IV

THE

LEXICAL AND
SEMANTIC
ASPECTS

If the grammatical aspect provides the skeleton of the parallelism then
the lexical and semantic aspects are its flesh and blood. It is, after all, the
words and what they signify that give meaning to a verse or phrase. Since
these aspects are most obvious, it is not surprising that they have historically
received the most attention. At first it was the semantic aspect alone——that
is, the sense of one line and its relationship to the sense of the parallel
line—that was described. Lowth’s contribution in this area, both concep--
tually and terminologically, has been difficult to supercede; most discus-

sions of parallelism still speak of synonymous, antithetic, and synthetic

parallelism. To be sure, Lowth deserves praise for his insights, but in some
ways his model for describing the semantic relationship between parallel
lines inhibited the development of this subject for a long time. Although
many over the years expressed dissatisfaction with it, added to it, or modi-
fied it, only recently has biblical scholarship been able to free itself totally
of Lowth’s tripartite semantic division. :

Most of the credit goes to Kugel, who offered the longest, most anti-

Lowthian description of parallelism (cf. Idea, 12-15). Kugel sees the se- . -

mantic relationship between all parallel lines as being basically always “A,
what’s more, B”’—that is, the second line goes beyond (in any one of a
number of ways) the meaning of the first (cf. especially Idea, 51-54).
“Biblical parallelism is of one sort, ‘A, and what’s more, B,’ or a hundred
sorts; but it is not three” (Idea, 58). Thus Kugel destroys the notion of a
tidy number of discrete semantic categories and replaces it with a general

overarching semantic concept which may be realized in so many different
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" ways that they defy all but the most superficial description. I will return to

consider the semantic relationship between lines later, but first I will dis-
cuss the lexical aspect of parallelism.

The lexical aspect has to do with the specific words or word groups that
are paired in parallel lines. This is, of course, not totally separable from
the semantic aspect, since words affect meaning (although later I will sug-
gest that the two can and should be separated to a certain extent). But as I
have done in the previous chapter, I will distinguish, for purposes of pre-
sentation, the word-level phenomenon, which I will call the lexical aspect,
from the line-level phenomenon, which will be called the semantic aspect.
This is ‘especially appropriate here, because historically the study of bibli-
cal parallelism has also made this distinction. Again it was Lowth who pro-
vided the model for distinguishing “‘parallel lines” from “parallel terms”:
“When a proposition is delivered, and a second is subjoined to it . . .
equivalent, or contrasted with it, in Sense . . . these I call Parallel Lines;
and the words or phrases answering one to another in the corresponding
Lines Parallel Terms” (Isaiah, viii). Lowth himself did not investigate par-
allel terms, but this aspect of parallelism, it turns out, benefited from

- much more fruitful study in later years than did the semantic aspect.

THE LEXICAL ASPECT: WORD PAIRS

~

The discovery of Ugaritic poems at Ras Shamra beginning in 1929 had a
major effect on the study of biblical poetry. Not only did Ugaritic and He-
brew prove to be closely related languages, but the two poetic traditions

‘had so much in common that some considered them part of one Canaanite

tradition. The most obvious similarity was that both Ugaritic and Hebrew
poetry used parallelism extensively and, upon closer examination, it was
found that the two even used the very same parallel terms in many cases.
This observation led to the monumental effort of collecting what came to
be known as fixed word pairs—parallel terms that occur frequently in the
Bible and in Ugaritic texts. Begun a half century ago, it continues still, and
it is one of the major achievements of modern biblical research.!

But collecting data is one thing and interpreting it is another. What was
one to make of the fact that there were a large number of parallel pairs that
recurred? The conclusion reached was that there existed a stock of fixed
word pairs which belonged to the literary tradition of Israel and Canaan,
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and that poets, specially trained in their craft, drew on this stock to aid in
the oral composition of parailel lines. If, for example, a poet gene'rated a
line containing the word ksp, “silver,” his next line would be formed
around its fixed pair, hrs, “gold.”

There are actually two separate issues involved here. One is the issue of .
oral composition, which remains a hypothesis for biblical poetry. The
other is the issue of the existence of fixed pairs as opposed to nonfixed
pairs. The connection made between theories of oral composition and
word pairs is an accident of intellectual history. The discovery of Ugaritic
word pairs and their similarity to Hebrew word pairs came at the same time
that the Parry-Lord theory was in ascendence. Scholars simply linked

newly emerging evidence with newly emerging theories. Since it proved '~
impossible-to find in Hebrew poetry the same kinds of metrical formulae -

that were present in Greek poetry, biblical scholars substituted what they
had in abundance—parallel word pairs—and declared them to be the

functional equivalents of formulae.? Word pairs existed, according to this '

line of thought, to enable a poet to compose orally.

But this leaves much unaccounted for. For one thing, it does not explain

how the rest of the line, besides the word pairs, was composed. For an-
other, the same word pairs occur in poetry that was almost certainly not
composed orally.? For these reasons, as well as because of recent doubt’s
about the Parry-Lord theory, the time has come, as others have already
suggested, to remove the issue of oral composition from the discussion of
word pairs.
That leaves us with the notion of a stock of fixed pairs—the poet’s dic-
- tionary, as it has been called. This was presumably a poetic substratum of
biblical Hebrew and Ugaritic, the privileged knowledge of trained poets.
But this stock of pairs, once numbering a few dozen, is now over a thou-
sand and still growing.* Moreover, the same pairs that occur in poetic par-
allelism also occur in prose—in juxtaposition, collocation, and even in

construct with one another.® If these pairs were indeed reserved for poets,
then they threaten to leave the ordinary speaker without a vocabulary. It

seems obvious that we cannot separate them from the total lexicon of He-

brew. Having said that, it becomes clear that there is no qualitative differ- .

ence between the so-called fixed pairs and pairs that have not been so la-
belled. The only difference is that fixed pairs are attested more often than
nonfixed pairs.® This is a quantitative distinction which is of some interest
in regard to specific pairs and to ancient Israelite language behavior in gen-
eral; but it does not alter the fact that the process where_by words are
paired is the same in all instances.
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If the phenomenon of word pairs cannot be explained as a part of a liter-
ary substratum or as a necessity for oral composition, then how is it to be
explained? Here, again, linguistics offers a solution, a way of understand-
ing word pairs in a broad sense and a way of comprehending their function
in parallelism. However, this time it is not structural linguistics which pro-
vides the insight, but psycholinguistics—specifically the area of psycho-
linguistics that concerns itself with the process of word association. For
word pairs, I will shortly attempt to demonstrate, are nothing more or less

“than the products of normal word associations that are made by all compe-

tent speakers.” Biblical scholarship has been inching slowly towards this
view, but since most biblical scholars lacked any knowledge of the lin-
guistic theory of word associations they were not able to make this connec-
tion. Before I present the theory and relate it to Hebrew word pairs, let us
see how close others have come to it, and yet, like Tasman, who circum-
navigated Australia without ever discovering it, they were unable to per-
ceive what lay just below their horizon.

" W. Watters, whose book, though flawed, succeeds in its critique of cer-
tain assumptions about fixed word pairs, explains that “many recurring
pairs may be ascribed . . . to borrowing, coincidence, or idiom” (73), and
“pairs‘which are deemed ‘rare associations’ by modern scholarship, were
but_common associations to the poet and the public” (75). The implicit
assumption here, although it is developed no further, is that both common
and rare pairings (i.e., fixed and nonfixed pairs) derive from commonly
held associations between words.* Kugel echoes this when he says that
“Hebrew and Ugaritic, like most languages, had their stock of conven-
tionally associated terms, of synonyms and near-synonyms, and of an-
tonyms and near-antonyms” (Idea, 33). Kugel, too, seems to feel that
there is nothing extraordinary about Hebrew word pairs—they are just

. conventionally associated terms. (But several of Kugel’s own terms are un-

fortunate: “stock” brings to mind the old notion of fixed pairs, or a given
body of words that could be used for pairing; and “‘synonyms” and ““an-
tonyms” are inaccurate, as we will see below.)
~ P. C. Craigie approaches the issue of word pairs from a different direc-
tion. In the context of questioning the Ugaritic origins of Psalm 29, which
he feels is a Hebrew (not a Canaanite) psalm with a Canaanite theme, Crai-
gie notes that some of the same word pairs occur in many different, even
unrelated languages.® His conclusion is that “a basic parallel word pair
. . cah carry no particular significance with respect to the literary inter-
relationship between Ugaritic and Hebrew poetry.” (UF 11, 137). In other
words, Craigie argues that the similarity between Hebrew and Ugaritic
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pairs cannot be used to support the view that the two poetic traditions are
interrelated. Actually, though, his observation poses an even more funda-
mental question: is the use of word pairs a distinctive Ugaritic-Hebrew
poetic device? Craigie answers in the negative: “Any poetry, in which
thought parallelism is employed, will inevitably employ similar or com-
mon parallel word pairs.” *® However, Craigie does not pursue the matter;
he offers no thoughts on what word pairs are or where they come from.
O’Connor, who has the most to offer on this subject, goes further by
stating that “the psychotherapeutic exercise of free association reveals, if it

is not obvious, that any single word in a language can be paired with any’

other” (HVS, 96). In other words, every word has a potential word pair

that can be generated by every competent speaker. There is no stock of .

word pairs except in the sense of those pairs which occur frequently—i.e.,
those associations which are realized more often. Although O’Connor
makes an important point here, he does not investigate the general process
of word association, but restricts his study to certain specific kinds of asso-
ciation, and the linguistic rules whereby associated terms are ordered (that
is, why A words precede B words). I want to go back to the process of
association itself; I am not so much interested in the rules which govern

the order of the terms as in the rules which explain how the terms were . -

generated in the first place. I want to answer the question: Where do word
pairs come from? In order to do this I will have recourse to the area of
psycholinguistics that investigates the process of word association through
word association games. The particular studies to which I will refer are
H. Clark, “Word Associations and Linguistic Theory” and J. ‘E. Deese,
The Structure of Associations in Language and Thought. These studies are
based on English word associations, but when we apply their observations
and results to the lists of Hebrew word pairs we find remarkable similarities.
The general rules that pertain to English word associations also pertain to
Hebrew word pairs. Thus the two begin to appear as results of the same
process. In this way Hebrew word pairs—all Hebrew word pairs—can be
understood as the product of normal linguistic association."

