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Abstract
Syntax of Targum Aramaic:

A Text-Linguistic Reading of 1Samuel

Biblical languages and time mix well. The former allow access to ancient times
when our ancestors, we are told, spoke to God face-to—face. This interaction took
place supposedly in the languages in which we receive the literary account of the
interaction. This thesis aims to reconnect our modern languages to Targum Aramaic.
With the use of two complementary linguistic methods, that of text-—linguistics
(Harald Weinrich) and the functional sentence perspective of the Prague school

(FSP), it seeks to answer key questions about Aramaic syntax and word order.

In Targum 1Samuel, the text examined here, connection with the reader is
established through a flow of narrative, which represents the sequence of events as
they happened, which is sometimes substituted with comment. This comment
represents the narrator’s notes, clarifications, or it simply tells or re—tells the events
in the form of a report rather than narrative. These authorial interventions
accompany the narration. Weinrich described these two realities, and connected them
with morphological tenses in modern languages, which use tenses like past simple
our past perfect for narrative, but comment by employing present, present perfect,
and future. Comment and narrative tenses are exhibited by the indirect speech of

narrative genre in most modern languages.

The Aramaic and the Biblical Hebrew underlying 1Samuel, being Semitic
Languages, do not display that morphological diversity in terms of tense;
consequently, modern readers have tended to read them simply as narrative, ignoring
comment. This is evident in most translations and interpretations of these texts into
modern languages. Where indirect speech occurs in either Aramaic or Hebrew, such
translations and interpretations assume that the text merely narrates, and accordingly
they restrict themselves to using past simple and continuous, and past perfect and

continuous tenses, and their equivalents in modern languages.

This thesis ascertains that comment in Targum 1Samuel is closely bound up with
word order and the limited number of tenses in Aramaic. Interpreting these together

gives us back our narrator and his notes, clarifications, or reports.
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Glossary of Terms

communicative dynamism (CD): communication is dynamic phenomenon which
supposes a variation in the way each element of the sentence contributes to ‘the
development of communication’, or to the transmission of information. The degree to
which element contributes is determined by observing the relation between three factors:
linear modification, contextual and semantic factors

linear modification: the position of the element in the sentence influences the degree of
CD. In English, the first position in the sentence has usually the least CD, which increases as
we are closer to the end.

contextual factor: it marks the dependence or independence of an element: if the element
was repeated is considered context dependent (hence a low CD); if by contrast, the element
is context independent (or appears the first time in the text), it has highest CD or it is said to
be the most dynamic.

semantic factor: it refers to instances where the verb is no longer the element with the
highest CD because of the ‘competitors’ — these may be any complement, adverbial
elements, and subject which is context independent.

specification (Sp) and Setting (Set): these regard the qualities that the competitors of the
verb for CD may have. If the elements are context independent they are considered
specification (and they become rheme); in the case where there are two new elements the
second is called further specification (Fsp, which is different from FSP the abbreviation of
the method); if by contrast, they are context dependent the become setting, and do not
qualify to be competitors with the verb.

theme (th) - the element with the least degree of CD in the sentence
theme (rh) — the element with the highest degree of CD in the sentence

transition (tr) — it normally refers to the verb which acts as ‘boundary’ between theme and
rheme

linguistic attitude the division of tenses according to narrative and comment
prominence or relievo the division of tenses according to foreground and background.

linguistic perspective the division of tenses according to retrospect, zero degree,
anticipation

tense looking back at the results of Weinrich syntax, the term relates a linguistic sign or a
morphological form of a verb which can be assigned in a specific place in Weinrich’s grid;
for example: present is comment, foreground, zero degree; present perfect is comment,
retrospect (possibly foreground if one accepts that present perfect continuous is his
equivalent background).

prelude following Weinrich proposal of the narrative and comment frames, prelude
represents the initial sentence or for us the initial tense form in an episode

verbal construct in Aramaic, any sentence with a morphological verb



0 Introduction

The Latin framework inherited from medieval times used to access to the written
word of the Bible has provided us with a huge amount of data and interpretative
keys. Nevertheless, there is still a gap between modern Linguistics and Biblical
Studies. Perusing Giorgio Graffi’s book ‘200 Years of Syntax: A Critical Survey’,
one can get acquainted with the variety of Linguistic Schools, with their own

founding fathers, disputes, agendas, and even revolutions.

As a Biblical scholar, it is a difficult decision to choose the right approach. Some
have already done it: Wolfgang Richter and Hubert Irsliger follow the research of L.
Tesniére (along with W. Gross, and R. Bartelmus); Alviero Niccacci that of Harald
Weinrich; Tarsee Li has chosen the grammaticalization approach; and Renaud Kuty
— Universal Grammar. Others are people coming from Linguistics to help with
translation of the Bible (Summer Institute of Linguistics) as they are engaging with
communities of faith which are interested in propagating the teachings of the Bible

worldwide.

0.1 General approaches and objectives

This thesis has made the choice of harvesting the theoretical and practical results of
two linguistic fields, Harald Weinrich’s text—linguistics and the functional sentence
perspective of Prague School (FSP). Its aim is to provide an outline of the Syntax of
the verb in the Aramaic of Targum Jonathan, with a focus on 1Samuel. Also, this
research draws on Alviero Niccacci’s experience of reading Biblical Hebrew with the

same text-linguistic approach.

0.1.1 Poststructuralism

These two approaches provide a wealth of material and knowledge enough to answer
most of the questions posed by TA. However, there are particular points in Semitic
languages which require going outside the comfort zone of structuralism towards
poststructuralism. The limitations of the syntactical instruments provided by

structuralism based on modern languages (English, German, and Romance languages

10



are the languages Weinrich analyses) are evident when applied to Targum Aramaic.

Probably the most limited one is that of the understanding of the linguistic sign.

Looking at the number of tenses these languages display, we see that some work with
more (English and Romance languages), other work with less (German and TA);
nevertheless, the message gets across from the speaker/writer to the audience. This
means that, despite the fact that their morphological values are not translatable, the

functions supposed by them are there as the exchange of information is possible.

TA has the lowest number of tenses among them and we are faced with the question
of how one observes the variety of meanings/functions that the other languages do
convey through tense? The question ultimately is not about finding correspondences
between languages using a common framework (in our case Weinrich’s description)
but on what objective evidence we may suppose that correspondence, besides the

mere meaning that sentences convey through succession?

This requires a two-step approach: (1) step one explores Weinrich’s proposal of
tenses to the fullest to understand the functions that language has; (2) when that
image of the tense—function correlation is clear, we look at the way in which is
applicable to TA. We assume in this endeavour that all functions in language
proposed by Weinrich are objectively identifiable in TA. This thesis follows these
two steps: the first chapter looks at clarifying and putting into the wider context
Weinrich’s work on tense; chapters 2-4 propose ways of reading those tense values
and functions into Targum Aramaic forms of: wagetal (waw-perfect), wparticiple
(waw-participle), xgetal (x proposed element with perfect tense), xparticiple (X
proposed element with participle) and xyiqtul (x proposed element with imperfect
tense). Chapter 5 contains a brief summarising conclusion and a proposal for future

research.

It may be already evident that this research is a process of discovery rather than of
exposition of the functions that the above sentences have. The exercise of these
processes in the course of this research is equilibrated: in the case of the wqetal and
wparticiple forms (Chapter 2 and 3), | answer most of the questions through

exposition as their functions are roughly equivalent to those of English simple past

11



tense and past tense continuous, respectively; in the case of xqgetal and xparticiple,*
the process of discovery is the only method of sorting through the various functions

in Weinrich’s method left to be filled by a grammatical form.

In the process of this discovery, one realises that there is a limitation within the
structuralism current — that of the linguistic sign. Since its proposition by Ferdinand
de Saussure, the father of Structuralism, linguists have been busy to expand on the
line of the visible linguistic signs. They examine what the morphological forms do in

the wider context of the relations with each other.

However, there is a problem when those linguistic signs simply do not exist: there is
no equivalent morphological form in TA for the English present perfect or a past
perfect (or other simple morphological equivalents) which would cover the meaning
of these forms in the way (Weinrich says) the Italian passato prossimo and
trapassato do, respectively. So when the linguistic explanations needs to go into
developing a TA syntactical proposal with fewer linguistic signs, then one needs also
to ask about the invisible linguistic signs that TA may employ to accomplish this. To
be clear the overt linguistic sign in TA is made up of the combination of tense and

word order.

From the methodological perspective, structuralism is more or a less at a loss
regarding the invisible linguistic signs or they refer to them in a different way.? So,
we resort to a number of concepts and relations of Jacques Derrida to supplement the
meaning of the overt linguistic sign. One of them is that of the hidden traces or those
objective elements which contribute to the linguistic sign in creating meaning when
and if they occur — their presence or absence instructs about the meaning of the same
ambiguous linguistic sign. A second one is that of symptom which designates that

strange/out of the ordinary element whose occurrence in one example, if considered

! The xyiqtul form has only a 5 occurrences. The Aramaic text of 1Samuel follows the critical edition
of Alexander Sperber, The Bible in Aramaic: Volume Il - The Former Prophets according to Targum
Jonathan (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1959).

2 Paul Hopper and Sandra Thompson observe the correlations of transitivity with the opposition
foreground/background in language which may be interpreted as invisible linguistic signs. They
demonstrate that higher and lower transitivity corresponds to foreground and background tenses. For
example, if the action is punctual, affirmative, completed (telic) and supposes at least 2 participants
than this adds up to be a foreground form; if the opposite occurs (non-punctual, negative,
incomplete/atelic, and has 1 participant) that it is more likely to be a background form. cf P. J. Hopper
and S. A. Thompson, Transitivity in Grammar and Discourse’, Language 56, No. 2 (1980). All these
elements were not ever included as proper linguistic signs which influence the interpretation of the
open morphological forms.

12



carefully, offers an alternative view to the normal interpretation. Effectively, the odd
occurrence does not impeach on the rule but it changes it into a more inclusive one.
The former term comes into discussion with the evaluation of the highly ambiguous
function of xqetal (cf the explanations below and Chapter 4); the latter is mostly used

in reading difficult cases of the verb i in Chapter 2.

0.1.2 Concepts derived from Niccacci’s work

A modern analysis of Targum Aramaic requires updates, adaptations and even
bringing new concepts within the dual framework that we have proposed. We have
already set out some of them in the discussion above. Other elements rely on
Niccacci’s work on BH, like the concept of prelude or the form mm understood as
macro-syntactic sign. Not all his suppositions about BH and implicitly about TA are
upheld. The opinions diverge with regards to the meaning of the word order; also, the
direct speech and indirect speech are not the same thing as Weinrich’s comment® and
narrative, respectively, as Niccacci suggests. These divergences of methodology
between this thesis and the work of Niccacci derive mostly from reading more

literally various significant terms and relations in Weinrich’s Tempus.

0.1.3 Concepts derived from literary critics: temporal metaphor, text, episode,
and prelude

As 1Samuel is predominantly a narrative of events in a relative chronologic manner,
the methodology is extended to include research of literary critics interested in the
same genre, mainly Gerard Genette and Julia Kristeva. They both look at the same
corpus of evidence, the literary work of Marcel Proust. While still being within the
structuralist current, Genette is interested in the way Proust plays with narrative time
to create different types of chronologies, zig-zag uses of the temporal line, expand

and reduce the time allocated to one story.

Kristeva, on the other hand, offers a poststructuralist view: her interest seeks to
engage with the so-called temporal metaphor and temporal metamorphosis as

manners of conveying the temporal passage. | considered her contribution a way of

¥ Niccacci uses for what we call Weinrich’s comment the term ‘discourse’ cf A. Niccacci and W. G.
E. Watson [tr], The Syntax of the Verb in Classical Hebrew Prose (Sheffield: JSOT Press, JSOTSS
86, 1990) 19-20. This term is associated with the terms direct and indirect discourse, which can be a
source of confusion. The term comment avoids this and represents a linguistic calque of the Italian
and French translation with ‘commento’ and ‘comentaire’ of the German ‘Besprechen’.

13



integrating into the analysis of the 1Samuel narrative the proposal of Weinrich’s
Tempus-Metaphorik. He remarks that the phenomena observed in language (of
narrative/comment foreground or narrative/comment background) and their change
from one to another (from narrative foreground to comment foreground, for
example) is possible through specific combinations of tenses. Ultimately, based on
Weinrich and Kristeva’s argumentation, we will argue that narrative forms work
together to create the time passage or the advancement of the plot. This is because
every sequence of two narrative forms (in TA these are wqetal and wparticiple)

create one metaphor. The succession of these metaphors begets the narrative time.

The discussion of time passage leads towards considering the limits within which
one can go about evaluating it. ‘Limits’ refers here to the place where the text begins
and ends and how one goes about categorising what is in-between. In this context,
one needs to look at the meaning of text — what makes a text a text?

Niccacci proposed calling the beginning of a text prelude or that section of a text
which, for the benefit of the reader, makes the introductions of places, characters,
circumstances of the events about to be narrated. Obviously, prelude refers to a
stretch of an episode. The term ‘episode’, however, is never properly developed in
Niccacci’s work so we are not able to say when that stretch of text is a prelude at the
beginning of an episode or just circumstances added as the story progresses — as one
is not sure where it starts, the term prelude becomes also diluted. The questions to
which we seek an answer is that of how one establishes where one text/episode/panel
(these are key terms in this thesis) begins and ends. We tackle these questions of
episode and panel (it takes at least two of them to form an episode) starting from
explaining ‘what is text?’, with the aim of providing a division of episodes in
Targum 1Samuel. This in turn allows for the category of prelude to come to fore

more clearly.

A second question in connection with the limits of text is that of how one
differentiates within a text between its different parts. William Labov and Joshua
Waletzky’s socio-linguistic research proposed a delimitation of text from orientation
(Niccacci’s prelude) to coda (the end of a text). This in built on the supposition that
the sentence or the tense (with their ability of containing both the predicate and the

personal suffix suggesting the subject) have two functions. The first function is the

14



evaluative function which is traditionally discussed by all grammars under the
tense/aspect. The second function is the referential one, which says something about
the place within the narrative text. The discussion of prelude is thus, a discussion

about referentiality.

We have outlined some of the main questions and key words of this work and

continue with a presentation of its plan and aimed results.

15



0.2 The plan of this thesis

0.2.1 Chapter 1 - Methodology

The first chapter looks at the main methodological foundations of our analysis of the
syntax of Targum Aramaic of 1Samuel. It gives a general presentation of the main
theoretical points of our two linguistic methods, based on Jan Firbas’ account of FSP
(section 1.2) and Weinrich’s text-linguistic account (1.3). The section 1.4 looks at the
place of Weinrich’s research in the wider context of linguistics as a pragmatic
discussion of language, i.e. it is concerned with the relations that language supposes
between speaker/writer and listener/reader. Furthermore, it explains that Weinrich’s

method does not associate tense with time.

Two further problems are addressed. The first is that of expanding and amplifying
the methodological basis of Weinrich’s work (cf section 1.5). Particularly, we look at
his opposition between foreground and background as described by the ‘fore-
runners’, Sergei Karcevski and Roman Jakobson. They represent the synthesis of
ideas present in the Prague School and Russian Formalism about the opposition
perfectives-imperfectives (marked or unmarked, respectively) verbs. Labov and
Waletzky’s discourse on narrative presents two important terms for our syntactical
explanation, temporal juncture and orientation (prelude). This account continues
with the so-called American strand of the foreground/background opposition, mainly
represented by Paul Hopper, Hellen Dry, and Tanya Reinhart. The section closes
with another conclusion outlining the similarities between the two strands (Weinrich
and the American one) and raising the question of the ‘illusion of the temporal
movement’, a term which names the impression that these witnesses of
foregrounding (mostly Dry and then Reinhart) have with regard to the text they

analyse.

The next section (1.6) is concerned with clarifying the basic terminology and
relations which are going to be used most in the thesis. It discusses the rapport
between Weinrich and the American strand on the matter of the
foreground/background opposition (1.6.1). As Weinrich seems to make a stable
connection between tense (as a linguistic sign) and the explanations of individual
tenses, we exemplify how this works with a critical discussion of Reinhart’s article

(1.6.1). As Weinrich’s vocabulary supposes specific meanings, part 1.6.2 seeks to
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clarify its limits. Also, it will be evident that while the research on
foreground/background is extensive (cf Hopper, Dry, and Reinhart), there is little to
find in the literature about the other major opposition of narrative/comment apart

from Weinrich’s work.

The last part of this section discusses the ‘terms and conditions’ of Weinrich’s
methodology (1.6.4) by rehearsing the concepts and relations presented until that
point. Its aim is to connect them with the topic of the last section (1.7) which
discusses the meaning of the terms text, episode, panel, and prelude. The second last
part of this section (1.7.3) examines the time passage in narrative based on Genette
and Kristeva’s work. The chapter closes with a brief exposition of the way in which
the narrative forms of TA (that is wqetal and wparticiple only) contribute to the

passage of time in narrative or to the advancement of the plot towards its ending.

0.2.2 Chapter 2 - wgetal forms

The second chapter discusses the Aramaic verbal construct of wqetal as the

foreground narrative, according to Weinrich’s methodology.

It begins with a model FSP analysis of 1Samuel 31 (section 2.1) outlining some of
the basic principles presented at the beginning of the first chapter. This continues
with an exposition on prelude wgetal (2.2.1) and its role in the sequence of episodes
in the Targum 1Samuel — that of indicating the temporal continuity between the end
of one episode and the beginning of the next; the other prelude forms lack this ability
(cf section 2.2.2 and 2.2.3).

The remaining of the second chapter analyses the wqetal narrative in its four types:
normal narrative (section 2.3.1), coordinate wqetal (following Lavob&Waletzky,
section 2.3.2), non-sequential wgetal (2.3.3), and hendiadic wqetal (following Paul
Hopper, section 2.3.4). The wqetal forms of the verb to be (mm) receives a separate

treatment in section 2.3.5. Wqetal is the foreground narrative form in TA.

0.2.3 Chapter 3 - wparticiple forms

The third chapter looks at wparticiple as the background narrative. In our analysis,
wgetal and wparticiple represent the narrative word order in Aramaic which is verb-

first in the sentence (Verb-Subject-Object) — I also call this the ‘narrative word order’
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or the second word order.* This chapter is divided into three main sections with the
purpose of proving that the wparticiple is inherently a narrative form. Similarly to
wgetal but keeping in with its background feature, wparticiple functions in
temporally order sequences (3.1.1), it contains non-sequential/incomplete
information (3.1.2 and 3.1.3), and it occurs in hendiadic pairs (3.1.4). Analysis of
single occurrences of wparticiple is the topic of the second section which orders them
according to their repetitive (3.2.1) and durative (3.2.2) properties; wparticiple forms

which continue an prelude form in the episode are discussed in section 3.2.3.

The conclusion of Chapter 3 clarifies what narrative background means for Weinrich
and how his methodology changes the discussion of wparticiple according to their
routine or durative aspects, to that of describing their text-linguistic functions (3.3.1)
of: description, introducing characters and circumstances, and as prelude and end-of-
episode wparticiple. A short section (3.4) is dedicated to discussing the episode 2:12-
17, a text which predominantly is composed of wparticiple — or a predominantly

‘background’ episode.

0.2.4 Chapter 4 - xqetal, xparticiple and the (few) xyiqtul forms

The x-verb or the first word order (SVO or sometimes OVS)°® is represented by
xgetal, xparticiple and xyiqtul and is analysed in the fourth chapter. First, we discuss
the existence of the first word order and outline the main questions that the chapter
aims to answer. These concern the connection between word-order and the way they
fit with Weinrich’s text-linguistic proposal with its three dimensions: linguistic
attitude (comment/narrative); relievo or prominence (foreground and background),
and linguistic perspective (zero degree, retrospection, and anticipation). To take the
above examples, wqgetal and wparticiple are both zero degree, both narrative, and
foreground and background, respectively. The comment combinations among these
three linguistic dimensions are represented by the x-verb sentences; the narrative

combinations are represented by verb-x sentences.

* The TA second word order and first word order are associations made with Weinrich’s narrative
and comment tenses, respectively. He calls the Group tense | comment and Group tense Il narrative cf
H. Weinrich, Tempus. Le funzioni dei tempi nel testo (Bologna: Societa Editrice il Mulino, 1978), 24.
® The element ‘x;’ represents any other morphological form, except conjunction, which occupies the
first position in the sentence. The getal and yiqtul represent the perfect and imperfect morphological
values of the classic Aramaic grammars. The notation of the BH morphological forms follows that of
Alviero Niccacci: w represents the letter waw (the conjunction in both languages); wayyiqtol (w +
yiqtol narrative — or waw-imperfect); wqatal (w+qgatal or waw+perfect).
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The fourth chapter contains an analysis of:

- (i) xqetal contrast as variation from narrative wgetal,

- (i) xqetal as comment retrospective information;

- (i) xqetal as comment zero degree — it is divided into two parts. While the
first presents the theoretical challenges and possibilities of this proposal, the
second presents the analysis of examples;

- (iv) xparticiple as background form of comment;

- ashort discussion of the few occurrences of (v) xyiqtul.

This analysis is supported by a lengthy theoretical introduction in sections 4.1 and

4.2 and conclusion in 4.4.

0.2.5 Chapter 5 - conclusions

The thesis closes with a brief general conclusion which stresses again the
significance of delimiting the comment forms in indirect speech and presents further

avenues for research on this matter.®

® This thesis does not engage the topics of subordination, negation, and nominal sentence (without
verb). All translations belong to me, if there is no note to suggest the otherwise. The results of this
research are limited to the text under analysis - the indirect speech of Targum 1Samuel.
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0.3 Results of this thesis

This thesis makes the case for two major points. The first one is that Weinrich’s text-
linguistics is a particularly useful tool for research. This usefulness derives from the
coherence that one is able to achieve when tackling question of syntax. The
combination of tense and word order in Aramaic have delicate meanings which are
not only dependent on the linguistic sign alone, but also need to be receptive to
pressures from the speaker/writer in communication. Besides Emile Benveniste,
Weinrich is one of the few linguists who understands this pressure and introduced it
in his method with the difference between the comment type of communication
(more involved and stressed about or between a first and a second person) and the
narrative type of communication (relaxed, in state of distention about a third person).
They are manners of speech placed in the hand of the speaker/writer which are
indicative of his or her state of tension about the content of communication. While
this is not explicitly stated by Weinrich, it is evident from this research that the
speaker/writer is free to choose either of them in his or her communication in the

direct speech or indirect speech.

This leads us to the second point of the delicate meanings that TA combinations of
tense and word order have. The results of the analysis’ of the waqetal and wparticiple
(bearing the ‘narrative word order’ or second word order — VSO) show them to be
roughly equivalent with the English past simple and past continuous, respectively.
This correspondence is argued based on their function and the impact that they have
on the text. They advance or stall the progress of the story, though wqetal does more

of the first than that of the second, while wparticiple does the opposite.

With the minor exception of xgetal of contrast and variation, those forms of the first
word order (mostly SVO but also OVS) reflect a comment linguistic attitude. Based
on its uses, the xgetal form is the most ambiguous form of all being able to convey in
specific instances the following functions. We have already mentioned the first
function of (i) narrative contrast, which makes these xqgetal on a par as function with

waqetal, as foreground narrative.

" Due to the higher number of occurrences, the analysis of waetal is restricted to the ten texts listed in
the introduction of section 2.3. The analysis of the other verbal forms (wparticiple, xqgetal, xparticiple,
and xyiqtul) is based on all their occurrences in in indirect speech passages, with the exclusion of
subordination and direct speech.
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The second one is that of (ii) comment retrospective. In this function, the xgetal
indicates that the narrative sequence of wgetal is interrupted to introduce a detail, a
circumstance or other elements contributing to the overall understanding of the story.
This change in TA is equivalent in English to the change from past simple (wqgetal)
to present perfect (xgetal comment retrospective). Though we are still reading a text
in indirect speech, the narrator replaces the detached tone of narrative with a
comment involved one, with the aim of inducing a connection between the

narrator/audience and the event expressed.

The (iii) comment zero degree function is the third and the rarest occurrence of this
type of xgetal, as only 5 out of 42 episodes of 1Samuel contain it. The zero degree®
narrative status is validated by the presence of a (iv) xparticiple form. The xgetal
zero degree supposes that within the indirect speech, the narrator suspends narrative
to introduce a comment type of message which is not presented as retrospective (as it
happens in the preceding case), but as a zero degree comment in line with the other
zero degree form of xparticiple. The zero degree comment function of xqgetal verifies
only when an xparticiple precedes or follows it. The Xxparticiple has only one

function of comment zero degree, so it acts as a marker of zero degree for xgetal.

The difference between these xqetal and xparticiple forms is that former is the
foreground and while the latter is the background in the comment zero degree
communication. The impact of this couple on the usual narrative wgetal sequence is
similar to replacing the English past simple of narrative with a present tense (xgetal
comment zero degree) and a present tense continuous (xparticiple comment zero

degree).

The remaining form of (v) xyiqtul has only three occurrences in Targum 1Samuel
(19:24d; 1:7a; 2:19a) in which its functions as comment background, in a very
similar way with (iv) xparticiple. The other two yiqtul combinations (1:12d
conjunction-yigtul and 2:15a negation-yigtul)® seem to be of the narrative
anticipation kind (cf section 4.3.7), because they are of the second word order (VSO)

type.

® The zero degree (in narrative or in comment) corresponds to the lack of retrospection and
anticipation. The narrative and comment communication proceed without any reference to a ‘pre-
information’ or a ‘post-information’ with regards to the moment when the tense occurs in the text.

% The negation and conjunction do not count as element x.
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1 Chapter 1 - Description of methodology: Functional sentence
perspective, Harald Weinrich, and the narrative text

1.1 Text-linguistics and Functional Sentence Perspective

The Targum of 1Samuel is a word—for—word translation of the Masoretic Hebrew text.
The grammatical system underlying the Biblical Hebrew (BH) and Targum Aramaic
(TA) is not significantly different. This is based on the fact that word order rarely varies
in Targum in comparison with MT original. Moreover, there seems to be an almost
mechanical rendering of the BH wayyiqtol with TA waqetal, of wqgatal with wparticiple,

of gatal with getal, etc.

In Targum Aramaic, Michael Shephard showed that a text—linguistic reading of Aramaic
is possible through his analysis of Aramaic texts found in the Hebrew Bible. He uses a
reading which combines text—linguistics and distributional analysis’.*® A later reading
of the same text is that of Paolo Messina’s MA thesis which keeps very close to the way
Alviero Niccacci has interpreted both Weinrich’s terminology and how that

interpretation was applied to the BH text.™*

From the perspective of the closeness in tense and word order, the analysis of TA is able
to borrow with advantage from its more researched sister language, Biblical Hebrew.
This chapter looks at Weinrich’s methodology having also in view its application to BH
by Alviero Niccacci. The main questions are ‘what are Weinrich suppositions about
language?. Furthermore, it aims to recuperate one important element of Weinrich’s
methodology which, | believe, was neglected in the application of Niccacci’s Syntax,
the linguistic attitude of comment, and give it an equal standing with its counterpart
which is narrative. This is not narrative and comment as genres, but as modes of
communications, as understood by Weinrich. Also, the distinction narrative/comment is

not the same as that between indirect and direct speech.

19'M. B. Shepherd, The Verbal System of Biblical Aramaic: a Distributional Approach (New York: Peter
Lang Publishing, 2008). This thesis will not present a review of the literature of syntax of TA. For a
status quaestionis in the field cf Shepherd, 2008, 1-23 (for TA syntax) and 24-53 (text-linguistics and
Biblical Hebrew); L. Tarsee, The Verbal System of the Aramaic of Daniel: An Explanation in the Context
of Grammaticalization (Leiden: Brill, 2009), 7-8; and R. J. Kuty, Studies in the Syntax of Targum
Jonathan to Samuel (Leuven: Peeters, 2010), 5-14.

1 P Messina, 'l sistema verbale dell’ Aramaico Biblico: Un approccio linguistico—testuale', in Ev zdoy
ypouuatii] kol copig, ed. G. Geiger and M. Pazzini (Milano/Jerusalem: Edizioni Terra Santa, Franciscan
Printing Press, Studium Biblicum Franciscanum—Analecta 78, 2011).
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Niccacci seems to believe that narrative and comment opposition correspond to indirect
and direct speech distinction. The association corresponds to the reality in that narrative
tends to be more present in indirect speech, while comment in indirect speech. However,
Weinrich never makes that assumption. By contrast, narrative and comment tenses are
present both in direct speech and indirect speech. The difference between the two pairs
is similar to that between modes of communication (narrative/comment) and forms of
communication (indirect/direct speech). Both forms can hold either of the two modes of
communications. It is true that comment and narrative are associated more with direct
and indirect speech respectively, but this association does not mean causation of the

type ‘because it is in direct speech this tense is a comment one’.

One of the main questions of the thesis is of ‘how is Weinrich’s comment reflected in
Targum Aramaic as opposed to narrative’. Putting this question in the context of the
distribution of tenses in English, the questions is ‘does Targum Aramaic display a
similar opposition like that of English past simple/past perfect, as narrative tenses, on
the one side, and present and present perfect, as comment tenses, on the other?’. In order
to answer this question we need to make clear the definitions of Weinrich for comment
and narrative, and then show how they are different from all the others: the connection
that he established between the tenses discusses (and word order for the case of German,
for example) and their explanations. This is a fixed relation, which means that one tense
IS going to represent one meaning no matter the place where it is found, direct speech or

indirect speech.

This fix relation between sign and meaning (for example the French passé simple is
always narrative, zero degree, foreground tense), is crucial in Semitic languages for a
reason already pointed out by Niccacci, arbitrariness in interpreting BH verbal forms.
During an academic exchange of ideas with E. Talstra'® on W. Schneider’s Grammatik*?
which explained BH syntax using Weinrich’s proposal, Niccacci realises its potential.
He also observes that the development of Schneider was not complete.'* Being sceptical
of the explanations provided by the classical frameworks, Niccacci takes it upon himself

12 E. Talstra, 'Text Grammar and Hebrew Bible I: Elements of a Theory', Biblica et Orientalia 35 (1978)
and E. Talstra, 'Text Grammar and Hebrew Bible Il: Syntax and Semantics', Biblica et Orientalia 39
(1982).

B3'W. J. Schneider, Grammatik des biblischen Hebrdiisch (Miinchen: Claudius—Verlag, 1974).

¥ A. Niccacci, Sintassi del verbo ebraico nella prosa biblica classica (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing
Press, Studium Biblicum Franciscanum—Analecta 23, 1986), 6.
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to draw a new proposal for Biblical Hebrew syntax. He reasons that it is a reality that
some exegetes and translators interpret tenses ‘rather arbitrarily according to their
interpretation and sensibility’. For example, wayyiqtol is translated with all finite tenses

in modern languages.™

Niccacci’s goal is to teach Hebrew Syntax to his students in a modern way and to
engage with scholars within the disciplines of Old Testament and Judaic Studies. These
two audiences would be mostly unaware of the intricate theoretical background of
textual linguistics, general linguistics and literary critical analysis, to name just a few of
the disciplines involved in his research. This is probably why little is mentioned in his
Syntax about Linguistics/ He also declares: ‘I am more and more aware that, in the end,
the syntactical norms really necessary for analysing the texts are reducible to a few.'®
One can argue that he intentionally limits himself to referring to Harald Weinrich as his
main source. He mentions only in passing scholars prominent in discourse analysis (T.
Givon, P. Hopper, R. E. Longacre, R. S. Tomlin), but this only when engaging with M.
Eskhult’s research on verbal aspect in Biblical Hebrew.'” This is to show that he was
concerned with Hebrew syntax and how to explain it as plainly as possible, and less

with Linguistic debates.

In this context, one can see clearer the necessity of another the other major aim of this
thesis which is to expand the theoretical discussion of Weinrich and of those who work
within the same linguistic parameters. In light of the newer research on the
foreground/background opposition of Paul Hopper, Hellen Dry and Tanya Reinhart, a

clarification and update of methodology are in order.

Passing to our second linguistic approach, Functional Sentence Perspective (FSP) was
born within the linguistic School of Prague. The approach looks at how the information
is distributed within the sentence and how the contextual factor, the semantic factor, and
linear modification are influencing the word order. J. Firbas summarized the results of

this research undertaken since the beginnings of this school in the 1930s into a single

!> Niccacci, 1986, 5.

18 A Niccacci, Lettura sintattica della prosa ebraico—biblica (Jerusalem: FPP, 1991), v.

7 Niccacci, 1991, 34-41; M. Eskhult, Studies in Verbal Aspect and Narrative Technique in Biblical
Hebrew Prose (Uppsala/Stockholm: Uppsala University, 1990). Other linguists are referred to only to
clarify points of grammar for his Italian readers (L. Renzi, M. Dardano, B. Bagioli, V. Deon, P.
Tekavcic).
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volume (Firbas, 1992).* He illustrated his points with real life texts (Agatha Christie, J.
Galsworthy, K. Mansfield, and New Testament) and different languages (NT Greek,

English, Czech, French, and German).

A hint as to the direction of FSP was the introductory word of Niccacci in his Syntax,
who mentions in passing these syntactic pairs (subject/predicate; topic/comment, etc.):
‘By definition, the ‘subject’ is the topic spoken about (usually a person or animate
being) and the ‘predicate’ is what is said about the subject. Modern linguists term these
two components of the clause ‘topic’ and ‘comment’ or ‘reference’ and ‘predication’ or
‘theme’ and ‘rheme’.’'® Although all these three pairs are all part of the common
vocabulary (except rheme), they have a specific meaning in the case of a linguistic
argument, not obvious to non-specialists in the field. They are part of a history of
linguistics and have been used for a long time to describe the sentence, as Niccacci
acknowledges. The terms theme and rheme return sporadically in his writings with no

clear statement to which functional school he adheres to (Prague School, Halliday, etc.).

From this perspective too, Niccacci’s work needs further clarifications of method and
expanding of its theoretical foundations. His method is not built to explain the regime of
the noun sentences (no verb present), the syntax of the infinitive, and the place of the
negation. Gregor Geiger’s new course of BH Syntax (for the Studium Biblicum
Franciscanum) addresses some of these challenges and the argument of theme-rheme

resurfaced in a more clear way.?

Fusing FSP with text linguistics is not an original idea per se. From both schools there
have been calls for scholars to employ them together, though only few methodological
discussions took place. One of them is the article of Robert de Beaugrande (a prominent
text-linguist) who describes the methodological basis of what he calls functional text
perspective. The other is the article of Frantisek Dane§ who argues that the Prague

School is one of the main sources of text—linguistics.?

18 J. Firbas, Functional Sentence Perspective in Written and Spoken Communication (Cambridge: CUP,
1992). His publications on the matter go back to the 1950s: J. Firbas, 'Some Thoughts on the Function of
Word Order in Old English and Modern English’, SMFPUB A5 (1957).

9 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, 29.

20 Gregor Geiger, Hebrew A+B: Academic Year 2012—2013 (2012 [academic course]).

?l R. de Beaugrande, 'The Heritage of Functional Sentence Perspective from the Standpoint of Text
Linguistics', Linguistica Pragensia 34/1-2 (1992). F. Danes, 'Prague School Functionalism as a Precursor
of Text Linguistics', in L'Ecole de Prague: I'apport epistemologique, ed. M. Mahmoudian and P. Sériot
(Lausanne: Université de Lausanne, 1994).
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How it is that FSP is practically going to help Biblical Scholarship? To begin with, it
will bring into the field of Biblical Languages the spirit of the Prague Linguistic Circle.
For the past 90 years these scholars have produced a significant amount of research on
phonetics, morphology, and syntax.”” The Prague School has been stimulating debates
in Western linguistics, as the works of its prominent like Roman Jakobson, Rene
Wellek, and Jan Firbas had a remarkable impact in the field. They also inspired many
modern linguists such as M.A.K. Halliday, J. Sinclair, and methods like Corpus

linguistics, and text—linguistics.

My option for the Prague School is based on two factors. First, the Prague School has
had a long history and is able to provide a portfolio of research which looks at language
from a global perspective, taking into account all levels of the language (from phonetics
to text and intonation). Second, the development of FSP has produced a minute
description of language with a delicate vocabulary, well developed argumentation, and

verifiable results (cf. Firbas’ comparison of NT translations in English).?

Our discussion of tense in the narrative genre requires that we pay attention to one
particular item in the analysis of tense, the referential function. William Labov and
Joshua Waletzky argue that each tense has an evaluative function (signalled by the
grammatical form) and referential function which is dependent on the place of one
occurrence of one tense in the story. This is to say that the position in the story of a
particular tense (in orientation/beginning, complication, evaluation, resolution, or in
coda) influences its interpretation. Alviero Niccacci builds on the referential function of

tense when he discusses the prelude forms in Biblical Hebrew.

Partly related to the argument of the referential function is also the topic of time passage
in narrative. As 1Samuel is an extensive piece of narrative, the analysis of its verbal
forms is interested in establishing how each form contributes to the narrative time
passage or to the advancement of the plot. On the one hand, there is the general
sequence of episodes which shows which circumstances of events the narrator considers
to be worthy of relating because they are included in the book. 1Samuel includes the

episode of Saul’s election for example, but he does not make an episode to tell more

22 The best place to find the old and the new research on Prague School is their academic journal, whose
entire archive is accessible at http://sas.ujc.cas.cz/archiv.php?lang=en, (from 1935).

% Firbas, 'Some Thoughts on the Function of Word Order in Old English and Modern English', 1957, 72—
100.
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about his extended family (besides his two daughters and Jonathan) of which we hear in
the genealogy of the house of Saul (1Chronicles 9:35-44 ). On the other hand, we have
the development of the plot within the episode itself. Both these items will be developed
in the Chapter 2.

The theoretical foundation of discussing time passage within 1Samuel as a whole and
within specific episodes draws on the argument of prelude in Niccacci and the Labov—
Waletzky theory of the referential function. Literary critics have an important
contribution to critiquing time passage. Gerard Genette provides a framework of
understating the different shapes that narrative time may take in it development (ellipsis,
summary, scene, pause). Julia Kristeva’s argument of the temporal metaphor felicitously
completes Weinrich’s account of Tempus—Metaphorik. Together they answer the
question of why forms like TA waqetal (and rarely wparticiple) advance the narrative

time.

The material in Chapter 1 contains a survey the terminology and core explanations of
these two linguistics strands, Prague School and Weinrich’s textual linguistics (sections
2 and 3 respectively). After some general notes on tense in Biblical Hebrew (section 4),
I will introduce the work on foreground/background done by the American strand of
text-—linguistics or of those which in the same way as Weinrich analyse tense in its
discourse function (section 5). The chapter closes with the limits of Weinrich’s method
and vocabulary (section 6) and discusses three important terms for the analysis of the

narrative text of 1Samuel (section 7): text, episode, and time.
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1.2 Functional Sentence Perspective

Functional Sentence Perspective (FSP) is a scholarly method of interpreting the syntax
of the sentence which has been developed within Prague Linguistic Circle. Its
beginnings go back to the most prominent scholars of the Circle, Vilém Mathesius, J.
Vachek, and F. Danes. Its key concept is communicative dynamism.?* The results of its
development have been collected and presented by Jan Firbas. The FSP looks at what
information we already have versus the information to be given in the text and pinpoints

‘the immediately relevant verbal and situational context’.?®

The present outline contains an overview of the contribution to syntax of the Prague
School, starting from the three main factors which influence CD: contextual factor,
semantic factor, and the linear modification. There is one context factor, one semantic
factor, and one linear modification; each influencing the distribution of CD in its own
way. Two scales of describing these factors and their arrangement within the sentence
are employed: the scale of presentation (Pr—scale) and that of quality (Q-scale). As the
verb is the main interest in our story, | will state from outset that the verb is considered
a non-theme part of the sentence and is called ‘transition’, indicating its boundary
function between theme and rheme. In this particular section, the main concern is to
familiarise the reader with these fundamental terms of Prague School regarding

sentence.

1.2.1 Communicative dynamism

The first key concept is communicative dynamism (CD), which, according to Firbas,
means that ‘linguistic communication is not a static, but a dynamic phenomenon. By
CD | understand a property of communication, displayed in the course of the
development of the information to be conveyed and consisting in advancing this

development’ 26

** Firbas, 1992, xii; in a previous article Firbas asserts that Mathesius came to the concept of functional
sentence perspective under the influence of H. Weil and A. D. Scaglione[tr], The Order of Words in the
Ancient Languages Compared with that of the Modern Languages (Amsterdam: J. Benjamins,
1844/1978) cf J. Firbas, 'From Comparative Word—order Studies', BSE 4 (1964), 111.

% Firbas, 1992, 22.

% J. Firbas, 'On the Interplay of Prosodic and Non—-Prosodic Means of FSP', in The Prague school of
Linguistics and Language Teaching, ed. V. Fried (London: OUP, 1972), 78.
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Each element of the clause (‘element is used in a broad sense’?’

) contributes more or
less to the act of conveying information. Elements which contribute more are said to be
more dynamic than others. In the analysed passages® the finite verbs convey
‘irretrievable information’ (meaning that they are the only ones bearing that specific
information) and are said to be the most dynamic; in addition, they ‘complete’ or

‘consummate’ the communication.

Other elements may perform this task and they are called ‘competitors of the finite verb
in the dynamics of communication’. This shift in dynamism is seen as a preclusion
process as ‘they [the competitors] prevent it from becoming the most dynamic element
within the clause, independent or dependent’.*® Consequently, the natural function of
the finite verb is that of being the carrier of the CD of the highest level as long as there
are no competitors (cf more on this under ‘semantic factor’). Three items are relevant in
the evaluation of CD, all developed below: linear modification, semantic content and

relations, and context.!

1.2.1.1 Linear modification

Dwight L. Bolinger argues that at the beginning of the communication the set of
communicative possibilities are infinite and subsequently restricted as the
communication progresses. This changes as one utters the first word, the second, down
to the last: ‘the end is reached at which point the sentence presumably focuses on an

> 32

event’.™ This restriction of meaning is linear, hence its label ‘linear modification’.

This gradual reduction has more than one meaning and impacts on the CD that
individual words have in the sentence. According to Bolinger, ‘gradation of position [at
the beginning or towards the end of sentence] creates gradation of meaning when there
are no interfering factors’.>® As a result, elements positioned at the beginning of
sentence carry less CD, and, as the sentence progresses to the second and the last

element, the CD increases with the specificity of every element. Commenting this point,

?" Firbas, 1992, 8.

%8 Firbas uses a parallel reading (French, English, German, Czech and its literal translation in English) of
a fragment from V. Hugo’s Les Misérables, describing a forgotten corner in Pére—Lachaise cemetery.

% Firbas, 1992, 7.

% Firbas, 1992, 7.

% Firbas, 1992, 10-11.

2D. L. Bolinger, ‘Linear Modification', PMLA 67, No. 7 (1952), 1118.

% Bolinger, 'Linear Modification’, 1952, 1125.
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Firbas asserts that ‘the extent to which it [CD] is implemented can differ from language

to language’.*
1.2.1.2 Contextual factor

There are two types of known information. The first type represents information which
supports the actual new information, but it is ‘irretrievable from the context’. For
example, when one refers movement, the start of the action is the given information,
while the direction and the end point are new information. In this case, the former is
theme, while the latter is considered rheme. The second type of known information is
that which is part of the ‘common knowledge’ of the interlocutors and present in the

context before.®

The type of known information can be visualised as concentric circles starting from (1)
immediate relevant context, continuing with (2) verbal context and situational and
experiential context, (3) knowledge of the interlocutors and finally (4) general human

knowledge (cf graphic below).

In considering the immediate relevant context, one examines to which extent one
element is retrievable/irretrievable.*® Opinions vary on this quality. Svoboda argues that
once expressed, an element can be re-used without ambiguity through pro—
constructions (i.e. pronouns or other types of referencing) for seven clauses. Firbas

reduces that to three clauses.®’

For transmitting context—dependent information (the ‘given’ or retrievable element),

language uses repetition of the element, pronoun, morphological exponent (person or

* Firbas, 1992, 10.
% Firbas, 1992, 22
% Firbas, 1992, 23.
% Firbas, 1992, 27. Firbas refers to A. Svoboda, Diatheme (Brno: Masaryk University, 1981), 88
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number which sends back to the original information), and even cohesive means

(semantic) i.e. semantic associations (restaurant—lunch; summer—vacation).*®

If all the information is retrievable from context (both his father and famous musician)
apart from the relation between the elements, the relation will be perspectived to this
particular connection: His father was the famous musician — the verb or the transition

represents the rheme.*

1.2.1.3 Semantic factor

The semantic factor is represented by the interplay between context independent
complement, adverbial elements, and subject which become competitors for CD against

the verb.

The semantic factor looks at the organisation of the sentence from the perspective of the
meaning that each slot has in the sentence. In English, the meaning of these slot and
their sequence is: agent who performs the action towards a goal. The increase in CD is
seen from the agent (who is usually context dependent, so lower CD), towards the
action, and its goal, which has the most high degree of CD. ‘As a rule, context—
independent objects, direct or indirect, non—prepositional or prepositional, exceed the

verb in CD irrespective of sentence position’.*°

1.2.1.3.1 Complement

One needs to stress again that the complement is carrying a higher CD only when it is
context—independent. When both the complement and the subject are context—
independent, the linear modification can discern which one bears the highest CD.

Consider the sentences:

(1) Especially remarkable was her oval face.
(2) Especially remarkable her oval face was.

In the first example, the subject represents a context—independent element posited the
latest in linear modification (which makes it the element with a higher CD than the

complement). In the second example, linear modification lacks relevance as it is simply

% Firbas, 1992, 31-34.
% Firbas, 1992, 36.
“0 Firbas, 1992, 42.
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not employed: ‘the non—use of presentation order indeed prevents linear modification

from asserting itself, and the context—independent complement can come to the fore’.*!

1.2.1.3.2 Adverbial elements

As the adverbial elements may function as (1) specification or (2) setting, their
qualification as having a higher CD is dependent on which of the two function they
fulfil (cf discussion below on Pr—scale and Q-scale) as ‘context independence is not the

only condition of successful competitorship [to verb]’.*?

The adverbial element does not have a higher CD when it represents setting. As
specification, the adverbial elements ‘complete the development of the communication

and prove to be competitors of their verbs’. Compare:

Specification: He lived in London. OR He flew to Prague.
Setting: I met an old friend yesterday.

The setting (‘yesterday’) provides information which can be omitted from the
communication without rendering it unintelligible. By contrast, the specifications are
‘obligatory amplifications [which] belong to the core of the message’. Firbas observes
that specification (in London, to Prague) also may occur along with verbs of

appearance/existence or movement (fly).*

The specification function, and hence its degree of CD, is not influenced by the position
in the sentence. ** As a note, in a delicate context ‘yesterday’ can render specification

(cf the discussion of theme—rheme).

To summarise the relation between the position in sentence (linear modification) and the
adverbial elements, Firbas states that ‘the initial adverbials serve as settings and the
final adverbials as specifications. [...] in the vast majority of cases this distribution of

settings and specifications is in harmony with linear modification.”*® The problem of

*! Firbas, 1992, 47-48. These are two examples present in the CoBuild Dictionary. Here Firbas continues:
‘The awkwardness of the structure noted by CGEL [CoBuild], however, remains. The complement does
not open the presentation order [...] but itself conveys the information towards which the communication
is perspectived’.

* Firbas, 1992, 49.

* Firbas, 1992, 49-52.

* Firbas, 1992, 50.

5 Firbas, 1992, 54-55: ‘Examining the Mansfield text, we find that all the adverbials occurring initially
(thirteen in number) serve as settings (all of them operating in basic distributional fields). In an
overwhelming majority of cases (seventeen out of twenty in basic distributional fields; four out of four in
distributional subfields), the final adverbials serve as specifications.’
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setting versus specification was tackled by L. Uhlirovd who connects the former to

being the theme and the latter to being the rheme.*

1.2.1.3.3 Subject

The subject receives a higher CD when the sentence contains a ‘context independent
subject’: ‘A cold blue light filled the window’. The sentence needs to contain a verb
whose meaning implies ‘appearance or existence on the scene’ with all its variations: to
be, to come into (and other combinations with a preposition), to stay, to arrive, to
happen, etc.*” Furthermore, if the adverbial element is present, it should express setting
(not specification). The subject is not a viable competitor if the sentence contains a

context—independent complement.*®

Coming to the relation sentence—text, Firbas notes that ‘a semantic and grammatical
sentence structure becomes a genuine sentence only when serving a definite
communicative purpose, i. e. within a definite context’.* The function of the sentence is
not known until it is integrated into a context: ‘Outside context, a semantic and
grammatical sentence structure can be looked upon merely as a spurious sentence, not
performing any genuine communicative function’.”® A ‘definite context’ supposes a
communicative purpose and, ultimately, a text where one theme (a character, an object,
etc.) remains context dependent after it occurred the first time. Ultimately, the context
contributes to resolving the potential ambiguous scale of one sentence: Quality—scale (is
this sentence attributing a quality?) or Presentation—scale (is this sentence introducing a

new element?).

“ L. Uhlirova, ‘The relationship between the semantics of adverbials and functional sentence perspective
(in Czech)', Slovo a slovesnost 35 (1974) in Firbas, 1992, 57-58. Uhlirova’s research is based on a corpus
based examination which looks at educational and journalistic texts in Czech, analysing whether they
belong to setting or specification group. In view of the table (cf page 57), the adverbial conveying
condition (82%) and concession (74%) belong in general to setting group. The specification is conveyed
by adverbial elements of result (97%), measure (93%), agent (88%), manner (76), and means (70). In the
middle, there are adverbial expressing viewpoint (66%), time (62%), purpose (57%), cause (52%),
restriction (47%), place (35%), source (31%) are setting, while the rest to 100% are referring
specification. The numbers are important as adverbs with higher numbers (over 50%) serve as signal for
determining the scale (Q-scale or Pr—scale, cf below) the sentence uses.

*" Firbas, 1992, 59. For further examples of verbs expressing existence or appearance see p. 60. With the
exception of the first two sentences, the examples are taken from J. Galsworthy, The Forsyte Saga: ‘A
boy came into the room. / There was a boy in the room. / In the centre of the room, under the chandelier,
as became a host, stood the head of the family, old Jolyon himself. (G 6) / A very sweet look had come
into the old lady's face. (G 16) / There was little sentimentality about the Forsytes. (G 24)’.

“® Firbas, 1992, 65.

*9 J. Firbas, 'A Functional View of ‘Ordo Naturalis™, BSE 13 (1979), 45.

50 Firbas, 'A Functional View of ‘Ordo Naturalis’', 1979, 31.
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1.2.2 Perspective in FSP: Presentation-scale and Quality-scale sentences

As the explanations become more intricate, it is helpful to keep in mind Dane§’
distinction of the three levels of sentence syntax: grammatical structure, semantic
structure and organisation of the utterance (FSP).>! In the case of English the word

orders are:

- according to FSP: theme-transition-rheme;
- according to grammar: subject—predicate—object;

- Semantic word order: agent-action—goal.

In the example Paul decided to learn foreign languages/that he would learn foreign
languages, the communication of sentence is ‘perspectived’ (or purposed/steered; the
term ‘oriented’ is avoided intentionally) towards providing the new information:
‘Provided only Paul conveys retrievable information, the basic distributional field [of
the sentence] is perspectived to to learn foreign languages/that he would learn foreign

languages.’>

This process of giving perspective is fulfilled by the verb as the most important part of

the sentence.

‘It [the verb] perspectives the communication either (i) towards the
phenomenon presented by the subject, or (ii) towards the quality ascribed to
the phenomenon expressed by the subject ... [i.e.] its specification. In other
words, it performs either (i) the dynamic semantic function of presentation
(Pr), or (ii) that of expressing a quality (Q). In consequence, the subject
either (i) performs the dynamic semantic function of expressing the
phenomenon to be presented (Ph), or (ii) the dynamic semantic function of

expressing the quality bearer (B). 23

Two items need to be retained: the scales which may be represented in one given

sentence and the place of the verb within these two scales.

(1) There are two resulting scales, the scale of Presentation and Quality scale:

°L F. Danes, 'A Three—Level Approach to Syntax', in Travaux linguistique de Prague 1, ed. F. Danes, et
al. (Paris: Librairie C. Klincksieck, 1966).

* Firbas, 1992, 19.

>3 Firbas, 1992, 66.
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Pr—scale: Set(ting) — Pr(esentation of Phenomenon) —Ph(enomenon presented);
Q-scale: Set(ting) —B(earer of Quality) — (Quality) — Sp(ecification) —F(urther)

Sp(ecification)>
The example below uses a Pr—scale sentence followed by a Q—scale sentence:

‘Linnets (Ph) sang (Pr) in the trees (Set). Ages ago (Set) a young king (B)
ruled (Q) his country (Sp) capriciously and despotically (FSp).’

(2) Verb as transition (Tr) between theme and rheme:

This is the kernel of the language system: ‘A central feature of primary importance
indeed are the two communicative perspectives: the Ph[enomenon]—perspective and the
Q[uality]/Sp[ecification]—perspective (the frequency of the latter markedly exceeding
that of the former).”>® As the verb is not completing the CD, the other competitors
(complement, adverbial elements, and subject) are present and as a result, ‘the verb is
either perspectived towards a phenomenon that is presented or to some piece of
information that acts as a specification or further specification’.*® In these two functions,
the verb acts as ‘mediator’ or ‘transition’ between the context—dependent (known
information) towards the context independent (unknown information). The task is
performed both by its meaning or semantic content and by the categorial exponents

. .. . . 57
(‘person, number, tense, mood, voice, positive/negative polarity’).

Looking at what exactly makes the verb a transition, Firbas notes that the TMEs (tense—
mood exponents) are transitional (the verb contains the TME exponents and the
‘notional component of the verb’®. As transition, the verb is simultaneously boundary
between what is theme (‘foundation’) and the non-theme (‘core—constituting

elements’), and a link between the two.*

1.2.3 Theme and Rheme

Regarding the distribution of the information within the sentence, the theme is the part

with the least degree of CD and the rheme is the highest, with transition being in

% Firbas, 1992, 66.
% Firbas, 1992, 69.
% Firbas, 1992, 69.
% Firbas, 1992, 70.
%8 Firbas, 1992, 70-71.
% Firbas, 1992, 71.
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between. The degree of CD is distributed as follows the lowest to the highest: theme;

transition; and rheme.®

theme transition rheme

The scale of CD from lowest to highest.

According to Firbas, there seem to be two systems underlying the fabric of the sentence:

functional and syntactical.

Theme and rheme are not connected with the grammatical structure (i.e. to one of the
grammatical Subject—Verb—Object—Adverbial), ®* but with how the new information is
shared. Consequently, each element of the sentence can contain new information
(SVOA), or rather new information is shared in different grades among the competitors:
complement, subject, adverbial elements, verb (when all the others are context
dependent the verb has the highest degree of CD).

It is worth noting that the verb as transition cannot be confused with theme or rheme.
The semantic dimension is present in the theme and rheme as the former is referring the
‘aboutness’ and the latter the ‘communicative purpose’.’> Theme and rheme represent
the outcome® or two goals that the sentence seeks: to denote what the communication is
about and why. In this context, we understand Danes’ third scale outlined in the
introduction of this section — the semantic scale and its correspondences in function:

Agent/theme; actions/transition; goal/rheme.

Rheme is represented in the sentence by context—independent information represented
by Sp(ecification) and F(urther)Sp(ecification). The possible combination contain two

adverbs (Adl and Ad2) and one object (0),%* where the preferred combination

% Firbas, 1992, 72.

®! Firbas, 1992, 73. ‘In principle, the thematic and the non—thematic elements have not been invariably
linked with any syntactic functions or any syntactic forms.’

%2 Firbas, 1992, 74. Rheme proper and theme proper refer to the double composition that theme, transition
and rheme have. One the one hand they have the notional component (the sense that the word has) and the
form in which is present in the text; for example, a verb/transition will have a TME (tense and mood).

% Firbas, 1992, 74.

* Firbas, 1992, 82.
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(observed in the versions of the Bible in English) being Ad1-Ad2-O (16 cases),
followed by O—Ad1-Ad2 (7 cases), Ad1-O—Ad2 and [0]-O-Ad2 (2 cases each).®

1.2.4 CD and Potentiality

The question of potentiality ‘occurs when the interplay of FSP factors permit of more
than one interpretation’.®® The argument of the potentiality rises as one is not sure which
of the two scales (Q-scale or Pr—scale) should be applied when assigning the functions
to a delicate element within the sentence.®’

The breeze of morning lifted in the bush and the smell of leaves and wet black earth
mingled with the sharp smell of the sea. Myriads of birds were singing. A goldfinch flew
over the shepherd's head. (K. Mansfield, At the bay)

Within these three sentences, the breeze of the morning, the smell of leaves and wet
black earth, myriads of birds, and a goldfinch are the Ph; in the bush and with the sharp
smell of the sea are Set. The transitions (lifted, mingled, were, flew) have the function of
transition, introducing their appearance; ® this means that the verbs are connected more
to the appearance of these elements than to their action.

Nevertheless, in the case of the sentence ‘the smell of leaves and wet black earth
mingled with the sharp smell of the sea’ there is room for potentiality as the function of
its parts can be interpreted with Q—scale too. The CD shifts from the smell of leaves and
wet black earth to the sharp smell of the sea (from S to A). The latter becomes Sp

instead of Set and consequently, it contains the most important part of communication.

There are some observations induced by the argument of potentiality, not obvious to the

reader up until this point.

(1) The Pr scale is perspectived towards the Ph and its presentation or appearance in the
story. Consequently, the subject (Ph) is rheme; the verb refers transition (Tr), while the
object (Set) is theme. The sense of the CD is towards the Subject or if one is to look at

the word order in English the arrow points to the right («—).

% Firbas, 1992, 83.

% Firbas, 1992, 108.

%" Firbas, 1992, 109-110. The argument of Pr/Q-scale sentence impacts on the analysis of certain TA
sentence which may display both these types of sentences in the same time cf especially the section
‘Wqetal prelude’ of Chapter 2, page 119.

% Firbas, 1992, 110.
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(2) In the second case, Q-scale is perspective towards the Sp and FSp. In this case, the
subject (Bearer) is the theme, the verb (transition) refers the quality (Quality of the
Bearer) and the object/adverb refers the rheme (as Sp and FSp). The focus of the CD is

opposite to the previous case, i.e. towards the end of the sentence (—).
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1.3 Text linguistics

1.3.1 Generalities on text linguistics

Robert de Beaugrande asserts that as soon as the linguists started to analyse the text
‘beyond’ the limits of the sentence, text—linguistics is born. He also points out that there
is no one single school of text—linguistics but several, similar through their concern with
syntax in text: ‘text-grammar’ (Teun A. van Dijk), ‘text-syntax’ (Wolfgang Dressler),

‘hyper—syntax’ (Bohumil Palek), or ‘macro—syntax’ (Elisabeth Glich).%

Eva Shoenke is another author looking at the history of text—linguistics. She starts by
asserting the influence of Prague School (Frantisek Danes and Jan Firbas) and Stylistics.
The research in this area was mostly carried out in the university centres of Koln,
Bielefeld, and East Berlin Academy of Sciences. She mentions Harald Weinrich as the
one who coins the term text-linguistics: ,,Linguistik ist Textlinguistik«.”® Her lengthy
presentation develops the five main currents in text-linguistics: (1) Thematic
progression (FrantiSek Danes); (2) theme development (Klaus Brinker); (3) John L.
Austin’s Illocutive structures (Wolfgang Motsch and Dieter Viehweger); (4) theme as
object with information deficiency (Andreas Lo&tscher); and (5) ‘Quaestio’ of texts

(Klein and von Stutterheim).

These two authors show the diversity importance of that text—linguistic movement had
in German Linguistics and its inherent connection with Prague School, given the high
number of theories which look at the theme and by the active engagement Dane§ had
with this method.

1.3.2 Textlinguistics of H. Weinrich - Tempus

As we shall see in the following pages, Weinrich draws his this theory from the
difference between the use of the verbal forms in writing and in real life
communications, as presented by Wolfgang Goethe, Kate Hamburger, and Glnther
Muiller. This constitutes the starting point of his text—linguistic proposal which analyses
the syntax of the phrase under three dimensions: linguistic attitude (narrative or

comment); linguistic perspective (retrieved information (retrospect), zero degree, and

% R. de Beaugrande, 'Text Linguistics', in Discursive Pragmatics, ed. Jan Zienkowski, Jan—Ola Ostman,
and Jef Verschueren (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: J. Benjamins, 2011), 287.

" Eva Schoenke, 'Textlinguistik im deutschsprachigen Raum', in Text— und Gesprichslinguistik:
Linguistics of Text and Conversation, ed. Klaus Brinker, et al. (Berlin/New York: W. de Gruyter, 2000),
123; cf H. Weinrich, 'Syntax als Dialektik', Poetica 1 (1967), 109.
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anticipated information (prevision)); prominence or relievo (foreground and
background, or first and second level of communication). Defining these three elements

and their presence in language are the main purpose of his book.

Hamburger’s analysis of the German preterite bears importance for understanding
Weinrich and our subsequent argumentation on: the role of the preterite versus present;
the displacement of origo (point of reference) from text to narrator; the opposition of
comment versus narrative; and ultimately the disconnection between tense and time.
Given the importance of her account, a section dedicated to her will follow, before

passing to Weinrich.

1.3.3 Hamburger and ‘logic of literature’

Hamburger’s analysis of literature evolves around preterite. The preterite or simple past
(‘said’) has a number of properties: (1) it gives contour to the characters in the story, as
this is when they ‘‘make their appearance’ as living persons autonomously ‘in action’’;
(2) the preterite is ‘autonomous’ because when used in narration the preterite induces a
transfer from reality to fiction’*; the presence of the preterite signals that the I-Origo™
(the point of reference) is transferred from the narrator ‘into the field of fiction — [...]
where now ‘today’, ‘yesterday’, or ‘tomorrow’ refer to the fictive Here and Now of the

respective figures, and no longer to a real Here and Now of the narrator’.”

Three consequences arise from this last change of origo into narrative: (1) ‘the preterite
relinquishes its function of designating past-ness’; (2) the I-origo of the narration ‘is

not referred to the real 1-Origo, [...], but to the fictive I-Origines of the figure in the

novel’.”* (3) with the use of ‘inner speech verbs’ (to think, of feel, to believe), or with

! “Fiction’ does not have anything to do with the value of truth of the narration.

"2 Origo or “origin source’ is a concept belonging to K. Buhler’s deixis. The origo contains information
about the space and time of the characters, authors, reader etc. Cf K. Biihler, D. F. Goodwin, and A.
Eschbach [tr], Theory of Language (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: J. Benjamins, 1934/2011). There is a strong
deixis (personal pronouns, adverbs as here, now) and a weak deixis (the article, verbal agreement), cf the
introduction of W. Abraham, 'Preface: Traces of Biihler’s Semiotic Legacy in Modern Linguistics', in
Theory of Language, ed. D. F. Goodwin and A. Eschbach (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: J. Benjamins, 2011),
XiX.

® K. Hamburger and M. J. Rose [tr], The Logic of Literature (Bloomington: 1UP, 1971/1993), 79.

" Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 81.
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that of the verbs to say and to think’® one experiences the character through the act of

speech leading to ‘the impression of ‘presentification’>.”

On the same note, Hamburger explains that it is an ‘error’ to think the preterite
represents a temporal past.”” The ultimate consequence is that the past tense and the
pluperfect tense are ‘temporally meaningless’ and that ‘only the semantic meaning—
content of the verb itself [...] is relevant. [...] It is the figure of the novel, the fictive

person, which annuls the past-tense meaning of the depictional verbs’.”®

These observations support her proposal of the ‘fictive temporal system, which can be
formed in narrative literature’;”® in the same vein, one talks in narrative literature of the
notion of space and sensorial instances (smell, taste, etc.), which are not real as such.
This proposal is based on the fact that narrative literature provides no indication as to
the time when the action is taking place or ‘it ‘presentifies’ without referring to any
temporal present, past, or future of the epic figures’.®% In this context, tenses do not refer

to real time.%!

On the historical present tense, relying on Wunderlich and Reis, Hamburger argues that
the experience of the narrator when reporting is that of seeing the events (when the
object of reporting is part of an event in his past).®* Because the preterite does not locate
in time the events, neither the historical narrative ‘in epic fiction [it] has no genuine

function: neither a temporal one nor one of fictional presentification’.®

At the end of this presentation of Hamburger, an anticipatory comment is in order in the
context of Weinrich’s proposition of comment/narrative opposition. This is an elusive
pair of key concepts whose explanation starts with this very difference that Hamburger
makes between the documentary function (cf below) and the ‘narrative literature’ with
its ‘fictive temporal system” and its ‘fictive I-origo (cf above). The narrative text or, to

be more specific, the sequence of tenses which make up a narrative text does not convey

> Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 83.

’® Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 84.

" Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, cf 86-88.

® Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 88-89.

® Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 93.

8 Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 93.

8 Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 98.

8 Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 99, cf H. Wunderlich and H. Reis, Der deutsche Satzbau
(Stuttgart: Cotta, 1924), 74.

% Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 105.
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time. The main tense of narrative, the preterite and its equivalents in other languages,
does not inform the reader about time, but about the fact that this is a composition

referring sequence of events arranged as such by the narrator.

In contrast with this preterite which in fiction ‘has no function of designating the past’,*

the historical present refers a documentary function by retaining the real existence of the
narrator (the examples refer to a biographical and a history textbook) and the ‘historical
reality’ of the account.®® Deriving from this contrast, we can introduce the opposite of
narrative, which is Weinrich’s comment. Comment passages in literary works display
the narrator’s origo and the connection between time and tense stands. Where preterite
has not real origo and a ‘fictional temporal system’, present tense has a real origo (of the

narrator) and refers real time.

Hamburger does not go as far as Weinrich in this opposition between the ‘fictive
temporal system’ of preterite and the documentary function of the historical present (as
we described it as narrative versus comment). She stops short of proposing it and thinks
that they are merely the same. According to Hamburger, preterite and present tense are
interchangeable: ‘without exception, in every fictional context where the historical
present appears, we can replace it with the preterite, without noticing any change in our
experience of fiction’.®® She presumes that one can replace preterite with present with
no impact on the literary work as a whole, which amounts to a kind of contradiction in
her framework. There is no explanation of how and why is possible for the preterite
(which suggests that the origo of the narrator is replaced a fictional one) to be
substituted by a present tense (which does retain the origo of the narrator in

communication).

Weinrich, however, builds his text-linguistic description of tenses on this very
difference of narrative and comment tenses, here represented by the opposition between

preterite (past simple) and present tenses.

8 Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 105.
% Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 104.
8 Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, 107.
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1.3.4 Weinrich and text linguistics

1.3.4.1 Verbal tenses in text

In the introduction, Weinrich explains that the aim of the book is to ‘describe[s] all
linguistic elements taking into consideration the function these have in the oral and
written texts’. Its main focus is on the ‘the—text—in—the—situation’, and on how ‘the

verbal forms concord in giving interesting temporal profiles to a determined text’.?’

He makes a clear distinction between real time as an ‘extra—Ilinguistic phenomenon’,
and verbal time as ‘linguistic form’, again tense does not depict time. There are also two
other important elements which Weinrich declares will not feature in his work. The first
is the generic word for tempus/time which will be considered ‘a word with unknown
etymology’. ® Still, the nomenclature used to distinguish one morphological class from

another is strictly followed.

The second is the challenge addressed to the ‘classical’ understanding of the sentence as
‘the largest unit of grammatical description’.®® Instead, he proposes for the analysis of
tenses in the text — text is explained as ‘a logical (i. e. intelligible and consistent)
sequence of linguistic signs, placed between two significant breaks in
communication’.** From the array of items discussed in the introduction, | will only

refer to the types of linguistic signs or linguistic markers:**

a. Obstinacy markers [Obstinate Zeichen] — this refers to all verbal forms
occurring in a given text (the conjunctives, imperatives and infinitives are
excluded).

The obstinacy marker is at the base of the distinction between narrative and
comment tenses. Weinrich defines temporal forms by this particular

discrimination: ‘temporal forms are morphemes obstinately inserted in the signs

¥ Weinrich, 1978, 5.

8 Weinrich, 1978, 11. The English translation belongs to Watson, cf Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, 56.
8 J. Lyons, Introduction to Theoretical Linguistics (Cambridge: University Press, 1969), 172. Lyons cites
here L. Bloomfield, Language (New York: H. Holt and Company, 1933).

% Weinrich, 1978, 14.

1 Of these three, (a) and (c) are of interest for our research. The obstinacy markers are morphological
forms which marks the difference between narrative and comment. As Targum Aramaic presents a lower
number of morphological tenses, | proposed a different way of telling them apart under the name ‘trace of
comment’ (a term borrowed from J. Derrida and G. C. Spivak [trans], Of Grammatology
(Baltimore/London: JHUP, 1976/1997)). The term of interest is the ‘macro—syntactic sign” which was
already associated by Niccacci with the BH particles 73, *n», i°m and nnw, cf Niccacci and Watson [tr],
1990, 812, p. 33.
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chain of a text and they are used by the speaker to make heard a particular type
of signal. In the first case [i.e. comment] the signal says: ‘this is a comment
passage’, while in the second [i.e. narrative]: ‘this is a narrative passage’’.”
Narrative tenses which relate the actual events taking place; and comment tenses
which interpret or explain the facts.”® He later adds other types of obstinacy
markers: the pronoun (personal, demonstrative, and possessive) and the article.®*
b. Non—obstinacy markers [nicht—Obstinate Zeichen]: date and time adverbs;

c. Macro—syntactic signs [makrosyntactischen Signale]: one day; at that time;

therefore; in those days; finally; at last.®

Further items of Weinrich’s proposal come to fore in his comments on the work of

prominent linguists and literary critics:

- the opposition between foreground and background which is intimated with
the mention of Goethe’s ‘law of retardation’:* that there are two alternating
paces in the development of a story: fast progress and the slow moving
progression;

- tense does not convey time, a point supported by A. W. Schlegel’s idea that the
epic poem has its own time;

- the existence of prevision and anticipation which break the so—called ‘zero
degree’ of the events arranged in the sequence they occurred in the reality
described. W. Kyser proposes the ‘epic law’ where the author is omniscient; he
is able to include within the epic thread the retrospection and the prevision.

- tense signals the existence of a type of communication (not of time).
Reflecting on Der Zauberberg (Thomas Mann), Weinrich doubts that the

Imperfekt (in German) is the tense of the long gone past; instead, he believes

% Weinrich, 1978, 37.

% Weinrich, 1978, 23-27.

* Weinrich, 1978, 40.

% Due to the fact that Zeichen and Signale have a very similar sense, the Italian translation (Weinrich,
1978, ), translates Zeichen and Signale with the same term ‘segno’. The English translation of Niccacci,
1986, [Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, ] uses both marker and sign when referring to macro—syntactic
signs. For the sake of clarity, | think that the macro—syntactic sign should be used for rendering the
technical term makrosyntactischen Signale as Niccacci does in his latest Hebrew course support (cf. A.
Niccacci, Sintassi del verbo ebraico nella prosa biblica classica (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press
[SBF course support], 2011).

% Cf. S. Unseld, Goethe and his Publishers (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996), 34 cites a
relevant quote from Goethe: ‘One of the chief characteristics of the epic poem is that it is always moving
backwards and forwards and so all retardations are epic °.
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that the Imperfekt is the tense of the novel/story writing. ®” Again this supposes a
severance between tense and time, where the latter creates its own time within
the literary work. He calls this text time, which is determined by the sequences
of linguistic signs in the literary work (for us the sequence of tenses, and by
extent the sentence in which they are in).*® The same argument is repeated
through readings of Kate Hamburger® (cf above).

- Further evidence on the previous point is presented through: (1) Gunther
Miiller’s suggestion that narrative time does not coincide with solar time.
Consequently, it can be stretched or shortened according to the author’s choice

or interpretation®

(cf the narratives of Marcel Proust and James Joyce); and (2)
Roland Barthes, talking about the passé simple, explains that its purpose is not to
denote a specific tense, but to take ‘the reality to a certain point, [...] to a pure
verbal act’ which is integrated into a set of actions and which ‘supposes a

constructed world, thought out, detached, reduced to a few significant lines’."

1.3.4.2 Linguistic attitude: comment and narrative, two faces of communication

The first dimension of the text—Ilinguistic method is that of linguistic attitude. It
supposes discrimination or opposition between the narrative and comment in
communication starting from their different tension. On the one hand, by using
comment tenses, the speaker conveys an ‘attitude of tension’ as the listener is alerted
that the message is something of interest for him. On the other hand, the narrative
passages convey information where the listener is not in tension.'®® This tension is
reflected in their corresponding literary genres which can act as means of validating

their proprieties.’®

The literary genres which correspond to comment verbal forms are: ‘the dramatic

dialogue, the political memorandum, the main column [in a newspaper], the testament,

" Weinrich, 1978, 28-30.

% Weinrich, 1978, 77

% Weinrich, 1978, 36.

10 G, Miller, 'Erzahlzeit und erzahlte Zeit', in Festschrift fur Paul Kluckhohn und Hermann Schneider
(Tubingen: Mohr, 1948; reprint in Morphologische Poetik (Tubingen: 1968)).

101 2. Barthes, Le degré zéro de I'écriture (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1972), 46ss.

192 \Weinrich, 1978, 44.

103 Weinrich, 1978, 47.
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the conference, the philosophical essay, juridical comment and any form of ritual
discourse, formalised or performative’. These are texts which suppose ‘a state of
tension’. As the events are directly connected to the speaker, so he ‘is presenting the
text is in a state of tension [...] and, consequently, the one who is listening too must
receive it in a state of participation’.’® It is typical of these texts to contain verbs and
pronouns in first and second person, reflecting the implication of the person transmitting

the information.

Narrative compositions are considered ‘a youth story, the description of a hunting
expedition, a fable of one’s invention, a religious legend, a short story or a historical
episode, a novel of an ingenious construction, or even the information present in a
newspaper referring to a political meeting’. The verbal forms are specific and create the
impression of distension (non—involvement) where neither the speaker nor the reader
needs to react in consequence.’® Pronouns and verbs are usually in third person,

reflection this state of distention.

In a later article published in English, an abbreviated version of his method, Weinrich
refers again to linguistic attitude, assigning to the opposition the same type of

vocabulary (tension/stress versus non-tension, non-stress):

‘Any narrative is remote from me ... It does not touch me immediately and, above all, it
does not impose on me the need for an immediate action or action ... at least personally

I am not affected by it [the action narrated]’.

By contrast, the state of tension or ‘stress’ is associated with comment: ‘they [a sermon,
a political negotiation, commentary to a football match] all concern me directly [...].
They [the people involved in the activities above] are under considerable stress’ with
the amendment that ‘[t]here are grades of tension, of course. But all discursive speech
[i.e. comment] situation have necessarily much more tension than a speech situation

which is only narrated’.'%

1% Weinrich, 1978, 47.
1% Weinrich, 1978, 48.
106 . Weinrich, ‘Tense and Time', Archivium Linguisticum 1 (1970), 34-35; cf also Weinrich, 1978, 44.
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1.3.4.3 Linguistic perspective: retrospect, zero degree, and anticipation

Passing to the second dimension, in consistency with his uncoupling of tense from time,
Weinrich refuses the classical tripartite division of time (past, present, future).'%” In this
context, Weinrich poses the difference between real time and text time. While real time
refers to the reality described, text time is created by linear disposition of tenses (as
linguistic signs) which (1) render the succession of the facts as they happened or signals
that the succession is disturbed to introduce an event that happened (3) after or (2)
before. When decoding the message, the listener pays attention to whether the

. . .. 108
information conveyed is in sequence, the ‘zero degree’

, or that sequence is disturbed
by the introduction of ‘pre—information and post—information’ with regards to the
zero degree sequence. They interrupt the zero degree narrative (in English this is the
sequence of past simple tense) to insert a recuperated or an anticipated information with
regards to the real time. In this context the text time is not the solar time but, as we

already interpreted above, the sequence of tenses/sentence in the text.'®

The degree zero in any kind of text (comment or narrative) refers to the case in which
‘there is no problem between text time and real time’. At this point we can assert that
text time may actualise three situations reflecting zero degree, anticipation and

retrospection.

(1) When text time represents zero degree, the sequence of tenses reflect the order of
events as they happened in the reality described, or rather the sequence of events is not
interrupted by anticipated or retrospective information. Moreover, zero degree does not
necessary imply temporal advancement of the plot. In the next fragment from Margaret
Atwood, narrative continues with simple past tense uninterrupted, relating events in
zero degree.’® The past tense does not necessarily mean advancement of plot as it is

obvious in the use of this tense in this fragment.

‘Morrison was not up on the theories of group dynamics. He liked the old way: you
taught the subject and forgot about them as people. It disconcerted him when they

97 This was supported by: Protagoras (drawing on Homer), Dionysius the Thracian, Quintilian,
Augustine; in recent times, Schiller and Voltaire share the same opinion, cf. Weinrich, 1978, 75.

18 The term zero degree is also rendered as ‘zero point’ of tense cf Weinrich, Tense and Time', 1970, 37.
1% Weinrich, 1978, 77-79.

10 All excerpts of this section are from Margaret Atwood, Dancing Girls and Other Stories: Polarities
(London: Jonathan Cape, 1982), 52-53.
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slouched into his office and mumbled at him, fidgeting and self—conscious, about their

fathers or their love lives. He didn't tell them about his father or his love life [...].’

(2) Text time may reflect a different sort of sequence than that of real time which strays
from the zero degree of past simple into a past perfect recounting a preceding string of

events (again from Atwood):

‘It was colder, the weak red sun almost down, the snow purpling and creaky. She
jumped up and down beside the car till he got the plug—in engine heater untangled and
the door opened, her head coming out of the enormous second-hand fur coat she wore
like a gopher’s out of its burrow. He had seen a lot of gophers on the drive across, many
of them dead; one he had killed himself, an accident, it had dived practically under the
car wheels. The car itself hadn’t held up either: by the time he’d made it to the
outskirts—though later he realized that this was in fact the city—a fender had come off
and the ignition was failing. He'd had to junk it [the car], and had decided stoically to do
without a car until he found he couldn’t. He swung the car onto the driveway that led

from the university.’

The zero degree of past tense (‘It was colder ...°) is interrupted by a sequence past
perfect of recuperated information or presenting pre—information about character’s
preceding experience with the ‘gophers’. His accidental hitting of a goffer becomes a
recuperated memory that the author inserts into the zero degree sequence starting from
‘He had seen a ...” to ‘He’[ha]d had to junk it, and had decided ...’. After the
experience is recounted, the text returns to zero degree past tense (‘He swung the car
onto the driveway ...”). Both tenses are narrative, past simple representing zero degree,

past perfect recuperated information.
(3) A second type of interruption of zero degree is that of anticipated information:

“The house was one of the featureless two—storey boxes thrown up by the streetful in the
years after the war when there was a housing boom and materials were scarce. It was
stuccoed with a greyish gravel Morrison found spiritually depleting. There were a few
older houses, but they were quickly being torn down by developers; soon the city would
have no visible past at all. Everything else was high rises, or worse, low barrack—shaped

multiple housing units, cheaply tacked together.’
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In this particular passage, the past simple is briefly interrupted by a prevision or a pre—
information signalled by the form ‘would’ (‘soon the city would have no visible past at
all’), after which the zero degree resumes. The buildings (supposed to be demolished by
the time Atwood talks about them) still stand in the next sentence (‘Everything else was

high rises ...”) which completes the prevision effect of the sentence with ‘would’.

With these texts, we exemplified the use of English past simple tense as zero degree
narrative, whereas past perfect and would sentence reflect the recuperated and the
anticipated information, respectively. Weinrich develops this discussion of tenses using
the example of Italian where narrative uses the imperfetto and passato remoto for zero
degree. In narrative, the retrospect is indicated by a trapassato prossimo or trapassato
remoto (in English that is past perfect/past perfect continuous), and conditional for a

prevision.'*!

We have not given any examples of distribution of tenses in comment. For the moment,
it will suffice to remind Weinrich’s division of Italian presente as zero degree comment
(in English present tense), with retrospective information conveyed through passato
prossimo (i.e. English present perfect), and prevision or anticipated information with

112

futuro™ (in English, future) On a more general note, ‘interrogation and declaration are

forms of comment’.**3

1.3.4.4 Narrative Prominence: foreground and background

Prominence or relievo®* is the third dimension that Weinrich proposes for the analysis
of language, which is the opposition between foreground and background tenses or
tenses on first/second level of communication. Similarly with the other two dimensions,
it implies specific tenses in each language. French displays this opposition with the
passe simple (foreground) and [’imparfait (background). Looking at their uses in

literary texts, Weinrich observes that ‘narrative tenses are mixed. There is no story

! Cf. Weinrich, 1978, 79-80.

12 Weinrich, 1978, 80.

13 Weinrich, 1978, 107; ‘Verhor und Aussage sind Redeformen der Besprechung’ H. Weinrich, Tempus:
Besprochene und erzdhite Welt (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1964/1985), 78.

14 For Weinrich’s original German term Reliefgebung, Wilfred Watson (in his translation of Niccacci’s
Syntax) proposes as equivalent ‘prominence’ cf Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, 14. Weinrich in his
article translates with relievo, cf Weinrich, 'Tense and Time', 1970, 37. | will use them equally throughout
this thesis. Two out of three meanings presented by OED (17/07/2016) for relievo seem to apply to our
context: ‘moulding, carving, or stamping in which the design stands out from the surface’ or ‘the effect or
appearance of three dimensions given on the plane surface of a painting, etc.; an instance of this’.
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containing only occurrences of imparfait or passé simple’.**> Also, their distribution
may be influenced by an intentional arrangement of the narrator, who may decide to use
a background tense like imparfait for the frame of the story (first and last sentence) and
passé simple for the ‘narrative core’ (cf Weinrich example of The legend of Saint

Dimitrios).**

The alternation between the imparfait and passé simple has the purpose of ‘giving
prominence to narrative according to a background and a first level’ [foreground].**’
Whether the action is punctual or durative, iterative or unique is not relevant when
choosing between the employment of imparfait or passé simple (or the equivalents in

Italian and Spanish).

We will answer the question of (1) what the foreground/background opposition
represents and (2) its constraints. A few words will be dedicated to the situation of (3)

foreground/background opposition in English.

(1) First level is represented by the reason of the story and the ideas described in the
summary; first level or foreground is represented by the item/article/object ‘that in fact
would induce the people to leave for a time their work to listen to the story of a world
which does not belong to the daily life’;™*® here, Weinrich equates this type of narrative

»119

with ‘the unheard—of event of Goethe. Background is the opposite of the first

level/foreground but also the one providing a better understanding of the text.*?

A story
is worth writing when something new occurs, unheard of, unusual, that does not happen
every day — this is the component of narrative which attracts the reader to reading it. In
the narrative passages, everything that is recounting this element of newness represents

the centre of the action, which uses in French passé simple. All other information,

15 To take the example of French, a further opposition foreground/background found in narrative is that
of passé anteriuer/ plus—que—parfait, both tenses representing recuperated information.

18 \Weinrich, 1978, 127-128. In English the succession would roughly correspond to past continuous —
past simple — past continuous.

"7 Weinrich, 1978, 161.

18 \Weinrich, 1978, 129.

119 “we talked over the title which should be given to the novel. Many were proposed; some suited the
beginning, others the end, but none seemed exactly suitable to the whole. ‘I’ll tell you what,” said Goethe,
‘we call it ‘The Novel’ (Die novelle);” for what is a novel but a peculiar and as yet unheard—of event?
This is the proper meaning of this name; [...]" cf. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe et al., Conversations with
Goethe (Da Capo Press, reprint of the 1930 London edition, 1998), §1827, p. 162-163.

120 Weinrich, 1978, 129.

50



which one can do without, and is not critical to the understanding of the story, will be

related using the imparfait.*?!

A further clarification of the meaning of foreground/background opposition occurs in
Weinrich’s later article on the method. He starts from the fact that in French the zero
degree narrative is represented by passé simple and imparfait.!?? He expands on this
point: ‘These two tenses are like two tempo indications: lento for the imparfait, and
presto or molto presto for the passé simple’ (Weinrich’s italics). He exemplifies this
explanation with the types of narrative passages which contain them: one finds
imparfait in ‘the exposition and final passages, in descriptions and portraits, in marginal

scenes, additions, details, and in images’ and passé simple in ‘the main plot’.*?®

These differences (passé simple/imparfait; tempo indications: presto/lento) are
suggestive of two further developments in our thesis. The first refers to the constraints
that tenses observe in terms of their referential function (position in narrative in the
beginning, middle or end). This referential distinction is referred to in the next point and
will be discussed when we arrive at W. Labov and J. Waletzky’s article about narrative.
The second regards the way in which time passage is signalled in narrative, a topic

reserved for the section ‘Narrative: Text, Episode, and Time’.

