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In recent YCAars number of studıes narratıve ave been publıshed In most
of these studies ongsıde event/plot, character and place 15 consıdered ONEC
of the ulldıng blocks of narratıve However ap: from phenomena lıke
narratıve iıme, narratıon iiıme, analepsıs, prolepsıs, SaDS, blanks and repetition that

normally treated if they narratıve unıversals, VeELYy lıttle ı15 sald 1 MOoOst of
these works about the ingulstic and/or the conceptual repertoire” that
speakers/narrators ave al their dısposal for the emporal anchoring of events and/or
SCQUCNCINE of events narrative.* Thıs 15 much that ıt creates the
IMPTICSSI1ON that dıd nNOot ave conventions thıs regar| that WeTIC uUuN1quc 118
it and that could be used CXADICSS sıgnificant narratıve
The of thıs artıcle 15 demonstrate that the latter IMPrCSSI1ON 15 NOtT necessarıly
COrrect and that nevertheless know relatively about the SyntaX, semantiıcs
and/or pragmatics of temporal eXpressions” al least OO make the
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author and not necessarıly be ute: the Centre for Research Development. WOU
Iso ike th: for alter Gross Andreas Disse Andreas ichel and Hermann-Jose 1pp for
lıstening and SCrUuMNNISINS SOMIC of the ideas that ave developed the COUTSC of this
investigatıon

er (1981), Berlın (1983) Sternberg (1985), Bar-Ephrat (1989), Ska (1990) and Brichto
992)

Even outsiıde these works thıs seldom discussed systematıcally and/or critically
ExXceptions De Vries (cf. partıcular the bıblıographical OVEILTVICW 1975 31-39 and
Bartelmus (1982) In the latter the of Denz (1971) scrutinısed Denz represents Oone of the
few attempts define clearly the Oontent and ımplıcatıons of the aspectual system he elleves the

verbal system isplays These ave een adopted Dy Gross (1976), chter (1980)
Irsigler (1981), Bartelmus (1982), el (1982), Vanonı (1982), Floss (1986) and 1pp (1987)
1gnıfıcant the absence of these of Denz the otherwise comprehensive historical

of the verbal system by cfall (1982) and altke and Connor (1990)
respectively

Ska 9-12) InNay be regarded eXception thıs regard He discusses fıve phenomena
*Order and tiıme-sequence 1DI1Ca 1ves

The study of IfSs verbal system has een ON of the 0Ca pomnts of grammatıca. studies the
1e of Semitics for the eater of thıs (cf. ettinger 973 64) Despite number of
Ovaltıve theories Tangıng irom Comparatıve phılologıical d textlinguistic of 1CW the
debate partiıcular the field of aDDCAaIrs be far irom VT (Van der Merwe 1994 23-
ere st1]] cholars who cConvınced that has empora| verbal system (e 0U0onNn-
uraoka and Ose that regar| IfSs verbal System aspectual ONe (e altke and
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above-mentioned Ltype of assumptions Thıs intend accomplısh by compiıng
ınven of emporal CONSIruCLONS the basıs of the descr1iptions of these
constructions lıngulstic publıcations and then illustrate the relatıvely large
number of temporal constructions about hıch do not know whether they
explainable terms of the syntactic structure6 of ıts semantics’. 0)8 whether

Connor ıle others regar' MIX of the (e Nıccaccı 1995 125) If 0)41>-

takes the lınguistics of eIr day iInfto consideration the fixatıon of Malr of the above-mentioned
attempts the semantıc INCAINNS of the verbal Orms including the wayyıqtol Wweqga and
weyıqtol orms the sentence(s 1C| they CCUT understandable More recently,
paradıgm shıft general lıngulistics which INnaYy be roughly described shıft irom the study of
the SyntiaxX of theoretica. sentences the uUusSse of sentences by lIınguistic COMMUNITIES
COomMMUNICaAate has prompted attempts Dy cholars address the problem of the verbal
sSystem from so-called textlingulstic discourse lıngulstic DOoINT of 16W For OVErVICW cf
ıne 11) Granted the potential of the er Lype of approach SCrutmMISINg SOM ofese
attempts highlighted NC agaln the complexIi1ty of understanding uman CommMmMuniıCatıon beyond
the eve of the sentence At thıs most lıngulsts do noTt SCrutiNısSeEe the theoretica' of
theır partiıcular discourse lIıngulstic frameworks They rather UuUsSsc them heuristic NS!  ents
solve problematic CONsS!  CiI10NS that COUuU. 19(0)! be solved by sentence grammatıca approaches
( Van der Merwe -4 for SOINEC of the pıtfalls Iso the devastatıng CT1L1cC1ISM of
Schweizer and by Disse (forthcomiıng) The that anı y discourse analytıcal type
of investigatıon involves INOTC than structuralistic description of the 'orma. features and ctions
of lIinguistically encoded phenomena ell iıllustrated by the indings of non-BH scholars
Couper-Kuhlen 25) concludes her study of Englısh empora. clauses “dıscourse Canno! be
treated strıng of sentences organiızed at SOINC 0Ca level only, NOT Can temporal interpretation

{exXTis be educed reıiteratıve applıcatıon of syntax-drıven semantıc rules 55 ass 109)
the questI10: the of her artıcle “Are ere ogıical relatıons ext?” reads “My

conclusıon that ıf discourse analysıs be sensıtıve all the factors involved
COoMMUNICATION and comprehension then clearly WTONS paYy attention only hat
lIinguistically ncoded Rather it pay SCT10OUS attention contextual factors and
inferential PTrOCCSSCS assz irom thepof Relevance eOTY, cf. Sperber and
ılson
Defining, lıke 1CaCC1I 117 IX IMNaıln StOTY Iıne and secondary Iıne of informatıon solely
by reference the verbal fOorms of the sentences involved 0€Ss NOTL do ustice Talstra

