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uch modern lınguistic theory CONTtrasts “surface structure” wıth "d structure”.
According fo thıs mO of language, the actual words of utterance (surface
structure) result from Varıous strategies developed by partıcular language for
representing underlyıng meanıngs eep structure)*. Evıdence includes ambıgu0us
surface sStructures, the possıbılıty of representing the Sailllc underlyıng StructLure In
LNOTC than ON WaVY (paraphrase), elements that dIC implıcıt in the deep SsStiructure
but unexpressed (implıed) in the actual utterance, and skewing of the surface
StIrucCcture Skewing an that the usual OT central functions of the surface structure
do nOtL match the intended meanıng. An example in Englısh 1s “negatıve raısıng”. In

of the Lype, “I don’t want hım SCC VEr  27 deeper eve of analysıs
WOU make explicıt the meanıng, “I hım not SCC yet  9 That 1S, the
negatıve 18 “raised” from the subordinate clause the(clause, resulting in

skewed word order.
Hebrew grammarılans have OMe«eC siımılar conclusıons wıthout adopting
explicıt deep structiure mO' Gesen1us, for example, dıstinguished between
objective an subjective "SCHMIVE. , hereby recogn1ızıng the ambıguous surface
sStiructiure of Hebrew phrase such dsSs “the violence of YOUT brother” a 10)
Moreover. he also brought iın certaın ıdeas such ASs “comparatıve” that in realıty
resemble deep STIruciLure notlions. That 1S, ıle Hebrew does not have adjectival
form that Can be called comparatıve, it does have an of expressing the
comparatıve notion®.
Deep sStructure STAaMMAar does make possıble advance In understandıng OQVeET

grammarılans such ASs Gesen1us, however. Iypıcally the reference tend
organıze syntaxX around forms. Thus, (Jesen1us discusses the syntax of the verb

The present study SICW Ouft of week of intensıiıve diıscussıon sponsored Dy Bıola University
between [WO faculty-members TOM the School of Intercultural Studıes, Dr Harwood Hess
an: Dr Sherwood Lingenfelter, and myself TOom Talbot School of eology. The interactiıon
centered around insıghts from Cultura anthropology and lıngulstics for bıblıcal exeges1s.
Sıgnificant suggest1ons WEeIC made that subsequently followed tor thıs FOor the
theory of deep Stiruciure ıt elates “transformatıional” STAMMMAT, SCC Robert Stockwell,
Foundatıons of Syntactic Theory, Englewood Chififs, New Jersey 1977 Longacre
approaches the subject from the standpoıint of “d1ıscourse analysıs" (An Anatomy of Speech
Notions, PdR Press Publications iın TAGMEMIC 3’ Lisse, Belgıum

autzsc (ed.), (Jesen1us’ Hebrew Grammar, Tans by Cowley (2d Eng ed.,
Oxford 1970, 128g,
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under the eadıngs “perect imperect., and The mo consısts of specıfic
{orms. each ıth IMOTEC than ONC

The deep Structiure model, the other hand, allows the lınguilst analyze the
VarıoOus underlyıng notions in of the relatıons between underlyıngz meanıng
and explıcıt forms. Thıs has the effect of forcing the areful definıtion of these
notions. Elsewhere have argued that the tradıtional DeMNeCt and
“amperiect. In Hebrew STaAMMAar, for example, ATiIC ImprecI1se, ınkıng partıcular
forms ıth functions that ATiIC vaguely eilmne: ole complex of factors
nto play wıth these {orms. includıng aspect the subjective cho1ıce GE the speaker

how the actıon 15 be viewed), the of continummg results
( Deriect In the INOTE classıcal sense), kınd of actıon (objective deser1ption of the
actıon), anı inherent meanıng of the verb> When the interpreter treats the Hebrew
texti ASs ole discourse unıt rather than as isolated {Oorms, the interplay of factors
such ASs word order, negatıon, and clause relatıons provıde previously unrecognızed
clues the connections between deep and surface structure®.
Brockelmann took maJor step Oorward In the study of Hebrew wıth hıs
Hebräische Syntax (1956) Unlıke PreviOuUs etudıes of syntax’, Brockelmann made

TOA| dıvisıon between “eXclamatory sentences” (Ausrufesätze), “declaratıve
sentences” (Aussagesätze ), and “the interrogatıve sentence” (der Fragesatz).
Su  eadıngs under exclamatory sentences nclude “command ” e7E: “Wish”

Wunsch) and “affective” (Gefühlsausdruck ). ıle ıt WOU be possıble dıspute
SOINC of Brockelmann’s d1v1ıs1ıons, d ole he has managed to SsyntaxX the
basıs of relatıonshıps rather than the basıs of morphology. Especılally sıgnıfıcant
for the present study 1S h1is discussıiıon of the “command”.
Brockelmann recogn1zes that commands InaYy be formed wıth infinıte absolute
(“remember the abbath day  07 x 20 iımperatıve, interjection (“behold!”),
and Jussıve (uyou crawl”, (Gjen 3:14) cohortatıve AdeL eIVe ; (Gjen
19 32) Thıs would SCCINMN reflect the dea of INOTC than ONC surface Structiure for
the dIiNec deep sStructure, discussed above. Moreover he diviıdes the “command
iıtself nto VarıoOus CS, includıng prohıbıtion, exhortatıon, request, wısh,
perm1ss1o0n, assent, promıise, blessing,C and threat®.

