The Predicative Participle in Biblical Hebrew

Jan Joosten (Wemmel, Belgium)

0.1. The present tense in Biblical Hebrew.

In Biblical Hebrew the present tense is properly the domain of the predicative
participle’. Two other verbal forms, the prefix-conjugation (PC, yigtol) and the
suffix-conjugation (SC, gatal), may be used in present-tense statements as well,
but this use is subject to fairly strict conditions (see sections 3.2.2. and 3.2.3.). In
fact, the present-tense uses of PC and SC are mere traces of an earlier stage of the
language where the participle wasn’t yet used as a tense form.

The normal way to form a present-tense statement in Biblical Hebrew is with the
predicative participle?. In such statements the participle is therefore more than a
verbal noun: it has taken its place, aside PC and SC, in the conjugational system.
It is the purpose of the present paper to clarify and describe this function of the
participle3.

0.2. The sequences: Subject-Participle and Participle-Subject.

The participle is not, like PC and SC, a conjugated verbal form*. Whereas PC and
SC contain in one form predicate and subject, the participle provides only the
predicate. In other words, in order to form a clause, the participle requires the
subject to be mentioned explicitly, even if the subject is a personal pronoun?®.

If, with the participle, the explicit mentioning of the subject is necessary, the order
of the two elements, predicate (participle) and subject, is in principle free.

! ‘Predicative participle’ is the participle functioning as predicate. The attributive uses of
the participle will not be considered in the present article. For the necessity of distinguishing
between attributive and predicative uses of the participle see W.Gross, Das nicht
substantivierte Partizip als Pridikat im Relativsatz hebriischer Prosa, INSL 4 (1975) 23, and
B. Isaksson, Studies in the Language of Qoheleth. With Special Emphasis on the Verbal
System (Uppsala 1987), 134.

2 Ileave aside the so-called nominal clauses. In a sense it is correct to say that the notion of
‘tense’ is relevant only to verbal clauses. The term ‘present tense’ is used for statements which
refer to the time contemporary with the moment of speaking. The use of this term for
Biblical Hebrew is not quite exact, see note 102.

* The study is limited to clauses with a definite subject. As to the predicate, only active
participles of the stems gal, piel, hiphil and hithpael have been taken into account. The
clauses where a predicative participle has a purely nominal character, e.g. Gen 42:34 [a
m‘ragg*lim ‘attem “You are not spies”, have been excluded.

* Maybe the remarkable ‘atz-‘G5e in Num 11:15 is an indication that the syntagm pronoun-
participle started to form a new conjugated verbal form (after the model of ta “fe).

* Exceptionally a 3rd person pronoun may be dispensed with, e.g. 1 Sam 17:25, 20:1. These
are the only sure examples for the two books of Samuel. For the omission of the 3rd person
pronoun after hinne see note 31.
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Theoretically the subject (Su) can be placed either before or after the predicative
participle, and in fact both sequences, Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-Su, are attested. Before
attempting a detailed description of the functions of the predicative participle, it is
proper to ask whether there is a difference in function between the sequence Su-
Ptep and the sequence Ptep-Su.

0.3. Working hypothesis.

The thesis which will provide the outline for the main part of this paper is
twofold.

Firstly, it will be held that both sequences, Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-Su, refer positively
to the grammatical present, i.e. they represent an action as contemporary with the
moment of speaking. Under certain conditions, the action which is reported by
the participle may, in reality, have taken place already (the sequence then
functions as a historic present) or still lie in the future (function of the sequence:
Juturum instans), but the action is represented as present.

This approach opposes the opinion that the predicative participle expresses
duration in any time frame: past, present or future, which can be found in most
grammars and handbooks®.

The sequence Su-Ptcp has an important function in circumstantial clauses, where it indicates
that an action is contemporary with the action expressed in the main clause. Example: Gen
19:1 wayyabo'i sné hammal akim s°doma ba'‘ereb weloy yaséb bsa’ar s°dom “The two angels
came to Sodom in the evening while Lot was sitting in the gate of Sodom™”. That in these
clauses the participle often refers to a past action is due to this specific type of subordinate
clause (the circumstantial clause), not to the participle®. The circumstantial-clause function
of the sequence Su-Ptcp will not be treated in its own right in this paper.

5 So S.R. Driver, A Treatise on the Use of the Tenses in Hebrew (Oxford 18923), 165: ...
the participle . .. where stress is to be laid on the continuance of the action described.” More
recently it has been proposed that the expression of ‘concomitance’ is the main function of
the predicative participle. See R.Bartelmus, HYH. Bedeutung und Funktion eines
hebriischen ,,Allerweltswortes* — zugleich ein Beitrag zur Frage des hebriischen Tempussy-
stems (St Ottilien 1982), 50-51: ,Das effektiv neue ..., daB als Hauptfunktion des als
Pridikat verwendeten Partizips in temporeller Hinsicht der Ausdruck der GZ (= Gleichzei-
tigkeit) eines SV (= Sachverhalt) betrachtet wird.“ Also D. Cohen, La phrase nominale et
I'évolution du systéme verbal en sémitique (Louvain 1984), 302: “La caractéristique de la
phrase a prédicat participial est fondamentalement l'expression de la concomitance.
Concomitance avec l'acte d’énonciation, mais aussi concomitance par translation avec
n’importe quel moment qui serait posé par le discours comme point de référence.”

These views probably result from not distinguishing between main clauses and circumstantial
clauses. In main clauses the large majority of clauses with a predicative participle refer to the
moment of speaking; where the participle refers to an action in the past or in the future it
hardly expresses concomitance (see section 2.1.2., 2.1.3. and 2.2.1.2.3.).

7 The English version cited is the RSV, but here and there the translation has been adapted
to show more clearly the function of the predicative participle. Except in section 0.,
translations have only been added where they clarify the argument in a meaningful way.

8 Compare the following examples where the participle is not a participle: 1 Sam 1:10;
1:24; 4:12; 9:22. F.I. Andersen, The Hebrew Verbless Clause in the Pentateuch
(Nashville/New York 1970), has tried to show that for clauses with a nominal predicate,
main clauses and circumstantial clauses are distinguished by the order of predicate and
subject (P-S for main clauses, S-P for circumstantial clauses). Such a distinction does not
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Secondly, I will argue that the formal opposition Su-Ptcp versus Ptcp-Su expresses
an opposition of aspect. Su-Ptcp expresses the cursive present, the action is
subjectively represented as a line contemporary with the moment of speaking. On
the other hand, Ptcp-Su expresses the constative present, the action is subjectively
represented a point simultaneous with the moment of speaking. The opposition
expressed is the same as the opposition between the imperfect indicative (cursive
aspect) and the aorist indicative (constative aspect) in classical Greek, with this
difference that in Greek the opposition plays in the past tense whereas in Biblical
Hebrew it is operative in the present tense.

More concretely these functions can be described as follows:

The main function of the sequence Su-Ptcp is to represent an action as actually
going on at the moment of speaking. This function I will call the actual present.
Example: 1 Sam 14:33 hinné ha'am hotim ladonay le**kal “al haddam “Behold the
people are sinning against the LORD by eating with the blood”. — Secondary
functions, applications or developments of the main function, are: the historic
present, the futurum instans and the extended present. The actual present and its
secondary functions will be further discussed in section 2.1.

The main function of the sequence Ptcp-Su is the expression of an action as
present but not actually going on; the action is represented as a fact. This function
I will call the factual present. Example: Psalm 34:8 hone mal'ak *°dondy sabib
lire’aw wayhall°sém “The angel of the LORD encamps around those who fear
him, and delivers them”. The factual present and its secondary functions will be
discussed in detail in section 2.2.°

exist for clauses with a predicative participle. However, it is usually clear from the context
when a circumstantial clause is meant. Where doubt could arise it is the main clause that is
marked to distinguish it from circumstantial clauses, see section 2.1.1.

¢ Inasmuch as grammarians have noticed the importance of the opposite sequences they
have focused on the function of the sequence Ptcp-Su. Several functions have been proposed
for this construction. Driver (Treatise, 169) holds that it puts a certain stress on the
predicate. J. Hoftijzer, The Nominal Clause Reconsidered, VT 23 (1973) 501-4, goes in the
same direction with his claim that the sequence expresses contrast. T. Muraoka, Emphatic
Words and Structures in Biblical Hebrew (Jerusalem 1985), 20-28, draws attention to the
fact that in the sequence Ptcp-Su the subject is often a pronoun, and weighs the possibility
that the phenomenon is due to ‘enclitisation’ of the subject, i.e. to purely formal factors.
Finally Muraoka cites A. Bendavid who holds that Ptcp-Su is used in first position in the
clause, whereas Su-Ptcp is used when any element precedes the sequence.

It would take too long to explore the merits of each of these theories (see the discussion in
Muraoka, 20-28). When all the material is gathered none of them seem adequate. Ptcp-Su
very often does not express stress or contrast (see section 2.2. passim and note 88). It does
not take the first position in the clause in Gen 15:14,; Jer 4:29; Psalm 19:2; 31:24; Prov
17:17; Job 6:4; Eccl 1:6.

In reply to Muraoka’s observation I want to point to the fact that pronominal subjects are
very numerous also in the sequence Su-Ptcp. The great number of pronominal subjects in the
two sequences is due to the present tense character of the predicative participle (see section
2.1.1. and note 77).

The two most recent studies on the predicative participle in Biblical Hebrew, D. Cohen (see
note 6), and A.Gordon, The Development of the Participle in Biblical, Mishnaic and
Modern Hebrew, Afro-Asiatic Linguistics 8/3 (1982) 1-59, do not discuss the functional
opposition between the two sequences.
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0.4. Method and outline.

To determine the grammatical function of a verb form is not an easy affair. An
additional difficulty with the predicative participle is that there is only a limited
number of examples'®. In order to deal with the main methodological problems I
will proceed in two stages.

In the first stage (section 1) I will concentrate on the opposition Su-Ptcp versus
Ptcp-Su. Inasfar as one can speak of proof in grammatical theory, the thesis
formulated in 0.3. will be proven: a) in section 1.1. by opposing the two sequences
with the same verb. If, with the same verb, Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-Su have clearly
differentiated functions this allows us to draw conclusions about the functions of
the sequences. b) in section 1.2. from the use of the sequences with particles.
Certain particles select the sequence Su-Ptcp, others the sequence Ptcp-Su. As will
be shown, this phenomenon gives powerful suport to our thesis.

In the second stage (section 2) each sequence will be dealt with in its own right.
Sections 2.1. and 2.2. give detailed descriptions of the main and secondary
functions of the sequences Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-Su respectively. This description is at
the same time an illustration of how the theory proposed in 0.3. works when
applied to the texts. Also, it will become clear from section 2. that Su-Ptcp and
Ptcp-Su do indeed express the present!!.

1. A demonstration of the functional opposition between Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-Su.

1.1. Su-Ptcp versus Ptep-Su with identical verbs.

In this section we will examine the opposition of the two sequences Su-Ptcp and
Ptcp-Su of identical verbs. If, with the same verb, the meaning of Su-Ptcp is
somehow clearly different from the meaning of Ptcp-Su this allows us to define
the different functions of the sequences.

In the following examples we will take our starting point, as much as possible, in
the juxtaposition of two clauses, one containing the sequence Su-Ptcp and the
other with the sequence Ptcp-Su. A short commentary will explain in. which way
the opposition between the sequences is actualised in the example. Other instances
of a predicative participle of the verb under discussion are mentioned in the notes.

1.1.1. Verbs of perception.

The sensorial process can be viewed under two different aspects. On the one hand,
one may observe that the senses register impressions passively. This is the primary
meaning of verbs like ‘to see’ and ‘to hear’. In this sense the action is determined
by its object and if it takes place in the present it is automatically viewed as

0 There are 110 certain cases of the sequence Ptcp-Su and about four times as many cases
of the opposite sequence, excluding the use of Su-Ptcp in circumstantial clauses (for the
estimate see note 55). The relatively small number of present tense statements in the Old
Testament is due to the simple fact that most statements are either past tense (in narrative
texts) or modal statements (in law and poetry).