174) correctly pomnts out, where Naln lıne verbal 'Orms AI sed paragraph
referring aCKgZTrOUN! informatıon ese are: by NUmMMETOUS non-BH lınguists
Couper-Kuhlen 13) remarks “syntactic Iructure annot be relied blındly eterminıng
the foreground Thıs 1CW has een echoed by er lingulsts irom Var]ıous perspectıves (e
Schleppegrel 991 3073.33°7] and er 991 233) TIhe following remark of akker of
partiıcular relevance ere instead of determinıng whether subclause backgrounded ave

investigate hat backgrounded ıth respect 1fs [Nda! clause Only when ave
etermıne: hat subclause actually ‘does ıts OntexTt the value of the subclauses
wıth respect the NOtTIONS sequentialıty and ‘foregroundıing for that hat Il InNecans
for subclause hıe WI! outsıde the narratıve assertion ome lıngulsts ave ‚Ven

abandone: the NOt10NS oregroun and background Van Kuppevelt 809-833) talks of 111a

sStructures and sıde iructures
the fact that long tend at the end of sentences be explaiıned

and parce of the WaYy 1C| sentences aAlc syntactically structured. It has nothiıng do
ıth the of the CONStTI  ents.

if empora| CADICSSION referring when even took place stan! rule at the end
of sentence and 0)41> that refers when reference made even.:en! stan! at the
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they due to ONC other pragmatic® consideration.” will COIMNMECNCE wıth
OVeEerVIEeW of emporal dverbs and so-called emporal sentences do nNOot intend
to compile exhaustive (aXONOMY of each, but wiıll rather sShow the type of,
and WdYy in whıich, informatıon concerning emporal constructions conveyed
In the ingulstic SOUTCECS that interpreters of narratıve exTts ave rely the
second of each section will draw UD lıst of questions concerning
emporal eXpress1ons that could, far AS concerned, not be addressed wıth the
help of the informatıon conveyed in the above-mentioned SOUTCECS. Although 11
nNnOot attempt these questions here, ] will ‚uggest SOINC poss1ıble WAaYS these
questions might be swered and/or the Ltype of research that mıiıght be
equıired o solve them thıs WaYy will In conclusıon substantıiate IMY inıtial claım
that there 155 STl lot learn about temporal eXpress10ns. Problemising them
miıght reveal pragmatıc conventions and NUances of that have not been noted yel

CVOIN al when pragmatıcs in general 15 ST1 experlencing ıts CcE
problems.

beginning of sentence, ON could Sa y that the dıfference In the posıtıon of the empora.
eXpress10Ns 15 due semantıc consıiderations.

E.g. ıf empora| construction OCCUTS only at the beginning of C  S paragraphs and
construction B, ıth exactly the SdaIlec meaning, at the beginning insıde paragraphs, the
dıifference between the constructions WOU. be described being of pragmatıc nalure.

1s wıth great caution that refer the notion "pragmatıc considerations”. do NnOt regar.
pragmatics the compilatıon of orma. describable phenomena beyond the boundaries of the
sentence strictly Struc!  alıstic ashion. Thıs 15 the approac. adopted by Schweizer

Levinson defines pragmatıcs study of Ose relations between language and context
that grammatıcalısed, ncoded the structure of language.  K Pragmatics then easıly becomes
another module of (a mentalistic 1eW of) anguage alongside SynNlÜaX, semantics, morphology and
phonology. For convincıng arguments agalnst thıs 1eW of pragmatıcs, cf. Mey (1993:42-47) and
Sınclair (1995:509-539). prefer WI Mey approac| pragmatıcs that acknowledges
the existence of the linguistic modules aX, semantıcs, eiC., but 1C VIEWS pragmatics
perspective the ther modules of lIınguilstics. In pragmatıcs ultımately not only the product of the
cCommunication PTOCCSS, that 15 language, 1S studied, but Iso the DTOCCSS of cCommunication and the
producers of the Communicatıon. Mey defines pragmatıcs “the study of the condıiıtions
of human language SCS d> these determined by the Ontext of soclety.” However, the problem
of such 1eW for lıngulsts arec twofold Firstly, not all the parameters of thıs 1e of study
ave yel een establıshe' and, secondly, ıt confronts them ıth the full force of the nearly
ımpossıble task of reconstructing the CC  whole of socıetal background information that 1S

C Ssuccesstul cCommunicatıon” (Mey 1993:49) of ancıent WOT| of 1C
only andfu of ıfacts left. They therefore INaYy eıther give all theır efforts despaıir,
INaYy regarı this opportunıty for lıngulsts both contribute and benefit from maın
stream of 21st century Iıngulstics. Wıthout much of option, regar( project the
functioning of emporal constructlons, of 1C| thıs study represents introduction,
Sma step In the latter dırection. Iso Revell (1996) and Dıiısse (forthcoming), ough irom
different angles, for sımilar cautilous in thıs direction. ote that thıs 1eW of pragmatıcs
dıffers from the ON worked ıth earlier, C Van der Merwe 67-87, 1992 81-19' and
994-4
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Theoretical ework ofthıs investigatiıon
Thıs section wiıll be onfined the desceription of temporal dverbs and what
tr:  itionally consıdered be emporal sentfen! Thıs INCAanNs that the ver'!
forms and ver'| exemes (e:@ the 1p. ofm that often has the connotation of
‘“starting early”) will nNOL be treated here, NOT 111 the deseription of other
exemes wıth emporal connotatiıons ın lex1ica theological lexica.  10 Nor will
studies be examıned that ( 18 depict the speakers’ concept of time  11 Thıs 0€eSs
nNOT INEC: that these studies NOLT egarded relevant for better understandıng of

emporal express10ns. On the Mr  9 these Lypes of owledge and
parce. of, in Mey’s terms, the 6,  whole gamut of socıetal background informatıon that
15 NCCCSSALY successful communıiıcatıon” merely
assumıng that weak ctional approach “ 15 al thıs of study of the
moOost appropriate for the study of (a language wiıthout natıve peakers be
consulted). For thıs after clarıfyıng SOTNC theoretical concepits, 11
COINMNMENCEC investigatıon of emporal references wiıth study of those
emporal eXpress10ns of hıch at least the (formal) syntactic features
identifiable
At the Outset of thıs section, clarıficatıon 15 NCCCSSALY the relatiıonshıp between
the CONcepts emporal verbs, emporal adverbials, emporal adjuncts and emporal
sentences that 1S assumed In thıs study. Temporal adverb refers the word class
hıch set of exemes of the ex1con belongs.‘ Temporal adverbıials
temporal adverbs UT phrases that refer position In time (e.g 66  In the morning””),
duratıon (*IOr the entire d ay7 9) OT equenCcy of even! state of affaırs. Hence,
emporal adverbials iıdentified by mainly semantıc criter1a. empora adjunct
refers to sentence constituent. Like other adjunct (ın Conftrast to the
complements, subject, object, eic.) ıt 15 constituent that 15 NOT requıred (or selected)
by the erb o constitute orammatıcally tull emporal adverb (e.g “He
Camlec emporal adverbD1ı (e.o “He Caln that 2yV”), TWO OT INOTC

emporal adverbıals (e.& “He Calllec IN the INOTMNG, that VCIV hot 2yV'),
temporal ver' plus temporal adverD1 (e.g. “He Camne early ın the mommM£”),
emporal (6.2 “He Calmnlc when WETE about ICaVE.) INaYy be the
emporal adjunct of SC}  ' 1.e€ in paradıgmatic relatiıonshıp sentence The
theoretical stal of the Concept emporal sen 15 dubıous If ıt refers 118

that refers events STal of affaırs that provıde the posıtion In time,
duration equenCcy of second even! state of affaırs, the temporal
INAaYy be temporal |Junc (e.g He Calllc when WETE about leave). However,
in the ollowing

