the following verbs are attested in quotative frames:
N5, SN, M8, M, 77, 737 The use of these verbs shows a close

7In referring to the relative dependence of the quotation of indirect speech to the
frame, Li prefers to speak of differences of “fusion” between the clause of the frame
and the clause of the quotation (36-37). Coulmas refers to the same phenomenon as
“grammatical integration” (1986:19-21). By both of their analyses, sentences of
types three and four should be included in an analysis of indirect speech even
though a high degree of “fusion” or “grammatical integration” has taken place.
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correlation with the syntactic form of the quotative frame. The data
are summarized in Table 1.

TABLE 1
THE SYNTACTIC FORMS OF INDIRECT SPEECH IN 2 SAMUEL

Subordination  Clause Type Framing Verb  Context of Quotation

of Quotation Narrative Direct Speech

(43 'S “that” independent "2 “declare” 12:181 7:11;19:7
@ % “” dependent M8 “command” 17:14

MR “say” 21:16 2:26

bRy “ask” 117

nbY “send” 8:10
3 (WR) M8 dependent 13 “declare” 11:18;11:22;

21:11

29 tell” 3:191

4 O independent R “say” 13:32; 21:4

NOTES TO TABLE 1:
! The framing verb is in a complement clause.

2.2.2 Quotative Frames of Direct Speech

The quotative frames of direct speech may be summarized in three
categories.!® In the first category, the quotative frame has one finite
speech verb. In the second category, the quotative frame has more
than one finite speech verb, and each verb agrees in verbal aspect,
number and gender.!¥ The third category involves quotative frames
with one finite speech verb plus MRD. The three categories are
summarized in (21):

(21) category of frame I variable verb slot form of AR
single-verb finite verb
multiple-verb finite verb + finite form
“nanb finite verb + infinitive construct

Examples (22) through (24) illustrate these three categories:

(22) mbwar® b o orn man
And the king said, “Is the lad Absalom safe?” (2 Sam 18:29).

18Not discussed here are instances of two successive quotations by a single
speaker, each with its own quotative frame (e.g., 15:3-4; 15:25-27; 16:10-11; 17:7-8)
(see Conroy: 130; Bar-Efrat: 43).

l9Usually there are two non-identical speech verbs, the second of which is 8
“to say,” but this is not always the case. Occasionally three speech verbs may ap-
pear in the quotative frame (e.g., 2 Sam 11:5). Occasionally a verb other than "R
appears in second position (such as “27 “to speak”; see josh 22:21). In rare cases, the
verb N may appear twice in the same quotation formula (e.g., 2 Sam 24:17).
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(23) TPIYNTORY POINRTDR 72 Abr nbebn anRm oY n
And Joab answered and said, “Far be it! Far be it from me either that I
should swallow up or that I should destroy!” (2 Sam 20:20).

(24) mbwan’ "015 oo’ RRD TRTTN WIDRTTIN 2XPTIR TORN 130
And the king commanded Joab and Abishai and Ittai saying, “Deal gently
with the lad Absalom for me” (2 Sam 18:5).

In addition to the syntactic differences between the three
categories, quotative frames differ with respect to the verbs which
may fill the variable verb slot. Single-verb frames are the most
common, but only when the variable verb is "R, the generic verb of
saying. Communication verbs other than R occasionally occur alone,
but more commonly they are mediated by some form of "NR
(O’Connor, 1980:410). Note also that the widest range of verbs, some
of them not even speech verbs, occurs in frames with 91285, The data
for 2 Samuel are summarized in Table 2.
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TABLE 2
QUOTATIVE FRAMES OF DIRECT SPEECH IN 2 SAMUEL!

Single-verb  Multiple-verb?  =nxb

R “to say”

27 (D) “to speak” 24:12
row “to send” 1

3 (H) “to report” 19:2
my “to answer” 19:43
NP “to call” 20:16
P “to cry out” 19:5

T (D) “to bless”
P (R) “to lament”

olalisd “to hear”

bay “to ask”

paw (N)  “to swear”

ms “to command”
am “to vow"

" (N) “to argue”

mo (H) “to incite”

balo) “to uncover”
oW “to put”

n “to be”

5 “to become great”
N2 “to come™3
ans “to write”

{no verb]

NOTES TO TABLE 2:

[245 times]

1:6; 19:1

24:17 3:18; 5:1; 5:6;
17:6; 20:18

22:1-2 7.7, 19:12; 20:18

2:5; 10:5; 12:27 3:12; 3:14; 13:7;
14:32 (2x); 15:10;
19:12

17:21; 18:10; 2:4; 3:23 4:10;

24:13 6:12; 11:10; 15:31;
17:16; 19:9

4:9; 13:32; 14:18; 1:16
14:19; 15:21;

19:22; 19:44; 20:20

1:15; 2:26; 9:9;

13:17; 15:2; 18:26;
18:28; 21:2

14:22

3:33
19:3
2:1; 3:13; 5:19
3:35; 21:17
11:19; 13:28; 18:5;
1812
15:8
19:10
24:1
7:27
13:33
%17, 7:4; 24:11
7:26
13:30; 15:13
11:15
212; 5:6

1 Underlined references occur embedded within direct speech; all other

references occur in narrative.

2 Usually only two finite speech verbs appear in this frame. However, three
verbs (m‘m, <31, MR) ccur in the frame in 11:5. Two other quotative frames
which possibly belong in this column are YPN + MR in 20:1 and MR + “NX in

23:15.

3 812 occurs in the clause preceding DR at 13:24%; 16:16; 17:20; 18:31; 19:6 and
19:42. However, 812 in these instances is a part of the preceding narrative and

not a part of the quotative frame.



168 Discourse Analysis of Biblical Literature
2.2.3 Quotative Frames with MRS

The infinitive construct XY has traditionally been understood as
the marker which introduces direct speech (GKC: §1140; Jotion: 364).
The syntax of this form in quotative frames has been explained in
diverse ways.2’ Most modern grammarians, however, explain & as
an extension of the gerundive use of infinitives (Miller, 1970: 224;
Seow: 190; Waltke and O’Connor: §36.2.3¢). Thus, it is said to mean
literally “by saying,” i.e., “by virtue of the statement” (Williams: §195).
Practically, students are urged not to translate it (Lambdin: 49).
Stylistically, it is seen as tautological——either as a mark of rhetorical
verbosity (Avishur: 11 n. 42) or as formal and prolix (GKC: 351 n. 1).

However, this description is clearly insufficient for a number of
reasons. The simplistic generalization that MRY introduces “direct
speech” is misleading for two reasons. First, it ignores direct speech
which is not so introduced. However, direct speech without MRS is
far more common than direct speech with &Y. Within the corpus of
2 Samuel there are over 325 quotative frames, but only 46 occurrences
of quotative frames introduced with 8%; MRY is clearly the marked
case. Second, all of the examples of gerundive infinitives cited by the
grammars are syntactically different from quotative frames with
"1m85.21 Gerundive infinitives may have objective suffixes, whereas
"R never takes object suffixes. Gerundive infinitives may govern
prepositional phrases or adverbial phrases; M85 does not.22 We must

20Rabbinic interpretation centered around the use of the infinitive to indicate an
obligation (see Segal: §348). On the basis of this usage, =nxb was thought to mean
“the speech introduced ought to be recited or to have been recited” (see Daube: 3-
14).

A modern explanation relates MR® t the Egyptian 7dd (r preposition plus the
infinitive of the verb dd “to say”). See, e.g., Boyd: 191-95 and Novetsky: 92-109. For
a comprehensive survey of the Egyptian data, see Grapow: 4.88-89.

Labuschagne (279) explains the use of quotative frames in the Pentateuch as the
result of numerological composition. He makes a connection between the ten
references to divine speech introduced by “m8% and ten instances in which the
phrase WM TN is used in connection with the people hearing God speak.

2lCompare the following examples of gerundive infinitives cited in GKC: §1140:
1 Sam 20:36 (with object suffix), Gen 34:7 (followed by N% and a noun phrase), 1
Sam 14:33 (with prepositional phrase following), 1 Sam 19:5 (followed by object
and adverb), Gen 3:22 (functioning as the subject of the clause).

2In a few instances (e.g., Gen 23:5, 14) ™2 8% occurs, but each example has
textual problems. ’

After the verb n0”, 418 functions as an infinitival complement to the verb; see,
e.g., 2 Sam 2:22: ™RG> Mo PRNPYOR MS WIR TP ROM, “And Abner spoke
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conclude that MRS in these constructions is not a gerundive infinitive
and seek an alternative explanation.?®

The following discussion centers on the differences between the
two mediated frames—multiple-verb frames, and frames with RS,
Before examining the pertinent data, however, the prototypical fea-
tures of reported speech will be presented as background information.

3.0 Prototypicality in Reported Speech

Prototypicality in reported speech relates to the extent to which
the reported speech reflects a prototypical speech event. Any act of
verbal communication minimally involves a message which is
transferred between two participants, a speaker (or addresser) and an
addressee. The message bears a relation to its referent(s) and is
transmitted via a shared code by means of a channel (e.g., speech,
writing, etc.; Silverstein, 1985:353--54).

A prototypical dialogue involves two participants who alternate
speaking and listening in paired turns of talk, or adjacency pairs
(Sacks, Schegloff, Jefferson). The dialogue occurs with the two
participants speaking face-to-face and in the same location, not across a
distance. In addition, the role of “speaker” in the dialogue is not
distributed among more than one person. Goffman notes that the role
of “speaker” may be decomposed into three diverse notions: “princi-
pal,” “author,” and “animator.”?* The principal is the person “whose
position is established by the words that are spoken, someone whose
beliefs have been told, someone who is committed to what the words
say” (144). The author frames the speech act in language. The
animator produces the speech act, whether in writing or orally. In a

again to Asahel, ‘Turn aside from behind me.”” Note that although infinitives
construct of speech verbs other than 8 do not appear in quotation frames with
K>, other speech verbs may appear as an infinitival complement after 0, e.g.,
M in 1 Sam 9:8: NO3 Sp@ ¥31 TR KIW MR WK DWeTnR nupS wan fom, “And
the lad answered Saul again (lit. he added to answer) and he said, ‘Behold, I have in
my possession a quarter of a shekel of silver....”” The framing construction—
finite verb + infinitive construct (MN®) + finite verb (a composite of the second and
third categories)—does not occur except when the first verb is 0.

23¥or the syntactic arguments that MR is a complementizer, see my disserta-
tion (n. 2 above).

241 evinson (184) prefers the terms “motivator,” “composer,” “transmitter” for
these notions; his other modifications of Goffman’s analysis do not concern us
here.

"o
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prototypical speech event, a single individual performs all of these
roles of speaker. It is possible, however, for the roles to be distributed
among more than one individual. For example, when the president of
the United States is scheduled to deliver an address, a speech writer
may frame the speech in language (the author), a stand-in may deliver
the speech (the animator), but the president is held responsible for the
content therein (the principal). Similarly, when a message is sent, the
persons enacting the various roles of speaker may not be the same.
The principal commissions that the message be sent, the author
composes the message, and the animators produce the speech act in
the presence of the addressee(s).

Because a reported speech event necessarily analyzes as it reports,
reported speech and reported dialogue may radically diverge from a
mimetic representation of the supposed original speech situation.
Prototypical reported speech and dialogue will, therefore, exhibit the
following additional features. The reported speech event is a single
event, not iterative (many similar speech events reported as one), nor
is the speech retold from a previous conversation. The participants of
the speech event are full characters in the narrative, not agents or
props; nor are they groups represented as speaking chorally
(Jakobson, 1960:353-59; 1980:81-87). A prototypical reported dialogue
thus purports to mirror, as closely as possible, the supposed original
speech situation which is itself prototypically dialogic.