"' To demonstrate that Su-Ptcp and Ptep-Su refer to the present it would be necessary to
study them in opposition to SC and PC. This study will not be undertaken in the present
article.
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ongoing. In Biblical Hebrew the ongoing here and now of this process is
necessarily expressed by the sequence Su-Ptcp.

On the other hand one may describe the sensorial process as an activity of the
mind. This activity may be of various sorts: the directing of the attention (‘to
look’, ‘to listen’), the interpretation of what is perceived (‘to understand’) etc.
When this nuance of activity of the mind is present then the whole action may be
viewed as a fact and the sequence Ptcp-Su may be used.

Tt larag

2Sam 18:27 “nird’e ‘et mrusat harison kimrisat ““hima’as ben sadogq,

Gen 31: 5 ro'e ‘andki ‘et p°né *°biken ki ‘énennii ‘elay kitmal silsom.

In Sam 18:27 the watchman who stands on the roof tells king David, sitting in
the gate, what he sees. The function of the watchman is to communicate exactly
his visual impressions as he perceives them: he relates the passive process of
seeing. The ongoing of this process is expressed by the sequence Su-Ptcp!2.

In Gen 31:5 Jacob informs his wives, not of a sensorial impression but, of a
judgment about his father-in-law. “I see™ does not here refer to a process ongoing
in the present but to Jacob’s interpretation of his impressions: “I see that your
father’s face is not toward me as before”. This interpretation is viewed as a fact
and expressed by the sequence Ptcp-Su'3.

The two clauses which appear to be a similar on first sight reveal an interesting
difference in function which supports the thesis of section 0.3.

1.1.1.2. sama’

Exod 32:18  gdl ‘annot “anoki soméa’,

2Sam 20:17 someéa’ ‘anaki,

2 Kings 18:26 dabber na ‘el “*badeka *“ramit ki som®im *“nahni.

In Exod 32:18 Joshua tells Moses (or vice versa) what he actually hears in the
present. The sequence is Su-Ptcp.

In the other examples §@ma’ does not simply mean ‘to hear’, as a passive process;
rather there is a nuance of an activity of the subject. In 2 Sam 20:17 Joab tells the
Tekoite woman that ke is disposed to hear what she has to say: “I'm listening”'*.
At the moment of his utterance Joab does not yet hear anything. He represents his
disposition to hear as a fact using the sequence Ptcp-Su's.

In 2 Kings 18:26 the nuance is potentialty. Again, the politicians do not really
hear anything at the moment they speak, but they assure the Assyrian messenger
that they are able to ‘hear’ him (in English: understand him!©) if he speaks
Aramaic. The possibility of hearing is represented as a fact and the sequence of
the factual present is used!’.

.

2 Other examples of Su-Ptcp with r: Jud 9:36; 2 Kings 9:17; Jer 1:11.

3 The other examples of Ptcp-Su with r'h are: Ezek 8:6 and maybe 2 Sam 15:27.

4 In English another verb has to be used. This does not mean that §m" has two meanings,
1) ‘to hear’ 2) ‘to listen’; rather, $m’ is the principal verb for auditorial perception and this
perception may be viewed under different aspects.

15 Ptcp-Su of $m’”is used in the same way in 1 Sam 3:9,10.

16 Again this is not a different meaning of §m’, see note 14.

17 Ptcp-Su of $m”is used in the same way in Gen 42:23.
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1.1.1.3. yada

Gen 33:13  ““doni yodéa® ki hayladim rakkim whasson wehabbagar ‘alot “alay,
2Sam 17:10 ki yodea® kal yisra’el ki gibbor “abika ubné hayil **Ser “itto.

In Gen 33:13 yada® does not have its usual meaning ‘to know’. Jacob and Esau
meet eachother for the first time since many years, and Esau is amazed to find his
brother, who left home with only a walking stick, with wives and children and
much cattle (Gen 33:5). In this situation Jacob cannot say that Esau knows that
his children are tender etc., rather he expresses that Esau perceives this. yada” has
meaning ‘to take in knowledge’ (as a passive process). The Septuagint has well
captured this nuance: ‘O kUp1og pov yivdoker 8t td mordia dnordrepa KTA.
Since the participle describes the processes of registering impressions here and
now, the sequence used is Su-Ptcp®.

In 2 Sam 17:10, on the other hand, Hushai refers to a fact which is encrusted in
the mind of every Israelite. Here ydda® has its usual meaning ‘to know’, not as an
ongoing action but as a fact'?. The Septuagint translates correctly: 611 oldev mic
Iopank 611 duvatdg 6 Tathp cov KTA.

1.1.2. Verbs of motion.

Verbs which express motion from one place to another lend themselves well to an
analysis in terms. When a subject deplaces itself from a point X to a point Y, the
deplacing consists of: 1) the departure from point X, 2) the course between the
two points, 3) the arrival at point Y. This analysis in terms enables us to clarify
the distinct functions of the two sequences of the predicative participle. The
sequence Su-Ptcp is used to express the here-and-now onging of the motion, in
other words, it presents term 2), the course. The sequence Ptcp-Su is used when
the attention is directed to the first term: the motion is still going on but what is
relevant is term 1), the fact that the movement has begun.

1.1.1.2. barah

Jer 4:29  migqol paras wromé qgeset barahat kal ha'ir.

The two clauses are almost identical in structure, and both refer to the present?°.
To the structural difference: Su-Ptcp versus Ptcp-Su corresponds a difference in
function. In Gen 16:8 the clause is Hagar’s answer to the question: “Whence do
you come and where are you going?” The focus is on the fleeing person, Hagar,
and her movement. What is relevant is the course of the fleeing?'.

In Jer 4:29 the focus is on the city (cities ?) which is (are) left forsaken. The fleeing
is still going on but what is of interest is the starting point of the motion: the fact
that the people have left the city?2.

'"  The other cases of Su-Ptcp with yd" are: Josh 22:22; 1 Sam 23:17; Psalm 44:22; 94:11;
139:14; Eccl 9:5; Esth 4:11; 2 Chron 2:7.

1 The other cases of Ptcp-Su with yd" are Gen 3:5; Jonah 1:12; Psalm 1:6; 37:18; Ruth
317 Boel 814291

2 In Jer 4:29 is is the present time of Jeremiah’s prophetic vision.

# The only other case of Su-Ptcp with brh is Jonah 1:10. In this clause the focus is clearly
on the course of the fleeing since the action is never completed: “The men knew that he was
(literally: is, see note 44) fleeing (i.¢. trying to flee) from the presence of the LORD.”

* The other cases of Ptcp-Su with brh are Gen 31:20; 1 Sam 22:17.
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The sequence Su-Ptcp in Gen 16:8 expresses the actuality of the action, whereas
in Jer 4:29 the sequence Ptcp-Su expresses the fact that the fleeing has started.
Thus we see that this opposition supports the thesis proposed in this paper.

1.1.2.2. halak

Zech 2:6  ‘ana ‘atta holek,

Num 22:22 wayyihar “ap “*lohim ki holek hi.

Here of course the syntactical structure of the clauses is quite different®. Still the
opposite sequences express more or less the same difference in function as in the
examples with harah. In Zech 2:6 all the interest is focused on the present, Su-
Ptcp expresses the ongoingness, the course of the going®. The starting point of
the movement is not relevant.

In Num 22:22 it is precisely the starting point which is considered important®s.
God’s anger is aroused by the fact that Balaam has set off to go, that he started
the motion. Of course Balaam is still going when God’s anger is kindled, but his
motion is seen under the aspect of its first term. Because of this, the action is
viewed as a fact and the sequence Ptcp-Su is used.

Clauses with the participle of halak provide us with examples to illustrate a
different opposition, namely between the extended (see section 2.1.4.) and the
general present (see section 2.2.1.2.4.).

Num 14:14 ub ‘ammiid ‘anan ‘atta holek lipnehem yomam ub‘ammiid ‘és layla,

Eccl 1:6 sobéb sabéb holek hariah we'al s¢bibotaw sab hariah

Here the terms of the motion are less relevant because both clauses are concerned
with the action of going in its globality. Still each sequence has a distinct function.
In Num 14:6 the sequence Su-Ptcp is used to express the extended present®. The
going of YHWH is not represented as ongoing here and now, but as ongoing
‘nowadays’, every day and night?”.

The reference of Eccl 1:6 is not to the extended present, to the time of
‘nowadays’. Here the sequence Ptcp-Su expresses the general, ‘eternal’ present.
Though this opposition has a different basis it illustrates the correctness of the
thesis that the opposition Su-Ptcp versus Ptcp-Su expresses the opposition
actuality versus factuality.

1.1.2.3. nasa’

Exod 14:10 wayyis i b°né yisra'él ‘et ‘énéhem w*hinné misrayim noséa’ ‘ah‘réhem,
Num 10:29 nas®im “nahni ‘el hammdagom **Ser ‘amar “‘dondy “610 “etién lakem.
In Exod 14:10 the sequence Su-Ptcp expresses the ongoing of the movement of
Egypt in the historic present (the present time of the storyteller is fused with the

23 The most important difference is that in Num 22:22 the sequence is preceded by ki. See
section 1.2.7. and note 50.

2 There are many examples of Su-Ptcp with Alk e.g. Jud 19:18; 2 Kings 4:23 ; Jer 16:12.

25 There are two additional examples of Ptep-Su with Alk: Jer 3:6; Eccl 12:5.

26 The clause is part of a sentence which functions as an object to §am®u ki. It is therefore
in the present tense, see note 44.

27 A distinction between the extended present and the general present plays an important
role in A. Denz’ axiomatic theory of tense, see A. Denz, Die Verbalsyntax des neuarabischen
Dialektes von Kwayris (Irak). Mit einer einleitenden allgemeinen Tempus- und Aspektlehre
(Wiesbaden 1971) 7f. g
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present time of the story, see section 2.1.2.). What is important is that Egypt is
marching after Israel, the starting point of the motion is not relevant?s.
In Num 10:29 the action still lies in the future, but the speaker presents it as
present. The sequence Ptcp-Su represents the motion under the aspect of its first
term, what is relevant to Moses and Hobab is that the Israelites will sett off after
a long pause in the desert. Compare the RSV: “We are setting out ...”.

1.2. The use of Su-Ptep and Ptep-Su with particles.

A formal indication of the difference in function between the sequences Su-Ptcp
and Ptep-Su is that certain particles?®® appear exclusively, or predominantly, with
one of the two sequences. On the whole the use of the predicative participle with
the particles supports the thesis proposed in section 0.3.

1.2.1. hinné

Example: 2 Sam 19:2 hinné hammelek boke.

The combination of hinné with a participle is very frequent and if the subject is
expressed the order is always hinné-Su-Ptcp®®. This is in accordance with our
thesis: hinné is a presentative and stresses the actuality, the here-and-now
character of an action. This actuality is expressed by the sequence Su-Ptcp,
sequence of the actual present. hinné is probably incompatible with the sequence
Ptcp-Su which expresses the non-actual, factual present?!.

The syntagm hinné-Su-Ptcp is not only used as a real present as in the example
quoted. The syntagm is attested also as a futurum instans (1 Sam 3:11, 10:8 and
frequently) and a historic present (1Sam 4:13, 5:3 and frequently). Futurum
instans and historic present are secondary functions of the sequence Su-Ptcp. In
fact they are special applications of the main function: the action is represented as
actually going on even if in reality it lies in the future or has already taken place.

122 %er

Example: Gen 28:13 ha’ares “Ser ‘atta Sokeb ‘aleha [°ka ‘ett®nenna ulzar‘eka.

In relative clauses introduced by *ser we find almost exclusively the sequence Su-
Ptcp*2. However, it seems that in these clauses the sequences Su-Ptcp is not the

¥  The only other instance of Su-Ptcp with ns”is Num 10:33, in a circumstantial clause.

2 It would be more correct to speak about syntactical situations, since one particle may
have several functions (see especially 1.2.7.). It is more expedient, however, to order the cases
after the particle which inroduces the clause.

