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ABSTRACT 

~hisdissertationteatsandevaluatesfourcurrenttheoriesoftheverse 

s t r u c t u r e  of b i b l i c a l  Hebrew poetry. These t h e o r i e s  a r e :  the count ing  of 

min ima lun i t s ,  s u c h a s p o e t i c f e e t ,  stressesorayllables,practicedinvarious 

forms e i n c e a n t i q u i t y ,  andrecen t lyemployedbyD.  N. Freedman, F. M.Croasand 

o t h e r s ,  t h e  ana lyefa  of p o e t i c  l ine-forms proposed by Terence C o l l i n s ,  t h e  

s y n t a c t i c  s t r u c t u r a l  a n a l y s i s  proposed by M. O'Connor, and t h e  semant ic  

a n a l y s i s  p r a c t i c e d  by W i l l e r n  van der Meer, Johannee de Moor and a group of 

scholarsasaociatedwiththeKampenSchoolofTheology. A l l o f t h e e e t h e o r i e s  

purport t o  i d e n t i f y  and e x p l a i n  the fundamentals of b i b l i c a l  Hebrew v e r e e  

s t r u c t u r e .  Each of t h e s e  t h e o r i e s  l a  p r e sen t ed  comprehensively.  These 

p r e s e n t a t i o n s  i nc lude  a rev iew of  l i t e r a t u r e  r e l e v a n t  to the f i e l d  of Hebrew 

vereestructurestudieeingeneral, andtothesefourcurrenttheorieeofverse 

e t r u c t u r e  i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  

These f o u ~ t h e o r i e e  a r e a p p l i e d t o  four  p o e t i c  pa s sages  frorntheHebrew 

Bible: Judges  Sr2-31, I e a i a h  5:l-7, Lamentation6 1 and Pealm 126. These 

applications ~ h o w h o w e a c h o f t h e o e t h e o r i e ~  deocribee the veree structure of 

each of t h e  poems. Following t h i s ,  the theor iem and t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n s  t o  these 

pareagee are compared t o  de te rmine  which, i f  any,  o f  these t h e o r i e e  are 

e f f e c t i v e  i n  d ia t ingu imhing  p o e t r y  from prore ,  d i m t i n g u i r h i n g  one poem from 

anothe t ,  p r e d i c t i n g  the form o f  a poem, and p r e s c r i b i n g  r u l e s  for the 

cornpornition of poetry. The rtzengthm and weakm8rem o f  each  t h e o r y  u e  

i d e n t i f i e d ,  I n  add i t i on ,  t h e  reasons  f o r  t h e  failure o f  t h e o e  theorFern t o  

provido an adequa to  demcr ip t ion  of tha vermm rtructure o f  biblical Hebrw 

poetry ate indicated. 



Cette thh e  apour but 1 ' 6valuation de quatre  th&oriee  contemporaines eur 

l a  s t ruc ture  de l a  po4eie hebrajique de la B i b l e .  Cea quatre theories aont: 

lfOnumerationdes unithminimalee,  t e l quedeap i ede  pd t i quea ,  des ayllabee 

toniquem , ou dee syllabee, technique connue depuie 1 ' an t iqu i t4  et employ6e plum 

recement par D. N. Freedman, F. M. Cross et d'autree;  l 'analyae dee f o r w e  

syntaxLquesprops~eparTerenceColline;l4analyeedelaetructuresyntaxique 

proposde par M. O'Connor; e t  l fana lyse  semantiqueutilia6eparWillemvan der 

Heer, Johannee de Moor et  d 'autres  eavante aaeoci&s avec l'gcole Kampen aux 

Paye-Bas. Toutes cesth6orieatententl'identification e t  l ' expl icat ion des 

principem fondaarentaux de la structure do l a  po4rie hebta'ique de l a  Bible. 

Chacune de cee thdories est presentee dans ma t o t a l i t &  avec une c r i t i q u e  de8 

6tudes acad&miquesausujetdelapo4siebibliqueeng&n~raletdeceequatres 

th&oriee en par t  i cu l i e r  . 
C e t t e t h a s e  faitensuitelfapplicationdecesquatrteath6oriesbquatte 

po&neebibliqueet J u g e r S r 2 - 3 l , ~ e a ~ e ~ t 1 - 7 , L ~ n t a t i o n u 1 e t P r a u m e 1 2 6 .  Cer 

ex~rienceepr6aententquatrederc+iption8diff6rante~delart~cturedece8 

quatre po0nree. Bnruite, c e t t e  th3rr f a i t  une conrpuairon entre 1em quatre 

th6orier  en vue de ravoir  laquel le  e a t  l a  plum ef f icaco  pour faire l a  

d i r t i nc t i on  e n t r e  l a  po4rie et l a  prose, pour fair. la  dimtinction parmi do8 

d i f  f &rent#, pour: pr4voir l a  f oram d8un po&m, at  pour indiquos der  tciglem 

po4tLques uelon lo8quslles lee poemem bibliqumm pouvaient Otra 4critm. k r  

ruccdr ainmi que l o r  friblommer do cam quatram t h b r i e r  ront Lndiqu&m. 

FFnalmmnt, crtte t h i r e  pr6aonto l o r  taimonr pour leaquellem com quatt8 

th~ri+an'arriv8ntp.r~unedmmcriptioncompl~tedalart~ctut~de1a~mie 

hebta'ique de l a  Bible. 



PREFACE 

The p reeen t  dissertation presents t o  the reader a n  a n a l y s i s  of four of t h e  

morecornmoncurrenttheoriesoftheverseetructureofbiblicalHebrewpoetry. 

These t h e o r i e s  are va r i ed ,  coming f tomdif f e r e n t  sourcee ,  having been developed 

a t  d i f f e r e n t  tirneo, and addreaaing different facets of poet ry  and poe t ic  

language. Nevertheleee,  each of them purports t o  i d e n t i f y  and d e s c r i b e  the 

fundamental e lements  o f  t h e  v e r s e  structure of Hebrew poetry, that is, those  

element6 which determine t h e  f o m  of t h e  poem. These t heo r i ee  have been appl ied  

t o t h e t e x t s o f t h e H e b r e w  B i b l e b y t h e i r  o r i g i n a t o r s  a n d b y o t h e r s ,  sometimes 

cau t ioue ly  and academical ly ,  sometimes quite u n c r i t i c a l l y .  

Whathaebeenlackir,ghistoricallyis ayetematictestingandevaluation 

of t h e e e  t heo r i ea .  Th i s  t e s t i n g  should have two goale :  f i r a t ,  t o  determine 

whether a n y o f t h e e e t h e o r i e s  provides a f a i r  and a c c u r a t e  d e e c r i p t i o n o f t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  ofbiblicalLfebrewpoetry, and aecond ( i f  it b e t h e  case t h a t  t h e m  

t h e o r i e e  do not  f a i r l y  and accurately d e e c r i b e  b i b l i c a l  H e b r e w  verse  

structure) , t o  ahowwherein t h e s e  theor ies  fall ehort of sucha  d e s c r i p t i o n ,  and 

why. It is p r e c i a a l y  much t e s t i n g ,  evaluat ion and analysim which t h e  preeent  

disaertationofferrtothereader,  

The au tho r  wimhar t o  acknowledge t h e  romimtanca provided by him 

rupervimor, Dr.Ro~rtCharlerCulley,withoutwho8e&dviceandencourag~nt 

t h i r  p r o j e c t  would never: have been poesible. Othar  prtmonm who80 encouragemant 

and ruppos t  havo anablmd the campletion of thim dimmartation i nc lude  my 

col league8  in  the  School of Religion, Southern Adventist Unive r s i t y  and, of 

courre ,  m y  w i f m  Anrretta. I n  addi t ion,  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  mupport of the Soc ia l  

Science. md I i w n i t i e s  Rerearch Council o f  Canada i m  g r a t a f u l l y  acknowledged. 
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THE PROBLEMOFHEBREWVERSE STRUCTURE 

Thepresentstudywil lapplytheprincipleeof  fourcurrent theor ie so f  

biblical Hebrew veree e t ~ c t u r e  to four aample text6 from the Hebrew Bible t o  

teat the  v a l i d i t y  and effectiveneae of theee theories i n  the deecriptian, 

prediction and prescription of the form of  Hebrew verse. The etrengths and 

weaknesses of the  four theories  w i l l  be  ident i f ied .  The present study w i l l  

indicatethewaysinwhichtheeefourtheorie8succeedorfail(both~eparately 

and collect Lvely ) i n  providing an adequate description of b i b l i c a l  Hebrew verse 

structure. In addit ion,  the preeent etudy w i l l  ruggent the  directione which 

should be followed if an adequate theory of biblical Hebrew vesme ie to be 

developed. 

The Hietory of the Diecuseion 

That the ancient  Hebrew8 (andtheir aoc ia lurd l ingu imt ic  nmighbora) 

wrote poem8 is widely accepted. O f  all prominent modern rcholars who have 

pronounced on the iamua, only J.um ~ u g d  ugue8 that apoottry, a with t h e  

co~otationrwhich it curia8 Fn~op+mthoughtandttadi t ion,  im not the 

beatterartodercr~wh.twam kingdonabyfWbrrwwritmrr mucham Imailhmd 

Jozaniah, r ~ w r l l a r t h e v u i o u r g l a U i 8 t ~ .  Yatdorpitocentutiomofgenetal 

agreementontheexiatencaofH&t.wptry,thara i r  n o c m r a ~ n l y a h u e d  

u n d m r r t . n d F n g o f t h e p ~ F a c L p l o n o f ~ e b t w ~ r m e ~ ~ c + u r e .  Thim i m p u t l y  

d u e t o t h e  f a c t t h a t t h a H a b + . w ~ t r - - u n l F k . t h e F r c o u r r t a ~ r  laGreece 

and ltom -- did not coaaawnt on t h e k  technique, or write formal and abrttact 

 amem em L. Kuqel, The Idea of  Biblical Poettvx P u a l l e l i a  u d  Itm aimtoty 
(NewBaven: YaleUniveltmityPre8r, 1981), 69. 



t r e a t i s e s  o n t h e  e u b j e c t o f p o e t r y .  Thimlacuna Fnknawledgehaa h a d t o b e  

fFlledbymenandwunenwhowerehiotoricallyremote f romthe  period inwhich 

t h e p o e t r y o f t h e  Biblewaeproduced, whowerenotperclonally involved i n t h e  

productionof Hebrewpoetry, andwho, inmanycaees, wezeno tevenna t ive  

speakere oftheHebrew language, S e v e r a l g e n e r a l s t u d i e s o f  Hebrewpoetry 

and its techniques haveappearedinthelastfifteenyasrr,  m e t  notably 

those  of Wilfred G. E.  ateo on,^ Luim Alonoo ~chake lhand  Paul E. Dion.' 

ThePolea oftheDebate 

Conr ide ra t ionof thevs rme  r t r u c t u r e o f  Hebrwpoetrycanbetracedar 

far back ar r a u t k e  by  hil lo, ~ooephua' and ~ero~u.' But d e a p i t e  enoraous 

amountsof rtudy, e~tpl.nationmofH.br~varmmrtrructurmindrati8factory 

6 t a t e n r e n t r o f t h e p r i n c i p l e m o f p o e t t y w h i c h m y h a v e g u i d ~ t h e ~ t r  a r e  

o t i l lwan t ing .  Himtorically, predominantviw8onthaprincipleeofHebrew 

poetry have oaci l latmd between two poloe. On t h a  one hand, roam mcholara 

haveempharizedthearpectsof mound andmator, i n  i m i t a t i o n o f t h e  

Zki1fr.d O. It. Watson, Clamaical Clrbrmw Poetry: A Guidm to i t e  Tachniauam 
(Sheffield:  JSOT Proam, 1984). 

kuim Alonmo Sch8kol. A Manual of  Fhbm P w t i c m  (Rou r Pont i f  i c a l  Biblical 
Inmti tuto Pram., 1988). 

'~aul It. Dion, Habrow Pooticm: A 8tudmntf l Guida (Hiomimmauga, Ontario: 
Berrkn Publ ica t ionr  , 1988) , 

%?hilo, Con tamla t ive  Life,  80, taxt trmm. and ode ?. 8. Colmon (Cambridge : 
CarabridgeUninrmFty Praem, 1960). 

%me, ..gar JawLmh Antimi t iem 2, 1684, i n  Tha - Worh of Plavium Jome~hur,  
trmm.Willi.mWhi8ton(H.rtford, Connecticut: TheS. S, ScrurtonCo., 1914), 

'saint Jomw, .Preface to  the Chronicle of lumobium, a in St . Jerome: 
Lettezm and Sm1.ct Work., t+ur r .  W. 8. ?remantle (Grand Rapid., Hichigang Wm 
B. Eerdnuna PublLahingCompany, 1983). 



t r a d i t i o n s o f  E u r o p e a n ~ t r y .  On theo the r  hand, muchattent ionhambeen 

giventotheaspectofsemantice ,  inpart icular , toeemanticparal le l i6m.  

Trad i t iona l  Metrice 

The former concern was central,  for example, in t h e  mtudie8 of 

medieval and renaiesance scholar8 (manyofwhamwereChrFetiane) whotended 

toreadHebrewpoet ry  i n t h e  framewo+kofthearetricalfeetandlinarofthe 

GreekandLat inpoete .  Thenineteenthcentuzyeawarevivalof i n t e r e s t  i n  

s t r i c t m e t r i c a l s y e t e n r s  amongGerman scholaraoftheHebrewBUle, including 

~ohann~ellermann,~~oeeph~aalmchutz,~~rnrtHeier,~~ ~ u l i u 8 L e y ~ ~  and 

Kar1von~udde.l~ MoetoftheseCermanmetriciet8 euppo+tadth.arier baaed 

o n t h e p a t t e r n e o f  streeeedandunrtrem6edryllablee o r t h e t o m p o r a l l e n g t h  

of lines. Xnthetwentiethcentury, the mameconcern appears, though i n  a 

muchdifferent f o m ,  andpropoeedwithmu~hgreaterdiffidence~ by much 

echolars ae F+ank Moore ~ r o s a ~ ' ~  and David N o e l  ?reedman. l4 Fteedman, whore 

workonHebrewpoetryhas ramificationr; Fnmeveralaroam, h a e c h a r r c t e r i t a d  

e ~ o ~ a p h  L. Saalmchiltr, Von dmr Porr des hmbrUmchm Poami, - nobat a lnu  
Abhmdlunq iiber d i e  Uurik der - EabrYer (XUnigrbmrgr Auguat Wilhmlm Unrmr, 
1825). 

'%mat Meiet, D i e  Form do+ bebrlimchen Pomeie (TUbinganr Verlag der 
Omiurderrchan Buchhmdlung, 1853). 

" ~ u l i u m  Ley, Dieutri8chenFormderhmbrYirchanW.ria (Laipciqr Druck 
undverlag von 8. G. Tmubnu, 1866). 

'%xl von Budda, mD&m hobrUmcho lllagmlim~l,~ I e i t 8 c h r i f t  fur dim 

'Crank iloore Crorr, Jr. and David N o e l  Ireadman, Studimm I n  Ancient 
Y a h w i m t i c  - Poetry (Xiraoula, Xonturar Scholum Premm, 1975) . 

''Sme, fox umpla, David M.1 ?mo r aPml.qornoaa Xn Tho loru of 
Habrew Poetry by George Buchmm Gsay, vi i - lv i .  R . t t i m e d  edition. Haw Yorkr 
KTAVPublirhingHoume,1972. 



poema on  t h e  baeio of t h e  l eng th  of poetic lines and ha l f  linem (cola) .  

"Length," f o r  Freedman's purposes ha6 ueuallybeendetenninedbythenurnber 

of ey l lab le s inag ivenco lonor l ine .  Variatione o n t h i e t h e o r y h a v e c o u n t e d  

coneonanteorvocableawithinalineorcolon, t h e  a e l e c t i o n o f  numerable 

u n i t s  frequentlybeingdetemined b y t h e  p r a c t i t i o n e r ' s  v i e w o f t h e  

dependability o f t h e  r e c e i v e d t e x t e  o f t h e  Hebrew B i b l e ,  and the p r o b a b i l i t y  

of determiningandrestoringtheoriginalpronunciation. Freedman has 

emphasized repeatedly that him work is deacrfptive only, and cannot be ueed 

t o d e f i n e  a~etof~leewhichcontrol ledtheHebrawpoetm. Neverthelere, 

even wi thout  pretending to provide a system of  r u l e 8  which t h e  b i b l i c a l  poete 

couldbepresuraedto  have followed (delibezatelyor i n t u i t i v e l y )  i n t h e  

compoeitionoftheirworks, Freedman'emethode eeem t o  m h w t h a t  t h e r e  i e  

row r e g u l a r i t y  in line-lengthawhich canno tbeexp la inedaa  amere 

coneequenceofother  f a c t o r s .  Manyotherm, a t t r ac tedpexhapa  b y t h e  

accemmibil i tyof  Fr-'mmthodarrdthe muccomr o f thamethod  f o r  

deacr ip t ivepurpoaes  (andeven,  inageneralway, f o r p r e d i c t i v e p u r p o a e a ) ,  

have published etudiem on extenmive mectionm of the poetry of tha B i b l e .  

Poetry and Semanticm 

O t h e r m c h o l u r h r v m d a n i d t h a ~ t t i c a l n ~ t u r a o f H m b ~ ~ ~ t t y ,  or at 

leaatthepormibilityofd.ducingw+ricrlatructum~ fmmtha.xt .nt tut t .  

of thmu,  Robert Alter i m  t y p i c a l .  lS Am wationod &om, Kup.1, in hi8  

. r t + o n m i ~ u r d m i g n i f i c ~ t t ~ v i w o f t h e h i r t o ~ o f B ~ r w ~ t ~ c  r t u d i a r  ham 

even r e j e c t d t h e v 8 l i d i t y o f t h e  i d e a o f  apooteya F n t h a d i r c u r r i o n o f  

biblical l iteratun. la If thtm Lm mo, i f  a taporal ot thytwc  r t a r  i m  no t  

obrervabla  i n  claamical Hebrow poetry, i f  H&wmu verra i r  not r tmrctured by 

l b R o b r t ~ t u t ~ & ~ o f ~ L b l i c ~ l ~ ~ ( ~ ~ ~ o s k :  BaaicBookat 1985),9. 

Kugal, The f d u  of B i b l i c a l  Poetryt 69. 
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e u c h a w t e t ,  a n d i f  itwae n o t a c o n s i d e r a t i o n  forthoeewhocampooedtheee 

poems,thensonreaapectoftheb~licalpoema apart f romuha t they  eound l ike  

ehould become t h e  focue of etudy . 
The emant ic  aspect of Hebrewpoetry f irs trece ivedtheattent ionof~  

modern acholara i n t h e e i g h t e e n t h  century F n t h e w o t k o f  Robert Lowth, who, 

althoughhedidnotdenythatHebtewpoetrymighthaveoriginallybeen 

metrical, aeeertedthatnrodernknowledgeofthepronuncLationofpte- 

Maeoretic Hebrew i e  no United t h a t  it i0 impoesible t o  deduce the met r i ca l  

e t ~ c t u r e w h i c h m i g h t h a v e g o v e r n e d ~ e b r e w p o e t ~ . "  Bel iev ing tha t these  

m t l t i c a l o t ~ c t u r e o u e u t t e r l y  inaccereible,  Lowthtusned ine t sad  to 

cons ide ra t ion  of themeaning o f t h e  b i b l i c a l  poenre, and i d e n t i f i e d  

p a r a l l e l ~ s m u s ~ r o r u n r a 8 t h e  fundamentalpslnciplrof Hebsewverma 

etructure."  This p a r a l l e l i m ,  accordingtoLowth, couldbeof threetype8 

(mynonymou8, a n t i t h e t i c  o r  rynthet  i c )  . '' Lowthe 8 undermtmding of Hebrew 

ve tae  atructurcewar c o n 8 i d e r e d n o ~ t i v e  (atla8atinEnglirh-aporking 

cfrcler) fog gonerationa. Challenger fromthe ninetoonthcmntury 

wtzlci8tm and fmnmawofthenmw approachem rugg~mtodbytwmntieth-  

century  rcholumh~veocc&8ion~re-conrid~rationofLowfh8mpomFtiona. 

Kugel, for axamplo, ha8 n o t o n l y r e j e c t d t h a  idmar o f  wwtorg urd 

npoatrya i n t h e  mtudyof clr8rlc81 Hobrcmli tatr turm, bu t  ham 41.0 

oatplici t ly rej8ctadLowth8atriputitm c~t.goritrtionofp.rallolirtlc 

~ h m n e w n a . ~  S t - 1 ~  O i ~ L f t t ,  011 tha 0th.1 h . m  m-8m~et.4 LOYtk88 

v~.wth~tHmbr.wpocrtryw~8p+ob.b~yorLg~8llywtricrl, b u t t h r t t h .  

(London: S a  ChadwickCCo., 1047), 44 f f .  

LaRh. Sacrod Poetry, 209. 

I*. Larth, Sacsmd Foetry, 210 ff. 

Kugol, Tha Ide&ofBiblLcalPQ+ly, S7,58. 
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ayetan of metrical rules is not recoverable,  due both  t o  changem in the 

language, andtomodernignoranceofi tspronunciat i~natanearlydate~~~ 

D e e p i t e t h e o b j e c t i o n a  ofthoeewhosawline-lengthoreyntaxarthecritical  

factors inHebrewveree e t r u c t u r e ,  S tephenGel le r  cont inued t o  affirmthe 

importance of semantic parallelimm, e v e n t h o u g h t h e m a j o r t h r u s t  of hiawark 

led i n o t h e r d ~ r e c t i o n e , ~  andAdeleBetr l inhae againupheldpatalleliemae 

the fundamentalpcincipleofEfebrewve+re s t r u c t u r e ,  thoughahe,  l i k e  

Geller, has broadened her: study to include parallelimm i n  n o n - m ~ n t i c  

aepectaofthepoemeP Semant icpara l le l iem,  alongwithtemporalwaeure, 

ha8 a l s o b e e n a m a j o r  f a c t o r  intheattucturaletudimrof muchDutchScho la r~  

aeJohannesC.  denoor ,  X a r j o K o r p e l a n d ~ i l l ~ v m d e r ~ ~ r . ~  

Poetry and S y n t a x  

Thue, withinthetwent ie thcentuzy ,  b o t h o f t h e p r e v i o u m l y  

w n t i o n e d a m p e c t m o f ~ t r y ,  roundandm.murticm, haveboenchampionedar  

t h e  keytoliebrewvmrae r t r u c t u r e .  Tothema, a th i rdhambeonaddod .  

Beginning i n  t h e  1960rm r numbrr of mtudi.8 hrva  boon producmd which l a y  t h e  

amphamieon ryntax, r a t h e r t h a n o n a o u n d o r r ~ t i c m .  Thm mtudyof ayntartim 

an ancient one, butthe a p p l i c a t i o n o f  syntactic r t u d i e r t o H a b r w v e r r e  

mtruc ture  i m  a r e l a t i v e l y  +meant phanoarrnon, unknown a hundrad year8 ago. 

Thi8 a p p l i c a t i o n  is, in f a c t ,  t h e c h i l d o f  churgem i n g e r r e r a l l i n g u i m t i c  

2 1 ~ t ~ l a y  QLvhtz, Pattorn8 Ln t h e  luly Poet- of f mrul, 2nd ad. (Chicago: 
UnivermityofChFcagoPrea8,1973), 6,7 f f .  

P ~ t e p h a n  Gal lor ,  P u a 1 l e l i . r  in  E u l ~  BLblLcc.1 mtty (Ilimooula, j4ontma: 
Scho la t a  Press ,  1979), 31 f 

%dele Berlin, The Dyrunic8 of B i b l i c a l  Para l loLf  r (BloorLngton, Indiana: 
I n d i a a a U n i v e r s i t y P r e s e ,  1985), 86 f f ,  

Y ~ ~ h . a c e m ~ . & W o o r . a d W i l ~ a ~ . a 4 . t i l u t , . 6 . , ~ ~ ~ c t u r a l A r u l v m i 8  
of Biblical and Canaanite P W ~ W  (Shmf f iald: JSOT P Z O ~ ~ ,  1988). 8 . .0#p .~ ia l ly  
pagem Sand6. 



theorywhichwerepromotedinthemid-t~entiethcentury.  Beginningwith 

s t e p h e n ~ e l l e r , ~ '  Terence ~ollins~ a n d ~ i c h a e l ~ ~ ~ o n n o r , ~  eyntactic  

theoriets  have euggeetedthatthe  customary eyntax o f t h e H e b r e w  language, 

orperhape amodificationof cuet0111aq~yntaxwhLchwaepeculLartopoetry~ 

createdpatternsorlimitationewhichdefinedtheHebrewverse andbecame 

thematrix for c l a e e i c a l  Hebrewpoexna. These theories have received aorne 

eupport fromtherecenta tud ieeof~enni s  pardeea a n d ~ a l t e r ~ l o e t e . "  

OBSTACLES TOATHEORYOFHEBREWVERSE STRUCTURE 

Eventh iabr ie frev iewof the  h ie toryof  Hebrewpoetic e t u d i e e i s  

e u f f i c i e n t t o  r e f l e c t  the  fact that t h e  ancient uncertainty regardingthe 

baeie for Hebrewpoetryie e t i l l w i t h u e .  Notonly ie thepolar tene ion  

between the hnportanceoftheaepecte of round and remantics in poet- a t i l l  

unresolved, buttheadditionalaepectof myntaxharbeenadded. Even after 

theparrageof reverr lcentur ieeo f  reeeuchandthepublicationof nua#roue 

(~dhighlyvuied)theorieeofHebrewvmrreat~cturm, notheoryharwon 

majotity approval, and u n a n h u o  agreement im not to be dreamed of. 

*s. Gallas, Parallelism i n  Early B i b l i c a l  Poetry. 

qermce Collin., Line-Forme i n  Hebrew Poetry: A qranmrrtical approach to 
tha - 8tyli8tic m t u d ~ ~ f  - t h e  Hebrew Prophet. (Roclw t Bib l i ca l  Inrtieuto Prema, 
1938). 

% i c h u l  O°Connot, Hebrew Verra Structuso (Whom Wu, Indiana: 
Eimenbsaunr , 1980 ) . 

%ennim pard-, Ua~iticmdflebr~P~tieParalleli8mt ATrialCut- 
and Prowerbm 2 1 (Loiden: S. J. B r i l l #  1988). Thim lt01unm and thm mrrk of  
staphon Gallar, citad &ova, havm boon aitt.6 f nr thim rtudy iaaranrch am they 
focur almoat .rtclumivaly on tha phenaanr of parallelin, rather than tha 
br~&timruoofv.~~m8ttuc+uro. 



Theoriesof I n e u f f i c i e n t  Extent 

Thereare eeveralreaeonm f o r t h e  l a c k o f  agreementgegardingHebrew 

verse s t r u c t u r e .  I n t h e  f i r e t p f a c e ,  thetheorieewhichhavebeenheretofore 

propoaedgeneral ly fa i l toexplainmuchofthetextoftheRebrew Bible 

includingnnanypart8whoeepoeticnatuteie largelyundebated.  Thie f a i l u r e  

haebeencamouflagedtoeomeextentbythe arbitrary a n d g r a t u i t o u e  

e m e n d a t i o n o f t h e t e x t .  aCortectedread5ngea in ( f o r e x a m p 1 e ) t h e B i b l i a  

Efebraicaoftenborethe footnote " m e t r i c a u s a , * t h o u g h i t w a ~  apparent t h a t  

themeterwaedetennined eolelybythetheoryoftheemendatot.  More recen t  

s t u d i e r  have ruggeeted fsweremendationm, but have f r c l q u m t l y c ~ n m a t e d  

by ignor ing thoae  paouager whichwouldbe problematic f o r t h e t h e o r i e a .  

Indeed, t h e o r i e r  have ronretimembeenproporredwhichcanbe F l l u o t r a t e d o n l y  

by discontinuous verees. 

Terminological Difficultiem 

The aecond roamon f o r t h a  l a c k o f  wide accaptmcaof any o f t h e c u r r e n t  

t h ~ + i e m o f ~ b r ~ v ~ t ~ o t r u c t u r m ,  rf8ctocwhich L8mufficimt i n  itmalfto 

engondarthaongoingdebrta abouttheverae mtmacturaof Heb twpoe t ry ,  ie  

t h o  f a i lu rmof  8 c h o l u m o f t h a ~ e b r ~ B i b l o t o ~ g r ~ o n a ~ f i r r i t i o n o f t o ~ .  

A s i m p l a e x a m p l e o f t h i r  i r t h e w o r d  aareter.a Ingoner81,thoaewhohavm 

deniodtheaxiatanceofwtorhavotenddtodo o o o n t h e b r m i a o f  r r a t h o +  

n ~ r o w d o f F n i t i o n o f t h ~ t ~ r m ~ ~ h i l ~ t h o 8 e w h o h a t n a f f ~  i thavmdonamo 

onthmba8iaofmuchbroadardefinition8. 

Trad i t iona l ly ,  ntorh~mbnnundermtoodtorofortothaquuatityor 

t o t h a r h y t h m o f ~ t i c l i n o 8 , t h . t i 0 ,  t o t h a t ~ r a l d u r a t i o n o r t h e  

~ t i o d i c . ~ l l p h a o i a o f t h e m o u n d o f t h a l i n ~ a ~  ButimP.tor:prop.rlyliaPitdto 

ooundalona, or.uothesaothar:doarainr i n w h i c h t h e ~ a r u r m  (awter)ofapoem 

Pightkgropuly&acsib.d? Tbonmcholumwhodomt rmjoctouttighttho 

concapt of pomtry a8 a valid literary genre i n  thm H e b m  B U l m  rmoum that 



theremusthavebeenrome setofrulem (whether e x p l i c i t  or i n t u i t i v e )  which 

governedthe  e t ~ c t u r e o f t h i m p o e t + y a n d w h i c h r e r u l t ~ i n a n y r ~ l a r i t i e a  

whichareperceptibleinthis l i t e r a t u r e .  Thateomeregulattitieeoccur Fa 

widely, t houghno tun ive rea l ly ,  affirmed, Butacholarmaredividedonthe 

i e s u e o f w h e t h e r t h e r e g u l a r i t i e m o f H e b r ~ v e ~ 8 e a r e b a s t d e 8 c r ~  i n t e r m s  

o f t h e  mound, t h e  eenre or  t h e  ayntwofthepoems.  Ought H a r o w  vatme 

s t r u c t u r e  t o  be de f inedby tempota lo r  rhythmic factorm, by 898Ultic 

factors, or by thegrammatical arrangement o f t h e  lineo andvermeo? And i f  

the deecriptionof Hebrewverseetructure i s w r i t t e n  Fnsaraetennr o t h e r t h a n  

the temporal and rhythmic factoretraditionallyaemocFatedwithmeter i n  

European poetry, ehould theme pr inc ip le8  of  vermo mtructure be c a l l a d  

"meter?* The time-honored def in i t ionmof  %mtern ueed i n  t h e  rtudyof 

Europeanpoe t rymayba  inmufficiantforclrmmicalEabr~, m d a c a r t a i n  

mhueoftha~dabate~~yb.rooolvodbythaadoptionof anowunifomn 

d e f i n i t i o n  o f w t e r w h i c h w o u l d d i f f o r  frotntho8oumdinthocurrmnt 

l i t e r a t u r e  in thim f i e l d .  

The l a c k o f  aun i fomndef in i t ionof  amtara i 8 ropramonta t ivaofamuch  

broader immueoftmrminologyanddafirrition. TzrditionalthmriomofEI.br.w 

vezao r tructur~hav8~nprod~c .dbywr~t~rmwhodonotagrnonevenrucha  

bamic concept am t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of 8 poetic 1Fno -- a11 u n  tha mcprom8ion, 

but not a l l  u ro  it in tho 8- way. Not only cur t h q  not 89rn  on tha 

concepte, buttheydonotagrnonwhattmrmtoulratodamignata aconcept 

evmnwhantheconcopt L 8 m u t ~ r l l y a g r n a b l a .  

Domcription andl tmula t ions  ThaQuomtionof In ton t ion  

B u t o v a n ~ ~ 8 t h e i ~ r u e o f t h ~ d o f i n F t i o n o f t o r a u t o b . ~ ~ o l ~ ,  

u r o t h u  loonra bohind it. I t  F8 OM th ing  t o  may (a8 mom of thm 8cholum citod 

&ova hvm dono) t h a t  tho pucoptiblo r a g u l u i t i o 8  of  r Hebm porr may bo 

underrmtood, orarebemtundermtood, Lntermmof mound, orof syntax, orof 



eenae, orofuanetpartlcular facetofoneoftheaeampctm- Therearemany 

derrcriptions of Iiebrewveree e t m c t u r e ,  andeach has Lte champions, It i e  

e n t i r e l y  a different matter t o  aeaert that t h e  a l e e  which lie behind it, and 

whFchgeneratedthepoem, a r e n e c e e e a r i l y a  f u n c t i o n o f t h e  eameaapect. 

Kugel, withoutdenyingthatmanytwo-patt l i n e 8  inHebrew have ha lveeof  

similar length,  has pointed out t h a t  t h e  e i m i l a r i t i e e  Fn line length of t h e  

twohalveeofabicolonnrayinfactbeaconsequenceofthewriter'e in tent ion  

t o w r i t e a t w o - p a r t  line i nwhich the rewas  a p a r t i c u l u  remantic 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  ha l f - l ines  ( a  relationshipwhLchKugeldeecribee 

am "A, a n d w h a t t e r n r e ,  B " ) . ~  Kugelte d e f e n s e o f t h i e v i o w l e a v e a  moae 

queetionsunansweted, b u t t h e o b s e m a t i o n i r  n o n e t h e l e w ~ v a l i d ,  Onemight 

j u a t a e w e l l i m a g i n e  c e r t a i n c o n e t e l l a t i o n e o f  r u l e e r e l a t f n g t o e o u n d a n d  

e y n t w  which might tend to produce some perceptible s ~ t ~ c  r e g u l a r i t i e s .  

I n  e i t h e r  case, t h o  point i r  the same: any ryrtem which mucceedr i n  

d m m c z ~ i n g H ~ r . w ~ t t y w i l l n m v e r r t h o l ~ 8 8 b r  a u q m c t i f  itia offorodar a 

~yrt~afprescr ipt ionorgenerat ivart~ lat ion ,  Thia i m t r u e e v e n o f  

myst~swhichmightmucceed, n o t o n l y i n d e a c r i p t i o n ,  buta lmo i n  

p r e d i c t  ion,  

This,  of courme, raiser the  i r sueof thmde l ibor8 tm i n t a n t o f t h e  

orig~alwtitorrw~thr~ardtovos88rt~ctur8. Noindicat ionatmmainof 

the intmntionm of t h e  w r i t e r  excmpt what can bm daducad from t h e  t.xt i t r e l f  , 

f t i r n o t p o m m i b l o t o e n t e r  i n t o d i a l o g u a w i t h  Ima iahor theP8r ln r imt to  

dircovmrwhatth~wirh.dtoaccotppl imhorhowth.ypl~dtodo it. If the 

p o t  ' 8 m i n d  cannot bm knawn, i r  it muff i c i o n t  t o  dorcr ib .  tha r a g u l u i t i m r  

urdtod8fine.nyrulowhichmpl~Fnmrll ,mat,  romooranyoftha, and 

treat thim am r r a g u l r t i v a  principlm, whathas Ir8i.h or thm P m r U m t  would 

- - 

Kugol, Tha - ?-of Biblical - Poetry, 71. 
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have recognized it or not? A t  t h e  best, premcriptivm rule. may only be 

evaluated forplaue i .b i l i tyandnotforhis to~ ic i ty .  

T h e L a c k o f  Empirical Testing 

Whati~wanting inthecaeeoftheremrerecanttheorFeeia ayatematic 

empirical t e s t i n g .  In eachcaae, the  proponents of athwry haveemployed it 

fortheanalyeieanddeecriptionoflarqeroranralllrrm.garenteofthecorpu6 

of biblical poetry. I n a  fewcasemthim applicationham been rkewedbythe 

eubjectiveeelectionofpaeeagee foretudy, i n o t h e r c a s e a f t h e t r i a l  

application6 havebeenmoreeven-handed. Butonlyruelyham a t r i a l b e e n  

madeeraployingmorethanonetheory. Exception~tothiageneralizationare 

~onr,~eatheman~e~aeter~s~heria,~'whichconridermonlyonopamaage, the  

bookof Amos, a n d o n l y t w t h e o r i e m , t h o m ~ o f v o n B u d d e a n d ? r ~ n - - b o t h  

of which focuo ontemporal and rhythmic coneiderationm, andbennia Pa+deefa 

inm~ghtfulworkon~obt.wand~guiticportry,*whichconmldmrmthe 

t h ~ r i e m o f C o l l F n m , G e l l e r ,  Bubarr~im8rurdO'Comor-- a l lgenera l ly  

focurrFngonconriderationmof ryntu--uldapplimmth.mtorringlobiblicrl 

poem, Proverbs 2 (am we11 am a m i n g l m  Uguitic p a n ,  'nt I ) .  Studiaa of 

THE PROJECT OF THE PRBSBNT STUDY 

It  i r  proci~elythi8lacunr ~th8.oaluationofth.oriamoftnrso 

m t r u c t u s 8 w h i c h t h ~ p r ~ r e n t ~ t u d y a t t ~ r t o a d & m a ~ t  rathorthan 

propominganewtheoryofIIebrewtt.rma structure, orurrlytingonlyonmo~ 

%onn W. Lmatherun, "The Metsical B t r u c t u m  of the  Book of Aapo8' (X. Div. 
thoaim, An&.w. University, 1980) . 



anotherof theex iut ingtheor ie s ,  t h i s  s t u d y w i l l  analyze four  o f t h e c u r r e n t  

theor i e s ,  bytemting andc0111par:ingtheiruaefulnemm i n  t h e  analymim of 

i den t i ca lpassageeof  Hebrewpoetry. The theor i e s  o r  ayetemaofverse 

s t r u c t u r e w h i c h s r e t o b e e v a l u a t e d h e r e a r e t h e ~ ~ u n t i n g o f m F n ~ a l u n i t e  

(practicedbynumerous s c h o l a r s o v e r t h e  last t w o  centuries, but  m e t  

recentlychampion~byFrankXwreCroemandDavidNoelF~~n),the1ine- 

formanalyeis  o fTerenceCol l in6 , the  myntactic m t r u c t u r a l a n a l y e i r o f  

MichaelO'Connor, andthe et rophic  analyeisptacticedbyvarioue scho la r s  

aesociatetdwiththeKampenSchoolof Theology. O f t h e  ( a d m i t t e d l y l h i t e d )  

numberoftheoriemcurrentlyincitculationr these foura rechosenbecauee  

o f t h e i r d f v e r m i t y  f r m e a c h o t h e r  a~dbecaureeachofthanconmtitutes an 

undertaking, i n t h e e y e o o f  atleamtmomepropanento, t o e x p l a i n a d e q u a t e l y  

how Hebrew poetry i r  r t m ~ c t u r e d ,  and how it war wsittmn. 

Theprreaentrtudywilldeterrainewhetharth~rmth~trlerof Hebrew 

va r re  r t n c t u r e  cur bo umed e f f e c t i v e l y  t o  de rc r ibo  potty, to dimtinguirrh 

poetry fr~prome,todicstinguirhonepoemfromarrothmt,toidentifythe 

limits of a poem and t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  vuioum type8 of pomn8. In addi t ion ,  

t h i r  otudy will datermine whether t h e r e  theoriom cur bo u8.d to prodict t h e  

f o m o f a p o s m ,  o z t o p r r 8 c r r l k t h o z u 1 e r  (wh . th . sda l ik ra toor  Lntui t ive)  

b y w h i c h t h o ~ t r y o f t h o E I . b s ~ B i b L o m i g h t p l a u 8 i b l y h r ~ b . . n w r i t t ~ n .  

There u o  a11 funct ion8 which might xmamonably k axp8ct.d of  an adoquata 

t h w q o f v a r a o r t r u c t u r r .  ?inally,whonavormythonfaurcurrmnt 

tharieoofvmru8tructurmmrry f a 1 1 m h o r t o f t ~ u n a ~ n . b l ~ ~ c t r + i o n a ,  

thmprmaontrtudywillindicatowh~rmin.ndwhythoyh.tt. fallon ahar t ,  and 

whattonminmtok accemp1imh.d fn thmproduct ionof  u r~doqua todomc+ip t ion  

of theverme8tructureofb ib l ica lR~s .w~try .  



The projectdeacribed at the  endoftheprecedingchapterwi 

achievedbythecarryingoutthe followingprocedurelrt f i r r t ,  the four 

theories of Hebrewveree e t~c turewhichare tobeteutedwi l lbede~cr ibed  

individually, andthe results f r a t h e i r  applicationby other echolarr w i l l  

bepreaentedbrief ly .  Second, the  four poetic passages fromtheXebzew Bible 

onwhichthesetheorieearetobeteetedwillbepresentedanddeecrfbed. 

Followingthie,  e a c h o f t h e  fourpameagemwillbe mubmittedmucc~amivelyto 

analysia b y e a c h o f t h e t h e o t i e s ,  and inferences f r o m t h i r a n a l y e i s w i l l b e  

noted. Finally, general conclueions regardingtheueefulneem ofthevarioue 

t h e o r i e a o f v e r e e a t ~ c t u r e w i l l b e p r e e e n t e d .  

CONSIDERATIONOFRL3CENTTBBORIESOt~B~VLeR8BSTRUCTORE 

Publiohed etudiee ofRebrewpoettyhthelamtthteedecad8r have 

producdeevezal innovativebutquFt~div~rm~8ugg@~tion~ forth8 

r .gu la t ivepr inc ip l eaandtheana ly8 i8o fH~rewver~~  rtructura. Four: 

th00ti08 inprtticuluhrvobeenrm1mct.d for coneidoration, T h o r o u o t h e  

countingofminimalunitm, t h e  analyr irof  line-forarm, r y n t a c t i c r t r u c t u ~ a l  

ana lys i s  and atrophic analyr ir .  

U i n i m a l  Unit Counting 



pat terneof theeeuni te  havebeendetected, andtheamamureof Hebrewverse 

lines has been described i n  these terms. 

Bothancientandmodernformeofthiemethodofanalyzingvetee 

a truc tu~ewi l lbedeecr ibed inChapter  Three, thoughonlythe countingof 

streeses, uyllableeandwasdewL1lbeconaideredwhenthetheory is applied 

tothetestpaeaages inChapter  Eight. 

Collins: Syntax andLine Forms 

A second recenttheoryofHebrewvet6e structurewar propoaedby 

TerenceCollins Lnhie Line-Formm in~ebrew~oetry . '  Coll in8 haeexploited 

thenotat fonalsyut~rof traneformatFonalgr lnmartodemcr~~dclaae i fy  

Hebrewveraelinee. Collin8 h a m i d e n t i f i d  fourmantonco-typm8,which can 

be pteaented or combined into four general l ine-typer, eubdivided in to  

twenty-fout s p e c i f i c  line-types. theme line-typo. can be furthos 

subdivided in to  epecif icl ine-forms.  Umingthere line-type8 andline-  

forms, Coll ins has categorizedaratherlugecollactlonof ramplaverme 

l ines ,  comnsntingonthe r F r n i l a r i t i e r ~ d d i f f e t e n c o 8 b . t ~ n t h e v a r i o u s  

lino8 a n d t h e v u i o u r  l ine-form. Very l i t t loof  C o l l i n # '  warkappliomto 

anyunitofpomtry l u g e r t h a n t h e v m + n l i n e  (La., t) i .bicolon),though 

Col l inndws  dea lwi th thed i f f erence in thoFnc idaa~of thod i f f e~ ing l ine -  

f orma and mmntonce typer in vuioua boob of tho Hmbrmu Biblo. Collin. ' 

thwria8willbmprm8ant.d hCh.ptor?our.ndappl i .dtothatrial~~ma~m 

i n  Chaptot Right. 

'Tosance Collin8 , L ~ M - ? o m  in Embrow Pocrtrv t A G ~ a m a t i c a l  Ammroach to 
theSt~li .+icStud~oftheEIabrlwPro~hatr ( R a n t  Bib1Lc.l InrtitutaPremm, 



X t  has alwaya been i n tu i t i ve ly  evident that the re  are l im i t a t i ons  to 

thetypee of l i ne r  andhalf- l inee (b ico laandco la )  whichcanoccur inHebrew 

poetry. Variousmeans of speci fyingwhatsor ts  o f  l ine8werepemies ib le ,  or 

criteria fordioal lowingthepermieuibf l i tyofcertainl inea,  havebeen 

eugge8tedbyvariouetheoriste. Nome, araxFmaandminimahavebeenproposed 

f o r t h e  numbezof stressed eyllablee,  or: f o r t h e  t o t a l  number of eyl lablee  i n  

a l ine .  These norme are usual ly  f aixly e l a e t i c ,  and m y  change f ran one poem 

t o  another. TothetraditionalmetrFcal c r i t e r i a ,  MichaelO'Connor has 

added myntactic conmtraintsm2 Beginning with t h e  verme l i n e  (which moat 

other scholare  wouldca l l a  colon),  O'Connotdividerthepoeminto 

progreemively emalletelementst p~ed ica t iona ,  mconutituentsa and "unite." 

H e t h ~ n n o t i c e 8 t h e m a x i m a ~ d m i n i m a f o r o a c h o f t h e r ~ e l ~ n t r w i t h i n a  

ve ree l i ne .  Themurimaandminimrue i d e n t i f i e d a e  nconrtraintm,m and the  

whole aymtem of constraint8 i e  called a * c ~ n m t r F c t i o n . ~  Am obvioum am rotno 

ofO°Connor'e conrtraintmmy eeemaftmrhe ham mtatodthem, i t m u a t  

neverthelereberemrrkedthatnoearlimr mcholu hre idan t i f iod thaa .  

O°Connor'm etudiemhavethum mpmcifiadaaw limitationmofHmbr.wv8r8e 

linemwhichuecrpablmofbe~g~rtprer~intormuof~lati~ryntactic 

pr inciple8 . 
~ n a d d i t i o n , O ~ C o ~ o r h a r  rugga8t.dtb.tgroupmoflinar (abatcherm 

and nrtavama) in Hebtmw poaw cur ba idmntifiod by thm c o n ~ ~ ~ ~ t x a t i o n  of rumr 

1inmtyp.m a n d t h e a w e  intenmeumoofd.oicam o fo rn . awn ta t l ona t t he  

k g h h g m d m n d o f t h a m r ~ o u p m .  O@Cannor'm ay8tmfor : the  uralymim of 

b ib l i c a l  Bebsow vatma atructuza i r  promantod i n  chapter  Fitn, and applied t o  

t h e t r i r l  paemage. inchap te r  Eight. 

%ichael O8Comot, IIebzew Verme  Structure,  (Winom Wu, Indiana: 
E i ~ n b r a u n e ,  1980) . 



Q u i t e r e c e n t l y a g r o u p o f  Dutchncholarm, ofwhomWillemvanderMeer 

and Johannee C. d e  M o o r  are p r inc ipa l ,  has developed a new mystem of 

ana lys i a  f o r  c l a s s i c a l  H e b r e w  (andCanaanite)  poetry. Like t h e  

conatr i c t iona lry~tempresentedby04Co~or , th i~  analyaim con8 idecs the  

varioueelemente o f t h e  poeun. Unlike04Connor, vanderMeeranddeUoordo 

notbeg inat the leve lof the l ineandwrkdowntoprrogremmive ly~ l lmr  

elemente. Instead, they  begin with t h e  rrrnalleatslennent, which t hey  c a l l a  

wfoot.N Workingupwardtoincreaeinglylargerelementm,thimtheozy 

d e s c r i b e s t h e c o l o n ,  theve ree ,  the e t r o p h e a n d t h e c a n t i c l e .  Lugee lemento  

(provie ional ly  deeignated ae the weub-canton and ucantom) are auggrrsted, 

but not discuesed i n  depth. 

Despi teeomeel ighteFmilar i t iesofmethod, thepu~seof th ie  

analysim i m  q u i t e d i f f e r e n t  frorathatprop06dbyO'Connor. Thimthmry  

e e e k a t o e x p l a i n t h e  r ~ m a n t i c ~ e l a t i o n a h i p b e t ~ n t h o v u i o u r  e lo imnta in  

t h e  poenr, p a r t i c u l a r l y  am t h e  mmaller a l ewntm are included i n  l u g a r  one.. 

Thin mystearofverme mttuctureanalyrimimprement.6LnChap+er Six and 

appliedtothettrialp.amage8 i n c h a p t e r  Bight. 

ANALYSIS OF THE TRIAL PASSAGES 

The t r ia l  r t u d i e m o f t h i r d ~ r r e r t a t i o n c m n t ~ r o n f o u r b i b l i c 8 l ~ t  

Judge8 5 t 2-30 ( "The Song of Deborah* ) , Pmalm 126 ( "When YHUH Brought Back the 

C a p t i v i t y o f  g ionm) ,  Imaiah 581-7 (aTho80ngoftheVirr.yudm) and 

L ~ n t a t i 0 n m l ( ~ T h e ? i r 8 t L a m e n t ~ ) .  Tha~loctionofthonpa8magm8 i8 



somewhat a r b i t r a r y ,  but  is in no way determined by the t h e o r i e s  which are t o  

be t e a t e d .  They have been chosen according t o  two c r i t e r i a :  v a r i e t y  and 

extent of scholarly study- 

Theaepaeeageedi f fer  f romeachother  indate ,  havFngbeencompoeed 

over a p e r i o d i n e x c e s e  of half amillennium. T h e y a l e o d i f f e r  i n c o n t e n t :  

aorae c ~ o r a t e c e r t a F n a p e c i f ~ c h i s t o r i c a l e v e n t s ;  o the r6  aremore  

conce rnedwi th the  aocialcondFtion~whichprecipitatedandwhichreaulted 

fromtheeventetowhFchtheymayrefer.  The fourpaeaagee choeen fo tmtudy 

aleo d i f f e r  fromeachotherwithregardtotheirliteraryandsocialeetting. 

Two are foundinthebookeoftheprophete ,  o n e i n a n a r r a t i v e c o n t e x t ,  t h e  

other i n  themids t  of a s e r i e e  of prophetic  orac les .  The aecondpai r  o f t r i a l  

paeeagee do not occur i n  prophet ic  contexte,  but are included i n  p o e t i c  

anthologies.  

Deepite t h e  conr iderable  variety of date, content ,  form and funct ion  

among t h e  four parrage6 ro lec tod  for: 8tudyr at learnt thrn of the four (all 

b u t P o a h l 2 6 )  havebwntheobj~ctrofconmid~rablemcholarlyattention. I n  

monrrr came8,themovmrypammagemhavm~n mtud i .dby theoc ig in r to r8  o f t h a  

theorieeofvesremtructurewhichueundercon8ideration in th i rn  

dimmeztation, or b y t h e i s  r t u d m t m a n d c l o m ~  followarm. Thu8, it i m  n o t  

necemraryto hypotheri te ,  forax.nrplm, howOeCo~ot :wouldt rmat  aThm80ngof 

orwhatrmrultrtha~alyrirofthia  rongbyhimmothodrmight 

produce. ~ h e ~ o r u l t m  ~ o f f e r r d b y ~ W o ~ o r h i . w l f . ~  I i m i l u l y ,  it L 8  not 

necomsarytowonderhar?r..daurrwouldrcan * T h ~ F i r r t t . r r - n t , ~  am h i 8  

teoultr umpublimhod i n h i r  ptol.gocawnontoO. B. 0zay8m ?ornrmofHmbr.w 

POO~ZY.' LUuwima, two  of th* Dutch mcholum u r o c i a t m l  wi th  do Xoor and van 



d e r ~ ~ e e r h a v e ~ a l y z e d a n d d e a c r i b e d " ~ h e  l i r r t ~ a m h n t " ~  a n d I r a i a h e r  "Song 

of t h e  vineyarda7 

An a d d i t i o n a l  poin t  of a imi la r i tybe tween th ree  o f t h e  f o u t t r i a l  

paoeagee i e  t h a t  a t r a d i t i o n a l  etichography hne been preeerved i n  t h e  

Maeore t ic text .  Thir rtichography La orthographicrllyrmpreaentd for: 

Judges 5 andPmalm126. InLamentations1(andtherestoftheLamentationa) 

t h e  etichography i a m a i n t a i n e d a t  l e a s t  p a r t i a l l y b y t h e  acsomt icpa t t e rnof  

theHaeoreticveree6. Thua, theonlypaseageunderatudywhichdoee not have 

anold mtichographic t radi t ion  i m  aTheSongof theVineyudm i n  Imaiah5. The 

pteaentetudywillobaervethetraditional8tichographyofthe8epa~rages, 

not  becauee t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  etichography i m  alwayr r i g h t  -- cont rary  

arguments couldbedefended i n  anumber of mpecificcamm --butmimplyto 

a v o i d t h e t i r k o f  f a l l i n g  i n t o  t h e  p r a c t i c e o f  a d j u r t i n g t h e e v i d e n c e t o  fit 

thetheory .  Anytheorywhichcannotprovida a g ~ n m r a l l y a c c u r a t e  

domctip+ionofthsnrajorityoftheseceivmdtext, inc luding i t r o c c a r i o n a l  

e r r o r s ,  i n  u n l i k e l y t o b e a c o r ~ e c t o r u ~ e f u l t h ~ r y ,  

With in the  apacelim~tationmoftheprementmtudy, it Fa Fmpomribleto 

prementa la tger :  r o l e c t i o n o f l e n g t h y  ramplor. ~ r o v u i m t y c o u l d b o  

o b t a i n d b y t a k i n g e x c e r p t r  f ramrevora lpoom,  r r t h a r t h r n a n a l y z i n g t h o  

t o t a l i t y o f o n l y  fourpoeme, butanysuchdiacriaain&toryproc~~mrunnthe 

tiskofchw8ingthomepsttrofthopoemwhichmyb.moatconfo~lotoone 

ofthathmoriem. W i t h t h o g o a l o f b o i n g  imp.r tFal ,  m d a v o i d i n g t h a d a n g e r o f  

reloctlng t h e  avidonce to  f i t  t h e  conclurionm, tha promant otudy w i l l  u re  

wholapoam8, r 8 t h o r t B ~ e x c a r p t 8 .  

e~~hanRenkoma,  aTheLiter.rySt~ETlmofL~ntation8a in= 
Structu~alAnrlyei8ofBiblicalandCanaanitoPoetr~.d, W F 1 1 . n r v u r d u ~ r  
and Johuurm8 C. de Moor, 294-396, 

'Mujo C. A. KO-1, 'The L i t a r u y  QInm of  thm Boag of tho Vinoyud  ( X u  
Ssl-7)- LnThe Stmactutal Anrlyaim o f  B i b l i c a l a n d C u r u n i t m  Poatryod. 
W i l l ~ v u r d e r ~ r u r d J o h a n n e m c .  denoor,  119-155, 



Presentationof Results 

ThetrialpaeteageewillbepresentedinChapter Seven, andrubjected 

to thevar iouo  formeofverre etructurearrafyeismentionedaboveinChapter 

Eight, whichwil l  also indicate rpec i f i c  inference. froaathaapplicationof 

theeenrethodsof analysirtothepaasagem. TheSecondAppndhtoth ia  study 

wiL~prementtext-criticalcommentmonthetsialp.mmag~m. T h a ~ e c ~ n t t ~  

w i l l  not be included inchapter Sevenbecauaeofthelogicallypre-emptive 

d e c i s i o n t o  applythevariouemethode o f  verseetructureanalyeietothe 

unemendedMaeoreticText. Anana lye ieo f the  f o u r c u r r e n t t h e o ~ i e s o f  

b i b l i c a l  Hebrewverae structurewhich areundercon8iderationherewillbe 

made inchapter Nina, indicatingthestrengthaandweakneemamofthere 

theoriee. Chapter Tenwil l  conrider rearone f o r t h e  l imited rucceaeoftheae  

theories. Generalinferenceo andconclueionrdzawn fromthir e t u d y w i l l b e  

offexed inChaptesEleven. 



T h e h i e t o r y o f t h e  etudyof Xebrewverme mtructure is rep le tewi th  

echolarswhohavepureued echemeeofquantitativa, accentualo+ s y l l a b i c  

metricr, inwhichthebaaic  mttuctura ofthspoomwam h a l d t o  bmdataminedby 

apatternofminimalunite .  Theeeunite havebeenvariouelydefined, and 

varying expectation6 havebeenexpreeeedoftheirueefulneam i n  

understandingthe poem. Acoarpreheneiverecordofpropoeals f o r t h e  

metr icalecanrionof  Hebrewpoetry i r  notwithinthemcopeoftheprement 

diseertat ion,  but abrief review i o i n o r d e s . '  

ANCIENT SYSTEMSOPMETRICAL SCANSION 

Curmory r.matk8 about Eab+.w poetry can tm found in  tho work. of Philo 

andJosephurn. Philo, foraxmpla ,  mp..krof " . . . t h ~ o l d m m  [who] left 

bohind t h u  many pmalau and mongm i n  triwtrm iambic.. . . ma Jomophum almo 

make8 several rtranrtkmof a g o n ~ r a l n a t u r 8 . b o u t t h o ~ ~ o f t h e H o b r . w m ,  

mtating that a f t e s  t h e  ctomming of tho Rod Sea, Wore8 almo compaad a aong 

l ~ u u r a l  inforrrtion about tho attaptm t o  apply vuioua n t r i c a l  mymtu 

chapter, butmcattar.dthroughoutthobook. Kug.lalroiacluda8arub-chapter 
onninat~nthurdtwntiothcontutyIl.tricalth.orioaiap.g.8292-302. Nuch 
w r m  coarprehonmivm rovbw of  nbmtmmrrth century thoosiam cm bm found in 
Johume8 DU11es'r R h Y t m ~ r  l4mtri.k und Stromhik Ln dax b&bUmch-hobrUmchen 
P w m i o  (Padoxborn: Dmck uad Vexlag von ?udin.nd Sch6nirrgbr l899), and i n  
W i l l i a m  Han+y Cobboa Criticim of S~at.11111 of_ - Wrw Wart An g l a m n t u y  
T r u t i a a  (Oxford: C1l+.adonPrammr 1905). 



unto God, containing h i8  p ra i ses ,  and a thankrgiving for h i8  kindnear, in 

hexa~netefverae."~ Therefetenceiscleazlytothe n S o n g o f t h e S e r , n  i n  

Exodue15. Joaephusdoea notexpla inwhathemeansby a h ~ a w t e r v e r a e , n  but 

h i s  Romanreaderawuldhavepreeumedthemetrical p r i n c i p l o r o f t h o  

claasicalGrwkandRocnanpoetr, for:whom&hox~torw&m&linec~m.doC 

six p o e t i c  f e e t ,  eachmadeupof auniformnumberof ryllablem, arranged i n a  

fixed p a t t e r n  of long myllables and ehort .  This  i s ,  of courme, c l e a t l y n o t  

thecaae w i t h t h e  poem inExodus 15, whose rhythmoarea~rtalwayeleoe 

rigidthanthoee of m s t t a t i n p o e t r y .  I t  is u n l i k e l y t h a t  Jooephum, whose 

Hebreweducationwarextsnmive, wouldhrvemirt.lunthmt.rt+ofExodur. Aa 

hedidnotusua l lyhee i ta te tobendthotruth ,  Jomephua h8mpzobablyroiz.d 

upontha  c loee r t ana logywhichhe  feel6 h i 8  readerr  couldapprec ia te .  

Another conmentdeecttibeethe "SongofMorera inDeuteronomy 33 aa " a p o e t i c  

oong, whichwae ~ ~ p a e d i n h e x a n w t a r v m r r e . ~ ~  Of David, Jomaphumal80 

s t a t e e t h a t  he acomposedeongo andhymnrtoGodof m e v e r a l r o r t m o f w t e r ~  

T h e r e c ~ n t r  m r y l i t t l e o ~ r c e p t t h a t ,  inthaophionofbathwritmrr, 

Hebrmwpootrywam l i k . t t h 8 t o f t h m ~ a ~ d t h m O r n k . .  Nwerthalorm, 

dmmpitetheitsto+renemr,thernet~k. u a o f  importancetourn. Thmycow 

f r o m J e w i ~ h w r r ~ t e r s w h o ~ r ~ w e l l ~ r r e d i n t h o ~ l u r g u a g a ,  c u l t u r a a n d  

l i t a r a r y t r a d i t i o n m ,  ~ l b . i t o n e o f t h o t w o w a 8 h m l l a n i ~ . d ~ d t h e o t h m r  

latinitad. Both of t h e r e  writera 1 L t t . d  i a  the t h a t  wntuzy,  an ara Ln which 

Elebrmuwrm oti l lwidolympolun,thoughithadcumodtob.th~ f i rmt lurguaga  

ofmomtJaw8. I t i a  mtrikingthmn,thrtbothofth.rmwr~torm a n .  

%lavium Jorophur, Th. Antiuuitiam of thm J-, ZZ I6 t 4, in Tho Work. of 
Flavium Jonmhur,  t r m a ,  W i l l i a m  Whimton ( H u t f o r d s  T b  8 .  8 ,  lc trntonCo. ,  

IV, 8 r 44 in Whloton, 138. 

V I I ,  1283 Ln Whimton, 230. 
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eimilaritybetweenthepoema o f t h e H e b r e w ~ i b l e  and t h o m e o f t h e  predominant 

~reco-  om an c u l t u r e .  Of coutse ,  both of t h e a e  writers were con8ciou6ly 

engaged in a n a p o l o g e t i c t a e k ,  defending Jewiah r e l i g L o n a n d c u l t u r e  i n a  

worldwhich, f o r t h e m e t  p a r t ,  ne i t he runde re toodnor  apprec ia ted them.  

They might t h e r e f o r e  have been i n c l i n e d  t o  empharize any parallel8 between 

t h e t r a d i t i o n s o f t h e H e b r e w 6  andthoeeofthemajorLtyculture. 

Ancient C h r i s t i a n  Writers 

Three c e n t u r i e s  later, Jeromemade s i m i l a r  commnte on t h e m e t e r  of 

theHebrewpoems. Hie coneiderable ,  t houghno t  na t ive ,  knowledgeof Hebrew 

w a s  der ived  i n  par t  from h i 8  long so jou rn  i n  paleat inee and is r e f l e c t e d  in 

Bebrewewrotepoems f a a p p a r e n t  fromcomaentr inh im B p i s t l e t o P a u l i n u a t  

"David, who i r  o u r  Sinionidem, P inda rand  Alcaur,  our  Horace, our :Catu l lur  and 

ou tSe renu6  a l l  i n o n e ,  r i n g m o f C h r L 8 t t o  hi8  l y r a  . . ."' Jar- La 1.8. 

decimive, however, i n i n d i c a t i n g t h e  forrme o f t h i m  poetry. 

I n  f a c t ,  whatcmb.moramumicalthantho Pmalter? L i h t h e w r i t i n g r  
ofourown?alccueandtheQ~.ciurPFndar i t n o w t r i p m a l o n g  Fn 
iambicr, now flow6 i n r o n o r o ~ e a l c a i c r ~  now rum118 i n t o  mapphica, now 
muchao i n  half-foot metar.' 

From t h i e  and m i m i l u  carrr-ntm one may i n f a r  t h a t  Jmroabo vrm not 

a~.tau re8id.d i n  Bathloham from t h e  ymu 386 u n t i l  him death i n  420. 

'~osanm, P n f  ace to the C k o n i c l e  of Bumebiua, ch8pt.r 2, in  C n u n t  l o  at  81, 
484. 



comment on thena tu r eo f  Bebrewpoetry include Isidoreof Seville and 

Jun i l iue  Africanus. The formeroftheeetwomakesthe following remark sin 

the s i x t h  book of h i s  Etymoloqarium: 

Omnee autempealmoe apudtfebraoemtrico carmineconstatesee 
compoeitoe. Nam inmoremRomaniPlacci, et GraciPFndari, nunc a l i i  
iambo currunt, nunc Alcaicoperaonant; nuncSaphico n i t e n t , t r h t r o ,  
ve l t e t ramet ro  pede incedentee .  . . . o 

Onemight infer f r o m t h i e t h a t t h e b o o k o f  Pealmewae understoodtobe 

metrical, b u t t h a t  thematet was variable, and changed not only frompoemto 

poem, ae  GreekandLatinpoememight, but even f r a m l i n e t o l i n e o r  from foot  

to foot. IeidorealeocontramtmthemetrFcal f o rmof the  poeticalbooks 

(i.e., Proverbe, Bcclaeiaete8 andsongof Songe) wi th the  *eloquentproeea 

of Isaiah.  Inaddi t ion,  amcribingtheLlmrentationetoJerenriah, he  

Eiorumautamt+ium librorumcumina harrmetrir  e tpn taamtr i rn  
vermibua apud ruorn compoaitaporhibmntur, utJorephu8, Heironymurnque 
ecribunt , 

f8ai.8 evurgalirnta pot iu8 ~ U U  pzopheta, edit lib- ~ U W ,  

cujuaomni~textu~e1oquent iapro~aincedi t .  Canticumvero 
hexametro, etpentrmetroverrodirncurrit. 

Jeremiam e h i l i t e r e d i t i t  lib- euumcumthrenie  e j u r ,  quor 
nomlamentavocamun, wquodintri8tioriburnrebur funeribuaque 
adhibeurtut,  inquLbu~quadruplexdivormomtrocomporuit~lphrktum, 
quorumduopt~quimi8rphicomtro r e t i p t a r u n t ,  q u i t r e r  
verr iculor ,  qu i  o i b i  noaci runt, et ab una trntum litter. incipiunt ,  
heroium cumna concludi t  . lo 

d i f f e r en t  view i n h i r b t i e f  coumentronthe fotarmofthaHebrmwpoma i n t h o  

Dm nodidivinr8csiptusrquot? g. Duo: nmautmotr im 
8ebrai& i n  ma l ingua connotibuntur, a u t  o ra t ione  minplici. g. Qw 

1° f  aidore, Etvmoloauium, 252. 



s u n t  m e t r i m  conscripts? n. Ut Pmalmi, et Job himtoria, et 
Ecclesiaetee,etinProphetisquadam. g. Qurmimpl ic iora t ione  
conecr ip tasun t?  g. Reliquaomnia. g. Quareapudnomiimdemmetria 
conecr ip tanon runt? 5. Quianulladictiometruminalialingua 
coneemrat, m i  vim verborum ordinemque non motet. l1 

J u n i l i u e ,  then, i d e n t i f i e s  a8 poetic andmetr ica l thebookmof  Pealms, 

JobandEcc lea ias t e s ,  a e w e l l a s  certainunepcifiedpamaageuinthe 

prophete. H i s  reaeona fordoLng8oappearrelativelynaivmz other language0 

preserve t h e s e  in a poe t i c  form. 

Ae can be eeen, a f t e r  t h e  t ime of Joeephum, the nature  of Hebrew poetry 

wae aqueet iondirrcuesedpr~i lybyChtLmtFan8cholu8,  eomeofwhomwere 

etrikinglyill-preparedtonraketechnicalcomnrentsonHebrewlanguage and 

verae e t ~ c t u r e .  Jewiehwritero,  thoughuaually better equippedto  apprcoach 

t h i s  ieeue, eeldornconcernedthemselveswith it. K u g e l d e r c r i b e s t h e n a t u r e  

of mediaeval Jewiah thought tegarding b i b l i c a l  poetq.12 For t h e  moat patt, 

itappearmthatm#diaevalJ~~~reconcern~prrcrrlrilywithth~thwlogical 

content  of t h e  poemm. 

RamhL f n l r t h ~ n m c m m r i t y ,  jumtamthmRabbi8 h r d , t o e x p l r i n u r y f o r m  
of re~titionorother:rppumntlymu~fluoumum8g~m--urdto~laFn 
them not  am a fmature o t  r h o t o t i c ,  but am micmifvinq  thing'^ 

MEDIAEVAL VIEWS 

O+horthanthem~nimalobmo~&tionthatrocp.p.rtr o f t h a B i b l e w o r e  

mongm or pea#., ~ i a e v a l J ~ r d i d n o t c ~ n t o n t ~ g o v . l m F n ~ p t i n c i p l m a .  

SincomrdiawalJ.wimh~trywam lug . ly in f luoncdbytha  fa-of Arabic 

paetry," it may ba t h a t  t h m k  idmntification o f  -try i n  tha Biblo w u  

"J. Kugal, The Idea of Biblical Pomtrv, 186-200 p u m L .  



informedby t h e  p r i n c i p l e e o f ~ r a b i c  poetry, b u t t h i r  ia d i f f i c u l t  to 

determine, andinanycaee,thereareeeveralpa8eager F n t h e B i b l e w h i c h a r e  

i n t e r n a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  am meonga. a Among t h e  few who a c t u a l l y  amrert  the 

rnetricalnatureofbiblicalpoeme, KugelmentioneXosen ibnTibbon, Xoees 

ibn  Habib and the anonymoue author  of  3pq '"wing t h e  Renaiamance, 

AzariahdeiRosoibeginmtorpeakof *metera and "poet ic  f e e t , "  bu t  he 

d e o c r i b e a t h e p o e t i c  foo t in t e rmmof  ideao, r a t h e r t h a n  ryl lablem, 

inmis t ing  t h a t  "You must not  count r y l l a b l e a  nor  yet t h e  word8 th.mmelver, 

b u t t h e  ideae."'6 Promthis  poin t  onemay i n f e r t h a t ,  deep i t e  h i e  references 

tometer, Azariahieactuallyaprecurr~orofRoberrtL4wth, r a t h e r t h a n o f t h e  

m e t r i c i s t e ,  though it appeats t h a t  h i s  view dLf f e m  fzom t h a t  of Lowth in 

that he e e e e t h e  r e l a t i o n o f  idea6 as a s u b e t i t u t e  formetet, r a t h e r t h a n a e  a 

c h a r a c t e r i n t i c o f  Hebrewpoetrydimtinct  framanirrrcoverable~trlcal 

ayetern* 

E a r l y  Modern Writers 

I n t h e  r ixteanthandmeventeanth centur iaa ,  ~ r e r x p l i c i t t h w r i a 8 o f  

~wtricalrc~mionnrepropoHdbyvuioum m c h o l u r , i n c l u d i n g ? + ~ n s  

Oauum,theDutchC.lvin~rtprofemmor atL.ydon (andmubmequmntlyat 

Groningen), . ndFz .nc imlum, th~Ang l i c~BiahopofChi~homtmr~  whome 

matricrltlr.orywampubli8hed in1736 LtlthmpmfamtohimH.brrwditionof 

t h e ~ m a h . ~  EIuab.udhirmc.nmionofRebmpwttyonthonlationof 

atrmmm.durbunrtrarm.d ryllablam, and i n ~ F 8 t . d t h a t 8 1 1 H a b r w p o r t i c  limr 

'9. Kugml, The Idea of B i b l i c a l  Poettrv, 195-200. 

' a ~ z u i a h  dei Romai, Ha or. Emayim, od. D. C.mml( 1866) ,208,209. citd and 
tr~8lrtodinKuqe1, 201. 



forced to aaaign stlreeses in quite an arbitrary manner. T h e e  theor ie s  were 

refuted, the formet implicit ly,  t h e  latter expl ic i t ly ,  by Hareem 

contemporary, Bishop Robert Lowth, i n  h i s  be racra poeei Hebraeomam. la 

LowthbelievedthatbFblicalHebrewpoetrywa8mtrical, but Fnmiatedthat 

themetricaleystemhadbeenlootandcould notberecoveredbecaueeofthe 

corruptetateoftheextantbiblicaltextm andbocau8eofnrodetnignoranceof 

the pronunciationof Hebrew i n  ancient times. 

Nineteenth-Century Metriciste 

Inthenineteenthcentury,  metricaltheorie~taokamoreinductiveand 

s c i e n t i f i c  form. ~oatoftheoetheori~mweredsvelopedbyGa+manacholazr, 

country inwhichthelmngthof a m t i c  footmightvuywithinapomn, oreven 

w i t h i n a  l ine .  Ther88omblancobmtumanthi8 u r d t h a H o b r a w ~ 8 w a m  notlomt 

on t h e  theotist~~ Among othera, Bznrt Xeimr and Juliur Ley draw an mcplicLt 

for example, etatee that 

0.mLigen.rtigmndrmhobrlirchmnDialaktm Lar8prachbautaiqt~ichauch 
dernfttr ikent8pr~hmnd;~chomAnaloga f indatr ichaucbim 
Altdeutmchen, Altital i8chan und Otimchirchon . . .lo 

mimiluit iem wore. It La, hawaver, not-tthy that tha my8t.m of pactic 

'%but m h ,  ~ e c t u r o a  on tha 8 w r d  -rp of +ha mrowm, trmm. 0. 
Or.gory(Londont 8.ChadwfckCC0.~ 1847),396-401. ThmoriginilLatinad~tion 
wa8prblimh.d in1753.  Atwiaod.biti .oa, frorrwhichth.IC~limhtturmlation 
warn propumd, wa8 publfrhad i n  1763. All odLtion8 c o n t a b  a final chapter 
titled (in the  Bnglimh t tumlat ion)  "A Brief  Confutation of Bimhop HuWo 
Symtmm of Xmbrew Mmtxe. a 



scaneionwhichhepropoa+dwaa, i n  fact, baa~onmtze88admyllablem. 

Furthermore, L e y w a e w i l l i n g t o  allow fosv~ingnumber8ofunmtre8sed 

s y l l a b l e 6  before or after each atrema. Both of theme phenowna are 

characterieticofoldGermanicpoetry. 

Johann Bellermann 

E u l i e m t o f t h e  nineteenthcenturyGernrurmt~icf8tmwamJohann 

Bellermann,whowa8 amongthe firmtnon-J~imhEurop~8cholumtobreak 

away, at least i n  soaredegree, fromtheclasaicalGreco-Romanmetrical 

theoriem .a Bellennann advocated a m e t r i c a l  mymtem which had t w o  foc i .  The 

firetofthesewaethemora, a u n i t a f t i m e .  Nearlyevery ryllablehadtkee 

morae, thoughtone sy l l sb le6mightoccan iona l lyv~  f r ~ t u t h i m . ~ ~  Thua, 

nea r lyeve ry  eyllablr,waaunderatoodto requirmthr,  mawrmaun to f t ime  for 

pronunciation. Themecondfocurwa8thetone. BachEI.br.wwordhar o n e t o n e  

myllabla. I t  i8  appumnt from mxmplmr c L t m d  that B e 1 1 m r ~ n n  normally 

t r u r t o  t h e  Harotetic accent8 t o  i n d i c a t e  the ton. ry l l ab lo .  The tone 

syllablom andunrtrom8.dryllablam~y~grou~~toawtricrlfntmimilu 

t o t h o ~ ~ o f b r n k ~ d L a t h ~ t r y , t h e i a m b b i n g t h e w 8 t c h m m n .  

Bellermmn ir  quick t o  point out that th8 iamb., t m c h w r ,  mapert. and 

dactylmthumd~ffnaduonottoborcurtr.dlik.Ornk~dL.tin~t~, but  

only memo t o  ahow t h k  the 8.be.w p t r y  land8 i t r l f  to monq and to oongm 

lib r m c i t a t i ~ n . ~  B o l l m m u m  dwo aot .rp.ct to find unifonr v m ~ n  myatam 

like thole of Ornk and Latin poetry. In fact, ha doma not up.ct uniformity 

PA. mentionad .botto, ~ ~ w t h  had little uao for ~rmco-~oaun wtrical 
principlmm, but only bacaura ha beliovmd tha mar: of  Hob- pcn+ry to b. 
irrecovozabh. Eladidnot, howmvor,propomaammtrical mymtnwhichdiffetmd 
f ran Greco-Roarur pattmmr, an ~ 1 1 e m a m  did. 

n B o l l ~ 8 m  mymtr i r  outlLad and critiqwd by W. H. CoM, 
S ~ m t - o f  EobswRWtmr, 36-49. 



of m e t r i c a l  f-t in any caee. ~t i e  aieo apparent f m a ~  t h e  w o + W  .x.mpler 

t h a t  hedoee  not r e q u i r e t h e m e t r i c a l  f e e t t o c o r r e a p o n d  i n  a11 caremtoword8 

o r  o t h e r  eeneeun i t e  in theHebrewtex t8 .  Generally, Bellermannfollow8the 

Mamoretic colometry. H i 8  propored t e x t u a l  emendations are r e l a t i v e l y  fa## 

thougheoareoftheermrndationopropoeedarebra.d, a t  learn t i n p u t ,  o n t h e  

me t s i ca l theory .  H o e t p o e t i c l f n e e  areunderstoodtoconsistofthmte 

feet,~thoughmanyaxceptiona are f ree lyadmit ted .  

Cobbrecogniterthatwhenthetwo f o c i o f  Mllermann'r  r y r t a n a r e  

sub jec t  to conmideration t h e  readerwillbepromptedtoarrk~...wh&t, after  

a l 1 , t h e  eystemofmoraehailtodowFththem8tr~caldivi~ionof a l h m o f  

poetry. Thin quest ion i m  not  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  anewexed by B I l l m r m u u l .  

Eventhough he ham def ined themoraand  mtatedthe r e l a t i o n o f t h o m o r a t a t h e  

ayllable,themram~~tohavenothingtodowitheitherthe~tic foot o r  

t h e  line a i n c e t h e  footmaycontahavaryingnumkrof 8 y l l r b l o m u r d t h m l i n e  

a varying numbor of f e e t .  The moraa arm thereform rrthor highly r.gulu in 

theirrelationtotheryllable,  but otherwire i r r e l a v u r t .  Anaxtanmive 

tefutation of Bmlla~urn% work wam pub1imh.d by Jomrph ~ u l a c h ~ t ~ , ~  who 

a lmocomnontmn~at ivmlyonthmworkrof~c~ iboar iu~ ,  ConradGott1i.b 

Anton, C. Ludwig LeutwsLn mdE. Jo O+eva, a11ofwhomrtt.mpt.dtodefhathe 

meter of Hebrewpootry. S a a l r c h U t t h i m r o l f k l i m v d H ~ ~ ~ t r y t o b .  

%. a. Cobb, C r i t i c i u  of Svmtanm of 8- IWor, 51. 

"J.  L. 8..l8oh&ts8 Von dar Form dar b.br.lrbur maim &at o i n u  
Abhandlunq Ubor dim Humik d u  Hobriier (Unigrborgt Auguat Wilhalm Unru, 
1825), S2-620 146-1780 



met r i ca l ,  b u t  h i e  a rgunren ton th i spo in t  i r  l a r g e l y c i r c u m e t a n t i a l ,  a n d d i d  

n o t r e a u l t  i n a  spec~ficpropoaalformetricalscansion.~ 

HeinrichEwald 

Amuch e h p l e r t h e o r y o f  Hebrewverse mtructurewae publ iahedby 

HeixuichEwald i n  1835. Ewalddenicsdthat a l l poe t rymumt  have a s y l l a b i c  

meter, a n d a s s e r t e d  i n w i c u l a r t h a t  Hebrewpoetxydoee not  have s u c h a  

meter. H e a c k n a w l ~ g d t h a t t h e r e c a n b . n o u n i f o r m r u l e  f o r t h e  number of 

ey l lab les inanylargerpoet icuni t .  Thisobaervationnotwithetanding, h e  

n o t e e t h a t  normally e e v e n o r e i g h t  eyllablee a r e g r o u p e d t o q e t h e r  ineach 

member o f t h e v e r s e ,  a n d t h a t  anexp lana t ion  is inorderwhenavereemember  

occur8 with fewer eyl lablee.n Ueually each member of t h e  vetne w i l l  form a 

complete eentance. There i e  no accentua lmeter ,  r o p a r a l l a l i r m ,  c r e a t i n g a n  

i n n e t u n i t y o f t h o u g h t ,  is  fundamental i n  fo rming theve rae .  T h e v e r o e i a  

no~l lycompomedoftwo.qualmemberm,thoughvorromofa8ingle~rr  or 

of threemearbere, or  e v e n o f  fourmembers (umually i n t w o r e l a t e d p a i r r r )  a r e  

a l e o  known. 

Erne t  Meier 

E m r t  mior r a t u r n d t o t h e v i o w t h a t t h ~ r c c e n t i 8  fundamental i n t h e  

m e t r i c a l m t ~ c t u r e o f  bib l~ca lpe try .  H a d e n i o d t h a v i w ,  alrerdycomnon, 

t h a t  ~ntlebtrm~ttypurrllal i .nrt .k.~thoplacoofrwt~trr aSoduur irtom 

e n s c h i d e n  falmch, jenenParallelirmurde~Gli.d~r f ~ d i m o i n t i g o ? o n a d e r  

=J. L. saalrchUts,  Von des ?om dot habr9imchon - maim,  132-34. 8aal rchPtz  
arguer t h a t  Hobroupmtw runt ham b n n  ntrFcal bwrun: 1) a l l  other nations 
hrdamt r i ca lpoo t ry ;  2)  .olawEtobraw0#runm i n t o ~ f o r m u m i c a l  r o c i t a t i o n ,  
mdnnrmic Fmmmtrical; 3 ) r 1 t 0 r ~ w ~ d f 0 r ~ . r p p . u L n ~ ~ ,  a o r t l ~ l y f o r  
-mom of acconaaodrtiag t h e  eotmr; 4 )  tho t.lationmhLp of length. of 
ruccamrive limm i r p l i o a  n t u t  and 5) r o o t  m t u d m t m  of Hobmu p t r y  have M 
i n t u i t i v m  uadermturding th~t it i8  mtricrl. 



hebtl ieche Poee i e  tu er)rlUan. I n  fact, according to Wier, meter of aome 

i n e u f f i c i e n t t o  d i f f e r en t i a t e  poetry fronrprose. 

Z c h h a b e ~ u t e i g e n g e o u c h t ~  daJ3 Pwaioohneehbemtimmtem Takt- 
undZeitmaal3 nichtdenkbar rai, ind.armienurhiardutchvonderPro8a 
michuntermcheidet. Ichglaube femnarerwiamenruhaben, daBder 
mogonannte PuaLleliauum d u  G l i d e r  n i c k  mowcrhl oinm innere 
Codankenfomn, almvialmshreinawcr8antlichYulktr, pmtimche 
AuedrucJcaweime i8 t r  d i e  j e d o c h b h ~ m m g r d a r ~ a B ,  denT.ktund 
Rhythnrumde+hebrCLirchenPwrieaurMcktr mithin i h r w a h r m m  Weeen im 
Gegeneatz turprorUrchen,  ungsbund~nenRedenichtdarmtellenkann; 
sie f e h l t  auch Ln n i c k  wenigen Oedichten g ~ n r l i c h . ~  

Meier also asmerted that H e b r e w  poetry had rhythmic verma-liner ao 

wellata strophes,  baaingthia  claimon t h e  statementsof Philoand 

~ o r e p h u a , ~  am w e l l  am on the  evident  mumicality of  tho  poocno, and t h e  

mumical i n t e rp r e t a t i on  to which they are known t o  hava b n n  m~bjec t .~ '  But 

MeLer8r p i c t u r e o f t h e H & r w p o e t i c  l i n e  i r  not inanyway barmionthe  

atat-ntm of t he  fh r t - c en tu ry  writarm, a8 ha danimm any ramanblance 

p t r  .= Afte r  a decada of mtudying G e m u ,  -try, p u t i c u l u l y  tho fo lk  

pomtw of Swabia, he notod roam rhilaritiam botwnn t h a t  poet ic  t r a d i t i o n  

O . r m ~  ax.lllple8 to Lllul+rate him viwmea Tho Sw&bian folk verr .  had, 

*mat Meior, D i e  Form der  hebr91mchen PoerLo (TUbingmnr Verlag dmr 
Omiandermch~n Buchhmdlung, 1853). 16. 

*. Meier, D i e  ?om dar habrlimchen Foemi. ,  19. 

mierr D i e  ?om - dar habrPirchen Foeria, 21. 

% . m i o r ,  D i e  Form d.r hebrlliiachen Foemie, 18. 
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w i t h o u t r e f e r e n c e t o t h e n a t u r e o f t h e i r v ~ t ~ ~ l m ,  amwall am m y  a d d i t i o n a l  

of time. 

E e h e r r e c h t a l e o  inrRebraiechendaaeinfachepoeti8che 
Sprachgeeetz, w i e  imDeutechen,woeinzigderAccentdenRhythmue 
beatlmnrt. , . . 

War nunbeetFmnterdenhebrlimchenRhythmumunddimV~rmbildung 
betrifft, eoerh&ltjedeVerrzeilez~ibetonteSilhn, odeszwei  
Hebungen. Diemebeiden, durchdemaccent hervorgehobonen 
Hauptailban, ktinnendannaber hmer eov i~ l eunbotontaNebn~ i lben  
vorhergehenodernachfolgen, a18 ebenwahrendder angegebenen 
Zeitdaur e i c h  auazueprechen la13eneM 

syllablea. Thia theoryproduces  very s h o r t  l i nee .  Heierdoes  no t  depend 

e t r i c t l y o n t h e H a s o r e t i c  accente, b u t  i n s e r t 8  a d d i t i o n a l a c c m t a w h e r e h e  

f indathemneceeeary,  Accordingly, hi6  "poetic 1Fnema a r e g e n e r a l l y  equal  

t o h a l f  a c o l o n i n t h e  ecanmionofother  echolare.  Most o f t h e  mtrophomwhich 

he i d e n t i f i e 8  i n l a t e r r e c t i o n s o f  hiowork, andwhichhe i d e n t i f i e m o n t h e  

bamim of pa ra l l e l ima  and o t h e t  memantic c o n a i d a r a t ~ o n m , ~  u o  no longer than  

t h e  text i n t o b i t m  80 mmrl l tha t they  u e u m u a l l y n e i t h o r  m y n t w t i c a l l y  

complete, nosaemthaticrllyindependent. Tha mmcondimthatthm inmimtoncm 

t h a t  mete rim bamd on r t seaaed ryllablem, andthatthelruuetwo much 

myllablmaper line, coupl.dwithawillingnemmto i n m a r t a c c a n t m r t w i l l ,  

of the wtricirt . 

CL much more --ant urd Fnf l u o n t i r l  placm in th. himtory of ~~ 

9. bias ,  D i e  ?om der hebrllimchen Poemie, 

25. 

30, 31 ff. 



t h e  ~ u b j e c t . ~ ~ ~ m i n f l u e n c e  i m d u e n o t o n l y t o h i e l o n g c . r u r ~ d h i a  

evenafter:publimhinganddefendingthem. LikeMeier, Leydidnotplace 

g r e a t  confidence i n t h e M a e o r e t i c  accenta: indeed, he suggestedthattheae 

r e l a t i v e l y l a t e  a d d i t i o n e t o t h e t e x t  eervedmore to  obocurethantoclarify 

the o r i g i n a l  pronunciation. Despi te  t h i s ,  t h e  accenta a t i l l  i n d i c a t e  the 

s t r e s e e d  a y l l a b l e o f t h e w o r d ,  eventhoughtheymaybe leas u e e f u l i n  

indicating the relation of the  word to the l i ne  in which it occur. r " D i e  

Geltung , aber nur  inrofern  e i e  dazu dienen die Tonsi lbe tu berthmen. 

The rhythmofthe poem i r  bacredonthe streasedsyllables. 

D e r  Rhythmue i n d e r  hebrPiechenPoeriewLrd, w i e  imDeutochen, 
durchdenTon(Accent)  bestfarnrt. DiebetontenSilbengeltenauo 
LIngenoder  Hebungen, d i e n i c h t b e t o n t e n a h  ~enkungen.~ 

with  t h e  unrtro8a.d ryllablem dmpendent on it (u rua l ly  pmcoding it, though 

J~as~r i f f8wor tha trumminder tano ineTonmi lb . ,  Dmr Ton 
t r i f  f t  entweder d i e  l o t z t e  S i l b e  dam Wortam, . . . ode+ die v o r l a t t t e  
S i lbe ,  a a . 

D i o d o ~ T o n r i l b a  vorangehendennFchtbatontmSFlb.n~ind 
diemeruntergeordnstundbildenmitderme1b.nm.Cn.ktvonTon.ymt.m~ 
dienicht~tontenSi1~nnYmlichbfldongwi~moraumr~nmino 

Loy, Qrundziiqe dom Rhythmurn, 125. 



Since t h e  otreee isultiraateorpenultFmate, it w i l l  normally be found 

thatmetricalfeetconaistof a a e r i e e o f  unaccentedmyllablerterminating 

w i t h a n a c c e n t e d s y l l a b l e .  Thenumberof unaccented e y l h b l e e m a y v a r y ,  but 

for Ley, it wae i r r e l evan t .  

This  mMettumm i o  apparentlywhatotherwritera would c a l l a  poetic 

foot .  Severalmuchfeetmakeupaveree, t h e d e c m t e r ,  octametar, hexameter 

andpentanreterpredominating. Exteneive rulee aregiven f o r t h e  

identificationofaccentediayllablee and f o c t h e d e l i m i t a t i o n o f  vsrme 

l i n e s .  Ley0 s r e e u l t s  are fairly persuaeive when he  La deal ing  wi th  rome of 

t h e m r e  regular Pmalme, butwhen hedimcummea Pmalmowhomalino-length. (a0 

judged fromtheMamoretLcaccent8) armmore Irregulu, p r o b l u u i m o .  Ley 

doem nothemitatetoemendthetutonthebarimofmoter .  A n . x a m p l m o f  much 

anoridation can k found i n  Lay'# t reatmsnt  of  P 8 . h  75 89, t h e  f i r m t  p u t  of 

bicolon e i t h e r  before 1:: or after '100. Lay ramukm, 

%. Ley, OrundrPao do8 Rhv+)rum,  126. We may 8180 noto in tbia quotation an 
intrumion intoL.yem myatatnofa m.auntlc conridmrr+ioa,tho a8.gtiffmmrt.w 
I t  La on ly  "mignif icurt word.' which laavo acconto. Sinco Lay a180 indicatam 
thatthawtricrlfoothamtheaccmnt,~.may i n f u t h a t t h e n u m b o s o f  accent. 
i m t i e d t o t h a n u m b o r o f  ( r rman t i ca l ly )  mignlficurtwordm. 

"J. Ley, Grunddlao dm8 Rhythmurn, 144, n. 1. 



A6 alwayr , ruch emendation Lo problematic. Cobb comwntm t h a t  it i m  

out of order focLeytoaaaerrtthatthewrterdemandm rcertainanwmdation, 

"fortheveryqueationbefore u s  iewhether there  i e  ameter tomakethe  

demand* -I2 

Ley's contemporaries not icedthie  andother  defects of h i e  ayetan. 

Hoetprominentaraongtheae c t i t i cswaa  KarlvonBudde, whomeownconcepts 

willbediacurredpresently. Budde'rpoaitionwam in i t i a l lyanrch lFks tha t  

ofEmrtUeier , thoughwFtht imehimv~ewmfuc~mchmorenuurcd .  Itwaa 

h i e a m m e r t i o n t h a t a p r i o r i u ~ n t s t h ~ t ~ t t y m u ~ t ~ m t r i c a l n r e n o t  

valid.  The f a c t t h a t b a l i c a l  poem0 werep#tformsdtomumical accompaniment 

proves nothing about t h e i r  metricali ty.  Neither can amtar be inferred from 

theelevatedetyleofthebiblicalpoeme. Paettymayhavemeter, or i tmay 

not. This  canonlybe knownbyLnductiveanalyai8* Inaddi t ion,  Buddealao 

protected againat the 8ub jectivimm of Ley'. analyrim.* I n  p . r t i c u l u ,  the 

iden t i f i ca t ionof tone  myll.blamw~mlugaly~nuttotofp.raon~lwhlarm Lay 

d idno t  hemitateto rupplyrccentmwhe~ovmtthoywrr8u8afultohim, ovanon 

p repo r i t i ona lp re fho r  andotherpar t ic las .  

Withthopammagooftimo, bothBuddmmd~yaodif i .dthaitvi .wr.  By 

theendof theninetnnthcentury ,  ~ y w a m n o l o n g ~ r p ~ a i n g t h o d F v i r i o n  

o f t h e t e x t 8  intothaimpsobablyrhort  linoa hmhadidontifiod inoulLmrr 

d m r h o b t l i m ~ h a n ~ 8 L 8 ~  Inaddi t ion,  h.rhift .4himfocuototh.tom 

ryllablam, lug.lyigno~hgthoquort~onofun8tramHbmyllrblom. Him 

mcmmfon of Hobraw p#ara thesaforo h a w  much rat. m h p b ,  lmmm form& and 

10.8 giventogratuitou8textualaaendatton. 

%. B. Cobb, c x i t i c i r  of ( I v a t u  of  8ebmr IUUr, 97. 

-1 von Budd8, 'Dam h.br(limcho K l a g ~ l i o d , ~  5aitachrift  filr d ie  
alttmmt.nwntlicho Wimmon8chrft 2 (1882 ) 1-52. 



Guetav Bickel l  

I n t h e  ~arneera, GustavBLckellaleopublished s e v e r a l b o o k s o n t h e  

e u b j e c t o f  Hebrewmeter, moe tno tab leo fwhichwere  CarminaVeter ia  

~ e ~ t a m e n t i ~ . n d ~ i e ~ i c h t u n ~ d e r ~ e b r ~ e r , ~ b o t h o f w h i c h p r e m e n t s d  

Bickel14e  r e c o n r t r u c t i o n r o f  biblicalpoenrrr. Reducedto rimplemttenna, 

w a s e i t h e r  iambic o t t s o c h a i c .  Thetwokind8 c o u l d b e d i e t i n g u i e h e d b y  

o b e e r v i n g t h e l a e t  s y l l a b l e o f t h e  l ine .  I f  Ltwaaaccented ,  t h e l i n e w a e  

iambic. If t h e  finalsyllablewaeunaccented, t h s l i n e w a s t r o c h a i c .  A l l  

veraelineewouldpreeentaccentedandunaccentedsyllablee i n e t r i c t  

a l t e rna t ion .  

DiehebraircheMetrikberuhtaufdenuelbenGrundlagen,wiedie 
e y r i a c h e u n d d i e  aurdieeerenstandenachrirtlick-grirchimche; 
n h l i c h a u f  Silbenzlhlung,  NichtberiickmichtigungderQuantitYt, 
regelW88igemWechrelbetonter SLlbenmi tunbetan tan ,  I d e n t i t a t d e e  
metr ichenund g r a m a t i r c h m  Accentem, Z u r ~ n f a l l m n d e r  V a t r t e i l e n  
(St ichen)  m i t d e n  SinnerabechnittenundVereinigungg~eichattiger 
oderungle icha+f igerSt ichenzugle ichml~r igwirdrr~k~nd~n 
Strophen." 

0fcourme8 t h i m t h o o r y m n r  a f o u l o f t h e  f a c t t h a t t h e M a r o r e t i c  

accent8  do not  fall wi th  much r e g u l l c i t y  a8 Bickoll. h m i m t 8 .  From t h o  

o u t r e t ,  B i c l u l l  d a p o n d d  on t h o  H a r o r o t i c  accmnta , 88 Joh.nnes D U 1 1 a r  notod 

i n  him c r i t i q u e o f  B icke l l ,  * I n d o r R e g e l  fYlltder~#trimchoAccontmitda 

~ c c a n t e d e r ~ . r m o r e t h e n  ~ u m . u n . ~ ~  D811.r f o l l a r r t h i 8 ,  howaver, w i t h  

%umtave Bickall,  Dia Dichtunq dar Hobriier (Imabftlck: Veelag dor  
Wagnetrch~nUnive~mitYtr-8uchh~dlung,l882). 

"J. W l l o r ,  Rhythmurn. mtrik und Stronhi*, 43. 



Bickellthereforepreaente a ~ ~ p l i ~ a t e d S y S t ~ 0 f ~ l e m  f o r  counting, 

adding, deletfngandignoringeyllablea. Thie oymtemappearedattirrreetobe 

q u i t e  a r b i t r a r y .  Kugelcomtaenta on t h e  weakness o f t h i r  syrtem: 

Nodoubt t h i s  sys temwil l  remindthe  a t t e n t i v e  r e a d e x o f t h a t  advanced 
by FrancieElarej i t w a a  not, however, foralackoforlg inal i tythat  
Bickel lwaecr t i t ic ized ,  butbecaure ,  inorder.tomakegoodthec1aLmof 
a l t e rna t ion ,  he had to remort t o  an a r b i t r a r y  md i r r a t i o n a l  myetem of 
aamigning streemem. Syllablem ending i n a l e p h a n d h e h w ~ e  moaretims 
elidedand8ometimee not,  and mhewawamnoth~dl .dconair t snt ly .~  

t r a n e l i t e r a t i o n  and scaneionof Pmalml2622, whichhedeecribea am havinga  

m e t e r o f  -7.5 1 7.5." 

A z  j h a l e  o'cgoq pinu, 
-L ' Bondnu rinna 
-Z jom'rti b'gojh: h i g d i l  Jah, 
La9o6t * im B l l L Q  

I t m a y b e n o t e d t h a t t h e p c e p o s i t i o n t ~ ,  whichoccurr a t  the beginning 

o f e a c h h a l f o f t h e v e r m e ,  i a t e n d e z e d b o t h  "Asa and appzmntly 

dopendingonwhetherBickellthoughtthatanrdditional~yllablewam needed. 

Furthennore, t h e  d i v i n e  name ;$I;$' i n  t h e  t h i r d  colon of t h a  v e r r o  i m  reduced 

inBickell'rtranrlitarationto *Jab," Thir  i r  permirriblmbacaurm, rr 

D i m  Gotternawn nlil* und iS' mind far die Taxtkritik a18 
vertrurcirbuzub.trachten, d a r i o  hdonYlta~nHurdrch+iftmnd~zch 
mineg~inmchrftlichaAbbmviatur, w.hrrohoinliohJod, vmrtrmtan 
wasan. 50 

Thia .rramplo i8, unfortunately,  no t  r u m .  Bickmll'rmmsk i m  fillad 

with  ~ l . 8  for adjumting thm r y l l a b i f  i c a t i o n  and c o l e n t y  of t h r  t-. 

Rugal, The Ideaof Biblical Poetry, 294. 

41. B i c h l l  , Crrrainr Vmtmria Tmskmmnti, 90. 

%. Ilich.11, ' D i e  h.brPirche mtrik, 418. 
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wideepread, a fact which did not escape t h e  no t i ce  of B i c k d l ' m  critic.rs1 

"The text i e  a d a p t e d t o t h e  system, not  t h e  a y a t e m t ~ t h e t e % t . ~ ~  

Furthermore,thesing-eongnatureofthepoetrywhichwouldb.producedby 

e u c h a  eyetemeeema palpably i n f e r i o r t o t h e  apparent r h y t h m o f t h e  

Maeore t ic text .  Deap i t e the  d i f f i c u l t i e e  with Bickel lvatheotly,  a r i m i l a r  

view was propomed more than half  a century l a t e r  by Stanimlav ~egert,~ 

though he appliedthietheoryonlytoHebrewpoemr o f t h e  later b i b l i c a l  

period. Segert4a system, l ike thomeof  BareandBickel l ,  involvan me t r i ca l  

accentswhichdonotnecesearLlycoinc~dewFththenatusalstrese o f t h e  

word.' Since Segectholde anunaccented a y l l a b ~ e p r i o r t o t h e  f i r a t  

a c c e n t e d e y l l a b l e o f  a l i n e ,  oranunaccented  myllableaftarthelamtaccent, 

t o b e m e t r i c a l l y  i r r e l evan t ,  themeaeureofthelineirthenumber of 

accents. This may seem to resemble the viewe of b a l d  and Ley (am wel l  am 

BuddeandGray, whoaeworkisyettobediscureed), bu t th i rmur tbe tennpe ted  

by the f a c t t h a t S e g e r t ' 8  mcaneion include. accanta o t h a r t h a n t h o m e o f t h e  

Maroretic text. A c r i t i q u e o f  S o g e * ' ~  mugge8tionrhaabnnincludedin 

~ i ~ f r e d ~ a t e o n ' s  e tudyof  t l e b r e w p ~ e t i c a . ~  

K a r l  Budde 

I n a d d i t i o n t o  c r i t i q u ~ a o f t h e t h w r i o 8 o f L . y ~ d B i c l u l l ,  -1 Budde 

propoaedametrFcal mymtemofhirown. H i a m s k F n t h i m l ~ b . g . n w i t h t h e  

et~dyofthebookofLmentat ionr,  abookwhich ir  notmuorthy, not only 

%f,  W. 8. Cobb, C r i t i c i l l  of i y a t r u  of - Hebrrw l W m t ,  117. 

w. H. Cobb, C r i t i c i m m  of S ~ r t a m  of E e b r u  Motet, 127. 

Sli1fz.d G. 1. Watmon, Cla8aica lEI .bm Poetry: A ~ u i d a  to ita hchniquaa 
Shef f i e l d  t JsdT Pzemm , 1986) , 103. 



becaurreof Ftacharacterirrticallyhighdegteaofreqularity, b u t a l r o  

becauseof it. acros t ic  form, whichprovide8 aqu ickro lu t ion tomoat  

colometricqueetions. Budde noticedthateachverseline f n t h e  

~amentat ions~cons ie taof twoparto .  The f i r e t o f t h e m e  frequentlyhae 

t h r e e  accented syl lables ,  t h e  secondoften ha8 two. 

Inden4era tenCapi te lndea  Bucheede+Klageliederbildetdi~Oberall 
gleichwerthige Formeinheiteinkurzer Vorr, derrenorrtm, durcheinen 
Einrchn i t tdeaS~esabgegrenz teHl l f t ed ieL~n~edervo l l en  
Verrgliedeseinea regelrechtenkurrenVorreraufwimt,wiomtetwa Lm 
BuchmBiobherracht, wihrenddie zwei taBl I l f t~ ,  rago1.runigWrtar: 
gehalten, alsdarveretiiamrelte z w e i t e V a r r g l i . d g e l t e n ~ .  Fils 
dieme zweiteVerehYlfteiet ,  d a a L e e i n e W o r t g ~ ~ ~ ~ b l i . b . n U ,  a l o  
dar~~FmumanLYngedLeVetbindungz~ieraelbatYndigeWortag~e~n: 
duausergfbteichaledaaMininr~lll fii+dfaer~teHPlfteeinlJmfangvon 
dreiworten. DasVerhOltnisvon 3 t 2 i r t a l r o d a r e r m t a ,  welcherder 
Abmicht, oinkiirzeremVersglieddemer~tonl~garmnfolgan su las ron ,  
entapr icht j  doch sinddamitandereVerhPltnirreund1YngereVerae,wie 
4 z 2, 4 t 3 u. I. w. keineswegr au~gemchlormen.~ 

three majo twrdr  followedbytwo, the  "ainah," fromtheHebrowword foe r 

rong of lamentation. The f i r m t  four lament8 a r m  amre r q l u  i n  t h i r  rampet  

t h a n t h e  f i f t h ,  thoughnoneofthemisperfect lyregulut  anumberofothor  

a c c e n t u a l u r ~ g a w n t ~  occur. Bowovat, the u r a n g . ~ # n t o f t h r n  rtrammam 

f o l l d  by two rtrerres is r o  fzequent am to  ruggaat the  pomoibility of 

Dorpita L t r  apparent contribution. to t b  un&rrt.rrdiag of lS8bt.w 

9 h m r a  .re thzn  ruch l i ~ r  par alphabatic latt.+ in L u n t a t i o a m  1, 2 and 
3, mad two  pmr wuma i n  L.mwntationr 4. Lammtationo S, which La not .n 
alph.b.ticrcrootic, w n r i m t m o f m n t y - t w b i c o l a e  



some o f t h e p r o p h e t e .  Furthermore, Budde'ethemry, l i k e  r eve ra lo the rwhich  

preceded it, f a i l s t o t a k e  account o f t h e  uns t reesed~ry l l ab lee .  Even i f  

m e t e r i a  baeedons t re reea ,  unet reuaedsyl lableu  axeh ipor tan t  

nevertheless. Cobbci tes  anexampleon th i s  point ,  acomic English couple t  

withthree e t reesee  perl ine,whFchderFves i tmhumorfromtheapparent  

aaemptionof t h e  ine ign i f i canceof  unetreeaed ayl lablea :  

Wasn't - - Pbdraoh a &ca1? 

H e w o u l d n ' t ~ t h e  c h i l d t e n o f  I a + a e l g o t h t e e d a y s ~  j-ey 
i n t o  t h e  wilderness to  eat t h e  m c h a l  

Hubert Gtimme 

It  i a p r e c i a e l y t h i a d e f e c t o f  sworalprocdingwtricaltheoriem 

whichHubettGrimme attemptedtoovercome inh i8~pr@.anta t iononHebrew 

metrice. T h i s  conceptwa8developed i n r e v e t a l p u b l i c a t i o n r  a z o u n d t h o t u r n  

of t h e  century ,  and found it. f u l l o a t  oxpto88ion in h i 8  ~ m a h m n ~ r o b l a w . ~  

G ~ i m m e  a c h o w l e d g e r t h e  impore ib i l i tyo f  e%plainingEI.brwnrster F n t h e  

forma of GtOOkr ~atinorGormanpoatry." In8to.d, o ~ m u m t l m k t o t m ,  

a8pct8oftheHebrwlurguage, v a r i a t i o n o f  8 t r e r a  anddura t ionof  

pronunciation, whlchGr~dercxiberundercthotFtla8of  atonon and 

amotaeam G r ~ d i r t ~ ~ i m h o m t ~ ~ l o v e l ~ o f t o n e  LnHabrow,thamrin, 

recondary and weak toner  .O1 Each wotd or ward group contain# on. amin tone, 

mdar rycon ta inonaormore  macondaryorwrktoner .  lachvarmo l h a c o n t a i n m  

a f u l l  montanca, or: a t  l a a r t  8 myntactically camplmte phraro. V a r n  1h.m 

u ~ u a l l y c o n t a i n t ~ o t t h r n ~ i n t o n a r .  



Aue ~ebungenundsenkungenwerden LmHobrYi~chonnichtwie i n  
manchenande~ensprachen zun&chstEinzelfUamo (Monopodien) gebi lde t ,  
mondemdie rhythmirehen Einheiten indenh8brYimchenVermenclind 
D i w d i e n  und ~ r i m d i e n . ~  

Doubled l i n e 8  of either fou+ o r  f h e  main tone8 are almo  red.^ But 

i n  addi t ion  t o t h i a  q u a l i t y o f  eyl lablee ,  GrFmmealrodeectibeethequantity 

of ryllablem, t h a t  io, thelengthoftimeneceseazytoptonouncethe 

ey l l ab le ,  m8amur.d i n  r e l a t i v e  tarom by m t a e .  H e b m  myllablee have from 

one t o  fourmorau, dependingontheFrvocalieationandtheitrpomition 

r e l a t i v m t o t h e t o n e 8 .  Whilethe~tarofthemyll.blom i m  b a m e d p r h a r i l y o n  

t h e  numbetofmaintones,themoraedeteminethema~iaaa andmininuaofthe 

lengthof intervalm betweenmaintonea. Thu~Griamr*m my8tenrgivea ronse 

account f o r  b o t h t h e  mtteaaedandunatreaaed 8yllableaoftheXabtewverse 

l i n e .  

Unfortunately, Orinma inaimtodon f i n d i n g o r o n f o r c i n g  a u n i f o m  

meteroneachpoemwhichha r tudied ,  regardlommoftha i n d i c a t i o n r o f t h o  

Mamotatic text, and dompite the f a c t  t h a t  mvmn hi. own mlm8 could not 

de te rn ine  auchhighlovelm of r e g u l u i t y .  I n o r d o t t o b r F n g a b o u t t h i e  

91. Qrirr, P u l m m n m o b l w ,  8. It i8 c l o u  hot. that Qrimm ia  mp..Ung of 
Fndividu&lcolr ,  urdneto fb ico lao+ longuvatwuni tmr~  n l F r w m . n  



ineertionewithintheveroee, e t i l l i t p o s a e e e e s  norealpowerof 
p o s i t i v e  emendation.- 

With t h i s  f a u l t  is  coupled another, that Grimme, a f t e r  having 

elaboratedhia ayetemof morae s o  carefully,  generally ignored it i n h i e  

critical treatment of the  poe t i c  text, an C. 8. Toy remrtko, "It i m  

noteworthy that Ln h i s  emendations, he makes almost no uee o f  h i8  mora- 

syetem, which in h i e  introduction he i l l u e t r a t e r  a t  length. am G r i m e  i r  

thereforenot entirely faithful t o h i e  owneystem, deepitehavingreliedon 

aomeaapecte of it forexteneiveemendationofthetext. 

Eduard Sievers 

Another late nineteenth-century Oemnanmetricirtwam #duudSieverr, 

who a l s o  att~ptedanretricaltbeorywhichwouldaccountaewellforboth 

unstreeredand mtreseedayllabler. Sievarrf Lnit ia l trainingwaaintha 

f i e l d 6  o f ~ r m a n i c l m g u a g e ~ d l i t e r a t u r e . ~  Thiebackgroundi8evident 

fromSievers' frsquentcoarparioonowithCermanpoetryinhim dimcurrionoi 

Hebrew. A t t h m  roquemtof Frantm Buhl, 8iovarr baganto 8 t u d y I ? a b ~ w p o t t y ,  

e x a m i n i n g e o m e o f t h e b i b l i c a l ~ r w h i c h a p p a r d q u i t ~ r ~ l u , t h o f ~ r t  

ofwhichwarDeute~onomy32. Frmtheme, 8 ievarrinfarr .dthattha 

predominantwtricalpatternof H ~ t w ~ t ~ w a r b a r ~ o n a c c e n t r ,  andthat 

tho normal formofthoverre-footLmtho.nap.rt, atrioyllabic footaccontad 

onthe lamtry l lab lo .  S ~ v u i a t i o n 8 ~ t o a ~ ~ o ~ . d ,  but8iovmrr brirt.4 

that theground forcmoftheHebrmwv~rrowamthe~rpomtic foot. Thim 



generalicationwae reasonablyvalid forthepoemmwhichSievere had 

examined. 8utSiever8 extendedthiagratuitously in tothewider+ealmof 

bibl ical  poetry, andmet out t o  findtheanapeetwherevarhecould, T h i r  

required himto  auppoeethatotherapparentpatterrnawere ac tua l ly  

madif icationa of the widely-uoed anapest, Thum the iamb im an abbreviated 

anapeet, createdbytheprottactionof aprecedingr iae ,  The paeonwith 

penultimate mtresm is t h e r e s o l u t i o n o f t h e  anapeat, and moon, Cobb 

coll#rente, n T h e t h e o r y r e ~ u l t a  fronrapropermpiricalobeeroation, but it 

ought not to have beenmade t o  cover eo muchuneu~eyedterrltoryma* The 

exceptionm, *... al lrert ingontheaseumptionthatbecrumexx~ima 

f rwusnt  f om, a l l  o ther  f ormm mumt be ranehow derived f run it o r  connected 

with If8ieve~rdLdnotawndthetex+aamrtonmi.rlyam mawof him 

predecermorr, thim warn a t  learnt paztly due t o  t h e  fact that he oxphinod it 

away. Xnaddition, Sievers abandonedto a c o n r i d o t r a b l e d ~ n t h e  

r t ruc tu te  have concurrod in the  v i m  t h a t  ryntactic and metrical bounduier 

of l i ne r  colncido i n a l l  b u t t u o  camem. ButSia~rmwamquitopropu.dto 

~r~yeffectivelycriticizom Sieve t r f  ambitioum attanpt amboth 
unprovon and Larprobabla, pointing mmpecLally to t h o  axcaamiva amount 
ofamondationtowhich8imvorm rrrrotta inozdottomuatainhiathzy. 
~ a n ~ r e d e r t n r c t i t n o f S i e v e ~ r f  thwrioa i o t h e o b n m r a t i o n t h ~ t i f  
wm begin with r vuiaty of wtxical  pattaxna allowing for l h m  of 
diff.rentkengtha, acc~ptrrun-onlinaarmamttuofoourcn, allowa 
w i d e  rang. of vuL8tionm urd mcmptioam -- n o t  counting anndationm -- 

*. 8.  ODbb, ~ r i t i c i r  of S ~ m t a m  of  8abm Mate~, 

%. 8. Cobb, C t r i t i c i m m  of S ~ m t u  of Webrew Hater, 
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thenanythingbecaneearetrical, and L t i o  impomible todimt inguiah  
proee fronrpoetry. Onceparal lelFsrninboth formandrenae ,  andpai red  
colaand l a r g e r u n i t 6  are abandoned, t h e n t h e r e  fe l i t t l e  l e f t  i n t h e  
wayofcriteriatodeternrinethepceaenceofpoetryapart i tomthe  
assertion t h a t  it is there ." 
cobb goes eo far a6 t o  a t t r i b u t e  Sievera'  theory to  t h e  focue of hie 

initialercpoeuretoHebrewpoetry. I f  Sievera hadbegunwith eomeotherpoem 

t h a n t h a t  of Deuteronany 32, hemightwellhavediscoveredadifferent 

fundamental foot- Hadhim invemtigationr begunelnewhere, 

. . . would i tno thavebeenposs ib le to  formulate rules andexceptione 
tha twould  h a v e b r o u g h t a l l  intohsrmonywith m a w  o t h e r  fundamental 
foot? Would it not b e b e t t e r  mti l l toacknowledge f r a n k l y t h a t  Hebrew 
metre i a  ae free ae t h e  German t o  which he cons tan t ly  camparea it?" 

difficultieswhichoccasionedhietheory, t h a t  i r ,  t h e e v i d e n t  l a c k o f  

thLm point ,  G. B. Gray colanrentm, 

I cannothereunder+akeanyexminatLonorcrit~ci.mofSFev~r~* long 
. n d e x h a u a t i v e ~ 8 i t i o n o f h i m t h w r y .  . . . B u t t h ~ 8 o t h w r i ~ r ,  
howevermuchmay be maid for romeofthem, are n o t a l l o f t h s m a m y e t r o  
certainlyemt.blirhedamtoallowtha~tricalmymt.m, w h i c h i n p u t  
muggomtathom, butwhichrl8ocart8inlyre~tmuponth.m,to furnimha 
r u f f i c i e n t l y r u r e  inrtmwnt  foreliaainatingtheuncertaintierwhich 
ar irewhenwerwanureaIIebrewt~bythe8trem~ ryllablemonly. 
Thedegrnofuncertaintywhichthotheorywould rrmova i m  l a rge ly  
counterbalmcod by t h e  inmrcuri ty of tha  Maim on which it rartr." 

n ~ 8 v i d  M o m 1  ?mb.o, nPrologawaonn t o  The Forma of H o b m  Pwtry by Goosgo 
BuchuranOray(NwYorkr ItTAV, 1972), mi. 

%. 8. Cobb, Critici.rofSvmtruofE.bmrHetu, 182. 

-rg. Buchanan Gray, The ?OM of H e b m r  -try (1915 ; reprlnt, Itmu Yorkr 
X!CAV Publimhing Houme, 1972), 147 . 



Be aeee r t a  t h e  exietence of poetry i n  the Hebrew B i b l e ,  though thia warn 

h a r d l y d o u b t e d i n h i e e r a .  On t h e o t h e r  hand, hemknowledgee t h a t  t h e  form 

ofthiepoetrymaybemieunderstda7'  Purthermoreheinmimtmthatat least 

someofthiep~etrywasmetrical~ Fol lowingadiecusr ionof  Psalma 54and67, 

Nooneought to deny t h a t  theev idence  f o r  atruemetre i n t h e  
Hebrew Psalm8 Lmauch mtrengthenedbythm~irtancoof a 8mcondpmalm 
that answera a l l t h e t e e t e  of Englfnhmeter. We arevery far from 
a e r e r t i n g t h a t ~ t h e p a a l m s  a r e m e t t i c a 1 ; t h a t i a  a v e t y d i f f e r e n t  
etatement . * 
ButinwhatdoeethFsmeterconeiet? Ontheonehand,  Cobb r a y s t h a t  

"Our induction io leadinguetodiecardtheoyl lablearaunitofmeaeure,  

provided w e  regard the psalm a8 metrical a t  a l l .  am On t h o  o the r  hand, in h ie  

analyai t iofPaalm54,  hesaya 

Thecaerura mepuatemeachl ine  F n t o . q u r r l g r o u p ~ o f t h z e a  fnt, 
marked inweryca~ebythree toneroraccentr , t~of tharogroupa  
making a Haamoretic vezee, aave that v a r u  5 ham thtr  g r ~ u p m . ~  

cobborn cona i r t en t  p t a c t i c a  i r  t o  count rt~m.m.8~ though in 1- ca re r  

h e  taker noteoftheunrtrereedrylllbler a rwl l .  H a o b m e ~ r ~ . g u l u f t i o m  

h i s  ana ly r i ro fPaa lm94 ,  Cobbromazka, 

Ina .wrchar thabookof  Paa&w ham ~ ~ ( ~ ~ d ~ t o u ~ ~ t h r o u g h  loag 
gmnarationm of copyirtm who w,fe u t t a r l y  ignorant  of ntrical form, it 
irce~ainly~urpr~rFngth.+t~nty-orr,outoftb.nt~ty-thr~ 
vermom u a  i n p o r f m c t t h r ~ m .  Thacrndid~aduumtacLnowlodgaby 
thirtipp.thatchmcocouldnothmmproducodmucharr~ult. Suppom 
wmhamaftar f i n d m n u l t i t u d a o f ~ a  F n t h a O l d T o a t ~ n t t h a t d o f y  

II. Cobb, Criticim of S ~ r t u  of 88brw -or, 6. 

w. II. Cobb, C r i t i c i r  of i v r t u  of Hmbrw IWu. 14. 

'4r. 1. OM, Criticin of S y 8 t u  of 8obtw1W.r. 8. 

*w. II. Cobb, Cri t icimn o f  S v . t u  of 8abm Metar, 5.  
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a l lme t l c i ca l l awr ,  thi8 cannot al ter  t h e  fact that-have foundotharm 
whi~hwouldbesecognizedinan~languageas r e a l p ~ a t r y . ~  

aa wrealpoekrya becauoeoftheirmetricalnature. Neverthelems, ha 

acknowledgeethat nirregular~sgreat lypreponderate ,wTgandthat  

m e t r i c a l r e g u l a r i t y ,  evenaa  meaeuredby atreasem, La not  anorm f o r  Hobraw 

poetry. Muchof Hebrewpoetry, i f  i t i m m e t r i c a l ,  follows tulerwhLchCobb 

ham no t  beenable  todeduce. 

I f  all~ebrewpoetryiirmetticalitmmetricalprinciplee a r e n o t  yet 
manifest,  a n d a r e v e r y d i f f e r e n t ,  at a l l  event. f romthoeeof  Englieh 
poetry. W e  are mure, though, t h a t  it Fe not  a l l  non-metrical. It may 
bemorerhythrnicalthanmetrical-- i f  a n y o n e c a n m a i n t a i n r u c h a  
d i r t i n c t i o n .  It im ce r t a in lymt roph ic  now andthen,  b u t  it i m h u d t o  
believe t h a t  it ia s t roph ic  ent i re ly ."  

Becauseoftheuncertaintyof Hebrewmeter, eventhoughCobbclear ly  

believeethateomeHebrew~tryianretrica1, and that t h e m e t e r  i a b a m d o n  

a t r e r e a r ,  hereject~thepraet icaof~ndingthetextonthob&8imofnwtarr  

or that  change . . . Appazant deviationm frcun metrical r o g u l u i t y  may bo 

George Buchanan Gray 

Cobborn cautioum approachtommtxic8 andhim adoocacyof accentual 

metorwrnal~)+rpr.. .n+dintheworkof hirncont .mporuy,~rg. i luchur.n 

Gray. G r a y r e c o g n i t . d t h a t ~ b t w ~ t r y w ~ m d a u p ,  fo r thoa romtpar t ,  of 

two-put  line., andthattheeecouldkdimtinguirnh.damkingoft~kindrn. 

"W. II. Cobb, Criticiu of S y m t r r  of Habrew Rtmtms,  17. 

%. 8. Cobbe Cr i t l c i#mof  S y m t u o f  H ~ ~ I W O ~ .  30. 

9. a. cobb, Crithtr - of 8vmtan of ~ a b ~ ~ n m t o r ,  33. 

"w. R.Cobb, Critici.rofS~mt.1uof8ebsewIWer, - - 33. 
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paralleliem8uggeete adLvisionofHebrewdiatiche Fntotwobtoad 
typemof rhythm: inoneof these twotypem,thetwopara l le l l inee  
balanceoneanother, whereas i n t h e o t h e r t h e  secondcotnee rhortof and 
echoes the f i r a t  ." 
Butthe i n tu i t i ve  recognition oftheeetwotypeo of bicola is 

twomuat bediscovered. Graybrieflyconeiderethreepoeribilitiemt 

s y l l a b i c  meter, quant i ta t ive  meter, and s t rear  or accmtua l  meter. The 

firettwooftheseheconeidereto havebeen n r u l e d o u t i n t h e  courreof 

di~cueeionandconcern~ng~ebrewmetre ."" With r e g a r d t o t h e t h i r d ,  h e  

asserts that 

. . . therehaebeenan increaeingagreementamongmaodernstudentsof 
t h i o  rubject ,  part icular lyundertheinf luenceof  Ley, to find i n t h e  
rtreoeed wotdm a+ oyllablee t h e  "pivots or pomtma . . . of the  Hebrew 
r h y t h d '  

Grayaleo conmidera t h e  ieeue ofwhethezthere im anylawgovmmaingthe 

pornit ionofthe mtremeed ry l lab le  r e l a t i ve to th~unmt remred  ryllabl*rwhich 

eurround it (Le., a r e t h e s e  regularmetr ical  f ee t ) ,  andwhether there i s  

stream. f t imon thomepo in t r t h8 the  mnmthogrortortd~~rgmncrrn rawngthm 

metricimtr of hi8 eraam But throughout him conrideration of thr.. 