4.0 Messages and Quotative Frames

Quotative frames with MR8% occur most commonly in 2 Samuel
with verbs which indicate the receiving or sending of a message, name-
ly, "3 “to tell, report,” and m5Y “to send [a message/messenger(s)].”
Therefore, quotative frames with these two verbs are examined in an
attempt to isolate the differences among the three categories of direct
quotative frames.

4.1 Quotative Frames with 71°111 “to Tell”

The verb 7)1 may introduce direct speech in all three types of
quotative frames. When the verb stands alone in a quotative frame, the
Hiphil is never used to introduce direct speech. Instead, the Hophal is
used (as in [25]):



Discourse Functions of Quotative Frames 171

(25) o5waR-5Y Harnm 723 onn MR kTS U
And it was reported to Joab, “Behold the king is weeping and mourning
over Absalom” (2 Sam 19:2).

<1271 may be followed by a finite form of K as in (26):

(26) MPND PN DDUINTIR TN TN 0K DRTD T TN @R R
And a man saw [it] and he reported to Joab and he said, “Behold, I saw
Absalom hanging in an oak tree” (2 Sam 18:10).
In each instance of "} in a multiple-verb frame, the subject of the
verb (that is, the animator who relates the information) is the principal
of the speech event. In the above example (26), although the man is
not named, he is an eyewitness and thus both principal and animator
of the information that he reports.

Most commonly, the verb "1")J7 appears in quotative frames with
M8, In this construction, the verb may appear in the Hophal or
Hiphil. In the Hophal, the speaker is always anonymous and simply
the animator for an unspecified principal. In the Hiphil, two situations
obtain with respect to the speaker of the quotation. With the Hiphil
singular, the speaker is always a known character and the principal of
the speech event. With the Hiphil plural, however, the speakers may
be unknown, anonymous persons who are only the animators of the
speech event. In these instances, the speech act is a way of introducing
additional information into the narrative:

27 WO IR TIRD R T

And they (impersonal plural) reported to David saying, “Uriah did not go to his
house” (2 Sam 11:10).

From this sample, we may make the following observations. Direct
speech framed by the verb 7°X7 is usually mediated by a form of the
verb MR, A finite form of NN is used (as the second verb of a multi-
ple-verb frame) when there is an explicit mention of the animator in
the narrative. The infinitival form, 85, may be used when the prin-
cipal is unknown and the animator is anonymous. Thus, only s b
frames allow for the displacement of animator and principal—a
nonprototypically dialogic feature of reported speech. Multiple-verb
frames, by contrast, are used in more prototypically dialogic contexts,
since the principal of the speech event is an explicit character in the
narrative.
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4.2 Quotative Frames with M9% “to Send [a Message/Messenger]”

The verb M5¥ is commonly used in the communicative sense of
sending a message. It may frame both direct and indirect speech.

In direct speech, MS% occurs in a single-verb frame only two times
in 2 Samuel. One instance (in 19:15) is textually disputed. The undis-
puted instance is (28):

(28) AR TTINTTIR YON A xR 1 b
And David sent [a message/messenger] t Joab, “Send to me Uriah the
Hittite” (2 Sam 11:6).

The verb M®¢ occurs with two speech verbs (a multiple-verb
frame) only three times in 2 Samuel (2:5; 10:5; 12:27). An example is
given in (29):

(29) TS DOR 27993 OTOR TN b g wanebr oronbn M nben

And David sent messengers to the men of Jabesh Gilead and he said ©

them, “May you be blessed by the LORD. . . .” (2 Sam 2:5).

It is important to note that both verbs agree in number with the
principal (David), not the animators (the messengers). The personal
pronouns within the quotation are also presented from the
perspective of the principal and not the animators.

Frames with "R are the most common quotative frame for MW
(3:12; 3:14; 13:7; 14:32; 15:10; 19:12). An example is given in (30):

(30) SOWRR MENTTR 1IN RS DIRETID nwDtwNoN ooRn T nbn

And David sent messengers to Ish-Bosheth the son of Saul saying, “Give
my wife Michal. ..” (2 Sam 3:14).

Note again that personal pronouns within the quotation reflect the
principal’s perspective.

That quotations introduced by “INRY are reported from the per-
spective of the principal can be seen clearly in instances of embedded
speech acts (31): '

€2 INTTOR DTN MmN

mRE o8 Ny mn

RS onnor TN nnbuRY MmN K2
W MND e

And Absalom;j said to Joab,
“Behold Ij sent to you saying,
‘Come here so that Ij may send you to the king saying,
“Why have Ij come from Geshur? ...”” (2 Sam 14:32).
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In this example there are three quotative frames and three
quotations. In the first frame (introduced with “8"), Absalom is the
speaker and Joab is the addressee. In the second frame (introduced
with M8 M%), Absalom is the principal, an unnamed messenger is
the animator, and Joab is the addressee. In the third frame (also
introduced with 8% %), Absalom is the principal, Joab is the
animator, and the king is the addressee. Note that the most deeply
embedded speech (“Why have I come from Geshur?”) is still repre-
sented from the perspective of the principal.®® In actually delivering
Absalom’s message to the king, Joab would have said, “Why has
Absalom come from Geshur?”

The prevalence of XY frames with MY is expected because the
semantics of the verb allows for the displacement of principal and
animator. MW occurs much less frequently with multiple-verb frames
which emphasize the prototypically dialogic nature of the speech
event. Multiple-verb frames with M¥ contrast with 718 in that they
always explicitly mention the messengers (or, animators) who convey
the message, whereas the messengers need not be explicitly mentioned
in MRS frames, and usually are not. In addition, only quotations
introduced with multiple-verb frames may begin with the phrase MD
MR; quotations introduced with “nRY frames never include this
phrase. Thus, multiple-verb frames explicitly indicate the principal of
the speech event, even when the message is animated by someone else.

We may summarize by saying that when a message is received or
sent, quotative frames with 1R are less than prototypically dialogic.
They allow for the distribution of the role of speaker to more than
one participant in the narrative. In multiple embeddings of quotations
introduced by “MN®, each successively embedded quotation is still
represented from the deictic perspective of the principal. When a
message is received, quotative frames with TMNY emphasize the
addressee’s role in the speech situation. In such instances, the fact that
information is conveyed is often more important than the
principalship of the conveyor of the message; the speaker becomes
merely an animator, often an anonymous animator, for introducing
information into the narrative.

25 similar example of embedding occurs in Exod 31:3.
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5.0 More Quotative Frames with InR5
5.1 Transmitting and Receiving Messages

The previous analysis dealt with only two framing verbs, 7°)1 and
n%%. However, other verbs may be used with 78" in the transmitting
or receiving of messages in the same way. Thus, we find MRS MR (as
in 2 Sam 5:6) for sending an oral message and =nxb ano (as in 2 Sam
11:15) for sending a written message.

In the receiving of messages, AR may be used with expressions
which emphasize the reception of the message rather than its produc-
tion. For example, in (32) we have no clue of the principals or ani-
mators of the speech, but only the fact that the people received it:

(32) XD XN O3 PN pRED opooY Saxd jnn oYs npwnt nm

a5y Than o3,

Now on that day the victory was turned into mourning for all the people

because they heard on that day (saying), “The king is grieving for his son”

(2 Sam 19:3).

Similar examples occur in 13:30 and 15:13.

In communication between persons and God, speech is often
represented with =185 in much the same way. God’s communication
to the prophets is often represented in a roundabout fashion as “the
word of the LORD was to PN "nR” (24:11; 7:4) with the message to
be transmitted introduced by M1* MR 2. The distribution of speaker
role between principal (God) and animator (prophet) may be dis-
cerned from statements such as TIRD DR PTIYTTD M 2T,
“And the LORD spoke by the agency of his servants the prophets
saying” (2 Kgs 21:10).

When people contact God, the communication is often
represented by anRb s YRY as in (33):

33 5L TOR M WM AN W ANRD FOURT WRD D M DR

N3N MR NPER MR T RRY

"And David inquired of the LORD saying, “Shall I go up to one of the cities of
Judah?” And the LORD said to him, “Go up.” And David said, “Where
shall I go up?” And he said, “To Hebron” (2 Sam 2:1).

After the initiating communication is introduced by <IRY, the stage
for communication with the divine has been set. Turn-taking in the
subsequent exchange is introduced simply by “RR".
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5.2 Distribution of Speaker Roles

Quotative frames with MR8 may be used with verbs other than
those for sending or receiving messages to indicate that the persons
filling the roles of animator and principal are not the same. An
instructive example occurs in 2 Sam 1:16 in the account of the
Amalekite who reports to David that he has killed Saul. David
questions him and then has him executed on the spot. He then stands
over the corpse and pronounces the following statement (34):

(34) NOR "D RS I3 MY TR D WRTHY (Q) TR MT YO8 MmN

T TR

And David said to him, “Your blood be upon your head because your

mouth testified against you saying, ‘I killed the anointed of the LORD™ 2

Sam 1:16).

It is interesting to note that David attributes to the Amalekite a
statement which the Amalekite does not utter in the preceding
dialogue. David’s addition of the charged phrase %71 newn, “the
anointed of the LORD,” to refer to the dead Israelite king appears to
be his own paraphrase of the Amalekite’s report, since it is
questionable whether an Amalekite would have framed the statement
in such terms. As Savran suggests, David is probably paraphrasing the
quotation for covert purposes—to suppress rumors that he might have
been involved in Saul’s death (71-72). Our analysis of quotative frames
with =85 permits us to state the nature of the paraphrase more
precisely. David has taken the report which the Amalekite (the
principal) previously uttered and, as animator and author, has re-
worded it for his own ends.?

A quotative frame with 85> may introduce a proverbial
statement in which the speaker’s role is reduced to that of a mere
animator (35):

(35) ABNN 191 DR BNy Sxe D MRS 127 3T RS mRm
And she said (saying), “They (impersonal plural) certainly formerly
said (saying), ‘Ask indeed at Abel' and thus they settled [the matter]”
(2 Sam 20:18).
The proverb has no principal, and its author is not known; only the
animator, the wise old woman of Abel, is present.

26A use of "XY which is similar (and related to the same incident) is found in 2
Sam 4:10.
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5.3 Suppression of Speaker or Addressee

We observed above that quotative frames with IR often indicate
a less than prototypically dialogic context. An extension of this
analysis to other speech verbs in narrative reveals that quotative
frames with “MRY are used in a number of related ways.

The dialogue is less than prototypical if the addressee makes no
verbal response to the speech act in the narrative (36):

(36) obward b o urb NS MRTTIRY PTIRTTR 2RYTOR T5RR 13

And the king commanded Joab and Abishai and Iuai saying, “Deal gently
with the lad Absalom for me” (2 Sam 18:5).

In this example, the following narrative does not record the response
of the three men to whom the command was addressed, but rather
notes that it was overheard and noticed by the people. Other similar
examples in which addressees make no verbal response in the narra-
tive are found in 3:35; 13:28; 18:5; 21:17.

If the addressees are numerous and/or in diverse locations, their
role in the narrative may not be emphasized. For example:

(37 owpan anvm owbem Smnoa RY DRI Nproy N ERTIeT

, @by ek e

Now the word of Abner was with the elders of Israel saying, “Formerly

you were seeking David as king over you...” (2 Sam 3:17).
Abner’s reported statement presumably compresses many animations
of similar speeches to the elders of Israel. The narrative presents the
essential content of the various animations in one quotation. The
addressees’ response is not indicated in the narrative.