3 When the subject is a pronoun it sometimes takes the form of a suffix (hinni, hinnka
etc.). This has raised the question whether the noun following hinné is in the accusative (as in
Arabic after inna, see especially G. Bergstrisser, Hebrdische Grammatik, Vol. 2 [1929] 70). In
this case the construction would be similar to the one we find with rh, e.g. Isa 6:1 wa'er'e ‘et
““donay yaséb ... Note however that a nominal subject after hinné is never marked by ‘et.

' Amos 7:4 whinné qoré larib ba'es *“donay ““lohim is not an example. Hinné is here, as
often (e.g. Gen 18:9; Deut 17:4), equivalent to hinné hii, as was stated already by H. Ewald,
Ausfithrliches Lehrbuch der hebriischen Sprache des alten Bundes (Leipzig 1855%), 664
(§299a). The clause must be analysed “And behold He is calling for judgment by fire, the
Lord YHWH.”

32 This was noticed by W.Gross, JNSL 4 (1975) 24. The only exception is Job 6:4 (in
poetry).
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expression of the actual present. This can be seen most clearly in a past-tense
context, e.g. Gen 47:14 waylagqet yosép ‘et kal hakkesep ... basSeber ““Ser hém
§abrim. Here the action expressed by the participle is not present at all, but
contemporary with the action expressed by the main verb.

Therefore the sequence Su-Ptcp in the relative clause cannot be related to the
function proposed in this paper. Rather it finds its explanation from a comparison
with the circumstantial clause. In circumstantial clauses Su-Ptcp is the only
sequence attested and, as for the relative clause, the action expressed by the
participle is contemporary with the action expressed by the main verb (see the
example quoted in section 0.3.). In addition, it can be remarked that relative and
circumstantial clauses are similar in function in that they express facts which
form, so to say, a background to the action of the main clause. Thus it seems that
the use of the sequence Su-Ptcp in relative clauses is an extension of (or in any
case: related to) its use in circumstantial clauses.

1:2:34 Sim

Example: Deut 5:22 im yos®pim “°nahni lisméa” ‘et gol “*dondy ““lohénu ‘od wa-
matni.

If the participle and its subject follow the participle 7m immediately, then the
sequence is always ‘im-Ptcp-Su33. This is completely in accord with our thesis: in
a conditional clause the interest bears on whether or not a certain action is
accomplished, not on the ongoingness or the actuality of the action. This does not
mean that in reality the action may not be ongoing, e.g. Hos 4:15 “im zéne “atta
yisra'él ‘al ye’sam y°hida “If you play the harlot, Israel, let not Judah become
guilty”: Israel is actually playing the harlot, but the condition is the fact of her
playing the harlot, not its ongoingness.

If any other element comes between the particle and the participle with its subject
the sequence Su-Ptcp is used. Example: Num 11:15 w®im kaka ‘att ‘65e Ii hargent
na harag*. In these clauses the condition bears almost completely on the element
following ’im, and the action itself may be presented as ongoing. Num 11:15 may
be paraphrased: “I know you are dealing with me (ongoing), but if it is like that
you’re dealing with me, then please kill me”.

1.2.4. h*-

Example: Ezek 8:6 ben ‘adam h‘ra’e “atta ma hem ‘osim.

The construction of interrogative h°- with a predicative participle is entirely
analogous to the construction with “im (1.2.3.). The sequence is 4*Ptcp-Su®,
unless an element separates 4% from the participle with its subject. In the latter
case the sequence Su-Ptcp is used, e.g. Jer 7:19 ha'oti hem mak ‘tsim3°.

Again this supports our thesis: in a direct or indirect question what is important is
the factuality of a certain action (compare English “Do you see?”, French “Est-ce

3 The cases of ‘im-Ptcp-Su are: Gen 27:46; Exod 7:27; 9:2; 10:4; Deut 5:22; Jud 11:9;
Jer 26:15;38:21; 42:13; Hos 4:15; Joel 4:4. ‘

34 QOther cases of ‘im-X-Su-Ptcp: Lev 3:1,7; Jud 9:15; 1 Sam 7:3.

35 The cases of h*- Picp-Su are, in a direct question: Gen 18:17; Num 11:29; 2 Sam 10:3;
15:27(?); Ezek 8:6: 9:8: 1 Chron 19:3. In an indirect question: Jud 2:22; Eccl 3:21,21.

3% QOther cases of h°-X-Su-Ptcp: Exod 2:14; 2 Kings 1:3.
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que tu vois?”), not its actuality. If another element follows A% the weight of the
question falls on this element and not on the action expressed by the participle.

1.2.5. yes (Remark to 1.2.3. and 1.2.4.).
It was stated above that “im and A°- select exclusively the sequence Ptcp-Su (unless
another element separates the particle from the participle with its subject) because
the interest in such clauses bears on the factuality of the action and not on its
actuality. However, under special circumstances a speaker may want to set as a
condition, or ask about, the ‘here and now’ of a certain action, the actuality of it.
In this case Biblical Hebrew provides a very peculiar construction with the
existential particle yés. The only examples of this construction are the following.
‘im yes:
Gen 24:42 *“déonay *lohé “doni ‘abraham ’im yeska na masliah darki . . .,
Gen 24:49 w®atta ‘im yeskem ‘0sim hesed we *met ‘et *“doni haggidu It
Gen 43:4  im yeska m®Salléah ‘et “ahini ‘ittani nér°da wnisbra I°ka ‘okel,
Jud 6:36  im yeska mosia“ b°yadi ‘et yisra el ka “Ser dibbarta ...
he-yés:
Deut 13:4 ki m®nasse **donay *lohekem ‘etkem lada‘at h'yeskem ‘oh°bim ‘et *°do-
naywi?,
This use of yé§ is limited to conditional and interrogative clauses, i.e. the five
examples cited. In the light of this fact 1 propose to connect the construction
under discussion with the negative clauses of the structure ‘en-Su-Ptcp, e.g. Exod
5:10 ‘énenni notén lakem teben. If this connection is legitimate we may present it
schematically as follows:

negative of Su-Ptep: én-Su-Ptep®®

conditional of Su-Ptep: “im -yés-Su-Ptcp

interrogative of Su-Ptcp: hA%yés-Su-Ptcp.
Negative, conditional and interrogative clauses are of course similar in several
aspects®,

1.2.6. lo
Example: Job 12:3 /6 nopel “anoki mikkem.
Job 12:3 (= Job 13:2) is really the only example of a predicative participle clause

3 It is not easy to point out the concrete difference between actual and factual present in
conditional clauses; the difference is likely to be stylistic rather than grammatical. The
construction in Gen 24:42 probably intends a nuance of politeness. Eliezer would be rude to
put God before the choice “If you make my way successful (but you may not).” Rather, he
prays “If you make my way successful right now (and I do not doubt your fundamental
intentions).” This line of explanation is applicable to Gen 24:49 and Jud 6:36 as well. In
Gen 43:4 the construction is a way to insist on the fulfilling of the condition here and now:
“If you are sending our brother with us at this very moment we will (immediately) go down
to buy food for you.”

3  The construction insists on the actuality: “to know, not whether or not you love, but that
you are actually engaged in loving YHWH .. .”

¥ Maybe ‘én was analysed as /6 yés (compare Aramaic layt < la it).

4 Compare for Biblical Hebrew the verb ‘b which is only used in negative (Josh 24:10 and
many), conditional (Isa 1:19) and interrogative clauses (Job 39:9).
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negated by /6*'. The sequence is Ptcp-Su and this is in accord with our thesis: /o
negates a fact, not the actuality of an action.

It is a bit strange, though, that there is only one case, and that in the book of Job
in an apparently idiomatic expression. This is due to the fact that, as will be
shown in the section on ‘én (2.3.), the syntagm ‘én-Su-Ptcp provides the negative
for all clauses with a predicative participle. The opposition actual present versus
factual present, which must have been less clear with negative clauses anyway, is
not expressed (is neutralised) in negative clauses.

1.2.7: okt

Among the clauses introduced by k7 there are almost 40 cases of clauses with the
sequence Ptcp-Su (out of 110 cases of this sequence in total). Since ki-clauses
count quite a few instances of the opposite sequence as well one would expect to
find oppositions which show the difference in function between the two sequences.
However, ki has more than one function. Considering four different functions of
ki it will become clear that in general a specific function selects one of the two
sequences only. The only clear case of opposition occurs with the object clauses
introduced by ki (1.2.7.1.).

1.2.7.1. kiintroducing an object clause.

17 times k7 introduces a clause with a predicative participle which functions as a
direct object to one of the verbs: bin, yada’, higgid, ra'a, sama’. In 13 cases the
sequence is Ptcp-Su®2, in 4 cases we find the sequence Su-Ptcp**. The opposition
of two examples with the verb rad'a will illustrate the functional difference between
the sequences:

A 2Sam 12:19 wayyar dawid ki “*badaw mitlah“sim,

B Ruth 1:18  wattere ki mit ammeset hi laleket ittah.

Examining the main clauses we can observe that in A ra'd means ‘to see’ (as a
passive process), whereas in B it can be translated ‘to realise’. As to the object
clauses, in A it expresses an ongoing present relatively to the time of the main
clause*: at the moment of Davids’s seeing the servants are whispering. In B the
object clause has the value of an English present perfect: Naomi saw, not that
Ruth was making an effort but, that Ruth was (is, see note 44) determined to go
with her. In 2 Sam 12:19 the actions of seeing and whispering are co-extensive,
and this co-extensiveness is expressed by means of the sequence Su-Ptcp, the
sequence of he actual present. In Ruth 1:18 the object clause presents Ruth’s
determination as a fact with regard to Naomi’s ‘seeing’; this factuality is expressed
by the sequence Ptcp-Su. Cases like this, where the sequences Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-

4 There is one example with an indefinite subject, Zeph 3:5; examples with a purely

nominal participle: Gen 42:34; Num 35:23; Josh 20:5.

42 " Gen 31:20;42:23; Jud 15:11;20:34, 1:8am 3:13,13; 20:30; 22:17; 23:10;.25:4::2 Kings
5:7; Jer 44:15,29; Ruth 1:18.

4 1Sam 3:8;2Sam 12:19; Neh 3:33; 1 Chron 29:17.

“ In Biblical Hebrew there is no consecutio temporum. As in classical Greek, the tense of
the object clause is not influenced by the tense of the main clause. Translating literally, 2 Sam
12:19 is “And David saw that his servants are whispering.”

138 ZAH 112 1989



The Predicative Participle in Biblical Hebrew

Su can be opposed in identical syntactic situations, are what comes closest to
concrete proof of the thesis proposed in this paper. Unfortunately they are very
rare.

The analysis of the examples 2 Sam 12:19 und Ruth 1:18 is valid for all the cases
of the sequence Ptep-Su. The 3 remaining cases of the sequences Su-Ptcp are not
equally convincing, and some may have to be explained differently from their
respective contexts*s.

1.2.7.2. kiintroducing a causal clause.

Clauses with a predicative participle after causal k7 fall into three groups. Both
sequences are attested but there are no clear instances of opposition.

ki-Ptcp-Su.

Example: Gen 19:14 gami s min hammdagom hazze ki mashit ““dondy ‘et ha'ir.
There are 23 cases of the sequence Ptcp-Su after causal ki*. This is the expected
sequence according to our thesis: an action which constitutes the reason for
something else is viewed as a fact. In reality the action may be ongoing or
imminent as in Gen 19:14 quoted above, but the speaker does not present it as
such. In Gen 19:14 what is of prime interest to Lot is that YHWH will destroy
the city, not that this action is imminent (or already going on).

As with “im and h°- the sequence Ptcp-Su is used only when it follows the particle
immediately. In case another element follows k7 the force of the particle falls on
this word and the sequence Su-Ptcp is used. E.g. Jer 27:16 ‘al tism®da ‘el dibré
nbi‘ekem ... ki Seqger hemma nibb®’im lakem “Don’t listen to the words of your
prophets . .. because it is falsehood they are prophecying to you”#.
ki-hinne-Su-Ptcp.

Example: Zech 2:14 ranni wesimhi bat siyyon ki hinni ba wesakanti btokek.

This syntagm occurs 18 times*. It is used, it seems, when the speaker wants to
introduce the notion of the actual present in a causal clause. As we can see from
the example, the ki-clause relates a fact important in its own right, it is not merely
the motive for the preceding imperatives.