9. 8. Gray, The Forma of  8obt.w Poatry, 130. 

%. 8. Gray, Thm ION of Hebrmw Pomtry, 136. 

%. 8. Gray, The Form8 of  8.b- Poetry, 137. 

%. 8. Gray, The Form8 Of Hebrew Poettry, 137, 14'1. 
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By themiddle o f t h e  twentieth centuxy, rtudantm of W. ?. Albright had 

propoeedtheoriee a i m i l a r t o t h o e e o f  HeinrichEwald. A l b r i g h t h h r e l f  

wavexedbetween e y l l a b i c  and accen tua l theor iea  of meter. 

. . . it La already c e r t a i n  t h a t  Phoenician and Iiebtew poetry were t o  a 
largeextent word-for-wordechoeu ofCanaanitevermo, . . . Thereieae 
yet noevidence t h a t  Canaanitepoetrywamqumtitatip., b u t t h e r e  are 
i nc tea r ing  i n d i c a t i o n s t h a t  itwarpartly8ccentualandpartly 
s y l l a b i c  (I. e. , it depended partly on counting myllablorn) , though t h e  
precFme law8 governing it are m t i l l  obmcure and t h a r a  warn c e r t a i n l y  a 
greatdealofpo~6iblevariatlon~ithinrtillunce+a~bounduie~.~ 

This cautionwae aharedbyAlbr igh t t s  otudenta, F. M. Cromr andD. N. 

Freedman, whoeeearlierwork~onHebrewverremtructure focummdon 

accentual  meter without ignoring s y l l a b i c  coneideratione. 

The  baaic building blockn in Canaanite and marly Heb+ew 
metrical8t~cturearethetwo-6trerrcolonandthethrw-mtrer~ 
colon. Theduninatingprincipleirthatofbal.nceor myummtryt 
parallelirmum membromm. Tha Ugar i t ic  t . x t m  rnm mainly to  be i n  t h e  
3 t 3  pa t t e rn ,  a m w o u l d ~ ~ c t m d  i n e p i c  patry; b u t t h a 2 8 2  pat tern  
imnotunconraon, a n d t h e r e u e n u a m r o u r  inrturceaofmixodpatternmof 
3 r 3  and 2 t 2 .  

Inadd i t ionaremarkab le  +egularityobtaFnm i n t h e o l d e a t  
Eiabrewverre (a8 i n a u 1 y C a n a a n i t e p o o t r y ) t  Thir  i rmar i ly recogn ized  
i n  mpite of numotour corruption8 Fn thepra remmdtax t ,  Thir  
r a g u l a t i t y l i e e  aomewhere bat-n a riarpla rtremm w t a +  (Lm., 
mrtchingaccented ryl lablarwithoutiegudtotha numbuof 
unmtrommad myllablam) , and a camplox meter involving myllabla count 
and bivimion into mstrical feat. The mynms+ry Fr axhibitad ch ie f ly  in 
p.tall.1 cola." 

That thFe  mtrt-nt war not Lntenb.6 am an absolute rule i r  appumnt 

'k. ?. Albright ,  rmvimwof 1ntroductiontothrOldhmt.unt.  byRobert 8. 
Pfa i f fa r ,  in The Journal  of B i b l i c a l  ~ i t m r 8 t u n  61 (1942) t 117. 

"?rank mom crora ,  Studi.6 in McLent Yahwimtic Poetry (Ph.D. 
di@8e~ation,Johnr~opkinaUniva+o~ty,1950),18,19. D08pLtr i t rprbl ica t ion  
by Cromm, tbi. d i m n e t a t i o n  i r  daacrib.6 on the f l y l u f  a8 " t b  ~ c o n d  of two 
joint d o c t o t a l  diamart8tionr rubmittd t o  tho Baud of Univumi ty  8tudi.r of 
tha John. EopLiam Univumity by David Ik . l?mo&~ and m.nk Hoosa C r a m # ,  Jr . 
It may tm muppoead t h a t  t h i a  wtkm%premrd t h e  vimm of both ?~..dllllLI andCroa8 
a t  the tim of i t m  wri t ing.  



. . . t h e b a l a n c e o r e q u a l i t y  in thenumberof  mtreamad8yllablemhaa 
a lwayebeenregardedas  a fundamental p r i n c i p l e o f  Hebrewmetrical 
a t t u c t u r e .  Nevertheless,  t heze  a z e c a e e s  inwhichth imbalance  
apparent lydoes  not  obtain,  withouthoweverviolatingthecanonoof 
aynuaetry. X t m a y b e v e t y d i f f i c u l t o r  impoa6ibletoam8ignthe eame 
number o f  s t r e e o a s t o p a r a l l e l c o l a ;  a t  t h e  eametimethey may have an 
equal  number of ey l l ab les  andbalance  per fec t ly .  Thua i t a p p e a r u t h a t  
a d e e p  senseof  s y m e t r y  ietheguidingprincipleofmetrical  
s t r u c t u r e ,  and t h a t  t h e  s t r e a s  p a t t e r n  ( 3 ~ 3 ,  2 : Z )  i m  on ly themoe t  
convenient, and genera l ly  adequatemethodof expremmingthia 
symaetryom 

analyeia  of verme et ruc turewhichwerebaeed fundamentally o n t h e c o u n t i n g  

of s y l l a b l e s .  It i e  perhaps incor rec t  t o  r e f e r t o t h e r e  a s t h w t i e a  of meter, 

inasmuch a s  t h e  proponent a d o n o t  c l a i m t o b e  f o m u l a t i n g r u l e a ,  b u t  only 

obeerving phenomena and drawing s t a t i e t i ca l compar i8onr .  Examples of  

Freedman'eworkinthie l i n e c a n b e  found i n h i e  aProlegownonatoGray'm 

~ e b r e w ~ o a t r y . ~ ~  I n t h e l a t t e r e m o a y ,  Ft..Quncountmthrmyll.blemof 

e a c h v e r a e l i n e  intwo s e t e o f  Bebrewpoem, ca lcu la t eo  average8 and 

emtablirhem maxima and minima. He then remarks, 

While theme mtatisticm cannotbeurredtocontrolor~nd 
mpecificlinamormtanzam, r i n c e d e v i a t i o n r  urdothereccmntr ic i t iem 
u s  an integral and inemcapable p u t  of poa t i c  mtratqy, nevarth. le88 
t h e y g i v o a t h o r o u g h l y  adepuat~~ts ica ldarcr ipe ionofpravai l~g  
urager  i n  tho  6th century B.C.~!.~ 

%avid I. h..QI.n, aAcso8ticm and lutticm i n  Wrn Pomtyrm 8 u v u d  
Thwloq ic . lRav iw65  (1972) 367-392. Both thL8oarayurd tha  mProlagamona 



vowels) .@' The counting of individual  letterr i n  a poem ham been undertaken 

byothere ,  includingStevenByington, whomakes amathematicalcamparimonof 

several d i f f e r en t  theor ies  ofmetr ica lecansion,  and concludee 

. . . we canhardlyexcludethe  ideaofanaccen tua lmete r  . . . andwe 
can hardly exclude t h e  idea of quant i ta t ive  metor . . . . But I am much 
more impreaeed by t h e  qua l i t y  of evidence for quant i t a t ive  meter. . . . 
I concludethat  Hebrewha6 a q ~ a n t i t a t i v e m e t e r . ~  

But i a p r i m a r i l y t h e  eyetemof count ingeyl lable~whichhaa a t t r a c t e d  

the a t t e n t i o n  of other scholars, t)rose who have made some use of t h i o  

eyetern fo r  larger or smaller etudier of Hebrew poetry ate Dauglaa S tua r t  ,03 

R. C. ~ u l l e p  and& J. ~ c ~ a r t h y . ~  I n a l l o f t h e e e  caaes, t h e u e e t l r o f t h i e  

method have commentedon statieticalgeneralizationmwithoutattemptingto 

f ind,  much lee6 enforce, a regular pa t te rn  i n  the text. They have ca l l ed  

attentiontocertainpatterne inheretntinthetextwhichuemomteamily 

explained in te rnwof  conetraLnt8onlinelength, sa thexthanam 

conmequenceoof other poetic phenoarena. Aaareault,textu8lemendationhao 

notbeenwLdelymployedbythepractit ioneraofthLmwthod,  unleum t h e  

01 L g ,  , David N w l  Freedman, "Strophe urdmtu LnExodur 15, in ALLuht unto - 
My Path, d. Howard 11. Bream, Ralph D . Heir and may A. M w r m  (Philadalphiat 
Tampla Unhmrmity Prmmm, 1974), rmprint.4 in P o t t m v ,  ?ootry and Prmhocy: 
Studiom inEarlvHebr.wPoetry byDavidf&al?r..darur (Win0n8t.k.~ Xndiurat 
Eimenbraunm, 1980). 187-228. 

q t e v o n  T o  Byington, "A Mathematical Appzoach to  IlrbnwlWer8,  The Journal 
of Bibl ica lL i ta+a ture  66 (1947); 75. 

%ouglu I. S t u u t ,  Studiem i n  E u l v  ilmbnw Hatar (Uawula, i(ont.nar 
S c h o l u r  Pxmam, 1976. 

9. C. Cullay, We t r i c a l  ku1y.i. of Cl&maie&l Habxw ' i n  Zmmaya on 
t ho  Anciont S d t i c  World ad. J. W. W.p.ta and D o  I). Rmdford (Torontor 
Univ~rityofTorontoPre8m, 1970), 12-28. 

%. J. Ilc-hy, "The Metrical Struetun of P r l a  137. a Joutrul of Bibl ica l  
Literature 100 (1981) 161-167. 



beencrit iquedby~remper~ongman,mbutr~insthemortcommonsyrtemof 

minimal u n i t  counting i n  uae a t  the end of thim centuzy. 

FORTHER STUDY 

gueationa Reqardinoninimal Unit Counting 

Fronrthepteoentat i~nofthesetheorier~thrwthoughtrmaybe 

abs t rac ted ,  which sre not  etatements  but  queotionm. F h r t ,  i f  t h e  counting 

of minimal u n i t e  La a key t o t h e  veree atructureofEIabrowpot+y, what kind 

of u n i t e  ahouldba counted? ~hou ld themsbemotae ,  vocable8 (sonantm), 

e y l l a b l e e o t e t r e r m e s ?  Ifmyllable8uetobecounted, r h o u l d a d i s t i n c t i o n  

bemadebetween mtramredmdunmt~emm.dryll.bler, andrhou ld th~aequencme  

fomedby s t r eeaedanduns t re seed  6 y l l a b l e r b e n o t e d 3  Second, what c a n t h e  

reader  expect  t o  learn fromcounting? Canconmirtent, r e g u l a r  pa t t e rno  (of 

s o m a n y r y l l a b l e m p t l i n e ,  f o r  example) b. found, o r w i l l  8 tud~ntmofHebrew 

v e r r e r t t u c t u t e  h&vetocontent th~~Lv~8wFthnorpa8  ~ d d i 8 t r F b u t i o n m  and 

with maxim and minima? Third ,  do +ha tamul t r  of counting havm any 

dimtinguirhingorpr.dictivmvrlue? CIlrthayhelpdiffarantiataptryfrom 

proma, o r o n o k i n d o f p o m t r y  f r a n u r o t h a r ?  Curthay Fnforrarthatoadorwhatto 

axpect Fn a poem: can anything be known about tho t e n t h  l i n e  of  a given poem 

onthabaaimofthareadingoftha f i r r t n i n a ?  Vuyingurmwata havabaan 

g i v ~ n t o t h o 8 a q u e 8 t i o n r .  ?orconvmnioncoofcocpp.r~.on,th.vi.wr of mema 

o f t h a m r o  r i g n i f i c a n t w t r i c i 8 t a  d i8cu8Hd Fnthir ch .p ta ruapsa8an t .d  

i n  m u m u y  fozm in  t h o  f o l l w i n g  table. Thi8 tabla will rttampt to mmms tho 

fLr8ttwoqumationr indLcat.d.bovm. Dircurrionofth.thirdwillb. 

undaztakmnonlybrLefly, ful lortroatrwntlningoffor~~nthachaptmron 

t h o  inductivotrialofthmrecontthw~iaa ofmmtrLc8latructura. 

9 z r p . t  Longman, "A Czi t ique  of TWQ Recant ~ t r i c a l  S y o t a u ,  ELblLca 63 
(1982): 230-254. 
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11 Johann Bellemam 

I Guetav B i c k e l l  

I Gmorga Buchrnan Gray 

David N o e l  F~eedman 

morae and tonee 

ayl lablee  

e t reesed  s y l l a b l e s  

metr ica l  fee tconta inFng 
one etreeaed myllable 
per foot 

wrae and tones  

mmt+ica l fn tcon taFn ing  
one 8txera.d myllable 
per foot 

vuioum met r i ca l  feet, 
umually three per l i n e  

u r u a l l y s e v e n o r e i g h t  
pur l i n e ,  linem i n  paire 
o r t r i p l e t r  

t w a r t r e r r e 6 p e r l i n e  

cona i r t en t  number of 
feet pmr: l i n e  within a 
given poem 

mtrict a l t e r n a t i o n o f  
rttammed and unetreeeed 
uyl lables  

b a l u r c e d l i n e r o f t h r e e  
or. four rtremmem pat 
half- l ine,  except for 
oinahlinomwhichhave 
thtnmtreamem i n t h e  
f i rrt  ha l f  and t u o  i n  t h e  
second. 

tm o r  three main toner 
per line 

urapmtic f n t  (two 
un8trmmr.d myllabl8r 
followd by a rtrtarred 
m y l l . b l ~ ) ,  w i t h  ~y 
v u b t  ion8 prrpirr ible 

u r u a l l y t k n  
(rawtimom four) 
rtromrma por lin8, 
pabad 1in.a 

V U ~ U ~  H t a m 8 ,  
u r u a l l y b a l ~ c o d l i n e r  

tandoncy f o r  s imi la r  
line langthm within a 
given po8m 



LFmitat ioneofthePseeent  Study 

Despite t h e  coneiderablevat ie tyof  approacheedeecribedinthis 

t a b l e a n d i n t h i 8  chapter, thepreeentetudywillconcentrateononlytwo 

minimal units, the ey l lab le  and t h e  etrese, since theme are the two uni te  

theendofthetwent iethcentury.  Thoeewho a t i l l engage  i n  rune r o e  o f  

poemwhichmaintainm aconeis tentnumbesofmininralunit8ptcolon,  o r a  

coneistentpatternofcolonlengtha. Anunusuallylongcolonorvereemaybe 

noted a s  anomaloue, but twentieth centuryminimalunitcounterr have 

heaitatedtoenrend such paseageeunlearn they have r a m r e a r o n o t h s r t h a n l a c k  

Thiedeficiencyofminimalunitcounting i m  comp.naated, at  l m a r t t o a  

amalldegree, by i t rurefulnesrarrdescript ivodev~ce.  Tha rea r ece r t a i n  

pat terns ,  of which Buddeem qinah La a r t r ik ingexunple ,  which uomomt8imply 

expla inedas  re la t ionrh ipeof leng th ,  o ~ o f t h e n u n r k r o f u n i t r  i n a c o l o n o r  

l ine .  Acnongotherthing8, t h i s  auggeet~thattheteueconat+aFntm 

operating inHobrew~trywhichcannotor  oughtnotto&eoxplain.dby 

re fesence to  r y n t u o r  rrmantica. These are 8oawwhohaverm)octodmor~or 

lerr categoricallythepracticeof dercribingH~r.w~trybyroforoncato 

thenumber8ofminiaralunfta. WilftedWatron i r t yp i ca lo f t hama .  

Syllablm-countingh~rnruryadvocrtemandirnonmua~ch. Itr 
p r ~ c i p l 8 d r a w b a c J u  u e t h ~ t i t t o l l o r o n r m c o n r t t u c t i n g t h 8 ~ l r  
and that it  ignorer r t so r r .  A t  b a t  it ir  urrful for linoati~n.~ 

s n t k e l y  on t h e  barir of m h i n m l  unit counting. Y e t  it a m  that there .n 

eignif icant ,  a t  leart a r  rtatirticalgeneralizationa. 



THE SYNTACTIC ALTERNATIVE 

Terence Co l l ins  Line-Forms i n  Hebrew poetry' warn one of t h e  f i r s t  

modern a t t e m p t s t o  f ind  a b a s i a  f o r t h e  etudyofbiblicalpoetrywhich 

dependedon n e i t h e r t h e  semantic structuremwhichLowthhad i d e n t i f i e d n o r  

t h e  t empora lo r  accentualmetriceofmediaeval andn ine teen thcen tu ry  

echolare.  Af ter  LndicatingtheweahesaeeofbothLowthfsparrallelfsrnus 

membrorumandthemetrical eyetemaoftheGermanmchol~8,  CollFnm aaaer te ,  

" , . . w e  need athirdalternativeinthedebate, o n e w h i c h w i l l g i v e u e  an 

e n t i r e l y  f r e s h  approach Collin. bel ieve6 he ha8 found t h i s  e n t i r e l y  

f r e s h  t h i r d  a l t e r n a t i v e  i n  ". . .an ana lys i a  of l i n e s  based on grammatical 

 structure^.^^ His explicitlystatedprogramincludem r empec t ing theva l id  

conclusions of  p a r a l l e l i s t i c  atudiee, and inclumionof l i n e 6  whichcannot be 

explaFnedbytheorieebasedoneemanticparallelirm&8wollamthe 

c lar i f fcat ionofpatternathatexis t inthodrt~ofblbl~calpartry . '  

On i t 6  face, t h i n m u l d a e e m t o  ~equirearrappsoachwhichwoulddeal 

with mever&ldifferentlevel8or f a c e t m o f t h o t ~ , t h o w u r i n g a r ~ l l a m  

the rhythmandthegrauunar. The necemuityof euchan approachir indicated 

eeveral t immaby Col l inr .  Near theendof himbookha atatam, 

... t h e  Hmbr.wverme-line i r r  f u t o o c o m p l u r m d d ~ l i c a t o  a t h i n g t o  
+empondtouryon.-trackinvortigation. Thelino i a ~ d a u p o f  
d i f f e r e n t  l a y e r r  --grnmnratical8tructura, mrrrmtic mtructura, rtrerm 



patterns, ey l l ab le  counte, a l l i t e r a t i o n ,  --and a f u l l  stylistic 
analye iecanonlybeachie~ed~henwehaveobeervedthe  funct ioningof  
e a c h l a y e r  indiv idual ly  andthen mtudiedhowcollectivelythey 
i n t e r a c t  and cont r ibute  i n d i f f e r e n t  ways t o t h e  o v e r a l l  e f f e c t  o f t h e  
line.' 

The Inadequacyof OtherApproaches 

The f a i l u r e o f a t t e m p t e t o  f indmeter  inHebrewpoetrywae a t  thebas i s  

of Lowth's dec ie ion to looke leewhere  f o r t h e  fundamental s t r u c t u r i n g  

p r i n c i p l e o f  Hebrewpoetry. Lowth, t h o u g h h e b e l i e v e d t h a t  Rebrewpaetryhad 

b e n o t i g i n a l l y m e t r i c a l ,  chose toexamine eemantic para l le l iembecaueeof  

hie view t h a t  the lsylstem of meter was no longer acceeeible.  But t h e  

importanceof semanticparallelisminHebtewpoetry, though i t i e g r e a t ,  hae 

of tenbeenexaggera ted .  There aremanycalserwhere oemant icpara l le l iem 

do- no t  r e a l l y e x i s t .  Evenwhere it d o e r e x i a t ,  i t o f t e n o c c u r r  inwayaand 

v a r i a t f o n r  which defy Lowthem pr imi t ive  attempt8 a t  c l a u r i f  i ca t ion .  Aa 

Collin. mayr , 
There ir  a w i d a v a r i e t y i n t h e  k i n d r ~ f p a r a l l e l i r m ~  Linemwith t rue  
~ y n o n y m o u ~ p a r a l l e l i r m u e  fewerthanthmothetm. S o w  l i n e r  could 
h a r d l y b e  r a i d t o  containparallelirmataI1, except bygroroove t -  
extenmionofthmtamn. e.9. 18a42 :1 . . . .Tocr l l th i r  ncon8acutiva 
p a r a l l e l f a n "  i n t o  ray  nolaorethan t h a t  t h e r e  i r  eome connection 
between tho fFrrtha1fof the l ineandtho  recondhalf, which i 8  a t r i t e  
oboervat  ion  .' 
Col l in8  thegefore reject8 a8 fundamental both  t h e  t s a d i t  i ona l  

poet ry  andamr lsyrtemformeasurLnglineo. 

c o n t r o l l i n g n o t  jumt t h e  movement of thought b u t  almo t h e  form 



o f t h e  l i n e s .  Wecaneven say that it becomes a p r i n c i p l e  of l i n e  
measurement, determiningwhatconstitutea a awellformedw l i n e  
accordingtoalimitednumberof baoictraditionalpatterno....Thus, 
o n e o f t h e m a i n r e e u l t s  o f t h i s  e t u d y w i l l b e t o  show t h a t  inHebrew 
poetry ayntax ie "poetic" i n  the a t r i c t e e t  eenee of t h e  word, since it 
c o n t r i b u t e e t o t h e  a e s t h e t i c  pleasure of  a p p r e c i a t i n g a w e l l  formed 
l i n e w h i c h e a t i o f i e 8 t h e  instinctiveexpectation8alreadyeetup 
t k o u g h  familiaritywiththeeamepatternin~therknownlinea.~ 

T h i e i e  a n a e s e ~ i o n w h i c h C o l l i n e o f f e r s  b o t h a t  thebeg inn ing  and t h e  

e n d o f  himwork. Hiebr i e f  conclusion i s t h a t  ".. . w e c a n s a y t h a  t t h e  

grammatical rtructureacte a e t h e b a s i c  franreworkoftheverse-linesa8 

Elsewhere Collinsmakee anexplicitcomparieonofthe funct ion of meter 

(basedon e t r e s sed  and uns t ressed  sy l l ab lee )  i n  Englitahpoetry and t h e  

granmatical  e t z u c t u r e . n d o r d e t i n g o f  cons t i tuen t8  inHebrrewgoetry, not ing 

t h a t e a c h o f t h e s e a c t r  i n i t a o w n ~ t i c t r a d i t i o n a s  a  npermanentfr lmaof 

reference .  

Reaeons f o r a s m t a c t i c  Approach 

Collin.' u g u r n e n t h  favourof  a  ryn tac t i c ,  r 8 t h e r t h r a a m m t r F c a l o r  

eemantic, bash forHebrewpoetry i r a s e o c i a t e d  i n p a r t w i t h t h e r e l a t i v e  

pa t t e rne .  

The ~~.ntic.ndgr.rrmuticall~yerrc.nneverb.entirelydivorc.d 
f r a a o n e  a n o t h e ~ b u t t h e g t u p . t i c a l f r ~ t k i m m o r ~ e a 8 i l y r . d u c e d  
togenera1izdcat.gorieaof c la8aif icat ionwhichu~alwayaop.nto 
further malyrim to  bring o u t  tha nace88aq d i r t i n c t i o n a  . lo 

. .- 

'T. C o l l i n ~ ,  Line-Forms, 16. 

9. Col l ins ,  Line-Form, 227. 

9. Collins, Line-Fom8, 251. 

'4. Coll in8,  Lie-Iorm8, 228,229. 
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tenns, andwhether compavativeeame of c l r r r i f i c a t i o n i r ,  i n  any care, proof 

o f t h e  fundamental character of 8yntax FnElebrewpoetry. There is, however, 

rnorebehindCollin8' v iewthanthia :  hebel iever  t h a t  syntax ham rpec ia l  

function8 i n  claeeicalHebrewpoetry, functionmwhichdiffer fromthoeeof 

ayn t ax inc l ae s i ca l  Bebrewprose, or fromthe funct ionsof  ayntaxinmany 

other  poe t ic  t r a d i t  ion8 : 

Theneglect  ofthe  peculiar  r o l e o f  ryn taxar  a s t y l i s t i c v a l u e  i n  
Hebrewpoetrywould ueenrto be o n e o f t h e  cardLnalerr.ozo of omimmion 
comnitted by n - a t  mtudies on t h e  rubject. Hence w e  can an t ic ipa te  
a l ight lyhereandmaythatoneof theresu l t s  o f t h i s  invecrtigation 
w i l l b e t o r h a w t h a t e y n t a x  FnHebrewpoetry haea  rpec ia l func t ion  
quite d i f f e r en t  from i t s  functionr in  modern poetry. 'I 

TheFunctionaof Syntax 

Collina apec i f i ee the  functions which he  a t t r t i bu t ee to  syntax i n  

poe tq .  F i r s t ,  ayntax ham acontrollinqfunctioninHabrmwpoetsy, 

especia l ly  i n t h e  renseofconttollFngtheordor inwhichthetoadorreceivee 

imprernionr. Second, syntax ham anex~reamive functions ryn tac t i ca l  

changeu can alter tha  reader'm involvewnt i n  t h e  poem. Third -- and this 
function Fa h e l d t o b e p e c u l i a r t o  biblicalHebrewpcntry-- r y n t u h a a  a 

formaltunction,  op.ratLnga8rprincipletodato~inowh~tconmtitutmm r 

well-fo- line." ItwLlLkreadilyncognimdthatthe f 2 r m t t m o f  

theam function8 opmrato fnp~oma urdinnon-ir.bzwpcntictradition8. It i m  

the th i rd ,  t h o  formal function of myntur, which La of p u t i c u l u  i n t a m a t  

hers. l n th imrmgud ,  Collinm ruggeatr ,  aApomt'a a y n t u  i r t h e m m t  

f u n d ~ n t a l a a p . ~ o f h i 8 ~ f f o t t t o p r o d u c a t h e o r d . r . d u n i t y o f w ~ d 8 w h i c h  

is hi8 p m n .  I n  uuny way8 it i r  the basic layer.. . 



B u t  if eyntax ie the  fundamental l e v e l o f  b i b l i c a l  H e b r e w p o e t r y ,  it 

demands analysis .  C o l l i n s  f e e l s  t h a t  t h e  best approach f o r  t h i s  analyr ie  is 

t h r o u g h t h e u a e o f t h e  conceptsofgenerativelinguistics. Thie f i e l d h a s  

i t e  o r i g i n s  inthemid-twentiethcentury, pr inc ipa l ly  i n  t h e  workof Noam 

chomsky . l4 The etudy of generat ive grammar goee far beyond t h e  bounds of 

Col l ina '  workand he doe8 not attempt to deacr ibe th im l ingu imt ic  approach i n  

d e t a i l ,  but  he does assert that ".. .wha t w e  age borzowing fromGenerative 

Gramnar i e  i ts fundamental p r inc ip le  ra ther  than  haphazard individual  

 feature^.^'^ Thie fundamental p r i n c i p l e  i e e x p r e s m d b y C o l l i n 8 :  " T h e  

generate the i n f i n i t e  set of posaible sentences i n  a language, "'' This 

Agrllnmatwhichdeecribao a c t u a l u t t e r a n c e 8  i8  admoccriptbm 
grammar. A grannrar which coneiota o f  a set of r tatenrentr  or  rule. 
whichspecifywhich8equencemof~ l a n g u a g ~ u e p o r ~ i b l ~ ~  andwhich 
impoeaible, ie a genera t ivegramar .  Chocasky, t h e r e f o r e ,  i n i t i a t e d  
theeraofgenerat ivel ingui8t ic0,  Xnhiswordr, agranmarwil lbea 
devicewhich genera tes  'allthegran#raticalr.quancmm of almguage 
and none of t h e  ungranunati cal onee'. Such a gramnu murt a l s o  be 
pe+factly uplicit: nothing may be left to tho hagination. Tha rules 
nnurtb.proci8elyforarulat~in8uchawaythat.nyonewoufd~ableto 
repasa te  t h e  well-formed nentencer frm t h e  i l l - fotmsd onea, even Lf 
he did not kncw a word of t h e  language concernmd. l7 

l t i r t h i r  idea, t h a t a e e t o f  rule8 exist6 (rtlaa8thypothetically), 

whichderctLbeallpossiblegranvnaticalutterancerofal~guage, andno 

l%oamchauky, A8mcts o f t h e T h e o t v o f  Syntax (Eomtonr HIT Praar, 1965). 

Collin., L i n ~ - ? o t a u ,  34. 

'?Jean Mtchieon,  Lincluirticm (Mew Yorkt David l4clt.y L Co. Inc., 1978), 
36,370 



o t h e r u t t e r a n c e r ,  which&llinsapptoprLater. IleimthotoformumFng 

genera t ive  graamnar 

... a s  a t o o l t o p r o v i d e a  eyetemof c l a e s i f i c a t i o n o f  Hebrew 
veree-lines a c c o r d i n g t o t h e i r  g r a m m a t i c a l s t ~ c t u r e m .  

Our use of Generative Grammar w i l l ,  then, be l imi ted .  '' 

Two Projects 

Col l ino thus  proposestwoprojecte.  FFret,  hewi l lumetheunder ly ing  

concept o f  g e n e r a t i v e g t a m a r  ( that  t h e  i n f i n i t e  r e t o f u t t m r u r c o r  h a  

language canbedeecr ibed  by a finite set of ~ 1 e s ) t o d e f i n e t h e  l i m i t s  of 

t h e c o r p u s o f  acceptable, well-forraedvereeline8inbiblicrlH~br.w. 

Second, h e w i l l u e e  t h e  nota t ionaleyetemof  g e n e r a t i v e g r ~ t o d a o c r i b a  

Eebrewvereel inee,  a n d t o c r e a t e a  systemoftaxonomyfortherelines. The 

a lgebra ic  repreeenta t ionof  ut teranceewhich is a t e c h n i c a l  f e a t u z e o f  

gene+ativegramnara canbecoraequitecocnplex. Collinrdoem n o t  f n l t h a t  

muchcomplexityir nacemmary f o r h h p u r p o r e r .  I 1 4 t h o ~ f o r a u a e m o n l y  '8n 

e l e w n t a q ,  simplif ied veroion of the n o t a t i o n a l  8ymtra1a of gwmrat ive  

granraar . In  fact, though he produces a f a i r l y  extonrivo r y m t a  o f  rymbolr 

which are to  be umed i n  h i 8  m t ~ d y , ~  he t a t e l y  ueem moat of W i t h  the 

relativelyrimplenotational syetmwhichremaFna, Col l inadoacr ibemthe  

o y n t u o f t h a 1 i n . r  umed inHabrwpoetry, andproducom a t u o n o a r y o f t h a a o  

l i n e r .  

'9. Collinm, Line-Forma, 33. 

'9. Collinm, Line-?orma, 33. 

 o he mynbolr propormi for Collinme n o t a t i o n a l  a y m t a  u o  smproducad at  
t h o  baginning of Appendix I. 



Generat ive Rules 

An has been noted, it is inherent  i n  t h e  concept of  genera t ive  

l i n g u i a t i c s t h a t  meaningful andwell-fornredutterancee c a n b e  spec i f i edby  

a l e e ,  These ru lee  are of two t y p m :  phraee-atmcture rule8 and 

t r a n e f o r m a t i o n a l ~ l e s .  Phrase-structure ru le8  mpeci fy thewaysinwhichan 

u t t e rance  canbe r e - w r i t t e n o r  expandedbythe inclurFonof conrtLtuent8. 

T r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l ~ l e e  epeci fy thewaye inwhichanutterancecanbere- 

orderedwithout  loem or  a l t e r a t i o n o f  i t o  remantic content .  

Phraee St ruc tu re  Rulee 

Col l ine  a l l o w a t h e  following phrase-structure  leew which may be used 

t o  w r i t e  Hebrew ve+se l i nee :  

1. T h e l i n e m a y b e w r i t t e n a e  a mingle m m t e n c e o r a e t w o  

aentencemaP ( I n  fact, Line8whichColl inmwill  i d e n t i f y  a8 type I 

conr imtofaming lo  mentmco; 1inomoftyp.m 11, I11 and IVconmimtof 

two mentencem . ) 
2. Tho montencm i m  writtmn a8 a noun phramo plum r verb p h ~ a m e . ~ ~  

3. The verb phrare  amy b. wri t ton  as a verb, a vorb p l u r  a modifier 

(ormodif ierm),  averbplum a (mimpleorcompound) nounphrame, or a 

verb plur r u d i f  Ler (or w d i f  i m + r )  plum a noun phr.ma." 

T r u r r f o ~ t i o n a l R u l o 8  

Collinmdoem not  mpecifyalltranmfonnationrlrulo~whicha3.yapplyto 

aHebrowvermoline, b u t o n l y t h o ~ m w h i c h w i l l r f f a c t h i r  r y r t a n o f  

+. Col l ins ,  Line-Formr, 36. 

Pr. CollILIm, Lblo-?o-, 35. 

#r. Collinm, Liaa-Po-, 37. 



c l a s e i f i ~ a t l o n . ~  Hedefinem three much r u l e m r  permutation. d e l e t i o n  and 

pase iv iza t ion .  PermutatLonirthe~lewhichpennitmthere-orderingofthe  

c o n e t i t u e n t s i n a l i n e . ~  ~ o l l i n e a d m i t s t h a t h e d o e e  not knowwhat 

constraints r e m t r i c t t h e  re-orderingof cons t i tuen t6  i n v e r s e l i n e a ,  or t o  

whatatentre-orderedlineamaybsinterchangeable, b u t h e r e m q n i z e a t h a t  

re-ordering is poes lb le  ." Deletion al lows t h e  omieeion of an element f run 

t h e  su r face  s t n r c t u r e  of an l i n e  when t h e  element Fa i n t u i t i v e l y  known to be 

p r e m n t  in theduepa t ruc tu re . '  I n p r a c t i c e ,  Collin. noteotwotypen of 

de le t ion .  TheHebreweentencemayonrit its eub jec twhen th i s  c a n b e  in fe r red  

f romthe  i n f l e c t i o n a l  f o r m o f t h e v e r b ,  andaconmt i tuen tp reaen t  i n t h e  

f i r s t  half-linemay beomitted f romthe  eurface  o t ~ c t u r e o f t h e  aecondhalf- 

l i n e ,  even though it Fa present i n  t h e  deep ot ruc ture .  The f  Fre t  of these two 

d e l e t i o n  phenomena is  c a l l e d  m ~ ~ ' d e l e t i o n . n  Col l ina  uueatheexpreeeion  

midenticalconetituentdeletionm todescribe t h e  recond, thoughother  

writer8 f r e q u e n t l y r e f e r t o  it am "gapping." 

C o l l i n r d o e r  notrp.cifytheconotraintawhichrortrictdolationmof 

e i t h e r  mort. Thiauncs r t a in ty  i r amgni f imdby the  f a c t t h a t C a l l i n 8 p r o v i d . r  

two pomoibi l i t iaa  for the de le t ion  of t h o  w'. f t m y  bo daletod if it can be 

infexred f romtheverb ,  a n d i t c a n a l o o b e d o l e t m d a a  m i d o n t i c a l  

conr t i tuen t .  Collinmdoernotprovidethe readarwFthacleu.ndcon8i8tent 

~ .nrofdirthguirhingwhichhaat .k .nplrca  h m i n 8 t u r c o w h o ~ b o t h r u l o r  

might ope ra te  ." 

?Em Collinm. Line-Porno, 40. 

%bvioualy, I4P1 &lation cur k dLmtinguirhod f m  identical coaatituent 
d o l a t i o n  i a  carma wharm both cola l a c k  I@ t If UP1 i m  abnat fror tJm f i s a t  
colon, t h o r m i r n o  aid .nt ica lconmti tuontato~lato  fzmtheomond. Zn 



With regard t o  paeafvizat ion,  Col l ins  u l t i m a t e l y  admit. t h a t  because 

paseFvizat ion i e  accainpliehed i n  Hebrew through the i n f  lmction of the verbm 

". . .there ie reaeon to doubt whether we can even talk i n  term6 of a 

t r a n e f ~ r m a t i o n . ~ ~ '  I n  fact, it is onlypermutat ion anddele t ionwhich  

c o n t r i b u t e t o C o l l i n s *  twonomyof l ine-foma. Wi th inag iven l ine - type ,  

line-forms are diet inguiahed by permutation, d e l e t i o n ,  or both. 

TheRela t ionof  RulesandLine-Forme 

I n b r i e f ,  t h e b a s i c  eentences aredeterminedbythepkasestructura 

~ 1 e e ; t h e b a a i . c  Ilne-typeearedeterminedbythenumberandairailarity (or 

d i e e h i l a r i t y )  of eentencee i n  the l i n e ;  a n d t h e  s p e c i f i c  line-types are 

de te rminedby the typeof  basic sentence6 i n t h e  line. The eubdivieionsof 

t h e  epecific line-typea a r e  de terminedbythe  eubjec t -de le t ion  

t ranaformat ionrule ,  and the e p e c i f i c  line-forma amde te rminedby  t h e  

permutation and identicalconrtituent-deletiont~urrfonnationru1e~. Theee 

l a t t e r  two r u l e r  almo f t equen t ly  r a r v m t o d a t a r m h a t h e  rubdivi r ionr  o f t h e  

r p e c i f i c l i n e - f o m r ,  thoughotherfactorrarealsouwd, 8omcrtiwrquite 

inconaio tent  ly  . 

addition, # ~ ~ d o l ~ t i o n c a n ~ r u ~ e b o u t i n c a r e r w h ~ ~ e t h 8 v ~ r b a d i f f e r  i n  
pormon, numbex: o r  wade=. Tho dimtinction La f u  lam8 c lau i n  camom wharo 
t h e  verb8 agrn and NP' i r  abment from only one colon (usually tho recond) . 
Suchadirtinctionmightbemadeon remanticgtoundm,butCollinrhar retout 
todomcriba urddi8tFngu~8hverme-lineron8ol~ly ryntacticgroundm, 

-hat i m ,  by u r  of the derived con jugation. , p u t i o u l u l y  the niphal ,  
pu.1 .nd h o w l *  



Conat i tuen ta  and S i q l a  

Conet i t u e n t a  

Collinm haa appropr i a t ed the  notational~ytrtemofgenerative 

l i n g u i e t i c s  to d e s c r i b e  H e b r e w  verse l i n e d 2  The most important elements 

ofthienotationaleyatemaredeacribedthue: 

"Subjectn:  includee pronouns, nouns, nounphraees (e.g. cone t ruc t  
chains ,  noun+ a d j e c t i v e )  and nounclaueee. It  w i l l b e  r e f e r r e d t o a s  
Noun PhraeeOne a n d w i l l b e w r i t t e n ~ ~ ' .  
"Ob jectw : includes the eamo and w i l l  be written l&. 
"Verbn: t h i s  maybe a finite verb, a p a r t i c i p l e  o r  an i n f i n i t i v e ,  and 
w i l l  be writtenv.  
"Modifiers o f t h e  verb": theeemay be adverbs,  p r epoe i t i ona lph raeee ,  
locatives, etc. and will be w r i t t e n  M . ~  

BasFcSentences 

Col l ine  f i n d e t h e e e e l e m e n t a  groupedvarioutsly i n t o  four "bar ic  

sentences." For  purposes of  d e s c r i b i n g t h e s e  f o u + b a e i c  mentences, he 

ignores  any e l e m a n t s o f t h e  rentenceothe+thanthosedemcribedabove, 

i n c l u d i n g p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  c ~ n j u n c t i o n m . ~  & c o s d i n g t o t h e p h r a a e  r t r u c t u r e  

~ 1 e e w h i c h C o l U n m h a r  identified, thebaricmentencamumtcont8ina 

mubjrct(1SounPhrameOne) ,whichmryormaynotk~remm.d,~~davmrb.  

Thebaeicrentencemayalsocontainoneormoremodifioreofthaverb~mwll 

am a simple or compound object of the verb (Noun Pkamm Two). Without 

con8idetationoftheordetoftheconrtFtuentr,the four abrric rentencema 

whichmrybegenesatedinthethim faehionuet  

-he notational a y 8 t r  i 8  demcrikd at longth in Appndir  I. 

%. Collinm, Linm-Formr, 23. 

9. Collin., Line-Forms, 49, note 54. 

+hi8 r a n 8  that tha oubject m y  a p p u  La tho 8-f acr . t ruetun of  the 
rentence, o t  it may b. a p u t  of the deep r t r u c t u t o  which Fa only implid i n  
the  mutf ace rtnrcture. 



General Line-Types 

Collins f inde  veree line8 cornpored o f  one or t w o  bamic rentences.  The 

varioumpoeeiblearrangementeof rentencam canbegroupedFntofourwgeneral 

l ine-types:" 

I The l i n e  conta ineonlyone  Baeic Sentence. 
11 The l i n e  contain8 two Basic Sentences of t h e  eame kind, i n  such a 
way that a l l  c o n e t i t u e n t ~  i n  t h e  f Frat  ha l f  - l i ne  are repeated in t h e  
eecond, thoughnotneceaeari ly inthe  sanreordar. 
I11 ThelinecontainstwoBaeicSentenceeoftheeamekind,  bu t  only 
someofthe conet i tuenta  o f t h e  firat half-lineare repeated i n t h e  
eecond . 
IV Thel ineconta ins twadi f ferent~ae ic  ~ e n t e n c e o . ~ '  

specific line-types c a n t h e n b e  indicatedbytheRomannumetalofthe 

general line-type, followedbythecapitalletter i n d i c a t i n g t h e k i n d o f  

bamic aentence or mentencer ured i n  t h e  l i n e a m  Coll ina notmm t h a t  t h e  

mub ject (NP1) may ba de le t ed  from any o f  thema line-typemr 

". . .any one of t h e  formulae i n  Tabla I may k rawzit ten without the NP1. 
Conrequently, from a desc r ip t ive  point of v i m ,  t h e  NP' m a t  k 
conmidered an op t iona l  Ltem. Thir  w i l l  be indicated where necemmary 
ita now own by plac ing  it i n  bracket8 (UP'). 

I n  f ac t ,  Co~l inedoeanot indicate thedale t .drubj8ctcon~ir tant ly ,  

Usually, he w i l l  simply a m i t  t h e  de le ted  NP', with no indication i n  him 

*. Collin., Line-Forma, 23. 

*T. Colline, Line-Forms, 23,24. 

a- o f  t h e  upecif  ic  line-type8 iu given by Col l in8  i n  Table I on 
page 25. This table indicatestherLgluartobeu8.4fora&chlfne-typ., and 
th~por~ib lacomb~at ionaofconat i tuantm Lnarch. Thi8tabla imraproduc .d  
in Appendis I . 



descriptionoftheeentence.  Bowever,thedeletion0fthe8ubject(Noun 

Phraseone) ie s i g n i f i c m t  indistinguishingoubdivimioneofthe s p e c i f i c  

line-typem. Ae Col l in s  i nd i ca t ee ,  " I n  o e t t i n g  out t h e  Specific Line-Types, 

w e  shall u s e  subdiv is ion  i) for thoee  examples which keep t h e  NP' and ii) for 

thoeewhichdonot .""  Furthereubdivimionm ( i n d i c a t o d b y i i i )  and i v ) ,  am 

needed) a r e u s e d f o r l i n e - t y p I V .  Thu6,thecompleterLglunrforaline-type 

cone ie t e  oftheRonran nunreraldesignatingthegenoralline-type, the c a p i t a l  

letter or  l e t ter~deaignat ingthebas ic  r e n t e n c e o r r e n t e n c e s u e e d  i n t h e  

l i n e ,  andthelower-caeeRomannumeraldeeignatingtheeubdivieionofthe 

s p e c i f i c  l ine-type. The  line-type designation a r e b a a d o n t h e  

c o n e t i t u e n t s o f  a g i v e n v e r e e  l i n e ,  withoutregardtotheotderof the  

cono t i t uen t s .  

Preeenta t  i o n  of Line-Forme 

The epecific line-formsarebaeedontheorderoftheconstituentsin 

t h e  l i n e ,  andpreaented  ing roupe ,  dependingontheline-typetowhicheach 

forlabelongs. The miglum for arpcificlino-formthereforrconmirtmofthe 

l ine- type miglum fol lowedbyanumtmr a r m i g n e d t o t h e  mpocif icpmmutat ion 

of conmt i tuent r  i n  t h o  l i n e .  Subdiviaionmofthm Iina-fornrcr urn Fndicatodby 

lower-camalet tara .  Th~aamubdivirionruaba8.donvuioumc~FterFawhich 

u e  manetimes applied i n  a r a t h e r  inconrimtmnt way. I n  addition to t h o  

myrtmmof r;iglajumtdomcrib.d, Collinaalmou808th..bbrwiation a v u . a t o  

i n d i c a t r v u l a t i o n r o f a  rpmc i f i c l i n r - t ype ,  a a u b d i v i a & o n o f a ~ p . c i f i c  

l i n a - t y p ,  r 1i.nm-form, or r aubdLvimion of r liar-forar. Tham La no 

cornprehenmivecatr1ogueoflin.-formr anywhore inthmbaok. Thmc&talogue 

conta ined  LnAppmndixOna i m  cornpilad f r o r a v u i o u a  r r c t i o n m o f C o l l i n a 8  

book. 

9. Collinm, Line-Forms, 27. 



TIIEPOSITIVBRESULTSOFCOLLINS' STUDY 

Requ la r i t i euof  Line-FormUee 

Deapitethe verywide v a r i e t y  of line-forms i d e n t i f i e d b y  Col l ins ,  it 

rnuet be noted t h a t  theme are not  used randomly. There Lo a tendency for 

ce~ainwriterrtoprefercertainlins-forme. Coll in6 poin t6  out ,  for 

example, t h a t  Jeremiahuses more type-IVlinerthan l i n e e  of any other 

genera l  l ine-type, wheream Ezekielueee type-I l i n e 8  moat frequently.'' 

Thue line-type oelectionmaycharacterize c e r t a i n w r i t e r r  anddistLnguiah 

them fro~notherbiblicalpoets. I n  addit ion,  t h e r e  i 6  a tendency f o r  c e r t a i n  

l ine-fornretobeuaedinproximitytoothersofthe eame sort. Regardingthe 

forme o f t h e  I D t  l ine-type, Co l l ins  saye, "There ia  cont inuedevidenceof  

thetendencyforthemeline-focnutooccurinclu~ters.~~ It appear a t h a t  

poet6 may have tended, at least on eome occaeiono, t o  write r t a n t a o  or a t  

leamtgroupmof r y n t a c t i c a l l y  s i m i l a r  lines. 

Semantic Sets 

The i n t e r p l a y o f t h e  semantic andgraaunatFcallayetmoftheverreline 

L e t h e  locue of oneof  Col l ino '  moetimportantcontribution8totha mtudyof 

Hebtewverra mtmcture. Intheproceerof clamsifyingvezmelinsaona 

deliberatelyandpervaeivelyryntacticbaefs, Coll inmhra r ecogn i t ed the  

axirtenc~ofcortaingroup~ofl inerwhichuonotonlyryntactical ly 

mimFlrr, bu twhicha l robea r rome  remantic (or:occaaionrl ly,  lucical) 

mimi lu i ty .  Of  courme, it i o  no t  the c a r e  t h a t  every line-form Lm urocLatad 

w i t h u t  Ldent i f iab le  romanticqua1ity,  northat.tnrygroupoflin~mwhich 

m h u e a r ~ t i c q u r l i t y h a v e  8 i m i l u i t i a r n i n r y n t u ,  B u t t h . t e u c h  

phenoawnaoccutrtrll i~worthyofnotice.  

- - 

"T. Collin., Lhaa-lornu, 199, 

9. Collins, Line-Forms, 87. 
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OneofthemomtetrikLngexampleeofthia L a t h e  111 D t  i )  l ine-type, 

concerningwhichColLins says, 

NP' appea re leee  f requent ly  inlineeofTypeD,...butwhen it 
does appear, it produces a v e r y  i n t e r e s t i n g g r o u p o f  l ine-fome.  To 
beginwith,  e i n c e t h e r e a r e  fourcona t i tuen ta  i n t h e  f i r a t h e m i e t i c h  
andanything f r e t n o n e t o t h r e e  i n t h e  oecond,thenumberofposelble 
forma is conaiderablygrea ter .  However, t h i a  i e  of eecondary 
importance here, beciuee a l l t h e l i n e e o f t h i a t y p e ,  nomat terwhat  
formthey t a k e  i n t e r n e  o f o r d e r i n g o f  conmtituentr,  bolongtogether 
i n  a u n i f i e d  semantic set. This  set i t a  concernedwi th the  a c t i v i t y o f  
Yahweh... . Further ,  a l l  t h e  exampleo f a l l e a o i l y  i n t o  three dimt inc t  
groupe: a)thoaethatueethenameYahweh; b) t h o s e t h a t u e e  apsonoun 
i n e t e a d o f t h e  nameYahweh; c )  t h o e e t h a t  u s e a n  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  pronoun 
t o  which t h e  impliedanswer i s  *YahwehoW Thevamtmajorityofexamplee 
b e q i n w i t h ~ p ' v ,  followedbyawidevarietyof arrangement. f o r t h e  
o therconet i tuents ."  

Becauee o f t h e  ambiguityof Co l l ins '  eyetemof c lamsi f ica t ion ,  t h r e e  

c o n e t ~ e d a 8  b e l o n g i n g t o t h e  I V D / C t  iii) line-type. Coll in8 reemato  

i g n o r e t h i e  f a c t ,  b u t  i r  in terer t ing tonote thata l lo tharu .mplaaof th i~  

latter line-type ( t h e r e  .re only three)*  a l s o  belong t o  the mme remantic 

W e u e u r ~ g O . n e + a t i v o G t ~ a a  atoolfordmrcriblngwhatpoetm 
did,  notwhattheythoughtthaywredoing. Inotharuordm, thim r tudy 
doem notclahtoCnateconrttuctionof Anclont Ham-t ic  
theory. 

Neverthelerr,  i t i m  hudtoacc~ptth~cotorminalityofthimmrr.ntic mat 

anyth ingother thanadol iberatedoc ir iontor~8e~th ir  formof mpnch for 

9. Collinm, Line-?om8 , 150. 

9. ColLin r ,  Lino-Pozma, 182. 

9. Col l inr ,  Line-Form., 43. 



renratke about d i v i n e  a c t i v i t y ,  o r  at t h e  least, a t r a d i t i o n a l  poetic 

c o n v e n t i o n t o u e e t h i s  form for euchrmnrka .  

Suchaemant i cee t8a re ,  i n  f a c t ,  r ta ther rare .  Collin8 i d e n t i f i e r  f i v e  

g r o u p s o f t h e s e  sets. Group1 coneistaof l inesbeginningwitheome forrmof 

t h e  imperative of t h e  verb # ~ 1 ( r .  These l inen ,  which umually 8eme a8 

introductionetopropheticdiacourse, aremoetlydxawnfromthe I C: i)4 

line-form, andueua l ly  have the eubjectexpreeeedinpjorati~eterme.~ 

Group 11 iemuchmorslweelygrouped, bothsemantical ly and eyn tac t i ca l ly .  

They are taken f r o m m b d i f f e r e n t  l i ne - fome ,  andcoincide rearant ical ly 

p r i m a r i l y i n t h e i r u e e o f t h e v e r b ' 1 0 ~ .  Many ofthemmake uee o f t h e  formula 

318. 'IOb 3% I n  t h i e  case, t h e  t i t le  "remantic s e t "  i 8  hardly  warranted: it 

mightbmmore appropr ia te  t o  mpeakof a aformula.* Neverthalemr, i t m u r t b e  

admittedthatthereareaome semantic, o r  a t  leart l ex ica l ,  coamona l i t i ee to  

t h e  grtoup. Group 111 i m  t h e  remantic r a t  dercr ibed  above, i n  which Collinm 

includes a l l  o f t h e  l i n e s  o f t h e  111 D t  i) line-typa. CollLna i m  appatent ly 

unaware o f t h e  myntact ical ly and eemantical ly r imi l a r  linee o f t h a  IVD/C 

iii) line-type. Oroupfv, whichconr i r tmof  l i n e m o f t h a  IXIC: i ) 1 ,  2 and3 

... twodimtinctbutcomplen#~tary mete. They both c e n t r e o n t h e  
relationshiphtweenOodandman, viewed fromboth midem. Thereue 
uauaLly ovortonem of judgewnt .ad -1 evaluation. 

t. Coll ina,  Lha-?onam, 240,247. I t  nay be notod that by baaing thim met 
on the r u b  OD#, Col l i aa  mwnm t h e  def h i t i o n  from tho p l n l y  myntactic 
s..lm. 



Thia group i8 p a r t i c u l a r l y  rtriking i n  that all but onea of tho occutrencom 

of l ine-forms IIIC: i)l, 2 and3 aremembera o f t h i s  met. theme line-forms, 

likethoaewhichcnakeupGroupII1, a r e u e e d a l m o a t ~ c l u m i v e l y  f o r t h i m  

semantic met. Thereareexamplesof other line-formeofthe I11 Ct i) l ine-  

on ly  10 o f t h e  5 6 o c c u c r e n c e s o f t h e  l ine- type,  46beingumed f o r t h e  romantic 

set. Again, as with Group 111, there i e  no apparent grrlmnatical or 

eyntacticalreasonwhytheeegrammaticaleequenceaqmhould~rrmetv.d f o r  

thismeaning. GroupVcons ia teof  foureeta, derived f r o m f o u r d i r t i n c t  

l ine-formewhich *...are un i f i ed  i n  their s e m a n t i c c o n t e n t w h i c h i s t h e  

pronouncement of  sentence and d e s c r i p t i o n  of p u n i e b n t . .  . 

The Prophet ic  Funct ionof  Semant icSe ts  

C o l l i n s  noteethat a l l o f  t h e s e  eemantic e e t a a r e  runehow '...related 

totheminemmential8ofthetyp~calpropheticoracl~.n5' T h a t i o t o a a y ,  

theme are formulaewhichwerepartoftheprophetictradition. C o l l i n r  

mpeakrof a m t a n d u d i t e d  formma whichwould aLmndacor ta in  m o l a m i t y t o t h e  

ammaage, and remark., 

A l l t h i r  ruggertrthatwhenrprophetcametod~li~r h i r a m r r a g e h a  
war expsctod t o  fol low o t a n d u d  forarulation Ln thm b y  placmr.. . .Thm 
r e a u l t  of a l l  t h i r  i n  o t y l i r t i c  tomam ir  that wm can r a y  that t h e r e  

9. Collin., LincFonn8,  142-145. T h e n  m y  be two u c e p t i o n r ,  but t h a  
one apparent occurrence of l i n e  form I I X Ca i) 39 ir dubious. 

*he l L n c f o r ~  i n  question conuimt of a f i r a t  half-1-• containing onm 
of tho f o l l o w i n g t b e m  r.qumncort 

m l + v + # P ,  N P 1 + e + v  o+ v+m? '+#P*  
Tha8~condhalf-l inahamthor~conmtitu~ntr,del.t ingoneor:two 
ident ical  conmt i tuent r ,  but never tha #P. 

4. C o l l i l u ,  Line-Forms, 248. 

S ' ~ .  Collin., Lha-?onno, 249. 

9. C o l l i n r ,  Line-Forms , 249. 



eemantfc eeta e e r v e a s a n  important e t y l e m a t h r ,  i n d i c a t i n g t h e  
adoptionofthespecialregLsteroftheprophetic o r a c l e O u  

I n  f a c t ,  Coll ins '  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f  eemantic metornay b e o n e o f  him 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  Fmportant t o  note  t h a t  theme eemantic mato are not  

coinc identa l :  

I b e l i e v a t h a t  the remantic setmevident in...line-tmm are 
sotnethingquitedifferent f~omthenaturalcoincidenceof remantic 
content andthenormal grammatical forme onewouldexpect. Semantic 
sets reemto take t h i s  l i n k a  e t e p  further andasmumethe mtatus of 
etandardizedformulations notbaeedongramati~alnecesrity.~ 

I t  i a  s t r i k i n g  t h a t  one ofthernomtcredLble r e e u l t s o f  C o l l i n r o  

i n v e e t i g a t i o n p o i n t r  out t h e  interoect ionofmodeu o r  l a y e r e  i n  language. 

INADEQUACIES OF COLLINS' SYSTEM 

Technical D i f f i c u l t i e s  

Transliteration 

T h e r e a r e  ~ e v e ~ a l t e c h i c a l d i f f i c u l t i e a w i t h C o l l i n 8 ~  pteranta t ion .  

It  i r  perhap8 aminorpo in t ,  butdeeervingofpaoaingwntion, t h a t  

t r a n o l i t e r a t i o n i m  mmldanth~bemtwaytorepreuntal~guagowhen it i m  

p rerented  fortachnicalconrideration. Fuehe+more, C o l l i n r t  d a c i r i o n t o  

r ep remen ton ly the  conmonantaltext,  a n d n o t  t h e  vowrlm, i8 psoblmmatic. It 

is, of couree, w e l l  t o k e e p  i n m i n d t h a t  t h e o r i g i n a l  test of theHebrew B f b l e  

wamunvocalizod, m d t h . + t h e v a n l p o i n t i n g i ~ a l w a y ~  r u b j m c t t o r c h o l u l y  

aumpicion. Bornvet, whenonetranmlatemthetutt,or.rulyzmr it 

grammrtically, am Collinmhardone, thetranslationormalymimwill 

seflect, o r w i l l b .  ref1.ct.d indecimionm abou t thmvoca l i t a t ion .  Thi8 

b e i n g t h e  came, f t w u l d b e p r a f e r a b l e  f o t C o l l i n 8 t o d i m c l o m e h i a  r ead ingof  



t h e t e x t  a8 raonaapommlble, andnotrequireotherrtodeduceitfromhim 

conclusione. 

Sentence orclause? 

In t h e  oecond place,  Coll ino i o  mirtaken i n  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  bas ic  

eyntacticbuildingblockofhi8 symtemam a a8entence.n I n  f a c t ,  t h e  

sentence Le a r a t h e r e l u r i v e p h a n t o m  inHebrwmyntax. Cer t a in ly  Hebrew 

narrative prome vau l t8  fromthe claumetothepuagraphwithhardlyany 

perceptibleintermediatelevelm.' What Col l ins  ha8 s o  c a r e f u l l y  eo&edand 

cataloguedarereallyclaurres, andnotaentencem ( i n t h e  Europeanconceptof 

"eentence" ) . 

TheTreatfnentof Extensive Paseages 

Thirdly, aftetColl inuhascompletedhimwork,  it is h a r d t o o e e a n y  

r ~ r u l t r w h i c h u o u r m f u l ~ d e m c r F b i n g ~ y t h i n g  longm+thanaminglevor8m 

l ine .  Even him atudiem of  longerparrago8 do nomorethantreatrequential 

l i n e 8  indiv idual ly .  Collinmdom i n c l u d e a  fewlongarpammagem at thoandof  

h iuboo~but luge ly fa i lmtoch .rac ter i z .d th .mamp.m8a~~8 .  Heir m t i l l  

deal ingwiththemam a m e r i e r o f  imolatdvermom, which j u 8 t h a p p . n t o o c c u t  

i n a c e r t a i n o r d o r  in thecanon .  Amaromult, Coll in8 muccoedm indemcxibing 

individurloermelinom, mddimtinguimhingthmfraeachotharr, but  he 

f a ~ l r t o a v o r c h u a c t o r i t e a w h o l o ~ o n t h e b . m i m o f t h ~ l ~ m - f o r n u w h i c h  

hoham idon t i f i ed .  Heh&malittloto8ay.boutthmrolative i nc idoncoof tho  

% am aware of t h o  work of Frurcim I. Andormon in h i s  Santonco i n  Biblical 
Hobraw (Hawthorn, Hmw Yorkt Mouton do Oruytor, 1980), md I r 8 8 p ~ c t f u l l y  tug - - 
my rathms mpumo foralock t o  t h e  m i q n i f i c ~ t  contributionm ha him u d m  to the 
undosntanding of  Hobrow myntu . ~&mrth.lemr, I u a t  admit t h a t  y f h m t  
s m u t i o n  on r m l d i n g  him book w u  to wndu why anyo- would 8pnb mo m c h  tin 
tryiaq to domcrib. . o r t h i n g  that domanet .ri.t. 6ut porhapa I .uppuatm. 



varioua line-forme, andabout the p a t t e r n  s o b e e m a b l e  i n  their 

d i e t r i b u t i o n ,  but  h i e  comment6 o n t h e s e p o i n t o  are genera l iza t ion8 a t  best. 

I n t h e e n d ,  h ieworkremindeoneof  agreengrocerwha s o r t e  h ia  f r u i t a  

andvagetableebydiameter. Certainlyhehaeaccoarpliehedeomething, but 

t h e  average cuetomer would probably be happier  with t h e  b ig  applee and l i t t l e  

apples inthemamebasket ,  a n d t h e  b i g  potatoem a n d l i t t l e p o t a t o e e i n t h e  

eameoack. Whateverolivea, e t rawberr iee  andhazelnutemayahare i n  

diarenmionim probablynotenough, inviewofthaFxdiverrityof cul inary  

funct ion,  t o  pereuadetheaverage  coneumertopurchaeeallthree regular ly  

inonebag .  Neaningfuleort ingwould e t i l lhave tobedoneathon\e ,  j u e t a e  it 

rnuetbe fog r e a d e r e o f C o l l i n e 0  work. 

The Analymia of Direct Speech 

The grmmrt ic&lanalymi8 of mentencer c o n t a i n i n g d i r e c t  mpeech canbe  

adelFcatemat tmr ,  onewhichCollinm ham notalwaya handledwmll, andwhich 

he ham c e r t a i n l y  not  handled coneimtently. In  pr inc ip le ,  when a mentonce 

contain8 anexprermionouchas aAeaidX,a  it rhou ldbeunders tood tha t  A i m  

t h e r u b j e c t ,  "maida imtheverb ,  andX (thecontentofdirectrpeech) i m t h e  

dkect  o b j e c t  of the vorb. An example from Hebrew poetry can bo found i n  t h e  

f irst l f  ne of Pmalm 39 r 2 t 

'iW73 nbqo '377 fi3014b 'nToC1 
I maid, *k tmeguardmywayr  fromrinningwithmytongu~,~ 

Uming Collinm' no ta t iona l  eyetern, t h i s  l i n e  may be described aa V + NP 

- #a"  I n  t h e  f i t a t  ha l f - l ine ,  l(pa i6 a b r i e f  but in t r inmica l ly  complete 

clau8eOY It mhould ba noted t h a t  while  direct rpoech i m  r q u l u l y  t h e  

a ~ o e . ,  line-form I DI i i ) la .  

-ha l o d i f L u  of the verb which maker up tha whola o f  th. ..cod half-liru 
i rno tnecommuy Lnotdor forth~claumetobmcoarplete. 



direct ob jec t  of a v e ~ b t h e q u o t a t i o n m a y c o n t a i n c l a u s e s w i t h i n i t s e l f .  

Thus, completeverse lineatnay a t  t imes  bemadeupof quoted direct speech. 

Withth i e  underatanding, some of Col l ine '  ana lyseeof  verse  l inesmay 

be corrected.  For example, hedeecribeethe f i r a t v e r e e  l ineof  I ea iah49r4  

aa w t r i p a z t i t e , w " o r ,  am oome other8  might call  it, a t r i c o l o n .  B u t t h i s  

may be construed otherwiee. 

And f sa id ,  a I n  va in  I have laboured. 
"For nothing andvani ty  I have spentmy ~ t r e n g t h . ~  

Thiamaybe analyaedaer  NP' + v + N $  - x * x + N ~ + v .  I n t h i a  analyeie,  it 

must be understood t h a t  t h e  in  t h e  f i r a t  ha l f - l ine  i a  a complete c l au re ,  

cocreopondingtooneof Coll ins '  b a s i s  eentences, t y p e ~ w i t h ~ ~ '  dele ted .  

T h u a t h i s  v e r e e l i n e  i r  not  " t r i p a r t i t e , '  but  IVC/Ds  F i i ) v a r ,  accord ing to  

Collin. ' symtem, It i r  worthy of no te  t h a t  C o l l i n r 8  ryrtem al lowr f os a noun 

c l a u a e t o b e u e e d a ~ e i t h e r ~ ~ ~ o t ~ ~ . ~  Furthermo+o, C o l l i n a h a r d e a l t i n  

t h e  verb. (Col l ineo  c l a r r i f i c a t i o n  of t h i r  l i n e  a8 111 D: i i ) 2 h m  can only 

be accepted ifoneunderotandaboththequoteddirectrpeech i n t h e  f i x a t  

ha l f  - l i n e  and t h e  entFre second ha l f  -1h a8 c o n r t i t u t i n g  N$. ) 

F a i l u r e t o C o v e r  A l l  PoerfblaCaee8 

Collina8tuonomyofff.br.wpoeticlino-fotrau ruffor8 f toaaanumbrof  

unfortunata inconriatoncier .  Xn principle, Col l ina  ham promired t o  

dercribe everrypolrribleline-forms 

*. Col l ins  , Line-Forms, 258. 

9. Collin., Line-Forum, 23. 



... theLine-Forma are 8 t i l l a b m t r a c t n o t i o n a ,  inthe menmethat they 
refertotheth~reticallcypoouUle~rang~nto of a g i v e n e e t o f  
conmtituentm andthattheymayormaynotocc~r i n  prac t ice ,  One o f t h e  
s e s u l t s o f t h i s  o u r v e y w i l l b a p r e c i s e l y t o  ohowwhich Line-Forme 
occutmoetf requent ly ,  andwhichoccurrarelyornotatall .  Hence i n  
Patt l tsoal lpoeeibleLine-Fomewi~lbel istedwhethertheyoccuror 
not 

This  Co l l insdoeeno tdo .  Henonnallydoesnotdeecribenon-occurringline- 

forme, though h i s  p rac t i ce  i s  inconsis tent  on t h i s  point .  In f a c t ,  before he 

begin8 h i s p r e e e n t a t i o n o f t h e  epecificline-fornrcr, he n o t i f i e a t h e  reader 

that he  intendstoreetr icthFmself tothoeel ineewhichactual lyoccur i n  

t h e  corpusof  examplesunder h i s  considerat ion,  t h e  p o e t i c  e e c t i o n e o f t h e  

l a t t e r p r o p h e t e .  IntheintroductiontoPartTwo of h i s  bookhe e ta tes :  

The principal a i m o f t h i s  sec t ion  w i l l  be simply t o  c l a a e i f y  
lines f rorntheprophet ic  corpuemmmq, 

ThufaColline hae a e a e r t e d b o t h t h a t h e w i l l d e e c r ~ a l l w s o F b l e  

l ine- foms,  butalmothathewilldeecribeonlyextant line-fotm8, I n  f a c t  

The Limited Corpue of Examplee 

If Coll inmtherefore intendmtodemcriberllthome1ino-foramandonly 

thoaeline-formawhichoccur inthepoeticcorpuewhichheham relected for 

etudy, thebooks o f t h e  latter prophet., t h i m t e a t r i c t i o n i a ,  i n i t m e l f ,  an 

interestingcon8Fderation, as i t o m i t s t h e l a r g e m t m i n g l e  c o l l e c t i o n o f  

clammicalfIeb~wpoearrm (thebookof Pealram), a r ~ l l a m a u n y o f t h e o l d e r  

p o + m m  ( 0 . 9 . ~  Judgmm 5 ) .  Cmrtainly Collinm cannot bo faulted fog molecting 

*. C o l l i n m  , Linm-Forma , 

?F. Collinm, Line-Pomm, 

m ~ o t  example, one may conttaat O l l i n a g  trratmmt of line-form II C: 
i ) 1 6 ,  which imcla8rifi.d, butaittebfro~dotUdconmid~ation,withhim 
tmatnnt of lho-forr 1x1  Ct L)S,  which i m  includod Lrr tlm d.tail.4 
c o n a i d r r a t i o n o f t h e t y p e  111 Cr i) l b e a ,  eventhoughColl in8 bar found no 
awl.. of it. SW T. Collin., L i n m - ? ~ ~ ~ ,  110, 111, 141, 146. 



t ooa rna l l  a sample. ~ u t b o t h h e a n d h i s r e a d e r e  might h a v e b e n e f i t t e d  froma 

eamplethatwaemorediveree. Col l ins  aoaertsthattheaameline-formswhich 

he has found i n t h e p r o p h e t s m a y a l s o b e  found i n  the Pealme, t h e b o o k o f  Job 

andelsewhere, t h a t  t h e r e  is alongevolutionarycievelopaent i n t h e s e l i n e -  

forme, andthatconnectionomayevenbe f o u n d w i t h ~ h o e n i c i a n p o e t r y . ~  But 

h i e d e c i s i o n t o l F m i t h i 8  c o n a i d e r a t i o n t o t h e  prophetic corpus impl ica tes  

Co l l ins  in twoother taskmwhich,  i n  eomeothescontextr ,  hemight avoid, 

namelythedimt inc t ionof  poetry f tomproremndthe  practicmof colcnnetry. 

TheDia t inc t ionof  PoetryandPtose 

Thediut inct ionofpoet~froraprose  imalwaymproblematic, andim 

u e u a l l y p e r f o ~ d r a t h e r i n t u i t F v e l y .  Thimtaekmayberelativalymafe for 

t h e n a t i v e  apeaksrofagivmnlanguage, but it i8 alwayr 8ub j . c t tocha l l enge  

w h e n p e r f o ~ b y a c . d . P i c l u r m  who uebothhirtoricallyandlingui8tically 

rainnote frau t h e  u r i t a r .  C0lli.118 be l iever  t h a t  ha ham found a myntactic b y  

formakingthedimtinct ion~tweenpoetryandproae,  but th im ir aconclumion 

of him remearchon t h e  myntax of verse l ineo,  and t o  introduce it a t  t h e  

beginning o f t h i e  rt~dywouldbegthequeetion~ Furthermore, f t w i l l  be 

mhownthatColl inro concluaiononthimmat ter  im bynomeanr am r e c u r e a r  he 

apparentlybelLever it tobe.  

Taxonomic Inconrimtencie6 

One Fotm with Several Sigla 

Thm incon8imtonciam i n  C o l l i n r '  taxonomy of line-fomr and i n  him 

myatem of migla t o  rapxament thema line-forau kc- appumnt a t  tha 1-L of 

theapecificline-typo. Cb8tobviourly,  i n C o l l i n r '  ~ a b l m  1,"which 



eunmarizem t h e  mpecif ic  line-type., there are oeveral caeee whore dietinct 

s iglahavebeengiventol inemwhFchhavethe oameconrtituentm. Oneofthe 

forme of line-type 111 6 ,  containing the constituents NP' + V + M - NP' + V, is 

ident i ca l  to l ine-type I V  B/A.' Similarly, 111 C (NP' + V + & - NP' + V) ie 

identical toline-type I V C / A .  Col l insnotes  inaparentheticinsertionon 

t h i e  t a b l e  that *HP' i s  normally omitted in  111 D . .  .am but l a t e r  Lndicatem 

that  there aze case8 of  t h i s  l ine-type i n  which t h e  mubject is e u c p r e m ~ d . ~  

If one allowatheexpreeeionofthe subject in line-type IIID, there  are 

three possible eequences i n  t h i s  line-type which are ident i ca l  to other 

sequence6 fromgeneral l ine-type I V t  theee are e p e c i f i c  line-type I V D / A  

(NP' + V + N P ~  + X - NP' + V), mpecific line-type I V  D/B (NP' + V + N@ + M - NP' + V 

+ M) and specif Fc line-type IV D/C (NP' + V + NP + W - NP' + V + &) . When 

coneideratianof Collins' taxonomy i a  ehi f ted  froarthe line-type tothe 

levelofthe line-fom~,theprobl~eof inconmimtencyandsnrbiguitybecome 

evenmore levere. 

One Siglum, Several Forms 

Collin.' aununaryofthe specific line-types asmfgnrthe mame miglumto 

several re latedbut  d i f f e r e n t  sequencer. All r p e c i f i c  line-type8 of general 

l ine-type I I f  havomoreth.nonepo8m~1er.quancep.r8iglumm The miglum 

'ft may bm 8rpu.d that  theme two linrformm can bo di8tlaguiab.d. Thim i m  
ruplprtd by tho claim that the mocond half o f  a 111 B: L)1a 1- (HP1 + V + H = 

NP' + V) mtainm i n  it. d n p  mtmacturo a eonmtLtuont identical to one which im 
~teamd~th.murfacemtructureofthaf irrth. l fofth. l irr . ,whe~am ina  
IV BI F ) 1 lin. ( 1 0 ~ '  + V + n - NP' + V)  the g r u w t i c a l  cenatituont not includod 
i n  thm mocond half i 8  not agappoda f roar the f k8t brlf , but mimrply abnnt . 
Thepmbl.mwLththi8 arrartion imthat  it iravory aubjectivm judgmontto 
deto~athenatureofmunaxpremredcon.titumat. nuthexmore, m y  
u~ntoathirpointmumtb.brrdonm-.unt icconmid.rat ionm,  wharmr 
Collbma8m~~8thathimtuonoaryi8bar.dp\selyonmyntu~ 



111 Arep+eeentstwopomeible eequencea and I11 B represents eixpoeeible 

eequences, aedo111cand IIID." ThueCollins' c lasmif ica t ionof  specific 

line-types ham bothmult iple sequence6 for erne s ing le  a ig la ,  andmultiple 

e i g l a  for some eingleeequences. 

Noton lyare there  severalca%eswhereraorethanoneline-type i u  

aesignedtoaainglesiglum, but inadd i t ion ,  the re  are 85 caeeswherea 

einglerriglumismadeto representtwoormaredi8tinguishableline- 

f~rma.~' ThisoccursevenwhendistinguFshingeiglamaybe euggeetedby 

Col l ins0 mystem. 

Inh i sdeec t i p t i ono f  line-type I V ,  Collinebecoaresevenleasprecine 

t han  usual i n  the iden t i f i ca t ion  of mpecif ic line-f ome. FOE t h e  moat 

part, he l i e t son ly thoee l ine - formswhichhe  has actuallyencountered, and 

frequentlyprovides a e i n g l e  e ig lunrfotaeveral  r e la ted ,  but  

d i f fe ren t iab le ,  line-forms . Thia may be par t ly  due to the complexity of 

line-type I V ,  fozwhichthere f f e  a f r i gh t en ing to t a lo f  868 po8mibleline- 

f o m s  (not  counting pormible variationr ) . Foztunatmly for the  reader, few 

o f the r eeve roccu r .  

9. Collin., Line-Forras , 
tha NP' i m  normally deletod. 
combination. . 

25. Collin8 notes that i n  the IIX D lbo- type,  
If it were ratainad, t he r a  would bo 14 pommible 

" ~ i 8  OCCUZO with 1 A: i) 1 (which 80ttn8 fog 2 d b t - b h & h  1iIW- 
formm), I 8: i ) v u  a (9 form.), 1 Bt i ) v a r  b ( 3  fozau), 1 B t  L)VU ( 2  forma), I 
D t  i ) v u  (4  form.), I D: i i ) v u  a (4 forme), f D t  i i ) v a r  b (3 f o r m ) ,  ZI 6: 
i i ) v u  (nunrkr: of forar uncar ta in) ,  11 Ct i ) v u  (4 fo-) , IZ D: U)VU (4 
fo-), I1 Dt U)VU b (6  fo-) 0 I1 D t  i i ) ~ ~  c ( 4  f o t l ~ . )  Iff Ct I)VU (2  
fo-), Iff Dt i). (5  f o ~ ) ,  111 D t  i ) b  (7 fo-), Z Z f  0: i ) ~  ( 5  forarm), 1 x 1  
D t  i L ) v u  ( 2  forma), and anrdditioml60 carer, a11 t h e  hatancam ingonexr l  
line-typo l[Vinwhichthoreuetwotmorodimtingui8h.ble raquoncomwhera 
f k r t h a l f - l i n e .  h.9. myntrc t icr l ly  iden t ica lcon8t i tuon t r  i n t h e  ramm 
order, and t he  mecond half-line. hrva iden t ica l  conmtituentm irr d i f f e ton t  
orderr. Themmyb. foundinT* Collinm, Linm-Forau. 58, 67-69, 82. 09-91, 
108r 113, 123, 147, 150, 151, 159 ~d i n  164-186 p.r.iara 



S i g l a  for Non-Occuzring Forms 

On theotherhand,  there  are aleomany line-formmwhichdonotoccurin 

t h e  text ,  b u t  forwhichCol l in8  haa neverthelessprovfdedeigla, eventhough 

t h i a i a  not h i e  cuetomarypract ice i n t h e c a e e o f  non-occurringline-forms. 

S i g l a  are provided (without d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e  line-foma) forthe following 

l ine-types and line-forms whichdo notoccurinthebookrofthelatter 

propheta: I A :  i i), I C :  i ) 2 ,  XI1 A: L i i ) ,  IVA/B:  ii), andfVA/D Li). S i g l a  

a n d p a r t i a l d e e c r i p t i o n e  ( u s u a l l y t h e  f irrt  ha l f - l ine )  azeprovided f o r  6 

non-occurring line-form8 i n  general l ine-typa 11" and 22 o ther6  i n  genera l  

l ine-type IV." Sig1aandcompletedemcriptionmueofferadfor 66 

dimtinguishablenon-occurring line-form8 o r r u M i v l r f o n e o f  line-forms in 

genera l  l ine-typer  I, II and 111.'~ S i g h  f o r  l i n e  typam TXI Bz i) and XI1 C: 

i) are indicated by deecr ip t ion  of a r u l e ,  rather t han  by a l i e t  of  i nd iv idua l  

l i ne - fomdeecr ip t ione .  a r m  a t o t a l o f  57 l ine -  

forma orline-formauMivirionswhichuehypoth~ticallydemcrlbedbythe 

a l e ,  but which do not a c t u a l l y  occur i n  t h e  text8 under rtudy, 

Formswithout S i g l a  

CollFnm fmalroawareofwhol~group8of1Fnerurdlh8-fomrwhichu+ 

notcoveredbyhi8taxonomy. Near t h e e n d o f  hiabook, CollLnrrrcrurkr, 

wSanetiaea t h e  NP' can be he ld  back u n t i l  t h e  mecond h d m t i c h .  Thia p+oducea 

%I D: i i )  31 through 36: T. Collin., Lino-?om, 121. 



line-forme t h a t  are t h e  r e v e r s a l  of  Type 111. am Such line-form6 , 
undoubtedly r u e r t h a n t y p e  111, might havebeen c a l l d t y p e V ,  or might even 

have been aeaigned a aiglum l i k e  " 1 f f inverted, ' jumt am Coll ina ham done 

with the numeroue line-forme ident i f iee lby  "va r i an ta  (abbreviated avara) .  

But Co l l in6  ham pcovFdednocategoty forsuchl fnem inhiataxonomy. 

Inconeietency i n  t h e  Aesigmentof S i g h  

InadditFon,thewholesystemforaseignlng1Fne-fornrnunrbera i e n o t  

coneie tent .  For general line-types I a n d  11, line-foxmnumbers areamsigned 

on the basis o f t h e  eequenceof the  c o n s t i t u e n t s  of  both half- l inea.  For 

general l ine-type 111, line-formnumbere a r e  a e e i g n e d o n t h e b a r i a  o f t h e  

sequence of t h e  conr t  i t u e n t s  Ln t h e  f i r s t  half  - l i n e  only. For thF8 l ine-  

type, t h e  kindandaequenceofconatituenta i n t h e s e c o n d h a l f - l i n e  

determineetheeubdivimion l a t t e r .  for generalline-type IV, lino-form 

numbere areasrignedonthebasimoftherequenceofthe c o n a t i t u e n t r i n t h e  

firm+ ha l f - l ine ,  regardleer  o f t h e  mequenceofthm mocondhalf-line, and no 

l ina-formmubdiviafon8ue h d i c a t . d , o v e n w h o n t h i r ~ . n r t h a t r o v ~ r a l  

d i f forent~equ~ncoso fcon~t i tuentr  mhumtho a.m. miglum. Thoarmignmsnt 

of  l e t t e r m t o  hdicatalino-forap~ubdivi#ionmimevonlmmm mymtanaticthrt  

theaaeignmentof  line-formnumbera. 

TaxonomicDecirLonaNot BaradonSyntax 

DompitehiaclaFmthathi8tuono~yirbrm.don myntua lona ,  Collfnm 

mka8 mocll.tuonmic decimionm onothmrground8. ?ot.rt.laplo,tha 

mubdivimionm (.through j) ofthm 111 8: lhe-typ.umdimtinguimh.dbytb 

o l a n o n t g r p p o d i n t h a  r .condco1onurdbytho ~ . q u a n c m o f t h o o l . a w n t r  i n t h a t  

colon. Col l in#  c a l l a  a t t e n t i o n  t o t h o  f r c t t h r t t h e m a l i n ~ r m a y  

*. Col l in r ,  Line-Formm, 239. 



resemblecloaely, bo th incona t i tuen ta  andordering, c e r t a i n  l ine-  
forme t h a t  appear in Type I V .  The only c r i t e r i a  [ a i c ]  for 
dirtinguirhingbetweenthetwoiewhetherornottheUcanbe 
considered as governing both hemietichemn 

Ofcouree, ~uchadecisioncanon1ybetakenonaezaant~cgroundm. 

In  contras t ,  the line-formaubdivisions within rpecific line-type I11 

defianceof Colline'  s t a ted  i n t en t i on tobaee  hie  eyrtennof c l a s r i f i c a t i on  

on eyntactic, rather than semantic criteria. 

Ofallpoeeibleline-formsofthe I I I D :  i) line-type, C o l l i n e l i s t s  

only 17, grouped under three designations. Theae are, i n  theory, more 

precise ly  dist inguishable,  but a r e  not dietinguiehed by Col l inr .  As before, 

C o l l i n r a l t e r e h i a  e ig lnwi th  scant notice: heabandonstheuaeofArabic 

nunreraleto ind ica te  the sequenceoftheelernentsinthebicolon, andgroupta 

the line-formeofthe I I I D :  i )  l i n e - t y p e i n t o t k ~ a r u W i v i r i o n ~  (&,band 

c). These th reecone i s to f :  t hose l i ne s  inwhichYahweh i r themubjec t ; those  

inwhichapronountakeetheplaceofthenameof Yahweh, andthosowhich 

conta inan interrogativepronoun (coneir tent lyoQ) as rubject. Collinm 

note8 t h a t  theee fonna amemantic ee t ,"  a n d t h e r e f o r ~ c h o o m ~ a t o  subdivide 

the line-type ranant ica l ly ,  r a the r  than syntact ica l ly ,  althoughhim rymteun 

iaoatendblybamedoneyntaxalone. 

Doubtful Co lumt t i c  Analysie 

Collinm f o e l a t h a t  t h e  syetemwhichhehamdofinadw~llbau8mfulfor 

t h e  reaolut ionof  problem of colometryt 

n ~ .  O o l l b m ,  Line-lorma, 130. 

9. Collinm, L incFomr ,  150,lSl. 
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Therea reva r ious  s i d e - e f f e c t e t o a s t u d y o f t h ~ g r ~ t i c a l  
pa t t e rn6  of Hebrewverse-lines. Oneof theee  Latoprovideeome eort 
of guide f o r  d iv id ing  the verses  of the text i n t o  l i n e o  of 

Severalexmpleaareoffetedinwhichthecolomet~ofadiff icultpaesage is 

detenninedonthebaoiaofCol l inso  line-fotnre. Soareoftheweaknermrrmof 

Col l ins '  systembecome apparent i n t h i 8  procees. I n p a z t i c u l a r ,  Coll ine* 

inabi l i tytodiot inguiehbetweentw succeeeivetype I line. anda mingle 

type IV l i n e  on t h e  bas ie  of ryntax br inge  i n t o  quest ion him colametric 

a n a l y s i s  of Jeremiah 12:  6.m Coll ins describes t h i r  verse  as being composed 

of three l i n e s ,  a type I B i) line, a type  I D i) l i n e ,  and a type IV B/D: i L )  

l i ne .  Onemight argue ins tead  ( w i t h a v i e w t o t h e  s y n t a c t i c a l  pa ra l l e l i smof  

t h e t w o 1 i n e a ) t h a t t h i e  ahouldbecons t ruedae  atype I V B / D z  i) l i n e  

followed by a type  IV B/D: ii) l ine.  

Confusionof  Line-Types 

Col l ins  has  nowaytodietinguishbetweentwo conrecu t ive type  I l i n e s  

a n d a s i n g l e t y p e  I I l f n e .  Onemaywe11askwhatmak.mthe lattar half  o f  

I sa i ah  11: 13 a I1 Ct i)1 l i n e  (am Col l ins  a88erta8') and no t  a p a i r  of I Ct F)1 

line.? Ofcourm8,thero i m a c o n ) u n c t i o n b e t ~ n t h 8 t w o ,  bu t  C o l l i n r h a r  

earlier a d m i t t e d t h a t t h i a  iroptionalbatweanhalf-lin... Q u a l i f y h g h i r  

deucr ipt ion  of l i n e 8  containing two ~ e n t e n c e # , ~  he 8 . ~ 8 ,  

Th888ntmnca~arrryor~ynotb  j o i n d b y a c ~ n j u n c t i o n ~  Thim 
8 e e m 8 t o n w t o b .  F r r e l e o a n t t o t h 8  ry8t.ar. H-vmr, theoptional 
conjunction could aamily b. indicated by (C) i f  it -re rucemougea 

*. Col l in r ,  L ine -?om,  274. 

q. C 0 1 l h 0 .  Line-lonn8, 275. 

"T. Collin., Line-Form., 109. 

@To C o l l h 8 ,  Line-loma, 36. 

9. C o l l h r  . Line-Forau, 49, note  54. 
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That avetee linernaybeginwith aconjunctionmaybeestablishedby 

coneiderationof Lamentation6 3~16-18 , th ree  consecutiveverae1ines,  each 

ofwhichbeginawiththeconjunct fon .  Thepresenceofaconjunctioncannot 

theref  ore diet inguieh the middle of a veree l i n e  f ronr i t 6  beginning, The 

parallel iembetweenthe half-lineaofthepaeeagecited f roa Iaa iah11 :13  

might be noted as pcwf that it i e  a eingle veree l i n e  ra the r  than t w o  l i n e s ,  

b u t  t h i s  is, of couree,  a eemantic feature. Collin6 claim that h i e  eyetem Fe 

baeedoneyntax, butsynt~cannotdeterminewhether th iepaeeage ieone lFne  

or  t w o .  The  same could be eaid  with regard tomany o t h e r  passages: eyntax 

alonecannot determine i f  a l i n e l i k e t h e o n e c i t e d b y C o l l i n e  from I s a i ah  

11% 7,8& i 8  r e a l l y  XV D/Bc i) am Coll ins claim., o r  ac tua l ly  two l i n e r ,  the 

f i r a t b e i n g f D  i )5 .nd the8econd IB tF )3 .  ~nthimcare,therearem~mantic 

rearonr for : rcanningImaiahl l t7  a r a t ~ i c o l o n a n d  fo r con r t t u ing the  f i r r t  

c h u 8 e  o f  Ir8i.h llr8 with the r e a t  of t he  vmrro, But Coll inr '  elaborate 

taxonomy ha. nowaytodemignate at+icolon.  

Doubtful S t~ l i s t i cConc lueFone  

Some o f t h e  a t y l i r t i c  h p l i c a t i o n r  whichColl inr  ham infented f r m t h e  

ryntuofthevormm1inemhavel i t t lotorecotaarendth~.  Manyof thermu8 

bamedononeoftworrsumptionawhichuedoubtfulinthea~relver. The f i r r t  

of thare arrumptionm ir t h a t  rarity i r  mignif icmt, the mcond, t h a t  

r e l a t i v e  frequencyamtablirher anotm, 

I r  RarityStyli8ticallySignifFcmt? 

Anear.mpleofthefLratdoubtful~tyl imticconclurionc~b.  foundfn 

Collinr '  c-nt on 8 typ. I A l h o  which m..mm to r p l i t  t h e  rubjoct  aver  t h e  

twohalvmrof thabicolon,  O f t h i r l i n e , C o l l F n 8  r ry r ,  *Thin i r  a g u e  

*. Coll inr ,  L h - W m n r ,  169, 



phenomenon and therefore a t y l i e t i c a l l y  aignif  icmt. mas Thi8 1- of  

argumentaffLrmstheconeequent: g r m a t i c a l r a r i t y i a  r t y l lm t i ca l l y  

s i g n i f i c a n t o n l y i f  it has alreadybeenaeeumedthatthewriter~r intentione 

were somehow focussed on grammar. N o  one would argue, f o r  e%ample, that the 

preeence of r e l a t i ve ly  rare l e t t e r s  (e. g. , B or 2, a r  oppored t o  R and n) wae 

etylieticallyeignificant, becau6evirtua~~yeveryone mharem a p r i o r  

assumptionthat grapheme aelectionisnotanelementof s tyle--except ,  o f  

course, inacroe t i ce .  After a l l ,  why shou ld r a r i t yba  mignificant? Other 

equallyplaueFbleexplanatione could be o f f e r ed toexp l a in  a tare  

occurxance. A r a r e  phenomenon may be produced by lack of art lo try ,  which i r  

e t y l i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t o n l y i f o n e  isconcernedwithbadmtylm. 

Furthermore, certain phenomena ( e m g o ,  hithpaelverbm) maybe r e l a t i ve ly  

r a r e  in poetry, rimply because they are generally r ue  i n  lu~guagm. T h e i r  

occaeFonalpreeencemaytherefore have no par t i cu la r  mty l ie t i c  

significance.  In f a c t ,  it i r  arguablethatallofthelina-formmde8crib.d 

by Collins a re  rare. 

Doer Frequency EmtablishNoma? 

O f t h e  hundreds of line-fomm cataloguedby CollLna, none account8 for 

laore than a fw percent of the whole corplm. Ha 8tato.t 

Th~H&rwPtophetmptoduc.da~llfo~m1~ath.t~und.6right 
~ccordFngtopat ternm acquirad froartsaditLon. ThmpoLnt Fmthat 
muell formeda l i n e r  in  Hebraw poetry m e a  to follow gmamatical 
pattern8 rather than any othermom 

9. Collin., LinrPorpl8 ,  58. 

9. Collins, Line-Form., 44, 



t h e r e d o n o t r ~ t o b e v e r y e e r i o u a  eyntac+iclimitronthelinemused. This 

leadsuetotheeecondqueetionable e t y l i s t F c a u a ~ ~ ~ p t i o n  h C o l l i n a w o r k ,  

that frequencyestabliahera norme. 

~al l insknoweofhundredeofpossFble l ines .  There i e  no r eaeon to  

d e n y t h a t o t h e r r i w r i l a r  l ineewhichdo not happentooccur i n t h e  prophetic 

corpuewouldnotberegarded aawell-foraredbyanative apeaker. Colline 

fran)clyadmitrthathirtaxonoaryactual lydemcr~ml~r8th~two-f i f thmof 

t h e  l ineswhichoccur  inhLechoeeneample. There i ~ t h e r e f o r e n o c l e a r  

majority (orevena o i g n i f i c a n t p l u r a l i t y )  of linamwhich corrempondto a 

g iven typeor  form. Evenwerethere a s i n g l e t y p s w i t h w h i c h o n e m i g h t  

i d e n t i f y  more t h a n h a l f  of a l l  l i n e s ,  i t w o u l d b e q u e r t i o n a b l e t o  iden t i fy  

t h e  rert am exceptional  o r  i r r e g u l a r  . A t  the learnt, it may bo maid that 

C o l l i n s o  v i e w o f t h e  r y n t a c t i c b a e i e  of Hebrewpoetryaaemutodrawabtoader 

inferencethanthedatawouldeupport. 

Indicationrrofthe Fncidenceofvariourwordordarm L n t h e v a x 6 e l i n e a  

under mtudy i n  Tab le8  IV through XII" do reveal 8 0 .  cumtormry preferencorn. 

UmuallythamearedFfferenceaofdegreerathetth~rb8olutetrulmr. ?or 

example , the re i a ,  i n g e n e r a l ,  ap re fe rence  fotorderingawhichwouldplace 

t h e  varb  baforo the aubjec t ,  bu t  only i n  t h a  t a t i o  of 664 t o  531, or about 56 I 

t o 4 4  8 .  Theprefarencm i r  beyondqueution, b u t i t i r h a r d l y  j u r t i f i a b l e t o  

c a l l t h i a a r u l a ,  ortodarcribom.quence8whichpl~cmthm 8 u b ) a c t b f o r m t h e  

varbamaxcoptional.  Indeed, ofallporsUlmorderingaofthrn 

con8titumnta ina l i n e ,  o n l y t h e  requence amubject-objmct-vmrbN r e m s  t o b e  

entlre1yavoLd.d. C o l l ~ ~ m i g h t ~ i > e t t e r a d v i r ~ t o r p . r k o f  auauala o r  

acur tomuya wordorder, r a t h e r t h a n  anollmal*or ar.gulu* orde r ,  mince i t  f a  

apparentthatonecannot actually rpeakof anonnma or amlam.a Thareia no 

evidencethatexceptionatothepatternswhichColl in8 ham c o t r ~ c t l y  

*T. Col l inr ,  Line-Poma, 202-211. 



i r r e g u l a r :  they are, a t  most, unusual, orperhapmmetelydifferent. Tablee 

X, X I  and XI1 are set up a8 a rec tangular  a r r ay ,  dieplaying the distributions 

of line-forms within l ine-type8 X I  B t  i), XI Cx i) and 11 D: i f ) ,  

respectively. Horizontal ly ac ross  each array, Col l ine  l i o t a  t h e  poeeible 

ordering8 ofthe first half-lines o f t h e  pe r t inen t  l ine-type, and v e r t i c a l l y  

epecifiee c e r t a i n  a l e e  whichappear t o  govern the  probability o f t h e  

occurrenceof agiven line-forram Aline-form i e n r o r e l i k e l y t o o c c u r ,  

accord ing toCol l ine ,  i f  t h e  firat half-linebeginswithaverb, i f  the  

aecond hal f  - l i ne  begin8 with the oub ject , and i f the requence of  

cone t i tuen te  i n  t h e  two hal f - l ines  i a  i d e n t i c a l m u  Col l in8  auoertm t h a t  

which contain theline-forms u e  whichareamat l i k e l y t o  bo uoed. Fromhir 

obeervat ionr ,  Collinmconcludes, 

Tha r e r u l t  of  a l l  t h i r  i r  that wm can 8ay that t h e m  i m  a broad 
b u t c l e a r l y d m f i n e d a r e a o r  f r ~ r k w ~ t h i n w h i c h  f r n d m o f w o s d  
o rde rnomna l lyope~a tee .  Thie area ir n o t c o t e n n i n o u r w i t h t h e  f u l l  
rangeof pommibilitiem. Enampleawithintho u m a n u y b o m a i d t o b .  
notmal, anduryoutrideitmuetbaconride+edar~ceptional,  and 
thereforaofpotential8tyl iat ic  r ign i f i cancemg 

T h a t t h i r  infmrenca ir excessivemaybedeterarindbyu~inationof  

t h e  arrays. It i m  beyond doubt t h a t  t h e  incidence of line-form8 wFthLn t h e  

Ee ha8 not ,  however, b w n  conmirtent i n  the app l i ca t ion  of h i r  ml08 for the 

d e f i n i t i o n o f  muchumam. Foraxample, the f i . r r t o f t h o m e r u l m ~ , t h ~ t l i n m -  

fo-, the f i s ~ t h a l v m m o f w h i c h b e g b w i t h t h e v ~ b ,  uamorm coamnthur 

thomewhichbegFnwithmomeotherconstituent, i a  c l e u l y u n t r u a  i n t h o c a r o  



of l ine- type  I1 C: i), as i l l u s t t a t e d  i n  Table XI .- O f  t h e  twelve posrrible 

l ine - fomainwhichthef i r s tha l f - l inebeg inswi ththoverb ,  ravennever 

occur, a n d t w a o c c u r o n l y o n c e .  Thereareonlytwelveexampleaof l i n e s o f  

t h i s  l ine- type  which conform t o  t h i e  r u l e ,  as oppooed t o  f i f t e e n  which 

violate it. The eecondru l e ,  whichindLcatesaprefarencefotan i n i t i a l  

subject  i n  t h e  eecond half-line work more e f f e c t i v e l y  i n t h i r  case: 210f 

the27 o c c u t r e n c e e o f t h i s  line-typecorrespondtothir ru l e .  Nevertheless ,  

ofthetwelveposs~le l ine- forms inwhich the  eecondhalf- l inebeginswith 

the subject, e i x n e v e r o c c u r ,  a n d o n e o c c u r e o n l y o n c e .  Collins' t h i r d r u l e ,  

which i n d i c a t e s  a p r e f e r e n c e  for identicalconetituentordering, is 

r e p r e s e n t e d b y  15 o f t h e  27 occurrence6 o f t h i e  line-type. Onlytwo o f t h e  

ah line-forraswhichmeetthia c r i t e r i o n  f a i l t o o c c u t ,  Collinm hae  

d i e g u i a e d t h i e  f a c t  by i n d i c a t i n g  a "normalueaa  onT8bleXI whichdoee not 

corrempondtothe ru l e swh ich  he  ham demcrFbed. Thm n o m ~ l u m a t h u a  

den igna t eddoe r  notextendtoanyareanot~pecFfiedbyColLina~ ruler, but 

i t o a r i t m e r r a c t l y h a l f  o f t h e  l i n e - f o ~ s w h i c h w u l d ~ d a f i n ~ a m  n o m u l b y  

thome rule.. Co l l inr then  r e m a r k s t h a t  "...there arenooccurrence8 at a l l  

outmide the ' normal a r e a  ' . Thim is true, and i 8  a datum of 8- 

s i g n i f i c u r c a ,  butitallowmthecamualreadertoovarlookthefactthanmrny 

o f t h e  form8whichCollina haadefinod&rnoraarrl&not, Ln fact, occu~. 

Collin8 ruggamt8.1tpLanation8 for 8omeofthoma, but admitathat tho 

explanation8 urn not conmistent with data for other 1 ~ a r t y p . a ~  H e  ham 

p r e m e n t a d n o ~ l e r c a n b e  rwntooperateconeimtmtly. In fact, i n T a b l e r X  

*. Collinm, Lina-Form, 210, 

9- Collinm, LLru-Form, 213. In fact, CollLo. h u  alreadynotdonpage 
150 that m a m  f o m  of  line-type 111 D t L) beqh with pmciu ly  thm a m  
sequence ( v u b  f o 1 l ~ b y o b j e c t ) w h i c h h e r a y ~  i a a v o i d o d h u e  hotder  "to 
a ~ o i d ~ ~ e c e 8 r ~ . m b i g ~ i t y - *  



through XII , he  ham o h p l y  defined a8 no-1 that which occur8 frequently and 

asexcep t iona l ,  t ha twhichoccurs ra re ly .  Butanyonecanbeamark8man i f  he 

drawethe t a r g e t  after he f ireethe ahot. CollLne' project of  a p p l y h g t h e  

principlee ofgenerativegrarwnartotheverselines oftheHebrew B i b l e  

require6 h i m t o  eeek for rulesandconstraintewhichwil ldef ineal lverae 

l i nea  and no other l i n e s .  In t h e  came o f  Tables X to X I 1  , it i m  appatent t h a t  

t h i s  ha6 not been done. 

Major Weakneesee 

Ha8 Col l ine  Completed H i 8  Project? 

I tmue tbeaekedwhe the r  Collin8 ha6 reallyaccoaplirhedthatwhichhe 

oe tens ib ly  s e t o u t  t o d o .  Hashe Fndeedetated a r e t o f  r u l a r  andconmtraintr  

whichwil lgene+ate a l l  Hebrew verse  l ines ,  and no l i n e r  b u t t h e r e ?  I8 him 

oyotem more than  juat a d e s c r i p t i v e  taxonomy o f  clammica1 Hebrew p o e t i c  

uttexancem? Thorequemtions arenoteamyto anmuas. Theknowlodgeof a11 

p o e r i b l e p o e t i c  u t t e t a n c e t ~ i m  aubjec t iveand intuitive,theproperprovince 

of t h e  n a t i v e  rpsakor. Modern reader. have no direct accomm t o  t h a  nativa 

acknowledges, though h e  be l i eve r  that, 

I n t h e  abmanceof i n t u F t i o n m o f n a t i v ~  mpe.k.zmofAnciontHmbx.w, 
GenerativaGramnu can functionreaaonablywollonth~bamimofthom~ 
r c q u ~ . d i n t u i t i o n m w h i c h u o t h ~ ~ l i t ~ v m 8 f f ~ o f c e n t u r i e m o f  
~ c h o l a r r h i p . ~  

Bu tovencan tu r i e ro f  r c h o l u a h i p c ~ p t o d u c ~ n o ~ r e . w 8 c t ~ g c ~ i t e s i o n f o r  

wall-forwdvormolinom LnHabreuthanthe mumofurarplompsovidmdirrthe 

fl.br.w Bible. N o  one can know which uttmzancam might b. conm~de~md 

In  addi t ion ,  Collinr ham l b t e d  and d e r e r i b d  m o m  tomu which do not occur, 



and e o n r e w h i c h o c c u r e o r a r e l y t h a t o n e m i g h t g u ~ ~ 8 t h 8 t t h ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ d ~  

a native speaker. I t  Fe doubtful  whether Collin6 ia r e a l l y  d e a l i n g  with 

rulesbywhichallpoeeiblewell-formedpoeticutterance~,  a n d o n l y  much 

u t t e r a n c e s ,  might b e  generated. Col l ine '  c a u t i o n o n t h e  i a e u e  e f t h e  i n t e n t  

o f t h e  poet  is important: 

One f i n a l  caution muet be added. This etudy fa an attempt to use 
l i n g u i e t i c s  a e t h e b a s i e  f o r a n a n a l y a i a o f  Hebrewvezre-lineswhich 
w i l l  i n t u r n p r o v i d e  a e t a r t i n g - p o i n t  f o r  a t y l i n t i c  investigation. I t  
is not meant t o b e  anaccount  of howthepoetm' mindeworkedwhenthey 
were compoeingthe i rvereea ,  justaetheg+amnarofalanguage i a n o t  
meant t o g i v e  an account o f t h e n a t i v e  epeakes~rmentalpsocereeewhen 
producing eentencee i n  t h a t  language, W e  u o  uming Genera t ive  Grrrmnar 
a e  atool  f o r  d e s c r i b i n g w h a t t h e  poe t8  did, not  what they thought they 
weredoing. Ino the rworde ,  th i e  s t u d y d o e r  n o t c l a i m t o b e a  
r e c o n e t ~ c t i o n  of Ancient Hebrew poetic theo ry  ." 
Col l ine thuamovee  awayfromthe concept  o f  g e n e r a t i o n t o t h e c o n c e p t  

o f  deec r ip t i on ,  and f r o m t h e i n t u i t i o n o f t h e  n a t i v e  r p e a h s t o t h e  

rationalityofthenon-nativeobserver. The f i n a l r e c t i o n o f  Co l l i ne '  book 

is a n a t t e m p t  to ehowtha th ie taxonornyof  Rebrwverrelinea ie  "more t han  

j u a t  an  i n t e r e e t i n g  e x e r c i s e  i n  l i n g u i s t i c  deacr ip t ion .  

C o l l i n s c a u t i o n s u e ,  

It i a  important t o  remamberthroughoutthatthmgroupingofoxamplem 
in to l ine- form8 i8dependententi~elyupoamimiluLtyofgs.autlcal 
s u r f  ace r t r u c t u r e a  

grsmmar: which Collins hae described am basic. In fact, line-formu u e  

groupdinto line-typemonthebaeie oftruraforautionrl~lom. Butothor 

9. Col l ina ,  Line-Fornu, 43. 

9. Collin., L i M - ? o m # ,  191. 

9. Collinm, Line-Forms, 54. 



the uaeoftransformationalrulea, aa he admitar 

Fromalinguist icpointofview,thimimaratherehpl i f ied 
pceoentation, andcanonlybaconeiderad aprovimionalattemptto 
account forthe freedomofwordorderapparentinEIebrewvetee-lhea. 
Firat o f  aLlthereiathequestionofconmtr&inta....Atthi8 8tage it 
is impoaeibleto aaypreci~elytowhatextentthemealtemative 
arrangement8 of constituents are Lnterchangeable LnRebrewpoekry. 
There is aneed formoreextenaivedetailed mtudyoftheenvironmenta 
inwhichthey are f o u n d t o t e l l u a w h e t h e t t h e ~ r o c ~ r r o n c e  Legovemned 
byconetta ints ,  andwhether:theconatxaintmcanre framthe context or 
from the l e x i c a l  a t o ~ k . ~  

Fa i lure to  Account for Multi-Verbal Lines 

One of Collin.' phrase-ot~cturena1eeindicateathata %.. l inemay 

cons i s t  e i t h e r  of a sentence or of a sentence pluu a mentence. Thin  i s  

adequate for the l ineswhichCol l inshaa  actu&llycatalogued, though it 

leavemnoplace forver~elineswithmosethattwopr.bication8or f m r t h a n  

onm. Thimwouldpractic~llyucludo1inmmwhichdonotconmimtofcarplote 

rmntencom a a w e l l a 8 t r i c o l & ,  which f r ~ e n t l y h r v o n r o r r t h m t w o  

predications. lSotonly.retheretricolawiththrnor.oroprdicationm, 

andbicol&withthreeorwre, but theworkof~LchamlO~Comora l8o~how8 

tha t thereue ind iv idua lco lawhLchconta ina8 l~anya8t~n  

p r m d i ~ a t i o n a . ~  Collinaimawueoftheoaphencunr. Emofformno 

catalogueof lino8whichcontain f ~ r t h ~ a 8 i n g l m p r ~ L c a t L o n ,  buta t tha  

endof h imworkhormformtocm.r tL~Lnl i~mwhichdonotconta~~ la t~  

a o n t o n c 8 a o f m y 8 o t t a r  aconcatonrtionm.alm Hoal.omp..L.of gtrLput&to 



l i n e s ,  lo' and acknowledges that there are l i n e e  which contain more than two 

verba. It may af fo rd  an insight i n t o  h i s  view t o  notice t h a t  he refete to 

theae ae wextraverbs .w'~ imply ingthat theyare  somehowsuperfluoue o r  out 

of place. Nevertheleee, h e  f ranklynotee ,  

Inlinguietictems,th~eareanewecanhavelinescontaining~~rethan 
twobaaic  sentences i n t h e d e e p a t r u c t u r e  -whichmoves us beyondthe 
fourmajo r~ ine -Typeaof  ~ a r t T u 0 . l ~  

CollLne ci teeexamplee of half lineewithtwoorthreeverbe a n d l i n e e w i t h  

t h r e e  or  even four verb8 . lm 

Liraited A p p l i c a b i l i t y o f  Colline' Syetera 

Oneoftheconeequencerwhich followm fromthepreceding 8ection i r  

that Col l ins '  oymtem i m  not appl icable  t o  many verme l ine8  in t h e  Bible, As 

Collin. formulated itr him theory doe8 no t  havo a place f o r  m y  l i n e  which i 8  

not. mentence, o r  which conta inrumrethan two rentoncere G i v m C o l l i n r '  

u m e o f t h e t e n n e  a l i n e a  and a~entence,ath8categoryof1inerwhichuenot  

rentencemmaybeconriderablylerr cotmonthat  l i n e r w h i c h a r e ,  bu t  l i n e r  

withlesmthanonm mentonceormorethantwo occur frequently e n o u g h t o m r i t  

a t t en t ion .  

Coll in8 ha8 retout to identifyandclarmifyal lofthepooticl ina-  

fornu intheprrophetcorpua.  I n t h e a n d ,  h-var, h imcata logurof  l ina -  

fonnm r . p r a r a n t r o n l y 3 8  o f theve rmal inem inthapropheta, by himown 

c a ~ c u l a t L o n . '  Tha proport ion of varma Licwm n p n m e n t d  by CollLnr8 liar 

fo- v u i a r  frombooktobookand froramec+iontomoctionwithinbook.. But 

-- . 

'O'T, C o l l h m ,  Line-Form., 223-225. 

'9, Col l ins ,  Line-Form8 , 219. 

'9. Collinm, Line-Form., 219,220. 

'9. c011~n.. L ~ M - P O ~ ,  220-222. 

'9. Collins, Line-?orme, 198. 



the inc idenceof  vmrmellnee correspondFngtoline-form. i d e n t i f i d b y  

Co l l ins  i e  s t i l l  l e a s t h a n h a l f  a t  best: 4 9 t o f t h e l i n e s  i n t h e  last seven 

chapteraof Ieaiahcorrespondtoline-formainCol1ine' taxonomy, t h e  

higheet  l e v e l  of corsespondence i n t h e p r o p h e t i c c o r p u r .  The lowest l e v e l o f  

correspondence, on ly  30 t , is found i n  the book of Horea. 

Syntax and thePercep t ionof  Cola 

Col l ine  doeeencounteraomemonocola, though he neverurea  e u c h a t e r m  

todesc r ibe them.  Of these  lines h e  says,  

There areanumberof  l i n e s w i t h a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  s t r u c t u r a l a n d  
rhythmic pa t te rn ,  whichdo n o t  f iteaeilyintoourpreconceived 
not ions  about theHebrewverse-line neatlydivideclbyacaesura i n t o  
twohemirtichs....Theyare~etlyofType I andoftonmhowclore 
interweaving, g i v i n g t h e l i n e  aninnercohemiveneesthatterists any 
attempt t o  break it down i n t o  two halver.'OT 

B u t d e a p i t e t h e r y n t a c t i c a l u n i t y o f t ~  I l i n e e ,  Coll in8 s t i l l  

e u b j e c t i v i t y o f t h i r  judgment: 

M o m t  l i n e 6  of  Type I could be read  without any larrkod caamura and we 
probablyonly  feel t h e  needtoarakethepaura  mimplybocau8eua are 
accuotoamdtodo~oinl inamofotha+typ.n.  Thim i8 a u 8 o f u l r a n i n d e r  
that thm g r a m a t i c a l  framework mumt alwayr b. conmidoted in 
relat ionmhip t o  the o t h e r  laymrr and e l u n t m  of the n r r - l h o .  lea 

Inotharwotd8,thebipaxtitm na tu reof  romevormelinor,  a n d t h e  

Collinmr mymtm, which im muppomd to ba ba8.d on m y n t u  can ptovido no 

true i n t h e c a m e o f l i n a m o f t y p .  I, andothatlinarwh~chdonotcontaintwo 

'9. Coll inu,  Line-Form8, 19'1. 

C o l l i r u ,  Line-Fomm, 255. 

'9. Collin. , Line-Forms , 57. 
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b a s i c  sentences. ~heperceptionofthebipart i tenatureoftherel inesnnrrt  

bebasedon romeotherlayerorelementofthelanguagm. 

Syntax andthe  P e r c e p t i o n o f t h e c a e s u r a  

C o l l i n s  point8 o u t t h a t t h e p e r c e p t i b i l i t y o f t h e  caeru ta  ie 

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c e r t a i n c a s e s .  In h i s  comments onEzekiel19: l-9,which 

Col l ine  i d e n t i f  l e e  as a qinah, or lament, he noteu t h a t ,  

... inthieparticulartexttheauthorgoes out of h i rway t o  inc lude  
l i ne - typeewi tha  e t r o n g c e n t r a l c a e s u r a .  Thiawould a p p e a r t o b e  a  
requirement f o r  t h e  qinah s ty le . .  . 

Secondly, t h e r e  appearetobedelFberatemanipulationofthe 
line-forme to produce lines i n w h i c h t h e  aecond hemistich is rhortex 
than  the f i r e t . l m  

Intheaecommenta  Collins borders onexplainingthemindofthepoet. 

t h a t t h e g i n a h i e  c h a r a c t e r i z e d b y a  s t rong c e n t r a l c a e e u r a a n d b y  lines 

whoae secondhal f  is e h o r t e r t h a n t h e  first. B u t n e i t h e r o f t h e m e  

c h a r a c t e r i a t i c r  is inherentlygramrrratical. Bothmaybe a a s o c i a t e d w i t h t h e  

mound or  t h e  meaning, r a t h e r  t h a n  t h e  eyntax, o f t h e  l i n e .  And i n  any came, 

t h e p r e s e n c e o f  a p a t t e r n  notinherentlybasedongranmarwould imp ly tha t  

t h e r e  a r e  controllLngconatrainteonthecompoeitionof at l e a r t r o m e v e r e e  

l i neswhichhave  n o t h i n g t o d o w i t h  syntax. Collins' gena ra l conc lu r ionon  

A l l t h i m l e a d 8 t o w a t d t h e  c o n c l u s i o n t h a t i n t h m  formationof Habrew 
oarma-linm8 i t i r t h e l i n e - f o r m a t h a t ~ e t h e b a r i c  frammrkwhich 
c a n h a d a ~ e d t o p r o d u c e t h e  requiredrhythmicpattorn. I n t h i r  care 
i t h a p p n r t o k t h e q i n a h ,  b u t t h a  mame line-fonnm c o u l d k u 8 d t o  
produce q u i t e  different pa t t e rn .  'lo 

Again. i f  CoLlin8 i8 r i g h t  i n  h i 8  inference. about thm ainah, i f  it i 8  

t h o  rhythmic patternwhich i r r e q u i r e d ,  andthe line-fomwwhichu8 



adapted, it may be asked which of t h e  t w o  i e  really br r i c .  S u r d y  it i o  t h e  

formerwhichcontrols ,  and the l a t t e r w h i c h  i a  control led.  

Non-SyntacticConetraFnts fgnored 

C o l l i n s  doesnotclaimtobedeecribinga11facotrofpoetryor 

e ~ p l a i n i n g a l l c o n e t r a F n t e o f p o e t i c  epeech. )leintendmtoconcernhimmelf 

pr imar i lywi theyntax .  Hie Fncursione intoother:doaaainroflaiiguageare 

accidenta l ,  and to some extent aberrant  He t he re fo re  f raquent ly  neglecto 

t o c a l l  a t t e n t i o n  to non-syntactic length conatrainto.  Anexampleof th i s  

canbe found i n h i s  comments ontype  11 C: i ) v a r l F n e a t  

Theonly importantvatiationtobeconriderod i a t h e  reduction 
o f t h e ~ p t o  euff ix  form. Thirmayoccur in jumtonehemimtich, or it 
may be i n b o t h a t  once. Whenitoccursinonlyonahanirtichthir is 
alwaymthe eecond, whichmeanethat there  Fa a c l m a r p r e f e r m n c ~  for 
grouping t h e  main const i tuent8 as 3 + 2,. ."' 

I n  caeea much as these ,  t h e  grouping Fa not fundamontally of r syntactic 

aort, Type I1 1Fneo containidenticalsyntacticconstFtuentm i n b o t h h a l f -  

l ines .  If  t h e r e  i e  a "c lea r  preferencea for a certain grouping, it muat bm 

aacplainedon momebaeisotherthan ryntuc, and F n t h i r c a r e , t h o g r o u p i n g  

r . emr tohave  moarethingtodowithrelrtivelengthaofttmlino-halver~ Thim 

iaaneumentiallyphonicconetraint. 

Collin8 noteatheoverallp~eduainancoof 8ontoacetyp.a B mdDrmong 

hi8mxmplem, a n d c a l l r p a z t i c u l u a t t e n t i o n t o t h o g r o a t n ~ r o f t ~ D  

r en tmcea  in l ino-type I, where t h e r e  i m  only  on. montonca por lino. H e  

raeertm that  ".. .thLa.. .Fa due to the  remantic met8 involved, It 8-8 

o q u a l l y l i k o l y t h a t t h e  high incidencaoftypoD rantancam Fntypm I l i n a a l a r y  

kdum rimply t o t h o  factthattypaD rontancoa, with fourconmtitumntr (or 

w r o ,  ~ t h e ~ ~ s o 0 f v u i r t i o n r w i t h t ~ Q l O d F f i o f 8 ) , t o n d t o ~ l o r r g . + t h u r  

lll~. ~ o l l i n a ,  Line-?ormr, 

ll%. ~ ~ l l L n r ,  Line-Forms , 



t h e o t h e r  t h r e e  bamic mentences, whichumually h a v e o n l y t w o o r t h r e a  

conet i tuente .  I t  i e t h e r e f o r e e a e i e r t o  f i l l  two c o l a o f  t y p i c a l  l eng thwi th  

atypeD e e n t e n c e t h a n w i t h a t y p e A  eentence (for example). But if themere  

l e n g t h o f t h e c o l a  Fe a f a c t o r  i n t h e  s e l e c t i o n o f  eentencetypea,  it is 

su re lyanon-syn tac t i c  cons t r a in t .  

Another example of a non-syntactic length c o n s t r a i n t  is i l l u a t r a t e d  

byco l l ina '  T a b l e  11,"~ whichaunnnarizeethe i n c f d e n c e o f v u i o u a  s p e c i f i c  

line-typemwithinlhe-type IV. The carefulreadetmayprceivethat, 

w i t h i n t h i e  general line-type, there is a t e n d e n c y t o  a e l e c t t h o a e  s p e c i f i c  

l i n e - t y p e  i n w h i c h t h e t w o h a l f - l i n e s  a r e m o r e n e a r l y e q u a l  i n  length,  such 

as A/B: I F F )  andD/C: i F ) ,  r a the r than thosewhoee  ha l f - l ineawouldbeof  

radicallydifferentlength, auchas  D/A: L) andA/Dt i v ) .  S incemanyof theee  

forms a r e d i f f e r e n t i a t e d b y t h e  r e t e n t i o n o r  d e l e t i o n o f t h e  rub jec t ,  it is 

i n t e r e s t i n g  to no t i ce  t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t a p p e a r a m e t  l i k e l y t o b e d e l e t e d  

where itapremenc~wouldtendtomakeone half-linemuchlongorthuritm 

par tner .  C o l l i n r  f a i l m t o  c a l l  a t t e n t i o n t o t h i s  f a c t .  Eli6 c lo re r t approach  

t o  a r e c o g n i t i o n o f  l e n g t h c o n s t r a i n t s  i n t y p e  XV l i n e 8  come. inhimcomnent 

This  muMivieionprovFdeotheleastnumkrofex.mplo~, and 
f i f t y  p t c o n t  o f  t h o r e  c o w  f t u n  type8 D/A, D/B, D/C. Tho La n o m l  
enoughwhenwe rememlMrthatelementD c o n t a i n r t h r e e  cona t i tuen t r  
without t h m  NP', ro t h a t  t h o  line. rrtain tha  no-1 proferoncom for 
groupingof con8ti tuenta am 3+3, 2+2. p i c 1  3+2."' 

It i a  pora ib le ,  at learnt in theory, to mrJu a typm I A l i n o  of any length 

o r  ane%t8nddcon# t~c t  chain. But evenso, 8 u c h l i n e 8 u e s a t h e r r u 8 t  

. . .it m t i l l  r u i n 8  remarkable t h a t  l i a r f o r n u  d o r i v d  from +him type 
ahould be t . gu la r ly  avoided am i f  t h e r e  were ram *licit p r i n c i p l e  
thatalin~muetcontainaminimumofthmm c o n r t i t u e n t r .  Evan i n  

ll*. Collin., Line-Form., 163. 

"'T. Col l in r ,  Line-Forars, 186,187. 
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theeeerarapleo t h e r e  ie evident ly  eorae effort made to f i l l  out the 
l i n e ,  which eeema t o  ind ica te  t h a t  t h e r e  i e  some kindof  i n t e r p l a y  
b e t w e e n t h e g r a m a t i c a l  frameworkandthe rhythmiccompoeitionof a 

Since t h i s  t y p e o f  l inedoea  notusuallyexhibitparallel iem, it 

appea ro tha t  t h e r e a r e  eomeconetrainteonveraelineswhichcannotbe 

~ l a i n e d i n p u r e l y e e m a n t i c t e r n s .  Promthie,  it may be i n f e r r e d t h a t  there 

a r e c o n r t r a i n t e  opera t ing  inat leaet three layereof the l inguiot ic  

productionwhichidentifiedaa averse l i n e .  Syntax is important, thoughnot 

absolutely eo, a n d t h e e e m a n t i c l a y e r c a n  f r e q u e n t l y b e  ohowntobe important 

am well.  B u t  there a r e  caaea where t h e  length  of a l i n e  appeara s i g n i f i c a n t ,  

a p a r t  f roar meaning and ayntax. 

TheNeceaei tyof  ExtendinqColl inao System 

EIavingcunpletedthedescriptionandanalymiaof him ayetearof 

c l a r r i f i c a t i o n ,  Coll in6 suggest8 sorneextenmionmofthe ayrtem. This i e  

q u i t e a p p r o p r i a t e  s ince,  a t t h i e p o i n t ,  hietaxonomydescribes rather leas 

than  two-f i f t h e  of t h e  data, 'la and ha8 f a i l e d  t o  provide for much commn 

occurrence8 ammonocola, t r i c o l a ,  nomhal  rentencemandrontancomuming 

n:g, and tha quami-vatba 62 and 1'8. ~ine-typos are ruggamt~d for nominal 

rentoncem , 'I7 but though a few ax.mplam u o  gathrrod, lino-form. a r m  not  

analyzed, orevenpropomedinpzinciple. CollFrrroff~r~~mirailulycutrrory 

treatment of  mentencer which ume il:g"' and of tricola, 'lo which he  c a l l a  

"9. Collin., Line-Forma, 59. 