(2) Turning to the constraints that this opposition reflects, we need to acknowledge that
there is a certain connection between content and the distribution of
foreground/background tenses. While some information might be preferably be
conveyed with imparfait and other with passé simple (cf the above correlation of story
frame — imparfait, body of narrative passé simple), this distribution is dependable on the
author’s freedom to express his ideas, and on ‘several narrative fundamental
structures.”*®* The introduction, the conclusion, the presentation of the secondary
circumstances, descriptions, reflections, and everything that the author wants to put in
the background require the imperfect tense. However, the alternation between passé
simple and imparfait is subordinated to this narrative intention or sometimes to specific

characters in the plot.'® Thus, the referential function is dependent on the narrator.

121 \Weinrich, 1978, 160-165.

122 Weinrich calls this ‘an asymmetry in the French system’.
123 \Weinrich, 'Tense and Time', 1970, 38.

124 \Weinrich, 1978, 128-129.

125 \Weinrich, 1978, 166.
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(3) In English the place of the imparfait, as background tense is occupied by the form
‘he was singing’, as ‘the tense in English of the background in the narrative world’ 1%
Past tense is the tense of foreground in English narrative. 2’ In this context, the
exhaustive counting of the tenses in a text is not necessary, but ‘the identification as
verbal tenses of those forms only which without doubt belong to group I [comment] or
group 1l [narrative]’ is required.'?® The important element in tense analysis is not the
higher number of uses for one tense or the other, but their quality with regards to the
foreground/background opposition. As seen in point 2 above, this quality is conferred
by the author (according to Weinrich), and then by the place of information within the

story (frame or body of the story).

As English tenses in —ing are going to be feature in our description of tenses, we

outlines here Weinrich’s three observations on this matter:

- Verbal forms similar to he was singing are less frequent than the imperfect in
other Romance languages, so that ‘in narrations in English language background
and first level represent a different distribution to the narrations in Romanic
languages’;'*

- tenses in —ing and the present participle like singing (which completes a verb)
‘are sharing the function of creating emphases’,"** mostly containing background
information in narratives;

- In reference to the previous point, the verbal forms as he is singing, he has been
singing, he will be singing, (in contrast with the participle and the narrative
background tenses in —ing) are (i) forms which belong the comment and (ii) they
have the same value (to create emphases) as their narrative counterparts* i.e. he

was singing, he had been singing, he would be singing.

126 \Weinrich, 1978, 168.

2" Weinrich, 1978, 171.

128 Weinrich, 1978, 170.

29 Weinrich, 1978, 167-168.

130 \Weinrich, 1978, 168.

131 Weinrich, 1978, 175-176; cf also 177: The examined texts belong to the modern short—story genre
and the points made are mostly confined to a specific type of literature (Hemingway), as Weinrich
himself admits. This is not to undermine his conclusions but to say that particular types of genres or
English dialects may use different opposing values to achieve the foreground/background meaning.
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1.3.5 Historical context of Weinrich’s oppositions and the limits of his terminology

The first section of this chapter looked at the main theoretical premises of this thesis.
One the one side, it presented the basic tenets of the Prague School as a method which
considers the sentence within the text. On the other hand, we outlined the main themes
of Weinrich’s methodological account. The rapport between FSP and text—linguistics is
of complementarity. One needs both levels of syntax, sentence and text, to work in

consensus to produce a coherent account.

This section is concerned with the historical context and discussion of the opposition
between foreground and background, i.e. Weinrich’s prominence or relievo. We are

interested in two points.

(1) Weinrich’s understanding of the terms will be put into perspective of the American
trend of the ‘foreground/background’ distinction (Paul Hopper, Tanya Reinhart, and
Hellen Dry). All this will be preceded by explaining the common roots of
foreground/background which go back to Sergei Karcevski and Roman Jakobson, both

132

original members of the Prague Linguistic Circle,”* who look at this in terms of

perfective/imperfective and markedness, respectively.

The American trend relates this opposition to either the advancement of the narrative
plot or to the idea of time passage in narrative. Weinrich understands divides time
between text time (as succession of the linguistic signs in communication, or plainly put
the succession of tenses/sentences) and real time (the time represented in the plot in
communication; this is always variable: some novels relate just one day (cf James

Joyce), others years (cf Marcel Proust)).

(2) Regarding Weinrich’s text time, there is the task of answering the question of the
‘illusion of temporal movement’ (cf Helen Dry) or time passage. This is an honest
observation of the way narrative captivates our attention and creates a sense of time.
This thesis discusses the answer provided by Julia Kristeva (a literary critic) and her

analysis of temporal metaphor in the narrative of Marcel Proust.

132 Along with N. Trubetzkoy and P. Bogatyrev, Jakobson and Karcevski are former members of the
Moscow Linguistic Circle (Russian formalism) and initiators of the Prague School Circle, cf P. Steiner,
"The Roots of Structuralist Estetics', in The Prague School: Selected writings, 1929-1946, ed. P. Steiner
(Austin: University of Texas Press, 1982), 174-175.
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A tentative answers also discussed in this thesis is the description of the narrative time
by Gerard Genette, the French literary theorist. He presents a general delimitation of the
shapes of narrative (the representation of single events are represented in the plot)
which are at the disposal of the narrator: summary, ellipsis, pause, and scene. He
engages the problem of time in narrative looking at the content of the narrative, but |
would say he does not provide an answer to our question: how do Weinrich’s narrative

tenses, or the succession of narrative sentences, relate time in narrative.

At this point it is worth outlining again the interpretation of approaching the problem of
time in narrative in this thesis and how they make sense in context of Weinrich’s two
oppositions (foreground/background and narrative/comment). | suppose that comment
tenses, though integral part of texts which predominantly narrate, are not engaged in the
passage of time. Time passage is limited to narrative tenses. The impact of the
combinations of narrative and comment tenses is of creating the curvature of narrative
time (the time it takes to read something) or Weinrich’s text time. *** In the case of

biblical narrative, the curvature of narrative time is created by:

- narrative tenses themselves — some advance while others stall the plot;

- the interruption/substitution of narrative tenses by comment tenses (in indirect
speech), which do not advance or stall the plot; they are there as communication
between the first person of the narrator to the second person of the readers,
outside any meaning of plot advancement;

- passages of dialogue (or direct speech) which do not contribute to the plot, but
represent a communication between the first person of a character(s) to another
second person of a character(s).

133 The idea of time as curvature follows the way in which Joanna Hodge interprets time in the writings of
Jacques Derrida cf Joanna Hodge, Derrida on Time (London/New York: Routledge, 2007).

54



1.4 Generalities on tense in biblical studies and Weinrich’s general
approach

This section aims to establish the place of Weinrich and our own description of the
language in the wider perspective of linguistic disciplines. While Weinrich is said to be
part of the text—linguistic discipline, it is argued that through his focus on the relations
between speaker and listener, his approach fits within the field of pragmatics, rather

than semantics.

In his general introduction Time and the Verb, Robert I. Binnick asserts that the waw
conversive theory of BH is ‘untenable’ (looking at the evidence presented by Leslie
McFall); the responsibility of resolving the conundrum of the four existing verbal forms
(qatal, yiqgtol, wayyiqtol, weqatal) is relegated to the rather general ‘realm of syntax’.*>*
This point of syntax is refined later: Binnick concludes that there must be either a
pragmatic difference between yiqtol and qatal forms (‘imperfective represents
backgrounded information, and the perfective, foregrounded’) or a sematic difference

(modal “certainty versus possibility’ or status ‘real versus irreal’).*®

Binnick asserts that it is difficult to come to a conclusion when it is about BH as
‘literary language’ and part of the group of ‘artificial languages’. After discussing other
‘colloquial ‘tenseless’ languages’, he suggests that because ‘tenses and aspects have
distinctive pragmatic functions’, ‘verb forms serve to do things, and what they can do is
obviously linked to what they can mean’. Among the ‘things they do’, Binnick lists (1)
foregrounding/backgrounding; (2) they provide information about whether the text is a
narrative discourse or not, and about its structure; (3) they situate ‘logical relationships
between statements or reported events, even if this is mere temporal sequence’; (4) they
‘glue events together into sequences of events or indicate their independence’; and (5)
they show which perspective is present (of speaker or other characters).™*® Interestingly

enough the first four items are very much in line with Weinrich’s ideas: of prominence

134 R. 1. Binnick, Time and the Verb: A Guide to Tense and Aspect (New York/Oxford: OUP, 1991), 439;
McFall Leslie McFall, The Enigma of the Hebrew Verbal System (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1982), 4-21,;
P. Kustar, Aspekt in Hebraischen (Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt Kommissionsverlag, 1972), 32.

1% Binnick, 1991, 442.

1% Binnick, 1991, 446-447.
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(cf 1: foregrounding); linguistic attitude (narrative and comment, cf 2); and linguistic

perspective (cf 3-4: zero degree and recuperated/anticipated information).**’

In a later contribution, Binnick returns to talk in general about ‘Aspect in Discourse’
which expands on the ‘textual function’ of aspect: aspect for this perspective is meant
‘to create and maintain the coherence of the discourse at global and local level of
structure’. His discussion turns immediately to the opposition between the ‘narrative’
and ‘discourse’, following Benveniste who uses for this the pair ‘history’ and

‘discourse’ (in French récit and discours).*®

Benveniste’s ‘history’ and ‘discourse’ is
described at length by Weinrich, who asserts that they may be ‘juxtaposed’ (but not

necessarily the same) to the his own comment/narrative pair.**

It is important that Binnick observes the significance narrative and comment because, in
contrast with that of foreground/background, it has fallen off from the attention of
scholars in the field. While the latter pair is amply discussed (as we shall see in this
section), the former pair is only examined by Benveniste (one article of 1959),
Weinrich’s book Tempus (first published in 1964), and most recently only mentioned in

. 140
Binnick’s work.

As this thesis looks into providing a textual discussion of the verb in Aramaic, it cannot
ignore the fact that the genre of the text is a major factor in determining the significance

of verbal forms. | recall this postulate, as the authors considered in this section talk

187 Binnick, 1991, 447. For further on this connection between these ‘pragmatic functions’ and Weinrich’s
dimensions (especially with regards to relations within the text, i.e. Binnick’s points 3 and 4), cf the
section ‘What is text’, page 87.

138 R. 1. Binnick, 'Aspect and Aspectuality’, in The Handbook of English Linguistics, ed. B. Aarts and A.
M. S. McMahon (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2006), 259. E. Benveniste and M. E. Meek [tr], 'The
Correlations of Tense in the French Verb', in Problems in General Linguistics (Florida: University of
Miami Press, 1959/1971).

139 \Weinrich, 1978, 292. He observes that Benveniste ‘recuperates the traditional distinction between
primary and secondary tenses of the Latin and Greek grammars’. Egon Werlich scales down Weinrich’s
associations of tenses of comment and narrative (which may sound daunting to some people) as the
‘Present Tense group’ which ‘centres on the Present Tense’” and includes ‘Present Perfect, Future I and
Future II” and the ‘Past Tense group’ which ‘centres on the Paste Tense’ and includes also ‘Past perfect,
Conditional 1 and II’ c¢f E. Werlich, A Text Grammar of English (Heidelberg: Quelle und Meyer,
1976/1982), 144. 1 take the use of the verb ‘to centre’ to mean zero degree/point of these tenses within
narrative (past tense) and comment (present tense).

140 Benveniste récit and discours receive a further earlier by Gerard Genette. In his essay ‘Frontiéres du
récit’, Genette shows that the difference discours and récit mirrors that of the ancient ‘mimesis’ and
‘poiésis’ and ‘mimésis’, respectively; cf G. Genette, Figures Il (Paris: Seuil, 1969), 61-62. His
description (64—65) of the opposition is very similar to that of Weinrich: ‘In discours [comment] someone
speaks, and his situation in the act of speaking itself is the seat of the most important meanings; in récit
[narrative], as Benveniste forcefully says, nobody speaks in the sense that there is no need for us to ask
ourselves who speaks or when, etc. in order to understand the meaning of the text’ (italics belong to
Genette).
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about the verb in narrative, in its meaning as ‘narrative genre’. The acquiring of the

foreground/background opposition is determined by the study of narrative texts.

Each genre has its own ‘backbone’ or foreground tense around which other tenses are
employed. This is the main idea of the latest book of Robert Longacre and Andrew
Bowling on the Biblical Hebrew verb. They show that verbal forms are bound to

specific genres. For example, wayyiqtol forms the ‘backbone’ of the narrative in the
Bible.**!

| agree that genre is important when considering verbal forms in Biblical Hebrew;
nevertheless, we are again left with the question — what is there in wayyiqtol that makes
it narrative? The difference between Longacre’s and Bowling’s research and this
contribution is that while they look at the quantity of wayyiqtol to determine that it is

192 this research is interested in its quality or what is there in

the ‘backbone’ of narrative
the fibre of the wayyiqgtol sequence that makes it what it is.*** This search outside the
scope of a syntactical discussion is prompted by the fact that understanding Weinrich’s
theory requires much more than attentive reading of his writings, in order to be able to
replicate his positioning towards syntax. His interests are not limited to syntax but
expand to borrow concepts and theories from philosophy, literary criticism, rhetoric (he
was a disciple of Heinrich Lausberg) and stylistics. This expertise is applied to and

combined, most importantly, with analysis of real life texts.

To put this discussion of BH tense into the wider perspective of the pragmatic,

semantic, and syntactic discussions, we need to assert that tense is better described by

YL R. E. Longacre and A. C. Bowling, Understanding Biblical Hebrew Verb Forms: Distribution and
Function Across Genres (Dallas, TX: SlL-International-Publications, 2015). Bowling also seems to
support the contention of the methodological chapter of this thesis that the approaches and results of text—
linguistics and the Prague School are complementary. Bowling states: ‘despite the criticism of Longacre
[promoter of the tagmemic approach — a type of text-linguistic proposal] coming from some members of
[the] Prague School [not named specifically, but probably referring to J-M Heimerdinger and Stephen
Levinsohn], I find that this approach and Longacre’s discourse approach are far more complementary
than contradictory’, cf Longacre and Bowling, 2015, p 43.

142 Andrew Bowling, the author of this particular section of the book, states: ‘Narrative is marked by the
constellation of wyyqtl [the w—consecutive with the imperfect] and Nqtl [imperfect with preposed noun]
as its main elements’. Cf Longacre and Bowling, 2015, 5.

3 Interest in this matter follows a reversal into the way of looking at things in general introduced by
Jacques Derrida. In his writings, he replaces the classical prominence of quantity over quality espoused
by Emanuel Kant with that of quality over quantity. This observation belongs to Hodge, 2007, viii who
developed her view of time in Derrida starting from this inversion: ‘They [her inquiries] started out from
a formal delineation, tracing out a disruption and inversion of the order Kant attributes to his categories of
quantity, quality, relation and modality, as capturing some truth about Derrida’s enquiries with respect to
time.’
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pragmatic instruments as Binnick suggests above. At this point, we observe two facts,
one related to Weinrich general methodology and one connected to its place in the wider

linguistic context.

Weinrich’s text—linguistic proposal is eminently a pragmatic proposal as shown by the
double  distribution of tenses according to  narrative/comment  and
foreground/background both referring the mode in which the speaker/writer addresses
his communication to the listener/reader. This communication of the writer is aimed at
transferring to not only the semantic content of the message but his/her involvement or,
on the contrary, his/her distention with regards to the message itself (i.e. his or her
linguistic attitude), and the type of relievo or prominence — some information is

foregrounded, other is backgrounded.

The second point regards this specific connection between semantic and pragmatic
factors in the context of what we, as scholars interacting with biblical texts, call general
syntactical analysis. Authoritative voices from the Prague School assert that the (1)
content of the message, (2) the mode of communication and (3) the syntactical
disposition of this message in the sentence is to be analysed together rather than
separately. Petr Sgall, Eva Hajicova, and Jarmila Panevova argue that while a semantic
only analysis is possible, ‘the truth conditions of a sentence depend also on pragmatic
phenomena’ where ‘to (the non—semantic layer of) pragmatics’ examines items like the
‘[rleferential indices, modalities, probably also tenses’.'* In consonance with
Weinrich’s discussion above, tense tends (though this cannot be confined) to be more
adequately described by a pragmatic analysis. By the account of Sgall and all, it is
difficult to draw a line between the two as pragmatics could be included in semantics (cf
p. 46). However, the three items discussed are levels of ‘semiotics’ which look at
relations: between symbols (for syntax), between objects (for semantics), and between

speakers (pragmatics).'*®

Admittedly, tense describes both the relation between objects (or Agent—Action—Goal)
and speakers (speaker—listener), hence the difficulty to draw a line between them (cf the

discussion of Sgall and all on the same page on personal pronouns versus proper

144 p. Sgall, E. Haji¢ova, and J. Panevova, The Meaning of the Sentence in its Semantic and Pragmatic
Aspects (Prague: Academia, 1986), 12.
145 Sgall, Haji¢ova, and Panevova, 1986, 46.
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names). However, for both Sgall and all and Weinrich, the relation between speakers

supposed by tense is a pragmatic one.

A further evidence that Weinrich’s work is a pragmatic one is his basic tenet that ‘tense
is a word with unknown etymology’. This could refer two kinds of rejections. (1) One
could interpret this as a rejection of the connection between tense and time, i.e. that
function of tense predicated by Hans Reichenbach and his calculus of tense in the
context of event time, speech time, and reference time. (2) A further interpretation of
this rejection refers to the semantic interpretation of tense/aspect. This excludes the
interpretation of tense as a sign for meaning time. To give an example, Weinrich is not
in favour of semantic analysis of tense similar to that of scholars like Patrick Griffiths:
‘[t]he past simple indicates that he “told people ...” before the time when he wrote the
material quoted’ or ‘[p]rogressive aspect portrays an event (in this case, him spending
time with farmers) as in progress — hence the name progressive — during the relevant
period of time, but leaves open the matter of whether and when it ended’. **® One strand

mirrors a logically deduced paradigm; the other displays a semantic description of tense.

146 Cf for the semantic description of tense the example in P. Griffiths, An Introduction to English
Semantics and Pragmatics (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2006), 93-94. His chapter on
pragmatics does not discuss tense and aspect from a pragmatic point of view.
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1.5 Further descriptions of narrative foreground background

Regarding the history of the foreground/background opposition (cf the introduction of
this section), we turn to those authors writing within the same ethos with that of
Weinrich. In contrast with Weinrich who casually mentions the plot as being part of the
foreground (and what does not contribute to it is background), they take the plot to be
much more important in their description. It all comes down to the idea of complete
action (perfective-marked—foreground-online) or incomplete action (imperfective—
unmarked-background—offline) of the verb. This is because only a sequence of
completed actions may convey a sequence which creates a plot. In this context, they talk
more about Weinrich’s real time referring to the way in which certain verbal forms
advance the plot (and hence the real time described) with foreground/online forms,

while the other are background/off—line forms.

This section is organised chronologically according to authors: (1) Sergei Karcevski
(imperfective/perfective) and Roman Jakobson (unmarked/marked); (2) Hopper, Dry,
and Reinhart — the ‘American strand’ of the foreground/background proposal. The work
of Labov-Waletzky will describe what a temporal juncture is. As an introductory
remark, these authors are either developing (Karcevski, Reinhart, Dry) or just
mentioning the idea that tenses in narrative are distributed according to their ability to
convey the passage of time, propelling or advancing the narrative, being on or off time

line, or part of the narrative skeleton.

All of them write without being aware of Weinrich’s research and, to a certain degree,
they represent an independent confirmation of Weinrich’s proposal. Monika Fludernik
explains this ignorance of the German scholarly advancements on this matter with the
language barrier.*’ Probably, the weightiest affirmation of all about narrative

foreground is the proposal of the temporal juncture of Labov and Waletzky

Y7 M. Fludernik, 'Narrative Schemata and Temporal Anchoring’, Journal of Literary Semantics 21
(1992), 118.
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1.5.1 William Labov and Joshua WaletzKky - a narrative analysis of verb

The Labov-Waletzky proposal**®

argues that genuine narrative is represented by the
correspondence between the temporal sequence of the story and that of narrative. The
narrative sequence is an ‘order that cannot be changed without changing the inferred
sequence of events in the original semantic interpretation’.’*® The delimitation of the
narrative clauses is given by the temporal juncture, which represents two clauses, not
necessarily one in continuation of the other, which cannot be interchanged without
changing the narrative sequence. The narrative clause ‘cannot be displaced across a
temporal juncture without a change in the temporal sequence of the original semantic
interpretation’.*®® Accordingly, there are four types of clauses (or sentences), which

represent the evaluative function of sentences in narrative:***

- narrative clauses are clauses which cannot be moved from their position as this
represents the order of events as they happened,

- free clauses are those which can be moved back and forth in the sequence of
clauses with no impact on the meaning of the narrative; they are not part of a
temporal juncture (see below) and consequently, the temporal order is not
disturbed when they are moved,;

- coordinate clauses can switch places without changing the semantic value of the
text (they could be in a sequence of two or more sentences);

- restricted clauses represent clauses whose rearrangement in the text is restricted
by the same ‘temporal sequence of the original semantic interpretation’, but they

are also restricted by other linguistic signs (‘they did not.... he did not either’).

The narrative appears when there is at least one temporal juncture as in ‘I got into my

car and turned on the radio’. The second clause cannot come before the first, without

152

affecting a change in the sense of the message.”™ It supposes a scheme ‘a—then-b’

148 | consulted its reprinted version of their article of 1967, W. Labov and J. Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis:
Oral Versions of Personal Experience’, Journal of Narrative and Life History, No. 7 (1967/1997). Their
research is based on extensive empiric evidence gathered by analysing oral interviews of people with
different ages and social backgrounds with no higher education.

149 |_abov and Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience', 1967/1997, 14.

150 | abov and Waletzky, ‘Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience’, 1967/1997, 20-21.
All italics belong to the authors.

151 | abov and Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience’, 1967/1997, 4; for the
referential and evaluative functions of the sentence cf 14-15.

152 See on the topic of what narrative text is the section ‘Alviero Niccacci’s proposal of prelude’
discussing the term ‘episode’ as the appropriate narrative division for the analysis of verb.
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which becomes the benchmark against which all the other types of sentences in the

narrative are described.'®

A further important point for this thesis is the second function of narrative sentences —
the referential function. Narrative texts suppose that certain sentences structure the
narrative so that they can part of orientation, complication, evaluation, resolution, or of
coda. For our purposes, we only explain orientation (Niccacci calls this antefatto or
prelude) as that section of the narrative which ‘serve[s] to orient the listener in respect
to person, place, time, and behavioural situation’.*®* Our examination of the biblical text
shows that the grammatical value (wgetal or not) of the first (prelude) sentence in the
episode signals whether the episode about to begin continues the end of the previous

episode (those with wgetal prelude) or not (the rest of the other prelude forms).

1.5.2 Sergei Karcevski and Roman Jakobson

According to Karcevski, narrative past sequence is a series of preterite/perfective forms
which replace one another, each of them being a result which takes us ever closer to
present: ‘Our attention has no time to hang on every result [...] and senses only the
succession of different acts’. By contrast, the imperfective looks at the action in its
progress and therefore does not induce the connection with the present time, as it has its
own ‘past dimension separate from present dimension’.’® Previously, Karcevski
explained that the perfective (the determinative) represents ‘an action conceived as
unity’ and imperfective or ‘the indeterminate aspect (zero aspect) does not have such an

indication’.*®

This particular difference between perfective/imperfective forms the basis of a
supposition of Karcevski of the two axes of the narrative. (1) The succession axis
depicts ‘images of the event’ where each fact is replaced by another as one goes along
the succession. ‘[E]ach event represents [in French ‘decoupe ’] one unity of time, within
which there is no place for a second event’ — perfect is intended ‘t0 mark the limits of
each event’. (2) The non—succession axis contains ‘an unlimited number of processes

[which] can be assumed as being simultaneous, the temporal unity may be extended

153 | abov and Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience’, 1967/1997, 25-26.
1% |_abov and Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience’, 1967/1997, 27.

155, Karcevski, Systéme du verbe russe (Prague: Legiografie, 1927), 152. ‘preterite’ here refers not to
the tense, but to the meaning of the verb which may be ‘preterite of the perfective verbs’ (no duration
implied) and ‘the imperfective preterite’ (duration is also present).

1% Karcevski, 1927, 133.
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indefinitely’. Geometrically, ‘non-succession is represented by a plan while the

succession is a line’.*®’

Jakobson’s argument on the verb derives from his general understanding of markedness.
He supposes that in communication there is always a ‘two—choice selections’. Thus,
Jakobson suggests that ‘[e]ach verb of a given language imperatively raises a set of
specific yes—or—no questions, as for instance: is the narrated event perceived with or
without reference to its completion? is the narrated event presented as prior to the
speech event or not?”.™*® The Russian perfective aspect ‘signals the absolute end of a
verbal process, in opposition with the imperfective (zero aspect) which leaves the
question of the end of the action unresolved’.™ Both Karcevski and Jakobson’s zero
aspect refers the unmarked imperfective in contrast with the marked perfective and it
has nothing to do with the zero—tense (linguistic perspective) of Weinrich. While the
latter applies it to the existence of a flow of communication as narrative asserted by
zero degree tenses (passé simple and imparfait in French) and as comment with other
zero degree tenses (present), for the Russian linguists, zero is attributed to the unmarked

imperfective aspect only.

1.5.3 Paul Hopper

The topic of foreground and background fell under the scope of American linguistics
starting with Paul Hopper. At the time of this original proposal he was not aware in his

writings of the advance of his German counterpart.*®

Hopper asserts that the definition of foreground and background relies on the quality of
being on ‘the story line’ or whether it ‘narrate[s] the main events’. By fulfilling both
these tasks, foreground makes up the ‘skeletal structure of the discourse’.*®! Foreground

represents the sequence of events in chronological order; the sequence contains

137'3. Karcevski, 'Remarques sur la psychologie du russe', in Inédits et introuvables, ed. 1. Fougeron and
G. Fougeron (Leuven: Peeters, 1938/2000), 60-61.

158 R. Jakobson, 'On Linguistic Aspects of Translations', in Selected Writings I1: Word and Lanugage, ed.
R. Jakobson (The Hague/Paris: Mouton, 1971), 265.

%9 R. Jakobson, 'Zero Sign', in Russian and Slavic Grammar: Studies, 1931-1981, ed. L. R. Waugh and
M. Halle (Berlin: Mouton Publishers, 1939/1984), 153.

1801 received this information by personal communication from Professor Hopper. The topic of delivered
foreground/background was discussed at the Symposium on Tense and Aspect (UCLA, May 1979),
whose papers were gathered in a volume edited by P. J. Hopper, Tense—aspect: Between Semantics &
Pragmatics (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: J. Benjamins, 1982).

161 p_J. Hopper, 'Aspect and Foregrounding in Discourse', in Discourse and Syntax, ed. J. M. Sadock and
T. Givon (New York: Academic Press, 1979), 213.
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completed events one after another. The subject tends to be the same within the
sequence. The sentence displays an unmarked (normal) word order and preference for
human subjects and dynamic events; the information is presented as real (as opposed to
modal, subjective, optative, etc.). Background is represented by non-sequenced and
non—-completed events (the events may be simultaneous, after, or before what is
previously stated). Frequent changes of subject, marked (emphatic) word order, irrealis

information, and static events are its main features.?

Drawing on Wallis Reid’s quantitative analysis, Hopper adds to the list above the
following contrasting features of foreground-background (which can be said to be
specific to the foreground—background opposition in French): ‘affirmative as opposed to
negative verbs’, ‘human subjects as opposed to nonhuman subjects’, ‘first person
subjects as opposed to third person (definite animate pronominal) subjects’, ‘singular
subjects as opposed to plural subjects’, ‘main character of discourse as subject as
opposed to secondary character’, ‘main clause as opposed to subordinate clause’,

‘proper name subject as opposed to pronominal subject’.*®®

In a later article, Hopper and Sandra Thompson expand on the fact that foreground
conveys high transitivity and background lower transitivity. The parameters according
to which transitivity is assessed are (the first option of the two characterises
foreground): participants (2 or more vs 1 participant — participant has the pragmatic
meaning of agent, object, etc.); kinesis (action vs non action); aspect (telic and atelic) —
telic, i.e. complete or incomplete action; punctuality (punctual vs non—punctual);
volitionality (volitional vs non—volitional); affirmation (affirmative vs negative); mode
(realis vs irrealis); agency (Agent high in potency vs Agent in low potency);
affectedness (Object totally affected vs object not affected); individuation (object

highly individuated vs object non—individuated).®*

From this short outline of Hopper’s articles, the reader can see that the existence of

Weinrich’s original concept of foreground/background pair is confirmed (they emerge

182 Hopper, 'Aspect and Foregrounding in Discourse', in Discourse and Syntax, 216.

163 Hopper, 'Aspect and Foregrounding in Discourse', in Discourse and Syntax, 217; cf W. Reid, 'The
Quantitative Validation of a Grammatical Hypothesis: the Passé Simple and the Imparfait', in
Proceedings of the Seventh Annual Meeting of the North Eastern Linguistic Society, ed. J. A. Kegl, D.
Nash, and A. Zaenen (Cambridge, Mass: MIT, 1977).

164 Hopper and Thompson, ‘Transitivity in Grammar and Discourse', 1980, 252-253. The article provides
statistical evidence (cf 284-288). The authors also state that foreground is determined by ‘a cluster of
proprieties’ — no single propriety is sufficient for it to be ascertained (cf 284).
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from the analysis of narrative plot) and expanded to include other features like
transitivity (transitive—intransitive), telicity (complete versus incomplete action),
chronology (chronological versus non—chronological), and subordination, to name those
that are important for us.

1.5.4 Hellen Dry and the ‘illusion of temporal movement’

In the first of a series of three articles (between 1981 and 1992), Helen Dry produces a
classification of sentences in function of their notional component which may reflect an
accomplishment, achievement, state, and activity. Foreground (following Paul Hopper)
is referred to as ‘being on the timeline’ where ‘timeline is defined as a sequence of

related situations portrayed as happening ‘now’ within the narrative’.'®

She goes on to develop the so—called ‘illusion of temporal movement’.**®® The timeline
is a propriety that each narrative text has and it is manifested in the span reflected in the
‘narrative’s normal ration of reading time to represent time’. In contrast with
background, the foreground narrative will be in (1) ‘simple past or historical present
tense’, and it is (2) definite or ‘actually occurring in the narrative world’. By contrast,
(3) background is ‘merely talked of, expected, or hypothesized’.167 Equally, Dry
distinguishes between perfective forms containing ‘the final endpoint, of a situation’
and imperfective which do not contain an endpoint.!®® One can infer from this
presentation that foreground as ‘propelling’ the narrative is a concept tied with (1)

perfect simple, (2) ‘aspect and adverbials such as ‘now’’ and (3) sequencing particles.169

In her third contribution, Hellen Dry presents an overview of the major discussion on
foregrounding.’™® Her personal mark on this discussion is the proposal that

foreground/background represents a continuum (not as a contrastive relation — the

185 H. Dry, 'Sentence Aspect and the Movement of Narrative Time', Text 1, No. 3 (1981), 233-234.

166 H. Dry, 'The Movement of Narrative Time', Journal of Literary Semantics 12, No. 2 (1983), 19. In the
introduction, she observes that narrative is a topic of discussion for philosophers of language, linguists
and literary critics. The literary critics are said to have produced the foreground/background proposal but
‘none, has, to my knowledge, addressed the question of what structures — linguistic or extralinguistic—
create the illusion of the moving time stream’ — in turn, this task has been taken up by the philosophers
(she mentions here Hans Reichenbach and Arthur Prior) and linguists, discourse analysis specialists
(Robert Longacre and Paul Hopper — to name the important ones).

%7 Dry, 'The Movement of Narrative Time', 1983, 21.

1%8 Dry, 'The Movement of Narrative Time', 1983, 29.

189 Dry, 'The Movement of Narrative Time', 1983, 48-49. Dry does not attribute the term foreground to a
verbal form but to the sentence as a whole.

170 She looks at the two fields of research which are interested in narrative text, Linguistics (Joseph
Grimes, P. auld Hopper, Sandra A. Thomson, C. Wallace, and Tanya Reinhart) and Literary theory
(Suzanne Fleischman and Deborah Schiffrin).
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common opinion), made possible by a scalar view of foreground. She agrees with
Hopper (1979), that temporally successive clauses have the propriety of ‘identifying the
foreground with a clearly defined level of text structure, one which, moreover,
frequently has a morphosyntactic marking, e.g. the aspectual marking’.*"* In conclusion,
Dry asserts that there is no agreed definition of foreground and ‘we may identify as
foreground whatever textual feature strikes us as prominent’.’* It is evident from this

presentation that she associates foreground with the marked perfective tense.

1.5.5 Tanya Reinhart

Reinhart begins with Labov’s definition of narrative as being ‘a sequence of two clauses
which are temporally ordered’.”® She links the classical proposal of Russian formalism
of sjuzet/fabula (the order of events as happened versus the order of events in narrative,
respectively) into Labov and Waletzky’s work: ‘the narrative clauses are only those in
which the order of presentation in the text (sjuzhet) is identical to the order of

occurrence of the represented events (in the fabula)’.*"

Her view is that the narrative is present only where the order of events in the plot
corresponds to that of the narrated reality. Reinhart recognises that her interpretation
contradicts the assumption of the literary theory where ‘temporality (or causality) is the
defining property of narrative texts’ or ‘they define narrativity in terms of the fabula,

rather than the sjuzet’.*"

Y H. Dry, 'Foregrounding: An Assessment’, in Language in Context, ed. S. J. J. Hwang, W. R.
Merrifield, and R. E. Longacre (Arlington: Summer Institute of Linguistics and the University of Texas at
Arlington, 1992), 444. However, Dry recalls the distinction that there are a temporal ordering criterion
and the important event criterion (following S. A. Thompson, "Subordination' and Narrative Event
Structure’, in Grounding and Coherence in Discourse, ed. R. S. Tomlin (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: J.
Benjamins, 1987), 436).

72 Dry, 'Foregrounding: An Assessment’, in Language in Context, 447.

13 W. Labov, Language in the Inner City (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1972/1986)
360.

Y74 T Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts',
Linguistics 22 (1984), 780. To support her point that a narrative means a text/fabula ‘organized
temporally’, Reinhart uses as a counter example (of a non-narrative text) a summary of Ch.
Dickens’Great Expectation. Her example is for a reader used to Weinrich’s terminology a comment
passage — Weinrich himself gives a similar example of comment of the summary of G. Orwell’s 1984 by
A. Lass, cf Weinrich, 1978, 61.

7> Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
781: The example of narrative and non—narrative contrast sentences which describe an event using ‘and’
(‘Well this person had a little too much to drink and he attacked me and the friend came in and she
stopped it” — narrative text) with sentences which change the temporal ordering (‘A friend of mine came
in just in time to stop this person who had a little too much to drink’ — non—narrative text).
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Furthermore, Reinhart points out that because foreground is described by Dry (1981 and
1983) as a ‘sequence of clauses which move forward the time line of the story’, it
constitutes a change in interpretation of narrative time from that of Hans Reichenbach'"®
(who included the speech time in his evaluation of time).*”” She observes a significant
difference from Reichenbach, as we pass from a perception which included the time of
speech (the S time in Reichenbach) to a narrative where time is determined based on the
previous reference point: ‘subsequent events are related directly to the previous
reference point.”*’®

This is a point where Dry concords with the position adopted by Weinrich from K.
Hamburger with regard to time: the tense in narrative has nothing to do with our solar
time, the writing or reading time. For Weinrich, tense marks the zero degree of events
(the same order of events in fabula and sujet) or deviations (anticipation or

retrospection) from it — this leads to the creating Weinrich’s text time.

The point of Reinhart’s article is to link foreground/background with Gestalt theory as
‘the temporal organization of narrative texts reflects principles of the spatial
organization of the visual field’.'”® The difference between the two derives from their
contrast: ‘The foreground, or the ‘narrative skeleton’ is a (report of a) sequence of
events ordered on a time axis. This chain of events, in and of itself, is meaningless. [...]
Its interpretation or its significance can be determined only if we know the physical
conditions of its events, their motivations, the preceding circumstances ...etc. In this
sense, the background enables us to perceive or understand the foreground events’. ™% If

we accept that narrative can also be interpreted as foreground/background that is

because ‘proprieties of the human mind restrict the way humans can process both visual

176 4, Reichenbach, Elements of Symbolic Logic (New York: Macmillan, 1948), especially 287ss.

Y7 Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
785.

178 Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
786. Reinhart concludes this section by mentioning Kéate Hamburger and Meir Sternberg who also
supported the idea that speech time is not part of the narrative world, which constructs the time internally
cf Hamburger and Rose [tr], 1971/1993, and M. Sternberg, Expositional Modes and Temporal Ordering
in Fiction (Baltimore: Indiana University Press, 1978). The latter, together with Robert Alter and Adele
Berlin, represents the literary approach to the Bible.

1% Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
787. Her research draws on studies of the narrative by Gerard Genette, William Labov and Kurt Koffa’s
Gestalt psychology.

180 Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
789.
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and temporal or linguistic information’.*®" This approach effectively associates the

experience of reading with that of seeing objects.

At the end of this description of Reinhart’s points on foreground/background, we need
to adjust some of her examples and affirmation for those of us familiar with Weinrich’s
methodology. Most of the problems derive from the fact in Reinhart’s framework
background receives all the events which are not in temporal sequence.*® Switching to
Weinrich’s vocabulary, this leads to confusion of (1) comment and background; (2)

background and recuperated/anticipated information:

(1) For Weinrich, there is a difference between narrative and comment as modes of
communication. Reinhart’s comparison between Charles Dickens’s Great Expectations
with past simple and its summary in present tense of N. Friedman does not stand.'®®
This is because Reinhart compares something that is a comment text (summary) with
background non-sequential information. For Weinrich, Dickens’s text is narrative
communication (not involved exposition about a third person); Friedman’s summary is
a comment communication or an involved exposition for the benefit of a second person,
the reader, who for personal reasons decides to read the summary instead of the actual

text of Dickens.

(2) Reinhart supposes that a sentence presenting recuperated information with ‘had just
sat down’ is background. For Weinrich, this is not so as the sequence of past simple
zero degree (cf the sentences in italics) is interrupted with recuperated information (not
background or foreground) in past perfect after which zero degree resumes in past

184

simple (‘I told him’).”™ In Reinhart’s example (16), the fact that the mother sat down

181 Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
790.

182 ¢f Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
795: ‘each event in the series does not move the reference time further, hence it is part of the
background’.

183 Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
793. Weinrich uses the same type of comparison (original narrative and its summary) in describing this
opposition when discussing the narrative text of G. Orwell’s 1984 and its summary in comment present
tense by A. Lass Weinrich, 1978, 61.

184Cf most of the examples in Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of
Narrative Texts', 1984, 798-801 make this confusion.
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occurred at an indefinite point in time before ‘he sort of ran out ...” — the sitting down is

not background but recuperated information:*®

‘He sort of ran out in the yard — this was way out on Coney Island — and he started to
talk about it. And my mother had just sat down to have a cup of coffee. And I told him

to cut it out’.

We will return to one of Reinhart’s example in our argumentation below to argue the

connection that Weinrich supposes between tense and function.

18 In order to be background information in Weinrich’s framework, the sequence of tenses should have
used a background English past continuous tense: ‘and he started to talk about it. And my mother was
sitting down to have....And I told him’.
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1.6 Weinrich’s text linguistics and the important terms for this thesis

1.6.1 Weinrich and the American strand on foreground/ background

The framework of Labov—Waletzky obviously mirrors Weinrich’s foreground sequence
of tenses. Because we are talking about ‘a—then-b’ events, these are events that are
completed, i.e. the a—event ended before the beginning of the b—event. In Karcevski and
Jakobson’s terminology, this is the use of the marked perfect tense; perfect is marked as

it contains a completed event.

The main advancement of Weinrich from Karcevski and Jakobson is this: while they
assigned the marked/unmarked property to clusters of tenses based on whether they
were completed or not, Weinrich presents (referring here only to a narrative
communication flow) a duality of single tenses based on presto and lento: French passé

simple (past tense) is foreground, imparfait (past continuous) is background.

Karcevski’s proposal of the two types of narrative, using imperfectives and perfective
(with their own temporal axis), matches that of Weinrich’s relievo. The imperfectives
refer background which considers ‘the action in its progress’ with unmarked or
uncompleted events, here, Weinrich’s lento comes to mind; by contrast the perfective
has that presto feeling of ‘[o]ur attention has no time to hang on every result’ with a
marked and completed verbal form. These axes are probably part of the same
communication flow of narrative and, thus, one exchanges one for the other in the

process of communication.

The zero-tense means lack of perspective (or of any hint about retrospection and
prospection), where the information is presented only in sequence with the previous,
with no swerving to past or future. Foreground/background builds on this idea of
sequence and, down the line, as ‘tempo indications’ (lento — imparfait; presto or molto
presto — preterite). The focus of Karcevski’s foreground/background is the plot:
preterite contains the sequence of the plot which conveys a fast pace narrative, while

imperfectives convey ‘past dimension separate from present dimension’.

18 |f a language supports relievo in comment this would not be related to a lento or presto quality; hence,
the difference between narrative tenses and comment tenses.
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Hopper and Reinhart seem to be in consonance about the plot expressing function of
foreground in narrative. They also suggest the ability of foreground to convey complete,

punctual information, with the exclusion of modal and negative sentences.'®’

Hopper’s
evaluation of foreground is probably the most complete and looks at a varied pallet of
dimensions as the organisation of the plot (foreground is ‘skeletal structure of

discourse’), markedness, agency, complete versus incomplete, and diathesis.

For these, there is, | think, sufficient rationale as the assumptions are corroborated by
facts at least with regards to English. The other element which found its way into the
core belief of their creed is that, in Reinhart’s words, ‘the foreground is defined as the
sequence of temporally ordered event clauses, or the clauses which move the reference
time forward’.’® This particular statement, | dare say, is supported by intuition and
direct observance of the narratives in question; however, what exactly is there in
foreground that makes this phenomenon possible? These two authors limit their
exposition to the statement of this fact, leaving the act of convincing us to the texts
themselves. We shall see more about that when it comes to discussion the advancement
of narrative time with wgetal and wparticiple (cf the last section of Chapter 1 ‘1.7.4
Aramaic tense distribution according to time passage’).

Passing to Dry’s articles, her approach is very much in line with Hopper with regards to
the considering foreground that which is temporal sequence within the plot, the
correlation of foreground with perfective tense (which refers the ‘final endpoint, of a
situation’), and the delimitation of the background using transitivity. Finally, she too

indicates the existence of human agent as a sign of foreground.

In the following sections, I will pass to the discussion of this vocabulary in the context
of Weinrich’s work and show its place in the linguistic description of this thesis.

The idea that time is enclosed in the narrative text seems to be a common theme for
these authors (Hopper, Reinhart, and especially Dry). Weinrich discusses this only from
a philosophical perspective, looking for answers to questions outside the domain of

linguistics. All authors profess a temporal advancement which narrative provides as the

187 Cf here Reinhart’s positive comments on Hopper, 'Aspect and Foregrounding in Discourse’, in
Discourse and Syntax, and Hopper and Thompson, 'Transitivity in Grammar and Discourse', 1980, in
Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984, 801
802.
188 Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
794.
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by—product of informing us about the events of the story. Nevertheless, we are left with
the examples and with an increased interest in the way in which this could be
linguistically or otherwise explained. The idea of the temporal ‘illusion of temporal
movement’ proposed by Dry names this conundrum (cf a development of this illusion in

the section ‘1.7.3 Time in narrative’).

1.6.2 Tense as linguistic sign in Weinrich’s methodology

Through a discussion of one of Reinhart’s examples, this section illustrates the fact that,
in Weinrich’s methodology, each system of tenses has designated one tense for
conveying one stable function within the language. This creates a ‘stable connection’
between tense and function. In my understanding of Weinrich’s three dimensions,
language displays several slot functions: narrative foreground and narrative background,
comment foreground and comment background; in addition, the combinations between

zero degree, retrospect, and anticipation and each of these four possible functions.

In this context, each tense represents one slot function in communication, marking the
‘structural limit/border’'®® between narrative or comment along with the other
specifications (foreground/background and linguistic perspective). Not all slots are
covered morphologically by one tense, as in those languages which display a smaller
number of tenses (cf German and Targum Aramaic), tense may come in combination
with other linguistic signs (word order, particles, etc.) to fulfil the function required by
one slot. In this respect, the case of French and Italian is revealing as, in contrast with
English, they do not display a morphological tense for the comment background tense

of English, the present continuous.

In this section, we compare the methodologies of Weinrich and Reinhart in order to
show that the American strand is generally less strict with regards to the tense—function
assignation. Opting for an exclusively descriptive way of interpreting syntax (this is
foreground because this tense contributes to advancing narrative time, is transitive, etc.)
without seeking to create a stable and uniform connection between tense and its
explanation leads to confusion. This is evident both in the theoretical discussion of

Reinhart and in the examples she presents as support. Also, it will be evident what we

189 H. Weinrich, 'Tempus, Zeit, und der Zauberberg', Vox Romanica 26 (1967), 198. In German, he calls
this Strukturgrenze.
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mean when we say that Weinrich’s methodology proposes a ‘stable connection’

between tense and function.

Reinhart’s examples are (the italics belong to Reinhart who supposes that these forms

are background):

(18) a The host was telling another joke. Having already heard this joke many times

before, Rosa started to yawn.

(18) b The host was telling another joke. Starting to yawn/having started to yawn, Rosa

has/had already heard this joke many times before.

Reinhart suggests that the ‘awkwardness’ of example 18b derives from the fact that ‘in
the second sentence the event belonging to the current reference time is presented as a
background to an event ordered prior to this time, i.e. foreground—background relations
are inversed’.**® To explain her point, she believes that an event occurring prior cannot
occur as foreground so the quality of being prior implies also background. In 18b, ‘Rosa
has/had already heard this joke many times before’ is presented as foreground instead of

background and this is from where the awkwardness comes, according to Reinhart.

I begin my explanations with 18a: the author decided to arrange the events of 1-2-3
(joke was heard many times before, joke heard again, yawn of one subject) as 2—1-3:
(2) joke heard again; (1) the joke was heard many times before; (3) yawn of the subject.
In 18a, the participle perfect tense (‘having heard’) suggesting recuperated information
was correctly used in relation to the past simple foreground (2) ‘the host was telling a
joke’. So, 18a is indeed correct, but not because ‘having already heard this joke’ is
background (as Reinhart thinks) but because it is recuperated/retrospective information

correctly signalled with a retrospective tense.

Turning to 18b, we need to clarify the confusion and to analyse the tenses making up
the fabric of the three sentences. The confusion is caused by the changed order of events
from 18a to 18b, from 2-1-3 (of 18a) to 2-3-1: (2) the joke is told; (3) yawn of
character; (1) the character heard the joke before.™®* To complicate the matter further,

1% Reinhart, 'Principles of Gestalt Perception in the Temporal Organization of Narrative Texts', 1984,
799; the italics belong to Reinhart.

191 The numbers suggest the order of events in the reality described or fabula (she heard the joke, she
hears it again, she yawns).
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18b adds into the mix one present perfect (has heard), a comment recuperated

information tense, where 18a only displays narrative tenses.

Within Weinrich’s work, the analysis of each tense in 18b is:

was telling: narrative background;

starting to yawn: narrative background tense;

having started to yawn: narrative retrospective information;
has heard : comment retrospective information;

had heard: narrative retrospective (equal to participle perfect ‘having started’).

In my opinion the ‘awkwardness’ of 18b derives from two causes:

the event 2 is followed by event 3 (she heard the joke a second/third time — she
yawns), but the two grammatical situations of event 3 (the yawn) contradict this
smooth continuation:

o in the case with ‘Starting to yawn’, the mistake resides in attaching event
3 as subordinate to retrospection (the event 1), when in reality it
continues event 2;

o in the case with ‘having started to yawn’ besides the previous mistaken
subordination, there is no suggestion of the continuous sequence of
events between 2-3 because that order is broken with the use of past
perfect participle of having started to yawn;

in 18b, only one of the tenses for sentence 3 is correct: that of narrative tense of
retrospect had already started, not the comment of retrospect — has already

started;

So, 18b is awkward because the above sequence of events (fabula) of 2-1-3 (of 18a) is

re—arranged into 2-3-1 (the joke is told, yawn of character, the character heard the joke

before) without adjusting the tense order from event 2 to 3 to represent foreground

advancing the narrative time (he tells the joke, she starts to yawn). When the change in

the order of the events takes place, tenses follow suit. The sentences below in 18c and

18d (with past perfect) amend 18b appropriately:

(18) ¢ The host was telling another joke. Rosa started to yawn, she had already heard

this joke before. (narrative tenses: 1. background; 2. foreground. 3. recuperated

information)
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(18) d. The host told another joke. Rose was yawning, she had already heard this joke

before. (narrative tenses: 1. foreground. 2. background. 3. recuperated information)

As shown by these examples of 18acd, authors of communication are free to use any
order of events as long as tense does not contradict the meaning of the linguistic sign of

tense as it happens in 18b.

So whenever, like in example 18, the event of ‘telling the joke the n™ time’ has the
position 1 before the event of ‘telling the joke the first time’ (as 2 or 3), the latter event
requires past perfect retrospective as in 18acd. Using any other of the tenses presented

for the hearing of the joke the second time contradicts their own signal as in 18b.

The syntactic explanation does not need to resort to the ideas of simultaneity and
causation. While the events in reality described is 1-2-3 and fixed® (hear the joke
once, hear the joke the second time, yawn), in relating this to the listener/reader the
speaker/writer can arrange the events in any sequence of the above (2-3-1, 3-1-2, etc.)
with the appropriate tense adjustment to account for the change from the reality (fabula)
to the story (sujet). When the sequences coincide (event 1 is followed by 2 and then by
3) the zero degree is undisturbed — past tense or past tense should be used. The

rearrangement of events in the story is signalled through the other tenses.

To summarise, in contrast with Reinhart’s position, for Weinrich each particular tense
receives a unique explanation in relation with the others on three coordinates:
narrative/comment;  foreground/background; recuperated/anticipated information
interrupting or not zero degree. This triple organisation of the explanations creates a
connection at the level of the linguistic sign. The signifier or the morphological tense, as
it appears in Romance languages and English, receives a unique functional slot in the

temporal system.

Conversely, when one examines more than one language, one can see that these slots
are not present morphologically in a uniform way. Some languages have a

morphological empty slot in their tense system. For example, French and Italian do not

192 Any change leads to a completely different fabula — the basis itself changes leading to another variant
of events to be described.

75



have a tense which differentiates between foreground/background*®® in comment while
English does, as we already said above. Other languages, like German, may display the
whole opposition foreground/background with word order: verb in second position for

foreground; verb in last position for background.*®*

Weinrich’s methodology binds the linguistic sign of one tense to one linguistic function,
unique to itself. By discussing the case of German, which has word order as a secondary
device for foreground/background, Weinrich recognises that besides the morphological
signs, though enough for Romance languages and English, word order and other

linguistic signs need to take part in the analysis of tense system.

1.6.3 The limits of Weinrich'’s vocabulary versus narrative descriptions in the
American strand

In contrast with its American counterparts, Weinrich’s vocabulary seems to be very

cautiously construed. This is probably for reasons of simplicity and unity. Weinrich

uses terms which apply to more than one context: For example, zero degree, retrospect

and anticipated information as terms apply to both foreground and of background;

narrative can be both foreground and background; comment can be both foreground and

background.

In contrast with his counterparts, Weinrich does not use advancing of time'*® in talking
about the progress of the plot to its end or about simultaneity or transitivity of tenses
(discussed in other tense theories). With this, Weinrich confines his explanations within
text—linguistic area only. In our own description of tense and word order, we need to
thread carefully as we need to explain what their vocabulary does when saying
‘backbone of narrative’ or ‘advancing the time’ and how that is a good description of
the linguistic reality. This is a discourse about opposing how physical or temporal

images are conveying linguistic realties present in narrative literary works.

198 Weinrich, 1978, 250. English has both a present simple for foreground and present continuous for
background

194 Weinrich, 1978, 199-202. This thesis explains that in determinate circumstances Targum Aramaic
uses word order to relate comment/narrative opposition.

1% The assessment of time in language is a literary critical endeavour, not the object a linguistic analysis.
Weinrich confirms that time is not a linguistic category: ‘Past time, as well as present time, is not a
linguistic category. Language is not interested in the question whether a fact is situated in a moment
previous to the present time, but in the way a speaker looks back at it’; cf Weinrich, "Tense and Time',
1970, 36.
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Let us take the example of Longacre and Bowling who for foreground wayyiqtol use the
term ‘backbone’ of narrative. This builds on the image of the backbone — a sequence of
bones which supports the frame of vertebrates — to depict what wayyiqtol does for
narrative. Wayyiqtol effectively supports the disposition of events in chronological
order which is the simplest order in communicating the plot from the beginning to the
end. ‘Advancing time’ is also an image as it refers to the fixed sequence of events
mirroring that of the reality (cf Labov) and ultimately leads to its finish. These terms are
images not explanations of the phenomenon of advancing the time or the chronological

dispositions of events.

Though for some it might not seems so, Weinrich proposes an explanation for
presenting events in a way that chronology is respected or at least is not disturbed —
which is the term of zero degree. In this context, he advances another two explicative

terms of presto or lento as ‘tempo indications’.

It is a reality that nowhere in his Tempus does Weinrich explain what tempo means
apart from that it may be of a presto or a lento type. This might be one of the key
deficiencies of his method. Are they still images or explanations as | interpreted them
above? Weinrich discusses his idea of what passage of time means in the Epilogue of
his ‘On Borrowed Time’. We find that the so—called ‘indications of tempo’ do not
actually mean time but cadence. His explanation of time is ‘Hippocratic’ and reflects on
the play on words that the Latin tempus supposes. There is a homonymy between
tempus/tempora, as time, and as temple (the flat sides of the head), the latter being
ultimately related with ‘pulse’ which beats (it does not advances) at slower or faster
pace. The continuous beating amounts to a sense of time, which he calls ‘the sixth
sense’. This connection between pulse and tempo contributes to his theory of
Hippocratic time: ‘Human time, which derives its thythm from the regular or irregular
beating of the pulse, cannot be understood as movement in space, or if so, at most as the
circulation of the blood flowing through the arteries and veins’. This is based on his

disagreement that time could be assimilated to space (against Aristotle’s theory). So, for
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Weinrich, time is subordinated to ‘the fundamental conditions of human beings who

know (but do not always want to know) that their days are numbered’.*®

In a nutshell, what lento and presto mean is not advancing of time (though we see the
image of it) but the way in which we are supposed to go over the plot, sometimes in a
presto or a lento fashion. | interpret this as indications not of the time advancement but
of the time we need to take — more for lento, less for presto. It might be that the story is
not there to take us to the end; however, in this context, the story should take us swiftly
over some events and less so over the others. The story is not there only to advance but
also to stall our time to a different degree. This, | think, amounts to an explanation of

zero degree, not an image of what zero degree does.

In our terms, wayyiqtol is there as ‘backbone’ of the narrative because it implies the
tempo indication of presto, which is not time, nor movement, nor sequence. It is of
importance that Weinrich never uses to describe foreground narrative the terms
sequence of one event after another, form which advances the time of the story or as
temporal movement. Weinrich’s method is too carefully constructed to suppose that he

missed the idea of sequence or temporal sequence.

Once we understand, where Weinrich stands with regards to time passage, we realise
that this idea of passage present in the American strand does come in contradiction with
Weinrich’s creed expressed negatively with ‘tense is not time’. Those who think time
and tense are connected would say that tense does contain time because it is able to
enclosed it and advance it towards the end. Their image of backbone and advancing

time is based on the tense—time connection.

At this point, I support Weinrich’s tense/time disconnection. Also, | clarified to a
certain extent the limits of his vocabulary. However, two items need to be also asserted.
First, the images used by the American strand depict the reality faithfully, so they are of
use in discussion. Second, the audience of biblical scholars I address is entirely unaware
of Weinrich’s rather unique conception of time. As a result, we need to explain (i) why
Weinrich avoids these images and (ii) why we are going to used them anyway in our

discussion.

196 H. Weinrich, On Borrowed Time (Chicago/London: Universtiy of Chicago Press, 2008), 201-209. As
he admits, this follows the line of Martin Heidegger’s conception of being towards death, Sein—zum—
Tode.
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(i) One cause for this avoidance could be the nature of the texts examined, which are
mostly modern narratives with a highly distorted sequence of events, so one can never
simply say that past simple has temporal sequence as function. In Targum Aramaic, it is
true, as we shall see in the analysis of wqetal in indirect speech, where wqetal (the

equivalent of past simple) does create a temporal sequence, with few exceptions.

In his analysis of these texts, Weinrich cannot use images of events like, backbone, or
sequence of events or temporal movement to describe what narrative foreground. This is
not because they are not true, but because it confuses the structure of his method which
relies on comment/narrative opposition: comment tenses can also be used in sequence
of events or temporal movement, or make up the backbone of novels. As a note, none of
these combinations with the adjective ‘temporal’ imply that tense would signal time, but
only its advancement or progression towards the end. Also, Weinrich restricts the use of
lento/presto explanations for narrative foreground/background opposition, while for the
comment foreground/background he does not advance any explanation other than that
of the opposition of ‘serious’/ ‘less serious’ statements (his examples contain the

opposition present perfect and present perfect continuous).™®’

(if) The avoidance of these easier images would make reading this syntax for the said
student difficult to say the least. As we shall see a direct observation of Targum
1Samuel shows that wagetal (the Aramaic correspondent of wayyiqtol) is either in
temporal sequence, i.e. the first event happened before the second in time, or, very
rarely, wqetal lists events in which the sequence adds events in no particular order. We
have made the observation and given the fix value of wgetal, and the image becomes the
definition of waqetal itself. But this is not because the temporal sequence caused the

wgetal.

As a result, we need to take a conscious decision about this. We can continue with the
discussion of ‘tension’ or ‘stressed’ situation, ‘tempo indication’ of lento or presto in
our outline of the Aramaic verbal forms. The problem for us is that, when a new
syntactical proposal is construed, these terms are not resonant with the reader and they
do not depict the reality as we see it. Some people might not be even interested in the

mechanics of Weinrich’s proposal and try to look ahead to into the actual verbal

197 Weinrich, 'Tense and Time', 1970, 37-40. He recognises that more studies on what comment
foreground/background means are needed, cf p. 39.
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analysis. Moreover, these terms are vague with regards to a common reader’s

understanding.

The other way is a two—step process: first, we need to acknowledge that the opposition
narrative/comment (as linguistic attitude) works together with that between background
and foreground (as relievo) as values of narrative and comment. Second, we include in
our description those images which correspond to the reality of Aramaic tenses, as
narrative values only. This also tells that the authors proposing the images only look at
narrative as foreground/background, with no concern for the comment/narrative

contrast.

On the one hand, the purpose of this little discussion was to outline the mechanics of
Weinrich’s text-—linguistics and acknowledge its standards. On the other, we need also
to acknowledge the necessity of these images describing the advancing time of the
narrative, as tools which go back to the reality of tense sequence in text. As long as that

reality of the oppositions is clearly defined, there is no room for confusion.

So the reality is that narrative is one mode of communication which has two tempo
indications (not temporal indications) presto and lento. However, in our description of
the verbal forms we will resort to images like that of Bowling’s, and to many others
which are going to come to the fore below. They are images and describe perceptions
which facilitate adding to even more support (as we shall see independent) to
Weinrich’s reasoning of tense. Also they bring in body of proof and knowledge, which

will shape our linguistic discussion of Targum Aramaic verbal forms.

1.6.4 Terms and conditions of the text-linguistics method

Taking into account the two  oppositions  (comment/narrative  and
foreground/background), any type of communication is ultimately an exchange of

198 \We discuss in the

information between a speaker/writer and a listener/reader.
conclusion of this section: (1) which terms are important to retain from this rather ample
methodology; (2) how Weinrich’s framework is different from the traditional discussion
of tenses; he rejects the connection tense/time, traditional syntaxes embrace it; (3) word

order for FSP and Weinrich, as well as its impact on BH and Targum Aramaic. The last

198 \Weinrich Weinrich, 1978, 37-39.
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point of this evaluation regards the necessity of a clearer definition (4) of text and its

divisions, preparing the argument of the next section on text, episode, and time.

(1) In Weinrich’s method, verbal forms undergo a triple analysis. It aims to surpass the
traditional understating of the syntax, which offers descriptions based on a self-
explanatory nomenclature (for example: ‘here the past tense is used because the context
of the action happens in the past”). Weinrich proposes three dimensions of language, by
gradually uncovering (a) the structural limit or boundary between comment and
narrative; (b) that these two structural differences may take relievo of foreground or
background; (c) and that there is a delimitation of retrospect, degree zero and prevision
which is to be found on both sides of the structural limit, in narrative and comment.
Accordingly, these three dimensions express that the author/speaker conveys not only
the content of the information (or the notional content of the verb) but also: (a’) the
level of interest of the author: comment suggests that tension/implication is present or
required; narrative is associated with no tension — the reader is in a state of distension or
non—implication; (b’) how this information should be understood by the reader/listener,
by positioning it on foreground or background (relievo); (c’) the verb conveys the
rapport of its information with the sequence of event. In zero degree, the sequence of
events of the text is not disturbed to introduce retrospect or prevision. Retrospect and
prevision mark this particular intrusion of a previous or an anticipated event within the

zero degree sequence.

Turning this into the practical realities of the language, each of the languages Weinrich
analyses display one tense responsible with the following types of communication:
narrative foreground, narrative background, comment foreground, and comment
background. These four types of information are multiplied when one looks at the
likelihood that these languages should also differentiate according to the zero degree,
retrospect, and anticipated information. To take the examples above and also attested by
Weinrich, past tense is a narrative, foreground, zero degree tense; past continuous is
again a narrative zero degree tense but of the background sort; past perfect is a
narrative, foreground, retrospect; present tense is a comment, foreground, zero degree
tense, with present continuous as comment, background, zero degree tense; future tense
is a comment zero degree, used for anticipated information. Analysis on these three

coordinates is developed for the remaining of English tenses.
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A further term one should take into account is that of Hamburger’s 1-origo or simply,
origo. The point of reference rests within the narrative as long as the communication is
not of tension: we are charting the advancement of the plot and of time reference
towards its end with the occasional backward or forward indications
(retrospect/anticipation). It is customary for this communication to contain
predominantly third person verbs and pronouns. The origo is connected and advances
Weinrich’s text time. As soon as this communication is turned into a stressed
communication involving or supposing a first and second person (sometimes associated
with a change of person verb and pronouns from third to first and second person), the
origo is no longer referred to text time of the literary work and passes to the time
between the narrator/reader, referring no time at all. This is considered a direct address
of the narrator (in the case of a narration) who comments events just narrated or relates
other new events for the benefit of the reader. The type of origo, associated with the
passage of time within the literary work or referring to events as being not related to that
time passage, is pertinent to the type of communication, narrative or comment,

respectively.

(2) In the context of the writer/reader communication, referring to narrative but not
excluding from this the comment dimension, Weinrich asserts that narrative is reader
oriented and not concerned with simultaneous/non—simultaneous events. He asserts that
‘In discussing the use of these temporal forms [past simple and past continuous], it is of
no use to operate with concepts of simultaneity to conclude that the dialogue with the
old man and the recognition of the bridge [described by Hemingway in Old Man at the
Bridge] are simultaneous. It is natural that they are simultaneous; what is important,
however, is not the simultaneity [of two events] but the fact that when the author
recounts one after the other simultaneous facts, he chooses a specific prospective
[foreground or background]. Of these two simultaneous events,*® he moves one of
them on the first level [i.e. foreground, with past simple] and the other to the
background [with past continuous], and for this, he is using verbal tenses. [...] he does
that mostly because he knows that most of the readers prefer a story with narrative
relievo’.®® For Weinrich, the author decides which information is allocated to

foreground or background. His stance on simultaneity reflects not a rejection of the

199 \Weinrich comments here two simultaneous actions described in Hemingway, Old Man at the Bridge.
2% Weinrich, 1978, 174.
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possibility that these actions are simultaneous. Instead, it seeks to replace the
interpretation that simultaneity supposes about tenses (that they in some way relate
time) with a foreground/background one — which is not based on time, but on tempo (cf
below). Simultaneity becomes in his interpretation a by—product of the much broader

category of foreground/background relation.

Weinrich’s interpretation of simultaneity is ultimately in line with his decoupling of
tense from time. Tense is not there to relate one time or the other but to relate the three
dimensions described in this outline: linguistic attitude, linguistic perspective, and

prominence/relievo.

(3) Another important term is word order. In these two syntactical methods, word order
has two different meanings. For FSP, different word orders (within the analysis of linear
modification, contextual and semantic factors) lead to establishing the unmarked and

marked word order of the sentence.

For Weinrich’s text-—linguistics, word order has little importance when discussing
Romance languages or English — these languages convey the distribution of tenses
according to the three dimensions (linguistic attitude, linguistic perspective, and
prominence/relievo) in a morphological fashion, i.e. the morphological tense is
sufficient to signal any delicate combination of the three dimensions; in the case of
German word order is of major consequence as it influences the way in which relievo is
achieved, i.e. the distribution of sentences according to foreground/background.?®
Word order in German, according to Weinrich, relates (1) the opposition between
foreground and background narrative (relievo), and (2) the replication of this opposition

in comment passages: foreground and background comment.

To inform about the delicate difference on this topic of the tense system and what one
can do with it, we observe that for particular combinations of dimensions, even romance
languages may not present certain tenses. In Italian for example, whereas tenses do the
opposition between imperfetto and passato remoto (narrative background versus
narrative foreground), there is no similar opposition in comment because, as Weinrich

notes, there is no difference between foreground/background in comment, which is left

2% \Weinrich, 1978, 202.
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for the context to signal it.>®* This means that there is no morphological opposition
between comment foreground and comment background tense in Italian — if present, it

is supplied with other instruments, other than a morphological tense and word order.

Going down the scale of availability of morphological combinations from English (it
displays all combinations of dimensions) to Italian (it lacks the comment
foreground/background different), Targum Aramaic presents the same kind of paucity
in morphological tenses as German. Thus, one expects that word order similarly is of
significance in creating an opposition either on relievo (foreground background, cf
German) or the other possible opposition of comment versus narrative. A third option is
possible where word order has no impact (English). In view of the results of this thesis,
the TA word order impacts not on the foreground/background opposition, but on the
comment/narrative opposition (cf Chapter 4).

(4) In light of Weinrich’s research, how text is understood requires clarification. Robert
de Beaugrande pointed out this before by asserting that the definition of the term text
proposed by Dane$ (‘a text is a linkage of minimal statements [Aussagen], i.e., of
sentences that are fitted to a certain context and situation’) does not offer enough detail

and clarity.?®

We discuss this term from the perspective of W. Dressler and Robert de Beaugrande,
who propose the seven standards of textuality, and seek to further that delimitation with
the proposal of the term episode as the proper division of 1Samuel, within which a
sentence could be analysed. A sequence of coherent episodes adds to create the book. In
this context, text time (of the zero degree sequence and its retrospective/anticipated
information) receives a field of distribution where it has a beginning in the initial
sentence/tense (following Weinrich and Niccacci, we call that prelude), and continues

with the content and ends.

This section has pointed out that Weinrich has as a basis for his research in the
linguistic current of Structuralism, but he adopted a personal way of interpreting the

written text by putting together a mosaic of suggestions and insights belonging to W.

292 \\einrich, 1978, 201.

23 de Beaugrande, ‘The Heritage of Functional Sentence Perspective from the Standpoint of Text
Linguistics', 1992, 4.1. Beaugrande refers here to F. Dane§, Papers in Functional Sentence Perspective,
114.
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Goethe, G. Miuller, and K. Hamburger. As the book progresses and the reader
familiarises himself or herself with the new terminology, his basic assumption of the
three dimensions (linguistic attitude, linguistic attitude, and prominence) become
clearer. Given the difficulty posed by the vocabulary and methodology used in this
thesis, our approach will be similar: the reader will find at the beginning of each chapter

a review of the major concepts used in developing our argumentation.

At the end of this discussion of the method, we cannot deny the fact that language does
create Dry’s ‘illusion of temporal passage’. As time in literary work cannot be analysed
by linguistic means, as Weinrich says, we turn to the literary critical proposal of Julia
Kristeva and her analysis of ‘temporal metaphor’ in Marcel Proust’s novels to answer
how the illusion of temporal passage is possible. Also, this discussion takes into account
the referential function of the sentence developed by Labov and Waletzky, who named
the five possible functions of the narrative as orientation, complication, evaluation,

resolution, or coda.

The following two sections expand our discussion of the referential function of the
orientation/prelude in biblical texts and provide a literary critic explanation of time

passage in narrative texts.
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1.7 Narrative: Text, Episode, and Time

According to René Wellek and Austin Warren, literature is a ‘time-art (in distinction
from painting and sculpture, space arts)’. In most types of literature, time followed by

causation is the basic ordering factor.?*

We begin with these general thoughts on time
in narrative to argue that even though time is not part of the linguistic discussion of
individual verbal forms, as Weinrich says, one cannot ignore its importance in the

analysis of narrative texts.

Gerard Genette and Jacob Licht?® have attempted to count the phenomenon of time in
narrative by looking at the difference in a number of sentences between events. From
their accounts, one may conclude that time is not a measurable value within the literary
work. However, Genette acknowledges that it is impossible to determine the duration of
narrative®® by the ‘time it take[s] to read’, as the speed of reading varies. He also
stresses, and rightly so, that duration is simply related to shorter or longer narratives: the
‘gradual slowing down of the narrative [is] achieved by the insertion of longer and

longer scenes for events of shorter and shorter duration’. %’

Time passage, however, is a narrative phenomenon which may be described through
Julia Kristeva’s ‘temporal metaphor’, which | propose as supplement to Weinrich’s

‘Tempus—Metaphorik’ (tense metaphor).

Before looking at time passage, we need to examine the limits and define three terms:
text, episode, and narrative. ‘Text’ is a general label which meets the ‘seven standards of
textuality’ (cf below) and is in contrast with the non—text. The text comes in different
lengths starting from one episode of a literary work to a literary work as a whole,

containing a multiple self—standing episodes.

204 R. Wellek and E. A. Warren, Theory of Literature (London: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1949),
222. René Wellek is a former member of the Prague Circle and a pupil of V. Mathesius.

2053, Licht, Storytelling in the Bible (Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1978), 99-100 matches the verses within
the Debora and Barack narrative episode with numbers of words for each and hours/days that the action
could have taken to complete. The slowness or alert rhythm in the passage of time can be observed just by
looking at the extremes he presents (p. 100): the summoning of Barak and his coming to Mt Nephtali
needed 6 words and must have taken 6-10 days to complete; by contrast, the killing of Jael by Sisera is
told in 70 words and must have taken an hour or less.

206 G, Genette and Jane E. Lewin [tr], Narrative Discourse (Figures I11: Discours du récit) (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1972/1983), 86—87: ‘no one can measure the duration of a narrative’.

27 G, Genette, ‘Time and Narrative in A la recherche du temps perdu’, in Aspects of Narrative, ed. J. H.
Miller (NY: Columbia University Press, 1971), 101.
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The discussion of ‘text’ and its limits (from where to where one can consider a text as
being what it is) is connected with the so—called ‘referential function’ of narrative
sentences indicated briefly in summarising the article of Labov and Waletzky above.
They propose that there is an evaluative function according to which sentences may be
divided in narrative clauses, free clauses, coordinate clauses, and restricted clauses. The
second function of the sentences in narrative is the referential one. Labov and Waletzky
assume that a sentence is a narrative genre text is part of orientation, complication,

evaluation, resolution, or of coda,?®®

as specific places within the composition with a
specific purpose. For example, the orientation is found at the beginning of the text and
contains the basic information on which the narrative is built, the coda is located the end
and shows how the story finishes. For the purpose of our research it is important to
know where a text begins and ends so that one can effectively say that one sentence or

another is part of the orientation/prelude, middle or end/coda.

The coming section will provide the vocabulary and methodology to determine how one
sequence of sentences becomes a self-standing episode, while this status is refused to
other. Based on this delimitation of what an episode is, Chapter 2 will show that the
grammatical form of the prelude (first sentence in the episode) is a signal of the type of
sequence between episodes: sentences with wgetal refer that the current episode
continues the end of the previous one; the rest of the prelude sentences do not suggest

this information.

1.7.1 Whatis a text?

The syntactical discussion in a text-linguistic environment cannot begin without
answering properly to the question ‘what is a text?’. The answer comes from outlining
those characteristics which make a text a text, in contrast with a random sequence of

sentences with no connection between them (or a ‘non-text’, cf below).

Before presenting the definition of text accepted by this thesis (that of Robert de
Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler), | will shortly review the various meanings the
word text receives in the relevant areas of text—linguistics and discourse analysis, based

on Jurgen Esser (about text) and John Sinclair and CoBuild (about discourse) — the two

208 Other authors have developed the referential function of the narrative sentence. In this paragraph and
in this note, narrative sentence means sentence which is ‘part of the narrative genre’ not Weinrich’s
narrative as a linguistic attitude.
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terms are often confused. This discussion also looks at disciplines involved in the study

of text and discourse.

Looking through the literature on the subject, Esser asserts that the range of meanings
the term text can assume extends from ‘any written material’ to the loose supposition
that ‘the text of a speech, broadcast, or recording is the written version of it’.?% As this
kind of text has physical manifestation on paper, text is said to be ‘medium—dependent’,
it needs to be ‘meaningful and devoted to one topic’; in length it needs to be ‘typically
more than just a word or a sentence’.?*? Passing to the topic of discourse, CoBuild talks
about discourse as being a ‘medium-independent’ part of communication (not in
writing) and it can be ‘a serious talk or a piece of writing which is intended to teach or

explain something’.211

As is evident in the previous paragraph, text may be sometimes confused with
discourse, so | turn to T. Sanders and J. Sanders for contrastive explanation of the two
terms. Being meaningful, focused on one topic, and more than a sentence in length are
the common traits that discourse shares with text.?’? They continue by saying that
‘discourse is used as the more general term to refer to both spoken and written
language. The term ‘text’ 1s generally used to refer to written language.’213 Discourse is
the object of study for Rhetoric, and Conversation Analysis, and Sociolinguistics. In
turn, text is explored by Stylistics, Text—linguistics, and Psycholinguistics. Due to the
increasing options of recording oral communication in writing and the appearance of
‘spoken corpora’, they warn that the line between these separate disciplines has become

increasingly blurred.?*

Looking to summarise the meanings that the term text may have, one can conclude with
Esser that the text can be: (1) the product of writing, (2) a fragment of spoken or written
communication, (3) a corpus (containing a large quantity of texts in a language, from a

specific period of time, belonging to an author, etc.), (4) ‘a unit of linguistic description

29 3. Sinclair and Collins COBUILD, CoBuild English Language Dictionary (London: Collins
COBUILD, 1987/1995).

210 3. Esser, Introduction to English Text—linguistics (Frankfurt/New York: Peter Lang, 2009), 1-3.

211 Esser, 2009, 3 quotes here from Sinclair and COBUILD, 1987/1995.

212 Esser, 2009, 5.

213 7. Sanders and J. Sanders, ‘Text and Text Analysis', in Encyclopedia of Language & Linguistics
(Second Edition), ed. Keith Brown (Oxford: Elsevier, 2006), 597.

214 sanders and Sanders, ‘Text and Text Analysis', in Encyclopedia of Language & Linguistics (Second
Edition), 598.
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larger than the sentence’, (4) a semantic unit (or a unit of meaning). 213 He concedes that
‘in linguistics the terms ‘text’ and ‘discourse’ may be even used synonymously’.216
Although for some authors, like Esser, the delimitation of the two terms may seem
artificial, we can conclude discourse and text are described by two complementary

disciplines, discourse analysis and text-linguistics.

Delimitations in our text-linguistic analysis

We have seen above that linguists and literary theorist alike struggled to define text and
that their definitions do not make a clear difference between the lengths of texts. We do
have a clear distinction between text and discourse, as medium dependent and
independent ways of conveying a message, respectively. However, according to Esser,
both text and discourse have in common the trait of meaningfulness, length (more than
one sentence) and the focus on one topic. This is where the confusion appears between

sections of text and discourse.

To clarify the term narrative sentence, I adhere to Labov and Waletzky’s definitions
who think that a narrative is established by only two temporally sequenced sentences:
‘Any sequence of clauses that contains at least one temporal juncture is a narrative’.?’
Narrative, as a result, is not dependent on length or focus on one topic. It is only
indicated by the sequence of two sentences, chronologically ordered. | will outline the

general definition of text and then pass to discuss its application to episode.
Definition of text

Returning to the question asked in this section (text versus non-text), this particular
difference is explained in Beaugrande—Dressler’s classic ‘Introduction’: a text is a
‘communicative occurrence which meets seven standards of textuality’.218 They are
cohesion, coherence, intentionality, acceptability, informativity, situationality, and
intertextuality. These standards make a text what it is. Those texts which do not meet

the standards are called ‘non—texts’.

215 Esser, 2009, 9.

210 Esser, 2009, 9.

27 Labov and Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience’, 1967/1997, 21.
Chapter 2 of this thesis analyses one type of wgetal as narrative. However, as our analysis is bound also to
Weinrich’s concept of narrative, I include the other forms of wqetal (the coordinate wqetal, non—
sequential/incomplete wqetal, and wgetal hendiadys) and of wparticiple into to the narrative linguistic
attitude.

218 R. de Beaugrande and W. U. Dressler, Introduction to Text Linguistics (London: Longman, 1981), 3.
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All the seven standards are ‘relational in character’ and examine how one occurrence
fits the other: ‘via grammatical dependencies on the surface (cohesion); via conceptual
dependencies in the textual world (coherence); via the attitudes of the participants
toward the text (intentionality and acceptability); via the incorporation of the new and
unexpected into the known and expected (informativity); via the setting (situationality);
and via the mutual relevance of separate texts (inter‘cextuality)’.219

Each of these standards of textuality represents the milieu within which I or the authors
I refer to discuss the analysis of specific verbal forms. | made clear these connections
between one standard and its implication in the linguistic analysis in the second
paragraph (not all standards include this connection). Four standards belong to text—
linguistics (cohesiveness, coherence, informativity, intertextuality) while the other three
to pragmatics (intentionality, acceptability, and situationality).??° The seven standards of

textuality are:

(1) A text is cohesive when ‘the actual words we hear or see, are mutually connected
within a sequence’.?> Dependence and surface structure are the key words here:
dependence refers to the relation of the various parts of speech within the text
(grammatical dependence). Surface structure is ‘the presented configuration of
words’.?? A more comprehensive definition of cohesiveness refers to ‘all of the
functions which can be used to signal relations among surface elements’.”*® More
plainly this refers to the grammatical accord.

(2) Coherence is that standard that examines whether ‘concepts and the relations which
underlie the surface text are mutually accessible and relevant’ or not. The authors list
several coherence relations: causality, enablement (A is ‘sufficient but not obligatory’
for B: ‘she made cookies, he stole them’); reason (‘an action follows as a rational
response to some previous event’); purpose; arrangement in time (or temporal
proximity).??* The coherence and cohesiveness of the text are text internal traits of the

communication and on them rests the flow of communication.??®

219 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 37.
220 Cf de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 31.
22! de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 3.

222 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 48.
22 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 3.

224 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 6.

2% de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 4-7.
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Coherence is important in determining the key concepts and relations within the
episode. Their clarification within the episode is crucial for considering the episode a
‘complete’ text. When concepts and relations are not clarified, the status of episode for a
sequence of sentences is to be rejected leading to expanding the length of the text until
the clarification of the concepts and relations is contained within the text. An example
of this process is the discussion of John 11 below.

(3) Intentionality refers to the fact that the communication aims ‘to distribute
knowledge or to attain a goal specified in a plan’.?*® This accounts for the attitude of the
person producing the text/communication.

The intentionality factor is connected with Weinrich’s delimitation between comment
and narrative and that between foreground and background. According to him, it is the
author who decides which linguistic attitude (narrative or comment) the text uses in
communication or which relievo that linguistic attitude should have (foreground or
background).??’

(4) Acceptability mirrors the receiver’s attitude of consent that the text is cohesive and
coherent, ‘to acquire knowledge or provide co—operation in a plan’.??® Sometimes the
receiver must use inference to attain this standard.

(5) Informativity is a standard which ‘concerns the extent to which the occurrences of
the presented text are expected vs. unexpected or known vs. unknown/certain.’??° There
IS a certain correlation between the amount of new information and effective
communication: no new information causes boredom; an appropriate amount of
information keeps the receiver interested; too much new information overloads him.

The standard of informativity reflects the distribution of the communicative dynamism
within the Prague School’s FSP. It is their contention that new information usually
presented at the end of the sentence is based on the given inserted at the beginning of
the sentence. Our reading of a sentence is perspective towards the new information at
the end.

(6) Situationality ‘concerns the factors which make a text relevant to a situation of
occurrence’.”® The text takes into account the class of people to whom the message is

addressed, and the place and time you need to read it. (ex: the message addressed to

226 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 7.

22T Weinrich, 1978, 37 and 127-128.

228 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 7.

229 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 8-10.
%0 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 10.
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motorist: ‘Slow Children at Play’ near a school or a playground; everybody should be
able to read it at once).

(7) Intertextuality refers to that activity of the text producer who uses, or hints at
previous texts known to his readership in order to convey his own message in a more

convincing way.?*!

These standards provide a basis for determining a ‘complete’ text, which means for de
Beaugrande and Dressler, the point where author reaches the so—called ‘threshold of

termination’ or when ‘the producer finds the outcome satisfactory for the intended
5 232

purpose’.
This concept of completeness or the seven standards asserting the completion of a text
provides an objective way of asserting that a literary work is completed, on the one
hand, and the ability of dividing it into sections or episodes which produce a meaningful
message by themselves, on the other hand.

This later delimitation is particularly important in the analysis of verbal forms or
sentences. As narrative verbal forms have a double function, one referential and one
evaluative function (cf Labov & Waletzky), our analysis of 1Samuel narrative needs the
‘episode’ demarcation as the shortest possible complete text within which the verbal
constructs could be examined without missing Labov and Waletzky’s referential
function of narrative. Detecting the referential function needs marking the beginning
and end of a text, the episode being the appropriate place within which the verbal form
can be analysed taking into account the immediate context of the episode and the
connections and relations established with other sentences. To give two examples of this
referential function, besides being narrative, the sentence may begin a story (so it
introduces characters, places, etc.) and functions as orientation; a narrative sentence
could also end a story (it shows how the story is resolved), and hence it functions as
coda. In the narrative of 1Samuel, episode is a term which contributes to determining

this referential function of the narrative sentence.

31 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 11.
%32 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 34-35.
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1.7.2 Episode and prelude of episode

The necessity of explaining the terms text and episode derives from two reasons. On the
one hand, Weinrich uses a rather vague definition of text as ‘an ordered sequence of
language signs between two noticeable discontinuations [Unterbrechungen] of
communication’.?** One the other hand, starting with Niccacci, the text—linguistic
analysis in Semitic languages has turned to the referential function by looking at the so—

called antefatto/prelude or Labov and Waletzky’s orientation.

Now, we can define ‘episode’ as a section of a literary work in a natural language,
which has a meaning by itself and as a result, it may be read outside the context of the
other episodes. The episode is a self—contained unit, bearing the features of the term
text, as described earlier by Beaugrande and Dressler (coherence, cohesiveness,
situationality, information, etc.). One needs two episodes to delimit them one from
another. The break in meaning from one episode to the next may be of theme,
geographical or time location, and characters. A stretch of a literary work needs to
contain information about the beginning, middle, and end of the story, and be at least
three sentences long (corresponding to the beginning, middle and end parts) in order to

qualify as an episode.

As anote on Weinrich’s definition above, I think he refers to a length of communication
closer to an episode, as the beginning and end of a literary work do not need
discontinuations or breaks to be marked. An internal division of the text would need a
discontinuation in communication, which means a discontinuation in the relations and

concepts discussed, a change in characters, etc.

After the delimitation of the term episode, this section looks at providing a practical
discussion of how one may go about deciding the length of an episode. The test case is
the example of John 11, already discussed by Niccacci. This is an opportunity to assess
the meaning of the first sentence of an episode or of what it does not only within the
episode but also in connection with the previous episode (cf for the discussion of the
prelude forms the section ‘Prelude forms in Targum Aramaic’ on page 117). Ultimately,
this is not about a specific length but about how to decide on the ‘threshold of

termination” where the episode makes sense by itself. Once the length of a self—standing

23 The translation belongs to de Beaugrande, 'Text Linguistics', in Discursive Pragmatics, 288 from H.
Weinrich, Sprache in Texten (Koln: Klett—Cotta, 1976).
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episode is established, the sentences presenting the referential function of
orientation/prelude, complication or coda/end—of-episode are easier to determine. The

section will also seek to define the meaning of prelude.