Finally, if the principals of a speech are numerous, a quotation
which is attributed to the group gives the content of what were
presumably numerous speech acts (38):

(38) e fER WA onn RS SR warooa T oenhD

Now throughout all the tribes of Israel the people were arguing with one
another saying, “The king saved us from the hand of our enemies. ..” 2
Sam 19:10).

The quotation gives the salient points of the dispute without repro-
ducing all of the speech acts that contributed to the dispute.
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6.0 Summary and Conclusions

6.1 Direct Speech, Indirect Speech and kb

We are now able to summarize the differences between direct and
indirect quotation and to describe how both types relate to quotations
introduced with MRY. Direct speech is syntactically independent of
any introductory frame, as are quotations introduced by =MN®.
Indirect speech is syntactically dependent.

The pronominal reference of direct speech is opaque and must be
calculated on the basis of the frame; the pronominal reference of indi-
rect quotation is transparent and remains the same throughout a sen-
tence. Pronominal reference in quotations introduced by =N is
identical to that of direct speech except in embedded quotations
when principal and animator are not the same person. In such a
quotation, the principal retains first person status.

Direct speech may contain exclamatives and expressives such as
"R “woe” and "> MR “far be it from me,” which never occur in
indirect speech or in quotations introduced by M&>.27 The frames of
full direct speech may also contain the deictic N2 “thus,” which is
coreferential with the quoted clause, whereas the frames of indirect
speech may not.

Quotative frames with M85 exhibit syntagmatic features of direct
and indirect speech. They pattern with direct speech in their
syntactic independence from the quoted clause and in pronominal
reference. Like other frames of direct speech, they may introduce
internal speech (see 1 Kgs 1:5) and semidirect speech (see 1 Kgs 2:30).
Quotative frames with XY pattern with indirect speech with respect
to exclamatives and expressives. However, the resemblance between
indirect speech and quotative frames with R is only a superficial
one. Exclamatives and expressives do not occur in indirect speech be-
cause the deictic perspective of the quotation is that of the reporting
speaker, not the reported speaker. In quotations framed with <185 the
speech is marked as non-dialogic. Exclamatives presuppose a dialogic
context in which the speaker is both animator and principal and both
speaker and addressee are present in the narrative.

2TThis observation holds for all of the Deuteronomistic History.
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6.2 Discourse Functions of Frames with TnR>

All quotative frames function within discourse to signal the end of
narration and the onset of reported speech and to track the parti-
cipants who fill the roles of speaker and addressee (Rebera: 135).
These features are universally recognized. However, the specific form
of the quotative frame also contributes to the meaning of the dis-
course. The discourse functions of quotative frames with BR> may
now be specified on the basis of the preceding discussion.

Frames with 1KY are used to indicate that the reported speech
event is less than prototypically dialogic. They are used to introduce
information into the narrative without recourse to representation of
the entire dialogic exchange. They are used to introduce speech acts
of unknown or anonymous persons, that is, persons who are less than
full characters in the narrative. Finally, they are used to relate a series
of embedded quotations all of which are reported from the perspec-
tive of the principal.

The use of MRS in quotative frames is not a mark of rhetorical
verbosity or prolix style. Rather, quotative frames with MRS function
within the system of oppositions present in the language as a whole.
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PROGRESS AND COHESION IN BIBLICAL
HEBREW NARRATIVE: THE FUNCTION OF

ké—/bé— + THE INFINITIVE CONSTRUCT

Douglas M. Gropp

ABSTRACT

While the usual characterization of ké-/bé- + infinitive construct as tem-
poral and subordinative constructions is true enough as far as it goes, the
function of these constructions can only be more adequately described
within a model of syntax that goes above or beyond the "sentence.” In this
light the primary function of these constructions, at least in the position
before the main verb, is backreference to provide cohesion within a
narrative. A variety of backreferencing techniques exploiting these infini-
tive constructions are classified. These two infinitival constructions may
also introduce a grammatical pause in a narrative, breaking up the flow of
the narrative into larger units.

Important formal and functional differences between ké + infinitive
construct and bé + infinitive construct are often overlooked: Certain verbs
only occur in one or the other construction because of their lexical aspect.
ké-+ the infinitive construct is almost always clause-initial, whereas b +
the infinitive construct has a freer privilege of distribution. k& + infinitive
construct usually backreferences to the immediately preceding narrative
event. bé- + infinitive construct may be used to resume a narrative strand
that has been interrupted or to introduce a flashback or merely to provide a
new setting. Of the two constructions, ké- + infinitive construct is more
consistently followed by a waw-consecutive, The main verb to follow ké +
infinitive construct is nearly always in a relation of contingent
succession to the latter, whereas the relation between b# + infinitive
construct to the main verb to follow is more diversified, often involving
temporal overlap. From a derivational point of view k& + infinitive
construct could be considered an infinitival transformation of a narrative
clause, while bé- + infinitive construct might be viewed as derived from a
circumstantial clause.
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1. Orientation

While the usual characterization of ké/bé- + infinitive construct as
temporal and subordinate constructions is true enough as far as it goes,
the function of these constructions can only be more adequately de-
scribed within a model of syntax that goes above or “beyond the sen-
tence.”? In this light the primary function of these constructions, at
least when they precede the main clause, is backreference or recapitu-
lation, to provide cohesion within a narrative.

According to Robert E. Longacre (1978), two parameters define
the narrative genre of discourse: contingent temporal succession and
agent orientation. Progress in narrative is achieved primarily by a suc-
cession of events. But often a succession of temporal horizons and/or
geographical locations (as in a journey narrative) is superimposed on
the main-event line. Nevertheless, progress in narrative can never be
achieved at the expense of cohesion. Particularly because narrative is
agent oriented, the hearer/reader must be able to track the parti-
cipants through a narrative by such devices as anaphoric reference.

Similarly, the hearer/reader must be able to follow the main-event
line through a narrative. In some languages specialized conjunctions
aid in keeping the succession of events straight, but they are not
enough. No language can continue to layer on new information end-
lessly without some backreference to older information.

In many languages adverbial clauses (or constructions) function as
devices for backreferencing. For example: “John did X. Having done
X, he did Y.” The various strategies of backreferencing are language
specific.

In some languages (e.g., of the Philippines and Papua New Guinea)
every successive sentence in a narrative backreferences to the previous
sentence (Longacre, 1968; 1972). English, on the other hand, back-
references more discriminatingly. In some languages backreferencing
devices link sentences together within a larger unit, which we may
loosely label a “paragraph,” whereas in other languages similar
devices link successive “paragraphs” together within a larger narrative.

ICt. Pike: 129-35. For two more recent introductions to “discourse analysis” or
“text linguistics,” cf. de Beaugrande and Dressler; Brown and Yule.

2While using the term “paragraph” throughout this paper, I do not mean .
commit myself at this point to the existence of a coded syntactic unit or to a clearly
defined level of syntactic analysis beyond the clause. I would affirm only that the
syntactic analysis of Classical Biblical Hebrew prose must reach beyond the level
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Classical Biblical Hebrew prose carries the main-event line forward
by means of a specialized verb form, wayyiqtol. the waw-consecutive,
which I will call the “narrative” tense. The narrative tense adds new
information to the main-event line almost by definition.3 I will call nar-
rative clauses those which have a narrative tense-form as their nucleus.
In general, narrative clauses chain together into clumps (which we
may designate “paragraphs”). Cohesion through backreference is
commonly achieved by kz/bé- + the infinitive construct.* In Classical
Biblical Hebrew narrative such backreferencing techniques appear not
to link “sentences” within a “paragraph,” but successive “paragraphs”
within a larger narrative.®

Because of the enormity of the data, I will examine only the uses
of the infinitive construct with ké- and bé-. Further, for easier access to
the data, I am examining only those instances introduced by wayhi.b
This sample, I think, is roughly representative for such constructions in
the position before the main clause

The present study will first survey the variety of backreferencing
techniques employing ké-/bé- + infinitive construct and then try to
pinpoint the differences in function between bé- + infinitive construct
and ké- + infinitive construct. Finally, I will suggest a way to under-
stand the differences between ké- + infinitive construct and bé + in-

of the clause to embrace inter-clausal relations, and even beyond the domain of
inter-clausal relations to assess various devices for articulating larger segments of a
text. Even “sentence” in Biblical Hebrew prose is extremely problematic if
understood as a clearly definable syntactical level above the clause. I will avoid it,
with reference to Biblical Hebrew.

5In my understanding of the general (i.e., paradigmatic) meaning of finite verb
forms in Classical Biblical Hebrew, the narrative tense shares with the perfect
tense (in opposition to the imperfect and converted perfect) the feature + ANTERIOR.
But in opposition to the perfect the narrative tense has the additional feature +
SEQUENCE. Cf. further, Gropp (1991).

4Or by ’aharé + infinitive construct, middé + infinitive construct, ka’dser + perfect
(before the main clause), ki + perfect (before the main clause), and others.

5The phrase (wayhi) ’aharé haddebarim ha’elleh links even larger units together
(Gen 22:1, 20; 39:7; 40:1; 48:1; Josh 24:29; 1 Kgs 17:17; 21:1). Compare also >aharéken
(which occurs 14 times with wayhi).

SThe wayhi seems to reinforce the “paragraph™initial status of backreferencers. If
one factors out the use of wayhi as a copula with predicate nouns and adjectives, in
the large majority of remaining cases it appears to serve to introduce a new
“paragraph,” normally with a new time horizon, new set of participants and
circumstances, and/or a backreference to previous events.
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finitive construct in the context of the syntax of Classical Biblical
Hebrew more broadly.

2. Survey of Backreferencing Techniques

Let the following contrived’ narrative segment serve to illustrate
the most common types of backreferencing techniques in Classical
Biblical Hebrew narrative,

Sentence Old Information New Information
1 God told Abraham to go to
Canaan.
2 And when Abraham heard
these words, he set off on his journey.
3 And having arrived, he pitched his tent.
4 After he pitched it, he ate some supper.
5 When he had finished eating, he fell asleep.

The first base of sentence 4 recapitulates the action of the second
base of 3 by simple repetition of the verb. This is a widespread form
of backreference throughout the world. Closely related to back-
reference by lexical repetition is backreference by synonymy. For
example, sentence 4 could have begun, “After he set it up....”
Sentence 2 illustrates backreference by means of the verb “to hear.”
Closely related is backreference by means of “seeing.” The verb “to
finish” also commonly serves as a summary backreference to a previ-
ous action. This method of backreferencing is often reinforced with
lexical repetition as in sentence 5, with the verb “to eat.” The back-
referencing device in the first base of sentence 3 is a little more elusive.
It exploits what Longacre calls an “expectancy chain,” i.e., a stock
sequence of events, the second of which is almost predictable given
the preceding event.

Around the world we find expectancy chains which involve actions
which customarily occur in sequence such as: leave (some place)...
go...arrive; search... find; waste away...die; fall down...smash;

take _out a corpse...bury; eat a quantity of food...be satisfied;
get ... bring/take ... dispose of. Some expectancy chains are especially

"One would, of course, never find such a cluster of backreferencing devices
together in a Biblical Hebrew narrative, I noted earlier that backreferencing
techniques in Biblical Hebrew narrative tend not to link “sentences within”
paragraphs as in this English illustration, but “paragraphs” within larger
narratives. I have only contrived this example for purposes of illustration.
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conditioned by the particular culture area in which they are found. Thus
from Papua New Guinea, Bougainville, New Hebrides, and aboriginal
Australia, we find such expectancy chains as the following: see a pig
... carch/Kkill it kill ... cook . ..eat; dig...cook...eat (referring to sweet
potatoes); go with hooks. .. tie hooks...catch fish... bring fish... eat;
cook in leaves. .. putinto container . .. bring to the canoe ... come down;
tie up .. .put into canoe; climb a log...see at a distance. Expectancy
chains may involve succession with different actors (reciprocity) as in
the following: shoot...die; hit...die; call... answer; give (o _some-
one) .. .appreciate; give (to someone) ...cook (i) (Longacre, 1983:135-
36).