"9. Col l ins ,  Line-Formr , 198. 

"'T. COllin8, Line-Fomm, 215,216. Thm r i g h  muggemtod urn quit@ molt- 
explanatory for anyonewho i r  f r m i ~ i u w i t h t h . r m m t o f C o l l h r 8  ryrtmmt I 
nan., I Inan . ,  I11 noar.# IVnom./A, IVnom./B, IVnaah./C, ntnoaa,/DO IV 
A/nom*, fV B/nan,, IV C/nan. and IV D/noar, 



m t r i p a r t i t e l i n e s . n  H e e v e n o f f e r s  as ingleexampleofal inewhichcontaina 

f o u r  basic eenten~ee , '~whichsamewouldc laee i fyaa  a t e t r a c o l o n .  

C o l l i n e *  treatment oftwo-part lines containingmorethantwoverbs is 

eomewhatmoreexteneive. H e  p r e s e n t s  anumberof examplee, anddeecr ibes  

some of t h e  l i ne - fome  which occur ,  though his e f f o r t s  do not r e s u l t  i n  a 

eyetematictaxonomyoftheee line-forme orintheproposalof s i g l a  f o r t h e e e  

f orme. 12' This  amiata ion may be explained by C o l l i n e  ' aese r t i on  t h a t ,  

... the remaining l i n e s  are eimplevar ia t iono onordmvelopmentrof the 
es tabl iehed pa t t e rn% o f t h e  line-forme etudied eo far .  Moreover, it 
will be ehownthattheeedevelopmentathemeelves follow t o  alarge 
e x t e n t  c e r t a i n  comon p a t t e r n s .  

Col l inr thurv iewsthe l inee  intheptopheticcorpuewhichdo not  

Thecommoneat technique fo rva ry ing  t h e  linmmirthm i n c l u r i o n  
o f e x t r a v e r b r .  I n l i n g u i e t i c t e m ,  t h i m m s a n r w c u r h a v e l i n e m  
containingwrethantwobaaic sentence8 i n t h e d e o p e t r u c t u r m  -which 
moverurbeyondthe fourHa jo r  Line-Typerof Part Two. O n t h e o t h e r  
hand, i n  t h e  eurface s t r u c t u r e  many o f  theme new pattarn. cur ba reen 
a8 having clom a f f i n i t y  t o  one o r  t h e  o t h e r  of t h e  four t y p d a  

Theunfortunato fact F r t h a t  t h e  formswhichCollFnrdL8cu8mem F n t h i r  

t o  extend him taxonomy to  t h e r e  fotnro. H e  a180 fa i l .  t o  rupply 

wouldallowruchlinmrtoberegardedaewell-to-. Todorowould 

lt%. Ca l l in r ,  Lina-Forma, 223-225, 

'?L Col l in r ,  Line-Forme, 225. 

' 2 1 ~ .  Co l l in r ,  Line-Forms, 219-223, 

l-. CollLn8, Line-?om,  219. 

'9. Collin8 LLn.-Form#, 219,220. 



requiree~phrasest~ctuseruleaOrtXan~fo~ation~leedifferent 

than, and i n a d d i t i o n t o ,  thosewhichhehae alreadympecif ied,  

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

Col l ins  haedonethe easy part. T h e c l a a e i f i c a t i o n o f t h e  four genera l  

l ine - type  a n d t h e  fouxbaaic sentenceshaebeendoneclear~yandfollowed 

conaimtently. Theme l i n e - t y p e  and eentencea are not aufficFenttodemcrFbe 

a l l  poeeible verse l i n e s  -- f o r  example, tricola r e q u i r e  line-forare not 

epecifiedby Coll ine.  Nevertheless, theme categor ieo ,  am far aethey are 

uaef ul, have been c a r e f u l l y  observed. 

Collinshaedeacribedpoeeibleveree l i n e a o f t y p e s  T, I1 and I11 

r a t h e r  fully. Linee of type IV ace normally lietad only i f  they a c t u a l l y  

occur. the line-types cantainingnominalsentencee are listed, b u t  no t  

d e s c r i b e d i n  f u l l :  examples are not  comprehenmively catalogued and l ine -  

form6 within  there t y p e  a r e  n o t  mentioned a t  a l l .  The mul t i tude  of pommible 

line-fomswithmorethantwoverbr a r e n o t l i u t e d ,  andeventhe smaller 

numberof such line-foranewhichactuallyoccur inthetextatrenotpreeented. 

Simply put ,  a n  the t aek  became more d i f f i c u l t ,  Co l l ina  ham bmcomr loma 

d i l i g e n t ,  u n t i l  a t  l a e t  he ham thrown up him hmdm and abandoned tho putmuit. 

Heha. notcataloguedallline-formrandline-typmmwhichoccur, mchlamm 

allpo8miblolhe-typ.rorlhe-fornra. Ho&offas.daf.wr~leph+amm- 

rtructurerul~m~dtranrformationrulemwhichwruld~n~rrte rom, but no t  

a l l p o r m i b l e v e r r n l ~ e o .  Indd,therula88p.cifi~wouldgmnmratmlmmm 

t h ~ h a l f o f t h e l i n e m w h f c h C o l l F n a  hamencountuod. I n a d d i t i o n , t h e m a w  

rulemwouldgmneratealugenumb.+of linomwhichnmvmroecur inbiblical 

patry. Heham fail~dprofoundlytodercrib.thacorratta~nt8und~rwhich 

theampbare-rtructurerulem ~ d t ~ a n 8 f 0 ~ t i 0 n r u l m ~ a n r m t ~  o r n o r a u l l y d o ,  

operate. #mvmrthelemm,Collin8 ~ 8 m t ~ l l c o a v i n ~ t h . t i n . y n t a c t i c  

r t t u c t u r o r  heham foundtheordetingprincipleof H e b r e w p o a t q t  



o n t h e b a s i s  ofoul :e tudyao far, it i m  notunrmamonabletoprt  
forrwardthehypotheeFsthatinHebrewpoetrytheprmanentframeof 
referenceioprovidedbythegrammatical a t ~ c t u r e a n d t h e o r d e + h g o f  
constituents. Ino the rwords ,  t h e  line-typemandline-forms c a n b e  
looked on as a ayetemr o f  meauuremetnt, determining what i m  a w e l l  fonned 
verse-lineandthuaperformingtheeame f u n c t i o n a r t h e m o r e  familiar 
eyetmeofmster....Howeverthe s u g g e s t i o n w o u l d b e d i f f i c u l t t o  
proveandcouldalwayobecriticizedas anasee r t ionwhichbegmthe  
quest ion,  a i n c e o n e c a n a l s o  aaaertthatagivenline-forminadopted 
only i n o r d e r t o a c h i e v e  a cer ta innumberof  heavymtremeem,whichue 
the r e a l  i n t e r e s t  of t h e  poet .Is 

Col l ins  isheresuggeetingthatbiblicalEIebrewpoetryhaoa mortof 

eyntacticalotgramrnaticalmeter, that is, i t 8  veree s t r u c t u r e  i a b a s e d o n  

syntax. H e  acknowledgesthe d i f f i c u l t y o f  p r o v i n g t h i s  without access t o t h e  

poets  but  shows some e v i d e n c e t h a t t h i e  is a u e a b l e  eyetemeventhough it 

cannot beknown i f  i t w a a  the sys temthatwaa used. However, g i v e n t h e  

enormous v a r i e t y o f  line-forms, a n d t h e  l a c k o f  cons is tency i n  t h e i r  

a s soc ia t ion ,  onemaywellaekwhatgrarmnatical~lee canbededucedor: 

i n f e r r e d  ftom t h e  g r e a t  mass of b i b l i c a l  poetry, What r u l e s  w i l l  

conr i e t en t ly ,  or even f requent ly ,  deecrFbetheHebrewversslinemwhichthe 

readermayactuallyencounter? Asfmplecatalogueoftheline-forammybe 

madela b ~ t t h e i r v a r i e t ~ d e f i e a  regulat ion.  Tendencieamaybenoticed, but  

tendenciesarenotregularitiea. I n t h e a b e e n c e o f  r e m l u i t i e o ,  mlee 

( requlae)  ca~otbeasse*eddafinitely. Furthennore, i n t h e  f r c e o f  

tendencies,  aonrewhichcanbedeecribedaawellinphonicormamanticterms 

ae i n  s y n t a c t i c  terms, it s t i l l  cannot be asserted, without accmam to t h a  

mind8 o f t h e  poet8 or o f t h e i r :  n a t i v a  audi tor r ,  t h r t o n e o f t h m a o  levolm i m  

Thimio n o t t o m y t h a t  C o l l i n s  harmad~nocontributionatall .  It 

'%I ham been done i n  Appendix I. 



structuremight be ayntac t i c innatute ,  hemoughtameaneofcatego+iting 

verse lines, andthueofdescribingpoems. Heham f a l l e n m h o r t i n t h e l a t t e r  

endeavor, but hie i n i t i a l  suggestion hambeenehownumefulintheworkof 

othere, includingO'Connox, andtosonreextent, Berlin. Butacomplete 

explanatLonofclasmicalFlebrewpoetrywLllhav~toaccount, notonly  f o r  

eyntax, but far t h e  phonic and eemantic layerrofthepoemaawell. 



CHAPTER P m  

nICBAEfi O~COIQJOR: SYNTACTIC STiWmmAL MlALYSIS 

CONTRAST WITH EARtIER METHODS 

Preeuppoaitions 

MichaelO'Connot, writ ingat  about t he  e a t n e t h e  asTerence 

Colline, has alsoadopteda syntact ic  approach to the  study of b ib l i c a l  

poetry.   he results of h ie  studies, o r ig ina l ly  presented i n  h i e  

doc tora ld i see r ta t ion ,  suggeatwhat O'Connorcalle a "conetr ic t ional  

system.'" He recognisestheimposeibilityofdeterminingthe in ten t  of 

thewritertegardingverseetructure, and focueeeeonthe tex t  i t s e l f ,  

adoptingthe aaeumpt ion tha t the tex t s  s t ud i eda reun i f i ed  andmoreor l e e s  

f a i t h fu l l y t r ansmi t t edm2  Nevertheless, he  acknowledgerthat the oyrtemhe 

propoeer munt not only appear to  function,  butmumt a leoconformto the  

wuni formi tu ian  axiornm, t h a t  Fa, it muat resemble roam ryotmm of verse 

s t ruc tu re  knowninextant languages and culturee. I ~ O ' C O M O ~ ~ O W O ~ ~ ~ ,  

". . . only developmente o f  a sort para l l e led  i n  t h e  eazth a t  prmment can be 

w e d t o  explain it. h i s to rymm3 P o r t h i s  reason, a l t hough the in t en t i ono f  

t h e  poets of t h e  Hebrew B i b l e  cannot be known, it Fa not permimlble  t o  pornit 

a systemwhichha8 noanalogueeintheintentofmodarnpoata, o t o t h e r p o e t s  

whohave l e f t  anunambiguous etatementof a t heo ryo f  v e r m  mtructure. 

Furthermore, deap~t8theprodigioum ef fo~owhichO'Connorhro  Fnwoted in  

'~(ichael) O°Comor, Hebrew Verae Structure, (Winon. Lake, Indiana: 
Eimenbraunr, 1980), 67. 

O°Connor, Eebsmw V m r n  Structure, 8,9. 



t h i 8  s tudy,  heregardm hisworkas  apreliminaryerrray,tobtestdby 

eubsequent r eaea rch  .' 

The "Standard Deecript ionw 

O'Comorpresente  h i e  underetandingof  Hebrewverae i n c o n t r a a t  t o  

what he c a l l s t h e  w~tandard~e~criptionof~ebrewver8e.a5 Thim "Standard 

Descript ionm Fe a t t r i b u t e d  fundamentallytoLowthurdhFm 8uccmm8or8, and im 

also contracted with  what 0' Connor c a l l e  t h e  "na t ive  d e r c r i p t i o n .  *' The 

nativedeacriptionconsiste of whateve r i a  i nd ica t edabou t  poe t ry  i n t h e  

Hebrew B i b l e  i t s e l f ,  primarily through t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  a t ichographym7 Thie 

rather acantynativedeacriptionhaabeensupersededbytheLowthian 

StandardDeacrFption, f i r s t ,  becausethelatterdeal6nrorecoa3prehensively 

with Hebrew poetry, and secondr because it does t h i o  i n  a ayetematic  way. 

Lowth's moot important percept ion ,  inO'Connor'8 v i m ,  i 8 t h a t H e b r e w p o e t r y  

ha8 two barnem. The f i r r t  of t h e e e  is a featurm of contiguous line8 (whf ch  

Lowthcallectparallelism) a n d t h e  aeconda featureotthalinaathaimelves 

(which Lawth called meter, though he bel ieved t h a t  it war f r r ecove rab le )  . 
Thi8StandardDeecriptionhas beenbelaboredbygenarationm of r c h o l u s ,  but 

ha8 never beenadequate  f o r t h e e x p l a n a t i o n o f  Hebrwpoatry. 

'n. 0 ' Connor, H e b r e w  Verse St ruc tu re ,  5. 

%.O~Comor,HebrewVerreSt~cture,29. T h e c a p i t a l i z a t i o n o f  *Standarda 
and aDeacriptiona irOtConnor'a owndevice, 

bM.O~C0111101,Eleb~awVer~eStructure, 30 .  O°Connord~rnotcap i ta l~ze th ir  
expreen ion. 

' ~ r a d i t i o n a l  rtichametzy i e  repreeented only in Job, Pmalau, Prowetbs, 
Exodur 15 (Thm Song of the Sea)  , Deuteronomy 32 (Th. Song of  Ho8oa ) , Judge8 S 
(The Song o f  Dmb0t.h) and I I Samuel 22 (Th. P8.U of David). Othor pu8.gr. 
which u a  today smguded u poetic arm not m t ~ c ~ . p h i c a l l y  indicrtod a8 
poet-, ucdth~r.is~eldo~ruryprr+iculuLndicationthattbir:~tic~t~~e 
wa8secognitad h e u l i e r e s a a .  



It remain8 a n a t t e m p t t o  eolveonemystery (Hebrewpoet ica t ruc ture)  
by s p l i t t i n g i t  i n t o t w m y a t e r i e e ,  onemoreabrcure than the  f i r e t  
(meter), and the other  only . l ight ly lea. s o  (para l le l i sm)8 

Bothparalleliemandmeterrequire some fu r the rd iacus r ion .  

The p r i n c i p a l  d i f f i c u l t y  wi th  t h e  concept of  parallelism i a  that it is 

notadiecretephenomenon,  but  r a t h e r ,  aeO°Connorobeervee, "aconger i e s  of 

phenomena."O ButO°Connordoes n o t e n t i r e l y d i s m i m r t h e  i d e a o f  

paral lel ism. I n h i r  ownsyetemhewillsubeequentlyabsorbthephenomenaof 

para l l e l i sm i n t o t h e  systemoftropes. Hedoae, however, n o t e t h e  absenceof 

a compreheneive and uniform eystemof nomenclature f o r p a r a l l e l i a m o t O  Thie 

lacuna h e  a t t r i b u t e s t o L o w t h ' s  "fundamentalerror" of conceivingof 

para l le l iem e o l e l y i n x e l a t i o n t o  non-verbal rea l i t iea .  O°Connor inmir ta ,  

"Apoem ie made upof words; todescribeaconsttuctofworde, terminology 

w h i c h r e f e r e t o w ~ r d e m u s t b e u s e d . ~ ~ ~  Thiamay eeemtoplaydownthe  

eemantic l a y e r  of the poem unduly, though it is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  note how 

exteneive1y0'~onnorandromeotherm'~havebeen a b l e t o d e a c t F b e  

p a r a l l e l i e t i c  phencnnenaintenna ofwozdm ratherthanmmanFngr. 

But it i8 notLowthoa conceptoLparalleli~mwhichirmo~t 

objectionableto08Connor:. I t i a  Lowthor augge8tionthatHebr.wpoat~nrumt 

be, o r  havebeen,  wtrical,whFch08Connorfindemortdub~oue. Inthe  f b a t  

place, meter ia not a pure phenanenon. L i k e  parallalLrm, w t a t  Fa "a 

congeriem of phenomena." A808Connor: notes, 

4. 08connot,  Hebrew Verse S t ruc tu re ,  33. 

%. 08Connor, Hebrew Verae S t ruc tu re ,  5. 

'%. 0 Connos, Hebcrw Verme Structutr , 51. 
lln. o c c o ~ t ,  ~obrrrwvume structut., s i .  

'Cog., Adele Bmrlin, Joh~nmm de Maor and Will- van dot m r  
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T h e v a r i e t i e s  of r e c u r r e n c e t h a t  u e g a t h a r e d t o g e t h e r u n d e r  
t h e h e a d i n g m e t e r  a r e d i v e r e e .  Theyinvolvecomplexphonologicaland 
s y n t a c t i c  facts of language, . . . 13 
Thie observa t ion ,  t h a t  meter may be  both myntactic am w e l l  an 

phonological,  is important  invFewof08Connor8a  i n t e n t i o n t o  propose a 

primarily eyntacticalunderetandingofthe 6tructureofEIebrewpoetry. In 

a d d i t i o n t o t h i e ,  however, 08Connor n o t e s t h a t l n e t e r  is n o t  j u a t  monrething 

p r o d u c e d b y t h e p o e t .  It  is also--perhapaevenmoreprofoundly-- eomething 

p e r c e i v e d b y t h e h e a r e r o r  reader ,  whoengageeinthemrathercamplex 

matchingof  a n a b e t r a c t  schemawi tha  s e r i e e  of i n s t a n ~ e o . ~ "  Furthermore, 

O'Connorobaerveethatthete f a  no agreement o n t h e n a t u r e o f  Hebrewmeter, 

even among thoee  e c h o l a r s  who b e l i e v e  t h a t  it exiete,  or  t h a t  it muet have 

ex i e t ed :  

. . . p r o p o e a l s a r e  s t i l l  sub - sc i en t i f i c ,  F a e m ,  w i t h o u t r e p l i c a b l e  
r e s u l t s  anduneuppor t edbya  scholar lyconsen8u8.  Wemaytherefore 
agreewiththoeeacholarawho rejecttheapplicabilltyofametrical 
rchsme to  ~ebrew . 
Replacement of meter, i n  t h e  claeeicalEurope~menmmoftheterm, 

counting i r o n e o f t h e b e a t t o o l e  formonitoringtheroguluitiem o f l i n e -  

length without making claim. about the structure o f  the poasw under rtudy." 

'h. 0' Connot, H e b r e w  Verse Structure, 

'%. O8 Connor, H e b r e w  - Verae Structure, 

I%. O8 Connor, H e b r e w  Verse S t ~ c t u r e ,  

Wk. 08Connos, Hebrew Verw Structure, 38.39. 08Connor 8pecifically 
mention8 D. #. ?~ndman and R. C. Culley among thou who- 8yll.bla-counting 
uoxkheh .8  con8idasml. 

17n. o .Onnor, ~abrew Vetme Structure, 6s. 



Such concepts  as wmusical i ty"  and w o r a l i t y a  are a l a o  found t o  be 

unhelpful ,  l8 or even counter-product ive. 

0 ' CONNOR ' S PROJECT 

Syn tac t i c  C o n s t r a i n t s  as Meter 

The f e a t u r e o f  Hebrewverse structutefiawthbelievedhopelessly 
loet he  called meter. W e  s h a l l  argue that t h e  + e g u l a r i t i e a  he and h i s  
aucceeaore haveregarded as phono log ica l a r e  i n  f a c t r y n t a c t i c .  
Description8 oftherelatiunbetweenclauee andphrasedietribution 
and line ehape are more precise and account for a wider range of 
featuremthan anyphonologicaltreatmentpropoaed.'P 

Fromth ie  mtatamenttwo in fe rences  may bedrawnt f i r a t t h a t 0 8 C o n n o r  

coneidarethateyntacticphenomenamayoperateaeakindofpoeticmeter, and 

second, t h a t 0 8 C o n n o r  b e l i e v e s t h a t  syntax i s  t h e  key t o t h e  e t r u c t u r e o f  

Hebrewverse. The f i r e t  of t h e s e  i n f e r enceemeanmtha t the  s y n t a c t i c  

verse s t r u c t u r e  oervethe eame func t ion  in the ordaring and mtructur ing o f  

count, p a t t e r n e o f  s t r e seedandune t r eeoed  oy l l ab l ea  and p a t t e r n r o f  long  

andehortvowelm. Thim pos i t i on  immademoseaxplicit inmub8~ont 

The mymtemwsdemcribewillbeofthe r a n m a o r t a r  a n w t e r , w h i c h L o t t  
d e f i n e r  r e  ath~numsricalr~lationofcat+8inptop.rtiomofthm 
l i n g u i s t i c  forma of  a v e r r e .  I t m u y b e t h a t f A t r  Lntondodtoa l low for 
t hadamcr ip tFonof  8yntrcticallyr.gulatsb~rrn mymtaw, mincohe 
w.8 awua of t h e  phonamnon . . . . . . . Given t h e  rtandazd urnage of  amtar, it maw t h a t  it 
wouldbeconfumingtoaxtendthotorafromptod0111~antly 
phonologicallybasedryrtcrmrto ryntrcticallybamodayatam. . . . W e  havr docided not  to call t h o  ryrtao 8 wtart w a  ahall r e f o r  
t o  it. components am c o n r t r a i n t r  and t o  t h e  whola a. a 
~ o n a t r i c t i o n . ~  

-- 

''Id. O W o ~ o r ,  EtebrewVerre Structure, 40, 4Pt 43. 

'%. OO'COMOS, Habm V ~ S O ~  S t r u c t t m ,  4. 

*. O*COMQI~ Hebrow V a ~ e e  S t ~ c t u r a ,  6'1. 
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I n t h i s  paeeage08Connordeclineetogivethe name Vetera t o t h e  

dec is ion ,  enunc ia t ed  aa it is, implies that he  understande that he could have 

called it a meter, had he chosen t o  do  so. Further, he eaya t h a t  t h i s  eyetem 

is *. . . of the eame eort as a meter, . . . m2' by which he may be underrrtood t o  

meanthat i taervesa eixnilarregulatoryandconetraining funct ion.  

But  what does t h e  s y n t a c t i c  c o n s t r i c t i o n  r e g u l a t e ?  One o f  the faults 

which08Connor h a s d e t e c t e d i n t h e  S t anda rdDesc r ip t i on  ie i t 6  f a i l u r e t o  

d i e t i n g u i s h v a r i a t i o n s  fromthe i n v a r i a n t m P  One f a c e t  o f t h i e d e f e c t  

a t t r ac t sO 'Connor8e  p a r t i c u l a r  attention: 

ThereceiveddeecriptFonsofHebrewpoetrydonotdicrtingui~hnormal 
from e x c e p t i o n a l  l i n e  forma . . . . They do n o t  a l l o w  t h e  formation of 
any c o n c e p t i o n o f t h e  l inewhichwouldguidetheraader, to eay nothing 
o f t h e  echolar .  Y e t  anyonewho ha8 seenHebrewveteeha8  fornrulated 
c o n c e p t i o n o o f w h i c h l i n e  ehapes~econrnon,whichuoruo,  mdof 
whichword eequencee neve roccu r  a s  linee. A m a j o r p a r t o f o u r c o n c e r n  
w i l l  b e t o  eetdownthesec~nceptione.~ 

LtimO'Connor 'aview t h a t t h i e  i n t u i t i v e u n d ~ ~ ~ t a n d i n g o f w h i c h  

l i nemareaccmptab le  for:Rebrewpoetry andwhicharm n o t c a n b m m a d o a x p l i c i t  

i noyn tac t i c t e rmm.  Therocurrenceewhichalerttheli~tenerorr~rdorto 

thepoetic nrtureofthetextarefundamsntallyryntactic. 

The reguluitier i n  quee t ion  are not ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  trLvi.1, Rathag, 
thoy L n v o l v e m o r t o f t h e v e r s e  inHebrew. W o  ammuam m u c h r . g u l u i t i e m  
brpeakmorderthatcanbedeacrlbed. . . . t h e r e u e r L g n i f i c . n t  
r e g u l u f t i e m o n t h o  r y n t a c t i c  l e v e l .  Whatwewimhtopropoaoirtbrt 
jumt a8 moat p o e t i c  ryrteme are ahaped i n  p u t  by a matiam of 
phonologica l  requLmment8, L e e e ,  by a myatam of wttical conr t ra in tm,  
r o t h e r e u e p o e t i c  syetema o h a p e d i n p a r t b y a m e r i e m o f  myntactic 

-- 

an. 08Connor, Hebrew Verse Structure, 67. 

%. O*Conno1:, 8.b- Verme Structure, 9. 

%. OWonaor,  Hobzew Verne Structure, 13. 



requirements, i .e., by a system of syntactic conr t ra in ta .  Among them 
i e  Canaanite veree . 24 

T h i s  i e O ~ C o n r r o r O s  baaic claim: Hebrewverae Fa regular ;  i t r  

r e g u l a r i t i e s  canbe described syn tac t i ca l ly ;  t h e r e  a r e  poetic eyetems which 

are shapedby~yntact icconstrainte;~bibl ical~ebrewpoetry ieamong 

these .  O'connortherefore a e a e r t a t h a t  syntax is fundamental i n  r egu la t ing  

Hebrew veree. 

The eyntactic regularitiem, which take the formofconatraintsanline 
shapes, alongwithdescriptioneofdomhantsyntactic c o n s t e l l a t i o n s  
and the t rope6 acttogetherinat~cturingHebr.wvarre.  Tobe mure, - 
thereareotherregularitiea, buttheeeregularitieaandturneare 
morebasic, more frequent  andmore i n t e g r a l t o t h e m t ~ c t u r e o f  
language.= 

This  etatementnotonlyassertatheprimacyof r y n t a x i n v e r e e  

s t r u c t u r e ,  it alsomentions another important element i n t h e  rymtemwhich 

O'Connorwil ldefine,  namelythetropee.  The t r o p e s  identified by08Connor 

are repet it ion,  co lora t ion ,  gapping, matching, ryn tac t i c  dependency and 

mixing. Thew w i l l  be e labora ted  Later . For t h e  mmont, it i.6 nocommuy 

o n l y t o n o t e t h a t b y m e a n s  o f t h e s e t t o p e s ,  08Connorretrieve~p.ralloli~ 

f o r t h e u e e o f  h i e t h e o r y o f v e r e e 8 t ~ c t u r e .  1nfact8do8pitmhimctitiqua 

q u i t e b l u n t l y ,  ". . . para l l e l i sm irarttucturalal-ntinH-re 

pwtry . He f u r t h e r  rtatmm, 

l(n. 0 Connor, Hebrow Vermo - Structurm, 65. 

'm~onmt t i c t ion  i n  o t h e r  languagema i m  dimcu8m.d by O°Connor on p.g.8 152- 
159. H i 8  promontation i 8  not c w t c i v o l y  pmrmuaaivm, but doom muggomt tbrt 
myntactic conmttaintm amy play  ranm role i n  thm poetic t r ad i t ion .  of  other 
cultusam. Thim i8  important fot 0' Connor, 8 inco  ha ham a lnmdy  r m r m + t m d  on pago 
2 3 t h r t a b l o ~ t i c m y m t . m a t t m ~ t ~ o n l y i n ~ i t t o n f o ~ c ~ ~ s ~ n 8 t ~ c t . 4 8 m  
pormeiming featuramunknown inal iv ingpoet ic  myrt.m.a 



W e w i l l  contendthat  poe t i c  s t r u c t u r e  i a d e t e n n i n e d b y c e r t a i n  
parallel i~ticphenornenawhichwecalltropee~ T h e z e u e m a n y o t h e r  
paxa l l e l imt i c  phenomenawhich f a l l  intotwogroupmr (&)thome which 
are rareandminor  a n d b e l o n g t o t h e  realmmof f i g u r a t i o n a n d  
ornamentation, and ( b )  those which r e s u l t  from t h e  co-occurrence of 
t r o p e s  .= 

The Placeof Parallelism 

This may leave t h e  reader wondering jus twhat  O'Connor a c t u a l l y t h i n k a  

ofparalleliom. Ontheone  hand, hedismisaeathe  mubmtitutionof 

pa ra l l e l i em formetert commontomanyvereionsofthe "StandardDeacriptionm 

of Xebrewvereestructurre. O n t h e o t h e r  hand, hehao  a e e e r t e d t h a t  

parallelFern is e t ruc tu ra l .  R e  alsoquotea approvingly fromJacobson, 

"Pervasive para l le l i sm inevi tably  ac t iva te6  a l l  the l e v e l s  of 

XsOfConnor t ry ingbo th to  affirmand t o  deny t h e  8 t ruc tura lFmpor tanceof  

parallelFern? I n  f a c t ,  on t h i s  poin t  O'Connor i e  a c t u a l l y  following Lowth 

verse s t t u c t u r e b a s e d o n p ~ a l l e l i a m .  B y h i e w n d e c l u a t i o n ,  Lowthhad 

t u r n e d t o t h e  otudyof para l l e l i smonly  a f t e r a s e e r t i n g t h a t t h e  myatemof 

system had been i r r e t r i e v a b l y  l o s t ,  As O'Connos dercsiber it, 

Lowth iacoaraonlycreditedwithdiocoveringthanotionof 
parallelimm. Thir  ironanyreadLngarlighthi8totical~rror. Xore 
impor tmt ly ,  it aime8th~ter Loweht8 crucial Fnaight,  t h a t  
prrr l lml imt icphmn~naalone  cannotmuf f i cmtodmact~H&r~  
vmrn j  m h i n g o l m e  i m g o h g o n ,  wh ichLowthca l lodn tmt ,  Both 
prrtaoftowth'aStandardDescriptionneedrmf~ing,buthim 
r r a l i s a t i o n  t h a t  two phenomena are i n t e r a c t i n g  i m  cont ra l .  Tha naming 
o f t h e  part#, whichwe rha l lunder t akehere ,  im m ~ c o n d a r y t o t h e  
recogni t ion  t h a t  t h e m  u e  two p u t .  t o  bo nawd. 

%. 0 'Connor, Hebrmw Verae Structure ,  96. 

%aman Jaoobmon, Wr-tical Pual lo l imm and i t 8  R a a m m i m  Facot,. LumMe 
(1966)t 423. 

%. 08Connot, Hebrew Vorme St ruc ture ,  4. 



Inotherwordm, Lowthhadperceiveda sye tamverre8 t~c turewi tha  

metrical base (aphonological  eyatemwhichie now i r r ecoverab le )  onwhich 

pa ra l l e l i emhadbeen  euperimpoeed. O8Connor perceiver a myetemofverre 

etructurewithaconetrictionalbase ( e t i l l d e f i n a b l e i n  myntac t ic tenneand 

f u n c t i o n i n g t o t h e  eameendaa amet r i ca leya tem)  o n w h i c h p a t a l l e l i 8 t i c  

t rope6 (aawe l l am 8-non-parallelistictropee) are rupe rhpored .  The 

n c ~ c i a l i n a i g h t a  whichO'Co~orcredLtstoLowth i t a t h e  r e a l i t a t i o n t h a t  

the  pa t t e rn8  pexceptibleinHebrewpoetryarecreatedbytheinteractionor 

coincidenceof two systems of recurrence.  ForLowth, t h e b a e i c  recurrence 

waephonological (meter). ForO8Connor, it is syntac t ic .  The 8y6tems 

p ropoeedbybwth  andO'Connordiffer i n  r e g a r d t o t h e  typeof meterbel ieved 

tohavebeenused .  Theyconcur i n t h e  v i e w t h a t a  eecond eyatemof 

recurrence, parallelism, Le superFmposedonthemtricalor c o n e t r i c t i o n a l  

eyetenr." 

TheRdleof C o n e t r a i n t a a n d T r o ~ i n q  

It i8 important t o  note both what OtConnor i8  and Fm not maying. Ha 

doem no tpe rceLve the  StandardDemcript iontoba p u t t i n g p a r a l l e l i a m ~ n t h e  

p l a c e o f m e t e r .  fnO°Connor'mviav,theSt.ndudDe8criptionuplaFnm 

ffebrewpoetryontheba6im of  two i n t e r a c t i n g  mymtmar mator, which i8 

i r n c o v e r a b l e ,  andpara l le l iem,  whichimonlyputlyracov~r.ble. O0Connor 

doam n o t p r o p o m  myntactic con8 t t a in tmto  f u l f i l l  t ho  supra-linmal function 

%o~onnot point. o u t  t h a t  . . t h e s o  u a  ruoly more t h a n  thzn p h o n a m a  
i n t a r a c t i n g  at tho a w  t h o  i n  a pattam. a (?Iebr& ~ e r m o ~ 8 t r u c t u r o ;  18) Thi8 
inmight i m  attributed t o  a l oc tu ra  by P. f i p u m k y  on .The L i n g u i m t i c  &aim of 
L i t a z r r y  .om, i a  which he almo note8 t h a t  thuo u a  .QY patt-8 b u d  on t h a  
rmrr~encaofa8inglephenawnon, a n d t h e r a u a a l 8 o p a t t a m m  i n w h i c h u ~ y  
am four  phmnoamna i n t a r a c t  a t  t h e  mum tir, but pattom8 baaed on t h e  
Lntas8c+ionof twoorthrnp&naua&umm8t~a .  T h L m u y b a l L t t l a m ~  
tb~armfl.otiononhuunpmycholopy: themind L m o v m s t u a d t o a ~ i a t e a  
p a t t u n  which involvmm t h e  s e c u s n n c e  o f  more than fow phmnollyna, jumt u thmra 
i m  a l i m i t  to  t h e  n u a k r  of  ball. a juggler  can manipllata  a t  ona tiw. 



whichL~haeeignedtoparal le l iem. Inatead,  he r u g g e e t s t h e s y n t a c t i c a l  

constrictionaethegoverning f a c t o r  at the l e v e l o f t h e p o e t i c  l i n e ,  and 

abeorbe parallelism i n t o t h e  systeraof supra- l inea l t ropee .  

I t m u e t  still be askedwhat s t r u c t u r e s  are, accordingtoOfConnor,  

d e t e m i n e d o r  rnarkedby p a r a l l e l i s t i c  phenomena. I n b r i e f ,  theme are the 

supra l inea r  s t r u c t u r e s ,  graupsof lineswhichO'ConnorwLllcallabatcheem 

and wstavem.m The s i z e o f  thesegroups  v a r i e s ,  but08Connor findstheuntobe 

usually about seven U n e s  andtwenty-eight l i n e s  long, respect ive ly .  The 

eignificanceoftheconunonassociationofparalleliemwiththebicolonor 

couple t  i sminimizedby O'Connor: "The c o u p l e t a e a  f o r m a l u n i t i s n o n -  

e x i s t e n t  i n  out deacxiption. I t  has no d e f i n i t i o n  beyond i t m  p l a i n e s t  one, a 

p a i r  of  line^."^^ 

In  summary, O'ConnorassertethatbiblicalHebrewpoetry La ehapedby 

s y n t a c t i c  constraintewhichgovetnthelines, andby t ropeewhichcon t ro l  

t h e  relationof l i nes .  H e  proposee a c l a s e i f i c a t i o n  o f t h e  linem and 

o b e e r v a t i o n o f t h e  frequencyofthetsopeewhichwill  a l l o w t h o  r e a d e r t o  

identify u n i t e  and sub-units of t h e  poetic t e x t .  A more complete descr ip t ion  

a n d e v a l u a t i o n o f t h i m  constr ic t ionalsyetemwil lbegivsn~low.  

AN OUTLI WB OF THB CONSTRICTION 

The BuildinqBlockmoftheVerreLine 

~undarmt.ndingoftheconrttai.nt8whichOeConnort idmntifierandthe 

c o n 8 t r i c t i o n w h i c h h m d ~ f i n e a m u a t ~ i n w ~ t h t h e d ~ f ~ ~ t i o n o f  moawtarmm 

whichheuse#. O@Connordivider allwortdr intothreecat.gorio8~ *nominaw 

(coneFmtLngof mubmtantivea, adjective., pzonounr a n d m o m t r d v ~ ~ b i a l m ) ,  

"verbau and aparticler.n TirreeothertermrwhFch r m f a r t o t h e ~ l ~ n t r  

making up a l i n e  are a180 ident i f  Led: %nit ,  a meaning an individual verb or 



n o u n w i t h t h e  p a r t i c l e e  dependent on it, wcone t i tuen tea  meaning a v e t b o r  

nominal phrase  with its particles, and nc lausepred ica to r , a  meaning a v e t b ,  

a r t h e  zero pred ica to r  of averbless clause. Subeequently, OeConnoroffete  a 

moredetaileddefinitionof wclauaepredica tor .m 

A c lause  predica tor  is a f i n i t e  verb; an i n f i n i t i v e  which i e  no t  uaed 
abaolutelyorwhichgoverns on lyanagen t ;  a p a r t i c i p l e w h i c h i r  not 
ueedabeolutelyorwhichgovernsonlyanagent, objectorpasocrmmor; 
ora~predicatorofaverblessclauee . . . o r a v o c a t i v e o r  focue- 
marker .  . . . w 

I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  OeConnor doee not, a t  t h i s  poin t  def ine  t h e  term 

" l i n e , "  d e s p i t e t h e  factthatheobjectstoearlieretudieeofHebrewver6e 

s t ~ c t u t e o n t h e g r o u n d s t h a t  ". . . f a i l u r e  t o d e f i n e t h e  l i n e  i s  anauguryof  

f a i l u r e  to d e f i n e  t h e  atanza and the poem."' H e  doem, however, p o i n t  out  

t h a t  l i n e a n d c l a u e e b o u n d a r i e s  o f t enco inc ide ,  but  may not do e o i n a l l  

cases. H i e d i a c u e e i o n o f t h e  s y n t a c t i c a l c o n s t r i c t i o n o f  Bebrewverse reme 

toaeeunrethatthereaderknowewhatalFneiowithouteverhavingbeentold. 

A d e f i n i t i o n o f  " l ine"  is f ina l lyproduced,  rnuchlater  i n t h e b o o k ,  where 

O'Connor e t a t e e ,  

" A l i n e o f  Hebrewpoetry Fa c r p a m m ~ g o o f ~ t i c d i m c o u ~ m ~ w h ~ c h  
obeymtheoverallconatraintr . . . .Tharmarano l i n o ~ n o t d e m c r ~  
b y t h e e e  const~ainte , thoughtheresemainobacure~ddi f f icu l t  
pa in tea=  

T h i r d e f i n i t i o n  i~overt lybasedontheconstr ic t ion ,  and i e n o t p z e l i m i n r t y  

to it, dempi te the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  c o n s t r i c t i o n  Ltmelf i r  baaadon infaroncam 

drawn from line.. OnthimpointO'Connorer c o n a t r F c t i o n a f f ~ t h e  

conmaquont. Furthermore, i t i r  impottanttonotoatthooutretthatO'Connor 

%. O'Connor, Hebrew V e r g e  S t ~ c t u r e ,  86,87. 

%to O'Cooaor , Habrew Vera. Structure ,  54. 

%. OeConnore Hebrew Verse Structure ,  315,316. 
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u a e a t h e t e n n  " l i n e m  t o  r e f e r  towhat  many o t h e r  a c h o l u 8 o f  E a b r e w p e t r y  

c a l l a  mcolon,m "hemistichw o r  "half-line.mn 

The Conetra in taof  BebrewVerseLines 

A f t e r h i s d e f i n i t i o n o f t e r m e ,  O'Connordemcriberthaminimal 

. . . w e  can r e s t a t e  two f u n d a m e n t a l r e e u l t ~ o f  al lprevioum mtudy; 
neither ham ever been consistently rejected. The f i r a t  is that no unit 
can s t anda lone  as a Line. The secondwe s h a l l  c a l l t h e p r i n c i p a l o f  
eyn tac t i c  i n t e g r i t y ,  whichcanbe s t a t e d t h u o :  i f  a l i n e c o n t a f n a o n e  
o r  mote clauee  predicators ,  it cannot contain anoar ina lconat i tuent  
not  dependent on one of t heme3' 

T h i ~ m e a n a t h a t p o e t i c l i n e s i n H e b r e w m u s t c o n t a i n a t l ~ a ~ t t w ~ u n i t 8 ,  and 

that t h e y w i l l  not  contain nominalfragmentrrwhichare eyn tac t i ca l ly  

u n r e l a t e d t o t h e  r e ~ t o f t h e l i n e . ~  Obviously, m c h m o r e c a n b e  maid, and 

empiricalinferenceedrawn fromhisobservationeonalargepoeticcorpus 

%. 0 ' Connor, Hebrew Veree St ruc ture ,  

%. OTonnot, H e b r e w V e r s e S t ~ c t u r e ,  

*he f i r m t  of theme l imi t a t ions  would proecr ibe  f r a  Bmbrw patry anything 
l i k e  the f i r s t  qua t ra in  of T. S. E l i o t 8 @  poem. -Mr. Eliot'. Sunday Morning 
Service. mince it conta ins  a l i n e  compoaed of a ainglo octomyll lbic  nominal 
( a d j e c t i v a l )  un i t :  

Polyphiloprogenitive 
TheeapientsutleraoftheLord 
Driftacroasthewindow-panee. 
Inthebeginningwarn t h e  Word. 

Tha mecondliritation ~ t a t d b y O ' C o n n o t w u l d p r o ~ c r k  muchapoaam 
tha f i r m t  quatrahoftliot'r a W a r t a l ~ d , a  miam ttcont&Fnmthsoelin.mwith 
nominal e lewntm dependentonclaurepredicator8 inthepncoding  linear 

Apr i l  i 8  t h e  cruallamt month, bsnding 
L i l a c m o u t o f t h . d e a d l a n d ,  mixing 
)(emorywithdesire, s t i r r i n g  
b u l l r w t r w i t h m p r i n g r a i n .  



selected for s tudy i n  h i e  eaaay. I n  t h i s  corpur he  ham diecovered Line8 

with am many 86 f i v e  u n i t s  and as few ae t w o ,  as many am four  conmtituontm and 

as f ewasone ,  and aomanyaethree  c l a u s e  predica tors  a n d a s  fewae none," 

Theee maxima andminimarnaybedescriptivelyueeful, butO°Connordoee not 

s topwi th th im.  H ~ B  c leaxeetatatementof thecon~tr ic t ion  is a8 followmt 

Constraints .  1 .Onclauaepredica tore .  N o  l i necon ta inemore  
than three. 2. On conati tuente.  N o  l i n e  containm fewer than one or 
more than four.  3, On uni ta .  No l i n e  contains fewer than two or more 
than five. 4. Onthe units of cans t i tuents .  Mo canstituentcontaine 
more than f o u r u n i t e .  Conet i tuentaof fouruni t~occuronly  i n  l i ne6  
with noc laueepred ica to r .  Const i tuentaofthreeunitroccurei ther  
alone  inlineawithnoclausepredicator; oraaoneoftwoconetituente 
i n  1-clauee linea. 5. O n t h e  conet i tuente  of claueem. No l i n e o f  t h r e e  
clause predica tors  contains anydependentnorninalphraeea. I n  l i n e s  
with two c lausepredica tocs ,  onlyonebaddependentnominalphrare8. 
6 . O n t h e  i n t e q r i t y o f  lines. I f  a linecontainaoneormoteclauee 
pred ica to r s ,  it contains only  norninalphtaeer dependent on them. 

Thedominant l i n e  form. Moetl ineoof  Hebre rve reecon ta inone  
c lauae  andeithertwooz:threeconstituentmoftwoorthreeunitm. A 
l i n e a t i o n  which yielda l i n e s  o f t h e e e  c o n s t e l l a t i o n r  i a  prefer red  t o  
o t h e r  l i n e a t i ~ n s . ~  

Line Tmes i n  Hebrew Poetry 

Inadditiontoliet ingthetypeaofl inerwhichmryoccur,O'Connor 

a100 i d e n t F f i e a t h e c l a s s e r o f l i n e e w h i c h o c c u r m o a t f ~ ~ e n t l y ,  andwhich 

are laoo coamon. The following l i n e  type8 u e  identified w i t h  at laamt onm 

exampleofeachtypewhichactuallyoccurrt 

4D'~oanor ptementeac~ne1225 1inemofclamaLc81~.brwvmrwon~gmm 167- 
296. Thema line. u e  taken from 0 . M m i m  49, Exodum 15. 1u&arm 23-24, 
Deut~rono~y32,33,Judgee5, I J S w e l l , 8 a b a k k u k 3 ,  Z.ph.niah1-3~1dPmalu 
78, 106 and 107. 

&. O°COMOz, Hebrew Verse Sttucture, 87. 



Clauaea Constituents U n i t e  Occurrences in 
O'Connor'm corpus 

Thimtable  include. a11andonlythooel~etyp.mwhichcoaforr, tothe 

conetrictionwhichO°Connorha~ defined. I t  i m  ~ i a t e l y o b v i o u a t h a t  

m o w  of theme line type. are far wge coamon than othan, and that m a r ,  

thoughthoyconformtothecon8tri~tLon, neverthel~o8donotoccur~ta11.  



~oetcommonarethosewhichcontainonec1auee8thr~c0n8tituen+e and th ree  

u n i t s ,  o r o n e c l a u e e t w o  conati tuenta a n d e i t h e r t w o o r t h r e e u n i t e .  Such 

l inetypeamakeup749 o f the1225  LLnesunderstudy- O n t h e o t h e r  hand, eight 

ofthehypotheticallyposaible l i n e t y p e s  neveroccut. It La tobenoted 

p a r t i c u l a r l y t h a t  l i n e  types which involvethehighomtcon8traintl imLte 

(threeclauses and/or four conati tuenta and/or  f i v e u n i t e )  o c c u t r e l a t i v e l y  

r a r e l y ,  a n d a r e  notamongtheeFxmoetcommontypee. O'Connorgatherstheee 

l i n e t y p e e  i n t o  f o u r c l a a a e e ,  groupedroughlyonfrequencyofoccurrence. 

Class I cons i s t s  o f t h e  threemost common line types, and Class I1 ofthe 

three next-most-common. Clase IViemade upofthome l ine typeawhich  

Fnvolvehighconet ra in t  limits, andClaea 111 include6 a l l  t h e  r e e t m U  The 

inc idenceof  particular l i nec la saeswi l lbecome  r i g n i f i c a n t i n t h e  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f  supra l inea r  s t ruc tu res .  Simplyput, l i n e s  of Class 111, 

a n d e e p e c i a l l y l i n e s o f  Class IVare eeen au unuriual, andthereforemost 

l i k e l y t o o c c u r i n  e i tua t ionsofemphae i s ,  part icululyatthmbeginningor 

endof such amupta l inear  structure aa a "batchn as " m t a ~ e . ~  

Therelationehipoftherecategoriemof linom c m b o  i l lur t ra tmdmore  

c l ea r lybyar rang ing the rn  ina twod imens iona la r ray .  I n t h e  following 

table, t h e  oect ione aredeterminedby the numberofprodicat ion8- Within 

each 8ect ion,  t h e  number of constFtuenta i m  mpmran tod  on thm hor izonta l  

a i r ,  ~d thenurnbe t :o fun i t son thever t i ca lu i r .  A t a a c h h t a t a a c t i o n ,  a  

 ran^ n m o t a l  i n d i c a t e a t h e  l i n e  claartowhichlinorwiththatnumb.rof 

pr.dic8tionm,conmtituentaandunitabelongr. Incarm8wh.rerparticulu 

number of  pradicrtion8, conr t i tuenta  and unit8 cannot occur (accozding ta 

theconotraintr rpecifiedbyO'Connor) no l i n e c l a m  i 8  Lndicatod. Zfthe 

puticulunumberofpredicationr, c o n ~ t i t u m n t 8 a n d u n i t 8  couldoccut 

9. 0' Connoz, Hebrew Verme S t ruc ture ,  319. 
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(accordingtotheconetraints specif iodby08Connor) ,  but was not  found i n  

t h e  corpus of po4mt3 examinedby08Connor, thie is indicatetdby 0 .  

TABLE 5 - 2 
LINECWISSESOFPERMZSSIBLBLINES 

Zero Predications: 

Constituente : 

Unita: 2 
3 
4 
5 

One Predication: 

Constituents : 

Unite: 2 
3 
4 
5 

Tuo Predications: 

Constituents: 

Three Predications: 

Conrtituente : 

Unite: 

identif i .dby08Connor,  thedifferenceof incidenceofthemeclammemb.cou8 

even more obvioua, aa indicated in the following table. 



TABLE 5 - 3 
LINE CLASSES~ 

Clausee Conet Ftuents Unito Occurrmncea in 

CLASS 11. 
2, 
18. 
26. 

CLASS 1 x 1 .  
1. 
3.  
4. 
5. 
6. 
8. 
9 .  
1s. 
22 . 
23. 
24.  
27. 

CLASS IV. 
7.  
10. 
11. 
1 2  . 
16. 
19 
20. 
21, 
25, 
28 
29. 
30 
31. 
32 
33. 
34. 
35. 

1 2 
1 4 
2 2 
2 3 
2 4 
3 3 
3 4 
2 4 
2 2 
2 3 
2 4 
3 4 

(Total occurrences ofCla88 111 

2 5 
3 5 
4 4 
4 5 
2 5 
3 5 
4 4 
4 5 
2 5 
3 5 
4 4 
4 5 
3 3 
3 4 
3 5 
4 4 
4 5 

(Totaloccurrenceeof Clans  IV 



O'Connor'r cone t r i c t ioncan  nowbe 8 e e n t o  aervetwopurpoeee.  I n t h e  

f i r e t p l a c e ,  theconetrictioninfornrausofthetype8of linemwhichmayand 

which may not  occur i n  Hebrew verse, t hus  providing an induct ive  d e f i n i t i o n  

o f theHebrewverse  Line. I n t h e  eecondplace, t h e c l a a a i f i c a t i o n o f  

pe r tn iee ib le l ine typeeby  frequencyenableeumto iden t i fywhicha remos t  

customary, andwhichareatypical,thusproducingatypologyofverse1inee, 

b a s e d o n t h e  cone t r i c t iona l  system. T h e v a l u e o f t h i e  l i n s t y p o l o g y i n t h e  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f  eupralinear structureewillbeexanrinedfollowinga 

d i s c u a e i o n o f t h e t r o p e e .  

THE PHENOMENA OF TROPING 

I n a d d i t i o n t o t h e v e r a e l i n e  constraintmwhichO'Connorhas 

i d e n t i f i e d ,  h e a l e o d e a l s w i t h t h e  issueof~upralineardevicee.  The 

inacceeeib le  to ~ o w t h . ~  O'Connor attribute. the ability of wdern 

echolar8hiptodothirtoanincreasingknawledgeof~nytypea of  poetry 

withwhichtawthwae notacguainted.  R e g ~ d i n g t h e p a t t m o f t h a d i a a 8 e ~ l . d  

. , , amongthemcanbe found agroupofphanonunawhichoccur r o g u l u l y  
and merva am part of the veroe e t ruc ture .  Tharo w a  ahall meparate from 
a11 the other. a6 t h e  trope8. * 
O°Connor recognitem t h e  factthatphonologicalprincipl~a a f f e c t  word 

o rde r  i n  certain mituationa, inc luding parallelimm, and that amor+ 

'II. O'Connor, liebrew Verne Stnac tu t r ,  87. 

%. OTOMOE, H e b m  V e r u  - Structutm, 87. 
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poe t i c  f e a t u r e a m n u  I n  addition, someoftheparal le l i s t i cphenaanaue  

determined inpax tbysemant i c  coneideratione, though the  remantic 

coneiderationrtendtobelanguage-specific, while t h e  phonological 

cons ide ta t ione  are more nearly u n i ~ e r s a l . ~  Para l le l i sm,  and t h e  

parallelimtictropeswhichO'Connot f e o l a t e s  a r e t h e r e f o r e n o t  purely 

s y n t a c t i c  phenomena, though syntax has a role i n  mome of them, 

There u e  aloo oeveralphenomanawhichare f r e q u e n t l y a n i t t e d  from 

diecueaionrrof para l le l i sm,  butwhichO'Connoraleo include8 a r t r o p e a .  I n  

addit ion,  therrearemanyphenomenaof paral lel ismwhich aeemtoO'Connorto 

be non-structural ,  andwhich heeitheraeeignstothersalmsof  f igu ra t ion  

and ornamentation, o r  explain6 a s  t h e  co-occurrence of tropes.= The t ropes  

may bed iv ided  intotwogroups,  t h e t r o p e e o f p a r a l l e ~ i e m t  colora t ion ,  

matchingandmhing,  andthe tropes ofcon t inu i ty :  r e p e t i t i o n ,  gapping and 

dep.ndency.' It ia a l s o  noted t h a t  gapping and matching over lap  i n  part, 

a n d t h a t m i x i n g i s  arubtypeofdependency.  Here arel8ewhere,  08Connori8 

not generoum with dsf i n i t ionems  Neverthelerm, t h e  tarma are def inabla. 

aColorr t ionn conmiat8 of any caaeof  b inmina t ion ,  coord ina t ionor  

combination. B i n a n i n a t i o n i e t h e u s e ,  Fnconoecutivmlinae, of two term6 

r e f e r r i n g  to the mame e n t i t y  ( l w a e l y  c a l l e d  wmynonylua), much am 0 ~ 3 5  and 

3 .  C o o ~ d i n a t i o n  invo lves the  u m o f t u o t e n n a  r e f e r r i n g t o  t w o d i f f e r e n t  

e n t i t i a 8 w h i c h u e  ftequentlyasaociatedwithaachothor, muchar 'Davidw 

and nSolomon.w Coordinationoccurmwhenaphrr8econ8i~t~goftomr 

9. 08Connot, BebzowVerae S t tuc tu re ,  101. 
- - 

'k 08Connor, Hobrw Vetae S t t u c t u r e ,  98,99. - 

% 0 8Dnnor ,  Hebrew Veree Structure, 96. 

%x elme ha i m  ~ c a m m i v a l y  ~~IUZOU., providing 80 UCL infonution that 
concimed8f~itFoam~udeutheseader. 



f r e q u e n t l y a s s o c i a t e d  i n c o n s t r u c t o r  i n a d j e c t i v a l m o d i f i c a t i o n  Lodivided 

betweenconsecutive1ines. 

Watching" is wthephenomenonmoatwidelyreferredtoaa 

p a r a l l e ~ i e m . " ~  Of it, 0tConnoreay6, "Lineautch inHebruwi f the ir  

s y n t a c t i c  structuree are i d e n t i c a l :  t h a t  is, i f t h e y a r e e m b e d d e d t o t h e  

oame degree and they conta in  t h e  same const i tuentm.  "" It i a  apparen t  from 

examplescitedbyO~Connorthatthe eequenceofconrt i tuentswi th ina l~ne  i e  

not a igni f  i c a n t  i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of matching. 

Mixing is descr ibed  by 0' Connor ae followe: 

Thetropeof mixing involvestwodependentandtwoindepandent 
l i n e e w h i c h o c c u r  i n  sequence, inwhFchbothdependentlineedependon 
both independentc lauees .  Thie  i s t h e d e n s e e t s t r u c t u r a l  f e a t u r e o f  
Hebrewverse, and it is rare." 

It can be s e e n t h a t t h e t r o p e o f  c o l o r a t i o n  func t ions  betweenwords, 

thetropeofmatchingbetweenlines, and t h e t r o p e o f  mixing involves  

structureslargerthanlines. Aswiththesethreeparallelietictropes, t h e  

t r o p e s  of continuitycanaleobedFetingufehedbytheir f u n c t i o n  at theword 

l e v e 1 , t h e l i n e  levelor the s u p r a l i n e a r  l eve l .  

The t r o p e o f  r e p e t i t i o n  is self-explanatory.  I t c o n a i e t e  of using 

i d e n t i c a l a x p r e a s i o n s  f t e t a t i v e l y .  Thia i 6  aword-level trope, and i a t h e  

onlytropewhichO'Connor+ecoqnizes as funct ioningovtrr  l i n e a w h i c h a r e n o t  

c0n t2guouu .~  O'C0nn0tl imitathiotr0petouae8ofthe ramelexeme 

porformingthe  eame a y n t a c t i c  functlon,thurdirtingui~hingrep.tit ion from 

f i ~ r & a t v n r o l c m i c a ,  i n w h i c h t w o d i f f e z o n t w r d 8  fromtha m m o r o o t u o u r o d  

i n r ~ & a o n a b l e p r o x l m i t y .  

%. O'Comot, Hebrew Verae S t ruc tu re .  119. 

%. OtConnor, Hebrew Verme  S t r u c t u t e ,  119. 

%. 080nnor. Hebrew V e r r  Structurm,  132. 

%. 0 ' C Q M O ~  . Hebrew Ver6e S t r u c t u t e ,  120. 
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surface structure of one of two consecutive line^ (umually f romtheaecond)  a 

word o r  express ion  which i s  i d e n t i c a l  in thedeep s t r u c t u r e  o f t h e  two l i n e s .  

O t C o n n o r l i m i t e t h i e t o  " e l 1 i p a e s w h i c h o b a c u r e t h e s t ~ c t u r e o f o n e o f t h e  

c l a u s e ~ i n v o l v e d . " n  F o r t h i e  reason, prepoaitionm andauf f ixedpronouna  

whichgovernnounsoftwoconsecutivel ines a r e r e f e r r e d t o a a  ndouble-duty 

prepoa l t iona  (or pronouns) and are not  regarded  a s  inetmcea of gapping." 

1nHebrewpoetrygappingmoet f r equen t ly  involvestheoariesionoftheverb 

fromthe  secondof  two conaecutivelines.'  AB withmatching,  c o n ~ t i t u e n t  

o r d e r  i n  l i n e s  is i r r e l e v a n t  ingappingSdD 

aDependencyw involves  consecutive or proximateverae l i n e s ,  oneo f  

which is eyntacticallydepenaentontheother, eitheraaadependentclause 

o r  as aphrase .  Thie  is relatively r a r e ,  s i n c e  * i n H e b r w v e r e e ,  the 

Conoideringdependencyan a t t o p e  s u g g e a t o t h a t ~ y n t a c t i c  r e l a t i o n s  
beyond the l i n e  are leae important i n  Hebrew ve r se  t h a t  t hoae  that 
coinc ide  w i th  t h e  l i n e ;  t h i s  LB tne? 

Dependency normally involve8 two consecu t ive  Lima. t h e  only except  ion. t o  

t h i a  a r e thecasemofmFxing ,  where a e v e r a l d e p n d m n t  line. are 

%. OtConnor, ?labrew Verse S t ruc tu re ,  126. 
- 

m8e8, f o r  u..ple, t h e  d o u b l e d u t y  pronoun i n  Habakkuk 3: 15, citod by M. 
OtConnos, H 8 b r . w V ~ r 8 e S t r u c t u m t  239. 

gappingof re la t iv8claumem i n H ~ b r . w p o o t t r y i o a l 8 0  ncogniud. C f .  
M. OtCo~or,H~br.wVermeSt~cture, 126. 

91. O°Connor. HebrewVerae St ruc tu re ,  128. 



eyntacticallyassociatedwith several independent on en^ t h u r t h e t r o p e o f  

mising i n ,  a s  mentioned prev ious ly ,  a s u b s e t  of  dependencyn8 

Butwhat is t h e  f u n c t i o n o f t h e a e t r o p e s ?  A m w i t h t h e d e f i n i t i o n o f t h e  

c o n s t r i c t i o n ,  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n o f  t h e  trope. e n a b l e a t h e  reader t o  i d e n t i f y  

two funct ions.  I n  t h e  first place, t h e  t r o p e a  a e r v e t o b i n d t o g e t h e t t h e  

v e r s e  l i n e s .  B e c a u s e t h e t ~ o p e s  func t ion  i n  conmecutiveorproxhteverae 

l i n e s  ( r a t h e r  t h a n w i t h i n  s i n g l e v e r s e  l i n e s ) ,  they prov ide  c o n t i n u i t y  i n  

verae segmentelonget  t han  s i n g l e  lines.' I n  t h e  second p l ace ,  becauee the  

tropea are poetic devices ,  theyalsoeervetornarkatexta~  poetry, and, by 

t h e i r p r e s e n c e o r a b e e n c e ,  t o  indicatewhereapoetictextbegine andende. 

THE SUPRALfNEARPUNCTIONOFCONSTRICTIONALLINE-TYPO~YANDTROPING 

Having i d e n t i f i e d t h e  constrictionwhichcontrol8EIebrewvernelines, 

and h a v i n g d e f i n e d t h e t r o p e s  whichbindtheeel inestoqether ,  O'Connor 

a a e e r t e t h a t t h e b e g i n n i n g  andend  of a p o e a r a r e m a r k e d b y t h e  h igher  

i n c i d e n c e o f t h o s e  featureowhicharepeculiartoverre, that is, troping, 

and t h e o c c u r r e n c e o f  line-typeeothetthanthoreofCla88 I, and 

paxticularly t h o r e  of Claaaee 111 and IV. Such a claim c m  be found, for 

example, inO'Connor's comments onGenes is  49. 

The moat h igh ly  mmatked u n i t s  i n  Genesin 49 u e  the marginal onem, t h e  
f i z a t a n d t h e  last. Themiddle u n i t ,  whichir inmulated, a8 itwore, 
from other dimcourae and which w i l l  be p e r c e i v d  am poatic i n  p u t  
becaure of what goer  before and after it, i r  lmrr mukod a8 vo+r8. Thir  
i a ~ e a a y a o l u t i o n t o t h e p r o b l e m s  of a e t t i n q o f f  anypatchof 
dircourae:  where doe8 it rtatt  and mtop, md how La it dif  faront? Tho 
anmwermue: itiadiffereathcaumoitimao~p.+tom.dth.nothor 
rpwch; and it a t a r t s  and etopa just whore thm diffarmncaa m a t  
plainly rtart and atop. 

Onowaytomsaeurethed~ffe+entnermofvesr8rczorm 8turt: 
wouldbebyueingthepercentageofthetertwhichhaa faaturea 

%. o0,mor, Hebrew verse S t ruc tu re ,  133-135. 



p e c u l i a r t o v e r s e  andwhichwe have s e e n s t e u ~ d t o m a r k p o * i o n r  am 
d i s t inc t ive .  These axe tsoping and l i n e  typologpm 

08Connoreetabl isheatwo r a t i o s  whichmay b e u s e d t o  d i s t i n g u i s h t h e  

beginning andendof a p o e t i c t e x t  fromthemiddleandtoidentifyother 

c r i t i c a l p o r t i o n e  of a t e x t ,  notablythebeginningm andandm of mubdivimione 

o f t h e  text. T h e e e r a t i o a a r e  f i r e t ,  t h e  r a t i o o f  l ine rwhicha rebo thnon-  

c l a s s  I andtropedtothoaewhichare n e i t h e r  (whichOWonnorcallrtheratio 

of "heavyw l i n e s t o  "1 ightU linee, o r  t h e  "weightinga) and mocond, t h e r a t i o  

at tempts todetermine t h e  subdivision8 of poem8 i n t h e  corpum which h e  i s  

examining. These subdivisions he i d e n t i f i e s  a s  * etavea" and "batches, a 

u n i t e  of approxirnatelytwenty-eight l i n e 8  andapproximrtely aevan l ines ,  

respect ive ly .  O'Connor Fa q u i t e  c a u t i o u s  i n  poin t ing  out t h a t  ac tua l  

batches andetaveeencountered inHebrew ve r se  f r equen t lydav ia t e  f r m t h e  

average lengthe of b a t c h e s  and etaves j u s t  cited. WLth rogard t o  the stave,  

The rtave Fa a d e e c r i p t i v e  approximationof & p o e t i c u n i t w h i c h  
can take two  forms. Themorecamon i r t h e  r tandard 8trve,whichim 
between23 a n d 3 1 l i n e s l o n g ,  generallybmtwllnn26and29 l inaa long.  
The lamm common form i r  t h e  ha l f -s ize  r tava ,  which im bmtuwn 11 and 14 
l i nea long ,  Underunurualcircumstancea, i r r e g u l a r  a t a v m r i t e r  
occu+; rtavea 18, 21 and 22 l i n e r  i n  lmngth .re a t t a8 t .d  Fn ourr 
corpus ."' 

batchlangthm fromthe mtandardmevm-linebatch. 

The batch i r  a descriptive approximation of a -tic u n i t  of 
betwoan 5 and 8 l i n e s  i n  general.  Under unumu~l  circurutancaa,  it can 
v u y  much mora widaly, betmn 1 and 12  ina am.^ 

%. OTonnor, Hebrew V e r r e  S t ruc ture ,  440. 

%. OcConnor, Hebrew V e r s e  S t ruc ture ,  441. 

%. OeComot, 8ebr.w Verr Structure ,  527, 528. 

%. OTOMOS, HebrewVerre St ruc ture ,  529. 
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This conclueion Fa both an inference fromthedataofthe 1225-line 

corpuewhichOfConnorhas s tudied,  andaframework f o r t h e  treatment of other 

Hebrewpoemo. Kntheconclueiontohieeeeay,  OfConnoratternptato foreetall 

from it. Be d i d  not, he avere, set out to f i n d  t h e  e t ruc tu ree  which he ha6 

discovered: he found them by looking a t  the text without pteconceptione. 

The firstgreatobetacletotheworkwillarfee f r o r n a r e f u s a l t o  
readwithoutp~ychological mupportm, Le., t o  mtudyatext i n  itmelf, 
abandoning howeverbrieflythecalculum of mecond-guemringthe 
supposed author. The teaderwill have noticedthatthemajorgroe8 
s t ~ c t u r a l u n i t a w h i c h w e  recognizehave nunrericallypotentbaeee. 
Thecommonertbatch8ize is 7 l i n e 8 ,  and7iaaprFmenumbe+; the  
coamoneet etave  r i z e  i m  28 l i n e r  and 28 im a  pertfect number, the m u m  of 
i t 8  divimorm (1+2+4+7+14). Wedidnotformulateourdemcriptionwith 
a v i e w t o g e t t i n g t h e e e  numbere, butwe muepctthatthegeneralized 
diot~otofhighlyoymmetrFcalsyetems w i l l  focumonthorenumberm i n  
framing accumationm of numetological mymtif i c a t ~ o n a l i m m . ~  

O ~ C o ~ o r h o l d m t h e v i e w t h a t  Biblical poetry LI hamogen.aumwFth 

U g u F t i c  poetry, but differr from t h e  poetry of Qumxan, rrrd from l a t o r  Hebrew 

Canaanito u e a  fmmthelatobronzeageuntilapproxL.tolythomdoftho 

The conronrur that pro-exi l ic  Hebrw and Uguitic vezro u e  
m i m i l u  laadm t o  an important c l u e  for f u r t h e r  mxploration. I n8of u 
amthavm~rawork.thom.prewayinthatwca~ra,  a d e r c r i p t i o n o f  
~ . b ~ . w v e r ~ e w i l l h a v e t o d e r c r i k W g u i t i c ~ ~ .  Anydamt ip t ion  
capab leo f  f u l f i ~ l ~ g t h e t a r k w i l l h r v e t o r a f o s t o  foaturmm crvnnrrnto 
thod ia l ac tm,  The~3.jordiffer~ncam~t~nthdialoctruetha 
r e r u l t  o f  roundrhif tm mdchurg.m Lnmorphologicalrtmcturm; it 
would m o e m  t h a t  a description r u i t a b l o  f o r  both Uguitic and Hebrow 
ver8~willnotthonrofertophonolegicrlp.+toming, but to tho- 



f e a t u r e s o f l a n g u a g e  structurecommontothedialects. These features 
are eeeen t i a l ly  s y n t a c t i c  .?' 

There are severa l  defects inO8Connor'a r eaeon ingon th ie  po in t .  I n  

the first place,  t h i e  argument ie circular. Itbeginawiththeconseneue 

thatHebrewandUgarLticveraeares~ilar--preeumablybaeedonecholarly 

underatandingof howHebrewverseworks andhowUgaritLcverseworks, and 

proceedatotheconclueionthatdeacriptionaofHebrewandUgariticverse 

muetdea lwi th theoharod  fea tu resbecause  i thaaalreadybeen agreedthat 

thatwo eys temeofveree  etructureworkintheoameway. I n  fact, i f  onewere 

abletoproducetwodiseFnrilardeecriptionsofHebrewandUgariticveree, 

eachofwhichworkedwithin its ownpoetic corpuo, thedeec r ip t ionewouldno t  

be i nva l ida ted  aimply t h e  by fact t h a t  t h e y  di f fer :  on t h e  contrary,  thim 

would i n v a l i d a t e o n l y t h e  aforementioned echolas ly  coneensue. 

I n t h e  recondplace,  evenif)IebrewandUgarit icvermeu~oimiluurd 

r h a + d d e m c r i p t i o n o f t h e a y r t e r ~ e o f v e + r e r t ~ c t u r e c ~ b m a d ~ , b a a d o n  

mharedl inguia t ic  fe8tureaofthetwolanguagem,thirdoea n o t m l e o u t  

mharedthythmandotrese p a t t e r n s  ( i f  o u c h e v e r e x i r t e d ) .  I t o n l y t u l a r o u t  

anyryrtembaredonanidenticalphonemic ryotemandidenticalmorphology 

(mince Ftreemsthatauchdidnotexist) .  Further ,  am r m g u d r t h e p h o n m i c  

ryrtemm of t h e  two language8, it ehould be noted t h a t  whila t h e t a  urn mom8 

di f  fetrencer, t h e m  are alro many similaritier, and 8- of the diffarencsm 

are irruorofvirtuafonm-to-oneequivalenca (a rfnglephonaw F n U g u i t F c  

baing r e p l a c e d b y r a b i l u b u t n o t  i d e n t i c a l p h o n e w  inHebrew). I t a h o u l d  

alroberememberedthatmuchofthephonemic 8 y e t e m o f U g a r i t i c h a m b n n  

reotored  only  con jec tu ra l ly  ." Theref ore, assert i o n s  b a e d  on the phonemic 

differencer mumtrenrrrintentative. 

%id8 to bo a n t h l y  honeat, t h e  rame i m  ttuo o f  biblical H . b m r  u -11. 
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A t h i r d d e f e c t  fnOwConnor'e r e a s o n i n g o n t h i s  point L e t h a t  there La 

no particular reaaonwhytwolanguageewithdiffe+entphonemic rymtmnm could 

notueephonologicalpatterns o f  a similar type.  T h e  f a c t ,  forexample,  that  

GermanandEnglisheachcontainphonemee n o t e h a r e d w i t h t h e o t h e r d o e s  not  

prevent bo th  language6 f r o m u s i n g t h e i r p h o n ~ i c  syetemstoproducerhymres 

of a very  eimilar a o t t .  

F i n a l l y ,  it ehou ldbe  noted t h a t ,  althoughO'Connormaker a g r e a t d e a l  

o f t h e n e c e s e i t y o f  f i nd ing  acommondescr iptfon f o r t h a  nya temsofverne  

s t r u c t u r e  f o r t h e p o e t r y o f  U g a r i t a n d  I s r a e 1 , t h e p o e t i c  corpuewhichhe  h a s  

chosen doee not con ta in  any Ugaritic examples. I n  view of t h i s  omieeion, it 

maybeaskedwhetherthe parallels  betweenugarit ic  and t l eb rewpoe t rya re  

~ e a l l y  e o  important,  andwhether they r e a l l y o u g h t  t o g o v e r n t h e  c o u r r e o f  

s t u d i e e  . 
Nevertheless ,  OVConnor'e a rgumentonth im poin t  canbe a l l o w e d t h i e  

far: acceptingthe rrcholarlyconeenauaonHebcewandUgarfticverre ae a 

wotkinghypotheeie ,  it is reasonableto aeek(ot ,  a t l e a s t , t o b e p r e p a r e d t o  

recognize)  a s i n g l e  d e a c t i p t i o n o f  Hebrew and Ugarritfc v e r r e ,  baredon 

mhared f e a t u r e s .  Theee shared  f e a t u r e a  include, but are n o t  limited to, 

highly similar myntactical myatema and similar vocabuluiea.  Thia i a  

conmirtont  with,  and ruf f  icient for, O°Connoror c o n r t r i c t i o n ,  which Fm 

ba8mdon8yntax, mdhimtropee,whicharmbardtormignificmtd.grnon 

t h o  Hebrew lexicon. 

POSXTIW RESULTS OF O'CQMJOR'S STUDY 

The Limit. of  t h e  Veree Line 

I t h a r  aIwrym been in tu i t i ve ly~v idant tha t tharmua l im~ta t ion8 to  

thatypem o f l i n ~ r w h i c h c a n o c c u r  inHebrewpatry .  Vulournwmmof 

~p.cifyhgwh.t~ortmoflbeewerepermi~aFble, orcrituiafotdiarllowing 

t h e p e ~ ~ ~ i b i l i t y o f c e r t a i n  linen,have~nruggamt.dbyvariour 



t h e o r i s t s .  Norma, maximaandminimahavebeenptoposed f o r t h e n u m b e r o f  

s t r e s e e d a y l l a b l e s ,  or f o r t h e t o t a l n u m b e r o f  s y l l a b l e 8  i n a l i n e .  There 

norms are u s u a l l y  fairly e l a s t i c  , and may change from one poem to another.  

Even t h e  maxima  and minima may vary between poeme, mo t h a t  it may appear a t  

t imeethatthetheorietwhodiscusaes euchlltnitm is e a y i n g l i t t l e m o r e t h a n  

t h a t  t he  l o n g e s t  l i n e c a n n o t  beany l o n g e r t h a n  it is, a n d t h e e h o r t e e t  l i n e  

cannot have fewer a y l l a b l e s t h a n i t  doee. Xn f a c t ,  however, c a r e f u l  

s t a t i a t i c a l a t u d i e s  revealanormaldietributionof line length8 a rounda  

a t a t i s t i c a l  mean, which appears  to be r egu la r ,  no t  o n l y  for a mingle poem, 

but f o r  groupe of poeme. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  considerations of length,  c e r t a i n p a r a l l e l i e t i c  

a t r u c t u r e a  a r e p e r m i t t e d ,  ando the rad i sa l l owed .  EvenKugel, whodieparagem 

L o w t h ' e t r i p a r t i t e  d i v i s i o n o f  s e m a n t i c p a r a l l e l i e m ~ ,  a n d p a r t i c u l a r l y h i a  

ca t ego ryo f  n s y n t h s t i c p a r a l l e l i e r n w  aebeingexcereivelygeneral, t o t h e  

po in t  of meaningleeeneas, neve r the l e s s  affirnre e o s a e l i m i t t o t h e  ramlntic 

relat ionohip of  two l ine-halves  . 
T o t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l m e t r i c a l  and p a r a l l e l i r t i c  l i m i t a t i o n 8  and 

critetia, O'Connorhas addedeyn tac t i c  constraintm,  notingthemaacimaand 

minima f o s e a c h o f t h e  r y n t a c t i c e l e m e n t e o f  apoetic l i n e ,  r8witnammedin 

h i e  ve ryex teno ive  ramplecorpua. Aaobviouo ae maneofO'Connor'8 

conmtraintrrmay maamafter h e h a r  a t a t ed them,  i t n n r a t n a v m ~ h a l e m r b e  

r emarked tha t  n o e a r l i a r  rcholarha l r  i den t i f i ee l t han .  O0Connotnota8, for 

axample, t h a t t h e n u m b e r o f p r e d i c a t i o n r i n w h a t h e c a l l 8 r l ~  (whichmmt 

otharscholu8wouldcallrhalf-lineeracolon) irthrn. ?ousclru8~ 

pradicator8willnotoccurtogether i n a  r i n g l e  l i n e o f  clar8icalHmbrw 

p w t q .  A t  f i r r t g l u r c e i t m i g h t  r - tha t th im immetalyacanaaquencmof 

o t h e r c o n a t t a i n t m ,  c o n s t x a i n t e o f  a n o n - s y n t a c t i c n a t u m ,  r u c h a s t h e  



l i m i t a t i o n o n t h e t o t a l  numberof e~yllablem. Thin  i n  not.0- Syllableand 

stress l imi ta t ione would permit such a l i n e  as: 

opq1 wy WCIJ o'lp 
(Arise, 0 Man, go forth and listen1 ) 

Thie u t i f i c i a l l i n e ,  created forpurposeeofdiecuerion, containr eeven 

sy l l ab les  and four streaeee. It  might, therefore,  meem perfect ly  nomal 

with regardtot~poral lengthbutOoConnotnotes thateuchal ine  ehould 

neveroccur inHebrewpoetry, s ince  i t con t a ina  four claurepredicatore  

( t h r e e  imperative ve rbs  and a v o c a t i v e  noun) ." O°Connor o m  r tudiee  have 

thueident i f iedeome limitations of Hebrewpoetic l i ne rwh icha re  capableof 

beingexpressedinterme of r e g u l a t i v e  syntactic principlerr. 

TheDiaaseemblyof Parallelism 

AaecondachievementofO°Connor*s s tudy is thed iaaesemblyof  

paral lel iem ." By separating and analyzing t h e  trope., O°Connor off e r a  t h e  

reader a much greater sene i t  Lvity t o  the opexation of puallel imm than can be 

providedbytheLowthian semantic categorieaof meynonymour,n " an t i t he t i c "  

and "eyntheticw parallelism. Instead of simply imagining ageneral ized 

relationshipbetweentwohalf-lines (o r twol inee ,  arO°Connor:wouldhave 

it ) , one may perceive how t h e  writer ( conscioumly o t  unconacioumly ) brought 

t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p  in toexis tence .  

Batchom and Stavma 

Inadd i t ion ,  O°Connor has suggemtedthatgroupm of1Fnoe (mbatch8ma 

and umtav88a) inHebrew poem8 canbe i d e n t i f i e d b y t h e  c o n c e n t r a t i o n o f r u e r  

'%. 0 Connor, Hebrew V e r s e  Structure,  79-01. 0 o C o ~ o r  t r e a t 8  a l l  vocative8 
a s t~ane fo rma t ionso f  apredicat ion.  

%ne bmitat88, i n  view of t h e  work of Jacquem D m r r L d u ,  t o  refer t o  thim a8 
t h e d ~ c o n m t t u c + i o n o f ~ a l l e l i r r m ,  b u t t h i 8  latte~ ~ t . r 8 i o n m i g h t b o c l o a e  
to t h e  t r u th .  



l i n e  types and tho more intenee uee of device. of orn.mmtation at the 

beginningandendofthesegroupe. O*Connorhaeidentifiedabatchesw which 

tend t o  be about aeven l i n e e  long, and "etavesa be about twenty-eight l i n e s  

long. Someof O'Connor'sexamples aremore pereuasiveonthi8pointthan 

o the r s ,  and it doe8 notseemthatO'Connor hasbeenentirelyconeFstentin 

t h e t r e a t m e n t  of hieownevidence, aswi l lberhownprement ly .  However,the 

ideathatconstrafntronthepoeticl inemayalaohave rupra l inea r  

coneequenceeis  a u s e f u l  euggeetion, andmay aid in theundermtandingof  soma 

oftheraoreconventionallyacceptedsupralinear forms ( a u c h a e t h e b i c o l o n  

a n d t h e t r i c o l o n ) ,  despiteO*Connoroe ownunwil l ingneeeto acknowledge the 

structural a igni f icance  of these phenomena. 

Objectivity 

F i n a l l y ,  d e e p i t e t h e  complexityofO*Connor*r ayotemand of h i e  

p r e s e n t a t i o n o f t h e e v i d e n c e t o  eupport i t ,  this aymt.mdommprementa 

d i e t i n c t  advantage, notonlyovertheStandardDeecriptionofferedbyLowth, 

but  a l e o  ove r theworkof  eeveralmore r e c e n t w r i t e r r .  Whatever d i f f i c u l t i e s  

Ftmayprement, O°Connor'owork La, nevertheleea,  objectiva, a n d c a n b e  

appliedbyanycompetent  echo lar toanyb ib l i~a lpoem~ AaJof f reyGalb ra i th  

has pointed  out, 

The myatom t h a t  ha has  developed for dercltibing Hmbrew potty i m  
rathmrcoasplicatedt i t d o e r h a v o t h e c l e u r d v ~ t a ~ ,  howavos,that 
anyona cur apply it t o  a poan under conaidasation. Porar may ba 
d ~ m c r ~ u r d t h o n c o m a p a r d o n r p . c i f i c l ~ l ~ ,  whichcminturnba 
quant  i f  idom 

mignifLcanc~ofthererultmproduc4dmay~ rubjmcttodabatm, but two 

'"~ef f r a y  A. Galbrai th,  review of Bebrew Verne Structufa by W. O'Coanor, in 
ThrCatholic B i b l i c a l h r a r t e r l v 4 5  (1983): 466. 



sameresul te ,  a t  least a s  r ega rda thee lemen t so f  l i n e s  a n d t h e  

c l a s a i f  i c a t i o n  of  l i n e s .  

WEAKNESSES OPPO'CONNOR'S CONSTRICTIONAL SYSTEM 

AND OF TIE INFBRENCES DRAWN FROM IT 

One o f t h e  f i r e t d i f f i c u l t i e a  in08Connor 'mwrk i a t h e o b a c u r i t y a n d  

idioeyncracyofhimterminology. Typical o f t h i a  i o h i 8  i n a i s t e n c e o n u s i n g  

the term " l i n e n  t o  refer to what moat o the r  scholara of Hebrew poetry 

identify a s  a nhalf-line,n a "hemistichn, or a *colona. O'Connorrnaybe 

forgiven f o r r e j e c t i n g t h e  firsttwooftheaealternativea, as h i e  

underatanding of Bebrewpoet ryseeethe  "linem ("colona) as bas ic ,  a n d t h e  

"coupleta (or, a s o t h e r a w o u l d c a l l i t ,  nbicolon," n l ine"  or "atich") ao 

inc identa l .  B u t t h e r e  fs r e a l l y  no reason for r e j e c t i n g t h e w e l l -  

e r t a b l i e h e d t e n n  *colonm in favor o f t h i e  somewhatambiguousu~eof " l inem.  

Manyof h i s  reviewers have noticedthietendencytoterminological 

ambiguity, r e f e r r i n g t o  n u n f a m i l i a r t e m s m n  and Pe rhapawat  

p o i n t e d i r t h e  coamentof Dennis Pardee: 

Anytmadmrwhocandefinemorethan a f s w o f t h e  fol lowingterm8 amdoem 
08Connormaynotneedto  read thebook: 1 )  repetition, 2)  colora t ion ,  
3) binomination, 4 )  coordinat ion,  5) combination, 6) matching, 7)  
gapping, 8) dependency, 9 ) mixing, 10) c o t e  ( i n c l u d h g t  upfront  core, 
c l e a n c o r e , m i ~ e d c o r e ,  andupf ron t  c l e a n c o r e ) ,  l l )wmigh t ,  12)  -11 
(inc luding reverse owel l ) ,  13) mtawe, 14)  br tch0 and 115) burden. The 
term8 jumt1imtedarenotperipheral;theyu~umdtode8csibethe 
mom+ LmportantfeatureaofO'Connor'muralyrir. Jumttoknptha 
rmaderaaumad, however, O ' C o ~ o t i n d u l g e r  inthim m o r t o f p l r y f n g w i t h  
wordmthroughoutthebook. My f a v o r i t e  im amigl&adw (p. 194 --mming 
mhavingbaenamrigneda siglumm).  To u r e x t o n t O ' C o ~ o r ' m  advmnturer 
i n t m r m i n o l o g y u e  r e q u h e d b y h i m  n.wappsorchtoHabrt.wpaatic 

n~illiu H. Shes, review of Hebrew Veree St ruc tu re  by M. 0 8 C o n w s 0  I n  Andraw8 
Univermity S m i n m S t u d i e e  20 (Sumraer1982): 164. 

"D . R o  Ap-Thau ,  reviw of Hebrew Vetme S t r u c t u n  by J L  0 *Connor, fa  Joum~l  
o f T h w l w i c a l S t u d i e a U S 3 3  (1982): 224. 



a t m c t u r e ;  o r ,  anewtermmayhaveamofecurr~ntlingui6ticurage 
(e.g., perhape, *gappingm i na t eado f  a d e l e t i o n a ) .  Though I would not 
w i o h t o  c l a i m t h a t e x p r e a a i o n i a  more impoztantthancontent, northat 
O'Connortemodeofexpression LB impenetrable,potentialreadere 
ehouldbeawarethattheyareembarkingaomuchonanadventurein 
English as i n  Hebrew ve r se  s t ruc tu re .  It would be fa ir  t o  r a y  that, 
s t y l i e t i c a l l y e p e a k i n g ,  O'Connorhasgivenuowhatphonographrecord 
reviewere would cal l  a se l f - indulgent  perf~rmsnce.~ 

This l i b e r t y  i n w o r d u s e  andword-coining i n e v i t a b l y d e t r t a c t e  f r a t h e  

c l a r i t y  of O'Connorrs work, andconsequent ly  f r o n r t h e e a o e o f  c r i t i c i z i n g  

it. unfor tuna te ly ,  t h i e  liberty i s  not  limited t o t h e  rphe reo f t e rmino logy ,  

but  i s m o r e o r  l e a s  t y p i c a l  of O'Connor'sworkae awhole,  andex tends  i n t o  

modes of argumentation and inference. 

Oneaspec t  o f t h i s  problem is t h e  fact t h a t  O 'Connoron lyde f ines the  

p o e t i c  L i n e o n t h e b a s i s o f  h i s c o n s t r i c t i o n ,  e v e n t h o u g h t h e  c o n r t r i c t i o n  

i t s e l f  is baeedon in fe rences  drawnfrompoetic l i n e s ,  whomellneat ion 

OtConnor ha6 eetabliahedpriortooffering h i a  d e f i n i t i o n  o f t h e  

and 0' Connor of  fere it without  apology. 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of Supra l inea r  S t ruc tu re s  

Perhapethemoot debatable f ace to fO 'ConnorD8  myatem i m  hi8 

L d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f  t h e  r u p r a l i n e a r  etructurem. ODConnor hisuel f  rmcogniz8m 

t h a t o t h e r r w i l l b e  inc lFnedtodoubthfminthi8umr,  and r e v o r a l o f  hi8  

reviewerr  have notadthim problem, 

Whatmvetthemacrostructureof Ifebrewpmetrymaybm, O*ConnorDm 
w ~ l l i n g n e 8 8 t o d 8 8 c ~ ~ t h e u n L t 8 a 8 v u i r b l e i n l m n g t h i 8 ~ r t r t n l y  
p r e f m r a b l e t o u b i t r a r i l y  impoming artrophmam o n r w r l c i t r a n t  
material, There in ro much l a t i t u d e  in him unit., hwmtnrr, that I am 
no t  r u s e  that t h e y  m a y a n y t h h g w x o t h a n t h r t  H ~ r w ~ m t o n d d t o  

%8nni8 P.zdmr n v i w  of  8ebr.w Verra S t ~ c t u r v  by H. O* COnnotr Ln Joutrul 
of H e a r  Bamtern I t u d i e a  42 (October 1983) r 298, 299. 



groupthoughts  i n  aprogress ion ,  of which anentirepoamwouldnothave 
hadmore thana  f e w m a j o r  d iv i s ions  ( " e t a ~ e a " ) . ~  

Perhapa most etriking i n  t h i s  context  i e  O'Connorrs refurnal to  accept  

t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  funct ion  of t h e  bicolon i n  Hebrew poetry, He cannot, of 

course, deny c a t e g o r i c a l l y t h e  exis tence  o f b i c o l a ,  b u t h e w i l l n o t c o n a i d e r  

t h e p o s a i b i l i t y t h a t t h e y  are devices o f t h e  Hebrew poem. Instead,  he 

a s s e r t s t h a t  

. . . t w o  l i n e u n i t e  havebeen regardedaa bas ic  inHebrewbecaure 
a l t h o u g h a l l t h e t r o p e s  can extend over more than two line^, most of 
themextend over  t w o  l i n e s  most o f t h e  t i m e .  The r m a l i t y o f t h e b i c o l o n  
i m  indieputable ,  but  it has r e a i s t e d  cha rac te r i za t ion  because it is a 
eecondary rea l i ty ,  andas  s u c h i s n o t  uniform. T h o t r i c o l o n ' r r e a l i t y  
i r  e h i l a r  . . , . Because. . . t roping  i a  conunonandbecaureitmoet 
comonly coverm two l i n e s ,  t h e  bicolon emerge6 from t h e  t e x t  

Thue, OrConnorrecognizesthe ex i s t enceof  b icola ,  a n d e v e n t h a t  they 

arethemoatcaaunon e u p r a l i n e a r p a t t e r n  i n  poetry (i.e., more cotarnon than 

tricolaorindependentcola). Y e t  h e  r e g a r d s t h e c o l o n  (the " l ine"  i n h i e  

terminology) aa baeic ,  a n d t h e b i c o l o n a e  aconeequenceofth~trop.mwhich 

he has iden t i f i ed .  Several  ques t ions  a r i s e ,  t h e  f i r a t  of which F e t h a t  of 

normality and excep t iona l i ty .  I n  t h e  i n t e r e a t e  of comprehenmiveneaa, 

~ ' C o ~ o r m a y b e t r y i n g t o w r i t e  a normwhich includes a l l o f t h e e x c e p t i o n m .  

Clear ly ,  f r o m a a t a t i s t i c a l p a i n t o f v f e w , t h e b i c o l o n i a n o ~ l - - o r a t  

l e a a t  t y p i c a l -  andthetricolonandmonocolonareexceptional. It might be 

wisertotreatthemaccordingly. Secondly, t h e r e  i r t h e q u e a t i o n o f t h e  

i n t e n t  o f t h e  pa t .  08Connor b r i g h t  i n a e s e r t i n g t h a t t h a  i n t m n t i o n r o f t h e  

Hehrewpoetr cannotbeknown, a n d t h a t  theorlem ofHebrmut~.+ao mttucture 

m u r t  n o t b o  barnadonany mapposition regardingtheno intention.. H o ~ v o r ,  

%. ~ u d e e ,  review of  Hebrew V e r s e  S t ruc tu re  by n. Ooconnor, 300. I n  a 
footnote on the rame page, Pardee raf see the add i t iona l  queet ion  of whether 
0'Connos8r batchor and s t aves  cou ldbemade to  f i t U g u i t i c ~ t q , w h i c h h a r n  
r e p e t i t i v e  pattern. longer than t h e  %urdennm i d a n t i f i d  by O°Conno+, but 
o h o r t e r t h a n O ' C u ~ o t ' 8  amtaves.n 

8tM, 08connor, Eebtew V e r s e  S t ruc ture ,  134, 



OfConnor's constraint8 (conaciouslyorunconeciouely), ueingO'Connor'6 

tropes, and incidentallyproducingbicolaa6asecondaryra8ult? Orwere 

they (a6 Kugele~aye, forexample) tryingtoproduce meconding, andtherefore 

w r i t i n g b i c o l a  (andoccaaionally aomeothetform~)?  Thieobject ionie  

s tatesthatonemustnotpostulatea eyeternof verse etructureinwhich 

intent  o f t h e  poet must have been different than tha t  of anymxtant lanquaga. 

Here, D . R. Ap-Thomas ' comment is appropriate: 

There is no doubting the  erudition and breadth of reading amply 
a t t e e t e d i n t h e b o d y  as w e l l  a e t h e b i b l i o g r a p h y o f t h i r t ~ ~  a 
noteworthy feature beingthe  frequentreferencetomodernrtudien of 
thepoeticeofotherlanguagesancientandnrodecn. Withimenam 
induatry theauthor has ana lyaeda l l the  e y n t a c t i c a l c o n a t ~ c t i o n m  
found i n  l ine .  o f  Hebrew poetry, but the nagging doubt r u i n . ,  
whetherrevereingthie process wouldproduce a l ina  o f  Hebrew 
poetry.= 



Oneofthemoetrecentpropoaale fortheanalyaimof Hebrewverae 

s t r u c t u r e h a s  come fromagroupof scho la re ,  m o e t o f w h a n a x e ~ r s  o f t h e  

facultyorrecentgraduatesoftheKampen School of Theology i n t h e  

Netherlands.  These scholars have suggestedaraethodwhich d e f i n e e t h e  

varioussttucturalunitsofapoemand ident i f i ee the irre la t ioneh ipwi th  

eachother. Apart fromacattered j o u r n a l a r t i c l e s ,  o n l y o n e v o l u m e o n t h i s  

method ha8 y e t  appeared i n  English,  though some earlier work waa publiehed in 

Dutch. 

I n  its i n i t i a l  formthemethodwae developedby P i e t e r v a n d e r L u g t  in 
hie DutchdieeertationSt~ofLsche mtructuren indebi jbelm-hebreeuwse 
poOzie, writtenundertheguidanceofJohannamde~wr:whohFmaelf 
contributedanumberofwidely ecatteredarticlesonthesubject.' 

has not yet been t h e o b j e c t  of a e e r i o u ~ p u b l i r h ~ r e v i m i n ~ n g l i ~ h . ~  Thim 

may bedue i n  m m e d e g r e e t o t h e  compoeite n a t u t o o f t h a b o o k ,  whichcontain8 

Moor, a s w e l l  a8 f ifteenexamplesoftheapplicationofthF8wthodby 

varioum r cho la rae3  Despite t h e  l ack  o f  earlier critical corrmwnt, thim work 

' w i l l o m  van der l4eer and Johann.r C. do Ilaos, d m . ,  Tho S t r u c t u r a l  Analymim 
of Biblical and Canaani te  P w t t y  (Shmf f Lald t Tha ahof f iold Acadanic Pm88 , 
1988) r viim 

*he only  publi8h.d review of any 8ort in  S n g l i r h  La 8Lngla domcript ive 
p u a g t a p h  with no evaluation whatevet, pub1irh.d L n O l d ' h m t ~ o n t  Abutracta 12, 
no. 2 (June 1989), 217. 

*he 9mraym covet a vmiety of Hebtew p#u, u wll am a mingh Uguitic 
appl icat ion~danatternptat~Aramaicrmcon8t~ct ionofth .Lord~mPnay~r~ 
The ITebtew oxampler a tud i ed  are : Joshua 23 (by  W i l l i a m  To Itoopmnm), Imaiah 5 t 1- 
7 ( I l . r )oC*A*  I [ a ~ l ) , J 0 ~ h l ~ l - l 6 ( R . ~ ~ d d . ~ ~ ) , n L ~ . h 1 ( J 0 ~ ~ C ~  & 
Moot), 8aphanLahZ-3 ( H m W m  no v u r O s o l ) , P m r l r 1 1 0 ( W i l l a ~ . n d . + ~ ) , t w o  
ermaya onexamples from thebookof Job (Pimtmrvandet:Lugt),  and fousermryr 
on the book of  Lamentations (Johan Renkemr) . Thm Pguitic uample nmntioned 



deeerttee a t t e n t i o n  a s  a new approach to Hebrew verse rtructure. Of 

p a r t i c u l a r  importance are t h e  p r e f a c e b y t h e e d i t o r e  a n d t h e  introductory 

eaaayon *Fundanentale af UgariticandHebrewPoetrya b y l t o r p e l a n d d e ~ r . '  

The preface  ie aprac t ica lmethodology,  o f f e r i n g a  step-by-stepprocedure 

var ious  contributorstothisvoluma. Thia i a v e r y u s e f u l ,  a8 it allow8 and 

v e r i f i e s  r e p l i c a t i o n o f t h i s  method onotherpauuages,  am Itorpel anddoMoor 

e ta tee leewhere .  

Admittedly, t h e m e t h o d i s  s t i l l  far  fromperfect .  It doesno t  
guarantee a b s o l u t e  unanimitywithregazdtothe r e s u l t e .  However, 
what it does achieve is  amuch h igherdegreeof  unanimityamang 
d i f f e r e n t  acholara ana lyz ing the  erne text independently, Their: 
reasoning is  f u l l y v e r i f i a b l e  and thereforedebatable .  It doesnot 
depend as h e a v i l y a s  current methoda oncontent  a n d t h e r e f o r  e o n  
exegesis. Anybody knowing f romexper iencethe  feeling of 
bewildermentpervadingthe echolarwhocompareathedivisfonof a 
Psalmorapropheticdiscouraeina n ~ r o f B i b l e t r m m l r t i o n 8  and 
coa#rentarieewil lrecognizethatthiarnightbsatlearrtoneetepinthe 
tight direct ion. '  

T o t h e  p r a c t i c a l  methodology ofthe  preface, the int toductorye8oay by 

KorpelanddeHoor adde atheoreticalmethodology, whichdemcxibo8the 

concep tua lba r i e  for themethod.  

The pre facedesc r ibes  a ten-s tepprocedure  f o r t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f  

t h e  mtructuralalementmofaHebrewpoerat 

'wu j o  Korp.1 and Johames  C. de  Moor, aFunduunta la  o f  U g u i t i c  and H e b m  
Poetry," i n  The Structural Analysis of - Bib l i ca l  and Curaanitm - - Pomtry, ad. 
Willem van dar Heer and Johanne8 C. de Uwx (ShoffLoldt Thm Shef f i e ld  
Univexaity Prerr, 1988). The eseay on *The t i t e r u y  Game of tho Song of tho  
Vineyud (Ima. 581-7)bylCorpelandthe fouremmayron nThoLitorary8tructum 
of Lamentation8 a by Johan Renkema w i l l  alw be of hporturce i n  the  pramoat 
dim~ationrincmtheretrop.amagemue.a~ongt&n~l.ct.dfor~iculu 
mtudy . 



1. ~rovie ionalde l inni tat ionofthepaesagetobeanalyzed. .~ .  
2 . T~analat ionandtextualcr i t ic ism.  
3. . . , divis ion of t h e  t e x t  i n t o  poet ica l  vereea. , , . . 
4 0  . . , deect ip t ionof  t h e  contentof largerpo*ions  o f  t e x t  

withinthepaseage.  . . . 
5 . Productionofaconcordanceofallwords . . . . 
6. Detectionof markers of separation. . . , 
7 . . . . wetrytoes tab l i shwhichvereee  arebondedby . . . 

pa ra l l e l i smto  formaetrophe. 
8. Iden t i f i ca t ion  of strophes . . . . 
9. Iden t i f i ca t ionof  externalparallelieticbondabetween 

c a n t i c l e s .  . . . 
10. Determination of the def  i n l t i v e  form of t h e  p a n  . . . . 6 

The second, fourth, f i f thandsixthstepeofthisprocedureare 

facultative o r  anci l lary .  The others a l l  involvetlm d iv i s i ono f  the t e x t  

i n t o  a t ructura le lements  of varyingmagnitude, and the  i den t i f i c a t i ono f  

relatione betweentheeeelemente. The  ed i to ra  indicatethattheprovieional 

del imitationofthepaaaagetobeanalyzed i n s t e p o n e  i smadeon thebae l so f  

t h e  ancient tradi t ional  divisione of the tex t ,  t h e  n!nq  and nkml/l. The 
d i v i a i o n o f t h e t e x t  i n topoe t i c a lve r ee s  envimionedinmtepthrw i sdoneon  

thebas faof theHaaote t i c  accents, whoee rel iabi l i tyisconaideredbyde 

Hoorandvandesneer tobe  coneiderable, thoughnotunquamtionable. Thim 

divimion i sverif iedbyobservingthe fnternalparalleli.mofthevermem, am 

wellaotraditionalparallelwordpaire. External pual la l imm i s u m d t o  

iden t i fy  the  l a rger  element8 of t he  poem i n  mtopm memn, eight  and nine. It 

feature8 t o  be considered ao well. 



DELIMITATIONOF STRUCTURALUNITS 

The Foot 

The t h e o r e t i c a l  basis f o r t h i s m e t h o d  i e  d e e c r i b e d i n t h e  introductory 

eseayby K o r p e l  anddekloor. Muchof th i e  essay i e  devotedtothe iaaueofthe 

delimitationof s t r u c t u r a l  u n i t s  of var ious  eizee.  Even rojaeofthe emaller 

atructuralelements of Hebrewpoetryate eometinrer d i f f i c u l t  to i den t i fy .  

The  smalleat unit Ls t h e  foot , defined by K o r p e l  and dm Moo+ am a a word 

containing a t  least one strelaad s y l l a b l e .  "' T h i s  s ing le l rosd  f o o t  i e  

normally eepaxated f romother  feetbya spaceinHebrewmanuecripte, orbya 

w o r d d i v i d e r i n ~ g a r i t i c t e x t s . '  T h e  poetic feetthuedefinedwerenormally 

between one and f i ve  eyllables in length,O though they could extend t o  am 

manyaeeight  e y l l a b l e a . ' ~ e c a u a e o f t h i a l a t i t u d e ,  ICorpelanddeUoor 

reject the p o e s i b i l i t y  of etrict s y l l a b i c  meters o f t h e  oort found inmuch 

Europeanpoetry, andreraarkthat*thecountingof oyllablemo+mvon 

cha rac te r s  i s  a meaningless occupation. O f  courre, t h e  broad l i m i t 6  

Fdent i f i edbythe irdef in i t ionof thepoet ic  footwouldneverhavmb..n 

dLscoveredifnocountinghadevetbeendone. Thecounting i m t h e r e f o r e n o t  

meaninglees, but Ftmnreaningmuetbe eeen as relat ivm, andnotabmoluta. 

Furthermore, The a u t h o t s o b a e r v e t h a t  ". . . atendencytoJceepthenunrb.rof 

rtreesed ryUablemper  c o l o n a p p ~ o x i m a t e l y t h e  ram8thtoughoutfaislyluga 

'lie Korpel and J. de Moor, "Pundamentala," 1,2. 

b- Itofpel and J. de Moor, "Fundamental8, a 2. The uae of word d iv ides8  war by 
nowaneubiqui toumintheUga~i t i c te~m.  Nevorthelar8,inthe.bmen~ofmuch 
mark., -tic feet can be dirtinguimhed by compuimon of  a tart+ w i t h  othmr tern 
i n w h i c h i d e n t i c a l o r  rimilarlexemes are uredwi thwo~d-div idera .  

"M. rtorpel and Je de noor, Vundamentala, a 2,3. 



portion6 of text canbe ~ b e e r v e d . " ~ ~  O f  coutee, g iven thevagueneeeof  some 

o f t h e t e r m e  i n t h i a  comment, t h e  aamecouldhavebeenraidofthstotal  

numberof s y l l a b l e s ,  a t r e saedanduns t r eeaed ,  pe rco lon .  There i n  a tendency  

tokeep  thenumber of e y l l a b l e s  percolonapp~oximat~l~themanmthroughout 

fairly largeportions of  t ex t .  Thevariat ioninthetotalnumbetof  

e y l l a b l e a  per c o l o n i a  greaterthanthevariationoftha number of o t reeeed  

e y l l a b l e s ,  though perhapa n o t p r o p a r t i o n a t e l y e o .  T h e t o t a l  number of 

s y l l a b l e s  percolonregularlyexceedsthenumberof etreseed eyllablea, 

uaua l ly  by a f a c t o r  of two to four. 

Thie d e f i n i t i o n o f t h e  poetic footpreauaresthereader'e a b i l i t y t o  

i d e n t i f y  streeeed and unetreesed a y l l a b l e e ,  l3 and a180 f a i l e  t o  account f o r  

t h e p r e e e n c e o f  unaccentedwords i n t h e  poetictext s u n d e r  s tudy.  

Accordingly, t h e d e f i n i t i o n i a m o d i f i e d t o i n c l u d e a r  mingle f e e t e u c h  

multi-~rdcornbinationeaatheaseocFationofparticlarwithaverbor 

nominal, a n d g e n i t i v e c o n s t ~ c t i o n e . ~ ~  T h e e e u e d m r c r i b e d a r  " ak indo f  

enjarabarentonthelevelofthe feet, a n e x p a n r i o n o f o n o  footbeyond i t r o w n  

' t e r r i t o r y o  into t h a t  of a neighboring O r t h o ~ r a p h i c e v i d e n c e o f  

thirphenomenon is foundeven insomeofthemat ancien t tex tm.  Evmafter 

thirratherlargeallowance i smadeforvar iat ioninther izaof thefoot ,  

Korpelandde~racknowledgethat innat iveperfornuncetho~mwrre  

ptohbly pre8ant.d to  muaical accompanixnent and 

'*him d e f i n i t i o n  a180 t a c i t l y  arsuwa t h e  accuracy of  the Maroretic 
c a n t i l l a t i o n ,  i..., it8 f ide l i ty totheor ig~nr lptonunciat ion .  

"He lrorprl and J. de Moor, 'Pundamentalm, a 3. Appumntly Itorp.1 and de 
~clud~&11ofthe~~~&tionmhip8traditionrllydmmcrib.darmconot~c+chainra 
undor tha hmadiag mganitLvm conctructionmra mvmn tbough many of thome ul. 
hudlygmitiva innatuxa. 



. . . every structural u n i t c o u l d b e e ~ p ~ ~ d ~ d o r c o n t r a c t e d a s t h e  
singers saw fit. . . . Thisrneansthatstreaeedeyllablescouldbe 
combinedwithaconeiderablenumberofunmtreesedsyllableoorcould 
be drawn out at will to make one word eound as long as a whole phrase.18 

The Colon 

T h e r e i e t h e r e f o r e  a cons ide rab leva r i a t ion  i n t h e  a i z e o f  acceptable 

p o e t i c  feet, and consequently some uncer ta in ty  i n  t h e i r  de l imi ta t ion .  This 

i a a l e o t ~ e o f t h e n e x t l a r g e r p o e t i c u n i t ,  thecolon, which Lmmadeupof 

from one to f i v e  feet, the amount of t e x t  " t h a t  could be recited or rung i n  one 

breath.  " l7 Korpel and de  M o o r  also i n d i c a t e  another  parameter f o r  the 

l i m i t a t i o n  of colon length: ". . . themaximumlengthofacolonappearmtobe 

mix w r d a .  - la  Since, am ha8 been noted above, a foo t  m y  contain more t han  

o n e w r d ,  i t appear8 tha t twode f in i t i oneo fco lon l~ngthue  i n p l a y ,  one 

bamrd on f e e t ,  t h e  o the r  on worde. lo Thin i s  mo, m n  though KO-1 and de 

Hoorhaveprevioumlydefineda foot a8 aawordcontaLningatlw~tone 

m t r e o e e d m y l l a b l ~ . ~ ~  ~muha.rethereforasmcopnir.dt a c o l o n  

conta in8  noaore tha tmixworde  a n d n o m o s m t h ~  f i v e  f e e t .  Otherwri tarm 

havanotedthe .x imtenceo fe i ther l imi tmorno~  fo r thanumberof  

a ~ c e n t 8 , ~ '  eyllables,PorcharactereP i n a c o l o n .  Onei8r .mindedalmoof  

0'Connor88 conceptofconmtzaintmonthenuaberofunitm, c o n m t i t u e n t 8 ~ d  

'k. Rorpml and J. de  Iloor, m ~ n d . l u n t a 1 8 ,  l 2. 

"u. KO-1 and J. de Moor, a)undamentala,a 4. 

'b. I(org.1 and J. de  Moor, mFundmnentalm, l 12. 

I%. Kof0.1 and J. de Moos, aFundamentalm, a 14. 

%. K o s p l a n d  J. do-, a F u n d ~ n t a l m , a  1,2. -hamis rupp1i.d. 

n~.g . ,  It. von Budde. 

4.g .  ?. *. -ma, D. N. ?redman, R. C. ~u11oy. 

Ol.9.. Dm I. ?mbur. 



c lauaepred ica to ra  inwhat  he c a l l s  apoetic line. It Fa genera l ly  

recognizedthatthesenorms and l i m i t s  are not  absolute,  but theymay 

never the le sebe  s ign i f i can t .  However, evenwithal lofthesenonne,  the 

var i a t ion  i n t h e  r r i z e o f a c o l o n  58 r a t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

G i v e n t h i e  ratherbroadrangeofcolonsizee, KorpelanddeMoot 

acknowledge t h a t ,  

. . . t h e  re-eetablishment o f t h e  colornet r icdiv is ion  in tendedby t h e  
anc ien t  pae ta  i e  often a hazardous undertaking. Wen the m e t  
conecient ioue r eeea rche rwoulddowel l to  racognicethirr  i n a l l  
f a i r n e s s  .24 

Occasional ly,  tradit ionalorthographywil ldel imit the  cola.  

Acroeticpoerna aleoprovideuswithrathercertainevidenceof colon length. 

B u t t h e s e t e l a t i v e l y  c l ea r  n a t i v e  ind ica t ions  a r e u n f o r t u n a t e l y r a r e .  

. . . even under r e l a t i v e l y  f avourable condi t ionr  it i a  not  alwaye eary  
toertablirhthecorrectcolometry. Usually, however, the condi t ions  
are muchworae, t h e  scribes . . . t o t a l l y  i g n o r i n g t h e  colometrywhich 
they knew by hear t  .= 
Theclueswhichhavebeen usedtorecovertheoriginalcoloamtxyofthe 

poet ic  t e e  inc lude  i n t e r n a l  para l le l i sm,  Maeoretic c u r t i l l a t i o n  (am 

i n d i c a t e d b y t h e  accente) ,  rhythmical balance a n d c a n p u i a o n o f p u a l l a l  

the foot ,  canbeacpandedor  con t rac ted  i n  length ,  wLthoutthatebycma8ingto 

attanptto fFndotFmpoaeanab~olutemetr icr lry8t .arofat~cr lo1  

accentual  nature on t h e  Hebrew and Ugar i t ic  poetic textr. 

%. Rorpml md J. de Moor, aFundamentalm, a 6.  

%l. Itorpml and J. de W W t r  wPundamentala, 5. 
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The Verae 

The cola i d e n t i f  i e d  by Korpel and de Moor may occur individually, but 

they are most frequently combined i n t o  u n i t e  of greater length  : 

The colon cannot be the s o l e  or even the m e t  important building 
b lockof  North-West Semit icpoet ry  eimplybecaueeveryoftenthecolon 
in an incomplete eentence, either running on i n  t h e  next colon o r  
truncated by e l l i p s i s  

Coneideratione of eyntaxthereforedeterminethatthecolon Ls often,  

thoughnotalwaye, part of a la rge rwhole .  Xtfrequentlycannotbeccxnplete 

i n  i t s e l f ,  and requi res  elements which are found i n  an adjacent colon i n  

osder for ittobeclearlycomprehended. Thelargerwholerequiredbythe 

run-on e e n t e n c e o r t h e e l l i p s i s  Letheverse. Aswi th the  foot and theco lon ,  

there  is considerable variation i n  t h e  permissible length  of the veree. 

Korpel and de Moor s t a t e  t h a t  ". . . in Ugarit and Israel t h e  normal veree 

c o n s i s t s  of twocola. Othernunrberearepoeeible, howevermUn I n  fact, t h e  

autho+e a s a e r t t h a t i n t h e p o e t i c  corpus whichthey have s tudiedalmoet two 

thicdre o f t h e  Ugar i t ic  verses  andmore t h a n  threequartere of thel iebrew 

verees a r e b i c o l a .  Thiemostcommonfomoftheveree is eucceeded, inorder 

of frequencyinthepoetictraditionsofbothlanguager, bytricola, unicola 

and mul t i co la  cons is t ing  of more than t h r e e  cola? Some vermea m y  be am 

long am n ine  cola," though the Longer verse. .re ucndingly rum. 

though i n t h m c a m e o f t h e b i c o l o n ,  thie ehply~anmthatthavermotandato  

%. ,-1 and J. de Hoor, rnFundamentala, 15. 

%. M ~ p . 1  and J. do Moor, aFundamenta18, IS. Korrg.1 and dm Hoot pzmfer tha 
t m r a u  aunicolaa uui narultico18, * rather than %onocolan and gpoLycola. a 



Inaccordancewiththetendencytowardr rymmetry i n t h i s  kindof 
poetrythenunrberof  f e e t o f t h e  cola formingaveree  Fa u a u a l l y t h e  
same. However, unbalanced verses  are quite coarnon. A well-known 
example i a  t h e  so-called qinah -verse . . .g 
Thedelinritationofverses, whateve r the i r  length, relies primari ly 

important. 

Ever s ince  t h e  c l a s s i c a l  s tudy of Lowth Lthaa  been recognized 
t h a t u e u a l l y t h e  cola  forming aHebrewvereeueconnectedby 
semantFcaland/or formal para l le l i sm.  . . .However, t h e e x i r t e n c e o f  
u n i c o l a a n d t h e  so-called syn the t i c  parallelismprooeparalleliemto 
be a non-vital element i n  t h i s  kind of poetry. . . . The main function 
of  paralleLiarn is t o b i n d  the s t r u c t u r a l e l ~ n t r o f  a w e m t o q e t h e r .  
With regard tothe verse there is n o n e e d t o p r o v e t h i a  a l l o v e r  again. 
Para l le l i sm Lo ourrnost precious help i n e e t a b l i r h i n g w h i c h c o l a  
shouldbe  j o i n e d t o  fo rmaverse .  However, a a w i t h t h e c o l o n i t h a e t o  
be recognizedthatoftenanabsolutelycertaindelimitationofvereee 
ie imposeible. 

Clearly,  when para l le l i smbetweenconsecut ivecola  Lo l e re  obviousor 

t o t a l l y  abeent, it becomes verydif f icul t to ident i fyvrrmem.  I n  

part icular ,  i t i e  hardtodist inguishbetweenanon-paral l~ l i8t~cbFcolon 

Thedependenceof the  authoreonpatallelirmtoidentifyvor8es i rmadeeven 

clearer by their statement t h a t ,  

Atth3.8 p o i n t  it must be aekedwhethar .-thing l i k e  
' rynthot ica l '  paralleliemreallydidexirt. Wabmliovo it did, b u t  
f ind i t v o ~ h a r d t o p r o v e t h i e p o i n t o f v i e w i n ~ y c o n c l u m i v a w a y ~  
Bmeaume rontmcmm runningonthroughnro~8thmono~rmodooccu~,  
thorai8no~eaeonwhatuoeverwhyws ahouldnotwritoa 8myathotic' 
bicolonamtwo independentunicolamm 

%. Korpel and Jo de Moor, Vundamentals, * 16. 

"I¶. Mrpel. and J. de Moor, uFundamenta18, 17. 

%. I to rp . l andJmdeI loor ,  T ~ n d a m e n t a l m , ~ 2 1 .  

%. Itorp.1 and Jo de Moor, mPund.mentale, 23. 
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c a s e s w h e r e a u n i ~ o l o n m i g h t b e p r e s e n t . ~ ~  Unicolamay i n d e e d o c c u r w i t h i n  

i n t r o d u c e a l a r g e r  s t r u c t u r a l  unit, e.g. a speech i n t h e d i r e c t o r a t i o n ,  . . 
m a  

The S t r o p h e  

J u s t  a e  feet are combined i n  c o l a  and c o l a  i n  ver6ee, ro alro 

Thevereecannotbethelargeetbui ldingblockofthepaetryof  
t h e C a n a a n i t e s  and I e r a e l i t e s b e c a u a e  in toocnanycasee  a sen t ence  
runs on from one verse t o  another .  . . . it may be aurumed t h a t  am a male 
t h e s e  un in te r rup ted  sentences formhigher  e t r u c t u r a l u n i t 6 . j b  

Th i s  a a e e r t i o n  notwithstanding, KorpeLanddeMoor adcnit t h a t  "The on- 

running eentencea alonedo not  p r o v e t h e e x i s t e n c e o f  ~ t r o p h e s . " ~  Thie  is 

due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  "eentencea can also s p i l l  over i n t o  t h e  next 

 strophe(^)."^ Further evidence of a t r o p h i c a l s t r u c t u r e m a y ~  i n f e r r e d  

f ran a c r o s t i c  poems and f r o m  ref r a i n s  bu t  

kloetly, however, wehavetolookforothermetanato~ecoverthe 
strophicaletructureofapoem~ . . . u s u a l l y t h e v e r r e e  fominqa 
a t rophe  are connectedbyextsrnal~arallel i8m. T h e o u t e t b o r d o s r o f  
t h e  s t r o p h e  a r e i n d i c a t e d b y m a r k e r s  a e c u r i n a t h e  r e n d  intereat of  
t h e  audience, . . . 
Again, am w i t h t h e c o l o n a n d t h e  verme, p a r a l l a L i m m i r t h r p r ~  

mean8 o f  i d e n t i f y i n g t h e  a t m a c t u r a l u n i t  i nmos t  camem. The r t r o p h e r  

w a n e ,  but semantic  relationshipsbetweentheverserarm f u n d m n t a l i n t h i u  

%. Itorpel and J. de M o o r ,  nFundamentalur a 19. 

%f. Korpel and J. do Moor, nCundamsntalm.a 19. 

*. K o r p e l  and J. de Moor, mFundamentalm, a 29. 

*w. Korpel and J. de Moor, nFundamentaln, a 32. 

%S. Xorpel and J. de Moor, aFundamentalm, a 32. 

9. Itorpel and J. de Moor, 'Fundamentalm, a 33. 
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a t r u ~ t u r a l a n a l y m i e ~  The strophesmayvary i n  length fr-one to four 

vermem.* Theapparent exception, Pealm119, inwhich the re  a r e  clearly 

s e c t i o n e o f 8 v e r s e e ,  ie not accepted: theeight-vereesectionsareindeed 

s t r u c t u r a l ,  but  a t  a higher level than t h e  strophe. In  a l l  casem Korpel and 

del4oor h o l a t h a t t h e d i v i e i o n s  o f t h i s  Psalmmustbe nubdivided i n t o  

strophem of three o r  four v e t s e ~ . ~ '  Juet am they inmimt t h a t  no utrophe may 

exceed fourveraes ,  r o t h e a u t h o r o  a l a o  i n s i a t t h a t t h e r e a r e  mtrophsnofa  

a i n g l e v e r s e ,  andthisveraemaybeasinglecolon.  aThemhortes tpoas ib le  

s t rophe c o n s i s t e o f  onlyonevereewhichaccordingtotherule . . l mayturn 

o u t t o b e a u n i c o l o n . n u  Theexamples c i t e d i n  a u p p o r t o f t h i s a s a e r t i o n u e  

no t  convincing. Inrnostcasea,  theyconsistofphraeeuwhichintraduce 

d i r e c t  speech, whichmight b e t t e r  be regardedae  part o f t h e  strophewhich 

follows. In any c a m ,  it eeema likelythattheyarecorrect i n  m t a t i n g t h a t  

j u e t i c e t o t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y o f a l l ~ o t t h - ~ e s t ~ e u n i t i c p o e k r y . ~  

~ i t h r e g a r d t o t h e r e e u l t s  o f t h e  appl ica t ionof th immethod,  Korpel 

T h i s  approachpromiaeetomakethediacuamiorra about t h e  
atrophicaldivieionoftheNorth-WeetSemiticpoetrymuchwre 
objac t iva .  However, alotofworkrtillhartob.donab.foratha 
remultm can ba termed absolute ly  re l iable .u  

41. Korpel and J. de Moor, *Fundamentals, a 35, 37. 

4 1 ~ .  Itorpel and J. do MOOS, aFundarnentalm, a 38. Thia follow8 tho h a d  of 



The Can t i c l e  

Strophes i d e n t i f i e d b y t h i s  methodmay begrouped into larger 

s t r u c t u r e s ,  which Korpel and de Moor c a l l  c a n t i ~ l e a . ~  This  is neceeei tated 

by t h e  fact t h a t  "The s t rophe  is not  the highest e t r u c t u r a l u n i t  inNorth- 

strophes. "40 I t  should be n o t  iced again  t h a t  oemant ic and syntactic 

conmideratione h a v e d e t e r m i n e d t h e e x i s t e n c e o f t h e u n i t .  In anextensive 

discusa ionof  a ~ g a r i t i c e x a m p l e "  KorpelanddeMoor s t a t e ,  . , w e  

o b s e n r e t h a t t h e r e  ie a u n i t y o f t h o u g h t  per canticle."" Semantic c lues  are 

a l s o u e e d t o d e f i n e t h e  r e l a t i o n o f t h e  s t r o p h e e w i t h i n t h e  c a n t i c l e .  Xna 

comment on Pealm 64: 2-5, Korpel and de Moor state, "The e x t e r n a l  para l le l iem 

betweenthese four verses r e n d e r s  i t a b s o l u t e l y c e r t a i n t h a t  i n  e p i t e o f t h e  

on-running sentencetheyhavetobegroupedintotwo atrophee of twoveroes  

each. "* I n  a more gene ra l  statement of t h i e  pr inc ip le ,  the au thors  s t a t e ,  

Usual ly the  s t rophes  belonging t o t h e  same c a n t i c l e  are heldtogethes 
b y e x t e r n a l p a r a l l e l i e m ,  eometimes averyc learandrepet i t ioustyp  
of parallelimm, more of ten  on ly  a few word6 hate  and thegels  

Agenrrralphenomenoncanbe eeenhere t  themoree~enaivoandconrpl~ 

an e n t i t y  Fa, the harder  it ie to define. We have already noted roam 

di f f i cu l t i es indef fn ingeventheco lon ,  v e r e e o r  strophe. Third i f f i cu l ty  

Unfortunately it is oftenmucharore d i f f i c u l t t o e e t a b l i r h t h e  
boundariem o f  a c a n t i c l e  than  it is i n  the care8 diocuamed thua f u .  

91. KO-1 and J. de Moor, mPundamentale, 41. 

%. I(orp.1 and J. d e  Moor, wFundamentals, 38. 