Before summarizing the specific rules whereby word associations are

generated, there are several general observations that will clarify pomts :

that have ‘always created confusion in biblical research.
Psycholinguists vary the time limits for responses in their word associa-
tion experiments, and this leads to different results, which have been clas-

sified into three groups. When the player in a word association game is

given a great deal of time, he responds with unusual associations, rich in

images, and reflecting personal or idiosyncratic choices. When asked' to,
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respond more quickly, the player produces more “superficial” and more
common associations. These tend to be the same ones produced by most
other players, and are therefore predictable to a large extent. Finally, when
pressed even faster, the player gives “clang responses,” words that sound
like or. rhyme with the stimulus (Clark, 272—-73). It is the second group of
associations, those elicited most often by most players, that usually inter-
ests psycholinguists. And it is this same group that biblicists call “fixed
word pairs.” They are simply the most common, easily produced, word
associations. There are, of course, less common pairs in the Bible, and
Athese eould be considered members of the first group—the products of
more careful thought. Of course, one would not expect “clang responses”
1n a context where meaning is essential.
.The second observation from the psycholinguistic approach is that a word
may elicit itself as an association. This rarely occurs in free-association ex-
periments because it is in the nature of the instructions of these experi-

ments to discourage a response that is identical to its stimulus. Neverthe-

less, it has become a psycholinguistic assumption that “a word serving as a
stimulus in free association not only yields the overtly given associate but
also yields tself as a response” (Deese, 47). Now this corresponds to the rep-
etition of the same word in parallel lines, which occurs so often that
Dahood began to list examples in his word pair lists. Although he didn’t
quite know how to explain this type of pairing, he sensed that it was in
some way related to the use of word pairs. Indeed, he was right. The use of

-a repeated word in parallel lines is part of the same phenomenon as the use

of an associated word. (This applies to any word, not just the specific ones
listed by Dahood.)

More dramatic proof that a repeated word and a parallel word are part of
the same phenomenon can be found when we are fortunate enough to have
two versions of the same parallelism. It is well known, for instance, that
2 Sam 22 and Ps 18 are the same psalm in slightly different forms. It is not
a question of which is correct, but a matter of comparing alternate forms

. which were equally acceptable to the ancient poet.”? In the case of word

pairs, we find that in the following verses one version repeats a word while
the other substitutes a parallel word.

2 Sam 22:1 DIRW 7971 1R P2 o1
From the palm of all his enemies and from the palm of Saul.

Ps18:1 DIRW 71 172K 90 non

From the palm of all his enemies and from the hand of Saul.
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2 Sam 22:7 7 XIPR Y T332
RIPR IR O

When I am in distress I call to YHWH;
And to my God I call.
Ps18:7 ' “NRTPR Y %2
WR PR DX
When I am in distress I call to YHWH;
And to my God I cry out.
2 Sam 22:32 1 07v9an HRon D
1°09R STYhan X oM
For who is a god except YHWH?
And who is a rock except our God?
Ps18:32 : 7 v1whan TR M D
1P7SR N9 MY M
For who is a god except YHWH?

And who is a rock besides our God?

The same sort of replacement occurs in repeated phrases in the prophetic
books. ) :

Isa16:7 AR 9o 1o
553 750 axmd

Therefore let Moab howl;
As for all Moab, let it howl.
Jer 48:31 DR ARM DY P BY
PYIR 75 axw

Therefore 1 will how! about Moab;
For all Moab I will cry out.

Jer 23:19 59INNn Y0 RIS IR0 T NNYD 1IN
SN DoYwS WX HY

Lo, the storm of YHWH goes forth in fury, a whirling storm;
Upon the head of the wicked it will whirl.

Jer 30:23 ' AMANR WO ARX 70 7 NOYD I
57 YW WRY Y

Lo, the storm of YHWH goes forth in fury, a raging storm;
Upon the head of the wicked it will whirl.
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These verses confirm that a word may be paralleled by itself or by a parallel
word—i.e., a word that is in some sense equivalent. This shows that in
pérallélis_m absolute identity is acceptable on the lexical plane just as it is
acceptable on the grammatical plane (when the grammar of the two lines is

. identigal).

Closely related to the identical repetition of a word in parallel lines is the
repetition of the same root in a different form. Chapter 3 contains many
examples of the same root with some grammatical change: masculine //
feminine, singular // plural, gt // yqtl, and so forth. Related also is the
phenomenon in which a single word is paralleled by a phrase containing
that word. Y. Avishur (Beth Mikra 59, 520-21)designates thisasx / x +y,
asin Song I:10-11, where >IN, “wreaths,” parallels 271 "N, “wreaths

.of gold” (cf. also Song 1:3, PN W // 7°1W). I would include other
‘combinations that are not strictly x // x + ¥, such as Job 6: 15 2°%n3 poor /

%N and Jud §:28 M2 *B¥D /13 (see below). Such pairings are
analogous to English associates like affirm-confirm, amongst-among, berry-
strawberry. In all of these cases the paired words share the same lexical
base, but their forms have been differentiated by the addition of other lin-
guistic features.

A third observation is that a word may elicit a number of different associ-
ations."® Linguists usually rank them statistically, from the most common

" to the least. For example, man will usually elicit woman, but it will elicit

boy in a smaller number of cases (Clark, 276). For our purposes it is
enough to realize, as Dahood’s lists show, that a word may be paired with
several others. For instance, >rs may be paired with itself (RSP I, #62),
with ym (RSP 1, #64), <pr (RSP I, #67), smm (RSP 1, #71), and so on.
What determines which association is made in a given verse in the Bible?
To some extent it may be the strength of the association; that is, in the
general population what the most common response to ’rs would have
been. Another factor is the particular connotation which the word conjures
up to the person making the association. This affects the choice of associ-
ate even in free-association games, and how much more so when the word
is part of a larger semantic context, as in a line or a poem. If °rs is under-
stood to mean “‘country” it will elicit a different term than if it is under-
stood to mean “earth” or “dry land.” So at work in any specific pairing are
the normal strength and frequency of a particular association—how con-
ventional or stereotyped it has become—and the semantic requirements of
a particular context or the playfulness of a particular poet.

A final observation has to do with the reciprocity of associated words. In
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some cases X will elicit Y and Y will elicit X—for example, in English soft
elicits hard and hard elicits soft. This is analogous to situations in which
the order of the paired words may be reversed. For example, >rs elicits Smm
and $mm elicits °rs; °rs may serve as either the A or the B word.!* (Com-
pare, for example, Isa 45:12 and Ps 96:11.) However, in other cases X
elicits Y, but Y does not elicit X. In English frigid elicits cold, but cold does
not elicit frigid (Deese, 53). (Cold usually elicits hot, for reasons di_scussed
below.) In Hebrew k[ elicits $th, but sth rarely-if ever seems to elicit *kl
(but cf. Num 6:3 and Amos 9:14). This would explain the word pairs
in which there is always a fixed order: always A and then B; never B and.
then A.

The general rules governing the formation of word associations can be
divided into paradigmatic rules and syntagmatic rules (Clark). Sets of
elements which can be substituted one for another in a given context are
paradigmatic. In English this usually involves words of the same part of
speech, e.g., tree-flower, cold-hot, run-jump. Syntagmatic elements are
those which combine to form a larger unit, e.g., green-grass, sit-down. A
word may generate both a paradigmatic and a syntagmatic associate, for
instance, stop generates both go and sign; but the response correlates to
some extent with the part of speech of the stimulus. Thus grammar is at
work also, even though it might appear that word association is purely a
lexical procedure. The following observations have been made for English:
nouns tend to be paradigmatic, adverbs are syntagmatic, and verbs and ad-

jectives fall in between, with about 50 percent of the associates of each"

being syntagmatic (Deese, 105). An interesting aside: children tend to give
‘more syntagmatic responses than adults. For instance, when presented
with the word gobd, most adults will give bad, but children will give boy
(Deese, 53, Clark, 275).

A. The Paradigmatic Rules

1. The Minimal Contrast Rule

If a word has a common ‘“‘opposite’ it will elicit that opposite more than
anything else. This is most evident in adjectives: good-bad, long-short. But
many nouns also work this way: man-woman, as do prepositions: ip-down,
above-below, and also verbs: give-take, go-come. Biblical examples are the

pairing of IX"DR, NAN-YY (RSP 1, #589), and 1115V (RSP 1, #421).

This creates the impression that many word pairs are antonyms.

" THE LEXICAL AND SEMANTIC ASPECTS 73

Other single-feature contrasts involve grammatical contrasts of the type
discu_ssed in chapter 3. In verbs we find =+ plural (is-are, has-have), * past
tense in strong verbs (are-were, take-to0k). This would explain the gtl-yqil
pairing of the same root. (The pairing of gqtl-yqil forms of different roots
involves a double-feature contrast.) In pronouns there may be a + nomina-
tive contrast: he-him (cf. Ps 2:7 70N // 77), and in deictic words a * proxi-
mal contrast: here-there, this-that.