Niccacci’s prelude comes from the Italian antefatto.”®* Prelude or ‘antecedent’ forms
contain information which ‘the reader is reminded of so that he can understand the
narrative which follows’.?*® Niccacci’s analysis shows that the ‘constructions with
antecedent’ are waw—x—qatal, waw—x-yiqtul and waw-simple nominal clause with a
participle.”®® Also, in his opinion, there is a distinction between foreground forms
(advancing the narrative) and antecedent forms with which ‘the author provides the

prelude to narrative’. %’

In later articles, antefatto is explained as ‘that text unit expressed with background
verbal forms which describes the prior situation in which the account [about to be
narrated] takes place, or provides information which the reader/the listener needs to
know in order to understand the account which is about to be narrated’.’® Also,
antefatto contains information about ‘the situation, characters, and place’ where the

account takes place.?*®

Blurring the line between background and antefatto, Niccacci extends this explanation
(in his analysis of John 11) of antefatto to comprise ‘not only that [unit] found at the
beginning of an account, but also that which occurs in the middle [of an account] to
signal minor subdivisions of the same account’. He continues here with what he

believes to be a feature of antefatto: ‘it signals a rupture with regards to the foreground

24 Oxford—Paravia, Italian Dictionary (Milano/Oxford: Paravia-OUP, 2010), 1499: antefatto —
antecedent, prior event; (narrativo) back-story.

2% Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, 36. The existence of ‘antecedent forms’ is validated with an analysis
of Genesis 1:13; 2:5-15; 3:1 and 4:1 (cf pp. 37-38).

23 The last construction is called ‘simple nominal/noun clause’ in contrast with the first two which are
‘complex nominal/noun sentences’ because they have a ‘predicative’ verb headed by a noun. Together
these two types of sentence form a contrast with wayyiqtol, weqatal, weyigtol, weimperative which are
predicative sentences with no noun before the verb.

37 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, 40.

%8 A Niccacci, 'Dall'aoristo all'imperfetto o dal primo piano allo sfondo', Liber Annuus 42 (1992), 97; my
translation.

% Niccacci, 'Dall'aoristo all'imperfetto o dal primo piano allo sfondo', 1992, 104. Similar information in
English about prelude is found in A. Niccacci, 'Marked Syntactical Structures in Biblical Greek in
comparison with Biblical Hebrew', Liber Annuus 43 (1993), 39. The only new features of prelude or
antefatto mentioned in this article are the Latin origin of the term (ante factum) and that antefatto is ‘a
kind of circumstance placed at the beginning of the text’.

94



form which precedes it while it constitutes a syntactical unity with the foreground form

which follows’.2%

In view of the function that prelude forms have in the narrative of 1Samuel, we need to
propose an adapted definition for the purpose of this thesis. Once one divides the book
of 1Samuel into episodes, it becomes evident that in most cases it is wqetal (or in BH
the wayyigtol) which begins the new episode by introducing characters and new places
(cf Annex 1).

To state our main points about prelude or antefatto, it marks by definition a ‘rupture’
from the previous events and is connected with the coming foreground forms in the
story, as Niccacci rightly observes. Nevertheless, we need to limit the position of the
prelude to the first sentence in the episode and grant this label only to those sentences
which continue introducing new characters and places after the first sentence
immediately. Moreover, we need to warn that the referential function (being a
prelude/orientation or coda/end—of—episode) do not necessarily say anything positive or
negative about the value of a wverbal form as foreground/background or
comment/narrative. For example, as observed above, most of the episodes in 1Samuel
start with a wgetal, a narrative foreground verbal form, which happens to be in prelude

position.

As a note, the analysis of Chapter 2 shows that the episode beginning with wgetal forms
in prelude position have the role of signalling that two subsequent episodes are in
temporal sequence, i.e. the second episode could not have come before the first (cf the
section ‘Temporally sequenced narrative in 1Samuel and wqetal and wqetal of prelude’
on page 130). When prelude contains other types of sentences, that temporal sequence is
no longer in place, and the order of episodes is disrupted (cf the section ‘Other forms of

prelude’ on page 137).

We will explain our main points about prelude by discussing the same text Niccacci
offers as support of his argumentation: the pericope of John 11. The language in which
prelude is discussed is of no consequence as the referential function is an attribute of the

narrative genre.

240 Niccacci, 'Dall'aoristo all'imperfetto o dal primo piano allo sfondo’, 1992, 100; my translation.
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Niccacci argues that there could be two episodes in John 11:1-17 (death of Lazarus) and
11:18-45 (Jesus is informed about this by his Lazarus’ sisters) and that would allow
11:18 to be read as antefatto. *** However, reading this narrative with the two of the
seven standards of textuality (coherence and cohesiveness), we observe that one section
cannot be separated from the other as they form together one episode divided into two

panels.

The fundamental difference on which this discussion relies is that a narrative in the
Bible (and | dare to say in all pieces of literature) is divisible into episodes. For a
sequence of sentences to become an episode, it is not sufficient to meet Weinrich’s
criteria, i.e. the sequence to be delimitated by a significant break in communication. The
sentences, | would argue, need also to meet the same textuality criteria proposed by
Robert de Beaugrande and Wolfgang Dressler. Their seven standards of textuality apply
to all text (discussed above).”** These criteria, as we shall see, help deciding whether
two pieces of literature apparently independent qualify to become an independent
episode, i.e. a proper text. The most important two standards of textuality are

cohesiveness and coherence.

Following Beaugrande and Dressler, cohesiveness refers to ‘functions which can be
used to signal relations among surface elements’, which roughly means grammatical
accord. The most powerful concept of all is that of coherence which refers to concepts
(cognitive contents) and relations (‘links between concepts’).?*® Trying to identify what

exactly makes an episode what it is, an episode needs to contain all the necessary

241 Niccacci’s article of shows that the basic principles of the text—linguistic method of Hebrew are very

much applicable to the Greek of John 11 (cf Niccacci, 'Dall'aoristo all'imperfetto o dal primo piano allo
sfondo', 1992, 85-108). The alternation foreground/background is represented by the alternation
aorist/imperfect, respectively.

My division in episodes of John 11 is: episode A (11:1-45) — the death of Lazarus and his resurrection by
Jesus and episode B (11:46-57) — the reaction of the high ranking officials to Jesus miracles. This is
based on the fact that there is no mention of Lazarus resurrection after verse 44; the second is that the
particle 8¢ in verse 46 is to be read not as adversative but as transition particle from one episode to
another, as a simple then or, if one needs to show a clearer break, after that. There are plenty of examples
of this use in John with &¢ at the beginning of a new episode (1:44; 2:8-9; 23; 3:1, 23; 8:1; 11:1; 13:1;
20:1, etc.). Moreover, in the episode B, (1) Jesus’ activities are referred to as o €moinoev Incodg (‘what
Jesus had done’ vs 46) and onueio (‘signs’ or ‘miracles’ vs 47) — so to a plurality of events — which refers
to entirety of Jesus’ activity; (2) the place and characters are completely different from A to B: in A, Jesus
is main character; in B, he is only referred to as a third person during the plot of 47-53, and then showed
as reacting to their plan (54-57), again in third person. The point is that there is no loss of understanding
of the full meaning of the pericope B if one read it as a self—standing episode.

Anticipating the argument of this section, 11:46 is a good example of aorist being used as
prelude/antefatto at the beginning of a new episode.

%2 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 3-10.

3 de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 3 and 6.
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concepts and relations — when that is not the case the episode is no longer a coherent
text and is demoted to a panel which needs a previous or later panel to contain that

concept. At that point, they form one episode together.

There is a scale of narrative. The first level is the simple sentence; the second level is
that of ‘sequence of sentences’ or panel — this formation makes sense together but
because it needs another ‘sequence of sentences’ or another panel to clarify concepts
and relations — they remain a panel; the third is the episode which can be read
independently from another episode without needing to clarify concepts or relations. At
the end of the scale, there is the finished product of literary work. To be clear, the
prelude only occurs at the beginning of an episode — in all other circumstances
(transition from one panel to another inside an episode or just introducing new

characters or information), it is only a prelude—like transition from one panel to another.

Discussing the same passage of John 11 is a good opportunity to clarify and adapt the
concept of prelude and episode. In verse 18, Niccacci supposes that this is ‘another
short prelude [antefatto] within the narrative’®*. If we read separately the panel starting
with verse 18, we see that that there are a number of questions (again about concepts
and relations) that we need to ask ourselves before we understand the section as

proposed (mainly without Lazarus’s death which happens in 1-17):

- The story of 11:18 begins with where Bethania is. This is a lack of relation
because we do not know why the place of Bethania is important. The name has
already appeared twice in 11:1-17 and this place is days away from Judea were
Jesus was; another relation we miss is that of whom Martha and Maria are. This
was stated in 11:1-2 where they are named as sisters of Lazarus from Bethania;
also, more information is said about Maria (she anointed Jesus' feet and wiped
them with his feet);

- People come to comfort Martha and Maria in verse 11:19. If we read 11:18 as
prelude of episode (and not as a transition), this becomes a lack of concept: what
happened to their brother exactly? he was sick and died, an event related in
11:11,

- The two ladies hear of Jesus coming in verse 20. What is he coming for? There

is a lack of concept and relation: he is coming because the sisters sent for him

24 Niccacci, 'Dall'aoristo all'imperfetto o dal primo piano allo sfondo’, 1992, 105.
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(relation present in 11:3) and because he is a friend (concept presented in 11:4—
5).
A less obvious connection between the two panels is the fact that by reading separately
the second we miss that that Jesus comes to Bethania for the purpose of the miracle
already announced in 11:4 (‘This sickness is not unto death, but for the glory of God’) —

this is lack of relation.

Consequently, supposing a prelude form in 11:18 severs the close relationship between
the panel of 11:1-11 and the next starting 11:18, two parts of the same episode. If they
are considered together, we also understand other internal connections within the
episode. In the words (21) ‘Lord, if you had been here, my brother would not have died’
there is a question we can ask: was Jesus family or was he from that village to support
her presumption that Jesus could have helped? Verse 11:3 answers it with the relation
that the sisters sent for him, probably in time to save Lazarus, but he delayed coming for

another two days (11:6).

As a result, the coherence of the panel starting in 11:18 lacks major concepts and
relations for us to be reading it as a self-standing episode, with its own
prelude/antefatto, even though the events recounted in the two panels (11:1-17 and
11:18ss) suppose a time gap. Instead, 11:18 acts as a transition between episodes rather
than a prelude.

Each episode allows a completely separate reading from the previous or the next
episode in a narrative, i.e. all the information is already present in the antefatto or is
distributed later within the episodes itself. If a panel displays a lack of concept or
relation, we need to pair it the previous panel or the next to achieve coherence. Antefatto
or prelude has the single task of building the bridge between two episodes, allowing for

the new episode to be read as a self-standing story.

We note that the term episode is mentioned only a couple of time in Niccacci’s Syntax
with no definition of what it means. Later contributions also do not give a definition.
However, his syntactical comment on the Deluge (Genesis 6:9-8:22) asserts that an

_____

7IRT-5y 0.2 In his analysis of Ruth, he states the existence of narrative division of

5 A, Niccacci, 'Diluvio, Sintassi e Metodo', Liber Annuus 44 (1994), 25.
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episodes in 2:1 and 4:1.%*® All in all, Niccacci is aware that biblical narrative may be

divided into episodes which are introduced by specific antefatto/prelude forms.

Our technical discussion of episode provides the basis for the divisions into episodes of
1Samuel and the interpretation that this division receives (cf Chapter 2). Furthermore, in
the context of discussing time in narrative, it provides the extent of the episode where
the idea of time may be analysed: there is the passage of time within the episode (a
sequence of forms may or may not contribute to it); and there is the passage of time
suggested by the prelude forms — some prelude forms display chronology between two

episodes temporarily, others do not.

8 A Niccacci, 'Syntactic Analysis of Rut', Liber Annuus 45 (1995), 105: On Rut 1, ‘The main narrative
line (wayyigtol) goes on uninterrupted until 2:1. There we find an off-line construction with the function
of providing ‘antecedent information’ at the beginning of a story. It is not, however, a new story but
rather a new episode of the same. Another such off-line construction is found in 4:1. It also marks the
beginning of a new episode.’
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1.7.3 Time in narrative

Tense theories have always considered that tenses are there to convey time of some
sort.**” Weinrich’s method is unique in stating that tense looks at the sequence of events
(or lack thereof) rather than being involved in signalling time. However, the analysis of
language rarely puts in separate boxes time and tense, so our argumentation would be

lacking by ignoring time in the description of tense.

Though we cannot say for certain what is the proper rapport between time and tense
(Weinrich chooses to say that time in his description is a word with an unknown
etymology), the type of text under analysis does influence the decision of whether the
topic of time may be avoided. If this thesis had imperative tense or Winston Churchill’s
speeches as a body of reference, the linguistic analysis could have avoided discussing
time. These two objects of study would suggest a comment type of text where time is
not involved. However, 1Samuel is predominantly a narrative text so this topic cannot
be evaded. We are not going to look at time but at time passage, and not from a

linguistic but from a literary critic perspective.

Time passage was a concern for a number of literary critics, including Gerard Genette?*®

and Julia Kristeva®*®

the scholars we are going to discuss. They happen to look at the
same body of evidence (the works of Marcel Proust) but with a different perspective.

The former is interested in the isochrony®® between the real time of the events

27 W. Klein, Time in language (London/New York: Routledge, 1994), 16-31. Klein lists the three
‘conventional’ theories (of tense, aspect, and Aktionsart) which do include time in their explanation and
opposes them to Weinrich’s comment/narrative and Hopper foreground/background who associate tense a
‘discourse function’. In his interpretation this latter type refers to ‘time as secondary meaning of tense’,
the primary being ‘to mark different discourse types’; cf pp. 17 and 20. As a note, Klein refers to
Weinrich’s comment as ‘reporting’ — comment does report but only when introduces retrospect
information with present perfect; the other tenses of comment, present tenses and future, represent zero
degree and anticipation, respectively.

248 Genette, a literary critic and linguist, wrote widely on Proust narrative and developed his own textual
linguistic account of the verb in French Cf more about the place of his in the discipline of narratology cf
J. C. Meister, 'Narratology,' ed. Peter Hihn and et al, The Living Handbook of Narratology (Hamburg:
Hamburg University; URL: http://www.lhn.uni-hamburg.de/article/narratology [consulted 26/03/2016],
2011, revised 2014).

2% Cf a short summary in W. Fowlie, 'Review: 'Proust and the Sense of Time' by Julia Kristeva', The
Sewanee Review 102, No. 1 (1994).

20 OED 15/03/2015: isochronous ‘a. Taking place in or occupying equal times; equal in metrical length;
equal in duration, or in intervals of occurrence, as the vibrations of a pendulum; characterized by or
relating to vibrations or motions of equal duration; vibrating uniformly, as a pendulum. spec. in Prosody,
equal in metrical length.’
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21 also

described (fabula) and the time it receives in the literary work (sujet). He
expands our understanding of the shapes that time can take in narrative (ellipsis,

summary, scene, and pause).

Kristeva explains the way in which Proust uses the five senses to create a metaphorical
time and a metamorphosis of the event in narrative. | engage with Kristeva’s work as it
completes, I believe, Weinrich’s account of the Tempus—Metaphorik, where the latter
observes that the sequence of two tenses is a metaphor. Kristeva illustrates the impact of
this metaphor on our reading which is the passage of time.

1.7.3.1 Genette and time in Proust

Genette seems to agree with de Beaugrande and Dressler in terms of what a text does.
Their ‘threshold of termination’ receives a new meaning when interpreted with
Genette’s supposition that ‘all narratives, regardless of their complexity or degree of
elaboration [...] can always be considered to be the development of a verbal statement
such as ‘I am walking’ or ‘He will come’, or ‘Marcel has become a writer’’.%*? The text
(either as episode or as the literary work as a whole) becomes what it is whenever the
statement summarising it becomes clear, with no need for further clarification. To take
the example of the episode John 11:1-45 (discussed above), the summarising statement

of this narrative could be ‘Jesus resurrected his friend Lazarus’.

There are numerous points of contact between the work of Weinrich and Genette. We
list two of them as confirmation of their common theoretical core. First, they both refer
to Gunther Miiller’s distinction®?, between ‘story time’ (Erzdhlzeit) and ‘narrative time’
or better, using Weinrich’s interpretation of this distinction, ‘narrated time’ (Erzhéalte
Zeit). The time of the written narrative is granted by reading — narrative ‘has no other

temporality than what it borrows, metonymically, from its own reading’.?*

1 In the introduction to the English translation of this book, Jonathan Culler shows that in his analysis of
Proust’s narrative, Genette focuses on the ‘the power of the marginal, the supplementary, the exception’
and this is part of Derrida’s post—structuralist analysis. Individuating these particular exceptional
categories of Proust, Genette shows that, though apparently ‘marginal phenomena’, they ‘determine the
norms; these cases which the system seems to set aside are in fact crucial to it’, ¢f J. Culler in Genette and
Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 13.

22 Genette, 'Time and Narrative in A la recherche du temps perdu’, in Aspects of Narrative, 93; the idea is
fully developed in Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 30.

253 Miiller, 'Erzéhlzeit und erzahlte Zeit', in Festschrift fur Paul Kluckhohn und Hermann Schneider. Also
cited by Weinrich, 1978, 32-33.

4 Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 34.
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Second, the way Genette integrates past and future in his account of narrative reminds
of Weinrich’s retrospection, anticipation, and zero degree: Genette transfers the
anachronies that retrospection/anticipation signify to another pair: prolepsis (‘narrating
or evoking in advance an event that will take place later’) and analepsis (‘any evocation
after the fact of an event that took place earlier than the point in the story where we are

255

at any given moment’).”> A story with no anachronism means ‘a kind of zero degree

that would be a condition of perfect temporal correspondence between narrative and

story’ (this is more of a possibility than a reality).”*®

With regards to time in narrative, it is important to note two of Genette’s proposals. The
first proposal is the alternatives to ordering events in chronological succession: (1)
‘geographic ordering’ or ‘spatial proximity’ (the succession of stations on a train line);
(2) ‘thematic kinship’ (a certain feeling) or (3) thematic identity (good weather
associated with one family, bad weather with the other).?’ These are of significance in
observing the relation that episodes of 1Samuel (as independent sections of text) enter,
besides the chronological relation (cf for this the section ‘Prelude and the sequence of

episodes in 1Samuel’ on page 132).

A further similarity between Genette and Weinrich regards the shapes or forms that
narrative may take in its progress. Reminiscent of Weinrich’s ‘tempo indications’ (lento
and presto), Genette establishes ‘canonical forms of novel tempo’ (similar to the four
movements in music: lento, andante, allegro, and presto). This supposes a progressive
deceleration from one extreme of ‘the infinite speed of ellipsis’ to the other extreme of
‘the absolute slowness of descriptive pause’ (i). These classical forms of representing

time in narrative are four:**®

- ellipsis: (i) ‘a nonexistent section of narrative corresponds to some duration of
story’; (ii) ‘certain amount of narrative covered in a zero amount of narrative’;
- summary: (i) story time is longer than narrative time; (ii) it reduces the

narrative time to a minimum; it acts as ‘transition’ device between scenes®’ and

2% Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 40.

2% Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 36.

7 Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 84-85.

258 (i) Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 93-95; (ii) Genette, 'Time and Narrative in A la recherche du
temps perdu', in Aspects of Narrative, 102

9 Genette, 'Time and Narrative in A la recherche du temps perdu’, in Aspects of Narrative, 97.
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‘with great flexibility of pace covers the entire range included between scene
and ellipsis’.*®
- scene: (i—ii) story time and narrative time are equal — e.g. dialog, supposes an

62 3.sceneis a

‘equality of time between narrative and story’.”** Besides dialogue
central venue of showcasing all the information through various devices:
‘digressions of all kinds, retrospection, anticipations, iterative and descriptive
parentheses, didactic interventions by the narrator, etc’;**

- pause: (i) narrative time is longer that the actual story time; (ii) ‘discourse
[narrative] continues while historical [story] time is at a standstill’. It is the
moment of contemplation or depicts in narration the interior experiences of the

character (impressions, discoveries, errors, feelings).**

Moreover, it is important to note that one could interpret this section of Genette, as an
apt literary critic expansion of Weinrich’s tempo indications of foreground (presto) and
background (lento). The lento verbal forms are the fabric of pause and scene; the presto
verbal forms create the scene and sit very well in a summary, though probably what
differentiates scene and summary would be the number of presto forms used — less for
summary. Ellipsis would be using presto verbal forms, probably an even lesser number

of forms than summary to suggest the implied events, omitted thought ellipsis.

1.7.3.2 Kristeva’s temporal metaphor - time in narrative

This section introduces and provides support for one core idea of this thesis that time in
narrative does not have a linear development but it follows the expansion of a curvature.
The phenomena of expanding the narrative through scene (for example, a dialogue may
be expanded as much as the author considers necessary) and pause described by Genette
find support in the discussion of Weinrich’s Tempus—Metaphorik and Kristeva’s
analysis of time in Proust. Ultimately, this leads to accepting Jacques Derrida’s
presumed position that being does not follow a linear time of one event after another.

Instead, our experience of being through reading is a curvature: in narrative, some

200 Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 94.

201 Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 94.

%2 Dialogue is probably the most familiar of the examples presented. The assumption do not regards
anything else by the equality between narrative and story time. Genette is aware that it does not restore
the speed with which those words were pronounced or the possible dead spaces in the conversation’ cf
Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 87.

%63 Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 111.

264 Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 102.
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events receive more substance than others, leading to this particular expansion of time

passage.

1.7.3.2.1 Weinrich and ‘Tempus-Metaphorik’

In light of the existence of the three text dimensions (relievo, linguistic perspective and
attitude), Weinrich develops the ‘Tempus—Metaphorik’®® or tense metaphor or tense
imagery (tempus means tense not time). In a few words, it supposes that at the
beginning of the text the reader has an ‘information status equal to 0’, which means that
‘all the possibilities are still open’,*®® where all subsequent information is a ‘reduction
of possibilities’.?®” The tense transition is ‘the passage from one sign to the other in the

*288 o from one verbal form to the next. These

course of the linear unfolding of the text
transitions may be homogenous (foreground form to foreground, recuperated
information to recuperated information, comment to comment verbal form) or
heterogeneous, i.e. possible changes among these three dimensions.?®® The homogenous
transition are called ‘tense shift’, while the heterogeneous one is called ‘tense
metaphor’.?’° It is called ‘tense metaphor’ as it supposes a double (hence the metaphor)
change within the dimensions (relievo and linguistic perspective or linguistic attitude

and linguistic perspective).

Leaving aside Weinrich’s delimitation of the tense metaphor, two of his observations
are worth mentioning in our context. First, it is necessary to look at language as text in

order to grasp the value of a verbal form: ‘a metaphor needs at least two signs (lexical

This was hailed by Monika Fludernik as ‘his most innovative contribution’ by which ‘he here manages
to add a semiotic functional perspective and also allows one to explain phenomena like free indirect
discourse as combinatory metaphorical tense shifts’ M. Fludernik, 'Narratology and Literary Linguistics',
in The Oxford Handbook of Tense and Aspect, ed. R. I. Binnick (Oxford, New York: OUP, 2012), 82. Cf
W. J. M. Bronzwaer, 'Review: Harald Weinrich, Tempus: Besprochene und erzéhlte Welt (Second
Edition, 1971), Poetics 2, No. 4 (1973), 110: he calls this ‘the most exciting aspect of Weinrich’s
theories’.

266 \Weinrich, 1978, 217. This is Paul Ricoeur’s translation, cf. vol 2, 72.

%67y Bar-Hillel, Language and Information (London: Addison-Wesley, 1973) quoted by Weinrich.

2% Weinrich, 1978, 218.

2% Weinrich, 1978, 220-223.

2’0 The former translates ‘Tempus—Ubergang’ in the way Watson did. The translation ‘tense metaphor’
avoids Watson’s English ‘temporal metaphor' for ‘Tempus—Metaphorik’, cf Niccacci and Watson [tr],
1990, §79, 111. The opposition supposed in the German original of Weinrich is between ‘tense shift’
(homogeneous transition) and ‘tense metaphor’ (heterogeneous transition) cf Weinrich, 1964/1985, 191.
Using the adjective ‘temporal’ for ‘Tempus—Metaphorik’ obscures the common denominator which is
tense.

The confusion derives from the fact that while German displays two nouns (Zeit/Tempus) and two
adjective (zeitlich/temporal), English has two nouns (time/tense, respectively), but only one adjective
(temporal). Italian (as many other Romance languages) are even more confusing as they have one word
for tense/time which is tempo, with one adjective temporale; cf Weinrich, 1978, 9.
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or morphological), and as a result, every metaphor is part of the concept of text’ 2™ This
means that at least two verbal or lexical forms are necessary to produce the metaphor
(as lexical signs he counts: ‘if”). Second, Weinrich’s Tempus—Metaphorik does not refer
to passage of time, but to the sequence of grammatical tenses, for him this labels the

heterogeneous transition.

1.7.3.2.2 Kristeva’s temporal metaphor

Weinrich provides the first key concept, ‘metaphor’ which we will adapt to our purpose
of explaining time passage in narrative. | suppose that two signs (tenses or one tense
and one lexical particle) create a metaphor — | operate a change in meaning to
Weinrich’s tense metaphor to mean all tense shifts, not only those which contain
changes in dimensions. In the context of a narrative text, the metaphor created by two
sequenced preterites has one function: that of ‘passage of time’. It is impossible to grasp
the concept of time passage without this sequence as we have seen in Labov and
Waletzky above.?”? In this context, we arrive at the idea that the narrative text cannot

exist without one tense metaphor, i.e. the sequence of two narrative tenses.

Kristeva’s discussion of the ‘new form of temporality’ in Proust?”® marks a new
understanding of Weinrich’s ‘Tempus—Metaphorik’. Reading her account alongside that
of Weinrich, | argue that in the specific case of narrative texts, the metaphor created by

two narrative tenses leads to the perception of Dry’s ‘illusion of temporal movement’.

Kristeva’s argument starts from the idea that ‘time in fact persists as the only surviving
imaginative value which can be used by the novel to appeal to the whole community of
readers’,%’* i.e. time has a universal value which speaks to everybody. Her definition of
time in the novel, | think, is applicable to any narrative text. This definition explains

two types of time passage in narrative: metaphoric time passage and the metamorphosis.

‘Time is this bringing together of two sensations which gush out from the signs and
signal themselves to me. But since bringing things together is a metaphor, and sensation
implies body, Proustian time, which brings together the sensations imprinted in signs, is

metamorphosis. It is all too easy to rely on just one word of the title and conclude that

2L Weinrich, 1978, 251.

272 |_abov and Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience', 1967/1997, 14-15.
213 ). Kristeva and S. Bann [trans], Proust and the Sense of Time (New York: Columbia University Press,
1993), 3.

274 Kristeva and Bann [trans], 1993, 4-5.
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this is a novel about time. Proust uses this as his intermediary in the search (A la
recherché) for an embodied imagination: that is to say, for a space where words and
their dark, unconscious manifestations contribute to the weaving of the world’s
unbroken flesh, of which I is a part. | as writer; | as reader; | living, loving and

dying’ 7"

Kristeva puts together in this passage her own experience of tasting a madeleine offered

by her mother and that offered to Proust by his Aunt Léonie.?"

The switch from past described to the present of ‘I’ (and back) is not unique to Proust,
or to narrative literature but it omnipresent in life. She observes that ‘we live in a
dislocated chronology’, where in our own particular time frame we are all witnessing
more than one time scale (her examples belong to the beginning of 1990s, but each
epoch can find its own): that of ‘regression to infancy through civil violence’, ‘futurist
breakthroughs of new musical life forms like rap’, ‘[n]ewspapers and universities ...
continuing their role of transmitting and handing down knowledge, also belong to

totally different time—scales’.?”’

The first two long sentences in Kristeva’s quote refer the difference between metaphor,
as two signs working together to add a new meaning to its parts, and metamorphosis,
when to the metaphor a body sensation, here the taste of a madeleine, is added to these

signs.

The application of Kristeva’s definition of time starts from the premise that under the
label ‘sensation’ one may include the feeling that time passes, which we experience
through our senses (hear/see the passing car, feel the change of temperature from a
sunny to a shaded place, etc.). In narrative, these perceptions which mark time become

278

events of narrative="" (tasting, feeling cold, moving, seeing etc.) so that they can be

observed by a third party; Kristeva shows that the persisting item in both experiences is

2’5 Kristeva and Bann [trans], 1993, 5.

278 This refers to the madeleine memory of Marcel Proust, famously described in the opening chapter of A
la recherché de temps perdu.

27 Kristeva and Bann [trans], 1993, 4.

2% The event is defined by Genette in terms of narrative itself: (1) ‘narrative statement, the oral written
discourse that undertakes to tell of an event or a series of events’ — this understand the event as basic unit
of a narrative; (2) the technical term in narratology as ‘the succession of events, real or fictitious, that are
the subjects of this discourse’; (3) ‘A third meaning, apparently the oldest, has narrative refer once more
to an event: not, however, the event that is re—counted, but the event that consists of someone recounting
something: the act of narrating taken in itself’. This note was suggested by Ilai Rowner, The Event:
Literature and Theory (Lincoln/London: University of Nebraska Press, 2015), 14.
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time, as ‘time is this bringing together of two sensations which gush out from the signs
and signal themselves to me’ and, one could add, the passage in reading from one
sensation to another marks time. The succession of two tenses (as signals of events
happening) count toward creating one metaphor after another within our consciousness,
a tense metaphor which enclosed the time passage from the first tense (event) to the

second.

When the metaphor is connected with a body sensation, the metamorphosis occurs. In
the context of tasting a madeleine, the metamorphosis represents the experience of
(bodily) tasting (metaphoric) is brought together with time as these two elements occur
one after another: the first taste from Aunt Leonie’s madeleine in author’s time, our
taste of the madeleine, and the moment of reading. This particular type of experience in
Biblical literature, I argue, occurs only with the speech event or with those sentences
which introduce direct speech (in Aramaic with wgetal or wparticiple forms of nx) — cf

next section on metamorphic events in the Bible.

We note that Kristeva’s discussion takes a paradigmatic view of the things: we can
choose whatever sensation or event which is part of the common experience to create
the same perception of sense in the consciousness of the reader (here, the taste of a

madeleine) at the time of reading/hearing.

Where is the passage of time in narrative? This happens within a syntagmatic view of
this definition — two verbal forms of perfective action in sequence (implementing a
syntagmatic relationship between two sentences or elements of a sentence) impact one
another to a further level than their respective content. The sequence Mike got into his
car and drove off is more than the sum of its parts (the subject has departed in a car),
because it further implies the time that these two actions took to be completed. For one
reason or another, the author included two actions, getting in and driving the car, instead

of one — Mike left in a car, in order to give the sense of time passage.

1.7.3.2.3 Metamorphic events in the Bible: direct speech

How is the metaphorical sequence of narrative different from the narrative
metamorphosis? Recounting two events without body involvement is one metaphoric

displacement which is able to convey various durations of time: a king died, his son
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became a king, he lived happily ever after — the capacity of narrative for representing
elliptical time (what where the events preceding his death?; what are the great things
that his son accomplished) is unlimited. This is the normal way of advancing the
narrative plot until the story is completed, as far as the narrative of 1Samuel is
concerned. The label metaphoric displacement also fits to those narratives where the
tense refers body movement as in the fight between David and Goliath (1Samuel 17) as
the type of bodily involvement does not involve our senses (as a second person) more
than that of observing a third party described by a narrator (a first person).

In the case of biblical literature, the narrative metamorphosis is difficult to attain given
the distance of space, time, and cultural separation between our time and that of the
Bible. While the narrative metamorphosis may be achievable by Proust with his
portrayal of the taste of Aunt Leonie’s madeleine (as Kristeva shows), there is modest
evidence that the Bible refers tastes, tactile sensations or any other types of descriptions
of sense objects which would have the same effect as that of Proust’s literature. The
latter does not only build on the fact that we may still have the same recipe for this
cooking, but also on the striking style in which the experience of tasting is presented.
The scarcity of the biblical narrative account with regards to sensations does not inspire

this particular kind of metamorphosis.

The notable exception is the direct speech of the characters. When the narrator makes
the characters talk, I suggest that the grammatical signs are no longer signs of events or
metaphors, as Weinrich says; instead, these sequences are metamorphoses with a bodily
presence in literature. This metamorphosis of reading someone’s direct speech expand
the time and propose to the reader a level of experience other than that of narrative —
that of being witness, a ‘make—believe’ of the reader being present at the scene and re—
living the experience through senses, i.e. to hearing the character speak for themselves.
This is why Kristeva’s discussion ends with the I-origo of the reader involved in
writing-reading the notion of ‘I living, loving and dying’. The point of the narrative
metaphor (with time) and of metamorphosis (with time and speech) is to scale down the
narrative idea of time, and that of time and body, respectively, into the world of the

reader.

Explicating the theory behind the so—called ‘speech event’ (cf Chapter 2), those wqetal

or wparticiple forms which introduce direct speech are a narrative metamorphosis. This
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derives from the fact that, reading the sentence with the FSP in mind, any sentence with
‘he/she said’ needs a proper rheme or grammatical object to complete its meaning. This
means that the waqetal/wparticiple of =nx has a grammatical bond with the notional
content of the dialogue as it introduces to complete its meaning. Moreover, it creates
along with its rheme the metamorphosis of the character appearing to us as speaking in

viva voce.

This distinction allows us to understand the passage of time as it happens in all narrative
— every two narrative forms act as a metronome, marking the passage of time in
narrative, where each tick counts a different type of tempo (lento or presto). The
metaphorical one advances the narrative towards its end and makes use of the narrative
forms described above (ellipsis, summary, scene, and pause) as it sees fit. The
metamorphic time packs sensations (in our case, only speech) within the narrative time

and is able to expand the latter indefinitely.

This description of time in narrative confirms Jacques Derrida’s presumed position
about time in writing: the linearity of time is more a curvature following the events,
rather than straight line advancement.?”® The point of this discussion and this last
observation on metamorphosis is to provide a literary support for a core statement of
this thesis which is to be exemplified in the coming chapters: time in narrative does not
follow a line, but a curvature. This is based on foreground and background oppositions
of narrative: each set is represented by graded linguistic exponents — some are more
foreground than others or more background than others. Their play produces the
inflexion of curvature in the passage of time in narrative. While this implies a grey area
in between, this is not the case — foreground/background relation is a constant
grammatical opposition which forms the basis of communication, represented in

Aramaic by wqetal and wparticiple respectively (cf Chapters 2 and 3).

Time passage is the exclusive attribute of Weinrich’s narrative; in comment, time
passage is only possible only if the I or You as characters of dialogue decide to narrate
what happened to them, as if talking about a third person, him/her/they.

29 Derrida does not expressly say that time in narrative is a curvature. The ideas is an interpretation that
Hodge, 2007, ix proposes to a body of literature left by Derrida with no clear statement about time
passage.
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1.7.4 Aramaic tense distribution according to time passage

This section anticipates the results of the thesis in that it sketches the general
distribution of wgetal and wparticiple (as the only proper narrative forms) in Targum
1Samuel according to their contribution to time passage. In this context, wgetal is the
foreground tense, while wparticiple represents background. This delimitation is
presented now as to strengthen the connection between the linguistic and literary critic
discussions of this chapter with the philological analysis of these two verbal forms in
Chapters 2 and 3 respectively. The analysis distinguishes between five types of wqetal

and three types of wparticiple (cf the table below).

The curvature of time in narrative is given by the non-linearity of the events. The
wqetal forms (or BH wayyiqtol) come one after another in narrative producing a
linearity of time passage in writing. There is a difference between time linearity and

linearity of the sentence. In Kristeva’s words:

‘Linear time leads implacably to death (that ‘fear’, that ‘risk”). Unlike, linear time, the
sentence reproduces a giant breath through explanatory detours or backwards leaps that
develop traces that had already been constructed, erased, and nor absorbed. The
chronological progression, broken up and superimposed onto itself, can thus sketch out
a space — the architecture, that always already interior texture of a sort of

timelessness’. 2%

The linearity of wgetal does mirror that of time. This foreground linearity of wqetal may

be expanded from (1) wagetal narrative (completed action in temporal juncture) to:

e (2) wgetal hendiadys: two wgetal forms for one completed action;

e (3) wagetal coordinated: the actions of the two or more wgetal are
interchangeable — the sequence displays temporal juncture with the wgetal forms
found before and after;

e (4) wgetal non—sequential/incomplete: the impact of the action extends over the

sentence, there is no temporal juncture;

280 ], Kristeva, Time and Sense: Proust and the Experience of Literature (New-York, Chichester:
Columbia University Press, 1996), 304; Kristeva’s italics.
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e (5) woetal of speech event: at the end of the dialogue, the action is completed
and it is in temporal juncture. Because it contains a dialogue, this wgetal

represents a metamorphosis of time passage.

The foreground of these types of wqgetal forms may be broken with a wparticiple
background sentence which expands the linearity of time sentence to produce Kristeva’s
‘explanatory detours’. The curvature of time passage is given by this difference in
linearity from wqetal (1) to wqetal (5) and by the occasional intrusion of wparticiple
which consent narrative to be expanded.

The table aims to put the two dimension of Weinrich (narrative/comment and
foreground/background) alongside the explanation of time passage in narrative as it is

represented by the linguistic signs of wgetal and wparticiple.

Narrative linear curvature Relievo
Time Passage
wgetal wgetal wqetal wgetal non- | wqetal Foreground
narrative | normal or | hendiadys | coordinate | sequential of  speech
narrative /incomplete | events
metaphoric time passage metamorphic
g time passage
2 wparticiple  with | wparticiple wparticiple Background
s temporal juncture | incomplete and/or | of  speech
2 and  wparticiple | non-sequenced event
2 hendiadys
=
- comment | lack of narrative — time passage is not a present

In the end, we suppose that xgetal narrative of contrast and variation (discussed in
Chapter 4 of this thesis) are associated with their narrative ‘head’, it may belong to any
of the types of wgetal forms in the table, following the quality of their narrative ‘head’.
Any other sentence deemed as comment (xgetal and xparticiple of comment) do not
contribute to the time passage of narrative, as they are indications/observations that the
narrator addresses to the reader directly — so not narrative. Time passage in text belongs

to the discourse type of narrative.

111



2 Chapter 2: Wqetal

The first chapter of this thesis aimed to provide an extensive methodological
background for the coming analysis of the verbal forms. First, it described the two
methods employed in our analysis of verbal forms, text—linguistics and functional
sentence perspective. As little is known in the Anglo—Saxon world about Harald
Weinrich and his research, we needed to expand and connect his research with
people writing on the same lines before him (Sergei Karcevski and Roman Jakobson)
and after him, mainly the American strand of the text—linguistics method,
represented by Paul Hopper and Hellen Dry. Our account pointed out the similarities
and differences between these scholars. One important observation is that most of

them included in some way references to time in narrative and its illusory passage.

In this section we endeavour to provide a description of prelude forms, based on our
proposal of episode, as set of sentences, where the narrative time is observable. Once
this argument is developed, we explain the function of wqetal prelude in narrative in
contrast with other forms of prelude. The bulk of this chapter is dedicated to a
description of the narrative wqetal (in four types), which marks the foreground zero
degree of this type of communication flow. Our account starts with a short FSP
analysis of Targum 1Samuel 31.

2.1 FSP patterns in Aramaic

As a preliminary observation, the beginning of every episode presents the characters
and the places where the action is going to take place. These sentences contain a
Presentation—scale pattern (Phenomenon-Transition—Setting). The organization of
the narrative revolves around wgetal in sequence which produces the progress of the
story from the point of introduction up to the point when dialogue needs to be in
place or the narrative ends. In FSP this means that these sentences start with
Transition (Tr) followed by Theme (Th) and Rheme (Rh). I will exemplify my

general statements on word order on the FSP analysis of 1Samuel 31.

The place of Th is the first item of discussion. In wqetal form (as in wimperative,
wparticiple, and wyiqgtul), Tr comes first in the sentence, Th follows Tr. For

economy reasons, the presence of the subject is dependent on several factors: (1) the
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subject is not derivable from the context, because the episode has just started (31:1b)
or because the subject is a new one (31:3a: X27p *72y; 3b: X°nwp); (2) there are two or
more subjects in play so each sentence needs to specify which subject is activated
(31:2a: *xnun); (3) if the subject is known, then it is not mentioned for economy

reasons (7de: Px7v» WaR) or it is replaced by a pronoun (31:5c¢: 1 7°201).

(Rh: Sp) Hxwa (Tr) 8299 prvva (Th) sknwvo1 :1 Samuel 31
(RH: Sp) *xnws a1p 11 (Th) 8w *wax (Tr) 1998

:(Set) ¥a%7 xmw2a (Rh: Sp) p2oup (Tr) 1950

(Rh: Sp) *mia n» (Rh: Sp) 7w n° (Th) sxnw2o (Tr) 1902781 2
YWHIPn N1 27202K 101 1N 00 (Th) koo (Tr) 1oum

:(Rh: Sp) "R 12

WY %y (Th) X299 72w (Tr) wpm 3

RNWP2 731 739KR7 1023 (Th) xonwp (Tr) “mnow)

xonwpn (Rh) &70% (Tr) 20

(Direct speech is Rh) o101 5015 (Th) 9w (Tr) anx 4

(Rh) 923 (Tr) mbw

12 (Rh/Tr) "190m

(Th) oxa &9 (Tr) nn» (Rh)xn?7

(Rh/Tr) »1m%up»

2 (Rh /Tr) navonm

(Th) o201 01 (Rh/Tr) XaR X

(Rh) x12 (Tr) 2°117 K8

(Rh) X271 n° (Th) 5w (Tr) 2000

12y (Rh/Tr) Hom

(5b is Rh for 5b) (Th) m°2°1 501 (Tr) "X1m 5

(Th) S (Rh/Tr) non R

(Rh) m°29n 5 (Th) &7 % (Tr) om

any (Rh/Tr) nom

(Set) x177 &2 (Th) >mna3 53 AR 72307 201 M2 ’nPm Ry (Tr) 1om 6
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:(Rh) &>

(Set) ®179>7 X72van (Set) XwnT 87227 (Th) 2XWw> Wik (Tr) wm 7
(Th)%xaw» *war (Tr) 1298 *x [Rh for 7a]

(Th) »m121 5w (Tr/Rh) anon »axy [Rh for 7a]

(Rh) ®11p n° (Tr) ypavh

(Rh/Tr) 1%

(Th) >xnws (Tr/Rh) 10X

2 (Tr/Rh) 120

The unmarked FSP and syntactical word orders are Tr—Th-Rh and Verb—Subject-
Object (VSO), respectively. In the context of the FSP word order (Tr—Th-Rh), the
linearity principle is in place in all cases where Rh is positioned at the end of the
sentence, as the highest CD element of the sentence. This is one of two unmarked
word orders (cf Chapter 4 develops this argument in detail in the introduction from
page 245).

What is then the status of the wqetal? Is it still a verbal form per se, or is it a
composition of waw and getal? What would be the difference between a getal and a
wqetal? The real question, | think here, is that of how the idea of time, or more
precisely of the sequence of temporally ordered events, anteriority, and posteriority

are conveyed in Aramaic.

Counting how many morphologic verbal forms are present in the language, one can
observe that there are only 4 grammatical and predicative verbal forms: getal,
participle, yigtul, and imperative. The set number of verbal constructions may be
expanded by the use of the x element posited in front of the verbal form®®* bringing
the number of verb combinations to 8. As the absence of the verb is a linguistic sign,
one needs to count also the sentences with no verb where the word order may be Th—
Rh (normal, unmarked word order) and Rh-Th (emphatic, marked word order),

bringing the total number of word combinations to 10.

The answer to the question Is the time conveyed by verbal forms? is not simple, as

one needs to consider the verb in connection with other elements of the sentence.

81 The ‘x’ element represents one of the following morphological forms in front of a verb: a
conjunction, a noun, and adverbial, a pronoun, cf Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, 25.
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Starting from the separation between narrative and comment (as suggested by
Weinrich), the function of wagetal is to advance the passage of time. Anticipating, the
results of the other sections of the analysis, some of the other verbal contribute to
this progress of narrative (wparticiple narrative and xgetal narrative of contrast),
while others are comment (xparticiple, or xqgetal retrospective and xqgetal zero
degree, and xyiqtul), reflecting a change in linguistic perspective. Nominal sentences

are not analysed in this thesis.

Our reading of the Targum 1Samuel supports the proposal that the FSP word order
corresponds to the grammatical word order. The corresponding word orders are:
Transition—-Theme—-Rheme and predicate—subject—object, respectively. Because
Aramaic does have signs for grammatical cases (for example, genitive — construct
case, accusative (n°), dative (?), locative (2), etc.), the grammatical word order allows
for looser combinations so as to answer to the needs of FSP.

The distribution of the Th—Tr—Rh (FSP) and predicate—subject—object (grammatical
elements) within the sentence is analytic when all these elements (FSP and
grammatical) are present (1Sam 9:11) or synthetic. The sentence shows a synthetic
distribution when a theme element is omitted, if, for example, it is already stated in a
previous sentence (1Sam 7:4); the theme is still signalled by the verb’s PNE (in this
case 3 plural).

XNIPT RIP0M2 1°P70 x| 1Samuel 9:11

rheme — transition — theme

XNINWY N7 XOHY2 0 5RO 212 IX0TYR) | 1Samuel 7:4

"MTIND2 » OTp 19

Rheme — Theme/Transition

Along with transition, rheme is a sine—qua—non element of the sentence®® and as a
result it is always present. When it is not represented by a separate grammatical
component (object, attribute), the notional component of verb acts as rheme
(9:12bcd: to go, to flee, to escape; 28:24: to take, to slaughter, to knead). The
notional component loses its rheme quality when the object is in place (28:24cd:

flour and bread), which becomes the part of the sentence with the most

282 Cirhas, 1992, 72.
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communicative dynamism. Grammatical Tense and Mode Exponents (TME) of the

verb take the role of transition in FSP.

JAPNWRY P 2TRY R 1 717 00 0% nwiheh | 1Sam 19:12

TPNORY DYDY KR N2°031 3°N001 DRMINY RN°22 200D SX°Y RNNKRYY | 1Sam 28:24

0D

The FSP approach will be used to a lesser degree than that of text—linguistics in the
investigation of the function of the verb. However, it illustrates that the mechanisms
described by Jan Firbas in language are applicable to Semitic language.
Occasionally, when the FSP organisation is relevant, the coming analysis will resort
to observing the two types of sentence proposed by Firbas: Presentation—sentence
(Phenomenon-Tr-Setting or Ph—Tr-Set) and Quality—sentence (Th-Tr-Rh). The
next section develops the subject of prelude and his contribution to the narrative of

1Samuel.
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2.2 Prelude forms in Targum Aramaic

Alviero Niccacci asserts that the antefatto or prelude of the narrative contains

*283 which presumably contribute to the understanding of the

‘recovered information
story about to begin. Our analysis of 1Samuel aims to develop and exemplify the
concept of prelude as a self-standing part of story present at the beginning of any
episode. The episode is that text which makes sense on its own. Our analysis will
demonstrate that prelude has two functions: one relating to the internal content of the
episode and one illustrating the position of the episode with regards to the preceding
episode in narrative (either in sequence with it or not). Both functions are connected
with the initial verbal construct of the episode. In the first function, prelude
represents the place from where the communicative flow commences. It is the place
from where the real time of Weinrich commences within the episode. This happens
irrespective of the nature of the grammatical form of the first sentence, as the

communication only needs a place to start.

Equally important to this function is the second, where the prelude form signals
whether the episode about to start is in sequence with the previous episode. The
purpose of this section is to look at this second function of prelude forms and
differentiate the wgetal prelude function, which does exhibit temporal sequence of
episodes, from the other verbal constructs, which do not. They have in common the
first function of facilitating the start of the narrative flow of communication;
however, only the wgetal indicates that two subsequent episodes are in temporal

sequence.

The narrative of 1Samuel is composed of 42 episodes (cf Annex 1). The main
characteristic of each episode is that it may be read separately from the preceding
one. In all analysed cases, the prelude forms contain some kind of information about
the characters, names, and places. There is no story without characters, so they are
the minimal requirements for a new episode to begin. In 1Samuel, the prelude has
one sentence®®® or it may extend to the one or two sentences if the information is

about the same topic, character, or geographical place or time.

283 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §27, p. 48.
284 \We are not able at this point to say in which conditions prelude quality extends over the coming
verbal constructs.
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In view of the verbal constructs analysed in this thesis, we suppose that the
background/foreground quality or narrative/comment quality of the prelude is not
neutral. This means that even though it marks the prelude, the verbal construct
remains of the quality signalled by its morphology and sentences structure (word
order). This is because its position as prelude does not affect the functions that we
are going to present based on Weinrich’s framework (as comment/narrative;
foreground/background). As we shall see, none of these oppositions (of linguistics
perspective and of relievo, respectively) presumes a fixed position in the episode.

This is to differentiate our proposal from that of Gregor Geiger, who supposes that
prelude ‘is neutral with respect to the distinction foreground/batckground’.285
Niccacci argues that prelude is a background structure; in direct speech, prelude may
be a foreground structure.”® Nevertheless, this account will only consider the
contribution of prelude forms to the temporal sequence of episodes, leaving the

argumentation as a whole to ascertain the rest.

There are 42 episodes in the narrative of 1Samuel, divided according to the
methodology outlined above. The majority of prelude forms in Targum 1Samuel are
of the waqetal form (32), either of the verb mm or other verbs (AnR, *1p, W1d, 9%n, Py,
NR, P18, M, o, nn). My analysis of prelude will examine these cases of wqetal,
along with the other remaining 10 prelude forms (4 wsubject—qetal, 1 w-xqetal
(temporal), 3 wsubject—participle, 1 Nominal-Clause (rheme-theme), and 1

Nominal-Clause (theme-rheme)).

%8 Geiger, 2012 [academic course], 20.
%86 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, 40.
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2.2.1 Wagqetal prelude

The wagetal prelude forms may be divided into three categories: (1) speech event
wgetal; (2) movement event wqetal; and (3) mm as wgetal prelude. All prelude
constructions have as their ultimate goal introduction of characters. The first group
introduces them through speech, the second through movement, and the third by

stating their existence in a place or time.

2.2.1.1 Speech event wqetal in prelude

The goal of the speech event with wqetal in 1Samuel is to state who is speaking to
whom by using a variation of the verb =nx (a =nxy or a wqetal of another verb
followed by the infinitive m°m7%). The speech event wqetal may introduce a proper
direct speech (cf cases (a) and (b), this is a presumably oral communication) or
represent a speech event in the indirect speech, in which the narrator relates in third

person the content of that communication (cf case (c)).

a) 15:1, 18:17a and 27:1 are different from a regular anxy because they mark the
beginning of a new episode. 15:1 marks a strong disconnection between the
focus of verses 14:49-52 which contained the names of Saul’s family
members. This type of “nxy shows that the previous section has ended by
introducing new focus and characters, and their speech. These three =nx
forms switch the attention of the reader:

- Ch. 15:1 — from family members and summary statement to the new word
of God direct to Saul through Samuel’s voice;

- Ch 18:17a — from Saul’s envy to the circumstances of David’s marriage
with Michal;

- Ch 27:1 — from the newly established peace between David and Saul to
David’s move to become a servant to the Philistine king Achish.

b) The second type of speech event prelude form is marked by wqgetal forms
other than of the root anx, followed by =nxy (3:16), or the infinitive of nx
(23:1; 26:1). They all introduce direct discourse.
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DRYAY DY HRINYT MDY R

1Sam 3:16

Rlahy

M7 772 WM

1Sam 23:1

TR RNVAX? DIRY N7 97 WIR INK)

1Sam 26:1

c) The third type of speech event which refers indirect discourse is that with

29m1 (19:1). The first two types of speech event forms in (a) and (b) represent

actual words of characters and hence they can be understood as

‘metamorphosis’ type of wqetal. By contrast, the indirect speech event is

only a metaphorical wgetal. This indicates that speech events may be

represented by both the metamorphic and metaphoric wqetal forms.

17 N3 HUPAY SMITaY 9O oYY 1002 NI QY IRY 090

1Sam 19:1

2.2.1.2 Movement Event Wqetal in prelude

The movement event wqetal is a second way of introducing a new episode in the

history of 1Samuel. The analysis of this type of wgetal prelude uses the methodology

of FSP.%" We need to remember the two scales which the sentence may implement

in the FSP:

- Q(uality)-scale (Th-Tr—Rh) occurs in those sentences which assign a

quality (represented by the Rheme) to the Theme. The sentence is

‘perspectived’ towards the Rh or that quality which completes the

sentence;

- Pr(esentation)-scale (Phenomenon-Transition—Rheme):

this sentence

introduces a new theme; it is oriented towards the new character or

object, or the phenomenon, which becomes the element of the sentence

with the highest CD. As a result the orientation to rheme in the Q-scale is

changed to orientation towards Phenomenon or the new Theme.

The perspective of the movement wgetal sentence is variable, either towards the new

phenomenon (hence a Pr—scale sentence) or towards the Rh (hence, a Q-scale

sentence). There is also the case where a sentence could be read both as Pr—scale

oriented towards the new theme and as Q-scale, oriented towards the rheme of the

%87 Cf page 31, the section ‘Semantic factor: complement, adverbial elements, and subject’.
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sentence (cf the section above ‘CD and Potentiality’, on page 37). This marks the

potentiality that sentences may have.

I divided the movement wqetal of prelude in three types: (a) the sentence is with
certainty a Pr—scale type; (c) the sentence is with certainty of a Q—scale type; and (b)
the sentence is in—between a (a) Pr—scale sentence and a (c) Q-scale.

a. I will start with the Pr—scale prelude waetal of 11:1:
waet 1Y 127 XO7n wnl pohor | 1Samuel 11:1
waet 793 W20 DY RN

The Nahash is said to go up, but the sentence does not complete the sense of the verb
with any place of departure or goal, these are both stated in the following sentence of
11b. This is the first clue which supports the contention that 1la is a Pr—scale
sentence aimed at introducing Nahash as a new theme or Phenomenon
(‘Phenomenon’ term suggests both new theme and Pr—scale sentence). As this is the
first mention of the theme Nahash in 1Samuel, the theme is context—independent and
exceeds in communicative dynamism the transition %01 (went up). Further evidence
to consider Nahash as Phenomenon is to read the passage without »%01: this would
not affect the cohesion or the coherence of the message (11:1a becomes a casus

pendens).

In line with the function of the Pr—scale sentence, which is to convey appearance of
a new theme, P01 (he went up) should be interpreted as a way of referring the
English construction ‘there was’. Also, English assumes that the Phenomenon
marking appearance of theme should be placed towards the end of the sentence as to
heed to the linear modification (CD increases towards the end of the sentence).
Consequently, the translation should be: ‘There was Nahash, the king of the sons of

Amon’.

b. The cases of movement wqetal of prelude that could be interpreted both as
Pr—scale and as Q-scale are three.

29:1

The prelude wqetal in 29:1 is situated in—between Pr—scale and Q-scale. Its theme
(>xnwo) is context independent as the last record of Philistines is in 28:5. The room
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for potentiality is seen in the evaluation of the Rh. poX? is a geographical location
which could be either setting (making the sentence a Pr—scale one with *xnw/9s
becoming Phenomenon with highest CD) or a specification (inducing a Q—scale, the
highest communicative dynamism goes to the end — pax?).

PORY NINWA 9o N RNYYD Wiy | 1Sam 29:1

The fact that this wqetal is a prelude form gives a much more weight to the Theme,
which may be read as Phenomenon of the Pr—scale sentence. The appearance of the
Phenomenon/Theme is expressed through the verb. The attention of the reader is
drawn by the fact that there is a gathering of Philistines who are about to attack: the
place where they gather remains only a setting. By contrast, if this wgetal form was
to be considered a normal narrative (not a prelude), the Th (*xnw5s) would have been
less inclined to be context independent. Q-scale would have been implemented

shifting the attention of the reader towards the geographical place (to Afek).

17:1aand 20:1a

The Q-scale or Pr—scale status of 17:1a and 20:1a is again difficult to ascertain as
one need to consider whether parts of the sentence may be context independent (so
they are Q-scale) or not (so they are Pr—scale). There are two specific traits which
help in determining whether a sentence is a Pr—scale: (1) the subject is context
independent and (2) all other elements present besides transition are setting (Set), not

specification (hence the Pr—scale is Ph—Tr—Set).

N27P RTARY 11000 0 ORNYHD Wi | 1Sam 17:1ab

777 VWOT 1007 WUIINRY

RNMI2T KIDOK N2an 717 Py | 1Sam 20:1abe

XNXY

Both Themes are context independent (>xnw%5 and 7°17). In the case of the former,
RNWoo was previously mentioned in the story line in 14:52 so it is definitely
context—independent. The latter case reiterates the theme David (after his last
appearance in 19:21), found 13 sentences back. According to Ales Svoboda, an item

persists in the mind of the reader for approximatively seven sentences after its last
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appearance. Firbas reduced this number of sentences to three sentences:*®® ‘it is

normal for the retrievability span [of a theme] to be very short’. This is to say that
the Th could be read as new Phenomenon, and hence, the contestant with Rh for the
position of the element holding the highest CD.

In 17:1a, the possible Rh elements (pan»wn n° and X27p xmax) could be context
independent element (none of them appears in the previous context as such).
However, (i) they are closely associated with the idea of Philistines as being at war
with Israel. As a result, the Philistines establishing a camp in preparation for an
attack acts more as a Setting of the story in general, rather than a Specification of
this particular episode. (ii) The Transition element w11 (17:1a) bears less CD as it is
usually completed with a physical location (cf 5:8: 1mb>, i.e. to them/in their
presence; 5:11 repeats the sentence but without 1m?). The actual place of gathering
appears in the next sentence 17:1b (where again the same root is present ¥13). As a
result, I would interpret 17:1a as a Pr—scale sentence marking the appearance of the

Philistines as a new theme.

In the case of 20:1, the adverbial element (xn»127) is not context independent as it is
present in 19:22 and 23. However, if one accepts the limit imposed by Firbas (if an
element is absent more than three sentences than it is context independent) xnn27 is

a context independent Rheme. | interpret this as a Q-scale sentence.

The three cases of 29:1, 17:1a, and 20:1a are difficult to interpret. On the one hand,
there are elements which could act as specification (PoX?; X27p XraR?, and  X199R n°an
xnn27, respectively) leading to a Q-scale sentence. On the other hand, these
sentences contain context independent themes (the Philistines in the first two cases
and David) which could become Phenomenon in a Pr-scale sentence. This is to show
that ascribing some sentences to either a Pr—scale or a Q-scale is possible and that
this decision ultimately rests with the interpreter, rather than being clearly marked by

language.

C. In the coming examples, none of Th is context independent and thus Q-scale

is in play. The Rh has the normal form specification (Sp) (10:17: xny nv; 21:2: 211%)

28 (Cf the discussion on the topic of ‘retrievability’ of a theme Firbas, 1992, 29-30.
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and a further specification (Fsp)?*°

both being the Rheme (Rh) of the sentence.

(10:17: xo3nb » 07p% ; 21:2: X170 TR M9),

R*DX1Y * DTPY KAV N KXY wi1dy | 1Sam 10:17

RI7TD 200X M2 2115 717 XNRY | 1Sam 21:2

By contrast, still within the Q-scale limits, with Th context dependent, there is the
case of 25:1e and 22:1. As there is no Rh, the verb has no competition in terms of
CD and consequently, its TME becomes Rheme of the sentence. yan» (‘from there”)
in 22:1 does not count as a viable Rh, as it acts as setting (which excludes Rh in
principle): ‘from there’ does not actually refer back to a proper geographical place.
The antecedent element to which yan» connects is the passage of 21:11: David fled
from Saul to nx7 X092 v»ox — Achish the king of Gat. The verse does not necessarily

mean the geographical location of Achish, but his status as king of a city.

N7 717 P1RY | 1Sam 22:1

77 o1 | 1Sam 25:1ef

7IND 72717 NN

The connection between jann and Gat is weak, and, thus, one is able to read the
narrative starting in 22:1 as a separate episode from the previous account as the place
of departure is not of consequence. The prelude of the episode starting in 25:1ef

lacks even that setting support of 1ann.

2.2.1.3 77 as wqetal prelude

The wagetal of m: introduces prelude information in 17 cases in 1Samuel. The basic
meanings of m are to be and to have; as any other verb, it is a transition element (in
the FSP framework). Its roles extend from conveying the idea of existence/propriety

to that of conjoining two separate pieces of information. The roles of m:1 as prelude

289 According to FSP of the Prague School, Sp (specification) and Fsp (further specification) are two
components that a Rheme can have (at least one specification is needed). In the example You need to
meet him at 6 pm at the gas station, at 6 am is specification and at the gas station is further
specification — the context attests that these are Sp and Fsp (the abbreviations belong to Jan Firbas)
because they are context independent. If we imagine this sentence as part of a text or conversation,
this information appears here for the first time — hence it is context independent. By contrast, Setting
(abbreviation: Set) means a context dependent element so it is not a Rheme — as an example: George
will be at the gas station. You need to meet him at the gas station at 6 pm. This time, only at 6 pm is
context independent (hence rheme) — at the gas station passes from being specification (hence rheme)
in the first sentence to being setting (hence, non—-rheme) in the second.
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waqetal are: (i) to signal existence of a person and/or Ascribing of Quality in Q-scale
sentence; (ii) to act as Transition in a Pr—scale sentence (Ph/Rh—Tr—Set) introducing
a new phenomenon — the Rheme of the sentence is the grammatical subject; (iii) to
adjoin (circumstantial) indications of time with characters and events (macro—

syntactic function — MS).

i) Existence is the simple or the unmarked usage of the verb i and it connects
a place or time with or assigns a quality to the Th. The distinctive sign of a closer
connection between the Theme and Transition is provided by (a) the PNE (person
and number exponent) of the verb which is in accord with the subject (in the case of

attributing a quality: 4:1).

Alternatively, (b) the connection Theme-Transition is signalled by the lack of
preposition which would prevent the following element from being anything else but
the subject (cf 6:1). The word order is Tr-Th—-Rh. Regarding the scale, | argue that
all three examples presented are developed around a Q-scale sentence for 4:1, 6:1
and 15:10, attributing to B(earer) its respective quality: word of Samuel — pleasant /
ark — in the cities of Philistines for seven months / the word of prophecy —
arrival/coming to Samuel. They all refer the existence of a certain object and its
attribution to a third party (which is not the grammatical subject); the third party here
acts as Rheme of the sentence and bears the highest CD.

SR 909 Ry HRIAY oand M | 1Sam 4:1

I YA ORNWHD Mpa M7 R MM | 1Sam 6:1

o SR Ay > 7P 1IR3 aane mim | 1Sam 15:10

i) The Pr—scale occurs often in prelude as, by default, it indicates or restates a
Ph. These prelude wgetal forms introduce the appearance of Elkanah the father of
Samuel and that of Saul, the first king of Israel. They are different from the previous
type in that they are part of Pr—scale sentence (oriented towards the Th) not a Q—

sentence (oriented towards the Rh).

D 79X N7 XNV X221 °7°%00 XN 70 XN2) 7m | 1Sam 1:1

19112 N°27 RYAWH 717 8123 M | 1Sam 911

XAY 7 | 1Sam 14:1
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The last sentence asserts the existence of a certain day.?*® The sentence is proper Pr—
scale oriented towards x»v — the element with the highest CD in the sentence. This
means that the quality of appearance is attributed to day as the temporal event, which
points that in this certain day this event took place (Jonathan wins the battle with

Philistines by himself).

iii) The third prelude use of m wgetal is as a macro—syntactic sign. According to
Niccacci, the macro—syntactic signs (he lists 4 forms) are ‘elements which assist in
connecting segments of text’.?* Similarly to *m of BH, its Aramaic correspondent
mm is followed by a protasis and by an apodosis. The entire construction is
considered together. >3 and its Aramaic counterpart mm have the function of
‘introducing a new element within the narrative sequence, usually a circumstance,
yet without interrupting the main line of communication and so that that the
[circumstantial] element becomes an essential and integrant part of the narrative’.?*

This supposes that 7, the protasis and the apodosis are foreground, according to

Niccacci.

In the cases analysed in 1Samuel, the circumstantial protasis of wqetal prelude of 7
relates the time of the event (it answers the question ‘when?’); the apodosis indicates
the events with which this time is associated. | will discuss the cases of prelude
wqetal of mm as MS (with apodosis wqetal and one special case with apodosis in

wsubjget).

The protasis constructions contain information about the point in time when the
action of the apodosis is taking place. Given the frontal position of these time
indications, they are to be considered as setting not specification in FSP

k.293

framewor In this context, the MS construction is oriented towards the

information contained in the apodosis. M acts as transition in the FSP framework:

2% The sentence is not complete, as the content is too vague.

201 Niccacci, 2011, §12: ‘elementi che servono a collegare le parti di un testo’.

292 Niccacci, 2011, §28c: ‘la sua specifica funzione testuale & introdurre un elemento nuovo,
normalmente una circostanza, nella linea narrativa, senza quindi interrompere il livello principale
della comunicazione e in modo tale che quell’elemento diventa parte integrante e importante del
racconto’

% The position of protasis with regards to apodosis is important for its specification (Rheme) or
setting (non—rheme) status. If one accepts that the protasis—apodosis could describe the subordinate—
regent relation, the protasis or subordinate sentence posited after the apodosis/regent induces a Rheme
status for the protasis/subordinate. To take the example of 8:6, the temporal circumstance (6b) is
Rheme of the main sentence 6a; cf also protasis/subordinate as rheme with >ax (because): 18:12ab,
28bc; and 22:6. None of the examples discussed in this is introduced with mm.
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it signals the existence or appearance in the plot of a new event. The entire
construction is a Pr-scale sentence, where mm is transition, the protasis is setting,

and the apodosis represents the Phenomenon that takes place.

Most of the protasis constructions contain only adverbials of time. These are

introduced with a preposition:

- with%:
MSwqget mm 1Sam 1:20
temp X1 22Wn 110 protasis
waet 7aM DROTY apodosis
- with 2

MSwaget =71° | 1Sam 18:6
temp NIPYINa protasis

[xqet] IRNWYD N° Supnon 717 2N 10
wget MNP X722 RMAWH DRI P 700 ROWI Xpa apodosis

JPO¥O¥IY K172 PO KOYN DIRY
MSwget =77 | 1Sam 18:10
temp "MN27 A2 protasis
waet DIRW DY M 0TR T R M N apodosis
MSwget =M 1Sam 28:1
temp TR X917 protasis
waet X2 RAAR? X217 10w 00 ORNWHD W apodosis

Piglvak!
woet =18 1Sam 31:8
temp TNNAT RN protasis
woet RO20P R¥OMY SRNWHID INKRI apodosis
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- withn:

MSwq =y 2 1Sam 7:2
xget 0P NP2 RIIR RIWT RAPH protasis
waet X1 120 apodosis

In the first five cases, the protasis is not a full sentence. Protasis and apodosis share

the logical subject present in the apodosis. In the protasis of 1Sam 7:2 (the sixth

example), we have the appearance of a subject because 2»y° NP2 XKNIR KWT IS a

relative sentence (dependant on x»1n) whose subject does feature as theme or rheme

in the protasis apodosis construction.

Three other examples show the flexibility of this construction which can contain in

protasis a full sentence. With regards to grammatical subject distribution, 8:1, 24:2,

and 30:1 have a protasis with xgetal, where the subject in protasis and apodosis

coincide (8:1), the apodosis contains an impersonal verb, so no subject is formally

stated (24:2) or the subject in of the protasis and apodosis are completely different

(30:1).
MS abdl 1Samuel 8:1
cqet SR 2°0 72 protasis
woet ORIWP DY 1107 0112 0 I apodosis
MSwet = 2 1Samuel 24:2
caet SRNWDD 9nan PIRY 20 70 protasis

temporal
wget 9917 777 W apodosis
MSwaqet abdl 1Samuel 30:1
caet IRNYON KA A9PRY TN2N 117 RDK T protasis
wsubjget A9P%X DY D177 DY ITAINNR RPN apodosis

In 30:1, the w—subject—qetal in apodosis represents a different word order than the

usual wqetal. The sequence of events in the apodosis and in the following wqetal

form narrates an event which had already taken place at the time when David and his

men came to Ziklag. They see the result of their invasion. This is an evident
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retrospective function of the w—subject—getal (or xgetal) which derives from the 75—
getal form which seems to change narrative zero degree into a narrative retrospect
(cf more a discussion of this in the section ‘Further on retrospection: comment xqetal

against wqetal narrative’, page 279).2%

In terms of FSP arrangement of these 9 prelude forms with mm, the apodosis of 24:2
is oriented towards introducing direct speech (cf 2 1?%) and, as a result, the following
direct speech represents the Rh of the apodosis. Other apodosis constructions are

oriented towards or have a Rheme:

- infinitive constructions: 18:6 (1°7%2x¥21 X712 1oN2 X% 7KW NinTp?); 28:1
(82 R27p RMARD); 31:8 (XV°up XYOIY);

- an object and a place (as specification (Sp) and further specification
(Fsp)) 8:1 (9xw» Sy p>7 >mia n°); or origin and target (2w %y » 07p 11 —
as Sp and Fsp, respectively) in 18:10;

- the verb’s semantic content (1:20 — NR>7YY; 7:2 — 1R20)).

Finally, 30:1 has a variation of the usual wgetal in apodosis with w—subject—getal.
An interesting feature of this apodosis is that it displays a Pr—scale because it marks
the appearance of the theme (Amalekites). All the other cases discussed are Q-scale
sentences. This variation from wgetal to w—subject—getal is not motivated by the fact
that protasis and apodosis do not share the same subject (30:1: David and
Amalekites, respectively), as 18:6 shows a regular wgetal in apodosis when the
protasis and apodosis have different subjects (protasis: David [in their ascent];

apodosis: the women).

2% The narrative retrospection seems to be conveyed by T3—qgetal forms (a first word order sentence
narrative). As this thesis does not examine subordinate sentences the answer to this question will be
only partial. Cf also on 30:1b the section ‘(i) Contrast xqetal — variation of second word order’, page
260.
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2.2.2 Temporally sequenced narrative in 1Samuel and wqetal of prelude?9s

The previous outline of the waqetal prelude forms describes, on the one hand, the
disconnection that the prelude form creates between the current and the previous
episode as they introduce different place, characters, time, etc. These wgetal forms of
prelude offer the information on which the upcoming development of the story is
built. On the other hand, the prelude form of wgetal has a second function — that of
continuing the story from where it was left in the previous episode. This may be of a
temporal sort but necessarily. This section exemplifies the terms in which the wgetal
of prelude creates the meaning of continuity between the ending of one episode and
the beginning of the next.

In contrast with the prelude waqetal, the other types of prelude sentences break up
that continuity. The non-wqetal prelude forms pick up a theme which occurs earlier
in the previous episode to develop the about—to-start episode. As a result, the
narrative thread at the end of the previous episode (i.e. in the very last sentences)

does not continue in the next episode.

In order to investigate those features which cause two episodes which are one after

2% e turn to

another on paper (or sujet) to be subsequent in the story (or fabula),
Gerard Genette. He observes that, in some cases of Proust’s work, a sequence of
events is ordered only according to a ‘geographical ordering’ and ‘thematic kinship’.
This observation is important as it establishes that the sequence of events may be of
temporal quality or it may follow a different logic (a geographical arrangement, a
specific theme, i.e. a character, a topic of discussion). He does say that these may be
‘deprived of every temporal connection’, which probably is true in Proust’s

narrative®®’.

Within Proust’s narrative, in one case, the recounting of one episode after another is
connected to the main character remembering them as he is on a train: at this train
station, this happened at some point in time, and the following train station that

happened at that point in time. Probably Genette would agree that even in Proust, the

2% Cf Annex 1 for the division in episodes in Targum 1Samuel.

2% The term ‘subsequent episodes’ define those episodes in which the second episode picks up the
thread of the story from where it was left off in at the end of the first one. It does not continue a thread
occurring in the beginning or in the middle of the previous episode.

297 Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 84-85.
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ordering the events after the sequence of train station does not exclude time and that
developing a theme is easier to understand by the reader if the event outline follows

a temporal order.

By contrast with Proust, in the case of the Bible, these two orderings (geographical
and thematic) of events are very much connected with time. This is because the
biblical author knows that it takes time to get from one point to another and the
sequence of geographical locations that a character moves in a narrative is a
reflexion of time; he also understands that the easiest way to develop a theme is
chronological. What I take as essential from Genette’s commentary is that the
sequence of time in narrative may be very well associated or intertwined with other

kinds of sequences — which can shape the narrative in a new way.

In Biblical narrative, the sequence that we are examining is that at episode level. In
this context, the sequence of temporally ordered episodes is not only connected with
time but with thematic focus of the episodes themselves. The simplest sequence of
episode is the temporal one — where episodes with no connection whatsoever happen

one after another.

The second type of sequence is that which presents a theme which the author builds
in a temporal fashion. Saussure’s paradigmatic and syntagmatic opposition is of help

in understanding how this works. The omniscient?*®

author has a set of temporally
sequenced events. They are all paradigms waiting to take shape into the actual
syntagmatic sequence of events in the text. When that happens, the events are either
sequenced temporally or temporally with a theme, as the description of one theme
gives focus to the temporal arrangement of events. This is because the narrator has
the theme (as in ‘content of narrative organised in a particular fashion’) in mind first
and then seeks to present it in a temporal way. As a result, the syntagmatic sequence
of events in narrative is either temporal or thematic—temporal. The wgetal of prelude
has the function of marking the smooth succession of the narrative thread between

two subsequent episodes.

2% Omniscient means the one that knows the whole story that is about to be written — not omniscient
in the absolute sense.
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2.2.2.1 Prelude and the sequence of episodes in 1Samuel

The section ‘wqetal prelude’ above presented a classification of the wqetal prelude
(of speech event, of movement, and those with ) and its FSP analysis. Now, we
examine how wqetal of prelude shapes the sequence of episodes and time in
narrative of 1Samuel. Beginning the episode with wqetal prelude is a strong
indication that we are dealing with two temporally subsequent episodes. In most
cases besides the chronological sequence, two episodes share the property of having
the same theme. All the initial forms in this section are wgetal forms and they show
the capacity of this form to connect chronologically two episodes. There are three

types of episodic sequences in 1Samuel:

(1) The simple chronology is represented by two episodes one after another with no
visible connection besides the temporal one. The first example is that of the episodes
of the discussion between Samuel and Eli about the vision (3:16), which is followed
by that of the battle with Philistines (4:1) introduced with wqetal. There is no
connection between the two besides the continuation in time. The second example is
that of 7:2 (Samuel’s wars with Philistines) and 8:1, where Samuel’s sons are shown
as wicked; the third is that of a dispute between Saul and Samuel (13:1) followed by
Jonathan’s bravery (14:1).

(2) A more advanced type of chronology involves two subsequent episodes in time

with a common theme. There are four examples of this in 1Samuel:

birth of Samuel 1:1-19 followed by 1:20%*° (promise and fulfilment);

the ark is taken in the episode starting in 5:1 and returned in the next
episode, 6:1-7:1;
Samuel’s vision: 3:1-15 followed by 3:16;

Saul’s Disobedience of Saul (command and disobedience): 15:1 and 15:10.

299 A strong indication that 1:20-2:11 is a self-standing episode, separate from 1:1-19, is the fact that
the second episode in 1:20b (‘Hanna conceived’) continues the information that ‘the remembrance of
Hanna went before God” which closes the episode in 1:19. There is a certain redundancy: God’s
remembrance of Hannah in 1:19 means that he granted her wish of becoming pregnant; the
information of Hanna’s pregnancy is repeated in 1:20b. The redundancy disappears if we consider
these texts as separate episodes. The information in one case closes by confirming that Hannah’s
prayer is granted; in the other case, Hannah’s pregnancy is the point of depart for relating Samuel’s
birth.
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Both episodes in these pairs act together and, at the same time, can also be read
separately as they make sense by themselves. The first episode builds up the problem
(a barren woman, the ark being taken by Philistines, Samuel’s vision about the sons
of Eli, Samuel’s command of destroying all Amalekites) and the second show its
resolution (birth of Samuel, the ark resides in Kirjath—jearim in Judah, Eli asks and

receives an (incomplete) account of what God said, Saul loses legitimacy as king).

(3) The last type of chronological episode with a theme is that containing more than
two episodes. 1Samuel contain three such sequences. Two of them contain 4-5

episodes in sequence.
The first thematic and temporal pairing of episodes is that of ‘Saul as king’:

- 8:1 Samuel’s sons not walking in his path;

- 9:1-10:16 presentation of Saul and his anointing as king;

- 10:17-27: official election of Saul as king by casting lots on the families of
Israel;

- 11:1-12:25: the episode contains two interdepended panels (wqetal: victory
against Ammon and (wqetal) the Philistines in 11:11).

The second thematic and temporal pairing of episodes is that of the final
Philistine war from 28:1 to 31:13 (the last 4 chapters of 1Samuel). The story of this
war is divided into 4 parts in 28:1-5. In the beginning of the first episode of this
story (28:1-25), the narrator seems to put equal weight on these four parts and, thus,

uses a waetal or a subject—getal:

- 28:1c-2 (wgetal)—- David agrees to go to war on the side of Achish;

- 28:3 intermezzo: (w-subject—qetal) reminds of Samuel’s death and there
were no diviners in the land,;

- 28:4: (wgetal) Philistine camp in Shunen and Saul in Gilboa (connected
temporally with 28:1ab and with the next episode of 29:1);

- 28:5 (wgetal) — being afraid of Philistines, Saul, seeks the council of a

woman diviner.

The only exception to the use of wqetal as the initial form is the relating of the death
of Samuel — this is regarded as retrospective information introduced in the zero

degree sequence of the wqetal forms. By reading the episode without the verse 23:3,
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we receive a further argument for the text starting in 28:1: if that this particular
information were not to be provided than the sequence of sentences would have
missed a key piece of information — Samuel is dead, so Saul turns to a wizard for
guidance. With 23:3, the episode has all the necessary information within it to be
read outside the context of the others. It does not need to rely on 25:1 for us to
understand Saul’s actions. The author does not suppose that the reader will be aware

of the whole content of the book and feeds him all the necessary information.

The two episodes in 29:1-11 (David’s presence is unwanted in the Philistines’ camp
— he returns towards the land of Philistines) and 30:1 (the raid of Amalek against
Ziklag and David’s pursuit) change theme from Saul to David, but they do continue
the end of episode 28:1 where we leave Saul after the ominous news of his death.
Because the temporal advancement the wgetal in 29:1 does not interrupted to recount
something occurring previously before 28:1, the zero degree of the episodic

sequence is undisturbed.

The episode of 31:1 (death of Saul) does not continue with wqetal but with a waw—
subject—participle as it is not subsequent to 30:31 (David’s deeds for Ziklag). This
episode comes after 29:11, the ensuing war with Philistines — the actual story order is
not reflected in the narrative. The last episode of this pairing is that of 31:8 which
through its wgetal form continues with the events after the death of Samuel and his
sons (31:1-7), with the account of what happened with their bodies.

The third thematic and temporal pairing which covers 14 episodes contain the
account of ‘Saul chasing after David’: after the second restart of 17:55-58, there is
a sequence of 14 wagetal initial episodes. Are these 14 episodes recounting only
subsequent material? It seems so as the story goes smoothly. These episodes are
introduced with wgetal which reflects that fact that the episode order in the fabula

coincides with that of the story/sujet:

18:6 Saul’s anger for David’s greater popularity

18:10 First attempt to kill David

18:17 Second attempt to kill him by hands of the Philistines through cunning —
David wins Michal’s hand

19:1 Jonathan mends fences between David and Saul, Third attempt to kill him by
javelin (10), later at his house in Michal’s bed (17), and in Ramah (19)
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20:1 David flees from Naioth in Ramah back to Jonathan who seems unaware of
these attempts that took place after he mended fences between Saul and David —
Jonathan acknowledges the hate of his father and sends David away

21:1 David flees to Ahimelech the priest in Nob, and then to Achish the Philistine
king of Gath

22:1 David escapes from Achish and resides in the cave of Adullam, then Mizpeh of
Moab (after an agreement with the king of Moab (3)), then in Hareth in Judah
(listening to the word of a Prophet (5))

— with verse 7 (wgetal) the narrative introduces Saul who kills Ahimelech
and the priests of Nob for helping David (18 by the hand of Doeg, Ahimelech’s
servant and witness to David visit in Nob, cf 21:7)

— with verse 20 (wqetal) Abiathar the priest (whose father Ahimelech was
killed by Saul because he had assisted David cf 22:16) escapes to David bringing an
ephod (this is how the narrative returns to David)

23:1 David and his help in Kehila, Saul is in his pursuit again (7), David escapes to
Ziph (14), to Maon (24) and En—gedi (24:1)

24:2 — Saul again follows David — David spares Saul’s life the first time (7) — David
is sworn by Saul that he will not kill Saul’s seed (21-22) — David remains in the
stronghold

25:1a—d — Death of Samuel — there is no indication that this happened at another time
in the story

25:1e — David moves to desert of Paran — Nabal and his death and David’s marriage
with Abigail, Nabal’s wife

26:1 — Saul again follows David in the wilderness of Zif — David spares Saul’s life a
second time (12) — they return each to his place

27:1 — David realises by now that there is no place for him in Saul’s kingdom and
passes to Achish in Gath as his servant in Ziklag (6).

Based on the theoretical proposal of by Labov-Waletzky, this discussion has
developed further the referential function of prelude that wgetal displays when it is
the first sentence in the episode. In Targum Aramaic of 1Samuel, wgetal prelude
does not simply introduce the new episode but it also marks that the episode starting
continues chronologically the end of the previous one. As we shall see, the other

types of prelude forms discussed below do not share this chronological function —
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they are, conversely, a sign of temporal discontinuity between two subsequent

episodes.

2.2.2.2 An exception to the rule of prelude wqetal as referring episodes in
temporal sequence
It is a fact that in 1Samuel there is a case where a prelude wqetal form seems to defy

the function of temporal continuation of wgetal. It is the sequence of episodes in
16:14-23 and 17:1-11 (introduced with waqetal): after the episode of Saul being
tormented by the evil spirit, a prelude wqetal of temporal continuation introduces the
episode of Philistine preparation for war and Goliath’s injurious words against Israel.
As the latter begins with a waqetal, the episode 17:1-11 should have had the
beginning in temporal continuation of the previous one. This is not so for various

reasons.

The explanation is that after 15:10-35b, a short intermezzo composed out of two
episodes 15:35¢-16:13 (David is anointed as king) and 16:14-23 (David becomes a
music performer for Saul) was introduced severing the temporal continuation
between the episode of 15:10-35b (Saul’s disobedience) and 17:1 (another war with
Philistines).

Further evidence for this is that this intermezzo introduces a slight incoherence with
the whole context of these episodes, since there is no sign that Saul knew David in
17:30-31 (their meeting before the battle with Goliath); and he even asks Abner who
he is (17:55). By contrast, when read in continuation 15:10-35b and 17:1, this
incoherence disappears. Also, the episode 18:10 (David the warrior plays an
instrument for Saul’s comfort) still fits correctly with the context, because this is said
to be a routine activity (cf the waw—participle form) that happened before 1 711

o2 ara T

The intention of the final redactor was to set aside the intermezzo with a w—subject—
getal from the temporal order of events. He continued with the usual wgetal in 17:1
to reconnect it to Saul’s story left open in 15:34b. This intermezzo (15:35¢-16:13
and 16:14-23) are discussed below.
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2.2.3 Other forms of prelude300

Passage of time in narrative has two particular ways of expression in narrative. The
most obvious is the occurrence of time passage within the episode itself generated by
the succession of wqetal narrative forms. The second one is connected with the
sequence of episodes themselves. If the order of episodes coincides with the order of
episodes in the reality described (fabula), the normal wqetal prelude is used as it was
shown in the analysis of the prelude wgetal forms (cf also the section below ‘Prelude
and the sequence of episodes in 1Samuel’, page 132). In the same way as wqetal
narrative forms within episode, the wqetal of prelude indicates that the present
episode continues the thread of the story from where it was left off at the end of the

previous episode.

The other forms of prelude apart from wagetal represent a difference in the way
narrative of episodes progresses. They are non-sequenced forms which signal that
the order of episode in fabula does not coincide with the order of the story. The use
of a non—wagetal form is a disruption of this order which accounts for the episodes
just being introduced to be considered as being ‘retrospective’, ‘anticipating’ or even
‘simultaneous’ with the episode which has just finished. In other cases, the current

episode may begin by picking a secondary thread of the previous one.

In 1Samuel, prelude forms are waw—subject—qetal and waw-subject—participle. Two
combinations of Nominal Clauses (NC) are also discussed: waw—theme—rheme and
the emphatic rheme—theme.®** The main question this section investigates is to what
extent the non—-waqetal prelude forms continue the sequence of events in the previous

episode from where it ended.

2.2.3.1 Waw-subject-qetal prelude

There are five forms of the combination waw-subject—getal of prelude in 1Samuel
(5:1; 14:24; 14:47; 15:35¢c; 16:14). This form is one of the variants of waw—xgetal
forms that we can encounter in sentence as the x element could also be an object or a

subject.