1.3 III.32 - IV.20 
% KO-1 and J. de Mmr, wFundamentals, a 51. 

.k. R o r p e L  and J. dm lloo~, mlundwata18ra 39. 

9. Itorp.1 and J .  de Moor, aFundawntalm, 41. 
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Uni tyof though t ,  e x t e r n a l p a r a l l e l i ~ m b e t ~ n t h 8  mtropher, anc ient  
d i v i a i o n u l i k e  eelah, petuchahand iretumahmaybmh~lpfulhmre, but it 
i e  sti l l  Lmpoeeibletoobtain a b s o l u t e l y r e l i a b l e  reuultlr. W e  
consider  it imprudenttodrawupalistof a l l  formsofcanticleowle 
b e l i e v e t o  have i den t i f i ed  i n t h e p o e t r y o f  Ugar i t and  I s r a e l .  Thue 
farwe foundno less than 67 differentcombinationeofetropher . . . 
Regula rpa t t e rns  . . . seem t o  preva i lovercant ic leewi thunbal~ced  
numbere of versee. 

Theuncer ta in tyo fde f in ing the  canticleemerges againwhen t h e  

a u t h o r s d i a c u ~ e t h e p e m i s s i b l e  l e n g t h o f t h i m  r t r u c t u r a l u n i t .  T h e y a f f h  

that the ehorteetcanticlemayconsiet"ofon1yone etrophe. O f c o u r e e t h e  

c e r t a i n .  KorpelanddeMoor h a v e i d e n t i f i e d c a n t i c l e s  a a l o n g a a  five 

strophes, b u t t h e y  a l s o  assert t h a t  

Because of the d i f f  i c u l t i e a  involved i n  t h e  de l imi ta t ion  of 
c a n t i c l e s  it ie impossible t o  pronounce adefLnitLve judgment o n t h e  
quest ion of  what t h e  maximum length  of a c a n t i c l e  could b d 3  

Thesub-canto andcanto  

Theauthor. a r e  evenmore t e n t a t i v e  i n t h e d e f i n i t i o n o f  l a rge r  

structural u n i t e  than  t h e  can t i c l e .  Onenoticee inraediatelythecautionof 

t h e i r  e t a t e m e n t o n t h i a  point: 

One o t  more c a n t i c l e s  could be cambinad to form higher 
mtructuralunitrwhichwecallprovieionallya~-c~to.ndcurto. The 
m a m e  kind of  ugumentr  used in  d e l b i t i n g  tha c a n t i c l e  u a  hvok.d to  
describe t h e  rub-canto and cantomu 

"M. I(orp.1 and J. de Hoor, "Fundamental~, a 42, 43. 

%. KO-1 and J. de Moor, "Fundamentalm, a 43. 

Ito-1 and J .  de Moor, aPund.lwntalm, 43, 44. 

%. Korp.1 and J. de Moot, "Fundamentalo, a 44. 
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prov i s iona l .  Theyarenotwi l l ingeventonamethemdef in i t i ve ly ,  muchlese 

t o  describe them. Furthermore, their expreesion "could bem eeemo to imply 

t h a t  t h e y  are not  e n t i r e l y  c e r t a i n  that this a c t u a l l y  happene. Finally it 

e h o u l d b e n o t e d t h a t ,  i f  cantos and eub-cantoeactuallyexiet,  t hey  are t o b e  

d e l i m i t e d o n t h e b a a i s o f  "the same kindofargunrentem u s e d t o  identifythe 

boundariesofthecanticle, that is, byaemanticclues,  Thie iemademore 

explicit i n  t h e i r  c4nmente on Pealm 7 8 ,  which they have eelected an an 

example: " J u e t a a t h e v e r e e a o f  astropheareusuallyboundtogethetby 

e x t e r n a l p a r a l l e l i o m ,  o o t o o t h e  h igher  s t t u c t u r a l u n i t ~ . ~ ~  O f  course, no 

attempt i e m a d e t o  identifythemufromnurnberof c a n t i c l e 8  i n t h e  mub-canto, 

o r o f  eub-cantor i n t h e c a n t o .  T h i e l a c k o f p r e c i m i o n  i m r e f l e c t e d i n a  

m ~ t a b 1 a o f f o r . d  i n t h e  c o n c l u o i o n t o t h i r  emmay: 

The fol lowing table eumnrarizer roam of  our f indingm : 

Building-block Smalleat Expandable Largest 
Foot 1 s y l l a b l e  Yea 8 myllablem 
Colon 1 foot  Yes 5 feet 
Veroe 1 co lon  Yeo 9 cola 
St rophe  1 v e r s e  Yes 4 ve r r ea  
C a n t i c l e  1 mtrophe N o  ? 5 mtrophem ? 
(Sub-)curto 1 canticle ? 3% 

treated. The l u g a r t h a  unit, thegreaterthodiff icultyof  d e f i n i t i o n .  

*. I t o r p o l ~ d J . d o n o O r ,  n F u n d u w n t a l ~ r a  60. T h o u g r e 8 m i o n a u p u d . b l e u  
refarm t o  thm quortlon of  whothor: it i m  pomrible to add morm u n i t 8  of t h e  n u t  
lowar dqr- t o  a givon alanent without it becoming a unit of t h e  n u t  highmr 
dagrn and without  altosing t h e  f ~ ~ r k  of tb. p a n .  T b  deterrainat ion of 
u p a n d a b i l i t y  ir u d a  on thm b r d r  of the  compuiaon  o f  puallml tern in which 
extra fntmayb.addadtorcolon,or c o l a t o & v e ~ 8 e ,  o r v e r a m m t o & 8 t t o p h a r  
i n  on. vermion, a8 compuad w i t h  t h e  o t h e r  . 



Poe i t ive  a s r e r t i o n s  cease wi th  t h e  s trophe,  except for the Lndicationr of 

minima. The c a n t i c l e  is  t h e  largeat u n i t  f o r  which any at tempt  i e  made t o  

i d e n t i f y  themaxhum. The canto ie not even eepara te lydef ined .  Thie maybe 

paztlybecaueethereareother f a c t o r s  t o b e c o n e i d e r e  d i n d e f i n i t i o n  

besidesthenuraberofuniteofthenextamallerdegreawhichcanbecontained 

i n  anyof theeee lemen te .  Suchcons t ra in te  ( forthat  i m w h a t t h e y a r e )  are 

valuableam far a s  they  go, butthey are incomplete, asO'Connorhae ahown. 

Other c o n e t r a i n t s  doapply,  for example, t o t h e  l e n g t h o f t h e  colon ( o r t h e  

w l i n e , w  aeO~connorwould c a l l  it). 

THE FUNCTIONOF STRUCTURAL UNITS 

Despite t h e  l a c k o f  clarity i n d e f i n i n g t h e l a r g e  e t r u c t u r a l u n i t s  

( c a n t i c l e ,  sub-canto and canto) , Korpel and de Uoor perce ive  a function i n  

otrophee a n d c a n t i c l e s ,  andarrange  t h e c a n t i c l e a  i n t o  aub-cantos and 

cantos. Inmuannarizingtheirreaults,theyremark, 

Disregardingthe  s l i g h t e x p a n e i o n o L t h e  aumberofverreointhe  
i n t roduc to rycan to ,  w e  f i n d a h i g h d e g r n o f  mynr#t ryonthelova1of  
t h e  h i g h e r 8 t r u c t u r a l u n i t s  o f th ioPra lm.  ThL8 i 8 b y n o m s m m a r u e  
phenoarenon. It i o  r a t h e r  f u l l y  i n  accordance with what we found i n  
nuwrousothercasee ."  

Ina rimilu veintheycotament, "Note t h e  r y u w t r i c a l  rttucturewhLch 

length. am What Korpel and do Moor aaner t  here i r  a roguluity at a h2gh.r 

g r o u ~ 8 o f l i n e m , o f  otrophee andcanticlem,toumothoirto1~1~..  Thim 

8 ~ m  Korp.1 and J .  de Moor, V u n d . l m t a l a r m  16. 

%. Itorpal and J. de Moot, 'Fundsauntalm, a 57. 
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*As with t h e  cola per  verse ,  a c e r t a i n  prefe rence  for balanced eequencea can 

be observed. Thie balance may be achieved i n  va r ioue  way@. but comaoneat 

among them Fa a concen t r i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p  of t h e  element6 i n  the poem. 

We modern readers are condi t ioned t o  r ead  a t e x t  i n  a s t r i c t l y  l i n e a r  
way, f rombeg inn ing to  end. However, t h e  ski l fulexploitat ionofthe 
repet i t iveeffect~fexternalparal le l ismtendmtolendamoreo+lesm 
concentric s t r u c t u r e t o t h e  largerbuildfngblocksofancientNorth- 
Weet Semi t i cpoe t ry .  Verses many l i n e s  a p a r t  appear  to  formone and 
t h e  sameconcent r ic  shell and aswehave seentheyexplaineachother 
i n  t h i s  way. W e  f o r  ou r  par t  are accustomed t o  look a t  t h e  end of a 
compoeition forthegeneralconclusione, a p i t h y r e c a p i t u l a t i o n o f  
t h e m a i n  point sort h e o u t c o m e o f t h e  capt iva t ings tory .  Inthekindof 
p o e t r y w e t z y t o  d e s c r i b e  here,  however, we o f t e n  f i n d  t h e  heart o f t h e  
matter r i g h t  inthemiddlewhereitbelonga as t h e  k e r n e l o u t  o f  which 
e v e r y t h i n g g r e w i n  acco rdancewi th the  lawe o f p a r a l l e l i a t i c  
expansion.* 

Intheaame l i n e ,  KorpelanddeMoarofferananalagyof Bebrewveree 

structure : 

I n t h e o r y o n e w o r d m i g h t  formthe kerneloutofwhichamajorworkof 
artwar compaeedby addingevermorebalancingparalleli8tic 
atructuree.  Because every s t r u c t u r a l  elemant contained at learnt one 
elementoftheprecedingorderofmagnitude euchpoemrtendodtogsow 
i n  concen t r i c  c i + c l e s ,  not i n  theway of ripple8 crumadby8 aton* i n a  
pond, bu t  much more i r r e g u l a r l y ,  l i k e  t h e  rings marking t h e  good and 
bad y e a r s o f  a t tee,  withknoteindicat ingth~placerwherenw 
p a r a l l e l i e t i c  a t ~ c t u r e s  b r a n c h ~ f f . ~ '  

This muggeetion, that aHebrewpoemgrowabytheadditionof 

%. R o r p e l  and J. de Moor, "Fundamentalo, 32. 

%. Itorp.1 and J. do Moor, mFundamentalr, a 54. 

''u. I torpel  and J. de Moor, aFundamentalm, 60. 
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chiaenreimplygrowaoutofthedesire fo rba l ancewhich  La a fundamental 

p r i n c i p l e  i n  t heg rowth  o f t h e  poem. 

SXMILARLTIESAND DIFFERENCESWITH 

O'CONNOR'S CONSTRICTIONAL SYSTEM 

S i m i l a r i t i e s  

Evena t  first glance it i a  o b s e r v a b l e t h a t t h e r e  a r e c e r t a i n  

e i m i l a r i t i e e  between t h e  conatrictionalsystempropoeedby O'Connor and t h e  

semantic strophic analysis proposedbytheKampen School group. Both 

sys t emsove r t l y  eeekanexplanationofverseetructure. O'Connorhae t i t l ed  

hisworkHebrewVereeStructure, andvanderHeeranddeMoorhavechoeenthe 

t i t l e  ~ h e ~ t r u c t u r a l  Analyeis of B i b l i c a l  andCanaani te  Poetry f o r t h e  

compilationwhichtheyedited. Fur ther ,  both eyetemadefine t h e  colon 

( w h i c h ~ ~ ~ o n n o ~ c a l l e t h e p o e t i c l i n e )  i n t e rme  of it0 mubordinatoalementr,  

a n d b o t h u e e t h e  colontodefine larger a t r u c t u r a l e n t i t i s s .  I n t h e  caaeof 

O'Connor, t h e l a t g e r e n t i t i e a  a r e  the "etaveaa and "ba tcheema P o r t h e  Aampen 

echoolgroup,  theaet l a r g e r e n t i t i e s  are "versee," "etropheaa and 

"cant ic lee ,"  as w e l l  as the still large rand lees well-def ined aeub-cantomu 

and acantoe.a Both myatems charactetLzethemaxiaaamdminimaofelrmmntrto 

be i n c l u d e d i n  8 t ~ c t ~ r a l u n i t 8 0 f t h e  next higher order .  fnbothcases, t h e  

norm6 e a t a b l i r h e d  forthe length of  l a r g e  e t r u c t u r a l u n i t r ,  expsarmadin 

term8 o f  mall r t r u c t u s a l  units, a r e  underrtood to b. appraxiaative and no t  

absolute, a n d c o n e i d e r a b l e v a r i a t i o n  in the1engthofuni tr imr~cogni t .d .  

The Identification of Small S t r u c t u r a l  Unit8 

Dmapitotheme rim~larLties,thereuaroan i aPpor r tua td i f f~mnce r .  

The f i r m t o f t h e r e  i s t h a t t h e e n t i t i e s w h i c h t h e y d 8 f i n e u e ,  f o s t h e m o r t  

p u t ,  notthom.ar. The 'foota d o f i n s b b y t h . ~ n S c h o o l g r o u p  

corrrrpondm r o u g h l y t o t h e  "un i t a  or  acon r t i t uon ta  i d e n t i f i a d b y O ' C o ~ o r ,  



thoughOfConnordefinesboththe "un i tm  and t h e  acon8tituenta func t iona l ly ,  

r a t h e r t h a n  Fnterme o f  sma l l e run i t e ,whe reaa  K o r p e l a n d d m ~ o o r r p . c i f y  

t h a t  the * f o o t u  c o n a i s t s o f o n e t o e i g h t s y l l a b l e ~ ,  a t l e a e t o n e o f w h F c h  Lo 

a t r e ~ a e d . ~  I n  p r a c t i c e ,  this mean6 t h a t  it normally conmieta o f a v e r b w i t h  

its particles, o r o f  anomfna lwi th  its p a r t i c l e s  a n d a n y o t h e t n a m i n a l e  

dependent on it. SinceO'Connordef ines the  " u n i t a  as " a v e r b o c a n  

ind iv idua l  nomen*" and t h e  ncona t i t uan tw  a6 'a verb, or an upuawnt of a 

p r e d i c a t o r w h i c h a p p e a r e o n  t h e  sur face ,  unleee itincluderaprepoeitional 

phrase,  inwhichca l re  it is spl it ,"640nemightconcludethatthe 

w c o n e t i t u e n t w  t h u s  def ined  is v i r t u a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  t o t h e  ar K o r p e l  

and de Moor have de f ined  it. I n  practice, however, it appear8 t h a t  there im 

anoverlapbetweenthedefinitions, sinceaconiltituentmaycontainasmany 

as fou r  u n i t e ,  or a s  few as one. Thus, the emalleet " f e e t n  identif iedby 

K o r p e l a n d d e  M o o r  correspond t o  some of O'Connor'r * ~ n i t m , ~  a n d t h a  luge+ 

f e e t c o r r e e p o n d t o  rome of 0'Connor8s nconetituentm.a Withthim 

understanding,  t h e r e  Fe an agreementbetweenKorpelanddehborrm 

obse rva t ion  that a colon may con ta in  as many aa f i v e  feet or ar few ao onedb 

andO'Connorrs constra intswhich indicate thata l inemayhavenof .*nrth~  

o n e c o n s t i t u e n t  andnomore than  five unit^.^ T h e r e i m t h e s a f o r e a  

correepondence, i f  n o t a p e ~ f e c t a g r e e r n e n t ,  betweenthetwomyrtumrtthe 

l eve lo f thedefFnLt ionof the  stnalleatelementm. 

%. Korpel and J. de Moor, "Fundanental8, a 1, 2. 

%. 08Conaor, Hebrew Verse St ruc tu re ,  87. 



A s  ha8 already been seen, t h e  same is true a t  t h e  nex t  higher level. 

O ' c o n n o r d e f i n e e a p o e t i c  l ineintermeofthenraximaandrninhofunite,  

c o n s t i t u e n t s  andclausepredicatotewhich it may conta in .  A c c e p t i n g t h a t a  

p o e t i c  f o o t  (as t h e  term is  usedbytheKampenSchoolgroup) i ~ e q u i v a l e n t t o  

e i t h e r a w u n i t "  o r a  " cons t i t uen t "  ( a s d e f i n e d b y O ' C o ~ o r ) ,  onecan  

understand that the  "colonu (as de f inedby  Korpe landdeUoor)  i s e q u i v a l e n t  

tothe " l i ne"  ( a e d e f i n e d b y o ' c o n n o r ) .  Thereareoccasionmwhenitappearm 

t h a t  t h e  proponents  o f t h e  t w o  systems dono tag reeonco lo rne t ry ,  f o r  

example, i n t h e i t  t r ea tmen t s  of P s a l m  78:28, whichO'Connor mane  a e  a mingle 

l i n e I m w h e r e a s  Korpel anddeMoorappaten t lyregard i ta8 t~o l inee .~  

Nevertheless ,  neitherscansionwouldviolatetheconatraintrdefinedby 

e i t h e r t h e o r y .  I f t a k e n a s  a s i n g l e  l i n e ,  Psalm78t28conaimtmof f i v e u n i t 8  

and four c o n s t i t u e n t s  ( inO'Connor ' s te rma)  or  f o u r  f e e t  ( i n  t h e t e r m s  o f t h e  

Kampen School group) .  I f  taken  a s  a bicolon,  each  l i n e  would conmist o f  t w o  

c o n r t i t u e n t s  ( acco rd ing toO*connor )  or  t w o  feet ( a c c o r d i n g t o t h e m n p n  

School group) .  

Difference6 i n  t h e  Definition of Structural Unit8 

Butalthoughthetwotheorie8 eeeratorememblearchoth~ratthelevel 

o f t h e  s m a l l e e t e t ~ c t u r a l u n i t e  a n d a t t h e  next h i g h e r l e v e 1 , t h e  

rem.mbl.nceondmthe+e, q u i t e  abrupt ly .  08Connorrmc~izomnoatruc+urrl 

u n i t  rpproxFaP.ting t h e  aver8e, aa K o r p e l  .nd dm lbor ham def inad it. Ef. 

tlatly8t~teethathietheoryhasnoplaceforthebLcolonr a T h e c o u p l e t a m ~  

foruluni t ianon-uiatent inourdeacr ipt ion .  X t h u  n o d o f i n i t i o n b . y o n d  

its plainart one, a p a i r  of Lines. "* Both b ico lon  and t r i c o l o n  are 

%. O'Connor, Bebsew Verse St ruc tu re ,  565. 

%. Korp.1 and J. de Hues, Hebrew V e r u  Structurr, 55. 

%. O~COMOS, Hebrewverse s t r u c t u r e ,  447. 
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understoodto betheproducteoftropingDm O'Connoresnertt hugeruni t  ie 

t h e  "batch," c o n s i s t i n g o f  f r o m o n e t o t w e l v e l i n e s ,  butmoatcoaraonly from 

f i v e  to e i g h t  l inee."  This seems to correspond roughly to t h e  ne t rophen  

de f ined  by Korpel and de Moor which, i n  most i n s t ances  presen ted  i n  t h e i r  

e s say ,  c o n s i e t e  o f  from four to e i g h t  co la .  Thie is not ,  however, a m a t t e r o f  

d e f i n i t i o n ,  a i n c e t h e  s t r o p h e m a y c o n s i e t o f  asmany a s  f o u r v e r a e a ,  andthe 

v e r s e  of a e  many a 8  n ine  co la .  I n  p r a c t i c e ,  however, no atrophe ham been 

identifiedwhichactuallycontains as manyasthirty-sixcola. Furthermore, 

theboundasiee of s t rophes  andba tches  ( a s t h e y a r e i d e n t i f i e d b y t h e  

proponente o f t h e t w o t h e o r i e s )  frequently f a i l  t o c o i n c i d e  i n t h e e x a m p l e e  

whichhavebeerrworkedbyboth. The  canticle^,^ wsub-cantosm and ncantoaa 

def inedby KorpelanddeMoordonotseernto correspond, unlees a c c i d e n t a l l y ,  

w i t h t h e  "e taveen  which08Connor h a s  def ined.  Korpe l anddeMwrpremen t  

c a n t i c l e s  a8 short  ae f i v e  cola and sub-cantos a8 ehort a8 eleven, which 

OtConnorwould have t o  desc r ibe  ae a "batchn a n d a  nha l f -e tave ,m 

r e s p e c t i v e l y .  On t h e o t h e r  hand, KorpelanddeHooridentFfycanticlea am 

long  as twelve cola ( e q u a l t o o n e o f O t C o n n o r o e  wha l f - s t ave r* )  andrub-  

can to8  as long  as twenty-sh c o l a  (equal t o  a ~ t a v e ,  inOeConnore6termm). 

Again, t h e r e  is frequentdisagreementwithregardtotheboundatiemof 

staves a n d t h o a e o f c a n t i c l e s  and sub-cantors. TherelationrhLpofcantoand 

s t a v e  i s n o b e t t e r .  KorpelanddeMooridentifycanto~vazyinginlengthfrom 

fourteento forty-four cola, faroutsidether~geof~rmirrFblevalumm for 

the  8tave (23to 3 l l i n e s )  a a d e f i n e d b y ~ ' ~ o n n o + . ~  It ir  c l m u t h a t t h ~ a o  

two thooricrm do not pe tce ive  t h e  usme realities Ln the poetic text.. ThF8 ir 

t o  raythat the level of agreementamongthoeewhoclaimto f i n d a r e g u l u i t y  

%ID OeConnor, Hebrew Verse St ruc tu re ,  134. 

'%. OeConnos,  Hebrew Verrs St ruc tu re ,  529. 

%. OeConnor, H e b r e w  Verse Stmcture, 527.  
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in theh igher  e t m c t u r a l u n i t s  ofthepoem ie n o g r e a t e r t h a n t h e l e v e l o f  

agreement among the metricists, who sought poetic regularitbe among t h e  

syllables and streeses. 

Comparison o f  Worked Examples 

This  fact is brought intoeven sharper focue bythecanpar iaonof the  

workofOfConnor and scholars o f t h e  Kampen School groupon Ldenticaltexte. 

Suchparallelanalysiaoccurswithtwotexts. OfConnorprovides aetudyof 

bothPsalm78 andof Zephaniah2 and 3. Thetwochaptereof Zephaniahare 

considered by H a m  W. M. van Grol, and P s a l m  78  is studied by Korpel and de 

Hoot i n  their methodological essay. Since the work on Pmalm 78 ie ehorter, 

~ d s i n c e i n t h e c a s e o f t h e K m p e n S ~ h o o l g r ~ ~ p t h e a n a l y r i ~ o f t h i ~  Pealm ie 

unde~akeninthecontextofmethodology, thieexampleischooen for 

comparieon. Thio comparisonwill be presented fi18tFntabular form, with 

theworkof O'Connor i n t h e  left column andthat  of KorpelanddeHoor i n t h e  

right column." As far as poss ib le ,  the two column. w i l l  be coordinated. 

%umw.M. vanGroL, aClas~ ica lBebmX.+r ic8Md~~pbur~ .h2-3 ,a  L n a  
Structural Ana1~mir of Biblical and Canaanite Poottv ad. Willmvan d u X n t  and 
Johurn.aC, deUoor (Sheffield: TheSheffieldAcadraricPrm8m,1988),186-206. 

data for thim table axe excerpted fm N. O8Oanor ,  iimbm Verne 
Structuxm, 501-510 and U. Itozpel and 3, da lbor, a?ulrAl--mCalm, 35-60. !the 
notational rymtem8 umed u e  thoee of O'Connos and of Itorp.1 and dm M o o t ,  



TABLE 6 - 1 
COMPARISONOF STRUCTURALSTUDIESOPPSALn78 

0 ' CONNOR KORPELANDDEHWR 

Stavee are indicated by Roman Cantos ace ind ica tedbycapi ta l  
numerals, batchesby lower case letters, eub-cantorbynumberm, 
letters. 

STAVE/ 
BATCH 

I - 
I a 

I b 
I c 
I d 

11 - 
11 a 
11 b 
11 c 
11 d 

1x1 - 
I11 a 
111 b 
1x1 c 

111 d 

xv - 
fV a 

ZV b 
IV c 
I V  d 

V 
IC 

v 1 

V b 

v c  
V d  

VERSE 
NUHBERS 

la-lOb 
la-4d 

5a-6a 
6b-7c 
8a-lob 

l la-20e 
lla-13b 
14a-16b 
17a-18b 
19a-20e 

21a-32b 
21a-23b 
24a-26b 
27a-29b 

3Oa-32b 

33a-4Sb 
33a-36b 

37a-38d 
39a-41b 
42a-45b 

46a-58b 
46r-49c 

S0a-52b 

S3a-SSc 
S6a-58b 

LINES 

28 - 
10 

5 
5 
8 

24  - 
6 
6 
4 
8 

25 - 
7 
6 
5 

7 

28 - 
8 

6 
6 
8 

29 - 
9 

7 

7 
6 

cant i  clee by Roman numsralm, and 
strophes by numbers. 

CANTO/ VERSE COLA 
SUB-CANTO/ NUMBERS 
CANTICLE/ 
STROPHE 



Fromthes imple  f ac t  that O'Connorhas e i x m a j o r d i v i r i o n 6  ( s t a v e s )  

and Korpelanddel4oor have on ly  f i v e  (cantoe), two inferencmmmightbe 

drawn, firat, that o v e r a l l  results a r e u n l i k e l y t o c o i n c i d e ,  and second, 

that  both  eysteme can hardly be correct  i n t h e i r a n a l y a i a o f t h i ~ p a a s a g e .  

The fact iothatO'Connor'smost significantboundaxiem (between s t a v e s )  may 

coFncidewFthKorpelanddeMoor's c a n t i c l e b o u n d a r i e s  (e.g., Stave I f ,  

which end6 at verse 2 0 6 )  or strophe boundaries (e . g. , Stave  XV, which ends a t  

verse 4Sb), oxmay even fa l l  within a s t rophe  (Stave 111, whichends a t v e r e e  

32 b ) .  KorpelanddeMoor'srnostsignificantboundari~8 (be tweencantor )may 

f a l l  a t  t h e  sameplaceas O°Connoros b a t c h d i v i e i o n s  (e.g. Canto A, which 

endo a t v e r e e 1 6 b ) ,  o r w i t h i n b a t c h e s  (e.g., Canto8,  w h i c h e n d a a t v e r r e  

31b). I n n o c a e e  i n t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f t h i a  PealmdoO'Connor'r m t a v e u e n d a t t h e  

same place as Korpel and de Moor '8  can tos  o r  sub-cantor. 

I t i r  c l e a r t h a t  i n  some c a s e a t h e  two syetamm donot oven i d e n t i f y t h e  

same p o e t i c  l i n e r  w i t h i n t h e  t e x t .  Unfortunately,  XoxplanddoCloorhave 

not provided  a complmte co lographic  text, aa Orconnor ham." ~ ) u t  compuiaon  

oft.bulat.d~emultrwil1nevertheleee s h o w d i r c ~ ~ c i a m b . t ~ n t h o t w  

8ymt.mm. Verrea 28 and 29, i d e n t i f i e d  byKorpelurddaMoor8mthethird 

m t r o p h e o f c a n t i c l e  I i n t h e s e c o n d  sub-cantoof C u a t o B ,  u a c o u n t a d a m  fouz 

cola. O°Conno+ countm veree 28 as a s i n g l e  line, and vexre 29 a8 two 1irr.m. 

Thum, d m 8 p F t e t h m m h i l a r i t l e s  intheir app~oach,thmtwomymt~cuuro+ 

a g r e e o n t h e n u m b e r  of cola (or p o e t i c  l i n e s )  L n t h e t e x t .  Thev.ryleartthat 

3. O 8 ~ m o s ,  Rebrew Verse Structure, 263-278. 
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canbeconcluded ftaothecomparisonofthemetwomymt~u 2mthatthayc.nnot 

bothbe r i g h t  i n t h e i r  s c a n e i o n o f t h e t e x t .  Bothmethoducnayoffer m o w  

use fu lcontr ibut~ons to theunderatmdingofHebrewvet~e  etructure,  but i n  

appl icat ion  it is diacoveredthat ,  as least regardingthe e t ruc tureo f  

Hebrewpoems, one ofthesemethodsmaybecorrect, o r t h e o t h e r ,  oene i ther ,  

but it seems t h a t  at least one is mistaken. 

STRENGTHSANDWEAKNESSESOFTHESTRUCTURALANALYSIS 

PROPOSEDBYTHEKAMPENSCHOOLGROUP 

Advantagesof This Method 

Themethodof s tructural  ana ly s i s  propoaedanduaedbytheKampen 

School group has t h e  d i s t i n c t  advantage of being highly rep l i cab le .  Because 

o f t h e  detai ledprocedurewhich haa been s e t o u t ,  it improbablethat  similar 

reeu l ta  w i l lbeobta inedbyvar ioua  scholarrwho a d o p t t h i a m t h o d .  KO-1 

andeleMoor have notedtherelativelyhighdegreeofunanimFtywhichcanbe 

achievedbydifferentatudentr,ofHebrewpwtrywhorploythim 

procedure." ~niformityofproceduretendstoaerureobjectivity,~ andto  

allowverificationofresults.  Apracticalproofofthi8ob)activityLmthat 

themethodhaa, indeed, beenadoptedbyanwaberof rcholarr,  a n d t h e r e s u l t s  

produced havetendedtouni formity .  The mmecannotb. atatedam confidantly 

ofwthod~whichhaveheretoforebeenusedonlybyth~iroriginal  

proponentm. 

In addit ion,  thimmethoddemmnmtrate8 arathargraatdogrnof 

f lu ib i l~ ty ,wh icknear lya l l (mudern)  atudent8ofH.bmawpwtty 

a c k n w l e d g e t o b e  aneceen i ty .  ILneteenthcenturymtric~1app~ch.m 

t~ndedtobecoercitte intheirtreata*ntofthet .r+,  forcing it toconformto 

'k. lCorp.1 and J. dm Moor, ahrndaauntala,a 61. 

n ~ *  van d u  M e e t  and J. de Moor, Structural  Analymi., L.. 
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patternawhichwereperhaps n o t a p p a r e n t i n t h e t e ~ u n t i l i t w a s m o d i f i e d a t  

the whim of t h e  metsici  st. Those echolare of the Kampen School group who have 

adoptedthiemethodhave proposed noemendationoofthetextinetricausa. 

Anytextualcrit iciemresulting in proposals foremendationhas beenbaeed 

o n c r i t e r i a o f  anon-metrical nature. 

Furthermore, thismethod proposes anunderstandingof Hebrewveree 

which is conceivable from t h e  point  of view of t h e  i n t e n t  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  

poet. I t  is t r u e t h a t  i n t h e  absence of statementsbytheoriginal authoraor 

t h e i r  contemporaries, themodern reader cannotknowthementalproceeeee of 

the Hebrewpoets. This does not mean, however, t h a t  the reader is fteeto 

speculateonconcept8ofverse structurewhichwouldhavebeen 

paychohgical ly  imposeibleor improbable. Itcamotbearkedwhetherthe 

Hebrew andCanaanitepoetswrotetheirpoeme accordingto mleewhichmodern 

o c h o l u s  have outl ined,  but it Fe q u i t e  legit imate to amk whether they could 

have done so. In t h e  ca8e of a negative response, it may be ammuwd that the 

metrical or poe t i ca lpz inc ip les  proposed are l i k e l y t o  bodefactive. The 

ruleaor con8traintsoutl inedbythe scholareoftheltampenSchoolgroupa+e 

atleaetconceivableaeguidingprinciplee inthecompoaitionofpoetry. 

The Problemof Parallelism 

T h a r a u e r  nawrtheleea ,  severa%difficultiemwLththirwthodof 

a t ~ c t u r a l ~ a l y m i n o f p o e t r y .  The firatoftheracanterronthe imueof 

pualhlira3. T h e r e l i ~ n c e o f t h F e m e t h o d o n t h ~ o b m o ~ ~ t i o n o f ~ a l l ~ l i m  

imotnrtlywknowlodged. T h e t e x t i e d i v i d . d i n t o ~ t i c ~ + r o m o n t h m b a r l 8  

of paral~rn~ima.~ Strophe., c a n t i c l e s  nub-cant08 and canto8 u e  fdontif L e d  

onthabamimof p ~ a 1 1 e l i . m . ~  K o q m l a n d d e ~ s ~ m f u  z m p a t d l y t o  

ISI. van dot IWU and J. dm b r ,  ~ t r u c t u t a ~  ~ a l ~ m i m ,  v i i .  

*. v.nd.tI(..+andJ. denoor, S t r u c t u r a l  Analvmim, viii. 
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paza l le l i rminthe iranalya iaof texta .  Butwhendoesparallelimoccur? 

How doe6 one know t h a t  para l le l i sm has occurred? A t  no tinre do Row1 and de 

Moor offer a n y r u l e s  f o r t h e d e t e c t i o n o f  paral lel ism. I t seeunatobaarrumed 

t h a t  t h e  reader  i e  e q u i p p e d t o d o t h i s w i t h o u t  i n e t ~ c t i o n .  Further, it 

seeme t o b e  a e s u m e d t h a t t h e r e w i l l b e  n o d e b a t e o n t h i m p o i n t .  Of  coutoe, 

thia is not thecase .  S i n c e t h e  pub l i ca t ionof  Lowth'electuteeonHebrew 

poetry, i thasbeenwidelyunderstoodthatparallel iernwae Lmpoztantin 

b i b l i c a l  poetry, b u t  t h e  d i s cus s ion  of what parallelism i 6  and how it i s  

achieved hasnotyetbeenconcludedtothe e a t i s f a c t i o n o f  a l l .  Recent full 

volumewosksontheeubject~havenotonly  contributedtotheunderrtanding 

of para l le l iem,  b u t  a l s o  evidenced that t h e  quest ion ie n o t  closed.  Korpel 

anddeMoor a r e  f r ankenough to  admit that it is notalwaye e a m y t o d e t e c t  

pa ra l l e l i sm,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  case o f t h e  so-called "eyn the t i ca l  

para l le l iem."  F o r t h i s  reason they acknowledgethat ". . . there i a  no reaeon 

whatsoeverwhywe should n o t w r i t e a  ' s y n t h e t i c a l '  b i c o l o n a s t w o  

independent unicola. "" Within t he  system which they have deecribed and 

used, t h i e  i e e q u i v a l e n t t o  sayingthat i n  some c a e e r o n e c a n n o t t e l l t h e  

d i f f e r e n c e  betweenone poe t i ca l  verse and two. 

Thed i f f i cu l tyo f rnak ing  judgments e u c h a s t h e o n e  j u a t d e 8 c r i b e d i m a  

serious defec t  i n  t h i s  method. This defect ieduelargelytothedepmdence 

ofthemethodonparalleliemformaking such judgmentr, without having 

emtablimhdaclearunderetandingotdef~nitionofpu8llmli.m. Sincathe 

parallelirmonwhichtheKampenSchoolg?oupdependfor 8ucRd.ciaionr i r  

primarily of a remantic nature,  it is p a r t i c u l a r l y  poignant to no t i ce  the 

% u t i c u l u l y  n o t e ~ r t h y  are Stephen a. Ge11er.m P u a l l e l i r  i n  l u l y  
B f b l i c 8 l ~ t r ~ ( M i 8 e o u l a , H o n t a n a t  Scho lu rPremr ,1979)  .irdMalmB.rlin*m 
D n u a i c m  - of Biblical Parallelism (Blooaington, Indium: Indiana  Univermity 
P+arm, 1985). 

"Y. Ko-1 and J. de Moor, aFundamanta16, 23. 



concludingparagraphof  Korpl anddeMoor'eessay, inwhich they state t h a t  

theirmethodof ana lyz ingpoe t ry  "does not re ly  am h e a v i l y a o  c u r r e n t  methods 

oncontentandthereforeonexegeeis."" Of  course, they  are re ly ing  on 

content,  s p e c i f i c a l l y o n  semantic content ,  and they  aredependenton some 

eort ofexegeeis for aperceptionofthemeaningonwhichtheir judgment6 are 

baaed. 

TheDeliiDitationofSt+uctuxal Unfts 

The foregoing observation l a  true n o t o n l y w i t h  r e g a r d t o t h e  

d i e t i n c t i o n o f t h e  small u n i t  s o f t h e  s t r u c t u r e o f  a m ,  but  evenmorewith 

r e g a t d t o t h e  l a r g e r  un i t s .  For example, a f t e r  d i r c u e r i n g t h e  colon, verme 

and s t tophe ,  Korpel and de Moor remark, 

Unfortunately, it imoftenmuchmoradifficulttoemtablirhthe 
bounduiem of r c a n t i c l e t h a n i t  i r  i n t h ~ c a r a m d i 8 c u r r e d t h u r  f u .  
Wnityof thought ,  .wterna~parallelimht-athm r t ropher,  u r c i a n t  
d i v i r i o n r  l i k e r a l a h ,  petuchahand retumahlllryb.hmlpfulho~o, b u t  it 
i r  m t i l l  Laporribla  t o  ob ta in  abeolu te ly  tmlirble r e m ~ l t r . ~  

canto, with r ega td towhich l to rpe l  anddeMootum 80 d i f f i d e n t  a r  not to 

ruggeet maximum lengthm. I n  addi t ion ,  from t h e  parmago j u r t  cited one may 

n o t a t h a t  the  prhuaqmeurr for d ie t ingu ioh ing tha  b o u n d u i a r o f t h a  

c a n t i c l e  u a  memantic: a u n i t y o f t h o u g h t a  and a . r r te rna lpual le l i .m,a  That 

i8 t o  may, t h e  de l imi ta t ion  of  the larger u n i t 8  of  vmrme 8 t N c t u n  i r  

accolaplimhdonth.barimofp.tceived~ro~~g,  .ndmaythmrefo+mba 

d.p.ndentmotaonthaperceptionmofthezeaderor h a u a r t h a n o n a n y  

objmctivo c h a r a c t e r i n t i c r ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  rose r t iona  of K o r p o l a n d d m ~ r t o  

t h m c o n t r u y .  Kotp.landdeHoor: frequontlyacbw1d~thatthep.rrag.m 

thayhavaumedamexmpleemaybe conrtruedotherwirothantheyhavm 



presented them.  S i n c e t h e s e  passages a r e e c l e c t i c .  andwerechoeenwitha 

v i e w t o  i l l u s t r a t i n g t h e i r  argument, it is  notterriblyuncharitableto 

~ u p p o e e t h a t t h e i r  conten t ionsrn ightappear  m t i l l l e s e  c o n v i n c i n g i f t e m t e d  

o n o t h e r p a e e a g e s .  

The Rela t ionsh ip  of S t r u c t u r a l  Units  

I t i a  n o t o n l y d e l i m i t a t i o n o f  s truc tura lun i tawhich i sa f fec tedby  

t h i s  d e f e c t  o f theme thod .  Therelat ionshipofthe6eunLta ,  aaKorpe1 andde 

Hoorhavepreeented them,  may a l s o b e q u e s t i o n e d a s  mubjective. For example, 

i n t h e i r  s tudy  of Pea lm78, theyhave  s t a t e d ,  

If w e  adhere to our  Western-European i deas  o f  r e g u l a r i t y  Pealm 
78doee not seemtobe composedina ve ry regu la rway .  However, i f w e  
a r e w i l l i n g  t o  look fortheir  i d e a o f  poet ica lorderandst~cture .  
regularity manifests  i t s e l f  on many l e v e l 8  .84 

An important  point i smade  here: it Le v i t a l t o s e t a e i d e w e e t e t n  and 

Europeannormsof poet i cregu lar i tyandevenweaternmdEurope~  i d e a a o f  

poetry, a6 Kugel i n s i s t s  ,a and look for Semi t i c  and Hebrew ideas .  

Neverthele66, whetherregularitymanifesteitse1fonquiteasm.ny l e v e l u a r  

KorpelanddeMoorthinkitdoes is o p e n t o d e b a t e .  Cer ta in ly .  a8 c a n b e m e n  

bythecompari~onwiththeworkofOtConnor ,  t h e  r e g u l a r i t i e s d e t e c t e d i n  

Kotpelandde~oorOeworkare not  universally accepted. T h i e a g a i n m a y b e  

more a matter of t h e  reader0 s percept ion t h a n  o f  t h e  p t t a  i n t e n t i o n .  

%. KO-1 and J. de Moor, wPundamentals, a 59. 

%amma Kugel, The Idea of B i b l i c a l  Poet- (Hew Haven, Connecticut r Yale - 
Univertri ty Preas. 1981). 



The R61e of Syntax 

Considerations ofperceivedmeaningrnaybethebaeis f o r t h e  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  and del imi ta t ion  of a t r u c t u r a l u n i t a  i n  Hebrewpoetry,  

accordingtotheKampenSchoolgroup. But i n t e r t w i n e d w i t h t h e e e a r e  

conaiderat ione of syntax. For example, t h e r e m a r k t h a t  "The s t t o p h e  i e n o t  

theh ighes ta tructura lun i t  inNorth-West Semitic Poetrybecauae f a i r l y  

o f t e n a a e n t e n c e  rune onthroughse~eralstrophee.~~ As an exampleof th ie ,  

they cite Pealm 6482-5, w i t h t h e  comment that 

Theexternalparallelismbetweentheee four  vereee rendera F t  
a b ~ l o l u t e l y c e r t a i n t h a t i n  s p i t e o f t h e o n - r u n n i n g  eentencetheyhave  
to be grouped into two strophes of two vereee each." 

The s trophes i n t h i e  example a r e d e l i m i t e d o n t h e b a s i a  of 

parallelism, t h a t i r t o  say, o n t h e b a a i m o f  eemanticcluee. Syntax i m  not 

t h e  key. But ryntme, though it doer not eerve  he te  t o  i n d i c a t e  break8 batween 

l i n e r ,  ver rar  o r  atrrophern, i r  neverthelee~uoedtoaffirmcontinuitythrough 

t h e  l i n e r ,  verrma and r t tophes  Two ques t  ion r  uirm on thim p i n t .  The f i rr t  

iawhethetanyphenawnonotmasa ofphenonrenacanbeheld to  i n d i c a t e  

con t inu i ty  i f  they  cannot also i n d i c a t e  d iecont inui ty .  S y n t a x i r  probably 

important i n  Hebrew poetry, as Col l ins  and 08Connor have shown. The failure 

ofthe~penSchaolgrouptoattendmorecareful lytotheroleot  myntax i n  

Hebrewrt ruc turmir  another ser ioumdefec t  in themothodthmyhrve  

p r o p a d .  * 

m ~ t r h o u l d a l 8 o b . n o t . d t b a t o n p a g e m l . n d 2 ~ r p . l u d d m l l o o t h a t n d a f ~ ~  
the .mrllmrt r t r u c t u r 8 1  un i t ,  t h e  foot, on 8 phonemic baairn t it i m  word (or 
concatenation of w r d a )  conta ia ing  at learnt one mtra88.d 8yllablo. Thir 
a t t a n t i o n  to  conmidu8 t iom of mound oxtendm .la0 to  tha &f bit Lon of t& colon 
w h i c h , a ~ I t o r p . l . a d ~ ~ ~ n o t ~ o n p a g e 4 ,  i r t h 8 ~ u n t o f t u r t w h i c h c o u l d k  
tecit.dorrunginonabrmath. 



Butbeyondth ie looms another  question. The eame tayntacticphenamenon 

mentionedabove, t h e  run-on sentence, is uaedbyKorpe landdeMaor to  

support  t h e  a e a e r t i o n t h a t t h e  highest s t r u c t u r a l  u n i t  o f t h e  Hebrew poem 

cannot b e t h e  c o l ~ n , ~ t h e v e r s e ~  o r  t h e  strophe." B u t t h e q u e e t i o n i e  

whether t h e  run-on eentence is r e a l l y  an ind ica t ion  of poetic con t inu i ty r  or 

whether it i e  eimply a r e f l e c t i o n  of t h e  p a r a t a c t i c  n a t u r e  of t h e  Hebrew 

language. I t  is an atguable i s s u e  whether it is a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  epeak of  a 

"run-on* sentence ,  or i n  fact, of any mart of eentence i n  bibl icalHebrew, a t  

least i n  the eame sense  i n  which one speaks of sentences i n  English. 

C e r t a i n l y  i n  n a r r a t i v e  prose, t h e  f requent  and indeed, almost ubiquitous uae 

ofthewaw-conaeciativecreates s y n t a c t i c  aggregat ionswhich,  when 

t r a n s l a t e d l i t e r a l l y ,  would produce run-on sentences of a lengthnormal ly  

i n t o l e r a b l e  inEngl iahnarrat iveprose .  Cornparedwith Englieh,  Hebrew aeemm 

almost t o  s k i p  over t h e  eentence l e v e l  i n  its syntax. There  are clauaee i n  

H e b r e w ,  l i k e  r e l a t i v e l y s h o r t a i m p l e  sentences FnEngliah,  a n d t h e r e a r e  

larger syntactic urangementswhich surpass, both in l eng thandcomplex i ty  

what might beexpected i n a n E n g l i s h  sentence, approachingorevenexceeding  

theEng l i rhpa rag raph .  B u t t h e m i d d l e l e v e 1 , t h e  s e n t e n c e  l e v e l ,  Lo not  

frequentlyrepresentedinHebrewnarrative. A t e l a t i ~ e l y  ehortexampleof 

t h i s  might be t a k e n  from Genesie 11: 1-9, which, t r a n e l a t e d  f a i r l y  mtrictly, 

becoma arun-on 8entenceinEnglimh,  thoughtheIng lL8hvers ion~u~ual ly  

treat itaoamulti-sentence paragraph. Much L o n g e r e x u p l e a  c o u l d b o c i t o d ,  

i n c l u d ~ n g e ~ t h a t p a ~ a t h e b o u n d a r i e ~ o f w h a t . o d e m E n g l i m h - a p . . k i n g  

naderm (andpremmably the  a n c i e n t  Hebrewa a a w 1 1 )  petceLvea8 meparate 

n a r r a t i v e s .  Genemi8 12-14 i e  such a caee. 

%. Korpel and J. de Moor, nFundamentalsr ' 14. 

%. Itowl and J. dm Moor, aPundamentalm, 29. 

"w. Koqel and J. de Moor, nFundamentale, 38. 
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I t w o u l d n o t b e a g r e a t  surprise t o  findeirnilarphenonrenainHebrew 

poetry. What Korpel and de Moor perceive as connections between l ine8  , 
veraee and atropheeof a single poemma yeimply b e e x p r e s s i o n s o f t h e  

paratactic aspect oftheHebrew language, apparentlylinkingwhatmaymore 

proper lybe rega rdedaa  separatepoems. Someoftheconfu~ionregardingthe 

numerotationof certain Psalms (e.g., thebreakorabeenceofabreakbetween 

Pealme 9 and 10 i n  t h e  Hebrew canon) may be due t o  t h i r .  

Thiedoee not meanthat the ancient  Hebrewswerenecesaarily less 

aware t h a n m o d e r n r e a d e r s o f t h e  breaks betweenone nat r ra t iveandanothe+or  

betweenone poemand t h e  next. But, giventhetradit ionalorthographlc 

cont inui ty ,  a n d t h e  lackof syntactic clues, the breake betweenna+rativee 

orpoememaybeeignalledmoreby eemanticcluesthanmightbethecaee i n  

otherlanguagea a n d l i t e r a r y t r a d i t i o n s .  For these reaaons ,  i t m i g h t  be 

better f o r  K o r p e l  and de Moor, who so regularly r e l y  on memantic 

cons idera t ions  t o d e l i m i t  s t r u c t u r a l u n i t s  inapoem,tolookiorremantic 

c lueetocontinuityaswel l .  

Evenb0,thereareseveralreaaonswhyacertaind.grnofc~utionmmt 

beexercisedwithregardtothie relianceonsemanticclues. I n t h e  f i r o t  

place,  amnranyacholarr of Hebrewpoetry, i n c l u d i n g t h o m a o f t h o ~ n  

Schoolgroup, havenoticed, t h e r e d o  seemtoberegularitiem inHobrewpoetry 

which arenot l imi t ed toeemant i ce ,  whicharamomtarrilydamcrib. i n m a n  

f i e l d o t h e r t t h a n t h e  remantic one, orwhicha rape rh&p.  n o t a v o n ~ t t r F b u t a b l e  

tomrmanticcon8iderations. Thismay l e a d o n o t o  mump.ctthatanyad.qu8te 

expl.nationof~ebrewva+ae structurewLllfnv~lvamrrclthurthm ramantic 

aepect of t h a  poemr. I n  the second place, it may be notad that Ito-1 and de 

Uoorhavotandodto  s e e g t e a t e r  eemantic r e g u l u i t i a 8 i n t h a l u g e r  

r t ruc tu r ra lunf t r .  I n t h e i r  comments o n P s a h 7 8 ,  f o r u a m p l o , t h o y 1 t 8 t a ,  

wDimrogudingtha mlightexpansionofthenuarb.tofvun~ h t h o  

intmductoqcantowe f i n d a h i g h d e g r e e o f n y u m e t f y o a t h e l ~ l o f t h e  



highet s t r u c t u r a l  unit8 o f t h i s  ~ a a l r n . ~ ~ ~  It ham a l r e a d y b e e n n o t e d t h a t  

KorpelanddeMooracknowledgeagreaterdifficulty i nde l imi t ing theh igher :  

structural units o f t h e  poem (canto,  aub-canto, canticle) than the lower 

units (s t rophe ,  verse, colon). But in cont ras t ,  t h e y n o w a e e e r t t h a t t h e r e  

iegreaterregularityattheselavels. Thus, intheiranalyeFmofthepoem, 

themore complex theen t i ty  andthemoretentative t h e d e l i m i t a t i o n ,  the 

g r e a t e r t h e l e v e l o f  symmetry. Other readeremaybeexcueed f o r f i n d i n g t h i e  

slightly euopect . Why is it that those unita  which are more df f f i cu l t  to 

define areeasiertorelatetoeachother? Again, thepoeeibi l i tyarisea 

t h a t w h a t  La b e i n g d e s c r i b e d i s  not the poem i t s e l f ,  but the  a n a l y e t o e  

perceptionof meaning. 

Uinimal Unita 

A f i n a l q u e e t F o n a r i s e s  overtheminima i d e n t i f i e d  forthe various 

e t r u c t u r a l u n i t s o f  Hebrewpoetry. KorpelanddeMoorhave6tatedthatthe 

emal l e s t co lon  conaiets  of a single f o ~ t , ~ t h e  anra l lee tvesaeof  a r i n g l e  

colon," the emallset  s t rophe  of a aingle verse," the mmalleet c a n t i c l e  of 

a a i n g l e  strophe.' the smallest sub-canto of a single canticle ,"  and the 

emal les t  canto  of a s i n g l e  sub-canto." Examples of moat o f  theme minbnal 

u n i t r  a reprovided.  Inasmuch asthesedataare8uwaaritedintabular form in 

the penult imateparagraphof KorpelanddeHoorom conclurion, thereadermay 

%. KorpelandJ. deMoor, nPundamentale,a 56.  

%. Korpel and J. de Moor, " F ~ n d a m e n t a l s , ~  4, 7 ,  60. 

%. K o r p e l  and J. de Moor, "Fundamentals, 16, 19, 60. 

%. Xotpel and J. de Moor. ^ P ~ n d a m e n t a l a , ~  35, 60. 

%. Ilorp.1 and J. de Moor. nPundaatentala,' 41, 43, 60. 

"M. Itorpel and J. de Moor, "Fundamentals, * 44, 60. 

%. I(orp.1 and J. de Moor, HF'undlmentale, a 44, 60. 
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inferthattheyconaiderthisto b e a n  important f inding.  Indeed, i tmaybe 

important, but it is c lear ly inadequate .  Can i t b e b e l i e v d t h a t a c a n t o w i t h  

onlyone  sub-canto, composedof a singLacanticlecontainingoneatrophe 

whichia  aoneveraeun ico lonof  one f o o t a c t u a l l y c o n a t i t u t e 8  apoem? I t i e  

unl ike ly  i n  theextremethat  such a literaryproductionwouldevertm 

perceivedam poetry. Examplea maybe cited ftomtheopeningchrptrraof I 

Samuel. Bannah'a address toGod i n  I Samuel2:l-10 i e  read i lyperce ivedae  

poetic. Hodern readers speakofthe  "Song of Hannah," andmanytxanelatLone 

a a t t h i e  paeeagecolographical ly .  On theo ther  hand, whenone readuinI 

Samuel3t4 howthe young Samuel respondswhenhe hearethevoiceof Gad i n t h e  

night ,  nooneunderatands h i s  address toGod, m ' f ~ ~ , a  tobeapoemofanyrort, 

andcertainlynotaone-footunicolonmakingupaonevetse, single-otxophe, 

one-canticle ,  eingle-sub-canto, canto. A g r e a t d e a l  i m  involved i n t h e  

perceptionof  poetrybeeidesthemaxima andminimaof atructu+aluni tr ,  

Indeed, a g r e a t d e a l i s i n v o l v e d  i n t h e  structuralunFtobeeideothekmartfraa 

andminima. The conetraintspropoaedrnay allbetrueinthemmelvmrbut, even 

takentogether,  they arenotsufficienttodeectribeHebrswpoattyorHebrew 

verse s tructure .  



The fourbib l ica lpoeme eelectedaetrialpaarragee f o r t h e  r t u d y o f t h e  

t h e o r i e e o f v e r e e  s t ruc tu redeec r ibed  intheprecedingchaptersare "The 

SongofDeborahw (Judges 5:2-31b), wTheSongof theVineyard"  (Isaiah 581- 

7 ) ,  "When the LordRestoredthe Fortunes of Ziona ( P s a l m l 2 6 : l - 6 )  and "The 

Fi rs tLamentn  (Lamentations 1:l-22). These fourpoeme are s e l e c t e d w i t h a  

view t o t h e i r  d i v e r a i t y o f  date, context ,  eubjec tand genre. 

nTheSongofDeborahu is  ananonymous compoaitionproducedpriorto1000 

B.C.E.  It is a complement t o t h e  n a r r a t i v e  account o f t h e  battle between 

Barak and Sise ra ,  and is  placed i n  a n a r r a t i v e  context, a e r v i n g  as an a c t  of 

celebrationbythepropheteee Deborah fo l lowingSieera '8  defeat i n t h e  

b a t t l e o f  Kishon. "TheSongoftheVineyardW i a b e l i e v e d t o b e t h e w o r k o f  

I e a i a h t h e  aonof  Amoz, colnmonlyknownaethe f i r r t f a a i a h ,  d u r i n g t h e l a t t m r  

p a r t  o f t h e e i g h t h  century, I n  its p r e e e n t p o e t i c c o n t e x t  it se rve r  a8 par+ 

of a l o n g e r  o r a c l e  of judgment a g a i n s t  Judah andJerumaloin. "Thm Firmt 

Lamenta probab lyda tes  frorathe e a r l y e x i l i e  period (around the f i r a t  ha l f  of 

t h e  r i x t h c e n t u r y ) ,  a n d i s o n e o f  f i v e s h L l a r a o n g r o f g r i e f  pronouncodov~1: 

t h e d e e t r u c t i o n o f  Jeruaalem. P s a l m  126 is probablypor t -exi l ic ,  and little 

can be s a i d  of i t 8  context  o ther  t h a n  to n o t e  i te  place i n  the  lamt roction of 

t h e  Pealter. 

Before rubmittingtheaepasaagesto a n a l y m i m o f t h e ~ v o r a ~  mttucturo, it 

maybeumefultoconeidertheorigin, unity~dtoxtual intagri tyofoachof  

theaepoemm. Theeepoemrwil lba conaidered inthe~pzemumed~hrono1ogi~a1 

otder ,  withthegreateotattentionbeinggivenhereto "Thr Song~fDabotah,~ 

which is n o t o n l y t h e e a r l i e e t ,  butalsothemo8tobrcureandonooftho 

longemtof theaepwme,  Inadditiontothe~coapap.ntm,thia chaptarwill 

al8opro8enttha)(.8oreticTur+ofeach~, ur~gedcolawtric~l ly .  



B e e i d e t h e ~ e b r e w t e x t t h e  ~ev i sedS tandardVere ion  Fa presented h a  

p a r a l l e l  columntoprovide t h e  r e a d e r w i t h  a ready reference t o t h e  text. 

Where there i e  atraditionalcolometryofthepoem (aa is  t h e c a s e w i t h t h e  

Pealmandwith nTheSongofDeboraha)thistradit ional  arrangement o f t h e  

text  has been observed. I n  the other cases ("The Songof theVineyardn and 

"The F i r e t t a m e n t n )  ana t t empt  has beenrnadetoobeervethedivisione h p l i 8 d  

by theMasore t ic  accents.  

AaindFcatedintheXethodology, apre-emptivedecieionhasbeentaken 

t o t e e t t h e  fourtheorieeof H e b r e w v e r s e  s t ruc tu reunder  cone ide ra t ion  i n  

thepresentetudybyapplyingthemtothe unemendedMaeoretictextofthe 

t r i a l  paemageem I t  i r  beyondteaeonabledoubtthatthepreeent formof some 

o f t h e e e  paeeagem i r  corrupted. It is aleo l i k e l y t h a t  uomeofthe 

cor~ptionmoftheutanttext cou ldbe  correctedbycu~fulapplicationof 

theprinciple~oftaxtu&lcrLticLam~ Butwhilo rumofthmamndatLonm 

propoaed for  t h e s o  u s  q u i t e  bel ievable,  none w i l l  bo adoptod f o r  purporom of  

t h i n  study, rimplytoavoidthepoaaibilityof ad jumt ing theov idenco to  

favor ( o r d i r f a v o r )  oneor a n o t h e t o f t h e  v e r r e - r t r u ~ u r o t h w r i a m .  

Nmvertholamr, melactedterct-criticalcoanmentr u a p r e 8 o n t . d  i n  Appmndix 

Two* T h o r o a r o t r o p u r p o r e r  fortheeecouuaentr.  F i ~ m t , t o X t u a l c r i t i c i ~ o f  

t h e  fou r t r i a l  parmagem ham ahownthatwhilether .  i8 u n d e n i a b l y a c a r t a i n  

lrvoloftextualcorruption i n t h e e e t e x t m ,  t h a y u o  m t i l l  muff icfent lywel l  

promomad forthomodernreadertotcustthatthomajo~ityofaventhmrpoat 

cormapt of thmee tea t t r  ("The SongofDeboraha) r u f f i c i a n t l y  i n t a c t  t o  

d-nmtratm a11 o f t h o c h a r a c t e r i m t i c r  of vernm rtmacturo in tondadby tho  

o s i g i n r l p o a t .  f n t h o 8 w o n d p l a c 0 ,  # - e x g o o - t o t h a t e - c r i t i c a l  

t t~di t ionwi l len .b le thoraader: todeterar inrwh~chof tho~ndrt ionm 

propomdbythapsoponantmofthe fourthwrie8of9.rmmmtruct~auab.mt 

8upport.d~dnromtpsobabla. 



THB SONGOFDEBORAH: JUDGES 5:2-31b 

The Date o f t h e  Poem 

There is wide agreement that "The Song of Deborah" ie a very ancient  

poem, almoet certainly dating fromthe period p r i o r  t o t h e  eatabliehmentof 

t h e  Israel i temonarchy.  J. D .  Martin's comment is t y p i c a l  of many: Vh. 5 is 

o l d e s t p i e c e s o f  ~ e b r e w l i t e r a t u r e . "  Judgee 5 : l d e s c r i b e s t h i e  poem a8 a 

compoeitionof DeborahandBarak, whoare, wi thJae l ,  t hemajorp ro tagon ie te  

o f b o t h t h i a  poemandthe parallel prose accoun t inchap te r4 .  This 

identificationof authorship is, however, widelydoubted. Reaeone f o r  

r e j e c t i n g t h e  f i r s t  pe rson  authorshipof DeborahandBarakincludethe 

secondpersonreferencestothesetwo i n v e r s e s  12 and15 andaprobable 

second pereon reference  i n  verse 7.2 Nevertheleae. there i8 w i d e  agreement 

t h a t  the poem ( u n l i k e t h e  prose account )  wasprobablyproducedbya 

contemporary o r  near-contemporary of the events  described. Rearons for 

t h i s  view are given by G. F. Moore: 

The representationsoftheSongagreeentirelywiththe 
h i s t o r i c a l  s i t u a t i o n ,  so  f a r  as w e  are a b l e  ftoa o u r  very rcmty  
mater ia la  t o  reconstruct  it. We d e t e c t  i n  it none of t h e  anachroni #me 
bywhichalaterwritersoeasilybetrayr himownage; nordoam t h e  
atmospheric perepectiveofthenarrative i n d i c a t e t h a t  t h e w r i t e r  

'~ .mea D. -in. Tho - Book of Judaeta (Cambridgez Canbeidgo University 
Plr .8,  1975). 61, 62. Cf. a l80J .  Blenkinaopp. mBa11adStylmandP8almStylm h 
t h e s o n g o f  Deborah: A D i s c u e e i ~ n , ~  Bibl ica42 (1961)s 69. 

h o r g e  Foot Moore, ACr i t i ca l  and Exwetical Camawntuy on Judge. ( M o w  Xorkz 
Charles Scribner'e Sons, 1895), vol. 7 i n  The I n t e r n a t i o n a l  C r i t i c a l  
Camnentiuy, 132. 

'see, e. go Arthur E . Crandall, Judoes: I@ - In t roduct ion  and EaP.ntary 
(DawnmraGrove, I l l i n o i e r  InterVurityPre88,1968),vol.7oftheTYndaleO~d 
Te8tamentCamentuy,  90;JacobUyermandPhillip8P. E l l i o t t ,  aJudgm8a La- 
1ntexmretero8Bible  (NewYork: Abfngdon-Cokerbury Premr, 1953), vol. 2, 7178 
0. ?. I(ooze, Judqem, 129 ; Jo Blenkiruopp, "Ballad S ty le  and P8.h S t y l e  Ln tho 
Song of D.bor.h, a 632 Alan J. Haurnor, am Song8 of V L c t o y r  A Capuimon of 
Exodu815andJudge~ 5." inDirection~inBiblic&18ebmPwttryr.d.lla~R. 
Pollie (Sheffielda SheffieldAcademicPzerm.1987), 265. 



stood at a distance from the events which he  relates. It e x h i b i t s  
ne i ther thevaguenesswhich i s the  f i r e t r e a u l t o f t h e b l u r r i n g o f  
d e t a i l e i n  t r a d i t i o n ,  not  t h e  artLficialcircumetantialitywhich 
marks the eubsequent attempt to  recover them.' 

Moore concedee t h a t  it is a part of literary ek i l l  to c r e a t e  t h i o  

impreeeionevenwhenthewriteria remote f romtheevente ,  but hedoubt  a t h a t  

t h i s  occurred Fnthe c a s e o f  " ~ h e ~ o n g o f  ~ e b o r a h . " ~  AlexanderClobe's 

conc lue ion ie  appropriate:  

There Fa, indeed, nothing inthe Songof Deborahout of t u n e w i t h  its 
t r a d i t i o n a l e e t t i n g  ae atwelfth- o r  eleventh-century MiddleEastern 
victory ode .' 

I n t a g r i t y  

The conment o f  Alexander Globe, cited above i n  support of a pre- 

monarchydate for "Thesong of Deborahta i e  actuallymadeinthecontextofa 

d i ~ c u s e i o n o f t h e l i t e r a r y u n i t y o t t h i s  poem. Nineteenth- a n d e a r l y  

twentieth-century mcholarrhiphas identSfiednumerourglomaem and 

expanaionm i n t h e t e x t  of mTheSongofDeborah.a W. 1 .Albr igh t re8ponded to  

mury~ftheem,~butleftunurrn~etredtth fund~nta lqua8t ionofwhatharthe  

Song in i t8  oxtant  fozm wam or ig ina l ly  a u n i t y ,  or a capomite of 8 m t a l  

~ c i e n t p o e m ~ .  Thim i 8 8 u e h a ~ ~ n d l s c u a 6 ~ i n c i d e n t a l l y b y J .  

81onkin8oppr@ and mowwhat more f u l l y  by H. -Pa ~ 0 1 1 d  and by A l u ~ d e r  

'O. C. n00~0, Judaom, 131. 

%. F. Moore, Judqee, 131. 

%laxuld.r Glob., "Tho L i t e ra ry  S t r u c t u r e  and Unity of the  Song of  Deborah, 
JournalofBLblicalLitarature93 (1974): 499. 

7~ i11 iam I. Albright ,  .The Song of Deborah in  t h o  Light of  &chuolopytm 
Bull8tinoftheApwrican Society for O r i e n t a l  Remeuch 62 (1936): 30. 

'J. Blolllrin8opp, .Ballad Stylo  and P8.h S t y l e  in  tha Song of  Daborah. a 

%um-Petu 11011mt. .Des Aufbau d.8 D.bora1i.d.0, a Vaturn T a o t r r n t m  
(1966) t 446-459 



 lobe'*. Blenkineopp and M i i l l e r  d e t e c t  i n t e r n a l  divisions i n  t h e  poom. 

Globe recognizes a s t roph ic  s t ruc tu re ,  b u t a r g u e s t h a t t h i e  euppor te the  

o r i g i n a l u n i t y o f t h e w o r k .  Regarding t h e  development o f t h i m  poemin 

comparisonwithother  ancient  Middle Eaaternpoet ry ,  he s t a t e s ,  

. . . it mhould be stressed how unl ike ly  it is t h a t  t h e  poet had an 
anthologyof victoryodesandhiatoricaltextstoconeultandcopy. 
Yetwhenthethemea, images and c e r t a i n  aspects  o f t h a  a t y l e o f t h e e e  
odee provide legi t imateand recurringanaloguestoJudgee 5, itaeams 
reasonable to assume t h a t  t h e  Hebrew poet was awareof and drew freely 
on a recognized t r a d i t i o n .  There is, indeed, nothing i n  the Song of 
D e b o r a h o u t o f t u n e w i t h i t s t r a d i t i o n a l e e t t ~ n g a s a t w e l f t h - o r  
eleventh-century MiddleEasternvictoryode. Whi le th ie  ie no 
absolute proof f o r  t h e  i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  poem, it should warn urn to be 
extremely scrupulous inaccount ing  forwhat  w e  imagine t o b e  later 
dis turbances  o r  additions. '' 
MfchaelCooganalsoptoposes a s t a n z a i c  analyeis .  Hie analys ie  

d i f f e r s e x t e n e i v e l y  f r o m t h a t o f  Globe, but hedraw e t h e  eamegeneral 

conclueion i n  favor o f t h e o v e r - a l l i n t e g r i t y ~ f t h e p o e m . ' ~  Thes tud ieaof  

Peter Craigiemay a e r v e t o  i l l u s t r a t e  thedegree  t o  which h i s t o r i c a l  

o f t h e  t e x t u a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f t h i s  p a ~ a a g e . ' ~  Thatauchutudymaybe 

p r e f e r a b l e t o e m e n d a t i o n o f t h e  t e x t  i e  emphaeizedbytheconraent8ofA. D. 

Crown: 

I n g e n e r a l ,  Judges V is so e x t r e a m l y d i f f i c u l t t o  read  and 
interpretthatbarelyavetse canbetranelatedwithoutrecour8oto 
conjecturem andemendationr. Soabnormallymuryuethevermionmurd 
conjec tures  that it must be euggerted t h a t  it i r  not 80 much t h e  

'OA. Globe, *TheLiteraryStructureandUnityoftheS~ngofDe&r.h.~ 

"A. Globe, nTheLi te ra ryS t ruc tu re  a n d U n i t y o f t h e 8 o n g o f  Deborah," 499. 

'%cham1 Coopan, nSt ruc tu ra l  and L i t e r a r y  Analymim of  t h a  Song of Deborah,. 
TheCatholicBiblicalQuarterly40 (1978)~ 152,153. 

'9et.t C. Cra ig ie ,  "Three Ugar i t ic  Note8 on the Song of Daborah, Jourrul for 
t h e  Study of t h e  O l d  Terrtament 2 (1977) t 33-49. Cr&igie0m .w.rena8a o f  the 
l i m i t a t i o n r o f t h i a  approachmaybe i n f e r r a d  ftoarhir aPual le lWotdPaira  in 
the Song of Deborah," Journal o f  vanqelic.1 ~h-loqic.1 S ~ c i o t y  20 - 
(1977)tlS-22. 



c o r r u p t i o n o f t h e t e x t w h i c h d e f e a t s  ourunderatanding, but our own 
i n a b i l i t y t o  comprehendwhatthetexteetsbeforeoureyee.'4 

ent i re lypoae ib le thatmoderndi f f i cu l t i e swi ththetexto f  "The Songof 

Deborahw a r e d u e t o  i t 6  obscurityratherthantocorruption, andmany of 

t h e s e d i f f i c u l t i e e  are, accordingly, t o b e  reeolvedby i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

rather thanemendation. Evenwhereemendationemumtbeadopted, it wouldbe 

w e l l  f o r  t h e  emendatore t o  be aa frank a6 C. F. Burney: 

It i e  perhape needleaa t o  remark t h a t  t h e  emendatione adopted i n  
thetranelationarenotclaimed ae offer ingmore  thana reaeonab ly  
poseible eo lut ionof textua ld i f f i cu l t i e swhich  . . . maywell be 
regardedaabeyondthe  r e a c h ~ f r e r n e d y . ' ~  

T h e T e x t o f t h e  Poem 

Verge 2 

Tha t  the leadere  took t h a  lead  i n  I s r a e l ,  

V e r s e  3 

Hear, 0 king8 ; give aar, 0 princea; 

to t h e  LORD I w i l l  sing, 

I w i l l m a k . w l o d y t o t h e U ) ~ ~ ,  t h a w  of Irraml. 

Vereo 4 

&Om, whanthoud ida tgo  f o r t h  fsomSeiz, m 8 o  p Q p  nJn: 
whanthoudidmtmuch froarthe tagionof Edun, Ow# m t o  37q33 
t h e o ~ t h t r . c a b 1 . d ~  urdtheheavensdropped,  Ww ow-oi nV07 n b  
yoa, thocloudadroppedwater .  a?g qmQa 0'30-01 

"A. D. CSOW~, a Judge8 V 15b-16, " Vetue Teatamontun 17 (1967) r 240. 

'k. ?. B u m e y .  Tho Bookof Judaea with In t roduct ion  and Hotma and lotom on the 
8obr.w Tut of th. look8 of Kinam with  M Introduction and Amondiz (1903, 
r~Zntwithaprol.gounoabyWilliuI.Ubtight, HawYarkt  KTAVPublLahLng 
Bourn., 1970) , 102 



Verse 5 

Themountains quakedbeforetheLORD, 

yonSinaibeforetheLORD, t h e G o d o f  I s rae l .  

Verae 6 

In the  days of Shamgar, son of Anath, 

in the days of Jael, caravans ceased 

and traveler8 k e p t t o t h e  byways. 

Verse 7 

The peasantry cease  din I srae1 , theyceased  

unt i lyouaroee ,  Deborah, 

arose as a mother i n  Israel. 

Verae 8 

When new gods were chosen, 

thenwar wae inthegates .  a'wq o~l? 
Was ahie ld  or spear t o  be seen n0.7 J nI(7-@ 110 
among forty thousand i n I s r a e l ?  3 8 3 q  7% w 9 m  
Verse 9 

Xy heart goee out t o  the  conrmanderm of Is+ael %7p? p~hv 
who offered themselves w i l l i n g l y  among the popla. illil: gqv  003 0'37/0@13 

Bleee the Lord. 

Vecee 10 

Tell of it, you who rideontawny asses, nhh) n!ah& ‘3$7 

you who .it on r i c h  carpet6 1'?0-% ?If' 
and you who walk by the way. 37738 'avfll 
Verse 11 

Tothe  roundof mueiciana atthewatetFngplacea, 0.070 1.0 O~S$~JQ ~ V O  
therethey repeat thetriumphs o f t h e  LORD, fl~a! ~ P T S  PO: oq 
the triumphu of him peasantry in Israel. %gqlp tft 73 ~ P T U  
Then darn to tha gate8 r u r c h d  the p o p l a  of the LOW). nln:-oa P . ~ ~ V L )  m ~ :  tv 



V e r s e  12 

Awake, awake, Deborah! 

Awake, awake, u t t e r  a song! 

Ariae ,  Barak, l e a d a w a y y o u r c a p t i v e s ,  
0 son of Abinoam. 

Verse 13 

Then down marched t h e  remnant of t h e  noble; t h e  peop le  &p 0q3q9~7 13v  '11): tv 

theLORDmarcheddownforhimagainatthemighty. 

Verae 14  

F tomEphra imthey  se tou t  t h i t h e r  into the v a l l e y ,  

fo l lowing  you, Benjamin, with your kinsmen; 

fromMachirmarcheddownthe commanders, 

and from Zebulun t h o s e  who b e a r  the m a r s h a l ' s  ataf f ;  

V e r s e  15 

t h e  p r i n c e s  of I e e a c h a r c a m e w i t h  Deborah, 

and Issachar f a i t h f u l  t o  Barak; 

i n t o  t h e  v a l l e y  t h e y  rushed forth at h i s  heels. 

Among t h e c l a n s o f  Reuben 

t h e r e w e r e  g r e a t s e a r c h i n g s o f  heart. 

Verae 16 

Why did you tarry amongthe sheepfo lds ,  

to hear  t h e  piping for t h e  f l o c k s ?  

A m o n g t h e c l a n s o f  R e u b e n t h e r e w e r e  
g r e a t e e a r c h i n g s  o f  h e a r t .  

Veree 17 

GFlead r t a y e d b e y o n d t h e J o r d a n ;  

andDan, why d i d h e a b i d e w i t h t h e  mhipr? 

Aeher sat e t i l l  at t h e  coast of t h e  mea, 

mottling dawn by him landing.. 



V e r s e  18 

Zebulun is a p e o p l e t h a t  j e o p a r d e d t h e i r  l i v e s  R J ~ ?  l d ? ~  WY 09 195?\ 
t o  t h e  death; 

N a p h t a l i t o o ,  on t h e  he igh t s  o f t h e  field. w! ' U ~ Q  30 q?ppa? 
Verae 19 

The kings came, they fought; ~ D P ~ J  0329 Jq 
t hen  f o u g h t t h e k i n g a o f  Canaan, l o q  ' 3 7 ~  raq?$V$ 
at  Taanach, by t h e w a t e r s  of  Megiddo; 

t hey  g o t  no  s p o i l s  of silver. 

Verae 20 

Fromheaven fought  qaq?~ ~ ~ r g ' - t o  

t h e  a t a r e ,  from t h e i r  courses 
they f o u g h t a g a i n s t s i s e r a .  

V e r s e  2 1  

The torrent Kishon eweptthemaway, 

t h e o n r u s h i n g t o r r e n t ,  t h e  t o r r e n t  Kishon. 

March on, my eoul ,  with might 1 

Verse 22 

Then loud beat t h e  horses '  hoofs 

w i t h t h e g a l l o p i n g ,  g a l l o p i n g o f  h i e  eteedr. 

Verae 23 

CurmeMerot, a aye theange lo f theLORD,  

curre b i t t e r l y  i ts  inhabitante 

because t h e y  canrenot t o t h e h e l p o f t h e  UIRD, 

t o t h e  helpoftheLdRD a g a i n s t t h e m i g h t y .  

Veree 24 

Moat bleemed of women be Jael, 

t h e w i f e o f  Hebe r theKen i t e ,  

oftent-dwellingwoa~.nnmmtble~r.d. 



Verse 25 

He asked water and she gave him milk, 

s h e  brought him curds in a lordly bowl. 

V e r s e  26 

She put her hand t o  the  t en t  peg 

andher r i g h t  hand tothe workmen's mallet; 

she e truckS i seraab low,  shecrushedh i s  head, 

ehe ehatteredandpiercedhistemple, 

Verse 27 

H e  sank, he fall, h e  lay still  a t  her feet; 

at h e r  feet h e  sank, he fell; 

where he sank, t h e r e  he  f e l l  dead. 

Verse 28 

Out of t h e  window she peered, 

themother o f  S i seragazedthroughthe  lattice: 

'Why Fa h i e  char io t  60 long i n  coming? 

Why tarry the hoofbeats of h i s  chariots?' 

Verse 29 

Her wiaeet  l a d i e s  make answer, 

nay, ehe givee anewer to herse l f ,  

Verse 30 

'Are they not  finding and dividing t h e  opoi l?  

-- A maiden or two for every man; 

a p o i l o f  dyed etuffe f o r s i s e r a ,  

o p d l o f d y e d  otuffo embroidered, 

twopiecemof dyedworkembroideted 
for my neck am tapoil? ' 



B u t  thy friends be like t h e  sun 
as h e  rises i n  h i s  might. 

THESONGOFTHEVINEYARD: ISAIAH 5:l-7 

The Date of t h e  Poem 

There exists a large body of scholarly l i t e r a t u r e  on t h e  textual 

criticism of t h e  book of I sa i ah ,  representing a wide spectrum of theor i e r  

of v a r i o u s  p a r t s  of t h i s  complex body of l i t e r a t u r e  extend from t h e  eighth 

c e n t u r y t o t h e t h i r d .  Butwithregardtothespecif icpassageundec~tudyhere,  

t h e r a n g e o f  c r i t i c a l  opinionregardingthedate isqyi tenarrow:  t h e r e i a ,  i n  

fact, widespread agreement t h a t  Isaiah's "Song of the Vineyard" i m  a genuine 

workof I s a i a h t h e e o n o f  Amoz. G. B.Grayoffeta a t y p i c a ~ e x p r e ~ ~ i o n o f t h i r  

view: 

Possibly enough this poem warn recited by Iaalah . . . on a grea t  
national f e a s t  day: atthecloseofthevintagemd intheTempleCourt8 
hewouldear i lyhave  f o u n d m e n o f t h e c o u n t r y a r w l 1 u o f t h e c i t y .  . . 

But t h e  year in which t h e  poem wae either w r i t t e n  o r  recited cannot be 
even approximately determined: The thoughts  exprammod i n  it may have 
occupied Isaiah~srnindatalmoatanyperiodofhia  life.'" 

There a r e ,  to be s u r e ,  a f e w  scholat8 who would take except ion  to th2a 

view.17 But moat accept the a u t h e n t i c i t y  of thim mongo and date it to t h e  

lbeorge  Buchanan Gray and Arthur S. Peake, A Critical and Bxwot lca l  
Cornmentawonthe Boakof Iua iah  (Edinbu~gh: T. GT. Clark, 1949), vole 2, 83. 
(The cormante on Iaaiah 1-39 were wri t t en  by Grayy Poako c0mmnt.d on cha&arm 
40-66. ) 

17Lg., J. Vemeylen ,  Du prophate IsaXe i 18awcalmtimet 18&b I-JUUCV. 
miro i r  d8un detui-milldnaise d'exMrience r o l i a i e u 8 e  an Imrail (Puimt  
Gabalda, 1977), 166. VermeylenholdmthatI8ai.h 5 r l - 7 w a m n i t t m n d u t i n q t h a  - 
uile. A r e f u t a t i o n  o f  thim view i a  offezmd by Conrad E. L8Hourmuz, *The 
R~~ctionalHi~to~ofIr8irh5.l-10.4,ainfntha8~1torofIl~nt #mma~mon 
AncientPalm8t~i~Lifa~dLitoraturoZnBoaorof~.W.~l.tm,d.W.~ 
B u r i c k m d J o h n R .  Spmcos (Sheff ie ldr  SheffieldAc8dauicP~.mm, 1984), 99- 
119. 



R. B.Y. Scot tandG,  G. D.KilpatricksuggestthatIeaiah5:l-7waepartofthe 

" f i x s t  w r i t t e n  c o l l e c t i o n  of h i s  prophecies made by Iaa iah  f o r  purpaeer of 

record  immediately after Ahaz8 refusal i n  734 t o  heed hie meeeage.a'8 Leu6 

dec i s ive ly ,  Norman Gottwald s ays  that "The Song of t h e  Vineyarda d a t e s  from 

I sa iah f .  "ear ly  ~areer."'~ Robert P f e i f f e r d a t e s t h e  eong 'not la ter  t h a n t h e  

fall of Samaria i n  722, dur ing  t h e  reign of  Ahaz o r  s h o r t l y  before h i s  

auccession. '1° Walter Harrelson places t h i s  poem between 740 and '132 ," and 

733).= Furman H e w i t t  concurs i n  t h i s ,  auggesting t h a t  "The Song of t h e  

Vineyaxdwwae composed, 

. . . around 735 B.C., p r i o r  t o  t h e  Syro-Ephraimite a t t a c k  on 
Judah. . . The occasion was the f e s t i v a l  ce l eb ra t ing  t h e  conclueion of 
t h e  grape harvest .  

Even i f  t h e  mare p r e c i s e  among these  viewe is not adopted, "The Song of 

t h e  Vineyardm can nevertheless be s i t u a t e d  with reasonable c e r t a i n t y  i n  t h e  

latter p a r t  o f t h e  e igh th  cen tury ,  

'go B e  Y. Scott and G. G. D. K i lpa t r i ck ,  a16ai.h Ch8. 1-39,. in 
I n t e r w e t e r ' s B i b l e ,  (NewYork: AbingdonPress,1956), vol. 5, 160. 

'%oman K. Oottwald, The Hebrew Bible--& Socio-Litmruy in t roduct ion  
(Philadelphiaz Fortreru Preas, 1985), 382. 

%bee 8. P f e i f  fo r ,  Introduction to t h e o l d  h m t . u n +  (Mew York: H u p r  and 
Row P u b l i m h e ~ ~ ,  l948),  431. 

 altar ~ u r e l m o n ,  Interpreting the Old Teutament (Now Yo~orkr Bolt, R h o h a r t  
and Winston, Inc., 1964), 228. 

%. g., Otto KaLmer, Introduction to the Old Temtammnt, tram. John Sturdy 
(XLnnoapolia, Minnesota: Augrburg Publishing Ilouae, 1975), 222; Otto 
BLmmfoldt, The O l d  Tamtlmwnt r An Introduction,  t t a n m .  Pa to r  R. Ackroyd (Haw 
Yorkt HarpesandRowPubliehers,1965), 307,  309. 



ThereiavFrtuallyunanimous agremnentamong a c h o l a r s o n t h e  i n t e g r i t y  

of 1 aaiah 5: 1-7. W. S. P r in s loo  state8 t h a t  " Isa iah  5 : 1-7 forme a demarcated 

wholew which is a l s o  "a s t r u c t u r a l  whole. This p o s i t i o n  i a  eo widely held 

thatmoetconunentatore assumetheunityofthispassage, r a t h e r t h a n t r y i n g t o  

prove it.= The only real a r e a o f  debate is  whether I s a i a h  5:l-7 ispart o f t h e  

same u n i t  as t h e  woe poems i n  t h e  subsequent verees o f  t h e  chapter .  On t h i e  

point, OttoKaise~obaerves,  

Thereareconsiderabledifferenceeofopinionaroongcor#nentators 
aa  to whether a l l  t h e  woes o r i g i n a l l y  belonged together. Wheream oome 
eee i n  them merely a concatenat ion of o r a c l e s  pronounced on varioua 
occasions,  o t h e r s  see them as an o r i g i n a l  u n i t y ,  or  even a6 an  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  by t h e  prophet of the eong of t h e  vineyardeS 

EdwardJ. Young seernstobeamongthosewhotreatfeaiah 5 aa a n i n t e g r a l  

whole, though he does not state t h i s  e x p l i c i t l y e n  But t h e  ma jo r i t y  opinion 

c l e a r l y  oppoeea th i s  pos i t i on .  Robert C h i s h o l m e t a t e e t h a t  "Vereea8-30 are 

*. S. Prineloo,  nIeaiah 5:l-7: A synchronic approach," i n  S tudier  i n  
Xaaiah, ed.W. C. vanWyk (Pretor iaWeet:  NHWPrese, 1980),185. 

q e c e n t  exampler of t h o m  who have t r e a t e d  Iea iah  5 : 1-7 am an intogral u n i t  
without  a t tempt ing  to j u s t i f y  t h i e  dec i e ion  would include: R. Junker, " D i e  
1 i t e r a r i s c h e A r t v o n I s  5 , l - 7 , " B i b l i c a 4 0  (1959): 259-266;WillySchottroff, 
"Dam WeinbertglLed Jesa jaa  (Jea 5 1-7 ) : Ein  Beitrag zur Gemchichto d o r  Parabal,  
Be ihe f t e  t u r  Ze i t s ch r i f  t f iir d i e  a l t t ee t amen t l i che  Wisaenechaft 82 (1970) t 68- - 
91; Daniel Lym, "La Vigne et le Double Je, " i n  S tud ie r  - on Prophmcy, ed. G. W. 
Andetaon at al., (Leident Em J. B r i l l ,  l 974 ) ,  1-16; A. Grr f fy ,  "The Literary 
Geme of Imaiah 5,l-7," Biblica 60 ( 1 9 7 9 ) ~  400-409t G a l e  A, Y w ,  "A ?om- 
CrF~icalStudyof~aaiah5t~-7aeaSongandaJuridic8lP~rblo,~TheC.+holic 
B i b l i c a l Q u a r t m r b  43 (1981) : 30-40; Peter H 6 f  fkun, Vroblmmm i n  Jaaaja 5,103, * 
Z e i t r c h r i f t f t i r  Theolac~ieundl t i rche  - 79 (1982): 392-410; OuyRapWil1ismr, 
nPru r t r a t edExpec ta t ions  in Isaiah V1-7: A L i t e + u y  I n t ~ r p s e t r t i o n , ~  Vatu# 
Terntamenturn 35 (198s) t 459-465; Herbert Niehr, aZur Gattung von ,708 5, 1-7,- 
B ~ 1 L e c h e Z e i t s c h r i f t n . e .  - 30 ( 1 9 8 6 ) ~  99-104;andJohnM, Omwrlt ,  TheBookof 
I s a i a h  (GrandRapide: WmB. Eerdmans PublishFngConrpany, 1986),  149-155. 

*to Kaicrer, I r a i a h  1-12: A Commentary (Phi ladelphia:  Tha Wemtminrter 
Press ,  1972),  64, 65. 

% l w u d  J. Young, Thm Book o f  IraLah t The EmLImh Text, with Introduction, 
E~aition,andNotem(GrandRapLde: WbrB.BeramrlnrPublirbhg~y,1965),  
r e e a r p . c f a l l y p a g e 8  206 f f .  



. . ."" ~ o r g e B u c h a n a n G r a y c o n s i d e r ~ t h e  f i f t h c h a p t e r  of I e a i a h t o c o n s i m t  

of "three very d i s t i n c t  and unconnected poems, namely, ve r sea  1-7, verres 

8-24 and versea  25-31. H e  also asserts t h a t  "This chapter ie in no aense a 

c o n t i n u a t i o n o f c h ,  4."jD I n c o n t r a s t ,  Ar turWeisercone iders  I e a i a h  Stl-7 and 

the other poems i n  t h e  c h a p t e r  a s  parts of a collection of poems produced a t  

d i f f e r e n t  timea, and subsequent ly  edited together. ' '  Georg Fohrer regudn 

"TheSongoftheVineyardW as " t h e n u c l e u a o f t h e .  . .~ollection,~theoriginal 
core to which the o t h e r  parts of chapter  5 and a few o t h e r  fragments were 

s u b m e q ~ e n t l y a t t a c h e d . ~  ConradL'Heureux, o n t h e o t h e r  hand, sees "The Song 

oftheVineyardn ae the las te lement tobeat tachedtothemajoruni to f  I ea i ah  

5:l-10t4, a t theendofamul t i~ tageproces so fredac t ion .~~  NormanK.Gottwald 

e n v i e i o n e t h i s  r e d a c t i o n a l u n i t a e  havingbeen composed a n d e d i t e d  apart from 

Stl-7, whose jux tapos i t ion  with it is appa ren t ly  eeen aa  i n c i d e n t a l e a  

Cottwald a180 a s s e r t s  t h a t  "3: 13-15 waa once a s e o c i a t e d  wi th  5 t 1-7, nm a view 

a100 suppor ted  by Gerald T. ~ h e p p a r d ?  I t  ie t o  be noted, however, t h a t  none 

"Robert B. Chisholm, 'Structure, Style and t h e  Prophetic Heamage: An 
Analyedo of Isaiah 5:8-30 ,"  Bib l io thecaSac ra143  (1986): 57, n. 9. 

%. B. Gray, I sa iah ,  81. 

%. B. Gray, Iaa iah ,  81. 

3 1 ~ u t ~ e i a e r , T h e O l d T e s t . n w n t .  ItaFonaationandD~vmlora*nt(N~Yorkr - 

Association Preas,  1964), 188, 189, 

%eorg Fohrer,  I n t roduc t ion  to t h e  Old Temtanmnt, tram. David L. Grnn  
(Narhvillet AbingdonPreae, 1965) ,  366. 

%. E. LeBeureux, T h e  Redact iona l  H i s to ry  of Isaiah 5 r 1-10: 4, 119. 

Y ~ .  K. QOttwald, The - Hebrew B i b l e ,  383-385. - 

%. K. Gottwald, - Hebrew B i b l e ,  385. 

%erald T. Sheppud,  'More on Isaiah 5: 1-7 a# a Juridical P m a b l e ,  a 
Catholic B i b l f c a l Q u a r t e r l ~ 4 4  (1982): 45-47. 



of  t h e s e  s c h o l a r s  eve r  sugges ts  any d i v i s i v e  t heo ty  of t h e  o r i g i n 8  of I ea i ah  

5: 1-7. It may be debated whether t h i s  passage has any connect ion8 with i t 8  

proximateor  remotecontext ,  andif  soOwhatthoeecOnnect iOnsmaybe ,but i t ie  

alwaye underetood that Ieaiah 5: 1-7 is, i n  i t s e l f ,  an i n t e g r a l  u n i t .  

The judgment that I s a i a h  Stl-7 is a separate u n i t  frorn the material 

precedingandfollowingitismadeindependentlyofdecieioneaboutthedateof 

t hepas sage .  Naturally, those ,  l ikeRobert  Pfeiffer, w h o g i v e d i f f e r i n g d a t e s  

fox Isaiah 5;l-7 and Isaiah 5:8 f f  must necessarily assert that t hey  are 

d i s t i n c t u n i t e .  B u t t h i s  judgment i sa l sohe ldbythose ,  l i k e o t t o ~ a i e e ~ a n d  

~ t t o ~ i a s f e l d t ~ ~ w h o a e s i g n s i m i l a r d a t e a t o b o t h u n i t a .  I n b r i e f ,  nosuppo r t  

whatever is offered f o r  any t h e o r y  of d i v e r s e  origins for the u n i t  of I ea i ah  

5:l-7. 

The Text of t h e  Poem 

Verse 1 

Let me s i n g  for my beloved 

a loveeongconcerninghievineyard: 

My beloved had a v ineyard  

on a very f e x t i l e  h i l l .  

Veree 2 

H e  digged it and c l ea red  it of s tones ,  

and p lan t ed  it withchoice vines3 

h e  b u i l t  a watchtower i n  t h e  midst of it, 

and hewed out a wine vat in it; 

and he looked f o r  it t o  yie ld  grapes,  

%obert H. Pteif fer, In t roduc t ion  t o  t h e  Old Teetameat, 430, 431, 433. 

%ttoi[.imar, Introduct2ontotheOldTemtawnt. - 222. 

*to BLmmfeldt, The Old Teat-nt, 30'1. 
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but i ty i e ldedwi ldgrapes .  n9#(13 BOY 

Verae 3 

And now, 0 inhabitants  of Jerusalem 

and men o f  Judah, nyn: ld9g 

judge, I pray you, between m e  'J.8 H g - q #  

and my vineyard. '073 1'3 

Verse 4 

Whatmorewas thereto do formy vineyard, 

that  I have n o t  done i n  it? b 'nqQ NS] 
When I looked for it to y i e l d  grapes, o3Iq nw?$ 9n*jp mro 
why did it y ie ldwi ld  grapes? 

Verae 5 

And now I w i l l  tell you 

what I w i l l  dotomy vineyard. 

1 wi l l remove i ta  hedge, and i t sha l lbedevoured;  n:o1 !n3lb~ 790 

Verse 6 

I w i l l  make it a waste; mcd81 
it s h a l l  not be pruned or hoed, 

andbriers andthorna shallgrowup; 

I wi l la lmo commandthe clouds qs& oq3?O h?] 
that  they rainno rainupon it. 

Verse 7 

Po+thevineyardofthe LORD o f h o a t e  i s  5&>lpl n.3 nh?$ rr jn: ' 8  
the houre of I rrael ,  

andthemenof Judaharehispleasantplanting; rgMq# #el n)n: ~dq 
and he looked for justice, but behold, bloodshed; R H O  w q  n ~ @ ?  p3 
for:rightwumnmrr, but behold, acryl npvq "R7"3+9 



THE Ff RST LAMENT: LAMENTATIONS 1: 1-22 

TheDa teo f thePoem 

f t is beyond ques t i on  t h a t  the composition of t h e  bookof  Lamentations wae 

subsequent t o t h e  Babylonian i n v a s i o n o f  Judahand the  conquee tof  Jerusalem. 

Howmuchlateritmighthavebeenis a n o p e n i s s u e .  Theproblerniecomplicated 

by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  laments d o n o t  forma continuous t e x t :  each i e a a e p a r a t e  

l i t e r a r y  product ion i n  i ts  own r i g h t ,  s o  t h a t  the questions of date and 

provenancecanberaisednotonlyforthebookintoto,  butalaooeparatelyfor 

each lament.o Gottwald dismisses t h e  views t h a t  would a a a o c i a t e  t h i s  book, 

i n w h o l e o r  i n  p a r t ,  w i t h a p e r i o d  l a t e r  t h a n t h e B a b y l o n i a n e x i l e :  

The mat r ix  of t h e  book is  i n t e n s e l y  apec i f  LC: the c a t a s t r o p h i c  
f a l l o f  J e t u s a l e m a t t h e  handaoftheNeo-Babylonian6 i n586  B.C. Onlya 
f e w  d i s s e n t i n g  opin ions  have been of fe red .  S. A. F r i e e  contended t h a t  
Chapters 4 and 5 a r e  f romthelfaccabeanage.  Hugo Wincklerar ra igneda l l  
t h e  poems t o  t h e  c l o s e  of  t h e  s i x t h  century i n  connect ion wi th  t h e  
euppreaaionbyPersianauthorit iesofasupposedtebel l ionoftheJewm. 
AlexanderDuffargued f o r t h e b o o k ' e o r F g i n i n t h e  c a p t u r e o f  Jeruealem 
by Pmpey in 63 L C .  A l l o f t h e e e  viewe arevitiatedbyneglectofdata, 
epecioue reasoning,  or a d e r  ire to support the tor i  em independently 
conceived. None have evoked any fol lowing.  '' 
I n  a l a t e r  work, Gottwald add6 more e p e c i f i c i t y  to t h e  isrum of dater  

In order t o  clear the  way f o r  f r u i t f u l  study, t h e  a u t h o r  wirher  t o  make it 
p l a i n t h a t  h e d o e s  not be l i eve  t h a t  Jeremiahwrote  Lamentation., nor i 8  

hesat i~f iedwiththeueualcrFtFcalal ternat iver  t h r ~ o r m o r e a u t h o r s  
ove r  a per iod  of perhaps two c e n t u r i e s .  Re believe8 t h a t  a t  leart t h e  
f i r e t  four poems (which correspond to the  f h u t  four chap te t a )  ase t h e  
work of a s i n g l e  poet. . . . All of t h e  poem., however, .re t o  be 
understood as stemning from t h e  exi l ic  period betwwn 587 and 538 B.c,~ 

Sevesal r c h o l u r  have placed the origin.  of "The ? i s a t  Lamentn i n  t h a  

latter par t  of t h e  exi le ,  l a r g e l y  becauae of t h e  focum o f  t h e  poem on t h e  

conaequences of t h e  fa l l  of Jeruealem r a t h e r  t han  on t h e  hotrtora of t h e  invamion 

 o or man It. Gottwald, 

%orman It. Gottwald, 
(London: SCn Press Ltd, 

a e i n g l e p o e t .  

wLamentationm,a I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  9 (1955)r 320-321, 

Studiea  i n  t h e  Book of  Lamentationm, revhad a d i t i o n  
l962) ,  21. 



and siege. Theophile  Meek and William M e r r i l l  are t y p i c a l  here  t "Ch. 1 Lm 

further removed from t h e  ca tas t rophe  and is more concerned wi th  i t 6  e f f e c t  upon 

t h e  city than with t h e  ca tas t rophe  i t s e l f .  This chapter  ehould probably k 

datedtowardtheendof theExi l e ,  . . T o t h i s  maybeaddedthecommentrof 

Robert Gordis : 

C h a p t e r  1 views the d e s t r u c t i o n  of  t h e  temple a6 furthett i n  t h e  
background. The  a c t i v e  period of warfare  and d e s t ~ c t i o n  i r  over and t h e  
Long,diehearteningeraofdesolationisathand: "Theroadnof Zionare 
inmourningwithnooneassemb1ingforthefeetiva1." Thesecondhalfof 
t h e  s i x t h  cen tury ,  circa 530 B.C.E., would therefore be an appropriate  
da te .  

I n  contract, at least one prominent scholar  of t h e  t w e n t i e t h  century, 

thecompoei t ionof  "The FLrstLamentw: 

Kap. 1, das  von der  Zerstorung von Stadt  und T e m p e l  echweigt, ist 
unterdemEindruckderEroberungJeruealemeunddereratenWegfLihrungi. 
J. 598 g e s c h r ~ e b e n . ~  

Rudolph comes short of a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  t h i a  poem was written in 598, but 

it is clear f r o o h i s  r ~ k s t h a t h e b e l L e v e s t h e ~ t o f c h a p t ~ r 1 k n a w n o t h ~ n g  

o f t h e d e a t r u c t i o n o f  Jeeusalemintheeleventhyeuof  Zedekiahos reign. 

Perhaps the safest p o e i t i o n  regarding the d a t e  of t h i 6  poem i 8  the  

moderateone, represented, forexample,byA. W.Streane: aThefreshneerofthe 

p ic ture~which  r e t b e f o r e  u s t h e m i s o r i e a o f  . . . J e r u e a l w m u g g o 8 t a t h a t t h e  

9 h e o p h i  la  J. Meek and W i l l i a m  Pietron U e s r i l l ,  aL.wntationm, a i n  
f n t e m r e t e r ' r  Bible, (Nashville: Abingdon Prerm, 1984), vol .  6: 5. 

"Robert  Oordio, The Sonq of Sonqs and Lamentations, R e v i a d  and augmentod 
e d i t i o n  (New Yorkr KTAVPubliehFngHou8e, 1974), 126. 

%ilhelm Rudolph, D i e  K l a ~ e l i e d e r  (Leiprig : A. Deichertrche 
Verlagmbuchhandlurrg, 1939), 9. 



poem later t h a n  B.C. 550. This view ie a l e o  eupported by the coramentr of 

Delber t  B i l l e r s :  

T h e v i e w c ~ n l y h e l d b y m o d e r n  s c h o l a r s a g r e e s  c l o e e l y w i t h t h e  
tradi t ionalv iew,that is thatthebookofLamentat ionswaewrit tannot  
l o n g a f t e r t h e f a l l o f J e ~ a a ~ e m i n 5 8 7 B . C .  T h e ~ r y o f t h e h o r r o r s o f  
t h a t  event seeme t o b e  s t i l l  fresh i n t h e m i n d o f t h e  au tho r  or author., 
Moreover t h e  book at no po in t  t e s t i f  iea t o  a b e l i e f  that t h i n g s  would roan 
change for t h e  better; t h e  kind of hope t h a t  appeared i n  latex e x i l i c  
times had not  yet arisen." 

I n b r i e f ,  RTheFirstLament~wasprobablycornposedafterthederrtruction 

o f t h e  first temple, a f t e r  it hadbecomequite  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e B a b y l o n i a n e x i l e  

wouldbe a n e n d u r i n g r e a l i t y ,  b u t b e f o r e t h e r e w a a  a e r i o u s r e a e o n t o h o p e t h a t  

t h e e x i l e w o u l d  aoonend. 

I n t e g r i t y  

There is wide, though not  un ive r sa l ,  support  for t h e  view t h a t  t h e  book 

of Lamentation6 istheworkofeeveralpoete. Thepoasibi l i tythatthesepoete  

worked a t  dif f e r e n t  times, and without the i n t e n t i o n o f  s e e i n g  t h e i r  c o l l e c t i v e  

wozks compiled i n  a s i n g l e  volume has  been e n t e r t a i n e d  by aevexa l  rcholarm, 

thoughthel i terarysinri lari tyoftheseworkacal ls thisviewintoquert ion.  

However, t h e  i n t e g r i t y o f t h e  individualpoemm i n t h e c o l l e c t i o n  i m v i r t u a l l y  

beyonddoubt. Rudolph states, 

Der Text von Thr is  recht gut e r h a l t e n ,  immarhin l i e g e n  an 16 
S t e l l e n  r i nn r t8 rende  TextbeachYdigungen vor (1 14m. 2Oc. 2lr. c. 2 4r. 6re 
7b. 181. 3 22. 39. 51. 63. 43b. 6b. 9b. 5 
Datu koumen Gloraen in 1 7. 121. 2 15c. 
i n  3 51.' 

5)  ; am a t l i r Ju t an  vesdmbt irt 4 9b. 
19. 3 56. 4 15bundeinmIlinatmllung 

*A. W. St reane ,  The  Book of t h e  Prophet J e r e m i a h  twmthar w i t h  the 
Lamentations(Canrbridge: CambridgeUnivereityPreas,1913~ reprintcaubridg.: 
Cambridge Un ive r s i t y  Presr, 1952), vol.  21, The Cambridga BLble fat School8 and 
Colleqes,  ed. A. F. Kkkpatrick, 325. 

'?~elber+ Re H i l l e t m ,  Lamentations (Garden City, H w  Yorkr Doublday L 
Company, Inc , ,  1972), vol .  7A, TheAnchor Bible ,  x9UL 

%I. Rudolph, Klaaeliedex, 1, 2. 



From Rudolph' s ana lys i s ,  one may i n f e r  t h a t  the def ect8 i n  t h e  texts of 

the va r ioua l i l nen t s  s e e m t o b e  p a r t i c u l a r ,  ratherthangloba1;theyapparto 

betheresultsoftranemissionerrors, ratherthanthatraceaoftheredaction 

o f c o m p o a i t e t e x t s .  The s i x  problemtextsidentifiedbyRudolph i n m T h e P i r a t  

Lamenta w i l l b e d e a l t w i t h  i nd iv idua l ly  below in the 'Analysis o f t h e  Text.' 

ToRudolphoe commentsmaybe added thoseo f  Hi l le ro :  " T h e H e b r e w t e x t  of  

Lamentations is i n  a r e l a t i v e l y  good state of p re se rva t ion ,  compared to t h e  text 

of some other biblical books."' The c r e d i b i l i t y  of  thLa statement i8 

supported, f o r  example, by the r e l a t i v e  pauc i ty  and t r i v i a l i t y  of critical 

emendationaproposedintheapparatusottheBibliaHebraicaStuttqattenaiafor 

this chapter ,  compared with other poetic paseages,  much as 'The Song of  

Deborah." Althoughtheremaybesometextualcorruptions,thebaaictextofthe 

first lament is admi t ted  intact by v i r t u a l l y  a l l  commentatore. 

The Text of  the Poem 

V e r s e  1 

How l o n e l y  sits 

the c i t y  t h a t w a e  f u l l  of  people! 

Bow l i k e  a widow has she become, 

s h e  t h a t  wae g r e a t  among the nat ions!  

She thatwam a p r i n c e e e  a m o n g t h e c i t i e s  

has become a vaooal. 

Veree 2 

She weep8 bitterly i n  the night ,  

teaxa on h e r  cheeks; 

[among a l l  her  l o v e r s ]  

( she  haa none to comfott her; ] 

Qb. Hillero, Lamentations, uuix. Thie mtatement i a  quoted appzovingly by 
WitchellDahwd in mNewReading6 inLamentation8,a Biblic.59 (1978)r 174. 

184 



a l l  her friends havedealttreacherouslywithher, 

theyhavebecomeherenemies. 

Verse 3 

Judah haa gone i n t o e x i l e  becauseof a f f l i c t i o n  

and hard servitude;  

ahedwe l l s  now among the nations,  

but f i n d s  norea t ingp lace ;  

herpursuera have a l l over taken  her 

i n  t h e  midst of her distress. 

Verme 4 

The roads to Zionmourn, 

for none come to the  appointed f eas t s ;  

all her g a t e s  a r e d e s o l a t e ,  

her priests groan; 

hetmaidene havebeendraggedaway, 

andsheheree l f  suf ferrsbi t ter ly .  

V e t e e  5 

Her foes have become t h e  head, 

hetenemiee prosper, 

becauae the LORD has made her euf f er 

f o r t h e m u l t i t u d e o f  hertranagressions; 

her chi ldrenhavegoneaway,  captives 

before the  foe. 

Verre 6 

Promthedaughtexof Zionhasdeparted 

allhermajeoty. 

Herprinces havebecome likeharts 

that f iad no pasture ; 

they f l adwi thoutr txength  



before  the  pursuer. 

Verse 7 

Jeruaalem remember8 

i n  t h e  days of her affliction and bitterness 

all the precLousthinga 

that w e r e  h e r s  fromdays of old. 

When her people fe l l  i n t o  t h e  hand o f t h e  foe, 

and there was none to help her, 

the f o e g l o a t e d o v e r  her, mocking 

a t  her downfall. 

Verse 8 

Jemealem s i n n e d g r i e v o u s l y ,  

therefore she became filthy; 

all who honoredherdesp ieeher ,  

for they have seen her nakedness ; 

yea, she herself gtoans, 

and turn6  her face away. 

Verse 9 

Heruncleanneaewaa inherrk ir t s ;  

she took no thought of her doom; 

therefore her fall is terrible, 

she ha6 no comf otter. 

"0 LORD, behold my a f f l i c t i o n ,  

forthe enemy hastriumphedln 

Verse 10 

The enemy ham atretched out hi8 hands 

over all her pzecioua things; 

yea, ehe ha8 aeon t h e  nation8 

invade her sanctuary, 



thosewhomthou didst forbid 

to enter  thy  congregation. 

Verse 11 

All her people groan 

as they search f o r  bread; 

they tradetheir treasures f or  food 

to revive t h e i r  etsength. 

"Look, 0 LORD , and behold, 

for I: amdeepised." 

Verse 12 

"Is it nothing t o  you, a l l  you who pass by? 

Look and see 

if there i s  any sorrow l i k e  my sorrow 

whichwas broughtuponme, 

which the LORD i n f l i c t e d  

o n t h e d a y  of his f i e rceanger .  

Verse 13 

"From on high he sen t  f ire1 

i n t o  my bonee he made it deecend; 

he spread a ne t  for my f e e t ;  

he  turned m e  back; 

he has left nre etunned, 

f a i n t  a l l  t h e  day long.  

Verse 14 

~Uytranegreeeionswerebound intoayoke; 

by h i8  hand theywere famtenedtogethee; 

they were eet upon m y  neck; 

hecruaedmymtrengthto fa i l ;  

theLordgaveumintothehandsofthoaewfrom 



I cannot withatand. 

Verse 15 

["The LORD] f l ou ted  allmymightymen 

i n  the midst o f  me; 

he summoned an assembly against me 

theLordhastroddenas  i n a w i n e p r e s a  

t h e  virgindaughter of Judah. 

Verse 16 

"For these  th ings  I weep; 

my eyes f l o w  with tears; 

for a comforter Fs far from m e ,  

one to revivemy courage; 

mychi ldrenare  deso late ,  

fortheenemy has p~evailed.~ 

Verse 17 

Zion s t re t ches  out  her hands, 

but there is none t o  comfort he=; 

the LORD has conraanded against Jacob 

that hie neighbore ehould be h i e  foes ;  

Jerusalemhasbecome 

a filthy thing among them. 

Verse 18 

"The LORD ir in the r ight ,  

f o r  I have rebelled againet him word; 

but hear, all you peoples, 

and behold my ruf fering; 

myamidenmmdmyyoungmen 

have gone i n t o  c a p t i v i t y  . 



Vetee 19 

*I c a l l e d t o m y  l o v e r s  ' a tp~2  'an~g 

but they  deceived me;  ' j m ~  ; r ~ 3  

my p r i e s t s  andelders ' Q I ~  qacp 
perished i n  the  c i t y ,  19 18 l'o$ 
while  they eought food ID? 9?k i ld~a-~a 

to  rev ive  the ir  strength.  ~qpr-nv ~ : 1  
Verse 20 

"Behold, 0 LORD, for I am in distress, '2-7~-'3 qi!; fi&T 
my eouk i s  i n  tumult, IYQTPQ 'PO 

my hea+t i s  wrung within me, '338? '39 7894 
because I havebeenveryrebellious. 'b3Q h p  '8 

In t h e  e t r e e t t h e  sword bereaves; 370-n29# VnO 
i n  the  houee it is l i k e  death. n]pa n m  
Verse 21 

Wear how I groan ; '18 V I W  '3 wt 
there ie none t o  comfort me, '9 map 1'8 

A 1 1  my enemies have heard of my trouble;  they  are glad 'Ibe 'nq3 U?p(Q 3:r(30 
that  thou haet done it. v04? q 8  '8 
Bringthou theday thou hastannounced, ~ q ? - o l '  @a3 
and let thembeas I am. *$!a? rpr) 
Verae 22 

"Letalltheirevildoingcomebeforethee; 3797 W?7-5? 
and deal  with them !a? Ybl) 
a s t h o u h a o t d e a l t w f t h m e  '3 ~ p ! o  1 4 3  

~caureofalltnytranegrearione; 'o@-39 58 

for my gsoanm are many ' ~ h p ~  nb3-9a 
andmy h e u t  ir faint." .n *o?l 



The Date o f t h e  Poem 

Likemost  Paalma, there fsverylittleevidenceinthia poembywhichto 

e s t a b l i s h  the date .  William Taylor and W .  Stuart McCullough understand the 

a date l a t e r  than 537,% though such a view had earlier been denied by C. A. 

Briggs. 

The date o f  P s .  126 cannot be determined by l'I9>@ ~ I V  [a& J , because 
that phr., while it might refer t o  re s tora t ion  from capt iv i ty ,  
frequently means reatoration of prosperity,  which alone euite Str. I1 ." 
Nevestheless ,  Briggs agrees t h a t  the Psalm was writ ten  a f t e r  t h e  

Babylonian e x i l e ,  s ince  "The phr. nlb05 5W;1 v. 2. ', as Jo. 2p, ia 

p o s t e x i l i c .  mY There is l i t t le  more to  be eaid. I t  ie not pose ib le  to  be more 

preciaethantoagreethatthispoernwaawrit tensomet imeaftertheexi le ,  and 

i a  therefore later, by generations,  i f  not centuries ,  than any of the  other  

poemsunder conaiderationhere.  

In tegr i ty  

BFblicalecholatshipofferenochal lengetotheintegrLtyofthFmP~r~~ 

The Text o f t h e  Poem 

Verse 1 

aSongofAecents.> 

WhentheLORD reateredthe fortunes of Zion, 

% i ~ i a m  R. Taylor and W .  s tuart  ~ c ~ u l l o u g h ,  w ~ a a ~ O a  i n  ~ h m  Intarprmtot* 
Bible (New York, Abingdon Pre~e, lgSS), Vol. 4, 664, - 

5 t ~ h a r l e a  Augu8tua Briggm and Emilia Grace Brigga , A C r i t  icaL and Lxwat ical 
CommentaryontheBookof Psahr (Edinburgh,T. C T .  C1atkr1925),Vol.2, 455, 
456. 

%. A. Briggs and I. G. Briggs, Psalms, 456. 



w e w e r e  like thosewhodream. 

Verse 2 

Thsnourmouthwae f i l l e d w i t h l a u g h t e r ,  

and our tongue with shouts o f  joy; 

then they sa id  amongthenations, 

"TheLORD has donegrea t th ings  forthem." 

Verse 3 

The LORD has done great thinge for us; 

w e  are glad. 

Verse 4 

Restoreour fortunes,  OLORD, 

l ikethewatercouraes  i n  the  Negebl 

Verse 5 

Hay those who sow i n  teare 

reapwith ehoute of joyi 

Verse 6 

H e  tha t  goes forth weeping, bearing 
the  eeed for  8owing, 

s h a l l  come home with shouts of joy, 
br ing ingh i s  eheaveewithhirn. 



STANDARDS FORTHE APPLICATIONOFTHEVARIOUSMETHODS 

OFVERSE STRUCTURE ANALYSIS 

A t  t h i s  point it will be appropriatetoundertaketheanalys i8ofthe  

verse structureofthettialpassages. Eachofthepaseages identif ieidand 

describedintheprecedingchapterwillbe subjectedto ana lys i s  b y t h e  four 

methodsdeecribedearlier: minimal unit counting, l ine-formanalyeis ,  

syntactic etructural analyeie andeemantic a t rophic  analyeio.  Anattempt 

will bemade i n e a c h  case toobservewhatever contributionatheeemethodumay 

make t o theundera tand ing  ofthepoem. General conclueioneontheumefulneos 

of thevar iouamethode w i l l  be reserved f o r t h e  f i n a l  chapter .  

I n o r d e r  t o  undextaketheana lys i so f these tex t s ,  it w i l l  be n e c e r r u y  

t o e s t a b l i s h  some standards f o r t h e a p p l i c a t i o n o f t h e  fourmethods. I n t h e  

caeeofthoeemethodsproposedrecently, andueedbya m i n g l e r c h o l u  (much 

asthemethodeof Collins andO'Connor), this is ae implemat te r .  In thocame 

o f t h o s e  whichhavebeenused f o r a l o n g e r p e ~ i o d o f t i m e  (minimalunit  

counting) o r  by a g c e a t e r  number of scho la r s  ( s t roph ic  analymim) i tauyb .  

n e c e a e a q t o  speci fy  otandards i n g r e a t e r d e t a i l .  A n d e v e n i n t h m c a 8 a o f t h o  

workof Col l ins  andO'Connor, someexplanat ionis  inorder foxthe  

arrangementoftabularraaterialwhichwillbe foundinthim chaptaz, amwell 

ae foranyexception8whichmaybemade i n  t h e  app l i ca t ionof themothod  i n  

quest ion.  



Minimal Unit Count inq 

Foreachofthetrialpasaages, t h e r e  is a t a b l e  i n d i c a t i n g t h e n u m b e r  

of minimal u n i t e  per colon. Th ree types  of min imaluni t s  havebeencounted t  

s y l l a b l e s ,  8 t r e s s e d e y U a b l e a  (accente)  andworda. Theaecounte  are 

tabulatedinparallelcolumns. 

Whencounting syl labletar  the nurnberof e y l l a b l e e  ie equal t o t h e  

number of vowels inaword. SFmplevocalehewae and compoeite shewae are 

consideredvowels ,  b u t t h e  s i l e n t  shewa is  not. The " f u r t i v e  pathacha i e  

a l s o  n o t  considered to form a s y l l a b l e .  The divine name, n1n' is counted a6 

two s y l l a b l e s  (i.e.# as "Yahwehtu r a t h e r t h a n  "Adonai"), and the p l a c e  name 

Jerusa lem i e  counted as f o u r  e y l l a b l e e  ( L e e ,  a s  n Y e ~ e h a l a i m , a  rather t han  

"Yernrshalayima). Obviouely, thepronunciationofthesewordemayhave 

changedoverthelengthyperiodbetweenthe compoai t ionof  "The Song of 

Deborahw and Psalm126. I n  t h e  sameway, the pronunciation and 

s y l l a b i f i c a t i o n o f  o t h e r  Hebrewwords is l i k e l y t o  have changedbetweenthe  

compoeitionoftheva+ioumpoern8 under e t u d y h e r e a n d t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n o f t h e  

Maaotet ic  accento. Were i tposs~letoeatabl i8hconclumiv~lyhowEI.br.w 

w a 8 p r o n o u n c e d i n t h e e r a o f  canporitionofeachtrialpareage, it might be 

justifiablrtoregardagivenwordore~remaionamcontainingadiff~ront 

number of s y l l a b l e s  i n o n e  poem fromthenumber a s o i g n e d t o t h e ~ a a n w o r d o r  

expremaion i n a n o t h e t  poem. Unfortunately,  t h o u g h t h e  p ronunc ia t i ono f  

Hebrew i n  t h e  biblical era i e  not  an u t t e r l y  i n t r a c t a b l e  quemtion, not enough 

i o y e t k n o w n a b o u t  i ttomakeruchdifferentiationa conclur ive ly .  Thu., to 

avoid  t h e t e m p t a t i o n o f  " c u t t i n g t h e  c o a t  t o  f i t  t h e  clothmofthevarioua 

t h e o r i e e o f v e r s e  e t r u c t u r e ,  u n i f o r m i t y o f p ~ o n u n c i a t i o n m u ~ t b e a r r ~ ,  ar 

unlikelyaethismaybehietorically.  



W h e n c o u n t i n g e t r e e s e d  e y l l a b l e s ,  a l l M a e o r e t i c  accent8 a recoun ted ,  

withoutdifferentiatingbetweenthe d i s j u n c t i v e  andconjunct ive  accente ,  or 

between t h e  set of accents  u s e d i n  Psalms, Job andproverbs, a n d t h e m o r e  

commoneetusedintherestof theHebtew Bible.  

When count ingwords,  inaeparable prefixes and s u f f i x e m  are no t  

counted sepuately,  eventhoughthey represent separate lexemee. Worde 

joined by a maqqeph ate counted sepa ra t e ly .  Thus, ' ~ @ - 5 9  5~ ( nregardhg my 

t r a n s g r e s s i o n s w )  in Lamentations 1: 22 w i l l  be counted as three words, 59- 

("because of thesen) i n  Lamentations 1: 16 w i l l  be c o u n t e d  as two words, 

and 93q ( "aga ins t  men ) i n  Lamentations 1: 15 w i l l  be counted as a mingle wozd. 

FollowingthetabularpresentationoftheseminFnralunFtcounts, 

mathemat ica l  i n f e r ences  arepresentedwhichcharactarizethe va+iouetrial 

passage6 andcotnparethernwitheachother. Amongother cons ide ra t i ons ,  

comparison will be made between t h e  d i f  f etence i n  length o f  t h e  two cola of  

b i c a l a ,  and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  l eng th  of  cola f r o r n d i f f e r e n t b i c o l a .  Thi8 i 8  

done t o  a s c e r t a i n w h e t h e r  there is any systematictendencytonrakethetwo 

colaof a b i c o l o n  similar i n  l e n g t h o r  tore latethe ir  lengths i nmotmothe r  

faehion. In rucheva lua t ione ,  a s t a t i s t i c a l a n a l y a i 8 w i l l b o m d e c ~ i n g  

theabsolutevaluesofthedifferencesbetweenthe f i r o t a n d  recondcolaof 

e a c h b i c o l o n ,  andtheabaolutevalueofthedifferencerbetweentheaecond 

colonofeachbicolonandthe f iretcolonofthenextpoetLcl ine.  I n t h o c a m e  

of a b i c o l o n w h i c h  i s t h e l a s t p o e t i c l i n e o f a p o e m , t h e a b r o l u t ~ v a l u ~ o f t h ~  

d i f f e z e n c e b e t w e e n t h e  fFrstandsecondcolawil lbecomparedwiththe 

ab~olutevalueofthadifferencebetweenthelamtcolonofthe f i n a l b i c o l o n  

a n d t h e  f i r s t  co lonof thepoem.  Simi lsranalyseeare~deofthecompari~on 

between thedif ferences  o f t h e  first cola ofbicolaandthe aecondcolaof the  



samebico la ,  a n d d i f f e r e n c e s o f t h e  f i r a t  c o l a o f  b i c o l a a n d t h e e e c o n d c o l a  

o f t h e  subeequentb ico la .  