C the description of 3 bDy ergmann, Ringgren and (1977:217-228).
C: C Jenni (1962:642-649) and Wolf (1974:83-92).
Gr ‚yons (1981:228) the notion “weak functional approach.” basıc assumption of this

approac 15 that before tryıng determine the functional value of eXpress1ons ONe needs be
able identify Ose constructions that cshould be ute| the structure of the anguage involved
and those constructions that might ave semantic pragmatıc implıcations.
13 For recent classıfıcatıon of exemes In terms of explicıtly defined criter1a, ct. chter
(1994) ote that Rıchter 0€es 9(0)1 distinguish empora dverbs separate Jass of adverbs.
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(1) MOS IM A when the of
-n N A M7 Pharach Sa  S her they praised

her Pharach (Gen 17 15)
ONC INaYy arguc account of the fact that the “temporal entence 15
introduced by wayyigqto. form of the verb that syntactıically speakıng,
emporal adjunct 15 involved The fact of the 15 ONC MaYy also Aarguc that
identifyıng temporal (1) 15 based the translatıon of Gen 12 E ther
translatıons also poss1ıble ‘T ’he of Pharach Sa  S her and praısed her 5°

4O complıcate atters Seven further the ollowing type of sentence(s) IMaYy OCCUT

(2) 30 D17 7.17) But OC day, when he went
mR>a mu ADa N *} 1INtOo the house do hıs work

and ONMNC of the INeN of the(’ 23 (a V 58 house there the Ouse
(Gen 30 11)

other words, IS C D7 717) emporal not? Gross (1987a:64-FF}
discusses recent debate 1ı thıs regard 1 detaıl and o the conclusion"“* that

the construction ” 717)] emporal adjunct wayyigtol, 7717)] emporal adjunct 115
sentence ll accept Gross’ 1CW thıs regar| Admitting ıts dubious theoretical
status, will nevertheless the Concept temporal thıs investigation 18
refer ırrespecClLve of whether ıt 15 subordinated 0)8 coordinated,
that refers state of affaırs that provıde the 1  n tiıme duration OT

equenCcy of second state of affaırs

JTemporal VeTrTDsSs and verbıials

contrast O modern STaIINATS MOSst STaIMNMATS do nNOoT eal emporal dverbs
separate CategorY. The fact of the 15, MOSsStT of them do NOT DAaY much

attention dverbs al Adverb ı15 assumed be unıversal Category and
crıter1a for ıdentifyıng ıts members normally oiven.. ° Richter 188- 192) dıd
I: work Dy statıng the erıter1a accordıng hıch he identifies adverbs.!”
Thıs eads O his dıstincetion between dverbs and odal words (“Modalwörter’
Waltke and Connor 30 discuss these problems ILNOTC and attempt

Gross (1987a 69), however Iso correctly pomnts Ouf ‘“dass dıe Probleme der syntaktischen
Funktion des w=hyh und der daraus resultierienden atzgrenze kein Proprium der Temporalsätze
sınd
15 Quirk ef al 526 555)

Gesen1ius 100 and olülon-Muraoka 102
SCVCN argued 1 favor of another .6  new  9 word class for exemes ıke ö37 and 7 that wWeTiTeC

tradıtionally ften considered adverbs. (Cf£. Van der Merwe Elsewhere, Iso illustrate
SUOTINC of the problems involved ıth the tradıtional word class “adverbs. (L Van der Merwe
1993 27-44.)
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distinguısh dıfferent types of dverbs terms of syntactic cnterıa. Temporal
dverbs consıdered Dy them constituent adverbs, 1.e. dverbs that mo  1
clauses, but hıch, in contrast clausal and ıtem adverbs, also 6,  mO' the
predicate, that 1S, they Spec1fy the time, place, INanneTr of the predicated sıtuation”
S 39.3.1d) They therefore dıstingu1s. between dverbs of locatıon, emporal
adverbs, scalar and INanneTr dverbs. Ihey dıstinguıish semantıc types of
emporal verbs, VIZ. deıiıctcs and ındependent temporal dverbs and lıst the
following 16 emporal dverbs 18

al 110  S DD already
NO  <37 D7 Dy day

N / IN then amlue A OMOITTOW
then SN then, erwar:

D7 not yet 782  17 ST1L
ON previously [ e for long time
DW previously D7 for O VE

previously Sa for SST37D 1729
ccording them (& 39.3.1B) deıictic dverbs could be statıve 6,  NOW, „) 0)8

dynamıc (“not yel, previously, already””). What they INE: Dy statıve and dynamıc 1S,
however, not clear. They pomt Ouf that statıve dverbs IS } and T INaYy also
have ogıcal force, °“but the emporal and logıcal SCS best kept dıstinct.”
Independent emporal dverbs those °“that do not derıve theır reference from the
sıtuation of spe.  ‚79 and ..  can be either 0Ca in (*by day, LOMOITTOW,
erward’) OT extensive (°always/still, for long tıme, forever’).”
Although ONC COU apprecılate these ploneering efforts as far distinguishing
between dıfferent Lypes of emporal dverbs 1S concerned, the fact that they restrict
themselves descr1iption of the semantıcs of ıtems that belong the word class
emporal adverbs,20 renders theıir description V incomplete. The semantıc features
of only small section of the iıtems consıdered that COU. VUCCUDY the slot of
emporal lJuncts Thıs 15 ell demonstrated when OC COMDATCS

and (O)’Connor’s description of emporal dverbs wıth the semantıc functions
that ttrıbuted o Englısh adjuncts of tıme in ur et (1985:528), VIZ.