%00 cf Annex 1 for the division in episodes in Targum 1Samuel.

%01 For the impact on Aramaic syntax of the prelude waw-subject—qetal and waw—subject—participle
see the section below ‘Instead of conclusion: the impact of first word order on prelude and end—of—
episode xparticiple/xqetal’. The discussion of NC (verbless sentences) is limited to the current
section, as this thesis does not discuss nominal sentence.
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5:1: The Philistines and the Ark

5:1 is a continuation of 4:11 (and the ark was taken — *anwx »7 &117x1) and not of the
two panels in 4:12-22 which end the previous episode: when the news about the ark
reaches Shiloh, Eli and his daughter—in—law die by accident and in childbirth,
respectively. This waw—subject—getal marks the discontinuation between 5:1 and

4:22 — the sayings of the midwife are not continued by another event in 5:1.

The episode starting with waw—subject—getal in 5:1 acts together with the following
two episodes 6:1 and 7:2. They contain information which in some way is related to

the ark once it was the possession of the Philistines.

waet jolatatte 4:22
get DRI RIP> K23
cqet 77 RIIR 2NWR IR
wsubjget "7 RITIR N7 12 ORNTHD 5:1
waqet TITWRYD RTVD J2RN 771 NOK)

14:24: Jonathan breaks Saul’s oath

The beginning of this episode leaves aside Jonathan’s successful incursion into the
Philistine camp in 14:1-23, and takes up the thread of its introduction in 14:2: there
were 600 men with Saul, theme which continues with 14:23 where these men of
Israel are presented as being in distress. The oath of Saul mentioned in 14:24 was
taken obviously before the battle and before Jonathan’s incursion in 14:6-23, so the
order in sujet no longer follows that of the reality described. Not aware of the oath,

Jonathan eats some honey (26).

wsubjget RITTT R PRITR ORI WIN) 14:24
woet A% XY N0 2IRY MR
part pass (juss) X722 07
[eyiqtul] RUMT TV RAMD 21077
wxyiqtul v2277°5V2an YIONRT TV
wlaget RNTY RNV 92 DOVY RN
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The waw-subject—getal and its continuation with wgetal in 24ab have the function of
re—introducing the people and Saul in a non—sequenced episode. They are to feature
again at the end in 14:45 where the people save Jonathan (which is the object of the

dispute) from Saul’s wrath.

The temporal sequence between Jonathan’s bravery and his eating of honey (vs 27)
is not stated clearly. Nowhere in this passage is there a mention of Jonathan’s
accomplishment in 14:1-24, before 14:45 — HXIW2 177 X217 XIp9 (this great
salvation in Israel). Also the timeline is mixed with the event of the people’s sin of
eating flesh with blood (which occurred after the battle). Because these are so closely
intertwined, it is very difficult to ascertain the position of this episode. Therefore, the
prelude waw-subject—qgetal in 14:24 has the function of introducing the new
characters, the people and Saul, and reconnecting with the early stages of the battle
described in 14:2.

15:35c and 16:14-23: David’s intermezzo

The next two sections beginning with waw—subject—getal compose the intermezzo
which introduces David for the first time in the narrative. The first episode performs
the task of introducing David’s divine vocation to kingship (spirit of God resting on
him now), while the second shows that Saul is tormented by an evil spirit (instead of
the good spirit) and David is brought to comfort him through singing.

wlaget MR QY TV IRY N0 TRk PRAY PoIR k7Y | 15:35ab
caet DIRW DY DRI DARNK IR

wsubjget =912 20 M 15:35¢
caet ORI DY DIRY N0 7OHRR R

wqet ORINTYH 2 R 16:1
csubjpart DIRY DY HaRNA DR NNAR TV

The waw-subject—qetal 15:35¢ echoes God’s direct declaration of 15:11 of being
sorry for having have appointed Saul as king which is the point of departure for
God’s command to Samuel in 16:1 to go to Jesse the Betlehemite, looking to anoint
another king. The waw-subject—qetal again is not connected to the immediately

preceding form in 15:35ab.
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The same prelude form in 16:14 continues the narrative with the impact of David’s
anointing. Saul is no longer a place of residence for God but for the evil spirit. While
the continuation could have been done with a normal wgetal form directly from
16:13c (And the spirit of strength from before God resided upon David from that day
on), this particular possibility is prevented by the interposed passage of 16:13de (And

Samuel rose and went to Rama) which closes the episode.**

waget RAWNT X17p N° DRI 001 | 16:13abe
waet SR 12 7703 W)
waet RV R TIT 9V » QTP 1 XM M 1A
KU

waet LRI P 16:13de
woet “RNNI9 DR

wsubjget I NTY IR aY M7 aTp RN M| 16:14-15
wpart 27 07p 1A RUP2 M 770 Rnyam
woet 7% DIRW >72Y 17K)

2:22a: Admonishment and promised punishment for Eli’s sons

This episode is again not in sequence after the one recounting Samuel’s growth and
Hannah’s subsequent actions (2:18-21). From the previous episode of Hannah, the
current one has a change of topic, scenery, and characters. The waw-subject—getal
form at the beginning of this episode continues the episode of 2:12-17 where the

disgraceful sins of Eli’s sons are listed; also, it does not continue temporally 2:21d:

woet 2 Q7P WO DRINY K27 XA 2:21d
wsubjaet X717 0 %9 | 2:22-23a
waget 95 N v
cpart SRS 939 7113 TV
cpart XOWI 1 1°0WT N
cpart JRIAT 19Wn YN IRYXY PNRT
waet raalahy)

%02 This is my translation.
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From the analysis of these five prelude forms, we see that the waw—subject—getal
prelude is not a continuation form. It picks up and continues strands from the
previous episode (and as such is subsequent to it) but is not a genuine temporal
continuation of it per se — the waw—subject—qetal prelude has the task of severing the
temporal continuation between two subsequent episodes by allowing for the second
to continue a another thread present in the previous episode or even before. This is
why the episode has new characters and geographical location (or recalls older
characters and places in the narrative). The focus and the subject of the narrative are
different from those at the end of the previous episode. In most cases, the episode

continues a parallel strand of the story.

2.2.3.2 Waw-subject-participle prelude

There are three waw—subject—participle forms acting as the prelude of an episode in
1Samuel. Two of them are connected with Samuel serving or ministering to the Lord
and the last reaffirms the conflict between Israel and the Philistines. In terms of their
use in the time passage in the sequence of episodes, these three forms do not any
show progress from one episode to another, as happens with the wqetal prelude.
Instead, their function is to reinstate a previous moment from where the time passage

in the current episode commences.

2:18 and 3:1

The story of Samuel’s childhood runs from the beginning of the book to 4:1 (the
moment when Samuel calls Israel to battle against the Philistines). This story is
interrupted two times (with two episodes about Eli’s sons, with whom he is obvious
contrast) and each time the narrative of Samuel is restarted with a waw—subject—
participle form. The formulation at the end of one episode and the beginning of the
next sing the same tune: Samuel is a servant before God, » a7p wnwn (2:18; 3:1).

This is reminiscent of Hannah’s promise made in her prayer for a child (1:11).

The waw-subject—participle in 2:18 reaffirms the point made in 2:11b, which ends
the episode of Samuel’s birth. The process repeats with the same wording at the end
of the Samuel focused episode in 2:21d and the beginning of 3:1. In these cases
Samuel is serving God, so there is no progression of time from one ending to the

beginning of the next.
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1:20-2:11
wsubjpart 1R3I72 99y 1M Y QTR Wi 1 XA 2:11b
Episode ends
Sons of Eli and their sins 2:12-17
wsubjpart » DTP WHWH PRI 2:18
Episode begins
xpart 7127 01770 POR KW
wsubjpart Y TR WM DRI K17 KA 2:21d
Episode ends
Eli rebukes his sons and God’s promised 2:22-37
punishment
wsubjpart Y MM % QTP WrnRYn PRIAY XM 3:1-2
Episode begins
wsubjget TIRT RO 90D 7177 T RAAND)
NCrt S92 IR 0O
waet XITT RAP2 MM

The alternating sequence of these episodes (from Samuel, passes to Eli’s sons, to
Samuel, to Eli’s sons, and finally Samuel again) is shaped around the idea of Samuel
being servant of God (» a7p w»wn). The author is careful to keep Samuel’s status
fresh in the mind of the reader within the longer passage of 2:22-37, focused on Eli’s
sons. Samuel’s serving of God is repeated with a different wording in verse 2:26,
again using the same waw-subject—participle form. This is also a pause between the
rebuke of their father (2:22-25) and God’s word against them (2:27-36), with no

bearing on the passage of time.
31:1

With the waw—subject—participle in 31:1, the author does not advance the story from
what happened in chapter 30. The focused is changed from David’s story to the war
with Philistines. The first sentence of 31:1 reiterates the existence of the war and
suggests that it is happening — the waw-subject—participle form does not refer a
completed action. Only the occurrence of the next two waqetal forms in sequence

shows that the battle ended, and Israel fled and the people were slain by the
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Philistines. The waw-subject—participle would have remained open without these

two wqetal forms telling us that it is ended.

wsubjpart PRI X2P Prvan oxnwhoy | 31:labe
waet SRNWDD 07 12 DRIV SWIR 10DK)
waet :V2737 RI02 70U 195N

The first completed movement of troops in this war is found 28:1ab with a wgetal
form, HXU2 R2p RMIRD X202 PAncwn 00 RNWYD 1w, which shows that Philistines
gathered for battle. This is followed by another completed movement of troops in
28:4 (a wqetal again) showing where they camped (Philistines in Shunem, Israel in
Gilboa). Another wqetal in 29:1 tells about a subsequent and completed movement

of troops from the previous position of to Afek (Philistines) and Jezreel (Israel).

By contrast, there is no movement of troops in the waw-subject—participle of 31:1 —
the form only repeats that the Philistines fight against Israel without adding new
information. It has the purpose of restarting the story of Saul, after the two episodes
focused on David (29:1-11 and 30:1-31).

2.2.3.3 Nominal Clause as waw-Pr-scale sentence: Phenomenon-Transition-
Setting

There are two prelude examples of the form waw-theme-rheme in 2:12a and 17:12.
In both cases, these sentences introduce completely new characters in the story, the
sons of Eli and David, respectively. As they mark the appearance of new phenomena
in the story and are found in the first sentence of the episode, in terms of FSP, these

sentences have a Pr-scale sequence Phenomenon-Transition—Setting.

NCwtr PYWI 1023 %Y 1 2:12
laget 2 0TR 0 PATRY PYT N XD
NCwtr AT N°27 27N PT ONT9K 123 72 TN 17:12-13a
NCwtr Rvalnialvh
NCwtr 1°12 RoIN 7N
wxget IR"7M122 911 2°0 PIRY 1172 KON
waet X272 W *12 307N 12T
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These two sentences allow for the two scales of FSP to be asserted. In the Q-scale
(Theme—Transition—Rheme) the element with the highest CD is the rheme; because
of the sense of the sentence is without a doubt of appearance into the scene the
orientation of the CD changes from the end of the sentence towards the
Theme/Subject. This is why the second interpretation for these sentences is
preferable (that of Pr—scale) where the Phenomenon in the sentence takes precedence

over the rheme (the same Pr—scale is also present in a non—prelude NC in 4:19a).

Two observations are in order. The grammar of Aramaic (as that of the Biblical
Hebrew) allows existential sentences with no verb. The simple juxtaposition of two
words can create an existential sentence. As a result, the transition is in most cases
missing, and, one could infer, if the verb to be is present, its use will be emphatic. As
the transition is missing the Person and Number Exponent (PNE) and Time and
Mode Exponent (TME) are either redistributed to other elements of the sentence or
disappear. We can suppose that the PNE function may be still in place if one accepts
that the accord in person and number between the grammatical subject and predicate
are taking the place of PNE (in both cases this happens: the plural of *%v *121 is in
accord with yy*wa 1723, the same applies to the second case). In terms of TME, the
appearance in the story happens at a certain time, but there is no sense of time
passage and because of that the Nominal Clause of Pr—scale is considered neutral
with regards to time and mode — i.e. it does not count in terms of time of their
occurrence (i.e. degree zero, retrospective or anticipated information).

The second observation derives from the Pr—scale status of the sentence which
reverses the CD of the rheme from having the highest CD (so it would have been a
Specification) to having the lowest CD which changes into Setting. The reading and
the interpretation of the first sentence should be oriented towards the grammatical
subject of the two sentences, which in English shifts the position of the grammatical

subject after transition:

‘There were the sons of Eli, evil men, they did not know to fear from before God’

and

‘There was David, son of this man of Ephrata from Bethlehem of the house Juda’.
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Thus, the phenomena of the two sentences receive their proper place in the
translation as having the highest CD. The translation also reflects the reduced status
of the settings (i.e. everything that follows the introduction of Phenomenon), which

give additional information on the appearing Phenomenon.

2.2.3.4 NC prelude: rheme-theme in 13:1

The Pr—scale in NC is not the only possible combination as prelude form. When the
Phenomenon is already introduced and context dependent, the normal NC theme—
rheme with Q-scale is a candidate for the position of prelude. This is the case of
13:1%% where theme Saul is not context independent because he is present in the
mind of the readers in the previous episode 12:1-25 (Samuel’s discourse about his
work as prophet and about Saul’s kingship). As a result, Q-scale is applicable.
Because the rheme is inserted at the beginning (instead of the end) of the sentence,

this is an emphatic word order.

NCrt: 13:1-2
rheme [includes an NCcrt] — relative T 772 N9T RIT 2D
theme T9n 72 IR
wtempaet ORWP DY o0 1w 1Pnam

This explanation corresponds with Staalduine—Sulman’s translation of the passage

which takes into account the emphatic word order:***

‘As a one year old child, in
whom there is no guilt, was Saul, when he became king; and he reigned two years

over Israel’.

%03 Staalduine—Sulman attributes the variant present in the Targum (‘As a one year old child, in whom
there is no guilt, was Saul, when he became king’) to a metaphorical interpretation of a grammatically
corrupt original; explanation prompted by R. Huna, cf Eveline van Staalduine-Sulman, The Targum
of Samuel (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 299-302.

%04 Contrast this with a non—emphatic translation of D. J. Harrington and A. J. Saldarini, The Aramaic
Bible 10: Targum Jonathan of the Former Prophets (Delaware: Michael Glazier, Inc., 1987): ‘And
Saul was a year old — there were no sins in him — when he became king, and he reigned two years in
Israel’ (the italics belong to the authors).
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2.3 Wgqetal and Narrative Time

The Aramaic wqetal form represents the narrative foreground zero degree in
Weinrich’s methodology. The analysis of the wgetal (hon—prelude) forms reveals

that these forms can be grouped in four main types:

(1) narrative wqetal (this type includes the wgetal of speech event) referring
temporally sequenced events;

(2) coordinate waqetal;

(3) waetal signalling non—sequential/incomplete action wqetal,

(4) redundant wqetal or wgetal hendiadys.

The waqetal of verb (5) mi receives a separate analysis because of its different lexical
values.

The wagetal forms in (1), (2), and (4) share the two specific traits of sequentially and
completion or refer completed information in sequence. In narrative, a verbal form is
considered complete whenever its action finishes before the beginning of the next

verbal form.

| determined these four types of wgetal by analysing those episodes in 1Samuel
which contain at least four wgetal forms in sequence (1Samuel 7:2-17; 10:17-27;
11:1-10; 16:14-23; 17:12-18:5; 19:1-24; 21:2-16; 23:1-24:1; 24:2-23; 28:1-25;
31:1-13)*".

The (1) narrative wgetal is the predominant form in narrative. The order of these
wgetal forms in narrative corresponds to the order of events in the narrative
described. These forms provide two types of information: an account of events as
they happened (the sequence of fabula coincides with the story/sujet sequence);
furthermore, they indicate the advance of time or plot in narrative.

Time passage and wqetal

On this last point, the discussion of time passage with regards to wgetal forms is
based on the methodological premises described in the first chapter of this thesis —
Harald Weinrich’s temporal metaphor and Julia Kristeva’s delimitation of the
metaphoric and metamorphic time passage. The metaphoric time passage is

represented by the sequence of all the wqetal forms (including those with the verb

305 The sections 11:1-10 and 17:12-54 constitute the first panel of their respective episodes.
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m1). Though each type accomplishes this to a different degree, the wgetal forms
contribute the most to the passage of time in or the advance the plot of the narrative
from the beginning to the end of the story. The theoretical discussion argues that it
takes two forms of wgetal to form one temporal metaphor which generates the

advance of story time towards its end.

While these metaphoric wqetal refer only to time passage, the metamorphic verbal
forms specify those instances where time is conjoined with a body sensation. Two
verbal forms of this sort give the expression of time and include a scale down of
character’s ‘physical’ presence (feelings of taste, smell, hearing, etc.) into the
narrative for the benefit of the reader. In Targum Aramaic of 1Samuel, | insisted that
the metamorphic verbal forms are only present in those instances where a speech
event occurs, i.e. a character engages in direct speech introduced with some sort of
form of the verb =nx (wgetal, wparticiple, and infinitive). The two constitutive
elements of the metamorphosis (one wgetal of =nx and the direct speech) create the
setting within which the reader is able to witness an oral communication of a
character or between characters. The metamorphosis marks the substitution of
narrative forms (wgetal and wparticiple) with comment forms. However, the
character may choose to narrate something so direct speech would also contain a

narrative passage.
The methodological background of this discussion of wgetal

The division of the (1) narrative and the (2) coordinate forms of wgetal derives from
W. Labov and J. Waletzky’s research. This supports our discussion of the evaluative
function (the four types of narrative wqetal) and the referential function (the relevant
forms are those of ‘prelude’).®® Both functions contribute to the time passage or plot
development from the perspective of ‘temporal sequence’ in which the temporal
juncture marks the fact that ‘two clauses ... are temporally ordered with respect to
each other’.>”” The existence of temporal juncture constitutes the linguistic support
for the (1) narrative wqetal analysis of this chapter both in its referential function
(described above with regards to wqgetal prelude) and in the evaluative one (cf

below).

308 Cf for the outline of Labov and Waletzky’s research in ‘William Labov and Joshua Waletzky — a
narrative analysis of verb’, page 61.
397 |_abov and Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience’, 1967/1997, 20.
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Before presenting the methodological background for the remaining three types of
wqetal, one needs to clarify the meanings of the term ‘narrative’ in order to introduce
a further feature of wqetal — listing. Listing presumes a sequence of events which are

not arranged in time or with no temporal juncture.

One meaning of narrative refers to genre which means groups of texts which share
the same traits of transmitting information using some sort of sequenced events. A
second meaning refers to narrative as Weinrich’s linguistic attitude, opposed to
comment. Weinrich’s narrative mirrors a ‘rhetorical’ relation which refers to the
simple sequence of events temporally ordered or not. Robert Binnick declares this
ambivalence of the narrative sequence in his affirmation that ‘narrative or sequence
[of events]” (which does contain a temporal juncture) and listing are two ‘rhetorical

relations’. His examples of the narrative and listing are, respectively:

Bill sang a song. Jane thanked him on behalf of the audience

Bill sang a song. Jane played the piano.®

Both the first sequence of events temporally ordered and the second which display a
list of events are features of the foreground zero degree of wqetal in Weinrich’s

framework.

Now we can clarify the other two types of wqetal forms which share the trait of
listing: the (2) coordinate wqetal and the (3) incomplete wqgetal. The coordinate
wqetal supposes that these forms have, in Labov and Waletzky’s words, ‘the same
displacement sets’ which allow them to occur in ‘in any ...possible permutations
[with each other] without altering the temporal sequence’ in the story described.*® In
this definition, it is evident that once the temporal juncture between to subsequent
events subsides, the narrative passes into the domain of listing. Binnick’s second
sequence is a good example of listing narrative as there is not temporal juncture: it is

not at all clear which came first Bill’s or Jane’s performance.

In this setting, Weinrich’s narrative sequence of zero degree can be clarified as being
events either in a narrative sequence (containing temporally sequenced events) or in

a listing one (a sequence where that temporal order misses). The events are arranged

%% Binnick, 'Aspect and Aspectuality’, in The Handbook of English Linguistics, 262.
309 |_abov and Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience’, 1967/1997, 18.
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in a coordinate list that results, in the case of coordinate wqetal, into a coordinate list

of completed events.

The free evaluative function of Labov-Waletzky (cf the section above ‘William
Labov and Joshua Waletzky — a narrative analysis of verb’, page 61) could
correspond to the (4) incomplete wqetal phenomenon observed in the narrative of
Targum 1Samuel. However, the examples of 1Samuel do not suppose that its

310 is 50 lax as to allow for them to be placed anywhere in the

‘displacement set
narrative, as Labov—Waletzky framework supposes. These incomplete wqetal forms
may not be always moved up and down the sequence of the narrative without
changing its meaning. Some incomplete wgetal forms could indeed be moved from
their original place to anywhere in the narrative (for example the wgetal referring to
Saul’s tallness, 1Samuel 10:23d) without changing the overall meaning of the
narrative. By contrast, there are incomplete wgetal forms could not stand the same
change: David is afraid when he is presented to Achish as a potential threat (21:13b),
which does not apply to the earlier case of 21:11, when the former decided to escape
to the latter. Consequently, the wqetal denoting David’s fear is an incomplete but not
free wqetal. Besides this feature of being ‘incomplete’ (their action does not end with
the next wgetal form), these wgetal are able to create lists of events too in which the
temporal juncture is not present. From this perspective, both the coordinate and the
incomplete wgetal forms create a sort of list, with the difference that in one case the

list is of complete events, while the list is of incomplete events, in the other.

The (4) wgetal hendiadys does not excludes the capacity for evaluative (temporally
sequenced events or listing) or the referential (prelude) functions described above.
They are a special case which englobes these functions as appropriate within its core
operation of employing two wqetal forms (‘he opened his mouth and said’) for one
meaning (‘he said’). Hendiadys is another ‘rhetorical’ function of wqetal along with
that of sequence and listing. The discussion of wqetal hendiadys is based on Paul

Hopper’s research on its occurrences with English verb.

Within the combined framework of Labov—Waletzky, Hopper, and Weinrich, on the

one hand, and Kristeva on the other hand, the following analysis will examine these

319 The displacement set refers the slots within narrative where a sentence can be moved without
changing the meaning of the sequence.
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four wqetal forms (narrative, coordinate, incomplete, and hendiadys) under two
general functions: the evaluative/rhetorical function(s) and the time or plot

advancing function.

2.3.1 Normal wgetal narrative
2.3.1.1 Waqetal narrative metaphoric

Woetal is used to present sequences of events that take place one after another. The
grammatical subject may change rapidly (10:20-21) among the agents of the story
line or be the same for long stretches of text (10:25). Usually, the subject is stated
once at the beginning of the wqetal line; when ambiguous, the subject is reiterated so

as to prevent the confusion (10:25).

DRI ROV D N0 HRIAY 207 10:20
JPM°12 N2 KLY TARNNY
T°NOYATY PPA%12 D927 XA N 20 10:21

qvR NPV NTARONR
TP 92 IRY TARNNI

Y

XN1DPNMT ROMII DY RAY QY ORINY 259m 10:25
X7902 20

» QTP VIIN)

PN°2% 023 XY 90 00 ORI 7ow

This type of wqetal propels the story forward, providing the information on the main
line of communication. The flow of wgetal forms in 17:52-53 starts from the
moment when Israel rise up and continues with 5 wagetal which denote complete
action in sequence — they shout, follow the Philistines, the Philistines are defeated,
Israel returns and takes their spoil. The connection between every two subsequent
wqetal forms adds to create the temporal metaphor or the advancement of narrative
from one point to another.

The order of each wqetal in the episode is fixed enclosed by the ‘temporal juncture’
as the second wgetal in sequence cannot be moved before the first without changing
the meaning of the story. The beginning of one wqetal supposes the end of the
preceding one. Any change in the order would render the whole narrative
unintelligible: Israel could not have followed the Philistines (52c) before rising

150



against them (52a) or take their spoils (53b) before the Philistines have been defeated
(52d) or without returning from their pursuit (53a).

woet AT SRS WK MY | 17:52-53
Tr/Rh-Th
waet 12727
Tr/Rh/Th
waqet TPY YN TV AT RIVYN TV ORNYHD N2 DTN
Tr/Th/-Rh-Set
waqet 7YY N3 7YY QWY IIRA 7O0P ORNWHD 1951
Tr-Th-Rh TPy
waet >RNWHD N2 ATIMPN DRI *12 1AM
Tr/Rh-Th-Set
wget Tr/Th-Rh Rihiskai7zalekRim)

Regardless of the amount of time these actions take to complete, narrative reduces it
to six wqgetal forms which advance our episodic time from Israel rising against the
Philistines to the moment when they raid the Philistine tents. The passage of time in
these temporal metaphors is visible by looking at the FSP organisation of the text in
term of the disposition of the Th-Tr-Rh: they all look forward to the Rh of the

communication.

The sentence 52a introduces a new theme ‘Israel and Judah’*' (after the battle
between David and Goliath has finished), and for that reason, this is a Pr—scale
sentence oriented towards Israel/Judah. This sentence is introducing their movement,
which develops towards the next moment of shouting (52b). Starting from 52b, the
wgetal forms convey subsequent and complete information about the action,
switching theme (Israel to Philistines in 52d, and back — 53a) and advancing the time

of the episode.

The temporal function of wqetal is prominently apparent in the case of the narrative
wqetal forms as each marks a complete action; one form of normal wgetal narrative

enters into a temporal juncture with the previous or the next form.

The temporal juncture of the normal narrative wgetal does not allow a temporal

displacement. In contrast with the wgetal hendiadys, with the coordinate wqetal or

31 The sentence restates an ‘old’ theme of Israel in 17:24, where the same men flee from Goliath.
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with the other possible type of listing events (wqetal incomplete), the advancement

of the narrative time or of the plot is unhindered.

The metaphorical time suggested by the normal wqetal forms is not left for us to
interpret and thus the attention of the reader is not stalled with narrative wqetal. By
contrast, in the case of the wqetal coordinate, the reader is uncertain which comes
first or (with wqetal incomplete) whether the action of wgetal ends with the next
form or continues. In a word, the sequences of normal narrative wqetal add up to
create a linear narrative time, with no intention for stalling the development of the

plot.
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2.3.1.2 Waqetal of speech event within episode or metamorphic

The previous section investigated the advancement of narrative time through normal
narrative wqetal. Its objective is to advance the plot forward towards its end by using
ellipsis of events as much as possible. The speech event wgetal exhibits the capacity
of waetal for curvature of time (as described in Chapter 1). The narrative time is
conflated with the introduction of a direct speech passage. The genre of the narrative
in 1Samuel allows for a ‘physical’ appearance of the characters through speech
leading to creating a wqetal form of the metamorphosis type: the reader experiences
an expansion of the narrative time through dialogue. In dialogue, the narrative time
stops as one no longer receives information about an unfolding story but a
communication of a character in the first person — it is the ‘I’ of the character who
speaks. This direct speech may support the narrative with a more prominent

exposition or may be a dialogue between a first and a second person.

The speech event introduced with the verb =« leads to stopping the elapse of time in

narrative: the words of the characters suspend narrative.®?

In Weinrich’s terms,
narrative is exchanged with comment. The latter is not interested in sequencing
events for the purpose of conveying a plot but in the communication between
characters. To explain this, we resort to Genette’s words: ‘there is no difference
between the statement present in the text and the sentence purportedly spoken by the
hero other than what derives from the transition from oral language to written. The
narrator does not narrate the hero’s sentence; once can scarcely say he imitates it; he
recopies it, and in this sense one cannot speak here of narrative’.**® In line with
Weinrich’s observation that the presence of one sign means the lack of the other™™,
Genette’s ‘recopying’ of character’s words means lack of narrative and the presence

of comment.

312 1t is also possible that the characters narrate in the allocated direct speech, which means that the
narrator hands over the narration of the plot to its characters. This is to explain why direct speech does
not equate comment. Direct and indirect speeches are forms which the communication takes; the
quality of the communication is either of narrative or of comment as described by Weinrich.

313 G. Genette and J. E. Lewin [tr], Narrative Discourse Revisited (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University
Press, 1983/1988) 169.

314 Weinrich, 1978, 230-231.
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Genette proposes a classification of speech events that indicates how dialogues
achieve this ‘recopying’ and how dialogues are converted into narrative. He divides

speech event into three types:*"

(1) dialogue or direct speech proper that is an ‘‘imitated’ discourse’ or is ‘discourse

fictively reported as it supposedly was uttered by the character’;

(2) ‘narrativized discourse’ or ‘discourse treated like one event among others and
taken as such by the narrator himself” (the example is ‘Agamemnon was angry and
bade him [Chryses] depart and not come again lest ....") i.e. reported speech in
narrative. This type of narrative is absent from the 10 analysed fragments from
Targum 1Samuel but probably present elsewhere in the Targum. Presumably, it
would take the shape of a normal wgetal narrative in a similar fashion with the next
type of speech event.

(3) ‘reduction of speech to event’ (Genette’s example is ‘Agamemnon refused and
dismissed Chryses’) which is the ‘pure form of narratized speech’ or the way in

which comment proper is transformed into narrative proper.

As a general note, speech events in Aramaic narrative (or to be more precise, in the
Biblical narrative in general) are introduced normally with the verb =¥, either in its
predicative use (with getal or participle) or added as an infinitive, “n°X>, after a
predicative form of a different root. The only exception we registered is 4:20b
(x%>9m1) which introduces direct speech without =»x. Integrating time passage with
Genette’s division of speech event, the narrative time extensions oscillates from a
maximum level represented by the dialogue where time is lengthened as much as the

narrator desires to the minimum of the ‘reduction of speech to event’.

2.3.1.2.1 "X as speech event

Speech event wqgetal forms have the maximum capacity for extending the narrative.
This is based on the fact that a narrative speech form introduced by 2»x is not limited
to the wqetal form marking the change in linguistic attitude (narrative to comment) —

it is extended to comprise comment because comment represents its Rh. The

315 Genette and Lewin [tr], 1972/1983, 169—170; Genette’s italics.
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sentence ‘Saul said to Samuel’ is not complete without the content of the direct

speech.

Authors have attempted to correlate narrative time with the time that took for the
events to complete in reality.*!® In terms of speech event waqetal, examples of play
with narrative time and real time in 1Samuel can be adduced. There is a fast time
passage in 7:2 (20 years to complete — the time the ark resided in Kirjath—jearim);
the slower time occurs in 7:7-14 (8 verses, it took days to complete: one of Israel—
Philistine confrontation; also the episode of Nahash of Amon 11:1-10). All these use

wqetal forms in sequence to convey events that took place in more than a day.

By contrast, with a speech event waqetal, time is slowed to describe the election of
Saul which took place probably in a matter of hours, in 10:20-27 (8 verses for the
same event) or in 16:14-23, where we learn about Saul’s affliction and the search for
a person able to sing for him in order to soothe him. This wgetal of “nx allows for a
detailed description of the scene through spans of conversation. The conversation
conveys a decision, followed by the confirmation of its completion again through
wqetal forms. The event in the latter episode is ended through a series of wparticiple
forms (16:23cdefg) which slow narrative down to halt showing the consequences:

David plays his instrument and the spirit of devil leaves.

The analysis of the speech events in the 10 episodes shows that two of the three
speech event described by Genette are present in 1Samuel: (1) direct speech and (3)
‘reduction of speech to event’. Only the communication with direct speech can be

related to the metamorphic time passage of Kristeva.

2.3.1.2.2 Other speech event verbs

Besides the normal form of speech event, Aramaic of 1Samuel uses the verb " in
pael (to announce) followed by the infinitive of “nx (19:2, 23:1, 24:2) or " in
hitpael (to be shown) followed by infinitive (19:19) or, in one instance, by wqetal of

MR (23:7). The wagetal of o (pael: to swear or to make a covenant) is also

318 | icht, 1978, 99-100.

155



employed as a speech introducing verb in 19:6 with no =¥, or with the infinitive of

“mx in 28:10.3Y

From these uses, we can conclude that the normal speech event form is the wqetal of
"nR. When the wgetal belongs to another root, the infinitive of =X is introduced just

before the direct speech passage.®!®

2.3.1.2.3 Examples of ‘reduction of speech to event’
By reducing of speech to event, the narrator avoids ‘clogging up’ the plot or the
elision of the information that would have stood in a direct speech passage.

i)

o9m1 compresses comment into a single waqetal containing what would have been
transmitted through one whole discussion introduced with amx. %91 is used to

compress discussion through its ability to render direct discourse into indirect.

waet TI7 N2 Supnk M7y 90 O 7772 101 oY IRY om | 19:1-4
wsubjet IRTM2 7172 YINKR DIRY 72 100
waet MY TNTY NN M
Jonathan informs David about the plot
waet AR DIRY QTP PIPN PHAND TIT 5V NN 25’
waet iriniahe

Jonathan defends David in front of Saul

In the case of 19:1a %%n compresses the planning of Saul’s plot against David; by
contrast, the am°n% of Jonathan (19:2) contains his ‘spoken’ reaction and friendship
with David. The instance of 19:4a shows that the two wqetal forms of 99 and nx
may come together — in this case, %>» acts as temporal contraction of anx as it
summarises with ‘good words’ (7°3pn 1»and) the contents of the following comment

passage, where Jonathan defends David. From this, we can conclude that %» has a

317 0y is also used to reduce a speech to an event in 24:23 discussed below.

318 Besides the one already signalled in 4:20b, there is another exception on 18:22 where the 771 in
wagetal introduces a direct speech passage without anx. The presence of direct speech is evident
through the initial 12> imperative form: Saul orders his servants to suggest to David that he might
become the son—in—law to the king.
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telescoping function of rendering direct speech into indirect speech.®*® Like o in
19:6, 99n registers an exception (4:20) to the apparent rule that comment should be

introduced by =& forms only:

wtemp ishlal i) 4:20
waet TPV TRT ROV RPHM
layiqtul 79NN XY

The verb oy (in pael: to swear) summarises as an event a direct speech 24:23:

waet IR 1T 07 24:23

waet P27 RV 71X

s (including also "»w and y»w)

The capacity of reducing to an event a direct speech is also the attribute of »n (to

announce/to inform about). The direct object is optional:

- n with Po&a Xnans %5 0 (object mark + these words) as in 19:7 (cf also the
same with the root *yw in 11:5 and y»w in 17:31);

-1 with relative sentence 7Y % 72v7 95 n° (19:18);

- without any mention of object (11:9; 19:21; 17:31; 23:25):3%

waet 72 1N RP 19:7
waet TR XONAND 92 N° 1N 00 M
waet RNPI2 PR% M9 XNXY 19:18
waet 93 10 M
- Theme: David
DIRY 7777 72VT
waet PR RIT IR
waet : RIDPX N°22 120

319 Cf more on indirect speech in M. Fludernik, The Fictions of Language and the Languages of
Fiction (London: Routledge, 1993).

320 The xgetal hitpael form of »1n in 23:13 (Amnx 2Ww) does not convey the passage of time — it
shows as a side note that Saul was informed about David’s movement and his subsequent
renunciation to pursue David. The passage of time for theme David interrupted before xgetal
continues with wgetal in 23:14 — David takes refuge in strongholds.
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2.3.2 Coordinate wqgetal - complete action

The coordinate wqetal refers to sequence of sentences in narrative where those
sentences are interchangeable, i.e. reversing the order of one with the other has no
impact on the meaning of the text. The label ‘coordinate’ derives from the Labov—
Waletzky delimitation of narrative clauses. They observe that narrative may display
sentences which can be moved within the text, without affecting the sense of the
narrative as a whole. These sentences are not bounded with so—called temporal
juncture, where the order of two sentences cannot be moved without changing the

meaning of the narrative.3*

The normal wgetal sequence (cf above) is built around two completed events which
may be connected with time (He got into his car and drove away) or in more delicate
situations, where the first action causes the second (Joe pushed John and John fell).

By contrast, this does not happen with the coordinate wqetal forms. The first
example of coordinate wqetal shows the rituals accomplished by the people at

Mitzpe in the context of their reconciliation with God.

waet X3DXNM? IWINK) 7:6
waet » O7P X132 R21°N2 P27 100U
waet X7 RN 0K
waet 7N 1IN
get » D7p RN
waet JXD¥MN PRI 212 N0 HRIY N

The sequence in 7:6bcde is preceded by the gathering of the people at the holy site.
In this geographical context, the actions of drawing the water, fasting, confessing
and being judged are events whose limits are clear: they did them after they got
together and before Philistines decide to attack (7:7). The coordinate feature the four
wgetal forms derives from the fact that there is no temporal juncture: all four were
done simultaneously by the people or Samuel (‘pouring of soul’, fasting, words of

repentance, judging of Samuel), and hence it is impossible to create a timeline. The

%21 |_Labov and Waletzky, 'Narrative analysis: Oral Versions of Personal Experience', 1967/1997, 14—
15 and 20-21.
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effect on the narrative is that of stalling or immobilising the action which does not
seem to move: we are in a scene where we contemplate their acts of repentance. The
name of this list is ‘liturgical acts of repentance’, all to be imitated when one repents.
The exit from this scene is given by the wgetal of 7:7 showing the attack of the

Philistines.

The second example of coordinate wgetal recounts a list of events without any
evidence of their actual order in the reality described (fabula). Other action could
have been added. It displays the same type of freeness from temporal juncture in that
the first waqetal (9a) may replace the second (9b) with no change in the sense of

either.
waet 7w N posy” | 31:9-10
waet 7017 N0 IXOM
wget 1°2 RI02% A0 TIN0 RNWHDD ¥R NN

SNV DM AN

waet RNNWY 172 70T 70 IR O

wxget S W D27 XMW 1258 00 N

For the narrative, it does not matter whether the beheading or stripping of Saul’s
weapons come first. This list simply notes what was done to the body and leaves the
door open to suppose that the subjects did not stop at that. A further sequence (wqet—
wxget) shows (10ab) the same ‘list’ trait, as we do not know whether his body was
put on the walls or his armour went out first in the house of Astaroth. We can
suppose that other acts of defilement took place and the author summarises them for
us in a non-temporal sequence. This process of defilement ended when his body was
buried properly by the inhabitants of Jabeshgilead. Also, the passage shows a
chiastic structure (abcb’a’): they cut his head and strip his armour (ab); the objects of
defilement are sent around (c); the armour is put in the temple of Astaroth (b’), the

head on the walls of Beth—shan (a”).

The examination of these two passages confirms that the wqgetal form loses its
temporal value in favour of becoming a list. This is an enumeration of events in

contrast to all other instances of fixed wqetal of recounting. The coordinate wqetal is
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almost hidden within the narrative wqetal advancing the plot as their enumeration is
preceded and followed by temporally ordered events (Samuel calls the people to
repentance, the people repents — 4 coordinate wqetal forms, Philistines attack; the
men find Saul’s body, defilement 2 pairs of wgetal forms, burial).

In both cases, the listing trait is also derivable from the fact that the events ((1)
pouring of soul, fasting, confessing, judging; (2) beheading — stripping the armour;
(3) appending the armour/the head) are so close on the timeline to one another that it
makes no difference which came first. Furthermore, they describe actions completed
or suffered by the same actor; if the subject changes, one gets immediately the sense
of their temporal ordering (the Philistines attack; the people of Jabeshgilead bury his
body).

The curvature of time is less evident in the wqetal coordinate forms (in contrast with
the speech event ones or hendiadys), but their non—temporal disposition draws
attention to their listing trait. They conserve a temporal disposition with the forms
outside their pairing (hence the wqetal), but the reader pauses because he/she can add
other elements to the list, in our cases another act of repentance or defilement. What
is listed represents the gist of the story, leaving for us to fill it for ourselves with

other possible events within the same lines.

160



2.3.3 Non-sequential or incomplete action wqetal

The non-sequential wqetal refers to a non-temporal sequence with the next wqetal.
It conveys the idea of constancy (of a feeling or physical trait) or existence, with the
verb i (as to be or to belong). In the non—sequential wqetal, the existence or quality
is not ‘consumed’ or replaced by another one, but remains as a continuous event. In
the following example, Saul’s quality of being the tallest (23d) is not replaced or
does not end with the coming wqetal of =»nx. This is a stable value that belongs to the

subject himself:

waget Yo > 10:23-24
waet 707 9NaN
wget XY 132 TNV
waet XYY 79DN07 KAy on oM
waet NIV 937 SXw R 2

Classic grammar calls this a static form. From the point of view narrative, this type
of wgetal signals an incomplete action (it does not end with the subsequent wgetal)
or non-sequential (it is not replaced by another quality: Saul does no become less
tall). This type of wgetal does not advance the narrative, which means that it does the
opposite; it becomes another way of prolonging the duration of the narrative. To
‘being the tallest’ other qualities may be added (being handsome, having strong
arms, etc.) inducing the increase of duration without actually advancing the plot of
the episode. If this is so, this type of narrative wagetal lists (traits, qualities, states)

more than narrates.

The narrative is a list of events but a list where time is essential — they are arranged
in sequential time. When this list is voided of its temporal trait, it remains a simple
list with two impacts the narrative containing them: non-sequentially of events (the
events do not have a fixed sequence or a temporal juncture) and the narrative time is
stalled. The list produces a time prolongation on the respective moment in the plot or
a curvature. In 28:20c, the subject Saul, after falling to the ground (also described
with a prolonged hendiadys in 20ab), is afraid, a state which does not end with the

following verbal form (conjunction—x—negation—getal).

161



waet Wy omxt Y| 28:20
waet RYIRD 7o0mp 29n 9o
waet ORMAY PANOn RII? 2NN
cxlaget 772 M RY R AR
claget e i) VAN L vatablivi T vals b vis N O AR
waet DI MY RNOR pARY S| 28121

The sentence 20c stalls the action to the moment of his being on the ground. The
sentences in 20de continue the description of Saul’s poor state, after Samuel’s
prophecy. Only, the narrative wqetal in 21a advances the time of the episode with the

diviner’s reaction, but it does not show that Saul is no more afraid.

A similar wqetal attributes the same feeling to David in 21:13ab, with regards to
Achish, marking the same non—sequential effect:

woet ™7op | 21:11-14a
waet IR 7R 11 RIT RN P
waet :N3T RO1 UPIR M2 XNX)
waet % WK 7Ty 1IN

Direct speech: The servants of Achish recognise David as a

figurehead of Israel, being more admired for his deeds than Saul

woet 71223 TORT RoMAND N 7T M
waet :N3T X2O9M UOIR QTR 1 RTID 20N
woget NPV YT 0 owh

The 3 waqetal narrative of 23:11abc recount David’s flight from Saul’s court to
Achish of Gat. The speech event expands narrative time by recounting that David is
recognised as the hero of Israel. The narrative which restarts in 13a advances the plot
in the sense that David acknowledges their opinion (‘David placed these words in his
heart’). 13b states his reaction as being afraid, a feeling which expands over the next
wgetal forms when he changes his behaviour to feign insanity and save his life.

Other wgetal could have been added to describing his fear, equally not advancing the
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time of the narrative and creating a non-temporal list of events. This actually

happens in 1Samuel 28:5:

waet SXNW9D MW N0 IR ’rm - | 1Samuel 28:5
waet S
wget WRTI9 2% yn

After describing Saul’s fear in 5b, the narrator adds ‘and his heart trembled’ in 5c —
we cannot say from the narrative that one happened before the other (and hence they
do not advance narrative). This pair cannot be labelled as a hendiadys, because one
sentence may be read without the other, in the sense that each of them is able to
create meaning by itself. The feeling expressed can be also that of love as in 16:21c,

again to the same non-sequential effect:

waet DI M 717 ROXY 16:21
waet "TINTP WIALH
waet RTMS o0
waet P 01 7% M
waet RS W MY R 19w 16:22
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2.3.4 Wgqetal hendiadys

The hendiadic wgetal sequences convey the same event with two predicative verbal
forms, i.e. the verbs cannot really be set one after another on a timeline, as in He
walked to his car and drove off. A familiar biblical phrase of this type is ‘And Peter
opened his mouth and said’ (Acts 10:34, RSV), standing for ‘Peter began to speak to
them’ (NRS). If one attempt to interpret or translate them separately or literally, the
coherence of the passage comes into question as redundancy occurs — these are both
evidence of an idiomatic use of language. Niccacci implies that these types of
clauses (his example is 2Samuel 12:27: 287 ... now™ translated as ‘he sent in order
to say’) should be translated using a subordinated clause; in his later improved BH
course he calls this an ‘idiomatic case’.**> They are idiomatic sequences which
impact on narrative as they prolong the curvature of time passage as the narrative
receives an extra wqetal form, apparently for no other reason than idiom.
Presumably, its purpose is the narrator’s intention of giving more weight to what is
said (or about to be said in the case of wgetal introducing comment). Let us compare

two instances with the verb 2°01 (to take):

woet K777 RI2R HRINY 200N 7:12
wget RIW 121 ROD¥A 12 N

and:
woet 17272 PHYRI R°DAND DY 1T N 21:13

The first hendiadic sequence contains the agent (Samuel) and the object (stone) in
the first wqetal, delaying its geographical position to the second wgetal. In the
normal wagetal narrative of the second construction, agent (David), object (the word),
and the place (in his heart) find their place in the same sentence. Deferring the place
where the stone is to be placed to the second verb produces a prolongation of the
event over two verbal forms and hence, a prolongation of time in narrative. The use
of hendiadys in recounting physical combat implying movements of body is a way of

prolonging the focus of narrative on swift, fleeting images (Goliath attacking David):

%22 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §95, 127; Niccacci, 2011, §95.
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wget 2R 17:48

woet 77 MTPY 21| Theme: Goliath

This is in contrast with normal wqetal for relating the fact of ‘drawing near’:

wget TURM 22TPR ARNTHD 277 17:16

Hendiadys®*® was the subject of two articles by Paul Hopper.®?* He defines it as ‘a
single conceptual idea realized by two distinct constituents’. The unicity of the event
portrayed is the main condition for distinguishing it from the simple coordinated
clause describing two events.*® In contrast with the construction of two coordinated
clauses, each describing one event, the hendiadic clauses are formed by two clauses,
the first being ‘semantically dependent’ and a ‘preparation for the second clause’
(Hopper’s example is ‘I finally woke up and remembered the procedures’). Hopper
identifies hendiadys constructions as such because: (1) ‘no independent assertion
seems to be intended’; (2) the first clause is ‘a recognizable (‘slang’) collocation’;
(3) ‘the first clause is not meant literally’.326

The analysis of 1Samuel shows that several verbs are candidates for classification as
hendiadic construction. Hopper showed in English the existence of constructions as
take + Noun Phrase (take the number ... and move it down to) or start and (started

and established a rhythm).®*’ In a similar fashion, Aramaic contains verbs as 201:

wget X717 RIAR PR1AW 200N 7:12

wget RIW 1921 XDX7 72 N

23 OED 21/03/16: hendiadys is ‘a figure of speech in which a single complex idea is expressed by
two words connected by a conjunction; e.g. by two substantives with and instead of an adjective and
substantive.’

324 p.J. Hopper, 'Dispersed Verbal Predicates in Vernacular Written Narrative', in Directions in
Functional Linguistics, ed. A. Kamio and D. Dokkyo (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: J. Benjamins,
1991/1997). A short literature review on hendiadys (for English) is present in P. J. Hopper,
'Hendiadys and Auxiliation in English’, in Complex Sentences in Grammar and Discourse, ed. J. L.
Bybee, M. Noonan, and S. A. Thompson (Amsterdam: J. Benjamins Pub. Co, 2002), 146-147.

32> Hopper, 'Hendiadys and Auxiliation in English’, in Complex Sentences in Grammar and
Discourse, 146 and 153.

326 Hopper, 'Dispersed Verbal Predicates in Vernacular Written Narrative', in Directions in Functional
Linguistics, 7-8.

%27 Hopper, 'Hendiadys and Auxiliation in English’, in Complex Sentences in Grammar and
Discourse, 162-163.
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woet

RPUNT XN 1Y HRINY 2001

10:1

woet

W DY PR

Hopper also observes that certain hendiadys have an ‘inceptive’ mark, i.e. they

describe the beginning of the action. All of the following cases in 1Samuel show the

beginning of an event as a reaction to something happening earlier. The hendiadic

construction starts with anx, o 21X, °m°, or 201. These are some examples with each:

20X
waet RN TN 270K 16:18
waqet mlahe
waet 7717 N° 179 2°NK) 21:5
waet mlahe
waet X770 N° 717 220K 21:6
waet 2 1K)
oTXY
waet X°2727 U 12 7090 19TR) 17:13
waet NP9 RMARD 2IRY N2 191X
waet pity 17:48
waet T MATR? 29
N
waqet 17 IR 17:48
waet IRNYYD MnTRH XI70% VAN
waet DINY IR 28:20
waet RVIR? 7°0mp 29n Hon
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oM

waet 17 O 21:11
waet IR DT T RITT KA P
waet X723 7IRM NP2 *MN20 7T o 23:13
waet 72°YPn 1PN
waet paht7aaRighinilatl 23:16
waet RWIT? 717 M7 210
waet Az 23:24
waet IR DTP? 712 121X
waet 17 O 24:5
waet 1172 2IRWDT K2¥n 910 00 poo
waet 1°27N2 ™7 oM 24:9
waet XNYD 17 PO
waget gah(Balrd 26:2
waet 17 72717 DA
waoet ™17 O 26:5
waet RINKD RNN
waget 17 O 27:2
waet | 92 IR MY YT KRN3R DY RIT N

DT RN Twn

While for the previous examples one could imagine a physical lifting of the stone or

of David’s body and the movement, this is not possible with sentences operating at

an abstract level:

wget

12PN XRY 90 10X

wet

0

11:4

There is a certain pattern emerging. With the exception of the last example, these

sentences convey the idea of movement. They include the action of fleeing,

travelling from one place to another, or a physical act of by an agent on a patient,
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and that of answering. Hendiadys is not obvious at first sight. One needs to ponder to
what degree such sentence really expresses two separate events advancing the time
of narrative. Looking at narrative time, their sequence does not convey any advance
of events within the episode. There is a delay of time passage as the event starts in
the first sentence and ends with the second. The idea of delay is also implied in the
fact that each of the movement verbs (218, 017) supposes a point of origin or target

which in the protasis is never mentioned, cf examples:

Saul goes to specific place:

waet RNPI7 R AR 91X 19:22

waet XNNM27 RIDVR 1722 1207 91X 19:23
David resides in specific place

waet RNTEMI RNATAA TIT T Y| 2314

woet 777 R12722 RV 220

David and his men go to Kehila:

waet A2°YR% M2 7T IR 235

Ultimately, hendiadys is a protasis—apodosis construction. Both members work
organically, i.e. they cannot exist one without the other. Protasis introduces or
restates an object/subject and apodosis says something about it. In the case protasis
deletion, the apodosis works with the whole but its subject or object might be
missing (cf the impact of deletion of the first wget in 23:13 and 7:12, respectively).
If the apodosis is deleted, the protasis is left hanging (24:9: And David got up and ?).

Turning now to the effects of the hendiadys, Hopper confirms our supposition about
prolongation of time by remarking that hendiadys has a rhetorical impact: ‘to hold
the attention of the listeners in a complex sequence of ideas’ and ‘to focus attention
on her words and attribute importance to them by spreading them over two prosodic

periods’ 328

All in all, hendiadys is a discourse element which follows the linearity principle (of
FSP) by putting the important information towards the end of the construction. By

delaying the insertion of the object/place to the apodosis, hendiadys increases the

328 Hopper, 'Hendiadys and Auxiliation in English’, in Complex Sentences in Grammar and
Discourse, 167-168.
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prominence of the information with the effect of expanding the narrative. Protasis
acts as Pr—scale at a discourse level, by introducing a new phenomenon or choosing
one theme from the ones already present and then stating what the actual event is.
The interplay between the sequence of the grammatical verbal forms and their

semantic content allows hendiadys to act as FSP instrument at the level of discourse.

169



2.3.5 The wqetal of the verb 7157

A previous section of this chapter (‘M as wqetal prelude’) provided evidence for
the multiple uses of the m7. In its referential function of prelude, mm has three uses:
as predicate for an existential sentence (4:1; 6:1; 15:10); as predicate in a Pr—scale
sentence (i.e. introducing completely new characters: Elkanah (1:1) and Saul (9:1));
and as a macro-syntactic sign (1:20; 7:2; 18:6, 10; 28:1; 31:8, 8:1, 24:2, 30:1). In the
remainder of this chapter, we examine the evaluative function of the wqetal form mn

in its occurrences within the episode.
The discussion of 717 is divided in four sections.

We look at the uses of mm as non-sequential/incomplete action first in the section
2.3.5.1 ‘The non-sequential/incomplete action with mm’. This completes the
analysis of the other wgetal forms of non—sequential/incomplete presented in 2.3.3.

In the second part, we examine M in its uses as macro—syntactic sign in the section

2.3.5.2 “mm as macro-syntactic sign’.

Third, the argument of mm as macro—syntactic sign continues with a section on the
combination of mm with protasis in participle (2.3.5.3). It is argued that its meaning
is not of progressiveness (as Tarsee Li supposes). The progressive meaning may be
suggested by the participle alone. Instead, the mm acts as macro—syntactic function
of connecting a (sometimes lengthy) circumstantial protasis in participle with an

apodosis.

The fourth shorter section 2.3.5.4 shows that the plural wqetal of 77 is not a suitable
candidate for becoming a macro-syntactic sign. As a result, this function is limited

to the singular wqetal of mm.

At this point, it is worthwhile to briefly discuss the rapport between the text—
linguistic analysis and that of the theories which look at tense from the perspective of
being punctual, durative, progressive, etc. The text-linguistic analysis (in Weinrich’s
variant) is based on the explanations obtained through observing the arrangement of
information according to the two contrastive pairs of comment/narrative and of
foreground/background. In their context, the recurrent labels of progressive,

durative, punctual, complete and incomplete action attached to verbal forms are
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considered effects, not explanations of their use in the text. To take the example of
the normal wqetal narrative, this is a foreground zero degree form. Starting from this
function, one can go into specifying that it is also punctual and that it conveys
complete and temporally sequenced actions. By contrast, while having the same text
linguistic value of foreground zero degree, the waqetal in its non-
sequential/incomplete type may display the other meanings of showing events in
progress, incomplete or durative. In this context, it is evident that being
complete/incomplete or conveying durative/progressive/punctual action does not
depend necessarily upon the grammatical form but on its use. However, these
phenomena are traits that make one type of wqetal different from the other wqetal

forms (normal narrative, coordinate, hendiadic).

The difference between these kinds of reading the grammatical form of wgetal is that
text-linguistics creates a stable connection between linguistic sign (in English this is
tense; in TA this is tense and word order) and its function. By contrast, | would say
that the property of being a non—sequential and an incomplete form is not enough to
mark properly the difference between linguistic signs. This is because more than one
form happens to bear them: both waqetal and wparticiple are shown to have non—
sequential and incomplete meanings. However, both types of reading the
morphological forms are useful: one explains author’s reason (if we are to believe
Weinrich) for using one linguistic sign in contrast with another (wgetal and not
wparticiple — s/he narrates using foreground, not background relievo); the other
discerns between occurrences of the same linguistic sign: in one occurrence wgetal

may be a complete event, in the next an incomplete one.
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2.3.5.1 The non-sequential/incomplete action with 777

In general, the verb to be takes four meanings: existence, belonging, becoming, and
assigning a quality. In its occurrences as wqetal, mm may take any of the functions
outlined in the description of waqetal: narrative, coordinate, non-—
sequential/incomplete, and hendiadys. The combinations of these lexical meanings

add to the MS function of 7111 outlined above.

At least in 1Samuel, mm is concerned with only one other function, besides the
macro—syntactic one, that of the non—sequential wgetal conveying (i) existence, (ii)
belonging, (iii) assigning a quality, and (iv) becoming. In this function, it states the
reality with the effect of holding the progress of the plot.

(i) The simplest (physical) ‘existence’ wqetal with no event implied is 11:8bc (the

number of David’s men)329:

wolet Pr22 P 11:8
woet 799K XM NP0 PRAYY C12 M
NCwir JPDOR 1PNON AT WIR)

There is no advancement of narrative from 8a to 8b: the soldiers of lIsrael are

numbered but stating their number does not involve time passage or plot
progression: their number is the same before and after the count, and stays the same

for the coming waqetal forms.*®

Two other example of non-sequential wqetal in 7:13-14 conveys existence of a
more abstract object, in 13¢ (‘the plague of God’)**! and 14d (‘peace’):332

waet RNwHo anky | 7:13-14
wlaget DRIVPT RYVIR DTN SO0 TV 1DDIR K
waet ORI oM 93 RNWHYD2 7 XNAn MM
waet xp xam
cq N3 TV PR ORATD ORI 1 ORNTHD 127017
wxget SRNWHDT X772 DRI 210 NmITn NN
wget DORTINR 921 DRV P2 RAOW T
woet ST Y 93 YRS 1Y DRI 17

329 Cf also 14:25

30 Cf also 13:2; 22:2.
3L Cf mn with xnmn: 4:10; 5:9; 14:14;
332 Cf with x27p (war) in 14:52;
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Both instances state existence, with no impact on advancing the time of the narrative.
The change in order of any of them, however, creates a less coherent account:
because the Philistines were under God’s plague (13c¢), they lose cities in favour of
Israel (14a: Israel return to their cities), but that does not mean that Philistines are not
under God’s plague; moreover, there is peace in Israel who do not fear the
Philistines, and because the other potential enemy, the Amorites, are not waging war
(14d).

There is also a startling example of the use of 5 and mim (feminine of mm) in 14:15d,;
the sentence does not seem to have 1 as subject because of the presence of > and
because of the lack of agreement in gender with the masculine y°1 — all this leads to
the conclusion that ¥°1 is not the subject; however, neither the other option xy-x

works as the sentence in 15d is oriented towards ‘from before God’.

wget XY 321 KPR XNwna ’yr mm | 14:15

Xget TR X WT RN ROPVIVOXR

woet XyR nyn | Tg
wayyiqtol Y7 1m | MT

wqet oty mm | Tg
wayyigtol 072K n1g7 Am | MT

The former solution seems the better than the latter. Harrington—Saldarini follows
this interpretation with their translation of this passage as ‘and there was shaking
from before the Lord’. The same meaning occurs in Staalduine—Sulman’s
interpretation: ‘Yes, it became a quake from before the LORD’). There is another

example of % introducing a subject and mym Judges 11:39e.

(ii) There is only one case of mm indicating belonging in 1:2d:

waet 7713 72399 M 1:2d

(iii) The same non-sequential/incomplete function is verified with ‘assigning’ the
quality of being silent in 10:27e:

wsubjoet TR RYWD 20 10:27
intyiqtul 7T RUIPID® ¥
waet A
wlaget MW SRWUNY INR K
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wget 2w My | Episode ends
waet 1Y 127 Xo9n wnl pohos 111

This sequence in 10:27 closes the episode started in 10:17, 11:1 being the beginning
of the next. The episode does not continue so we understand 10:27e as a matter—of—
fact statement about Saul’s attitude towards his detractors. Saul’s attitude (of being
silent) does not change in the next episode, where he reacts to a danger from the
Philistines, not to his detractors. The wqetal of 77 retains a non—sequential trait with
regards to what follows. The same is verified in the case of ‘be son of” in 14:49a and

‘be clean’ in 21:6 (both in with " plural).

Other instances of mm as wqgetal non-sequential have participle to complete
predication with the sense of assigning. Tarsee Lee thinks that these ‘should be

analysed as the predicate of the verb ‘to be’> (his example is Daniel 7:19%

— M7
7Y, which was different, 721¢ participle from 7w be different). It is worth pointing
out that there is a difference in sense between ‘existence’ with the meaning of
standing or being physically present in some place (cf above 11:8b; 7:2c and14d)
and that of ‘assigning quality’ as in Daniel 7:19, where the beast ‘was different from

all the rest’.

1Samuel contains 5 occurrences of mm and participle as assigning a quality. The
exception is 18:14 where Tg uses a mm and participle hafel to translate a °7» and
participle hifil (hence a literal translation).®** The rest of these occurrences display

different difficulties of Targum in translation:

- The use of mm and participle hafel of mn to be empty in Tg 1 Samuel 20:25

indicates the difficulty that Aramaic has in rendering a (passive) nifal of MT:

wayyqitol 17 0ipn 797 | MT 1Samuel 20:25
waet M 7177 XINR M | Tg 1Samuel 20:25

The difficulty of the passage resides in the sense of the verb nifal 775 (to remain
empty), which seems to be connected to David as a person who is missing from the

community (cf the nifal form of 25:21 ‘nothing was missed’ of Nabal’s property).

333 Tarsee, 2009, 80.
334 Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 390 translates: ‘And David was successful ...
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The Targum interprets this as a static ‘but David’s place was empty’ as Staalduine—

Sulman translates.

- mm completes the meaning of the sentence with appropriate participle form
where it seems to be an ambiguous message in MT:

o in4:1, Targum anticipates that Samuel’s words will be well received
so it adds the participle xvn ‘pleasing’, transforming an existence
clause (‘And it was the word of Samuel to all Israel and Israel went
down...”) into an assigning quality (‘And it was pleasing the word to
all Israel and Israel came down’) — my translation in both;

o 19:7 the MT has the sense ‘he was in his presence, as before’ (NRS)
while the Targum has ‘he was servant as yesterday and before’

- the case of Tg 1Samuel 18:9 reads the gere (participle of the verb 1°v to eye)
instead of the getiv (the noun v eye) — in this respect the Targum reflects a
literal translation (like 18:14):

wayyiqtol D ARDT X177 2P ) NI [PI][1v] 2Ry a1 | MT 1Samuel 18:9
waet ARTI21 RITT R2PH TITY R0 Y mim - | Tg 1Samuel 18:9

In these cases, mm indicates non—sequential/incomplete and listing features, not an

actual advance of narrative.
(iv) mm as ‘becoming’

Generically, when the verb TO BE puts together items A and B, and B in some way
creates a change in A’s status, translators render it with become. This occurs in the
non-sequential wgetal of mm followed by what in Aramaic could be a participle or a
noun (cf 16:21d).%*

woet DIRY M2 717 XX | 1Sam 16:21-22
waet TINTR WL
waet RTM o0
waet T 201 7% M
waet MY W M IR M9

3% Cf also 22:2c.
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Staalduine—Sulman renders 21d with ‘he became his [Saul’s] armour—bearer’**®

which is not incorrect as David was not his armour—bearer before 16:21.
Nevertheless, this is not the lexical meaning of i, which translates literarily ‘he
was his armour—bearer’ (Harrington—Saldarini’s translation). The point is important
because after 21a (a narrative wqetal advancing the narrative plot), the rest of the
verse contains non-sequential wqetal forms listing David’s status (he served, he was
loved by Saul, and was his armour bearer) — none of these actions are ended by the
next; translating mm here with became gives the impression that there was a time
before when he was not his armour—bearer, hence a temporal progression from

simple serving. In my interpretation, 21d is only a delimitation of his serving.>*’

David is called to court for his musical skills (cf the progression of the episode
16:14-20) but, in 21d, he is said to be Saul’s armour bearer, only after 23 he is said
to be his musician (vs 22 is still ambiguous about this — is he called to be Saul’s
armour—bearer or musician?). Obviously, in the temporal sequence of events in 21c
anticipates his later position as armour—bearer and there is no sequence of events in
the whole verse. This provides additional proof that 21d marks no temporal

passage.**®

This is not to say that mm as ‘becoming’ has no other function than the non—
sequential. There is a possibility that the wgetal in 25:42f is narrative:

waet nxomy ¥ | 25:42-43
waet 2o3°aR NP
waet XA 7Y n2°0M
wxget 792P% 12TR RN WM
woet 717 7T N2 NYIXRY
waet 2R 700 NIm
wxget DRI 717 2001 QYR N
wget WD D PN AR ORI

%% Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 342.

%37 This part the intermezzo of 1Samuel containing 2 episodes: 15:35¢ — 16:13 (David appears for the
first time into the narrative plot — he is God’s anointed) and 16:14-23 (David is introduced at the
court of Saul as his armour bearer, cf 16:21, and then as his musician, cf 16:23).

%38 This discussion does not suggest that i should never be translated with ‘became’, but that the
lexical value of ‘become’, I think, implies temporal passage from one moment to another, which is
not the case here.
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After David requests Abigail’s hand in 25:40, she accepts (in verse 41, 3 wqetal
forms in sequence) and prepares for making her way to him (42a—d), follows the
servants to David (42e), and becomes his wife (42f). However, the new possible

interpretation does not annul the non—sequential/incomplete function of mm.
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2.3.5.2 71 as macro-syntactic sign
The macro—syntactic function of mm is based on the proposal about its Biblical
Hebrew equivalent >7» of Alviero Niccacci. He discusses four macro—syntactic

signs: > (‘indicator of narrative’); mm; anyy; and .3

In the analysis of mm as prelude, we have seen that it introduces a protasis—apodosis
construction, where the protasis (either a subordinate sentence introduced with the

340

conjunction 73 or an adverbial construction with preposition®™") narrates the

circumstance, while the apodosis notes the event.

In the following two sections, we discuss how Niccacci’s analysis of 7 as wgetal
and macro-syntactic sign is affected by (1) our methodological decision to adopt the
tenets of the Functional Sentence Perspective (2.3.5.2.1) and by (2) our current

proposal of wgetal narrative as advancing the plot (2.3.5.2.2).

The third section (2.3.5.2.3) engages with three cases of the protasis—apodosis not
preceded by mm to confirm that its absence is of consequence: the double

construction is no longer advancing the narrative plot.

The section 2.3.5.2.4 is dedicated to attesting that the wgetal should be the normal
grammatical form of apodosis; whenever, the apparent apodosis is of a different sort
(xqetal, xparticiple, participle), the wider context should be analysed to check
whether the protasis could be extended until one wqetal form is found to assume the
function of apodosis. This aims to keep the concordance in value between the wgetal
of mm as macro-syntactic sign and its own apodosis. If the apodosis contains another
structure than waqetal for no obvious reasons (emphasis and retrospection are
acceptable), than the narrative value of the mm is contradicted by a non—waqetal

apodosis.

The apodosis should work together with the narrative macro—syntactic sign by
having the same grammatical value, not against it. While other particular examples

could contradict this statement, the examination of the text of Targum 1Samuel

%39 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §12, 33
340 1Samuel 25:37 contains both options in the protasis:

MSwaget mm>’ 25:37
adverbial construction Rl protasis
xget 9211 X797 39 7D

waet PO RAND N° 3NNKR 2 RO apodosis
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provided no evidence to support the contrary — see also the remarks on the apparent
exceptions to this rule in ‘2.3.5.5 Conclusion on the usage of mm as MS and the
cases of 14:19 and 1:12°.

The last part of this section on mm as macro-syntactic sign outlines the cases when
the apodosis may contain an xgetal form, emphasis and retrospection 2.3.5.2.6.

As pointed out in the general introduction of section 2.3.5, Chapter 2 ends with the
evaluation of mm and participle in 2.3.5.3 and the analysis of the plural wqetal form
of 1M (2.3.5.4).

2.3.5.2.1 mm as macro-syntactic sign in the context of Functional Sentence
Perspective

In his analysis of the MS °1", Niccacci makes the general point that °7» acts as the
predicate for the protasis—apodosis construction, while these are considered together

%1 As predicate/subject are labels limited to the sentence and *m is

as its subject.
seen here at a text-linguistic level, | think the FSP framework provides a more
felicitous vocabulary and explanation: °7» works as transition for the protasis—
apodosis construction, while the protasis—apodosis constructions take on the other
functions. In the case of Q-sentence, the protasis acts as Setting and the apodosis
contains the Theme and Rheme. In the case of Pr—scale sentence, protasis acts as

Setting, while the apodosis acts as Phenomenon.**?

Let us examine one example of the latter type. As it has the underlying sense of
existence, the form >7»/mm acts as a transition introducing an event as Phenomenon
within the narrative sequence of the plot (this is the FSP analysis). This is in the
context of the protasis—apodosis as a Pr—scale construction. At text level, the
function of BH °1» or TA mm is that of positioning this information (in the protasis
and the apodosis) on the time line of the plot as degree zero. The interpretation is in
tune with the FSP basic assumption that the quantity of communicative dynamism
(CD) increases as the sentence progresses towards its end. > has almost no load of
CD, which increases with the circumstantial protasis as Setting, and again with

apodosis or Phenomenon; the Phenomenon/apodosis completes the communication

**! Niccacci, 2011, §127.2, 105.
%42 In both cases, Theme could also be part of protasis, its place being taken by the PNE of the verb in
the apodosis.
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with the new event in the narrative sequence in line with the preceding wgetal forms.
The next example (24:5-6) refers the sequence of events concerning David avoiding

to hurt Saul, God’s anointed, and what David felt after that which is introduced with

mm:
wqet ™7 o 24:5-6 increase of
waet 792 DINWST K2°Yn 713 N0 o) CD

MSwaget =y © Transition
temp "0 N2 Setting
wqet 9993 77 UM Phenomenon
cqet :DIRWHT RDID N° pOOT DV

David’s feeling of remorse over cutting Saul’s garment is the new phenomenon
introduced with mm and has a zero degree function in that it is subsequent to the
preceding wgetal form.

2.3.5.2.2 Niccacci’s proposal of * as macro-syntactic sign

Another of tenet of Niccacci’s description of > as macro—syntactic sign is that that
the general protasis—apodosis may or may not be preceded by °im: ‘they both
[construction with or without °7™] are equivalent to a double sentence, i.e. the
temporal circumstance forms the protasis and the main sentence the apodosis of a
single construction’.3** He points out that the difference between the two is that the
construction preceded by °1 is ‘narrative’ whereas the other marks either ‘comment’
or it signals ‘emphasis’ of the circumstantial protasis.*** All in all, they are
equivalent to one another — their positioning in foreground or background being their

formal differentiation.

Looking at time passage or plot advancement in narrative, this formal differentiation
described by Niccacci impacts on whether the protasis—apodosis construction
advances narrative time or not. He acknowledges that > turns the protasis—apodosis

construction into a ‘narrative’, without discussing the issue further.

3 Niccacci, 2011, §127: ‘ambedue sono equivalenti alla proposizione duplice, cioé che la circostanza
temporale costituisce la protasi e la proposizione principale costituisce I’apodosi di un unico periodo’.
%% Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §38, 61. The ‘emphasis’ of the circumstantial protasis is unlikely
as protasis provides Setting, not Specification of its construction (looking at the FSP organisation).
This is evident in its non—emphatic position at the beginning of the double construction.
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In this context, | argue that the absence of °1» shows that the information in the
protasis—apodosis is not in temporal sequence with the previous wqetal forms. Let us
discuss Niccacci’s examples explaining the use of *7™ and see its impact on the
advance of narrative time. The aim of this discussion is to probe whether the
presence of °7m indicates the temporal continuity of two episodes (in the case of
prelude forms — this is the referential function) or within the episode (this is the
evaluative function). In both cases, its absence indicates discontinuity of the
temporal flow.

We start with a prelude referential function of *7». Niccacci compares two protasis—
apodosis constructions, MT 2Kings 18:1 and MT 1Kings 15:1, the former with
protasis niwa >n» versus simply naw3, and virtually identical apodosis 7P 72 and
°aR Ton, respectively. Both passages are prelude forms introducing a new episode.
Let us take the first example of MT 2Kings 18:1 (MS -1 precedes the protasis—
apodosis construction):
T T2 TN MR 2 PN T2 ANTI2 YWD WY w2 m

The preceding episode, starting in 2Kings 17:1, shows Hoshea king of Israel taking
the throne in Samaria, while King Ahab reigns in Judah. The internal sequence of
events is not really clear: first we learn that Hoshea, a vassal to the Assyrians, is
imprisoned for reasons of treason (vs 4) and then we hear that Samaria falls after a
three—year siege from the Assyrians (6), when it is reasonable to think that Hoshea
was actually caught and imprisoned — both these two events happen in the 9" year of

Hoshea’s reign (which is also his last).

In the next episode of 18:1, the son of Ahaz, Hezekiah of Judah takes the throne
when Hoshea of Israel was in his 3" year of reining; he also is a vassal to the
Assyrians of Sennacherib (18:13). These two episodes come in a relative chronologic
order, as Israel and then Juda are subdued subsequently to the Assyrians. | say
‘relative chronologic order’ as the event of Assyrians taking hold of Israel in 17:6
(described above as happening in the 9" year of Hoshea) should have been after the
sequence of wayyqiqtol in 18:1 (3rd year of Hoshea). Nevertheless, 2Kings 18:1
follows a different theme (the kingdom of Juda) than 2Kings 17 (the kingdom of
Israel), so the chronological sequence of episodes is not really affected: Israel first,
and then Juda fall under Assyrian occupation. Also, to complicate the matter more,

between 17:6 and 18:1 there is a significant break in the sequence of events from the
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normal narrative, because this is a list of the reasons for the Assyrian invasion of
Israel (17:7-41), not a temporal plot — mostly related with a non-sequential
wayyiqtol. Acknowledging both these difficulties (the apparent non-sequence of
events and the non—sequential wayyiqtol forms), it is still valid that the information
in one episode comes in sequence with the other, so »1 at the beginning of the

episode in chapter 18 is justified.

The same happens with the other > preceding the protasis—apodosis discussed by
Niccacci in Exodus 12:41. This is the prelude form of a new episode after the
previous ended in 12:40: the information about the time spent in Egypt is one the one
side presented as a fact (12:40), followed by the same information presented as

ended (12:41), hence the advancement of the plot;

By contrast with these two examples, in MT 1Kings 15:1 (>3 does not precede the
protasis—apodosis construction) the end of the preceding episode of 1Kings 14:31
has the same information as the prelude of 15:1, creating a clash between the
sequence of events: in 14:31, we are informed about Roboam’s death and burial
along with the subsequent enthronement of Abijam: all are recounted with three
wagetal in narrative sequence. Because 15:1ab contains the same information about
Abijam, it cannot be in sequence with 14:31 and the two episodes do not display a
smooth temporal sequence — as a result, the episode is not introduced with a
narrative sequential >7»1. 15:1a is repeating information, rather than advancing the

time of the narrative:

wa PNaR-ay oy 22w | MT1Kings 14:31
wa PPIRyd oyl AR OV M Y3 PIIXTEY 1R

wa D 1A 3 232K T

Xq_| TP 033X 7R IR DY, ToR2 Y miny ny | 151

Passing to another example of Niccacci — Exodus 19:1ab (Israel reaches Sinai), the
protasis—apodosis construction is not introduced by °7m. This is a prelude
construction which does not advance the plot from where it was left at the end of the
previous episode of 18:27 (Jethro’s visit to Moses and his counsel and Jethro’s
departure). Exodus 18 is set ‘in the wilderness’ after they left Egypt, but with no
mention of the battle with Amalekites (which took place previously in 17:8-16) or
reaching Sinai (which happens in 19:1ss). The non—sequential protasis—apodosis of
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19:1 continues the episode of 17:8-16; the lack of narrative continuation between

these two episodes in Exodus 18 explains the non—narrative lack of >3 in 19:1.

In terms of the evaluative function of > within the episode, we find in Niccacci the
example of the two wayyiqtol forms in 1Kings 14:28, introduced by >. They show
the (repetitive) event of putting up bronze shields in the temple (whenever the king
was visiting), in temporal sequence with two pairs of wayyiqtol forms: the former
gold shields were taken by the Assyrians (14:26ab) and replaced with bronze ones by
Roboam (14:27ab).

wa nYn *13 onnn oyam Ten0 wyn 27 | 1Kings 14:27-28
wa 297 N3 M09 DPRW D°¥1T W Y TRE)

MSwa M 28

cinf M N2 jbm X277 | protasis

yigtol 0°%77 DR apodosis

wa 'D'X77 XDT2R D120

The presence of *77 keeps the information of this movement of the objects caused by
Roboam’s presence within the foreground line, as Niccacci argues. The quality of the
double sentence is similar to that of wayyiqtol non—sequential (following the
analysis of wqgetal above in 2.3.3) showing along with the wayyiqtol in 14:28c a
listing trait: the servants took them out and put them back — other events could be
added to this list of activities (dusting, other movements while the kings was there,

etc.).

We are not able to say whether the absence or presence of °7» impacts on the
advancement of the plot from this single example because of the meaning of the
whole construction is of a non—sequential type. We turn to other examples in TA to

look at the impact of the absence of .

2.3.5.2.3 Protasis—apodosis constructions without i7m

We complete our argumentation on time passage in narrative and the double
construction without MS mm with the examination of (the only) three cases in Tg

1Samuel where these conditions occur — two examples are in the same passage.**

3% This discussion excludes 12:8 as it is a discourse, not a narrative. The grammatical forms in MT
are mirrored in the Targum with the exception of conjunction—infinitive which is rendered with
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These are examples of evaluative type. This will show that the absence of mim before
the protasis—apodosis construction marks the fact that the construction does not

contribute to the advancement of plot in narrative.

The first example of 11:6 is preceded by the announcement (in direct speech) of the
Philistine threat on the Israel city of Jabesh.

waet WY 9y > o7p 19 X2 M1 N © | 1Samuel 11:6
cpart ORI RONAND N° YW 70
waet IRT? 7T Ap

This is a double sentence, where mm would have been possible before 6b. It is
important to note that most English translations (both of MT and Targum) suppose
that the temporal circumstance of 6b belongs to 6a. This contradicts the logic of the
passage as Saul surely gets angry when he hears the news about Jabesh, not when he
receives the spirit of might. Reading the passage with this reversed interpretation
(Saul gets angry when he hears the news), the explanation for the missing of mm
becomes more obvious. Because wgetal of 6a is a free one,*® the double
construction of 6bc is not in sequence with it. As a result, the narrative progress is
delayed with a conjunction—getal protasis in 6b, and restarted with wgetal of the

apodosis of 6c.

The break in narrative time posited by the double construction without MS i is
more obvious in the two cases in 17:55 and 57. To understand the non—sequential of
this double construction, we need to acknowledge that verse 54, with three non—
sequential (listing) wgetal, show the end of the panel of Goliath versus David: David
takes Goliath’s head and transports it to Jerusalem (hendiadys in 54ab) but he keeps
the weapons for himself. The narrative of time advance 54 up to the moment when
David reaches Jerusalem (which happens sometime after the two events in 17:55 and
57).

conjunction—getal. The discussion of the presence of mm is not affected by the internal structure of
the double sentence.

%% 6a is no longer a waetal narrative proper (advancing narrative), but a coordinate waetal as it can be
moved after 6bc (Saul heard the news and got angry, and he receives the spirit of might just before he
cuts the yoke and sends it to the other cities of Israel in 7ab) or even after 7ab (before the speech
event in 7c) —either way one reads it, nothing changes within the narrative.
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woet ARNWSDT XY™ 00 717 2001 | 1Samuel 17:54-55
waet QoU? O NOR)
wxqet SPIOWNA W T N
wxget | aRNWHD MATPR P01 1T N DINY K 7Y
get X?°77727 T12K7 K
Direct speech: Saul asks who David is.
wxdet ARNL?D N Yupnon 717 2an 7> | 1Samuel 17:57
woet D138 7PN AN
waet IRY TR% 10K
NCwtr T2 IRNYYDT XY

The first double construction 17:55ab does not continue the battle of David and
Goliath, but as the protasis shows, the dialogue happens before it, so the construction
does not advance narrative time, it represents as recuperated information (within the
episode) the dialogue between Saul and general Abner about David. This explains
why there is no continuative mm introducing it. By the same token in 17:57ab, mm is
missing because the event (David is invited by Abner to speak with Saul) happens
before 17:54. The narrative is interrupted in both instances and hence the absence of

mo.

The discussion of this line of examples adds to Niccacci’s account of the macro—
syntactic sign 7™ and its Aramaic correspondent mm. If this MS is not present
before the protasis—apodosis construction, this is because the respective protasis—
apodosis does not have the ability to advance the time or plot of narrative. By
contrast, > indicates that the following double construction is on the narrative line
of events and hence it acquires a zero degree value. Zero degree, Weinrich explains,

347 or it advances

means ‘absence of perspective (either retrospection or prospection)
the narrative in its sequence of events. Zero perspective forms have no indication
other than the narrative time: it does not bring into attention an event which
happened before the preceding or the next wqgetal (as the two examples of 17:55, 57
have shown). This, | presume, is limited to the cases where mm is found in sequence
with an apodosis with wgetal (other cases may vary, cf discussion of the xgetal/getal

in apodosis, point 3 below).

%7 \Weinrich, 'Tense and Time', 1970, 37.
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2.3.5.2.4 Wogqetal as predominant form in apodosis

A further point of Niccacci’s explanations concerns the functions of the
constructions found in the apodosis of the double sentence (qgatal, xqgatal, wayyiqtol,
assimilated with getal, xgetal, and wgetal, respectively, in Targum Aramaic). He
maintains that: ‘It follows from this [the examples] an important characteristic of the
double sentence that when the main sentence (or apodosis) is preceded by a
circumstance (protasis) all syntactical differences between wayyigtol, (waw-) x—

qatal and qatal recede’.3#®

The following analysis of the few non-prelude and non-discourse mm as MS will
show that while the syntactical difference may recede, there is a text-linguistic
difference between these three cases. In the 24:6, the wgetal of the apodosis is a new
phenomenon (feeling remorse becomes an event through this double construction) in
temporal sequence with the last two forms of getting up and cutting (cf also 24:10-
16 and 3:2-4 below). This means that the zero degree of narrative is still present
within the double construction, where the narrative value of mm, aimed at
confirming a zero degree status for protasis, is continued in the apodosis. In contrast
with this, apodosis with xgetal and getal do not have the same ability, i.e. the event
related in the apodosis is simply a phenomenon introduced into narrative discourse

without advancing it.**°

We now investigate three examples of the form apodosis with wqetal (the xqgetal
form in apodosis is discussed in the next section). mm with apodosis in wgetal is
able to keep both the apodosis and what otherwise would a non-sequence
information (of protasis) within the narrative sequence advancing the time of the
plot. In the syntactic interpretation of 24:17, Saul’s words (24:10-16) are followed
by a moment when he admittedly finishes speaking, cf the protasis (it could be an
idiomatic use), and then this is followed by the speech of David introduced with

wagetal in 24:17c.

%8 Niccacci, 2011, §127.3, 107: ‘Emerge qui una particolaritad importante della proposizione duplice,
che cioé quando la proposizione principale (o apodosi) & preceduta da una circostanza (o protasi)
scompare ogni differenza sintattica tra wayyiqtol, (waw-) x—qatal e gatal.’

9 Another example of MS *m with long protasis — MT Exodus 13:17 — apodosis waetal in 13:18a
(protasis includes also a direct speech). Other cases where NC is not apodosis but the coming
wayyiqtol: Deuteronomy 5:23abc (NC is Pr—scale sentence) with apodosis in 23d (wayyiqtol).
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waet SIRES 17 Ry | 24:10-16
Direct speech: David’s defence before Saul
MSwoget —
coet PIRW QY PORT RMAND N0 ROON? TIT W 75 | protasis
waet DIRW MK apodosis
NCadv'rt Y7 972 7T o

The same is verified in 17:48, where the phenomenon introduced in the wgetal
apodosis — Goliath draws near David right after the former ends his speech —
advances the narrative. Note also the hendiadic construction of 48bc (‘Goliath came

and drew near’):

David speech ends

MSwaget 2 17:48

cget TRNW9D ap 10 protasis

wget SN apodosis
waet T MRS 2P

In 1Samuel 3:2-4, the protasis extends over more than one sentence. After the
prelude waw-subject—participle (3:1) introducing the new episode (Samuel’s first
vision), the narrative sequence starts with a wgetal narrative of mm (3:2a) which acts
as MS. The circumstance X177 12 represents the temporal setting of an event
which does not relate time for any of the coming forms 2bcd and 3ab — they all act
together as temporal circumstance. These are further protasis forms which contain
setting information about what each of the characters was doing at the time: Eli
(sitting in his place and his fading sight), about the lights upon the altar (they were
on), and Samuel (sitting in the area of the Levites) — they are Pr—scale sentences
focused on the theme which now is considered as Phenomenon (Eli, Samuel, the
lights), rather than the Rheme; in this interpretation the former Rheme forms (the
respective places of the characters and things around the temple, Eli’s blindness)
recedes to the status of setting. The interpretation derives from the way narrative
works, as characters and their settings need to be presented at the beginning.