The combining of k7 with hinné in order to preserve the sequence Su-Ptcp with its
function, recalls the combination of ‘im and h“ with yeés (section 1.2.5.).
ki-Su-Ptep.

Example: 2 Kings 9:16 wayyirkab yehu wayyelek yizr€'ela ki yoram sokéeb samma.

4 The reason there are not more examples like 2Sam 12:19 is that usually another
construction is used, e.g. Num 24:2 wayyar ‘et yisra'el §oken lishataw (other examples of this
construction: 1Sam 19:20; 2Sam 6:16; 1 Chron 21:16). The Peshitta and the Vulgate
translate 2 Sam 12:19 as if their Hebrew Vorlage had wayyar dawid ‘et “badaw mitlah’sim.

40 Gen 3:5; 19:13,14;41:32; Num 22:22: '25:18; Deut '13:4;; Jud 15: 301 8am.3:9.10;
2 Sam 17:10; 2 Kings 18:26; Isa 36:11; Jer 1:12; Jonah 1:12; Psalm 1:6; 149:4; Ruth 3:11;
Eccl 8:12; 12:5; Neh 8:9; 1 Chron 28:9; 2 Chron 13:11.

4 QOther examples of ki-X-Su-Ptcp: Exod 9:14; 10:11; Lev 21:6; 25:16; 1 Sam 23:9;
1 Kings 20:7.

48 Isa 26:21; 65:17,18; Jer 1:15; 8:17; 30:10; 45:5; 46:27; 50:9; Amos 6:11,14; 9:9; Mic
1:3; Hab 1:6; Zech 2:13,14; 3:8; 11:16. Just like the construction with yés (section 1.2.5.)
the use of the present construction seems to be a matter of style rather than grammar; note
that all the cases are in prophetical books.
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In 6 cases causal k7 is followed by the sequence Su-Ptcp*. In all these clauses (as
in the example quoted) the participle gives background information to an event in
the past®. In other words, these clauses are causal circumstantial clauses,
comparable in function and structure to the circumstantial clauses introduced by
we. The sequences Su-Ptep in 2 Kings 9:16 etc. is not the sequence of the actual
present but the sequence of the circumstantial clause.

1.2.7.3. ki = when, introducing a temporal clause.

Example: Deut 18:9 ki ‘atta ba ‘el ha'ares “*Ser **dondy notén I'ka Io tilmad la™sot
k°ta"bot haggoyim hahém.

6 times ki introduces a temporal clause with a predicative participle’. The
sequence is always Su-Ptcp.

1.2.7.4. kiintroducing an apodosis after an interrogative clause.

Example: Mal 3:8 h%igba’ ‘adam *“lohim ki'attem qob®‘im “oti.

This syntagm is attested 6 times in the Old Testament®?. The sequence is always
Su-Ptep.

1.2.8. h'lo :

It has often been remarked that, although /4% seems to be composed of 4“- and
l6, in fact the particle often has a presentative function approaching that of
hinnés3. 1t is, therefore, not surprising to find 4% with the sequence Su-Ptcp 5
times*. E.g. Gen 37:13 h%o ‘aheka ro‘im biskem.

The only example of 4%lé with the opposite sequence is Prov 26:19 kén s rimma
‘et ré'eha weamar h°lo m°sahéq “ani. On the basis of more examples we might have
been able to conclude that the sequence Ptcp-Su is used if 2% functions indeed as
the combination of h% and /6. In any case the particle is not a presentative in
Prov 26:19, “I am joking” is the interpretation of a fact, not an ongoing action.

2. A description of the functions of the sequences Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-Su.

2.1. Su-Ptcp.
Su-Ptcp (the actual present) is in Biblical Hebrew the normal sequence.
Statistiscally it is about four times as frequent as Ptcp-Su®s. As to its function, the

4% 1 Kings 5:4; 8:7; 2 Kings 9:16; Jonah 1:11,13; Ezra 3:13.

0 Of the other clauses with predicative participle following causal k7 only Neh 8:9 relates a
fact belonging to the past (see section 2.2.3.). In Num 22:22 the clause should be taken
together with the object clauses, it is therefore in the present tense (see note 44). “But God’s
anger was kindled that he goes.”

51 Num 33:51; 34:2; 35:10; Deut 11:31; 18:9; Jer 44:19.

52 Jud 14:3; 1 Kings 18:9; 2 Kings 5:7; Jer 22:15; Ezek 24:19; Mal 3:8.

53 See, for instance, H. A. Brongers, Some Remarks on the Biblical Particle A%5. OTS 21
(1981) 177-89.

% Gen 37:13;1Sam 23:19; 26:1; Psalm 54:2; 2 Chron 32:11.

55 This figure is based on a count in the following stretches of text: Genesis, Exodus 1-19,
Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, 2 Kings; I counted 159 cases of Su-Ptep (excluding circumstantial
and relative clauses) and 39 cases of Ptcp-Su.
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present tense is naturally conceived of as ongoing because the present is not a
fixed point in time*®.

The main, or basic, function of Su-Ptcp is the expression of the actual present
(section 2.1.1.). Secondary functions are: the historic present (2.1.2.), the futurum
instans (2.1.3.) and the extended present (2.1.4.). These functions can be viewed as
applications of the actual present: the sequence Su-Ptcp expresses the actual
present but the context or the situation show that in reality the action is past,
future etc.

With these categories it is possible to describe effectively the functioning of Su-
Ptcp in the texts. In 1Samuel, for example, we find 13 cases of the actual
present®’, 8 of the historical present®®, 5 of the futurum instans®®, and 8 of the
extended present®. Only one case, 1 Sam 15:12, cannot be analysed according to
our thesis®.

2.1.1. The actual present.

The main function of the sequence Su-Ptcp is the representation of an action as
ongoing at the moment of speaking. This function, the actual present, is naturally
limited to direct speech; this implies that 1st and 2nd person subjects are relatively
numerous. Because of this the subject is very often a pronoun.

2.1.1.1. Su-Ptep at the head of the clause.
Su-Ptcp functioning as actual present may take the first position in the clause. At
the head of the clause the sequence is often introduced by hinne, but this particle
is not necessary. The use of this particle with the actual present is certainly rarer
than with the historic present and the futurum instans. With the actual present it
seems that it merely adds a touch of vivacity.
Examples: 1st person subject
Jer 38:19 “ni do’eg ‘et hayy*hidim *“Ser nap®li ‘el hakkasdim “I’'m worrying about
the Judeans who have deserted to the Chaldeans”.
Gen 25:32 hinné “anoki holék lamit wlamma ze It b°%kora “Behold, I'm going to
die, of what use is a birthright to me?”
1 Kings 22:3 hayda‘tem ki lani ramaot gil'ad wa *nahni mahsim miqqahat ‘6tah
“Do you know that Ramot-Gilead belongs to us, and we’re keeping quiet and do
not take it.”

2nd person subject
Jer 32:24 wa’Ser dibbarta haya whinn‘ka ro’e “And what you spoke has come to
pass and behold, you see it.”
Neh 2:17 ‘attem ra’im hara'a *“Ser *nahniu bah “You see the trouble we'’re in.”.
 “The grammatical present includes the moment of speaking and may be arbitrarily
extended both to the left (into the physical past) and to the right (into the physical future)
being thus by its nature always linear, i.e. imperfective.” J. Kurylowicz, Verbal Aspect in
Semitic, Orientalia 42 (1973) 114.
SHeS7A8- 8580411, 33461, 14; 17:43,45523:19:24:14:25:19: 26:1528:9.
B 1837 5280 10410517284 25202657
50 Il 4028 1428 23 Al 24
W ST 3e R 242 18:1 50311 72 2449:106:18,
% In the same book there 39 cases of Su-Ptcp in a circumstantial clause and 7 cases of Su-
Ptcp in a relative clause.
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3d person subject
Gen 27:42 hinné ‘éSaw ‘ahika mitmahém [%ka [°hdargeka “Behold, your brother
Esau comforts himself by planning to kill you.”
Num 11:27 ‘eldad umedad mitnabb®im bammah®ne “Eldad and Medad are proph-
ecying in the camp.”%

2.1.1.2. X-Su-Ptcp.

Since the action described by the actual present is going on in the present it is
usually apparent to everyone in the speech situation. Most often, therefore, the
main information in actual-present clauses does not pertain to the action itself but
to some other element. This element is then fronted. Examples:

2 Sam 3:13 ‘ak dabar ‘ehad ‘anéki §o°él mé’ittka “Just one thing I'm asking of
you.”

Jud 9:36 ‘et sél heharim “atta ro’e ka’nasim “It is the shadow of the mountains
you see as if they were men.”

1Sam 8:8 kekal hamma'®sim *Ser ‘asi... ken hemma ‘osim gam lak *. .. so they
are also doing to you.”®

Interrogatives are always fronted in this way. Examples:

Jud 18:18 ma ‘attem ‘osim,

1 Sam 24:14 ‘ah“ré mi ‘atta rodep,

2 Kings 8:12 maddiia® *“doni boke.

2.1.2. The historic present®.

The historic present is a phenomenon which occurs in many languages, though
not in every language under the same circumstances nor with the same frequency.
The following remarks pertain to the use of the historic present in Biblical
Hebrew only.

In a narrative the narrator may at a certain moment become so involved in his
story that the forgets, or ignores, the lapse of time which separates the events he is
recounting from the speaking situation. The distance (time-wise) between the
‘then’ of the story and the ‘now’ of the speaking situation is obliterated, and the
narrator presents an event from his story as if it were actually happening ‘now’, in
his own present time. This happens especially at important moments of the story.
The use of the historic present is, in the main, limited to some few contextual
situations (2.1.2.1., 2. and 3.); only rarely is it used freely (2.1.2.4.).

2.1.2.1. Historic present after a verb of seeing.

The historic present is used after a verb of visual perception to report the scene
which is the object of the seeing. Example: 2 Kings 11:14 wattére w°hinné
%2 Additional examples of Su-Ptcp expressing the actual present in first position, without
hinné: Gen 33:13; Exod 18:6; Jud 17:9; 2 Sam 18:27; 1 Kings 2:2; Ezek 21:5; 36:17; 47:8,;
Amos 7:16; Zech 5:2; Psalm 89:10; 2 Chron 28:10. With hinné: Gen 29:6; 45:12; Jud 9:31;
1 Sam 14:33; 16:11; 2 Sam 16:11; 19:2; 2 Chron 20:11.

& Additional examples of X-Su-Ptcp expressing the actual present: Gen 16:8; 37:16; Exod
2:14;10:11; Jud 19:18; 2 Sam 13:4; 24:12; 2 Kings 4:13; 7:9; 9:17.

6 Tt would be more correct to speak of the ‘historic actual present’, since this is clearly a
secondary function of the actual present. We have graciously been spared an ‘historic factual
present’, the only possible case being Jud 8:4, where the text may not be in order.
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hammelek ‘oméd ‘al ha'ammid kammispat “And she saw and behold, the king is
standing by the pillar according to the custom.”

When Athaliah sees king Joash standing in the temple, crowned and acclaimed by
the people, she realises that her time is up and that all her killing has been in vain.
This verse contains the climax of the story. The narrator does not, at this
moment, continue to recount the events but he represents the scene perceived by
Athaliah as if he himself (and his audience) sees it happening®.

A special case is the report of a dream. The historic present is very appropriate to
relate the actions perceived in a dream. It may be used even without a verb of
seeing. Example: Gen 41:17 bah®lomi hinni ‘omeéd “al $°pat hay’or “In my dream,
behold, I'm standing on the banks of the Nile.”%

2.1.2.2. Historic present after a verb of motion.

After a verb of motion the historic present is used to present a situation the
subject(s) saw or found. Example: Jud 11:34 wayyabo yiptah hammispa ‘el béto
wChinné bitto yaset ligrato betuppim ubimholot “And Jephthah came to his home in
Mizpah and behold, his daughter is coming out to meet him with timbrels and
with dances.”