An established inventory of expectancy chains specific to Biblical
Hebrew would be helpful, especially in clarifying certain instances of
back reference.®

Remarkably, out of 93 instances of ké + infinitive construct
(introduced by wayhi),? 65 of the constructions, or 70%, use the verbs
Sama* (34 times), ra’d (17 times), and killd (14 times). This distribution
supports my view that the chief (and almost sole) function for ké +
infinitive construct, at least, is backreference and indicates the kinds of
backreferencing devices that predominate in Biblical Hebrew
narrative.

The following set of categories of backreference describes the re-
lation between the infinitive construct and the events it recapitulates.

1. Backreference by lexical repetition is easier to illustrate than to
explain:

Se Old Information New Information
1 (Gen 19:16b-17) wayyosiuhi wayyannihihd mikis
lacir
wayhi kehésam >otam hahisd wayyd mer . . .
1 They brought him out and set
him down outside the city.
2 When they had brought them
outside, he said . . .

8Nevertheless, it is really impossible to “establish” with any confidence such a
broad inventory for a dead language such as Biblical Hebrew. There has been
some work done on “fixed sequences” of events in Hebrew and Ugaritic in the
context of the study of formulaic composition of oral and written literature (e.g.,
Lichtenstein). I thank Edward L. Greenstein for alerting me to this study.

9 do not include in the total 93 four simple time references using this
construction (1 Sam 9:26; 1 Kgs 18:29; 2 Kgs 3:20; Jonah 4:8). Similarly, with respect
to the 44 instances of wayhi + bé- + infinitive construct I do not include 1 Kgs 18:36.
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1 (Josh 10:23-24) wayyosu eliayw et-hdméset
hammélakim ha’elleh min-hammeard
2 wayhi kéhésiam >et-hammélakim
haelleh >el-yehésua‘ wayyiqra’ yehosua© Jel-kol-is
yisrael . .,
1 They brought brought these five
kings out to him from the
cave . ..
2 When they brought out these
kings to Joshua, Joshua summoned all the men
of Israel . ..
1 (1 Kgs 15:28b-29) wayyimlok tahidyw
2 wayhi kémolké hikka et-kol bet yarob‘am
1 He became king in his place.
2 As soon as he became king, he killed all the house of
jeroboam.
Tl (2 Kgs 2:8b-9) wayya‘abrii $énéhem beharabd
2 wayhi ké‘obram weeliyahi *amar el élisac . . .
1 The two of them crossed on dry
ground.
2 When they had crossed, Elijah said to Elisha . . .
1 (Ruth 1:19) waltelaknd stéhem ‘ad-bo’andh bét
lahem
2 wayhi kébo*and bét lehem wattehom kol-ha‘ir “aléhen . . .
1 The two of them went on until
they came to Bethlehem.
2 When they came to Bethlehem, the whole city went into an
uproar because of them . . .
1 (2 Sam 4:4) wattanos
2 wayhi behopzah lanis wayyippol wayyippaseah . . .
1 She fled.
2 As she was hastening to flee, he fell and became lame . . .
1 (2 Chr 13:15) wayydria *i§ yehida
2 wayhi béharia® *is yehidd weha’Elohim nagap *et-ydrobam . . .
1 The men of Judah gave the battle
cry.
2 As soon as the men of Judah

God struck Jeroboam . ..

These examples backreference to the previous clause or sequence
of clauses. In other cases circumstantial clauses!® may intervene (Jer

108y “circumstantial clause” I mean a clause type that encodes information off
the main-event line, whose form involves the following structural features:
(obligatory) w#, the constituent order of subject followed by predicate (which may
be verbal or nominal—including a participial predicate), and distribution either
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36:23; 2 Sam 1:2b; cf. also Gen 38:28). Larger chunks may also
intervene as in 2 Chr 12:1, which backreferences to 11:17 (11: 18-23
constitutes a digression).

In some instances the infinitive construct not only recapitulates an
event, but also carries it forward. This is more often the case with bé- +
infinitive construct.

Se Old Information New Information
1 (2 Kgs 4:40) wayyisqi la’anasim legkil
wayhi kPoklam mehannazid wihemmd sa‘aqi . . .
1 They poured out for the men to
eat.
2 When they had eaten some of  they cried out. ..
the stew,
1 (Gen 35:16b~17) wallégas belidtah
2 wayhi béhagsotah Lelidtah watto>mer lah hamyalledet . . .
1 She had hard labor.
2 While she was in her hard
labor, the midwife said to her. ..
1 (Dan 8:2) wa’er’eh béhazén
2 wayhi biroti wa’iini béstisan habbird . . .
1 I saw in the vision;
2 and at the time that I saw, I was in Susa the capital . . .

2. Backreference by synonymy is the same in principle as
backreference by lexical repetition, but uses synonyms to recapitulate
an earlier event.

Se Old Information New Information
1 (Jer 41:6) wayyese® yisma‘e’l ben-nétanya
ligra’tam . . .
wayhi kipgas >otam wayyd*mer *aléhem . . .
1 Ishmael son of Nethaniah went
out to meet them . . .
When he came upon them, he said to them . . .
1 (2 Chr 22:7b-8) -+ . Yehid> ben-nim3i *dSer m&saho
YHWH lehahrit >et-bét *al’ab
2 wayhi kehisiapet yehi® ‘im-bét >al’ab  wayyimsa’ >et-3aré yehidd . . .
1 ... Jehu son of Nimshi, whom
the Lord had anointed to cut off
the house of Ahab.

preceding or following the clause it gives support to. Further formal qualifications
need to be made to further specify the circumstantial clause, but that would take us
beyond our immediate purpose here.
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2 When Jehu had executed
judgment on the house of Ahab, he came upon the princes of
Judah .. .1
1 (Josh 10:10b-11)12 wayyirdépem derek maileh bét-horom
- wayyakkém ‘ad-‘Gzeqd wéad-
maqqedd
2 wayhi béniisam mippéné yisra’el hem
bémarad bét hérom waYHWH hislik ‘aléhem >abanim
gedolét . . .

1 They pursued them by way of
the ascent of Beth-horon and
struck them down as far as
Azekah and Makkedah.

2 As they fled from Israel, while

they were on the slope going
down from Beth-horon, the Lord threw down on them

large stones . . .

Backreference by synonymy is less common than backreference by
lexical repetition.!?

A subcategory of backreference by synonymy might be called
speech - attribution. In these instances the infinitive construct is derived
from a verb of speaking (kédabbérah in Gen 39:10; kédabber in Judg 2:4;
kéhazkiré in 1 Sam 4:18; kehinnab@i in Ezek 11:13) that is not identical
with the original quotation formula.

3. Most commonly the narrator uses the verb Sama‘, “hear” to
recapitulate speech and events. Joseph E. Grimes (1975:320) calls verbs
like “see,” “hear,” and “know” (over against “believe,” for example)
“referentially transparent” because they “reflect a state of affairs on
which both speaker and hearer can agree.” The referential trans-
parency of these verbs makes them appropriate for backreferencing
purposes,

We can divide the backreferencing techniques using the verb §amac
into two basic categories: hearing-speech and hearing-occurrence, depend-
ing on whether the information recapitulated is speech or other
events. This breakdown highlights the relatively high proportion of
dialogue to third person narrative in Biblical Hebrew narrative.

Her2 Kgs 10:11-14.

215 Josh 10:10b-11 radap and nis are in a reciprocal relation. But it is also
possible to classify this infinitival phrase as backreference by expectancy chain.
See below.

15Num 17:7 may be another example.



Progress and Cohesion in Biblical Hebrew Narrative 191

Hearing-Speech

Se Old Information New Information

1 (1 Kgs 5:16-21) wayyislah selomoh >el-hiram l&mor +
QUOTE

2 wayhi kismoa* hivam *et-dibré

Selomoh wayyismah méod wayyo>mer . . .

1 Solomon sent word to Hiram
saying . . .

2 When Hiram heard the words

of Solomon, he rejoiced greatly and said . . .

1 (1 Kgs 20:11-12) wayya‘an melek yisra’el wayyo’mer
dabbéry *alyithallel hoger kimpaiteh

2 wayhi kiSmoa“ *et-haddabar hazzeh

weh’ Soteh hi’ wehammelakim
bassukkottt wayyo>mer ’el-“abadayw . . .

1 The king of Israel answered and
said, “Tell him: ‘Let not him that
girds on his armor brag like one
who unbuckles it.””

2 When he heard this message, as

he and the kings were drinking
in the pavilions, he said to his servants . .,
Hearing-Occurrence

Se Old Information New Information

1 (Gen 39:14b-15) wi’eqra’ bégol gadol

2 wayhi k&Somo ki harimoti qoli

wa’eqra’ wayya‘dzob bigdé >esli wayyanos . . .

1 1 cried out with a loud voice;

2 and when he heard me raise

my voice and cry, he left his garment by me and
fled . ..

1 (2 Kgs 5:7-8) wayyigra® begadayw wayyomer +
QUOTE

2 wayhi kiSmoa® *elisa* *is-ha’elohim ki-

gara* melek yisra’el *et-bégadayw wayyislah >el-hammelek lemor . . .
1 He tore his clothes and said . . .
2 When Elisha the man of God
heard that the king of Israel had
torn his clothes, he sent word to the king,
saying . . .
MThe string wehd’. .. bassukkét is a circumstantial clause. While it

communicates new information off the main-event line, it does not further the
main-event line. Other examples of backreference by hearing-speech are 1 Kgs
13:4; 21:16, 27; 2 Kgs 6:30; Neh 1:4.
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1 (2 Chr 10:1-2) wayyelek réhob*am Sekemd ki Sehem
ba*i kolyisra’el lehamlik *oté
2 wayhi kiSmoa® yarobam ben nébat
weh’ bEmisrayim >dser barah mipné
Sélomoh hammelek wayyasob yarob‘am mimmisrayim!®
1 Rehoboam went to Shechem,
because all Israel had come to
Shechem to make him king.
2 When Jeroboam son of Nebat

heard about it, being in Egypt at

the time, where he had fled

from the presence of Solomon

the king, Jeroboam returned from Egypt.

Note that in both varieties of backreference by hearing, the back-
reference may be reinforced. A noun or noun phrase may reinforce
the backreference as direct object of the infinitive (e.g., Gen 29:13;
Deut 5:23; Josh 6:20; Gen 24:30; 1 Kgs 15:21). Or an objective ki clause
can accomplish the reinforcement as in two of the examples in the
chart above (Gen 39:15; 2 Kgs 5:8).1% Further, the direct object or
object clause may contain lexical repetition, as in 2 Kings 5:8 above.!”
Frequently, though, the object is deleted as in 2 Chr 10:2 above.

Some instances of backreference by hearing seem to require an
intermediate category, which we may call hearing-report. In these cases
the narrator explicitly tells us of verbal communication between par-
ticipants, but we are not let in on the direct discourse. Examples are:
Gen 24:30; 29:13; 1 Kgs 21:15; 2 Kgs 19:1; Isa 37:1; Jer 36:16. We can also
include in this category instances in which something is read without
the disclosure of what is read, such as in 2 Kgs 22:11; Neh 13:3; 2 Chr
34:19.

5The treatment of this instance would be different if we were analyzing the
Hebrew text underlying the Greek version. Cf. also the parallel passage in 1 Kgs
12:1-3 and the very different LXX version there.