Let us discuss in more detail the two candidates for the apodosis, 3cd or 4ab (in the

latter case, 3cd is part of the protasis). The sentences in 3cd show an FSP
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organisation around the Pr—scale sentence®° where the phenomenon ‘the voice of
God’ is introduced as new theme; the distribution of the FSP functions over the
elements is: ‘the voice’ acts as Rheme/Phenomenon, ‘was heard’ represents
Transition, and Setting is made up of complement and its relative sentence (‘from the
temple where the Ark was’). Furthermore, the context shows that 3cd signals
appearance (the main characteristic of the Pr—scale sentence) on the scene of
Phenomenon; as the sound a voice cannot be seen or appear, it uses its proper verbal
counterpart — ‘being heard’.*** Furthermore, this function is also evident from the
fact that 3cd completes the other setting information of the protasis (the ark was the
source of God’s voice). As a result, the remaining option 4ab is the appropriate

apodosis of this double construction.

wsubjpart Y BMA  OTR WIRLn YR X0 3:1-4
wsubjget TR X791°2 903 17 27 RPANDT
NCrt 93 N2 0O
MSwaet mm 3:2-4
temp X177 X2 | Protasis
wsubjpart 7°INR2 290w 5N
wsubjget 577977 AR SN
lapart ST 900 R
wsubjxget XDV XY 7y ™7 RWIPR N°2 X1 °
wsubjpart AR1Y NIV 200w ORINWN
wsubjget "7 X927 VANWR RO
NCctr %7 RI1IR TANT
waet Hrmw » &Y | Apodosis
waget plahy!

Direct speech

%0 The construction could also be considered a Q-scale (oriented and having as Rheme ‘from the
altar’), but accepting it would yield a redundancy: a voice was heard from the temple of God — God
calls.

%1 Firbas suggest that not only those verbs which lexically convey appearance/existence (leading to
Presentation—perspective of Phenomenon-Transition-Setting), but also other verbs as long as the
Phenomenon is context independent, cf the examples and the discussion in Firbas, 1992, 109-110:
‘The breeze of morning [Ph] lifted [Tr] in the bush [Set] and the smell of leaves and wet black earth
[Ph] mingled [Tr] with the sharp smell of the sea [Set]. Myriads of birds [Ph] were singing [Tr]. A
goldfinch [Ph] flew [Tr] over the shepherd's head [Set]’.
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This example is symptomatic2

of how mim as MS is to be understood, especially the
way in which the non—narrative sentence of protasis (i.e. which always is represented
by other forms than wagetal) fits the profile of Pr—scale sentence. First, it shows that
the Pr—scale sentence type (Phenomenon/Rheme—Transition—Setting) is much more
present in the double construction than initially thought. One must not forget that Q-
scale sentences (Theme—Transition—Rheme) are readable as Pr—scale under the right
circumstances. Moreover, it indicates that the protasis may be extended for more
than one sentence. Third, it advances the very likely hypothesis that Pr—scale
sentence could be preferred arrangement of the protasis construction, even when it
contains more than the usual temporal/locative circumstance. These three points
impact also on apodosis, as it restricts its layout to Q—scale sentences because things

need to happen for narrative to progress.

2.3.5.2.5 The apodosis with xqgetal: retrospection and emphasis

This section tackles the verbal combinations of apodosis in xgetal. | presume at this
point that apodosis can only be of the form wqetal (and hence the entire double
construction is narrative) and very rarely (x)getal, conveying a competing function to
that of advancing narrative.®® Regarding these rare cases of (x)getal, they are
apodosis only when they have a precise function: retrospection and emphasis>>*;
otherwise, they are Pr—scale sentences, hence they become protasis leaving the place

for the nearest wqetal to take the narrative forward.

%2 | use the term, symptom in line with J. Derrida. He writes philosophy at the ‘limit of philosophical
discourse’ where he observes ‘symptoms [...] of something that could not be presented in the history
of philosophy, and which, moreover, is nowhere present, since all of this concerns putting into
question the major determination of the meaning of Being as presence’ (author’s italics) in J. Derrida
and A. Bass [tr], 'Implications’, in Positions (Chicago: Chicago U.P, 1967/1981), 7. The point of
looking at ‘symptoms’ is to invite the reader to ride at the ‘limit’ of syntactical explanation allowing
for the single occurrence to influence the interpretation of the majority. This change in approach
aspires to instate a qualitative rather than a quantitative enthused syntax. In the same vein with
Derrida who thought of ‘writing as a particularly revelatory symptom’ for philosophy and Being, the
MS mm in this single case performs as ‘revelatory symptom’ for the entire MS 7 structure.

3 At least in 1Samuel, | have not been able to find an example of a double sentence with apodosis
forms beyond wgetal and xgetal (no apodosis with simple getal also). | presume this is possible, but in
most cases, the interpreter is to apply a Pr—scale sentence pattern (Ph—Tr—Setting implying the idea of
appearance into scene) in those combinations, resulting in their inclusion protasis. | note that there is
one case where participle does defy the rule of getal in apodosis (indirect speech), the case of 1:12
discussed at the very end of this chapter.

%4 The xqgetal non-sequential/incomplete in 18:30bc does not qualify as apodosis but as part of the
extended apodosis cf the analysis of this passage in 2.3.5.2.5.3.
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2.3.5.2.5.1 xqetal apodosis - retrospection355

MS with mm and xqetal in apodosis seems to be going off the zero degree line of
advancing narrative — they do not continue the narrative as such. In this respect, mm
is grammatically putting on the zero degree narrative sequence that which is a
retrospective sequence. In 23:6, mm comes after a long line of sequenced wgetal of
zero degree, all advancing the narrative plot: David and his men go to Keila (5c) to

the moment when he saves them from the Philistines (5e).

woet TP 22N T IR | 235

waet YRNW?92 K2R 7R

waet NN DY AN

waet TR0 KON 12 RO

woet 12°UP ANy 10 T PO
MSwaet 7 °

cget TYRY 717 M% 79 nR 92 nvaR pay 73 | Protasis
objget T PPIR RTI9OX | Apodosis

The MS inserts the event of Abiathar’s having an ephod as Phenomenon (in FSP
framework). This event obviously is not in sequence with 5a—e as Abiathar’s flight
from Saul to David is recounted in 22:20-22. This apodosis with xgetal has the

ability to break the narrative sequence of the plot.

Formally, the MS mm is still a zero degree advancing the narrative, but the content
of the double construction introduced by it refers retrospective information. The zero
degree character of mm is not confirmed by its apodosis. The use of the xgetal
(instead of a wgetal) explains the inadvertence between the narrative pressure to
advance the plot and the necessity for retrospective information. The fact that David
is able to ask for Gods help as he has access to an ephod is a reality which precedes
the events of 23:5 and consequently, in order to mark that retrospective view the

apodosis is changed from the regular wqetal to xgetal of retrospective.

%% The examples in this section should be read together with the section ‘Further on retrospection:
comment xqetal against wqetal narrative’ of Chapter 4.
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The same retrospective meaning has the macro—syntactic construction of 18:1. It
uses a macro—syntactic construction where the protasis displays the combination of
conjunction 7> with getal followed by an apodosis in xqetal (either object—qgetal or
subject—getal). 18:1 presents an apodosis with subject—qetal:

wqet oy | a| 1Samuel 18:1-2a
cget —temp DIRY Oy R92AY "XV 7D
wsubjoet 177 RUDI2 N22MNKR INNTT XWON | b
waet SPWOID NN RN | C
woet K177 XA DINY AT

18:1 is inserted in the narrative flow of the episode with a wqetal of 7y, but the
content of the protasis/apodosis averts that this is not really the case. The narrative in
17:58a and 58b is in sequence with 18:2a: Saul asks (about his origin), David
answers, and then Saul takes him to court. The sentences in 18:1bc refer narrative
retrospect information: Jonathan begins to have a brotherly attachment to David
before the latter is taken to Saul’s court. In this case, the narrative sequence of tenses
in 18:1abc (wqgetal of 1c continues narrative retrospect here not the zero degree)

changes from past simple to past perfect®>®

to account for the retrospective narrative
sense. | follow here the translation of Staalduine-Sulman, changing the tenses
accordingly (italics are my modifications to keep the narrative retrospect and to
accommodate for the existence of mim. 18:2a returns to normal narrative zero degree

of wqetal/past simple:

[17:58] And Saul said to him [direct speech]. And David said [direct speech]. [18:1]
And it happened [w]hen he had finished speaking with Saul, that the soul of
Jonathan had been tied in love to David's soul, and Jonathan had loved him as his
own soul. [18:2] And Saul took him that day’

The retrospective meaning is not connected with the xgetal®’ but with the
combination of the conjunction 7> and getal, which, together with the wqetal

narrative of 731, allows for the narrative to continue.

3% Weinrich asserts in passing that in English narrative retrospective is conveyed with past perfect, cf
Weinrich, 1978, 103.

%7 Only in particular cases, xgetal is a narrative form: as narrative contrast and as variation in longer
sequences of wqetal narrative (cf the section ‘(i) Contrast xqetal — variation of second word order’,
page 260). In the rest of the cases, xgetal is a comment form, mostly retrospective and in a few cases
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2.3.5.2.5.2 xqetal apodosis - emphasis

In order to clarify the emphatic use of waw—pronoun—qgetal in 18:19b, we discuss the
value of the waw—subject—qgetal in 18:17fgh as narrative contrast (with 17be) and the

sense of the narrative of 18:20abc.

waet prelude TNTS IR MRy a 18:17-23
Saul promises his daughter, Merab, to David as wife in b—e | direct speech
exchange for his bravery against the Philistines

wsubjget mx e | f
layiqtul 727 nn RS | g-h | direct speech
wyigtul SRNW9DT X772 70M0
woet e 7w | a
David doubts that he could marry Merab b—e | direct speech
MSwaget - P a
cqet+inf 172 2IRW N2 27717 RAPOR ROAT 1792 protasis
wpronget 2INRY NIRRT HRTYY naR oM | b apodosis
wet 17 N 9IRY N2 52 non
waet PIRY? WM
waoet MY RAAND WO
woet WY mx1 !
Saul’s commands his servants to entrap David direct speech
waet 79179 DRV R
xyiqtul 117 XY 22 JNANN 1NN T RT3 direct speech

zero degree; cf the sections ‘(ii) xqetal as comment retrospective’ (page 271) and ‘(iii) xqetal as
comment zero degree (first/second parts)’, pages 284 and 319, respectively.

The usage of xgetal discussed in this section (23:6 and 18:1) are dependent not only on the word order
(xgetal points to comment, rather than narrative) but also on how the protasis and apodosis work
together with their macro—syntactic signal mm. As the subordinate sentences (this includes the
protasis with 72) are not analysed in this thesis, it is not possible to present a proper answer to the
question of whether the retrospective information of these two cases is of comment or of narrative.

To keep with the conservative view of Niccacci who considers that the macro—syntactic signal mim
induces narrative in protasis/apodosis, | choose to consider these xqetal forms in apodosis as narrative
rather than comment. However, in contrast with Niccacci Niccacci, 2011, §28c, | consider that the
syntactical discussion should mark clearly the retrospective content of these apodosis sentences,
which should be reflected in their translation with English past perfect (hence the translation above),
regardless of the zero degree influence that i might induce. Cf on narrative retrospection: ‘Further
on retrospection: comment xqetal against wqetal narrative’, page 279.
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woet T N PINY Tpo
The servants convince David of Saul’s matrimonial offer direct speech
waget RPAND N° TIT DTP DINRY 272Y 197 m
TN
wget 777 90Ky | direct speech follows

This is the beginning of the episodes recounting the marriage of David and Michal.
The sequence of events marking the advance of time is less clear after the wqetal
speech event prelude (17a). The xgetal of 17f ("ax 9wuh) indicates a narrative
contrast with 17b—e: Saul overtly offered to David his daughter into marriage (17b—
e), ‘but Saul planned/thought **®

(cf 17fgh), should he be interested in this offer.

that David may die by the hands of the Philistines

Recounted with MS mm in 19a, the marriage of Merab to somebody else is

obviously in sequence with these three speech events:

- the promise of Saul (17b—e);

- Saul’s inner thoughts indicative of his real intentions towards David (17g—h);

- David’s rhetorical questions (18b—e)), continuing the narrative of 18.
The odd waqetal sequence is that of 20abc: Michal is in love with David, a feeling
which certainly extends before and after this moment of the plot — this is a free
wqetal (her feelings do not end with 20b) which along with 2bc may be moved

anywhere in the flow of narrative time.

To understand the coming reasoning, we look first at the sequence of verbal forms
and their contribution to narrative in 18:17-20:

- 17a wget-— prelude speech event;

- 17f subject—getal — this is narrative contrastive;

- 18awaget — continues 17a (not 17f and the inner dialogue);

- 19a wget mm — continues verse 18;

- 20abc free wgetal forms. The sequence shows temporal sequence within the
verse: Michal loves David (a), this is told to Saul (b), and he keeps that in

%8 This modifies the translation of Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 390: ‘For Saul thought’ to account for
the narrative contrast. Cf for the theory behind the xqetal narrative of contrast in ‘Contrast x—qgetal —
variation of second word order’, page 260. In short, the narrative contrast of xqetal contains
contrastive information with the previous wgetal or with the wider context. In this case, Saul said
marriage but thought killing. The zero degree status of this xqetal in 17f justifies the translation with
past simple.
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mind (c). The verse as a whole may be moved to other places within the
narrative without disturbing the coherence of the plot, hence its free status
(following the Labov—Waletzky’s framework);**
- 21-23 — waqet sequential with 19a.
Emphasis explains the construction of the apodosis with pronoun—getal in 19c.
Merab is a theme which occurs in protasis and we can guess that the verb in 3 person
feminine ‘was married’ (in apodosis) does not refer to anyone else, but her. As a
consequence, the initial pronoun X7 (‘and she’) is emphatic as its existence is not

needed (following the principle of economy of language)®*®. Languages handle

emphasis in translation differently. In English the non—emphatic version is:

‘So when the moment arrived that Merab, daughter of Saul would be given to David,

she was given to Adriel, who was from Meholath, for a wife’**!

However, the emphatic xm prompts a different orientation of the sentence. The
translation needs to account also for the adversative value of the succession (not
included in other translations): it undeniable that Merab was supposed to marry

David, but she marries another:

‘So when the moment arrived that Merab, daughter of Saul would be given to David,

(yet) it was she that was given for a wife to Adriel, who was from Meholath’.

The other singular case of 14:19 (where a xparticiple in 19b seems to be apodosis) is
discussed below in the section ‘When MM with participle becomes protasis’. The
section provides further evidence for considering the xparticiple in 19b as protasis

and 19c as apodosis.

%9 Cf the explanation of the ‘free’ sentences in the section ‘William Labov and Joshua Waletzky — a
narrative analysis of verb’, page 61. This is one of the few examples of free wqetal in 1Samuel. Verse
20 could have been placed at the beginning or at the end of the episode with no impact on its meaning
as a whole: either Michal loves David and then Saul’s plot the David follows; or Saul’s plot is
described, and at the end, we understand the real feelings of Michal. The narrator if 1Samuel chooses
to introduce this information in the middle of the episode.

%0 A, Radford, Linguistics: An Introduction (Cambridge/New York: CUP, 2009), 301: ‘Economy
Principle: Minimise grammatical structure and movement operations (i.e. posit as little

structure as possible, and move as few constituents as possible the shortest distance possible)’.

%1 This translation belongs to Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 391 and is roughly the same with Harrington
and Saldarini, 1987, 137.
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2.3.5.2.5.3 The case of 18:30bc: getal or xqetal? Apodosis or protasis? The latter option

is the right each time

The last example of a non—wgetal apodosis in 18:30b is found at the end of the
episode discussed in the preceding section. This getal form in apodosis has a
temporal value assimilated to that of the preceding non—sequential in 29-30a — i.e. it
does not advance the narrative plot— leaving the remaining option of listing events,
rather than narrating. As the analysis progresses, the grammatical interpretation of

18:30b will gradually change but its listing function will remain constant.

waet TW T 7P 11 YTk YINRY powr Y | a 18:29-30
waet NN DI IR 22T VAR M | b
waet RNWH 2127 PN Y | a

MSwaet | b

temporal TIPD7 112 Protasis?
qet DIRW 972V 990 TIT VR | C Apodosis?
waet ‘R7T9 7w a0 | d | Episode ends

The wgetal forms (29ab and 30a) are of non-sequential/incomplete value as one
event is not replaced by the next one in the sequence. This is connected with the
overall context at the end of the episode (started in 18:17: David marries Michal)
which slows down the narrative to a halt by listing facts (or their results) at the end
of the episode. They recount a seemingly constant existence of elements: fear (‘Saul
continued to fear David’ 29a), Saul being an enemy of David (‘all days’ 29b).
Although it might look as a wqetal advancing the narrative with an incoming
Philistine threat, the wqetal in 30a is both preceded and followed by another list that
indicates no advancement of the plot. David’s success in 30bc and his good name

(30d) are very much connected with Philistines’ pressure in 30a.

Turning to the topic of this analysis, the double construction of 30bc apparently
contains a protasis marking a temporal circumstance referring to the action of
Philistines coming down, which is not a one—off event: 1pon is a participle which
refers a continuous action. The apodosis with getal (30c) does seem to continue the
wqetal forms of 30ab; nevertheless, it adds to the list of events happening after his
marriage with Michal: he was successful in his defence of Israel against Philistines
which leads to his name being ‘increased’ (30d). None of the sentence (including the

double construction) advances the narrative as the episode concludes. In this
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interpretation, the translation is: ‘And it happened that in their coming out, David
was more successful than all the other servants of Saul and his name was highly

esteemed’

The fact that this example is the only one of its kind in 1Samuel is a symptom,
because it constitutes a further exception (a getal in apodosis in a list of xgetal) to an
exception (xgetal apodosis in the list of normal wgetal form in apodosis) — a
symptom that there is something more to it. This symptom translates into inferring
the other possible combination in this double construction: the getal of 30c may be
read as part of protasis, transforming the whole protasis into a xqetal.*** All this is
corroborated also by the fact that David’s success against the Philistines is increasing
his good name, i.e. the connection between 30c and 30d is stronger. Thus, the

syntactical analysis changes:

MSwaget =9 30bcd
xqet DIRW 272V 01 7917 NYXR PpDA 1T protasis
woet R AW 230 apodosis

Episode ends

The options that we have with these two variants of analysis are two: we either read
David’s success and good name as coordinated (first option) or as correlated (second
option). If David’s success and his great name were only coordinated (as Harrington
and Saldarini’s translation assumes, cf translation in note), they would have been
both of the form wgetal, with protasis limited to napon jar2. By contrast (with the

above translation), the corresponding translation to this second interpretation is:

‘And it happened when David was more successful than all the other servants of Saul

363

against their [Philistines’] coming out>®, that his name was highly esteemed.”***

In conclusion, it is worth repeating that the general form of apodosis is wgetal. In the
rare cases where apodosis does present a xgetal form (the only valid getal form of
30c is interpretable as xqetal), this is motivated by emphasis or retrospection. The

%2 The protasis with xgetal is possible, cf 5:9, 10; 10:9; 17:48.

%3 \We need to bear in mind that 1pan Jara is Setting (in FSP analysis) within this protasis, so it
should be moved to whichever place is less prominent in the English sentence.

%4 The existing English translations of 1Samuel are reflective of this difference in syntax. We have on
the one side, Harrington and Saldarini, 1987, 138 who favour a translation where the double
construction is recognised but they leave 30d appended at the end: ‘[...] and at the time of their going
forth David was more successful than all the servants of Saul. And his name was very great’. By
contrast, Staalduine-Sulman, 2002, 394 has a translation which reflects our syntactical interpretation:
‘And the commanders of the Philistines came out—and as often as they came out, David was more
successful than all the servants of Saul, so that his name was highly esteemed.’
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apodosis with xqetal effectively does present a narrative advancement of the plot in
the case of emphasis (18:19b) or a retrospective information. Other two particular

cases of xparticiple in the apodosis of 14:19 and 1:12 are discussed below.

2.3.5.3 When 77 with participle becomes protasis

Tarsee Li acknowledges the fact that in Aramaic ‘there is a general consensus that
the combination of active participle and i expresses some type of imperfective
function’.**All the evidence indicates an imperfect, i.e. a non—complete or non—
sequential action with regards to the participle. Li argues (following the
‘grammaticalization approach’) that ‘although the addition of m: to the participle
originally functioned as a tense marker, the expression became grammaticalized at
the stage of the language attested in the corpus as a complex verb phrase consisting
of the renewal of the imperfective’.>*® His argumentation follows the use of mm and
participle as progressive/inceptive, habitual/iterative/frequentative, inceptive, future,

and modality.

As in the construction mm and participle the latter completes the predication of the
former, it is natural for Li to suppose that mm is grammaticalized into becoming one
‘complex verb phrase’ with the predicate. The examples above (iii) attest to the
effect of assigning of quality. However, mm in such construction may function as a
macro—syntactic sign. This is not a contradiction of Li’s ‘complex verb phrase’

theory but, | would say, a further development of it.

Our attention was drawn to this possibility by the sequence of verbal forms in 25:20.
This is another example of what I called a ‘symptom’ (following Derrida, as
explained in note in section ‘M as macro—syntactic sign’). It exhibits a disruption in

the way it is constructed indicating that there could more to it than meets the eye.

In 25:20, there are three disruptions of coherence. The first is the lack of agreement
between the masculine i and the feminine participle x2°>7, which means that they
are not connected grammatically. The second is the interposition of the feminine
pronoun between the two, which otherwise never happens (at least in 1Samuel),
regardless of the value of mm. The third is the wagetal in feminine in 20d ( nyawn

nan°). As narrative is suspended after mim in 20a (none of the following sentences

%5 Tarsee, 2009, 79.
%6 Tarsee, 2009, 80.
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are wqetal or wparticiple of narrative, the wpart xnnn continues the preceding
xparticiple), one would expect that the newly introduced theme of David and his men

would continue as theme/subject in 20d.

waet RIS nx1 | 25:19-21
Abigail gives orders for her servants to
go before her to meet David
MSwaet mm™ | a
pronpart (passive) XA DY X299 X protasis
wpart XMW 002 RN
wMS X
wsubjpart AMATPY PN NN 77
woet M nyyy | d | apodosis
wsubjaet R T

There is also the question whether the protasis should always be introduced with a
preposition or conjunction, as all the other MS mm in 1Samuel have one at the
beginning (n, 2, 5, 7v 7, 72). The three examples of this section show that they can
also be absent. This is because the protasis sentence has already an inherent
subordinate value to the apodosis, both as part of double construction — it supposes
that one is subordinated to the other. The function of protasis is that of offering
circumstance, presentation of Phenomenon or, as it happens in this particular case, it

creates the backdrop of the coming dialogue.

In 25:20, the protasis is built around a descriptive participle (referring to Abigail)
and a presentative &, connected with David and his men. The wqetal mm of 20a is
intended to narrate an event as shown by grammatical form. But neither of the verbal
forms advances the time of the plot: Abigail is on a donkey and comes down the
mountain, David and his men come down to meet her. Only with 20d (nya) does
the narrative resume again. Because these two forms (20a and 20d) refer to the same
theme (Abigail) and the latter completes and advances the former, the mm in 20a
induces the formation of a double construction: the sentences in 20abc are the
extended protasis while 20d is the apodosis. What is the impact of this new
interpretation on the passage?

First, the translation is different, as the MS in 20a should introduce the static

(extended) protasis as a single event within the narrative flow. The interpreter needs
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also to account for the fact that while it does not have the subordinated grammatical
form, the protasis is subordinated, so he or she should render that in target language;

also 20a and 20d are closely linked as they both as wqetal advance the narrative.

A tentative translation which takes all this into account is:**” ‘And it happened that
as she [Abigail] was riding on the ass and was coming down by the side of the
mountains, behold David and his men were coming down toward her, so that she met

them’.

The protasis answers the question about the circumstances when she met them. The
role of the mm is to make an event out of three circumstances of protasis: this
happened as one event (her riding an ass down the mountain and David and his men

were coming down) and then she met them, the second event.

This leads to the second impact that of the interpretation of the passage. Staalduine—
Sulman’s translation indicates four events one after another. Note also that her
translation makes no difference between participle and wgetal in the original.

‘And she rode on the ass and came down by the side of the mountain. And behold,
David and his men came down toward her. And she met them.” (cf p.441)

By contrast, my interpretation reflects the meaning of the original, which is
organised around two events, both narratives: one event setting the stage (they both
were coming towards each other), and the one event of Abigail meeting David and

his men.>®

Looking for similar construction of the MS i, protasis with subject—participle, xm
and participle, apodosis, | suggest that it is likely to be a fixed form of narrative
sequence: there is at least one other example in Genesis 42:35, beside the two

discussed in the remainder of this section.

%7 |t modifies the translation of Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 441.

%8 We need to note that the protasis/apodosis with mm contain verb second sentences
(pronoun/subject—participle, subject/pronoun—getal: 25:20ad; 23:26cd and 27a; and 7:10ab). Chapter
4 of this thesis argues that verb second sentences are comment construction (and hence equivalent to
English present perfect or present tenses). However, | suppose that the overall construction of
protasis/apodosis with 7371 is narrative (and these tenses should be translated with past and past
perfect) because the construction is headed by a wgetal of 73, a narrative form. This reverts the value
of verb second sentences from comment to narrative, cf also the section ‘The limits of trace (13) in
analysing the xparticiple-xgetal sequence m’°, page 333. Further research on this topic may change
this interpretation.
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1Samuel attests two variations of this construction without & and participle. This is
likely to be the ‘simple’ variation of this narrative sequence — protasis with participle

and apodosis. The first one is 23:26¢c—27a:

woet R21 R0 00N PINRY o1 7 | 23:26-24:1
wir X7 X710 007 >N TN
waet mm| ¢
x—participle DIRY QTR 12 Prnk novann N7 protasis
x=subject
wsubjpart NITNY 0102 DY 11T DY Pand oAz e | d
wsubjqet MY DINY M> XNX XTATR1 2 | a | apodosis
impv TN direct
impv ooy | discourse
cqet IRYIN OV ORNWDD 173I0K IR
woget TM7 AN2 A7INSR Dy am
waet RNWDD MnTPH 21N
advget RINR RNMDD 7°2 R RINRG 1P 12 79
cqet JX2DY XY 91k X917 R2Y 7102 P0ONKRT
waet 70N 717 P90 24:1
waet D72 7Y NTYN2 270

It is worth noting that both in the previous and in the current example, the protasis
presents as one event the circumstances of two entities (Abigail and David; David
and Saul), so that the apodosis is able to continue the one that is prominent in the
respective double construction. One the one hand the construction leaves aside the
narrative time of one character (in both cases David’s), and, on the other, it continues

that of the other character (Abigail and Saul, respectively).

Let me explain. After 26b (David and his men were walking on one side of the
mountain), the participle in 23:26¢ shows a continuous action (David and his men
are anxious to run from Saul) whose duration of event ends in 24:1a — wgetal form,
where David is shown moving from there. Time passage is divided starting 26ab,
where Saul and David move in parallel, each on his side of the mountain. With 26c¢,
David’s time enters a loop where he is hurrying to escape Saul. On his side, Saul
pursues him (26d), but the attack of Philistines (27a) prevents him from continuing.

Saul’s time continues with two wqetal forms in 28ab where he turns and goes to
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repel their threat. During Saul’s sequence of events, David remains in the suspension

of 26¢ which ends with his movement to reside in En—Gedi in 24:1.

From this analysis, we can infer that mm followed by participle may be conveying an
event with two themes (characters or items) which are united in the protasis and go
in parallel. The apodosis picks up and continues just one of them and with this the
narrative advances again. In the case of theme David in 23:26, narrative time stops in
26¢ and resumes in 24:1, introducing a ‘loop’ which suspends David’s actions over
the coming narrative or at least for several wgetal forms. This is because narrative
can follow only one theme (here Saul) at the time. If the thread of events for one
theme parts from the other, it is impossible to advance the narrative time for both of

them.

This leads us to one other major difference between mm as MS with protasis in
participle and the mm and participle as ‘assigning quality’: in 19:7d and 16:21d (cf
above), the times of David’s serving as armour bearer and of ministering,
respectively, are indefinite, and, as a result, the wqetal mm is of non-sequential and
listing. By contrast, the mm as MS inserts a protasis as setting and signals the

advancement of the plot through the apodosis.

Like 23:26¢, wgetal of mm and participle in 7:10a conveys an advance of narrative

with the same play between themes:

wget am© [ a| 7:10-12
subjpart RNOY P20 PR protasis
wsubjget DRI R2P RAIR? 12P0K *RNT901 | b

wget RNWHD ¥ K177 RI\P2 27 2p2 » 90KR1 | ¢ | apodosis
wget M | d

wet ORIV O7P NANRY | e

waet R*DYM 1 DRI WIR pon

wget SRNW9D N° 197

wget W22 YR TY P

wget K77 RIIX DRI 20011

The waetal in 7:10a is wqetal of normal narrative sequence with 7:8-9: Samuel is
asked (wqetal 8a) to pray for the people (who were about to fight the Philistines), he
sacrifices a lamb and prays (9abc — three wqetal forms — 9ab hendiadic sequence
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meaning ‘he sacrificed a lamb’). In response, God receives his prayer (9d wqetal).

The wagetal of 7:10a takes place after his prayer is received at the time of the battle.

This wgetal 7:10a is not part of the previous temporal sequence as shown, but of the
subsequent. The form in 7:10a stops the narrative time of the theme Samuel as he
enters the scene to follow that of the battle; the scene is ended with four wgetal
forms in temporal sequence (7:12) where the theme of Samuel returns to set a
monument in remembrance of the victory. The wusual wparticiple of
continuative/simultaneous information is avoided in 7:10a, as all the information
pertaining to Samuel is in temporal sequence. The construction mm MS with a
protasis in participle manages simultaneously to present the narrative sequence of

Samuel and temporal frame for another temporal presentation of the battle.

2.3.5.4 nmas MS?

Our presentation has relied on MS mm, a singular form. Targum 1Samuel offers
generally a ‘literal’ translation, meaning that in most places where this is possible,

the choice word order and verbal constructs follows closely the Hebrew base text.

In certain cases, nevertheless, Targum may have a different idea of how narrative
should progress. When it uses MS *37), the Masoretic Text sees together in one event
the circumstance (or the extended theme of the event) and the event itself. In MT
1Samuel 11:11 (cf also Joshua 8:25) the extended theme is introduced in protasis as
a casus pendens, and apodosis informs about the events itself: in this verse scattering
of the rest of Ammonites is seen in its sequence (Israel came, cut down the
Ammonites, the survivors were scattered). This relies on the protasis remaining a

circumstantial/casus pendens construction.

MS wayyiqtol m 11:11
Casus pendens DRI protasis
wayyiqtol T D°0W 02TRYI X9 ¥ | apodosis

By contrast, when rendering this into Aramaic, the Targum does not look at this as
an event in line with the others (advancing narrative or listing items within it). The
literal sense of mm is ‘existence’, from where the MS derives the meanings of ‘and it

happened that’ or ‘and it was that’. These meanings can be combined with almost
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any construction that follows. In this context, the Targum shows a change of verb

form from participle to getal:

wget + cqet TIRNTKRT NN 11:11e
woet 17720R)
wlaget 190 172 1IRNWR KDY
cpart RTMD PPOYT

To the change of wqetal to wparticiple, the Targum adds a change of orientation of
focus from event to the theme. What first was a Pr—scale sentence introducing the
event in MT (‘And it happened that those who survived were scattered’), becomes in
Aramaic a Pr-scale sentence introducing a theme: ‘And there were those who

2

survived, and they were scattered ....".

As the interpretation of the Targum obscures the MT original intention of narrating
events, it could mean that Targum does not always see a distinction between
sentences of the type represented by MT 1Samuel 11:11 (protasis—apodosis,
introducing the event of scattering) on the one hand, and MT 1Samuel 22:2

(introducing the existence of persons) on the other:

wayyiqtol JUPR NIRD V2RI iy i) | MT 1Samuel 22:2d

wgetal INT23 IRM Y2IRD o0y | Tg 1Samuel 22:2d

The case of Tg 1Samuel 11:11 is also made possible by the presence of the
conjunction 7 (which is able to turn almost any construction into an extended
substantive), but the point of this discussion was to demonstrate that MS waqetal is

less likely to be of plural form, 1.

2.3.5.5 Conclusion on the usage of 7771 as MS and the cases of 14:19 and 1:12

The evidence of this section on mm as MS leads to the conclusion that the normal
construction in apodosis is wgetal. In the cases of emphasis and retrospection, xgetal
form may also be found in the apodosis: while for the former case the zero degree
narrative continues, the retrospection would imply a break in that sequence to

introduce a ‘pre—information’ (cf more on this in the section 2.3.5.2.6).

Also, the previous section explained that combinations of mm and participle usually
are mm as macro-syntactic function followed by a circumstantial protasis containing

participles and an apodosis.
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Furthermore, this discussion provided more incentive to the idea that apodosis
cannot be represented by combinations of participles. If the evidence for apodosis
with participle is scant, in longer macro—syntactic constructions, the umbrella of the
protasis should be extended until a suitable candidate of wgetal or xgetal as apodosis
is found.

This is the case of 14:19. Verse 19 begins with an obvious macro—syntactic m:m with
no proper subject, which implies a protasis and apodosis. The protasis starts with 7v

7370 oY Rw ST, 36

wgget TTIRD DIRY MR 14:18-19
impv "7 RN 2P
cqet JORITP 212 OV RITT XA 0T RNX 717 0N
MSwaqet mm” | a
Cpart K172 QY PIRY o7 7Y protasis
wxpart 21 DIIR RN nowinaT XM | b
including one NC
wpart MOV | C
woet N170% P Ry | d | apodosis

The status of the coming sequence xparticiple-wparticiple (19bc) is uncertain. One
could take the wxparticiple in 19b to be apodosis. This would be an out of the
ordinary case of apodosis, where wgetal represents the norm, with xqgetal (of
retrospection and emphasis) a less likely exception. Moreover, the grammatical
meaning of the wgetal forms in 18a (Saul orders for the Ark to be fetched) and 19a
of mm suppose advancing of temporal plot. By assuming that 19a has an apodosis in
wxparticiple in 19b, whose meaning does not advance the plot the theme Saul, but
refers the gathering of the Philistines, the temporal advancement of 18a—19a would
be thwarted. This is because the sense of sequential macro-syntactic mm is
contradicted by its own apodosis in wxparticiple.

The apodosis cannot be other than the wqetal in 19d. In verse 18, Saul first requires
the priest to bring near the ark and then, in vs 19d, to ‘withdraw’ his hand (from the

ark). The protasis (19abc) provides the circumstances of this subsequent request:

%9 MT 1Samuel 14:19 has as apodosis a wayyiqtol making the grammatical subject of this particular
apodosis to stand outside the sentence as casus pendens:

MS ' | MT 14:19
xgatal 1797798 7Y 127 7v | Protasis
casus pendens + relative sentence DO AYYD 73002 WK 119771 | Apodosis
wayyiqtol 2770 OO 1793778 PIRW MR 5 27 7997 I
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time (while they were speaking) and cause/time (because/when ‘the number ... grew
and grew’). The translation of Staalduine—Sulman presents the events of growing
number of people and Saul’s order as two independent sentences: ‘And while Saul
was speaking with the priest, the multitude, which was in the Philistine camp, grew

more and more; and Saul said to the priest... 370

The macro-syntactic sign imposes a constraint to have only one independent
sentence in the construction that of the apodosis: ‘And while Saul was speaking with
the priest, because the multitude, which was in the Philistine camp, grew more and
more, Saul said to the priest...’

The sequence of sentences contains a redundancy induced by the repetition of theme
2y both in protasis and apodosis, a redundancy which stands whether one accepts
this analysis or not. While the parallel passage of 14:16 seems to be similar as xm
could be also a macro—syntactic sign at first. Nevertheless, & is a predicative: it
actually indicates what the watchmen see (cf 16a), i.e. the Philistine multitude was
melted away. The Aramaic participle »»01 is either a misreading of the adverb o>m
(hither) or an idiomatic translation (cf the section ‘Durative single wparticiple
forms’, on page 244).

1:12

The similar interpretation applies to the passage of mm as MS 1:12. The xparticiple
in 1:12b cannot come in contradiction with the wgetal narrative value of its macro—

syntactic sign mm.

MSwaet 2] al 1Samuel 1:12—
13
cget » OTP IRDED NROIORTN protasis
wsubjpart 77 70 9
cyiqtul :P105N7 TV
WCP mm
subjpart 7252 X9¥N X7
csubjpart TTIRIMD0 TN | b
wsubjlapart ynnwn K2 oo |
wget Y qawm | d apodosis
csubjpart NXOIRNRD | €

Verse 12 comes immediately after we hear Hannah’s prayer in direct speech. The

mm with double sentence contains the circumstances (in protasis) which led to Eli

370 Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 311; cf also Harrington and Saldarini, 1987, 126
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believing that Hannah was inebriated. The translation of Harrington and Saldarini
shows the difficulty of reading this passage as the protasis seems to be almost
disconnected from the apodosis: ‘And from the time that she prayed very much
before the Lord, Eli was waiting for her until she stopped’.*"*

Instead, the protasis should be extended to include as circumstantial events the
subsequent sentences until a suitable candidate for apodosis of wgetal form occurs in
1:13d. The translation needs to take into account the fact that the longer protasis
(1:12a-13) presenting the setting (Eli observing the outwardly behavior of Hannah
as basis of his judgment about her) should be presented together in one
construction.>”? | propose a translation which reads together the waetal of the MS in
12a its apodosis in 13d: ‘And it happened when she ... that Eli took her to be as a
drunken woman’.

The full translation modifies Staalduine—Sulman’s rendering®’®

(italics mark my
modifications): ‘(1:12) And it happened when she continued praying before the
LORD, as Eli was waiting for her until she would stop, (1:13) because Hannah was
praying in her heart, only her lips moving, and her voice not being®”* heard, that Eli
took her to be as a drunken woman.’

This second chapter of thesis described the referential function of wgetal as prelude
and its evaluative functions as normal wgetal (advancing the narrative plot), the
coordinate wgetal, along with the non—sequential/incomplete and hendiadys wqetal
forms. The occurrences of the verb mm received a separate description, focused on
the analysis derived from its lexical meanings and the grammatical function as
macro-syntactic sign.

The following chapter continues the discussion of the narrative forms with the
opposite narrative form of wqetal foreground — the wparticiple background. Together
they form the two narrative kinds of tempo — presto and lento, respectively — both

representing the zero degree.

%1 Harrington and Saldarini, 1987, 103.

32 In view of the overall results of this thesis, a further complication is the presence of xparticiple
forms in 12b and 13abc which, as x-verb sentences, are marked as comment forms (cf Chapter 4).
There is a methodological decision to take interpret these types of protasis as their narrative
counterparts (cf the section ‘4.3.8.6 The limits of trace (13) in analysing the xparticiple—xgetal
sequence’). As a result the xparticiple will be interpreted as wparticiple background with the English
past continuous (instead of the comment present continuous).

%7 Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 194.

374 The participle forms in 13bc require a continuous form of background.
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3 Chapter 3: Wparticiple

The wparticiple is the narrative zero degree of background form of Targum 1Samuel,
corresponding roughly to those narrative background forms in the modern languages.
Using the rather classical vocabulary of the Aramaic grammars, one can argue that,
compared with wgetal, wparticiple recounts mostly repetitive or durative information.
In some cases the repetition is noted with an adverbial construction of the form
preposition 2 along with an adverb of time (X1wa 3w yara in 7:16) or with %> (all — with
noun: days (7:15)). Wparticiple forms accommodate duration and, to a lesser extent,

repetition.

Sequences of wparticiple may occasionally be temporally ordered events, i.e. the events
show a positive temporal juncture, which prevents one wparticiple from being switched
with the previous one. In some cases, when a wparticiple sequence concludes the
episode, characters are left in a time loop where they continue their day—to—day lives in
a new re—instated order of things. As this occurs more than once (I discuss two cases in
1Samuel), they appear to consist of formulaic repetitions of actions inserted at the end
of episode, describing the function that each character fulfils in Israelite society of the
time: Samuel is always the itinerant prophet who judges (7:16-17); David is the

permanent lyre player who soothes Saul’s torment (16:23).

Following Weinrich’s proposal regarding the division of narrative zero forms in
foreground (cf passé simple in French) and background (imparfait),*”® wparticiple is the
other zero—tense form besides waetal, as it exclusively conveys narrative and nothing
else, i.e. no retrospection or anticipation information. In contrast with the other narrative
form waqetal (foreground) it does not advance the narrative time, hence its background
or, as Weinrich alternatively calls this, lento status. Wgetal is the only pure narrative
form advancing the plot towards its end, in a presto narrative tempo. The narrative
feature of wparticiple derives from its ability to imitate movement but in a lento manner

— this is visible in its similarity to waqetal, especially the non-sequential/incomplete

type.

375 Weinrich, ‘Tense and Time', 1970, explained more carefully in his Weinrich, 1978, 64.
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In the following, we discuss those common elements between wagetal and wparticiple
with the aim of arguing that the wparticiple is the (a) narrative of (b) background sort in
the Targum Aramaic verbal system, in opposition with wqetal as narrative foreground.
In concordance with the connection established by Weinrich between verbal forms and
explanation (one slot in the system corresponds to one verbal form), wparticiple is the

only narrative background form in Targum Aramaic.

This chapter is divided in three parts. The first part describes the three features that
display the inherent narrative property of the wparticiple: (1) the passages in which
occurs in temporal juncture, as its narrative counterpart — the wqetal; (2) the occurrences
of two or more wparticiple forms in sequences of wgetal — as we shall see there is not
much of a difference between wgetal non—sequential/incomplete and wparticiple; (3) the
passages where the Targum translates with wparticiple the BH wayyiqtol, in contrast
with the normal rendering of the latter with wqetal. The second feature of wparticiple

discussed in this part is its background function.

The second section looks at single occurrences of wparticiple in their durative and
repetitive/routine features. The third part of this chapter — the conclusion — establishes
that the repetitive/routine and the durative features are not the main function of the
wparticiple. Instead, they derive from their background quality which includes those
cases where it has a referential use: in prelude, it introduces more information after the
initial form; in end of episode position, it provides closing statements for the episode.
Also, it is employed in descriptions and when introducing circumstances and secondary
characters within the narrative sequence of wqgetal. The conclusion will also provide the
necessary methodological support drawn from Weinrich’s analysis of the French
imparfait to explain these new functions (prelude, closing the episode, description,
introducing characters, circumstances etc.), which are functions specific to wparticiple

background.

In the tables below, the morphological forms indicated in the right column display the
underlying Biblical Hebrew forms; the morphological analysis of Targum is, as usual,

present in the left column.
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3.1 Sequences of wparticiple forms

This outline will look at the narrative traits of wparticiple which position it on a par
with wqetal as zero degree form. This derives from its (1) ability to describe events in
temporal juncture; (2) it is easily interchangeable with wgetal non—
sequential/incomplete. Moreover, (3) wparticiple forms introduce speech events (a
function reserved to waqetal and the infinitive of the verb =»X) and it occasionally

translates narrative wayyiqgtol forms from Biblical Hebrew.

3.1.1 Whparticiple forms in temporal juncture

The first argument for considering wparticiple a narrative form relies on its similarity
with the wgetal form with its use in temporal juncture. The typical use of this latter form
is in temporal sequence. The evidence of 16:23 (a verse which closes the episode of
16:14-23) attests a sequence of wparticiple accounting for routine actions which occur
in temporal order one after another. The impact of the wparticiple sequence is to

produce a little repetitive narrative account.®”®

MSwpart nm > | 1Samuel 16:23

wayyigtol

cpart IRV DY 0TR T KW M X 72 | conjunction—
infinitive

wpart X710 n° 717 2°01 | waatal

wpart 7702 PAInY | Waatal

wpart 2IRWH MmNy | waatal

wpart 95 2Ry | NCrt

wpart 'R M P xphnon | woatal
Episode ends

The sequence of wparticiple happens to be introduced by a wparticiple of m:, in its
macro—syntactic function. The protasis marks the appearance of the evil spirit.

The section developing the wgetal forms of 7 as macro—syntactic sign has shown that
protasis often takes a Pr—sentence layout (Phenomenon-Transition—Setting) where the
Phenomenon (here: the evil spirit) is the actual Rheme of the sentence. Marking

appearance means that it only acts as point of departure of this temporal sequence,

%76 The analysis of the right hand column marks the Biblical Hebrew forms which Aramaic wparticiple
translates. | only added the corresponding verbal forms for wparticiple and waetal (only occasionally, for
the other verbal forms).
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which starts with the next wparticiple (in apodosis) where David takes up and plays the
lyre, with its subsequent beneficial effect on Saul and the retreat of the spirit. As there
are no other adverbial constructions, which could suggest repetition, it is the sequences

of wparticiple which create the repetitive narrative ending the episode.*”

1Samuel displays one further attestation of m: wparticiple as macro—syntactic sign in
13:22.

MSwpart w22 | 1Samuel 13:22—
temporal R27P7 X2 23
prota3|s

waqatal

wlapart QVT RAY 997 R7°2 KNP X210 RAONWND RN protasis
TN VY DINY wlogatal

wet 171992 1N PIRYY RIONWRY apodosis
wayyiqtol

wget 10NN NTANY SRNLHD 31HIVOR PO = wayyigtol

The content of the sentence refers a durative situation®"®

in which there was no spear or
sword in the army of Saul, except those of Saul and Jonathan. In both these cases of
16:23 and 13:22, Targum turns the macro-syntactic sign of BH wegatal of 11, which |
take as the background, zero degree narrative form in Hebrew, into a wparticiple,*” also
a zero degree of the same sort. The same process occurs in Targum Genesis 30:41; 38:9;
Exodus 17:11; 33:7, 8, 9; 2Samuel 15:5. All of them are routine events, justifying the

Aramaic wparticiple. Wparticiple is the normal rendering of narrative wegatal of BH.

Based on this found correspondence, the cases of 1Samuel 10:9, 17:48, 25:20 (all
translate the BH waqatal with the Aramaic wegetal, not wparticiple) seem to be part of a
different logic — that of temporally ordered events. Here, the same BH weqatal
background is rendered in Aramaic with wqetal (zero degree, yet foreground). In each
of these cases, there is a sense of temporal movement of the plot to which the entire
macro—syntactic construction contributes: from Samuel’s speech for the anointing of
David (10:1-8) to God changing the heart of David (10:9); from David’s words (17:45—

377 Cf the same effect in the pairs of wparticiple in14:52bc.

%78 Duration excludes temporal passage as one action needs to be finished before the next commences for
the temporal passage to occur, besides being arranged in a temporal order.

379 The other case of wparticiple of m: in 1Samuel 13:21 is not a MS sign: cf below.
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47) towards Goliath to his approach to David (17:49); from Abigail’s orders (25:19) to
her meeting David’s company (25:20).

The point that | am making is that BH and Targum have different ways of arranging the
same information, which derives from the common trait that these pair of tense in BH
(wayyiqtol/wegatal) and Targum Aramaic (wgetal/wparticiple). The common trait is
that of being narrative zero degree forms: of foreground (BH wayyiqtol and TA waqetal)
or of background (BH wegatal and TA wparticiple). With regards to the examples
above, while BH reads in 1Samuel 10:9, 17:48, 25:20 a background narrative form with
weqatal, the Targum reads them as foreground narrative as it uses wqetal (instead of the

wparticiple).*®

%80 These considerations refer to narrative passages only.
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3.1.2 Whparticiple with non-sequential/incomplete meaning (part 1)

The second argument for considering wparticiple a narrative form is its seamless
interchanging with the non-sequential wqetal in the same narrative as it happens in
Targum 1Samuel 7:14c-15 (wqgetal to wparticiple) and in 21:14-15a (wqetal to

wparticiple and back).

The episode of 7:2-17 recounts the war between Israel and the Philistines in which
Samuel has an important role, with his prayer (cf vs 10: he offers sacrifice to God and
God thunders loudly) and establishing a monument of remembrance (vs 12). All these
events are recounted with temporal wqetal forms in sequence (cf the sequence in 2—

14ab); none of them could have happened in a different temporal order.

With the sentences in 14c—15 the temporal sequence is slowed as these two waqetal are
non-sequential: the content of 14c (with the verb to be) and 15 extends well beyond the
boundaries between themselves and the coming wparticiple forms. The reinstated peace
(14c) is continuous during the time Samuel judges the people (15), both continuing for

the remainder of narrative time in 7:16-17.

waet X1 xam ' | Samuel 7:14-17
[ca] N3 TV TP DR SR T SRNwo 127017 | Wayyiqtol
wxget PRNWIDT R ORI 210 N 0

waet IRTINR 1) DRI 12 R’ M | wayyiqtol
waet 1T M 9 DRI 0 SRImY T | wayyigtol
wpart RIW2 KW 112 1y ' | waatal
wpart X3DXN?Y X?A7391 HRN°2% nnony | waatal
wpart PPN ROINR 92 00 KRS 00 PR | waatal
NCwtr XNMIY anna

NCctr 7°0°2 70 IR

wxget DRI N7 77 1AM

waet 2% O7P RM27H 10 X1 | wayyigtol

In vs 15 wqgetal non—sequential is so similar to a wparticiple that it takes on an adverbial
construction which suggests repetition >mrn on1» 93 (all the days of his life). The three
wparticiple forms in vs 16 do not describe a temporal sequence (by contrast with 16:23,
above) but one single idea: every year, Samuel was judging in Bethel, Gilgal and

Mitzpeh. This information is distributed with the use of hendiadys on three wparticiple:
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- 16a contains the time (every year) — the theme of Samuel is named in the
preceding sentence; a further indication of hendiadys is that there is no point of
departure or arrival in 16 to justify the movement verb 1x1 (he was going);

- 16Db contains the places where he would go;

- 16c contains the action he would perform — judging.

Similar to the hendiadic wqetal, this sequence of wparticiple slows down narration with
the intention of marking very clearly the respective rheme (when? where? what was he

doing?).

Samuel’s activity as judge is a leitmotiv of this chapter as it starts with his judging (7:6)
and ends with mentioning it three times in the last three verses. This an intentional
stress on the prophetic vocation and how it was performed, in contrast with the one to
kingship addressed to Saul. The contrast is evident as the two vocations are described
conveniently in chapter 7 and 8, respectively. Chapter 7 shows that the prophetic task
assists and goes where the people needs assistance, the prophet follows the people
where it is convenient for them to come (Bethel, Gilgal, and Mizpah) — the prophet is a
servant. The king is not a servant, but a master who imposes taxes, requires military

service and so on (cf chapter 8).

The non—sequential feature of wparticiple is also visible in 21:14cd. The narrative slows
down already in 21:13ab with two non—sequential wgetal forms (David pays attention
and fears Achish) followed by two narrative ones in 14ab showing that David changed

his behaviour to feign madness.

waet 71272 PORT XMAND N> 77 W | 1Samuel 21:13-15a
wayyiqtol

woet “N3T XO9M WOOR OTR 10 RIAY 20T | wayyigtol

woget YA Ty oo | wayyigtol

wget N2 onpnwiRy | wayyiqtol

wpart XYIn w7 v vom | wayyiqtol

wpart S1IPT 9V 0 o | wayyigtol

waet MITAYY WK Ry | wayyigtol

The two wparticiple forms in 14cd stop advancing the narrative plot in the same way as
21:13ab do. Both pairs display the same non-sequential trait lacking the temporal

juncture between them: we are not able to discern which of the two wqetal and
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wparticiple are first in their own pair. David fears and preserves the words into his
hearth, and later (because of the wqetal narrative in 21:14ac, not because the sequence
21:13ab-14cd), he lets saliva fall out of his mouth before writing on walls. The reaction

of Achish with speech event waetal picks up again the temporal passage in 21:15a.

In 27:8-9, the change in the verbal sequence from wqetal forms in 27:8ab to wparticiple
in 27:9a) mirrors the change in BH from wayyiqtol (MT 27:8ab) to wegatal (MT 27:9a).
About what this means in BH, Niccacci asserts that the sequence marks the change from
foreground narrative of wayyiqtol (meaning ‘a single action’) to background ‘repetitive

routine action’.*®

woet 7923 717 pooor® | a | 1Samuel 27:8-10
wayyiqtol
woet SRPINYY ORI RNWA 5Y 170K | b| wayyigtol
cNCtr XYIX N2N> IR IR
ctr RYINR TV RIATT RIPY7D RAOYN0T
HaRmksani
wpart RYIX 20 0° 71700 | @ | woatal
wlapart XNXY 723 27pn &9 | b | wloyigtol
wpart YA 79N M 7MY auh | ¢ | woatal
wpart x| d | wgatal
wpart TWUOR MY onKy | e | woatal
woget YPIR XY C | a | wayyiqtol

Because TA uses the waw—perfect (wgetal) to convey the narrative sequence of the plot
(in contrast with BH which uses waw-imperfect form), the Targum shows an
alternation with waw-—participle (cf 9c) in the case of routine repetitive actions, i.e. it
needs another grammatical construction than that based on perfect. Similar to 16:23, the
sequence of wparticiple forms in 27:9 is a little story which shows the routine work of
David for Achish starting from his invasion into the territories to his return along with

sizeable spoils.

%81 Niccacci, 2011, §46, 67: “The transition impacts on the aspect of the action, in that the wayyigtol
signals a single action while the weqatal in narration signals a repetitive routine action’.
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Again, this repetitive little story in wparticiple confirms that wparticiple is a background
form of zero degree/point®®? marking the narrative ‘and nothing else’ (with regards to
retrospection or anticipation). Its notional content is in temporal sequence after the last
waqetal in 27:8b, keeping in with narrative in its specific lento mode.

The alternation in tenses between wgetal to wparticiple should be reflected also in
translation. The translations of 27:8-9 proposed by Harrington and Saldarini, and
Staalduine—Sulman display a proper rendition of the narrative wgetal forms in verse 8

with simple past:***

‘And David and his men went up, and they spread out against the Geshurites, the
Gizrites, and the Amalekites, for they were inhabiting the land from old, the entrance of

Hagra and unto the land of Egypt.” (Harrington and Saldarini)

Nevertheless, they waver in verse 9 where neither of the two is constant in rendering the
routine aspect of David’s incursion — all with wparticiple: Harrington and Saldarini start
with a simple past (against wparticiple in 9a) and then switch to a past continuous tense

following the participle:

‘And David struck down the inhabitants of the land, and he was not letting live a man or
a woman, and he was plundering sheep and oxen and asses and camels and garments;

and he was returning and coming into Achish’

By contrast Staalduine—Sulman shows a good repetitive solution with ‘used to’ in 9a,

but reverts (against the wparticiple forms in 9cde) to simple past:

‘And David used to strike the inhabitants of the land and he left neither man nor woman
alive, but captured the sheep, the oxen, the asses, the camels, and the clothes, and came
back to Achish’

The force of the repetitive ‘used to’ is still in place over the coming temporally
sequenced events — making them repetitive. This would be an elegant solution — but the
repetition needs to be reinforced in some other way in the coming verbal forms, either
with an adverbial of the type ‘each time he left neither man nor woman alive’, or the use

of the modal ‘he would leave no man...”). The translation should heed the relievo

%2 On its equivalent verbal form of BH wegatal, Niccacci agrees that it is a background form, but
disagrees that weqatal could be a zero degree form cf Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §147, p. 180.
%83 Harrington and Saldarini, 1987, 154; Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 457.
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imposed by the alternation wqetal (27:8ab) foreground to wparticiple (27:9acde) and
back (29:10). This is (following Staalduine-Sulman’s wording):

27:8. Now David and his men went up, and marched out against the Geshurites, the
Gizrites, and the Amalekites, for these were the inhabitants of the land, which was from
of old the entrance of the Heger unto the land of Egypt. 27:9 And David used to strike
the inhabitants of the land and he would leave [left] neither man nor woman alive, but
he would capture [captured] the sheep, the oxen, the asses, the camels, and the clothes,

and would come [came] back to Achish. 27:10 When Achish asked [...].
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3.1.3 Woparticiple of speech event with non-sequential meaning (part 2)

There is one occurrence of repetitive/routine wparticiple introducing speech events in
2:15. Waetal of 1nx is usually employed®* and is supported by common sense that one
rarely uses the same words in a dialogue, though a routine response to something is
possible .This is a third similarity between wparticiple and wagetal that supports the idea

that both are zero—tenses and convey narrative.

clayiqtul RM2TAY K270 PO &Y v Ax | 1Samuel 2:15
wpart RITTDT RO DR woatal
wpart D217 X127 MR woatal

The effect of the construction is to add to the slowness of wparticiple presenting

repetitive information that of the speech event.

The other pair of wparticiple found in the indirect speech of 1Samuel (19:23) is the
result of a change in tenses introduced by the Targum to the BH sequence of wayyiqtol
(cf MT 19:23cd).** The reason for this change is the conjunction—getal form in 19:23e
which, as rheme of 23d, marks the end of the effects of God’s spirit on Saul: ‘he went
about singing praise until he came to the house of study that was in Rama’ (Harrington

and Saldarini’s translation).

waet XNnI27 RI97K N°2% a0 1X1 > | 1Samuel 19:23
wayyiqtol
waet » QTP M IR M R AR SOV nAvh | wayyigtol
Wpart+inf 5197 5N Wayyiqt0|
whpart mawn) | wayyiqtol
cqet :XNM727 RIDVKR 0027 RNXT TV

The translator of the Targum observes that the events in 23cd are no longer in sequence
(they are a hendiadic pair) but they have a foreseeable duration which extends until Saul
reaches Rama (23e), and thus he takes the liberty to adapt the translation, probably to
make it more natural for the Aramaic reader. The events of the wparticiple are not

34 Woaetal of amx usually introduces direct speech, but that does not exclude the combinations with
infinitive 7% which also introduce direct speech. There are two cases regarding 2n°n%. On the one hand,
it is used after another wqetal form and, consequently, that action and the speech event with 2% are
compressed in one sentence with the effect being a foreground narrative.

On the other hand, a»»> is combined with the xqetal (9:15; 13:3, 4; 23:27; 25:14; 26:19; no other
combinations have been found in 1Samuel). The xqgetal sentences are narrative only in case of contrast; its
second function is of conveying comment, cf the analysis and evaluation in Chapter 4 of this thesis.

%5 The Vulgate too shows imperfect (background narrative) in both sentences.
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repetitive, but they have a durative value. This change shows that there is a sort of
equivalence between wayyigtol as narrative foreground and wparticiple as background

form, making more evident the narrative trait of the latter.

A similar translation from BH wayyiqtol (narrative foreground) to TA wparticiple
(narrative background) is present in 14:52c. The verbal forms in Aramaic show a
perceivable slowing down of narrative (again at the end of episode) starting with the
non-sequential wqetal with m:7 (the war continues over the next verbal forms) and the
ensuing wparticiple forms. Instead of the wgetal in 52c, the Targum prefers the
background wparticiple.

waet DIRY 71 93 RNV HY 7pR Xap M- | 1Samuel 14:52
wayyigtol

wpart 2P 7°2Y 723 931 723 123 93 PIRY o1y | woatal

wpart MY Y WY | wayyigtol
Episode ends

The participles in 52bc describe the routine endeavour of Saul to have strong people in
his army which takes the shape of a protasis—apodosis construction. In contrast with
Harrington and Saldarini, where the wparticiple forms are coordinated (cf p. 128),
Staalduine-Sulman translates with a temporal sentence followed by a foreground one
(‘and when Saul saw any heroic man or any man waging war, he gathered him to
himself’).*®* As both are background forms in Aramaic, I propose: ‘and whenever Saul

saw any heroic man or any man waging war, he would gather him to himself’.

We have seen so far, that the prevalent function of wparticiple is repetition, which
occasionally presents routine events in temporal sequence (sequences of events that are
repeated in the same order). There is an obvious presence of the temporal junction in
this latter type. Durative function at least in 1Samuel, has limited use in sequences of

wparticiple; there is more of that in single occurrences of wparticiple.

%86 Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 319; Harrington and Saldarini, 1987, 128.

218



3.1.4 Whparticiple of hendiadys: "3z %7R
A further similarity between wparticiple and wgetal narrative is its use with hendiadys

in the sequence (x)participle—wparticiple with the two roots 7} (to go) and *wo (to
increase)®’ of 14:16, 19 and 2:26. These two verbs in participle create the meaning of
continuous growth: physical or spiritual (2:26), or it may refer to a growing destruction
(14:16) and or growing number (14:19).

The discussion of the wgetal macro—syntactic (in the section ‘2.3.5.5 Conclusion on the
usage of mm as MS and the cases of 14:19 and 1:12’) argued that sequence xparticiple—
wparticiple in 14:19 is part of the protasis introducing the temporal and
temporal/causative circumstances of the apodosis. In the case of 14:16a, xm (behold) is
either (1) predicative and the ensuing xparticiple-wparticiple is its rheme — this is what
the watchmen of Saul see, or (2) macro-syntactic with the sequence xparticiple—
wparticiple as protasis and apodosis of wgetal in 17a.* In either case, the xparticiple—
wparticiple sequence refers a durative event in narrative: the growing destruction of the
Philistines and their subsequent recovery. The idea of temporal sequence is not given by
the participles but by the narrative wqetal forms which are interposed between 16 and
19 (17a ‘and Saul said’; 17¢ ‘and they numbered’, 18a ‘and Saul said’).

woget T2 NP7 RNYAXA PIRWS ROR100 wm © | 1Samuel 14:16-19
wMs N
Xqet N2NR SRS Nwn 1M | Xgatal
part 7vman YR | wayyiqtol
wpart ey | waw-adverb
waet MY 2IRY aR1
[Ner] YT
vs 17-18: Saul asks who is missing from the camp (Jonathan) and to bring the ark
MSwoet =y P
temp X172 QY IRW 917 7Y | protasis
xpart D1 DR IRNWDS NIRRT RIAM
(part+inf)
wpart *30Y | waw-adverb
woet X17727 DIRW XY | apodosis

%87 Marcus Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim (London: Luzac&Co., 1903), 953: ‘to swell, rise,
grow, spread increase, thrive’.

%% This needs to be determined at the analysis of xm. As this is a comment form, it will not be discussed
in this thesis.
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As another example, 2:26 works as intermission and/or division within a narrative
episode focused exclusively on Eli’s sons (2:22-36): the first part looks at how they sin
against God (22-25: it states their sins and Eli’s reproach). After the intermission
recalling Samuel (cf 22:26 as contrast with them), narrative continues with the prophecy
of their punishment in 2:27-36 (introduced with wqetal narrative in 27a). The participial

combinations in 26ab are both durative.®

wxpart SR DRIAW K27 0 1Samuel 2:26
xpart

wpart 20 wpart

NCwtr micipali7gl NCwtr

NCwrt » 07 PNAR 1PN

NCwrt SNWIR °12 322 577y PRm

%9 Because the wparticiple in 26b continues the xparticiple form in 26a, a comment form, 26b is too a
comment form cf about 26a in the section ‘Instead of conclusion: the impact of first word order on
prelude and end—of—episode xparticiple/xqetal’, page 309.
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3.2 Single occurrences of wparticiple

Verbal construct forms with single wparticiple are the alternative way of presenting
durative or repetitive information. These are very similar in use with the wgetal non—
sequential. Both the wparticiple and the wqetal display the non—sequential/incomplete
function. In 16:14b, the wparticiple is part of the information following the prelude (in

subject—getal) describing the remaining of the evil spirit on Saul.

wsubjget P10 NTY DIRY QY MIAT ™ 0TP 72 RN M | 1Samuel 16:14-
15
wpart 20 0T 11 RUP2 M Y RNyam | waatal
woet 9 INY vy 1R | wayyigtol

The durative feature of this wparticiple derives from the persistence of the evil spirit
over the entire episode. This is cause for concern for Saul’s servants (cf the dialogue in
vs 15), which subsequently leads to David being employed as musical performer to
sooth Saul. In most cases, wparticiple translates a wqatal form of BH (cf MT 16:14b;
2:13c, 14a,).

The wparticiple may also indicate a single repetitive event, as in 2:19b.

wxyigtul TR 0 Tavn v ym | 1Samuel 2:19
wpart 772 QY p0na TN TV 1T 1% Rpon) wqatal
:RTYIN M2 N° KA272

In this case the cadence of the repetition is marked with a specific adverbial
construction (yam Tvw M — ‘from festival to festival’, Staalduine—Sulman’s

translation, page 188).

From this point the durative and the repetitive single wparticiple forms are analysed
separately. It is evident that repetition is preferred to duration in these occurrences of
single wparticiple; but we need to see what other elements make them different from

each other in single wparticiple.
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3.2.1 Repetitive single wparticiple forms

The sequence (of wparticiple or of wgetal) may be interrupted by forms other than non—
subordinated constructions — the subordinated sentences are parts of the wparticiple as
Setting or Specification. In 1Samuel, the type of wparticiple as single occurrence is

limited to six instances (1:3a, 6a, 7c; 5:7c and 18:15c and 16b), grouped under three
types:

1. The constructions in 1:3a, 1:6a and 7c are simple repetitive wparticiple forms. Both
are part of the introductory episode of 1Samuel presenting characters and their routine
or habitual activities. One of the habitual activities of Elkanah’s family was to go up
(wparticiple) to bow down or worship (infinitive) in Shilo. The repetition of this routine
is marked with the adverbial 73m% 797 1am — from [one] time of festival to [another]

festival; the adverbial is not present in the case of 1:6 — but the repetition stands.

wpart TATA TPNTPR K1 X123 ooy | 1Samuel 1:3, 6-7
» O7P AT T30N9 TNy Tyn | Waatal
12702 NINAX
wxpart DMIY %1517 9V °12 170 7 | NCwitr
= 07 Pwnwn | N0 Verb
wpart Anaw 79 Xawm © | woatal
cpart NIRRT 9772 79 R1AM AN
cqet 2791 737 > QTP 1A VIANR IR | cqatal
wadvyiqtul RIW2 KW 77290 117 | Xyigtol
cpart 7 RWTPH N*27 [pon Jara | conjunction infinitive
advpart o R0 1o | advyigtol
wpart X577 | wayyigtol
wlapart © R9OR X9 | wloyigtol

The entire sequence of forms from 1:1-7 does not present a sequence of events per se,
as none of the five wgetal forms present are plot advancing: three are non—sequential
wqetal forms of M7 (1a; 2d; 4a) and the other two (4bc) are repetitive wgetal forms, not
by their nature but by the retroactive influence of the repetitive ending of the account in

verse 7 with xyiqtul followed by combinations of participle and xparticiple.
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The actual narrative starts in 1:8a with the address of Elkanah which starts a unique (not
repetitive) chain of events. In this non-repetitive chain of events, Elkanah comforts
Hanna, she gives up crying (vs 9) and, while at the altar, she makes an oath (vs 10-11:
promising the child that she would bear to God). The events of the conversation with Eli
the priest (12—-18) and the birth of Samuel follow (19-20). In the economy of the verses
1:1-7, the two wparticiple forms in 1:3a, on the one side, and 6a and 7c, on the other,

are enclosed into a repetitive frame the apparent non—repetitive wgetal forms of 4bc.

2. The wparticiple form in 5:7c is a repetitive speech event. The Aramaic mirrors again
in this verse the change from wayyiqtol to wegatal in the Masoretic text, discussed
above in the case of 27:8-9. Two common elements of wparticiple and wqetal (hon—

sequential) are seen in this construction.

woet TITWR WIR 5V 7 ’nmn novpm © | Samuel 5:6-7
wayyiqtol
waet NPTINRY | wayyigtol
woget RAIIN N TITYR N0 P02 PIAn° poRY | wayyiqtol
waet TITWR "WIR wm | | wayyigtol
cpart Xnnn Py X x| NCr
no verb
wpart IR | woatal
layiqtul RIAY PRITT KPR 1R WP RO
cqet JRINYD AT 931 RI9Y 73°0mA NOOPN IR

First, in the same way as wparticiple, the wqetal forms in 5:6abc are non-sequential:
there is no temporal juncture among them as they could occur in any order possible in
this verse, with no impact on the sense — it is a non—temporal list of God’s punishments.
The first sign of that is the wqetal 7 &Xnn» no°pny which is a variation of another wgetal
non-sequential of xnm» with the verb to be (4:10d; 7:13c; 14:14a). It has the function of
summarising the events of 6bc as they are all part of the punishment of God. All three
contribute to the Philistine realisation of the catastrophe in 5:7ab (7b durative
background form) and the verbalisation of its origin in 7c with a repetitive speech event.
This ability of introducing speech events of wparticiple in 7c (reserved for wgetal of

Tnx) marks the second common feature between wparticiple and wgetal non—sequential.
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3. End-of-episode forms are represented by one wparticiple of repetition in 18:16c and

one of duration in 18:15c.

waget SRy k1) - | 1Samuel 18:15-16
wepronpart RT12 09¥M X7 | W-C-pron—
participle
wpart TR 1 2N | wayyigtol
wxpart | 737 0 Prna aTan DRI 9 ' | wxparticiple
cpronpart P01 K177 °IK | cpronpart
wpart w2 Dhyy | waatal

The sequence of wqetal to wparticiple in 15a—c produces a slowing down of narrative
from the plot to the background of the participle combinations at the end of episode.
The durative of 15¢ shows Saul’s fear of David, while the 16c the routine task that
David accomplishes as head of the defence. In what specifically is 15c a durative that
16c¢ is not in the example above? Repetition implies a type of specificity which duration
does not possess: the event of heading an army (16¢) has a specificity in each
occurrence (different enemy, different number of soldiers, etc.) deriving from its
intermittency. By contrast, the event of ‘fear’ (15c) cannot be divided into events
separable by specific instances. There is a continuity of ‘fear’, with no moment where

its absence is implied.

3.2.2 Durative single wparticiple forms

The occurrences of single wparticiple forms are rare and their value is very much
dependent on the syntactical context in which they are found. This section analyses the

cases of 17:41c and the exceptional case of wparticiple of 13:21 m.

17:41c

The case of the single wparticiple in 17:41 confirms the capacity of participle to
perform as a hendiadic pair. After a sequence of wgetal forms in vs 40, showing

David’s preparations for battle, the plot re—introduces Goliath with wqetal (‘the
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Philistine came’), followed by an odd participle (it is rare because a waw or x is usually
pre—posed) and wparticiple which use the same hendiadic pair of 17:48 (in this latter

case the form is wqetal not wparticiple).

waet =xnwos o1y 4! | 1Samuel 17:41
wayyigqtol
part 3R | protasis
wpart n7> 2 | Participle
waatal

wxpart | T7ImTR 9°IR XD°IN 701 X712 | apodosis
NCtr — 21X is added by Tg, hence

changing to xparticiple

It was pointed out in the description of wgetal hendiadys that hendiadys looks like a
protasis/apodosis construction where the information was distributed (for various
reasons) over two sentences. Similar to that, the hendiadic wparticiple forms prolong
the narrative and are probably looking towards the last sentence of the verse which
justifies the entire construction: it is meant to show (in contrast with David) that Goliath
had someone bearing his shield. Syntactically, the sequence participle-wparticiple of
41bc acts as protasis (they are together because they share the same theme ‘Goliath’) for
41d, which is apodosis. Both the translation of Staalduine—Sulman and Harrington—

Saldarini, respectively, show the difficulty of the passage:**

‘And the Philistine came, nearer and nearer to David, and the man who wore his shield

went before him.’

‘And the Philistine came, coming and drawing near to David; and the man bearing the

shield was coming before him’

Both renditions reflect the continuity or duration of these three participle combinations
(‘nearer and nearer’, ‘coming and drawing near’, ‘the man bearing the shield was
coming before him’) for 41bcd.** Interpreting the passage as a double sentence would
justify introducing a hint of subordination of the protasis (41bc) to the apodosis (41d) —
cf the addition of ‘as’ in my translation: ‘The Philistine came; as he was coming and

drawing near to David, the man bearing the shield was coming before him’. It is rather

3% Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 368; Harrington and Saldarini, 1987, 135.
%1 As a note, in 41d, Staalduine-Sulman prefers the regular narrative foreground simple past tense
against the durative background xparticiple of the Targum.
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strange for an xparticiple to be apodosis, but this occurs because the xparticiple is an
emphatic word order®? (the normal word order would have had wparticiple) aimed at
maximising the effect of the protasis—apodosis construction, i.e. stark contrast between
David fragile and alone versus Goliath much stronger and accompanied. If that is the
case, the translation needs further amending to account for that: ‘as he was coming and

drawing near to David, there was a man bearing the shield coming before him’.3*

The exception of the wparticiple of 77 13:21

There are 3 occurrences of the verb mn as participle in 1Samuel. Two of them are

macro—syntactic signs in 16:13 and 13:22 (discussed above).

wpart T2 95 3 03 koY Ry v MY | 1Samuel 13:21
R°I¥P NP¥AYY X179 OO 1P OWYS D112

T Non 77
[NCetr] NPT RXIRDY R399

In 13:21, the sense of mn is that of belonging or possessing; the only other instance
where to be has the sense of possession in Targum 1Samuel is 1:2d; whereas the latter
has a corresponding wayyiqtol in BH (277> m319% >), the former has a waqetal ( nnm
77¢9). It is evident that the Targum is sensitive to this difference, by translating the

1:2d with wqetal and the 13:21 with wparticiple.

NCwtr TWI DN 7 | 1Samuel 1:2
NCtr 7an X707 oW
NCwtr 7115 RN*1N D1
waet (pl) 7712 72199 1
NCwtr 12 NY 7,

In terms of its actual sense, this wparticiple has the same non-sequential sense as its
wagetal counterpart. This is probably the only grammatical instance of perfect synonymy
in Aramaic (and probably Biblical Hebrew too) where different verbal forms
(wparticiple and wqgetal) have the exact same meaning.

%92 Because the x element xo™n 01 X123 is context intendent (it is the first time it appears in the passage),
we read this xparticiple as having an emphatic word order introducing a new Phenomenon (this is a Pr—
sentence: Phenomenon — ‘a man’; Transition — ‘was coming’; Setting — ‘before him”). This is to account
why the xparticiple in 17:41d does not have the usual comment quality as argued in Chapter 4.

33 Further discussion of xparticiple will follow in the appropriate section. The translation with the
emphatic ‘there is’ corresponds to how Firbas proposes to render this sort of cases; cf Firbas, 1992, 122.
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3.2.3 Prelude single wparticiple

With this section we are nearing the end of our discussion of wparticiple. We are able to
introduce one of two labels that Weinrich gave to the French imparfait, the introductory
imperfect or for us, in the case of Aramaic, the prelude wparticiple (in its referential

function).

The single wparticiple of 16:14b is found in the prelude part of the episode, where it is
used to present an apparent incomplete event — the action of this wparticiple continues
beyond the next wgetal form (the evil spirit remains with Saul from now on). 16:14b
follows a prelude construction, already discussed: 14a is a prelude xgetal initiating the
intermezzo composed of two episodes, both introducing David:

- the episode 15:35¢-16:13 — David is anointed by Samuel as king of Israel;
- the episode 16:14-23 — David becomes Saul’s lyre player.

There is a contrast within the sequence of verses 14-15a:

- waw-subject—getal states in a matter—of-fact way that the spirit of God is

gone;**

- wparticiple displays the continuous torment of the evil spirit — the zero—degree
narrative of the plot starts in background (lento);

- wagetal advances narrative (in contrast with both of the previous forms) showing
Saul’s servants reaction to his new affliction — zero—degree narrative continues

in foreground (presto).

wsubjget | im N7y YIRY v nAT > o7p XM M | 1Samuel 16:14-15a
xqatal

wpart 27 Q7R 11 RO M O RNvam waqatal
woet TH DIRY 272V R

The wparticiple 16:14b acts as Semitic replica of the introductory imperfect, attested by
Weinrich — this is used to introduce background information at the beginning of the

short story. ** His examples are from Maupassant’s short stories Le lit 29 and La

% The discussion of 16:14a in Chapter 4 (cf the section ‘Instead of conclusion: the impact of first word

order on prelude and end—of—episode xparticiple/xqetal’, page 309) will argue that this is a comment
retrospective form.
3% Vulgate uses for 14b: ‘et exagitabat eum spiritus nequam a Domino’
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parapluie, where background information with this type of French imparfait changes to
passé simple when the actual account commences.** Applying this to our specific case,
it is evident that Targum uses a prelude/introductory wparticiple to register information
which is less necessary for the understanding of the plot, and, at the moment when the

narrative progression is resumed, wparticiple is changed with wqetal (15a).

3% Weinrich, 1978, 150-152. He refers to Guy de Maupassant, Contes et nouvelles, Vol I, 109-113.
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3.3 Conclusion on wparticiple

At the end of the analysis of wparticiple (at least of those attestations in 1Samuel,
indirect speech), we are now faced with the difficult task of delimiting the meaning of
the foreground/background opposition. We have argued repeatedly about the zero
degree narrative function of wparticiple (i.e. not implying any retrospect or anticipation)
and about its background function. While wqetal as a grammatical form advances the
narrative time of the plot, wparticiple contributes to a lesser extent to advancing the
plot. It is rather concerned with repetitive or durative situations. As we shall see, these
two labels are contractions of larger functions that background aims to stand for in

Weinrich’s text-—linguistics.

We need to assert at this point that the predominance of repetition/duration in the use of
wparticiple does not create the sense of background. They are by—products of the fact
that the grammatical form of wparticiple is background zero—degree narrative. A proof
of that is the fact that wgetal in its non-sequential function may also have the same
content, as seen in the cases of non—sequential wgetal forms in 10:23d; 28:20c; 28:5b;

16:21bcd: these also convey a durative extension of the event.

The function of the grammatical form and its impact on narrative are two different
things. The grammatical form of wparticiple is responsible for signalling background
zero degree narrative, the repetition and duration are the by—product of that signalling.
This view is in line with Weinrich’s assertion (cf below) that ultimately the author is
responsible for distributing some information as background and some as foreground,
I.e. it does not matter whether the event is durative, because it is the narrator who
decides whether to distribute durative information in wparticiple or in wgetal non—

sequential, or background and foreground, respectively.

I intentionally inserted the discussion of prelude/introductory wparticiple in the body of
the analysis as a symptom of the disruption that Weinrich creates within the classical
ideas of repetition/durative with regards to imparfait. As I said in my comment, the
prelude wparticiple was not more punctual or durative than the others — it was used to
show that temporal sequence of the plot did not start yet, but it certainly does with the

next eligible wqetal narrative.
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Weinrich touches on the foreground/background in his discussion of imparfait de
rupture and introductory imperfect.*” He is positive that zero—degree of passé simple
and imparfait are foreground and background, respectively, but when faced with the
question of what they are actually accounting for he proceeds to say what they do
differently: ‘They give, indeed, relievo [his italics] to a narrative expressing it cyclically
in foreground and background. In narrative, imparfait is the tense of background and
passé simple the tense of foreground’.*® He also asserts that the opposite proposition
that the information we consider foreground or background should necessarily be
conveyed with passé simple and imparfait, respectively, is not always verified as ‘there
are no immutable laws, besides the fact that they are fundamentally mixed with one

another’.

I will discuss in the following two assertion of Weinrich in order to clarify the direction
which the new interpretation of the wparticiple discussed above will take.

As we have observed with the prelude wparticiple, it is normal for the introduction to
contain an imparfait (or in Aramaic — wparticiple). Ultimately, this is not something for
the language to decide, but for the author: (1) ‘Foreground is that which the narrator
wants to be understood as foreground’.**® Narrator’s restrictions for inserting a
foreground tense seem vague: the information presented needs to be ‘that for which the
story is told, that which is registered in summary, that which the title summarises or
could summarise, that which by its nature compels people to suspend their work for
some time to listen to a story, whose world is not that of the day to day world’. All of

them are placed under Wolfgang Goethe’s label, the ‘unheard—of event’*®

, Or maybe a
shorter the ‘inaudible’ is a better translation. It is important to note that Weinrich does

not tie being foreground (passé simple) to the property of being part of the temporal

%7 |mparfait de rupture is a type of imparfait which occurs in French narrative of the 19" century and
after in those places where one would have expected a punctual passé simple. Introductory imperfect is
mainly encountered in the introduction of the narrative episode.

%% Weinrich, 1978, 128

%99 \Weinrich, 1978, 129.

% The full passage is ‘What is a novella but an unheard—of event that has occurred?’, the translation
belongs to S. R. Guerrero-Strachan, 'Récit, Story, Tale, Novella', in Romantic Prose Fiction, ed. G.
Gillespie, M. Engel, and B. Dieterle (Amsterdam/Philadelphia: J. Benjamins, 2008) from J. W. von
Goethe and J. P. Eckermann, Gesprache mit Goethe in den letzten Jahren seines Lebens (Berlin: Aufbau-
Verlag, 1982).
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sequence of the plot. He prefers the word ‘summary’ because it is more in tune with the

‘inaudible’, ‘the unheard—of event’.*"*

We have asserted at the beginning that the division repetitive/durative event is a
contraction and a by—product of the meaning for what background represents. It is
evident from Weinrich that background is much more, as it is defined by its opposition
with ‘the never—heard—of’, than foreground aims to be. In this context, background
extends to be ‘that which is not never—heard-of, that which by itself would not compel
people to pay attention, that which nevertheless helps the listener in this act by
facilitating his orientation in the narrated world’."** Apart from being a sign of
orientation, all the other properties of background are negatives of foreground.
Orientation is important for prelude and end of episode wparticiple — we’ve discussed

the former, the latter remains to be discussed below.

He closes his statement about the French opposition imparfait/passé simple with the
following remark: ‘giving prominence with regards to a background and a foreground is
the sole and the unique function that the opposition imparfait/passé simple has in the
narrated world’*®, a definition which is repeated with regards with the English past
continuous, ‘[w]ithin the form he was singing there is no aspect; especially durative or
‘progressive’. [...] [the form he was singing] may indicate equally either a punctual or a
durative event, provided that this event happens in the background of narrative.
Consequently, if we want to indicate its function in a comprehensive way we must say

about it that it is the English tense of background in the narrative world’.***

Weinrich’s account of background (concerning mostly the French imparfait, the Italian
imperfetto, and the English past continuous) shows a broader understanding than that
implied by our own account of the equivalent Aramaic tense, wparticiple. Nevertheless,
within our larger discourse of time in narrative, | think it is safe to say, at least with
regards to Targum 1Samuel, that, besides that function of creating prominence, the
opposition wagetal/wparticiple delimits events that advance the time of narrative from

those which do not, respectively.

9L \Weinrich, 1978, 129.
02 \Weinrich, 1978, 129.
493 \Weinrich, 1978, 129.
% \Weinrich, 1978, 168.
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His account uses the function of background forms in narrative text as guidance, a
guidance aptly derived from a mosaic of narrative literature in four languages, as his
discussion proves. My own account narrowed down the number of functions for
foreground/background to time, a universally present feature of narrative. This account,
like Weinrich’s, takes in whichever functions the narrative text under analysis wants to
share. In 1Samuel, the ever present temporal juncture in wqetal sequences and lack

thereof in wparticiple is a sign of the narrative simplicity that biblical accounts have.

Durative or not, repetitive or not, these wparticiple forms have a temporal function of
expanding the time of the narrative, whose time otherwise would be reduced to wgetal
in sequence and occasionally a wgetal non—sequential. For the sake of obtaining a clear
exposition of the zero degree narrative trait of wparticiple, | have organised wparticiple
in repetitive and durative forms, but, if we are true to Weinrich, these two divisions
have no relevance for a text—linguistic account. What has relevance is the role that these
wparticiple forms assume in episode. Analysing Dino Buzzatti’s La fine del mondo,
Weinrich shows that Italian imperfetto of background (our wparticiple) is the fabric of
‘descriptions’, ‘illustrations’, ‘facts which regard secondary characters’, ‘further
circumstances’, ‘place indications’, ‘opinions’, and ‘reflexions’.”” This seems to be the

purpose of background: to present descriptions, illustration (etc.) within narrative.

This view of background concords with a second assertion of Weinrich which I think
makes all the difference for our account: (2) ‘The choice of verbal tense relies on the
positional value of these phrases in the ensemble of the narrative, only and on
nothing else’.*® I take from the context of this assertion that ‘positional value’ means
two things. First, it means the place in the ‘physical’ narrative (one could call this the
referential position): in the introduction and end of episode information, imparfait or
wparticiple are used; for narrative development, passé simple or wgetal. The second is
the function that the information has in narrative: when advancing the narrative time
1Samuel uses wgetal; when the narrative takes the time to describe, illustrate, add

further information, opinion, it turns into narrative background of wparticiple.

Reading our analysis with Weinrich’s comments about background imparfait takes us

from the delimitation of wparticiple as repetitive and durative to that of its function

4% \Weinrich, 1978, 159.
8 \Weinrich, 1978, 151, author’s italics.
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within the episode. As a result, wparticiple in the examples may be reanalysed
according to those roles that Weinrich’s delimits for background; and, probably other

roles could be supposed.

The wparticiple forms have already been discussed from their durative or routine point
of view, but their background function merits further attention. The discussion in
conclusion asserted that narrative should display wparticiple background either as a
result of position within the narrative or because it conveys a specific type of
information. To this, | add the further circumstance specific to 1Samuel, of narrative
time passage, which is expanded with wparticiple.

In the light of these three elements, the text—linguistic analysis, while acknowledging
the durative or routine/repetitive trait of wparticiple, recasts their dual mode into the
newly ascertained functions wparticiple. These new functions are dependent on the

narrative/comment or foreground/background qualities of the sentence.
3.3.1 New functions of participle

3.3.1.1 Description

The wparticiple sequences describe events (be it in a certain temporal sequence) on
three occasions in our analysis. In 27:9, the sequence of wparticiple describes how
David completes his job as plunderer under Achish; 21:14bc describes how he feigns
madness in front of him; the wparticiple in 14:16cd described how the Philistine camp

withered away in front of Jonathan.