Line-Form Analys i s  

Collins states q u i t e  f r ank ly tha th i s t a r conomy of line-forms Le 

a d e q u a t e t o  i d e n t i f y  anddesc r ibe  onlyaboutfortypercentofthepoetic 
. - 

l i n e s w h i c h h e e n c o u n t e r e d i n h i s  study.' I n t h e  present study, amonewhat 

higher f r a c t i o n o f  p o e t i c  l i n e s  havebeenc lass i f i edbyCol l in8~  ayetem, 

thoughthe p e r c e n t a g e v a r i e s  f romone passage t o  another .  I n o r d e r  t o g i v e  

themost  generoua opportunitypossibletothistheory, C o l l i n s f  e y e t w h a a  

beenpressed  as f a r  a6 p o s s i b l e t o i d e n t i f y  s p e c i f i c l i n e - f o r m s  i n e v e r y  case 

where t h i s  can  conce ivablybedone ,  

Foreachofthetrialpaeeages,  a t a b l e  i e  p resen ted ,  demcribingand 

c l a s e i f y i n g  eachcolon .  The f i r s t  column i n d i c a t e s t h e  chapter ,  ve rnaand  

verse-portionofeachcolon. The secondcolumndescribestheconrtituentm 

of the Line, ueing t h e  same eymbole employed by C o l l i n s :  NP' for t h o  rubjmct 

of a c lauee ,  V f o r  t h e  verb,  H f o r  a modi f ie r  of t h e  verb ,  and I@ f o t  the 

object o f t h e v e r b .  Thintablealsooccaeionallyindicate8 n y n t a c t i c  

elementa which Col l in8  har not  i d e n t i f  id, no tab ly  the i n t e r j e c t i o n ,  

i nd i ca t ed  by t h e  symbol I j . 
If two ofthecolacanbeidentifiedaeabicolon, a a i g l u n i d e n t i f y i n g  

the1ine-foraai8giveninthethirdco1umn8wheneveteuchaaig1urimgL~nby 

Col l ine  for t h e  apecif i c  aequence of cona t i t uen t a  i n  a bicolon, or whan much 

aa ig lumcanbe reamonab ly  i n f e r r e d  frotaColl in8 '  d e a c r i p t i o n m o f t h e l i r u -  

' ~ h e p r e c i ~ p r o p o r t i o n L n d i c a t . d b y ~ o l l ~ m  i a  38 a. S ~ T a s m n ~ C 0 1 l h m .  
Line-Form6 inRebrwPoetry: Agramaticalapproachtothe m t ~ l i m t i c m t u d v o f  - 
t h e  Hebrew Prophet., (Roabe: Biblical I n s t i t u t e  Pram., l978), 198. 



t y p e  and line-forms. To Collins' e i g l a  i e  addedtheexpress ion  "Fnvertedn 

whereveroneofthebicolacouldbemadeto c o r r e s p o n d t o o n e o f t h e  Line-form 

deecribedby Col l ins  by the reversal o f t h e  f f r e t  and eecondcola-  When it is 

n o t p o s e i b l e t o i n d i c a t e  a complete aiglum f o r t h e  line-formof aparticular 

bicolon, a p a r t i a l  eiglum may be given, i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  baeic l ine- type  and 

sentence-type ( o r t y p e s )  withasmuchprec i sFonaspo~s ib le .  I n t h e c a e e o f  

linee which contain eequencee of syntactic  conetituents  not treated by 

Coll ins,  no s i g l u m w i l l b e  supplied. F o r t h i s  samereaeon, no e i g l u m w i l l b e  

supplied fotapparentrnonocolaortricola. 

I n  the fourth column, t i t l e d  " C ~ l l i n s , ~  it w i l l  be indica tedwhether  

t h e s p e c i f i c  l i ne - fo rmdesc r ibed in the  eecondcolumnandidentifiad i n t h e  

t h i r d  is a l s o  described and i d e n t i f i e d b y C o l l i n 6 .  I f  t h i s  columncontains 

t h e  i n d i c a t i o n  "listed," it mean e t h a t C o l l i n e l i 8  tathe r p e c i f i c  aequence 

o f g r a m a t i c a l  cons t i tuen t s  i n t h i s  bicolon, and asoociatem it w i t h t h e  

a ig lumindicated intheth irdco lumnof th i s tab le .  I f t h i o  columncontains 

t h e  i n d i c a t i o n  " n o t l i ~ t e d , ~  it mean s t h a t  C o l l i n s  doe8 n o t i n d i c a t e a  miglum 

f o r t h e  s p e c i f i c  sequence of  cons t i tuen t s  i n t h i a b i c o l o n .  

The f i n a l c o l u c n n , t i t l e d  "Commente," contain0 remarkoonother  

pooeible r e a d i n g a o f t h e t e x t ,  a n d o n d i f f i c u l t i e e i n t h e  syntactic 

etructureofthebicolonwhichmayrender itintrtactablotoCollin8~ 

taxonomy of  line-forms. 

Following t h i s  t a b l e ,  an ana lys i s  ofthe poem iroffered, prarenting 

any i n s i g h t s  whichmaybe i n f e r r e d  f r o m t h e l i n e - f o r m .  P a r t i c u l u  

a t t e n t i o n w i l l b e g i v e n t o a n y  inetancesofline-formawhichco+rr.pond 

s y n t a c t i c a l l y  t o  the "memantic eeta*  i d e n t i f i e d  by Collinr . 



S y n t a c t i c  S t r u c t u r a l  Analysie  

Foreachofthetrialpaseages, atable i spteeentedl ie t ing  i n  

parallelcolunuretheversereferenceandthenumberofpredicationa, 

cone t i t uen t a  a n d u n i t a  i n e a c h c o l o n .  F romtheseda t a ,  the l i n e - c l a s s o f t h e  

colon may be deduced, and this l i ne -c l a s s  is  indicated i n  the f i f t h  column. 

I n  t h e  s i x t h  column, t i t l e d  "Troping, " is an indication o f  the t y p e  of 

t ropeewhichoccux  inthecolon. Theseare abbreviated aa follows: 

r e p e t i t i o n  (R); c o l o r a t i o n  (C);  matching ( H ) ;  gapping ( G ) ;  semantic  

dependence ( S ) ;  andmixing ( X ) .  I n t h e  f i n a l c o l u n m i s  an i n d i c a t i o n o f  

w h e t h e r t h e c o l o n  i s  part  o f t h e c o n j u n c t  ( C )  o r  theremainder ( R ) ,  a6 

OeConnor definesthesetems. 

Following t h e  t a b u l a r  material, i n f e r ences  a r ed rawn  regardingthe 

f o r m o f t h e  poem, p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  t h e  i nc idenceo f  heavy l i n e e  a n d t r o p i n g ,  t h e  

Troping-heavy ratio, a n d t h e w e i g h t .  T a b l e a o f t h e s e d a t a  a n d r a t i o s w i l l b e  

inc luded  a e  i n  08Connoros own e t u d i e s ,  even when t h e  data do  n o t  seem to lead 

t o c l e a r c o n c l u s i o n s ,  b u t  p a r t i c u l a r  a t t e n t i o n w i l l  b e g i v e n t o  any 

aubdivieionsofthetext(suchaa08Connorfa uataveen and"ba t cheem)  which 

might be i m p l i e d b y t h e s e  e t a t i s t i c e .  

S t r o p h i c  Analyais  

Foreachofthetrialpassagee, a t a b l e  i s o f f e r a d ,  p r m s e n t h g  i n  

p a r a l l e l  co lumna theve r se  r e f e r e n c e o f  e a c h c o l o n a n d t h e  numberof feat i n  

t h a t  colon. Ad jacen t to theseco lumns ,  numbers and letters a r e u e e d  

(follow~ngthepracticeofvanderI4eeranddeMoor)to i n d i c a t e t h e  

b e g i n n i n g o f e a c h c a n t o ,  8ub-canto, c a n t i c l e ,  mt ropheandve~ma.  The80 

unitearedeterminedonthebamirof semant icconten t .  F o l l o w i n g t h a t . b u l u  



material, adescription ieg ivenof thecontentsof the la~geruni tmand 

their relationtoeachother. Comparieonwillalsobemadebetueentheee 

f undamantally semantic divisions and the divis ions  o f  t h e  text implied by 

other methods of analyeie. 

TtfE SONG OF DEBORAH 

TABLE 8 - 1 
MINIMAL ONITS IN "THE SONG OF DEBORAHa 

WORDS SYLLABLES ACCENTS 







Inferences fromthe Analysis of Minimal Units 

NUMBER OF 
SYLLABLES 
PER COLON 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

n 
C1 

median 
mode 

TABLE 8 - 2 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OFTHEMINIMAL UNITS 
IN "THE SONG OF DEBORAH" 

NUMBER OF 
COLA 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF 
ACCENTS PER COLA WORDS PER 
COLON COLON 

NOllBER OF 
COLA 

2 
34 
43 
12 
2 

93 
3.76 
0.78 
4 
4 

In additionto coneideringthecolaasdist inctunits ,  it in alro 

reasonable t o  comparethebicolaofthiapoem. Bicolaare identified 

primari lybytheir  eernanticcontent, andtoaleeeerdegteebytheir 

eyntacticdependency. Nota l l th i e  poemcanbedivided intobicola. For 

purposesofanalys ia ,  the followingpaeeagesare identifiedaa b i c o l a i n  

t h i s  poem: 



TABLE 8 - 3 

BICOLA IN "THE SONG OF DEBORAHw 

The following lines areidentifiedaemonocolaandtricola: 

TABLE 8 - 4 

MONOCOLA AND TRICOLAIN *THE SONGOFDEBORAH" 

phonetic phenommnon in thim poam. Thie can be dona i n  two way.. Xn the  firmt 

place, acmpari80ncar,bmadebetweenthe f irrthalverofthebicolaurdthe 

recondhalve~of thebico lr .  The name etatiatical~alymlaprovided.bovm 

for all col&maybeprmaented forthe firetandm~condcolaofthm3S bicola 

whichhavebeen idant i f ied .  For:brevity, the fo l lowlngtablewLl l indicat~  

the  f~mtco lonofabico lonby  *Aa andtherecondcolonby "B." 



TABLE 8 - 5 

ANALYSISOFTHE NUMBEROFMINIMALUNITS INTHEFIRSTANDSECONDWLAOFBICoLA 

NUUBER 
OF UNITS 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
1s 
16 
17 

n 
P 
on 
median 
mode 

IN "THE SONG OF DEBORAH" 

SYLLABLES ACCENTS WORDS 

It can be meen from t h i r  table tha t  the f i r a t  and aecond cola  of t h e  35 

bicola in t h i s  poem have very climilar manta, medianu and -8, and tend to be 

dimtributed i n  a mhi lar  faahion mound their  mean., rugudlaem o f  whether 

theaecolauemoamuredbythe numbetof syllables, 8trea8emorwotdm. The 

difference. between their mean6 are 80 alight that  it may be maid t h a t ,  on 
averacre the firmtand6econd colonof abicolon i n t h L m p o a u m v ~ u a l l y  

identical .  Ofcouree, i n  individualcaaem,thim i e  notalwaymao. T h a ~ 8 U m ,  

i n  fact, only f ivabicolainthLm poemwhichhavethe aamenumturof 8yllablaa 

in the f i r a t  colon a6 i n  the  aecond. Twelve of t h e  b ico la  have equal number. 

of  accento in their two halves, and fifteen have the numbs of word. in 

bothhalves. But even inthew latter carer, t h e n ~ r o f b i c o l a w h o n  fimt 



and second c o l a  are equa l  is leea  than half of t h e  total nunrber of bicola i n  

t h e  poem. Thue, the near  equivalence o f t h e  averages doen not implythat t h e  

f i r s t  a n d s e c o n d c o l a o f  a b i c o l o n  a r e r e g u l a r l y ,  o r e v e n f r e q u e n t l y e q u a l i n  

s p e c i f i c  ca se s .  Nevertheless,  the impression of approximate equivalence of 

l eng th  p e r s i s t s .  

Thie phoneticrealityofthebicoloncan a l s o  beconf i rmedby  

cornparingthe l e n g t h o f t h e  first half  (the "Aw h a l f )  o f e a c h b i c o l o n w i t h t h e  

lengthofthe secondhalf (the "Bw h a l f ) ,  a n d c o n t r a s t i n g  t h i s  w i t h t h e  

d i f f e r e n c e  be tweene i the r  h a l f  o f t h e  bico lon  and the colon immediately 

before t h e  "A" colon o r  after t h e  "8" colon.  

I n  t h e  fol lowing t a b l e ,  values i n  t h e  column t i t led :a-b! r ep reeen t  

thedifference i n  thenumberof s y l l a b l e s ,  accents orwords betweenthe f i r a t  

co lonof  a b i c o l o n a n d t h e  second c o l o n o f t h e  eamebicolon. Value6 i n t h e  

c o l u m n t i t l e d  ib-nl repreaentthedifferenceinthe numbetof syllables, 

accentoorwordsbetweenthe eecondco lonof  a b i c o l o n a n d t h e n e x t  

subsequent colon. 



TABLE 8 - 6 

COMPRRISON0FTHEDIFFE~NCESBETWEENTEIEFIRSTAM)SECONDWLAOFABICOfX)N 
AND BETWEENTHE SECONDCOLONOFABZCOLONAND THESUBSEQUENTCOLON 

IN "THESONGOF DEBORAH" 

SYLWIBLES ACCENTS WORDS 
NUMBER 
OF UNITS la-bi lb-nl la-bl Ib-nl la-bf (b-nl 

n 35 35 35 35 35 35 
P 1.83 2.57 0,80 1.06 0.71 0.97 
On 1 .72  2.03 0.67 0.75 0.70 0.74 
median 1 2 1 1 1 1 
mode 1 1 1 1 0 , l  1 

Promthemdata  several  inferencesmaybedrawn. F i r e t o f a l l ,  it Fr 

noteworthythatofthe  9 3  cola in this poem, 70 (75.3 0) mayreasonablybe 

grouped into bicola. The bicolon ie t h e r e f o r e  by far t h e  moat comnon pat ic  

l i n e  inthepoem, and it may be inferredthat therewas apreferenceonthe  

part ofthepoetforsuchtwo-part l ines .  fnaddition,itmaybeobmetv.d 

t h a t t h e t w o h a l v e ~ o f t h e u b i c o l a t e n d t o b e r o r e o r 1 e ~ m ~ a l  i n  length. 

regularly l e e e t h a n t h e  averagedifference between the  recondcolon and tho 

colon which f ollowe it ( i. e., the  f i r s t  colon of t h e  next poetic line). Thim 

eyllablee (accents) or words. In addition, it can be reen that  the 

differencembetweencolaof abico lonare lemrwide lydi~tr ibutdthurtho  



Again, there is cleatlyatendencyinthiapoemtoproducebalancedtwo-part 

l ines .  

Line-Forms 

TABLE 8 - 7 

LINE-FORMS IN "THESONGOFDEBORAH" 

COLON CONSTITUENTS LINE-FORM 

I I I D : i i ) 5 j  
inverted 

111 B t F ) 6 j  
inverted 

COLLINS 

not l ieted 

not l i s t e d  

l ie ted  

not l i a t e d  

Thie colon 
contains adouble 
predication; t h i a  
may be a monocolon 
or the f iret colon 
of a tr ico lon.  
Bothoccurrencee 
of NP' i n  t h i e  colon 
are vocativee 
whichaddreaethe 
aubjectrofthe 
imperative verbs. 

The f i r s t  colon 
contain6 adouble 
vocative mubject. 

In the f irrrt colon, 
the  UPt i r  a 
vocrt i va  

There i m  8 double 
predication Fnthe 
f irat colon, 

listed 
The recond colon 
conoimtaontirely 
of  an oxtendad 
modif i.s 

not limted 



not lieted 

listed 

Theeecondcolonof 
this bicolon 
containetwo 
verbe . 

In both cola of 
this bicolon, the 
expression 
ident i f ied ae NP' 
i e  i n  apposition to  
theeubjectwhich 
is implied by the 
verb. 

not lieted 
Theeecondcolonof  
t h i a  bicolon La 
obscure, but 
appear8 to be an 
equational 
eentence . 

not listed 

not listed 

The f i r s t  colon has 
a compound 
eubject, divided 
by the  verb phrase. 

The first colon is 
an equational 
eentence; the NP' 
i n t h e  mecondcolon 
i a  avocativewhich 
addrammartha 
pramwnod mubjmct 
of t h e  impetative 
verb. 

not l i s t e d  

The threm cola i n  
thir verrecannot 
ba groupad into  
bicola. h l l  of 
themcontain 
vocativam which 
addremethe 
preeumed e u b h c t  



S : ~ I  M + v + N P Z  
5 : llc N P ~  

of the  imperative 
verb in the thf rd 
colon. 

not listed 

111 D: ii) 5h listed 

not listed Thie veree fa 
O~SCUTB, and 
difficult to 
divide into 
bicola, thoughtha 
eecond and third 
cola may be so 
conetrued. 

not listed 

Thie veree, which 
might be regarded 
as a tricolon, is 
utterly 
intractable to  
Collins' ryrtsm. 
Every colon 
containemorethan 
one verb, and the 
third colon 
reduplicateathe 
eub j ect . 

not listed 
The apparent 
enjambment of thim 
l ine  ham loci 
numeroum 
coammntatorr to 
alter tha 
traditional 
colometryofthLm 
bicolon. A8 it 
stand., it doem not 
conf o m  t o  any of 
the line-f ormm 
described by 
Collinm. 

not lirted 



111 B:i)6d listed 

not listed 

I nom not l i s t ed  
I n  add i t i on  t o  its 
semantic 
obscu r i t y ,  t h i e  
v e r s e  i e  
intractableto 
C o l l i n s  ' ayetem. 
None o f t h e  cola 
canbegrouped i n t o  
b i c o l a  which 
resemble the l i n e -  
f oms which 
Col l in6  ha6 
descr ibed.  The  
f Fre t ,  eecond and 
f i f t h c o l a o f t h i s  
v e r s e  are 
equa t iona l  
sentencee. 
Because of 
s y n t a c t i c  link6 
and semantic 
dependency, as 
w e l l  as their 
reeemblance t o  t h e  
l a s t c o l o n o f v e r e e  
6, t h e  lart two 
cola i n t h i r  veree 
mayberagartdedam 
a bicolon,  which 
neverthelemm doe6 
=at c o i l f o ~  to m y  
of Collins' l i n a -  
form.. 

1 B : l l ) l a  listed 
Thi8b ico loncou ld  
alao be i d e n t i f  Led 
a8 111 B : i i ) l .  

n o t l i r t e d  Thimcolonim an 
equa t iona l  
nntonco. Beerum. 
of  i t 8  m i m i l u i t y  
withthelarttwo 



colaof S t 1 5 ,  tnany 
commentators have 
divided t h i s  one. 
In either c a e e ,  F t  
doee not 
correspond t o  any 
of CollFnu8 l i n e -  
f 0m8. 

IV B/D: i listed 
Thia l ine-form is 
one of e e v e r a l  
which Coll ine  
lists with t h e  f V  
B / D : i  line-type. 

I11 8:F)lf listed 

XI1 D:i not l i s t e d  
Thie l i n e  conforms 
to t h e  s y n t a c t i c  
pattern of 
Colline ' third 
semantic met, but 
doee not 
correspond to the 
eemantic 
demcription of 
that Bat. 

n o t  listed 
The f ir8t  colon of 
t h i s  l i n e  contains 
two verbo. 

I D: ii)var a n o t  l i s t e d  
Though not  1iat.d 
by Collin., thim 
line-f o m  conf orw 
to the  general 
dercription of I 
D:Fi)var a. 

I11 BtF)vat not  lieted 
i nverted The latter o f  theme 

two cola contain8 
t W 0  80wat. 

modif b r a ,  r 
rituation 
unaddreeaud by 
Collin#. A t t e a  



111 C:i)var not lieted 

not l i e t e d  

I B: i) 3a listed 

t o  equalize the 
lengthe o f t h e e e  
two cola by 
dividing them 
after o')~!DD, 
rather than 
before, do not 
reeolve the 
problemwhichthie 
text poses for 
Collins' syetemw 

Collins does not 
list t h i 8  l ine-  
form, but t h i s  line 
conforxnmtothe 
general 
description of the  
If I C:  i)var line- 
type * 

This colon doem not 
appear to be 
syntac t i ca l ly  or 
aernantically 
connected with 
thoee which 
precde and follow 
it. As a 
monocolon, it 
would k outmida 
Collinm' taxonomy 
of line-tmm. 

not l i r t e d  
The init ial  V + NPZ 
of the firat colon 
conrt i tu te the  
contentofdkect 
m p c h ,  and are 
thur t h e  dFrect 
objectofthevmrb 

It would 
thereforebe 
poarible to 
demcriba thim line 
a r # P 3 + ~ + n l - ~ +  
t&, which c m  be 



1 B : i i ) l a  listed 
This  b ico lon  may 
also be identified 
as the 
semantically 
identical III 
B:ii) 1, 

not listed 

This  verse appears 
to be a tricolon, 
and theref  ore is 
not included i n  
Colline' taxonomy 
of line-fonnr. 

not listed 
The t i  rat colon of 
this bicolon 
contains two 
verb8 . 

II1D:ii)Qe listed 
Colline lietn t h i s  
line-form, but 
know8 of no 
occurrencee. 

not l i e ted  
E a c h o f t h e c o l a o f  
t h i s b i c o l o n  
containutwo 
verbs. 

not l i s t e d  

The threecolaof 
t h i s  varme appmr 
toconatitutea 
tr icolon,  A. ruch, 
th ia  vrrma li88 
outeideCollinao 
system. In 
addition, a l l  of  
theco laconta in  
multipla vorb8 , 

not listed 



The f Lrrt colon of 
thie bicolon 
containetwo 
verbs. 

11 B:i)var n o t  listed 

I V C / D : L )  notlieted 
Thi e line-form Fa 
not l i e t e d  by 
Collins, but it 
conf orma to the 
general 
deecrLpt ionof the  
IV C/D: i) line- 
type. Collins' 
syetem doea not 
account for t h e  
in ter jec t ion  78 at  
t h e  beginning o f  
t h i e  verae. 

not  lieted 

While i t  may be 
poseibletogroup 
eome p u t r  of thin 
verse into bicola, 
they can hardly be 
identifledwithin 
Collinro taxonomy. 
A l l o f  tho noun 
phraaom i n t h o  la8t 
fourco l .ua  
appoaFtivar t o  the 
direct object of 
the f i rat  colon. 

not l ioted 
The mocond NP in 
the f h a t  colon i 8  

a vocative, and i s  
una8rocirt.d w i t h  
t h e  verb. 



In fe rences  fromthe Analysis of Line-Forms 

A t t h e v e r y o u t e e t  it shou ldbe  not icedthatthemajori tyofthepoet ic  

c o l a o f t h i s  passage are n o t d e f i n a b l e b y  Co l l i n s*  taxonomy, evenwhen th i s  

system is pressed cons iderab ly  f u r t h e r  t han  Col l ins  has  gone i n h i e  ownuse 

of it. The p o e t i c  c o l a o f t h i a  passagemaybedistinguishedonthebasiaof 

whethertheycorxespondtol ine- fomswhichCol l inshas  l i a t e d i n h i s  

studies, whether they correspond to line-forme which can  be  definedby 

Collins' system {even t h o u g h h e  has not l i s t e d t h e a e  forms) ,  o rwhe the r they  

are e t r i c t l y u n d e f i n a b l e b y  C o l l i n s 1  system. S i n c e C o l l i n s '  syatem 

describes o n l y b i c o l a ,  a l l  o f t h e  cola i n c l u d e d i n t h e  f irst  t w o  ca t ego r i e s  

w i l l c o n s t i t u t e b i c o l a .  The categoryofundefinablecolawillinclude all 

monocola, allcolaintricolaorotherpolycola, andany c o l a c o n t a i n i n g  

m u l t i p l e p r e d i c a t i o n e o r  syntacticelementswhichColl insdoesnotackaitto 

h i s  system (such as i n t e r j e c t i o n a ) ,  as w e l l  as thosewhose syntact ic  

structures do no tco r+espond to  i d e n t i f i e d o r i d e n t i f i a b l e  line-forme. 

TABLE 8 - 8 

ADMISSIBILITYOFPOETICCOLAIN "THESONGOFDEBORAH" 
TO COLLINS' TAXONOMY 

LISTED 

5:4 a,b 
5:s a,b 
S t 7  b , c  
5:11 b,c  
S:14 c,d 
5:16 a,b 
5 t 1 7  a , b  
5 ~ 1 7  ~ , d  
5:22 a,b 
5x23 c,d 
5826 arb 

DEFINABLE 

Only22of the93  colainthiapoem(approxFmately23.7 1) uefommd 

intobFcolacorrespondingtollne-forms l i s t e d b y  Collins. Thir i8 fulesm 



than the approximately 40 % of p o e t i c  l i n e s  whichCollFna foundtractable to 

his system fromthepoeticcorpuawhichheexamined. But i ftheeeazeadded 

t o t h e  22 cola ( a n a d d i t i o n a l 2 3 . 7  a )  w h i c h c a n b e d e f i n e d b y  C o l l i n e '  eyetem, 

eventhoughtheir line-forms are notexplicit lydeacribedby C o l l i n e ,  there 

i~ a t o t a l o f  approximately47.3 % o f t h e  colaofthLspoemwhLchcanbe 

d e s c r i b e d b y  C o l l i n e ' e  system. However, themajor i ty ,  49 o f t h e 9 3 c o l a  

(approximately 52 .7  % )  still lie o u t a i d e C o l l i n s '  taxonomy of l i n e - f o m s .  

Furthermore, none o f t h e  93 c o l a o f t h i s  poemare c o n s t i t u t e d  i n t o b i c o l a  

c o n f o r m i n g t o o n e o f C o l l i n s a  semantic sets. F o r  these  reaaon8, it is 

d i f f i c u l t  t o d r a w g e n e r a l  descriptive inferences about t h i s  poemonthe 

b a s i s  of C o l l i n s '  conclusione on poetic syntax.  

There is, however, one i n t e r e s t i n g  phenomenonwhich a r i a e s  fromthe 

s y n t a c t i c  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f  t h e s e  cola. As the fo l lowing  t a b l e w i l l  reveal, 

the  gteat majority of the  d e f i n a b l e  line-types i n  t h i a  poem can be classified 

under oneof t w o  general  deecr iptors .  



TABLE 8 - 9 

P R I ~ Y C ~ C T E R I S T I C S O F D E F I N A B L E  POETICCOLA 
IN "THE SONG OF DEBORAH'' 

GENERAL 
LINE-TYPE I 

BASIC 
SENTENCE 

TOTALS S 1 13 3 

Thur, of the22def inablepoet icb ico la  Ln *TheSong~fDeborah ,~  13 

u e T y p e  I11 linem, a d 1 3  contaLnType-8 mentencar (includingoneType IV 

Line Lnwhichtha mcondcolon i8 aType-0 rentancm). Dua to thao tn r l 8po f  8 

b i co l ao f  TypIIf-0, a t o t a l o f 1 8 o f t h e 2 2  bicola(approximately82 t) can 

indicat ion about the  r ignif icance of the r e l a t i ve  f requencyof thovuioum 

lh - type . ,  r o m y  inference8 fromthio coincidencomumt await furthor 

conmideration. 

%he rum of tha  t o t a l 8  i n  t h i r  column w i l l  .xed the nuarb.r of bicola i n  t h e  
peam bacaurm of t h e  p to rmce  of Type IV lhom, which contain t w o  baaic 
rentencam. 

k o l l i n r  dimcumrr t h e  n l a t i v e  Lncidenca of  t ho  gonaral  1 inctyp.m and 
baaicmentoncem LaLine-Poraaa, 194 ff, bu t th i ruu lymim Lmmadaonlyofwhole 
book., n o t o f i n d i v i d u a l ~ r .  Eefindmthat ,  h t h o l a t t o ~ g l o p h . t a , t h o f ~ ~ ~  
gonasal lino-typm occurt w i t h  approximately .qua1 f mquoncy . The p r d m i n m c e  
of LLna-typ.IIILnthim~irthe+efore.xcop+ionrl. I ncon t r aa t ,  Collin8 
f indr  8 conridermble dimparity i n  the  d ia t t ibu t ion  of  t h e  b r a i c  montencmm, 
which occut i n  him 8r~rpl0 w i t h  t h o  followhg appsoxrnlte fxoqumnciomt 
nntonco-typo A - 8.0 % I  u n t o n c e t y p .  B - 37.4 rmtml--"ypa C - 17.6 % I  
rentenco-typo D - 37.0 a. Wo a ta t imt ica  u a  off- for: tha incidence of 
nominal nn tomoa .  T b  r e l a t i ve  frmqu.ncy of  occwrmaca o f  tha tout buic 



Syntactic S t r u c t u r a l  Analysis  

This  poem preaen t s  a p a r t i c u l a r  problem, inasmuch am it ha6 a l r eady  

been presentedby0'~onnorhimaelf . '  Unfortunately,  i n d o i n g  so, h e h a e  

ignoredthetraditionalcolometryofthispassageateeveralpointm. I n  

consequence, O'Connordescribes 1 0 6 c o l a  ( w h i c h h e c a l l e  "poe t i c lLneew) ,  

r a t h e r  than  t h e  93 c o l a  i n t h e t r a d i t i o n a l  arrangement o f t h e  text. T h i s  

i n c r e a s e  i n  the numberof cola is accomplishedbyvariouemeana. Most 

commonly, one of tne t r a d i t i o n a l  c o l a  is divided in two.' I n  a- cases ,  two 

co la in the trad~t iona lco lometr~are  r e d i ~ i d e d a s t h r e e . ~  I n o n e  casetwo 

cola i n  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  colometry are merged as a single colonm7 This  

r e s u l t s i n a n e t  i n c r e a s e o f  13 co la .  I n a d d i t i o n  to t h e s e  changes, t h e r e a r e  

s e v e r a l  o t h e r  p l a c e s  where t h e  caesurabetweentwo o f t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  c o l a  i s  

moveds l igh t ly ,  t h u s  a l t e r i n g t h e  eyntacticconstituantaofbothcola, 

without  increamingordecreaeingthe n ~ m b e r o t c o l a i n t h e p o e m . ~  There i e  

consequentlyarestructuringofthe r y n t a x o f t h e p a e n a g e ,  and i n m n y o f  

these came., when the cola, t hue  defined, are eubjectedtoO'Connor*m mytatem 

of analysis,  t h e y  f a l l i n t o d i f f e r e n t l F n e c l a a s e s t h a n w u l d b e t h e c a s e  

werethetraditionalcolometrytobeobserved.  

sentence. i n  T h e  Song of Deborahn i e  t h e  a m  am i n  CoLlinW mup le ,  b u t  t h e  
proportionavary. Conmidesingonlythefourbamicmentmncrtypm,th..bmolute 
of occurrence of  t h e  tout b a s i c  mentence-type8 in "Th. Song of Doborahm are: 
rentence-+~A-O~;m~ntonce-typaB-57~;mentenco-t~C-l3~,m~nton~- 
type D -30 %. Thur, in thi8  poem, t h e  frequency of Type-l baric rentencea i r  
increasedi t o t h e l o e o o f a l l o t h e r  sentence-typea. 

'n. O'Connor, Hebrew VeraeStructure (WinonaLake, Indiana: Eioenbrauna, 
1980),  218-230, 487-493. 



Inthepreaent~tudythetr tad i t iona l  colametryof "Thesongof 

Deborahw isobservedandthetraditionallyarrangedtext has been submitted 

to ana lys i s  byOfConnor*s syetem. It is n o t a  s u r p r i s e t h a t t h e r e e u l t a  of 

t h i s  a n a l y s i s w i l l d i f f e r  fromthose foundby O'Connor. Thie c o n t r a e t w i l l  

be noted frequently i n  the sumarywhich fo l lowsth i s  table. 

TABLE 8 - 10 
IDENTIFICATIONOFLINE CLASSESAND TROPING 

I N  "THE SONG OF DEBORAHw 

COLON PREDI- 
CATIONS 

REMAINDER 

CONSTI- 
TUENTS 

2 
3 

4 
4 
2 

3 
2 
4 
3 

3 
3 

2 
3 
3 

4 
3 
3 

2 
2 
3 
2 

2 
4 

1 
2 
3 

UNITS CLASS TROPING 

S 
S 

R 
R 
R 

S 
S 
RCMGS 
RCMG 

RMS 
RMS 

RS 
RS 
RX 

RX 
R 
R 

M 
H 
S 
RS 

R 

cn 
CM 

CONJUNCT OR 



RCS 
RCS 



Inferences  from Syntactic Structural  Analysis 

TheincLdenceofthevariou8line-claeseade8cribsdbyO~Connorc.nb. 

e~~lllllarized ae follows s 



TABLE 8 - 11 
INCIDENCEOFLINECLASSES INnTHE SONGOFDEBORM* 

Clase I 36 lines 38.7 t 

Claee I1 

Clas s  111 

Class I V  

17 l i n e s  

17 l i n e a  

20 l i n e a  

Unc laas i f i ab l e  l i n e s  3 l i n e a  3.2 8 

T h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  is  somewhat different f romtha td iocove redby  

O'Connor, who f i n d s  i n  h i s  over-allsummaryofthe poemswhichheconeFdered 

that approximatelytwo-thirds  of a l l  lines a r e c l a s s  I, two-n in thea rec l aee  

11, two-twenty-sevenths a r e c l a s s  111 a n d t h e  r e m a i n i n g l i n e e  a r e C l a e a  IV.' 

I n t h e p r e s e n t a n a l y a i s o f  "The SongofDeborahn, C l a s s  1 l i n e e a r e m o r e  

commonthan l i n e s  of anyother c l a s s ,  t h o u g h f e w e r t h a n h a l f o f t h e l i n e a o f  

t h i s  poemazeclasa I, and 57 o f t h e  93 l i n e s  i n t h e  poem (approximately 6 1 % )  

a r e  non-Claea I. 'O 7 8  of the lines i n  t h i s  poem (approximately 84 t )  are 

t roped ,  and t h e  TropingtEIeavy ratio i s t h e t e f o r e  78257 (58242 % )  f o r t h e  

whole poem. The conjunc t  ( thoee  l i n e e  which a r e  bo th  ttoped and haavy) i 8  44 

(47 0 )  and t h e  remainder ( t h e  l i n e e  which are n e i t h e r  troped nor heavy) i s  6 

( 6 % ) .  Theweightimtherefore44~6 (88rl2 t) .  

O'Connortheotizeethatthe incidenceofthevarioueclaarerof 1Fnee 

is not random, b u t t h a t  t h e  heavier c l aeees  occurmore f r e q u e n t l y r t t h m  

beginnings and ends o f  subdivisions o f t h e  poem. 

@1n fact, the prsciee distribution discovered by O0C4mor ier C l u a  I, 63 a; 
Clamo If, 20 a; CXaam 3 ,  12 t ;  Clatae XV, 5 t. See M. OeConnor, Hebrmw Vmrme 
S t r u c t u r e ,  320. El8ewhere,OoConnorspecifiesthepropor+ionofClareIline8 
as 62 t. SeeO°Connor, ElebtewVerae Structure, 533. 

'%us, i n  ~ ~ ~ o n n o r ~ s  terms, t h i s  poem i e  'out of  range. a  hat im, ita 
proporttion of non-Clamm-I line8 diffesa by more than ton pucant froa tha 
a n t i c i p a t e d p r o p o r t i o n o f  38 a. SeeM. O°Connor, HebrrwVetra8t~ctus~,  533, 
534. 



T h e u s e f u l n e s s o f t h i s  syetemincolwaentingonthetextureoftheveree 
i s  i n  part predictable: the  s tu f f  of it w i l l  be  Class  I l i n e s  and the 
most high-marked j u n c t u r e s w i l l b e t i e d t o C l a a s  1Vlineo. l '  

The *batchesn of1 t o 1 2  lines and "stavesm of approximately28 lines 

i d e n t i f i e d b y  O~ConnormightworkinthFspoem, even if t h e t r a d i t i o n a l  

co lometry i s  accepted. Inorder to  accommodatethedivis ionofthe t e x t  into  

thebatchee and s taves  a u g g e a t e d b y ~ ~ ~ o n n o r ' ~  i t w i l l  be neceeearyto  

accept batches as short a s  three lines and s taves  as short ae 21 l i n e s .  But 

e v e n t h i s  d i v i e i o n w i l l  onlyoccasionallymeet08Connor8a expectat ion o f  

heavierlinea andgreatertropingatthebeginning andendof a b a t c h o r  

stave. 

TABLE 8 - 12 
DESCRIPTIONOF BATCHES XNmTHE SONGOFDEBORAH" 

FIRST STAVE: VERSES 2-9 

Batch Batch A Batch B Batch C Batch D 
Verses w. 2-3 w. 4-5 w. 6-7 w. 8-9 

Lines 5 6 6 6 
Heavyl ines  5(100%) 4(67%) 4 (67 % )  2 (33 a )  
Troped S (100 % )  6 (100 % )  6 (100 % )  5 (83 a )  
TrHratio 5:s (50~50) 6:4 (60~40) 624 (60~40) S t 2  (71~29) 
Conjunct S(100%) 4(67%) 4 (67%) 1 (17 a )  
Remainder 0 0 0 0 
Weight 100:O 1OO:O l0O:O 1OO:O 

l lM. O'Connor, Eebrew Vetme  Stzucturs, 420. 

"n. 0 Connor, Hebrew - Verse Stmcture,  487-491. 
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SECOND STAVE: VERSES 10-16 

Batch Batch A Batch B Batch C Batch D 
Verses w. 10 - l l c  w. l ld-12 w. 13-14c 14d-16 

Lines 6 4 5 9 
Heavy lines 5 (83 a )  4 ( 1 0 0 % )  2 ( 4 0 % )  3 ( 3 3  \ )  
Troped 4 (67 a )  3 (75 a )  5 (100 a )  7 (78 a )  
T : H r a t f o  4:5 (44:56) 3:4 (43157) 5:2 ( 7 1 ~ 2 9 )  7:3 (70:30) 
Conjunct 3 (50 8 )  3 (75  \ )  2 (40 % )  3 (33 \ )  
Remainder 0 0 0 2 (22 0 )  
Weight 10O:O 100:O 1OO:O 60: 40 

THIRD STAVE: VERSES 17-23 

Batch Batch A Batch B Batch C Batch D 
Verses vv. 17-18 vv. 19-21b vv. 21c-22 v. 23 

Line8 6 8 3 4 
Heavy lines 4 (67 t ) 4 (50 0 )  2 (67 % )  2 (50  8 )  
Troped 1 (17 a )  7 (88 % )  3 ( 1 0 0 0 )  4 ( 1 0 0 2 )  
T : H t a t i o  l :4 ( 2 0 ~ 8 0 )  7:4 (64136) 3:2 ( 6 0 ~ 4 0 )  422 (67:33) 
Conjunct l ( 1 7 3 )  4 (50 % )  2 (67 % )  2 (50  a )  
Remainder 2 ( 3 3 % )  1 (13 8 )  0 0 
Weight 33:67 8 0 ~ 2 0  1OO:O 10010 

FOURTH STAVE: VERSES 24-31 

Batch Batch A Batch B Batch C Batch D 
Versea w. 24-26b w. 26c-27 28  w. 29-31 

Lines 7 5 4 9 
Heavy l i n e s  3 (43 % )  5 (100 a )  2 (50 2 )  6 (67 a )  
Troped 7 (100 %) 4 (80 a )  4 ( 1 0 0 0 )  6 ( 6 7 % )  
T t E I r a t i o  7:3 (70x30) 4 t S  (44t56)  432 (67~33) 626 (50350) 
Conjunct 3 (43 t) 4 (80 a )  2 (SO t) 4 (44 a )  
Remainder 0 0 0 1 (11 a )  
Weight 100 s 0 100:O 100: 0 8Ot2O 

Withthia diviaion o f t h e  text (ampropoeedbyO'Connor), haavy l h a  

occutfrequentlyatthabeginningof Stave It b u t h u d l y a t a l l a t t h m e n d o f  

the m a r n e  mtave. Convmraely, troping fo found Fn every l i n e  of t h e  f h m t  tkem 

batcheat and ina1 lbutoneof the l inanof the  f ina lbatchof th im four-batch 

atave. The heavierttropingoccura aboutthemiddleofthemtrvm, inthalamt 

fourl ineoofth~rocondbrtch,  andthefkmt  f o u r o f t h e t h i r d .  A 

concentrationofheavylinee ie found inthe fFrettwobatchasof  Stavo If, 



a n d h e a v y t r o p i n g  i n t h e l a a t t w o b a t c h e s .  The t h i r d  s t a v e h a s  i t e g r e a t e s t  

c o n c e n t r a t i o n o f  heavy l i n e s  f n t h e  f i r s t a n d t h i r d b a t c h e e ,  a n d t r o p i n g  F s  

heav ie s t  i n  t h e  l a s t  two batches.  The f h a 1  stave i s  heavi ly  t roped  i n  t h e  

f i r s t t h r e e b a t c h e s ,  a n d t h e g r e a t e a t  concen t r a t i ono f  heavy l i n e 8  is found 

i n  t h e  secondbatch .  Of a l l o f t h e  s taves ident i f iedbyO'Connorinthie  

poem, t h e r e  i e  none i n  which heavy l i n e a  and heavy t r o p i n g  are found at t he  

beginning andend ,  andlargenumbersof Claee-I l i n e a  and l i t t l eo r  no 

t r o p i n g  found i n  the middle. 

Examinat iono f thebatches in  a n t i c i p a t i o n o f  heavi lymarked 

beginnings andendings  i s evenmored i sappo in t ing .  O n l y a  fewbatches  

i d e n t i f i e d  byOrConnor appear to conformtoO@Connor~e  expec ta t ions .  Among 

t h e s e  are t h e t h i r d  and f o u r t h b a t c h e s o f  Stave 1x1, w h i c h b e g i n a n d e n d w i t h  

heavy l i n e s ,  andhaveonly Class-I l i n e e  inbetween.  Unfortunately,  these 

batches  are both  q u i t e  eho r t ,  and t h e  t rop ing  is n o t  distributed i n  much a way 

astornarkthebeginningandenddecisively. The las t  b a t c h o f t h e  eecond 

stave a l e o  hae heavy l i n e e  atthebeginningandend,wLth 8LxClaer-L: l ine .  

(anda e i n g l e  heavy l i n e )  inbetween.  Again, t h e t t o p i n g  i s  n o t d i r t r i b u t e d  

t o m a r k t h e b e g i n n i n g  andend. The e e c o n d b a t c h o f t h e  f i rr t8taveandthe  

f i s s t b a t c h o f t h e  secondrtavealeotendtoconcentrateheavy1ine~ at  t h e  

beginning a n d t h e e n d ,  b u t t h e c o r r o b o r a t i v e m a r k i n g o f  heavy t rop ing  Fe 

aboent h e r e  as wel l .  None of theme seemr t o  conform to 0 'Connor 8 vi.w that 

heavytropingandconcentrationr of heavylinermarktheb.gimingmdandof 

batches andotavea. Itmightreaaonablybesuggestedth&tthebte.k.  i n t h e  

text should  be eleewhere t han  t h e  pos i t i one  i d e n t i f i e d  by O* Connor. l3 

AccordingtoO'Connor'etheories,themajorbreakminthete~ mhould 

beexpectedinthoeepasragerwhicharemrtheavilytropd. ?orpurpommsof 

131t should, o f  courra, k trmPslkrrrd that O'COMOZ i d a n t i f  b d  thrm batch.. 
and r t a v e r  in a text which he had r a d i c a l l y  r e r t ~ c t u r e d  -- empmcially am 
regard8 i t 8  colometry-- f romtheklasoretFcText .  



t h i s d i a c u e e i o n ,  apoeticcolonwillberegardedaa " h e a v i l y t r o p e d W w h e n i t  

is t r o p e  din t w o  o r  moreways. Thus veraes 4c-7a (especially 4c-Sb), veraes 

10b-l lc ,  v e r s e 2 0  a n d v e r s e s  22a-23cmightbeexpectedtobethe  e i t e s o f  

s i g n i f i c a n t d i v i c l i o n s i n t h e t e x t .  Infacttwoofthesebundlesofheavily 

t roped l i n e s  do  f a l l  on d iv i s ione  propoaedby~~~onnor,'~though n e i t h e r  of 

these is a s t a v e  d i v i s i o n .  

O'Connoroe a n t i c i p a t e d  i n d i c a t o r s  o f m a j o r t e x t d i v i a i o n e  i nc lude  not  

only heavytroping, b u t a l e o c o n c e n t r a t i o n a o f  heavy (non-Claee-I) l i n e s .  

Forthepresentdiscuasiona "concen t r a t i ono f  heavy l i n e s n  w i l l b e d e f i n e d  

a s t w o o r m o r e c o n e e c u t i v e  non-Class-I lines. Concentrationaofheavylinee 

occur  more f r e q u e n t l y t h a n  concen t r a t i ons  of heavyt roping .  f fO'Connoroa 

e x p e c t a t i o n s o f  heavy l ineaat thebeg inn ings  a n d e n d s o f  s t a v e e  sndba tchee  

is to be  m e t ,  d i v i s i o n s  i n  t h e  t e x t  might be expected to f a l l  romewhere i n  the 

fol lowingpaaeagee:  verse8 2a-4a, Sa-7a, 9b-lob, lla-13b, 16c-llc, 2lb ,c ,  

22b-23a, 25, 26c-27c, 28c,d, 29b-30b and30e-31b. 

I n  fact, of theme  twelve i n t e r v a l s  where concent ra t ion6  of  heavy l i n e 8  

occur ,  seven'5 over1apdivisionewhich0'~onnorhae i d e n t i f i e d i n t h e t e x t ,  

inc ludLngthe  d iv ie ionbe tween  5:Sb and 5:6a and the d iv i s ionbe tween  5t22b 

and 5:23a, which a r e a l o o m a r k e d b y  heavyt roping .  

Thua, o f t h e  f i f t n n d i v i m i o n m  in the t c u t w h i c h  u e  i n d i c a t d b y  

O'Connor, 2 axemiuk.dbybothconcentrationeofheavyline8 andbyhaavy  

t rop ing ,  and~Lxroraum~ludbyconcentra t ioneo fhaavy l in~monly .  Of 

t h e  remaining maven, mix u e e i t h e r p r e c e d e d o r  f o l l a n d b y a t  loamtone  

"The concentr~tionoftropingfound invermes  4c-7aovarlap8th~dLvLmion 
between t h e  mecond and t h i r d  batcham of t h e  f h o t  mtave. A mecond concan t r a t i on  
of  troping, i n  v e r r e a  22.-23c ovmrlapa thed iv ir ion  between the third md four th  
batchee o f t h e t h i r d m t a v a .  



heavy line or by heavy troping, and only onete Le e n t i r e l y  unmarked.17 This 

might eeemtobe rathercompeLlingevidencethattextualdivLeione (suchaa 

t h e d i v i s i o n e  between batches and s t a v e s )  areindeedrnarkedbytroping and 

heavy lines, were it not for the fact t h a t  of the 93 l i n e s  i n  t h i s  poem, only 

f i v e  are ne i ther  preceded nor fo l lowed by at l e a s t  one heavy line, or by heavy 

troping, andthere is n o t a  s ing le  l i n e  anywhere i n t h e  poemwhich ie not 

precededor followed bytropingof  some sort. 

I f  O'Co~or's expectations have any validity at all, it doee not  aeem 

that moremay beex trac ted  fromtheminthis case  thanthe  inference  t h a t  

there ought tobebreaks i n  t h e t e x t  i n  the intervals  Fndicatedabove, 

e s p e c i a l l y  sornewherebetween5:4cand 5:7a, betweenSt10band S r l l l c a n d  

between 5:20a and5:24a. Obviously, e v e n t h e s e  ranges a r e t o o b r o a d t o  apeak 

with precision about t h e  lengths of sections within t h e  poem which might be 

thus formed. 

Strophic Analysis 

TABLE 8 - 13 
IDENTIFICATIONOF SEMANTICDIVISIONS IN "THESONGOFDEBORAH" 

COLON NUMBER OF CANTO SUB-CANTO CANTICLE STROPHE VERSE 
FEET 

' b r C o ~ o s  indicate. a division between S r 7c and S r 8a which i n  psecmdd and 
followedbyClrmm-I line., eachofwhich imtropedrimply. 

" ~ h i a  divimion in ,  of coutoe, preceded and followed by troped line., but 
theme line8 are notheavilytroped, aethetemnhaabeendefFned above. 







Inferences fromStrophicAnalyeie 

The d i v i e i o n  of t h i s  song into its aemantic sub-element6 producee a 

rather striking symmetry. There are three sub-cantos, of which the first and 

third are virtu ally equal in length^ Eachoftheaetwocontainsfourcanticlea. 

Ineachcase, the f i ratandlaetcant ic lescone iatof  aeingleetrophe, a n d i n  

a l l  cases but one, thieone-etophecanticlecontaina onlyas ing leverse*  The 

second and third canticles i n  each of these two aub-cantoe coneiata of two 

strophes made up of f ive  vereee. The eecond sub-canto Fe different from the  

f i r e t  and third, but neverthelees demonstrates a symmetry of it8 own. I t  

containethreecanticlee,theeecondofwhichieconeiderablylongarthurthe 

f irrrt and t h e  laet. The over-all eymaetry of thim poea i a  ahown i n  the  following 

table .  



TABLE 8 - 14 

ARRANGEMENTOFSUB-CANTOSAND CANTICLES 
IN "THE SONG OF DEBORAHw 

SUB-CANTO CANTICLE VERSE NUMBER OF 
REFERENCE STROPHES 

NUMBER OF 
VERSES 

1 
5 
5 
1 

5 
10 
6 

2 
5 
5 
1 

The symmetryofthis poem is evenmore s tr ik ingwhenthe  eemantic 

contents  of theeeunits are considered. The three sub-cantoemay be 

sunrmarizedas followe: the f i r s tdea l sw l th theerao f thea tory ,  deecribing 

what happens beforethemi1itaryengagementbegina;the seconddescribeethe 

cal l  and gathesing of the troops and t h e  battle iteelf 8 and the lamt rub- 

canto coneidere theaftermathofthebattle,  includingthearraaseinationof 

the f leeingSiseraandhiemothet'6 forlorn ax pact at ion of hi^ return. In 

brief, the three sub-cantos are set respectively before, during and after 

the military engagement, and describe t h e  causea, the event and the  

conrequencee. I f t h e c o n t e n t e o f t h e  canticleewithinthemetk~ 8ub- 

canto. areconaideredatgreater length,thesylrmstryofeach 8ub-cantolluy 

be seen t 

Sub-canto 1 

Canticle I: A bleoming pronounced on YHWH i n  view of the 

volunteeringofthepeop~e. 

Canticle I I: Praioe o f  YHUE. 

Canticle 11 I: The circuutancee andre8pon~ofthep.oplo.  



C a n t i c l e  fV: A b less ing  pronounced on YHWH i n  view of  the 

volunteering of the people. 

Sub-canto2 

C a n t i c l e  I: 

C a n t i c l e  11: 

C a n t i c l e  111: 

Sub-canto 3 

C a n t i c l e  I: 

C a n t i c l e  11: 

Cant i c l e  I I I : 

The c a l l  t o  arms. 

The gather ing  of the tribes who paxt ic ipa ted  i n  t h e  

b a t t l e .  

The b a t t l e .  

A curse on t h e  non-part i c ipan te .  

T h e e x p l o i t s o f  Jael Fnaaease ina t ingS iee ra .  

The f o r l o r n  expectation of S i e e r a ' s  mothet t h a t  her 

s o n w i l l  return in triumph, ladenwi thbaoty .  

C a n t i c l e  IV: AcurseonYHWH'eenerniea andb leas ingon thosewho  

love H i m .  

Thus the first sub-cantobegineandendswithablesring, a n d t h e t h i r d  

begins a n d e n d ~ w i t h a c u r s e .  Conta inedwi th intheb leeshgeof tha  fLr8 t  

eub-canto axe a  deecr ip t ion  o f  YHWH' e  power and of  t h e  people' 8 wakna8m. 

Between t h e  i n i t i a l  and f ina lcurmea o f t h e  l a e t  mub-canto uethmpmrcoived 

v i c t o r y o f  JaeL andtheunperceivedtragedyof S i s e r a ' a  mother. Thmmiddle 

sub-cantobeginrwiththecallto a rmsandendewi th the  r u c c e r r o f  X8+aelWr 

a m  a g a i n a t t h e c a n a a n i t e s .  Between, Lnthelonge8tcant2cleofthepor,  

iathea@r.mblyofthepeople  inre8ponaetothedivinecall .  whicchLmthe 

a p e x o f t h i .  poem: it iathegatheringof 1sraelwhicht.v.rmorthmdmmolate 

condit ion8 demcribed in the f irrt  aub-canto and which load8 to  tho 

deso la t ions  o f  I s r a e l ' s  enemies w h i c h a r e d e o c r i b e d i n t h e  final rub-canto. 

It is n o t e w o r t h y t h a t t h e t w m a j o r ~ e ~ t i c d i v L 8 i o n m t b u r d ~ f ~ ~  

occurwithintwooftherangeaof heavytropingorconcentrationmofheavy 

l i ~ ~ w h i c h  havebeenident i f i edbytheurof  0'Connor88 mymtm. Tho 

divis ionbetween sub-cantoaland 2 correspondstothedivimionktwwnthe 



f i r s t  and second s taves ,  and t h e d i v i s i o n b e t w e e n  eub-cantoe 3 and4 

corresponds t o t h e d i v i s i o n b e t w e e n t h e  t h i r d  and f o u r t h b a t c h e e  o f t h e  t h i r d  

s tave .  Nevertheleee,  the o v e r a l l  ehape o f t h e  poem as deducedbyO'Connorfs 

methods does no t  c o n f o r m t o t h e  ehapededucedby th i e  ana lye i r .  

I t  h a s  alreadybeennotedthatO'Connoroe e c a n e i o n o f t h i a  poemvariea 

f romtheMasore t i cTex t  i n  i ts  d i v i s i o n o f t h e  p o e t i c  c o l a  (whichO'Connor 

calls "linesn). But even i f  O'Connor9e system is r e - a p p l i e d w i t h i n t h e  

s t r i c t u r e s  o f t r a d i t i o n a l c o l o m e t r y ,  there are e t i l l e i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r e n c e s  betweenthedivisionptoducedbyhis system, and the c a n t i c l e s  

and s t ropheswhichmaybe  ident i f iedbytheprinciplesamployedbydeHoor 

a n d v a n d e r n e e r .  Thiemaybec lar i f i edbythetabulat ionof thediv ie ioneof  

the t e x t  i n d i c a t e d b y t h e s e t w o  eyetems. 

TABLE 8 - 15 
DIVISIONS OF "THE SONG OF DEBORAH" INDICATED BY 

SYNTACTIC STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS AND BY 
SEMANTIC STROPHICANALYSIS 

SYSTEX OF O'CONNOR I I SYSTEMOFDEMOORANDVANDERXEER 
I 

COLON BATCH STAVE SUB-CANTO CANTICLE STROPHE VERSE 
I 
I 

5:2 a f A I I 1 I 1 a 
St2 b I I 

I 
5:3 a I XI 1 a 
5:3 b  I I b 
5:3 c I I 



Iff 





O n l y o n e o f  O'Connor'edivisione is to t a l l yunmarked  intheremant ic  

ana lys i a  of  the t e x t .  The d i v i e i o n  between batches C and D of t h e  second 

s tave  falls i n t h e m i d d l e o f  oneoftheeernanticallydefinedveree~.~~ A l l  

other divisions i d e n t i f i e d b y o ' c o n n o r  are some howmarked s y n t a c t i c a l l y ,  

b u t t h e l e v e l a  of eignificancepropoeedunderthetwo eyeteme are not 

cons i e t en t .  Of OtConnor ' s th ree  e t ave  d iv i a iona ,  one co r r eeponde to  a 

divisionbetweentwosub-cantoe,'g a a e c o n d c o r r e a p o n d e t o  a d i v i s i o n  

b e t w e e n c a n t i c l e e , ~ a n d t h e t h i r d i e m a r k e d o n l y a e  a d i v i a i o n b e t w e e n  

etropheee2 '  I n  a d d i t i o n t o t h e  totally unmarked batch div ie ionment ioned  

above, thee levenotherbatchdivie ionsaremarkedae followa: onecorneaat  

t heb reakbe tween  two sub-cantos," four  fa l l  a t  thebreaks  between 

can t i c l e s , "  four more a t  breaks between atrophea2' and two at breaks 

b e t w e e n v e r ~ e s . ~  I n  addi t ion,  t h r e e o f t h e b r e a k s  between t h e  

asmantically-def ined  can t ic lea ,"  and s i x  of  t h e  breaks  between s t tophean 

are e n t i r e l y  u n r e p r e s e n t e d b y t h e  d iv ie ionawhich08Connor  ham i d e n t i f i e d ,  

' '~udgea 5 : 14d. 

''~udgea 5 : 10a. 

% a d g e e  5 : 24a. 

21~udgee 5:17a. 

% a d g e e  5:23a. 

?Judge8 S : 6a, 13a, 19a, 28a. 

%adgem 5 t 4a, 8a, 21c, 29.. 

%adgem 5 : l l d ,  26c. 

%adgem 5 t 3 a ,  9a, 31.. 

%udgee 5: 12ar 14a, lSd, laa, 20a, 26a. 
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THE SONG OF THE VINEYARD 

~inimal U n i t  Counts 

TABLE 8 - 16 
MINIMAL UNITS IN "THE SONGOFTHE VINEYARDw 

COLON SYLLABLES ACCENTS WORDS 



Inferences fromthe Analyeisof MFnirnal Units 

NUMBER OF 
SYLLABLES 
PER COLON 

P 

=n 
median 
mode 

TABLE 8 - 17 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE MINIMAL UNITS 

IN "THE SONG OF THE VINEYARD" 

NUMBER OF 
COLA 

1 
2 
4 
7 
4 
5 
1 
4 
3 

31 
8.19 
2.19 
8 
7 

NUMBEROF NUMBEROF NUHBEROF NUMBER OF 
ACCENTS PER COLA WORDS PER COLA 
COLON COLON 

I t m a y b e e e e n t h a t t h e e e  cola are, by any standard, sonrewhatehorter 

thanthoee i n  "The Songof Deborah," being, onaverage, aboutoneandahalf 

eyllablee, oronehalf accent, oronehal fwordahorter .  This imnot theon ly  

d i f ference .  In "Thesong of beboxah," approximatelythrwquarterrofthe 

poemwhichcannotbeattangd intobLcolaonaemantic and ayntacticgrounds 

is  t h e  first part o f t h e  s i x t h v e r e e ,  Isaiah S t 6  a ,b,c .  The remainder o f t h e  

poem, 28 o f t h e  31 cola (90.3 t) can be arrangedintothe foUowingbicolat  

TABLE 8 - 18 



Aa with "Thesongof Deborah," acornparisoncanbemadebetweenthe 

f i r s t h a l v e s o f t h e b i c o l a a n d t h e s e c o n d h a l v e a o f t h e b i c o l a -  The eame 

s t a t i s t i c a l  ana lys i s  provided above for all cola are preeented in the 

fo l lowing  t a b l e  f o r t h e  first and s e c o n d c o l a o f t h e 1 4  bicolawhich havebeen 

i d e n t i f i e d .  Forbrevity, t h e  f o l l o w i n g t a b l e w f l l i n d i c a t e t h e  f i r e t c o l o n  

of a b i c o l o n b y  "A" andthe  secondcolonby "B." 

TABLE 8 - 19 
ANALYSIS OF THE NUMBEROF MINIMAL UNITS I N T H E  FIRST AND SECOND COLAOF BICOLA 

I N  "THE SONGOFTHE VINEYARD" 

SYLLABLES ACCENTS 
NUMBER 
OF UNITS A B A B 

WORDS 

A B 

n 14 14 14 14 14 14 
I' 9.14  7-29  3.29 2-86 3.50 3-00 
Om 2.10 2.09 .96 -74  a 9 1  .93 
median 9 7  3 3 3 3  
mode 8 t 9 ,  7 3 3 3 at3 

12 

It canbe a w n  inmnediatelythatthere i e  a n o t a b l e  d i f f m r a n c m b e t ~ n  

andmecondcolr F n t h e b i c o l r o f  Judges 5 ueapproxFmrtmlyoqualin longth, 

i n t h i e  poemtherecondcolaue eignificantlyshorterthanthe f i rmt , the  

differencebeingapproximatmlytwo eyllablee, o+halfanaccont,orhrlf a 

word- Thimawmmtbrtthediffuence L n l e n ~ h w h i c h w a m n ~ . d ~ l r n t ~ n  

thecolaof Judge. 5 and thecolaof Isaiah5:l-7 i n  concentratdpriruily in 



t h e  s e c o n d c o l a o f t h e b i c o l a .   hisd difference between the average length of 

t h e  first co lonand  the average l e n g t h o f t h e  s econdco lonmigh t  s eemto  imply 

that the b i c o l a  of this poem are formed purely s eman t i ca l l y ,  o r  at l e a a t  on 

somebaeiswhichdisregardsthe l e n g t h s o f t h e  l i n e s .  However, d e e p i t e t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  t h e  secondcolaoftheeebicolaare e h o r t e r o n a v e r a g e t h a n t h e  

f i r a t  c o l a ,  it might still be p o s s i b l e  t o  aasert t h a t  t h e  b ico lon  i e  a 

phonologicalphenomenoninthiepoem. Twoother cornparfaone c a n b e u e e d t o  

determine this. Comparison o f t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  l e n g t h o f t h e  f i r e t  c o l a  and 

second colaineachbicolonwiththe d i f f e r e n c e  i n  l e n g t h o f t h e  eecondcolon 

of e a c h b i c o l o n a n d t h e  f irst  colonof t h e  subsequent poetic l i n e  ahowe t h a t  

t h e  two c o l a  of a g i v e n b i c o l o n  are t y p i c a l l y  closer i n  l e n g t h t o e a c h o t h e r  

t h a n  to t h e  preceding and fo l lowing  co l a ,  a t  l e a a t  by some of t h e  atandarde 

whichhavebeenusedforeFmilarcomparisonsofthepoetfcl inee i n  "Thesong 

o f  Deborah." I n  t h e  fol lowing table, values i n t h e c o l u r a n t i t l e d  la-bi 

repreaent t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  number of syllables, accent8  ottwozda 

be tween the  f i r o t c o l o n o f  r b i c o l o n a n d t h e  s e c o n d c o l o n o f t h e  m ~ b i c o l o n .  

Valuee i n  t h e  c o l u m n t i t l e d  ib-n! r ep re sen t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  thenumber of 

s y l l a b l e s ,  accentoorwordo  be tween the  eecond c o l o n o f  abicolonmdthe 

next eubeequentcolon.  I n t h e c a a e o f t h e l a s t c o l o n o f t h e ~ ,  compuiaon 

ie made wi th  t h e  f iret  colon of  t h e  poem. 



TABLE 8 - 20 

COMPARISONOFT~DIPFERENCESBETWEENTHEFIRSTANDSECONO COLAOFABICOLON 
ANDBETWEENT~SECONDCOtONOFABICOLONANDT~SUBSEQUENTCOLON 

I N  "THE SONGOFTHE VINEYARD" 

SYLLABLES ACCENTS WORDS 
NUMBER 
OF UNITS !a-b: (b-nl la-bi Ib-ni la-bl Ib-nl 

n 14 14 14 14 14 14 
CI 2 .00 2.64 ,71 .64 - 7 9  1.14 
% 1.56 1 . 9 1  .70 .90  -67 - 8 3  
median 1 2.5 1 0 1 1 
mode 1 o t 2  0 , l  0 1 1 

Here t h e d a t a a r e  inconeistent .  I f  t h e c o l a o f t h i a  poemaremeaeured 

by eyl lablea  orworde, t h e  f i rmtandeecondco laof  a t y p i c a l b i c o l o n a r e w r e  

l i k e e a c h o t h e r t h a n e i t h e r i a l i k e t h e  inunediatelyprecedingorfollowing 

colon. The average d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  number of eyllablem is not  am great am 

i n  "The Song of Deborah," b u t t h e  averagedi f ference  i n t h e  n ~ r o f w o ~ d r  i e  

cons iderablygrea ter .  O n t h e o t h e r  hand, whenthe nunrberof rtresmed 

eyllablem per colon ia conmide~cad, it rppeum t h a t  t h e  mecond colon i n  a 

t y p i c a l b i c o l o n i ~  clomer in  l e n g t h t o t h e  first colon o f t h e  next line than 

inference ,  previoumlyexhibitedinthe analyaie  o f t h e m i n i m a l u n i t r  in aThe 

b icola .  However, i n  a l l  camam L t  may be noted that t h e  mtandud doviation of 

t h e  standarddeviationmofthedifferencembetweenthe macondco laof th8  

b i c o l a a n d t h e  fixmt colaof aubuqu.n tb icola .  



The secondcompariaonwillbeofthedifferencea between f i r a t  and 

secondco lonof  a b i c o l o n a n d b e t w e e n t h e  first c o l o n o f  abicolon a n d t h e  

e e c o n d c o l o n o f t h e  eubeequentbicolon i n  "TheSongof theVfneyard ,"  I n t h e  

f o l l o w i n g t a b l e ,  value6 i n t h e c o l u m n t i t l e d  la-bl r ep re sen t  t h e d i f f e r e n c e  

i n t h e  number of s y l l a b l e e ,  a ccen t so rworda  be tweenthe  f i r e t c o l o n o f a  

b ico lon  and t h e  second c o l o n o f t h e  aamebicolon. Values i n  t h e  column t i t l e d  

(a-d( r ep re sen t  t h e d i f f e r e n c e  i n t h e  nuraberof e y l l a b l e s ,  accentaosworde 

betweenthe  f i r s t  c o l o n o f  a b i c o l o n a n d t h e  s e c o n d c o l o n o f t h e  eubsequent 

bicolon.  I n  t h e  case o f t h e  l a s t  b i co lonof  t h e  poem, comparieon is madewith 

the e e c o n d c o l o n o f t h e  f i r s t b i c o l o n i n t h e p o e m .  

TABLE 8 - 21 
C O X P ~ I S O N O F  THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FIRST AND SECOND COLONOIABICOLoN 

AND BETWEEN THE FIRST COLON OF A BICOLON AND 
THE SECONDCOLONOFTHE SUBSEQUENTBICOLON 

IN "THESONGOFTHEVINEYARD" 

SYLLABLES ACCENTS WORDS 

NUMBER !a-bl la-dl la-b( la-dl la-bi la-dl 
OF UNITS 

n 
Cc 
=m 
median 
mode 

H e r e  it canbe s e e n t h a t  i n t h e t y p i c a l b i c o l o n ,  t h e  f F r 8 t c o l o n i m  

c l o s e r  i n  l e n g t h t o t h e  8 e c o n d c o l o n t h a n t o t h e  u e c o n d c o l o n o f ~ o t h e r  

bicolon. T h i a m e a n r t h a t t y p i c r l l y ,  the l o n g e r t h e  fSra tcoLon,  the longet  

themecond, and themhoz tmr tha  f i r a t ,  t h e  a b o ~ e s t h e ~ e c o n d .  If  thecolaof 



abico~onwereunrelatedtoeachothermetrfcally (as determined by the 

number o f  minima1units)there ahouldbe no euchre lat ionehipbetweenthe  

l e n g t h o f t h e  firetcolonandthelengthofthe second, andthenmanu and 

standard deviationeofthedifferences indicated i n  the table above should 

be approximately equal. Since t h i s  is not so, one may infer that t h e  bicolon 

is  not merely a semantic phenomenon in this poem, but has a more conventional 

metr ica l  characteraawel l .  I t a p p e a r a t h a t t h e p o e t h a e  producedpai+ed 

lines, butthat them pairs are unbalanced. These unbalancedpaire are 

normallyproducedbywritinga aecond colonwhich is shorterthanthe first 

by an averageof approximatelytwo syllables, half of a streee, or half of a 

word. 

Line Forms 

TABLE 8 - 22 

LINE-E'ORHS I N  "THE SONG OF THE VINEYARDw 

COLON CONSTITUENTS COLLINS 

I D : i i ) 2 a  l i s t e d  

COMMENTS 

5 : l c  N P ' + V + M  1 B : i ) v a r  a listed 
S r l d  M Thimbicolon 

confonna t o t h e  
pattern ammociated 
w i t h  Collin.' 
recond manantic 
met, but it 
violatoatha 
remantic 
dercriptionof 
t h a t  met. 

I1 Cti1)l var not listed 

listed 



not l i s t e d  
NP' i n  this line ie 
a voca t ive  . 

listed 
A l l  l i n e 6  which 
Col l in8  i d e n t i f i e s  
as I 8: ii) contain 
two d i  f i ere .  
Thie line-form ie 
i d e n t i c a l  t o  11 
B:Fi)2.  

I1 B: ii) 1 var not  l i s t e d  
There i e  an extra 
modif Let.  i n  both 
l i n e a  of th ie  
b ico lon .  

III D : i i ) S a  listed 

W D/C: i v )  5 listed 
AlthoughColline 
list8 t h i a  line- 
f om, he found no 
o c c u r r e n c e r o f i t  
i n t h e t e x t r w h i c h  
h e  atudied,  

not l i s t e d  
There are t w o  
p r d i c a t i o n r  i n  
each colon.  

The wotd ilm i a  a 
hapax logeawnon o f  
d&at.ble ~ m i n g *  
It8 ryntrcticrole 
i m t h ~ ~ m f o r t .  
impommibl. to  
detennine,  Verme 
6amaybea 
monocolonorthe 
f irat colon of a 
tricolon which 
hcludee 6b and 6c. 
The lr t tmrtwoco la  
are rlmo 
problmamtic, and 



none of Callins ' 
line-fotms canbe 
aaeociatedwith 
them,even Lfthey 
constitute a 
bicolon. 

listed 
Thie line-form ie 
identical  t o  111 
B:i i )2 .  Theaecond 
colon, which 
servee am a 
modifier t o t h e  
f i r r t ,  could a l so  
be derrcribed am V + 
M +  NP. 

not l i e t e d  

not listed 323 i s  treated as  a 
verb in  
there two cola. 

Inferencee fromtheAnalyei8 of Line-Forms 

Collins' theories seemtodeac+fbe "The Song oftheVineyardu more 

thoroughlythan wTheSongofDeborah." S ix teenof the31co laof th i~p#m 

(51 .6  \ )  canbegroupedintobicolawhoseline-formu uelietaclbyCollinm. 

SFxmorecolacanbe combinedintobicolawhichcanbedeecribedbyEolline~ 

taxonomy, eventhoughtheirrpecificline-fosme arenotlimtedbyCollirr8. 

Thus, a t o t a 1 o f 2 2 o u t o f t h e 3 1 c o l a o t t h i a ~  ( 7 1 % )  cankdamcrlb.dby 

Collin.' mymtem, farmore thanthe rpprox~tely40percentwhichCallinm 

claimatodeocribeel~ewhere.  O n l y o n ~ o f t h . b i c o l a t h u o d ~ a c r i k d b . l o n g ~  

t o  one of the groups which Collin8 identif  iea as a  tic met. The bicolon 

i n S r l c , d ,  ident i f iab leae  I B:i)val:ashouldbepar+ofColl inm~ ncond 

semantic group.' Collins' descriptionofthe remanticcollmonalityofthL8 

- -  -- 

+. Collinm, Line-Form., 241, 247. 248. 
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group ie  rather lesaprecieethanthatoftheother four semantic retmwhich 

Collin8 i d e n t i f i e s ,  but e v e n t h e  conaiderable lat i tudeofthFa dercription 

ia not s u f f i c i e n t  to i n c l u d e t h i s  bicolon, whichmust t h e r e f o r e b e e a i d t o  

violate t h i s  semantic e e t .  I t  may also be noted that  the primary 

charac ter i s t i c e  o f t h e b i c o l a o f t h i s  poemtendtobedifferentfromthoeeof 

thebicola i n  "The Song of Deborah." 

PRIMARY CHARACTER1 STICS OF BICOLA 
IN "THE SONG OF THE VINEYARDn 

GENEFUU 
LINE-TYPE 

BASIC 
SENTENCE 

nom 

TOTALS 

Thie poemshareswith ~TheSongofDeborah~thetendencytou8emore 

Type-Bbaoic eentenceothansentencem of theothertyper ,  althoughthe 

proportionof Type-Bbaric rent~nce~irnotamoverwhelaringhereaa inmTha 

Songof Deborah." Fourofthe11identif iableeola (approximately36 1) uma 

+he mumofthetotalm inthimcoluawil l .xc~dthenumhrrofbicolaLntha 
poem becaume of t h e  pterence of Type nt Lines, which contain two baaic 
sentencem. 



this sentence type." However, unlike "The Song of Deborah,"thFs poem doee 

not use Line-type 11 f preferent ia l ly  . The great majority o f  the 

identifiable line-forme i n t h i a  poemare fromLine-types I ( 4 )  and 11 ( 5 ) .  

Thue, nine of t h e  eleven (82 0 )  ident i f iable  line-forme are from one of the 

f i r e t  twotypes, withonlyoneexampleof  Type 111 andoneof -  IV. A e  

mentioned above, Coll ina gives no indication of the s igni f icance  of the 

preference for one line-form or another. I t  is neverthelese posaible to 

differentiate "The Song of t h e  Vineyardn from "The song of Deborahm on t h e  

basis ofthemoetcommongeneralline-types a n d b a s i c  sentencee inthepoem.  

Syntactic  Structural Analysis 

TABLE 8 - 24 

fDENTfFICATIONOFLINECLASSESANDTROPING 
IN "THE SONG OF THE VINEYARD" 

COLON PREDI- 
CAT1 ONS 

5 : l  a 1 
Srl b 0 
St1 c 1 
Stld 0 

CONSTI- WITS CLASS TROPING CONJUNCT OR 
TUENTS REHAINDER 

3 I RCHGS 
2 111 RCMGS 
2 I RMGS 
2 I11 RS 

+him calculation ucludam the l Zngle bicolon made up of nominal aantmncaa. 
Thepsoportionoffyp.-B.nd~Db.ricm~ntancem i n t h ~ m p o a i r v e ~ c l o w  
to that dimcovered by Collinr Fn thr rampla which he exaarined, and thm relativm 
frequency of all four bamic mentoncem i8 the m a w  aa that diacovesmd by Dollinr . 



R 
R 
R 

RS 
RS 
RM 
RM 

R 

RS 
RS 

RCM 
RCM 
RCMG 
RCMG 

Inferences fromSyntactic Structural Analyeis 

This poemmaybe characterized accordingtoO*Connor*e syntactic  

structural  analyeisam follows: thereare 3 l p o e t i c l i n e a ,  corrempondingto 

a normal etave. O f  theee ,  15 l i n e s  axe heavy (48.4 % )  and 27 (67.1 9) ax8 

troped, givingaTropLngtHeavytatioof 27:lS (64:36). Theconjunct 

conmists o f 1 4 l i n e a ,  withonlythree  i n t h e  remainder, g iv ingaweightof  

82~10. A8O~Connorpr.dictr,thereareconcentrationeofheavylineaattho 

beginningandendofthis  atavo, Fn5:la-St2aand 5t7a-d. If06Connorcim 

correctinareertlngthatthestaverhouldbedividedintobatcher a t  point. 

wherethete~eheavyl iner.ndhighlevelsoftroping,thendivimionrcould 

bemade roamwhere i n  much Fntorvalm am 5r3b-d, 5:Sb-5:6b and 5r6d-5t7d. 

There appearetobe remanticcorroboration for a d i v i s i o n e i t h e r b e f o r a o r  

after 583 andalro near the  endofthe poem, a f t e r  5t6e. Following the 

indicationsoftheheavylinerandheavytroping, it i s p o u s l b l e t o d o f i n e u a  

openingbatchofapproximatelytenlinea, followedbyarecondb8tchof.bout 

eight t o t e n l i n e . ,  athFrdbatchofreventonFnelLnea, and8 finalbatchof 

four to six l ines ,  Given the f l e x i b i l i t y  allowed by O*Camor in  the langth of 



batchea,  a l l  o f  thesewould be  acceptab le  F n h i s  system. Thebatchea o f t h i s  

s t a v e  may b e  descr ibed  a s  follows: 

TABLE 8 - 25 

DESCRIPTIONOF BATCHES IN "THE: SONGOF THE VINEYARD" 

Batch 
Verses 

Lines 
Heavy li nea 
Troped lines 
T:H r a t i o  
Conjunct 
Remainder 
Weight 

Batch A Batch B Batch C Batch O 
VV. 1-2 W. 3-4 VV. 5-6 V. 7 

Theinferenceswhichmaybedxawn f r o m t h i s  a n a l y e i e  appeazminimal. 

Overa l l ,  t h e  onlynoteworthyobservation s e e m s t a b e t h a t  t h e  l a s t  batch, in 

a d d i t i o n  t o b e i n g  eignif icant lyehorterthantheothers ,  is a l s o d i f f e r e n t  

fromtheothereintheproport ionof  heavy l i n e s ,  t h e p r o p o r t i o n o f t r o p e d  

l i n e s ,  the TropingtHeavy rat io and t h e  conjunct .  M o r e  briefly, we may may 

t h a t  a l l  l i n e s  are heavy and heav i ly  troped, though it would hard ly  be 

n e c e e e a r y t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  statist ics to n o t i c e  t h a t  fact. 

Again, i n  f u l f i l l m e n t  of 0' Connor' 8 expec t a t i ons ,  t h e  ma jo r i t y  o f  t h e  

line. i n t h i s p o e m a r e C l a o m 1 ,  wi th16o f the  3 1 l i n e s  (51.6 t) falling Lnto 

thim c l a s d l  However, C lam0  11 i m  represen ted  by only 3 line., Clam8 If I by 

7, andClase IVby 5 l i ne s .  This defieeO'Connor8e e x p e c t a t i o n t h a t  thome 

3 t ~ h w g h  the  major i ty  of t h e  l ine8  i n  t h i n  poem axe Clam8 I, tho proportion i8 
r t i L 1  mignif icantly lea. that the  62 % prmdictad by 0 'Connor, and tha wao i m  
'out of rangem by OFConnorom d e f i n i t b .  See  i. o*~on&, 8ebr.u V e r m  
Stzucture, 533. 



Strophic Analysis 

TABLE 8 - 26 

COLON NUMBER OF 
FEET 

IDENTIFICATIONOF SEMANTICDIVISIONS 
IN  "THE SONG OF THE  VINEYARD"^ 

CANTO SUB-CANTO CANTICLE STROPHB VERSE 

~hiedlvieionoftheturfintov~8e~,mtrophea~dc~ticlom, follornthat 
in~joC.A.K0rpel'8~LLte~~O.nt.oftheSongoftheVineyud(Iaa.S~1-7) 
i n  The Structural Anrl~rim of Biblical and Canaanite Poetry, od. Willan van &r 
Meer andJ0hanne.C. d e b r  (Sheff ie ld ,  England: Sheffield Acadamic Prm.8, 
l988), 141. 



Inferences fromstrophic Analysis 

Thiubr ie fpoemcanbed iv ided in to  four cant i c l ee ,  of  whichthe firet 

threeareof eimilazlength,  eachcontainingtwo stropheeof twoor ( i n a  

e ingle  case)  threeverser. T h e l a e t c a n t i c l e  i o  about half  the l e n g t h o f t h e  