footnote (number 38) they mention, wıth reference Gross (  a  -  ' that empora.
adverbs, especlally ıth prepositions, tend CCUT at the beginnıng of sentence. Thıs inference
irom Gross (1987a3), however, reveals d VeC) superficıial readıng of the problems he addresses in
hıs book, and partıcular In the section they refer

ccording chter (1994:182) 1D 1S primarıly Substantıve ıth the semantıc features of
temporalıty and duration It functions only secondarıly empora. adverb

hıs 15 ONe of the possible pıtfalls of reference STAr which informatıon 1S structured
according the distinction of word classes parts of speech). However, usıng word classes for
dıdactic PUrTDOSCS distinguls| the levels of reference STaMMMar 0€Ss NOot necessarıly
imply that syntactic, semantiıc and pragmatiıc informatıon beyond that of the of word classes
COU. NnOoTt be included such reference STaMMaT, cf. Van der Merwe (1995:421-422).
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(1) time posıtıon 'onday
(2) OrWAar' SPi till 'onday
(3) backward S SINCE onday
(4) duration for IOUFS
(5) equenCy Mondays
(6) relatıonshıps that Hime

Recently Harkness 1-110) tOO pointed Out that distinction mMust be made
between temporal adverbials that describe the posiıtion of events the time-line and
those that characterise theır emporal profile If ONEC COMPAaTCS the examples above, ıt
15 evident that (4) and (5) cCannot posıtıon events the time-lıine. Adverbials that
anchor events the time-lıne C according her, be 1viıded into [WO maın
grTOUDS, VIZ. those that dependent another anchor and those that
independent. When OMNC UuscsS the adverD1. ‘“Jlast 29  year ONC ST1L needs another anchor,

order 10 know “ whıch last year  9 1Ss involved; hence ‘“]ast year  9 15 anchor
dependent me dverbial. In contrast, the adverbial ...  In 1978” needs anchor and
15 therefore egarded independent Hme adverbıial. The anchors of the
dependent dverbs INaYy 1  er, C dıistinetion be made between speech time  21
anchors, C “some tim! 29  ago and non-speech time anchors, C “some time
before.”
Although major Englısh (6.0 uır eit al and German reference STAIMNMMNATS
(e.g Eısenberg also dıstınguish between emporal adjıuncts of equenNCYy,
duration and emporal position the time lıne, the applıcatiıon of maiınly semantıc
erıter1a make the above-mentioned type of distinctions eriticızed by others  22
wiıll not enter the latter debate ere However, ıt prompts number of questions
far 15 concerned, C.g

Does dıstinction between emporal adverbılals eferring duratıon,
equenNCYy and time posiıtion correlate wıth dıfference in the syntactic
features that dısplayed by each of these three oroups”?
10 mpo: posıtioning dverbs dısplay syntactic classes that correlate
wıth the distinctions: (1) anchor independent VEeTITSUS anchor dependent, (2)
speech time anchored non-speech time anchored, (3) specıfied VEeTISUS

non-specıfhed adverbials?
Are there other factors that COU. influence the SyntaxX of emporal
adverbials, C there posıt1ons In sentences that reserved for
temporal adverbials that the focus of the sentence‘
Is it Dy chance that al often has logıcal connotatıon? nNOT, what
implıcations does it have for the interpretation of 2 In

Speech Htime refers the moment(s) time that sentence (or sentences) uttered. ven:
fime refers the moment(s) tim! that even! took place

Ungerer-
ulder (1991:132-142) rejects the VIEWS of (Donner, eyer and Rüterswörden 1987:29) that

COU| be sed conjunction ıth emphasıisıng function, partiıcularly in poetic
According hım 15 primarıily empora: adverb and in den wenigen Fällen, In denen als
Konjunktion der uch als ‘Aufmerksamkeitserreger’ betrachten ist, ist 1es VOT em olge der
Übertragung der Partıkel uUNseTe modernen auf Hypotaxe eingestellten prachen.” Itf the ogıcal
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More basıc than the above-mentioned questions, however, the following:
S Is there difference in the SYN of non-temporal djunets and temporal

ad)uncts’?
Which constructions function emporal luncts?
Apart irom the above-mentioned semantıc classes of emporal posıtıon,
duratıon and equencCy, there other semantıc classes subclasses 18 be
identified AIMONS emporal adjuncts”?

logıcal pomt of Ccp for research med at answerıing the above-mentioned
Lypes of questions WOU. be the compıilatıon of (aX0ONOMY of emporal
adjuncets. As exTt step the ypothesis that they COu be classıfiıed eıther
temporal adjuncts of emporal posıtıon, duratıon equenCcy should be
investigated. T the latter ypothesis COU. be verified, the results of 1 0-year Pro) ect
by er Gross al the University of übıngen (to be publıshed in the
function of the order of entence constituents syntagms) in narratiıve exXTIs could
be put o g00d use ough Gross does NOT dıstinguish between emporal
constituents that refer duration, equenCcy and temporal posıtion, he 0€eSs
investigate wıth meticulous prec1sion the syntactic behavıour of constituents in
sentences He trıes 18 es  15 TCAasons why speci1fic constituents OCCUDY the
prever' position, ell the factors that determine the order of post-verbal
constituents. He, amongst others, has establiıshed that whenever constituent has
deıietic connotatıon (n his pre-theoretical of the Concept de1x1s), it influences the
SyNn! of that constituent, C those the post-verbal field wiıll tend {to OCCUT
close to the erb possıble. The Sarmnıec applıes 118} other constituent that 15
eferred by INcCcAans of proform. Ow1ng INOTE about the SynN! of non-adverbial
constituents and factors that influence the position of constituents in
entence makes it possible for the first time INY opınıon advance 118 ypotheses
cConcerning other varıables that INay influence the SYyN! of constituents, Cclasses based the semantıc features of partıcular type of constituent, thıs CAasSı
emporal adjuncts.25