The rules for minimal contrast are actually more complex than this.
They are hierarchic; there are rules for which feature is chosen for contrast
aid in what order features tend to be chosen. This explains, for example,
why man elicits woman more often than it elicits boy. We must remember,
however, that these rules are not meant for predicting the associate of a
particular word at any given time. They merely explain and categorize a
great many word associations by a large group of people.

2. The Marking Rule

This is a particularization of the minimal contrast rule. It states that
there is a greater tendency to change a feature from, rather than to, its

" marked value. Marking can be illustrated in nouns by dogs, the marked

form, and dog, the unmarked (or zero-marked) form. The marking rule
means that dogs elicits dog more than dog elicits dogs. The same is true for

" pairs such as broughi-bring, better-good, wuseless-useful. If this holds true

for Hebrew, and there is no assurance that it does, then one would expect
more cases of yqil // gl than the reverse, more cases of plural // singular of
the same word, and feminine // masculine of the same word. I have no idea
if the actual occurrences of such pairs bear this out.

Clark notes, however, that there are many cases which seem to contra-
dict the marking rule. For instance, man, the unmarked form, elicits
woman more than woman elicits man; he, the unmarked form, elicits him
more than the reverse. Clark therefore cautions against using the marking
rule as a general rule (278). In biblical parallelism the presence of the se-
mantic¢ context may limit the use of the marking rule even more severely.
But it would appear that some form of marking is at work when singulars
and plurals of the same root are paired, masculines and feminines of the

- same root, and so forth (see chapter 3, p. 35).

3. The Feature Deletion and Addition Rule

The features of a word are listed hierarchically by linguists; for example,
father = noun, singular, animate, human, male, parent. If a feature is de-
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leted, and it is usually done from the end of the list, it generally produces a
superordinate, as in father-man, apple-fruit, etc. This is, in other words, a
part and its whole, or a specific member of a class and the entire class.
(The tendency towards expansion of the members of a class in this kind
of association may also be at work in the many cases where 92 is added to
the second term, cf. Kugel, Idea, 47-48.) A Hebrew example is obw1 //
AT 2 (Isa 44:26—cf. 17°% // A7 7Y in Lam 5: 11). The addition of
9> appears in Jer 34:7, where 09w parallels 7AT7° 9 92, Isa 40: g has
taken the pair 11°% and 091, and added to it 7T Y,

The addition of a feature (instead of its deletion) yields a subordinate, as
in fruit-apple, animal-dog. The same Hebrew pair, AT // DY is put in
this order'in Jer 4:3-5. Another example is Y¥ // 1R (which is also ’used'
in reverse, cf. RSP I, #442). The device known as particularizing, com-
mon in Hebrew and other ancient near eastern parallelism, can be consid-
ered a form of feature addition."

It is the feature deletion and addition rules that account, in a number
of complex ways, for the large number of synonyms and near-synonyms
produced on word association experiments. In general, this involves the
selection of another word with the same or a similar list of features. For
example, dog and cat share the following features: noun, singular, animate,
mammal, small, domesticated, etc. Combinations like dog-cat, apple-orange
are coordinates; in Hebrew one finds coordinates like hearz // liver (RSP 1,
#323), water // 01l (RSP 1, #354). o

Many associates share the same properties or appear in the same
context. They can usually be explained by the deletion or addition of one

or two features. In verbs one finds + cause, yielding kill = die, teach = . -

learn. The Hebrew counterpart would be the pairing of gal and hiph<il
verbs.' In nouns the changed features may be * abstract: knowledge-
school, = animate: pill-doctor. Hebrew pairings like 2 // ©°3°10 (Ps 74: 13);
kings // throne (Pr 16:12), those listed in Dahood, Psalms II, 411 as ab-
stract // concrete, and many others can be explained by the feature dele-
tion and addition rule.

4. The Category Preservation Rule

This rule states that the higher a feature is on the list, the less likely it is

to be changed. This accounts, first of all, for the tendency toward para-
digmatic responses, since part of speech is high on the list. It also explains
why certain contrasts or deletions (e.g., singular-plural) occur less. often
than others. In general, the rule for paradigmatic responses is to “perform
the least change on the lowest feature, with the restriction that the result

THE LEXICAL AND SEMANTIC ASPECTS 75

must correspond to an English word” (Clark, 280). The least change
would be changing the sign of a feature, the plus or minus, which vields a
minimal contrast. Deletion of features is preferred to addition of features,
and single deletions or additions are preferred to multiple ones.

In.~general, the paradigmatic rules of association account for a lafge
number of Hebrew word pairs, especially the more frequently occurring
ones. They aiso explain why so many can be called synonyms or antonyms,
and, at the same time, why so many others do not fit these labels.

B. The Syntagmatic Rules

"The syntagmatic rules are, according to Clark, more difficult to charac-
terize than the paradigmatic rules. He finds that there are two which ac-
count for the bulk of Syntagmatic responses.

1. The Selection Feature Realization Rule

A word often contains selectional features that limit the context in which
that word may occur. To illustrate, let us take the word Yyoung. It has selec-
tional ‘restrictions on what it can modify; one can say Young boy but not

. young book. In other words, young can modify animate nouns but not in-
- -ammate nouns. The syntagmatic response to young is one realization of the

possible nouns that young can modify—e.g., boy, woman, etc. To simplify
the procedure further: the respondent thinks, “What can this word be
.used with?” and gives that word as a response.”” Other examples of syntag-
matic responses are bend-over, pencil-write, pickle-sour.

. 2. The Idiom Completion Rule

This is related to the selectional feature realization rule. The idiom com-

. pletion rule seeks a selectional feature that has only one realization. Clark

states the rule as: “Find an idiom of which the stimulus is a part and pro-
duce the next main word” (282). Examples are cottage-cheese, apple-pie,
Oxford-University. There are also a number of apparently paradigmatic re-
sponses which Clark feels are better understood as idiom completions. He
lists ham-eggs, bread-butter, and needle-thread. The importance of the am-
biguity of such combinations wil become clearer in my discussion of He-
brew syntagmatic pairs. Clark also stresses that syntagmatic responses “are
‘ot merely continuous fragments of speech . . . , but rather responses that
bear only an abstract relationship to normal speech” (283). For one thing,

they do not include functional words such as and, the, but only the lexical
items.
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C. Syntagmatic Pairing in Hebrew

There are several different types of syntagmatic pairings in- Hebrew.:
I will consider them under the headings of 1) conventionalized coordi-
nates, 2) binomination, and 3) normal syntagmatic combinations.

1. Conventionalized Coordinates

The idiom completion rule explains the association of two or more terms
that belong to an idiom or conventional expression. For instance, the word
free elicits easy because the two are part of the common expression “free
and easy.” The Hebrew counterparts of such associates are what E. Z.
Melamed has called the breakup of stereotype phrases.” These consist of
word pairs, in most cases coordinates, which derive from expressions
which have achieved the status of idioms, such as 397-010 (“horse-dr_iver”)'
and nnR-70M (“loyalty-truth”). The breakup of such a phrase or idiomi
constitutes a syntagmatic pairing, even if the pair itself appears para-

digmatic, as we saw from Clark’s discussion of sets like bread-butter and

ham-eggs. The objections to Melamed’s thesis brought by C. Whitley actu-
ally center around the problem of whether pairs like 237 // 010 really de-
rive from idioms or are simply paradigmatic associations. To the extent
that we can prove idiom status—and this may sometimes be done on the
basis of the frequency of the continuous phrase (i.e., in juxtaposition, not
in parallel lines)—we can speak of the breakup of idioms. It is hard

enough to decide this for certain English coordinates, like coffee-tea; how
much more would we expect disagreement for certain Hebrew coordinates.

It would seem, though, that the principle of the syntagmatic pairing of
conventionalized coordinates is firmly established in Hebrew. This would
include the use as parallel word pairs of words normally forming hendiadys
(e.g., DR //70M, “loyalty // truth”), merismus (PIR / 0w, “sky //
earth”), and conventional coordinates like MW // qMmn, “ox // ass” and

Q1N // an%R, “orphan // widow.” The origin of such idioms, however, is .

a separate question; they may have arisen from paradigmatic association.
(It bears repeating that such coordinates, regardless of how close in mean-
ing they appear, are not synonyms.)?®

2. Binomination

Although there may be some question concerning the status as syntag-
matic constituents of certain coordinates, there is no doubt about the ele-
ments of biriomination. This is a term used by O’Connor (HVS, 112-13,
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3'71.—77) for the splitting up of the components of one personal or geo-
graphic name. Both elements clearly refer to one individual (whereas coor-
dinates refer to two), and form one two-part name.” Examples are

Juds:12 oY IR 2 // pha [cf. HVS, 374-75]

Num 23:7 XM Ton // pYa [cf. HVS, 374—75]

Ruth 4:11 onb n°a // anaox [cf. Melamed, Scripta VIII,
122-23]%

3. Normal Syntagmatic Combinations

The previous two categories would fit under Clark’s Idiom Completion
Rule. The last category, which, for lack of a better term, I call normal syn-

~ tagmatic combinations, is a manifestation of The Selectional Feature Real-

ization Rule. It pairs words in parallel lines that are not necessarily idioms
but that would normally be combined in ordinary discourse. Here, as in
English, the clearest examples are those in which the part of speech of the
paired weords is different. For example, we find X023, “chair, throne,”
paired with 2W>, “sit” in Isa 16" 5and Lam §: 19,

3

Isa16:5 RO> TON2 197
<. TIT AR BRI TYY awn

And a throne shall be established in kindness;
And he shall sit on it in faithfulness. . . .
Lam 5:19 Wn 5w ‘A anR
NT NI RO

You, YHWH, will sit forever;
Your throne is for eternity.