16Cf. also Josh 10:1; 1 Kgs 12:20; 21:15, 16. In Josh 5:1 the infinitive takes as its
object a clause introduced by et aser.

Y7Cf, also Josh 5:1; 1 Kgs 14:6; 21:15, 16.
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Hearing-Report

Se Old Information New Information
1 (Gen 29:12b-13) wattdros wattagged {Pabiha
2 wayhi kismoa* labin el-§emat

ya‘iqob ben-ahotd wayyaros ligra’té . . .
1 She ran and told her father.
2 When Laban heard the news

about Jacob, his sister’s son, he ran to meet him . . .
1 (2 Kgs 22:10b~11) wayyigra’ehi Sapan lipné hammelek
2 wayhi kiSmoa® hammelek et-dibré

seper hattérd wayyiqra >et-bégadayw . . .
1 Shaphan read it before the king.
2 When the king heard the words :

of the book of the law,

he tore his clothes . . .

In summary, then, I found backreference by hearing-occurrence 16
times, by hearing-speech 7 times, and by hearing-report 9 times.

4. Backreference by seeing-occurrence is similar in principle to
backreference by hearing. The verb r@’d, “see,” is also referentially
transparent. It, too, often takes a direct object or object clause that
makes the backreference specific. Sometimes lexical repetition en-
hances the backreference (e.g., Gen 39:13; Esth 5:2), but more often the
backreference by seeing-occurrence is not reinforced by lexical

repetition.

Seeing-Occurrence

Se Old Information New Information

1 (Josh 8:13b-14) wayyalen (!) yéhésua“ ballayla
hahi’ betok haemeq

2 wayhi kir’ét melek-ha‘ay waymahdri wayyaskimi
wayyeseu . . .

1 Joshua spent that nightin the
valley.

2 When the king of Ai saw this, he hurried and went out
early . ..

1 (Gen 39:12b-14) wayya‘dzob bigdd beyadah
wayyanos wayyese® hahisd

2 wayhi kirétah ki ‘azab bigdé

beyadah wayyanos hahisd walliqrd® [Eansé bélah watto’mer . . .
1 He left his garment in her hand

and fled and went outside.
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2 When she saw that he had left
his garment in her hand and
had fled outside, she called to the men of her
house and said . . .

Not all the occurrences of kir’dt are best classified as backreference
by seeing-occurrence. The constructions in 1 Kgs 18:17; 2 Kgs 4:25; 12:11,
for example, are probably better described as backreferences by some
form of expectancy chain. The distinction may not be a sharp one. See
further below.

5. Perhaps, the primary function of the verb killd, “finish,” is
backreference. As with the verb sama‘, backreference using the verb
killd divides naturally into finishing-speech, which recapitulates speech,
and finishing-action, which recapitulates events (all of which have an
agent).

Finishing-speech often summarizes lengthy quotations. For
example, 1 Sam 24:17 backreferences in this way to 24:10-16; 1 Kgs
8:54 backreferences to 8:23-53; Jer 26:8 backreferences to 26:2-6. Jer
43:1 is exceptionally elaborate: wayhi kekallot yirmeyahi ledabber el-kol-
ha<am et-kol-dibré YHWH >élohéhem *aser selahé YHWH >élohéhem >aléhem et
kol-haddebarim ha’elleh, “When Jeremiah finished telling all the people
the words of the Lord their God, which the Lord had commissioned
him to tell them. ...” It backreferences to the whole section 42:9-22.

Because the verb Fkilld always takes a complementary infinitive,
lexical repetition (or synonymy as in Josh 8:24 below) may reinforce
the finishing-action backreferencing technique if the infinitive rein-
forces an earlier verb. In fact, this is more often the case than not.!8
Here are a few examples:

Finishing-Action
Se Old Information New Information
1 (1 Sam 15:9b-10) wayya‘al ha‘old
2 wayhi kekallots leha‘alét ha‘old wehinneh Semi’el ba’ . . .
1 He offered the burnt offering.
2 As soon as he finished offering
the burnt offering, Samuel arrived . . .
1 (Josh 8:22, 24) wayyakkii *6tam ‘ad-bilti hi$ir-l6
Sarid upalit . . .

18CE. Deut 31:24; Josh 10:20; 1 Sam 13:10; and 2 Kgs 10:25 with Josh 8:24 and 1 Kgs
91,
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2 wayhi kekallot yisra’el lahdrog >et-kol-
yosébé ha‘ay bassadeh . . . wayyasabi kol-yisra’el ha‘ay . . .
1 They struck them down until no
one survived or escaped.
2 When Israel finished killing all
the inhabitants of Ai in the
field . . ., all Israel turned back to Ai. ..

Backreference by finishing-speech occurs 8 times, and by finishing-
action 6 times (introduced by wayhi).

6. Backreference by expectancy chain is a subtler device. Which
verbs tend to occur together in these expectancy chains is a matter of
degree and also a matter in which we can only make outsiders’
guesses. In general, the stronger the bond between two events in se-
quence, that is, the more predictable the event represented by the
infinitive construct, given the occurrence of the first event, the greater
will be the backreferencing potential of the infinitive construct. Con-
versely, the weaker the bond between the two events, the less the
backreferencing potential.

In constructions introduced by wayhi, the verb b4, “come,” occurs
15 times with the infinitive construct governed by either b&- (7 times)
or ke (8 times). This verb is a good candidate to pattern as the second
link of an expectancy chain. We might expect verbs like wayyelek, “he
went,” wayyislah, “he sent,” wayyigqah, “he took,” wayyese>, “he went
out,” wayyissa, “he set out,” to serve as the first verb in the sequence.
In fact, kébo> or a similar construction appears in as many as 8 of the
texts examined in which I suspect backreference by expectancy chain.
Following is a display of backreference by the verb b4’ patterning as
the second element in apparently stock expectancy chains.!® The
verbs involved in the expectancy chain are underlined.

Backreference by Expectancy Chain

Se Old Information New Information

1 (1 Sam 4:4-5) wayyislah ha‘am Siloh wayyii
missam et >drén berit- YHWH
séba’ot . . .

9]¢ is impossible to be sure but bébdak in Josh 15:18 (= Judg 1:14) may be a case of
backreference by expectancy chain to wayyitten-Ié *et-*aksd bitté [#i53d, “he gave him
Achsah his daughter as wife” (15:17b) if we presume that it exhibits a common
pattern: a man gives a wife to someone and she comes to her husband for the first
tume.
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2 wayhi keb@ *aron bérit-YHWH ’el-
hammahaneh wayyari‘ kolyisra’el térii“d gédola

1 The people sent to Shiloh and
brought from there the ark of the
covenant of the Lord of Hosts . . .

2 When the ark of the covenant of

the Lord came into the camp, all Israel gave a great shout.

1 (1 Sam 5:10) waySallehi >et->aron haelohim <eqrin

2 wayhi kébd® *dron ha’elohim “eqron wayyiz"a qi ha‘eqronim . . .

1 They sent the ark of God to
Ekron.

2 When the ark of God cameto

Ekron, the Ekronites cried out . . .

1 (2 Kgs 6:19b-20) wayyolek >otam Somerind

2 wayhi keboam Soméron wayy o’mer #isac . . .

1 He led them to Samaria.

2 When they came to Samaria, Elisha said . . .

1 (2 Kgs 10:6-7) wayyiktob *aléhem seper Senit
Emor. ..

2 wayhi keb® hasseper *aléhem wayyighti *et-béné hammelek
wayyishati $ibim i

1 He wrote them a second letter,
saying . . .

2 When the letter came to them, they took the king’s sons and
slaughtered them, seventy
persons.

1 (1 Sam 29:11-30:1) wayyaskem dawid hi> wa’dnasayw
laleket babboger lasib el eres
pélistim . . .

2 wayhi beby dawid wa’inasayw

siglag bayyém hasSelisi wa ‘G malegi paséti *el-negeb wdel-
siqlag wayyakki *et-siglag

1 David got up, along with his men
to start off early in the morning lo
return to the land of the
Philistines . . .

2 When David and his men came to

Ziklag on the third day,

The Amalekites had carried out
raids on the Negeb and on Ziklag,
and had attacked Ziklag.

Other seemingly stock sequences of events exploited for purposes of
backreference are:
“was pouring . . . became filled” (2 Kgs 4:5b-6)

“gave spirit . . . spirit rested upon” (Num 11:25)
“went to meet . . . saw” (1 Kgs 18:16b-17)
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“besieged a city . . . city was captured” ( 1 Kgs 16:17b-18).%0

Very frequently in such cases of backreference by expectancy
chain there is a reversal of roles associated with the events in
sequence, In 13 of the 17 instances of infinitive constructs that I have
classified loosely as exemplifying backreference by expectancy chain,
a direct or indirect object of the first action becomes the subject of the
infinitive. This process can be observed in the chart above. Note that
in 1 Sam 4:4-5 and 5:10 %drén, “ark,” starts out as the direct object of
the first verb in the expectancy chain and ends up as the subject of the
infinitives. In 2 Kgs 10:6-7 séper undergoes a similar shift. Sometimes
the infinitive construct signals a shift in vantage point (as in Judg 3:27;
1 Kgs 4:25; Jer 41:13). In this light it is significant that the verb Vbw?,
“come,” often implies motion toward the speaker. The infinitives kirdt,
“when (he) saw,” and kismoa‘, “when (he) heard,” also often signal a
shift in vantage point. The tendency to shift participant roles and
vantage point in backreference by expectancy chain and in back-
reference by seeing and hearing supports the notion that back-
reference by the use of ké-/bé- + infinitive construct generally cor-
relates with a “paragraph” break in Classical Biblical Hebrew prose.

Other combinations of events appear too weakly related to be
called expectancy chains. The infinitive may record the result of a
previous action, as in Gen 34:24-25: wayyimmald kolzakar . . . bikyétam
ko>dbim, “every male was circumcised ... when they were in pain.?l
Or the infinitive may record a reaction to a previous action, as in Gen
39:17b-18: ba’ *elay ha‘ebed ha‘ibri . . . lésaheq bi . . . kahdrimi goli wa’eqra’,
“the Hebrew servant came to me ... to make sport of me ... when I
raised my voice and cried out ... (as any respectable woman would!).

7. We might call another technique backreference by execution of
proposal. This technique takes advantage of a set of relations Longacre
(1983:43-76) calls “repartee.” The repartee calculus analyzes the
relations between initiating and resolving uftterances in dialogue by
means of a set of binary relations such as question/answer, proposal/
response, and remark/evaluation. Proposal/execution is a subvariety
of proposal/response, in which a proposal (command, exhortation, or

20This last instance combines backreference by expectancy chain with seeing-
occurrence.

210ther examples: Judg 18:20; 2 Kgs 12:11 = 2 Chr 2411
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suggestion) finds a nonverbal resolution in a reported interaction.? In
Biblical Hebrew narrative proposals in direct discourse are more often
than not followed by a nonverbal response.

The bond between the proposal and its execution has affinities to
the bond between events linked together in an expectancy chain. In
fact, we could easily treat the technique of backreference by execu-
tion of proposal as a subvariety of backreference by expectancy
chain. In Biblical Hebrew narrative when someone gives a command,
especially the Lord, it is normally carried out. But I list it separately
because of its own peculiar semantics and its use of direct discourse
rather than actions reported by narrative verb forms. In the following
examples | have underlined each proposal and its corresponding exe-
cution,

Execution of Proposal

Se Old Information New Information

1 (Exod 16:9-10) wayyd>mer moseh *el->ahdron *émor
Yel-kol-“ddat bené yisra’el girbii lipné
YHWH . ..

2 wayhi kedabber >ahiron *el-kol-<adat

béné yisra’el wayyipnii >el-h idbar wehinneh

kébéd YHWH nird beanan . . .