3.3.1.2 Secondary characters

As ‘facts which regard secondary characters’ (cf Weinrich above) one could single out
14:19bc: >xnuvp nwnat Rnnn — the multitude which was in the Philistine camp
(Staalduine—Sulman’s translation) is presented again as increasing ever more after the
description in 14:1cd show them to be broken. In contrast with its passive role in 14:16,

the multitude of the Philistine camp becomes a character which reacts to the attack.

3.3.1.3 Further circumstances

Circumstances complete the plot with extra details which put events in context.

1Samuel uses wparticiple for introducing a list of tools in 13:21 to show the complete
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lack of weapons in the army of Saul. Other instances of circumstantial information
include of 17:41bc — circumstantial sequence which acts as protasis; in 19:23cd — the
wparticiple asserts that Saul went praising to Ramah; and the wparticiple in 2:19c

recounts that each year Hannah made her son a new coat.

As opinion, | list the speech event in 5:7a (the people of Ashdod refuse to have the ark
within their walls) and as reflection 2:26b — the narrator reflects on Samuel’s

increasingly good name.
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3.3.1.4 Prelude and end-of-episode wparticiple

3.3.1.4.1 Prelude

We have already discussed prelude wparticiple with regards to 16:14. After the initial
prelude form of w-subject—qgetal, the occurrence of the wparticiple in following the
prelude ‘orients’, as Weinrich puts it, the reader within the episode itself. The
wparticiple form in 16:14b is no more punctual or durative than the coming wagetal of
speech event. It could have easily been a wqetal narrative starting the narrative sequence

earlier, but a wparticiple is chosen to re—assert the presence of background prelude.

wsubjget T DTV DINY Y MAT Y aTp 1 KN MM 1Samuel
16:14-15
wpart 20 0T 1M R M Y RNyan
waget % DIRY 7Y 1R

The same occurs in 1:3a, 6a, and 7d. Had they been in wqetal, the narrative sequence
advancing the plot would have been asserted. The fact that the events were routine and
the presence of adverbial 7vm% 73m M (3a) are not the reasons for employing a
wparticiple in these sentences. As we have seen, there are instances where wqetal is
used along with durative/repetitive adverbial constructions. The reason for using

wparticiple is to show that some kind of prelude is still in place.

The narrative wqetal breaks with the prelude 1:8a, and this makes the previous sequence
a prelude construction. The dislocations identified within this episode from these
participle combinations in prelude to wgetal (8a—9a) and back to wparticiple in 10a
display the effort of the narrator to give relievo or — in my interpretation — a temporal

shape to the narrative.

At the end of this description of wparticiple as prelude/introductory background form,
we need to point out that in determining the distribution of foreground and narrative

%7 which takes into account

tenses, Weinrich has in mind a ‘global structure of narration
both the content*® (foreground or background) and how the narrative proceeds from the
beginning to the end, which naturally is of the form background—foreground—

background. In terms of content, foreground is represented by the passé simple in

“"Weinrich, 1978, 149.
“%8 Background generally contains description, circumstances etc.; foreground contains the plot.
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French (or in Aramaic by wqetal) ‘because it is the tense of the main event’.*” The way
narrative advances also requires a special attention: while the distribution of
foreground/background tenses is up to the narrator, he or she does have constraints as

the introduction and the conclusion have a ‘special position’.**

wpart X179 73015 1 7°npn R 8123 2901 | 1Samuel 1:3, 6-7
12702 NINAX O DT
wxpart 2 QTP PWATHA DMIDY 219 VY %12 1IN AN
wpart ANy 75 XA ©
xpart NIRRT 9772 79 RIA2 AR
cget 2791 731 %0 QTP 1A YIANK IR
wadvyigtul RIWI RIY T 1
xpart "7 RWTPR N5 pon 1ara
advpart 77 X1 P
wpart X°02)
wlapart ;NXDOR KDY
waet T9v2 TIP0R 0 R

Elkanah comforts Hannah

waet WNWT N2) WA NYIRT N2 Fan napy” | 1Samuel 1:9-10,

14
wxpart XDD 002 T ¥ X070 ¥ 290 R0 9N
7 X917
wpronpart wn1 R0 X P
wpart » O7p ROOXM
wxpart N’ N2

(x=inf)
vs 11-13: Hannah’s prayer; Eli observes and presumes her drunk
wget Sy 5 R
Eli’s admonition to Hannah

In order to determine that ‘special position’ of introduction/prelude and conclusion, we
need to return to what narrative world means: it depicts the ‘unheard—of event’ or ‘one
narrates when one knows something of unusual’**. For the purpose of granting us

access to it, the narrator needs to have an ‘exposition” which ‘makes known the world

499 \Weinrich, 1978, 149.
410 \Weinrich, 1978, 145.
4L \Weinrich, 1978, 163.
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that is about to be narrated and invites the reader or the listener to proceed in to this

foreign world”**? — this is done with background forms.

After this introductory exposition, narration proceeds with the narrative nucleus,* the

2414

‘main event’ (cf above), the ‘main action’** or simply foreground. When the time

comes for the story to end, the narrator needs to introduce a type of rupture into the

narrative (this is the function of the French imparfait de rupture*®

) which ‘closes the
story by returning us to the real world’.**® It sometimes has a ‘conclusive nuance’ (cf
Flaubert’s L'Education sentimentale)*”’ and achieves ‘a decrease of the dramatic
tension’,"® which ‘slows down the story’ (Spanish imperfecto).”® The
imparfait/imperfecto/imperfetto or the Aramaic wparticiple*® have the corresponding
function of leading us and the characters from the narrative world: it ‘suggests to the
reader that the dramatic thread of the story is at the end and that the characters return

again to their daily world, constituted of events which are not worthwhile narrating’.***

3.3.1.4.2 End-of-episode wparticiple

Weinrich provided us with new meanings for the forms of background occurring at the
end of the episode and with a framework which looks at narrative in view of its
structure with beginning, plot, and end.

Within the analysis above, there are certain wparticiple forms which correspond to
Weinrich’s end of the episode imperfectives. The sequences of 16:23 and 7:16 portray a
story of their own as we have detected a sort of temporal juncture: the order of events
seems to be fixed. My introduction showed them at the time to be signalling a
permanent activity in which the two characters are caught (Samuel goes around the
country to judge the people; David sings with his lyre to sooth Saul) like in a time—loop.

“12 Weinrich, 1978, 127.

“3 Weinrich, 1978, 127.

“ Weinrich, 1978, 145 and 162.

15 Weinrich recognises this form in a number of instances in French, Italian, and Spanish literature (cf
Weinrich, 1978, 149-166). In English the situation is different as ‘in English language background and
foreground have a different distribution than in the Romance languages’ and hence the tense of ‘he is
singing’ and the English participle occur in a reduced number that their Romance languages counterparts,
cf Weinrich, 1978, 168.

1% \Weinrich, 1978, 153

“" Weinrich, 1978, 152

418 \Weinrich, 1978, 156.

“9 Weinrich, 1978, 161.

*20 1 avoid adopting the term ‘of rupture’ as this ‘rupture’ does not always come at the end of episode. I
will use ‘end—of—episode’ or ‘concluding’ wparticiple.

“2 Weinrich, 1978, 171.
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Weinrich thinks that this is a natural effect of any sequence of narrative which is not
presenting main events or narrative nucleus: if that sequence of events does not advance
towards the end, it is natural for this background imperfective to be durative or
repetitive. According to him, these imperfectives are not there to tell the reader what
narrative is already doing naturally, but to signal that the narrative plot has reached its

end and it prepares us to exit the narrative.

Let us see these two examples which accommaodate this position. The episode in 16:14—
23 narrates the events that follow the anointing of David as new king: after the
introduction of the crisis at Saul’s court (an evil spirit torments Saul) 16:14 there is a
sequence of 13 waqetal forms (starting in 16:15) interrupted by dialogues/comment
passages (introduced by waqetal speech events). Up to 16:21a inclusive, the narrative
plot advances towards the end detailing the way in which David becomes Saul’s lyre
player. The wgetal 16:21bcd do not advance the plot, but rather (as we have shown) list
the success of David at his Saul’s court (he served, he was liked, he becomes his armour
bearer) and none of them is bound by temporal juncture: they may be exchanged among
themselves. The temporal juncture occurs again in 16:22 where Saul requests Jesse to
allow David to remain at the court. 21bcd obviously function as a support for Saul’s
request (because David has so much success there). No answer is reported, but the
wparticiple sequence in 16:23 showing David’s work there as lyre player is enough to

understand that Saul’s order was accepted.

The syntactical question is: how does it come about that the sequence of
durative/repetitive events in 21bcd is in wqetal; and in 23 the same kind of events are in
wparticiple? This is where Weinrich’s argumentation comes to rescue. The former
sequence in 21bcd is part of the foreground narrating the main events of the story: Saul
needed someone to sooth him, they looked around, and David came and was a good
servant. It makes sense now why Weinrich does not add to this ‘main event’ the idea of
time advancement: some events are still needed in the plot even when they are not

temporally ordered.

By contrast 23 is no more part of that main event sequence, as it adds further details
about David’s singing. Because the narrative episode is coming to an end in this verse,
the narrator signals this by slowing down the narrative with wparticiple (other events
could have been added to this list: that this happened usually before/after having lunch,
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etc). They prepare the reader to exit the narrative world showing that there is a

resolution to the crisis described in the prelude.

The second case (7:16) is not so straightforward because of the last verse 7:17, which
contrary to what Weinrich says ends with a narrative wgetal — which is part of the main
events. Nevertheless, this is not an impediment for considering the sequence in verse 16
an end-of-episode. One of the reasons is that all the other forms in the verse 17 are
background, except 17d. This wqetal recounting that Samuel built an altar in Ramah is
there to connect this episode with the next one where the elders of Israel come to Ramah
to ask Samuel for a king (8:4) — it serves as transition between episodes. If one was to
complete a summary as Weinrich suggests, the main events of foreground in the two

episodes make sense together with this transition:

- 7:2-14:in a sentence, Samuel and Israel defeat the Philistines (as it results from
the sequence of wgetal);

- 7:15: Samuel judged Israel — wqgetal;

- 7:17d: Samuel built a altar there (in Ramah) — wqetal;

- 8:1 - Samuel’s sons become judges over Isracl —~wgetal double sentence;

- 8:3bcd — list of his sons’ sins (money, bribe, injustice, respectively) — three
wqetal forms;

- 8:4 —the elders gathered and came to Ramah — wqetal,

- 8:5—they ask for a king — wqetal speech event.

The summary makes sense without the information omitted (Samuel’s visit to the three
cities, Ramah was his house) because it is background. It is indeed, the narrator’s choice
to put information in foreground or background; and here he chose to give a background
information in 17a (the city of residence for Samuel was Ramah) and reiterate it in
foreground 17d (Samuel built an altar) having in mind the place of Ramah (8:4), where

the idea of kingship was officially proposed by the elders.
13:23

A similar question arises with the last wgetal forms in place of other possible
background form in 13:23 (the previous waqetal in 22c is apodosis so they are not in
sequence). The answer is the same: it acts as connection. At the end of the episode,

13:22 displays a ‘conclusive’ trait, which Weinrich brings as argument for imperfective:
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with wparticiple of macro-syntactic sign in 13:22 (protasis in w—negation—participle
and apodosis in waqetal, normal verbal form for apodosis) the narrator concludes a
mixed episode (Saul is rejected as king, Philistines plunder the land) by showing the
poor state of equipment of Saul’s army. The wqetal in 23 (the Philistines retreat through
Michmash) is part of the foreground which connects 13:17 (three companies of
Philistines went to raid the land) and the next episode, where Jonathan attacks (cf the
waqetal speech event in 14:1) by going through the same location of the Michmash pass,
as shown in 14:4-5.

14:52

There is a decrease of dramatic tension from the narrative peak of Saul about to kill his
own son, Jonathan (14:44-45) to a list of names (47-48: peoples whom Saul fought;
49-51: the names of men in Saul’s royal family) and one wqetal non—sequential 52a.
The two wparticiple forms at the end of episode provide an idea (similarly to 16:23)
about the daily life of Saul during his many wars against the peoples around Israel. As
Weinrich points out about the imperfective forms, wparticiple slows down narration and
provides conclusion by the way of taking back the characters (and us) to the daily life

events, to their routine:

16:23 — the routine of David as lyre player
7:16 — the routine of Samuel as judge

14:52 — Saul picks up every man able in battle
18:15b — Saul fears David

18:16b— David leads Israel into battle

As these events are not part of the main chain of events, they recede into background

and create the slow ending of their respective episodes.

3.4 2:12-17 - a ‘background’ episode

The episode of 2:12-17 describes the sins of the sons of Eli (2:12-17) in contrast with
Samuel’s good standing recounted in the next episode (2:18-21). It is peculiar as the
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narrative background wparticiple is predominant and the entire episode describes
routine events — including the odd waqetal of speech event form (16a) and wqetal with
ma (17a).

We expect that the prelude forms will eventually turn into foreground, but the wqetal
appears only once in 2:16a. The aim of the writer is to present a routine succession of
events, not to advance the narrative of the plot. If one were to suppose that it is possible
for narrative episodes to be divided between foreground/background ones, this episode
would be a background one. This time, the summary of the episode is built around the

wparticiple forms introduced by the Pr—sentence in 12a.

- 12a nominal clause — the sons of Eli are evil

- 13c — wparticiple repetitive — the servant (of the two priests) would come

- 14a— wparticiple — he would dip (the fork) into the pan...

- 14b — xparticiple — he would take everything that ...(emphatic arrangement of
the sentence — otherwise this would be a wparticiple too)

- 15bc — two hendiadic wparticiple forms (15c is speech event): he would say that
the priest accepts only raw meet (the comment/dialogue is the rheme of the 15c¢)

- 16a - waqetal narrative — the man bringing up the sacrifice asks him to wait

- 16e — wparticiple speech event — he (the servant) would threaten to take it by
force

- 17a - waqetal of mn as non-sequential/incomplete with 7 — their sin was great

NCwtr PYUA P Hy 1 1Samuel 2:12-19

laget QTR 0 9nTak PYT NN KDY

wCP XnY 72 X01797 Ko

CP XN021 0°217 723 7

wpart RI7TDT R DRI

Cpart X702 2w

NCwrt T2 7Y NON DT ROUMm

wpart W RTTP2 N RTITI IR RIPRL 79 vy

XD°712

xget NN PonT b5 | relative sentence acting
as grammatical subject
and thus x for the
participle below

Xpart TOYDI% X170 2°03
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cpart RS 929 P72V 1T
cget 2922 1AN RA2T9 1NRT
clayiqtul RM2TAR X270 13P0N° 8D TV AR
wpart RITTDT R2OW DR
wpart D017 K127 MR
Direct speech: the priest only accepts raw meet not cooked
waet X123 770 Ry
Direct speech: they should wait until the time of the sacrifice
wpart 707 R
Direct speech: they refuse to wait and threaten to take it by force
wget » OTp KTY 30 X9 0 MM
cget 77 R°129P 07 X223 172 R

While 17a is a non—narrative or incomplete form because of the assigning quality of m,
the wqetal form in 16a is the only form which stands out as foreground narrative in
background.*? The only reason | can think of for this odd waqetal is that not all people
protested, and this wqetal recounts that exception in foreground wgetal, i.e. this is an
event worthy of mentioning or the ‘unheard—of event’ to use Weinrich’s term. This

wqetal breaks the routine described in 13c—15bc, but the servant continues his routine,

cf the wparticiple in 16e (he would take it by force).

*22 The sequence wparticiple—wqetal-wparticiple reflects the MT sequence weqatal-wayyiqtol-wegatal in

1Samuel 2:15-16.
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4 Chapter 4: x-verb forms: xqetal, xparticiple, xyiqtul

Whparticiple and wqgetal have two important features in common. The first is their
narrative trait uncovered by the text—linguistic analysis. A simple reading with the
functional sentence perspective (FSP) accounts for their second trait, which is their
word order: transition—theme-rheme; transition (at FSP level) or predicate (at
grammatical level) always stays at the beginning of the sentence (the verb is always
first). This second trait has been briefly discussed in the introduction to the wgetal

section.

The waetal and wparticiple word order supports the relative consistency in terms of
distribution of the communicative dynamism (CD) which looked towards the end of the
sentence for its rheme. I say ‘relative’ as, should complement or attribute be absent (or
if they are context dependent), the notional content of the transition becomes rheme.
The sequence of events presto or lento in these two waw—verb sentences is not hindered

and no grammatical subordination would be implied.

This chapter is divided in four sections. The first two sections lay the methodological
groundwork of for the description of the functions of xgetal, xparticiple, and (the few
occurrences of) xyiqtul. In the first part (4.1.1), | explain the meaning the word order in
Aramaic, drawing on Weinrich’s postulate that when the number of tenses is low in
language, then the difference in word order becomes a way of conveying either the
foreground/background or comment/narrative opposition. The second part (4.1.2)
explains the meaning of Weinrich’s comment and outlines the tense correspondences

among the languages.

The second section (4.2.) presents the two questions this chapter needs to answer. The
process of asking these questions helps further clarifying Weinrich’s methodology on
the matter of the comment/narrative opposition with the aim of demonstrating that
comment does mean not direct speech but a specific mode of communication opposed
to narrative. The purpose of these two questions is to indicate those potential cases in
which an xgetal/xparticiple/xyiqtul could be interpreted as a narrative form, either of

foreground or of retrospection.
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- (1) The first question is what linguistic structure in TA identifies with narrative
retrospection? The solution establishes that xqetal/xparticiple/xyiqtul do not
convey it — as the answer to this question supposes analysing subordination, a
structure outside the scope of our thesis, it suffices to say what
xqetal/xparticiple/xyiqgtul do not convey it;

- (2) The second question is: in what circumstances an xqetal/xparticiple/xyiqtul
form could be read as narrative form. This prepares the way of introducing one

use of xqgetal as contrastive/variation of narrative wgetal.

The third section looks at delimiting the functions of each xgetal, xparticiple, and
xyigtul as observed in Targum 1Samuel. There are three types of xgetal, one of

xparticiple and one of xyiqtul:

- (i) xgetal of contrast and variation which is considered narrative foreground
(section 4.3.1);

- (i) xgetal of comment retrospective (4.3.3);

- (iii) xqgetal of comment zero degree foreground (theoretical section 4.3.5 and
discussion of examples 4.3.7);

- (iv) xparticiple of comment zero degree background (4.3.6);

- (v) there are a few other cases of special xparticiple and xyigtul which are
analysed separately in view of their value in MT. The form xyiqtul only has a
handful of occurrences in indirect speech, but we can say that its value is very

similar to that of xparticiple of comment background.

In 4.3.2, we introduce for the theory behind our proposal of the concept of trace of
comment and identify the first four of them. The question of retrospection in narrative

and comment is discussed in 4.3.4.

The fourth section represents a general conclusion (4.4.). We outline the results of this
chapter in terms of tense and correspondence between TA and English in the first few
pages. The next four parts are dedicated to: the contrast narrative/comment (4.4.1); the
difference that the acknowledgement of comment makes in the understanding of a
biblical passage (1Samuel 5:3-6) in 4.4.2; the place of origo within the theory of
comment/narrative as resulted from the analysis of this chapter (4.4.3 and 4.4.4).
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4.1 Word order and comment in Targum Aramaic

4.1.1 Word order

Leaving aside the discussion of the nominal sentence (no verb present), xparticiple,
xqetal, and xyigtul*® combinations show a different word order, in which the
transition/predicate is moved to the second place (or even further in some cases). This is
reflective of the word order reality in Targum Aramaic: there are two normal word
orders, one represented by verb in first position (wqetal, wparticiple, wyiqtul,
wimperative), and one where verb takes the second position (xgetal, xparticiple, xyiqtul,
ximperative). Let us call these word orders ‘second word order’ (waw—verb: wgetal and

wparticiple) and “first word order’ (x—verb).**

Both of them are normal word orders for Aramaic. The status of ‘normal’ possessed by
this first word order derives from the high number of occurrences in Aramaic. The
reason for this double word order is the small number of verbal constructs available (in
indirect speech — qgetal, participle and yiqtul; for direct speech, imperative is added,;

infinitive is not able to create a self-standing sentence).

In the first word order, a grammatical element (dubbed ‘element x**%) takes the first
place in the sentence — this X is representative of any morphological constituent: a verb
(as infinitive), a noun, and a pronoun.*?® In contrast with wqetal and wparticiple, where

word order was stable (transition—theme—rheme*?’

), because of the wide array of options
possible as X, the first word order is much more flexible in the distribution of the CD.
The non-emphatic word order is theme—transition—-rheme, keeping in with the FSP rule

that CD increases towards the end of the sentence.

In this context, the first question is what ‘normal’ or ‘non—emphatic’ word order for an

x—verb sentence might mean? Theoretically, the emphatic word order is realized with

*2% The analysis of nominal sentence and subordination are not discussed in this thesis.

*2% This is because these word orders correspond to comment tenses (Group 1) and narrative tenses (Group
I1), cf Weinrich, 1978, 24.

#25 Niccacci seems to be the first to propose the use of letter ‘x” ‘to mark the first element’ present before
the predicate in any sentence (excluding waw); Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, cf 25.

#26 Niccacci would also include the subordinate conjunction as x element (cf the preceding footnote). This
thesis only deals with grammatically independent sentences (i.e. not introduced by a subordinate
conjunction). However, | am sceptical with regards to viewing the conjunction as x element: the theory of
language only looks at three or four elements with regards to word order — verb, subject, and object
(maybe also attribute). Hence, we have the combinations VSO, SVO, etc. While the other morphological
forms are able to support these syntactical values, the conjunction cannot be subject/object.

*27 | suppose that the other possible combination of transition—rheme—theme could exist and create a sort
of emphasis. No examples of this switch were found at this time.
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either rheme-transition-theme or rheme-theme-transition. Based on the high number of
occurrences | found, the normal word order is subject-predicate—

complement/attribute*?®

or SVO. This is driven by one constant and one tendency,
which are respectively: (1) the verb is always second in the sentence; (2) the subject is
the first element in this normal word order — if there is a conjunction — resulting a
subordinate sentence (this excludes waw) in which the predicate takes the third position

— the sentence still adds to a normal word order.*?°

I am inspired by Weinrich to postulate two types of word orders in Aramaic. He
presents the case of the German, a language with two word orders. Because ‘in
comparison with other languages [Romance languages and English] German displays
few or very few tenses’, ‘the change from the second position in the sentence to the last
corresponds to a change in tense that in German has exactly the same function the
Italian substitution of a passato remoto with an imperfetto has’.**° As a note, neither of

the two word orders is considered unusual.

In German, the difference in the position of verb indicates the difference between
foreground and background: second position corresponds to foreground, last position
background, respectively. As a result ‘the true verbal system of German language is
obtained by multiplying by two the (few) tenses’. The ‘final’ position of the verb
becomes ‘a signal which can accompany every verbal form’. Following the case of

German, Weinrich supposes that while some languages use morphology to create the

28 The word—order was established based on the analysis of xparticiple and xqetal. The ratio between
subject—getal and object—getal is 97 to 70. The ratio between subject—participle and object—participle
sentences is 81 to 14 — ‘object’, in both cases, means any syntactical form other than subject (complement
direct and indirect; complement of place, time, etc.). This is a rough count based on the indirect and direct
speech texts of 1Samuel. It includes those subordinate items where the subject occurs before the verb, but
excludes conjunction—getal and conjunction—participle sentences, where there is no subject or object
before the verb.

The most emphatic word order is that were the verb is demoted to the third position in the sentence —
object—subject—participle — there is one occurrence in direct speech (1Samuel 23:9, analysed below) and
another two in direct speech (1Samuel 7:3b and 25:28c); variations with getal are also possible: direct
speech shows an object—subject—getal (1Samuel 9:7c); indirect speech shows a conjunction—subject—
object—getal (26:129).

2% This applies only to the first word order sentences only. For the sake of clarity, the constants are
different in the second word order forms: (1) verb is first in the sentence (hence wagetal); (2) subject
takes the second place (whenever it is displayed or necessary), hence VSO. If the subject is not expressed,
and the complement/attribute occurs, the word order is still normal. Both word orders are in keeping with
the FSP normal distribution of CD, in which the element with the most load of CD (which informs us the
most) should be posited towards the end of the sentence. Just like in the English language, the subject and
the predicate look towards the complement/attribute to complete the sentence, as long as this last element
is context independent (bearing new information).

0 Weinrich, 1978, 201.
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necessary tenses, others, like German, play with the position of the verbal forms to
achieve the same effect. Also, noteworthy is the parallel that Weinrich seems to draw
between languages that achieve change of one tense to another through modification at
morphological level (his example is Latin: the morpheme ‘bi’ marks future tense), and
those that achieve the same effect through word order.** In this context, | suppose that
the low number of tenses in Aramaic is complemented in the creation of tense by word

order.

While for German the word order seems to be a factor influencing the
foreground/background status of verbal tenses, its role is different in Aramaic. This is
because the Aramaic wparticiple form has the word order waw-verb and is a
background narrative form — this should exclude the first word order from the narrative
opposition (proposed in German by Weinrich). In fact, the second word order of
Aramaic signals narrative as both Chapter 2 and 3 of this thesis attest.

In the first chapter we discussed narrative (one of the two linguistic attitudes) with its
two linguistic perspectives, foreground and background (represented by wgetal and
wparticiple). The second linguistic attitude is comment, as opposed to narrative. The
former occurs whenever the latter stops. Both narrative and comment display
retrospective and anticipated information, and degree zero degree — this is the third
dimension of linguistic perspective. Because the analysis of wqetal and wparticiple (the
two agents of second word order) showed them to be conveying narrative (foreground
and background), it is natural or expected for the first word order to convey the

opposite, which is comment.

What does this mean exactly for Aramaic? It means that in most cases the alternation
between an x—verb and waw—verb sentence refers to the difference between comment
and narrative, respectively (these are also called group | and I1). Three further questions

need addressing.

4.1.2 Theoretical discussion of comment

The first question we need to tackle from the methodological standpoint is (1) what is
comment? To the question of what comment means, Weinrich presents several traits of

it. The first is that of including the narrator because when commenting, ‘the “I” of the

3L Cf Weinrich, 1978, 200-202.
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narrator abandons for a moment the narrative attitude to address the readers with some
thoughts on the story’.*** So when commenting, ‘it is not about something completed
(perfectum) but rather about something which belongs to my world in the same way
something of present or of future which | comment, because | am concerned about it. It
is about a past in which I act, as | shape it with the same words | use to place the acts.
And while commenting | shape the past, | move together my present and future: once
impressed, all this tension is, thus, far from the serene contemplation of the narrator,
which in his narrated world he leaves it [the past] be’. All the argumentation of
Weinrich (and of this thesis) is based on ‘not to explain, on principle, any verbal tense

on its occasional name’.**

Comment tenses show several tendencies. One of the most obvious is the use of the first
and second person verbs, deriving from the involved presence of ‘I/'we’ communicating
with ‘you’.*** Another trait derives from the lexical value of the verbs which show
special implication from the speaker, where the ‘stressed character of a direct speech
situation is mirrored in the discourses of the interested individuals, i.e. in the

expressions like ‘declarer, stricte vérité, soutenir, prouver, provoquer’.**®®

A more technical trait the comment tense displays in the narrative genre is its usage in
the Rahmenerzahlung or the frame of comment tenses which encases (at the beginning
and end) the narrative proper. Weinrich observes that this type of composing occurs
only in specialist literature of the study of history and in old narrative: he calls them ‘the
literature of the first centuries’ — the effect produced is that of ‘a narrative [which is]

. . . . 4
inserted in a general comment situation’. 36

In this context we need to talk about retrospective comment and retrospective narrative.
In both cases, retrospective refers to a disruption of the linearity of the message in zero
degree (a sequence of wqetal for narrative, for example) to introduce an event that

happened sometime before the point where text is in the narrative and comment. This is

32 Weinrich, 1978, 24-25.

3 Weinrich, 1978, 87, his italics. He discusses here the impact of das Perfekt on narrative text.

% Weinrich, 1978, 25-26: commenting on Luigi Pirandello’s Le tre carrisime, Weinrich observes that
‘the “I” of the narrator abandons for a moment the narrative attitude to address the readers with some
thoughts on the story’.

% \Weinrich, 1978, 46.

% \Weinrich, 1978, 91. Weinrich supports his discussion with the research of Kaj B. Lindgren, Uber den
oberdeutschen Prdteritumschwund (Helsinki: Suomalainen-Tiedeakatemia, 1957) and direct examination
of tense sequence in the literature of the historian G. Mann, Geschichte und Geschichten (Frankfurt:
Fischer, 1962) and F. Kafka, Der Prozess (Frankfurt: Fischer, 1983).
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based on the fact that ‘[e]very linguistic sign [verb, in our case] then has a textual before
and after, and either pre—information or post—information contributes to establish it’.**’
As a result, whenever the sequence of zero degree*® is interrupted to report on an event
which happened before the moment of text or communication we are at in the linear
disposition of verbal forms, we are dealing with retrospective information; the same
thing happens when that anticipated information is introduced in this zero degree
linearity. Explaining tenses in this way allows Weinrich to bypass the classical triad of

past—present—future.

In syntactic analysis, the names of tenses are misleading, because the function of tense
does not depend on their name (i.e. if one uses present tense it does not mean
necessarily that the event happens in the present). This is why Weinrich avoids
explaining tenses by resorting to their actual name, and turns to what they accomplish:
either they are zero degree (advancing the narrative or the comment line: present and
past simple) or providing pre—information or post—-information (narrative and comment
have different tenses for each of the two types of information). In this context, when in a
sequence of English present tense a present perfect occurs, it does not meant that this is
past information that is finished because it is called perfect but it is past information
because it brings into the comment line a pre—information. This is what he calls not
letting ‘the occasional name of tense’ (here present perfect) to interpret the usage of the

morphological form in that particular instance.

Based on the delimitation of retrospect and the opposition between narrative and
comment, the difference between narrative retrospective and comment retrospective
originates from the involvement of the speaker in the communication. When the
narrator is involved (cf the comment tendencies above) he uses a comment retrospective
tense (in English, this is present perfect); on the contrary, when he is distant he uses a
narrative retrospective (in English this is past perfect). For the sake of clarity, these are
retrospective because the event that they contain (narrated or commented) interrupts the
linearity of the text as it goes forward towards completion. When that linearity is not

interrupted, and we are narrating, past simple is used.

“*"'Weinrich, 1978, 77.
% \We are familiar with the Aramaic waetal and its English equivalent past simple as narrative zero
degree; by contrast English simple present tense is zero degree for comment.
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(2) We now can move on to what comment retrospective does: Weinrich answers
that it is a combination of a report with retrospective information®°. This definition
indicates instances of comment specific genres which (among others) are
‘interrogation’, ‘declaration’, ‘accusation’, and ‘court proceedings’. Their message
exhibits a twofold content: a report on past events. Comment is not a relaxed and not
involved account of events that does not include the reader or the writer/speaker (this is

what narrative does) but rather an account of events where someone is addressed.

To avoid any ambiguity, (3) the third question regards the tense correspondence
between the languages discussed by Weinrich (English, German, Italian, French,
and Spanish) and Aramaic. As Weinrich presents in detail only a handful of tenses, it
takes a little bit of reasoning to rehearse their distribution in language. On the one hand,
there are the narrative tenses which are represented by past simple (or passé simple,
passato remoto, perfecto simple) — this is the presto foreground narrative, and its
corresponding background lento narrative tense of imparfait. In Aramaic, their
correspondent is wgetal and wparticiple, respectively. On the other hand, we have the
comment tenses — for retrospective information, the present perfect (or passé compose,
passato prossimo, perfecto compuesto) is used. Because we are dealing with comment
(so there is a sense of past/present/future), present tense and future tense complete that
picture.*® Therefore, | suppose that when x—verb happens to be a comment passage (in
a sequence of narrative wqetal and wparticiple forms), the x—verb sentence of the form
xgetal creates the same effect in Aramaic as the one realised by the French passé
compose or the English present perfect (following Weinrich’s exposition); presumably,
the xparticiple has as equivalent the present tense. This will be clearer at the end of this

chapter.

This chapter examines five uses of the first word order: (i) xgetal as narrative,
conveying contrast in meaning with the preceding wqetal foreground (and a handful of
examples of xgetal as variation of wqetal); (ii) xgetal as comment retrospective; (iii)
xqetal as comment zero degree (foreground, in contrast with wqetal zero degree); (iv)
xparticiple as comment zero degree (background); and (v) xparticiple and xyiqgtul as

background of comment; the two examples of yiqtul as narrative anticiaption are also

9 Weinrich, 1978, 104-105.

0 Analysis of those texts of 1Samuel where comment tenses predominate (direct speech) is not the object
of this discussion. However, it is important to note that comment and narrative tenses are always mixed,
and this is one of the things that Weinrich takes for granted.
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included under this point.*** The presentation continues with further methodological

questions with regards to xqetal.

4.2 Question for xgetal /xparticiple

Besides presenting examples to support these ground rules, we will look for an answer
to two major questions. | will use them to introduce the relevant theoretical points of

Harald Weinrich and Alviero Niccacci.

(1) The first question regards retrospection. Before asking the question, we need to
outline what Niccacci thinks the word order does for BH. | presume that, at least in the
biblical text of 1Samuel, the word order of BH and Aramaic have the same function,
regardless of the interpretation of it one may have (mine: the two word orders represent

narrative and comment; Niccacci’s interpretation is outlined below).

In Alviero Niccacci’s text—linguistic interpretation of the BH (which inspired the text—
linguistic method for this thesis), narrative foreground is conveyed through wayyiqtol
(the equivalent of wgetal), a verb—first sentence, while all the other verbal constructs
recede into background.*** The change in word order in narrative is a sign of
background forms. *** In this interpreation, BH wayyigtol referst foregound, while BH
wqatal and x—verb sentences are background. This relies on the idea that the first
element in the sentence bears ‘emphasis’, and so if that emphasis is on the verb the
sentence is a foreground one; however, if it takes first position, the element x receives

this emphasis and ‘becomes the predicate of the phrase’.*** In this context, there is only

*1 For all tense parallelism supposed in this thesis, we need to keep in mind Weinrich’s comments on the
matter: ‘no tense of one language may be considered equal to a tense from another language. Each tense
is part of the temporal system of its language first, and only temporal systems can be compared’
Weinrich, 1978, 94.

2 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §140, p. 175.

3 In general terms we can state that any change in the normal (word) order of the clause, which means
every compound nominal clause (CNC [xgatal, xyiqtol sentences]) (8138), in both narrative and
discourse, has the linguistic function of marking information as belonging not to the main thrust of
communication (degree zero foreground) but to the secondary level (antecedent or background).” Cf
Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §135, p. 167.

4 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §6, p. 28.
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one narrative zero degree form, which is wayyigtol. **®> The morphological form of gatal
is present both in narrative and discourse passages and has two functions: gatal first
only occurs in discourse (‘never in narrative’); xqgatal occurs in narrative with a

‘retrospective’ trait (following Weinrich).**°

How does narrative proceed, in Niccacci's view? He answers that ‘[n]arrative develops
by means of a chain of WAYYIQTOLSs’. This position is correct, and my own analysis
of its correspondent form (wqetal) demonstrated that this is verified for Aramaic also.
This line of argumentation continues: ‘When this chain is interrupted (that is when a
verb form is used which is not a WAYYIQTOL) it shows that the writer wishes to
change the level of information from narrating events to his commentary on those same
events’. The examples of Genesis of 7:17-18 and 19 analyse the opposition between the
wayyiqtol series — as narrative and foreground, and xqatal form, respectively. The latter
represents ‘comment’ and ‘background’ (the word background does not appear in the
argumentation but next to the examples of the ‘comment’ xqatal). The same opposition

is asserted with similar situation of Genesis 4:2-5a and Exodus 1, 1-7.%’

Nevertheless, a close reading of Weinrich's work reveals a problem with putting the
sign of equality between ‘background’ and ‘comment’. This will become evident as this
section progresses. For the moment, we repeat that the opposition between foreground
and background is of linguistic perspective (presto versus lento narrative); the
opposition between narrative and comment is of linguistic attitude (relaxed versus
involved communication; the use of third person forms versus first and second person

448

forms™®). In the languages Weinrich analyses, the latter opposition creates clusters of

Group | (comment) and Group Il (narrative) tenses*®

that are in opposition with each
other; for example, if the English present perfect (a comment tense) appears at the
beginning (or end) of a past simple (a narrative tense) predominant episode, this does
not mean that present perfect is background of the narrative but that the author chose to
inaugurate (or conclude) the episode in a comment linguistic attitude. Background

narrative is the second kind of narrating — and because it is narrative, it excludes the

% Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §81, p. 112.

8 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §8, p. 30: ‘second position [...] QATAL can be labelled, in
Weinrich’s terminology, a ‘retrospective’ verb form’.

*7 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §9, p. 30-31.

“8 Weinrich, 1978, 25-26.

9 The chapter ‘Commented world, narrated world’ is focused on describing the difference between the
two; cf Weinrich, 1978, 36-73.
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idea of comment. Weinrich even suggests that the English (in contrast with the
Romance languages) has foreground/background relievo in comment passages too (i.e.
between simple present and present continuous);*° this also excludes any equality

between comment and background.

The third dimension of linguistic perspective (retrospective, zero degree, and anticipated
information) applies to both narrative and comment passages. In this specific grid: BH
wayyiqtol is a narrative, zero degree, foreground tense, for example (as is wqgetal); in
Aramaic wparticiple is a narrative, zero degree, background tense.

The point of this argumentation is to make evident that both narration and comment
have retrospection. In narrative this means an interruption of the zero degree line
advancing the plot with retrospective information; similarly, in comment, retrospective
information interrupts the present tense sequence to introduce events which happened

before the moment of speech.

We are getting near to our first question. While specific tenses, in English for
example, are allocated to retrospective comment and narrative (present perfect and past
perfect, respectively — so the difference is realised based on morphology), in Aramaic
this is obviously not possible morphologically — due to the morphologically limited
number of tenses (qetal, participle, yigtul, and, exclusively for comment, imperative). In
this context, the question is: which Aramaic verbal constructs combination (word-
order, adverbs, and other traits of narrative) create the retrospective narrative
meaning in Aramaic? In English, this type of information of conveyed through the use

of the past perfect.

For reasons of clarity, we need to anticipate the results of the analysis with regards to
this first question. Our approach to Aramaic verbal constructs was example—led
analysis, which read them with Weinrich’s and the Prague School’s methodologies.
With that in mind, we need to assert that this thesis supposes that in Aramaic of
1Samuel, xgetal is not in charge of suggesting narrative retrospect. This assertion does

not mean that the Aramaic does not have a narrative retrospect but that there is no clear

450 \Weinrich, 1978, 176.
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evidence for narrative retrospective as being conveyed by xgetal.*** We proposed that

xqetal be in principle reserved for comment.**?

As a result, if we keep to the meaning of
the linguistic sign and its precision, xgetal cannot hold both comment retrospective and
narrative retrospective, where wqetal, wparticiple and xparticiple combinations are

excluded from conveying it (cf the examples throughout the thesis).*

(2) The second question regards comment in indirect speech. 1Samuel
predominantly contains texts recounting events in temporal sequence, which are
occasionally interrupted by direct speech. Our hypothesis about first word order, as
signalling comment passages, allows the rise of the following question: if x-verb is a
comment verbal construct mixed with the narrative wqgetal/wparticiple, how can
one discern between comment xqgetal/xparticiple/xyiqtul forms (which may convey
theoretically retrospective, zero degree, anticipated information — we do not know
yet which combinations correspond to what position in this grid) from those x—
verb sentences which are simple variations of waqetal? This latter item is a
possibility, as the examples with narrative contrast x—verb sentences will show. Of
course, in light of the first question, one could also expand it to ask: which type of
sentence corresponds to narrative retrospection (narrated past) and to comment

retrospection (reported past), respectively?

The observation that comment and narrative tenses could also be mixed is not new. This
is evident from the multitude of examples present in Weinrich’s analysis. For
convenience, we shall take the English example of George Orwell’s Nineteen—Eighty—
Four. Weinrich shows the difference between narrating and commenting tenses by

comparing the actual narrative of Orwell with its summary by A. Lass — while narrative

1 Narrative retrospect is conveyed by a combination of the macro—syntactic sign mm with protasis in 73—
getal, cf 1Samuel 4:5ab; 18:6 cf the end of the section ‘Further on retrospection: comment xqetal against
wqetal narrative’, page 279.

%2 The form (i) xgetal of contrast is only used to create lexical contrast with the preceding waqetal or the
wider context, and has no influence on the comment/narrative opposition.

% The remaining constructs of nominal clause and xyiqtol (not discussed in this thesis) are unlikely
candidates for narrative retrospect in Aramaic, in my opinion.
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uses past simple and past continuous (foreground and background zero degree),

reporting is done through present tense (zero degree comment).***

Here we are talking about two different versions of the same events, and we can easily
find one novel where the author intervenes with present tense (or present perfect for
retrospective information, or future for anticipation). Looking for a narrative that mixes
comment (presente tense) and narrative (past simple) in indirect speech text, I came

across the beginning of Harper Lee’s To kill a Mockingbird:

‘When he was nearly thirteen, my brother Jem got his arm badly broken at the elbow.
When it healed, and Jem’s fears of never being able to play football were assuaged, he
was seldom self—conscious about his injury. [...] When enough years had gone by to
enable us to look back on them, we sometimes discussed the events leading to his
accident. I maintain that the Ewells started it all, but Jem, who was four years my

senior, said it started long before that.”*>°

Within the narrative sequence of the foreground past simple, along with the occasional
retrospective narrative ‘had gone’, the narrator introduces a first person present tense. In
Harper’s words, the events where long past (‘enough years had gone by’), which
justifies a detached narration with simple past; this inadvertently changes to an involved
opinion over the facts expressed with present tense, as it were, to us the readers. This is
despite the fact that the events do not matter anymore, not even for Jem, who had
suffered the injury, as he made a full recovery (even his fear of not being able to play

football passed).

The reader would be interested to see, in light of the xgetal comment retrospective, a
passage from present tense (comment zero degree) to comment retrospective English

present perfect:

% Weinrich, 1978, 61-62; Weinrich uses here George Orwell, Nineteen—Eighty—Four, 1950, 5 and A.
Lass, Fifty British Novels, NY, 1966, 343.

**° This is the first paragraph of H. Lee, To Kill a Mockingbird (London: Folio-Society, 1996). The same
type of substitution from narrative past simple to comment present tense and back can be found in J. D.
Salinger, The Catcher in the Rye (New York: Random House, 1951), 205-206: ‘Then I started walking
very, very slowly back toward old Phoebe’s room. I knew that the maid wouldn’t hear me because she
had only one eardrum. [...] She was pretty deaf and all. But my parents, especially my mother, she has
ears like a goddam bloodhound. So, | took it very, very easy when | went past their door. | even held my
breath, for God’s sake’. The italics mark the comment tense.
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‘We find the right grave easily enough; as the book says, it’s the only one with a
wooden cross instead of a stone. The cross has been recently painted and the grave is
planted with a miniature formal—garden arrangement of moss roses and red begonias;
the sweet alyssum intended for a border hasn 't quite worked. | wonder who planned it,
surely it wouldn't have been her. The old ladies have been here and have left a vase,
yellowish glassware of the kind once found in cereal boxes, with orange dahlias and
spikes of an unknown pink flower. We've brought nothing and have no ceremonies to

perform.**®

This is a fragment from Margaret Atwood who seems to use present tense to tell the
facts — it does not narrate as that is that is the function of past simple, according to
Weinrich; Atwood comments the facts by telling them with present (for zero degree: no
retrospective or anticipation) and present perfect (retrospective information). It creates
the effect of a commented communication which sometimes steers to the comment
present perfect (in italics) to introduce retrospective information: first it is used for
describing the church painting with passive present perfect; second, it is used to account

for the existence of a vase. Each time it returns to comment present.

Three different tenses introducing their own linguistic perspective and relievo
combination are mixed in the following passage: the past simple tense (zero degree
narrative), the present tense (comment zero degree), the present perfect continuous

(retrospective, comment), and future tense (comment anticipation).

‘On the dresser there’s a crumpled paper bag; inside it is a Welsh cake, a soft white
biscuit with currants in it. | bought it yesterday near the train station, asking in bakeries
crammed with English buns and French pastries, running through the streets in a crazed
search for local colour that almost made us late for the bus. Actually I bought two of
them. | ate mine yesterday, this one is his, but | don't care; | take it out of the bag and

devour it whole.

In the mirror I’m oddly swollen, as though I’ve been drowned, my eyes are purple—
circled, my hair stands out from my head like a second—hand doll's, there’s a diagonal

scarlike mark across my cheek where I’ve been sleeping on my face. This is what it

¢ Margaret Atwood, Dancing Girls and Other Stories: The Grave of the Famous Poet (London:
Jonathan Cape, 1982), 90.
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does to you. | estimate the weeks, months, it will take me to recuperate. Fresh air, good

food and plenty of sun.”*’

As we have already seen, this is a reported account of facts which shows three changes.
The first is from present comment to narrative zero degree, which narrates the
provenience of the bun, and returns as soon as that is accomplished (‘I bought it [...].
Actually | bought two of them. | ate mine”) to the present ‘this one is his’. The second
change is from the same present tense to a type of conditional (‘as though I've been

drowned”) described by Weinrich,**®

again present and a present perfect continuous of
comment for retrospective information about the cause of the ‘scarlike mark’ on her
face. The third is from the zero degree comment of present tense to the anticipation (still

comment) of future tense.

In Aramaic, these differences (comment/narrative) are not displayed morphologically;
however, there is nothing to prevent us from supposing that biblical narrative too could
support both narrative and comment constructs in the same apparently indirect speech—
only episode, sporadically interrupted by direct speech (introduced with anX). The mix
between comment and narrative is much more evident in direct speech, where any
sequence of BH wayyigtol or Aramaic wgetal would alert the reader that the passage is

not a report but that the speaker narrates.

4
d59

The difference between the worlds, narrated and commented worl as Weinrich calls

them, is much more obvious in modern languages. Within the tenses of group |

" Atwood, 1982, 96.

%58 Weinrich comments on the equivalent French conditional II il aurait chanté’: ‘It is evident that it does
not have the function of introducing a change of temporal perspective [i.e. to retrospect or anticipated
information], and it is not referring a different situation than that expressed with present [...] The
sentence has a limited validity: it is not an affirmation, neither a definition, but it should be intended as an
impression and it is found to be ingenious’. The example he uses is from A. Gide, Journal, 1889-1939,
entry of 19 of November 1912: ‘Paul Claudet est plus massif, plus large que jamais; on le croirait vu dans
un miroir déformant; pas du cou, pas de front; il a I’air d’un marteau—pilon...’, cf Weinrich, 1978, 258—
259,

¥ Commented and narrated world is the way in which comment and narrative as two opposed linguistic
attitudes are proposed in the second chapter of Weinrich’s ‘Tempus’. The opposition starts from the
opposition of persons, between first and second person (I/we and you) as belonging to ‘commented
world’ and that of the third person, which ‘indicates the [narrated] world with the exclusion of the speaker
and the listener of course as long as he is the object of discourse. The third person is a category of the
remnant/remainder’. In this context the syntactic ‘world’ is ‘the set of all possible objects of a
communication’ where ‘the world is generally divided in these types: speaker (‘transmitter’), listener
(‘receiver’) and ‘all the rest’ (remnant category).” In Weinrich’s own words, this is a ‘very approximate
division, which pushes the boundaries of the world by forcing it [to be understood] under one aspect’.
This one aspect refers to whether a communication addresses the speaker/listener or someone else, and
conversely it is a ‘commented’ world or a ‘narrated world’. This is called the ‘principle of the
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(comment) and group Il (narrative), French shows as comment tenses passé compose,
present, future (retrospective, zero degree, and anticipated information, respectively);
for narrative, passé simple/imparfait, foreground and background respectively (along
with the parallel double of retrospective passé anteriuer/plus—que parfait; other tenses
are used for anticipated information). Each of these tenses has a specific role in the
communication irrespective of their occurrence within or outside direct speech.
According to Weinrich, while narrative tenses signal the reader that ‘this is a narrative

passage’, the comment tenses indicated that ‘this is a comment passage’.*®

These are linguistic attitudes or manners which the writer/speaker adopts when
communicating. The plot of the same movie may be told with a comment tense (cf
passé compose) or with a narrative one (passé simple). In the first case, we report on the
movie — which, according to Weinrich, means: that ‘the facts are not narrated but
commented. [...] These are similar situations to those in the court of justice, so
sometimes they may include the account of circumstances. Effectively, to make a report

is not narrating, but commenting’.*®* In the second case, we narrate the movie.

Presumably, when the communication with comment tenses changes to a narrative
tense, the attitude changes as well, as the narrative tense that just occurred says, ‘this is
where the narrative starts’.*®? The difference between the two manners is of tension or
of implication: comment is something that regards the speaker/writer directly, there is a
pervasive state of tension (for example first and second person predominate in

comment); in narrative, that state of tension disappears as the recounting of events is

approximate selection of the world” and represents a ‘building block’ for syntax. cf Weinrich, 1978, 38—
40. | recall the argument of commented/narrated world in this discussion of the first word order (comment
xqgetal and xparticiple), because it provides the first elements of the syntax of comment, which are first
person and second person. Because it talks about the ‘remnant’ of a third person, narrated world does not
involve the agents of communication, i.e. the writer/reader. The writer and reader are only muted
witnesses to the events. As a result, narrated world employs time as a universal ordering device of events:
first, it tells us that the object of communication is unfamiliar and not directly related to first or second
person; second, the communication is temporarily ordered to make it universally intelligible. By contrast,
comment world or comment tenses, or just comment involves the writer/reader in the communication —
someone is addressed directly; in this respect, | suppose, the communication is ordered around exchange
of information these involved agents have.

80 \Weinrich, 1978, 37.

*1 \Weinrich, 1978, 104. He suggests here that present perfect, the English equivalent of passé compose is
generally used for reporting events.

*2 Weinrich, 1978, 64.
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passed through the ‘filter of narration” which imposes a distance between the narrator

and the events themselves (and, as a result, third person dominates).*®®

%83 \Weinrich, 1978, 109. He exemplifies this difference in English with the discussion of comment
passages (present perfect) and narrative passage in Thornton Wilder, The Ideas of March, 1950, 98-105.
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4.3 x-verb - between first and second word order

There is a difference between the first word order naturally displaying the x—verb
layout, and those cases where second word order (narrative) changes to x—verb layout as
a result of the external constraint of contrast. | will use the episode of 1Samuel 6:1-7:1
as an object for discussing (i) the x—verb sentence of contrast and (ii) ‘normal’ or

natural x—verb sentence (cf for text also Annex 3).

4.3.1 (i) Contrast xqetal - variation of second word order

First, the object—qgetal forms in 10d and 14e are two occurrences of contrast x—verb,
hence still narrative forms (cf the full text in the section of ‘4.3.3 (ii) Xxgetal as comment
retrospective’ below). The episode is divided into two sections (6:1-12: the counsel of
the Philistines regarding the Ark; 6:12—7:1: The return of the Ark). From verses 1 to 10
we have a succession of wqetal narratives which introduces direct speech (in 6:2a, 3a,
4a, 4c) followed by a succession of other three wgetal narrative and one object—getal
(10abcd).

wqet T X217 0 | 1Samuel 6:10; 14

wget I 10 1090 12N

woet XN2AY2 PI170KR)

wobjaet “XN22 192 1112 NN narrative of
contrast

Verses 11-13

wsubjaet Wnw nvanT YU S nnk xnoan comment

wget an mmpy | fetrospection

NCwtr RN27 RIIR JaM

woet RN93Y SUR N> 19X

wobjqet > O7p XYY IP°OK XNIN N7 narrative of
contrast

The first section is built around relating advice of the Philistine priest for the return of
the Ark; some of his instructions on the cows and the cart (the cows should be put to the
cart and their calves should be left at home) are related once as direct speech (verse 7cd
with wyiqtul — hence a w—verb sentence) and their application in narrative with the
sequence wgetal-object—getal (10cd). The ‘story’ of the cows and cart is picked up

again in 14de with the same sequence (wgetal-object—getal) relating their use as burnt—
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offerings. In these two cases, the object—qetal is used not to advance the narrative but to

present events attached to another theme.

In 10de we can say that the cows are more part of the plot than the calves, as the former
are used as means of transportation. This would justify their position in wqetal
foreground and object—qetal, respectively. By contrast, in 14de we cannot say that the
cart is more prominent than the cows to justify the same reality. Moreover, also we
cannot say that there is temporal juncture within the pair (any of the actions could have
come first in the pair). So, explaining the contrast in use (getal first for one, object—getal

for the other) has no valid explanation regarding foreground or temporal passage.

Nevertheless, we can make two observations. On the one hand, the wqetal (14d) is in
sequence with the previous wqgetal. On the other hand, while it does not contribute to the
temporal juncture, the object—qetal sentence only makes sense together with the wgetal
‘head’, with which it forms a special kind of connection, somewhere between
coordination and subordination. One could say that his is another type of double
sentence (protasis—apodosis) or that this connection is of contrast type. | use ‘head’ to
convey the sense of something which leads the narrative plot forward — i.e. because the

waqetal is there to accomplish that.

The function of this type of object—qgetal seems no different from a non-sequential
waqetal (which is w—verb sentence), which adds information to the body of narrative —
the only difference is that with object—getal the adding of information is done in a
contrastive way, the act of reversal suggesting this hint of contrast. From this point of
view, these types of object—getal (10d and 14e) are not x—verb sentences but a variant of
the second word order. This also justifies their translation with past simple of

foreground narrative.

This type of contrast is present also with subject—getal. If | am permitted generalisations
at this stage, most of the ensuing examples (at least the text in the first three tables) have
two things in common. First, they are used as end—of—episode forms (or end of panel for
those episodes which have two panels) — this may be checked with Annex 1 for the end
verse for each episode. Second, when this happens, the sequence of wgetal and subject—

getal leads the reader out from the narrative world of the episode.
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The simplest way of leading the reader out is through showing the characters exiting the

scene: the first character goes one way, the second goes the other.

waet S17Y AN X 17 TN 29:11
RNV ¥IRD 2nnh X19X2

wsubjoet ORYVIPY P00 RNWHD

wget 7ON"% PIRY TR 24:23bc

wsubjget S ROTXNY P00 NN TN

wget XYM 717 200 23:18bc

wsubjoet ;PR IR NN Panel ends

woet alp) 21:1

(theme: David)

waet OTR)

wsubjqet XNPY By 1N

wget XNMT2 RN TR 15:34ab

wsubjoet IIRUT RNVAND 70027 2290 IR

waget MG 717 9N 26:25ef

wsubjget PINRY 2N IR empty pair

In most of the cases, this ‘formula of exiting’ informs us about where the characters go.
To this end, they use verbs of movement (218, P20, 210, 07p), sometimes in a hendiadic
pair (21:1). The wqgetal can bear up to two infinitival constructions (cf 29:11: 5rn>
X19%2 and *xnw%o yIKkL ann?). Nevertheless, in 26:25ef, the pair wqetal-subject—getal is
so ‘empty’ of information, i.e. marking ‘exit’ of character is all it does in narrative, that
the reader is not event told where the characters go (‘David went on his way, while Saul
returned to his place’). This could be explained by the fact that it does not matter for the

narrative as this is last time they interact before Saul’s death.

Another way of leading out the reader from the episode is through a short remark on the
character (cf 1:24e: ‘the boy was a child’; 4:18f: ‘and he judged Israel for 40 years’),
which has no bearing on aspectual duration or progression of events. Instead, it impacts
on the contrast between the characters: the object—qgetal never expands in the same way
on Samuel’s parents (cf 1:24d) or Samuel’s death (4:18d) but it reverts the story

towards him as being young and towards his activity as judge, respectively.
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(theme: Samuel)

waet U 07 RWTPR N7 7N°NR) 1:24de
wsubjget P M RN
waet nom 4:18gef

crt

7P" X723 20 R

wsubjget

I YR PRI N0 7T R

A more elaborated way of ending the episode is through an elliptical ‘Samuel dismissed

all the people, each man to his house’ (where Samuel goes next is never explained),

with the effect of allowing for more than one party to leave the scene. One the one hand,

we have Saul going back home (cf 26a: subject—geta

|464

) followed by people who

believe in him (26b); on the other, there is a dissenting party of people who do not

support Saul introduced with another contrastive subject—getal (27a).

waet SPN°2% 123 Ky 9o 0o YRnaw now | 10:25d-27a
wsubjget RNV °N72% STR 2IRY AX) 20
wget RO P2MT 1723 KAY 70 NEP T0Y 19T
[cqet] P72 aTp 1 ROAT 1NRT
wsubjget TINR ’YYA M

Comment: they do not believe in David

el

TP HRWAY IR X

PONwD mm

The contrast xqetal narrative is also used in the corpus of the episode to break an

otherwise longer sequence of wqetal 25:13b and 14:41d.

waet X122 7R7 YR TNT N2 19700 25:13ef
wsubjgetal JRIM VAY 1IRNWR JRM narrative
wobjqet 70 RO I 921 AR YR Y| narrative

*% The presence of Ax does not affect the analysis of the sentence as wsubjget as it is only an adverb,

a conjunction.
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7% RONINYN

waet DIRWY TNIY° TIIRNNY 14:41cd

wsubjgetal PD1 R narrative

All of the previous examples are narrative, | would say, foreground and equal in

relievo/prominence with wqetal. Other contrast xgetal forms are:

- 13:2bcd: the divisions of Saul’s army 2bc, the rest is sent home 2d;

- 13:3c, 13:4a, 13:5a, 13:6a, 13:7a show a type of temporal juncture as they
contribute to the advancement of the plot from the convocation and choosing the
people for the army of Saul (2bcd —wqetal-subject—qetal), Jonathan’s success
(wgetal 3a), Saul’s calling to the people (3c¢), the people hear (4a and wqetal in
4d), etc.;

- 14:15b: there is trace (5) Ax,*®® but none of the other comment traces are present;

- 4:1d seems similar to a prelude xgetal of comment; nevertheless, it has a
narrative head in 4:2c, which prevents it from being comment;*®®

- 3:19b xqetal (‘And the word of God was with him’), there is a narrative head in
wgetal 3:19a; both 19a and 19b point to the common theme of Samuel — these
two form a strong connection against possible traces of comment: (2)
prominence for the coming episode (because God is with him, he receives
visions from him);

- 18:17f ("nx 7wuh — subject—qetal): Saul’s real intentions with David were not to
marry Merab as the wgetal of 7 suggests (17a—e) but to kill him by the hands
of Philistines — the xgetal of 17f introduce Saul’s inner thoughts;

- 19:10de: despite the comment word order, 10de is in narrative contrast with
19:10a, which acts as its narrative head: ‘Saul seeked to strike ... David [...] But

David fled and escaped’:

% The discussion of xqetal as comment is based on ‘traces’ of comment. Ax is trace (5) cf the list below
in bold letters.

%88 |_XX shows present tense in the equivalent sentences 4:1de (LXX has one more than MT and Targum
in 4:1b) for MT wayyiqtol-subject—qatal narrative, which mark a change from foreground aorist in 4:1c
(xoi €EMABev IoponA (aorist) ... xail mapepfarlovcv (present)... kail oi GAAOQLAOL TopepPariiovcty
(present)).
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waet RON22 7172191 7172 RN 1 9IRY ’y ' | 1Samuel
19:10-11a
waet QIR QTP M WONKY
waet XPN22 RN°IMR N0 ¥
wsbjget >y T
waet SR RO9°92 ArNURY
waet RIDXI POUPADY VNS 71T N2Y PINR PRY 19w

20:36ef: both xgetal forms because they have a narrative head in 20:36a with
which they have temporal juncture (not contrast): after Jonathan orders (wgetal
of 2mx) the servant to run (direct speech), the servant runs (xgetal), and the
former shoots the arrows (xgetal); the same model repeats in 20:41ab: after the
order to return to the city, the servant goes (xqgetal), and David comes out

(xqetal).
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4.3.2 Traces of comment and subject-qetal in 4:10-11

With the next example, the narrative traits seem to have less presence, leaving space for
interpretation as comment. An almost poetic way of closing the episode is that of 4:10-
11: after recounting the battle in 10abc (‘The Philistines fought, Israel was
conquered/broken, and people fled, everyone to his own city’— narrative wgetal forms),
there is a sequence describing the impact of the battle. It contains two wgetal forms
(‘and the blow was very hard, and 30.000 foot soldiers were killed” — non-sequential
wqetal forms) and two subject—getal sentences recounting a further impact of two losses
(the Ark and the two sons of Eli).The Ark is a part of the ‘great blow’; the other is in
line with the numbers of people lost.

waet XNwHD X2p ARy | 1Samuel 4:10-11
waet DRI 1720
waet SNIPY D23 105K
waet X719 RN27 XN MM
waet 2937 923 1D 1PNDN DRI 120PNR
wsubjget MWK T RIINT
wsubjget :0N°9Y °1017 T20UPNR P9¥ °32 7N

The poetry of it resides in arranging the four losses in two pairs with different verbal
constructs. Also, in the course of the arrangement, the numbers are not grouped but
divided. The blow was great, such number died, the Ark (which is the ‘great blow’ cf
4:13 — Eli’s was worried about the Ark, not his two sons, and this is listed as the reason
of his death 4:18), two more died.

These are two ‘stubs’: one closing Eli’s line of descendants (that legally could have
challenged Saul and fulfilled the prophecies of 2:37-36); the other opens the story
towards this being the cause of Eli’s death (cf 14:17a: when he heard about the Ark, he
fell) and towards the two narrative episodes in chapter 5 (plagues of Philistines) and
chapter 6:1-7:1 (the return of the Ark).

Taking into consideration the signification of this information in 11ab and the “poetic’

contrast of the passage, it is worthwhile returning to the two questions at the beginning:
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because this looks like a comment passage, is it possible that the linguistic attitude has

changed from narrative to comment?

Anyone looking for hard evidence to support this proposal is at a loss not because this is
not possible, but because there are not many verbal constructs to work with in the first
place. If the author intends this to be comment, he or she does not have the recourse to
specific comment tenses to work with as the English triad of present perfect, present, or

future, which are different from the narrative tenses (past perfect, simple past).*®’

At this point, if one permits the narrator also to speak in a narrative (this is what
comment does, as we have seen in the case of Harper Lee and Margaret Atwood), then

8 of comment-world scattered around the

one needs to take into account traces*
narrative. Two of the traces have been already presented: the apparent poetical

arrangement and the prominence of the two stubs for the coming narrative.

A short digression will explicate ‘trace’. In his attempt to ‘deconstruct the
transcendental signified’, Derrida indicates that, in Spivak’s words, the ‘‘being’ of sign’
(graphic or sound) is ‘half of it always ‘not there’’ and the other half always ‘not that’.
Spivak continues with the comment that ‘the structure of the sign is determined by the
trace or track of the other which is forever absent. The other [sign] is never to be found
in its full beirg’ (cf Translator’s Preface, xvii). The French word trace suggests
“footprint, imprint’ (xv) ‘or even the spoor’ (cf xvii). In this context, ‘The sign must be
studied ‘under erasure’ [an example the erased beinrg of Heidegger] always already
inhabited by the trace of another sign which never appears as such’; and here is the
moment where the analysis of signs, ‘semiology’, gives way to ‘grammatology’ (cf
Translator’s Preface, xxxix). ‘For Derrida, however, a text, as we recall, is a play of
presence and absence, a place of the effaced trace’ (Ivii). Spivak points out that the first
proposer of the structuralist project, Ferdinand de Saussure in his Cours de linguistique
générale, is not a ‘grammatologist’ as Derrida, as the former ‘having launched the
binary sign [it includes the signifier which stands for the meaning of the signified], he
did not proceed to put it under erasure. The binary opposition within the Saussurian

creed is in a sense paradigmatic of the structure of structuralist methodology’ (Iviii).

“7 All are comment and narrative tenses attested as such by Weinrich.

“8 Trace is a term borrowed and expanded to account for the existence of the so—called ‘arche—writing’
by Jacques Derrida from Martin Heidegger, cf Translator’s Preface of Gayatri C. Spivak to Derrida and
Spivak [trans], 1976/1997, xvi—xvii.
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This structuralist methodology pervades both methods we use, FSP and text—linguistics.
From Spivak’s observation about the basic concept of structuralist enterprise — which is
the sign and the relation implied by its existence between signifier and signified — it is
evident that they are inherently unequipped to offer a view over these traces. Neither
FSP nor text—linguistics are built to read the erased signs of the ‘palimpsest’ that is the
object of this section: comment passages in Aramaic indirect speech. This is not a
criticism of the structuralist approach but the latter could with advantage be opened to
the notions of trace and symptom*®® which have been necessary for answering questions

of this thesis posed by the cases of Aramaic and Biblical Hebrew.

Coming back to our text, lack of the narrative ‘head’ of wqetal narrative is a further
trace of comment: the wqetal recounting the death of 30.000 soldiers (4:10e) is not
really in any temporal connection with the loss of the Ark (11a). The two subject—getal
sentences are practically ‘free’ from the narrative as in the sequence of events of the

section (4:1-11) they are collateral losses rather than events, constitutive to the plot.

If that is not enough for the sceptical reader to consider these two sentences as part of
the commented world, let us look at the direct speech of 4:17, where the messenger

reports to Eli what happened in the war:

wget “0an7 2°nxy 7 | 1Samuel 4:17
wget mlahy
get SRNWYD OTp 12 ORI TOR
wsubjget Ry NI RN27 XN ORI
wsubjget D991 °107 Y2VPNR T12 1IN AN
wsubjget 2ANWR 0T RNIN

*%9 The term symptom, another concept of Derrida’s philosophical discourse, has been briefly introduced
in the section of wgetal to account for the idea of explaining grammar through its exceptions, rather than
through its normal uses.

268



470 of 17¢, we have the same combination of

After the comment getal retrospective
subject—getal in three instances. What was before recounted with the proper narrative
waqetal form of 4:10d (x7r% ®n27 xnnn mm) and with subject—qetal (11ab) is turned into

a comment in with subject—getal including 10d with &»y2 177 XN29 XNk AR,

Staalduine—Sulman senses that these are comment forms and translates with present
perfect the forms of 4:17 (‘Israel has retreated ..., and there has also been a great ...,
your two sons also, have been killed and the ark of the LORD has been captured.”) but
with narrative simple past 4:11: ‘And the ark of the LORD was captured; and the two

sons of Eli were killed”).*™

If the wording and the word order of the ‘narrative’ 4:11 are
the same with the obvious comment 4:17, one can assume that the values of the tense
and of the word order are constant, and hence translate 4:11 with the correspoding
comment tense: ‘And the ark of the Lord has been captured; and the two sons of Eli

have been killed’.

Two realities come to fore at this point: it is very likely that the subject—getal is a
comment form whenever some comment traces are in place; second, if it occurs two
times in this report, the adverb ax should become one of the traces for comment,
whenever it is found indirect speech passages. The list of comment traces at this point
amounts to five: (1) poetical disposition of information; (2) prominence of the
information for current or next episodes; (3) lack of narrative ‘head’; (4) similarity
with attested comment passages; (5) and the presence of nx.*”> The force of the
narrative second word order (or verb first sentence) is so overwhelming that none of

these five items can turn what we called the variation of xverb into comment verbal

*° This is because Niccacci attests the initial qatal (in BH) as comment past or retrospective, cf Niccacci
and Watson [tr], 1990, 8§22, p. 41 and on p. 42 other examples. It seems that in these instances second
word order (narrative) is used for a comment passage. The contradiction between the postulate of this
thesis (first word order indicates comment) and the reality of gatal initial as comment needs discussion in
a future analysis of direct speech. In light of the analysis of the texts in this chapter, we are able to assert
that the difference between first and second word order is instrumental in delimiting comment from
narrative passage in indirect speech. Nevertheless, we are not able to say anything about the impact of
word order in direct speech passages. Niccacci’s analysis in this situation is as good as any.

"1 Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 240 and 238.

42 Conversely, an analysis of direct speech would need to assert similar traces for narrative, when the
form of communication is dialog/direct speech. Narrative and comment are two modes of communication
which are mixed in direct speech and indirect speech (two forms of communication) — the difference
mode/form is similar to that of material/shape in considering the properties of an object. While narrative
feels more at home in indirect speech, there is nothing to prevent it from being present in indirect speech
(cf the narrative wgetal in 12:8b—10b and 11a-12c part of Samuel’s address to the people presenting
his/God’s side of the story of Israel).
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construct. They work together (here the four of them) so that the reader can pick up the

changed situation in linguistic attitude from narrative to comment.
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4.3.3 (ii) xqetal as comment retrospective

The pair of the subject—qetal forms of 4:11 opened the possibility of interpreting these
forms as comment verbal constructs. Let us now turn to 1Samuel 6:10-14 commented
above to discuss the subject—getal forms. After the last preparations for returning the
Ark (verse 11 — one wqetal), the cows guide the cart to Israel’s territory (12a wqetal)
and then we are informed about the joy of the people of Beth—shemesh for receiving
back the Ark (verse 13: subject—participle and three narrative wqetal). The predominant

tense in these verses is wgetal narrative advancing the narrative up to Beth—shemesh.

Once the story gets to this point, there is a change in perspective — while up to here we
have a narrative thread following the Ark — once this has reached its destination, the
story goes on to report, rather than narrate, what separate actors are doing. Four of them
are introduced — all with subject—qetal: the cart (14a which stops at a certain place), the
Levites (15a they take care of the Ark according to their duty), the people of Bet—
shemesh (15c — they offer a sacrifice), and the Philistine captains (16a they witness
everything). These subject—qetal act as ‘head’ for the following wqetal (14b, 15b, 15d,

16b) which is in temporal sequence with its ‘head’.

woet 7 X123 17w 0 | 1Samuel 6:10-16

waet P27 770 NN 112N

waet XN?3v2 PP1OR

wobjqet 'XN°22 170 P32 N narrative of
contrast

Verse 11: last preparations

woet WAY-N2 HIN DY AR RDIN RINIRY
xqetal 21°n 121X 71 XW202
wpart YN
wlaget R21091 X117 IRVO RN

wsubjpart | :wnwmnTa QN TV PTINA PIIR SRNWHD 10

wsubjpart RN PPN TN PTIN Wartnaa

waget NPV N2 19PN
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waet R11IR N7 M

waet TN IRTM

wsubjget Wt nanT YT 5P Nk ko comment
retrospective

waet 720 N

NCwtr XN27 XIAX 72M

woet RNV SUR N7 19X

wobjqet 2 DTP RNPY IPOR kNN | narrative of

contrast

wsubjget TMYT RN NN 1T RNOK DY INMR ORPDY Comment

[NC] X777 1) T retrospective

waqet N9 RIAR OV IR | it continues comment

retrospective

wsubjqet 7Y IP°OR Wnt~n2 72 Comment
retrospective

waet 2 07R RITIT R PYIP NI 100N idem 15b

wsubjget W ORNW9D 1Y Kuinm Comment

retrospective

waet SR KPP PIPYY 1am idem 15b

At this point, one can ask: is there a temporal junction between these heads of subject—
getal (14-16)? One could presume from their arrangement that there is a progression of
the plot from 14a (the cart came to Joshua’s filed) to subject—getal of Levites taking
over to the cart with the Ark (15a) to the second one (15c) where the people offer
sacrifice, and ending with (16) the Philistines seeing and returning home. One could
suppose that the fact that the Philistine captains witness the previous two events
(Levites” action and the sacrifice of Beth—shemesh) could add to creating a narrative
plot.

Nevertheless, this interpretation produces a redundancy within the entire episode: if we
interpret these subject—getal-waqetal pairs as part of the plot, there are two sacrifices by

the same people of Bet—shemesh (cf 14de and 15cd) for the same event. We established

272



that the object—qetal forms of 10d and 14e are (contrast) narrative along with their
waqetal narrative head which suggests that narrative is present; the redundancy suggests
that what we have in the second recounting of 15cd is a comment report on the same

events.

After the first comment retrospective of 14ab, the narrator decides to introduce a
narrative section in 14cde followed by his own commentary in 15ab. This commentary
as report on the narrated events is probably intended to instruct the reader about how
one should behave around the Ark. It is the Levites who are responsible for its handling
(15ab), as the people offer sacrifices in its presence (15cd). The last pair reporting the
observation of the Philistine captains appears in this context as a way of ending the
story before the lists of the remaining verses (6:17-18) and the little narrative sequence
of waetal bringing the Ark to another residence in Kirjath—jearim (6:19-7:1). A further
problem posed by the interpretation of these pairs as narrative would be the fact that in
16a the Philistines see the events within the country of Beth—shemesh, which is in slight
discordance with 6:12e, where we are told that they came as far as the border. A
narrator reporting on the events may share this information outside narrative and avoid
the discordant note. As a side note, the subject—participle in 6:12e is a comment zero

degree, so in 6:16ab the narrator closes his own comment stub inserted before.

Besides the redundancy, a further argument is the signal conveyed by the ‘head’ which
is not of a narrative wgetal (trace of comment (3)). If one is to suppose a contrast form
for wagetal narrative (where the word order is predicate—subject—complement), subject—
getal-complement seems the obvious choice. Because the subject—qetal becomes ‘head’
in these pairs, point 3 above is modified: (3) lack of narrative ‘head’ and/or the presence

of a comment head (as xqetal) represents one further trace of comment.

None of the other traces of comment is present but we can add another one to the above

list: (6) apparent redundancy within the episode.

Consequently, the episode of 6:1 proceeds, after the narrative wqetal forms in 6:14de
with three pairs reporting on the events after the arrival of the Ark changing the
narrative to comment. The translation proceeds as Staalduine—Sulman has it in verse 14
(comment retrospective) and then passes to present perfect comment: © (14) The cart has

gone to the field of ... and has stayed there. And a great stone was there; and they split
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up ... and sacrificed the cows ... (15) And the Levites have taken down the ark of the

LORD ..., and have put them upon .... And the men of Beth-shemesh have sacrificed

... and have slaughtered .... (16) And the five chiefs of the Philistines have seen it, and

they have returned that day to Ekron.’

As an important note, the wagetal forms of 15bd and 16b are no longer narratives

because their ‘head’ is comment — in this context, wgetal continues a comment form.

Finding further examples of xgetal as comment should not be difficult given the specific
6 traits of comment listed above. Also, the particle (7) 8 is a comment introducing
particle.*” To the list of these 7 items, 1 also think forms of (8) prelude xqetal should be
added (or first verbal constructs of the episodes other than wgetal) — this is developed
below. I will list the passages where | think comment retrospective xgetal is visible with

the number of the ‘trace’ that supports the analysis as such:

- 3:1b: (3), (2) — it shows how rare the vision of Samuel was in those days;

- 5:3b and the sequence in 5:4b-5 introduced is by (7) xm, (2), (3) the state in
which the people of Ashdod find the idol is, one of the main ‘plagues’ which
generate the passing of Ark to Gath;

- 5:12a: it has no narrative head (3); and it displays a type of (6) redundancy with
11bc (& i vy X1 RDup &nap 9232) as the idea of deadly plague is also

contained in 12 (x123 1n°» 897); the content of the ensuing wqetal ( DX NP°H0?

X n°xh XNIpP) also contributes as reporting on the gravity of the plague,
rather than narrating hard facts;

- 11:5a with &m (7); 14:20c-22 with &m (7), in 21c there is ax (5): 14:20c-22 is
very similar with the sequence of 6:15ab, 6:15cd and 6:16ab, as they describe
what three separate sections presumably of Philistines do: the lack of unity
between the people in the Philistine camp (20c); the Hebrews that sided with the
Philistines at first (21); and the Hebrews on Mount Ephraim (22a);

- 28:3abcd (subject—qgetal and 3 wgetal comment) because (3) it has no narrative
head, (2) it offers the first justification (Samuel is dead) for Saul’s appealing to a
diviner; also it has a poetical disposition of information as the lamentation of the

478 xm1 is a comment form which occurs in indirect speech. Its proper examination requires examination of
proper direct speech passages. As we are only looking at indirect speech, the interpretation is to be taken
as such.
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people is repeated (cf 3b and 3d); LXX interprets 28:3c (only) with present tense
‘they bury him in Ramah’ as in ‘[today/now], he is buried in Ramah’ —
ultimately LXX senses the comment manner of this communication but it
allocates it a zero degree (present), instead of retrospective;

28:3e: (3); (2) — it offers the second justification (diviners were banned from the
country) for Saul’s appealing to a diviner to get answers to his questions;

17:20f comment retrospective: lack of narrative head (3) — the previous wgetal
refers to David getting to his brothers’ camp and this results in no contrast with

20f recounting the movement of Saul’s troops to the battle line.

4.3.3.1 The xqetal form as narrative variation to wqetal

The examination of the passages in this list brought about another important trace of

comment (8) lack of contrast. More examples of xgetal comment were present in the

initial list of xgetal comment retrospective, which qualified as such based on the above

mentioned traces (mostly because of lack of narrative head and prominence in the

context — points 2 and 3). Nevertheless, a wider interpretation of ‘contrast’ (not only

with the preceding waqetal) resulted in accepting the narrative status for xgetal forms

which displayed contrast with the surrounding wgetal narrative. The effect is that these

xgetal forms have the same very strong connection with narrative and thus they are a

variation of the wqetal narrative:

19:1b the subject—qetal of shows Jonathan who is very fond of David which is in
contrast with 1a where Saul plots to kill David;

30:9c subject—getal: there is no obvious contrast between 9c and 9b (all men of
David went to up to river of Besor) — the contrast occurs with 30:10a, where
only 400 out of 600 men pursue the enemy along David;

18:25e subject—qetal: the contrast is with the direct speech (cf 25bcd, which is
rheme of 18:25a): overtly, Saul offers his daughter’s hand in marriage; covertly,

he hopes David would be killed in the attempt;
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waet SIRY MR | 1Samuel 18:25

advyiqtul T2 NN P
NCrt TPTI2R 1002 ROYNY R KD
NCr R297 X102 RYIDNKRT SRNWHD NHIY RN

wsubjget SROWHDT X772 77 N7 00N W DIRA

24:8c: subject—qetal of Saul exiting the cave is in connection with narrative head
wqetal in 24:8a (David and his men remain in the cave) — these two pieces of
information are divided by 8b (David prevents his men from attacking) — the
connection is less of contrast but it 8c is still narrative;

Episode 25:1e—44 contains three xgetal forms in 25:42d, 25:43a and 25:44a, all
narrative forms. Their narrative trait derives from the presence of a narrative
head in 42c (for 42d), 42f (for 43a) and 43b (for 44a) and from the fact that they
share a common theme: 43a and 44a — ‘wife of David’; 42d shares the theme of

‘Abigail preparations’
waet nxomRy 2 | 1Samuel 25:42-44
a
waet DR NPy | b
waet XA By navom | ¢
wsubjaet T22P T2IR RN wonm | d
waet 717 OTAIR N2 NYIRY | €
waet R Y mm | f
wobjget HRYIPN TIT o1 avrAR M | a
waet PV R PN aR axm | b
wsubjget | 777 nnX 7002 P e 2 e Y| a
jarrblay Si7ebrian Rl ll)

25:37de: the sequence is wgetal and xqetal. There is a discernible narrative head
in 37d but no contrast; the 37e xqgetal retains the narrative status because it

describes, along with its narrative head, the pain of Nabal,
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4.3.3.2 Conclusive remarks on xqetal comment retrospective versus wqetal narrative
zero degree
Our description of xgetal and wgetal revolved around the two key words of narrating
and reporting, respectively. To put it in the context of the narrative wqetal/wparticiple
zero degree of foreground/background, xgetal supposes comment retrospective, which
IS not zero degree — this being the first difference. Admittedly, both narrative wqetal and
xgetal comment retrospective talk about the past information, thus, they are in a certain
kind of competition to be chosen by the author.*’* That means that the author has a

choice, from which his freedom of using one or the other derives.

This choice is influenced, again following Weinrich, by how distant or involved the
author wants him and us to be in the communication. If the aim is to create distance and
remoteness for a story which does not concern us directly, the narrator uses wqetal, a
form which says something of the sort ‘this happened in the past’. By contrast, if the
narrator is looking to create a sort of connection between those interacting with the story
(he by writing it and us by reading it), he uses a comment retrospective xgetal, which,

consequently, says ‘this has happened in my/your past’.

The effect of the involved comment communication is morphologically visible in the
modern languages Weinrich analyses but through morphology and comment traces in
Aramaic. One may reject that this or that xqetal is a comment retrospective; however,

the reality of comment retrospective function is there, as our few example showed.

The examples of xqgetal as contrast and as ‘variation’ (both of narrative) demonstrate
that, besides a discernible narrative head, there is a further element which prevents them
to be comment: a connection or a contrast with the wider context of narrative nature.
While the case of the forms in 25:42-44, all xqgetal had both a wqetal and a connection
with the narrative context (themes of ‘wife of David’ and ‘Abigail’s preparations’), for
18:25e the contrast was with narrative head of 18:25a, because 25bcd is the rheme
(hence integral part) of the 25a. So 25e is covert contrast with the entire message of 25a.
A similar kind of narrative variation was displayed in 25:37e.

474 Past does not refer to the idea that the story is in our or author’s objective past, but to the fact that all
information when recounted becomes past, not matter if the story takes story in the past, present, future.
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As a result, xgetal comment forms need to be tested with the wider context to see their

narrative aspect and decide after whether they still meet the criteria for comment.
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4.3.4 Further on retrospection: comment xqetal against wqgetal narrative

So far, our exposition was focused on outlining the comment traces that these xqgetal
convey in contrast with narrative. We need at this point to discuss why these comment
forms are retrospective. Our discussion will look at Weinrich’s terms of retrospection

and anticipation and their application to Targum Aramaic.

Retrospection and anticipation are ‘relational concepts’, as Weinrich dubs them,
because they are the harbingers of a different way of looking at tenses. In short,
Weinrich rejects that tense is explainable on the basis of ordo rerum proposed by the
ancient (Protagoras, Homer, Plato, Augustin) and modern (F. Schiller) sages, who
divide time in past, present, future. Its omnipresence in all cultures and times, for
Weinrich, induces a sense of triviality: ‘A doctrine that was vulgarised becomes trivial’.
This is not to say that it is not true (which is not for us to decide) but that ‘a linguistic
theory of verbal tenses cannot be derived from an always conventional ordo rerum’.
Instead, he proposes, as basis for the explanation of tense and time, the ‘process of
communication’: it supposes a speaker and a listener and a linear disposition of
message. The linguistic signs have linear disposition which impacts on tenses. In the
course of the text or oral linear communication, the speaker/writer may also tell what he
calls a ‘pre—information’ or a ‘post—information’ with regards to the moment where this
is introduced.*’”®> Tense is in charge with conveying this particular information: the

sentence is linear, retrieved, or anticipated.

Looking at the message from the perspective of a relation between the ‘pre—
information’ or retrospection eliminates non-linguistic questions about tenses: Is this
my (the reader) or the author’s past? Is that in author’s future and my past (as reader) or

in our future both? In this sense, the idea of tense and time are trivialised.

In text—linguistics, the sequence of tenses (as one sign in a linear disposition of signs)
amounts to create text time (Weinrich); it is roughly equivalent to and widely known as
the literary critic term of sujet. This linear disposition of signs depicts a reality which is
real time (Weinrich), better known as the literary term of fabula. When it interrupts to

introduce a ‘pre—information’ (or a ‘post—information’), text time diverges to retrospect

475 \Weinrich, 1978, 77.

279



(or anticipation) to depict real time information.*’”® The difference between the two
terminologies is that, while sujet/fabula still looks at the time*’’, for Weinrich, text time
and real time refer only to the linearity of events or order of events. For him, origo, or
the point of reference, belongs within the linear text which contains the relation between

post—information or pre—information.

With regards to Aramaic, the situation is more complicated because of the few
morphological tenses. Also, one needs to take into account the double word order (of
narrative and comment). The low number of tenses limits what one can do with the

language without creating ambiguity.

Here, we sadly need to give in to the trivial temptation of triad of past—present—future to
make this clearer. First, we need to recognise that narrative zero degree and xqetal
comment retrospective are two competitors for depicting pre—information (not to count
the presumed narrative retrospect cf note below discussion on 4:5a). We can call pre—
information that part of our time experience, the speaker/writer, which is before our
linear now. The quality of this linear time of the past is dependent on the way in which
we posit the origo (point of reference) inside or outside the narrative sequence. So with
regards to us, narrative zero degree or xqgetal comment are kinds of describing past. In

the following, we shall look at the role of origo.