first three,  beingcanpoeedofaeingletwo-vereestrophe. Thecontenta of 

theeecantic leemaybedeac~ibedas followe: 

~~~ I: 
Strophe 1 t 

Strophe 2 t 

CANTICLE 11: 

Strophe 1 t 

Strophe 2 : 

CANTICLE I11 t 

Strophe 1 t 

Strophe 2 t 

CANTICLE IV t  

Introduction 

Introduct ionofthe  beloved and the vineyard. 

The wosk of the beloved in prepaxing the vineyard* 

The c a l l  f o r  judgment. 

Thmrppeal f o r  j u d ~ n t b e t w e e n t h e v i n e k e e p r u r d  

vineyard 

Theproteatationthateverypoeoible advantage hadbeen 

conferredonthevineyard. 

Announcement of judgement. 

Thereductionofthevineyardtopasturago. 

Theteductionofthevineyardtodesert. 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f t h e  vineyard, 

O n l y o n ~ p e t i c c o l o n  fail8 to conformto tho norms muggartadby dm 

M o o r a n d v a n d e r ~ t :  bt frcontaina 6poetic feet, w h i c h e x c ~ t h o ~ u x L o w m  

of  5 8pecifiedbydeMoor:andvanderMeer. Al lo f thecant ic led iv ir ionm 

proporad inthiruralymim fallatpointawhichcouldbemupportodbyth~ 

ryntactic analymim o f  OTonnor. 



THE FIRST LAHENT 

Minimal U n i t  Count6 

TABLE 8 - 27 

UINIMALUNITS I N  "THE F I R S T W N T "  

COLON SYLLABLES ACCENTS WORDS 







Inferences fromMinfmalUnitCount8 

T h e F F r s t  Lament present s t  he readerwith s e v e r a l i n t e r e a t i n g a n d  

significant di f f erences  fromthepoems etudiedpreviouely. I n t h e  f k e t  

p lace ,  it i s  evident t h a t t h e e n t i r e  poem iamade u p o f  b i c o l a .  Thereareno 

monocola, t r i c o l a ,  polycola,  anacrusea, orprose Fnterject ione.  T h e r e u e  

no dubious caaea. Each of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  verse8 contain6 6 co la ,  which form 

t h r e e b i c o l a  (withtheexceptionofverseaeven, whichcontaine acola, 

formedinto f o u r b i c o l a ) .  Secondly, unliketheapproximatelybalanced 

b i c o l a o f  "The Songof Deborahn but l i k e  "The S o n g ~ f t h e V i n e y a r d , ~  these  

b i c o l a t e n d t o b e  unbalanced, andthere  is a f a i r l y  consfatent  tendency for 

theunba lance to  f a v o r t h e  firstcolonofeachbicolon. Thedimt+ibutionaof 

c o l o n l e n g t h s a z e  am follower 



TABLE 8 - 28 

A N A L Y S I S O F T H E N U H B E R O F H I N I ~ I 3 N I T S  INTHE FIRSTAND SECOND COLAOFBICOLA 
IN "THE FIRSTLAMENT" 

NUHBER SYLLABLES 
OF UNITS 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 

n 
P 

On 
median 
mode 

1st C o l o n  2nd C o l o n  

ACCENTS WORDS 

l a t  C o l o n  2 n d  C o l o n  l e t  C o l o n  2d C k h  

I t  canbe men fromthis tab le that the  secondcolaof thebico la  i n  

thim poem tend t o  be mhortetthanthe first cola, r e g a r d l e o r o f w h i c h m i n ~ L  

unit i a  used forcalcuLatingthelengthofthecolon. Furthermore, i t c a n b .  

seen fromthe s i m i l u i t y o f t h e  etandarddeviat ionethatthelengthrofthe  

f iretand e e c o n d c o l a t e n d t o ~ v e r y e ~ i l a r l y d i ~ t r i b u t . d . t h o u g h . r o u n d  

different means. Nevertheless, g i v e n t h e d i f f e r e n c e i n l e n g t h k t r m n t h e  

LiratandrecondcoLa, i t m a y k a e k d  ( a o i n t h e c a s e o f  aThaSongoftha 

Vineyarda) whetherthebicoloniu a t i l l a n i d e n t i f i . b l e p h e n ~ n o n i n t h i ~  

orwrelyapraconceptionofthereader. Toanowmtthimqumstion, it i n  

n e c e s e q  firettocomparethedifferencebetweenthe fir8tand8econdcola 

of abicolonandthe difference between the  second colonmdthm f ~ 8 t c o l o n  

o f t h e  rubrequentbicolon. Inthe  fol lowingtable,  valuer inthecolumn 

t i t l e d  Ia-bI tmpraaontth.diffezencm i n t h e  numberof myllablom, accant8or 

wordebetweenthe f i~8 tco lonofab ico lonandthe  recondcolonofthe8.1# 



bicolon. Values i n t h e  column titled Ib-n( r e p r e e e n t t h e d i f f e r e n ~ e i n t h e  

number of syl lables ,  accenteorwordebetweenthesecondcolonofabicolon 

andthe next subeequentcolon. I n t h e  caseofthe l a s t  c o l o n o f t h e  poem, 

comparieon ie made w i t h  t h e  first colon of t h e  poem. 

TABLE 8 - 29 

COMPARISONOF THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FIRSTAND SECOND COtONOFABICOLON 
AND BETWEEN~SECONDOOLONOFABICOLONANDTHESUBSEQOENTCOLON 

IN "THE FIRST LAMENT" 

SYLLABLES ACCENTS WORDS 

NUMBER 
OF UNITS fa-bf ib-nf la-bl ib-n( la-bl Ib-nl 

n 67 67 67 67 67 67 
P 2.06 2.03 .52 . 7 0  .81 .70 
On 1.50 1.32 .63 .60 . 7 2  .69 
median 2 2 0 1 1 1 
made I 1 0 1 1 & I  

I t  shouldbenotedthat thedataare  not coneistent. Dependingon 

whichminimalunFtir counted, thediffesencebetweenthe fhutand8econd 

halverof ~bicolonabaykregudodrmgreaterthan (ifword. uacountmd), 

syl lab1es)theaverage differencebetweenthe secondhalfofabicolonand 

the f i r e t  subeequent colon. There is, however, one coneiatency. In all 

caees, the standarddeviationofthe differences betweenthe fhmtand 

eecondcolaofthebicolaofthispoem i a g t e a t e s t h a n t h ~ m t ~ d u d d a v ~ a t i o n  

ofthedifferencembetweentheuecondcolaofbicolamdthe uubmquentcola. 

differencebetweenthe f irrtand8econdcolonof agivenbicolon,  andthe 



dif ferencebetweenthe  f i r a t  colonof a g i v e n b i c o l o n a n d t h e  secondcolonof 

t h e  subaequentbicolon. I n t h e  fo l l owingtab le ,  t h e  expreesion la-bl refere 

t o t h e d i f f e r e n c e  i n  lengthbetweenthe first and secondco lao f  a g i v e n  

bicolon,  andtheexpresaion Ia-b( re f er s  t o t h e d i f f e r e n c e  i n  lengthbetween 

the  first c o l o n o f  a g i v e n b i c o l o n a n d t h e  second c o l o n o f t h e  subsequent 

bicolon.  ( I n  t h e c a s e o f t h e  l a s t b i c o l o n o f t h e p o e m ,  comparisonwaemade 

betweenthe first c o l o n o f t h i s  bicolonandthelastcolonofthe firet 

bicolon o f t h e  poem.) 

TABLE 8 - 30 
COMPARISON OF THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FIRST AND SECOND COLA OF A BICOLON 

AND BETWEENTHEP1RSTWIX)NOFABICOLONAND THESECONDCOLONOFTHE 
SUBSEQUENT BICOLON I N  "THE FIRST LAMENT" 

AMOUNT SYLLABLES 
OF DIFFERENCE 

la-bl (a-dl 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
n  
C1 

=o 
median 
mode 

ACCENTS 

ia-bl la-dl 

Fromthemedata, i n p u t i c u l u t h e e e  rtandarddeviationm, it maybe 

e e e n t h a t t h e r e  i m  atendoncy i n t h i r p o e m t o  create l inesof approximately 

equal length, normallybythet+uncationofthe recond colon. X t i a  not 

merely t h e  case that the poet ha8 written linea inwhichthemecondhalf i m  

ahorterthanthe fkrtbymome i n t e r v a l o r  ratio, a6 inthecammof "TbSong 

o f theVheyard ."  Werethimthecane, t h e  s tandarddeviat ionaoftha 

diatributionm o f  ib-nl md :ad! ehouldbeexpectedto bo conaidorably 



wTheFiretLament" - - i n b o t h c a e e s t h e  secondhalveeofthebicolaue, on 

average, ahorter  than the  f i r a t  -- it appears that the  unbalanced bicola of 

these two poem6 aregeneratedaccordingtodifferentstandarde 

Line Forms 

TABLE 8 - 31 
LINE-FORMS IN "THE FIRSTLAMENT" 

COLON CONSTITUENTS LINE-FORM COLLINS 

1 : l a  X j  + V + M  1 B:i)4a var not listed 
I : ~ I  NP' Colline' eyetern 

makes no place for 
an in ter jec t  ion. 

l i s t e d  

l i s t e d  
Thia bicolon Fe 
actua l lyan  
equational 
eentence with the 
verb ;l:g. Coll ins'  
eyetamdealsvery 
inadequatmlywith 
t h i s  verb. 

IV B/nom not l i s t e d  

111 B:i )4j  listed 
Thim analysim 
treatr 'Iq& am a 
verb. 

I11 B t  i) le var not l i e t e d  
The aacond colon i n  
t h i 8  bicolon ham 
t w o  wdif ierr, a 
phenomenon not 
regularly 
demcribed by 
CollFnmO rymtem. 
In addition, the 
m b  i a  th. racond 
colon Im nn 



1 x 1  B:i)3j listed 

IV B/C: iii) 1 l i s t e d  
Thia l i n e - f o m  La 
oneof twotowhich  
Col l in6  aerigne 
thie aiglum. 

l i s t e d  
This line-form f 8 

one of several to 
which CoUina 
aasigna t h i e  
eiglum. 

I nom not listed 

11 nom not listed 

I1 nom not listed 

I11 8t i )3a  l i s t e d  
The f i r a t  colon of 
thimbicolon i r a n  
equational 
rentenco with the 
verb 33. Thir 
l i n e  could 8180 be 
ident  i f  iad aa f V 
B/A$ i) 3. 

I D:i)var not l i s t e d  
Though not Lirtmd 
by Collin., thim 
line-fonaconfonu8 
to  the gmnertal 
domcriptionofthe 
I a; i ) v u  linw 
WPe* 

l i s t e d  

l i s t e d  

lieted 



11 B: i ) 3 j  
inverted 

IVA/B:iii)2 var 

I11 C: i) var 

l i s t e d  

listed 

T h i s  line-form ie 
one of  two to which 
c o l l i n o  ameigne 
t h i ~  ~ i g l ~ .  

T h i s  l i n e  could 
also be identified 
a8 111 B : i i ) l .  

It Fa also possible 
to view the f iret 
four colaofthie 
verse am 
conet i tut ing  a 
tetracolon, though 
such a structure 
would be annmrloue 
i n  thim poem. 

listed 

not lieted 
Thim analyria 
treat. 1.8 a. a 
verb. 

not liated 
The f b a t  colon of  
thim 1Fnm contains 
two verbr. 

not lieted 

listed 

l i s t e d  

Callinm arrignm 
two line-forau to 
thir aiqlum. Thim 
uample dif far8 
franbothofthan 
in that tha ucond 
coloncontainaa 
doublm modif Lot. 

This lho-form im 
one of tm, to which 
Collin8 amrignr 
thar.rwoiglua. 



Thie line-form is 
o n e o f  twotowhich 
C o l l i n s  aeaigns 
the same eiglum. 

I V  nom/D: iii) not listed 
The f i r s t  colon is  
an equational 
sentence. 

111 B: i) 3 0  not lieted 
inverted Thie designation 

treats 1.8 as a 
verb. 

1x1 C:i)3b listed 
Col l ins  l i e t e t h i s  
l ine - f  o m  but 
knows o f  no 
occurrences i n  the 
poernewhichhe 
studied.  In the  
f i r e t  colon, NP' i e  
a vocative 
referr ing  t o t h e  
subject o f t h e  
verb. 

not  l i s t e d  
Collinoknowaof no 
occurrencam o f  
t h i 8  line-form, 
but the  miglum may 
be inferrmd f tom 
h i e  general 
deecript ion. 

l i a t e d  

not listed 
Themodifimrand 
mecondverbofthe 
f Frat colon i n  t h i n  
bicolon, along 
with the  antire 
secondcolon, are 
quotad mpnch, and 
thum function am 
+ha bitact  object 
(&) of the n g b .  
Xf t h i s  line is 



thought of as V + 
N P ~ ,  it could be 
ident i f i ed  as I 
C: ii) , a line-form 
ident i f ied  by 
Collins, who 
claime to have eeen 
two or three 
examples of it. 

I B:L)la listed 

I11 D:ii)lj listed 

not listed 
The firr8tcolonof 
th i8  bicolon 
contain6 adouble 
predication and a 
vocative. The 
eecondco lon i san  
equational 
eentencewiththe 
verb n:g. 

not  U e t e d  
The f irrt colon o f  
t h i r b i c o l o n  
contain8 a 
vocativm and t h e  
recond colon ham 
t W 0  ~ 0 ~ b 8 .  

not  lLated 
The f irmt colon i n  
thimbicolon 
containatha 
qua.i-p.~b (d', a. 
wall a8 t h e  
conjunction 08, 
whichColl inrdw8 
not oxplain 
adequately . 

I Br L)3a listed 

I f D 8 i i ) v u b  lieted 
Thia line-form La 
one of ravurl to 



whLchCollina 
aeeigns t h e  same 
eiglum. 

I1 D:ii)var b listed 
This line-form i e  
o n e  of seve ra l  t o  
whichColl ins 
ase igns  t h e  eame 
siglurn. 

n o t  listed 
The verb 104 may 
t a k e a d o u b l e  
ob jec t ,  am Lt doee 
here. Colline has 
no way t o  ind ica te  
t h i s .  

IV A/B: iii) 2 listed 
This l i n e - f o m  i e  
one of t w o  t o  which 
Co l l ins  aseigns 
the same oiglum. 

I V  B/C: ii) 1 listed 
This line-form i e  
one of two  t o  which 
Co l l ins  a re ignr  
t h e  ram miglum. 

n o t  listed 
Collin. doer not  
list t h i r  linm- 
form, but  it 
reretnbler clomely 
s o m r , o f t h e f o ~  
which ha aa r ignr  t o  
t h i r  miglum. Thim 
bicolon a180 
conform.totho 
0 m t i C  8at which 
i n c l u d a 8 a 1 1 o f t h e  
occurrmnc8rof the  
111 D t  i line-fozm 
foundbyColl in8.  

not l i a t e d  
Thi  r line-form i r  
unknown to 
Col l in8  , and ir 
i n f e r r e d  from him 
genera l  



d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e  
I Dtiline-forme. 

I I I D : i i ) 2 a  listed 

I D:i)lSa not listed 
This line-form i e  
unknown to  
Coll ine,  and i e  
inferred from him 
general 
deecr ip t ionof the  
I Dtiline-forme. 

XV B/C: i) 5 not listed 
Collinr l i e t s o n l y  
the f i r s t  half of 
t h i e  line-form, 
though the 
p o e s i b i l i t i e a  for  
the  second half  can 
bededuced frornhie 
general 
deecript ion. 
Col l ins  claim8 t o  
know of no 
occurrencamof 
t h i e  line-form. 

111 B:L)4g listed 

n o t  l i s t e d  
The f i r s t  colon in 
t h i m b i e o l o a i r  an 
equational 
aentmncewiththe 
verb TO. If thm 
second NP i n  the 
f i s s t  colon im 
regardadaotha 
objoctofthim 
verb, thon t h i r  
f o n n i . ~ + # ~ ' +  
@, which Collin8 
identif iom ar XI1 
Ct L) 3b. Collfna 
l irtm t h i r  form but 
knowa of no 



l i e t e d  
The second colon of 
t h i s b i c o l o n u s e s  
t h e  quasi-verb 1'8. 

111 B: i ) 3 d  Listed 
Although Coll ins 
lists t h i s  l ine-  
fom, he knowe of 
n o o c c u r r e n c e s o f  
it 0 

listed 

not listed 
The f irst colon of 
t h i s  bicolon is an 
equational 
sentence inwhich 
the subject and 
predicate 
adjective are 
linked by a 
pronoun. 

XV A/CtiLi)2 l i s t e d  

1 Bti)lb l i s t e d  

I V  B/C : i v  l i e t e d  
Thia line-form ia  
one of t w o  in tha I V  
B/Ct  i v  line-type 
known to Collin8 to 
which he ammignr 
the mama miglum. 

I: Bsi)2b l i e t e d  

IV D / C t i i ) l  listed 
Thim 1Lnm could 
a l s o  be i d o n t i t  ied 
am the 
syntactically 
ident ical  If I 
D r i L )  la, which La 
1 i m t . d  by C~l l i t ra ,  
even though he 



claimm to have 
found no 
occurrencee of it. 

IV C/A: 1) 3 listed 
This l i n e  could 
a l s o  be identified 
as t h e  
e y n t a c t i c a l l y  
i d e n t i c a l  111 
C:i)3a, which i a  
l i e t e d  by Col l ins ,  
eventhough he 
c la ime t o  have 
found no 
occurrenceeof  it, 

I11 B:i)3h listed 
C o l l i n a  knoweofno 
occurrenceaof  
t h i e  line-form, 
even though he 
l i e t a  it. 

I11 B:f)6d listed 
The second colon of 
t h i a b i c o l o n i e  
obecure, and the 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f  
F t e  line-form i r  
theref ore roamthat 
dubiour  . 

n o t  lieted 
Theaecondve rburd  
t h e  modi f ie r  i n  tho 
f i r o t  colon 
c o n o t i t u t e t h e  
dirmct o b j e c t  of r 
verb of 
percept ion. I f  
they u a  treatad am 
a d i r e c t  obf act, 
t h e n t h i m l i n a -  
f o n n i m v + ~ - V +  
NP' +MI which 
Col l inmdght  
identify am IV 
C/B t iv) 1. Collins 
domm not L i m t  t h i r  
particular l ine-  
form, b u t  L t  



not listed 

IB: ii) 1 listed 

correepondatothe 
d e s c r i p t i o n o f t h e  
other l ine - fome  
to  which he assigns 
th i ss ig lurn*  

The f iret colon o f  
t h i a b i c o l o n  
containetwo 
verbe . 

This i s  one of two 
line-forms to 
whict: Collins 
ass igns  thia 
siglum* 

IXI B:i)38 Listed 

I B: Li)la l i e t e d  
Thie line-formmay 
aleo be identif ied 
as 111 B t i i ) l ,  
which i 8  almo 
l i e t e d  by Col l ins .  

not listed 
Both cola i n  t h i e  
b ico lon  are 
equat i ons1  
8entencem. 

Inferences  fromtheAnaly8i8ofLine-Foms 

A r  mentioned above, a11 of the 134 cola of thim poem can be cambind 

i n t o b i c o l a .  SinceColl inmo taxonomyonlydealswithbicola, it may 

reaeonablybeercpectedthat Col l inro  eyrtemwilldealmoreadequatmlywith 

t h i s  poemthanwitheomeotherm. Thfrettpectationierealized. Thmbicolrof 

th in  poem ate Uated  i n t h e  fo l l owingtab le ,  catego~izedbywhathastheyue 

listed i n  Collinmo taxonomy, befinableby Collinr' taxonomy, or Lntractablm 

t o t h i a  syetem. 



TABLE 8 - 32 
ADHISSIBILITY OF POET1 C COLA IN "THE FIRST LAMENT" 

T O C O U I N S *  TAXONOMY 

LISTED DEFINABLE UNDEFINABLE 

O f t h e  67 b ico la  i n t h i e  poem, 40 ( 5 9 . 7  % )  corrreepondtoline-formu 

Fdent if ied and listed by Collin6 . An additional 17 b icola  (25.4 8 ) 

bico la  (14.9 8 )  areundefinablewithinColl ine'  syrtem. Thuaalmortmix- 

sevenths o f t h e  poearcanb.darcribedbyCollino~ taxonomyof line-fotara. 

The predominanceof ceztainbaricline-farare inthFm1poemmnayrlmoba 

observed, ae indicated in the following table. 



TABLE 8 - 33 

PRIMARY CHARACTERISTICS OF DEFINABLE BICOLA 
I N  "THEFIRSTLAMENT" 

GENEZUL 
LINE-TYPE I 

BASIC 
SENTENCE 

A 

nom 1 3 0 norn/D l 6 

TOTALS 20 8 IS 14 

I t  maybe notedthat lineeueingType-B sentences predominate Lnthie  

poem, ae they do i n  "The Songof Deborah." M o t e t h a n h a l f o f t h e b i c o l a  i n  

t h i s  poem (including eeveral o f t h e  tenwhich cannotbec laaa i f i edby  

Coll ine'  eyetem) containType-B eentences.  o f t h o s e w h i c h c a n b e  

c laes i f ied,  34 out of 57 (59.6 S )  containeuchaentences.  Thirteenbicola 

contain Type-C aentencee andan add i t iona l13  (22.8  % )  contain--D 

aentencee. Bycontrart,thereuenoexampleaofline-fommcontain~gonly 

Type-Asentenceo. ThereueType-Aaentences inType IVlinem, inwhichthey  

arepairedwith a mentenceof mothor type, but there  a r e o n l y 5  ofthama (8.8 

syetem. BothType-BandType-csentencea atremorecommoninthlmpmnthaain 

Col l ine4  eample, andType-AandType-D areconsiderablylem8 froqwnt. I t  

-he m u m  of thm total8 in th ir  column will exceed the numbor of bicola i n  the 
poem because o f  the premence o f  Type IV lines, which contain two bamic 
sentence.. 



may alsobenotedthatlineeof Type-I predominateover otherline-type., 

t h o u g h t h e d i f f e r e n c e  is n o t q u i t e  a e  etr ikingasthedispari tybetweenthe 

sen tence types .  more thanone-thirdofthe b i c o l a  i n  "The PirotLamentm axe 

Type 1 lines. Thiamaybe ralatedtotherelativebrevityofthebicola i n  

this poem: w h e n a b i c o l o n i 6  s o a h o r t  it is  sometimes e a s i e r t o o t r e t c h a  

single sen tenceove r  b o t h h a l v e s o f t h e  l i n e t h a n t o p u t a  s epa ra t e  sentence 

i n e a c h c o l o n  ( e s p e c i a l l y  i n t h e t y p i c a l l y  s h o r t e r  secondcolon) ,  I n  

contrast, l i n e s o f  Type 11, inwhichtherearetwocompletesentenceawithout 

gapping, a r e q u i t e r a r e ,  makinguponlyaboutone-eeventhofthetament. 

Type 11 l i n e s ,  as previouelyobeerved,  con ta in two  a e n t e n c e e o f t h e  same 

type ,  and thus t end  t o b e  syn tac t i ca l lyba lanced .  This  p e e n t h e r e f o r e t e n d s  

to avoid eymmetryof eyntaxbetweenthe two halve6 of a b i c o l o n ,  i n  f a v o r o f  

l ine- types  i n w h i c h t h e r e  Fa an imbalanceor  l a c k o f  correepondencebetween 

the syntax of the two hal f - l ines .  

O f t h e  67 b i c o l a i n t h i s p o e m ,  o n l y 4  c o n f o r m t o t h e  e y n t a c t i c p a t t s m m  

whichCol l in8  hae i d e n t i f i e d a e  eemantic sets. L m e n t a t i o n e l r 9  e , f c m b e  

i d e n t i f i e d  am 111 Cti )3b .  Co l l l n r  knows of no o c c u s r e n c e ~  o f t h i r  r p o c i f i c  

line-form, but he i n d i c a t e a t h a t  his fourth semantic set i n c l u d o r a l l  

occurrencee of I11 C: i) 1, 2 and 3 ." According to Col l ine ,  a l l  of tho re  

l i n e e  "centreontherelationahipbetweenGod andman, viewed fromboth 

aide.. There are usuaUy  oveEtonee of judgement and moral evaluation. as 

Thi s  d e r c r i p t i o n  i r  a b i t  genegal, but it can be fairly raid to apply to 

Lamentation8 139 m , f ,  n O ~ r e e m y a f f l i c t i o n ,  Por: anenemy hrr made 

himself great. a Lamantatiom 1 t 14 a, f ia identif Led 88 I11 D t  I) a. C o l U n 8  

aseertethatallexamplerofthe I11 D r i l i n e - f o m w h F c h h e h a ~  foundmakoup 

the t h i r d  memantic rat, agroupoflineoinwhichmYahweh i r  alwayrthm 

9. Collin# , L h o - F o r u i n  Hebrew - Poetry,  248. 

3bT. Col l ina ,  L I n a - F o m a b t f e b r w P o e t r y ,  248, 
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subject (by nameor implication),  andthelinedescrLbeshiewanderfu1 

act ions ,  with a stress usua l lyonthebenef ic ia laspects .~ '  YHWEI:, referred 

to here as '$74. is indeed the subject of t h i a  bicolon, and the  l i n e  does 

deecribe hi8 act ions ,  whichmaybe regarded aswonderCu1,thoughcettainly 

not bene f i c ia l  i n  th ia  case: 'My Lord gave me in to  t h e  hands of ( 7 )  ; I am not 

able to standup." Syntactical ly,  Lamentations1:16 c . d a n d l r 1 9 e . f  conform 

to the  patterns for t h e  first and f i f t h  semantic s e t e ,  respect ive ly .  

However, neither of these bicolarnatchee Colline' semantic descr ipt ionof  

these sets. 

Syntactic Structural Analysis 

TABLE 8 - 34 

XDENTIFICATIONOFLINECLASSESANDTROPING 
IN "THE FIRST LAMENT" 

COLON PREDI- 
CATIONS 

CONSTI- 
TUENTS 

UNITS CLASS TROPING 

3 111 RS 
3 I1 RCMGS 
2 I RMGS 
2 I11 RCMGS 
2 I11 S 
2 I RKGS 

3 I R 
2 I 
3 I CMGS 
2 1 RCS 
4 I RC 
3 I RMG 

3 I CMS 
2 1x1 RCS 
3 I RH 
3 I R 
3 I RS 

*. C0llia8, Line-Forma LnHebrwPoetty, 248. 



RCMS 
S 
RCM 
CM 
CR 
R 

RC 
RCM 
s 
RS 
RMS 
RCS 

RCMS 
RS 
RC 
RC 
RMS 
R 

RCS 
RCS 
RS 
RS 
RS 
S 
R 
R 

C 
RCS 
RS 



RS 
MS 
RS 
RMS 
RS 
RS 

R 
R 
RS 
RS 
RCS 
RCS 

R 
R 
RCS 
RCS 
RS 
RS 

RCS 
RCS 
R 



R 
RCS 
CS 

R 

CS 
CS 
R 
R 

R 
CMG 
RCMGS 
RS 
CMG 
CMG 

R 

R 
R 
R 

R 
RS 
RS 
RS 
CMS 
RCM 

Inferencee fromsyntactic Structural Analvsie 

Of the134co lao f th impoem,  only37 ( 2 7 . 6 % )  arenon-Clarr-Il inea.  

Thum , the poem i m  .out o f  rangen by O°Connoro s definit ion." though 

OtConnoroerurpectationthatthemajotityoflineswillbeC1~as I i m  

f u l f i l l e d ,  Nearly a l l  l i n e r  atetroped (125 o u t o f 1 3 4 ,  or 93.3 %). Thim 

givem aTropingtHeavyratioof 77823. The conjunct in th ia  p o o m i m  36 linmm, 

t h e ~ e m a i n d e r o n l y 9 ,  givFngawaightof80:20. I t i r  iar-'Latelyappumt 

thatO°Connor ir  quite correct in ammertingthatthemajortityof apomwill  

bemadeupofClar8 f lineer,withtheheavierline-typemoccurringin 

j7H,  0 'Connor, Hebrew Verse Structure. 533. 
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concen t r a t i ons .  Almoetonethirdoftheheavy l i n e s  occur i n t h e  f i t e t t m o r  

f i n a l t w o v e r a e e .  Inadditiontothe l a r g e  number of heavylinem invermeml ,  

2,  21  and 22, concent ra t ions  of non-Class-I lines can a l s o  be seen i n  vereea 

3, 6, 7,  10, 12 and 16. No o t h e r  verse conta ins  more t h a n  a eingle heavy l i n e ,  

andmanycontainnoneatalL.  There ie one i n t e r v a l o f  a l m o e t t h r e e v e r e e a  -- 
f r o m l r 1 3 a t o  lrl5e -- withouta  a i n g l e  heavy l i n e .  I n  fact, a s t r i k i n g  

contraatmaybe eeenbetweentheeepaeeageswith nurneroue a n d t h e r e e t  o f t h e  

poem, as i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  the fol lowing t ab l e :  

TABLE 8 - 35 

INCIDENCEOFLINE CLASSES IN "THE FIRSTLAMENT" 

Claee I 

Class I1 

Class 111 

Claae I V  

Undef Lned 

IN THE WHOLE POEM VERSES REHA1 NING VERSES 

Thue, o f  t h e  37 heavy lines i n  t h i s  poem, 30 ate found i n  the80 tan 

ve r se s ,  a m o ~ n t i n g t o 4 8 ~ 4 ~ o f a l l o f t h e c o l a i n t h e e e v e r s e r ~  Incontrart ,  

amongthe72  c o l a o f t h e r m a t o f t h e p o e m ,  there a r e o n l y  7 heavylinam (9.7 

$1. O'Connotmuggeet8thattheee concenttationm o f h e a v y l i n e m w i ~ l o c c u r  a t  

the beginning8 or end8 of  r t avee  of approximately 28 cola. Onthobami8of  

t h i 8  suqgemt~ononemightportulatethe following s t a v e a t  fzoaavermem 1-6, 

v e r s e s  7-10, verrrem 11-12, veroee13-16andveraes  17-22. T h e a o u a  far from 

uniform, butO'Connordoemnotexpect, muchleaademand, pa+fac tun i fo rmi ty  

ofthe staver, Therrestaveawouldhavelengthe of 36cola, 26co la ,  12 cola, 

24 cola, and 36 cola, respectively, and the third of them mhould p r o p u l y  be 



identified as a half-etave, or eemi-etave ae OgConnor calls it? A l l  but 

one oftheee f a l l o u t m i d e t h e  normal rangeof s t ave  lengths  euggeetedby 

O ' C ~ n n o r . ~  I t m i g h t b e p o e s i b l e t o  ident i fystavesofmoreregularlength,  

b u t t h i s  c o u l d n o t b e d o n e w i t h ~ u t d i v i d i n g t h e  six-colon vereee o f t h e  

traditional text,  Thie seems improbablebecauseoftheacroetfcpattern. 

Nevertheleee, t h e  eynvnetryofthie arrangement is etriking: long etave, 

short stave,  semi-etave, ehoxt etave,  long stave. The ataveemaybe analyzed 

as followe: 

TABLE 8 - 36 

STAVES IN "THE FIRST LAMENTn 

1STSTAVE 2NDSTAVE 3RDSTAVE 4THSTAVE STHSTAVE 

Line8 36 26 12 24 36 
~ e a v y  12 (33 % )  8 (31  t) 4 (33 0 )  3 (13 0 )  10 (26 Q) 
Troping 35 (97 % )  23 (89 % )  12 (100 % )  22 (92 % )  33 (92 \ )  
T: H 74: 26 74t26 75:25 88: 12 77: 23 
Conjunct 1 2 ( 3 3 % )  8 (31 a )  5 ( 4 2  % )  3 (13 % )  8 (22 % )  

Remainder 1 (3  % ) 3 (12 8 )  0 2 (8  3 (8 a )  
Weight 9 2 ~ 0 8  73:27 100 : 0 60: 4 0  73r27 

I n  add i t ion  t o t h e  notable, but imperfect,  aymrnetry o f t h e  length8 of 

theataveewhichhambeenmentionedabove, o n e m a y a l e o n o t e a  r fmi lar ,  but 

imperfect,  syarnetry i n t h e w e i g h t 6  o f t h e  s taves.  Thi6 contramtm w i t h t h e  

r e l a t i v e  c o n s t a n c y o f t h e l e v e l r  of heavy lines ( t h e  fourth r t a v e b e i n g t h e  

onlyexcept ion)  andthmTropingaHma~ratios (again, withthefour thmtavm 

a r t h e o n l y e x c e p t i o n ) .  T h a x e u a  fmw8pparentamrkesm f o t t h m d i v i r i o n o f  

theoertavem intobatchem. I f thet tadi t ionalvereediv i~ ionr .reacc~ptod 

as batches, thepoemmaybeanalyzedae followe: 

%. 0' C O M O ~ ,  H e b r e w  Verma Structure, 456. 

*he normal range of mtave length. i e  26 to  31 line., am iadicatod in U. 
08Comor8r  EIebrewVerre Structure ,  455. 



TABLE 8 - 37 

BATCHES IN "THE FIRSTLAMENT" 

FIRST STAVE: VERSES 1-6 

Lines 
Heavy 
Troping 
T:H 
Conjunct 
Remainder 
Weight 

Linea 
Heavy 
Troping 
T:H 
Conjunct 
Remainder 
Weight 

Batch A 

6 
4 (67 0 )  
6 (100 0 )  
60:40 
4 (67 0) 
0 
100:o 

Batch D 

6 
1 (17 t) 
6 (100 % )  
86:14 
1 (17 % )  
0 
loot0 

B a t c h  B 

6 
2 ( 3 3  0 )  
5 (83 1) 
71:29 
2 (33 a )  
1 (17 0 )  
67:33 

Batch E 

6 
1 (17 8 )  
6 (100 b )  
86:14 
1 (17 t) 
0 
100 : 0 

SECOND STAVE : VERSES 7-10 

B a t c h  A B a t c h  B 

Lines 8 6 
Heavy 5 (63 % )  0 
Troping 8 (100 t) 5 (83%) 
T:H 62 : 38 1OO:O 
Conjunct 5 0 
Reminder 0 1 (17 1) 
Weight 100 t 0 0 t 100 

Batch A Batch B 

Linee 6 6 
Heavy 0 4 (67 1) 
Troping 6 (100 % )  6 (100 t) 
T:H 1OO:O 60 t 40 
Conjunct 0 4 (67 % )  
Remainder 0 0 
Weight -- 100: 0 

Batch C 

Batch F 

Batch C B a t c h  D 



FOURTBSTAVB: VERSES 13-16 

Batch A Batch B Batch C Batch D 

Lines 6 6 6 6 
Heavy 0 0 1 (17 % )  2 (33 % )  
Troping 6 (100 0 )  4 (67 1) 6(100%) 6(100%) 
T:H 10010 100:O 86: 14 7 5 ~ 2 5  
Conjunct 0 0 1 (17 % )  2 (33 0 )  
Remainder 0 2 0 0 
Weight -- 0: 100 100:O 100 : 0 

FIFTH STAVE: VERSES 17-22 

Batch A Batch B Batch C 

Lines 6 6 6 
Heavy 1 (17 t) 1 (17 0) 1 (17 % )  

Troping 6 (100 $ )  6 (100 % )  5 (83 0 )  
T:H 86: 14 86: 14 83:17 
Conjunct 1(17%) 2 ( 3 3  a )  1 (17 % )  
Remainder 0 0 1 (17 % )  
Weight 100: 0 100 r 0 50: 50 

Batch D Batch E Batch F 

Lines 6 6 6 
Heavy 1 (17 t) 4 (67 a) 2 (33 t )  
Troping 6 (100 8 )  4 (67 t) 6 (100 0) 
T: H 85t14 Sot50 75125 
Conjunct 1(17%) 1 (17 % )  2 (33 t) 
Remainder 0 2 (33 a) 0 
Weight 100: 0 3 3 ~ 6 7  l0O:O 

The r e s u l t r a f t h i 8  clomeanalyrir areperhapa n o t a r  atrikingamthe 

broaderanalymimofthamtrv.mgivenabove. Thereare, houewera fowpointm 

regard to  the number of heavy line#, which i r  high i n  the f i r m t  and lamt 

batches urdseducemtoze+o inthmmiddletwobatchea, m d a l m o w i t h r o g u d t o  

approximately 6 5 t 3 S  i n t h e  fbrtandlarrtbatchee, and lOOtO inthemiddle 

two batchee. Thm might i m  100 t 0 i n  t h e  f h o t  and last ,  and 0 t 100 in the 

middle. Unfortunataly, thua 20 nothing l i k e  thi8 degr.. o f  w a g  

thebatchem in any o f t h e o t h e r  mtaver. 



Oneother detailwhichmay be observed ia the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  second 

batch i n  t h e  poem (that ie, t h e  second batch of the firat e t a v e )  and t h e  next  

t o l a s t b a t c h i n t h e p o e m ( t h a t i 8 ,  t h e  f i f t h b a t c h o f t h e  f i f t h e t a v e )  are 

both a i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r e n t  inweight tromthe s taves  inwhichthey  are 

located.  BatchB,wi thawe ighto f  67:33, istheonlybatchofthefirrtetave 

whoseweight is l e e s t h a n  100:O. Batch E o f t h e  fifth etave has a w e i g h t o f  

33:67, t h e  loweetweightof  any batch i n  a s tave  inwhich four  o f t h e  eFx 

batches have a w e i g h t o f  100:O. Again , there  is a pa t t ernof  synmetrybetween 

the f i r e t a n d t h e l a a t e t a v e e ,  whichmightbedescribedthua: XoXXXX. . . 
XXXXoX. Thustheriacrocoemic eymmetrywhichmaybeseeninthe eyntact ic  

s tructural  a n a l y s i s  contrasts  w i t h t h e  microcosmic asymmetry o f t h e  

individual  lines (a8 seen intheminimal  unit counts and theline-form 

ana lys i s )  . 

Strophic Analyeis 

TABLE 8 - 38 

IDENTIFICATIONOFSEMANTICDIVISIONS I N  "THEFIRSTLAMENT" 

COLON NUMBER OF CANTO SUB-CANTO CANTICLE STROPHE 
FEET 

1 : l a  3 
1 : l b  3 
l t l c  2 
1 : l d  2 
1: le  2 
1:l f 2 







Inferences fromStro~hicAnal~s i8  

Semantically, +hie poem divider in to  t w o  neat halvor. In thm f k r t  

canto, vermeal-11, J a ~ r r ~ a n i r d e e c r i b e d  inthFrdperson,withtho 

(Lamentations l : l l e , f ) ,  whereYHUHim addreeeeddkectly. Intheam 

who i a  speaking. Thir i r  cert8inatleast inverae11,wheretha faninine 

I n t h e  eecondcanto, vereee12-22,petsonifiedJemsalenr~ailrhars 



a f f l i c t i o n i n  f i r s t  person,  e x c e p t f o r B  I1 (Lamenta t ions l t17)  i nwh ich  

ZFon/Jacob/Jeruealem ( a l l  of these  terms are ueed, one i n e a c h  o f t h e  three 

bFcola  i n  t h i s  strophe) ie d e e c r i b e d i n t h i r d  person. The c a n t i c l e e  w i th in  

theea cantoe  areof varying l eng th ,  b u t t h e  e t r o p h e s  a r e o f  uniform length: 

eachiamadeupofthreebicola, w i t h t h e  s i n g l e e x c e p t F o n o f A  11 4 

(Lamentatione l t 7 ) ,  which c o n t a i n s  f o u r b i c o l a .  Noneof theoe  memantic 

divie ionrenjambma~aoret icversediviaion.  Thesemanticdevelopmentmay 

be deocribed i n  greater detail: 

CANTO A Jelruealem'sdestruction i a d e s c r i b e d .  

Canticle I: Thie c a n t i c l e t e l l e  ofthebitternear o f t h e  

a f f l i c t i o n ,  with a focum on Jeruralem itmelf, which 

isdescr~edinconsecutivortrophem amdemeztd, 

comf o r t l e s a  and deported, 

Strophe  1 The i e o l a t i o n  of Jerrumalem, 

St rophe  2 Jeruaalem'omournfulteactiontoher 

deaert ion,  

S tsophe  3 Cap t iv i t y  and exile, 

Can t i c l a  :I The mecondcant ic le  demcrib.mthelommom i n f l i c t m i  

on Jaruealeme She ha8 b w n  daprivmd of celebtat i o n  

and ce lebran te ,  c h i l d r e n ,  l e a d e r r  and a11 h e r  

ap rec ioue th inga . a  

S t rophe  1 Thecomplet~nmmmofthaderol~tion,th~ 

abeenceof ce lebra t ion ,pr immt ,  vLsghurd 

ch i ld .  

S t r o p h e 2  Theconeequenc8rofdivinoprnirhnwnt(firmt 

a n d l a s t b F c o l a )  forJerura l .a r '8  

t ranegrer rFon  ( 8 m c o n d b i ~ o l o n ) ~  

Stropha 3 toms of leadurn* 



Strophe  4 The l o s s  of p r e c i o u s t h f n g a  and themocking 

foe. 

Can t i c l e  I11 T h e t h i r d c a n t i c l e d e s c r i b e s t h e  c a u s e a n d e x t e n t  

o f t h e  catastrophe. The f i r s t  two mtropherr 

a t t r i b u t e  t h e d e s t r u c t i o n  t o  Jeturalemer r in  and 

def ilernent , provoking t h e  cry, "took on my 

a f f l i c t i o n b e c a u s e  t h e  enemy h a ~ t r i u n r p h e d . ~  The  

l a t t e r two  strophes describe theenemy 

(improperly) e n t e r i n g t h e  sanc tuary ,  a n d t h e  

people selling t h e i r  possess ione  f o r  food, 

provoking the cry, "See and behold, becauee I have 

becomedefiled." Thesetwo crieotoYHWHare 

l o g i c a l l y r e v e r e e d .  The latter,  whichbemoane 

defilement,  rationally a s s o c i a t e s w i t h t h e  first 

two st rophes,  whichdescribeJerusalem'8 

defilement.  The  former cry, which bewail8 t h e  

v i c t o r y o f t h e e n e m y ,  a s s o c i a t e s  w i t h t h e l a t t e r  

two s tropheewhichdescr ibethatv ic tozy~d i t 8  

conrequencerr. The ceversalofthetwocrie8helpm 

t o b i n d t h e c a n t i c l e t o g e t h e r .  

Strophe 1 Sin, mhame and disgrace. 

Strophe2 Defilementleadingtounforea~ndoom(from 

which the  a f f l i c t e d c r y o u t ) .  

Strophe3 L o r 8 o f p r e c i o u s t h i n g e  a n d d a f i l a m n t o f t h e  

ranc tuary  . 
Strophe 4 The conmequence of conquemt t giving up 

everything forbread ( b e c a u r e o f w h i c h t h a  

h u n g r y c i t y c r i e e o u t ) .  

Jerusalembewailr h e r  a f f l i c t i o n .  



Cant Fcle I The pet i t ione  o f t h i s  cant i c l e ,  unlike thomeofthe 

previous cant i c l e ,  are addressed not  t o  YHWH, but 

tothe passers-by. YHWHismentionedonly i n t h e  

thirdperson.  Jerusalem, which is r e f e r r e d t o  i n  

t h e  f i r s t  canto i n  t h i r d  person (except  for the two 

exclamations of Canticle 111) is now t h e  f i r s t  

pereon speaker. The destruction of Jerusalem is 

YHWEI's act of punishment. 

Theboundarybetweenthis c a n t i c l e a n d t h e  

next is not sharply marked. Should t h e  c a n t i c l e  

end a f ter  Strophe 3 (veree14),whichdircuesesthe 

theme of retr ibut ion  (atheme which doe8 not recur 

u n t i l v e r e e 1 8 ) ?  Should it e n d a f t e c  Strophe4 

(ve+se15), which concludesthediecueeFonof 

YHWH' e acte,  and before attent ion  Fm turned i n  

v e r e e 1 6 t o t h e  r e a c t i o n o f  Jeruealem? Or should it 

end a f t e r  verse 16,  fol lowing which t h e  d i r e c t  

address of  Jeruealem is  auepended inveree173 

Strophe1  A c a l l t o t h e p a a s e r s - b y :  "Imthere any 

muf fering l i k e  t h a t  which YHWH ham inflicted 

on me?" 

Strophe2 Vuiousbodilymetaphoro for thmaff l i c t ion  

imposed by YHWH. 

Strophe3 Tranrgreasionas ayokewhichbindrtha 

af f l ic tedover intothehand~ofopp~~r8otm.  

Strophe 4 Various (predominantlyeocial)  mmtaphorra 

Strophe 5 Jar~ralem's uncomfortedmoutning. 



Cant i c l e  11 Boththe i n i t i a l  and finalboundariee o f t h i a  

c a n t i c l e a r e  inquest ion.  As mentionedabove, t h i s  

c a n t i c l e  may begin with e i t h e r  verse  15,  verse 16 

orverae 17. Furthermore, it may e n d w i t h t h e  

t e r m i n a t i o n o f t h e t h i r d  pe r sondesc r ip t ionof  

Jerusa lern inveree17,  o r w i t h t h e  apeechabout 

YXWHinverae19, p r i o r t o t h e  reeumptionofdirect 

addreee to YHWH in verse 20. I f  verse 17 i e  to be 

i s o l a t e d  aa a c a n t i c l e  i n  i t s  own r i g h t ,  it is t h e  

s h o r t e s t c a n t i c l e i n t h i s  lament: a s i n g l e  s t rophe  

of three bicola. Furthermore, if it is thue 

divided, it i s  followed Lrmnediatelybythe eecond 

rhortertcantFcleofthepoem: twostzophemof 

t h r e e b i c o l a e a c h .  There  is a strong temptation t o  

p u t t h e  t w o  together .  This c a n t i c l e  is 

nevertheleeetheonlyportionof Canto8 inwhich 

names areused inathirdpereondescriptionof 

Jerumalem (except forthe r e fe rence  t o  a t h e v i r g i n  

daughterofJudahminverae15 --andeventhim Fm 

precededand followedby f irs tpereonverrbmand 

pronoun., a l lo f  which r e f e r t o  Jerumalan). 

Strophe 1 Zion im comfort lea6 and def Fled . 
Canticle 111 L i k e t h e  f i r a t  c a n t i c l e o f t h i m  c a n t o , c a n t i c l e  I11 

d ~ r c r ~ m t h e d e r o l a t i o n o f J e ~ r a l . m 8 8  r d i v i n e  

punimhnwntagahstrebellion. f t i m d i 8 t i n g u i r h . d  

fromCantic leIfbytheuseof  f irat  permon for 



Canticle IV 

J u d a h a n d J e ~ e a l e m ,  and fromcant ic le  IVbythe  

fact that  i n t h e  l a t t e r ,  Y m i e  addreesed 

d irec t ly .  

Strophe1 Y m ' s  r i g h t f u l  a f f l i c t i o n  of Jemealemby 

c a p t i v i t y .  

Strophe 2 Jeneal-deeertedanddeprivedofcit izene 

deapite  her c a l l  for help. 

The laat canticleofthis poemis unique i n t w o  

respects: f irst ,  it contains an extensive paseage 

(nineconaecutiva c o l a )  o f d i r e c t a d d r e e e t o d e i t y ,  

eleewhere foundon ly inA I f f  2 c (Lamentationelr9 

e, f )  and A Iff  4 c (Lamentations 1: 118, f )  ; second, 

it callr f o r  vengeance, or at l eaa t  for parallel 

punishment to f a l l o n t h e d e s t r o y e r e o f  Jerusalem, 

and on thore who r e j o i c e  in Zion's downfall. 

Strophe 1 Jeruealem's w a i l  of dietress. 

Strophe 2 Jeruealem'a moanof e u f f e r i n g a n d a p p a l  for  

herenetnieeto suffer similarly. 

Stropha 3 Appeal suffmr h t h o  ..me 

w8yJerusalemhas. 

Thediv ie ion  ofthepoeaapropoeedheremaybeconttaetedwiththe 

divL~ionofthepoempreviou81yindicatadby08Connort~ systemof myntactic 

s t ruc tura l  analys i s .  



TABLE 0 - 39 

COLON 

1:l a 
1:1  b 
I t 1  c 
1:1 d 
l : l  e 
1 : l  f 

1:2  a 
1 : 2  b 
1 : 2  c 
1 : 2  d 
1 : 2  e 
1 : 2  f 

1:3 a 
l t 3  b 
1:3 c 
1:3 d 
1:3 e 
1:3 f 

124 a 
1:4 b 
1:4 c 
124 d 
l : 4  e 
l : 4  f 

1:5 a 
1:s b 
1:s c 
1:s d 
l a 5  e 
1:s f 

1 :6  a 
l : 6  b 
1:6 c 
l t 6  d 
1:6 e 
l t 6  f 

DIVISIONSOF "THE FIRSTLAMENT" INDICATED BY 
SYNTACTICSTRUCTURALANALYSISAND BY 

SEMANTIC STROPHIC ANALYSIS 

SYSTEHOFO'CONNOR 

STAVE BATCH I I 
I 
I 

1 A I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

1 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

t 
t 
I 
I 
I 

t 
I 
1 

I 
f 
I 
f 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
4 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

SYSTEMOF D E M W R  AND VANDERMEER 

CANTO CANTICLE STROPHE VERSE 

A f 1 a 

b 

C 

a 

b 

C 

a 

b 

C 

I1 a 

b 

C 

a 

b 

C 

a 

b 

C 



1: lla 3 A 
1: llb 
1: llc 
1:lld 
1: 116 
1: llf 





differs fromthatpropoaadon syntactic grounds byO*Connor8s sye tm.  None 

o f t h e d i v i s i o n s  proposedby syntact ic  s tructural  analyeis  correapondsto 

thebreakbetweencantos,  a n d o n l y o n e o f t h e m c o i n c i d e a w i t h a b r e ~ h t w e e n  

c a n t i c l e s .  The c lever  eynunetry of  the  syntac t i c  stavea and batches i a  qu i t e  

absent i n  thesemantic  a n a l y s i s  o f t h e  text, except  f o r t h e d i v i s i o n o f t h e  

poem into  t w o  halves of almostequal length. 

WHEN YAHWEH RESTORED ZION ' S FORTUNES 

Minimal Unit Counts 

Because o f t h e b r e v i t y o f t h i a  Peala, it is tempting to  euppoaethat 

s t a t i s t i c a l  analyeis  might reveal  very little. However, becauoeo f tha  

o v e r - a l l r e g u l a t i t y o f t h e ~ ,  L t m a y e t i l l b e u a e f u l t o  study it. Except 

forthecolophon inverse la,  a11ofthecolaofthispoamaru j o i n d i n t o  

b i co la .  

TABLE 8 - 40 

HINIHAL UNITS I N  PSALM 126 

COLON SYLLABLES ACCENTS 



n 
CI 
On 
median 
mode 

Inferences fromtheAnalysi8 of U i n h a l  Units 

Onthe average, t h e c o l a o f t h i s  poemare approximatelythe oamelength 

as t h o s e i n  "The Song of Deborahn and "The Song o f t h e  Vineyard," and 

coneiderably l a r g e c t h a n t h e  averageofthecolaof  "TheFFrat  L a t ~ n t . ~  

Hevertheleee, i t m a y b e n o t e d  that t h e  ffratcolaareregularlylonge~than 

the eecondcola. Indeed, thediffesencebetweentheavetagelengthofthe 

firet cola and t h a t  of the eecond Fm only e l i g h t l y  lea8 here than in "The 

F i r e t  Lament. " 



TABLE 8 - 41 

NUMBER 
OF UNITS 

2 
3 
4 
S 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

n 
CI 

Qa 
median 
mode 

SYLLABLES 

A B 

ACCENTS 

A B 

1 5 
2 
3 2 
1 

Althoughthemeandiffecencebetweenthe first and second c o l a o f  

bicola inthits  Pmalm i a v e r y c l o ~ t o t h a t o f  "The &iretLament,m analyrim o f  

thedifferencesrevealrthatthey~egenerated i n a  somewhat d i f f e r e n t  

mannerthanthoaeoftheL.lo.nt&tiona. T h i s  canbeaeenbyobmervinptwo 

f u r t h e r c o m p a r i ~ o n ~ .  The f ixa t  o f t h e m  iathecomparieonbetweenthe 

di f ferencemktweenthe  f irr tandmecondcolaof thebico la inthi8por .nd 

the difference. between the  ~ e c o n d c o l a o f t h e b i c o l a  andthe 8uboequontcola 

( that  i e ,  the f i t e t c o l a o f t h e  8ubm.qu.ntbicola). In the  fo l lowingtablo ,  

valuae lietadunder {a-bI rap~mmentthedZffarencea betweenthe f f i m t t d  

~ e c o n d c o l a o f t h e b i c o l a  i n t h i m p o e a ~  Values l i s tedunder  ib-nI roprorent 

thed i f f erence~b . tmnthe8econdco l~ofb ico la .ndthe  Cirmtmub8mquent 

co la .  In the came of t h e  f h a 1  colon of t h e  poem, compari8on i m  made with the 

f ir8t colon. 



TABLE 8 - 42 

COMPARISONOFT~DIFPERBNCES BETWEENTHE FIRSTAND SECONDCULAOFABICOLON 
AND BETWEENTHESEWNbC0M)NOFABICOLONANDTHE SUBSEQUENTCOLON 

IN PSALM 126 

SYLLABLES ACCENTS WQRDS 

n 7 7 7 7 7 7 
P 2.14 2.14 1-29 1.29 1.57 1.71 
% .99 2.70 .70 1.03 -90 1.39 
median 2 1 1 1 1 2 
mode 2 0 1,2 0 , 1 , 2  2 0 1 2  

Regardless oftheminLmalunitconsidered, it canbe eeenthat,  

althoughthemneanaofthedistrFbutionof differences betweenthe firmtand 

second co la  are e i ther  identical  or qui te  c lose  to  the  means of the 

diatributiona o f t h e d i f f e f e n c e a  between the  eecondcolaand rubrequont 

co la ,  t h e  mtandatd deviations are quite dif ferent  . By every mtandud, the  

dimtrFbut.dthmthmdiffa~ancmm botweenthe f i t s tand mecond cola.  Thim 

would Fnaplythattheprinciplebywhichtheeedifferencee aregenerated ir 
1 

the  mame am that i n  *TheSongofThaVhey~d,~thatim, theto imatmdmncyto 

w t i t e b i c o l a i n w h i c h t h e  recondcolrare rhorterthanthe f k r t b y a n  

internalwhich canbechazacterized am approximatelyone andath ird  

Wemay a l e o  c m p u e t h e d i f f e r e n c e a  between first and aecondcolaof 

thebicolaandthedifferencea bet-nthe fixatcolaofthmbicolaurdtho 



s e c o n d c o l a o f  eubmequentbicola, I n t h e  fo l l owingtab le ,  v a l u e e l i e t a d  

under la-b( repreoentthedifferencesbetweenthe f i r e t a n d s e c o n d c o l a o f  

t h e b i c o l a i n t h i a  poem. Values listedunder Ib-dl representthedifferancea 

between the f iret cola of b i co la  and the second cola of eubeequent bicola. In 

t h e c a a e o f t h e  f ina lb i co lonof thepoern ,  cornpariaoniamadebetweenthe 

firetcolonofthiebicolonandthe s e c o n d c o l o n o f t h e  f i r s t b i c o l o n i n t h e  

poem. 

TABLE 8 - 43 

COMPARISONOPTHE DIFFERENCES BETWEENTHE FIRST AND SECOND WLAOFABIC6LON 
AND BETWEENTHE PIRSTCOLONOFABICOLON 

AND THE SECOND COLONOF THE SUBSEQUENT BICOLON 
IN PSALM 126 

SYLLABLES ACCENTS WORDS 

n 7 7 7 7 7 7 
C1 2.14 3-29  1-57 1.57 1.57 2.14 
urn -99 1.91 .90 a90 .90 1.25 
median 2 3 1 2 2 2 
mode 2 2 t 3  1 ,2  2 2 2t3 

Froan there statimtico it may be obuerved that not  only i m  the avetage 

diffe+mnce between the firmt half of a bicolon and the second half o f  the 

of a given bicolan, but also the differences are more widely dimtributed. 

Nevertheleom, the dimtribut ion i m  not 80 wide as that of the dif  ferencmm bmtwnn 

the oecond halve# of  bicola urd the  aubrequent cola, ar; domnatxated 

previouely. A l l  of thim would imply t h a t  the bicola in  this poem, though 



s u p e r f i c i a l l y  s i m i l a r t o t h o ~ i n  aTheFir6tLamenta are, in fact, f o r u d b y a  

d i f f e r e n t  s tandard .  Although i n  both cases t h e  second colon is, on average, 

about one and a t h i r d  o r  one and a h a l t  s y l l a b l e s  s h o r t e r  t h a n  t h e  f i t a t ,  it 

appeara i n  Psalm126 (as i n  "TheSongof theVineyardn)  t h a t  this d i f f e t e n c e i e  

primary, whereae i n L a m e n t a t i o n r 1 i t i e a c o n s e q u e n c e o f t h e t ~ n c a t i o n o f t h e  

l i n e .  Tostate itLnotherterms,inLamentationslthere L s a t e n d e n c y t o w r i t e  

s h o r t e r  t han  average l i n e s ,  with t h e  r educ t ion  i n  l eng th  usually being achieved 

byehorteningtheaecondhalf  l i ne .  O n t h e o t h e r  hand, inPea lm126 ( a e i n  .The 

song of the Vineyard")  there is a tendency to write l i n e s  i n  which the second 

ha l f  is e h o r t e r  t han  t h e  firat by an i n t e r v a l  averaging one  and a  t h i r d  

s y l l a b l e s ,  without  regard  t o  t h e  effect which t h i s  w i l l  have on t h e  length of 

thewho leb ico lon .  Inconeequence,inLamentationsl,  whenthe f i r e t c o l o n o f  

abicolonie longecthanueualtherecondcolonwil l tendtobeeven~horterthan 

usual ,  i n  o r d e r  to keep t h e  l i n e  length. short. By con t r a s t ,  i n  Psalm 126, i f  

the f i r a t  colon i ~ q u i t e l o n g  ( a m i t i e  i n v e r ~ e 6 ) , t h e s e c o n d w i l l a l a o t e n d t o  

b e l o n g e r t h a n u s u a l ,  thoughueuallynotaslongasthe f i r s t  co lon .  

Line Forms 

TABLE 8 - 44 

LINE-FORM IN PSALM 126 

COLON CONSTITUENTS COLLINS 

l i s t e d  

l i s t e d  
C o l l i n 8  Fm 
aware of no 
occurrancar 
of  th in  line- 
form, even 
though ha 
l i e tm  it. 



I I I B : i ) 3 f v a r  not  l i e t e d  
inverted 

IV B/C: F i i )  3 listed 
Thie  l i n e -  
form ie one 
of two t o  
w h i c h  
C o l l i n s  
assigns t h i s  
elglum. 

I D:F)7a 

I B:i)2b 

I1 B: ii) var 

l i e ted  

listed 

n o t  listed 
C o l l i n s  
l i e t m  thie 
eiglum, but 
not with th ie  
e p e c i f  i c  
line-farm. 

Inferences fromthe Analysiaof Line-Forms 

Again, ineucharhortpoem, thim analyaie mayeeemrathecpobtlerr,  

though it may b e n o t e d t h a t ,  ofallofthepoemsexamined, t h i e  one Lethemost 

aaenabletoCollinm' rymtemof malymim. Theentirepoemienradaupof 

bicola.  F ive  of the reven bicola  o f  thirs poem correspond to  line-form8 

1LotedbyCollina. TheremainingtwouebothcapableofbeLngdarcr~by 

Colline ' myrteaa. 

A l l  four basic line-types are used, but none occurs more than twice. 

Bamic eentencem BandCtmdtopradominate, withnoexamplmmoftypoAand 

o n l y o n e o f t y p e ~ . "  Theteuenonaminalaentences. TheBandCmontonce 

typeeueuallyprerenta8ubject, averbmdaringleargum6nt ,  thoughtwo 

*his contsant8 with Collinm' finding that sentence-type8 B and D t m d  t o  
predominate. 



caeeeofdoublemodifiereoccur i n t h i e  Paalm. noneofthe line-forma i n t h i a  

poemcorreapondmto anyof theeemant icee t s ident i f i edby  Collins. 

Structural Analyeie 

TABLE 8 - 45 

IDENTIFICATIONOFLINECLASSESAND TROPING 

COLON PRED I- 
CATIONS 

0 
1 

1 
1 
1 
2 

2 
1 

2 
0 

1 
1 

2 
2 

IN PSALM 126 

WITS CLASS TROPING C O N J U N C T  O R  
REMAINDER 

RCMG 
RCMG 
RS 
RMS 

Allofthe1inesofthimposmuetroped,withmorethanonmttop. 

occurringinall1Fne~except 3b, 4b, and 5a. AoO'ConnormLght.nticip.t~,  

heavy l i n e s  are f o u n d a t t h e k g ~ n n i n g  andattheend, aswm11 am h o n e  

rregment(vereem 2d-4b) inthemiddle o f t h e  poem. Withonly fourtnnlinem, 

thiepoemmightbeidentifiedam r memi-atave, coarpoeedoftwobatcha8,the 

f i r a t  of mix line. (veraalb-2d) and the secondof e ight  (ver8e8 3.-6b). 



O f  the fourteen Lima in th i6  poem, seven (SO S )  are Cla66 I, 41 only 

one ( 7  a )  is Claae XI, two (14 B )  are  Clase I11 and two more are Clam W. Two 

of t h e  l i n e 8  of th ie  poem violate OfConnor's norms: 6a and 6b each contain 5 

cons t i tuent s ,  onemorethanO'Connor permits. Thesemuat be caneidered 

heavy l i n e s ,  butthey cannot be c l a s s i f i e d .  Neverthelese,  O'Connolr~r 

expectationthat Claae-'I: l i n e s  w i l l  predominate La fu l f i l l ed .  

Strophic Analyeis 

TABLE 8 - 46 

IDENTIFICATION OF SEMANTIC DIVISIONS IN PSALM 126 

COLON NUMBER OF CANTO SUB-CANTO CANTICLE STROPHE VERSE 
FEET 

4 
2 

3 
4 
3 
4 

4 
2 

3 
2 

2 
2 

5 
4 

- 

'hgain. tha poem i a  'out of rangem by O'Connor ' 6 ntandardm. 8.. H. 0 'Connor, 



Inferences from Strophic Analyaie 

This ehortpoemiecomposedoftwocanticles, the eecondbrieferthan 

the  f i r s t .  Theyarediet inguishedbythereal ismofthe  fararer and the 

syrnboliem of the  l a t t e r .  They may be deecribed as fol lows:  

Cant i c l e1  Impreaeionaof Yahweh'sreverealofthe fortunesof  Zion 

Strophe 1 Thie atrophedeecribes  ingeneral  termsthe r e a c t i o n o f  

the  people t o  the restoration provided by Yahweh: they 

rejoice. 

Strophe 2 Thie strophe tie8 Yahweh's earlie+benefFcfalactioneto 

an appeal that He do again as He has done in the past. 

Canticle XI An agr icul tural  a n a l o g y o f t h e  joy t h a t  comeswith res torat ion .  

The semant icdiv i s ione  i d e n t i f i e d  here i n t h e  fashionof  deMootand 

vander Meer do not correspond t o t h o s e  i d e n t i f i e d  byO'Connot'e eyetanof  

syntact ic  e t ruc tura lana lye i s ,  



H a v i n g a p p l i e d t h e  four t heo r i ea  of v e r s e  s t r u c t u r e  t o t h e t r i a l  

passages, it is i n o r d e r  t o  aakwha tgene ra l  i n f e r ences  maybedrawn about t h e  

accuracy anduee fu lneeeo f  t h e e e t h e o r i e s .  Whatcaneachoftheeetheoriee 

reveal about a poem? What can be learned  from t h e s e  t h e o r i e s  t h a t  i a  n e i t h e r  

i n t u i t i v e l y o b v i o u s  nor i n n i g n i f i c a n t ?  Arethesetheorieeofbiblical 

Hebrew verse s t r u c t u r e t r u t h f u l  a n d u s e f u l ?  And finally, i f  t hey  are not 

truthfulorueeful, i n w h a t w a y s d o t h e y  fail? 

There are a t  l e a s t  t h r e e m a j o r  i s s u e s  which deserve a t t e n t i o n .  F i r s t ,  

thedeecript iveu~efulnemroftheretheoriee~naybeconeidersd.  Itmaybe 

aekedwhether  a n y o f t h e r e t h e o r i e ~ o f  verse ~tructureprovLde8 aurefu l  

d e s c r i p t i o n o f  Hebrwpoemm; i n p a r t i c u l a r ,  does  a n y o f t h e r e t h a o r i e s  

enable t h e  reader t o t e l l  whether apaaaage Fa a p o e m o r n o t ,  a n d w h e t h e r a  

given poem i e  anintegralunito+acompoaite of some sort? Furthermore, do 

t h e s e t h e o r i e s o f  v e r r e r t r u c t u r e e n a b l e t h e  readertodiffmrentirtabetween 

various poems andbetweenvariouetypeeof poems? C l o e e l y t i e d t o t h i s  

quee t iono fdemc+ip t ion ia th~ iaruoo f thepar t i t i ono f tho t . x t .  If t h e  

t e x t  of a poem La divided into r a c t i o n r ,  and i f  this divirion bar any 

o b j e c t i v e  v a l i d i t y ,  than it might bo pxaaumed t h a t  a l l  v a l i d  thooriem of 

veree structurewoulddividathataxtatthe aamepointa. A. hrrbaon ahown 

above, the vuioumthao~ior.mploy.ddonotalwaye producethe rum 

p a r t i t i o n  of t h e  tm*. 

Having con8ider.dthed~mczintivevalue o f t h e  foutthwria#of vuma 

structure, c o n m i d o r a t i o n a u y ~ g i v o n ,  i n  t h e  mecondplace, t o t h e  

predic+ivatr.luaoftb.-tbgiam. Domyofthometh.oriemb.1.~ict iv .  

valuet w o u l d ~ y o f t h a a l l o w t h ~ s ~ a d e ~ t o d e t e c t a l a c u n a , t o  forma 



reaeonablehypatheeisabout alacuna  i n t h e t e x t ,  o r t o p r e d i c t  t h e  formof 

another poemofthe mametype? 

Third,thepreactiptivevalueoftheaetheoriesmayaleobe 

considered. Couldanyoftheeetheoriesofveree s t r u c t u r e b e  r e l a t e d t o  

principleeofpoetrywhichcouldplaueiblyhavebeenused ( d e l i b e r a t e l y o r  

i n t u i t i v e l y )  b y t h e b i b l i c a l m t r  inthecomposi t ionofthe irworkr? 18 it 

conceivable that the poet who compored a p a r t i c u l a r  b i b l i c a l  poem might have 

beend i rec ted  (eveneub-conuciourly) b y ~ l e s w h i c h c o u l d b e d e f i n e d i n t h e  

t e m e  of any of t h e s e  theor i e s  of verse e t r u c t u r e ?  

THE DESCRIPTIVE VALUE OF THE APPROACHES 

Poetry and Proee 

T, H. Robineonbeginsthe f ixa t  chapter  of h i s  P o e t r y o f t h e o l d  

Teetamentwiththepronouncementthat, 

Moat of urn knowthediffarencebetween poetryandproao.  Whenwo 
hear o r  see apaeeagewe hrvenodif f icul ty indecidingtowhichclarr  
of l i t e t a t u r e  or  upeech it belong8 .' 
Having s a i d t h i s ,  RobineonpxoceedstoexplaFnauralandlogical 

c r i t e r i a w h i c h  are u a e d t o  jumt i fy th i r  d i s t i n c t i o n .  Robinson's 

prementa t ionof th imtopFc ammuawarlogicalaequence: t e a d e r a c a n t o l l  

i a  8 Sub8quant ly ,  thoy analyze t h o  pramage, comparing it with othmr 

pameageswhichhavebeen i d m n t i f i d 8 m p o e t r y t  a n d n o t e c r i t e r i a w h i c h  

i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  mama mubjec t iwl l l l~ner) .  ?rmthebeginning,thaabil ity 

of B&r.wpoetrymu8t~thima&irr ion:  that  many judgementr ofwhatirot  

'T. 8. Robinaon, P w t z ~ o f ~ O l d T m 8 t ~ n t  - (London: GeraldDucltWo~h~ 
a m ,  Ltd., 1947), 11, 



i e  n o t p o e t r y a r e  j u m t l f i e d a f t e r t h e  fact. T h i s  does not m a n t h a t t h e  

judgements are bound t o b e  inval id ,  but Ftdoee meanthat  they are, and indeed 

must be, subject t o  review and re-evaluation. Individualpoemsmuatbe 

evalua tedby c r i t e r i a b a r e d o n t h e  e h a r e d c h a r a c t e r i s t i c e  of o the r  p o e t i c  

works. Forexsmph, i n E n g l F s h p o e t r y o f t h e  Last f e w  centurie8, theme 

sharedcharacteristicemightincluderhymeofthe f i n a l s y l l a b l e ~ ~ o f  l i n e e  

and f i x e d p a t t e r n e o f  mtreaeedandun8treseedeyllablee i n e a c h l i n e .  But by 

now it i s w i d e l y  apparent t h a t  t h e  r rha redcharac te r i s t i c s  of Hebtewpoetry 

areratherdifferentfromtheae. Rhyme i n b i b l i c a l  poetry i e r a r e ,  a n d i n t h e  

fewoccaeionewheni tdoer  occur, it maybe acc identa l .  Andderpi te thework 

of EduardSiever8 andJul iueLey,  it i a  nowgenerallyacceptedthatbFblical 

poet rydoes  n o t u e e r e g u l a r p a t t e r n e  of streesedandunstreaeedmyllableo. 

The fourtheortiesof ve r see t ruc tu redeec r ibed  i n t h i s  etudysuggert  

d i f fe ren t  method8 of juet i fy ingthediat inct ionof  Hebrewpoetry f+omEIebtew 

prome, t h a t  i e d i f f e r e n t c r i t e r i a ,  b a s e d o n t h e  shazed c h a r a c t a r i r t i c r o f  

t h e  corpue of bLblicalHebrewpoetry, foridentifyingapamsagearpoetry. 

Poetry Definedbyl4inFmalUnitCountFng 

P o r t h o a e w h o c o u n t m i n ~ l u n i t r , t h e c r F t e r i o n w h i c h e n ~ l a o t h e  

reader to jumtifythe identLficationofpoetry Fetheueeof  lhemof 

r e l a t i v e l y  fhadlangth. Ofcourma, it~nrrtbeacknwl.dg.diar-'iatoly 

t h a t t h i o l o n g t h  i 8 n o t c o n t t o l l o d w i t h n 0 u l y t h e p s e c i r i o n o f t h a O ~ k ~ d  

Romanversem, w i t h t h e i r  fixadnuaaberof r y l l a b l e r p e r l i n e ,  urmgadLn 

pr.d.t~nninadpattarn~oflonguad~hort myllablam. InHmb1:aupoatryth. 

numberofmyllablermayvarycon8iderrablyfromonelinetothmmxt. There 

ate , tobe e w e ,  ouchparrageo a8Judgem 5 ~ 1 8 ,  i n w h i c h t h e t w o c o l a o f  a 

bicoloncontainaqualnunrkrrof myllabler,  accents  andwordrt 



YHWH, i n  your departure from SeFr, 
i n  yourwalking f romthe  p l a i n o f  Edorn, 

T h e r e a t e  alaoextendedpaesagesinwhichthe number of e y l l a b l e a p e r  

co lonorper l inevar iesonlya l ight ly .  T h u e t h e m e t r i c i s t i a q u i t e w i l l i n g  

to t o l a r a t e w i t h i n  the d e f i n i t i o n o f  poetry auch passages as Judgee 5~19, 

wherethenunrberof  ay l l ab l ee ,  accent6 o t w o r d e p e r  c o l o n v a r i e a w F t h i n a  

range of one: 

Kinga came, t hey  fought, 
The kinge  of Canaan fought,  

A t  Taanach, a t  t h e  waters of Megiddo. 
S p o i l o f  a i l v e r t h e y d i d n o t t a k e .  

Y e t  e v e n t h i a  c l o s e  approximationof  regularity cannot  be expected 

everywhere. T h e r e a r e a l a o  p a s o a g e s i n t h i s  samepoemwherethecolawithina 

s i n g l e  l i n e  a r emuchrno red i f f e r en t  in length.  A n e x a m p l e o f t h i e  Ls found Ln 

From t h e  heaven8 they fought,  
From t h e i r  cour8e8 the atarm fought w i t h  S i r e r a  

The eecond colon o f  t h i 8  poem i o  more t han  twice as long ao t h e  

Furthermore, w i t h t ~ n t y - t h r n m y l l . b l e e , t h i e i e o n e o f t h e l o n g ~ r t b i c o l a  

in aTheSongofDeborah.a Ofcourme, t h e r e a r e p a s e a g e e o f  prore h t h e  

Xebrw B i b l a w h e r e t h e  l i n e #  uemuchlongerandthedifference inlangth 

Judges 4 : 1 : 

%hi8 u 8 ~ 1 w m  the t radi t ional  mtichogtaphy. Vermione i n  which t b  

bicolan. Nwosthalmmr, ~ ~ w h o ~ a l ~ i ~ u n u ~ u r l l y l o n g ,  andthumumoth.1: 
bicola, much88 Judge8 585, whuethmdiff~encebetweJenthe f i r r t c o l o n m u l  
the ~ecoadiamseth.rronmortwmyLlrblem. 



Andthe s o n e o f  I erae l cont inuedto  d o e v i l  L n t h e e y e e o f  YEIWLt, 
AndEhuddied. 

Nometricietwouldrecognizethiel ineas poetry. But, i n v i e w o f t h e  

wide v a r i e t y o f  l ine - l eng thewi th ina  s i n g l e  poem, theborder between poetry 

andproee eeeme eoarewhatindimtinct i f  the  relative regularityof l ine- 

l engths   or colon-lengths) i s t a k e n a e t h e  standard, part icu lar ly  i n v i e w o f  

the factthatthereareoccaotonalpaeeagee of prosewhere l ineeof  equal, or 

approxhnatelyequal, lengthmaybe found. However, e v e n t h i s  r e l a t i v e  

regularity i s n o t t y p i c a l  of prose. This maybe establiohedbyacomparieon 

o f t h e  prose andveree accounte o f t h e b a t t l e a g a i n s t  S ieera ,  found i n  

consecutive chapters o f t h e b o o k o f  Judgee. The followingtablecomparesthe 

d i e t r i b u t i o n s o f  colon4 length. inmTheSongof  Deborahw and i n t h e  prome 

v e r e i o n o f t h i s  etory.  

'The uee of the word acolonn i n  tbim context is admittedly quutionable, 
arthmtermimuruallyr~8mttt.d for:thmdimcurrionof poetry. Thalhor in 
Judgee 4 are not  umually rmgudd 88 pcntic. The term "colano i 8  uaed hmm to 
avoid thrconfur ionwhichr ightu iamfr~~~re fe t~ i r rg to th~co~aof  VbaSong 
of Dobotahn am * l i ~ m ,  a ahem tbim t a r  ham been regululy u u b  La tba 
prerentmtudytorefactounitm car~poaedofoneormorecol., including 
b i c o l a  and tricola, 



TABLE 9 - 1 
DISTRIBUTIONOFCOLONUNGTHS INTLlEPROSEANDVERSEACCOmS 

OF THE BATTLE AGAINST SISERA 

Judges 4 (Proee) Judges 5 (Poetry) 

Syllables 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20  
2 1  
22 
23 
24 
2s 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

n 
P 
0 

Cola 

2 

3 
4 
7 
8 
7 
4 
3 
4 
2 
4 
1 
4 
4 
4 
1 
2 

1 

1 
2 

1 
1 
1 

1 

72 
13 69 
6.57 

median 12 
mode 9 

Syllables 

6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

n 
Cc 
0 

Cola 

4 
10 
16 
21 
14 
10 
12 
2 
2 

1 
1 

93 
9.59 
2m12 

median 9 
mode 9 

oollonly identif iod am prow, aad the latter u poaty. llot only Lm tho 



t h e  cola aremuchmorewidelydistributed: t h e  e t a n d a r d d e v i a t i o n o f t h e  

c o l o n l e n g t h a  i n t h e p r o e e v e r o i o n o f t h i s  s t o r y i s m o r e t h a n t h r n t i w 8  ae 

grea t  a s  t h e  s t a n d a r d d e v i a t i o n o f t h e c o l o n  lengths  in "Thesong of  

Deborah." I n a d d i t i o n ,  i t e h o u l d b e  no ted tha t  i n t h e p r o e e v e r a i o n ,  t h e  

mean, medianandmodedo not coincide,  as theywould if t h e w r i t e r w e r e  

at tempting ( d e l i b e r a t e l y o r  eub-consciously) t o m a i n t a i n a  s t a n d u d  l i n e  

l e n g t h ,  andaetheydoinfactin"TheSongofDeborah." I t m u a t  t h e r e f o r e b e  

acknowledged in t h i s  c a e e t h a t m i n i m a l u n i t  counting hasuncovereda  

regularityofpoetrywhichdistinguishesitfromproee: poetry Famadeupof 

colaof relatively f ixed  length,  whereas the lengthof  prose l i n e s  iernuch 

morevar iable .  This f ea tu re  appearetobeconaistentlypresentinpoetry,  

and is normally absent from proee. Thus, minimal u n i t  counting does provide 

ausefulandreasonablydependablecriterfon f o r t h e d i s t i n c t i o n o f p o e t r y  

and prose,  even Ffthiocriterionionotabsolute .  

Poetry D e f h e d b y  Line-FormAnalyaie 

A n e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  c r i t e r i o n  f o r t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f  poetry i s  

euggeetedbytheworkof  TerenceColline. For Collins, Hebrtewpomtryim 

maxkedbytheumeof iden t i f i ab le l ine - fonas ,  ofwhichhehamcata logued 

r e v a r a l  h u n d r d m 5  But it mrt k a a k d  whether, and t o  what ez ton t ,  Co l l ina8  

l i n e - f o m  analymis character i tem poetry i n  waym i n  which it do08 not 8Iro 

On t h e  baaFa of  our  r tudy wm can develop h e l p f u l  critorir for: 
determining what -8 of t h e  prophetic books are verrm. . . . i f  a t.xt 
containmamtablirhadline-form8,thenit i 8 v e r ~ e . ~  

'see AppandFx One. 



In f a c t ,  Collin.  a m e e r t m t h a t h i e  ayetemdeacrLbeeonlyabouttro- 

f i f t h a  of a l l  poetic l i n e a  i n  t h e  Hebrew Bible. But a system purpo+ting to 

d i e t i n g u i e h p o e t r y  f r o m p r o s e i s  h a r d l y c r e d i b l e i f  i t a l e o e x c l u d e e m o r e  

t han  60 percent  o f t h e  paaeageswhich are recognized aa poetry. 

R e s u l t ~ o n t h e a n a l y s i s  o f t h e  fourpoemsunderconsiderationinthie 

atudy arema~glnallytnoreencouraging. O f t h e  272 poetic l i n e e  (cola) i n  t h e  

p re sen t  s tudy,  128 (app+oximately47.1%) canbe fomed i n t o b i c o l a w h i c h  

correspond to line-form6 i d e n t i f i e d a n d  l i e t edbyco l l i ne .  An a d d i t i o n a l 6 6  

colacanbe fonnedintobicolawhoseline-forms areidenti f iablabycol l ine'  

eye t emwi th the  a l i g h t  expansions o f t h a t  s y s t e m p r o p o s e d i n t h i n  atudy. 

S t i l l ,  t h i s  gives a t o t a l o f  on ly  194 c o l a  o u t  of 272 (approximately 71.3 %). 

Thi s  Fa far lees of the p o e t i c  corpus t h a n  might be expected o f  an  adequate  

desc r ip t i on  of Hebrewpoetry.  I n a d d i t i o n ,  r e s u l t s  vary r a d i c a l l y  f romone 

paemtoanother ,  ae canbe seen f r a n t h e  fo l lowing  table. 

T A B L E 9 - 2  

P O B T I C W ~ A D M I S S I B ~ T O C O t L I N S '  LINE-FORMANALYSIS 

JUD 5 I S A  5 LAM 1 PS 162 TOTAL 

T o t a l  cola 93 31 134 1 4  272 

It may ba notoworthy that +harm m e e m 8  t o  be a d i m c t  intnrma 

correlation betweon t h e  age of the poem7 and t h e  percentage of l h m 8  which 

too ema~ltodrawdepemdableconclu6lona on this po in t ,  but further rtudynray 



Hebrewpoetry, i tmayimply~cluthingaboutthedevelopmentofthepoet ic .rt  

i n  f srael, i.e., t h a t  it became more standardized wi th  t h e  paeeage o f  tinre. 

Thia phenomenon ( i f  St ie more widely observable)  may a l s o  be due t o  t h e  fact 

that C o l l i n s d i d h i e  e t u d i e s o n p o e t r y  i n  thebooke o f t h e  prophets.  Although 

theee h o k e  werep~oducedoveraperiodof severalcenturiea, the p e r i o d o f  

theirproductionnevertheleee r ep reeen te  a f a i r l y  small p r o p o r t i o n o f t h e  

eraofclaeaicalbiblicalpoetry. It i e q u i t e p e o i b l e t h a t  Co l l i n s '  e t u d i e e  

may thue be more rep re sen t a t i ve  of t h e  way poetry was being w r i t t e n  i n  a 

particular period,  t h a n o f t h e  fomofb~licalHebrewpoetryingeneral .  

Neverthelee8,theexclusionfromhis eyeternof morethan ha l f  o f t h e  poetry 

o f t h e  Hebrew Bible must b e  seen ae arnajor defect. 

Furthermote,  Hebrew n a r r a t i v e  prose,  with its typically b r i e f  c l aueee  

a n d p e r v a e i v e p a r a t a x i e ,  c o u l d o f t e n b e c o n s t r u e d i n t h e  same l i n e  forme 

whichCol l in8  ham found inpomtry- at leasttothe Level of  fortypmrcmt, 

which is roughlytheproportionofpoetFclFneewhichCollFnrclaFmmw~ll f i t  

t h e  line-forma which he ham d e a c r i k d . '  A b r i e f  example, t aken  from Imaiah 

3 8 t 1 ,  a v e r e e w h i c h  i a  indimputablyprore, may becons idered .  

Inthored8yrHezakirhbec~le o i c k t o d e a t h ,  
~dthap+oph~t I8a i rhmonof~mozcmetoh irn .  

CLndheraidtohiar, "Thum rayaYEM3, 
Givaordora concern ingyouthouee ,  

For  you will die 
And you w i l l  not live. 



Coll ine '  taxonomywould c l a a e i f y t h e e e  l i n e s  thus :  

1. XI B: i)33 var 
2. XI1D:fi)Zc 
3. IIX A: i ) 2 b  

The f i r e t o f t h e s e l i n e - f o r m e ,  though it is iden t i f i ab lebyCol l in8 '  

system, has not beendiscoveredby Col l ins  i n t h e p o e t i c l i n e o w h i c h h e h a s  

considered. Theothet two arerare, t h e  eecond havingbeen found i n o n l y a  

a ing lecase ,  a n d t h e t h i r d e x i e t i n g  intwoexamplea i n t h e c o r p u o  examinedby 

Coll ins.  The  paucity of s imi la r  l inee  might be i n t e r p r e t e d t o  man t h a t  t h e  

paseage i n  question muet be prose, b u t t h e r e  is no compelling reason for 

accepting t h i e  decieion. On the b a s h  of syntax alone, it could jumt a8 w e l l  

be s a i d t h a t t h i e  is atylistFcallyunueualpoetry,  cons ia t ingof  rase, but 

n o t  Lmpoesible, poetic l inee .  I n  any case, a systernwhichpurporteto 

describe poetry and t o  d ie t inguieh  Ft from prose i a  of dubioue value  i f  it i e  

a p p l i c a b l e t o p r o e e t e x t e  a a w e l l a e t o p o e t i c o n e a .  I t  should a laobeno twl  

thatthepropoasdextenmionof Collinmo mystemto include agreator 

proportionofpoeticlineewouldalmo increasethenumber of pro80 l i n e r  

which could be i d e n t i f i e d b y t h e  eystem. 

Poetry Defined by Syntactic Structural Analyeis 

Michael O'Connor's ayntac t ic  r t ~ c t u t a l a n a l y e i m  muggamtm yotanother  

means of i d a n t i f y i n g p e t r y .  InOfConnor's view, t he  i n t u i t i v e l y  

p.rcept iblor .guluityof~t ic l inomimdue,  n o t t o m e t o r  i n t h o  

8yntac t ic  conmtraintm .@ Theme conmttaLnt8 ace l i m i t 8  (both n u h a  and 

minima) t o  th. number of ayn tac t i c  items which m y  occur i n  -tic l ina .  

@Michael O0Connor, H e b r e w  Verw Structure ,  ( Winona Lake, Indiana:. 
Eimmnbraunr , 1980), 65. 



The preaen t  atudy identiffem very f e w  lines which violate t heue  l i m i t m .  O f  

t h e  272 p o e t i c c o l a a n a l y z e d i n t h i e  atudy, only aizl* (approxinrately2.2 \ )  

do notcorreepondtothelinec~aeeeswhichO'Connorhaadefined. For 

example, O'Connorhae identifiedaconatraintwhich specifieathemaximum 

number of u n i t e  per l i n e  as f Fve. Lines as long as six u n i t s  appeat i n  t h e  

s e l e c t e d  pamaages, e u c h a a t h e  following l i n e  from P s a l m 1 2 6 t 6 :  

P g a q q v  R0.a n3 JI 32: JHJ 
Surrelyhewalks andweepe, bearing a b a g o f  seed. 

To eornedeqree,thediecrepancybetweenthereeultsoftheprement 

s tudy ,  generatedbyusingthemethods of O'Connor, and the r e e u l t r  of 

O'Connor'a own etudieemaybeduetoaquestionof colometry: s h o u l d t h i s  

passage be scanned aa a s i n g l e  long line (colon) or as two shoz t  l iner?"  

S i m i l a r q u e e t i o n ~ l  arise in t h e  e v a l u a t i o n o f t h e o r i e e  o t h e r  thanthoamof 

O°Connor. Needlemato ray, there aremany l i n e s  inHebrewpro6ewhich 

v i o l a t e t h e  c o n s t r a i n t o  LdmntFfiedbyO8Connor. To c i te  aga in  anoxamplo 

conmidered above, nea r ly  ha l f  o f t h e  l i n e s  in the  p r o e e v e r e i o n o f t h m b a t t l e  

a g a i n e t  SFaera i n  Judger 4 v i o l a t e  one or more o f  0' Connor' r conrtraintm. l2 

I n t h i o  narrativethereimnoparrageofmorethan fou rconrecu t ivo l inam 

whichcomplywithalloftheconmtrafnte. 

Notonlydw80°Connot:  mhorsthat, at L m a m t  i n t h e c o r p u m  ofpootry 

whichheha8~ .~a ind , thanuarkro fp+ .d i c&t ione ,  c o n r t i t u e n t m a a d u n i t r  

Xngo ~ t t 8 i 8 p e t i n C o l o o w t r y i n U m u i t i c  mdBiblica1 P w t r y t  Xnttaduction, 
I l l u m t r a t i o n 8  andTopica l  Bibliwra~hy(Altenberge: CIS-Vexlag, 1987), 
Unfot tunrto lythoixt~eatamntof th~  immue i n  rather inadequate.  Wunw~oum 
r r thmr  m i g n i f i c ~ t u m 8 r t i o n m  fnthimvolumerenrainunpsovon, .rrd&nmbor 
of re levantquamt~onm ueunaddr8mr.4, 

'bf the 72 1 h o a  in th ia  promo .tory, 35 c o n t a i n  more t h a n  5 unit., 4 
c o n a t i t u e n t 8  o r t h r w p m d i c a t i o m .  



nevetexceedsor :  f a l l e b e l o w t h e l i m i t s w h i c h h e h a s  stated, b u t  h e a l 8 0  

ind ica teewhichc lammmof  l i nemaremos t  common F n p o e t r y a n d w h i c h a r e  

l e a e t  common. 08Cannor8a in fe rence  f romhia  study, t h a t c e r t a i n c l a s e e e  o f  

lineearemre conraonthancertainothere, is borneou t  i n t h e p r e s e n t e t u d y .  

T h e p r e c i e e r a t i o o f  l i n e c l a s r e s w h i c h h e  indicates i a  neverc loee lymatched  

i n t h e  fourpoemewhich havebeenexaminedhere,  b u t t h e  d i e t i nc t i onbe tween  

thernotecomrnonClaea I l i ne sand the l eeecommon  "heavyn l inesmaybe seen  i n  

a l l  cases. 

Furthermore, O'Connorhasobse~edthatheavy  l f n e s w i l l t e n d t o o c c u r  

disproportionatelyatthebegiming andendof apoem, a n d a t  c r u c i a l b r e a k s  

w i t h i n t h e  poem. S y n t a c t i c  r t r u c t u r a l a n a l y s i s  o f t h e  f o u r t r i a l p a e e a g e e ,  

carriedoutaccordingtoprinciplee propoundedbyO'Connorha8prduced 

reeulteinatleaeteamecaaemwhichcanbecomparedpositivelywiththo6e 

whichO'Connor himself hae publ iehed f o r t h e e x t e n s i v e  c o r p u u o f p o e t i c  

paeeageswhichhehas~studied~~  Insome paseageeunder  studythe 

d i e t r i b u t i o n o f  heavy l i nao ,  arO'Comorhaedefinedthem, o c c u r r a r  he 

predicted. They t e n d t o b e  concent ra ted  a t  t hebeg inn inge  andendr  of  -8, 

r a t h e r t h a n  in themidd lm.  It imlare clear t h a t  heavy l i n e e w i l l  fall 

c o n e i e t e n t l y a t  i n t e r n a l t r a n r i t i o n a  Fnthe poem, a n d t h e p r e s e n t r t u d y  is  

u n a b l e t o  mupport08Connor'8viewthattheconcentratione of haavylinem 

w i l l d i v i d e t h e ~ m i n t o b a t c h m r o f  apprortimatelyaevenlLnemand8tavamof 

apptoximatmly 28. 

Thmproamtmtudyha8  almonot c o n f i ~ O ' C o n r r o r ~ 8 t h . o r i o m  

t e g u d i n g t h o i n c i d a n m o f  o r n u m n t a t i o n .  O'Connorbel ievemthat  

concentration. of hmavytsoping 8houldoccuratthebegLnningand~ndofa 

poem, a n d a l r o a t c n r c i a l  juncturrmawithinthepoem. I n  fact, the  incidence 

'b8  omo or ' 8 aampla w u  nothing i f  no t  thoroughly r e p r e m e n t a t i m  . He 
ptovidmm .nothrumtL~m.nrlymimof~o~mim 49, E~odum 15, #uPb.m23-24, 
Deuteronomy32 and33 ,  Judg.8 5, XZSamuell, Paalms 78,  106and107,H.b.kkuk 
3 and Zephaniah 1-3. 



o f t r o p i n g i n t h e  fourpoemeexamfnedin thFs  s tudy  range6 fromaaraxlmumof 

100 % inPsalm126toaminimumof84~ i n  "Thesongof  Deborah." Heavy 

troping (defined aemorethanonetropeoperatingonaline) occur8  inalmomt 

79 % of t h e  l i n e s  Fn Psalm 126, and in more than 60% of t h e  linee i n  "The Song 

of t h e  Vineyardn and "The F i r e t  Lament. " Even i n  "The Song o f  Deborah, more 

than 34 % o f t h e  l i n e s  are heavi ly t roped .  I t  is hardto t h i n k o f  aphenonrenon 

whichie aonearlyubiquFtouearamarkerofcritical juncturee.  In f a c t ,  

thoughthreeoftheeepoemedo i n  factbegFnandendwitheequences of  heav i ly  

t r o p e d  l i n e s ,  there are so many heavi ly  troped l i n e s ,  d i s t r i b u t e d  so widely 

through the poemathat  it i s d i f f i c u l t t o s e e  any p a t t e r n  inthem. I n  *The 

Song of Deborah," heavytropingcannotevenbe founda t  t h e b e g i n n i n g  and 

end, thoughi tmarksmorethanathi+dof  a l l  l i n e s  i n  t h e  poem. Thie  poem 

begins w i t h  a sequenceof meven r i ng ly - t roped l inee ,  andendo wi th  t w o  

untroped l i nee .  Overal1,thepreeentotudydoesnotrevealany~ignif ic~ce 

i n  the  occurrence of heavy t roping.  

NevertheleeaO'Connothas f o u n d t h r e e  relatedcriteria forthe 

d i r t i n c t i o n o f p o e t r y  froarprorat  f i r r t ,  poem a t e m a d e u p l i n e a  r u b j o c t t o  

certain e y n t a c t i c  c o n s t z a i n t r ,  recond, l i n e s  r e s p e c t i n g c e e a i n m o r e  

narrowlydefLned8yntacticlFmitr (i..., Claae  I l ine8)w~l lbmorocrvrmhn 

th~thoeewhichapp+oachthebroadorlimitrroftheconstraintr, andthird, 

thepermFm8iblepoeticlinorwFllnotbedimtributedrmdornly, b u t w L l l f r l l  

intocortrinbroadlypsdictablopattomm. Thim c m r t a h l y a p p o u m t o k 8  

mreef fec t ived ir t inc t ionofpovtry~dproae th~thato f for .dbyCol l inm.  

Neverthele88, 0°Connoro8 my8 toa fa l l r  mhort, though fo ra roamonwhich  i m  

precirelytheoppoeiteofthatcitedagainst Col l ins .  WheceaaCollinm fail8 

to  i n c l u d e a l l  ( o r e v e n t h e a r a j o r i t y )  ofadmittedlypoetic1Lnerwithinhir 

eyrtem, O'Comor includem no t  on ly  nearly a l l  poetic l i n e r ,  b u t  81.0 a great 

many lham which are i adub i t ab ly  prom. Z a  tho merauplo pr .vioualy citod, 

08CoimoromconmtrictioneliaP~tmronly about h a l f  of r l l l i n m  intho promo 



narrative i n  Judges 4,  allowing approximately 51.4 % of t h e  l i n e e  i n  t h e  

n a r r a t i v e  as a d m i s s i b l e .  While the relatively high incidenceof 

i nadmiae ib l e l i neewou ld  i m p l y t h a t  Judges 4 as awhole is notapoem,  it 

wouldnota l iminatetheposaibi l i tythatamal lerpoema were Fmbeddedinthe 

na r r a t i ve .  

I n  the absence of a t r a d i t i o n a l  atichography, it is somewhat d i f f i c u l t  

t o t e e t  O'Connor's c o n s t r i c t i o n o n  prose. Nevertheleas,  there areMasoretic 

verses i n  proee paeeageewhich f a l l  wi th in  t h e  c o n s t r i c t i o n .  Geneeia 6r8  may 

be taken  as an  example: 

AndNoah foundgrace  i n t h e e y e s  of YHWH. 

T h i s  l i n e ,  w i th  f i v e  un i t e ,  four cons t i t uen t a  and o n e  p red i ca t ion ,  is 

aClaee I V  1inebyO'Connor'sdefinition. Andeventhoughthere  aremany 

Masoret ic  vereee  which conta in  f a r  more than t h e  a l lowable  number of 

p r ed i ca t ione ,  c o n s t i t u e n t a  or u n i t s ,  it would be ( h y p o t h e t i c a l l y )  poemible 

t o  conetruemanyofthma8beingmade upof seve ra l  l i n e s  p e r m i a r i b l e w i t h i n  

O*Connor'sconmtriction. ISanruel8r21,  a b r f e f v e r a e  h a p a r a a g e  

AndSlmuolhaud~11thewosdeofthepeople ,  
And ha reported them in the ear: of YHWH 

T h i r  verre i 8  c l e u l y a a d e  up of two lines or co la ,  eachofwhlch 

con ta in s  a r i n g l a  p+edication. The first colon conta ins  throa c o n r t i t u o n t r  

and f o u r u n i t r , ~ n g i t a C l a s r  I1 l i n e .  The aecondcolon containrtwo 

conrrtituentm a d  t h r n  u n i t r ,  W i n g  it a Class I l i n e ,  the kind  of l i n e  

which, accordingtoO'Connor,  c o n r t i t u t e r  the baeic  e t u f f  of -try. But 

d o e s t h i e  vernetherefotreconmtituteapoeticbicolon? Imthenurative i n  

which i t o c c u r m t o k r o g u d m d . r  &poem? This  appea rmdoub t fu l in thm 

extreme, 



I n  sum, itmaybeadmittedthatO'Connor's c r i t e r i o n  f o r t h e  

distinctionofpoetryandpromeioprobablyaboutas goodae tha tpcov idedby  

theminimal  u n i t  countera.  It i e u s e f u l  andrelativelydependable, aa leart 

f o r  extensive paeaagec, but  it i a  no t  abso lu t e ,  and cannot  be employed on a 

line-by-Unebaeifs.  

Poetry Def inedby Seman t i c s t roph ic  Analysis 

The s t r o p h i c  ana lye i s  proposetdbythe scholars oftheKampenSchoo1 

does not o f f e r a c r i t e r i o n  f o r t h e d i s t i n c t i o n o f  p o e t r y a n d p r o s e .  This  

d i s t i n c t i o n  is, as alwaya, aeeumed, bu t  Ln t h i s  caee no a t t empt  i 6  made t o  

j u e t i f y t h e  aeeumption. The s t rophes  a n d o t h e r  p o e t i c  u n i t e  are i d e n t i f i e d  

a n d d e s c r i b e d o n  memanticg+ounde a lone ,  w i t h t h e  e o l e e x c e p t i o n o f t h e  

p o e t i c  veree ,  which is de f ined  by the number of s y n t a c t i c  unit8 it containm. 

Thie  s t r o p h i c  a n a l y s i e  i o  e q u a l l y  o u i t e d t o  analyze much o f t h e  p r o r e o f t h e  

Hebrew B i b l e  - -or  of any o t h e r  body of l i t e r a t u r e .  

T h e D i e t i n c t i o n o f  Poetryand Prose 

I t i m  app . r an t , t hen ,  th&tnoneofthesetheorieeofverao a t r u c t u r o  

ptovidmmanentirmlymff~ctivorulo f o r d i e t i n g u i s h i n g p o e t r y  froaaprome. 

AllaretooelamtLctoexcludemanyoftheproeepaeaagee f rocntheHebrw 

B i b l e :  a11 cur ur r lyzo  roam paraage8 which are i ndub i t ab ly  promaic jumt am 

e f f e c t i v e l y a m t h m y u r a l y t e ~ t q .  1nromecaaestheymayrulaout.xtm 

oxamplem, but t h a  reador  w i l l  b. left with thousand. of linmm which cannot ba 

concluaivmly mhawn not t o  be -try, and many o the r8  which cannot ba ahown 

n o t t o b m p r o o e .  C o l l i n r 8  analymir o f  line-form hasthe additional 

dimadvmtagmof failhgtoprovidecategoriem f o r m a n y l i n e m w h i c h u ~  

cextainly poetic. O f  the  four, minimal u n i t  c o u n t h g  and syntactic 

mtructual malymia  to o f f a  tha m a t  umoful c z i t u i r  for tha 

dLmtinctionof~tlcyfrornpxore,butaventheeeara far f~omabmolute. 



The Unity of a Poem 

Howmight a readerdetenninetheunityof apoem? What i n d i c a t o r w i l l  

signal whether a g i v e n p a e s a g e  Fa a eingleintegralpoemoracompilationof 

several poem83 B i b l i c a l  echolare  are accustomadto speakof compomite 

t e x t e ,  a n d t o t r e a t t h e m a e  poseeemingeome a o r t o f u n i t y ,  d e s p i t e  t h e i r  

or ig ine .  It is  q u i t e  poeeible f o r  a t e x t  composed by several author8  i n  

d i f f e r e n t  era8 t o  have same themat ic  or l i t e r a r y  un i ty ,  which may be 

a t t r i b u t e d ,  at least i n p a r t ,  t o t h e w o r k o f  redactors. I t  is a l r o e n t i r e l y  

possible for a t e x t w r i t t e n  by one author  atone time to lack poetic un i ty ,  

that i s ,  t o  c o n e i e t o f  eeveraldieparatepartswithvarying formmofvemae 

structure. Theques t ionofpoe t i cun i tydoeo  notnecesaarilyaddtesrthe 

i seuee  of eource  c r i t i c i o m ,  but r a t h e r  eeeka tode t enn inewhe the r  a g i v e n  

t e x t ,  i n  its p r e s e n t  form, poseeeses a u n i f o m v e r a e  s t r u c t u r e .  hgaFn,the 

four theor i ee  of veroe o t r u c t u r e  ouggeet d i f f e r e n t  means for t h e  

d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of poems. 

Uni tyae  Ind i ca t edbyUin ima l  Unit  Counting 

There i 8  con r ide rab l eev idence  f romplr iora tud iea ,  sub8tantiat.d in 

thim mtudy am -11, t h a t  t h e  averago l i n e  length8 vary from ono poem t o  

another, andoventhattherearegroupsof pame i n w h i c h t h e  avoraga l i n e  

lengthr  u e  8imil.r. Unfortunataly,  duetothewidevar iat ion in l ina  

l e n g t h r w i t h i n r m i n g l a ~ , t h ~ o c c u r r e n c e o f o n e  linowhichim 

cons tderab ly  ~hortaror long~rthanthoee in  its fnuaediatevicinityumld 

notru l~out thmpoamlbi l i ty that  itwaa p u t  o f t h e  aaampoem. ?osex.aplo, 

t h e b i c o l o n  inJudgam St20 arb c o n t a b r  23 syllablem, b u t  i r  M l a t o l y  

preceded and followad by bicola of 17 and 16 syllablem reapectivmly. In 

contraat , thebico loninIra iah5~3c ,dconta insonly9  syllablam, but ia  

pr8cadedurd followmdbybicolrof14 ayllableo. Innei thetcancanth.  

vuiationLnlin.lmngthkt.k.n8mpreruarptiveevidencaofcor~ptionof 



t h e t e x t ,  m u c h l e e e o f t h e c o n f l a t i o n o f t w o ~ ~ e ~ ~  intoone- Y e t ,  am longer 

paoeagee of p o e t r y a r e e x a d n e d ,  the reader may see d i s t i n c t d i f f e r o n c e m  in 

average l i n e  lengths .  Thus, j u x t a p o s i t i o n o f  two passages  inwhich the 

average l ine len~hsdf f fe tede ignFfL~ant lymightbetakenaeevFdencethat  

the r eade rwas  e e e i n g n o t o n e  poem, buttwoconsecut ivepoeme.  Fur ther  

argument t o t h i e  e f f e c t  w i l l  be preaentedbelow, i n  t h e  e e c t i o n o f t h i e  

chapteronthepredictivevalueoftheapproaches. 

U n i t y a e  i n d i c a t e d b y  Line-Form Analyaie 

C o l l i n s  haa no t  proposed a p e c i f i c  methods for t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of 

poems, thoughhedoes indicatethatdifferentbiblicalpoetetendedto 

preferdi f ferentgeneral l ine- typesanddif ferentbaaic  aentencee." The 

presen t  s tudy  showethattheeedifferences canbe foundbetweenvar iour  

poems. For example, "The Song of Deborah" usesthe type-1x1 l i n e  and t h e  

type-B baeic sen tence  p r e f e r e n t i a l l y .  More than 80 % o f t h e  identifiable 

bicolainthiepoearhaveoneortheothe~orbothoftheeecharactarirt icr~'~ 

I n  c o n t r a e t ,  i n  "The SongoftheVineyard," thetype-111 baeic l i n e  Frumed 

onlyonce ,  urdmorethan8ightypescentofthe identifiablecolauaeither 

type-I o r t y p - 1 1 .  I n t h i r  rammpoan,type-Bbarric een tencer  u e u m a  i n  

approxFmutelyequalfr.quencywFthtype-CandtypeD. T h u r ~ r c u r b o  

dercrFb.d.nddiffarantiatdbytha1ine-formsueed. A 8 i n t h 0 ~ . 8 0 o f  

min-1 u n i t  counting, it would not be poss ib l e  to excime a ring10 lino 

becaume it urod t h a  wrong Linm-f omt thera i e  too much variation within m y  

given~topermitruchmFmpledec ir iona .  There a r e t e n d e n c i s r t o u r e  

ceeifnline-fomm, b u t t h 8 r e t 8 n d e n c i e s u e  neve rabeo lu t a .  But it i m  

%f the bicole in .The Song of D.bor.hm which can k i d a n t i f i d  by 
C0ll in8 ' tU0n0my,  23 9 are type-I11 but nottype-8, 23 % u a t y p m - B b u t n o t  
typ.-IfIurd36%uabothtype-IIIandtype-B. 



p o s e i b l e t h a t a  fundamentalehif t  i n  the rates of i n c i d e n c e o f t h e v a + i o u s  

line-types andbas ic  een tenceo in themidd leof  a longpoe t i cpaoergecou ld  

a i g n a l t h e  change fromone poemtoanother, or  even f r o m o n e p o e t t o  another.  

Unity as I n d i c a t e d b y s y n t a c t i c  S t ~ c t u r a l  Analysis 

O'Connor'e eyetemof s y n t a c t i c  structuralanalyaisoffars noclear 

meaneofdiatinguirhingpoenre. H i a a n a l y a i s o f  Hebrewpoetrymupporemthat 

thevariouslineclaeeeswil loccurwFthapproximatelythe s a a ~ e r a t e s o f  

incidence i n a n y  poem. Thepreeente tudy f i nds  s o m e d i f f e r e n c e s i n t h i s  

reepectbetweenpoerna, b u t  these are frequently n o t  euffFcient lymarkedto  

be abletomakeacleardietinction. OtConnor also s u g g e e t e t h a t  t h e  

beginning, endandmajorpointm a f t r a n s i t i o n  w i t h i n  thepoem ( t h e  

beginnings andendeof  s tave6 andbatches) willbernarkedbyconcentratione 

of heavy lineeandconcentrationsoftroping. The p reaen te tudybea+mth i r  

ou t ,  e8pecial lywithr.gardtothebeginnings andenda of poemm. I t m i g h t  be 

euggeetedthattheoccurrenceofaconcentrationof heavy 1inoawithLna 

paemageof peetrymight indicatr , theendofonepoemandthebeg~ingof  

mothe+. T h e d i f f i c u l t y w i t h t h i m  i m t h a t  O'Connor o f f e r 6  noway to  

diotinguimh&t~nthetomrLnrtLonof apoem and a n i n t e ~ a l t r . n m i t i o n .  

There u e ,  fotexample, concent ra t fonsofheavy l ines  andheavyttopFngin 

L4mentationmlt10andlt l2whichue j u e t a e  rtrikingaotheconcmttat ionof  

heavy l h e a u r d h e a t r y t r o p L n g a t t h e e n d o f t h e ~  i n L a m s n t a t i o a r l t 2 l u r d  

lt22. Inthimcama, thepteaancoofthealphabetic acromticammueath .  

reader that  t h i r  ir a ringla ptmm, and not two juxtapoed pwmm . 

Unityam LndicatdbySrmmtFcSttophic Analyeie 

O f t h e  f o u r t h a o r i a a o f  verre structure c o n s i d e r e d i n t h i r  mtudy,tha 

me~rurt fcmt~ ic . lu lyr i~propo . .dby8cho lum ftamthoIt.arp.n8choolir 

apparent ly th~ lm~mtadapt .d to th~taskofd i f f erent ia t ing th~  formof 



poems. The juxtapoeLtionoftwodisaimFlarpoemsmightbeinferred froma 

radicalsemanticdiajunctionwithinap~em. Y e t ,  t h e r e  arepoemewhoueunity 

has not been eeriouelychallenged,  but where there are f a i r l y a i g n i f i c a n t  

semantic disjunctione.  Anexampleof th iemaybe found LnPealml26, where 

the first fourversesdeecr ibethe  reversalof national fortunes (poeeibly 

i n  t h e  r e t u r n  from the exile i n  Babylon), and t h e  last t w o  vereee present an 

agriculturalanalogywhosecorre8pondencetothe f i r e t p a r t o f t h e p o e m i e  

obscure a t  beet. 

The  Separation of Poems 

T h e u s e o f t h e  fourtheorieeofbiblicalHebrewveraeetructureunder 

coneiderationheretodietinguiahonepoemfromanotherdoee n o t  y i e l d  

encouraging results. Indeed, itappearethattheeetheoriee a r e s v e n l e a e  

he lp fu l  in t h i e  endeavor than  they we+e i n  the d i e t i n c t i o n  of poetry from 

prooe. MinLmalunitcountingandline-formanalyeismayoffer r a ~ e m l i g h t  

indicat ionmofth~tranuit ion f r anonepoemtoano the r ,  o r  f r a n o n e p o m t t o  

another, but  theoe Fndicat ions  are far from conclusive. Syntac t ic  

etructuralanaLyria andsemantic atrophic analyeis offer even laam. 

P a r t i t i o n  o f t h e T e x t  

Clo~~lyralat .dtothodirtinctionofpoem~ i s t h e i u m u 8 o f t h o  

d i v i r i o n o f a  r i n g l e p o a n i n t o  i t r  c o n r t i t u e n t p a r t r .  Thereueanumbo+of  

l e v e l r  ofd iv i8 lonof thopt i c tox t tobecona ideredhere .  A t  t h a w a t  

baricl8veli8thoquortionof colometry,thedivi~ionofapanFntolinoror 

cola.  In8ddition,longarunitmuemoaretimesdetected~didontifid.  ZI8 

with the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f  poetxy, colometty is often donequite 

~ u b j e c t i v e l y .  Unfottunataly f o r t h i r  purpaoe, modetn atudentr of thoHmbrw 

BLblolackt~intuitionof~t~tn.p..k.rrofb~lic8lH~mw. I n t h o  

abrenceof f a i r l y c l m u  ruler f o r t h e d e f i n i t i o n o f  a c o l o n o r l i n a ,  



colometric judgementm are always t e n t a t i v e .  I n  addi t ion  t o  t h e  w m r  of 

i den t i fy ingpoe t sy ,  thevariouetheoriea of verse s t ruc turewhichhavebeen 

reviewed i n  t h i s  study also provide differing means for d iv id ing  t h e  poetic 

t ex t .  

Colometry and Minimal Unit Counting 

T h e v a r i a b i l i t y o f  l i n e  lengths LnHebrewpoetryhae alreadybeen 

discussed. I n  thoee port ions o f t h e  Hebrew Bible  f o r w h i c h t h e r e i r  a n o l d  

at~chographictradit ion~~therearepoema inwhichthelongeetcolaexceed 

the shortest by ratioe grea te r  than three t o  one. Given th ia  e l a e t i c i t y ,  it 

i e n e a r l y  impoeeibletornakedefinitivecolometricdecisiona i n o t h e r  part8 

oftheHebrew Bib leonthebaa iao fminFmalun i tcounts~  Occaefonallyitmay 

beobeexvedthatsoau,partofthetext i s t o o l o n g t o b e a  s i n g l e  l ine .  

Dfv imioneof the tex tmaybe  ruggemtedonthebasisthatacertainundivided 

fragment would be too long for8 mingle c o l o n o r a  s i n g l e  l ine."  goen i n  

thoseparsageswheretha#re Fr anold e t i chograph ic t rad i t ion ,  aommpammagem 

may bede tec ted  as cor~ptoralteredeLmplybecauseofthe nunrberofminimal 

un i t e  i n  a l i n e .  Neverthelerm, because of  the permissible va r i a t ion  in t h e  

lengtheof  co laand l ines ,min~a lun i t count ingcannotbeusedto~r t .b l i rh  

'%he song o f t h e  sea (Bxod~alS)~ t h e  Song of Moses (Deutesonomy 3 2 ) , t h e  
Songof Deborah (Judge8 5 ) , t h o S o n g o f  David (I1 Samuel22),th8bookm of 
Pmalmm and Proverbr , Job 3 t 3 - 42 t 6 and Eccles ias tes  3 : 2-8 l Although theam 
tzadltionm u e p ~ o b a b l y n o t t r ~ c o a b l ~ t o t h e e r a o f t h e w r i t ~ r 8 , t h ~ y d o  
originat.  fnmera inwhicbrmepople  m t i l l t r e a t e d  clammicalII.blcwr8 r 
l i v i n g l ~ g u a g e ~  Netnrthelom8, i n t h e s o n g o f  Songs, abookwhichim 
u n . q u l v o c a l l y d o a c r ~ ~ m ~ r o n g ,  thecolometryof thepoenr  Frnot 
indieatad, and intheLmmntrt ioam, colometrymustbe deducmd frocathe 
acromtic formm Since thus i 8 no roaaon to believe t h a t  thim old 
u t i chograph ic tzad i t ion  i m o t i g i n r l t o t h e t e x t  i t m u e t t h e r o f o r a b .  
r o g u d a d ~ t e n t a t i v a ~  

'?FOS oxample, it i8  fsaquently noted t h a t  Lamantatione 1: 7 I8 too long t o  
be only  tkea b i c o l r ,  



thecolometryofthepoetictext, andcolometricdecisionernadeonthisbaaia 

must be regarded as quite t e n t a t i v e .  

Colometric Issues i n  Line-Form Analyais 

be e u g g e s t e d t o d e t e r m i n e t h e  colometryof  Hebrewpoetry. Again, -ern 

scholars l a c k  the i n t u i t i o n o f t h e  native epeaker, andwhi le  there are old 

s t i chograph ic  t r a d i t i o n s  f o r  c e r t a i n  po r t ions  of t h e  Hebrew Bible, t h e r e  Fe 

n o t r a d i t i o n a l c o l o m e t r y  f o r t h e  po r t ionof theHebrew Bib lewhichCol l ine  

has selected f o r h i a  etudy. Hanyport ions of theprophet icbooke are 

repreeentedcolometricallyinthe B i b l i a H e b r a i c a a n d t h e  B ib l i aHebra i ca  

~ ~ k u t t g a r t e n s i a b u t t h i s c o l ~ t r i c t r a d i t i o n i s  modern, academic and 

uneupported by t h e  Mataoretic ~ e x t ;  '' furthermore C o l l i n s  e x p l i c i t l y  deniea  

dependenceontheeetwoeditions. 

... I donotwirhtopre jud ice the ieaueby  adopting i n t o t o t h e  l i n e  
d iv imionr  of e i t h e r  BP or of B.H.Stutt. The verse- l ine8 a r r i v e d  a t  by 
thim mtudymaycoincidawFtheitherofthemotwithboth,  oc momtimes 
w i t h  ne i the r .  lg 

Furthermore, aowi ththed i8 t inc t fonofproee  a n d p o e t r y , t h e c o l a n e t r i c  

c r i t e r i a w h i c h u e  imp l i edbyCol l ina  a r econc lus iona  f r o m t h e p o e t i c  l i ne -  

forlnrwhichhehaopreviour~y i d e n t i f i e d o n o t h e r  grounds. Themecr i t e r i a  

cannot be introducedatthebaginningwithout f a l l i n g i n t o c i r c u l u i t y o f  

argumentat ion. 

Debrtablocoloarstr ic  dmcimiona almo a f f e c t C o l l i n 8 '  taxon-. 

Col l ine  ham d iv ided  line-type I B: i) i n t o  t w o  ca t egor i e s ,  t h o r e  which havo 

the caesu ra  aftar the f i rmt conmti tuent ,  and t h o s e  which p laco  it afte+ t h e  

'blomotry i n  tb. B i b l i .  Hmbraica .ad the  Biblia Hebraic. Stuttautanaia 
La mmetiawr, but not alway8, rupportad by the  Maroretic rcwatr . 



second.= But no ind i ca t ion  Lo given  as t o  how the placement of the cumura 

i sde temnined .  Generally,  Collinm hasleftcolometricqueetions unanswered 

a n d t h e  ieeue of colometry im d i e c u e e e d o n l y a t  the e n d o f t h e  bookO2' The 

entire d i e c u e e i o n o f t h e  phenomenonof Type4 lines is a f f e c t e d  b y t h i r  

ieeue. C a l l i n e  neverexpla ine  howtodiatinguishbetweenaType-Ibicolon 

andamonocolon. I n b r i e f ,  l i ne - fonnana lys i a  does n o t a a e i e t t h e r e a d e r i n  

de te rmin ing  where a l i n e  begins  and enda. 

Colometry and08Connor'e S y n t a c t i c  S t r u c t u r a l  Analysi8 

AlthougkO'Connor'e eyetem i e  primarily s y n t a c t i c ,  he  d e f i n e e t h e  

preauppoeedlinnitaofapoeticline ( o r  colon)  i n t e r m s o f t h e n u a r b e r o f  

eyllablea, with  a  minimum of  t h r e e  and a maximum of twenty-one.* The wide 

r angeo f  p e r m i e r i b l e l i n e l a n g t h r  imdue, acco rd ing to08Connor l  t o t h e  fact 

t h a t l i e b r e w p o e t r y h a r  aconmt rFc t iona lbas i a ,  r a t h e r t h a n a m e t r i c a l o n e ,  

t h a t i e ,  i t e p o e t i c l i n e 8  aredeterminedbyeyntacticpattetnr, r a t h e r t h a n  

by t h e  number of  minimal u n i t s .  

08Cannorregularlyavoidethe c i r c u l a r i t y o f  u s i n g h i e  conmts ic t ion  

to eatablf sh t h e  v a l i d i t y  of  a 1Fna. H i s  depa r tu re s  from traditional 

colometry ( i n  wTheSongofDeborah,m fat example) areuauallydofendadon 

te~-critic8lor.r.raurticg~oundr. Novertheleae,theprmrencm in  Vhelong 

ofDaborahm (am it i r  ropserentod - t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  r t i chography)  of  

8ev~tal1inamwhichdafy0'~o~or~8conmt~a~nto~ raisestha oumpicionth.+ 

s ~ o f O ~ C o n n o r ~ m c o l ~ t r i c d . c i m i o n ~ ,  ifnotovertlymaniprlatodtofrvot 

9. C o l l i n s ,  Line-Fonnm, 60. 

21~ee  T . Collinm, Line-Form., 
portionofthebookaremingululyunconvincing. 

%. 08Connor, Hobtrow V a t u  Structure, l49,lSO. 

%udgea 5 r 3a, 12c and 27c. 
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theconatrictionwhichhepropoeed, a r e a t l e a a t ~ n d u l y f o r t u i t o u r  for h i e  

syetem. Nevertheleas,  O'Connor's c o n e t r i c t i o n d o e e o f f e r  eome muggertione 

wh ichmigh tbeuee fu l  forco lometry .  T h e l h i t a t i o n s w h i c h h e p r o p o e e s  (on 

the basfa of hie analyuie  of  a l a r g e  number of  poems) f o r t h e ~ F m u m n u m b e r  

ofp red ica t ionm,  conetituente a n d u n i t s  inal inemightbeusedelsewhereto 

cha l l enge  l ineewhichexceedthese l imits ,  eveninca~eswherethenuntberof  

minimal u n i t e  does notexceedthecuetomaryrange fo rag ivenpoem.  

Colometry a n d t h e  S t rophic  Analyeie oftheKampenSchoolGroup 

Like the s y n t a c t i c  ~ t r u c t u r a l a n a l y s i s  o f 0 4 C o n n o r , t h e  eemantic 

s t r o p h i c  analyeieproposedbytheKampenSchoolgroupaleobegin~with 

poetic l i n e s d e f i n e d  i n t e m e o f m i n i m a l u n i t a .  I n t h i s c a s e ,  t h e u n i t  i a t h e  

"foot," def ined  ae awocdof  o n e t o e i g h t  s y l l a b l e s  conta in ing  a t  least one 

e treesed  ey l l ab l e .  I n p r a c t i c e ,  worde l i n k e d b y a m a q q e p h a r e  normally 

regarded a8 a r i n g l e  foot. T h e p r a c t i t i o n e r s o f  s t rophicana lymimhave  

+egulazlyacceptedthetraditionalcoloacetry, and r a r e l y  r e e m t o a n e n d t h a  

text.  Theythua avoid i m p o a i n g t h e k  F n f e r e n c e s o n t h e  text, b u t  

un fo r tuna te ly  almo faFltoprovidethereaderwLthaueefulrul~ fog 

identifyhganddelimitingpomtic l i nee .  But surprisingly, it i r  i n  f a c t  t h e  

methodeofde~oor~dvurd~rWnsrwhicharemoetetrikingin~d&ommFngthe 

q u e ~ t ~ o n o f t h o c o l ~ x y o f P 8 r l m 1 2 6 .  Re lyFngpr lmar i lyonr~nt i c  

analymFmrwith~coa8idarat ional~obeinggiventomyntu,  mmult8  

o b t a i n e d b y t h i r m o t h o d  i n d i c a t a t h a t t h e 4 4  umetricalfnta~ofthirporn 

canbeaasemblcrd in to  1 6 c o l a , w h i c h  i n t u r n  f o r m 8  averaema ( a l l o f w h i c h u e  

bicola). T h e 8  "v~rmemU form4 Vtrophes*  (of unequallength),aultinguptm, 

acan t i c l en . a  I f t h i m  analyrim i8  cotsect, Paa lm126r6ashou ldb .  mcurndam 

a ave r rem (Le., a b i c o l o n ) ,  r r t h e t t h a n a e  a single colon. O n t h i m p o h t ,  

~ c l u d i n g ~ m l m 1 2 6 : 1 a , w h i c h i 8  amupar6cript ion,  a n d n o t p a r t o f t h a  
poem- 



themethodeofdeUwr~dvanderMeerwouldconfimthereeultrobtainedby 

uaingo'Connor'emethod, incontradictiontotraditionalcolometry. 

General ConclueioneonColometry 

O f  a l l  o f t h e  theor i e s  of verea e t r u c t u r e  examined i n t h i e  study, only 

that of Co l l ins  f a i l e t o  d e f i n e t h e  p o e t i c  l i n e  on the baeis o f t h e  numberof 

minimalunito. Differingcharacterietica maybeattributedbythevazious 

systems of a n a l y e i s t o t h e l i n e t h u e  defined, b u t  none of  these  ryeteme 

o f f e r e a  e e c u r e r u l e  f o r d i v i d i n g a p o e t i c t e x t  into l i n e s .  Al lo f the tee  

ayetema aasumethe i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f t h e  line: none provide8 ameane of 

ve r i fy ing theco lomet ryof  a p a r e a g e o t h e r t h a n t h e  b a l d a e e e r t i o n t h a t a  

given segment i e  t o o  l o n g t o b e  a mingle colon. And a l l  t h e o r i e s  but semantic 

8trophicanalyeieoftheKampen Schoolgroupseem ( invacy ingdegroe r )  t o  

riekaffFrmingtheconeequent i n t h e i r  a s s e r t i o n s  aboutcololaetry. 

P a r t i t i o n o f  Large Segraente 

Minirnalunitcountingdoes not  o f f e r  clear a u g g e s t i o n e o n t h e  

p a r t i t i o n o f u n i t 8 l u g e r t h a n t h e p o e t i c l i n e .  Some echolamwhohave 

countedminimalunit8 h a v e d i r c u r m d n o t o n l y t h e  n u n r b e r o f m i n h l u n i t s  i n  

an average l i n a ,  bu t  8180 tha nuarkr of unite i n  longer  poetic prma8gerr 

empecially i n  t h e  p a n , =  but no r u l e  ha. been provided for d iv id ing  th. p a n  

intomectionm. 

Collin. indicaterthatriaPiluline-formewill oftenoccur: in 

groupe,'buthe fall8 mhortof 8uggeatingthattheeegroup8 conmti tuta  

atantau.  H i 8  c l o r e a t a p p r o a c h e 8 t o t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f  u n i t s l u g e r  than 

%ee, for OJCm1.r David N o e l  ?tn&nan, *Acror t ics  and Metric. i n  8obm 



t h e b i c o l o n c o m e i n h i s  ana lye iao f  se lec tedpaeeages  n e a r t h e e n d o f t h e  

bookmn Here h e  ia able to cite two short pamaages -- Jeremiah 18: 13-17 and 

Amos 9:l-4 - - i n w h i c h b u n d l e e o f l i n e s  aha r ing the  samegeneral line-type 

are e e t o f f b y l i n e e  ofanothetgeneralline-type. H e  is apparen t lyunab le to  

f ind  caseewhere e p e c i f i c  line-typea or line-forme are found in much 

bundlee. 

I n c o n t r a a t ,  bothO'Connorandthe acholar~oftheKampenSchoolgroup 

haveplacedconeiderableemphaaieonthedivi~ionofth~poeraintomegmentr 

longer than t h e  l i n e .  O'Connor i d e n t i f i e s  batches of approximately reven 

linea ( i m e m ,  c o l a )  anbrtavemof approxFmately281inesm TheKMnpenSchool 

group ident i fyverrem,  mtropher, canticlem, mub-cantor and cantor ,  whore 

length8 va rywi th in  a p e c i f i e d l i m i t e .  

Thamethodmofdateminingtheboundarie8oftheae regmentr o f t h a  

poemdi f fe r rad ica l ly ,  u r d c o c r e r p o n d t o t h a  concaptualbarem o f t h e t w o  

myotems. O'Connoridantif ies  s t aves  andbatcherprlmrrilyontheb8mirof 

theoccu++enceof concentrationmof heavy (La., r y n t a c t i c a l l y u n u r u a l )  

liner, buthealmonotemconcentrationoofheavytroping (which i r  

f roquen t lya  r~mant i cphanownon) .  TheKampmnSchoolgroupidantifytha 

augwntmof apoemonthebami ro f  memanticunity. Claarly,thaphonoumnaon 

thebamirofwhichtheratwothwrrierwould ident i fy lugad iv i r ionro f tho  

poemdooccut. Thep~eaent8tudydetect8bothconcant+rt ionrofhaa~~ino8 

urda~nrrnticblockm i n t h a ~ r w h i c h h a v a b e e n c o n r i d a r . d .  Itrrauinrtok 

a8k.d whothor thoy u a  mmingful wi th  r q u d  t o  t h a  tnrme a t ruc tu ra ,  and 

whatharthay u ~ o r i g i ~ l t o t h a  cornpornition. 



The Problemof Non-Intersection 

Incontrasttotheptoblemofcolometry, where n o n e o f t h e t h m r F e s  

o f f e r s  a conmietent rule for t h e  p a r t i t i o n  of  t h e  text i n t o  cola, i n  t h i s  

case, t h e  verse e t r u c t u r e t h e o r i e a o f  O'Connor andoftheKampenSchoolgroup 

bothoffernrethode of d i v i d i n g t h e t e x t i n t o  i t s c o n e t i t u e n t p a r t e .  B u t t h e  

twotheor iesproceed fromdifferingconceptualbaaea, andproduce (not 

s u r p r i s i n g l y )  d i f f e r e n t r e a u l t s .  Consequently, t h e s e g m e n t s o f t h e t e x t  

identified by t h e  two t heor i e s  w i l l  f requent ly  n o t  coincide. For example, 

t h e  "batchesM i d e n t i f i e d  inPsalm 126bytheuseofO'Connor 'e  

c o n e t r i c t i o n a l a n a l y s i e  do not conformto, a n d a r e n o t e u p p o r t e d b y t h e  

"etropheew and "cantLclelrn w h i c h a r e i n d i c a t e d b y t h e  semantic mtructura l  

analya ie  propooed by de Moor. On the c o n t r a q t  the break between vorrem 2 and 

3 of Psalm126which is Lndicatedbytheconcentrationof Claee I11 andC1aea 

I V  line6 (as08Connorwould identify them) fal ls  i n  themiddle  of a c a n t i c l e ,  

i f t h e p o e r a i a d i v i d e d  accordingtode1400r8s pr inc ip les .  The l a t t e rma thod  

would d i v i d e  the poem a f t e r  t h e  endof verse  4. T h u 8 , t h e d i v i ~ F o n r  o f t h e  

text whichare  Fndicatedonthebamiaofthe concentrat ion8 of hoavylinam 

me no t  t h e  manwr a8 thoae bamd on mommatic un i ty .  T h i s  ham b w n  obeorvod Fn 

allofthepoenrewhichhavebeenconrideredinthL~ study, and i t i8cleuemt 

Lnthelongerpoemm. Occamionrlly, adiv ie ionofthetext ident i f i .4byone  

methodwL1lmatchadivirion indicatedbyanothermethod, butthome 

coincidences are ralat lvoly  infrequent.  

I f  thereare inde~divFmionmwithinapoem, and i f thesed iv imionm 

w . i a d e l ~ r a t e l y ~ r c o n m c i o u ~ l y c r e a t . d ~  or at  l e a a t  meaningful, i t m i g h t  

be muppomedthaturyvalidmothodof malymiawould i d e n t i f y t h e a m  

d iv i s ions .  Accordingly,thenon-Fntateectionofthepartitionmofth.text 

indica tedbymyntac t ic  mtructura lmalymia  and semantic strophic malymia 

couldra imedoubtr  rboutboththoorrier .  If thetwodonotagroe, i t m i g h t  



eeeunthattheycannotbothbe correc t ;  i f  one is incorrec t ,  whichone ie it, 

andhow c a n t h i s  beknown3 

Poe t i c  Enjambment 

Par t lybecause  ofthe wide-spread, though by nomeans ubiquitous,  use 

of para l le l iem,  Hebrewpoet ry tendeto  avoid  enjambment, e e p e c i a l l y o f t h e  

more v io len t  types. A c lauee  is sometimas spread over two l i n e s ;  more r a r e l y  

aphraeemaybedivided.  It Fe almoetunheardof f o r a c l a u e e t o b e g i n  inmid- 

l i n e  and carty over t o  t h e  next l i n e .  For t h i s  reason, a paeeage such am t h e  

fol lowing one, permieeib le inEngl ieh ,  i e  v i r t u a l l y  unknown i n b i b l i c a l  

Hebrew: 

Margaret, are yougr ieving  
Over Coldengrove unleaving? 
Leavealikethethinqaofman, you 
With your freeh thouqhts  care f o r ,  can  YOU?^ 

Neverthelees, enjambment of eome e o r t 8 d o e s  occurinHebrewpoetry.  

WilfredG. E. Wataoncitee examplee of s i n g l e  c lauses  s p r e a d o v e r t h e  two 

c o l l i n e  would f a l l  i n t o  thim same category." Enjambment i n  e m e n t i a l l y  t h e  

n o n - i n t s r u e c t i o n o f ~ i t i o n a o f t h e t e x t p r o d u c e d b y d i f f e s i n g p h e n ~ n a .  

I n t h e  Lnglimh example above, t h e  p a r t i t i o n  of the text i n d i c a t e d b y m t e f l l  

andtheputLtionindicatedbyeyntaxdonot i n t e r s e c t .  I n t h e c a r a o f  

*he f irrt four  line. o f  Gerard Manley Hopkine 'Spring and Fal l ,  a in 
P o e t i c a l W o r k ~ o f Q . r u d I ( . n l ~ ~ B o ~ k i n a ,  ed. NormanH. Mackenrim (OIfordr 
CluendonPrmmm, 1990), 166-167, 

*ilfs.d Q. I. Watron, Clammica1 Hebrew Poetry  (Shef f i e l d r  JBQT Prrmm, 
1986), 334, 635. Watron cit8r t h a  fourth bicolon of Lamentation. 1 t 7 a8 an 
examplaof anenj.mb.dbLcolon, 



does not  (always) co inc idewi th  that i n d i c a t e d b y  syntax. And i f ,  a8Wateon 

a n d C o l l i n s  ehaw, ~ u c h e n j ~ n t c a n o c c u r  at the levelofthe bicolon, 

there i e  no reaeon t o d o u b t  t h a t  it might occur a t  t h e  l e v e l  of larger 

segmente am well. F o r t h i s  reason the non-intersect ion o f t h e d i v i m i o n r o f  

t h e  t ex t  i d e n t i f  Led by s y n t a c t i c  s t r u c t u r a l  ana lys i s  with t h e  divisions 

i d e n t i f i e d b y  semantic atrophic analysia might no t  pose a a e r i ~ u e o b j e c t i o n  

t o e i t h e r m t h o d ,  a n d t h e q u e s t i o n o f t h e  a i g n i f i c a n c e o f t h i e  non- 

interaectionremainsunanewered. 

Can PoemabeDFetinquished? 

Part oftheproceesofdeecribinga poemgoea beyondmerely te l l ing  

what ie preaenttoindicate a leo thewaye  inwhichagivenpoemdif fers  from 

othere. Becaueeoftheirdifferingmethodologicalbasea, the four theories 

of Hebrew verse structure which have been examined in this study tend to 

dietinguiahpoemrbydifferingcriteria. T h e r e s u l t s o f t h i e  mtudyreem 

indicatethateotneofthepropomedtheories areofmorevaluethanothmrm in 

diotinguishingpoemrandgrouprofpoeme. 

MinLmalunitcountingthwrieedietinguishpoenra o n t h e b a a i m o f t h e  

number (or average number) of  minimalunite  per l i ne .  Occaaionally, poetic 

eogmentmlargerthanthelinmuealmomeasuredbythenumberofminiaul 

unit.. ?roodman' l m a l y r i r  of  "Tha I r h t  Lament, * and a i m i l u  m a l y r e 8  of  

thmother t r ia lp .8r .g . r  raamtoindica tm ce~ainregularitimmofav.ra~ 

lmngthofthecola.ndbicolawhichcuwrot l o g i c a l l y  be a t t r i b u t a d t o o t h m r  

caumemthuranattompt (whoth~rdmlib.rateorsubcon~cioum)toauintain 

r m g u l u l i n ~ l e n q t h r . ~  Theme conclurion8 uealsoborneoutbyth8praamnt 

%avid N o e l  Frndman, "Acromticm md Metrice i n  Hebmew Poattry, a 69-10. 
Freedman cocaparor fou r  alphabmtfc a c r o r t i c  poems, Lamentation8 S, Provmsbr 
31, P8.U 25 a d  P8.h 34, who- l.nptb8 U. 362, 360, 362 ~d 351 myll.blm., 
rempectively, andconcludemonpag~70,  aThecorrespondence~ngthmfirr t  
foutcolumnrim m o c l o r e t h a t w r u a  j u r t i f i e d i n  rpeakingof a t l a a r t o n m  



study. For example, it impoamibletocompare "The Song of Deborah," which 

averages morethanninetwnmyll.b~esperbicolon, w i t h  "The FitmtLaamnttw 

i n w h i c h t h e  averagebicolon imonlyabou t th i r t een  ayl lablee  i n  length. I t  

is noteworthy t h a t  t he  dif ferenceo i n  t h e  average line lengths of these two 

poeme are notrnerelyglobalphenomena, butaremaintainedthroughoutthe 

poem. If eachof thepoemsi sd iv ided into  segments of s ~ b i ~ d a ~ ~ i t w i l l  

be foundthattheaveragelengthofbicolawFthintheee  s ix- l ine  megmentmof 

"The Song of Deborah" nevesexceede 21.5, and is never leeothan17.67.  The 

same procedure inperformedon wTheFiretLament"wi l18hownoeix- l ine  

segmentwheretheaveragelengthofbicolais l e s s than12 .17  ormore than  

14.5. Inotherwords ,  t h e t e n d e n c y t o w r i t e  lines o f a c e r t a i n l e n g t h i e  

obeervedthroughouteachofthe poeme. 

f n  t h e  same way, it hae already been noted that a d i s t i n c t i o n  may be 

made, on t h e b a r i r  o f m i n ~ l u n i t c o u n t f n g ,  betweantherelatFonmhipofthe 

first and s e c o n d c o l a o f b i c o l a  i n  "TheFiret Lament," andthe f i r m t u r d  

eecondcolaofbicolaFnaThoSongoftheVineyard." *TheFisrtL.rm.nta Fa 

madeupprimari lyof mhor t l ines ,  whichareusuallyproducedbytha 

t runca t iono f theoecondha l fo f theb ic~ lon~  w i t h t h e  result t h a t t h e  

averagelengthofthemacondcolon La l e e s t h a n t h e  average l e n g t h o f t h e  

f i r r t c o l o n .  Howaver ( a p p u o n t l y  inorder  t o m a i n t a i n  relativm uniformity 

of l i n e  length) ,  t h o l o n g u t h m  firmtcolon,  the e h o r t e r t h o  n c o n d w i l l b o ,  

andthm mhortorthmfirrtcolon,thmlongerthe recond. In "TheSongoftho 

Vineyudathoreimrlmoadifforence i n t h e a v e r a g e  l e n g t h o f t h e f k m t a n d  