Thomas Fınley, The W-Consecutive ıth 'Imperfect’ iın Bıblıcal Hebrew Theoretical
Studies and ıts Use In Amos, ıIn Iradıtion Jestament; LSSaYyS In Honor of C’harles Lee
Feinberg, ed John Feinberg and Paul Feinberg (Chicago E

OF Bernard Comrie, Aspect; An Introduction the Study of Verbal Aspect and Related
Problems, Cambrıidge Textbooks in Linguistics (Cambrıdge, England

It 15 Ö  y for example, Ö that WW Cannot change the “imperfect” function of the
erb in the form tradıtıonally called “waw-consecutıve ” ıth ımperfect. FOor hıstorical,
structural, and stylıstıc 1CAasSONS the form alıgns ıth functions typıcally found ın the ” periect”
(cf. Fınley, 41—53; GTOSS, Verbform und Funktion. wayyigtol für dıe Gegenwart? Fın
Beıtrag ZUr 5yntax poetischer althebräischer exte, Arbeıten un exti un Sprache 1M en
Testament, St Ottilıen 1976, C
( Davıdson, Hebrew S5yntax (3d 6C Edinburgh 1964 Irepr 1901 1) (FRE Jouon.

Ronald Wılliams (Hebrew SyntaxX; An Outlıne, ed.. Toronto contaıns clearer
though less comprehensıve) presentation but dıd nOot follow Brockelmann’s
organızatıon. The chapter “Syntax of the Verb” VIEWS the evidence mostly, though not
entirely, from the standpoımnt of form Cr Iso Rudoltf eyer, HGr {11 (Berlın\ CW 3 Brockelmann-Synt VEnO 7452 ZAH 11/1 989
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Though Brockelmann’s presentatıon elps SC the underlyıng relatıonshıps INOTEC

learly, he dıd nOot make explıcıt enough hOow the dıfferent surface structures relate
the deeper notlons. For example, hıs term “command ” ASs maJor headıng
ENCOMLDASS the fiıner 1UaNces lısted above, but later ON he states, “ Dieselbe Orm

Iımperatıve|] aber dient nıcht 11UT dem strıkten Befehl, sondern auch bloßen
Ermahnungen |Hos vu und Bıtten 12 Kgs 5221 und Wunschen |Gen

”” Apparently, then. SOINC of the notions discussed DY rockelmann
under the rubric “command ” AdTiIC nNnOT really be taken A commands ın the strict

of the Also, he takes notice of the fact that the partıcle ..  NOW  22
"nlease‘) 15 the example cıted of A "requUESt. , d sıgnıfıcant feature of the
CONTteXT that relates PTODCI interpretation of the form.
Sımilar erıticısms Cal be brought agaınst the dıscussıon of the cohortatıve. The
relatıonshıp between the VarıoOus of cohortatıve the verall of
“command ” 15 unclear, and Brockelmann does nOT always indıcate the precıse
nature of the surface Structiure (e G the imperatıve form In Ruth 0 18 discussed
under the cohortatıve). Addıtionally Brockelmann’s presentatıon Call be erıticızed
for includıng the of “command by interjection . The examples reflect

of deicetic uUuse of the partıcles tradıtionally translated “behold!” Notice (jen
[D dduced DYy Brockelmann, ..  and behold there appeared smokıngz Oven .
Hebrew inneh here SCITVCS bring the mokıng OVeEeN nto focus!9

eep Structure Notion of the “Proposal”
In the remaınder of the A deep and surface structure model wıll be developed
for what wıll be termed ““proposal” d TOA: term that Can OV! Varıous
notionsl!. The CONcept of “proposal” wıll be used for sıtuatıon where peaker
communicates d desıre for somethıng lıstener. ıth the speaker havıng
degree of expectation that the istener wıll ulfıl! that desıre.
The sub-categorIies, borrowed largely from Brockelmann. ATC ase: the degree
of expectation wıthın the speaker, especılally ıth reference authornıty. Fırst, there
AaTC Varlıous sıtuatl1ons fora the speaker has authorıty OVCI the lıstener. who 15
subordinate. These sıtuations wıll nclude the categorIies of “command’”, “prohi-
bıtıon”. an: “permissıon”. “command” implıes that the peaker has authorıty
demand that the proposa be carrıed OuL, and “prohibition” represents the negatıve

Brockelmann-Synt.,
Brockelmann calls thıs A “or1ıginal” (urtümliche) torm of the command (Synt

Perhaps SOTINC could be thought of d Droposa. Dy the speaker for the lıstener DaYy
attention. en the partıcle hnh (Brockelmann Iso mentions hn and h‘) ll introduce
statement 1C forms the basıs for proposa ( DeE NO NOW that YOU ATec beautiful

Please Sa y that YVYOU ATIC sıster ”: (Jjen 12:11. 12) Because of the complexıtıes it
WOu introduce, the role of ese partıcles in proposals 111 nOoT be examıned ere Such A
examınation should fruntful for urther study, however (cf. CO Labuschagne, The
partıcles hen and hinneh, ()1I8 18 1973] 1—14).