The function of advancing narration forwards belongs to the wqetal form, presumably
within narrator’s and our time. Hence, the wqetal refers past information which includes
our origo (narrator’s and ours), because the story’s plot is aligned with our past. The
wgetal advances the narrative time both towards the end of the story and towards our

point in time, when we, as its future users of the text, read it.

By contrast, xgetal comment is still conveying what for us is past information, with the
crucial difference that there is no sequence at all to be going forward to us (from the
point of view of past—present—future). To take the example of the comment xgetal of
6:15ab, 6:15cd; and 6:16ab (cf above), what the people, the Levites, and the captains of
Philistine are not recounted as a sequence of wqgetal (advancing the narrative) but with a

*7® Weinrich, 1978, 78.

7 A classical development of these concepts is Genette’s account of their components of order, duration,
and frequency within the literary work of Marcel Proust. Cf Genette, 'Time and Narrative in A la
recherche du temps perdu’, in Aspects of Narrative, 93-119.
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comment xgetal as this is part of narrator’s report or, strictly referring to this passage,
narrator’s teaching by their example. Temporal juncture is not of interest for the
narrator, rather showing that the roles are divided with regards the manipulation of the
Ark (people sacrifice, Levites handle it, foreigners are not involved in the process but
allowed to look). From this perspective, xgetal comment retrospective has no interest in

creating a sense of time passage or advancing the plot as wqetal does.

Returning with the limits of text time and real time of Weinrich, the difference between
wqetal and xgetal comment retrospect derives from the point of view (origo) that the
narrator chooses when presenting information. If he intends to produce a non-involved
passage, he uses narrative wqetal, where origo remains within the text, determining the
zero degree linearity. The information of 6:15-16ab would have taken the trait of list
observed on few occasions (cf the examples in the section ‘Non—sequential wqetal’ on

page 161%7®

); by contrast, if he comments, this involves the narrator — an involvement
which impacts on the disposition of origo. This origo shifts from being within the text
(with wqetal) to taking into account the first person of the author who is addressing us
as second person. In that sense, it becomes retrospect as referring to no time at all. The
linear communication of comment does show a comment retrospection/anticipation
(when two people converse, as their origo is there with them) but when it occurs in
indirect speech, comment is not interested in positioning the event in time (at least in

Aramaic).

Let us look at 25:14a to see this more closely. With the succession of wqetal forms in
13cde (ended with the xqetal (13f) of narrative contrast), the narrative of David
advances forward until the moment of gathering the troops to punish Nabal; this stops
when the narrator intervenes with comment xqetal reporting retrospective information

(25:14a) but not from the point of view of time.

woet S92 7997 nR) | 1Samuel 25:15-21

Direct speech: 13b

waet 72T N 23N | C

waet TN TR PN | d

#78 1 associated them with the idea of constancy (cf feelings 28:20¢ (‘David was afraid’), physical traits
10:23d (Saul ‘was taller than all the people’)), but also observing their listing abilities cd 28:5bc (Saul
‘was afraid and his heart trembled inside him”).
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waet X723 787 Y2IXRD 717 N2 90001 | €

wsubjgetal :X°I1 0NY IRNYKR 1R | T narrative of contrast
wobjaet T RO N 921 NNR D3R comment
direct speech follows S RIS retrospective

Direct speech: 14b-17

waet 230K NRUTINY
waet ... D°1197 1¥°73 JNRA N2°0N
18c—20: it shows the movements of Abigail and David
woet N Ny
theme Abigail
wsubjget R T comment
direct speech follow retrospective

Let us see why. From the context of the direct speech (14b—17) there is no way to assert
whether Abigail finds out about Nabal’s abuse before or after David gathers his men.
The servant only talks about events from Nabal’s house side of the story. As neither the
indirect or direct speech in 25:14-19 recounts anything happening on the opposite side,
there is no temporal correlation (comment trace (3) lack of narrative head) between
David’s and Abigail’s story before verse 20, where they meet. Consequently, after the
xqetal contrast (narrative) in 13f, narrator’s comment takes over the communication to
report the event of Abigail finding out about Nabal’s mistake. This is prominent
information (comment trace (2)) for the episode because Abigail finds out and pleads
with David to spare their life. As there is no temporal correlation, 14a is
reporting/commenting the events on the sides implicated in the plot — the narrator starts
commenting on the gravity of the events in 14a and introduces the direct speech to make
it more veridical. After the direct speech introduced 14a, narrative time resumes in 18a.

Again the same lack of temporal juncture occurs in 21a, as the subject—getal is not
interested in time but in reporting who spoke first when they meet. It is obvious that

they need to be face to face before they can talk to each other.
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4.3.4.1 Narrative retrospect - the opposite equivalent of comment retrospect

Subordination is not part of our discussion in this thesis. Nevertheless, in order to
confirmed that xgetal of comment retrospect cannot be confused with narrative
retrospect, we need to make the point that the latter is conveyed with a type of

subordinate sentence introduced by 75 (when), cf the example in 4:5a:*"°

MSwaet mm° | 1Samuel 4:5
cqet RNW32 ™7 X%P TR RDX 7D
waet K27 X227 XU 93 12727

‘And it happened when the Ark had come into the camp that all Israel sounded a mighty
alarm signal’. If one does not consider conjunction an x element, »7 R2p IR RDR 7D
Xn>wn? is a narrative sentence (second word order) which takes the place of retrospect
narrative (cf also 18:6b; 8:1a; and 30:1b in the section ‘71 as macro-syntactic sign’

above).*®

MM seems to be an integrant part of creating narrative retrospect. This type of
examples leads to the possible conclusion that xgetal is not concerned with narrative

retrospective, there seem to be a standard way of creating it.

Still, there is the problem of ambiguity, as xgetal receives too many functions for us to
decode correctly each time. Within the overall context of this section, the trace should
lead us from the affirmative answer to the question of comment, to that of discerning
between comment xgetal as retrospect and zero degree. While in the former case there
was little room for ambiguity (as narrative and comment provide sufficient traces for
differentiating between them), when the question passes into comment, the difference
becomes opaque, especially within the indirect speech. To put this into perspective, the
answer to this question is similar to finding a way to discern the conditions in which the
grammatical form of xqgetal is acting as equivalent of the English present perfect
(comment retrospect) or as simple present tense (comment zero degree). Ultimately, we
need to find a specialised comment trace for either retrospect or zero degree to

overcome the ambiguity.

*9 English has the form for narrative background ‘he had laid’.
0 1n view of these examples, it seems that a positive answer to the Aramaic narrative retrospect comes
from subordination.
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4.3.5 (iii) xgetal as comment zero degree (first part)

The previous section on comment retrospective xgetal outlined the cases where this
verbal construct is set aside from the narrative contrast xgetal, through a number of
comment traces. This first part of the discussion aims to provide a short discussion of
the context in which one advances from the already elaborated xgetal forms of (i)
narrative (contrast) and (ii) comment retrospective to (iii) xgetal as comment zero

degree. These three forms are in a different kind of opposition with each other:

- in meaning: wgetal narrative (one character goes this way) with (i) xqgetal
narrative (the other character that way); there is no text-linguistic distinction
between them — the opposition is only at lexical level,

- with the other two types of xqetal there is a text—linguistic difference:

o in the way information is disseminated: while wqetal narrates in zero
degree, (ii) xgetal comment retrospective reports information; text—
linguistically, they differ in linguistic attitude (narrative/comment,
respectively) and in linguistic perspective (zero degree versus
retrospective information, respectively);

o wagetal narrates in zero degree and (iii) xgetal comments in zero degree,
hence there is an opposition of linguistic attitude (narrative versus
comment). The change in Aramaic is similar to the substitution of
English past simple/past continuous with present tenses.

The third item on the above list — (iii) xgetal comments in zero degree — will be
discussed with examples after the discussion of xparticiple. This is because xparticiple
seems to have one single function in Aramaic which needs to be clarified before xgetal

comment zero degree.

In this section, we lay the ground work for understanding of the way in which comment
zero degree (i.e. actual use of present tenses: present and present perfect) could be read
into indirect speech, which in Aramaic has been mostly considered only a narrative
field. To this end, we evaluate ancient and modern translation, from MT to LXX and
New English Translation of Septuagint (NETS)*®* with the purpose of establishing
whether they use comment tenses in indirect speech. It will look specifically in

1 B G. Wright and A. Pietersma, A New English Translation of the Septuagint (Oxford: OUP, 2007).

284



comparison to the way in which LXX translates MT and how the former has been

translated into English.

The first point of this discussion regards the decisions that the translator(s) of the two
translations had to take (regarding tense correspondence) in the course of their work.
The second point of our discussion will regard not how it is possible for xgetal to be
read as comment foreground zero degree,*®? but on whether there are changes of
linguistic perspective (narrative to comment) or prominence (foreground-background)
attested in translations. To this end, | will look at the precedent set by LXX for these

two changes, and at their objective morphological/methodological grounds for them.

To clarify the situation of comment tenses in English, we need to assert that Italian and
English zero degree have two tenses for narrative (passato remoto and imperfetto; past
simple and past continuous); however, Italian has only one comment tense (presente)
where English displays two tenses for comment (present and present continuous).
Because Weinrich does not clearly state this, one needs assert that the situation of
relievo in English past tenses is mirrored in present tenses: present is a foreground form
and present continuous is background, (cf discussion below in the section °(iv)

subject/object—participle’ on page 295).%

*82 1 one accepts that narrative is interrupted by comment verbal constructs (cf the previous section), then
it stands to reason that comment zero degree is also possible, besides retrospective. Anticipating, yigtul
occurs only 5 times (1:7a — adverb-yiqtul; 1:12d — cyiqtul; 2:15a — clayiqgtul; 2:19a —object-yiqtul;
19:24d — adverb-yiqtul) in Tg 1Samuel (we only look at indirect speech) — their function is anticipation
(1:12c and 2:15a) and comment zero degree background (routine, the rest of the examples) cf analysis in
‘(v) Aramaic xparticiple and xyiqtul as background events in comment’, page 315.

Nominal clause also does not fit the profile as | believe it imitates the quality of the surrounding verbal
forms (with wqetal — narrative foreground, with wparticiple — narrative background, etc.) because of its
lack of a verb. We are left with xparticiple and the same xqetal as eligible first word order combinations
for comment zero degree.

8 English present continuous does not have an exact morphological correspondent in Romance
languages. For example, ‘she’s reading’ roughly has as Italian equivalent ‘sta leggendo’, cf M. Maiden
and C. Robustelli, A Reference Grammar of Modern Italian (London: Hodder-Arnold, 2007), 304—306.
As a result, the background effect of present continuous is more difficult to establish in Italian comment
tenses. Discussing Italian tenses of imperfetto versus passato remoto and passato prossimo, Robustelli
(she is ‘principally responsible’ (cf Introduction) for the section we are discussing in this note) seems to
be aware of the foreground/background opposition as she use it to describe the difference between the
two pairs: imperfetto is background in both combinations, leaving foreground for the other two tenses (cf
pp. 297-300).

The analysis of passato prossimo as foreground narrative is obviously against Weinrich’s proposal —
passato prossimo is retrospective comment. The foreground/background relievo inherently assumes a zero
degree exclusion of anticipation or retrospection. To be clear, Weinrich assigns to passato prossimo an
involved (comment) trait, distinctly different from the distant (narrative) passato remoto.

When Robustelli comes to the difference between passato remoto and passato prossimo, she resorts to the
way Weinrich describes the opposition comment/narrative: ‘if the event, whenever it occurred — one/a
hundred/ten thousand year(s) ago — is felt by the speaker/writer to be linked to his/her present time, even
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4.3.5.1 LXX 1Samuel 13 and 17, and comment tenses

Regarding the first point of our discussion, the examples are LXX 13 and LXX 17.
These show that there is not one type of translation for tenses but two (cf Annex 3 for
the analysis of the parallel analysis of these two sections in MT, Targum, and LXX).
Let us look at the first type of translation. In the LXX 1Samuel 13:1-7, MT wayyiqtol
foreground narrative forms are translated in Greek with present tense (2a, 3b, 5bc, this
is a comment zero degree), imperfect tense (2b, this is narrative background), aorist (3a,

4d, 6d, aorist is equivalent of wayyigtol in Greek) — this analysis was limited to 1-7.

Moreover, in 13:1-16, there are ten examples of MT subject—qatal forms (the form in

10b could be read as subject-participle also) translated in Greek as follows:

aorist: in 2d; 4a; 6a; 7a and 7c (foreground, narrative, zero degree);

imperfect: 2c (background narrative, zero degree);

present 3c, 5a and 10b (with passive) (foreground, comment, zero degree);

pluperfect 16b (retrospection, narrative).

Apart from the present in 3c and 5a, all the others are narrative: foreground (aorist),
background (imperfect) or narrative retrospective 16b. As the movement of Philistines
to Michmash was already recounted in 13:5, its reminding in 13:16 could justify
rendering it afterwards as retrospect information and substantiate the occurrence of a
pluperfect retrospect narrative.

The translation in English, following the LXX 1Samuel 13:2-7 is:*®*

2And Saoul chooses [NETS: chose] for himself three thousand men from the men of
Israel,

and two thousand were with Saoul in Machemas and in thehill country of Baithel,
and a thousand were with lonathan in Gabee of Beniamin,

and the rest of the people he sent home each to his covert.

for a merely psychological reason (the speaker/writer is still feeling the consequences of what happened,
he/she vividly remembers the fact, he/she is somehow still involved in it, etc.), the passato prossimo will
be used. On the other hand, if the action is felt as unrelated to the present time, the passato remoto will be
chosen’. This is correct with regards to comment/narrative traits assignment, with the amendment that
passato prossimo is retrospective (while passato remoto is zero degree narrative) — i.e. the reader not only
feels the connection/that is involved but also thinks of it as being part of his/her past. No mention of
Weinrich’s theory is made in these pages (or in the book).

* The translation follows the wording of B. A. Taylor, A New English Translation of the Septuagint:
1Samuel ed. A. Pietersma and B. G. Wright(Oxford: OUP, 2007), 257 — bold letters mark where | had to
change it to correspond the present tense of LXX.
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$And lonathan smote Nasib the allophyle who was in the hill,

and the allophyles hear [NETS heard].

And Saoul blows [NETS: blew] with a trumpet in all the land, saying, [direct speech]
*And all Israel heard say, [direct speech]

And the people went up after Saoul at Galgala.

> And the allophyles gather [NETS: gathered] for battle against Israel,

and thirty thousand chariots and six thousand horsemen and a people like the sand that
IS by the sea in multitude come up [NETS came up] against Israel,

and they come up [NETS came up]

and encamp [NETS: encamped] at Machemas over against Baithon, southward.
®And a man of Israel saw that he was in distress so that he could not proceed,

and the people hid in caves and in dens and in rocks and in holes and in pits.

And those who crossed over crossed the Jordan to the land of

Gad and Galaad.

And Saoul was still at Galgala,

and all the people were confounded behind him.

Excluding 2d (Saul sends people home) and 7¢ (Saul’s location), each time Saul or the
Philistines are in action there is a present tense in LXX. The other actors (lIsrael, the
Hebrews/Jews, the people) invariably receive a narrative aorist. The present of the
former passages in create a sense of immediacy, alertness and is in contrast with the
narrative, presentative features and dialogues of the rest of the episode. None of them
reflects the input of the Hebrew original as xqgatal/xqetal (MT/Tg) forms of this passage

are narrative, each with a discernible narrative head:

2cd have the wayyigtol/wagetal forms 2ab
- 3cand 4a have 3ab

- 5chasthein4d

- 6ahas 5c

- Tahas 6d

- 7c has a nominal clause presentative

This analysis shows that the Biblical Hebrew original has no change in linguistic
attitude. It stays on the same narrative line marking the progression of plot — the sense is

that there is an organised Philistine side against a disorderly band of Saul and his men.
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These men are divided, they run, they stay in one place for no particular reason, a
reason uncovered in 8a — they are waiting for Samuel to come for the offering of the
sacrifice. At this point, the people have scattered already. Except for the moment when
Samuel comes in 10b, referred with a subject—gatal (MT or subject—participle?) and
present tense in LXX (16b does not count for narration/comment opposition as it is

retrospective narrative), there is no further subject—gatal in this episode.*®®

LXX thus increases the tension of the episode up to verse 7. Verse 8 prolongs this
tension (3 narrative wqetal forms, and one negative—qetal), preparing for Saul's
transgression (verse 9). The episode reaches its climax in verse 10b with a present tense:
Samuel arrives/comes. The tension in LXX is produced by the use of the present — it is
associated with the actors that are active (Saul and the Philistines). The translators use
multiple changes (cf Annex 3 for the analysis) from narrative to comment tenses (cf
aorist to present: 3a to 3bc) and back (5d to 6a) or from foreground to background
(aorist to imperfect of &ini*®®: 2bc to 2d; 7a to 7b; 17a to 19a**") and back (2c to 2d, 7b
to 7c; also 19-21 to 22a).

As shown by our analysis of MT (only narrative forms in verse 1-7), there is no
objective ground for this variation (Greek present instead of aorist) in translation. We
do not know exactly why these changes are happening, and | suppose that the translators
were motivated to render the MT as they did because the original offers a seemingly
random alternation of wqetal and subject—qgatal or because they wanted to introduce a
type of relievo into narrative (or a background/foreground distinction). Nobody likes to
read a narrative sequence without relievo (he did this, he did that, cf MT 13:1-7, and
NETS version of LXX 17:1-3 below, with a tedious sequence of past simple) or without

a comment.

In contrast with this delicate distribution of tenses in translation of LXX 13, LXX
1Samuel 17:1-3 (cf Annex 3 for analysis) renders with present tense the variety of
verbal constructs of the Vorlage/Targum (5 wayyiqtol/wgetal, one subject—qatal/getal,
and two subject—participle, again following NETS, 260):

*® As an explanation, 10b marks the rupture between Samuel and Saul, leading up to the latter's demise.
*% eiui has no morphological aorist and, thus, no foreground form. As a result, when introducing themes
in narrative with the verb ‘to be’, LXX 13:1-23 uses always background. The only other imperfect forms
are 13:19a and 20.

*87 The sentences 17b—18ab are connected with 17a as its participles.
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!And the allophyles gather [NETS: gathered] their armies for battle,

and they gather [NETS: were gathered] at Sokchoth of Judea,

and they encamp [NETS: encamped] between Sokchoth and between Azeka, in
Ephermem.

2And Saoul and the men of Israel gather [NETS: were gathered]

and encamp [NETS: encamped] in the valley;

they form [NETS: formed] ranks for battle opposite the allophyles.

And the allophyles stay [NETS: stood] on the mountain here,

and Israel stay [NETS: stood] on the mountain there,

and the valley was between them.

How are these two samples of LXX translation comparable? LXX 17:1-3 displays 3
verbal constructs in 8 sentences (wayyiqtol, subject—qgatal, subject—participle). For LXX
13, it takes 16 (15 for Tg because of the infinitive of 5a does not count) sentences (2—
7b) to produce the same number of verbal constructs with the nominal clause or
imperfect in 7b. The translation of LXX 17:1-3 makes xqgatal, wayyiqtol, and
xparticiple equal to each other, under the umbrella of present tense. Again, while one
can suppose a reason for this distribution of tenses, there is no objective reason to

support it.

These two examples testify to the diversity of translation types LXX employs: on the
one hand, it displays a purposeful disposition and aims to create an effective climax
within the episode of LXX 13 and avoid tedious reading; on the other hand, in LXX
17:1-3, the translation brings comment uniformity in front of a narrative which has a
distorted sequence introduced by the subject—qatal of 2a. The distortion derives from the
fact that one would expect a wayyiqtol/wqgetal in MT/Tg of 2a (as in 1a) and to preserve
the smoothness of the passages towards the inner syntactical parallelism of subject—
participle in 3ab. In fact, MT/Targum 17:2a is a contrast narrative xqetal: labc presents
the preparation for the battle of the Philistines; 2a is the narrative contrast — ‘on the

other hand, Saul and the men of Israel gathered’.

We are now looking to lay the ground for the next section on xparticiple and search for
an explanation of this distortion. There is a parallelism as comment trace ((1) poetical
disposition of information) in 3ab subject—participle of MT. If in fact, MT 17:3ab is

comment in this disposition, it begs the question of what kind of comment is this. It
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cannot certainly compete for retrospective comment (because of the xqetal), and there is
no hint of anticipation. The only remaining option is zero degree comment, in
concordance with the present tense used to render both of them in LXX 3ab. From this
new perspective, 3ab act as a retroactive translation key of LXX for verse 1-2: before
they get to that zero degree present/present continuous, Israel and Philistines alike need

to pass through the same zero degree comment of present tense.

My proposals is that Targum (as the MT) prefers here the narrative (wqetal/wayyiqgtol
and a contrast subject—getal/gatal) passing in 3a to comment present tenses: ‘and the
Philistines stand/are standing on the one side of the mountain and Israel stands/are
standing on the other side of mountain, and the valley [is] between them’. Subject—

participle is the topic of the next section of this chapter.

4.3.5.2 Comment zero degree as ‘historic present’?

Before continuing our discussion on xgetal as comment zero degree, one clarification
arises from reading Bernard Taylor’s introduction to the English translation of LXX
1Samuel. He refers to LXX present tense as ‘historic’, following Henry St. John

Thackeray.*®

The latter’s remarks on present tense are surprisingly similar to
Weinrich’s on the topic of comment in general (cf the idea of tension that comment
tenses suppose) but we need to clarify why the comment present tense we are describing

is not the same thing as ‘historic present’.

Thackeray believes that present tense of these biblical books (‘The books of Reigns’ or
Kings) is ‘historic’. He describes the involved effect that it produces: ‘[b]y substituting
the present for a past tense in narrative the narrator, according to the usual view, vividly
depicts a bygone incident as taking place at the moment of speech. The tense is
commonly described by the vague epithet ‘dramatic’. In our own language the practice
has been wellnigh relegated to the vernacular. We associate a liberal use of ‘Says he’ or
‘He comes and says to me’ with persons of the social status of Mrs. Gamp [a less
educated character of Martin Chuzzlewit by Ch. Dickens]. In the Greek of the classical
age the use was shared by the literary language with the vernacular’. Then he continues

with the content conveyed with present tense: ‘it serves to introduce new scenes in the

“8 Taylor, 2007, 245.
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drama. It heralds the arrival of a new character or a change of locality or marks a
turning—point in the march of events’ or ‘to introduce a date, a new scene, a new
character, occasionally a new speaker; in other words a fresh paragraph in the narrative’
or ‘date registering’.*®® Thackeray’s description of this present tense are of content
(what it conveys) and of impact (‘dramatic’, ‘vividly’), both in view of a ‘moment of

speech’.

The clarification that we need is that only the concepts of impact and content are used
by Weinrich to describe tenses in narrative genre and he never uses ‘historic present’. In
fact, Weinrich refuses to be associated with it, as this label implies the idea that tense
signals actual time: (cf above in St. John Thackeray: it ‘depicts a bygone incident as
taking place at the moment of speech’). Weinrich’s whole project is to prove that past,
present, or future tense have nothing to do with describing real time [of the
speaker/listener] or imitate it: ‘tempus [time, with regards to tense value] will be for me

... a word with an unknown etymolo gy’.490

89 ¢f H. St John Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship (London: British Academy, 1921), 21 cf
the same concepts in Weinrich, 1978, 58: refers to the so—called ‘scenic present’ as a comment situation
which conveys information on the new items (characters, things) and the present tense of the ‘summary’
section in narratives (p 59-60).

#0 Cf Weinrich, 1978, 10-11.
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4.3.5.3 On xqetal comment zero degree

In LXX, the same syntactical verbal forms (mainly in a narrative linguistic attitude
foreground) are rendered with a multitude of solutions ranging from pluperfect narrative
retrospect to foreground/background narrative and comment zero degree — we provided
some solutions on a case by case basis. Now, the question at the beginning remains:
how is a comment zero degree form of the Aramaic xqetal different from the narrative

zero tenses wqetal/wparticiple?

The analysis of LXX 1Samuel 13 and 17 indicates that the translators exercised a kind
of freedom in respect of the morphological signs of their Hebrew Vorlage verbal
constructs by translating verbs according to their own interest. Observing verbal
constructs in Vorlage and Targum, | suppose that they have the same freedom showed
by LXX.

Weinrich recognises this freedom of the author in the narratives he analysed. With
regards to narrative foreground/background distribution of tenses, he argues that ‘the
author is fundamentally free’, so there is nothing to prevent him or her from arranging
the information in narrative in the background or foreground (lento or presto

arrangement of the plot).**

The same can be said about the linguistic perspective: ‘the
retrospection (for example, the act of ‘reproducing’ previous events) and the prevision
(for example, that of anticipating the end of the story) show at the same time [with the
linguistic attitude of the omniscient narrator] that the narrator knows so many things and
is free’.** | did not find any quote of him saying the same thing about narrative and

comment; nevertheless, | suppose that it is equally true.

The point of this is to say that the author is in charge of the way in which the
information is distributed on these three dimensions. For some scholars interpreting
xqetal as comment retrospect (equivalent with the English present perfect) may seem a
matter of taste, community affiliation, or a matter of interpretative choice. My proposal
of xgetal as comment retrospect may seem a matter of interpretive choice logically
deduced; however, it comes from the realisation that Aramaic and Hebrew have

different linguistic signs not all morphologically visible as it happens with tenses in

L Weinrich, 1978, 163
92 \Weinrich, 1978, 29. Weinrich follows Wolfgang Keyser’s ‘epic law’; ¢f Wolfgang Keyser, Das
sprachliche Kunstwerk [The linguistic work of art], 1959, 349.
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many modern languages. Despite that, these linguistic signs of Aramaic and Hebrew
(the combination of tense and word order) operate in the same way as any other

morphological tense in modern languages.

The Vorlage has a very long tradition of interpretation and translation which today adds
to a kind of pressure to conform to a standard for modern translations.*®® Semitic
philology, however, does not associate with that pressure or not in the same way. In this
context, | suppose that the cause for ignoring comment verbal constructs in indirect
speech (MT and Targum) is double. The underlying one is the lack of awareness about
the role of word order in these two languages as a morphological sign: second word
order denotes narrative tenses; first word order comment tenses. If one does not
acknowledge it, the freedom of the biblical narrator to narrate and comment (in indirect

speech) is reduced to narrating, only.

The second cause is overlooking the way people tell stories. As Weinrich’s and my
examples show (Atwood, Harper, Salinger), the narrator rarely uses narrative tenses
only (past simple and past continuous). It is a reality that indirect speech contains both
of these tense ‘lungs’ that every language has. The right narrative tense—lung has a
massive presence advancing the narrative towards the end; left comment tense—lung is
smaller, and together they provide a natural ‘full breath’. One can breathe with only one
lung (of narrative) but the impact on the understanding of the final literary product
results in artificiality and, as the Weinrich’s notes about narrative tenses, distance and

non—involvement of the reader.

If one only uses narrative tenses, the distance and dis—engagement of the reader from
the text occur. What the examples of LXX 1Samuel 13 and 17 do is to show that LXX
takes the liberty to both narrate and comment. This ancient translation recognises the
artificiality and dis—engagement (which could result from lack of awareness about the
function of MT word order) that the Vorlage seems to have, and takes steps to

remediate it with introducing its comment, which is natural to any narrative. This is

%% One could say that this is a ‘political” pressure which has nothing to do with an impartial linguistic
analysis. For example the policy of NETS translation from Ancient Greek to English is to follow closely
the translation of NRSV, not the actual tenses found in LXX; cf Taylor, 2007, 245: ‘Throughout, the
NRSV and NETS were placed in parallel columns, and a synoptic relationship was maintained with the
two texts aligned not only by chapter and verse, but by clause, phrase, and even word.” When it comes to
the passage of LXX 1Samuel 17:1-3, the seven present tense forms are not translated as such in English
but NRSV sequence of tenses is followed: ‘In accord with standard translation methods, this construction
is not represented in NETS.’
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why, | think, besides the aorist/imperfect narrative, the occasional comment present
tense occurs in both chapters. Again in the case of LXX, the suppression of comment
would impinge on the same freedom of the translator has to produce a naturally
sounding translation in the target language.

So far, we have seen that enough traces of comment are found with xgetal to show when
this can convey comment retrospective (reporting). The question of what traces are
there for xgetal zero degree is deferred until after the analysis of xparticiple, which also

refers zero degree comment information.
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4.3.6 (iv) subject/object-participle

The xparticiple form represents a first word order combination of comment. The
discussion of comment tenses by Weinrich is mainly limited to English present perfect
and its equivalents in other modern languages; a previous section showed that it
corresponds to the natural xqetal sentences of comment retrospection. If we were to find
an equivalent tense for xparticiple from the pool of English comment tenses, | suppose
that there are two possible candidates. | determined them by eliminating past simple and
past continuous (already ascribed to narrative foreground and background,
respectively), present perfect (the equivalent of the natural xqetal) and present perfect
continuous.”®* This process also excludes future tenses conveying anticipated
information (not the case of Targum Aramaic xparticiple) and past perfect.*®® Present

and present continuous remain as viable options.

| do not suppose that this is a mechanical correspondence. Weinrich discusses only in
passing English present tense either as one of the comment tenses (cf the argumentation
of the next paragraph) or just mentioned as comment when discussing particular
languages.*®® As a result, our description of comment zero degree becomes more
challenging as we have a less clear support than for comment retrospective (developed

in separate sections for each language).

The general outline of ‘commented world’ argues that the main purpose of comment
tenses (group | tense, in English present tenses, present perfect and future tenses) is to
comment — it sounds cyclical but it is not. The section on ‘commented world’ of
Weinrich starts from asserting, based on Kate Hamburger, that ‘we narrate a story, a
novel, a short—story with Prateritum (in Italian with imperfetto and passato remoto), but
we always summarise the content in present tense’.*®” Against those who connect
present tense and content with the positive value of truth, Weinrich states that present

tense has nothing to do with conveying truth, again because it occurs in summaries.

%% Ppresent perfect continuous is a lento kind of comment retrospective, if one accepts that English
reporting tenses (or comment retrospective) may have a foreground/background distinction — present
perfect — foreground, and present perfect continuous background.

% Weinrich, 1978, 103 asserts that the form ‘we had laid down’ is ‘tense of group II’ which means
narrative (retrospective).

% An example is the discussion of the German Perfekt, where the German Présens is mentioned as being
used to comment a narrative passage, cf Weinrich, 1978, 91.

7 Weinrich, 1978, 57; cf K. Hamburger, 'Das epische Prateritum’, Deutsche Vierteljahrsschrift fiir
Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesgeschichte 27, No. 3 (1953), 352
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Nevertheless, further use of present in screenplays, titles of paintings or statues, in
newspapers shows that ‘the problem of present, and consequently of all tenses in group
I, cannot be solved based on the isolated case of summary of a novel’. Summary
(whenever included) is an integrant part of the literary work and hence it needs to be
interpreted from text-linguistic view: ‘a text like the summary of a novel in the living
language does not appear isolated’ but it serves ‘unless one uses it with the modest aim
of refreshing the memory, as basis for comment of a literary work; the one who has
composed it cannot surely aspire to tell badly and in two words a story which has been
already told well and in all its details. [...] Rather, the one who writes it [the summary]
wants to comment the literary work or to offer other people the opportunity to comment
[...]. Then, the following context identifies the summary as part of a comment
situation.”.**® Weinrich operates a change the way Hamburger interprets the pair
summary—present tense. I suppose that idea the ‘present tense occurs because it contains
a summary’ (Hamburger) changes into ‘summary is one of the ways in which the author
or other people comments with present’. The instances where present tense appears are
not determined by genre (titles, newspapers) or by the section in the literary work

(summary) where it arises. It occurs because of its comment function. %

I rely on the analysis of the other verbal constructs of this genre of the text and the

existent usage of xparticiple in Targum 1Samuel.

The correspondence between xparticiple and comment zero degree tenses of present and
present continuous (stated at the beginning of this section) is needed as to justify two
items. One the one side, it supports the English translations of the text for the coming
Aramaic examples; on the other side, it states the purpose of our argumentation: to
prove that xparticiple is a comment zero degree. To which of them is xparticiple
equivalent will become clear by looking at its place within the comment/narrative

opposition.

As we have little theory to rely on in Weinrich, we turn to what our argumentation has
established so far about Aramaic, the rapport between wqetal and wparticiple. The issue

of the sequence has been very important for that argumentation as the sequence is used

498 \Weinrich, 1978, 59, his italics.

99 Later, in the section on linguistic perspective (which discusses narrative and comment in a kind of
contrast), Weinrich lists the comment tenses in Italian: passato prossimo, presente, futuro (group I
comment); trapassato prossimo and remoto, imperfetto, passato remoto, condizionale presente and
passato (group Il narrative), cf Weinrich, 1978, 79.
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to advance narrative towards the end or expand it. The narrative (presto or lento)
marked the difference between the two. The sequence bearing temporal juncture is an
essential part of narrative, though not always wgetal and wparticiple would exhibit it.
While wqetal sequences contain this juncture in most cases, wparticiple presents it only

to a limited extent. Let us see an example of that again of 21:14-15a:

woget 71292 TORI XoPAND N 17 M - | 1Samuel 21:13-15a
wayyigtol

waget :N27 RO9M WPOR OTR 1 RIM2 0T | wayyiqtol

waet nrva ey oo | wayyigtol

waet NI onnwRY | wayyiqtol

wpart XYIN w7 Sy vom | wayyiqtol

wpart SIPT YY) o | wayyiqtol

wet M7aYY WK K1 | wayyiqtol

The wparticiple sequences of 16:23 (David takes the instrument, plays, Saul feels
refreshed, feels better, and the evil spirit leaves him) and 14:52 (Saul sees a man of
valour and takes him in his army) contain temporal juncture. By constrast, the sequence
of 21:14cd does not. While for in the first two sequences one can suppose an order of
events (and its change would induce a different meaning of the sequence), in the second
we cannot say whether the scribbling on doors or the act of saliva running down

David’s beard come first (we have the same meaning in both variants).

The same contrast between wqetal forms with temporal juncture and those without is
visible in 17:52-53 (Israel and Judah raise and follow/fight the Philistines, the
Philistines fall, and the sons of Israel return to spoil their camp) and 21:13ab: which of
the two comes first: the idiomatic ‘taking these words to heart’ or the fear of David?

Again we are not able to say which comes first.

With these examples in mind, three clarifications are in order for xparticiple,
introducing two further comment traces and one correspondence. First, in both cases,
the same forms of wparticiple and wqetal are used for both temporally sequenced events
and for lists of events (where temporal juncture disappears). This is not to say that there

is no difference between waqetal and wparticiple (which is not true: temporal juncture is
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much more present in wqetal forms than wparticiple, hence their substantial difference)
but to introduce another trace of comment. As shown in the coming examples, temporal
juncture, as an essential narrative trait, is never present in sequences of xparticiple®® —
this gives us a further trace of comment, (9) lack of temporal juncture in all

occurrences. Let us see examples with three xparticiple in sequence:

waet PORY PN IWH 23 M0 XMW 1wt | 1Samuel 29:1-3
wayyiqtol
wsubjpart JORYIPAT PV W DRI | wsubjpart
wsubjpart TEYRDY TIRAY P2V RNW9D 217101 | wsubjpart
wsubjpart WOOX OY RNPMNA2 P72y *mMN2an 17 | wsubjpart
waet RNLD °3737 1K1 | wayyigtol
wget W NPN RNW9D Nwnn Xoann pon | | 1Samuel 13:17-18
wayyigtol
subjpart YIRY 779Y 7KDY R*IONN KT KNMWH | wsubjyigtol
L RAINT
subjpart PN ATIRY X2IDNM KT XA 1 | wsubjyigtol
subjpart RPN TR K*19N7 K77 RN°wn | wsubjyigtol
[cpart] :X1271% XOVOR Wn NhY ononT
woet R*5°92 Ky MY WK 717 RNy’ | 1Samuel 26:7-8a
wayyigtol
wMS X | WMS
subjpart XMIPID2 N7 2030 7IRY | Wsubjpart
wsubjpart "MTOR RYIIR2 KXV 7790737171 | wsubjpart
wsubjpart 970 Y XYY 132K | Wsubjpart
woget N7 AR Rt | wayyigtol

%% The same lack of temporal junction verifies for xqetal: (1) ‘contrast’ xqetal forms, though assimilated
to wgetal because of their strong narrative connection with their narrative form, never exhibit a temporal
juncture between themselves or with their narrative head (cf the examples in the section ‘Contrast xqetal
— variation of second word order’, page 260; (2) being comment retrospective, natural xgetal sequences
are also not concerned with temporal juncture, even though they may display it — this is how we are able
to say that there is difference of substance between wqetal and xqgetal. Comment does not narrate, and
even if it reports temporally sequenced events, temporal juncture is only a by—product of it reporting not
its aim.
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In the case of 29:1b-2, subject—participle has no temporal sequence — any of the three
forms could have come first in the list of three geographical positions (Israel, Philistines
and David). The same is valid for the sequence of 13:17b—18ab which describes in no
particular order the places where the ‘destroyer’ (as Staalduine—Sulman translates)
spreads in three directions. The list adduced in 26:7-8a as a description of what David
sees (Saul sleeping, his spear, and Abner and the people around him) also has no

temporal arrangement.

Second, it is obvious from the tables of analysis in the previous chapter on wparticiple
that whenever BH presents a wayyiqtol or a wqatal (see the right column), Aramaic
displays with little variance the narrative wgetal and wparticiple, respectively.®®
Subject—participle, as the examples of 29:1-3, 13:17b-18ab and 26:7-8a show,
translates both BH subject—participle and subject-yiqtol forms. Aramaic subject—
participle is the most used equivalent for MT xyiqtol and xparticiple; there are only few
examples of Aramaic xparticiple translating MT Xxyiqtol in 1Samuel: 14:47c; 18:5b;

1:7bc and (cf above) 13:17c—18ab.>%

In light of these parallels between Targum and BH, | suppose that by looking at the
Aramaic text alone one could still hold that there is no morphological difference
between Aramaic wparticiple and xparticiple. However, in this situation, one would
need to give a proper explanation for the visible morphological difference that Aramaic
xparticiple hides: in BH, its peers are xparticiple and xyiqtol, in a language which
presents as equivalent for Aramaic wparticiple the waqatal. This, in fact, amounts to
another comment trace (10) the morphological opposition of BH wqgatal and forms of
BH xparticiple and xyiqtol. Trace (10) is the basis of the difference in Targum

Aramaic between wparticiple and xparticiple.

The distinction between BH waqatal, on the one side, and xparticiple/xyiqtol, on the

other, attests a morphological difference between narrative (in BH, waqatal is the

%% For convenience, these are the observed verbal construct parallelism between MT and Targum in the
chapter of wparticiple:

wayyiqtol-wgetal: 1Samuel 21:13-15a; 27:8ab; 19:23ab; 14:52a; 5:6-7a; 1:14a; 7:14ac, 15a, 17d;

wqatal — wparticiple: 1Samuel 2:15; 14:52b; 2:19b; 16:23bcd and23f; 7:16abc;

wayyiqtol — wparticiple (less present): 1Samuel 19:23cd; 14:52c; 1:10b — the impact of this deviation
which converts BH narrative foreground (wayyigtol) to Targum Aramaic background (wparticiple) in is
to create a more lento narrative.

%02 These are discussed below along with the 5 forms of xyiqtul in Targum 1Samuel (indirect speech). The
fact that xyiqtul is comment form is also shown by the high number of occurrences in direct speech.
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background) and comment (BH xparticiple/xyiqgtol). In Aramaic, this morphological
reality is hidden within the value that the Aramaic wparticiple acquires,®® which is in
line with the narrative BH waqatal. While the trace 9 discussed in this section applies to
xgetal, the trace 10, marking the morphological difference revealed by BH, belongs

exclusively to Aramaic xparticiple.

These two traces are signs of the opposition between narrative and comment. The lack
of temporal juncture (9) in all occurrences of xparticiple is trace of a non—narrative
passage, which points towards comment (outside the narrative genre this may not be
applicable). As the second trace rests on the morphological difference between
xparticiple and attested narrative forms of wqatal (we have attested it in the analysis of
its equivalent wparticiple), we are guided towards ascertaining a non—-narrative status of

the former.

Moreover, the comment status ascertained indirectly through the concept of ‘trace’ is
discernible based on the fact that there are only so many narrative and comment verbal
constructs (in all languages). Given that limitation, we can safely proceed with the
process of elimination of possible English tenses as equivalents candidates (cf the
introduction of this section). Once the value of one verbal construct and its
correspondence(s) in English are found, we can pass to the process of differentiation
between possible candidates (cf the next paragraph).

Third, in light of this opposition, we need to record a correspondence that Targum
Aramaic wparticiple and xparticiple implies. Though it is not evident in BH because it
opposes wqatal (a gatal based form) to xparticiple/yiqgtol (participle/yigtol based forms,

respectively), this correspondence is derived from the Targum Aramaic use of the same

%3 The narrative BH wayyiqtol (a waw-yiqtol) is not translated in Targum Aramaic with *waw-yiqtul
(which morphologically corresponds to waw-yiqtol) but with a wqetal (a waw—gatal). As a result, this
wayyiqtol to wqetal translation occupies the slot that would have been reserved for the translation of BH
wqatal. This is how wparticiple becomes the equivalent of BH waqatal. Targum Aramaic seems more
coherent than BH as for narrative (of presumably a passed events) it displays a getal (suggesting past) and
participle (suggesting present) based forms, respectively in contrast with BH which displays a yiqtol
(waw-yiqtol — suggesting future) and gatal (suggesting past) based forms, respectively. The reasoning in
this note and the use of the formulation ‘the Aramaic wparticiple acquires...” does not imply causality, it
only explains the correspondence between a Targum Aramaic wparticiple and BH wqatal — | suppose that
the Aramaic Targum uses verbal constructs already established at the time of translation.
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morphological base of participle. If wparticiple is a narrative background form, the

504

xparticiple™ as comment form should have the same background feature in comment.

We are not able to say with certainty, at this stage, whether there is a background
comment form in Aramaic, nor on what grounds.*® For English, Weinrich proposes the
idea of ‘being serious’ as a way of differentiating between comment foreground (a
student that takes his task seriously answers ‘I have written a good part of the paper’
when prompted about the progress of his is paper) and background (‘I have been writing
..." — the way a less serious student would replied to the same question).”®® From
Niccacci’s research we can deduce that foreground/background opposition is present in
comment of BH, though there is no clear delimitation by what means one might be able

to divide them as such.>®’

In this theoretical context marked by the absence of enough research, we may suppose
from the notional content of the xparticiple forms in 1Samuel that they (as background
comment) present incidental information, i.e. a kind of information which the narrator
decides for some reason to insert in the text but with no temporal connection or any

% More often than not,

other type of connection with the plot, besides offering details.
these xparticiple forms are adding necessary information for the understanding of the
plot, which can be inserted in parenthesis as an explanation, clarification, or just stating

a fact.

To state the correspondence to which this theoretical discussion leads, if one accepts
the possibility that xparticiple is a background comment verbal construct in Targum
Aramaic, then it corresponds to an English background comment tense which is present
continuous. As | found no instances where the English present continuous or its
equivalents in other languages are properly discussed in Weinrich’s writings consulted

(cf Bibliography), | suppose it is a comment background form in opposition with an

*% The comment quality of xparticiple has been made evident with trace 9 and 10. The examples below
confirm the presence of other comment traces, especially (2) prominence of the information for other
narratives and (3) lack of narrative ‘head’.

%% This requires a separate analysis of comment passages in 1Samuel.

%0 \Weinrich, 'Tense and Time', 1970, 39.

%07 Niccacci’s analysis of direct speech (he calls it ‘Discourse’) contains only a delimitation of the verbal
constructs as foreground/background and examples, but no separate theoretical discussion of BH
comment, cf Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, 851, p. 73.

%08 Comment foreground would have as a result a ‘non—incidental’ property.
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Aramaic equivalent of English present tense of foreground.®® This is to answer the
question of which of the two comment English tenses of zero degree (present and

present continuous) correlates with Targum Aramaic xparticiple.**

Let us see this incidental trait of xparticiple at work in narrative starting from 24:4-5. In
the sequence of events focused on Saul (verse 1-3 recount the story from his
perspective), there is no place to insert the crucial fact that David was already in the
cave at the time when the Saul came in. In 4a, the narrator inserts this information as
comment background in xparticiple — there is the incidence of David’s presence in the
cave which puts Saul in danger. The narrator diverges from narrating (with wgetal) to
introduce addressing us directly: ‘And David and his men are dwelling in the innermost

parts of the cave’.”™

waet KUK DYT RIY 009 XX 1Samuel 24:4-5a
NCwtr RN M
waet 727X TAVNY DIRY DI

wsubjpart 7207 XN 9902 >MNax T | wsubjectparticiple
woet 7% 717 723 1R

This xparticiple has nothing to do with the text time or narrative time — it is important
for us to know about David before the narrator goes on with outlining the plot. Saul is
the theme of the narrative sequence so far in a story where David occurs as incidental
presence. Likewise to David’s presence which justifies the danger posited to Saul, we as
readers justify the existence of the story — the narrative exists because the narrator is
interested in communicating to us — so s/he addresses us with this incidental comment.
The sequence of verbal constructs aims to bring the narrator ‘I’ (first person) and ‘you’
of the reader (second person) in a narrative communication (with wgetal) about Saul
(third person) and then in a comment communication about David (again third person).

In the first case, the ‘I’ and ‘you’ are outside as spectators and the sequence of wqetal

9 In English, the well-known foreground/background narrative opposition of simple past and past
continuous has a replica in comment with present and present continuous.

>19 sypposedly, there is no perfect correlation between verbal constructs, hence other circumstances may
influence it.

11 Staalduine-Sulman, 2002, 430 translates with ‘while David and his men were dwelling in the
innermost parts of the cave’ with past continuous which would require a wparticiple instead of
xparticiple.
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could have continued undisturbed if there had had been a previous communication to
lead David to where he is. In the second case, the ‘I’ and ‘you’ are involved in
communication about David’s presence, hence the ‘I’ comments with xparticiple.”*?
This communication returns to narrative to talk about them, David and his men (and

later Saul and his men).

This variation is what comment does, as Weinrich argues: in comment ‘[t]he narrator
abandons for a moment the comment [linguistic] attitude to address the readers with
some remarks on narrative. [...] we understand that narrative is interrupted with an
interpolation and the | of this text takes the opportunity to comment the circumstances
of the ‘case’’. He goes on to suggest that comment has a preference for first and second

person communication.”

Other incidental facts are presented in the following examples:

waet YT I 2R IR DY v Y 1Samuel 19:20
waet 1°N2WnH R>ID0 NY°0 N WM
wsubjpart TPV 9791 QORP PRI subject—participle
waet QTP 1A AR MO IRY TR DY nAwh
waet IR AR 172U
wget ARDITR AT 2NRY 7 1Samuel 22:9
wsubjpart DIRW 72V 7Y RIND RIT subject—participle
waet miahy
Direct speech: Doeg tells about David’s visit to Nob

These xparticiple forms introduce incidental information too: the messengers of Saul
see the band of scribes (19:20c) but there is no mark of accusative (n°) to suppose that
they see Samuel leading them too. This is a comment by the narrator: ‘and Samuel is

5514

standing as a teacher over them’>" with the intention of adding the weight of Samuel to

a manifestation of the spirit. This manifestation was scarce before the time of Samuel —

12 . . .
*'2 Discerning clearly the presence of ‘I’ and ‘you’ or first and second persons is paramount for

determining the comment trait of a passage c¢f Weinrich, 1978, 27-26 and 37-39.

> Weinrich, 1978, 26-27.

%4 Staalduine—Sulman’s translation suggests accusative: ‘And when they saw the company of scribes
praising, and Samuel standing as teacher over them’ cf Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 399.
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one needs a reason for understanding why before Samuel the visions were rare
occurrences (3:1) and now there is this abundance of (prophetic) praising over several
people. This praising is not a form of prayer but a vision—like praising because the spirit
provokes them (cf 19:20d).

In a predominantly third person narrative of the indirect speech in 1Samuel, receiving
these comments in first or second person (‘We/You know, David and his men are
dwelling in the innermost parts of the cave’) is not part of the literary form that the text
takes. Nevertheless, the comment traces and especially the morphological opposition of
the underlying MT (BH wqatal narrative foreground against BH xparticiple comment)
does not allow for reading these Aramaic xparticiple forms as background narrative like

‘were dwelling’ in 24:4d.

In 22:9, the incidental trait of xparticiple (9b) is most visible as it is present within a
hendiadic wqetal pair of 9ac (2°nxy and 2nx1): ‘“Then answered Doeg the Edomite (he is

appointed over the servants of Saul) and he said’.”"

In these three examples, the narrator feels he should intervene in narrative with a
comment xparticiple introducing characters or circumstances which aid the
understanding of the plot. They all display at least four out of ten comment traces we
already outlined: (10) morphological opposition of narrative and comment; (9) lack of
temporal juncture with the surrounding wqetal forms; (3) lack of narrative ‘head’; and

(2) prominence of the information for their respective episode.

Returning to chapter 26, we see that a sequence of two xparticiple forms in 5fg precedes

the sequence of three xparticiple forms in verse 7 (discussed above).

waet XINR 0¥ 717 X1 | 26:5d-8b
cget 7°2°17727 11 92 N1aKY PIRY A0 200w
wsubjpart XMIP192 270U 7Y | wsubjpart
wsubjpart >IN0 W XY | wsubjpart
waet 17 220%1°

515 The translation modifies Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 420 wording; the parentheses belong to me. The
English translation does not support in this instance the present continuous (background) supposed by
xparticiple; present (foreground) is used instead.
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waet INX 12 WP RN T2IRD MK

1Y ART IR

Direct speech

waet AR R

Direct speech

woet X293 RAY MY "WIRY 717 KNKY

wWMS X
subjpart X11P722 TIMT 2020 IRY | subjpart
wsubjpart STITOOR RYIR2 RYOVI 77°0°3717) | subjpart
wsubjpart TIM0 1Y XYY D12y | wsubjpart

waet N7 WPIAR MR °

Following the content of these verbal constructs, the wqetal forms in 5de convey the
idea that David sees the places where Saul and Abner lay. The next two xparticiple
forms (5fg) add to the theme of Saul the same root ‘to lay’ (2o%) followed by a
complement (xmp732 — on the ground) and the camping ("% — to camp) of the people
around him. The narrative progresses to an incursion at night of David (verse 7) where
again we are presented with Saul laying on the ground, his spear, and Abner along
with the people camp around Saul. This is to show the redundancy effect (trace

comment 6) that the repetitions produce, especially in 26:7bd.

On the one side, there is the narrative thread (wqetal) of David seeing the place (of
Saul’s camp), answering, and saying (requesting voluntary help). Abishai answers
(positively) and as a result they go together (7a). On the other side, xparticiple is
associated with another two of comment traces: (6) redundancy of information and (7)
the presence of comment particle xm (26:7b). These five xparticiple forms have no
temporal juncture with the wgetal forms around them as they show a so—called
simultaneity with wgetal forms which introduce them. The point of the xparticiple is not
to show simultaneity as it already present from the distribution of information (there is
no way of interpreting them as non-simultaneous) but to facilitate the comment (in
background prominence) of the narrator (again modifying Staalduine—Sulman’s

translation):
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‘(5) And David saw the place where Saul and Abner the son of Ner, the commander of
his army, lay. Saul is lying within the bulwarks, while the people are encamping around
him. (6) Then David said in reaction to Ahimelech [...] And Abishai said, [...] (7) So
David and Abishai went to the people by night. And behold, Saul is sleeping within the
bulwarks, and [Staalduine—Sulman: with] his spear [is] stuck in the ground at his head,

and Abner and the people are encamping around him. (8) Then said Abishai to David’

The reading with present continuous does not suppose an eye—witness or a real time
account of the details but an intervention of the narration getting closer to the reader,
involving us into the plot — the effect of the xparticiple along with its content is to
increase the tension of the passage towards the words of Abishai, who instigates David
to allow him to kill Saul. The analysis of these four texts (24:4-5a; 19:20; 22:9; 26:5d—
8b) leads us to suppose that the (11) incidental feature is trace of comment, which

probably is applicable exclusively to xparticiple.

Besides the prelude xparticiple of 29:1b-2 (after the prelude wgetal of 1a), the
xparticiple forms analysed so far were found within the episode. The same traces of

comment are found in xparticiple examples within episode:

- 4:15b: ‘and his eyes are setting’: (2) because he is blind and can’t walk freely,
Eli asks what is the noise; (3) lack of narrative head, (9) lack of temporal
juncture, (10) the morphological opposition between narrative (BH wqatal) and
comment (BH participle/yigtol) is not present as MT 4:15b shows a subject—
gatal in this instance; (11);

- 22:6df “Saul is sitting at Gibeah [...] and all his servants [are] standing about
him’: (2) it presents Saul’s location; (3), (9), (10), (11);

- 18:10d and 19:9bd (Saul’s first and third attempt to kill David): (2) 10d and 9d:
it introduces David in the episode (Staalduine—Sulman’s wording): ‘And David
is playing [the lyre] with his hand ...’; 9b: it introduces with comment
xparticiple (cf the wqetal in 18:10c: &n*2 12) the place where this takes place:
‘and he is sitting in his house’; these xparticiple forms contain the following

comment traces: (3), (9), (10), (11);
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MSwaget = 19| 18:10-11
temp T1N27 A2
waet DIRY DV > 07R 1 RWP2 M DU
waet X123 132 JUNWK)
wsubjpart 01°2 Q1 79772 1A 7T | subjpart
NCwtr DIRVT RT°2 RNPIIM
woet RNPIM N 2N 0wy
waet DI 5V 07 1 REPA M nw | 19:9
wsubjpart 2°n° 7PN°22 X | subjpart
NCwtr T2 7 NIM
wsubjpart 172 Pan T | subjpart

- 17:2: (2) it indicates the position of the Israel and the Philistines (cf Staalduine—
Sulman wording: she uses past simple, Harrington—Saldarini, past continuous):
‘And the Philistines are staying on the mountain on the one side, and Israel are
standing on the mountain on the other side’; this xparticiple is comment of the
presence traces (3), (9), (10), (11).

Before continuing with the analysis of prelude/end—of—episode xparticiple, we need to
answer the question of whether xparticiple displays a similar use as contrast xgetal (cf
above) with wparticiple. The only example in 1Samuel of the sequence wparticiple—
subject/object—participle®'® is that of 17:41d. This xparticiple does exhibit the first word

order of comment but it is narrative.

woet XN 1Ry | 1Samuel 17:41
part 53X | protasis
wpart 72 2

wsubjpart INTR 2UTR KON 2*11 X121 | apodosis

| analysed 41bcd as a protasis—apodosis construction (41bc-41d, cf page 225), where
xparticiple (41d) displays an emphatic word order of wparticiple. As its meaning is of

518 presumably, this type of xparticiple of ‘contrast’ would replicate its getal model of narrative head
wagetal followed by subject/object—getal of contrast.
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background narrative, | proposed a translation which takes into consideration both the
protasis—apodosis and the emphasis on X0 a0 b1 X123: ‘as he was coming and drawing
near to David, there was a man bearing the shield coming before him’. In FSP
framework, this is a ‘telescopic’ sentence oriented towards the existence of a new

phenomenon.**’

57 There are two possible types of sentences: Presentation—sentence (Phenomenon—Transition—Setting)
and Quality—sentence (Theme-Transition—-Rheme); the combined scale is Setting—Phenomenon—
Transition—Rheme Firbas, 1992, 67.
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4.3.6.1 Instead of conclusion: the impact of first word order on prelude and end-of-

episode xparticiple/xqetal

In Aramaic, the position of a verbal form in the episode is important. Wqetal prelude
shows that the respective episode is in temporal sequence with the previous one.
Besides nominal sentences,*'®

order sentences of subject—qetal (2:22a; 5:1; 14:24; 15:35c; 16:14) and subject—

the analysis of 1Samuel presents in prelude first word

participle (2:18; 3:1; 31:1). They display a morphological difference from their getal
and participle basis. Qetal in first word order supposes either a contrast xgetal or a
natural xqetal, which correlates to an English narrative simple past or to a comment
present perfect (retrospective), respectively (a third zero degree function is also in
possible cf the section ‘xqgetal as comment zero degree’, pages 284 and 319). For
subject—participle, the situation is simpler as the only revealed value was that of

comment zero degree background, which corresponds to present continuous.

Do these forms display other traces of comment besides being in prelude position (trace
8)? In addition to the remarks in the chapter on wqetal in ‘2.2.3 Other forms of prelude’,
| believe they show enough evidence to be considered comment forms because of the
presence of traces (2), (3), (9): (2) they all provide the initial information of the episode
so their prominence is obvious; (3) they all lack a narrative head (of wagetal), and (9)

they show no temporal juncture with the previous verbal form.

We supposed at the time that these forms were narrative background prelude forms
based on Niccacci’s analysis of antefatto as background form ‘which describes the prior
situation in which the account [about to be narrated] takes place, or provides
information which the reader/the listener needs to know in order to understand the
account which is about to be narrated’.>™ In the course of our research, it became clear
that background refers to a type of lento movement of narrative, and not to the content
of the narrative itself. One is a category of text—linguistics (as developed by Weinrich),
the other (described by Niccacci) refers to providing enough information at the
beginning so that the episode is understood. This clarifies why the prelude forms of
these five xqetal forms (here of subject—getal) are not background but comment

518 Their discussion is limited to the three NC forms of prelude (2:12a; 17:12; 13:1) under examination in
the section ‘Nominal Clause — waw—Pr—scale: Phenomenon—Transition—Setting’ (Chapter 1).
519 Niccacci, 'Dall'aoristo all'imperfetto o dal primo piano allo sfondo’, 1992, 97.
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retrospective. The author intervenes with a report (hence comment, not narrative) in the

temporal course of wgetal introduced episodes for the reasons I outlined in my remarks.

With retrospective comment, the narrator changes argument to an earlier moment: from
the death of Eli’s daughter—in—law to restoring the argument of ark taken by the
Philistines (5:1); from Jonathan’s incursion to the curse of Saul to his men not to eat

before a win in the battle (14:242°%), etc.

The subject—participle forms of 2:18 and 3:1 repeat the same wording about Samuel, the
young man (2:11b; 2:21d, respectively), who is » o7p wnwn, servant of the Lord. The
effect is of reminding the righteous presence of Samuel in contrast with the evil one of
Eli’s sons. The subject—participle forms are judgments of the narrator about Samuel’s
character which amount to a comment communication: 2:18: ‘Samuel is serving before
the Lord’; 3:1 ‘and the young man Samuel is serving before the Lord during Eli’s
life’.®* In the case of 31:1 the comment only reminds that there is a war: ‘And the
Philistines are fighting against Isracl’. Their comment quality is proven by the
morphological opposition of trace (10) (the MT shows comment xparticiple against a

narrative wqatal) and some of the other traces: (2), (3) and (9).

Other instances of xparticiple prelude are 29:1b—2 (cf above), 4:19a (beginning a new

panel within the episode of 4:1-22), and 6:13a (beginning a new panel within 6:1-7:1).
6:1-7:1

In this last episode, on the one hand, there is the panel of 6:1-12 (cf analysis in Annex
3) describing the counsel of the Philistines to return the Ark and the accomplishment of
this counsel in panel 6:13-7:1. They form together one single episode, as reading, for
example, this latter panel as a self-standing episode would leave us with unanswered

questions. These unanswered question would have had an impact on the viability of a

520 24a is xqetal retrospective: it announces that Israel is distressed and after that, with waetal 24b, it starts
the actual narration of the oath that enforces the fast until the battle is won. xgetal of narrative
retrospective is generally recognised based on context as there is no morphologically specialised verbal
construct for it.

%21 Cf a similar repetition in 18:10 and 19:9 analysed above — a different contrast: Saul aiming with a
spear at David who is singing. It is worth nothing that whereas the contrast supposed by the ‘contrast
xgetal” was between that and its narrative head — an overt type of contrast, in these two cases, the
xparticiple aims at creating a more sophisticated covertly contrast between the evil-doer or the attacker
(wqetal forms: Eli’s sons for chapters 2-3 and Saul in 18-19) and the righteous one or victim (Samuel
and David respectively).
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°22;. what the generic ‘jewels of gold’ in 6:15 were (they were

communication as text
brought as gift cf 6:4); about the chiefs of Philistines in 6:16 who return to their cities:
they are not mentioned anywhere between 6:13-15 but they occur at the end of the first
section in 6:12. Most importantly, if we consider the former section as a separate
episode of the latter, we lose the answer to the major question of ‘what happened next?’
that is launched in 6:9: were these plagues over the Philistines because of the Ark or

not?

The transfer from one panel to another is realised through two w-subject—participle
forms in sequence in 12e—13a, which obviously have an end—of—episode and prelude
quality, respectively. At this point, one needs to ask the basic question whether the

sentences in 12e—13a contain information that could be narrative material.

They certainly contain it but there is also the way the grammatical form in which this
information is packed. As with regards to narrative foreground/background distribution
of tenses, Weinrich asserts that ‘the author is fundamentally free’,>*® we should allow

for the same liberty of the narrator to distribute these events as comment or narrative.

Following Staalduine—Sulman’s wording, the translation should display comment
present continuous: ‘and the chiefs of the Philistines are going after them as far as the
border of Bet-shemesh (13) and Bet-shemesh are harvesting the wheat harvest in the

valley’.

What is changed in the new shape of the episode? For one we are able to observe,
besides the relievo of the foreground/background opposition (wgetal-wparticiple), the
change from simply narrating to commenting the passage. Though these events could
have been narrative material, the presence of the Philistines in the convoy and the
harvesting in Bet-shemesh are not inserted as foreground with wagetal (equivalent to

past simple) but as more involved xparticiple (equivalent to present continuous).

Are they still narrative (background) just because subject—participle is a morphological
participle, based on the narrative background wparticiple? 12e and 13a fit the
‘positional value’ of physical position (at the end and prelude of their respective

passages) and presents further information about the plot, both traits for a background

522 Cf the discussion of the 8 traits (in Chapter 1, page 90) that a communication should have for it to be
considered a text of de Beaugrande and Dressler, 1981, 3-7.
*2 Weinrich, 1978, 163
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24 and ascertained by our own description of

narrative in Weinrich’s description5
wparticiple. But they also display the two traces of comment outlined at the beginning
of this section. Are there any other comment traces that we can find to confirm our

observation?

The two subject—participle forms in 6:12e—13a show no poetical disposition, no ax, no
X, no redundancy within the episode or similarity with attested comment passage;

nevertheless, we are able to confirm that:

- they (2) have a prominence of information as they introduce two characters
which are going to feature in the second part of the episode: the people of Bet—
shemesh®? and the Philistine captains (cf 6:16a);

- 12e does have a narrative head in 12a (the cows turn towards the border with
Israel, and the Philistine chiefs follow); 13a lacks the narrative head (3);

- 13a has a prelude trait already ascertained (8); 12e has end-of-episode quality,
as it closes the first part of the episode — and now we are able to identify, by
contrast with the feature of prelude another comment trace that of (12) end of

the episode position.

This is not a historical present but a comment present continuous, where we see the

narrator making the necessary adjustments for us to understand the narrative.

The discussion of the end-of-episode 6:12e subject—participle leads to supposing a
further trace (end—of—episode position), which complements trace 8. It is equally
possible for the narrator to introduce and end episodes with a wqetal narrative and with
comment xgetal/participle forms. Of this end—of—episode xparticiple, there is one other
example, in 3:15¢c: the episode relating Samuel’s call to be the prophet of Israel ends
here with a waw—subject—participle relating the simple fact of his fearing to tell God’s

ominous words to Eli.

*24 Weinrich, 1978, 151.

%25 As a note: this subject—participle has a ‘telescopic’ form: it both introduces the new Phenomenon (the
people of Bet-shemesh) and gives rhematic information about their activity — in FSP the sentence for is
Phenomenon-Transition—-Rheme — with two elements bearing high communicative dynamism (as
opposed to Theme—Transition— Rheme — with one element). From this, we are able to suppose that FSP
telescopic sentences may be prelude forms in text-linguistics.
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waet XD TV DR 23 | 1Samuel 3:15

wqet 7 RYTPR N°2 W7 N0 1ol

wsubjpart | H5Y% RNXI21 T N° ORI 20T DR | subject-participle

It is interesting to note that the subject did not need to be repeated as it stays the same
from 3:15ab — so grammatically there is a kind of redundancy (trace (6)). Traces (9),
(10), (11) and (3) are also present, along with trace (2) — this comment (‘And Samuel is
fearing to tell the prophetic vision to Eli’) sets the ground for Eli’s pressured discourse

of 3:17 urging him to disclose it.

An example of xqgetal end—of—episode is 14:23b. We have seen above the comment
retrospective trait of the preceding xqgetal forms in 14:20-22 (similar to 6:15-16b).
Being end—of—episode xqgetal, its comment side is more obvious because of the idea of
summary. Hamburger offers sufficient explanation for the use of present tense in
narrative summaries. While Weinrich accepts this view, he also asserts that this does not
derive from its quality of being summary but from being comment: the narrator already
explained what happened (in the course of narrative), and if he or she chooses to give a
summary it is with the purpose of allowing a comment on the events either of him or of
someone else.*® In 14:23b, the subject—getal contains a short sentence of summary: In
light of this position of xgetal, the end—of-episode position provides a comment
retrospective summary. The discussion of Weinrich brings out the fact that the summary
does not provide new information, so from this point of view summary xgetal has an

inherent indication of comment trace (6), redundancy.
The first 8 comment traces ascertained or declared in the discussion of xqgetal are:

(1) Poetical disposition of information;

(2) Prominence of the information for other narratives;

(3) Lack of narrative ‘head’ and/or the presence of a comment head (as xqetal) represent
further trace of comment;

(4) Similarity with attested comment passages (i.e. direct speech);

(5) The presence of Ax;

(6) Apparent redundancy within the episode;

(7) The presence of xn;

526 Cf the discussion above on the place of the summary in Hamburger and Weinrich.

313



(8) Prelude position;

To these, we can add the last four of this section:

(9) Lack of temporal juncture;

(10) Morphological opposition of narrative and comment — only for xparticiple
(11) It conveys incidental information

(12) End-of—episode position.
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4.3.7 (v) Aramaic xparticiple and xyiqtul as background events in comment

Aramaic xparticiple featured as being an equivalent for BH forms of xparticiple and
xyigtol. Based on this equivalence we identified trace (10) the morphological
opposition of BH wqatal and forms of BH xparticiple and xyiqtol which makes
evident the morphological difference between Aramaic wparticiple (BH waqatal — a gatal
form) and xparticiple (BH xparticiple and xyiqtol — participle and yiqtol forms).
Because BH waqatal corresponds to Aramaic wparticiple, then Aramaic xparticiple is not
a ‘reversed’ word order of wparticiple but an independent form, if 1 may venture to
suggest it, from a morphological point of view. If the Aramaic xparticiple would have
been a reversed form of wparticiple, then in BH wgatal should have been opposed by

xqatal.

The discussion above did no pursue further the cases where Aramaic xparticiple has as
underlying BH form a yiqtol (all of them occur in the middle of the episode):

- two combinations with common x element (Anx 9321) 14:47¢>?” and 18:5b;
- one double sentence with correlated verbs 1:7bc where X is 112 and 1°3;

- three subject—participle in 13:17b-18ab.

In parallel with these we can also read the only five occurrences with yigtul in Targum

1Samuel:

- 19:24d with the adverb 1°5 %y — xyiqtul;

- 1:7a with the adverb 1> — xyiqtul,

- 2:19a object-yiqtul — xyiqtul,

- 1:12d conjunction—yiqtul (the conjunction is 7 7v) — simple yiqtul;

- 2:15a negated yiqtul sentence preceded by the conjunction v ax — simple
xyiqtul.>?

These examples suggest two main things: routine events and anticipation each conveyed

both through xparticiple and xyiqtul.

527 Cf full analysis of 14:47—48 in “(iii) xqetal as comment zero degree (second part)’, page 319.
528 Negation is not an x element.
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Routine events

14:47c and 18:5b: the two constructions seem to be part of a schema of anx 2521 (almost
like a casus pendens), with relative sentence (with participle) introduced by the
conjunction 7 (BH 2wx), which is continues with a participle. The effect is introducing a

commentary about the theme in the previous sentence:

- Saul ‘in wherever [place] he is turning, he is making the place tributary’ (14:47;
this follows Staalduine—Sulman’s wording);

- David ‘in wherever place Saul is sending him, he is being successful’ (cf
Staalduine—Sulman: ‘And David went out in every place that Saul sent him,

successfully”).

13:17b-18ab lists the directions that the spoilers coming from the Philistine into Israel
took. There was nothing to prevent the narrator to introduce them as wparticiple forms
as the sense of routine is part of it (as we observed in wparticiple analysis). The change
to first word order leads us to a comment intention in background: the narrator adds
them as incidental (trace (11)), they display the opposition with xparticiple (cf trace
(10)); one could say that they display a temporal juncture (against comment trace (9))
because each company goes out (cf 13:17a wqetal) but among themselves (17b—18ab)
they do not show it. This last temporal juncture is only by chance (because it is after
waqetal), so it cannot be taken into account. The translation in English should use present
continuous to give the sense of comment background implied by xparticiple.

The double sentence of xparticiple in 1:7bc and the two xyiqtul sentence of 19:24d
along with 1:7a contain the adverb 1> as x element. These sentences and the object—
yiqtul of 2:19a also displays a routine event. Given their first word order disposition of
the sentence, these are comment background forms; xyigtul seems to make no
difference from xparticiple if one compares 1:7a and 1:7c, respectively, as they contain
the same adverb 1> and the meaning of routine. Again, these should be translated as

comment background present continuous.
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4.3.7.1 yiqtul as narrative anticipation529

The remaining two cases of xyiqtul exhibit anticipation when one looks at the before
and after sentence of each case. In 1:12a there is a wqetal narrative as macro—syntactic
sign which introduces the event of Eli waiting. While MT continues with a comment
casus pendens and a subject—participle (13a), Targum adds an end point for Eli’s
waiting with conjunction—yiqtul (1:12c: »wsn7 7). We have had no discussion of the

word order in subordinated sentence.

Niccacci interprets any conjunction (except waw) as x element>*°

(both subordinate and
coordinate conjunctions). However, in view of the delicate situation of word order in
Aramaic, as a supposition, no conjunction should be considered x element. For one, this
would not be in keeping with Niccacci’s own rules, as if conjunction waw is not an x
element, it is not clear what is different about it from the others to refuse the x status.
Moreover, the inclusion of conjunctions as x element obstructs the simple discussion of
word order which, as a general rule in all languages, evaluates the position of subject,
verb and complement. The classic question about Biblical Hebrew has always been: is
BH a VSO or a SVO language?®® If the conjunction is not an x element, both these

examples are narrative anticipation.

To explain what anticipation is, Weinrich supposes that each linguistic sign has a
position in text and their sequence amounts to a linearity of sentence (literary studies
call this ‘sujet’). Each sentence is a moment of the text which describes in sequence a
moment in reality (which corresponds with ‘fabula’). When the linearity of the text and
that of the story coincide, there is no anticipation or retrospection (the order of events in
sujet coincides with that of fabula). If that linearity is disturbed it occurs a meaning, of
retrospective or of anticipation with regard to the moment where this disruption. These
mean that the linearity is broken to offer a ‘post—information’ or anticipation (we

already talked about retrospect at length — that is also called ‘pre—information’).>*

%29 Cf Annex 4 for analysis of passages in Targum and MT.

>%0 Niccacci and Watson [tr], 1990, §6, p. 25.

>3! Talmy Givén supposes that BH changes word order from VSO to SVO in the course of time cf T.
Givon, 'The Drift from VSO to SVO in Biblical Hebrew', in Mechanisms of Syntactic Change, ed. Charles
N. Li (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1977). If he is right, BH moves from a narrative to a comment
state in the course of time.

532 Weinrich, 1978, 77. Our time at the time of the reading has no bearing on this discussion. What is
important is the linearity of the text, in the case of narrative; in comment, the point of view of the author
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In our first case, information ‘until she [Hannah] would finish’ (12¢) is stated before the
moment of her actual finish of weeping in the story (presumably in 1:14 when Eli
addresses her directly or even after when she goes home) as in 13a she is still bitter and
weeping. In the second example, the sentence ‘even before the meat would be brought
to the altar’ (15a) is included in the text before the coming of the servant to ask for the
meat and the ensuing conversation (15bc-16). However, the bringing of the meat in this
context is not a future event, as it never happens in the story (presumably, the meat is

taken by the priest’s servant before that).

Retrospection and anticipation are ‘relational concepts’ with regards to the sequence of
sentences they occur in, not with their content of future information. So instead of
saying that yiqtol is future because it happens in the future (in most cases this future
never arrives, cf 2:16: the servant takes the meat before that), we say it is anticipated
with regards to the events in 2:15b and 1:13a. Because the sentences display a second

word order, these conjunction-yigtul and negation—yiqtul are narrative anticipation.

may come into discussion as he chooses to use present tenses or present perfect (in English) for past
events with the aim of declaring his involved in the past event in the course of telling a story.
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4.3.8 (iii) xgetal as comment zero degree (second part)

In the first introductive part on xqgetal as zero degree, we have argued that there is a
natural need for comment zero degree in indirect speech based on the fact that most
narratives display it (our examples were from English modern literature and LXX). This
need is met in Targum Aramaic by the distribution of narrative and comment according

to word order: second word order (wgetal and wparticiple)>*®

means narrative; first
word order (x—verb) comment. Moreover, looking at Aramaic on its own, the existence
of comment xqetal retrospect and xparticiple of zero degree background prompts the
question of the zero degree comment foreground and anticipation, respectively, to
balance them. The xparticiple form supports half of the zero degree comment
responsibility by conveying background; nevertheless, we still need the foreground

function.

Regarding anticipation, we have seen that yiqtul is a narrative anticipation, while the
xyiqtul forms tend to convey information closer to a xparticiple comment foreground
(as routine events: 19:24d; 1:7a and 2:19a), rather than comment anticipation. There are
only three xyiqtul (i.e. first word order sentences), so we are unable to say if comment

anticipation does occur in indirect speech.

I chose to speak about xparticiple comment first (in the previous section), as |
recognised that (1) it displays a zero—degree feature, which does not contain information
prior or subsequent to the narrative. Moreover, (2) in all instances, xparticiple has a
single function, that of comment zero degree background, which derives from its
morphological parallelism with wparticiple of zero degree narrative. By point (2), we
need to say that in specific conditions, wqetal narrative foreground and a comment
xgetal should show the same type of parallelism, both presenting zero degree forms

opposite to each other.

The fact that the forms we are going to look at are xgetal of comment zero degree does
not mean that it recounts information in temporal sequence but that it does not distort
the linearity of text time of events in the episode by presenting retrospect or

anticipation. Positively, this means that the sequence of wqgetal narrative containing a

53 This includes the yiqtul narrative sentences of 1:12d conjunction-yigtul (simple yigtul) and 2:15a
(simple yigtul). More research is needed, but 7¥ ax, as conjunction, should not be considered element x.

319



temporal sequence is briefly exchanged with a still zero degree of xgetal to state an

event as comment. After this information occurs, the narrative wqetal resumes.

We have been able to propose only one trace of comment specific to one verbal
construct. This trace applies to xparticiple forms: (10) morphological opposition of
narrative and comment — in BH, narrative background waqatal is opposed by comment
xparticiple and xyigtol, not by xqatal — it displays the fact that Aramaic xparticiple is

opposed morphologically to wparticiple.>**

This section has four parts. The first part explains trace (13): the presence of xparticiple
along xgetal and its impact on the reading xgetal as comment zero degree. Second, it
explains the role of origo, or reference point, in narrative and comment with a reading
of the comment forms in 5:3-6. Third, the proposal of trace (13) is used to clarify
ambiguous cases of xgetal comment. Fourth, trace (13) has its limitations in influencing
the status of xgetal, and we need to see what they are. The xgetal of zero degree occurs

in only 5 chapters of Targum 1Samuel.

4.3.8.1 Trace 13 - mark of xqetal zero degree comment

For the purpose of this section, we need to introduce one more trace which states that
(13) the juxtaposition of xparticiple before/after xqetal is a trace of xgetal zero

degree. We shall look now at both these combination in 4:13bd and 5:4bc.

waet IN2T RO TITWR SR W TpR1 | 1Samuel 5:3-6
wMS K77 | comment retrospective
subjget »7 RIR DTP RYIX 9 "MK 99 7 7

waet 737 N° 12°0M

wget SINRY 7N 129NK)

waet TIN2T XAV KO¥ MTRRY | A

wMS X b

>34 Extrapolating one could propose a trace for xgetal comment zero degree the opposition between BH
narrative wayyiqtol and xgatal (which translates xqetal) to show the morphological difference the
opposition Aramaic narrative wgetal foreground (zero degree) and comment xqgetal foreground (zero
degree).
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subjget

»7 RIIR QTP RYIX DY 10K 2 07 1137

comment zero degree

wsubjpart | Xn91P0 YV 1AM XOXP T NOD PNANY PAT W | € | comment zero degree
[pass]
subjget MRy IRNYR 790 75 | d
advlapart | Dy 1137 0" 19YT 991 TIAT MM PITT R 173 9y
7T RAY TV TITWR AT DO
waet TITWR WIR 5Y 7 ’nn nopm °
wsubjget saAwR 7 RN | 1Samuel 4:11-13
comment retrospective
wsubjqget 1011901 71917 Y2uPNR *HY %12 PN | comment retrospective
wgget X707 T7°12 N7 RL2AWH X123 0N -
woet K177 R1A1°2 12909 RORY
wsubjpart TYTAN SN
wsubjpart dhivaneRaphubhy
wojet xnxy 0 | a
MS X1 | b | comment zero degree
subjpart "307 RYIIN 77K W20 HY 80013 9y 2000 Yy
cqet M RIIN DY YT AL MR | C
wsubjqet RNIP2 X7 XNR X2 | d | comment zero degree
waet :XNTP 92 nUPANURY | e

The episode of 4:1-22 begins with Samuel’s call of Israel to battle the Philistines and

narrates their defeat. There are three comment passages here:

- 4:11ab represents a retrospective xgetal comment,

535

which comments in

retrospect two further results which are going to shape the following account

(the loss of the Ark and the death of Eli’s sons). This continues with two wgetal

narrative (12ab);

5% Cfabove ‘Traces of comment and subject—qetal in 4:10-11", page 266.
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- two subject—participle, this time, zero degree (‘And his clothes are torn and dust
is mounted on his head”). 13a wqetal has an obvious ellipsis here as we do not
know where it comes into (the city, a house in the city?);

- 13bd: it contains the xparticiple—xqetal sequence (with 13c as subordinated to
13b).

4:13bd contains more than one trace of comment (cf Annex 6 for their description): (2)
prominence of information, (3) the lack of narrative head; (7) xm; (6) redundancy of
verb in 13d (repeats it from 13a). These four traces alone show the comment quality of
the two sentences. While for the 13b, we can assert that it is a zero degree background
‘Behold, Eli is sitting ...”, for 13d xqgetal, we have the option of interpreting it as

retrospect (‘the man has entered...’) or zero degree (‘the man enters...”).

The same possibility verifies with the xgetal comment in 5:4b. To establish its comment
quality, it displays the traces: (3), (7) this xm extends over 4bcd, (6) redundancy with
itself (3b and 4b have the same wording). 5:4b subject—qgetal communicates the state in
which the Philistines find Dagon, the second time adds 5:4c (subject—participle) and

5:4d (another subject—getal).

5:4b xqetal does retain the ambiguity of comment zero degree or retrospect. Does it still
continue the text time or resorts to retrospection? The verse is not narrative because of
the presence of the comment traces and the first word order. In the context of the
following xparticiple zero degree 5:4c (all xparticiple are zero degree background), 5:4b
xqetal is similarly a zero degree — foreground. This is because it does not make sense to
describe the same object (Dagon) on different temporal perspectives (retrospective and
zero degree); instead, describing it with relievo (foreground/background) is even

recommendable as it avoids tediousness (following Staalduine—Sulman’s wording):

‘Behold, Dagon is thrown®

[had fallen] down on his face to the ground before the Ark
of the LORD. And the head of Dagon and the two palms of his hands are [were] lying

cut off upon the threshold; only his body is [was] left to him.’

Presumably, the same effect is verified in 4:13bd, as the change in linguistic perspective

from the comment zero degree background of 13b (xparticiple) to 13d xgetal

5% This word follows Harrington—Saldarini’s translation, cf Harrington and Saldarini, 1987, 111.
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retrospective does not make sense. The text does not focus on the same object (like in
the case of Dagon). Nevertheless, there is no disturbance in the text time — xgetal
comment comes after another xparticiple zero degree with which it is in close contact
(both are comment). It does not render it as retrospective because we cannot say that
xgetal (13d) reports something that happened before xparticiple (13b). As a result, 13d
retains a zero degree, and being morphologically different, it is foreground. The

foreground extends over the next xgetal in 5:4c.

The point of this discussion is to prove that there is no difference between xqetal—
xparticiple and xparticiple—xgetal sequences. When they occur together, they form a
zero degree sequence. Moreover, because the sequences are morphologically different,
we can safely suppose that they have an inner opposition of foreground/background.
Each of the xparticiple and xgetal forms perform opposing functions not only with one
another but also with their respective parallel in narrative: wgetal zero degree narrative
— Xgetal has the same value but in comment; the same applies for wparticiple and

xparticiple (in background).

The discussion leads us to propose a comment trace which belongs only to xqetal zero
degree which is the presence of a xparticiple zero degree. In a sentence, this means that
(13) whenever it is in conjuction with comment xparticiple, xgetal comment becomes
zero degree too. We can say that xparticiple background zero degree acts as validation
or attracts this xgetal comment to be zero degree foreground rather than retrospective.

As a note on the importance of xparticiple for determining the zero degree value, we
have literally the same wording in the xgetal of 5:3b. It displays the same comment
traces of 5:4b and we can ask the same question about its retrospective/zero degree
quality. The lack of trace (13), | would say, leads us to judge it to be retrospective.

4.3.8.2 Other cases of zero degree in 1 Samuel: 17:14c-15a; 13:16ab; and the
narrative of 9:1-27

17:14c-15ab: sequence of subject—qgetal followed by subject—participle®®’

7:14c—15a sequence is comment because of trace: (2) and (3); cf Annex 6 for analysis of
comment traces. The xqetal in 14c shows (6) redundancy with 13ab. Because it displays

trace (13), xqetal becomes zero degree. In fact, 14c-15a acts as a summary inserted

537 17:14c-15a and 5:4bc seem to be the only two subject—qetal-subject—participle sequences in Targum
1Samuel.

323



before the narrative of the battle of Goliath and David: it introduces David and his
brothers as two characters (following Staalduine—Sulman’s translation): ‘(14) the three
eldest go [went] after Saul. (15) And David is going and returning (or simply: is going)
[used to go] back and forth from Saul to tend his father's sheep at Bethlehem.” The

wparticiple in 15b is a comment form continuing the xparticiple in 15¢.>*

13:16ab: sequence of subject—participle followed by subject—getal

Verse 13:16 is comment as some traces are present ((2) (3)), besides the first word
order. The case of 13:16 is special because 16b xqetal repeats information stated in
13:5d — the act of camping of the Philistines in Michmash. Nevertheless, it is not
redundancy but a willful repetition of information because the whole verse is incidental:
the narrative stops between verses 15 and 17 with a comment which brings together the
new position of Saul (in Gibeah, cf 15) to that of the Philistnes. The presence of
xparticiple (trace (13)) in 16a allows the interpretation of xqetal as zero degree®*
(following Staalduine—Sulman’s wording). ‘And Saul, and Jonathan his son, and the
people who were found with them, are staying [stayed] in The Hill of the House of
Benjamin, but the Philistines encamp [encamped] in Michmas’. The distribtuion of the
two sides on background (Saul and his men, xparticiple) and foregound (the Philitenes,
xgetal) are in line with the wgetal narrative zero degree of 13:17a — ‘And the destroyer

came out of the camp of the Philistines’.

9:1-27°%

Episode 9:1-10:16 is a lengthy description of the circumstances which lead to Saul’s
official election as king in 10:17-27 (cf Annex 5 and 6 for analysis and traces for the x—
verb forms). The episode begins with the names of Saul’s ancestors (1-2) followed by

the start of narrative recounting on Saul and his servant looking for his father’s lost

>3 Other examples of wparticiple continuing xparticiple: 1:10b; 2:26b; 14:19c; 18:16c. There are 118
occurrences of xparticiple (both in direct and indirect speech, subordinated sentence included) in Targum
1Samuel and only 5 occurrences of a wparticiple continuative as comment (including 17:15). We can
deduce that wparticiple presents comment information only in exceptional cases. The exceptional cases
are explained by hendiadys: 2:26ab, 14:19ab; 17:15cd; 18:16bc (16c¢ continues a subordinate xparticiple).
5% Both Harrington-Saldarini and Staalduine—Sulman display the translation with English narrative
foreground past tense — ‘the Philistines (en)camped in Michmash’.