~ e c o n d c o l a o f b i c o l a .  8 u t a l t h o u g h t h e l i n e a  in t i r im poemalratand (on 

average) t o  havetho f i r o t c o l r l o n g e r t h a n t h e  s e ~ o n d ~ t h e t e l a t i o n ~ w l n n  

thecola imdif faront .  In th im c8r~, thetwocolatendto~al lo lmachothmrr 

asinem aTh8SoagofD&orahw contain8anumberoflinemwhichumnot 
bicola,  them. line# arm d t t m d  from conmideration hese. 



i n t h e i z v a r i a t i o n a  fromtheFrreepectivenorma: t h e l o n g e r t h e  f i s r t c o l o n ,  

t h e 1 o n g e r t h e e e c o n d ; t h e  e h o r t e r t h e  f i r s t ,  the s h o r t e r t h e  second, 

Thus minimal unit counting may beusedtodist inguiehpoeme.  And, i n  

f a c t ,  minimal u n i t  count inghas  f requent lybeenused for auchpurpoees. The 

o t h e r t h e o r i e e o f v e r e e  a t r u c t u r e e x a m i n e d i n t h i s  s t u d y a r e l e e e  frequently 

u s e d i n t h i s  fashion. 

Coll ina haemade a  very l imi tedat tempt  t o  compare a  fewpoeme f romthe  

BebrewBib leon thebarn i so f the  l ine-formswhich seemtobeumed 

p r e f e r e n t i a l l y  inthepoeme.  This haebeendone aomewhatheaitantlywith 

I s a i a h  49:l-4," Jeremiah 18: 13-17," Amos 9: 1-4," Hosea 2:4-11,~ 

~ z e k i e l 2 7 t 2 5 - 3 2 ~ a n d  ~ z e k i e l 1 9 t l - g S 3 '  I n t h e s e  s tud ies ,  Collin6 ham been 

able t o  iden t i fy  some patterns of generalline-types andbasic eentencee. H e  

has aleo showntha t thsva r ioue  b i b l i c a l  paeta seemto prefer c e r t a i n g e n e r a l  

l i n e - t y p e  andbaaic eentenceamQ Forexample, Micahusee (propor t ional ly)  

far  more Type-I11 l i n e s  than any o f t h e o t h e r p r o p h e t a .  

Theprerentstudyalrodetects adifferencebetweenpoecnr i n t h e  

f t e q u e n c y o f t h e u s e o f t h e  varioua general line-type8 a n d b a r i c  aentsncer .  

*TheSongofDeborah,* for example, usestheType-111 l i n e a n d t h e m - 8  

b a s i c  eentenceveryprefetentially. O n t h e o t h e r  hand, " T h e s o n g o f t h e  

Vineyuda uramTyp.-I mdType-11 l i n e r  a 1 m o s t e x c l u s i v e l y a n d t h e ~ - B ,  

Typ-CmdType-DlFnem FnapproxLraatelyequalnumbers. 

j*r. C a l l h a ,  Line-?om,  258-259. 

9. C o l l h 8 ,  Line-Forma, 260-261. 

9. Collin., Line-Porau, 262-265. 

-T. Collin., Line-Fomm, 265-267. 

*. Col l ins ,  Line-Foma, 268-271. 

t. DllLn8, l i n e ? o n ~ ,  2'11-293. 

9. Collin., Line-Fonn8, 195 f f, 



There are, however, twa d i f f i c u l t i e s  with the attempt t o  d r a w  

inference. frorm them fact., In the  f i r s t  place, as has already baan noted 

repeatedly,  Co l l ineO taxanamy of line-forms covers fewezthan h a l f  of a l l  

p o e t i c l i n e a .  The etatearentthatacertainpoem seemetoueea  

d iepropor t ionate  numbesof (forexample) Type-Bbasicaentencem is rubjec t  

t o  doubtwhentherearemoreunidentifiedline-forms i n thepoemthan thoee  

whichhavebeen iden t i f i ed .  TtLaa lwaysposs ib le thatLfCol l ineO syatcwa 

weretobeextendedtocoverthegreatmajorityof lines, i t w o u l d b e  

discovered t h a t  the rna jo r i tyof  eentencee i n  the poem under atudymightbe  

found to be Type-C or Type-D,  or even some type not yet named. Fuzthermore, 

itrnaybeaakedwhetherthedifferentiationof poems on th iebaa im La r e a l l y  

Lden t i fy ingd i f fe ren t  formeofpoetry,  o r  merely different s t y l e a .  Itmaybe 

argued seriouelyinthecaeeofminFnralunitcountingthatthedf8tFnction 

between theline-longthe i n  "The Song of Deborah" and "The F i r m t  Lamentw ie 

notamrelyamatterofmtyle, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n v i e w o f t h e  f a c t  that thereare 

a number of othezpoemm, apparentlyproducedbydispalcatewrFtmrm, which 

e e e m t o c o r r e r p o n d t o t h e  manepatternas "The First Lament." S u c h a c l a i m  

cannot bemade a r c o n f i d e n t l y  f o r  Line-fomanalyeis .  

Syn tac t i c  s t r u c t u r a l a n a l y r i 8  c o u l d b e u s e d t o d i f f e t ~ n t i a t m ~ 8 o n  

thebaaisofthe r e l a t i v e  incidenceof l ineclasaes andontha langthof 

i n t e r n a l  intm~alm Fdmnti f i .dby~wrnaoftheconcentrat lonrofhaavy1~~~.  

The four poem8 conriderod inthim rtudymaybec~pared i n t h a  tollwing 

t a b l a  r 



INCIDENCSOFSYNTACTICLfNECLASSES 
I N  THE FOUR POEMS CONSIDERED IN THIS STUDY 

LINE CLASS 

Claes I 

Class I1 

Clase I11 

Claae I V  

U n c l a s a i f i a b l e  

JDOGBS 5 ISAIAX 5 LAMENTATIONS 1 PSALM 126 

7 
(50 .0  % )  

1 
(7 .1  t) 

2 
(14.3 t )  

2 
(14.3 * )  

2 
(14.3 % )  

I n  this cage it maybe noted that Lamentations l c o n t a i n s  f a rmore  

C l a m  f lineethananyoftheotherpoerne. The reductionoftheprapartionof 

Claar I l i n e e  is cotnpenmated FnJudgem Sbyan i nc rease  i n t h e p r o p o r t i o n o f  

Claae 11 andClaes  XVlines .  I n I r a i a h t h e i n c r e a s e  is i n C l a r e  I f Z  andClare  

IV. Pealm126muetbedemcribedmorecautiouslybecauee of its rite, but h e r e  

the lwerednumberofClami  I l i n e r  i e c o m p e n ~ a t e d b y a n  increase  F n C l a m  I V  

l i n e e  andunc laee i f i ab le  l i n e s .  It ehould be noted t h a t  O'Connor find8 

conaiderrablyleae var ia t ion inthedie tr ibut ionof  l i n e  claamembmtweenone 

poem and another  than  war found i n  t h i s  etudy. It may be a t  l e a s t  p a r t l y  f o r  

thim reamon t h a t  O'Comorumker v8ty l i t t le  attempt t o d i f f e r e n t i a t a t h e  

poemmwhichhehar rtudiod. Again, amwiththe line-formanalyrimpropored 

byCollin., i tmry~amkedwbethor: thedi f ferent ia t ionmadehero imb. t~n  

vu iouu  forma of poetry, or i m m r e l y a q u e e t i o n o f  a ty le .  

The echo lar~o f the~penSchoo lwhohaveusedtheeys t emof  remantic 

mtrophicanalyrimdercrlbedinthir mtudyhaveamdenoattemptto 

d i r t i n g u i r h ~ m o n t h e b a m i m o f t h e i r  r y r t e m o f a n a l y r i s .  Prorumablythim 

~ g h t ~ d o n r o a t h e b . a L m o f ~ r ~ l r t i t n o r  ab8olut8lengthoftha btemal 

r e g w n t m o f a m ,  oronthebari8ofthearrangementorthesalationof 



t hese  aegmente toeachother ,  b u t t h i s w o u l d  requi re  somemyatem for 

specifyingtheserelationshipe. No such ~yetemhasyetbeenproposedforthe 

ana lys i s  of  biblical EIebrewpoetry. 

PREDICTIVEVALUEOFTHEWPROACRES 

I t  hae been s e a n t h a t  the fourapproachee considered i n t h i m  mtudyhave 

somedescr ip t ivevalue ,  a t  l e a e t  i n e n a b l i n g t h e  r e a d e r t o d i u t i n g u i a h  

poems. But d e s c r i p t i o n  i e  a fareaeiertaskthanpredict ion.  I t m u a t a l r o b e  

askedwhether  any of t h e s e  t h e o r i e s  of verse s t r u c t u r e  c o u l d b e u s e d t o  

predic t  t h e  formofapoam. I n p a r t i c u l a r ,  canany o f t h e s e t h e o r i e a  inform 

thereaderwellenoughtoenablethedetectionof a n a d d i t i o n  t o t h e t e x t ,  a 

c o r r u p t i o n o f t h e  text, o r a l a c u n a ,  o r  todescribe anyaepectofthe formofa 

lacuna, w e r e o n e t o b e d e t e c t e d ?  Further, couldanyof theeetheor imm 

predic t  t h e  form of  another poenr of t h e  eame kind? 

It mumt be n o t e d t h a t t h i a  i a e a s i e r t o d o w i t h  some k i n d r o f  puetry 

thanwithotherm. Anyonewhohasexmined fouror f i v e S h a k e r p u i a n 8 o n n e t a  

could p r e d i c t  eonrethingofthe fo+lnof another.  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i t w o u l d b a  

poaribletoknowthenumb.r:ofliner,thenumberofminimalun~t8 (both 

ay l l ab lee  and atmmrer) i nmach l ine ,  and the pat tern6  o f thm rhyw8. By 

contramt, expamureto fortyor f i f tyofWaltWhitman'8 poemawouldnot 

provideenaugh~vidmncmtoenablmthe reade+topredictan~thing.boutth. 

f o r t y - f i r a t  (or fifty-firmt), a c e p t t h a t  it would be written i n ~ n g l l a h . ~  

P o t t h i r  rearon,  F t a n r r t b . r . c o g n i t e d t h a t t h e q u e s t i o n o f t h a p ~ i c t i ~  

valueofthemyrt.arrund.rrtudyreaolvee i n t o  two eub-queatlonr. P i r a t ,  La 

b i b l i c a l  8.br.w patry at a11 predictable? Second, i e  it pradict.bla on t h a  

b a s h  ofthedercrigtionrgeneratrdbythe f o u r t h e o r i e a  undesconridarrtion 

here? 



I t  muat a100 be noted t h a t  t h i s  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  might take p lace  a t  

different levels. On the one hand, Lt might be asked whether i n d i v i d u a l  

l i n e s  might be p r e d i c t e d e u  On t h e  other hand, it might be asked i f  major 

pott ioneof  apoemcou ldbep red i c t ed .  Since prediction is the -of knowing 

what should be t h e r e ,  t h e  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  of a poem and the p r e d i c t i v e  va lue  

of a t h e o r y o f  verse  structure can be demonatrated i n  t h e  a b i l i t y t o d e t e c t a  

l acunaand  t o p t e d i c t  t h e  f o m o f  alacuna, once it is de t ec t ed .  P red i c t i on  

can alsobedemonetratedbythedetectionof ananomaloua i n e e r t i o n i n t h e  

text  of apoem. Theee twoope ra t i ons  - - d e t e c t i o n a n d d e s c r i p t i o n o f l a c u n a e  

and i n s e r t i o n s  - - w i l l e e m e a e  i n d i c e s o f t h e  p r e d i c t i v e  v a l u e o f t h e  four  

t h e o r i e s  of b i b l i c a l H e b r e w v e r s e  etructure under cons ide ra t i on  here.  

The PredictiveEffectiveneesof MlnimalUnit Counting 

A a y e t e m f o r t h e a n a l y a i s o f  Hebrewverse s t r u c t u r e w h i c h  Fa focurmed 

e o l e l y o n t h e l e n g t h o f  l i n e 8  canhardlybeemployedtodetectalacuna, 

u n l e e a t h i ~  lacuna i8 m h o r t e r t h a n t h e l i n e .  Even i n  t h e  came of averybrief 

lacuna, thevarikbi l f tyof l ine lengthainHebrewpoettymakes  it doubt fu l  

whether adeterminationcanbomade, p u r s l y o n t h e b a a i s o f m i n ~ l u n i t  

count ing,  between a l i n e o f n o r m a l l e n g t h  f r o m w h i c h a f e w a y l l a b l e 8  havm 

beenorni t ted,  andanunu8ua l ly  (bu tpe rmiee ib ly )  ehor t  l i n e .  S i n c ~ m i n i m a l  

u n i t  count ing  imumuallyr~8trict.dtothelengtheoflinem,thaomi88~onof 

Frwdmanhar  not.dralativelyunLformlengths forwholepoemm, thanumberof 

1Fnm8 in the i r  dat.rti0in.d by an alphabetic a c r o a t i c  or by rom othar 

factorrextrin8ictothomininulunitcountm. 

Thum, mininaalunitcountiagcannotreliablydeterminethatth~re i a a  

lacuna,  nor offer mom than a rough ootFmate of t h e  number of m i n i u l  unitm 



omitted, werea lacunatobedetectedbyothermeans. Nevertheleem, a a t h e  

number o f  mieming line6 increamem, the estimate of the  number of minimal 

uniteocrrittedmaybecomeproport~onatelymore accurate, d u e t o t h e  fact that 

va r i a t i on6  fromtheaveragel inelengthwil l tendto c a n c e l e a c h o t h e r o u t .  

For example, i n  Lamentations 1, themean number of s y l l a b l e a p e r  l i n e  (Foe. ,  

b icolon)  i e  a b o u t 1 3 . 2 ; t h e  e t a n d a r d d e v i a t i o n  is 1.69, or approximately 

12.8 O o f t h e m e a n ,  Themeannumber of s y l l a b l e s  per  Maso te t i cve ree  ( t h a t  

Le, ineach eix consecutivecolau) ie 39.95;the s t a n d a r d d e v i a t i o n i m  

4.23, o r a l i t t l e m o c e t h a n 1 0 . 5  t o f t h e m e a n .  Themeannumberof oyllablee 

inthreeconsecutiveMaroraticverees (normally e i g h t e e n c o l a )  im120.05; 

t h e  e t a n d a r d d e v i a t i o n i s  6.32, o r  a l i g h t l y m o r e t h a n  5.25 o f themean .  The 

mean number of eyl lablem i n  ~ ~ c o n a e c u t i v e M a a o r e t i c  verse6 (normally36 

co la )  Le 239.88;themtandarddeviationis8.96, or  s l i g h t l y l e e 0 t h a n 3 ~ 7 5  % 

o f t h e m a n .  Thuo, a o t h e l e n g t h o f t h e  segment i nc reases ,  thenumberof 

minimal unite containedmaybeesti.matedwith i n c r e a s i n g l y g r a a t e r  

accuracy, p + o v f d e d t h a t t h e n u m b e r o f  l i n e 6  is known, ormaybede te tminad ,  

aainthecaseofanalphabetic  acrosticauchas nTheFirs tLam4nt .a  Thum 

lainimalunitcountingmightenablethe r eade r  t o  p red ic t  something .bout t h e  

formof a l a c u n a ,  p r o v i d d t h a t  r~otherinfor1nationaboutth8lacunrwar 

known. 

On the e.me b.airr it might be p o r s i b l e  t o  detect an a n a ~ l o u m  

i n e e r t i o n i n a p o r ~ l t  ~rrrtonm~vop.8ragewhichdLffetedradicrlly fromthe 

r m t o f t h e ~ i n t h a a v a r a g m l a n g t h o f  colawould  be euspect. Suchamethod 

rouldbeof doubtfulua~whonrpp~L.dtoaringle l ineotto  afmu~cattmrod 

l i n e a r  but  (forexunpla) raetimmoftenor fFfteenlineawho8eavesaga 

lengthwaa 18 eyllrbleminthmmiddleof apoernwheretheav~tagmcolonlangth 

%igh t  cola, i n  the cara of Lamentations 1:7. 
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( e x c l u d i n g t h e t e n o r  f i f t e e n  lines justmentionad) was 13 ey l l ab lemnigh tbe  

i d e n t i f i e d  ae foreign to t h e  poem. 

Notonlycouldminfmalunitcounting help  the reader inaome c a s e e t o  

predict t h e  formof a l acuna ,  but fromFreedman'e s t u d i e a o f  a lphabe t i c  

a c r o e t i c s  i n  the Hebrew B i b l e  Ft might also be possible t o  i n f e r  t h a t  mean 

l i n e  lengthe  u e  s o n e a r l y  standardized for at l e a s t t w o g r o u p e o f t h e ~ e  

acrostic poems t h a t  it would be poeeible t o  predict the number of minimal 

unite inoneoftheseonthebaaie of inferences f romtheothere ,  w i t h a  

reasonably small marginof e r ro r .u  Thus, i n  a few cases, minimal u n i t  

count ingof  agroupof similarpoemsmightenablethereadertoprdict  

something about another poemofthe  same type. 

It ahouldbe recognized i n  a l l o f  t h e s e  cases - - thederac t ip t ionof  

lacunae and t h e  predic t ion  of t h e  f o m  of a poem or  an inse r t ion  -- the 
pred ic t ions  madewouldbevery imprecise and q u i t e t e n t a t i v e ,  andwouldbe 

limited t o  the probable number of minimal u n i t s  involved.  

The Predictive E f  f ectiveneem of Line-Form Analysis 

Thepor~ibil ityofdetectinqalacunathroughtheuroof CollFnmP 

line-formanalymia ireven a l ~ r t h a n w i t h m i n i m a l u n i t c o u n t i n g .  Collin6 

atamertathatgroupmof e i m i l u l i n e  formatendtobeusedtogether, andevon 

present. i n s t ances  in which t h i a  can be seen t o  be true.* The pcement mtudy 

almo r a v e a h  m o w  much inmtancamr for example, s i x o f t h e  f i r a t n i n e b i c o l a  

of -The Song of Deboraha as0 Type-111 lines, ;nd a l l  but o m  of t h m r  a z m  

Typm-III B. Similar ly,  aThoFirmtLamenta contain. m e v e r a l g r o u p m o f t h m  

%avid N o e l  Freedman, aProlegomenonm i n  The-Foms of Hebrew Poatty by 
- 

Ceorg8BuchuunGray (WinonaWu, Indiana: Eisenbraunm,1980), rm*iii- 



consecut ive  b i c o l a o f t h e  same g e n e r a l l i n e t y p e , " t w o  of whichare 

e n t i t e l y  made up of eentences of t h e  same basic  sen tence  type." Only one of 

t h e e e c o r r e e p o n d s t o  aMasoreticveree. There is alaoa a e r i e e o f  f i v e b i c o l a  

which alternategeneral line-types I and I V . ~  Such groups are i n t e f e s t i n g ,  

but theyhard lyee trb l i sharu lebywhichonemightpred ic t the  formof a 

similar poem or i d e n t i f y  (much l e s e  restore) a lacuna i n  one, Juet a6 t h e  

ma jo r i t yo fpoe t i c l i neo  cannot evenbe ident i f ied  b y C o l l i n s 8  myatearof 

line-formanalyeis, eoaleothemajorityofpoetic pasaagee do not  conta in  

any r e c o g n i z a b l e p a t t e t n e o f  l ine-forms, andeventhepatternewhichare 

d e t e c t e d o c c u r  s o  rarelythatoneietemptedto suppose that t hey  area8 

i l l u e o r y  and acc iden ta l  as faces i n  t h e  clouds. 

Neverthsleee, b e c a u a e o f t h e t e n d e n c y o f  w r i t e r s t o u e e d p a r t i c u l a r  

baaic sentence or l ine- typee preferentially , it is conce ivable  t h a t  a 

lengthy ineert ionmightbedetectedbythebasic  e e n t e n c e s o t l i n e - t y p e  

w h i c h w e r e u s e d i n  it. Thim c o u l d o n l y b e d o n e  i f t h e b a e i c  aen tencemot l i ne -  

t y p e s  i n  t h e  inee r t i onwere  con8iotentlydifferentthanthoee i n t h e p s b a q  

poem, and if boththmposmandth~ inaertfonwere amongthoaapoeticp.r8agem 

w h e r e t h e r e  i r  averycleuprefetmceforonebaeic e e n t e n c e o r q o n o r a l  

l ine-type. Evenr~.rothirthmcaae, the  inferencesmadewouldhav8tob. 

regarded a8 r a t h e r  hypotha t ica l .  

The PredictivmBffact~vonmma of Syn tac t i c  S t r u c t u r a l  Analyrio 

08Connor8m claiau rogudhg hie eyetenmight imply t h e  pormibllityof 

deta~ingalacunrince++aincircuapetancee. If O'Connorim r i g h t - a n d h a  

seemstoh  --inclaimingthatpoemstendtobegin andendwith 



concen t r a t ionso f  heavy l i n e 6  ~ d h e a v y t r o p i n g ,  thenapoemwhichbeganor 

endedwithouteuchindicatotscouldbesuspectedastruncatedormutilated. 

And i f  ODConnor Fa r i g h t -  a n d h e r e t h e e v i d e n c e  i n  the p r e s e n t a t u d y i e  f a r  

less support ive--  inhieclaFmthataimilarconcentrationsof heavy l i n e e  

and heavyt roping  shou ldoccur  a t i n t e r v a l a t o  divideHebrew poems into 

e t a v e s o f  approximately28 l i n e e  a n d b a t c h e s o f  approximately7 lines, then 

poems inwhichauchconcentration8of highly  s t y l i z e d  l i n e a d i d n o t  occur at  

suchintervalemighta leob  euepectedof  corrupt ion.  

I n  f a c t ,  althoughconcentrationsof heavy lines ace f o u n d a t  t h e  

beginning and end of all o f t h e  poems examined i n  t h i s  s tudy ,  wi th  the 

e x c e p t i o n o f t h e e h o r t e e t ,  Poalm126, whichendswithagroupofheavy1Lnea,  

but  begin8 with only a aingle heavy t h e  presence of intermediate  

concen t r a t ioneof  euch l inea  ( andconcen t r a t ions  of heavy t top ing )  iomuch 

leeseystematic. EvenODCannor'sownetudiesallowforaconeiderable 

variation i n t h e  l e n g t h s o f t h e  staves. H e  admits s t a v e s o f  f r o m 2 3 t o 3 1  

l i n e o  i n  length, ae w e l l  as memi-etaveeof 1 1 t o 1 4  l i n e e  and i r r e g u l u ~ t a v e m  

of 18, 2 1  and22 lines.50 O*Connotdiscovered 78 % o f t h e  50 e taveswhichhe  

i d e n t i f i e d t o  fall w i t h i n t h e  mtandardrangeof 2 3 t o  3 1 l i n e 8 ,  and 50 $ t o  

fa l lwithinthemanrangeof26to29l ines .  except forthememi-rtaves, 

onlyfourdidnotfallwithFntheatandazdrange.  E v e n g r e a t e r v a r i a t i o n  

thanthim Lsindicat.dbythepre8entmtudyr with etavea ranging  f r a n 1 2 t o 3 6  

1inem. Two of  there u e  mmi-otavem5' and three  other8 lie o u t a i d e  

- - . -- -- 

*1f the scribal 8upormcription ot Paalm 126 r la, nj3qoa T#, wen t o  be 
included F n t h e ~ a l y m i r o f t h e p m t ~ , t h e n e v e n P s a h 1 2 6  beginmuitha 
coacentrationofheavy1iner. Suchap~ocedur tewould  eeenr, howaver,to 
d i m t o r t t h e d 8 f i n i t i o n o f  apoem. 

%. O*Connor, Hebxsw Var8e Structure, 527-528. 

"~aalm 126 ( 14 lines) and lamenta t ions  1: 11,12 ( 12 l i n e s )  . 
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OeConnorfa standardrange.' O f t h e e l e v e n s t a v e s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n t h i r r t u d y ,  

only six f a l l  within t h e  standard range, and only one of theseU f a l l 8  within 

the narrowermean range. I t e h o u l d b e n o t e d  immediatelythatthesestavee 

h a v e b e e n i d e n t i f i e d b y t h e  e t r i c t a p p l i c a t i o n o f  O 'Co~or 'm syrtemof 

s y n t a c t i c  s t r u c t u r a l  ana lys i s  i n  t h e  case of a l l  poems except "The Song of 

Deborah," whereO'Connor'e ownindicationa havebeen followed. 

Thue, while syn tac t i c  s t r u c t u r a l  analyeis  might a i d t h e  reader i n  

detecting i n i t i a l  or  f i n a l  lacunae, lacunae within t h e  poem could not be 

identif ieddependably.  Butwrealacunatobedetectedbyothermsana,  

couldsyntactLc e t r u c t u r a l a n a l y s i e  aesist thereaderinpredict ingthe form 

o f t h e  lacuna? Toaverylhiteddegree,thegrammatical complexi tyof the  

l ineemigh tbepred ic ted :  itcouldbeanticipatedthatthe l i n e r  ofthet 

lacuna would probably not v i o l a t e  t h e  cons t ra in t s  proposed by 0' connor .% 

But i f  t h e  lacunawas i n i t i a l o r  f i n a l ,  onecould not  expect to  f i n d a l a t g e  

numberof Clams I U n e a ; o n t h e c o n t r a r y ,  r a r e r  l inec laeeeamigh t tmndto  

predominate. I n a n y  care, thenumber o f  l i n e s  i n  t h e  l a c u n a c o u l d n o t k  

predic ted ,  and i f  t h e  fourpaems conridered i n t h e  present  a t u d y u e  

ind ica t ive ,  t h e  l e v e l  of t rop ing  could not be r e l i a b l y  p r e d i c t d  o i t b r .  

R e g a r d i n g t h e p r e d i c t i o n o f t h e  formof anunknownpoem, o n l y t h e  

broadeetindicationrcouldbemdo. Giventheinferencespor8lblaftormthe 

a p p l i c a t i o n o f t h i a t h w r y o f ~ r r e  r t r u c t u r e t o t h e  fourpoomm conridorod 

here, it may bo a a i d  t h a t  a Robraw pou w i l l  probably be made up m a t l y  of 

Clamr I l h a r , t h a t t h e p r o p o ~ i o n o f  much lineonray range f r m r b o u t 4 O Q t o  

about70 t. mrthe+plorm,thmnon-clarm-I l i n e s  i n t h e p o e m w i l l t m n d t o b .  

%adgem 5 1 17-23 (21  l i n e r ) ,  Lamentations 1 : 1-6 (36 l inen)  and 
Lametntationa 1: 17-22 (36 l i n e r ) .  

*he pzeaant mtudy ha. idantif i d  mall number o t  p o e t i c  cola, f m r  
than t h r e e  p e r c e n t o f t h a t o t a l ,  whichviolateO'Connorfs conatzr in t r .  



concentratedatthebeginningandendofthepoem, a n d i n s h o r t p a a e a g e a  

between mo a6 to divide the poem i n t o  e h o r t e r  i n t e r v a l s  ( e t a v e s )  , ranging i n  

l e n g t h  f romabout12  l i n e a t o a b o u t 3 6 l i n e s .  Most of  t h e s e  s t a v e r w i l l  have 

l eng ths  of 20to 3Ol inea .  Beyondthia ,  p r ed i c t i on  appear6 iraposeible. 

The P r e d i c t i v e  Ef fec t iveness  Semantic S t rophic  Analysis 

Detec t iono f  lacunae througheemant ic  s t r o p h i c  a n a l y s i e w o u l d b e a  

h i g h l y t e n t a t i v e p r o c e s s  a t  beet. It  might happenthat success ive  poe t i c  

segments, whetheretrophea,  c a n t i c l e e ,  sub-cantos o r  cantoewouldappear  

aemant ica l ly  diacontinuoua. An issue raised i n  one segment and not  

eubeequently reso lved ,  an anewer without  a  quest ion,  a gap i n  logic, might 

s i g n a l a  lacuna. Butthelengthandcharacterofsuchalacunawouldremain 

anopen  issue. Reetorationofthelacunabymeana of semantic  a t roph ic  

ana lya iowou ldbe  impract icable .  

For the mams sea8on8, precime p t e d i c t  ion of the f om of  another  Hebrew 

paemwouldbeuttetlyimpommFble, evenwe+ethereaderreliablyinformed 

t h a t  theunknown poemwar of amimilatcharactertoknownpoemm. Sucha  

predictioncouldhudlybeaaoreprecisethantheconclusionswhichmaybe 

i n f e r r e d  f ram f o m  criticirm. 

The Pommfi i l i tvofPr .dFct ion  

It i m  c louthatthapsadict ivspotent ia lof the  f o u ~ t h . o r i a a o f  

bib l ica lHebr .wvmrra  mtntctur8conmideredhere Fetather a l ight .  Onlythe 

theoryofO'Ca~orh&mthepotontF~lofdetectingalacuna, andthatonly 

moottentatively. Minimalunitcountingandl ine-formanaly8i8mi~httal l~  

little about a lacuna, were one to be i d e n t i f i e d  reliably by othor nmmr. N o r  

couldanyofthefourth.ario~predictthe f o m o f  a n u n k n o w n p a n o n t h e  

b u i r o f  lrnawnpowu,b.yondt~b.rrmtgener8ldemctip+ion. 



THE PRESCRIPTIVE VALUE OF THE APPROACHES 

~ a n t h e M i n d o f  t h e  Poet B e  Known? 

Thesehavebeenpoe t i c  t r a d i t i o n s  inwhich  specific ru l eewere  

consciouslyobaerved.  I n m a n y c a e e s t h e s e  rules havebeen recorded 

expl ic i t lybythepoetethemselvea ,  o r  by their contemporaries.  The rea re  

o t h e r  t r a d i t i o n s  of poe t ry  i nwh ich  r u l e s  aremuch less r i g i d  andmay inmany 

c a e e e b e p u r e l y  i n t u i t i v e .  T rad i t i ona lpoe t smay  l e a r n b y o b e e t v a t i o n a n d  

p rac t i cewha teounds  r i g h t a n d w h a t d o e a  no t ,  even though n e i t h e r t h e y ,  t h e i r  

f e l l o w p o e t s  northeirprimaryaudiencemaybeableto s t a t e  f o n n a l r u l e s b y  

which poe t ry  o u g h t t o b e w c F t t e n .  Even i n  languages and culturea where a 

p o e t i c t r a d i t i o n h a s b e e n  formalized,  theremaybe poetawhocompoeetheir  

works i n t u i t i v e l y ,  e i t h e r  because they are n o t t e c h n i c a l l y t r a i n e d i n t h e  

preva i l i ng  p o e t i c t r a d i t i o n ,  o t b e c a u a e t h e y a r e  so thoroughly Frmnereed in 

Lt t h a t  t h e y  do not  need to conoul t  t h e  r u l e s .  I n  some caeee poets 

deliberatelydimtegardthetulea. 

G i v e n t h e v u i e t y o f  a p p r o a c h e e t o t h e  fo rma l i za t i on  ofpetry,  i n t h e  

absence of clear statement6 b y t h e p o e t s t h e m s e l v e s ,  it ie q u i t e d i f f F c u l t t o  

makedefinitiveaseertionm about the r u l e s  fo l l owedby thepoe tm,  or: &out 

theobjectiv~8purmuedinthocompomLtionof apoem. A n d u n l e m m t h a ~ t m g  

contmporarieahavec~ntedontheprinc ip les  of poetry incont .xtmwhich 

ammure t h e  readerthatthapwtcouldconceivablybeen awareof  much 

principle., daf inititn ammmrtion. bacome almost Fmpoasibla. Unfo+tunately, 

t h e t e u e n o  muchmtrtamntm, mfther  f so ln thepoe te  o f t h e H e b r w B i b l a ,  or 

froatheir contemporuiea. Althoughthere  are many referencam t o t h a  

w i t i n g a n d p e r f o ~ c o o f  mongm, therearenoreferencestothawritlngaf 

poetry, Indeed , thev8+yconcop to f  apoetry aeemetobeunobaorp.6 i n t h a  

Hebrew Bible. Althoughthare u e m r n y p a s s a g e s  o f  the  Hebtgw Biblawhich 

lllOdmmreadmr8rpryrogudampoatry, t h u m u e n o t r e a t i m m m  LathoBibleor 

f roaranycont~r~~u+cewhich in formthereaderhowpoetrywamwri t t~n ,  



This leads  one t o  e u a p e c t t h a t t h e  r u l e s  forb ib l ica lpoet ry ,  if much 

existed, were i n t u i t i v e  r a t h e r t h a n  formal, andwere probably followed 

r a t h e r l o o s e l y .  ~ c c o r d i n g l y ,  theeea rch  f o r p r e s c r i p t i v e  r u l e e  f o r t h e  

poetry aftheliebrew B i b l e ,  is notaquest for anything l i k e  t h e  p rec i se  (and 

de l ibe ra te lyexecu ted)  meterr ofGreco-Rornanpoetry. Whatie moughthereie 

some principle, o r  met of p r inc ip lesbywhich the  poet might havebeenguided 

moreor less aubconsciouely. These r u l e s  ehouldbe reasonably f l ex ib le .  

They ehouldbe ebpleconcepte,expressible insimpleterma. I n n o c a r e w F l l  

an attemptbemadetoprovethateuchaimple f l e x i b l e t u l e a  have ac tua l ly  

beenemployeddeliberatelyor i n t u i t i v e l y  by the Hebrewpoete. Indeed, such 

proofwouldbe impoeeible. Y e t i t i a p o s s i b l e t o s h o w t h e p l a u s i b i l i t y o f  

using euch ru lee  and it is po8rible t o  say whether, i f  such r u l e 8  ware 

employedbythepoete , theresu l t~obta inedwouldbethosed iacueaedbythe  

v a r i o u e t h e o r i e a o f v e r e e  r t tuc tu re .  

P r e e c r i p t i v e P r F n c i ~ l e e  i n n i n h a 1  Unit Counting 

It i s  notdifficulttowritopoetry i n  l i n e s  of standardicmdlmngth, aa 

d e t e r m i n e d b y t h e n u m b e r o f m i n ~ l u n i t e  i n  t h e  l i n e .  Greatpomtm havedone 

it, aa have any number of v o w  mediocre poeta. To t ake  a  oimple u m p l a ,  

telative~yuninforwdpeoplehavewrittenlimericka, mainta in ingthe  

t e q u i r i t e p a t t 8 r n o f m i n ~ l u n i t r  (three stresses i n t h e  f i t r t ,  racondurd 

f i f t h  line., t w ~  8trorm.m Fn tha third and fourth l i n e s ) ,  a r  -11 am t h e  rhyme 

pattarnamaociat.dwiththim~rr~form. W h a t w o u l d c o n r t l t u t ~  8 

c o n . i d m ~ a b l y g r m r t e r ~ n t a l f ~ a t ~ u l d b e t o w r i t e  Uneswhich conmhtontly 

m a i n t a h a g i v e n  avaragelength.  And yet, aathepresentstudymhowm, t h u o  

are poemo i n  the  Eebtw B i b l a  i n  which a c e r t a i n  average length i. 

approximated f a i r l y  c l o s e l y  throughout the poem. Freedman ham oven mhowr 

thrttherauagroupmofpoamwhicht8ndtomaintalntha mmmrvmragmlina 

length.. What mi~uplo, mhort, f luible malea, applied i n t u i t i v e l y ,  could 



have pcoducedtheclephenomena? What rules couldhaveproducedtheposrncl 

exmined i n  t h i e  study? Clea r ly ,  t h e s e  rules would vary from one poem t o  

another, bu t  the fol lowing are examples of rules which could  have helped t o  

fomthe panre coneideredhere .  

"Write e h o r t  l i n e s .  " Thie r u l e ,  simple enough to be employed 

subconsciouely,  c o u l d h e l p  f o n n t h e l i n e s  of "The F i r s t  Lament," i n w h i c h t h e  

b i co l a ,  averagingonlyal i t t lemorethan 13 eyllablesper l i n e ,  are 

tegularlyehorterthanthel ineeof  "The Songof theVineya rda  (about16.5 

a y l l a b l e e p e r b i c o l o n )  and "WhenYHWHRestored Zion's For tunesa  (about17 

e y l l a b l e s p e r  b ico lon) .  

"Write lona  l i n e s .  " ThJ.6 rule could help form t h e  l i n e e  of "The Song of 

Deborah, * i n  which the average line i e  nearly 19 syllables i n  length .  It 

ahou ldbeno ted ,  t h a t t h e p r e a e n t a t u d y  has n o t v e r i f i e d t h e l e n g t h r o f  

p o e t i c  l i n e e  o t h e r t h a n b i c o l a ,  except f o r t h e  observa t ion  t h a t  t h e  average 

l e n g t h o f  a l l c o l a  i n  *TheSongofDeborahw Fe almoat9.6 a y l l a b l o a ,  

conaiderablylongerthantheaverages f o r t h e  lengths of a l l  c o l a  i n  *The 

S o n g o f t h e V i n e y a r d a  (8.2 r y l l a b l e s ) ,  "The FiratLamenta (6.6 myllablem) 

and *WhenYEIWElRertored Zion's Fortunesa (8.5 s y l l a b l e a ) .  

"Wri tebalancodtwo-part  l i ne s .m  I n  "The Songofbeborah ,"  7 0 o f t h e  

93 c o l a  can be grouped into bico la ,  which have an average o f  9.5 r y l l a b l e u  i n  

t h e  f Fsmt colon  of a bicolon,  and 10.0 a y l l a b l e a  i n  t h e  eecond. The avuage 

d i f f e r a n c a  h l m g t h b e t w n n t h a  fFrmt and mecond halve8 of t h e b i c o l a i m  

1.83. Noneof theoth8t~mconm~detedcoraesc lose to th i8ba lurcob . t~n  

thotwohrlvorofth8bicolon. I n  aTheSongof theVineya rd , a  th8 fkrtcola  

average 9 . 1 r y l l a b l e 8 , t h e  mecond7.3, and t h e a v e r a g e d i f f e r e n c e b e t w e e n  

the fir8tandmecondhalvemofthebicolaie 2. In nTheFLre tLamen t , a the  

f irmt~drecondcolaofbicolaavesage 7.3 and 5 . 8 s y l l a b l e 8 ,  rarpectively 

.ndth.r-agmdifforrunceb.tmnthe fketandmecondhalvmaofthebico~a 

is 2.06. In  aWhenYERSHRe.toradtion*s F o r t u n e ~ , ~ t h e a v e r a g e m  ue9.1for 



f i r a t  cola and 7.9 fo raecondco la ,  and theaveraged i f f e rencebe tween the  

firstand~econdhalveeofthebicolais2.14. In fact, i n v i e w o f t h e l a r g e  

number of c o l a  whichcannot be aeeociated i n t o b i c o l a ,  a n d t h e  fact that t h e  

d i f f e rence  o f t h e a v e r a g e m o f t h e  f i r a t  andsecondcola i n  "Thesongof 

Deborahn i e  eomuchlowerthantheaverageofthedifferencee between f i r s t  

and eecond cola, it might be  more p r e c i s e  t o  s t a t e  t h i s  rule am, " W r i t e  cola 

of ( r e l a t i v e l y )  uniform length." - 
 write two-part l i n e s  i n  which t h e  second h a l f  is s h o r t e r t h a n t h e  

f i r s t . "  A t  first glance, thha might seem to apply t o  a l l  o f t h e  poems except 

"The Song of Deborah." However, a6 has been noted above, t h e  liner i n  "The 

FiretLamentn eeemtobe  fomredbythe  r u l e  "Write short line^.^ The 

d i f fe rence  i n  lengthbetween f i r e t  and eecondcola seems tobe  aconrequence 

o f t h e  t r u n c a t i o n o f t h e  l i n e .  However, i n  "The S o n g o f t h e V i n e y u d a  and 

"WhenYHWHReatored Zion'e E r o r t ~ n e e , ~  t h e r e  a p p e a r e t o b e a  r e l r t i v o l y  

conaie tent tendencyforthe~econdhal fof the  b i c o l o n t o b e  o h o r t o r t h a n t h e  

f i r s t  

A d i f f e r e n t r e t o f  a l e e  f o r t h e  composition of poe~rr cou ldbo  

focnrulateduaingthmptincipleoofline-formanalyeis. Collh8' thmesiar 

would imply a b a r i c  rule, "U8e accepted poetic line-forme. " But much a rule 

muat be auggmrt.dquitetentatfv.ly, i n v i e w o f t h e  l a r g e n u m b e t o f p o r t i c  

line.. not damcribod in Collin. ' taxonomy and the fact t h a t  mpmcif i c  

urangemmntm of l ~ n r f o a f l  occur 80 8eldaa t h a t  it may k umuwd that 

thsiroccurrrencm F 8 m r a o r 1 ~ a 8 ~ c c L d e n t a l .  Rrr therwre , themy8tamof  

taxonomyim 8ocoaplexthateventhereaderneeda a n i n d e x o f  m p c i f i c  line- 

%uch aathealtmrn8tionofgeneralline-types I and IVwhichCollLn8 
f inda  in  Amoa 9 t 3 .  S o e T .  Collina, Line-Forms, 262* 



forms~tokeeptrackofa l l the  forme. This indexwouldhave t o b e  oeveral 

times longer  ifthetaxonomyweretoinclude a l l  poetic Lineswhichoccur  in 

t h e  Bible, and longer  y e t  i f  it were t o  inc lude  a l l  p l aus ib l e  poetic l i ne s .  

It wouldbe a d a u n t i n g t a n k f o r t h e p o e t t o l e a r n a n d u s e a u c h a n  index f o r t h e  

s e l e c t i o n  of line-forms and t h e  compoeition of lines. Furthermore, t h e  

index i t s e l f  andtheorganizationoftheline-formswithinitdependon 

p r i n c i p l e s  ofgraaunaticaltheorieawhichwere not f o r m u l a t e d u n t i l t h e  

twentieth century. 

Y e t ,  bundleeof  eimFlarlFnesoccurtogethermore f r e q u e n t l y t h a n a u c h  

groupe couldbeexplainedpurelybythelaws of p robab i l i t y ,  and c e r t a i n  

poe ts  a e e m t o  prefercertaintypesoflines.57 T h i s  study has a l s o  ahown 

thatepecificpoenradiffer f r o m e a c h o t h e r i n t h e b a s i c  sentencee andgeneral 

l ine-typeewhichareusedpreferential ly.  Whatruleecouldgeneratetheee 

phenomena? 

" W r i t e  a n o t h e r l i n e a i m i l a r  ( ingrammat ica l  8 t r u c t u r e ) t o t h e l a a t  

one." Such a  ru le rn ight  e x p l a i n t h e  a e r i e s  of  f i v e  I11 Bline-forrrrm found i n  - 
Judges St3b-7c, t h e  three coneecutive I B i) line-forms i n  Lainentationeltl  

and t h e  three consecutLve 1 x 1  B L) line-f orma i n  Lamentations 1 t 2c-3b. 

"Write a n o t h e r l i n e 8 L m i l a r  (ingraannatica1structure)to m o w  of 

those  already wri t ten .  a Thim may help explain t h e  preference  for typ. I11 B 

l i n e 8  aeen in "The Song of  Deborah, and the large numbera of I 8, I D and I1 I 

D line. found i n  "The Firmt Lamant. a 

*8uch u thatprap idmd~n~ppendix l .  

=see T. Co l l i n s ,  Line-Formr, 195. 
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forthepoettolearnandconsult thematrirrofO~Connor8s  l i n e c l a e r e e .  Even 

moredemand ingwou ldbe the t a sko f  selectinggtammaticalarranqement~ 

d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  fromthematrixinordertomaintain c e r t a i n  p ropor t i oneo f  

l i n e s  from the varioue c laesee .  Again, as with l ine-form ana lya iu ,  t h e  

entireenterprisewouldalsobebaeedonatwentieth-centuryunderstanding 

of grannrar, a n d w o u l d t h e r e f o r e h a v e  been inaccess ib le to thepeetmof the  

f  i r a t  millennium B,C.E.  Despi te  t h e s e  f a c t s ,  it may be observed, no t  on ly  i n  

the ex tens ive  c o l l e c t i o n  of b i b l i c a l  poems examinedby08Connor, b u t  a l e  o i n  

the fou r  poems c o n s i d e r e d i n t h i e  e tudy ,  that poetic linee are indeed 

normallychoeen frotnamongthosepermittedby O'Connor's c o n e t r i c t i o n a n d  

d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  s e l e c t e d  f r o m t h e v a r i o u s l i n e  classes. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e r e  

is a p r e f e r e n c e  forClaar I l i n e e .  Heavy Lines areused, b u t t h e y t e n d t o  

occur  d inp ropor t i ona t e ly  a t  t h e  beginning  and end of poerne. What simple,  

f l e x i b l e  rules cou ldhavebeenueed  i n t u i t i v e l y b y t h e  b i b l i c a l p o e t r t o  

produce thetee r e e u l t s ?  

"Write (moat of t h e  poem) i n  eimple l i n e s ,  say inq  one  t h i n g  about one 

eubject ."  Sucharulewouldproducelinee w i t h a s i m p l e  aubjectanda 

relativelysFrnplepredicate. S u c h l i n e a w o u l d c o n t a i n a  a i n g l a p r d i c a t i o n ,  

t w o c o n s t i t u e n t o  a n d t w o o r t h r w u n i t a ,  orperhapsthreeconstituentrand 

t h r e e u n i t r .  SuchlinraueidontFfiedbyO~ConnoraeCla8r I. l b r 8 r u e l y  

(if C O M ~ N C ~  phr..880Ccu~:$.d h t h e  Subjec t  or o b j e c t ,  f o r o x . a p l o ) t h i 8  

a l e  might produce a8ntoncer w i th  more u n i t s ,  and l i n e s  w i t h  a mingle 

pred ica t ion , tm,or thr~con~t i tuento ,  and f o u r u n i t e m f g h t o c c u r .  Such 

linernwouldk idan t i f i .dbyO#Connor  as Class I1 or 111. Verbgappingwould 

r e m u 1 t i n o t h e r : C h r r  I1 u r d c l a r r  111 l i n e s ,  aewoulddoublepradication. 

Thi s  malewouldexpl&inth~aujorityofthel ines  encountered i n t h a  four 

poemmeximinedinthi8 8tudy. 

" W r i t 8  'fmcimr' (i.o.,msmcomplex) LineaatthebouLnninQandonb 

of thepoenr(~dpor8ib ly&tcruc ia l junctureswith inthepem) .*  Limowith 



morepred i ca t ions  andwithcompound e u b j e c t a o r o b j e c t a ,  1 ineswFthextended  

ve rba lmod i f i e r e ,  andl~nglineswithoutpredicationwouldb8 i d e n t i f i e d b y  

O'Connor a s  Clase 111 a n d c l a s e  IV.  I n  fact, a l l  l i n e s  with t h r e e  

pred ica t ione  a r e C l a e e  IV l ines .  Such 1inesdooccurdisproportionatelyat 

thebeginning  a n d e n d o f t h e p e a i s e x a m i n e d i n t h i s  s tudy .  

P r e s c r i p t i v e  P r i n c i p l e e  i n  Semantic S t r o p h i c  Analysis 

Semantic etrophic analysFe i s  probablythe least product ive  theory 

f romthe  p e r s p e c t i v e o f  prescription. T h i s t h e o r y d e s c r i b e s  poeme, b u t t h e  

desc r ip t i ons  a r e  unique, a n d t e n d t o  contain fewcommonelementa. Frorathe 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f t h e  f o u r  poems examinedhere,  onemight  de r ive ,  a8 an 

i n t u i t i v e  r u l e  f o r w r i t i n g p o e t r y ,  "Don't carry a e i n g l e t h o ~ g h t t o o l o n q . ~  

Thie i e ,  admi t ted ly ,  a h ighly  s u b j e c t i v e  r u l e ,  and a u b j e c t  to  8- doubt in 

viewof ~ u c h b i b l i c a l p o e n r s  a s  Psalms 119 and136, wherea  e i n g l e i d e a r e e m t o  

be belabored ex t ens ive ly .  

ASuramaryof Preac r ip t i veRu leo  

Severa l  f a c t 8  a b o u t t h e p r a u c r i p t i v e  rulesindicatedabovewillnotgo 

unnoticed. Firmt,  mince i t i r a 8 r u m e d t h a t a n y r u l e a  f o r t h e c o a p e m i t i o n o f  

b i b l i c a l  Hebrew -try mumt h w e  h e n  uaed i n t u i t i v e l y ,  a l l  of tho ~1.8 

given here  are quit. gmnmral, Furthermore, t h i s  is unavoidable, givmn t h e  

bodyofd~tarvafllblmtorpadmm~cholar8hip. Second, noneofthmmmrul~m 

w o u l d p r o d u c e a ~ l i k . t h o r ~ o f t h e H e b r e w B i b l e ;  a l1of th~aeru lor t .k .n  

t o g e t h a r w u l d n o t p r o d u c ~  r p ~ . . ~  Indeed, a l l  oftheme rulmmt.*.n 

toge therwould  not give aemuchgu idance to  awould-be poetar im available i n  

Y1t i 8  e q u a l l y  true that a l l  of t h e  rules about rhyme and w t u  f o r  Englimh 
p t r y  (for meampla) could  not ganeratm an English poem, Y e t  tbn -lam for 
l C n g l i r h ~ t r y c o u l d d e t o ~ a ~ a m p c t m o f t h e ~ w i t h ~ ~ ~ t r r r b 1 ~  
precision. Tha a l e s  f onnulatad thug f a r  f o r  b i b l i c a l  Hebrew poetry a p p u  
conmiderably lea. p r e c i a e  . 



many o t h e r  poetic tradition.. Third, it Fa clear t h a t  in order to produce a 

poem, 8 8 v m r a 1 0 f t h m 8 m ~ l ~ a w u l d h a v e t o b e u s e d e F m u l t a n ~ u 8 ~ y ,  togmthu 

withothe+pr~ciplarrrota~r8meedby any of these rules. Finally, F t  58 

cleaxthattheconcept8behindoonreofthese rules are implementadlnore 

frequentlythurothasa. Ingeneral, themlesproduced frommFaiauLunit 

counting, and f~omthemyntr&icstntctural analyeisofO'Conrrorr..arto 

.mbodyprinciplmr w h i c h u e  implanentedmore c o n s i s t e n t l y t h u r t h e ~ l a m  

derived franthmtheorimr of Collin8 andtheKampenSchoolgroup. 

s-Y 

Am the  f o u r t h w t i e r o f  Hebrewverse stzucture havebeen r p p l i d t o t h e  

taakmofdercription, prmdictionmdprescriptfon, it ham bocotwappuant 

that8omeofth~umnrora8ff .ct ivmthanothers .  Briefly, it r m t h r t  

minimal unit  counting i a  of  ww halp in description and ptemcri-ption, but 

o n l y ~ g ~ a l l y u r o f u l f o r : p r . d i c t i o n ~  line-fomanalyaim har 8- 

urefulnarm fordorcription, but very l i tt le fortpredictionorpmmcription; 

myntactic r tructuxalura ly~ ia  (1ikeminimalunLtcounting) imuaaful for 

derctiptionmdpr.diction, but of rl ighthelpinpredictFon# maantic 

rtsophicmalyri8 a p p u r t o b a o f l i t t l m u e e  inanyoftheratarkr.  f f t h a m  

tr8k.repr88antma80~18.rtp.c+ationm for anadequatethooryofbibl icr~ 

R e b r . w v m r 8 ~ m t r u c t ~ , t h . n ~ i r r l u n i t c o u n t i n g a n d  ryntacticmtructurrl 

a n a l y r i m ~ y k ~ ~ d a r p u ~ l i f L . d ~ u c c e n a e ~ ,  andline-formurrlyaiaand 

mrauntic atrophic .arrlyrim a8 qualif id f ailurea. None of t b  i a  ontirnly 

urmloam, but for thowtbtaatark . ,  o n l y t h e  fomestwo araappumntly 

ef fectip.. 



iiavingexaminedthe~ffectiveneeeofthe fourtheorieaofvumm 

structure, and having dircovared what theme theories can and cannot do, it 

remainrtobedimcov~rmdwhattheyhaveonritted, that ham rerult.6 i n t h m i t :  

fa i luter .  I t  i m  now pormible to t u n  to general question8 of Hobraw poetry 

andtoexplore boththewayminwhichthe fourtheoriemofHebr.wvmr8~ 

atnrctureconeideredinthir rtudy havecontributedto anadequatmtheoryof 

Hebrewverre etructure, androamofthegapathatremaininsucR8n 

explanat ion. 

WEUT rs mmu? 

Oneofthmmreunfortunatecharactetistics ofmuchmtudyofthm 

litoratuzo of +ha 8-1. i r  that much 8tudy ha6 frequently bnn  dono in 

imolat ionf to~rp8l lml8tudLemofother l i t erature .  T h i r ~ a a y b e i n p u t a  

conrequonceof atradition8lrttitudeofJewLshandChrti8tiurmcholum 

tewudth~work.whichthoyrmgud am racredScripture. Clonlycoanactod 

with thia attitude Fa thm fact t h ~ t  1~any rchoLare of +ha BLblo  h v a  m L v d  

thek i n i t i a l  training i n  tbology, rather. than i n  litoraturm, and h ~ v o  

frrquantly continued to n g u d  thia book extennively or mven prL.urf ly aa a 

religioum te.ource, t o  bo 8tudi.d for re1igious purpomer , often to tho 

v ~ u a l . x c l u r i o n o f ~ y o t h a t .  Tbr8rultimthatmanyth.otirtroftkbr.w 

vatrmrtruct-botrray Aitt le i f  anyknowladgeofmoregenual mtudbmof 

poatxy. This p m b l  ham boon wnwhat alleviated with t b  publication of 

thework.byO~Cannatmd~rlinnntion.delrewhe~e h t h i m  mtudy. 

Hmmrtblamm, g.nar.l mtudiom of patry and rtudiea of biblical w r y  u a  

at~Aonlyoccrmio~llycontiguou8. 



Recurrence and I n t e r e e c t i o n  

Oneofthetheoristeofpoetrywhoseworkmayhavemuchtoofferthoee 

who s tudy  the f i e l d o f  b i b l i c a l  ve r se  s t r u c t u r e  is Walter A. ~ o c h . '  H i e  

etudiee, publiehedmorethanthirtyyears ago, and b a e e d i n  par t  o n t h e w o r k  

of ~ a m u e l ~ e v i n ~  r e f e r ~ n l ~ o n c e t o t h e  p o e t r y o f t h e  ~ i b l e . '  Nevertheleom, 

much of Koch's work i a  directly a p p l i c a b l e  t o  c l a s s i c a l  Hebrew poetty. I n  

p a r t i c u l a r ,  two e t r a i n s o f  thought f rornKoch*ewri t ingemay h e l p b o t h t o  

c o r r e c t  andto  integratetheratherdiaparatetheorieswhichareconeidered 

i n  t h i s  etudy. 

f n the f F r e t  p lace ,  Koch of f e r s  a euggest ion f o r  a program of analyeis 

( c o m p l e t e w i t h a n o t a t i o n a l  syetem) whichmaybeusedtodeacr ibethe  

semantic  con ten t  o f  a poem.' Thia eystem would c e r t a i n l y  need aomo 

ref inement ,  bu t  i t r e p r e e e n t u  a c o n ~ i d e r a b l e  advanceover  l i u c h r e l a t i v e l y  

p r i m i t i v e a n d u n a d a p t a b l e  mymtems am Lowth ' sdesc r ip t i ono f  Hebrew 

pa ra l l e l i em.  It is, of  courae, t h e a r e a o f  semantics w h i c h i e l e a s t  

adequatelydercribedinthe fou r  theories of  veree  s t r u c t u r e w h i c h  are 

consFderedhere.  

I n t h e r e c o n d p l a c e ,  Kocha t t empta to  show howthe a s p e c t m o t  mound, 

mynturand manem i n t o g r a t a  inthagenerationofwhathedenominrtom a# 

wpoet ica lnee8 .n  Emmentially, l b c h u g u e s t h a t p o e t r y  is barnadon 

'of p a r t i c u l u  i m p o ~ . n c e u e ~ o c h ~ s 1 9 6 5  article, a P r e l i a i n u y S ) u t c h o f  
a S . l u ~ l t i c T y p . o f D i m c o u r ~ ~ a l y m i m , ~  L i n m i s t i c r a 1 2  (1965): 5-30,md 
hi8 mhortbook, p u b l i m h o d r y . u l a t e r ,  RecurrenceandaThrm-llod.1 - 
&proachto P o e t =  (ThmHaguet Mouton & C o o ,  1966). 

%ae, for exampla, 8ucl . l  R. Lavin, L i n u u i s t i c  S t r u c t u t e a  i n  P#tw (The 
Raguet )(outon&Co., 1969). Lovin'mwotkwae a c t u a l l y w r i t t e n  in1961and 

a ~ n  a footnoL.4 loch, Rmcaurmnce, 36, n o t e  12. 



m t a l  c h u a c t u i r t i c  of in axy language or tradition. A rimilrr 

view is expressed by Zhoin, uhaae uork was subsequently u W  bp Roch. 

Uyli,agui~icmd'2r.iaofpoe~mustde&l with t h e  a y n t m t i c p h n e  
since t k i s  i8 what i r  iaPedi&tely available far a n a l p i e .  But the 

of wadigum ia equally impartant, six% certain structurra 
which pama inccrrporate turn out to be mare readily rpprdmnriblr when 
w e  consider the pom not -ly as a sutcession of syntagnre, but 
rather/al.o u a m a o f  paradigas.' 

Of -, a pattu-a (or A paradigm) is identif i d  by rucurmncr. 

Same- which h a m  only on- fa  not a pattern. Pattern8  i n  p a t r y  a m  

estrbliahed by recumce which m y  take place in any of thma d * r ,  *thr 

'phonic', 'syntactic*, md 'rsmanti~'."~ T h e a e a r e ~ i v a l e n t t o t h e  

aspect. of round, syntax and 8en.e mentioned above. These am a180 8bil.r 

t o t h e  ' ~ n i c , ~  aidaation&lg urd '8enroryn levels of poetry -lardby 

Lewia~urco.' O f c o u r m e ,  rrmsrencacantakeplace, not only  in patry, but 

%onald A. S t a u f  fu ,  The Naturm of Poetry (New Yorkz W. W. Norton 
Company, Inc., 1946) , 228. 

'w. A. llOchr Recurrence, 36. 

b w i e  Turco, Thm Mow Book of Poornu (Hannover, New Hampehlrra Univmrrlty 
Prermof NewEngland, 1986), 4. Turco 41.0 recognitem atypographlaal hvml 
arrda~uallyorde~athenlmtnlm " o o ~ ~ c ~ "  "ranrorym and ~AdmmtlonaLa Tho 
bounduiea bat- thm n o w r y  and idaational levala arm not u a u t l y  am K w h  
ham dram t h a ,  but Turrcooa a a t n n t  of ramantic elmmntm i o  found 
prfmarilyinhi8dimcu88ionofthe "omnaory" level ,  and him t r a a t m n t o t  
e y n t a x f o ~ p a r t o f t h e d i r c u ~ r i o n o f t h e  "ideational* l e v o l .  Btrangmly, 



enhancedwhenone formof recur rence  is imposedona second, t h a t  La, whenthe 

recurrences i n t e r a e c t a g  Thim c a n b e  seenreadilyinmuchtraditional 

E n g l i a h p t r y ,  as t h e  fo l lowingexamplewi l l  show. 

Nature ' 6 f i r o t  green i e  go ld ,  
Her ha rdea t  hue to hold. 
Her e a r l y  leaf * 8 a f lower ; 
But only 80 an hour. 
Then l e a f  mabrides t o  leaf. 
So Eden sank t o  grief, 
Sodawngoemdowntoday. 
Nothing go ld  can etay. 'O 

I n t h i e  example t h e r e  Fa a m e t r i c a l r e c u r r e n c e ,  of a eor twhichmumtbe  

fmil iartomLnimalunitcounters.  There are six s y l l a b l e s  a n d t h r e e  

stresser i n e a c h l i n e . l t  I n a d d i t i o n ,  there is a recurrence of  a p e e i f i c  

mounds which form a rhyme. To exp re s s  it somewhat t e c h n i c a l l y ,  t h e  l a a t  

vowel round andsnyeubsequentconaonantsineachodd-numbered line is 

r e p e a t e d a t  t h e a n d o f t h a  aubaequenteven-nubered line. 

There i e ,  of cout re ,  m o m 8  poetry of which r ecu r r ence  aeem8 not t o  be 

c h a r a c t e r i ~ t i c .  Thr fol lowingexample f r o m t h e w r i t i n g e  o f W i l 1 i . m ~ l o a  

williamnmaybeconmiderdaa anexample.  

traatodwiththe  nsonicm level. 

1 2 0 ~ 3 ~ 1 8 r  19. 

lkrcopt t h e  lamt line, f m which the f h a t  s y l l a b l e  i m  d t t o d .  
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Why do I write today? 

The beauty of 
t h e  terrible facee 
o f o u r n o n e n t i t i e o  
stir8 me to it. 

Colored women 
day workere -- 
oldandexperienced -- 
re turning home a t  dusk 
i n c a a t o f f c l o t h i n g  
facee l i k e  
old Florent ine  oak. 

The g e t  pieces 
of your f aces  e t i r  me -- 
leading citizens -- 
b u t  not 
i n  t h e  eame way. l2 

Inthiepoem, t e c u t t e n c e i e c e r t a i n l y  n o t a c a n s i e t e n t f a c t o r .  There 

is no r e g u l a r p a t t e r n o f  8tremoedandunetreasedsyllablee, no rhyme, and 

very l i t t l e  myntactic or a m a n t i c  recurrence,  apart from thm threo 

occurrence8 o f t h e  word -facea andthetwooccurrenceaofthephra6e a r t i r ( a )  

e x p l o i t  recurrence, t h a t  there are a t  l e a a t  two formeof recurtencm, a n d t h a t  

theee i n t e r a e c t a t d e l i b e t a t e  in tervale .  

t h e p o e t r y .  The fo l lwingchi~d~mverremaybetakenas  anexunplmr 

Romeo uo r d ,  
V i o l o t a u 8 b l u e ,  
Sugu Fa sweet 
h d  80 U a  YOU 

Thi6vertoeexploitmtwo fonnrof  eoundrecur rence .  The firmtoftheme 

ie rhythms eachlineofthmpocrmhrrtwoprincipal stremaem, Thm aecond fom 

'%illiam -106 Wi11i.w. mApologya in Selec ted  Poem8 (Now Yorkr Hmw 
Dizectionm Booh, 1985), 16. 



of recurrence,  euperimpoaed on t h e  f i r e t  , is rhyme, the eimi lar  sound8 at t h e  

ends o f t h e  m e c o n d ~ d  four th  lines. While the poeticalne6mofthLaexample 

maybeeeteamedrelativelytrivial, i t c e r t a i n l y e x c e e d s t h a t o f a n y  

parallel example i n w h i c h o n e o f t h e  forma of recurrence iemisoing.  The 

reader would i n t u i t i v e l y  recognize a8 "less poetic" e i t h e r  o f t h e  following 

exampleef the  formerofwhichlacka  rhyme, a n d t h e l a t t e r o f w h i c h v i o l a t e o  

R08L88 are red, 
V i o l e t s  are blue, 
Sugar is aweet 
Anduoam I. 

Rooea arered, 
V i o l e t s  a r e b l u e  
Sugar 18 bad for your teeth and waistline 
And ao f e stew. 

These latter two examplesmaybe found mildly humorous, p r i n c i p a l l y  

because they . re recognized a r  parodies of poetry, defyingordinary  

e x p e c t a t i o n o o f t h e  in te+playof twoformeof  recurrence. f t r h o u l d a l r o b e  

noted t h a t  t h e o r i g i n a l  poem, i n  addit ion to its u s e  of two forms of 

recurrence  inthephonicmode,  alroe%ploite eyn tac t i c  recurrence ( t h e  f i r o t  

t h r e e  l i n e s  are r y n t a c t i c a l l y  iden t i ca l ,  and the l a s t  l i n e  im i d e n t i c a l  t o  

t h e t h i r d e x c e p t  f o r t h e g a p p i n g o f t h e  p red ica te  a n d t h e a d d i t i o n o f  a 

conjunctFonandverbrlmodifier i n t h e  four th  l i n e )  as w e l l  am memantic 

recurrence  (thmawntionof f l a n r r m d c o l o r e  i n t h e  firmttwolLnm8). lot 

t h i 8  reason, t h e  +@adas wi 11 81.0 de tec t  aa "leee poet ica  or a l m m r  

wh ichv io la teo the  8yntac t icrecurrence8,  w h i l e t h e  l a t t e r e x a m p l ~ v i o l 8 t m a  

t h e  semantic recurrencee. 



Iron is hard, 
Violets  a r e b l u e ,  
I * m going home, 
What about you? 

Otherpoememayaleobebaeedonrecurrenceswhichexploittwo 

d i f f e r e n t  a spec t  s o f t h e  l anguageof the  poem. Kochevengoes mo f a r a a t o  

s u g g e s t t h a t  t h e  recurrenceu inCanaan i t e  poetry (underwhich he r u b u ~ o  

t h e  poetcyof theHebrewBible)  o c c u r p r i n c i p a l l y i n t h e  semantic and 

syntactic mode8. l3 

Recucrence inBib l i ca l  Poetry 

Examplee baeedon the  fourpoems analyzed i n t h i s  study may i l l u e t r a t e  

this point  further. Thecanonical formofthe f i n a l  vecseof "Thesongof the  

Vineyardu maybe considered: 

For the vineyard of YHWH of hosts is the house of Imrael 
andthemanof  Judah i e t h e p l a n t o f  h i s d e l i g h t .  
And ha expected jua t i ce ,  butbeholdlawleeanetmm; 
(He expected) righteousness, b u t  behold a wail 1 

Severa l  r ecur ren t  c h u a c t ~ t i a t i c m m a y b e  noted immediately, I n t h m u o r o f  

sound,therelat iveunifor~rityof  l ine- lengths  i s t h e m o s t o b v i o u m t r a i t .  

The fourco laconmimtof12 ,11r  11md9 myllablesreepectivmly. Tha 

differenc~betwwntholongortandtherhortestisonly25 %, urbthoco l rua  

arranged inorderofdecr~rringlmgth. Simi lar ly ,  i f  oneconmidar tha  

numberofword8 or thenumberof mtreaaed e y l l a b l e s  (whichhappan to tu thm 

same i n  this example), t h e  four c o l a  can be counted as 6, 4, 4 and 3, an 

- -  - 

"w. A. Koch, Recurrence, 36. 



arrangementwhichmaintainatheeamesequencaof decreasinglengthobeerved 

w h e n t h e l i n e 8 w e r e ~ a ~ u ~ e d b y t h e n u n r b e r o f s y l l a b l e s  per colon. A 

eecondaq  phonic phenomenon im the  u.8 of puns: L ? B ~ Q  and R#!O in t h e  t h i r d  

colon and npyy and aQqY i n  t h e  fourth.  

Therea re  alsosevetalcharacterietics of syn taxwhichcon t r ibu te to  

the phenomenonof recurrence i n t h e s e  l i n e s .  The first t w o  c o l a a r e  

e y n t a c t i c a l l y  iden t i ca l , "  W + N P ,  constitutingtogetheralinewhich 

Col l insmight  identify as belonging tothe I1 nomline-form. The l a t t e r  two 

colaare syntacticallyidenticalexceptforthegappingoftheverb. Col l in6  

does notrecognize th i r r  l i n e  fonn (as he failstotxeatallexamplrmofdouble 

pred ica t ion ) ,  b u t s i n c e t h e t w o l i n e e  con ta inon lyverbe  a n d o b j e c t r o f t h e  

verbe, the l i n e  maybe asmocia tedwi th the  X I  Cii) l ine-type, o f w h i c h t h e t e  

are two o the r  examplee i n  "~he~ongofthe~ineyard.~'~ I n  addit ion,  i f t h i a  

verse is analyzedaccordingtoO'Connor~e system, it w i l l  be s e e n t h a t a l l o f  

thecola inthimv~r8econ~t i tutoheavyl inee:  the f i r m t a n d t h i t d u a c l a r r  

I V ,  the second i e  c l a m  111 and t h e  last is class 11. A l l  of theae  heavy l i n e r  

are heav i ly t roped ,  whichO'Connor: h o l d e t o b e  appropr ia te  f o r t h a l a m t  fow 

lines of a poem. 

A t t h e l e v e l o f w u r i n g ,  t h e  f i r m t b i c o l o n c o n t a i n r t h r ~ p l k ~ o f  

p a r a l l e l  t e m r  078, nhC3~ nkr and 5&$7: n93 i n  t h e  f i r m t  colon and #@a, 
t h e  pronoun auf f i x  on 1'9w9v and ilylil: @'I( i n  t h e  second colon. Thew t a m  

areurangod Lnachlarar. Incontra8ttothischiartic otructurt . , thmmcond 

bicolon ham a pazallel .-tic mtructure with t h e  ob jectm of domhm (WQ 
and ;Ig7l) L n d i c a t d  a t  tho beginning o f  t h e  cola,  and the undamkad objactm 

( l l07~  and ;I30$) at the end of t h e  cola. 

"There i8&chiuticur~g~atoftheel.mentsinthel~a fmtha 
p o i n t o f v i e w o f t h e i r w . n ~ ,  butryntactical ly ,thelLneruu~&nticrl .  



~husal l leveleofthiepoeticpassagearecharacterizedby 

recurrence.  Phonica l ly ,  s y n t a c t i c a l l y  and semant ica l ly ,  t h e  r e a d e r  may 

detectrecurrenceawhichcontrLbutetotheperceptionofpoeticalness in 

thispaeeage. Theraajordietinctionbetweentherecur.'renceeofthie and 

othetbiblicalHebrewpoecn8 a n d t h e r e c u r r e n c e s  foundinmuchof  European 

poetrycanbeexpreeaedinaword: non-periodicity. Inmuchof  European 

poetry, recursence8,  and i n t e r s e c t i o n s  of recur rencee ,  are periodic# they 

occur at  regular intervals. For example, i n  a Shakespearean e o n n e t t h e  rhyme 

w i l l  customarily f n t e r e e c t  with t h e  rhythm i n  a p r e d i c t a b l e  patternt every 

f i f t h s t r e s e w i l l f a l ~ o n a r h y n r e d s y l l a b l e .  This i s  not t h e c a e e w i t h  

b i b l i c a l  Hebrewpoe tq .  Therecur rences  of b i b l i c a l p o e t r y d o  n o t  o c c u r o r  

i n t e r e e c t w i t h e a c h o t h e r  atprecieelypredictableintervala. That 

recur rencesmaybe  found i n t h e  paems o f t h e  Hebrew Bib lecanno tbedoub ted ,  

t h a t t h e y t a k e p l a c e o n a 1 1 l e v e l a o t t h e  language cannot be denied, t h a t t h e y  

i n t e r e e c t  is clear. B u t t h e y  d o a l l  thesethinge non-periodical ly .  

Loeeof  PhonicRecurrence 

AewiththeEnglimhexuaplepreeentedabove,thepoeticaln~8rofthe 

Bebrewexamplo irdinrinirh.dbyanyreductionofthetecurrenc~8 Fnthfr 

poem. Thiewi l lbetrueev~ni f theoveral lmeseageoftheverre  i8  

maintained. I f ,  foruampla , there lat~veuni forni tyof l ine lenpth  i m  

dimrupted (a8 i n t h e  follwinghypotheticalcaee), t h e r e m u l t i n g v e ~ m e w i l l  

comwnlybeparcmi tnd  a8 1.88 p a t i c  t h a n  t h e  canonica l  one. 

587V 1 n.3 i a ~ ~ ! a ~ - * J S ~  n!nq y n w  073 
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F o r t h e v h e y a r d o f ~ o f h o s t e ,  G o d o f  our fathers, isthehouroofImrrm1; 
And Judah is his plant. 

He expected j u a t i c e ,  upriqhtnese and percept ion,  butbeholdlawlemane68; 
(Heexpected) righteousness, b u t b e h o l d a w a i l !  

I n t h i a  emendedexample, i n s t e a d  o f t h e  r e l a t i v e  un i fo rmi tyo f  

s y l l a b l e  c o u n t o w h i c h i a  found i n t h e  canonical  t e x t ,  some l i n e s a r e  found 

( t h e  f i r e t a n d t h i r d )  whicharemore t h a n  t h r e e  times as long as t h e s h o r t e s t  

(the second) and f u l l y t w i c e a u  long as the remaining line. And Lf atremeem 

are counted, one of t h e  l i n e s  is four times as long as t h e  s h o r t e s t ,  I t  is, of 

course,  these p a r t i c u l a r  elements of recurrencewhich are f r equen t ly  

analyzed by t h e  minimal u n i t  counters .  When t h e  lines of apaaeage  areof 

radicallydifferinglength,  t h e p a e e a g e i e  pe rce ivedbymin ima lun i t  

counters  a6 less poetic than  it would be if t h e  c o l a  (o r  b f c o l a )  were of 

relativelyuniforrmlength. 

T h i s d i m t o r t i o n a l s o a f f e c t s t h e  perceptionofpoetrywhenthapaamage 

ie  a t u d i e d b y t h e  eetnantic atructuralanalysis ofo8Connor .  As 

reetructured, t w o o f t h e  four  c o l a o f t h i s  passage ( t h e  f i r e t  andthird) 

vio la teOtConnorOe c o n e t ~ a i n t  f o r t h e  number of u n i t s  i n a  l i n e ,  and one of 

them (thethird) ~ L o l a t e a O ~ C o n n o r . ~ e  c o n s t r a i n t  f o r t h e  numberof 

cons tF tuen t s  i n a  line. T h i r n r e a n a t h a t t h e  first and t h i r d  c o l a o f t h i m  

veree do n o t  fa l l  into any of t h e  four l i n e  claases ident i  f Led by 08Connor, 

whi le  t h e  recond and fourth t a l l  into l i n e  clams I. B o t h 0 8 C o n n o t ~ a w o t k a n d  

thep+erentrtudyhaveindic&tedthatclasa I l i n e s  are leer coamonatthm 

beginning and end  o f  poem, ?or th im reason, t h e  presence  o f  two clam8 I 

l inmr here appmum abnornul and unpoet ic .  I n  add i t i on ,  the ptement r t udy  

c o n f i r m r t h e r u i t y o f  l i n e r  whichdo not f a l l  within 0'Connor8r 



c o n e t r i ~ t i o n . ' ~  Thepreaenceof twosuch l ineswoulda leodecrea~e the  

p e r c e p t i o n  of poet i c a lnese  . '' 
The l i n e - f o m a n a l y s i o  of  Co l l i n s  offers f a r  less to i n d i c a t e  t h a t  

this r e s t ~ c t u r e d p a e e a g e  i s lesspoet icthanthecanonicalpaseage.  I n  

fact, t h e  f i r s t  bicolon w i l l  scan exac t ly  t h e  same as t h e  f i r a t  co lon  i n  t h e  

canon ica lve ree .  Deepitetheconaiderabledifferencesinlength,  t h e  f i r a t  

two c o l a o f t h e  ree t ruc turedpaeaage ,  l i k e  the f i r s t t w o c a l a o f t h e  

canonica lpaeeage ,  eachconeietoftwonounphrasesmakinguptwoverblese 

equa t iona l een t encee .  I n b o t h c a s e s ,  t h e b i c o l o n  c a n b e i d e n t i f i e d a s  I1 

nom, The secondbicolonoftherestructuredpassagealeodiffere f r o m i t e  

canonicalhomologueonly i n  complexity, and i n  thenumber of modifier s o f t h e  

verb. It is otherwise of  the eame bae ic  line-type and is compomed of two 

e i m i l a r  b a s i c  eentencee. 

The f i n a l e y a t e m f o r t h e  a n a l y e i e o f v e r s s  s t ruc tu re ,  t h e  s t r o p h i c  

a n a l y s i e  o f t h e  Kampen achoolgroup ,  also detect s t h i s  passage an abnormal, 

s i n c e  t h e  f i r e t c o l o n e x c e e d e  f i v e m e t r i c a l  f e e t  (accented ey l lab lem)  and 

eFxworde, andthethirdcolonaleoexceeds f i v e  feet. Thue, t h r w o f t h e  

four ayetetne f o r t h e a n a l y r i a o f v e r e e  e t t u c t u r e w h i c h a r e u n d e r  

cone ide ra t i on  inthepreeentrtudydetectthis res t ruc turedpam8age  am 

unpoet ic ,  or les~poeticthanth~canonicalverse.  Since th im p a r c a p t i o n o f  

u n p e t i c a l n e m r  probablymfrsormthe  comnon-eensepetceptioaofmo8t 

readerm, i t m a y k c o n c l u d ~ t h a t t h e a e t h e o r i e s o f v e r a e 8 t r u c t u r e m y ~ ~ e  

some p o t e n t i a l  f o rd i s t i nguFrhLngpoe t ry  fromnon-poetry. 

'%uch l i n e 8  u a  unknown to 0 8 C o ~ o r ,  and c o n s t i t u t e  1esm than t m  
p .rconto f the~t i cco l8conmide ted in thepresente tudy .  

mhould be acknowl.dged, h a n v e r ,  t h a t  i f  these is any place w h e n  much 
l inemmightbe.xg.ct8d,  i t m u l d b e a t t h e e n d o f  apoem,whe:.non-clammI 
linmmueoft~rr found. I n  f a c t , t ~ r u c h u n c l a s ~ i f i a b l e l ~ e 8 ~  foundin 
the last veree of Pmlm 126, but, a8 noted above, t h e s e  Line8 u a  
ptobl-tlc. 



~uttbieexper~mentmaybetemperedbyexaminat ionof  another  r e v i r i o n  

o f t h e  verse which ha6 beenconsidered above, Isaiah 5 : 7 .  I n  t h i s  second 

r e s t r u c t u r e d v e r s i o n ,  o n l y t h e  puns i n  cola c a n d d w i l l b e e l i m i n a t e d r  

F o r t h e v i n e y a r d o f  YHWHof hosts i s  the houseof  Ierael 
and themanof  J u d a h i s t h e p l a n t o f  h i s  d e l i g h t .  
Andheexpected j u s t i c e ,  but  beholdwrongdoing; 

(Heexpected)  r igh teousness ,  but  b e h o l d e v i l !  

I n  t h i s  caae, t h e r e a t r u c t u r e d v e r s e  is i d e n t i c a l t o t h e c a n o n i c a L  

ve ree  i n t h e n h e r  of s y l l a b l e s ,  etreasesandwordeineachl ine ,  amwell as 

being s y n t a c t i c a l l y  equiva len t  t o t h e  o r i g i n a l .  Co l l i n s ,  and theminimal  

unitcounterewouldconeidertheeelineetobemetrically a n d p o a t i c a l l y  

equ iva l en t  t o t h e  canonica l  f o n n o f t h i s  verse .  OnlyO'Connorwoulddetect 

any d i f f e r ence ,  a n d t h i s d i f f e r e n c e w o u l d  be only i n t r o p i n g .  S i n c e t h e s e  

l i n e s  are h e a v i l y t ~ o p e d  ina i the l :caee , thed i f ferencewouldnoth  

p o e t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Because t h e d i f f e r e n c e  between the o r i g i n a l  and 

r t r u c t u r e a h o u l d b e  ~ m n 8 i t i v e t o m i n o r c h a n g e s  aewellasnrajoronmm. 

Lome of S e m a n t i c ~ c u r r e n c ~  

I t r r h o u l d b e  notedthatbothoftheteatructurtinge of Irraiah St7which 

h a v e b e e n p r e r 8 n t d t h u m  fu iavo lvechangeswhichprfmari lyr f f . c t th~  

l e v e l o f  mound, buthavelittloeffectoneyntaxormeaning. B u t i t i e  

i n w a y s w h i c h w i l l  a l ter  it m a a n t i c a l l y  

or myntact ical ly ,  withoutextonmivelydisrupting a t  1 e a s t t h e m h U n a l u n f t  



arrangements. Suchares t ruc tu r ing ,  likethetwowhichhavealreadybeen 

examined, w i l l  r e s u l t  inaversewhichwillprobablybe detectedbymoet 

readers as  less poetic, and whichwil l  also appear to v i o l a t e t h e p r i n c i p l e e  

of atleaetoneofthetheotieeofveree etructureunder conaiderat ionhere.  

F o r t h e  v i n e y a r d o f t h e  YHWHof hosts is the house of I s r a e l  
andthewordaofhfeprophetsaregoodin hiseyes 
Andheexpectedjuatice, bu tbeho ld l awlesanesa ;  

themenof Jerusalemare sinners. 

Thi8 revieionofthepoemproducesminimal u n i t c o u ~ t e  i d e n t i c a l  t o  

thoeeofthecanonicalverrionofthepoem. The four c o l a c o n t a i n  12, 11, 11 

a n d 9  sy l l ab les ,  respectivmly. Ueaeuredbyatreeses,theaecolacontain6,  

4, 4 a n d 3  etreueee,  respectively.  But d e s p i t e t h i s  s i m i l a r i t y , t h i o  

r e v i a i o n o f t h e p o e m w i l l b e r m a d i l y d e t e c t e d b y e v e n t h e  c a e u a l r a a d e r a a  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e a 8  poe t i c  than t h e  canonical verse. The absenceof 

paralleliemwillbenoticed h m d i a t e l y ,  especially i n  t h e  f i r r t b i c o l o n .  

 he parallel. between 587vt n.3, 073 and illill i n  the f i r s t  colon of the 

canonical  verw, and qb'l: d ~ ,  001 and t h e  euf f ixed pronoun on rqwu# i n  t h e  

oecond colon urn lomt . '' I n  addit ion,  the eemant ic a f f i n i t y  kt-n 0@4(0 

and ilQ7) i n  the oecond bicolon of t h i e  vetae i a  lost, a6 ie the myntactic 

para l l e l i amb. t~nthothLrdurd  four thco la .  C l e a r l y t h i r  rmvim.dvosom ia 

lemmpoeticthanthecanonical form. Buteincetheminima~unLtcountrof 811 

l?Ehero u o ,  Ln f a ~ t ~ t ~ r u f f i x p r o n o u n r  i n t h e  ~ ~ e c o n d l i n o o f t h i o  
r e ~ i r d f o n u o f t h e p a m ~  rachofwhichhao~l i l 'aa i t san+ec~ent .  Thoy 
have, however, d i f f e r b g m y n t a c t i c  functions. Intha c a n o n i c r l p ~ a ~ t h ~  
pronounmodifie8thep+.dicrtmnoarFnativeofanequationalsantance, 
whexeam in th~preunt lerv i8 ionof th iapoam,theptonounulnodi fyt~aubj .c t  
mdth-icate ad joc t ivoof  aamquationalmntence.  I a b o t h t h e c ~ a l l i c r l  
mdr.viaod-a, ~1~'i8amodLfierofthe~ubjectofthe.quational  
r e n t e n c e w h i c h f o n u t h e  f i r r t c o l o n o f t h e p o e m .  



c o l a a r e  i d e n t i c a l ,  minimalunitcount ingcannotbeuaedtodetector  

C o l l i n s o  ayeternof l ine- formanalys is  alsooffere l i t t l e h e l p .  The 

four  cola formedbythisrevieionofthepoemmaybedescribedae followe: 

NP' + NP - NP' + NP If nom 

V+NP+V+NF-NP'+NP IV C/nom: iv) varlQ 

The l i n e - f o n n o f t h e  f i r e t b i c o l o n  occurs f a i r l y  f r equen t ly  i n  Hebrew 

poetwy. fn addition t o t h e  I1 nornline-formwhich occura i n  t h e c a n o n i c a l  

versionof I s a i a h 5 : 7 a , b , t h e r e a r e  similar lines inLamenta t ione l r4c .d ;  

1346,  f and 1 t 228, f .  The  I V  C/nom line-form is  less common, bu t  there i m  a IV 

C/nom: i) line-form inJudgeu S:8a,b. Clearly, Col l in s '  systemoffern t h e  

reader no atandardbywhichtocoraparethepoeticalneas o f t h i r  reviaed form 

oftheveraewithcanonicaltext. 

O°Connor'e e y n t a c t i c  a t ~ c t u r a l a n a l y s i e  is the only eyotemwhich 

o f f e r a t h e  reader 8 o p . w u u o f i d e n t i f y i n g t h i s  r e v i s e d v e r m e a a l o r m ~ t i c  

thanthecanonicalverrion. OTonnorwoulddescribethese fou r  c o l a a e  

followa t 

PREDICATIONS UNITS LINE-CLASS TROPIMG 

6 none U 
4 111 n 
4 IV 
3 I 

There are t w o  h i n t 8  h e r e t h a t t h i e  is less poe t i c  t h a n t h e c a n o n i c a l  

v e r m i o n o f t h i e  vexme, b u t b o t h r o q u i r e t h e  readertohaveinadetheprior 

determinationthatthirvern c loumthepoem.  The f i r e t h i n t  i r t h o  

p rmence  of a c h a r  I l ino .  Thia i m  unurual at  the beginning o r  and of a por, 

aincepormm u~ua l lyconc rn t r .+o  heavyl inea  i n t h e i r  i n i t i a l m d  final 

l s ~ i n c e t h o  firrtcolonofthimbicoloncontains a d o u b l e p r m l i c a t i o n ,  
thim fo~lnianot .ctual lyl imtrdbyCall inr,  b u t  mince it c o n t a i n a m  
caarponentm . r tcaptvarbm~dd~ectobjec ta , the  b i c o l o n m a y k c l r ~ . L f i d  a8 
WC/noaat it) v u .  



verses. This is, of couree, not  coercive proof: there aremany exampleaof 

clasa I l i n e s  a t  t h e b e g i n n i n g o r  endof poems. InLamentations 1, f o u r o f t h e  

last six cola of the  poem are cla88 I. Psalm 126 also has a  class I: l i n e  i n  its 

f i r s t  veree. Bvenin "The SongoftheVFneyardn t h e r e a r e t w o c l a e e  I l i n e s  i n  

t h e  f i r s t  verse. Thue, F t i m n o t t o o s u r p r i s i n g t o  findonesuch l i n e  i n t h e  

l a s t v e r e e .  Butthexe i s  a  eecondh in to f  unpoeticalnese, t h e o v e r a l l  

s c a r c i t y o f t r o p i n g .  O'Connor a a e e r t s t h a t  it is r e g u l a r l y t h e  c a s e t h a t  t h e  

i n i t i a l  and finalpaeeagesofapoernareheavilytroped, a n d r a r e l y c o n t a i n  

untroped l i nes .  While t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n o f  heavytropingwhichO'Connor 

expecte ie not thoroughly demonetrated i n  this study, it Fa never the lam t h e  

c a e e t h a t  i n i t i a l  and f i n a l  l i n e s  a r e  usua l ly t roped .  Anexception is found 

inJudges  S t 3 1 ,  w h e r e t h e l a e t t w o l i n e e  o f thepoemareun t roped .  

Neverthelese, there is nocaee  i n t h e p r e s e n t  corpus of poet icexampleeof  an 

unt ropedclaas  I l i n e  at thebeginning or e n d o f  a poem. This would reemto 

auggeetthattherevi8edverrionoftheverae underconsideratFont8loam 

poeticthanthecanonicalverrion, However, auchaninferencecanonlybe 

madeonce it ha# h n d o t o r m i n d t h a t t h i s v e r s e  i s t h e l a r t v e r r a  ( o i  firmt 

vexme) of apoem. H a d t h i r v e r a o b e e n t a k e n  f tomthemiddleof  a m ,  it 

would appear t o  beunexceptional ,  as analyzed by O'Connor'rmnthod, 

leverthele8s,rcoaraon-r~nreratadingoftheversewil1ffnd i t m u c h l o ~ r  

poetic than t h e  canonical  form rregardlees of where  it fal l8 in t h o  poaa~ 

Lomaof Syntac t ic  Racurrmnco 

One l a r t v u L a t i o n o f  Ira~.h5t7rnaybecon8ideredtorvrluatotha 

effect o f t h e  loa r  o f  r y n t a c t i c  recurrence and the effectiveneam o f t h e  

vuiouetheor ie8ofver8eat~cture indetect ingachange  i n p a t i c a 1 r r . m  

due t o  thim loar .  Thim v u i a t i o n  w i l l  pxeserve, as f a r  am pormible, thm 

p h o n i c u l d ~ t i c a l . ~ ~ . n t 8 o f t h a v e ~ w ,  w h i l 8 a l t o r i n g t h a . y n t u .  



Forthe vineyardof YHWHof hoete i s t h e  houeeof Irrael 
And he delights i n  all the men of Judah 

A n d h e ~ c t e d j u a t i c e ,  butbeholdlawleenneeer  
AcxyhaebeenheardconcernLngthewrongdoing. 

Here t h e  r e e t t u c t u t e d v e r s e  is ident i ca l to thecanon ica lver~e in the  

nuanbsr: af syllables and stresses per line, ae well ao maintaining o h i l a r  

memantic valuer  i n  each l i n e .  I n  fact, the f Fret and t h i r d  l i n e 6  a r e  

i d e n t i c a l  t o t h e c a n o n i c a l  verse. The aecondand four th  l inesmain ta in ,  with 

m i m i l u  word., t h e  o r i g i n a l  meaning. In t h e  wcond l i n e ,  t h e  noun 0'01#4# 

( a inten80 de l igh ta  ) i 8  replaced by t h e  cognate verb ##q (which, i n  t h e  

E i t h p . l p . l r t . a r h a r t h o ~ a n b g  " t o  findoneeelf delightada)r t h o  mingulu  

nya:-dq~ (%mn of ~udah") i m  replaced by tho p l u r a l  i17W-qPf18 (.rn of 

i n t h e  c.aonicalrocond1Lne. I n  addi t ion ,  thoword (mplurta) i n t h a  

of Judrh, h a r b n r r ~ i n t a i n e d .  The f o u + t h l ~ ~ o f t h L m t . ~ i r e d v a r r a  L r  a 

l i t t le  furthmr f r o m t h o o r i g h a l .  While itmaintainmthoidoaofanoutcry 

oxpactationof jur t ico .  D e r p i t e t h e  changea,thor.vimdtnrretr~raritm 

l 4 i n h l  unit counting h a m  r l roady  been e l b i n a t a d  am r mmm of datocting t h e  

churg.8 i n  thia  tact, mince the minimal u n i t  count8 . to  i dan t i ca l .  



Analyzedgramnat ical ly ,  the fourcolaofthia rev ieedvermemaybo 

d e s c r i b e d a s  followe: t h e f i r 6 t c o l o n i s N P + N P ; t h e s e c o n d i e ~ + ~ ~ ,  the  

third is V + NP' + V + NP and t h e  l a a t  is V + NP' + M. If t h e s e  are combined i n t o  

t w o  b i c o l a ,  they w i l l  f o m  l i n e s  whose fonns can be i d e n t i f  fed ae IV norn/C t 

i i i 1 2 '  and I V  C/B: i v ) .  The former of these two line-forms is not  dirrcuaeed 

by C o l l i n s ,  whornakeeonlypaaaingreferencetotheequationalclauue, There 

is, however, a I V  C/nm: i) l ine-form i n  Judges 5 : 8 ,  eo the p a t t e r n  ie n o t  

u t t e r l y u n i q u e .  Col l in6  l i e t o n i n e e x a m p l e s o f t h e  I V C / B :  i v )  lino form 

which h e  found i n  h i e  etudy of the prophetic  book^.^' Thus both of t h e  l i n e -  

f o m e r e p r e e e n t e d b y t h f e  r e v i s i o n o f t h e v e r s e a r e  s t i 1 l r e c o g n i z a b l r b y  

Co l l i ne  as poe t i c .  Neither would such a l i n e  be out of p l a c e  i n  the preaent 

poem, e i n c e t h e r e  Le a t  leaetoneotherbicolonofthetype-IVgeneral line- 

type i n  "The S o n g o f t h e V i n e y a r d e U  Co l l i n s '  syetemthereforeofferm no 

etandardbywhichtheeelineemaybe judgedas l e e 8  p o e t i c o r  l e m m  

appropriatethanthecanonicalbicola. 

AccordingtoO'Co~or:'s s y n t a c t i c s t r u c t u r a l  a n a l y s i a , t h e  f i r m t  

threeoftheeecolaareClao8 IVLinee,  andthe last i e  a C l a s a  I l i n e .  The 

preoence of a Claem I l i n e  a t  t h e  end of a poem i s  a b i t  unueual, b u t  not 

unprecedented. T h e a b s e n c e o f t r o p i n g i a  a lsoanomalous s ince ,  accordingto 

O'Connor, t h e  L n i t i a l a n d f i n a l p o ~ i o n s o f  a p o e m o u g h t t o b e h e a v i l y  

troped. But nothing h O ~ C o m o t ' 8  ryrtemwould s u g g e s t t h a t t h h  rmvimionof 

%f C O U ~ W ,  t h a t h i r d c o l o n ,  w i th  i t s d o u b l e p r e d i c a t i o n  imundaf inabla  
byCollinm mymtmamhaharprementedit. But s i n c e  i t c o n t a i n a n o a l . r a r n t 8  
otherthantheve~baandthedirectobjectr  ( t h e r e a r e t w o o f e a c h ) ,  i tamyb. 
i d e n t i f i d a m  aclammCba8ic mentence. 

n~o l l i r u ,  L i n e - l o r u ,  184. Collin8 points out t h a t  example8 of thim 
l inr-form in which t h a  d k e c t  object i a  f i r r t  are found almomt .rrclumLvoly in 
? i r 8 t 1 m a i . h 8 w h ~ a m . x ~ l e ~ w h i c h t h e ~ r b L 8  f i rr tummvufouadin  
?Frat Imaiah. Thirwouldnuk. thept . rentrev ieedveseean .~~~ ly for?Fr~t  
Imaiah, bu t  would notmake it r t s i k i n g l y u n p o e t i c  o the rwi re ,  



the poem is l e a s  p o e t i c t h a n t h e  canonical version. Indeed, w i t h t k e e C l a m s  

IV l i n e s ,  t h i e  version Fe q u i t e  appropriate for the end o f  a poemaP 

THEFAILUREOFVERSE STRUCTURETHEORIES TODETECTRECURRENCE 

The previouschapter  has showntha t the  f o u r c u r r e n t t h e o r i e r o f  

b i b l i c a l  Bebrewvereestructurewhich a r e u n d e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n h e r e a r e  

inadequate f o r t h e d e s c r i p t i o n ,  predict ion and presc r ip t ion  of Hebrew 

poetry. What become evident  i n t h e  a n a l y s i s o f t h e b r i e f  serieaofexamplee 

i n  t h i s  chapter i s w h y n o n e o f t h e  theor i e s  under cons ide ra t ionher  e i e a n  

e f f e c t f v e t h e o r y .  In b r i e f ,  noneofthemwillconsiatently i d e n t i f y  and 

expla in  r e c u r r e n c e i n p o e t r y .  Nor canthey  consistentlydetecttheloesof 

r ecur rence inpoe t ry .  In fact, theymay detect some recurrenceo, b u t t h e y  

w i l l o v e r l w k o t h e r a .  I f  Koch i a  r i g h t  i n  h i s  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  recurrence, and 

part icularlytheintersect ionof  recurrences, is  themarkof poetry, then 

theeetheorieeofbiblica1)iebrewverae s t r u c t u r e  n o t o n l y a r e ,  butmurt be, 

inadequate f o r t h e d e a c t i p t i o n ,  p r e d i c t i o n o r  p r e s c r i p t i o n o f  Hebrew 

poetry. Anadequate theoryof  EIebrewvereestructuremustbe comprehenrive, 

That is to  may, it must i d e n t i f y ,  descr ibe  and explain t h e  recuczencer a t  a l l  

l e v e l e o f  Hebrewpoet-: t h e l e v e l e o f s o u n d ,  eyntaxandeenseaa  In 

addi t ion ,  the i n t e r r e c t i o n o f  recurrences should also be i d e n t i f i e d .  

Obviouoly, t h i s c a n n o t b e d o n e b y a  aystern, suchaaminFmalunitcounting, 

t h e l i n e - f o r m ~ a l y r i m  proporedby Co l l ins  or t h e  semantic atrrophic ~ a l y r i r  

propor.dbytheItamp.nSchoolgroupr whichdea lewi thon lyone  levelof tho 

lurguagm, Gventhoramethod~whichdealwithmorethanoneleveLofthe 

%f courme, t h i e  amouua that the reader has come to  the p r i o r  conclumion 
that I s a i a h  Sr7 is, indeed, t h e  last verse  of a poem, 

P ~ t  may k u g u d  that +bra i a  a180 a graphic Level i n  lmguagm, .ad 
t h e r e f o r e  i n p o e t r y , t b o u g h e v i d e n c e o o f t h e e x p l o i t a t i o n o f t h i ~ l ~ l o f  
languageinthe~tryofttr.tlebrwSibleareminimalanddub~our. 



language, sucharthe myntactic structural analyeisof O'Connot (which 

attempts t o  deal with t h e  phonic and semantic levels of language in it. 

analyeie oftroping), areinadequateunlesstheydescribe a l l o f t h e  

recurrencesofthepoetry. Butnoneofthesetheoriesachievesthis 

ob j ect i v e  . 



Inc loe ing ,  i t i e  i n o r d e t t o  ident i fyboththecontr ibut ion8andthe  

weaknesaes o f t h e  fou r  t h e o r i e s  of b i b l i c a l  Hebrew verse s t ruc tu rewhich  

have been conaidered i n t h i e  study, and t o  assess how they po in t  t o ,  and 

con t r ibu te  t o ,  an adegua te theoryof  b i b l i c a l  Hebrew verse s t ruc tu re .  

THE CONTRIBUTIONSOFTHET~ORIES OFVERSE STRUCTURE 

Deepitethevarioueweakneesesofthe fourtheoriesofversert~cture  

under considerat ion,  it should be acknowledgedthat they have nevertheleee 

producedaomeueeful ins ighte .  Creditmust  b e g i v e n  f o r t h e p o e i t i v e  

cont r ibut ione  o f t h e  f o u r t h e o r i e a  under cons idera t ion .  Eachofthem 

contain6 sonre i n s i g h t a m o r e o r l e s a  useful  t o  a n a d e q u a t e t h e o r y o f  Hebrew 

v e r s e o t m c t u r e .  I n t h i a t e m p e c t ,  t h e c o n t r i b u t i o n a o f  O'Connorandofthe 

nrinFmalunitcountersmaybe judgedmoreuseful, a n d t h o e e o f  Coll in6 andof  

theKampemSchoolgroup, l e r a  productive. 

Minimal Unit Countinq 

Thepopuluityofminimalunitcountingamong scho la reo f thoHebrew 

Biblemaybedue  Fnpaztmermlyto  i t e  e impl ic i ty ,  a n d t o  Fte a i m i l u i t y t o  

thearetrical8yrt.nrau8.dinmuchof~uropeanpoetty. Becaumaofthim, mano 

propon~nt8ofthimmthobhav8undoubtedlytriedtodrawmor~ from i t t h a n  

t h e b i b l i c a l ~ r w o u l d t o a l l y p e r m i t .  Never the le s8 , th i a  mimplawthod 

doe8 appeu t o  have row real u t i l i t y .  DeacriptFvely, it doer  apply to m a t  

o f t h e p a e e a g e r  coramonlyidentifiedaspoetry, a n d i t e x c l u d e a m u c h o f w h a t  

imcoamonly idontifi .damprome. Eventhough r o m e p r o s a i c l i n e 8 a u y h  

rdmLmmiblm, itimaanuau&lto f i n d ~ o ~ t e n m i v o  meriamot admiaa ib la l ine#  Ln 

a proam paaaaga. Miniam1 u n i t  counting may, i n  oome carer, ill- tho r e a d e r  



t o  characterizediffesentgroupsofpoems, a n d e v e n t o d i f f e r e n t i a t e t w o  

contiguouepoemeofdifferingtypee~ While it could n o t b e u e e d t o d e t e c t a n  

ex tens ive  lacuna i n  a t e x t ,  it might be used to i d e n t i f y  an inee r t i on .  It 

can, aa hasbeenseen, beusedto fomulateplausibleruleagoverningor 

c o n t r o l l i n g  the composition o f  poetry. 

Minimal u n i t  counting r e c o g n i z e s l i m i t s  tothe l e n g t h o f  p o e t i c l f n e e ,  

a n d r e g u l a r i t i e e  i n t h e e e l i n e e .  Admittedly, t h e l i m i t s a r e r a t h e t  

Lmprecise: thereie n o b i b l i c a l  poem inwhich  all the lines are the clanre 

length. Neverthelese,  t h e r e  are ranges of acceptab le  length  which seem to be 

observed c o n e i s t e n t l y t h ~ o u g h o u t  a g i v e n  poem. Detect ion of thee8 

r e g u l a r i t i e e m a y s e r v e a s  a c o r r e c t i v e t o  s o m e o f t h e  o t h e r t h e o r i e a o f  veree 

atructureundarcon~ideration i n t h e  present study.  Foxexample, thereare  

aomel ineewhichmigh tbe  judged unproblematic byCo11ins8 eystemof1Fne-  

fo rmana lys i s ,  bu t  whichmight be r e g a r d e d a s u n p o e t i c  (oraeinappropriate 

foragivenpoem) rimplybscau8eoftbeirhigh (or low) numbexof r y l l a b l e s  

(oretresaee).  Thecarefulreaderwouldprobablyheeitatetodi.mimeor 

emend a aingle  l i n e o n t h i r  barnis, but  longerpassagea  made upof LFna-form 

admitted byCollin., b u t w i o l a t i n g t h e a v e r a g e  len*hestablieh.delrewhere 

inapoenrcouldbequestionedwithgreaterconfidence. 

Syntactic S t ~ c t u ~ a l A n a l ~ r i 8  

OwConnorwm rymtamof ryntactic r t ~ c t u r a l  a n a l y r i r  alrooffmrm r 

cor~~ct ivetooth~trymt .au  fort~analyeieofHebrewverme8t~cture .  Am 

withminiarrrlunitcounting,thim 8yrtemrecognizea l i m f t r ,  bothmaximaland 

minimal, t o t h e  poetic line. Howevet, incontrast withminimal unit 

counting,  08Connor0r  mymtem m t r t e m t h e e e l h i t s  i n  terms of myntu, r a t h e r  

than round, Thi8auyrm~&rnacorrectivetoothertheorierof~rrme 

mtzuctuxm, Lncludinq minimal mi+ counting, mince O* Connor 'a conmtriction 

candimallow am poetic 8 ~ 1 ~ ~ 8 w h i c h o t h e r t h e o r i e m m i g h t & c ~ ~ .  Inview 



of the very small number of poetic lines discovered in t h e  preeent  e tudy  

whichdo n o t  fa l lwi th inO'Connor 'e  cone t r a in t s ,  it maybe acknowledgedthat 

0' Connor' e eyetem provides a useful c r i t e r i o n  for i d e n t i f y i n g  poetic l i n e s  

and d ia t ingu ieh ing  them from non-poetic l i n e s .  Despite the fact that eame 

non-poetic lines might be admieeible with in  O'Connor's c o n s t r i c t i o n ,  it ie 

highly improbable that  an exteneive passage of a d m i a s i b l e l i n e e  would f a i l  

t o  be regarded ae poetic. A f e w  admieeible  l i n e s  might be mixed i n t o  a long 

prosenarrative, f o r  example, but no biblical prose narratfvewFllbemadeup 

e n t i r e l y  of e u c h l i n e e .  Inadd i t i on ,0 'Connor8s  c o n s t x i c t i o n i e  capableof 

beingexpreaeedinterrnsof rule6 whichmight have guidedthewritere o f t h e  

b ib l i ca lpoeme .  O'Connor'e d i e t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n C l a s s  I l i n e e a n d h e a v y  

l i n e e  is a l e o u s e f u l e e p e c i a l l y i n v i e w o f t h e t y p i c a l d i s t r i b u t i o n o f t h e a e  

l i n e e c l a 8 s e e w h i c h h e h a e  a180 recognized. T h e d i s t i n c t i o n b e t w e e n C l a a e  

11, Claae 111 and Clase I V  i o  less apparent  i n  this study, a8 are O'Connor s 

concluraione regard ingt roping .  

Line-FonnAnalyeie 

Collins* contribution t o t h e  understanding of Hebrewverme mtructure 

i e  farmore a l i g h t  than either o f t h e t w o  theories of v e r s e  structure 

deecribedabove.  The incompleteneeaof his syetemmakeethirunavoidable. 

Becaure he doer not provide a compreheneive catalog of poe t i c  linm-formr. it 

i m  Fmporrible fortherordertobecertain inanypart icularc~8ewhath8ra 

givmnlinmmightkpotry. Andmince, an n o t e d p r e v i o u u l y , a u r y ~ f C ~ l l i n r '  

l ine-fo~mcmkfound~np.~8agoswhichare  indiaputablypror8, there iano 

wryof knowing L n u r y p r r t i c u l u c a m e w h e t h e r a g i v e n 1 i n e m u m t b . ~ t r y .  

Abrentevonthemomtgeneraldetenn~nationofwhat ie andwhatimnotpoetry. 

Ft i r  imporrible to ray what poetry does or does not do, or how poet- 

function.. Inaddition, mchofthedifferentiat ionwithinth.alr~adyvaat 

vuietyof~ticlLne-formmwhichhawebeenidentif iedbyCollFnmmrybe 



more r e f l e c t i v e  of poetic s t y l e  than of a system of verse s t ruc tu re -  While Ft 

might be poa8 ib le toumeCol l in8~  ayatemtowriteprescriptiverulem f o r t h e  

compoaitionof Hebrewpoetty, the incompleteness o f t h e  ayatem leave6 any 

such ru leopen tad impute  f romtheoutse t .  

Strophic Analyeie 

The l a r t o f t h e t h e o r i e a  ofb ib l i ca lHebrewveraeat+ucture tobe  

diacuseed i ea l so the leaotptoduct ive .  Thed iv i s i ono f the  poet ic  text i n to  

eemantic mub-unit8 accotding to t h e  principles sugsested by t he  1Csmpen 

Schoolgroupmayprovideahelpfuldeocriptionofthoughtsequences i n  a 

poem, but  i t t e l l s l i t t l eo r  nothing about howto  distinguimhpoetry from 

prose. Nor does i taidthereaderindifferentiatingpoems, i n  predicting 

t h e  formof poemeor inpreacr ib ingp laus ib le  rules bywhichthebFbl ica1 

poememighthavebeenwritten. 

UNRESOLVED P R O B ~ O F E X E ~ P O E T R Y  

ObetacleetoaThwryofHmbr~VerreSt~cture 

The f~~ulationofanadequatedeecriptionofbiblicalHobr.wvarme 

structure imhuprdbymeveralfactora. A t l e a s t o n e o f t h e u  imen t i r e l y  

beyondthecont ro lo f  mcholum of the twent ie thcen tury .  Themodomroader 

face. a t o t a l d a a g t h o f c o u n t ,  c o n t a m p o r a n e o u s w i t h t h e c o r p o ~ i t ~ ~ n o f t h o  

b i b l i c a l p o u ,  onthoaubjac+ofthimpoetry. Eventherlf-conmcioumnaaa 

of thm poet am poot i m  in doubt.  am these ever ( i n  the era of  tho carpomLtfon 

ofthrHebr.wBib10) u r u n d . r m t a n d i n g b y t h e w r i t e r ~ t h a t m ~ o f t h r w n  

engaging i n a p u t i c u l u u t f o ~ ?  O r d i d i p i r i t u a l ,  lega1, rora l .  o s m n  

theo log ica l i6 ru .a  ~pr .occupythea tha t theyd idnot th inkof thawe lve8  ar 

involved i n  an r a t h a t i c  mterprire? Wan poet- eimply "the tight waya to  do 

. o u t h i a g a l r  (muchuwrmhipdaity,orpronounce m o c i a l c o . ~ y ~ t u y ) ,  

r a t he r  than admliborat8ut- form? I tmaya l aobe  aakedwhethosothum in 
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thieeraunde+etoodthepoetryoftheBibleaa a n a e s t h e t i c e n t e r p r i m e .  

C e r t a i n l y t h e  obv ious ind ica t ione  f o r t h i s  are s l i g h t .  Jamen Kugelham 

p o i n t e d o u t  the f a c t  t h a t  b i b l i c a l  Hebrew knows n o g e n e r a l  term fo rpoemor  

poetry.  ' Other arts had name.: music and dance are i d e n t i f i a b l e ,  and even 

acu lp tu recanbenamed ,  d e s p i t e t h e  suspicionagainstthevisualarte 

because o f t h e i r  associationwithcultobjects. But poetry remained 

unnamede2 Nomanual8 o r  t r e a t i s e s o n  poetry su rv ive  forum,  and it a e a e  

doubtful t h a t  any w e r e e v e r w r i t t e n .  Thus, "biblical poet rym maybe, a t  

learnt t o  80- e x t e n t ,  aconetructofthemodernreader, and i t w i l l  remainan 

openiaeuewhethertheoriginalwritera and readera (or  h e a r e r s )  wouldhave 

h e l d a n y  afrni larunderstanding.  Noneofthethaotiesofveree8tructure 

under c o n e i d e r a t i o n h e r e  haeadequatelyaddressedthis i seue .  

Not on ly  i m  amodemreaderfacedwiththetaskofdescribinge0.rhing 

lackof a c o n s i s t e n t  terminology f o r b i b l i c a l p o e t r y h a s  a l soobmtmrc ted the  

f o r m u l a t i o n o f t h e o r i e e  of  H e b r e w v e r s e  s t r u c t u r e .  Wilfred Wataon coamente 

o n t h i e  d i f f i c u l t y :  

DifferentmchcLu8orwritere u a e d i f f e t e n t n a m o r  f o r t h a a m  
componentm, whichcurloadtoagreatdealof confur ion ,  avmnthougha 
p u t i c u l u w r i t a r ~ y u r m u c h t e m 8  cons i s t en t ly .  What form- i a  a 
'colon' La r e f a r r . d t o b y o t h e r 8  as ' e t i chos r  oreven 'hamirtich' ;  
wen wormo, 'mtanta' and 'mtrophe8 are used alamat L n t ~ r c h a n g a a b l y . ~  

 amem em L. Kugel, Tho Idoa of  B i b l i c a l  Poe t ry  (New Haven: Yalm Univmrmity 
Pream, l98l), 69. 

~ h e r e u e ,  o f c o u r u ,  numrou8terms  f o r w h a t  a r e t o d a y  i d e n t i f h d a a  
s p e c i f i c g e n r e m o f ~ t ~ ,  

C11fr.d G. I. Watmon, Clam8ical Hebrew Poetry: A Guide t o  i t 8  Tachnicru.a 
(Shef f ield: JSOT Premm, 1986), 11. 



T h i s  i e  f u r t h e r  cunp l i ca tedby the  factthat08Connoruaertheterm 

"line" f o r t h e  sawphenonrenonidentffiedas a"colonW byothers, '  In  

additiontothetermearentionedby Watson, t h e r e  are a l s o  e u c h u b i q u i t o ~ s  

expreaeioneae wver remwhichare  eubjecttovaryingdefinFtione, Thir  

1attertermmayrefartoaHasoretic verse, t o  a series of f r o a l o n e t o n i n e  

cola (L.8e0 amnocolon,  bicolon, t r i c o l o n o r  polycolon), o r  t o t h e w h o l e  

substanceof apoem. Theterm "s t ruc tu re , "  usedbyseveraloftheecholare 

c o n s i d e r e d i n t h i a  atudy, is oiailarlyambiguous. Thismay b e o n e o f t h e  

reasone t h a t  O'Connor, when searching for terme which hemayaeaocia tewi th  

poet ic  eegments l o n g e r t h a n t h e l i n e  (i.e.,  colon) chooses theterma "batch" 

and "etave." Am obmcure andunueualastheymay be i n t h e d i a c u r e i o n o f  

Hebrewpoetry, theyhavetheadvantageofnothavingbeenpreviou8lydefined 

i n  e e v e r a l d i f f e r e n t w a y r  by acholars  o f t h e  Hebrew Bible. Y e t  ne i the r  

O'ConnotnottheothertheorFets of veree etructurewhosewotk Fe conmidered 

i n t h i e  otudyhavemade rignificantheadway inresolvingtheterarinological 

confueLonwithwhFchthi8 ueaof  scholarship is afflicted. Xf anything, 

t heee thea r i r tm,  empecially08Connor, have cornpoundedthe problem. 

Theoriea of  InmuffFcient Extent 

One ofthemomtcrucialdifficultiee w i t h t h e t h e o r i e a o f  Hobrowveree 

s t ~ c t u t a d i 8 c u r e o d  i n t h i a  8tudy i e t h e i r t e n d e n c y t o  f o c u 8 o n a r i n g l a  

phenomenon i n b i b l i c a l p o e t r y ,  or a t  l e a e t o n a  mingle l e v e l o f  l f n g u i r t i c  

function. ~ i n i n u l u n i t c o u n t i n g p a y 8 c a r e f u l a t t e n t i o n t o r ~ a ~ m o f  

phonology, b u t v i r t u a l l y n o n a t o  myntax andmeaning. t ino - fomur r ly r im 

d e r c r i h e  ryntumctanmivmly, but pay6 little a t t e n t i o n t o t h e l w g t h 8 o f  

line., or tonmuring.  Syntac t ic  e t ~ c t u r a l a n a l y s i s ,  ae practicodby 

O'Connor, g i v e r  cuefulattentionatleaettothecornplexityoftharynt~of 

'II. ~*COMOI,  80bzewV.18a S t r u c t u r e  (WinonaLake, I n d i u u r  EImaabrruno, 
l98O), 52. 



p o e t i c l i n e e ,  but l i t t le a t t e n t i o n  t o t h e  l e n g t h s  of lines, a n d l e m u t o  

meaning.' The seraantic atrophic analys is  of t h e  Kampen School group take. no 

n o t i c e o f  minimalunite  (except i n t h e d e f i n i t i o n o f t h e  colon, a n d e v e n i n  

that case, onlythebroadestparametersarementioned) or of eyntax, and 

focuseee e n t i r e l y  o n c e r t a i n  remantic cons idera t ions ,  nevertheleme ignoring 

auchwidely-demonatrated eemantlc features as para l le l i sm.  

C lea r ly ,  a l l l i n g u i ~ t i c  performances o p e r a t e o n a t  l e a a t t h r e e  

levele:  thephonologica1 , the  eyn tac t i c  a n d t h e  semantic. P o e t r y  i a  

concernedwithalloftheee. Theruleswhichgovern  sound, grammatical 

etructureandmeaninginagivenlanguage funct ionalso inthepoetryof that  

language. Therearecertainpermittedandmeaningfulsounde, a n d o t h e r  

sounds, sound eequencer, s t r e e e e s a n d  s i m i l a r  phonologicalphenomenawhich 

aremeaningleeeinthelanguage. Generally the same sounds a remean ingfu lo r  

meaningleee inpoetry,thoughpoetryusuallyrestrictstheuseofthome 

phonologicalphenomena (o r ,  ineomecases ,  c o n t r i v e s t o u s e t h e m )  i n  

p a r t i c u l a r  ways, such a s  rhyme, the number of s y l l a b l e s  oz etreamem in a 

l i n e ,  patternsofrtre8medandun6treesedsyllables, a l l i t e r a t i o n a n d e o o n .  

There are aleopermittedandnon-pemissiblegrammaticalrtructuxer 

i n a l l l ~ g u a g r u r m .  Forexample, Hebrewpermitetheueeofthephr8~e 

32~0-13, but dm@ not allow t h e  phraae 72~3-13g. The ram r emt r i c t ion  

rppliem i n  patry am Ln psom. But there are also eome e t r u c t u r w  which u a  

forbidden inpmtrybutparmittsd elsewhere. O°Connoros c o n m t r h t i o n n o t a r  

c e r t a i n t y p e a o f  linomwhichuenotpermittedinpoetry, andthepromant 

rtudyrmvmalmthatruchlia~a uaofexceedinglyrareoccurranco. Collin. 

a l m o m h ~ # t h r t m ~ g r ~ t i c a l  mtmsctures are farmorecommonthanotherm 

ingumtry, thoughhm fa i l r todir t inguishbetweenpoetFcandnon-~t icume.  

b f  coutee, many of the tropes i d e n t i f i e d  by 0 'Connor funct ion in the  
r u b  of meaning. 



Semantic  elemento uehardertodealwiththanphonologicalor 

e y n t a c t i c  phenomena, a l thoughWal te r  Kochhas attemptedta f o r m u l a t e a  

n o t a t i o n a l  ay ta temfordeecr ib ing  semantic r e l a t i o n s h i p e w i t h i n a p e m . "  But 

c e r t a i n l y  meaning ie an iemue i n  poetry, Archibald MacLeish'e comment6 

n o t w i t h ~ t a n d i n g . ~  Anadequa te theo ryo f  Hebtewverse s t r u c t u r e w m t d e a l  

with a l l  o f t h e e e l e v e l a  of l i n g u i s t i c  funct ioning.  As seen above, none of  

t h e  t h e o r i e e  e x m i n e d  i n  this e tudy  does eo. I t  must stand as one o f  the 

primary c o n c l u s F o n e o f t h i e  d i a a e r t a t i o n t h a t t h e  f o u r t h e o r i e e o f  Hebrew 

veree a t r u c t u r e w h i c h  havebeen coneidered here meet w i t h o n l y  limited 

success. A second, and r e l a t e d ,  conclusion is that t h e i r  meagert aucceae i e  

%alter A. Koch, Recurrence and a Three-Modal Approach t o  Poetry (The 
Hague: Mouton GCo., 1966), 43 f f .  

7 ~ a c ~ e i n h  may., 
A poem 8hould be pa lpab le  and mute 
Am a globed f r u i t  , 

Dumb 
Asoldmedall ionetothethumb, 

Silveram the rleeve-worn stone 
O f  carement ladgee where t h e m o s s  has grown -- 
Apoemahouldbwordless 
A8th. f l ight  o f  birds. . . . * . . . . * . . .  
A p o r r c a r h o u l d b e ~ a l t o :  
Not true. 

For all tha hirtory of  grief 
Anmptydwtwaymdamapleleaf 

For leva 
The l a m i n g  gr&mmem and two l i g h t s  above t h e  rea 

A poan ahould not mean 
But b e  

Archiba ld  MacLefmh, "Arm PoetLca, i n  New and Col lec ted  Pomr, 1917- 
1976, (Bomtonz Houghton Hif f l i n  Company, 1976) , 106-107, - 



due, i n  a great  degree, to t h e  f a c t  that none of them ie comprehenalve i n  

dealingwithandexplainingrecurrencein a l l  levels of language. 

Another fault of m e t  theories of Hebrew verse structure involves 

t h e i r  failuretodiatinguiehbetweendescriptionandregulationandto 

provideadequately fo rbo th .  Anadequatetheoryof H e b r e w v e r a e s t ~ c t u r e  

must be capableof both. Thetheories consideredinthis study range fromthe 

semantic strophic analyeis o f t h e  Kampen School group, whichengageaonly i n  

deecr ip t ien ,  wi thnoa t tempt todescr ibe  aprescriptiveorregulatory 

system, t o t h e  line-formanalyeieof Collina, which impliee a eys temof ru lea  

whichcouldneverhavebeenueed, orwhich couldonlybeused i n a g r e a t l y  

s impl i f i ed  form, ae has alreadybeen shown. O'Connorandtheminimalunit 

countere are lee6 culpable i n  t h i s  respect. Their theor iee ,  though 

in8ufficientto~laLnHebrewpoetrythoroughly,  areneverthrlemm capable 

ofbeingeltpteseed i n  terms which could both describe and prescr ibe  ronreof 

t h e  regularitieaof bib l i ca lpoe t ry .  

Confueionof Convention a n d s t y l e  

I n  any poetic t r a d i t i o n  it ie possibletodiet inguitah between 

conventionandetyle.  Therearecer ta in  eharedrulee ,  orconventionm, for 

poetry, whichauk  F t a r  poetry. Par t i c ipa t ion  Fntheae ru le8  i m q c t . 4 ,  

o r  perhapa rmquirad, ofpomtryinthatttadition. I n a d d i t i o n , t h o r e u a  

chuacterimticm, moraoz loorwide-rpread, whichrnaybeexploitadbyrpoet 

i n t h e e x e ~ c i r a o f t h i r u t .  Puticipationinthesecharacterirticm Lr 

opt ional .  That i r ,  poetry L r  r.cognized as poetry by its paz t ic ipa t ion  i n  

the  conventionr, andregardleilaof Lteuseornon-useofparticrrlar 

r t y l i a t i c  d.tticeo. of t h e  thoorier  of Hebrew verre  r tmrctura which have 

b n n  conmiderd hare have f a i l e d  to make a clear dis t inc t ion  butween 



convent ionandety le .  Othe~ahavemadediet inct ions  w h i c h a r e c l e u e n o u g h ,  

but may not b e c o r r e c t .  

The  l i n e b e t w e e n s t y l e a n d  conventionisblurredinO*Connor~s 

cons t r i c t iona leys tem.  Theconetrainta o n l i n e  structure i d e n t i f i e d b y  

O'ConnocandverLfied i n t h i e  e t u d y a r e  a p p a r e n t l y p a x t o f p o e t i c  convention 

inHebrew. T h e p r a c t i c e o f w r ~ t i n g l i n e a w h i c h c o r r e s p o n d t o t h e e e ~ l e a  

a p p e a t e t o b e o b l i g a t o r y .  The p r a c t i c e  ofdistributingthevarioueline 

c l a a o e e i n  suchaway aetoraarkthebeginningandendofthepoemieevident ly  

conventional,  even i f  exceptions mayoccur. The s m a l l n u m b e ~ o f l i n e s  

d e t e c t e d i n t h e p r e s e n t  etudywhichdo not correspondtoO*Connor's 

c o n e t r i c t i o n c a n n o t b e  s a i d t o r e f u t e t h i a  obl iga t ion ,  thoughtheymay 

i n d i c a t e  that it ie n o t a e a b s o l u t e  a s 0 ' ~ o n n o r  s e e m s t o t h i n k e 8  On t h e o t h e r  

hand, O'Connoridentifieaartropeo anumberof phenomena, including reve ra l  

a a p e c t e o f p a r a l l e l i e m ,  which are foundqui tewidely  inpoetry, b u t w h i c h a r e  

opt ional ,  i n  t h e  eenee t h a t  none o f  them i s  required at any t i m e  i n  any p a n .  

Nevertheleas, t h e r e t r o p e e a r e p a r t o f t h e  constrictionasO'Connordefine8 

it: they nerve, inh i sundere tand ing ,  t o  helpmarkthe beginning andendof 

t h e  poear, a n d t h e  important Fntexnal juncturee. T h i s i n f e r e n c a o f  

O'Connor*m ham n o t  been borne out by t h e  prteaent study, b u t  it Fa part of t he  

constr ict ionamO*Connor ham f o r m u l a t e d i t .  

Co l l in r  i m  a l r o g u i l t y o f  f a i l i n g t o  differentiatepoeticconvontion 

andpoetic  rtyla.  Ifthapoatic l ine- fomswhich  h e h a e i d e n t i f i d u a  

i n d w d p u t o f t h e  conventionof Hebrewpoetry ( a n d t h i e  i r  n o t c l e u  f t m t h e  

ovidenceofthmp~maantatudy),thedifferentialincidenceofth.irum~ir 

almo a farturm of poetic r ty l e .  C o l l i n s  i s  awaze of t h i a ,  b u t  doer not 

'I+ i 8  a180 p088-La t h a  fhay m y  
t h o u g h t o a r r m r t t h i r  on t h e b a r i e  o f  
involve ckculu logic, 

indicatecotruptioneoft lmtut,  
eyn tac t i c  a t r u c t u r a l a n a l y r i r w o u l d  



The D i s t i n c t i o n o f  Poet ryand Pcoee 

Farmrebarricthantheobjections discussed so f a r  is t h e v e r y  

fundamental fact thatthetheoriesofbibl ica lHebrewverse  s t r u c t u r e  

discueaed i n t h i e  s tudygenera l lydea lve typoor lywi ththed ie t inc t ionof  

poet ryand prose. I n  ehnpletems, t h e  problem can usua l lybe  s t a t e d a e  a 

tendencytobaaetheorieeofverse etructureonlinguisticphenonrenawhich 

a r e n o t p e c u l i a r t o p o e t r y ,  phenomenawhich, i n  some cases, maybe found i n  

proae ae regular ly  am i n  poetry. Thie is par t ly  due t o t h e  attempt to r t a t e  

theconventionsofpoetryinpoeitivetems. However, inmany casee,  poetry 

i e  i d e n t i f i a b l e  not only by t h e  fact t h a t  it adopts  as conventione aoaae 

phenomenaunknownor inf requent  Fnprose, b u t a l a o  b y t h e  fact that it 

suspend6 some common ptoae conventions. Some examples of t h i s  i n  H e b r e w  

poetryarethewideepreadmuepen%ionoftheuseofwawconsecutive, andeven 

theconvent ional  narrativetime r e f e r e n c e o f t h e  tenses. For example, i n  

"TheSong~fDeborah,~there  L8onlyoneindisputablecaaeofawaw 

conaecutive, found inJudge8 Sr28, whete it occurs  w i t h t h e  imperfect  verb 

3O:pl. Anadditionaloccurrenceoftheletterwawbeforea f initaverb 

occurs in Judge6 5 r 26, where it is found with t h e  perfect n~701. Thim might 

be undetatwd as a waw conrecutive, bu t  it clearly refere t o  past time, t hue  

cont raveningthe  narrativeconventionthataperfectverbwithw~w 

conaecutive r e f e r a  to f u t u n  tip..' I n  contrast, the p a r a l l e l  prore account 

o f t h r d e f e a t o f t h e ~ e a o f  JabinandSLrera,  foundinJudgaa4,  which Fr 

a p p r o x ~ t e l y . q u a l i n l e n g t h t o  aThe80ngofDeborah," containa 54 

indiaputablooccurroncamofthewawconeecutive, 46 w i t h t h o  i m p r f e c t ,  and 

%hre La, of courme another impewfect with waw c o n r e c u t i n  i n  Judge8 
5 1 3 1 ~ ~  dpqb], but thim i m  aot regarded a8 part of the pwa. 
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8 with t h e  perfect.'' In t h e  poem8 considered in this study, the nutative 

prose conventionofthewawcon8ecutiveappearstobe s u s p e n d d i n a l l b u t  

"The Song of the Vineyard. *" Thie phenomenon, widely recognized and 

repor ted ," isunnot iced ,  oratleaetnotaccountedfor, by a n y o f t h e  four  

theories of verse r t ~ c t u r e d i e c u s s e d i n t h i a  study. I f  the f o u r t h e o r i e r  

examined here seem, a t  t imer,  to be unproduct ive ,  t h i s  is at leaet part of t h e  

reason: preoccupiedaatheyarewithwhat Hebrewpoetrydoea, noneofthem 

pay6 eufficientattentiontowhatpoetxydoea not do. Furthermore, 

preoccupiedaetheyarewiththedeacrLptionofthepoait ive  c h a r a c t e r i r t i c e  

of b ib l ica lHebrewpoet ry ,  theyhaveoverlookedthedegreetowhichtheme 

characteristics are ehared with a l l  other linguistic act i v i t i e r  . 

STEPSTOWARD AaWmXENSfV&THEORYOFHEBREWVERSE STRUCTURE 

I t w o u l d b e p l e a o a n t t o b e  abletoannouncethatoneofthetheorriee 

analyzed Fnth i~d i8rer ta t ionhaedi scoveredthekey ,  o r p e r h a p a p l a c e d t h o  

keystone i n t h e a r c h o f  athoroughandadequatedescriptionofbiblfcal 

Hebrewverre etructure.  Thopreeent  etudy es tab l i shes  conclumivolythat  

this i r n o t t h e c a m e t  non~ofthetheoriesunderconaiderationprovidaman 

adequateexplanat ionof  Hebmwverae s t ruc tu re .  While romeadvurcemhave 

beenmade, i tLec leuthat1ugegapuremain Lntheundess tandingof  Hobrow 

versemtructure .  Ofcourae, it irundoubtedlythecaeethatnopmtic myrt.nr 

i n  any languago o r  cult- ham boan or can be described entirely. But even i f  

it i m  notundulyoptinrirt ictohopethatb~l icalscholarawil lonedayb.  

'%n add i t iona l  dubioum came occutu i n  Judges 4 ~ 2 4 ,  where the .xpnmmion 
n@f might be undesmtood am a perfect with waw consecutive o r  an adjective 
witha mimplewawconjunction. 

" 1n "The Song of the  Vineyard, * waw consecutive is used nine t L . 8  i n  
oevenvereem, about t h e  ..me frequencythatonemightexpect i n r p t o m a  
n u r a t i v o .  

128ee, mag., W. G. E. Watmon, Clammica1 Hebrew Poetry, 54. 



abletodeacr~bib l ica lHebrewverees tructure  as tho rough lyam i t i m  

poeeibletodescribethepoetryofmodernlanguages, it must b e a d m i t t e d t h a t  

t h i s  hae notbeenaccompl iehedyet .  

The p re sen t  e tudy f u r t h e r  e s t a b l i s h e s  that the limited eucceee o f t h e  

fourtheoriea of  Hebrewveree s t r u c t u r e  cons ideredhere  i s d u e  h a l a r g e  

p a r t  t o t h e  f a i l u r e o f e a c h o f t h e m t o  consider all levels of language. Each 

o f t h e t h e o t i e s  cone ide redhe rehae  provenincompletepreciselybecaueeall 

aretooreetrictedandbaoicallyunidimensional. Eachmakee aome 

con t r ibu t ion ,  g r e a t e r o r e m a l l e r ,  t o t h e u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of  b ib l ica lHebrew 

poetry.  But, g i v e n t h a t  noneof t h e s e  theories deals compreheneivelywith 

language, noneo f them i e  adequate t o  explainthe totality of  Hebrewverre 

s t r u c t u r e .  

F i n a l l y ,  theprerentmtudyshowethat, e v e n t a k e n t o g e t h e r ,  these 

t h e o s i e a  w i l l  not o f f e r  the reader a t h o r o u g h d e s c r i p t i o n o f  the 8trructureof  

b i b l i c a l  Hebrewverme. Noneof thema t t end8  s u f f i c i e n t l y t o t h e p h e n ~ n a o f  

p a t t e r n i n g  a n d r e c u r r e n c e - - t h e  fundamentalcharacteriaticaofpoetry i n  

anylanguage--topravFdeacomprehensivedescriptionofthe etructureof 

b ib l i ca lHebrewver8e ,  evenwiththe a g g r e g a t e o f t h e i l :  unde~mtanding.  

I f  an adequate theory of Hebrew verse s t r u c t u r e  is to be produced, it 

~ y b u i l d u p o n t h ~ v u i o u 8 i n r i g h t 8  o f t h e  f o u r t h e o r i e e e v a l u a t a d  h t h i m  

r tudy.  Butthamamuatbacotnbinedtoproduce acompreheneivoth.ory. I n  

add i t i on ,  ruch8coarprahmn~ivmtheorymuet f o c u e o n t h e w a y r  inwhich 

pattern8 u m p r o d u c a d i n t h ~ t h r e e  l e v e l a o f  language, andmumtderctibm 

verme rtructu+eonthmbamimoftheee p a t t e r n a o f r e c u r r e n c e .  



APPENDIX ONE 

A CAT- OI -IHS ' BASIC SENTENCES, LINE-TYPES AND 

T h i s  appendix demcribee t h e  principles and r u l e s  according to  which 

p o e t i c  l i n e e .  In addition, a complete list of a l l  b a s i c  sentences, general 

line-types, epecif icl ine-types and line-forms is  provided. 

CONSTITUENTS 

Thepermissibleconetituenteofthebasicsentencesofpoeticlinesare: 

"Subjectm: includespronouns,  nounsnounphrasee (e.g.construct 
chaine, noun + adjective) and noun clauses. It w i l l  be referrred to as 
Noun Phrase One and w i l l  be written NP'. 

"Objectu: include8 the same and will be written N$. 
"Vexbm: t h i a m a y b e a f i n i t e v e r b ,  a p a r t i c i p l e o r a n i n f i n i t i v e ,  

and w i l l  be written V. 
"Modif Let8 of  the verbw: these may be adverbta, prepomitional 

phraeea, locativem, etc. and will be writ ten^.' 

BASICSENTENCES 

The four wbaric 8entenceedefinedbyCollins axe the  following: 

GENERALLINE-TYPES 

Collin. alrodofinemtha following genera l  l ine-types: 

I ThalinecontainmonlyonoBaaic Sentence.  

4. Collin., Line-Forau, 23. 



withorwithoutrearrangement.  

111 The l i n e  containa t w o  Basic  Sentences of t h e  same kind, w i th  de le t ion ,  

with or without rearrangement. 

IV The l i n e  containe t w o  d i f f e r e n t  Basic sentencese3  

NOTATION 

C o l l i n s  actual lyprovidee  a fa ir ly  complex notationalsyet%m,'derived 