Temporal nNnCceEs

SOM tradıtıonal reference STaIMNMAArS comprising section SyniaX,
emporal sentences (or Jauses) assumed be ong wıth condıtional,
CONCESSIVE, fınal, eic sentences) unıversal Ltype of that in

and empora. connotatıon of AD 1s NOL fortuiltous, and ONE COU. es  18 antonymicrelationship between TD and r ‘9 it 1S possible that }} Iso elates ıth NC another ıke TD  «/hence MaYy Iso ave so-called textdeictic function.
Gross provıde wıth prepublication manuscript of thıs work. Oome of his research

findings have een publıshed elsewhere. (C£. G’ross 1988, 1991, 1993, An abridge:version of Gross’s VIEWS 15 contained In Van der Merwe, auı and Kroeze (1996:274-283).
These hypotheses illustrate the basıc functional presuppositions of thıs investigation because ıt

contradicts the assumption that the syntactic of language 15 arbitrary far ıts
semantics 1S concerned. However, this 0€Ss not imply denı1al of the possibility that mMore recent
developments the Chomskyan approac. COUu. NOT yıe esults that MaYy help ONe better
understand emporal adjuncts.
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anguage ers do NOT eat temporal sentences thıs WAaY. order tOo present
the informatıon STamMmMars succmctly  e AB possible, will
outlıne that resembles that of oüon-Muraoka 166; « that contaıns the
MO'  Z elaborate discussıon of temporal sentences

SYNTACTIC ORMA TION

Temporal sentences where the INl and temMpOT: sentence JuXtaposed. The
following syntactic patterns dıstinguished:

ayylqgto WAaYYIgtO.:
(7) D75 P A when the of

MDONA y 99 arao; Sa  S her. they praised
her Pharach (Gen 12 15)

( GKC 148 166 and Joüon-Muraoka $ 157 75
27 @; 3 nıg 356-416 and TOcCKelmann 133 176

TIhe utliıne and here based oüon-Muraoka 166 Owever theır
outlıne 0€Ss not imply that support Joüon-Muraoka distinctions

e Iso GKC 4a-cC d-g and Jennı 18 1C the informatıion sımılarly structured
eyer 121 SUMMAr1ISESs the information of GKC but presents un:WaYy As stated
above nıg o0e€es NnOot ave (lıke GKC) specific heading for sentence types where all of
empora| sentences ea wıth He however provides detaıled account of the semantıc
NUances that COU. be expressed by empora. sentences that introduced by conjunctions 387
and by preposiıti1ons infinıtives shortene: subordinated sentences), 401 The information
ach of these SeCTIO! presented accordıng the semantıc categorıes of anterıorItey, sımultaneı1ty
and poster1i0r1ty He 0€es not ave rubric empora) sentences WI!
TOCKelmann chter and chne1ıder (the er 1ıke Jenni1 U elaborate introductory STamMmmar
rather than exhaustive reference grammar) Iso do NOL ave separate Category “temporal”
sentences/clauses Brockelmann makes only remarks “Zeıtsätzen” hıs syntaxX (cf.
45b 63b and 176) It understandable that semantıcally based "syntactic category” empora|
sentence 0€es nOoTt get much attention structuralıistic-orjiented STaIMar lıke that of Richter

198) ccording chter dependent adverbial sentences that dIc expressed by INCcanls of
p infinitive INay CADITCSS the function eıtsatz FOr the semantıc NUanNncCcs of
anteriorı1ty, SIMU.  eıty and poster10r1ty he refers AamMONg others the works of GKC and nıg
mentioned above
Waltke and Connor (In theır introductory work syntaxX) include the chapter
“Subordination rubric ‘“tempora clauses” $ 38 They refer the fact that most dependent
emporal clauses Oorme! wıth infinıtive introduce: by p!$ Da 9-
11); they ention that there Vi  16€] ofer temporal clauses introduced by “other particles  99
and then illustrate how ese be classıfıed accordıing the tempora| relatıon of the “maın
clause SI}  atıon and that of the subordinate clause For thıs they dıstinguıish between
contemporary ater and preceding Sıtuatiıons The partıcles assocı1ated wıth ach SI}  atıon
merely lısted, the reader eferred another paragraph where the semantıc MCaNINgS of these
particles discussed

It assumed that ach ‚AdS5C where qata form involved yigtol form Can Iso CCUT
where wayyiqtol form ‚er wegataltı IMNay Iso be used, and 1CC of ‚OUTSC wıth the
subsequent semantıc implıcatıons ote that distinguls| between wegatal and wegqalaltı Ihe
er represents the of wayYyıqtol The former refers WW copulatıve qata
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Reconsidering 1Dl1ica. Hebrew empora| CAPTCSSIONS

subject gata ubject gata
(8) >1( 187 CI When they CAaAINnc the Tand of

OS 88077 Zuph, Saul saıd his
(1Sam

ubject particıple subject particıple
(9) SO 7r1)] —N Cı They brought the vessels her

WE she WAdSs DOUTINS (1Ssam
YAT)

subject partıciple ubject gata
%; ](10) AS she being brought Oul,

MN SN e NT} che sent word o her ather-in-
law (Gen 38 25)

Wayyliqgto subıect partıcıple
(11) aala 79 TI 17R ® ]”} And the Lord appeared 118 hım

187MOS 107° -r ]} by the oaks of Mamre he
salt al the 007 115 fent (Gen
18:1

Because above egarded (wıth Gross 198 /a) (1 7 7?) sentence the
following construction eed O be lısted ere LOO

7 77) D WayYliqgto
12Z) @\ _> (1 777 One day, when he went there

(2Kı4 11)
empora. sentences where“partıcles other than Waw” involved (T Joüon-
Muraoka

Temporal sentences where the emporal clauses subordinated by I1Calls of
subordinating conjunction.
13) [ 4200977 N18R 7 7 CT)] when the ‘2 yphans SE

32 Ir (T CN VOU, they will SaY, “Chıs 15 hıs
wife then they ı11 kıll
(Gen 12 12)

14) v 10771P) D7} 07777 And Joseph returned Egypt
V TAS 1A2 ”N afterhe had buredhıser

(Gen 5() 14)
J1emporal sentences where the temporal sentences subordinated by INCcCAanNns

of preposıtion plus infinıtive.
15) LEA CN D IaN 11 7 77) When Abram entered Eg2ypt

(TT (1 1287917 the kgyptians Sa  Z that the
NN ]ı ] 157775 WOmMMan VETIY beautiful

(Gen 12 14)
empora sentences where the temporal sentences introduced Dy

adverb
10) TE 09 NN ia W5 R Yet OMNC plague INOTE wiıll

1300 Dm5N nng UuDON Pharach
{terwards he will let YOu SO
hence (Ex
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SEMANTIC ORMATION

ccording to oüon-Muraoka 67/a the “time relatıonshıp between clauses
be expressed lıghtly and elegantly by INecans of the sımple Wdw, OT LNOTIC

precisely through other particles.” each Cası SUCCESS10ON (or posterlor1ty),
sımultaneı1ty and anter10r1Cy be expressed,