Another case is the pairing of 2N3, “write,” and 799, “book” in Job19:23

9% 713N2M 1BR meen
PR 902 10 »

There is a double parallel in this verse. First, the phrase 9502 172021 has
been split, so that there is a syntagmatic pairing in parallel lines of these

- two elements. Second, the entire phrase 9503 1131n3" then parallels .

The verse should not be translated distributively either as “O that my
words be written and inscribed in a book” or as “O that my words be writ-
ten down, O that they be inscribed in a book.” Job intends a poetic pro-
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gression in 19:23-24 which should not be levelled by trying to decide
what kind of material he had in mind for his inscription. He moves from
the softest and least permanent to the hardest and most permanem:; from
parchment to stone; and does so with three verbs for writing: to write, to

inscribe, to engrave.

O that my words be written down,

O that they be in a book, firmly inscribed,
With a pen of iron and lead (a chisel),
Forever engraved in rock.

It is easy to recognize syntagmatic pairs involving a verb and a noun (al-
though these do not seem to occur frequently); somewhat more pfobl'em-
atic is the splitting of a noun and a noun-adjective-participle combination.
Difficulties arise because, while one can differentiate morphologically be-
tween nouns, adjectives, and participles, syntactically they all function the
same way and therefore may all be considered the same part of speech. If
we recall our definition that paradigmatic words substitute for one another
and that syntagmatic words combine with one another to form a lax"ger.
unit, we see that pairings of nouns, adjectives, and participles are ambigu-
ous. Let us look at a simple demonstration. Deut 22 : 22 speaks of WK
20w, “the man who lies”; Lev 14:47 reads n°3a DY, “thq on‘e -w.hoA
lies in the house.” In Hebrew a participle (in this case 20W) or an adjective
can replace a noun or can be used together with it. Thus the pairing of an
adjective or participle with a noun in parallel lines is both syntagxrllanc and
paradigmatic. It becomes a matter of judgment as to how we perceive th.em
in a given case.” The same is true for nouns in construct, both of which
may be used independently. Without going further into the matter, 1 offer
the following as possible syntagmatic pairs. They occur as parallel .terms,
but I have translated them as continuous expressions in order to point out
their syntagmatic nature.

Ps3:2 SV onp /M
“The enemies who attack me”

Ps 19:13 mIanol // nRw

“Hidden errors”

Job 3:20 wol o // Sny

“Embittered toilers’
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These are not, as far as [ know, idioms or conventionalized expressions, but
seem to be elements of phrases that would normally occur in combination,

It is not my purpose to explain all biblical word pairs by one or another
of the rules which have been presented here. It is enough to see that the
linguistic rules underlying word associations also seem to fit when applied
to word pairs, and in many cases provide better explanations for certain
pairs than were heretofore available. Moreover, the theory of word associa-

- tions is a “unified theory.” It provides one explanation for a large variety of

related phenomena. This theory shows that the pairing of ygtl-gil forms
and the breakup of idioms are of the same nature as the pairing of apparent
Synonyms and antonyms. It shows that the pairing of words in parallel
lines is no different from the pairing in juxtaposition, collocation, and con-
struct, and even over greater distances, And it shows that the poetic pair-
ings are the same as those in prose. All of these associations belong to the
same linguistic phenomenon. Much of this was already sensed by biblicists
but there was no model around which to structure the discussion. The lin-
guistic theory of word association provides that model.

This approach to word pairs leads to the conclusion that they were not
specially invented to enable the composition of parallel lines. Word pairs
exist, at least potentially, in all languages, whether or not they use paral-
lelism;* and in those that do use parallelism, the word pairs are not re-
stricted to parallel lines but may occur in nonparallelistic writing as well.
It 15 not word pairs that create parallelism. It is parallelism tha; activates word
pairs. Since parallelism is essentially a form of projecting equivalences, it
produces equivalents on all linguistic levels. On the lexical level these take
the form of the realization of two or more words which are normally (or
sometimes not so frequently) associated by speakers of the language. The
lists of pairs that scholars have collected are not part of a poetic or even

" literary tradition. They are much more: they are a window into what

psycholinguists would call the language behavior, and ultimately the whole
conceptual world, of speakers of biblical Hebrew and Ugaritic.” They

‘evince mundane connections like ox and ass and ethnic prejudices like

Philistine and uncircumcised Not only should we continue to collect
them, but we should document their frequencies and patterns to the extent
that teXtu,al remains permit. This is the linguistic task. The literary task is
to see how a given author or verse uses a specific pair for his own pur-

- Pose—to create his own emphasis or meaning. Does he use an unexpected
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or rare association to shock his readers? Does he originate a new associa-
tion of words much as he does in a simile or metaphor? Or does he give
new life to a common association? Poets, after all, use the same language
and the same linguistic rules as their audience, but it is the way in which
they use these that makes them poets.

THE RELATION BETWEEN THE LEXICAL AND THE
SEMANTIC ASPECTS

The theory of word association explains the relationship between paired
words in psycholinguistic terms rather than in semantic terms. That is,
words are paired not on the basis of a particular semantic principle (e.g.,
sameness of meaning), but as a result of a complex psycholinguistic pro-
cess. This is not to say, however, that word pairing does not have a seman-
tic component. For one thing, the pairs can be considered semantically
equivalent “insofar as they overlap in cutting up the general ‘thought-
mass’”’
part of the same semantic field. For another, it is possible to categorize the
semantic relationships between word pairs: Geller has done so in one man-
ner” and even the linguistic terms that I have used—coordinate, subordi-
nate, etc.—have overtones of semantic categorization. And, most impor-
tant of all, the choice of word pairs affects the meaning of the parallelism.

How it affects the meaning is difficult to describe except by example,
for, while the process by which word pairs are matched may seem almost
automatic or instinctive, I do not think that we can dismiss their use so
easily. What we have explained so far is the process of pairing in and of
itself, divorced from the context in which it occurs. But the specific bair_s'
that are chosen, and how they are ordered, are both dependent on that con-
text and contribute to it. One illustration will have to suffice.

Lam §:11 1Y PRI oWl
d ’ ST YA nbna

Women in Zion they ravished;
Virgins in the cities of Judah.

This verse is composed entirely of word pairs plus a verb that is gapped in
the second line. The relationship between women and virgins is either
superordinate // subordinate (women in the sense of all adult females)

(Levin, Lingutstic Structure in Poetry, 25); in other words, they are -

.
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or two coordinates (married women as opposed to virgins). In either case,
the second term is more restrictive or specific than the first, since even
if the terms are coordinates, married women are the more numerous,
hence the more common element, while virgins represents a special cate-
gory within society. So the way in which this word pair is ordered has the

* effect of restricting the meaning of the parallelism. But the other word

pair, Zion // cities of Fudah, moves in the opposite direction. Here clearly
there js a subordinate // superordinate; Zion refers to one city among the

- cities of Judah. The effect of the second word pair is to expand the mean-

ing of the parallelism. It might seem, then, that the two pairs are working
at cross purposes, but this is not so. On the contrary, their effect is to make
the sense of the verse more intense and dramatic: the action described be-
comes more atrocious and more widespread. Raping virgins is more offen-
sive than raping married women,* and it was not confined to the capital
but occurred throughout the country. So we see that the lexical and seman-
tic aspects are intertwined.

But in another sense the lexical aspect is to be distinguished from the
semantic aspect.* To be sure, lexical pairs are often semantic pairs (and
grammatical pairs as well), but there are a number of verses in which the
lexical pairs function independently of the other aspects—they are neither
semantic nor grammatical equivalents. The following verses are presented

. in order to show that word pairs have a life of their own,* and that the
lexical aspect is a distinct aspect of biblical parallelism.

Ps1s:1 Toa%3 MR n
TP 72 PWs n

Who will live in your rens?
Who will dwell on your holy mountain?

The lexical pair *Al // (m)skn (RSP 1, #15) does not function as a seman-

. tic pair. The semantic and grammatical equivalents are ygwr // yskn and

hik /| hr qdik.

Ps111:6 WY AN PUYD N
’ Q"3 nbra o nnb

The power of his deeds he told to his people
In giving to them the inheritance of nations.

These lines are not syntactically parallel and the terms “m and gwy, a

known pair (compare, for example, Isa 1 :4), are not semantic equivalents
here.
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Ps11:6 N9 WR AL DPYWI BY 0
Zo NI MOYRT MM

He will rain upon the wicked blazing coals and sulphur;
A scorching wind will be their portion.

Semantically, NBY%T N1 parallels N°7931 WX 0°ND but the verse also con-

tains the lekical pair qun // M1 (RSP I, #520).

Job 31:18 KD 19T VIR D
TINIR MR VI

For from my youth he [the orphan] grew up with me as with a father;
And from my mother’s womb I guided her [the widow].

The semantic pair is >*M¥1» and *»R J03», but the common lexical pair
AR // OR is also present.

Prg:1 IR 0 D°33 WRY
73°3 NYTY 1P

Heed, sons, a father’s discipline;
And listen in order to know understanding.

12°wpi and VAW are both a lexical and a semantic pair, but there is an
additional lexical pair: ¥yaWw // 173 (RSP 1, #567). Pr 4:1 contains a three-
way play among lexical associates. This happens in a different manner in

Isasq:2 T50R DIpA 2N
L TMIIDWE MY

Enlarge the place of your tent;
Let the curtains of your dwellings be extended. . . .

Both %78 // 19Wn and 97X // Y™ appear as parallel word pairs; here in-
stead of choosing one the prophet used both. Isa 54:2 is an example in
which a term with one component parallels a term with more than one:
tent parallels curtains of dwellings. The terms of the double component are
both lexical associates of the first term. A similar phenomenon is found in
the following examples except that here the double component consists of
a repeated term and an associate.