1 Moses said to Aaron, “Say to the

whole congregation of the
Israelites, ‘Come near before the
Lord...””
2 When Aaron spoke to the whole
congregation of the Israelites, they turned to face the desert and
saw the glory of the Lord
appearing in the cloud . ..

1 (Jer 41:6b-7) wayyo>mer *aléhem bo'u *el-gédalyahi
ben->dhigam

2 wayhi keb@am el-tok hasir wayyishatem yiSma<el ben-
nétanyd . . .

1 He said to them, “Come to
Gedaliah son of Ahikam.

22The sequence designated here as proposal/execution is basically the same as
that called “command/fulfillment” or “command/performance” by others.
However, the term “proposal” has broader application than “command.” Cf. for
example, the application of this term to the cohortative in Gen 48 cited in the
category of backreference by execution of proposal.
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2 When they came into the midst
of the city, Ishmael son of Nethaniah
slaughtered them . . .

1 (Ezek 9:7-8) wayyo>mer *aléhem tamméi et-
habbayit Gmali *et-hahaserdt halalim
sl wydsen wehikkd bacir

2 wayhi kehakkitam® wenipart ani  waeppéld ‘al-panay wi’ezaq . . .

1 He said to them, “Defile the
house, and fill the courts with the
slain. Go out! So they they began
to go out and kill in the city.

2 When they killed, and I was left

alone, I fell on my face and cried
out. ..

1 (Gen 4:8) wayyd’mer qayin el-hebel *ahiw
<nélékd hasiadeh>*>

2 wayhi bikyétam bassadeh wayydqom qayin el-hebel >ahiw
wayyahargehii

1 Cain said to Abel his brother,
<“Let’s go to the field!”>

2 While they were in the field, Cain rose up against Abel his
brother and killed him.

1 (1 Sam 16:5-6)26 wayyo’mer . . . hitgaddési Gbatem
’itti bazzdbah . . .

2 wayhi bebg’am wayyar’ *et-éli’ab wayyemer . . .

1 He said, “. . . consecrate
yourselves and then come with
me to the sacrifice . . .”

2 As they were coming, he saw Eliab and said . . .

Note that the execution frequently copies a lexical item in the pro-
posal, as in Jer 41:6b-7; Ezek 9:7-8; 1 Sam 16:5-6.27

BLXX v TG kOTTEW alTous “while they were killing™ may reflect the reading
behakkétam, which would be syntactically easier.

2AMT RGN is a forma mixta. We, in fact, would have expected a circumstantial
clause of the shape wa’dni miar. LXX lacks the problematic clause. MT presents
other syntactic problems if not emended.

ZWhether or not we adopt—as I think we should—this restoration supported
by many MSS, the Samaritan Pentateuch, LXX, and other versions, the underlying
structure is the same.

Alternatively, bébam in 1 Sam 16:6 may be classified as a backreference
by expectancy chain in relation to the immediately preceding narrative clause:
wayyiqra’ lahem lazzabah, “he invited them to the sacrifice.”

?"The two infinitive constructs in Esth 2:8 recaptitulate by the execution-proposal
technique proposals made in 1:19-22 and 2:1-4. But these infinitives also function
as resumptive of the main-event line after the digression in 2:5-7, which
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We may summarize this survey by providing an outline of the
backreferencing techniques we have found in Biblical Hebrew employ-
ing wayhi ké-/bé- + infinitive construct:

1. Lexical repetition

2. Synonymy

a. Synonymy of actions
b. Synonymy of speech attribution
3. Hearing
a. Hearing-occurrence
b. Hearing-speech
4. Seeing-occurrence
5. Finishing
a. Finishing-action
b. Finishing-speech
6. Expectancy chain
7. Execution of proposal

8. Residue

Not all infinitive constructs governed by ké-/bé- backreference. An
infinitive construct governed by ké-/bé- preceding the main clause that
does not function clearly as a backreference, still maintains a certain
function. It introduces a grammatical pause between “paragraphs” and
also produces an effect that Grimes (1978:126-29) calls “staging.” By
“infinitivalizing” one event in a succession of events on a main-event
line, the narrator puts it into lower relief than the following event
represented by the next main verb.

In several cases the infinitive construct is resumptive. For example,
2 Kgs 3:5 echoes 1:1; 2 Chr 12:1 echoes 11:17; Exod 13:17 picks up on
12:31-42, 51; 2 Sam 11:16 resumes the plot from 11:1-2. Ezek 10:6 may
be the same command as in 10:2.28 Resumption is another way the
infinitive construct achieves cohesion in narrative. When the infinitive
construct is used resumptively, more often than not it is governed by
bé-.

In 1 Kgs 11:14 and 18:4 the infinitive construct with bé- signals
flashback. The flashbacks digress to contribute information supportive

introduces Esther and Mordecai as new participants essential to the resumed main-
event line. #kébé® in Josh 3:15 records the fulfillment of an earlier prediction (cf.
3:8). The binary relationship between prediction (or promise) and fulfillment
resembles the repartee structure of proposal and execution.

281 Sam 18:6 echoes 1 Sam 17:57, which in turn picks up from 1 Sam 17:54."1
Sam 17:55-18:6aa inclusive of the infinitival phrase is lacking in Vaticanus which
I presume to reflect the primitive Hebrew text here.
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to the main-event line. In several other instances, the infinitive con-
struct with #& merely introduces a new setting (as an Josh 5:13; 1 Kgs
25:2; Jer 85:11).%

A few instances can be categorized as backreference by
expectancy chain in the loosest sense. We may paraphrase the gist of 1
Kgs 22:31 as: “The chariot commanders were to look around for
Ahab.” The event narrated in the following infinitive construction
flows naturally from this: “When the chariot commanders thought
they saw Ahab.” On the principle “what goes in must come out,” Gen
35:18 and 1 Sam 25:37 can also be regarded as examples of back-
reference by expectancy chain in a loose sense. We may appeal to
staging considerations to account for binsoa‘ ha‘am, “when (the people)
set out,” in Josh 3:14 or bése‘t hakkohanim, “when the priests came out,”
in 1 Kgs 8:10. The same might be said for Exod 34:29, but there the
infinitive construct seems to carry on a trajectory of locations:

wayyaskem moseh babboger wayya‘al ’el-har sinay... (344) wayhi-Sam “im-
YHWH arba‘im yom wéarba‘im layld . . .(34:28) wayhi béredet moseh mehar
sinay . . . (34:29).

Moses rose early in the morning and went up Mount Sinai . .. (344), and
he was there with the Lord forty days and forty nights ... (34:28). When
Moses came down from Mount Sinai . . . (34:29).

Gen 19:29 and 2 Kgs 2:1 may instance a striking phenomenon in
Biblical Hebrew narrative. These clauses or clause-sequences can be
described as “abstracts” or “epitomies” of a whole narrative. They
give the kernel of a whole story in one clause or clause-sequence.
These clauses or clause-sequences may be introduced by a narrative
form (Gen 23:20) or a perfect (Gen 22:1), as well as by bé + infinitive
construct. They may come at the beginning of a narrative and almost
look like a title sentence (as in 2 Kgs 2:1). They may come at the end of
a narrative and summarize the whole narrative or make explicit its
main issue. Or they may come at the climax of the narrative and
contribute to the marking of the peak with a kind of rhetorical
underscoring.®’ Gen 19:29 comes at the peak of the narrative of the

29¢f. also Gen 11:2.

30For an inventory of common devices for marking the peak of a narrative, sce
Longacre, 1983:25~-38.
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destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah and epitomizes that narrative
(Gen 18-19) as a whole.?!

The only apparent motivation for bé- + infinitive construct in Dan
8:15 and 2 Chr 25:16 is the authors’ desire to break up a vision and a
speech, respectively, into segments. That is, b¢- + infinitive construct
creates a grammatical pause. In Dan 8:15, the infinitive resonates with
the identical construction in 8:2.

It is difficult to capture the force of be“z6r haélohim in 1 Chr 15:26
in terms of the preceding categories. It would seem to supply an
attending circumstance, “with God helping,” in contrast to God’s
earlier opposition, or is intended to be causal, “because God
helped. ... It would be difficult to classify this construction as
temporal. On the other hand, it would be easy to turn this infinitive
construction into a circumstantial clause with little change in narrative
function: weha’élohim ‘ozér ’et-halwiyim noseé >aron berit- YHWH, “with
God helping the Levites who were carrying the ark of the covenant of
the Lord.”

3. Differences between ké- + Infinitive Construct and bé- + Infinitive
Construct

As I have already hinted, ké- + infintive construct functions more
consistently as a backreferencing device. Though the narrator may use
bé- + infinitive construct to achieve backreference, this construction is
used for other specialized functions as well, such as resumption of a
narrative after interruption, flashback to provide information sup-
portive to the main narrative line, or merely the establishment of a
new setting. In a number of cases bé + infinitive construct (but not ké +
infinitive construct) narrates an action which globally characterizes a
whole episode, in the compass of which a particular event narrated
by the following main verb takes place (e.g., Exod 13:17).%2

31Though I hasten to add that it was the Priestly writer who penned this verse as
rhetorical underscoring to the Yahwist's narrative in front of him. Besides
marking peak, the Priestly writer formulated the destruction in his own
theological terms, and, perhaps, set up echoes with other key episodes in his work.
Recognition of the role of Gen 19:29 within Genesis 18-19 as a whole provides
empirical support for the thesis of Frank M. Cross (293-325) that the Priestly
stratum is largely the result of redaction rather than an independent narrative
source.

32¢f. also, e.g., Gen 357, 9a, where bz + infinitive construct is subordinated tw a
main verb that precedes.
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The construction wayhi ké-/bé- + infinitive construct syntactically
requires a main verb to follow. We must examine more closely the
next main verb to follow the infinitive. The analytical decision as to
which following verb form constitutes the main verb involves semantic
intuition, though intuition of the simplest kind. To which verb is the
infinitive construct subordinated? That is generally an easy question to
answer.

By far the most regular finite verb form to serve as the first main
verb following ké-/bé- + infinitive construct is the narrative form. Of
the 93 examples of wayhi ké- + infinitive construct, 73 of them, or 78%,
are followed by the narrative tense. The narrative form clearly
predominates also after wayhi bé- + infinitive construct, though a little
less consistently—29 out of 44 examples (66%). The perfect in clause-
initial position serves as first main verb after ké- + infinitive construct 7
times, but never after 4z- + infinitive construct. It is difficult to tell
whether this is significant or not. It seems that in such instances of
verb-initial asyndetic clauses the perfect like the narrative form
normally narrates events on the main-event line.

A wehinneh clause® fills the place of the first main verb after wayhi
ké- + infinitive construct in two clear cases (1 Sam 13:10; 2 Sam 13:36),
and once after wayhi bé- + infinitive construct (Dan 8:15). The verb of 2
Sam 13:36 is a perfect, and the verb of 1 Sam 13:10 may also be one.
These cases would suggest that wéhinnéh clauses may expound the first
of a series of events on the main-event line.”

The perfect with subject in clause-initial position may serve as the
first main verb following ké-/bé- + infinitive construct. In all, there are
13 instances of this clause type. Generally, this clause type does not, I
think, encode an event on the main-event line. It may encode simul-
taneity with either the preceding infinitive (Josh 10:11;%4 1 Sam 23:6;3°

3%The wehinneh clause has structural affinities to the circumstantial clause, but
nevertheless seems to be raised to the level of the main-event line.