Of course the narrator could have written here: “And Jephthah came ... and he
saw his daughter coming out ...”. But, at this dramatic moment in the story (cp.
the vow of Jephthah, Jud 11:31), he does not recount what Jephthah saw; he
himself sees, through the eyes of Jephthah, the girl coming out of the house. And
it is this image he communicates to his audience®’,

2.1.2.3. Historic present expressing motion.

Much like the situation described in 2.1.2.2. are the cases where the participle
itself is a verb of motion. In these cases the historic present is used to describe, in
a vivid way, a movement which presents itself to a static situation. Example: Gen
24:15 wayht hu terem killa [*dabbér wChinné ribq& yosét ... “He hadn’t yet finished
speaking when behold, Rebekah comes out .

While Eliezer is still praying that God would help him to find a malden for his
master’s son, the girl in question comes out of the city gates. At this point the
narrator shifts to the historic present to describe the action as it was perceived by
Eliczer®.

2.1.2.4. The free use of the historic present.

The use of the historic present outside these specific contextual situations is
extremely rare. The only examples—they are not irrefutable—which have come to
my attention are the following:

65 Additional examples of historic present after a verb of seeing. Gen 26:8; 37:15; Exod

3:2;14:10; Jud 9:43.

%  Additional example of historic present in the report of a dream: Gen 37:9.

97 Additional examples of historic present after a verb of motion : Jud 19:27; 1 Sam 4:13;
5:3,9:14; 25: 20, 267, 2 Kings 1:9;9-5.

%  Additional examples of historic present expressing motion: Jud 4:22; 1 Sam 11:5; 17:23;
2 Sam 19:42; 1 Kings 19:11; 2 Kings 6:33.
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1Sam 1:13 wChanna hi m°dabberet ‘al libbah raq $°pateha na‘ot wcqolah lo
yissaméa® “And Hannah, she is speaking in her heart, only her lips are moving but
her voice is not heard.”%

This could be analysed as a circumstantial clause, but then we would expect
wehanna m¢dabberet without the resumptive pronoun. Also, and this is the main
argument, the dramatic force of the clause is appropriately expressed by the
historic present: the narrator describes Hannah’s prayer, this deepfelt expression
of faith in YHWH, as if it is going on before his, and our, eyes.

2Kings 2:11-12 wayya'al ‘éliyyahii bas®'ara hassamayim welisa" ro'e whi
m®sa‘éq ‘abi ‘abi rekeb yisra‘el uparasaw “And Elijah went up by a whirlwind into
heaven while Elisha saw it, and he cries out ‘My father, my father, the chariots of
Israel and its horsemen’.”

Again the resumptive pronoun shows that w%i m°sa‘éq is not a circumstantial
clause. And again this clause describes a dramatic moment in the story. The
narrator does not tell us about Elisha shouting, no: Elisha cries out in our ears!

Excepting the two clauses 1 Sam 1:13 and 2 Kings 2:12 (the free use of the historic present),
the historic present is always introduced by hinné. This particle stresses the visual character
of the historic present which was very obvious in 2.1.2.1.-3.

In addition, there may be a more technical reason for the constant use of hinné, namely the
need to distinguish the historic present from the circumstantial clause. A clause like
*wayyabo yiptah ‘el bétd ubittd yasét ... would necessarily be interpreted as “And Jephthah
came home while his daugther was coming out ...”, and this would of course spoil the effect.
By adding hinné the narrator marked the clause unambiguously as an historic present.
Remark that in the two clauses of 2.1.2.4. which do not employ hinné the clause was marked
as non-circumstantial in another way (the use of the resumptive pronoun).

2.1.3. The use of Su-Ptcp to describe actions in the future.

2.1.3.1. The futurum instans™.

In Biblical Hebrew, as in many other languages, the verb form of the present tense
may be used to describe actions which will be performed in the immediate future.
In fact, the action is represented as already going on.

The futurum instans is usually introduced by hinné, but this particle is not a mark
of the futurum instans, nor is its use necessary with the futurum instans. Examples:
Gen 6:17 wa’ni hin®ni mébi ‘et hammabbil mayim “al ha’ares “And I behold, I'm
bringing a flood of waters upon earth.”

Deut 2:4 ‘attem ‘obe‘rim bigbil °hékem b‘né ‘ésaw “You are about to pass
through the territory of your brothers, the sons of Esau.”™

2.1.3.2. With a specification of time.
Normally the temporal reference of the futurum instans is to the present: the
action is represented as already going on or about to happen at the moment of

% Note that in the two positive clauses the predicative participle is used, while the negative
clause has in the same function the PC. Compare section 3.2.2. and note 107.

70 More correctly: the futurum instans on the basis of the actual present. Compare note 64.
7 Additional examples: Gen 9:9; 15:3; Exod 7:17; 8:17; 16:4; 19:9; Jud 6:37; 7:17;
1Sam 3:11; 14:8; 24:4; 2 Sam 12:11; 2 Kings 19:7; 21:12.
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speaking. As soon as a specification of time is added, the reference is no longer to
the present. Examples:

Hag 2:6 ‘od “ahat m®'at hi wa™*ni mar s "et hassamayim w®'et ha’ares . . .,

Deut 2:18 ‘atta ‘obér hayyom ‘et g°biil ma’ab ‘et ‘ar.

Once it was possible to define the time as ‘in a little while” and ‘today’, Su-Ptcp
could be combined also with ‘tomorrow’ (Exod 9:18), ‘next week’ (Gen 7:4) or
even ‘next year’: 2 Kings 4:16 lammo ‘éd hazze ka'et hayya “att hobeget bén.

At this point the term futurum instans becomes well nigh meaningless. The
sequence Su-Ptcp is used simply to describe a future action’. Compare the
following example without specification of time:

Gen 17:19 “bal sara ‘istka yoledet [°ka ben “No, but Sarah your wife shall bear
you a son.”™

2.1.3.3. The ‘fictional present’.

The sequence Su-Ptcp may be used to describe a scene which will be perceived in
the future; as a historic present (see section 2.1.2.) in the future so to say.
Example: Jud 9:33 w®haya babboger kizroah hasSemes taskim updasatta ‘al ha‘ir
wChinné hu wha'am *“Ser “itto yos®im ‘éléka “In the morning, as soon as the sun is
up, you will rise and rush upon the city, and behold, he and the men that are with
him are coming out to you.”

This ‘fictional present’ was probably modelled after the historic present. It occurs
very rarely.

2.1.4. The extended present.

Whereas the historic present and the futurum instans are specific uses of the
sequence Su-Ptcp, the extended present is a somewhat banal phenomenon.
Sometimes a speaker may describe an action as present even though it is not
actually going on at the moment of speaking. The opposition of two examples,
one with the actual and one with the extended present will clarify this function:
Jud 18:18 ma “attem ‘6sim “What are you doing?” The clause is the reaction of
Micah’s priest to the Danites’ robbing of the sanctuary which is going on before
his eyes. Su-Ptcp expresses the actual present.

Jud 18:3 ma ‘atta ‘oSe baze “What are you doing here?” The Danite spies are
amazed to find a priest in a private home in Ephraim. They do not ask the priest
what he is doing ‘right now’, but what he is doing there in"general. Su-Ptcp stands
here for the extended present’.

Occasionally the extended present is used with reference to repeated actions,
which have been done in the past and will be in the future. Example: Exod 16:29
r¢u ki *°donay natan lakem hasSabbat “al ken hii notén lakem bayyom hassisi lehem
yomayim. Although Su-Ptcp functions here as an iterative it does not express

™ This use of Su-Ptcp in future tense clauses is certainly a later development. The difference
between Su-Ptcp and PC in future tense clauses is probably stylistic; it seems that Su-Ptcp is
used especially to announce a certain future.

7 Similar clauses are rather rare, compared maybe Deut 9:4, 5.

™ Additional examples: Exod 7:15; 1 Sam 10:8; 2 Chron 20:16.

75 It is not always easy to determine whether the extended or the actual present is meant.
Certain examples of the extended present are: Exod 13:15; 1 Sam 12:2; 2 Kings 6:22; 17:34.
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iterativity. In fact, what is expressed is the actual, ongoing present, and it is only
from the context that we learn that the extended present is meant.

2.2. Ptcp-Su.

The factual present (Ptcp-Su) of Biblical Hebrew is, from the point of view of
general linguistics, a peculiar phenomenon. And in many languages this
grammatical function is not expressed by a specific verbal form or construction™.
In Biblical Hebrew itself the syntagm is relatively rare. There are 110 cases, almost
all of them in direct speech or similar contexts which allow the use of the present
tense””. The syntagm is attested in almost every book of the OT. If in some books
it is more numerous than in others this cannot be attributed to diachronic factors,
the books in which it is found most often are Genesis, Judges, Jeremiah, Psalms
and Ecclesiastes.

The basic function of Ptcp-Su is the factual present; secondary functions are
applications of the basic function in specific contextual situations. Because of the
peculiar nature of the factual present, the material will be ordered according to
the factors which lead to the use of the factual present™. These factors are of two
kinds. On the one hand there are factors which belong to la langue (de Saussure),
the language system. This means that in certain clauses the speaker has fo use the
sequence Ptcp-Su (as opposed to Su-Ptcp) because of the semantic and syntactic
structures of Biblical Hebrew. These langue-factors will be evaluated in section
221

On the other hand there are factors which depend on la parole, the concrete
utterance. This means that in certain contexts the speaker may use the sequence
Ptcp-Su (as opposed to Su-Ptep) in order to give the clause a certain character or
nuance. The use of the factual present is in this case a stylistic device. Parole-
factors will be discussed in section 2.2.2, The few cases which defy analysis
according to our theory ar discussed in section 2.2.3.

2.2.1. Factors which belong to the language system.
Langue-factors which lead to the use of the factual present can easily be divided
into 1) lexical factors: the meaning of the verb selects the factual present. 2)

76 The opposition actual versus factual present does not exist in the other Semitic
languages. In modern Greek the factual present is expressed, at least for some verbs, by the
aorist indicative (originally a past tense), see A. Mirambel, Grammaire du Grec moderne
(Paris 1949), 173-74. An opposition between actual and factual present exists in the national
language of Rwanda, Kinyarwanda, see A. Coupez, Abrégé de grammaire Rwanda, tome 2
(Butare 1980), 392. For examples see note 101 in the present paper. The opposition in
comtemporary English between simple present and present continuous is not wholly
comparable because the present continuous is clearly a younger form, which renewed a
certain function of the older form, the simple present.

7 The preponderant use of Ptcp-Su in direct speech accounts for the large proportion of
pronominal subjects in this sequence.

7 The term ‘factors’ is meant to be more inclusive than the term ‘functions’. The
arrangement according to factors allows a more detailed description of the factual present, so
that the syntax of Ptcp-Su could be treated exhaustively. Secondary functions of Ptep-Su are
the factors discussed in sections 2.2.1.2.2., 3. and 4.
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grammatical factors: because of the grammatical structure of Biblical Hebrew the
factual present (and not the actual present) has to be used in certain clauses.

2.2.1.1. Lexical factors.
There are two groups of verbs which select the factual present, stative verbs and
verbs which describe an activity of the inner person.

2.2.1.1.1. Stative verbs™.

Stative verbs do not describe an acitivity which can be represented as ongoing. If,
therefore, a speaker wants to indicate that the verbal content is relevant at the
moment of speaking (i.e. present), he naturally represents it as a fact, not as an
ongoing action. Examples:

2 Sam 15:19 ki nakrt ‘atta wgam gole “atia limgomeka,

Cant 2:9 dome dodr lisbi,

1 Sam 19:14 wattomer hole hii®®,

Psalm 34:8 hone mal’ak “donay sabib liré’aw wayhall°sém,

Jer 48:11 sa’nan ma ab minn®wraw wesogéet hii ‘el s*maraw.

Of course, with these verbs the suffix-conjugation may be used in a present tense
statement. Example: Cant 7:8 zot qomaték dam®ta [°tamar. But whereas Ptcp-Su
expresses the present tense, the SC leaves the time-reference open.