Succession
the W  fa of Juxtaposition Wwayyıqtoh-wayyıqtol 31  sequence

frequently.32
(7) eal EG she finıshed hım

and she Sal (Gen
19)

the CS where ther Cles involved ON ”N (=con]X ”T
(=prep) and IS adverb) relatıvely frequent.33

HQ O” 1077 Joseph returned Ekgypt(14)
VaS S 1 IIN after he had buriedhAıser

(Gen 5() 14)

Sımultaneı1ty
the of Juxtaposıtion general princıple applyıng the syntaclic

construct10 used these Casecs 15 that WaYyYıqto. and wegqataltı SCYUCMNCCS
voılded Since of events the ONC the senten! and the OMNC

the emporal be either duratıve instantaneous four possible
combinatıions for CXPICSSINE sımultaneıty poss1ıble (according Joüon-
uraoka

Iwo instantaneo! aCUONS
(8) 5115 Na 82 CIM When {hey CAaAMe the land of

ON 877 Zuph Saul saıld hıs Servanı
am

GKC 64b 1ist four er Lypes of Cons  CLU10NS that INaYy Iso INnaYy be sed CXDTCSS
SUCCESSI1ON VIZ (1) wegatal Weqa (e Gen 4)9 (2) sentence ıth particıple predicate
WW verbal sentence (e Gen 35 25 (3) qgatal +W X qatal (e Gen 23) accordıng
GKC these “secondary idea of rapı SUuCCess1i0N” involved and (4) adverb=0"770
yıqtol WW of apodosıs (e Gen 15) Joüon-Muraoka ist ($ dıffers sıgnificantly
firom that of GKC It OO 1STS example of the type (2) of GKC VIZ 1Kı 36 owever IT

regards example (1 f  C Gen 38 25) CXPTCSSIUNS SIMU.  eıty $ 166{1) Furthermore IT mıiıts
Ltype (2) and Ltype (4) The er type had indeed een iıdentified by 32)
“temporalen Vordersatzes Owever accordıing Jennı $ and 18 1), these types of
CONns!  CL10NS CAPICSS sımultaneıty and NOt SUCCECSS1011 GKC Jaım

In nearly 50% of the 178 CCUITENCE:! of “when” the translatıon of the book of
enes1is wayyıgtol (=temporal sentence) wayyiqgtol (=maın sentence) involved
h1ıs calculatıon 0€s NOL nclude ‚ASCS where the empora. sentfence Introduce: by ” 17’)
33 CT Joüon-Muraoka 66k Ta May Iso be sed ere eıther p(Gen
COoNnjunction (Is CT Iso nıg 6a-d and Jennı 18 If had indeed een
empora adverb ulder 142) claıms ONC should add It thıs 1st For 1MTieren!
interpretation of cf. Rabinowitz -
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Iwo durative actıons
(9) 7, 1} 79 N CJı They brought the vessels her

SW Whıile she DOUITINE (1Sam
S11}

TIhe first actıon 15 durative** and the second instantaneous
10) 87r AS she eINZ brought oul,
sN 0 77} she sent word her ather-in-

law (Gen 38 25
The first actı 15 instantaneous and the second duratıve
113 5R 1 17R N>} the Lord appeared to hım

NM by the oaks of Mamre he
DOmRSUNOS 07 N5r 1} salt the O07 of hıs fent (Gen

18
the where other Cles involved. The ollowıing Lypes of

CON!  CI10ONS poss1ible:
infinıtıve sentence Inaı sentence

(17) —_ 8722 717 when he Came aVl
S78 57 he fell the ground and did

77100227 obeisance (25am
infinıtive sentence INall sentence,

18) A z m ( 107 m1255 . 17) When Moses had tiinıshed
a v J7 187 WIILNS Moses ommanded

the Levıtes Ccu! 24)
The emantıc dıfference between Cases wıth and 15 explaine ollows Dy
olüon-Muraoka 661 .. indıcates properly speakıng, the inclusion of actıon

the iime of another indıcates strictly speakıng, the correspondence of [WO
actıons iime the time of OIC 15 ıke the iiıme of the other.  ” The latter 15
therefore S n  exclusıvely  Y used ] Cases where instantaneous actıon 15 involved. Jennı

142)® describes the dıfference between emporal sentences wıth and
IMOTre accurately. According to hım wıth the momentary contact (“zeıtlıche
Berührung’ between the the emporal and that ı the I1Laln 15

expressed The ven! the emporal wıth ımmediately precedes the
ON the INa  S Wıth the events synchronıse The even!
the Mal 15 equated wıth the ONC the sentence wıth The latter then
provides the emporal irame wiıthin hıch that ı the INal took place

ED entence wıth nıte verb INnal

19) m>an - mRS 717} When the camels had ONe
73 77 NT 127) mmb drinkıng, the took gold

IN (Gen 24 ZZ)

Joüon-Muraoka 166g POINIS the fact that the 1Irs member INaYy Iso be state, expressed
by nomiınal sentence (e Gen Even nomıiınal sentences MaYy replace the partıcıple and
qgata, (e.g 1Kı 18
35 Jennı 38) acknowledges the observatıon of Schult 1 8-3

Cf 2Kı where 5+Iinf. down the empora. frame provıde Dy 3+noun ote that
the te!l  3 “frame” sed non-technical
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sen! wıth nıte erb maın sentence  S
(20) 0207 N UE when he CAaINnc from

1Dn. Jerusalem meelt the kıng, the
7200 ö e kıng saı1d hım (25am

.Anteriority
the of]  sıtıon

Avolding the wayyigto form of the verb narratıve» in other
words, usıng gata construction, C.g

24 ST OTE SO they went into the CO
the kıng, avıngz pul the scrollnaw 2a 1757 TU MN

7BO7 AW' N the chamber of Elıshama the
7207 83 17727 secrelarYy, and they eported all

the words the kıng (JerDa 3 ö

the where other particles ınvolved
maın sen! 2597 prep infinıtıve senten!
22) 2  N D17 80 And Lot up hıis CVYCS, and
[ 123775708 N A7) Sa  S that the ordan CeYy Was