fromtheworkofgenerativelinguiats.  Muchofthisnotationalsyetemi8rarely 

u a e d i n C o l l i n e '  presentat ions.  The following list of symbols is  included f o r  

completeness, though same of it is  n o t  necessary for the underatanding o f  

Co l l in s '  work. 

&B,C,D, - Basic Sentences 
I , I I , I I I , I V  - General Line-Types 
i) ii) F i i )  iv) - Princ ipalSubdiv is ionsof  Line-Typee 
1,2,3, etc. - Line-Forms 
a.b.c. etc .  - SubdivFeionsof Line-Forms 

s 
L 
NP 
NP' 
NPZ 
VP 
V 
VR 
VF 
v-NPZ 
n 
D e t  

Tm 
PmS. 

Sentence 
Line 
Noun Phraee 
Subject 
Object 
Vetb Phrase 
Ve+b 
Verbal Root 
Verbal Form 
Verb with object pronoun s u f f i x  
nodLf ioro f theVetb  
betorminer 
Zero amtph 
Tcanmf ormation 
Phrase S ~ N C ~ U ~  

%. Collinm, Line-Fornu, 23,24. 

%. Collin., Line-Formm, 26. 



- Boundary Symbol 
- "To be rewritten asn 
w Rewrite eylnbol fortransformatione 
- encloeing anoptional item 
- enclosing alternative items, one and o n l y  one 

of whichmust be chosen. 

Collin. also include8 tranal i torat ion  symbols for ~ebrew.' Symbol6 are 

included forconeonantsonly. 

'T. Collin., Line-Coru, 26. 

%ha entirt. table La quotod worbatim f tom T. Collin., Lba-lo-, p. 25. 

 h he NP' in the f i r a t  h a l f - l i n e  is usually omitted frcm line8 of the 111 D 
line-type. 



SUBJECT DELETION 

Collinm notee that t h e  eubject (NP')  may be deleted from any of theme 

l ine-types:  . . .any one of t h e  formulae i n  Table 1 may be rewritten without 

the NP' . Coneequently, f ram a descr ipt ive  point of view, t h e  NP' muat be 

coneideredanoptionalitam. T h i o w i l l b e  indicatedwhereneceraary froarnow 

own by placing it i n  brackets (NP') . Collins does not  do t h i s  

consistently, indeed, h e o f t e n a i m p l y o m i t s t h e d e l e t e d ~ ~ ' .  

H e  further comaentm, "In eetting out the Specific Line--., we .hall 

use mubdivimion i) tor tho80 examples which keep the NP' and ii) for tho80 

whichdo not.". Further oubdivi8ions are necessary for Line-Type IV. 

SPECIFIC LINE-FORM 

Col l inodoernotproduceacoaaptehens ivecata logueof l in~- fo~  

anywherm i n  tha book. The fol lowing liet of Specific Line-Forma i 8  r8aanbl.d 

fromColl ins'  indication. anddeecriptionathroughoutthebook. The 

r p e c i f i c l i n m - f o r m  u o p t 8 8 a n t e d  ingroups,  d e p e n d i n g o n t h r 1 F n r - t w t o  

%. C o l l h 8 ,  L i n c l o r u ,  27. 

'T. Collin., Line-loma, 27. 
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whicheachbelongs. ?ootnoteawi l l ind ica te thepassagea inCol l ina~  b k  

whichare  r e l evan t  foreachline-formor groupof line-forms. 

(NP1 ) + V (no occurrences ) l2 

'OT. Collinm, Line-Foma, 58. Col l ins  notes that both of theme forme are 
rare, andthat t h e  former, andeven the  lattermay lengthenthevmrbphrameby 
one mean6 or  another .  EI. give8 no examples i n  this l ine-type i n  which t w o  
d i s t i n c t  f i n i t e v e r b e o c c u r .  Itshouldbenotedthattwodietinguimhableline- 
forare u e  given the rame domignation. Repetition of the mubjact i r  no t  
considered to change t h e  Line-form -- nor,  as we s h a l l  see, i m  delet ion.  

"T. Col l ins ,  Line-Forna, 58. 

'%. Col l ins ,  Line-Foram, 58. Here and subsequently throughout t h i a  
appendix, t h e  ind ica t ion  *no occurrenceem or, more b r i e f l y ,  wnone,* w i l l  
i n d i c a t e  that Callinaham foundno.~tampleeoftheline-forminquaationintha 
b i b l i c a l  poetic tact# which ha ommined (the poe t i c  pottionm of Isaiah, 
Jeranhh, Btekiml, uad th~ twmlvaminor  prophets). 

'%!. Coll inu,  Line-lonnm, 60,61. The two subdiviaiona of  Line-?om I Br 1) 1 
uedistingui8hbythafac+thatrubdivi8ionahasthecae~urarfterthmmocond 
constituent, and b ham it after t h e  first. A similar divimion may k mado in 
rubrequant line-fo-. Tha aymbolm a and b, and other lowemama lottorr u a  no t  
u r d  conmimtently by Collinm. Wre, with reference t o  Lina-?om I, thy u o  
u m d  to i n d i c a t e  a mhift in tho por i t ion  of t h e  caesura. Ilaawherr,  t h y  u 8  
comronlyumedto ind ica tachurger  i n t h e  sequence o f theconmt i tuea t r ,  though 
o t h e r u 8 r 8 a l e o o c c u s .  

I%. Collin., Line-Foru, 61. 



1 8: i)6a1' 
IB: F)6b 

1 7 ~ .  Collins, Line-Forms, 63. 

'%. Collins, Line-Forms, 63.63. 

1 9 ~ .  Collins, Line-Forms, 67-69. Colline describes numeroum variationm of 
some of the line-types, for which he h a s  no d i s t i n c t i v e  line-fonn 
Ldentif ication.  As with t he  12 preceding l i n e  f oms, t h e  d i e t i nc t i on  between 
mubdivimionm a and b i m  on the baais of the position of tha cammurar i n  
subdiviaiona~thecaeaurafaafterthethirdconstituent; inmubdivimionb,it 
i m  after: t he  f i r a t .  Among the many poaeible undifferentiated vuiantm,  the 
p~rnmentt~lol iatmonlythomaofwhichCol l ine  actuallydimcovordox~lem. 

*IT. Collin., Line-lorma, 69. This mhould, presumably, bevulant c, though 
Collin. doom not 60 ident i fy  it. I n  fact ,  he  cautiously indicate. t ha t ,  not 
only urn thore  merely t w o  foma of t h i s  variant ,  bu t  i n  fact, only two 
occurrtencer of thim var iant  in  t he  b ib l ica l  poetic corpus which ha ham oxminod. 

%a Collin., Line-Fom8, 70. A l l  example. of line-fomm of t h e  I 1): ii) 
t~whichCollinadimcov~r.dcontainedanextramodifier:ofthovorb. 

*. Coltiaa, LLm-Po-, 71. CoLlinm d o e c r i k 8  thim forr, but domm not  
a c tua l ly iden t i fy i t am fa t  ii)2a,eventhoughhisgeneraldeacsiptionofthim 
mymt~ofclr8mificrtionarak.m i t c l e a r  that t h i s  eLglumapplio8. Him failure 



NP' + N P ~  + V (no occurrences) 

v + NP' - N P ~  

v + NP - NP' 

to identify the form may be attributable to the paucity of examplea: he has 
found only two such lines i n  the Bible, both i n  Ezekiel, and he i m  manewhat 
h e a i t a n t  about t h e i r  colometry. 

"T. Col l ins ,  Line-Forne, 71. 

=T. Collin., Line-Forms, 73. 

%. Collin., Line-Formo, 74. Collins does not a c t u a l l y d e m c r i k t h i 8  form. 

2 7 ~ .  Collin., Line-Forma, 74. 

%. Col l ins ,  Line-Fonna, 74. 

2 9 ~ .  Collin., Linm-loma , 74. 

"T. Col l inr ,  Lina-lormm, 76. C o l l i n s  claims "perhap8 t h r n  or four  
.x.raplmam o f t h i m  form, b u t c i t e a o n l y o n e .  

*he twenty-four l h o - f o r m  of l ine-type I D: i) .re li8t.d in To CollLnm, 
Line-Po-, 77. SuWivi8ione of these line-form6 axe prmrantod oa the 
rubmequent pagem 78-81. A l l  of the twenty-four line-f orma u a  de8crlb.d f u l l y ,  
whether they occur or no t  in  the poetic corpus examined by Collinr. Mon- 
occurrFng mubdivimionm of line-fomm are not a c t u a l l y  deuc+ikd i n  th toxt, 
but urn infund frar Collioa'  general description of t& mymtr of 
c laami f i c r t ion .  8~cmCol l~mh.mdetermlnedtbe  mubdLvLmionaof lbo-fosn 
i n t h e  I D t  i ) l inm-typ.onthebrrimoftheposit ionofthec~mura,  nocaeruta 
i m  indicatmdinthaca8eofline-formswhichdonotoccuc inanymubdivimLon. 



ID: i)lb 
I D: i)lc 

I D: i)2a 
ID: i)2b 

ID: i)3a 

ID: i)7a 

I D: i)16a 
ID: i)16b 

ID: i)20b 

%. Collinm, Lh-Fonnr,  82. In a l l  of t h e  variation. o f  Linm-typo I Dr i) 
the ob jact (@) appeum am a pronoun attached a8 a euf f i x  to t h e  vezb. T h a n  are 
meveralpotantialmub-formrofthieline-formwhichCollinmd~mnotlLmt--he 
includme only thoma form. which he has identified Ln t h e  b i b l i c a l  text. In 
addition, Collinm l i 8 t o  meveraldifferentiable forms of thim vui .n+,  but 
Collin. failmtodifferantiatethembyprovidingdistinctmigla fort-. 

%he a i r  llarfonnm of tha I D r  ii) Line-type are l i m t d  in T. C o L l ~ ~ ,  
Llnm-?ow, 83. Subdiviaionm of t h o u  l ine-f  ormr are dercribod on pa- 03-87. 
Thoma aub-diviriotrm which do not occur i n  the  biblical textm under atudy u e  not 
actuallydemc~ibedbyCollins. 



I D: ii)3a 
ID: ii)3b 

ID: iL)4 

v - v  

3 5 ~ .  Collin., Line-?oms, 89-91. Collins div ides  t h e  I D r ii) var Line-type 
i n t o  two rubdivimionm, indica ted  by a  and b. Unfortunately, them. bar no 
r e s e m b l u r c e t o t h o  rubdFvi8ionr of e a r l i e r  line-type. Xnthim camm, t h a  8 

eubdivisioncon8i8t8of+hore1ineswithanextramodifier:oftheverb8 andthe 
boubdivioionconmirtaoftho8elineawhichnotonlyhaveane~r~modifi~r:,but 
which are a180 c h a r a c t a r i t e d  by t h e  fact  t h a t  the object i8 a pronoun 8uf f ~ J C  

a t t ached  to  t h o  vorb. Am i n  pravioue caeea of v a r i a t i o n s  from the lfna-typm, 
mevera ld i f foront iabla  lino-formm are repreaented b y t h e  s ing lo  riglua~r I D t  
i i ) v u .  

*he four line-form8 of the f1  Ar i) line-type are liated Ln T. Collin8, 
Line-Fornrm, 94, witb~x.nrplom ci todonpagee  94-97. 

=?T. Collin., Lino-?ormm, 98. Collins has diecoveted only two u u p l o a  of 
thiol ino-form, m d b . l i o v e 8 t h e m t o b e  s t y l i s t i c v a r i a n t o .  

%. Collin#, Line-?onam, 99. Collins describes forms 1-12 of the I1 Br i) 
1 F n e - t m r  inc lud ingoven the  f i v e  fomswhichdo notoccurinthet.rttmwhich 
heha8.xrnain.d. TUri~rdoparturefrornhiepracticeinthede8cr~~ionofth. 
line-fom of l b o - t y p .  I. It w i l l  bo reen t h a t  Co l l in8  is quit. bconmimtent in 
h i 8  practice in  thim ro8poct. Examples of those line-formm of +him catmgory 
whichdooccur FntbbUlicaltextraregLvenonpagea 99and100. 



~ p l  + v + M - v + NP' + M (no occurrences) 
NP' + v + n - v + M + N P ~  (no  occurrences) 
N P ' + V + M - M + N P ~ + V  
NP' + v + M - M + v + NP' (no  occurrencee) 
N P ' + M + V - N P '  + V + M  
N P ' + M + V - N P '  + M + V  
NP' + n + v - V + NP' + M (no occurrencee) 
N P ' + H + V - V + M + N P '  
NP' + M + V - M + NP' + V (no occurrencee) 
NP' + M + v - M + V + N P '  
V + N P ' + M - N P ' + V + M  
V + N P ~ + N - N P ~  + M + V  
V + N P ~  + n - v + w l  + M  
V + N P ~  + M - V + M + N P ~  
V + N P ~  + M - M + N P ~  + V  
V + N P ~  + M - hf + V + NP' (no occurrencee) 
V + H + N P '  -NP' + V + M  
V + M + N P ' - N P '  + M + V  
V + M + N P ~  - V + N P '  + M  
V + M + N P ~  - V + M + N P '  
V + M + NP' - M + NP' + v ( n o  occurrencee) 
V + H + N P ~  - M + V + N P '  
H + N P ' + V - N P '  + V + M  
M + NP' + v - NP' + M + v (no occurrences 
M + N P ~  + V - V  + NP' + M (no occurrence.) 
n + NP' + v - v + M + N P ~  (no occurrences) 
M + NP' + v - M + NP' + v (no occurrencem) 
M +  NP' + v - M  + V  + NP' (nooccurrencer) 
M + V + N P ~  - N P ~  + V + M  
M + V + N P ~  -NP' + M + V  
H + V + N P ' - V + N P ' + M  
n + v +  N P ~  - v + M +  N P ~  (no occurrencee) 
M + V + N P '  - M + N P ~ + V  
H + V + N P ~  - M + V + N P '  

3%ina-f~rmm 13-14 of the 11 B I  i) line-type are listed in T. collina, Lim- 
Form8, 101, including the two forma which do not occur in tha bibLical tern - 
which he ha8 mxamFnw2. Examples of those which do occur are givm on page8 
101,102 

4%ina-fozp. 25-36 of the 11 B: i) line-type are listed in  T. Collin#, Linr 
Form., 103, including t h  mLx forma which do not occur i n  thm b ib l i ca l  tern - 
whichhaur.minr8. 1Cxamplamoftheline-formswhichdooccuruegitnnonp.g.8 
103,104. 

)'~hm four l i n e f o r n u  of t h e  II B: ii) line-type are li8t.d Ln T. Collinm, 
Line-Form#, 106, witb.x.mpleebeinggivenonpages106,107. 



I1 C: i p 1  
If C :  i ) 2  
11 C: i)3 
31 C: i ) 4  
11 c: i)5 
11 C :  i ) 6  
11 C :  i)7 
11 c: i)8 
If C: i ) 9  
I1 c: i) 10 
I I C :  i ) l l  
If C: i) 12 
I1 C: i l u 1 3  
I1 C: i l l 4  
11 C: i ) 1 5  
I1 C: F ) 1 6  
11 C: i )  17 
11: C :  F ) 1 8  
I1 C: i) 19 
T I  C: i ) 2 0  
II C: i ) 2 1  
I1 C: i ) 2 2  
I1 C: i ) 2 3  
II C: 1 ) 2 4  
IT C: i ) U 2 ~  
X I  C: i ) 2 6  
IT C: i ) 2 7  

( none ) 
( none ) 
( n o n e  ) 
( n o n e  ) 

( none ) 
( n o n e  ) 
( n o n e  ) 
( none ) 

( none) 

( n o n e  ) 
( n o n e )  
( n o n e  ) 
( none ) 
( none ) 
( none ) 
( n o n e )  
( none ) 
( n o n e )  

@T. Collinm, Line-Fonnr, 108. Although only one l i n e - f o n  i r  c i ted  here, 
and (am with other vuirt ionm) only  one designation and s i g l u a  u e  provided, 
Collinm admit. tha t  the  conrtituenta may be i n  varying order (i. a m ,  the extra 
modifies, alwayminthafirrtcolonintheexamples citedbyColl inm, mayoccux 
i n  other pomitionm) . 

4%ine-fornu 1-12 of the 11 C: i) line-type ate l i s t e d  i n  2. C o l l i n m ,  LLM- 
P0rm8, 109, Lncludingtheaight fomawhichdonotoccur  i n t h m b i b l i c a l t u t m  - 
w h i c h C o l l i n m u ~ n m d .  Eatampleaoftheline-formewhichdooccur:uegivanon 
pager 109,110. 

%in@-foma 13-24 of the II Cr i) line-type are l i s t e d  i n  T. Collinm, Line- 
Formr, 110, includingthereven fonnswhichdonotoccur in thab ib l i cr l t . rr tm 
whichhaham e x m i n d .  Ixamplemofthe fomewhichdooccuraregivononpagaa 
110.111. 

4s~bm-f~rmm 15-36 of tha XI C: L) Line-type are limtod i n  T. Colllnm, Lhm- 
Foma, 111,112, even thoughonly line-fom 29 occurs Fn the b i b l i c a l  text. undmr 
study. 



NP + NP' + v - v + NP* + NP' (none) 
N P ~  + NP' + v - NPZ + NP' + v 
N P ~  + NP' + V - Np2 + V + NP' (none) 
NP' + V  + NP' - NP' + V + Np2 (none) 
Np2 + V  +NP' - NP' + Np2 + V  (none)  
Np2 + V + NP' - V + NP' + N P ~  (none) 
N P + V + N P ~  - v + N P Z + N P ~  (none)  
N$ + v + NP' - N P ~  + NP2 + V  (none)  
N$ + V + NP' - NP' + V + NP' (none)  

L6T. Collinm, L ~ O - F O ~ I ~ ~ ,  113. As i n  several previous ca8e8, Collin. f ailm 
to  l i m t  nurneroum potonti81 Line-f oms, and gathers all tho80 vuiurt  forme 
whichdooccurundor&mingledesignatianandsiglum. 

i 7 ~ h o  four line-forw of the II C: ii) line-type are 1lat.d in T. Collinm, 
Line-Forma, 114, Hxraapler of there line-f o m s  are given on page8 114, 115. 

%. ColLiru, 117. Thim line-type exists only i n  imolatmd .x.rplom. 
Normrlly a lina w i t h  r vmrb, nominal direct object and a modifiat of  tho v u b  
w i l l  not contain an oxprmnmed oubject. The subject w i l l  be implid by t h e  
inf Leetion of tho vesb, 

' 9 ~ ~ n e - f o r u  1-12 of  line-type 11 D: ii) are l i s t e d  i n  T. Collin., Lino- 
Pormm,l17. CI.includ08line-formIID: ii)6, f o r w h i c h h e h a m f ~ d n o ~ . n r p l o 8  - 
in  the bib1Lcil tuct. Lwamploa of the other eleven fo- axe found on p.g.8 117- 
119. D~mpitohimauliorrugg.8tiononpageo27 and56,ofindLcatingadalat.d 
subjectby (I(P'), Co l l inmd~anotactua l lyadheretoth i6ptact ice ,  bu tahp ly  
omit. t h e  deleted NP1. 



I1 D: ii)22 
I1 D: ii)23 
11 D: ii)24 
11 D: i i ) ' '25 
I1 D: i i ) 2 6  
I1 D: ii)27 
11 D: ii)28 
I1 D: ii)29 
I1 D: ii) 30 
I1 D: ii)%31-36 

v + ~ + N P Z - M + V + N P ~  
V + H + N P ~ - M + N P ~ + V  
N $ + v + M - V + N P * + M  (none) 
N P Z + V + M - V + M + N P *  
N ~ + v + M - N P ~ + V + M  
N ~ + v + M - N P ' + M + V  (none) 
~9 + V  + M  - M + V  + N P ~  (none) 
N$ + V  + M - M + NP* + V  (none) 
N P + M + v - V + N P * + M  
N @ + M + v - V + M + N $  (none) 
NP + I4 + V - N P ~  + V + M (none) 

5%ine-formm 13-24 o f  line-type II D: ii) are listed i n  T. Colline, Line- 
Forms, 119,120, includingoevenfoms forwhichhehas foundnourmplerhthe  - 
b i b l i c a l t e x t a .  Examplasoftheother f ive  formsaregivenonp.gm120. 

S1~inrformm 25-30 o f  line-type I1 D: ii) are l i s t e d  i n  T. Collin., Line- 
Pormm, 121, including line-forrm 30, for which Collin8 ha8 found no mcmplmr. - 
Exsmplae o f  the other f i v e  lfne-forma are given on page 121. 

52~o l l inm nmtnr d o r c r i k a  line-forms 31-36 of line-typm 11 D: LL) , but 
pointeouton~go121thatthereuenoexmplesofline8oft~IID: i i)l irrm= 
type beginning w i t h  W + I@ + V. 

%he vuioum v u i a n t  forma o f  the  I1 D: ii) line-type urn liatod in T. 
ColU.n8,Lina-?otmr,l?~. Again,Coll inaisnotconsietentinhi8mig1r.  Ham, 
t h e  t h r n  aubdivirionr of the  XI D: i i )var  line-fotm (a, b and c) .re, 
r e m p . c t ~ ~ l y , t h o ~ m w h i c h h a v e ~ - ~ ~ ~ a u f f f i t a t i o n i n b a t h c o l a o f t h . b i c o l o n ,  
thoma which ham rut f h a t i o n  i n  the recond colon only, and tho- which havm 
suf f ixa t ion  i n  t h e  f i r s t  colon only. As before, several  d i f f e tent iab le  
e p e c i f i c l i n e - f o m r  uedenotedbya single eiglum. 



NP' + v - NP' 
NP' + V - V (no occurrences) 

(no occurrences) 

NP' + v + M - NP' + v 
NP' + V + M - V + NP' (no occurrences) 
NP' + v + M - NP' + M 
NP' + V + M - M + NP' (no occurrences) 
N P ' + V + M - V + M  
N P ~  + v + M - M + V  
NP' + v + M - NP' 
NP' + V  + M - V (no occurrences) 
N P ~ + V + M - M  

5 r ~ .  Collin., Line-Forms, 128. Again, it may be noted that Coll ina ha8 
altered the  meaning of h i s  sigla. In t h e  case of Line-type If1 A: i ) ,  t h e  
eubdivisions a and b indicate reepectively t h e  gapping of the verb md t h e  
subject. ~ o l l F n s l i s t a a l l  four forma o f t h e  IIIA: i) l ine-type, eventhough 
oneofthem, I X A :  i ) lbdoe~notoccurinanyofthetextswhichheharanalyzed.  

5 5 ~ o l l i n o  never refers to  line-type I11 A: ii) . I t s  form would prermably 
be V  - V. 

s ~ o l l i n 8  doer not provide a complete l i a t  a11 of t h e  8uMiviaLonm of  t h e  
mpecific line-fomm of the 111 B: f )  line-type. Howeva~, on pap 130 he 
deactihm t h e  m i x  mpcific line-forms and t h e  nine po88ible rubdivi8Fonr of 
eachl lne-form,thu~rl lw~gformatotalof  54subdivi8ionrwithintheIIIBt 
i) Line-type. On pagar 131-138, Collins l i e t e  and give. oxamplam of the 27 
~ in~- formrwhichh~ham8ctur l ly ident i f i ed inthebib l i ca l t . r t+~whichhehar  
studied. 

Am with Line-type I11 A: the  aubdivieions (a through j ) u o  d i r t i n g u i r h d  
bytheelewntgappdintherecondcolonandbythe eequencaofthoalaumnt8 in 
that colon. Collinrcallrattentiontothe f a c t t h a t  themelinemmay araraabla 
cloraly,bothinconrtituentm.ndordering, certainline-forauth.tapp.uin 
T y p I V .  Thaonlycritaria [ric] f o r d i a t i n g u i s h h g b e t ~ t h . t w o i m w b t h u  
o r n o t t h ~ ~ c ~ I n c o n 8 i d e + . d a 8 g o v e ~ n i n g b o t h h g m i r t i c h m . ~ +  



111 B: i)4a 
I11 B: i)4b 
111 B: i)4c 
If1 8: i)4d 
111 8: i)4e 
111 BI i)4f 
111 B: F)4g 
111 B: i)4h 
111 B: i)4j 

IIX B: i)Sa 
I11 B: i)Sb 
I11 B: i)5c 
IIX Bz i)Sd 
111 B: i)Se 
I11 B t  i)Sf 
111 B: i)Sg 
111 B t  L)Sh 
111 B t  i ) S j  

NP' + M + V - NP' + V (no occurrences) 
NP' + M  + V - V + NP' (no occurrencee) 
NP' + n + v - N P ~  + M  
NP' + M + V  - M + NP' (no occurrencee) 
N P ~ + M + V - V + M  
N P ~  + M + v - M + V  
N P ~  + M + v - NP' 
NP' + M  + V - V (no occurrences) 
N P ~ + M + V - M  

v + N P ~  + M - N P ~  + v 
v + N P ~  + M - v + N P ~  (no occurrences) 
v + NP' + M - N P ~  + M 
v + NP' + M - M + NP' (no occurrencea) 
V + N P ~ + M - V + M  
V + N P ~ + M - M + V  
v + NP' + M - N P ~  
V + NP' + M - V (no occurrences) 
V + N P ~ + M - M  

V + M + N P '  - N P ~  + V  (nooccurrencee) 
v + M + N P ~  - v + N P ~  
v + M + NP' - NP' + M 
v + M + NP' - M + NP' (no occurrencee) 
V + M + N P ' - V + M  
V + M + N P ' - M + V  
v + M + NP' - N P ~  
V + M + NP' - V (no occurrences) 
V + H + N P ' - M  

H + NP' + V -  NP' + V (no occurrences) 
n + NP' + V - v + N P ~  (no occurrencea) 
H + N P '  + v - N P '  + M  (nooccurrences) 
H + UP' + V - M + NP' (no occurrence.) 
H + N P ' + V - V + M  
H + N P ' + V - M + V  
84 + NP' + V - NP' (no occurrencee) 
H + NP' + V - V (no occurrences) 
H + NP' + V - M (no occurrences) 

U + V + NP' - NP' + V (no occurrence.) 
n + v + u ~ l  - V + N P ~  
n + v + w 1  - N P ~  + M  
H + v + NP' - M + NP' 
M + V + N P '  - V + M  
H + V + N P '  - M + V  
n + v + m l  - N P ~  
l4 + V + NP' - V (no occurrences) 
M + v + N P ' - M  



111 C: i ) l a S  NP' + V + N P ~  - NP' + V (no occurrences) 
111 C: i)lb NP' + V + N P ~  - V + NP' ( n o  occurrencee) 
III C: i)lc NP' + v + N P ~  - N P ~  + N P ~  
111 C: i ) l d  NP' + V + NP - Np2 + NP' (no occurrences) 

III C :  i ) l e  NP' + v + N P ~  - v + N P ~  
111 C :  i)lf NP' + v + N P ~  - N P ~  + v 
1x1 C: F) lg NP' + V + Np2 - NP' ( no  occurrencee) 
I11 C: i ) l h  NP' + V + N P ~  - V (no occurrences) 

111 c: i ) l j  NP' + v + N P ~  - N P ~  

III C: i ) 2 g  
111 C: i)2h 
I11 C: i ) 2 j  

I11 C: i)3a 
I11 C: i)3b 
111 C: i ) 3 c  
I11 C: i ) 3d  
I11 C: i)3e 
111 C: i)3f 
I11 C: i)3g 
XI1 C: i ) 3 h  
111 C: F)3 j  

+ V (no occurrences) 
NP' (no occurrences) 
+ N P ~  ( n o  occurrencee) 
+ NP' (no occurrencee) 
N P ~  (no occurrencea ) 
+ v 
( n o  occurrences) NP' + N P ~  + v - NP' 

NP' + NPZ + v - v (no occurrencea) 
NP' + N P ~  + V - N P ~  ( n o  occurrences) 

V + NP' + N P ~  - NP' + V (no occurrencea) 
V + NP' + NP' - V + NP' ( n o  occurrences) 
v + NP' + NP* - NP' + NPZ 
v + NP' + N P ~  - N P ~  + NP' ( no occurrencer ) 
v + NP' + N P ~  - v + N P ~  
v + NP' + N P ~  - N@ + v 
v + NP' + N P ~  - NP' 
V + NP' + NP' - V ( n o   occurrence^) 
v + NF' + N@ - N P ~  

V + N P ~  + NP' - PIP' + V (no occurrencem) 
V +  N P ~  + NP' - v + NP' 
v + N@ + NP' - NP' + N$ (no occurrencea) 

COllLnm, Linm-I~mm, 140. Collins acknowledgem t h a t ,  i n  principlm, 
fo rmmof th8I I I  B i i )L ino- type inwhich the  aecondcolondel8terth~modif ier  
and contain. only tho v u b  rhould exist, but i n  fac t ,  none occur. Ha domr not 
indic8towhat8iglua8houldbeu8edforsucha1ine-formifitdidoccur,.ndFt 
i e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  infer thi8 from his  system. Perhaps the  form. V + X - V and + 
V  - V by 111 B t  ii)lb and I11 B t  i i ) 2 b ,  respectively.  

%. C 0 l l h 8 ,  Line-Perms, 141. As with line-type IIX Br , Collin8 doe not 
l i e t eve rypo r r i b lm  rubdivir ion of each line-form. Instead, hr indicator  the 
e i x  mpecific lina-fomm and the nine subdiviaiona (a through )), which u e  
d i e t i n g u L 8 h e d b y t h e e l ~ n t g a p p e d  inthe secondcolonandbythe r.quencaof 
thoe lawntm Lntlmtcolon. Only19oftha 54posmfilerubdivLmionmwithitrthe 
IIIB: i) lFnm-t~hav8actuallybeendiecoveredbyCollinr.  Eammplemofthore 
19 eubdivimionm u e g i v o n b y  Col l ins  on pages 142-146, 





1x1 D: i i lM1a 
X I 1  D: ii) lb 
I11 D: if) lc 
111 D: ii) ld 
I11 D: ii)le 

NP' + V-NP~  + M - M 
NP' + v + M + N P ~  - V - N P ~  + M 
NP' + v + N P ~  + M - N P ~  
NP' + V + M + N P ~  - Np2 (double listing)= 
NP' + v + N P ~  + M - N P ~  + M 
HP' + V - N P ~  + M - N P ~  + M 
NPI + v + N P ~  + M - V - N P ~  + M 

V + N P ~ + M - V + N P ~  (none) 
v + N P ' + H - N P * + V  (none) 
V + N P ~ + M - V + M  (none)  
V + N P ~ + N - M + V  (none) 
v + N P ~  + M - N P ~  + M 

subd i v i e ions  (a, b a n d c ) .  T h e s e t h r e e c o n s i s t o f :  t h o e e l i n e e  inwhichYahweh 
is t h e  sub j ec t ;  thome i n w h i c h a  pronoun take s t h e  place o f t h e  naamof Yahwmh, 
andthoeewhichcontainanintetrogatFvepronoun ( c o n a i s t e n t l y q ~ ) a m  rubjac t .  
Collins n o t e e  t h a t  theme form a "semantic se t , "  and the re fo re  choo8m t o  
oubdividetheline-typemermantically, ratherthans~ntact ical ly ,a l thoughhir  
s y e t e m i a  ostenaiblybamedon syntax alone. 

%. Collins, Line-Potma, 151. Strangely enough, Coll in8 l i m t m  thm m a w  
line-formtwiceinthesamecategory. Sincenoexplanationfmoffered, -may 
a e m u m e t h i r t o  be anovermight or error on Collins' par t .  

%. Col l ins ,  Line-Forma, 151. Collins doea not l i r t  the e l u n t a  of t h e  
aecondcolonof thmIIf  Dr i ) c  l i n e  form. Thedeecriptionofthmelaontmofthm 
second colon i e  8uppli.d on t h e  basis of t h e  b i b l i c a l  examplam which hm ham 
cited. 

%. Cull ine,  Line-?om, 152. A s w i t h t h e I I I 6 :  i )  a n d I I I C i )  l ine-typm, 
CollFnrdwmnotlimta11mubdivieionsofallline-formsoftheIIID~ i i ) l i n e -  
type, but ham provided limtr of t h e  six specific l ine-forau ( b a d  on t h e  
requence of the conmtituentm i n  t h e  first h a l f  of t h e  l i n a )  and of t h o  nine 
possible oubdivi8ionm of each line-form (based on t h e  mequonco of, and 
deletionm from, thm conmtituents of t h e  second ha l f  of t h e  l h ) .  O f  tho 54 
poseibleline-fo-, 27 areliatedagainonpages152-157, i n c l u d i n g e i g h t f o r  
whichCollinmhrm foundno.xrmpleainthebiblicalte~ctmwhicbhmh.mrtudimd. 
It is pommibleto i n f a r t h e o t h e r  subdivisions ofthis line-t~ftoaCollinm' 
generaldescrtiptionofthe rystam. 
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M + N P ~  + v - N P ~  
M + N P + v - M  (none) 

6 s ~ .  Col l in s ,  Line-Forma, 159. C o l l i n s  d e s c r i b e s  on lyone  line-form i n t h i a  
categoryandgiveasev~ralex~pleaofit,mostofwhichfallinto twosenrantic 
sets. However, he cites several c a s e s  which he does n o t  quote ,  and adds t h e  
note ,  mwithvaryingarrangernantsofconstituents." I n t h e d e e c r i p t i o n a b o v e ,  
the second o f  t h e  two line-forma under t h e  heading I11 D: i.i)var is euppl ied 
fromthe a n a l y s i s  of examples c i t e d .  This  process of a n a l y s i s  i e  complicated 
by the f a c t t h a t  C o l l i n s d o e a n o t a l w a y s  indicatewhichlineinagivenvareehe 
i n t ends  t o  c i t e  as  an example, or what colometry h e  assumes. There are aome 
ve r se s  where a d i v i a i o n  of  V-NP' - M + M or M - V - N P ~  + M seems more probable, b u t  
Collinemakeenoallowanceforsucha formand, fromthegeneraldeoc~iptionof 
h ie  system, it is notata l l c l earwhats ig lumwouldbeuaedtodes fgnate~ucha  
l i n e .  

Co l l i ne ,  Line-lorma, 164. I n  his d e s c r i p t i o n  of Line-type I V ,  Col l ina  
becanes even l e a 8  precis. t h a n  uoual  in t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of r p e c i f  i c  l i ne -  
fome. P o r t h e m o s t p a r t ,  he1iatsonlythosel ine-formswhichhoha~actual ly  
encountered, and f r equen t ly  provides  a  single s ig lum for e e v e r a l  relatadby 
d i f f e r e n t i a b l e  line-formr. T h i s  may be p a r t l y  due to t h e  complexity of Line- 
typeIV,  forwhichthereareafrighteningtotalof868possible1ineformr(not 
countingpossiblevariations). For tuna t e ly  f o r t h e r e a d e r ,  f e w o f t h e r e e v e r  
occur.  

It may b e n o t e d a g a i n t h a t  Collins has a l t e r e d h i s  sigla, i n p a r t i c u l a r ,  
byenlargingtheureofthelower-case Romannumerals. Previoumly, a i ) a w m n t  
t h a t ~ ~ ~ w a m p r m r e n t ,  urdnii)"aeantthatitwasabsent. B u t o n p u ~ . 1 6 2 C o l l L n r  
indicate8that,whanur.dwithreferencetoline-typeIV, " F ) a w . r r m t h a t ~ l i r  
p r e r e n t  i n  both li M-halve., a LL) * means that it i e  absent f soar both haltnm, 
' l ~ i ) ~  W M ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Y O ' O C N Z ~ O I I ~ ~  i n t h e  first l ine-ha l f ,  and w a n a t h a t  
t h e  rubjoc tFm~ze88 .don ly in the  second line-half. 

Coll~rha8alroalterr.dtheorderinwhichhepresentrth~vuiour1Fn~- 
forme. Withl ino- typer  I, IIandXII , thesequencehasbeenAi ,AFL,  EL, B i i ,  
C i , C i i , D i , D i i .  Thati~ , theeequencehasbeendetenninedfLr8t~thobrmic 
sen tence  type, and t h e n b y t h e  l i ne - type  subdiv is ion .  With l i n e - t y p I V t h i m  
rule i e  roverred.  Lina-forms w i t h i n  Line-type ZV are atrangod f i r m t  by 1Lnm- 
form r u b d ~ v ~ r ~ o n  and recond by basic sen tence  type. For th ir  rmaron t h e  
sequence i8  A/B i, A/C i, A/D i, B/A i, B/C i, etc., w i t h  the ren tence  t y p e  
sequence sepeated f o r o a c h o f t h e  four l ine- type  subdiv is ionr .  



(no occurrences ) 

(nooccurrences) 

+. Collinm, Line-Forms, 164. 

*T. Col l ins ,  Line-Forms, 164. 

%. Collin., Line-Formm, 164. 

"T. Collin., Lln-loram, 164. 

%. Collin., Lina-Formm, 165. Collins does not  describe thia lina-typ. in 
~ y o f i t r p o r r ~ l o f o r n u o r r u b d f v i e i o n a .  Ita conetituentm ( w ' + v - w P ~ + v +  
~ 3 + ~ ) 1 ~ y b e d o d u c d  fsomCollin8' general deecriptionofthe1in~-typ.mon 
page 25. 

*he 8ix line-form o f  the IV B/A: i) l ine-type are described Fn T. CollLnm, 
Line-Pormm, 165. Subdivir ion~ofthese l ine-forms,  wheretheyoccur,  u a n o t  
mpecificallyidentLfi.dbyadistinctaiglucrr. 

7%. Collinm, line-Poraa, 165. Collin. demcribaa only tho fkmt half of 
thio l i n e .  The eocond ha l f ,  ahould ruch a line ever occur, would contain I@, V 
and I@. 



H + N P '  + V  - (nooccurrences) 

7 5 ~ h e  e ix  poerLble line-f orme of t h e  IV B/c: i) line-type u e  dm8crib.d i n  
T. Col l inr ,  Lina-F0rm8~ 166. Coll ins does n o t  offer  aepsrate migla for t h e  
eubdivisionr of theme line-forms, even though such subdivimionm occur i n  
~evetalcam?m. 

'4. Collin., Line-Forms, 166. Consistency should t aqu i ra  Collin. t o  
identify t h i n  l ine - fomae  I V B / C :  i ) l v a r ,  since it i n v o l v e ~ t h e r . d u c t i o n o f  
theobjectoftheverbtoapronounauff ix ,  bu t  Collinadoerr notdomo. Coll in8 
omit# aev~~alhypotheticallypoaeFble line-forms i n t h e  IVB/CLina-typ.. 

n ~ .  Collinm, L i n c C o r u ,  166. Again, consistency should roquin that the 
latter of  thoma two lina-fotmr be i den t i f i ed  ae I V  B/Ct  i ) 2  VU, m h ~ a  it 
involv~mthor.duc+ionofthsobjectoftheverbtoapronoun~uffirt .  

%. Collinm, LincFomm, 166. Collins describe8 only t h o  f k m t  half of 
t h i  l line-form. From CollLnm ' general description of h i s  mymtmn, it i m  po88ible 
todeducethattherecondhalf, ehouldsuchalineeveroccur,wouldcont~inthe 
conotituentm NP' , V and I&. 

w ~ .  Coll i ru ,  Line-Forau, 167. Col l ins  does not  deaignato apocific line- 
form8 within thim line-type. Hie failure to do so may be attzibutod to  t h e  
paucity of mcamplem t Collins has found only f i ve  linee of thim typmf all of  



NP' + M + v - N P ~  + NP* + v + M 
v + M + N P ~  - N P ~  + v + N P ~  + M 
NP' + M + v - N P ~  + M + V - N P ~  
v + M + NP' - NP' + M + V - N P ~  

NP' + v + N P ~  - N P ~  + v 
N P ~  + v + N P ~  - v + NP' 

NP' + N P ~  + V - (no occurrences) 

v + NP' + N P ~  - NP' + v 
v + NP' + N P ~  - v + N P ~  

V + Np2 + NP' - (no occurrences) 

N@ + NP' + V - (no occurrences) 

I& + V + NP' - (no occurrences) 

N P ~  + v + N P ~  - N P ~  + v + M 
NP' + v + N P ~  - v + NP' + M 
NP' + v + N P ~  - M + v + N P ~  

NP' + V-NP' - N P ~  + v + M 

which differ from each other i n  the sequence of c o n s t i t u e n t s .  Noverthelaro, 
c o n e i s t e n c y w i t h h i r  sys temwouldrequi re the  last t w o  f o m s l i m t e d h e r e t o b e  
iden t i f i edam I V B / d r  i ) v a r ,  i n a e r n u c h a s t h e y i n v o l v e t h e r e d u c t i o n o f ~ t o a  
euf f ix a t t ached  t o  t h e  verb. 

*he mix line-forms of t h e  I V  C/A: i) line-type are described i n  T. Collinn, 
Line-Forma, 167. Noattenrptisrnadetodistinguishsubdivieionmofthe8olin~- 
foraae, even where two eubdivisions occur. I n  t h e  case of thore which do not 
occur in t h e  texts s tud i ed  by Collins, only  t h e  f i r s t  half  of the l i n e  i n  
d e e c r i b d .  Theconmtituentsoftheeecondhalf-line ( ~ ~ ' a n d ~ ) c a n b 8 l n f e r r . d  
f romCol l ins t  g e n e r a l d e o c s i p t i o n o f t h e  system. 

. Collinm, Line-Forms , 167 . Col l ins  damcribem the f i r r t  colon of I V  C/Ar 
i ) 4  am V + NP' + WP'. Thi8 im i d e n t i c a l  t o  the first colon of I V  C/Ar 1) 3, and i a  
cleulyrtypographfcalarror. Comparisonwithearlierline-typlm-limmthat 
t h i 8  line form mhould have the ob jec t  before the eubject, am it ham boon 
described i n t h e t a b l o .  Thoquestionispurelyacademic forCollin., aincehe 
harnotfoundanyoccutr8ncerofthisline-form. 

%he uix line-forape of the IV C/B : i) line-type are described in T. Oollinm, 
Line-?orme,167,168. Collinadoesnotdistinguishsubdivieionmofth~mel~e- 
f orme. 

%!. Col l inm,  Lha-?onurn, 168. Col l ins  does no t  actually l i m t  thim line 
f om. After givbg the  three f orma of IV C/B i ) 1 ind ica ted  above, he addm the 
note "Variat ion with @ muff ix, * followed by a r e fe rence  to Jorahi8.h 2 r 8. 1 t 



i m  f ranth ir  vetrethatthmline-  form for I V C / B  F)lvarhambeendaduced. 

%. Collinm, LincFormm, 168. A g a i n ,  the pattern is  not li8t.d by Collinm, 
who only notam "Vuir t ion  with NF s u f f i x ,  " followed by verse rofmrencem to  
Isaiah 34tllandAmo8 284, fromwhichthese l ine  forms havebaend.duced. 

%. Collinm, Lina-Forma, 168. These linee-forms are deecribd in f u l l .  i n  
exceptLontoCollinm' practiceelsewhere. ( C f .  Collins' treatmontof WC/Br 
i)Qvaronthe m a w ,  page, andof IVD/C:  i)varonpage 169.) 

%. Collinm, L i f m - F o ~ ~  169. C o l l i n s  doee not list any of tha potential 
line fommofthoIVD/A, I V D / B o r  I V D I C l i n e - t y p e s ,  duetopaucityof.x.mpler -- he ham found only one occurrence of each l i n e  type. 

'?T. Collinm, Line-Formm, 169. Collins doee not list thim line-fom, but 
cite8 t w o  mxamplem from which t h i s  variant line-form is deduced. 



(no occurrences) 

(no occurrences) 

%. Col l ins ,  Line-Forma, 171. As noted above, with e a r l i e r  line-type., 
Colline has dimtinguiahed d i v i s i o n s  i) and ii) on the baei8 of whether t h e  
subject of the verb was expressed or implied. With l ine-type IV ,  thim aymtem 
must be ref ined .  lour divimions are recognized: i) , ii) , iii) and Zv)  . Theee 
arecharacterizedarfollowm. Divisioni)consistsofthoeebicolainwhichthe 
NP' is presen t  i n  both cola. Division ii) consists of those line8 in which t h e  
subjec t  i a  n o t  exp+mmmd i n  e i t h e r  colon. Division iii) contain. thome l i n e r  
i n  which the mubject i a  mxpressed i n  the first colon but not thm mecond, and 
Div ie ion iv )  contaLnethoselinesinwhichtheeubjectoftheverbiae~rera.d 
in t h e  second colon but not t h e  f irst. 

Coll~nrd~anot&ctuallydescribetheIVA/B:ii)line-typ.whichmhould 
theore t i ca l lyconta in thecons t i tuent sV-V+M.  

@T. Col l ina ,  Line-lornu, 171. 

%. Col l ine ,  LLnrFormu, 171. Collins doee not a c t u a l l y  dmmcrik tha 1 V  
A/D: ii) line-type, whichmhouldtheoretically conta in theconmtLtumt~V-V 
+ W + M .  

'%he v u i o u r  l ine - fo rm of the I V  B/C ii) line-type are damcrLkd in T. 
Col l ins ,  Line-Foru,171,112. NoattemptismadetodistinpuLah~uMivLa~on8 
of theme focnrm. 

%he vuioum lino-foma o f  the N B/D: ii) l ine- type  are dmrctikd Ln T. 
Collin., Line-Foam, 172. No attempt is made t o  distinguish 8uWivimion8 of 
theme line-fonam. 



IV B/D ii) lvarM 

IV C/D: ii) l ~ a r ' ~ "  v + NPZ - V - N P ~  + M 
v + N P ~  - M + V - N P ~  

%T. Coll ine,  Line-Forma, 172.  The specific line-form. ara deducmd fgom 
example8 ~Ltedbutnotanalytedby Collins. 

%T. Collinm, Lina-Fornu, 172. The specific line-form i m  d .ducd f=m 
examplee cited by Collinm . 

%. Colllna, Lina-Folrm, 172. Consistency with hi.  aymtem 8hould o b l i g e  
C o l l i n 6  to ident i fy  t h e m  two line-forms as IV C/A: ii)1 and nt C/A: l i ) 2 ,  
respectively,  

9 7 ~ h e  vuloum linvformm of the I V  C/B: ii) line-type are de8cxibad in T. 
Collinm, Lino-?orarr,172,173. Noattempt ismadetodistinguirhmubdivirionm. 

"To Collina. Line-?om., 373. The specific line-forma a m  d.duced fxan an 
example cited by Collinm. 

P P ~ h e  vuioua line-forma of the  IV C/D: ii) line-type an d o 8 c r U d  in T. 
C o l l i n m ,  Line-?om, 173. No attempt is made t o  distinguish rubdivirionm of 
theme f o m ,  

'%. C o l l h m ,  L h - F o r m ,  173. The specific line-form i 8  doducod from an 
exampla cited by CoUiar. 



M + NP' + V - (no occurrences) 

'O'T. Collinu, Line-Forms, 172.  

'*%he six  line-form6 of the IV D/C: i )  line-type are deactibad in T. 
Colline, Line-Form., 173,174. NoattemptiemadetodistFnguirh8ubd~vi~ionm 
of these f orma, 

'O'T. Collinm, Lino-loram , 174. Coll ins does actually de8ct ib .  +him lho- 
form, but it can bo infarrod from h i s  general description of thm mymtom, and 
fromexamplercited. 

'%. Col lhr ,  Lino-?om., 174. Col l ins  does not  deactibo +him linrform, 
but it can be inforrmd fran hi8 general description of the ryrtraa, md from 
exampler cited. 

1 0 2 ~ .  Collin., Line-Forme, 174 .  As with line-type I V  C/AI L), Collin8 
deucribes only the fixst half-line of I V  D/B: ii)6. The conmtituanta of the 
second half- l ine can be  inferred from Collins' general demcription of the 
syetem, and f rm the example cited. 

'*he variaua l i a r foru  of the IV D/C ii) line-type are 1Lstud in T. 
CollLnm, Lina-Porrm., 174,175, including partial  description8 of ovm them8 
line-fornamwhichdonotoccur. 



IV D/C: ii) 1varto7 

IV D/C: i i ) 2  

IV D/C: i i ) 3  

I V  D/C: i i ) 4 I m  

1v n/c: ii) 5 

IV D/c: if) 5varlm 

IV D/C:  i i )6 ' l0  

IV A/B: iii) "'1 

NP + H + V - (no occurrences) 

M + NP' + V - (no occurrences) 

lo7T. Col l ino,  Line-Forms, 1'14. The specific l ine-form i 8  doducrd from 
C o l l i n 8  ' gene ra l  damet ip t ion  of t h e  system, and from example8 cited by Cal lLnr  . 

I%. Col l ina ,  Line-Forms, 174. As with line-type IV C/Ar f )  , Col l in8  
demctibom only  the  f i t a t  hal f - l ine  of I V  D/C: i i ) 4 .  The  conmt i tuont r  of t h a  
s econdha l f - l i ne  ( v + R @ )  canb. inferredfromCol l ins~  g e n e r a l d o r c r i p t i o n o f  
the eyetern. 

l w ~ .  Collin., Line-Foms, 175. The s p e c i f i c  l ine- fona  ir dwlucod fran 
examplee cited by Co l l i na .  

ll%. C o l l h m ,  Line-Form8, 174. As with l ine- type I V  C/Ar i), CollLnr 
demcribom only  t h o  f i r r t  ha l f - l ine  of IV D/C: ii) 6. The c o n r t i t u a n t r  of t h a  
mecond h a l f - l i n e  (V + @) can be inferred from Col l in s '  g e n e r a l  d o r c r i p t i o n  of  
the myrtom. 

 he v u i o u r  line-forme of  the IV A/Bt iii) line-type M 1 L m t . d  i n  T. 
Collin8 , Line-Forms, 177. 

l l%hevuioum line-formsof t h e  IVA/C:  iii) ace listed i n T .  D l l b m ,  Line- 
Forme, 177,138. 



I V  A/D: i i i ) 2  

I V  B/A: iii) "'1 

XV B/A: i i i )  2 

IV B/C: i i i )  "=I 

M + NP' + V - (no occurrences) 

(13~he varioua line-forms of t h e  IV A I D :  iii) line-type aza 1imt.d in T. 
Coll ins,  Line-Forms, 178. 

''%he vuioum line-fonne of the I V  B/A: Lii) line-type urn 1Lmt.d i n  T. 
Collins, Line-Formm , 178. 

1 ' S ~ b  vuioum I--foru of the IV B/C: i i i )  line-type u e  ~ m t d  i n  T. 
Collin8,Line-Fonam,179, includingapartialdescriptionoflineformWB/C: 
i i i ) S ,  PorwhichCollinrhas foundnoexamples. 

(I%. Collin.. L i n r F o r m s ,  179. The specif ic  line-form i 8  deduced from an 
example c i tedby Collinm. 

"'T. Collin., Line-Forms, 179. As with hie description of lfnctype IVC/Ar 
i),Collinademct~monlythefirsthalf-lineofline-formNB/Ct Lii)S. The 
conmtituentmofthe8acondhalf-line ( v + N ~ )  can be inferred fromCollfnmoe 
generrldarcript ionofhia  mystem. 

" h e  vuioua lhe-forms of the I V  B/D: i i i )  line-type u o  1imt.d in T. 
Collhm, Line-Fomm, 180. 



IV B/D: i i i )  3var11a 

IV BID: i i i ) 4 I m  

IV B/D: i i i )  512' 

IV B/D: iii) 6 

XV C/A: i i i )  l p  

I V  C/B: i i i ) l a l  

NP' + v + M - V + M + N P ~  
N P ' + V + M - N P ~ + V + M  
NP' + v + M - M + V + N P ~  

N P ' + M + V - N P ~ + M + V  
N P ~  + M + v - M + V + N P ~  

V + N P ~  + M - V + N P ~ + M  
V + N P '  + M - V + M + N P ~  
V + N P '  + M - M + V + N P *  

v + w l  + M - M + V + N P ~  

V + M + N P '  - ( n o  o c c u r r e n c e s )  

M + NP' + V  - ( n o  o c c u r r e n c e s )  

M + V + N P '  - V + M + N P ~  

V +  N P ~  + N P ~  - v 

NP' + v + N P ~  - v + M 
NP' + v + N P ~  - M + v 

N P ' + N $ + V - M + V  

v + N P ~  + N P ~  - v + M 

V + N ~ + N P ' - V + M  
V-NPZ + N P ~  - M + v 

l 1 9 ~ .  Colline, Line-Forma, 180. The specific line-f o m  im deduced from ur 
example cited by Collins. 

1 2 0 ~ .  Collinm, Line-Come, 179. Ae with his description of linctyp. IVC/Ar 
i),Coll~8de~cr~monlythefirethalf-lineofline-formTVB/D: LLL)4. Tho 
conmtituentu of tho recond half -line (V + N@ + M) can be inferred from Callfnro8 
generaldemctlptionofhh ryetem. 

'*'T. CollLn8, Line-Forme, 179. As with his descriptionof line-typ. IVC/Ar 
L),CollLnmde8crLkmonlythefir8thalf-lineofline-foroIVE/D: iii)5. Tha 
conatituontrofthor.condhalf-line (V+~~~+~)canbeinferr.dfroa~Collinr~r 
generaldemc+iptionofhia eystem. 

'%ha vuioum line-fornu of t h e  I V  C/B: iii) lins-type u o  li8t.d in t. 
Collins, Lhm-Formm, 180-181, 

'*%. Collino, Line-Forms, 181. This apecif ic line-form i8 doducd f m  an 
example cited by Collin#. 



I V  c/B: i i i ) 5 l S  M + NP' + Np2 - ( n o  occurrences)  

IV C/B: I F F )  6'= 

IV C/D : iii) Inl 

I V  C/D: i i f )  1varlm 

IV C/D: L i i ) 2  

IV C/D: iii) 2var12@ 

IV C/D: i i F ) 3  

M + Np2 + NP' - (no occurrences) 

NP; + v + N P ~  - v + N P ~  + M 

NP' + v + N P ~  - V - N P ~  + M 
NP' + V - N P ~  - V - N P ~  + M 
NP' + V - N P ~  - M + V - N P ~  

NPI + N P ~  + v - M + v + N P ~  

NP' + N P ~  + v - V - N P ~  + M 

V + N P ~  + N P ~  - v + N P ~  + M 
v + N P ~  + N P ~  - v + M + N P ~  

v + NP' + N P ~  - V - N P ~  + M 

V - N P ~  + NP' - M + v 4 N P ~  

j2 '~ .  Co l l i n s ,  Line-Forma, 181. The TV C / B :  iii) 5 Line-form is c i t e d e x a c t l y  
as Col l in8  preaente  it. T h i s  presentation is clearly i n  error, e ince  Basic 
SentenceC doee not c o n t a i n m o d i f i e r s  o f t h e  verb. Logica l ly ,  t h i r l i n e  form 
should  be NP' + NP' + V. A s  w i th  l ine- type IV C I A :  i) , Collins describe. only t h e  
f i r s t  ha l f - l ine .  The c o n s t i t u e n t s  of the second h a l f - l i n e  (V + M )  can be 
deduced fronrCollinm* demcr ip t ionof  the system, 

I2%m Co l l i n s ,  Line-Forms, 181. The I V C / B :  iii) 6 Line-form is c i t d e x a c t l y  
ae C o l l i n e  preeentm it. Thie presentation is clearly i n  error, rincm Baric 
Sentence C doem not c o n t a i n  modif Lers  of the verb. Logica l ly ,  t h i r  l i n e  form 
should be NP' + v + WP' .  Am wi th  l ine- type IV CIA:  i) , C o l l i n s  demcribam only t h e  
f i r e t  ha l f - l i ne .  The constituents of t h e  second h a l f - l i n e  (V + M) can be 
deduced f romCol l ins '  g e n e r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  ofthe system. 

1 2 7 ~ h e  varioum line-forma of t h e  IV C/D: iii) line-type .re li8t.d in T. 
Collin., Line-?om& 181. 

I*. Collin., L2m-Form, 181. The  specific l ine-forms a m  deduced frm 
examples c i t e d b y C o ~ l i n a .  

'=T. Col l ine ,  Line-Forms, 181. The  specific l ine-form i e  deducad f r a  an 
example c i t e d b y C o l l i n 8 .  

Col l ina ,  Line-Fonns, 181. The specific l ine-form i8 deducad frm an 
e x m p l e c i t e d b y  Collin., 

1 3 1 ~ ,  Collin., Line-lo-, 181. Strict cons is tency  w i t h  prwioumly 
matablidtod namclaturu vould r e q u i r e  t h a t  t h e  l ine-fonu deacs&bmd hua by 
Collin. mhould k ideatif id ar I V  C/D: iii) 4var. Col l inn  ham m c o u n t u d  no 
occurrmncmmofa IVC/Dr i i F ) 4 l i n e  i n w h i c h t h e o b j e c t o f t h e v u b  i r a n o u a o s  



I V  D/B: i i i ) I M l  

IV D/B: iii)2 

IV D/B: Iii)3 

IV D/C: iii) 'a 

I V  B/A: i v )  2 

IV B/C: iv) 

IV B/D: iv) 

N* + NP' + V - (no occurrences) 

NP? + V + NP' - (no occurrences) 

nounphraee, ratherthanapronoun suffixedtothe verb. 

1 3 2 ~ .  Collina, Line-Fome, 181. As with line-type IV C/Ar i) , Collina 
descrLbesonlythefLrsthalflineofline-fomsIVC/D: F F i ) S a n b I V C / D t i i F ) 6  
the conmtituentr of t h e  aecond half  -line (V + N@ + M) can b. dducod froar 
Collinao gmneraldmrcriptionofthe system. 

'%he vuioum line-forms of the I V  D/B: iii) line-type are 1iat .d  in T. 
Collins, Linm-Formm, 182. 

I3%he VUIOU~ line-form of the IV  B/A: i v )  l ine-type aze 1i~t.d i n  T. 
Collfnm, Line-Foma, 183. 

'"T. Collfna, Line-Forms, 184. 

Collina, Line-Forma, 184. 



IV D/A: iv) '"1 

IV D/A: iv)2 

IV D/A: Lv)3 

IV D/A: iv) 4 

I V  D/A: Fv) 5 

I V  D/A: iv)6 

I V  D/B: ~v)'*l 

NF + M + V - (no occurrences) 

H + V + N$ - (no occurrences) 

M + N@ + V - (no occurrences) 

l S 9 ~ h e  v u i o u 8  l ine- form~ of t h e  I V  C/A: iv) line-type are 1L.t.d i n  T. 
Collinr, Line-form., 184. 

14%he vuLou8 LLne-forms of the IV c/B: iv) line-type ax. Limtod i n  2. 
Collin8 , Line-?om., 184. 

'"T. Collin., Line-Forms, 185. 

'%he vuLou8 l ine- foms of t h e  I V  D/A: iv) line-type are 1imt.d i n  T. 
Collin8,Line-Ponnm,18S,includingIVD/A:iv)4, 5and6, forwhichCollinmham 
found no exampler. Coll inr describes only the first half-linm of  thamo lart 
t k w l i n e - f o m ,  buttheconotituente o f t h e  secondhalf-lino (!W1+V) c u r b  
deduced fmmthageneraldemcriptionofthe system. 

'%hm vuioum line-forma of t h e  I V  D/B: iv) line-type u a  1Lmt.d i n  T. 
Collinm, tino-lomam, 185,186, including I V D / B :  iv)4 and6, f 0 t ~ i r i ~ h C 0 U i n 8  
harfoundnoexamplom. Ooll~rde~cribeeonlythef~stha~f-laofWnlart 
thr~l~e-formr,butthoconstituenteoftheeecondhalf-linm(~~~+~+~)c~ 
bededuced fmmthegeneraldescriptionofthe system. 



IV D/B: Fv)4 

IV D/B: i v )  5 

I V  D/B: i v ) 6  

I V  D/C: ~ v ) ' ~ l  

f V  D/C: i v )  1varlu 

fV D/C: i v )  2varIa 

I V  D/C: iv)3 

I V  D/C: Fv)4 

IVD/C: iv)S 

IV D/C: i v )  6 

V + N P ~ + M - N P ' + M + V  
v + N @ + M - V + N P ' + M  
v + N P Z + M - M + N P ' + V  

v + M + N @ - N P ' + V + M  
V + M + N P ~ - V + M + N P ~  
V + M + N P ~ - M + N P ~  + V  

N P + v + M - N P ' + M + V  
N P Z + V + M - V + N P '  + M  

NP' + M + V  - (no o c c u r r e n c e s )  

M + V + N P ~ - N P ~  + V + M  
M + V + N P ~ - V + N P ~  + M  

M + NP' + V - (no occurrences) 

v + N@ + M - NP + v + N P ~  

V-NPZ + M - NP' + V - N P ~  
V - N P ~  + M - V - N P ~  + NP' 

v + M + N P ~  - N P ~  + v + N P ~  
v + M + N P ~  - NP* + v + NP' 

v + M + N P ~  - NP' + V - N P ~  

NPZ + v + M - NP' + v + N P ~  

NP + M + V - (no  occurrences) 

M + V  + NP' - (no o c c u r r e n c e s )  

M + NS + V - (no occurrences) 

ILS~ho v.riou8 line-farms of the  IV  D/C: iv) line-type axe l L 8 t . d  i n  T. 
Collinm,Lin.-lortau,186, LncludingIVD/C: iv)4, 5and6, fot.whichCol1inrh.r 
found no axamplea. Collin8 demcribes only the first half-lin8 of the80 lart 
tkea line-forau, but the conatituenta of the second half  - l ine  (IOP' + V + t&) 
canbe deduc.dfsomthegenera1deacription o f t h e  system. 

l r 5 ~ .  Collin., Line-Porau, 186. These specific line-torme arm deduced from 
exampleecited, butnotana1yzedbyColl ins.  

Collins, Line-lornu, 186. This specific lie-form i 8  deducod fm an 
example cited but not analyzed by Collins. Collins aeeertai the eximtmnce of 
thim linm-form on tho b8.i. of a s ingle  occurrence, admitting, howavar, that 
t h i r  imdubioum. nuthmrraore, theveree inquestion (Iraiah 62 82) contain8 only 
four wozdr, and could beet  be construed as V-N@ + M - NP' + V-@, Le., line-form 
IV D/Ct  iv)l var. 



APPBmIx T m  

CRITICISM OF TEQ TRUSL P A S W B S  

No attempt is  made t o  be comprehensive i n  the fol lowing t e x t u a l  comments: 

the comments presented here are chosen for their:  (potent ial)  e f f e c t  on t h e  veree 

s t r u c t u r e o f t h e  t e x t a  under considerat ion.  Since the f o u r t h e o r i e s o f v e r s e  

s t r u c t u r e  which a r e  analyzed i n  t h i e  study deal with va r ious  f a c e t e  of t h e  text, 

the comments included w i l l  r e f e r  to proposed emendation6 which would have 

s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  on t h e  number of s y l l a b l e s  or stresses, t h e  s y n t a c t i c  

arrangement of t h e  texts, and t h e  major semantic themea. Other comments, 

however i n e i g h t f u l o r  in t e res t ing ,  which do n o t b e a r o n t h e q u e a t i o n o f  verse 

s t r u c t u r e  have been ignored. Furthermore, ernendat i o n s  which have been 

suggeatedsolelyonthegroundaofsolaetheoryofareterorvereeet~cturewill 

bedierniased: i t i eno t the in ten t iono f th i ee tudytoadju6 t thedata to f i t the  

theory,  however convenient ruch adjurtmenta might appear, Becaure of t h e  

l o g i c a l l y  p r i o r  dec ie ion  t o  t e a t  t h e  theor i e r  of verse e t r u c t u r e  on t h e  

unemended Masoretic test, even t h o s e  emendations which have wide eupport on 

gtoundeunrelatedtotheveraeatructurewillnotactuallybe admitted fotthe 

purpoeeeof th i r s tudy .  Neverthelerm,thefollowingtext-~riticalconmnent8do 

aervetwopurpoee8here.  Inthefirrtplace,theywillalerttheread6rtosome 

pointr inthetox+wh~~oplaumiblm.~#ndationmwouldtondto~oneoranothmr 

o f t h e t h e o r i e e o f  vermort~cturoappeatarotmptobablr. I n t h e  rscondplaca,  

although the text of .very o m  of t h e  poem8 rtudied hera  ham been rmaronably 

chal lenged at  rune point., t he re  coamentm rhow t h e  tax+. t o  be mubmtantially 

i n t a c t ,  even i n  t h e  l n o m t  d i f f i c u l t  cara, Judger 5. Thum, a theory of  v a r r e  

etructurewhich~xplrinrthorubmturtirlmr.)orityofoneofthoaaporma ham a 

reamonableprobabilityofbaLngrcorrecttheo+y. 



THE SONG OF DEBORAH: JUDGES 5 : 2-31b 

and a8 i n t ens ive ly  subjected t o  conjecture and emendation a s  t h e  Song of 

Deborah. ~omparieon of t h e  c r i t i c a l  commentatore, e s p e c i a l l y  those of t h e  late 

nineteenthandearlytwentiethcenturiee,  revealsthathardlyaveteeofthis  

song has been untouched by t h e  propoeale fo r  emendation.' Deepite thim 

wideepread prac t ice ,  t h e r e  is a growing tendency among scho la r s  to attempt t o  

maintain and comprehend the Haeoretic Text. Gillee GerlemanJs introductory 

statementreflectrthirtendency: 

TheinterpretationofJudgeeVpreeentedifficultie8inmanywaye 
unparalleledintheOldTestament. I t e l anguage ie  etampedbyanarchaic 
q u a l i t y  and a b r e v i t y  which makes i ts  meaning not e a s i l y  i n t e l l i g i b l e .  
TheSongofDeborahbelongaalsotothemostconjectureduponandthemet 
c r i t i c i z e d o f  OldTeetamenttexts .  Thecommentaries g iveone analmomt 
helpleee f e e l i n g  t h a t  a c r i t i c ,  by nearly any var ia t ion ,  by any 
tranepoaitionoftheradicale, andby anynewdivis ionof thewords ,  can 
produce new readable combinations poeeeesing moge or leee  r a t i o n a l  
meaning. Nearly a l l  of these  con jecturea imply an a r b i t r a r y  devia t ion  
from t h e  t ranemit ted  text. The eense of t h e  Hassore t ic  text ae  it standm, 
what meaning t h e  Uaesoretemthemselvee madeof it, i e  a point  too o f t e n  
abeentfrotndimcuseionbythoeeeagettomakebrillimtconjecturee. Y e t  
it must be s t a t e d  as a p r i n c i p l e  t h a t  the primary task of t e x t u a l  
c r i t i c i s m  i n  t h e  Old Testament Fa to i n t e r p r e t  t h e  Massoretic t e x t .  
Every crit ic who treats t h i n  matter  a u m a r i l y  and diamissee the 
MasaoretictraditionwithaRcorruptumw,neceesarilyworkawithoutfirm 
ground under him f e e t  . 
Tothisgeneralizatian,Gerlemanaddetheepecific n o t e t h a t  "A8 f a r  an 

theSongofDeborahF8 concerned, at a n y r a t e ,  textualalterationanretricauma 

muet be regarded a8 a r b i t r u y .  ma Other8 recotmending t h a t  the reader hold am 

' T M ~  point  may ba i1lumtrat .d by t h e  c a u n t u i m r  of Gwrgo Foot iloon, 5 
Critical and Bxeqmtical Commntary on Judqes, vole 7 i n  The In ternat ional  
c r i t i c a l ~ n t a r ~ ( ~ Y o r k :  - Chulo8Scribnmr'm8onm, 1895)mdC.F.Burney, 
ThmBookofJudqm8with Introductionurd#otom urdN0t~montheHabrrwToxtof 

- 

the %oak of - K h q m  wi th  an Introduction md Amndix, 1903, roptinted with a 
p r o l r g ~ n o n b y W i l l i m ? .  Albright  (NwYorkt I[TAVPubliahingEIauma, 1970). 

% i l l i m  G e t l ~ l l ,  "The Song of 0ebOr.h in tho Light  of Styli8tLcrrW Votum 
Tomtmmntum 1 (1951) t 168. 



cloeeaapossibletotheMasoretictextincludeAlexanderGlobe, whowarnsthat  

the major differences in t h e  proposed emendatione on a single passage a r e  an 

i n d i c a t i o n  of  the s u b j e c t i v i t y  of  t h e  p roces s  of t e x t u a l  emendation.' If 

gene ra l ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  w i d e ,  agreement cannot  be found i n  favor of a spec i f ic  

emendation, itmaybewelltoleavethetextunemended, despite f t e  obscurity, 

even i n  cases where there is wide or even gene ra l ,  agreement t h a t  t h e  t e x t  Fa 

indeed co r rup t .  T h i e  i m  f r equen t ly  the practice of G. F. Moore, who, a l though 

he notee many pose ib l e  emendations i n  h i s  commente on t h e  Song of Deborah, 

neve r the l e s s  incorporates r e l a t i v e l y  few o f t h e m  i n h i e  t r a n s l a t i o n ,  marking 

t h e s e c t i o n a w h i c h h e b e l i e v e e t o b e i n t r a c t a b l y c o r r u p t e d w ~ t h a n e l i p e i a . ~  

V e r s e 2 :  Therearetwoimeueeoflongetandingwhichhavebeenraieedregarding 

t h i e  verse. F i r e t ,  there i a  some ques t ion  as t o  whether t h i e  v e r s e  i e f6  or  ie 

n o t 1 7 p a r t  of t h e  poem. Second, t h e  meaning of ~ ~ P T B  pipa is debated. Doen 

this phraae refer t o  vo lunteer ing  for war,' engaging Ln leadeesh lpI0  or  wearing 

%. F. Moore, Judqea, 171-173. 

%. F. Iloorm, Judge., 137, 171; J. Ilyaro and P. Pa Elliott, aJudgem,m in* 
Interpreter ' 8 - Bible ,  ad. Georga A. Buttrick (New York t Abingdon-Cokerburry 
Pxtmrm, 1953), 719;RobmrtO.  Boling, Judge. (GudrnCity, NawYorkt Doublday 
G Company, Xnc . , 1975),  vol. 6A i n  Tho - Anchor - Bible, 99. 

%?@tar C. Craigia,  -A Note on Judgem V 2 ,  a Vetu8 Teatamentua 18 (1968) r 399; 

in Honor of  Chulea Lam ?einbasq,  ad. John S. ?einbu* and Paul D .  Fe inbarg  
(Chicagor Moody Pxemr, l 9 8 l ) ,  132; R. G. Boling, Judqem, 107. 

%hi8 v i w  io taken by tho traaalatosa o f  the Revimd S t a n d u d  Vwmion, and 
imnntio~byO.?.~m,Ju~~,137,thoughnoO~rdslitmth.tthiorw~iag 
c u r b c l e a r l y d ~ r i ~ o n ~ y f ~ o c a t h e S e p t u a g F n t .  Znhimowntrurmlation,Xoor~ 
omitmthimphrrmaam int~actablycorrupt. 



long hair?'' O r  is it p s f i i b l y  some sort of  convent ional  i n c e p t i v e  phraee?ll  

This  e tudy  accep t s  ve r se  2 a s  p o e t i c ,  r a t h e r  t han  as an  annota t ion .  

Furthermore, whatever fs meant by t h i s  r o o t ,  i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  of Judges 5 it 

c l e a r l y  appliea t o  t h e  p repa ra t i ons  f o r  war: even t h e  "long h a i r a  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  La assumed t o  refer to a vow of coneecra t ion  on  the par t  o f  t h e  

warr ior8  . 

Verae3: A t i s e u e i n t h i s v e r s e  i s w h e t h e r t h e r e l i g i o u s  f u n c t i o n o f t h e v e r e e  

is ou t  o f  p l a c e  i n  t h e  context  of a w a r  ba l l ad ,  a s  Blenkinaopp eeema t o  

auggeet , l2 and whether t h e  veree ought t heze f  ore t o  be exc i sed .  Thirr view i e  

rejected by Boling, whore arguments seem petauaaive on t h i s  po in t .  P a t t e r s o n  

poin ta  o u t  t h a t  euch an "opening i n v i t a t i o n  t o  Lis ten  c l o s e l y  t o  t h e  poe t  ' a  

words is common enough (cf .  Exod. 15: 1-2; Psalms 49: 2; 143 : 1). "" 

Verne 4: Burney and o t h e r s  auggeet emending 'lDvJ to ~ J ) D I  i n  t h e  Lnteree ta  of 

pa ra l l e l i rm , l s  bu t  a# Glob. point. o u t ,  t h i a  i r  unnecessary." The image of 

- .  - 

'OJ. Myerr and P. P. E l l i o t t ,  "Judges, " 719; C. F. Burney, Judges, 103, 107. 

m his view is apparen t ly  adopted by Michael D. Caogan i n  "A S t r u c t u r a l  and . 
LiteraryAnalyeimoftheS~ngofDebor.h,~ TheCathol ic  B i b l L c a l Q u a r t e r l ~ 4 0  
(1978) : 145. A mimilar pos i t i on  is taken by Abraham J. Brachman fn "Judges 
5.2,wTheJawimhQuarterl~Review39 ( 1 9 4 9 ) ~  413. 3rachnsaaacknowledgemthat 
him tranmlation im g u i d e d b y t h e S ~ p t u a g i n t .  

"J. Ilenkinmopp, "Ballad Style and Pmah Style i n  t h e  Song of Deborah: A 
Dimcurrionrn B i b l i c a  42(196l): 66. 

'C. G. Boling, Judarm, 108. 

"R. Patterson, .The Song of Deborah, 132. 

'k. I. Burnay, Juduam, 112. A 8IPIlar pornition La raflected i n  the 
trmmlation prottidod Fn G. ?. Moor., Judaam, 171. 



t h e  heaven8 dr ipping provides a good t r a n s i t i o n  to the next  colon, and t h e  

contraetofearthandheavenieechoedchiaet ical lybycl~uds andmountains. 

Verse 5 r There im widespread .upport for repointing q j ~ ~  am 451 4. l7 Globe 

acknowledge8 t h a t  t h e  Septuagint,  Targum and Syr iac  a l l  a g r e e  on t h i s  poin t ,  

though he 11.0 notefa t h a t  t h e  roo t  %I, meaning "flowm or  " t r i c k l e w  might have 

been intended." The graver i s s u e  i n  t h i s  ve r se  is t h e  inclusion of '2.9 ?I!. 

Older commentariesoftendeacribethia am a g 1 0 s s ' ~ o r e x c i e e  it metri caumamaD 

Following Alb r igh t ' s  e u g g e ~ t i o n , ~ '  many of t h e  more recent  commentators have 

retainedthisphra~e,underatanding~faeanarchaicdemonstrativeparticle.~ 

V e r s e  6: ' In  the days of J a e l w  is f requen t ly  de le t ed  am a ~ ~ 1 0 0 8 ~  o r  repointed 

am wFrom the day. o f  oldeW2' It  warn coneiderad improbable by m a n e  t h a t  Jael, 

whose only e x p l o i t  i r  described l a t e r  i n  t h i s  same poem, and who is otherwire  

unknown, should be mentioned i n  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  era. Thir  view i8 now 

generallydiecounted.?5 ~ h e r e i a a l a o  aomedisc~seionofwhethernm~#refere 

1 7 ~ h i 8  is eupported by R. G. Boling, Judqee, 108. Boling regard8 q31~ a8 
a u n i n t e l l i g i b l e . w  Thie v iewie  a l 8 o t a k e n b y G .  Po Moore, Judger, 141; M ~ C .  
F. Burney, Judgee, 112. 

'a. G l o b ,  "The Text . . of Judge8 5,495, ' 173, 174. 

'6. F. Moore, Judqes, 141. 

=c. F. Burney. J u ~ Q o ~ ~  113. 

21~i l l i am ?. Albright ,  "The Song of Daborah i n  t h e  Light of Archaeology, a 
B u l l e t i n o f t h e ~ r i c a n S c h o o l 8 o f O r i e n t a l R e 8 e u c h 6 2  - ( 1 9 3 6 ) ~  30. 

%. Q. Baling, Jud~mm, 108; R. Pattmtmon, T h a  Song of  Deborah, a 131; J. 
Blonkin8opp. "B8ll&dStyl.. . .,* 672 A. G l o b r  " T h e T e e  . . .0fJud~m5,4- 
5," 130, 171. 

%. G. Boling. Judqea, 109. 



tomhighwayem o r  wcaravane.m Thia i e  aeaociatedwithaparalleldebateonthe 

meaning or iwaningm of h, both i n  t h i a  ve r se  and verae 7,=  though t h e  

fundamental p o i n t  of  t h e  passage seeme t o  be the same: the era be fo re  t h e  battle 

againstSiserawaamarkedbydisruptionofconrmunicationandtransportat~on, 

Verme 7 :  In a d d i t i o n  to t h e  queation regarding the  def ini t ion of h n ,  t h e  

meaning o f  l ) l ~ g  is  also debated: 6hould t h i 8  be mvillagem,m" "v i l l age -  

dwe1lerenB or nwar t iors?  "'' Moore aaeumes a lacuna after the  second 

occurrence of 5'ln i n  thim v e r ~ e . ~  The final two c o l a  present a problem of a 

d i f f e r e n t  eort. The Maaoretic Text  twice  poin ta  t h e  ve rb  a s  first person 

oingular ,  which agree6 with t h e  u se  of t h e  f i r s t  peraon i n  vetee 9, am w e l l  a8 

theproaeremarkinverse1thatthispoemwas eungbyDeborahandBarak. ( I t  is 

not  r e l e v a n t  h e r e t o  attempttodeterminewhetherthie  a s c r i p t i o n  i t 3  intended 

hiatoricallyorfictively.) Ontheotherhand,  theeecondpersonreferenceato 

Deborah i n  vereee 12 and 15 would imply t h a t  t h i s  ve rb  ehould also be i n  the 

secondperteon. Moorenoteethatmtheverbamaybeeitherthefirmtperronorthe 

eecond person feminine with t h e  o l d  endingma'' The latter view is widely 

eupported . 

apeter C. Csaigie, 'Some Further Notes on the  Song of Deborah, Vetu8 
Testamentum 22 (1972) : 349, 350. 

%+ I. Busney, Judaem, 115; G. F. Moore, Judqee, 143. 

*him concept im ref lected i n  t h e  uee of npeasant tya i n  the Revieed Standud 
Vera f on. 

-*tat C.  Craigie, ' S a w  lurtbar Note8 on t h e  Song o f  Deborah, ' Vetus 
Testamenturn22 (1972): 350, 3Sl;R.G. BoUng, Judges, 109. 



Veree 8: T h i s  is perhapa the met obecure ve r se  i n  "The Song of Deborah." 

Burney calls it " the  g r e a t e s t  crux of  t h e  poemw33 and Boling remark8 T h i e  

e n t i r e  vetee is notor ioue ly  difficult t o  t r a n s l a t e . * Y  Even more b l u n t l y ,  

Moore states, "Verme is ~ n i n t e l l i g i b l e . " ~  T r a d i t i o n a l  r ead ings  have 

u e u a l l y  a u p p o s e d t h a t t h i u  verse i r  aasociatingtheapostasyof I e r a e l  ("They 

i n  t h e  ga t e s .  " ) T h i r  reading ham been a h r t  u n i v e r s a l l y  rejected by modern 

echolarsh ip .  However, B.Marguli8, whohaed l scuseed the  i s a u e s o f t h i s v e t e e  

ex t ene ive ly ,  p o i n t e o u t ,  " t hec r i t i cmthemse lvea  arte fa r  f romagree ingonany  

s i n g l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  wh i l e  eome scho la r s  have abandoned t h e  ques t  i n  

despair."" Inthesanmc~ntext ,Matgul isal~ocemarka,  

I t  can be s a i d  of the var ioue  e m n d a t o r y  proposa ls  t h a t  they  
general lydovio lencetotheMT (esp. v, 8a8) a n d / o r t h a t t h e y p r o d u c e a  
meaning which i l l - r u i t r  t h e  inmediate  con tex t  of t h e  v e r s e  or  t h e  mre 
g e n e r a l  context  of t h e  poemen 

Harguli6' own enrendatory proposal ,  which h a s  no t  y e t  r ece ived  wide 

c r i t i c a l  agreement, reada Judgee 5 sea, b as "When Blohim sharpened 'arrows, ' 

Then was t h e r e  w.r  a t  t h e  g a t e r  (of  the enemy) T h i r  may  be^ compazed with 

othez r e c e n t  proporal8 much & 8 t h & t o f D e l b e r t H i l l e r r :  "Thaychoma nawgodm; 

indeed t h e y  deni red  demon8 . R i c h u d  Pat ternon 8 eugger t ion  attempt. t o  

%d.bert R. B i l l u ~ ~  "A Note on Judger 5:8a,- The Ca tho l i c  B i b l i c a l  
puarterly 27 (1975) t 124. 



d e l e t i o n  of a mater l e e t i o n i s  and the movement of from t h e  beginning of t h e  

thirdcolontothebeginningoftheeecondinordertoofferthereader: "(When) 

God chose new (war r io r s )  , There was not  a shie ld  i n  f Lve c i t i e s .  "" The l a s t  

half o f t h e  verse is eomewhat lese controverted: here t h e  only major issue i s  

whether t o  render r)?& with t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  wthoueand,w the Lose prec ise  

*~ontingent~ortheequallypoesible~chieftain.~ D e s p i t e t h e g r e a t v a r i a t i o n  

i n  conjec tura l  emendation6 and readings, t he  poin t  of t h e  v e r s e  is bas ica l ly  

c l e a r :  during t h i s  time of nat ional  d i f f i c u l t y ,  t h e  Israelites were poorly 

equipped for combat. 

V e r s e  9: Of  vereee 9-11, Moore says, 

The t e x t  of these  vereeta has suf fered  so badly t h a t  t h e r e  is no 
reasonable hope t h a t  any a r t  o r  s k i l l  by t h e  c r i t i c  will ever be able to 
r e s t o r e  it. The ancient  versions found t h e  t e x t  i n  substantially t h e  
eame s tate inwhichi thasbeentranemittedtou8,  andhad n o t r a d i t i o n t o  
gu ide themin in te rp re t ing  it. ThedisjoLntedwordeandphraeestowhich 
w e  can a t t a c h  a probable sense do not  afford a s u f f i c i e n t  bas i s  f o r  
conjecture;  theconnect ion  i e  impenetrablyobucure." 

ambeingtext~allycorrupt.~ T h i r  imperhaprexce8mivelypr8~imtic,though 

these can be no doubt t h a t  the problems are quite real. Veree 9 Le terre. The 

l a a t  two  wordo arm an i n t e r j e c t i o n  r y n t a c t i c a l l y  u n r d a t a d t o  the context, 

though t h e  c a l l  to  praime t h e  Lord a t  thim f i rmt  might o f  relimf from t h e  

conmanderr . . b u t  t h i r  i8 unnecessary. The verme La meaningful am it 

mtmd8: t h e  r ingor  reaetheconmarrderm andvo lun tea r ro f  Imraml, and immovd 

4t. Pattermon, .Tho Song of Deborah, a 127. 



t o p r a i e e G o d .  Theeubeequent twovecses  FnvFtavarious c a t e g o r i e e o f p e r e o n s  

i n  I e r a e l  t o t e l l  or h e a x o f t h e  triumphwhich i a  about t obe  repor ted .  

Verea 10: Other t han  t h e  t r i v i a l  ioauee of the e x a c t c o l o u r  o f t h e  donkeye i n  

t h e  f i r e t  colon and the p r e c i s e  i d e n t i t i e s  of  t h e  v a r i o u s  groups of people 

d e s c r i b e d i n t h e t h r e e  cola, t h e o n l y e e r i o u s  i n t e r p r e t i v e  f e e u e i n t h i s v e r s e  

is t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  of  1'70, u s u a l l y  t r a n e l a t e d  "carpet. " T h i s  seeme no t  t o  f i t  

i n  t h e  e e r i e a  which begin6 wi th  the ridets of donkeys and ends with thoee who 

walk the toad.. Burney auggeatm mending  1'~1)-h? 9 d q  to 35 50 la#', a recall t o  

mind.wu Bolfng, fo l lowingasuggest ionwhichheattr ibutestoD.  No Freedman, 

sugges t s  t h a t  1'90 r e f e r s  t o  "the meat of judgement, b u t  f a i l .  to show how 

t h i e  would reeo lve  t h e  d i s c o n t i n u i t y  between t h i e  colon and t h o s e  which precede 

and fo l low it. 

V e r e e l l :  Afterareviewofe~lieretudiemofJudgee 5:lla, Burneyconcluder,  

Thie8urveyoftheinterprretationoftherticho81nayme~eta8haw 
that every a r t i f i c e  hasbeenemployedby r cho la r s ,  a n c i e n t  andmodern, 
toextractasuitablemaning. . . andthatthebeatsuggestionopoeseso 
on ly  t h e  8lighte.t c1ai.w to r e r i o u s  cons ide t a t i on .  It im probable ,  
theref ore ,  t h a t  t h e  text ham r u f f  ered co r rup t ion  ." 
On t h i o  bamir, Busnay jumt i f iaa  h i 8  .mendation o f  oqs$nQ %PO t o  %? 

nipqrp, "the maiden8 laughing,  which ham no t e x t u a l  auppor t  i n  Hebnw or any 

of tha anc i en t  verrionm. Othex mmnd8tionm o+ i n t e rp re t a t i on .  have baan 

muggmmtmdY but nonm ha8 b n n  widmly accmptod . Horrtm Seal. u n d m  11)'II1 [ mic ] 

%. I. Butney, Judqem, 122, 123. 

9. G .  Iloling, J u d ~ e o ,  111. 

%. F o  Burnay, Judqem, 128. 

OC. ?. Burnay, Judamm, 125. 

-see C. F. Buxney, Judaem, 125-128. 
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i n  t h e  t h i r d  colon t o  ~mI, making it refer to a c t s  of generoue d i e t r i b ~ t i o n . ~  

ItisgenerallyagreedthatthelastcolonehouldbeaaeociatedwLththemueter 

of t h e  t r i b e e  desc r ibed  i n  verses 12 t o  18, p a r t i c u l a r l y  in view of its 

resemblancetothefinalcolonofversel3." Burney,whomovesverse12before 

v e r s e 9  inordertoattainadeacendingsocialaequencsinthepaaeage,deletee 

t h e  last colon of v e r s e  e leven  as a ditto graph^.^' 

Veree 12: The a u t h e n t i c i t y  of t h i s  verae  is g e n e r a l l y  conceded. Burney 

r e p o i n t s  ~ : ? q  as >'q@, "your c a p t o r s , n Y  a sugges t ion  which a l s o  has  the 

a p p r o v a l o f ~ o o t e . S j  

Veree 13: Thecorrectvocal izs t ionofthetwooccurrenceeof~~~inthieverre  

is  discussed  by B u r n e p  and ~oling? The meaning of 1'7@, t r a d i t i o n a l l y  

understood as *remnantw o r  n s u r v i v o r e , ~  i8 r e i n t e r p r e t e d  a s  "a mailclad 

war t i o r "  by ~ea le?  NadavNaOamantakeethFs ae a n o m e n l o c i f o s  an Israelite 

town mentioned in Joshua 19 t 10, 12 ." 

% o r r i s  S. Seale, aDebosah's Ode and t h e  Ancient Arabian Qamida," Jou rna l  
of B i b l i c a l  L i t e r a t u r e  81 ( 1962 ) : 345. 

%lexander Globe, "The Uurter  of t h e  Tribes i n  Judge. 5 118-18, a Eieihef te 
zur Z e i t r c h r F f t  f g  die a l t t e m t a m n t l i c h e  Wiesenechaft 87 (19%) t 169. See 

- 

a180 R. G. Baling, Judqee, 111. 

%. F. Burney, Judge., 120. 

3k. S. Sealm, a D e b o m h f 8  Ode . . .,. 346. 

%adav N a f  awn, u L i t o r u y  and Topographical Note8 on the Battle of Ximhon 
(Judgom IV-V),*  V a t u m T o r t ~ n t u m 4 0  (1990): 425. 



Verse 14: o f t h i s  verse,  Moore says ratherpeesimistFcallythat "In t h e  f i r e t  

t w o  l i n e s  nothing is c e r t a i n  b u t  t h e  namee, Ephraim and  enj jam in."^ Even 

Pat te rson,  w h o  is nonnally zealoua fo r theMaeore t i cTex t ,  acknowledgeathat 

t h i s  i s a n d i f f i c u l t  l i n e , "  andiapreparedtoc~nsideraomeemendatione.~ The 

f icst colon preaente two dif  f i c u l t i e s r  t h e  meaning of D V T ~  and t h e  o r i g i n a l  

reading of ? ? p q .  A v a r i e t y  of conjectures a r e  o f  fared f o r  t h e  f i r e t  problem. 

Burney emends O V J ~  t o  11q9, 'they epread ou t ,  which i6 c leve r ,  but  e n t i r e l y  

g ra tu i tous .  Boling reads 0 q ~ V  a s  a verb, " t o  be rooted,  ' implying a rebuke to 

Ephrahn for remaining away from t h e  battle ." Pat tereon aeparatea d as t h e  

r e l a t i v e  pronoun before t h e  verb D#l, maning  ' to  note. "02 The coaaon 

emendation of 8234 i e  30& nvalley,a8 though Boling be l i eves  t h a t  t h e  

Amalekites w e r e  eo widely eca t t e red  t h a t  t h e r e  may have been areau named f o r  

them i n  almoet any p a r t  of t h e  country, including t h a t  inhabi ted  by ~ p h r a i m . ~  

The second colon i e  equal ly  obscure, e l i c i t i n g  BolFngre comment, "It ia 

e x t r e r n e l y d i f f i c u l t t o  knowwhat tomakeof t h i n  l ine."= A e imf la r  expreraion 

i n  Hosea S:8,9 has led Boling and Burney t o  euggemt t h a t  thim may be mome 

conventionalmFlitaryexpre~mion,themganingofwhichi~nolongeraccerm~le 

t o   US.^ The eecond hal f  of the veree i m  only a l i t t le  clearer. Claum 

'41. F. Moore, Judqes, 150. 

9. Pattermon, -The Song of Deborah, 135. 

%. F. Burney, ~ u d q e a ,  133. 

"R. G. Boling, Judqeo, 111. 

%. Pattermon, "Thm Song of Deborah, a 13s. 

%. Q. Bolhg, J u d ~ e a ,  111; cf . H. CazaUea, nDlbOxah (Jud. V 14) ,  -1.9 at 
H a k i ~ , ~  VaturTemt8mmntuma24 (1974)r 235-238. 

%. G. Boiling, Judaor, 111. 

"R. 0. Boling, Judge., 112; C. ?. Bummy, Judamo, 133, 134. 
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R i e t t e c h e l  deduce6 a complicated t e x t u a l  h i s t o r y  f o r  t h i s  passage,  which 

impl ies ,  amongother th inge ,  thatacolonhaebeendroppedfromthe6econdhalf 

o f  v e r s e  14." There ie wide d i scus s ion  regard ing  t h e  identity of ~achir , '  

and t h e  meaning of oqd. The p o i n t  of t h e  verae,  like much of t h e  rest of 

t h i s  paesage, is  simply to deeignate  which t r i b e 6  d id ,  or did n o t ,  come t o  the 

a i d o f  DeborahandBarak. 

Verse 15: Like t h e  preceding verae, v e r e e  1 5  has  been t h e  o b j e c t  of much 

diecuseionandconjecture. MyereandEl l iotassert that~Ve.  IS a e  i t s t a n d e i e  

t o t a l l y o b s ~ u r e . ~ ~  Mooze say6 o f t h i s  v e r s e  t h a t  "The f i r e +  l i n e m a y  perhaps 

be made to tead, And the  prince8 of I saachar were wi th  Deborah, or, were the 

popleof~eborah;there~tdefiestran8lation.~~~ ThereL8additionalsupport 

f o r  r epo in t ing  t h e  f irrt two word6 am a cone t rue t  phraee." Other conjec tu tee  

do no t  have broad rupport. There is a n  ex t ena ive  deba te  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  l a s t  

co lon  of thie vesse and t h e  very e i m i l a r  f i n a l  colon o f  verse 16? Should one 

o f  t h e s e  be deleted an a d i t t ~ g r a p h y , ~ ~  should one be emended to make t h e  t w o  

i den t i ca l , "  or 6hould t h e  two L i n e s  be c o n t r a s t e d  as a play on words?" 

%laurn Rietzrnchel. .Zu Jdc 5 14b-1~a,a Beihef te  zut  deitmchritt far die 
alttestamentlichaWi8aenmchaft83 (1971): 211-225. 

%ee, ..go, C. ?. Burney, Judqea, 134-136; R. G. Boling, Judaea,  112. 

% Ilyer8 and P. P. E l l i o t t .  mJudgea,a 724. 

'Oa. ?. Moore, Judqea, 151. 

?IS-, e.g., Cm F. Burnay, Judsem, 1368 R. G. Boling, Judqem, 112. 

=sea Alexander Glob.. .The I(u8t.r of t h e  Tribe. . . . , 174. 

%f. G. F. lloon, Judqe8, 172; C. F. Bumey, Judqen, 163. 

"J. Myarm urd P. P. E l l i o t t .  aJudge8. * 723. 

%. G. BolLng. Judqea, 112; R. Patt8zmon, The Song of mborah, 128. 
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Verse 16: I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  f i n a l  colon, df scussed i n  connection w i t h  verse 

15 ,  eeveralotherfaceteofthisversehaveattractedcrFticalattentfon. Myers 

and E l l i o t t  a e s e r t  t h a t  a t r i b a l  name muet be supplied i n  the first colon  of 

veree 16, and suggea t   ad.'' There is a l s o  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  the meanings of t h e  

terme O:b)70'' and ndlp~q;r" 

Vermo 17: The word ;'I@? is omitted by John  ray^ and by Burnayto though 

Burney's p r i n c i p a l  reason f o r d o i n g  so is metrical. C t a i g i e  admite t h i n  same 

emendation, and a l s o  agree. with Gray i n  r epa r s ing  ntn1& ae an adve rb ia l  

accusative meaning "at  ease. "" 

Vetme 18: Regazding n ' l~?  730, Burney eaya t h a t  " t h e  expremsion i8 unique,  

a n d m u e t b e r e g a r d e d w i t h  e u e p ~ c i o n . ~  Boling, however, comparee th is  phrase 

w i t h  a e i ra i la r  one i n  Jonah 4r8, and eeee no reaaon to queet ion  its 

a u t h e n t i c ~ t y . ~  The absence of a verb Fn t h e  second co lon  leads Patterson to 

r e p o i n t  3~ a s  320, "went up. 

m ~ .  Myers and P. P. E l l i o t t ,  Vudgee," 725. 

Fa M o o n ,  Judqea, 154 2 R. Patterson, "The Song of Deborah. a 137 1 W i l l i a m  
F* Albr ight ,  YahwehandtheGodmof Canaan (Gardencity, New Yorkt Doubleday, 
1969),275;feterC.Craigie, aThreeUg8r i t icNotea .  . . ," 41-43;C,?.Burnoy, 
Judger ,  141, 142 

%. F. Xoora, Judqem, 154; C. I. Burney, Judqmm, 142. 

%ohn Gray, Joshual Judaes and Ruth (Londonr Nelson, 1967), 224. 

%. ?. Burney. Judqem, 142. 

"J. G+8y, Jorhua, Judamm and Ruth, 287-2081 P. C. Craigim, " T h z n  U g u i t i c  
Not.. ," 38-40. 

9. Pattermon, "The Song of Deboxah, " 137. 



Veree19: Themeaningof the  final ~ o l o n i s d e b a t e d , ~ b u t f e w e m e n d a t i o n e  are 

offered. 

versa 20: The expression D@IQo~I )  is emended t o  o@I~~BQ by e e v a t a l  t e x t u a l  

c r i t i cs  inc luding  Douglam ~ t u a r t . '  T h i s  is no t  on ly  unnecesaa f l  but a l s o  

semantically i n e i g n i f i c a n t .  

Veree 21: The  second and t h i r d  cola of t h i s  v e r s e  are widely debated. Moore 

indicatesbyanelipsiethathefeelethesetwocolaare L n t r a c t a b l y c o r r u p t e U  

Somehaveat temptedto eavethe%econdcolonbydeletingtheeecondoccurrence 

of 502,' and by repo in t ing  OvL)qp a8 007i) ," "overwhelmed them. " The t h i r d  

colon is descr ibed  by Burney a6 "barely i n t e l l i g i b l e e w e '  The v a r i e t y  of t h e  

conjectures suggested t o  rescue t h i s  colon from obl iv ion  is so g r e a t  a8 t o  

i n s p i r e  l i t t l e c o n f i d e n ~ e i n a n y o f t h e m . ~  

'%f. C. Fa Burney, Judges, 145. 

%ouglas K. S t u a r t ,  Studiea i n  Early H e b r e w  Meter ( n i s s o u l a ,  Montana: 
Scholars Preae, l976), 126, 136. 

"cf. C. F. Burney, Judaer, 1462 M. Coogan, *A Structural and Literary 
Analyeis of  the Song of  Deborah," 150, n. 47; R. Pa t te rson ,  *The Song of 
Deborah," 138. 

%t. C. F. Burney, Judqeu, 146; J. XyermandP. P. E l l i o t t ,  "Judgeo," 726; and 
alrothe  c r i t i c r l q q a r a t u m  oftha Biblir Hebraica - S t u t t q a r t e n a i r .  

9. 1. Burnmy, Judqom, 147; R. G. ~oling, Judqm8, 113; R. ~ a t t a r m o n ,  = ~ h m  
Song of Deboxah, a 138. 

%. F. Burney, Judaea, 148. 

%ear e.g., D. S t u u t ,  Studiam in t u l v  8.bs.w Meter, 130; C.  I. Bwnoy, 
J u d ~ e s ,  148; R. Pattermon, "The Song o f  Deborah, 138; R. G. Boling, Judaer , 
113. 



Verse 22: There i e  wide support for a r e d i v i s i o n  of word6 and co la ,  read ing  

D (-) 0'10 and nhq3 i n s t e a d  of 010 and nhqq~ .S' 

V e r s e  23: There is wide support for r ead ing  7hC( nkt i n  b o t h  of  the f i r s t  two 

c o l a  and f o r  d e l e t i n g  njil: 7870 7l)v f rop the f iret colon," though the primary 

reaeon f o r t h e s e c h a n g e s  is  f r equen t lyme t r i ca l .  MooreandBolingresiateuch 

a change. as 

V e r s e  24: There is  cons iderab le  support f o r  d e l e t i n g  the phrase '1'28 '170 npf1(, 

which form8 t h e  eecond colon i n  t h i s  verse ,  ae a proaa ic  i n a e r t i o n m Q 8  Boling 

p r o v i d e s t h e  counter-argument: 

Thie a p p o e i t i o n a l  phrase ie o f t e n  regazded by c r i t i c s  a e  eecondary, 
o r i g i n a l l y  a marginal comment baaed on 4:17, and t h a t  i e  e n t i r e l y  
p l a u s i b l e .  W e  have retained it, however, i n  view of t h e  s i z a b l e  number 
of tricola in the Song . . . and our eketchy knowledge of early Hebrew 
prosody. " 
The widely propoeed emendation i e  i n t e l l i g i b l e  and reaeonable ,  bu t  

fundamentally g r a t u i t o u s .  

Veree 25: Few, if any, emendation6 have been offered for t h i u  ver re .  

Conjecture8 on LnterpretationmakeonlytrLvialdifferences inthemeaning.  

m ~ o e t  e.g., R. G. Baling, Judser, 113; R. Pattermon, 'The Song of Deborah,' 
138. 

%. S t u u t ,  Studiem in Eaxlv H o b m r  Hater, 1362 J. Ilyorm and P. P. E l l i o t t ,  
nJudgea,a 727; C. F. Burtney, Jud~em, 151. 



vaeaa 26:  here i n  wide eupport f o r  r epa in t ing  ;1jy?Vb a8 e i t h e r  n?qFI, 
~ ) P ? I ~ E , ~  3 n ? q ~ ~  or n ~ ~ $ ~ b . ' ~  The l a t t e r  part of t h e  vefee ham been 

var iouely  emended, e i t h e r  by the r e p e t i t i o n  of t h e  name Siaera a f t e r  ilyqp, lrn 

by t h e  d e l e t i o n  of t h e  name of Sisera after i1~20, '" o r  by the d e l e t i o n  of 

nvqgi . la 

Verae27: Severaldeletionehavebeenproposedforthisverse. O n t h e b a s i s o f  

manuscript evidence, both t h e  Biblia HebraFca and t h e  Biblia Hebraica 

Stuttgartensia auggestthedeletfonoftheentire first part o f t h e v e r s e ,  a s  

far as t h e  verb 33q. Mooree. t t a n a l a t i o n  premuppoeoe t h e  d e l e t i o n  of t h e  

aecond colon, 5 ~ 3  073 ~ ' 2 1 2  Iq9, presumably a s  a d i t t o g ~ a p h y . ' ~  Myera and 

E l l i o t t  suggest  the de le t ion  of 33q 5 ~ 1  from t h e  f i t a t  colon, af 033 from t h e  

second colon and of ' I ~ Q O  from t h e  f i n a l  colon, i n  orde r  t o  ptoduce a 

"standard Canaanite poet ic  f o m  -- a t r i co lon .  Somewhat more cautiously, 

S t u a r t  de lo tea  only 504 from the f i r e t  colon am a ve r t i caL  di t tography.  and the 

prepositional phrase Y q 4 1  from t h e  t h i r d  colon as a proaaic  Lntruaion. and 

4 h a u e  two form8 a r e  o f fe red  con jec tu ra l ly  by both t h e  B i b l i a  Hebraic. and 
the BLbliaHebraicaStuttqarteneia. 

%. S t u a r t ,  Studiam in E a r l y  Hebrew Meter, 126; cf. R. Pa t te r ron ,  "The Song 
ofDeborahtn  140. 

'%. G. Boling, Judge., 114. 

'O'D. S t u a r t ,  Studier  i n  garly Hebrew Meter, 127, 136, n. 33. Tho mame 
mmondationmaybo b p l i o d b y t h m n o t 8  inthoBiblirHobraicaStutt~.+tonrl&. 

'-him muggertion i r  mad8 r a t h e r  diffidently by the Biblia Hobraica. 

'%fa B i b l i a  Rebraica. 



moves 1)3P a f t e r  oV. '" Burney and Globe a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  admit t h e  verse without  

emendation. '* 

Verse 28: The readings  of t h e  Septuagin t  and t h e  Targums would euggest 

s u b e t i t u t i n g  babf i n s t ead  of 302vf. Moore and Burney are both  aware of t h i s  

p o a e i b i l i t y ,  though neither recommenda i t . l P  S t u a r t  add6 84>QqQ 08 t o  t h e  

f i r a t  colon, following t h e  Septuagint.  '* 

Verse 29: The c o n f l i c t  between the p l u r a l  sub jec t  ( e i t h e r  n b ? ~  or  51'@'110) and 

t h e  singular verb (ilaaqb) has led many commentators either to read  nb7~1 a6 the 

singular conetruct noan ("the wisest of her pr inceseeem ) , ' lo o r  t o  read t h e  

verb a s  a p l u r a l .  'I1 Zeeeb Weisman proposes t r e a t i n g  ~ ! o ? D  am an a b a t t a c t  noun 

which serves a e  t h e  object of t h e  verb, and read6 ~ ' @ ' l v  ( "female e ingeram ) 

i n s t ead  of ( ap t inceeee rw) ,  though t h i a  still o b l i g e s  him to c o n ~ t r u e  t h e  

verb a s  a plutal.  112 Burney delete8 t h e  f inal R?, mtri causa. 'la 

Verme 30:  The f i r m t  ha l f  of  thie verme is l a r g e l y  unconteeted. A variety of 

emendationm have been propoeed f o r t h e  secondha l f ,  The recondoccurrence of 

'9. Stuart, Stud ies  i n  Eat ly Hebrew Meter, 136. 

lmc. ?. Burnmy, Judgam, 1051 Alexandat Globe, mJudgem V 27, @ Vetua 
Testamenturn25 (1975): 362. 

'%. ?. Iloorr, Judge., 169; C. C. Burney, Judqae, 154, 155. 

'I%. I. Bunny, Judaom, 155; J. Uyerm and P. P. E l l i o t t ,  uJudgem,a 727; R. G. 
Boling,Judaam,llS;R.Pattarmon, aThaSongofDaboz.h,a141e C f . t h a c r i t i c r 1  
appua tumof  BiblLaH~t8fcaurdBiblia~mbraica8tutt~ar+onmir. 



aqv3Y 5941 am well am I733 are d e l e t e d  by some as a d i t t o g r a p ~ .  'I4 The  final 5 2 ~  
is d e l e t e d  by soma,n5 repoin tad  as 5y@ ( " t h e  s p o i l e r , "  La., S i s e r a )  by 

 other^,"^ or replaced with ~ J V  (nQueen").117 The commentaries of Moore and 

of Myers a n d E l l i o t t i n d i c a t e b y e l i p e e s t h a t t h e y d o n o t b e l i e v e t h a t t h e t e x t  

can be conclue ive ly  t ee to red .  'la 

Verse 31: There is somedoubt whether t h i s  veree shou ldbe  cons idered  p a r t  of 

the poem. Myere and E l l i o t t  state, "The r e f r a i n  cone t i tu tem a l i t u r g i c a l  

appendage ha rd ly  a p a r t  of t h e  o r i g i n a l  poem. Burney suggee t s  reading 

>qq$b4 instead of P ~ $ N  .'= 

THE SONG OF THE VINEYARD: ISAIAH 5 : 1-7 

There are very few emendatione propoaed for t h i s  poem, even though, a s  

Gray no te s ,  "The rhythm of the poem can  be reduced t o  r e g u l a r i t y  by ex tens ive  

omiseiona . . . "'*' Despite t h i e ,  even t h o s e  t e x t  critic6 whose recourae t o  

emendatione metri cauaa i a  more f requent  t h a n  jus t i f  Fable have hesitated to 

. . . . -. . 

"'see, e.g., the B i b l i a  Hebraica and the Biblia Hebtaica - S t u t t a a r t e n s i a .  

ll%. S t u a r t ,  Studies i n  Ea r ly  Hebrew Meter, 127. 

"%. G.  Boling, Judaes,  115; R e  Pat te raon ,  T h e  Song of Deborah, a 142. 

"'c. F. Burney, Judaam, 156. 

"%. I. Moore, Judpea, 173; J. Myera and P. P. E l l i o t t ,  V u d g e ~ , ~  728. 

"@J. Myerm and P. P. E l l i o t t ,  aJudge8,a 728. See alaoR.  G. Boling, Judqam, 
l l 5 ; C .  F. Burney, Judqes,157; m ~ h a t l e 8 8 d e c i a i v e l y , G .  F. Moore, Judqem, 
171 t and by imp l i ca t i on ,  D. Stuart, Studiom i n  - B u l v  El.br.w Meter, 127. 

'%. F. Burney, Juduem, 157. Cf.  t he  csItic81 a m a t u r n  of B i b l i a  HebraLca 

laGeorge Euchwn Gray and Asthur 8 .  P..k., A Critical and ixeamtic.1 
m n t r r y o n t h e B o a k o f  - 11ai.h (Edinburghr T. C;T. C l u k ,  1949), 82. 
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r e g u l a r i z e  t h i s  text.  O f  t h e  handful  of euggeeted emendations, few have 

s ign i f ican tconeequencee  f o r t h e v e r s e  s t r u c t u r e .  

Verae 1: Gray suggeeta a conjectural i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h i s  verse which 

r e q u i r e s  r ead ing  t h e  second occurrence of qyqL) a s  '9, a s  well as t h e  r e p o i n t  ing 

of t h e  Mamoretic 7 \ 9  a s  q71q.tP There is no t e x t u a l  support  for t h i s  

emendation, and it Fa baaed largely on Gray'e judgment t h a t  it would be 

improbable for any personwhowas aa awareofthernajestyofdivinityas I s a i a h  

was t o  call God "mydarling." Theargument is  f l a t l y r e j e c t e d b y ~ r i n s l o o . ' ~  

Veraee 2 and 3 N o  s i g n i f i c a n t  emendations areproposed. 

Verne4 TheeditoreoftheBibliaHebraicaStutt~artensiacitemanuscriptefrom 

Qumran t o  sugges t  ilfD.1 as an a l t e r n a t e  reading i n  p l a c e  of bP:J. 

VermrS TheeditorroftheBFblLaHebraicaStuttqa~enoiacitemanurcriptufrom 

Qumran to sugges t  7'ON a s  an a l t e r n a t e  reading in place of '109. Nei ther  t h e  

suggeeted a l t e r n a t e  read ing  i n  vetre 4 nor t h i r  one  i e  included i n  t h e  text, 

which i n  both case6 follow6 t h e  t r a d i t i o n  of t h e  M a 6 0 r e t e U .  The a l t e r n a t e  

ruadinga are found only  Ln tho appuatum to t h e  text: furthormoro, neither 

wouldhavea8ignLficanteffectontheverme8ttuctuseofthep.~~age. 

V e t r  6 The phramo nF3 4noqrdc)1 ham el icited a number of u n d a t o r y  muggoationm, 

p u t l y  becaume im a hapax legomenon, unle88, am Gray point. out, it i m  the 

. 8 .  Prinmloo ,  aIuiah Sz 1-72 A Syncheonic Approach, a In Studies in 
Imaiah, ode W. C. vu,Wy* (PretoriaWemtr t9HWPrmma, 1980), 192, 193, n. 12. 



eame a s  nk73, which occurs only in Isaiah 7: 19. 12' Both the  BLblia Hebraica and 

t h e ~ i b l i a  HebraicaStuttsartensiaoffer footnotes  p r o p o s i n g t h a t t h e e n t f r e  

expression be emended to qnd'~q&~, though no eupport is o f f ered  for t h i s  

euggestion. P. R. Berger has  suggested t h a t  t h e  second word may be a caee of 

s c r i p t i o  defectiva and should be vocalized qhq. '" This would allow him to  

tranalatethepaseage~Iwillallowittobecornedea~late.~ Prinsloodiemimaes 

this, as well as the mended vocal izat ion  propoeed by Gray, ae unneceeaary: 

"Sincethere i~ineufficFentevFdenceforalloftheeeemendations,andahapax 

leqomenon does not neces sar i l y  warrant such emendations, w e  adhere to t h e  

MT . "la 

Verse 7 No eignificanttextualemendations are proposed f o r v e r e e  7 .  

THE FIRST LAMENT: LAMENTATIONS 1: 1-22 

Veteel: The i n i t i a l  n3-8 Le regarded by t h e  B i b l i a  Hebraica a s  an anacrueia, 

rather than aepartofthepoem. 

Verue 2: The Bibl ia  Hebtaica and t h e  BFblia Hebraica S tu t t sar tene ia  cite 

manuscript and vettaional evidence for point ing  ~s:Q? as a dual.  

Verse 3: The Bib l ia  Hebraica suggemtn mending '@Q to ?l:#B (alHKa~8e of her 

humiliationn ) , but Mitchell Dahood contes t8  t h e  nece8sity of 8uch a change, 

preferring to read the  Mamoretic Text am a mcriptio defectiva for 7b0, derived 

'%. B. Gray 8nd A. 9. P e a ,  Isaiah, 87. 

'*. R. Berger, "Bin unmzklUte8 Wort in dem Weinkrg1L.d Jem j.8 (Jam 5 ,) , a 
IWihafto zut ieitmcbtift  fils dim alttomt-ntliob Wimwnmchaft 82 (1970) r 
116-117. 



from m i n i q u i t y 8  ' with  a t h i r d  feminine a i n g u l a r  auf f ix following a 

~ h o e n i c i a n p a t t e r n . ' ~  

Verse 4: The  textual appara tus  of t h e  B i b l i a  Hebraica suggeetr that 'I(3 '970 

rnightbetterbecontractedto'~~1$. ThereFssomeevidencefromtheSeptuagint 

t o   upp port emending njlv t o  n/m?, la though there i s  no necemeity to adopt much 

a reading, and, as Meek and Herrill pint out, " . . . the M.T. is preferable 

because t h e  p a r a l l e l i s m  i e  better."la 

Verses 5 and6: Propoaedemendationsareineignificanttothevereestructure. 

V e r s e  7: There  i e w i d e r  criticalagreementonthedefectivene~eofthiaveree 

t h a n  on any o t h e r  i n  t h e  book of Lamentatione. I n  t h e  f i r s t  lament, as in t h e  

t h e  a c r o s t i c  acheme. Thio p a t t e r n  is v i o l a t e d  only  twice: h e r e  and i n  2 r 19. 

Themajo~ityofrcholuragreethatoneofthebicolai8 ouperfluou8. Thermimr 

however,di8agr~ntonhowandwhentheexttabicolonoriginated,  andhowthe 

textshouldbeemendedtoremovethediff iculty.  H i l l e r 8  atatem, 

Sincmthmrigidetmzaformmrleeoutafour-1Fneetantainthiach~ptor 
(am a l s o i n  2:19), m o r t c ~ n t a t o r m  have praferredtolmavmoutMT*~ 7b 
a8 intor~ptingthothoughtrequence, inprefe+oncatoomitting7cor7d 
(7a mumt bm kmpt f o r  t h e  ac tomt i c ) ,  . . . 130 

l n ~ i t c h e l l  Dahood, "New Reading. i n  Lame~ntationo, B ib l i ca  59 ( 1978) r 175. 

'%f. B i b l i a  Hobraica and B i b l L a  Hebraica Stuttaaxtenaia.  

'%heophilm Mock and W i l l L u X . t t i l 1 .  aL.awntationm, a i n  Thm In tmrp~mtmr~m 
BFblm, ed. O . o t g m  A. Buttrick (narhvF11e t Abirrgdon Prer8,  l984), vol. 68 8. - 

U&lb.rt R. B i l l u 8 #  Lmmnt&tion., vol.7A in Thm Anchot Biblo (Oudan City, 
N w  Yorkt Doubleday C Company, 1972), 8-9. 



The view t h a t  the eecond b i co lon  of vegse 7 is a gloss has  wide 

e u p p ~ r t . ' ~ '  Rudolph, though he i e  aware of t h i s  view, prefers t o  regard  t h e  

third l i n e  as t h e  glose:  

. . . i nne rha lb  von Kap. 1 -- 3 ermcheint nur  h i e r  und 2:9 [ e l  e i n e  
v i e r z e i l i g e s t r o p h e .  E i n e Z e i l e  F a t o f f e n b a r z u  a t r e i chen .  Gewohnlich 
w i r d d i e  zweiteauegemchiedenunddieereteiibersetzt: "J. denkt  a n d i e  
Tage. . .mAberdannmIi~te logiacherWeieed~eNotschonvorbeise in .  . . Um d i e e e r  Polgerung zu entgehen, n h t  man Z 1 .  3 ( "a18 . . f iela ) a l e  
Nfierbeatimmungvon 'Dl 't)'~';aberdannmIifitedieKataatrophevonZl. 3 
schon lange zuriickliegen . . . , was nicht zum ubrigen Kap. stimmt. 
Vielmehr d u r f t e  21. 3, d i e  h i n t e r  21. 2 zu s p a t  kommt, urspri ingl ich 
Randgloese zu dem schwierigen V11'119 ( 21. 1) s e i n .  '32 

M e e k a n d n e r r i l l  c o n t e s t  t h e s e  conjec tures :  

Thia verse has  fou r  l i n e s  i n s t e a d  of t h e  usual three; hence most 
s cho la r s  delete e i t h e r  t h e  second o r  t h e  third as a gloss; b u t  it i a  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  see how such a g l o s s  came t o  be i n se r t ed .  Probably t h e  two 
l i n e s  are v a r i a n t  readings,  g i v i n g  us  a conf l a t e  t e x t .  '" 
Evenmoreconeervat ive i s t h e p o e i t i o n o f G o r d i 8 ,  who regardsthe f i r s t  

h a l f  of t h e  ve rae  an a mingle long bicolon.'" 

V e r s e  8: Both t h e  B i b l i a  Hebraica and t h e  B i b l i a  Hebraica S t u t t q a r t e n s i a  

muggemt t h e  deletion of 13-5g, t h e  l a t te r  ve r s ion  i n d i c a t i n g  e x p l i c i t l y  t h a t  

t h i s  is t o  b e d o n e o n g r o u n d ~ o f m e t e r .  

Verse 9: Hillere euggeet8theemendationofthethird colon o f t h i s  verse: 

Thetextof9breenr8zathermhort, aincetherea+eonlytwowordm, 
and accente ,  i n  the f i r a t  colon.  The ucre of  M-coneecutive is a l s o  
unueualcomparedtothegeneralpatterninLa~nentations. . . . Onemight 

' 31~h io  i o  explicit i n  the t a x t u a l  appua tum of the Biblia Hebraica and the 
BibliaHebraicaStuttqartenria. 

'3kilhelm Rudolph, D i e  Klaaelieder , (U ipz ig  r A. Deichertache 
Verlagebuchhandlung, 1939) ,  16. 

%. OQsdim, The Song of Sonam and Lmontationm, rev. eel. (New Yorkr KTAV 
Publirhing House, 1974), 154. 



auppose , then, thataverbhaabeenlostat thebeginningofthel ine ,  and 
t h a t  w a t t i r e d  was o r i g i n a l l y  the second v e r b  i n  t h e  k ind  of coord ina te  
cone t ruc t i on  connnon i n  t h e  book. It  would be hazardous t o  r e s t o r e  t h e  
missing word, b u t  it may have been something l i k e  "She has f a l l e n .  "'% 

There is, of course ,  no manuscr ipt  or versional support for euch an  

emendation. Other  f a c t o r s  which c a u t i o n  t h e  r eade r  aga ina t  accepting euch a 

changearethefactthattheonlyreasoninfavoroftheemendationierneter, and 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  there are o t h e r  b i co l a  i n  the Lamentation6 in which t h e  fitet 

colonhas onlytwowords andtwoaccents. 

V e r a e s l O a n d l l :  Theemendationswhichhavebeenpropooedforthesevereeeare 

i n s i g n i f i c a n t  t o t h e  ve ree  s t r u c t u r e .  

Verae12: The f i r s t t w o w o r d a a r e ,  a s  H i l l e r a  remarks, n g e n e r a l l y c o n c e d e d t o  

be c o r r u p t  i n  row way. "'" The two moat commonly proposed emendation8 are 

O T " ) ~  and 032 q3?. ''' Gordir a a s e r t e  that t h e  Masoretic text should no t  be 

mended,  but s h o u l d b e  underetoodae " a n a p o t r o p a i c p r a y e r ,  ' L e t n o t t h i r  fate 

come to you 1 ' " lY H i l l e r s  f inda much an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f orcad, and pref e r e  

. '= 

Verre13: The lastwordofthe C i r s t b i c o l o n  is the e u b j e c t o f  aomedebate. The 

r ead ing  of t h e  Sep tuag in t  muggemts an o r i g i n a l  nl7yb@] o r  ;11'7!;1, t h e  latter 

'%f. W. Rudolph, Kl~aelimdar, 16, 17; T. Mnk and W. Mertill, 
"Lamentationm, * 12. 

'*. Gotdim, The Sonq of Sonum and Lamantat ion., 157. 

'%f. t h o  B i b l i a  Hobraica and the B i b l h  Embrrica S t u t t q u t o n m i a .  



of which is p r e f e r r e d  by Meek and H e r r i l l . ' "  Rudolph suggest8 revertsing t h e  

and yodh t o  produce ;1)73\9,19 a view suppor ted  by  hiller^,'^ though  

~ o r d h  i n s i e t a  that no such emendation is necessary. '" 

Verse14:  ~hedifficult~ofthieverseiewidel~acknowledged,~~ t h o u g h t h e r e  

ie l i t t l e  agreement on t h e  a t t e m p t s  to c l a r i f y  t h e  meaning. Most of t h e  

emendatione proposed i n  the critical tex ts  are rejected by  ord die .la I n  any 

caee ,  fewoftheeeemendationeare s i g n i f i c a n t  t o t h e v e r s e  s t r u c t u r e ,  though  

the change of %? t o  '?v'" i n  t h e  f i r a t  colon causes a n  increase o f  one  

e y l l a b l e .  I n a d d i t i o n ,  a c o l o m e t r i c  i s s u e  imraiaedbythetradit ionalreading 

o f t h e  f i f t h c o l o n ,  w h i c h c o n c l u d e e w f t h a w o r d  i n c o n e t r u c t .  Normally, e u c h a  

wordehouldnotbeeeparated,evenbythepoeticcaeeura, f r o m t h e a b e o l u t e w o r d  

t o  which it is attached. '"  I n  t h i e  case, however, t h e r e  doe8 n o t  eeem t o  be an 

e x p r e s s e d  a b s o l u t e .  The laet  c o l o n  is u s u a l l y  r e n d e r e d  by t h e  E n g l i s h  

tranelationaaeanhpliedrelativeclauee,thoughthereienorelativapronoun 

i n  t h e  Hebrew. The sugges ted  emendation of t h e  t i t l e  qil~ t o  t h e  d i v i n e  namela 

i n  t h i e  vetee, and t w i c e  i n  ve ree  15, is probably i n s i g n i f i c a n t  to t h e  v e r o e  

. 

"IT. Meek and W. Merrill, wLamentatLon8, a 13. 

'%. Rudolph, Klaqeliedet , 17. 

'4. Hiller.,  L a m n t a t i o n a ,  11. 

C o r d i s ,  The Song o f  Sonqa and  Lamentations, 157. 

lasee, reg. ,  W e  Rudolph, Klaoelieder, 17; T. Meek and W. M e e r r i l l .  
* L a m e n t a t i ~ n r , ~  13, 

'%okr+ Qordim, a C O I . n t a r y  on thr Tmxt of  W n t a t i o n m ,  a Ln The Seventy- 
FifthAMiver8uvVolrmvoftheJewiuhguuterLyRwiew,d.Abrah.mA.Neuun - 

andsolomon Z e i t l i n ( P h i 1 a d o l p h i r t  J ~ L ~ h Q u u t o t l y R w i e w ,  1967), 276, 277- 

' " ~ f .  t h e  crit ical a m a t u r n  o f  the B i b l i a  &.braica. 

'*. Mnk and We )krsill, mL.Yntatlonm, 13. 



structure, assuming the  o r a l  convention of aubstituting t h e  t i t le  for t h e  

divine name i n  reading. Even if t h i e  convention waa not obeerved, the 

difference is t r i v i a l .  

V e r e e 1 5 :  Noemendatione8ignificanttotheversestructurehavebeenpropoeed 

f o r t h i s  ver se .  

Verse 16: The Biblia Hebraica suggestfi that  the i n i t i a l  i lP~(-% should be 

regardedaeananacrueie.  There isconaiderablesupport fordelet ingoneofthe  

two occurrences of '9.u as a dittog~aphy.'~ Gordia reject8 t h i e  

emendationr'" as do neek and Herrill,'s though i n  both cases  t h e  dec i s ion  i e  

bared a t  least p a z t i a l l y  on metr ica l  consideratione. Dahood reeo lvee  t h i s  

i s sue  by repoint ing  in the first co lon  as '~k, "my sorrow," though thie 

c l ever  emendation requires him to read the f i r a t  line of the verae a s  a 

t r i co lon*  '= 

Verae17: Noemendationsaignificanttotheveraeatructurehavebeenpropoaed 

f o r t h i s v e r s e .  

Verae 10: The qere of the thizd co lon includes the def Fnite article before 

nq@p . lY 

' 9 f .  D. Rillarm, kmsntationa, 13; W e  Rudolph, Klaqalieder, 17; BLblia 

l"~. Gordim, Tho Sonq of Sonam and L m n t a t f  ona, 159. 

'%. Meek and W. Mottill, mLamentationm, * 14. 

I%. Dahood, aNw Raadingm in Umentationa, a 178. 

lS4cf. B~l ia~~braicr~dBLblLaHebraicaStuttqartenmia .  - 
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V e ~ s e 1 9 :  Noemendationa eignificanttothevereestructurehavebeenpropoaed 

forthieverse,thougheomeconrnentatorehavenotedtheunueualbrevityofthe 

second bic01on. l~  The Septuagint adds an extra clauee at the end of t h i s  

verse ,  "mt o 6 ~  d p o v ,  which would correspond t o  the Hebrew qNqlJ US]. '" This 

would allow the re-arrangement of the colometry of t h e  verae t o  p resen t  it aa 

threebicolaofusuallength. The+e is, however, no #ebrewmanuscript auppott 

f o r t h i s  addi t ion .  

Veree 20: The f i n a l  colon is widely debated. Ae it etande, it seem6 tha t  it 

"cannot be made to yield sa tFafac tory  een8e d e s p i t e  repeated efforts by 

i n t e r p r e t e r s  to defend it. *'" Several euggeations have been made to emend the 

colon. Rudolph c a u t i o u m l y  auggeets repoin t ing  t h e  lamt word as nIB?," 80 

thatthecolonwouldteaduinaide,captivityrntheparalleliaticcomplementof 

the f Fret colon, "Outride the eword bereaves. " H i l l e r a  p r e f e r s  t h e  reading 

103, a r a r e  word occurring i n  Job 5 r 22, 30 r 3, w a n i n g  " f m i n e ,  " i n  p a r a l l e l  

with "eword" i n  the f i r a t  colon. Lere radica l ly ,  Dahaed emends nj@3 to njQ '3, 

"Death h~nree l f .  The colon would, i n  fact, make perfect senee i f  t h e  order  

ofthetwoword8waatev~tred,'6' a n d e v e n a e t h e y o c c u r  i n  theMaeoretic  Text ,  

t hey  may be considered meaningful, although the myntax i m  unusual ( a s  poetic 

s y n t a x o f t e n i e ) .  Gordisd~snotseeanydf f fFcu l tywi ththoMasoret i cText ,  

and identifiees t h e  f i r s t  letter of nlqa aa  an n a e ~ e r v e r a t i v e  Kaph," 

%f. D. H i l l e r . ,  Lamentations, 14. 

'%f. BLblia Hebraica Stuttoartenmia. 

Hillor8, Lamantation., 14; cf . U. Dahood, 'Nsw Reading8 . . . , 179. 

'%. Rudolph, Itlaqelieder,  18; c f .  Biblia Hebtaica Stu t tqa r t ene ia .  

'%. H i l l e r a ,  Lawnta t ione ,  14. 

'%. Dahood, nIWu Mading. . . . ,- 179. 
'%w T. H n k  and W. Xerrill, *Lamentations, a 15.  
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t r a n s l a t i n g  t h e  paseage "Without t h e  sword bereaved; wi th in ,  t h e r e  was 

death.a1a The rest of  the text i a  l a r g e l y  undebated, though C. L. Seow 

cha l lenge8  the t r a d i t i o n a l  interpretation (though no t  t h e  reading) of the 

second bicolon. 

Verse 21: T h e i n i t i a l v e r b ,  vocalizeda~aperfectbytheMasoretea.  Lawidely 

re-vocal ized a8 an imperat ive.  EvenGordia, u s u a l l y a  conse rva t ivede fende r  

o f  t h e  Haaozetic Text of t h i a  chapter ,  o f f e r e  t h i e  emendation without 

apology. '" There is a dispute between the a n c i e n t  versions a8 t o  whether t h i s  

s h o u l d b e a p l u r a l  L m p e r a t i v e o r a e l n g u l a r ,  withtheSeptuagintreprementing 

t h e  former view and the Syrias t h e  latter. '= 
The eecondbicolon Lmby f a r t h e  longee t i n t h e c h a y t e r ,  a n d a v a r i e t y o f  

emendationehavebeenpropoeed. Theeepcoposals acereflectedinthetextual 

apparatum of t h e  B i b l i a  Hebraica. which ouggeete d e l e t i n g  e i t h e r  9p-50. ?)D@ 

o r  n0I(.lrn The v m i e t y  of theme emendations, a11 made without  t e x t u a l  or  

v e r s i o n a l  support  euggeste  a r a t h e r  t r a n s p a r e n t  a t tempt  a t  metrical 

ad  juetment. 

Some a c h o l u r  have muggemted emending QMaa i n  t h e  f i n a l  co lon  to nb I ( )g.  

a read ing  which appear8 to be .upported by t h e  S y r i a c  vermion. la7 Both Gordim 

'9. Gordir , mComwntary on t he  Text . . . , 277. 

'%. L. Smow, Textua l  Noto on L w n t a t i o n r  1 r 20, a The C a t h o l i c  B i b l i c a l  
Quarterly 47 (198s) t 416-419. 

'%. Gotdim, Tho Soap of Song. and Lawnta t ion8 ,  160; c f .  D. B i l l e t a ,  
Lamontat ion8 , 14, 15; B i b l i a  I?obraica urd BLblia 8abrtaFcr S t u t t a a r t o n a i r  . 

'%f . T. b k  and W. Ilurill, aL.untatLona,  15. 

lmsn T. IWok and W. &Somill, a L s m t a t i o n a ,  a IS; cf. B i b l i a  Hebraic. and 
B i b l i r  Hebraicr S t u t t q m e n m i a .  



and H i l l e r s  point ou t  t h a t  t h e  emendation is unnecessary. lse The perfect tenee  

oftheverbcanexpreaaeitherdesireorassurancethattheeventdeacribedwill 

occur, a n d e u c h u e e o f t h e p e r f e c t  ismost common i n p o e t r y .  

Veroe22t Noemendationaeignificanttotheveraestructurehavebeenpropoeed 

f o r t h i e  veree. 

"WHEN THE LORD RESTORED THE FORTUNES OF ZION": PSALM 126: 1-6 

Veree 1: There is considerable debate on the occutrence of n3-v i n  t h i s  verae ,  

frequently emended t o  nq!  or n'gq, a n  emendation ev iden t ly  accepted by t h e  

t r a n s l a t o r s  of t h e  Septuagint,  who have given the t r a n e l a t i o n  a i ~ p a h o f a v .  

Mitchell  Dahoodtakeavigoroue exception t o t h i s  reading o f t h e  t e x t :  

. . . t h o  t e x t  reads bekb  . . . Bibat, and c r i t i c s  (e.g., Krau~, Psalman, - 
IT, p. 853, who tern6 Bibat "manifestly a s c r i b a l  errorn for PbQt or 
Pbi t )  have not hemitated t o  emend Bibat t o  PbPt .  Thie i l l - a d v i s e d  - 
emendationieproposedanewbyBardtkeinBHS. Butthiaemendationisnow 
provedunooundbytheAramaic phraeehgbw ' 1 h n L y b t b f ~ t  'byl, "Thegodm 
reetoredthe fortuneeof  [my fa thex ' shouse] ,  F n t h e S i f i r e  i n s c r i p t i o n  
(111124) of t h e  mid-eighth century B.C. Arm. gybt anewers to Heb. 
Bibat, whileAram. h ~ b ~ ~ y b t e h o w e t h a t t h e n o u n i a a c o g n a t e a c c u e a t i v e  - 
and 60 eupportm t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  of b i b l i c a l  6%Qt and (vm. 4 )  and Bbat 
from BQb, "to r e s t o r e n  r a t h e r  than  from, gabgh, " t o  t a k e  captive.  

Verse 2: The tenme of verba i n  t h i s  poem Ls problematic, beginning with ~20 :  i n  

t h e  oecond veroe. EIypothetically, aa an imperfect,  t h i s  ehould r e f e r  to an 

'%f. the B i b l i a  Habraica and t h e  BiblFa Hebraica Stuttuartenmia on +him 
verro. 

'%i tchel l  Dahood, 0, The Anchor B i b l e ,  vol. 17A. ed. 
William F o m e l l  Albtight and David Noel Freedman (Gatden City, New York: 
Doubleday G Campany, 1970). 218. S n  almo Urnlie C. Allan. ~ 1 0 1 -  150, 
WordBLbleCoraawntuy,ool.21r (WaCO. TW.8: W0rd890k., 1983), 1 7 0 ; ~ d A .  A. 
~dereon.TheBookofPmaha,vol.2,TheNewCenturyBible,vol. 1 9 , p a r t 2 , d .  
Ronaldt.  Cl.awntmrrrdMatthswBlack, (London: Oliphmt,  1972). 864. 



uncompleted event,  preeumably i n  fu tu re  t i m e *  However, t h i s  appear6 to be 

con t rad ic t ed  by t h e  tenme of U':? i n  veroe 1. Several commentator8 note tha t  

imperfects following tl( may be treated as imperfect8 with 1 coneecutive, 

which would a l l w  t h e  reader  t o  understand t(?@: as a reference to an  event of t h e  

t h i e  verse: 

. . . impf . after tH, which i n  early ueage ha6 t h e  force of 1 coneec., 
doubtful ,  however in th ia  late Pe. ; 60 l'lB84' tM. In any case t h e  time Is 
present ,  carrying on t h e  previous apod. as second and t h i r d  members of 
it . I f z  

Nevertheleas, t h e  use of 3943 i n  t h i s  verse and the two occurrancee of t h e  

p e r f e c t  t e n s e  i n  verse  3 tend t o  re inforce  t h e  view t h a t  a l l  verbs i n  t h i a  

passage ehould be regarded am referring to pamt t i m e .  

Veree 3: Thia verse  haaoccamionedno aignificanttext-crlticalconnrenta. 

Veree 4: The d i f f i c u l t i e s w i t h t h e t F m e  r e f e r e n c e o f t h e  verbe i n t h i e  Porlm, 

already noted i n  connection wi th  ve r re  2 ,  can be eeen again here.  I f  t h e  i n i t i a l  

verb o f  t h i s  ve r se  im underetood am an imperative, it would refer t o  a de r i r ed  

futureact ionofYahweh.  Btiggr~rolutiontothi~,deacribedabove, Fa toa l low 

t h e  verbs of verses 1 t o  3 r e f e r  t o  present  ac t ion ,  so t h a t  t h i e  veree is a 

p o t i t i o n  requamting Yahweh t o  continue what he i a  a l ready doing.17' D a h o o d  

object6 t o  t h i e  ro lu t ionr  

lnl. Dahood, P m l u  111, 218; 1. C. Allen. P m a l u  101-150, 170. - 

'%harlem Augumtur Brigg8 and Emily Qraco Briggm, A Ctitical and E x w e t i c a l  
Comnentary on t h e  Thm Book of Pmahm (Edinburgh t T. C T. C l u k ,  1907), Vol.  - 

%f. W. S t u u t  McCullough at a1. , aP8almm, T h o . I n t o r p ~ e t o r ~ m  B i b l a ,  od. 
GeorgeA. B u t t r i c k e t a l . ,  (MwYo~k:  AbingdonP~1em8, 19SS),  0010 4, 665. 

'"c. A. Bciggm and E. Om Briggm. The Ilook of  Pmalmm, Vol. 2, 415, 456. 



m m p h a t i c h p r a t i v e g f i b l h ,  " R e ~ t ~ r e ! ~  createsthemaineyntacticand 
semantic  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  t h i s  psalm. I n  vs. 1 Yahweh is said to have 
r e s t o r e d  the proeperity of Zion, but here he i e  being begged to make 
I a r a e l p r o a p e r .  . . . Hence for~TBGb8hreadtheqatalaverb smith, o r  
t h e  Phoenician form 86b&h, where 4 becomes q, t h e  a r c h a i c  form of the 
c l a e e i c a l  Hebrew m; . . . 175 

V e r s e  S t  Brigge euggeete a n e m e n d a t i o n o f t h i e  veraenretri cauea, becauseo f  

its b r e v i t y  i n  the Haeoret ic  Text. 

Thel. a8i tatandsisatetranteter;butthatfs f inprob.  Probab ly theob j .  
of the f icst vb. P'lt, and t h e  emph. demoatr. as eub j . of t h e  eecond vb. , 
have been omit ted by t x t .  err. ''' 

Thie ouggest ion is supported by t h e  Bib l ia  Hebraica,  whose no t e  on thim verae  

sugges ts  i n s e r t i n g  OqTr a f t e r  077'f i3. 

A s  w i th  versee  2 and 4, the t e n s e  of the f i n i t e  verb  i n  t h i s  v e r a e  f a  

problematic.  Some veraione treat t h i a  imperfect  aa a jues ive ,  making it p a r t  

of t h e  mame p e t i t i o n  ae t h e  preceding  verse. To t h i s ,  Allen conmenta, "This 

veree  i ehardlyacont inuat ionof theprayerofv4  . . . : v d a m p l i f i e a v 5  and 

v 6. cannot  be eo conetrued. " I n  Accordingly, Al len  t r a n s l a t e s  q?hal a8 "do 

reap ,"  andtreatmthevereeasaproverbialeaying. Dahoodtakee " t h e y a t l v e r b  

yiqedrCi as a punctua l  form expres s ing  paet time, and no t  a6 stating a p r e s e n t  

event  or  wieh, . . . Dahood is t h e t e f o r e  able to place the  action of the 

e n t i r e  Psa lm i n  pae t  time, and t o  treat t h e  Paalm a e  a *hymn of 

t h a n k a g i ~ i n g , ~ ' ~  i n w h i c h t h e r e i e  noelement o f  p e t i t i o n .  

'%. Dahood, P m a l u  111, 220. The laut of Dahood'a muggmationm ham the 
mupport o f  the B i b l i a  ~ a b r a i c a ,  which offers  the  reading aq i n  a note on thim 
verre . 

'%. A. Briggm and E. Ow Briggm, The Book of Psalm., vol. 2, 457. 

'3. C. Al len ,  



Veree 6: The length of t h i s  veree has attracted the attention of the 

conwrentatore, though its integrity intheQuauantexts confinnstheUarroretic 

forn.lm  he Bibl ia  Hebraica suggests revocalizing Jgp t o  'JV)?~ ( T ~ B  i n  t h e  

B i b l i a  Hebraica Stuttqartensia) , but leaver the vetee m t ~ c t u r e  unchanged. 

Dahood offera a conjectural interpretation of the phrase P)13-7@ N ~ I ,  but 

leaves the Hebrew t e x t  intact. la' 

' q h o  pamaage i m  found Ln IlQPd, citod by I. Dahood, P a a l u  1x1,  221. 

'"M. Dahood, Psalms Iff 221. 
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