50 Cf Analysis of the section in and the list of traces for 9:11ab and 9:9a in Annex 6.
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donkeys (3-8). The subsequent narrative sequence is interrupted in several places with

the following content:>*

9:5ab: comment retrospect with xqgetal-xgetal:
‘When they have come [came] to the land in which there was a prophet, Saul has said

[said] to his young man, who was with him’

9:9a—d: comment retrospect in adverb—getal (9a) and (after the direct speech of 9bc)
narrative conjunction—object—participle of 9d. This last form is narrative because the
word order is emphatic, oriented towards the technical term x°21%, cf my rendering in

9:9d: ‘Formerly in Israel, when a man goes®*

[went] to seek instruction from before the
LORD, he says [said] it like this, ‘Come and let us meet the seer.” For it was>* the

prophet today that formerly was called a seer’

9:11ab comment zero degree with xparticiple—xgetal
‘As they are going [went] up by the ascent of the city, they meet [met] young women

coming out to draw water, and said to them’

9:14bc: comment zero degree with xparticiple— xparticiple; 14a is narrative
‘So they went up to the city. As they are [were] entering the city, behold, Samuel is

coming [was coming] out toward them on his way up to the banqueting hall.’

9:15: comment retrospect: one object—getal
‘And from before the LORD it has been [was said] said to Samuel, one day before

Saul's coming’

9:17ab: comment zero degree with xgetal-xqetal. 17a is still zero degree, despite the
lack of trace (13) because 9:15a shows the comment trace (11) of incidental
information. In that capacity, 9:15a does not sever the connection between 14bc zero
degree and 17a.

‘When Samuel sees [saw] Saul, from before the LORD it is [was] said to him’

> The translations follow Staalduine—Sulman, 2002, 266-275; italics letters mark my translation.

>2 The form in 9a is comment retrospective, but English does not allow present perfect retrospective in
these types of sentences.

>3 | translate with the narrative was as | analyse the conjunction—object—participle in 9d as narrative
despite the fact that it displays a first word order (comment). 9d is narrative xparticiple of the emphatic
sort (thus, not a comment xparticiple) that aims to introduce a new Phenomenon (the prophet) in a
sentence with Pr—scale.
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9:27ab comment zero degree with xparticiple—xgetal:

‘As they are [were] going down to the outskirts of the city, Samuel says [said] to Saul,’

4.3.8.3 Displacements of origo induced by xqetal comment™* in indirect speech

As we are working with a linear disposition of information in a written text, one needs
to be careful how the origo or point of reference changes. It seems that the origo

changes with linguistic attitude:

- The dispalcement of narrative to comment means that the origo of the
commenter who comments substitutes the linear origo of narrative — in our case,
the narrator becomes commenter and addresses the reader;

- The displacement of origo from comment to narrative marks the action of the
narrator taking the place of the commenter and following the narrative plot.

These two modes of communication create the text time, as Weinrich calls it. The origo
is indifferent to other changes of linguistic perspective and prominence because it refers
only to a linear narrative or to comment linearity. Consequently, linguistic perspective
(retrospect, zero degree, anticipation) depends on the type of origo, narrative or

comment.

In the passage of 5:3-6, the first change occurs from 5:3a wqetal narrative to 3b xqetal
comment, which shows (the inverse process occurs in 5:3b xgetal to 5:3c wqetal —
second change):

- an overt displacement of origo because the forms are morphologically different,

cf wgetal and xgetal,

>4 The argument of this section on origo aims to be a replica of Weinrich’s the discussion on Tempus—
Metaphorik, which evaluates the changes dimension induced, for example, from the change from past
simple to present perfect: 1. narrative to comment; 2 zero degree to retrospective. Nevertheless, one of the
key points of the thesis relies on a homonymous term of temporal metaphor: two subsequent wgetal forms
advance together (because they form one unity of meaning which is) the time of narrative (based on Julia
Kristeva’s temporal metaphor). This homonymy derives from the common meaning of the term metaphor
as one entity composed of two elements, whose juxtaposition amounts to one new meaning.
Consequently, | had to suppress the use of the term metaphor in my discussion to avoid confusion
between this part and the previous discussion on wgetal.

Also, | use the term displacement for movements of origo between narrative and comment, and change
for all other modifications (of linguistic perspective and prominence).
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- one covert change of perspective, because xgetal is a retrospective form (wqetal
is zero degree) — this covert change is of the text time linearity which is no
longer referred to the wgetal (so inside the text) but to the conversation between
narrator and reader; this change is of linguistic perspective (zero degree wqetal

to xgetal comment retrospective).

The third change is that of 5:4a wqetal (zero degree narrative) to 5:4b xqetal zero degree

comment:

- overt displacement of narrative to comment, so a change in origo;
- no change in terms of linguistic perspective (xqetal displays trace (13) of

xparticiple, so it has the same zero degree).

The fourth change is 5:4b xqetal foreground to 5:4c xparticiple background (no change

in origo):

- overt change of prominence from foreground to background, because of their

different morphological forms (getal versus participle); there is no displacement.

The fifth change is 5:4c xparticiple to 5:4d xqetal (this is also a zero degree because of
xparticiple), so the type of change occurs inversely from background (participle) to

foreground (getal). No change in origo as this is still comment

The sixth change is 5:4d xgetal to 5:5 xparticiple, still comment but background. The
presence of the origo of comment status (supposing a first person speaking and second
listening) is reflected (not caused per se) by the adverbial construction 77 &1 v (to
this day).>*

The seventh displacement is from comment (5:5) back to narrative wqetal in 5:6a
verifying the same displacement of origo of 5:3b xgetal to 5:3c wqetal overtly from
comment to narrative. Also a further change occurs from zero background (xparticiple)
to zero degree (wgetal). This is where the comment stops and the origo is displaced

back to narrative.

55 | suppose that the element x here is the adverb. The status of the negation has not been established;
however, the fact remains that this is an xgetal form.
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The point of this discussion is to argue that, within the linear text, the origo moves
places when there is a modification of linguistic attitude from narrative to comment and

back, as explained by these examples.

Let see how these displacements between comment and narrative apply to the
translation of Targum 1 Samuel 5:3-6 (following mainly Staalduine—Sulman’s

wording):

‘(3) And [when] the people of Ashdod rose early the next day, behold, Dagon has [had]
fallen on his face to the ground before the ark of the LORD. So they took Dagon and
put him back in his place. (4) When they rose early in the morning the next day, Behold,

Dagon is thrown®*

[had fallen] down on his face to the ground before the ark of the
LORD. And the head of Dagon and the two palms of his hands are [were] lying cut off
upon the threshold; only his body is [was] left to him. (5) Therefore the idol priests of
Dagon and all who enter the house of Dagon are [do] not [tread] stepping®’ on the
threshold of Dagon in Ashdod to this day. (6) And the stroke of the LORD was heavily
upon the people of Ashdod, and He terrified and afflicted them with haemorrhoids, both

Ashdod and its territory’.

4.3.8.4 Direct speech uses of xqetal zero degree

The argument of first word order is probably more at home in direct speech passages or
dialogues. Let us look at 12:1-2, and especially 2bc combination (cf Annex 5 for the

analysis of texts in this section):

waet LRI R SRmY x| a | Samuel 12:1-2
wayyiqtol

MS x| b | narrative
getal 995 1195 N2

gatal

[cqget]/gatal " INNKRT

waet JN29 1129V NU3onRY | € | narrative
wayyiqtol

5% This follows Harrington—Saldarini’s translation.
547 Again, after Harrington—Saldarini.
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wn< | a
MS X7 b
subjpart 1190712 72 Ta K comment zero degree
subjpart
wsubjget nwR RIXY | €
wsubjqgatal comment zero degree
waet no2oy | d
waqatal comment zero degree
wCP I
MS hel
NCtr 10N NN
wsubjget | Xn1 7Y NwTA N2°ATR 93797 RIXY | retrospective
wsubjqatal T

Samuel’s discourse in direct speech begins with a comment &7 but followed by a getal
narrative (1b): this is narrative in contrast with the comment word order found in XX
mwp (2¢).>* There is nothing to prevent Samuel to say xix at the beginning of his
speech in 1b, in fact he starts with narrating the actions he has taken to fulfil Israel’s
request for a king. His speech proceeds with a wgetal narrative (wayyiqtol in BH).
Verse 2 contains two comment particles jw> and xn, followed by the comment
combination of xparticiple—xqgetal which continues with wgetal (wgatal in BH>*).
Consequently, I render the beginning of his discourse as (following Staalduine—Sulman,

italics indicate my changes):

‘(1) ... Behold, I accepted [have accepted] your speech, all that you said [have said] to
me, and appointed [have made] a king over you. (2) And now, behold, the king is

leading [leads] you at your head; and | am old and grey.’

> The use of the pronoun xax is emphatic as the verb form n"wp would have been enough to convey the
first person singular. The involvement and hence the comment quality of 2c is all the more evident and in
stark contrast with the getal narrative of 1b.

>9 \We cannot assert with certainty the reason why this change occurred in MT. We noted the difference
as the continuation forms of BH gatal based verbal constructs may become (once the necessary research
on BH is completed) a trace of delimiting comment use of Aramaic getal (continued with wqatal in BH)
from the narrative (continued with wayyiqtol) — in our instance between getal forms of 12:1b (narrative)
and 12:2a (comment).
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It is important note the use of the wgetal of 1c and 2d. In the first case it is a narrative
wqetal as it continues a narrative form in 1b; conversly in 2d, wqetal is comment as it
follows a comment form, an xgetal zero degree comment — wgetal takes not only the
comment quality of this xgetal but also its zero degree foreground mark. We can assume
from this that should a wgetal follow an xqetal of retrospect comment its value would

be also of retrospect comment.

There are two other items of consequence deriving from the analysis of these texts. The
first is to assert that the uses of xparticiple—xqgetal combinations in direct speech confirm
trace (13) that whenever xgetal comment occurs with xparticiple, the xqetal acquires
zero degree. Similar xparticiple-xqetal of zero degree is found in (following

Harrington—Saldarini, italics are my translation) direct speech:>*°

- 16:1bc — ‘How long are you grieving over Saul and I remove [have removed]
him being the king’ (cf analysis in Annex 5);

- 28:15ef — Saul to Samuel (when summoned by the wizard of Endor): ‘the
Philistines are waging battle against me and the Memra of the Lord is far from
me’. This is equal with 28:16bc: Samuel’s answer mirrors the same syntactical
arrangement (xparticiple—xgetal) — ‘And why are you asking me? And the
Memra of the Lord is far from you’; in both cases Harrington—Saldarini translate
xparticiple-xqetal as zero degree background and foreground respective,

(present continuous — present simple), in accord with our interpretation.

Second, the use of the reverse combination (xgetal-xparticiple) is less used in both
direct and indirect speech. There is only one example of it in 28:9b—e (9cd are
subordinate to 9b), again following Harrington—Saldarini — they translate 9b—e with
English zero degree: ‘Behold you know what Saul did®™" [has done] that he put an end
to lying oracles and necromantic apparitions from the land. And why are you attacking
my soul so as to kill me?’. The translation follows the distribution of

foreground/background supposed by xgatal and xparticiple sequence.*

Looking to interpret the impact of trace (13) — the juxtaposition of xparticiple

before/after xqetal is trace of xgetal zero degree, we can say that in combination with

550 Cf Annex 5 for analysis of these texts.
%51 | suppose that 9cd are both narrative simple past (second word order), not comment present perfect.
%52 Harrington and Saldarini, 1987, 155.
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xparticiple, xgetal comment touches the ‘upper limit” of what xqetal can do in comment
spectrum. It covers comment retrospect and only in combination with xparticiple it

becomes zero degree.

4.3.8.5 Ambiguous subject-qetal resolved as comment retrospect
Based on trace (13) we can now proceed to reject the comment zero degree trait for the

following xgetal forms, whose status was not certain before: °>

- 14:16b displays comment traces of (2) (3) (7) &m. Is this a zero degree ‘Behold,
the multitude of the Philistine camp is [was] broken’ or comment retrospective
‘Behold, the multitude of the Philistine camp has been broken’? The lack of
trace (13) allows us to interpret it with the latter. The text reverts to narrative

participle (second word order);

woget T2 NPT RNYAXA PIRWS KOR190 1w © | 1Samuel 14:16
WMs R
subjget 9aNK KNS Nwn 10
part 72N IR
wpart 9301

- 14:47a xqgetal (LXX shows present tense: kol ZaovA kataxinpodrar...). After
47:46ab which is a classic wgetal-xqetal contrast (narrative) closing the
preceding session (cf Annex 4 for analysis), the episode continues with another
xqetal, similar to a prelude form for the coming section, a summary of Saul’s
kingship (before the two episodes in 15:1-9 and 15:10-35: the reasons for

Saul’s rejection as king).

So, 14:47a comment xgetal: (7) prelude of this last section in the episode, it contains
traces (2) prominence and (3) lacks a narrative head. It could be a zero degree (‘And
Saul prospers [prospered] in the kingship’) or retrospective (‘and Saul has
prospered [prospered] in the kingship’). The lack of trace (13) leads us again to the

latter interpretation. Verse 47 is a comment only verse: 47b (wgetal) is comment

%3 | used Staalduine—Sulman’s wording throughout these coming examples, her tense interpretation in
square parenthesis.
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because it continues 47a; 14:47c (xparticiple)®™* is comment zero degree: ‘Saul has

prospered... has waged battle. In wherever [place] he is turning, he is making the

place tributary’. In 48a narrative resumes with wqetal foreground.

- 14:25ab is comment because 25a shows first word order and traces: (6)
redundant information with 14:26ab (the people go into the wood, there is
honey); (3) (cf Annex 6 for further analysis of traces). Because of the
redundancy the entire verse could also have been skipped but the narrator>>® pre—
introduces the information as comment in zero degree or retrospect. The
translation is: ‘And all the inhabitants of the land enter [entered] the forest, and
there is [was] honey on the surface of the field” or ‘And all the inhabitants of the
land have entered [entered] the forest, and there was>>® honey on the surface of

the field’. It lacks trace (13) hence xgetal-wqetal are retrospect.

wsubjget KW 9% RYIK 2777 9917 | 1Samuel 14:25-26
waet :XPPI DR BV RY2AT M
waet KU KOy RNXY*°
WMS XY
NCr RUIT 112
NCwr 7MY T NNT N

% Cf above discussion of 47¢ in ‘(v) Aramaic xparticiple and xyiqtul comment as background events’
page 315.

> This could be a sign of redaction, as this is either of the original narrator or of the final redactor of
1Samuel.

5% English to be prevents the present perfect.
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4.3.8.6 The limits of trace (13) in analysing the xparticiple-xqetal sequence

The analysis of the xparticiple and xgetal forms in 4:13bd and 5:4bc revealed that their
combination may lead, when xqetal is comment, to representing zero degree in
Targumic Aramaic. Nevertheless, it is important to note also that there are four

instances in which xgetal and xpartiticple do not function together.

First, the two forms should be part of the same episode/panel for trace (13), i.e. they

should not be one in end—of—episode/panel position, while the other is in prelude/initial

position of the next episode/panel. This type of instance is the passage of 4:18f-19a.%’

wget nony | 1Samuel 4:18gef-19ab
(theme: Samuel)

crt 777 X123 20 N

wsubjoet IV PYAIR DRI 10 7T RN Panel ends
wsubjpart To"5 K79 DN NNX NP> 1 | initial form of a panel
waet »7 R PANWRT RNVIAY DY VAL

The second panel of this episode®

ends with counting the time Samuel judged Israel.
With the beginning of the third panel in the episode, there is a change in theme (19a: the
daughter—in—law of Eli) and place (from where Samuel has just died to where his
daughter—in—law gives birth). The end—of—panel and the initial sentences do not work
together to establish a xqgetal-xparticiple zero degree sequence but they work separate

within the sequences of sentences in their respective panels.

Second, the quality of the xqetal alone should be of comment before considering it as
joined with an xparticiple form. In the same example of 4:18, the xqgetal in 18f is
narrative having as head the wqetal 18g. Instead of continuing with providing details
about Samuel’s death, the narraor counts his years as judge: ‘He [Samuel] died ... but
he judged Israel for 40 years’. As a result we suppose that the xgetal alone needs to
show ‘some traces of comment before it can be coupled with the preceding or the

ensuing xparticiple’.

>>718f xgetal was analysed as narrative, being another way of ending the episode, similar to the classical
model of ‘he went this way, he went that way’ — 26:25ef: ‘David went on his way, while Saul returned to
his place’ Cf analysis in ‘Contrast xqetal — variation of second word order’, page 260.

%%8 The first panel is 4:1-11.
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Third, in the analysis of 9:15ab xparticiple—xgetal (cf Annex 5 for analysis), we rejected
the zero degree status for xgetal in 9:15a because its content provides pre—information
on one event of the previous day. The plot had already advanced until 9:14a, where Saul
and his servant go up in the city. 9:15a does not follow the narrative thread from this
point but it continues with stating that Samuel was informed the day before about Saul’s
coming. Consequetly, xgetal should not to contain a pre—information or a retrospect

event, if is to be read together with a xparticiple.

The last instance in which the xqgetal and xparticiple do not work together is in the
protasis—apodosis constructions with the MS mm. The combination xgetal with
xparticiple is found these types of constructions in 7:10, 3:2—4a, and 23:26cd—27a>> (cf
Annex 5 for analysis). Because of the strong indication of narrative supposed by the
narrative head mm, the xparticiple—xgetal sequence reverts to narrative whenever they
are part of a longer protasis.

However, we need an explanation of the use of first word order sentence in this
narrative context. The xgetal and xparticiple forms are a variant of their respective
counterpart in narrative, wqetal and wparticiple, because it is less likely (if not
impossible) for the second word order to occur in protasis. This is certified by the
corpus of examples analysed in the section ‘7 as macro—syntactic sign” where protasis
is always of the form with an x element: either a simple x (adverb of time/place),
conjunction—verb, or x—verb construction. Inserting a continuative form (wgetal or
wparticiple) may create confusion with regards to the difference between protasis

apodosis.

As a result, the xparticiple—xgetal sequence in double sentences with mm is narrative,
each of them corresponding to their narrative counterparts, wparticiple and wgetal,
respectively. They should be read and translated according to their narrative

counterparts.

Consequently, trace of comment for xgetal: (13) the juxtaposition of xparticiple
before/after xgetal is trace of xqetal zero degree provided that: xgetal alone has
traces of comment; the xqgetal does not report pre-information with regards to

comment/narrative zero degree line; both forms are part of the same

9 These passages are discussed in the sections ‘T as macro—syntactic sign’ and ‘When mm with
participle becomes protasis’ in Chapter 2 of this thesis, pages 178 and 197.
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episode/panel; and, finally, the construction is not part of a double sentence

introduce by mvm.
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4.4 General conclusion for xgetal, xparticiple, and xyiqtol

The introduction of this chapter proposed that the first word order (x—verb) signals
comment in the indirect speech of 1Samuel. Given the novelty of this proposition, we
needed to provide an answer to three questions:

- What is comment? It is a mode of communicating which has as formal traits: the
implied presence of a first person talking and a second person listening about a
third party; ‘stressed character’ of communication; and it is more common in
narrative frames (prelude and end-of-episode) and summaries. All these
elements are in contrast with narrative. Narrative uses third person forms, is less
involved in communication and advances the plot;

- What is the purpose of comment retrospective? Comment retrospective is a
report on past events which represents a break in the line of narrative (in the
case of 1Samuel) to provide pre—information;

- What English tenses correspond to xqetal and xparticiple? The analysis set out
in this chapters established the following correspondences:

o xgetal comment retrospective represents present perfect;

o only in combination with xparticiple (trace (13)) xqgetal comment has
zero degree status and refers to present (foreground);

o xqetal ‘contrast’ (seldom only a ‘variation’) is a narrative form
corresponding to wqetal, so it relates foreground narrative in past simple;

o Xparticiple has one meaning of comment zero degree background of
present continuous;

o there is no definitive answer to the question of yiqtul because Targum
1Samuel indirect speech contains fewer occurrences (5): xyiqgtul is
similar to xparticiple, so comment background (19:24d; 1:7a; 2:19a); the
simple yiqtul (1:12d; 2:15a) may signal narrative anticipation;

This chapter explained that narrative retrospective and comment retrospective are two
different things. While we were able to determine that the latter corresponds to specific
cases of xqgetal showing some traces of comment, the analysis also showed that xgetal
does not provide narrative retrospect. In turn, narrative retrospect is probably conveyed
through the use of double sentence introduced by mm as macro-syntactic sign, where
the protasis is of the form 7> and getal (a second word order narrative, if one accepts
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that 75 is not x element, cf 4:5a; cf also 18:6b; 8:1a; and 30:1b). Both types of
retrospection convey a disruption of the comment and narrative lines: for comment
retrospection regards a report on past events to which the narrator intends to draw
attention; for narrative, this retrospection means interrupting the narrative of wqetal to

bring in a non—consecutive event.
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4.4.1 Narrative versus comment forms

A further question we had to answer was that of the difference between narrative wqetal
and xgetal of comment retrospect, as both have as a common domain, the past. Their
difference resides in the fact that narrative and comment, in general, have different
perspectives with regards to origo (point of reference). In narrative, the origo stays
within the text. In Targum Aramaic, retrospect has the form mm followed by 73—qetal
(second word order narrative), which obviously does not interrupt the mm (they are
together part of the same double sentence) but the preceding one. The construction 75—

getal refers to an origo within the text provided by the line of preceding wgetal forms.

By contrast, in comment, the origo is detached from the linear disposition of wqetal and
rests between the narrator and the reader. In this respect, there is no actual line of
previous comment verbal constructs. Instead, we have a line of narrative wqetal which
the narrator with the intention or (in some cases) incidentally changes to comment

forms to report with the xgetal retrospective.

Alternatively, comment continues on events in zero degree foreground/background.
These zero degree forms, always a combination of xqetal and xparticiple (with
preference for xparticiple—xqetal), displace the flow of communication from narrative to
comment mode, as we have seen in 9:1-27 (the narrative changes to comment and back
after the following forms: 9:11ab; 9:14bc, 9:17ab; 9:27ab) and 5:3-6 (cf analysis of

impact on narrative below in the next section).

Supposing that the narrative line of wqetal/wparticiple is interrupted by comment verbal
constructs of retrospect and zero degree admittedly produces a new outlook on the
Targum Aramaic syntax and proposes an alternative interpretation of its verbal

constructs.

Given the homonymy that xgetal displays, i.e. one identic morphological sign for
multiple meanings (narrative contrast, comment retrospect and comment zero degree),
we ascertained the existence of objective marks or traces that help determine: (1) xqetal
narrative of contrast; (2) xqgetal comment retrospective; and (3) xqgetal as zero degree

comment (it is preceded or followed by xparticiple — trace (13).

As a result of the analysis, we ascertained that:
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- Xqetal contrast of contrast and variation with wqetal were determined based on
their opposition with their narrative head (one character does this, the other that)
or with the general meaning of their surrounding context (cf 29:11; 24:23bc;
23:18bc; 21:1; 15:34ab; 26:25¢f);

- One other modality of discerning xgetal narrative from comment was employed
later, once specific instances of xgetal comment were identified. At that point,
we had the possibility of comparing ambiguous cases of xgetal (which seemed
to fit both categories) against attested xgetal comment and decide on their
narrative or comment status. At the end of the list of xgetal comment
retrospective, we presented further cases of xqetal narrative which did not show
a type of contrast with narrative but they still are narrative of contrast because:

o Some still have a narrative head with which they are connected: 24:8c;
25:37de; 25:42d, 25:43a and 25:44a; 18:25e is contrasted with direct
speech of 25bcd — the latter acts as rheme for the speech event wqetal in
25a. Consequently, 25a functions as a proper narrative head for 25e;

o Others have a less visible type of contrast, such as 19:1b (Jonathan is
very fond of David but la shows his father’s bad intention towards
David); also 30:9c.

- for xqetal retrospective, we supposed the existence of traces of comment which
look at various comment signals within the text. Only trace 10 and 13 are
specialised for xparticiple and xqetal, respectively. The traces are catalogued as

follows:
(1) Poetical disposition of information;
(2) Prominence of the information for other narratives/episodes/or within the episode;

(3) Lack of narrative ‘head’ and/or the presence of a comment head (as xqetal) represent

further trace of comment;

(4) Similarity with attested comment passages (i.e. direct speech);
(5) The presence of ax;

(6) Apparent redundancy within the episode;

(7) The presence of xn;
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(8) Prelude position;

(9) Lack of temporal juncture;

(10) Morphological opposition of narrative and comment — only for xparticiple;
(11) The conveying of incidental information;

(12) End-of—episode/panel position.

(13) the juxtaposition of xparticiple before/after xgetal is trace of xqgetal zero degree
provided that: xgetal alone has traces of comment; the xgetal does not report pre—
information with regards to comment/narrative zero degree line; both forms are part of
the same episode/panel; and, finally, the construction is not part of a double sentence
introduce by mm.
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4.4.2 The impact of comment on narrative: 5:3-6

The analysis of origo displacements in 5:3-6 (cf the section ‘Displacements of origo

induced by xgetal comment in indirect speech’ on page 326) produced a translation and

an outline of the technical changes that occur in this process. Here, we look at the

impact of the displacement on understading of the text. On the left side, we have the

narrative advancement and narrator’s comment, on the right side:

Narrative: wgetal

Comment: xparticiple and xgetal

(3a) And the people of Ashdod rose early

the next day,

(3b) and behold, Dagon has fallen on his
face to the ground before the ark of the
LORD.

(4) So they took Dagon and put him back
in his place. They rose early in the

morning the next day,

and behold, Dagon is thrown down on his
face to the ground before the ark of the
LORD. And the head of Dagon and the
two palms of his hands are lying cut off
upon the threshold; only his body is left to
him. (5) Therefore the idol priests of
Dagon and all who enter the house of
Dagon are [do] not [tread] stepping®® on
the threshold of Dagon in Ashdod to this
day.

(6) And the stroke of the LORD was
heavily upon the people of Ashdod, and
He terrified and afflicted them with
haemorrhoids, both Ashdod and

territory’

its

The content of the narrative wgetal relates the temporal advancing of the plot towards

the end. It provides the narrative skeleton for the composition:

(3a) And the people of Ashdod rose early the next day, [observing Dagon]

(4) So they took Dagon

and put him back in his place.

They rose early in the morning the next day, [observing Dagon]
6) And the stroke of the LORD was heavily upon the people of Ashdod,

and He terrified,

%%0 Again, after Harrington—Saldarini.
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and afflicted them with haemorrhoids ...

By contrast, the comment passage is not concerned with the temporal advancement but
describes the state in which the people of Ashdod found the idol and provides a vivid
description of the scene. The apparent temporal juncture of the whole passage is not due

to the xparticiple/xgetal combination but to the narrative thread of the wqetal forms.

Comment has a disposition according to linguistic perspective (retrospect) and relievo:

- the cause of Dagon’s poor state is recounted impersonally with comment
retrospect xgetal in 5:3b as it does not show trace (13), the presence of
xparticiple;

- at the second occurrence of the event in 4a, the narrator passes to comment in
order to refer the state of the idol using relievo:

o foreground (xgetal) explaining the state of the idol: ‘and behold, Dagon
is thrown down on his face to the ground before the ark of the LORD.’

o background (xparticiple) describing: ‘And the head of Dagon and the
two palms of his hands are lying cut off upon the threshold’;

o foreground (xqetal), again explaining the physical state of the idol: ‘only
his body is left to him’

o background (xparticiple) describing a fact: ‘Therefore the idol priests of
Dagon and all who enter the house of Dagon are not stepping on the
threshold of Dagon in Ashdod to this day’

It is important to note that the added content of foreground which tells (Dagon is down,
‘the body is left to him”) contrasts the background which describes (description: his
hands are cut off). Nevertheless, it is not the content which influences the distribution of
relievo but relievo shapes the content. The overall feeling of the narrative is of
naturalness as we both have the ordering of the plot and the moments of pause to
contemplate the states of characters and further details. Ultimately, we observed in the
analysis of 5:3-6 that, each time the narrative changes to comment, the origo changes

from narrative to comment, and vice versa.
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4.4.3 The natural movement of origo between comment and narrative

Modern languages (English or Italian) facilitate the change of origo from narrative to
comment morphologically. In Aramaic, that does not happen through morphology but
through word order: second word order (wgetal/wparticiple) is narrative; first word

order is comment.

With regards to the xgetal and xparticiple forms of comment, we have put forth the idea
that they represent ‘natural’ forms. This derives from the observation that two word
orders express the difference between comment and narrative naurally. ‘Natural’ means
that the x—verb forms do not need a ‘comment head’; by contrast, in almost all narrative
cases, Xgetal needs a ‘narrative head’ for it to become narrative, or with which is
temporal sequence. Thus, xgetal is the exception (caused by practical reasons) from x—

verb comment, not the other way around.

A further reason for considering xqgetal narrative as non—natural derives from the fact
that, in a temporal sequence, narrative may express contrast between characters or
situations. While modern languages use lexical items: ‘by contrast, instead’ for that,
these type of adverbs and prepositions seem to be absent in 1Samuel Targum Aramaic.
The language or the narrator resorts, as a result, to a change in word order from wgetal
to xqetal. Contrast is not part of xgetal as word order but it is derived from the logical

connection with the contrastive wqetal head or context.

With regards to sequence, narrative is either changed by the interruption of
retrospection or anticipation (where we return or advance over the flow), or displaced to

comment and back.

The displacement of comment over narrative is present in modern literature (of Atwood,
Lee, Salinger) and in the biblical translation of 1Samuel LXX 13 and 17 as we have
shown. We concluded that it is normal for the narrative genre (as communication) to

display both narrative and comment verbal forms.

Our discussion presented proof of the existence of comment in the indirect speech of
1Samuel. There seems to be very limited awareness among students of ancient Semitic
literature about this possibility, which I think is caused by factors which include not
taking into account that the natural way of telling stories (in writing or orally) assumes

comment. The impact on the biblical narrative is twofold: limiting the use of tenses in

343



biblical accounts only to narrative tenses (and consequently, excluding the comment
ones) disqualifies the narrator from offering comment. Second, the lack of comment
produces a distanced and dis—engaging narrative in the translation and in the way the is
interpreted in modern languages (cf NETS/NRSV tense sequence in contrast with LXX

in the passages of 1Samuel 13 and 17).

4.4.4 Tense and origo, not time

One could argue that the change of origo from narrative to comment might be
interpreted as returning to the trivialised scale of past—present—future. Oral
communication could suppose an actual past—present— future. Nevertheless, the point of
Weinrich’s discussion is that the use of the morphological forms of future or present
tense does not mean present or future time. Indeed, tense indicates the connection of the
current event as continuing the line of communication (narrative or comment) or

diverging to retrospect or anticipation.

Ultimately, the people engaging with the ideas of Weinrich need to choose between
rejecting or accepting the connection tense/time as he himself pointed out to Gerold

Hilty (who proposed a theory supporting the link between tense and time):

‘A critical reader needs to decide: either it is as I suppose that there is a sharp structural
limit [Strukturgrenze] which runs through the tense system of language (or at least in
very many languages), which divides between the ‘commented world’ and the ‘narrated
world’. Or, it is as Gerold Hilty supposes, that the tense system is to be constructed
homogeneously from a single Origo of the experienced time. At this point, the decision
needs to be taken not only based on both Hilty’s source, the philosopher [Wilhelm
Keller], as well as on especially my source, the author [Thomas Mann].*®* Neither of
them [Keller or Mann] operates from the linguistic phenomenon of tense but from the
‘experienced time’ (Keller) or the ‘time of man’ (Thomas Mann). Nevertheless, these
two theories cross the border into the triad Past-Present—Future to a dichotomy that

reaches the experienced world and experienced time, which in some traits is amazingly

%1 Thomas Mann showed the disconnection between the time of objective reality (WW1 in this case) and
the time—novel (within the novel) in his, Der Zauberberg. Nevertheless, Mann still believes in the
connection between tense—time (cf the next quote from Weinrich). On his part, Weinrich argues that this
disconnection of reality depicted in the novel and reality itself, theorized by Mann, belongs also in
language as tense does not convey time, the cornerstone of Weinrich’s theory of tenses.
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analogous to the tense dichotomy of the commented and narrated world. There is

nothing more to expect from this difference in basic assumptions.’>®

The end of this quotation, Weinrich suggests that even though Mann and Keller
developed a dichotomy like comment/narrative, they are still within the classic triad of
past—present—future (i.e. they still connect that experience of text with solar time). If so,
Weinrich cannot offer more comments on this because the basis of discussion is not the

Same.

Earlier in the article, Weinrich points out that Mann himself asserted his support for the
idea that tense supposes time, ‘I can no longer rely on Thomas Mann. He [Mann] is
convinced along with all of his generation that tenses are temporal forms.”. Weinrich
continues: ‘But within the limits of this conviction, he develops some views that are of
the highest interest also for a new tense theory. [...] he mentions the Imperfeckt, that he
chose as tense of the novel, the temporal form of ‘the deepest past’, as being adequate to
a story that took place ‘long ago’’. Weinrich’s argumentation shifts to the German
Imperfekt, which transmits ‘another quality of the understanding of the world, which is
accessible only through narrative.” The passage transmits that each tense is ‘adequate
to’ something, as Imperfekt is ‘adequate to [a] story’ or, in fact, to create a narrative. It
follows that tenses do not translate time into the text but they are linguistic signs in the
language adequate to story/narrative, as Imperfekt, or to comment, like present tense.

%62 Weinrich, "Tempus, Zeit, und der Zauberberg', 1967, 198-199.
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5 Conclusion: looking at syntax in a functional-text-perspective way

This thesis has brought together two complementary schools of linguistics. The
Functional Sentence Perspective looks at the distribution of communicative dynamism
within the sentence and at the way in which context influences that process. Contextual
readings of sentence syntax have developed in schools of text—linguistic approaches (cf
‘Generalities on text linguistics’, on page 39). Harald Weinrich’s text—linguistics, the
main approach adopted in this thesis, is unique in making evident together the two main
oppositions that language displays, those between narrative/comment and
foreground/background.

Within the limited extent of the indirect speech of Targum 1Samuel, the values of each
verbal form analysed (wqgetal, wparticiple, xgetal, xparticiple, and xyiqtul) are generally
explained throughout this thesis. We will discuss, instead, a particular imbalance |
picked up in the course of this research. The opposition foreground/background
received far more attention than that of narrative/comment. It is enough to look at the
impact that the research of Paul Hopper, Hellen Dry, and Tanya Reinhart to understand
the state of research with regards to this opposition. However, there is insufficient
theoretical development of the opposition narrative/comment; comment as mode of
communication is especially lacking in this respect. This conclusion suggests a way

forward on this front.

The opposition narrative/comment, | believe, is connected with the quality of the event
represented in the literary work. The research of Ilai Rowner on the literary event seems
to be a viable way of expanding the theoretical discussion of the opposition
narrative/comment. In the introduction of his The Event: Literature and Theory, he
catalogues events under three main types: (1) historical event; (2) narrative event; and
(3) the literary event. The narrative linguistic attitude corresponds to those texts that
display ‘[t]he common narrative structure of the plot [which] can be defined either as a
narrative unit of one or more events or as the succession of events that composes a
narrative relation’.*®® This inevitably has an inner temporal passage which follows its

own linearity from the beginning of the end. They represent the succession of zero

53 Rowner, 2015, 14.
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degree sequences of events, which sometimes is incised to include a linguistic

perspective (from zero degree to retrospection or anticipation and back).

The other two types of events are part of comment. Comment is represented by texts
which contain the historical event or ‘not only what happens but precisely what could
be told, what may assume order in spite of its relative disorder’.”® This is the
development of the mode of writing history. It uses predominantly comment tenses to
depict realities by telling them in comment. Weinrich confirms this historical side of
comment in his comments on Golo Mann’s writings: ‘the science of history, a science
which has the mission to give account of the history along with that of commenting
it’.>% These types of events are represented in Targum 1Samuel by the use of xgetal

comment of retrospection.

Rowner starts his discourse on literary event from a quote of Jorge Borges which
supports excluding time from comment. In Borges’ words, ‘The most solemn of events
are outside time — whether because in the most solemn of events the immediate past is
severed, as it were, from the future or because the elements that compose those events
seem not to be consecutive’.”®® Rowner turns to the ‘philosophical perspective’ (Martin
Heidegger’s phenomenology and post—structuralisms) for general comment on literary
event which is ‘the process by which Being gives itself to beings, manifests itself before
eyes, and speaks itself through language’.>®’ From Rowner—Borges’ account, the literary
event is not concerned with the consecutive time but with the ‘being’ that is present
through language in the literary art. These are two points also made by Weinrich: ‘we
comment in the majority of instances things that are directly connected to the speaker
and the listener, then these already are current or known things. Situating them in time
is not therefore that necessary’.®® The other comment forms of zero degree (the
xparticiple and the combination of xparticiple and xgetal) offer the possibility of being
in charge with these kinds of literary events. A discussion of indirect speech passages is
not likely to present certainty for the question of comment in Targum Aramaic but to

provide a theoretical basis and model for future work on direct speech passages.

°%4 Rowner, 2015, 6.

% \Weinrich, 1978, 91; cf Mann, 1962, .

%% Rowner, 2015, 26; Rowner quotes from J. L. Borges, The Aleph and Other Stories: Emma Zunz
(London: NY': Penguin Classics, 1998), 47.

567 Rowner, 2015, 28; Rowner’s italics.

*%% Weinrich, 1978,
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We began this conclusion with comment/narrative as we need to make clear that this
opposition  receives less attention in linguistic studies than that of
foreground/background. Our introduction has outlined many voices from Linguistics
interacting with the latter opposition when it is a question of the analysis of tense, but
there are very few of them interacting with the former. Weinrich is, | think, the only

one, who interacts with the opposition comment/narrative among them.>®®

This imbalance probably exists because comment tenses are not really an accepted
reality, and their significance is difficult to defend in view of the influence that indirect
speech has on narrative genre. Moreover, there is a major source of confusion among

the three types of labels which apply to the same text:

- Weinrich’s narrative which refers the substance of the communication (it
prefers aorist, imperfect, and past perfect tenses with a view to a third person);
comment is its opposite;

- indirect speech is a form of communication, which excludes dialogue between
characters in the literary work; direct speech does the opposite by containing
that interaction;

- the narrative genre which is the literary label that a text containing a plot
receives; probably, the opposite of narrative genre is roughly the poetry or any
genre where the concern of the author is not that of presenting a plot in

time.

In relation to the value of tense in language, Weinrich established that tenses, both
comment and narrative, are mixed in the indirect speech and that comment is usually
embedded in narrative genre. Weinrich’s example is that of Golo Mann’s writings
where ‘a comment frame contains the story’.>’® Our own account of prelude showed

that certain episodes of 1 Samuel (those in xqgetal and xparticiple cf the section ‘Instead

%9 probably the earliest treatment of the verb on the opposition narrative/comment is that of Emile
Benveniste (Benveniste and Meek [tr], "The Correlations of Tense in the French Verb', in Problems in
General Linguistics, 206-207 and 211). He proposes a division of tenses in two systems: of history and of
discourse. Weinrich discusses at length his contribution, cf Weinrich, 1978, 292-294. Robert I. Binnick
acknowledges the existence of this type of reading of tense in language calling it the textual function. It is
meant to ‘create and maintain coherence of discourse’. Though this is a rather simplistic interpretation, he
associates narrative tenses with narrative genre and discourse tenses with the ‘genres of discourse’
(referring here to Benveniste) and ‘commentary’ of Weinrich, cf Binnick, 'Aspect and Aspectuality’, in
The Handbook of English Linguistics, 259. Though the association is not entirely inexact, the aim of
Weinrich and of this thesis was to establish direct connections between individual tenses and their text—
linguistic functions.

*"® Weinrich, 1978, 91.
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of conclusion: the impact of first word order on prelude’ on page 309) contain, though
to a lesser extent, the same frame of prelude forms whenever the episode in question is

not in a sequence with the previous one.

The same attitude of giving less attention to comment is reflected in the discipline of
Biblical studies. Alviero Niccacci, it seems to me, limits comment to direct speech,
leaving the indirect speech (almost entirely) to narrative. In this context, wayyigtol is
foreground, while all the other verbal constructs are background. If I can make a
comment, this seems to be a rather disproportionate opposition. Moreover, indirect and
direct speech is not the same as narrative and comment. The former duo represents a
formal division of communication in which the characters do not or do speak for
themselves, respectively. The latter stands for a difference of substance between modes
of communications which is evident in the use of certain tenses and persons (narrative

prefers third person; comment, first and second person).

Our analysis maintains that the opposition of comment/narrative of linguistic
perspective is not the same as that of direct and indirect speech. Moreover, it aimed to
recuperate wherever possible the occurrences of comment in indirect speech, by
supposing that both wgetal and xqetal are natural word orders in their own right,

representing the narrative/comment opposition, respectively.

On this, a future possibility of expanding this research is to ascertain more clearly what
comment is. We’ve explained that Weinrich’s terminology is vague in this respect
because he needs to juggle not with one opposition but with two (the ones outlined
above), so one is restricted in his or her use of the same words as one can be easily
confounded with the other. Admittedly, by Weinrich’s account not all languages display
foreground/background opposition in comment. So when one needs to discern the
foreground of comment from that of narrative, one uses a rather loose vocabulary in the

hope that we get the gist of it, or at least acknowledge the trace of the difference.

Weinrich named one possibility of considering foreground comment those situations
which are ‘serious’ in contrast with those ‘less serious’. While he had as basis for that
possibility an actual exchange of messages, if one were to develop this idea within the
study of Semitic Languages, analysis of direct speech situation or dialogues would need
to be undertaken. Future research has this task of ascertaining whether (1)

foreground/background exists in comment, and (2) if there is another dividing line
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between comment and narrative besides the formal one of direct/indirect speech. There
is obvious applicability to Biblical Hebrew, and my first question to myself and others
in the event is: what is the status of BH yiqtol in indirect speech, given the fact that in
Targum Aramaic participle seems to have replaced almost all its occurrences? | only
found 7 forms (5 xyiqtol and 2 yiqtol) in Targum 1Samuel (cf the section ‘(v) Aramaic

xparticiple and xyiqtul comment as background events’, on page 315).

As to the question of ‘Where to’ with the study of comment, Rowner says after looking
at the literary event from a theoretical perspective (Martin Heidegger, Jacques Derrida
and, especially, Gilles Deleuze) and from a literary one (Marcel Proust, Louis—
Ferdinand Céline, and T.S. Eliot), that ‘The theory of the literary event is only at its
beginnings’.>’* One probably ought to start there in determining the question of

comment. For certain, there will be more than one answer.

This leads to the second and last point of this conclusion. We need to observe that
Weinrich’s text time (as sequence of signs) is connected to what he calls the Hippocratic
time.>’? This time is regulated in its passage towards one’s death by the pulse of the
beating heart. This pulse is reflected in his theory of tenses by the so—called ‘tempo
indications’ which could be not of time but of cadence. From this perspective, the
opposition between wqetal (presto) and wparticiple (lento) is not of speed, but of
rhythm. In this new context, we are not supposed to look at the internal advancing or
stalling the narrative, but impose on ourselves a slower pace of reading before it is
finished following the ever slowing verbal constructs. The narrative background form of
wparticiple invites attention to details, weighing possibilities and ambiguities, and
ultimately, reflection. In line with this, the change from narrative to comment in indirect
speech (with xgetal comment retrospective/zero degree and xparticiple) means an even

slower cadence indication for us to react or listen to the comments of the narrator.

°"! Rowner, 2015, 239.
52 Cf our longer discussion in the section ‘The limits of Weinrich’s vocabulary versus narrative
descriptions in the American strand’ of Chapter 1, page 76.
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6 Annexes

6.1 Annex 1: Division of episodes

The annex exhibits the length of the episodes and of their respective panels (if the
episode can be divided in two or more panels). For each episode, | recorded each the
prelude forms employed. mm is counted as wgetal form. The focus of this annex is

the division in episodes, not that in panels, so the latter is not always recorded.

1. 1:1-19 - Promise of a child
Panel 1: 1:1-11 waqetal (mm): general information about Samuel
Panel 2: 1:12-19 waetal (;mm): Hannah’s meeting with Eli and the oath
2. 1:20- 2:11 wgetal (mm): Fulfilment of promise: birth of Samuel
3. 2:12-17 Nominal Clause wtheme-rheme: sins of sons of Eli
4. 2:18-21 wsubject-participle: Samuel’s childhood, Hanna bears other children
5. 2:22-37 wxgqetal: Eli’s sons, their fathers rebuke, God’s promised punishment
addressed to Eli through a prophet; 2:26 acts as reminder of Samuel early
faithfulness before the prophecy of doom for the sons of Eli in 2:27-36
6. 3:1-15 wsubject-participle: Samuel vision about his prophetic calling
7. 3:16-21wgetal: Samuel recounts the vision to Eli
8. 4:1-22 wagetal (mm)

Panel 1: 4:1-11: Battle with Philistines at Rock of Help and Afek,

Panel 2: 4:12-18 wagetal: the messenger announces the defeat of Israel and
death of Eli

Panel 3: 4:19-22 subject-participle: birth of Ichabod and dead of his mother

9. 5:1-12 wsubject-getal: Philistines take the Ark from Israel

10. 6:1-7:1 wqetal (mm): Philistines return the Ark to Israel
Panel 1: 6:1-12: the counsel of the Philistines regarding the Ark
Panel 2: 6:13-7:1 wsubject-participle: Israel receives the Ark

11. 7:2-17 wqetal (mm): Samuel and the war with Philistines

Saul the king of Israel (episodes from 8:1 to 12:25)
12. 8:1-22 waqetal (mm): People’s request for a king
13. 9:1-10:16 wqetal (mm): Presentation of Saul and his anointment as king

Panel 1: 9:1-26a; Presentation of Saul
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Panel 2: 9:26b-10:16 waqetal (;m): Saul is anointed king
14. 10:17-27 waqetal: The official appointment of Saul as king
15. 11:1-12:25 waqetal: Saul becomes proper king with the victory against Amon

Panel 1: 11:1-4: The threat of Nahash the king of Amon against Jabeshgilead
Panel 2: 11:5-10 (wMS xn): Saul introduced and the promise to Gilead
Panel 3: 11:11- 12:25 —The battle with the Ammonites; Discussion of Saul’s

contesters, the renewal of the kingship (introduced with wget). Because 12
starts with Saul being skilled enough to be king (the unofficial recognition
from the people of his kingship), we put them together with Samuel’s
discourse in Gilgal about the history of Israel (12:1-25)

Restart of the narrative from a temporal moment sometimes after 11:1-
12:25
16. 13:1-23 Nominal Clause (rheme-theme): political changes: Saul disobeys the
first time and is rejected as king
17. 14:1-23 wagetal (mm): Jonathan and his armour bearer take on the Philistines
18. 14:24-52: wsubject-getal:
Panel 1: 14:24-46 wsubject-getal: Jonathan and Saul’s oath
Panel 2: 14:47-52 wsubject-getal: Saul, his battles and his family
19. 15:1-9 waetal: (subject: Samuel) Samuel orders the destruction of
Amalekites. The episode introduces a command; cf next episode.
20. 15:10-35b waqetal (mm): Rejection of Saul for disobedience: the

confrontation between Saul and Samuel, the latter regrets having chosen the
former as king. This episode is strongly connected with the previous as it

indicates disobedience of that command.

Intermezzo introduces David
21. 15:35¢c - 16:13: wsubjget Samuel is sent to anoint another king in Bethlehem
Panel 1: 15:35¢-16:5: Samuel is sent to Bethlehem
Panel 2: 16:6-13: wqet (mm): Election of David (David appears first time into
the narrative thread)
22. 16:14-23 wsubject-getal: Saul is tormented by the evil spirit; David comforts
him (second appearance of David in the narrative thread as musician at Saul’s

court)
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Restart of narrative with wget in 17:1 continuing 15:35b
23. 17:1-11: waqetal: Philistines attack, description and words of Goliath and
reaction of Saul and his army
24.17:12-18:5
Panel 1: 17:12-17:54 Nominal Clause (w-theme-rheme): David introduce the
second time — people do not know him again narrative is used to introduce
him second time) David kills Goliath
Panel 2: 17:55-58 wxqetal: Reactions to killing Goliath: 17:55 is used
beginning of frame is 17:55: Dialog before the battle and 17:57 (dialog after
the battle; in 17:55 Goliath is called the Philistine rendering this apparent
episode into a simple part of the episode starting in 17:12 as there is no way
of reading this 17:55 as a separate episode without asking ‘who is the
Philistine’; there is not enough context to form an episode.
Panel 3: 18:1-5 wqget mm: Jonathan and David become friends right after the
battle) the apparent MS mm (18:1a) cannot be prelude as there is not
independent subject in protasis (David is presupposed from 17:58)

Saul chasing David
25. 18:6-9 waetal (mm): High praises for David trigger Saul’s anger;
26. 18:10-16 waqetal (mm): First attempt of Saul to kill the David
27.18:17-30 wqetal: David marries Michal — Second attempt to kill David
28. 19:1-24 waqetal: Saul speaks about killing David; Jonathan reconciles them;
Third attempt to kill David in his house
29. 20:1-20:24a wqetal: David and Jonathan are friends

Panel 1: 20:1-24a
Panel 2: 20:24b-34 waetal (mm): not as MS but as simple wqet
Panel 3: 20:35-21:1 waetal (mm): Jonathan averts David of Saul’s intention

30. 21:2-16 waqetal: David is helped by Ahimelech of Nob and runs to Achish
31. 22:1-23 wqetal: David’s followers and Saul kills the priests from Nob

32. 23:1-24:1 waqetal: David running from Saul

33. 24:2-23 wqetal (mn) David spares Saul

34. 25:1a-d wqetal: Death of Samuel

35. 25:1e-44 wqetal: David and Nabal
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Panel 1: 25:1e-37 wqetal: David and Nabal; Abigail saves her house from
David
Panel 2: 25:38-44: wqet (mm): Marriage of Abigail with David after Nabal’s
death

36. 26:1-25: wqetal David spares Saul’s life again

37. 27:1-12 waqetal David lives in Gath in Ziklag

Saul’s last war with Philistines

38. 28:1-25 waqetal: (mm): Under Philistine threat and after the death of Samuel,
Saul turns to a wizard in Endor

39. 29:1-11 waqetal: David leaves the camp of the Philistines

40. 30:1-31 waqetal: (mm) David in Ziklag

41. 31:1-7 wsubject-participle: Death of Saul

42. 31:8-13 wgetal (mnv): Events following the death of Saul
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6.2 Annex 2: Report on the significant variations of the critical text
of 1Samuel

The analysis of the texts presented in this thesis may be extended to the critical
apparatus presented by Alexander Sperber. The focus of this thesis was the indirect
speech passage of 1Samuel, excluding all the direct speech/dialogue passages and
the poetical fragment in 1:1-10. Thus, the analysis of the apparatus will only look at
waqetal, wparticiple, xparticiple, xgetal, xyiqtul forms in indirect speech. As they are
not part of our analysis, negation, nominal clauses (verbless sentences), and

subordinate sentences are not discussed.

All in all, the differences between the critical text and those of the manuscripts do
not influence the results of the thesis. This analysis lists these deviations and

indicates what they mean suggest differently from the perspective of text-linguistics:

- from waqetal to wparticiple. This means change from foreground to
background narrative and is recorded in: 2:16a; 2:20b; 2:22b; 25:42d;

- from wparticiple to wagetal, which means change from background to
foreground narrative: 2:16e ("»R); 3:3b; 5:7¢ ("nR); 14:37a; 14:52b; 17:14b;
19:23cd;

- omission of wgetal: in 1:15 (7 n2°nXy) is not of consequence as it is
followed by nanX) supposing Hannah as answering to Eli’s interpellation;
10:25 it is preceded and followed by a wqetal forms — no change; 30:1c (
OPX N);

- omission of getal: 3:3c (it turns into a nominal clause);

- xgetal instead of xparticiple in 1:10a (narrative contrast); 3:15c (narrative
contrast);

- xparticiple instead of xgetal: 6:12b (comment zero degree);

- cqetal to wqetal: 4:7d (narrative foreground); 4:19d (this wagetal continues
19c in cqet so it keeps on the same line); 10:26¢ (the explanation is presented
with narrative foreground instead of cgetal subordination);

- mm sg (regular) instead of pl in 13:2c in fragments from Targum Genizah;

- mmsg (regular) instead of wparticiple in 13:21a and 22a; 16:23.
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Other types of changes:

1:7: the change from xyiqtul to xparticiple — there is no change, cf discussion
on page 316;

1:12a: The translation of BH wqatal with TA wyiqtul (%) proposed by the
Antwerp Polyglot Bible (in Sperber this is version ‘0”) is peculiar for indirect
speech. In the 16 cases where the original BH shows waqatal, TA translates
with > only in direct speech (10 cases: 2:36; 3:9; 10:7; 16:16; 17:25, 36;
23:23; 24:16; 25:30: 27:12); the rest of occurrences are in indirect speech
with wparticiple (13:22; 16:23), and the remaining 4 with wgetal (1:12 ;10:9;
17:48; 25:20).

2:15b wpart to wyiqtul — 2:15a contains an adv-yiqtul continued by a
wparticiple of 2:15b- the change from wpart to wyiqtul in 2:15b does not
make a difference; however, this is based on the few examples discussed on
pages 315-316;

omission of mm (MS) and protasis in 5:10b - wqetal in 10a continues with
wqetal 10c;

14:16b omission of the getal 7anx (in Ms. Or of British Museum: 1471 and
2371): the subject-getal form is reduced to the subject, which acts as nominal
predicate for the macro-syntactic form xm;

14:19b: the xparticiple 5rn IR SRNWHD NWna7 XM becomes XM
21on DIRY RNWHD NwiaaT — a casus pendens with wparticiple;

omission of 1an — the wadvsubjget becomes a NCtr;

replacement of the participle 2»n» in xpart in14:47c with the yiqtul 2> —
there are few occurrences of yiqtul in Targum 1Samuel indirect speech to say
the impact of this change;

addition of wgetal sentence x27p maxy in 15:5 — no change as this is a
sequence of wgetal foreground;

replacement of the wqetal mm with the macro-syntactic sign x7 in 20:25d —
X7 was not discussed in this thesis;

the wparticiple forms vh2% 201 oram are inserted in after 27:9¢ — this is a
series of wparticiple with no change;

wgetal of 9ax1 is turned into infinitive 30:11d — it becomes part of the

preceding wqgetal.
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6.3 Annex 3: x-verb forms

6.3.1 1Samuel 6:1-7:1

woet PR AYAY RN P2 1T R I 1 Séagngell
waet o RINOPYY K2R PRNWHD 101
Direct speech: they request counsel about the ark
waet | TN |
Direct speech: the return of the ark requires an offering
wet | 1N |
Direct speech: they ask what offer is suitable
waet | vy | verse 4c-9
Direct speech: they list the preparation for travel (two cows and one cart); as offerings
gold jewels
waet T2 XM 7
wget 1?3’ 170 1PN 1N
wget XN2AY2 PI10N)
wobjget :XN°221920 Pa N
wget X277 °720V 171 RN2°N 071 RN9AV2 7 RNIR D0 1A H
Y MY NN
wget Unwmnoa mIR DY RATIR2 RNTIN RIIOND 12 wayyigtol
cxpart 211 12X I1 XWA02 cxqatal
wpart YN infinitive
wlaget X2A071 R IRDO R wlogatal
wsubjpart WNYtNta 0N 7Y PPN PYIR CRNYHD S17m subjpart
wsubjpart R PO TRA PTIN WY subjpart
wget NPy N 1BPN
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waet

NI N7 7T

waet listabRReniry
wsubjget Wl nanT YT Spn nnk xnan
wget jtalaRgtalr)
NCwtr XN27 RI2X 72M
waet RN?3Y YR N0 10X
wobjget 2% 7P RNYY IP°0R XNMMN NN
wsubjget TNYT RN NN 1T RNOK DY IR ORPDY
X277 °3 7927

woet XN2T RIAR DV IR
wsubjget T2¥ POOR WHwno2 "an
wget 2 Q7R R KRR PWIP D021 10°0N
wsubjget W OROWID 1M R
woget IR RAA PPYY 1AM
NCwrt X277 N0 PoRY
71 TITWRT 2 O7P RAWK 1290 RNWYD 12°0KT

YT

T NPPURT

M N7

I PPYT

NCwrt ROI0 RN SROWHD NP 2 11 X277 M2
XN27 RIAR T ROAED MNP 7Y 19°70 Prpn

"7 RNIR N° 79V NIRT

[cal WNY N2nT YW PN RO RT 1T RAY TY
waet wnt N2 2 oy
cget "3 79 07 RIIX WAT IRTAT OV
wget X723 POOR TWAN R27P21 X123 Pyaw Xny 202 Hup
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waet RV 122RNKR)
cqget SN0 NI Ry % R R
waet wnw-nea 123 1R 2
Direct speech: Bet-shemesh looks for another city to take on the responsibility of the
ark
waet S 0 NP 2N M9 PIAR 9w |
Direct speech: Bet-shemesh asks the city of Kirjath-jearim to take the ark
waet D°Y> NP 723 XY
wget »7 RITIN N7 IPOON)
wget NNYIX2 272X 0227 70 190U
wobjget 297 RN N° 077 17T 7992 MYOR NN
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6.3.2 1Samuel 13

Tg analysis Targum LXX translates with:>"® | LXX
MT analysis
NCecrt IRV 121 1702 n°HT XA 120
cget Ton 12 verse 1 omitted
wtempaet ORI DY 0 1AW 1NN
wqet RN 7°OPR 02N IRY 00 0 2 present middle ? wal éxhéyetar Saovk éautd Tpeils yAddas dvdpdv éx TV
wayyigqtol avdpév Iopani
waqet VY WO ]’9‘7;{ 7N SIRY Y 1M imperfect TO BE xol fjoav ueta ZaovA otoyidlol év Mayeuas xal év Té Bpet
wayyiqtol P! Baufya
wsubjget T°1°12 N°27 RNY2A2 JNI° OV N7 XOOX) imperfect TO BE xihtot oy petd Twvaday év TaPee Tod Beviapwy
wsubjgatal
wsubjget : ’mjpb 293 1YY RPOY IR aorist xal T wxatdloimov Tol Aol éfaméoreilev €xactov elg TO
wsu quatal oxfvopa adTod
wqet RNL9D PVIVOR N° TN KA aorist ®xal émdratey lwvaday 1ov NaoiB tov dAASGuAov ToV év T
[NCcr] RNya327 Bovvé
wayyigqtol
wqet N daliklaRiipalral present xal dxolovaty of dGAASDUA0L
wayyiqtol
wsubjqget 972919 RYIR 792 XD ypn DR present xal Taovd cadmiyyt cadmilel eig méoay T yiv Aéywy
wsubjqgatal
Direct speech: Hebrews need to hear nfetixactv of dolol
wsubjqget MY WA DR 591” aorist *xal méis Iopan fixouoey Aeydvtwy
wsubjgatal

Direct speech: Saul and Israel had attacked the Philistine

mémaixey ZaovA Tov Naotfy tov aAlédurov xal Hoxvvlnoav
Iopan év Tols GAAodiAotg

>3 Dependent sentences and comment excluded.
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wget 'R2ADAD DIRY N2 RXHY 1TI0NK) aorist xal dveBdnoav 6 Aads dmiow Zaovl év Tadyadog
wsubjget WIONK PROLHDI present passive ®xal of GAASduAoL quvdyovrar elg méAepov éml Iopanh
wsubjgatal xal qvaPaivovoty émi Iopan Tpiaxovta ytAlades apuaTwy xal
infinitive PO9R TI9N DRI 1Y RN RMIKD present indicative féaENxt)u,dSeg IMTéwY xal Aads @ % &rpos 1 mapa ™y Badacoay
X919 RRYY WD PR RN 7507 v mfder
0% X1 1% HYT
wqet 17907 present xal dvaPaivovaty
wayyiqtol
wqet :TINTN2 7177 Wadna 1 present xal mapepPdrrovoy év Mayepas £ évavtias Babwv xatd
wayyigtol véTou
wsubjget T ORI waRy © aorist ®xal avip Iopanh elde
wsubjgatal
cget 72 NPV IR - 6Tt oTEVEG AVTE W TPoTAyE alTOV
cget NAY PITIR IR -
waget "HIPYAT RNTXAY RNIWND RAY 170K aorist passive xal éxpLfy 6 Aadg &v Tois omyAaiols xal év Tals uavopalg xal év
wsubjqgatal X013 KO0 NNYA2) XD Tals méTpatg xat év Tois BoOpois xat €v Toig Aduxorg
wsubjget Y93 T3 VIRD X170 N0 102y ORI ! aorist "yai of daBaivovres OtéByoav Tov Topdavny eig yiiv T'ad xai
wsubjqatal Tahaad
WNCtr R2A722 V2 TV PINUA imperfect el Saou) &rt v év Tadyadog
wsubjqget 771702 WIDNR XAV 9 aorist xal méig 6 Aads Egéay dmicw adrol
wsubjqgatal
wqet RIIT? P01 YAy 7R 8 aorist ®xal SiéMimey émTa Nuépag T4 papTuple
[caet] DRMY 770 KT g eimev ajouyA
wlaget ROIDID ORINY RNR XD aorist middle xal o0 mapeyéveto Sapoun eis Fadyala
waqet STOYA RAY 70K aorist passive xal dieamdpy 6 Aads avtold & adTol
waet SIRY AR aorist yal elmev Saou

Direct speech: Saul orders for the preparation to be made for him to bring the sacrifice

TPOTAYAYETE 0T WG TOLYTW OAOXQVTWALY Xal EipYVIXAS

wget

:XNY PPOX |

aorist

xal QUAVEYXEY TNV OAOXaUTWaLY
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0

MSwqget =y | aorist Oy%al yéveto dg cuveTéLeaey avadépwy THY GAoxadTWaY
cget XN9Y RPORY PNTROUD

wMS N7 1000 omitted

subjget XNKR ORINY present middle xal Zapounh Tapaylvetal

MT: subject-

part or qatal

waqet TNPYR DRUND MRTRY IRY pan aorist xal EE7ABey Zaovl eis dmdvTyoy adTé ebloydioar adTdy
wet XY Ry aorist Y xal elmey Sapounh
verse 11-12
Direct speech: Samuel asks what he had done i Temolnxag
wget SIRY 9K aorist xal eimey Saoul

Direct speech: Saul explains why he had decided to sacrifice without Samuel

871 €ldov dg dieamdpn 6 Aads am’ ol xal ob 0 mapeyévou wg
Oietdéw &v 16 paptuplew TAY Nuepdv xal of &AAddulot

/ ) 12 \ 5 ~ ’ ¢
cuiyOnoav eis Mayepas = xal eima viv xatafyoovtar ol
b 4 4 b 1 ~ A ~ 4
aAAGdudol Tpds pe eig Fadyara xat Tol mpoocwmou Tol xuplov
obx deNfyy  xal évexpatevoauny  xal Aviveyxa VY
6AoxalTwWaLY

waqet SIRES DRI R aorist B xal elmev Sapounh mpds Saoud
Direct speech: Saul’s kingdom and would not continue uepatalwtal oot 811 otk EbvAatas TV Evtody wou Ay

éveTeldaté oot xUptog wg viv NTolpacey xplog Ty Padtielay
oov Ewg aitvos éml Iopani
Yeal viiv %) Bactrele gou ob oThceTal xal (Toel xUpiog EquTé
dvBpwmov xata TV xapdiay adTol xal evteleital xUptog adTE
gl &pyovta €ml Tov Aadv adtod 8Tt otk édulatas Soa
gveTellaTd oot xhplog

wget i\ylalirRaled 15 aorist Y xal gvéan Sagoun

woet 11212 N°2T ROYVID X9 n pvbm aorist xal amiiAbev éx Talyadwy eig 630V adTol

wget RAY 0O 9IRY XanY | LXX shows an expansion | xal o xatdAeippa tol Aaol avéPy dmicw Saov els amdvryowy

[cqet] ‘RO TR DU AY MONYRT émicw Tol Aol Tol moAgwioTol alT@V Tapayevouévwy éx
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TFadyadwy eig Tafaa Beviapwy xai émeoxéyato Zaovd Tov
Aadv Tov ebpebévta pet’ adtol g egaxoaious &vdpag

CP Rn¥1 79712 1017 2w O ol Serou xal Tovabey vids abrod
[cqet] NNy MONWRT aorist xal 6 Aads of evpebévres wet’ adTY
=wsubjpart 7712 0% RAYAAA Pan éxafioay év I'afee Beviauy xat &xlatov
wsubjqget :07ONA W SRNWHD pluperfect xal of GAAéPUAOL mapepPePArxeiaay eic Mayepag
wsubjgatal
waet non SRNWYD Nwinn XPann pon 17 aorist Yeal EE5iMBev dadbelpwv €€ dypoll dArodvAwy Tpialy dpyals
TN
subjpart YIRD 7779Y IR R°I19NN RIT RNWN participle W Gpxd % wla emPAémovaa 605 Todepa mt Yy Swyak
CRMAT
subjpart N2 IR ROIDNN RIT RNMW) participle B yal M ula dpyn émpPAémovoa 6ov Babwpwy
ARy
subjpart RPNIAN [IRD R2IODNN RIT ROWM participle xal %) apy) 7 wle émPrémovaa 600v TaPee Ty eloximTovgay
[cpart] IX72717 ROVOR WK NPRY dnonT émi Lav iy Zafw
wsubjpart 2N 922 oD RY P TaY 1AI) 19 imperfect passive Y xal Téntwv a1dnpov oly edploxeto év maay i Iopanh
ORIWT RYIX
cget SRNWDD 1INR "IN 871 eimov of dGAASDUIoL
Direct speech: Israel should not have swords (for defense) w) morjowaty of EBpalol poudaiav xal §épu
waqet XD *XNWHD YIRD YR 93 nmn 20 imperfect % xal xatéBawov mis Iopanh eig yiy éAhodiAwy yaAxebew
wayyiqtol =953 1% T°375 N0 N7 PWAD 1Y 000 éxaatos 10 BépiaTpov adtol xal T oxelog adTol xal Exaatog
“=S5UY 1) v d&lvny adtol xal 6 dpémavov adTol
wpart 9 NP0 12 KDY RIOW NAD 1M = imperfect TO BE L al W 6 TpuynTds ETotpos Toll Bepilety Ta Ot axeln Ay Tpeic
NH¥NYI R21TD NO07Y TPOWYH 9127 N gix%\m’sig, Tov 896vTa xal T dElvy xal T4 dpemave vméoTasts
ey Ny N auty)
[NCetr] PIY N9 19T
NPT RYIRDY X290
MSwpart nm # aorist passive 22 xal éyevidn év Tals Nuépats Tol moAéuov Mayeuas
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temp

X227 N121°2

wlapart 597 X7°2 XN°I17IMY R RANWH R aorist passive xal oUy e0pédy poudaia xal 3épu &v yewpl mavtds To¥ Aaol Tol
NIV O DIRY OYT RNY petd Zatoud
waget =51 ]}'m’b} SIRWD RAONWRI aorist passive xal pete Iwvabay xal ebpébn 16 Zaouvk xal 76 lwvabay vig
a0Tol
waet :DNIN NIAY RNWHD 3°VIVOK PO = aorist 2 xal ey &€ dmootdaews @Y GAAoddAwy THY &v T Tépay

Moayepas
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6.3.3 1Samuel 17:1-11

Tg analysis Targum LXX translates LXX
MT analysis with:>"
wqget R27p NIARD NN N RN W1 L present " xal quvdyouay dANédulot Tas mapepBords adtdv el méAepov
wayyiqtol
waqet 19109 WIONR] present passive xal guvdyovtal eig Toxywd Tijs lovdaiag
wayyiqtol T 0T
wget ‘D7 DORA TIPTY 1°21 1210 12 1N present active xal TapepBdidovaty ave péoov Soxywh xal ava péoov Alyxa év
wayyigtol Edeppepn
wsubjget WIONR DR WIRY DIRG 2 present passive ?xal Saoul xal of &vdpes IopanA cuvdyovtal
wsubjqgatal
wqget Reajemimlizalamimliza present active xal mapepfaidovoty év Tf xotAadtl adTol
wayyigtol
waqet PRNIYYD MATRY? X2IP 1170 present middle napatdooovtal eig méhepov €€ évavtiag dANodvAwy
wayyigtol
wsubjpart RO R0 OV 1% RN 3 present middle ®xal @AAddbudot iotavrar émt o dpoug vtaiiba
wsubjpart
wsubjpart RO R0 9V Pavp PR present middle xal Iopan) Totatal éml Tod Spous évtaliba
wsubjpart
NCwtr NP2 XN xal 6 addav qve péoov adTv
wqet SRNWHD NN PAv1an X123 PoN 4 aorist *xal ¢EABev dvnp duvatds éx Tiis mapatdEews TV GANodUAWY
NCrt N N NOoa Tohaf dvopa adté éx I'eh
NCtr RN PAR DU RN Uog adTol Tecodpwy mixewy xal ombaui
NCwrt U DY Wit o9 ® xal mepicedaala éml THe xedaAic abTod
NCwrt ¥M2% X1 1293 7 xal Bwpaxa GAuadwTdy adTds Evdeduxds
NCwrt TRUM1 9PN OO XA R Ppnm participle perfect xal 6 oTabuds Tol Bwpaxos attol mévte yihiades oixAwy xaixol xal
a10npov
NCwrt ST9A0 DY WnaT PR 6 ® xal xwnuides yatxal émdvew T@v axehdv adTol

> Dependent sentences and comment excluded.
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wsubjpart

772 Hun ROYIP 1A POD1 RWMIT ROIOM
mend

xal QoG XaAxd ava uéoov T@v Gpwy adTol

NCwrt PROTIXT JOORD 71°N°I1NINT RYK) l " xal 6 xovTds Toll d6patos avTol el uéoaxhov HdbavdvTwy
wsubjpart X2T72 99PN 8D DY DPnn 7P N°1NT RIUH xal ) Abyxy adtol éaxooinw aixAwy o1dnpou
wsubjpart DOMINTR 2OIR XD U0 imperfect xal 6 alpwv & §mha adTol mpoemopeveTo adTol
woet opy° aorist ® xal g0y
wqet SRS 970 BV HOX) aorist xal dvefdnoey el T mapdtagv Iopani
wqet 12 R aorist xal eimey adToic
verses 8¢-9
Direct speech: Goliath provokes Israel i éxmopedeahe mapatdbachar modéuw €€ Evavtiag Nubv odx Eyw
gl aAAdurog xal ueis Efpaiol Tod Saovl éxléfacbe éautols
dvopa xai xatafyTw mTpés e
®xal édv duvn 07 mpd ut moAeuioar xal éav matdéy ue xal écdueda
Opiv el dovAoug éav 0F éyw duvnBd xal Tatdéw adTév Eoeabe Hulv
glg dovAoug xal doudedoete Nulv
wget =xneoy nxy aorist yal elmev 6 GAASDUAOg
Direct speech: further provocation from Goliath 100V éyo wveldica ™y mapdtady lopanh oruepov év i Nuépa
TaUTY 06TE ot Gvdpa xal povopaynoouey duddrepot
waet | pHRT ARNWYD anD 0 YR 931 NY ynu aorist " xad fixougey Zaoul
waet "2NR) aorist xal més lopanA ta prpatae tol dAdodvdou Talta
woet RIID 19T aorist xal egéotnoay xal éboPRinoav adédpa
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6.4 Annex 4: xparticiple/yiqtol (comment background) and yiqtol
narrative anticipation

6.4.1 xparticiple

6

waet 'RNWHD N IRY proor 1 | 1Samuel 14:46-48a
wsubjget INRY IR SRNWHDY | narrative
wsubjget YR DY RN1D91I M9XR 9Weh *' | comment
woet 51221 X112 °71227 Y2 932 I0 N0 K2 AR
. comment
SRNW?521 7218 239721 DITRY Y
Sunart . comment
wadvpar IR 2921 | aguyigtol
[cpart] 1DNNAT | wr-yigtol
© 9970 yiqtol
waet TN Wi P narrative
waet 797 pon° | 18:5ab
advpart anXR 972 | advyigtol
cpart SRy TS moviT | YR -yigtol yigtol
part moxn
waet R2TP 972V 2723 DY DIRY 7199107
wadvyiqtul NIV RIW 772 77D 71 1Samuel 1:7
advpart 7 XWTpn N°ab mpon Tara | advyigtol
infinitival sentence
advpart 77 X137 2 | advyiqtol
wpart X577 | wayyiqtol
wlapart - RHIR X9 | wloyigtol
waet TR NN ORNW9D N> Xoams pon ' | 1Samuel 13:17-18
wayyiqtol
subjpart :RMINT YIRD 779V IR R2I1DNN RI7 RNWR | wsubjyigtol
subjpart TIM~N* AIRD X0IONM KT RN | wsubjyiqtol
subjpart RN AR R2IDNN KT RNWH | wsubjyiqtol
[cpart] :RI2775 ROVOR LM NOMY “IN0NT
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6.4.2 xyiqtul

waet MIUAR2 N0 X AR mou - | 1Samuel 19:24
waet 2R TR R AN [T
waet K272 991 K777 K1 9 w02 o
advyiqtul 1% P2 Y advyiqtol
end of episode
wadvyigqtul Nawa Xy 2y 1’ | 1Samuel 1:7
advpart »7 XUTPR M2 apon Jara | advyiqtol
infinitival sentence
advpart o X1 1o | advyigtol
wpart X577 | wayyiqtol
wlapart © X9OR X9 | wloyigtol
wobjyigtul PR 79 7ayn vt v | 1Samuel 2:19
wobjyqtol
wpart 9Y2 OV Apona 7YY TV 1At 9 Rpon) | waatal
RTYIN 72°7 DY XN2T?
MSwaget =1 2 [ 1Samuel 1:12
wqatal
cqet » O7p ARDYY NRA0NTA | Xgatal
wsubjpart 7% 7 Yy | wsubjpart
cyiqtul :109N07 7y | o MT
wCP =3m > | wCP
subjpart 17272 X°7%¥7 RO | subjpart
clayiqtul RM2TAY X*270 NPoN° X 7y AR - | 1Samuel 2:15
advyiqtol
wpart X1707 Xn°9w onXy | waatal
wpart D237 X123% X | waatal
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6.5 Annex 5: xparticiple and xqetal combinations

6.5.1 1Samuel 5:3-6 and 4:11-13

waet >719N2T KA TITWR PWIR WTpRY - | 1Samuel 5:3-6
wMS N7
subjqet M7 RIIIR QTP RYIX DY TI9KR ¥ 907 137
waet 737 N7 270N
wget SPINRY 17PN 12°0R)
wget >719N37 XA RIDYI WTPRY
wMS N
subjqet »7 RIIR DTP RYIR DY SMOR 5V 17 1T
wsubjpart 2Y INMR TXOXP TITY NOD 1AM PAT UM
[pass] XN5IPD
subjget SMPY IRNYR O TN
advlapart N9 PHYT 93T PAT NI PINT KD PO 5y
TR ORI TY TITWRA 72T NOIPO 9V 1T
wget TITWR WIX 9V 7 ’nn novpm ©
wsubjget sk 27 x| 1Samuel 4:11-13
wsubjget :0M1°DY 197 PPN 7Y 12 PN
waet X7707 P12 N°27 RLIAWH X2 0N
waet R K272 19909 RN
wsubjpart YT SMYIAN
wsubjpart S PU2 M RO
woet XNRY
MS X
subjpart D01 RYIN AR W22 DY X072 Dy 2000 HY
cqet 7 RN 7Y ¥T 77727 M 0R
wsubjget XNIP2 IRIT? RNX RN
waet JXNIP 92 NWOANWRY
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6.5.2 1Samuel 16:1

wget RIS 2 K 111 Samuel 16:1
interogsubjpart DIRW DY DarNA DR SNNR 7Y
wsubjget DR HY RO9N MR NPT RIXY

6.5.3 1Samuel 28:9-10a; 15-16

waet =5 XANK NnRY | 1Samuel 28:9-10a; 15-16
MS ol
subjget nyT DX
cqet QIR 72V7 N
cet RYIR 7 17127 171 7772 D00 O%OUT
intsubjpart 90PnY PWD1a AN DX KA
waet P M7 XA DIRY T DY
waet DINUY DRI MR
intget N XPONR? PINYIR K17
afel
waet DIRY R
get X712 %% NPy
wsubjpart %2 R2IP P ORNWHD)
wsubjget T P 1T RIAM
wlaget X192 AR ROIOD 702 AR TV MDY 2020 R
pael
waet ANWTIAR T2 N
intyiqtul STPAYR RN
waet SR N 1
wintsubjpart N RV DR R
wsubjget 0 PO 1T R
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6.5.4

1Samuel 17:12-16a

NCwtr 7TV N°37 QN97N°37 17 ONTOR 123 12 MM - | 1Samuel 17:12-16a
NCwtr WY TN
NCwtr 1712 R°3AN 779
wsubjobjget IN7°17122 937 290 DIRY 27192 RN
waet N°2727 *U 12 05N IR
waet R2IPY RMIRD IR 02 191K
wCP Kaheinalrialaliiza
[cal 82D 19TRT
NCrt X702 2N
NCwitr 271°2R 1IN
NCwitr STAv RN
wCP o
NCtr XY X7
wsubjget :2IRY N2 121X K*2727 707
wsubjpart Sorx 77 P
wpart :OM% N2 IART R N2 OYIN? 2IRW MY RN
waet TWI D¥TPR IRNWYD 21 °
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6.5.5 1Samuel 7:10, 3:2-4a, and 23:26cd-27a

MSwaet =2 |  1Samuel 3:2-4a
temp X177 X192
wsubjpart T°INR2 200w O
wsubjget 577977 AR I
lapart NG 220 XY
wsubjqget ROV X7 79 7 RWTpn N2 Py protasis
wsubjget R1PD NIV 293w IR
wsubjqget »7 KD YANWR K2
NCctr 297 R1IK 10T
waet HRMW? » X apodosis
wget AR
MSwaet =y 10 1Samuel 7:10ab
subjpart KNy P°0n Ry protasis
wsubjget DRI R2IP RAIR? 12PNR ORNTHDY
waet RN ¥ X7 RAPA 27 HP2 % 790N apodosis
waet ROn XMW WO 7RG ST “° | 1Samuel 23:26-27a
wir X272 R0 00N MNAN TN
MSwoet abdl
subjpart IRV 0T 1 Prnk novann 117 protasis
wsubjpart | TR MmN D 1017 5 1703 T1NaN PR
wsubjqet M9 DIRY MY RNR RTATRY apodosis
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6.5.6 1Samuel 9:1-27

wget 1°1°12 N°27 RLAWN T X123 7T AR 1 Samuel 9:1
NCwtr 92 M°DX 92 D102 12 MY 12 YRR 12 UOp nath
:XD°17 722 P12 1027 RV2WN K123
wobjget N2 M
NCwtr DIRW 7oL
NCr afrAl
NCwr Rkbl7al
NCwtr 07 R2°Y9Y 71°5Nn 71710 POWT DRIV 121 K123 N
SRy Hon
waet DIRWT TN WP ROINR RTINT°
woet 77°92 DIRYY UOR R
Direct speech
waet 05X N*27 XMw2 7
wget X117 YIR2 723
wlaget IMIWR K7
wget X72°N7 YIR2 172
wlaget no
wget 1112 VW VIR NN
wlaget MWK RO
subjget N*21 727 XYIN2 WK PIX - | comment retrospect
wsubjget TRIYY AR DIRY | comment retrospect
[NCer] YT
Direct speech
woet T R ©
Direct speech
waet WY PIRY MR
Direct speech
waet DIRY N *2wnh R AP0 °
woet plahy
Direct speech
temp SR IR (r) 9 | a comment retrospect
advget » O7p 11 199K Yannh 19N K12 K 7D
R | b
X717 7V 0N | ©
cobjpart RO PRTRYA PN 1T RPY X217 I | d narrative
waet TR DINY MR
Direct speech
wet XNIPY 12TR)
[NCectr] 27 X231 70T
subjpart RNIPT XIPOMA PRLO K | | comment zero degree
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wsubjqget X1 7nnY 1PD1 1P INOWR IR | comment zero degree
woet 7172 1K)
Direct speech
wget NN X20NRY
waget XX
Direct speech
wget RNIPY 1901
subjpart XNOP 132 79y PaRe | comment zero degree
WMS X771 | comment zero degree
subjpart “RN1IMOR N°2% pon? PIMNTRY 901 PRIV
wobjqet SIRY N TP T XA SRIMWL IMRNK > TP 1 1 | comment retrospect
Matabial)
temp ann 17 RI7YD O
yigtul T°1°12 VW YIRD K12 TMY MWK
Wy?qtul DR Y b;z X271 % Teanwnm Direct speech
wyiqtul ROWIDT K71 Y N° P19
cpart/get MYT RPAT NTP A IR
cqet SNTPY NP7 1YY IR
wsubjget DI N0 X1 9XMLN | | comment zero degree
wobjget 7% MRNK » 07p 1) | comment zero degree
Direct speech
waet RYIN 12 SR N DY Y
waqet plahy
impv SR Rdisi
NCrt XU NP2 PR
wget DINY N2 PRMY DR
waet plaly!
Direct speech
wget SIRw 20nRy !
waqet plahy
Direct speech
wget W MY DIRY N° ORI 12T
waget XNIMOR? NIV
waet X>1°1T ¥P72 RINR AP 20
NCwtr “X723 NN IR
wget RM205 DRI R >
wget 977 XYW N° XM20 MR
waget IRV 2TR MW
waet plaly!
Direct speech
waget IR RN DRINY OV IR DK
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wget RNIPY RMANOR N7 1A =

waet RIIR DY IRY oy 2Hm

waet PR | a

MSwaet mm | b

temp cpart XIDX pONd

waet MY RRD PR DRMY RIP |

impv oy | d  Direct
wyiqtul TImowRY [ speech

woet W op | f

wget JX127 PRI RIT PNIN PO | ¢

subjpart XNp W02 PNAI PIK ' | comment zero degree
wsubjget DIRWY MR DRILN | comment zero degree
impv KDWY R Direct speech
wyiqtul NI0TP N2y

woet pRba
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6.6 Annex 6: List of comment traces for Chapter 4

14:25ab is comment because 25a shows first word order and (6) redundant
information with 14:26ab (the people go into the wood, there is honey). Also, there
IS (3) no narrative head.

23:27a as xqgetal exhibits the following comment traces: (2) prominence of
information (his coming saves them from fighting); (3) lack of narrative head (there
is 26ab) but they are divided; (11) this is an incidental information which draws
Saul’s attention to more pressing matters. The presence of the previous xparticiple is
trace (13) changing its quality from retrospective to zero narrative.

19:10de - besides comment word-order, 10d shows (2) prominence (he is indeed
saved), (3) lack of narrative head (10c refers to the spear), and (6) redundancy of
information - (10b: he already escaped)

9:26ab: The comment traces of the two forms are: (2) prominence — 27b contains as
rheme a direct speech in which Samuel requires that the servant should leave them;
(3) xgetal has no narrative head (it could be considered 26g but xparticiple
intervenes); as equivalent of BH xparticiple and xyiqtol, the Targum Aramaic
xparticiple displays trace (10) Morphological opposition of narrative (wqatal) and
comment (xparticiple and xyiqtol) in BH. Because xqatal has also the presence of
xparticiple (trace (13)), they are both zero degree.

14:16b displays comment features of (2) prominence for the episode (the observation
of Philistines’ breaking leads to Saul’s realisation that there is someone fighting
them, besides himself), (3) lack of narrative head replaced by (7) xm

4:13bd contains more than one trace of comment. It shows (2) prominence of
information (13b the position of Eli, before he dies — he sits outside to hear
immediately (13c) because his worried about the ark; 13d the entrance of the
messenger to tell about the battle); (3) lack of narrative head; (7) The presence of
6) ;&m) redundancy of verb in 13d (repeats it from 13a).

17:14c-15a sequence is comment because of trace: (2) they contain prominent
information for the episode (the elder brotehrs went to fight, David stays home and
goes back and forth between his duties to Saul and Jesse); (3) there is no narrative
head. The (6) xqgetal in 14c shows a redundancy with 13ab.

13:16 is a comment as some traces are present ((2) prominence of information (the
positions of Saul and Philistines); (3) lack of narrative head; 16a xparticiple repeats
the location of Saul just stated in 15b) but it is not a redundancy.

9:11ab are: (2) prominence of information; there is a narrative head in 10e (wgetal)
and an apparent temporal juncture between 11ab and 10e. Nevertheless, first word-
order with xparticiple-xgetal signal that wqetal narrative continues with a comment
zero degree form (no retrospect and no anticipation are present).
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9:9a: (2) prominence of information (it answers the question that a reader would ask:
‘what is a seer?’); (3) lack of narrative head (there is no contrast or variation with the
previous wgetal in 8b); (11) it conveys incidental information; (9) lack of temporal
juncture.
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