Job6:15 3 M 173 NR
M2y 0W9R1 PUDRI

My brothers are as treacherous as a wadi;
Like a wadi-stream they run dry.
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Jud5:28 X12Y 1200 wwa v
TNI0TM SHYD 1INR VTR

Why does his chariot tarry in coming;
Why have the poundings of his chariots delayed.

Finally, a verse which sets up a false relationship based on a word pair—
a play on a word pair (not unlike the play on grammar that I discussed at
the end of chapter 3).

Jobs:1g qwn wan on
ovInXa WWwn YY)

By day they encounter darkness;
And as in the night they grope at noon.

The familiar associates day and night are a lexical pair. They may at first
seem to be a semantic pair as well since they often occur as such and be-
cause here each occupies the same position in its respective line.* But ac-
tually the semantic pairs are by day // at noon and darkness // night.

All of the verses cited in this section, whether they contain word pairs or
variations on the same root, show that lexical parallelism is to be dis-
tinguished from semantic and grammatical parallelism. Words may be
lexically associated but need not be used as semantic or grammatic equiva-
lents. ‘Or, one might say that it is the lexical associations that promote the

"perception of parallelism when grammatic or semantic equivalences are

absent, and reinforce it when they are present.

LEXICAL, GRAMMATICAL, AND SEMANTIC PATTERNING

Further proof that these three aspects can be analyzed separately comes

. from verses in which there are two (or more) sets of lexical, grammatical,

or semantic elements occurring in a pattern. If we limit ourselves to two
pairs, there are three possible patterns: aabb, abab, abba. Biblicists are
most familiar with lexical patterning of the abba type (chiastic*), but all
three aspects can be found in all three patterns, and furthermore, they may
be found in different patterns within the same parallelism.

A. Lexical Patterning

1. aabb
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Gen37:8 1275y T7pn Tonn
133 Ywnn 9wn or

Will you really reign over us; [mlk-mik]
Will you really rule us. [msl-msl]

Isa 66:23 . WIRA I W M
MNIaW3I NIV TN

It will be from one new moon to another new moon;
From one sabbath to another sabbath. :

Perhaps the ultimate in this type of patterning is

Isa 28:10, 13 DAV EF SRR
w2 wh
oW 'V QW vt

Mutter upon mutter, mutter upon mutter;
Murmur upon murmur, murmur upon murmur;
A little here, a little there.

2. abab®

Ps 33:10-11 012 N3y 53 N
DAY NAWNN R0

Tmyn o7wh ‘nonxy -
T T 3% mavnn

YHWH frustrates the plan of nations;
Brings to naught the designs of peoples.
YHWH’s plan endures forever;

His heart’s designs, for eternity.

Note that the semantic pattern is aabb, as is the syntactic pattern; but mor-

phologically there is an abab alternation between singular and plural -

which matches the lexical pattern. Compare also Isa 51:6.

Ex 29:27 MDA P DRI AN AR L.
o O WRY A7 WK

. . . the wave breast and the heave thigh
which was waved and which was heaved. . . .%

Sometimes the words which are patterned are not word pairs, as in the
following:
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Isasq:7-8 ThAY Jop ¥ana
TRIAPR D572 novnn

2R Y23 010 °hnon a¥p Arwa
<L TPDRNN oY ton

For a small moment 1 forsook you;

But with great compassion 1 will gather you in.

In slight anger I hid my face from you for a moment;
But with eternal kindness I will be compassionate to you.

Ps126:5-6 nynTI DY
M¥P 7N

YOI TR KW 1331 90 v

1REYR XY 7393 RI3° X3

Those who sow in tears;
In joy will they reap;
He who indeed goes crying, carrying the seed-bag;

Will indeed come Joyfully, carrying his sheaves.
[zre-rmh-zr<-mh]

3. abba®
Jer 17:7 712 NV WK Y20 T2
mouan o em
Blessed is the man who is secure in YHWH;
And YHWH will be his security.
Ps132:13-14 1122 ‘N2

% 2wnS MR
IV TV NMID DRY
MR D 2WR D

For YHWH has chosen Zion;

He has desired it for his sear.

This is my resting-place for all time;
Here I will siz, for I desire it.

Notice that here only two lines out of four are involved in the abba lexical
patterning, yet all four are involved in an aabb semantic pattern. There is
only partial grammatical correspondence.

B. Grammatical Patterning

1. aabb
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Ps 126:5'?-6 has arranged its singulars and plurals in this pattern. Ps

33:10-11 has an aabb syntactic pattern.

0”12 NXY e ‘A

tI10~11

Ps33 Ry NIEawnm XI0
YN QYWY ‘T N3y
O T2 2% mavn

YHWH frustrates the plan of nations;
Brings to naught the designs of peoples.
YHWH’s plan endures forever;

His heart’s designs, for eternity.

2. abab

¢ 2 oW w1 %D
116b—1 7 ox3 noys
Jer 31 7 I PIRD 130
7 ORI ININRY pn wn
o13a% 0% 1w

For there is a reward for your labor, says YHWH:
They shall return from the enemy’s land;

And there is hope for your future, says YHWH:
The children shall return to their own territory.

The syntactic, lexical, and semantic patterning are in harmony here.

3. abba

R
. c—6a oW JOwR

Ps137:5 ) s3m nowN

N5 1wh Pan

319Xk RY DR

If I forget you, Jerusalem,
Let my right hand wither;
Let my tongue stick to my palate,
If I do not remember you.

C. Semantic Patterning

In many cases the syntactic and semantic patterns are the. same, bgt
there may be a definite semantic pattern even when a grammatic pattern is

lacking.
1. aabb
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" Joel1:2 D°IPTN DRT Wwaw
PRI 02wy 93 1R

0212 NXRY Anan

D2°NaR *2°3 oXY

Hear this, elders;

And listen all dwellers of the land.

Was there ever such a thing in your days;
Or in the days of your fathers.

Cf. also Ps 132:13-14; Isa §1:6.

2. abab

Ps 33:20-21 ‘% anon uwoy
R 22207 3y

13% nawr 93 '3

1INV WP owa o

Our being hopes on YHWH,
Our help and our shield is he;
For in him our heart rejoices,
For in his holy name we trust.*

Cf. also Isa 54:7-8 and Jer 31:16b—17.

3. abba
Pr23:15-16 73% oon ax 13
IR 02 3% N
. MY Mty m

D> % T now N373

My son, if your heart is wise,
My own heart will rejoice;
My kidneys will be glad,
When your lips speak rightly.

I have chosen the simplest, most obvious examples of patterning. There
are more intricate ones, t0o, containing more than two sets of terms or

- structured less symmetricaily, €.8., abac, etc. In a segment involving four

lines it is not uncommon for the last line to break the pattern suggested in
the first three. This often serves as a link to other segments or as a type of
closure.*

My purpose in presenting these patterns was to bring once more the lex-
ical, grammatical, and semantic aspects into clearer focus. All of these as-
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pects have a role in parallelism. Their patterns may correspond,' or they
may be different, but all of them add to the effect of _thfe parallelism. :l-
though I have taken pains to separate them for heuns.tlc purposes, t e};
interact with one another in a variety of ways. Parallelism is the result o

the effects of its many aspects.

THE SEMANTIC ASPECT

The lexical aspect of parallelism consists of lexical equivalences vyh}ch,
as we saw in the two preceding sections, are not to be confused. vylth sej
mantic equivalences. Let us now turn our attention‘to the semantic aspect:
the relationship between the meanings of parallel lme‘s. But ﬁrsF let us es-A
tablish a link between the methodology used to describe the lexical aspect
and that applied to other aspects of parallelism. . .

The first part of this chapter showed thé.lt lexilcal equlvale.nces_——th;t
is, the equivalence that constitutes word pairs—is best explam.ed as the
same equivalence that exists in word associations. The corollary is th'at the
process whereby word associations are generated can be used to explain t i—
generation of word pairs. In doing this we seem to have left the realm o

structural linguistics, where we first sought a description of parallelism, tz .
sojourn in an alien linguistic land. In reality, though, we have not travele

far, for while structural linguists and psycholinguists speak different meta-
languages and employ different methodologies, at a more profound level

- they seem to be saying the same thing. Deese, a psycholinguist whose |

studies are far removed from poetry and parallelism, sums up his work on

associations as follows: “The two associative laws may be stated as follows: .

(1) Elements are associatively related when they may be conFransted in sloms
unique and unambiguous way, and (2) elements are 'assocxatx\{ely relate

when they may be grouped because they can be de'scrlbed .by two or more
characteristics in common” (165). These “contrastmg. rela‘no.ns and- group-
ing relations” (cf. Deese, 160, 164) are the psyck?olmgmsnc equ‘lvale'nts
of “equivalence” and “‘contrast’”’—the terms which st.ru.ctural linguists
find basic to the definition of parallelism. Can association be us.ed tg
explain parallelism as a whole? Deese’s following statement may be viewe

as having implications in this direction (although he does not mention

paralielism).
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A more difficult question, however, is whether or not these same associa-
tions have any influence upon the generation of sentences. It is certain that
sentences are not merely concatenations of associations. Sentences are com-

* posed of syntactic structures, though it is less certain at what level these
structures are generated. Class membership which makes assignment of
words of different syntactic value possible, however, may well be deter-
mined by the same functional properties, namely, contrast and grouping,
that determine the patterns among manifest associations. We can imagine
sentences, then, in which the structural properties are syntactic bur for which the

" choice of the particular elements thar fit into various positions is determined by
assoctative processes, Such sentences, of course, would assert very unlikely
things. While such sentences do occur in poetry and in similar kinds of
writing, they are not ordinary sentences. [167]

In the context of a discussion of biblical parallelism it is not at all difficult
to imagine the kind of sentences that Deese describes in the words which I
have italicized. Many biblical verses seem to have been composed in just
this way.