The deep Siructure notlons arıse {rom study of language communıcatıon. They AIC

based, be SUTre, the theory of the indıvıdual lınguilst, but theır unıversal valıdıty Can be
hecked by the study of Varıous languages. In the AsSsc of spoken language, the f1eld
investigator Cal A informant, whereas ıth preserved only In wriıtten form the
clues mMust Ome from ontext and hıistorical-cultural sıtuation.
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Counterpart. “ Permission” pertaıns A sıtuatıon where the peaker communiıcates
that the subordinate’s desıres coincıde wıth do NnOTt conflıct ıth the speaker’s
wıshes.
In other sıtuations the speaker’s expectations concerning the proposa depend nOoTt
primarıly authorıty but the willıngness of the i1stener. In such Cas:ı INa Y
speak of “"request” and “exhortatıon. The latter grounds the expectatiıon for

In the lıstener’s OW recogniıtion of hıs OT her best interests. The request
also depends the lıstener’s wıllıngness, but the maın enefit in carryıng Oout the
proposa ACCTUCS the peaker

specıal of the request does recognıze authorıity, but ıt resides ıth the
lıstener, nOoTt the speaker. Here the peaker Ca  ; only hope for d posıtıve
Aase| the of the istener. Thıs sıtuatıon wıll “entreatyV” . Not
nNnCcIude: here dIiIC Brockelmann’s notlions of promıise, essing, NONeEC of
1C depend the 1stener for theır consummatıon. The threat does depend
the lıstener’s ONSC, but perhaps it 18 better consıder it specıal of d
condıtional sıtuatiıon rather than of proposal. TIhe following chart summarızes the
deep Structure notion for the "proposal” ASs explicated here.

ar The Notion of “Proposal”
Authorıty Resides wıth the Speaker

Command command YOuU yOUu do somethıng. CYy me!)
Prohıibition command yYou yOU nOot do something. on tread
me!)*“
Permissıon permıiıt yOu YOU do somethıng. E YeS: YOU INa Yy NOW.)

Speaker Relıies the ıllıngness of the Lıistener
Request request you YOU do somethiıng. Please wrıte.)
Exhortation exhort you YOU do somethıng. Fiease lısten what the
teacher has Say.)
Entreaty entreat (on the basıs of mercy) you YOU do somethıng. Please
{Org1ve me.)

urface Structures for the “ Proposal”
Hebrew represents proposals in dıfferent WAaVYS, includıng form that the
recogniıze imperatıve. en the imperatıve wiıll be used for commands,
perm1ss1ıo0n, an! 0} but ıt Can function in other For example, Conjoıned
imperatıve INa Yy CAÄPDICSS result. Thus, Amos 4:4 Can be translated, C that
yOUu INaYye but the Hebrew consısts of LWO imperatıve forms, “Seek” and “h1ve”.
Since the central function of the imperatıve 1s form proposals, surface structure
imperatıve wiıll be consıdered unskewed (unmarked). Some other form for
proposal, if In MmMoOst it WOU noTt be used for proposal, wıll represent
kewing An imperatıve form In non-proposal sıtuation WOU. also be example
of skewıng.

12 To be complete, should Iso include the negatıve C  IT of the er categorIies.
The inclusıon only of prohıbition 15 CONCESSION surface sStructure; the imperatıve (surface
form) sed for cCommand and the negatıve C}  rt ave dıfferent forms that AIC ın
complementary dıstrıbution (see below).

ZAH 08911/1
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Forms without Personal Marker
Hebrew has [WO verb forms wıth personal markers, ONC wıth the marker
after the base the base consisting of rOOLT plus vowel pattern) and ON wıth the
marker prefixe: the base. Tradıtionally these forms ATIC called “peffeet. and
“imperfect”, respectively. Here they AdTiIC designated f1x ConJjugatıion” (SC) and
“ Prefix ConJjugatıon” (PC) respectively.

ASse ith Endings (Imperative). TOmM synchroniıc perspective, ıf 18
convenıent fO describe the imperatıve form consıisting of the base plus
endings wıthout the personal prefixX. OUr forms AdICc used dıstıngu1s masculıne-
femminıne and siıngular-plural*>. TOom diachronic viewpoint, however, ıt might be
better Sa Y the Hebrew imperatıve developed from infıinıtıval form } 7 k had

preiixes . For of the present dıscussıon the ultımate orıgın of the
imperatıve 15 of lıttle CONSCYUCHNCE.

Infinitive SoLlule Ihe infinıtıve absolute use' without prepositions
pronomiınal suffixes and nOot syntactically OUuUn: A {ollowıng phrase) often
functions finıte verb, eıther A imperatıve OT wıth SOINC of the functions of the

For the examples examiıined*>, the infinıtıve COU. substitute In proposals
that WOU often be formed wıth imperatıves of anı y of the four forms eXCcept the
ftemminıne plural (masc SINZ., Jer Z hik, fem SINg. only ONMNC eXample], Isa
4230 HINWS, 6,  melt away’; INascCc DI:, Amos 4:5, WQGIr, ..  and As
example, consıder the Casc of the fourth commandment, “ Remember the abbath
day  29 XO 20:8) Englısh eXpress1ons such ..  noOo fishing” COU be compared
ıth the Hebrew surface sStructure

Forms ith Personal arker

PaC7 The second DCISON (B alone Can also for proposal. Note,
for example, ..  Vou a4re perform SW Judgments and keep statutes” Lev
18 4) Thıs form of the verb WOULU NnOrmally In present OT future statements
Contextual clues for the proposa sıtuatıon nclude the egal lıterary I  9 the egal