To hold that with stative verbs the normal sequence is Ptcp-Su, is not to say that Su-Ptcp is
excluded. Su-Ptcp may be used in specific syntactic situations (especially after hinné) and
with a special function. Example: Zech 1:11 w®inné kal ha ares yosebet wésaqatet. Here Sqt
does not express activity anymore than in Jer 48:11, but the character of the clause is
different. In Jer 48:11 Moab’s being at rest is respresented as a fact, in Zech 1:11 the clause
describes the situation as it is "being viewed’ by the speaker®!.

2.2.1.1.2. Verbs describing an activity of the inner person.

Verbs which describe an activity of the will, the mind or the feelings express
actions which cannot really be observed. If a speaker wants to represent such an
action as present he will normally use the factual present, rather than to describe
it as an actually ongoing action. Examples®?:

Psalm 87:2 ‘ohéb *“donay sa°re siyyon mikkol miskenot yaqob,

Psalm 147:11  rase “donay ‘et yre aw,

Psalm 119:162 $as ‘anokrt ‘al “imrateka k°masé salal rab,

Amos 6:8 metaeb “anoki ‘et g®’on ya'°qob wearmnotaw sanéui.

Some verbs have a derived function of describing an activity of the inner person.
Examples:

meaning ‘to search’. “Saul seeks to kill you” means “Saul wants to kill you”.

This derived meaning of bgs is even clearer in the following example: 1 Sam 23:10

™ Some verbs listed in this section (e.g. glh, hnh) are stative in their participle but not

necessarily in other forms.

% Other examples of Ptep-Su with hlh: 1 Kings 14:5; 2 Kings 8:29; 2 Chron 22:6.

1 Additional example of Su-Ptcp with a stative verb: Gen 48:1.

%2 The verbs r’h, §m", and yd", which select the sequence Ptcp-Su when expressing an activity
of the mind, have been discussed in section 1.1.1.
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Samoa“ sama’ ‘abd®ka ki m°baqgqés sa’il labo ‘el q°ila I°Sahet la'ir ba °buri. Saul
knows, of course, the way to Keilah, he does not have to search to go there. What
David heard is that “Saul wants to come to Keilah”%3,

Eccl 7:26 umose **ni mar mimmawet ‘et ha’issa ... “1 find” should not be taken
literally, but in the sense of intellectual discovery. ms’ describes here an activity of
the mind.

As with the stative verbs, the sequence Su-Ptep is not excluded with the verbs describing an
activity of the inner person. It may be used, with a special function and in certain syntactic
situations. Examples:

2Sam 13:4 ‘et tamar ‘ahét ‘absalom ‘ahi *°ni ‘0héb “I'm suffering from being in love with
Tamar...”

1 Kings 11:22 ki ma ‘atta hasér ‘immi w*hinn*ka m®baqqés laleket ‘el “arseka “What have you
lacked with me that you are now seeking (i.e. you want) to go to your own country.”

2.2.1.2. Grammatical factors.

There are 4 grammatical functions® which require the use of the factual
present®s: 1) following the particles im, h°- and, in specific cases, ki. 2) to express
a condition without particle. 3) to represent an action as present when in fact the
decisive part of the action lies in the immediate past. 4) to express the
extratemporal or general present.

2.2.1.2.1. Ptcp-Su with particles.

The factual present is selected by the particles %im, h° and ki. With ‘im and A"
Ptcp-Su is the only sequence attested, unless another element comes between the
particle and the sequence. If a speaker wants to use the actual present after “im or
h°- he has to use the construction with yes: ‘im/h°-yes-Su-Ptcp.

With ki the use of Ptcp-Su is less exclusive but the use of different sequences
following k7 corresponds to a difference in the function of ki or of the ki-clause. In
other words, the selection of the sequence of the sequence is grammatically
determined.

The theory of Ptc-Su with these particles has been exposed, with examples, in
sections 1.2.3., 1.2.4., 1.2.5. and 1.2.7. It is not necessary to repeat what has been
said there.

2.2.1.2.2. Ptcp-Su expressing a condition.

In some very few instances Ptcp-Su functions as a conditional without particle.
This is clearly an application of the factual-present function: the action is
envisaged as a potentiality, not as actually going on. Examples:

Isa 48:13 ‘ap yadi yas®da ‘eres wimini tipptha samayim qoré “‘ni *“lehem ya‘amdii
yahdaw “My hand laid the foundation of the earth, and my right hand spread out
the heavens; when I call to them, they stand forth together.”

8 With its primary meaning ‘to search, to seek’ the verb is often found in the sequence Su-
Ptcp, e.g. 1 Sam 24:9; 2 Sam 16:11; Isa 41:17.

8 If we count the use of Ptcp-Su after particles as one function.

8  L.e. they require the factual present as opposed to the actual present. In many cases other
verb forms other than Ptcp-Su could have been used (especially SC), with only a minimal
difference in meaning; however, Su-Ptcp is usually excluded.
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Job 15:23 nodéed hu lallehem “ayyé yada® ki nakon b°yado yom hosek “When he
wanders abroad for bread (saying) ‘Where (is it)?’, he knows that a day of
darkness is ready at his hand.” This verse is difficult, and both the Septuagint and
the Peshitta seem to have read something quite different. The Vulgate supports
our interpretation: Cum se moverit ad quaerendum panem novit quod paratus sit
in manu eius tenebrarum dies.

2.2.1.2.3. Ptcp-Su expressing the immediate past.

The sequence Ptcp-Su serves to present an action just performed, as a fact
relevant to the present. The action (or at least the decisive part of the action) is
past, but viewed as a fact it is still present. Examples®:

In the first example the action is still going on though the decivise part of it is
past:

Exod 36:5 marbim ha‘am [°habi middé ha“boda lammClika *“Ser siwwa ““donay
la**$ot “o6tah. When the able men say this, the people are still bringing offerings,
but the decisive part of the action, i.e. the moment the offerings exceeded the
required amount, is past. Because it is this decisive moment which interests the
speakers they represent the action as a fact, using the factual present, rather than
to pay attention to the ongoing action.

Not the action but the state which results from it persists unto the present in the
two following examples:

Isa 46:1 kara® bél gorés n°bé “Bel has bowed down, Nebo stoops over.”

Job 6:4 ki hissé Sadday ‘immadi *‘Ser h°matam $ota riahi “For the arrows of the
Almighty are in me, my spirit has drunk their poison.”

In the following example the action as a whole is past but it is represented as a
fact relevant to the present: Jer 38:26 mappil “ni t°hinndti lipné hammelek [°bilti
h“Sibént bét yhonatan lamit Sam. When Jeremiah will say this the action will be
past. But it is relevant to the present: it explains Jeremiah’s presence at the court.

2.2.1.2.4. Ptcp-Su expressing the general present.

The sequence Ptcp-Su is used as a general, eternal present. Because the spedker is
not interested whether the action is actually going on at the moment of speaking
he presents it as a fact, and uses the factual present. Examples:

Nah 1:2 nogéem ““donay l°saraw wnater hii 1°°ay°baw,

Psalm 19:2  hassamayim m®sapp®rim k°bod ‘él uma ““sé yadaw maggid haragia’,
Psalm 31:24 **munim nosér **donay,

Psalm 34:23 pade *“dondy nepes “badaw,

Psalm 145:20 someér ““donay ‘et kdl ‘oh‘baw,

Eeel 1:5 wezarah has§emes uba hassames w*’el mqomao 5o ep zoréah hi §am.
In Psalm 19:2 the general present Ptcp-Su is in parallelism with the actual present
Su-Ptcp. This amounts to a kind of grammatical merismus for which Biblical
Hebrew is otherwise famous®’.

%  The examples with the verbs of motion have been discussed in section 1.1.2. They select
the sequence Ptcp-Su when, though the motion is still going on, the moment the motion
started (which lies in the immediate past) is considered essential.

8 So we find wayyigtol in parallel with gatal (Gen 1:5), yigtol with wegatal (Tsa 5:17), Ptcp-
Su with gatal (Isa 46:1; Psalm 45:2).
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2.2.2. Factors which depend on the concrete utterance.

Factors which depend on the concrete utterance and bring about the use of the
factual present are 1) the speaker wants to indicate that the clause is the
interpretation of an action. 2) the speaker wants to indicate that the utterance
interprets itself.

2.2.2.1. Ptcp-Su indicates interpretation.

In a sense every utterance is an interpretation of an event or a fact. But it may
happen that a speaker consciously describes an action not as it presents itself but
as he sees it. In this case he may employ the factual present to express: “Whatever
seems to be going on, the fact is that ...” Examples:

Jer 23:16 ‘al tism®da ‘al dibré hannbU’im hannibb®’im lakem mahbilim hémma
‘etkem. In reality the prophets are prophecying, but God interprets this action
differently: “They are filling you with vain hopes” (if that is the meaning of
mahbilim). To indicate that this is indeed an interpretation, the factual present is
used: “Whatever can be observed to be going on, the fact is that they are filling
you with vain hopes.”

Jud 19:18 ‘obrim *“nahnii mibbét lehem y*hida ‘ad yark®té har ‘eprayim mis§am
‘anoki. Again this clause interprets the present situation. The old man can easily
observe that the Levite, his servant and his concubine are travelling; but what the
Levite wants to point out to him is that they are passing, i.e. they come from and
are going to a definite place—“Don’t be afraid we’ll want to stay”®®. Because it is
the fact that they are passing that matters, and not whatever action is going on, he
uses the factual present, Ptcp-Su.

Jud 3:24 ‘ak mesik hu ‘et raglaw bah‘dar hamm‘géra. Here the interpretative
function of the clause is particularly clear because Eglon’s servants cannot observe
what he is doing. The utterance does not describe an ongoing action but a
(supposed) fact.

2 Sam 14:13 weamma hasabta kazot ‘al ‘am “lohim umiddabbér hammelek
haddabar hazze k®asem [°bilti hasib hammelek ‘et nidd*ho. ... for in giving this
decision the king convicts himself, inasmuch as the king does not bring his
banished one home again™ (RSV); this is not a literal translation but it probably
renders the sense well®*. “The king speaks this word as one who is guilty” is an
interpretation of the present situation. To mark the utterance as an interpretation,
the Tekoite woman uses the factual present: “You are judging my case, but in fact
you pass the sentence as a guilty man.”

2.2.2.2. The utterance interprets itself.
Some clauses are remarkable in that they describe themselves: the utterance is at

8 In translation the same message can be communicated by emphasising the predicate:
“We are passing ...” (or by contrasting: “We're enly passing ...”). The Peshitta has chosen
this way of rendering the sense and employs the tautological infinitive: me ‘bar ‘abrin (h)nan
(the Peshitta translates Ptep-Su similarly in 2 Sam 10:3; Prov 26:19). The Hebrew syntagm,
however, does not express emphasis (or contrast).

8  Some analyse middabbér as min + infinitive piel, but this leaves k“asém without
syntactical connection. There is no necessity to doubt the text if we take middabber as
participle hithpael.
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the same time an action and the description of that action. This phenomenon is by
its nature limited to clauses with a 1st person subject.

The utterance is, at the moment of speaking, ongoing, but what is relevant is the
action which is performed. This action is viewed as a fact and therefore the factual
present is used. Examples:

1 Chron 29:13 w®atta **lohéni modim “nahnu lak. “We thank you” performs the
action of thanking and informs about this performance. Though the utterance is
ongoing, the action is viewed as a fact and therefore the factual present is used.
Psalm 45:2 rahas libbt dabar tob “omer “ani ma “say [°melek “My heart overflows
with a goodly theme; I address my verses to the king.”

Ezek 2:3 ben “adam soléah *°ni “6t°ka ‘el b°né yisra'el “Son of man, I send you to
the people of Israel”®.

Jer 38:14 §o°el “ni "0t°ka dabar “al t*kahéd mimmennt dabar. Although “I ask you
a question” is not the question asked, this clause probably belongs in this section.
Alternatively, the factual present may be taken as a conditional (see section
2.2.1.2.2)): “If I ask you something, don’t hide anything from me.”

The following clause may belong in this section as well: Gen 15:14 wam ‘et
haggoy *“Ser ya™bodii dan “anoki. Because the execution of the judgment on Egypt
is still over 400 years away this clause has often been taken as a future: “I will
bring judgment ...” In view of the present-tense character of the predicative
participle, I propose to translate rather: “And also the nation which they will
serve [ judge”. “1 judge” is God’s sentence which is pronounced centuries before
its execution?!.