HO 1 D ell watered everywhere
thıs WAas before the LORDTD OTD Wa MTW 557
'estroye. Odom and (J0MOrT-
en

maın senten! D3 conjunction) ınıte form of the erb
ate of ıt before YOU CAaInNnc(23) &IM 0703 750 P

(Gen
On the basıs of the above-mentioned examples it might be claımed that the
gTammMars al dısposal ave closely bserved and escr1De: the linguistic
phenomena assoclated wıth siımultaneous and SUCCESSIVE events (or state of alırs

narratıves. H. ONC adds the valuable work of Gross (198 /a), Jenn1 (1992) and
(1994), LaXONOMY of these constructions occurring iın the Old Testamen!  enach)
approaches comprehensiveness. However, hıle most of the formal features of the
constructions bserved and escribed, descriptions of the ctional aspects of
the temporal constructions restricted the identificatiıon of the different
constructions assoclated wıth the expression of anteri0rty, simultaneıty and
posterlorI1ty. Normally absent In QTAMMINALS 1S informatıon that COU. help ONC tOo

questions ıke the following
Does the distriıbution of emporal adjuncts that expressed by INCans of
preposıitions infinıtıve sentences correlate aspects wıth that of emporal
adjuncts that expressed by INeCcans of adverbilals? For example, could

Joüon-Muraoka 166p 1STS few examples where 15 replaced by m}
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preposıtion infinıtıve sentence OCCUDY the SaInlc slots the preverbal””® OT
fıeld of adverb Or adverbial? For example WOU. ONC eXpect
them OCCUDY the final p  1' rather than other posıtıon the
due theır length COU. they be topıcalısed OCCUT the preverbal e OT

they rule separate from theır Ial by INCAaNs ofwaw‘?
Is there difference the pragmaltıc function of coordinated and
subordinated emporal sentence‘? For example what 15 the diıfference between the
ollowing emporal sentences that apparently ave the SaIne emantıc

OT al least the Sarmnlec translatıon value?
(7) 075 %73 A when the of.

C075xA bb Pharach 5a  S her. they praised
her Pharacoh (Gen 15)

24) 70ı77270 3177 when the kıng of Aı 5a  S
7 D7 * 10 1070 thıs ; the 19915781 of the CIty,

Vr OR made aste and went Out earlyRN the descent toward the
Arabah meet Israel (Jos

14)
What 15 the dıfference between where the subordinate: emporal entence
precede and that where IT ollows its I1a sentence the dıfference between
24) and
Z3) wr—7 the kıng of Israel Sal

DE MR Dn Uunto Elısha, when he Sa  S
Y TD (D them, My ather shall

emZ1)
Does the usc of ınıte instead of infinıte verb emporal adjunct ımply
dıfference the semantıc involved? For example what ıf anYy, 15 the
dıfference betweenO ınıte verb I1l and infinıtıve
INal sentence‘?
26) E1ı aa 1255 3173 When Moses had Hinıshed

D7 ON 0N 1287 WIILDNS Moses ommanded
the Levıtes Cu! 24)D >an 7E RS 7r 77 When the camels had 'ONe(27)

13 m N 12?) ‚ mimwi5 drınkıng, the took gold
IN (Gen 24 22)

Is 1t possible ıdentify dıfferent types of sımultaneıty/succession/anterlor1ity
BH? other words does the lex1ical and emantıc INCcAanNs that
speaker had at er dısposal reveal anythıng about the cho1lices he/she COU.
make ulldıng the plot of narratıve”? For example what 15 the dıfference
between the sımultaneıty/succession that 15 expressed Dy the qgatal qgatal
constructions (CrT. example and those where 15 used (cf. examples 17
and 18 respectively).

38 The preverbal field (“Vorfeld’”) that section of sentence that precedes the erb The INaıln
field the section that ollows the erb (“Hauptfeld’””) C# Gross (forthcoming) for the theoretical
foundations of these COoNncepts

Y
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Why INall emporal sentences that precede the maın '9 and for that
other emporal references d> well, diviıded from the rest of the sentence Dy

waw? why SOINC nOot divided Dy waw? the dıfference between,
the ON 28) and, the other hand, (24) and 29)

28) NX} ..r  IN DINW MN} When Saul saw Davıd 20 forth
O 5i MNIR7 agaınst the Phılıstine, he Sal'

NSı 878 ON O ner, the commander of
IN 7DI7 Kl 3 the aImıy, ‘ Abner, whose SOoON

8O8} 15 thıs youth?” ner
sald, “AS yOUL soul l1ves,
kıng, cannot tell” (1Sam

24) TD U when the kıng of Aı Sa  S

Man D {hısS, the 1891501 of the cCıty made
ROUNNAR? VD R I8 aste and went Out early,

meet Israel (Jos 14)
T7 D7 E But ONE day, when he went29) MDNDA MD Ma 8a into the house do hıis work

and OonNe of the Inen of theVa DW M7a WN 5
house there in the house
(Gen 39:1

Thıs WAW 15 “WAaw of apodosıs by oüon-Muraoka 176 2240 Gross
(1987a:43-62 describes thıs type of emporal reference“*  A  5 where the emporal
reference precedes that begıns wiıth WAW, “pendierende
Zeitangabé.  »42 He also g1ves exhaustive aCCount of ıts SyntaxX ase'
examınatıon of ıts COCUMIGHNCE: in the Old lTestament. As far ıts funetion 15
concerned, he does nNOtT recognIıse emphasısıng tone Due the fact that it
often stands (asyndetic) al the egınnıngz of text OT speech he SU: “dass
ıhnen auch nnerhalb eines ängeren lTextes oft glıedernde 10N zukommt”
(1987a:63). He concedes that thıs explanatıon does not explaın thıs construction

Cases where the pendens ıtem consısts of only ONMNC OT [WO lex1cal unıts, C

Joüon-  uraoka 176f mentions the fact that the WAW apodoseos 15 ften absent the ater
books 'opal 3 , however, points the fact that thıs phenomenon Occurred only where

erb introduces the “Nachsatz. ”
40 In recent study by üller (1994:162-163) of the “nıcht-)  1ver ebrauch” of WAW, the
WAW of apodosıs 15 ea! wıth üller, however, 0€es 19(0)1 relate the above-mentioned type of WAW

WadYy ıth the WAW of apodosıs.
Gross (1987a:48) concedes that there might be diıachronical between the WAW of

apodosıis of cCondıtıiona. construction and thıs of empora. sentence WAW maın sentence He
nevertheless o0es noft an Yy good 1CasSsON NOL classıfy the er construction pendens
construction, alongside the ther types he identifies. ( (GJross (1987a:184-193) for SUMMAATY
thıs regard. It cshould Iso be note: that Gross’s aXon'  y excludes where the “pendensed
item  29 preceded by %73