“judgments” an sStatutes: , the nearby of prohıbıtions,

Occasıonally the INASC., SINg. {orm, ordınarıly wıthout Al y termıinatıon, nds ıth -“ Ome
desıgnate thıs “emphatıc” imperatıve (see Weıingreen, Hebrew Grammar, ed.., Oxford
1969, 58) The evidence for such statement 1S not strong. Xamples tudıed for Jer, HOos, Joel,
Am, Obd, M, Nah., Hab, and Zeph (as lısted ın 1g Mınor rophets: Lingustic
Concordance, The omputer 1 ed Francıs Andersen and Dean Forbes,
revealed that arge percentage involve weak verbs, especılally mıddle-wea FrOOTS For
example, nstead of A expecte hh (“bl'ing”) the form hb‘h OCCUTS In Amos 4A1 The examples
In GKC (& 481) STIrTESS Strong roOo{s, however. Jouon ($ 48d) thınks that orıginally the form had
A emphatıc function that Was subsequently ost For NO thıs form of the imperatıve cshould
be desıignated “long” and treated free varıant. Sımilarly, SUOTIIC verbs whose INASC., SIng.
imperatıve nds ıth long vowel sometimes ıth the vowel elıded (e:2 hk SinKel.
shows IMOTEC often than hkh)
( BLe 41a: eyer, HOT {1 (1969) 63.1

15 en from Andersen and Forbes, Eıght Mınor Prophets; GKC:; Jouon: Brockelmann-
Synt., and eyer, HGr I1L,
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and the statement “by 1C INa  — IMAY 1ve ıf he does them  I7 Clearly the Lord 18
not makıng d prediction but ISsumNg d command.

Prohibhitive In the Person feature of the Hebrew imperatıve form (PE
base MINuUuSs personal prefix) 18 that it Ca  —_ indıcate only posıtıve proposals. Any tıme
A negatıve command (Ke prohıbıtion 1s issued, the negatıve must wıth the
PC2 Apparently the 15 true of the infinıtıve used for d proposal; examples
of negated infinıtıve ASs prohıbıtion WEeEITIC discovered. FEıther of [WO negatıves Can

wıth the for A prohıbition, eing used iın MOST sıtuations and for
INOTC permanent prohıbition (& eg In the Tlen Commandments)!®. Because of the
mutually exclusıve relatıonshıp between the imperatıve and the prohıbıtıive, the
former 1S unskewed hen ıt AdDPDCAaISs the surface for posıtıve proposal, ıle the
latter 1S unskewed for negatıve proposal.
Iwo examples ıllustrate the ıfferıng negatıves:

t-Dyt hryk
not ou-look behind-you
“ o NnOTL look behind you  4} Gen 19 17)

2) t-rsh
not you-murder
“YOn chall not murder” XO 13)
Indirect Proposals WILh PC3 The 1r DCISON often functions A A

indirect proposa For the sıngular specılal “sShort” form normally CCUTS for
certaın morphological categorIies of verbs (some “weak” verbs and the hiphil verb
pattern). In Amos the command 15 clear (“ustice” the surface subject):

w-v-gl k-mym mMSDI
and-ıt-roll lıke-water Justice
“ But let Justice roll down lıke water”.

PF Sometimes the first PCISON form of the has d pecıal ending
C tends correlate ıth desıire the part of the peaker Tradıtionally the
form 1S called sCONOTLatıve.. an It overlaps wıth the notion of proposa hen the
peaker desıires be nclude (cf. Isa 55 w-n-Ik-h and-we-go-cohort., e s ..  and
let 90 )  27 hen there 1$ request for perm1ssıon Num 20 E: n- br-h —
pass-cohort., L€.., ‘let us through”; Num Z 22 - Dr-h 1-pass-cohort., 1.e..
“let DaSs rough”).

C 2SC3 Sımilarly, the precede Dy the conJunction WAW (wW S€ wıll
often CXDTCSS d proposal. ormally thıs surface Structure OCCUTS only hen ıt
coordinates ıth PrevioOus proposal (eL.. yr -Ww b HWH w- 'bd-tm IW fear-pl
Yahweh and-serve-yvou hım, 1E “fear Yahweh and hım, Sam
However, MNan examples have CvVen A inıtıal proposal, A in Zech 1R
(ef. also Jer ED 8:4: 13 3’ and often ıth the verb “Say”):

mrt Iy-hm
and-say-you to-them  99
“ T herefore Sa Y them  »”

C} ıllıams, Hebrew 5yntax, L3 186 He desıgnates the form ıth d “vetitive”, ıth
as “prohibition”. Brockelmann Sa yS the dıstinction Wds ost iın ater ynt.,

VE  4B 11/1 989
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have not OUnN:! Al y clear examples of W + S('1 for request, though there IMay be
SOTIIC examples. Instead, A addıtional request in first PCISON 1s done bDy d

coordinated PC'1 (e S Gen d
Jouon noted that in poetic PAassagcs, partıcularly In Psalms and Job, an In

‘“elevated DIOSE. ( prose elevee; A example 15 g1ven from Chr EF 27) the Cal

sometıimes have A “optatıve” nuance!”. 1tCc Dahood made A istıng of the
instances of “precatıve perfect” he had OUnN: ın Psalms, includıng SC1, S52 an

The of precatıve erfect continues be controversıal, and INan y of
Dahood’s examples Can be challenged*?. The recent commentar Dy Peter Craigie

the first psalms accepted A few of these but rejected MmMOst of them xamples
of i 2 (wıthout con]jJunction Waw) he translated A precatıve nclude Shr{ (Ps 8)
hrhbt (Ps 4:2), ntth (Ps 4:8), SWYI (Ps TI and DAYy (Ps 31:6) For S('3 he
translated ıth precatıve only al 0:16 W, “ Jet the natıons perish . Neıither
he NOT Dahood OUnN: Ally examples of. in d precatıve for Psalms 1  ©
Consıder Craigle’s translatıon at Psalm

1se OT
(1ve VICtOTY, (‚0d!