Quite often several of the factors discussed above are combined in one clause. Selected
examples:

Num 11:29 ham®qanné “atta Ii. The verb used describes an activity of the inner person
(2.2.1.1.2)) and the sequence follows interrogative 4% (1.2.4.). Both factors select the factual
present. Of course it is precisely because the action is going on inside Joshua that Moses has
to ask about it.

1 Sam 20:30 k%o yada'ti ki bohér ‘atta [°ben yisay. A verb of activity of the inner person
(2.2.1.1.2.), the main part of the action lies in the past (2.2.1.2.3.) and the clause functions as
the object of yd"(1.2.7.1.).

Prov 26:19 kén °is rimma ‘et ré‘ehi w®amar h°l6 m°Sahéq ‘ani. The action lies in the
immediate past (2.2.1.2.3.) and the clause is an interpretation (2.2.2.1.): “Obviously I've just
deceived you, but in fact I'm only joking.”

2Sam10:3 ham®kabbed dawid ‘et ‘abika b®‘énéka ki Salah [%a m®nah®mim. The sequence
follows h®- (1.2.4.) and the clause is (asks about) an interpretation (2.2.2.1.): “David sent
comforters, do you interpret this as an honouring of your father?”

2.2.3. Difficult cases.

The thesis that Ptcp-Su expressses the factual present is supported by 106 out of a
total of 110 cases. The remaining 4 cases are somewhat problematic.

Isa 33:9 haya hassaron ka'“raba wnd‘ér basan wekarmel. Perhaps the participle
may be taken as perfective: “Bashan and Carmel are shaken out (i.e. leafless)”. If
s0, this clause would come in section 2.2.1.1.1. (Ptcp-Su with stative verbs). Note

® In Ezek 2:4, where the clause is not a description of itself anymore, the sequence Su-Ptcp
is used.
1 Compare §apét *ni 1 Sam 3:13.
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that in this interpretation the clause forms a better parallel than “Bashan and

Carmel are shaking of (their leaves).”

Jer 4:19 mé'ay mé'ay ‘ohila qirat libbT home Ii libbi 16 “ah®ris. This verse offers

some textual problems. Taking it as it stands I see no economical way to interpret

home It libbt as a factual present.

The following two cases are the only cases from the book of Nehemiah. Both

clauses are quite straightforward and neither supports our thesis. These cases may

show that in the latest stage of Biblical Hebrew the opposition actual versus

factual present was breaking down.

Neh 6:17 gam bayyamim hahém marbim horé y*huda “igg°rotéhem holkot ‘al to-
biyya,

Neh 8:9 ki bokim kal ha‘am k°sam‘am ‘et dibré hattora.

2.3. The negation of the predicative participle.

The predicative participle is negated by ’én, or, to put it more correctly, a clause
with a predicative participle is negated with the syntagm ‘@én-Su-Ptcp. In this
construction Su may be a noun, a separate pronoun or a pronominal suffix
attached to ‘én®2.

This syntagm serves as the negative for both sequences Su-Ptcp and Ptep-Su®, as
will be shown in this section. Note, however, that from the formal point of view it
is the negation of the sequence Su-Ptcp. In fact, the peculiar construction was
probably designed especially to express “X is actually not doing action Y.

2.3.1. ‘en-Su-Ptcp negation of Su-Ptcp.

It is quite remarkable that Biblical Hebrew should have developed a syntagm to
negate the actual present. Still, this seems to be proper function of ‘@n-Su-Ptep.
Examples:

Ezek 8:12 ‘én “dondy ro‘e *otani “The LORD does not see us”, now while we are
doing something in the dark.

2 Kings 12:8 maddita® "én‘kem m*hazz°qim ‘et bedeq habbayit “Why are you not
repairing the house?”

‘zn-Su-Ptcp is used also to negate the secondary functions of Su-Ptep, historic
present, futurum instans and extended present. Examples:

Jud 3:25 wayyahili ‘ad bos whinné ‘énennd potéah daltor ha“liyya “And they
waited till they were utterly at a loss, and behold, he doesn’t open the doors ...”
Deut 4:22 ki ‘anoki mét ba'ares hazzot ‘énenni ‘obér ‘et hayyarden “1 will die in
this land, I’'m not going over the Jordan.”

Jer 14:12 ki yasimii ‘énenni soméa’” ‘el rinnatam “When they fast I don’t hear their

1)

cry.

2.3.2. ’én-Su-Ptcp negation of Ptcp-Su.
Although the syntagm ‘én-Su-Ptcp was designed for a specific function it came to

92 The cases where the subject is a noun are: Gen 39:23; Exod 33:15; Lev 14:21; Ezek
8:12; Ezek 9:9; Esth 2:20; 3:5; 7:4; the subject is a separate pronoun only once, Neh 4:17.
9 Twice Ptcp-Su is negated by /g, see section 1.2.6. Once we find ‘én-Ptcp-Su, Eccl 9:11.

% The original function of ‘én as a negation is to negate the existence of an indefinite noun
phrase. In any other type of clause the normal negation is /o.
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be used as the negation of all clauses with a participle as predicate. That it negates
also clauses which in their positive form would have Ptep-Su appears clearly from
the following facts.

‘en-Su-Ptcp is used in conditional clauses. Example: Exod 33:15 ‘im ‘én paneka
holkim “al ta*“léni mizze.

As we have seen in section 1.2.3. conditional clauses select the sequence Ptcp-Su.
One may claim that “im-'én-Su-Ptcp is the negative of ‘im-yes-Su-Ptcp (1.2.5.), but
whereas with yés the construction is rare, with @n it is the only construction
attested®s.

The syntagm is also used in h®-clauses, and here we are fortunate to find the
following opposition:

Jer 7:17 ha'énka ro’e ma hemmda "osim,

Ezek 8:6 hra’e ‘atta’ ma hem ‘osim.

The two clauses express more or less the same meaning, but one employs a
negative, the other a positive form. In the positive clause the sequence is Ptcp-Su,
in the negative clause we find ‘én-Su-Ptcp.

Consider finally the following example, én-Su-Ptcp in an object clause:

Jud 12:3 wa’er’e ki ‘én‘ka mosia”.

r’h has here the meaning ‘to realise, to come to the conclusion’, and the participle
clause describes the fact which is the object of the realisation. The situation is the
one we found in Ruth 1:18 (see section 1.2.7.1.), the positive sequence would have
been Ptcp-Su.

3. Conclusions and perspectives.
3.1. Conclusions.

3.1.1. Su-Ptep versus Ptep-Su, an opposition of aspect.

The opposition between Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-Su is not an opposition between a
normal sequence (Su-Ptcp) and a sequence expressing emphasis or contrast (Ptcp-
Su). See notes 9 and 88.

The opposition between Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-Su does not express a difference in
tense or time reference. Both sequences represent actions as contemporary with
the moment of speaking.

The opposition is not one expressing ‘durative action’ versus ‘punctual action’®
Su-Ptcp may be used to describe punctal actions (see sections 2.1.2. the historic
present and 2.1.3. the futurum instans), Ptcp-Su is often used to describe actions
which have a certain duration.

The opposition is not one expressing ‘action’ versus ‘state’. Su-Ptcp may be used
to describe states (see section 2.2.2.1.1. remark), Ptcp-Su is often used with
actional (fientic) verbs. -

% ’im-"én-Su-Ptep is found in Gen 20:7; 43: 5; Exod 8:17; 33:15; 1 Sam 19:11; Ezek 20: 39.

% The opposition ‘durative action’ versus ‘punctual action’ is an opposition of Aktionsart,
i.e. it describes objective characteristics of the action. The category of aspect, which will be
discussed below, concerns the subjective representation of an action. A clear distinction of
Aktionsart and aspect was reached only in the 1920s, by H. Jakobsohn and E. Hermann. See
for the whole question and its history: A.L. Lloyd, Anatomy of the Verb (Amsterdam 1979),
B1T.
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But, as was briefly indicated in section 0.3., the functional opposition between Su-
Ptep and Ptep-Su is an opposition of aspect. Su-Ptcp expresses the linear or
cursive present, in which an action which is going on at the moment of speaking®’
is followed in its course. Picp-Su expresses the punctual or constative present, in
which an action which is going on at the moment of speaking®® is summarized in
a point, or: represented as a fact. In order to create a clear an expedient
terminology I coined the terms actual present and factual present for these
respective fucntions.

Thus the opposition ™ni ré'e — ro'e “ni is comparable (isomorphic) to the
opposition £émpwv — eldov of classical Greek and je voyais — je vis of literary
French, with this difference, that the Greek and French oppositions are localized
in the past whereas the Hebrew opposition plays in the present.

3.1.2. Tense and aspect in Semitic.

The use of the term aspect to describe verbal functions in the study of the Semitic
languages has been criticised in an eminently competent way by J. Kurylowicz. In
his article “Verbal Aspect in Semitic”® he shows how the category of aspect
presupposes the category ot tense. In fact, a language needs to have more than
one verbal form expressing the same tense before we can attribute to it the
category of aspect. In classical Greek, for instance, we observe that the past tense
is expressed by several verbal forms (marked by the augment); within this past
tense, then, there exists the aspectual opposition imperfect indicative versus aorist
indicative. Both &ypaoe und Eypaye are past tense, they are opposed to eachother
in the way they subjectively represent the action, either as a line or as a point.

The case is different for the Semitic languages. Taking Arabic as his example,
Kurylowicz holds that, to begin with, this language does not express tense. gatala
does not express simultaneity with a moment of the past but anteriority to the
present'®, in opposition to yagtulu which expresses simultaneity with the present.
What is more important is that gatala is not opposed to any other verbal form
expressing the past tense. Because of this we cannot ascribe the expression of
aspect to the Arabic verbal system, though of course aspectual nuances may be
expressed (through the use of hal-clauses, for instance).

In view of the perpetual confusion (since the days of Ewald) in Semitic studies
with regard to the term and the concept of aspect, we should be grateful to
Kurytowicz for his lucid contribution. And, though the whole problem deserves a
fuller discussion, in the framework of this paper we can accept his claims as a
basis for sound linguistic description of our Biblical Hebrew material'®!.

7 Or, if the action is not going on at the moment of speaking, it is represented as such.

% “See note 97,

% Orientalia 42 (1973) 114-120. I am much indebted to these few pages.

100 To clarify the distinction we can say that gatala has as main function the function of ‘he
has killed” (present perfect). Its use as a past tense, ‘he killed’, is a secondary function.

101 T wish to disagree however, with regard to a matter of detail. Kurylowicz discusses
aspect in the past tense and in the future tense, but with regard to the present tense he merely
remarks that it is naturally linear, i.e. imperfective (see the quote in note 56; compare also
R. Bartelmus [see note 6], 38f.). This seems to me to be an undue inference from the situation
in the Slavic languages. If there is no aspectual opposition in the present tense in Slavic,
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3.1.3. Tense and aspect in Bibical Hebrew.

Though the Biblical Hebrew verbal system certainly offers its own problems,
which cannot be discussed here, we can agree that it doesn’t anymore than Arabic
know a past (or a future) tense. But, as this paper has tried to show, Biblical
Hebrew does have a present tense'?>. Moreover, the present tense is expressed by
not one but two distinct verbal forms (or rather, syntagms): the sequences Su-Ptcp
and Ptcp-Su. This means that the formal conditions for the existence of aspect are
met. More than one verbal form is used to refer to the same time-frame, so that,
at least theoretically, the possibility exists that the forms express an opposition of
aspect.

That the two syntagms do express an aspectual opposition in the present tense is
the thesis which was formulated at the outset of this paper. In section 1. a
demonstration of this opposition was attempted. Section 2. has offered a more or
less detailed illustration of how these aspects function in the Biblical Hebrew
idiom. In the present conclusion I feel confident to affirm that the theory
defended in this paper is in accord with the facts and effectively deepens our
understanding of Biblical Hebrew syntax.

3.1.4. The aspectual opposition in the present tense.

Thus the aspectual opposition in the present tense, expressed by Su-Ptcp versus
Ptcp-Su, is something which doesn’t exists in aspect languages like classical Greek
and literary French!%.