He rejects the VIEWS put 'OrWAar: Brockelmann 123f. There they treated sımılar
ther sSO-Calle: “domiinijerende Vorstellungen” where the pendensed iıtem 15 resumed the pendens
sentence hıs 1S ee NnOTL the CaSsı! ıth thıs Lype of temporal sentence
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30) [)? )S$P3M mi but when they CAaINc U, from
E2YypL, Israel went oug, the519 0 12 699

IO w >} wılderness the Red Sea and
Camnme Kadesh (Jdg 16)
OWEeVer. fthe fifteenth day

v 0r M7 [ OD 01a of the seventh month when
VT (8IQ S5082 YVOU ave gathered the

1 T A AT produce of the land, yYOu shall
keep the feast of the Lord (Lev
23 39)

Why do 717 and FE CON!  ns that relatıvely often assoc1lated wıth
temporal constructions, sometimes precede and sometimes NOTt precede emporal
constructions?” For example, why do they OCCUTLr relatıvely Spe  ng INOTC

frequently before emporal than before emporal sentence?“*
Identifying WAaYyS address the above-mentioned Lypes of questions 15 much LNOTIC

elusıve than the Casc wıth temporal dverbs Of ONC has to AaSSUme that
SOINC of the questi0: CONCCIMNINS the temporal dverbs been swered Because

already ave relatıvely exhaustive lıst of CONsSTIructi10ONs that could be
categorised the basıs of theır syntactıc features iryıng to answer the above-
mentioned questons COU.: COMMECNCEC wıth the compilatıon of examples of these
types from partıcular of texts Fındıng examples that er from these Lypes
ould TEQUNC supplementing and/or refinıng these CXISU syntactic categorıes
Wıth (aX0ONOMY of emporal sentences al hand and that WeTIC
successful Saın INOTE insıght 1NTO the Syntactic behavıour of emporal
dverbs and adverbials ONe COU! investigalıng the role played by the ollowıng
factors

the of events of affaırs that involved the INaın and emporal
sentences respectively For example SUCCESSION and immediate SUCCESSION
between twoOo events ımply instantaneoOous aCT10Ns Furthermore ONC INay
arguc that when aCTts of spe:  g involved temporal sentence 1T 15 often
amb1ıguous whether the the INal: took place at the egINNING, al

pomt the of. al the ermıinatı' of the aCTt of speakıng Ihe only WdYy
prevent thıs ambıgulty ould be usc ILOTIC clearly mar type of

CXDTICSSI1ON perfect instead of infinıtıve form of the verb instead of
inf. instead of WayYlgto form of the verb OT IMNOTC elaborate lex1ical
CXDICSSION denoting termınatıon (T ver'| exeme) other words SOILIC

43 Jennı eXception thıs regard He explaıns the absence of .77} before mRO SOMIC

‚aSes by of contextual ‘actors (e Sam and 12 and 13) In ther asSses he
aserıbes It the fact that DOETIC text involved (e IS 235’ Hos 1 'g 13) 143)
Reasons why 9n91 (and M 1 omıtted before infinıtıve empora| sentences Iso discussed
in detaiıl by Jennı 149- 150) Notable ı the number of where the absence of 7171 (and
W COU be accounted or 1 terms of the diachronic stage of ınvolved, VIZ. Late

hıs endency MaYy ell be elated the fact that infinıtive temporal sentences could the
words of TODp 183), “be considered infıinıtıval anstTformatıon of narratıve clause
whiıle infinıtive empora. sentences “m1gh be derıved from ciırcumstantıal clause
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types of events the temporal and INal senten!| respectively INaYy TCQqULTE INOTC

explıicıt markıng than others when partıcular relatıonship needs sıgnalled
whether speec) anchored iime speech t1me) the iime of the even! (evenft
1me), OT the van  e pomint from hıch of events viewed
(reference {1me) 15 eferred O by the emporal sentence (or temporal adjunct)
under consideration. Many STaMMAMMANS of Englısh regarı the latter Concept
indıspensable for explainıng emporal relatıonshıps ı English.” The fact that
reference time MaYy refer to the emporal perspective of of events Justifies

investigatıon Into whether thıs does not explaın why SOINC emporal
CXDICSSIONS divided by Wa from the rest of theır subsequent
(supposedly) INal sentence(s) Temporal C  S eferring even' time IM
wıth INOTEC lımıted ONC WOU eXpect to INOTC ıntegrated into the

of theır sentences
the type of and place COMMUNICALTIV! ıtuatıon where emporal CXPDTCSS1ON
15 sed Jenni’ treatment 149- 150) of the few Cases where 771 15 omıtted
before WND nıte verb and infınıtıve emporal sentences illustrates clearly the
value of considering these varıables

Concludıng
the lıght of thepr provide: by recent advances the study of word

order and the study of the uUusSsc of temporal CONSTIrTrUCLONS modern anguages
nglısh), IT not hard to illustrate the shortcomings of the informatıon conveyed

MOStT publıcations The questions lısted thıs study do not necessarıly
CONsS everything do not know about emporalC However
they amply 'ate that there Mal D' about such emporal ONStruclho
that do NOTt yeLl fully understand but2 NOT necessarıly beyond reach
Though the pragmatıc aspects of emporal CAPDPICSSIONS certamly OPCH 1Cc  S
varıables consider thiıs study has shown that there 15 also ST1 much be
investigated CONCCIIUNS the SyntaxX and SsSeEMAaNÜCS of temporal CADICSSIONS
Hence thıs attempt kındle SOINC interest much neglected 1e of study
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Abstract

Although time 15 ONe of the building blocks of narratıve, the fact that know VeETY aDOou!
empora. eXpress10ns 1S seldom acknowledged. In thıs study attempt 15 made SOTNIEC

interest this neglected fıeld of study of The shortcomings of the information conveyed in
publiıcations illustrated by INeans of istıng aITaYy of questions that ‚annot be answered by

existing SOUTCES. Ways 1C| ese questi1ons COu be addressed then desceribed In the light
of the provide: by recent advances the study of word order, the study of the
emporal adverbials and the study of the UuUsScC of empora| constructions modern languages (lıke
nglısh).
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