Oh, that YOU WOU smıte all enemıtles the ee
O ‚$ that YOU WOU smash the teeth of wıicked men.*!

Ihe tırst [WO verbs ATC imperatıves, ıle the ast {[WO dIC S12 an SD. The
INOTEC tradıtional translatıon g1ven in the Authorized Version (AV) does not {1t the
CoOoNntiext well (“f thou hast smitten thou hast rokK  „) The references past
delıverance SCCI1N LOO abrupt. However, COMPDAIC Jerusalem (JB)

Rıse, Yahweh!
Save n (30d!

You hack all enemı1es the cheekbone,
yOU rea the teeth of the wıicked

Here the forms dIC plausıbly taken dAS descriptive an contrıbute the
desperate yeL confıdent tone of the psalmıst. The translators of apparently
rejected the outrıght, though CO: salm 63 (En2.; 2)
FOr the (1 Dahood lısts only Psalms 63:3 (hzyty. an (hqysty Ihe
latter example WOU be better translated eneral experlence, LSI awake an
an ST1 ıth 27  you But Psalm 63 INaYy indeed contaın example of precatıve
perfect, ASs Dahood translates:

17 Jouon $ 1T7
18 Psalms I 1/A, New ork 1970, E Hıs suggestion that few forms of S{
spelled ıth ına ..,  may correspond the energic ending of the imperatıve” (Psalms E
16, p. 26) lacks enough examples support it Varyıng crıbal orthography LNOTIC
reasonable explanatıon.

Ome AdIiC based emendatıon of (e2.. Ps 44 :77 | zr£Al]; TG $ /wlI; 144 :12 ST
SOINEC AICc actually A (Ps 2511 ( wsIht]; RA |WSTSK]; 64 :11 \ whsh|; w mr 141
|wSm w|), and ATC plausıbly interpreted descrıptive past (eD Ps rbw|
|1mw|)

Psalms 1—50, WBC, Waco, Jlexas 1983, under the ciıted
21 Psalms 1—50,
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So In YOUILF SAaNCLuUaTrVy MNay LV uDON VOU,
Beholding VOUToand yOUTF glory.““

The problem 1S that the S: (hzyty 1S Ollo0owe: DYy infıinıtıve clause (“t0
behold The awkwardness of tryıng make wıth the usual translatıon
of the dASs past 15 evident ın the rather straıned rendering of the “T0 CC thy
W an thy SlOTY, ASs have SCCI] thee ın the sanctuary . ven translates, “I
long 297  you
The chart iCc ollows summarızes various possıble surface StITrUCLUTES for the
proposa In 1Cc5 Hebrew

ar urface Structures for “ETODOSAl.., Root SINr (”“keep
Forms wıthout Personal Marker

Imperatıve (Smr /S$EmÖr/, eep
Inıfinıtive Ssolute ($mr /$amöor|/, eeping

Forms wıth Personal Marker
(t-Smr, you-keep

Prohibitive Neg
t-S$MYF, not you-keep (“DO nOoTL
[-SMYF, not you-keep (“Never keep”)
( v-Smr, he-keeps, Le.,  let hım keep”)

PC1
-Smr-h, I-keep-cohort., 1.e., ““let keep”
n-Smr-h, we-keep-cohort., 162 ‘“ Jlet us kee  27

W4 St)
w-Smr-t, and-keep-you, 1.e., ..  and yOUu shal keep”
W-S$mr-g, and-keep-he., 1.e., ..  and let hım keep”

(”precatıve perfect”)
S()1 Smr-t, eep-1, er ““let INC keep ”
SC}  D Smr-t, keep-you, e“ ...  may yOUu keep”

$mr-g, keep-he, LEl ‘ let hım kee  »”
OmMe Additional Surface Indications ofa TODOSA
The Post-Positive Particle The partıcle 15 after verbal form nearly

400 tımes, and almost all the examples in the Context of roposal“*>. The
form 1S often translated "please‘ : Sym-n yd-Kk, place-please your-hand, 1.e., “please
place YOUT d” Gen Z

The Pre-Positive Particle Or nh sımılar form, OT n (“I beg you  27 the
iKe): (OCCUTI'S before the imperatıve form In SOTINIC ©O (Gen ST E: 2 Kgs

3 It 1s OUN! thiırteen tımes, all ıth imperatıve EXCeptL for Dan Danıel’s
actual plea the Lord does not untiıl 16, and ıt has the form of PC3
“l t 10 YOUr Ng an yYyOUTr wrath turn AWaY from YOUTF CIty

he Vocative. Sometimes NOUN phrase AaDPDCAISs iın the surface StIrucCiure d
desceription of the istener. The tradıtional term “vocatıve” normally refers only
22 Psalms 1,

Examples WEeTC observed In Mandelkern.
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such a phrase used wıth the imperatıve, but ıt INaYy show also for the PC3
tradıtionally “juss1ıve”) an the PC1 (tradıtionally “cohortatıve”). In the latter