Deese goes on to quote some data on the generation of sentences by asso-
ciation. A typical response to The wide road spoiled the park is The narrow
path hid the beauty. Thus not only does the second sentence reproduce
the syntax of the first—i.e., parallel it grammatically ®*—but, in Deese’s
words, “the distribution of individual words substituted for particular
words in these sentences are remarkably like the distributions of free asso-
ciations” (169). Deese adds: “Despite semantic constraint, the distribu-
tion of verbal elements is very much like what one would expect from
simple associative processes. Thus, syntactic and semantic constraint pro-
vided. by words in ordinary sentences do not eliminate or replace asso-
ciative processes” ( 170).

If :nothing else, these statements Support my contention that parallel
word pairs and word associations are one and the same. But I think there is
séniething else—namely, that the whole process of paralleling is related in
some way to the process of association. Just as any competent speaker can
generate a word pair, so any competent speaker can generate a parallel line.
Presumably this is done through an associative process similar to that of
word association. But is this simply a result of duplicating the grammatical
form of the sentence and substituting lexical associates? Or is there an as-
sociative process on the semantic level, comparable to the one on the lexi-
cal level? This is suggestive, but I know of no psycholinguistic experiment

or theory that sheds further light on the matter. So I will not deal with the
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semantic aspect from a cognitive perspective but will explore other lin-
guistic avenues. . ST
Let me make clear that the semantic aspect of parallelism does not refer
to the meaning of a line, or even the meaning of the parallelism as a whole.
The semantic aspect is the relationship between the meaning of one line and its’
parallel line. It is this relationship which Lowth categorized as synony-
mous, antithetic, or synthetic, and which Kugel described as “A, what’s
more, B.” My thesis is that parallel lines are in some way linguistically
equivalent. One type of equivalence is semantic equivalence. But how is
semantic equivalence to be defined? Lowth’s system is too rigid, basically

limiting equivalence to synonymity or opposition; and Kugel’s seems to .
exclude equivalence by definition. Equivalence, as I use the term, does not

mean identity or synonymity. Two lines do not have to mean the same thing
in order to be semantically equivalent; semantic equivalence does not im-
ply sameness of meaning any more than lexical equivalence does. Even

a paraphrase, which is one type of equivalence, is not identical with its -

original.*

The semantic equivalence between parallel lines may be perceived as ei- -

ther paradigmatic or syntagmatic. These are the same categories that were
used to classify word pairs (lexical equivalents), and they are; in fact, the
major binary opposition of structural linguistics. As such, they can, the-
oretically at least, be used to describe any linguistic aspect of parallelism.*
We usually think of semantic parallelism only as paradigmatic—that is,
one thought can substitute for the other. But we should not exclude the
possibility of a syntagmatic semantic relationship where the two lines con-
tain a semantic continuation, a progression of thought.* This may be in-
dependent of the grammatical relationship of the lines, and of the rela-
tionship between word pairs. A semantic syntagm may be expressed in
grammatically paradigmatic or syntagmatic lines, using paradigmatic or
syntagmatic word pairs.

Isa 40:9 1°% Nwan 75 %Y 7aa by
D>WI NWaAnR 9 N03 R

Ascend a high hill, herald to Zion;
Lift your voice aloud, herald to Jerusalem.

The actions of the herald are presented in the order in which they would
naturally occur. Thus I would say that these two lines are syntagmatically
related in their semantic aspect, although the word pair herald to Zion and
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'herald 10 Jerusalem is paradigmatic. Another syntagmatic semantic pairing
is found in

Isa16:5 ROD 70N 199
-+ TITDARI NBRI 1YY 2w

A throne shal] be established in kindness;
And he shall sit on it in faithfulness. . ..

In this verse the lines as a whole are syntagmatic—the chair is first prepared
and then occupied; and the word pairs NX // 7on and aw* / X0 are also
syntagmatic pairs.

Less easily classified as either paradigmatic or syntagmatic are verses like

.Hab3:3 YN Do noo
PRI ORA Invam

His glory covers heaven 5
And the earth is full of his praise.

This looks like a merismus and would therefore be paradigmatic. But it
(.:O.l.lld just as well be interpreted as embodying a cause and result relation-
ship-which would make it syntagmatic. Lowth would call it synonymous
and Kugel would say that B goes beyond A. We will see shortly that thi;
?mbxgmty—the tension between the paradigmatic and the syntagmatic—
Is at the heart of parallelism,
contiguity,“

' (.).nce we allow for equivalences that are more than paraphrases the pos-
51bdlyies multiply and the assignment of a particular verse to a specific
type becomes subjective (as in the case of Hab 3:3). This is so because the
para}lelism itself does not always make the relationship between its lines
exph.cit.‘It usually juxtaposes them paratactically or joins them with the
Tulm,z’affent zf:’a:w. It is then up to the reader to decide if the waw means

and,. but,” “moreover,” etc. This is the crux of the semantic aspect.

Th.e area of linguistics that has the most potential for clarifying the se-
mantic relationship between paralle] lines is textlinguistics (or text gram-
r»nar)._ Unlike generative grammar and formal semantics, which view the
se?tence,_as the maximum linguistic unit, textlinguistics looks at larger
un'lts and is especially concerned with describing the relationship between
adjacent sentences in a text or discourse, and with global relationships
throt.lghout the discourse. The work that I have found most relevant in this
area is that of Teun van Dijk, even though van Dijk intentionally excludes

which, after all, imposes similarity upon
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parallelism from his studies since he considers it as having a rhetorical or
stylistic function but not a purely linguistic function (cf. Text and Context,
4). Nevertheless, several of van Dijk’s points have a bearing on the seman-
tic aspect of parallelism, especially insofar as they justify the concept of
syntagmatic equivalence, and so I will bring them into our discussion.

Van Dijk examines connections and connectives in both compound sen- |

tences and sequences of sentences. While he is correct to distinguish be-
tween the two, it is immediately apparent that both are included in paral-

lelism. It remains for future studies to see whether this makes a difference -

in parallelism. But more striking is van Dijk’s statement that “Connected-
ness seems to be a condition imposed upon PAIRS OF SENTENCES”
(Text and Context, 45). This was said of ordinary discourse, not poetic
texts; it applies much more to lines in biblical poetry. In other words, the
normal connectedness of ordinary discourse is heightened, or taken to an
extreme, in poetry by parallelism.

Van Dijk examines different types of connectives (conjunctions, ad-
verbs, particles, etc.) as well as sentences with no specific connection be-
tween them. He concludes that “connection is not dependent on the pres-
ence of connectives” and, conversely, ‘“‘the presence of connectives does
not make sentences connected” (Text and Context, 46). In other words,
there is an inherent semantic connectedness that is perceived in a coherent
discourse; in an uncoherent one (as in the isolated sample We went to the
beach and Peter was born in Manchester) the use of a conjunction or other

connective is not enough to generate a semantic connection between the

clauses.

There are certain things that help to link two sentences besides specific
connectives. Mainly it is a matter of their relating to the “topic of conversa-
tion” (the subject of the discourse, the point being made), giving a cause
or reason, or making a temporal or local connection. (I oversimplify here.)

Van Dijk again emphasizes that “sentential and especially sequential con- .
nection need not be expressed by explicit connectives . . . the connections
between propositions in sentences and sequences may be ‘expressed’ by’

the very co-occurrence of the sentences expressing them’ (Text and Con-

text, 87). :
Parallelism can easily be related to this discussion, for the types of con-

nectives and connectedness between sentences in a discourse also pertain

to parallel lines (simply because they are also sentences in a discourse). -

Some parallel lines are linked by specific linguistic connectives like 3
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(“for”), some have the ambiguous waw (van Dijk notes that “and”’ is often
ambiguous also), and some have no connective at all. Moreover, parallelism
itself ‘serves as a rhetorical connective, in addition to the semantic con-
nectedness of coherent discourse. Therefore, parallef lines are doubly
connected; once by virtue of their role in a coherent text (with or with-
ous connective particles), and again by the linguistic equivalences which
constitute parallelism. In the semantic aspect of parallelism, the normal
semantic connectedness between sentences is enhanced by other linguis-

. tic_equivalences so that semantic equivalence is promoted. What I have

called- semantic equivalence can also be viewed as van Dijk’s semantic
connectedness.

This discussion may make it seem that all parallel lines are, by defini-
tion, semantically equivalent. In a sense this is true, for as mentioned in
chapter 2, even lines which have no apparent semantic relationship tend to
be perceived as semantically related when they are grammatically equiva-
lent. The question then is: do parallel lines manifest an inherent semantic
equivalence aside from that described by van Dijk or projected by the
equivalence in other linguistic aspects.

Actually, most of what van Dijk describes as semantic connectedness is
the same as what I have called syntagmatic semantic connectedness. This
connectedness is merely the result of contiguity—the logical development
of coherent discourse. We are still left with the question of paradigmatic
semantic equivalence, which is the most obvious type of semantic paral-
lelism and would constitute the “inherent semantic equivalence” sought in
the preceding paragraph. For this, the notion of generative semantics may
be helpful. Modelled on generative grammar, generative semantics posits a
deep semantic structure which may be realized through a number of differ-
ent surface structures. To take a mundane example, the questions How
are you?, How are things?, How do you feel? could be said to be different
realizations of the same underlying semantic entity. The notion of para-
phrase—that the same thought can be expressed through different words
and forms—is based on the existence of a semantic deep structure (cf. van
Dijk, Some Aspects of Text Grammars, 14). Since most of what is usually
considered semantically parallel involves some sort of paraphrase, it is

appropriate that we investigate this in greater detail. What needs to be

stre§sed here, as it was in the case of syntactic equivalence, is that the same
deep structure can be reflected in different surface structures. In this case
l.t means that the same semantic equivalence can be expressed through dif-
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ferent grammatical and lexical choices. Ultimately, what i§ inter?sting
about paraphrase—or paradigmatic semantic equivalence-—is that it can
take so many different forms. '

In order to demonstrate this with as much control as possible, we w1l.l
present parallelisms whose first lines are identical (or nearly identical) and
whose second lines are semantically equivalent but differently phrased.
Here it is not a question of the stylistic variation within the same Para‘lf
lelism, but of two completely differept parallelisms which have one line in
common.