34osh 10:11 as a whole might be viewed as a digression. The infinitival phrase is
followed by an asyndetic circumstantial clause bound in a construction with a
following syndetic circumstantial clause. Such combinations of asyndetic
circumstantial clause and syndetic circumstantial clause belong to a regular
pattern in which two (or three) events or circumstances may be depicted as
simultaneous (while not necessarily being mutually conditioned). For other
examples of this construction, which I will call the “compound circumstantial
clause,” cf. Gen 19:23-24; 29:9; 38:25; 44:3, 4; [possibly 50:24]; Exod 10:14b; [possibly,
Num 11:33]; Josh 10:11; Judg 15:14; 18:3; 19:11; 1 Sam 9:5, 11, 27; 20:36b; 2 Sam 20:8;
1 Kgs 14:17b; 2 Kgs 4:5b; 9:25b (slightly emended); 10:12b-13a; Job 1:14b. Compare
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2 Chr 13:15) or with the following narrative verb (1 Sam 18:1). Other
examples of this clause type either are not on the main-event line at all
or do not begin a chain of narrative clauses on the main-event line
(Josh 6:8;36 2 Sam 17:27;37 2 Kgs 2:9%).

Apparent exceptions are 2 Kgs 4:40 and 1 Kgs 22:32 (= 2 Chr 18:31).
In 2 Kgs 4:40 Vaticanus and Alexandrinus read kol i8oU aveBénoav
where the MT has wéhemma sa‘aqit. In the context, hemmd is redundant.
It does not seem to contrast with anything. The word hinneh would fit
the emotional tone of the passage as well as resolve the difficulty of
the subject-predicate sequence on what appears to be the main-event
line. It is possible that the particle hemmd is not the third person
independent pronoun but a deictic particle equivalent to hinneh in
force. If this solution be adopted, then perhaps the same option
should be appealed to for wéhemmd ’améri (where the putative third
person plural independent pronoun is also redundant) in 1 Kgs 22:32
(= 2 Chr 18:31), which directly follows the infinitive kir6t% Other-

also instances of the same structure but with the whole introduced by wayh#: Gen
15:12a, 17a; Josh 2:5a; 1 Sam 7:10; 2 Sam 13:20; 1 Kgs 20:39; 2 Kgs 6:26; 19:37 (= Isa
87:38); 20:4 (# Isa 38:4); 1 Chr 15:29 (cf. 2 Sam 6:16). There are further variations on
the same basic structure, but we need not exhaust the subject here. Cf. Driver (§§

165-69).

351 Sam 23:6 also constitutes a digression. The main clause t follow is evidently
an asyndetic circumstantial clause where we might have expected a syndetic
circumstantial clause. In any case I believe the writer could have structured the
same segment alternatively as, wayhi ’ebyatar ben >ahimelek barah >el-dawid qeild we-
’epid yarad béyads, “when Abiathar son of Ahimelech fled wo David at Keilah, he
brought down an ephod with him,” ie., as a compound circumstantial clause
introduced by wayhi.

36LXX lacks the infinitival phrase.

371 would have expected b#bé! Alternatively, wayyipgod, “(David) mustered . . .,”
in 18:1 could be taken as the first main verb following the infinitive in 17:27.

38X X has év 76 SaPfival atrous for MT k&obram.

%Compare the Ugaritic deictic/conditional particle hm. Cf. in Biblical Hebrew,
possibly Deut 33:17 (so Cross and Freedman, 207, n. 62); Moran (1961:61). For a
comparable use of jumma in the El-Amarna letters, cf. Moran (1953). De Moor (201-
2) claims that Ugaritic Am never means “behold,” and Greenstein (161, n. 29)
questions virtually every alleged instance of it in Biblical Hebrew. Even if it were
true that Ugaritic hm never has deictic force, the presumption would not be
changed that this deictic function lay at the origin of its conditional use (cf.
Speiser) and may have survived with this more primitive function in various
Northwest Semitic contexts.

401 XX has ket alrrol eirov, Note that hinnéh comes before the verb *amarti in 2 Kgs
5:11. This putative deictic particle hmk may have been changed to hinneh wherever
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wise, it is difficult to explain the subject-predicate constituent order in
these two passages.t!

A perfect with a preposed wélo’ occurs as the first main verb after
the infinitive construct in Gen 39:10 and Esth 3:4 in past iterative
contexts, and in Exod 13:17. In Exod 13:17 it is better to see the in-
finitive construct as modifying the two parallel clauses together:

wayhi béSallah par‘sh >et-ha‘dam
wélo>naham *Elohim derek *eres pelistim . . .
wayyasseb elohim et-ha‘am derek hammidbar yam-sip

When Pharaoh let the people go,
God did not lead them by way of the land of the Philistines . . .
But God made the people go around by way of the desert of the Red Sea.

After keé- + infinitive construct, there is one instance of a clause-
initial imperfect (Jer 36:23), and one of a converted perfect (2 Chr
24:11). Both come in past iterative contexts. A verbless circumstantial
clause follows bir’eti in Dan 8:2. There are several cases of anacoluthon
initiated by bé- + infinitive construct (1 Sam 25:2; 30:1; 2 Chr 5:11). In
two cases bé- + infinitive construct combines with ké + infinitive
construct (Josh 3:14-15; 1 Kgs 16:11; cf. also 2 Chr 5:11-13) In these
instances, we should regard the main verb as more closely tied to the
second infinitive construct governed by ké.

The most significant difference between ké- + infinitive construct
and beé- + infinitive construct emerges when we examine the temporal
relations encoded between the event narrated by the infinitive and
the event narrated by the first main verb to follow. Longacre
(1983:95-100) provides us with a “statement calculus” for describing
the “deep structure” of temporal relations between clauses. The basic
distinction is between temporal succession and temporal overlap. Or
we might state the opposition as that between succession and nonsuc-

it could not be reinterpreted by scribes as the 3 m. pl. independent pronoun.

4INote, however, that LXX has év 16 éo8iew alitols for preceding infinitive in 2
Kgs 4:40, where the MT has ke&oklam, evidently reflecting the reading beoklam. If
this reading be original, then, the syntactic string wayhi b#oklam mehanndzid
wéhémma sa‘iaqi could be regarded as being in a derivative relation to the compound
circumstantial clause of the shape (wahyi) hemmd >okélim mehannazid wehemmad sa‘aqi,
both translatable as “while they were eating from the stew, they cried out.” In that
case, hemmd would be the 3 m. pl. independent pronoun as required by the structure
of the circumstantial clause. This analysis, however, would not work in 1 Kgs
22:32 (= 2 Chr 18:31).
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cession. Four varieties of temporal overlap are conceivable: continu-
ous—continuous, continuous—-punctiliar, punctiliar-continuous, and
punctiliar—punctiliar. Of these, punctiliar-continuous is of no
significance to our study. There are also four varieties of temporal
succession: span-span, event-span, span-event, and event—event. In
the case of temporal succession, these four subdivisions are of
negligible importance for analyzing the relationship between the
infinitive construct and the first main verb to follow.

The largely intuitive judgment as to whether the relationship
between the event narrated by the infinitive construct and the event
narrated by the following verb form is one of succession or nonsuc-
cession is difficult to make in many cases. Temporal succession should
be defined more precisely as contingent temporal succession. This
makes the analysis a little easier. For example, in 1 Kgs 5:21 we read:
kismoa® hiram ’et-dibré Selomoh wayyiSmah méod . . ., “When Hiram heard
the words of Solomon he rejoiced greatly. ...” We cannot necessarily
say that any time has elapsed between Hiram’s hearing and his rejoic-
ing. Nevertheless, his rejoicing follows contingently upon his hearing.
Further, two totally unrelated events, though in strict chronological
succession, are not here regarded as successive.

The infinitive construct governed by ké- is very consistent in
implying that the following main verb will be in contingent succession
to the event narrated by the infinitive. Out of 93 examples, 88 fairly
clearly involve some form of succession. Of the remaining five
examples, one involves textual difficulties (1 Kgs 12:2). The other four
(2 Rgs 2:9; Fzek 9:8; 11:13; 2 Chr 22:8) appear to involve temporal
overlap of the continuous-punctiliar variety. 2 Kgs 2:9, ké&obram . . .
weeliyahi >amar >ebelisas, “when they crossed . . . Elijah said to Elisha,”
could conceivably be handled as contingent succession, but with less
probability.® Note the durative aspect of the clause that follows the
dialogue between Elijah and Elisha (2:11a), wayhi hemmad holekim halok
weédabber . . ., “as they continued walking and talking....” In the two
passages in Ezekiel, the Greek translates the infinitives kéhakkotam and
kehinnabe™® by present infinitives v TG kéWTeW autols and v T
Tpo@nTeUElw He where we might have expected aorists. Did the
translator follow the obvious sense of the passage, or could he have

#2Some MSS read bobram, a reading supported also by LXX and some MsS of Tg.
Neb.

43A few MSS have behinnabei, which is also supported by a few MsS of Tg. Neb.
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been following a Vorlage which had bé- instead of ké? In view of the
fairly rigid consistency in the kinds of temporal relations signaled by
ké- + infinitive construct, and the possibility for confusion between bet
and kap in the Hasmonean and Herodian periods, we may justifiably
suspect the text of this handful of examples which seem to imply
temporal overlap.

When we come to bé + infinitive construct, the picture is more
complex because the data is more diversified. For example, in two
cases bé- + infinitive construct is conjoined to k# + infinitive construct
and therefore has no main verb of its own (Josh 3:14; 1 Kgs 16:11; cf. 2
Chr 5:11). There are several possible anacoluthons for which a main
verb never completes the pattern (1 Sam 25:2; 30:1; 2 Chr 5:11) .4

Clear temporal overlap occurs in 17 cases. As we might expect in
narrative, the continuous-punctiliar variety predominates (11 exam-
ples). Examples of continuous-continuous overlap are Josh 10:11; Judg
13:20; 2 Sam 3:6; Dan 8:2, 15. The lone clear example of punctiliar-
punctiliar overlap is 2 Chr 13:15.

The data require us to posit a further category of temporal over-
lap to account for passages like the following:

wayhi bisahel *élohim >et-<aré hakkikkar wayyizkor elohim >et>abraham waysSallah

et-lot . . .

When God destroyed the cities of the plain, God remembered Abraham
and sent forth Lot . .. (Gen 19:29).

wayhi b#allah par‘oh Yet-ha‘am welo>-nahdam *Elohim derek >eres pelistim . . .

When Pharaoh let the people go, God did not lead them by way of the
desert of the Philistines (Exod 13: 17).

In these two examples, God’s destroying and Pharaoh’s expelling
do not merely designate single actions, but globally represent whole
episodes. The events recorded in the following main verbs, then, are
specific aspects of those episodes. For this reason, the relation between
the whole episode recalled by the infinitive construct and the follow-
ing event narrated by the main verb I will call rubric-specific. A number
of other cases of bé- + infinitive construct can best be handled as
encoding a rubric-specific relationship with the following main verb (1
Kgs 11:15; 18:4; 2 Kgs 2:1; Jer 35:11; 1 Sam 23:6). I have not found any

#n 1 Kgs 8:10-11, the parallel to 2 Chr 5:11, the syntax is easier. The thread of
the narrative initiated in the infinitive in 1 Sam 30:1 is picked up in 30:3 by
repeating the same verb in its narrative form.
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clear instances of this relation in connection with k# + infinitive
construct.