ıt functi0ons, from the standpoınt of surface structure, ASs the ubject
Oberserve the tollowıng:

hn- dm md I-rglyk
IMPERATIIVE

sOon-of-man stand on-your-feet
“Son of INan, stand yOUTr feet” (Ez
y-hy
PC3 UBJECT
ıt-be 1g

there be 1ght” (Gen 1:3}
Correlations between Deep Structure and urface Structure

command, wıth implıcatıon of the authorıty of the speaker, Was OUnN!
in everal surface structures, includıng imperatıve (Gen 1 ZZ DFW, ‘“be ITruNtiul: ).
infinıtıve absolute (ExX 20:8; zkwr, ”rtemember‘), PC2 (Gen 3:14, ÜUK, 6,  you shall
SO Y PC3 (Am 5:24, wygl, * Jet Justice roll down’”), anı Jer 8 25 W,  r 9
..  and Sp' The negatıve C'  I, the prohıbıtion, OCCUTS wıth the
frsh, Exod 2063 ”“ YOou c<hall not murder’”’). No examples WEeIC OUnN:! for the
infinıtıve absolute wıth negatıve, and aw + Cannot be negated in the surface
Structure xamples of prohıbıtion ıth the PC3 WEIC (C£. Hos 4:4,1 5) The
PC3 ıth the command usually be assocıi1ated wıth surface SiIirucfiure
subject that 15 inanımate, eiıther for rhetorıical effect Y for dıvıne creation (L.6.: ‘ Jlet
there be ıght” Gen L5T eiS:)?.
One interesting correlatıon from the 26 examples tudıed of infinıtıve absolute ASs

proposa 15 that all, wıth the poss1ble exception of Joshua P (exhortatıon, zkwr,
"remember’”’) Can be desceribed AS commands. Typically the Lord commands
prophet do somethıng (CT. Jer Z Zech 6:10) The prophet 1S actıng d the
Lord’s INCSSCHECI In thıs ASC The infinıtıve in thıs iıdıom often CCUIS al
the head of ser1es of commands, an the verb OllOwWwe! by another command
18 quıte COMMON, especılally ın Jeremıiah ([Z. Z SAZ) 18 A B T 194; 28213° 34:.2;
358 1S [aATC for the infinıtıve be em In ser1es of imperatıve
forms mOS 4:5, WQgIir, ..  and offer: )”® nNnCcCIude: af the end of of
imperatıves Isa 14 51 X; ...  melt away).
The PC3 (and W 15 often used In d proposa hen the peaker 15 AWAaTC of
infer10r rankıng in relatıon the lıstener Gen 44 33 VSO dk, “ Jet yOULr servant
remain”). The PC3 and corresponding MN 3) AT MOST used, then, for5
entreatıies, an exhortatıons. Notice the Englısh translatıon, where the surface

25
CT Wıllıams, Hebrew S5Syntax, K3 He SCs the term “injJunctive”,
Ihe indırectness In enesIs poss1ıbly reflects opposıtıon the non-Israelıite 16 W that the

lıght, SUunN, Stars, eic WCIC dıvıne.
BHS emending the form plural imperatıve, but Hans Walter Wolff refers

the Standar: support for the Hebrew texti 06 an Amos, Hermenelıa,
Phıladelphia 1977, 290, a) The analysıs here Ca  — eiıther be en A argumen In favor
of emendatıon d the proverbıial exception which DIOVCS the rule.
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subject of the Hebrew verb becomes the object of the imperatıve “let” The Englısh
hereby makes INOTEC explicıt reference the proposa sıtuation, though it 15 nOoTt
absent from the deep STIruUuCLUre of either language. Iso the 7 an S3 In
precatıve optatıve SCCIN in the Context of humans addressing the
Creator.
PC1 (“cohortatıve”), A noted above, mplıes that the peaker wants be include':
ıIn the fulfillmen of the proposal. In the sıngular form it Can CXDTCSS request
umZ brh “let rough”), but the plural be used for eıther
request (2 Kgs O02 nlich n’ "please let us 20 )  P exhortatıon OS 22260 N S  h-n
“ Jet äct). Occasıonally the P Can be used for (Jonah 1:14, T-n bDdh
“d0 nNnOoTt let p  h”) NoO examples of W for d proposa ( OoOun Ihe
sıngle example of SC accepted from Dahood (Ps 63 3) represents d strong desıre

request (h  VLyK, “ let SAZC 0)8| you ’ ). ossıbly ıt GD be
The sıtuatıon of perm1ssıon Was nOoTt tudıed In detaıl. Brockelmann g1ves
example ıth the imperatıve (2 Sam D ZE FW, urun” . and the 1s well
known AdSs A specılal USC of the Gen 16, RL, ...  you MaY Cal y
TIhe post-positive and the pre-posıtive nh eiıther deflect attention iIrom the
authorıty of the peaker f the 1stener 15 subordinate, STIrTESS submissıveness ıf the
1stener has greater authorıty. Ihe pre-posiıtıve form COUuU be called d partıcle of
exhortatıon. IN 15 often translated Dicase. . requestT, please, brothers, do
nOoTt AaCT wıickedly” (I-n V {r W, (ı1en 19 IJ Al exhortatıon. please be guard”
(hsmr-n', Sam I9 ZY AE please pardon” (sih-n , Am / 2) When the
peaker has greater authorıity, the partıcle perhaps indıcates close ıdentificatıion
ıth the lıstener, almost In A empathetıc SCNSC (CT. (jen D Z gh-n t-Dnk, “take
1O yOUTr son). 1t1on of 1S apparently excliude: if the surface STITUCLUTE form
18 infıinıtıve absolute. W > OT