Ps3g:13 ‘7 °nban nynw
' TR TNV

Hear my prayer, YHWH;
And give ear to my cry.
Ps102:2 'nben nynw N
R0 ORI
YHWH, hear my prayer;
And let my cry reach you.

Semantically, both verses seem the same, although Ps 39:13 is gram-

matically identical while Ps 102:2 is grammatically equivalent (subiect-. .

object parallelism).

Ps s5:2 nHon OI9R A3IRD
' *nInnn obynn $RY

Give ear, God, to my prayer;
And do not hide yourself from my plea.

Ps86:6 nYon 77 aIMIRA
naunn Mpa nwpm

Give ear, YHWH, to my prayer; )
And harken to the sound of my pleadings.

This example is similar to the preceding one. The difference thWe'Cfl the
verses is grammatical, not semantic. The grammatical equivalefice in Ps
55:2 involves positive-negative parallelism; in Ps 86:6 there is a mor-
phologic shift from singular to plural (prayer // pleadings).

Prio:1s NY P RWY TN
oW o7 nnnn
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The wealth of a rich man is his fortress;
The ruin of the poor is their poverty.

"Pri8:ir NY W ey P
WNTOWRI FAWI N

The wealth of a rich man is his fortress;
And like a high wall in his fancy.

.

The semantic equivalence is slightly different in the two verses. In Pr
18:11 there is a semantic extension of Sortress while in Pr 10: 1 5 there is a
contrast between the two lines. This may sound suspiciously like new la-
bels for old distinctions—Lowth’s synonymous and antithetic parallel-
ism—but it is not. The terms “equivalence” and “contrast” are the same
that I have been using throughout this book, and they can be applied to the
semantic aspect as well as to the grammatic. Semantic equivalence is a
much broader term than Lowth’s synonymous parallelism, and would in-
clude much that he might have considered “synthetic parallelism.” “Con-
trast” is also broader than “antithetic parallelism” and includes not only
semrfantic opposites but also other types of contrast (which Lowth might
have thought of as synonymous), such as “Water he asked; Milk she gave”
(Jud 5:25).

Note also that the semantic parallels in each of these verses are not only
equally-acceptable, neither being “more parallel” than the other, but that
the choice of parallel in each case fits the larger context in which the verse
is situated. Pr 10 contains many other contrasts, between the righteous
and the wicked, the wise and the foolish, and so the contrast between the
rich and the poor is quite at home. Pr 18, on the other hand, is structured
much differently; it is not built on quick contrasts but on more prolonged
images, and v. 11 fits into one of these.

Lams:19 awn o»Ys ‘o any
N7 MNTY RO3

You, YHWH, will sit forever;
Your throne is for eternity.

Ps102:13 awn oMYs 5 anx
T T TN

You, YHWH, will sit forever;
Your fame is for eternity.
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The parallelisms in these verses are almost identical; only one word differs.
But that makes all the difference in meaning—a whole different thought is
stressed. And like Pr 10:15 and 18:11, each thought is the appropriate
one for its context. Lam 5:19, by pairing sit and throne, emphasizes the
idea of God’s sitting enthroned forever as a reigning monarch. This is a
fitting antidote in the context of the destruction of Mt. Zion, God’s seat of
power (cf. Lam 5:18). The second line of Ps 102: 13, however, does not
direct attention to sitting, but rather to “being, presence.”* This verse,
speaks of the permanence of God in contrast to the transience of the
psalmist (Ps 102:12). Here semantics gives way to pragmatics; the larger

context of the poem determines the form of the semantic equivalence .

within the parallelism.*

We should learn from these examples that generating a semantic parailel
is not automatic—a formulaic reflex, as it were. The parallel must fit the
semantic and structural context, and, indeed, is fashioned to do so. In
the majority of parallelisms this is accomplished by choosing which com-
ponents to repeat or parallel and which to leave unparalleled. Both Lam
5:19 and Ps 102: 13 pair forever and eternity, for this idea is important to

both. Lam 5: 19 pairs sit and throne, thereby confirming the idea of sitting .

on a throne, while Ps 102: 13 pairs you and your fame, ignoring the sitting
aspect and underlining the “being” or ‘“you-ness” aspect. This point
about contextual appropriateness has certain implications for understand-
ing semantic parallelism and parallelism as a whole. Not every part of the
first line need be paralleled in the second, and, in fact, it rarely is. But it is
a mistake to perceive such parallelisms as “incomplete” or otherwise de-
fective. The words which are gapped or left unparalleled are those which
the verse wants to deemphasize; the emphasis is on the words that are re-
peated or paralleled.

A. Disambiguation and Ambiguity

This brings us to one of the main semantic functions of parallelism: dis-
ambiguation and ambiguity. One of the functions of the second line of a
parallelism isto disambiguate the first, especiaily if the first does not make
clear what the topic of conversation is. This occurs in nonparallelistic dis-

course as well. Van Dijk gives an example, Please go to the store and buy me

some beer, in which the first clause does not contain enough information

and the second is used to fill in this missing information. The hearer only

knows what kind of store is meant after he interprets the second clause
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(cf. Text and Context, 60). The terseness of the poetic line always puts it at
risk of being misunderstood, either because information is omitted or be-
cause the reader/hearer is unable to focus on the main point (the topic of
conversation). This can be partially overcome through parallelism, for the
second line directs the interpretation of the first; the first line comes to be
understood in terms of the second. On the other hand, the second line may
introduce an element of ambiguity into the first. The first line takes on a
new shade of meaning when it is read in terms of the second. Both disam-
biguation and ambiguity coexist in parallelism. Let us see them at work in
a passage from Isaiah which Kugel (Idea, 9) has explained at some length

and which I will explore even further.

Isa'rig WP N YT
Y993 DR MM

U7 RY Sxwe

133N RS "y

An ox knows its owner;

And an ass its masters’ trough.

Israel does not know;

My people does not understand itself,

The first line is a relatively straightforward statement, but its exact shade
of meaning—i.e., the point that Isaiah wants to make through it—does
not become clear until later. Isaiah begins to clarify his point about the ox
by bringing in the ass. Now the prophet does not come to praise the ox or
denigrate the ass. He uses two examples to make one point. The ox, being
a relatively superior animal, but an animal nevertheless, can recognize who
its owner is. The ass, an inferior counterpart, at least knows where its feed-
ing trough is. Both animals have primitive, animal knowledge—each in a
measure appropriate to its status on the intellectual hierarchy—by which
phey comprehend that they are controlled and provided for by masters.

A closer look at these lines is in order. The verb yd< is gapped, so our
attention is withdrawn from it. Whatever kind of knowledge the ox has,
the ass has the same. But the object of the knowledge is different: owner vs.
masters’ trough, which implies that the degree of knowledge is not equal.
This contrast within equivalence matches the contrast within equivalence
of ox and ass. On one hand, the two are similar, but on the other hand,
they are different.

Of course, these lines are merely paving the way for the clincher in the
next two. The progression continues from ox to ass to Israel. If the terms
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are all counterparts (equivalents) that is bad enough—Israel is situated
among the animals. If a progression is intended, then the matter is even
worse, for Israel is the stupidest. And here the parallelism becomes an op:
tical illusion, like the picture in psychology books that is both a vase and
two profiles. Before, lines 1 and 2 seemed to be a paraphrase; now they
suddenly become a progression. Israel is more stupid than an ass because it
doesn’t Enow anything at all. The verb ¥1°, which was gapped in the sec-
ond line reappears in the third; but instead of having an object—that
which is known—it occurs without an object, hinting that its object is
nothing—“Israel doesn’t know (anything).” Even the kind of knowledge
that was credited to the animals is lacking in respect to Israel; Israel does
not possess even primitive animal knowledge. What is this animal knowl-
edge? A sense of who one’s master is. It is this that Israel lacks. This
thought reaches its climax in the fourth line. Kugel has made much of the
verbal form of 131an7, claiming that the hitpacel form intensifies in some
vague way, yielding “does not understand at all.” It is true, as Kugel notes,
that when 112 is paired with ¥7°, it is usually in the hiph<il (1°37), not the
hitpacel (111207). But the word 131207, “consider, pay attention to,” is not
so unusual; it is found a number of times in conjunction with ynw, “to
hear” (Isa 52:15; Job 26:14), X7, “to see”” (Jer 2:10; Job 11:11), 77,
“to remember, pay mind to” (Isa 43:18), and ¥7°, “to know” (Job I1:11;
38:18). If one must find in the choice of the hitpa‘el some extra shade of
meaning, it is perhaps best to render it in its common reflexive sense:
“does not understand itself.” This, I think, is the sense of the line, and it is
brought home by the word *n¥, “my people.” What is it that Israel does
not understand? ‘“[Israel] does not understand itself [to be] my people.”
This is what the first three lines have been building toward: Israel has no
sense of who its master is or from whence it receives its sustenance.

What I have called disambiguation is this kind of clarification, redefini-
tion, unfolding of development. I think this is what Kugel often means by

his “A, what’s more, B.”” But this should not be understood to mean that B -
is not equivalent to A. A and B are not independent lines; we read one in -

terms of the other. They need not be synonymous, of course, but they

are certainly equivalent—they correspond semantically, in any one of a

number of ways.