This is most obvious for the factual present (constative aspect). When, for
instance, Gen 31:5 is translated “Je vois que le visage de votre pére n’est plus
envers moi comme précédemment” (Traduction Oecumenique de la Bible) this is
entirely correct. But it does not express the nuance, contained in ré’e ‘andki, that
“I see” is considered by Jacob as a fact, and that he doesn’t allude to an ongoing
action (though the factuality of the clause appears more or less from the context).
If, on the other hand, it is rendered: “Je remarque que le visage de votre pére n’est
plus envers moi comme auparavant” (Nouvelle version Segond revisée), the
nuance is expressed, but at the cost of a faithful rendering of the lexeme .

where aspect was first discovered and adequately described, this does not imply that such an
opposition could not exist in a language with a different structure.

During the years I taught at the ‘Ecole de théologie’ in Butare, Rwanda, I studied the
national language, Kinyarwanda, and learnt that it has an opposition imperfective-perfective
in the present tense (compare note 76). Examples: araguhamagara (imperfective present)
“he’s calling you” (we hear him calling), araguhamagaye (perfective present) “he’s calling
you” (ie. he told me to fetch you); araza (imperf. pres.) “he’s coming” (I see him coming),
araje (perf. pres.) “he’s coming” (he’ll be here in a minute). The Kinyarwanda verbal system
is enormously complicated so that the opposition imperfective present—perfective present is
not completely parallel to the Hebrew opposition, but the basic category seems to be the
same.

92 Since this ‘present tense’ is not opposed to a past or a future tense it should be
designated by another term. In spite of this I have maintained the term ‘present tense’
because it is more expedient than ‘the expression of simultaneity with the moment of
speaking’.

103 The English opposition present continuous—simple present probably is of a different
nature, see note 76. Still I will use French in the following examples because it makes the
point more clearly.
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Though this is less obvious, also the actual present (cursive aspect) is a
phenomenon unknown to these languages. Je vois, j'écris, je fais, 6p®, ypaoo,
nowd etc. are not opposed to factual-present forms so that they cannot express the
actual present. All these forms are aspectually neutral, whether the cursive or
constative aspect is intended is left to be inferred from the context. A clear
example is the rendering of 2Sam 13:4 “Jaime Tamar, sceur de mon frére
Absalom” (Nouvelle version Segond revisée); again this translation is irreproa-
chable, but it doesn’t express, as does *“ni ‘gheb, that Amnon describes his love as
an ongoing action (or rather, passion).

3.2. Perspectives.

Leaving the synchronic point of view, which has dominated this paper up to this
point, for the language-historical point of view, the following observations may be
made.

3.2.1. The predicative participle as present tense: a young form.

The use of the predicative participle as a tense form in Biblical Hebrew (BH) is a
relatively young phenomenon. On this point the comparison with other languages
of the Canaanite branch, and with the developments in the Aramaic and Arabic
dialects, leaves no room for doubt. The participle began its career as a verbal
noun (nomen agentis), in the conjugational system it is a newcomer.

This ‘new’ form entered the conjugational system with a new function. Or rather,
it renewed an existing function, rendering it more expressively. One can imagine
that at the beginning of the development the new form might be used in this
specific function, for expressivity. Later it became the usual form and consequent-
ly had to be used to express the same function.

As this paper has tried to show, we should not, with regard to BH, speak about a
verbal form (in casu the participle) but about a verbal construction consisting of
the participle and its subject'®. Moreover, this verbal construction has two basic
variants, the sequence Su-Ptcp and Ptcp-Su, which express a functional
opposition. The participial construction renewed the function ‘present tense’
(simultaneity with the moment of speaking), which function was from the outset
further divided into actual present (expressed by Su-Ptcp) and factual present
(expressed by Ptcp-Su).

3.2.2. Traces of the present-tense functions of PC and SC.

If the participle is a newcomer in the Hebrew conjugational system, then we can
postulate a stage of proto-Hebrew in which the participial construction was not
used as a tense form. In this stage of proto-Hebrew, present-tense statements were
formed with either PC or SC'%. Of the present tense functions of PC and SC
traces can still be found in BH.

The PC is used as a general present in proverbs and similar expressions, e.g. Prov
26:14 haddelet tissob ‘al sirah w®asel ‘al mittaté “As a door turns on its hinges, so

10+ The participle as such, not being a finite verb form, could not compete with PC and SC,
see section 0.2.

105 This is a somewhat simplistic picture. We have to presuppose two PCs, *yaqtulu and
*yaqtul for proto-Hebrew, and the SC may have had variant forms as well.
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does a sluggard on his bed”; and occasionally as a habitual present, e.g. Num
12:8 pe ‘el pe ““dabber bo “With him I speak mouth to mouth”!%. Really referring
to an action going on at the moment of speaking it is used only in specific types of
clauses, especially questions. When, for instance, the man asks Joseph what he is
looking for, he can say (Gen 37:15) ma t°baqqés, using the PC to refer to the
present; but Joseph, in the positive answer, has to use the participle to refer to the
same present: ‘et “hay ‘anoki m°bagqes'®.

The SC is used in present tense statements with stative verbs (e.g. gatonti Gen
32:11) and with verbs describing an activity of the inner person (e.g. gasti Gen
27:46). It has a present tense function also in expressions like natatti “I give
(hereby)”, nisba't “I swear”, which have justly been termed performative because
the action described is accomplished in the utterance (compare section 2.2.2.2.).
Occasionally SC is used as a general present, e.g. Prov 14:6 bigges lés hdkma
wa ayin “A scoffer seeks wisdom in vain.”

These present-tense uses of PC and SC are traces of an earlier stage of the
language. It is not possible to reconstruct the former present tense functions of PC
and SC in any detail, but it should be noted that the function of PC seems to have
been akin to the actual present, while the function of SC shows affinities to the
factual present!%®.

3.2.3. Su-Ptcp and PC, Ptcp-Su and SC.

At a certain moment in the history of the Hebrew language the present tense
function was renewed through the use of the predicative participle. At that
moment, or rather, in that process, PC and SC lost their present-tense functions
almost completely. We may say that the participial construction ‘pushed’ PC and
SC out of the present tense!'®. The SC was pushed to one side to become a past
tense (more exactly: a form expressing anteriority to the moment of speaking), the
PC moved over to the other side to become a form expressing modality!°,

There is a more or less striking relationship between the former present-tense
function of PC and the BH function of Su-Ptcp, as well as between the former
present-tense function of SC and the BH function of Ptcp-Su!. As to the first
pair, we can observe that PC may be used with the same function as Su-Ptcp in
questions: ‘and télek (Gen 32:18) expresses exactly the same meaning as ‘ana ‘atta

1% Additional examples: Exod 18:15; Num 17:19; 2 Kings 6:12.

97 The fact that questions using PC to refer to the present tend to be answered with a
predicative participle was noted by W. Gross (see note 1), 46 and D. Cohen (see note 6), 306.
Other examples are Gen 16:8; Jud 19:18. PC is used as a present tense in a negative clause:
Gen 19:19; Job 9:2; in a conditional clause: Isa 1:18. Perhaps PC is used as an actual
present freely in ancient poetry, e.g. Num 23:9.

198 This idea has, of course, been enounced long ago by eminent Semitists such as H. Bauer
and Fr. Rundgren: it is reached here in a new way.

1% It would be equally right to say that as PC and SC lost their present-tense functions,
they ‘pulled’ the predicative participle into the conjugational system.

10 Again the reality is more complex, see note 105.

M Still it seems to me that the two sequences entered the language together, in the same
process; the use of one sequence presupposes the possibility to invert it and so create the
opposite sequence.
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haolék (Zech 2:6); compare also meé ayin tabo (Jud 17:9) with h°lo midderek ‘atta
ba (2 Sam 11:10); ma ta™Se (Isa 45:9) with ma ‘attem ‘osim (Jud 18:18); in the
same syntactical situation: malakem t°dakk®n ‘ammi (Isa 3:15) and ma lakem
‘attem maos®lim ‘et hammasal hazze (Ezek 18:2).

For SC and Ptcp-Su we can cite the following examples of expressions which are
formed with SC and Ptcp-Su in the same function: compare §ag‘ta (Isa 14:7) with
Sogét hu (Jer 48:11) Sasti (Psalm 119:14) with §as ‘anoki (Psalm 119:162); hra’ita
(Ezek 8:12) with h%o’e ‘atta (Ezek 8:6); ‘amarti (Job 9:22) with ‘émeér “ani (Psalm
45:2); pagadti (1 Sam 15:2) with poged *ni (Jer 44:29); hodinu (°%ka (Psalm 75:2)
with madim ““nahni lak (1 Chron 29:13).

Thus we may formulate the hypothesis that the sequence Su-Ptcp renewed the
present tense function of the PC, whereas Ptcp-Su renewed the present tense
function of the SC. Tt is certainly no accident that the order of predicate and
subject is the same in ‘atta gotel and ti-gtol as well as in gotel “atta and gatal-ta.

Appendix: The cases of Ptcp-Su

Gen'3:5; 15:14; 18:17; 19:13, 14 27:46;'31:5,20; 41:32; 42:23,

Exod 7:27,9:2:10:4; 36:3.

Num 10:29:11:29; 22:92:25:18.

Dept 5:22: 134,

Josh (8:6 according to the versions!!?).

Jud 2:22;3:24; 8:4; 11:9; 15:3,11; 19:18; 20:34.

18Sam 3:9,10,13,13; (6:3 versions!*?); 19:2, 14; 20:30; 22:17; 23:10; 25:4.

28am 10:3; 14:13; 15:19; 17:10: 20517,

1 Kings 14:15.

2Kings 5:7; 8:29; 18:26.

Isa 33:9; 36:11; 46:1;48:13.

Jer 1:12; 3:6; 4:19,29;23:16; 26:15; 38:14,21,26; 42:13; 44:15,29; 48:11.

Ezek 2:3;9:8; 39:11.

Twelve: Hos 4:15; Joel 4:4; Amos 6:8; Jonah 1:12; Nah 1:2,2.

Psalms 1:6; 19:2; 31%24:'34 78, 28; ‘377184 45, 2:87:2; 119:162,145:20; 147:14"
149:4.

Prov 17:17; 26:19.

Job6:4: 12:3:13:2; 15:23.

Cant2:9: Ruth 118 3 11 Eccl 1:5./65 320 21 7: 26:18:12: 9: 112 -5

Neh 6:17.

1:Chrens193:128:9: 29213,

2 Chron 13:11; 22:6.

12 Septuagint and Peshitta leave little room for doubt that they read nasim hém. The clause
would come in section 2.2.1.2.3.: “They are fleeing” i.e. “They have started to flee, they have
taken flight” (compare brh section 1.1.2.1.).

13 If indeed, as the versions indicate, ‘attemn has dropped out of the text, then the clause
would come in section 1.2.3., Ptcp-Su after ‘im.
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Abstract

An important verbal function, the expression of the present tense, is assumed in Biblical
Hebrew by the participle. The predicative participle is therefore to be regarded as an integral
part of the verbal system, functioning side by side with the prefix conjugation (PC) and the
suffix conjugation (SC). However, whereas PC and SC contain in one form subject and
predicate, the participle provides only the predicate. In order to form a clause, the participle
requires the subject (Su) to be mentioned explicitly. The order of these two elements, Su and
participle, may be either Su-Ptcp or Ptcp-Su.

The main thesis defended in the present paper is that the two sequences express two aspects
_of the present tense. The sequence Su-Ptcp expresses the cursive or actual present: the action
is represented as actually going on at the moment of speaking. The sequence Ptcp-Su
expresses the constative or factual present: the action is regarded as a fact contemporary with
the moment of speaking. This functional opposition between the two sequences can be
demonstrated by opposing the sequences with the same verb and by studying the use of the
sequences with particles.

The thesis proposed is applicable to the overwhelming majority of cases of the predicative
participle. Thus it deepens our understanding of Biblical Hebrew syntax. In addition to this,
the thesis has some interesting implications for the history of the Hebrew verbal system.
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