Only rarely does ACCOMPDaAN command. In iCc ‚ASC it resıignatıon
the speaker’s part LO somethıng nOoTt really esired (ExX 011 “GO NO Ikw-n |
and Yahweh., for that 15 hat yOU desire”:; cf. Isa 47 12) 0)4 dıspleasure um
20:10. “ L1isten 110 SM w-n 1, yOUu rebels: bring Or waterThomas J. Finley  subject of the Hebrew verb becomes the object of the imperative “let”. The English  thereby makes a more explicit reference to the proposal situation, though it is not  absent from the deep structure of either language. Also the SC2 and SC3 in a  precative or optative sense seem to occur in the context of humans addressing the  Creator.  PC1 (“cohortative”), as noted above, implies that the speaker wants to be included  in the fulfillment of the proposal. In the singular form it can express a request  (Numb 21:22, "brh, “let me pass through”), but the plural can be used for either  request (2 Kgs 6:2, nlkh n’, “please let us go”) or exhortation (Josh 22:26, n’‘Sh-n  “Jet us act”). Occasionally the PC1 can be used for entreaty (Jonah 1:14, %-n’bdh,  “do not let us perish”). No examples of w+SC1 for a proposal were found. The  single example of SC1 accepted from Dahood (Ps 63:3) represents a strong desire  or request (hzy/yk, “let me gaze on you”). Possibly it could be entreaty.  The situation of permission was not studied in detail. Brockelmann gives an  example with the imperative (2 Sam 18:23, rws, “run”), and the category is well  known as a special use of the PC2 (Gen 2:16, £'%l, “you may eat”)?7.  The post-positive n and the pre-positive n’or »nh either deflect attention from the  authority of the speaker if the listener is subordinate, or stress submissiveness if the  listener has greater authority. The pre-positive form could be called a particle of  exhortation. N’is often translated “please”: 1) a request, “please, my brothers, do  not act wickedly” (I-n° ’hy tr'w, Gen 19:7); 2) an exhortation, “please be on guard”  (h$mr-n’, 1 Sam 19:2); 3) an entreaty, “please pardon” (sIh-n’, Am 7:2). When the  speaker has greater authority, the particle n’ perhaps indicates close identification  with the listener, almost in an empathetic sense (cf. Gen 22:2, gh-n° ’t-bnk, “take  now your son”). Addition of n is apparently excluded if the surface structure form  is infinitive absolute, w+SC, or SC.  Only rarely does n’ accompany a command, in which case it stresses resignation on  the speaker’s part to something not really desired (Ex 10:11. “Go now [/kw-n"] ...  and serve Yahweh, for that is what you desire”; cf. Isa 47:12) or displeasure (Numb  20:10, “Listen now [$m w-n’], you rebels; shall we bring forth water ... out of this  fock ” : cl Numb 12:6. 1632520 13171  The chart below summarizes the most important interrelations between deep and  surface structure that were discovered as a result of the study.  l Brocl_<elmann-$ynt.‚ p.2; Williams, $ 170.  10  ZAH \ 1/1  1989Out of thıs
TOocCK . : €l. umb 1256 165 Sam
The chart elow summarızes the MOSsLT important interrelations between deep and
surface Structure that WEeTC discovered A A result of the study

27 Brocl_<elmann-$ynt.‚ 27 Wıllıiams, $ 170
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ar The roposal: Deep an urface Structure Correlations

DE A ULTE N A  rare
[aTiecP e a

often* l
OCCUTS

often often

rare/? |rare/? -
rare/”?

. |rare/? /  ;  ]
*__ Can be accompanıed by post-posıtive

*%*___can be accompanıed by pre-positive nh
NF-—I1nfinıtıveIM V—imperatıve 2—prefix CON]J., DCIS

3—pPprefix CON)., 3rd DCIS -Sing—Pprefix CONJ., 1st DCIS SINg.
PC1-pl—Pprefix CON)J., Ist DEIS plural
SC — suffıx CON]).
W Za suffix CON]., DCIS

A W E suff1ıx CON])., DCIS NEG-—negatıve
OTE The horızontal QX1S cShows the Varıous deep SIiTrucCfiure notions that A1C subordinate

the siıtuatiıon of proposal. The vertical XI1S shows the VarıoOus surface structures
sed for proposal.

Summary
It should be evıdent that Hebrew has A ıde varıety of surface Stiructiures for
representing A proposal. The normal forms AdIcC the imperatıve for A posıtıve
sıtuation and the PC?2 for negatıve sıtuation. Note from the chart of correlatıons
(Chart that the imperatıve OCCUTS in all of proposals EXCECDL for the negatıve
prohıbition. By comparıson the infinıtıve an cohortatıve have ımıted
dıstrıbutions. The kewıing that takes place wıth PC3 (thırd DErSoN “imperfect”)
highlights the STIreSSs the infer10r1ty of the speaker, though in L[aTe instances it Cal

for A command OT prohıbıtion.
complete pıcture of the proposa. Cannot be g1ven al thıs poımnt. The chart

indicates certaın AICas of uncertaınty, and there MaYy also be addıtional surface
Structures In Englısh question Can be used for proposadyOU please Dasss
the salt?”) and ıt WOU be interesting study whether SOTILNC forms of interrogatıve

other of sentences In Hebrew might be used for proposa well



Thomas Fınley

Advantages of the Deep Structure odel

The deep Structiure model of language has forced define LNOTC carefully
than 1S the In the standard Hebrew ague such 4S