The other side of the coin is ambiguity or polysemy, and it is present
along with disambiguation. We have seen the tension between the two in
the lines involving the ox and the ass; they are the same and yet different,
they signify one thing and two things simultaneously. In Hab 3:3, too,
which can be viewed as a merismus or as a progression, we waver between
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Fhe paradigmatic and syntagmatic reading. In parallelism after parallel-
1sm. we. are torn between the similarity of the lines and, at the same time
their dissynonymity. Parallelism is forever poised between redundancy anc;
polysemy.

This is nowhere more evident than in the paralleling of numbers: -one "
tv&to, three / four, six // seven, and so on. This piques the modern scientific
mind no end; how can three be four? Do the two numbers represent the
same quantity or different quantities? We feel compelled to choose be-
tween “synonymous” and “goes beyond” here just as we do between
Lo?vt‘h and Kugel. But both are correct. Both facets of parallelism coexist
Th-lS 1s a manifestation of what Waugh referred to as redundancy vs. ambi;
guuty, one of the major dichotomies in linguistic discourse (cf. chapter 1
p- 'I 6). Redundant signs do not provide independent information, but inj
form .about other signs in the text. “They are used in a sense to ins:ure that
the gfven information is provided” (73). This is disambiguation. Ambigu-
ous sxg'ns provide more than one interpretation, “even when in context of
othc?r signs.” A parallel line does both; it insures the delivery of the infor-
mation in the first line and, even in the context of that first line, it encour-
ages.a Sftcond view of things, an alternate interpretation. Redundancy and

_ ambiguity (disambiguation and polysemy) are locked in eternal struggle in
-parallelism. To ¢hoose one is to lose the other, and thereby lose the major

dialectic tension of parallelism. There is no better way to sum this up than
to quote

Ps63:12 o noR 737 PR
‘nyaw 1 onw

One thing God has spoken;
Two things I have heard.

This verse not only lends itself to discussions of hermeneutics—that one
statement has many interpretations—but it also reflects the essence of par-
al-lelisrp. Parallelism is constituted by redundancy and polysemy disI;m-
bigyation and ambiguity, contrast within equivalence. Parallelism’ focuses
the message on its?lf but its vision is binocular. Like human vision it
supermmposes two slightly different views of the same object and from

‘ thel_r convergence it produces a sense of depth.

B. Parallelism as Metaphor

, A final facet of semantic equivalence is the metaphoric function of paral-
elism. I have already discussed the fact that syntactic equivalence pro-
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motes the perception of semantic equivalence. Two contiguous lines which
have the same syntactic structure tend to be viewed as having some correla-
tion in meaning, and even when there is no obvious semantic connection
between them, we seek a correlation through our interpretation (cf. chap-
ter 2, p. 23). In this way one aspect of parallelism affects other aspects.
Equivalence in one aspect is projected onto another aspect. The result is
that even lines that do not have the same semantic deep structure are con-
sidered equivalent. This is one of the ways in which parallelism gains its
power and effectiveness: from partial equivalence it creates the illusion of
total equivalence. Equivalence is transferred from one aspect to another,
and from one line to another. In this sense, parallelism is metaphoric.
Roman Jakobson has elevated this metaphoric function to a principle of
parallelism: “anything sequent is a simile” and ‘““metonymy is slightly meta-
phorical and any metaphor has a metonymical tint” (LP, 370). Jakobson
uses these terms to explain the mutual effects of similarity and contiguity,
and by so doing he broadens “metaphor” to include all parallelism. Francis

Landy follows him in saying that “two halves of a clause are juxtaposed

and held to be alike; the basic form of parallelism is metaphor” (‘“Poetics
and Parallelism,” 80). I do not want to pursue the concept of parallelism as
metaphor on such a grand scale, although I appreciate the metaphoric ef-
fect of reading any B line after, and in terms of, any A line. Rather, I want
to show that parallelistic structuring can become the medium for a com-
parison, a form for figurative language.* Parallel lines always have the po-
tential to be understood metaphorically—this is in the nature of parallel-
ism, as Jakobson has suggested. But only in specific cases is this potential
actualized; here parallelism, and parallelism alone, conveys a simile or a
metaphor.
This is clearest in proverbial sayings like

Pr26:9g MW 3 Ay mn
0"9°03 "53 Ywm

A thorn comes to the hand of a drunkard;
And a proverb to the mouth of fools.

The two juxtaposed lines are grammatically equivalent but, on'the surface
at least, semantically unequivalent. Nevertheless, it is immediately appar-
ent that a semantic relationship is intended. We understand it as an anal-
ogy: “Justasathorn . . . soa proverb. . . .” There is ample support from
the text itself for such a reading, for this and other similarly structured
verses alternate with verses containing the particles 3 . . . 1, “just as e
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so’_"t.hroughout Pr 26 (cf. McKane, Proverbs, 593—-94). Either form, with
or without “just as,” is equally effective. A simile does not have to be spe-
cially marked; it can be conveyed through parallelism.

Ps 125:2 % 2720 o abw
. <o MmYh 3o M

Jerusalem—mountains surround it;
And YHWH surrounds his people. . . .

The natural physical protection of Jerusalem serves as the comparison for
God’s protection of his people. There is no particle “as, like” to mark this
as a simile, yet it is immediately understood as such from the structure of
the lines. It is not quite a metaphor, in the conventional sense, for God is
not identified with the mountains, and Jerusalem is not a metaphor for the
people, although it may symbolize them. As mountains protect the city of
Jerusalem, so God protects the people in it.

It is but a small step from simile to metaphor.*® The interpretation of
Eccl 7:1 is an interesting case in point.

Eccl7:1 0 Pwn av 2w
Y12 0T Mg oy

~

Better a name than good oil;
And one’s death-day than one’s birth-day.

The verse as a whole is read as an analogy, like Pr 26 : s—*“Just as a name is
better than good oil, so death is better than life.” But this verse is more
complex than Pr 26:5 because each line contains its own internal com-
parison. The first line, 21 jnwn ow 2, has all the earmarks of a popular
proverb in its form and sound play (compare ““Better red than dead”). Itis
quite plausible, as Gordis has suggested, that Koheleth is quoting a well-
known saying and joining to it his own interpretation or application. Pre-
sumably, his audience understood the saying, so he could use it as the basis
of his analogy to life and death. If one accepts the first premise, then one
must accept the second. In order for the analogy to work, it must proceed
from the known to the unknown; the second line makes sense only when it
is read in light of the first.

Now just the opposite happens when a modern reader approaches this
verse. He, 100, understands that there is an analogy being made between
the two lines, but, unlike Koheleth’s audience, he is not familiar with the

comparison in the first line. How can a name be contrasted with oil?*




102 THE DYNAMICS OF BIBLICAL PARALLELIS_M

Since there is an inherent comparison in this line, the reader seeks to
understand how the two things are related. He may see them as a contrast
between the physical and the nonphysical, the ephemeral and the lasting,
or the cosmetic appearance and the true essence of a person. But there is
nothing to tell him which of these, if any, is correct. In Eccl 7:1, however,
something else enters the picture: the second line of the verse—which is
immediately used to solve the riddle of the first line. The modern reader
reads the first line in light of the second. He reads the analogy from back to
front, and in doing so he makes the first line a metaphor (or to bé more
correct, a metonymy) for the second. Oil is equated with birth (oil is
rubbed on the newborn) and a name (all that remains when life is finished)

is equated with death.® I am not sure that this is the correct interpretation’

of “Better a name than good oil.” As an independent proverb it may have
had no connection with life and death. But I am reasonably certain that
this interpretation owes its existence to the parallel structure of the liries
and the urge to make sense of their combination. In the modern reading of
Eccl 7:1 parallelism has indeed become metaphorical.

I have attempted to explain the semantic aspect of parallelism in terms |

of semantic equivalences ranging from paraphrase to progression 1o meta-
phor. When it comes to the semantic aspect, which is dependent on, yet
separate from, the formal constructions within a text, the boundary be-
tween what is equivalent and what is not is hard to draw; for it is usually
possible to find some relationship in meaning between two lines. That rela-
tionship is both enhanced and inhibited in poetry. We expect.a poem to
have a unity of theme and we expect its parts to relate to one another—and

parallelism contributes to the unity of the parts. But at the same time the

terseness of the poem and the parataxis of parallel lines do not permit
the unity among the parts to be spelled out directly. So we are left very often
with ambiguity or polysemy in regard to semantic relationships. But this,
after all, is the core of poeticalness and the crux of poetic interpretation.

PHONOLOGIC
ASPECT:

SOUND PAIRS

Just as parallelism activates the grammatical, lexical, and semantic as-
pects of language, so, too, it activates the phonologic aspect. Phonologic
equivalences and contrasts are often present in parallel lines and they con-
tribute to the perception of correspondence between the lines.

Scholars of literature and linguistics have discussed many types of pho-
nologic equivalence in language, especially in poetry. The most common
in the English literary tradition are alliteration and rhyme. Biblical schol-
ars, on their part, recognized long ago the Bible’s penchant for wordplay or
punning, and have taken note of various kinds of phonologic repetition in
a wide variety of passages. These phenomena are generally subsumed
under the term paronomasia.' My discussion will not be concerned with
the many types of phonologic repetition in the Bible, nor with the impor-
tance of sound in biblical poetry; it will be limited to the repetition and
contrast of sounds in parallel lines. More specifically, I will deal with

" sound pairs.

WHAT IS A SOUND PAIR?

Linguists speak of assonance and consonance. While the former term is
sometimes applied to all types of sound repetition, it is properly confined
to the repetition of like vowels or diphthongs. Consonance designates the
repetjtion of the same or a similar sequence of consonants with a change in
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