Past iterative narrative was handled somewhat inconsistently by
the Hebrew narrator. Observe, for instance, the past iterative narra-
tive in 2 Kgs 12:10-17. Here we find a motley collection of verb forms:
bebé . . . wenaténi . . . wayhi kirétam . . . wayyd‘él . wayyasari
wayyimnil . . . wéndténi . . . wayybsithi . . . yese’ . . . ye‘aseh . . . yitténihi,
etc. Compare the parallel passage in 2 Chr 24:11-13 where the
narrator expresses the iterative aspect by a different set of verb forms.
Past iterative narrative, then, represents a shadowy area where ké- +
infinitive construct and bz + infinitive construct seem to be used
interchangeably. All these instances of infinitive constructs in iterative
contexts involve contingent succession, but this abstract sequence is
repeated over and over. So we find k& + infinitive construct in past
iterative contexts four times (Gen 39:10; 2 Kgs 12:11; Jer 36:23; 2 Chr
24:11) and bz + infinitive construct three times (Num 10:35; 1 Sam 18:6;
Esth 3:4). It seems likely to me that in this past iterative context ké- +
infinitive construct signals succession, but not iterativity, while b& +
infinitive construct signals iterativity, but not succession. But this is not
an empirical finding.

Five separate instances of bé- + infinitive construct outside of past
iterative narrative do seem clearly to exhibit contingent succession
with the following main verb (Josh 15:18 = Judg 1:14; 3:27; 1 Sam 16:6;
2 Sam 1:2b; 1 Kgs 8:10). I am not willing to treat all these examples as
textual problems. In three cases, LXX translates the infinitive construct
by a present infinitive. In Josh 15:18 the MT reads béb6’dh, and LXX
reads é€v T siomopevecbatl aUThv. In Judg 1:14, where the MT reads
bebé’ak, Alexandrinus has év T& elomopeveobat aytriv, while Vaticanus
has ¢v Tfj €lodBw auTiis. In 1 Sam 16:6 the MT reads bébo’am, while
LXX has év 17§ alTols cioiéval. Are the Greek translators rendering
these passages literalistically, or do they understand some durative
aspect in the Hebrew infinitive that I cannot find? Perhaps, the
narrator may choose bé- + infinitive construct to express contingent
succession of a rather close kind. Judg 3:27 seems to fit this
characterization: wayh? bébé’6 wayyitqa® bassépar . .., “just as soon as
Ehud returned, he sounded the horn” (LXXAB: kal gyéveTo Tvika
AABev ... kal éodAmoev...). In 2 Sam 1:2b and 1 Kgs 8:10, LXX
translates bé- + infinitive construct with aorist verb forms. Again, are
the Greek translators following a clear sense of the passage, or do they
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read ké instead of b2 The relation between the infinitive construct
and the first main verb in Num 17:7 and 1 Sam 25:37 also seems to be
one of succession, but the relationship between the two events in each
case may not be a succession on a main event line. Instead, the event
represented by the infinitive may provide a circumstantial context for
the main event to follow.

So, apart from the shadowy area of past iterative narrative, while
ké- + infinitive construct nearly always implies contingent temporal
succession with the following main verb, bé& + infinitive construct
normally (though not exclusively) involves temporal overlap of some
kind. We might argue that while k- + infinitive construct is marked for
succession, bé- + infinitive construct is merely unmarked for succession,
and takes on the implicature of simultaneity only through context.

Lexically, the verbs S$ama‘, “hear,” and Fkilld, “finish,” occur
frequently with wayhi ké + infinitive construct, but never with wayhi
bé- + infinitive construct.®® The verb 74’d is commonly governed by k&,
but virtually never does it occur with b#-% Lambdin (129) explains in
his introductory Hebrew grammar: “There are reasons, founded in the
aspectual nature of these verbs, which govern this choice.” Con-
versely, the verb hayd occurs with bé-, but never with ké-47

It is very interesting to observe that though k& + infinitive con-
struct as a temporal construction virtually always precedes the main
clause, bé- + infinitive construct has a freer privilege of distribution. It
may either precede or follow the main verb it is subordinated to.*8

45Apart from those infinitives introduced by wayhi, bé- + the infinitive construct
of $ama* occurs in Exod 16:7; Deut 29:18; Josh 6:5K (but read Q); 1 Sam 11:6K; 2 Sam
5:24K (Q =1 Chr 14:15); 2 Kgs 22:19 = 2 Chr 34:27; Ps 106:44; 2 Chr 20:29. Note also
bekalloti in Ezek 5:13; bekalloteka in Ezek 43:23.

BWwith wayhi it occurs in Dan 8:2, 15. Without wayhi, bir’ét occurs in 1 Chr 21:28;
2 Chr 12:7; 15:9; 26:5 (but text?); Exod 13:17; 1 Sam 17:24; 2 Sam 24:17; 2 Kgs 23:29
(several MSS); Isa 29:23.

#TSimilarly, we find the infinitive construct of §akan/Sakin once with & (Gen
35:22). We would not expect to find it with ké, since the verb is lexically stative.

48This observation takes us beyond the instances of ké-/bé- + infinitive construct
introduced by wayhi. I believe that if all occurrences of the infinitive construct with
ké-and bé-, in all positions, were studied, the proportion of bé- + infinitive construct
would increase significantly. This in itself would be very revealing for the
difference in function between the two constructions. As a matter of fact, k& +
infinitive construct not preceding the main clause is quite rare. I am aware of késet
in Exod 21 :7; kébé®> hassemes in Deut 16:6; 24: 13; 1 Kgs 22:36 (in contrast to initial
position in Deut 23:12; Josh 8:29); ka‘alot hassahar in Josh 6:15; Judg 19:25Q (in
contrast to wayhi ka‘alét has$ahar in initial position in 1 Sam 9:26; and dkémé hasSahar
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In a somewhat simplistic generative formulation we could say that
the infinitival phrase headed by ké is a transformation of a narrative
clause. It is as if the narrator takes the chain of narrative verb forms
which carries forward the progress of the narrative on the main-event
line and twists or turns the chain back on itself in order to insure
greater cohesion and periodicity in the narrative. The narrator
achieves this cohesion through backreference which he builds into his
narrative by “infinitivalizing” a narrative clause.*® The event narrated
by ké- + infinitive construct is still on the main-event line, but it is
subordinated to the following event encoded in the next main verb.

If we also observe that bé- + infinitive construct in distinction from
ké- + infinitive construct often initiates material that we would have to
say is off the main-event line, then from this and the preceding
observations, it is natural to suggest that there may also be a special
relationship between the infinitival phrase headed by &é- and the
circumstantial clause. We could consider bé + infinitive construct to be
in a derivational relationship with the circumstantial clause.’® Note
that the predicate of a circumstantial clause may be either verbal or
non-verbal—hence the naturalness of bihyétl I also suspect that there is
a systematic relationship between the free distribution of the circum-

‘ald in Gen 19:15; contrast also ba‘alit hasiahar after the main verb in Jonah 4.7);
kirotin Gen 33:10; kékallété in Exod 31:18 (between a verb and its direct object!);
kintt in Josh 8:19 (some MSS have bin{dt); kéSassa‘ in Judg 14:6; kébasselin 1 Sam 2:13;
kismoa‘ in 1 Sam 15:22; kiroté in 2 Kgs 6:21; kiroté in 2 Kgs 23:29 (but several MSS
have birots; cf. LXX ¢v 1¢ iBeiv altdv); kebd® in Ezek 28:44; kPahabal in Hos 3:1;
kéhamer in Zech 12:10; kisrop and kibhon in Zech 13:9; k&om‘am in Neh 8:9. kéfomam
in Gen 34:7 should be taken with the clause that follows rather than with the clause
that precedes contrary to the Masoretic accentuation. Aside from the stereotyped
kébé® hassemes (and the similar ka‘alol hassahar) the other instances of ké + infinitive
construct are correlative/comparative rather than temporal constructions—with the
exception of Exod 31:18; Josh 8:19 (read binf6?); 1 Sam 2:13; 2 Kgs 6:21; 23:29 (read
birotd?); Neh 8:9. I doubt this is a coincidence. (ke’ésop in Isa 10:14 and kir’dt in Job
10:5 are correlative/comparative, even though they precede the main verb) A
similar correlation between function and syntactic distribution can be found for
clauses headed by ka’dfer and ki For ki clauses, cf. Aejmelaeus. The same
correlation may hold also for the rarer construction kémé + perfect in Gen 19:15;
Zech 10:8 (cf. also Prov 23:7 in which kén crossreferences to the preceding kémd).

1t is next to impossible 1 prove such an inference in a dead language like
Biblical Hebrew. There are plenty of examples of a sequence of narrative clauses
beginning with the verbs wayyi$ma® and wayyar’, where the narrator presumably
would have had the option of infinitivalizing the first narrative clause.

50Cf n. 10 above for a basic formal/functional definition of the circumstantial
clause.
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stantial clause and the free distribution of the infinitival phrase headed
by bé-. Conversely, the more fixed distribution of the ké- + infinitive
construct (with temporal force) preceding the main verb is consonant
with the fixed distribution of the narrative clause.

Even if we work within a non-transformational framework, say
that of Jakobsonian stucturalism, we should still view the relationship
between ké- + infinitive construct and the narrative clause, on the one
hand, and the relationship between bé- + infinitive construct and the
circumstantial clause, on the other, as two systematic correspondences
between coded constructions® In any case, a syntactic framework
that goes beyond the sentence is desiderated to describe even the most
basic functioning of ké-/bé- + infinitive construct.
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A CLASSIFIED DISCOURSE ANALYSIS
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Kirk E. Lowery

ABSTRACT

This bibliography presents the reader with a doorway into the rapidly
growing literature on discourse analysis. It is ordered on the basis of the
classification system offered in the companion article in this volume by
the same author. In addition, it attempts to provide some coverage of
current work in the analysis of biblical discourse.

INTRODUCTION

Discourse analysis is nothing if not multidisciplinary. The dis-
course level of language touches every aspect of human experience
and behavior, and so nearly every social science has an interest in
discourse. Each discipline brings its own perspective, questions, goals,
and methodology, creating problems for the taxonomist who would
attempt to classify trends in research. Researchers are uninhibited in
crossing disciplinary lines, borrowing concepts, procedures, vocabu-
lary, and results from each other, making nice, neat categories difficult
to define. Nevertheless, there are clear trends in the literature, and
there are recognizable centers around which research will orbit.!

1 Grateful acknowledgement is due Sarah Lind and Harold Scanlin of the
United Bible Societies for permission to use Ms. Lind's excellent unpublished
discourse bibliography covering the years 1983-1987.
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The purpose of this bibliography is to guide the reader to the type
of research that is of interest. The clearest distinctions in discourse
analysis are not methodology or theory, but rather the type of ques-
tion the researcher is trying to answer.

The broadest distinction the discourse researcher brings to the task
is the object of research. Is the goal in studying discourse to increase
our knowledge of human experience and behavior (human behavior
orientation)? Or is the aim to understand the nature of language and
how it functions at the text level of language (language orientation)?

I have grouped the most important entries on theory and method-
ology together, regardless of approach, for the user’s convenience.
Although “Syntax and Semantics” is not strictly discourse analysis, it is
intimately related to discourse. No other level of language influences
discourse so strongly. Significant works which have influenced dis-
course analysts are included here. The “Sociological Orientation”
section is subdivided, not because this is the full spectrum of possible
subtopics, but because there is an identifiable body of literature which
coheres together, i.e., “Speech Act Theory,” “Conversation/Dialogue
Analysis,” and “Pragmatics.” This is true of all subclasses.

The final section, “Biblical Discourse” is subdivided into three
parts: general works, Biblical Hebrew, and Biblical Greek text analysis.
I have included only those works which avowedly apply some dis-
course theory or methodology. They are examples of how biblical re-
searchers are using discourse analysis. I have excluded those works
which have some other goal than discourse as their primary purpose.
Even at this the listing is by no means comprehensive, but it will
provide an entry into the literature.

Entries marked with an asterisk are especially rich with biblio-
graphy or are significant for theory and method.
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