“AMperiect. and “DeIeGcL. have long plagued the study of Hebrew, especılally SINCe
hey tend beg the question of function. As for the term “imperatıve”, ıt 1S LNOTEC
useful SINCEe it does have A central function elated the proposal. ven ıt 18
iımportant avOo1d the of ınkıng the texti contaıns proposal hecause A

imperatıve 1S used. That INaYy be true normally, but nOoLt always.
Wıth form and function carefully separated but also interrelated, it becomes clear
that the “imperatıve” form also has non-ımperatıve functions. Already mentioned,
for example, 15 the fact that the correlated imperatıve Can be used for result (as in
Amos 6
Another interesting observatıon that emerged iın the DTOCCSS of domeg thıs study 15
that imperatıve forms Can sometimes be used In rhetorical WdYy That 1S, CVCN aA4as
rhetorıical question 15 nOoTt really askıng for informatıon, the “rhetorical
imperatıve” 15 nOot really makıng proposal.

rather clear example OCCUTS ıIn Amos 95 “ Proclaim hsmy w|] the cıtadels in
Ashdod and the cıtadels In the and of Z2yp an SdaY, SSemble yourselves
1/2 Spw] the mountaıns of Samarıa an SECEC Ir w] the tumults wıthın her and
the oppression in her mıdst.” Here the underscored verbs ATIC surface StIructure
imperatıves In the Hebrew textT, but hat ATC make of the proposals? It does
nOoTt SCCIMN that Amos 1S lıterally proposing that the Ashdodiıiıtes and Egyptians ON

Samarıa and look al her Rather, he directs hımself the Israelıtes In Samarıa.
The proposa 1S merely rhetorical devıce fOCuUs attention the .  grea tumults”
and “Ooppression”. Some other possıble examples nclude Amos 4:4 1r0NYy); 6
Obadıah Z (actually prohıbıtions; note the reference the past In

and Miıcah 12 (= 2 5Sam 120} um Z (ıf the surface structure
1stener 15 Nıneveh):; 4-15; Zech 11 I (an allegory”), 15 (nothıng 18 saıd about
how the proposal Was carrıed out)
An addıtional advantage of the deep Structiure mMO 15 that it makes possıble
L1NOTEC holıstıc VIEW of the STITrUCLUTE of the language. partıcular language does nNnOT
consıst of isolated (phonology, morphology, Syn(taXx, vocabulary) 1C
operate independently. The analysıs of the “proposal” g1ven here Shows only
glımpse of the complex 1n between the Varıous Components of the system.
Notice also hOow the deep StiIructure mMO offers specıal help for translatıon.
The notions presumabily Can be consıdered unıversal®8, enablıng the translator
INapD Out the strategies of both the orıgınal and target languages for expressing the

hat 1S, the deep Structiure notions attempt gel hat speakers Lry communıcate
through language. Ideally esults should be Aase. fı1eld studıes irom INa y Janguages. If
find, for example, that hundred known languages ave Varlous surface STITUCLUTES for makıng

proposal, then the assumption 15 that the of proposa 15 unıversal. Much Iınguistic
theory 1S based phılosophical analysıs, but understand from Harwood Hess that the work
of Longacre (An Anatomy of Specech otions and of those workıng ıIn the ICa of “dıscourse
ANALYSIS” "tagmenı1cs” 15 generally based fıeld experience. Contact ıth
languages, especılally of wıdely dıffering ypes, helps the inguılst focus ON how all languages
cCommunıiıcate rather than the specıfic surface Structures of only few.

19 ZAH 1/1 90X9
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deep structure noti1ons. Thereby 1t should be possıble arrıve al rendering IC
15 not onlyal but also natural. The ode has been especlally helpful when the
translator eals wıth languages 1C dıffer consıderabily from the WdYy> in 16
the 1Ca languages represent deep structiure not10ns.
Fınally, the deep Siructiure MO Cal be useful a tool for teachıng sSyntaxX
students. lot WOU depend first makıng clear dıfferent structures wıthın the
student’s language and then howıng how the Varıo0ous Hebrew surface STITrUCLUTrES
correspond dıffer Once the dynamıcs of the Hebrew system ATC understood,
however, the relatıonshıp between syntaxX and exeges1s cshould be INOTC obvıous
the earner.
The deep Stiructiure mMO does not A4NSWCT all the problems concerning the analysıs
of 1D11Ca Hebrew, especlally SInCe ıt 15 not possıble question lıvıng speakers
about ıt However, the approac offers WadYy sharpen the fOcus of Hebrew
STaMMaTr that better exeges1s and better translatıons should be the result*?.

hstract

The notion of ““proposal” 18 fırst defined accordıng expectations the part of the speaker
and of the lıstener. hen Varıous Hebrew surface Stiruciures AT examıned and correlated ıth
those sıtuat1ons, ıth SOTINC NCW observatıons eing made about the surface sStiructures
themselves From the resulting correlatiıons conclusıons Ad1iC drawn Oou the advantages of
thıs Lype of approach VOT tradıtional studıes whiıich CONCentTirate rather the Varıous
functions of indıvıdual forms (imperatıve, Jussıve, cohortatıve, ete:;)
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'hıs 1s nOL deny that ere ll stıill be eed fOor tudıes of SynNiaxX A4Sse'‘ form The
poin 15 that studıes the SyntaxX of the “"imperfect. FPÜ) for example, wıll be INOTEC useful ıf
the interpreter 15 AWAaTC of the entral functi0ons, the skewed functi0ns, and alternate surface
Structures Iso the needs broaden from LI1CIC morphology other 1SSUES, such A

posıtıon of the erb iın the sentence, inherent meanıng (cf. the dıstınction In kınd of actıon
between “he 15 singing” and “he 1$ coughıng”), and the wıder discourse oes the sentence In
1C the erb OCCUTS NCW paragraph, indıcate cContrast, eiC.
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